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Abstract

We prove that there is no fpt-algorithm that can approximatethe dominating set problem with
any constant ratio, unless FPT= W[1]. Our hardness reduction is built on the second author’s
recent W[1]-hardness proof of the biclique problem [22]. This yields, among other things, a proof
without the PCP machinery that the classical dominating setproblem has no polynomial time
constant approximation under the exponential time hypothesis.

1. Introduction

The dominating set problem, or equivalently the set cover problem, was among the first problems
proved to be NP-hard [20]. Moreover, it has been long known that the greedy algorithm achieves an
approximation ratio≈ lnn [19, 30, 23, 8, 29]. And after a sequence of papers (e.g. [24, 28, 16, 1, 10]),
this is proved to be best possible. In particular, Raz and Safra [28] showed that the dominating set
problem cannot be approximated with ratioc · log n for some constancec ∈ N unless P= NP [28].
Under a stronger assumption NP6⊆ DTIME

(

nO(log log n)
)

Feige proved that no approximation within
(1 − ε) ln n is feasible [16]. Finally Dinur and Steuer established the same lower bound assuming
only P 6= NP [10]. However, it is important to note that the approximation ratio lnn is measured in
terms of the size of an input graphG, instead ofγ(G), i.e., the size of its minimum dominating set. As
a matter of fact, the standard examples for showing theΘ(log n) greedy lower bound have constant-
size dominating sets. Thus, the size of the greedy solutionscannot be bounded by any function of
γ(G). So the question arises whether there is an approximation algorithmA that always outputs a
dominating set whose size can be bounded byρ(γ(G)) · γ(G), where the functionρ : N → N is
known as the approximation ratio ofA. The constructions in [16, 1] indeed show that we can rule out
ρ(x) ≤ lnx. To the best of our knowledge, it is not known whether this bound is tight. For instance,
it is still conceivable that there is a polynomial time algorithm that always outputs a dominating set of
size at most22

γ(G)
.

Other than looking for approximate solutions, parameterized complexity [12, 17, 27, 13, 9] ap-
proaches the dominating set problem from a different perspective. With the expectation that in practice
we are mostly interested in graphs with relatively small dominating sets, algorithms of running time
2γ(G) · |G|O(1) can still be considered efficient. Unfortunately, it turns out that the parameterized
dominating set problem is complete for the second level of the so-called W-hierarchy [11], and thus
fixed-parameter intractable unless FPT= W[2]. So one natural follow-up question is whether the
problem can be approximated in fpt-time. More precisely, weaim for an algorithm with running
time f(γ(G)) · |G|O(1) which always outputs a dominating set of size at mostρ(γ(G)) · γ(G). Here,
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f : N → N is an arbitrary computable function. The study of parameterized approximability was
initiated in [4, 6, 14]. Compared to the classical polynomial time approximation, the area is still in its
very early stage with few known positive and even less negative results.

Our results. We prove that any constant-approximation of the parameterized dominating set problem
is W[1]-hard.

Theorem 1.1. For any constantc ∈ N there isno fpt-algorithmA such that on every input graphG
the algorithmA outputs a dominating set of size at mostc · γ(G), unlessFPT= W[1] (which implies
that the exponential time hypothesis (ETH) fails).

In the above statement, clearly we can replace “fpt-algorithm” by “polynomial time algorithm,”
thereby obtaining the classical constant-inapproximability of the dominating set problem. But let us
mention that our result is not comparable to the classical version, even if we restrict ourselves to
polynomial time tractability. The assumption FPT6= W[1] or ETH is apparently much stronger than
P 6= NP, and in fact ETH implies NP6⊆ DTIME

(

nO(log logn)
)

used in aforementioned Feige’s result.
But on the other hand, our lower bound applies even in case that we know in advance that a given
graph has no large dominating set.

Corollary 1.2. Let β : N → N be a nondecreasing and unbounded computable function. Consider
the following promise problem.

M IN-DOMINATING -SETβ

Instance: A graphG = (V,E) with γ(G) ≤ β(|V |).
Solution: A dominating setD of G.

Cost: |D|.
Goal: min.

Then there is no polynomial time constant approximation algorithm for M IN-DOMINATING -SETβ,
unlessFPT= W[1].

The proof of Theorem 1.1 is crucially built on a recent resultof the second author [22] which
shows that the parameterized biclique problem is W[1]-hard. We exploit the gap created in its hardness
reduction (see Section 2.1 for more details). In the known proofs of the classical inapproximability
of the dominating set problem, one always needs the PCP theorem in order to have such a gap, which
makes those proofs highly non-elementary. More importantly, it can be verified that reductions based
on the PCP theorem produce instances with optimal solutionsof relatively large size, e.g., a graph
G = (V,E) with γ(G) ≥ |V |Θ(1). This is inevitable, since otherwise we might be able to solve
every NP-hard problem in subexponential time. As an example, if it is possible to reduce an NP-
hard problem to the approximation of MIN-DOMINATING -SETβ for β(n) = log log log n, then
by brute-force searching for a minimum dominating set, we are able to solve the problem in time
nO(log log logn). It implies NP⊆ DTIME

(

nO(log log logn)
)

. Because of this, Corollary 1.2, and hence
also Theorem 1.1, is unlikely provable following the traditional approach.

Using a result of Chen et.al. [5] the lower bound in Theorem 1.1 can be further sharpened.

