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Abstract—The Maximum Common Subgraph (MCS) prob-
lem plays a crucial role across various domains, bridging
theoretical exploration and practical applications in fields
like bioinformatics and social network analysis. Despite its
wide applicability, MCS is notoriously challenging and is
classified as an NP-Complete (NPC) problem. This study
introduces new heuristics aimed at mitigating these chal-
lenges through the reformulation of the MCS problem as
the Maximum Clique and its complement, the Maximum
Independent Set. Our first heuristic leverages the Motzkin-
Straus theorem to reformulate the Maximum Clique Prob-
lem as a constrained optimization problem, continuing the
work of Pelillo [1] with replicator dynamics and introducing
annealed imitation heuristics as in [4] to improve chances
of convergence to better local optima. The second technique
applies heuristics drawn upon strategies for the Maximum
Independent Set problem to efficiently reduce graph sizes
[8]. This enables faster computation and, in many instances,
yields near-optimal solutions. Furthermore we look at the
implementation of both techniques in a single algorithm
and find that it is a promising approach. Our techniques
were tested on randomly generated Erdős-Rényi graph pairs.
Results indicate the potential for application and substantial
impact on future research directions.

Index Terms—Network theory, Simulated annealing

1. Introduction

Finding the Maximum Common Subgraph (MCS) in-
volves identifying the largest subgraph that is common be-
tween two graphs. This challenge is a fundamental issue in
graph theory and computational science, recognized for its
NP-Completeness [16]. The MCS problem has profound
implications across diverse applications such as molecu-
lar chemistry, pattern recognition, and network analysis,
where it enables the detection of similar structures or
patterns within complex networks. Similar to the Maxi-
mum Clique problem, the MCS problem is interconnected
with various other combinatorial optimization challenges,
including graph isomorphism, subgraph isomorphism, and
network alignment. Solutions to the MCS problem range
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from exact algorithms, which are feasible for only small-
scale problems due to their computational demands, to
heuristic approaches that provide approximate solutions
more efficiently for larger instances. These methods, while
varying in their approach and accuracy, are crucial for
tackling the vast array of applications that rely on graph
similarity assessments, illustrating the balance between
computational feasibility and solution optimality

1.1. Maximum Clique Problem

Finding a Maximum Clique means finding a complete
subgraph with maximum cardinality. This problem is one
of the most studied combinatorial problems and is also
NPC [11]. The problem is linked to other combinato-
rial optimization problems like, graph clustering, max-
min diversity, optimal winner determination, graph vertex
coloring, set packing and sum coloring. All this problems
can be directly formulated as maximum clique problems
or the maximum clique appears as a sub problem [12].
For the maximum clique problem have been found both
exact solutions and heuristics. Exact solution are mostly
based on the branch-and-bound approach but they can
be applied only on small instances because of their long
computation times. Heuristics on the other hand, offer
reasonable execution times but they don’t guarantee an
optimal solution. Both methods have different applications
and serve different purposes. They are complementary
approaches but they can also be combined in order to
create more effective techniques.

1.2. Maximum Independent Set Problem

The Maximum Independent Set (MIS) problem is
defined as follows, given a graph find a subgraph with
maximum cardinality such that no vertex in the subgraph
is adjacent to another vertex in the subgraph. It is a NP-
hard problem and has many applications from finding the
shortest route in a road network [13] to computing the
traverse order on the mesh borders for rendering [14].
Like the other problems cited here exact solutions for the
Maximum Independent set are not applicable on medium
sized graphs or larger and heuristics are used instead. One
of the most powerful heuristics used is called kernelization
[8] and consists in reducing the size of the input to its most
complex part, the kernel. In the case of MIS the kernel of a
Graph G is a graph r(G) of smaller or equal size, obtained
by applying a polynomial time algorithm to reduce the
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size of G while preserving the relevant information to
find a MIS of G. In practice kernelization is used as a
preliminary step to facilitate other algorithms [15] or it can
be the main portion of an algorithm if applied repeatedly
[8].

