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Abstract. Degree refinement matrices have tight connections to graph
homomorphisms that locally, on the neighborhoods of a vertex and its
image, are constrained to three types: bijective, injective or surjective.
If graph G has a homomorphism of given type to graph H, then we
say that the degree refinement matrix of G is smaller than that of H.
This way we obtain three partial orders. We present algorithms that
will determine whether two matrices are comparable in these orders. For
the bijective constraint no two distinct matrices are comparable. For the
injective constraint we give a PSPACE algorithm, which we also apply to
disprove a conjecture on the equivalence between the matrix orders and
universal cover inclusion. For the surjective constraint we obtain some
partial complexity results.

1 Introduction

Graph homomorphisms, originally obtained as a generalization of graph col-
oring, have a great deal of applications in computer science and other fields.
Beyond these computational aspects they impose an interesting structure on
the class of graphs, with many important categorical properties, see e.g. the
recent monograph [6]. We focus our attention on graph homomorphisms with
local constraints. Originally arising in topological graph theory, these homomor-
phisms were required to act as a bijection on the neighborhood of each vertex [2].
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We consider further local constraints, namely local injectivity or local surjectiv-
ity. Both these kinds of homomorphisms have already been studied due to their
applications in models of telecommunication [4] and in social science [3/g].

In related work [5] we have shown that these locally constrained homomor-
phisms impose an algebraic structure on the class of connected finite graphs.
We also extended a necessary condition for the existence of a locally bijective
homomorphism between two graphs [7] to a similar but much more sophisti-
cated statement for locally injective or surjective homomorphisms. An important
role in this characterization was predicated to matrices that describe the degree
structure of a graph, the so-called degree refinement matrices. We gave a char-
acterization of these matrices, and showed that both locally injective and locally
surjective graph homomorphisms impose partial orders on degree refinement
matrices [5].

New Results

In this paper we continue this work and turn our attention away from categor-
ical questions to focus instead on the following computational questions: Given
two degree matrices, are they comparable in the partial orders imposed by local
injectivity or surjectivity? It is not obvious that these questions are decidable,
and indeed for local surjectivity we must leave this as a major open problem.
However, for local injectivity we manage to show an upper bound on the size of
the smallest graphs that can possibly justify a positive answer and use this to
provide a PSPACE algorithm. The existence of a locally bijective homomorphism
between two graphs is conditioned by the equivalence of their degree refinement
matrices, which can also be expressed as an isomorphism between their universal
covers [7]. For the other two kinds of locally constrained homomorphisms this
naturally raises the question, and conjecture, of a similar tight relationship be-
tween matrix comparison in the partial order and inclusion of universal covers.
However, we apply our PSPACE algorithm to disprove this enticing conjecture.
For the surjective constraint we obtain some partial results on the complexity of
matrix comparison.

2 Preliminaries

Graphs considered in this paper are simple, i.e. with no loops and multiple
edges, connected and, if not stated otherwise, they are also finite. We denote the
class of such graphs by C. For any vertex u € Vi the symbol N(u) denotes the
neighborhood of u, i.e. the set of all vertices adjacent to u. A k-regular graph is a
graph, where all vertices have k neighbors (i.e. are of degree k). A (k,)-regular
bipartite graph is a bipartite graph where vertices of one class of the bi-partition
are of degree k and the remaining vertices are of degree [. A graph G is a subgraph
of a graph H if Vg C Vg and Eg C Ey. This is denoted by G C H.

A degree partition of a graph G is a partition of the vertex set Vi into blocks
B = {B,..., By} such that whenever two vertices u and v belong to the same
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block B;, then for any j € {1,...,k} wehave |[Ng(u)NBj| = |[Ng(v)NB;| = m; ;.
The k x k matrix M such that (M);; = m,; is a degree matriz. A graph G
can allow several degree matrices. The matrix that corresponds to the partition
with the smallest number of blocks and where these blocks follow the so-called
canonical ordering (just some ordering to provide uniqueness) is called its degree
refinement matriz. It is denoted by drm(G) for a graph G and computed in
polynomial time by a simple stepwise refinement starting from an initial partition
by vertex degrees with blocks ordered by increasing degrees. The refinement of
the partition continues until any two nodes in the same block have the same
number of neighbors in any other block, see e.g. [5]. (See Fig. [l for an example.)
We denote the class of degree refinement matrices of graphs in C by M.