Theorem 1.3. AssumeETH holds. Then there isno fpt-algorithm which on every input graphG
outputs a dominating set of size at most4+ε

√

log (γ(G)) · γ(G) for every0 < ε < 1.
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Related work. The existing literature on the dominating set problem is vast. The most relevant to
our work is the classical approximation upper and lower bounds as explained in the beginning. But as
far as the parameterized setting is concerned, what was known is rather limited.

Downey et. al proved that there is noadditiveapproximation of the the parameterized dominating
set problem [15]. In the same paper, they also showed that theindependent dominating set problem
has no fpt approximation with any approximation ratio. Recall that an independent dominating set is
a dominating set which is an independent set at the same time.With this additional requirement, the
problem is no longermonotone, i.e., a superset of a solution is not necessarily a solution. Thus it is
unclear how to reduce the independent dominating set problem to the dominating set problem by an
approximation-preserving reduction.

In [7, 18] it is proved under ETH that there is noc
√

log γ(G)-approximation algorithm for the

dominating set problem1 with running time2O(γ(G)(log γ(G))d )|G|O(1), wherec andd are some appro-
priate constants. With the additionalProjection Game Conjecturedue to [26] and some of its further
strengthening, the authors of [7, 18] are able to even rule out γ(G)c-approximation algorithms with
running time almost doubly exponential in terms ofγ(G). Clearly, these lower bounds are against far
better approximation ratio than those of Theorem 1.1 and Theorem 1.3, while the drawback is that the
dependence of the running time onγ(G) is not an arbitrary computable function.

The dominating set problem can be understood as a special case of the weighted satisfiability
problem of CNF-formulas, in which all literals are positive. The weighted satisfiability problems
for various fragments of propositional logic formulas, or more generally circuits, play very important
roles in parameterized complexity. In particular, they arecomplete for the W-classes. In [6] it is shown
that they have no fpt approximation of any possible ratio, again by using the non-monotoncity of the
problems. Marx strengthened this result significantly in [25] by proving that the weighted satisfiability
problem is not fpt approximable for circuits of depth 4 without negation gates, unless FPT= W[2].
Our result can be viewed as an attempt to improve Marx’s result to depth-2 circuits, although at the
moment we are only able to rule out fpt approximations with constant ratio.

Organization of the paper. We fix our notations in Section 2. In the same section we also explain
the result in [22] key to our proof. To help readability, we first prove that the dominating set problem is
not fpt approximable with ratio smaller than3/2 in Section 3. In the case of the clique problem, once
we have inapproximability for a particular constant ratio,it can be easily improved to any constant by
gap-amplification via graph products. But dominating sets for general graph products are notoriously
hard to understand (see e.g. [21]). So to prove Theorem 1.1, Section 4 presents a modified reduction
which contains a tailor-made graph product. Section 5 discusses some consequences of our results.
We conclude in Section 6.

2. Preliminaries

We assume familiarity with basic combinatorial optimizations and parameterized complexity, so we
only introduce those notions and notations central to our purpose. 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, nonnegative integers) and positive integers,
respectively. For everyn ∈ N we let [n] := {1, . . . , n}. R is the set of real numbers, andR≥1 :=
{

r ∈ R
∣

∣ r ≥ 1
}

. For a functionf : A→ B we can extend it to sets and vectors by definingf(S) :=

1The papers actually address the set cover problem, which is equivalent to the dominating set problem as mentioned in
the beginning.
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{f(x) | x ∈ S} andf(v) :=
(

f(v1), f(v2), · · · , f(vk)
)

, whereS ⊆ A andv = (v1, v2, · · · , vk) ∈
Ak for somek ∈ N+.

GraphsG = (V,E) are always simple, i.e., undirected and without loops and multiple edges.
Here,V is the vertex set andE the edge set, respectively. Thesizeof G is |G| := |V | + |E|. A
subsetD ⊆ V is a dominating setof G, if for every v ∈ V eitherv ∈ D or there exists au ∈ D
with {u, v} ∈ E. In the second case, we might say thatv is dominated byu, and this can be easily
generalized tov dominated by a set of vertices. Thedomination numberγ(G) of G is the size of a
smallest dominating set. The classicalminimum dominating set problemis to find such a dominating
set:

M IN-DOMINATING -SET

Instance: A graphG = (V,E).
Solution: A dominating setD of G.

Cost: |D|.
Goal: min.

The decision version of MIN-DOMINATING -SET has an additional inputk ∈ N. Thereby, we ask for
a dominating set of size at mostk instead ofγ(G). But it is well known that two versions can be
reduced to each other in polynomial time. In parameterized complexity, we view the inputk as the
parameter and thus obtain the standard parameterization ofM IN-DOMINATING -SET:

p-DOMINATING -SET

Instance: A graphG andk ∈ N.
Parameter: k.

Problem: Decide whetherG has a dominating set of size at mostk.

As mentioned in the Introduction,p-DOMINATING -SET is complete for the parameterized complex-
ity class W[2], the second level of the W-hierarchy. We will need another important parameterized
problem, theparameterized clique problem

p-CLIQUE

Instance: A graphG andk ∈ N.
Parameter: k.

Problem: Decide whetherG has a clique of size at mostk.

which is complete for W[1]. Recall that a subsetS ⊆ V is a clique in G = (V,E), if for every
u, v ∈ S we have eitheru = v or {u, v} ∈ E.

Those W-classes are defined by weighted satisfiability problems for propositional formulas and
circuits. As they will be used only in Section 5, we postpone their definition until then.

