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ABSTRACT

Phylogenetic trees are frequently used to model evolution. Such trees are typically reconstructed
from data like DNA, RNA, or protein alignments using methods based on criteria like maximum
parsimony (amongst others). Maximum parsimony has been assumed to work well for data with
only few state changes. Recently, some progress has been made to formally prove this assertion. For
instance, it has been shown that each binary phylogenetic tree 7' with n > 20k leaves is uniquely
defined by the set Ay (T), which consists of all characters with parsimony score k on T'. In the
present manuscript, we show that the statement indeed holds for all n > 4k, thus drastically lowering
the lower bound for n from 20k to 4k. However, it has been known that for n < 2k and k£ > 3, itis
not generally true that Ay (7T") defines T'. We improve this result by showing that the latter statement
can be extended from n < 2k to n < 2k 4 2. So we drastically reduce the gap of values of n
for which it is unknown if trees T on n taxa are defined by A (7) from the previous interval of
[2k + 1,20k — 1] to the interval [2k + 3,4k — 1]. Moreover, we close this gap completely for the
nearest neighbor interchange (NNI) neighborhood of 7" in the following sense: We show that as long
as n > 2k + 3, no tree that is one NNI move away from 7" (and thus very similar to ") shares the
same Aj-alignment.
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1 Introduction

Reconstructing evolutionary relationships between different species and ultimately even the so-called “Tree of Life”
[L], i.e., the tree describing the relationships of all living species on earth, is one of the big goals in biology. In order to
pursue this goal, mathematical tree reconstruction methods are required. Such methods usually take data in the form
of aligned DNA, RNA, or protein sequences and then use an optimization criterion to return the “best” tree, i.e., the
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tree describing the data best according to a given criterion. One such criterion is maximum parsimony (MP): methods
based on this criterion seek to find the tree with the minimal number of nucleotide substitutions (cf. [2,/3]).

However, just as other methods, MP may err, i.e., it may return the wrong tree (e.g., in the so-called “Felsenstein
zone”, cf. [4,3]), or it may be indecisive between several trees. On the other hand, it has been observed that in
many cases, MP seems to work well when the number of nucleotide substitutions in the data is low [6]. Analyzing and
proving this “folklore knowledge” has inspired various mathematical manuscripts in the recent literature. In particular,
the special case of the so-called Ay (7') alignment plays an important role. For a given phylogenetic tree T', A (T) is
the set containing all binary characters that require precisely & nucleotide substitutions on 7. It is a consequence of
the classic Buneman theorem [[7] in mathematical phylogenetics, which is also known as “splits equivalence theorem”
(3], that A; (T") defines T and that T can be uniquely reconstructed from A; (T") using the MP criterion. In [8], it was
shown that T can be uniquely defined by A2 (7') and moreover, if n > 9, uniquely reconstructed from Ao (T") using
MP. However, in the same manuscript it was also shown that unfortunately, A (7) does not generally define T for
k > 3 if the number of leaves n of T" equals 2k. On the other hand, more recently it has been shown that 7" is indeed
uniquely defined by Ay (T") whenever n > 20k [9].

So for all cases with k£ > 3, the literature so far leaves a big gap between the cases of 2k and 20k: We know that in
case that n = 2k, T is not necessarily defined by Ay (T"), but we also know that if n > 20k, it definitely is. In the
present manuscript, we drastically reduce this gap: We show that any binary phylogenetic tree 7" is uniquely defined
by Ay (T) whenever n > 4k. We obtain this result by exploiting both the classic version of Menger’s theorem known
from graph theory (cf. [10,[11]) as well as a stronger and more recent version of it [[12]. Thus, our result nicely links
modern phylogenetics to classic graph theory, and it can be considered an important first step to proving the conjecture
that whenever £ < %, T is the unique maximum parsimony tree of Ay (7"), which was stated by [8] and inspired by
[13]. Furthermore, we show that for all £ > 3, there are cases of different trees withn = 2k + 1 as well asn = 2k + 2
and identical Aj-alignments, hence also improving the lower bound of the gap, i.e., the range of values of n for which
we do not know if Ay (T) defines the binary phylogenetic tree T with n leaves. Previously, this gap contained all
values of n in the interval [2k + 1, 20k — 1], and our manuscript reduces this interval to [2k + 3, 4k — 1].

Moreover, we even manage to close the gap completely within the so-called NNI neighborhood. In particular, we
show that for all n > 2k + 3, we have A, (T") # Ax(T) whenever T is an NNI neighbor of T'.

In summary, our manuscript drastically reduces the gap of values of n for which we do not know if binary phylogenetic
trees on n leaves are uniquely defined by their respective Ax-alignments, and we are even able to show that in the NNI
neighborhood of any such tree, the gap can be closed affirmatively, in the following sense: The Aj-alignment of a
given tree T with n > 2k + 3 leaves is indeed unique within its NNI neighborhood.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Definitions and notation

Before we can state our results, we need to introduce some basic phylogenetic and graph theoretical concepts. We
begin with trees and tree operations.

Phylogenetic trees

In the following, a phylogenetic X -tree T = (V, E) is a connected acyclic graph without vertices of degree 2 whose
leaves (i.e., vertices whose degree is at most 1) are bijectively labeled by X. We may assume without loss of generality
that X = {1,...,n} forn € N>1. We call T binary if every vertex has degree either 1 or 3. Similarly, a rooted
phylogenetic X-tree T = (V, E) is a connected acyclic graph whose leaves are bijectively labeled by X and with
exactly one designated root vertex p € T'. Note that for technical reasons, in the following we will consider a tree
consisting of only one vertex to be rooted, too — in this case, the only vertex is at the same time considered to be the
root and the only leaf of the tree.

Two phylogenetic X -trees 7' = (V, E) and T = (17, E) are isomorphic if there exists a bijection ¢ : V — V with
{v,5} € E(T) < {¢(v),d(?)} € E(T) and ¢(x) = x for all z € X. In other words, ¢ is a graph isomorphism
preserving the leaf labeling. As is common in mathematical phylogenetics, whenever 7' and T are isomorphic, we
denote this by 7" =2 T.
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Basic graph theoretical concepts

We need some concepts from classical graph theory. Let G = (V, E) be a simple graph and let A and B be subsets
of V. Then, a path P connecting some vertex in A with some vertex in B and with no interior vertex in either A or
B is called an A-B-path. A subset F' of F is called an A-B-cut set, or simply cut set for short whenever there is no
ambiguity, if the graph G’ = (V, E'\ F) resulting from G when edge set F' gets deleted contains no A-B-path. If P is
a collection of A-B-paths, we denote by P(A) the union of all sets V/(P) N A with P € P and by P(B) the union of
all sets V/(P) N B with P € P, i.e., P(A) contains all endpoints of P that lie in A, and P(B) contains all endpoints
of P that lie in B. In the special case of a phylogenetic X -tree with A = B = X, we call an A-B-path with at least
one interior vertex a leaf-to-leaf-path.

