
ar
X

iv
:2

30
1.

01
31

6v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

A
T

] 
 3

 J
an

 2
02

3

ON CYCLES AND MERGE TREES

JULIAN BRÜGGEMANN AND NICHOLAS A. SCOVILLE

Abstract. In this paper, we extend the notion of a merge tree to that of a generalized
merge tree, a merge tree that includes 1-dimensional cycle birth information. Given a
discrete Morse function on a 1-dimensional regular CW complex, we construct the induced
generalized merge tree. We give several notions of equivalence of discrete Morse functions
based on the induced generalized merge tree and how these notions relate to one another.
As a consequence, we obtain a complete solution to the inverse problem between discrete
Morse functions on 1-dimensional regular CW complexes and generalized merge trees. After
characterizing which generalized merge trees can be induced by a discrete Morse function
on a simple graph, we give an algorithm based on the induced generalized merge tree of a
discrete Morse function f : X → R that cancels the critical simplices of f and replaces it
with an optimal discrete Morse function.
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1. Introduction

Let X be a simplicial complex along with a sequence of subcomplexes ∅ = X0 ⊆ X1 ⊆
· · · ⊆ Xn = X known as a filtration. In the burgeoning field of topological data analysis,
a filtration is often given by a sampling of points based on some increasing parameter.
Geometrical and topological features of X are then estimated by studying the persistence
of certain topological features [PRSZ20]. When the topological feature in question is the
number of connected components, the persistence over the lifetime of the filtration is given
by birth and death information and is summarized in a barcode or persistence diagram
[Oud15, CVJ22]. If one wishes to not only determine birth and death information from the
filtration but also how the components are evolving, i.e., which components are merging with
which, one associates a merge tree tree to the filtration. Because the merge tree carries with
it this extra information, merge trees are a rich topic of study in both the theoretical and
computational settings [CHM+22, Cur18, MBW13, GMO+, CCLL22].
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One way to induce a filtration on X is with a discrete Morse function [For98, For02]. Such
a function f induces a filtration by considering subcomplexes associated to each critical value
of f . The induced merge tree of a discrete Morse function on a tree, or 1-dimensional acyclic
complex, was introduced in [JS22]. There the authors showed that a certain class of merge
trees could be realized as the induced merge tree of a star graph. The authors went on to
conjecture that any merge tree could be the induced merge tree of a certain discrete Morse
function on a path. This conjecture was recently proved in [Brü22].

The goal of this paper is to extend the theory of merge trees and discrete Morse theory to
include cycles. More specifically, given any 1-dimensional regular CW complex (i.e. a graph
with or without multiedges) equipped with a discrete Morse function, we define a generalized
induced Morse labeled merge tree (Definition 2.6) associated to this discrete Morse function.
The generalized induced Morse labeled merge tree keeps track of not only component birth,
death, and merge information but also cycle birth information via a node with a single
child. After defining some basic properties, we introduce an equivalence relation on regular
connected graphs called component-merge equivalence (cm-equivalence, Definition 2.10) and
show that there is a one-to-one correspondence between the set of cm-equivalence classes
of discrete Morse functions with only critical cells and the set of isomorphism classes of
generalized Morse labeled merge tree in Theorem 3.1. In addition, we determine when a
given generalized merge tree can be realized by an induced Morse function on a graph without
multiedges. Unlike the case of merge trees, not all generalized merge trees can be realized.
Theorem 4.1 gives a simple counting condition for when a generalized merge tree can be
realized. The proof is constructive and builds off of the merge tree construction in [Brü22,
Theorem 5.9]. Finally in Section 5, we give an algorithm on merge tree induced by a discrete
Morse function in order to cancel critical cells of the discrete Morse function. The algorithm
allows for some options depending on whether one wishes to preserve homeomorphism type
of the graph or find an optimal matching. We briefly compare the algorithm to similar
algorithms from the literature [LLT03a, RS20].

2. Preliminaries on dMfs and Merge Trees

We recall and introduce the necessary notions for this work. In this article, we use the
term graph for finite abstract multigraphs without degenerate loops. That is, graphs in
this work may have multiple edges between two given vertices, but they cannot have any
degenerate loops, i.e., edges of the form (x, x). This notion of graph can be geometrically
interpreted as one-dimensional regular CW complexes.

On the other hand, we will use the term simple graph when we mean a graph in which there
is at most one edge between two given vertices (degenerate loops are still not allowed). Simple
graphs correspond to one-dimensional simplicial complexes. Since we consider graphs as
geometrical objects, we also use geometrical terms like cells, simplices, and faces to describe
them. For any graph X , we use v(X), e(X), and b1(X) to denote the number of vertices,
edges, and cycles of X , respectively.

We continue with one of the most central notions of the article, namely that of a discrete
Morse function.

Definition 2.1. Let X be a graph, not necessarily connected. A function f : X → R is
called weakly increasing if f(v) ≤ f(e) whenever vertex v is a face of edge e. A discrete
Morse function f : X → R is a weakly increasing function which is at most 2–1 and satisfies
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the property that if f(v) = f(e), then v is incident with e. A cell s of X is critical if s is the
unique preimage of f(s). Otherwise, s is called matched.

For any a ∈ R, the sublevel subcomplex of X at a is Xa = {s ∈ X : f(s) ≤ a}. The
connected component of s ∈ X is denoted X [s]. We use the notation Xa−ε to denote the
sublevel subcomplex of X immediately preceding a, i.e., Xa−ε := {σ : f(σ) < a}.

Remark 2.1. This definition of discrete Morse functions, due to B. Benedetti, is not equiv-
alent to the more general definition originally given by Forman. Nonetheless, the given
definition is generic in the sense that any discrete Morse function in the sense of Forman can
be modified to fulfill the definition above without changing the induced acyclic matching.
The definition stated above has the advantage that critical cells are distinguished by their
critical values and at each level, at most either one critical cell or one pair of matched cells
is added to the sublevel complex.

Definition 2.2. A generalized merge tree T is a rooted chiral binary tree T such that each
leaf has a sibling, and inner nodes without a sibling have the same chirality as their parent
node. By convention, we say that the root always has chirality L. Furthermore, the root is
never regarded as a leaf, even if it only has one child node.