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

Definition 2.1. Let ρ : N → R≥1. An algorithmA is aparameterized approximation algorithmfor
p-DOMINATING -SET with approximation ratioρ if for every graphG andk ∈ N with γ(G) ≤ k the
algorithmA computes a dominating setD of G such that

|D| ≤ ρ(k) · k.

4



If the running time ofA is bounded byf(k) · |G|O(1) wheref : N → N is computable, thenA is an
fpt approximation algorithm.

One might also define parameterized approximation directlyfor M IN-DOMINATING -SET by tak-
ing γ(G) as the parameter. The next result shows that essentially this leads to the same notion.

Proposition 2.2([6, Proposition 5]). Letρ : N→ R≥1 be a function such thatρ(k) · k is nondecreas-
ing. Then the following are equivalent.

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

(2) There exists a computable functiong : N → N and an algorithmA that on every graphG
computes a dominating setD ofG with |D| ≤ ρ(γ(G)) · γ(G) in timeg(γ(G)) · |G|O(1).

The Color-Coding.

Lemma 2.3([2]). For everyn, k ∈ N there is a familyΛn,k of polynomial time computable functions
from [n] to [k] such that for everyk-element subsetX of [n], there is anh ∈ Λn,k such thath is
injective onX. Moreover,Λn,k can be computed in time2O(k) · nO(1).

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

Theorem 2.4([22, Theorem 1.3]). There is a polynomial time algorithmA such that for every graph

G with n vertices andk ∈ N with
⌈

n
6

k+6

⌉

> (k + 6)! and6 | k + 1 the algorithmA constructs a

bipartite graphH = (A ∪̇ B,E) satisfying:

(1) if G contains a clique of sizek, i.e.,Kk ⊆ G, then there ares vertices inA with at least
⌈

n
6

k+1

⌉

common neighbors inB;

(2) otherwiseKk * G, everys vertices inA have at most(k + 1)! common neighbors inB,

wheres =
(

k
2

)

.

In our reductions fromp-CLIQUE to p-DOMINATING -SET, we use the following procedure to
ensure that the instance(G, k) of p-CLIQUE satisfies6 | k + 1.

Preprocessing.On input a graphG andk ∈ N+, if 6 does not dividek + 1, let k′ be the minimum
integer such thatk′ ≥ k and6 | k′ + 1. We construct a new graphG′ by adding a clique withk′ − k
vertices intoG and making every vertex of this clique adjacent to other vertices inG. It is easy to see
thatk′ ≤ k + 5, andG contains ak-clique if and only ifG′ contains ak′-clique. Then we proceed
with G← G′ andk ← k′.
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3. The Caseρ < 3/2

As the first illustration of how to use the gap created in Theorem 2.4, 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. Let ρ < 3/2. Then there is nofpt approximation of the parameterized dominating set
problem achieving ratioρ unlessFPT= W[1].

Proof : We fix someε, δ ∈ R with 0 < ε < 1, 0 < δ < 1/2, and

3/2 − δ

1 + ε
> ρ. (1)

LetG be a graph withn vertices andk ∈ N a parameter. We sets :=
(k
2

)

,

d :=
⌈s

ε

⌉2s
, and t :=

⌈(

1

2
− δ

)

· d1−1/2s

⌉

.

As a consequence, whenk andn are sufficiently large, we have

st < εd,

(

1

2
− δ

)

· d
t
≤ 2s
√
d, (k + 1)! < 2δ

√
d− 1, and d ≤ ⌈n 6

k+1 ⌉. (2)

By Theorem 2.4 (and the preprocessing) we can compute in fpt-time a bipartite graphH0 =
(A0 ∪̇ B0, E0) such that:

- if Kk ⊆ G, then there ares vertices inA0 with d common neighbors inB0;

- if Kk * G, then everys vertices inA0 have at most(k + 1)! common neighbors inB0.

Then using the color-coding in Lemma 2.3, again in fpt-time,we construct two function families
ΛA := Λ|A0|,s andΛB := Λ|B0|,d such that

- for everys-element subsetX ⊆ A0 there is anh ∈ ΛA with h(X) = [s];

- for everyd-element subsetY ⊆ B0 there is anh ∈ ΛB with h(Y ) = [d].

Define the bipartite graphH =
(

A(H) ∪̇ B(H), E(H)
)

by

A(H) := A0 × ΛA × ΛB , B(H) := B0 × ΛA × ΛB

E(H) :=
{

{

(u, h1, h2), (v, h1, h2)
}

∣

∣

∣
u ∈ A0, v ∈ B0, h1 ∈ ΛA, h2 ∈ ΛB , and{u, v} ∈ E0

}

.

Moreover, define two coloringsα : A(H)→ [s] andβ : B(H)→ [d] by

α(u, h1, h2) := h1(u) and β(v, h1, h2) := h2(v).

It is straightforward to verify that

(H1) if Kk ⊆ G, then there ares vertices of distinctα-colors inA(H) with d common neighbors of
distinctβ-colors inB(H);

(H2) if Kk * G, then everys vertices inA(H) have at most(k + 1)! common neighbors inB(H).
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Now from H, α, andβ we construct a new graphG′ =
(

V (G′), E(G′)
)

as follows. First, its
vertex set is defined by

V (G′) := B(H) ∪̇
{

xi, yi
∣

∣ i ∈ [d]
}

∪̇ C ∪̇W,

where

C := A(H)× [t] and W :=
{

wb,j,i

∣

∣

∣
b ∈ B(H), i ∈ [t], j ∈ [s]

}

.

Moreover,G′ contains the following types of edges.

