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Abstract

For the vertex selection problem (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet one is given two fixed sets 𝜎 and 𝜌 of integers and the task is to

decide whether we can select vertices of the input graph, such that, for every selected vertex, the number of selected

neighbors is in 𝜎 and, for every unselected vertex, the number of selected neighbors is in 𝜌 [Telle, Nord. J. Comp.

1994]. This framework covers Independent Set and Dominating Set for example.

We extend the recent result by Focke et al. [SODA 2023] to investigate the case when 𝜎 and 𝜌 are periodic sets

with the same period m ≥ 2, that is, the sets are two (potentially different) residue classes modulo m. We study

the problem parameterized by treewidth and present an algorithm that solves in time m
tw · 𝑛𝒪(1)

the decision,

minimization and maximization version of the problem. This significantly improves upon the known algorithms

where for the case m ≥ 3 not even an explicit running time is known. We complement our algorithm by providing

matching lower bounds which state that there is no (m − 𝜀)pw · 𝑛𝒪(1)
unless SETH fails. For m = 2, we extend these

bound to the minimization version as the decision version is efficiently solvable.
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1 Introduction

Lights Out!—the popular 1995 single-player board game presents the unassuming player with a 5 × 5

grid of switches and lamps, some or all of them initially turned on, and asks the easy-looking task of

turning off all lamps by pressing the switches. The catch is that every switch flips not only the state of its

corresponding lamp (from “on” to “off” or vice-versa), but also the states of the lamps neighboring the

switch in the grid [BBH21, FY13].1 Consult Figure 1a for a visualization of a short game sequence.

After playing around a little, a now less-unassuming player observes two things: first, the order in

which the switches are pressed does not matter. Second, flipping any switch for a second time undoes the

first time it was flipped. Hence, we can describe a solution to an initial configuration as a set of switches

that need to be flipped to turn all lights off.

Armed with our insights, we can cast the Lights Out! game as an instance to a generalization of the

classical Dominating Set problem. First, for the case that initially all lamps are turned on, given a graph

(for Lights Out! a 5 × 5 grid graph), we wish to select a set of vertices such that the closed neighborhood

of every vertex contains an odd number of selected vertices (instead of finding a set of vertices such that

every vertex is either selected or is adjacent to a selected vertex). Then, we can easily capture general

configurations by artificially flipping the parity of any vertex that correspond to a lamp that is initially

turned off.2 Consult Figures 1b and 1c for a visualization.

In this work, we study generalized dominating set problems (such as the one arising from Lights Out!).

Generalizing the recent results by Focke et al. [FMI
+

23a, FMI
+

23b, FMI
+

23c] to obtain both faster

algorithms, and matching lower bounds both for finding any solution and for finding a minimum-size

or maximum-size solution. For our running example of Lights Out!, perhaps surprisingly, we obtain

an optimal algorithm for computing a shortest sequence to turn all lights off, improving over the naive

brute-force approach, which was seemingly the only known method to find a sequence to relieve a

struggling player as fast as possible.

Understanding Generalized Dominating Set Problems with a Unified Framework. Already in 1994,

Telle introduced the problem (family) (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet which is a very general framework for such vertex

selection problems with degree constraints [Tel94]. Assume that 𝜎 and 𝜌 are two fixed, non-empty sets

of non-negative integers. For a given input graph 𝐺, the task is to decide whether there is a vertex set

𝑆 ⊆ 𝑉(𝐺) such that (1) for all 𝑣 ∈ 𝑆, the number of selected neighbors is in 𝜎, that is, |𝑁(𝑣) ∩ 𝑆 | ∈ 𝜎, and

(2) for all 𝑣 ∉ 𝑆, the number of selected neighbors is in 𝜌, that is, |𝑁(𝑣) ∩ 𝑆 | ∈ 𝜌. We say that such a set 𝑆

is a (𝜎, 𝜌)-set for 𝐺.

This generalizes Dominating Set, Independent Set, Perfect Code, Total Dominating Set, or Induced

𝑞-Regular Subgraph, just to name a few examples (see [Tel94, BTV13] for more). Additionally, this

generalizes the classical Lights Out! problem by setting 𝜎 = {0, 2, 4, . . . } and 𝜌 = {1, 3, 5, . . . }. Observe

that for (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet, the neighborhood is not closed and thus, the set 𝜎 does not agree with 𝜌 but takes

into account that the vertex itself is selected.

For many choices of 𝜎 and 𝜌, the NP-hardness for both the decision version and the maximization or

minimization variant is known [Tel94, HKT00a]. Observe that in some cases (for instance, if 0 ∈ 𝜌) it is

trivial to find some solution (which might be the empty set).

Due to the high generality of the (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet problem, the framework on its own and several special

cases have received a lot of attention, also in the parameterized setting [Tel94, BTV13, BL16, ABF
+

02,

1 Similar games had already been released before under the names Merlin and XL-25.

2 As this case can be dealt with easily, we henceforth focus on the case that every lamp is turned on initially.
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(a) A typical game of Lights Out!. In each turn, the player presses the light marked with a star to flip all encircled lights.
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(b) If all lights are turned on initially, any sequence to turn

off all lights directly corresponds to a (𝜎, 𝜌)-set in the corre-

sponding graph, where 𝜎 contains all even numbers and 𝜌
contains all odd numbers. Pressing the lights marked with

a star in any order turns all lights off; the corresponding

(𝜎, 𝜌)-set is highlighted in the corresponding graph.
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(c) To handle an arbitrary initial state of the game, we keep

𝜎 and 𝜌 as before, but we add one artificial, always selected

vertex to every vertex that corresponds to a light that is

initially turned off. (An artificial vertex may itself violate

the 𝜎 and 𝜌 constraints.) In the figure, we denote vertices

with such an added artificial vertex by a one inside the

vertex.

Figure 1 Lights Out! and the corresponding instances of Generalized Dominating Set visualized.

HKT00a, LMS18, GH08, FMI
+

23a, Cha10, vRBR09, vR20, FGK
+

09]. As many of these vertex selection

problems are efficiently solvable on trees, the parameter treewidth, that provides a measure of how similar

a graph is to a tree, is of utmost importance. Especially in this case the goal is to find algorithms with

running time 𝑐tw · 𝑛𝒪(1)
where 𝑐 is a small constant only depending on the problem definition (in this case

the problem is fixed-parameter tractable, or fpt for short) and tw is the treewidth of the input graph.

The clear goal is to identify the smallest value for 𝑐 such that there is no (𝑐 − 𝜀)tw · 𝑛𝒪(1)
algorithm

under the Strong Exponential-Time Hypothesis (SETH) [IP01, CIP09]. Initiated by Lokshtanov, Marx, and

Saurabh, who showed that for Dominating Set, the known 3
tw·𝑛𝒪(1)

algorithm [vRBR09] is optimal [LMS18],

their approach lead to matching lower bounds for several other problems [CM16, FMI
+

23a, MSS21, MSS22].

Periodic Sets. Formally, we say that a set 𝜏 ⊆ Z≥0 is periodic with period m ≥ 2 if there are integers

0 ≤ 𝑎 < m such that 𝜏 = {𝑛 ∈ Z≥0 | 𝑛 ≡m 𝑎}. For the case when 𝜎 and 𝜌 are periodic – especially when the

sets are the even or odd numbers (which includes Lights Out! and some of its variations and generalizations)

– plenty of results have been published analyzing the problem from a classical, non-parameterized

perspective [GK07, HKT00a, CK03, GKT97, GKTZ95, Min12, Sut89, AF98, CKG01, GH08, GP13, CHKS07].

See also the surveys in [BBH21, FY13] and the references therein for more details. When looking at the

problems from a parameterized setting, much less is known. Gassner and Hatzl considered a slightly

more general problem which they refer to as Parity Domination [GH08]. Here the vertices are partitioned

into two groups (open and closed neighborhood) and every vertex has either even or odd parity. The

goal is to select a set of vertices such that the parity of the number of selected neighbors of each vertex

(either in its open or closed neighborhood, depending on the respective group) is equal to its own parity.
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When assuming that the parity is equal for all vertices and for every vertex the open neighborhood is

considered, they prove the following result.

Theorem 1.1 (Corollary of [GH08, Theorem 3.1]). Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 denote sets that satisfy either 𝜎 = 𝜌 = {𝑥 ∈
Z≥0 | 𝑥 ≡2 0} or 𝜎 = 𝜌 = {𝑥 ∈ Z≥0 | 𝑥 ≡2 1}. Then, given any 𝑛-vertex graph𝐺 together with a tree decomposition

of 𝐺 of width tw, we can solve the minimization version of (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet on 𝐺 in time 2
3tw · 𝑛𝒪(1)

.

Gassner and Hatzl also claim that their algorithm works when the sets have larger periodicity (for

example, when they are multiples of 3) without stating a proof or a running time. In general one

may use Courcelle’s Theorem [Cou90] to prove that (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet is fixed-parameter tractable when

parameterized by treewidth when both sets 𝜎 and 𝜌 are ultimately periodic, that is, if each set can be

represented by the accepted language of a deterministic automaton with a unary alphabet. However,

the resulting running time is usually far from optimal (see [Cha10, Section 3.2.1] for further details).

Chapelle provides an algorithm for this general case when parameterizing by treewidth [Cha10, Cha11]

but does not state the running time explicitly, showing only that the running time is single-exponential in

treewidth. This leaves open the question of finding the optimal running time for the case of periodic sets.

A Route to Improvements. Naturally, we would like to find out if the algorithm by Gassner and Hatzl

can be improved. To understand the difficulty of this question, we take a look at the case when the sets

are finite, for which this question was only settled very recently [FMI
+

23a, FMI
+

23b].

A first algorithm for (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet parameterized by treewidth when 𝜎 and 𝜌 are finite or cofinite was

given by van Rooij, Bodlaender, and Rossmanith [vRBR09]. By applying faster convolution algorithms,

van Rooij improved this algorithm further [vR20]. Even though the running time of this algorithm captures

the intuitive complexity of the problem, Focke et al. improved this algorithm significantly by providing

new insights into the problem and a clever compression of the possible states [FMI
+

23a, FMI
+

23b].

Additionally, the same group of authors showed a matching lower bound for this problem conditioned

on SETH based on numerous gadgets constructions and interpolation techniques [FMI
+

23a, FMI
+

23c].

Using even more of these techniques, they extended the upper and lower bound to the counting version

where they then also allow cofinite sets.

It is instructive to understand said improvements in a bit more detail. To that end, let us take a deeper

look at the algorithm of [vR20, FMI
+

23b]. Typically, the limiting factor for faster algorithms parameterized

by treewidth is the number of states that have to be considered for each bag of the tree decomposition.

