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Abstract: A formal context K = (A,B, I) defines the graph GK =
(A∪B; I) whose vertex set is A∪B and whose edge set is I ⊆ A×B;
this graph is called a context graph. Similarly, a graph G = (G,R)
defines the formal context KG = (G,G,R) and its concept lattice
L(KG), which is called a graph concept lattice.

We characterize subdirect formal contexts whose concept lattices
are isomorphic to lattices of height two, proving that this occurs
precisely when the corresponding context graph decomposes into
disjoint complete bipartite components. We also show that the
class of context graphs whose graph concept lattices have height
two forms a finitely axiomatizable universal Horn class. In the final
section, we make remark concerning lattices of any fixed finite
height and pose several open problems. These results and problems
reveal natural connections between graph theory, lattice theory,
and universal algebra within Formal Concept Analysis.
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1 Introduction

Formal Concept Analysis (FCA) provides a fundamental bridge between
order theory, lattice theory, and discrete structures by assigning to every
formal context K = (G,M, I) a complete lattice L(K) of formal concepts (see. [1,
2]). The structural properties of L(K) reflect combinatorial features of the
incidence relation I, and conversely, lattice-theoretic conditions often admit
precise interpretations in terms of the underlying context. Understanding
when a concept lattice belongs to a prescribed class of lattices is therefore
a problem linking FCA with universal algebra, graph theory, and structural
combinatorics. One natural line of investigation is to characterize contexts
whose concept lattices are isomorphic to specific canonical lattices. Such
characterizations typically reveal hidden regularities of the incidence relation
and lead to structural decompositions of contexts. In particular, representations
of contexts via graphs often expose algebraic constraints that are not immediately
visible from the definition of concepts.

Our first main result provides a complete characterization of subdirect
contexts whose concept lattice is isomorphic to the lattice of height two.
The theorem establishes the equivalence of four descriptions of such contexts:
a lattice-theoretic condition, a graph-theoretic decomposition of the context
graph into disjoint complete bipartite components, a functional representation
of the incidence relation via a surjective multivalued map inducing an n-
partition of attributes, and a bijective correspondence between objects and
attributes in the clarified context. These equivalences reveal that the lattice
structure of height two arises precisely when the incidence relation decomposes
into independent blocks exhibiting perfect bipartite symmetry.

Our second main result concerns a broader model-theoretic perspective.
We show that the class of all context graphs whose concept lattices are
isomorphic to lattices of height two forms a finitely axiomatizable universal
Horn class. Thus, this family admits a purely logical description by a finite
set of universal Horn sentences in the language of directed graphs.

These results strengthen the connections between FCA, graph decompositions,
and universal algebraic methods, and they supply practical criteria for recognizing
when a dataset generates lattices of specific types. In particular, the Horn
axiomatizability result shows that certain lattice-theoretic constraints on
data can be captured by finitely many local graph conditions.

For more information on the basic notions and results of FCA, lattice
theory, graph theory and universal algebra introduced below, and used throughout
this paper, we refer the reader to [2, 3, 4, 5].

2 Preliminaries

Firstly, we recall the main definitions. Standard notions are highlighted in
boldface, while less familiar ones are presented as definitions.
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A lattice L is a height-two lattice (or lattice of height two) if every
maximal chain in L consist of three elements. It easy to see that any height-
two lattice is isomorphic to a lattice in which every atom is a coatom.

A graph G is an ordered pair G = (V,E), where V is a nonempty set of
vertices, and E ⊆ V × V is a set of edges. For any (a, b) ∈ E, the element a
is called a starting point, and b the endpoint.

For a graph G = (V,E), let

E−1 = {(u, v) | (v, u) ∈ E}.
A graph G = (V,E) is called undirected if E = E−1, and directed or

a digraph if E ∩ E−1 = ∅. An element a ∈ V is a loop if (a, a) ∈ E. In
particular, by definition, a digraph has no loops.

A graph G = (V,E) is called bipartite if its vertex set V can be partitioned
into two disjoint subsets V1 and V2 such that E ⊆ V1 × V2 ∪ V2 × V1. Note
that, by definition, a graph G = (V,∅) is bipartite.

A biclique (or a complete bipartite graph) G = (V,E) is a bipartite graph
for which E = V1 × V2 for some partition {V1, V2} of the vertex set V . Note
that, by definition, a graph G = (V,∅) is a biclique.

