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Abstract

The Weisfeiler-Leman (WL) dimension is a standard measure in descriptive complexity
theory for the structural complexity of a graph. We prove that the WL-dimension of a graph
on n vertices is at most 3/20 - n + o(n) = 0.15 - n + o(n).

The proof develops various techniques to analyze the structure of coherent configurations.
This includes sufficient conditions under which a fiber can be restored up to isomorphism if
it is removed, a recursive proof exploiting a degree reduction and treewidth bounds, as well
as an analysis of interspaces involving small fibers.

As a base case, we also analyze the dimension of coherent configurations with small fiber
size and thereby graphs with small color class size.

1 Introduction

In recent years, the Weisfeiler-Leman (WL) dimension has evolved to become a standard measure
for the structural complexity of a graph. Initially coined in the context of isomorphism questions
[Bab79, Wei76,I1.90], a plethora of equivalent reformulations in seemingly unrelated areas has
surfaced (e.g. [CFI92, Dvol0, AM13, GO15, DGR18, AMR™19]). The concept in particular has
applications in machine learning on graphs (see [MLM*23] for a survey).

In its initial formulation, the WL-dimension of a graph G is characterized as the minimum k
required so that the k-dimensional Weisfeiler-Leman algorithm distinguishes G from every non-
isomorphic graph. By a central result of Cai, Fiirer, and Immerman [CFI92], the dimension plus
one is also the least number of variables required to identify G in a particular logic (fixed-point
logic with counting) and also the number of pebbles required in a particular combinatorial pebble
game (the bijective pebble game).

In some sense, the Weisfeiler-Leman dimension measures how difficult it is to test isomor-
phism of one graph to others using a fairly general class of combinatorial algorithms. Crucially,
isomorphism between graphs of bounded Weisfeiler-Leman dimension can be decided in polyno-
mial time. More precisely, if the WL-dimension is at most k, then the problem can be solved
in time O(n**!logn). While group theoretic techniques can circumvent the structural com-
plexity given by high WL-dimension, the currently fastest theoretical algorithm, which runs in
quasi-polynomial time [Babl6], uses a O(log(n))-dimensional Weisfeiler-Leman algorithm as a
subroutine.

Many graph classes are known to have bounded Weisfeiler-Leman dimension (e.g., all classes
with a forbidden minor [Grol7] and bounded clique width graphs [GN23]), giving a polynomial
time isomorphism algorithm for these classes.
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Initial hopes to find a general bound on the WL-dimension of graphs, however, were dispelled
by the seminal construction of Cai, Fiirer, and Immerman [CFI92] which constructs graphs of
order n and Weisfeiler-Leman dimension Q(n).

In this paper we investigate explicit bounds for the Weisfeiler-Leman dimension. A calculation
of the precise constant in [CFI92] yields a lower bound of 0.00465 - n as demonstrated in [PVV06,
PV09]. This constitutes the current best lower bound in the literature. The best explicit upper
bound is 0.5n+1.5 [PVV06,PV09], which follows from upper bounds that apply in a more general
context (more specifically from bounds on the “non-counting version” of the WL-algorithm).

Results. As main result in this paper, we prove that for all graphs WLdim (G) < 3/20-n +
o(n) = 0.15-n 4 o(n). As a side note, we also observe that for all orders there are graphs
with a Weisfeiler-Leman dimension of at least 0.0105027 - n — o(n). As usual, these improved
bounds can both be recast in logical terms, bounding the number of variables required for graph
identification in fixed point-logic with counting.

Techniques. On a macroscopic scale the idea for the upper bound proof is as follows. To
facilitate recursion, we first generalize the problem to the realm of coherent configurations. These
naturally generalize various highly regular graph families, such as strongly regular graphs and
distance-regular graphs. They can be understood as the stable colorings under the 2-dimensional
Weisfeiler-Leman algorithm. Increasing the dimension by at most 2, we can at any point in time,
even during recursion, assume that all our objects are coherent configurations. The color classes
of graphs translate into fibers of the coherent configuration.

The proof strategy is to reduce the number of vertices, with a focus on reducing those con-
tained in large fibers. We repeatedly use individualizations (artificially assigning single vertices
a different color) to simplify the coherent configuration. A vertex individualization decreases the
dimension by at most 1. We argue that, at a sublinear cost, we can ensure that the maximum
color class size is sublinear (Section 8).

With small fibers in mind, we investigate situations in which a color class can be removed
without decreasing the Weisfeiler-Leman dimension. We call configurations critical if no fiber
can be removed this way. Fibers of size at most 3, which we call tiny, can always be removed. For
fibers that are not tiny, we develop a technique to determine from the combinatorial structure
that a fiber is restorable and thus can be removed (Section 3). The technique is based on
extendability of automorphisms of induced subconfigurations.

Our base case of the recursion is the situation in which all fibers have size at most 7. We
call such fibers small. We analyze the structure of the configurations that small fibers can
induce, as well as the possible connections between small fibers (Section 4). These connections
are called interspaces. The quotient graph captures the structural information given by fibers
and interspaces. Several reductions lead us to a quotient graph of maximum degree at most 3,
at which point we can use bounds on the treewidth for cubic graphs to bound the Weisfeiler-
Leman dimension. Overall we show that a coherent configuration with fiber size at most 7 has
Weisfeiler-Leman dimension at most n/20 + O(1) (Section 7).

For the recursion we also need to understand the possible interspaces between small and large
fibers (Section 5). We define a potential function (Section 9) that measures the progress we make
towards the base case. It gives us the possibility to trade individualizations for a reduction of the
potential. We then define a sequence of local reductions that, for various subconfigurations and
types of interspace, provide a positive trade-off (Section 10). We can thus inductively assume
that these subconfigurations and interspaces are not present in our configuration.

To finally reach the base case, we employ a global argument. We introduce the concept of
a t-reduced configuration (Section 11) and show that configurations to which none of the local



reductions are applicable are t-reduced. For reduced structures, the global argument allows us
to separate the graph into pieces whose underlying structure either has small treewidth or which
consist only of small fibers (Section 12). Overall this recursive approach proves the main theorem
(Section 13).

In contrast to the upper bounds, the lower bound simply follows straightforwardly by com-
bining three known results on expansion, treewidth, and the CFI-construction in the evident
fashion. An intermediate step in that argument is that random cubic graphs asymptotically
almost surely have treewidth at least 0.04201 - n (Section 14).

Related Work. A concrete classification of graphs with Weisfeiler-Leman dimension 1 is
known [AKRV17,KSS22]. Fuhlbriick, Kébler, and Verbitsky analyze the structure of graphs
with Weisfeiler-Leman dimension 2 [FKV21] and bounded color class size. Some of our structural
lemmas can be seen as direct generalizations of results in their paper. A recent generalization
of their complexity results regarding the WL-dimension can be found in [LRS24]. We should
remark that in the two papers, just like in ours, the CFI-graphs appear innately.

A survey on descriptive complexity in particular with bounds related to the Weisfeiler-Leman
dimension can be found in [PV09]. We previously supervised a Bachelor’s thesis by Simon
Lutz [Lut20] at TU Kaiserslautern that shows an upper bound of [Z] + 2.

The term Weisfeiler-Leman dimension was coined by Grohe in his monograph [Grol7]. The
main result implies that for non-trivial minor-closed graphs classes the Weisfeiler-Leman dimen-
sion is bounded. As remarked above, this is also true for graphs of bounded rank-width [GN23].
Recently, for several graph classes explicit bounds on the dimension have been proven, including
planar graphs [KPS19], distance hereditary graphs [GNP23], and permutation graphs [GGP23].

In independent work, Kiefer and Neuen [KN24] recently prove an upper bound on the
Weisfeiler-Leman dimension of [%] + o(n). They also observe a lower bound of gzn, slightly
below the one we state here using essentially the same observations.

2 Preliminaries

Our overall proof makes ample use of coherent configurations, for which the basic concepts and
notation are introduced in this section (see also [Bab16, CP19] for the broader theory).

Let © be a finite set and A be a binary relation on 2. We set n := |Q]. Throughout the
paper, we call the elements in § vertices and the elements in A arcs. We also write vw instead
of (v,w) to denote arcs. We set A* := {wv | vw € A} and call it the transpose relation of A.
For v € , the set vA = {w € Q | vw € A} is called the neighborhood of v under A and
we define d” (v) := |vA|. Given a set A C Q, we also use the notation d, (A) if d? (v) is
independent of the choice of v € A. We denote {(v,v) | v € Q} by 1g. A coloring of a set A is
the function x: A — C where C is the set of colors. The color of a € A is x(a) and the set of all
colors is x(A). The coloring induces a color partition 7(x) on A. For a set A of binary relations,
we denote the set of all unions of these relations by A".

Graphs. Given a finite set Q and a binary relation A, we call the pair (Q, A) a (directed)
graph G. We denote the set of all vertices of G by Q(G) and the set of all arcs of G by A(G).
We call G undirected if A = A*. Two vertices v,w € ) are adjacent if vw € A or wv € A.
Given A C Q, the subgraph of G induced by A C Qis (A, ANA?) and is denoted by G[A]. Given
the graph G and a coloring x: A(G) — C, we call (G, x) a colored graph.



Isomorphisms. An isomorphism between uncolored graphs G and H is a bijection ¢ : V(G) —
V(H) which preserves adjacency and non-adjacency, that is, for all v,w € Q(G) we have vw €
A(G) if and only if p(v)p(w) € A(H). Given two colored graphs (G, xg) and (H,xm), an
isomorphism ¢ between G and H is called color-permuting if for all v, w,v’,w’ € Q(G) it satisfies

xa(vw) = xag(W'w') <= xu(p)p(w)) = xu (e )p(w)),

and color-preserving if for all v,w € Q(G) we have xg(vw) = xm(p(v)p(w)). If there exists an
isomorphism between G and H, then we call the graphs isomorphic and write G = H. Unless
otherwise stated, we require all isomorphism between colored graphs to be color-preserving.

Weisfeiler-Leman Algorithm. Given k € Nsg, the k-dimensional Weisfeiler-Leman algo-
rithm k-WL is part of family of incomplete deciders for the isomorphism problem, which, given
two uncolored graphs G and H, asks whether G = H holds. Given the colored graph (G, x), th

algorithm k-WL determines for every (vi,...,vx) € Q(G)* an initial coloring x5 (vy, ..., vg) =

(F(v1v1),¥(v1v2), . .., H(vgvE)) where

0, x(vw)) if v = w,
1, x(vw)) if vw € A(G),
2,0) if vw ¢ A(G).

Yow) =

—~

Next, it iteratively computes x{3'(v1, ..., vx) defined by

OE M (o1, o), LG (w, 2,5 Vk), - X (01, vp—1,w)) | w € QG

for all (vy,...vx) € Q(G)*. This process stops if 7(x¥™") is stable under k-WL, that is w(x¥™") =
m(xi11). For the i at which the process stops, we define x5 = xf™.

If the initially given graph is uncolored, we start the algorithm on the monochromatic
version of it. The algorithm k-WL distinguishes graphs (G, x¢) and (H,xm) if {}5"(0) |
7€ QG)*Y # X" ®) | v € Q(H)*}. The notation (G, xg) ~ (H,xn) indicates that
the graphs are not distinguished by k-WL. The algorithm k-WL identifies (G,xqa) if it dis-
tinguishes the graph (G, x¢) from all non-isomorphic graphs. The Weisfeiler-Leman dimen-
sion WLdim ((G, xg)) of a graph (G, x¢) is the minimal & € N such that k-WL identifies G.
Note that for a colored graph (G, xg), the WL-dimension only depends on 7(x ) and not on x¢
itself.

Intuitively 2-WL works as follows: in each iteration, the algorithm counts for each arc (vw)
in G the number of colored 2-paths from v to w, taken the colors into account. Many invariants
are computed by 2-WL. It in particular it measures distances between vertices in G and is able
to identify cycles and cliques. It is known that 2-WL identifies all uncolored graphs with order
smaller than 16.

Coherent configurations. Let Q be a finite set and A a partition of Q2. Thus each A € A is
a binary relation on . The pair (€, .A) is called a coherent configuration X on § if the following
conditions are satisfied:

(CC1) 1 € AY,
(CC2) A* € Aforall A€ A, and

(CC3) given A, B,T € A, there is a constant 0573 such that 0573 = |[vANwB*| is independent
of the choice of vw € T'.



We denote the set of all vertices of X by Q(X), and the set of all relations of X by A(X). We call
each A € A a basis relation, || the order of X, and |.A| the rank of X. We call X homogeneous
if 1 € A.

We may interpret a coherent configuration X as a complete, colored graph (Gx, xx) where

QGx) =Q%),  A(Gx) =Q(%)?% and e (x) = A

We define WLdim (X) := WLdim ((Gx, xx)). Note that, the dimension only depends on the
partition induced by yx and not on the actual colors’.

Lemma 2.1 (see [Babl6]). Given a coherent configuration X, the color partition w(xx) is stable
under 2-WL.

Fibers and interspaces. Let X be a coherent configuration. A set A C Q is called a fiber
if 1o € A. We denote the set of all fibers of X by F (X). By Property (CC1) the vertex set (%)
is partitioned by the collection of fibers F (X). A fiber A is called a singleton if |A| = 1.

Given R, B € F (%), there is a unique subset A’ C A(X) which partitions R x B. We call this
partition the interspace between R and B and denote it by X[R, B]. Observe that A € X[R, B] if
and only if A* € X[B,R]. If |X[R, B]| = 1 we call X[R, B] and X[B,R] homogeneous. If R = B,
we shorten X[R, R] to X[R]. For a union of fibers R, we define X—R = (Q(X) —R, %[QS&E) —R)).

Given two fibers R, B € F (X) and a basis relation A € X[R, B], we set d (A) := d” (R) and
d(R, B) == mingex[r,p d (4).

Constituents. For basis relation A of a coherent configuration X, we call the subgraph induced
by A a constituent of X. To declare that the constituent G is contained in the interspace (or cell)
between fibers R and B, we will abuse notation and write G € X[R, B] instead of A(G) € X[R, B].
If clear from context, abusing notation further, by G € X[R, B] for explicitly given graphs G we
will mean that X[R, B] contains a constituent that is isomorphic to G.

Coherent closure and individualizations. Given two coherent configurations X and X', we
say that X is at least as fine as X', denoted by X < X’ if for all A € A(X’) we have A € A(X)".

Let A be a collection of relations on © which does not necessarily satisfy Property (CC3).
The coherent closure of A is the coarsest coherent configuration whose relations are each con-
tained in some relation in A. For vertices vi,...,ve € Q, we set Xy, ., = 2-WL(A(X) U
{14,,..-,1y,}). Intuitively we individualize vy, ..., v, that is, force v; to form its own color class
(in terms of colored graphs) or equivalently to be its own fiber (in terms of coherent configura-
tion).

Theorem 2.2. Let X be a coherent configuration, and let vy, ... ,ve € Q(X). Then WLdim (X) <
¢+ max{2, WLdim (%X, ,.,)}-

Quotient graph. The quotient graph of the coherent configuration X is the uncolored, undi-
rected graph (F (X),{RB | |X[R,B]| > 1}). We denote the quotient graph of X by Q(X).
Given R € F(X), we define the color degree of R to be the number of fibers adjacent to R
in Q(X).

We call a set S of fibers dominating if every fiber of X is in S or adjacent to at least one fiber

of S in Q(%).

ITreating configurations as uncolored objects, one may define a different notion of Weisfeiler-Leman dimension.
However, the notion we use is the one suitable for application to graphs.
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(a) L(FP). (b) Spae.

Figure 1: Special graphs.

Special graphs. We denote the disjoint union of s copies of a graph G by sG and write K,
for the complete, undirected graph of order n we write. We refer to the cycle of order n by C,,
and use C_‘,: for the directed version. We should remark that we use 2K3 and 2C5 both to refer
to the same isomorphic graph. We refer to the rook graph on n x n vertices by R,, and denote
the Paley tournament on 7 vertices by PTr(7).

Given two vertex sets R and B of size n; and ng respectively, the graph K, ,, is the complete,
directed, bipartite graph from R to B. We call ny1 Ky n,/,, a star, and n1 K11 a matching. Given
disjoint fibers {ry,...,m,} and {b1,...,b,}, the set of arcs {r;b;,r;bis1 | i € {1,...,n—1}} U
{rpbn, r,b1} introduce a direction-alternating cycle of length 2n in the interspace between the
fibers. Abusing notation we denote it by Cy,.

The incidence graph (or Levi graph) of the Fano plane L(FP) is a bipartite graph on two
parts R and B each of size 7. The set of arcs A(L(FP)) is, up to isomorphism, determined by
following property: for each X € {R, B} and v,v’ € X there is exactly one w € (RU B) \ X
for which vw,v'w € A(L(FP)). The graph L(FP) is shown in Figure 1(a). The graph Spsg
is the graph obtained form K, by subdividing every edge. It is a bipartite graph with vertex
set R U B where |R| = 4 and |B| = 6. For every {r,r'} C R there is exactly one b € B such
that 7b,7’b € A(Spa,). Figure 1(b) depicts Spae.

3 Critical Configurations

Definition 3.1. We call a coherent configuration X critical if WLdim (X) > 2 and there is no
set of fibers R C F (X) such that WLdim (X — (Jzer R) = WLdim (X).

Lemma 3.2. Let X be a coherent configuration. If X is critical, then Q(X) is connected.

Proof sketch. Since WLdim (X) = max{WLdim (¥X)[C] | C a connected component of Q(X)},
Q(X) must consist of exactly one connected component. O

Lemma 3.3. Let X be a coherent configuration. If X is critical, then there are mo distinct
fibers R, B € F (X) with d(B, R) = 1, that is, fibers with |R|K, 15 € X[R, B].

TR
Proof sketch. We argue that WLdim (X — R) > WLdim (X). Recall that we can interpret coher-
ent configuration as complete colored graphs. Suppose that X’ ~; X. We can assume that
the two configurations are defined on the same vertex set and their vertex colorings agree.

Then X'[Q(X) — B] ~, X[QA(X) — BJ.



It suffices now to observe that an isomorphism ¢ from X'[Q(X) — B] to X[Q(X) — B] extends
to an isomorphism @ from X’ to X. The extension is defined as follows. Let U be a basis relation
in X[R, B] such that (RUB, U) is isomorphic to |R| K5/, . For vertexr € R choose a neighbor b
in B with respect to U. Set @(r) to be the unique neighbor with respect to U of ¢(b). Since
criticality requires WLdim (X) > 2, it follows from coherence that $(r) is an isomorphism. O

Lemma 3.4. Let X be a coherent configuration. If X is critical, then there are no fibers R, B €
F (%) with |R| = |B| odd such that d(R, B) = 2. In particular, if X is critical, then there is no
interspace tCa, € X[R, B for positive integers t,x with x odd.

Proof. Recall that 2-WL is able to measure lengths of paths of particular colors between two
vertices, and in particular, color-alternating paths between two vertices. Under the assump-
tions, for all r € R there is a unique b € B such that there are two color-alternating paths
between R and B of equal length. By Property (CC3), the arcs rb form a basis relation of X,
and thus |R|K7,1 € X[R, B]. This contradicts Lemma 3.3. O

A fiber R of a coherent configuration is called large if 8 < |R)|, small if 4 < |R| < 7, and tiny
if |R| < 3. Thinking of red, blue and yellow, we will typically use the letters R, B and Y for
fibers in general. We will use L or S to indicate that the fiber in question is large or small,
respectively.

Lemma 3.5. Let X be a coherent configuration. If X is critical, then there is no tiny fiber

Proof. Let R € F (X) be a tiny fiber. It cannot be that R is the only fiber of X since otherwise
we would have WLdim (X) = 1. If |X[R, B]| > 1, then |R|Ky sy € X[R, B] contradicting
Lemma 3.3. So all interspaces incident to R in Q(X) are homogeneous which contradicts that
the quotient graph is connected (Lemma 3.2). O

Let R be a union of fibers of X, and let B be the union of fibers that are not in R but adjacent
(in Q(X)) to some fiber in R. We call R restorable if every automorphism of X[B] that extends
to an automorphism of X — R also extends to an automorphism of X[R U B].

Lemma 3.6. Let X be a coherent configuration. If X is critical, then there is no restorable union
of fibers that is non-dominating.

Proof. Let R be a non-dominating restorable union of fibers in a critical coherent configuration X.
Let B be the union of fibers that are not in R but adjacent (in Q(X)) to some fiber in R.
Define k := max{WLdim (X[R U B]), WLdim (X — R)}. We argue that k¥ = WLdim (X), which
proves the statement. Recall that we can interpret coherent configuration as complete colored
graphs. So let ¥’ be a second coherent configuration for which (¥, x) >~ (¥’,x’) with suitable
colorings x and x’. Set R’ := x'"1x(R) and B’ := x’"1x(B) to be the vertices in X’ in classes
corresponding to R and B, respectively. By the choice of k there is an isomorphism ¢ from X —R
to X’ — R/ and an isomorphism ¢ from X[R U B] to X'[R’ U B’]. The restriction ¢~ 1(¢|g) is
an automorphism of X[B]. Since R is restorable, this restriction extends to an automorphism g
of X[R U B]. Now consider the following map v: Q(X) — Q(X’) defined by

V(v):{gp(v), forv ¢ RUB
¥(u(v)), otherwise.

