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ABSTRACT. By applying simplification operations to categories of multigraphs,
several natural graph operations are shown to demonstrate categorical issues.
The replacement of an undirected edge with a directed cycle for digraphs
admits both a left and a right adjoint, while the analogous operation for quiv-
ers only admits a left adjoint. The clique-replacement graph, intersection
graph, and dual hypergraph fail to be functorial with traditional graph homo-
morphisms. The three failures are remedied by considering weak set-system
homomorphisms, which form a category isomorphic to both the category of
incidence structures and a lax comma category.

1. INTRODUCTION

In ﬂﬁ, ], several issues were found in the classical categories of graphs and
hypergraphs. These issues were addressed by creating the category of incidence
hypergraphs, a presheaf topos, and utilizing its structure. This paper continues
by applying the simplification operators from ﬂﬁ] to transfer the categorical prop-
erties from a category of graphs to its simplified counterpart. In so doing, many
parallels arise naturally, such as deletion of nontraditional edges for hypergraphs
and set systems and replacing undirected edges with directed cycles for quivers and
digraphs.

However, while these operations are quite similar and greatly parallel each other,
they behave quite differently. For instance, the operation of replacing undirected
edges with directed cycles for digraphs admits both a right and a left adjoint ad-
joint, acting as the embedding of a reflective and coreflective subcategory, but
the analogous operation for quivers only admits a left adjoint. Thus, one cannot
merely regard similar graph-like structures as the same. Such intuitive reasoning
can lead one to fallacy, which becomes more evident when considering other graph
operations, such as the clique replacement graph, intersection graph, and the dual
hypergraph. Each of these three operations is proven not to be a functor when
using traditional graph homomorphisms, contrary to the claims in ﬂﬂ, p. 187-188].

Fortunately, each of these issues can be remedied. First, each type of graph-
like structure is compartmented into its own category to prevent any potential
conflation between them, and how these structures interact is studied. Many of
them are similar, but the finer details highlight important distinctions, such as
presence of adjoints. Second, a weakened version of graph homomorphism is intro-
duced and proven to be intimately connected with the notions related to incidence
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hypergraphs. Surprisingly, the category of incidence structures is isomorphic to
the category of set-system hypergraphs with these weak homomorphisms, and the
isomorphism is precisely the incidence-forming and incidence-forgetting operations
from [26, p. 22-23], but viewed through the lens of weak homomorphisms. Finally,
the clique-replacement graph, intersection graph, and dual hypergraph are revisited
and shown to operate far more pleasantly under the incidence-theoretic paradigm
than under the adjacency perspective.

The above results do beg an important question. Several natural graph oper-
ations do not behave well with traditional graph homomorphisms, but do when
applied to incidence-preserving maps. Moreover, these graph operations appear
to be natural incidence-theoretic operations obfuscated under layers of conversions
between different types of graphs. Indeed, the incidence-forming and incidence-
forgetting operators from [26, p. 22-23] are an isomorphism of categories, but
blurred by simplification and use of traditional graph homomorphisms. The clique-
replacement graph manifests naturally from a kernel pair in the category of sets,
but is buried under traditional graph homomorphisms and simplification operations.
The intersection graph is just the incidence dual from |25, p. 13], but masked by
simplicial replacement, simplification, and deletion. Are the extra conversions nec-
essary? Perhaps it would be simpler and more elegant to work directly with the
core operations, rather than digging through layers of obfuscation to perform a
task.

Section [2] addresses the concerns of the polysemous usage of “graph” and, more
worrisome, the fallacy of following intuition without rigorous proof. Section [3] con-
siders a view of graph homomorphisms through incidence, rather than adjacency,
introducing weak homomorphisms of hypergraphs. Section Ml revisits the clique-
replacement construction, now viewed through the weak homomorphisms of Section
Section [l returns to the dual hypergraph, showing that it is functorial when
considering weak homomorphisms. Using the dual hypergraph, the intersection
graph can be reformed by inserting the duality inside the composition forming the
modified clique replacement.

Before progressing into the main points, some preliminaries are recalled to ref-
erence concepts and set notation, which will be used throughout the paper. These
topics include the category of sets, the category of quasi-ordered sets, and the lax
comima category.

1.1. Preliminaries. This section covers some preliminaries, which will be used
throughout this paper. Section [[LTT] discusses three key functors on the category
of sets: the diagonal functor A, its right adjoint A*, and the covariant power-set
functor P. Section [[LT.2likewise describes four important functors on the category
of quasi-ordered sets: the underlying-set functor F, its left adjoint F'°, the covariant
power-set functor P+, and the dual quasi-order autofunctor (O0T. Section
presents the lax comma category, which uses two 2-functors to produce a new 2-
category. Many of these topics are explained with more depth in the literature of
category of category theory, such as [1, 16, [17, 21|, [31].

1.1.1. Category of Sets. This section briefly introduces some key functors on the
category Set of sets with functions. The functors found here will be used, implicitly
or explicitly, throughout the entirety of this paper.
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The diagonal functor Set —=> Set x Set sends a set X to the pair (X, X) (31,

p. 62]. From [31, p. 87], A admits a right adjoint functor Set x Set A7, Set ,
which sends a pair of sets (X, Y") to their cartesian product X x Y. The composition

Set 24 Set yields the squaring functor, which sends a set X to its cartesian
product with itself [1, Example 5.38.1].

The covariant power-set functor Set —P . Set sends a set X to its power set.

rx-—J-v ¢ Set, then P(X) NACIN P(Y) € Set has the action

P(IA) :={f(z):z € A},
sending A to its image under f [31, p. 13].

1.1.2. Category of Quasi-ordered Sets. This section briefly introduces some key

functors on the category QOrd of quasi-ordered sets with monotone maps. Please

note that QOrd is a 2-category, much like its subcategory of partially-ordered sets

[17, p. 277]. The 0-cells are quasi-ordered sets, and the 1-cells are monotone maps.
@

For P :__j @ € QOrd, there is at most one 2-cell from ¢ to ¢ determined by
»

the pointwise ordering: ¢ < 4 if and only if ¢(x) <g ¥ (z) for all z € P.

