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Abstract
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1 Introduction

The Constraint Satisfaction Problem (CSP) provides a common framework for expressing
a wide range of both theoretical and real-life combinatorial problems [14]. One solves an
instance of the CSP by assigning values to its variables so that its constraints are satisfied.

A convenient way to formalize the CSP is via homomorphisms between relational struc-
tures. Informally (see Section 2 for formal definitions), a relational structure A consists of a
collection of relations on a common universe A. Two structures are similar if they have the
same number of relations and the corresponding relations are of the same arity. A homo-
morphism between similar structures is a relation-preserving map between their universes.
The CSP can then be defined as the problem to decide whether there is a homomorphisms
A → B between a given pair (A,B) of similar structures.

1.1 Right-hand side restrictions
Many computational problems, including various versions of logical satisfiability, graph
coloring, and systems of equations can be phrased as CSPs with a fixed right-hand side
structure A, also called the template of the CSP (see [2]).

An example of such a CSP is k-coloring, the problem of deciding whether the vertices of
a given graph can be colored by k different colors so that no adjacent vertices are assigned the
same color. Formulated as a homomorphism problem, k-coloring is the problem of deciding
whether a given graph admits a homomorphism to the k-clique Kk (complete graph on k

vertices). It follows that the k-coloring problem is equivalent to the CSP with template Kk.
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As is well known, this problem is solvable in polynomial time for k = 2 and it is NP-complete
for k > 2 [9].

The computational complexity of CSPs over finite templates (i.e., templates whose
universe is a finite set) is now completely classified by a celebrated dichotomy theorem
independently obtained by Bulatov [3] and Zhuk [16, 17]: every such problem is either
tractable (that is, solvable in polynomial-time) or NP-complete.

A recent direction of research (see [1, 10]) is to study a generalization of fixed-template
CSPs called the Promise CSP (PCSP). A template for the PCSP is a pair (A,B) of similar
structures such that A has a homomorphism to B, and the PCSP over (A,B) is distinguishing
between the case that a given finite structure X admits a homomorphism to A and the case
that X does not even admit a homomorphism to B (the promise is that one of the cases takes
place). The PCSP framework generalizes that of CSP (take A = B) and includes important
approximation problems. For example, if A = Kk and B = Kl, k ≤ l, then PCSP over (A,B)
is a version of the approximate graph coloring problem, namely, the problem to distinguish
graphs that are k-colorable from those that are not even l-colorable. The classification of the
complexity of this problem is an open problem after more than 40 years of research.

1.2 Left-hand side restrictions

By restricting the left-hand side in the CSP instead of the right-hand side, we get problems
of different flavor: we restrict the structure of the constraints rather than their language.
For instance, if we fix the left-hand side structure to Kk we essentially get the problem of
deciding whether a given graph contains a k-clique. This problem is tractable, as well as
any CSP with a fixed finite left-hand side structure, since we can simply check all possible
mappings to the right-hand side structure.

However, restricting the left-hand side to a class of structures rather than a single
structure yields interesting problems. For example, if we take the class of all finite cliques,
we essentially get the problem to decide, for a given graph and integer k, whether the graph
contains a k-clique. This NP-complete problem [9] plays a major role in the parameterized
complexity theory [6], e.g., as a starting point for hardness results.

For classes of structures C of bounded arity, a dichotomy theorem was provided in Grohe’s
paper The complexity of homomorphism and constraint satisfaction problems seen from the
other side [8]: under some complexity theoretic assumption, the CSP with the left-hand side
restricted to C is solvable in polynomial time if and only if C has bounded tree width modulo
homomorphic equivalence.

1.3 Contribution

We generalize the left-hand side restricted CSPs to left-hand side restricted PCSPs in a way
similar to the right-hand restrictions discussed above. Namely, a template is a class of pairs
of structures (A,B) such that there is a homomorphism from A to B. The problem is to
decide, for a given (A,B) ∈ C and a relational structure X similar to A (and B), whether
there is a homomorphism from B to X or not even from A to X. Examples include versions
of the approximate clique problem: given k ≥ l (coming from some fixed set) and a graph,
decide whether the graph has a k-clique or not even an l-clique.

Our main technical contribution is a sufficient condition for hardness that generalizes
the hardness part of the above mentioned Grohe’s result [8] to the promise setting (and also
somewhat simplifies it).
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The next two sections are devoted to the left-hand side restricted CSP. The presentation
largely follows [8]. The last section is devoted to the left-hand side restricted PCSP.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Relational structures and homomorphisms
A signature is a finite collection of relation symbols each with an associated arity, denoted
ar(R) for a relation symbol R. The arity of a signature is the maximum of the arities of all
relations symbols it contains. A relational structure A in the signature σ, or a σ-structure,
consists of a finite set A, called the universe of A, and a relation RA ⊆ Aar(R) for each symbol
R in σ, called the interpretation of R in A. Two structures are called similar if they are in
the same signature. We say that a class C of structures is of bounded arity if there is an r

such that arity of the signature of every structure in C is at most r.
A structure over a signature containing a single binary relation symbol is called a directed

graph, or digraph. If this relation is symmetric and loop free (i.e., it contains no pairs of
the form (a, a)), we call the structure undirected graph. If the relation of a graph is the
disequality relation on the universe, we call the graph a complete graph or clique.

