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Abstract
It is known for many algorithmic problems that if a tree decomposition of width t is

given in the input, then the problem can be solved with exponential dependence on t. A
line of research initiated by Lokshtanov, Marx, and Saurabh [SODA 2011] produced lower
bounds showing that in many cases known algorithms already achieve the best possible
exponential dependence on t, assuming the Strong Exponential-Time Hypothesis (SETH).
The main message of this paper is showing that the same lower bounds can already be
obtained in a much more restricted setting: informally, a graph consisting of a block of
t vertices connected to components of constant size already has the same hardness as a
general tree decomposition of width t.

Formally, a (σ, δ)-hub is a set Q of vertices such that every component of Q has size
at most σ and is adjacent to at most δ vertices of Q. We explore if the known tight lower
bounds parameterized by the width of the given tree decomposition remain valid if we
parameterize by the size of the given hub.

• For every ε > 0, there are σ, δ > 0 such that Independent Set (equivalently
Vertex Cover) cannot be solved in time (2 − ε)p · n, even if a (σ, δ)-hub of size
p is given in the input, assuming the SETH. This matches the earlier tight lower
bounds parameterized by width of the tree decomposition. Similar tight bounds are
obtained for Odd Cycle Transversal, Max Cut, q-Coloring, and edge/vertex
deletions versions of q-Coloring.

• For every ε > 0, there are σ, δ > 0 such that △-Partition cannot be solved in time
(2−ε)p ·n, even if a (σ, δ)-hub of size p is given in the input, assuming the Set Cover
Conjecture (SCC). In fact, we prove that this statement is equivalent to the SCC,
thus it is unlikely that this could be proved assuming the SETH.

• For Dominating Set, we can prove a non-tight lower bound ruling out (2−ε)p·nO(1)

algorithms, assuming either the SETH or the SCC, but this does not match the
3p · nO(1) upper bound.

Thus our results reveal that, for many problems, the research on lower bounds on the
dependence on tree width was never really about tree decompositions, but the real source
of hardness comes from a much simpler structure.

Additionally, we study if the same lower bounds can be obtained if σ and δ are fixed
universal constants (not depending on ε). We show that lower bounds of this form are
possible for Max Cut and the edge-deletion version of q-Coloring, under the Max 3-Sat
Hypothesis (M3SH). However, no such lower bounds are possible for Independent Set,
Odd Cycle Transversal, and the vertex-deletion version of q-Coloring: better than
brute force algorithms are possible for every fixed (σ, δ).
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1 Introduction

Starting with the work of Lokshtanov, Marx, and Saurabh [24], there is a line of research
devoted to giving lower bounds on how the running time of parameterized algorithms can
depend on treewidth (or more precisely, on the width of a given tree decomposition) [4, 7, 8,
11–13, 19, 28, 29, 32, 33]. The goal of this paper is to revisit the fundamental results from [24]
to point out that previous work could have considered a simpler parameter to obtain stronger
lower bounds in a more uniform way. Thus, in a sense, this line of research was never really
about treewidth; a fact that future work should take into account.

Suppose we want to solve some algorithmic problem on a graph G given with a tree
decomposition of width t. For many NP-hard problems, standard dynamic program techniques
or meta theorems such as Courcelle’s Theorem [5] show that the problem can be solved in time
f(t) ·nO(1) for some computable function f [10, Chapter 7]. In many cases, the running time is
actually ct ·nO(1) for some constant c > 1, where it is an obvious goal to make the constant as
small as possible. A line of work started by Lokshtanov, Marx, and Saurabh [24] provides tight
conditional lower bounds for many problems with known ct ·nO(1)-time algorithms. The lower
bounds are based on the Strong Exponential-Time Hypothesis, formulated by Impagliazzo,
Paturi, and Zane [16,17].

Strong Exponential-Time Hypothesis (SETH). There is no ε > 0 such that for every
k, every n-variable instance of k-Sat can be solved in time (2− ε)n · nO(1).

The goal of these results is to provide evidence that the base c of the exponent in the
best known ct · nO(1)-time algorithm is optimal: if a (c− ε)t · nO(1)-time algorithm exists for
any ε > 0, then SETH fails. The following theorem summarizes the basic results obtained by
Lokshtanov, Marx, and Saurabh [24].

Theorem 1.1 ([24]). If there exists an ε > 0 such that

1. Independent Set can be solved in time (2− ε)t · nO(1), or
2. Dominating Set can be solved in time (3− ε)t · nO(1), or
3. Max Cut can be solved in time (2− ε)t · nO(1), or
4. Odd Cycle Transversal can be solved in time (3− ε)t · nO(1), or
5. q-Coloring can be solved in time (q − ε)t · nO(1) for some q ⩾ 3, or
6. Triangle Partition can be solved in time (2− ε)t · nO(1),

on input an n-vertex graph G together with a tree decomposition of width at most t, then the
SETH fails.

Already in [24] it is pointed out that many of the lower bounds remain true even in the
more restricted setting where the input is not a tree decomposition, but a path decomposition.
This raises the following natural questions:

• How much further can we restrict the input and still obtain the same lower bounds?

• What is the real structural source of hardness in these results?

In this paper, we show that many of these lower bounds remain true in a much more restricted
setting where a block of p vertices is connected to constant-size components. Additionally, we
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demonstrate that our results are very close to being best possible, as further restrictions of
the structure of the graphs allow better algorithms.

We say that a set Q of vertices is a (σ, δ)-hub of G if every component of G−Q has at most
σ vertices and each such component is adjacent to at most δ vertices of Q in G1. Our goal is
to prove lower bounds parameterized by the size of a (σ, δ)-hub given in the input, where σ
and δ are treated as constants. One can observe that a (σ, δ)-hub of size p in G can be easily
turned into a tree decomposition of width less than p+σ, hence the treewidth of G is at most
p+ σ. Therefore, any lower bound parameterized by the size p of hub immediately implies a
lower bound parameterized by the width of the given tree decomposition. We systematically
go through the list of problems investigated by Lokshtanov, Marx, and Saurabh [24], to see
if the same lower bound can be obtained with this parameterization. Our results show that,
in most cases, the results remain valid under parameterization by hub size. However, new
insights, techniques and arguments are needed; in particular, we require different complexity
assumptions for some of the statements.

Coloring problems and relatives. Let us first consider the q-Coloring problem: given
a graph G, the task is to find a coloring of the vertices of G with q colors such that adjacent
vertices receive different colors. Given a (σ, δ)-hub Q of size p, we can try all possible q-
colorings on Q and check if they can be extented to every component of G − Q. Assuming
σ and δ are constants, this leads to a qp · nO(1) algorithm. Our first result shows that this
is essentially best possible, assuming the SETH; note that this result immediately implies
Theorem 1.1(5).

Theorem 1.2. Let q ⩾ 3 be an integer.

1. For every σ, δ ⩾ 1, q-Coloring on n-vertex graphs can be solved in time qp · nO(1) if a
(σ, δ)-hub of size p is given in the input.

2. For every ε > 0, there exist integers σ, δ ⩾ 1 such that if there is an algorithm solving
in time (q − ε)p · nO(1) every n-vertex instance of q-Coloring given with a (σ, δ)-hub
of size at most p, then the SETH fails.

The q-ColoringED problem is an edge-deletion optimization version of q-Coloring:
given a graph G, the task is to find a set X of edges of minimum size such that G \ X has
a q-coloring. We show that qp · nO(1) running time is essentially optimal for this problem as
well.

Theorem 1.3. Let q ⩾ 2 be an integer.

1. For every σ, δ ⩾ 1, q-ColoringED on n-vertex graphs can be solved in time qp · nO(1)

if a (σ, δ)-hub of size p is given in the input.

2. For every ε > 0, there exist integers σ, δ ⩾ 1 such that if there is an algorithm solving in
time (q − ε)p · nO(1) every n-vertex instance of q-ColoringED given with a (σ, δ)-hub
of size at most p, then the SETH fails.

1This notion is related to component order connectivity, which is the size of the smallest set Q of vertices
such that deleting Q leaves components of size not larger than some predefined constant σ [1,3,6,14,20,22,25,
27, 34, 35, 38]. Our definition has the additional constraint on the neighborhood size of each component. As
we often refer to the set Q itself (not only its smallest possible size) and we want to make the constants σ, δ
explicit, the terminology (σ, δ)-hub is grammatically more convenient than trying to express the same using
component order connectivity.
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For q ⩾ 3, the lower bound of Theorem 1.2 for q-Coloring immediately implies the
same lower bound for the more general problem q-ColoringED. Observe that for q = 2,
the q-ColoringED problem is equivalent to the Max Cut problem: deleting the minimum
number of edges to make the graph bipartite is equivalent to finding a bipartition with the
maximum number of edges going between the two classes. Thus the lower bound for Max
Cut is needed to complete the proof of Theorem 1.3.

Let us consider now the vertex-deletion version q-ColoringVD, where given a graph G,
the task is to find a set X of vertices of minimum size such that G − X has a q-coloring
(equivalently, we want to find a partial q-coloring on the maximum number of vertices). For
this problem, a brute force approach would need to consider (q+1)p possibilities on a (σ, δ)-hub
of size p: each vertex can receive either one of the q colors, or be deleted.

Theorem 1.4. Let q ⩾ 1 be an integer.

1. For every σ, δ ⩾ 1, q-ColoringVD on n-vertex graphs can be solved in time (q + 1)p ·
nO(1) if a (σ, δ)-hub of size p is given in the input.

2. For every ε > 0, there exist integers σ, δ ⩾ 1 such that if there is an algorithm solving in
time (q+1−ε)p ·nO(1) every n-vertex instance of q-ColoringVD given with a (σ, δ)-hub
of size at most p, then the SETH fails.

Observe that Vertex Cover is equivalent to 1-ColoringVD and Odd Cycle Transver-
sal is equivalent to 2-ColoringVD. Furthermore, Independent Set and Vertex Cover
have the same time complexity (due to the well-known fact that minimum size of a vertex
cover plus the maximum size of an independent set is always equal to the number of vertices).
Thus the definition of q-ColoringVD gives a convenient unified formulation that includes
these fundamental problems.

Packing problems. Given a graphG, the Triangle Partition (denoted by △-Partition
for short) problem asks for a partition of the vertex set into triangles. Triangle Packing
(denoted by △-Packing) is the more general problem where the task is to find a maximum-size
collection of vertex-disjoint triangles. Given a tree decomposition of width t, Theorem 1.1(6)
shows that 2t · nO(1) is essentially the best possible running time. It seems that the same
lower bound holds when parameterizing by the size of a hub, but the source of hardness is
somehow different. Instead of assuming the SETH, we prove this lower bound under the Set
Cover Conjecture (SCC) [9, 10]. In the d-Set Cover problem, we are given a universe U
of size n and a collection F of subsets of U , each with size at most d. The task is to find a
minimum-size collection of sets whose union covers the universe.

Set Cover Conjecture (SCC). For all ε > 0, there exists d ⩾ 1 such that there is no
algorithm that solves every ⩽d-Set Cover instance (U,F) in time (2 − ε)n · nO(1) where
n = |U |.

We actually show that the lower bounds for △-Partition/△-Packing are equivalent to
the SCC.

Theorem 1.5. The following three statements are equivalent:

• The SCC is true.
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• For every ε > 0, there are σ, δ > 0 such that △-Partition on an n-vertex graph cannot
be solved in time (2− ε)p · nO(1), even if the input contains a (σ, δ)-hub of size p.

• For every ε > 0, there are σ, δ > 0 such that △-Packing on an n-vertex graph cannot
be solved in time (2− ε)p · nO(1), even if the input contains a (σ, δ)-hub of size p.

Ideally, one would like to prove lower bounds under the more established conjecture: the
SETH. However, Theorem 1.5 shows that it is no shortcoming of our technique that we prove
the lower bound based on the SCC instead. If we proved statement 2 or 3 under the SETH,
then this would prove that the SETH implies the SCC, resolving a longstanding open question.

Dominating Set. Given an n-vertex graph with a tree decomposition of width t, a minimum
dominating set can be computed in time 3t · nO(1) using an algorithm based on fast subset
convolution [36,37]. By Theorem 1.1 (2), this running time cannot be improved to (3−ε)t·nO(1)

for any ε > 0, assuming the SETH. Can we get a (3− ε)p · nO(1) algorithm if a hub of size p
is given in the input? We currently have no answer to this question. In fact, we do not even
have a good guess whether or not such algorithms should be possible. What we do have are
two very simple weaker results that rule out (2− ε)p · nO(1) algorithms, with one proof based
on the SETH and the other proof based on the SCC.

Theorem 1.6. For every ε > 0, there are σ, δ > 0 such that Dominating Set on an n-vertex
graph with a (σ, δ)-hub of size p given in the input cannot be solved in time (2 − ε)p · nO(1),
unless both the SETH and the SCC fail.

Theorem 1.6 suggests that, if there is no (3− ε)p · nO(1) time algorithm for Dominating
Set, then perhaps the matching lower bound needs a complexity assumption that is stronger
than both the SETH and the SCC.

Universal constants for σ and δ? The lower bounds in Theorems 1.2–1.6 are stated in
a somewhat technical form: “for every ε > 0, there are σ and δ such that. . .”. The statements
would be simpler and more intuitive if they were formulated in a setting where σ and δ are
universal constants, say, 100. Can we prove statements that show, for example, that there is
no (2− ε)p · nO(1) algorithm, where p is the size of a (100, 100)-hub given in the input?

The answer to this question is complicated. For the vertex-deletion problem q-ColoringVD
(which includes Vertex Cover and Odd Cycle Transversal) there are actually better
than brute force algorithms for fixed constant values of σ and δ.

Theorem 1.7. For every q ⩾ 3 and σ, δ > 0, there exists ε > 0 with the following property:
every instance (G,L) of q-ColoringVD with n vertices, given with a (σ, δ)-hub of size p, can
be solved in time (q + 1− ε)p · nO(1).

Thus Theorem 1.7 explains why the formulation of Theorem 1.4 needs to quantify over σ
and δ, and cannot be stated for a fixed pair (σ, δ).

On the other hand, for the edge-deletion problem q-ColoringED (which includes Max
Cut), we can prove stronger lower bounds where σ and δ are universal constants. However,
we need a complexity assumption different from the SETH.

An instance of Max 3-Sat is a CNF formula φ with at most three literals in each clause.
We ask for the minimum number of clauses that need to be deleted in order to obtain a
satisfiable formula. Equivalently, we look for a valuation of the variables which violates the
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minimum number of clauses. Clearly, an instance of Max 3-Sat with n variables can be solved
in time 2n · nO(1) by exhaustive search. It is a notorious problem whether this running time
can be significantly improved, i.e., whether there exists an ε > 0 such that every n-variable
instance of Max 3-Sat can be solved in time (2− ε)n.

Max 3-Sat Hypothesis (M3SH). There is no ε > 0 such that every n-variable instance of
Max 3-Sat can be solved in time (2− ε)n · nO(1).

Under this assumption, we can prove a lower bound where δ = 6 and σ is a constant
(depending only on q).

Theorem 1.8. For every q ⩾ 2 there is an integer σ such that the following holds. For every
ε > 0, no algorithm solves every n-vertex instance of q-ColoringED that is given with a
(σ, 6)-hub of size p, in time (q − ε)p · nO(1), unless the M3SH fails.

For the case q = 2 we even show a slight improvement over Theorem 6.3 — in this case it
suffices to consider instances with a constant σ and δ = 4.

For △-Partition, we do not know if the lower bound of Theorem 1.5, ruling out (2−ε)p ·
nO(1) running time under the SCC, remains valid for some fixed universal σ and δ independent
of ε. Note that the proof of Theorem 1.5 provides a reduction from △-Partition to d-Set
Packing for some d. It is known that d-Set Packing over a universe of size n can be solved
in time (2−ε)n ·(n+m)O(1) with some ε > 0 depending on d [2,21,31]. However, our reduction
from △-Partition to d-Set Packing chooses d in a way that it cannot be used to reduce
the case of a fixed σ and δ to a d-Set Packing problem with fixed d. It seems that we would
need to understand if certain generalizations of d-Set Packing can also be solved in time
(2 − ε)n · (n + m)O(1) for fixed d. The simplest such problem would be the generalization
of d-Set Packing where the sets in the input are partitioned into pairs and the solution is
allowed to use at most one set from each pair.

Discussion. Given the amount of attention to algorithms on tree decompositions and the
number of nontrivial techniques that were developed to achieve the best known algorithms,
it is a natural question to ask if these algorithms are optimal. Even though understanding
treewidth is a very natural motivation for this line of research, the actual results turned out
to be less related to treewidth than one would assume initially: the lower bounds remain
valid even under more restricted conditions. Already the first paper on this topic [24] states
the lower bounds in a stronger form, as parameterized by pathwidth or by feedback vertex
set number (both of which are bounded below by treewidth). Some other results considered
parameters such as the size of a set Q where every component of G − Q is a path [18] or
has bounded treewidth [15]. However, our results show that none of these lower bounds got
to the fundamental reason why known algorithms on bounded-treewidth graphs cannot be
improved: Theorems 1.2–1.5 highlight that these algorithms are best possible already if we
consider a much more restricted problem setting where constant-sized gadgets are attached
to a set of hub vertices. Moreover, Theorems 1.2 and 1.4 are likely to be best possible: as
we have seen, for coloring and its vertex-deletion generalizations, σ and δ cannot be made a
constant independent from ε (Theorem 1.7). Therefore, one additional conceptual message
of our results is understanding where the hardness of solving problems on bounded-treewidth
graphs really stems from, by reaching the arguably most restricted setting in which the lower
bounds hold.
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The success of Theorems 1.2–1.4 (for coloring problems and relatives) suggests that possi-
bly all the treewidth optimality results could be revisited and the same methodology could be
used to strengthen to parameterization by hub size. But the story is more complicated than
that. For example, for △-Packing, the ground truth appears to be that the lower bound
parameterized by width of the tree decomposition can be strengthened to a lower bound
parameterized by hub size. However, proving the lower bound parameterized by hub size
requires a different proof technique, and we can do it only by assuming the SCC — and for
all we know this is an assumption orthogonal to the SETH. In fact, we showed that the lower
bound for △-Packing is equivalent to the SCC, making it unlikely that a simple proof based
on the SETH exists. For Dominating Set, we currently do not know how to obtain tight
bounds, highlighting that it is far from granted that all results parameterized by width of tree
decomposition can be easily turned into lower bounds parameterized by hub size.

Another important aspect of our results is the delicate way they have to be formulated,
with the values of σ and δ depending on ε. Theorem 1.8 shows that in some cases it is possible
to prove a stronger bound where σ and δ are universal constants, but this comes at a cost
of choosing a different complexity assumption (M3SH). Thus, there is a tradeoff between the
choice of the complexity assumption and the strength of the lower bound. In general, it seems
that the choice of complexity assumption can play a crucial role in these kind of lower bounds
parameterized by hub size. This has to be contrasted with the case of parameterization by
the width of the tree decomposition, where the known lower bounds are obtained from the
SETH (or its counting version).

It would be natural to try to obtain lower bounds parameterized by hub size for other
algorithmic problems as well. The lower bounds obtained in this paper for various fundamental
problems can serve as a starting point for such further results. Concerning the problems
studied in this paper, we leave two main open questions:

• For Dominating Set, can we improve the lower bound of Theorem 1.6 to rule out
(3− ε)p · nO(1) algorithms, under some reasonable assumption? Or is there perhaps an
algorithm beating this bound?

• For △-Partition/△-Packing, can we improve the lower bound of Theorem 1.5 such
that σ and δ are universal constants? Or is it true perhaps that for every fixed σ and δ,
there is an algorithm solving these problems in time (2− ε)p · nO(1) for some ε > 0?

2 Technical Overview

In this section, we overview some of the most important technical ideas in our results.

2.1 q-Coloring

The algorithmic statement in Theorem 1.2 is easily obtained via a simple branching procedure.
For the hardness part, we use a lower bound of Lampis [23] for constraint satisfaction problems
(CSP) as a starting point: for any ε > 0 and integer d, there is an integer r such that there
is no algorithm solving CSP on n variables of domain size d and r-ary constraints in time
(d − ε)n. Therefore, to prove Theorem 1.2 (2), we give a reduction that, given an n-variable
CSP instance where the variables are over [q] and the arity of constraints is some constant r,
creates an instance of q-Coloring having a hub of size roughly n.
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First, we introduce a set of n main vertices in the hub, representing the variables of the
CSP instance. We would like to represent each r-ary constraint with a gadget that is attached
to a set S of r vertices. We will first allow our gadgets to use lists that specify to which colors
certain vertices are allowed to be mapped. In a second step we then remove these lists.

A bit more formally, we say that an r-ary q-gadget is a graph J together with a list
assignment L : V (J) → 2[q] and r distinguished vertices x = (z1, . . . , zr) from J . The vertices
z1, . . . , zr are called portals. A list coloring of (J, L) is an assignment φ : V (J) → [q] that
respects the lists L, i.e., with φ(v) ∈ L(v) for all v ∈ V (J).

A construction by Jaffke and Jansen [18] gives a gadget that enforces that a set of vertices
forbids one prescribed coloring. We use this statement to construct a gadget extends precisely
the set of colorings that are allowed according to some relation.

Proposition 2.1. Let q ⩾ 3 and r ⩾ 1 be integers, and let R ⊆ [q]r be a relation. Then there
exists an r-ary q-gadget F = (F,L, (z1, . . . , zr)) such that

• the list of every vertex is contained in [q],
• for each i ∈ r, it holds that L(zi) = [q],
• {z1, . . . , zr} is an independent set,
• for any ψ : {z1, . . . , zr} → [q], coloring vertices z1, . . . , zr according to ψ can be extended

to a list coloring of (F,L) if and only if (ψ(z1), . . . , ψ(zr)) ∈ R.

Then, by introducing one gadget per constraint and attaching it to the vertices of the hub,
from the qn possible behaviors of the hub vertices, only those can be extended to the gadgets
that correspond to a satisfying assignment of the CSP instance. Note that gadgets are allowed
to use lists and they model the relational constraints using list colorings. So the final step to
obtain a reduction to q-Coloring is to remove these lists. This can be done using a standard
construction, where a central clique of size q is used to model the q colors, and a vertex v of
the graph is adjacent to the ith vertex of the clique, whenever i /∈ L(v).

2.2 Vertex Deletion to q-Coloring.

Similarly to q-Coloring, the algorithmic statement in Theorem 1.4 is easily obtained via
a simple branching procedure. However, for q-ColoringVD, we need to consider q + 1
possibilities at each vertex: assigning to it one of the q colors, or deleting it. This leads
to the running time (q + 1)p · nO(1). The hardness proof is also similar, but this time we
have to give a reduction that, given an n-variable CSP instance where the variables are over
[q+1] and the arity of constraints is some constant r, creates an instance of q-ColoringVD
having a hub of size roughly n. Intuitively, we are using deletion as the (q + 1)-st color: the
(q+1)n possibilities for these vertices in the q-ColoringVD problem (coloring with q colors
+ deletion) correspond to the (q + 1)n possible assignments of the CSP instance. To enforce
this interpretation, we attach to these vertices small gadgets representing each constraint. We
attach a large number of copies of each such gadget, which means that it makes no sense for
an optimum solution to delete vertices from these gadgets and hence deletions occur only in
the hub. This means that we can treat the vertices of the gadgets as “undeletable”.

We would like to use again the construction from Proposition 2.1 to create gadgets that
enforce that a set of vertices has one of the prescribed colorings/deletions. A gadget can force
the deletion of a vertex if its neighbors are colored using all q colors. However, there is a
fundamental limitation of this technique: deleting a vertex is always better than coloring it.
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That is, a gadget cannot really force a set S of vertices to the color “red”: from the viewpoint
of the gadget, deleting some of them and coloring the rest red is equally good. In other words,
it is not true that every relation R ⊆ [q+1]r can be represented by a gadget that allows only
these combinations of q colors + deletion on a set S of r vertices.

To get around this limitation, we use a grouping technique to have control over how many
vertices are deleted. Let us divide the n variables into M = n/b blocks B1, . . . , BM of
size b each. Let us guess the number fi of variables in Bi that receive the value q + 1 in a
hypothetical solution; that is, we expect fi deletions in block Bi of central vertices. Instead
of just attaching a gadget to a set S of at most r vertices, now each gadget is attached to the
at most r blocks containing S. Besides ensuring a combination of values on S that satisfies
the constraint, the gadget also ensures that each block Bi it is attached to has at least the
guessed number fi of deletions. This way, if we have a solution with exactly

∑M
i=1 fi deletions,

then we know that it has exactly fi deletions in the i-th block. Therefore, if a gadget forces
the deletion of fi vertices of Bi and forces a coloring on the remaining vertices of Bi, then we
know that that block has exactly this behavior in the solution.

2.3 Edge Deletion to q-Coloring

Let us turn our attention to the edge-deletion version now. Similarly to the vertex-deletion
version, the algorithmic results are simple, thus we discuss only the hardness proofs here.
As starting point for all our reductions, we use a CSP problem with domain size q that
naturally generalizes Max 3-Sat: the task is to find an assignment of variables that satisfies
the maximum number of constraints. For q = 2, the hardness of this problem follows from
the SETH and the M3SH. For q ⩾ 3, we prove a new tight lower bound based on M3SH.

