arXiv:2312.03859v1 [cs.DM] 6 Dec 2023

Towards Tight Bounds for the Graph Homomorphism Problem Parameterized by Cutwidth via Asymptotic Rank Parameters

Carla Groenland, Isja Mannens, Jesper Nederlof, Marta Piecyk, Paweł Rzążewski

Abstract

A homomorphism from a graph G to a graph H is an edge-preserving mapping from V (G) to V (H). In the graph homomorphism problem, denoted by Hom(H), the graph H is fixed and we need to determine if there exists a homomorphism from an instance graph G to H. We study the complexity of the problem parameterized by the cutwidth of G, i.e., we assume that G is given along with a linear ordering v_1, . . . , v_n of V (G) such that, for each i ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1}, the number of edges with one endpoint in {v_1, . . . , v_i} and the other in {v_{i+1}, . . . , v_n} is at most k.

We aim, for each H, for algorithms for Hom(H) running in time c^k_H n^{O(1)} and matching lower bounds that exclude c^{k·o(1)}_H n^{O(1)} or c^{k(1−Ω(1))}_H n^{O(1)} time algorithms under the (Strong) Exponential Time Hypothesis. In the paper we introduce a new parameter that we call mimsup(H). Our main contribution is strong evidence of a close connection between c_H and mimsup(H):

• an information-theoretic argument that the number of states needed in a natural dynamic programming algorithm is at most mimsup(H)^k, • lower bounds that show that for almost all graphs H indeed we have c_H ≥ mimsup(H), assuming the (Strong) Exponential-Time Hypothesis, and • an algorithm with running time exp(O(mimsup(H) · k log k))n^{O(1)}.

In the last result we do not actually assume that H is a fixed graph. Thus, as a consequence, we obtain that the problem of deciding whether G admits a homomorphism to H is fixedparameter tractable, when parameterized by cutwidth of G and mimsup(H).

The parameter mimsup(H) can be thought of as the p-th root of the maximum induced matching number in the graph obtained by multiplying p copies of H via certain graph product, where p tends to infinity. It can also be defined as an asymptotic rank parameter of the adjacency matrix of H. Such parameters play a central role in, among others, algebraic complexity theory and additive combinatorics. Our results tightly link the parameterized complexity of a problem to such an asymptotic rank parameter for the first time.

1 Introduction

The study of the fine-grained complexity of NP-hard problems parameterized by width parameters has recently received an explosive amount of attention. In this study one aims to determine, for a given computational problem, a function f such that (1) the problem can be solved in f(k)n^{O(1)} time on given instances formed by an n-vertex graph along with an appropriate decomposition with width k, and (2) any improvement to f(k)^{o(1)}n^{O(1)} or even f(k)^{1−Ω(1)}n^{O(1)} time would violate a standard hypothesis, typically being respectively the Exponential Time Hypothesis (ETH) and the Strong Exponential Time Hypothesis (SETH). Characterizing this complexity tightly often gives a deep insight in the combinatorial structure of the problem at hand, in particular about the relation that indicates when two ‘subsolutions’ (for some definition of ‘subsolutions’) combine into a global solution. An example where such insights had major consequences is Hamiltonian Cycle and the Traveling Salesperson Problem [5,20,59].

In contrast to the study of such fine-grained complexity, on the other side of the spectrum, a celebrated meta-theorem by Courcelle [16] shows that every graph property definable in the monadic second-order logic can be decided in time f(k) · n on n-vertex graph given with a tree decomposition of width k. While this is extremely general, it is not precise at all in the sense that the functions f(k) given by Courcelle’s theorem are typically doubly-exponential or more, while more tailored-algorithms with single-exponential functions exist. This begs the question: Could there be such a meta-theorem that gives a more fine-grained upper bound akin to the ones sought after above? Unfortunately, such a fine-grained meta-theorem still seems out of reach, and many recent works apply some highly non-trivial problem-specific insights to actually get the combination of tight algorithms and lower bounds [5, 6, 18, 19, 44, 46, 51, 54, 66, 69].

An intermediate step towards more general results such as Courcelle’s theorem is to consider general problems that capture many natural well-studied problems as special cases. Such a step was already taken for certain locally checkable vertex subset problems, which capture natural problems including Independent Set and Dominating Set [30]. A particularly rich and elegant family of such problems can be defined via graph homomorphisms. A homomorphism from G to H is a mapping φ : V (G) → V (H) such that for every uv ∈ E(G) we have φ(u)φ(v) ∈ E(H). If H is the complete graph on k vertices, such mappings φ are exactly proper k-colorings, and this is why these mappings are often referred to as a H-colorings of G. For a fixed graph H, by Hom(H) we denote the computational problem in which one needs to determine whether there is a homomorphism to H from an input graph G. The complexity dichotomy for Hom(H) was provided by Hell and Nešetřil [41]: Hom(H) is polynomial-time solvable if H is bipartite, and NP-hard otherwise. So the cases relevant to our work are when H is non-bipartite.

There has been impressive work on the complexity of Hom(H) in various settings [9, 11, 13, 14, 17, 23, 34, 67]. From the fine-grained perspective, a lot of attention was put in the parameterization by treewidth of the instance graph [24, 26, 31, 62, 63]. In particular, for Hom(H) and some its close relatives we exactly understand the fastest possible (up to the SETH) running time of algorithms parameterized by treewidth. Perhaps even more interestingly, the techniques developed in this line of research led to a deep understanding of combinatorial properties of Hom(H) and its variants, and the results obtained on the way can be used far beyond the bounded-treewidth case.

Typically, the lower bounds for (a variant of) Hom(H) are shown by a reduction from (a variant of) q-Coloring, where the choice of q depends on H. In particular, Marx, Lokshtanov, and Saurabh [52] showed that for any q ≥ 3, the q-Coloring problem on every instance G cannot be solved in time (q − ε)^{tw(G)} · |V (G)|^{O(1)} for any ε > 0, unless the SETH fails (here tw(G) is the treewidth of G). Similar lower bounds for q-Coloring are also known for other parameters, like cliquewidth [48], feedback vertex set number [52], vertex cover number [42], or component-order-connectivity [26]. A common element in all these results is that the constant in the base of the exponential factor in the complexity bound is an increasing function of the number q of colors.

However, it appears that this is not the case for all natural width parameters. For a linear ordering v_1, v_2, . . . , v_n of vertices of a graph G, its width is the maximum number of edges between the sets {v_1, . . . , v_i} and {v_{i+1}, . . . , v_n}, over all i ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1}. The cutwidth of G, denoted by ctw(G), is the minimum width of a linear ordering of V (G).

In stark contrast to the results listed above, Jansen and Nederlof [43] showed that for every q, the q-Coloring problem on instances G given with a linear ordering of width k can be solved in randomized^1 time 2^k · |V (G)|^{O(1)}. In particular, the base of the exponential factor does not depend on q.

This phenomenon appears to be very fragile, e.g., it no longer occurs for the counting variant of q-Coloring [37]. In the context of the discussion above, it is very natural to ask about the situation for Hom(H), i.e., whether the natural dynamic programming approach that works in time |V (H)|^k · |V (G)|^{O(1)} can be improved. In particular, whether there exists an absolute constant c, such that for every graph H, the Hom(H) problem on n-vertex instances of cutwidth k can be solved in time c^k · n^{O(1)}. This question was answered in the negative by Piecyk and Rzążewski [65], who showed that the base c_H of the exponential factor in the complexity bound (seen as a function of H) grows to infinity even if we restrict ourselves to cycles. More specifically, they show that c_H is lower-bounded by the number of edges in a maximum induced matching^2 in H, multiplied by 2.

Note that a maximum induced matching of a clique has only one edge, so this lower bound matches the running time of the randomized algorithm for q-Coloring by Jansen and Nederlof [43].

However, Piecyk and Rzążewski [65] failed to provide an algorithm matching this lower bound, even functionally, i.e., an algorithm with running time f(p, k) · n^{O(1)}, where f is any function of the size p of a maximum matching in H and the cutwidth k of the instance. Thus, while the size of a maximum induced matching in H certainly plays some important role in the complexity of Hom(H) parameterized by the cutwidth, it is far from clear whether it indeed determines the base of the exponential factor. The discussion above leads to the following problem.

Open Problem 1. Describe, for any fixed non-bipartite graph H, a constant c_H such that:

1. There is an algorithm that, for all k, n ∈ N, given an n-vertex graph G with linear ordering of width k, solves Hom(H) in time c^k_H · n^{O(1)}, and

2. Assuming the SETH, for any ε > 0, there is no algorithm that, for all k, n ∈ N, given an n-vertex graph G with linear ordering of width k, solves Hom(H) in time (c_H − ε)^k · n^{O(1)}.

Recall that when H is bipartite, Hom(H) is already known to be solvable in polynomial time. Let us remark that for each graph H we have c_H ≤ |V (H)|, as a straightforward dynamic programming algorithm works in time |V (H)|^k · n^{O(1)}.

Our contribution.

We make significant progress towards Open Problem 1. In particular, for each non-bipartite graph H we define a constant c_H which we conjecture to have the desired properties. We prove, for almost all graphs, that Hom(H) in n-vertex instances given with a linear ordering of width k cannot be solved in time (c_H −ε)^k ·n^{O(1)} for any ε > 0, assuming the SETH. Moreover, we give a dynamic programming approach of which we show the table sizes can be compressed to c^k_H ·n^{O(1)} (see the paragraph on representative sets below for more details). This can be interpreted

1A slightly slower deterministic algorithm was also given.

2An induced matching of a graph is a set M of edges such that the graph induced by the endpoints of M is a matching.

as an upper bound, for each i ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1} on the amount of information of the graph G[{v_1, . . . , v_i}] needed to decide Hom(H) based on only G − G[{v_1, . . . , v_i}]. Unfortunately, this is an existential result and we do not yet know how to efficiently perform this compression. We give partial progress towards such a computation, yielding an algorithm with running time exp(c_H )^{O(k log k)}n^{O(1)}.

For a 0/1-matrix A, we define mim(A) as the largest r for which A has an r × r permutation submatrix.^3 The aforementioned work [65] shows that c_H needs to be at least mim(A_H ), if A_H is the adjacency matrix of H. However, one of our main insights is that, as the cutwidth k increases, the accurate parameter for measuring the aforementioned amount of needed information on G[{v_1, . . . , v_i}] is actually mim(A^{⊗k}_H ), where A^{⊗k}_H denotes the result of taking the Kronecker product of k copies of A_H . Specifically, we introduce a new asymptotic rank parameter, called mimsup, defined by mimsup(A) = lim sup_{k→∞} mim(A^{⊗k})^{1/k}.

For a graph H, we define mimsup(H) to be mimsup(A_H ), where A_H is the adjacency matrix of H. We remark that mimsup(H) can be also defined in purely graph-theoretic way, in terms of the size of a maximum matching in a certain graph product. See Section 2 for more thorough definitions and details. We prove the results above for c_H equal to mimsup(H) (modulo some standard preprocessing of H).

The parameter becomes especially clean and elegant if H is a projective core; such graphs play a prominent role in the study of graph homomorphisms [34, 50, 63]. Their definition is somewhat complicated, so we postpone it to Section 5. Let us just mention that this class captures almost all graphs [40, 53]. Formally, let p_n denote the probability that an n-vertex graph, chosen uniformly at random, is a non-bipartite projective core. Then p_n tends to 1 as n tends to infinity. Furthermore, up to some conjectures from algebraic graph theory from the early 2000s [49,50], every graph H that cannot be simplified by the above-mentioned preprocessing is actually a projective core. We refer the interested reader to [63] for more information.

Going back to our setting, if H is a non-bipartite projective core, then we simply have c_H = mimsup(H). The first evidence that c_H is indeed the “right” choice of the parameter is the following lower bound.

Theorem 1.1. 1. There exists δ > 0, such that for every non-bipartite projective core H, there is no algorithm solving every instance G of Hom(H) in time mimsup(H)^{δ·ctw(G)} · n^{O(1)}, unless the ETH fails.

2. Let H be a connected non-bipartite projective core. There is no algorithm solving every instance G of Hom(H) in time (mimsup(H) − ε)^{ctw(G)} · |V (G)|^{O(1)} for any ε > 0, unless the SETH fails.

We next elaborate on the mentioned dynamic programming approach along with the table size compression via which we aim to match these lower bounds.

Representative Sets. A crucial technique in our arguments is that of representative sets. This is a method that allows us to considerably speed up dynamic programming algorithms by sparsifying the associated tables. Specifically, dynamic programming algorithms generally define a space of possible partial solutions S, and a dynamic programming table stores a subset A of partial solutions that are valid in the given instance. A binary compatibility matrix M with rows and columns indexed by S indicates whether two partial solutions combine into a global solution. Generally speaking, a representative set of a set A ⊆ S is a subset A^′ such that for

3It is easily seen that mim(A) equals the maximum size of an induced matching in the bipartite graph that has A as biadjacency matrix and, if A is symmetric and hence the adjacency matrix of a graph H, twice the maximum size of an induced matching in H.

each j ∈ S we have that there exists i ∈ A with M[i, j] = 1 if and only if there exists i^′ ∈ A^′ with M[i^′, j] = 1; see Section 3.1 for details more specific to the setting of our paper.

The power of representative sets lies in that (i) by definition, in any dynamic programming algorithm we can replace the set A with the smaller set A^′ without missing solutions, and (ii) for many matrices M, surprisingly small representative sets are guaranteed to exist. This underlies, for example, fast algorithms for the k-Path problem [57] or connectivity problems parameterized by treewidth [5,32]. However, a serious bottleneck in these algorithm is the computation of such representative sets: It withholds us, for example, for getting faster algorithms for connectivity problems such as Traveling Salesperson (both parameterized by treewidth [5, 20] and the classic parameterization by the number of cities [59, Theorem 3]), and polynomial kernelization algorithms for Odd Cycle Transversal [47].

This already led some researchers to design faster algorithms for finding representative sets in special settings. A natural setting that comes up, for example for connectivity problems parameterized by treewidth, is to find representative sets for sets of partial solution with a certain product structure. In [33], the authors show that representative sets for such families can be found faster than known for general families.

In this paper, the computation of representative sets is also a major bottleneck; in fact, modulo the standard conjectures discussed above, it is the only issue that withholds us from solving Open Problem 1 completely. Specifically, we show:

Theorem 1.2 (Informal statement of Theorem 3.1). In the context of the natural dynamic programming algorithm for Hom(H) parameterized by cutwidth k, there exist representative sets of size at most mimsup(H)^k.

Thus, by the definition of representative sets, any algorithm that computes these representative sets fast enough would imply a mimsup(H)^{ctw(G)}n^{O(1)} time algorithm for Hom(H) and thus solve Open Problem 1. We view this as strong evidence that our lower bounds cannot be improved. Indeed, state-of-the-art hardness reduction techniques (like [52]) for problems parameterized by width parameters encode assignments to decision variables as states of dynamic programming tables and gradually check constraints on and global consistency of these assignments throughout the graph. Our proof of existence of small representative sets means the number of assignments that need to be considered in order to find a global solution is also small, which means that this kind of approach to design lower bounds hits a natural barrier at our lower bound.

Coping Algorithmically with the Mimsup Parameter. Matrix or graph parameters that are defined in terms of large powers are sometimes called asymptotic rank parameters, and they are notoriously hard to compute. For example, the value of the asymptotic rank of the matrix multiplication tensor [10] (also known as ω) or the Shannon capacity of the cycle on 7 vertices [35] remain elusive. Unfortunately, mimsup(H) seems no exception. Similarly to the Shannon capacity [1], it is even not clear whether computing it is decidable. For mimsup(H), even for simple graphs such as H = K_q, determining its value is non-trivial as well. As an illustration we depict the maximum induced matching in the second Kronecker power of the adjacency matrix of K_3 in Figure 1. One of the main insights of the 2^{ctw(G)}n^{O(1)} time algorithm for the chromatic number from [43] shows that mimsup(K_q) in fact equals 2; we revisit their proof in our new language in Section 4.2.

Even when the existence of small representative sets is guaranteed because mimsup(H) is small, it is still challenging to find them quickly. Since mimsup is about products of graphs, one may expect that this product structure can be used algorithmically. Indeed, product structure has been exploited to compute representative sets in previous work [33], but there the family that needs to be represented has some (Cartesian) product structure. In our setting, this is not guaranteed and it is much less obvious how to proceed.

0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0

Figure 1: Illustration of a maximum induced matching (or equivalently, induced permutation submatrix) of size mim(A^{⊗2}_H ) shown in red, where A_H =

(_{0 1 1}

1 0 1 1 1 0 ) and H = K_3. More generally, the proof from [43] (further discussed in Section 4.2) for determining the chromatic number of a graph shows that whenever H is a complete graph, mim(A^{⊗k}_H ) = 2^k and thus mimsup(H) = 2.

Nevertheless we show that, with some loss in precision (and hence, running time), we can work with graphs with small mimsup, by approximating it with another (easier to compute) value that we call the maximum half induced matching number him(H). For a matrix A, we define him(A) as the largest r for which A has an r × r triangular submatrix with ones on its diagonal.^4 For a graph H, we define him(H) to be him(A_H ), where A_H is the adjacency matrix of H. We show that him(A_H ) approximates mimsup(A_H ) in the following sense:

Theorem 1.3. For every non-bipartite graph H with adjacency matrix A_H and k ∈ N,

him(A_H ) ≤ mimsup(A_H ) = lim_{k→∞} mim(A^{⊗k}_H )^{1/k} and mim(A^{⊗k}_H ) ≤ k^{him(AH )k}.

The parameter him(A_H ) is easily computable in time 2^{O(|V (H)|)}. While the lower bound on mimsup(A^{⊗k}_H ) is relatively easy, the upper bound uses an argument similar to the ‘neighborhood chasing’ argument for the upper bounds on multi-colored Ramsey numbers [25]. This argument can in fact be made algorithmic in the sense that it can be used to compute representative sets for Hom(H) of size at most O(k^{him(H)k}) in time O(k^{2him(H)k}). Combining this result with the dynamic programming algorithm for Hom(H) for graphs of small cutwidth yields the following result.

Theorem 1.4. For any graphs G and H, where G given with a linear ordering of width k, in time O(k^{2k·mimsup(H)} · |V (H)|^4|V (G)|) one can decide whether G admits a homomorphism to H.