A σ-structure A is a substructure of a σ-structure B, denoted by A ⊆ B, if A ⊆ B and
RA ⊆ RB for all R ∈ σ. A structure A is a proper substructure of B, denoted by A ⊂ B, if
A ⊆ B and A ̸= B.

We define the size of a σ-structure A to be

||A|| = |σ| + |A| + ΣR∈σ|RA|ar(R).

||A|| is roughly the size of a reasonable encoding of A. When taking structures A as inputs
for algorithms, we measure the running time of the algorithm in terms of ||A||.

Given two similar structures A and B, a function f from A to B is called a homomorphism
from A to B if f(a) ∈ RB for any a ∈ RA, where f(a) is computed component-wise. If there
exists a homomorphism from A to B, we write A → B, and if there is none, we write A ̸→ B.
The composition of homomorphisms is a homomorphism.

Two structures A and B are homomorphically equivalent if A → B and B → A.
A relational structure A is a core if there is no homomorphism from A to a proper

substructure of A. A core of a structure A is a substructure A′ of A such that A → A′
and A′ is a core. Obviously, every core of a structure is homomorphically equivalent to the
structure. It can be shown that all cores of a structure A are isomorphic. So, we often speak
of the core of A.

2.2 Homomorphism problem
General homomorphism problem (or constraint satisfaction problem) asks whether there is
a homomorphism from one structure to another. We are interested in restrictions of this
problem. For two classes C and D of structures, Hom(C, D) is the following problem.

Input: Similar structures A ∈ C, B ∈ D;
Output: Yes if A → B; No if A ̸→ B.

If C is the class of all finite structures, we write Hom(−, D) instead of Hom(C, D). The
problem Hom(−, {A}) is also known as CSP(A).

Similarly, if D is the class of all finite structures, we write Hom(C, −) instead of Hom(C, D),
and we call such a problem the left-hand side restricted CSP. If C is finite, then Hom(C, −)
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is solvable in polynomial time, so usually we are interested in the case when C is an infinite
collection of structures.

If C is the class of all cliques, the problem Hom(C, −) is called the Clique problem. In
[9] Karp proved that Clique is NP-complete.

2.3 Graph minors and tree width
We will denote the vertex set of a graph G by G and its relation (or the set of edges) by EG.
Since we are considering undirected graphs, we will view its edges as sets (unordered pairs)
e = {v, w}, and we will use notations like v ∈ e or {v, w} ∈ EG.

A graph H is a minor of a graph G if H is isomorphic to a graph that can be obtained
from a subgraph of G by contracting edges. For example, in Figure 1, it is easy to see that
H is a minor of G.

H 0 G a

1 b c

2 3 d

e f

Figure 1 An example of a minor of a graph.

A minor map from H to G is a mapping µ : H → 2G with the following properties.
For all v ∈ H, the set µ(v) is nonempty and connected in G.
For all v, w ∈ H, with v ̸= w, the sets µ(v) and µ(w) are disjoint.
For all edges {v, w} ∈ EH, there are v′ ∈ µ(v) and w′ ∈ µ(w) such that {v′, w′} ∈ EG.

For any two graphs H and G, there is a minor map from H to G if and only if H is a
minor of G. Moreover, if H is a minor of a connected graph G, then we can always find a
minor map from H onto G, where by onto we mean⋃

v∈H

µ(v) = G.

Going back to Figure 1, an example of a minor map from H to G is µ(0) = {e}, µ(1) = {d},
µ(2) = {b}, µ(3) = {a, c}.

Trees are connected acyclic graphs. A tree-decomposition of a graph G is a pair (T, β),
where T is a tree and β : T → 2G such that the following conditions are satisfied:

For every v ∈ G the set {t ∈ T |v ∈ β(t)} is non-empty and connected in T.
For every e ∈ EG there is a t ∈ T such that e ⊆ β(t).

For example, for every graph G there is a tree-decomposition where the tree is one vertex
mapping to the whole set G.

The width of a tree-decomposition (T, β) is max{|β(t)||t ∈ T} − 1, and the tree width of
a graph G, denoted by tw(G), is the minimum w such that G has a tree-decomposition of
width w.

For k, l ≥ 1, the (k × l)-grid is the graph with vertex set [k] × [l] and an edge between
(i, j) and (i′, j′) if and only if |i − i′| + |j − j′| = 1. It can be shown that the (k × k)-grid
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has tree width k. Figure 2 shows a tree-decomposition of width 3 for (3 × 3)-grid. In [13]

{1, 2, 3, 4}

1 2 3 {2, 3, 4, 5}

4 5 6 {3, 4, 5, 6}

7 8 9 {4, 5, 6, 7}

{5, 6, 7, 8}

{6, 7, 8, 9}

Figure 2 A tree-decomposition of a (3 × 3)-grid.