For q ⩾ 3, the lower bound of Theorem 1.3 (hardness of q-ColoringED under the SETH)
already follows from our result for finding a q-coloring without deletions (Theorem 1.2). So,
in order to complete the proof of Theorem 1.3, we give a reduction from the CSP problem
with q = 2 to 2-ColoringED (i.e, Max Cut), which shows hardness under SETH. As the
gadgets of Proposition 2.1 work only for q ⩾ 3, we need to design new gadgets using only 2
colors for this case.

The same reduction can be used to establish the lower bound from Theorem 1.8 (hardness
of q-ColoringED under the M3SH) in the q = 2 case. For the q ⩾ 3 case, we present a
reduction from the CSP problem with domain size q to q-ColoringED. Here we can once
again use the gadgets from Proposition 2.1.

In all cases, as the gadgets we design may use lists, we establish respective lower bounds
for the list coloring problem on the way. In a second step, we then show how to remove the
lists.

MaxCSP — Hardness under the M3SH For some positive integers d and r, we define
Max (d,r)-CSP: Given v variables over a q-element domain and a set of n relational con-
straints of arity 3, the task is to find an assignment of the variables such that the maximum
number of constraints are satisfied. The problem can be solved in time qv · nO(1) by brute
force. For q = 2, the problem is clearly a generalization of Max 3-Sat, hence the M3SH
immediately implies that there is no (q−ε)v ·nO(1) algorithm for any ε > 0. We show that the
M3SH actually implies this for any q ⩾ 2. This might also be a helpful tool for future work.

Theorem 2.2. For d ⩾ 2 and any r ⩾ 3, there is no algorithm solving every n-variable
instance of Max (d,r)-CSP in time (d− ε)n · nO(1) for ε > 0, unless the M3SH fails.
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In order to show Theorem 2.2, if q is a power of 2, then a simple grouping argument works:
for example, if q = 24 = 16, then each variable of the CSP instance can represent 4 variables
of the Max 3-Sat instance, and hence it is clear that a (q − ε)v algorithm would imply a
(2− ε)4v algorithm for a Max 3-Sat instance with 4v variables.

The argument is not that simple if q is not a power of 2, say q = 15. Then a variable
of that CSP instance cannot represent all 16 possibilities of 4 variables of the Max 3-Sat
instance, and using it to represent only 3 variables would be wasteful. We cannot use the
usual trick of grouping the CSP variables such that each group together represents a group
of Max 3-Sat variables: then each constraint representing a clause would need to involve
not only 3 variables, but 3 blocks of variables, making δ larger than 3. Instead, for each
block of 4 variables of the Max 3-Sat instance, we randomly choose 15 out of the 16 possible
assignments, and use a single variable of the CSP instance to represent these possibilities. An
optimum solution of a 4v-variable Max 3-Sat instance “survives” this random selection with
probability (15/16)v. Thus a (15 − ε)v · nO(1) time algorithm for the CSP problem would
give a randomized (16/15)v · (15 − ε)v · nO(1) = (16 − ε′)v · nO(1) = (2 − ε′′)4v · nO(1) time
algorithm for Max 3-Sat, violating (a randomized version of) the M3SH. Furthermore, we
show in Section 6.1 that the argument can be derandomized using the logarithmic integrality
gap between integer and fractional covers in hypergraphs.

Realizing Relations using Lists Recall that an r-ary q-gadget is a graph with lists in
[q] and r specified portal vertices. For our hardness proofs, we reduce from Max (q,r)-CSP,
and we use gadgets to “model” the relations in [q]r. We say that an r-ary q-gadget realizes
a relation R ∈ [q]r if there is an integer k such that (1) for each d ∈ R, if the portals are
colored according to d, then it requires precisely k edge deletions to extend this to a full list
coloring of the gadget, and (2) extending a state that is not in R requires strictly more than k
edge deletions. We say that such a gadget 1-realizes R, if for each state outside of R it takes
precisely k + 1 edge deletions to extend this state. So, this is a stronger notion in the sense
that now the violation cost is the same for all tuples outside of R. Moreover, with a 1-realizer
in hand, by identifying copies of this gadget with the same portal vertices one can freely adjust
the precise violation cost — this works as long as the portals form an independent set and
therefore no multiedges are introduced in the copying process.

For our treatment of the case q ⩾ 3, we again use Proposition 2.1 to show that arbitrary
relations over a domain of size q can be realized. As Proposition 2.1 is for the decision problem
without deletions, it does not help for the case q = 2, i.e., for Max Cut/2-Coloring. In this
case, we need a different approach to show that every relation over a domain of size 2 can be
realized. For 2-Coloring, a single edge is essentially a “Not Equals”-gadget as the endpoints
have to take different colors or otherwise the edge needs to be deleted. Starting from this, we
show how to model OR-relations of any arity. With these building blocks we then obtain the
following result.

Theorem 2.3. For each r ⩾ 1, and R ⊆ [2]r, there is an r-ary 2-gadget that 1-realizes R.

Removing the Lists Note that gadgets may use lists and therefore, on the way, we first
obtain the following lower bounds for the respective list coloring problems.

Theorem 2.4. For every q ⩾ 2 and ε > 0, there are integers σ and δ such that if an algorithm
solves in time (q − ε)p · nO(1) every n-vertex instance of List-q-ColoringED that is given
with a (σ, δ)-hub of size p, then the SETH fails.
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Theorem 2.5. For every q ⩾ 2, there is a constant σq such that, for every ε > 0, if an
algorithm solves in time (q− ε)p · nO(1) every n-vertex instance of List-q-ColoringED that
is given with a (σq, 3)-hub of size p, then the M3SH fails.

In a second step, we show how to remove the lists by adding some additional object of size
roughly q (a central vertex or a q-clique for q = 2 or q ⩾ 3, respectively). This addition is
then considered to be part of the hub, thereby increasing the size of the hub by some constant.
However, this modification means that for the other gadgets the number of neighbors in the
hub increases slightly. This is irrelevant for the SETH-based lower bound, but it leads to a
slight increase in the universal constant δ that we obtain for our M3SH-based lower bounds
for the coloring problems without lists.

2.4 Covering, Packing, and Partitioning

Theorem 1.5 gives lower bounds for △-Partition and △-Packing based on the Set Cover
Conjecture. This hypothesis was formulated in terms of the d-Set Cover problem. For
our purposes, it is convenient to consider slightly different covering/partitioning problems.
To facilitate our reductions and as a tool for future reductions of this type, we establish
equivalences between eight different covering type problems. Before we make this more formal
in Theorem 2.6, let us briefly introduce the corresponding problems.

First, we use =d-Set Cover and ⩽d-Set Cover to distinguish between the problem for
which the sets have size exactly d or at most d, respectively. For △-Partition, it is more nat-
ural to start a reduction from the partitioning problems =d-Set Partition or ⩽d-Set Par-
tition, in which the task is to find pairwise disjoint sets that cover the universe. The ⩽d-Set
Partition problem can be considered as a decision problem. However, we can also consider
the corresponding optimization problem in which the task is to minimize the number of se-
lected sets, and we use ⩽d-Set Partition (#Sets) to denote this problem. Further variants
are the optimization problems =d-Set Packing (#Sets) and ⩽d-Set Packing (#Sets),
in which we need to select the maximum number of pairwise disjoint sets. For ⩽ d-Set Pack-
ing, an equally natural goal is to maximize the total size of the selected sets (for = d-Set
Packing, this is of course equivalent to maximizing the number of selected sets). So we use
⩽d-Set Packing (Union) to denote the packing problem in which the union/total size of
the selected sets is maximized.

Given the large number of variants of d-Set Cover, one may wonder how they are related
to each other. In particular, does the SCC imply lower bounds for these variants? There are
obvious reductions between some of these problems (e.g., from = d-Set Cover to ⩽ d-Set
Cover) and there are also reductions that are not so straightforward. We fully clarify this
question by showing that choosing any of these problems in the definition of the SCC leads to
an equivalent statement. Thus in our proofs to follow we can choose whichever form is most
convenient for us. Knowing this equivalence could prove useful for future work as well.

Theorem 2.6. Suppose that for one of the problems below, it is true that for every ε > 0,
there is an integer d such that the problem cannot be solved in time (2 − ε)n · nO(1), where n
is the size of the universe. Then this holds for all the other problems as well. In particular,
any of these statements is equivalent to the SCC.

1. =d-Set Cover
2. =d-Set Partition
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3. =d-Set Packing (#Sets)
4. ⩽d-Set Cover
5. ⩽d-Set Partition
6. ⩽d-Set Partition (#Sets)
7. ⩽d-Set Packing (#Sets)
8. ⩽d-Set Packing (Union)

To make the statements about relationships between the problems from the list in The-
orem 2.6 more concise, it will be convenient to introduce some shorthand notation. Let
A = {Ad}d⩾1 and B = {Bd}d⩾1 be two families of problems where Ad and Bd belong to the
list in Theorem 2.6. To shorten notation, we speak of an n-element instance if the universe
U of an instance has size n. We say that A is 2n-hard if the following lower bound holds

For each ε > 0 there is some d ⩾ 1 such that no algorithm solves Ad on all
n-element instances in time (2− ε)n · nO(1).

Using this language, the SCC states that {⩽d-Set Cover}d⩾1 is 2n-hard. To establish
Theorem 2.6, we show reductions, stating that if A is 2n-hard then B is 2n-hard as well.
Spelled out this means:

Suppose for each ε > 0 there is some d ⩾ 1 such that no algorithm solves Ad on
all n-element instances in time (2− ε)n · nO(1).

Then, for each ε > 0 there is some d′ ⩾ 1 such that no algorithm solves Bd′ on all
n-element instances in time (2− ε)n · nO(1).

This shows that this is really a relationship between two classes of problems, and not
necessarily a relationship between Ad and Bd for the same value d. To make this distinction
explicit, we write =∗-Set Cover if we refer to the class of problems {=d-Set Cover}d⩾1.
We use analogous notation for the other problems on the list. For example, a simple ob-
servation is that if =∗-Set Cover is 2n-hard then so is ⩽∗-Set Cover as the latter is a
generalization of the former. The reductions we use to prove Theorem 2.6 are illustrated in
Figure 1.

2.5 Triangle Partition and Triangle Packing

Now let us discuss the proof of Theorem 1.5 that can be found in Section 9. The proof
consists of two main steps: (1) a reduction from =∗-Set Partition to △-Partition, and
(2) a reduction from △-Packing to ⩽∗-Set Packing (#Sets) (see Figure 2). Recall that
by Theorem 2.6, assuming the SCC, all of =∗-Set Partition, ⩽∗-Set Packing (#Sets),
and ⩽∗-Set Cover are 2n-hard. Finally, △-Partition trivially reduces to △-Packing, so
indeed, the statements in Theorem 1.5 are equivalent.

Reducing Set Partition to △-Partition. We start with step (1), i.e., reducing an
instance (U,F) of =d-Set Partition to an equivalent instance G of △-Partition. With a
simple technical trick we can ensure that d is divisible by 3.

The main building block used in the reduction is the so-called △-eq gadget. For fixed d,
it is a graph with d designated vertices called portals. The gadget essentially has exactly two
triangle packings that cover all non-portal vertices:
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Obs. 8.1Lem. 8.11

Obs. 8.2

Obs. 8.1

Obs. 8.3 Lem. 8.4

Obs. 8.5 Lem. 8.6

Lem. 8.9Lem. 8.10
⩽∗-Set Partition (#Sets)

⩽∗-Set Cover

⩽∗-Set Packing (Union)

=∗-Set Cover

=∗-Set Partition

=∗-Set Packing (#Sets)

⩽∗-Set Packing (#Sets)

⩽∗-Set Partition

Figure 1: An overview of the proof of Theorem 2.6. An arrow from A to B indicates an
implication stating that if A is 2n-hard then B is 2n-hard as well.

• one that also covers all portals (i.e., is actually a triangle partition), and

• one that covers no portal.

Now the construction of G is simple: we introduce the set Q containing one vertex for each
element of U , and for each set S ∈ F we introduce a copy of the △-eq gadget whose portals
represent elements of S and are identified with corresponding vertices from Q. It is straightfor-
ward to verify that there is F ′ ⊆ F that partitions U if and only if G has a triangle partition:
the sets from F ′ correspond to △-eq gadgets whose non-portal vertices are covered in the first
way. Note that Q is a (σ, d)-hub of G, where σ is the number of vertices of the △-eq gadget,
i.e., is a constant that depends only on d.

Reducing △-Packing to Set Packing. Now let us consider a graph G given with a
(σ, δ)-hub Q of size p, and an integer t. We will show that a hypothetical fast algorithm for
⩽d-Set Packing (#Sets) can be used to determine whether G has a triangle packing of
size at least t.

For simplicity of exposition, assume that G has no triangles contained in Q; dealing with
such triangles is not difficult but would complicate the notation. We say that a component C
of G − Q is active in some triangle packing Π if there is a triangle in Π that intersects both
C and Q. Note that for any triangle packing there are at most p active components.

We would like to guess components that are active for some (unknown) solution Π. How-
ever, this results in too many branches. We deal with it by employing color-coding and
reducing the problem to its auxiliary precolored variant. Suppose for a moment that we are
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=∗-Set Partition 4-Partition

4-Packing≤∗-Set Packing (#Sets)

≤∗-Set Cover

(1)

(2)

(trivial)

Figure 2: An overview of the reductions in the proof of Theorem 1.5. The two dashed arrows
refer to 2n-hardness reductions from Theorem 2.6. To establish these two connections, note
that we actually utilize all reductions shown in Figure 1, except for the simple Oberserva-
tions 8.1 and 8.5. The arrows annotated with (1) and (2) denote the reductions proved in
Section 9.

given a coloring ψ of components of G −Q into p/c colors, where c is a large constant, with
a promise that at most c components in each color are active in Π.

For a color i ∈ [p/c], let Ci denote the set of components of G − Q colored i by ψ. The
contribution of the color i to Π is the number of triangles that intersect vertices in components
from Ci. Note that the size of Π is the sum of contributions of all color (since we assumed
that there are no triangles contained in Q). What can be said about the contribution of i?
Certainly picking a maximum triangle packing in the graph consisting only of components
from Ci is a lower bound. Let Xi denote the number of triangles in such a triangle packing
and note that Xi can be computed in polynomial time as each component of G − Q is of
constant size. Moreover, for each active component C ∈ Ci, there are at most σ triangles that
intersect both C and Q (as each of them has to use a distinct vertex from C). As, by the
promise on ψ, there are at most c active components in Ci, we observe that the contribution
of i is at most Xi + cσ. We exhaustively guess the contribution of each color by guessing the
offset qi against Xi; it gives a constant number of options per color. We reject guesses where
the total contribution of all colors, i.e., the number of all triangles packed, is less than t.

For each color i, we enumerate all sets S ⊆ Q that are candidates for these vertices of Q
that form triangles with vertices from components of Ci; call such sets i-valid. An i-valid set
S must satisfy the following two conditions. First, the size of S is at most 2cσ, as there are
at most cσ vertices in active components from Ci and each such vertex belongs to a triangle
with at most two vertices from Q. Second, there exists a triangle packing ΠS in the graph
induced by S together with components of Ci such that

• at most c elements from Ci are active in ΠS (this follows from the promise on ψ), and

• the number of triangles in ΠS is at least Xi + qi (by our guess of qi).

It is not difficult to verify that i-valid sets can be enumerated in polynomial time, where the
degree of the polynomial depends on c and σ.

Now we are ready to construct an instance (U,F , p/c) of ⩽d-Set Packing (#Sets). The
universe U is Q ∪ {ai | i ∈ [p/c]}, i.e., it consists of the hub of G and one extra vertex per
color. For each i-valid set S, we include in F the set S ∪ {ai}. Again, one can verify that F
contains p/c pairwise disjoint sets if and only if G has a packing of t triangles that agree both
with ψ and with the guessed values of qi’s.
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By adjusting c, we can ensure that the whole algorithm works in time (2−ε′)p · |V (G)|O(1),
for some ε′ > 0, provided that we have a fast algorithm for ⩽d-Set Packing (#Sets).

The only thing left is to argue how we obtain the coloring ψ satisfying the promise. Here
we use splitters introduced by Naor, Schulman, and Srinivasan [30]. Informally, a splitter is
a family of colorings of a “large set” X , such that for each “small subset” Y ⊆ X there is a
coloring that splits Y evenly. In our setting, the “large set” X is the set of all components of
G−Q and the “small subset” Y is the set of all active components with respect to some fixed
(but unknown) solution; recall that there are at most p such active components. Since our
colorings use p/c colors, we are sure that there is some ψ for which at most p

p/c = c components
in each color are active. Calling the result of Naor, Schulman, and Srinivasan [30], we can
find a small splitter Ψ, and then just exhaustively try every coloring ψ ∈ Ψ. Again, carefully
adjusting the constants, we can ensure that the overall running time is (2 − ε)p · |V (G)|O(1),
for some ε > 0.

3 Preliminaries

For an integer k, by [k] we denote {1, . . . , k}. For a set X, by 2X we denote the family of all
subsets of X.

Graph theory. Let G be a graph. By V (G) and E(G) we denote, respectively, the vertex
set and the edge set of G. Let X ⊆ V (G), by G[X] we denote the graph induced by X. By
G−X we denote the graph obtained form G by removing all vertices in X along with incident
edges, i.e., G[V (G) \ X]. For a set X ⊆ E(G), by G \ X we denote the graph obtained by
removing all edges in X, i.e., (V (G), E(G) \ X). A vertex is isolated if its neighborhood is
empty.

Treewidth and (σ, δ)-hubs. Consider a graph with a (σ, δ)-hub Q of size p. Introducing
a bag that contains Q that is the center of a star whose leaves are Q ∪ Ci for each connected
component Ci of G−Q. Then this is a tree decomposition of G of width at most p+ σ − 1.
We state this observation formally.

Observation 3.1. For some σ, δ ⩾ 1, let G be a graph given with a (σ, δ)-hub of size p. One
can obtain a tree decomposition of width less than p+ σ in time polynomial in the size of G.

Variants of (list) colorings. In Section 1, we defined the q-Coloring problem as well
as its vertex and edge deletion variant. We also use a generalization of vertex colorings that
include lists. Formally, the List-q-Coloring problem takes as input a graph G together with
a list function L : V (G) → 2[q]. The task is then to compute a q-coloring φ : V (G) → [q] that
respects lists L, i.e., with φ(v) ∈ L(v) for all v ∈ V (G). We say that such an assignment φ is
a proper list coloring of (G,L).

We also use the corresponding vertex and edge deletion variant. In the List-q-ColoringVD
(resp. List-q-ColoringED) problem we ask for a smallest set X of vertices (resp. edges)
such that G−X (resp. G \X) admits a proper list coloring that respects the lists L.

Note that List-q-ColoringVD and List-q-ColoringED are optimization problems.
Sometimes it will be convenient to consider their corresponding decisions versions, when we
are additionally given an integer k and we ask whether the instance graph can be modified into
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a yes-instance of by removing at most k vertices/edges. In general, we will show algorithms
for the optimization version, and lower bounds for the decision version.

Gadgets. Let J be a graph together with a list assignment L : V (J) → 2[q] and r distin-
guished vertices x = (x1, . . . , xr) from J . Then we refer to the tuple J = (J, L,x) as an r-ary
q-gadget. We might not specify r nor q in case they are clear from the context. The vertices
x1, . . . , xr are called portals.

Definitions for Set Covering, Partitioning, and Packing Problems. For reference and
to be clear about the distinctions between the different problems that appear in Section 8, we
now list all their definitions.
=d-Set Cover
Input: A set U of elements, a set family F ⊆ 2U where each set has size exactly d such
that U =

⋃
F , an integer t.

Question: Is there a collection of at most t sets from F whose union is U?

⩽d-Set Cover
Input: A set U of elements, a set family F ⊆ 2U where each set has size at most d such
that U =

⋃
F , an integer t.

Question: Is there a collection of at most t sets from F whose union is U?

=d-Set Partition
Input: A set U of elements, a set family F ⊆ 2U where each set has size exactly d such
that U =

⋃
F .

Question: Is there a collection of (|U |/d) sets from F that is a partition of U?

⩽d-Set Partition
Input: A set U of elements, a set family F ⊆ 2U where each set has size at most d such
that U =

⋃
F .

Question: Is there a collection of sets from F that is a partition of U?

⩽d-Set Partition (#Sets)
Input: A set U of elements, a set family F ⊆ 2U where each set has size at most d such
that U =

⋃
F , an integer t.

Question: Is there a collection of at most t sets from F that is a partition of U?

=d-Set Packing (#Sets)
Input: A set U of elements, a set family F ⊆ 2U where each set has size exactly d, an
integer t
Question: Is there a collection of at least t sets from F that are pairwise disjoint?

⩽d-Set Packing (#Sets)
Input: A set U of elements, a set family F ⊆ 2U where each set has size at most d, an
integer t.
Question: Is there a collection of at least t sets from F that are pairwise disjoint?
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⩽d-Set Packing (Union)
Input: A set U of elements, a set family F ⊆ 2U where each set has size at most d, an
integer t.
Question: Is there a collection of sets from F that are pairwise disjoint and whose union
has size at least t?

4 q-Coloring

The goal of this section is to show Theorem 1.2. Its algorithmic part is very simple: Exhaus-
tively enumerate all possible q-colorings of the hub Q; this results in qp branches. Then, for
each component C of G − Q, we check whether the coloring of the neighbors in C can be
extended to a proper coloring of C. Note that this can be performed by brute-force, as the
number of vertices in C is at most σ, i.e., a constant. As the number of such components C
is at most n, the overall running time is qp · nO(1).

The hardness part of Theorem 1.2 is restated in the following theorem.

Theorem 4.1. For every q ⩾ 3 and ε > 0, there are integers σ and δ such that no algorithm
solves every n-vertex instance of q-Coloring, given with a (σ, δ)-hub of size p, in time (q −
ε)p · nO(1), unless the SETH fails.

The proof uses the following constraint satisfaction problem as a starting point. For
integers d and r, an instance of (d, r)-CSP is a pair (V, C), where V is the set of variables and
C is the set of constraints. Each constraint C involves a sequence of variables, whose length,
called the arity of C, is at most r. The constraint C enforces some relation RC ⊆ [d]arity(C)

on the variables involved. We ask for a mapping V → [d] which satisfies every constraint, i.e.,
the sequence of images of variables involved in C ∈ C belongs to RC .

Lampis showed the following lower bound for (d, r)-CSP.

Theorem 4.2 (Lampis [23]). For every d ⩾ 2 and ε there exists r, such that there is no
algorithm solving every N -variable instance of (d, r)-CSP in time (d− ε)N ·NO(1), unless the
SETH fails.

Before we proceed to the proof of Theorem 4.1, let us recall following lemma by Jaffke and
Jansen [18, Lemma 14] which will be a crucial tool used to build gadgets (defined in Section 3).

Lemma 4.3 (Jaffke, Jansen [18]). Let q ⩾ 3 and r ⩾ 1 be integers, For any c ∈ [q]r there
exists an r-ary gadget Fc = (Fc, L, (x1, x2, . . . , xr)), where lists L are contained in [q], such
that for every d = (d1, . . . , dr) ∈ [q]r there exists a proper list coloring φ of Fc in which for
all i it holds that φ(xi) ̸= di if and only if d ̸= c.

The following statement is a consequence of Lemma 4.3.

Proposition 2.1. Let q ⩾ 3 and r ⩾ 1 be integers, and let R ⊆ [q]r be a relation. Then there
exists an r-ary q-gadget F = (F,L, (z1, . . . , zr)) such that

• the list of every vertex is contained in [q],
• for each i ∈ r, it holds that L(zi) = [q],
• {z1, . . . , zr} is an independent set,
• for any ψ : {z1, . . . , zr} → [q], coloring vertices z1, . . . , zr according to ψ can be extended

to a list coloring of (F,L) if and only if (ψ(z1), . . . , ψ(zr)) ∈ R.
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Proof. We start the construction with introducing an independent set Z = {z1, . . . , zr} and
we set L(zi) := [q] for every i ∈ [r].

Let R̄ := [q]r \ R and consider c̄ ∈ R̄. We call Lemma 4.3 to obtain a gadget Fc̄ =
(Fc̄, L, (x1 . . . , xr)). For each i ∈ [r], we make xi adjacent to zi. We repeat this for every
c̄ ∈ R̄. This concludes the construction of F .

Consider a coloring ψ : Z → [q] such that (ψ(z1), . . . , ψ(zr)) ∈ R. Consider c̄ ∈ R̄. We
need to show that ψ can be extended to a coloring of Fc̄. Note that (ψ(z1), . . . , ψ(zr)) ̸= c̄ as
c̄ /∈ R. Thus by Lemma 4.3 called for (d1 . . . , dr) = (ψ(z1), . . . , ψ(zr)) we note that that there
exists a proper list coloring of Fc̄ such that the color of each xi is different than ψ(zi). This
is the sought-for coloring of Fc̄.

Consider a coloring ψ : Z → [q] such that c̄ := (ψ(z1), . . . , ψ(zr)) /∈ R. For contradiction,
suppose that there exists a proper list coloring φ of F that extends ψ. Consider the gadget
Fc̄ = (Fc̄, L, (x1, . . . , xr)). Clearly, for all i ∈ [r], it holds that φ(xi) ̸= ψ(zi). However, the
existence of such a coloring contradicts Lemma 4.3.

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 4.1.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. Let q ⩾ 3 and ε > 0. For contradiction, suppose that for every σ, δ
there is an algorithm that solves every n-vertex instance of q-Coloring, given with a (σ, δ)-
hub of size p, in time (q − ε)p · nO(1).

