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Abstract

Orchard and tree-child networks share an important property with phylogenetic
trees: they can be completely reduced to a single node by iteratively deleting
cherries and reticulated cherries. As it is the case with phylogenetic trees, the
number of ways in which this can be done gives information about the topology
of the network. Here, we show that the problem of computing this number in
tree-child networks is akin to that of finding the number of linear extensions
of the poset induced by each network, and give an algorithm based on this
reduction whose complexity is bounded in terms of the level of the network.

1 Introduction

Phylogenetics is the discipline concerned with the study of the evolutionary re-
lationships among taxa that are supposed to evolve in a temporal series of con-
tingent events [2], mainly organisms, genes and languages. The primary goal is
to understand and reconstruct those relationships, elucidating the evolutionary
patterns that have led to their current diversity.

Most of the fundamental goals of phylogenetics can be formulated in mathe-
matical language and as mathematical and computational problems to be solved.
In fact, ever since the time of Lamarck and Darwin, the representation of evo-
lution itself has been historically done in terms of graphs. Traditionally, these
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graphs have been rooted trees; that is: (directed) rooted acyclic graphs, without
nodes allowing multiple incoming edges. The distinguished node (the root) cor-
responds to the most recent common ancestor of the taxa under consideration;
the leaves represent extant taxa, and interior nodes represent (only) speciation
events.

However, the evolutionary history of organisms is often more complex than
a simple tree-like structure. Reticulate events, such as hybridization, horizon-
tal gene transfer, and recombination, are better represented in networks rather
than in trees. Phylogenetic networks generalize phylogenetic trees allowing the
possibility for nodes to have multiple (in the binary setting, exactly two) incom-
ing edges. Those nodes represent the reticulation events; see Subsection 2.3 for
formal definitions.

A particularity of (binary) phylogenetic trees is that they can all be gener-
ated by means of iteratively adding cherries (pairs of leaves; see Subsection 2.4
for a formal definition) to a tree with only one leaf [24, p. 28]; but this is
tantamount to saying that any particular tree can be recursively reduced to a
single leaf. These reductions have an evolutionary meaning, since they are used
to distill or simplify the evolutionary information contained in a phylogenetic
tree into a more manageable form. However, it is not possible, given a general
phylogenetic network, to reduce it to a single node. In 2019, a new class of
phylogenetic networks was introduced whose aim was to mimic precisely this
property: the class of orchard, or cherry-picking, phylogenetic networks [11,
16]. Roughly speaking, these are defined as phylogenetic networks that can
be reduced to a single leaf by an iterative process of reductions consisting in
(1) simplifying a cherry, or (2) simplifying a reticulated cherry; see Subsec-
tion 2.4 for formal definitions. Orchard networks were initially introduced for
their computational benefits: for instance, providing a polynomial-time algo-
rithm for their reconstruction from its “ancestral profile” in [11], or providing a
linear-time algorithm for the Network Containment problem — a generalization
of the Tree Containment problem— for inputs of tree-child networks (a subclass
of orchard networks), which is NP-complete for general phylogenetic networks,
in [16]. Moreover, orchard networks are integrated in the set of biologically
relevant phylogenetic networks (according to [15] and [19]).

For any given orchard network, there may be multiple ways of reducing an
orchard network to a single leaf, and this number gives information about the
topology of the network. In [11] the question about the feasibility of counting
the number of these reductions (called cherry reduction sequences) was posed.
In this paper, we study this question in the context of tree-child networks [6],
which are a subclass of orchard networks, in fact one of the most popular classes
of phylogenetic networks. They are extensively studied both for their mathe-
matical and their computational applications; see [3, 25, 26], to name a few.

In this paper, we study this problem by reducing it to that of counting
linear extensions [18]. Given a poset (X,�), a linear extension is a bijection
π : {1, . . . , |X |} → X such that x � y implies π−1(x) 6 π−1(y); i.e., a total
order 6 that is compatible with �. Then, an algorithm is proposed whose
complexity is studied in terms of the level of the input tree-child network.
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The paper is organized as follows. First, we provide some needed background
and notation from graph theory, phylogenetics and combinatorics in Section 2.
Section 3 contains the main theoretical result of this paper, which is then used
at the start of Section 4 to provide an algorithm built on top of the work of [18].
In the same section, upper and lower bounds of the complexity of our algorithm
relating the tree-width parameter and the level of a phylogenetic network are
discussed in the context of determining the complexity of the algorithm without
having to study its tree-width. The paper ends with a Conclusions section.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Graph theory

In this paper we will need some graph theory definitions that are not always
used in the study of phylogenetic networks. Hence, we have opted to present
them here in an independent fashion. First of all, for a directed or undirected
graph G we denote its sets of nodes and edges by V (N) and E(N), respectively,
and for any directed graph G, we shall denote its underlying (undirected) graph
by U(G). In order to ease the proofs, we will not allow the existence of loops
(that is, edges that begin and end in the same node).

A subgraph of an undirected graph is biconnected when it is connected and
it remains connected after removing any node from it and all arcs incident to
that node. A subgraph of a directed graph G is biconnected when it is so in
U(G).

