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Abstract

We prove that there is no fpt-algorithm that can approxintatedominating set problem with
any constant ratio, unless FRF¥ W[1]. Our hardness reduction is built on the second author’s
recent W1]-hardness proof of the biclique problem[22]. This yieldromg other things, a proof
without the PCP machinery that the classical dominatingoseiblem has no polynomial time
constant approximation under the exponential time hyzishe

1. Introduction

The dominating set problem, or equivalently the set coveblem, was among the first problems
proved to be NP-hard [20]. Moreover, it has been long knova tihe greedy algorithm achieves an
approximation ratiex In n [19,[30/ 23/ 8, 29]. And after a sequence of papers (e.¢. B4Le 1[10]),
this is proved to be best possible. In particular, Raz andagag] showed that the dominating set
problem cannot be approximated with ratiolog n for some constance € N unless P= NP [28].
Under a stronger assumption NPDTIME (no('°9 log ”)) Feige proved that no approximation within
(1 — ¢)Inn is feasible [16]. Finally Dinur and Steuer established thenes lower bound assuming
only P # NP [10]. However, it is important to note that the approxiimatratioln » is measured in
terms of the size of an input gragh instead ofy(G), i.e., the size of its minimum dominating set. As
a matter of fact, the standard examples for showingdfleg ») greedy lower bound have constant-
size dominating sets. Thus, the size of the greedy soluttansot be bounded by any function of
~v(G). So the question arises whether there is an approximatgoritdm A that always outputs a
dominating set whose size can be boundegpbyG)) - v(G), where the functiorp : N — N is
known as the approximation ratio &f The constructions in[16] 1] indeed show that we can rule out
p(xz) < Inz. To the best of our knowledge, it is not known whether thisrabis tight. For instance,
it is still conceivable that there is a polynomial time aligfom that always outputs a dominating set of
size at mosp2™'? .

Other than looking for approximate solutions, paramegerizomplexity [12[ 17, 27, 18] 9] ap-
proaches the dominating set problem from a different petsfe With the expectation that in practice
we are mostly interested in graphs with relatively small dating sets, algorithms of running time
27(@) . |G|9M) can still be considered efficient. Unfortunately, it turng that the parameterized
dominating set problem is complete for the second level efsitrcalled W-hierarchy [11], and thus
fixed-parameter intractable unless FETW/[2]. So one natural follow-up question is whether the
problem can be approximated in fpt-time. More precisely, aira for an algorithm with running
time f(v(Q)) - |G|°M) which always outputs a dominating set of size at mgs{G)) - v(G). Here,
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f ' N — Nis an arbitrary computable function. The study of paranetdrapproximability was
initiated in [4,6/14]. Compared to the classical polyndrtirae approximation, the area is still in its
very early stage with few known positive and even less negagsults.

Ourresults. We prove that any constant-approximation of the paranesteéominating set problem
is WI[1]-hard.

Theorem 1.1. For any constant: € N there isno fptalgorithm A such that on every input grapi
the algorithmA outputs a dominating set of size at mosty(G), unlessFPT = W/[1] (which implies
that the exponential time hypothesisTH) fails).

In the above statement, clearly we can replace “fpt-aligoritby “polynomial time algorithm,”
thereby obtaining the classical constant-inapproxinitgbdlf the dominating set problem. But let us
mention that our result is not comparable to the classicedioe, even if we restrict ourselves to
polynomial time tractability. The assumption FEATW(1] or ETH is apparently much stronger than
P # NP, and in fact ETH implies N& DTIME (no('°9 '09")) used in aforementioned Feige’s result.
But on the other hand, our lower bound applies even in cagemb&now in advance that a given
graph has no large dominating set.

Corollary 1.2. Let : N — N be a nondecreasing and unbounded computable function. i@ns
the following promise problem.

MIN-DOMINATING -SETg
Instance: A graphG = (V, E) with(G) < B(|V]).
Solution: A dominating setD of G.
Cost: |D|.
Goal: min.

Then there is no polynomial time constant approximatioroatgm for MIN-DOMINATING -SETg,
unlessFPT = W[1].

The proof of Theoreri 111 is crucially built on a recent restdilthe second authof [22] which
shows that the parameterized biclique problem [$Widard. We exploit the gap created in its hardness
reduction (see Sectidn 2.1 for more details). In the knovaofsr of the classical inapproximability
of the dominating set problem, one always needs the PCPeimeiororder to have such a gap, which
makes those proofs highly non-elementary. More imporgaitttan be verified that reductions based
on the PCP theorem produce instances with optimal solubbmslatively large size, e.g., a graph
G = (V,E) with v(G) > [V|®(). This is inevitable, since otherwise we might be able to eolv
every NP-hard problem in subexponential time. As an exanipleis possible to reduce an NP-
hard problem to the approximation of INFDOMINATING-SETg for 3(n) = log log log n, then
by brute-force searching for a minimum dominating set, wee avle to solve the problem in time
nO(ogloglogn) it implies NPC DTIME (n©(0910g10gm)) " Because of this, Corollafy 1.2, and hence
also Theoreri 111, is unlikely provable following the tramtial approach.