The underlying-set functor QOrd L . Set , which strips away the order struc-

ture, admits a left adjoint Set _F QOrd given by the trivial ordering |3, Propo-

sition 3]. One can regard F° as a 2-functor by imbuing Set with trivial 2-cells.
Another key functor from Set to QOrd is the covariant power-set functor. In-

deed, for any set X, one can equip P(X) with a natural ordering of subsets, which

will be denoted P*(X). Likewise, for any function X Ty e Set, an ex-
ercise shows that the function P(f) from P¥(X) to PT(Y) is monotone. The
notation P+ (f) will denote when P(f) is considered as a monotone map. Thus,

Set _r QOrd is a 2-functor like F°.

The last functor of interest is the dual-quasi-order autofunctor. For a quasi-
ordered set P, the dual quasi-order is defined by = <pr y if y <p z [15, p. 33].
Let PT be the set P equipped with the dual quasi-order. For any monotone map

P . Q € QOrd, an exercise shows that ¢ is monotone from PT to QT. The

notation ¢* will denote when ¢ is considered with the dual quasi-orders. Thus,

QOrd L QOrd is a self-inverting 2-functor.

1.1.3. Lax Comma Category. This section summarizes the construction of a lax
comma category from a pair of 2-functors with a common codomain. Much like the
classical comma category [6, Definition 1.6.1], the lax comma category produces
a 2-category, which blends the three 2-categories involved in the 2-functors used
in its definition. The definition given below is modified from |20, p. 145], in that
the 2-cells are reversed. This choice is made to remove the categorical dualities
present in |21, p. 29-30] and better align with the natural ordering of the real line
in Examples and [[.3]
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Definition 1.1 (Lax comma category). Let A—Lse¢ <% B be 2-functors.
Define the 2-category (F\\G) in the following way:

e a O-cell is a triple (A, f, B), where F(A) S G(B) is a l-cell in €;

e a l-cell from (A, f, B) to (A, f/, B') is a triple (z, o, y), where A —"= A’
isal-cellin, B—2>B isal-cellin®B,and f o F(z) —>>G(y)o f
is a 2-cell in €;

Fa) 2L P

Il

G(y)
e composition of 1-cells
(z,00,y) ' et D GRS noen
(AafaB) (AafaB)—>(A7faB)
is given by

(xlu O/u y/) ° ((E, Q, y) = (:EI o€, (ZdG(y’) * Oé) © (a/ * ZdF(ac)) 7y/ © y) )

e a 2-cell from (z,0,9) to (z,8,w) is a pair (o,7), where * —>=2 is a
2-cell in A and y ——=w is a 2-cell in B such that B © (idy * F(0)) =
(G(7) *ids) © o

id % F (o
froF(@) 2 o R

lo )
Gly) o f —gmr = Glw) o f

e horizontal composition, vertical composition, and identities for 2-cells are
componentwise.

The benefit of using lax comma categories over classical comma categories is,
as its name implies, to relax the need for a commutative square. Instead, a 2-
cell stands in place of commutativity. The examples below illustrate how this
relaxation manifests in weighted sets and metric spaces, passing from isometric
maps to contractive maps.

Ezample 1.2 (Weighted sets). Let 1 the the discrete 2-category of a single object

1, and define a 2-functor 1 —2> QOrd by 1 — [0,00), equipped with its usual
ordering. Then, the lax comma category (F°\\K) is isomorphic to the category
WSet; of weighted sets with contractive maps |22, Definition 2.1.1]. On the other
hand, the traditional comma category (F° | K) is isomorphic to the category of
weighted sets with isometric maps.

Define a 2-functor 1 Ko, QOrd by 1 — [0, 0], equipped with its usual order-

ing. Then, the lax comma category (F°\\ K ) is isomorphic to the category wSet
of weighted sets with contractive maps, where oo is allowed as a weight value |18,
p. 175-176].
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Ezample 1.3 (Metric spaces). The lax comma category (F°A*A\\K ) is isomor-
phic to the category Sch; defined in the following way:

e an object of Schy is a schwach metric space, a pair (X,dx) where dx :
X x X —[0,00];

e a morphism (X,dx)—f>(X’,dXz) € Sch; is a function f: X — X’
such that dx (f(z), f(y)) < dx(z,y) for all z,y € X.

Both the category dMtr of directed metric spaces with d-contractions [19, p. 119]
and the category Met; of metric spaces with contractive maps [1, Example 3.3.3.a]
are full subcategories of Schy. On the other hand, the traditional comma cate-
gory (FPA*A | K ) is isomorphic to the category of schwach metric spaces with
functions satisfying dx- (f(x), f(y)) = dx(z,y) for all x € X, which are precisely
isometric maps.

2. THE FALLACY OF INTUITION

This section addresses some concerns regarding traditional approaches to graph
theory. First, the literature is inconsistent with the use of the term “graph”, where
the word can take multiple different meanings: a set with a family of unordered
pairs (a simple graph), a set with a family of ordered pairs (a digraph), a pair of
sets with a function from one set to the square of the other set (a quiver), a pair of
sets with a function from one set to the power set of the other set (a hypergraph).
While these meanings are interrelated, they are by no means the interchangeable,
which can be vividly illustrated by considering the category of each class of object.
Together, these different categories and the transformations between them form the
diagram in Figure [I, which pictorially represents how the structures interact.

Yet, Figure[Illeads to the second, and more worrisome, concern. Several functors
in the diagram are mirrors of each other, performing a similar operation but be-
tween different structures. For example, the deletion from set-system hypergraphs
to multigraphs acts much the same as the deletion form set systems to graphs.
However, while some functors mirror each other, they do not act the same way.
Specifically, the associated digraph functor mirrors the inclusion of symmetric di-
graphs into all digraphs, but they do not and cannot have the same behavior. Sadly,
the intuition of similar processes having similar behavior does not hold here.