Let us compare the running time in Theorem 1.4 with the naive approach; recall that its complexity is |V (H)|^k · |V (G)|^{O(1)}. If we treat H as a constant and k as a parameter, then the latter one is faster. However, we emphasize here that in Theorem 1.4 we do not assume that H is a constant, so these two algorithms are incomparable. In particular, Theorem 1.4 shows that the homomorphism problem, where the input consists of both G and H, is fixed-parameter-tractable when parameterized by the cutwidth of G and mimsup(H).

It should be noted that a similar notion of half-induced matching of a compatibility matrix was already introduced in previous work in the context of representative sets of the AntiFactor problem [55] parameterized by treewidth and list size. However, in that setting, the authors were only able to provide a lower bound for their problem, and they did not manage to make the connection with half-induced matchings algorithmic. Additionally, their compatibility matrix has a very specific structure: it is indexed with integers and the value of an entry only depends on the sum of the values associated with the row and column.

4A submatrix of a matrix A is any matrix that can be obtained from A by removing and reordering any of its rows and columns.

Comparison of Mimsup With Other Rank Parameters One of our main conceptual contributions is the introduction of the mimsup parameter in the context of parameterized algorithms. It is actually the first asymptotic rank parameter shown to be relevant in this context. Our mimsup parameter is very similar to the asymptotic induced matching number studied by Arunachalam et al. [3] which was introduced for k-partite, k-uniform hypergraphs (and so, in the graph setting, only for bipartite graphs). Various asymptotic variants of rank parameters have been studied for tensors. For example, this has been done for rank parameters such as subrank, tensor rank and slice rank. However, for matrices (2-tensors) these are equal to the ‘standard’ rank for matrices and so have no interesting asymptotic aspects.

That being said, it is only natural to compare the mimsup parameter with different related rank parameters from the literature. We will discuss this now, and provide proofs that formally support this discussion in Section 7. The approach from [43] naturally extends to solve Hom(H) quickly for all graphs H where the so-called support-rank of the adjacency matrix of H is small. We provide details of this in Section 4.2. We will show the following sequence of inequalities for the parameters discussed so far:

mim(A) ≤ him(A) ≤ mimsup(A) ≤ support-rank(A) ≤ rank(A).

The first inequality is direct and we will give a short proof of the second inequality in Lemma 7.1. The third inequality is detailed in Observation 4.6, and the fourth inequality follows directly from the definition of support rank.

We believe all of the inequalities can be strict. When A is the (r × r)-matrix with ones on and above the diagonal and zeros below the diagonal, then mim(A) = 1 < r = him(A) for r ≥ 2. This means that mim is not functionally equivalent to him nor mimsup. We use random matrices to show that him and mimsup may take very different values in Theorem 7.4. We also show that him is not functionally equivalent to the support rank in Theorem 7.6. This shows our algorithm from Theorem 1.4 can be significantly faster than the discussed natural generalization of [43]. We leave it as an interesting open problem whether mimsup is functionally equivalent to him or support-rank.

The aforementioned (well studied) Shannon capacity has a definition that is very similar to the mimsup parameter: It is defined in terms of the maximum size of an independent set (also called the independence number) in an appropriate graph product, and the size of a maximum induced matching of a graph equals the independence number of the square of its line graph. Unfortunately, because the definitions of mimsup and Shannon capacity use different graph products, the relation between the two is somewhat loose; see Section 7.3 for details. Nevertheless, based on their similarity, one may expect that Shannon capacity shares some of its peculiarities with mimsup, such as an unpredictable behaviour of the value in graph powers [2].

Organization. This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we provide some preliminary notation and tools used in this paper. In Section 3 we provide the mentioned dynamic programming that solves Hom(H) with representative sets. In Section 4 we present our algorithms to compute representative sets. In Section 5 we prove Theorem 5.2 and Corollary 5.3. In Section 6 we prove the lower bounds from Theorem 1.1. In Section 7 we prove our combinatorial results, amongst others showing him and mimsup are different parameters. In Section 8 we provide concluding remarks about cases that are potentially not covered by our results, and some directions for further study.

2 Preliminaries

For an integer n, by [n] we denote the set {1, 2, . . . , n} and for integers a, b we write [a, b] = {a, a + 1, . . . , b}. For a set X, by 2^X we denote the family of all subsets of X. For a graph G and

V^′ ⊆ V (G) (resp. E^′ ⊆ E(G)), by G[V^′] (resp. G[E^′]) we denote the subgraph of G induced by V^′ (resp. E^′).

Homomorphisms. For graphs G and H, a homomorphism from G to H is a mapping φ : V (G) → V (H) such that for every uv ∈ E(G) we have φ(u)φ(v) ∈ E(H). If φ is a homomorphism from G to H, we denote it by writing φ : G → H. If G admits a homomorphism to H, we denote is shortly by G → H.

In the Hom problem we are given a pair (G, H) of graphs, and we ask whether G → H. In the Hom(H) the graph H is considered to be fixed and we ask whether a graph G given as an input admits a homomorpshism to H.

We will always assume that H is a connected graph. Indeed, each component of G must map to a single component of H, so the problem can be solved component-wise.

Cutwidth. Let G be a graph and consider a linear ordering σ = (v_1, . . . , v_n) of its vertices. For i ∈ [n − 1], the i-th cut is the partition of V (G) into sets {v_1, . . . , v_i} and {v_{i+1}, . . . , v_n}. The width of such a cut is the number of edges with one endvertex in {v_1, . . . , v_i} and the other in {v_{i+1}, . . . , v_n}. The width of σ is the maximum width of a cut of σ. Finally, the cutwidth of G, denoted by ctw(G), is the minimum width of a linear ordering of the vertices of G.

Associated bipartite graphs. In order to define the main parameters of our paper, we will use a notion of associated bipartite graphs. For a graph G, the graph G^∗ is defined as follows. V (G^∗) = {u^′, u^{′′} | u ∈ V (G)}, E(G^∗) = {u^′w^{′′}, u^{′′}w^′ | uw ∈ E(G)}. Induced matchings and half-induced matchings. A set M ⊆ E of edges of a graph H = (V, E) forms an induced matching if the edges in M are vertex disjoint and no edge in E is incident with two edges from M. We may also view this as two sequences of distinct vertices v_1, . . . , v_m and u_1, . . . , u_m where v_iu_j ∈ E if and only if i = j. For a bipartite graph H, by mim(H) we denote the size of a maximum induced matching in H. For non-bipartite H, we define mim(H) := mim(H^∗).

A half-induced matching of a graph H consists of two sequences v_1, . . . , v_m and u_1, . . . , u_m of distinct vertices where v_iu_i ∈ E for i ∈ [m] and u_iv_j ∉ E if 1 ≤ i < j ≤ m. For a bipartite graph H, we denote the size of the largest half-induced matching in H by him(H). We extend the definition to graphs H that are non-bipartite via him(H) = him(H^∗). This notion has been studied under the name constrained matching (a subset with a unique matching, see e.g. [12, 64, 68]), but we decided to use the name which appeared more recently in a similar setting to ours [55], since the word ‘constrained matching’ has also been used for various other purposes in the algorithmic community.

Mim and him for matrices. Let A ∈ {0, 1}^{n×n} be a matrix. Given a sequence r ∈ [n]^a of distinct row indices and c ∈ [n]^b of distinct columns indices, for some integers a, b ∈ [n], we write A[r, c] for the a × b matrix with entries A[r, c]_{i,j} = A_{ri,cj} for i ∈ [a] and j ∈ [b]. We refer to any matrix which arises in such a manner as a submatrix after permutation of A.

We write mim(A) for the maximum r for which A has the r × r identity matrix as submatrix after permutation (equivalently, the largest permutation submatrix). We write him(A) for the largest r for which A has an r × r triangular matrix with ones on the diagonal as submatrix after permutation. We will also refer to such a submatrix as half induced matching. (A matrix is called triangular if either all entries below the diagonal, or all entries above the diagonal are 0.)

For bipartite graphs H = (U, V, E), the bi-adjacency matrix B is indexed by rows from U and columns from V where B[u, v] = 1 if uv ∈ E and B[u, v] = 0 otherwise. For a bipartite graph H, there is a one-to-one correspondence between induced matchings of H of size m and m × m identity submatrices of the bi-adjancency matrix of H. In particular, for a bi-adjacency matrix B of H, mim(B) = mim(H). Similarly, him(B) = him(H).

For a non-bipartite graph G, if A_G is its adjacency matrix, then A_G is also the bi-adjacency matrix of G^∗. This means that for non-bipartite H with adjacency matrix A_H , mim(H) = mim(A_H ) and him(H) = him(A_H ).

Mimsup. For a matrix A, we define

mimsup(A) = lim sup_{k→∞} mim(A^{⊗k})^{1/k}.

Here ⊗ denotes the Kronecker product of the matrix. Given an n×m matrix A = (a_{i,j})_{i∈[n],j∈[m]} and a matrix B, the Kronecker product is given by

A ⊗ B = a_{1,1}B a_{1,2}B . . . a_{1,m}B a_{2,1}B a_{2,2}B . . . a_{2,m}B . . . a_{n,1}B a_{n,2}B . . . a_{n,m}B .

Since mim(A ⊗ B) ≥ mim(A) mim(B), Fekete’s lemma [28] applies to show that

lim sup k→∞ mim(A^{⊗k})^{1/k} = lim_{k→∞} mim(A^{⊗k})^{1/k} = sup_{k∈N} mim(A^{⊗k})^{1/k}.

Indeed, Fekete’s lemma states that for any sequence (a_n)_{n∈N} which is subadditive (a_{n+m} ≤ a_n + a_m for all n, m ∈ N), the limit lim_{n→∞} a_n/n exists (and equals inf_n a_n/n). Since mim is supermultiplicative, the sequence defined by

a_k = −k log(mim(A^{⊗k})^{1/k}) = − log(mim(A^{⊗k}))

is subadditive. This means the limit lim_{k→∞} 1 k a_k = lim_{k→∞} − log(mim(A^{⊗k})^{1/k})

exists. That, in turn, implies the limit lim_{k→∞} mim(A^{⊗k})^{1/k} exists.

For a non-bipartite graph H, with adjacency matrix A, we set

mimsup(H) = mimsup(A).

When H is bipartite with bi-adjancency matrix^5 B, mimsup(H) = mimsup(B). The parameters can also be defined in purely graph theoretical terms, as we now explain.

For a bipartite graph H with bipartition classes X, Y , and for k ∈ N, we define H^{⊗k} to be the graph on vertex set X^k ∪ Y^k where there is an edge (x_1, . . . , x_k)(y_1, . . . , y_k) in H^{⊗k} if and only if x_iy_i ∈ E(H) for every i ∈ [k]. With this definition of graph product ⊗, we define

mimsup(H) = { lim sup_{k→∞} mim(H^{⊗k})^{1/k} if H is bipartite, mimsup(H^∗) otherwise.

The following property of mimsup is straightforward.

5Note that mimsup is invariant under row and column permutations. This means that the choice of biadjacency matrix does not affect the mimsup and thus mimsup on bipartite graphs is well-defined.

Observation 2.1. If H is an induced subgraph of G, then mimsup(H) ≤ mimsup(G).

For bipartite graphs, mimsup coincides with the parameter asymptotic induced matching number studied by [3]. Although asymptotic rank parameters (e.g. asymptotic subrank, asymptotic tensor rank and asymptotic slice rank) have been widely studied for tensors, the ‘nonasymptotic’ parameters are usually equal to the matrix rank for matrices, which has no interesting asymptotic behaviour since rank(A^{⊗n}) = rank(A)^n. In particular, the subrank in some sense looks for the largest ‘identity subtensor’, similar to our mim, but since it allows row operations to be applied (instead of merely permutations), this notion is the same as the usual rank for matrices and the same holds for the asymptotic subrank.

3 Solving Hom with representative sets

In this section we discuss how we can use representative sets to create fast algorithms for Hom. We start by giving a definition of a representative set in our setting. Intuitively we want a representative set A^′ of A to carry all the important information from A, while being smaller in size. In practice, being able to find small representative sets corresponds to having to compute less entries in a dynamic programming algorithm. So this gives the following natural extremal problem: how small of a representative are we always guaranteed to find, that is, what is the largest size of a set which has no smaller representative set? After giving the definition, we explain why mimsup exactly determines the answer to this question in our setting.

Finally, we give a general framework for solving Hom instances; it consists of an algorithm that takes as input some reduction algorithm R that produces small representative sets and uses it to solve Hom on input graphs G and H. In Section 4 we give examples of such reduction algorithms.

3.1 Definition of Representative Set

Given a 0/1 matrix M, with rows indexed by a set R and A ⊆ R, we are interested in knowing whether for a column c, there is a row r ∈ A with M[r, c] = 1. In our case,

• each row represents a coloring of the left-hand side of the cut;

• A contains the colorings that can be extended to the left-hand side of the (input) graph;

• each column represents a coloring of the right-hand side of the cut;

• M[r, c] = 1 if and only if the colorings represented by row r and column c are compatible.

This makes the following definition very natural. We say that a subset A^′ ⊆ A M-represents A, if for any column j we have that if there is a row index i ∈ A such that M[i, j] = 1, then there is also i^′ ∈ A^′ such that M[i^′, j] = 1. Intuitively, this means that we do no ‘lose any solutions’ by restricting to A^′.

We will also refer to A^′ as an M-representative set of A. We may omit M if it is clear from context.

We remark that representing is transitive: if A^{′′} represents A^′ and A^′ represents A, then A^{′′} represents A.

Suppose we aim to solve Hom for input graphs G and H, where H is non-bipartite. We will be interested in representative sets with respect to M = A^{⊗k}_H for integers k, where A_H is the adjacency matrix of H. We assume that G is given with a linear order v_1, . . . , v_n of width at most w. For an integer i ∈ [n] we refer to G[{v_1, . . . , v_i}] as the ‘left-hand side of the i-th cut’ and X_i := { v ∈ {v_1, . . . , v_i} | ∃v^′ ∈ {v_{i+1}, . . . , v_n}, vv^′ ∈ E(G) } .

as ‘the left-hand side of the i-th cut.’ Suppose there are k edges crossing the cut: {a_1, b_1}, . . . , {a_k, b_k} ∈ E(G) with a_1, . . . , a_k ∈ {v_1, . . . , v_i} and b_1, . . . , b_k ∈ {v_{i+1}, . . . , v_n}. Let L_i = (a_1, . . . , a_k) and R_i = (b_1, . . . , b_k). Note that {a_1, . . . , a_k} = X_i but some elements may be repeated. A row r of the matrix M = A^{⊗k}_H is a k-tuple (r_1, . . . , r_k) ∈ V (H)^k, which corresponds to a coloring X_i → V (H) if r_j = r_j′ whenever a_j = a_j′ . If similarly c ∈ V (H)^k represents a coloring of the ‘right-hand side of the cut’, then M[r, c] = 1 if and only if r_jc_j ∈ E(H) for all j ∈ [k], i.e. the colorings are compatible. So indeed we capture the properties informally claimed above.

Since in our setting M will be the adjacency matrix of some graph H, we may refer to H-representative sets rather than A_H -representative sets.

3.2 Connection to Mimsup

We now show that the largest size of a set A ⊆ V (H)^k without smaller A^{⊗k}_H -representative set, equals mimsup(H)^k (for k an integer, H a non-bipartite graph and A_H its adjacency matrix). This easily follows from the definitions but is still one of the key conceptual contributions of this paper.

Theorem 3.1. Let H be a non-bipartite graph on h vertices and let A_H be its adjacency matrix.

• For each integer k ∈ N, for any A ⊆ V (H)^k, there is a subset A^′ ⊆ A of size mimsup(H)^k that A^{⊗k}_H -represents A.

• Conversely, for each ε > 0, for each sufficiently large k, there is a A ⊆ V (H)^k, for which no A^′ ⊆ A of size at most (mimsup(H) − ε)^k can A^{⊗k}_H -represent A.

Proof. Let M = A^{⊗k}_H . Let A^′ ⊆ A be of minimal size among the subsets that M-represent A. Then no proper subset of it M-represents A. This means that for each a ∈ A^′ it cannot be removed from A^′ to get a set that M-represents A. Thus, for each a ∈ A^′ there is some μ(a) ∈ V (H)^k such that M[a, μ(a)] = 1, but for every a^′ ∈ A^′ \{a} we have that M[a^′, μ(a)] = 0. Hence {aμ(a) : a ∈ A^′} is an induced matching in H^{⊗k} of size |A^′|. This shows that |A^′| ≤ mim(A^{⊗k}_H ). By definition of mimsup, mim(A^{⊗k}_H ) ≤ mimsup(H)^k.

Conversely, by definition of limit, for each ε > 0 there is a k_0 such that mim(A^{⊗k}_H ) ≥ (mimsup(A_H ) − ε)^k for all k ≥ k_0. Any induced matching has no smaller representative sets, so it suffices to consider the ‘left-hand side’ A ⊆ V (H)^k of an induced matching in H^{⊗k} of size mim(A^{⊗k}_H ) = mim(H^{⊗k}).

3.3 Exploiting Representative Sets in Dynamic Programming

The main idea behind the use of representative sets in an algorithmic setting is as follows. We solve the problem with a standard dynamic programming approach, where the cells are indexed by the elements of the set A. A representative set then forms a small subset of these indices, which still carries enough information to solve the problem. By regularly applying the reduction algorithm, we can effectively run our dynamic programming algorithm on only a small subset of the cells in the table. We formalize this in the following theorem. Let us emphasize that H is not assumed to be fixed here but rather given as an input.

Theorem 3.2. Let H be a non-bipartite graph on h vertices. Let R be a reduction algorithm that, given an integer k ≥ 2 and a subset A ⊆ V (H)^k, outputs a set A^′ of size size(H, k) that A^{⊗k}_H -represents A, running in time time(|A|, H, k). Then there exists an algorithm that, given a linear ordering of an n-vertex graph G of width w, decides whether G → H in time O (( size(H, w) · h + time (size(H, w) · h, H, w) ) n ) .

Proof. Let v_1, . . . , v_n be a linear ordering of G of width k. For i ∈ [n], by E_i we denote the set of edges that cross the i-th cut, i.e., those with one endpoint in {v_1, . . . , v_i} and the other in {v_{i+1}, . . . , v_n}. For i ∈ [n], let X_i be the set that contains all vertices from {v_1, . . . , v_i} incident to an edge from E_i, i.e.,

X_i := { v ∈ {v_1, . . . , v_i} | ∃v^′ ∈ {v_{i+1}, . . . , v_n}, vv^′ ∈ E(G) } . Note that we have |X_i| ≤ |E_i| ≤ w and X_1 = {v_1} (since G is connected). For a mapping c : X_i → V (H), we define the table entry T_i[c] as true if there exists a homomorphism φ : G[{v_1, . . . , v_i}] → V (H), such that for all v ∈ X_i we have φ(v) = c(v). (In other words, the keys are given by the H-colorings of X_i and the value of the table is true if there is an extension of the coloring to the graph induced on the left-hand side of the cut.)