For nodes c of generalized merge trees we use the notation cl/cr for the left/right child
node of c.

Remark 2.2. Generalized merge trees may have nodes without siblings. The notion of
chirality of only children does not really deserve the name chirality because there is only one
total ordering on a set with one element. We impose the condition that an only child has
the same chirality as its parent node for technical reasons. We need this convention so the
constructions in Definition 2.7 and Definition 2.6 make part 2 of Theorem 3.1 work.

Generalized merge trees generalize merge trees in the sense that that keep track of more
information than merge trees do.

Definition 2.3. Let T be a generalized merge tree. We call a total order ≤ on the nodes of
T a Morse order if it fulfills the following two properties for all generalized merge subtrees
T ′ of T :

(1) The restriction ≤|T ′ attains its maximum on the root p of T ′.
(2) The minimum of ≤|T ′ has the same chirality as p.

We call a generalized merge tree together with a Morse order (T,≤) a generalized Morse
ordered merge tree (gMo tree)

Remark 2.3. Assuming property 2 of Definition 2.3 for every subtree T ′ with root p of T
is equivalent to either of the following:

• For any subtree T ′ with root p of T , the restriction ≤|T ′ attains its minimum on the
subtree with root pl/pr if L/R is the chirality of the root p of T ′.

• For any subtree T ′ with root p of T , all nodes on the shortest path between p and
the minimum of ≤|T ′ have the same chirality as p.

The equivalence can be proved by an inductive argument over all nodes of the shortest path
between p and the minimum.

Definition 2.4. We call a generalized merge tree (T, λ) with an injective map λ : T → R

such that λ induces a Morse order on T a generalized Morse labeled merge tree (gMl tree).
Any such map λ is called a Morse labeling on T .
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Let (T, λ) and (T ′, λ′) be gMl trees. An order equivalence (ϕ, ψ) : (T, λ) → (T ′, λ′) of gMl
trees is a pair of maps consisting of an isomorphism of the underlying generalized merge
trees ϕ : T → T ′ and a bijection ψ : R → R such that the restriction ψ|im(λ) : im(λ) → im(λ′)
is order preserving.

Proposition 2.1. Let gMoT be the set of generalized Morse ordered merge trees and let
gMlT be the set of generalized Morse labeled merge trees. Then taking the Morse order
induced by a Morse labeling and using a Morse order and the labels {0, 1, . . . , |V (T )| − 1} to
induce a Morse labeling define inverse bijections

iMl : gMoT/∼= gMlT/∼ : iMo

where ∼ denotes order equivalence.

Proof. The proof is completely analogous to [Brü22, Proposition 3.26]. �

Definition 2.5. Let (X, f) be a discrete Morse function on a graph. We call a critical edge
σ ∈ X a closing edge if σ is part of a regular subdivision of S1 in X such that f(σ) is the
maximum on said subdivision.

We define C(X, f) := {c ∈ X|c is closing} to be the set of closing edges of (X, f) and
(X̄, f̄) := (X \ C(X, f), f|X\C(X,f)) to be the spanning tree induced by f of X .

Remark 2.4. In the previous definition, the subdivison of S1 that any closing edge σ must
be part of does not need to be unique. Nonetheless, the removal of σ would lead to the
reduction of the first Betti number by one. Moreover, the notion of closing edges is well-
defined because the edge σ being closing implies that it is the unique maximal edge of all
subdivisions of S1 in Xf(σ[σ].

Furthermore, it is immediate that (X̄, f̄) := (X \ C(X, f), f|X\C(X,f)) is a discrete Morse
function on a tree.

Definition 2.6 (Induced Morse Labeled Merge Tree). Let f : X → R be a discrete Morse
function on a connected graph X . Let σ0 < σ1 < · · · < σn be the critical edges of (X, f)
ordered by their values under f . The generalized Morse labeled merge tree induced by (X, f),
denoted M(X, f) with labeling λf , is constructed inductively as follows:

For the base case we construct a node M(σn) with label f(σn) and left chirality as root
node. For any other critical edge σi between two 0-simplices v and w there are two cases:

(1) The critical edge σi is closing ⇔ b1(Xf(σi) \ σi) = b1(Xf(σi))− 1 ⇔ b0(Xf(σi) \ σi) =
b0(Xf(σi)),

(2) The critical edge σi is not closing ⇔ b1(Xf(σi) \ σi) = b1(Xf(σi)) ⇔ b0(Xf(σi) \ σi) =
b0(Xf(σi)) + 1.

Depending on the case at hand, we perform the following step for the construction of
M(X, f):

(1) We construct a child node c ofM(σi) with label λ := max{f(σ)|σ ∈ Xf(σi)−ε, σcritical}
and the same chirality as M(σi). The node c then corresponds to the edge of X la-
beled λ.

(2) We construct two child nodes cλv and cλw of M(σi). Define λv := max{f(σ)|σ ∈
Xσi−ε[v], σ critical} and λw := max{f(σ)|σ ∈ Xσi−ε[w], σ critical}. Then label the
new nodes λf(cλv) := λv and λf(cλw) := λw. If min{f(σ)|σ ∈ Xσi−ε[v]} < min{f(σ)|σ ∈
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Xσi−ε[w]}, we assign cλv the same chirality (L or R) as cσi and give cλw the opposite
chirality.
Continue the induction over the rest of the critical edges of X .

Remark 2.5. There is a one-to-one correspondence between vertices of X and leaves of
M(X, f), non-closing edges of X and parents with two children of M(X, f), and closing
edges (cycles) of X and parents with one child in M(X, f).

Furthermore, the proof that the construction indeed produces a gMl tree is completely
analogous to [Brü22, Proposition 2.20], respectively [JS22, Theorem 9].

Lemma 2.1. Let (X, f) be a discrete Morse function on a graph and let M(X, f) be the
induced generalized Morse labeled merge tree. For any simplex s ∈ X, the rooted subtree
T (M(s)) of M(X, f) is induced by the connected component Xf(s)[s] of s in the sublevel com-
plex of level f(s). Moreover, the rooted subtree T (M(s)) is isomorphic toM(Xf(s)[s], f|Xf(s)[s])

as merge trees if and only if M(s) has chirality L. If M(s) has chirality R, then T (M(s)) is
isomorphic to M(Xf(s)[s], f|Xf(s)[s]) as rooted binary trees but the chiralities of all nodes are
opposite to the ones of their respective nodes in the other tree.