1.3. Aim of this Paper

This paper continues from the result obtained by
Pelillo [1]. In his article Pelillo traces the Maximum Com-
mon Subgraph problem to the Maximum Clique problem.
The results are comparable with state of the art determin-
istic combinatorial algorithms. Pelillo developed a frame-
work in which the maximum clique problem is formulated
as a undefined quadratic program. This framework enables
a one-to-one correspondence between solutions of the
quadratic program and solutions of the original problem.
Finally the framework is promising ground for developing
powerful heuristics. In this paper we present and test two
approaches to enhance Pelillo’s framework and we also
demonstrate the soundness of using both techniques in
series. The techniques are already known and established
in graphs theory and in real world solutions. Some tech-
niques have never been applied to the Maximum Clique
problem directly and in such cases a clear connection to
this problem from the original problem they were applied
on is established.

2. Techniques

Note that in the following we only consider undirected
graphs, unless otherwise specified. First of all, we map the
maximum common subgraph problem to the maximum
clique problem, using the association graph.

Theorem 2.1. Let G′ = (V ′, E′), G′′ = (V ′′, E′′) two
graphs of order n and m respectively (i.e|V ′| = n, |V ′′| =
m) and let G = (V,E) be their association graphs. Then
C ′ ⊆ V ′ and C ′′ ⊆ V ′′ are a solution of the maximum
common subgraph iff C = {(i, h) ∈ C ′ × C ′′|h = ϕ(i)}
is a maximum clique of G (where ϕ : C ′ → C ′′ is
the isomorphism between the subgraphs G′[C ′], G′′[C ′′]
induced by the two subsets of nodes).

Now, we can apply Motzkin-Straus theorem to turn
the max-clique problem we are currently facing into a
quadratic optimization problem.

Definition 2.1.1. We denote with ∆n := {x ∈ Rn|∀i =
1, ..., n(xi ≥ 0) ∧

∑n
i=1 xi = 1} the standard simplex of

Rn.

Definition 2.1.2. Let C ⊆ V a subset vertices of some
graph G. We denote with xC ∈ ∆n its characteristic
vector defined as

xC
i :=

{
1
|C| if i ∈ C

0 otherwise

and we call C the support of vector xC .

Theorem 2.2 (Motzkin-Straus). Let A ∈ RN×N be the
adjacency matrix of graph G = (V,E) and let the function
f : RN → R be defined as f(x) := xTAx. Then C ⊆ V
is a maximum clique of G iff its characteristic vector xC

is a global maximizer of f over ∆N .

Figure 1.

An interesting variation of Motzkin-Struas theorem
has been proposed by Bomze [2] in 1997, which presents
some interesting properties.

Theorem 2.3 (Bomze [1], [2]). Let Â := A+ 1
2IN , where

A ∈ RN×N is the adjacency matrix of graph G = (V,E)
and let f̂(x) := xT Âx. Then:

• C ⊆ V is a maximum clique of G iff its charac-
teristic vector xC is a global maximizer of f̂ over
∆N .

• C ⊆ V is a maximal clique of G iff its charac-
teristic vector xC is a local maximizer of f̂ over
∆N .

• All local maximizers of f̂ over ∆N are strict.

2.1. Replicator Dynamics (RD)

Let’s consider a game with a set of possible strategies
J = {1, ..., n}, where the behavior of each player is
predefined by the strategies they are assigned and cannot
be chosen by that player.
We define the relative frequence of players that play
strategy i at time t as xi(t) :=

Ni(t)
N(t) , where N(t) is the

total number of players at time t and Ni(t) is the number
of players that play strategy i at time t.
Given a payoff matrix, W ∈ Rn×n s.t. (wij ≥ 0)∀i, j ∈
J , the average payoff of strategy i at time t is given by
πi(t) =

∑n
j=1 wijxj(t).

In the discrete-time model, Ni(t + 1) = πi(t)xi(t),
N(t+1) =

∑n
i=1 Ni(t+1). Thereby defining the update

rule:

xi(t+ 1) =
Ni(t+ 1)

N(t+ 1)
=

πi(t)xi(t)∑n
j=1 πj(t)xj(t)

(1)

On the other hand, the continuous-time time dynamical
system is described by:

∂

∂t
xi(t) = xi(t)

(
πi(t)−

n∑
j=1

πj(t)xj(t)

)
(2)

These two equations are also known as replicator equa-
tions.