Similar to an A-B-cut set, an A-B-separator can be defined as follows. For a subset V/ C V we consider the graph
G' = (V\ V', E’) induced by V' \ V', where E’ C F contains all edges both of whose endpoints are contained in
V' \ V'. Then, V' is an A-B-separator of G (or separator for short, if there is no ambiguity) for A, B C V, if G’
contains no A-B-path.

Phylogenetic tree operations

When considering various binary phylogenetic X -trees, it is often useful to measure their distance using a tree metric.
One of the most frequently used such metrics is d x 7, which simply counts the minimum number of so-called nearest
neighbor interchange (NNI) moves needed to get from the first tree under consideration to the second one. An NNI
move simply takes an inner edge e of a binary phylogenetic X -tree 7" and swaps two of the four subtrees of 7" which
we get when deleting the precisely four edges adjacent to e in a way that the resulting tree is not isomorphic to 7', i.e.,
in a way that changes the tree. A tree resulting from 7" by performing one NNI move is called an NNI neighbor of T',
and all NNI neighbors of T" together with T" form the NNI neighborhood of T'. Note that this implies that we consider
T to belong to its own neighborhood.

Another operation often used to change a binary phylogenetic X-tree T is a cherry reduction. A cherry [z, y] for
xz,y € X, x # y, is a pair of leaves of T" adjacent to the same vertex u. We distinguish between a cherry reduction
of type 1, which deletes only one of the two leaves = and y of the cherry, without loss of generality =, and suppresses
the resulting degree-2 vertex, and a cherry reduction of type 2, which deletes both leaves = and y of the cherry as well
as their unique neighbor, and subsequently suppresses the resulting degree-2 vertex. Note that other than NNI moves,
which transform a binary phylogenetic X -tree into another binary phylogenetic X -tree, a cherry reduction of type 1
results in a phylogenetic X \ {z}-tree and a cherry reduction of type 2 results in a phylogenetic X \ {z, y}-tree, i.e.,
both cherry reductions reduce the number of taxa under consideration. However, as long as | X| > 4, the resulting
trees will be binary, too. Such reductions are thus often used in mathematical phylogenetics in inductive proofs. Note
that every binary phylogenetic tree with at least three leaves has at least one cherry ([3, Proposition 1.2.5]), so that in
such trees, both types of cherry reductions can be performed.

Characters, X -splits and alignments

In evolutionary biology, we often want to reconstruct phylogenetic trees from a data set on the species in question.
In this regard, we often consider binary characters f : X — {a,b}. An extension of such a character f on a given
phylogenetic X-tree T' = (V, E) is a function g : V' — {a,b} with g(z) = f(z) for x € X. We call an edge {v, w}
with g(v) # g(w) a changing edge of g. By ch(g, T') we denote the number of changing edges or the changing number
ofgonT.

Another basic notion in phylogenetics is the following: If X = AU B is a bipartition of X into two non-empty subsets,
we call 0 = A|B an X-split. The size of an X -split o is defined by |o| = min{| 4|, |B|}. Every X-split of size 1 is
called trivial.

Note that there is a natural relationship between phylogenetic trees and X -splits in the sense that every phylogenetic
tree T" on taxon set X induces a collection of X -splits: If e is an edge of 7', removing e leads to a forest consisting of
two rooted phylogenetic trees T'4 and T on taxon sets A and B, respectively (cf. Fig.[I). Clearly, A|B is an X -split,
and we call it an X -split induced by T. We denote the set of all X -splits induced by T by (7). It is well-known
that |X(7)| = 2n — 3 if T is binary and | X| > 2 [3, Proposition 2.1.3]. Moreover, as clearly all trivial X -splits are
contained in every phylogenetic X -tree, we denote by X*(7T') the set of all non-trivial X -splits induced by 7.

Note that not only is there a connection between phylogenetic X -trees and X -splits, but there is also a connection
between X -splits and binary characters: Given a binary character f : X — {a,b}, let Ay = f~'({a}) and By =
J71({b}). Then, A¢| By is an X-split, and we call it the X -split induced by f.
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Given some phylogenetic tree T with taxa X and some binary character f : X — {a,b}, we call I(f,T) :=
ming ch(g,T) the parsimony score of f on T. Here, the minimum runs over all extensions g of f on 7. Note
that an extension g of f on T with ch(g,T) = I(f,T) is called most parsimonious.

We can extend the definition of the parsimony score to alignments, i.e., to a multiset of characters A = {f1,..., fx} :
k
UAT) = S U(fi T).
i=1

Now, the most important concept in our manuscript is a particular alignment: For a given binary phylogenetic tree 7',
we define the alignment Ay (T') as the set of all characters with parsimony score k on T'. If A is an alignment, then we
call it an Ag-alignment if there exists some binary phylogenetic tree 7" with A = A (7).

2.2 Known results

Before we can state our own results, we need to introduce various known results both from the phylogenetic and graph
theoretical literature, which we later on use to derive our own findings.

We start by considering edge-disjoint and vertex-disjoint paths and first recall the following useful lemma, which was
recently proven in [9].

Lemma 1 (Lemma 1 in [9]). Ler T be a binary phylogenetic X -tree with | X | = n. Then T has at least L%J edge-
disjoint leaf-to-leaf-paths.

Next, we state Menger’s classic theorem, which is well-known from graph theory ([10], [L1, Theorem 3.3.1]).

Theorem 1 (Menger’s theorem). Let G be a graph with vertex set V and A, B C V. Then the minimum number of
vertices needed to separate A from B is equal to the maximum number of vertex-disjoint A- B-paths.

The following classic result from mathematical phylogenetics is based on Menger’s theorem.

Proposition 1 (Corollary 5.1.8 in [3]). Let T be a binary phylogenetic X -tree, and let f : X — {a,b} be a binary
character. Then I(f,T) is equal to the maximum number of edge-disjoint A;-By-paths in T.

From Proposition[I] one can easily derive the following corollary, which is based on the fact that in binary trees, the
notions of “edge-disjoint” and “vertex-disjoint” coincide when considering leaf-to-leaf paths.

Corollary 1. Let T be a binary phylogenetic X -tree, and let f : X — {a, b} be a binary character. Then I(f,T) is
equal to the maximum number of vertex-disjoint Ag-By-paths in T

Proof. Note that for graphs with maximum degree 3, and thus in particular for binary phylogenetic trees, we have that
two paths P;, P, are edge-disjoint only if there is no vertex which is internal vertex in P; as well as in P5. Thus, the
statement follows directly from Proposition[I] (using the fact that the endpoints of A - B-paths are leaves). O

The argument used in the proof of Corollary [1l implies that — as we are only considering leaf-to-leaf paths in
binary phylogenetic trees in this manuscript unless stated otherwise — whenever one of the terms “edge-disjoint” or
“vertex-disjoint” is used, it can replaced with the other one. In particular, whenever a version of Menger’s theorem is
used to obtain some statement on vertex-disjoint leaf-to-leaf-paths, one automatically obtains an analogous statement
on edge-disjoint leaf-to-leaf-paths and vice versa.

The following statement, which we need to prove our own results, is a stronger version of Menger’s classic theorem.