For vertex selection problems, the state of a vertex is defined by two values, first whether it is selected or

not and second how many selected neighbors it gets in some (partial) solution. To bound this number we

identify the largest “reasonable” state a vertex can have when it is selected and when it is unselected.

For finite sets 𝜎 and 𝜌 the largest reasonable state is simply determined by the maximum of the

respective sets. That is, if 𝜎 or 𝜌 or finite, we set 𝑠top = max 𝜎 or 𝑟top = max 𝜌 as the largest reasonable

number of neighbors, respectively. For a selected vertex, the allowed number of neighbors ranges from

0 to 𝑠top, yielding 𝑠top + 1 states for selected vertices. Similarly, we need to consider 𝑟top + 1 states for

unselected vertices. Combining the two cases, for each bag of the tree decomposition there are at most

(𝑠top + 𝑟top + 2)tw+1
states to consider.

However, the latest algorithmic result proved, that there are at most (𝑡top + 1)tw+1
such states where

𝑡top = max(𝑠top , 𝑟top) [FMI
+

23a].3 For the case when 𝑠top = 𝑟top this is an improvement exponential in tw.

3 To keep notation simple, we omit the special case where the bound is (𝑡top + 2)tw+1
.
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Our Contributions. In this paper, we make a step toward exploring the complexity of (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet

for periodic sets. Concretely we focus on the case when 𝜎 and 𝜌 are both periodic sets with the same

period. That is, there is some m ≥ 2 and two integers 𝑠, 𝑟 ≥ 0 such that 𝜎 = {𝑛 ∈ Z≥0 | 𝑛 ≡m 𝑠} and

𝜌 = {𝑛 ∈ Z≥0 | 𝑛 ≡m 𝑟}.4 Similarly to the earlier results from [FMI
+

23a], we improve and generalize the

result by Gassner and Hatzl as stated in Theorem 1.1. More precisely, we show that the naive bound of

(2m)tw is not optimal by providing an algorithm with the optimal running time of m
tw · 𝑛𝒪(1)

.

Our upper and lower bound results serve two purposes.

First, we settle the complexity of (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet conclusively for the class of periodic sets by providing

matching upper and lower bounds. This includes the well-studied Lights Out! problem where we

allow any arbitrary starting configuration.

Second, in comparison to the fairly complicated results for the case of finite sets in [FMI
+

23a], this

work can be seen as a significantly simpler introduction to those techniques that are relevant to obtain

faster algorithms by exploiting the structural properties of the sets.

Formally, our algorithmic result is as follows.

Main Theorem 1. Write 𝜎, 𝜌 ⊆ Z≥0 for periodic sets that both have the same period m ≥ 2.

Then, in time m
tw · |𝐺 |𝒪(1)

we can decide simultaneously for all 𝑠 if the given graph 𝐺 has a (𝜎, 𝜌)-set of size 𝑠

when a tree decomposition of width tw is given with the input.

Observe that our algorithm from Main Theorem 1 solves not only the decision version but also the

minimization and maximization versions.

For the complementing lower bound, we first observe that there are some choices of 𝜎 and 𝜌 for which

the problems are solvable in polynomial time. For example, when 0 ∈ 𝜌, then the empty set is always a

trivial solution (of minimal size). We refer to Definition 2.7 for a complete list of those cases which we call

“easy”, to all other cases we refer as “difficult”.

For all difficult cases which are covered by our algorithm we show the following lower bound for the

decision version of the problem, which intuitively indicates that the number of states at each node of the

tree decomposition is at least m
tw+1

.

Main Theorem 2. Write 𝜎, 𝜌 ⊆ Z≥0 for difficult periodic sets that both have the same period m ≥ 2.

Unless SETH fails, for all 𝜀 > 0, there is no algorithm which can decide in time (m − 𝜀)pw · |𝐺 |𝒪(1)
whether the

input graph 𝐺 has a (𝜎, 𝜌)-set or not when a path decomposition of width pw is given with the input.

Observe that we strengthen the lower bound by providing it for the larger parameter pathwidth which

then immediately implies the result for the smaller treewidth.

Our lower bound follows the method introduced by Lokshtanov, Marx, and Saurabh [LMS18] and

naturally uses ideas and concepts from the lower bound of (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet when the sets are finite or

cofinite [FMI
+

23a]. However, as we are the first proving lower bounds for periodic sets in this setting, we

have to adapt several techniques in a non-trivial way—these adaptions might be useful when considering

different classes of sets of integers.

When proving such lower bounds usually a reduction from SAT is given which results in a lower

bound of 2
tw

when using a naive construction. Researchers put quite some effort into achieving stronger

bounds of the form 𝑐tw
for some integer 𝑐 > 2. Lampis observed that most of the reductions leading

to tighter bounds share a common theme of grouping variables and then encoding the possible sets of

4 When m = 1, the sets are the non-negative integers and the problem is trivial.
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assignments [Lam20]. To circumvent these technicalities Lampis introduced the problem 𝑞-CSP-𝐵 as a

generalization of SAT in the same work. Intuitively the problem consists of a set 𝑋 of 𝑛 variables which

can take 𝐵 different values, usually integers from the set [ 1 . . 𝐵 ]. Moreover, the instance contains a set

of constraints where each constraint 𝐶 is a pair (scp(𝐶), acc(𝐶)) with scp(𝐶) being a tuple of involved

variables and acc(𝐶) the set of accepted variable assignments. The task is to find an assignment (or rather

to decide whether there is one) for the variables such that every constraint is satisfied. See Definition 2.3

for a formal definition of the problem. Lampis also showed that this problem has no algorithm with

running time (𝐵 − 𝜀)𝑛 · 𝑛𝒪(1)
[Lam20, Theorem 2]. This intermediate problem then allows to abstract the

technicalities of changing the base by using the appropriate version of 𝑞-CSP-𝐵. By using this problem

as starting point, we can provide a lower bound that is much simpler compared to the construction

from [FMI
+

23a].

Revisiting Lights Out! Recall that our above algorithm solves the minimization version of (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet

for m = 2. As we may solve the decision problem for these cases in polynomial-time via Gaussian

elimination (see, for example, [Sut89, HKT00b, GKT97]), our lower bound explicitly excludes these cases.

Moreover, for the cases when 𝜌 = {𝑥 ∈ Z≥0 | 𝑥 ≡2 0}, even the minimization version is trivial. The

remaining other cases satisfy 𝜌 = {𝑥 ∈ Z≥0 | 𝑥 ≡2 1} which includes classical Lights Out! where initially

all lamps are turned. For these cases the minimization version does not have such a trivial answer and is

known to be NP-complete [Sut88, CKG01, HKT00b]. Hence, there are two minimization problems left

to consider which we denote by variants of Lights Out!. When 𝜎 = {𝑥 ∈ Z≥0 | 𝑥 ≡2 0} we refer to this

problem as the Reflexive-AllOff version of Lights Out! since we assume that each switch triggers the

corresponding lamp. For the case when this is not the case, we have 𝜎 = {𝑥 ∈ Z≥0 | 𝑥 ≡2 1} = 𝜌 and refer

to the problem as AllOff as the corresponding switch does not trigger the associated lamp.

Similar to the lower bound for the decision version, we investigate these two minimization versions

and complement the algorithmic result from Main Theorem 1 as follows.

Main Theorem 3. Unless SETH fails, for all 𝜀 > 0, there is no algorithm for each of the problems Reflexive-

AllOff and AllOff deciding in time (2 − 𝜀)pw · |𝐺 |𝒪(1)
whether there exists a solution of size at most 𝑘 for a graph

𝐺 that is given with a path decomposition of width pw.

Together with the lower bound for the general case, we conclude that our algorithm is optimal and

cannot be improved while being as general as it is stated.

Further Directions. We consider the case when the sets 𝜎 and 𝜌 are periodic with the same period. A

natural next step is to study the complexity when the sets are periodic with different periods m𝜎 and m𝜌.

In this case the natural structural parameter m (which is the period in our case) is the greatest common

divisor of m𝜎 and m𝜌. We conjecture that techniques from [FMI
+

23a] and our results can be combined to

obtain faster algorithms. In this setting, studying the case m = 1 is also possible as this does not directly

imply that the sets contain all numbers.

A different direction considers the combination of a periodic set with a finite or cofinite set. Focke et al.

showed that for the case of finite and cofinite sets, representative sets [KW20, FLPS16, SZ14, MSS22] can

be used in certain cases to speed up the algorithm even further [FMI
+

23b]. Besides a missing algorithm to

optimally compute the join operation for representative sets, it is not even clear what the optimal running

time should be.

Caro and Jacobson [CJ03] introduced the problem Non-𝑧(mod 𝑘) Dominating Set which can also

be described as a (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet problem where the sets are complements of periodic sets which is

equivalent to a finite union of periodic sets. For example, for 𝑧 = 0 and 𝑘 = 3, we set 𝜎 = {0, 1, 3, 4, . . . } =
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{0, 3, 6, . . . } ∪ {1, 4, 7, . . . } and 𝜌 = {1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, . . . } = {1, 4, 7, . . . } ∪ {2, 5, 8, . . . }. What is the optimal

running time in this case?

The general algorithm presented by Chapelle for the case when both sets are ultimately periodic has a

running time single-exponential in treewidth despite being stated implicitly only [Cha10, Cha11]. What

is the best running time for an algorithm solving all cases of (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet that are currently known to be

fpt?

Are there more classes of sets for which there is an fpt algorithm parameterized by treewidth? Chapelle

showed that once there are large gaps in the set, the problem becomes significantly harder [Cha10, Cha11].

Theorem 1.2 ([Cha10, Theorem 1] and [Cha11, Théorème 3.3.1]). Write 𝜎 for a set with arbitrarily large

gaps between two consecutive elements (such that a gap of length 𝑡 is at distance poly(𝑡) in 𝜎), and write 𝜌 for a

cofinite set with min 𝜎 ≥ 1 and min 𝜌 ≥ 2. Then, the problem (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet is W[1]-hard when parameterized

by the treewidth of the input graph.

Examples are the two natural sets where 𝜎 = {2
𝑖 | 𝑖 ∈ Z≥0} or when 𝜎 is the set of all prime

numbers [Cha10]. We observe that this is one of the rare cases where a problem is W[1]-hard even when

parameterizing by treewidth.

The classification by Chapelle is not a dichotomy result in the sense that it provides a full classification

between the fpt cases and the ones that are W[1]-hard. For instance, the complexity is not known for sets

like 𝜎 = Z≥0 \ {2
𝑖 | 𝑖 ∈ Z≥0} which have gaps of constant size only.