Let r be the value given by Theorem 4.2 for d = q and ε. Consider an instance I = (V, C)
of (q, r)-CSP and let n := |V|. Note that without loss of generality we may assume that every
constraint in C has at least one satisfying assignment. Furthermore, we may assume that
there are no two constraints with exactly the same set of vertices: otherwise we can replace
all such constraints C1, C2, . . . , Cm with a single one whose set of satisfying assignments is the
intersection of the sets of satisfying assignments of C1, C2, . . . , Cm. Note that this means that
|C| ⩽ nr.

Defining an equivalent instance of List-q-Coloring. As the first step, we will define
an instance (G′, L) of List-q-Coloring.

We start with introducing an independent set Y = {y(v) | v ∈ V} and each vertex from Y
has list [q]. The vertex y(v) is meant to represent v, i.e., the coloring of y(v) corresponds to
the valuation of v.

Now consider a constraint C ∈ C. Let v1, v2, . . . , vℓ be the variables of C, where ℓ :=
arity(C) ⩽ r. Let RC be the relation enforced by C on VC . We call Proposition 2.1 for RC to
obtain an ℓ-ary gadget

F(C) = (F (C), L, (z1, . . . , zℓ)).

The list of every vertex is contained in [q], and the interface vertices are pairwise non-adjacent
and have lists [q]. For each i ∈ [ℓ], we identify zi with y(vi). We repeat this for every C ∈ C.
This completes the construction of (G′, L).

It is straightforward to verify that (G′, L) is a yes-instance of List-q-Coloring if and
only if I is satisfiable. Indeed, the coloring of vertices from Y exactly corresponds to the
valuation of variables of I. For each C ∈ C, a coloring of the interfaces of the gadget F(C)
introduced for C can be extended to a list coloring of the whole gadget if and only if the
coloring of interfaces corresponds to an assignment of variables that satisfies C.
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Defining an equivalent instance of q-Coloring. The modification of (G′, L) into an
equivalent instance of q-Coloring is standard. We introduce a clique on vertices a1, a2, . . . , aq.
For each u ∈ V (G′) and each i ∈ [q], we add an edge uai if and only if i /∈ L(u).

Again, it is straightforward to verify that this construction simulates the lists in L. Indeed,
if φ is a proper q-coloring of G, then by symmetry we may assume that φ(ai) = i for every
i ∈ [q]. Thus, for any vertex u ∈ V (G′) ∩ V (G) such that i /∈ L(i), we have that φ(u) ̸= i.

Structure of G. The graph G′ has n+ q+ |C| ·h(q, r) = O(nr) vertices, where h(q, r) is the
size of the largest gadget given by Proposition 2.1. Note that q is a constant and r is also a
constant (depending on q and ε).

Now consider the set Q = Y ∪ {a1, a2, . . . , aq}, clearly |Y | = n + q. Note that every
component of G − Y is (a subgraph of) one of the gadgets given by Proposition 2.1, i.e., its
size is at most h(q, r). Furthermore, each such component is adjacent to at most r+q vertices
from Q. Thus Q is a (σ, δ)-hub, where σ := h(q, r) and δ := r + q are constants depending
only on q and ε.

Running time. Note that calling our hypothetical algorithm for q-Coloring on G′ we can
solve I in time

(q − ε)|Q| · |V (G′)|O(1) = (q − ε)n · nO(1),

which, by Theorem 4.2, contradicts the SETH.

5 Vertex Deletion to q-Coloring

In this section we prove Theorem 1.4. The algorithmic part is simple and it is covered in
Section 5.2. The main work is showing the lower bound, and this is done in form of Theorem 5.1
in Section 5.1.

5.1 Hardness for for q-ColoringVD

We prove the following lower bound for q-ColoringVD, which is identical to Theorem 1.4 (2)

Theorem 5.1. For every q ⩾ 1 and ε > 0, there exist integers σ, δ ⩾ 1 such that if there is
an algorithm solving in time (q + 1 − ε)p · nO(1) every n-vertex instance of q-ColoringVD
given with a (σ, δ)-hub of size at most p, then the SETH fails.

To that end, we start by showing that solving (d, r)-CSP for certain structured instances
is still hard. Let us define what we mean by structured.

Definition 5.2. For all d, r, b,N ∈ N and f :
[
N
b

]
→ {0, . . . , b}, an N -variable instance (V, C)

of (d, r)-CSP is called (b, f)-structured if the following holds

• N is divisible by b and V is partitioned into N
b blocks V1, . . . , VN/b, each of size b.

• the scope of each constraint C ∈ C includes, for each i, either all or none of the variables
from the block Vi.

• There are two types of constraints, i.e., C = Csign ∪ Csat such that

– Csign contains a constraint Ci for each i ∈
[
N
b

]
. The constraint Ci makes sure that

exactly fi variables from Vi are set to d.
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– For each C ∈ Csat, if the scope of C contains Vi, then exactly fi variables of Vi are
set to d. Furthermore, no two constraints C,C ′ ∈ Csat have exactly the same set of
variables.

Note that the last property of Csat implies that |Csat| ⩽ N r and thus |C| ⩽ N/b+N r. The
astute reader might wonder why we need Csign, as these constraints are already implied by
Csat. However, their special structure will be exploited in our reduction.

Lemma 5.3. For all N, d ∈ N and ε > 0, there exists b, r ∈ N such that there is no algorithm
solving every (b, f)-structured N -variable (d, b · r)-CSP instance where f :

[
N
b

]
→ {0, . . . , b},

in time (d− ε)N ·NO(1), unless the SETH fails.

Proof. Let d ∈ N and ε ∈ R>0. Let r be the value in the Theorem 4.2 for d and ε. Let b be
the smallest integer such that (b+1)1/b < 1+ ε/d; note that b is a constant (again, depending
on d and ε).

Let I = (V, C) be an N -variable instance of (d, r)-CSP. We assume that there is some
fixed total order on the set V. We can further assume that the number N of variables is
divisible by b, as otherwise we can add at most b− 1 dummy variables. Then we partition V
into M = N/b blocks V1, . . . , VM , each of size b.

Let r′ = b·r; note that r′ depends on d and ε. Now we will construct a family I of instances
of (d, r′)-CSP, such that I is satisfiable if and only if at least one instance in I is satisfiable.

Construction of I. For an assignment φ : V → [d], its signature is the vector f =
(f1 . . . , fM ) ∈ {0, . . . , b}M , where for each i ∈ [M ] the value of fi is the number of vari-
ables from Vi mapped by φ to d. Note that the number of possible signatures is at most

(b+ 1)M = (b+ 1)N/b =
(
(b+ 1)1/b

)N
< (1 + ε/d)N . (1)

Consider one such signature f = (f1, . . . , fM ). We include into I the instance If = (V, Cf )
of (d, r′)-CSP defined as follows. The set of constrains Cf will be partitioned into two subsets,
denoted by Csign

f and Csat
f .

First, for each block Vi, we add to Csign
f the constraint Ci

f including all variables from Vi,
which is satisfied if and only if exactly fi variables from Vi have value d.

Then, for each constraint C ∈ C, let Cf be the constraint involving all variables in all
blocks intersected by C such that Cf is satisfied by some assignment if an only if:

• its projection to the variables from C satisfies C,
• for each block Vi involved in Cf , exactly fi variables from Vi are mapped to d.

We include each such constraint Cf in Csat
f . Now, if Csat

f contains several constraints C1, . . . , Cp

with exactly the same set of variables, we replace them with a single constraint whose corre-
sponding relation is the intersection of the relations forced by C1, . . . , Cp. This completes the
definition of If .

Note that each constraint from Cf has arity at most r′ = b · r and thus If is an N -variable
instance of (d, r′)-CSP. Moreover, since b divides N and by the defnition of Cf , we observe
that If is (b, f)-structured. Intuitively, constrains in Csign

f make sure that a solution has the
correct signature, and constraints in Csat

f make sure that it satisfies I.
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Equivalence of instances. First, observe that If is satisfiable if and only if I is satisfied
by some assignment with signature f . Consequently, since I contains the instance If for every
possible signature f , we conclude that I is satisfiable if and only if I contains a satisfiable
instance.

Running time. Now let us estimate the running time. For each signature f , the construction
of If takes polynomial time. Suppose there exists an algorithm solving every (b, f)-structured
N -variable instance of (d, b · r)-CSP, where f :

[
N
b

]
→ {0, . . . , b}, in time (d − ε)N · NO(1).

Then, given any N -variable instance I of (d, r)-CSP, we can construct If for all possible
signatures f , where each If can be solved in time (d − ε)N · NO(1). By (1), the number of
possible signatures is at most (1 + ε/d)N . Consequently, I can be solved in time(

1 +
ε

d

)N
· (d− ε)N ·NO(1) =

(
d− ε2

d

)N

·NO(1) =
(
d− ε′

)N ·NO(1).

where ε′ := ε2/d. By Theorem 4.2, this is not possible unless the SETH fails.

In the following, we will show lower bounds for the decision variant of the q-ColoringVD
problem. We assume that, along with the instance, we are given an integer k and we ask
whether the optimum solution (i.e., the set of vertices to delete) has size at most k. Clearly,
such a lower bound implies the lower bound for the optimization version, as k can be assumed
to be bounded by the number of vertices of the instance.

It turns out that the characteristics of the problem differ between the cases q ∈ {1, 2}
and q ⩾ 3: this is because q-Coloring is polynomial-time solvable in the former case and
NP-hard in the latter one. The proof of our lower bound is split into Lemmas 5.4 and 5.5.

Lemma 5.4. For q ∈ {1, 2} and ε > 0, there exist σ, δ > 0 depending on q and ε such that
there is no algorithm solving all n-vertex instances of q-ColoringVD given with a (σ, δ)-hub
of size at most p, in time (q + 1− ε)p · nO(1), unless the SETH fails.

Proof. Let q ∈ {1, 2} and ε > 0. Let b and r be the values given by Lemma 5.3 for d := q + 1
and ε.

Suppose for a contradiction that for all constant σ, δ ∈ N, there exists an algorithm solving
all n-vertex instances of q-ColoringVD, given with a (σ, δ)-hub of size at most p, in time
(q + 1− ε)p · nO(1).

Consider a (b, f)-structured N -variable (d, b · r)-CSP instance I = (V, C), where f :
[
N
b

]
→

{0, . . . , b}. We will define an instance (G, k) of q-ColoringVD that is equivalent to I, and
solving it with the hypothetical algorithm mentioned before, would allow us to solve I in time
(d− ε)N ·NO(1). By Lemma 5.3 this contradicts the SETH.

Note that without loss of generality we may assume that every constraint in C has at least
one satisfying assignment, as otherwise I is clearly a no-instance.

Construction of (G, k). We start by introducing the set Y =
⋃

v∈V{y(v)} of variable
vertices. For each v ∈ V, the vertex y(v) represents the variable v. The intended meaning is
that coloring y(v) with a color c ∈ [q] corresponds to assigning the value c to v. Deleting y(v)
then corresponds to assigning the value q + 1 to v.

Consider a constraint C ∈ C. Let VC be the set of variables involved in C and let RC be
the relation enforced by C on VC . Let ℓC be the size of RC , i.e., the number of valuations of
VC that satisfy C; recall that ℓC ⩾ 1. We will create a gadget gadgetC representing C.
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We introduce a clique cliqueC with vertices
⋃

r∈R{x(r)}, where x(r) corresponds to the
assignment r.

In the case of q = 2, for each edge x(r)x(r′) of cliqueC , we add two additional vertices and
connect them both to x(r) and x(r′).

Next, we add edges between the vertices of cliqueC and Y . Consider r ∈ R. For q = 1 and
all v ∈ VC , we connect x(r) and y(v) if r sets v to 2. For q = 2 and for all v ∈ VC we proceed
as follows:

• if r sets v to 1, we connect x(r) and y(v),
• if r sets v to 2, then we introduce a two-edge path with endvertices x(r) and y(v),
• and finally, if r sets v to 3, we introduce both an edge and a two-edge path between x(r)

and y(v).

This completes the description of gadgetC . Now, for each C ∈ C, we introduce N + 1

copies of the gadget. The j-th copy will be denoted by gadget
(j)
C , and we will use the same

convention when refering to the vertices of that copy. Finally, if q = 2, we introduce a single
“global” vertex h and make it adjacent to every vertex clique

(i)
C , for all C ∈ C and i ∈ [N + 1].

Let G be the resulting graph. By Y ′ we denote the set of vertices that are not in any gadget
(i)
C

for C ∈ C and i ∈ [N + 1], i.e., Y ′ = Y if q = 1, and Y ′ = Y ∪ {h} if q = 2.
Let us define

k′ :=

N/b∑
i=1

fi and k := (N + 1) ·

(∑
C∈C

(ℓC − 1)

)
+ k′.

This completes the definition of the instance (G, k) of q-ColoringVD.

Equivalence of instances. We will now show that I is satisfiable if and only if G becomes
q-colorable after deleting at most k vertices.

Suppose that there exists a satisfying assignment ψ : V → [q + 1]. We will find a set X of
size at most k such that G − X is q-colorable. Note that for q = 1 this means that X is a
vertex cover, while for q = 2 this means that X is an odd cycle transversal.

For all v ∈ V, the vertex y(v) is included in X if and only if ψ(v) = q + 1. Furthermore,
for q = 2, the vertex h is not included in X. Since I is (b,f)-structured, this means that
|X ∩ Y ′| = k′.

Consider a constraint C ∈ C. As ψ satisfies C, we obtain that ψ restricted to VC corre-
sponds to some element of RC , say r. Now consider j ∈ [N +1] and the gadget gadget(j)C . We
include in X all vertices from clique

(j)
C , except the vertex x(r)(j). In total, we obtain that

|X \ Y ′| = (N + 1) ·

(∑
C∈C

(ℓC − 1)

)
= k − k′.

Summing up, we have |X| = k. It is straightforward to verify that for q = 1, the set X is
a vertex cover of G, i.e., the graph G −X has a proper 1-coloring. Similarly, for q = 2, the
set X is an odd cycle transversal: To see this, we can define a proper 2-coloring of G−X as
follows. For each v ∈ V, if ψ(v) ∈ {1, 2}, then we color y(v) with the color ψ(v). The vertex
h receives color 1, and the remaining vertices from clique

(i)
C , for C ∈ C and i ∈ [N +1], receive
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color 2. The vertices introduced for edges of clique(i)C receive color 1. Finally, the endvertices
of two-edge paths joining vertices from Y with the vertices from clique

(i)
C are all colored 2, so

we can color the middle vertices with color 1.
Summing up, there exists a set of vertices of size k whose removal from G results in a

graph that is q-colorable. Thus (G, k) is a yes instance of q-ColoringVD.

Now suppose that there exists a set X ⊆ V (G) of size at most k and a proper q-coloring
φ of G − X. We claim that for each constraint C ∈ C and j ∈ [N + 1] the following two
properties hold:

(P1) At least ℓC − 1 vertices from gadget
(j)
C belong to X.

(P2) If exactly ℓC −1 vertices from gadget
(j)
C belong to X, then all of them belong to clique

(j)
C .

For q = 1, the properties are clear: any vertex cover of a clique with ℓC vertices must
contain at least ℓC − 1 vertices. Furthermore, property (P2) follows trivially, as gadget

(j)
C

contains no vertices that are not in clique
(j)
C .

Now consider the case q = 2 and let us first argue about property (P1). For contradiction
suppose that X contains at most ℓC − 2 vertices from gadget

(j)
C ; in particular there are two

vertices from clique
(j)
C that are not in X. On the other hand, X must contain at least ℓC − 2

vertices from clique
(j)
C as otherwise G−X has a triangle and thus is not bipartite. Therefore

no other vertices from gadget
(j)
C are included in X. However, recall that for every edge of

clique
(j)
C we introduced two vertices adjacent with both endpoints of this edge. Thus G −X

contains a triangle, a contradiction.
Now let us argue about (P2). For contradiction suppose that X contains ℓC − 1 vertices

from gadget
(j)
C , but only at most ℓC − 2 of them are in clique

(j)
C . Repeating the argument from

the previous paragraph, this means that exactly ℓC − 2 vertices from clique
(j)
C are in X. Since

X might contain at most one of the vertices adjacent to both vertices from clique
(j)
C −X, we

conclude that G−X contains a triangle, a contradiction.
Note that property (P1) implies that |X \ Y ′| ⩾ (N + 1) ·

(∑
C∈C(ℓC − 1)

)
= k − k′.

Without loss of generality we can assume that for each C ∈ C and every vertex x of gadgetC ,
either the copy of x in each gadget

(j)
C is included in X, or none of them. Furthermore, for

q = 2, the coloring φ restricted to each copy of gadgetC (after removing X) is exactly the
same. Indeed, otherwise we can pick a copy whose intersection with X is the smallest and
use this solution (i.e., vertices in X and the q-coloring of the remaining vertices) on all other
copies, obtaining another solution with at most the same number of deleted vertices. Notice
that if for some C ′ ∈ C, the set X contains more than ℓC′ − 1 vertices from each copy of
gadgetC′ , then

|X| = |X \Y ′|+ |X∩Y ′| ⩾ (N+1) ·

(∑
C∈C

(ℓC − 1)

)
+(N+1)+ |X∩Y ′| = k−k′+(N+1) > k,

a contradiction. Thus, for each C ∈ C and each j ∈ [N + 1], the set X contains exactly
ℓC − 1 vertices from gadget

(j)
C and, by property (P2), all these vertices belong to clique

(j)
C . In

particular this implies that |X \ Y ′| = k − k′.

Finally, we set the valuation ψ : V → [q + 1] according to the coloring of vertices in Y :
v ∈ V is assigned the value i ∈ [q] if y(v) /∈ X and φ(v) = i, and it is assigned the value q + 1
if y(v) ∈ X.
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We claim that ψ satisfies all constraints in C. First, let us consider a constraint C ∈ Csign

corresponding to block Vi for i ∈ [N/b]. Consider a copy gadget
(j)
C of gadgetC ; recall that the

solution (i.e., the intersection with X and the coloring of the remaining vertices) is the same
for each copy. Since ℓC − 1 vertices were deleted from clique

(j)
C , there is a unique vertex x in

clique
(j)
C −X. Let r ∈ RC be the assignment corresponding to x. Since C ∈ Csign, exactly fi

variables have the value q + 1 in r. Note that for each such variable v ∈ Vi, the vertex y(v)
must be included in X. Indeed, if q = 1, then y(v)x is an edge of G. If q = 2, then y(v)
and x are contained in a triangle whose third vertex is not in X. Thus, for each i ∈ [N/b],
at least fi vertices from {x(v) | v ∈ V |i} must be included in X. Since

∑N/b
i=1 fi = k′ and

|X \ Y ′| = k − k′, we conclude that |X ∩ Y | = k′. Consequently, for each i ∈ [N/b] exactly
fi vertices from {x(v) | v ∈ Vi} are in X. This implies that exactly fi variables from Vi are
mapped to q + 1 and thus C is satisfied. Furthermore, we have that in case q = 2 the vertex
h does not belong to X. Without loss of generality we may assume that in this case we have
φ(h) = 1 (otherwise we can switch colors 1 and 2 in φ).

Now consider C ∈ Csat and again let r ∈ RC be the assignment corresponding to the
unique vertex x of clique(1)C −X. By the argument in the previous paragraph we observe that
for each v ∈ VC we have ψ(v) = q + 1 whenever r maps v to q + 1. In particular, if q = 1,
this shows that C is satisfied. So consider the case that q = 2, we need to argue that values
1 and 2 are assigned according to r. As φ(h) = 1, we have that φ(x) = 2. Note that for
every v ∈ VC such that r maps v to 1 we have an edge joining x and x and y(v), and thus
φ(y(v)) = 1. Simlarly, every v ∈ VC such that r maps v to 2 is joined with x with a two-edge
path whose middle vertex is not in X, so we have φ(y(v)) = 2. Consequently, all variables
from VC are assigned according to r and thus C is satisfied.

Summing up, indeed (G, k) is a yes-instance of q-ColoringVD if and only if I is satisfi-
able.

Structure of the instance. Let us bound the number of vertices of G. We will only
consider the case that q = 2, the case of q = 1 is similar but simpler. We have

|V (G)| ⩽ |Y ′|+ (N + 1) ·
∑
C∈C

(
(ℓC − 1) · 2 +

(
ℓC − 1

2

)
· 2
)

⩽ (N + 1) + (N + 1) · (N/b+N br)(2dbr + d2br) = NO(1),

as |C| = |Csat|+ |Csign| ⩽ N/b+N br, ℓC ⩽ dbr, and d, b, r are constants.
Define Q := Y ′, we clearly have Q = N + 1. Note that connected components of G − Q

are precisely copies of gadgetC for C ∈ C. The number of vertices of each such component is
at most σ := (ℓC − 1) · 2 +

(
ℓC−1

2

)
· 2 ⩽ d2br, and each such gadget is connected to at most

δ := br + 1 vertices of Q. Thus Q is a (σ, δ)-hub, where σ and δ depend only on d, b, r, which
in turn depend only on q and ε.

Running time. The construction of the instance (G, k) takes time polynomial in N . Also,
G has a (σ, δ)-hub of size at most p := N + 1. Using the hypothetical algorithm that solves
all n-vertex instances of q-ColoringVD instances with a (σ, δ)-hub of size at most p in time
(q + 1− ε)p · nO(1), we get an algorithm that solves I in time

(q + 1− ε)p · nO(1) = (q + 1− ε)N ·NO(1)
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which, by Lemma 5.3, contradicts the SETH.

Now let us move to the proof of our lower bound for q-ColoringVD for q ⩾ 3.

Lemma 5.5. For q ⩾ 3 and ε > 0, there exist σ, δ > 0 depending on q and ε such that there is
no algorithm solving all n-vertex instances of q-ColoringVD given with a (σ, δ)-hub of size
at most p, in time (q + 1− ε)p · nO(1), unless the SETH fails.

Proof. Let b and r be the values given by Lemma 5.3 for d = q + 1 and ε. Consider an
N -variable (b, f)-structured (q + 1, b · r)-CSP instance I with variables V and constraints C,
for some f :

[
N
b

]
→ {0, . . . , b} and N ∈ N. Again we may assume that each constraint has at

least one satisfying assignment.

Auxiliary relations. For a tuple

z = (z1,1, . . . , z1,q, z2,1, . . . , z2,q, . . . , zb,1, . . . , zb,q) ∈ [q]bq,

by Rainbow(z) we denote the set of those i for which {zi,1, . . . , zi,q} = [q]. For j ∈ {0, . . . , b},
we define Rbj ⊆ [q]bq consisting of all tuples z such that |Rainbow(z)| = j. The important
property is that Rbj is invariant under permutations of the domain.

For each i ∈ [q + 1] we define a q-element vector γ(i):

• if i = 1, then γ(i) = (2, 2, 3 . . . , q),
• if i ∈ [2, q], then γ(i) = (1, 1, 2, . . . , i− 1, i+ 1, . . . , q),
• if i = q + 1, then γ(i) = (1, 2, . . . , q).

The crux is that if i ⩽ q, then the set of values appearing in γ(i) is exactly [q] \ {i}, and if
i = q + 1, then the set of values appearing in γ(i) is exactly [q].

Now consider a relation R ⊆ [q+1]ℓ. Let Force(R) ⊆ [q]qℓ be the relation defined as follows.
For each (a1, a2, . . . , aℓ) ∈ R, we add to Force(R) the ℓq-element sequence (γ(a1), γ(a2), . . . , γ(aℓ))
over [q].

Now we can proceed to our reduction.

Intermediate step: an instance of the list variant. Let us first construct an instance
of the list variant of q-ColoringVD, i.e., a triple (G′, L, k), where G′ is a graph whose every
vertex u is equipped with a list L(u) ⊆ [q] of admissible colors (the option of deleting a vertex
is always available). We want to decide whether one can obtain a yes-instance of list q-coloring
by deleting at most k :=

∑N/b
i=1 fi vertices from G′.

We start by introducing the set Y =
⋃

v∈V{y(v)} of vertices, each with list [q]. For each
v ∈ V, the vertex y(v) represents the variable v. The intended meaning is that coloring y(v)
with a color c ∈ [q] corresponds to assigning the value c to v. Deleting y(v) then corresponds
to assigning the value q + 1 to v.

Consider a constraint C ∈ Csign related to the block Vi. We call Proposition 2.1 for Rbfi
— here is where we use the fact that q ⩾ 3 — to obtain a bq-ary gadget

F(C) = (F (C), L, (z1,1, . . . , z1,q, z2,1, . . . , z2,q, . . . , zb,1, . . . , zb,q)),

with all lists contained in [q] and interface vertices forming an independent set. If v is the
j-th variable in Vi, we make vertices zj,1, . . . , zj,q adjacent to y(v). We repeat the above step
N + 1 times, i.e., for each i ∈ [N/b] we introduce N + 1 copies of the gadget F(C).
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Now consider a constraint C ∈ Csat. We proceed similarly as in the previous case. Denote
the arity of Cf by ℓ (where ℓ ⩽ r′) and let R ⊆ [q + 1]r

′ be the relation enforced by C (i.e.,
the set of satisfying assignments).

We call Proposition 2.1 for the relation Force(R) to obtain an ℓq-ary gadget

F(C) = (F (C), L, (z1,1, z1,2, . . . , z1,q, z2,1, . . . , z2,q, . . . , zℓ,1, . . . , zℓ,q)),

with all lists contained in [q]. If v is the j-th variable of C, we make the vertices zi,1, . . . , zi,q
adjacent to y(v).