Using a result of Chen et.al.][5] the lower bound in Theokefhchn be further sharpened.

Theorem 1.3. AssumeETH holds. Then there iso fpt-algorithm which on every input grap&
outputs a dominating set of size at mds{/log (v(G)) - v(G) for every0 < ¢ < 1.



Related work. The existing literature on the dominating set problem ig.vétie most relevant to
our work is the classical approximation upper and lower losuas explained in the beginning. But as
far as the parameterized setting is concerned, what wasrkigomather limited.

Downey et. al proved that there is additiveapproximation of the the parameterized dominating
set problem[[15]. In the same paper, they also showed thahdependent dominating set problem
has no fpt approximation with any approximation ratio. Rigibeat an independent dominating set is
a dominating set which is an independent set at the same Wiik.this additional requirement, the
problem is no longemonotongi.e., a superset of a solution is not necessarily a solufidus it is
unclear how to reduce the independent dominating set grotiehe dominating set problem by an
approximation-preserving reduction.

In [[7,[18] it is proved under ETH that there is rg/log v(G)-approximation algorithm for the

dominating set problefwith running time20( (&) V(G))d>|G|O(1), wherec andd are some appro-
priate constants. With the additiortojection Game Conjecturdue to [26] and some of its further
strengthening, the authors 6f [7,/18] are able to even ruley(d)“-approximation algorithms with
running time almost doubly exponential in terms)gt+). Clearly, these lower bounds are against far
better approximation ratio than those of Theofenh 1.1 andiémd 1.3, while the drawback is that the
dependence of the running time 90 is not an arbitrary computable function.

The dominating set problem can be understood as a specmlotabe weighted satisfiability
problem of CNF-formulas, in which all literals are positivdhe weighted satisfiability problems
for various fragments of propositional logic formulas, aom@generally circuits, play very important
roles in parameterized complexity. In particular, theyamplete for the W-classes. [n [6] itis shown
that they have no fpt approximation of any possible rati@imdpy using the non-monotoncity of the
problems. Marx strengthened this result significantly Bj [2&y proving that the weighted satisfiability
problem is not fpt approximable for circuits of depth 4 withmegation gates, unless FRTW|2].
Our result can be viewed as an attempt to improve Marx’s résudepth-2 circuits, although at the
moment we are only able to rule out fpt approximations withstant ratio.

Organization of the paper. We fix our notations in Sectidd 2. In the same section we alptaex

the result in[[22] key to our proof. To help readability, wesfiprove that the dominating set problem is
not fpt approximable with ratio smaller tha&r2 in SectiorB. In the case of the clique problem, once
we have inapproximability for a particular constant rati@an be easily improved to any constant by
gap-amplification via graph products. But dominating setgeneral graph products are notoriously
hard to understand (see elg.[[21]). So to prove Thebrem &ctioB[4 presents a modified reduction
which contains a tailor-made graph product. Sediion 5 disesi some consequences of our results.
We conclude in Sectidn 6.

2. Preliminaries

We assume familiarity with basic combinatorial optimipat and parameterized complexity, so we
only introduce those notions and notations central to otpgae. The reader is referred to the standard
textbooks (e.g.,[ ]3] and [12, 17]) for further background.

N andN™ denote the sets of natural numbers (that is, nonnegatiggent) and positive integers,
respectively. For every € N we let[n] := {1,...,n}. Ris the set of real numbers, afit}; :=
{r eR | r> 1}. For a functionf : A — B we can extend it to sets and vectors by definiit§) :=

The papers actually address the set cover problem, whiauisadent to the dominating set problem as mentioned in
the beginning.



{f(z) [z € S}andf(v) := (f(v1), f(v2), -, f(vr)), whereS € Aandv = (vi,va,--- ,vp) €
AF for somek € NT.

GraphsG = (V, E) are always simple, i.e., undirected and without loops anttiphe edges.
Here,V is the vertex set and the edge set, respectively. Thzeof G is |G| := |V| + |E|. A
subsetD C V is adominating sebf G, if for everyv € V eitherv € D or there exists a € D
with {u,v} € E. In the second case, we might say thas dominated by, and this can be easily
generalized ta dominated by a set of vertices. THemination numbery(G) of G is the size of a
smallest dominating set. The classio@himum dominating set problemto find such a dominating
set:

MIN-DOMINATING -SET
Instance: A graphG = (V, E).
Solution: A dominating setD of G.
Cost: |D|.
Goal: min.