Recall that with our results, there are improved algorithms (which are also optimal for the minimization

problems) for the case when the sets are periodic with the same period. However, the description of the

exact running time is highly non-uniform, that is, the exact complexity depends on the period of the

sets. Is there a way to describe the complexity of optimal algorithms in a compact form, for example, as

done by Chapelle for the general algorithm via finite automata [Cha11, Cha10]? The automaton notation

certainly suffices to describe the state of a single vertex, but how can it be used to represent the structural

insights leading to fewer states and ultimately to faster algorithms?

2 Technical Overview

In this section we give a high-level overview over the results of this paper and outline the main technical

contributions we use.

We start by rigorously defining the main problem considered in this work and the property of a set

being m-structured.

Definition 2.1 ((𝜎, 𝜌)-sets, (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet). Fix two non-empty sets 𝜎 and 𝜌 of non-negative integers.

For a graph 𝐺, a set 𝑆 ⊆ 𝑉(𝐺) is a (𝜎, 𝜌)-set for 𝐺, if and only if (1) for all 𝑣 ∈ 𝑆, we have |𝑁(𝑣) ∩ 𝑆 | ∈ 𝜎, and

(2), for all 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉(𝐺) \ 𝑆, we have |𝑁(𝑣) ∩ 𝑆 | ∈ 𝜌.

The problem (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet asks for a given graph 𝐺, whether there is a (𝜎, 𝜌)-set 𝑆 or not.

We also refer to the problem above as the decision version. The problem naturally also admits related

problems such as asking for a solution of a specific size, or for the smallest or largest solution, that is, the

minimization and maximization version.

For the case of finite and cofinite sets, Focke et al. [FMI
+

23b, FMI
+

23c] realized that the complexity

of (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet significantly changes (and allows faster algorithms) when 𝜎 and 𝜌 exhibit a specific

structure, which they refer to as m-structured.
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Definition 2.2 (m-structured sets [FMI
+

23b, Definition 3.2]). Fix an integer m ≥ 1. A set 𝜏 ⊆ Z≥0 is

m-structured if all numbers in 𝜏 are in the same residue class modulo m, that is, if there is an integer 𝑐∗ such that

𝑐 ≡m 𝑐∗ for all 𝑐 ∈ 𝜏.

Observe that every set 𝜏 is m-structured for m = 1. Therefore, one is usually interested in the largest m

such that a set is m-structured. When considering two sets 𝜎 and 𝜌, we say that this pair is m-structured if

each of the two sets is m-structured. More formally, assume that 𝜎 is m𝜎-structured and 𝜌 is m𝜌-structured.

In this case the pair (𝜎, 𝜌) is m-structured where m is the greatest common divisor of m𝜎 and m𝜌. As in

our case the sets 𝜎 and 𝜌 are periodic sets with the same period m ≥ 2, the sets are always m-structured.

In the following we first present the algorithmic result, which outlines the proof of Main Theorem 1.

Afterward we move to the lower bounds where we consider Main Theorem 2 and finally consider the

special case of Lights Out! from Main Theorem 3.

2.1 Upper Bounds

The basic idea to prove the upper bound is to provide a dynamic programming algorithm operating

on a tree decomposition of the given graph. For each node of this decomposition we store all valid

states which are then used to compute the states for nodes further up in the decomposition tree. Each

such state describes how a possible solution, i.e., a set of selected vertices, interacts with the bags of the

corresponding node. We formalize this by the notion of a partial solution.

For a node 𝑡 with associated bag 𝑋𝑡 , we denote by 𝑉𝑡 the set of vertices introduced in the subtree

rooted at 𝑡 and by 𝐺𝑡 the graph induced by these vertices. We say that a set 𝑆 ⊆ 𝑉𝑡 is a partial solution

(for 𝐺𝑡) if

for each 𝑣 ∈ 𝑆 \ 𝑋𝑡 , we have |𝑁(𝑣) ∩ 𝑆 | ∈ 𝜎, and

for each 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉𝑡 \ (𝑆 ∪ 𝑋𝑡), we have |𝑁(𝑣) ∩ 𝑆 | ∈ 𝜌.

The solution is partial in the sense that there are no constraints imposed on the number of neighbors of

the vertices in 𝑋𝑡 .

We characterize the partial solutions by the states of the vertices in the bag. Bounding this number

yields that every selected vertex can have up to m different states and similarly, every unselected vertex

can have m different states. Hence, for each bag, the number of different partial solutions is bounded by

(2m)|𝑋𝑡 | .

High-level Idea. The crucial step to fast and efficient algorithms is to provide a better bound on the

number of states for each bag when the sets 𝜎 and 𝜌 are periodic with the same period m ≥ 2. We denote

by A the set of all possible states a vertex might have in a valid solution up to identification due to the

periodicity of the sets. Then, let 𝐿 ⊆ A𝑋𝑡 be the set of all possible state-vectors corresponding to partial

solutions for 𝐺𝑡 . Our first goal is to show that |𝐿| ≤ m
|𝑋𝑡 |

. In other words, we guarantee that not all

theoretically possible combinations of states can actually have a corresponding partial solution in the

graph.

Moreover, we also need to be able to combine two partial solutions at the join nodes of the tree

decomposition. For a quick join operation, simply bounding the size of 𝐿 does not suffice. Instead, we

also have to decrease the size of the space these states come from. That is, the size of the space 𝐿 comes

from is still (2m)|𝑋𝑡 | , which is too large. To reduce the size of the space, we compress the vectors. For this,

we observe that a significant amount of information about the states of the vertices is actually not relevant

and can be inferred from other positions.
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As a last step it remains to combine the states significantly faster than a naive algorithm. To efficiently

compute the join, we use an approach based on the fast convolution techniques by van Rooij which was

already used for the finite case [vR20]. However, we have to ensure that the compression of the vectors is

actually compatible with the join operation, that is, while designing the compression we already have to

take in mind that we later join two partial solutions together. We design this compression in such a way

that the combination at the join nodes does not have to decompress this information but can readily work

with the compressed information. And of course, since the compressed strings are significantly simpler,

these states can now be combined much faster.

Bounding the Size of a Single Language. Recall that every partial solution 𝑆 can be described by a

state-vector 𝑥 ∈ A𝑛 where we abuse notation and set 𝑛 = |𝑋𝑡 |. When 𝑥 describes partial solution 𝑆, we

also say that 𝑆 is a witness for 𝑥. We denote the set of the state-vectors of all partial solutions for 𝐺𝑡 as

𝐿. To provide the improved bound on the size of 𝐿, we decompose each state-vector 𝑥 into two vectors:

The selection-vector of 𝑥, also called the 𝜎-vector, denoted by
−→𝜎 (𝑥), indicates whether each vertex in 𝑋𝑡 is

selected or not. The weight-vector of 𝑥, denoted by
−→
w(𝑥), contains the number of selected neighbors of the

vertices.

The key insight into the improved bound is that when considering two partial solutions that have

similar size (with regard to modulo m), then the 𝜎-vectors and the weight-vectors of these two solutions

are orthogonal. This observation was already used to prove the improved bound when 𝜎 and 𝜌 are finite.

We extend this result from [FMI
+

23b], to the case of periodic sets.

Lemma 4.3 (Compare [FMI
+

23b, Lemma 4.3]). Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 denote two periodic sets with the same period

m ≥ 2. Let (𝐺,𝑈) be a graph with portals and let 𝐿 B 𝐿(𝐺,𝑈) ⊆ A𝑈 denote its realized language. Consider

two strings 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ 𝐿 with witnesses 𝑆𝑥 , 𝑆𝑦 ⊆ 𝑉(𝐺) such that |𝑆𝑥 \ 𝑈 | ≡m |𝑆𝑦 \ 𝑈 |. Then,
−→𝜎 (𝑥) · −→w(𝑦) ≡m−→𝜎 (𝑦) · −→w(𝑥).

The basic idea to prove this result is to count edges between the vertices in 𝑆𝑥 and the vertices in 𝑆𝑦 in

two different ways. In the first case we count the edges based on their endpoint in 𝑆𝑥 . These vertices

can be partitioned into three groups: (1) the vertices contained in the bag, (2) the vertices outside the

bag which are not in 𝑆𝑦 , and (3) the vertices outside the bag which are in 𝑆𝑦 . Then the number of edges

|𝐸(𝑆𝑥 → 𝑆𝑦)| from 𝑆𝑥 to 𝑆𝑦 satisfies

|𝐸(𝑆𝑥 → 𝑆𝑦)| ≡m min 𝜌 · |𝑆𝑥 \ (𝑆𝑦 ∪𝑈)| + min 𝜎 · |(𝑆𝑥 ∩ 𝑆𝑦) \𝑈 | + −→𝜎 (𝑥) · −→w(𝑦)

because the sets 𝜎 and 𝜌 are periodic with period m. When counting the edges based on their endpoint in

𝑆𝑦 , the positions of 𝑥 and 𝑦 flip and the result follows. As this property enables us to prove that the size

of 𝐿 is small, we refer to this property as sparse.

Even though intuitively this orthogonality provides a reason why the size of the language is not too

large, this does not result in a formal proof. However, when fixing which vertices are selected, that is,

when fixing a 𝜎-vector ®𝑠, then there is an even stronger restriction on the values of the weight-vectors.

Instead of restricting the entire vector, it actually suffices to fix the vector on a certain number of positions

which are described by some set 𝑆 to which we refer as 𝜎-defining set. If two 𝜎-vectors then agree on

these positions from 𝑆, then all remaining positions of the two 𝜎-vectors must be identical as well.

With the sparseness property we then show that it suffices to fix the 𝜎-vectors on the positions from

𝑆 (which then determines the values on 𝑆), and the weight-vector on the positions from 𝑆 (which then

determines the weight-vector on the positions from 𝑆). Formally, we prove Lemma 4.8 which mirrors

[FMI
+

23b, Lemma 4.9] in the periodic case.
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Lemma 4.8 (Compare [FMI
+

23b, Lemma 4.9]). Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 denote two periodic sets with the same period

m ≥ 2. Let 𝐿 ⊆ A𝑛 be a sparse language with a 𝜎-defining set 𝑆 for
−→𝜎 (𝐿). Then, for any two strings 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ 𝐿 with

−→𝜎 (𝑥) = −→𝜎 (𝑦), the positions 𝑆 uniquely characterize the weight vectors of 𝑥 and 𝑦, that is, we have

−→
w(𝑥)[ 𝑆 ] = −→

w(𝑦)[ 𝑆 ] implies
−→
w(𝑥) = −→

w(𝑦).