This table can be easily computed in time h^{w+1} · n^{O(1)} by the following naive dynamic programming procedure. We initiate every entry T_i[c] to be false and every entry T_1[c] to be true. Then, for every i ∈ [2, n], every mapping c^′ : X_{i−1} → V (H), such that T_{i−1}[c^′] is true, and every u ∈ V (H), we check whether c : X_{i−1} ∪ {v_i} → V (H) defined as c(v) = { u if v = v_i, c^′(v) v ∈ X_{i−1}. (1) is a homomorphism from G[X_{i−1} ∪ {v_i}] to H. If so, we set T_i[c|_{Xi} ] to true.

We first outline why this correctly computes the table entries (that is, that at the end T_i[c] is true if and only if c extends to a coloring of G[{v_1, . . . , v_i}]) and then explain how to improve on this naive algorithm. We prove the claim by induction on i. For i = 1, the coloring only assigns a color to v_1 and does not need to be extended (and is automatically proper). Now suppose that the claim has been shown for i = 1, . . . j and let α : X_{j+1} → V (H) be a coloring. If this extends to a coloring ϕ of G[{v_1, . . . , v_{j+1}}], then T_j[c^′] is true for c^′ = ϕ|_{Xj} (by the induction hypothesis) and we could obtain α as the restriction from c from Eq. (1) with u = ϕ(v_{j+1}) and i = j + 1. So T_{j+1}[α] is true. Vice versa, if T_{j+1}[α] has been set to true, then there is a c^′ : X_{i−1} → V (H) and u ∈ V (H) such that c (again defined as in Eq. (1)) is a homomorphism G[X_j ∪ {v_{j+1}}] → H which restricts to α on X_{j+1}. By the induction hypothesis, there exists a proper coloring ϕ^′ that extends c^′ to G[{v_1, . . . , v_j }] and we extend this to a coloring ϕ of G[{v_1, . . . , v_{j+1}}] by setting ϕ(v_{j+1}) = u. Then ϕ still restricts to α and all of the edge constraints have been verified by c and/or ϕ^′.

In particular, G → H if and only if T_n[∅] is true, where ∅ denotes the empty mapping (X_n = ∅). We will speed up this naive version of the dynamic program by computing a representative table T^′ as follows. We first set T^′_1 = T_1. For i = 1, 2, . . . , n − 1 we proceed as follows. Let k = |E_i| ≤ w and M = A^{⊗k}_H . Let {a_1, b_1}, . . . , {a_k, b_k} ∈ E_i be an enumeration of the edges, with a_j ∈ {v_1, . . . , v_i} for all j ∈ [k]. For each c : X_i → V (H) such that T^′_i [c] is set to true, we put the k-tuple (c(a_1), . . . , c(a_k)) in A_i. When k ≥ 2, we apply the reduction algorithm R to A_i, resulting in a set A^′_i of size at most size(H, k) that A^{⊗k}_H -represents A_i. When k = 1, we set A^′_i = A_i. We then compute the next table entries similarly as in the previous approach. Each element of A^′_i corresponds to a coloring c^′ : X_i → V (H). For u ∈ V (H), we check whether c : X_i ∪ {v_{i+1}} → V (H) with c(v_{i+1}) = u and c|_{Xi} = c^′ is a homomorphism from G[X_i ∪ {v_{i+1}}] to H. If so, we set T^′_{i+1}[c|_{Xi+1} ] = 1. We repeat this for all pairs (c^′, u).

The procedure above is repeated for i = 1, . . . , n − 1, after which we return T^′_n[∅] as the answer.

When |A^′_i| ≤ size(H, k), we find that |A_{i+1}| ≤ size(H, k)h (for k = |E_i| ≤ w and size(H, k) = h for k = 1). We may assume size is a non-decreasing function on each coordinate. So the total running time is as claimed: O (( size(H, w) · h + time (size(H, w) · h, H, w) ) n ) .

The fact that the dynamic programming steps preserve representation follows from transitivity of representation, but let us spell out the details.

Let Y_{i+1} be the set of endpoints on the right-hand side of the (i + 1)th cut and enumerate the edges in E_{i+1} as {x_1, y_1}, . . . , {x_k, y_k}, with x_j ∈ X_{i+1} and y_j ∈ Y_{i+1}. We will show that for every i ∈ [n − 1], if A^′_i represents the set True_i := {(c(x_1), . . . , c(x_k)) | T_i[c] = True}, then A_{i+1} represents the set True_{i+1}. We started with setting T^′_1 = T_1, so A^′_1 indeed represents True_1.

Suppose that A^′_i represents the set True_i for some i ∈ [n − 1]. We need to show that A_{i+1} represents the set True_{i+1}. The same then holds for A^′_{i+1} since the reduction algorithm is assumed to work correctly.

Let us first unravel the definitions to see what we need to show. Let i ∈ [n − 1] and suppose that c : G[X_{i+1}] → H extends to a homomorphism ϕ : G[{v_1, . . . , v_{i+1}}] → H (i.e. T_i[c] = True). For the definition of represents, we will then assume there is a homomorphism d : G[Y_{i+1}] → H for which c ∪ d respects all edges from the (i + 1)th cut (those in E_{i+1}), i.e. this corresponds to a ‘one-entry in the compatibility matrix’. What needs to be shown is that this ‘one-entry’ can also be generated via a coloring coming from A_{i+1}, that is, there is α : G[X_{i+1}] → H, such that (α(x_1), . . . , α(x_k)) ∈ A_{i+1} and (α ∪ d)|_{G[Ei+1]} is a homomorphism.

By assumption, ϕ ∪ d respects all the edges with at least one endpoint in {v_1, . . . , v_{i+1}}, and in particular those with one endpoint in {v_1, . . . , v_i}. Since A^′_i is a representative set of True_i, there must be c^′ : G[X_i] → H such that (c^′(x^′_1), . . . , c^′(x^′_k′ )) ∈ A^′_i, for {x^′_1, . . . , x^′_k′ } = X_i, and where c^′ ∪ ϕ|_{{vi+1}} ∪ d respects all the edges with at least one endpoint in {v_1, . . . , v_i}. We set α = (c^′ ∪ ϕ|_{{vi+1 }})|_{Xi+1} . Then (α(x_1), . . . , α(x_k)) ∈ A_{i+1}, by definition of how we obtain A_{i+1} from A^′_i. Moreover, α ∪ d is a homomorphism G[E_{i+1}] → H, as desired.

4 Upper bounds and algorithms for representative sets

In this section we focus on upper bounds for the size of representative sets and how to actually compute H-representative sets, where the size guarantee for the resulting representative sets is given in terms of two different parameters of H. The first of these two algorithms is one of our main technical contributions, and it is rather general since it finds representative sets nontrivially fast for any large Kronecker power of a matrix with small him parameter. The second of these two algorithms is less innovative since it is a natural generalization of the algorithm from [43]. We compare him to the support-rank in Section 7.2.

4.1 Computing representative sets via half-induced matchings

In this section we show how to compute small representative sets for graphs with no large halfinduced matching. When we combine the reduction algorithm described in Lemma 4.2 with Theorem 3.2 we find the following result.

Theorem 4.1. The Hom problem on an instance (G, H), where G is given with a linear ordering of width k, can be solved in time O(k^{2k·him(H)} · |V (H)|^4|V (G)|).

We emphasize that the algorithm does not need to know the value of him(H). Since him(H) ≤ mimsup(H) (see Lemma 7.1), we immediately obtain Theorem 1.4 as a corollary from Theorem 4.1.

Theorem 1.4. For any graphs G and H, where G given with a linear ordering of width k, in time O(k^{2k·mimsup(H)} · |V (H)|^4|V (G)|) one can decide whether G admits a homomorphism to H.

We will show how to find a representative set that has one fewer element, by finding some element that can be safely removed. We then use this intermediate result to find our final reduction algorithm, which will result in the following lemma.

Lemma 4.2. Let ℓ ≥ 1 and k ≥ 2 be integers. Let A ∈ {0, 1}^{h×h} be a matrix with him(A) < ℓ, and let A ⊆ [h]^k. Then we can compute A^′ ⊆ A that A^{⊗k}-represents A with |A^′| ≤ k^{kℓ} in time O(|A|^2h^2k^2).

From Lemma 4.2, Theorem 1.3 and Theorem 4.1 easily follow. We postpone the details of the combinatorial bound to Section 7.1 and for now focus on the algorithmic aspects.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Let h = |V (H)| and let A_H be the adjacency matrix of H. Recall that him(A_H ) = him(H) is always an integer. By Lemma 4.2 we have a reduction algorithm R that returns a representative set of size size(H, k) ≤ k^{k·(him(H)−1)} in time time(|A|, H, k) = O(|A|^2h^2k^2). Then time(size(H, k) · h, H, k) = O ( k^2 · k^{2k·(him(H)−1)} · h^4 ) . By Theorem 3.2 we find an algorithm that decides Hom(H) in time O ((size(H, k) · h + time(size(H, k) · h, H, k))|V (G)|) = O(k^{2k·him(H)}h^4 · |V (G)|). This completes the proof.

In order to prove the lemma, we will perform a recursive algorithm for which we want to no longer treat all the coordinates symmetrically. We therefore define

g_k(ℓ_1, . . . , ℓ_k) = ( ∑ i ℓ_i ℓ_1, . . . , ℓ_k ) . When ℓ_1 = · · · = ℓ_k = ℓ, we have g_k(ℓ, . . . , ℓ) = (_{kℓ} ℓ,...,ℓ ) ≤ k^{kℓ}. The lemma will follow easily from the following more complicated statement.

Lemma 4.3. Let k ≥ 2, ℓ_1, . . . , ℓ_k ≥ 1 be integers. Let A ∈ {0, 1}^{h×h} be a matrix and let A ⊆ [h]^k with |A| ≥ g_k(ℓ_1, . . . , ℓ_k). Suppose that for every i ∈ [k], for the set of rows R_i = {r_i | r ∈ A}, we have him(A[R_i, ·]) < ℓ_i. Then there exists v ∈ A such that A \ {v} A^{⊗k}-represents A. Moreover, v can be found in time O( ∑_k i=1 ℓ_i · |A|hk). Proof. Note that |A| ≥ g_k(ℓ_1, . . . , ℓ_k) ≥ 1 for ℓ_1, . . . , ℓ_k, k ≥ 1 so it is non-empty.

For i ∈ [k] and u ∈ [h], let A^i_u = {v = (v_1, . . . , v_k) ∈ A | A[v_i, u] = 0} be the set of rows which cannot ‘represent’ u in the ith coordinate. We choose v ∈ A (arbitrarily). We then iterate over u ∈ [h] and i ∈ [k] to find if there is (u, i) for which

• A[v_i, u] = 1, and • |A^i_u| ≥ g_k(ℓ_1, . . . , ℓ_i − 1, . . . , ℓ_k). This step can be performed in time O(|A|hk).

If we cannot find such (u, i) pair for v, then we return v as the row to be removed from A (and the algorithm terminates).

Otherwise, we did find (u, i). If ℓ_i = 1, then since him(A[R_i, ·]) < ℓ_i, we know A[R_i, ·] has all zero-entries and so A[v_i, u] = 1 would not have been possible. This means that ℓ_i ≥ 2. We apply the same process after updating ℓ_i ← ℓ_i − 1 and A ← A^i_u. Note that v /∈ A^i_u and ℓ_i − 1 ≥ 1. We will show that

• when v is returned, indeed A \ {v} A^{⊗k}-represents A, and

• when we recursively apply the algorithm, the conditions of the lemma are again satisfied, for which it remains to show that him(A[R^′_i, ·]) < ℓ_i − 1 for R^′_i = {r_i | r ∈ A^i_u}.

Since we reduce ∑_k i=1 ℓ_i by one in each recursive call, the algorithm will terminate. Moreover, the number of recursive calls is at most ∑_k i=1 ℓ_i. This shows that assuming the claims above, the time complexity is as stated.

Correctness. We first show the first claim: if the algorithm outputs v, indeed it can be removed. Note that when for some subset A^′ ⊆ A, it is the case that A^′ \ {v} represents A^′, then A^′ \ {v} ∪ (A \ A^′) = A \ {v} will also represent A. This means we only have to check the claims in the ‘base case’. Suppose towards a contradiction that we wrongly outputted v ∈ A, so

• there exists u ∈ [h]^k such that A^{⊗k}[v, u] = 1 yet A^{⊗k}[v^′, u] = 0 for all v^′ ∈ A \ {v} (since we ‘wrongly’ outputted v, there needs to be a reason why we could not remove it),

• for this u, for all i ∈ [k], |A^i_{ui} | < g_k(ℓ_1, . . . , ℓ_i − 1, . . . , ℓ_k) (else the algorithm would have ‘recursed’ instead of outputting v).

The fact that A^{⊗k}[v^′, u] = 0 in the first condition, means that each v^′ ∈ A \ {v} is an element of A^i_{ui} for some i ∈ [k]. In particular, |A \ {v}| ≤ k∑ i=1 |A^i_{ui} | ≤ k∑ i=1 g_k(ℓ_1, . . . , ℓ_i − 1, . . . , ℓ_k) − k = g_k(ℓ_1, . . . , ℓ_k) − k, which contradicts the assumptions of the lemma since k ≥ 2.

We now prove the second claim: the conditions of the lemma are satisfied when we ‘recurse’. By assumption, ℓ_i ≥ 1 for all i and the new A is sufficiently large. Moreover, him can also decrease when taking submatrices, so indeed we only need to show that him(A[R^′_i, ·]) < ℓ_i − 1 for R^′_i = {r_i | r ∈ A^i_{ui} }. If there is a half-induced matching of size ℓ_i − 1, induced on rows w_1, . . . , w_{ℓi−1} ∈ R^′_i and columns z_1, . . . , z_{ℓi−1}, then there is a half-induced matching of size ℓ_i in A[R_i, ·] by considering rows w_1, . . . , w_{ℓi−1}, v_i ∈ R_i and columns z_1, . . . , z_{ℓ−1}, u. But by assumption this does not exist, so indeed him(A[R^′_i, ·]) < ℓ_i − 1.

Proof of Lemma 4.2. Suppose that |A| ≥ g_k(ℓ, . . . , ℓ). For i ∈ [k], set R_i = {r_i | r ∈ A}. Then him(A[R_i, ·]) < ℓ for each i. By Lemma 4.3 we can find a row v in A such that A \ {v} A^{⊗k}-represents A in time O(ℓk · |A|hk) = O(|A|h^2k^2), where we use that ℓ ≤ h.

We repeat this at most |A| − g_k(ℓ, . . . , ℓ) times until we find the desired representative set in time O(|A|^2h^2k^2).

4.2 Computing representative sets via support rank

The support-rank (called e.g. ‘non-deterministic rank’ in [21], see also [58]) of a matrix M ∈ {0, 1}^{n×m} over the field F is defined as

support-rank(M) = min{rank_F (M^′) | M^′ ∈ F^{n×m} and M_{ij} = 0 ⇐⇒ M^′_{ij} = 0}.

The proof of Jansen and Nederlof [43] builds on the fact that support-rank of the adjacency matrix of K_q is at most 2, since the sum of two rank one matrices

1 1 . . . 1 2 2 . . . 2 . . ... . . n n . . . n − 1 2 . . . n 1 2 . . . n . . ... . . 1 2 . . . n has the same non-zero entries. A small support-rank allows representative sets to be computed efficiently using row elimination. We record here what a generalization of this approach would give for our setting.

The following lemma has no new ideas, but is a generalization of the approach of Jansen and Nederlof [43].

Lemma 4.4. Let F be any field.^6 Let A ∈ {0, 1}^{h×h} be a matrix and let B ∈ F^{h×h} be a matrix with the same support as A (i.e., B_{i,j} = 0 ⇐⇒ A_{i,j} = 0). For any ℓ ∈ N and set of rows R ⊆ [h]^ℓ of A^{⊗ℓ}, we can find a representative set R^′ for R (with respect to A^{⊗ℓ}) of size at most rank(B)^ℓ in time O(|R|rank(B)^{ℓ·(ω−1)} · ℓ + h^3).

Here by ω ≤ 2.3728596 we denote the matrix multiplication exponent [70].

Proof of Lemma 4.4. We may assume that |R| > rank(B)^ℓ, since otherwise we are done.

We use that by the proof of [5, Lemma 3.15] we can compute a row basis for an n×m matrix with m ≤ n and entries in F in time O(nm^{ω−1}). (Let us point out that the lemma in the paper is written in the setting that F = F_2 , but this assumption is actually unnecessary.)

We wish to compute a row basis R^′ for the matrix B^{⊗ℓ}[R, ·], but that matrix has too many columns. By standard linear algebra, we can write B = LR for L of dimensions h × rank(B) and R of dimensions rank(B) × h – this can be done in time O(h^3) by Gaussian elimination. Then B^{⊗ℓ} = L^{⊗ℓ}R^{⊗ℓ} and so a row basis for L^{⊗ℓ}[R, ·] is also a row basis for B^{⊗ℓ}[R, ·]. Note that we also cannot permit ourselves to compute L^{⊗ℓ} since this has too many rows again. However, we can compute an entry L^{⊗ℓ}[x, y] = L[x_1, y_1]L[x_2, y_2] · · · L[x_ℓ, y_ℓ]. This allows us to compute the |R| × rank(B)^ℓ matrix L^′ = L^{⊗ℓ}[R, ·] in time O(|R| rank(B)^ℓ · ℓ). Since |R| > rank(B)^ℓ, we can now compute a row basis R^′ for L^′ in time O(|R| rank(B)^{ℓ·(ω−1)}). This is then also a row basis for B^{⊗ℓ}[R, ·].

We claim such a row basis forms the desired representative set. Suppose that A^{⊗ℓ}[r, c] = 1 for some row r ∈ R and column c ∈ [h]^ℓ of A^{⊗ℓ}. We need to prove that A^{⊗ℓ}[r^′, c] = 1 for some r^′ ∈ R^′. Since R^′ is a row basis, there exist coefficients a_r′ ∈ F such that B^{⊗ℓ}[r, c] = ∑ r^′∈R a_r′ B^{⊗ℓ}[r^′, c]. Combined with the fact that B has the same support as A, we find

A^{⊗ℓ}[r, c] ≠ 0 =⇒ B^{⊗ℓ}[r, c] ≠ 0 =⇒ B^{⊗ℓ}[r^′, c] ≠ 0 for some r^′ =⇒ A^{⊗ℓ}[r^′, c] ≠ 0 for some r^′.