The decision version of Mi-DOMINATING -SET has an additional input € N. Thereby, we ask for
a dominating set of size at moktinstead ofy(G). But it is well known that two versions can be
reduced to each other in polynomial time. In parameterizedpexity, we view the inpuk as the
parameter and thus obtain the standard parameterizati@hnofD OMINATING -SET:

p-DOMINATING -SET
Instance: A graphG andk € N.
Parameter: k.
Problem: Decide whethe6 has a dominating set of size at mést

As mentioned in the Introductiom-DOMINATING -SET is complete for the parameterized complex-
ity class W2], the second level of the W-hierarchy. We will need anothgudrtant parameterized
problem, theparameterized clique problem

p-CLIQUE
Instance: A graphG andk € N.
Parameter: k.
Problem: Decide whethets has a clique of size at mokt

which is complete for WW|. Recall that a subsef C V is acliquein G = (V, E), if for every
u,v € S we have eithet, = v or {u,v} € E.

Those W-classes are defined by weighted satisfiability problfor propositional formulas and
circuits. As they will be used only in Secti@h 5, we postpdmeirtdefinition until then.

Parameterized approximability. We follow the general framework of[6]. However, to lessea th
notational burden we restrict our attention to the appraiom of the dominating set problem.

Definition 2.1. Let p : N — R>q. An algorithmA is aparameterized approximation algorithfar
p-DOMINATING -SET with approximation rati if for every graphG andk € N with v(G) < k the
algorithm A computes a dominating sét of G such that

D] < p(k) - k.
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If the running time ofA is bounded byf (k) - |G|°() wheref : N — N is computable, ther is an
fpt approximation algorithm.

One might also define parameterized approximation diréoth1IN-DOMINATING -SET by tak-
ing v(G) as the parameter. The next result shows that essentiadlyetiils to the same notion.

Proposition 2.2([6l, Proposition 5]) Letp : N — R>; be a function such that(k) - k is nondecreas-
ing. Then the following are equivalent.

(1) p-DOMINATING -SET has anfpt approximation algorithm with approximation ratja

(2) There exists a computable functign: N — N and an algorithmA that on every graph
computes a dominating sét of G with | D| < p(7(G)) - v(G) in time g(y(G)) - |G|°W.

The Color-Coding.

Lemma 2.3([2]). For everyn, k € N there is a familyA,, ;. of polynomial time computable functions
from [n] to [k]| such that for every:-element subseX of [n], there is anh € A,, ;; such thath is
injective onX. Moreover,A,, . can be computed in tim@’*) . O,

2.1. The W1]-hardness reduction of the parameterized biclique problem Our starting point is
the following theorem proved in [22] which states that, opubha bipartite graph, it is W[1]-hard to
distinguish whether there existvertices with large number of common neighbors or evemertex
set has small number of common neighbors.

Theorem 2.4([22, Theorem 1.3]) There is a polynomial time algorithr such that for every graph
G with n vertices andk € N with {nk%ﬁ—‘ > (k4 6)! and6 | k£ + 1 the algorithmA constructs a
bipartite graphH = (A U B, F) satisfying:

(1) if G contains a clique of sizk, i.e., K;, C G, then there are vertices inA with at Ieast[nk%lw
common neighbors i;

(2) otherwiseK}, ¢ G, everys vertices inA have at mostk + 1)! common neighbors i,
k
wheres = (5).

In our reductions fromp-CLIQUE to p-DOMINATING-SET, we use the following procedure to
ensure that the instan¢€&’, k) of p-CLIQUE satisfiess | k + 1.

Preprocessing.On input a graptG andk € N7, if 6 does not dividek + 1, let ¥’ be the minimum
integer such that’ > k and6 | ¥’ + 1. We construct a new graph’ by adding a clique withk’ — &
vertices intoG and making every vertex of this clique adjacent to otheneestinG. It is easy to see
thatk’ < k + 5, andG contains a-clique if and only ifG’ contains a’-clique. Then we proceed
with G < G" andk + k.



3. The Casep < 3/2

As the first illustration of how to use the gap created in Tead2.4, we show in this section that
p-DOMINATING -SET cannot be fpt approximated within ratio 3/2. This serves as a stepping stone
to the general constant-inapproximability of the problem.

Theorem 3.1. Letp < 3/2. Then there is népt approximation of the parameterized dominating set
problem achieving ratip unlessFPT = W([1].

Proof : We fix somes,§ e Rwith0 < e < 1,0 <0 < 1/2,and

3/2—19¢
>
14+¢

(1)

Let G be a graph with vertices and: € N a parameter. We set:= (4),

d:= Ef and t:= K% —5> -dl—l/ﬂ .