This completes the construction of (G′, L, k).

Equivalence of instances. We claim that (G′, L, k) is a yes-instance of the list variant of
q-ColoringVD if and only if I is satisfiable.

First, suppose that there exists a satisfying assignment φ : V → [q + 1] of I. We assign
colors to vertices of Y as described above: for v ∈ V, if φ(v) ⩽ q, then we color y(v) with
color φ(v). If φ(v) = q + 1, then the vertex y(v) is deleted.

Since all constraints in Csign are satisfied, we note that we delete exactly fi variables from
each block Vi, and thus in total we delete k =

∑N/b
i=1 fi vertices from Y . Thus we need to

argue that the coloring of the remaining vertices of Y can be extended to the coloring of all
gadgets, without deleting any further vertices.

Consider a constraint C ∈ Csign related to the block Vi and a copy of the gadget F(C)
with the portals z1,1, . . . , z1,q, . . . , zb,1, . . . , zb,q. Let j ∈ [b] and v be the j-th variable of C.
We color the vertices zj,1, . . . , zj,q so that the vector of colors appearing on these vertices is
γ(φ(v)). Note that by the definition of γ, the color of y(v) does not appear on its neighbors.
Finally, by the definition of Rbfi , we can extend this coloring of the portals of the gadget to
the coloring of the whole gadget, without deleting any vertices from it.

For contraints C ∈ Csat we proceed in a similar way. Let R be the relation enforced by
C on its variables. Consider the gadget F(C) introduced for C and let z1,1, . . . , zℓ,q be its
portals, where ℓ = arity(C). For each j, the vertices zj,1, . . . , zj,q receive the vector of colors
γ(φ(v)), where v is the j-th variable involved in C. Now the coloring of portals of the gadget
is in Force(R), so it can be extended to the coloring of the whole gadget without removing
any additional vertices.

Now suppose that there is a set X ⊆ V (G) of size at most k and a proper list coloring ψ
of G′ −X. Note that we can safely assume that, for any C ∈ Csign, all N + 1 copies of F (C)
receive exactly the same coloring. Indeed, if this is not the case, we can recolor all copies
in the same way as the one in which there are the fewest deleted vertices, obtaining another
solution to the problem. As N +1 > N ⩾

∑N/b
i=1 fi = k, we conclude that for all i ∈ [N/b], no

vertex from F (C) is deleted.
We set the valuation of variables of I according to the coloring of Y . Consider a variable

v ∈ V. If y(v) /∈ X, we set the value of v to ψ(y(v)), and otherwise we set the value of v to
q+1. Note that at most |X| ⩽ k variables were mapped to q+1. We claim that this valuation
satisfies all constraints of I.

First, consider a constraint C ∈ Csign related to the block Vi, and a copy of F(C) introduced
for C. Recall that no vertex from the gadget was deleted, thus the coloring of the portals of
the gadget must respect the relation Rbfi . In other words, for fi variables v of C it holds that
all colors from [q] appear in the neighborhood of y(v). This means that such a vertex y(v)
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must be deleted. Consequently, for each i ∈ [N/b], the set X contains at least fi vertices y(v)
for v ∈ Vi.

Summing up, we conclude that |X| = k and that all the deleted vertices are in Y . Fur-
thermore, exactly fi vertices corresponding to variables from Vi are deleted, which means that
C is satisfied by our valuation.

Now consider a constraint C ∈ Csat of arity ℓ. Consider the gadget F(C) introduced for C
and denote its portals by z = (z1,1, . . . , zℓ,q). Recall that by the previous argument no vertex
from the gadget is deleted. Thus the coloring of the portals of the gadget belongs to Force(R),
where R is the relation enforced by C. Let (a1, . . . , ap) ∈ R be such that (γ(a1), . . . , γ(ap)) is
the coloring of the portals of the gadget.

Let v be the j-th variable of C and let i be such that v ∈ Vi. Recall that all variables from
Vi appear in C.

By the definition of γ, if aj = q + 1, then j ∈ Rainbow(z) and so y(v) is certainly in X.
Consequently, the value of the variable v was set to q+1. Now consider the case that aj ⩽ q,
say aj = c. Then either ψ(y(v)) = c (and thus v gets the value c) or y(v) ∈ X. However, recall
that by the definition of C, for exactly fi variables from Vi their index appears in Rainbow(z).
Note that this is not ensured by any relation in Csign and this is why C ∈ Csat still needs to
check consistency with f .

On the other hand, exactly fi vertices from
⋃

v′∈Vi
{y(v′)} are in X. Thus y(v) is not in

X and therefore the value of v is set to c. Summing up, the valuation of the variables of C is
exactly (a1, . . . , ap), which means that C is satisfied.

Let us point out the special structure of the constraints in Csign was not used yet and so far
we could have obtained the same outcome by introducing N +1 copies of each gadget related
to a contraint in Csat.

Construction of (G, k). Now let us modify the instance (G′, L, k) into an equivalent in-
stance (G, k) of q-ColoringVD.

For a graph G̃ with lists L̃ : V (G̃) → 2[q] and a set V ′ ⊆ V (G̃), by simulating lists of V ′ by
K we denote the following operation. We introduce a clique K with vertices c1, . . . , cq, and
for every vertex u of G̃ and every i ∈ [q], we make u adjacent to ci if and only if i /∈ L̃(u).

The typical way of turning an instance of list q-coloring to an equivalent instance of q-
coloring is to introduce a “global” q-clique K and simulate lists of all vertices of the graph with
K; recall e.g., the proof of Theorem 4.1. However, in the vertex deletion variant this is no
longer that simple, as we have to prevent deleting vertices from this central clique. Note that
we cannot make them undeletable by introducing (say roughly the size of G) many copies
of the clique and connecting them in an appropriate way, as this would create an instance
without a (σ, δ)-hub for constant σ, δ.

Let us discuss how to modify (G′, L, k) into (G, k). Note that the vertices from Y already
have lists [q] so they do not have to be simulated. For each constraint C ∈ Csign and for each
copy of the gadget F(C) introduced for C, we introduce a private q-clique and simulate the
lists of all vertices of the gadget by this clique.

Next we introduce a single q-clique K, and the lists of all the remaining vertices, i.e., the
vertices from the gadgets F(C) introduced for C ∈ Csat, are simulated by K. This completes
the construction of G.

Observe that K is meant to “synchronize” the colorings of the gadgets F(C) for C ∈ Csat.
However, the colorings of the gadgets F(C) for C ∈ Csign are not synchronized, i.e., each clique
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introduced for these gadgets might receive a different permutation of colors.
Let us argue that (G′, L, k) is a yes-instance of the list variant of q-ColoringVD if and

only if (G, k) is a yes-instance of q-ColoringVD.
First suppose that there is a set X ⊆ V (G′) of size at most k and a proper q-coloring ψ of

G′−X that respects lists L. Note that we can delete from G exactly the same vertices X, and
use exactly the same coloring ψ on the remaining vertices from V (G)∩V (G′), and then extend
this partial coloring to the additionally introduced q-cliques according to the description of
the operation of simulating lists.

On the other hand, suppose that there is a set X ⊆ V (G) of size at most k and a proper
q-coloring ψ of G−X. We aim to show that ψ respects lists L on vertices from V (G)∩V (G′).

Similarly as we did in the previous paragraph when analyzing the properties of (G′, L, k)
we observe that no vertex from any gadget introduced for C ∈ Csign, along with its private
q-clique, was deleted. Indeed, this is because there are N + 1 copies of each gadget. Consider
i ∈ [N/b] and the constraint C ∈ Csign introduced for the block Vi. Next, recall that the relation
Rbfi enforced by C is invariant to permuting the set of colors. Consequently, simulating lists
by a local copy of Kq is sufficient to ensure that the coloring ψ of the vertices of the gadget
satisfies lists L. This is exactly the point where we use the special structure of constrains in
Csign.

Now, similarly as in the previous case, we can argue that X ⊆ Y . Consequently, the
vertices from K, i.e., the common copy of Kq introduced for all gadgets F(C) for C ∈ Csat,
are not deleted. Thus they simulate the lists of all vertices within the gadgets, i.e., the coloring
ψ respects lists L.

Structure of G. The number of vertices of G is at most (below h1(·), h2(·) are some func-
tions)

n =|Y |+ |K|+
∑

C∈Csign

(|V (F (C)|+ q) · (N + 1) +
∑

C∈Csat

|V (F (C))|

⩽N + q +N · (h1(b, q) + q) · (N + 1) + |C| · h2(b, q, r)
⩽N + q +N(N + 1) · (h1(b, q) + q) +N r · h2(b, q, r)
=O(N r+1) = NO(1),

as q, b, r are constants.
Set Q = Y ∪ K, note that |Q| = N + q. There are two types of components of G − Q:

(i) (subgraphs of) copies of the gadgets F (C) introduced for C ∈ Csign, including the local
q-clique, or (ii) (subgraphs of) copies of the gadgets F (C) introduced for C ∈ Csat. Using the
notation from the formula above, the components of type (i) have size at most h1(b, q) + q
and each of them attaches to b vertices from Q, and the components of type (ii) have size at
most h2(b, q, r) and each of them attaches to at most br+ q vertices from Q. Since r depends
on q and ε, we conclude that Q is a (σ, δ)-hub for some σ, δ depending only on q and ε.

Running time. Now let us estimate the running time. The construction of (G, k) takes
polynomial time. Furthermore, G has a (σ, δ)-hub of size at most p := N +O(1). This implies
that if there is an algorithm solving all n-vertex instances of q-ColoringVD with a (σ, δ)-hub
of size at most p in time (q + 1− ε)p · nO(1), then we get an algorithm solving all N -variable
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(b, f)-structured instances of (q + 1, b · r)-CSP in time

(q + 1− ε)p · nO(1) = (q + 1− ε)N ·NO(1),

which, by Lemma 5.3, contradicts the SETH.

Now, Theorem 5.1 follows from combining Lemma 5.4 and Lemma 5.5.

5.2 Simple Algorithm for q-ColoringVD

The following algorithm solves the q-ColoringVD problem for q ⩾ 1, which also includes
the Vertex Cover problem for q = 1 and Odd Cycle Transversal for q = 2. It is worth
noting that this algorithm can be modified to use treewidth as the parameter.

Theorem 5.6. For all integers q, σ, δ ⩾ 1, every n-vertex instance of q-ColoringVD can be
solved in time (q + 1)p · nO(1) if a (σ, δ)-hub of size p is given in the input.

Proof. As input to q-ColoringVD, consider a graph G with n vertices, given along with a
(σ, δ)-hub Q of size p. We exhaustively guess the set X ⊆ Q of hub vertices that are deleted
and a q-coloring f of Q−X. This results in at most (q + 1)p branches.

Now, for each component C of G − X, we compute the minimum number of vertices to
be deleted from C, so that the remaining vertices admit a proper q-coloring that extends f .
We output the coloring with the fewest vertices deleted in total (i.e., from Q and from the
components of G−Q).

Recall that each component C of G − Q is of size at most σ, i.e., a constant. Thus, the
optimum extension of the coloring Q−X to C can be computed in constant time. Since the
number of components C is at most n, we conclude that the running time of each branch is
bounded by polynomial. Summing up, the overall running time is (q + 1)p · nO(1).

6 Edge Deletion to q-Coloring

Now let us move to the edge-deletion counterpart of q-ColoringVD. The goal of this section
is to prove Theorems 1.3 and 1.8.

The algorithmic part Theorem 1.3 (1) is again simple and stated in Section 6.5 for com-
pleteness. For the hardness result Theorem 1.3 (2), the case q ⩾ 3 already follows from our
result Theorem 1.2 for the decision problem. However, the case q = 2 (i.e., the result for Max
Cut) is the missing piece, and so it remains to show the following hardness result.

Theorem 6.1. For every ε > 0, there are integers σ and δ such that no algorithm solves every
n-vertex instance of Max Cut that is given with a (σ, δ)-hub of size p, in time (2−ε)p ·nO(1),
unless the SETH fails.

Our second main result covered in this section, Theorem 1.8, states that under the M3SH
the lower bound from Theorem 1.3 holds even for universal constants σ and δ, i.e., for σ and
δ that no longer depend on ε. For the case of Max Cut, we show that constant σ and δ = 4
suffice.

Theorem 6.2. There is an integer σ such that, for every ε > 0, no algorithm solves every
n-vertex instance of Max Cut that is given with a (σ, 4)-hub of size p, in time (2−ε)p ·nO(1),
unless the M3SH fails.
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For q ⩾ 3, the respective lower bound for q-ColoringED can be obtained for constant σ
and δ = 6.

Theorem 6.3. For every q ⩾ 3 there is an integer σ such that the following holds. For every
ε > 0, no algorithm solves every n-vertex instance of q-ColoringED that is given with a
(σ, 6)-hub of size p, in time (q − ε)p · nO(1), unless the M3SH fails.

The combination of Theorems 6.2 and 6.3 gives Theorem 1.8.
This section is structured as follows. First, in Section 6.1, we establish a lower bound for

Max-CSP (Theorem 2.2) based on the M3SH. This will be the starting point for our M3SH-
based lower bounds. Second, in order to bridge from the coloring problems to Max-CSP we
show how to model arbitrary relations with the coloring problems via gadget constructions.
For q ⩾ 3 we can rely on the previously established Proposition 2.1. For q = 2,we have to do
some additional work, and this is done in Section 6.2. Third, in Section 6.3, we consider the
case q = 2 — here we show Theorems 6.1 and 6.2 in a unified proof. Finally, in Section 6.4,
we treat the case q ⩾ 3 and show Theorem 6.3. In both Section 6.3 and Section 6.4, we show
intermediate results for the List-q-ColoringED problem. In fact, we first show the following
results for list colorings, and subsequently show how to remove the lists in the reductions.

Theorem 2.4. For every q ⩾ 2 and ε > 0, there are integers σ and δ such that if an algorithm
solves in time (q − ε)p · nO(1) every n-vertex instance of List-q-ColoringED that is given
with a (σ, δ)-hub of size p, then the SETH fails.

Theorem 2.5. For every q ⩾ 2, there is a constant σq such that, for every ε > 0, if an
algorithm solves in time (q− ε)p · nO(1) every n-vertex instance of List-q-ColoringED that
is given with a (σq, 3)-hub of size p, then the M3SH fails.

6.1 MaxCSP — Hardness under M3SH

Let us introduce a constraint-deletion variant of (d, r)-CSP. An instance of Max (d,r)-CSP
is the same as in (d, r)-CSP and we ask for a smallest possible number of constraints that
need to be deleted in order to obtain a yes-instance of (d, r)-CSP.

Clearly, using a brute-force approach we can solve an n-variable instance of Max (d,r)-
CSP in time dn · nO(1). Let us explore the consequences of M3SH to the complexity of
Max (d,r)-CSP. Clearly, Max 3-Sat is a special case of Max (2,3)-CSP, which means that
there is no ε > 0 such that for any r ⩾ 3, Max (2,r)-CSP with n variables can be solved in
time (2− ε)n · nO(1), unless the M3SH fails.

Theorem 6.4. For p ⩾ 1 and any r ⩾ 3, there is no algorithm solving every n-variable
instance of Max (2p,r)-CSP in time (2p − ε)n · nO(1), for ε > 0, unless the M3SH fails.

Proof. Note that it is sufficient to prove the lower bound for r = 3. Consider an instance I1 of
Max 3-Sat with variables V and the set of clauses C, where |V | = n. By introducing fewer
than p dummy variables, we can assume that n is divisible by p. Let N = n/p. We partition
V into N blocks of size p. Denote these blocks by V1, V2, . . . , VN .

Now we are going to create an instance I2 of Max (2p,3)-CSP. For each i ∈ [N ], we
introduce a new variable xi. We bijectively map each possible valuation of variables in Vi to
one of 2p possible values of xi.

Now consider a clause C of the Max 3-Sat instance, involving variables v, v′, v′′, such
that v ∈ Vi, v′ ∈ Vi′ , and v′′ ∈ Vi′′ . We introduce a constraint involving variables xi, xi′ , and
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xi′′ , which is satisfied by exactly those values that correspond to valuations that satisfy C.
We repeat this step for every clause C; note that the arity of each constraint is at most 3.

It is clear that the created instance I2 of Max (2p,3)-CSP is equivalent to the original
instance I1 of Max 3-Sat. Now let us argue about the running time. For contradiction,
suppose we can solve I2 in time (2p − ε)N ·NO(1) for some ε > 0, i.e., (2p)δN ·NO(1) for some
δ < 1 depending on p and ε. This means that I1 can be solved in time (2p)δN · NO(1) =
2δn · nO(1) = (2− ε′)n · nO(1) for some ε′ > 0. This contradicts the M3SH.

Lemma 6.5. Let d ⩾ 3 and let d′ and p be integers such that d′ = 2p and d ⩽ d′. If
there is ε > 0 such that every n-variable instance of Max (d,3)-CSP can be solved in time
(d− ε)n · nO(1), then there is ε′ > 0 depending on d and ε such that every n-variable instance
of Max (d′,3)-CSP can be solved in randomized time (d′ − ε′)n · nO(1).

Proof. Consider an instance I1 of Max (d′,3)-CSP with n variables. Let φ be the (unknown)
optimum solution, i.e., the one that violates the minimum number of constraints; let this
number be k.

For each variable of I1 independently, uniformly at random we discard d′ − d possible
valuations. More precisely, for each variable v we select a subset D(v) ⊂ [d′] of size d and
set it as the domain of v. We modify each constraint to be satisfied by only these valuations
that for each variable v pick a value from D(v); note that it is possible that some constraints
become not satisfiable at all. This way we have created an instance I2 of Max (d,3)-CSP.

Note that, while in I2 we only consider a subset of the valuations of I1 the fact whether
some clause is violated or not is preserved. In particular, if φ satisfies the domains of all
variables in I2, then it is an optimal solution of I2.

Note that the probability that φ satisfies all domains is
(
d
d′

)n. Thus, using standard
calculations we observe that if we repeat our random experiment (d

′

d )
n times, then the success

probability is constant.
So the algorithm is as follows: we randomly create (d

′

d )
n instances of Max (d,3)-CSP

by discarding some valuations as previously described, and each of them is solved with our
hypothetical algorithm. We return the best of found solutions; with constant probability this
solution will be an optimal solution for I1.

Let us compute the running time (below δ, δ′ < 1 and ε′ > 0 are some constants depending
on d and ε):(

d′

d

)n

· (d− ε)n · nO(1) =

(
d′

d

)n

· dδn · nO(1) = d′δ
′n · nO(1) = (d′ − ε′)n · nO(1).

We remark that we can make the success probability arbitrarily close to 1 by adding more
iterations of sampling, which results in a blow-up in the running time by a constant factor.

Now let us discuss how to derandomize the argument in Lemma 6.5. Instead of repeated
random sampling, we want to enumerate a family F , such that

• each set in F is of the form D1 × . . .×Dn, where each Di is a d-element subset of [d′],
• the union of all sets in F covers [d′]n, and
• F can be enumerated in time roughly

(
d′

d

)n
.

Then we could replace the random sampling step by testing each member of F separately.
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Notice that the idea above is actually about finding a small (approximate) solution to a
certain Set Cover instance. Recall that an instance of Set Cover consists of a universe
U and a family S of subsets of U , for which we can assume without loss of generality that⋃

S∈S S = U . The task is to find a minimum-sized family S ′ ⊆ S such that
⋃

S∈S′ S = U .
For integers d′ ⩾ d and n, by S(d′, d, n) we denote the family consisting of sets of the form

D1 ×D2 × . . .×Dn, for all possible choices of D1, . . . , Dn ∈
([d′]

d

)
. Thus, in this notation, our

task is to look for a small subfamily of S(d′, d, n) which covers [d′]n.

Lemma 6.6. For every n > 1 and d′ ⩾ d, the Set Cover instance ([d′]n,S(d′, d, n)) has a
solution of size

(
d′

d

)n
· nO(1).

Proof. For an instance (U,S) of Set Cover, a fractional solution is a function f : S → [0, 1],
such that for every u ∈ U we have

∑
S∈S
u∈S

f(S) ⩾ 1. The weight of a fractional solution is∑
S∈S f(S).

We claim that ([d′]n,S(d′, d, n)) admits a fractional solution of weight at most
(
d′

d

)n
.

Indeed, set f(S) =
(
d′−1
d−1

)−n
for every S ∈ S(d′, d, n). First, note that each element of [d′]n is

covered by exactly
(
d′−1
d−1

)n
sets in S(d′, d, n), so indeed f is a fractional solution. Its weight is

∑
S∈S(d′,d,n)

f(S) =

( (
d′

d

)(
d′−1
d−1

))n

=

(
d′

d

)n

.

Next, we recall a well-known fact that the integrality gap for Set Cover is bounded by
a logarithmic function of the size of the universe [26]. This, combined with the observation
from the previous paragraph, implies that ([d′]n,S(d′, d, n)) has an integral solution of size(
d′

d

)n
· nO(1).

Note that Lemma 6.6 is not sufficient for our derandomization procedure, as we need to
be able to find this solution efficiently.

Lemma 6.7. Let δ > 0 and d′ ⩾ d ⩾ 2 be constants. For every n, there is a family F ⊆
S(d′, d, n) of size at most

(
d′

d + δ
)n

that covers [d′]n and can be enumerated in time O (|F|).

Proof. In what follows we assume that n is sufficiently large, as otherwise we can find the
optimum solution using brute force. The exact lower bound on n depends on d, d′, and δ and
follows from the reasoning below.

Let c be the constant hidden in the O(·)-notation in Lemma 6.6, i.e., such that for every
n, the instance ([d′]n,S(d′, d, n)) has an integral solution of size at most

(
d′

d

)n
· nc. Let m be

the minimum integer such that mc/m < 1 + δd/d′. Note that m depends only on δ, d, and d′,
as c is an absolute constant.

For simpilicity let us assume that m divides n; the argument below can be easily modified
to the general case by making the last block smaller. Let F ′ be the family given by Lemma 6.6
for ([d′]m,S(d′, d,m)); note that we can compute it by brute force as m is a constant. We
observe that the family

F = F ′ ×F ′ × . . .×F ′︸ ︷︷ ︸
n/m times
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covers [d′]n.
Let us estimate the size of F . It is upper-bounded by

|F ′|n/m ⩽

((
d′

d

)m

·mc

)n/m

=

(
d′

d

)n

· (mc/m)n <

(
d′

d

)n

·
(
1 +

dδ

d′

)n

=

(
d′

d
+ δ

)n

.

Clearly the family F can be enumerated in time proportional to its size.

We can now prove Theorem 2.2, which we restate for convenience.

Theorem 2.2. For d ⩾ 2 and any r ⩾ 3, there is no algorithm solving every n-variable
instance of Max (d,r)-CSP in time (d− ε)n · nO(1) for ε > 0, unless the M3SH fails.

Proof. If d is a power of 2, then the result follows already from Theorem 6.4. So assume that
d is not a power of 2, and let d′ be the smallest power of 2 which is greater than d. We reduce
from Max (d′,r)-CSP consider an instance with n variables.

For contradiction, suppose that there is some ε > 0 and some algorithm solving every
n-variable instance of Max (d,r)-CSP in time (d − ε)n · nO(1). Let δ := εd′

d2
and let F be

the family given by Lemma 6.7 for this value of δ. We proceed similarly as in the proof of
Lemma 6.5: for each set in F we construct a corresponding instance of Max (d,r)-CSP and
solve it using our hypothetical algorithm. As F covers [d′]n, we know that for some set in F
we will find the optimum solution for the original instance.

Let us estimate the running time:

O
((

d′

d
+ δ

)n)
+

(
d′

d
+ δ

)n

·(d−ε)n·nO(1) =

(
d′ + δd− ε

d′

d
− εδ

)n

·nO(1) =

(
d′ − ε2d′

d2

)n

·nO(1).

By Theorem 6.4, this contradicts the M3SH.

6.2 Realizing Relations

We start by defining what it means for a gadget to realize a relation. Recall from the definition
in Section 3 that a gadget may use lists.

Definition 6.8 (Realizing a relation). For some positive integer q and r, let R ⊆ [q]r. Consider
some r-ary q-gadget J = (J, L,x), and some d ∈ [q]r. By costed(J ,d) we denote the size of a
minimum set of edges X that ensure that there is a proper list q-coloring φ of (J \X,L) with
φ(x) = d. Then J realizes the relation R if there is an integer k such that, for each d ∈ [q]r,
costed(J ,d) = k if d ∈ R, and costed(J ,d) > k, otherwise. We say that J ω-realizes R for
some integer ω ⩾ 1 if additionally, for each d /∈ R we have costed(J ,d) = k + ω.

Lemma 6.9. For each r ⩾ 1 and R ⊆ [2]r there is an r-ary 2-gadget that realizes R.

Proof. First note that a single edge x1x2 whose endpoints have each have a list L(x1) =
L(x2) = {1, 2} enforces that its endpoints are mapped to different colors. So essentially this
is a gadget that realizes the relation NEQ = {(1, 2), (2, 1)}.

For an integer p ⩾ 2, by ORp we denote the relation [2]p \ {2p} (the intuition behind the
notation is clear when we interpret 1 as true and 2 as false).

Claim 6.9.1. There exists a gadget JOR2 whose portals are pairwise non-adjacent that 2-
realizes OR2.
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Proof of Claim. We start the construction of the gadget with a 5-cycle with consecutive
vertices v1, v2, v3, v4, v5. We set the list of v5 to {2}; the lists of vi for i ∈ [4] are {1, 2}. The
portals of the created gadget JOR2 are v1 and v4, see also Figure 3a.