This shows that indeed R^′ is a representative set for R. Moreover, the size of the row basis is at most the rank of B^{⊗ℓ}, which is rank(B)^ℓ as claimed.

Combining Lemma 4.4 with Theorem 3.2, we immediately obtain the following.

Corollary 4.5. Let H be a non-bipartite graph on h vertices. Suppose we are given an h × h matrix over a field F with the same support as the adjacency matrix of H and rank r. Then there exists an algorithm that, given a linear ordering of an n-vertex graph G of width k, decides whether G → H in time O ( (r^{k·ω}hk + h^3)|V (G)| ) . We saw in the previous section that there is always an A^{⊗k}-representative set of size at most mimsup(A)^k. The size constraint of Lemma 4.4 is possibly worse, but in this case we can guarantee that the representative sets can also be computed efficiently. We remark that Lemma 4.4 in particular shows that the support-rank is an upper bound on mimsup. This can also be seen directly and we record this fact in the following observation.

Observation 4.6. Let A ∈ {0, 1}^{n×n} be a 0/1-matrix and let F be a field. Let B ∈ F^{n×n} be a matrix with the same support as A. Then mim(A^{⊗k}) ≤ rank_F (B^{⊗k}) = rank_F (B)^k for every k ∈ N. In particular, mimsup(A) ≤ support-rank(A).

We do not know whether mimsup and support-rank are functionally equivalent, but we do provide a separation between support-rank and him in Section 7.2.

6We assume that all arithmetic operations over F are performed in constant time.

4.3 Bounding support rank via local biclique covers

The caveat in Corollary 4.5 is that a small-rank matrix with the same support as the adjacency matrix of H must be given. If F is a finite field, an optimal such matrix can be found in time |F|^{h2} ·h^{O(1)} by brute-force, which is constant if both |F| and h are constants. We will now present a ‘combinatorial’ approach for finding a small-rank matrix with the same support, which does not necessarily achieve the support-rank but which can be computed efficiently.

Let F be a bipartite graph with bipartition classes X, Y . By F^c we denote the bipartite complement of F , i.e., the bipartite graph with bipartition classes X, Y , where uv ∈ X × Y is an edge if and only if uv /∈ E(F ).

For a bipartite graph F , let B = {B_1, . . . , B_s} be a family of subgraphs of F , such that (i) each B_i is a biclique, (ii) ⋃_s i=1 E(B_i) = E(F ), and (iii) every v ∈ V (F ) is in at most r bicliques of B. Then we say that B r-covers F . The minimum r for which there exists a family that r-covers F , has been studied under names bipartite degree, local biclique cover number [22, 29], and is as special case of so-called local covering numbers also studied in the literature [8, 45].

Lemma 4.7. Let H be a non-bipartite graph and assume we are given a family B of bicliques that r-covers the bipartite complement (H^∗)^c of H^∗. Then we can compute a matrix A^′_H with the same support as the adjacency matrix A_H of H with rank_R(A^′_H ) ≤ (r + 1)^r in time O(h^2r^2). In particular the support rank of A_H is at most (r + 1)^r.

Proof. Define an arbitrary ordering B_1, B_2, . . . , B_s of the elements of B. Moreover, for every vertex of V (H^∗), we fix the ordering of bicliques containing it. For each v ∈ V (H) and i ∈ [r], define σ_i(v) = p (resp. δ_i(v) = p) if the i-th biclique covering v^′ (resp. v^{′′}) is B_p. If v^′ (resp. v^{′′}) is covered by r^′ < r bicliques, then for i = r^′ + 1, . . . , r, we define σ_i(v) = s + 1 (resp. δ_i(v) = s + 2). For u, v ∈ V (H), we define: A^′_H [u, v] = r∏ i=1 r∏ j=1 (σ_i(u) − δ_j (v)).

Observe that such a product is non-zero if and only if there is no biclique from B that contains both u^′, v^{′′}, and this in turn happens if and only if u^′v^{′′} ∈ E(H^∗) which is equivalent to uv ∈ E(H). Therefore, A^′_H has the same support as A_H . We claim that the rank of A^′_H is at most (r + 1)^r.

In order to bound the rank of A^′_H we can rewrite A^′_H [u, v] = r∏ i=1 (^r∑ ℓ=0 σ_i(u)^ℓ · ∑ J⊆[r] : |J|=r−ℓ ∏ j∈J (−δ_j (v)) )

= ∑ (ℓ_1,...,ℓ_r ) : ℓ_i∈[r]∪{0} r∏ i=1 σ_i(u)^{ℓi} · r∏ i=1 ∑ J_i⊆[r] : |J_i|=r−ℓ_i ∏ j_i∈J_i (−δ_{ji} (v)).

If for i ∈ [r], ℓ_i ∈ [r] ∪ {0} we define L[u, (ℓ_1, . . . , ℓ_r)] = r∏ i=1 σ_i(u)^{ℓi} ,

R[(ℓ_1, . . . , ℓ_r), v] = r∏ i=1 ∑ J_i⊆[r] : |J_i|=r−ℓ_i ∏ j_i∈J_i (−δ_{ji} (v)),

then we see that A^′_H is the product of two matrices L, R such that number of columns of L and number of rows of R is (r + 1)^r. Therefore both L, R have rank at most (r + 1)^r and since the rank of the product is at most the minimum of the ranks of factors, we conclude that rank(A^′_H ) ≤ (r + 1)^r, which completes the proof.

For a non-bipartite graph H, let cov(H) denote the minimum r for which there exists a family that r-covers (H^∗)^c. Note that if H is assumed to be fixed, i.e., in the setting of the Hom(H) problem, the value of cov(H) and the actual covering family can be computed in constant time by brute force. Thus, combining Lemma 4.7 and Corollary 4.5 we obtain the following.

Corollary 4.8. Let H be a fixed non-bipartite graph and let r = cov(H). The Hom(H) problem on n-vertex instances given with a linear ordering of width k can be solved in time O ( (r + 1)^{rk·ω}n^2 ) . 5 Cores and prime factorizations: preprocessing H

In this section we show that the algorithms discussed in Section 4, in particular the result from Theorem 1.4, can be improved by some standard preprocessing steps that simplify H.

In what follows we assume that H is non-bipartite and has no vertices with loops; recall that otherwise Hom(H) can be solved in polynomial time [41].

Cores. A graph H is a core if it does not admit a homomorphism to any of its proper subgraphs. A core of H is a subgraph C of H, such that C is a core and there is a homomorphism from H → C. As shown by Hell and Nešetřil [40], every graph has a unique core (up to isomorphism). Thus we can talk about the core of a graph H and denote it by core(H). It is straightforward to verify that core(H) is actually an induced subgraph of H. Furthermore, for non-bipartite graphs H, core(H) is non-bipartite.

Observe that homomorphisms are transitive: if G_1 → G_2 and G_2 → G_3, then G_1 → G_3. Furthermore, for every graph H we have core(H) → H. Indeed, the function mapping each vertex of core(H) to itself is clearly a homomorphism. Consequently, G admits a homomorphism to H if and only if it admits a homomorphism to core(H). Thus, in order to solve Hom(H), one can equivalently focus on solving Hom(core(H)).

As core(H) is an induced subgraph of H, by Observation 2.1 we obtain that mimsup(core(H)) ≤ mimsup(H). Thus the running time from Theorem 1.4 can be improved to exp(mimsup(core(H))k log k) · (|V (G)| + |V (H)|)^{O(1)}, assuming that core(H) is given with H (finding the core of a graph is a computationally hard task [40]). However, there is one more observation that we can use.

Direct products. For graphs H_1, H_2, their direct product is the graph H_1 × H_2 defined as follows

V (H_1 × H_2) ={(v_1, v_2) | v_1 ∈ V (H_1) and v_2 ∈ V (H_2)} E(H_1 × H_2) ={(v_1, v_2)(u_1, u_2) | v_1u_1 ∈ E(H_1) and v_2u_2 ∈ E(H_2)}.

Graphs H_1 and H_2 are factors of H and H_1 ×H_2 is a factorization of H (formally, a factorization is a sequence of factors). These definitions can be naturally generalized to more factors. A graph H with at least two vertices is prime if it cannot be written as a direct product of at least two graphs, each with at least two vertices. A factorization, where each factor is prime and has at least two vertices is called a prime factorization.

The following statement follows from a well-known result of McKenzie [56]; see also [38, Theorem 8.17].

Theorem 5.1 (McKenzie [56]). Any connected non-bipartite core has a unique (up to reordering of factors) prime factorization. Furthermore, such a factorization can be found in polynomial time.

The fact why direct products play an important role in the study of graph homomorphisms is the following straightforward observation: if H = H_1 ×H_2 ×. . .×H_p for some graphs H_1, . . . , H_p, then G → H if and only if G → H_i for every i ∈ [p]. So we can solve the problem for each H_i independently and then return the conjunction of answers. Combining this with the previous observation about homomorphisms to cores immediately yields Theorem 5.2. Theorem 5.2. Let H be a non-bipartite connected graph given along with its core core(H). Let H_1 × . . . × H_p be the prime factorization of core(H). Let c_H = max_{i∈[p]} mimsup(H_i). Then there exists an algorithm that, given H and a graph G with a linear ordering of width k, decides whether G → H in time k^{2cH ·k} · (|V (G)| + |V (H)|)^{O(1)}.

Let us emphasize that the improvements in Theorem 5.2 over Theorem 1.4 are performed “outside” the dynamic programming procedure so they should not be treated as an evidence that the bound from Theorem 3.1 is not tight.

The statement of Theorem 5.2 becomes much cleaner if we add some (fairly natural) assumptions on the graph H. Observe that for each H, each k ≥ 2, and each i ∈ [k], the projection to the i-th coordinate defines a homomorphism from H^{×k} to H, where H^{×k} denotes the direct product of k copies of H. A graph H is projective if every homomorphism from H^{×k} to H, for every k ≥ 2, is a projection (possibly combined with an automorphism of H).

Let us now assume that H is a non-bipartite projective connected core. Such an assumption might seem artificial, but, as we already mentioned in the introduction, almost all graphs are non-bipartite projective cores. It is worth to mention that projective graphs are always connected and prime [50]. Thus for this class of graphs we obtain that the following result. Corollary 5.3. There exists an algorithm that, given a non-bipartite projective core H and a graph G with a linear ordering of width k, decides whether G → H in time k^{2mimsup(H)·k} · (|V (G)| + |V (H)|)^{O(1)}.

The reader might wonder why we assume that H is projective, and not only that it is prime. This will become more clear in Section 6, when we can nicely complement Corollary 5.3 with strong lower bounds.

Further improvements? As already highlighted in the introduction, the assumption that H is projective (and a core) is not as restrictive as it might seem at the first glance. Indeed, recall that almost every graph is a projective core [40, 53]. However, there is still a question whether there are some non-projective graphs that are interesting for us (in particular, are non-bipartite cores). We discuss it in Section 8.

6 Lower bounds for Hom(H) parameterized by cutwidth

It will be convenient to state our lower bounds for the list homomorphism problem, LHom(H), first as intermediate result. Let us start with some basic definitions and notation.

For a fixed graph H, an instance of the LHom(H) problem is a pair (G, L), where G is a graph and L : V (G) → 2^{V (H)} is a list function (we sometimes say L are H-lists if we want to emphasize the image). We ask whether there exists a homomorphism φ : G → H which additionally respects lists L, i.e., for every v ∈ V (G) it holds that φ(v) ∈ L(v). We denote this shortly by writing φ : (G, L) → H. If we just want to indicate that such a φ exists, we simply write (G, L) → H.

Note that in such a setting it makes sense if vertices of H have loops, but for the scope of this paper we will focus on simple graphs. In such a case LHom(H) is polynomial-time solvable if H is bipartite and its complement is a circular-arc graph, and NP-complete otherwise [27].

In our argument, a special role is played by the case if H is bipartite. For a connected, bipartite graph H with bipartition classes X, Y , we say that (G, L) is a consistent instance of LHom(H), if the following conditions are satisfied:

1. G is connected and bipartite with bipartition classes X_G, Y_G, 2. ⋃ v∈X_G L(v) ⊆ X and ⋃ v∈Y_G L(v) ⊆ Y . We also say that a subset of V (H) is one-sided if it is contained either in X or in Y .

Let us introduce one more term. Two vertices are incomparable if their neighborhoods are not contained in each other. A set of vertices is incomparable if all vertices in this set are pairwise incomparable. Finally, a graph H is incomparable if V (H) is an incomparable set.

The main technical ingredient is the following lower bound.

Theorem 6.1. Let H_0 denote the set of connected incomparable bipartite graphs whose complement is not a circular-arc graph.

(1.) Assuming the ETH, there exists δ > 0 such that for every H ∈ H_0 the following holds.

There is no algorithm that solves every consistent instance (G, L) of LHom(H), given with a linear ordering of V (G) of width t, in time mimsup(H)^{δ·t} · |V (G)|^{O(1)}.

(2.) Assuming the SETH, for every ε > 0 and H ∈ H_0 the following holds. There is no algorithm that solves every consistent instance (G, L) of LHom(H), given with a linear ordering of V (G) of width t, in time (mimsup(H) − ε)^t · |V (G)|^{O(1)}.

We postpone the proof of Theorem 6.1, and first let us show how it implies the lower bounds for Hom(H).

6.1 Proof of Theorem 1.1, assuming Theorem 6.1

As a first step, we will use Theorem 6.1 to show hardness of LHom(H) for non-bipartite incomparable graphs H. Then we will extend the construction and show hardness of Hom(H).

6.1.1 Hardness of LHom(H), non-bipartite case.

We will use the following simple observation.

Proposition 6.2 ([62]). Let H be a graph, and let (G, L) be a consistent instance of LHom(H^∗). Define L^′ : V (G) → 2^{V (H)} as L^′(v) = {u | {u^′, u^{′′}} ∩ L(v) ≠ ∅}. Then (G, L) → H^∗ if and only if (G, L^′) → H.

Combining Theorem 6.1 with Proposition 6.2 yields the following lower bound.

Theorem 6.3. Let H_1 denote the set of connected incomparable non-bipartite graphs.

(1.) Assuming the ETH, there exists δ > 0 such that for every H ∈ H_1 the following holds.

There is no algorithm that solves every instance (G, L) of LHom(H), given with a linear ordering of V (G) of width k, in time mimsup(H)^{δ·k} · |V (G)|^{O(1)}.

(2.) Assuming the SETH, for every ε > 0 and H ∈ H_1 the following holds. There is no algorithm that solves every instance (G, L) of LHom(H), given with a linear ordering of V (G) of width k, in time (mimsup(H) − ε)^k · |V (G)|^{O(1)}.

Proof. Fix any H ∈ H_1. Observe that H^∗ ∈ H_0, where H_0 is defined as in Theorem 6.1. Indeed, the connectivity of H^∗ follows easily from the fact that H is connected and non-bipartite, see e.g. [63, Observation 2.5]. The fact that H^∗ is incomparable follows from the fact that H is incomparable and has no isolated vertices. Finally, H contains an (induced) odd cycle, so H^∗ contains an induced cycle with at least 6 vertices, which is an obstruction to being the complement of a circular-arc graph [27].

Now suppose that we have an algorithm A that solves every instance ( ~G, ~L) of LHom(H) in time f(H, ~G), where f is some function that depends on H and ~G. Proposition 6.2 implies that that for any consistent instance (G, L) of LHom(H^∗), we can solve it by calling A on the instance (G, L^′) of LHom(H), defined as in Proposition 6.2, in time f(H, G). Recall that for non-bipartite H, we have mimsup(H) = mimsup(H^∗). Thus the statement of the theorem follows directly from Theorem 6.1.

6.1.2 Hardness of Hom(H) Now we extend our hardness results to the Hom(H) problem; the proof follows the ideas of [65]. Recall from Section 5 that we can safely assume that H is a core, as Hom(H) and Hom(core(H)) problems are equivalent. We will require the following straightforward properties of cores, see e.g. [63].

Proposition 6.4. Let H be a core.

(1) Every homomorphism φ : H → H is an automorphism.

(2) The graph H is incomparable. In particular, the neighborhoods of vertices in H are pairwise distinct.

We will reduce from LHom(H) to Hom(H). The idea is to start with an instance with lists L, and, for each vertex v, introduce a constant-sized gadget that “simulates” L(v). This “simulation” is formalized by the notion of constructions. Let H be a graph. For a set S ⊆ V (H), its construction consists of:

• a graph C(S),

• a tuple (x_1, x_2, . . . , x_ℓ) of vertices of H,

• a tuple (y_1, y_2, . . . , y_ℓ) of vertices of C(S),

• one special vertex y_0 of C(S),

such that the following property is met:

{φ(y_0) | φ : C(S) → H such that φ(y_1) = x_1, . . . , φ(y_ℓ) = x_ℓ} = S.

In other words, if we map each vertex x_i to its corresponding vertex y_i, then the set of possible images of y_0 over all extensions of this partial mapping to a homomorphism from C(S) to H is exactly S. We will use the following characterization of projective graphs.

Theorem 6.5 (Larose, Tardif [50]). A graph H with at least three vertices is projective if and only if every S ⊆ V (H) has a construction.

Now we are ready to prove the following.

Theorem 1.1. 1. There exists δ > 0, such that for every non-bipartite projective core H, there is no algorithm solving every instance G of Hom(H) in time mimsup(H)^{δ·ctw(G)} · n^{O(1)}, unless the ETH fails.

2. Let H be a connected non-bipartite projective core. There is no algorithm solving every instance G of Hom(H) in time (mimsup(H) − ε)^{ctw(G)} · |V (G)|^{O(1)} for any ε > 0, unless the SETH fails.

Proof. We will reduce from LHom(H) using lower bounds of Theorem 6.3. Let (G, L) be an instance of LHom(H) given along with a linear ordering σ = (v_1, v_2, . . . , v_{|V (G)|}) of V (G) of width k. We will construct, in time polynomial in |V (G)|, an instance ~G of Hom(H) with the following properties:

1. ~G → H if and only if (G, L) → H, 2. |V ( ~G)| = |V (G)| · f(H), 3. ctw( ~G) ≤ k + g(H),

where f and g are functions whose value depends only on H.