As a consequence, whérandn are sufficiently large, we have
1 d s 6
st < ed, (5 —5> < ¥d, (k+1)!<20Vd—1, and d< [nF]. )
By Theorem 24 (and the preprocessing) we can compute itinfigt-a bipartite graphly, =
(Ap U By, Ep) such that:
- if K C G, then there are vertices in4y with d common neighbors if;
- if K} ¢ G, then everys vertices inA, have at mostk + 1)! common neighbors if.

Then using the color-coding in Lemrha R.3, again in fpt-time, construct two function families
Ag = A\AOLS andAp := A|B0\,d such that

- for everys-element subseX C Ag there is arh € A4 with A(X) = [s];
- for everyd-element subsét” C By there is amh € Ap with h(Y') = [d].
Define the bipartite grapil = (A(H) U B(H), E(H)) by
A(H) := Ag x Ay x Ap, B(H):= By x As x Ap
E(H) := {{(u, hi, hs), (U,hl,hg)} ‘ u € Ag,v € By, h1 € Ay, ho € A, and{u,v} € Ej }
Moreover, define two colorings : A(H) — [s] andg : B(H) — [d] by
a(u, by, he) == hi(u) and B(v,hy, he) := ha(v).
It is straightforward to verify that

(H1) if K C G, then there are vertices of distinctv-colors in A(H) with d common neighbors of
distinct 5-colors inB(H );

(H2) if Ki, ¢ G, then everys vertices inA(H ) have at mostk + 1)! common neighbors iB(H ).
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Now from H, «, and 3 we construct a new grapfi’ = (V(G'), E(G')) as follows. First, its
vertex set is defined by

V(G') :=B(H) U {z;y |ield}UCUW,
where

C:=A(H)x[f] and W := {wbvj,i

be B(H),iclt],je [s]} .
Moreover,G’ contains the following types of edges.

(E1) {b,V/} € E(G") withb,t/ € B(H), b # b', andS(b) = 5(V') (i.e., all vertices inB(H ) with
the same color undet form a clique inG’).

(E2) Letb € B(H) andc := (b). Then{x.,b},{y., b} € E(G).

(E3) Letb,t/ € B(H) with 3(b) = B(¥') andb # V. Then{w, ;;,b'} € E(G') for everyi € [t]
andj € [s].

(E4) {(a,i),w;;} € E(G') for every{a,b} € E(H), j = a(a) andi € [t].
(E5) Leta,d’ € A(H) with a # o’ andi € [t]. Then{(a,?), (¢,i)} € E(G").
To ease presentation, for every [d] we set
B, = {b € B(H) ! B(b) = c} UA{xe, Yet-
Claim 1.1f D is a dominating set o', thenD N B, # () for everyc € [d].
Proof of the claimWe observe that every. is only adjacent to vertices iB.. -

Claim 2.1f G contains &:-clique, thery(G’) < (1 + ¢)d.

Proof of the claim.By (H1) the bipartite graplif has ak 4 biclique K with a(A(H) N K) = [s]
andgB(B(H)N K) = [d]. Itis then easy to verify that

(B(H)NK) U ((A(H)NK) x [t])
is a dominating set of’, whose size ig + s - t < (1 + ¢)d by @). =

Claim 3.If G contains ndk-clique, then every-vertex set ofd(H) has at mostk + 1)! < 26v/d — 1
common neighbors & (H).

Claim 4.1f GG contains ndk-clique, then
A (@) > (g _ 5) d

Proof of the claim.Let D be a dominating set of’. By Claim 1 we haveD N B. # () for every
c € [d]. Define

e = ‘{ce d] | |DN B > 2}(.
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If e > (1/2—0)-dthen|D| > d+e > (3/2—0)-dand we are done.

So let us considee < (1/2 — §) - d and without loss of generalityD N B.| = 1 for every
¢ < (1/2 4+ 6) - d. Fix such ac and assumé® N B, = {b.}. Recallz,y. € V(G’) are not adjacent
to any vertex outsidé3., and there is no edge between them, thuss B. \ {z.,y.} = {b IS
B(H) | a(b) = c}. Let

Wy = {Wbc,j,z‘

i€lt],j€[s], ande < (1/2+5)-d} C W

(E3) implies that everyw,, ;; € Wy is not dominated by any vertex iR N Uce[d} B.. Therefore, it
has to be dominated by or includedfihn (C' U V).

If |DnN Wi > (1/2 —9) - d, then again we are done. So supp®en W;| < (1/2 — ) - d.
Without loss of generality let

W2 = {wbc,jﬂ-

i€lt],je[s],andc < 25d} cw
and assumé&l’; N D = (). ThusW, has to be dominated b N C'. For later purpose, let
Y = {bc ‘ c< 25d}.

Obviously,|Y| > 26d — 1.