Robertson and Seymour proved the following “converse”, which is known as the Excluded
Grid Theorem.

▶ Theorem 1. For every k there exists a w(k) such that the (k × k)-grid is a minor of every
graph of tree width at least w(k).

We need to transfer some of the graph theoretic notions to arbitrary relational structures.
The Gaifman graph (also known as primal graph) of a σ-structure A is the graph G(A) with
vertex set A and an edge between vertices a and b if a ≠ b and there is a relation symbol
R ∈ σ, say, of arity r, and a tuple (a1, a2, . . . , ar) ∈ RA such that a, b ∈ {a1, a2, . . . , ar}. We
can now transfer the notions of graph minor theory to relational structures. In particular, a
subset B ⊆ A is connected in a relational structure A if it is connected in G(A). A minor
map from a relational structure A to a relational structure B is a mapping µ : A → 2B that
is a minor map from G(A) to G(B). A tree decomposition of a relational structure A can
simply be defined to be a tree-decomposition of G(A).

A class C of structures has bounded tree width if there exists w such that tw(A) ≤ w for
all A ∈ C. A class C of structures has bounded tree width modulo homomorphic equivalence if
there is w such that every A ∈ C is homomorphically equivalent to a structure of tree width
at most w.

2.4 Parameterized complexity theory
Parameterized complexity theory studies the complexity of decision problems with respect to
both the size of the input and an additional parameter.

Formally, a parameterization of a decision problem P ⊆ Σ∗, where Σ is an alphabet, is a
polynomial time computable mapping κ : Σ∗ → N, and a parameterized problem over Σ is a
pair (P, κ) consisting of a problem P ⊆ Σ∗ and a parameterization κ of P . For example, the
parameterized clique problem p-Clique is the problem (P, κ), where P is the set of all pairs
(G, k) (suitably encoded over some finite alphabet) such that G contains a k-clique and the
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parameter κ is defined by κ(G, k) := k. We present parameterized problems in the following
form.

p-Clique:
Input: Graph G, k ∈ N;
Parameter: k;
Output: Yes if G has a clique of size k; No otherwise.

We will parameterize the homomorphism problem in the following way.

p-Hom(C, D):
Input: Similar structures A ∈ C, B ∈ D;
Parameter: ||A||;
Output: Yes if A → B; No otherwise.

As before, if D is the set of all finite relational structures, we write p-Hom(C, −).
A parameterized problem (P, κ) over Σ is fixed-parameter tractable if there is a computable

function f : N → N and an algorithm that decides if a given instance x ∈ Σ∗ belongs to the
problem P in time

f(κ(x))|x|O(1).

The class of all fixed-parameter tractable parameterized problems is denoted by FPT.
While in the traditional theory of computational complexity we use polynomial-time

reductions, in the theory of parameterized complexity we require an analogous notion of
reduction that preserves fixed-parameter tractability, called an fpt-reduction.

An fpt-reduction from a parameterized problem (P, κ) over Σ to a parameterized problem
(P ′, κ′) over Σ′ is a mapping R : Σ∗ → (Σ′)∗ such that:

For all x ∈ Σ∗ we have x ∈ P if and only if R(x) ∈ P ′.
There is a computable function f : N → N and an algorithm that, given x ∈ Σ∗, computes
R(x) in time f(κ(x))|x|O(1).
There is a computable function g : N → N such that for all instances x ∈ Σ∗ we have
κ′(R(x)) ≤ g(κ(x)).

.
A specific example of an fpt-reduction is the following reduction of p-Clique to p-

Hom(C, −), where C is a class of structures that contains all cliques: an instance (G, k) of
p-Clique is mapped to the instance (Kk,G) of p-Hom(C, −).

Hardness and completeness of parameterized problems for a parameterized complexity
class are defined in the usual way: a parameterized problem is said to be hard for a
parameterized complexity class if every problem in that class can be reduced to it using an
fpt-reduction. A parameterized problem is said to be complete for a parameterized complexity
class if it is hard for that class and it belongs to that class.

An analogue of NP in parameterized complexity theory is the class W[1]. It is a widely
believed standard assumption that FPT ̸= W[1]. For the technical definitions of this and
other parameterized complexity classes see [6] or [7].

It was shown that p-Clique is W[1]-complete [5]. The significance of this problem in the
area of parameterized complexity is fundamental, as it has been used as a starting point for
numerous reductions. We will see one of them in the next section.
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3 Complexity of the left-hand side restricted CSP

In this section we present a dichotomy theorem [8] for decidable classes of structures of
bounded arity: for each such a class C, p-Hom(C, −) is either in FPT (even solvable in
polynomial time) or W[1]-complete.

Marx’s deep paper [12] investigates the complexity for the case of unbounded arity. He
also argues that investigating the fixed-parameter tractability of left-hand side restrictions is
at least as interesting as investigating polynomial-time solvability. One reason is that FPT
seems to be a more robust class in this context, e.g., these problems are unlikely to exhibit a
standard, non-parameterized complexity dichotomy [8].