We start constructing ~G by taking a copy of G. Then for every vertex v ∈ V (G) we proceed as follows. Using Theorem 6.5, we introduce a copy of the construction of L(v), i.e., for S = L(v), we introduce the graph C(S), tuples (x_1, . . . , x_ℓ) ∈ V (H)^ℓ and (y_1, . . . , y_ℓ) ∈ V (C(S))^ℓ, and the vertex y_0 ∈ V (C(S)). We identify y_0 with v.

Next, we introduce a copy H^v of H; for any z ∈ V (H), let z^v denote the copy of z in H^v. For each i ∈ [ℓ] we identify x^v_i with y_i. Finally, for every pair v_j , v_{j+1} ∈ V (G), we proceed as follows. For every wz ∈ E(H), we add an edge between w^{vj} and z^{vj+1} . This completes the construction of ~G. Clearly the construction is performed in time polynomial in |V (G)|, and |V ( ~G)| = |V (G)| · f(H) for some function f that depends only on H.

Let us verify the equivalence of the instances ~G and (G, L). First suppose that there exists φ : (G, L) → H. We define φ^′ : ~G → H as follows. We set φ^′|_{V (G)} = φ and for every copy of H we define φ^′ on its vertices as the identity function. Note that the function defined so far respects the edges inside V (G) since φ is a homomorphism, and the edges between copies of H as vertices of two consecutive copies of H are adjacent only to vertices that correspond to their neighbors in their own copy. It remains to extend φ^′ to the remaining vertices of graphs C(S). We can do it independently for every graph C(S) as there are no edges between them. Consider such C(S) introduced for some v ∈ V (G) and S = L(v). Since φ^′(y_0) = φ^′(v) ∈ L(v) and φ(y_i) = x_i for every i ∈ [ℓ], Theorem 6.5 implies that the mapping φ^′ can indeed be extended to a homomorphism from ~G to H.

For the other direction, suppose that there is φ^′ : ~G → H. We define φ = φ^′|_{V (G)}. Clearly φ is a homomorphism. Let us verify that it respects lists. First, since H is a core, Proposition 6.4 (1) implies that φ^′ restricted to any copy of H is an automorphism. We claim that for each copy it is actually the same automorphism of H. Indeed, this follows easily from the fact that the vertices of H have pairwise distinct neighborhoods (by Proposition 6.4 (2)) and the way how any two consecutive copies of H are connected. Without loss of generality assume that this “global” automorphism of H is the identity. Now consider any v ∈ V (G). Since each vertex x_i from the copy of C(L(v)) corresponding to v is mapped to y_i and C(L(v)) is a construction of L(v), we conclude that v(= y_0) is mapped to some element of L(v). Thus φ^′ respects lists.

Now let us define a linear ordering ~σ of V ( ~G). First we order the vertices of G according to σ. Then we modify this ordering by inserting right after a vertex v the vertices of H^v and the graph C(L(v)) introduced for v; the order among these vertices is arbitrary. This completes the definition of ~σ. Consider any cut in ~σ. Among the edges crossing this cut there can be:

a) at most k edges of E(G),

b) edges from at most one copy of H and at most one graph C(S),

c) edges joining two consecutive copies of H.

Observe that the number of edges in b) and c) can be bounded by a constant that depends only on H, say g(H). Therefore, we can conclude that ctw( ~G) ≤ k + g(H).

Now consider δ from Theorem 6.3 and suppose there is an algorithm A_1 that solves every instance G^′ of Hom(H) in time mimsup(H)^{δ·ctw(G′)} · |V (G^′)|^{O(1)}. Then, we can call the above reduction for any instance (G, L) of LHom(H) given along with a linear ordering of V (G) of width k and use A_1 to solve it in time:

mimsup(H)^{δ·ctw( ~G)} ·|V ( ~G)|^{O(1)} ≤ mimsup(H)^{δ·(k+g(H))} ·|V (G)|^{O(1)} = mimsup(H)^{δ·k} ·|V (G)|^{O(1)}, which by Theorem 6.3 (1.) contradicts the ETH.

Finally, let ε > 0 and suppose there is an algorithm A_2 that solves every instance G^′ of Hom(H) in time (mimsup(H) − ε)^{ctw(G′)} · |V (G^′)|^{O(1)}. Then, we can call the above reduction for any instance (G, L) of LHom(H) given along with a linear ordering of V (G) of width k and use A_2 to solve it in time:

(mimsup(H) − ε)^{ctw( ~G)} · |V ( ~G)|^{O(1)} ≤ (mimsup(H) − ε)^{k+g(H)} · |V (G)|^{O(1)} = (mimsup(H) − ε)^k · |V (G)|^{O(1)}, which, by Theorem 6.3 (2.), contradicts the SETH.

6.2 Proof of Theorem 6.1 We are left with proving Theorem 6.1. Let us start with introducing some tools developed in the literature [62, 65].

Decomposable graphs. Okrasa et al. [62] defined the following decomposition of biparitte graphs which turned out to be useful in solving LHom(H).

Definition 6.6 (Bipartite decomposition). Let H be a bipartite graph with bipartition classes X, Y . A partition of V (H) into an ordered triple of sets (D, N, R) is a bipartite decomposition if the following conditions are satisfied (see Fig. 2)

1. N is non-empty and separates D and R, 2. |D ∩ X| ≥ 2 or |D ∩ Y | ≥ 2, 3. N induces a biclique in H, 4. (D ∩ X) ∪ (N ∩ Y ) and (D ∩ Y ) ∪ (N ∩ X) induce bicliques in H.

If H admits a bipartite decomposition, we call it decomposable, otherwise we call it undecomposable.

DN R

Figure 2: Bipartite decomposition (D, N, R). Circles denote independent sets. A black line denotes that there are all possible edges between sets, an orange one that there might be some edges, and the lack of a line denotes that there are no edges between sets. The figure is copied from [62] by courtesy of the authors.

We observe that the property of being incomparable is actually stronger that being undecomposable.

Proposition 6.7. Every connected bipartite incomparable graph is undecomposable.

Proof. Let H be a connected bipartite incomparable graph with bipartition classes X, Y , and, for contradiction, suppose that it admits a decomposition (D, N, R).

Note that the neighborhood of every vertex in D ∩ X (resp. D ∩ Y ) is contained in the neighborhood of any vertex in N ∩ X (resp. N ∩ Y ). Thus we have D ∩ X = ∅ or N ∩ X = ∅, and D ∩ Y = ∅ or N ∩ Y = ∅.

Suppose that D ∩ X = ∅ (the case that D ∩ Y = ∅ is symmetric). This implies that |D ∩ Y | ≥ 2, and all vertices in D ∩ Y have the same neighborhood (i.e., N ∩ Y ). So we conclude that N ∩ X = N ∩ Y = ∅, a contradiction with N being non-empty.

6.2.1 Basic gadgets

In this section we introduce gadgets which will be basic building blocks in our reduction.

Throughout this section we assume that H is a bipartite graph, whose complement is not a circular-arc graph and (α, β, γ) is a fixed triple of vertices from one bipartition class of H. We will need the following two gadgets, introduced in [65].

Definition 6.8 (Assignment gadget). Let S be an incomparable one-sided set in H and let v ∈ S. An assignment gadget for (α, β, γ) is a graph A_v with H-lists L and with interface vertices x, y, such that: (A1.) L(x) = S and L(y) = {α, β, γ}, (A2.) for every u ∈ S and for every a ∈ {α, β} there exists a list homomorphism φ : (A_v , L) → H such that φ(x) = u and φ(y) = a,

(A3.) there exists a list homomorphism φ : (A_v, L) → H such that φ(x) = v and φ(y) = γ,

(A4.) for every list homomorphism φ : (A_v, L) → H it holds that if φ(y) = γ, then φ(x) = v.

The second gadget is called a switching gadget. It is a path T with a special internal vertex q, whose list is {α, β, γ}, and endvertices with the same list {α, β}. Mapping both endvertices of T to the same vertex, i.e., mapping both to α or both to β, allows us to map q to one of α, β, but “switching sides” from α to β forces mapping q to γ.

Definition 6.9 (Switching gadget). A switching gadget for (α, β, γ) is a path T of even length with H-lists L, endvertices p, r, called respectively the input and the output vertex, and one special internal vertex q, called the q-vertex, in the same bipartition class as p, r, such that: (S1.) L(p) = L(r) = {α, β} and L(q) = {α, β, γ}, (S2.) for every a ∈ {α, β} there exists a list homomorphism φ : (T, L) → H, such that φ(p) = φ(r) = a and φ(q) ≠ γ,

(S3.) there exists a list homomorphism φ : (T, L) → H, such that φ(p) = α, φ(r) = β, and φ(q) = γ, (S4.) for every list homomorphism φ : (T, L) → H, if φ(p) = α and φ(r) = β, then φ(q) = γ.

Note that in a switching gadget we do not care about homomorphisms that map p to β and r to α.

Later, when discussing assignment and switching gadgets, we will use the notions of x-, y-, p-, q-, and r-vertices to refer to the appropriate vertices introduced in the definitions of the gadgets.

The third gadget that we will use in the reduction is a variable gadget.

Definition 6.10 (Variable gadget). Let k ∈ N and let S ⊆ S_1 × . . . × S_k, where S_1, . . . , S_k ⊆ V (H). A variable gadget for S is a graph X with H-lists L and k interface vertices x_1, . . . , x_k such that:

(V1.) for every list homomorphism φ : (X, L) → H it holds that (φ(x_1), . . . , φ(x_k)) ∈ S, (V2.) for every (s_1, . . . , s_k) ∈ S, there exists a list homomorphism φ : (X, L) → H such that (φ(x_1), . . . , φ(x_k)) = (s_1, . . . , s_k).

We will construct a variable gadget from the following two types of gadgets, first being an indicator gadget.

Definition 6.11 (Indicator gadget). Let S be an incomparable one-sided set of H and let s ∈ S. An indicator gadget I(s) for (α, β) is a graph I with H-lists L and with interface vertices x, y, input and output, such that: (I1.) L(x) = S and L(y) = {α, β}.

(I2.) For every list homomorphism φ : (I, L) → H, if φ(x) = s, then φ(y) = β. (I3.) For every s^′ ∈ S \{s}, there exists a list homomorphism φ : (I, L) → H such that φ(x) = s^′ and φ(y) = α.

(I4.) There exists a list homomorphism φ : (I, L) → H such that φ(x) = s and φ(y) = β.

The second building block of the variable gadget is the following.

Definition 6.12 (NAND_k-gadget). A NAND_k-gadget for (α, β) is a graph F with H-lists L and with k interface vertices a_1, . . . , a_k such that:

1. For every i ∈ [k], we have L(a_i) = {α, β}.

2. For every list homomorphism φ : (F, L) → H we have (φ(a_1), . . . , φ(a_k)) ∈ {α, β}^k \ {(β, . . . , β)}. 3. For every tuple (t_1, . . . , t_k) ∈ {α, β}^k \ {(β, . . . , β)} there exists a list homomorphism φ :

(F, L) → H such that φ(a_i) = t_i for every i ∈ [k].

By the following lemma from [62], we can construct the two latter gadgets. Lemma 6.13 (Okrasa, Piecyk, Rzążewski [62]). Let H be an undecomposable, connected, bipartite graph, whose complement is not a circular-arc graph. Let S be an incomparable set contained in one bipartition class of H. There exists a pair (α, β) of incomparable vertices from one bipartition class such that there exists a NAND_k-gadget for (α, β) and for every s ∈ S there exists an indicator gadget I(s) for (α, β).

The switching gadget and the assignment gadget can be constructed by the following lemma of [65].

Lemma 6.14 (Piecyk, Rzążewski [65]). Let H be an undecomposable, connected, bipartite graph, whose complement is not a circular-arc graph. For α, β given by Lemma 6.13, there exists γ in the same bipartition class of H, such that the following holds.

1. There exist α^′ ∈ N(α) \ N(β) and β^′ ∈ N(β) \ N(α). 2. There exists a switching gadget T for (α, β, γ).

3. Let S be an incomparable one-sided set in H, such that |S| ≥ 2. Then for every v ∈ S, there exists an assignment gadget A_v for (α, β, γ).

In the following lemma we will show that we can also construct a variable gadget.

Lemma 6.15. Let H be an undecomposable, connected, bipartite graph, whose complement is not a circular-arc graph. Let S_1, . . . , S_k be incomparable one-sided sets of H, and let S ⊆ S_1×. . .×S_k. Then there exists a variable gadget X for S.

Proof. Let α, β be the pair given by Lemma 6.13. First, let us introduce the interface vertices x_1, . . . , x_k with lists L(x_i) = S_i. For every tuple (s_1, . . . , s_k) ∈ S_1 × . . . × S_k \ S we introduce the following gadgets. For i ∈ [k], we introduce an indicator gadget I(s_i) for (α, β) and identify its input vertex with x_i. Then we introduce a NAND_k-gadget for (α, β) and identify its interface vertices with the output vertices of indicator gadgets. This completes the construction of the variable gadget X.

Let us verify that the constructed graph is indeed a variable gadget. First let (s_1, . . . , s_k) ∈ S_1 ×. . .×S_k \S and suppose that there is a list homomorphism φ : (X, L) → H such that φ(x_i) = s_i for every i ∈ [k]. Then for every indicator gadget I(s_i) introduced for tuple (s_1, . . . , s_k), its output vertex must be mapped to β. These output vertices were identified with interface vertices of a NAND_k-gadget, and thus cannot all be mapped to β, which is a contradiction.

So now let (s_1, . . . , s_k) ∈ S. We set φ(x_i) = s_i for every i ∈ [k]. It remains to show that φ can be extended to the remaining vertices of X, i.e., vertices of gadgets introduced for some tuples (s^′_1, . . . , s^′_k). Consider such a tuple (s^′_1, . . . , s^′_k), i.e., any tuple from S_1 × . . . × S_k \ S. There must be i ∈ [k] such that s_i ≠ s^′_i. Therefore the output vertex of the indicator gadget I(S_i) can be mapped to α. We can extend φ to the vertices of the remaining indicator gadgets so that their output vertices are mapped either to α or β. Since at least one of the interface vertices is not mapped to β, we can extend φ to the remaining vertices of the NAND_k-gadget. This completes the proof.

6.2.2 Reduction

In this section we will use the introduced gadgets to reduce the Constraint Satisfaction Problem to LHom(H). In the CSP(q, r) problem we are given a set D (domain) of size q, and in the input we are given a set of variables V and a set of r-ary constraints C, each of type R(v_1, . . . , v_r), where R ⊆ D^r and (v_1, . . . , v_r) ∈ V^r. The task is to determine whether there exists an assignment f : V → D such that for every R(v_1 . . . , v_r) ∈ C, we have (f(v_1), . . . , f(v_r)) ∈ R.

The construction in the following lemma is a refinement of the construction from [65].

Lemma 6.16. Let q, r, k ∈ N and let H be a connected bipartite incomparable graph, whose complement is not a circular-arc graph and such that mim(H^{⊗k}) ≥ q. Let ϕ be an instance of CSP(q, r) with n variables and m constraints. In time polynomial in (n + m) we can construct a graph G with H-lists L and with a linear ordering σ of V (G), such that:

(1.) ϕ is a yes-instance if and only if (G, L) → H,

(2.) the width of σ is at most k · n + r · g(k, H), where g is some function depending only on H and k,

(3.) |V (G)| = (n + m)^{O(1)}.

Proof. Recall that by Proposition 6.7 H is undecomposable, so it satisfies the assumptions of all the lemmas in Section 6.2.1. Let (α, β, γ) be the triple given by Lemma 6.14 and let D be the domain of ϕ. We construct (G, L) as follows.

Constraint gadgets. Let C_1, . . . , C_m be the constraints of ϕ. For each constraint C, we construct a constraint gadget, which is a path P_C with H-lists L, as follows. We start with vertices x_C and y_C with lists L(x_C ) = {α^′} and L(y_C ) = {β^′}, where α^′, β^′ are as in Lemma 6.14. Then for every assignment f of the variables in C that satisfies C we introduce a switching gadget T^f_C with q-vertex q^f_C . We connect the introduced gadgets by identifying the r-vertex of the

xC yC X_iX^′_iX_i X_{i+1}

T^{f1}_CT^{f2}_C T^{fj}_CT^{fℓ}_C

Figure 3: The path P_C for a constraint C and variable gadgets connected to P_C with assignment gadgets.

preceding switching gadget with the p-vertex of the following one. Moreover, we add edges from the p-vertex of the first switching gadget to x_C and from the r-vertex from the last switching gadget to y_C . This completes the construction of constraint gadgets.

Variable gadgets. Let v_1, . . . , v_n be the variables of ϕ. Let S, S^′ ⊆ V (H^{⊗k}) be the sets of endpoints of the induced matching M of size q in H^{⊗k} and such that S ⊆ X^k, S^′ ⊆ Y^k for X, Y being the bipartition classes of H. By S_i (resp. S^′_i) we denote the projection of S (resp. S^′) on ith coordinate. Note that each S_i and each S^′_i is incomparable (since H is incomparable) and one-sided. For each variable v_i, for each constraint C that contains v_i, and for each satisfying assignment f of the variables of C we introduce the variable gadgets X_{i,f,C} and X^′_{i,f,C} respectively for the sets S and S^′, and with interface vertices respectively x^1_{i,f,C} , . . . , x^k_{i,f,C} and x^{′1}_{i,f,C} , . . . , x^{′k}_{i,f,C} . Connecting variables and constraints. Note that since |S| = q, there is a bijection between S and possible assignments of one variable of ϕ, let us fix one, say μ : S → D. Let X_{i,f,C} be the variable gadget introduced for the variable v_i and a satisfying assignment f for a constraint C. Let (s_1, . . . , s_k) be the tuple from S that corresponds to f(v_i), i.e., μ((s_1, . . . , s_k)) = f(v_i). For each interface vertex x^j_{i,f,C} we introduce an assignment gadget A_{sj} and identify its x-vertex with x^j_{i,f,C} and its y-vertex with q^f_C . Then we add the edges x^j_{i,f,C} x^{′j}_{i,f,C} . Finally, let us fix an ordering of q-vertices so that q_1 precedes a vertex q_2 if:

• q_1 belongs to path P_{Ci} and q_2 belongs to P_{Cj} , and i < j, or

• q_1 and q_2 belong to the same path P_C and q_1 precedes q_2 on P_C .

Let q^f_C and q^{f ′}_{C′} be consecutive q-vertices. We add all edges x^{′j}_{i,f,C} x^j_{i,f ′,C′} . This completes the construction of (G, L) (see Fig. 3).

Correctness. Let us verify that (G, L) → H if and only if ϕ is satisfiable.

Claim 6.16.1. If (G, L) → H, then ϕ is satisfiable.