With this result it is straight-forward to bound the size of a sparse language of dimension 𝑛. Our

goal is to bound the number of weight-vectors that can be combined with a fixed 𝜎-vector to form a valid

type. Assume we fixed a 𝜎-vector ®𝑠 and the positions of 𝑆. This determines the remaining positions of the

𝜎-vector (even if we do not know them a priori). For the weight-vector there are m choices for each of

the positions from 𝑆. Then, the values for the positions from 𝑆 are uniquely determined by those on 𝑆

because of the previous result. Using m ≥ 2 this allows us to bound the size of a sparse language by

m
|𝑆 | · 2

|𝑆 | ≤ m
𝑛 .

Compressing Weight-Vectors. Based on the previous observations and results, we focus on the analysis

for a fixed 𝜎-vector ®𝑠. Since there are at most 2
|𝑋𝑡 |

possible 𝜎-vectors, we could iterate over all of them

without dominating the running time. However, in the final algorithm we actually only consider the

𝜎-vectors resulting from the underlying set 𝐿. Therefore, we can assume that all vectors in 𝐿 share the

same 𝜎-vector ®𝑠.
When looking again at the bound for the size of 𝐿, it already becomes apparent how we can compress

the weight-vectors. Recall that once we have fixed the entries of a weight-vector of some vector 𝑥 ∈ 𝐿 at

the positions of 𝑆, the entries of the weight-vector on 𝑆 are predetermined by Lemma 4.8. Hence, instead

of storing the entries on the positions in 𝑆, we simply omit them from the compressed vector, that is, the

compressed weight-vector is the projection of the original weight-vector to the dimensions from 𝑆. With

this approach it seems tempting to store a single origin-vector 𝑜 to recover the values on the positions

from 𝑆 which have been omitted in the compression. Unfortunately, this is not (yet) sufficient to recover

the omitted values.

Observe that the application of Lemma 4.8, which serves as basis for the compression, requires that

the weight-vector 𝑢 and the origin-vector 𝑜 agree on the coordinates from 𝑆. Therefore, it would be

necessary to store one origin vector for each possible choice of values on 𝑆; an approach that would not

yield any improvement in the end.

In order to recover the values of the compressed weight-vector, we make again use of our structural

property from Lemma 4.3. Intuitively, we use that changing the weight-vector at one position (from

𝑆, in our case), has an effect on the value at some other position (from 𝑆, in our case). Based on this

idea we define an auxiliary vector, which we refer to as remainder-vector. Intuitively, the entries of this

vector capture the difference of the weight-vector 𝑢 and the origin-vector 𝑜 on the positions in 𝑆. By the

previous observation this also encodes how much these two vectors 𝑢 and 𝑜 differ on the positions from

𝑆. This remainder-vector then allows us to efficiently decompress the compressed weight-vectors again.

In consequence, the final compression reduces the size of the space where the weight-vectors are chosen

from, which is a prerequisite for the last part of the algorithm.

Faster Join Operations. To obtain the fast join operation, we apply the known convolution techniques

by van Rooij [vR20]. As the convolution requires that all operations are done modulo some small number,

we can directly apply it as every coordinate of the compressed vector is computed modulo m. As the

convolution operates in the time of the space where the vectors are from, we obtain an overall running

time of m
|𝑋𝑡 |

for the join operation.
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The final algorithm is then a standard dynamic program where the procedures for all nodes except

the join node follow the standard procedure. For the join node, we iterate over all potential 𝜎-vectors of

the combined language, then join the compressed weight-vectors, and finally output the union of their

decompressions.

By designing the algorithm such that we consider solutions of a certain size, we automatically achieve

that the considered languages are sparse and thus, the established machinery provides the optimal bound

for the running time. In total, we obtain Main Theorem 1.

Main Theorem 1. Write 𝜎, 𝜌 ⊆ Z≥0 for periodic sets that both have the same period m ≥ 2.

Then, in time m
tw · |𝐺 |𝒪(1)

we can decide simultaneously for all 𝑠 if the given graph 𝐺 has a (𝜎, 𝜌)-set of size 𝑠

when a tree decomposition of width tw is given with the input.

2.2 Lower Bounds

After establishing the upper bounds, we focus on proving matching lower bounds, that is, we prove the

previous algorithm to be optimal under SETH. We provide a general lower bound for all difficult cases

and for the easy cases that are non-trivial, we prove a lower bound for the minimization version by a

separate reduction. In the following we first focus on the difficult cases.

Instead of directly reducing from 𝑘-SAT, we start from a special constraint satisfaction problem,

called 𝑞-CSP-𝐵. Lampis introduced this problem to prove matching lower bounds for different coloring

problems [Lam20]. Starting from the first SETH-based lower bounds when parameterizing by treewidth

by Lokshtanov, Marx and Saurabh [LMS18] (see also references in [Lam20] for other applications) many

reductions suffered from the following obstacle: SETH provides a lower bound of the form (2 − 𝜀)𝑛
whereas for most problems a lower bound of the form 𝑐tw

is needed for some integer 𝑐 > 2. To bridge this

gap, several technicalities are needed to eventually obtain the bound with the correct base. In order to

avoid these problems, Lampis introduced the problem (family) 𝑞-CSP-𝐵, which hides these technicalities

and allows for cleaner reductions. Intuitively, this problem generalizes 𝑞-SAT such that every variable can

now take 𝐵 different values where 𝐵 = 2 results in the classical 𝑞-SAT problem. Formally the problem is

defined as follows.

Definition 2.3 (𝑞-CSP-𝐵 [Lam20]). Fix two numbers 𝑞, 𝐵 ≥ 2. An instance of 𝑞-CSP-𝐵 is a tuple (𝑋, 𝒞)
that consists of a set 𝑋 of 𝑛 variables having the domain 𝐷 = [ 1 . . 𝐵 ] each, and a set 𝒞 of constraints on 𝑋. A

constraint 𝐶 is a pair (scp(𝐶), acc(𝐶)) where scp(𝐶) ∈ 𝑋𝑞
is the scope of 𝐶 and acc(𝐶) ⊆ 𝐷𝑞

is the set of accepted

states.

The task of the problem is to decide whether there exists an assignment 𝜋 : 𝑋 → 𝐷 such that, for all constraints

𝒞 with scp(𝐶) = (𝑣𝜆1
, . . . , 𝑣𝜆𝑞 ) it holds that (𝜋(𝑣𝜆1

), . . . ,𝜋(𝑣𝜆𝑞 )) ∈ acc(𝐶).

In other words, the constraints specify valid assignments for the variables, and we are looking for a

variable assignment that satisfies all constraints.

Apart from introducing this problem, Lampis also proved a conditional lower bound based on SETH

which allows us to base our reduction on this special type of CSP [Lam20].

Theorem 2.4 ([Lam20, Theorem 2]). For any 𝐵 ≥ 2, 𝜀 > 0 we have the following: assuming SETH, there is a

𝑞 such that 𝑛-variable 𝑞-CSP-𝐵 with ℓ constraints cannot be solved in time (𝐵 − 𝜀)𝑛 · (𝑛 + ℓ )𝒪(1)
.

To obtain the correct lower bound the most suitable version of 𝑞-CSP-𝐵 can be used which then hides

the unwanted technicalities.
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In our case we cover numerous (actually infinitely many) problems. This creates many positions in

the potential proof where (unwanted) properties of the sets 𝜎 and 𝜌 have to be circumvented or exploited.

In order to minimize these places and to make use of the special starting problem, we split the proof in

two parts. This concept of splitting the reduction has already proven to be successful for several other

problems [CM16, MSS21, MSS22, FMI
+

23b].

As synchronizing point, we generalize the known (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet problem where we additionally allow

that relations are added to the graph. Therefore, we refer to this problem as (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

. Intuitively

one can think of these relations as constraints that observe a predefined set of vertices, which we refer to

as scope, and enforce that only certain ways of selecting these vertices are allowed in a valid solution. To

formally state this intermediate problem, we first define the notion of a graph with relations.

Definition 2.5 (Graph with Relations [FMI
+

23c, Definition 4.1]). We define a graph with relations as a

tuple 𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸, 𝒞), where𝑉 is a set of vertices, 𝐸 is a set of edges on𝑉 , and 𝒞 is a set of relational constraints, that

is, each 𝐶 ∈ 𝒞 is in itself a tuple (scp(𝐶), acc(𝐶)). Here the scope scp(𝐶) of 𝐶 is an unordered tuple of |scp(𝐶)|
vertices from 𝑉 . Then acc(𝐶) ⊆ 2

scp(𝐶)
is a |scp(𝐶)|-ary relation specifying possible selections within scp(𝐶). We

also say that 𝐶 observes scp(𝐶).
The size of 𝐺 is |𝐺 | B |𝑉 | +∑

𝐶∈𝒞 |𝑅(𝐶)|. Slightly abusing notation, we usually do not distinguish between 𝐺

and its underlying graph (𝑉, 𝐸). We use 𝐺 to refer to both objects depending on the context.

We define the treewidth and pathwidth of a graph with relations as the corresponding measure of the

modified graph which is obtained from replacing all relations by a clique on the vertices from the scope.

See Definition 5.7 for a formal definition.

Based on Definition 2.1, we lift the notion of (𝜎, 𝜌)-set in the natural way to graphs with relations

by requiring that every relation has to be satisfied as well. Based on these sets, the definition of

(𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

follows naturally. These definitions are a reformulation of [FMI
+

23c, Definition 4.3

and 4.8].

Definition 2.6 ((𝜎, 𝜌)-Sets of a Graph with Relations, (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

). Fix two non-empty sets 𝜎 and 𝜌
of non-negative integers.

For a graph with relations 𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸, 𝒞), a set 𝑆 ⊆ 𝑉 is a (𝜎, 𝜌)-set of 𝐺 if and only if (1) 𝑆 is a (𝜎, 𝜌)-set of

the underlying graph (𝑉, 𝐸) and (2) for every 𝐶 ∈ 𝒞, the set 𝑆 satisfies 𝑆 ∩ scp(𝐶) ∈ acc(𝐶). We use |𝐺 | as the

size of the graph and say that the arity of 𝐺 is the maximum arity of a relation of 𝐺.

The problem (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

asks for a given graph with relations 𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐶, 𝒞), whether there is such a

(𝜎, 𝜌)-set or not.

With this intermediate problem, we can now formally state the two parts of our lower bound

proof. The first step embeds the 𝑞-CSP-𝐵 problem (for appropriately chosen 𝐵) into the graph problem

(𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

. In this step we have to establish a correspondence between the assignments to the

variables and the states of the vertices. Then, we use the relations of the (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

problem to

mimic the constraints of the 𝑞-CSP-𝐵 problem. While doing this, the reduction also has to keep pathwidth

small (namely, roughly equal to the number of variables). Combined with the conditional lower bound

for 𝑞-CSP-𝐵 based on SETH, we prove the following intermediate lower bound.

Lemma 5.9. Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 be two periodic sets with the same period m ≥ 2.