The tractability part of the bounded arity dichotomy has been proved by Dalmau, Kolaitis,
and Vardi in [4]. We state a slightly stronger version as stated in [8].

▶ Theorem 2. Let C be a class of structures of bounded tree width modulo homomorphic
equivalence. Then Hom(C, −) is in polynomial time.

In [8] Grohe proved the following hardness theorem.

▶ Theorem 3. Let C be a recursively enumerable class of structures of bounded arity that
does not have bounded tree width modulo homomorphic equivalence. Then p-Hom(C, −) is
W[1]-hard under fpt-reductions.

We will sketch the proof, but we need some preparation first.
Let k ≥ 2 and K =

(
k
2
)

and let A be a connected σ-structure with a (k × K)-grid as a
minor in its Gaifman graph. Since A is connected, there is a minor map from the (k ×K)-grid
onto A. We fix such a map µ. We also fix some bijection ρ between [K] and the set of all
unordered pairs of elements of [k]. For p ∈ [K] we will write i ∈ p instead of i ∈ ρ(p). It will
be convenient to switch between viewing the columns of the (k × K)-grid as being indexed
by elements of [K] and unordered pairs of distinct elements of [k].

For a graph G = (G, EG) we will define a σ-structure M = M(A, µ,G) such that there
exists a homomorphism from A to M if and only if G contains a k-clique. We define the
universe of M to be

M = {(v, e, i, p, a)|v ∈ G, e ∈ EG,

i ∈ [k], p ∈ [K] such that (v ∈ e ⇐⇒ i ∈ p),
a ∈ µ(i, p)}.

We define the projection Π : M → A by letting

Π(v, e, i, p, a) = a

for all (v, e, i, p, a) ∈ M .
We shall define the relations of M in such a way that Π is a homomorphism from M to

A. For every R ∈ σ , say, of arity r, and for all tuples a = (a1, a2, . . . , ar) ∈ RA we add to
RM all tuples m = (m1, m2, . . . , mr) ∈ Π−1(a) satisfying the following two constraints for
all m, m′ ∈ {m1, m2, . . . , mr}:

If m = (v, e, i, p, a) and m′ = (v′, e′, i, p′, a′), then v = v′.
If m = (v, e, i, p, a) and m′ = (v′, e′, i′, p, a′), then e = e′.

The following lemmas will guarantee correctness of the reduction in the proof of Theorem 3.

▶ Lemma 4. If G contains a k-clique, then A → M.
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▶ Lemma 5. Suppose that A is a core. If A → M, then G contains a k-clique.

Sketch of the proof of Theorem 3. We will give an fpt-reduction from p-Clique to p-
Hom(C, −). Let G be a graph and let k ≥ 1. Let K =

(
k
2
)
. By the Theorem 1, there

exists a structure A ∈ C such that the Gaifman graph of the core of A has the (k × K)-grid
as a minor.

We find such an A, compute the core A′ of A and a minor map µ from the (k × K)-grid
to A′. We let A′′ be the connected component of A′ that contains the image of µ. A′′ is
also a core. We can assume, without loss of generality, that µ is a minor map from the
(k × K)-grid onto A′′. We let M′ = M(A′′, µ,G). By Lemma 4 and Lemma 5, A′′ → M′ if
and only if G contains a k-clique. Let M be a disjoint union of M′ and A′\A′′. Since A′ is
a core, every homomorphism from A′ to M maps A′′ to M′. So, A′ → M if and only if G
contains a k-clique. Since A′ is the core of A, it means that A → M if and only if G has a
k-clique. ◀

The main result of [8] is the following theorem, which combines the previous two (Theorem
2 and Theorem 3). Note that for a decidable class C, p-Hom(C, −) is in W[1], so W[1]-hardness
becomes W[1]-completeness.

▶ Theorem 6. Assume that FPT ̸= W[1]. Then, for every recursively enumerable class C of
structures of bounded arity the following statements are equivalent:

Hom(C, −) is in polynomial time.
p-Hom(C, −) is fixed-parameter tractable.
C has bounded tree width modulo homomorphic equivalence.

If either statement is false, then p-Hom(C, −) is W[1]-hard.

4 Left-hand side restricted PCSP

General promise homomorphism problem is the following parameterized problem:

Input: Similar structures A,B,X such that A → B;
Parameter: ||A|| + ||B||;
Output: Yes if B → X; No if A ̸→ X.

It is a promise problem in that the sets of Yes and No instances do not cover the set of all
inputs and there are no requirements on algorithms if the input does not fall into Yes or No
(or, put differently, the computer is promised that the input is Yes or No and the task is to
decide which of the options take place) 1. On the other hand, we do require that the set of
Yes instances is disjoint from the set of No instances. For the general promise homomorphism
problem, this property is guaranteed by the requirement A → B.