Proof of Claim 6.16.1: Let φ be a list homomorphism from (G, L) to H. First observe that since M is an induced matching in H^{⊗k}, all variable gadgets X_{i,f} ′_{,C} corresponding to the variable v_i have its interface vertices mapped to the same tuple (s_1, . . . , s_k) of S. Indeed, since for every variable gadget X_{i,f} ′_{,C} its interface vertices are adjacent to corresponding interface vertices of the gadget X^′_{i,f} ′_{,C} , mapping interface vertices of X_{i,f} ′_{,C} to (s_1, . . . , s_k) forces mapping the interface vertices of X^′_{i,f} ′_{,C} to a tuple (s^′_1, . . . , s^′_k) such that s_ℓs^′_ℓ ∈ E(H) for every ℓ ∈ [k], and thus

(s_1, . . . , s_k) is adjacent to (s^′_1, . . . , s^′_k) in H^{⊗k}. Since the interface vertices can be mapped only to tuples that are endpoints of the induced matching M in H^{⊗k}, the tuple (s_1, . . . , s_k) uniquely determines (s^′_1, . . . , s^′_k). Similarly, any mapping of the interface vertices of X^′_{i,f} ′_{,C} uniquely determines the mapping of the interface vertices of the variable gadget X_i′_{,f} ′′_{,C}′ following X^′_{i,f} ′_{,C} . Therefore we can set f(v_i) = μ((s_1, . . . , s_k)), for (s_1, . . . , s_k) being the tuple of vertices that the interface vertices of any variable gadget X_{i,f} ′_{,C} are mapped to.

Since the vertices α, α^′, β, β^′ induce a matching in H, for every constraint C, the p-vertex of the first switching gadget on P_C must be mapped to α and the r-vertex of the last switching gadget on P_C must be mapped to β. Therefore, there must be a switching gadget T^{f ′}_C such that its p-vertex is mapped to α and its r-vertex is mapped to β. By property (S4.), the vertex q^{f ′}_C must be mapped to γ. Recall that for every variable v_i that appears in C, we introduced k assignment gadgets A_{sj} , where (s_1, . . . , s_k) is the tuple such that f^′(v_i) = μ((s_1, . . . , s_k)). By the property (A4.) of the assignment gadget, each vertex x^j_{i,f ′,C} is mapped by φ to s_j. Thus f = f^′ on the variables from C, so f satisfies C. This completes the proof of the claim. ⌟

Claim 6.16.2. If ϕ is satisfiable, then (G, L) → H.

Proof of Claim 6.16.2: Let f be a satisfying assignment of the variables in ϕ. We construct φ : (G, L) → H as follows. For every variable gadget X_{i,f} ′ we set its interface vertices x^j_{i,f,C} to s_j, where (s_1, . . . , s_k) = μ^{−1}(f(v_i)) and we map the vertices x^{′j}_{i,f,C} to s_j, where (s^′_1, . . . , s^′_k) is the private neighbor of (s_1, . . . , s_k) in H^{⊗k} in the set S^′. By Definition 6.10, this mapping can be extended to every variable gadget. Now consider a constraint C and a switching gadget T^f_C . For this gadget, we map its p-vertex to α, its q-vertex to γ, its r-vertex to β, and we extend φ to all other vertices of this gadget by (S3.). For all other switching gadgets on P_C that precede T^f_C , we map their p-vertices and r-vertices to α and we extend φ to every switching gadget so that no q-vertex is mapped to γ, which can be done by (S2.). Similarly, for all switching gadgets that follow T^f_C on P_C we map their p-vertices and r-vertices to β and extend φ on remaining vertices of the gadgets so that no q-vertex is mapped to γ. It remains to map the vertices of the assignment gadgets. Let A be an assignment gadget that joins an interface vertex x^j_{i,f ′,C} with a q-vertex q^{f ′}_C . If f^′ = f, then φ(q^f_C ) = γ and φ(x^j_{i,f} ) = s_j , where (s_1, . . . , s_k) = μ^{−1}(f(v_j )). Recall that A must be an assignment gadget A_{sj} . Therefore, by (A3.) the homomorphism φ can be extended to remaining vertices of the gadget. Finally, if f^′ ≠ f, then φ(q^{f ′}_C ) ∈ {α, β}. By (A2.) the homomorphism φ can be extended to remaining vertices of the gadget. This completes the proof of the claim. ⌟

Cutwidth. Now we will construct a linear ordering σ of V (G) of width at most k·n+r·g(k, H), where g is a function that depends only on k and H. First we order vertices of the constraint gadgets so that we first put the vertices from P_{C1} in the order from the path, then from P_{C2} , and so on. Then we modify this ordering by inserting, immediately after each q-vertex q^f_C , the vertices from the gadgets X_{i,f,C} and X^′_{i,f,C} such that v_i is a variable that appears in C, and we place there also the vertices of the assignment gadgets that connect X_{i,f,C} with q^f_C . The ordering of the vertices of these gadgets is arbitrary. This completes the construction of the ordering of V (G). Now let us verify that it has desired width. Consider any cut. The edges that can cross this cut are:

• at most one edge from a constraint gadget,

• at most r · g(k, H) edges of variable gadgets and assignment gadgets corresponding to the same q-vertex, where g depends only on k and H,

• at most n · k edges that connect consecutive variable gadgets.

Therefore the cutwidth of G is at most n · k + r · g(k, H).

Finally, observe that the construction of (G, L) is performed in time polynomial in (n + m) and thus |V (G)| = (n + m)^{O(1)}. This completes the proof.

6.2.3 Wrapping up the proof

We will use Lemma 6.16 to provide a series of lower bounds for the complexity of LHom(H). We will use the folowing result of Lampis [48]. The first part of the theorem was not stated in the paper, but it follows from the proof of the second part.

Theorem 6.17 (Lampis [48]). (1.) Assuming the ETH, there exists δ > 0 such that for every q ≥ 2 the following holds. The CSP(q, 3) problem on n variables and m clauses cannot be solved in time q^{δ·n} · (n + m)^{O(1)}.

(2.) Assuming the SETH, for every q ≥ 2 and ε > 0 there exists r such that the following holds. The CSP(q, r) problem on n variables and m clauses cannot be solved in time (q − ε)^n · (n + m)^{O(1)}.

By combining Theorem 6.17 with Lemma 6.16 we obtain the following.

Theorem 6.18. Let H_0 denote the set of connected incomparable bipartite graphs whose complement is not a circular-arc graph.

(1.) Assuming the ETH, there exists δ > 0 such that for every H ∈ H_0 and for every k ∈ N, the following holds. There is no algorithm solving every instance (G, L) of LHom(H) given with a linear ordering of width t in time mim(H^{⊗k})^1k^{·δ·t} · |V (G)|^{O(1)}.

(2.) Assuming the SETH, for every H ∈ H_0, for every k ∈ N, and for every ε > 0, the following holds. There is no algorithm solving every instance (G, L) of LHom(H) given with a linear ordering of width t in time (mim(H^{⊗k})^1k − ε)^t · |V (G)|^{O(1)}.

Proof of (1.) First assume the ETH and let δ > 0 be given by Theorem 6.17 (1.). Furthermore let H ∈ H_0 and let q = mim(H^{⊗k}). Suppose that there is an algorithm A_1 that solves every instance (G, L) of LHom(H) given with a linear ordering of width t in time mim(H^{⊗k})^1k^{·δ·t} · |V (G)|^{O(1)}. Let ϕ be an instance of CSP(q, 3) on n variables and m clauses. We call Lemma 6.16 to construct an instance (G, L) of LHom(H) with a linear ordering σ of width t satisfying the conditions given in Lemma 6.16. Thus we can solve the instance ϕ by calling A_1 in time: mim(H^{⊗k})^{1k ·δ·t} · |V (G)|^{O(1)} ≤ q^{1k ·δ·(k·n+r·g(k,H))} · |V (G)|^{O(1)} = q^{δ·n} · |V (G)|^{O(1)}, which is a contradiction by Theorem 6.17.

Proof of (2.) Now assume the SETH. Let ε > 0, let H ∈ H_0 and suppose there is an algorithm A_2 that solves every instance (G, L) of LHom(H) given with a linear ordering of width t in time (mim(H^{⊗k})^1k − ε)^t · |V (G)|^{O(1)}. Let q = mim(H^{⊗k}), let ε^′ = q − (q^1k − ε)^k > 0, and let r = r(q, ε^′) be given by Theorem 6.17 (2.). Let ϕ be an instance of CSP(q, r) on n variables and m clauses. We call Lemma 6.16 to construct an instance (G, L) of LHom(H) with a linear ordering σ of width t satisfying the conditions given in Lemma 6.16.

Since the instance (G, L) is equivalent to the instance ϕ, we can use A_2 to solve ϕ. The reduction is performed in time polynomial in (n + m), and A_2 runs in time:

(mim(H^{⊗k})^{1k} − ε)^t · |V (G)|^{O(1)} ≤ (q^{1k} − ε)^{k·n+r·g(k,H)} · (n + m)^{O(1)} = (q^{1k} − ε)^{k·n} · (n + m)^{O(1)}

= (q − ε^′)^n · (n + m)^{O(1)},

which is a contradiction by Theorem 6.17.

By definition, for a bipartite H we have mimsup(H) = lim sup_{k→∞} mim(H^{⊗k})^{1/k}, so Theorem 6.18 yields the following.

Theorem 6.1. Let H_0 denote the set of connected incomparable bipartite graphs whose complement is not a circular-arc graph.

(1.) Assuming the ETH, there exists δ > 0 such that for every H ∈ H_0 the following holds.

There is no algorithm that solves every consistent instance (G, L) of LHom(H), given with a linear ordering of V (G) of width t, in time mimsup(H)^{δ·t} · |V (G)|^{O(1)}.

(2.) Assuming the SETH, for every ε > 0 and H ∈ H_0 the following holds. There is no algorithm that solves every consistent instance (G, L) of LHom(H), given with a linear ordering of V (G) of width t, in time (mimsup(H) − ε)^t · |V (G)|^{O(1)}.

Proof of (1.) Let H ∈ H_0 and let (G, L) be an instance of LHom(H) given with a linear ordering of width t. Let δ^′ > 0 be given by Theorem 6.18 and let 0 < δ < δ^′. Furthermore, let k ∈ N be such that mim(H^{⊗k})^1k > mimsup(H)^δδ^′ – it exists by the definition of mimsup and the fact that δ δ^′ < 1. If (G, L) can be solved in time

mimsup(H)^{δ·t} · |V (G)|^{O(1)} < mim(H^{⊗k})^{δ′k ·t} · |V (G)|^{O(1)}, then by Theorem 6.18 it contradicts the ETH.

Proof of (2.) Let H ∈ H_0 and let (G, L) be an instance of LHom(H) given with a linear ordering of width t. Let ε > 0 and let ε^′ =^ε_2 . By the definition of mimsup(H), there exists k ∈ N such that mim(H^{⊗k})^1k − ε^′ ≥ mimsup(H) − ε. If (G, L) can be solved in time

(mimsup(H) − ε)^t · |V (G)|^{O(1)} ≤ (mim(H^{⊗k})^{1k} − ε^′)^t · |V (G)|^{O(1)},

then by Theorem 6.18 it contradicts the SETH.

7 Relations between various rank parameters

In this section, we state various combinatorial results about the parameters studied in this paper.

7.1 Comparing him and mimsup We first make some simple observations and will then show that (perhaps surprisingly) mimsup can be much larger than him.

Lemma 7.1. Let A be a matrix. Then mimsup(A) ≥ him(A) ≥ mim(A).

Proof. The second inequality follows directly since each induced matching is a half-induced matching. We prove the first inequality.

Let R = {a_1, . . . , a_i} and C = {b_1, . . . , b_i} be the rows and columns respectively of a maximum half-induced matching in A. We may assume that these are ordered such that A[a_j , b_j ] = 1 for all j ∈ [i] and A[a_k, b_j ] = 0 for all k < j. For integers s ≥ 1, we consider the submatrix of A^{⊗is} induced on the rows consisting of ‘balanced’ sequences {(r_1, . . . , r_{is}) ∈ R^{is} | |{ℓ : r_ℓ = a_j }| = s, for every j ∈ [i]} and similarly for the columns {(c_1, . . . , c_{is}) ∈ C^{is} | |{ℓ : c_ℓ = b_j }| = s, for every j ∈ [i]}.

We claim this forms an induced matching of size (_{is} s,...,s ) = i^{(1+o(1))is}, which shows that mimsup(A) ≥ i = him(A). Since the size is clear from the definition, it only remains to check that it indeed forms an induced matching. To show this, we explain why the row of r = (a_1, . . . , a_1, a_2, . . . , a_2, . . . , a_i, . . . , a_i) has a single one entry in column c = (b_1, . . . , b_1, b_2, . . . , b_2, . . . , b_i, . . . , b_i). The other cases follow by symmetry. It is clear that A^{⊗is}[r, c] = 1. Any column c^′ with A^{⊗is}[r, c^′] = 1 must have A[a_1, c^′_j ] = 1 for all j ∈ [s]. But A[a_1, b_j ] = 0 when j > 1, so this implies that {j : c^′_j = b_1} = [s]. Similarly, we require A[a_2, c^′_j ] = 1 for all j ∈ [s + 1, 2s], but c^′ has already ‘used’ all its b_1’s and so {j | c^′_j = b_2} needs to be [s + 1, 2s]. Continuing inductively, we find that {j | c^′_j = b_k} = [(k − 1)s + 1, ks] for all k ∈ [i], that is, c^′ = c.

We are now ready to prove previously claimed bounds.

Theorem 1.3. For every non-bipartite graph H with adjacency matrix A_H and k ∈ N,

him(A_H ) ≤ mimsup(A_H ) = lim_{k→∞} mim(A^{⊗k}_H )^{1/k} and mim(A^{⊗k}_H ) ≤ k^{him(AH )k}.

Proof. Lemma 7.1 shows the first inequality. The proof of Lemma 4.3 implies that for any matrix A, mim(A^{⊗k}) ≤ k^{him(A)k}, since no smaller representative set can be found when the rows induce an induced matching (with some set of columns).

The following observation implies that sequences such as mim(A^{⊗2k} )^{1/2k} are non-decreasing.

Lemma 7.2. Given two matrices A and B, mim(A ⊗ B) ≥ mim(A) mim(B). In particular, mimsup(A^{⊗k}) = mimsup(A)^k.

Proof. Suppose that (r_1, c_1), . . . , (r_a, c_a) forms a maximum induced matching of size a in A, in the sense that A[(r_1, . . . , r_a), (c_1, . . . , c_a)] induces the identity matrix. Similarly, suppose the submatrix of B induced on rows r^′_1, . . . , r^′_b and columns c^′_1, . . . , c^′_b (in that order) induces the identity matrix. In A ⊗ B, we may consider the submatrix induced on ab rows {(r_i, r^′_j ) | i ∈ [a], j ∈ [b]} and columns {(c_i, c^′_j ) | i ∈ [a], j ∈ [b]}. In this case, (A ⊗ B)[(r_i, r^′_j ), (c_v , c^′_w)] = A[r_i, c_v ]B[r^′_j , c^′_w] is 1 if and only if i = v and j = w. This gives an induced matching of size ab = mim(A) mim(B), as desired.

Since the limit lim_{k→∞} mim(A^{⊗k})^{1/k} exists (see Section 2), the subsequence (mim(A^{⊗kℓ})^{1/kℓ})_ℓ has the same limit as (mim(A^{⊗k′} )^{1/k′} )_k′ , that is,

mimsup(A^{⊗k})^{1/k} = lim_{ℓ→∞} mim(A^{⊗kℓ})^{1/kℓ} = lim_{k′→∞} mim(A^{⊗k′} )^{1/k′} = mimsup(A).

This shows the ‘in particular’.

The results above also imply that

mimsup(A) = lim sup_{k→∞} him(A^{⊗k})^{1/k}.

In principle, mim(A^{⊗k})^{1/k} could grow very slowly and it could take very long to become as large as him(A) (and in fact it may stay smaller for all k ∈ N). Our next result gives some form of guarantee: already for k = 2, mim(A^{⊗k})^{1/k} ≥ √ him(A).

Lemma 7.3. mim(A^{⊗2}) ≥ him(A).

Proof. Let a_1, . . . , a_i and b_1, . . . , b_i be the rows and columns respectively of a maximum halfinduced matching in A. We may assume that these are ordered such that A[a_j , b_j ] = 1 for all j ∈ [i] and A[a_k, b_j ] = 0 for all k < j. In A^{⊗2} we claim that the rows r_1 = (a_1, a_i), r_2 = (a_2, a_{i−1}), . . . , r_i = (a_i, a_1) and the columns c_1 = (b_1, b_i), c_2 = (b_2, b_{i−1}), . . . , c_i = (b_i, b_1) induce a matching of size i = him(A). Indeed, for j, j^′ ∈ [i], by definition A[c_j , r_j′ ] = A[a_j , b_j′ ]A[a_{i+1−j} , b_{i+1−j}′ ], for which both terms are 1 if j = j^′ and at least one term is 0 if j ≠ j^′.

We now move to the main result of this section. At first glance, it may be natural to conjecture that in fact mimsup(A) = him(A) for all matrices A. This is however not true, as the following result shows.

Theorem 7.4. There is a constant C > 1, such that for all sufficiently large integers h, there is a symmetric (2h × 2h) matrix A with him(A) ≤ 10 log_2 h and mimsup(A) ≥ √ h. In order to ensure the matrix has no large half-induced matching, we will in fact ensure it has no large blocks of zeros. Moreover, we will show that not just the mimsup is large, we already find a large induced matching in the second Kronecker product. This lemma immediately implies the theorem above, since if M has a half-induced matching of size 2ℓ, then it has an ℓ × ℓ all zeros square submatrix.

Lemma 7.5. There is a constant C > 1, such that for all sufficiently large h, there is a symmetric (2h × 2h) matrix A without 2⌈2 log_2 h⌉ × 2⌈2 log_2 h⌉ blocks of zeros yet mim(A^{⊗2}) ≥ h.

Proof. We write · for the Hadamard (pointwise multiplication) product. Then A_1 · A_2 is a submatrix of A^{⊗2} when A_1 and A_2 are obtained as a ‘stretch’ of A: that is, we are allowed to repeat rows and columns of A as often as we like.