(E1) {b, b′} ∈ E(G′) with b, b′ ∈ B(H), b 6= b′, andβ(b) = β(b′)
(

i.e., all vertices inB(H) with
the same color underβ form a clique inG′

)

.

(E2) Letb ∈ B(H) andc := β(b). Then{xc, b}, {yc, b} ∈ E(G′).

(E3) Let b, b′ ∈ B(H) with β(b) = β(b′) andb 6= b′. Then
{

wb,j,i, b
′
}

∈ E(G′) for everyi ∈ [t]
andj ∈ [s].

(E4)
{

(a, i), wb,j,i

}

∈ E(G′) for every{a, b} ∈ E(H), j = α(a) andi ∈ [t].

(E5) Leta, a′ ∈ A(H) with a 6= a′ andi ∈ [t]. Then
{

(a, i), (a′, i)
}

∈ E(G′).

To ease presentation, for everyc ∈ [d] we set

Bc :=
{

b ∈ B(H)
∣

∣ β(b) = c
}

∪ {xc, yc}.

Claim 1. If D is a dominating set ofG′, thenD ∩Bc 6= ∅ for everyc ∈ [d].

Proof of the claim.We observe that everyxc is only adjacent to vertices inBc. ⊣

Claim 2. If G contains ak-clique, thenγ(G′) < (1 + ε)d.

Proof of the claim.By (H1) the bipartite graphH has aKs,d bicliqueK with α(A(H) ∩K) = [s]
andβ(B(H) ∩K) = [d]. It is then easy to verify that

(

B(H) ∩K
)

∪̇
(

(A(H) ∩K)× [t]
)

is a dominating set ofG′, whose size isd+ s · t < (1 + ε)d by (2). ⊣

Claim 3. If G contains nok-clique, then everys-vertex set ofA(H) has at most(k+1)! < 2δ
√
d− 1

common neighbors inB(H).

Claim 4. If G contains nok-clique, then

γ(G′) >

(

3

2
− δ

)

· d.

Proof of the claim.Let D be a dominating set ofG′. By Claim 1 we haveD ∩ Bc 6= ∅ for every
c ∈ [d]. Define

e :=
∣

∣

∣

{

c ∈ [d]
∣

∣ |D ∩Bc| ≥ 2
}

∣

∣

∣
.
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If e > (1/2 − δ) · d then|D| > d+ e > (3/2 − δ) · d and we are done.

So let us considere ≤ (1/2 − δ) · d and without loss of generality|D ∩ Bc| = 1 for every
c ≤ (1/2 + δ) · d. Fix such ac and assumeD ∩ Bc = {bc}. Recallxc, yc ∈ V (G′) are not adjacent
to any vertex outsideBc, and there is no edge between them, thusbc ∈ Bc \ {xc, yc} =

{

b ∈
B(H)

∣

∣ α(b) = c
}

. Let

W1 :=
{

wbc,j,i

∣

∣

∣
i ∈ [t], j ∈ [s], andc ≤ (1/2 + δ) · d

}

⊆W.

(E3) implies that everywbc,j,i ∈ W1 is not dominated by any vertex inD ∩⋃

c∈[d]Bc. Therefore, it
has to be dominated by or included inD ∩ (C ∪W ).

If |D ∩W1| > (1/2 − δ) · d, then again we are done. So suppose|D ∩W1| ≤ (1/2 − δ) · d.
Without loss of generality let

W2 :=
{

wbc,j,i

∣

∣

∣
i ∈ [t], j ∈ [s], andc ≤ 2δd

}

⊆W1

and assumeW2 ∩D = ∅. ThusW2 has to be dominated byD ∩C. For later purpose, let

Y :=
{

bc
∣

∣ c ≤ 2δd
}

.

Obviously,|Y | ≥ 2δd − 1.

Again we only need to consider the case|D ∩C| ≤ (1/2 − δ) · d. RecallC = A(H)× [t]. Thus
there is ani ∈ [t] such that

∣

∣

∣
D ∩

(

A(H)× {i}
)

∣

∣

∣
≤

(

1

2
− δ

)

· d
t
.

LetX :=
{

a ∈ A(H)
∣

∣ (a, i) ∈ D
}

, and in particular,|X| ≤ (1/2− δ) · d/t. SinceW2 is dominated
by D ∩ C, we have for allb ∈ Y andj ∈ [s] there existsa ∈ X such that

{

(a, i), wb,j,i

}

∈ E(G′),
which means that{a, b} ∈ E(H) andα(a) = j. It follows that in the graphH every vertex ofY has
at leasts neighbors inX. Recall that(1/2 − δ) · d/t ≤ 2s

√
d by (2). There are at most

√
d different

types ofs-vertex sets inX, i.e.,
∣

∣

∣

∣

(

X

s

)∣

∣

∣

∣

≤
(

(1/2 − δ) · d/t
s

)

≤
(

2s
√
d
)s

=
√
d.

By the pigeonhole principle, there exists ans-vertex set ofX ⊆ A(H) having at least|Y |/
√
d ≥

2δ
√
d− 1 common neighbors inY ⊆ B(H), which contradicts Claim 3. ⊣.

Claim 2 and Claim 4 indeed imply that there is an fpt-reduction from the clique problem to the
dominating set problem which creates a gap great than

3/2 − δ

1 + ε
.

So if there is aρ-approximation of the dominating set problem, by (1) we can decide the clique
problem in fpt time. ✷
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4. The Constant-Inapproximbility of p-DOMINATING -SET

Theorem 1.1 is a fairly direct consequence of the following theorem.