Again we only need to consider the cagen C| < (1/2 — 9) - d. RecallC = A(H) x [t]. Thus
there is an € [t] such that

D (A x )| < (% _5> . %
LetX := {a € A(H) | (a,i) € D}, and in particular| X| < (1/2 —§) - d/t. SinceW; is dominated
by D N C, we have for alb € Y and; € [s] there exists1 € X such that{(a, i), w;;} € E(G'),
which means thafa, b} € E(H) anda(a) = j. It follows that in the grapti every vertex oft” has
at leasts neighbors inX. Recall that(1/2 — §) - d/t < %/d by (2). There are at mostd different
types ofs-vertex sets inX, i.e.,

()] = (0221 < (va) - va
S S
By the pigeonhole principle, there exists awertex set ofX C A(H) having at leastY'|/v/d >
20+/d — 1 common neighbors i C B(H), which contradicts Claim 3. .
Claim 2 and Claim 4 indeed imply that there is an fpt-reducfimm the clique problem to the
dominating set problem which creates a gap great than
3/2—96
1+e

So if there is ap-approximation of the dominating set problem, by (1) we cagide the clique
problem in fpt time. O



4. The Constant-Inapproximbility of p-DOMINATING -SET
Theoren 11l is a fairly direct consequence of the followimgprem.

Theorem 4.1(Main). There is an algorithmA such that on input a graplr, & > 3, andc € N the
algorithm A computes a graply. such that

() if K C G, theny(G.) < 1.1-d5
(i) if Ky ¢ G, theny(G,) > ¢-d°/3,

whered = (30 - ¢? - (k + 1)2)4'ka+3c. Moreover the running time & is bounded by (, c) - |G|°(®)
for a computable functiorf : N x N — N,

Proof of Theorend 1]3: Suppose for some > 0 there is an fpt-algorithm\ (G) which outputs a
dominating set foiG of size at most**/log (v(G)) - v(G). Of course we can further assume that
e < 1. Then on input a grapty andk € N, let

NS ’Vkl—a/S—‘ =o(k) and d:= (30 2k + 1)2)4'133—‘1-30'

We have X
*/log (1.1 -d°) = O ( /e k3 - log k) =0 <k4_+5) = o(c).
By Theoreni 4.1, we can construct a graghwith properties (i) and (i) in time
f(k,e) - 1G1% = (k) - |G|°®)

for an appropriate computable functibn N — N. Thus,G contains a clique of sizk if and only if
A(G,) returns a dominating set of size at most

1.1-d° *%/log (1.1 -d¢) = o(c-d°) < ‘ '3d ,

where the inequality holds for sufficiently large(and hence sufficiently large- d¢).

Therefore we can determine wheth@rcontains a-clique in timeg(k) - |G|°*) for some com-
putableg : N — N. This contradicts a result in Chen et.al. [5, Theorem 4.4fenrETH. O

4.1. Proof of Theoren[4.1L. We start by showing a variant of Theor€m]|2.4.

Theorem 4.2. Let A € NT be a constant and : N — N* a computable function. Then there is an
fpt-algorithm that on input a grapld: and a parametek € N with 6 | £ + 1 constructs a bipartite
graph H = (A(H) U B(H), E(H)) together with two colorings

a:A(H) — [As] and [ : B(H) — [d(k)]
such that:

(H1) if K, C G, thenthere aré\s vertices of distinctv-colors in A(H ) with d(k) common neighbors
of distinct3-colors in B(H );

(H2) if K ¢ G, then everyA(s — 1) + 1 vertices inA(H ) have at mostk + 1)! common neighbors
in B(H),



wheres = (£).

Proof : Let G be a graph with vertices and: € N. Assume without loss of generality
{nk%ﬂ > (k+6)! and {nk%lw > d(k).

By Theoren 2} we can construct in polynomial time a bipamjtaphH, = (A U By, Fy) such
that fors := (%):

— if Kj C G, then there are vertices inAy with at leastd(k) common neighbors if3;

— if K} ¢ G, then everys vertices inA, have at mostk + 1)! common neighbors i.
Define
Ay == A x [A], By := By, andEy := {{(u,i),v} | (u,i) € Ag x [A], v € By, and{u,v} € Ep}.
It is easy to verify that in the bipartite grapghl; U By, E)

— if Kj C G, then there aré\s vertices inA; with at leastd(k) common neighbors ifs;

— if K, ¢ G, then everyA(s — 1) + 1 vertices inA4; have at mostk + 1)! common neighbors in
B;.