The failure of intuition extends to the clique-replacement graph, the intersec-
tion graph, and the dual hypergraph. In [14, p. 187-188], all three operations were
reported to be functors with the details left to the reader. Unfortunately, none of
these operations are functorial, which can be shown with simple examples. Conse-
quently, care must be taken when applying such intuition, regardless of how obvious
the intuition might seem to be.

Section 2.1] gathers together seven categories of graphs, only two of which are
legitimately isomorphic, and their natural relationships to each other. The section
culminates in Figure[Il which visually depicts these connections. Section 2.2] briefly
considers clique-replacement and intersection graphs, and highlights their failure to
be functorial. Section 2.3] also addresses the dual hypergraph and, like the clique-
replacement and intersection graphs, shows the construction not to be functorial.

2.1. A Diagram of Classical Graph Theory. This section pulls together natu-
ral operations between different types of graphs, culminating in Figure[Il Notably,
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while several adjunctions are present in Figure[I] there is only one legitimate iso-
morphism or equivalence. These functors will be utilized later in this paper, and
this section will establish notation for each operator.

Yet, these functors are used here to demonstrate a particular failure of intuition.
Specifically, for simple graphs, an undirected graph can be viewed as a symmetric
digraph, with all the categorical structure intact. Unfortunately, the same cannot
be said for set-system multigraphs, which cannot be embedded into the category
of quivers. Therefore, care must be used when attempting to lift results from one
type of graph to another, no matter how intuitive they might seem.

Section 2.1.1] describes the connection between quivers and digraphs. Section
details the relationship between set-system hypergraphs and set systems. Sec-
tion 2.1.3] lastly considers the precarious placement of set-system multigraphs and
graphs in the larger scheme of graph-theoretic objects. In particular, the category
of graphs is isomorphic to the category of symmetric digraphs, which is both re-
flective and coreflective in the larger category of all digraphs. On the other hand,
the category of graphs is only coreflective in the larger category of all set systems,
showing that simple graphs seem more closely related to digraphs than set systems.

2.1.1. Quivers & Digraphs. This section considers the relationship between directed

graphs and directed multigraphs. Directed multigraphs, or quivers, arise naturally

as a category of presheaves 9 := Set®, where € is the finite category drawn below.
1 =0

~N 7
t

An object Q = (V(Q), E(Q), UQ,TQ) of Q consists of a vertex set V(Q), an edge

set E(Q), a source map oq, and a target map 7, which agrees with [1, I8, 133, 135].
On the other hand, the category of digraphs, or relations, is more easily un-
derstood as a functor-structured category Digra := Spa (A*A). An object Q =

(17(62), E(Q)) of Digra consists of a vertex set V(Q) and a set of ordered pairs
E(Q) C V(Q) x V(Q), which agrees with [2,[16, [29]. There is a natural embedding

Digra Mo ) with the following action:

—

e Nqo(Q) := (V(Q),E(Q),UQ,TQ), where og (v, w) = v and 7 (v, w) = w;
o Na(f) i= (£, ENa(f)), where ENa(f)(v, w) = ((0), /().

S
As seen in [23, p. 10], Ng admits a left adjoint Q ——> Digra with the action
below on objects.

—

52(@) = (V@) {(0a(e). 7o(e)) s e € E@)})

2.1.2. Set Systems €& Hypergraphs. This section considers the relationship between
set-system hypergraphs and set systems. Set-system hypergraphs naturally result
from a comma category $) := (idget 4 P). An object G = (E(G),eq,V(G)) of H
consists of a vertex set V(G), an edge set E(G), and an incidence function eg,
which agrees with [14, 1317].

On the other hand, the category of set systems is quickly built using a functor-
structured category SSys := Spa(P). An object G = (V(G), E(G)) of SSys
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consists of a vertex set V(G) and a family of subsets E(G) C PV (G), which agrees
with [5, 127, 128]. There is a natural embedding SSys NL>.V) with the following

action:
e Ny(G) := (E(G),eq, V(G)), where eg(A) := A;
o Ny(f) := (ENg(f), f), where ENg(f)(A) := P(f)(A).

S
As seen in [23, p. 9], Ng admits a left adjoint ) —== SSys with the action below
on objects.

So(G) = (V(G) {eg(e) 1 e € E(G)})

2.1.3. Multigraphs € Simple Graphs. At last, this section considers multigraphs,
simple graphs, and their precarious place seated between quivers and set-system
hypergraphs. Indeed, the functors of this section blend with the simplification
functors of the previous two sections to produce Figure [I which captures various
perspectives of graph theory and their interactions.

Let 90t be the full subcategory of § consisting of multigraphs, i.e. set-system
hypergraphs G such that each edge has at least one endpoint and no more than

two endpoints, which agrees with [5,[14]. The inclusion 9t LI $ admits a right
adjoint Del given on objects by the deletion below |26, Theorem 2.3.3].

Del(G) = ({e € B(G) : 1 < card (eg(e)) < 2}, eg|? PN ,V(G))

A quiver can be transformed into a multigraph by stripping away the direction,

which is encoded into the underlying multigraph functor £ — Y5 M with the
following action:

* U(Q) = (EQ) cuq), V(Q)), where eugy(e) i= {oq(e), Ta(e)};
. U(9) = (E(6),V(9)).

By [26, Theorem 2.3.7], U admits a right adjoint D defined on objects in the
following way:
D(G) = (V(G), {(e,v,w) : ele) = {U,w}},aﬁ(G),Tﬁ(G)) ,
where 054 (e,v,w) := v and TH(@) (e,v,w) 1= w.

On the other hand, let Gra be the full subcategory of SSys consisting of all
conventional graphs, i.e. set systems such that each edge has at least one endpoint
and no more than two endpoints, which agrees with |2, [16, [29, 130]. Mimicking the

N; s
multigraph result, the inclusion Gra S SSys admits a right adjoint functor

in much the same way, deleting all nontraditional edges. The proof of the charac-
terization is a simplified version of its multigraph counterpart.

Definition 2.1 (Simple deletion). Given a set system H, define a graph Dels(H) :=
(V(H), EDels(H)), where

EDels(H) := {A € E(H):1 < card(A) < 2}.