Given a directed graph G, we say that it is weakly connected if its underlying
graph, U(G), is connected. If U(G) is not connected, then each of the connected
components of U(G) is a weakly connected component of G. In the same fashion,
we say that a directed subgraph is strongly connected if it is connected as a
directed graph; moreover, a strong path is a path connecting one to the other
as a directed graph.

Let G be a graph and e = uv an edge, for some u, v ∈ V (G). The contraction
of e in G, denoted by G/e, is the result of subtracting e and identifying u and v
in a node w that inherits all the adjacencies of both u and v. Formally, G/e is
the quotient G/∼, where ∼ identifies u and v but leaves every other node alone
(and then, since we do not allow loops, we remove the edge between [u] and [v]).
When applying any edge contraction to a directed graph, we always assume the
result to be undirected, as it may produce conflicting edge directions.

A minor of an undirected graph G is the result of repeatedly applying the
process of contraction to a subgraph of G [8]. In what follows, we shall view
minors as quotients of these subgraphs, and therefore each of their nodes as an
equivalence class. Notice that the nodes in each of these classes form a connected
subgraph of G. We shall often refer to a minor of a directed graph, in which
case we are refering to a minor of its underlying graph.

We denote the tree-width [8] of a graph G by tw(G); and if G is a directed
graph, tw(G) will denote the tree-width of its underlying graph U(G). A precise
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definition of the tree-width of a graph can be found in [8], but to our purposes it
suffices to know that if H is a minor of G, then tw(H) 6 tw(G) (Lemma 12.4.1
in [8]) and that the tree-width of a clique Kn is n− 1 [23].

2.2 Partial orders and reachability

For any set, a partial order over it is a relation � that is reflexive, antisymmetric
and transitive. A set X with such a relation is called a partially ordered set, or
poset and given as (X,�) (although we often omit this and write X). If there
exists x ∈ X such that there is no y ∈ X \ {x} such that y � x, we say that x is
minimal. Analogously, if there exists x ∈ X such that there is no y ∈ X \ {x}
and x � y, we say that x is maximal.

Given a poset (X,�) and x, y ∈ X , if x 6= y and x � y then x ≺ y.
Moreover, we say that y covers x and denote it by x ≺· y if x ≺ y and there
exists no other element z ∈ X such that x ≺ z ≺ y. For any poset X , its cover
graph (sometimes referred to as Hasse diagram) is a directed graph whose set
of nodes is X and its set of edges is {xy ∈ X×X : x ≺· y}. We denote the cover
graph of X as C(X).

Given any poset X , we can define its order-dual poset (X,�), also denoted
by Xop, which is a poset with the same underlying set endowed with a relation
≻ defined by the rule x � y if, and only if, y � x for all x, y ∈ X .

A linear extension of a poset (X,�) is a bijection π : {1, . . . , |X |} → X such
that for all x, y ∈ X , x � y implies π−1(x) 6 π−1(y). The set of all linear
extensions of X is denoted by LinExt(X).

For any directed acyclic graph N (henceforth, a DAG), any subset X ⊆
V (N) is endowed with a partial order by the structure of the graph as follows:
a node v is said to be reachable from u if there exists a path u  v within
N . Then relation of reachability ( ) induces a partial order over any subset
X ⊆ V (N): for any u, v ∈ V (N), u � v if, and only if, u v.

2.3 Phylogenetic networks

Let Σ be a finite set of labels. By a phylogenetic network on Σ we understand a
rooted directed acyclic graph (rDAG) where each node of in-degree > 2 has out-
degree exactly 1 and whose leaves (i.e., its nodes of out-degree 0) are bijectively
labeled in Σ [14]. A phylogenetic tree is simply a phylogenetic network without
nodes of in-degree > 2. The definition of phylogenetic tree and network also
forbids, for reconstructibility reasons, the existence of elementary nodes, that
is, of nodes of in-degree and out-degree both equal to 1.

Let N be a phylogenetic network on Σ. We shall denote its root (i.e., its
only node of in-degree 0) by ρ and we shall always identify its leaves with their
corresponding labels. Given two nodes u, v in N , we say that v is a child of
u, and also that u is a parent of v, when uv ∈ E(N). A node in N is of tree
type, or a tree node, when its in-degree is 6 1 (thus including the root), and a
reticulation when its in-degree is > 2 (and hence, its out-degree is 1). For any
rDAG N , we define T (N) as the set of tree nodes of N , i.e., the set of nodes
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of N with in-degree at most 1; conversely, we denote by R(N) the set of its
reticulation nodes.

In the context of phylogenetic networks, maximal biconnected components
are often referred to as blobs. Moreover, every blob of a phylogenetic network
has one, and only one, node that is ancestor of all nodes in the blob. The level
of a phylogenetic network is the maximum number of reticulations among its
blobs. Notice that each blob has at least one reticulation. A level-k network is
then a phylogenetic network where each of its blobs has at least k reticulations.