Proof. We observe that by Definition 2.6 the label of M(s) is f(s) and the chirality of
M(s) is decided by the minimum of f|Xf(s)[s] in comparison to the minimum of the connected

component that Xf(s)[s] got divided from at level f(s). It follows inductively by construction
that all nodes of the subtree T (M(s)) are induced by critical cells of Xf(s)[s] because they
are constructed by removing critical edges of Xf(s)[s].
The isomorphism as rooted binary trees is constructed by the same inductive argument.
Since the chirality depends on the chirality of the respective parent node, said isomorphism
is compatible with the chirality if and only if the root of the rooted subtree T (M(s)), namely
M(s), has chirality L. This is true because the root of M(Xf(s)[s], f|Xf(s)[s]) by convention
always has chirality L. �

Definition 2.7. Let (T, λ) be a generalized Morse labeled merge tree. Let C(T ) ⊂ V (T )
be the set of nodes that have exactly one child node. We refer to the elements of C(T ) as
cycle nodes. We denote by (T̄ , λ) the Morse labeled merge tree that is obtained from (T, λ)
by removing the cycle nodes by connecting their parent nodes directly to their child nodes.
We call (T̄ , λ) the underlying Morse labeled merge tree of (T, λ).

We obtain a discrete Morse function on a graph fλ : X → R from (T, λ) in two steps as
follows: In a first step, we construct the induced discrete Morse function on a path (P, fλ)
as in [Brü22, Definition 3.21]. For the second step, for each node c of C(T ) we add an edge
parallel to the edge corresponding to c’s oldest descendant which has two children to P . We
denote the graph obtained this way by X and extend the function fλ : P → R to X using
the values of λ on the corresponding nodes. We denote the pair (P, fλ) by Φ(T, λ).

Lemma 2.2. We have M(X̄, f|X̄) ∼= M̄(X, f) as Morse labeled merge trees.

Proof. The construction of the induced generalized merge tree induces a bijection M : X →
V (M(X, f)). It follows immediately by construction that M bijectively maps closing edges
to nodes of C(M(X, f)). Hence removing the closing edges from (X, f), that is, passing on
to (X̄, f), precisely removes the nodes of C(M(X, f)), which corresponds to passing on to
M̄(X, f). Hence, the statement holds because the values of f on non-closing edges are not
changed. �
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Definition 2.8. Let f : X → R be a dMf on a graph. For each non-empty connected
component Xf

c [v] of a sublevel complex Xf
c we denote by Aut(Xf

c [v]) the group of simplicial
automorphisms of said connected component of said sublevel complex. Each a ∈ Aut(Xf

c [v])
can be extended by the identity to a set function that is a self-bijection X → X . The

group Ãut(Xf
c [v]) is defined to be the group of said extensions of elements of Aut(Xf

c [v])

by the identity. We consider Ãut(Xf
c [v]) as a subgroup of the group of all self-bijections of

X . The total order on Cr(f) induced by f induces chains Ãut(Xf
c0
[v]) ⊂ Ãut(Xf

c1
[v]) ⊂ . . .

of inclusions of subgroups. Moreover, we have inclusions Ãut(Xf
ci
[v]) ⊂ Ãut(Xf

cj
[v]) =

Ãut(Xf
cj
[w]) ⊃ Ãut(Xf

ci
[w]) if v and w are in different connected components of some sublevel

complex Xf
ci
that merge together in some other sublevel complex Xf

cj
for j > i. We define the

sublevel automorphism group of (X, f), denoted by Autsl(X, f), to be the subgroup generated

by
⋃

c∈Cr(f),v∈X

Ãut(Xf
c [v]). We call the elements of Autsl(X, f) sublevel automorphisms.

Note that an element a ∈ Autsl(X, f) is not necessarily an automorphism of X , but only a
self-bijection of X that restricts to an automorphism on some connected component of some
sublevel complex corresponding to a critical simplex.

Definition 2.9. Let f : X → R and g : X → R be dMfs on a graph X . We call f and g
sublevel-equivalent if they have the same critical values and isomorphic sublevel complexes.
If additionally g = f ∗ a holds for a sublevel automorphism a ∈ Autsl(X, f) = Autsl(X, g),
then we call f and g symmetry-equivalent. We call the map a a symmetry equivalence from
f to g.

We call two dMfs f : X → R and g : Y → R symmetry-equivalent if there is a simplicial
isomorphism ϕ : X → Y such that f and g ◦ ϕ are symmetry-equivalent.

Definition 2.10. Let (X, f) and (X ′, f ′) be critical dMfs on connected graphs. A component-
merge equivalence (cm equivalence) is a bijection ϕ : X → X ′ such that at least one of the
following cases holds:

(1) ϕ is a symmetry equivalence.
(2) ϕ fulfills the following:

• f ′ ◦ ϕ = f ,
• ϕ induces a bijection between the sets of connected components of sublevel
complexes such that the restriction ϕ|Xa−ε[v] : Xa−ε[v] → X ′

a−ε[ϕ(v)] to each con-
nected component is a cm equivalence, and

• the edge σ ∈ X with f(σ) = a merges two connected components Xa−ε[v1]
and Xa−ε[v2] in Xa[v1] = Xa[v2] if and only if the edge ϕ(σ) merges the corre-
sponding two connected components X ′

a−ε[ϕ(v1)] and X
′
a−ε[ϕ(v2)] in X

′
a[ϕ(v1)] =

X ′
a[ϕ(v2)]. Otherwise, if the edge σ ∈ X with f(σ) = a does not merge two

connected components but rather closes a circle within a connected component
Xa−ε[v], then and only then ϕ(σ) closes a circle within X ′

a−ε[ϕ(v)].
If ϕ re-attaches the critical edge labeled a, we call ϕ non-trivial. Moreover, if ϕ re-
attaches the critical edge of level a and acts as a symmetry equivalence everywhere
else, we say that ϕ is of level a. If ϕ does not re-attach any critical edge, i.e., if ϕ is
a symmetry equivalence, we call ϕ a trivial cm equivalence.