Then, for all 𝜀 > 0, there is a constant 𝑑 such that (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

on instances of size 𝑛 and arity at most 𝑑

cannot be solved in time (m − 𝜀)𝑘 · 𝑛𝒪(1)
, where 𝑘 is the width of a path-composition provided with the input, unless

SETH fails.
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In order to prove the lower bound for (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

when 𝜎 and 𝜌 are finite, Focke et al. established

a similar bound [FMI
+

23c]. When picking a finite subset 𝜎̂ ⊆ 𝜎, and a finite set 𝜌̂ ⊆ 𝜌, we could reuse

their intermediate lower bound for (𝜎̂, 𝜌̂)-DomSet
Rel

. However, by the periodic nature of the sets 𝜎 and 𝜌
several solutions would be indistinguishable from each other (not globally but locally from the perspective

of a single vertex) which would result in unpredictable behavior of the construction. Thus, we need to

design the intermediate lower bound almost from scratch.

For the second step, we then remove the relations from the constructed (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

instance,

to obtain a reduction to the (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet problem. As observed by Curticapean and Marx [CM16],

this process boils down to realizing HW=1 relations. Such a relation requires that exactly one vertex

contained in the scope is selected. Phrased differently, when considering the 𝜎-vector of the scope, then

the Hamming-weight has to be equal to 1. To realize these HW=1-relations, we design different gadgets

that exploit various properties of the sets 𝜎 and 𝜌.

As mentioned in the introduction, some cases of (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet are solvable in polynomial-time when

the sets are periodic. However, our construction from Lemma 5.9 works for the general case (even when

0 ∈ 𝜌 is allowed). In order to state the second step of our lower bound, we formally define what we mean

by an easy pair (𝜎, 𝜌).

Definition 2.7 (Easy Cases). Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 be two periodic sets. We say that this pair is easy if 0 ∈ 𝜌 or

𝜎 = {𝑥 ∈ Z≥0 | 𝑥 ≡2 0} and 𝜌 = {𝑥 ∈ Z≥0 | 𝑥 ≡2 1}, or

𝜎 = {𝑥 ∈ Z≥0 | 𝑥 ≡2 1} and 𝜌 = {𝑥 ∈ Z≥0 | 𝑥 ≡2 1}.

Otherwise, we say that the pair is difficult.

Our second step then covers all cases that are difficult.

Lemma 6.8. Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 be two difficult periodic sets with the same period m. For all constants 𝑑, there is a

polynomial-time reduction from (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

on instances with arity 𝑑 given with a path decomposition of

width pw to (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet on instances given with a path decomposition of width pw + 𝒪(2𝑑).

Combining these two intermediate results directly leads to the proof of Main Theorem 2.

Main Theorem 2. Write 𝜎, 𝜌 ⊆ Z≥0 for difficult periodic sets that both have the same period m ≥ 2.

Unless SETH fails, for all 𝜀 > 0, there is no algorithm which can decide in time (m − 𝜀)pw · |𝐺 |𝒪(1)
whether the

input graph 𝐺 has a (𝜎, 𝜌)-set or not when a path decomposition of width pw is given with the input.

Proof. Assume we are given a faster algorithm for (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet for some 𝜀 > 0. Let 𝑑 be the constant

from Lemma 5.9 such that there is no algorithm solving (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

in time (m − 𝜀)pw · 𝑛𝒪(1)
on

instances of size 𝑛 that are given with a path decomposition of with pw.

Consider an instance 𝐺 of (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

with arity 𝑑 along with a path decomposition of width

pw(𝐺). We use Lemma 6.8, to transform this instance into an instance 𝐺′
of (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet with a path

decomposition of width pw(𝐺′) = pw(𝐺) + 𝒪(2𝑑).
We apply the fast algorithm for (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet to the instance 𝐺′

which correctly outputs the answer

for the original instance 𝐺 of (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

. The running time of this entire procedure is

|𝐺 |𝒪(1) + (m − 𝜀)pw(𝐺′) · |𝐺′ |𝒪(1) = (m − 𝜀)pw(𝐺)+𝒪(2𝑑) · |𝐺 |𝒪(1) = (m − 𝜀)pw(𝐺) · |𝐺 |𝒪(1)

since 𝑑 is a constant only depending on 𝜀. Thus, this contradicts SETH and concludes the proof.

In the following we highlight the main technical contributions leading to the results from Lemmas 5.9

and 6.8.
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Figure 2 A depiction of the construction from the lower bound where m = 5, 𝑛 = 5, and ℓ = 3.

Step 1: Encoding the Variable Assignments.

To establish the lower bound for (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

we provide a reduction from 𝑞-CSP-𝐵. In order to

directly get the appropriate lower bound, we reduce from the variant where 𝐵 = m, that is, we reduce from

𝑞-CSP-m. Besides this different starting problem, we use a similar approach to the ones from the known

lower bounds in [CM16, MSS21, MSS22, FMI
+

23c]. In contrast to the lower bound for (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

when 𝜎 and 𝜌 are finite [FMI
+

23c], we present a much cleaner reduction that focuses on the conversion of

a constraint satisfaction problem into a graph selection problem without having to deal with technicalities.

Consult Figure 2 for an illustration of the high-level idea of the construction.

Consider a 𝑞-CSP-m instance 𝐼 with 𝑛 variables and ℓ constraints. To achieve a low treewidth (or

actually pathwidth), we construct a graph with 𝑛 · ℓ vertices, which we refer to as information vertices, that

are arranged as an 𝑛 times ℓ grid. Each row of the grid corresponds to one variable and each column

corresponds to one constraint. We refer to the information vertex from row 𝑖 and column 𝑗 as 𝑤
𝑗

𝑖
. Note

that every variable can take m different values. We encode these values by the states of the information

vertices in the graph. As every vertex can have at least m states (in the finished the construction), we can

assign a specific state to each possible variable value.

In order to provide sufficiently many neighbors to these information vertices, we introduce the concept

of managers. A manager consists in this specific instance of 2𝑛 block, 𝑛 left blocks and 𝑛 right blocks,

which can provide up to m − 1 neighbors to a vertex. We arrange these blocks as follows where we repeat

this for each column (i.e., constraint). To each information vertex we add one left block and one right block

on the respective side with regard to the grid layout. Then we make the information vertices adjacent

with these block by m − 1 edges to distinguished vertices of the respective block. This results in every

information vertex having in total 2m − 2 adjacent vertices from two blocks. Even if the state of a vertex

is determined by the total number of selected neighbors it has, in our setting we refer to the state of an

information vertex as the number of neighbors it gets from the left block. By this convention we directly

get a correspondence between the variable assignment and the states of the information vertices.

Despite this correspondence, the current construction suffers from the following misconception. Recall
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that we introduced for each column a separate manager that is not connected to the other managers.

Therefore, the states of the information vertices might vary for the different columns even if we consider a

single fixed row. Phrased differently, for a single fixed row, the states of the information vertices in this

row might not be identical. A naive way to fix this behavior would be to add a single big relation to each

row that observes all relevant vertices and enforces that the state is equal for all columns. However, this

would result in a large treewidth which is not allowed. Instead, we add a small consistency relation 𝑅
𝑗

𝑖

between every two consecutive columns 𝑗 and 𝑗 + 1 for each row 𝑖.

Assume that we want to ensure the consistency between the information vertices 𝑤
𝑗

𝑖
and 𝑤

𝑗+1

𝑖
. We

define a relation which observes the right block of 𝑤
𝑗

𝑖
and the left block of 𝑤

𝑗+1

𝑖
. This relation ensures

at first that both vertices are unselected. Consider a setting where 𝑤
𝑗

𝑖
gets 𝑏1 neighbors from its right

block, and 𝑤
𝑗+1

𝑖
gets 𝑏2 neighbors from its left block. Then the relation ensures that 𝑏2 complements 𝑏1 in

the sense that 𝑏2 is the smallest number such that 𝑏1 + 𝑏2 = min 𝜌 mod m. This especially implies that

𝑏2 = min 𝜌 − 𝑏1 mod m.

To establish that an assignment to the variables is consistently encoded in all columns, it remains to

analyze the influence of the information vertices on the states of two neighboring columns. Assume that

a selected information vertex 𝑤
𝑗

𝑖
receives 𝑏0 neighbors from its left block of the manager and receives 𝑏1

neighbors from the right block of the manager. Because we are considering a solution, vertex 𝑤
𝑗

𝑖
must

have a valid number of neighbors. As the vertex 𝑤
𝑗

𝑖
has only neighbors in the two blocks, the solution

must satisfy 𝑏0 + 𝑏1 ∈ 𝜌. Since 𝜌 is periodic with period 𝜌, we get 𝑏0 + 𝑏1 = min 𝜌 mod m which implies

that 𝑏1 = min 𝜌 − 𝑏0 mod m. When combining this with the observation from the previous paragraph

where we consider two different information vertices, we get 𝑏2 = min 𝜌 − (min 𝜌 − 𝑏0 mod m) mod m

and hence, 𝑏2 = 𝑏0 mod m which implies that all information vertices of one row have the same status.

As a last step it remains to encode the constraints of the CSP instance. For each constraint 𝐶 𝑗 we

add one constraint relation C𝑗 which observes the information vertices of the variables appearing in the

constraint plus the neighbors of these vertices in the left block of the manager (they are needed to infer

the state of the information vertices). The relation C𝑗 then accepts a selection of vertices if it corresponds

to a satisfying assignment.

This concludes the idea behind the lower bound for the intermediate problem (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

. To

transform this bound into a bound for (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet, we need to remove the relations and replace them

by appropriate gadgets.

Step 2: Realizing the Relations.

Formally, the second step consists of proving the reduction from (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

to (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet. For

this we replace each relation of the graph by a suitable gadget that precisely mimics the behavior of the

original relation, that is, the gadget accepts a selection of vertices if and only if the original relation also

accepted this selection. This especially means that the realization of the gadget is not allowed to add any

selected neighbors to a vertex from the scope as this might have an effect on the existence of a solution (in

the positive but also in the negative). See Definition 6.3 for a formal definition of a realization.

Curticapean and Marx [CM16] showed a method to realize arbitrary relations by just using two types

of very specific relations. While proving the lower bounds for (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet when 𝜎 and 𝜌 are finite or

cofinite, Focke et al. generalized this result further and showed that only one type of relations is sufficient

in the case of (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet [FMI
+

23c, Corollary 8.8]. More precisely, once we can realize a so-called HW=1

relation, then every relation can be realized. This HW=1 relation accepts if exactly one vertex from the
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scope of the relation is selected, that is, if the Hamming weight of the 𝜎-vector is exactly one. We make

this result even stronger by using an observation from [MSS21] which allows us to realize HW=1 for any

arity based on realizations of HW=1 with arity one, two or three.