Let Dels(H) SELy € SSys be the canonical inclusion homomorphism from
Dels(H) into H.
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Theorem 2.2 (Characterization of Dels). If Ngsys(H') Jon e SSys, there
is a unique H' —f>De15(H) € Gra such that jg o Nssys (f) = f.

Much like |26, Theorem 2.3.4], Ngsys fails to preserve products. Consequently,
Gra is a coreflective subcategory of SSys, but not reflective.

One can now conjugate the simplification of £ by the deletion adjunctions to
spawn a simplification for 9. Direct calculation shows that this simplification of
a multigraph is the traditional simplification to the simple graph. The proof is
identical to a direct proof of the hypergraph and quiver cases in |23, p. 9-10].

Definition 2.3 (Multigraph simplification). Define the composite functors
Ngm := Del N.?jNSSys and ng = Delg S_VJN_VJ.

For a multigraph G, define G —-% NonSon (G) €M by

o V(pg)(v) :=v,
o E(uc)(e) = eql(e).

Theorem 2.4 (Characterization of Sgn). If a2 Nox (G') € M, there is a
unique Sop (G) —*. &'  Gra such that Non (QAS) oug = ¢.

Having adapted simplification and deletion from $) to 9%, a next logical step
would be to adapt the underlying multigraph functor from £ to Digra. However,
the transition from digraphs to graphs has more subtlety than its quiver counter-
part.

To facilitate the exposition, let SDigra be the full subcategory of Digra con-
sisting of all symmetric digraphs, i.e. digraphs @ such that (v, w) € E (Q) implies
(w,v) € E(Q), which agrees with [12, 13, 29]. Like the associated digraph functor

— N igra
D, the inclusion functor SDigra o Digra admits a left adjoint given

by the symmetric closure. The proof of the universal property is routine.

Definition 2.5 (Symmetric closure, |36, Theorem 4.5.5]). Given a digraph @,
define the symmetric digraph N]%igra(Q) = (V(Q), ENBigra(Q)), where

ENpigea(@Q) = {(v.0) : (v,0) € B(Q) or (w,v) € E(Q)}

Let @ e NDigraN]%igra(Q) € Digra be the canonical inclusion homomorphism
of @ into Npy...(Q).

Theorem 2.6 (Characterization of Npy,..). If @ LNDigra (Q') € Digra,
there is a unique Npye.a(Q) AN Q' € SDigra such that Npigra (¢E) okg = ¢.

Also, Npigra admits a right adjoint given by the symmetric interior, and its
universal property is proven in a similar manner.
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m
U Del
Q b 9
Sa (4; Ng oo \ Nox Ss (4))\ Ng

Digra . SSys
_{
o . Dels
SDigra Gra

1R

FIGURE 1. Diagram of Classical Graph Theory

Definition 2.7 (Symmetric interior, |32, Lemma 3.6]). Given a digraph @, define
the symmetric digraph Ny, (Q) == (\7(@), ENB (Q)), where

ENpigra(@) 1= {(v.w) : (v,0) € B(Q) and (w,v) € £(Q)}.

Let NpigralVigra(@) L @ € Digra be the canonical inclusion homomorphism
of Npigra(Q) into Q.

Theorem 2.8 (Characterization of Npye.,). If Nbigra (Q') —¢>Q € Digra,

there is a unique Q' ¢ Npigra (@) € SDigra such that vg o Npigra (¢E) = ¢.
Consequently, SDigra is both a reflective and coreflective subcategory of Digra,
inheriting much of the latter’s structure without modification, much of which was
inherited from 9 [23, Theorem 4.3].
Yet, SDigra and Gra are isomorphic as categories through the equivalent sym-

metric digraph construction Gra Zara, SDigra with the action below [10, p. 21].
* Zara(G) := (V(G),{(v,w) : {v,w} € E(G)})
* Zaralf) = f
This construction is ubiquitous to the point that the distinction between a graph
and a symmetric digraph is effectively lost. Considering Zgya is an isomorphism,
such a blurring is not unwarranted, but unfortunately, doing so can lead to fallacious
reasoning when trying to lift to the analogous connection between 9 and 9.
Indeed, consider the diagram in Figure [ Direct computation demonstrates
the following functorial equalities, which not only shows that simplification and
deletion commute with the inclusions, but the connection between the underlying
multigraph adjunction and the inclusion Nspigra-

Theorem 2.9 (Compatibility). The following functorial equalities hold:

® NssysSom = Sy Ny,
° Nf)NSSys = NﬁNgm,
° ZGranmU = N]%igrasﬂ;
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L4 NDigraZGraSim = SQ[j
Consequently, the following isomorphism is natural:

e Nop Dels(H) =2 DelNg (H) for a set system H,
° ﬁNgﬁ(G) = Nq NpigraZara(G) for a graph G.

Notice that through the simplification adjunction and the isomorphism Zgya,

the underlying multigraph functor U corresponds to the symmetric closure N]%igra,

and the associated digraph functor D corresponds to the inclusion Npjgra. In fact,
D is intertwined with Nbigra through both the simplifications and inclusions, i.e.
both left and right adjoints.

But, D does not share the same structure as Nbigra. If D was equivalent to
an inclusion of a full subcategory of £, which was both reflective and coreflective,
then D would admit not only a left adjoint U, but also a right adjoint. Sadly, D
is not cocontinuous [26, Lemma 2.3.8], which precludes such a right adjoint. Said
another way, there is no analogue to the symmetric interior for quivers, and the
lemma demonstrates why. The structure of quotients in £ is an obstruction.

Therefore, despite superficial similarities, one should be careful when applying
such intuition. How structures are represented, and how they are mapped, play a
pivotal role in how they behave.

2.2. Clique Replacement & Intersection Graphs. This section discusses two
graph operations, which are prevalent in the literature but are not represented in
Figure [l Both are methods of converting a hypergraph to a simple graph, which
have been studied previously. First, the clique-replacement graph takes a set-system
hypergraph and replaces each edge with a clique, taking every pairwise relationship
found within the edge. Notably, the self-relationship of a vertex with itself inside
an edge is omitted.