A phylogenetic network is tree-child [7] if all its internal nodes (i.e. its nodes
of out-degree > 1) have at least one child of tree type. In this paper, we restrict
ourselves to binary phylogenetic networks — this is, networks where all internal
nodes except for the root have either in-degree 1 and out-degree 2 or in-degree
2 and out-degree 1. The root will always have in-degree 0, and out-degree 2 if
it is not itself a leaf. We denote that a rDAG N has only one node (i.e. the
root is a leaf) by N ∼= ⋆.

2.4 Orchard networks and cherry reductions

Given a phylogenetic network N , we denote by N̊ the rDAG obtained from N
by removing all its leaves and the edges incident to them. If N ∼= ⋆, then N̊ = ∅
(as the root has out-degree 0).

Let N be a phylogenetic network. A cherry of N is a subgraph of N com-
prised of two leaves and their parent node. Analogously, reticulated cherry of
N is a subgraph of N formed by two leaves, a reticulation node and an internal
tree node in such a way that the reticulation node is the parent of one of those
leaves and the child of the internal tree node, which is in turn the parent of the
other leaf (see Figure 1). A tree node is terminal if it is the root of a cherry or
a reticulated cherry.

Let N be a phylogenetic network and u ∈ T (N̊) be a terminal node. The
cherry reduction rooted on u, denoted by CR(N, u), is the network resulting of
removing all the descendant edges and strict descendant tree nodes of u from N .
We emphasize that we only remove all the strict descendant tree nodes of u. As
we can see in Figure 1, the reticulation in the right-side image is not removed,
but becomes a new leaf instead. Notice that CR(N, u) is a subnetwork of N in
the sense that all the nodes and edges in CR(N, u) are nodes and edges of N .

An orchard network [11] is a network N that can be completely reduced
by the repeated application of cherry reductions; i.e., such that there exists a
sequence of subnetworks of N , namely (N0, N1, . . . , Ns) such that N0 = N ,
each Ni+1 is the result of a cherry reduction applied to Ni, and Ns

∼= ⋆. Notice
that any two sequences of cherry reductions of a given orchard network have the
same length. We will denote the set of all such sequences of cherry reductions
of a given network N by CR-Seq(N). It will be important to remember that all
tree-child networks are orchard networks [11].
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u

...

· · ·
u

Figure 1: The two different cherry reductions: a regular cherry (left) and a
reticulated cherry (right).

3 Cherry reductions and linear extensions

The aim of this section is to prove that there are as many cherry reduction se-
quences as there are linear extensions of the poset of internal tree nodes induced
by a tree-child network (Theorem 5). We shall begin by showing how the set of
internal tree nodes is changed each time a cherry-reduction is performed.

Lemma 1. Let N be an orchard network, u ∈ T (N̊) a terminal node, and
N ′ = CR(N, u). Then T (N̊) = T (N̊ ′) ⊔ {u} and u ∈ L(N ′).

Proof. That u ∈ L(N ′) springs from the fact that N ′ is obtained from N by

removing all strict descendants of u from N ; thus, degN
′

out(u) = 0, and this is
the definition of a leaf. Therefore, u /∈ N̊ ′.

On the other hand, u ∈ T (N̊), by definition of CR.

Remark 1. In particular, CR(N,−) is injective.

Remember that, for any set X , SX represents the set of permutations of X ,
i.e. bijective functions {1, . . . , |X |} → X .

Lemma 2. Let N be an orchard network. The assignment

σ : CR-Seq(N)→ S

that maps each CR-sequence (N0, . . . , Ns) of N to the permutation (u0 · · · us−1),
where Ni+1 = CR(Ni, ui), is well-defined and injective.

Proof. For the first part we need to prove that this construction yields a permu-
tation of T (N̊). Let (N0, . . . , Ns) be a CR-sequence and u0, . . . , us−1 the nodes
such that Ni+1 = CR(Ni, ui). By Lemma 1, these are uniquely determined
by (N0, . . . , Ns). In addition, since T (N̊) ⊇ T (N̊1) ⊇ · · · ⊇ T (N̊s) and each
ui ∈ T (N̊i), we have ui ∈ T (N̊). These are also necessarily different from each
other as ui ∈ T (N̊i) \ T (N̊i+1). Since |T (N̊)| = s, it follows that (u0 · · · us−1)
is indeed a permutation of T (N̊).

Finally, we must verify that σ is injective. Let S = (N0, . . . , Ns) and S′ =
(N ′

0, . . . , N
′
s) be two CR-sequences for N . Note that both sequences must have

6



the same length, |T (N̊)|. Assume that σ(S) = (u0 · · ·us−1) = σ(S′). Then
N = N0 = N ′

0 and at each step we have Ni+1 = CR(Ni, ui) = N ′
i+1, which

provides the proof by induction.

The next lemma provides a useful and succinct relationship between the
terminal nodes in T (N̊) and the maximal nodes in its associated poset if N is
a tree-child network.

Lemma 3. For any tree-child network N , for any u ∈ T (N̊), u is terminal if,
and only if, u is maximal in T (N̊).

Proof. If u is terminal, then either it is the root of a cherry or that of a retic-
ulated cherry. In both cases, it does not have any strict descendant that is
internal tree node, and so it is maximal in T (N̊).