Definition 2.1. A multivalued function from a set X to a set Y is a
mapping

F : X → P (Y )

that assigns to each point x ∈ X a non-empty set F (x) ⊆ Y .

Equivalently, a multivalued function F can be understood as a relation
F ⊆ X × Y such that for every x ∈ X there exists at least one y ∈ Y with
(x, y) ∈ F .

Definition 2.2. A graph of a multivalued function F is the set

gr(F ) = {(x, y) ∈ X × Y | y ∈ F (x)}.

Definition 2.3. A multivalued function F : X → P (Y ) is surjective if

Y = ∪{F (x) | x ∈ X}.
Equivalently, every element of the set Y occurs as a value of F (x) for at

least one x ∈ X.

The preliminaries on Formal Concept Analysis follow the textbook [2].
A formal context K = (G,M, I) consists of the set of objects G, the set

of attributes M , and the incidence relation I ⊆ G×M .
For a formal context K = (G,M, I) and subsets A ⊆ G, B ⊆ M , we define

αK(A) = {m ∈ M | (∀g ∈ A) [ (g,m) ∈ I ]},
βK(B) = {g ∈ G | (∀m ∈ B) [ (g,m) ∈ I ]}.

The mappings βK ◦ αK : P(G) → P(G) and αK ◦ βK : P(M) → P(M) are
closure operators. The set LK(G) (LK(M)) of subsets of G (M) that are
closed under βK ◦ αK (αK ◦ βK) forms a lattice under inclusion ⊆ (under
reverse inclusion ⊇). Moreover, LK(G) is dually isomorphic to LK(M).
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A formal concept of the context K is a pair (A,B) such that A ⊆ G,
B ⊆ M , B = αK(A), and A = βK(B).

The ordering ⪯ of the concepts of K is defined as follows:

(A0, B0) ⪯ (A1, B1) ⇔ A0 ⊆ A1 ⇔ B0 ⊇ B1.

The Basic Theorem on Concept Lattices (see [1]) states that ordering ⪯ on
the set of all concepts of K induces a complete lattice, called the concept
lattice of K, which we denote by L(K).

From the definition of the partial order ⪯, it follows that for a formal
context K = (G,M, I) the mapping φ : L(K) → LK(G) defined by φ((A,B)) =
A is an isomorphism between L(K) and LK(G).

For the sets A,B and a binary relation R ⊆ A×B, we define

πA(R) = {a ∈ A | ∃b [ (a, b) ∈ R ]}, πB(R) = {b ∈ B | ∃a [ (a, b) ∈ R ]}.

Definition 2.4. A context K = (A,B, I) is subdirect if πA(I) = A and
πB(I) = B.

For a formal context K = (A,B, I), we define the formal context Ks =
(As, Bs, Is) as follows:

(1) As = πA(I)− βK(πB(I)),
(2) Bs = πB(I)− αK(πA(I)),
(3) Is = I ∩Ar ×Br.

One can see that Ks is subdirect. Moreover,

Proposition 2.5. For a formal context K = (A,B, I), the concept lattice
L(K) is isomorphic to L(Ks) if αK(πA(I)) = ∅ and βK(πB(I)) = ∅.

For a formal context K = (A,B, I) we define the graph GK = (A ∪B; I)
whose vertex set is A ∪B and whose edge set is I ⊆ A×B.

Definition 2.6. A graph G is called a context graph if there is a context
K = (A,B, I) with A ∩B = ∅ such that G ∼= GK .

It easy to see that a context graph is a bipartite digraph. We also note
that any bipartite digraph G = (A∪B; I) with I ⊆ A×B defines the formal
context KG = (A,B, I).

Note that various bipartite undirected graphs derived from contexts have
been introduced and studied in many articles and textbooks (see, for example
[2, 6, 7]).

For any graph G = (G,R), we define the formal context KG = (G,G,R)
and the concept lattice L(KG), respectevely.

Definition 2.7. A lattice L is called a graph concept lattice if there is a
graph G = (G,R) such that L ∼= L(KG).

3 Representation of Mn

For a cardinal n > 0, let Mn be a height-two lattice with n atoms.
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For brevity, we write α(A) and β(A) instead of αK(A) and βK(A), respectively,
whenever the context K is clear from the discussion . We also write α(a) and
β(a) in place α({a}) and β({a}).