Definition 2.10 (Clique-replacement graph, [14, p. 188]). Given a set-system hy-
pergraph G, define the graph I'(G) by

e VI(G) =V (@),

e ET(G) := {{v,w}: e € E(G) ({v,w} Cegle)),v # w}.

Likewise, the intersection graph transforms a set-system hypergraph by convert-
ing the edge set into the vertex set, and declaring two edges adjacent if their end-
point sets overlap. If performed on a multigraph, this process is precisely the line
graph. Again, note that self-adjacency due to an edge’s endpoint set intersecting
itself is omitted.

Definition 2.11 (Intersection graph, [14, p. 188]). Given a set-system hypergraph
G, define the graph L(G) by

e VL(G) := E(Q),

o EL(G) = {{e,f}:eale) Nea(f) #0,e # [}.

Unfortunately, as written, neither of these operations can be extended to a func-
tor from ) to Gra. Contrary to [14, p. 188], simple counterexamples demonstrate
that some adjacencies fail to be preserved by each construction, namely those ad-
jacencies that would force the very self-adjacencies omitted above. Much like the
dissimilarity between D and Nbigra, rigor must be employed to temper intuition.
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Proposition 2.12 (Failure of [14, Proposition 3.3]). No functor $ 2. Gra
satisfies that M (G) = T'(GQ) for all set-system hypergraphs G.

Proof. A pair of hypergraphs G and H will be demonstrated such that the homo-
morphism set (G, H) # 0, but the homomorphism set Gra (I'(G),I'(H)) = 0.
Consequently, if such a functor M existed, it would map a nonempty set of homo-
morphisms to an empty set of homomorphisms, which is absurd.

Consider the set-system hypergraphs G and H drawn below.

G H
0 0
1 2 1

Define G —"~H ¢ H by V(¢)(n) :=n mod 2 and E(¢p)(e) := f. Applying T’
produces the two graphs below.

(@) I'(H)
0

Say T(G) —~T(H) € Gra. Then,

{£0), ()} ={f (1), f(2)} = {f(0), f(2)} = {0, 1}.

By the Pigeonhole Principle, there are v,w € V(G) such that f(v) = f(w) and
v # w. Without loss of generality, say v = 0 and w = 1. Then,

{0,1} = {f(0), F()} = {f (v), f(w)} = {f(v)},

which is absurd.
O

Proposition 2.13 (Failure of [14, Proposition 3.4]). No functor $ 5 Gra
satisfies that M(G) = L(G) for all set-system hypergraphs G.

Proof. A pair of hypergraphs G and H will be demonstrated such that the homo-
morphism set (G, H) # 0, but the homomorphism set Gra (L(G),L(H)) = 0.
Consequently, if such a functor M existed, it would map a nonempty set of homo-
morphisms to an empty set of homomorphisms, which is absurd.

Consider the set-system hypergraphs G and H drawn below.
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G H

e || e

Define G —2=H € $ by V(¢)(n) :==n mod 2 and E(¢)(z) := ¢g. Applying L
produces the two graphs below.

Say L(G) —= L(H) € Gra. Then, h(e) = h(f) = g,

{g} = {nle), n(f)} € E(L(H)) = 0,

which is absurd.
O

2.3. Dual Hypergraph. This section discusses an operation related to the inter-
section graph. The intersection graph converts the edge set of a hypergraph into
a new vertex set, and creates edges to represent how the edges touch one another.
The dual hypergraph pushes this notion further, completely reversing the roles of
the vertex set and edge set, not unlike the incidence dual of an incidence hypergraph
[26, Lemma 3.1.2].

Definition 2.14 (Dual hypergraph, [14, p. 187]). Given a set-system hypergraph
G, define the set-system hypergraph d(G) by

e Vd(G) := E(G), Ed(G) :=V(G),
e cy(v) :={e:v cegle)}

Sadly, much like I" and L, this operation cannot be extended to a functor from
$ to itself. Contrary to |14, p. 187], a simple counterexample demonstrates that
some adjacencies fail to be preserved. While superficially similar to the incidence
dual of an incidence hypergraph, rigor must be employed to temper intuition.

Proposition 2.15 (Failure of [14, Proposition 3.1]). No functor $ M6 sat-
isfies that M (G) = d(G) for all set-system hypergraphs G,.

Proof. A pair of hypergraphs G and H will be demonstrated such that the ho-
momorphism set $(G, H) # 0, but the homomorphism set $ (d(G),d(H)) = 0.
Consequently, if such a functor M existed, it would map a nonempty set of homo-
morphisms to an empty set of homomorphisms, which is absurd.

Consider the set-system hypergraphs G and H drawn below.
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G H
w w

v
x x

Define G—¢>H € 9 by

o V(9)(v) :=V(9)(w) :=w, V()(x) := ,
o E(¢)(e) :==e, E(®)(f) := f.

Applying d produces the two hypergraphs below.
d(Q) d(H)

Say d(G) ——d(H) € $. Then, E(¢)(v) € Ed(H) = {w,z}. Without loss of
generality, say E(y)(v) = w. Then,

{e.f} = eaun (W) = ea) (B(9)(v)) = PV(9) (caie)(v)) = PV(¢) ({e})
= {V(p)e)},

which is absurd.

3. AN INCIDENCE VIEW OF HOMOMORPHISMS

This section presents another perspective on homomorphisms of graphs. Tradi-
tionally, a graph homomorphism preserves adjacency by the image of an edge in
the domain becoming an edge in the codomain. Unfortunately, this classical view
of homomorphism produces the set-system categories deconstructed in [26, p. 7-20],
which possess a litany of categorical issues.

However, another type of homomorphism exists between hypergraphs, which
weakens the traditional notion of homomorphism in direct analogy to how metric
contractions weaken metric isometries. The category of set-system hypergraphs
with these weak homomorphisms can be realized as a lax comma category, but
also is isomorphic to the category of incidence structures. This revelation results
in the diagram in Figure 2] which demonstrates how traditional graph theory is
subsumed by incidence theory. Analysis of the inclusions, their adjoints, and the
isomorphism shows that incidence theory cannot be replaced by traditional graph-
theoretic methods. Indeed, the incidence hypergraph homomorphisms are too dis-
tinct from traditional graph homomorphisms for the former to be transformed into
the latter without necessarily modifying the hypergraphs themselves.