A graph homomorphism is an edge-preserving mapping f : Vg — Vg, i.e.
(f(u), f(v)) is an edge of H whenever (u,v) € Eg. A homomorphism f: G — H
may be further confined to adhere to some local constraints, as in the following
definition.

Definition 1. We call a graph homomorphism f : G — H locally bijective,
locally injective or locally surjective if for every vertexr u € Vi the restriction
of f to N(u) is a bijection, injection or surjection between N(u) and N(f(u)),
respectively. We denote it as f : G 2 H or f : G & H or f : G = H,
respectively.

For each of the three types of local constraints * = B (bijective), x = I (injective)
or x = S (surjective), we will in this paper focus on the following three relations
on the class of degree refinement matrices M:

M5 N <= exist G,HeC:dm(G)=M, dm(H)=N and G = H

In [5] we showed that all three relations (M, =5), (M, =) and (M, =) are
partial orders. Note that (M, =+) is in fact a trivial order, since in [7] it has
been shown that drm(G) = drm(H) is a necessary condition for G 2+ H.

For a graph G € C the universal cover T¢; is defined in [I] as the only (possibly
infinite) tree that allows Tg £, G. The vertices of Tz can be represented as
walks in G starting in a fixed vertex u that do not traverse the same edge
in two consecutive steps. Edges in T connect those walks that differ in the
presence of the last edge. The mapping T = G sending a walk in V7, to its
last vertex is a locally bijective homomorphism. Universal covers are in one-to-
one correspondence with degree refinement matrices, hence for M € M we can
define Tyy = T for any G with drm(G) = M.

Proposition 1 ([5]). The relation M - N holds if and only if there exist
graphs G with drm(G) = M and H with drm(H) = N such that G C H.

We use the following relationship between degree refinement matrices and uni-
versal covers.

Proposition 2 ([5]). For any degree refinement matrices M, N € M it holds
that if M 5 N then Ty C T, and if M = N then Ty C Tay.



118 J. Fiala, D. Paulusma, and J.A. Telle

For computational complexity purposes (X) denotes the size of the instance X
(graph, matrix, etc.) in usual binary encoding of numbers. Formally we represent
vertices of a graph G by numbers {1,2,...,|Vg|} and its edges as a list of its ver-
tices. A graph with m edges on n vertices hence requires space (G) = ©(mlogn).
For an integral-valued k x [ matrix A let a* = 2+ max{|4;;| |1 <i<kand 1<
j <}. Then the size of A is given by (A) = O(klloga*).

We will need the following technical lemma for our PSPACE algorithm.

Lemma 1. Let A be an integral-valued k x I matriz with | > k. If Ax = 0 allows
a nontrivial nonnegative solution, then it allows a nontrivial nonnegative integer
solution x with at most k + 1 nonzero entries and with (z;) = O(klog(ka*)) for
each entry x;.

Proof. If a solution x with more than k + 1 positive coefficients exists, then the
columns corresponding to k+1 of these variables are linearly dependent. Let the
coefficients of such a linear combination form a vector x’. Obviously Ax’ = 0,
but the entries of x’ may not be necessarily nonnegative.

Without loss of generality we assume that at least one of the entries in x’ is
positive. Then, for a suitable value @ = —min{7; | z; > 0} the vector x + ax’

is also a nontrivial nonnegative solution with more zero entries than x.
Repeating this trimming iteratively we obtain a nontrivial nonnegative solu-
tion with at most k£ 4+ 1 nonzero entries. As the other entries are zero, we may
restrict the matrix A to columns corresponding to nonzero entries of the solution.
It may happen that the rank of the modified matrix decreases. Then we reduce
the number of rows until the remaining ones become linearly independent. By
repeating the above process we finally get an k¥’ x (k' + 1) matrix B of rank
k" < k, such that By = 0 allows a nontrivial nonnegative solution y. Such y can
be extended to a solution x of the original system by inserting zero entries.
Without loss of generality we assume that the first k' columns of B are
linearly independent, and we arrange them in a regular matrix R. Then its

inverse can be expressed as R™! = Zﬁfg , where adj(R) is the adjoint matrix of

R. By the determinant expansion we have that det(R) < k'!(a*)¥ < E!(a*)* <

k*(a*)k. Then we find that (det(R)) = O(klog(ka*)). Each element of adj(R) is

a determinant of a minor of R and hence is smaller than (k — 1)*=1(a*)*~1.
Now consider the integral valued matrix B’ = det(R) - R~'B. Then

e y is a solution of B’y = 0 if and only if By = 0.

e The first &’ columns of B’ form the matrix det(R) - I .

e In the last column the entries z1, ..., z;, are all negative (if det(R) > 0) or
all positive (otherwise).