Theorem 2.4 (Fundamental Theorem of Natural Se-
lection [1]). Let W ∈ Rn×n be a matrix squared and
symmetric s.t. (wij ≥ 0)∀i, j ∈ J and let F : Rn → R
be defined as F (x(t)) := x(t)TWx(t). Along any non-
constant trajectory of replicator equations (1):

• F is strictly increasing (F (x(t+ 1)) > F (x(t))).
• x(·) converges to a (unique) stationary point

(limτ→∞ x(τ) is a stationary point).



• Assuming diag(W ) = αIn : α ∈ (0, 1), then
x(τ) is asymptotically stable iff x(τ) is a strict
(local) maximizer of F over ∆n. [3]

This theorem suggests that replicator dynamics can
be used to solve a constrained quadratic optimization
problem over the simplex and this is exactly the approach
implemented by Pelillo [1] using W = Â as payoff matrix
for the replicator dynamics in order to solve Bomze’s
optimization problem:

max f̂(x) := xT Âx

s.t. x ∈ ∆n

Some practical considerations:

• Without any better heuristics, it is advised to start
replicator dynamics from the barycenter of the
simplex R(∆n) := ( 1n , ...,

1
n ) ∈ ∆n.

• Empirical results indicate that it’s better to first
look for a stationary point using W = A and then
use that point to start replicator dynamics from
there with W = Â.

• In order to verify that a stationary point x∗ is a
(local) maximizer of f̂ (while using W = Â) it
suffices to check if x∗ is in the form of a set of
the characteristic vector of a set of nodes C ⊆ V .

• If replicator dynamics stop at a stationary point x∗

that is not a (local) maximizer of f̂ (while using
W = Â), injecting gaussian noise will get the
algorithm outside the undesired stationary point
(this result can be justified using the Fundamental
Theorem of Natural Selection that tells us x∗ is
not stable).

• For the implementation of the algorithm we de-
cided that the algorithm would stop when either
∥xt − xt−1∥ ≤ 10−6 or when it has reached the
maximum number of iterations (106).

2.2. Annealed Imitation Heuristics (AIH)

Imitation dynamics (ID) are a generalization of repli-
cator dynamics described by the equation:

∂

∂t
xi(t) = xi(t)

(
ϕ (πi(t))−

n∑
j=1

ϕ (πj(t))xj(t)

)
(3)

It can be easily noticed that (3) becomes equivalent to (2)
when ϕ is defined as the identity operator.
Let us also generalize the concept of support of a vector.

Definition 2.4.1. A set of vertices C ⊆ V is the support
of a vector x ∈ ∆n iff

C = σ(x) := {i ∈ V | xi > 0}

Vice versa, let C ⊆ V be a subset of vertices of some
graph G s.t. |V | = n. The face of simplex ∆n corre-
sponding to C is defined as as:

∆C := {x ∈ ∆n| σ(x) ⊆ C}

and its relative interior as

int (∆C) := {x ∈ ∆n| σ(x) = C}

Given graph G = (V,E) and its adjacency matrix A,
let us now consider the following quadratic function

fα(x) = xT (A− αIn)x

Let us define λmax(A) as the largest eigenvalue of matrix
A (since A is symmetric, all its eigenvalues are real).

Theorem 2.5 ([4]). If α > λmax(A), then fα is a function
strictly convex in Rn. Furthermore, its only solution x
belongs to int(∆C).

Let us denote by AC , the submatrix of A formed by
the rows and columns indexed by the elements of set C ⊆
V .

Theorem 2.6 ([4]). Given C ⊂ V . If α > λmax(AC),
∄x ∈ int(∆C) : x is a local maximizer of fα.

Given a graph G = (V,E) and a subset of vertices
C ⊆ V , let us denote by γ(C),

γ(C) := max
i/∈C

degC(i)− |C|+ 1

where
degC(i) :=

∑
j∈C

Aij

Theorem 2.7 ([3]). Given a graph G = (V,E) and a
subset of vertices C ⊆ V , γ(C) = λmax(AC).

Given a graph G = (V,E), let’s define γ̂m:

γ̂m := 1− (1− q)m−
√

mq(1− q)δν

where δ ∈ (0, 1), ν = |V |−m
2 and q is the density of G.

Theorem 2.8 ([5] [3]). Let C ⊆ V . If |C| = m, then

P(γ(C) > γ̂m) = 1− δ

Thanks to this interesting property, it makes sense to
use γ̂m as an approximation of γ(C), choosing a small
value for delta (in our case 0.01). Thus, given the clique
number c, we want to choose α ∈ (γ̂c−1, γ̂c) so we can
reasonably hope to avoid local optima. However, now the
problem is we don’t know c.