Applying Lemmd 2.B on
(n < |Ai|,k < As) and (n < |Bi],k + d(k))
we obtain two function families\4 = A4, as @andAp = A ) With the stated properties.
Finally the desired bipartite graph is defined by((A1 w Aa x Ap) U (B1 x Aa x Ap), E)) with
E = {{(’u,, hl,hg), (v,hl,hg)} ‘ u€ Ay, v € By, h € Ay, ho € Ap, and{u,v} S El}

and the colorings
a(u, h1, hg) = hl(u) and ,8(2}, hi1, hg) = hg(’u). O

Setting the parameters.Let A := 2. Recall thatc > 3, s = (’;) > 3, andc € Nt. We first define
d:=d(k) = (30 ¢ (k+1)2)"
It is easy to check that:
() d27% >c-s° (: c- ('2“)0)
(i) d> (3(k+ 1))

(i) d> (10As-c2)*,
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Then let

ti=c-d s B €)
From (ii), (i), and [3) we conclude
c 2s
Asct < 0.1 -d°, C?j < *Nd, and(k+1)! < \/a. (4)
Moreover by (i) andA = 2 we have
- d°+ cA°sCdcTE e < 2A°dC. (5)

Construction of G.. We invoke Theoreni 412 to obtaif = (A U B, E), a, and3. Then we
construct a new grapfi. = (V(G.), E(G.)) as follows. First, the vertex set 6f, is given by

V(G) = |Jwucuow,
ield]c

where
Vi:={ve B°|B(v)=i} foreveryiec [d,

C:=Ax]|[x][t], and W := {'wVJJ‘ ‘ v € Vj for somei € [d], ] € [As]®andi € [t]}.
Moreover,G,. contains the following types of edges.
(E1) Foreach € [d]¢, V; forms a clique.
(E2) Leti € [d]° andv,V € Vi. Iffor all £ € [c] we havev(() # V' (¢) then{wy;;,V'} € E(G.) for
everyi € [t] and j € [As]°.
(E3) Leti € [t]. Then{(u, ,i),wy;} € E(G.) if {u,v(¢)} € E and j(£) = a(u).
(E4) Letu,u’ € A(H) withu # o/, £ € [c], andi € [t]. Then{(u,(,i), (v, (,i)} € E(G.).
Theoreni 4.1 then follows from the completeness and the smasdof this reduction.
Lemma 4.3(Completeness)If G containsk-clique, theny(G.) < 1.1d°.
Lemma 4.4(Soundness)If G contains ndk-clique theny(G.) > ¢ - d¢/3.

We first show the easier completeness.

Proof of Lemma&4]3:By (H1) in Theoreni 42, if7 contains a subgraph isomorphic &g., then the
bipartite graphH has ak s ; 4-subgraphi such thaiv(A N K) = [As] andf(B N K) = [d]. Let

D:=(BNK)°U ((ANK) x [ x [t]).

Obviously,|D| = d° 4+ Asct < 1.1 - d° by (4). And (E1) and (E4) imply thab dominates every
vertex inC and every vertex it¥; for all i € [d]°.

To see thatD also dominatedV, let wyj,; be a vertex ini¥. First consider the case where
V(¢) ¢ BN K forall ¢ € [¢]. SinceB((B N K)°) = [d]°, there exists a verteX € (B N K)° with
B(V) = B(v) andv(¢) # vV (¢) for all £ € [c]. Thenwy; is dominated by because of (E2).

Otherwise assumeg(¢) € B N K for somel € [, thenAN K C NP(v(¢) = {u €
A | {u,v(0)} € E}. There exists a vertex € A N K such thatv(u) = j(¢) and{v(¢),u} € E. By
(E3),wy,; is adjacent tdu, £, 7). O

Here, we assumé’~ 725 is an integer. Otherwise, ldt« d>2* which maintains (i)— (iii).
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4.2. Soundness.

Lemma 4.5. Suppose;, A,t € NT andA < t. LetV C [t]°. If there exists a functiofl : V' — [¢]
such that for all € [¢] we have

‘{V(z’) \veVande(v):z‘}‘ <t-—A, (6)
then|V| < t¢— A“.

Proof : Whenc = 1, we havelV| < t — A by (). Suppose the lemma holds foK n and consider
c=n+ 1. GivenV C [t]"*! andd, let

Cry1:={V(n+1) |ve Vandf(v) =n+1}.

By ), |Cri1]| < t—A.If |Cppa| < t—A, we add(t— A—|Ch41]) arbitrary integers fronft]\ Cy, 11
to Cp,+1. Sowe haveC,,11| =t — A. Let A := {v cV \ vin+1) € C’n+1} andB :=V \ A. It
follows that

Al < (t— Ay, (7)

‘{v(n+1) |ve B}‘ < A, andf(v) € [c— 1] forv € B. Let

V= {(U17U27"' ,’Un) | El’[)n+1 € [t]7(U17U27"' >UTL>UTL+1) € B}

We define a functio®’ : V/ — [¢ — 1] as follows. For alV € V’, choosev € B with the minimum
v(c) such that for ali € [¢ — 1] it holdsV/(7) = v(i). By the definition ofl”’, such a» must exist, and

we letd’ (V') := 6(v). By (6), ‘{\/(i) |V e V' andd' (V) = z}‘ <t—Aforalli € [c — 1]. Applying
the induction hypothesis, we gat’| <t~ — A°~L. Obviously,

|B| < AV'| < At°7h — A, (8)
From (7) and[(B), we deduce thaf| = |A| + |B| < (t — A)tc= 1+ Ate=l — A < g€ — AC, O