Theorem 4.1(Main). There is an algorithmA such that on input a graphG, k ≥ 3, andc ∈ N the
algorithmA computes a graphGc such that

(i) if Kk ⊆ G, thenγ(Gc) < 1.1 · dc;

(ii) if Kk * G, thenγ(Gc) > c · dc/3,

whered =
(

30 · c2 · (k + 1)2
)4·k3+3c

. Moreover the running time ofA is bounded byf(k, c) · |G|O(c)

for a computable functionf : N×N→ N.

Proof of Theorem 1.3: Suppose for someε > 0 there is an fpt-algorithmA(G) which outputs a
dominating set forG of size at most4+ε

√

log (γ(G)) · γ(G). Of course we can further assume that
ε < 1. Then on input a graphG andk ∈ N, let

c :=
⌈

k1−ε/5
⌉

= o(k) and d :=
(

30 · c2 · (k + 1)2
)4·k3+3c

.

We have
4+ε
√

log (1.1 · dc) = O
(

4+ε
√

c · k3 · log k
)

= o
(

k
4

4+ε

)

= o(c).

By Theorem 4.1, we can construct a graphGc with properties (i) and (ii) in time

f(k, c) · |G|O(c) = h(k) · |G|o(k)

for an appropriate computable functionh : N→ N. Thus,G contains a clique of sizek if and only if
A(Gc) returns a dominating set of size at most

1.1 · dc · 4+ε
√

log (1.1 · dc) = o (c · dc) < c · dc
3

,

where the inequality holds for sufficiently largek
(

and hence sufficiently largec · dc
)

.
Therefore we can determine whetherG contains ak-clique in timeg(k) · |G|o(k) for some com-

putableg : N→ N. This contradicts a result in Chen et.al. [5, Theorem 4.4] under ETH. ✷

4.1. Proof of Theorem 4.1. We start by showing a variant of Theorem 2.4.

Theorem 4.2. Let∆ ∈ N+ be a constant andd : N+ → N+ a computable function. Then there is an
fpt-algorithm that on input a graphG and a parameterk ∈ N with 6 | k + 1 constructs a bipartite
graphH =

(

A(H) ∪̇ B(H), E(H)
)

together with two colorings

α : A(H)→ [∆s] and β : B(H)→ [d(k)]

such that:

(H1) if Kk ⊆ G, then there are∆s vertices of distinctα-colors inA(H) withd(k) common neighbors
of distinctβ-colors inB(H);

(H2) if Kk * G, then every∆(s− 1)+ 1 vertices inA(H) have at most(k+1)! common neighbors
in B(H),

9



wheres =
(k
2

)

.

Proof : LetG be a graph withn vertices andk ∈ N. Assume without loss of generality
⌈

n
6

k+6

⌉

> (k + 6)! and
⌈

n
6

k+1

⌉

≥ d(k).

By Theorem 2.4 we can construct in polynomial time a bipartite graphH0 = (A0 ∪̇ B0, E0) such
that fors :=

(k
2

)

:

– if Kk ⊆ G, then there ares vertices inA0 with at leastd(k) common neighbors inB0;

– if Kk * G, then everys vertices inA0 have at most(k + 1)! common neighbors inB0.

Define

A1 := A0 × [∆], B1 := B0, andE1 :=
{

{(u, i), v}
∣

∣ (u, i) ∈ A0 × [∆], v ∈ B0, and{u, v} ∈ E0

}

.

It is easy to verify that in the bipartite graph(A1 ∪̇ B1, E1)

– if Kk ⊆ G, then there are∆s vertices inA1 with at leastd(k) common neighbors inB2;

– if Kk * G, then every∆(s− 1)+ 1 vertices inA1 have at most(k+1)! common neighbors in
B1.

Applying Lemma 2.3 on

(

n← |A1|, k ← ∆s
)

and
(

n← |B1|, k ← d(k)
)

we obtain two function familiesΛA := Λ|A1|,∆s andΛB := Λ|B1|,d(k) with the stated properties.

Finally the desired bipartite graphH is defined by
(

(A1 ×ΛA × ΛB) ∪̇ (B1 × ΛA ×ΛB), E)
)

with

E :=
{

{

(u, h1, h2), (v, h1, h2)
}

∣

∣

∣
u ∈ A1, v ∈ B1, h1 ∈ ΛA, h2 ∈ ΛB, and{u, v} ∈ E1

}

and the colorings
α(u, h1, h2) := h1(u) and β(v, h1, h2) := h2(v). ✷

Setting the parameters.Let∆ := 2. Recall thatk ≥ 3, s =
(k
2

)

≥ 3, andc ∈ N+. We first define

d := d(k) :=
(

30 · c2 · (k + 1)2
)4·k3+3c

.

It is easy to check that:

(i) d
1
2
− 1

2s > c · sc
(

= c ·
(

k
2

)c
)

.

(ii) d >
(

3(k + 1)!
)2s

.

(iii) d >
(

10∆s · c2
)2∆s

.

10



Then let
t := c · dc− 1

2∆s .2 (3)

From (ii), (iii), and (3) we conclude

∆sct < 0.1 · dc, c · dc
3t
≤ 2∆s
√
d, and(k + 1)! <

2s
√
d

3
. (4)

Moreover by (i) and∆ = 2 we have

c · dc + c∆cscdc−
1
2
+ 1

2s < 2∆cdc. (5)

Construction of Gc. We invoke Theorem 4.2 to obtainH = (A ∪̇ B,E), α, andβ. Then we
construct a new graphGc =

(

V (Gc), E(Gc)
)

as follows. First, the vertex set ofGc is given by

V (Gc) :=
⋃

i∈[d]c

Vi ∪̇ C ∪̇W,

where
Vi :=

{

v ∈ Bc
∣

∣ β(v) = i
}

for everyi ∈ [d]c,

C := A× [c]× [t], and W :=
{

wv,j,i

∣

∣

∣
v ∈ Vi for somei ∈ [d]c, j ∈ [∆s]c andi ∈ [t]

}

.