It is straightforward to verify that for d ∈ OR2 precisely one edge has to be deleted and
hence costed(JOR2 ,d) = 5α + 1, while for (2, 2) we have to delete precisely three edges and
hence costed(JOR2 , (2, 2)) = 5α+ 3. ◁

Claim 6.9.2. For every fixed integer ω ⩾ 1 there exists a gadget J ω
OR2

whose portals are
pairwise non-adjacent that 2ω-realizes OR2.

Proof of Claim. We introduce ω copies of the gadget JOR2 from Claim 6.9.1, let the portals
of the i-th copy be xi, yi. We identify all xi into a new vertex x and all yi into a new vertex y;
note that the portals of JOR2 are non-adjacent so this step does not introduce multiple edges.
The obtained graph with x and y as portals is our gadget J ω

OR2
.

For d ∈ OR2, let costed(JOR2 ,d) = α′. It is straighforward to observe that for d ∈ OR2 we
have costed(J ω

OR2
,d) = ωα′, and for d̄ /∈ OR2 we have costed(J ω

OR2
, d̄) = ω·(α′+2) = ωα′+2ω.

◁

Claim 6.9.3. For every p ⩾ 3, there exists a gadget JORp realizing ORp whose portals are
pairwise non-adjacent.

Proof of Claim. Let ω be an integer whose value will be specified later.
We introduce three pairwise disjoint sets of vertices X :=

⋃p
i=1{xi}, Y :=

⋃p
i=1{yi}, and

Z :=
⋃p

i=1{zi} For each i ∈ [p] we add a copy of J ω
OR2

with portals identified with xi and yi,
and another copy with portals identified with yi and zi. Next, for all distinct i, j, we add a
copy of J ω

OR2
with portals identified with zi, zj .

Next, we add a new vertex u with list {1} that is adjacent to every vertex in X ∪ Y ∪ Z.
This completes the construction of the gadget. Its portals are y1, . . . , yp. A schematic picture
of the construction for p = 3 is depicted in Figure 3b.

We say that a copy of J ω
OR2

is satisfied if the mapping of its portals satisfies OR2. Imagine
that ω is sufficiently large so that every copy of J ω

OR2
must be satisfied. Because of the

universal vertex u, we have to delete one additional edge for every vertex in X ∪ Y ∪ Z that
is mapped to 1. Intuitively, we want to map as many of these vertices as possible to 2. Since
all copies of J ω

OR2
must be satisfied, at most p + 1 vertices from X ∪ Y ∪ Z can be mapped

to 2: precisely one vertex from each pair {xi, yi} is mapped to 2, and potentially one vertex
from the set Z. The maximum number of 2s is only possible if at least one vertex from Y
is mapped to 1. In other words, this happens if and only if the mapping of portals of JORp

satisfies ORp.
For d ∈ OR2, let costed(JOR2 ,d) = α′. If d ∈ ORp, then costed(JORp ,d) = α′′, where

α′′ := (2p−1)+α′ ·
((

p
2

)
+ 2p

)
. By setting ω = α′′+1 we ensure that we cannot afford making

even one copy of J ω
OR2

unsatisfied. ◁

For an integer p ⩾ 2, and d ∈ [2]p, by R̸=d we denote the relation [2]p \ {d}.

Claim 6.9.4. For every p ⩾ 2 and every d ∈ [2]p there exists a gadget JR ̸=d
realizing R̸=d

whose portals are non-adjacent.

Proof of Claim. Let d = (d1, . . . , dp). Introduce a copy of JORp given by Claim 6.9.3. Let its
portals be x1, . . . , xp. Let I = {i ∈ [p] | di = 1}. For each i ∈ I, introduce a vertex yi that is
adjacent only to xi.
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(a) The gadget realizing OR2 constructed in
Claim 6.9.1.

(b) The gadget realizing OR3 constructed in
Claim 6.9.3.

Figure 3: Gadgets constructed in the proof of Lemma 6.9. Black lines correspond to edges,
and red lines denote copies of J ω

OR2
. Blue vertices are portals.

This completes the construction of JR ̸=d
. For i ∈ [p], its i-th portal is xi (if i /∈ I) or yi

(if i ∈ I). It is straightforward to verify that JR ̸=d
satisfies all required properties. ◁

Finally, we show that using previously obtained gadgets we can realize any relation R.

Claim 6.9.5. For every p ⩾ 2 and every R ⊆ [2]p, there exists a gadget JR realizing R whose
portals are non-adjacent.

Proof of Claim. We start with introducing vertices x1, . . . , xp, which will be the portals of our
gadget. For each d̄ ∈ {a, b}p \R we call Claim 6.9.4 to obtain JR ̸=d̄

and identify the respective
portals of the gadget with x1, x2, . . . , xp. It is straightforward to verify that such a gadget
indeed realizes R. ◁

This completes the proof.

We strengthen the previous result by balancing out the violation costs.

Theorem 2.3. For each r ⩾ 1, and R ⊆ [2]r, there is an r-ary 2-gadget that 1-realizes R.

Proof. Let R̄ := [2]r \R, and let d̄1, . . . , d̄|R̄| be an enumeration of the elements of R̄.
We define a relation R′ in [2]r × [2]|R̄| as follows: A tuple (x1, . . . , xr, y1, . . . , y|R̄|) is in R′

if and only if one of the following holds:

1. (x1, . . . , xr) ∈ R and yi = 1 for all i ∈ [|R̄|], or

2. for some i ∈ [|R̄|], (x1, . . . , xr) = d̄i, yi = 2, and yj = 1 for all j ̸= i.

According to Lemma 6.9, there is a gadget J that realizes R′. Let Z1, . . . , Zr be the portals
of J that belong to the respective entries x1 . . . , xr, and let z1, . . . , z|R̄| be those that belong
to y1, . . . , y|R̄|, respectively. By definition of a realization, there is some integer α such that
for each d ∈ R′, we have costed(J ,d) = α.

We modify J to form a new gadget J ′ by attaching to each portal zi a new vertex vi with
list L(vi) = {2}. Now interpret this modified gadget J ′ as a gadget with portals Z1, . . . , Zr.
We claim that J ′ 1-realizes R: Whenever Z1, . . . , Zr are mapped to a state in R, mapping all
of the zis to 1 requires only α edge deletions in J and no further edge deletions outside as the
vi’s can be mapped to 2. However, if Z1, . . . , Zr are in a state d̄i ∈ R̄ then α edge deletions
are required in J , and they are sufficient if zi is mapped to 2. However, this requires one more
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edge deletion between zi and vi, both of which are mapped to 2. At the same time α+1 edge
deletions are sufficient to extend a state d̄i, so all violations of R have the same cost α+ 1.

So we have shown that J ′ 1-realizes R. Note that, according to Lemma 6.9, the portals of
J are non-adjacent. Consequently, so are the portals of J ′. Thus, we can introduce ω copies
of J ′ on the same set of portals Z1, . . . , Zr to obtain a gadget that ω-realizes R.

6.3 Hardness for Max Cut

We now consider the problem Max Cut, and our goal is to prove Theorems 6.1 and 6.2. To
this end we first show respective results for the list version of Max Cut, that is, we show
Theorems 2.4 and 2.5 for the case q = 2. We do this in a unified proof that only in the end
plugs in two different assumptions based on the SETH or the M3SH, respectively. Afterwards
we show how to model the lists using the nonlist version to obtain Theorems 6.1 and 6.2.

Proof of Theorems 2.4 and 2.5 for q = 2. Consider an instance I of the decision version of
Max (2,r)-CSP with N variables V, clauses C = {C1, . . . , Cm}, and clause deletion budget
z ⩽ m for the number of clauses that can be violated. For each clause Ci in C let Ri be the
corresponding relation of arity ri ⩽ r.

An instance of List-2-ColoringED. We define an instance (G,L) of List-2-ColoringED.
We consider its decision version and also define a corresponding edge deletion budget z′.
For each variable v ∈ V, the graph G contains a vertex y(v) with L(v) = {1, 2}. Let
Y = {y(v) | v ∈ V}. Let us consider each Ri as a relation in [2]ri . From Theorem 2.3,
we know that for each relation Ri there is a gadget Ji that 1-realizes Ri. Note that by the
definition of realization these gadgets may use lists. Let αi be the required edge deletions
within Ji for a state that satisfies Ri, i.e., for each d ∈ Ri we have costed(Ji,d) = αi. (By the
definition of realizing, αi does not depend on d.) Since Ji is a 1-realizer, each state outside
of Ri requires αi + 1 edge deletions within Ji. Also note that we can compute αi in constant
time. For each i ∈ [m], the graph G contains the gadget Ji, where the portals of Ji are those
vertices y(v1), y(v2), y(v3) for which (v1, v2, v3) is the scope of Ri. We set z′ := z +

∑m
i=1 αi.

Equivalence of instances. Suppose there is a satisfying assignment f : V → {0, 1} that
violates at most z clauses from C. Consider the assignment h that maps y(v) to 1 whenever
f(v) = 1, and that maps y(v) to 2 whenever f(v) = 0. By construction, in order to ensure that
h can be extended to a list 2-coloring, it suffices to make αi +1 edge deletions in each gadget
Ji for which Ci is violated by f , and αi edge deletions for each of the remaining gadgets. Thus,
it suffices to make a total of z′ edge deletions. The reverse direction is also straight-forward.

Structure of the constructed instance. The gadgets Ji as well as the integers αi depend
only on the arity k of the relations. Consequently, for fixed k, the size of G is |Y | + O(1) =
NO(1). Let Q = Y . Each connected component of G − Q is a subgraph of a gadget Ji and
has k neighbors in Q (k portals of Ji). Thus, the size of such a component depends only on
k and consequently Q is a (σ, k)-hub of size N + 1 for some σ depending only on k.

Runtime. As the size ofG is polynomial inN , the hypothetical algorithm for List-2-ColoringED
would require (2−ε)(N+1) ·NO(1) = (2−ε)N ·NO(1) time to solve Max (2,r)-CSP on instance
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I. Note that Max (2,r)-CSP with zero deletion budget clearly generalizes the decision prob-
lem r-Sat. Thus, the hypothetical algorithm contradicts the SETH for some r depending on
ε (and consequently for some σ and δ depending on ε). Moreover, according to Theorem 2.2,
the hypothetical algorithm also contradicts the M3SH even for k = 3 (and consequently for
some universal constant σ and δ = 3) to prove Theorems 2.4 and 2.5 for q = 2.

We will now continue the previous reduction by removing the lists in the constructed
instance of List-2-ColoringED to obtain a result for Max Cut.

Proof of Theorems 6.1 and 6.2. As in the proof of Theorems 2.4 and 2.5 for q = 2, consider
an instance I of the decision version of Max (2,r)-CSP with N variables V, and then consider
the equivalent instance (G,L, z′) of the decision version of List-2-ColoringED.

Constructing the instance of Max Cut. Let us adjust the instance (G,L, z′) to an
equivalent instance (G∗, |E(G∗)| − z′) of the decision version of Max Cut. Since all vertices
in Y have list {1, 2}, each vertex with list {1} or list {2} is part of some gadget Ji. To
construct the graph G∗, we add a new vertex A to the graph G. For each vertex v of G that
has a list L(v) = {1}, we introduce a set of αi + ω + 1 (parallel) 3-vertex paths from v to A
(each such path contains the vertex v, one inner vertex, and the vertex A). Similarly, for each
vertex v of G in Ji that has a list L(v) = {2}, we introduce αi + 2 (parallel) 4-vertex paths
from v to A. This finishes the definition of G∗.

Equivalence of instances. To show that the two instances are equivalent, first assume
that there is a set X of at most z′ edges such that there is a 2-coloring φ of G \ X that
respects the lists in L. Then φ can be extended to a 2-coloring of G∗ \X with φ(A) = 1. This
ensures that all of the introduced 3-vertex paths have endpoints that are mapped to 1, and
all 4-vertex paths have endpoints that are mapped to different colors — and consequently all
of these paths can be 2-colored without further edge deletions. If we interpret the two color
classes as the two different parts of a cut, this gives a cut of size |E(G∗)|− |X| ⩾ |E(G∗)|− z′.

In the opposite direction, suppose that there is a cut of size at least |E(G∗)| − z′. Let X
be the at most z′ non-cut edges. Then there exists a 2-coloring φ of G∗ \X (mapping vertices
on one side of the cut to 1, and the other side to 2). Without loss of generality, by renaming
the colors, we can assume that h(A) = 1. Suppose that for some vertex v, φ(v) /∈ L(v), say
φ(v) = 2 but L(v) = {1} (the other case is analogous). As L(v) ̸= {1, 2} the vertex v is
part of some gadget Ji. Consequently, X must contain at least one edge from each of the
3-vertex-paths connecting v and A. This gives a total of αi +2 such edge deletions. However,
it only requires a set F of at most αi + 1 edge deletions on Ji to ensure that the mapping
φ(Y ) can be extended to a 2-coloring of Ji \ F . Moreover, in this case φ satisfies the lists
L on the vertices of Ji, which means that any 4-vertex paths that connects some vertex v of
Ji to A can be 2-colored without further edge deletions. Summarizing, this shows that there
exists a 2-coloring that respects the lists L and requires at most z′ edge deletions.

Structure of the constructed instance. Recall that the gadgets Ji as well as the integers
αi depend only on the arity k of the relations of I. Consequently, for fixed k, the size of G∗ is
|Y |+O(1) = NO(1). Let Q = Y ∪ {A}. Each connected component of G∗ −Q is a subgraph
of a gadget Ji together with at most αi+2 pending paths per vertex of Ji. Note that each of
these components has at most k+1 neighbors in Q (k portals of Ji plus the vertex A). Thus,
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the size of such a component depends only on k and consequently Q is a (σ, k+1)-hub of size
N + 1 for some σ depending only on k.

Runtime. As the size of G∗ is polynomial in N , the hypothetical algorithm for Max Cut
would require (2−ε)(N+1) ·NO(1) = (2−ε)N ·NO(1) time to solve Max (2,r)-CSP on instance
I. Recall that Max (2,r)-CSP with zero deletion budget generalizes the decision problem
r-Sat. Thus, the hypothetical algorithm contradicts the SETH for some r depending on ε
(and consequently for some σ and δ depending on ε). Moreover, according to Theorem 2.2,
the hypothetical algorithm also contradicts the M3SH even for k = 3, which implies that Q
as defined in the previous paragraph is a (σ, 4)-hub for constant σ. This proves Theorems 6.1
and 6.2.

6.4 Hardness for q-ColoringED

Now we consider the problem q-ColoringED for q ⩾ 3, and our goal is to prove Theorem 6.3.
Again, we first show respective results for the list coloring, that is, now we show Theorems 2.4
and 2.5 for the case q ⩾ 3, which also finishes the proofs of these two results. As before (but
using different gadgets), we show how to remove the lists to obtain Theorem 6.3, as desired.

Proof of Theorems 2.4 and 2.5 for q ⩾ 3. With Theorem 2.2 in mind, for some fixed r ⩾ 3,
let I = (V, C) be an instance of the decision version of Max (q,r)-CSP with N variables and
deletion budget z ⩽ |C|.

An instance of List-q-ColoringED. We now define an instance (G,L, z′) of the deci-
sion version of List-q-ColoringED. For each variable v ∈ V we introduce a variable vertex
y(v). Let Y = {y(v) | v ∈ V}. For a constraint in C, let R ⊆ [q]ℓ be the corresponding relation
of arity ℓ ⩽ r, and let (v1, v2, . . . , vℓ) ∈ Vℓ be the scope of R.

According to Proposition 2.1, for every d = (d1, d2, . . . , dℓ) ∈ [q]ℓ, there is an ℓ-ary
gadget Jd = (J, L, {z1, z2, . . . , zℓ}) with lists L contained in [q] such that any q-coloring
ψ of the vertices z1, z2, . . . , zℓ can be extended to a list q-coloring of Jd if and only if
(ψ(z1), ψ(z2), . . . , ψ(zℓ)) ̸= d. Let γd ⩾ 1 be the minimum number of edge deletions in
Jd that are required to extend d to a proper list coloring of this gadget; note that γd can be
computed in constant time as the number of vertices in J is bounded by a function of ℓ and
q, i.e., a constant.

Let P :=
∏r

ℓ=1

∏
p∈[q]ℓ γp. Note that P depends only on q and r. For each vector d

of ℓ ⩽ r elements from [q] with d /∈ R, we introduce P/γd copies of Jd to balance out the
different violation costs for different d (and different R), and we identify the respective portals
z1, z2, . . . , zℓ of each of these copies with the variable vertices y(v1), y(v2), . . . , y(vℓ). Let JR

be the union of the copies of all the gadgets Jd that we introduced for this constraint (over all
vectors d). We repeat this process for each constraint in C. This forms the graph G together
with the lists L. Finally, we set z′ = P · z.

Equivalence of instances. Suppose there is a set of constraints C′ ⊆ C with |C′| ⩽ z such
that there is a satisfying assignment f : V → [q] for (V, C \ C′). Consider the coloring φ of
Y with φ(y(v)) = f(v) for each v ∈ V. Consider a constraint in C with the corresponding
relation R and scope (v1, v2, . . . , vℓ) ∈ Vℓ. If f satisfies C then φ can be extended to a proper
list coloring of all the gadgets in JR (with zero required additional edge deletions). However,
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if f violates C then d := (φ(v1), φ(v2), . . . , φ(vℓ)) is not in R and consequently extending φ
to a proper list coloring of Jd requires γd edge deletions for each copy of Jd, for a total of P
required edge deletions. Thus, φ can be extended to a proper list coloring of G \X where X
is a set of P · |C′| ⩽ P · z = z′ edges (where we use the fact that P is independent of R).

Now suppose there is a minimum-size set of edges X with |X| ⩽ z′ such that G \X has
a proper list q-coloring. Assume that φ is such a coloring. Consider some gadget Jd that is
part of G. Let d = (d1, d2, . . . , dℓ) and without loss of generality let (y(v1), y(v2), . . . , y(vℓ))
be the portals of Jd. If (φ(y(v1)), φ(y(v2)), . . . , φ(y(vℓ))) ̸= d then X does not contain any
edges of Jd (because of the minimality of X), whereas otherwise X has to contain precisely
γd edges from Jd, and this holds for each of the P/γd copies of Jd. Thus, |X| is a multiple
of P and the assignment f with f(v) := φ(y(v)) satisfies all but |X|/P ⩽ z constraints in C.

Structure of the constructed instance. The size of the gadgets Jd and the violation
costs γd are upper-bounded by some function in q and r. Consequently, the size of at most P
copies of the gadget Jd is upper-bounded by some function h(q, r). We can assume that no
two constraints have scopes of variables such that one scope completely contains the other.
So we can assume that there are at most (N + 1)r different constraints in C. Consequently,
the size of G is at most |Y |+ (N + 1)r · h(q, r) = NO(1). Let Q = Y . Then each component
of G − Q is a subgraph of a gadget of the form Jd. Hence the size of such a component
depends only on q and r, and each component has at most r neighbors in Q (the portals of
Jd). Therefore, the set S is a (σ, r)-hub of size N for some σ depending only on q and r.

Runtime. As the size ofG is polynomial inN , the hypothetical algorithm for List-q-ColoringED
would require (q − ε)N ·NO(1) time to solve Max (q,r)-CSP on instance I. This contradicts
the SETH for some r depending on ε according to Theorem 4.2. It also contradicts the M3SH
even for r = 3 according to Theorem 2.2, which means that the set Q as defined in the previous
paragraph is a (σ, 3)-hub. This proves Theorems 2.4 and 2.5 for q ⩾ 3.

We will now continue the previous reduction by removing the lists in the constructed
instance of List-q-ColoringED.

Proof of Theorem 6.3. For q ⩾ 3, consider an instance I = (V, C) of the decision version of
Max (q,r)-CSP with N variables V and deletion budget z, and then consider the equivalent
instance (G,L, z′) of List-q-ColoringED constructed in the proof of Theorems 2.4 and 2.5
for q ⩾ 3.

Constructing the instance of q-ColoringED. We modify the instance (G,L, z′) into
an equivalent instance (G∗, z′) of q-ColoringED. Note that for each vertex in Y the corre-
sponding list is [q], so we only have to take care of lists of vertices that are non-portal vertices
of some gadget of the form Jd, for some d = (d1, d2, . . . , dℓ) ∈ [q]ℓ. Let γd ⩾ 1 be the mini-
mum number of edge deletions in Jd that are required to extend the state d of the portals to
a proper list coloring of this gadget.

The high-level idea is to simulate lists using a copy of the q-clique, similarly as in the proof
of Theorem 5.1. However, again we need to be careful as deleting edges incident to this clique
(either inside the clique or joining the clique with vertices of G) could destroy the structure
of solutions.
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We first introduce q new vertices k1, . . . , kq. They will be used as a “global copy of a
q-clique” Now we would like to turn {k1, . . . , kq} into a clique whose edges cannot be deleted.
As we cannot do it directly, instead of edges we will introduce many copies of gadgets that
behave “like an edge.” More specifically, for each distinct i, j ∈ [q], where i < j, we introduce
z′ + 1 copies of the following inequality gadget. We introduce a new (q − 1)-clique Ki,j and
make it fully adjacent to ki (i.e., the set V (Ki,j) ∪ {ki} induces a q-clique in G∗). Next, we
introduce a new vertex xi,j and make if fully adjacent to Ki,j (i.e., the set V (Ki,j) ∪ {xi,j}
induces a q-clique in G∗). Note that this enforces that in any proper q-coloring, the color of
xi,j is the same as the color of ki, and no further constraints are introduced. Finally, we make
xi,j adjacent to kj , so that the color of kj must be different than the color of ki.

Now consider some d = (d1, d2, . . . , dℓ) ∈ [q]ℓ and a copy of a gadget Jd. We introduce
γd+1 “private” q-cliques Cp

d with vertex labels cp1, . . . , c
p
q (for p ∈ [γd+1]) . For i ∈ [ℓ], and for

each p ∈ [γd +1], we introduce an edge between kdi and each vertex of Cp
d with the exception

of cpdi . Then, for each vertex v of Jd and j /∈ L(v) and for each p ∈ [γd + 1], we introduce an
edge between v and cpj . This completes the construction of G∗.

Equivalence of instances. Now let us show that the two instances are indeed equivalent.
Suppose there is a proper list coloring ψ of G \X for some set of edges X from G. We claim
that there is an extension φ of ψ that is a proper q-coloring of G∗ \X. To this end, we need
to show how to extend ψ to the cliques of the form Cp

d, to the vertices k1, . . . , kq, and to
inequality gadgets. For a clique of the form Cp

d we color the corresponding vertices cp1, . . . , c
p
q

by setting φ(cpi ) = i. For each i ∈ [q], we set φ(ki) = i. For each i, j ∈ [q] and each copy of
the inequality gadget, we color Ki,j arbitrarily using colors [q] \ {i} and xi,j receives the color
i. Observe that a vertex ki is never adjacent to a vertex cpi with the same index i. Moreover,
a vertex cpi is only adjacent to some vertex v in Jd if i /∈ L(v). Hence φ is a proper coloring
of G∗ \X if ψ is a proper list coloring of G \X.

For the other direction let φ be a proper q-coloring of G∗ \X for some minimum-size set
of edges X from G∗ with |X| ⩽ z′. Note that since for each pair of i, j ∈ [q] we introduced
z′ + 1 copies of the inequality gadget between ki and kj , there is always one copy that is not
affected by X. Thus we can assume that vertices k1, . . . , kq receive pairwise distinct colors.
By permuting colors we can assume that for each i ∈ [q] we have φ(ki) = i.

Now consider some d = (d1, . . . , dℓ) and a copy of Jd = (J, L, {z1, . . . , zℓ}). Let X ′ denote
those edges from X that have at least one endvertex in J or in some clique of the form Cp

d

introduced for Jd. We aim to understand where X ′ lies.

Claim 6.9.1. Let π be some permutation of [q] and let J π
d = (J, Lπ, {z1, . . . , zℓ}), where for

each vertex v of J , Lπ(v) := {π(i) | i ∈ L(v)}. Let ψ : {z1, . . . , zℓ} → [q] be a coloring of
z = {z1, . . . , zℓ}. Then

• If ψ(z) ̸= π(d) then ψ can be extended to a proper list coloring of J π
d .

• If ψ(z) = π(d) then γd edge deletions are required and sufficient to extend ψ to a proper
list coloring of J π

d .

Proof of Claim. This follows directly from the properties of Jd according to Proposition 2.1,
if to each coloring of Jd we apply the permutation π. ◁

Note that Claim 6.9.1 implies that regardless of the coloring of z1, . . . , zℓ, we can make
the copy of Jd q-colorable by removing at most γd edges from this gadget (i.e., with both

39



endvertices in J). In particular, this means that we can safely assume that |X ′| ⩽ γd (otherwise
we can obtain another, better solution). Since we introduced γd + 1 local cliques Cp

d for Jd,
there is always at least one such clique whose vertices are not incident with any edge from
X ′. Since all local cliques have the same neighborhood, we can safely assume that the edges
from X ′ are not incident to any of these cliques. In particular, all edges from X ′ have both
endvertices in J , i.e., they are present in G.