Remark 2.6. Extending the notion of cm equivalences to dMfs with matched cells is a bit
tedious. We would like to suggest getting rid of matched cells by identifying arbitrary dMfs
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on graphs with critical dMfs on the corresponding graph that arises by collapsing matched
cells beforehand but degenerate loops might arise in this process. Nonetheless, the newly
created degenerate loops are critical by construction and the definition above works in this
context.

Example 2.1. Let f : X → R be the complex with discrete Morse function on the left and
f ′ : X ′ → R be the complex with discrete Morse function on the right.
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Then a cm-equivalence of critical levels a = 7 is given by ϕ : X → X ′ where ϕ(v) = v′

whenever f(v) = f ′(v′) on vertices and ϕ(e) = e′ whenever f(e) = f ′(e′) on edges.

Remark 2.7. It is clear from the case distinction made in Definition 2.10 that any cm
equivalence ϕ : (X, f) → (X ′, f ′) restricts to a bijection ϕ|C(X,f) : C(X, f) → C(X ′, f ′).

Lemma 2.3. Let f : X → R and f ′ : X ′ → R be cm-equivalent dMfs on multigraphs. Then
M(X, f) ∼=M(X ′, f ′) holds as generalized Morse labeled merge trees.

Proof. Let ϕ be a cm equivalence ϕ : (X, f) → (X ′, f ′). Since we work with a version of
discrete Morse functions which are at most 2-1, at most one non-trivial cm equivalence of
level a can occur for any level a because there is at most one critical edge labeled a in
(X, f), (X ′, f ′), respectively. Thus, we can decompose any cm equivalence into a sequence
(ϕa)a of non-trivial cm equivalences of decreasing levels such that each ϕa only changes the
attachment of the single edge σ with f(σ) = a and acts as a symmetry equivalence on the
rest of graph and dMf. It suffices to consider a single level a because the statement then
follows by induction from highest to lowest over all levels a.

For such a non-trivial cm equivalence ϕa we consider the step of the construction of the
induced Ml trees that considers the critical edge σ with f(σ) = a and the critical edge ϕ(σ).
If σ is not closing, neither is ϕ(σ) by Remark 2.7 and the inductive step follows by [Brü22,
Proposition 2.52]. In the case that σ is closing, so is ϕ(σ) and we inductively assume that
ϕ induces an isomorphism of induced generalized Ml trees everywhere outside the subtree
corresponding to the connected component ofXf

a−ε that the edge σ with f(σ) = a is attached
to. That is, on the rest of M(X, f) the map M(ϕ) is a bijection compatible with the chiral
child relation onto M(X ′, f ′) except possibly for the subtree ofM(X ′, f ′) which corresponds

to the connected component of X ′f ′

a−ε that the edge ϕ(σ) is attached to.
Since the map ϕ is compatible with the dMfs and because it restricts to a cm equivalence

Xf
a−ε → X ′f ′

a−ε, the dMf f attains the same minima and maxima on the two relevant con-

nected component of Xf
a−ε as f

′ does on its counterpart of X ′f ′

a−ε via ϕ. Since Definition 2.6
only considers which connected component the considered edge is attached to, it makes no
difference for the isomorphism type of the induced Ml trees that in general σ is attached to
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said connected component of Xf
a−ε at vertices that do not correspond via ϕ to the ones ad-

jacent to ϕ(σ) in X ′f ′

a−ε. Thus, the construction of the induced generalized Ml tree produces
nodes with the same chirality and label for both induced Ml trees in the steps that consider

σ, ϕ(σ), respectively. By assumption, the restriction ϕ
X

f
a−ε

: Xf
a−ε → X ′f ′

a−ε is a symmetry

equivalence, so the isomorphism of Ml trees extends to the subtrees that correspond to the
respective connected components. �

3. Inverse Problem for Multigraphs

In this section we want to describe the relationship between dMfs on graphs, generalized
Ml trees, generalized Mo trees, and generalized merge trees:

gMer DMF crit
graphs

gMoT gMlT
iMl

iMo

M( , )

Φ ◦ iMl◦ ≤sc

ΦM( , )forget≤sc

Figure 1. Relationships between dMfs and merge trees

Theorem 3.1. Let DMF crit
mult denote the set of cm-equivalence classes of discrete Morse

functions with only critical cells on multigraphs. Let MlT denote the set of isomorphism
classes of generalized Morse labeled merge trees. Then the induced discrete Morse function
Φ, Definition 2.7, and the induced Morse labeled merge tree M( , ), Definition 2.6, define
maps M( , ) : DMF crit

mult ↔ MlT : Φ that are inverse of each other in the sense that:

(1) for any discrete Morse function (X, f) with only critical cells, the discrete Morse
function Φ(M(X, f), λf ) is cm-equivalent to (X, f), and

(2) for any generalized Morse labeled merge tree (T, λ), we have M(ΦT, fλ) ∼= (T, λ).

Proof. (1) Let (X, f) be a discrete Morse function with only critical cells on a graph X .
We construct a cm equivalence ϕ(X, f) → Φ(M(X, f)) as follows: First we consider
the spanning trees induced by (X, f) and (Φ(M(X, f)), fλf ) and show that they are
cm equivalent. Then we define ϕ on the closing edges and prove that ϕ is a cm
equivalence.
By application of [Brü22, Theorem 5.6] we have a cm equivalence ϕ̃ : (X̄, f̄) →

(Φ(M(X̄, f̄)), f̄λf̄ ). We extend ϕ̃ to a cm equivalence ϕ : (X, f) → Φ(M(X, f)) by

mapping each closing edge σ ∈ X such that f(σ) = a to the unique edge σ′ ∈
Φ(M(X, f)) with fλf (σ

′) = a. The edge σ′ ∈ Φ(M(X, f)) is closing because a does

not appear as a label on (M(X̄, f̄)), λf̄) ∼= (M̄(X, f), λ̄f) since a is the value of the
closing critical edge σ ∈ X . Furthermore, the connected component of Xa−ε that σ
is attached to corresponds to the subtree of M(X, f) that consists of all descendants
of M(σ). By Definition 2.7, the edge σ′ is attached to the connected component of
Φ(M(X, f)a−ε that corresponds to said subtree. It follows that ϕ is a cm equivalence.