14 SIMPLIFICATION & INCIDENCE

Section [BI] describes the connection between incidence hypergraphs and inci-
dence structures. Section introduces weak set-system homomorphisms and
demonstrates their intrinsic link to maps of incidence structures. The inclusion
of traditional graph homomorphisms to weak set-system homomorphisms admits
a right adjoint, given by a simplicial replacement construction. Despite this ad-
junction, no functor can exist from weak set-system homomorphisms to traditional
graph homomorphisms that leaves the hypergraphs themselves unchanged.

3.1. Incidence Structures & Hypergraphs. This section considers the rela-
tionship between incidence hypergraphs and incidence structures. Incidence hyper-
graphs arise naturally as a category of presheaves R := Set®, where D is the finite
category drawn below.

0 . 2 : 1
An object G = (V(G), E(G),1(G),sc,we) of R consists of a vertex set V(G), an
edge set E(G), an incidence set I(G), a port map <g, and an attachment map wg,
which agrees with [9, 24, 126, [34].

On the other hand, the category of incidence structures is more easily un-
derstood as a functor-structured category IStr := Spa (A*). An object G =
(V(G), E(G),I(G)) of IStr consists of a vertex set V(G), an edge set E(G), and a

set of ordered pairs I(G) C V(G) x E(G), which agrees with [4, |8, [11]. There is a

natural embedding IStr N R with the following action:
e Ni(G) := (V(G), E(G),I(G),s,wg), where sg(v,e) := v and w(v, e) :=
e

hd N%(fag) = (fvgvijf\‘(fag))’ where INg{(f,g)(U,e) = (f(v)vg(e))

S
As seen in [23, p. 11], Ny admits a left adjoint 8 ——— IStr with the action below
on objects.

Sx(G) = (V(G), E(G),{(sc(4),we (i) - j € I(G)})

3.2. Weak Set-system Homomorphisms. This section introduces a weaker no-
tion of homomorphism for set-system hypergraphs. Rather than the image of an
edge from the domain constituting an edge in the codomain, the image of an edge
from the domain will be contained in an edge in the codomain. Said notion serves
as a generalization of the homomorphisms from |7, p. 84] to allow for parallel edges.

Definition 3.1 (Weak homomorphism). Given set-system hypergraphs G and H,
a weak set-system homomorphism from G to H is a pair ¢ = (E1(¢), VT (¢))
satisfying the following conditions:

e ET(¢) is a function from FE(G) to E(H),

e VT (¢) is a function from V(G) to V(H),

o P(V¥(9)) (ea(e)) € em (ET(¢)(e)) for all e € E(G).

B(G) — 29 g
PV(G) V(H)
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If G 2 H € 9, then ¢ is a weak set-system homomorphism, which motivates

the qualifier “weak”. An exercise shows that weak set-system homomorphisms are
closed on componentwise composition, showing that the structure is a supercategory

of 9.

Definition 3.2 (Category). Let §T be the category of set-system hypergraphs
N

with weak set-system homomorphisms, and $ ot A1 be the inclusion functor.

+ +
Also, let Set AR Ht V. Set be the edge and vertex functors, respectively.
Thus, VT Ng+ =V and ETNg+ = E.

Since § is not a full subcategory of §T, $ cannot be a reflective or coreflective
subcategory H*. Despite this, the inclusion functor Ng+ admits a right adjoint,
which replaces each edge with an abstract simplicial complex.

Definition 3.3 (Simplicial replacement). Given a set-system hypergraph G, define
the set-system hypergraph N, (G) by

° VN_%+(G) =V*H(Q),

o EN} (G):={(e,A) € ET(G) x PVH(G) : A Cegle)},

° eN;?+(G)(e,A) = A.

Define Ny: Nj, (G) —S= G € 5% by

o V¥ () (v) =,
o ET(0g) (e, A) :==e.

Theorem 3.4 (Universal property of N§, ). Given Ng+(H) .G e 9t there
is a unique H . N (G) €9 such that 0 o Ng+ ((Jg) = ¢.
Proof. Define V (¢E) (v) :=V*(¢)(v) and

E(9) (€)== (E*(9)(e). (PVH(9) e cc) (¢))
O

As a weak set-system homomorphism relaxes the commutative squares of tradi-
tional set-system homomorphisms, there is no surprise that §T can be represented
as a lax comma category. Indeed, weak set-system homomorphisms are to tradi-
tional set-system homomorphisms as metric contractions are to metric isometries.
However, the ability to map an edge inside of another edge is reminiscent of inci-
dence structures. In truth, all three of these categories are isomorphic.

Theorem 3.5 (Lax comma category characterization). The categories IStr and
HT are isomorphic to (FP\\OTPT) as 2-categories.

Proof. Let € := (FO\\DTPJF). Since Set is the domain 2-category of both F*
and OTP*, the 2-cells of ¢ are trivial. Thus, only the 0-cells/objects and 1-
cells/morphisms are considered.

If (Y,e,X) € Ob(€), then X and Y are sets, and € is a monotone map from

F°(Y) to (P+(X))T, meaning € is a function from Y to the power set of X. Thus,
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R

Sox (—15 Noz

St <~ (FA\OTPT) <—IStr

o

]| *

9

FIGURE 2. Set-system & Incidence Hypergraphs
(Y,e, X) € Ob($). Tt (V,e, X) —22D _ v/ ¢ X7} € ¢, then f is a function
from X to X', g is a function from Y to Y’, and « is a 2-cell from €' o F°(g) to
(PH(f)" o e in QOrd (FO(Y), (73+(X))T). Therefore,

(€' o F°(g)) (e) S(P*(X))T (('P+(f))T o e) (e)
for all e € Y, which translates to P(f) (e(e)) C €' (g(e)). Hence,

(¥, e, X) — 20

(Y/ve/vX/) c 57J+
A B .
Define € ——= §* ——— € by the following:
e A(Y,e,X):=(Y,e,X), B(Y,e,X) := (Y,¢e, X),
b A(g7a7f) = (g7f)7 B(gaf) = (guauf)a
where « is the unique 2-cell from € o F°(g) to (P+(f))" oe. A routine check shows
that both A and B are functors, and B = A1,
Define $* . 1Str 2 HT by the following:
e C(G) = (VHG),E* {(v,e) : v €eg(e)}), D(H) = (E(H),em, V(H)),
where eg(e) :={v: (v,e) € I(H)};
o C(¢) = (V*(9). ET(9)), D(¢) == (E(¥),V(p)).
A routine check shows that both C' and D are functors, and D = C~1.