The definition of an fpt-reduction naturally extends to promise problems: Instead of the
first condition, we require that Yes-instances are mapped to Yes-instances (completeness)
and that No-instances are mapped to No-instances (soundness). Since the definition of
No-instances often involves negation (e.g. in the general homomorphism problem), soundness
is often shown by proving the contrapositive: if the image is not a No-instance, then neither
is the original instance.

1 In fact, the general homomorphism problem and its restrictions should be also regarded as promise
problems – we are promised that the input is in the expected form; see [8] for a discussion about this
issue.
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We define the left-hand side restricted PCSP as the general promise homomorphism
problem restricted to a class of pair of structures (A,B). We will be only concerned with
recursively enumerable classes of bounded arity and so we include this requirement.

▶ Definition 7. A collection of pairs of similar structures (A,B) such that A → B is called a
template if it is recursively enumerable and of bounded arity.

For a template Γ, the left-hand side restricted PCSP over Γ, denoted PHom(Γ, −), is the
following problem.

Input: Similar structures A,B,X where (A,B) ∈ Γ;
Parameter: ||A|| + ||B||;
Output: Yes if B → X; No if A ̸→ X.

It is clear that the left-hand side restricted PCSP is a generalization of the (bounded
arity, recursively enumerable) left-hand side restricted CSP: p-Hom(C, −) is equivalent to
PHom(Γ, −) for Γ = {(A,A) | A ∈ C}. We do not distinguish between C and the template Γ
in this situation and call this template a CSP template.

Important examples of left-hand side restricted PCSP are approximation versions of
the Clique problems. For a given computable function f : N → N with f(n) < n, n ∈ N,
the f -Gap-Clique problem is: given a graph G and k ∈ N decide whether G has a k-clique
or not even an f(k)-clique. Clearly, f -Gap-Clique is equivalent to the PHom(Γ, −) for
Γ = {(Kf(k),Kk) | k ∈ N}. We discuss this class of problems in the last subsection.

4.1 Homomorphic relaxations
A simple, but important reduction for the right-hand side restricted PCSP is by means of
homomorphic relaxation (see [1]). A natural left-hand side version of this concept is as
follows.

▶ Definition 8. Let Γ and ∆ be templates. We say that Γ is a (left-hand side) homomorphic
relaxation of ∆ if for every (A,B) ∈ Γ there exists (C,D) ∈ ∆ such that all four structures
are similar and A → C and D → B.

▶ Proposition 9. Let Γ and ∆ be templates. If Γ is a homomorphic relaxation of ∆, then
PHom(Γ) is fpt-reducible to PHom(∆).

Proof. We map an instance A,B,X of PHom(Γ, −) to the instance C,D,X of PHom(∆, −),
where C,D are chosen so that A → C and D → B.

If A,B,X is a Yes instance of PHom(Γ), then B → X. Therefore, D → X as D → B and
homomorphisms compose, so C,D,X is a Yes instance of PHom(∆). This shows completeness
of the reduction. Similarly, if C,D,X is not a No instance of PHom(∆), then C → X, so
A → X (as A → C), thus A,B,X is not a No instance of PHom(Γ), showing soundness. The
remaining requirements on fpt-reduction are clear. ◀

By Theorem 2, Hom(C, −) is in polynomial time whenever C is of bounded tree width.
We immediately obtain the following corollary.

▶ Corollary 10. If a template Γ is a homomorphic relaxation of a CSP template of bounded
tree width, then PHom(Γ, −) is fixed-parameter tractable.

Note that a CSP template Γ is a homomorphic relaxation of a CSP template of bounded
tree width if and only if Γ has bounded tree width modulo homomorphic equivalence. The
tractability condition from Corollary 10 is by Theorem 3 the only source of fixed-point
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tractability (assuming FPT ̸= W[1]) for CSP templates. We do not have a good reason to
believe that this result generalizes to general templates, but neither do we have a counter-
example, and the following question thus arises.

▶ Question 11. Let Γ be a template which is not a homomorphic relaxation of a CSP
template of bounded tree width. Is then PHom(Γ, −) necessarily W[1]-hard?

4.2 Sufficient condition for hardness
In this subsection we improve the sufficient condition for W[1]-hardness from Theorem 3 and
give some corollaries.

The construction in the proof is largely inspired by Grohe’s construction presented in
the previous section, but there are several differences. First, we remove some unnecessary
components, namely i, p in the definition of M . On the other hand, we allow constant number
of components of type v, e to add more flexibility. Third, we formulate the hardness criterion
so that it can be directly applied e.g. to all the left-hand side restricted CSPs, not just
connected cores.

The fourth difference is in that we use (k × k)-grids instead of (k ×
(

k
2
)
)-grids, which

makes the construction somewhat more natural. In fact, instead of minor maps from grid,
we use a more general concept of grid-like mappings that we now introduce. We use the
following convention. If ρ is a mapping from C to a product D × E, we denote by ρ← and
ρ→ its left and right components, respectively. That is, ρ← : C → D and ρ→ : C → E are
such that ρ(c) = (ρ←(c), ρ→(c)).