Pelillo and Torsello [3] showed in their paper a strat-
egy to find an upper bound for the clique number of a
graph.

Theorem 2.9 ([3]). Given a graph G = (V,E), its clique

number is at most c1 = ⌊
√

8|E|+1

4 + 1
2⌋

Furthermore, in the case of the association graph, we
know the maximum clique corresponds to the maximum
common subgraph of the two original graphs G1 =
(V1, E1) and G2 = (V2, E2). Thus, its clique number
cannot exceed c2 = min{n1, n2}. Combining these results
we get the following upper bound for the clique number
of the association graph G:

csup = min{c1, c2} = min{⌊
√

8|E|+ 1

4
+

1

2
⌋, n1, n2}

So, our strategy consists in running these imitation
heuristics using alpha = γm−1+γm

2 starting from m =
csup and then repeat the process iteratively reducing m
by one at every iteration. The idea is we know one of those
m will be the real clique number and thus, we hope that



one of those heuristics will bring us closer to the global
optima and thus, starting RD on Bomze’s optimization
problem, should give better results.

2.3. Kernelization techniques

Considering the complement Ḡ of the association
graph G, the sub-graph C that we are searching is a
maximum independent set (MIS) in Ḡ instead of a max-
imum clique. This enables the application of multiple
heuristic techniques to shrink the size of the problem; they
are known as kernelization techniques. The following list
contains a description of the techniques used.

• Vertex Folding. [6] For a vertex v of degree two
whose neighbours u and w are not adjacent, either
v is in some MIS, or u and w are. The trio is
contracted into a single vertex, if this is found to
belong in a MIS then u and w belong to the MIS,
otherwise v is added.

• Unconfined. [7] Given S = {v}, v ∈ V , find
u ∈ V in the neighbourhood of S (N(S)) such
that |N(u)∩S| = 1. If there is no such vertex, v is
confined. If N(u)\N [S] = ∅, then v is unconfined.
If N(u) \ N [S] is a single vertex w, then add
w to S and repeat the procedure; otherwise v
is confined. Unconfined vertexes can be removed
from the graph, because there is always a MIS not
containing such vertexes.

• Diamond. [8] [9] This is an expansion of the
Unconfined reduction. Using set S built in the un-
confined reduction for a vertex v not unconfined.
If there are non adjacent vertexes u1, u2 in N(S)
such that N(u1)\N(S) = N(u2)\N(S) = v1, v2,
then v can be removed from the graph since there
is always a MIS without v.

• Twin. [7] Having two vertexes u and v of degree
three such that N(u) = N(v). If G[N(u)] contains
edges then u and v are in a MIS so we can remove
N(u) and N(v). Otherwise contract u, v, N(u)
and N(v) in a placeholder vertex x; if x is in a
MIS then u and v are in the MIS. This technique
is a generalization of vertex folding.

• Chang et al.’s Algorithm. [10] The LinearTime
algorithm has complexity O(m). It removes ver-
tices of degree zero and one and applies a reduc-
tion rule on degree two nodes based on degree
two paths. A degree two path is a path P if
every node of P has degree two. A degree two
path is maximal if it is not included in any other
degree two path. For a maximal degree two path
P = (v1, v2, ..., vl) we call v /∈ P and w /∈ P
the unique vertexes connected to v1 and vl re-
spectively. The technique distinguishes five cases
depending on the length of the degree two path
and its extremes.

1) v = w. There is a MIS that excludes v;
therefore, we can remove v. In the follow-
ing cases, we assume that v ̸= w.

2) |P | is odd and (v, w) ∈ E. There exists a
MIS that excludes v and w; therefore, we
can remove v and w.

Algorithm 1 LinearTime
Input: A graph G = (V,E)
Output: A maximal independent set V=0 in G

1 Initialization():
2 Initialize a stack S to be empty;
3 while V=1 ̸= ∅ or V=2 ̸= ∅ or V≥3 ̸= ∅ do
4 if V=1 ̸= ∅ then
5 DegreeOne-Reduction();
6 else if V=2 ̸= ∅ then
7 DegreeTwo-Reduction();
8 else
9 Inexact-Reduction();

10 Iteratively pop a vertex u from the stack S , and add
u to V=0 if none of its neighbors is in V=0;

11 Extend V=0 to be a maximal independent set;
12 return V=0;

3) |P | is odd and (v, w) /∈ E. There exists
a MIS that excludes either v1 or w and
includes half of the vertexes {v2, ..., vl};
therefore, we can remove {v2, ..., vl} and
add edge (v1, w).