To see that this map is an isomorphism from X to X', it suffices to observe that for b € B we
have 1 (u(b)) = ¢(v), so v combines two isomorphism that agree on B. We conclude that X =
X' O



Let R be a fiber of a coherent configuration. We say that a fiber Y distinct from R is taken
care of (regarding restorability of R) if for every y € Y and U € X[Y, R]| there is a fiber B different
from R and Y, a point b € B, and an interspace Up € X[B, R] such that bUp C yU.

Lemma 3.7. Let X be a coherent configuration with distinct fibers R and Y. IfY is taken care
of (regarding restorability of R) and R is restorable in X — Y, then R is restorable in X.

Proof. Let B be the union of fibers that are neighbors of R in Q(X). Suppose ¢ is an automor-
phism of X[B]. Consider the restriction ¢’ := @‘B\Y. Since R is restorable in X — Y there is
automorphism @ that is an extension of ¢’ to X[(B\ Y) U R]. Let @ be the common extension
of p and ¢'.

It suffices now to argue that % is an automorphism of X[BUR]. For this it suffices to consider
non-trivial basis relations U € X[Y, R]. So assume yr € U. Since Y is taken care of, there is a
fiber B C B other than Y, a vertex b € B, and Up € X[B, R] with bUp C yU. Due to coherence, b
can be chosen so that r € bUp. Since @ is an automorphism, we have that @(r) € $(b)Ug.

Due to coherence we have also have that ¢(b)Up C ¢(y)U because the color of an arc y'b’
“knows” whether b’Up C y'U. We conclude that (B(y),®(r)) € U. O

We call a vertex set R C Q(X) a module if for all b € Q(X) \ R and all A € A(X) we
have bAN R € {0, R}.

Lemma 3.8. Let X be a coherent configuration that is not homogeneous. If X is critical, then
there is no small fiber that can be properly partitioned into at most 8 modules.

Proof. Let i € {2,3}. Towards a contradiction, assume that there is a small fiber S € F (X)
which partitions into ¢ modules My, ..., M;. By Property (CC3), all these modules are of equal
size lzﬂ € {2,3}. Furthermore, due to their small size, we have K; € X[M;] for all j € {1,...,i}.
Let X’ be a copy of X in which we replace S by S := {m1,...,m;} where for all j € {1,...,i}
the vertex m; is an arbitrary representative of M;. (So we contract the modules.) Since 2-WL
identifies cliques and X[M;, M;/] is homogeneous for all distinct 7, 5" € {1,...,:}, WLdim (X) =
WLdim (X’). Combining Property (CC3) with the fact that M; is a module for all j € {1,...,4},
we conclude for all R € F (X) \ {S} that either X’[R, 5] is homogeneous or iK x| ; € X'[R,5].

This contradicts the arguments used in the proof of Lemma 3.5 which show that S’ can be
removed without decreasing the WL-dimension. O

Theorem 3.9. Let X be a coherent configuration. Suppose (R, B,Y) is an induced path in Q(X),
reR, yeY,UeX[R,B], andU' € X[Y,B]. Then d(U)-d(U’") = |B|-|rU nyU’|.
In particular lem{|B|,d (U)} > 1 and lem{|B|,d (U’)} > 1. In particular |B| is not prime.

Proof. Choose y € Y and consider yU’. Since X[R, Y] is homogeneous, the number |rU NyU’| is
independent of the choice of » € R or y € Y. The probability that for » € R and b € B chosen
independently uniformly at random we have rb € U is the same as the probability that for r € R
and b € yU’ chosen independently uniformly at random we have rb € U (because all vertices in B

have the same degree with respect to U*). On top of that, both probabilities are the same if we
d(U) _ |wUnyU’|

first fix an arbitrary r and then choose b only from B or yU’, respectively. Thus I D)
Observe that d (U’) > |[rU NyU’| > 1 and that d (U) > |[rU NyU’| > 1. This the implies the
second part of the theorem. O



IR| | T (X[R)

1| (K1)

2 | (K2)

3 | (K3)

4 | (Ku), (C1,2K3), (2Ks,2K2,2K), (C1,2Ko)

5 | (Ks), (C5,C5), (G5, C3),

6 | (Ko), (2Ks, Ks), (2Cs, Ky 3), (3Ks, Ko..), (3K, Ca[Ko)),
(Cs, 3K, 2K3), (Co, 2C, 3K2), (33, 3Ka, 205, 3K

7 | (K7), (Cr.Cr,Cr), (PTH(T)), (C5,Cr,CY)

Table 1: Classification of all homogeneous coherent configuration of order n < 7.

L (g}m SN ey
7 \J_S'« \De<T/ \Ds< 17

(a) (2C3, Ks.3). (c) (8K2,3K>,2C5,3K2). () (Ca, 205, 3K:).

(b) (C[Kz2), 3K>).

Figure 2: Coherent configurations of order 6 with directed edges.

4 Small fibers and their interspaces

Given an interspace X[R, B] between the fibers R and B, define T (X[R, B]) to be the collection of
basis relations A in a X[R, B] up to isomorphism while omitting transpose basis relation A*, 1g,
and 1pg.

Lemma 4.1. Every small fiber R in a coherent configuration induces, up to isomorphism, one
of 22 coherent configurations. These 22 options are given in Table 1.

Proof. Observe that (R,X¥[R]) is a homogeneous coherent configuration. Small homogeneous
coherent configuration have been classified, see for example [HM00, HMO03]. O

Note that for small fibers, the constituents of the induced homogeneous coherent configu-
ration contained within a fiber determine the isomorphism type of said homogeneous coherent
configuration. (This is not necessarily the case for larger fibers.)

Lemma 4.2. Let X be a coherent configuration, and let (R, B) be an edge in Q(X) such that 2 <
Rl <|Bl<7.

(1) If |R| =2, then | B| € {2,4,6} and 2K, 151 € X[R, B].

(2) If |[R| = 3, then |B| € {3,6} and 3K1,% € X[R, B].



(3) If |R| = 4, then |B| € {4,6}. Furthermore, if |R| = 4 and |B| = 4, then at least one of
the constituents Cs, 4K 1, and 2K 5 is contained in X[R, B|, and if |R| = 4 and |B| =6,
then at least one of constituents Spa¢ and 2Ks 3 is contained in X[R, B].

(4) If |R| =5, then |B| =5 and 5K, 1 € X[R, B].

(5) If |[R| = 6, then |B| = 6 and at least one of constituents 6K1 1, Cia, 3K22, or 2K3 3 is
contained in X[R, BJ.

(6) If |R| = 7, then |B| = 7 and at least one of constituents 7K1 1 and L(FP) is contained
in X[R, B].

Proof. The claims for |R|,|B| € {1,...,4} have been determined in [FKV21, Figures 2 and
3. Let U € X[R, B] be such that d(U) = d(R, B). Note that d(U) € {1,...,[Z!]|}. The
constituent (R U B,U) satisfies

[Rld(U) = [B]d(U"), (1)

and thus d(U*) € {1,...,[]}. Note d(U) = d(U*) if |R| = |B|, and in particular, the
interspace |R|K; 1 € X[R, B] appears if d (U) = 1.

Now assume |R| < 4 < |B|. If |R| = 2 (respectively |R| = 3), then by Equation (1) the size
of Bis 6 and d (U) = 3 (respectively d (U) = 2). Thus 2K; 3 € X[R, B] (respectively 3K; 5 €
X[R,B]). If |IR| = 4, then |B| =6, d(U) = 3, and d (U*) = 2. If there are distinct b,b’ € B
such that bU* = b'U*, then 2K5 3 € X[R, B]. Otherwise, for all distinct r,7" € R there is a b
with bU* = {r,r'}. Hence K4 € X[R] and Sps 6 € X[R, B].

By Equation (1), if |R| = 5, then |B| = 5 and d (U) = 2. Due to Property (CC3), we
have Cyo € X[R, B] and 5K1 1 € X[R, B].

In the upcoming cases of |R| € {6,7}, a finer case distinction will be necessary. So for the
rest of the proof, let G be a constituent which is contained in X[R], and let r,7" € R be such
that 7’ € A(G). Further, define s := |rU Nr'U|. We will repeatedly use the following coherence
criterion: if d(QG) is the degree of the graph underlying G, then d(G) - s is a multiple of d(U).

Assume |R| = 6. By Equation (1) we know that |B| = 6. If d (U) = 2, then at least one of
the following constituents is contained in X[R, B]: Ci2, 3K5 2, or 2Cs. In the last case, we also
have 6K7 1 € X[R, B] due to Property (CC3). All other possible constituents imply a violation
of Property (CC3). Assume now that d (U) = 3:

(1) G 2 Kg. We will double count how many arcs from U have an endpoint in 7U: recall
that d(U) = d(U*) = 3 since |R| = |B|. Thus there are >, ;3 = 9 such arcs. On
the other hand, there are 3 such arcs which start in . Furthermore, each v’ € R\ {r}
has exactly s common neighbors with r, so 5s arcs that do not start in r. Together, we
have 34 5s # 9 for all s € {0,...,3}. Thus we obtain a contradiction.

(2) G = Cs or G = Cy. We have d(G) € {1,2)} and d(U) = 3. So s ¢ {1,2} by the
coherence criterion. If s = 3, then, since G is connected, all vertices of R would have the
same neighbors under U in B which violates coherence. If s = 0, then U forms an 2K3 3
interspace.

H
(3) G = 2K3 or G = 2C5. Due to the coherence criterion s ¢ {1,2}. Also s = 0 is impossible
since three vertices cannot have pairwise non-adjacent neighborhoods under U each covering
half the vertices of B. If s = 3, then 2K3 3 € X[R, B].

(4) G = 3K,. Due to the coherence criterion s ¢ {1,2}. A contradiction of Equation (1)
is implied if s = 3 because then vertices of B have an even number of incoming arcs
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|R| | |B] | T(X[R,B])

1 | 4 | (Cs,Cs), (2Kz.9,2K32)

4 6 | (Spae,Spae), (2Ka3,2K53)

6 6 (C12,C12,3K5 2) (2K3 3,2K33), (3K2,2, 3K 9, 3K2,2), (3K272, R x B — 3K2,2)
7 | 7 | (L(FP),R x B — L(FP))

Table 2: Classification of all X[R, B] with 2 < |R| < |B| < 7 in critical coherent configurations.

from U. Suppose s = 0 and let ", »"”" € R such that r""r"" € A(G). If |rU Nr"U| € {0, 3},
then 2K3 3 € X[R, B]. If |rU Nnr"U| € {1,2}, then [rU Nr"U| = |7'U Nr""U| and implying
that Cg € %[B]

Assume |R| = |B| = 7. If d(U) = 2, then C14 € X[R,B| and 7K1 € X[R,B|. So as-

sume

(1)

d(U) = 3.

G = K;. We will double count how many arcs from U have an endpoint in rU: recall
that d (U) = d (U*) = 3 since |R| = [B|. Thus we have ), ;3 =9. On the other hand,
there are 3 ingoing arcs which start in r. Furthermore, each 7 € R\ {r} has exactly s
common neighbors with r so 6s arcs that do not start in r. Together, we have 3 + 6s # 9
for all s € {0,2,3}. If s = 1, then L(FP) € X[R, B] since the interspace satisfies the
combinatorial properties of a projective plane.

H
G = C7 or G = C7. As before, since G is connected, s = 3 is impossible. By the coherence
criterion s ¢ {1,2}. In fact, this means that [FU N'U| = 0 for all 7, 7" € R since each such
pair forms an arc in some constituent of R isomorphic to C7 or C7 (See Table 1). This is
however a contradiction since 7 is not divisible by 3.

G = PTr(7). Recall that G is a complete oriented graph. If s = 3, all vertices of R have
the same neighbors under U since G is connected, so the interspace is trivial. If s = 1,
then L(FP) € X[R, B], because the combinatorial properties of a projective plane are
fulfilled. Suppose R = {ry,...,r7}. If s =0, then ryU NroU = () and 1 U Nr3U = @. This
implies 73U NroU # 0, a contradiction. Finally if s = 2 then at least 2 -7 = 14 of the
arcs from U end in mU. But only |riU|-d(U*) = 3-3 =9 of the arcs from U can end
inmU. [l

To classify all possible isomorphism types of interspaces between small fibers, we can exam-
ine the coarsest coherent configurations containing one of the graphs guaranteed to exists by
Lemma 4.2 as constituent. Table 2 lists all isomorphism types between two small fibers in a
critical coherent configuration. Note that the isomorphism type is determined by the isomor-
phism types of its constituents. (This is not necessarily the case for interspaces between larger
fibers). For fibers of size 4 and 6 the classification can alternatively derived from the upcoming
Theorem 5.1.

Lemma 4.3. Let X be a coherent configuration, and let (R, B) be an edge in Q(X) with |R| < |B,
and suppose x € {4,6} and y € {2,3}.

(1)
(2)

If Cy,, € X[R, B], then C, € X[R).
If yK> 2 € X[R, B], then yK» € X[R].

11



(3) If 2Ka.3 € X[R, B], then 2K € X[R] and either 2K € X[B] or 2Cs € X|[B).

(4) If 2K35 € X[R, B], then cither 2K € X[R] or 2Cs € X[B.

(5) If L(FP) € X[R, B, then cither K7 € X[R] or PTr(7) € X[R)].

(6) If Spug € X[R, B), then Ks € X[R)] and either 3Ks, Ko.2.5 € X|B] or 3Ka, Ca|K2] € X[B).

Proof. The first five claims follow from Property (CC3) and from the proof of Lemma 4.2.
Consider the last claim and suppose U € X[R, B] with (RU B,U) = Spys. Then K, € X[R]
since otherwise R violates Property (CC3). For all » € R the ne1ghborhood rU induces up to
isomorphism the same subgraph in X[B]. Thus either K3 € X[rU] or C’g € X[rU]. In the first
case K220 € X[B], in the latter case C3[K3]. O

5 Interspaces between large and small fibers

To study interspaces between large and small fibers we will introduce a specialized notation that
concisely captures the attachment structure that vertices in the large fiber have in the small
fiber. The challenge is to capture the entire information for all constituents simultaneously.

For a relation A, we define ul(A) to be AUA*. We extend this notation to graphs and coherent
configurations to obtain their underlying undirected structure. For a coherent configuration X,
we set ul(X) to be (Q(X),{ul(A) | A € A(X)}). Observe that ul(X) is not necessarily coherent.
For a graph G, we set ul(G) to be ((G), ul(A(G))) and call it the underlying undirected graph
of G.

Let L, S be distinct fibers of a coherent configuration X. We say the interspace X[L, S| con-
tains the interspace pattern (G',di,d3, ... d} ;.. .; GEdb, db, ... ,d,’fk) if Z?Zl t; = |%[L,S]| -1,
there are distinct A',..., A¥ € X[S] such that for each i € {1,...,k} we have ul(S, A%) = G?,
and there are distinct Uf, ..., U, € X[L, S] such that for all £ € L and j € {1,...,1;} the set (U}
induces a d’-clique in ul(S, A"). We should emphasize that the sum of the ¢; is |X[L, S]| — 1
and thus we omit exactly one of the interspaces in the pattern. In fact, in general the missing
interspace will not satisfy a clique condition. Also, it is a priori not clear that an interspace
always has a pattern of this form we just defined.

Considering d} = 3, if for all §” C S that induce a 3-clique in ul(S, A') the common neigh-
borhood (¢ SU;* is not empty, then we mark the entry in the interspace pattern by T. This
means there is a vertex in £ € L such that EU; = 5’. On the other hand, if for all S” C S induc-
ing a 3-clique in ul(S, A') we have that S\ S’ is a also 3-clique and exactly one of [,/ sUZ
or e S\s' sU ;* is not empty, then we mark the entry by *. For example, the interspace pat-

tern (K2 2.2,3) has two subpatterns, namely (K22 2, 3") and (K222, 3%). In principle there could
be other subcases, but it will follow from our classification that only these two subcases arise.

Theorem 5.1. Let X be a critical coherent configuration and (L, S) be an edge in Q(X). If|S| €
{4,6}, then X[L,S] contains one of the following interspace patterns:

(1) (K4,2) (5) (Ke,2,2) (9) (3K2,2;3K2,2)  (13) (K¢, 3T)
(2) (2K2,2) (6) (3K2,2) (10) (K3,2,2,2;3K2,2) (14) (Ks,3")
(3) (C4,2) (7) (3K3,2,2) (11) (K33,2) (15) (2K3,31)
(4) (Ks,2) (8) (C6,2;3K2,2)  (12) (K33,2,2) (16) (K2,2,2,3")
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(17) (K22.2,3%).

Proof. Since |S| € {4,6}, we have d(L, S) € {2,3} and |X[L, S]| € {2,3}.

Let us first observe that for every basis relation U € X[L, S] with [fU| € {2,3} and every ¢ € L
the set [U forms a clique in some undirected underlying graph of a constituent of X[S]. Indeed,
from coherence, it follows that every constituent of X[¢U] is a regular graph. Thus, since (U] €
{2, 3}, there is only a single constituent, which must be a 2-clique or a 3-clique. Note that the
size of the clique is independent of the choice of ¢ due to coherence. Also note that, again due to
coherence, the constituent that contains the clique X[¢U] must be the same for different choices
of £.

Finally observe that, since |S| € {4,6}, the interspace X[L, S] contains at most one basis
relation U € X[L, S] with d (U) > 3. From these observations we conclude that X[L, S] has some
an interspace pattern of the form (G, di,d3, ..., d%l; o GRE R, ,dfk).

First assume |S| = 4, and thus we have |X[L,S]| = 2. Then k = 1, ¢t; = 1, and d} = 2. If
there are £ € L and U € X[L, S] such that ¢U induces a clique in ul(G) where G is constituent
of X[S] isomorphic to Cy, then X[¢U] is not regular. Therefore by Lemma 4.1, each constituent G
of X[S] (and thus the undirected graph G') is isomorphic to one of the graphs K4, Cy, or 2Ko.
Observe that for all distinct s, s’ € S which are adjacent in G, the two vertices in S\ {s, s’} are
also adjacent in G. Thus X[L, S| has one of the interspace patterns (Ky,2), (C4,2), or (2K3,2).

Now assume |S| = 6. Let £ € L, U € X[L,S], and G be constituent of X[S] such that (U
induces a clique in ul(G). By Lemma 4.1 the constituent G is isomorphic to one of the graphs
Kg, 2K3, 26_'>3, K33, 3K, K229, C_'g[Kg], Cg, or (7)'6. We distinguish cases according to G.

(Case G =2 Cg). By Lemma 4.1 there must exist constituents G’, G” of X[S] such that G’ =
3K5 and G” = 2K3. Observe d (U) # 3 since Cg does not contain a 3-clique. Thus d (U) = 2.
Assume |X[L, S]] = 2 and let U € X[L,S] with U # U. Then exactly two vertices in (U
have distance 3 in G, which contradicts coherence. Thus we know that |X[L,S]| = 3. So
let {U,U, ﬁ} = X[L,S]. If both (U and ¢U induce 2 cliques in G, then there is exactly one
pair (5,3) € U x (U such that 55 € A(G’). Thus by coherence U cannot be a basis relation. A
similar argument applies if both €U~and ¢U induce 2 cliques in G”. In the last possible case, (U
induces a 2-clique in ul(G’) and ¢U induces a 2-clique in ul(G). Then X[L, S] has interspace
pattern (Cg, 2; 3K2, 2).

(Case G = 52) Once again, observe d (U) # 3 since Cg does not contain a 3-clique.
Thus d (U) = 2. However X[¢U] is not regular.

(Case G =2 2K3). If d(U) = 2, then G — (U is not regular, which contradicts coherence.
Thus d(U) = 3. Then X[L, S| has interspace pattern (2K3,3). To be precise, the inter-
space X[L,S] has the interspace subpattern (2K3,3"): there are exactly two distinct vertex
sets S’,5\ S’ C S inducing 3-cliques in G and for each vertex s € S either s € S’ or s € S\ 5.
Without loss of generality assume (U = S’. Thus by Property (CC3) there is ¢/ € L such
that £'U = S\ 9.

(Case G = 2C5). This case is analogous to the previous case.

(Case G = K3 3). Observe d (U) # 3 since K3 3 does not contain a 3-clique. Thus d (U) = 2.
By Lemma 4.1 there is a constituent G’ in X[S] isomorphic to either 2K or 26_>’3. If |X[L, S]| =
2, then X[L,S] has interspace pattern (K33,2) and G’ = 2K3. So assume |X[L,S]| = 3.
Let {U,U,U} = X[L, S]. If fU induces a 2-clique in ul(G’), then G/ — (U is not regular, which
contradicts coherence. If U induces a 2-clique in ul(G), then ¢U induces a 2-clique in ul(G) as
well. Hence, the interspace X[L, S] has interspace pattern (K3 3,2, 2).

(Case G = 3K3). Sod (U) =2. If |X[L, S]| = 2, then X[L, S] has interspace pattern (3K3,2).
Assume |X[L, S]| = 3, and let {U,U,U} = X[L,S]. If /U induces a 2-clique in ul(G), then (U
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induces a 2-clique in ul(G) as well. Hence X[L, S] has interspace pattern (3K3,2,2).

Let G’ be another constituent of X[S] such that ¢U and £U induce a 2-clique in ul(G’). Since
we have_> already coie>red the previogs cases, we can assume G’ is not isomorphic to 2K3, 2C5,
Cs, or Cg. If G' = C5][K3], then X[¢U] is not regular. If G = K3 5 2, then X[L, S] has interspace
pattern (Ks29,2;3K5,2).