If det(R) > 0 then y = (—#1,..., —2i,det(R)) is a nonnegative nontrivial
integral solution to By = 0. In the other case we swap the sign and choose
y = (21,..., 21, —det(R)). As each z; < ka*max;;(adj(R);;) < k*(a*)*, we
obtain (z;) = O(klog(ka*)), which concludes the proof. O
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3 Matrix Comparison Via Local Injectivity

In this section we consider the problem of deciding whether for given degree
refinement matrices M and N the comparison M < N holds.

Observe that according to the definition of the order (M, ), there is no ob-
vious bound on the sizes of graphs G and H with M and N as degree refinement
matrices that should justify the comparison M & N.

The main result of this paper is the following theorem:

Theorem 1. Let M, N be degree refinement matriczeg of order k and l. If M &
N, then there exist a graph G of size (klm*)°* ) and a graph H of size
(klm*n*)o(kQZQ) such that G - H, drm(G) = M and drm(H) = N.

Proof. Throughout this proof we assume that indices i, j,7, s used later always
belong to feasible intervals 1 < 4,7 < k and 1 < j,s < [. For clarity we often
abbreviate pairs of sub-/super-scripts 7, j by ij, so in this notation, ij does not
mean multiplication.

The main idea of the construction is as follows. Assume that M < N holds.
Then by Proposition [l there exist a graph H and a subgraph G C H witnessing
M 5 N. Let {Uy,...,Ux} be the degree partition of G and {Vi,...,V;} the one
for H. We further partition Vg C Vg as follows. For each pair of indices r and
s we define the set

Wes ={v|velU. NV},

and for some vertex w € W,.; we can write a vector describing the distribution
of neighbors of w in the classes Wi1,..., Wy;.

We first show that for given M and N the set T containing all such vectors is
finite. Then, with help of T, we design a set of equations that allows a solution
if and only if the desired graphs G and H exist. As the size of T' is bounded, we
can establish the desired bounds on the size of G and H.

Let p™® be a vector of length kl whose entries are positive integers and are
indexed by pairs 7j. If the vector p" further satisfies

l
S =me  foralll <i<k, (1)
7j=1

k
Sopp<ng  foralll<j<l, (2)
=1

then we call p™® an injective distribution row for indices r and s. Note that for
given matrices M and N and any feasible choice of r, s the number of all different
injective distribution rows for r and s is finite. We denote the set of all injective
distribution rows for indices r and s by

T(?”, 8) _ {prs(l)’ o 7p7"s(t(rs))}'
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Due to (), the number of distribution rows for every p™ is bounded by
m* -1\ F % kl C . . .
t(r,s) < (M 57N = O((m* + 1)"). The total number of distribution rows is
then
to =Y t(r,s) = O(kl(m" + 1)*).

7,8

Now consider a set of to variables w"*®) for all feasible r, s and all 1 < ¢t <
t(r,s). We claim that the existence of a nontrivial nonnegative solution of the
following homogeneous system of k%[? equations in tq variables:

t(r,s) t(i,5)
S Owrs® = 3 i) 1 <ir <k 1<js<l (3)
t=1 t'=1

is a necessary and sufficient condition for the existence of finite graphs G and H
witnessing M = N.

Necessity: For given G and H we assume without loss of generality that G C H.
Firstly determine the sets W,s, and for each vertex u € W,y C Vi compute
the distribution vector of its neighbors p(u) = (|NV(u) "Wh1], ..., |N(u) "W).
Then the vector w with entries w™®) = [{u : p(u) = p"*®}| is a nontrivial
solution of (@), since in each equation both sides are equal to the number of
edges connecting sets W, and W;;.

Sufficiency: Assume that the system (@) has a nontrivial nonnegative solu-
tion. By appropriate scaling we obtain a nonnegative integer solution w =

(w W wREED)Y with each w™™®) is even.
We first build a multigraph G upon tq sets of vertices W1 Wkitk.D)
where [W7®)| = ") (some sets may be empty) as follows: Denote W’ =

wrs) ...y Wrstns)

Our choice of even values w""®) allows us to build an arbitrary pr,
multigraph on each set W7 (*),

As w satisfies (@), we can easily build a bipartite multigraph between any
pair of different sets W and W% such that the number of edges between them
is equal to Zi(:r’ls) pfj‘?(t)w’"s(t) = Zil(lzjl) pijé(t/)wij(tl).