On the other hand, if u is maximal in T (N̊), then it has no strict descendant
node that is both internal and a tree node. But since N is a tree-child network,
at least one of its two children must be a leaf. Two cases arise: if the other child
is also a leaf, then it is the root of a cherry. If the other child is a reticulation,
then by the maximality of u among internal tree nodes and the fact that N is
tree-child, the only child of this reticulation must be a leaf. In either case, u is
a terminal node.

Remark 2. Lemma 3 is actually false for general orchard networks. Indeed,
consider the following example:

u1

u2

u5

u4

u3

h1 h2

This network is obviously orchard: (u3 u5 u4 u2 u1) gives a cherry reduction
sequence. However, even though u4 is a maximal internal tree node, there is no
cherry reduction sequence that begins by it.

This same example negates the validity of the statement of Theorem 5 below
for general orchard networks.

In what follows, to ease the proofs, we shall proceed with the order-dual of
the poset T (N̊). Indeed, since the first reduced nodes are the last nodes if we
count from the root, as it is standard practice, we shall reverse that order in
the proofs below.

Lemma 4. Let N be an orchard network. The mapping σ in Lemma 2 can
be restricted to σ̃ : CR-Seq(N) → LinExt(T (N̊)op), this is, the set of linear
extensions of the order-dual of the poset T (N̊).
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Proof. Let S = (N0, . . . , Ns) ∈ CR-Seq(N) and π = σ̃(S). According to the
previous observation, we must prove that π is a linear extension of the dual of
partial order on T (N̊) induced by reachability relation of N . In other words,
that for any two u, v ∈ T (N̊) such that v  u in N , then π−1(u) 6 π−1(v).
By definition, π−1(u) is the largest index i such that u ∈ T (N̊i) (resp. j for v).
Assume that i > j, so that we have the following situation:

· · · ⊇ T (N̊j) ⊇ T (N̊j+1) ⊇ · · · ⊇ T (N̊i) ⊇ T (N̊i+1) ⊇ · · ·

v
∈

u
∈

v
/∈

u
∈

v
/∈

u
∈

v
/∈

u
/∈

We can observe that, at Nj+1, v is a leaf and u is an internal node, which
contradicts the assumption that v  u in N .

Remark 3. Since σ = ι ◦ σ̃, where ι : LinExt(T (N̊)op) →֒ S is the natural
inclusion, then σ̃ must also be injective.

We shall now present Theorem 5, the main result in this section, stating
that counting cherry reduction sequences of a tree-child network is equivalent
to counting the set of linear extensions of the poset T (N̊).

Theorem 5. Let N be a tree-child network. Then, there is a bijection between
the set of cherry reduction sequences of N and the set of linear extensions of
the poset T (N̊).

Proof. It will be enough to prove that σ̃ is surjective, and thus, by Lemma 2, a
bijection. Indeed, consider the following commutative diagram:

CR-Seq(N) S

LinExt(T (N̊)op)

LinExt(T (N̊))

∼=

σ̃

σ

ι

∼=rev

Notice that, in this diagram, rev is simply the bijection that simply reverts the
permutations. We can then see that rev ◦ σ̃ provides such bijection.

Let us prove that σ̃ is surjective. Let π = (u0 u1 · · ·us−1), us−1 = ρ, be a
linear extension of the order-dual of the reachability order in N . We want to
show that

(N0, N1 = CR(N0, u0), N2 = CR(N1, u1), . . . , Ns = CR(Ns−1, us−1))

is a cherry reduction sequence for N = N0.
We shall proceed by induction over i ∈ {0, . . . , s − 1}. If i = 0, then

CR(N0, u0) is N1. Since π is a linear extension, then u0 is maximal in N , and
thus by Lemma 3, a terminal node in N . Furthermore, N1 is still a tree-child
network and T (N̊1) = T (N̊0) \ {u0} (by Lemma 1).
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Now assume that the result holds up to i ∈ {0, . . . , s− 1}; that is, that uj is
a terminal node of Nj and that CR(Nj , uj) is a tree-child network for any j 6 i.
We shall now prove that it holds for i + 1. Now, by the induction hypothesis,
Ni+1 = CR(Ni, ui) is a tree-child network. Furthermore, ui+1 is an internal
tree node of Ni+1: indeed, since T (N̊i+1) = T (N̊i) \ {ui}, and ui+1 was an
internal tree node of Ni. Now, clearly, ui+1 is a maximal element of the poset
T (N̊i+1), because π|T (N̊i+1)

begins by ui+1. Therefore, it is a terminal node of

Ni+1, and CR(Ni+1, ui+1) is a tree-child network whose set of internal nodes is
T (N̊i+1) \ {ui+1} (Lemma 1).

4 Algorithms and complexity

Now that we have established that counting cherry reduction sequences in a tree-
child network is the same as counting linear extensions of the induced poset of
its internal tree nodes, we shall work towards giving an algorithm to compute
this number.

The problem of counting linear extensions of a poset is #P-complete in
general [4], and several algorithms have been proposed to count the number of
linear extensions of posets under different restrictions [1, 12, 13, 18, 20, 21, 22],
or estimating it [5, 9].