▶ Definition 12. Let C be a structure. A mapping ρ : C → [k] × [k] is called a grid-like
mapping from C onto [k] × [k] if it is surjective and, for each i ∈ [k], both (ρ←)−1({i}) and
(ρ→)−1({i}) are connected subsets of the Gaifman graph of C.

Note that a minor map µ from a (k × k)-grid onto a structure C gives rise to a grid-like
mapping ρ from C onto [k] × [k] by defining ρ(c) as the unique pair (i, j) such that c ∈ µ(i, j).

▶ Theorem 13. Let Γ be a template. Suppose there exists L ∈ N such that for every k ∈ N
the following condition is satisfied:

(*) There exists (A,B) ∈ Γ and mappings ρ1, ρ2, . . . , ρL : B → [k] × [k] such that for each
homomorphism g : A → B there exists a structure C, a homomorphism h : C → A, and
l ∈ [L] such that ρlgh is a grid-like mapping from C onto [k] × [k].

Then PHom(Γ, −) is W [1]-hard.

Proof. Let L be as in the statement. We will give an fpt-reduction from p-Clique to
PHom(Γ, −). Let G be a graph and let k ≥ 1. Let σ-structures A and B and mappings ρi be
as in (*). We map the instance (G, k) of p-Clique to the instance (A,B,X), where X is the
σ-structure constructed as follows.

We define the universe of X to be

X = {(b, (ui, vi)L
i=1) | b ∈ B, for all i ∈ [L] (ui, vi) ∈ G × G such that

ρ←i (b) = ρ→i (b) ⇒ ui = vi and ρ←i (b) ̸= ρ→i (b) ⇒ {ui, vi} ∈ EG}
⊆ B × (G × G)L.

We define the projection Π : X → B by

Π(b, (ui, vi)L
i=1) = b
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for all (b, (ui, vi)L
i=1) ∈ X. We define the relations of X in such a way that Π is a ho-

momorphism from X to B. For every symbol R ∈ σ, say, of arity r, and for all tuples
b = (b1, b2, . . . , br) ∈ RB we add to RX all tuples x = (x1, x2, . . . , xr) ∈ Π−1(b) satisfying
the following two constraints for all (b, (ui, vi)L

i=1), (b′, (u′i, v′i)L
i=1) ∈ {x1, x2, . . . , xr} and all

i ∈ [L]:
(Cl) If ρ←i (b) = ρ←i (b′), then ui = u′i .
(Cr) If ρ→i (b) = ρ→i (b′), then vi = v′i .
Note that Π is indeed a homomorphism from X to B (even without imposing the constraints
(Cl) and (Cr)).

The completeness of the reduction is guaranteed by the following claim.

▷ Claim 14. If G contains a k-clique, then B → X.

Proof. Let v⟨1⟩, v⟨2⟩, . . . , v⟨k⟩ ∈ G be vertices of a k-clique in G. We define h : B → X by

h(b) = (b, (v⟨ρ←i (b)⟩, v⟨ρ→i (b)⟩)L
i=1).

We need to verify that h(b) is indeed in X, i.e., that ρ←i (b) = ρ→i (b) implies v⟨ρ←i (b)⟩ =
v⟨ρ→i (b)⟩, and that ρ←i (b) ̸= ρ→i (b) implies {v⟨ρ←i (b)⟩, v⟨ρ→i (b)⟩} ∈ EG. Both implications
are immediate.

In order to check that h is a homomorphism, take arbitary R ∈ σ and b = (b1, b2, . . . , br) ∈
RB. Clearly, h(b) ∈ Π−1(b). Moreover, for any j, j′ ∈ [r], if ρ←i (bj) = ρ←i (bj′), then trivially
v⟨ρ←i (bj)⟩ = v⟨ρ←i (bj′)⟩, so (Cl) is satisfied. Similarly, (Cr) is satisfied as well, therefore
h(b) ∈ RX. This finishes the proof of the claim.

In order to prove the soundness of the reduction, assume that there exists a homomorphism
from A to X, say α : A → X. We need to find a k-clique in G. Let g = Πα and let C, h, and
l ∈ [L] be as in (*), i.e., ξ defined by

ξ = ρlΠαh

is a grid-like mapping from C to [k] × [k].
For each c ∈ C, the element αh(c) is of the form αh(c) = (b, (ui, vi)L

i=1) ∈ X. We set
u⟨c⟩ = ul and v⟨c⟩ = vl. The definition of X implies the following claim.

▷ Claim 15. If ξ←(c) = ξ→(c), then u⟨c⟩ = v⟨c⟩. If ξ←(c) ̸= ξ→(c), then {u⟨c⟩, v⟨c⟩} ∈ EG.

Proof. It is enough to notice that ξ←(c) = ρ←l Παh(c) = ρ←l (b) and ξ→(c) = ρ→l (b), so the
conclusion indeed follows form the definition of X.

The next claim follows from the constraints (Cl) and (Cr).

▷ Claim 16. Suppose that {c, c′} is an edge in the Gaifman graph of C. If ξ←(c) = ξ←(c′),
then u⟨c⟩ = u⟨c′⟩. If ξ→(c) = ξ→(c′), then v⟨c⟩ = v⟨c′⟩.