O
The functors of this section collectively build the diagram in Figure 2l Observe

that the incidence-forming functor $ —I. R from [26, Definition 3.3.1] can be
factored as Z = Ny C'Ng+. Likewise, the incidence-forgetting operator .# from |26,
Definition 3.3.3] acts the same as DSy on objects. Thus, some immediate facts can
be deduced about the inclusions.

Corollary 3.6 (Continuity). The functor Ng+ is not continuous, and N is not

cocontinuous. No functor $T L.ﬁ satisfies that M (G) = G for all set system
hypergraphs G.

Proof. Since C'is an isomorphism and Ng; admits a left adjoint, both are continuous.
If Ng+ is continuous, then Z would be continuous, contradicting |26, Lemma 3.3.2].

Since C' is an isomorphism and Ng+ admits a right adjoint, both are cocon-
tinuous. If Ng is cocontinuous, then Z would be cocontinuous, contradicting [26,
Lemma 3.3.2].
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Say a functor $H7 Lﬁ satisfies that M(G) = G for all set-system hyper-
graphs G. Then, M DSg satisfies that M DSx(G) = .#(G) for all incidence hyper-
graphs G, which contradicts |26, Lemma 3.3.4].

O

The corollary above states why Z fails to be continuous and cocontinuous. It is
a composite of a left adjoint and a right adjoint, and mixing the two types yields
a functor that cannot be either. Moreover, the nonexistence result illustrates that
weak set-system homomorphisms are too distinct from traditional set-system ho-
momorphisms for the former to be transformed into the latter without necessarily
modifying the hypergraphs themselves. Since weak set-system homomorphisms
correspond to incidence hypergraph homomorphisms and encompass traditional
set-system homomorphisms, the corollary above indicates that the study of inci-
dence hypergraphs subsumes, but cannot be replaced by, the study of set-system
hypergraphs.

4. CLIQUE REPLACEMENT REVISITED

Having now studied a different view of graph homomorphisms, the clique re-
placement graph can be revisited from a different perspective. Rather than passing
from $ to Gra, consider an analogous link between R and £. Given a quiver,
one can naturally construct an incidence structure between the vertices and edges
based upon the source and target functions. Indeed, the process manifests quite
effortlessly from the structure of Set. The construction is presented categorically,
heavily using the characterization of the disjoint union as the coproduct in Set.

Definition 4.1 (Associated incidence hypergraph). Given a quiver @, consider
1

w2 N w N
the diagram below, where E(Q) —— {0,1} x E(Q) <—— E(Q) € Set are the
canonical inclusions.

E@Q)
“Q
- = Fwoq) =
Q)= e (0,1} x B(Q) D ~ B(Q)
U@
-
7Q e 1dE(Q)
EQ)
There is a unique {0,1} x E(Q) ) V(Q) € Set such that St(Q) © wy = 0Q

and () ow(l;) = 7, and there is a unique {0,1} x E(Q) il E(Q) € Set such
that wyg) © wy = Wir(Q) © wh = id ). Concretely,

. _ oQ (6), n= Oa

¢ gU(Q)(n,e) o { To(e), n=1,
* Wi (n.e) =e.

Define the incidence hypergraph

0(Q) = (V(Q). E(@). 0.1} x EQ):p0- %00 ) -
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Given @ . Q' € 9, consider the diagram below.

0
— wo

E<Q>—>Ij< )

. . - 10(9) -
There is a unique IU (Q) —— IU (Q') € Set such that IU(¢) o Wy = Wy ©

E(¢) for n = 0,1. Concretely, IU(¢)(n,e) = (n,E(¢)(e)). Define U(¢) =

(V(¢),E(¢),IU(¢)). A routine calculation shows that U is a functor from Q
to A.

Please note that U treats the source and target of an edge differently, tagging
the former with 0 and the latter with 1. Consequently, a directed loop in a quiver
becomes a 2-edge, not a 1-edge, in the resulting incidence hypergraph.

The functor U admits a right adjoint, which replaces an edge in an incidence
hypergraph with a directed clique. Again, this operation arises naturally from the
structure of Set, using a kernel pair rather than a coproduct.

Definition 4.2 (Clique replacement quiver). Given an incidence hypergraph G,

0

jge]
let ER(G) I(G) € Set be a kernel pair for wg.
e
ER(G)
V(G) G pullback G V(G)
E(G)

Concretely,

1
wﬁ(c) - =

IUR(G) ER(G)

Pa v Pa

1(G)
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/

FIGURE 3. Preservation of Vertices and Edges

. o I(éc)
There is a unique TUR(G)

for n = 0,1. Concretely,

1 (06) (n. (i) = { b =0,

3, n=1.

I(G) € Set such that I (6) Ow%(c:) =P

Define ¢ := (idV(G), wg o pd, I (ég)). One can check that UR(G) Yo, G emn.

Theorem 4.3 (Right adjoint characterization). Given U(Q) —’ G e R, there
is a unique Q . R(G) € 9 such that 6 o U (giA)) = ¢.

Proof. Consider the diagram below.