Let M be a random (h × h)-matrix, with 1’s on the diagonal and the entries below the diagonal sampled independently uniformly at random from {0, 1}, where the entries above the diagonal are chosen in order to make a symmetric matrix. Let M^′ be the ‘complement’ of M: the diagonal entries are still 1 (M^′_{ii} = M_{ii} = 1) but all other entries are flipped (M^′_{ij} = 1 − M_{ij} for i ≠ j). By construction, M ·M^′ is the (h×h)-identity matrix and M, M^′ are both symmetric with the same distribution.

We first show that with high probability, M does not contain a ℓ × ℓ block of zeros for ℓ = ⌈2 log_2 h⌉. Note that any such block is given by rows r_1, . . . , r_ℓ and columns c_1, . . . , c_ℓ. All must be distinct (since the diagonal entries are non-zero). In particular, all M[r_i, c_j ] entries are sampled independently. By a union bound, the probability that M has an ℓ × ℓ block consisting of only zeros is at most ( h 2 log_2 h

)_2 ( 1 2 )_{(2 log2 h)}2 ≤ ( eh 2 log_2 h

)_{4 log2 h} ( 1 h )_{4 log2 h} = o(1).

(This is the ‘standard Ramsey calculation’.) So for h sufficiently large, such a block does not exist in M with high probability. Since M and M^′ have the same distribution, the same holds for M^′. We set A = ( M M^′ M^′ M ) . Then A has no 2ℓ × 2ℓ block of zeros. At the same time, A^{⊗2} contains the Hadamard product M · M^′ as submatrix. So him(A ⊗ A) ≥ mim(M · M^′) = h.

We showed that for all h sufficiently large, there is a matrix A without 2⌈2 log h⌉ × 2⌈2 log h⌉ block of zeros yet him(A^{⊗2}) ≥ h, as desired.

The proof above gives examples of matrices M, M^′ for which the Hadamard product · is not multiplicative, that is, him(M · M^′) > him(M)him(M^′). We remark that mim(A · B) > mim(A) mim(B) is also possible, e.g.

6 = mim(A · B) > 2 × 2 = mim(A) mim(B) for

A = 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 and B =

1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 .

The property of being a half-induced matching can also be weakened to M[i, i] = 1 and M[i, j]+ M[j, i] ≤ 1 for all i ≠ j (‘sub-antisymmetric’). Let g(M) denote the largest submatrix with this property. Then g(M) ≥ him(M) and him(M) ≥ ⌊log_2(g(M))⌋ by greedily selecting the row r with the most zeros, throwing away the columns that have a 1 entry in row r. Each time we throw out at most halve of the remaining columns, so this can continue for at least ⌊log_2(g(M))⌋ steps. This shows these two parameters are functionally equivalent.

7.2 Comparing him and support rank

Our algorithm in Lemma 4.3 is based on the size of the largest half-induced matching. We next show that him and the support rank are not functionally equivalent. In particular, this shows our new approach gives a better guarantee when k is small (when H may be chosen arbitrarily from the infinite family of matrices below).

Theorem 7.6. For each field F and integer t ≥ 3, for all n sufficiently large, there exists a symmetric matrix A ∈ {0, 1}^{n×n} with ones on the diagonal, such that

• him(A) ≤ 2t, and

• any matrix B ∈ F^{n×n} with the same support as A has rank at least n^{1−2/t}.

Rather than proving this result ourselves, we will conclude it from results for a related notion. The minrank of a graph G on the set of vertices [n] over a field F is the minimum possible rank of a matrix M ∈ F^{n×n} with nonzero diagonal entries such that M_{i,j} = 0 whenever i and j are distinct nonadjacent vertices of G. This gives an upper bound on the Shannon capacity of the graph, but can also be used to give lower bounds on the smallest dimension d for which the graph admits certain geometric representations in R^d , e.g. orthogonal representations, unit distance graphs or touching spheres (see [1, 36, 39]).

If we denote by A ∈ {0, 1}^{n×n} the adjacency matrix of G and write

M(A, F) = {M ∈ F^{n×n} | A_{i,j} = 0 =⇒ M_{i,j} = 0 for i ≠ j and M_{i,i} ≠ 0 for all i}

then the minrank of G is min{rank(M) | M ∈ M(A, F)}. With M^′(A, F) = {M ∈ F^{n×n} | M_{i,j} = 0 ⇐⇒ A_{i,j} = 0}, the support rank of A is min{rank(M) | M ∈ M^′(A)}. We see that the set M(A, F) remains the same when all the diagonal entries of A are changed to ones. When A has ones on the diagonal, then M^′(A, F) ⊆ M(A, F) and so the support rank is lower bounded by the minrank of A.

For a graph H with h ≥ 3 vertices, let m_2(H) denote the maximum value of^{|E(H′)|−1}_{|V (H′)|−2} over all subgraphs H^′ of H on at least 3 vertices. We will use the following result of Alon, Balla, Gishboliner, Mond and Mousset [1].

Theorem 7.7 ([1, Theorem 5.3]). Let H be a graph with h ≥ 3 vertices. Then there is a constant c = c(H) > 0 such that for every (finite or infinite) field F and every integer n there is a graph G on n vertices whose complement contains no copy of H, so that minrank_F (G) ≥ cn^{1−1/m2 (H)}/ log n. Let t ≥ 3. For K_{t,t} the complete bipartite graph with sides of size t, m_2(K_{t,t}) ≥ t^2 − 1 2(t − 1) = t + 1 2 . By Theorem 7.7 with H = K_{t,t}, we find that there is a graph G on n vertices of minrank at least c(K_{t,t})n^{1−1/m2(Kt,t)}/ log n avoiding K_{t,t} in its complement. When n is chosen to be sufficiently large, c(K_{t,t})n^{1−1/m2(Kt,t)}/ log n > n^{1−2/t}. Let A be the adjacency matrix of G where ones are placed on the diagonal. By our previous discussion, the support rank of A is at least n^{1−2/t}.

We claim that him(A) < 2t. Indeed, if A contained a half-induced matching of size 2t, then there are t rows r_1, . . . , r_t and t columns c_1, . . . , c_t that form an all-zero block in A. In particular, this contains no diagonal entries so r_i ≠ c_j for all i, j ∈ [t]. But then G[{r_1, . . . , r_t, c_1, . . . , c_t}] has a complete bipartite graph K_{t,t} as subgraph, a contradiction. This proves Theorem 7.6.

7.3 Comparing mimsup and Shannon capacity

In this section, we shortly discuss the relation between our new parameter and the Shannon capacity. Recall that the Shannon capacity is defined as

Θ(G) = lim sup_{k→∞} α(G^{⊠k}),

where α(G) is the independence number of G and G^{⊠k} denotes the result of taking the strong graph product of k copies of G (in the strong product two vertices are adjacent if on each coordinate they contain either a pair neighbors or the same vertex, see [38]).

Let G be a graph with line graph L(G). Denote (L(G))^2 for the square of the line graph: the vertex set is E(G) where e, e^′ ∈ E(G) are adjacent if e ∩ e^{′′} and e^′ ∩ e^{′′} are both non-empty for some e^{′′} ∈ E(G) (possibly e^{′′} ∈ {e, e^′}). Then there is a one-to-one correspondence between independent sets in L(G)^2 and induced matchings of G: two edges e ≠ e^′ can be together in an induced matching if and only if no edge e^{′′} intersects both e and e^′.

However, L(G ⊗ H)^2 is not isomorphic to L(G)^2 ⊠ L(H)^2 and in fact mimsup(G) and Θ(L(G)^2) are not functionally related as the following example shows. Let H be a half-graph on vertices v_1, . . . , v_r on one side and w_1, . . . , w_r on the other, where the edges are v_iw_j for i ≤ j. Consider two edges e = v_iw_j and f = v_sw_r (so i ≤ j and s ≤ r). If i = s or j = r, then ef is an edge in L(H). Otherwise, if i < s ≤ r then there is an edge v_iw_r in H, and thus ef is an edge in L(H)^2. Finally, if s < i ≤ j, then v_sw_j is an edge in H and therefore ef is an edge in L(H)^2. So (L(H))^2 is the complete graph on^{r(r+1)}_2 vertices. Any strong product power ((L(G))^2)^{⊠k} is also a complete graph, so the Shannon capacity of (L(H))^2 is 1, while mimsup(H) ≥ him(H) = r.

On the other hand, we do find the following relationship.

Lemma 7.8. For any bipartite graph G it holds that Θ(L(G)^2) ≤ mimsup(G).

Proof. Let G be a bipartite graph with bipartition classes U, V . Let A be the bi-adjacency matrix of G. Let k ≥ 1 be an integer. Let G_k be the bipartite graph corresponding to bi-adjacency matrix A^{⊗k} on vertex sets U^k and V^k. (In our notation G_k = G^{⊗k}.) It suffices to show that

α((L(G)^2)^{⊠k}) ≤ α(L(G_k)^2) = mim(G_k) = mim(A^{⊗k}), where the first equality has been shown at the start of this section and the second is by definition. We prove the inequality above by showing G_1 = L(G_k)^2 is isomorphic to a subgraph of G_2 = (L(G)^2)^{⊠k} – note that both graphs have the same number of vertices, so in fact we will show that G_2 is isomorphic to a graph obtained by adding some (possibly zero) edges to G_1.

The vertices of L(G_k)^2 are of the form {u, v} with u = (u_1, . . . , u_k) ∈ U^k and v = (v_1, . . . , v_k) ∈ V^k and e_i = u_iv_i ∈ E for all i ∈ [k]. We let f({u, v}) = (e_1, . . . , e_k) ∈ V ((L(G)^2)^{⊠k}). Then f : V (G_1) → V (G_2) is an injective function. It remains to show that f(e)f(e^′) ∈ E(G_2) when ee^′ ∈ E(G_1). Let ee^′ ∈ E(G_1) be given with e = {u, v} and e^′ = {u^′, v^′} for u, u^′ ∈ U^k and v, v^′ ∈ V^k. Since ee^′ ∈ E(L(G_k)^2), either {u, v^′} or {u^′, v} must be an element of E(G_k). By symmetry, we may assume e^{′′} = {u, v^′} ∈ E(G_k). But by definition, that means that for all i ∈ [k], e^{′′}_i := u_iv^′_i ∈ E is incident with both e_i := u_iv_i ∈ E and e^′_i := u^′_iv^′_i ∈ E. So (e_1, . . . , e_k) is adjacent to (e^′_1, . . . , e^′_k) in G_2. The claim now follows as f(e) = (e_1, . . . , e_k) and f(e^′) = (e^′_1, . . . , e^′_k).

7.4 Support rank, covering by bicliques, and Prague dimension

Let H be a graph on n vertices. The Prague dimension of a graph H (sometimes also called product dimension or just dimension) introduced by Nešetřil, Pultr, and Rödl [60, 61] is the least integer p such that there exist integers n_1, . . . , n_p for which H is an induced subgraph of K_{n1} × . . . × K_{np} , where × denotes the direct product (see Section 5) and K_{ni} is the complete graph on n_i vertices. Note that without loss of generality we may assume that n_1 = n_2 = . . . = n_p = n. We denote the Prague dimension of H by dim(H). Note that for two vertices u = (u_1, . . . , u_p), v = (v_1, . . . , v_p) of K_n × . . . × K_n, they are adjacent if and only if u_i ≠ v_i for every i ∈ [p]. Therefore equivalently we can say that dim(H) ≤ p if we can encode each vertex of H as a sequence of length p so that the vertices are adjacent if and only if their corresponding sequences differ on every coordinate.

Theorem 7.9. Let H be a bipartite graph.

(1) There exists a family B that dim(H)-covers H^c.

(2) If H^c can be r-covered, then dim(H) ≤ r^2 + 2.

Proof of (1). Let n = |V (H)|, r = dim(H), and let μ : V (H) → [n]^r be a mapping whose image induces a copy of H in r-fold direct product of K_n with vertex set [n]; it exists by the definition of dim(H). For i ∈ [r], j ∈ [n], let B_{i,j} be the subgraph of H^c induced by these vertices v ∈ V (H) for which the projection of μ(v) to the i-th coordinate is equal to j. We define B = {B_{i,j} | i ∈ [r], j ∈ [n]}. Observe that all vertices of B_{i,j} are pairwise non-adjacent in H since for all tuples μ(v) their i-th coordinate is the same. Therefore B_{i,j} is an induced biclique of H^c.

Now let us verify that B r-covers H^c. First consider a vertex v ∈ V (H^c) = V (H) and let μ(v) = (v_1, . . . , v_p). The vertex v is contained is subgraph B_{i,vi} for i ∈ [r], so v is in r bicliques. So now consider any edge uv of H^c, and let μ(u) = (u_1, . . . , u_r) and μ(v) = (v_1, . . . , v_r). By the definition of H^c, we have that uv /∈ E(H) and therefore there exists i ∈ [r] such that u_i = v_i. Thus both u, v are contained in the biclique B_{i,ui} . This completes the proof.

Proof of (2). Let the bipartition classes of H be X, Y . Let B be a family of bicliques that rcovers H^c and let B_1, . . . , B_s be the fixed arbitrary ordering of B. Define I = [r]^2 ∪{(0, 1), (1, 0)}, which will be our set of indices. Note that |I| = r^2 + 2. Let q = max(|V (H)|, s + 2). We aim to define a mapping μ : V (H) → [q]^{|I|} which will define an induced copy of H in |I|-fold product of K_q with vertex set [q] (here it will be convenient not to assume that the cliques have |V (H)| vertices).

Fix a pair (i, j) ∈ [r]^2 and consider u ∈ X (resp. v ∈ Y ). Let u (resp. v) be covered by r^′ ≤ r bicliques in B. We define

μ_{i,j}(u) = ℓ if i ≤ r^′ and B_ℓ is the i-th biclique covering u s + 1 if i > r^′, μ_{i,j}(v) = ℓ if j ≤ r^′ and B_ℓ is the j-th biclique covering v s + 2 if i > r^′.

Moreover, we define μ_{1,0} : V (H) → [q] so that each vertex receives distinct value (this is possible as q ≥ |V (H)|), and μ_{0,1} : V (H) → [q] that maps all vertices from X to 1 and all vertices from Y to 2.

Now, μ : V (H) → [q]^I is defined in a way that the projection of μ on the coordinate (i, j) ∈ I is precisely μ_{i,j}. This completes the definition of μ.

Let us verify that the image μ(V (H)) induces a copy of H. By the definition of μ_{1,0}, the mapping is injective and by the definition of μ_{0,1} for u, v from the same bipartition class we have that μ(u) and μ(v) are non-adjacent in K_q × . . . × K_q (we remark that μ_{1,0} is not needed if all vertices have pairwise distinct neighborhoods).

Consider uv ∈ E(H) with u ∈ X, v ∈ Y . This means that uv /∈ E(H^c) and thus there is no biclique that contains both u, v. Therefore μ(u) and μ(v) differ on every coordinate and hence are adjacent.

So now consider uv /∈ E(H) with u ∈ X, v ∈ Y . Since uv ∈ E(H^c), there must be at least one biclique B_ℓ ∈ B that contains uv. Therefore for some pair (i, j) we defined μ_{i,j}(u) = μ_{i,j}(v) = ℓ, so μ(u) is non-adjacent to μ(v). This completes the proof.

We conclude this section with the following bound.

Corollary 7.10. The following bounds hold.

1. If H is not bipartite, then the support rank of the adjacency matrix of H is at most (dim(H^∗) + 1)^{dim(H∗)}.

2. If H is bipartite, then the support rank of the bi-adjacency matrix of H is at most (dim(H) + 1)^{dim(H)}.

Proof. The first statement is an immediate corollary of Lemma 4.7 and Theorem 7.9 (1). We point out that Lemma 4.7 holds, if we consider covering H^c instead of (H^∗)^c and the bi-adjacency matrix of H instead the adjacency matrix. Therefore, the second statement follows as well.

8 Conclusion

We conclude the paper by discussing graphs H that are potentially missed by Theorem 5.2 and Theorem 1.1, and pointing out some directions for further research.

Non-projective graphs. The combination of Corollary 5.3 and Theorem 1.1 gives strong evidence that if H is projective, then indeed mimsup(H) is the “right” parameter to study in the context of Open Problem 1. So let us consider the case that H is not projective.

There are two questions to be asked: (i) what graphs are non-projective non-bipartite cores, and (ii) whether we can show some interesting lower bound for Hom(H) in such a case.

Concerning question (i), it turns out that the only way of constructing non-projective graphs that we know is by using direct products. Indeed, for H = H_1 × H_2, a function that maps each ((x_1, x_2), (y_1, y_2)) ∈ V (H^2) to (x_1, y_2), is a homomorphism from H^2 to H, but not a projection. Actually, it is conjectured that all non-projective graphs are constructed in such a way [50,63], i.e., every non-projective non-bipartite core is not prime. Recall that direct products are handled by Theorem 5.2, and the parameter considered there is actually the maximum value of mimsup(H^′), where H^′ iterates over factors of the prime decomposition of H.

Concerning question (ii), Larose [49] defined a subclass of projective graphs called strongly projective graphs (we do not include the definition as it is quite technical and not so relevant to our work). It turns out that we do not know any graphs that are projective but not strongly projective and it is conjectured that these two classes actually coincide [49,63]. This conjecture, combined with the one mentioned in the previous paragraph and Theorem 5.1, yields that every non-bipartite core graph admits a (unique) prime factorization into strongly projective graphs.

Using the methods introduced in [63], it is possible to lift Theorem 1.1 to such a setting, and the constant appearing in the lower bound becomes again mimsup(H^′) defined as above. As the main focus of the paper is how asymptotic rank parameters can be used to upperbound the complexity of an algorithm for finding graph homomorphisms, we skip discussing this generalization in detail and refer the reader to [63].

Directions for further research. An obvious open problem is to fully resolve Open Problem 1. As discussed, to achieve this goal we only lack a fast algorithm that computes representative sets for partial solutions to Hom(H). We have shown in Lemma 4.3 that such sets can be found non-trivially fast and hope it can be further improved to settle Open Problem 1. A far more ambitious (and probably currently out of reach) goal is to provide a (more) fine-grained version of the Courcelle’s theorem for deciding any graph property definable in the monadic second-order logic. While being homomorphic to a given graph H is of course only a very special sort of such a property, we find our progress on Open Problem 1 encouraging in this respect and hope that eventually similar connections between the complexity of more general computational problems and asymptotic rank parameters can be made as well. In particular, we believe that mimsup (or a similar parameter that tracks the asymptotic behavior under appropriate products) is likely to determine the limit of dynamic programming approaches in other settings as well, especially those determined by various graph width parameters.