Proposition 2 (adapted from [12, [11]). Let G be a graph with vertex set V. Consider some subsets A and B of V
such that A cannot be separated from B by a set of fewer than j vertices. Let P be a set of i vertex-disjoint A- B-paths
in G with i < j with endpoints P(A) in A and P(B) in B. Then there exists a set Q of j vertex-disjoint A-B-paths
in G with P(A) C Q(A) and P(B) C Q(B), where Q(A) denotes the endpoints of Q in A and Q(B) denotes the
endpoints of Q in B.

Note that actually, the version of Proposition 2] proven in [12] as well as in [11, Chapter 3.3, 2"¢ proof of Menger’s
theorem] is slightly weaker than the version stated here. In particular, the authors used the case of ¢ vertex-disjoint
A-B-paths to derive the case of ¢ 4 1 vertex-disjoint A-B-paths. However, the above stated stronger version can be
easily derived by an iteration of the arguments used to derive the case ¢ + 1.



Defining binary phylogenetic trees using parsimony A PREPRINT

We are now in the position to consider alignment Ay (7T'), which is one of the most important concepts of the present
manuscript. Here we recall the following result, which we seek to generalize in the present manuscript.

Proposition 3 (adapted from Corollary 1 [9] and Proposition 1 in [8]). Let k € {1,2}. Let T and T be two binary
phylogenetic X -trees. Then, T = T if and only if Ax(T) = A (T).

Note that the case of k& = 1 is a direct consequence of the well-known Buneman theorem, which states that 7' = T if
and only if XX(7T") = X(T) [7] (see also [3, Theorem 3.1.4]), whereas the case k = 2 can be derived from the first case
[8].

We are now finally in a position to turn our attention to new results.

3 Results

The aim of this section is threefold: First, we state our main result, which is a generalization of Proposition 3] to all
3<k< %, or, equivalently, to all n > 4k for k > 3.

Our second result, however, has a somewhat different flavor: In this setting, we do not analyze the entire space of
binary phylogenetic X -trees to see if for a given such tree T', there is another tree T' with A, (T) = A(T). Instead,
we investigate the NNI neighborhood of T and present a lower bound on n such that we can guarantee Ay (T') # Ay (T)
if T lies in this neighborhood. While this second result is doubtlessly of relevance in its own right, we can also use it to
prove our third main result, namely thatif n = 2k 4+ 1 orn = 2k + 2 and k > 3, there are pairs of binary phylogenetic

X-trees, where X = {1,...,n}, which share the same A-alignments. Note that it has already been known that there

are such cases with &k = %, ie., n = 2k, [8], so our new result shows that this problem can still occur for smaller

values of k or larger values of n.

So together, our results reduce the “gap” in the literature quite significantly: Before, it was only known that if n < 2k,
Ak (T) does not necessarily define T' [8], and that if n > 20k, Ax(T) indeed does define T [9], leaving the cases
2k +1 < n <20k — 1 open. Now, our results narrow this gap down to 2k + 3 < n < 4k — 1 and close it completely

for pairs 7" and T, where T is from the NNI neighborhood of a given tree T'.

We begin with our main result.

3.1 An extension of Proposition[3]

It is the main aim of the present manuscript to extend Proposition[3lto other values of k. However, it has already been
known for some time that the statement does not generally hold for £k > 3. For instance, if the number n of leaves
equals 2k, it is known that there are pairs of trees which share the same A-alignment [8].

However, it was recently shown in [9, Theorem 3] that if n > 20k, A (T) defines T in the sense that in this case
T = T if and only if Ax(T) = Ai(T) (where T and T are binary phylogenetic X -trees with | X| = n > 20k). In
the present section, we will drastically improve this lower bound from n > 20k to n > 4k as stated by the following
theorem.

Theorem 2. Let k € N> and let n € N>yy,. Let T and T be two binary phylogenetic X -trees with | X | = n. Then,
T 2T ifand only if Ax(T) = Ar(T).

Before we can prove this theorem, we first need to state and prove the following useful lemma, which is a simple
extension of Lemmal[ll

Lemma 2. Let T be a binary phylogenetic tree on taxon set X with |X| = n > 2. Let x € X. Then, T contains
p= L%J edge-disjoint leaf-to-leaf paths P, . .., P, such that x is an endpoint of P;.

Proof. We first use Lemmal[Ilto derive a set of p edge-disjoint leaf-to-leaf paths P ..., P;, where p = {%J > 1, and
then show that we can modify these paths so that leaf x is an endpoint of one of the paths.

We define sets A and B with A, B C X such that A contains precisely one endpoint of each path Pj, ..., P1; and B
contains the other endpoint of each path Py, ..., P/. If x is an endpoint of one of these paths, there is nothing to show.
So we now consider the case that z is not an endpoint of these paths and add = to A. If then there are leaves left that
are not contained in any P/, we add them to B. This way, we ensure that AN B = () and AU B = X, so A|B is an
X-split.
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Figure 1: (taken from [§, [9]) By removing an edge ¢ = {w, v} from an unrooted binary phylogenetic tree 7", it is decomposed into two rooted subtrees, T4
and T'g. If, as in this figure, both of them consist of more than one node, then we can further decompose them into two subtrees T'4, and T'a, or T, and T'z,, by
removing u or v, respectively.

Now, consider some arbitrary {x}-B-path P in T, which is also an A-B-path as {x} C A. Let j be the minimum
number of vertices needed to separate A from B. Applying Proposition2]to T' with P := {P} (and thus i = 1), we
get a collection Q of j vertex-disjoint A- B-paths. Note that in particular, as P = { P} and as P is an A-B-path with
endpoint z € A, we have x € P(A).

Now, by Theorem[Ilwe know that j is also equal to the maximum number of vertex-disjoint A- B-paths. Moreover, by
Corollary[] j is also equal to the maximum number of edge-disjoint A- B-paths. By choice of A|B, we know that there
are at least p edge-disjoint A-B-paths (namely Py, ... PIQ), so 7 > p. Therefore, Q contains at least p edge-disjoint
paths P, ..., P, with endpoints P(A) C Q(A) by Proposition[2l

So z is endpoint of one of the p edge-disjoint paths P, ..., P, in Q, and we may assume without loss of generality
that x is an endpoint of P;. This completes the proof. o

We are now in the position to prove Theorem[2]

Proof of Theorem[] As the case k = 1 follows directly from Proposition[3, we may in the following assume & > 2[]

Let n > 4k and let T and T be two binary phylogenetic X -trees as specified in the theorem. If 7" =2 T, we clearly

have I(f,T) = I(f,T) for all binary characters f on X, and thus we also have Ay (T) = A,(T'), which completes the
first direction of the proof.

So now we assume that ' # T, in which case we know by the Buneman theorem that X(T') # (T ) Using the fact

that |2(T)| = |S(T)| = 2n — 3, we can conclude X(T) \ 2(T) # 0. Let o = A|B € X(T) \ ©(T') be of minimal
size. Moreover, we may assume without loss of generality that [A| < |B|, which implies | B| > 5. As all trivial splits

are contained in both $(T') and $(T'), we conclude that o cannot be trivial, and thus we have |A| > 2. Moreover, as
o is contained in X(7'), it corresponds to an edge e = {u, v} whose removal would divide T into two subtrees T4 and
T, with T'y being further subdividable into T4, and T4, by the removal of u, cf. Figure[l|for an illustration.