1(¢)l ll(qb)
1(G) 1(G)
B(G)

As ¢ is an incidence hypergraph homomorphism, one has

wgoI(p)o w% = FE(¢) oWy (@) © w% =E(¢)o idg gy = E(¢) o wpr(g) © wé

= wGoI(qﬁ)owb.
) L
There is a unique FE(Q) — ER(G) € Set such that pga o E (gb) = I1(¢) owp
for n =0, 1. Define ¢ := (V((b), E (QAS))
d

With U and R in hand, consider Figure Bl Observe that all of the functors in

Figure Bl leave vertices and edges unchanged, merely changing how incidence and

adjacency are represented. Comnsequently, if $HT — 9. IStr is the isomorphism
from Theorem B3], the hexagon commutes, meaning corresponding hexagon of right
adjoints commutes up to isomorphism.



20 SIMPLIFICATION & INCIDENCE

Theorem 4.4 (Coherence of clique replacement). The hexagon in Figure [3 com-
mutes: SmU = CNg+ NoU. Consequently, the following isomorphism is natural
for all set-system hypergraphs G.

EN®C(G) = DDel N7 (G)

Effectively, this theorem states that given a set-system hypergraph, the following
two constructions yield isomorphic quivers:

(1) DDel N,
(a) replace each edge with an abstract simplicial complex,
(b) remove all nontraditional edges,
(¢) replace each 1-edge with a directed cycle and each 2-edge with a di-

rected 2-cycle;

(2) RNxC
(a) convert into an incidence structure,
(b) view as an incidence hypergraph,
(c) replace each edge with a directed clique.

Since both D and R produce the equivalent of an undirected graph, the above
theorem suggests what an undirected clique replacement functor should be.

Definition 4.5 (Factored clique replacement). Define the composite functor R :=
ng DelN;ﬁN;ﬁ.

Tracing through each construction yields a concrete represention of the action of
R, which is precisely the action of the classical clique replacement graph I' without
the artificial removal of 1-edges.

Lemma 4.6 (Action of R). If G ANy 9, then
e VR(G) =V(G),
e ER(G) = {{v,w}: 3e € E(G) ({v,w} Cec(e))},
o R(¢) =V(9).

If Gra 2Sm=. SDigra is the isomorphism from Figure[I then Theorem 2.9]and
the result above provide an alternate factorization of R, which explicitly shows it
to be R under layers of converting between categories. Hence, the two operations
legitimately correspond to each other, merely in two different contexts.

Proposition 4.7 (Alternate factorization through R). The functor R can be fac-
tored as Za},aNBigraSQRchNﬁ+.

Proof. Observe that Np,., NDigra = idsDigra; SO

-1
R = Zg\.ZaraR
-1 >
Zth'aNDigra
- >
ZGraNDigra
—1 o
ZGraNDigra

Z(EiaN]%igra
by Theorems 2.9 and .4

NDigraZGraR
NDi_graZGraSD'f( Del N};+ Nﬁ+
SoDDel Nf, N+

S BNk C N+
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Considering how obfuscated R is from ﬁ, one might expect that like Z from
[26, Definition 3.3.1], R would not admit an adjoint. However, R does indeed
admit a right adjoint, given by a closure operation that creates abstract simplicial
complexes. Considering that Ng+ is involved in both factorizations of R, and the
right adjoint of Ng+ is the simplicial replacement, this characterization is likely not
coincidental.

Definition 4.8 (Simplicial closure). Given a graph G, define the set-system hy-
pergraph R*(G) by

o VR*(G):=V(G),

e ER*(G):={A e PV(G) :Vv,w e A({v,w} € E(G))},

o GR*(G)(A) = A.

Define RR*(G) %, G €Gra by Og(v) = v.

Theorem 4.9 (Universal property). Given R(H) L>G € Gra, there is a

unique H _f>R*(G) € $ such that g o R (f) = f.

Proof. Define f := (E (f) ,f), where E (f) (e) := (P(f)oen) (e).

5. DUALITY & INTERSECTION REVISITED

Much like how clique replacement was recovered by passing through weak set-
system homomorphisms, the intersection graph can be as well. Indeed, the inter-
section graph is meant to serve as a duality, converting edges to vertices. Sadly, it
is not truly a dual as it is not invertible.

On the other hand, R has incidence duality, which is self-inverting and is deeply
related to the Laplacian product introduced in [25]. Recall from |25, Lemma 3.1.2]

that the incidence dual R HEL R acts in the following way:
o G* = (E(G),V(G).1(G),we,sa),
o 0% = (E(¢), V(). 1(¢))-
Through the simplification adjunction on R, incidence duality can be conjugated
to act on IStr, as well as $* through the isomorphism in Theorem

Definition 5.1 (Incidence dual for IStr & $7). Define 0T := Sx[#lyx and OF :=
Cc~'O7C, where $t —“. IStr is the isomorphism from Theorem

Direct calculation shows the concrete action of both dualities and that both are
self-inverting. Notably, T is precisely the dual structure of an incidence struc-
ture |4, [11], demonstrating that (0% generalizes (' to allow parallel incidences.
Moreover, [J* is the dual hypergraph of a set-system hypergraph [14, p. 187], but
without the artificial restriction to avoid isolated vertices.

Lemma 5.2 (Action of OT & O%). If G ANy IStr, then

* GT = (B(G),V(G).{(e;v) : (v,e) € I(G)}),
o o' = (E(9),V(9))-
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If H—2> H' €97, then
o Gt = (BE(GQ),V(GQ),eqt), where eqi(v) = {e: v € eg(e)};
o ot = (E(¢), V().

However, notice that [J* is an autofunctor on $*, not § like [14, p. 187] claims.
Proposition 2.15 demonstrates that [(0* cannot be restricted to ) and remain func-
torial. Indeed, incidence duality of this type appears to require more than what
traditional graph homomorphisms can allow.

Now, observe what happens if (It is inserted into the factorization of R. Direct
calculation shows that the resulting functor recovers the action of the classical
intersection graph L without the artificial removal of 1-edges.

Definition 5.3 (Factored intersection). Define the composite functor

A :=Son Del N& O N+

Lemma 5.4 (Action of A). If G ANy 9, then
e VA(G) :=E(G),
o EA(G) == {{e, [} : eale) Nea(f) # 0}
o A(¢) = E(9).
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