Furthermore, again, without loss of generality, we can assume that the corresponding
vertices of each clique Cp

d receive the same color in φ, i.e., for all p, p′ ∈ [γd] and i ∈ [q] we
have φ(cpi ) = φ(cp

′

i ). Since the colors of vertices of Cp
d are pairwise distinct, we conclude that

there is a permutation π of [q] such that φ(cpi ) = π(i), for every i, p. Summing up, we observe
that the lists enforced by the local cliques on the vertices of Jd are Lπ, where the definition of
Lπ is as in Claim 6.9.1. Note that this implies that without loss of generality we may assume
that X contains either 0 (if φ(z) ̸= π(d)) or γd (if φ(z) = π(d)) edges from J – otherwise
we could obtain a better solution. Furthermore, observe that the edges joining {k1, . . . , kq}
with vertices from the local cliques imply that for each di we have π(di) = di. Consequently,
|X ∩ E(J)| = 0 if φ(z) = d and |X ∩ E(J)| = γd if φ(z) = d.

But now, by the definition of Jd and γd, we can remove |X ∩ E(J)| edges from J and
properly color all non-portal vertices in a way that this coloring respects lists L. Repeating
this argument for each copy of Jd, we conclude that G \ X admits a proper q-coloring that
respects lists L.

Structure of the constructed instance. The size of at most P copies of the gadget Jd

together with P copies of a clique of size q is upper-bounded by some function h(q, r). We
can assume that there are at most (N + 1)r different constraints in C. Further, note that
w = z′ + 1 = P · z + 1 ⩽ P · (N + 1)r ∈ NO(1). Consequently, the size of G∗ is at most
|Y |+(N +1)r ·h(q, r)+(w+1) ·q3 = NO(1). Let Q = Y ∪{k1, . . . , kq}. Then each component
of G∗ − Q is of one of two forms. The first possibility is that it is a subgraph of a gadget of
the form Jd together with the corresponding cliques C1

d, . . . , C
γd+1
d , in which case the size of

such a component depends only on q and r, and the component has at most 3 + r neighbors
in Q, three in Y , and r in {k1, . . . , kq}. The second possibility is that such a component is an
inequality gadget, i.e., it consists of q vertices and attaches to two vertices of Q. Therefore,
the set Q is a (σ, 3 + r)-hub of size N + q for some σ depending only on q.

Runtime. As the size ofG∗ is polynomial inN , the hypothetical algorithm for q-ColoringED
would require (q−ε)(N+q) ·NO(1) = (q−ε)N ·NO(1) time to solve Max (q,r)-CSP on instance
I. This contradicts the M3SH even for r = 3 according to Theorem 2.2, which implies that
the set Q defined in th eprevious paragraph is a (σ, 6)-hub. This proves Theorem 6.3.

6.5 Simple Algorithm for q-ColoringED

The following algorithm solves the q-ColoringED problem for q ⩾ 2, which also includes
the Max Cut problem for q = 2. It is worth noting that this algorithm can be modified to
use treewidth as the parameter.

Theorem 6.10. For all integers q ⩾ 2 and σ, δ ⩾ 1, every n-vertex instance of q-ColoringED
can be solved in time qp · nO(1) if a (σ, δ)-hub of size p is given in the input.

40



Proof. As input to q-ColoringED, consider a graph G with n vertices, given along with a
(σ, δ)-hub Q of size p.

We start by guessing the coloring of Q. Let f : Q→ [q] denote this coloring. Consider now
a component G′ of G \Q, and let O denote the graph induced by the vertices of G′ and their
neighbors in Q. Since G′ has constant size and is adjacent to constantly many vertices in Q,
we can determine in constant time the minimum number of edges to delete from O, such that
the remaining graph admits a q-coloring.

The number of components in G\Q is bounded above by a polynomial in n, and therefore,
in polynomial time, we can find the optimum solution that agrees with X and f . Moreover,
since there is always an (X, f) corresponding to the optimal solution, an algorithm that tries
all possible X and f gives the correct output. The running time of such an algorithm is upper
bounded by qp · nO(1).

7 List-q-Coloring and List-q-ColoringVD with gadgets of
constant degree faster than brute force

Recall that, assuming the SETH, we proved lower bounds for q-Coloring, q-ColoringVD,
and q-ColoringED, parameterized by the size of a (σ, δ)-hub of the instance graph G, where
σ and δ are constants depending on ε > 0. In all cases, we were able to exclude an algorithm
with running time (f(q)−ε)p·nO(1), for any ε > 0, where f(q) is an function of q (i.e., either q or
q+1), p is the size of a (σ, δ)-hub, and n is the number of vertices of G. Furthermore, assuming
the M3SH, we have a somewhat stronger lower bound for q-ColoringED where σ and δ are
absolute (and small) constants independent of ε. For q-Coloring and q-ColoringVD, we
have only a weaker form of the lower bound, where the values of σ and δ depend on ε.

In this section, we show that these latter lower bounds cannot be strengthened so that
σ and δ are absolute constants; in fact, we prove that already δ on its own cannot be an
absolute constant. Specifically, we prove the following algorithmic results that hold even for
the respective coloring problems with lists.

Theorem 7.1. For every q ⩾ 3 and every constant δ there exists ε with the following property:
For every constant σ, every instance (G,L) of List-q-Coloring with n vertices, given with
a (σ, δ)-hub of size p, can be solved in time (q − ε)p · nO(1).

Theorem 7.2. For every q ⩾ 3 and every constant δ there exists ε with the following property:
For every constant σ, every instance (G,L) of List-q-ColoringVD with n vertices, given
with a (σ, δ)-hub of size p, can be solved in time (q + 1− ε)p · nO(1).

7.1 Faster algorithm for List-q-Coloring

As a warm-up, let us start with Theorem 7.1, whose proof is quite straightforward.

Proof of Theorem 7.1. Let X be a (σ, δ)-hub of G. If X is a constant-size set, we can guess
its coloring exhaustively, and then adjust the lists of the neighbors of vertices in X as follows.
If x ∈ X is guessed to be colored with color i, then i can be removed from lists of all vertices
in the neighborhood of X. After that we can safely remove X from the graph, obtaining
an equivalent instance, which can be solved in polynomial time as its every component is of
constant size. Thus from now on assume that |X| = p is sufficiently large.
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We first check if there is a vertex with an empty list; if so, we immediately reject the
instance. Then we check whether there exists a component A of G −X with no neighbor in
X. If such an A exist, we solve the instance G[A] of List-q-Coloring: it can be done in
constant time as |A| ⩽ σ. If it is a yes-instance, then we can proceed with the equivalent
instance G−A; it is a no-instance, then (G,L) is a no-instance and we reject it.

Consider a component A of G−X, and let Γ(A) denote its neighborhood in X; recall that
we can assume that Γ(A) ̸= ∅. Let r = |Γ(A)| and recall that 1 ⩽ r ⩽ δ.

Let F be the set of all colorings of Γ(A) with q colors, respecting lists L, that can be
extended to a proper list coloring of G[A∪Γ(A)]. Note that |F| ⩽ qr and F can be computed
in constant time as |A∪Γ(A)| ⩽ δ+σ. If |F| = qr, then every coloring of Γ(A) can be extended
to the vertices of A. Thus we can remove A from G, obtaining an equivalent instance. So
assume that |F| ⩽ qr − 1.

We exhaustively guess a coloring of Γ(A) that belongs to F . In each branch we adjust the
lists of the neighbors of vertices in Γ(A) as previously, and then remove A ∪ Γ(A) from the
graph, obtaining an equivalent instance.

The number of leaves in the recursion tree, measured as the function of p, is upper-bounded
by the recursive formula

T (p) ⩽ (qr − 1) · T (p− r).

Proceeding by induction we can show that

T (p) ⩽ (qr − 1)p/r ·
(
qδ − 1

)(p−r)/δ
⩽
(
qδ − 1

)p/δ
,

where the last inequality can be verified by a standard yet quite tedious calculation.
As every node in the recursion tree is processed in polynomial time, the total running time

is bounded by T (p) · nO(1) ⩽
(
qδ − 1

)p/δ · nO(1). Now Theorem 7.1 follows by observing that(
qδ − 1

)1/δ
< q.

7.2 Faster algorithm for List-q-ColoringVD

Now let us proceed to the List-q-ColoringVD problem. It will be more convenient to reduce
it to a certain auxiliary variant of CSP. Before we formally define it, let us introduce some
more notation.

Let X be a set and let q be a positive integer. By F×
X,q we denote the set of all functions

f : X → [q] ∪ {×}, where × is a special symbol. For a function f ∈ F×
X,q, we let ||f || denote

|f−1(×)|.
We define a binary relation ⪯ on F×

X,q as follows: for all f, f ′ ∈ F×
X,q, we say that f ′ ⪯ f

if for all x ∈ X either f(x) = f ′(x), or f(x) = ×. In other words, f was obtained from f ′

by mapping some (possibly empty) subset of elements of X to ×. Note that (F×
X,q,⪯) is a

partially ordered set and its unique maximum element is f×X , where f×X ∈ F×
X,q is the function

that maps every element of X to ×. We write f ′ ≺ f if f ′ ⪯ f and f ′ ̸= f .
For constants q, r, an instance of (q, r)-CSP-with-Wildcard is a triple (V, C, cost), where

• V is the set of variables, each with domain [q] ∪ {×},
• C is a multiset of subsets of V, each of size at most r,
• cost is a function that maps each pair (C, f) where C ∈ C, f ∈ F×

C,q to a non-negative
integer and satisfies the following:
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(wildcard property) For all C ∈ C and all f, f ′ ∈ F×
C,q, if f ′ ⪯ f ,

then it holds that cost(C, f) ⩽ cost(C, f ′).

The aim of (q, r)-CSP-with-Wildcard is to find an assignment φ : V → [q] ∪ {×},
minimizing the total cost defined as follows:

total-cost(φ) = ||φ||+
∑
C∈C

cost(C,φ|C).

It is fairly straightforward to reduce an instance of List-q-ColoringVD with a (σ, δ)-hub of
size p to an instance of (q, δ)-CSP-with-Wildcard with p variables.

Lemma 7.3. Let σ, δ be constants. For an instance (G,L) of List-q-ColoringVD, given
with a (σ, δ)-hub of size p, in polynomial time we can compute an instance (V, C, cost) of
(q, δ)-CSP-with-Wildcard with p variables, such that the values of optimum solutions of
both instances are equal.

Proof. Without loss of generality assume that G is connected. Let X be a (σ, δ)-hub of G,
and let us enumerate the vertices of X as {x1, x2, . . . , xp}. Recall that we can safely assume
that for each xj , the set L(xj) is non-empty, and clearly |L(xj)| ⩽ q. For each j ∈ [p], let ρj
be an arbitrary surjective function from [q] to L(xj).

The set V has p elements v1, . . . , vp, each with domain [q] ∪ {×}. For each i ∈ [p], the
variable vi represents xi. Assigning the value j ∈ [q] to vi corresponds to mapping xi to ρi(j),
while assigning × to vi corresponds to deleting xi.

Now consider a component A of G−X, and let Γ(A) denote its neighborhood in X. Recall
that |Γ(A)| ⩽ δ. We add the set C = {vi | xi ∈ Γ(A)} to C. Finally, for every f ∈ F×

C,q, we
set cost(C, f) to be the minimum number of vertices from A that need to be deleted so that
the mapping of Γ(A) corresponding to f (i.e., if f(vi) = j ∈ [q], then xi is mapped to ρi(j),
and if f(vi) = ×, then xi is deleted) can be extended to a proper list coloring of the subgraph
of G induced by the non-deleted vertices from A ∪ Γ(A).

It is possible that there is more than one component of G − X with exactly the same
neighborhood in X. In this situation C contains multiple copies of C (recall that it is defined
to be a multiset) and the values of the cost function of each copy correspond to a distinct
component of G−X.

It is clear that the created instance of (q, δ)-CSP-with-Wildcard is equivalent to the
original instance (G,L) of List-q-ColoringVD, i.e., the optimal solutions have the same
value.

Finally, let us argue that (V, C, cost) can indeed be computed in polynomial time. Observe
that the number of components of G−X is O(|V (G)|). Furthermore, for each such component
A there are at most (q + 1)δ assignments of variables corresponding the vertices of Γ(A).
Finally, for each component A and each assignment f we can compute the minimum cost of
extending f to G[A∪Γ(A)] in constant time, as the size of A is at most σ, i.e., a constant.

Clearly a brute-force approach to solving an instance (q, r)-CSP-with-Wildcard with
n variables requires time (q + 1)n · nO(1). Indeed, we enumerate all possible assignments
φ : V → [q] ∪ {×}, for each of them we compute total-cost(φ), and we return the assignment
whose total cost is minimum. In the next theorem we show that actually we can solve the
problem faster.
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Theorem 7.4. Let q, r be constants. Any n-variable instance of (q, r)-CSP-with-Wildcard
can be solved in time ((q + 1)r − 1)n/r · nO(1).

Proof. Let (V, C, cost) denote an instance of (q, r)-CSP-with-Wildcard. Consider C ∈ C.
Recall that f×C ∈ F×

C,q is the function mapping every element of C to ×. By the wildcard prop-
erty we observe that cost(C, f×C ) = min

f∈F×
C,q

cost(C, f). For brevity, we denote cost(C, f×C )

by c×(C).

Claim 7.4.1. For each C ∈ C one of the following holds:

a) for all f ∈ F×
C,q it holds that cost(C, f) = c×(C), or

b) there exist f, f ′ ∈ F×
C,q such that f ′ ≺ f and cost(C, f) + ||f || ⩽ cost(C, f ′) + ||f ′||.

Proof of Claim. Suppose that a) does not hold and let f ′ ∈ F×
C,q be such that cost(C, f ′) ⩾

c×(C)+1 and ||f ′|| is maximum possible. Note that by the definition of c×(C) we know that
f ′ ̸= f×C , i.e., there exists v ∈ C such that f ′(v) ̸= ×. Let f be obtained from f ′ by mapping
v to ×. Note that f ′ ≺ f . Clearly ||f || = ||f ′|| + 1 and, by the maximality of f ′, we have
cost(C, f) = c×(C). Thus we have

cost(C, f) + ||f || = c×(C) + ||f ′||+ 1 ⩽ cost(C, f ′) + ||f ′||,

which completes the proof of claim. ◁

Claim 7.4.2. Let C, f, f ′ satisfy property b) in Claim 7.4.1. Then there exists an optimum
solution φ for (V, C, cost) such that φ|C ̸= f ′.

Proof of Claim. Let φ′ be an optimum solution for (V, C, cost). If φ′|C ̸= f ′, we are done, so
suppose otherwise. Define φ : V → [q] ∪ {×} as follows:

φ(v) =

{
φ′(v) if v /∈ C,

f(v) if v ∈ C.

Note that as φ′|C = f ′ ≺ f , we have φ′ ≺ φ. Let us compute the total cost of φ.

total-cost(φ) = ||φ||+
∑
C′∈C

cost(C ′, φ|C′)

= |φ−1(×) \ C|+ |φ−1(×) ∩ C|+ cost(C,φ|C) +
∑

C′∈C\{C}

cost(C ′, φ|C′)

(1)
= |φ′−1(×) \ C|+ ||f ||+ cost(C, f) +

∑
C′∈C\{C}

cost(C ′, φ|C′)

(2)
⩽ |φ′−1(×) \ C|+ ||f ||+ cost(C, f) +

∑
C′∈C\{C}

cost(C ′, φ′|C′)

(3)
⩽ |φ′−1(×) \ C|+ ||f ′||+ cost(C, f ′) +

∑
C′∈C\{C}

cost(C ′, φ′|C′)

= ||φ′||+
∑
C′∈C

cost(C ′, φ′|C′) = total-cost(φ′).
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where step (1) follows as φ′|V\C = φ|V\C , step (2) follows from the wildcard property, and step
(3) follows from the properties of C, f, f ′ given by Claim 7.4.1 b). Since φ′ is an optimal solu-
tion and thus its total cost is minimum possible, we conclude that total-cost(φ) = total-cost(φ′)
and thus φ is also an optimal solution. ◁

In the beginning of (each recursive call of) our algorithm, we exhaustively apply the
following two reduction rules. First, if there is some v ∈ V \

⋃
C∈C , then we remove it from

V. Note that an optimal solution for the reduced instance can be extended to an optimal
solution for the original one by mapping v to any element of [q]. Second, if there are C,C ′ ∈ C
such that C ′ ⊆ C, we can obtain an equivalent instance by removing C ′ from C and, for
each g ∈ F×

C,q, increasing the value of cost(C, g) by cost(C ′, g|C′). After applying the second
reduction rule exhaustively we can assume that the sets in C are pairwise incomparable. It is
clear that the reduction rules can be applied in polynomial time.

Now we are ready to describe our algorithm. If n = |V| ⩽ r, we solve the problem in
constant time by brute force in constant time, as q and r are constants. Otherwise, pick any
C ∈ C and denote |C| by r′. Clearly r′ ⩽ r. Consider two possibilities given by Claim 7.4.1.
If possiblity a) applies to C, then notice that we can safely remove C from C. Indeed, an
optimal solution of (V, C \ {C}, cost|C\{C}) is also an optimal solution of (V, C, cost) and the
total cost of this solution in the latter instance is equal to its total cost in the former instance
plus c×(C). So assume that possibility b) applies and let f, f ′ be as in Claim 7.4.1 b).

We guess the valuation of variables from C, considering all possibilities except for f ′. By
Claim 7.4.2 we know that it is safe to ignore f ′ as there is always an optimum solution whose
valuation restricted to C is not f ′.

This results in (q+1)r
′−1 branches. Consider one such branch corresponding to a valuation

f̃ ∈ F×
C,q. The instance considered in this branch is (V ′, C′, cost′), defined as follows. The set

V ′ of variables is V \C; note that it is non-empty as |C| ⩽ r and n > r. The set C′ is defined
as C′ := {C̃ ∩ V ′ | C̃ ∈ C}. Note that ∅ /∈ C′, since otherwise the second reduction rule could
have been applied. For each C ′ ∈ C′ and for each g ∈ F×

C′,q we set

cost′(C ′, g) =
∑
C̃∈C

C̃∩V ′=C′

cost(C̃, (g ∪ f̃)|
C̃
),

where by g ∪ f̃ we denote the valuation obtained by assigning the values of variables from
C according to f̃ , and the values of variables from C ′ according to g; note that these sets
are disjoint. Since we aim to solve (V, C, cost), the value of an optimum solution found for
(V ′, C′, cost′) must be increased by ||f̃ ||. It is straightforward to verify that the above recursive
procedure is correct. Now let us argue about the running time.

Since the local computation at each recursive call can be performed in polynomial time, in
order to bound the time complexity we need to estimate the number of leaves in the recursion
tree. Let T (n) denote this value for an instance with n variables. We aim to show that
T (n) ⩽ ((q + 1)r − 1)n/r.

If n ⩽ r, then T (n) = 1 ⩽ ((q + 1)r − 1)n/r. Suppose now that n > r and for every n′ < n

we have T (n′) ⩽ ((q + 1)r − 1)n
′/r. We obtain the following recursive inequality:

T (n) ⩽
(
(q + 1)r

′ − 1
)
· T (n− r′).

Applying the inductive assumption, we get that

T (n) ⩽
(
(q + 1)r

′ − 1
)
· ((q + 1)r − 1)(n−r′)/r ⩽ ((q + 1)r − 1)n/r ,
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similarly as in the proof of Theorem 7.1. Summing up, the total running time is bounded by
T (n) · nO(1) ⩽ ((q + 1)r − 1)n/r · nO(1).

Now Theorem 7.2 follows by combining Lemma 7.3 with Theorem 7.4 and observing that
((q + 1)r − 1)1/r < q + 1.

8 Equivalent Hypotheses: Set Covering/Packing/Partitioning

In this section we prove Theorem 2.6.
Recall that the Set Cover Conjecture (SCC) asserts that for all ε > 0, there exists d ⩾ 1

such that there is no algorithm that solves every ⩽d-Set Cover instance (U,F) in time
(2− ε)|U | · |U |O(1) [9].

We show that, for a whole list of problems, similar lower bound statements are actually all
equivalent to the SCC. The respective problems were informally introduced in the introduction,
Section 1. Formally, they are defined in Section 3. At a high level, we consider covering,
packing and partition problems and distinguish between problem variants, where every set of
the family has size exactly d or at most d, and we also consider (whenever it makes sense)
whether the number of selected sets or the size of their union is maximized.

All discussed problems can be solved in time 2n ·nO(1), where n is the size of the universe,
by quite straightforward dynamic programming. We now show that these problems are all
equivalent to the SCC in the following sense: a faster than standard dynamic programming
algorithm for any of those problems violates the SCC. Similarly, if the SCC fails, then there
is a faster than standard dynamic programming algorithm for each of the problems in the list.

Theorem 2.6. Suppose that for one of the problems below, it is true that for every ε > 0,
there is an integer d such that the problem cannot be solved in time (2 − ε)n · nO(1), where n
is the size of the universe. Then this holds for all the other problems as well. In particular,
any of these statements is equivalent to the SCC.

1. =d-Set Cover
2. =d-Set Partition
3. =d-Set Packing (#Sets)
4. ⩽d-Set Cover
5. ⩽d-Set Partition
6. ⩽d-Set Partition (#Sets)
7. ⩽d-Set Packing (#Sets)
8. ⩽d-Set Packing (Union)

Figure 1 gives an overview of the reductions that we prove in order to show Theorem 2.6.

8.1 Basic Reductions

Recall from Section 2.4 that we say that a problem class A = {Ad | d ⩾ 1} (such as ⩽∗-Set
Cover) is 2n-hard if the following statement holds.

For each ε > 0, there is some d ⩾ 1 such that no algorithm solves Ad on all
n-element instances in time (2− ε)n · nO(1).
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Let B = {Bd | d ⩾ 1} be another problem class. In the following sections we prove many reduc-
tions of the form “If A is 2n-hard then B is 2n-hard”. We will usually prove the contrapositive
statement:

Suppose for some ε > 0 it holds that for every d ⩾ 1, there is an algorithm that
solves Bd on n-element instances in time (2− ε)n · nO(1).

Then there exists ε′ > 0 such that for every d ⩾ 1, there is an algorithm that
solves Ad on n-element instances in time (2− ε′)n · nO(1).

As ⩽d-Set Cover (resp., ⩽d-Set Packing (#Sets)) is more general than =d-Set
Cover (resp., =d-Set Packing (#Sets)), we immediately observe the following.

Observation 8.1. If =∗-Set Cover is 2n-hard, then ⩽∗-Set Cover is 2n-hard; and if
=∗-Set Packing (#Sets) is 2n-hard, then ⩽∗-Set Packing (#Sets) is 2n-hard.

Similarly, since t disjoint sets of size d cover exactly t·d elements, ⩽d-Set Packing (Union)
problem is a generalization of =d-Set Packing (#Sets).

Observation 8.2. If =∗-Set Packing (#Sets) is 2n-hard, then ⩽∗-Set Packing (Union)
is 2n-hard.

Next, we observe that =d-Set Partition can be easily reduced to =d-Set Cover. Now
consider a set family F over the universe U such that each set in F has size d. We observe
that each set partition of (U,F) is a set cover of size n/d, and vice versa each set cover of size
n/d can only contain disjoint sets, and is therefore a set partition. Thus, =d-Set Cover can
be used to solve =d-Set Partition.

Observation 8.3. If =∗-Set Partition is 2n-hard, then =∗-Set Cover is 2n-hard.

Another simple argument gives the following.

Lemma 8.4. If ⩽∗-Set Cover is 2n-hard, then ⩽∗-Set Partition (#Sets) is 2n-hard..

Proof. Given a ⩽d-Set Cover instance (U,F , t), create a ⩽d-Set Partition (#Sets)
instance (U,F ′, t) where F ′ := {A | A ̸= ∅, A ⊆ S, S ∈ F}.

First, suppose U has a cover S = {S1, . . . , Sr} ⊆ F of size r ⩽ t. Without loss of generality
we can assume that it is inclusion-wise minimal, i.e., for every i ∈ [r] there exists u ∈ Si that
is not covered by S \ Si.

Define sets A1, . . . , Ar as follows. We set A1 = S1. Then, for i ⩾ 2, we set Ai =

Si \
⋃

i<iAi. It is straightforward to see that
(⋃

1⩽i⩽r Ai

)
=
(⋃

1⩽i⩽Si
Si

)
. Furthermore,

the sets A1, . . . , Ar are pairwise disjoint, and they are nonempty by minimality of S. Since
for 1 ⩽ i ⩽ r, Ai is a subset of Si at the end of the algorithm described above, we have
{A1, . . . , Ar} ⊆ F ′. Consequently, this set is a partition of U of size r ⩽ t.

Second, suppose that U has a partition S ′ ⊆ F ′ of size r ⩽ t. Since each set in F ′ is a
subset of some set in F , there is a corresponding set cover S of U of size r ⩽ t.

Let U be some universe and F a family of size-d subsets of U . Clearly, (U,F) has a set
partition if and only if it has a set packing of size (at least) |U |/d. So we obtain the following
observation.
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Observation 8.5. If =∗-Set Partition is 2n-hard, then =∗-Set Packing (#Sets) is
2n-hard.

In order to prove the following reduction we again use the trick that we also employed to
show Lemma 5.3. Namely, we split the universe of the instance into blocks and then guess the
number of unused elements for each block.

Lemma 8.6. If ⩽∗-Set Packing (Union) is 2n-hard, then ⩽∗-Set Partition (#Sets)
is 2n-hard.