Note that clearly, | A;| < |A| and |A3| < | A|. Furthermore, the two X -splits 01 = A1|(X\ A1) and o3 = A2|(X '\ A2)
must both be contained in X(7T") as T4, and T4, are subtrees of 7' inducing these splits. By the minimality of o, oy
and o9 are actually contained in X(77) N E(T) Therefore, the X -splits 01 and o2 are also induced by subtrees of T
(as are all other splits induced by edges in T4, and T'4,, respectively), which implies that T contains the two subtrees
T4, and T'4,. However, as E(T) does not contain o, there is a path S = p1, 51, ..., Bm, p2 In T from the root p1 of
T4, to the root py of Ty, withm > 2 (otherw1se T would also contain o), cf. Figure[2l This also 1mp11es that besides
T4, and T'4,, there are m more subtrees T; obtained by deleting the edges of S, with each such subtree T containing
B; as a leaf, cf. Figure[2l Moreover, each of the trees T; can be thought of as a binary phylogenetic tree with taxon set
X; = B; U{B;}, where B; is a subset of B.

Next, our goal is to show that we can construct a binary character f on X which satisfies all of the following properties:

1. Each taxon in A is assigned state a by f.

"Note that by Proposition 3l we could even assume k > 3, but our proof does not depend on this requirement. This also implies
that our proof supersedes Proposition 1 of [§].
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Figure 2: (adapted from [9]) Tree T as described in the proof of Theorem[2] Subtree Ty is exemplarily highlighted in bold (note that it does contain 37 as a leaf);
the other subtrees T; are formed analogously. Moreover, note that the subtree T might be empty, i.e., the dashed parts of the tree might not exist, namely if m = 2.

2. There are two edge-disjoint paths P; and P> with P, connecting some leaf x; € T4, with some leaf y; € fl
and with P, connecting some leaf o € T4, with some leaf y» € T,,,, and f assigns both y; and y, state b.

3. There are additional k& — 2 paths Ps, ..., P, from a leaf in B to another leaf in B, respectively, such that

P, ..., P, form a collection of edge-disjoint paths in T. The endpoints of each path in this collection are
assigned different states by f.

4. Every taxon in B which is not contained in some path P; is assigned state b by character f.

Note that if we succeed to find a character f with all these properties, then Ay is the union of A and a set of k — 2
elements of B, which are exactly the endpoints of paths Ps, ..., P to which a is assigned, and B is a proper subset
of B obtained by deleting the mentioned endpoints from B.

The proof strategy now is as follows: We continue to show that we can indeed choose f as described above. Subse-

quently, we will show that for this character f, we have f € A(T) \ Ax(T). The latter implies Ay (T) # Ax(T) and
will thus complete the proof.

So in order to find f fulfilling the above properties, the first and the fourth property do not pose any problem. The
crucial point to show is that we can choose the k£ edge-disjoint paths with the described properties.

First, recalling that each Tiisa binary phylogenetic tree with taxon set X; = B; U {8;}, we apply Lemma[2to Ty and

T,. To simplify notation, let b, = |B;| + 1 and ¢; = L%J fori =1,..., m. Then, Lemma[2implies that T} contains
at least c; edge-disjoint leaf-to-leaf paths Ry, ..., R, such that 3; is an endpoint of R;. Analogously, Tm contains
at least c,,, edge-disjoint leaf-to-leaf paths R}, ..., R, with (3,, being an endpoint of R .

Next, we choose and fix a leaf z1 in T4, as well as a leaf 25 in T4,. Let P{ be the unique path from z; to 3 and Py
be the unique path from x5 to 3, in T.. Then, let P; be the concatenation of P| and Ry, i.e., P; connects x1 in T4,
with some leaf y; in T3, and let P, be the concatenation of Pj and R}, i.e., P> connects x5 in T4, with some leaf yo in

T Clearly, P; and P, are edge-disjoint (as they are on opposite sides of edge {31, 82} in T). Thus, by construction
of Ry,...,Rc; and RY,... R, ,theset {P1,P5,Ry,...,R.,,R5,..., R, }of c; + ¢, paths is also edge-disjoint.
Moreover, clearly P; and P» with ;1 and x> assigned state a and y; and yo assigned state b fulfill Property 2 of the
list above.

m—1 ,
Consider B’ := |J B;. In the following, let ¢/ = PE; ‘J. We now distinguish three cases.
i=2
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« If m = 2, B is empty and thus |B’| = 0. In this case, we set 7' to be the empty tree (with empty leaf

set B’ = ). In particular, T' does not contain any leaf-to-leaf paths, which implies that the number of
edge-disjoint leaf-to-leaf paths can be denoted by 0 = ¢’.

* If m = 3, we consider the tree TVQ’, which is derived from 7% by deleting taxon 35 and subsequently suppress-

ing the resulting degree-2 vertex. Clearly, the leaf set of T3 is precisely B’ = Bz, which is why, by Lemma
[l it contains at least ¢’ many edge-disjoint leaf-to-leaf paths. As each of them | naturally corresponds toa

path in T (by re-introduction of the suppressed degree-2 vertex, if applicable), T; contains at least ¢/ many
edge-disjoint leaf-to-leaf paths Pl, e PC/

o If m > 3, we define 7" to be the tree derived from T by cutting the edges {1, 82} and {B,,—1,5m} and
keeping only the tree that does neither contain x1 nor xs, cf. Figure[2l Let T" be the tree derived from tree T
by suppressing both 35 and S,,_1. Then, T isa binary phylogenetic tree on taxon set B’, which is why by
Lemmal[ll it contains at least ¢’ many edge-disjoint leaf-to-leaf paths. As each of them naturally corresponds
toa path iDn T (by re-introduction of 32 and 3,,,—1), T contains at least ¢/ many edge-disjoint leaf-to-leaf paths
P, ..., Po.

So in all these cases, we can find ¢’ many leaf-to-leaf paths, namely ﬁl, cee P,/, which by construction are also edge-
disjoint to the paths in the set { P, P», R, ..., R.,, R, ..., R}, as none of these paths are using edges {31, B2} or
{Bm—1, Bm }» which means that these edges keep the paths apart.

Considering the set {Ra, ..., R¢,, Rb, ... ,R’cm,f-o’l, . ,IBC/}, it is obvious that if this set of (¢c; — 1) + (¢, — 1) + ¢
many edge-disjoint paths contains at least & — 2 paths, then Property 3 of the above list can be fulfilled by a suitable
choice of f.

Thus, we next show that (¢; — 1

)+ (em — 1) + ¢ > k — 2, or, equivalently, that ¢; + ¢, + ¢ > k. Using
|B1| + |Bm| + |B/| = |B| > % and k

< %, we can easily bound the term ¢1 + ¢y, + ¢’ as follows:

ctemtd= |24y il
Lo 2 2 2

by—1 byp—1 [B|—-1
_|_

_2+2 2

_[Bil+[Bn|+1B|-1 _|B| 1.
o 2 T2 2=

As ¢1 + ¢ + ¢ and k are integers, ¢1 + ¢, + ¢/ > k follows as desired.