We are now ready to prove the soundness of our reduction.
Proof of Lemm&4]4:Let D be a dominating set d@f.. Define

= ({i €ld°||1DNVi| > c+ 1}(.
If a > d¢/3,then|D| > (¢ + 1)a > c¢- d°/3 and we are done.
So let us considet < d¢/3. Thus, the set
I:= {i € [d]° | |D N Vi Sc}

has sizeI| > 2d°/3. Leti € I and assume thaD N Vi = {vi,vy,..., V. } for somec < c. We
define av; € Vj as follows. If¢ = 0, we choose an arbitrary ViE Otherwise, let

ve(¢) forall? e [];
vi(f) = ) , <)
vi(¢) foralld <t <e.

3Since the coloring? is obtained by the color-coding used in the proof of Thedie?h #r everyb € [d] it holds that
{v € B | B(v) =b} # 0, henceVi # (.
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Obviously,8(vi) = i.
(E2) implies that for every € [As] and everyi; € [t], the vertexwy, j; iS not dominated by

D N Vi. Observe that, ; ; cannot be dominated by oth&rn Vi with i’ # i either, by (E2) and (E3).
Therefore every vertex in the set

Wy = {wyj; |1 €1,je[As] andi € [t]}
is not dominated byD N Uie[d]c Vi. As a consequencé}; has to be dominated by or included in
DN (Cuw).

If |DNWi| > ¢-d°/3, then again we are done. So supp®Ben W;| < ¢-d°/3 and let
Wy := Wi \ D. It follows that W, has to be dominated b N C. Once again we only need to
consider the casg N C| < ¢- d°/3, and hence there is ahe [t] such that

‘Dﬂ(Ax [c] x{i’})‘ <o

R ©)

Then we define
Z = {va e Wy | 1= i/} = {wvhm-/ | iel,je [AS]C, andwvid-v,-/ §7§ D}

SoZ has to be dominated b N C, and in particular those vertices of the fofm ¢,i') € DN C.
Moreover,
|Z| > AsC|I| — | DN Wq| > AsC|I| — ¢~ d°/3. (20)

Our next step is to upper bound|. To that end, let
X :={ue Al (ui) e Dforsomel € [d}.
ThusZ is dominated by those verticés, ¢,i') with « € X. And by (9)

c-d°

X < :
3t

Set
Y = {v eB ‘ INF ()N X| > Ads — 1)}.

Recall thate-d°/(3t) < *4/d by @). HenceX has at most/d different subsets of sizA(s —1) +1,

X
a1y )| s <o < va

We should have
1,1
2 ' 2s
3 )
where the second inequality is By (4). Otherwise, by theqmigele principle, there exists(a (s —
1)+ 1)-vertex set ofX C A(H) having atleasfy’|/v/d > (k+1)! common neighbors it C B(H).
However, ifG contains nok-clique, then by (H2) everyA(s — 1) + 1)-vertex set ofA(H) has at
most(k + 1)! common neighbors if3(H ), and we obtain a contradiction.

yngx/E-(kH)!gd (11)
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Let

7 Zz{wv,j,i’ cZ | there exists aifi € [c] with v(¢) € Y} (Q Z>

i€1,je[As] wyj» ¢ D,and there exists ahe [c] with vi(¢) € Y}
i€l,je[As] wyj» ¢ D, andvi(¢) ¢ Y forall ¢ € [c]}.

:{wVi ,j,il
and  Zy:=Z\ Z1 = {wy

Moreover, letl; := {i € I | there exists a, j » € Z;}. From the definition, we can deduce that
for all i € I; there exists a#l € [¢| such thai(¢) € B(Y).
Then|I;| < ¢|Y|d°~! and hence
|Z1] < |I1|A%sC < ¢|Y]dS™ L ACsE,

To estimatg Z,|, let us fix ani € I and thus fix the tuple; € B¢, and consider the set

Ji = {j S [AS]C | Wy, j,i! € ZQ}.

Recall thatZ is dominated by those verticés, ¢, ") with u € X, so for everyj € J; the vertexwy, j ;
is adjacent to someu, ¢,4’) in the dominating seb with « € X. Moreover, for every € [c], in the
original graphH the vertexvi(¢) € B has at mosf\(s — 1) neighbors inX, by the fact that;(¢) ¢ Y
and our definition of the sét.