The tree-width of a graph has been thoroughly used in order to assess the
complexity of algorithms that count the number of linear extensions. For in-
stance, in [10] it is shown that the problem of counting the number of linear
extensions of a poset of p elements parameterized by the tree-width tw of its un-
derlying cover graph is not fixed-parameter tractable (FPT), or in other words,
there is no algorithm with complexity f(tw)pO(1) for some computable function
f . On the other hand, the level of a phylogenetic network is a commonly used
parameter to asses the complexity of algorithms in phylogenetics. Usually an
upper bound of the level of a network is the easier one to assess, and fortunately
the tree-width and level are related by Lemma 6.

Lemma 6 ([17, Observation 2]). Let N be a level-k network and r its number
of reticulations. Then tw(N) 6 k + 1 6 r + 1.

We will follow the lead of [18], where the authors present two algorithms to
count the number of linear extensions of a poset P with p elements, the first one
with complexity O(2pp), and the second one with complexity O(ptw+4), where
tw is the (undirected) tree-width of the cover graph of P .

Theorem 7 ([18, Theorem 1]). Given a poset P , the number of linear extensions
of P can be computed in time O(ptw+4), where p = |P | and tw is the tree-width
of the cover graph of P .

The problem arises when we want to assess the tree-width of the cover graph
of the poset induced over the internal tree nodes of a tree-child network. By
Lemma 8, C(T (N̊)) is a minor of N , and thus tw(C(T (N̊))) 6 tw(N).
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Consequently, Theorem 7 provides an algorithm that computes the number
of linear extensions of a tree-child network in time O(|T (N̊)|k+5), where k is the
level of N , and the number of internal tree nodes is the number of leaves of the
network minus 1. In other words, this provides an algorithm that runs in time
O(|Σ|tw+4) ⊆ O(|Σ|k+5).

Lemma 8. Let N be a tree-child network and N ′ the subgraph of N induced
by removing, from N̊ , all the reticulation nodes with out-degree 0 (in N̊). The
DAG resulting from the contraction of every edge between a reticulation node
and its child tree node in N ′ is isomorphic to the cover graph of T (N̊).

Proof. First, observe that, in this case, the resulting graph after edge contrac-
tions is still directed and acyclic. Now let ϕ : C(T (N̊))→ N ′/∼ defined by the
rule u 7→ [u], where N ′/∼ is the (quotient) DAG defined in the statement of
this proposition by contracting edges from reticulations to tree nodes.

Let us first see that ϕ is indeed bijective. To see that the map is surjective,
notice that nodes [u] inN ′/∼ can be either {u} or {u, h}, where h is a reticulation
node. In both cases, u ∈ T (N̊) because N ′ does not contain any reticulation
node with leaf children and thus the map is surjective. Now, let u, v be two
tree nodes; if [u] = [v], then either {u} = {v} or {u, h} = {v, h}, where h is a
reticulation node and thus not a tree node; in both cases, u = v.

Let us now see that ϕ preserves and reflects edges. Let u, v be two internal
tree nodes. By definition, we know that u ≺· v if, and only if, there exists a
directed path in N between u and v and there is no tree node w /∈ {u, v} such
that u ≺ w ≺ v; or, equivalently, that either uv ∈ E(N) or uh, hv ∈ E(N)
(since the network is tree-child) for some reticulation node h. In any case, this
implies that [u][v] ∈ E(N ′/∼). Conversely, if [u][v] ∈ E(N ′/∼), then we have
three cases for u′ ∈ [u], v′ ∈ [v] such that u′v′ ∈ E(N):

• If u′ = u and v′ = v, then u ≺· v.

• If u′ is a reticulation node, then [u] = {u, u′} and v′ = v (because the
network is tree-child). Hence uu′, u′v ∈ E(N) and u ≺· v.

• If v′ is a reticulation node, then [v] = {v, v′} and u′ = u (because the
network is tree-child). Hence uv′, v′v ∈ E(N) and u ≺· v.

The combination of the algorithm in [18] and Lemma 8 is provided as Algo-
rithm 1. It uses Lemma 8 to first obtain C(T (N̊)), and then immeditely returns
the result of applying any linear extension-counting algorithm (named LEcount
as in [18]) to its adjacency matrix. Clearly, both the first step and obtaining
the adjacency matrix have complexity at most O(|V (N)|2) = O(|Σ|2), hence
the algorithm’s complexity is as high as the complexity of the chosen LEcount
implementation.

More precisely, the algorithm assumes that the network is provided as an
adjacency list, with nodes numbered from 1 to |V (N)|. As seen in Lemma 8,
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the cover graph of T (N̊) is obtained by contracting edges from a subgraph of
N̊ . To do this, a mapping (quot) is constructed by iterating linearly over the
nodes u of N : leaves are discarded (quot[u] = −1), internal nodes mapped to
the next available index and reticulations H identified with their tree-child v if
v is internal (quot[H] = quot[v]). Note that attention has to be paid in order
not to map the same node twice, both when visited as an internal node and as
the child of a reticulation. Once this mapping is constructed, the cover graph of
T (N̊) is easily obtained by applying it to all the edges of the input network and
then passed to the linear extension-counting algorithm of choice (in the case of
LEcount, the input must be given as an adjacency matrix).