Finally, let G’, G" be two other constituent of X[S] such that £U (respectively U ) induces
a 2-clique in ul(G’) (respectively ul(G”)). Since we have already covered the previous cases, we

can assume G’ is not isomorphic to 2K3, 2C3, Cg, or Cs. If G’ and G” are both isomorphic
to 3Ks, then X[L, S] has interspace pattern (3Ks,2;3K>,2).

(Case G = Ks22). By Lemma 4.1 there is one other constituent G’ in X[S] isomorphic
to 3K2

Assume |X[L,S]| =2 and d (U) = 2. Let U € X[L,S] with U # U. Hence there are exactly
two vertices s,s’ € (U such that ss’ € A(G). By coherence U cannot be a basis relations
of X[L, S].

Assume |X[L, S]| = 3 and let {U,U, U} = X[L, S]. Suppose both U and (U induce a 2-clique
in ul(G). Then there is exactly one pair (5,3) € £U x LU such that 55 € A(G). By coherence U
cannot be a basis relation. The cases where ¢U or (U induce a 2-clique in ul(G’) are covered by
the previous case.

Finally assume |X[L,S]| = 2 and d(U) = 3. If for all induced 3-cliques S’ in G there is
an £ € L with (U = S’ then X[L, S] has the interspace subpattern (K 2,3"). Suppose that
there is an induced 3-clique S” in G such that for all £/ € L we have /U # S’ and £'U # S\ S".
Let s € ' NeU, s e tUN(S\S), and " € "N (S\LU). Then s and s’ have a different
number of common neighbors in L under U than s and s”. By coherence G is not a constituent
of X[S]. If for all induced 3-cliques S’ in G there is an ¢ € L with either (U = S or fU = S\ 5,
then X[L, S] has the interspace subpattern (Kz 2.2, 3%).

(Case G = C3[K3]). This case works similar to the previous case.

(Case G = Kg). If |X[L,S]| = 2 and d (U) = 2, then X[L, S] has interspace pattern (Ks,2).
If |X[L,S]| = 3, then X[L,S] has interspace pattern (Ks,2,2). Finally assume |X[L,S]| = 2
and d (U) = 3. If for all induced 3-cliques S’ in G there is an ¢ € L with U = S’, then X[L, S]
has the interspace subpattern (Kg,3"). Suppose that there is an induced 3-clique S’ in G such
that for all ¢ € L we have U # S and /U # S\ 5. Let s € S'NeU, s e tUN(S\ 5,
and s € 8"N(S\U). Then s and s’ have a different number of common neighbors in L
under U than s and s”. Hence G is not a constituent of X[S]. If for all induced 3-cliques S’
in G there is an ¢ € L with either U = S or LU = S\ 5, then X[L, S| has the interspace
subpattern (Kg, 3%). O

We can observe that the interspace patterns in the theorem are mutually exclusive, and we
conclude the following.

Corollary 5.2. Let X be a critical coherent configuration, and let (L,S) be an edge in Q(X).
If |S| € {4,6}, then X[L, S| contains exactly one of interspace patterns listed in Theorem 5.1.

Proof. The proof follows from the previous theorem as follows. Assuming X[L, S| = {Uy,...,U,},
let G be the multiset of constituents G; of X[S] such that for all ¢ € {1,...,u} and £ € L the
set LU; induces a clique in ul(G;). Then each possible coherent configuration from Table 1
together with G uniquely determines the interspace pattern of X[L, S].

O

We should stress that this classification of the interspaces between fibers L and S on interspace
pattern is only possible because we consider small fibers with S of size 4 or 6.
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For an interspace pattern P of X[L, S| we write A*(X[L,S]) and U;(X[L, S]) to denote A’
and U JZ as given in the definition of interspace pattern. While the interspace pattern B is unique

for interspace X[L,S], the choice for A is only determined up to isomorphism. For a given
coherent configuration we will always choose an arbitrary but fixed A® and matching U;.

Lemma 5.3. Let X be a critical coherent configuration and (R,Y,B) a path in Q(X). If ei-
ther K4 € X[Y] or Kg € X[Y], then X[R, B] is not homogeneous.

Proof. Suppose r € R, Ug = U (X[R,Y]), and Ug = U{(X[B,Y]). By Theorem 5.1 we know
that both X[R,Y] and X[B,Y] have one of the following interspace patterns: (Ky,2), (Ks,2),
(Ks,3"), (Kg,3%). Thus, in all cases there are b,b’ € B such that [bUg NrUg| # |0'Us N rURg.
Thus X[R, B] is not homogeneous. O

Let (G, di,d}, ..., d,‘}l; Y LN L S d,’fk) be the interspace pattern of X[L, S], and let i €
{1,...,k} and j € {1,...,t;}. For U = U}(%[L,S]), two vertices £, ¢ € L are called equivalent
with respect to S and U if fU = ¢'U. We denote the set of all equivalence classes with respect
to S and U}(X[L, S]) by Pj(L, S). Further, we define

PL,S)= N PiLS)
ie{l,...,k}
je{1,...,t:}

that is, P(L,S) is the meet of all partitions P}(L,S). In other words, P(L,S) is the coarsest
partition which still finer than all P¥(L,S). Also not that P(L,S) = P{(L,S) if |X[L, S]| = 2.
For a union of small fibers S, we define P(L,S) = Agcs P(L, S).

Lemma 5.4. Let X be a critical coherent configuration, (L, S) an edge in Q(X) with |S| € {4,6}
and suppose that X[L, S] has interspace pattern (G*,dy, ..., di ;.. .; Gk dk, ..., d,’fk). Let x be the
number of 3-cliques in G*.

Then |P{(L,S)| = |AYX[L,S))| if di = 2, |P(L,S)| = x if df = 37, and |P(L,9)| = %
if di = 3t.

Proof. This follows by inspecting the interspaces described in Theorem 5.1. O

Table 3 gives an explicit overview of how the partition size |P{ (L, S)| depends on the inter-
space patterns of Theorem 5.1.

Lemma 5.5. Let X be a coherent configuration, and (R1, L, Ra) a path in Q(X). If |P{(L, Ry)|
and |PL(L, Rs)| are coprime, then partitions Pi(L, R1) and Pi(L, R2) are fully intersecting, that
iS, P1 ﬁPQ 7& @ fO’f’ allP1 € P%(L,Rl),PZ S P%(L,RQ)

Proof. Due to coherence all the non-trivial intersections of a part from Pj (L, R;) with a part
from Pi(L, R2) have the same size, say q. For each i € {1,2} set p; = |P{(L, R;)| and set z;
to be the size of the parts in the equipartition Pi (L, R;). We have |L| = x1p; = z2p2. Each
part of P{(L,R;) intersects x;/q parts of P}(L,R3_;). We want to show that z1/q = p2, so
assume z1/q < pa. We have z1/q - p1 = x2/q - p2. But x1/q < p2, which means p; and py must
have a common divisor. O

Let S be a union of small fibers each adjacent to a large fiber L in the quotient graph of
a coherent configuration X. For U,U’ € X[L,S], we define a function ny - : P(L,S)?* — N
with (P, P') — |pU Np'U’| where p € P,p’ € P’ are arbitrary. We define Q to be the set of
equivalence classes on P(L, S)? such that for all Q € Q we have

(Pl,PQ), (P{,PQ/) € Q if and only if UU,U’(PMPQ) = nU,U/(Pl/;PQ/) for all U, U/ S %[L,S]
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|Pi(L,S)| | interspace pattern contained in X[L, 5]
2 (2K>,2), (2K3,3T)
3 (3K2,2), (3K2,2,2), (3K2,2;3K2,2)
4 (C4,2), (K222,3%)
6 (Ce,2;3K3,2), (K4,2)
8 (K22.9,3")
9 (Ks3,3,2), (K33,2,2)
10 (Kg,3%)
12 (K22.2,2;3K5,2)
15 (Ks,2), (K¢,2,2)
20 (Kg,3")

Table 3: Overview of |P{(L,S)| depending on the interspace pattern in X[L, S].

We call the coherent configuration (P(L,S), Q) the partition structure, denoted by &(L,S).
Intuitively speaking, the vertices of the partition structure correspond to the parts of P(L,S).
For the arcs between a pair of parts, the relations represent what the arcs in L “know” about the
intersection of common neighborhoods of their end vertices in S (with respect to basis relations
in X[L,S]). Observe that &(L,S) is indeed a coherent configuration itself.

Lemma 5.6. Let X be a critical coherent configuration and L, S € F (X). For |Pi(L,S)| <8, the
coherent configuration X[S] together with the interspace pattern of X[L,S] uniquely determines
the partition structure &(L, S).

Proof. Recall that the isomorphism type of X[S] is determined by the set of constituents. For
number of parts in P(L, S) is determined by interspace pattern. On top of that, for all interspace
pattern, the set U determines all sets EU;. It follows that up to isomorphism there is a unique
partition structure. O

We should comment that the interspace pattern and the isomorphism type of the small fiber S
does not uniquely determine the partition structure &(L,S) if |Pi(L,S)| > 9. Further, we
remark that in a critical coherent configuration the interspace pattern might restrict the possible
constituents in the small fiber, as we have shown in the proof of Theorem 5.2: For example, if
an interspace X[L, S] has interspace pattern (Cy,2) or (Cg,2;3K2,2), then by coherence Cy ¢
X[S] (respectively (7(? ¢ X[S]) since Ui (X[L,S]) would not be a basis relation. For similar
reasons 2C5 ¢ X[S] if X[L, S] has interspace pattern (K3 3,2). For each interspace pattern and
isomorphism type of configuration X[S], the possible partition structures in a critical coherent
configuration X are listed in Table 4.

6 Restorable fibers

Lemma 6.1. Let X be a critical coherent configuration, and (R,S,Y") be a path in Q(X) with S
being small.

(1) If both X[R, S] and X[Y, S] have interspace pattern (Cy,2), then there is a union A of basis
relations in X[R,Y] such that (RUY, A) 24K |r| 1v|.

4 0 4
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e | s T(S(L,5)
(K4,2) (K4) (3K2,K22.2)
(2K>,2) (262, 2K, 203), (Cu, 26), (Ch, 20K3) | (Ko)
(C4,2) (2K2,Cy) (2K2,Cy)
(3K1,2) (3K2,K2 2), (Cs,2C5,3K5), (K3)
(3K,2,2) (3K2,K222) (C:2C:3K2), (3_[)(2,3[(2,203,3[(2)
(3K2,03[K2]) (Cs,2C3,3K5) (Cs)
(Cs,2;3K3,2) (Cs,2C5,3K5) (Cs,2C5,3K5)
(K3,3,2) (2K3,K33) (Rs, R3)
(263, 31) (203,K3 3) (25:3>,K3.,3)a (06;%03731(2)7 (K>)
( C’g,3K2) (3K3,3K5,2C5,3K5)
(3K3,2;3K3,2) (3K, 3K, 205, 3K2) (Cs)
(Ka22,3") (3K2, K2.2.2), (3K2,03[K2]) (2K4,4Kq, K44 — 4K>)
(K2.2,3) (3Ks, Ka.2), (3K2, Ca[Ko)]) (K1)

Table 4: Partition structure G(L, S) determined X[S] and X[L, S] in a critical coherent configu-
ration X.

(2) If both X[R, S| and X[Y, S| have interspace pattern (Cg,2;3K5,2), then there is a union A
of basis relations in X[R,Y] such that (RUY, A) 26K r |v|.
6 ° 6

In particular, fibers R and Y are large.

Proof. By coherence there is a unique basis relation A € X[S] such that C|g = (S5, A). For U =
UL (X[R,S]) and U' = UL (X[Y, S]) we have that for all 7 € R (respectively y € Y) the set rU
(respectively yU’) induces a 2-clique within (S, A).

Thus for all P € Pi(R,S) there is unique a P’ € P}(Y,S) such that for all v € P,w € P’ we
have rU = yU’. Therefore, the interspace X[R,Y| contains a union of basis relations U” such
that (R U Y, UN) = |A|K\R\ Y] -

TAT> TAT
In particular, if R or Y are small, then X[R, Y] contains a constituent isomorphic to a match-
ing or star, which violates X being critical because of Lemma 3.3. O

Lemma 6.2. Let X be a critical coherent configuration and S € F (X) be a size-4 fiber. If {S}
is not dominating and |ul(X[S])| = 3, then there are fibers R, R’ adjacent to S in Q(X) such
that X[R, S] has interspace pattern (Cy,2) and X[R’, S] has interspace pattern (2Ks,2).

Proof. Towards a contradiction, suppose that for all fibers R adjacent to S in Q(X) inter-
space X[R, S| has interspace pattern (Cy,2). By coherence there is constituent in X[S] iso-
morphic to Cy. This constituent is unique in X[S] due to Lemma 4.1. Thus for all distinct
fibers F,F’ € F(X) adjacent to S the fiber F takes care of F’ (with regard to restorabil-
ity). Therefore, we may assume that cdeg (S) = 1 when we show in the following that S is
restorable (Lemma 3.7). Let R be a fiber adjacent to S in Q(X). Lemma 5.6 provides the
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partition structure of X[R,S]. Its isomorphism type is determined by isomorphism types of its
constituents (Cy, 2K5). All automorphisms of &(L, S) are induced by an automorphism of X[5].
Thus each automorphism of X[R] extends to an automorphism of X[RU S].

Suppose that all fibers R adjacent to S in Q(X) interspace X[R,S] has interspace pat-
tern (2K2,2). Thus there is constituent in X[S] isomorphic to 2K,. By a reasoning similar
to the one above, we may assume cdeg (S) = 1. By Lemma 5.6 we have (R, S) = K. Since all
automorphisms of &(L, S) are induced by an automorphism of X[S], each automorphism of X[R]
extends to an automorphism of X[RU SJ. O

The color-disjoint union X of two coherent configurations X; and X5 is the coherent config-
uration (Q(%1) UQ(X2), A(X1) U A(X2) U {Q(X1) x Q(X2)}). Observe that Q(%;) € F (%)" for
all ¢ € {1,2}. Thus there is no automorphism of X which maps Q(X;1) to Q(X3) and vice versa.

Lemma 6.3. Let X be critical coherent configuration, and let Ro,R1 € F(X) be distinct.
If {Ro, R1} is not dominating, then Cs ¢ X[Ro, R1].

Proof. Towards a contradiction suppose that Cs € X[Rp, R1]. By assumption neither {Ro}
nor {R;} are dominating. By Lemma 6.2, both Ry and R; must have color degree at least 2.
Recall by combining Lemmas 4.1 and 4.3 there are two unique constituents in X[Ry| isomorphic
to C4 and 2K, respectively. By Lemma 6.1, every non-homogeneous interspace between Ry and
a fiber other than R; has interspace pattern (2Ks,2). Therefore, there is a fiber By adjacent
to Rop which takes care regarding restorability of all other fibers neighboring Ry in Q(X). By
Lemma 3.7 we may assume cdeg (Rp) = 2. The same reasoning applies to R; as well.

So let (By, Ro, R1,B1) be a possibly closed path in Q(X) such that X[B;, R;] has pat-
tern (2K>,2). By Lemma 5.6 both &(By, Ry) and &(By, Ry) are isomorphic to Ks. If By # By,
then let & be the color-disjoint union of &(By, Ry) and &(By, Ry). If By = Bi, then let &
be G(Bo,RO U Rl) If P(Bo,Ro) = P(Bl,Rl), then & = Kg. If P(Bo,Ro) 7é P(Bl,Rl),
then P(Bg, Ry) and P(B1, R1) are fully intersecting and the isomorphism type of & is deter-
mined by the isomorphism types of its constituents (2Ks,2K5,2K5). All automorphisms of &
are induced by an automorphism of X[RyU R;]. Thus each automorphism of X[By U By extends
to an automorphism of X[By U Rg U Ry U By]. Thus Ry U R; is restorable. Since { Ry, Ry} is not
dominating, this contradicts Lemma 3.6. O

Lemma 6.4. Let X be a critical coherent configuration and S € F (X) a fiber that is not domi-
nating. For every A € X[S] with (S, A) = 2K, there are R € F(X) and U € X[R, S] such that
for all v € R the set rU induces a 2-clique in (S, A).

In particular, if X is critical and ul(X[S])| = 4, then cdeg (S) > 3.

Proof. First assume that there are two constituents in X[S] whose underlying graphs are isomor-
phic Cy and 2K respectively. Thus | ul(X[S])| = 3 and by Lemma 6.2 the claim holds.

Next assume that X[S] does not contain a constituent which underlying graph is isomorphic
to Cy. By Lemma 4.1, we can thus assume that there are three constituents Go, Gy, G2 in X[S)]
each isomorphic to 2K5. Suppose J C {0,1, 2} is the largest set such that for each j € J there is
a fiber R; € F (X) and a basis relation U; € X[R;, S] such that for all r; € R; the set r;U induces
a 2-clique in G;. Let R, R’ be fibers adjacent to S in Q(X), U € X[R,S], and U’ € X[R', S]. If
there is an ¢ € {0, 1,2} such that for all » € R and +' € R’ the set rU (respectively r'U’) induces
a 2-clique in G;, then R takes care of R’ with regard to restorability of S. By Lemma 3.7 we
may thus assume that R; is unique with respect to G; when we show in the following that S is
restorable if |J| < 3.

Suppose that |J| < 3. For all j € J, Lemma 5.6 determines the partition structures S(R;, S),
all of which are isomorphic to K3. Let & be the color-disjoint union of all these &(R;,S).
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X[B,Y]
Cho 3K | 2K33
Cr2 | 6K, | 3Kss | Rx B
X[R,B] ~ 3Ky, | 3K22 | 3Kas | Rx B

2K3,3 Rx B RxB 2K373

Table 5: For a path (R, B,Y") of size 6 fibers, the isomorphism type of a constituent in X[R, Y]
depending on the isomorphism types of the constituents contained in X[R, B] and X[B,Y].

All automorphisms of & are induced by an automorphism of X[S]. Thus each automorphism
of X[, s Rj] extends to an automorphism of X[SUU,¢ ; R;]. Overall, since S is not dominating
but restorable. This contradicts Lemma 3.6. O

Lemma 6.5. Let X be a coherent configuration, and let (R, B,Y) be path in Q(X) with |B| = 6.

(1) If 3K x| , € X[R, B] and 3K |v| , € X[Y, B], then there is a union U of relations in X such
3 3T
that (RU Y,U) = 3K g |

3

w|~<

(2) If both X[R, B] and X[Y, B] have interspace pattern (2Ks,3"), then there is a union U of
relations in X such that (RUY,U) = 2K |n| v|.

Proof. Let € {2,3}. Assume that Up € X[R, B] and Uy € X[Y, B] are basis relations such
that (RUB,Up) @ 2K |r ¢ and (Y UB,Uy) 2 2K |v| ¢ respectively. Choose r € R and y € Y
so that z := |rUp NyUy| > 0. Observe that |rUg| = 6/x.

If 2 = 5 then for all y' € Y,7’ € R either y'Uy = r'Up or y'Uy = B\ r'Up. Thus by
coherence there is a union of basis relations U such that (RUY,U) 2 2K |r| |v|.

x

Now assume x = 2 and z = 2. There is a constituent G in ul(X[B]) isgmorphic to 2K3,
which, by Lemma 4.1, is unique within B. Let B’ be a connected component of G. There is a
fiber F' € {R,Y} and a vertex f € F such that fUp # B’ and fUp # B\ B'. However G — fUp
is not regular, which contradicts coherence.

The case where = 2 and z = 1 works in a similar fashion.

Finally, suppose z = 3 and z = 1. Let R (respectively )) be the twin classes of R (respec-
tively V') with respect to B and Ug (respectively Uy ). Note that R and ) are both equiparti-
tions due to Property (CC3). For all R’ € R there is exactly one Y’ € ) such that the following
holds. For all 7/ € R’y € Y’ we have y'Uy Nr'Ug = 0 and for all 7' € R,y € Y\ Y’ we
have |y'Uy Nr'Ug| = 1. Thus each part in R has a unique corresponding part in ). Hence there
is a union of basis relation U in X[R,Y] such that (RUY,U) & 3K\_1;\ P O

For the convenience of the reader, Table 5 gives an overview of the results of Lemmas 6.1
and 6.5 for size 6 fibers.

Lemma 6.6. Let X be a critical coherent configuration and let S € F (X) be distinct with |S| = 6.
If {S} is not dominating, then there is no interspace pattern B in the following list such that for
all fibers R adjacent to S in Q(X) the interspace X[R, S| has this interspace pattern B :

(1) (2Ks,31) (3) (3K2,2,2) (5) (3K2,2;3K>,2)
(2) (3K2,2) (4) (C6,2;3K2,2) (6) (Ks33,2)
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In particular, if {S} is not dominating, then there is at least one fiber R adjacent to S in Q(X)
such that X[R, S] has neither interspace pattern (3Ks,2) nor (3K3,2,2).

Proof. We will show that S is restorable if all interspace incident to S have the same inter-
space pattern chosen from the list. Since by assumption S is not dominating this contradicts
Lemma 3.6.

Before we start, we first argue that by Lemma 3.7, we may assume cdeg (S) = 1. Let R be a
fiber adjacent to S in Q(X) and assume that X[R, S] has interspace pattern 3 where B is a pattern
of the list above. If P is (Ce,2;3K2,2) or (K33,2), then by coherence there is a constituent
isomorphic to Cg or K3 3 respectively, which by Lemma 4.1 this constituent is unique within S.