()

(t)—regular

For any vertex u in W"*(*) with more than p:; neighbors in W% there exists

a vertex u* in some W% (") with less than p:; ) neighbors, and vice versa. Now
we remove an edge between u and some neighbor v € W% and add the edge
(u',v). We repeat this procedure until all vertices of W”* have the right number
of neighbors in W% . Then we do the same for vertices in W%,

This way we have constructed a bipartite multigraph between W7™* and W
such that each vertex of each W7”*() is incident with exactly p:; ®)
each vertex of each W#(t) is incident with exactly pijs(t/) edges.

It may happen in some instances that multiple edges are unavoidable. In that

case let d < m* be the maximal edge multiplicity in Gy. We obtain the graph G

edges and
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by taking d copies of the multigraph Gy and replace each collection of d parallel
edges of multiplicity d’ < d by a simple d’-regular bipartite graph.

Due to the construction, it is straightforward to check that vertices from sets
that share the same index r form the r-th block of the degree partition of G and
that drm(G) = M.

For the construction of H we first distribute the vertices of G into sets
Vi,...,V/, where

k t(r,s)
Vvsl _ U U Wrs(t).
r=1 t=1

Since N is a degree refinement matrix, the following homogeneous system
whose equations represent the number of edges between two different blocks in
N has nontrivial solutions:

NgjUs = NjsU; 1<4,8<1 (4)

Then we form sets Vi,..., V] by further inserting new vertices into V{,...,V/
until for each s, j : |Vi|ns; = |Vj|n;js and |Vi| > 0 is even.

Next we build a multigraph Hy by constructing an (n;, n,s)-regular bipartite
multigraph between any two sets Vs and Vj;, and an n;j;-regular multigraph on
each Vj. In case multiple edges cannot be avoided we take sufficient copies of Hy
and make the appropriate reparations. So we perform these steps in the same
way as before, however without removing any edges between vertices in (any
copy of) G.

Clearly, G is a subgraph of the resulting graph H and H has N as its degree
refinement matrix.

To conclude the proof of the theorem we discuss the size of G and H. Note
that all coefficients p:; ®© of system (@) are at most m*. Then, by Lemma [T we
find a nontrivial nonnegative integer solution w whose entry sizes are bounded
by O(k?1? log(kim*)).

We can use the entries of 2w* for the sizes of the blocks in the multigraph
G. Since we take at most m* copies of Gy to obtain our final graph G, we find
that (G) = (klm*)O**1").

Analogously, the size of each entry of a solution v of system []is bounded by
O(I*1og(In*)). Since multigraph Hy must contain graph G, we use the entries
of (G) for the block sizes of Hy. We need at most n* copies of Hy for graph H.
Hence, each block size |V;| can be chosen within the upper bound (G) - (In*)°()
implying that (H) = (klm*n*)o(kQIQ). O

We can now settle the first computational complexity result for the following

matrix comparison problem:

Matrix INJECTIVITY (MI)

Instance: Degree refinement matrices M and N.
Question: Does M+ N hold?

Corollary 1. The MI problem is decidable in polynomial space.
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Proof. The proof of Theorem [ showed that M - N if and only if system (@)
has a nontrivial nonnegative solution. Then by Lemmal[ll there exists a nontrivial
nonnegative integral solution with at most k2/2 4+ 1 nonzero entries, which are
each bounded in size by O(k?1? log(klm™)).

So we only have to consider vectors of this form. As the size of any such
vector is polynomial, we can by brute force sequentially list them all, and test
their feasibility for ([B). Note that any restriction of (Bl to polynomially many
columns can be generated in PSPACE as well. O

As we have discussed in the introduction, the matrix order (M, ) was
considered as a nontrivial necessary condition for the decision problem whether
G L H. As the size of M and N should vary from being independent in the
size of the given graphs to be of approximately the same size of G, H, even
the exponential time-complexity of the MI problem might be plausible as a
precomputation for some instances.

We apply Theorem [ to disprove the following interesting conjecture on the
equivalence between comparison of degree matrices in - and inclusion of uni-
versal covers.