4) |P | is even and (v, w) ∈ E. There exists
a MIS that excludes either v or w and
includes half of the vertices {v1, ..., vl};
thus, we can remove {v1, ..., vl}.

5) |P | is even and (v, w) /∈ E. There exists
a MIS that excludes either v or w and
includes half of the vertexes {v1, ..., vl};
thus, we can remove {v1, ..., vl} and add
edge (v, w).

Let d(v) be the degree of node v. Let V=0, V=1, V=2, V≥3

be the sets of nodes in graph G with degree zero, one, two
and at least three, respectively. Let S be an empty stack.
Algorithm 1 contains the exact procedure. Algortihm 2
contains auxiliary procedures used by algorithm 1.

2.4. Kernelization-AIH Pipeline

Kernelization techniques can be added as a processing
step to the AIH algorithm. The aim of this addition is
to shrink as much as possible the graph to make the
execution of AIH faster. Theoretically this is supported by
the fact that, choosing the right kernelization techniques,
they can be executed in linear time, while AIH algorithm
is more complex as they use replicator dynamics and
gradient descent. The kernelization algorithm cannot be
the same used for its own experiment, because there most
graphs get reduced completely and a solution is offered.
The aim is only to remove as much vertexes as possible
without losing information on a maximum clique in the
graph, not to reach a solution; that is left to the AIH algo-
rithm. For this reason the kernelization technique used is
the Linear Time algorithm developed by Chang et al. [10]
with a slight adjustment. Chang et al.’s algorithm applies
a procedure called by them Inexact-Reduction which is
very powerful and enables the algorithm to converge to
a solution in most cases. This procedure also introduces
most of the inaccuracy of the algorithm because it relies
on very wide assumptions. Disabling this procedure and
avoiding deleting vertexes found to be part of a maximum



Algorithm 2 Auxiliary Procedures
Procedure DegreeTwo-Reduction()

1 u← a vertex in V=2;
2 Find the maximal degree-two path/cycle P = (v1;
..., vl) containing u;

3 if P is a cycle then
4 DeleteVertex(u);
5 else
6 Let v, w /∈ P be the two vertices connected to

v1, vl, respectively;
7 if v = w then
8 DeleteVertex(v);
9 else if the number of vertices in P is odd then

10 if there is an edge between v and w in G then
11 DeleteVertex(v); DeleteVertex(W );
12 else
13 Remove all vertices except v1 of P from G,

remove all vertices of P from V=2, and add
an edge between v1 and w;

14 Push vertices vl, ..., v2, obeying the order, into
S;

15 else
16 Remove all vertices of P from G and V=2, and

add an edge, if not exist, between v and w;
17 Push vertices vl, ..., v1, obeying the order, into

S;
Procedure Inexact-Reduction()

18 Delete from G the vertex u with the highest degree
by invoking DeleteVertex(u);
Procedure DeleteVertex(v)

19 for neighbour w of v in G do
20 d(w)← d(w)− 1; /* Remove edge (v, w) */
21 if d(w) = 2 then
22 Remove w from V≥3 and add w into V=2;
23 else if d(w) = 1 then
24 Remove w from V=2 and add w into V=1;
25 else if d(w) = 0 then
26 Remove w from V=1 and add w into V=0;
27 Remove v from G,V=1, V=2, V≥3;

Procedure Contract(v, w)
28 Add edges, if not previously exist, between w and

neighbors of v;
29 Update w to be in the correct set, V=1, V=2, V≥3;
30 Remove v from G,V=1, V=2, V≥3;

clique makes the Linear Time algorithm perfectly suited
for our purpose, because it reduces the size of the graph
but leaves room for AIH to operate with accuracy. Since
the kernelization uses the complement of the association
graph it is necessary to convert back the kernel before
AIH is applied, this procedure is trivial [Figure 1].