> k-

DN | =
N —

n
4

In summary, so far we have shown that we can construct a character f as follows: All taxa in A are assigned state

A (Property 1). Taxa y; and yo, the endpoints of the edge-disjoint paths P, and P» in T1 and Tm, respectively,
are assigned state b (Property 2). There at least & — 2 more edge-disjoint paths which we refer to as Ps,..., P

(namely {Ry,...,Rc,,Ry,... R, , P,..., ]Bc/}), all of which get assigned state a to one endpoint and b to the
other endpoint (Property 3). All remaining taxa, if any, get assigned state b (Property 4). So indeed, it is possible to
construct a character f with Properties 1-4.

It remains to show that the existence of this character f implies A (T) # Ak(f) In this regard, we will prove that
f € A(T)\ AK(T).
Each of the paths P, ..., P connects some taxon in A; with some taxon in B f> 80 by Proposition Il we know that
I(f,T) > k. To show that we also have [(f,T) < k (which then implies that [(f, T) = k), we consider the following
extension g of f on T:

flv) ifveX,
gv)=1qa ifoeV(Ta,) UV (Ta,),
b else.

Clearly, g induces no changing edges within T4, or T4, (as all vertices in these subtrees of T are assigned state a).

As the rest of tree T" contains only k£ — 2 leaves in state a and all inner vertices outside of T4, and T4, are assigned
state b, g induces at most k changes in total, namely one on edge {p1, 51}, one on edge {p2, 5,,} and potentially &k — 2
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more changes on the pending edges leading to those leaves in state a that are contained in i The existence of
i=1

this extension g of f with ch(g,T) < k shows that we indeed have I(f,T) < k, and thus in total I(f,T) = k and

f € Ax(T) as required.

It remains to show that f & Ay (T). In order to see this, like above, we consider an extension g of f, but this time on
T'. We define g as follows:

flv) ifveX,
glv)=<a ifveV(Ta),
b else.

Clearly, g induces no changing edges within T4 (as all vertices in this subtree of 7" are assigned state a). As the rest of
tree T contains only k — 2 leaves in state a and all inner vertices outside of T'4 are assigned state b, g induces at most
k — 1 changes in total, namely one on the edge on which T4 is pending (i.e., the edge {u, v} connecting the unique
vertex u adjacent both to p; and po in T" with its third neighbor v # p1, p2) and potentially £ — 2 more changes on the
pending edges leading to those leaves in state a that are contained in B = X \ A. The existence of this extension g of
f with ch(g,T) < k — 1 shows that we indeed have {(f,T) < k — 1, and thus f & A (T) as claimed.

In summary, we have found a character f € A(T') for which we know that f & A (T'), which shows that A, (T) #
Ay (T). This completes the proof. O

As stated before, Theorem 2] generalizes Proposition[3]to all cases of k with k < 2 7 and thus significantly improves the

known bound of £ < 5 from [9]. In the next section, we show that at least within the NNI neighborhood of a binary

phylogenetic X -tree, the bound can be improved even further in the following sense: If 7" is a binary phylogenetic tree
with n > 2k 4 2 leaves (for & € N>1) and if T is an NNI neighbor of T, we can guarantee Ay, (T') # Ay (T).

3.2 Investigating the NNI neighborhood

It is the main aim of this section to show that the generalization of Pr0p0s1t10n|3]t0 all cases of k with k& < 7 provided
by the prev1ous section can at least locally be further improved to all k£ < Z — 5. In particular, we will show that if
k<2Z—32and if T'is an NNI neighbor of T, then we have Ay, (T') # Ay (T )

Theorem 3. Let k € N>y and let n € Ny opy0. Let T and T be two binary phylogenetzc X-trees with | X| = n such
that T is in the NNI neighborhood of T. Then, T = T if and only if Ap(T) = Ax(T )

In order to prove this theorem, we first need to establish some preliminary results. We start with the following definition
followed by two technical lemmas, which connect Ay (7T') to smaller trees derived by cherry reductions of types 1 and
2, respectively. Such reductions will turn out to be useful for subsequent inductive proofs.

Definition 1. Let T be a binary phylogenetic X -tree. Let T and T? be the two trees derived from T when performing
a cherry reduction of type 1 or 2, respectively, to cherry [z,y] of T. Moreover, let f : X — {a,b} be a binary
character.

1. If f(z) = f(y), we define f1 as the restriction of f to the taxa of T".

2. If f(x) # f(y), we define f? as the restriction of f to the taxa of T?.

Lemma 3. Letk € N>1, n € N>y andlet X = {1,...,n}. Let T be a binary phylogenetic X -tree. Let T* and T*
be the two trees derived from T when performing a cherry reduction of type I or 2, respectively, to cherry [x,y] of T.
Moreover, let f € Ay(T). Then, we have:

LI () = [(y), then f' € AK(T")
2. If f(x) # f(y), then f* € Ap_1(T?).

Proof. We prove both parts of the lemma separately.

1. Let f(z) = f(y). As f € Ap(T), we know I(f,T) = k, which by Proposition [Il implies that there are k
edge-disjoint A¢-By-paths in T'. This set of edge-disjoint A ;- B-paths naturally corresponds to a set of k
edge-disjoint paths in T by deleting one leaf of cherry [z, y], say x, and suppressing the resulting degree-2
vertex. This procedure might shorten one of the paths by two edges (if it ended in x) or by one edge (if it
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ended in ), but as f(x) = f(y), we know that none of the original A ;-B-paths connected x and y, so as
n > 4, if such a path ended in x or y, it must have had a length of at least 3. So the shortening does not
actually delete a path, and if one of the paths in 7" actually ended in x, we can extend it to ¢ in 7' in order
to make it a leaf-to-leaf path again. All this shows that in 7', there are k edge-disjoint Api-Bpi-paths. As
the deletion of a leaf obviously cannot increase the maximum number of such paths, this implies that the
maximum number of edge-disjoint A y1-B i -paths in T* is indeed k, implying that [(f!,T') = k and thus
f' € Ap(T'), which completes the proof of the first assertion.

2. We now consider the case f(z) # f(y). As f € Ax(T), we have I(f,T) = k, which by Corollary [II
combined with Theorem [I] (Menger’s Theorem) shows that Ay and By cannot be separated by fewer than k
vertices. Now, let P be the unique path connecting = and y in T'. As f(z) # f(y), P is an A;-Bj-path. We
now apply Proposition2]to P = { P} and conclude that there exists a set Q of k vertex-disjoint A ;- B -paths
such that = and y are endpoints of some of the paths. However, as [z, y] is a cherry of T, this is only possible
if P € Q (otherwise the two paths ending in z and y would both employ the vertex adjacent to both 2 and
y, which would contradict their vertex-disjointness). This immediately implies that when we delete cherry
[z,y] by a cherry reduction of type 2 to get T2, Q \ {P} is a set of k — 1 edge-disjoint A s2-B 2-paths
in T2. Moreover, this must be the maximum number of edge-disjoint A r2-By2-paths in T2, because every
collection of at least k edge-disjoint paths of 72 combined with P would give a collection of at least k + 1
edge-disjoint paths in 7', a contradiction to k being the maximum number of edge-disjoint A ;-B-paths in
T by Proposition[Il Thus, we can conclude I(f2,T?) = k — 1 (again by Proposition [I)), which shows that
f? € Ax_1(T?). This completes the proof of the second assertion.