Congecture 1. For any two degree refinement matrices M and N the following
equivalence holds: M L N <« Ty C Tw.

We note here that the affirmative answer for the only if implication was
already shown in Proposition[2l The following example acts both as an example
for the application of TheorendI] and as an counterexample of Conjecture [Il

Corollary 2. There exist matrices M and N such that Ty C T, but M # N.

Proof. We first construct graphs G and H such that H = G. Denote M =
drm(G) and N = drm(H). Then according to Proposition 2 we get that Ty C
T'n. We will now show that the MI problem for matrices M and N has a negative
answer.

G
2

3 3’
1
4

134 103 62 124

Fig. 1. Graphs G and H, vertices of H are labeled by uy(,) for a f: H =G
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The graphs G and H together with a mapping f : H =+ G are depicted in
Fig. [

The graph G has 4 classes in its degree refinement and H has 14 classes.
Then N is the adjacency matrix of H and the degree refinement matrix of G is

0121
1020
1100
1000

Note that N is the adjacency matrix of H. In order to obtain a contradic-
tion suppose Tas — Tn holds. By Proposition [] there exist a graph G’ with
drm(G’) = M and a graph H’ with drm(H’) = N such that G’ C H'. Let
{U1,...,U} be the degree partition of G’ and {V4,...,V;} the one for H'. We
define the sets W, as in proof of Theorem [l

As we have seen in the proof of Theorem [l the pair (G’, H') corresponds with
a nontrivial solution of ([@). Below we will show, however, that (@) only allows
the trivial solution. For simplicity reasons we will first restrict the length of the
injective distribution rows.

A vertex in class U; has four neighbors in G’. A vertex in class V; has three
neighbors in H’. This means that a vertex of U; can never be in Vj, i.e., Wiyg is
empty. Hence the set T'(1,4) is empty. By the same argument we find that the
sets T(r,s) with (r,s) = (1,5),...,(1,14),(2,9),...,(2,14), (3,12),...,(3,14)
are empty.

A vertex in Us has a neighbor of degree four in G’. A vertex in V7 does not
have a neighbor of degree four in H'. Hence the set T'(2,1) is empty. By the same
argument we exclude pairs (2,2),(2,3), (3,1),(3.2),(3,3), (4,1), (4,2), (4, 3).

Any vertex in Uy has degree one in G’. Suppose u € Uy belongs to V. So it
does not have degree one in H'. Let v € Uy be the (only) neighbor of u in G'.
Then v has degree four in G’ and must belong to V3 U Vo U V3. The other three
neighbors of v all have degree greater than one in G’. However, one of these three
remaining neighbors of v must have degree one in H’'. Hence, the set T'(4,4) is
empty. In the same way we may exclude pairs (4,4),...,(4,11).

Every vertex in W5 4 needs a neighbor in W3 ;1 or W3 5. These sets are empty,
since both T'(3,1) and T(3,2) are empty. Hence T'(2,4) is empty, and conse-
quently, by a similar argument, 7'(3,6) is empty. Furthermore, T'(2,4) = 0 im-
plies that a vertex in Wj > does not have neighbor in W3 7. Since every vertex
in W3 7 must have a neighbor in W 5, the latter implies 7'(3,7) = ), and conse-
quently 7'(2,5) = () and 7'(3,8) = 0.

Only the pairs (3,4) and (3,5) allow two distribution rows, the other pairs
all allow one. So we have reduced the total number of feasible distribution rows
to4-14-20-9—-8—-5+2=16.

The equation @) for p,q = 1,1 and 4, j = 2,6 gives wh! = w*°. Analogously,
wh! = w*D) while w0 = w34 43432 Hence w?*?) = 0. Further w**?) =
wh? = w0 = w?6 and w'? = w?” 311 — w13, Consequently, wh! =
wh? = w3 = 0.

1

= w



124 J. Fiala, D. Paulusma, and J.A. Telle

Table 1. The distribution rows for M (only nonzero entries are shown)
i 111
j 1 2 3
1,1

2 2
7 8

33 3 3 4 4 4
5 9 10 11 12 13 14
1 1

= o N
— o= s W

1,2 1

1.3 1 1 1 1
261 1 1

2.7 1 1 1

2.8 1 11

3.4(1) 1 1

3,4(2) 1 1

3,5(1) 1 1

3,5(2) 1 1

91 1

3,10 1 1

3,11 1 1
412

4,13 1

%’B’B%"@’E’@’E’U’E

SRR

4,14 1

It can be further shown that (@) allows only trivial solution via values of
w"™*. However, at this moment we can already claim that no witnesses G, H for
M L N exist, since it is impossible to map vertices from the first class of degree
partition of G on any vertex of H. O

4 Matrix Comparison Via Local Surjectivity

In this section we are interested in the following matrix comparison problem:

MATRIX SURJECTIVITY (MS)
Instance: A degree refinement matrix M and a degree refinement matrix N.
Question: Does M =5 N hold?