In the next section, we shall further study the relationship of tree-child
networks with their tree-width. In particular, we shall see that we can build
tree-child networks of any tree-width, provided (as seen in Lemma 6) that the
level is unbounded.
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Algorithm 1: Algorithm for counting cherry reductions using
LEcount [18].

Input: Tree-child phylogenetic network N as an adjacency list,
LEcount function

Output: Number of cherry reduction sequences of N
n← |V (N)|;

/* Build C(T (N̊)) using Lemma 8 */

c← 0; /* To be |T (N̊)| */
/* First, we build a mapping from 1, . . . , n to −1, 1, . . . , c to

remove/merge nodes as a quotient function

V (N)→ T (N̊) ⊔ {−1} */

quot← [−1, n. . ., −1];
for u ∈ V (N) do

/* u is an internal tree node which has not been mapped

yet */

if degNout(u) = 2 and quot[u] < 0 then

c← c+ 1;
quot[u]← c;

end

/* u is a reticulation (with a tree-child) */

if degNout(u) = 1 then

{v} ← N [u];
/* Consider u only if its child v is internal */

if degNout(v) > 0 then

/* Map v first if not visited yet */

if quot[v] < 0 then

c← c+ 1;
quot[v]← c;

end

quot[u]← quot[v]
end

end

/* If degNout(u) = 0, then u is a leaf, skip it */

end

coverGraph ← [∅, c. . ., ∅];
for u ∈ V (N) do

/* u is an internal tree node */

if degNout(u) = 2 then

coverGraph[quot[u]]← {quot[v] : v ∈ N [u], quot[v] > 0};
end

end

MC ← adjacencyMatrix(coverGraph);
return LEcount(MC);
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4.1 Tree-child networks of arbitrary tree-width

The restriction to tree-child networks does not seem to simplify the complexity
of the existing algorithms: we shall always be able to build a tree-child network
whose tree-width and level are in a similar order of magnitude.

Proposition 9. For every n > 3, there exists a level- (n−1)(n−2)
2 tree-child phy-

logenetic network whose underlying graph has a minor of tree nodes isomorphic
to the clique Kn. In other words, it has tree-width at least n.

Proof. We explicitly construct said phylogenetic networkN as follows: Consider
the set of nodes

V ={uij : 1 6 i < j 6 n} ∪ {hij : 2 6 i < j 6 n}

∪ {vij : 2 6 i < j − 1, j 6 n} ∪ {xij : 2 6 i < j − 1, j 6 n}

∪ {zj : 1 6 j 6 n}

and edges defined as

Ej = {ujℓuj(ℓ+1) : j < ℓ < n} ∪ {ujnzj} (j = 1, 2)

Ej =

j−2⋃

i=2

{hijvij , vijxij , vijh(i+1)j} (j = 3, . . . , n− 1)

∪ {h(j−1)juj(j+1)}

∪ {ujℓuj(ℓ+1) : j < ℓ < n} ∪ {ujnzj}

En =

n−2⋃

i=2

{hinvin, vinxin, vinh(i+1)n} ∪ {h(n−1)nzn}

E =

n⋃

j=1

En ∪ {u1jh2j : 3 6 j 6 n} ∪ {uijhij : 2 6 i < j 6 n},

which can also be visualized in Figures 2, 3 and 4. Figure 5 shows two examples
of this network, with n = 3, 4.

It is trivial to verify that this is a tree-child phylogenetic network on the set
of nodes labeled as xij and zj and root u12. This network N consists of a single
blob with exit reticulation h(n−1)n and its total number of reticulations is

|{hij : 2 6 i < j 6 n}| =
n∑

j=3

|{hij : 2 6 i < j}|

=
n∑

j=3

(j − 2) =
n−2∑

j=1

j =
(n− 1)(n− 2)

2
.
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u12

u23

u13

h23

u14

. .
.

. .
.

u1n

h2n

z1

u23

u12

h23

u24

h24

u25

. . .
. . .

u2n

h2n

z2

Figure 2: Nodes adjacent to the paths u12 · · ·u1nz1 (red) and u23 · · ·u2nz2
(blue).

zn

h(n−1)n
x(n−2)n

v(n−2)n
h(n−2)n

. . .
. . .

h3nx2n

v2n
h2n

u1n u2n

u3n

. . .
u(n−2)n

u(n−1)n

Figure 3: Nodes adjacent to the path h2n · · ·h(n−1)nzn (highlighted in orange).
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Moreover, removing all leaves of the form xij and edges vijxij incident to them,
and contracting the pairwise disjoint paths (highlighted in Figures 2, 4 and 3)

u12 · · ·u1nz1

u23 · · ·u2nz2

h2j · · ·h(j−1)juj(j+1) · · ·ujnzj for j = 3, . . . , n− 1

h2n · · ·h(n−1)nzn

yields an underlying graph which is isomorphic to Kn. To prove this, observe
that this yields a graph with n nodes, namely [zi] for i = 1, . . . n. Note that
there are edges from each [zi] to all other [zj ] for 2 6 i < j 6 n: these are
witnessed by the edge uijhij connecting uij ∈ [zi] and hij ∈ [zj ]. In addition,
there are also edges from [z1] to each other [zj ] for 2 < j 6 n via the edge u1jh2j

from u1j ∈ [z1] to h2j ∈ [zj ]. Finally, there is an edge from [z1] to [z2] via the
edge u12u23.
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uj(j+1)

h(j−1)j
x(j−2)j

v(j−2)j
h(j−2)j. . .