Theorem 3.1. Let K = (A,B, I) be a subdirect formal context with A∩B =
∅. Then the concept lattice L(K) is isomorphic to Mn for some n > 0 if and
only if I is a graph of some surjective multivalued function f : A → 2B such
that the set {f(a) ⊆ B | a ∈ A} forms a partition of B.

Proof. ⇒. Since L(K) ∼= (L(B))′ and Mn
∼= (Mn)

′, then L(B) ∼= Mn.
Let f : A → 2B be a mapping defined by f(a) = α(a) for all a ∈ A.

Since K is subdirect then for any b ∈ B there is a ∈ A such that (a, b) ∈ I.
Hence, B = ∪{f(a) | a ∈ A}, and f is a surjective multivalued function. Let
S = {f(a) | a ∈ A}. Since S consists of the closed sets because f(a) = α(a),
and L(K) ∼= Mn, it follows B0 ∩ B1 = ∅ for any distinct non-empty sets
B0, B1 ∈ S. Since B = ∪{f(a) | a ∈ A}, it follows that S is a partition of
B.

By definition, gr(f) = {(a, b) | a ∈ A, b ∈ f(a)}. Let (a, b) ∈ gr(f(x)). By
f(x) = α(x), we have b ∈ α(a). By definition, α(a) = {y ∈ B | (a, y) ∈ I}.
Hence (a, b) ∈ I. It follows gr(f) ⊆ I.

Now, let (a, b) ∈ I. Then b ∈ α(a) = f(a). Hence (a, b) ∈ gr(f). Thus,
I ⊆ gr(f). Therefore, I = gr(f).

⇐. By condition of theorem I = gr(f), whence K = (A,B, gr(f)). Consider
the context graph GK = (A∪B; gr(f)). We assume that A∩B = ∅, otherwise
we reinterpret the elements of B.

For any b ∈ A, put Ab = {a ∈ A | f(a) = f(b)}. The set {Ab | b ∈ A}
forms a partition. Indeed, since the set {f(a) ⊆ B | a ∈ A} forms a partition
of the set B, then f(a) = f(b) or f(a) ∩ f(b) = ∅. These implies Ab = Aa

or Aa ∩Ab = ∅. And ∪{Ab | b ∈ A} = A, as a ∈ Aa for all a ∈ A.
Thus, we have that the sets {Ab | b ∈ A} and {f(a) ⊆ B | a ∈ A}

constitute the partitions of the sets A and B, respectively. Since f(a) = f(b)
for any a ∈ Ab, then gr(f)∩ (Ab × f(b)) = Ab × f(b). These implies gr(f) =
∪{(Ab × f(b)) | b ∈ A}.

Thus, GK = (∪i≤nAi,∪i≤nBi;∪i≤nIi) for some partitions {Ai | i ≤ n},
{Bi | i ≤ n} of the sets A and B respectively, and gr(f) = ∪i≤nIi where
Ii = Ai ×Bi.

The conditions I = ∪i≤nIi = ∪i≤nAi × Bi, A = ∪i≤nAi and B = ∪i≤nBi

give us that πA(I) = A, πB(I) = B and the sets {b ∈ B | (a, b) ∈
I for all a ∈ A} and {a ∈ A | (a, b) ∈ I for all b ∈ B} are empties.
These mean that α(πA(I)) = ∅ and β(πB(I)) = ∅. By Proposition 2.5,
L(K) ∼= L(KG). Thus, we need to show that L(KG) ∼= Mn.

For the formal context KG we have

αKG
(X) =

{
Bi, if X ⊆ Ai

∅, otherwise.
and βKG

(X) =

{
Ai, if X ⊆ Bi

∅, otherwise.
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Thus, for any Ai and X ⊃ Ai, we have

βKG ◦ αKG
(Ai) = Ai, and βKG ◦ αKG

(X) = A ∪B.