Proof. Let (U,F , t) be an instance of ⩽d-Set Packing (Union). Let n = |U |. Let b be the
smallest integer such that (2b + 2)1/b < (1 + ε/2). This choice will become clear later on.
Without loss of generality, we assume that n is divisible by b (as otherwise we can add at
most b− 1 dummy elements that are in none of the sets from F). We split the elements from
U into pairwise disjoint blocks U1, . . . , Un/b of size b each.

Suppose we are given an integer xi ∈ {0, . . . , b} for each block Ui that specifies how many
elements of this block are not covered in a hypothetical ⩽d-Set Packing (Union) solution.
We refer to the vector x = (x1, . . . , xn/b) as the signature of this solution. Note that each
solution has precisely one signature.

Consider the following algorithm:

1. Define the set U ′ = U ∪ {ai | i ∈ [n/b]}, where ai is a new element introduced for each
block.

2. Iterate over all possible signatures. For each such signature x, build a new set system
Fx that contains all sets from F and, in addition, for each i and each set S ⊆ Ui of size
xi, the set S ∪ {ai}.

3. For d′ = b + 1, run the assumed algorithm for ⩽d′-Set Partition on the instance
(U ′,Fx, t+ n/b).

First note that by the fact that a set S ∪{ai} has size xi+1 ⩽ b+1 = d′, (U ′,Fx, t+n/b)
is, in fact, an instance of ⩽d′-Set Partition (#Sets). The idea is that for each block Ui,
a partition of U ′ contains precisely one set that contains the new element ai. This set holds
all elements that are not covered by a corresponding packing of sets from F with signature
x. Hence the partition corresponding to such a packing contains one additional set per block.
So it is straight-forward that above algorithm solves ⩽d-Set Packing (Union).

Let n′ = |U ′| = n + n/b. There are at most (b + 1)n/b different signatures; and for each
signature the algorithm for ⩽d′-Set Partition takes time (2 − ε)n

′ · n′O(1). Thus the total
runtime is bounded by

(b+ 1)n/b · (2− ε)n
′ · n′O(1) ⩽ (b+ 1)n/b · (2− ε)n+n/bnO(1)

⩽ (2b+ 2)n/b · (2− ε)n · nO(1)

⩽ (1 + ε/2)n · (2− ε)n · nO(1)

= (2− ε2/2)n · nO(1).

For ε′ = ε2/2 this gives the correct runtime.
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8.2 Structured Families of Sets

Several subsequent reductions use similar ideas. Therefore we introduce some notation and
prove a few technical lemmas to avoid redundancy as much as possible. Let U be a set of n
elements and F ⊆ 2U be a set family where each set has size at most d.

Let (F1, . . . ,Fd) be the partition of F according to set size, i.e., let Fi contain all size-i
sets of F . We now define a vector that represents a guess of how many sets of each size are
chosen (in some solution). Let r = (r1, . . . , rd) ∈ {0, . . . ,

(
n
d

)
}d satisfy

1.
∑d

i=1 ri ⩽ n, and

2. ri ⩽ |Fi|.

We say that r is an F-signature and define w(r) =
∑d

i=1 ri to be the weight of r. For a
packing/partition S ⊆ F of U , we say that S respects r if S contains exactly ri sets from Fi.

Intuitively, our aim is to modify (U,F) such that all sets have the same size while preserving
the original packings/partitions. To this end, for each F-signature r and integer c ⩾ 1, we will
define a new set system (Ur,Fr) such that every set in Fr has size (c · d ! + 1). Moreover, we
will show that there is a one-to-one relationship between the packings (partitions) of (U,F)
that respect r, and packings (partitions) of (Ur,Fr). We say that (Ur,Fr) is the (c, r)-join of
(U,F).

The idea is to merge, for each i ∈ [d], selections of ai := c·d !
i disjoint sets from Fi to obtain

new sets of size ai · i = c·d !
i · i = c ·d ! (now the same size for all i). A selection of ri/ai of these

new sets then corresponds to a selection of ri of the original sets. In order to avoid divisibility
issues, we introduce some dummy sets and work with the vector s = (s1, . . . , sd) ∈ Zd

⩾0 with

si :=

⌈
ri
ai

⌉
· ai (for i ∈ [d]),

So, coming from ri, si is the next-largest integer that is divisible by ai.
For Ir := {i ∈ [d] | ri ̸= 0}, and an index i ∈ Ir, we define [si − ri] new sets of dummy

elements of size i each:

Ar,i
j := {ai,j1 , . . . , a

i,j
i } for j ∈ [si − ri].

We assume that the sets Ar,i
j are all disjoint sets of new elements (outside of U). For a given

signature r, define the set of dummy elements

Nr :=
⋃
i∈Ir

⋃
j∈[si−ri]

Ar,i
j .

Note that
|Nr| = |

⋃
i∈Ir

⋃
j∈[si−ri]

Ar,i
j | ⩽ d · c · d ! = O(1) (2)

since |Ir| ⩽ d and si − ri ⩽ ai.
For each i ∈ Ir, the idea is to extend the part Fi by the new size-i sets

Fr,i
add := {Ar,i

j | j ∈ [si − ri]}.
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Then, for each i ∈ Ir, we consider the sets that can be obtained as a union of ai pairwise
disjoint sets from Fi ∪ Fr,i

add, formally,

Gr
i :=

{ ⋃
j∈[ai]

Vj | V1, . . . , Vai are pairwise disjoint sets from Fi ∪ Fr,i
add

}
.

Crucially, for each i ∈ Ir and set X ∈ Gr
i , it holds that |X| = ai · i = c·d !

i · i = c · d !.
Ultimately, the idea is that all of these sets X will form a new collection of sets whose elements
now all have the same size.

As previously mentioned, for each i, we are ultimately interested in selections of precisely
r′i :=

ri
ai

of the new size-ai sets. To ensure that no more than r′i sets are picked, we introduce

r′i new elements Ei :=

{
ei1, . . . , e

i
r′i

}
, and extend each set in our new collection of sets Gr

i by

one of these elements as follows:
For each i ∈ Ir, let

Zr
i :=

{
{e} ∪X | e ∈ Ei, X ∈ Gr

i

}
.

With this modification, each selection of disjoint sets from Zr
i has size at most |Ei| = r′i. Let

Er :=
⋃

i∈[d]Ei and let αr :=
∑

i∈Ir r
′
i be the target number of sets that we aim to select from

the new collection of sets.
We finish the definition of the (c, r)-join (Ur,Fr) by setting

Fr :=
⋃
i∈Ir

Zr
i , and Ur := U ∪Nr ∪ Er.

For the bound on the size of this new instance, we observe that

|Er| =
∑
i∈Ir

r′i =
d∑

i=1

⌈
ri
ai

⌉
⩽ d+

d∑
i=1

ri
ai

= d+

d∑
i=1

ri · i
c · d !

⩽ d+
d∑

i=1

ri
c(d− 1) !

⩽ d+
n

c(d− 1) !
,

where the last step follows because r is an F-signature. Moreover, each set in Fr has size
c · d ! + 1 and consequently

|Ur| = |U |+ |Nr|+ |Er| = n+O(1) + d+
n

c · (d− 1) !
= n+

n

c · (d− 1) !
+O(1). (3)

Next we show that these structured instances preserve packings and partitions.

Lemma 8.7. Let F be a collection of subsets of a universe U , each with size at most d. Let
c ⩾ 1 be an integer. For each F-signature r, the following two statements are equivalent

1. U has a packing S ⊆ F such that |S ∩ Fi| = ri for i ∈ [d].

2. Ur has a packing Sr ⊆ Fr of size αr such that (Nr ∪ Er) ⊆ Sr.

Moreover, it holds that ( ⋃
A∈Sr

A

)
\ (Nr ∪ Er) =

(⋃
A∈S

A

)
.

Proof. Let r be an F-signature.
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First direction: 1. implies 2. Suppose U has a packing S ⊆ F with |S ∩ Fi| = ri for
i ∈ [d]. For i ∈ [d], we set Si := S ∩ Fi and si :=

⌈
ri
ai

⌉
· ai. Let I be the set of indices i for

which Si is nonempty. For i ∈ I, consider the set Si ∪ Fr,i
add and observe that its size is equal

to si because |Fr,i
add| = si − ri. Then, for each i ∈ I, partition Si ∪ Fr,i

add into groups of size ai
to define new sets of size ai · i = c · d !. Here we use the fact that the sets in Si ∪ Fr,i

add are
pairwise disjoint. Let Di

1 . . . , D
i
si be an enumeration of the sets in Si ∪ Fr,i

add. To group the
sets, we set

S ′
i :=

{
Di

(j−1)·ai+1 ∪ . . . ∪D
i
j·ai | j ∈ [si/ai]

}
.

Observe that each set in S ′
i has size ai · i = c · d !, |S ′

i| =
si
ai

=
⌈
ri
ai

⌉
, S ′

i ⊆ Gr
i , and importantly

that sets in S ′
i are pairwise disjoint. Moreover,⋃

A∈S′
i

A =
⋃

A∈(Si∪Fr,i
add)

A. (4)

Then we add to each set in S ′
i some distinct element from Ei. Note that this operation is

well-defined since |Ei| = |S ′
i| =

⌈
ri
ai

⌉
. Explicitly, for an enumeration T1, . . . , T⌈ ri

ai

⌉ of the sets

in S ′
i, let

Ti :=
{
{eij} ∪ Tj | 1 ⩽ j ⩽

⌈
ri
ai

⌉}
.

It follows that each element of Ti has size c · d ! + 1, |Ti| =
⌈
ri
ai

⌉
, Ti ⊆ Z(r)

i , and importantly
that sets in Ti are pairwise disjoint. Moreover,

⋃
A∈Ti

A = Ei ∪

 ⋃
A∈S′

i

A

 . (5)

By (4) and (5), it follows that Sr :=
⋃

i∈I Ti satisfies

1. Sr ⊆ Fr,

2. sets in Sr are pairwise disjoint,

3. the union of the sets in Sr is

⋃
A∈Sr

A =
⋃
i∈I

⋃
A∈Ti

A =

(⋃
A∈S

A

)
∪Nr ∪ Er.

This implies that Sr ⊆ Fr is a packing of Ur. Finally, the size of Sr is

|Sr| =
∑
i∈I

|Ti| =
∑
i∈I

⌈
ri
ai

⌉
=

d∑
i=1

⌈
ri
ai

⌉
= αr.
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Second direction: 2. implies 1. Now suppose that Ur has a packing Sr ⊆ Fr of size αr

such that (Nr∪Er) ⊆ Sr. Let Ir := {i ∈ [d] | ri ̸= 0}. Observe that for i ∈ Ir, |Sr∩Zr
i | ⩽

⌈
ri
ai

⌉
because each set in Zr

i contains an element of Ei. However, this implies that Sr ∩ Zr
i has

exactly r′i :=
⌈
ri
ai

⌉
elements as |Sr| = αr.

So, for each i ∈ Ir, there are pairwise disjoint sets Xi
1, . . . , X

i
r′i
∈ Gr

i such that

Sr ∩ Zr
i =

{
{eij} ∪Xi

j | j ∈ [r′i]

}
.

Furthermore, by definition of the set Gr
i , each Xi

j is a union of ai disjoint sets of size i

that belong to the set Fi ∪ Fr,i
add. Let κ(Xi

j) denote these ai sets. For each i ∈ Ir, let

Si = {A | A ∈ κ(Xi
j), j ∈ [r′i]}. Then we have Si ⊆ Fi∪Fr,i

add, |Si| =
⌈
ri
ai

⌉
·ai = si, and the sets

in Si are pairwise disjoint. Recall that Sr has the property that (Nr ∪ Er) ⊂ Sr. Therefore,
for each i ∈ Ir it holds that Fr,i

add ⊆ Si. Since |Fr,i
add| = si − ri, it also holds that

|Si \ Fr,i
add| = |Si| − |Fr,i

add| = si − (si − ri) = ri.

Finally, for S :=
⋃

i∈Ir

(
Si \ Fr,i

add

)
, it follows that

|S ∩ Fi| = |Si \ Fr,i
add| = ri.

Furthermore, it is straightforward to verify that
(⋃

A∈S A
)
=
(⋃

A∈Sr
A
)
\ (Nr ∪ Er) . The

combination of this observation and the fact that Sr is a packing of Ur implies that S is a
packing of U .

Note that the assertion in Lemma 8.7 remains valid when considering partitions instead
of packings. This is a consequence of Ur = U ∪Nr ∪ Er and the second part of Lemma 8.7.

Corollary 8.8. Let F be a collection of subsets of a universe U , each with size at most d. Let
c ⩾ 1 be an integer. For each F-signature r, the following two statements are equivalent

1. U has a partition S ⊆ F such that |S ∩ Fi| = ri for i ∈ [d].

2. Ur has a partition Sr ⊆ Fr.

8.3 Reductions Based on Structured Families

Lemma 8.9. If ⩽∗-Set Partition (#Sets) is 2n-hard, then ⩽∗-Set Partition is 2n-hard.

Proof. Let (U,F , t) be an n-element instance of ⩽d-Set Partition (#Sets) for some d ⩾ 1

and let c be the smallest integer such that (2 − ε)
1

c·(d−1) ! < (1 + ε
2). Moreover, let B be an

algorithm that solves ⩽h-Set Partition for h := (c · d ! + 1) in time (2− ε)n · nO(1). Finally
define ε′ := ε2

2 .
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Algorithm for ⩽d-Set Partition (#Sets) and its correctness. Given an instance
(U,F , t) of ⩽d-Set Partition (#Sets), the algorithm starts by guessing an F -signature r
such that w(r) ⩽ t. For each such r, the algorithm constructs the (c, r)-join of (U,F), denoted
by (Ur,Fr). Note that each set in Fr has size (c · d ! + 1) = h, hence (Ur,Fr) is an instance of
⩽h-Set Partition. Finally, the algorithm returns YES if any of the calls B(Ur,Fr) returns
YES, otherwise it returns NO.

To establish the correctness of the algorithm, assume that (U,F , t) is a YES-instance.
Then U has a partition S ⊆ F of size at most t. Construct the F-signature r by defining the
coordinate ri := |S ∩ Fi| for 1 ⩽ i ⩽ d and observe that w(r) = |S| ⩽ t. By definition, S
satisfies Item 1 in Corollary 8.8 for this specific F-signature r, therefore it holds that Ur has a
partition Sr ⊆ Fr. Therefore, B(Ur,Fr) and in turn the algorithm defined above returns YES.

On the other hand, if (U,F , t) is a NO-instance, then U has no partition S ⊆ F of size at
most t. Therefore for any F-signature r guessed by the algorithm, Item 1 in Corollary 8.8 will
not hold. This implies that Item 2 does not hold as well. As a result B(Ur,Fr) returns NO.
All in all, the algorithm described above returns NO as well.

Running time. The number of F-signatures is at most
(
n
d

)d
⩽ nd

2
= nO(1). Constructing

the instance (Ur,Fr) takes polynomial time in n. Therefore, the total running time is

nO(1) · max
F-signature r

(2− ε)|Ur| = nO(1) · (2− ε)
n+ n

c·(d−1) !

= nO(1) · (2− ε)n ·
(
1 +

ε

2

)n
= nO(1) ·

(
2− ε2

2

)n

= nO(1) ·
(
2− ε′

)n
where the first equality holds by (3) and the second equality holds because of the definition
of c.

Lemma 8.10. If ⩽∗-Set Partition is 2n-hard, then =∗-Set Partition is 2n-hard.

Proof. Let d ⩾ 1 and (U,F) be an instance of ⩽d-Set Partition. Moreover, let c be the
smallest integer such that (2− ε)

1
c·(d−1) ! < (1 + ε

2) and B be an algorithm that solves =h-Set
Partition for h := (c · d ! + 1) in time (2− ε)n · nO(1). Finally define ε′ := ε2

2 .

Algorithm for ⩽d-Set Partition and its correctness. Given an instance (U,F) of
⩽d-Set Partition, the algorithm starts with guessing an F -signature r. For each such r,
the algorithm constructs the (c, r)-join of (U,F), denoted by (Ur,Fr). Note that each set in
Fr has size (c · d ! + 1) = h, hence (Ur,Fr) is an instance of =h-Set Partition. Finally, the
algorithm returns YES if any of the calls B(Ur,Fr) returns YES, otherwise it returns NO.

To show that the algorithm is correct, assume that (U,F) is a YES-instance. Then U has
a partition S ⊆ F . Construct the F-signature r by defining ri := |S ∩ Fi| for 1 ⩽ i ⩽ d. By
definition, S satisfies Item 1 in Corollary 8.8 for this specific F-signature r, therefore it holds
that Ur has a partition Sr ⊆ Fr. Therefore B(Ur,Fr) and in turn the algorithm defined above
returns YES.

On the other hand, if (U,F) is a NO-instance, then U has no partition S such that S ⊆ F .
Therefore for any F-signature r the algorithm tries, Item 1 in Corollary 8.8 will not hold.
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This implies that Item 2 does not hold as well, consequently B(Ur,Fr) returns NO. Hence, the
algorithm described above returns NO.

Running time. The number of F-signatures is at most
(
n
d

)d
⩽ nd

2
= nO(1). Constructing

the instance (Ur,Fr) takes polynomial time in n as well. Therefore, the whole running time
becomes

nO(1) · max
F-signature r

(2− ε)|Ur| = nO(1) · (2− ε)
n+ n

c·(d−1) !

= nO(1) · (2− ε)n ·
(
1 +

ε

2

)n
= nO(1) ·

(
2− ε2

2

)n

= nO(1) ·
(
2− ε′

)n
where the first equality holds by (3) and the second equality holds because of the definition
of c.

Lemma 8.11. If ⩽∗-Set Packing (#Sets) is 2n-hard, then =∗-Set Packing (#Sets) is
2n-hard.

Proof. Let (U,F , t) be an instance of ⩽d-Set Packing (#Sets) for some d ⩾ 1 and let c be
the smallest integer such that (2− ε)

1
c·(d−1) ! < (1 + ε

2). Moreover, let B be an algorithm that
solves =h-Set Packing (#Sets) for h := (c · d ! + 1) in time (2− ε)n · nO(1). Finally define
ε′ := ε2

2 .

Algorithm for ⩽d-Set Packing (#Sets) and its correctness. Given an instance
(U,F , t) of ⩽d-Set Packing (#Sets), the algorithm starts with guessing an F -signature
r of weight at least t. For each such r, the algorithm constructs the (c, r)-join of (U,F),
denoted by (Ur,Fr). Note that each set in Fr has size (c · d ! + 1) = h, hence (Ur,Fr, αr) is
an instance of =h-Set Packing (#Sets). Finally, the algorithm returns YES if any of the
calls B(Ur,Fr, αr) returns YES, otherwise it returns NO.

To show that the algorithm is correct, assume that (U,F , t) is a YES-instance. Then U has
a packing S ⊆ F of size at least t. Construct the F-signature r by defining ri := |S ∩ Fi| for
1 ⩽ i ⩽ d and observe that w(r) = |S| ⩾ t. By definition, S satisfies Item 1 in Lemma 8.7
for this specific F-signature r, therefore it holds that Ur has a packing Sr ⊆ Fr of size αr.
Therefore B(Ur,Fr, αr) and in turn the algorithm defined above returns YES.

On the other hand, if (U,F , t) is a NO-instance, then U has no packing S ⊆ F of size at
least t.Therefore for any F-signature r the algorithm tries, Item 1 in Lemma 8.7 will not hold.
This implies that Item 1 does not hold as well, consequently B(Ur,Fr, αr) returns NO. Hence,
the algorithm described above returns NO.

Running time. The number of F-signatures is at most
(
n
d

)d
⩽ nd

2
= nO(1). Constructing

the instance (Ur,Fr, αr) takes polynomial time in n as well. Therefore, the whole running
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time becomes

nO(1) · max
F-signature r

(2− ε)|Ur| = nO(1) · (2− ε)
n+ n

c·(d−1) !

= nO(1) · (2− ε)n ·
(
1 +

ε

2

)n
= nO(1) ·

(
2− ε2

2

)n

= nO(1) ·
(
2− ε′

)n
where the first equality holds by (3) and the second equality holds because of the definition
of c.

9 △-Packing and △-Partition

In this section we give the proof of Theorem 1.5. In Theorem 9.3 we show that a fast algorithm
for △-Partition violates the SCC, where the technical details will be discussed in Section 9.1.
Similarly, in Section 9.2 we prove Theorem 9.4, which shows that if the SCC fails, then there
exists a fast algorithm for △-Packing problem. All in all, since △-Packing problem is a
generalization of △-Partition, Theorems 9.3 and 9.4 together imply that Theorem 1.5 holds.

9.1 Reducing Set Partition to △-Partition

To proceed, we require a technical result asserting that we can assume the value of d in =d-Set
Partition to be divisible by 3.

Lemma 9.1. Suppose for some ε > 0 it holds that, for every d ⩾ 1 there is an algorithm that
solves every n-element instance of =(3 · d)-Set Partition in time (2− ε)n · nO(1). Then for
every d ⩾ 1 there is an algorithm that solves every n-element instance of =d-Set Partition
in time (2− ε)n · nO(1).

Proof. Let (U,F) be an n-element instance of =d-Set Partition for some d ⩾ 1. Note
that we can assume that d divides n. Moreover, let B be an algorithm that solves =h-Set
Partition for h := 3 · d in time (2− ε)n · nO(1).

The algorithm is very similar to the ones given in Lemmas 8.9 to 8.11. Given an instance
(U,F) of =d-Set Partition, let 0 ⩽ s ⩽ 2 denote the integer n

d modulo 3. The algorithm
constructs F̃ by incorporating (3− s) pairwise disjoint sets of size d, each of which is also
disjoint from U , into the existing set F . Let A denote the newly introduced sets and define
R :=

⋃
A. The new universe U ′ is equal to U ∪R, i.e., it has n+ d(3− s) ⩽ n+ 3d elements.

Finally, the algorithm constructs F ′ by adding the union of all pairwise disjoint sets A,B,
and C where A,B,C ∈ F̃ . Observe that each set in F ′ has size equal to 3 · d. In the end, the
algorithm returns YES if B(U ′,F ′) returns YES.

To show that the algorithm is correct, assume that (U,F) is a YES-instance. Then, U has
a partition S ⊆ F . Observe that the size of S ∪ A is equal to 0 modulo 3 since |A| = 3 − s.
Group the sets in S ∪ A into groups of size 3 and take the union of the sets in each group.
Let S ′ be the resulting set. It is easy to verify that S ′ ⊆ F ′ and the union of the sets in S ′ is
equal to U ∪R = U ′. Hence (U ′,F ′) is also a YES-instance and the algorithm returns YES.
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Similarly, if (U,F) is a no instance, meaning that U has no partition S ⊆ F , adding sets
disjoint from those in F does not create a set system where the universe can be partitioned.
Hence, since B(U ′,F ′) returns NO, our algorithm returns NO as well.

Constructing the instance (U ′,F ′) takes polynomial time in n. Therefore, the whole run-
ning time becomes

nO(1) · (2− ε)|U
′| = nO(1) · (2− ε)n+3·d = nO(1) · (2− ε)n .

The following corollary can be easily deduced from Theorem 2.6 and Lemma 9.1.

Corollary 9.2. For all ε > 0, there exists d ⩾ 1 such that there is no algorithm that solves
every n-element instance of =(3 · d)-Set Partition in time (2− ε)n · nO(1), unless the SCC
fails.

Theorem 9.3. For all ε > 0, there exists σ, δ ⩾ 1 such that there is no algorithm that solves
every n-vertex instance of △-Partition given with a (σ, δ)-hub of size at most p in time
(2− ε)p · nO(1), unless the SCC fails.

Proof. Suppose there exists ε > 0 such that for all σ, δ ⩾ 1 there exists an algorithm that
solves every n-vertex △-Partition instance given with a (σ, δ)-hub of size at most p in time
(2 − ε)p · nO(1). Fix arbitrary d ⩾ 1 and denote r = 3 × d. Consider an instance (U,F)
of =r-Set Partition, where U = [n]. In the following, we will describe an algorithm that
solves (U,F) in time (2− ε)n · nO(1), which will contradict the SCC by Corollary 9.2.

Equality Gadget. A △-eq gadget is a graph with a set of designated vertices called portals
that has exacly two triangle packings that cover all non-portal vertices:

• one that also covers all portals (i.e., it is a triangle partition in the gadget), and
• one that covers no portal.

A △-eq gadget behaves similarly to gadgets that we introduced for variants of q-Coloring,
but this time for the △-Partition problem. When constructing an instanceG of △-Partition,
only the portal vertices of the gadget will have neighbors outside the gadget. Consequently,
in any triangle packing of G, all portals of the △-eq gadget will be in the same state: either
they are all covered by triangles contained inside the gadget, or none of them is covered by
such a triangle. This explains why we use the name equality gadget.

Now let us show how to construct a △-eq gadget Z with r portals and 4r vertices in
total; see Figure 4. Introduce four sets of vertices P = {p0, . . . , pr−1}, Q = {q0, . . . , qr−1},
A = {a0, . . . , ar−1}, and B = {b0, . . . , br−1}. All arithmetic iterations on indices of these
vertices are performed modulo r.

The vertices from A and B form a cycle with concecutive vertices a1, b1, a2, b2, . . . , ar, br.
Then, for each i ∈ [r], we create a triangle on vertices ai, bi, pi; let P1 denote the set of such
triangles. Similarly, for each i ∈ [r], we create a triangle qi, bi, ai+1; let P2 denote set of these
triangles. Finally, for each i ∈ [ r3 − 1], we create a triangle on vertices q3i+1, q3i+2, q3i+3; call
the set of these triangles P3. This completes the construction of Z and P is the set of portal
vertices.