(2) Let (T, λ) be a generalized Morse labeled Merge tree. Let c0 < c1 < · · · < cn be the
critical values of fλ and let σi ∈ ΦT such that fλ(σi) = ci. We recall that the induced
merge tree M defines in particular a bijection between the critical cells of ΦT and
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the nodes of M(ΦT, fλ). For any cell σ ∈ ΦT , we recall that we denote the node
of M(ΦT, fλ) that corresponds to σ by M(σ). An isomorphism (ϕ, idR) : (T, λ) →
M(ΦT, fλ) is given by ϕ :=M ◦φ−1. It is immediate that ϕ is a bijection because M
and φ are. Furthermore, ϕ is by construction compatible with the respective Morse
labelings. It is only left to show that ϕ is compatible with the chiral child relation
and the respective roots.
Consider σn ∈ ΦT . For both trees, the cell σn corresponds to the root of the

respective tree. In M(ΦT, fλ) this is the case because fλ attains its maximum on
σn. In (T, λ) this holds because φ(σn) holds the maximal Morse label λ(φ(σn)) = cn.
Thus, the map ϕ maps the root of (T, λ) to the root of M(ΦT, fλ).
For each critical edge σi ∈ ΦT we have one of the two cases:
a) σi is closing, or
b) σi is not closing.

For case b), the proof is identical to the proof of case (2) of [Brü22, Theorem 5.4].
For case a), let σi be a closing critical edge. In this case, the compatibility with the
chiral child relation follows directly by case 1. of Definition 2.6 and the property
that only children of generalized merge trees need to have the same chirality as their
parent node.

�

Corollary 3.1. Since the bijection from Theorem 3.1 is compatible with the Morse labels, it
induces a bijection M( , ) : DMF crit

mult/≤ ↔ MlT/≤ : Φ where /≤ denotes dividing by order
equivalence.

Definition 3.1. Let ≤ and ≤′ be two Morse orders on a generalized merge tree T . We call
≤ and ≤′ merge equivalent if

(1) for each inner node a of T , the node a is the maximum of a subtree T ′ of T with
respect to ≤ if and only if a is the maximum of T ′ with respect to ≤′, and

(2) for each leaf a of T , the node a is the minimum of a subtree T ′ of T with respect to
≤ if and only if a is the minimum of T ′ with respect to ≤′.

A merge equivalence (T,≤) → (T,≤′) of Mo trees is a self-bijection ψ : V (T ) ∼= V (T ) such
that ψ preserves conditions 1 and 2. A merge equivalence (T,≤) → (T ′,≤′) is a concatenation

of an isomorphism ϕ : T → T ′ of underlying merge trees and a merge equivalence (T,≤)
ψ
−→

(T, ϕ∗ ≤′)
ϕ
−→ (T ′,≤′).

Proposition 3.1. Any two Morse orders ≤ and ≤′ on a generalized merge tree T are merge
equivalent.

Proof. The statement is proved inductively. Let a be the minimal leaf of a subtree T ′ of T
with respect to ≤). Then a needs to be the minimal leaf of T ′ with respect to ≤′) because
otherwise ≤′ would fail to be a Morseorder due to Remark 2.3. The statement for inner
nodes follows similarly. �

Corollary 3.2. Two generalized Mo trees have isomorphic underlying generalized merge
trees if and only if they are merge equivalent. In particular, two (not generalized) Mo
trees have isomorphic underlying (not generalized) merge trees if and only if they are merge
equivalent.
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For any generalized merge tree T , there are several ways to induce canonical Morse orders
on T . We introduce the sublevel-connected Morse order (generalization of [Brü22, Definition
4.1]) on any given generalized merge tree in the following:

To define the sublevel-connected Morse order, we first observe that every node a of T is
uniquely determined by the shortest path from the root to a. We recall that the depth of T
is the maximal length of any path in T that appears as the shortest path from the root to a
leaf. Because T is chiral, we can identify such shortest paths with certain words:

Definition 3.2. Let T be a generalized merge tree of depth n and let a be a node of T .
The path word corresponding to a is a word a0a1 . . . an ∈ {L,R, }n+1 where denotes the
empty letter. If a is of depth k, the letters a0 . . . ak are given by the chirality of the nodes
belonging to the shortest path from the root to a. The letters ak+1 . . . an are then empty.

Remark 3.1. Let a, b be nodes of a generalized merge tree T and let a0a1 . . . an be the
path word corresponding to a and b0b1 . . . bn be the path word corresponding to b. Then
the equation a0 = b0 = L always holds because we consider paths that begin at the root.
Because a0 = b0 = L and because we consider finite trees, there is always a maximal k ∈ N

such that ai = bi holds for all i ≤ k. Furthermore, the last non-empty letter of a path word
is always the chirality of the considered node.

Definition 3.3. Let T be a generalized merge tree. We define the sublevel-connected Morse
order ≤sc on the nodes of T as follows:

Let a, b be arbitrary nodes of T . Let a0a1 . . . an be the path word corresponding to a and
b0b1 . . . bn the path word corresponding to b (see Definition 3.2). Furthermore, let k ∈ N be
maximal such that ai = bi for all i ≤ k. If ak = bk = L/R we define a ≤sc b if and only if
one of the following cases hold:

a) ak+1 = L and bk+1 = R/ak+1 = R and bk+1 = L
b) bk+1 =
c) a = b

Example 3.1. We depict the sublevel-connected Morse order in the following example:
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28
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Proposition 3.2. The construction of the sublevel-connected Morse order and forgetting the
Morse order defines a pair of inverse bijections

≤sc : Mer/∼= gMoT/∼ : forget

where ∼ denotes merge equivalence.

Proof. The statement follows directly by Corollary 3.2. �

To summarize our results of this section, we take a look at how Proposition 2.1, Theorem 3.1,
and Proposition 3.2 turn the different maps from Figure 1 into bijections by dividing out the
needed notion of equivalence. If we do not divide out any equivalence relation, the map Φ is
not even well-defined. The maps M( , ), iMo, and forget are surjective, but not injective.
The maps ≤sc and iMl are injective but not surjective.