O

Note that the previous lemma shows that some elements of A (7T") and Aj_1(7?) can be derived from the elements
of Ai(T). Indeed, the following lemma shows that all elements of A (T') and Aj_1(T?) can be derived from the
elements of A (T') in this way. Together, Lemma[3land Lemma[]imply that the opposite is also true, i.e., the elements
of Ay(T) can be derived from the elements of A (T) and Ay_1(T?), respectively.

Lemmad. Letk € N>y, n € N>y andlet X = {1,...,n}. Let T be a binary phylogenetic X -tree. Let T* and T*
the two trees derived from T when performing a cherry reduction of type 1 or 2, respectively, to cherry [z, y] of T.
Then, we have:

1. If g € Ag(T?), then there exists precisely one character f € Ag(T) with f(z) = f(y) and f' = g.
Moreover, we have f(z) = f(y).

2. If h € Ag_1(T?), then there exist precisely two characters f1 and fo in Ar(T) with fi(z) # fi(y) (for
i=1,2)and f} = f3 = h. Moreover, we have f;(x) # fi(y) fori =1,2.

Proof. We again prove both assertions separately.

1. Letg € Ax(T') and let f be the character as uniquely defined by Lemmal(1), i.e. f! = gand f(z) = f(y).
Clearly, as f(z) = f(y), no most parsimonious extension of f will ever require a change on cherry [z, y],
which shows that [(f,T) = (g, T') = k and thus f € Ax(T).

2. Leth € Ai_1(T?) and let f; and f be as described in Lemmal(2), i.e., f2 = f3 = hand f;(z) # fi(y)
fori = 1, 2. As the two leaves x and y are in different states in both f; and f; and form a cherry in T, every
most parsimonious extension will require a change on this cherry. This shows that I(f1,T) = I(f2,T) =

I(h,T?) +1 = (k—1)+ 1 = k. Thus, f1, fo € Ax(T). As clearly there is no other character f on X for
which f restricted to X \ {x,y} equals h and 2 is defined (i.e., f(z) # f(y)). this completes the proof.

O

The following corollary is a simple conclusion from Lemma[d] which will be useful later on.

Corollary 2. Let k € N>o. Let T' be a binary phylogenetic X -tree and let T be an NNI neighbor of T. Let [x,y] be
a cherry contained in both T and T such that Ag(T") = Ap(T") and Ap_1(T?) = Ap_1(T2), where T* and T* as
well as T? and T? result from T and T by cherry reductions of types 1 and 2, respectively, using cherry [x,y|. Then,
we have A(T) = Ag(T).

10
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Proof. Assume the statement is not true, i.e., assume Ay(T) # Ap(T). Let L f e Ap(T T) \ Ap(T). If we have
f(z) = f(y), we perform a cherry reduction of type 1 with [z,y] in T" and T and, by Lemma[3] find that f
Ap(TY) = Ap(T"). On the other hand, f! € Ay(T") implies f € Ax(T) by Lemmafl a contradiction to the ch01ce
of f.

So we must have f(z) # f(y). We perform a cherry reduction of type 2 with [z, y] in 7" and T and, again by Lemma

Bl find that f2 € Ay (T2) = Ag_1(T?). On the other hand, f2 € Aj_,(T2) implies f € A(T') by Lemmal] again
a contradiction to the choice of f.

As both cases lead to a contradiction, we cannot choose such an f, which shows A (T) = Ak(TV) (]

Before we can finally prove Theorem 3] we need to establish one more preliminary result. In fact, the following
proposition turns out to be the main ingredient in our proof. It characterizes all trees T in the NNI neighborhood of a
binary phylogenetic tree T for which we have A (T) = Ag(T).

Proposition 4. Let k € N>o. Let T be a binary phylogenetic X -tree withn = |X| > 4 and A|B € ¥*(T) inducing
subtrees T4, and Ta,, whose leaves are subsets of A, as well as Tg, and T,, whose leaves are subsets of B, cf.
Figure[ll Let ny = |A1], no = |Az|, n3 = |B1| and ny = |Bs|. Moreover, let T be the tree obtained from T by
exchanging T's, with T, (i.e., T and T are NNI neighbors). Set s(T, TV) = 24: V”T_IJ Then, we have:

=1

Ap(T) = Ap(T) < s(T,T) < k—2.

Before we continue with the proof of this proposition, we first analyze s(7T, T) a bit more in-depth. As by definition,

s(T, T) formally depends both on 7" and the specific X -split A|B, the notation s(T, T) suggesting that s depends on
T and T may seem counter-intuitive at first. However, if T is obtained from T by a single NNI move performed on
some inner edge e of 7', then 7T, T and the X- split A|B induced by e fulfill the assumptlons of Propositiondl So in
fact, s(7T, T) depends only on the specific NNI move performed on 7' to obtain T, which justifies the notation.

Proof. In the following, whenever there is no ambiguity, we refer to s(7T, T) simply as s. Now, we subdivide the proof
into two parts, one for each direction of the statement.

1. In order to show that s > k — 2 implies Ay (T") # Ak(TV), we use induction on k and assume s > k — 2.

Note that for & = 2, by Proposition[3] there is nothing to show as in this case, we already know that T % T

implies A (T) # Ax(T). This completes the base case of the induction. Therefore, in the following we
may assume & > 3 and that for all pairs T}, T4 of binary phylogenetic X -trees that are NNI neighbors with
s(T],T5) > (k—1) — 2 = k — 3, we already know that A;_1(T}) # Ak_1(T3). Therefore, for any such
pair we can assume without loss of generality that there is a character h € Ay_1(T7) \ Ax—1(T%) (else we
may swap the roles of 7 and T%). Our aim now is to construct a character f € Ai(T) \ Ax(T), which will,

in turn, imply that Ay (T) # A(T).

So now we have trees T and T which are NNI neighbors with s = s(T, T) > k — 2. Note that if we had
s = 0, the fact that s > k — 2 would imply k = 2; i.e., this would refer to the base case of the induction,
which we have already considered. Thus, we can now assume s > 0. By the definition of s, this implies that
thereisan i € {1,2, 3,4} such that n; > 3 (because at least one of the summands L”g 1
1). Without loss of generality, assume n; > 3. Then, T4, contains a cherry [z, y] whose deletion by a cherry
reduction of type 2 does not eradicate T4, (i.e., the remaining tree after the cherry reduction is non-empty).
Note that as 7 and 7 differ only in one NNI move (and thus T4, is subtree in 7" as well as in T) both trees
necessarily contain cherry [z,y]. If we denote by 7" and T” the trees resulting from a cherry reduction of
type 2 performed on [z, y], it is clear that 7" and T” are also NNI neighbors. Moreover, as (compared to T
and T) only n; was reduced by 2 and all other n; remained unchanged, we have

11
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R e RS e
=s(I,T) - 1>k -3,

where the last inequality is due to s(7T, T) > k — 2. By the inductive hypothesis, this shows that there exists
acharacter h € Ag_1(T") \ Ag—1(T"). By Lemmald] this implies the existence of two characters f; and fo
with f2 = f2 = hand fi(z) # fi(y) fori = 1,2 and such that fi, fo € Ax(T) and f1, fo & Ax(T) (as
otherwise we would necessarily have fZ, f2 € Ap_1(T")).