If 9B is (2K, 3"), then there is a constituent isomorphic to 2K3 or 26_>’3K313. By Lemma 4.1 this
constituent is unique in ul(X[S]). Assume that there are at least two constituents G, G’ in X[S)]
isomorphic to 3K, and let r € R. Suppose that P is (3K3,2). Let U be a basis relation of X[R, S|
other than U} (X[R, S]). If A(G) # AL (X[R, S]), then there are exactly two vertices in rU which
are adjacent in G. This implies that U cannot be a basis relation. Suppose that 8 is (3K5,2,2).
Let U,U’ be distinct basis relations of X[R, S] other than U}(X[R, S]). If A(G) # AY(X[R, 9)),
then there is exactly one vertex of *U which is adjacent to a vertex of »U’ in G. This implies
that U cannot be a basis relation, giving a contradiction. Thus B is (3K3,2) or (3K>,2,2), and
there is exactly one constituent in X[S] isomorphic to 3K5. Finally if 9B is (3K3,2; 3K3,2), then
there are exactly three constituents in X[S] each isomorphic to 3K3 by Lemma 4.1. In each case,
we conclude: if R’ is another fiber adjacent to S other than R such that X[R’, S] has interspace
pattern 3, then R takes care of R’ with regard to restorability of S. By Lemma 3.7, we may
assume that cdeg (S) = 1.

Let R be the only fiber adjacent to S in Q(X). For each case Lemma 5.6 determines
the partition structure of X[R,S] as follows. If P is (2K3,3"), then &(L,S) = K,. If P
is (3K3,2), then &(L,S) = Ks. If P is (3K2,2,2), then the isomorphism type of &(L,S) is
determined by the isomorphism types of its constituents (3K3,3K5, 26.)’3,31(2) or (C.‘;) If B
is (Ce,2;3K2,2), then the isomorphism type of &(L, S) is determined by isomorphism types of
its constituents (Cs,2C3,3K2). If P is (3K, 2;3K3,2), then S(L, S) = Cs. If Pis (K3 3,2), then
the isomorphism type of &(L, S) is determined by isomorphism types of its constituents (Rs, R3).
All automorphisms of G(L, S) are induced by an automorphism of X[S]. Thus each automor-
phism of X[R] extends to an automorphism of X[R U S].

Finally, let R, R’ € F(X) such that X[R, S] has interspace pattern (3K>,2,2) and X[R/, S|
has interspace pattern (3K2,2). Then R is taken care of by R’. By Lemma 3.7 and the previous
reasoning, fiber S is restorable if for all fibers R adjacent to S in Q(X) the interspace X[R, S|
has interspace pattern (3Ks,2) or (3K2,2,2). Since {S} is not dominating, this contradicts
Lemma 3.6. O

Lemma 6.7. Let X be a critical coherent configuration and S € F (%) be a fiber such that |S| = 6,
|ul(X[S])| > 3, and {S} is not dominating. There exist disjoint subsets R,B,) partitioning the
neighborhood of S in Q(X) with R, B non-empty (and Y possibly empty) such that

(1) for all R € R the interspace X[R,S] has either interspace pattern (Cg,2;3K2,2) or inter-
space pattern (3Ks,2;3Ks,2),

(2) for all B € B the interspace X[B, S] has interspace pattern (2K3,31),

(8) for allY € Y the interspace X[Y, S| has either interspace pattern (3Ks,2) or interspace
pattern (3K2,2,2).

In particular, cdeg (S) > 2. (See Figure 3)

20



SN 7S9\
7 47

V2N
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(a) [ul(X[S])| = 4. (b) |ul(X[S])| = 5.

Figure 3: Visualisation of the neighbor subset partition in Lemma 6.7.

Proof. Let N be the neighborhood of fiber S in Q(X). Due to Lemma 4.1, Corollary 5.2,
and |ul(%[S])| > 3, for all R € N the interspace X[R,S] has one of the following interspace
patterns: (Cg,2;3K5,2), (3K2,2;3K3,2), (3K5,2), (3K2,2,2), or (2K3,3"). Thus A partitions
into {R, B, Y} defined in the claim. Before we proof that S is restorable if R or B are empty, we
first argue that by Lemma 3.7 we may assume the each part of {R, B, Y} has at most size 1.

Assume that |ul(X[S])] = 4. For all fibers R € R the interspace X[R, S| has interspace
pattern (Cg, 2;3K2,2). By coherence there are the constituents in X[S] isomorphic to Cs, 3K,
or 2K3, which by Lemma 4.1 are unique in S. Hence for all F € {R,B,Y} the following holds:
for all distinct F, F’ € F the fiber F takes care of F’ with regard to restorability of S. Thus
by Lemma 3.7 we may assume |F| < 1. Furthermore, if R € R exists, then R takes care of
all Y € Y, and thus by Lemma 3.7 we may assume Y = () if |R| = 1.

Assume that |ul(X[S])] = 5. For all fibers R € R the interspace X[R, S| has interspace
pattern (3K2,2;3K5,2) and by coherence Y = ). In ul(X[S]) the constituent isomorphic to 2K
is unique, and thus by Lemma 3.7 we may assume |B| < 1. Further, since for all constituents G
isomorphic to 3K there is a basis relation U € X[R, S] such that for all » € R the set U induces
a 2-clique in G, for any distinct R, R’ € R the fiber R takes care of R’ with regard to restorability
of S. Thus by Lemma 3.7, we may assume |R| < 1.

In the following we show that S is restorable if R or B are empty. By the reasoning above,
assume there are only fibers adjacent to S in Q(X) which are not taken care of by some other
fiber. Lemma 6.6 implies that there are at least two fibers such that their interspaces have
different patterns. Together with the reasoning above, we only have to consider the case in
which R is empty while |B| =|Y| = 1.

Let (Y, S, B) be a path in Q(X) such that Y € Y and B € B. Lemma 5.6 determines &(B, S)
and 6(Y,S) as follows. While &(B, S) is isomorphic to Ks, the isomorphism type of &(Y,.S)
is determined by isomorphism types of its constituents (3K, 3K5,2C5,3K>) or (K3) or (C3).
Let & be the color-disjoint union of &(B, S) and &(Y,S). All automorphisms of & are induced
by an automorphism of X[S]. Thus all automorphisms of X[B U Y] extend to an automorphism
of X[BUY US]. O
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Lemma 6.8. Let X be a critical coherent configuration and R,S € F (X) be distinct fibers of
size 6 such that C12 € X[R,S] and {R, S} is not dominating. There exist disjoint, non-empty
subsets B, of the neighborhood of S without R in Q(X) such that

(1) for all B € B the interspace X[B, S] has interspace pattern (2K3,3") and

(2) for all Y € Y the interspace X[Y,S] has either interspace pattern (3Ks,2) or interspace
pattern (3K2,2,2).

In particular, cdeg (S) > 3.

Proof. Lemma 6.1 implies the uniqueness of R with respect to S and vice versa. Since {R, S} is
not dominating, Lemma 6.7 applies to both R and S: hence for both R and S there is a fiber B
such that X[B, S] (respectively X[B, R]) has interspace pattern (2K3,3"). Furthermore, we only
need to consider ) = . Recall that by Lemma 6.5 for every fiber Y for which X[Y, R] has
interspace pattern (3K2,2) or (3K32,2,2) the interspace X[Y, S] has interspace pattern (3K3,2)
or (3K3,2,2) as well. Therefore, we only need to argue restorability in the following case, which
will then contradict Lemma 3.6:

Let (B, R, S, B’) be a possibly closed path in Q(X) such that C12 € X[R, S| and both X[B, R|
and X[B’, S] have interspace pattern (2K3,3"), and let U € X[R, S]. By arguments similar to
the ones which appeared in the proof of Lemma 6.7, we may assume that B (respectively B’) are
unique regarding R (respectively R’). If B # B’, then let & be color-disjoint union of &(B, R)
and &(B’,5), both of which are isomorphic to Ky. If B = B’, then let & be &(B,RU S).
If P(B,R) = P(B',S), then 6 = K,. If P(B,R) # P(B’,S), then P(B,R) and P(B’,S)
are fully intersecting and the isomorphism type of & is determined by the isomorphism types
of its constituents (2Ks,2K9,2K5). All automorphisms of & are induced by an automorphism
of X[SUR]. Thus each automorphism of X[ BUB’] extends to an automorphism of X]BURUSUB’].
Overall {R, S} is not dominating, but RU S is restorable. O

Next we deal with interspaces isomorphic to Sps ¢ € X[R, B] for fibers R, B with |R| < |B|.
Such an interspace has a different pattern depending on the perspective. Interspace X[R, B] has
interspace pattern (Ka22,3%), while interspace X[B, R] has interspace pattern (K4, 2).

Lemma 6.9. Let X be critical coherent configuration, and let R, S € F (X) fibers such that X[ R, S|
has interspace pattern (Ka 2 2,3%).

(1) If cdeg (R) = 1, then {S} is dominating and for all fibers Y adjacent to S in Q(X)
other than R the interspace X[Y,S] has either interspace pattern (3K2,2) or interspace
pattern (3K2,2,2).

(2) If Spa € X[R, S| and all fibers of X are small, then WLdim (X) = 2.

Proof. We begin by proving the first statement. Set U = U} (X[R, S]). Due to the interspace

pattern of X[R,S], we have either Ks29 € X[S] or C3[K3] € X[S]. Thus by Lemma 4.1 we
have 3K5 € X[S]. Hence |ul(X[S])| = 3.

Next we show that all interspaces incident to S in Q(X) have either interspace pattern (3K2,2)
or interspace pattern (3K2,2,2). Towards a contradiction, suppose that there is a fiber Y adja-
cent to S in Q(X) other than R such that X[V, S] has an interspace pattern other than (3K, 2)
or (3K2,2,2). So X[Y, S] has interspace pattern (Ka2.2,3") or (K222,3%). Let U' = Ui (X]Y, 9)).
For all P € P(Y,S) there is exactly one @ € P(R,S) such that for all p € P,q € Q) we have
either pU = qU’ or pU N qU’ = (. Thus interspace X[Y, R] is not homogeneous, which contra-
dicts cdeg (R) = 1.
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Before we show that the set R U .S is restorable, we argue that by Lemma 3.7 we may
assume cdeg (S) = 2. Let ) the set of all fibers adjacent to B other than R. By the previous
reasoning for all Y € Y the interspace X[Y,S] has interspace pattern (3Ks,2) or (3K3,2,2).
Since |ul(X[B])| = 3, there is Y € Y which takes care of all Y’ € ) (other than Y'). Hence we
may assume that Y = {Y} and cdeg (S) = 2.

Lemma 5.6 determines the partition structure of X[R, S] and X[Y, S] as follows. While §(R, 5)
is isomorphic to Ky, either &(Y,S) = K3 or the isomorphism type of &(Y,S) is determined
by isomorphism types of its constituents (3Ks,3K5,2C3,3K5). All automorphisms of &(Y,.S)
are induced by an automorphism of X[S] and that all automorphisms of X[S] are induced by
an automorphism of &(R,S). Thus all automorphisms of X[Y] extend to an automorphism
of X[Y USUR], and hence RU B is restorable. By Lemma 3.6 the set {R, S} is not dominating.
Since cdeg (R) = 1, we conclude that {S} is dominating.

We now prove the second statement with the help of the first. So let R, S be fibers of X
such that Spse € X[R,S]. Observe that X[S, R] has interspace pattern (K222,3%). Set U =
UL(X[R, S]). To apply the first statement to this situation, it remains to argue that cdeg (R) = 1.
By Lemma 4.3 we have K4 € X[R]. Towards a contradiction, suppose cdeg (R) > 1 and thus there
is a fiber B other than R such that X[B, R] has interspace pattern (K4, 2). Let U’ = U{ (X[B, R)).
For all s € S there is exactly one P € P(B, R) such that for all p € P we have pU’ = sU*.
Hence 6K s ; € X[B,5]. This violates Lemma 3.3.

Let YV be the set of fibers adjacent to S other than R. By assumption all Y € ) are small.
By the first part of the Lemma, we conclude {S} is dominating and for all fibers Y € ) we
have 3K3 5 € X[V, S]. Thus for all distinct ¥,Y’ € Y Lemma 6.5 implies 3K3 2 € X[Y,Y’]. Note
that for all Y € ) the interspace X[Y, R] is homogeneous. Therefore for all Y € ) there is no
interspace incident to Y in Q(X) containing a constituent isomorphic to 2K3 3. Furthermore,
there are no dominating fibers in ). Lemma 6.8 implies that C1o ¢ X[Y,Y’] for all Y)Y’ € Y.
By Lemma 6.6 we have J) = @) and Q(X) = RU S. Recall that 2-WL identifies cliques, and
complements of matchings. Furthermore on small fibers, the set of constituent graphs defines
the coherent configuration. Since |[rUN7'U| = 1 for all distinct rr’ € R?, 2-WL distinguishes Sp4 6
from 2K 3. This yields WLdim (X) = 2. O

Lemma 6.10. If X is a critical coherent configuration, then there is no path (R, B,Y) in Q(X)
such that L(FP) € X[R, B] and L(FP) € X[B,Y].

Proof. Towards a contradiction, suppose that such a path exists. Let U € X[R, B] and U’ €
X[Y, B] be such that (RU B,U) =< L(FP) and (Y U B,U’) 2 L(FP). Suppose r € R.

o If there is y € Y such that [rU NyU’| = 3, then 7Ky 1 € X[R,Y] due to Property (CC3).

e Assume there is y € Y such that [rU NyU’| € {1,2} and Y = {y1,...,y7}. Without loss
of generality, assume for all i € {1,2,3} we have |rU Ny;U'| = 2, for all i € {4,5,6} we
have |rU Ny;U’| = 1. Hence |rU Ny;U’'| =0 and 7K1 ; € X[R,Y].

e Agsume there is y € Y such that |rU NyU’| = 0. Suppose that there is y’ € Y \ {y} such
that |rU Ny'U’| = 0. Thus there are {b,0’} C B\ rU such that [bU™* N U"™*| = 2. Since
this violates the properties of L(FP), we have 7K; ; € X[R,Y].

By Lemma 3.3, the coherent configuration X is not critical in any of these cases. [l

Lemma 6.11. Let X be a critical coherent configuration and (S, L,S") be a path in Q(X) such
that X[L,S] and X[L,S’] both have interspace pattern (3K2,2). If |L| = 9, cdeg(L) = 2,
|ul(X[L])| =4, and P(L,S) and P(L,S’) are fully intersecting, then {L} is dominating.
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Proof. Let Sy, S1,S2 and S, S, S5 be the 3-cliques in (S, AY(X[L,S])) and (S’, AY(X[L,S"]))
respectively. Let U = U} (X[L,S]) and U’ = U{(X[L,S’]). To write the proof in a concise
manner, we rename the vertices of L as follows. Assume that L = {¢% | r,c € {0,1,2}}. Further,
assume that (7U = S, and LU’ = S| for all r,¢ € {0,1,2}. Let ¢ be an automorphism
of X[SUS’]. Due to the interspace pattern of X[L,S] and X[L,S’], we are only interested in
the permutation of {Sy, S1, S2} and {5}, S1,55}. Thus, let ¢’ be the permutation of {Sy, S1, S2}
and {5, 51,55} induced by ¥, let m be projection mapping S, to r, and u be the projection
of S to c. We now define ¢ be an automorphism on L U S:

(mop’om =) (r) . _ r
{ Loy v =£,

plv) = Y(v), ifveSuys.

Thus ¢ is a extension of ¢ and L is restorable. Therefore by Lemma 3.6 the set {L} is dominating.
O

7 Weisfeiler-Leman dimension of graphs with small fibers

Theorem 7.1. Let X be a critical coherent configuration. If all fibers of X are small, then either
(1) all fibers have the same size, or
(2) for all R € F (X) we have |R| € {4,6}.

Proof. This follows directly from Lemmas 3.2 and 4.2. |

Lemma 7.2. Let X be a critical coherent configuration such that all fibers of X have size 4. A
fiber R of X and all fibers adjacent to it in Q(X) split entirely into tiny fibers in X, where r € R.

In particular, if cdeg (R) > 4, then WLdim (X) = 2 or there is a critical coherent configura-
tion X' for which WLdim (%) < 1+ WLdim (¥,) = 1 + WLdim (X’) with |Q(X)] < |Q(X")| — 20.

Proof. Let 7 € R and {B4,..., Becg(r)} be the neighborhood of R in Q(X). Since |R| = 4,
fiber R splits into tiny fibers in X,.. By Lemma 4.2, all interspaces incident to R in Q(X) contain
a constituent isomorphic to Cg or 2K3 2. Hence in X, all fibers adjacent to R in Q(X) split
in half. This means X, — {R, B1,..., Bcaeg(r)} has WL-dimension at least WLdim (X) — 1.
If WLdim (X) > 2, we obtain a critical coherent configuration X’ such that Q(X’) C Q(X) \ (RU

Usdes™) B,). Observe that |R U2 B;| > 20. O

The lemma essentially allows us to reduce the degree of the quotient graph. For graphs with
maximum degree at most 3, we can make use of a bound by Fomin and Hgie on the pathwidth
of the graph.

Theorem 7.3 (see [FHO6]). For every e > 0, there exists ng € N such that every graph of
mazimum degree at most 3 with at at least n vertices satisfies tw(G) < pw(G) < § +e.

We use the theorem to bound the Weisfeiler-Leman dimension for certain graphs as follows.

Theorem 7.4. Let X be a critical coherent configuration on n vertices such that all fibers of X
have size 4 and there is no interspace containing a constituent isomorphic to Cs. If all fibers

of X have at most 3 neighbors in Q(X), then WLdim (X) < g5 + O(1).

24



Proof Sketch. If there is a dominating fiber R for which cdeg(R) < 3, then n < 16. Thus
WLdim (X) < 3. So assume there is no dominating fiber in X. Since there are no interspace
containing constituents isomorphic to Cs, Lemma 6.2 implies |ul(¥X[R])| = 4 for all R € F (X).
By Lemma 6.4, the quotient graph Q(X) is 3-regular. Furthermore, whenever we individualize a
vertex r in a fiber R, R splits into singletons in X,.

By Lemma 7.3 we have tw(Q(X)) < \F(%)\ +e¢ for constant € > 0. Let X’ be another coherent
configuration satisfying the same assumptions. Thus in the cops and robbers game played on
the quotient graphs Q(X) and Q(X’) there is a winning strategy for ¢ cops, where ¢t < & + ¢.
We mimic this winning strategy now on the corresponding coherent configurations X and ¥’
in the bijective pebble game as follows (see e.g. [0S14] for more information on the connection
between the two games). Whenever we place a pebble on fiber R in Q(X) (respectively Q(X'))
we now place the corresponding pebble on some vertex r of the corresponding fiber R in X
(respectively X’). By the reasoning above this fiber splits into singletons after applying the
coherent closure. Therefore, Spoiler has a winning strategy if we add two additional pebbles to
the game.

We conclude WLdim (¥) < &Ly oy <04 o O

Corollary 7.5. Let X be a critical coherent configuration on n vertices such that all fibers of X
have size 4. Then WLdim (X) < 55 + O(1).

Proof. First, we apply Lemma 7.2 repeatedly and restore the criticality after each application
until the preconditions of Lemma 7.2 are no longer satisfied. Say this happens k times. We
then have a critical coherent configuration X’ with WLdim (X) < k + WLdim (¥) and whose
quotient graph Q(X’) has maximum degree 3. Observe that |Q(X’)| < n — 20 - k. Note that in
the proof Lemma 7.2 we repeatedly take the coherent closure after individualizations and restore
criticality, thus all fibers of X’ have size exactly 4.

If there are distinct fibers R, R’ in X’ such that Cs € X[R, R'], then by Lemma 6.3 the
set {R, R’} is dominating. Thus |Q(X’)] < 24 and WLdim (X’) <4 € O(1).

Now assume there is no interspace in X’ containing a constituent isomorphic to Cg. Then we
apply Theorem 7.4 and obtain WLdim (X') < % + O(1). Altogether we have

n—20-k
T+O(1)}'

Observe that k& < {2”—0—| Thus WLdim (X) < g5 + O(1). O

WLdim (X) < 2 + k + max{4, WLdim (X')} < 2 + k + max{4,

Lemma 7.6. Let X be a critical coherent configuration such that all fibers of X have size 5.
Then |F(%X)]| =1 and WLdim (%) < 2.

Proof. By Lemmas 3.4 and 4.2, there is only one fiber R in X. By Lemma 4.1, either K5 € X[R]
or C5 € X[R]. Thus WLdim (X) < 2. O

Lemma 7.7. If X is a critical coherent configuration whose fibers each have size 4 or 6, then
WLdim (X) < 55 + O(1).

Proof. If there is an interspace in X containing the constituent Sps ¢, then by Lemma 6.9 we
have WLdim (X) = 2. If |F (X)| = 1, then we also have WLdim (X) < 2.

Let S € F (X) with |S| = 6 be incident to a non-homogeneous interspace in Q(X), and let s €
S. Thus by Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3 this yields K¢ ¢ X[S]. By Lemma 4.1 we have | ul(¥X[S])| > 3.

Assume that there are fibers F, F’ such that the set {F, F’'} is dominating. Since | ul(X[F])| >
3 and |ul(X[F’])] > 3, both fibers F and F’ split into singletons if we individualize 8 care-
fully chosen vertices in F'U F’. Therefore all fibers adjacent to F or F’ split into tiny fibers.
Thus WLdim (X) < 8+2 ¢ O(1).
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We may thus assume for the rest of the proof that there is are no distinct fibers F, F’ in X
such that {F, F'} is dominating.