Define a functiond : J; — [As] such that for eachj € J;, if wyj is adjacent to a vertex
(u,?,i") € D with u € X, thenf(j) = ¢. As argued above, such(a, ¢,i") must exist, and if there
are more than one such, choose an arbitrary one.

Let j € Ji and/ := 6(j). By (E3), in the graphH the vertexv;(¢) is adjacent to some vertex
u € X with o(u) = j(¢). It follows that for eacl? € [¢] we have

‘{ j(0) | j € Jiandd(j) = é}‘ < ‘{a(u) | u € X adjacent tcvi(é)}‘ < A(s—1).

Applying Lemmd4.b, we obtain
|Ji] < A%s¢ — A“.

Then
|| = S| < 1I(A%S° — A,
icl
By (I0) and the definition of; andZ,, we should have
ASCI| —c-d°/3 < |Z| = |Z1| + | Za| < |V |d“ T ACSE + |T|(ACsC — A°).

That is,
c-d°/3 4 c|Y]dT A% > AC|I| > 2A°d°/3.

Combined with[(1ll), we have
c-d°+ cAcscdc_%Jr% > 2A°d°,

which contradicts the equationl (5). O

14



5. Some Consequences

Proof of Corollary[I.2: Letc € N*, and assume that is a polynomial time algorithm which on
input a graphG = (V, E) with v(G) < B(|V]) outputs a dominating s€? with |D| < ¢ - v(G).
Without loss of generality, we further assume that gidex k& < n it can be tested in time©(})

whetherk > ¢ - B(n).
Now let G be an arbitrary graph. We first simulateon ¢, and there are three possible outcomes

of A.
— A does not output a dominating set. Then we knd@) > 3(|V|). So in time
20(VI) < 908~ ((G))

we can exhaustively search for a minimum dominating/seff G.

— A outputs a dominating sd€?, with |Dy| > ¢ - B(|V]). We claim that again/(G) > 5(|V]).
Otherwise, the algorithmh would have behaved correctly with

[Do| < ¢-4(G) < c-B(VI).
So we do the same brute-force search as above.
— A outputs a dominating s with |Dy| < ¢- B(|V]). If |Dg| > ¢ - v(G), then
¢ B(IVI) = Dol > ¢-4(G), ie, B(IV]) >~(G),
which contradicts our assumption far Hence,|Dy| < ¢ - v(G) and we can outpub := Dj.

To summarize, we can compute a dominatingi3etith |D| < c-~(G) intime f(y(G)) - |G|°™ for
some computablg : N — N. This is a contradiction to Theordm 1L..1. O

Now we come to the approximability of the monotone circutts$ebility problem.

MONOTONECIRCUIT-SATISFIABILITY
Instance: A monotone circuitC'.
Solution: A satisfying assignment of C'.

Cost:  The weight of|.S|.
Goal: min.

Recall that a Boolean circui@’ is monotoneif it contains no negation gates; and thiveight of an
assignment is the number of inputs assignet to

As mentioned in the Introduction, Marx showed|[25] thabNOTONE- CIRCUIT-SATISFIABILITY
has no fpt approximation with any ratiofor circuits of depth 4, unless FPF¥ W[2].

Corollary 5.1. Assumé-PT # W[1]. ThenMONOTONECIRCUIT-SATISFIABILITY has no constant
fpt approximation for circuits of depth 2.

Proof : This is an immediate consequence of Thedrem 1.1 and thefatiovell-known approximation-
preserving reduction from INOTONECIRCUIT-SATISFIABILITY to MIN-DOMINATING-SET. Let
G = (V, E) be a graph. We define a circuit

ce)=AN V Xu

veV {uw}eE
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There is a one-one correspondence between a dominatimysef sizek and a satisfying assignment
of C(G) of weightk. O

Remark 5.2. Of course the constant ratio in Corolléry]5.1 can be impra@mbrding to Theoreimn 1.3.

6. Conclusions

We have shown thai-DOMINATING -SET hasno fpt approximation with any constant ratio, and in
fact with a ratio slightly super-constant. The immediatesiion is whether the problem has fpt
approximation witrsomeratiop : N — N, e.g.,p(k) = 22" We tend to believe that it is not the case.

Our proof does not rely on the deep PCP theorem, instead lbiexthe gap created in the \W-
hardness proof of the parameterized biclique problein ih [22he same paper, the second author has
already proved some inapproximability result which wasvghby the PCP theorem before. Except
for the derandomization using algebraic geometry in [28]ptoofs are mostly elementary. Of course
we are working under some stronger assumptions, i.e., EXTHF®T # WI[1]. It remains to be
seen whether we can take full advantage of such assumptigreve lower bounds matching those
classical ones or even improve them as in Coroflary 1.2.

Acknowledgement. We thank Edouard Bonnet for pointing out a mistake in an eaviersion of the
paper.
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