. . .

h3j
x2j

v2j
h2j

u1j u2j

u3j

. . .
u(j−2)j

u(j−1)j

hj(j+1)

uj(j+2)

hj(j+2)

uj(j+3)

. . .
. . .

ujn

hjn

zj

Figure 4: Nodes adjacent to the path h2j · · ·h(j−1)juj(j+1) · · ·ujnzj (highlighted
in magenta) for j = 3, . . . , n− 1.
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u12

u13 u23

h23
z2z1

z3

u12

u13 u23

h23 u24

h24
z2

u14

z1
u34

z3
h34

z4

v24

x24

Figure 5: The networks constructed in Lemma 9 for n = 3 and n = 4.

This is a necessary result: for it could (hypothetically) be the case that the
topological properties of a tree-child network forbade its tree-width to attain
high values (which is, for instance, what happens with trees: its tree-width is
constant). However, we have proved that the tree-width of a tree-child network
is in general unbounded.

4.2 Tree-width and level of a tree-child network

In the previous section we showed that there was a tree-child phylogenetic net-
work with level O(n2) such that its tree-width was at least n, for any n > 3.
In this last section we shall travel in the opposite direction, and show that if a
phylogenetic network contains a minor with a fixed number of nodes and edges,
then it is possible to find a lower bound of its level. This is useful to us, because
a very widespread characterization of graph theoretical concepts (and indeed
the tree-width) is done in terms of forbidden minors; i.e., minors whose pres-
ence in a graph determines whether it has a property or not. In the case of the
tree-width, for instance, we know that a graph has tree-width less than 3 if, and
only if, it does not contain any minor isomorphic to K4 [8, p. 327].

Lemma 10. Let H be a weakly connected subgraph of a phylogenetic network,
with d nodes of in-degree 0. Then, there are at least d− 1 reticulation nodes in
H.

Proof. We shall proceed by induction over the number of edges of H . If that
number is 1, then there is exactly one node with in-degree 0 and there is nothing
to prove.

Assume now that the statement in this proposition is true for H with up to
m edges, let D0(H) be the set of all nodes with in-degree 0, and d = |D0(H)|.
Assume as well that d > 2, for if d = 1 there is nothing to prove. Let u be a
node with in-degree 0, and h a reticulation node such that it descends from u
in H and there is no other reticulation node between u and h. Let H ′ be the
subgraph obtained from H by deleting the path from u to h except for h; i.e.,
deleting all the nodes in that path different from h and all the edges with either
endpoint in them. Notice that this path is a strong path and all the nodes in it
except h is a tree node.
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Now, H ′ need not be weakly connected. Let H ′
1, . . . , H

′
s be the weakly

connected components of H ′, each with di nodes of D0(H). Let vw be a bridge
edge from a node in the path u h, say v, to a node in H ′

i, say w; since v is a
tree node, the direction goes from v to w. Two cases arise:

• If w is a tree node in H , then H ′
i now has a new node with in-degree 0.

In this case, H ′
i will have at least di + 1 nodes with in-degree 0 and thus

a minimum of di reticulation nodes by the induction hypothesis.

• If w is a reticulation node in H , it will not be so in H ′
i. In this case H ′

i

would have at least di nodes with in-degree 0 and therefore at least di− 1
reticulation nodes (di in H).

By definition, d1 + · · · + ds = d − 1 (because we have removed u from H).
Therefore, since eachH ′

i contains at least di reticulation nodes ofH , we conclude
that H has at least d− 1 reticulation nodes.

Given a minor of a phylogenetic network N (which is, remember, an undi-
rected graph), we can endow it with an orientation induced by N as follows: if
αβ (undirected) is an edge in such a minor, then there exist u ∈ α and v ∈ β
such that either uv or vu (directed) is an edge in N . Say, for instance, that
uv is the case; then, endow the original edge with the direction from α to β.
Note that this does not prevent the existence of multiple orientations, but the
following result is true nevertheless.

Corollary 11. Let H/∼ be a minor of a phylogenetic network N , endowed with
an orientation induced by N . Let α1, . . . , αd, β be nodes in H/∼ such that there
exist edges α1β, . . . , αdβ. Then, there exist at least d − 1 reticulation nodes in
β.

Proof. By definition, there exist u1 ∈ α1, . . . , ud ∈ αd and v1, . . . , vd ∈ β such
that u1v1, . . . , udvd are edges in N . Notice as well that the nodes in β induce
a weakly connected subgraph of N (Section 1.7 in [8]). Consider this subgraph,
together with the nodes u1, . . . , ud and the edges u1v1, . . . , udvd. We now fall
under the hypotheses of Lemma 10 and deduce that there are at least d − 1
reticulations in this graph, none of which can be u1, . . . , ud and thus must be in
β.