Assume that |ul(X[S])] = 3. By Lemma 4.1, the configuration X[S] contains two con-
stituents whose underlying graphs are isomorphic either to 3K, and K29, respectively, or
to 2K3 and K3 3, respectively. Since all fibers are small, by Lemma 4.3 all interspaces incident
to S in Q(X) contain a constituent isomorphic to 3Kz 2 but none isomorphic to Ci2 in the first
case and one isomorphic to 2K3 3 in the second case. Since {S} is not dominating by assumption,
this contradicts Lemma 6.6, and hence | ul(¥[S])| > 3.

Assume that |ul(X[S])| = 5. By Lemma 4.1 there are the following constituents in X[S]:
three graphs isomorphic to 3K and two isomorphic to 26.'; By Lemma 4.3 there is no in-
terspace incident to S in Q(X) that contains a constituent isomorphic to Ch2. By Lemma 6.7
there is a small fiber R adjacent to S such that X[R, S] has interspace pattern (3Ks,2;3K>,2).
Thus X[S, R] has interspace pattern (3K3,2,2). If | ul(X[R])| = 3, then either 3K3, K322 € X[R)]
or 3K, @[Kg] € X[R]. Therefore for all fibers R’ adjacent to R in Q(X) the interspace X[R’, R]
has interspace pattern (3K3,2) or (3K2,2,2). Since {S} is not dominating, this contradicts
Lemma 6.6. So |ul(X[R])| > 3. Thus Lemma 6.7 applies and the neighborhood of B’ partitions
into {R, Y, B} with the properties as described in Lemma 6.7. Since S € Y (follows from in-
terspace pattern of X[S, R]), none of parts of {R,Y, B} are empty. Let R’ € R and B’ € B.
Consider X, where r € R. Then fibers R’, B/, R, and S split into tiny fibers in X,.. After restoring
criticality, we obtain a critical coherent configuration X’ such that Q(X’) C Q(X)\(R'USUB'UY).
Note that |Q(X')] < |Q(X)| — 20 since |B| € {4,6}.

Assume that |ul(X[S])| = 4. By Lemma 4.1, there is exactly one constituent in X[S] which
is isomorphic to 3K>. Hence there is no interspace incident to S which has interspace pat-
tern (3K, 2;3K>,2). Lemma 6.7 applies, and therefore the neighborhood of S in Q(X) partitions
in {R, B, Y} such that

e for all R € R we have C13 € X[S, R],
e for all B € B we have 2K, |5 € X[S, B], and

o for all Y € Y the number of constituents in X[S, Y] isomorphic to 3K 5 is exactly 1 or 3.

By Lemma 6.8, all sets R, B, ) are non-empty and R contains a single fiber unique to S. Thus
let Re R, Be B,and Y € Y. Now we have two cases:

If there are exactly three constituents in X[, Y] which are isomorphic to 3K o, then fibers R,
B, Y, and S split into tiny fibers in X,. After restoring criticality, we obtain a critical coherent
configuration X’ such that Q(X) C Q(X)\ (RUSUBUY'). Further note that [Q(X")| < |Q(X)|—20
since |B| € {4, 6}.

Now assume that there is exactly one constituent in X[S,Y] which is isomorphic to 3K3 o.
This implies |ul(X[Y])| < 4. By Lemma 3.8 we conclude that |ul(X[Y])] = 4. Therefore there
is no fiber R’ adjacent to Y such that X[R’, Y] has interspace pattern (3Ks,2;3K5,2). Hence,
Lemmas 6.7 and additionally Lemma 6.8 apply to Y since (otherwise we obtain a contradiction
by reasoning similar to the one above; either {Y'} would be dominating or | ul(X[Y])| = 3). Thus
there is an F' € F (X) such that C12 € X[Y, F]. Since X is critical, Lemma 6.1 implies F' # S
and F' # R. Lemma 6.5 implies 3K32 € X[S, F]. Observe that it is impossible in a critical
coherent configuration for an interspace to contain both a constituent isomorphic to 2K3 3 and a
constituent isomorphic to 3K 2 (compare Table 2). Thus F # B and |Y| > 2. In X, fibers R, S,
and B split into tiny fibers while size-2 fibers Y’ and F” are split off from Y and F, respectively.
After we restore criticality, we obtain a critical coherent configuration X’ such that Q(X’) C
QX)\ (RUY'USUBUF’). Further note that |Q(X")| = |2(X)| — 20 since |B| € {4, 6}.
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We summarize the proof up to this point: in several edge cases, we have WLdim (X) €
O(1). Since X is critical, there is no size-6 fiber with |ul(X[S])| = 3. If there is a size-6 fiber
with |ul(X[S])| > 3, then WLdim (¥) < 1 4+ WLdim (¥’) for a critical coherent configuration
with |Q(X")] < |Q(X)] — 20 also satisfying the assumptions of the lemma.

We iterate the process above until no fiber of size 6 exits any more and define k to be the
number of iterations. What remains is a coherent configuration X” whose fibers all have size 4.
Thus we apply Corollary 7.5. Altogether we have

—20-k
WLdim (X) < 2 + k + max{8, WLdim (¥)} < 2 + k + max{8, "T + o).
Observe that k& < {2”—0—| We conclude WLdim (%) < 30 T+ o). O

Lemma 7.8. Let X be a critical coherent configuration such that all fibers of X have size 7.
Then |F (%X)| <2 and WLdim (X) < 3.

Proof. By Lemmas 3.4 and 6.10, we have |F(X)| € {1,2}: assuming F (X) = {R}, then by
Lemma 4.1 there is constituent in X[R] whose underlying graph is isomorphic to K7 or Cr.
Hence WLdim (X) < 2. So we assume that {R, B} = F(X) and U € X[R, B] such that (R U
B,U) 2 L(FP). By Lemma 4.1 we have K7 € X[R] and K7 € X[B] and let r € R. Thus Sps €
X,[R\ {r}, B\ rU]. By Lemma 6.9, we have WLdim (X) < 3. O

Theorem 7.9. Let X be a critical coherent configuration such that all fibers of X are small.

Then WLdim (X) < 55 + O(1).

Proof. We conclude the theorem from Theorem 7.1, Corollary 7.5, and Lemmas 7.6, 7.7, and 7.8.
O

8 Limiting fiber sizes

For each interspace X[R, B] we arbitrarily choose a basis relation whose degree is maximal. A
non-mazximal basis relation is basis relation different than the chosen one. Similarly for each
fiber R we chose a constituent with maximal degree. A non-maximal constituent is one that is
not the chosen one. Define d(B, R) to be the maximum degree among all degrees of non-maximal
basis relations in X[R, B]. Set d(B, R) =0 if |X[R, B]| = 1.

Define the maxz-modules of a coherent configuration to be the connected components of the
graph in which the edges are formed by all non-maximal basis relations. (The max-modules are
sections in the sense of [Gol83] and colored modules in the sense of [Sch17].) It is not difficult
to see that the Weisfeiler-Leman dimension of a coherent configuration is at most the maximum
of 2 and the maximum Weisfeiler-Leman dimension of its max-modules.

Lemma 8.1 (Color valence limit, (Zemlyachenko, see [Bab81])). Let X be a critical coherent
configuration, let d € N be a positive integer. There is a set of vertices S of size at most 27" 50

that in the components of Xs we have d(B, R) < d for all (not necessarily distinct) fibers R, B €
F(Xs).

Proof sketch. Let us observe that it suffices to argue that we can decrease the degree bound
from 2d’ to d’ by individualizing n/d’ vertices as follows. Indeed, if this is possible then to reduce
from a degree bound of n to d we use at most n/d+n/(2d)+n/(4d) ... < 2n/d individualizations.

Now to reduce from 2d’ to d’ suppose d(R, B) > d. We individualize a vertex in B and refine.
Then some subset of vertices in R of size more than d but size at most 2d is separated from R.
Thus the number of vertices contained in fibers of size more than 2d reduces by more than d.
This can only happen at most n/d times. O
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Lemma 8.2 (Fiber size limit). Let X be a critical coherent configuration, and let ¢,d € N be
positive integers. There is a set S of vertices of size at most 27" + dT" such that for each maz-

module X of X5 we have |R| < ¢ and d(R, B) < d for all (not necessarily distinct) fibers R, B €
F (%).

Proof. Using the previous lemma we will assume that d(R, B) < d for all fibers B and R and
then argue that there is a set of size dT" that archives our goal. If d > ¢ we can set S = Q(X) so we
may assume that d < ¢. Choose, if it exists, a vertex r and a sequence of Uy, . .., U;, with each U;
a union of non-maximal basis relations in some interspace or fiber, such that [rU Uz -+ - U;y1| <
d - |rUyUsz---U;| and |rU Us---U¢| > ¢. Then there is an i such that |rUiUs---U;p1] > ¢
and ¢ > [rU Uy ---Us| > 5.

By individualizing r and refining at least § vertices contained in a fiber of size at least c
split off. Afterwards these vertices are in a fiber of size less than ¢. This can happen at most %1
times. We apply the individualizations one after the other and each time apply the 2-dimensional
Weisfeiler-Leman algorithm.

At some point, no sequence Uy, ..., U; with the desired properties exists. At this point, the
max-modules of the graph have fibers of size at most c. |

Lemma 8.3. If all fibers of a coherent configuration X have size at most t, then WLdim (%) <
t-tw(Q(X)), where tw(Q(X)) is the treewidth of the quotient graph.

Proof Sketch. We first reduce the problem to a similar problem on graphs?®. Let G’ be the graph
on the same vertex set as X where two vertices are adjacent if they are in the same fiber or in
fibers adjacent in Q(X). From this, we construct a vertex colored graph (G, x) by subdividing
edges twice as of G as follows. The graph (G, x) contains a vertex for every pair (v,u) of
(not necessarily distinct) vertices of X which are contained in the same fiber or fibers adjacent
in Q(X). Vertex (v,u) is adjacent to (v,v) and to (u,v). The vertex (u,v) of G is colored with
the color (F,, F,,, U) where F, is the fiber containing w, F;, is the fiber containing v and U is the
interspace containing (u, v).

Since subdivision of edges does not increase the treewidth, the graph (G, x) has treewidth at
most ¢-tw(Q(X)). Moreover, if WLdim (X) > 2 then, the graph G has the same Weisfeiler-Leman
dimension as G since 2-WL can recover X from G. R

To remove the vertex coloring of G we can transform G into a graph G by attaching leaves
to every vertex of G. Here, the number of leaves attached is so that each vertex gets at least two
leaves and two vertices gain the same number of leaves exactly if the have the same color. The
treewidth and the Weisfeiler-Leman dimension remain unchanged. R

It suffices now to argue that tw(G’) < ¢ - tw(Q(X)) since then WLdim (X) < WLdim(G) <
t-tw(Q(X)). For this we simply observe that if 5: T'— P(V (X)) is a tree decomposition for Q(X)
of width w, then §': T — P(V(G")) with /(r) = {v | v € B(t)} is a tree decomposition G’ of
width ¢ - w. O

9 A potential function

For a coherent configuration X let Par(X) be the triple (ng, k¢, ns), where ng is the number of
vertices in large fibers, ky is the number of large fibers and n is the number of small fibers.

2We should remark that there are also simpler, more direct ways to show the statement with only slightly
worse bounds. For example using [OS14] would give a bound of ¢ - tw(Q(X)) 4+ 3 by simple dynamic programming.
That bound is also sufficient for our purposes.
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Let f: N® — N be the function that assigns to the triple (n¢, k¢, ns) the maximum Weisfeiler-
Leman dimension of a coherent configuration X with Par(X) = (ne, k¢, ns).

Define the function 7: N3 — R with (ng, ke, ns) W.

Note that the parameters and function 7 are additive in the sense that we can compute the
parameters separately for a configuration induced by an arbitrary partition of the fibers and then
add them up.

We now define f to be the function that assigns to a coherent configuration X the maxi-
mum Weisfeiler-Leman dimension among all coherent configurations X’ for which 7(Par(X’)) <
7(Par(X)). (In some sense f is a monotonization of f)

Using this notation, note that the choice of potential function guarantees that if X’ is finer
than X then f(X') < f(X).

We define f: R — R with r — max{f(X) | 7(Par(X)) < r}.

Our goal in the upcoming sections will be to show that WLdim (X) < 7(Par(X))+o(n). A key
technique will be reductions that show that WLdim (X) < t + f(7(Par(X’))) for some coherent
configuration X’ obtained from X in a controlled manner, which will give a recursive bound of

the form WLdim (¥X) < ¢t + f(7(Par(X)) — ¢).

10 Local reductions

In this section we provide local reductions, trading progress in the potential with individualiza-
tions. This eventually allows us to restrict the structure of the coherent configuration in three
ways: First, it limits the number of neighbors a large fibers can have in the quotient graph.
Second, we eliminate certain interspace patterns. For some other interspace patterns we show
that there can be at most one small neighboring fiber attached with this pattern. Finally we
reduce the quotient graph degree of fibers of size 4 or 6.

Each reduction proceeds as follows. We examine the local structure of neighbors of a fiber.
In particular, we describe the interspace patterns and the color degree. We individualize one or
two carefully chosen vertices, take the coherent closure, and restore criticality. Afterwards we
weigh the number of individualized vertices against the progress in the terms of the potential
function 7 we made due to fibers that split.

To write the proofs of this section more concisely, we introduce an auxiliary result as fol-
lows. For triples (a,b,c), (a’,b',c’) € N3, we will use the notation (a,b,c) < (a’,V’,¢’) to denote

. . . o 8a]
that 7(a,b,c) < 7(a’,V', ). Define a function h: Rt — R by setting h(a) = max{—0.4, —3- (20 }.

Lemma 10.1. Let X, X’ be a coherent configurations so that X consists of a single large fiber
and X' < X. Let Ry,...,Ry be the fibers of X' and set {t; | i € {1,...,u},|Ri| = t; - |X|}.
Then 7(Par(X')) < 7(Par(X’)) + > i, h(t;) + 0.4.

Proof. For each fiber R; set APar(R;) = (a;,b;, c;) where

0 if |R;| is large 1 if R; is large |R;| if R; is small
a; = b1 = and C; =

—|R;| otherwise, 0 otherwise, 0 otherwise.
We have Par(X) — Par(X’) = (0,—1,0) + >_; ; (A Par(R;)). It thus suffices to show in the

following that 7(A Par(R;)) < h(¢;) for each i € {1,...,u}.

e If R; is tiny, then A Par(R;) = (—|Ry|,0,0) =< (—[8t:],0,0). So 7(APar(R;)) < —3 - 184l
o If R; is small, then APar(R;) = (—|Ri|,0,|R;i|) <X (—4,0,4). So 7(APar(R;)) < —0.4.
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o If R; is large, then A Par(R;) = (0, 1,0) independent of t;. Hence 7(APar(R;)) < —0.4. O

We should remark that while Lemma 10.1 is sufficient to calculate the progress made in L
in many cases, in some other case a closer examination produces better results on the progress.
This is especially true if we know conditions on the size of L or sizes of the vertex sets into
which L splits.

Lemma 10.2. Let X be a critical coherent configuration, R € F (X), and {L1, L2, L3} a set of
large fibers adjacent to R in Q(X). If R is a large fiber or |ul(X[R])| > 3, then WLdim (X) <
1+ f(r(Par(X)) —1).

Proof. Let r be a vertex of R and i € {1,2,3}. We define (a;, b;, ¢;) == Par(X,[L;]) — Par(X[L;])
and tr, == 7(as, b, ¢;). Lastly define z; := |L;| — d(R, L;). In the following we examine X, [L,].

e First assume that d(R, L;) > 8. Recall that |R| > 2d(R, L;). The fiber L; splits into two
large fibers (or union of fibers). Hence (a;,b;,¢;) < (0,1,0) and ¢7, < —0.4.

e Next assume that 4 < d(R, L;) < 8. If z; > 8, then a large fiber remains. Thus (a;, b;, ¢;) <
(-=d(R, L;),0,d(R, L;)) = (—4,0,4) and t1, < —0.4. If 4 < 2; < 8, then L; splits entirely
into small fibers. Hence (a;, b, ¢;) < (—|Li|,—1,|L;]) 2 (=8,—1,8) and t1,, < —0.4.

e Finally assume that d(R, L;) < 4. If x; > 8, then a large fiber remains. Thus (a;, b;, ¢;) <
(-d(R,L;),0,0) = (—2,0,0) and ¢, < —0.3. If z; < 8, then fiber L; splits entirely
into small and tiny fibers with at least two vertices in tiny fibers. Hence (a;, b;,¢;) =<

(—|Li|, =1, |Li] — d(R, L;)) < (=8,—1,6) and 1, < —0.5.

Summarizing the cases distinction, we obtain tp;, < —0.3 for all j € {1,2,3}.

If R is large, we also obtain tg < 0.15 since one vertex in R is individualized. If R is small
and |ul(X[R])| > 3, then by Lemma 4.1 we obtain ¢, < 0.1 since at least one size-2 fiber splits
from B in X.

Altogether, we conclude

7(Par(X,)) < 7(Par(X)) +tr + ZtBi < 7(Par(X)) — 1. O

i=1

For a coherent configuration X, we define Q*(%) and QS(Z{) to be the subgraph of Q(%)
induced by the set of all large fibers and small fibers, respectively.

Lemma 10.3. If X is a coherent configuration in which no large fiber has at least 8 large
neighbors. Then the connected components of QL(%) have treewidth at most 2.

Proof. If no large fiber has 3 large neighbors, then Q” (X) has maximum degree at most 2 and
thus treewidth at most 2. O

Theorem 10.4. Let X be a critical coherent configuration and suppose L, S € F (X) with L large
and S small. If the set {S} is not dominating and the interspace X[L, S| has one of the interspace
patterns (065 2, 3K25 2)7 (3K25 27 3K25 2)7 (3K27 25 2)7 (K2,2,27 2’ 3K27 2); (K2,2,27 3T>7 (K3,35 2)7 or
(Ks.3,2,2), then WLdim (%) < 1+ f(r(Par(X)) — 1).
Proof. Choose ¢ € L and s € S arbitrarily. Let Z be a union of fibers of X and V' C Q(X). We
define (az,bz,cz) = Par(Xy/[Z]) — Par(X[Z]) and tz = 7(az,bz,cz).

(Case (K33,2)). Assume that X[L, S] has interspace pattern (K3 3,2). This implies that 9
divides |L|. By Lemma 6.6, there is a fiber R € F(X) \ {L} such that X[R, S| has interspace
pattern (2K3,3").
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o If |L| <18, we set V' := {s} and consider X. Fiber L splits into fibers of size % and %

If |L| = 9, then ¢, < 7(~9,—1,6) < —0.65. If |L| = 18, then t; < 7(—6,0,0) < —0.9.
Fiber R splits into two fibers of equal size. If |R| > 16, then tg < 7(0,1,0) < —04,
and if |R| < 16, then tp < 7(-8,—1,8) < —0.4. Fiber S splits into tiny fibers and
thus tg < —0.3.

o If |L| > 27, we set V' := {{} and consider X,. Fiber L splits into three fibers L', L”,
and L of sizes %, %, and % respectively (or something finer). If |L| = 27, then ¢, <
7(~3,1,0) < —0.85. If 36 < |L| < 63, then t; < 7(—4,1,4) < —0.8. If 72 < |L|,
then ¢, < 7(0,2,0) < —0.8. Fiber S splits into a size 2 fiber and a fiber S’ of size 4.
Observe that either X,[L”,S’] or X¢[L"’,S’] contains a basis relation (or a union of basis

relation) isomorphic to a star. Thus tg < 7(0,0,—6) < —0.3.

We conclude that 7(Par(%y-)) < 7(Par(X)) — 1.1.

(Case (3K2,2;3K5,2)). Assume that X[L, S| has interspace pattern (3Ks,2;3K5,2). This
implies that 3 divides |L|. We set V' := {s} where s € S. There are only singletons in F (X4[S])
and tg < 7(0,0,—6) < —0.3. Since X4[S] is discrete and |P{(L,S)| = 3, fiber L splits into
three fibers (or union of fibers) in X;. Each of these fibers has size % By Lemma 10.1 we
obtain t;, < —0.8. We conclude that 7(Par(X;)) < 7(Par(X)) — 1.1.

(Case (Cg,2;3K5,2)). Assume that X[L, S| has interspace pattern (Cg,2;3K2,2). This im-
plies that 6 divides |L|. Let U’ = U}(X[L,S]) and U” = UZ(X[L, S]). We set V' := {¢}. There
are only fibers of size at most 2 in F (X,[S]). Thus ts < 7(0,0,—6) < —0.3. There are the follow-
ing fibers (or union of fibers) in F (X,[L]): {v € L |vU’' =U'} and {v € L | vU’ € LU ULU"},
both of which have size %, as well as {v € L | pU' NLU'| =1} and {v € L | |vU' NLU"| =
1AvU ' NLU’ = B}, both of which have size |_§| By Lemma 10.1 we obtain £, < —1. We conclude
that 7(Par(X,)) < r(Par(X)) — 1.3.

(Case (3K2,2,2)). Assume that X[L,S] has interspace pattern (3K3,2,2). This implies
that 3 divides |L|. We set U’ = UL(X[L,S]) and U” = U3(X[L,S]). We set V' := {¢}. There
are only size-2 fibers in F (%,[S]), and thus tg < 7(0,0,—6) < —0.3. In F (X,[L]), there are
the following fibers (or union of fibers): {v € L | vU’ = (U}, {v € L | vU’ = (U"}, and
{veL|vU" g LU ULu"}, all of which have size |i3| By Lemma 10.1 we obtain t;, < —0.8. We
conclude that 7(Par(%X,)) < 7(Par(X)) — 1.1.