That is, Ai, 1 ≤ i ≤ n, and A ∪ B are the closed subsets in A ∪ B with
respect to closure operator βKG ◦ αKG

. Therefore, Ai ∨ Aj = A ∪ B. Since
{Ai | i ≤ n} forms a partition of A then Ai ∩ Aj = ∅ for all i ̸= j ≤ n. It
means that L(A) ∼= Mn. Hence L(KG) ∼= Mn because L(KG) ∼= L(A). □

Corollary 3.2 (cf. Example 1 [8], and Theorem 1 [9]). For a surjection
function f : A → B, the concept lattice L(K) ∼= Mn, where K = (A,B, gr(f))
and n = |B|.
Proof. By surjectivity of function f , the set {{f(a)} ⊆ B | a ∈ A} constitutes
a partition of the set B and the context K = (A,B, gr(f)) is subdirect.
Hence, according to the Theorem 3.1, L(K) ∼= Mn. □

Recall that a context K = (G,M, I) is called clarified, if for any g, h ∈ G
and m,n ∈ M , from α(g) = α(h) and β(m) = β(n) it always follows that
g = h and m = n.

Corollary 3.3. Let K = (G,M, I) be a subdirect clarified context with G ∩
M = ∅. Then, L(K) ∼= Mn iff I is a graph of the bijective function from G
to M .

Proof. ⇒. Since, K = (G,M, I) is subdirect then, by Theorem 3.1, I is
a graph of some multivalued function f from G to M . From the proof of
Theorem 3.1, f is defined as f(a) = α(a) for a ∈ G. Since, K is clarified, then
α(a) = α(b) implies a = b. Let c, d ∈ M and c, d ∈ α(a). Then β(c) = {a}
and β(d) = {a}. Since, K is clarified, then β(c) = β(d) implies c = d. Hence,
for any a ∈ G there is unique c ∈ M such that f(a) = {c}. Therefore, the
mapping f ′ : G → M defined by the rule f ′(a) = c, where f(a) = {c}, is
bijective mapping.

⇐. It is a partial case of Corollary 3.2 □

Summarizing Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.3 we are proving the following
theorem that is one of the main result of the paper.

Theorem 3.4. Let K = (A,B, I) be a subdirect formal context. Then the
following are equivalent:

(1) L(K) ∼= Mn;
(2) the context graph GK = (A∪B; I) is a disjoint union of n complete

bipartite digraphs;
(3) I is a graph of some surjective multivalued function f : A → 2B such

that the set {f(a) ⊆ B | a ∈ A} forms n-partition of the set B;
(4) for a clarified context Kc = (Ac, Bc, Ic) of K, the set Ic is a graph of

some bijective function from Ac to Bc.

Proof. (1) ⇔ (3) and (1) ⇔ (4) are Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.3,
respectively. Hence (4) ⇔ (3). To complete the proof, it suffices to show
that conditions (2) and (3) are equivalent.
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(2) ⇒ (3). Let GK = ∪i≤n(Ai ∪ Bi; Ii) be a disjoint union of n complete
bipartite digraphs (Ai ∪ Bi, Ii). Define a mapping f : A → 2B by the rule
f(a) = Bi for all a ∈ Ai and i ≤ n. One can see that the mapping f
constitutes a manyvalued function. Since B = ∪i≤nBi then f is surjective.
Moreover, since f(a) = Bi for all a ∈ Ai, i ≤ n, and Bi ∩Bj = ∅, i ̸= j ≤ n,
then the set {f(a) | a ∈ A} forms an n-partition of the set B.

(3) ⇒ (2). Let f(a) = Ba for a ∈ A. Since f is surjective then ∪{Ba |
a ∈ A} = B. Let b ∈ Ba and Ab = {x ∈ A | b ∈ f(x)}. Since a ∈ Ab

then Ab ̸= ∅. For every u ∈ Ab we have b ∈ f(u). Hence Ba ∩ f(u) ̸= ∅.
Since {Ba | a ∈ A} is a partition of B then Ba = f(u) for all u ∈ Ab, and
f(u) ∩ Ba = ∅ for every u /∈ Ab. It follows that {Ab | b ∈ B} is a partition
of the set A, and f(Ab) = Ba for all b ∈ Ba. Hence Ab × Ba ⊆ gr(f) = I.
It means that the graph (Ab ∪Ba, Ab ×Ba) is a complete bipartite digraph.
Also we note that (Ab × Ba) ∩ (Ad × Bc) = ∅ for any d /∈ Ab or c /∈ Ba.
Therefore, GK = ∪a∈A(Ab ∪ Ba;Ab × Ba) is a disjoint union of n complete
bipartite digraphs (Ab ∪Ba, Ab ×Ba), a ∈ A. □

We note that equivalence of items (2) and (3) of Theorem 3.4 was established
in [8] (Theorem 2).