In order to realize these relations, we first realize an auxiliary relation. For some set 𝜏, the relation HW∈𝜏
accepts, if and only if the number of selected vertices from the scope of the relation, i.e., the Hamming

weight of the 𝜎-vector, is contained in 𝜏. Once we set 𝜏 − 𝑘 = {𝑡 − 𝑘 | 𝑡 ∈ 𝜏} to simplify notation, our main

results for realizing relations reads as follows.

Lemma 6.11. Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 be two difficult periodic sets with the same period m. Then, the relation HW∈𝜌−min 𝜌+1

can be realized.

Indeed, when assuming that m ≥ 3, then min 𝜌 + 1,min 𝜌 + 2 ∉ 𝜌. Restricting this gadget to arity at

most 3, directly realizes HW=1.

When we assume that the sets 𝜎 and 𝜌 have period m = 2, then this gadget only gives HW(1)
=1

and HW(2)
=1

.

Intuitively this also agrees with our intuition that having 3 selected neighbors is equivalent to having

only 1 selected neighbor. Recall that in this case the decision version is solvable in polynomial time. For

these cases we consider the minimization version instead and focus on the two cases that are not trivially

solvable; for 𝜌 = {𝑥 ∈ Z≥0 | 𝑥 ≡2 1}, we consider 𝜎 = {𝑥 ∈ Z≥0 | 𝑥 ≡2 1} and 𝜎 = {𝑥 ∈ Z≥0 | 𝑥 ≡2 0}. In

both cases we complement our algorithmic result from Main Theorem 1 by providing a matching lower

bound based on the known NP-hardness result of the problem. As these proofs did not keep pathwidth

low, we carefully modify the reduction by Sutner [Sut88] to obtain the matching bound.

3 Preliminaries

In this section we introduce some notation and concepts which we use in the following proofs. As we are

dealing with the same problem as the work in [FMI
+

23a], we reuse many of their concepts and notation

so that our results blend in more seamlessly.

3.1 Basic Notation

We write Z≥0 = {𝑛 ∈ Z | 𝑛 ≥ 0} to denote the set of non-negative integers. For integers 𝑖 and 𝑗, we write

[ 𝑖 . . 𝑗 ] for the set {𝑛 ∈ Z | 𝑖 ≤ 𝑛 ≤ 𝑗}.

When Σ is some alphabet, we write Σ𝑛 for the set (or language) of all strings of length 𝑛 over Σ. For a

string 𝑠 ∈ Σ𝑛 , we index the positions of 𝑠 by integers from [ 1 . . 𝑛 ] such that 𝑠 = 𝑠[ 1 ]𝑠[ 2 ] · · · 𝑠[ 𝑛 ]. For a

set of positions 𝑃 ⊆ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ], we write 𝑠[𝑃 ] B ⃝𝑝∈𝑃 𝑠[ 𝑝 ] for the string of length |𝑃 | that contains only

the symbols of 𝑠 whose indices are in 𝑃. We extend these notations in the standard way to vectors.

We use the notation Σ𝑋 for a finite set 𝑋 (for instance, a set of vertices of a graph), to emphasize that

we index strings from Σ|𝑋 |
by elements from 𝑋.

3.2 Graphs

Unless mentioned otherwise, a graph is a pair 𝐺 = (𝑉(𝐺), 𝐸(𝐺)) with a finite vertex set 𝑉(𝐺) and a finite

edge set 𝐸(𝐺) ⊆
(𝑉(𝐺)

2

)
. When the graph is clear from the context, we also just write 𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸). In this

paper, all considered graphs are undirected and simple, that is, they have no loops or multiple edges,

unless explicitly stated otherwise. For an edge {𝑢, 𝑣} ∈ 𝐸(𝐺), we also write 𝑢𝑣 to simplify notation.

For a vertex 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉(𝐺), we denote by 𝑁𝐺(𝑣) the (open) neighborhood of 𝑣 that is, 𝑁𝐺(𝑣) B {𝑤 ∈ 𝑉(𝐺) |
𝑣𝑤 ∈ 𝐸(𝐺)}. We denote the closed neighborhood of 𝑣 by 𝑁𝐺[ 𝑣 ] B 𝑁𝐺(𝑣) ∪ {𝑣}. The degree of 𝑣 is the
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size of its open neighborhood, that is, deg𝐺(𝑣) B |𝑁𝐺(𝑣)|. When 𝑋 ⊆ 𝑉(𝐺) is a set of vertices, we

define the closed neighborhood of 𝑋 as 𝑁𝐺[𝑋 ] B
⋃
𝑣∈𝑋 𝑁𝐺[ 𝑣 ] and the open neighborhood of 𝑋 as

𝑁𝐺(𝑋) B 𝑁𝐺[𝑋 ] \ 𝑋. We may drop the subscript 𝐺 in all settings if the graph is clear from the context.

For a vertex set 𝑋 ⊆ 𝑉(𝐺), we denote by 𝐺[𝑋 ] the induced subgraph on the vertex set 𝑋. By 𝐺 − 𝑋 we

denote the induced subgraph on the complement of 𝑋, and formally define 𝐺 − 𝑋 B 𝐺[𝑉(𝐺) \ 𝑋 ].

3.3 Treewidth

Our algorithmic results are based on tree decompositions. For completeness, we restate the definition

and the basic properties of such a decomposition. We refer the reader to [CFK
+

15, Chapter 7] for a more

detailed introduction to the concept.

Consider a graph 𝐺. A tree decomposition of 𝐺 is a pair (𝑇, 𝛽) that consists of a rooted tree 𝑇 and a

function 𝛽 : 𝑉(𝑇) → 2
𝑉(𝐺)

such that

(1)

⋃
𝑡∈𝑉(𝑇) 𝛽(𝑡) = 𝑉(𝐺),

(2) for every edge 𝑣𝑤 ∈ 𝐸(𝐺), there is some node 𝑡 ∈ 𝑉(𝑇) such that {𝑢, 𝑣} ⊆ 𝛽(𝑡), and

(3) for every 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉(𝐺), the set {𝑡 ∈ 𝑉(𝑇) | 𝑣 ∈ 𝛽(𝑡)} induces a connected subtree of 𝑇.

The width of a tree decomposition (𝑇, 𝛽) is defined as max𝑡∈𝑉(𝑇) |𝛽(𝑡)| − 1. The treewidth of a graph 𝐺,

denoted by tw(𝐺), is the minimum width of a tree decomposition of 𝐺.

In order to design algorithm based on tree decompositions, it is usually helpful to use nice tree

decompositions. Let (𝑇, 𝛽) denote a tree decomposition and write 𝑋𝑡 B 𝛽(𝑡) for the bag of a node 𝑡 ∈ 𝑉(𝑇).
We say that (𝑇, 𝛽) is a nice tree decomposition, or nice for short, if the tree 𝑇 is a binary tree rooted at some

node 𝑟 such that 𝑋𝑟 = ∅ and every node 𝑡 ∈ 𝑉(𝑇) of the decomposition has one of the following types:

Leaf Node: Node 𝑡 has no children and an empty bag, that is, 𝑡 is a leaf of 𝑇 and 𝑋𝑡 = ∅.

Introduce Node: Node 𝑡 has exactly one child 𝑡′ and 𝑋𝑡 = 𝑋𝑡′ ∪ {𝑣} for some 𝑣 ∉ 𝑋𝑡′ , we say that the

vertex 𝑣 is introduced at 𝑡.

Forget Node: Node 𝑡 has exactly one child 𝑡′ and 𝑋𝑡 = 𝑋𝑡′ \ {𝑣} for some 𝑣 ∈ 𝑋𝑡′ , we say that the vertex 𝑣

is forgotten at 𝑡.

Join Node: Node 𝑡 has exactly two children 𝑡1 , 𝑡2 and 𝑋𝑡 = 𝑋𝑡1 = 𝑋𝑡2 .

In time 𝒪(tw2 · max{|𝑉(𝐺), 𝑉(𝑇)|}), we can transform every given tree decomposition (𝑇, 𝛽) of width

tw for a graph 𝐺 into a nice tree decomposition of size 𝒪(tw ·𝑉(𝑇)) of the same width (see, for example,

[CFK
+

15, Lemma 7.4]).

The concepts path decomposition and pathwidth follow analogously by additionally requiring that the

underlying tree 𝑇 is a path.

3.4 Partial Solutions and States

When formally describing the algorithm and designing the lower bounds, we frequently consider

subgraphs (of the final graph) and argue about the intersection of solutions with this subgraph. In

order to describe the interaction between the subgraph and the remaining graph, we use the notion of a

graph with portals. These portals are then separating the subgraph from the remaining graph. For the

algorithmic result the portals are the vertices of the bag, and for the lower bounds the portals are vertices

in the scope of some relation.

Definition 3.1 (Graph with Portals; compare [FMI
+

23b, Section 3]). A graph with portals 𝐺 is a pair

(𝐺′, 𝑈), where 𝐺′
is a graph and 𝑈 ⊆ 𝑉(𝐺). If 𝑈 = {𝑢1 , . . . , 𝑢𝑘}, then we also write (𝐺′, 𝑢1 , . . . , 𝑢𝑘) instead of

(𝐺′, 𝑈).
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If it is clear from the context, we also refer to a graph with portals simply as a graph.

With the formal notion of a graph with relations, we can now also define a partial solution. These

partial solutions capture the intersection of a (hypothetical) solution with the vertices from a graph with

portals.

Definition 3.2 (Partial Solution [FMI
+

23b, Definition 3.3]). Fix a graph with portals (𝐺,𝑈). A set

𝑆 ⊆ 𝑉(𝐺) is a partial solution (with respect to 𝑈) if

(1) for each 𝑣 ∈ 𝑆 \𝑈 , we have |𝑁(𝑣) ∩ 𝑆 | ∈ 𝜎, and

(2) for each 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉(𝐺) \ (𝑆 ∪𝑈), we have |𝑁(𝑣) ∩ 𝑆 | ∈ 𝜌.

When designing the algorithm or when constructing the gadgets, we usually do not want to argue about

every possible partial solution but identify those solutions that behave equivalently when considering

their extension to the remaining graph. Formally, we associate with each partial solution for a graph with

relations a state for each portal vertex. This state describes whether a vertex is selected or not and how

many neighbors it gets from this partial solution.

In order to argue about these different states, we define different set of states.

Definition 3.3 (States). For all 𝑖 ∈ Z≥0, we define a 𝜎-state 𝜎𝑖 and a 𝜌-state 𝜌𝑖 . We use S and R for the sets of

all 𝜎-states and all 𝜌-states. We denote by A B S ∪ R the set of all states.