(Case (K22,2,2;3K2,2)). Assume that X[L, S] has interspace pattern (Kz 2 2,2; 3K2,2). This
implies that 12 divides |L|. Let U’ = U{(X[L,S]) and U"” = U3 (X[L,S]). We set V' = {¢}.
There are only size-2 fibers in F (X,[S]) and thus ts < 7(0,0,—6) < —0.3. In F (X[L]), there
are the following fibers (or union of fibers): {v € L | vU’" = U AwU"” = (U"} and {v €

L | vU' = U AoU” N LU” = @}, both of which have size = as well as {v € L | vU’ =

2
U A JoU" N eU"| = 1}, which has size %, as well as {v € L | oU’" # U" A |oU" NLU"| = 1}
and {v € L | vU" # U" AvU" NLU" = 0}, both of which have size |_§| By Lemma 10.1 we
obtain t;, < —1. We conclude that 7(Par(%,)) < 7(Par(X)) — 1.3.

(Case (Ka22,3")). Assume that X[L,S] has interspace pattern (Kss2,3"). Let U’ =
UH(X[L,S]). We set V' == {{}. There are two size-3 fibers in F (X,[S]) and thus tg <
7(0,0,—6) < —0.3. In F(X[L]), there are the following fibers (or union of fibers): {v € L |
vU" = LU'} and {v € L | vU' N LU’ = 0}, both of which have size %, {vel|pPpU neU'| =1}
and {v € L | |[oU'NLU’| = 2}, both of which have size %. By Lemma 10.1 we obtain ¢, < —0.7.
We conclude that 7(Par(X,)) < 7(Par(X)) — 1.

(Case (K3 3,2,2)) Assume that X[L, S] has interspace pattern (K3 3,2, 2). This implies that 9
divides |L|. Let U’ = U}(X[L, S]) and U” = UZ(X[L, S]). We set V' := {¢}. There are three size-
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2 fibers in F (X,[5]), and thus tg < 7(0,0,—6) < —0.3. Let S’ := S\ (¢U' ULU"). In F (X,[L]),
there are the following fibers (or union of fibers): {v € L | vU’' = LU’ vU" € {£U",5'}}, {v €
L|oU" =U",0U0" € {U',S’}}, and {v € L | U’ = S, 0U" € {£U’,£U"}}, all three of which
have %, aswell as {v € L | oU’ = LU, vU" ¢ {¢U",S5"}}, {v e L|oU =LU",0U" ¢ {¢U',S"}},
and {v € L | vU" = §',0U" ¢ {U’',£U"}}, all three of which have %. By Lemma 10.1 we
obtain t;, < —0.95. We conclude that 7(Par(X,)) < 7(Par(X)) — 1.25. O

Theorem 10.5. Let X be a critical coherent configuration and let (S, L,S’) be a path in Q(X)
with L large and S, S’ small. If X[L, S| has interspace pattern (Ks 2.2,3%) and X[L, S'] has one of
the interspace patterns (Ka2,3%), (C4,2), (3K2,2), (2K3,2), or (2K3,3"), then WLdim (X) <
1+ f(r(Par(X)) — 1.1).

Proof. Let ¢ € L be arbitrary and let U = U{(X[L,S]). Let Z be a union of fibers of X. We
define (az,bz,cz) = Par(X,[Z]) — Par(X[Z]) and tz = 7(az,bz,cz).

(Case (K22,2,3%) and (C4,2)). Assume that X[L,S’] has interspace pattern (Cy,2), and
let U' = U}(X[L, S']). There are only tiny fibers in F (X,[S U S"]). Thus (asyus’,bsus, csus’) =
(0,0,—10) and tsus: < —0.5. Now consider X,[L]: with respect to S’, the fiber L splits into the
fibers (or union of fibers) L} :={v € L | |pU'NLU’| € {0,2}} and L == {v € L | |[0U'NLU’| = 1},
both of which have size %l With respect to S, the fiber L splits into fibers (or union of
fibers) Ly := {v € L | vU = (U}, which has size u, and Ly == {v € L | [oU N U| = 1}, which
has size 3|4L|
If Ly Z L} for both i € {1,2}, then P(L, S) and P(L, S") are fully intersecting. Hence, fiber L

splits into two fibers of size 3‘8 | and two fibers of size ‘8‘ By Lemma 10.1 we obtain t;, < —0.7.
We conclude that 7(Par(%X,)) < 7(Par(X))—1.2. If Ly C L/ for some i € {1,2}, then L splits into
three fibers of size %l, |i| ,and LL] respectively. By Lemma 10.1 we obtain t;, < —0.6. Overall,
we obtain 7(Par(X,)) < T(Par(f{)) —1.1.

(Case (K2.2.9,3%) and (3K,2)). Assume that X[L, S'] has interspace pattern (3K3,2). Due
to Lemma 5.5 the partitions P(L,.S) and P(L,S’) are fully intersecting. This implies that 12
divides |L|. Let U’ = U}(X[L,S’]). There are only one size-4 fiber (or union of fibers) and
multiple tiny fibers in F (X,[S U S’]). Thus (asus’,bsus’,csus’) = (0,0,—8) and tgysr < —0.4.
There are the following fibers (or union of fibers) in F (X,[L]): {v 6 L | vU" = LU, 0U = LU},

which has size &, {v € L | U’ = €U’,0U # (U}, which has size 2£ {v € L | U’ Nn0U’ =

127 12 ’
(,vU = LU}, which has size 12|, and {v € L | vU' ' NLU" = 0,vU # LU}, which has size 12‘ By
Lemma 10.1 we obtain t;, < —0.75. We conclude that 7(Par(%,)) < 7(Par(X)) — 1.15.

(Case (K22.2,3%) and (K22.2,3%)). Assume that X[L,S’] has interspace pattern (Ko 2, 3%)
and let U’ = U}(X[L,S’]). There are only tiny fibers in F (X,[SUS’]). We conclude that
(asus’,bsus’,csus’) < (0,0,—12) and tsys < —0.6.

Towards a contradiction, assume P(L,S) = P(L,S"). Observe that for all P,Q € P(L,S)
there is exactly one s € S such that sU* = PUQ and exactly one s’ € S’ such that U™ = PUQ.
Thus 6K 1 € X[S, S'], a contradiction.

Assume that P(L, S) # P(L, S’) but also that P(L, S) and P(L, S’) are not fully intersecting.
By coherence, for all P € P(L,S) and P’ € P(L,S’) their intersection P N P’ has size |L|/8 or
it is empty. We show that S is union of fibers, which contradicts the assumptions, as follows.
Suppose that there are {P,Q} C P(L,S) and {P’,Q'} C P(L,S’) such that PUQ = P' UQ'.
Let s; € S and s} € S’ such that s;U* = PUQ = s{U"™, and thus |s;U* N s{U™| = |L|/2.
However there is also s2 € S such that (P’ U Q') N seU* = P. Hence all for all s, € S’
we have [soU* N shU™| = |L|/4. By coherence, vertices s; and s are not elements of the same
fiber. Suppose that there are {P, T, Q} C P(L,S) and {P’,Q’} C P(L,S") such that T C P'UQ’
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and |[PNP'| = |QNQ’| = |L|/4. Let s1,s2 € S and s} € S" such that s;U* = PUT, s;U* = PUQ,
and s{U™ = P'UQ'. Observe that [s;U* N s{U™| = 3|L|/8. However for all s, € S we
have |soU* N shU™| = |L|/4. By coherence, vertices s; and s2 are not elements of the same fiber.

Assume P(L, S) and P(L,S’) are fully intersecting. This implies that 16 divides |L|. There
are the following fibers (or union of fibers) in X¢[L]: {v € L | vU’' = U’ AvU = LU}, which has
size %l, {v e L|vU" # U AvU # LU}, which has size %, aswell as {v € L | U’ # LU’ AU =
U} and {v € L | vU" = LU' AoU # LU}, both of which have size %. By Lemma 10.1 we
obtain t;, < —0.75. We conclude that 7(Par(X,)) < 7(Par(X)) — 1.35.

(Case (Ka22,3%) and (2K5,2)). Assume that X[L, S’] has interspace pattern (2K2,2) and
let U' = U} (X[L, "))

Towards a contradiction, assume that P(L,S) and P(L,S’) are not fully intersecting. By
coherence, for all P € P(L,S) and P’ € P(L,S’) their intersection P N P’ has the same size
or is empty. Therefore there are {P,Q} = P(L,S) and P’ € P(L,S’) such that PUQ = P’.
There is a vertex s; € S and s} € S’ such that s;U* = P’ and s{U™ = P’ respectively. Observe
that [s;U*Ns{U™| = |L|/2. Further there is also a vertex sy € S such that ssU*N P’ = P. Thus
for all s, € S’ we have |soU* N shU™| = |L|/4. By coherence, vertices s; and sy are not elements
of the same fiber. This contradicts S being a fiber.

We assume that P(L,S) and P(L, S’) are fully intersecting. This implies that 16 divides |L]|.
There are only tiny fibers in F (X,[S U S’]). Thus (asus’, bsus’, csus’) < (0,0, —10) and tsus <
—0.5. Now consider the fibers (or union of fibers) in X,[L]: {v € L | vU = ¢U,vU’ = ¢U'} and

{veL|vU =LU,vU" # ¢U'}, both of which have size %', as well as {v € L | vU # LU, 0U' =
U'} and {v € L | vU # LU,vU’" # LU'}, both of which have size %. By Lemma 10.1 we
obtain t;, < —0.7. We conclude that 7(Par(X,)) < 7(Par(X)) — 1.2.

(Case (Ka22,3%) and (2K3,3")). Assuming that X[L,S’] has interspace pattern (2K3,3"),

the proof follows the same steps as the previous case. [l

Theorem 10.6. Let X be a critical coherent configuration, and let (S, L,S") be a path in Q(X)
with L large and S, S" small. If {S} and {S'} are not dominating and both X[L,S] and X[L,S’]
have one of the interspace patterns (Cy,2), (3K2,2), (2K2,2), or (2K3,3"), then WLdim (¥) <

1+ f(r(Par(X)) — 1).

Proof. Assume that Theorems 10.4 and 10.5 are not applicable. Let £ € L be arbitrary, and
let U = UL(X[L,S]). Let Z be a union of fibers of X and V' C Q(X). We define (az,bz,cz) ==
Par(Xy/[Z]) — Par(X[Z]) and tz = 7(az,bz,cz).

For the first four cases, assume that X[L, S| has interspace pattern (Cy,2).

(Case (Cy,2) and (Cy,2)). Assume that X[L, S’] has interspace pattern (Cy,2) and let U’ =
UH(X[L,S']). We set V' := {{} and examine X,. There are only tiny fibers in F (X;[S U S']).
Thus (asus/,bsusr, csus) = (0,0,—8) and tgys < —0.4.

If P(L,S)="P(L,S5"), then 4K, 1 € X[S, S’], a contradiction.

Assume that there is a P € P(L,S) and distinct P/, Q" € P(L,S’) such that |[P N P'| =
IPNQ| = %. Then there are the following fibers (or union of fibers) in X,[L]: PN P’, PN/,

P\ P, and Q" \ P, all four of which have size %l, as well as L\ (P’ UQ'), which has size %
By Lemma 10.1 we obtain t;, < —0.6.

Assume that P(L,S) and P(L,S’) are fully intersecting. This implies that 16 divides |L|.
Furthermore, there are the following fibers (or union of fibers) in X,[L]: {v € L | vU = ¢U,vU’ =
W'y, {velL|vw=8\UvU =00}, {veL|vU =UvU =8 \LU'}, and {v € L |
oU = S\ U, vU’" = §'\ LU'}, all four of which have size & as well as {v € L | pU N ¢U| =

167

LoU' = U}, {v € L | pUNEU| = 1,0U" = §'\eU'}, {v € L | vU = (U, |pU’ N LU’| = 1},
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and {v € L | vU = S\ LU, |vU' N LU'| = 1}, all four of which have size %, and finally

{veL|pUntU|=1,|vU'NeU’| = 1}, which has size ‘ |, By Lemma 10.1 we obtain t;, < —1.4.
Overall, we obtam 7(Par(X,)) < 7(Par(X)) — 1.0.
(Case (C4, 2) and (3K2,2)) Assume that X[L, S’] has interspace pattern (3K2,2) and let U’ =
UL (X[L, S"]). Weset V' := {{} and examine X;. Apart from tiny fibers there is at most one size-4
fiber (or union of ﬁbers) in F(X,[SUS’]). Thus (asus’,bsus,csus’) = (0,0,—6) and tsus: <
—0.3. Due to Lemma 5.5, there are the following fibers (or union of fibers) in F (X,[L]): {v € L |

vU = LU, 0U" = LU'} and {veL|vU=S8\LUvU" =LU'}, both of which have size %, as well

as{ve L||wUntU|=1,vU" =LU"},{v e L |vU = LU U £ LU}, {ve L |vU = S\LU,vU’ #

2U'}, all three of which have size 25‘, and finally {v € L | |vU NLU| = 1,0U" # ¢U'}, which has

size 4|L| . By Lemma 10.1 we obtain ¢, < —1.2. Overall, we obtain 7(Par(¥,)) < 7(Par(X))—1.5.

(C’ase (C4,2) and (2K2,2)). Assume that interspace X[L, S'] has interspace pattern (2K2,2)
and let U" = U}(X[L,S]). We set V' := {{} and examine X;,. There are only tiny fibers
inF (:fg[S U S/]) Thus (aSUSr, bsus’,csusr) = (0, 0, —8) and tgusr < —0.4.

Assume that P(L, S) and P(L, S’) are not fully intersecting. Since P (L, S) is an equipartition,
for each P € P(L,S) there is P’ € P(L,S’) such that P C P’. In this case the following fibers
(or union of fibers) occur in F (X,[L]): {v € L | vU" = LU’ AvU = €U} and {v € L | vU’ =
U AoU = S\ LU}, both of which have size LI " as well as {v e L |vU" # ¢U'}, which has

4
size ‘ ‘ . By Lemma 10.1 we obtain t; < —0.6.

Now assume that P(L,S) and P(L,S’) are fully intersecting. The following fibers (or union
of fibers) appear in F (X,[L]): {v € L|vU =LUANU' =2U'}, {v e L |vU = S\LUAvU" = LU'},
{veL|vU=0UnvU #LU'}, and {velL|oU=S8\UAvU # LU'}, all of which have
size % aswellas {v € L | [pUNLU| =1A0U =LU'} and {v € L | |oUNLU| = 1 AvU’ # LU},

both of which have size ‘4‘ By Lemma 10.1 we obtain t7 < —0.8.

Overall, we obtain 7(Par(X,)) < 7(Par(X)) — 1.

(Case (C4,2) and (2K3,3")). Assuming that X[L, S] has interspace pattern (2K3,3"), the
proof follows the same steps as the previous case.

For the next three cases, assume that X[L, S’] has interspace pattern (3K2,2). This implies
that 3 divides |L|.

(Case (3K3,2) and (3K2,2)). Assume that X[L, S| has interspace pattern (3K2,2). Let U’ =
Ui (X[L, 8').

Assume that P(L,S) = P(L,S’). Thus 3K, € X[S,S’]. We set V' := {s} where s € §
and consider X,: the fiber L splits into two fibers which have sizes |L|/3 and 2|L|/3 respec-
tively. By Lemma 10.1 we obtain ¢;, < —0.4. Since {S} is not dominating, by Lemma 6.6 there
is a fiber R adjacent to S in Q(X) such that X[R,S] neither has interspace pattern (3K3,2)
nor (3K2,2,2). If R is large, then by Theorem 10.4 the interspace X[R, S| has interspace pat-
tern (Kas2.2,3%) or (2K3,37). If R is small, then by Lemma 6.9 interspace X[R,S] has not
interspace pattern (K3 22, 3%) since {S} is not dominating. Therefore, if R is small, then X[R, 5]
has interspace pattern (Cg,2; 3K>2,2), (3K2,2;3K5,2), or (2K3,37).

o If X[R, S] has interspace pattern (K32 2,3%), then R is large and R splits into two fibers of
equal size in X;. By Lemma 10.1 we obtain tg < —0.4. Fibers S and S’ each split into a
size-2 and a size-4 fiber and thus tgyss < —0.2. Together tsusrur < —0.6.

e If X[R, S] has interspace pattern (2K3,37), then 2K3 € X[S]. Hence fiber S splits entirely
into tiny fibers while S’ splits into a size-2 and a size-4 fiber and thus tsys: < —0.4. Fiber R
splits into fibers of equal size in Xs;. Thus by Lemma 10.1 we obtain tgp < —0.4 if R is
large, and tg < 7(0,0,—4) < —0.2 if R is small. Together tsus/ur < —0.6.
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o If X[R,S] has interspace pattern (3K2,2;3K5,2), then R is small and there are three
constituents in X[S] isomorphic to 3K5. Hence fiber S splits entirely into singletons while S’
and R split entirely into tiny fibers. Thus tsus/ur < 7(0,0,—18) < —0.9.

o If X[R, S] has interspace pattern (Cg,2;3K2,2), then R is small and Cg € X[S]. Hence
fibers S and R split entirely into tiny fibers while S’ splits into a size-2 and a size-4 fiber
Thus tsusrur < 7(0,0, —14) < —0.7.

We conclude trususiur < —1 and thus 7(Par(X,)) < 7(Par(X)) — 1.15.

If P(L,S) and P(L,S’) are fully intersecting, then 9 divides |L]|.

Assume that P(L,S) and P(L,S’) are fully intersecting and |L| > 18. We set V' = {{}
and examine X,. Besides tiny fibers, there are at most two size-4 fibers (or union of fibers)
in F(X,SUS’]). Thus (asus’,bsus’,csus’) = (0,0,—4) and tsuysr < —0.2. There are the
following fibers (or union of fibers) in F (X,[L]): {v € L | vU = £U,vU’ = £U’}, which has
size %l, {veL|vU=20UvU" #¢U'} and {v e L|vU # LU,vU" = LU'}, both of which have
size %, as well as {v € L | vU # LU, vU’ # ¢U'}, which has size %.

o If 18 < |L| < 36, then L splits entirely into one large fiber and small or tiny fibers.

|L] 4L
9

Furthermore 5+ of the vertices of L end up in tiny fibers while of the vertices of L

form small fibers. Thus (ar,, by, cr) < (f%,o, %) =< (-10,0,8) and t;, < —1.1.

o If 36 < |L| < 72, then L splits into at least three large fibers while of the vertices of L

end up small fibers. Hence (ar,br,cr) = (— |§|,2, %l) < (—4,2,4) and t, < —1.2.

1Ll
9

o If 72 < |L|, then L splits into at least four large fibers. Hence (ar,br,cr) < (0,3,0) <
(0,3,0) and ¢, < —1.2.

Together with tsusr < —0.2, we obtain 7(Par(X,)) < 7(Par(X)) — 1.05.

Assume that P(L, S) and P(L,S’) are fully intersecting and |L| = 9. Again we set V' := {{}
and examine X;. Then L splits into fibers of sizes 1, 2, 2, and 4. We refer to the last of those
fibers as L'. We distinguish cases according to how L’ splits.

e In our first case, vertex set L’ in X[L] is a union of tiny fibers. This yields (ar,br,cr)
(—=9,-1,0) and t; < —0.95. Together with tsuss < —0.2, we obtain 7(Par(X;))
7(Par(X)) — 1.15.

=
<

e Assume L' is a small fiber in Xy[L] but cdeg (L) > 2. Then there is R € F (X) \ {S5,5'}
adjacent to L in Q(X). Thus at least two vertices split from R in X,. If fiber R is large,
we have (arur,bLur,cLur) = (—11,—1,4) and tpup < —1.05. If fiber R is small, we
have (arur,brurscrur) < (—=9,—1,2) and trur < —0.85. Together with tgus < —0.2, we
obtain 7(Par(X,)) < 7(Par(X)) — 1.05.

e Agsume L’ is a small fiber in X¢[L] and cdeg (L) = 2. Then by Lemma 6.11 the set {L} is
dominating and thus LUSUS" = Q(X). Recall that in X, fibers S and S’ each split into size-
2 fiber and a size-4 fiber. We refer to the size 4 into which S (respectively S’) splits by S
(respectively S’). By restoring criticality, we obtain a critical coherent configuration X’
with |Q(X)| = L' USuUS.
We show that WLdim (X’) < 2 as follows. Observe that there is U € X/[S,L’] and U’ €
X'[S7, L'] such that (SU L',U) and (S’ U L',U’) are isomorphic to 2Ks 5. Since P(L,S)
and P(L, S") are fully intersecting, for every pair (s, s’) € Sx S’ there is exactly one vertex £
in L’ such that {¢} = sUNs'U’. Thus L' is restorable in X’. The interspace X'[S, 5] either
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is homogeneous or it contains a constituent G isomorphic to Cs or 2K3 5. Since 2-WL
identifies cycles and disjoint union of bipartite complete graphs, WLdim (X') < 2.

Since X’ has Weisfeiler-Leman dimension at most 2, we may replace it by a coherent
configuration X” which has Weisfeiler-Leman dimension 2. We choose X" to be the homo-
geneous coherent configuration on 6 vertices that contains three constituents isomorphic
to Cs, 3K2, and 2K respectively. Therefore (arusus’, brusus’, cLusus’) = (=9,—1,—6)
and trususs < —1.25. Thus 7(Par(X,)) < 7(Par(X)) — 1.25.

Overall, we obtain 7(Par(%,)) < 7(Par(X)) — 1.05.