This implies that we have found two characters f1 and fo with f1, fo € Ag(T) \ Ak(TV), showing that

Ag(T) # Ag(T) and thus completing the first part of the proof.

. Next, we need to show that if we have k € N>5 as well as two trees 1" and 1" which are NNI neighbors with
s(T,T) < k —2,wehave A,(T) = Ar(T'). We will prove this assertion by induction on s. In particular, we
first show that the statement holds for s = 0 and all values of £ > 3. (Note that considering £ > 3 indeed
covers all values of k that we have to consider, as we have s > 0, which together with s < k — 2 implies
k > 3.) Then, we proceed to prove that if the assertion holds for the combinations s — 1 and k — 1 as well as
s — 1 and k, it also holds for s and k.

4
» We start with the base case s = 0. In this case,as0 = s = > L”T*lj , we conclude that 1 < n; < 2 for
i=1
alli = 1,...,4. We now consider several subcases in order to show that either A (T) = Ax(T) =0
or that every element f € Ag(T) is also contained in A;(7T"). By symmetry, the latter will lead to
A(T) = Ag(T), showing that the two sets are equal in all cases.

— If all n; equal 1, we have n; +ng +n3 +ng = n = 4, ie., T and T both have four leaves. As
k > 3 and as there are no binary characters f on four taxa with {(f,T) > 3 (or I(f,T) > 3), we
have ) = Ay (T) = Ax(T), so indeed both sets are equal.

— Next, assume that n; = 2 for at least one ¢ € {1,2,3,4} and that A,(T) # 0. Let f € Ap(T).
Note that every ¢ for which this is the case implies a taxon set U; € {A1, A, By, Ba} such that Ty,
consists of a cherry [z;,y;]. Now assume all ¢ with n; = 2 induce a cherry [z;,y;] with f(z;) =
f(y;). If this was the case, we could apply a cherry reduction of type 1 to T to the first of these
cherries to derive a character f! € Ay (T*!) according to Lemma[3l Repeating this step for all i with
n; = 2, we would end up with a character g € A (T*), where T is the four taxon tree resulting
from T by iteratively performing cherry reductions of type 1 to the cherries induced by n; = 2.
However, as k > 3 and as 7™ has only four leaves, as above we know that A (7™*) = (), so such a
character g cannot exist, which would be a contradiction.

— By the above considerations, we know that if we have at least one ¢ € {1,2, 3,4} such that n, = 2
and f € Ap(T) # 0, there mustbe U € {41, Ay, By, Bo} with U = {z,y} (i.e., Ty consists of the
cherry [z, y]) such that f(z) # f(y). Note that by assumption, [z, y] is a cherry of T, too. We now
perform a cherry reduction of type 2 to [z, y], both for T and T. However, note that this eliminates
subtree Ty; completely (as it only consists of cherry [, y]) and thus leads to 72 =2 T2, In particular,
we have Ay_1(T?) = Ap_1(T?). However, as f? € Ay_1(T?) = Ap_1(T?), we know by Lemma
Ml that 2 corresponds to precisely two characters in Ay(T) and Ay (T'), namely the two characters
that assign different states to = and y and otherwise agree with f2. Clearly, one of these characters
is f, so we have f € Ay (T).

So in all possible cases, either Ay (T') =  or the arbitrarily chosen character f € A(T) is also
contained in A (7T), which shows Ay (T) C Ak (T). Swapping the roles of T and T" shows the converse
inclusion, too, so we conclude Ay (T) = Ax(T) as desired. This completes the proof of the base case
s =0.

* We now consider the case s > 0. We assume the assertion already holds for the pairs (s — 1,k — 1) as
well as (s — 1, k) and show that this implies it also holds for the pair (s, k).
As we are now considering the case s > 0, we must have n; > 2 for some ¢ € {1, 2, 3,4}. Moreover, it
is important to note that with s > 0 and s < k — 2, we must have k > 4.

12
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First, we note that by n, > 2 for some ¢ € {1,2,3,4} the existence of some Ty with U €
{A1,As,B;1, By} and |U| = n; > 2 and thus also the existence of some cherry [z, y]| contained in

Ty (as well as in 1" and T') is implied.
We first show that for such a cherry 7' and T fulfill the induction hypothesis. Then, using a case

distinction, we will analyze in which case also 72 and T2 fulfill the induction hypothesis and in which
case another argument is needed.

As n; > 3, areduction does not completely eliminate Ty (even if we perform a cherry reduction of type
2). So T, T2, T*, T? can be constructed by applying cherry reductions of types 1 and 2 to cherry [z, 3]
both i 1n T and T, respectlvely Clearly, T is an NNI neighbor of T and 7 is an NNI neighbor of T2.
Let s = s(T', T") and s2 = s(T2,T2).

Now, we first show that Aj_1(T2) = Aj_1(T2). Using the fact that [m — 1] = |m| — 1 for every

m € Z, we get
82_8— ni—l + ni—3
N 2 2

R R U R R

By the inductive hypothesis, we thus must have A,_1(T2) = Aj_1(T?) (using the assumption on
(s—1,k—1)).

Finally, we analyze in which case we additionally have Ay (T") = A, (T") by the induction hypothesis
and in which case we have to establish this equality by an additional argument. In order to do this, we
distinguish the following subcases.

(a) Suppose that additionally to n; > 2, we have that n, is odd. We already know Ay (T2) = Ay (T?).

Using | 21| = 2 = | 2 | ag n,; is odd, we then have

il el R bl B (SRD IR

By the inductive hypothesis, we thus must have A (T') = Ay (T") (using the assumption on (s —
1, k)).
Thus, with Ay (T') = Ax(T') and Ay_1(T?) = Aj_1(T?), we can use Corollary 2] to conclude
Ap(T) = Ax(T).

(b) Now, additionally to n; > 2, we assume that n; is even. As n; is even, we have L"?Q_ 1J = L"?T—ZJ,
which implies s' = s. So we cannot use the inductive assumption. However, note that if we denote

by n} = n; — 1 the subtree size of U after the cherry reduction of type 1 in both 7" and T, then
clearly, as n; is even, we have that n} is odd. This implies that still n} > 2 and we can find a cherry
in the reduced subtree fulfilling the assumptions of Case (a). So we can actually apply Case (a) to

T* and T" (using n! instead of n;) and conclude that Ay (T%) = Ay (T").
So as before, using Corollary 2, we conclude from Ay_1(T?) = Ay_1(T?) and A (T') = Ap(T*)
that Ay, (T) = A (T)

So in all cases, we can conclude that A, (T) = A, (T'), which completes the second part of the proof.