Proof. Since {c, c′} is an edge in the Gaifman graph of C, there exists R ∈ σ and a tuple of
the form (. . . , c, . . . , c′, . . . ) in RC. The (αh)-image of this tuple, which is of the form

(. . . , (b, (ui, vi)L
i=1), . . . , (b′, (u′i, v′i)L

i=1), . . . )

is in RX as αh is a homomorphism from C to X.
If ξ←(c) = ξ←(c′), then ρ←l (b) = ρ←l (b′) (see the proof of the previous claim), and thus

ul = u′l by (Cl). But then u⟨c⟩ = u⟨c′⟩ by the definition of u⟨c⟩ and u′⟨c⟩.
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The second part is proved analogously using (Cr) instead of (Cl) and the proof of the
claim is concluded.

The proof of soundness is now concluded as follows. Since ξ is grid-like, we know that
both (ξ←)−1({i}) and (ξ→)−1({i}) are connected subsets of the Gaifman graph of C for
each i ∈ [k]. It follows from the last claim that u⟨−⟩ is constant on (ξ←)−1({i}) and v⟨−⟩ is
constant on (ξ→)−1({i}). In other words, there exist U⟨1⟩, U⟨2⟩, . . . , U⟨k⟩ ∈ G and V ⟨1⟩,
V ⟨2⟩, . . . , V ⟨k⟩ ∈ G such that

u⟨c⟩ = U⟨ξ←(c)⟩, v⟨c⟩ = V ⟨ξ→(c)⟩.

Since ξ is onto [k] × [k], the preceding claim then gives us U⟨i⟩ = V ⟨i⟩ for each i ∈ [k] and
{U⟨i⟩, V ⟨j⟩} ∈ EG for each i, j ∈ [k] with i ̸= j, therefore V ⟨1⟩, . . . , V ⟨n⟩ is a k-clique in G.

Finally, notice that |X| is at most |B| · |G|2L, which is polynomial in |G|, and it then
easily follows that the reduction is an fpt-reduction. ◀

Our first corollary says that Theorem 13 indeed covers Grohe’s hardness result, Theorem 3.

▶ Corollary 17. Let C be a recursively enumerable class of structures of bounded arity that does
not have bounded tree width modulo homomorphic equivalence. Then Γ = {(A,A) | A ∈ C}
satisfies the assumptions of Theorem 13 with L = 1.

Proof. Let k ∈ N. By Theorem 1, there exists (A,A) ∈ Γ such that the Gaifman graph of
the core of A has the (k × k)-grid as a minor. Let A′ be the core of A, α a homomorphism
from A to A′, β a homomorphism from A′ to A, and µ a minor map from the (k × k)-grid
to A′. Let A′′ be the connected component of A′ that contains the image of µ and assume,
without loss of generality, that µ is onto A′′. Let ν be the induced grid-like mapping from
A′′ onto [k] × [k], that is, ν(a) is the unique pair (i, j) such that a ∈ µ(i, j). We extend ν

arbitrarily to A′ and define ρ1 = να.
Let g be a homomorphism from A to A. Since A′ is a core, the homomorphism αgβ has

a right inverse γ : A′ → A′, i.e., αgβγ is the identity on A′. We define C = A′′ and h = βγι,
where ι : A′′ → A′ is the inclusion map. Now ρ1gh = ναgβγι = νι, which is grid-like by the
choice of ν, and condition (*) is verified. ◀

The next corollary shows that Theorem 13 goes beyond the left-hand side restricted CSPs.
The assumptions could be made slightly weaker, but they are, in any case, rather restrictive.

▶ Corollary 18. Let Γ be a template and L ∈ N such that
{A : (A,B) ∈ Γ, A is connected} does not have bounded tree with modulo homomorphic
equivalence and
for every (A,B) there exist injective homomorphisms g1, g2, . . . , gL : A → B such that, for
every homomorphism g : A → B, we have gh = gl for some homomorphism h : A → A
and some l ∈ [L].

Then Γ satisfies the assumptions of Theorem 13.

Proof. For each k we use Theorem 1 to find (A,B) ∈ Γ such that A is connected and has a
(k × k)-grid as a minor. This gives us a grid-like mapping ν from A onto the (k × k)-grid.
For each l ∈ [L] we take any ρl such that ρlgl = ν, which is possible as gl is injective. For
each homomorphism g : A → B, we have gh = gl for some h and l. Since ρlgh = ρlgl = ν,
the condition (*) is satisfied with C = A. ◀
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The assumptions of the last corollary in particular require a “small number” of homo-
morphisms from A to B. Our final observation is that Theorem 13 can be sometimes applied
when the “number” of homomorphisms is not bounded by a constant.

▶ Example 19. In this example it will be convenient to shift the vertex set of a (k × k)-
grid to {0, 1, . . . , k − 1} × {0, 1, . . . , k − 1} (and change the definition of grid-like mapping
accordingly).