(Case (3K3,2) and (2K2,2)). Assume that X[L, S’] has interspace pattern (2K5,2). Let U’ =
U{(X[L,S']). Thus by Lemma 5.5 the partitions P(L, S) and P (L, S’) are fully intersecting. This
implies that 6 divides |L|. We set V' := {{} and examine X,. Besides tiny fibers, there is at
most one size-4 fiber (or union of fibers) in F (X,[S U S’]). Thus (asus’,bsus’,csus) =< (0,0, —6)
and tsus: < —0.3. There are the following fibers (or union of fibers) in F (X,[L]): {ve L |vU =

U, wU" = LU’} and {v € L | vU # LU, vU" = LU’'}, both of which have size %, as well as

{veL|vU =000 #LU'}, {vel|vU#LUvU" # LU}, both of which have size %. By
Lemma 10.1 we obtain t;, < —1. Overall, we obtain 7(Par(%¥,)) < 7(Par(X)) — 1.3.

(Case (3K,2) and (2K3,3")). Assuming that X[L, S’] has interspace pattern (2K3,31), the
proof follows the same steps as the previous case.

(Cases (2K, x) and (2K,,y) where x,y € {2,3}). For the final cases, assume that X[L, S|
and X[L, S'] have interspace pattern (2K3,2) or interspace pattern (2K3, 37).

Assume that P(L,S) = P(L,S’) and that S and S’ both have size 6. Thus 2K3 3 € X[S, 5]
We set V' := {¢} and consider X,. All fibers split at least in half. Thus by Lemma 10.1 we
obtain t;, < —0.4. and tgus: < —0.6. Overall, we obtain tsyusur < —1.

Assume that P(L,S) = P(L,S’) and that S has size-4. Thus 2K|g)/2,s//2 € X[S,5'].
Either by Lemmas 6.2 there is a fiber R such that X[R, S] has interspace pattern (Cy,2) or by
Lemma 6.4 there is a fiber R such that X[R, S| has interspace pattern (2K5,2). We set V' := {s}
where s € S and consider X;. All fibers adjacent to S split at least in half. Thus by Lemma 10.1
we obtain t;, < —0.4, and, if R is large, tg < —0.4. If R is small, we obtain tg < —0.2. Finally,
we have tgugs < —0.4. Overall, we obtain tsusurur < —1.

Assume that P(L, S) and P(L,S") is fully intersecting. We set V' := {¢} and consider con-
figuration X,. In F (X,[S U S’]), there are only tiny fibers. It follows that (asus’, bsus’, csus’) =
(0,0,—8) and tsus: < —0.4. Fiber L splits into four equally sized fibers. By Lemma 10.1, we
obtain t;, < —0.8.

Overall, we obtain 7(Par(Xy/)) < 7(Par(X)) — 1. O

Given F € F (%), we denote the number of large (respectively small) fibers adjacent to F
in Q(X) by cdegy, (F') (respectively cdegs (F)).

Lemma 10.7. Let X be a critical coherent configuration, and let S be a size-4 fiber of X such
that K4 ¢ X[S]. If

e cdeg (S) =3 and cdegy, (S) > 1 or
e cdeg(95) > 4,

then WLdim (%) < 1+ f(r(Par(X)) — 1).

Proof. Let {B1,. .., Bedeg(s)} be the neighborhood of S'in Q(X), 7 € {1,...,cdeg (5)}, and s € S.
For a union of fibers Z of X, set (az,bz,cz) = Par(X;[Z]) — Par(X[Z]) and tz = 7(az,bz, cz).
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We separately consider fibers adjacent to S in Q(X): observe that X[S, B;] has either in-
terspace pattern (K4,2) or interspace pattern (Cy,2) or interspace pattern (2K2,2). In X, the
fiber B; splits into two fibers, both of which have size %‘ If B; is large, then by Lemma 10.1 we
obtain tp, < —0.4. If B; is small, then (ap,,bp,,cp;) < (0,0,—4) and tp, < —0.2. Additionally,
we have (ag,bs,cs) = (0,0,—4) and ts < —0.2 because we individualize s € S. We conclude:
if cdeg (S) = 3 and cdegy, (S) > 1, then we obtain 7(Par(X;)) < 7(Par(X)) — 1. If cdeg (S) > 4,
then we also obtain 7(Par(X;)) < r(Par(X¥)) — 1. O

Lemma 10.8. Let X be a critical coherent configuration, and let (L, S) be an edge in Q(X) such
that X[L,S] has interspace pattern (Kaz22,3%). If cdeg(S) > 3 and {L,S} is not dominating,
then

e WLdim (X) < 1+ f(r(Par(X)) — 1) or

e WLdim (X) < 2+ f(r(Par(X)) — 2.1)

Proof. Assume that Theorems 10.4 and 10.5 are not applicable. For a union of fibers Z of X
and V' C Q(X), define (az,bz,cz) = Par(Xy/[Z]) — Par(X[Z]) and tz = 7(az,bz,cz). Note
that |L| is divisible by 4.

Let Ry, R be fibers adjacent to S in Q(X) other than L. Since interspace X[L,S] has
interspace pattern (K3 2 2, 3%), there is a constituent in X[S] which underlying graph is isomorphic
to K322. By Lemma 4.1, we have |ul(X]S])| = 3. Since Theorem 10.4 is no longer applicable,
there are no interspaces having interspace pattern (Ka22,3"). Hence for each i € {1,2} the
interspace X[R;, S] has one of the following interspace patterns: (3K2,2) and (K22 2, 3%).

We first assume that |L| > 16. We set V' := {s, s’} where s, s’ € S are distinct vertices which
are not adjacent in A;(X[Ry,S]). Consider X5 . We consider each neighbor B of S in Q(X)
independent of the others:

o If X[B, S] has interspace pattern (3K5,2) or (3K>,2,2), then B splits into three fibers (or
union of fibers) of equal size. If B is large, then by Lemma 10.1 we obtain tg < —0.8 and
if B is small then t5 < —0.3.

e If X[B, S] has interspace pattern (K2 2,3%), then B splits into fibers (or union of fibers)
of equal size. If |B| > 32, we have tp < 7(0,3,0) < —1.2. If 16 < |B| < 32, we
have tp < 7(—16,—1,16) < —1.2. If | B| < 16, we have tp < 7(—8,—1,0) < —0.8. Observe
that if B is small, then B # L and X[L, B] contains a constituent isomorphic to a star,
which contradicts Lemma 3.3.

Thus t7, < —1.2. Together with tg < 7(0,0,—6), we conclude 7(Par(¥X; ¢ )) < 7(Par(X)) — 2.1.

Assume that |L| € {8,12} and Ry or Ry are large. We set V’ = {s} where s € S and
consider X;. We have tg < —0.1. Fiber L splits in half and thus t;, < 7(—8,-1,8) < —0.4.
If X[Ry,S] has interspace pattern (Kas2,3%), then R is large and splits in half. Thus by
Lemma 10.1 we obtain tg, < —0.4. If X[R;,S] has interspace pattern (3K3,2) or (3K3,2,2),
then Ry split into two fibers of size |R1|/3 and 2|R;1|/3 (or something finer). If R; is large, then
by Lemma 10.1 we obtain tp, < —0.4 and if R; is small, then tg, < —0.1. The values of Ry are
compute analogously. We conclude 7(Par(X;)) < 7(Par(X)) — 1.

Assume that |L| € {8,12}, cdeg (L) = 1, and R; and Rz both are small. By Lemma 6.9 the
set {S} is dominating. Since |ul(X[S])| = 3, we have 3K3 5 € X[Ry1, Ro]. Since cdeg (L) =1, the
set {R2} is not dominating. If X[R;, R2] has interspace pattern (3K3,2) or (3K3,2,2), then this
contradicts Lemma 6.6. Thus X[R;, Rs] has interspace pattern (Cg, 2; 3K2,2) or (3K2,2;3K3, 2),
and so |ul(X[Rz])| > 3. However, by Corollary 5.2 there is no interspace incident to Rg in Q(X)
which has interspace pattern (2K, 3"). This contradicts Lemma 6.7.
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Assume that |L| € {8,12}, cdeg (L) > 1, and Ry and Ry are both small. Hence let Y be a fiber
adjacent to L other than S. Since Theorems 10.4 and 10.5 are not applicable, fiber L is adjacent
to only one small fiber in Q(X). Thus Y is large. We set V' := {{} where ¢ € L, and consider X,.

Fiber S splits into tiny fibers and tg < 0.3. Fiber L splits into two fibers of size %‘ and %
respectively. Hence t, < 7(—8,—1,6) < —0.5if |L| =8 and t;, < 7(—3,0,0) < —0.45 if |L| = 12.
At least two vertices are split from fiber Y and thus ty < 7(—2,0,0) < —0.3. Altogether, we

conclude 7(Par(X,)) < 7(Par(X)) — 0.6 + max{—0.5, —0.45} < 7(Par(X)) — 1.05. O

Lemma 10.9. Let X be a critical coherent configuration, and let (L, S,S’) be a path in Q(X) such
that interspace X[L,S] has interspace pattern (Kaz2.2,3%) and interspace X[S,S'] has interspace
pattern (3Ks,2;3K9,2). If {L,S} is not dominating, then

e WLdim (X) <1+ f(r(Par(X)) — 1.05) or

o WLdim (X) < 2+ f(r(Par(X)) — 2).

Proof. Assume that Theorems 10.4 and 10.5 are not applicable. For a union of fibers Z of X
and V' C Q(X), define (az,bz,cz) = Par(Xy/[Z]) — Par(X[Z]) and tz = 7(az,bz,cz). Note
that |L| is divisible by 4.

Assume first |L| > 16. Since X[S, S’] has interspace pattern (3K2,2;3K5,2), there are three
constituents in X[S’] isomorphic to 3K3 and two constituents isomorphic to 2C5. Intuitively,
two of them form a color-alternating 6-cycle. Thus X[L, S’] can only have the interspace pat-
terns (2K3,3") or (3K3,2;3K>5,2). Since Theorems 10.4 and 10.5 are not applicable, we con-
clude L and S" are homogeneously connected. Hence S’ is not dominating and by Lemma 6.7
there is a fiber R such that X[R, S'] has interspace pattern (2K3,3"). Set V/ = {/,s'} where £/ € L
and s’ € §', and examine Xy . In X, o, fibers S and S’ split into singletons and thus tgus: < 0.6.
Fiber R splits in half. If R is small, then tg < 7(0,0,—4) < —0.2. If R is large, then by
Lemma 10.1 we obtain tp < —0.4. Since S becomes discrete in X, o, fiber L splits into the parts
of P(L,S), which have size %. If |[L| > 32, we have t;, < 7(0,3,0) < —1.2. If 16 < |L| < 32, we
have t7, < 7(—16,—1,16) < —1.2. We conclude 7(Par(%,)) < 7(Par(X)) — 2.0.

Assume that |L| € {8,12} and cdeg (L) = 1. Thus by Lemma 6.9 the set {S} is dominating.
We set V' := {s} where s € S. Fiber S’ splits entirely into tiny fibers while S splits into a size-2
fiber and one size-4 fiber, the latter of which we refer to by S. Fiber L splits into two fibers,
both of which have size 4 or 6 and which we refer to by L1 and Lo, respectively. After we restore
criticality, we obtain a critical coherent configuration X’ with Q(X') = L; U Lo U S.

We now show that WLdim (¥’) < 2 as follows. Observe that there is U € X'[L;,S] and U’ €
X'[Ly, 5] such that (L1 US,U) and (Lo US”,U’) are isomorphic to 2Kz /2,2 and X’[S] contains
three constituents isomorphic to 2Ks. Further for every pair (¢1,¢2) € L1 x Lo there is exactly
one vertex s in S such that {s} = £;U N ¢,U’. Thus S is restorable in X’. By Lemma 5.4 all
parts of P(L, S) have size 2 or 3. Therefore by coherence each part of P(L,S) induces a clique
in X[L] and 4K,1|/4 € X[L]. Furthermore, observe that either all remaining constituents in X[L]
are isomorphic to K 11,1 or there is one remaining constituent isomorphic to either Kj 222

1414

or K3 333 in X[L] since otherwise L cannot be a fiber of X. In the first case %Kl,l € X'[Ly, La],
and in the second case X'[Ly, Lo] is homogeneous. In both cases, WLdim (X) < 2.

Since X’ has Weisfeiler-Leman dimension at most 2, we may replace it by a coherent con-
figuration X” which has Weisfeiler-Leman dimension 2. We choose X" to be the homogeneous
coherent configuration on 6 vertices contain three constituents isomorphic to Cg, 3K, and 2K3
respectively. Therefore (arusus’, brusus’s cLusus’) = (—8,—1,—6) and ¢, < —1.1.

Assume that |L| € {8,12} and cdeg (L) > 1. Let B be a fiber adjacent to L other than S.
Since Theorems 10.4 and 10.5 are not applicable, fiber L is adjacent to only one small fiber
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in Q(X). Thus B is large. We set V' := {¢} where ¢ € L, and consider X,. Fiber S splits
into tiny fibers and tg < 0.3. Fiber L splits into two fibers of size ‘Ti‘ and %. Hence ¢, <
7(—8,-1,6) < —0.5if |[L| =8 and t;, < 7(—3,0,0) < —0.45 if |L| = 12. At least two vertices are
split from fiber B and hence tp < 7(—2,0,0) < —0.3. We conclude 7(Par(%X,)) < 7(Par(X)) —
0.6 + max{—0.5, —0.45}. O

Lemma 10.10. Let X be a critical coherent configuration, and let S be a size 6 fiber of X such

that K¢ ¢ X[S]. If cdeg (S) > 3, then WLdim (X) < 1+ f(r(Par(X)) — 1).

Proof. We assume that Theorem 10.4 as well as Lemmas 10.8 and 10.9 are not applicable.
Let {Bi,...,Bcaeg(s)} be the neighborhood of S in Q(X), i € {1,...,cdeg(S)}, and s € S.
For a union of fibers Z of X and V' C Q(X), define (az,bz,cz) = Par(Xy/[Z]) — Par(X[Z])
and tz == 71(az,bz,cz).

Assume that |ul(X[S])| > 3. Lemma 6.7 applies. Thus cdeg(S) > 2 and we can assume
(after without loss of generality renaming the B;) that interspace X[Bj, S] has either interspace
pattern (Cg,2;3K2,2) or interspace pattern (3Ks,2;3K3,2) and X[Bs, S] has interspace pat-
tern (2K3,3"). Since Theorem 10.4 is not applicable, fiber B; is small.

Assume that C12 € X[B;,5]. By Lemma 6.8, there is a partition {{B1}, B8, Y} of the neigh-
borhood of S in Q(X) such that

(1) for all B € B the interspace X[B, S| has interspace pattern (2K3,3"), and

(2) for all Y € Y the interspace X[Y,S] has either interspace pattern (3K32,2) or interspace
pattern (3K, 2,2).

Note that |B| > 1, and set V' := {s}. We separately consider X4[B;] for i € {2,...,cdeg(5)}.

e If X[B;, S] has interspace pattern (2K3,3"), then B; splits into equally sized fibers (or
union of fibers). If B; is large, then by Lemma 10.1 we obtain tp, < —0.4. If B; is small,
then |B;| > 4 and tp, < —0.2.

o If X[B;, S| has interspace pattern (3K2,2,2), then B; splits into three fibers (or union of
fibers) of equal size. If B; is large, then by Lemma 10.1 we obtain tp, < —0.8. If B; is
small, then |B;| =6 and tp, < —0.3.

o If X[B;, S] has interspace pattern (3K32,2), then B; splits into fibers (or union of fibers)
of sizes Bil and 2L 1f B; is large, then by Lemma 10.1 we obtain tp, < —0.4. If B; is
small, then |B;| =6 and ¢p, < —0.1.

Additionally fibers S and Bj split into tiny fibers and thus tsyp, < —0.6. Furthermore, we
have |[R| =1, |Y| > 1 and |B|] > 1. We use the reasoning and observations above to deal with
the following three cases:

If S is adjacent to at least one large fiber in Q(X), then 7(Par(X;)) < 7(Par(X)) — 1.1.

Assume that all neighbors of S are small and there is at least one fiber B3 adjacent to S
in Q(X) such that interspace X[Bs, S] has interspace pattern (3K5,2,2). Thus Bs € ). By the
reasoning above, we have tp, < —0.3, tg < —0.3, tp, < —0.3, and tp, < —0.2. Altogether we
conclude 7(Par(%X;)) < 7(Par(X)) — 1.1.

Now assume that all neighbors of S are small and there is no fiber I’ adjacent to S in Q(X)
such that X[F, S] has interspace pattern (3K, 2,2). Without loss of generality, assume that Bs
is a neighbor of S such that X[Bs, S] has interspace pattern (3K3,2). By Lemma 6.5, we
have 3Ks 4 € X[By,Bs]. By Lemma 4.3, we have 3Ky € X[Bs]. Suppose that |ul(%[Bs])| =
3. Note that there is exactly one constituent in X[Bs, S] isomorphic to 3Ks 2, and so we
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have K322 € X[Bs]. Thus by Lemma 3.8 there is a fiber Y such that X[Y, By has interspace
pattern (K3 2.2,3%) or interspace pattern (K 22,3"). This contradicts the assumption that The-
orem 10.4 and Lemma 10.8 are not applicable. If |ul(X[Bs])| = 5, then X[S, B3] has interspace
pattern (3K, 2;3K5,2). Thus X[Bs3,.S] has interspace pattern (3K3,2,2), which contradicts the
assumption. Therefore |ul(X[Bs])] = 4. Lemma 6.7 applies to Bs. Further, there is fiber YV
such that Cyo € X[Y, Bs]. (Recall that since Theorem 10.4 is not applicable, fiber Y is small.)
Since X is critical Lemma 6.1 implies Y # S and Y # By, and Corollary 5.2 implies Y # Bs. By
Lemma 6.5 we have 3K3 5 € X[Y,S]. Altogether, we have |Y| > 2, |[R| =1, and |B| > 1. From
the calculation above, we conclude 7(Par(X;)) < 7(Par(X)) — 1.

Assume that X[Bj, S] has interspace pattern (3Ka,2;3K>,2). Since X[Bj, Bs] is homoge-
neous, Bj is not dominating. By Lemma 6.6, we have cdeg (By) > 2. If |ul(X[B41])| = 3,
then there is fiber ' adjacent to By in Q(X) such that X[R, S] has interspace pattern (Ks 2, 3")
or (K32 2,3%). However Theorem 10.4 and Lemma 10.9 are not applicable, and thus | ul(X[B1])| >
3. Thus Lemma 6.7 applies to B;. Hence there are R;, Ry adjacent to B; such that X[Ry, By]
has either interspace pattern (Cs, 2; 3K3,2) or interspace pattern (3Ka, 2; 3K>,2) and X[Ra, B1]
has interspace pattern (2K3,3"). Recall that, since Theorem 10.4 is not applicable, fiber R;
is small. Furthermore Ry # S and Ry # S since X[S, Bi| has interspace pattern (3Ko,2,2)
(which is determined by the interspace pattern of X[By, S]). We set V' := {b} where b € B;. By
reasoning similar to the one above, we have tg < 0.3, tg, < 0.3, tg, < 0.2, and tp, < 0.3. We
conclude 7(Par(%;)) < 7(Par(X)) — 1.

Assume that |ul(X[S])| = 3. Hence there is a constituent in X[S] which underlying graph
is isomorphic to 3K, or 2K3. By Lemma 6.6 there is at least one fiber R adjacent to .S such
that X[R, S] has one of the following interspace patterns: (K3 2.2,3"), (Ka22,3%), (K33,2),
or (K33,2,2). Since Theorem 10.4 and Lemma 10.8 are not applicable, we have 2K3 € X[S]
and X[R, S] has interspace patter (K3 3,2). Further, by the size of the equipartition provided by
Lemma 5.4, we conclude R is large. Thus let {5, R} be a partition of the fibers adjacent to S
in Q(X) such that

(1) for all R € R the interspace X[R, S] has interspace pattern (2K3,3") and

(2) for all B € B the interspace X[B,S] has interspace pattern (K3 3,2) or interspace pat-
tern (Kgﬁg, 2, 2)

We set V' := {s} where s € S, and consider separately X,[B;] for i € {1,...,cdeg (S5)}.

o If B; € R, then B; splits into two fibers (or union of fibers) of equal size. If B; is large,
then by Lemma 10.1 we obtain ¢, < —0.4. If B; is small, then |B;| > 4 and tp, < —0.2.

e If B, € B, then fiber B; splits into fibers (or union of fibers) of sizes % and
divides | B;|, by Lemma 10.1 we have tp, < —0.4.

2|B; .
%. Since 9

Additionally, the fiber S splits entirely into tiny fibers and thus ts < —0.3. Due to Lemma 6.6
we have |B| > 1, and therefore we conclude 7(Par(X;)) < 7(Par(X)) — 1.1. O
11 The structure of reduced coherent configurations

Let X be a coherent configuration. We call a small fiber S relevant if |S| € {4,6} and | ul(X[S])| >
2, and irrelevant otherwise. For a fiber R of X, we define cdeg,s (R) to be number of relevant
small fibers adjacent to R in Q(X).
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Lemma 11.1. Let X be a critical coherent configuration. If S is an irrelevant small fiber of X,
then cdegs (S) < 1 and the set of fibers adjacent to S in Q(X) induces a clique in Q(X).
Furthermore, if cdegr, (S) > 1, then S is not adjacent to an relevant in Q(X).