Moreover,Gc contains the following types of edges.

(E1) For eachi ∈ [d]c, Vi forms a clique.

(E2) Let i ∈ [d]c andv, v′ ∈ Vi. If for all ℓ ∈ [c] we havev(ℓ) 6= v′(ℓ) then{wv,j,i, v′} ∈ E(Gc) for
everyi ∈ [t] and j ∈ [∆s]c.

(E3) Leti ∈ [t]. Then
{

(u, ℓ, i), wv,j,i
}

∈ E(Gc) if {u, v(ℓ)} ∈ E and j(ℓ) = α(u).

(E4) Letu, u′ ∈ A(H) with u 6= u′, ℓ ∈ [c], andi ∈ [t]. Then
{

(u, ℓ, i), (u′, ℓ, i)
}

∈ E(Gc).

Theorem 4.1 then follows from the completeness and the soundness of this reduction.

Lemma 4.3(Completeness). If G containsk-clique, thenγ(Gc) < 1.1dc.

Lemma 4.4(Soundness). If G contains nok-clique thenγ(Gc) > c · dc/3.

We first show the easier completeness.

Proof of Lemma 4.3:By (H1) in Theorem 4.2, ifG contains a subgraph isomorphic toKk, then the
bipartite graphH has aK∆s,d-subgraphK such thatα(A ∩K) = [∆s] andβ(B ∩K) = [d]. Let

D := (B ∩K)c ∪̇
(

(A ∩K)× [c]× [t]
)

.

Obviously, |D| = dc + ∆sct < 1.1 · dc by (4). And (E1) and (E4) imply thatD dominates every
vertex inC and every vertex inVi for all i ∈ [d]c.

To see thatD also dominatesW , let wv,j,i be a vertex inW . First consider the case where
v(ℓ) /∈ B ∩K for all ℓ ∈ [c]. Sinceβ

(

(B ∩ K)c
)

= [d]c, there exists a vertexv′ ∈ (B ∩ K)c with
β(v′) = β(v) andv(ℓ) 6= v′(ℓ) for all ℓ ∈ [c]. Thenwv,j,i is dominated byv′ because of (E2).

Otherwise assumev(ℓ) ∈ B ∩ K for someℓ ∈ [c], thenA ∩ K ⊆ NH(v(ℓ)) =
{

u ∈
A

∣

∣ {u, v(ℓ)} ∈ E
}

. There exists a vertexu ∈ A ∩K such thatα(u) = j(ℓ) and
{

v(ℓ), u
}

∈ E. By
(E3),wv,j,i is adjacent to(u, ℓ, i). ✷

2Here, we assumedc−
1

2∆s is an integer. Otherwise, letd← d2∆s which maintains (i)– (iii).
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4.2. Soundness.

Lemma 4.5. Supposec,∆, t ∈ N+ and∆ < t. LetV ⊆ [t]c. If there exists a functionθ : V → [c]
such that for alli ∈ [c] we have

∣

∣

∣

{

v(i)
∣

∣ v ∈ V andθ(v) = i
}

∣

∣

∣
≤ t−∆, (6)

then|V | ≤ tc −∆c.

Proof : Whenc = 1, we have|V | ≤ t−∆ by (6). Suppose the lemma holds forc ≤ n and consider
c = n+ 1. GivenV ⊆ [t]n+1 andθ, let

Cn+1 :=
{

v(n+ 1)
∣

∣ v ∈ V andθ(v) = n+ 1
}

.

By (6), |Cn+1| ≤ t−∆. If |Cn+1| < t−∆, we add
(

t−∆−|Cn+1|
)

arbitrary integers from[t]\Cn+1

to Cn+1. So we have|Cn+1| = t −∆. LetA :=
{

v ∈ V
∣

∣ v(n + 1) ∈ Cn+1

}

andB := V \ A. It
follows that

|A| ≤ (t−∆)tc−1, (7)
∣

∣

∣

{

v(n+ 1)
∣

∣ v ∈ B
}

∣

∣

∣
≤ ∆, andθ(v) ∈ [c− 1] for v ∈ B. Let

V ′ :=
{

(v1, v2, · · · , vn)
∣

∣ ∃vn+1 ∈ [t], (v1, v2, · · · , vn, vn+1) ∈ B
}

.

We define a functionθ′ : V ′ → [c − 1] as follows. For allv′ ∈ V ′, choosev ∈ B with the minimum
v(c) such that for alli ∈ [c− 1] it holdsv′(i) = v(i). By the definition ofV ′, such av must exist, and

we letθ′(v′) := θ(v). By (6),
∣

∣

∣

{

v′(i)
∣

∣ v′ ∈ V ′ andθ′(v′) = i
}

∣

∣

∣
≤ t−∆ for all i ∈ [c− 1]. Applying

the induction hypothesis, we get|V ′| ≤ tc−1 −∆c−1. Obviously,

|B| ≤ ∆|V ′| ≤ ∆tc−1 −∆c. (8)

From (7) and (8), we deduce that|V | = |A|+ |B| ≤ (t−∆)tc−1 +∆tc−1 −∆c ≤ tc −∆c. ✷

We are now ready to prove the soundness of our reduction.