Let σ be a signature containing a binary symbol R and let Γ = {(Ak,Bk)|k ∈ N}, where
Ak with RAk is a (k × k)-grid (in particular, Ak = {0, 1, . . . , k − 1}2), Bk with RBk is an
(f(k) × f(k))-grid for some f(k) ≥ k, and every homomorphism from Ak to Bk is injective.

We show that the assumptions of Theorem 13 are satisfied with L = 1. For each k we
take (A,B) = (Ak,Bk) and set ρ1(i, j) = (i mod k, j mod k) where (i, j) ∈ Bk. Because of
R, every (injective) homomorphism g : A → B is of the form g(i, j) = (l + si, l′ + s′j) for
some l, l′ ∈ {0, 1, . . . } and s, s′ ∈ {−1, 1}, or of the form g(i, j) = (l + sj, l′ + s′i). In all the
cases, ρ1g is a grid-like mapping from A onto {0, 1, . . . , k − 1} × {0, 1, . . . , k − 1}, so (*) is
satisfied with C = A and the identical h.

4.3 Approximating clique
In this final subsection we briefly discuss the f -Gap-Clique problems. Recall that f : N → N
is a function such that f(n) ≤ n for each n ∈ N and that f -Gap-Clique is equivalent to
PHom({(Kf(k),Kk) | k ∈ N}). In this subsection, we implicitly assume that all functions
and sets are computable.

For the identity function f , f -Gap-Clique is p-Clique, it is therefore a W [1]-hard problem.
A well known open question is how small can f be made.

▶ Question 20. For what functions f is f -Gap-Clique W[1]-hard? Is it W[1]-hard for any
unbounded function f?

Note that f -Gap-Clique can be used, instead of Clique, as a starting point in the proof
of Theorem 13. It follows from the proof that, whenever f -Gap-Clique is W[1]-hard, (*) can
be weakened to “. . . ρlgh is a grid-like mapping from C onto K × K with K ≥ f(k)” (where
the definition of a grid-like mapping is naturally extended).

A recent breakthrough toward answering Question 20 is the following result of Lin [11].

▶ Theorem 21. For any 0 < c ≤ 1, the problem f-Gap-Clique is W[1]-hard whenever
f(n) ≥ cn for all n ∈ N.

The result was further improved in [15].
Another natural question is what happens if we consider templates {(Kf(k),Kk)} where

k runs through some infinite set instead of the whole N. Here is a simple observation in this
direction.

▶ Proposition 22. Let f, g : N → N be functions such that f(n), g(n) < n for each n ∈ N,
and let L ⊆ N. Suppose that for every k ∈ N there exists l ∈ L such that g(l) ≥ (l/k + 1)f(k).
Then f -Gap-Clique is fpt-reducible to PHom({(Kg(l),Kl) | l ∈ L}).

Proof. Given an instance (Kf(k),Kk,G) of f -Gap-Clique we find l ∈ L such that g(l) ≥
(l/k + 1)f(k) and take the smallest integer m such that mk ≥ l. Note that m ≤ l/k + 1.
We map the given instance to the instance (Kg(l),Kl,H) where H is obtained by taking m

disjoint copies of G and making all pairs of vertices in different copies adjacent.
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If G contains a k-clique, then H contains an mk-clique for we can take the same clique in
every copy of G in H to get such a clique. Since l ≤ mk, the graph H contains an l-clique.
This proves the completeness of the reduction.

Assume now that H contains a g(l)-clique. By taking the largest intersection of that
clique with a copy of G in H, we obtain a clique in G of size at least g(l)/m. Since
g(l)/m ≥ g(l)/(l/k + 1) ≥ f(k), the graph G contains an f(k)-clique, proving soundness of
the reduction. ◀

The proposition allows us to slightly refine Theorem 21.

▶ Corollary 23. For any 0 < c ≤ 1 and any infinite L ⊆ N, the problem PHom({(Kg(l),Kl) |
l ∈ L}) is W[1]-hard whenever g(l) ≥ cl for all l ∈ L.

Proof. We define f(n) = (c/2)n and for each k we take any l ∈ L with l ≥ k. Since
g(l) ≥ cl ≥ c(l/k + 1)k/2 = (l/k + 1)f(k), Proposition 22 gives us a reduction from
f -Gap-Clique, which is W[1]-hard by Theorem 21. ◀

5 Conclusion

We introduced the framework of left-hand side restricted PCSPs, which simultaneously
generalizes left-hand side restricted CSPs and approximation versions of the k-clique problem,
and we provided some initial results. The main technical contribution is the sufficient condition
for W[1]-hardness in Theorem 13 which, in particular, covers left-hand side restricted bounded
arity CSPs. However, it remains to be seen whether this general framework for left-hand
side restriction can be as fruitful as it is for the right-hand side restrictions (see [1]). A
challenging problem in this direction is to improve the sufficient condition so that it not only
covers CSPs but also the constant factor approximation of k-clique stated in Theorem 21.
Such a result seems to require a significantly different construction.
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