When our sets 𝜎 and 𝜌 are periodic with period m𝜎 and m𝜌, respectively, we define

S B {𝜎0 , . . . , 𝜎m𝜎−1} to be the set of 𝜎 states,

R B {𝜌0 , . . . , 𝜌m𝜌−1} to be the set of 𝜌 states, and

A B S ∪ R the set of all states.

Even if the sets are periodic, these states capture all relevant states. For example, consider the case

in which 𝜎 and 𝜌 are the sets of all even integers. Then, it does not matter whether a vertex has 2 or 42

selected neighbors; both states show exactly the same behavior with regard to adding more neighbors to

the respective vertex.

With the above notation about strings and vectors in mind, we usually define strings over the alphabets

S, R, or A. In this case we usually index the positions of such strings by a vertex of a bag or by a vertex of

the scope of a relation. Then, we can relate the partial solutions and the states of the portal vertices via

compatible strings.

Definition 3.4 (Compatible Strings, extension of [FMI
+

23b, Definition 3.4]). Fix a graph with portals

(𝐺,𝑈). A string 𝑥 ∈ A𝑈 is compatible with (𝐺,𝑈) if there is a partial solution 𝑆𝑥 ⊆ 𝑉(𝐺) such that

(1) for each 𝑣 ∈ 𝑈 ∩ 𝑆𝑥 , we have 𝑥[ 𝑣 ] = 𝜎𝑠 , where

𝑠 = |𝑁(𝑣) ∩ 𝑆𝑥 | mod m𝜎 when 𝜎 is periodic with period m𝜎,

𝑠 = |𝑁(𝑣) ∩ 𝑆𝑥 | otherwise,

(2) for each 𝑣 ∈ 𝑈 \ 𝑆𝑥 , we have 𝑥[ 𝑣 ] = 𝜌𝑟 , where

𝑟 = |𝑁(𝑣) ∩ 𝑆𝑥 | mod m𝜌 when 𝜌 is periodic with period m𝜌,

𝑟 = |𝑁(𝑣) ∩ 𝑆𝑥 | otherwise.

We also refer to the vertices in 𝑆𝑥 as being selected and say that 𝑆𝑥 is a (partial) solution, selection, or witness

that witnesses 𝑥.

Then, given a graph with portals (𝐺,𝑈), the set of all strings compatible with this graph is of utmost

importance, we call this set the realized language of the graph.
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Definition 3.5 (Realized Language and 𝐿-provider [FMI
+

23c, Definition 3.9]). For a graph with portals

(𝐺,𝑈), we define its realized language as

𝐿(𝐺,𝑈) B {𝑥 ∈ A𝑈 | 𝑥 is compatible with (𝐺,𝑈)}.

For a language 𝐿 ⊆ A𝑈 , we say that (𝐺,𝑈) is an 𝐿-realizer if 𝐿 = 𝐿(𝐺,𝑈).
For a language 𝐿 ⊆ A𝑈 , we say that (𝐺,𝑈) is an 𝐿-provider if 𝐿 ⊆ 𝐿(𝐺,𝑈).

4 Upper Bound

In this section we prove the algorithmic result for (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet when the sets 𝜎 and 𝜌 are periodic with

the same period m ≥ 2 when parameterizing by treewidth. This closely matches our lower bound from

Main Theorem 2. Note that when m = 1, the sets contain all numbers and thus, the problem is trivially

solvable (any subset of the vertices is a solution). Formally, we prove Main Theorem 1.

Main Theorem 1. Write 𝜎, 𝜌 ⊆ Z≥0 for periodic sets that both have the same period m ≥ 2.

Then, in time m
tw · |𝐺 |𝒪(1)

we can decide simultaneously for all 𝑠 if the given graph 𝐺 has a (𝜎, 𝜌)-set of size 𝑠

when a tree decomposition of width tw is given with the input.

We use the known results from [FMI
+

23b] as a starting point and extend these results to the case

when we have periodic sets. This requires us to adjust several concepts and introduce new results where

the results form the finite case are not applicable. However, as we are dealing with periodic sets only

which furthermore have the same period, this allows a simpler presentation of the results.

As already mentioned earlier, the final algorithm is based on dynamic programming on the tree

decomposition of the given graph. In order to obtain an upper bound, which matches the stated lower

bound from Main Theorem 2, there are three main problems that we have to overcome:

We need to prove a tight bound on the number of different types of partial solutions for a certain graph.

We store these states for each node of the tree decomposition in order to correctly solve the problem.

Since the running time of the join operation (from the next step) depends on the size of the space, we

additionally need to compress the space of state-vectors. A simple bound on the number of states is

actually not sufficient.

To compute the join nodes efficiently without dominating the running time of the problem, we need

to employ a fast convolution technique to compute the join nodes.

We handle these problems in the stated order and start in Section 4.1 by bounding the number of

different types of partial solutions for a graph with portals. Then in Section 4.2 we formally introduce the

concept of compressions, which we then need in Section 4.3 to state the procedure which computes the

join nodes efficiently. As a last step we state the final algorithm in Section 4.4.

Before moving to the first step, we first formally define how a state vector can be decomposed into

a 𝜎-vector and weight-vector. The definition closely mirrors [FMI
+

23b, Definition 4.2] adjusted to our

setting.

Definition 4.1 (Decomposing States). For a string 𝑥 ∈ A𝑛 representing a state-vector, we define

the 𝜎-vector of 𝑥 as
−→𝜎 (𝑥) ∈ {0, 1}𝑛 with

−→𝜎 (𝑥)[ 𝑖 ] B
{

1, if 𝑥[ 𝑖 ] ∈ S,
0, if 𝑥[ 𝑖 ] ∈ R,
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and the weight-vector of 𝑥 as
−→
w(𝑥) ∈ Z𝑛≥0

with

−→
w(𝑥)[ 𝑖 ] B 𝑐, where 𝑥[ 𝑖 ] ∈ {𝜎𝑐 , 𝜌𝑐}.

We extend this notion to languages 𝐿 ⊆ A𝑛 in the natural way. Formally, we write
−→𝜎 (𝐿) B {−→𝜎 (𝑥) | 𝑥 ∈ 𝐿} for the

set of all 𝜎-vectors of 𝐿, and we write
−→
w(𝐿) B {−→w(𝑥) | 𝑥 ∈ 𝐿} for the set of all weight-vectors of 𝐿.

4.1 Bounding the Size of A Single Language

We start our theoretical considerations by considering the realized language of a graph with portals. The

goal of this section is to show that for any graph with portals (𝐺,𝑈), the size of the realized language is

small.

To formally state the result, we first introduce the concept of a sparse language.

Definition 4.2 (Sparse Language; compare [FMI
+

23b, Page 16]). Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 denote two periodic sets

with the same period m ≥ 2. We say that a language 𝐿 ⊆ A𝑛 is sparse if for all 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ 𝐿 the following holds:

−→𝜎 (𝑥) · −→w(𝑦) ≡m

−→𝜎 (𝑦) · −→w(𝑥).

Even though the definition of a sparse language does not say anything about the size of the realized

language, we show that this is the correct notation by proving the following result. For the case when

both sets are finite, the result is covered by [FMI
+

23b, Theorem 4.4] which we extend to periodic sets.

Lemma 4.9. Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 denote two periodic sets with the same period m ≥ 2. Every sparse language 𝐿 ⊆ A𝑛
satisfies |𝐿| ≤ m

𝑛
.

Instead of later directly proving that a language is sparse, we usually use the following sufficient

condition, which intuitively reads as, “if the number of selected non-portal vertices for every pair of

solutions is equal modulo m, then the language is sparse”.

Lemma 4.3 (Compare [FMI
+

23b, Lemma 4.3]). Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 denote two periodic sets with the same period

m ≥ 2. Let (𝐺,𝑈) be a graph with portals and let 𝐿 B 𝐿(𝐺,𝑈) ⊆ A𝑈 denote its realized language. Consider two

strings 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ 𝐿with witnesses 𝑆𝑥 , 𝑆𝑦 ⊆ 𝑉(𝐺) such that |𝑆𝑥 \𝑈 | ≡m |𝑆𝑦 \𝑈 |. Then,
−→𝜎 (𝑥)·−→w(𝑦) ≡m

−→𝜎 (𝑦)·−→w(𝑥).

Proof. We observe that the proof of [FMI
+

23b, Lemma 4.3] does not use the finiteness of 𝜎 or 𝜌. Although

this means that the proof works for our setting as well, we provide it here for completeness. Note that

this proof does not assume that the sets 𝜎 and 𝜌 are periodic. Therefore, we denote by 𝑠 ∈ 𝜎 and 𝑟 ∈ 𝜌
two elements of the sets to argue about the remainder when dividing by m.

We prove the claim by counting edges between 𝑆𝑥 to 𝑆𝑦 in two different ways. First we count the edges

as going from 𝑆𝑥 to 𝑆𝑦 . Let 𝐸(𝑋 → 𝑌) = {(𝑢, 𝑣) ∈ 𝐸(𝐺) | 𝑢 ∈ 𝑋, 𝑣 ∈ 𝑌} denote the set of edges from 𝑋

to 𝑌.

We partition the vertices of 𝑆𝑥 into (1) vertices that are neither in 𝑈 nor 𝑆𝑦 , (2) the vertices that are in

𝑆𝑦 , and (3) the vertices that are in 𝑈 . Every vertex in 𝑆𝑥 that is neither in 𝑆𝑦 nor in 𝑈 , is unselected in 𝑆𝑦
and thus, the number of neighbors it has in 𝑆𝑦 must be in 𝜌 because 𝑆𝑦 is a partial solution. Especially,

this number must be congruent 𝑟 mod m because 𝜌 is m-structured. If a vertex is in 𝑆𝑥 and in 𝑆𝑦 but not

in 𝑈 , then the number of neighbors it has in 𝑆𝑦 must be congruent 𝑠 mod m for the analogous reason. It

remains to elaborate on the edges leaving from vertices in 𝑈 . Such a vertex only contributes to the count

if it is selected in 𝑆𝑥 , i.e., if the 𝜎-vector is 1 at the considered position. The actual number of neighbors
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such a vertex receives in 𝑆𝑦 is determined by the entry of the weight-vector for 𝑆𝑦 at the corresponding

coordinate. Combining these observations yields,

|𝐸(𝑆𝑥 → 𝑆𝑦)| ≡m 𝑟 · |𝑆𝑥 \ (𝑆𝑦 ∪𝑈)|
+ 𝑠 · |(𝑆𝑥 ∩ 𝑆𝑦) \𝑈 |
+ −→𝜎 (𝑥) · −→w(𝑦)

≡m 𝑟 · (|𝑆𝑥 \𝑈 | − |𝑆𝑥 ∩ 𝑆𝑦 | + |𝑆𝑥 ∩ 𝑆𝑦 ∩𝑈 |)
+ 𝑠 · |(𝑆𝑥 ∩ 𝑆𝑦) \𝑈 |
+ −→𝜎 (𝑥) · −→w(𝑦).