Identifying cm-equivalent dMfs makes Φ a well-defined map and, moreover, a bijection
which is inverse to M( , ) : DMF crit

graphs → gMlT by Theorem 3.1. Inverting order equiva-
lences turns iMo and iMl into inverse bijections. Finally, inverting merge equivalences makes
≤sc and forget inverse of each other. As a consequence, we have a complete description of the
inverse problem for critical discrete Morse functions on multigraphs and their induced merge
trees. The characterization for arbitrary discrete Morse functions on 1-dim regular CW com-
plexes follows by collapsing matched cells and then applying a version of Theorem 3.1 that
incorporates Remark 2.6. However, this procedure secretly makes use of a feature which
might become problematic if one tries to generalize the result to higher dimensions: we are
starting with regular CW complexes. Hence, the complex that arises by performing the
simple collapses described by a Morse matching is not arbitrary but subject to being simple
homotopy equivalent to a regular CW complex. It is a feature of dimension one that all 1-
dimensional CW complexes are simple homotopy equivalent to a 1-dimensional regular CW
complex. Hence, defining cm-equivalences becomes more difficult in a higher-dimensional
setting, in particular, if one wants to work with non-critical discrete Morse functions. This
would lead to the need to analyze which CW complexes are simple homotopy equivalent to
regular CW complexes in order to know for which generality a notion of cm-equivalence is
needed.

4. Realization problem with simple graphs

Let T be a generalized merge tree. Recall that C(T ) = C denotes the set of all cycle nodes
of T . For any c ∈ C, let cu denote the unique child of c. For any v ∈ T , let T (v) denote the
subtree of T with root v and let ℓ(v) denote the number of leafs of T (v).

Theorem 4.1. Let T be a generalized merge tree. Then there exists a simple graph X and
discrete Morse function f : X → R such that M(X, f) = T if and only if for every c ∈ C(T ),

|C(T (cu))| <
(ℓ(cu)− 2)(ℓ(cu)− 1)

2
.

Furthermore, X can be made planar if and only if

|C(T (cu))| < 2 · ℓ(cu)− 5.

Proof. Suppose there exists a simple graph X and discrete Morse function f : X → R such
that M(X, f) = T , and suppose by contradiction that there is a c ∈ C(T ) with the property
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that

|C(T (cu))| ≥
(ℓ(cu)− 2)(ℓ(cu)− 1)

2
.

By Lemma 2.1, the rooted subtree T (cu) is isomorphic as rooted binary trees to the induced
Morse labeled merge tree ofXf(s)[s] where s is the simplex ofX such thatM(s) = cu. Letting
v be the number of vertices in Xf(s)[s], e the number of edges in Xf(s)[s], and b1 the number
of cycles in Xf(s)[s], we see that

e = v − 1 + b1

≥ v − 1 +
(v − 1)(v − 2)

2

= v − 1 +
v(v − 1)

2
+ 1− v

=
v(v − 1)

2

which is the maximum number of edges any connected component can have. Hence it is
impossible to add a cycle to this connected component so that

|C(T (cu))| <
(ℓ(cu)− 2)(ℓ(cu)− 1)

2
.

for all c ∈ C. Now suppose further that X is planar, and suppose by contradiction that
|C(T (cu))| ≥ 2 · ℓ(cu)− 5. Using the same notation as above, we have

e = v − 1 + b1

≥ v − 1 + 2v − 5

= 3v − 6.

But it is well known that a simple planar graph satisfies e ≤ 3v − 6 [Bic20, Theorem 5.9].
Hence either Xf(s)[s] is not planar or maximal planar in the case of equality. In either case,
another edge cannot be added to Xf(s)[s] without breaking planarity, and thus the result.

For the other direction, given the generalized Merge tree T , construct the sublevel-
connected Morse order ≤sc (Definition 3.3) on the nodes of T . Associate to this Morse
order a Morse labeling λ : T → R such that a ≤sc b if and only if λ(a) ≤ λ(b). Apply
the construction in Definition 2.7 to (T, λ) to obtain the underlying merge tree (T , λ). By
[Brü22, Theorem 6.5], there is a path P and discrete Morse function f : P → R such that
M(P, f) = (T , λ). We will inductively attach edges to P in one-to-one correspondence with
cycle nodes of T . Each edge will be labeled with the same label as its corresponding cycle
node.

Induce on the cycle nodes of T with respect to the sublevel-connected Morse order c1 ≤sc

c2 ≤sc · · · . For the base case i = 1, write P = X1. We have by hypothesis that

|C(T (c1u))| <
(ℓ(c1u)− 2)(ℓ(c1u − 1)

2
.

In addition, M(P, f) = (T , λ) so c1u =M(s1) for some simplex s1 ∈ P = X1. Applying the
correspondence noted in Remark 2.5, this inequality means that

b1(X
1[s1])| <

(v(X1[s1]− 2)(v(X1[s1]− 1)

2
.
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By the computation in the forward direction, this implies that e(X1[s1]) <
v(X1[s1])(v(X1)−1)

2
.

Hence there are at least two vertices in X1[s1] not connected by an edge. A choice of
vertex can be made by defining a lexicographic ordering on a subset of ordered pairs of the
vertex set of P where an ordered pair (v, u) satisfies f(v) < f(u) and (v, u) < (v′, u′) if
f(v) < f(v′) or f(u) < f(u′) when f(v) = f(v′). Since all the vertices of P are given distinct
values, < is a total order. Add an edge e1 incident with the vertices in the minimum pair
over all available pairs to create X2 = X1 ∪ {e1} and extend f to f 1(e1) := λ(c1). Then
M(X2, f 1) ≃ (T≤λ(c1), λ|T≤λ(c1)

). The inductive step is identical to the base case.