Let us argue that Z indeed has the property of a △-eq gadget. Let P be a triangle packing
in Z that covers all non-portal vertices, i.e., A ∪ B ∪Q. Suppose P contains a triangle from
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Figure 4: The construction of the △-eq gadget with r portal vertices. The blue, orange, and
violet triangles, with dotted, dashed, and dotted-dashed edges respectively, belong to P1, P2,
and P3 respectively.

P1, say, pi, ai, bi for 1 ⩽ i ⩽ r. In that case, since P covers ai+1, it must also contain the
triangle pi+1, ai+1, , bi+1. By induction, it is easy to show that P should include all triangles
in P1. The remaining vertices, i.e., Q must be covered by the triangles in P3. Therefore, in
this case all the portal vertices of Z are covered by P.

Assume now that P has no triangle from P1. In particular, no portal vertices are covered
by P. We need to argue that such P exists and is unique. Note that in order to cover all
non-portal vertices, P must contain all the triangles in P2. Hence the constructed graph is
indeed a △-eq gadget.

Construction of the graph G. Given a =r-Set Partition instance (U,F), let us create
an instance G of △-Partition as follows. First, create n vertices VU = {v1, . . . , vn}, where
each vi corresponds to i ∈ U . Then, for each S ∈ F , create a △-eq gadget, denoted by △-
eq(S), with r portal vertices, and identify the portal vertices of △-eq(S) with corresponding
vertices of VU . Let G be the resulting graph obtained by applying these operations. Note that
G has O(nr) vertices and VU is a (σ, δ)-hub of G of size n, where σ = 4r and δ = r.

Equivalence of instances. Suppose U has a partition S ⊆ F . For each S ∈ S, define
VS = {vi | i ∈ S}. Note that since S is a partition of U , sets VS form a partition of the
vertices VU . For S ∈ S, let TS be a triangle partition of △-eq(S) which covers all its portal
vertices, i.e., VS ; it exists by the definition of △-eq gadget. For S ∈ F \S, let TS be a triangle
partition of △-eq(S) which covers no portal vertices; again, it exists by the definition of △-eq
gadget. Note that

⋃
S∈F TS is a triangle partition of the whole graph G.

Now, suppose G has a triangle partition T . Let us call a copy △-eq(S) of the △-eq gadget
in G active if there is no triangle that intersects the gadget, but it not contained in the gadget.
Recall that this means that each portal of △-eq(S) is a part of some triangle not contained in
△-eq(S). Define S = {S ∈ F | △-eq(S) is active}. With a similar reasoning as in the previous
paragraph, it is straightforward to verify that S is a partition of U . Summing up, (U,F) is a
YES-instance of =(3 · d)-Set Partition if and only if G is a YES-instance of △-Packing.

57



Running Time. Building the graph G takes time polynomial time in n. Moreover, as
mentioned before, G has O(nr) vertices and VU is a (4r, r)-hub of G of size n. Therefore, the
assumed algorithm for =r-Set Partition, one can solve the instance (U,F) in time

(2− ε)|VU | · |V (G)|O(1) = (2− ε)n · nO(1).

This completes the proof.

9.2 Reducing △-Packing to Set Packing

The goal of this section is to prove Theorem 9.4.

Theorem 9.4. Suppose the SCC fails. Then there exists ε > 0 such that, for all σ, δ ⩾ 1,
there is an algorithm that solves every n-vertex instance of △-Packing given with a (σ, δ)-hub
of size p in time (2− ε)p · nO(1).

In order to simplify the description of the proof, we split it into two steps. First, we show
how we can use a fast algorithm for ⩽d-Set Packing (#Sets) to solve an auxiliary variant
of the problem called c-Precolored-△-Packing. Then, we use some color-coding idea to
show how an algorithm for c-Precolored-△-Packing can be used to solve △-Packing.

Let us start with some definitions and notation. Let G be a graph and Q ⊆ V (G). Let
C denote the set of components of G−Q and let D denote the set of triangles of G that are
contained in Q. Let Π be a collection of pairwise vertex-disjoint triangles in G. We say that
C ∈ C is active (with respect to Π) if there is a triangle in Π that intersects both C and Q.
A triangle in D is active if it belongs to Π.

For a function ψ : C ∪ D → N, by Ci (resp., Di) we denote C ∩ ψ−1(i) (resp., D ∩ ψ−1(i)).
For a constant c, an instance of c-Precolored-△-Packing is a quadruple (G, t,Q, ψ),

where G is graph, t is an integer, Q is a subset of V (G), and ψ is a function that maps
elements of C ∪D to numbers in

{
1, . . . ,

⌈
|Q|/c

⌉}
(here C and D are defined as in the previous

paragraph). We call the numbers in the codomain of ψ colors and call ψ a coloring ; we
emphasize that this is an arbitrary coloring and has no correctness criterion. We ask whether
G admits a packing of at least t triangles such that, for each color i, at most c elements of
Ci ∪ Di are active (the sets Ci and Di are defined with respect to ψ).

Lemma 9.5. Suppose there is ε′ > 0 such that for all d, ⩽d-Set Packing (#Sets) with
n-element universe can be solved in time (2− ε′)n · nO(1).
Then there is ε′′ > 0 such that for every σ, δ ⩾ 1 there is c0 depending only on ε′′ and σ, so
that for every c ⩾ c0, every instance (G, t,Q, ψ) of c-Precolored-△-Packing, where Q is
a (σ, δ)-hub of size p, can be solved in time (2− ε′′)p · |V (G)|O(1).

Proof. Let σ, δ be fixed constants. Without loss of generality assume that σ ⩾ 2. Let

ε′′ = ε′/4 (6)

and let c0 be the smallest integer that satisfies both

(c0σ + 1)1/c0 ⩽(1 + ε′′) (7)

(2− ε′)1/c0 ⩽(1 + ε′′); (8)
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and pick any c ⩾ c0; clearly c satisfies these inequalities too. This choice will become clear
later in the proof. Note that ε′′ depends only on ε′ and c0 depends only on ε′ and σ.

Let (G, t,Q, ψ) be an instance of c-Precolored-△-Packing, where Q is a (σ, δ)-hub of
size p. By introducing at most c − 1 isolated vertices to Q, we can assume that c divides
p; note that these dummy vertices contribute to the running time only by a constant factor.
We will use the assumed algorithm for ⩽d-Set Packing (#Sets) for d = 2cσ + 1 to solve
(G, t,Q, ψ) in time (2− ε′′)p · |V (G)|O(1).

Let ℓ = p/c denote the number of colors used by ψ. The sets C,D and Ci,Di over all i ∈ [ℓ]
are defined as previously.

Fix some (unknown) optimum solution Π, i.e., a largest triangle packing in G that has at
most c active elements in each color. A contribution of a component C ∈ C is the number
of triangles in Π that intersect C (they can either be contained in C, or have some vertices
in C and some in Q). The contribution of a triangle in D is 1 if this triangle is in Π and 0
otherwise. A contribution of a color i ∈ [ℓ] is the total contribution of all elements in Ci ∪Di.

In the algorithm, for each color i, we would like to exhaustively guess the contribution
of this color. However, the numbers involved might be very large, as Ci might contain many
components. Thus we are going to do this indirectly.

Fix a color i ∈ [ℓ]. Let Xi be the number of triangles of a maximum triangle packing of
the graph induced by the components in Ci. Note that Xi can be computed in time linear
in |V (G)| as each component in Ci has size at most σ and there are at most |V (G)| such
components. A maximum triangle packing can be obtained as the union of maximum triangle
packings of the individual components.

Note that the contribution of the color i is at least Xi and at most Xi+cσ. Indeed, on one
hand, we can pick Xi triangles that are contained in the components in Ci, without interfering
with any object of any other color. On the other hand, each active triangle in Di contributes
1 to the sum, while each of at most σ vertices of each active component in Ci can be present in
at most one triangle intersecting Q. Since there at at most c active objects, we get the upper
bound.

So, instead of guessing the contribution of each color i ∈ [ℓ] directly, we guess the offset
qi of this value against Xi. Formally, the algorithm iterates over all tuples of the form q =
(q1, . . . , qℓ) ∈ {0, . . . , cσ}ℓ that satisfy

∑
i∈[ℓ](Xi + qi) ⩾ t. Note that if no such tuple exists,

the discussion above yields that (G, t,Q, ψ) is a NO-instance. Observe that the number of
choices for q is at most

(cσ + 1)ℓ = (cσ + 1)p/c
(7)
⩽ (1 + ε′′)p. (9)

Fix one such tuple q = (q1, . . . , qℓ) and consider a color i ∈ [ℓ]. We say that a subset
S ⊆ Q of vertices from the hub is i-valid if it has size at most 2cσ and the graph induced by
S together with the components in Ci has a triangle packing ΠS with the following properties:

• at most c elements of Di ∪ Ci are active w.r.t. ΠS ,

• all triangles of ΠS contained in Q are in Di,

• the number of triangles in ΠS is at least Xi + qi.

Intuitively, a set S is i-valid if it is compatible with the choice of qi. The size bound comes
from the fact that each active triangle in Di uses three vertices from Q, while the triangles
intersecting each active component from Ci intersect at most 2σ vertices of Q. As σ ⩾ 2 and
there are at most c active elements in Di ∪ Ci, the bound follows.
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Claim 9.5.1. For each color i and offset qi, the i-valid sets can be enumerated in time poly-
nomial in |V (G)|.

Proof of Claim. There are at most O(p2cσ) = |V (G)|O(1) subsets of Q of size at most 2cσ. As
each such candidate set S is of constant size, in polynomial time we can enumerate all possible
triangle packings in which every triangle intersects S. Furthermore, in polynomial time, each
such packing can be extended in an optimal way by picking triangles contained in Ci; this is
possible as each component in Ci is of constant size. It is straightforward to verify that S is
i-valid if and only if any of the packings obtained that way satisfies the conditions for ΠS . ◁

For each tuple q, we can now define an instance (U,Fq, ℓ) of ⩽d-Set Packing (#Sets)
as follows. The universe U of the instance consists of all vertices in the hub Q together with
a distinct element ai per each color i ∈ [ℓ], so in total |U | = p+ ℓ = p+ p/c. The set system
Fq contains, for each color i ∈ [ℓ] and for each i-valid set S ⊆ Q, the set S ∪ {ai}. Note
that each set in Fq is of size at most d = 2cσ + 1, and the instance can be constructed in
time polynomial in |V (G)|. The algorithm iterates over all such instances and executes the
previously-mentioned algorithm for ⩽d-Set Packing (#Sets) on each of these instances. If
in any of the calls we obtain a positive answer, we report that (G, t,Q, ψ) is a YES-instance,
and otherwise we reject it.

Correctness The correctness of the algorithm follows from the following two claims.

Claim 9.5.2. If there is q for which (U,Fq, ℓ) is a YES-instance of ⩽d-Set Packing (#Sets),
then (G, t,Q, ψ) is a YES-instance of c-Precolored-△-Packing.

Proof of Claim. Let F∗ ⊆ Fq be a family ℓ pairwise disjoint sets. Since each set in Fq contains
one of the elements {a1, . . . , aℓ}, the solution F∗ contains, for each color i, precisely one set
of the form Si ∪ {ai}. Note that Si may be empty. For each such set, let ΠSi be a triangle
packing defined as above. We claim that

⋃
i∈[ℓ]ΠSi is a triangle packing that witnesses that

(G, t,Q, ψ) is a YES-instance.
Clearly the triangles within one set ΠSi are pairwise disjoint. Now consider two triangles

from distinct sets, say Πi and Πj . As sets of components Ci and Cj are pairwise disjoint, these
two triangles may overlap only on Q, which means that Si ∩ Sj ̸= ∅. However, this is not
possible as sets in F are pairwise disjoint.

Next, by the conditions in the definition of i-valid set, we observe that at most c elements
from Ci ∪Di are active. Finally, the total number of triangles is at least

∑
i∈[ℓ](Xi+ qi) which

is at least t by the choice of q. ◁

Claim 9.5.3. If (G, t,Q, ψ) is a YES-instance of c-Precolored-△-Packing, then there is
q for which (U,Fq, ℓ) is a YES-instance of ⩽d-Set Packing (#Sets).

Proof of Claim. Suppose there exists a triangle packing Π of G of size at least t, that has
at most c active elements of each color. Fix color i ∈ [ℓ] and let Πi be the subfamily of
Π consisting of triangles that either are in Di, or intersect Ci. Clearly the sets Π over all
i ∈ [ℓ] form a partition of Π. Recall that we safely assume that Xi ⩽ |Πi| ⩽ Xi + cσ Define
qi := |Πi| −Xi. Note that q = (q1, . . . , qℓ) is one of the tuples considered by our algorithm.

For i ∈ [ℓ], let Si ⊆ Q be the set consisting of vertices of triangles in Πi. The packing Πi is
a witness that Si is an i-valid set (with respect to q). Furthermore, sets Si∪{ai} are pairwise
disjoint. Thus, (U,Fq, ℓ) is a YES-instance of ⩽d-Set Packing (#Sets). ◁
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Runtime The algorithm iterates over all possible choices of q, for each choice it builds an in-
stance (U,Fq) in polynomial time, and then calls the assumed algorithm for ⩽d-Set Packing (#Sets).
As |U | and |Fq| are bounded by a polynomial function of |V (G)|, and by (9), the total running
time is bounded by

(1 + ε′′)p · (2− ε′)|U | · |V (G)|O(1) ⩽ (1 + µ)p · (2− ε′)p(1+1/c) · |V (G)|O(1)

⩽
(
(1 + ε′′) · (2− ε′) · (2− ε′)1/c

)p
· |V (G)|O(1)

(8)
⩽
(
(1 + ε′′)2 · (2− ε′)

)p · |V (G)|O(1)

(6)
⩽ (2− ε′′)p · |V (G)|O(1),

as claimed. This completes the proof.

Now let us argue that we can reduce solving △-Packing (where the instance is given with
a hub) to c-Precolored-△-Packing for suitably chosen c.

In this reduction we use some color coding idea. We will use the so-called splitters. For
integers N , p, and ℓ with N ⩾ p, an (N, p, ℓ)-splitter Ψ is a family of functions from [N ] to [ℓ]
such that, for each subset S of [N ] with size |S| = p, there is an ψ ∈ Ψ that assigns colors from
[ℓ] as evenly distributed as possible to the elements of S — formally, for (p mod ℓ) colors j ∈ [ℓ]
it holds that |ψ−1(j)| = ⌈p/ℓ⌉, and for the remaining colors we have |ψ−1(j)| = ⌊p/ℓ⌋. The
methods of constructing splitters were introduced by Naor, Schulman, and Srinivasan [30].

Theorem 9.6 ([30, Theorem 3 (ii)]). Let ℓ = ω(p) and let f(p, ℓ) = (2πp/ℓ)ℓ/2eℓ
2/(12p). An

(N, p, ℓ)-splitter of size s = O(f(p, ℓ)1+o(1) logN) can be computed in time polynomial in s
and N . Here the o(1) in the exponent is for ℓ/√p going to infinity.

Corollary 9.7. For every ε > 0 there is c1 such that for each N , p with p ⩽ N , c ⩾ c1, an
(N, p, ⌈p/c⌉)-splitter can be computed (and iterated over) in time (1 + ε)p ·NO(1).

Proof. Let c1 be the smallest integer such that (2πc1)
4/c1 ⩽ (1 + ε). Choose N, p ⩽ N ,

and c ⩾ c1. Note that ℓ := ⌈p/c⌉ = ω(
√
p). Thus, by Theorem 9.6, there is an (N, p, ℓ)-

splitter of size s = O(f(p, ℓ)1+o(1) logN) that can be computed in time polynomial in N and
s, where f(p, ℓ) = (2πp/ℓ)ℓ/2eℓ

2/(12p). The o(1) in the exponent is for ℓ/√p = ⌈p/c⌉/√p
going to infinity, i.e., it is for p going to infinity. If p is smaller than some constant the size
of the splitter is trivially O(logN). So we can assume that p is sufficiently large such that
f(p, ℓ)1+o(1) ⩽ f(p, ℓ)2 and p > c. Since p > c we have ⌈p/c⌉ ⩽ 2p/c. Then

f(p, ℓ) = (2πp/ℓ)ℓ/2eℓ
2/(12p) ⩽ (2πc)p/ce4p

2/(12pc2) ⩽ (2πc)2p/c.

Using the fact that (2πc)4/c ⩽ (1 + ε), it follows that

f(p, ℓ)1+o(1) ⩽ f(p, ℓ)2 ⩽ (2πc)4p/c ⩽ (1 + ε)p.

So we can compute an (N, p, ℓ)-splitter and then iterate over its members in time (1 + ε)p ·
NO(1).

Let us proceed to the proof of the following result.

Lemma 9.8. Suppose there is ε′′ > 0 such that for every σ, δ ⩾ 1 there is c0 depending only on
ε′′ and σ, so that for every c ⩾ c0, every instance (G, t,Q, ψ) of c-Precolored-△-Packing,
where Q is a (σ, δ)-hub of size p, can be solved in time (2− ε′′)p · |V (G)|O(1).
Then there is ε > 0 such that for every σ, δ ⩾ 1, every n-vertex instance of △-Packing given
with a (σ, δ)-hub of size p can be solved in time (2− ε)p · nO(1).
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Proof. Define ε = ε′′/3. Let c0 be as in the assumption of the lemma, and let c1 be as in
Corollary 9.7 (for ε). Let c = max(c0, c1).

Fix σ and δ, and consider an n-vertex instance (G, t) of △-Packing, given with a (σ, δ)-hub
Q of size p. Again, by adding at most c− 1 isolated vertices to the hub, we can assume that
c divides p. Define ℓ = p/c. Let C be the set of components of G−Q, and let D be the set of
triangles contained in Q. Define N = |C +D| = O(n3).

Let Ψ be the (N, p, ℓ)-splitter given by Corollary 9.7 for N, p, c. We claim that (G, t) is
a YES-instance of △-Packing if and only if there exists ψ ∈ Ψ such that (G, t,Q, ψ) is a
YES-instance of c-Precolored-△-Packing.

The backwards implication is trivial; let us show the forward one. Suppose there is a
triangle packing Π in G, consisting of at least t triangles. Let C∗ and D∗ be the elements of C
and D, respectively, that are active with respect to Π. Notice that |C∗∪D∗| ⩽ p. Indeed, each
active element of C ∪ D uses at least one vertex of Q and these vertices are pairwise distinct.
Let S be a subset of D ∪ C of size exactly p that contains C∗ ∪ D∗.

We interpret elements from Ψ as functions from C + D (recall that |C + D| = N) to
[ℓ] = [p/c]. By the definition of the splitter, there is ψ ∈ Ψ in which each color appears exactly
p
p/c = c times on elements of S. Thus, for each color i there are at most c active elements of
D ∪ C. Consequently, (G, t,Q, ψ) is a YES-instance of c-Precolored-△-Packing.

Now the algorithm is simple. First, it uses Corollary 9.7 to compute Ψ. Then it it-
erates over all ψ ∈ Ψ, and calls the assumed algorithm for the instance (G, t,Q, ψ) of
c-Precolored-△-Packing. If any the calls succeeds, the algorithm reports a YES-instance,
and otherwise it reports a NO-instance. The correctness follows from the reasoning above.

The running time is determined by the number of elements of Ψ times the time needed to
call the algorithm for each instance of c-Precolored-△-Packing, thus it is bounded by

(1 + ε)p · (2− ε′′)p · nO(1) = (2− ε′′ + 2ε′′/3− ε′′2/3)p · nO(1) ⩽ (2− ε)p · nO(1),

as claimed. This completes the proof.

Now Theorem 9.4 follows directly from the combination of Theorem 2.6, Lemma 9.5, and
Lemma 9.8.

10 Dominating Set

In this section we turn our attention to Dominating Set parameterized by the hub size.
We show two quite simple reductions that exclude an algorithm with running time (2 −
ε)p · |V (G)|O(1) (where the instance G is given with a hub of size p) under two complexity
assumptions: the SETH and the SCC.

Theorem 10.1. For every ε > 0 there exists δ such that the Dominating Set problem on
n-vertex instances given with a (3, δ)-hub of size p cannot be solved in time (2−ε)p ·|V (G)|O(1),
unless the SCC fails.

Proof. Assume the SCC. Given some ε > 0, let d be the constant given by the SCC for this ε.
We reduce from ⩽d-Set Cover, let (U,F) be an instance where |U | = n and |F| = m. We
start the construction of the instance G of Dominating Set with introducing a set Y which
contains a vertex yi for every i ∈ U . Next, for every set F ∈ F , we proceed as follows. We
introduce a three-vertex path with consecutive vertices aF , bF , cF . Then we add an edge aF yi
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if and only if i ∈ F . Denote A = {aF | F ∈ F}, B = {bF | F ∈ F}, and C = {cF | F ∈ F}.
This completes the construction of G.

Note that this construction can be performed in time polynomial in n (recall that d is
a constant and thus m is polynomial in n) and the constructed graph has n + 3m = O(nd)
vertices. Furthermore, the set Y is a (3, d)-hub of size n.

We claim that G has a dominating set of size at most k +m if and only if F contains at
most k sets that cover U .

First, suppose that there is a subfamily F ′ ⊆ F of size at most k such that U =
⋃
F ′.

Define X = B∪{aF | F ∈ F ′}. Clearly X is of size k+m. Let us show that it is a dominating
set.

Notice that for each F ∈ F , the vertices aF , bF , cF are dominated by bF ∈ X. Now
consider any yi ∈ Y . As F ′ covers U , there is F ∈ F ′ such that i ∈ F . This means that
aF ∈ X and yi is dominated by aF .

For the other direction, suppose that G has a dominating set X of size at most k+m. We
claim that we can assume that B ⊆ X ⊆ A∪B. Indeed, consider F ∈ F . Notice that in order
to dominate cF , the set X must contain at least one of bF , cF . However, if it contains cF , we
can obtain a solution of at most the same size by replacing cF with bF (if bF /∈ X) or removing
cF (otherwise). Thus we may assume that B ⊆ X and C ∩ X = ∅. Now, for contradiction,
suppose that there is yi ∈ Y ∩X. The vertex yi can only dominate itself or some set of vertices
in A. However, B ⊆ X already dominates all vertices in A. Hence, X \ {yi} dominates every
vertex of G, except possibly yi. So consider any F ∈ F such that i ∈ F ; recall that such F
exists as U =

⋃
F . Then the set X \ {yi} ∪ {aF } is a dominating set of size at most |X|.

Define F ′ = {F | aF ∈ X}; clearly |F ′| ⩽ k. We claim that
⋃
F ′ = U . Suppose there is

i ∈ U that is not in
⋃
F ′. However, this means that yi is not dominated by X, a contradiction.

Summing up, a hypothetical algorithm that solves Dominating Set on G in time (2−ε)n ·
|V (G)|O(1) can be used to solve the instance (U,F) of ⩽d-Set Cover in time (2− ε)n ·nO(1),
contradicting the SCC.

In the ⩽ d-Hitting Set problem the instance is a pair (U,F), where U is a set called the
universe and F is a family of subsets of U , each of size at most d. We ask for a minimum
hitting set, i.e., a minimum-sized subset of U that intersects every element of F .

Theorem 10.2 (Cygan et al. [9]). For every ε > 0 there exists d such that the ⩽ d-Hitting
Set with universe of size n cannot be solved in time (2− ε)n · nO(1), unless the SETH fails.

With an argument similar to the proof of Theorem 10.1, we can show the following result.

Theorem 10.3. For every ε > 0 there exists δ such that the Dominating Set problem on
n-vertex instances given with a (2, δ)-hub of size p cannot be solved in time (2−ε)p ·|V (G)|O(1),
unless the SETH fails.

Proof. Let ε > 0 and let d be the constant given for that ε by Theorem 10.2. We reduce from
⩽ d-Hitting Set. Let (U,F) be a corresponding instance with |U | = n.

We construct G as follows. First, we introduce three sets Y = {yi | i ∈ U}, A = {ai | i ∈
U}, and B = {bi | i ∈ U}. For each i ∈ U we add edges yiai and aibi. Next, for each
F ∈ F , we add a vertex zF . We add the edge yizF if and only if i ∈ F . This completes the
construction of G. Note that |V (G)| = O(nd) and Y is a (2, d)-hub.

We claim that G has a dominating set of size at most n + k if and only if (U,F) admits
a hitting set of size at most k. Let U ′ ⊆ U be a hitting set of size at most k. We define
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X = A∪{yi | i ∈ U ′}. Clearly X dominates X ∪A∪B. Suppose that there is some zF which
is not adjacent to any vertex in X. This means that F does not intersect U ′, a contradiction.

Now suppose that G has a dominating set X of size at most n + k. Similarly as in the
proof of Theorem 10.1 we can assume that A ⊆ X ⊆ A∪ Y . Define U ′ = {i | yi ∈ X}; clearly
|U ′| ⩽ k. We claim that U ′ is a hitting set. Indeed, if there is some F ∈ F which is not
intersected by U ′, its corresponding vertex zF is not dominated by X.

Thus a hypothetical algorithm that solves Dominating Set on G in time (2 − ε)n ·
|V (G)|O(1) can be used to solve the instance (U,F) of ⩽ d-Hitting Set in time (2−ε)n ·nO(1).
By Theorem 10.2, this contradicts the SETH.
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