We will now provide a lower bound of the level of a phylogenetic network
given the number of nodes and edges of one of its minor. Since we have not
been able to find a suitable reference in the literature, we present here the result
with its proof.

Proposition 12. Let N be a phylogenetic network and H any biconnected minor
of N . Then the level of N is at least |E(H)| − |V (H)|+ 1.

Proof. Let G be the underlying graph ofN . If there is such a minor ofH , it must
be contained in a blob B of N (as they are maximal biconnected components by
definition). In addition, recall that any minor of the underlying graph of N is
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obtained by removing nodes, edges and contracting edges from G. This process
is then described by the quotient of a subgraph H ′ of G via an equivalence
relation ∼ (Proposition 1.7.1 in [8]). Then, the nodes of such a minor H = H ′/∼
are equivalence classes of V (H ′), and there is an edge [u][v] ∈ E(H) whenever
there is an edge u′v′ ∈ E(H ′) or v′u′ ∈ E(H ′) for some u′ ∈ [u] and v′ ∈ [v]. For
each edge [u][v] in H , choose such an edge in H ′ in order to endow [u][v] with
an orientation and obtain a directed graph with underlying graph H . Moreover,
one can choose some r ∈ V (H ′) with no incoming edges from nodes in H ′ (this
is possible because N is a DAG) and therefore there exists some orientation
such that degHin([r]) = 0.

By Corollary 11 we have that each node β ∈ V (H) (i.e. equivalence class of
weakly connected nodes in H ′) in this directed graph with at least one incoming
edge contains at least degin(β) − 1 reticulation nodes of N . Summing over all
such nodes β ∈ V (H) we obtain a lower bound of the number of reticulations
of the blob and thus the level of N :

|R(B)| >
∑

β∈V (H)
degin(β)>1

(degin(β) − 1)

=
∑

β∈V (H)

degin(β)− |{β ∈ V (H) : degin(β) > 1}|

> |E(H)| − |V (H)|+ 1.

Remark 4. Notice that the number |E(H)| − |V (H)| + 1 would be equal to
the number of reticulations of H if H was a directed binary network. However,
we have defined our minors to be undirected and not necessarily binary; in the
binary case it is, then, the number of reticulations of a minor endowed with any
orientation.

Remark 5. In the previous three results, we have thoroughly used the fact
that our networks are binary.

In particular, the following two results are useful to relate the level of a phy-
logenetic network to is tree-width. In Section 2.1 we saw that if a phylogenetic
network had a minor isomorphic to a clique Kn, then its tree-width was at least
n− 1.

Corollary 13. If a phylogenetic network has a minor isomorphic to the clique

Kn, then its level is at least (n−1)(n−2)
2 .

A similar result is given for the grid. A n ×m grid is the graph on the set
of nodes {1, . . . , n} × {1, . . . ,m} whose set of edges is

{(i, j)(i′, j′) : |i− i′|+ |j − j′| = 1}.

A graph with a minor isomorphic to a n × m grid has tree-width at least
min{n,m} [8, p. 356]. In the following corollary, we give a lower bound for
a phylogenetic network with a minor isomorphic to a n×m grid.
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Corollary 14. If a phylogenetic network has a minor isomorphic to the n×m
grid or the n×m complete bipartite graph, then its level is at least (n−1)(m−1).

Given any forbidden minor of a particular value of the tree-width, Propo-
sition 12 provides a way of finding a lower bound to the level a phylogenetic
network in order for it to present that tree-width.

5 Conclusions

In this manuscript, we have reduced the problem of counting the number of
cherry reduction sequences in tree-child networks to the well-studied problem
of counting the number of linear extensions of their reachability order on tree
nodes (Section 3), for which there exist several algorithms whose complexity
depends on the tree-width of the underlying cover graph. In particular, the
problem becomes O(ptw), where p is the number of elements in the poset and
tw is its tree-width. In this regard, we have shown (Section 4.1) that the fact
that our networks are tree-child does not imply the existence of a fixed upper
bound on their tree-width. However, the tree-width of a phylogenetic network
is bounded by its level. In this regard, we have given a lower bound of the
level (and thus, of the tree-width) of a tree-child phylogenetic network given the
number of nodes and edges of a minor (Section 4.2), which can be easily applied
to any set of forbidden minors for a given tree-width.

This does not mean, however, that the problem of counting linear exten-
sions in a tree-child network of a given level is as difficult as that of counting
linear extensions in a general poset whose cover graph has the same level. The
possibility remains open (at least, theoretically) for the existence of an algo-
rithm specific to tree-child networks that exploits some topological features in
order to find a quicker way to count their linear extensions. As future work,
we would like to study what kind of posets do tree-child networks define and
whether computing the number of linear extensions of these particular posets is
a substantially easier problem than that of general posets.

On a more practical note, we want to underline that this connection also
provides a way to polynomially approximate the number of cherry reductions
by leveraging the results of [5] and [9, p. 2] on approximating the number of
linear extensions of certain posets. In conclusion, we hope that this manuscript
can point the phylogenetist community to the tools developed to solve a larger
problem.
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