Proof of Lemma 4.4:LetD be a dominating set ofGc. Define

a :=
∣

∣

∣

{

i ∈ [d]c
∣

∣ |D ∩ Vi| ≥ c+ 1
}

∣

∣

∣
.

If a > dc/3, then|D| ≥ (c+ 1)a > c · dc/3 and we are done.

So let us considera ≤ dc/3. Thus, the set

I :=
{

i ∈ [d]c
∣

∣ |D ∩ Vi| ≤ c
}

has size|I| ≥ 2dc/3. Let i ∈ I and assume thatD ∩ Vi =
{

v1, v2, . . . , vc′
}

for somec′ ≤ c. We
define avi ∈ Vi as follows. Ifc′ = 0, we choose an arbitraryvi ∈ Vi.3 Otherwise, let

vi(ℓ) :=

{

vℓ(ℓ) for all ℓ ∈ [c′];

v1(ℓ) for all c′ < ℓ ≤ c.

3Since the coloringβ is obtained by the color-coding used in the proof of Theorem 4.2, for everyb ∈ [d] it holds that
{v ∈ B | β(v) = b} 6= ∅, henceVi 6= ∅.
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Obviously,β(vi) = i.

(E2) implies that for everyj ∈ [∆s]c and everyi ∈ [t], the vertexwvi,j,i is not dominated by
D ∩ Vi. Observe thatwvi,j,i cannot be dominated by otherD ∩ Vi′ with i′ 6= i either, by (E2) and (E3).
Therefore every vertex in the set

W1 :=
{

wvi,j,i
∣

∣ i ∈ I, j ∈ [∆s]c, andi ∈ [t]
}

is not dominated byD ∩ ⋃

i∈[d]c Vi. As a consequence,W1 has to be dominated by or included in
D ∩ (C ∪W ).

If |D ∩ W1| > c · dc/3, then again we are done. So suppose|D ∩ W1| ≤ c · dc/3 and let
W2 := W1 \ D. It follows thatW2 has to be dominated byD ∩ C. Once again we only need to
consider the case|D ∩ C| ≤ c · dc/3, and hence there is ani′ ∈ [t] such that

∣

∣

∣
D ∩

(

A× [c]× {i′}
)

∣

∣

∣
≤ c · dc

3t
. (9)

Then we define

Z :=
{

wv,j,i ∈W2

∣

∣ i = i′
}

=
{

wvi,j,i′
∣

∣ i ∈ I, j ∈ [∆s]c, andwvi,j,i′ /∈ D
}

.

SoZ has to be dominated byD ∩ C, and in particular those vertices of the form(u, ℓ, i′) ∈ D ∩ C.
Moreover,

|Z| ≥ ∆csc|I| − |D ∩W1| ≥ ∆csc|I| − c · dc/3. (10)

Our next step is to upper bound|Z|. To that end, let

X :=
{

u ∈ A
∣

∣ (u, ℓ, i′) ∈ D for someℓ ∈ [c]
}

.

ThusZ is dominated by those vertices(u, ℓ, i′) with u ∈ X. And by (9)

|X| ≤ c · dc
3t

.

Set
Y :=

{

v ∈ B
∣

∣

∣

∣

∣NH(v) ∩X
∣

∣ > ∆(s− 1)
}

.

Recall thatc ·dc/(3t) ≤ 2∆s
√
d by (4). HenceX has at most

√
d different subsets of size∆(s−1)+1,

i.e.,
∣

∣

∣

∣

(

X

∆(s− 1) + 1

)∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ |X|∆(s−1)+1 ≤ |X|∆s ≤
√
d.

We should have

|Y | ≤
√
d · (k + 1)! ≤ d

1
2
+ 1

2s

3
, (11)

where the second inequality is by (4). Otherwise, by the pigeonhole principle, there exists a(∆(s −
1)+1)-vertex set ofX ⊆ A(H) having at least|Y |/

√
d > (k+1)! common neighbors inY ⊆ B(H).

However, ifG contains nok-clique, then by (H2) every
(

∆(s − 1) + 1
)

-vertex set ofA(H) has at
most(k + 1)! common neighbors inB(H), and we obtain a contradiction.
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Let

Z1 :=
{

wv,j,i′ ∈ Z
∣

∣ there exists anℓ ∈ [c] with v(ℓ) ∈ Y
}

(

⊆ Z
)

=
{

wvi,j,i′
∣

∣ i ∈ I, j ∈ [∆s]c, wvi,j,i′ /∈ D, and there exists anℓ ∈ [c] with vi(ℓ) ∈ Y
}

and Z2 :=Z \ Z1 =
{

wvi,j,i′
∣

∣ i ∈ I, j ∈ [∆s]c, wvi,j,i′ /∈ D, andvi(ℓ) /∈ Y for all ℓ ∈ [c]
}

.

Moreover, letI1 := {i ∈ I | there exists awvi,j,i′ ∈ Z1}. From the definition, we can deduce that

for all i ∈ I1 there exists anℓ ∈ [c] such thati(ℓ) ∈ β(Y ).

Then|I1| ≤ c|Y |dc−1 and hence

|Z1| ≤ |I1|∆csc ≤ c|Y |dc−1∆csc.

To estimate|Z2|, let us fix ani ∈ I and thus fix the tuplevi ∈ Bc, and consider the set

Ji :=
{

j ∈ [∆s]c
∣

∣ wvi,j,i′ ∈ Z2

}

.