We were not able to answer the decidability of this problem. However, we can
show some partial results.

Proposition 3. Let G be a graph with drm(G) of order k and H be a graph on 'l
vertices such that G = H. Then there exists a graph G' with drm(G’) = drm(G)

such that G' = H and (G') = (]{lm*)O(kQZQ)'

Proof. Let f : Vg — Vg be a locally surjective homomorphism from G to H.
Let {Ux,...,Ux} be the degree partition of G and let {v1,...,v;} be the vertex
set of H. We further partition Vi as follows. For each pair of indices r and s we
define the set

Wye = {u ‘ u € Uy and f(u) = vs}a



Algorithms for Comparability of Matrices in Partial Orders Imposed 125

and for some vertex w € W,.; we can write a vector describing the distribution
of neighbors of w in the classes W11,..., Wy;.

Let p"® be a vector of length kI whose entries are positive integers and are
indexed by pairs 7j. If the vector p" further satisfies

l
prf =My for all 1 <i <k, (5)
j=1
k

(vs,v;) € Eg = prj‘? >1 forall 1 <j<I. (6)
121

(vs,v;) ¢ En = prj‘? =0 forall 1 <j<I. (7)
i=1

then we call p™® a surjective distribution row for indices r and s. The number
of surjective distribution rows is bounded.

We now involve the system of equations (B]). We claim that the existence of a
nontrivial nonnegative solution of (@) is a necessary and sufficient condition for
the existence of a finite graph G’ with drm(G’) = M and G = H. The proof
of this claim and the bound on the size of G’ is using the same arguments as in
the proof of Theorem [Il O

Now we consider the following decision problem.

MATRIX GRAPH SURJECTIVITY (MGS)

Instance: A degree refinement matrix M and a graph H.

Question: Does there exist a graph G with drm(G) = M such that G = H
holds?

Corollary 3. The MGS problem problem is decidable in polynomial space.

Proof. We can use Proposition [l and proceed with a proof analogous to the one
in Corollary [l O

We can use CorollaryBlto answer decidability of the MS problem for instances
(M, N), where N is the degree refinement matrix of a unique graph H. The
proposition below shows that this is only the case if H is a tree.

Proposition 4. A matrix N is a degree refinement matrix of a unique graph H
if and only if N is the degree refinement matriz of a tree.

Proof. Suppose N is the degree refinement matrix of a tree T'. Then the universal
cover Ty is isomorphic to T itself. Since all graphs that contain a cycle have an
infinite universal cover, there can not be another graph H with drm(H) = N.
In order to prove the reverse statement let H be the only graph that has N
as a degree refinement matrix. Suppose H is not a tree. Then H contains an
edge e = (u,v) such that the graph H — e is still connected. We take a copy H'
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of H. Let €/ = (u'v") be the copy of e. We remove e in H and e’ in H', and we
add the edges (u,v’) and (u/,v). The resulting graph H* has the same degree
refinement matrix as H and is connected. a

We can also use Corollary B] to answer decidability of the MS problem for
instances (M, N), where the [ x [ degree refinement matrix N is the adjacency
matrix of a graph H. This can be seen as follows. Suppose M =+ N holds with
witnesses G and H'. Since N is an adjacency matrix of graph H, the rows of N
are in one-to-one correspondence with vertices of H, i.e., we can say that vertex
v; € Vi corresponds to row 7. Then the function that maps all vertices of H' that
belong to block V; C Vi to v; for 1 <4 <[ is a locally bijective homomorphism
from H’ to H. The mappings H' 2+ H and G =+ H' imply G = H. So we can
restrict ourselves to graph H.

In general, even if we construct a graph G with respect to feasible block sizes,
there is no evident rule how to limit the size of some plausible graph H and how
to define the locally surjective mapping G = H. We leave the general question
on decidability of the M S as an open problem.
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