Now suppose that |C(T (cu))| < 2 · ℓ(cu) − 5 for all cycle nodes c ∈ T . By the forward
direction, this is equivalent to e < 3v − 6 in the corresponding sublevel complex of X . The
method of construction is analogous to the above construction and utilizes the fact that if a
planar simple graph satisfies e < 3v − 6, then it is not maximal planar and hence an edge
can be added while maintaining planarity [Bic20, Corollary 5.11]. �

Remark 4.1. While the choices made in the construction of the simple graph X in Theorem
4.1 may be thought of as one canonical choice, the sublevel-connected Morse order is only one
possible representative for the Morse order. Another just as natural (and shuffle equivalent)
order would be the index Morse order [Brü22, Definition 3.3]. Furthermore, once a Morse
order is picked, there are often several possible simple graphs with discrete Morse functions
all related by cm equivalence that represent the given generalized merge tree.

Example 4.1. To illustrate the construction in the planar case, consider the generalized
merge tree T pictured below:

We constructed the sublevel-connected Morse order and induced Morse labeling λ in
Example 3.1.
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We then pass to the underlying merge tree T and restrict λ to T in order to apply [Brü22,
Theorem 6.5] to obtain the index-ordered discrete Morse function on the graph below with
induced merge tree T .

10 6 7 3 13 27 26 22 18 19 32 31

0 4 5 2 1 12 25 21 16 17 15 30 29

We induce on the cycle nodes ordered by their generalized Morse label. The first cycle to
be introduced is cycle node with label 8. This will be a cycle added to the graph

6 7 3

0 4 5 2 1

to the component with the edge labeled 7.

6 7 3

8

0 4 5 2 1

We then add the cycle corresponding to the node labeled 9 to this same graph.

6 7 3

8

9

0 4 5 2 1

Skipping to the cycle node labeled 23, we see that we need to add a cycle to the component
with edge labeled 22:
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10 6 7 3 13 1922 18

8

9

11

14

20

0 4 5 2 1 12 21 16 17 15

We add this edge

10 6 7 3 13 1922 18

8

9

11

14

20

23

0 4 5 2 1 12 21 16 17 15

and must add another cycle corresponding to cycle node labeled 24 to this same connected
component.

10 6 7 3 13 1922 18

8

9

11

14

20

23

24

0 4 5 2 1 12 21 16 17 15

Notice that this component is now a complete graph and that no more cycles can be added.
The final graph with discrete Morse function that induces the given generalized merge tree
is

10 6 7 3 13 1927 26 32 3122 18

8

9

11

14

20

23

24

28

0 4 5 2 1 12 21 16 17 15 30 29
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5. How to find cancellations with merge trees

In this section, we present a way to find cancellations of critical cells of dMfs with the help
of the induced merge tree. The idea is to start with an arbitrary dMf that only has critical
cells and to perform cancellations along the merge tree. It will turn out that depending
on the chosen critical dMf, one sometimes has to decide whether one wants to keep the
homeomorphism type of X or to produce an optimal dMf.

Remark 5.1. In order to obtain an arbitrary dMf on a graph X that has only critical
cells, one can simply choose any total order on the vertices and a total order on the edges.
Then assign the values 0, . . . , |V (X)| − 1 to the vertices according to the chosen order and
the numbers |V (X)|, . . . , |V (X)| + |E(X)| to the edges. This always produces an index-
ordered dMf which is not necessary for the following algorithm. Perhaps more sophisticated
approaches to finding a critical dMf might be useful, but for now we are satisfied with this
simple one.

Given a critical dMf f : X → R, the algorithm proceeds as follows:

(1) Calculate the induced generalized Morse labeled merge tree M(X, f)).
(2) Consider the leaves of M(X, f) in descending order with respect to their labels.

Suppose we are considering the leaf c with the maximal label k such that c is critical.
Let p be the youngest ancestor of c such that p is neither a cycle node nor matched.
We have the following cases:
a) The vertex M−1(c) is adjacent to the edge M−1(p).
b) The vertex M−1(c) is not adjacent to the edge M−1(p) but there is a symmetry

equivalence a of (X, f) such that a(M−1(c)) is adjacent to a(M−1(p)).
c) The vertex M−1(c) is not adjacent to the edge M−1(p) and there is no symmetry

equivalence as in case b).
In case a) we match M−1(c) and M−1(p).This does not produce cycles because we
explicitly exclude cycle nodes from the matching.
In case b) we apply the symmetry equivalence a and then proceed as in case a). Since
symmetry equivalences are only automorphisms of connected components of sublevel
complexes, we do not alter the homeomorphism type of X in the process.
In case c) we have to make a decision, we could
i) simply skip c and leave M−1(c) critical,
ii) apply a cm equivalence in order to make M−1(c) and M−1(p) adjacent, then

proceed as in case a), or
iii) observe that there is a unique gradient flow line from M−1(c) to M−1(p) and

cancel the two cells along this flow line.
If we choose possibility i), we might not obtain an optimal matching but we preserve
the homeomorphism type of X . In case ii), we produce an optimal matching but may
change the homeomorphism type of X . In case iii), we preserve the homeomorphism
type of X and obtain an optimal matching but we change the order of the vertices
induced by f .

In the preceding algorithm, many claims are made, most of which are straightforward to
prove. For example, the fact that the cases 2a), 2b), 2c)i), and 2c)ii) work as described
follows immediately from the definition of the used equivalences. However in general it does
not appear easy to decide whether case 2b) or 2c) holds. Nonetheless, case 2c)iii) is not so
obvious, so we consider it in the following lemma:
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Lemma 5.1. Let X be a graph, f : X → R a critical dMf, and M(X, f) the induced gener-
alized Morse labeled merge tree. At any point of the cancellation algorithm, there is always
a unique gradient flow line from the vertex M−1(c) corresponding to the maximally labeled
unmatched leaf c to the edge M−1(c) corresponding to its youngest unmatched ancestor p.

Proof. IfM−1(c) and M−1(p) are adjacent, there is nothing to prove. If M−1(c) andM−1(p)
are not adjacent then there is no other non-closing critical edge in Xf(M−1(p)−ε)[M

−1(c)] be-
cause otherwise said other younger critical edge would induce a younger unmatched ancestor
of c.