Finally, we can now turn out attention to the proof of Theorem[3l

Proof of Theorem[3] If Ay (T) # Ay (f) obviously T % T, so for the first direction, there is nothing to show.

So now assume 7' % T. We need to show that then, A, (T) # Ay(T). Using the inequality | 2] > =, L which
holds for all m € Z, as well as the fact that ny + na + n3 + ny = n, we easily derive the followmg lower bound for

13
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4
n; —1 ni—2 MnNi+ne+ng+ng—8 n
>E = =——4>k-3
i—1\~ J_i—l 2 2 2 g 7

where the last inequality uses n > 2k + 2 as assumed by Theorem[3l As the left-most sum is an integer, in summary

4 -
we get 221 | 2i-1| > k — 2, which by Proposition @ implies A, (T') # Ay (T) and thus completes the proof. O

3.3 Constructing cases with n = 2k + 2 and non-unique A;, alignments

In the previous section, for the case & > 3 we have seen in Theorem [3] that if n > 2k + 2 and if T is in the NNI

neighborhood of 7', we can guarantee that we have T' = T if and only if Ax(T) = Ak(TV) (note that for the cases
k € {1, 2}, by Proposition[3] the same equivalence is guaranteed for all n € N>, even outside the neighborhood of

T). Moreover, in [8] for every & > 2 a construction of two trees 7" and T with T 2 T and n = 2k leaves was shown
for which A (T) = Ak (T). This leads to the natural question if there exist trees T and T with " 2 T and with

Ap(T) = Ap(T) if n = 2k + 1 or n = 2k + 2. It is the aim of this section to show that in both of these cases, there
indeed exist such trees.

Corollary 3. For every k > 2 there exists a pair T and T, T 2 T, of binary phylogenetic X -trees with |X| €
{2k + 1,2k + 2} and A (T) = Ax(T).

Proof. Letk > 3andn = 2k + 1 orn = 2k + 2. Let T} and T5 be the two trees on n leaves depicted in Figure 3l
Then, T and T» are NNI neighbors: A swap of either leaf 4 (if n = 2k + 1) or cherry [3, 4] (if n» = 2k + 2) with cherry
[5, 6] around the bold edge e turns T; into T5. Now let us analyze this case a bit more in-depth. Let A|B be the split
induced by e in T'. Let T4, be the subtree of T} and 75 containing leaves 1,2 as well as 9,...n. Let T4, denote the
subtree of both T} and 7% that contains taxon 4 (if n = 2k + 1) or the cherry [3, 4] (if n = 2k + 2), respectively. Let
T's, denote the subtree of T} and T5 consisting of cherry [7, 8], and let T'5, denote the subtree of T} and T» consisting
of cherry [5,6]. Then, T4, has ny = 2+ ((2k + 2) — 8) = 2k — 4 many leaves, T4, has no = 1 or ngy = 2 leaves,
respectively, T'p, has nz = 2 leaves and Tz, has ny = 2 leaves. This leads to

S - [55 [ B gf s

=1

=0 =0 =0

Therefore, by Propositiond] we have Ay (T)) = Ay(T%). This completes the proof. O

4 Discussion and outlook

In this manuscript, we have shown that binary phylogenetic trees with n leaves are fully characterized by their Aj-
alignments whenever n > 4k (cf. Theorem2). Thus, we drastically narrowed the gap resulting from the most recent
result in the literature [9], which required n > 20k, and the fact that was known that for n = 2k, the statement does
not generally hold [[8]. Additionally, we narrowed the gap further by showing that the statement does not generally
hold for up to n = 2k + 2 (cf. Corollary[3). One very intriguing question for future research is, however, if this gap

can be closed completely. We have shown that it can indeed be closed completely for pairs 7', T with 7" from the NNI
neighborhood of T' (cf. Theorem[3). In particular, we have shown that the Ay-alignment of a binary phylogenetic tree
T with n leaves is, for all values of &k < % — %, unique within the NNI neighborhood of T’; i.e., no neighbor of T'
shares the same Aj-alignment with 7. In fact, we conjecture that the following statement holds, which would close

the gap in the interval from 2k + 3 to 4k — 1 affirmatively.

Conjecture. Let k € N>3 andlet T and T binary phylogenetic trees on taxon set X with | X| > 2k+ 3. Then, T = T
if and only if Ay(T) = Ax(T).
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Figure 3: Two trees T and T>. Note that leaf 3 may or may not be there (i.e., there might be 2k 4 1 or 2k + 2 leaves in each tree). Note that 7 and T are NNI
neighbors: A swap of either leaf 4 (if n = 2k + 1) or cherry [3, 4] (if n = 2k + 2) with cherry [5, 6] around the bold edge e turns T into 7. For these trees, we
have Ay (T1) = Ay (T2) forall k > 3.

Related to this conjecture is the following question: If T is obtained from T by an NNI operation and given some
natural number k& > 2, we call this NNI operation a problematic move if it satisfies the condition s(T,T) < k — 2,
where s(T,T) is defined as in Proposition @ Clearly, by Proposition ] if 7" is obtained from T by a series of

problematic moves, then A (T') = Ak(TV) (which is why we consider it problematic — it destroys the uniqueness of
the Aj-alignment). Now it is tempting to investigate if the converse statement is also true, which leads to the following
question.

Question. Let k € N3 and let T and T be binary phylogenetic trees on taxon set X and A(T) = A(T). It is true
that T can be obtained from T' by a series of problematic moves?

By Theorem[3] a positive answer to this question would imply the correctness of the above conjecture, because it can
easily be seen that for n > 2k + 3 there are no problematic NNI moves.

Another interesting aspect for future research is tree reconstruction with parsimony based on Ay-alignments. Note that
just because an alignment characterizes a tree, this does not necessarily mean that MP (or any other tree reconstruction
method) will recover the correct tree. While we know that the unique maximum parsimony tree of A; (T') is always
T (a consequence of the famous Buneman theorem [7, 3, 8]), we know that for A5(T) this is only true if n > 9 [8].
Exhaustive searches of the tree space performed in [13] suggest that possibly the latter result can be generalized, i.e.,
that the unique maximum parsimony tree of A (7") might be T whenever n > 4k + 1. This conjecture was formally
stated in [8]. Note that for MP to be able to recover the “true” tree from Ay (7'), it is a necessary prerequisite that
Ay (T) defines T'. If this was not the case, i.e., if two trees shared the same Aj-alignment, there would not be any hope
for any tree reconstruction method to distinguish the two trees sharing this alignment from one another.

In summary, as we know that in case & = 2 we require n > 4k for the reconstruction of trees from their Aj-alignments
using MP and as we conjecture that this assertion can be generalized to larger values of k, the present manuscript,
which shows that for n > 4k binary phylogenetic trees are defined by Ay, is a very useful first step in this regard.
Note that the factor of 4 is precisely the one needed to tackle the reconstruction problem. Thus, the improvement from
factor 20 to 4 given by the present manuscript is highly relevant, even if the interval n € [2k + 3,4k — 1] is still open
concerning the characterization of trees by their Ay-alignment.
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