3. Experimental results

3.1. AIH vs RD

Experiments are run on randomly generated Erdős-
Rényi graphs of size 20 and different levels of expected
connectivity. Every pair of graphs randomly generated by
this algorithm is then used to build the corresponding
association graph. Heuristics RD and AIH are then run

TABLE 1. KERNEL RESULTS

p Accuracy
0.01 0.95
0.03 0.94
0.05 0.93
0.1 0.92
0.2 0.90
0.3 0.88
0.4 0.88
0.5 0.88
0.6 0.88
0.7 0.89
0.8 0.90
0.9 0.92
0.95 0.94
0.97 0.94
0.99 0.95

TABLE 2. RD VS AIH VS PIPELINE

p Size of found maximal common subgraph
RD AIH kernel + AIH

0.1 13.54 14.42 14.38
0.2 10.81 11.69 11.77
0.3 9.37 10.22 10.27
0.4 8.71 9.93 9.93
0.5 8.7 9.96 9.96
0.6 8.58 9.99 9.97
0.7 9.15 10.26 10.26
0.8 10.58 11.58 11.54
0.9 13.63 14.44 14.47

to find a clique of the association graph as described
in the previous section. Results in Figure 2 show AIH
significantly improves over RD.

3.2. Kernelization Techniques

The techniques are applied in the following order to
maximise efficiency: LinearTime, VertexFolding, Twin,
Unconfined and Diamond. The techniques have been
tested on Erdős-Rényi random graphs of 100 vertexes and
an expected connectivity p taking the following values,
0.01, 0.03, 0.05, 0.95, 0.97, 0.99 and from 0.1 to 0.9 with
0.1 steps. For each value of p 100 graphs were generated,
then each was permuted to create isomorphic tuples; for
a total of 1500 association graphs. These techniques have
been tested on the Isomorphism problem, a more specific
problem than the Maximum Common Subgraph in which
the common subgraph is the size of the whole graph. The
reduction times is longer on more sparse graphs. This is
a direct consequence of the reduction rules used; many in
fact only act if there are nodes with a low degree in the
graph, one or two in several cases, and if there are very
few such nodes or no nodes at all, the reductions perform
little work, resulting in shorter times. In accordance with
what has just been seen, accuracy increases precisely
where the reduction rules have the greatest effect Figure
3.

3.3. Kernelization-AIH Pipeline

The data in TABLE 2 and Figure 4 show results of the
pipeline being consistent with results of the AIH algorithm
alone. The result that achieves the best accuracy between
the two algorithms is highlighted in bold. Figure 4 shows



Figure 2. Size of maximum common subgraph found with RD and
AIH heuristics comparison

Figure 3. Average accuracy for graphs whose final kernel is empty.
Numbers inside brackets refer to standard deviation.

Figure 4. Size of maximum common subgraph found with kernel-
ization + RD and kernelization + AIH heuristics comparison

Figure 5. Average time to apply reduction techniques. Numbers
inside brackets refer to standard deviation.

similar improvement of kernelization+AIH over kerneliza-
tion+RD compared to the one observed by pure AIH over
RD in Figure 2. This validates our pipeline as a viable
strategy since similar results have been reached starting
from a smaller graph that retains the same information
of the bigger, original graph. Due to the nature of how
the experiments were conducted execution times are not
really comparable between the single techniques and the
pipeline but as explained in section 2 theory points to a
favorable direction in this sense.

4. Conclusion

This paper presents techniques to enhance the frame-
work developed by Pelillo and based on the findings
of Motzkin and Strauss. Experimental results show that
AIH finds significantly larger maximal common subgraphs
than RD. Of course, this comes at the cost of higher
computational time, as annealed imitation heuristics need
to progressively adapt the starting point for the replicator
dynamics. The second technique, kernelization, is one
of the state-of-the-art techniques used for the Maximum
Independent Set problem and, thanks to the framework
used, it is easily applied to the Maximum Common Sub-
graph problem. Experimental results show the soundness

of this approach, successfully shrinking graph size while
retaining most of the relevant information and finding
almost-optimal solutions. Kernelization techniques can
be used in a pipeline with AIH techniques. With the
proper adjustments, kernelization techniques can be used
as a preprocessing step to simplify the association graph,
therefore making AIH techniques faster, while keeping
the maximum clique intact. However, experiments show
that this simplification does not improve the size of the
maximal common subgraph found by AIH.
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