Since M−1(c) is a critical vertex with no adjacent critical edge, all adjacent edges of
M−1(c) are matched with their respective other vertex. This means that on all adjacent
edges, there is a gradient flow line pointing towards M−1(c). Following these gradient flow
lines backwards either leads to matched vertices that are adjacent only to the edge they
are matched with, or to the unique critical edge of Xf(M−1(p)−ε)[M

−1(c)]. One of the flow
lines eventually leads to M−1(p) because Xf(M−1(p)−ε)[M

−1(c)] is connected.1 The flow line
is unique because closing edges remain critical, that is, because we only match cells along a
subtree of X . �

We apply the cancellation algorithm in the following example:

Example 5.1. We consider the graph:

We put some critical discrete Morse function on it and calculate the induced generalized
merge tree:
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We apply step 2a) as long as possible:
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Now is the first time we run into case 2b)
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In this example, the cases 2a) and 2b) sufficed.

We consider the following example in order to see how quickly things can fail:

Example 5.2. We consider the following dMf and its induced merge tree:
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After twofold application of step 2a), we have the following:
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Now we have reached case 2c). We would need to have the vertex labeled 1 adjacent to the
edge labeled 10. But this is not possible because all symmetry equivalences leave the vertex
labeled 1 adjacent to the edge labeled 9 and no other edge. The three different solutions
result in the following:
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Example 5.3. A sublevel symmetry of the last sublevel complex before the “merge tree al-
gorithm” fails may not always be sufficient. Consider the graph with discrete Morse function
given below.
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Proceeding as before, we obtain a matching on the graph until the algorithm specifies to
match the vertex labeled 1 with the edge labeled 13. Since these simplices are not incident,
we need to find a sublevel-symmetry of sublevel 12. However, the sublevel subcomplex X12



20 JULIAN BRÜGGEMANN AND NICHOLAS A. SCOVILLE

is given by

which is well-known to have no non-trivial automorphisms. There is also no symmetry
equivalence of a lower level than 12 that makes the vertex labeled 1 and the edge labeled 13
adjacent. However, the three different workarounds mentioned earlier result in the following:
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At the end of this section, we compare our algorithm for finding cancellations of criti-
cal cells to similar algorithms from the literature. In [LLT03b] the authors introduce an
algorithm to find optimal discrete Morse functions on 2-dimensional manifolds which they
generalize to higher dimensions and more general complexes in [LLT03a], even though losing
the guarantee for optimality in the process. The main similarity to our approach is the use
of an auxiliary tree structure, in our case the generalized merge tree, in the case of [LLT03a]
a spanning hyperforest of a hypergraph associated to the Hasse diagram of a discrete Morse
function.

In [RS20], the authors provide an algorithm to find optimal discrete Morse functions on
trees. Said algorithm, combined with any standard algorithm to find spanning trees, can
easily be generalized to provide optimal discrete Morse functions on graphs with a prescribed
critical vertex.

The main feature of our new approach, compared to the pre-existing ones, seems to be
that our algorithm allows to preserve certain properties of a given discrete Morse function.
In certain cases, such a discrete Morse function might be given by an application and,
therefore, might be worth preserving. We conjecture that, given a suitable version of higher
merge trees, our algorithm can be generalized to higher dimensions. Since finding optimal
Morse matchings is MAX–SNP hard, such a generalization might either fail to be optimal or
be inconvenient to work with in practice. Nonetheless, we hope to find interesting classes of
examples in which such a generalized algorithm happens to be performative and informative.
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[Brü22] Julian Brüggemann. On Merge Trees and Discrete Morse Functions on Paths and Trees. J Appl.

and Comput. Topology, 11 2022. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s41468-022-00101-w. 2, 4, 5, 7, 8,
9, 10, 12, 13, 14

[CCLL22] Robert Cardona, Justin Curry, Tung Lam, and Michael Lesnick. The universal ℓp-metric on merge
trees. In 38th International Symposium on Computational Geometry, volume 224 of LIPIcs. Leib-
niz Int. Proc. Inform., pages Art. No. 24, 20. Schloss Dagstuhl. Leibniz-Zent. Inform., Wadern,
2022. 1

[CHM+22] Justin Curry, Haibin Hang, Washington Mio, Tom Needham, and Osman Berat Okutan. Deco-
rated merge trees for persistent topology. J. Appl. Comput. Topol., 6(3):371–428, 2022. 1

[Cur18] Justin Curry. The fiber of the persistence map for functions on the interval. J. Appl. Comput.

Topol., 2(3-4):301–321, 2018. 1
[CVJ22] Gunnar Carlsson and Mikael Vejdemo-Johansson. Topological data analysis with applications.

Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2022. 1
[For98] Robin Forman. Morse theory for cell complexes. Adv. Math., 134(1):90–145, 1998. 2
[For02] Robin Forman. A user’s guide to discrete Morse theory. Sém. Lothar. Combin., 48:Art. B48c, 35,

2002. 2
[GMO+] Ellen Gasparovic, Elizabeth Munch, Steve Oudot, Katharine Turner, Bei Wang, and Yusu Wang.

Intrinsic interleaving distance for merge trees. trees, 38(37):32. 1
[JS22] Benjamin Johnson and Nicholas A. Scoville. Merge trees in discrete Morse theory. Res. Math.

Sci., 9:Paper No. 49, 07 2022. 2, 5
[LLT03a] Thomas Lewiner, Hélio Lopes, and Geovan Tavares. Optimal discrete morse functions for 2-

manifolds. Computational Geometry, 26(3):221–233, 2003. 2, 20
[LLT03b] Thomas Lewiner, Hélio Lopes, and Geovan Tavares. Toward optimality in discrete morse theory.

Experimental Mathematics, 12(3):271–285, 2003. 20
[MBW13] Dmitriy Morozov, Kenes Beketayev, and Gunther Weber. Interleaving distance between merge

trees. Discrete and Computational Geometry, 49(22-45):52, 2013. 1
[Oud15] Steve Y. Oudot. Persistence theory: from quiver representations to data analysis, volume 209 of

Mathematical Surveys and Monographs. American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 2015.
1

[PRSZ20] Leonid Polterovich, Daniel Rosen, Karina Samvelyan, and Jun Zhang. Topological persistence in

geometry and analysis, volume 74 of University Lecture Series. American Mathematical Society,
Providence, RI, [2020] ©2020. 1

[RS20] Ian Rand and Nicholas A. Scoville. Discrete Morse functions, vector fields, and homological
sequences on trees. Involve, 13(2):219–229, 2020. 2, 20
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