Recall thatZ is dominated by those vertices(u, ℓ, i′) with u ∈ X, so for everyj ∈ Ji the vertexwvi,j,i′

is adjacent to some(u, ℓ, i′) in the dominating setD with u ∈ X. Moreover, for everyℓ ∈ [c], in the
original graphH the vertexvi(ℓ) ∈ B has at most∆(s−1) neighbors inX, by the fact thatvi(ℓ) /∈ Y
and our definition of the setY .

Define a functionθ : Ji → [∆s] such that for eachj ∈ Ji, if wvi,j,i′ is adjacent to a vertex
(u, ℓ, i′) ∈ D with u ∈ X, thenθ(j) = ℓ. As argued above, such a(u, ℓ, i′) must exist, and if there
are more than one such, choose an arbitrary one.

Let j ∈ Ji andℓ := θ(j). By (E3), in the graphH the vertexvi(ℓ) is adjacent to some vertex
u ∈ X with α(u) = j(ℓ). It follows that for eachℓ ∈ [c] we have

∣

∣

∣

{

j(ℓ)
∣

∣ j ∈ Ji andθ(j) = ℓ
}

∣

∣

∣
≤

∣

∣

∣

{

α(u)
∣

∣ u ∈ X adjacent tovi(ℓ)
}

∣

∣

∣
≤ ∆(s− 1).

Applying Lemma 4.5, we obtain
∣

∣Ji
∣

∣ ≤ ∆csc −∆c.

Then
∣

∣Z2

∣

∣ =
∑

i∈I

∣

∣Ji
∣

∣ ≤ |I|(∆csc −∆c).

By (10) and the definition ofZ1 andZ2, we should have

∆csc|I| − c · dc/3 ≤ |Z| = |Z1|+ |Z2| ≤ c|Y |dc−1∆csc + |I|(∆csc −∆c).

That is,
c · dc/3 + c|Y |dc−1∆csc ≥ ∆c|I| ≥ 2∆cdc/3.

Combined with (11), we have

c · dc + c∆cscdc−
1
2
+ 1

2s ≥ 2∆cdc,

which contradicts the equation (5). ✷
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5. Some Consequences

Proof of Corollary 1.2: Let c ∈ N+, and assume thatA is a polynomial time algorithm which on
input a graphG = (V,E) with γ(G) ≤ β(|V |) outputs a dominating setD with |D| ≤ c · γ(G).
Without loss of generality, we further assume that given0 ≤ k ≤ n it can be tested in timenO(1)

whetherk > c · β(n).
Now letG be an arbitrary graph. We first simulateA onG, and there are three possible outcomes

of A.

– A does not output a dominating set. Then we knowγ(G) > β(|V |). So in time

2O(|V |) ≤ 2O(β−1(γ(G)))

we can exhaustively search for a minimum dominating setD of G.

– A outputs a dominating setD0 with |D0| > c · β(|V |). We claim that againγ(G) > β(|V |).
Otherwise, the algorithmA would have behaved correctly with

|D0| ≤ c · γ(G) ≤ c · β(|V |).

So we do the same brute-force search as above.

– A outputs a dominating setD0 with |D0| ≤ c · β(|V |). If |D0| > c · γ(G), then

c · β(|V |) ≥ |D0| > c · γ(G), i.e., β(|V |) > γ(G),

which contradicts our assumption forA. Hence,|D0| ≤ c · γ(G) and we can outputD := D0.

To summarize, we can compute a dominating setD with |D| ≤ c · γ(G) in timef(γ(G)) · |G|O(1) for
some computablef : N→ N. This is a contradiction to Theorem 1.1. ✷

Now we come to the approximability of the monotone circuit satisfiability problem.

MONOTONE-CIRCUIT-SATISFIABILITY

Instance: A monotone circuitC.
Solution: A satisfying assignmentS of C.

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

Recall that a Boolean circuitC is monotoneif it contains no negation gates; and theweight of an
assignment is the number of inputs assigned to1.

As mentioned in the Introduction, Marx showed [25] that MONOTONE-CIRCUIT-SATISFIABILITY

has no fpt approximation with any ratioρ for circuits of depth 4, unless FPT= W[2].

Corollary 5.1. AssumeFPT 6= W[1]. ThenMONOTONE-CIRCUIT-SATISFIABILITY has no constant
fpt approximation for circuits of depth 2.

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

C(G) =
∧

v∈V

∨

{u,v}∈E

Xu.
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There is a one-one correspondence between a dominating set inG of sizek and a satisfying assignment
of C(G) of weightk. ✷

Remark 5.2. Of course the constant ratio in Corollary 5.1 can be improvedaccording to Theorem 1.3.

6. Conclusions

We have shown thatp-DOMINATING -SET hasno fpt approximation with any constant ratio, and in
fact with a ratio slightly super-constant. The immediate question is whether the problem has fpt
approximation withsomeratioρ : N→ N, e.g.,ρ(k) = 22

k
. We tend to believe that it is not the case.

Our proof does not rely on the deep PCP theorem, instead it exploits the gap created in the W[1]-
hardness proof of the parameterized biclique problem in [22]. In the same paper, the second author has
already proved some inapproximability result which was shown by the PCP theorem before. Except
for the derandomization using algebraic geometry in [22] the proofs are mostly elementary. Of course
we are working under some stronger assumptions, i.e., ETH and FPT 6= W[1]. It remains to be
seen whether we can take full advantage of such assumptions to prove lower bounds matching those
classical ones or even improve them as in Corollary 1.2.

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