4 Axioms of the context graphs

In this section, we prove the following

Theorem 4.1. The class of all context graphs whose graph concept lattices
are isomorphic to lattices of height two is a finitely axiomatizable universal
Horn class.

Proof. Let R be a class of all context graphs whose graph concept lattices
are isomorphic to lattices of height two. And let Σ be a set of sentences
consisting of the following sentences:

∀xy [¬I(x, x) ];

∀xy [¬I(x, y) ∨ ¬I(y, x) ];
∀xyz [¬I(x, y) ∨ ¬I(y, z) ];

∀xyzu [ I(x, y) ∧ I(x, z) ∧ I(u, y) → I(u, z) ];

From definitions of loop and direction, it followers that the first and second
sentences hold for a graph G if and only if G contains no loops and is directed.
And the third sentence hold for a graph G if and only if no endpoint of an
edge serves as the starting point of any edge.

From the definition of context graph it followers that every context graph
has no loops, directed and no endpoint of an edge serves as the starting point
of any edge. Hence every context graph satisfies the first three sentences from
Σ.

Now we show that every context graph from R satisfies the fourth sentence
of Σ.
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Let K = (G,M, I) be a context whose context graph GK belongs to R.
Suppose that (a, b), (a, c) and (d, b) ∈ I for some a, b, c, d ∈ G ∪ M . By
Theorem 3.4, GK = ∪i≤n(Ai ∪ Bi; Ii) is a disjoint union of n complete
bipartite digraphs (Ai ∪ Bi, Ii). Hence (a, b), (a, c) and (d, b) ∈ Ii for some
i ≤ n. It follows that a, d ∈ Ai and b, c ∈ Bi. Since (Ai∪Bi, Ii) is a complete
bipartite digraph, then (d, c) ∈ Ii, whence (d, c) ∈ I. It follows that

GK |= ∀xyzu [ I(x, y) ∧ I(x, z) ∧ I(u, y) → I(u, z) ].

Thus, we have R |= Σ.
To complete the proof, it remains to show that every context graph satisfying

Σ belongs to R.
Let GK |= Σ for some context K = (G,M, I).
By the first and second sentences, GK has no loops and it is directed.
Let G be a set of all starting points of GK , M a set of all end points of G,

and V a set of all vertices that have no starting and end points. Since the
third sentence means that, if it holds in a nontrivial digraph G, then no end
point of an edge is the starting point of any edge, it follows from definition
of G and M that G ∩M = ∅. Thus, (G ∪M, I) is a bipartite digraph.

Let b ∈ M and Ab = {x ∈ G | (x, b) ∈ I}. For a ∈ Ab, define Ba =
{y ∈ M | (a, y) ∈ I}. By definition of G and M , the both Ab and Ba are
not empties. Suppose that (a, b), (a, c) and (d, b) ∈ I for some a, d ∈ Ab

and b, c ∈ Ba. Then, by the forth quasi-identity, (d, c) ∈ I. It follows that
Ab ×Ba ⊆ I, which implies that (Ab ∪Ba, Ab ×Ba) is a complete bipartite
graph.

Suppose that (Ab∪Ba, Ab×Ba)∩(Ac∪Bd, Ac×Bd) is not empty for some
bicliques (Ab∪Ba, Ab×Ba) and (Ac∪Bd, Ac×Bd). That is, there are u ∈ Ab∩
Ac and v ∈ Ba∩Bd with (u, v) ∈ Ab×Ba∩Ac×Bd. Since (Ab∪Ba, Ab×Ba)
and (Ac ∪ Bd, Ac × Bd) are bicliques, then Ab = {x ∈ A | (x, v) ∈ I} and
Ac = {x ∈ A | (x, v) ∈ I} because (u, v) ∈ Ab×Ba∩Ac×Bd. Hence Ab = Ac.
Similar, Ba = Bd. Therefore, Ab × Ba = Ac × Bd. Since (V,∅) is biclique,
and G = ∪{Ab | b ∈ M}, M = ∪{Bb | a ∈ G}, then GK is a disjoint union of
the bicliques (Ab ∪Ba, Ab ×Ba), a ∈ G, and (V,∅). It follows GK ∈ R. □

At the end, we note that the class of all lattices of height two is finitely
axiomatizable. This raises the following question: if a class of concept graphs
is a (finitely axiomatizable) universal Horn class, is the class of all their
graph concept lattices also (finitely) axiomatizable?
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