Proof. An irrelevant small fiber S either has odd size or |ul(X[S])| = 2. By Theorem 3.9 and
Lemma 5.3, the interspace between any two neighbors of S in Q(X) is non-homogeneous. Thus
the set of neighbors of S in Q(X) induces a clique in Q(X).

To show cdegs (S) < 1, first assume S has odd size. By Lemma 4.2, any non-homogeneous
interspace between S and another small fiber contains a constituent isomorphic to a match-
ing, Cy)g/, or L(FP). By Lemmas 3.3 and 3.4, fiber S has size 7 and interspaces between .S and
other small fibers S’ contain a constituent isomorphic to L(FP). Lemma 6.10 implies cdegs (S) <
1. Further note that S has size 7 and therefore is irrelevant as well.

Next assume S has even size but | ul(X[S])| = 2. Thus there is only one constituent in X[S],
which is thus isomorphic to a clique. Considering Lemma 5.4, interspaces between S and another
small fiber R must have interspace pattern (K4, 2) and |S| = 4 since for all other possible patterns
the size of the equipartition is already larger than |R|. However, if B, B’ are distinct fibers
adjacent to S in Q(X) with B’ small, then for all vertices b € B there is exactly one vertex b’ € B’
such that bU{(X[B,S]) = U} (X[B’,S]). Thus there is constituent in X[B, B] isomorphic to
a star, which contradicts Lemma 3.3. Hence cdegg (S) < 1 and in particular cdegs (S) < 1
if cdegy, (S) > 1. O

Lemma 11.2. Let X be a critical coherent configuration and there is t € N such that all fibers
of X have size at most t. If there is a set of fibers R which is dominating and there are at
most u € N large fibers adjacent to a fiber of R, then WLdim (X) <2+ > p o [R| +u-t.

Proof. Let V' be the set of all vertices contained in a fiber of R. In Xy every fiber of R
splits into singletons. Thus all small fibers adjacent to a fiber of R in Q(X) split into tiny
fibers. By restoring criticality, we obtain a coherent configuration with at most u - t vertices.
Hence WLdim (X) <2+ |V| +u - t. O

Definition 11.3. For ¢ € N, we call a coherent configuration X t-reduced, if it satisfies all of the
following properties.

X is critical.
Every fiber R has at most ¢ vertices, i.e., |R| < t.

(1)

(2)

(3) All large fibers L have at most two large neighbors, that is cdegy, (L) < 2.
(4) A large fiber has at most one relevant small neighbor, that is cdeg,s (L) < 1.
()

If a relevant small fiber S has a large neighbor (i.e., if cdegy, (S) > 1), then |ul(X[S])| = 3
and its color degree is at most 2 (i.e., cdeg (S) < 2).

(6) For every s € S in a relevant small fiber S with three small neighbors (i.e., cdegg (S) > 3),
we have that S is discrete in X;.

Lemma 11.4. Let X be a critical coherent configuration whose largest fibers have size t. Then
o WLdim (X) < z + f(r(Par(X)) — 2) for positive integer z,
e WLdim (X) <104 2-t, or

o X is t-reduced (i.e., satisfies Definition 11.3).

41



Proof. Assume the first conclusion does not hold for X. Throughout the proof, we will now re-
peatedly use that we can assume that reduction lemmas of the previous sections with conclusions
of the form WLdim (X) < z 4 f(7(Par(X)) — 2’) with 1 < z < 2z’ and z € N are not applicable.
We will argue that X is t-reduced or WLdim (¥) < 10+ 2 - ¢.

We already assume that X is critical and thus Property (1) holds. Property (2) is given by
the definition of .

Lemma 10.2 implies that cdegr, (R) < 2 for all fibers R. Hence Property (3) holds.

Assume there is a relevant small fiber S which is dominating. Since Lemma 10.2 is not
applicable, we have cdegy, (5) < 2. By assumption, these large neighbors have size at most ¢.
Thus by Lemma 11.2 we have WLdim (X) <8+ 2- .

For the rest of the proof, we may assume that there are no dominating relevant small fibers
in X.

Since Theorem 10.4 does not apply, all interspaces between large and relevant small fibers
have one of the following interspace patterns: (Ka 2 2,3%), (Cs,2), (3Ka,2), (2K2,2), or (2K3, 3).
Theorems 10.5 and 10.6 imply that cdeg,s (L) < 1 for all large fibers L. So Property (4) holds.

Let S be a relevant size-4 fiber.

e If there is a small fiber S” adjacent to S in Q(X) such that Cs € X[S, S’], then by Lemma 6.3
the set {S, 5’} is dominating. Since Lemma 10.7 does not apply, there are either at most 2
large fibers, which have at most size ¢, or at most 4 small fibers adjacent to S, S’ in Q(%).
By Lemma 11.2 we have WLdim (X) < 10 + 2t.

e Agsume S has a large neighbor in Q(X). Since Lemma 10.7 is not applicable, we have
cdeg (S) < 2. Since S is relevant we have |ul(X[S])| € {3,4} by Lemma 4.1. If | ul(X[S])| =
4, then Lemma 6.4 implies that cdeg(S) > 3. Therefore |ul(X[S])] = 3. This yields
Property (5).

e Agsume that all neighbors of S in Q(X) are small. If there is a small fiber S’ adjacent
to S in Q(X) such that Cs € X[S,S’], then by Lemma 6.3 the set {S,S’} is dominating.
Thus WLdim (X) < 4. If no interspace has interspace pattern (Cy,2), then Lemma 6.2
implies |ul(X[S])| = 4 since S relevant. By Lemma 6.4 we have cdeg (S) > 3. Further
there are three constituents in S isomorphic to 2K5. Thus fiber S splits into singletons
in X where s € S. This yields Property (6).

Altogether for all relevant small fibers of size 4 either Property (5) and Property (6) holds
or WLdim (¥) < 1042 - ¢.

Now we deal with relevant small fibers of size 6.

Recall that the following claims are not applicable: Theorem 10.4 and Lemmas 10.8, 10.9,
and 10.10. Thus for all relevant size-6 fibers S that are not dominating we have cdeg (S) < 2.

Let S be relevant size 6-fiber. Towards a contradiction, suppose |ul(X[S])| = 3 and all
neighbors of S are small. Then by Lemma 4.1 either 2K3 € X[S] or 3Ky € X[S]. So assume
that there is a constituent G in X[S] isomorphic to 3K5. Since all neighbors of S are small
and |ul(X[S])| = 3, by Lemma 4.3 all interspaces incident to S have interspace pattern (3Ks,2)
or (3K2,2,2). This contradicts Lemma 6.6. If 2K5 € X[S], the reasoning is similar.

So let S be a relevant size-6 fiber which is not dominating, has only small neighbors in Q(X),
cdeg (S) < 2, and |ul(X[S])| > 3. Since cdeg(S) < 2, by Lemma 6.8 there is no interspace
containing a constituent isomorphic to Cis. Hence by Lemma 6.7, there is a small fiber S’
adjacent to S such that X[S’, S] has interspace pattern (3K, 2;3K5,2). By the same reasoning
as above, we have cdeg (S’) < 2 and {5’} is not dominating. If |ul(X[S])| > 3, Lemma 6.7
applies. Furthermore, the part ) mentioned in that Lemma is also not empty since X[S, S| has
the interspace pattern (3K, 2,2). (This is determined by interspace pattern (Cg, 2; 3K>,2).) We
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conclude cdeg (S’) > 3. This is a contradiction since we have already proven that cdeg (S) < 3 for
all relevant size 6 fibers. Thus | ul(%[S’])| = 3. Due to the interspace pattern of X[S, S’], there are
two constituents in X[S’] which underlying graphs are isomorphic to K 2 2 and 3K respectively.
If all interspaces have interspace pattern (3Ka,2) or (3K2,2,2), then we have is contradiction to
Lemma 6.6. Thus there is at least one fiber R such that X[R, S] has interspace pattern (K3 2 2, 3%).
(Recall since Theorem 10.4 is not applicable we can rule out pattern (K29 2,3").) However then
all preconditions of Lemma 10.9, which not applicable, are satisfied.

Altogether for all relevant small fibers of size 6 either Property (5) and Property (6) holds
or WLdim (X) < 8+2-¢. O

12 A global argument

Lemma 12.1. Let X be a critical coherent configuration that is t-reduced (Definition 11.3), and
let (L, S, L") be an induced path in Q(X) such that L,L' are large and S is small and relevant.
There are s1,...,85)/2—1 € S such that either vertex sets L U S and L’ or the vertex sets L
and L' US are homogeneously connected in (X[LUSUL'])s, ... s, .. Furthermore L or L' has at
least size 9 if |S| = 6.

.....

Proof. Since X is t-reduced, by Condition (5), we have |ul(X[S])| = 3 and S is the only relevant
small fiber adjacent to L (respectively L) in Q(X¥). Recall that X[L, L’] is homogeneous and that
by Lemma 3.8 fiber S is not union of modules. Thus up to symmetry of L and L', we only need
to consider the following cases:

(1) The interspace X[L,S] has interspace pattern (2Ks,2) and X[L’,S] has interspace pat-
tern (Cy,2).

(2) The interspace X[L,S] has interspace pattern (2K3,3") and X[L’, S] has interspace pat-
tern (Kgﬁg, 2) or (Kgyg, 2, 2)

(3) The interspace X[L, S] has interspace pattern (3K3,2) and X[L’,S] has interspace pat-
tern (K21272,3T> or (K21272,3i>.

Choose s1,...,5|5//2-1 € S so that none of the vertices are adjacent in (S, A'(X[L,S])). In
Xs, .5, ., the fiber S is split into the connected components of (S, A'(X[L,S])) and L splits
into P(L, S). Due to the interspace pattern of X[L, S], the claim follows.

Assume |S| = 6. If X[L’, S] has interspace pattern (K3 3,2) or (K33,2,2), then Lemma 5.4
implies that 9 divides |L'|. If X[L,S] has interspace pattern (3K3,2), then Lemma 5.4 implies
that 3 divides |L|. In both cases L or L’ has at least size 9. O

Lemma 12.2. Let X be a critical coherent configuration that is t-reduced (Definition 11.3), and
let (Lo, So,S1,L1) be an induced path in Q(X) such that Lo, L1 are large and So,S1 are small
and relevant. There are s1,...,5|5,|/2—1 € So such that vertex sets Lo U So and L1 U Sy are
homogeneously connected in (X[LoU SoU S1U L1])s,,..

+8]S01/2-1"

Proof. Since X is t-reduced, we have |ul(X[So])| = |ul(X[S1])| = 3 and Sy (respectively S7) is
the only relevant small fiber adjacent to L (respectively L) in Q(X). Since X is critical, we
have Spse ¢ X[So,S1]. Further by Lemma 6.3 we have Cs ¢ X[S S1], and by Lemma 6.8 we
have C12 ¢ X[So,S1]. Thus by Lemma 4.2 we only need to consider the following cases:
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(1) 2K272 S x[So, Sl] (3) 3K212 € x[So, Sl]
(2) 2K373 € x[So, Sl] (4) 2K213 S x[So, Sl]

Choose s1, ..., S|s,|/2—1 € So so that none of the vertices are adjacent in (Sp, A'(X[Lo, So]))-
In X5, s, ., the fiber Sy is split into the connected components of (S, A*(X[Lo, So])) and S;
splits into P(S1,.S0). Due to the interspace pattern of X[S7, Sp], the claim follows. O

Lemma 12.3. Let X be a t-reduced critical coherent configuration with parameters Par(X) =
(ne, ke,ns). There is a set M of size ¢ < kg such that each connected component of Q(Xr)

o induces a configuration of Weisfeiler-Leman dimension at most 3t or
e has only small fibers and order at most ng —ry -3 — 1o -4, where r1 - 8.5+ 1ry - 8 < ny.

Proof. Our goal is to disconnect all components of the large quotient graph by individualizing
vertices in small fibers that connect them. Due to Lemma 3.2 the quotient graph Q(X) is
connected.

Consider the subgraph of quotient graph QS(%) induced by the set of all small fibers. By
Lemma 11.1 either all fibers of a connected component of Q°(X) are relevant or the connected
component has at most two fibers. For each of its components C' we will construct a vertex set Mg
such that after individualizing and taking the coherent closure we disconnect the neighboring
large fibers. The final vertex set M will be the union of all vertex sets Mc. We will charge the
cost of individualizing the set M¢ partially to the vertices in the large fibers neighboring C' and
partially to the small fibers that disappear. Since large fibers have at most one small neighboring
fiber, there will be no double charging.

This graph Q° (X) of small fibers has four types of connected components C:

o (Type 1) The first type of component C' contains at least one irrelevant fiber (small fiber
of size 5, size 7, or that induce a complete graph). By Lemma 11.1 component C has at
most 2 fibers. Further, if there are neighbors of C, then these neighbors are all large and
form a clique while C' contains only irrelevant small fibers.

e (Type 2) The second type are components that only consist of a relevant single small fiber S.
All neighbors of S are large. We can assume that S has at least two neighbors L; and Lo,
otherwise we can set M¢ to be the empty set. We set M¢ to contain the (|S]/2 — 1)-many,
to be individualized vertices of Lemma 12.1. Thus in (X[S U Ly U Lg])a. the partition
into S U L; and Ls or the partition into S U L; and Lo is homogeneously connected.

We charge the cost of the individualization to L1, L2 and the set S: If |S| = 4, we charge 1
individualization to at least 848 = 16 vertices in large fibers and at least 4 vertices in small
fibers. If |S| = 6, at least one of the fibers Ly or Lg has size at least 9 by Lemma 12.1. We
charge 2 individualization to at least 948 = 17 vertices in large fibers and at least 6 vertices
in small fibers. In either case the number of vertices in large fibers that are charged is at
least 8.5 per individualization and at least 3 vertices in small fibers per individualization.

e (Type 3) The third type of component consists of relevant small fibers that all have color
degree 2. As before, all neighboring fibers of the component are large. If the component has
at least two neighbors L and Lo, by Lemma 12.2 we can individualize two vertices vy, vy €
S so that in (X[S1US2UL1ULs)), the sets S;UL; and S3ULg are homogeneously connected.
We set Mc = {v1,v2}. We charge the vertices of Ly, La, and the all the vertices in the
small fibers.
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Overall we charge 2 individualization to at least 8 + 8 = 16 vertices in large fibers and at
least 8 vertices in small fibers, so at least 8 vertices in large and 4 vertices in small fibers
per individualization.

o (Type 4) The fourth type of component is a component C' that contains at least 4 relevant
small fibers. Since the configuration is t-reduced, the component is comprised as follows.
Due to Property (6), there are two kinds of fibers. Those that have color degree 2 with a
neighboring large and a neighboring relevant small fiber. Let us call these boundary fibers.
And relevant small fibers of degree 3 that have exactly 3 relevant small neighbors. We call
these inner fibers.

Consider the quotient graph Q(X). Let T be the set of relevant small fibers S of C for
which there is a path that starts in S ends in a large fiber and all of whose internal vertices
are relevant small fibers of color degree 2. Property (4) implies that |T'| is bounded by the
number ¢ of large fibers that have a neighbor in C.

Form M by picking one vertex from each fiber in T'. Since every fiber S in T has color
degree 3, by Property (6), the set S is discrete in Q(X¥)ns. -

We charge the individualization in S to a large fiber (there could be several) that is reach-
able via a path with internal degree 2 vertices and to the boundary fiber that is the
penultimate vertex of that path. We conclude that per individualization at least 8 vertices
in large fibers and at least 4 vertices in relevant small fibers are charged.

Overall, for all four types, per individualization either at least 8 vertices in large fibers are
charged and at least 4 vertices in small fibers or at least 8.5 vertices in large fibers and 3 vertices
in small fibers.

We argue that M := | J{M¢ | C is a component of the small graph} satisfies the properties
required by the lemma. Consider a component D of the quotient graph X, that is not a singleton.

e Suppose D contains some vertex from a large fiber L of X. The connected component Cr,
of Q¥ (%) containing L has treewidth at most 2. Now consider the small fibers of X contain-
ing a vertex of D. The small fibers in components of Type 1 are attached to a clique of Cp,
and have size at most 2. Being a clique sum, they in particular increase the treewidth to
at most 3.

The other small fibers (of Types 2—4) induce connected subgraphs of Q(X) of maximum
degree 2 which are attached to a single large fiber. Thus the component D has treewidth
at most 3. The induced configuration thus has WL-dimension at most 3 - ¢, since every
fiber has at most ¢ points.

It follows overall that the component D induces a coherent configuration of Weisfeiler-
Leman dimension at most 3 - ¢ (Lemma 8.3).

e Suppose now that D does not contain a vertex contained in large fiber of X. Recall that
there were four types of components of the small graph, where the first three have degree at
most 2 and thus treewidth at most 2 (Lemma 10.3), so they have WL-dimension bounded
by 2 -t (Lemma 8.3). Suppose D is contained in the fourth type of component. Let 71 be
the number of vertices of M¢ that were added as part of the |S| = 6 case of components
of Type 2. Let ro be the number remaining vertices in M. When adding one vertex,
respectively two vertices, to M¢, vertices in large fibers are charged. Since every vertex is
charged only once, we have r1 - 8.5 + ro - 8 < ny. Also, adding these vertices charges 3 or
4 vertices of small fibers, respectively. These vertices are not part of the component D, as
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they are either attached to a large fiber or become part of a component with only degree
2 vertices.

Overall the number ng of vertices contained in small components decreases by 71 - 3 + 7o -
4. O

Corollary 12.4. Let X be a critical coherent configuration that is t-reduced. Suppose Par(X) =
(ne, ke,ns) are the parameters of X.

Then WLdim (X) < %ng + %ns + 3t < 7(ng, ke, ns) + 3t.
Proof. By the previous theorem we have WLdim (X) < 71 + 75+ f(7(0,0,n5 — 1 -3 — 15 -4)) + 3t,
where 71 - 8.5+ 15 - 8 < ny for non-negative integers r1, 3. Using our bound for graphs with only
small fibers (Theorem 7.9) we obtain WLdim (X) < 71 4 r2 + 55(ns — 71+ 3 —r2 - 4) + 3¢.

We maximize the function r1 + ro + QLO(TLS —7r1-3—"9 ;L) = 2%(7"1 -854+719-8)+ %ns under

the condition r1 - 8.5 + 79 - 8 < ny. We obtain a value of 557 + %ns. Since k¢ < ny/8 we can

bound this by 7(ne, ke, ns). O

13 Proof of the main theorem

Theorem 13.1. Let X be a coherent configuration in which every fiber has size at most t with
parameters Par(X) = (ng, ke, ns), then WLdim (%) < 7(ng, ke, ns) + 3 -t + 6.

Proof. We show that f(7(ne, ke,ns)) < 7(ng, ke,ns) + 3 -t. We show this statement by induction
on 20 - 7(ng, ke, ns), which is a function into the integers. By induction we may assume that X
is critical.
For the base case (0,0,0) there is nothing to show. Thus suppose X has at least one vertex.
We consider the 3 options of Lemma 11.4.

e Suppose WLdim (X) < 10+ 2 - t. We know that ¢ > 4, so WLdim (X) <6+ 3 - ¢t.

e If X is not t-reduced, the statement follows by Corollary 12.4.

e The last option is that WLdim (X) < = + f(7(Par(X)) — &) for numbers z, & with & > .
The statement follows by induction hypothesis. O

Theorem 13.2. Let X be a coherent configuration on n vertices then WLdim (%) < 3/20n+o(n).

Proof. Suppose Par(X) = (ng, ke,ns). By Theorem 8.2 there is a refinement X’ of X such
that WLdim (X) < WLdim (X’) + o(n) and every fiber in X’ has size at most m € o(n). By the

previous theorem we have that WLdim (X') < f(7(n¢, ke,ns)) +3 - m+6 < 3/20(ng + ng) <
3/20n + o(n). O

14 Lower bound

In this section we assemble several known results to obtain an improved lower bound for the
maximum Weisfeiler-Leman dimension of graphs in terms of their order.

Theorem 14.1. A random cubic graph asymptotically almost surely has a treewidth of at
least 0.042011151 - n.
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Proof. By [KW14] a random cubic graph asymptotically almost surely has vertex expansion
(i.e., vertex-isoperimetric number) at least o > 0.144208556 (this is A3(1/2) in [KW14]). This
implies that a random cubic graph asymptotically almost surely has treewidth at least mn >
0.042011151 - n [DN16, Corollary 7]. O

It is well known that cubic graphs of high treewidth yield graphs with high Weisfeiler-Leman
dimension via the CFI-construction. Specifically, we have the following relation.

Theorem 14.2 (Consequence of [DR0O7, Theorem 3]). For a graph G, the CFI-graph CFI(G)
with base graph G satisfies WLdim (G) > tw(G).

We remark that there are two versions of the CFI-constructions used in the literature. One
where each vertex is replaced by a gadget of order 10 and one where each vertex is replaced by
a gadget of order 4. (See [Fiir01,NS17,Lic23] for more information.) These versions are very
similar and the theorem, as well as many other theorems, hold for either of them. The difference
between the constructions is that the former produces CFI-graphs of order 10|G|, while the latter
produces graphs of order 4|G|. In the terminology of our current paper, the first version produces
coherent configurations with fibers of size 2, so a non-critical configuration. Removal of the tiny
fibers yields the other construction.

The two theorems combine as follows.

Corollary 14.3. The mazimum Weisfeiler-Leman dimension for cubic graphs of order n is at
least 0.0105027 - n — o(n).

In the light of our discussions in Section 4 we remark that, due to the nature of the CFI-
construction, the statement is also true for graphs of color class size 4.
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