Another suggested direction of research is purely combinatorial/algebraic: we expect that mimsup is an interesting parameter for further study in its own right. Similar asymptotic parameters have been defined for tensors (such as asymptotic tensor rank, which can be used to define the matrix multiplication constant ω) but the interesting asymptotic aspects disappear for the special case of matrices. We give some suggestions below.

• What type of values can mimsup(H) take given a matrix H? Can it take non-integer values? Similar questions have recently been investigated for asymptotic tensor parameters, see e.g. [4, 7].

• What is the value of mimsup for a n × n random matrix, where each entry of the matrix gets sampled independently to be 1 with probability p and to be 0 with probability 1 − p?

• We showed that him and the support rank are not functionally equivalent. Is mimsup functionally equivalent to either him or the support rank?

The second question may shed some light on the third.

Our own progress on the relation between him and mimsup lifted basic arguments from (multi-color) Ramsey numbers. Let R(t; ℓ) denote the smallest integer r for which every ℓcoloring of K_r, the complete graph on r vertices, has a monochromatic K_t. Ignoring smaller order terms, for ℓ ≥ 3, the best upper bound ℓ^{ℓt} comes from the ‘neighbourhood chasing argument’ similar to the one we applied in Lemma 4.3. On the lower bound side it is difficult to get beyond bounds of the form c^{ℓt}, for c constant (see [15] for further discussion). It remains open whether g(t) = lim sup_{ℓ→∞} R(t; ℓ)^{1/ℓ} is finite for all constant t. In particular, the state-of-the-art from this line of work may give some improvement on our separation but is unlikely to (directly) yield an answer to the problem of whether him and mimsup are functionally equivalent or not.

Acknowledgement. The authors are grateful to Koblich for enlightening discussions about communication complexity.

References

[1] Noga Alon, Igor Balla, Lior Gishboliner, Adva Mond, and Frank Mousset. The minrank of random graphs over arbitrary fields. Israel Journal of Mathematics, 235:63–77, 2020.

[2] Noga Alon and Eyal Lubetzky. The shannon capacity of a graph and the independence numbers of its powers. IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, 52(5):2172–2176, 2006.

[3] Srinivasan Arunachalam, Péter Vrana, and Jeroen Zuiddam. The asymptotic induced matching number of hypergraphs: Balanced binary strings. The Electronic Journal of Combinatorics, 27(3), 2020.

[4] Andreas Blatter, Jan Draisma, and Filip Rupniewski. Countably many asymptotic tensor ranks. arXiv:2212.12219, 2022.

[5] Hans L. Bodlaender, Marek Cygan, Stefan Kratsch, and Jesper Nederlof. Deterministic single exponential time algorithms for connectivity problems parameterized by treewidth. Inf. Comput., 243:86–111, 2015.

[6] Glencora Borradaile and Hung Le. Optimal dynamic program for r-domination problems over tree decompositions. In Jiong Guo and Danny Hermelin, editors, 11th International Symposium on Parameterized and Exact Computation, IPEC 2016, August 24-26, 2016, Aarhus, Denmark, volume 63 of LIPIcs, pages 8:1–8:23. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2016.

[7] Jop Briët, Matthias Christandl, Itai Leigh, Amir Shpilka, and Jeroen Zuiddam. Discreteness of asymptotic tensor ranks. arXiv:2306.01718, 2023.

[8] Csilla Bujtás, Akbar Davoodi, Ervin Győri, and Zsolt Tuza. Clique coverings and clawfree graphs. European Journal of Combinatorics, 88:103114, 2020. Selected papers of EuroComb17.

[9] Andrei A. Bulatov and Amirhossein Kazeminia. Complexity classification of counting graph homomorphisms modulo a prime number. In Stefano Leonardi and Anupam Gupta, editors, STOC ’22: 54th Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, Rome, Italy, June 20 - 24, 2022, pages 1024–1037. ACM, 2022.

[10] Peter Bürgisser, Michael Clausen, and Amin Shokrollahi. Algebraic complexity theory. In Grundlehren der mathematischen Wissenschaften, 1997.

[11] Jin-Yi Cai and Ashwin Maran. The complexity of counting planar graph homomorphisms of domain size 3. In Barna Saha and Rocco A. Servedio, editors, Proceedings of the 55th Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2023, Orlando, FL, USA, June 20-23, 2023, pages 1285–1297. ACM, 2023.

[12] Airlie Chapman and Mehran Mesbahi. On strong structural controllability of networked systems: A constrained matching approach. In 2013 American Control Conference, pages 6126–6131, 2013.

[13] Prasad Chaugule, Nutan Limaye, and Aditya Varre. Variants of homomorphism polynomials complete for algebraic complexity classes. ACM Trans. Comput. Theory, 13(4):21:1–21:26, 2021.

[14] Rajesh Chitnis, László Egri, and Dániel Marx. List h-coloring a graph by removing few vertices. Algorithmica, 78(1):110–146, 2017.

[15] David Conlon and Asaf Ferber. Lower bounds for multicolor ramsey numbers. Advances in Mathematics, 378:107528, 2021.

[16] Bruno Courcelle. The monadic second-order logic of graphs. i. recognizable sets of finite graphs. Inf. Comput., 85(1):12–75, 1990.

[17] Radu Curticapean, Holger Dell, and Dániel Marx. Homomorphisms are a good basis for counting small subgraphs. In Hamed Hatami, Pierre McKenzie, and Valerie King, editors, Proceedings of the 49th Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2017, Montreal, QC, Canada, June 19-23, 2017, pages 210–223. ACM, 2017.

[18] Radu Curticapean, Nathan Lindzey, and Jesper Nederlof. A tight lower bound for counting Hamiltonian cycles via matrix rank. In Artur Czumaj, editor, Proceedings of the Twenty- Ninth Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 2018, New Orleans, LA, USA, January 7-10, 2018, pages 1080–1099. SIAM, 2018.

[19] Radu Curticapean and Dániel Marx. Tight conditional lower bounds for counting perfect matchings on graphs of bounded treewidth, cliquewidth, and genus. In Robert Krauthgamer, editor, Proceedings of the Twenty-Seventh Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 2016, Arlington, VA, USA, January 10-12, 2016, pages 1650–1669. SIAM, 2016.

[20] Marek Cygan, Stefan Kratsch, and Jesper Nederlof. Fast hamiltonicity checking via bases of perfect matchings. J. ACM, 65(3):12:1–12:46, 2018.

[21] Ronald de Wolf. Nondeterministic quantum query and communication complexities. SIAM Journal on Computing, 32(3):681–699, 2003.

[22] Jinquan Dong and Yanpei Liu. On the decomposition of graphs into complete bipartite graphs. Graphs Comb., 23(3):255–262, 2007.

[23] László Egri, Andrei A. Krokhin, Benoît Larose, and Pascal Tesson. The complexity of the list homomorphism problem for graphs. In Jean-Yves Marion and Thomas Schwentick, editors, 27th International Symposium on Theoretical Aspects of Computer Science, STACS 2010, March 4-6, 2010, Nancy, France, volume 5 of LIPIcs, pages 335–346. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2010.

[24] László Egri, Dániel Marx, and Pawel Rzazewski. Finding list homomorphisms from bounded-treewidth graphs to reflexive graphs: a complete complexity characterization. In Rolf Niedermeier and Brigitte Vallée, editors, 35th Symposium on Theoretical Aspects of Computer Science, STACS 2018, February 28 to March 3, 2018, Caen, France, volume 96 of LIPIcs, pages 27:1–27:15. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2018.

[25] Paul Erdős and George Szekeres. A combinatorial problem in geometry. Compositio mathematica, 2:463–470, 1935.

[26] Baris Can Esmer, Jacob Focke, Dániel Marx, and Paweł Rzążewski. List homomorphisms by deleting edges and vertices: tight complexity bounds for bounded-treewidth graphs. CoRR, abs/2210.10677, 2022.

[27] Tomás Feder, Pavol Hell, and Jing Huang. List homomorphisms and circular arc graphs.

Comb., 19(4):487–505, 1999.

[28] M. Fekete. Über die Verteilung der Wurzeln bei gewissen algebraischen Gleichungen mit ganzzahligen Koeffizienten. Mathematische Zeitschrift, 17(1):228–249, December 1923.

[29] Peter C. Fishburn and Peter L. Hammer. Bipartite dimensions and bipartite degrees of graphs. Discrete Mathematics, 160(1):127–148, 1996.

[30] Jacob Focke, Dániel Marx, Fionn Mc Inerney, Daniel Neuen, Govind S. Sankar, Philipp Schepper, and Philip Wellnitz. Tight complexity bounds for counting generalized dominating sets in bounded-treewidth graphs. In Nikhil Bansal and Viswanath Nagarajan, editors, Proceedings of the 2023 ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 2023, Florence, Italy, January 22-25, 2023, pages 3664–3683. SIAM, 2023.

[31] Jacob Focke, Dániel Marx, and Pawel Rzazewski. Counting list homomorphisms from graphs of bounded treewidth: tight complexity bounds. In Joseph (Seffi) Naor and Niv Buchbinder, editors, Proceedings of the 2022 ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 2022, Virtual Conference / Alexandria, VA, USA, January 9 - 12, 2022, pages 431–458. SIAM, 2022.

[32] Fedor V. Fomin, Daniel Lokshtanov, Fahad Panolan, and Saket Saurabh. Efficient computation of representative families with applications in parameterized and exact algorithms. J. ACM, 63(4):29:1–29:60, 2016.

[33] Fedor V. Fomin, Daniel Lokshtanov, Fahad Panolan, and Saket Saurabh. Representative families of product families. ACM Trans. Algorithms, 13(3):36:1–36:29, 2017.

[34] Robert Ganian, Thekla Hamm, Viktoriia Korchemna, Karolina Okrasa, and Kirill Simonov.

The fine-grained complexity of graph homomorphism parameterized by clique-width. In Mikolaj Bojanczyk, Emanuela Merelli, and David P. Woodruff, editors, 49th International Colloquium on Automata, Languages, and Programming, ICALP 2022, July 4-8, 2022, Paris, France, volume 229 of LIPIcs, pages 66:1–66:20. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2022.

[35] Chris Godsil. Problems in algebraic combinatorics. Electr. J. Comb., 2, 01 1995.

[36] Alexander Golovnev, Oded Regev, and Omri Weinstein. The minrank of random graphs.

IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 64(11):6990–6995, 2018.

[37] Carla Groenland, Isja Mannens, Jesper Nederlof, and Krisztina Szilágyi. Tight bounds for counting colorings and connected edge sets parameterized by cutwidth. In Petra Berenbrink and Benjamin Monmege, editors, 39th International Symposium on Theoretical Aspects of Computer Science, STACS 2022, March 15-18, 2022, Marseille, France (Virtual Conference), volume 219 of LIPIcs, pages 36:1–36:20. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2022.

[38] Richard H. Hammack, Wilfried Imrich, and Sandi Klavžar. Handbook of product graphs.

CRC press, 2011.

[39] Ishay Haviv. On minrank and forbidden subgraphs. ACM Transactions on Computation Theory, 11(4), 2019.

[40] Pavol Hell and Jaroslav Nešetřil. The core of a graph. Discrete Mathematics, 109(1-3):117– 126, 1992.

[41] Pavol Hell and Jaroslav Nešetřil. On the complexity of H -coloring. J. Comb. Theory, Ser.

B, 48(1):92–110, 1990.

[42] Lars Jaffke and Bart M. P. Jansen. Fine-grained parameterized complexity analysis of graph coloring problems. Discret. Appl. Math., 327:33–46, 2023.

[43] Bart M. P. Jansen and Jesper Nederlof. Computing the chromatic number using graph decompositions via matrix rank. Theor. Comput. Sci., 795:520–539, 2019.

[44] Ioannis Katsikarelis, Michael Lampis, and Vangelis Th. Paschos. Structural parameters, tight bounds, and approximation for (k, r)-center. Discret. Appl. Math., 264:90–117, 2019.

[45] Kolja Knauer and Torsten Ueckerdt. Three ways to cover a graph. Discrete Mathematics, 339(2):745–758, 2016.

[46] Tomasz Kociumaka and Marcin Pilipczuk. Deleting vertices to graphs of bounded genus.

Algorithmica, 81(9):3655–3691, 2019.

[47] Stefan Kratsch and Magnus Wahlström. Representative sets and irrelevant vertices: New tools for kernelization. J. ACM, 67(3):16:1–16:50, 2020.

[48] Michael Lampis. Finer tight bounds for coloring on clique-width. SIAM J. Discret. Math., 34(3):1538–1558, 2020.

[49] Benoit Larose. Families of strongly projective graphs. Discussiones Mathematicae Graph Theory, 22:271–292, 2002.

[50] Benoit Larose and Claude Tardif. Strongly rigid graphs and projectivity. Multiple-Valued Logic, 7:339–361, 2001.

[51] Daniel Lokshtanov, Dániel Marx, and Saket Saurabh. Lower bounds based on the Exponential Time Hypothesis. Bulletin of the EATCS, 105:41–72, 2011.

[52] Daniel Lokshtanov, Dániel Marx, and Saket Saurabh. Known algorithms on graphs of bounded treewidth are probably optimal. ACM Trans. Algorithms, 14(2):13:1–13:30, 2018.

[53] Tomasz Łuczak and Jaroslav Nešetřil. Note on projective graphs. Journal of Graph Theory, 47(2):81–86, 2004.

[54] Dániel Marx, Govind S. Sankar, and Philipp Schepper. Degrees and gaps: Tight complexity results of general factor problems parameterized by treewidth and cutwidth. In Nikhil Bansal, Emanuela Merelli, and James Worrell, editors, 48th International Colloquium on Automata, Languages, and Programming, ICALP 2021, July 12-16, 2021, Glasgow, Scotland (Virtual Conference), volume 198 of LIPIcs, pages 95:1–95:20. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2021.

[55] Dániel Marx, Govind S. Sankar, and Philipp Schepper. Anti-Factor Is FPT Parameterized by Treewidth and List Size (But Counting Is Hard). In Holger Dell and Jesper Nederlof, editors, 17th International Symposium on Parameterized and Exact Computation (IPEC 2022), volume 249 of Leibniz International Proceedings in Informatics (LIPIcs), pages 22:1– 22:23, Dagstuhl, Germany, 2022. Schloss Dagstuhl – Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik.

[56] Ralph McKenzie. Cardinal multiplication of structures with a reflexive relation. Fundamenta Mathematicae, 70(1):59–101, 1971.

[57] Burkhard Monien. The complexity of determining paths of length k. In Manfred Nagl and Jürgen Perl, editors, Proceedings of the WG ’83, International Workshop on Graphtheoretic Concepts in Computer Science, June 16-18, 1983, Haus Ohrbeck, near Osnabrück, Germany, pages 241–251. Universitätsverlag Rudolf Trauner, Linz, 1983.

[58] Jesper Nederlof. Algorithms for np-hard problems via rank-related parameters of matrices.

In Fedor V. Fomin, Stefan Kratsch, and Erik Jan van Leeuwen, editors, Treewidth, Kernels, and Algorithms - Essays Dedicated to Hans L. Bodlaender on the Occasion of His 60th Birthday, volume 12160 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 145–164. Springer, 2020.

[59] Jesper Nederlof. Bipartite TSP in o(1.9999^n) time, assuming quadratic time matrix multiplication. In Konstantin Makarychev, Yury Makarychev, Madhur Tulsiani, Gautam Kamath, and Julia Chuzhoy, editors, Proccedings of the 52nd Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2020, Chicago, IL, USA, June 22-26, 2020, pages 40–53. ACM, 2020.

[60] J. Nešetřil and A. Pultr. A dushnik - miller type dimension of graphs and its complexity.

In Marek Karpiński, editor, Fundamentals of Computation Theory, pages 482–493, Berlin, Heidelberg, 1977. Springer Berlin Heidelberg.

[61] Jaroslav NeĹˇetĹ™il and VojtÄ›ch RĹŤdl. A simple proof of the galvin-ramsey property of the class of all finite graphs and a dimension of a graph. Discrete Mathematics, 23(1):49–55, 1978.

[62] Karolina Okrasa, Marta Piecyk, and Pawel Rzazewski. Full complexity classification of the list homomorphism problem for bounded-treewidth graphs. In Fabrizio Grandoni, Grzegorz Herman, and Peter Sanders, editors, 28th Annual European Symposium on Algorithms, ESA 2020, September 7-9, 2020, Pisa, Italy (Virtual Conference), volume 173 of LIPIcs, pages 74:1–74:24. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2020.

[63] Karolina Okrasa and Pawel Rzążewski. Fine-grained complexity of the graph homomorphism problem for bounded-treewidth graphs. SIAM J. Comput., 50(2):487–508, 2021.

[64] D.D. Olesky, Michael Tsatsomeros, and P. van den Driessche. Qualitative controllability and uncontrollability by a single entry. Linear Algebra and its Applications, 187:183–194, 1993.

[65] Marta Piecyk and Pawel Rzazewski. Fine-grained complexity of the list homomorphism problem: Feedback vertex set and cutwidth. In Markus Bläser and Benjamin Monmege, editors, 38th International Symposium on Theoretical Aspects of Computer Science, STACS 2021, March 16-19, 2021, Saarbrücken, Germany (Virtual Conference), volume 187 of LIPIcs, pages 56:1–56:17. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2021.

[66] Michał Pilipczuk. Problems parameterized by treewidth tractable in single exponential time: A logical approach. In MFCS 2011, volume 6907, pages 520–531. Springer, 2011.

[67] Marc Roth and Philip Wellnitz. Counting and finding homomorphisms is universal for parameterized complexity theory. In Shuchi Chawla, editor, Proceedings of the 2020 ACM- SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 2020, Salt Lake City, UT, USA, January 5-8, 2020, pages 2161–2180. SIAM, 2020.

[68] Maguy Trefois and Jean-Charles Delvenne. Zero forcing number, constrained matchings and strong structural controllability. Linear Algebra and its Applications, 484:199–218, 2015.

[69] Johan M. M. van Rooij, Hans L. Bodlaender, and Peter Rossmanith. Dynamic programming on tree decompositions using generalised fast subset convolution. In Amos Fiat and Peter Sanders, editors, Algorithms - ESA 2009, 17th Annual European Symposium, Copenhagen, Denmark, September 7-9, 2009. Proceedings, volume 5757 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 566–577. Springer, 2009.

[70] Virginia Vassilevska Williams. Multiplying matrices faster than Coppersmith-Winograd.

In Howard J. Karloff and Toniann Pitassi, editors, Proceedings of the 44th Symposium on Theory of Computing Conference, STOC 2012, New York, NY, USA, May 19 - 22, 2012, pages 887–898. ACM, 2012.