Flipping the roles of 𝑆𝑥 and 𝑆𝑦 gives

|𝐸(𝑆𝑦 → 𝑆𝑥)| ≡m 𝑟 · (|𝑆𝑦 \𝑈 | − |𝑆𝑥 ∩ 𝑆𝑦 | + |𝑆𝑥 ∩ 𝑆𝑦 ∩𝑈 |)
+ 𝑠 · |(𝑆𝑦 ∩ 𝑆𝑥) \𝑈
+ −→𝜎 (𝑦) · −→w(𝑥).

Observe that we have |𝐸(𝑆𝑥 → 𝑆𝑦)| = |𝐸(𝑆𝑦 → 𝑆𝑥)| since both sets count every edge from solution 𝑆𝑥
to solution 𝑆𝑦 exactly once and the edges are undirected. Using these properties and the assumption that

|𝑆𝑥 \𝑈 | ≡m |𝑆𝑦 \𝑈 |, we get from the combination of the above equations that

−→𝜎 (𝑥) · −→w(𝑦) ≡m

−→𝜎 (𝑦) · −→w(𝑥).

Toward showing that sparse languages are indeed of small size, we establish one auxiliary property

that immediately follows from the definition of a sparse language.

Lemma 4.4 (Compare [FMI
+

23b, Lemma 4.6]). Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 denote two periodic sets with period m ≥ 2. Let

𝐿 ⊆ A𝑛 be a sparse language. For any three strings 𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧 ∈ 𝐿 with
−→𝜎 (𝑥) = −→𝜎 (𝑦), we have(−→

w(𝑥) − −→
w(𝑦)

)
· −→𝜎 (𝑧) ≡m 0.

Proof. We reproduce the proof of the original result in [FMI
+

23b]. Let 𝐿 be a sparse language, and

consider state-vectors 𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧 ∈ 𝐿 with
−→𝜎 (𝑥) = −→𝜎 (𝑦). Because 𝐿 is sparse we know that

−→𝜎 (𝑧) · −→w(𝑥) ≡m

−→𝜎 (𝑥) · −→w(𝑧)

and by
−→𝜎 (𝑥) = −→𝜎 (𝑦), this gives

−→𝜎 (𝑧) · −→w(𝑥) ≡m

−→𝜎 (𝑦) · −→w(𝑧).

When using the properties of sparsity for 𝑦 and 𝑧 we have

−→𝜎 (𝑦) · −→w(𝑧) ≡m

−→𝜎 (𝑧) · −→w(𝑦).

Combining the last two results, yields

−→𝜎 (𝑧) · −→w(𝑥) ≡m

−→𝜎 (𝑧) · −→w(𝑦)

and rearranging this equivalence concludes the proof.

Intuitively, the condition of the previous lemma significantly restricts the number of possible weight-

vectors of two different strings with the same 𝜎-vector. This restriction is the reason why sparse languages

turn out to be of small size. To formalize how restrictive this condition is exactly, we introduce the notion

of 𝜎-defining sets. Such a set depends only on a set of binary vectors, for example, the 𝜎-vectors of a

sparse language, and provides us 𝜎-vectors of the language that are very similar.
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Definition 4.5 (𝜎-defining set; compare [FMI
+

23b, Definition 4.7]). A set 𝑆 ⊆ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ] is 𝜎-defining for

𝑋 ⊆ {0, 1}𝑛 if 𝑆 is an inclusion-minimal set of positions that uniquely characterize the vectors of 𝑋, that is, for all

𝑢, 𝑣 ∈ 𝑋, we have

𝑢[ 𝑆 ] = 𝑣[ 𝑆 ] implies 𝑢 = 𝑣.

For a 𝜎-defining set 𝑆 of a set 𝑋 ⊆ {0, 1}𝑛 , we additionally define the complement of 𝑆 as 𝑆 B [ 1 . . 𝑛 ] \ 𝑆.

The name of the 𝜎-defining sets comes from the fact that we usually use a set of 𝜎-vectors for the set 𝑋.

Fact 4.6 ([FMI
+

23b, Remark 4.8]). As a 𝜎-defining 𝑆 of a set 𝑋 ⊆ {0, 1}𝑛 is (inclusion-wise) minimal, observe

that, for each position 𝑖 ∈ 𝑆, there are pairs of witness vectors 𝑤1,𝑖 , 𝑤0,𝑖 , ∈ 𝑋 that differ (on 𝑆) only at position 𝑖,

with 𝑤1,𝑖[ 𝑖 ] = 1, that is,

𝑤1,𝑖[ 𝑆 \ 𝑖 ] = 𝑤0,𝑖[ 𝑆 \ 𝑖 ],
𝑤1,𝑖[ 𝑖 ] = 1, and

𝑤0,𝑖[ 𝑖 ] = 0.

We write 𝒲𝑆 B {𝑤1,𝑖 , 𝑤0,𝑖 | 𝑖 ∈ 𝑆} for a set of witness vectors of 𝑋.

Before we start using these 𝜎-defining sets, we first show how to compute them efficiently along with

the witness vectors. The result is similar to [FMI
+

23b, Lemma 4.27]. However, we improve the running

time of the algorithm by using a more efficient approach to process the data.

Lemma 4.7. Given a set 𝑋 ⊆ {0, 1}𝑛 , we can compute a 𝜎-defining set 𝑆 for 𝑋, as well as a set of witness

vectors 𝒲𝑆 for 𝑆, in time 𝒪(|𝑋 | · 𝑛3).

Proof. Our algorithm maintains a set 𝑆 ⊆ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ] as the candidate for the 𝜎-defining set for 𝑋 and

iteratively checks if a position can be removed from 𝑆 or whether it is part of the 𝜎-defining set. Formally,

the algorithm is as follows.

Initialize the candidate set as 𝑆 = [ 1 . . 𝑛 ].
For all 𝑖 from 1 to 𝑛, repeat the following steps:

Initialize an empty map data structure, for example, a map based on binary trees.

Iterate over all 𝑣 ∈ 𝑋:

If there is no entry with key 𝑣[ 𝑆 \ {𝑖} ] in the map, we add the value 𝑣 with the key 𝑣[ 𝑆 \ {𝑖} ] to

the map.

If there is already an entry with key 𝑣[ 𝑆 \ {𝑖} ] and value 𝑣′ in the map. Then, define the two

witness-vectors 𝑤0,𝑖 and 𝑤1,𝑖 for position 𝑖 as 𝑣 and 𝑣′ (depending on 𝑖th bit of 𝑣 and 𝑣′), and

continue with the (outer) for-loop.

Remove position 𝑖 from 𝑆 and continue with the next iteration of the for-loop.

Output 𝑆 as the 𝜎-defining set and 𝒲𝑆 = {𝑤0,𝑖 , 𝑤1,𝑖 | 𝑖 ∈ 𝑆} as the set of witness vectors.

From the description of the algorithm, each operation of the for-loop takes time 𝒪(|𝑋 | · log(|𝑋 |) · 𝑛) =
𝒪(|𝑋 | · 𝑛2). It follows that 𝑆 can be computed in time 𝒪(|𝑋 | · 𝑛3).

In order to prove the correctness, we denote by 𝑆𝑖 the set 𝑆 after the 𝑖th iteration of the for-loop

and denote by 𝑆0 = [ 1 . . 𝑛 ] the initial set. Hence, the algorithm returns 𝑆𝑛 . We prove by induction

that, for all 𝑖 ∈ [ 0 . . 𝑛 ], if there are 𝑢, 𝑣 ∈ 𝑋 with 𝑥[ 𝑆𝑖 ] = 𝑦[ 𝑆𝑖 ], then 𝑢 = 𝑣. This is clearly true for

𝑖 = 0 by the choice of 𝑆0. For the induction step, assume that the claim holds for an arbitrary but fixed

𝑖 − 1 ∈ [ 0 . . 𝑛 − 1 ] where 𝑆𝑖 ≠ 𝑆𝑖−1 as otherwise the claim follows by the induction hypothesis. By the

design of the algorithm, we know that 𝑆𝑖 = 𝑆𝑖−1 \ {𝑖}. Moreover, as 𝑖 was removed from 𝑆𝑖−1, there are no

two vectors 𝑢, 𝑣 ∈ 𝑋 such that 𝑢[ 𝑆𝑖−1 \ {𝑖} ] = 𝑣[ 𝑆𝑖−1 \ {𝑖} ]. This directly implies that, for all 𝑢, 𝑣 ∈ 𝑋,

the vectors 𝑢 and 𝑣 differ on 𝑆𝑖 \ {𝑖} and thus, are not equal.
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It remains to prove that 𝑆𝑛 is minimal. Assume otherwise and let 𝑖 ∈ 𝑆𝑛 be some index such that, for

all 𝑢, 𝑣 ∈ 𝑋, we still have 𝑢 = 𝑣 whenever

𝑢[ 𝑆𝑛 \ {𝑖} ] = 𝑣[ 𝑆𝑛 \ {𝑖} ]. (1)

As the algorithm did not remove 𝑖 from 𝑆𝑖−1, we know that there must be at least two vectors 𝑢̂ , 𝑣̂ ∈ 𝑋
with 𝑢̂ ≠ 𝑣̂ such that

𝑢̂[ 𝑆𝑖−1 \ {𝑖} ] = 𝑣̂[ 𝑆𝑖−1 \ {𝑖} ]. (2)

Since the algorithm satisfies 𝑆0 ⊇ 𝑆1 ⊇ · · · ⊇ 𝑆𝑛 , we especially have 𝑆𝑛 ⊆ 𝑆𝑖−1 and thus, whenever

Equation (2) holds, then also Equation (1) holds which implies that 𝑢̂ = 𝑣̂. As this contradicts 𝑢̂ ≠ 𝑣̂, we

know that 𝑆𝑛 is a 𝜎-defining set.

To see that the vectors in 𝒲𝑆 are indeed witness-vectors, recall that the algorithm guarantees that

the distinct vectors 𝑤0,𝑖 and 𝑤1,𝑖 satisfy 𝑤0,𝑖[ 𝑆𝑖−1 \ {𝑖} ] = 𝑤1,𝑖[ 𝑆𝑖−1 \ {𝑖} ]. Moreover, the inductive proof

above shows that 𝑤0,𝑖[ 𝑆𝑖−1 ] ≠ 𝑤1,𝑖[ 𝑆𝑖−1 ], and hence, 𝑤0,𝑖[ 𝑖 ] ≠ 𝑤1,𝑖[ 𝑖 ]. Finally, since 𝑆𝑖−1 ⊆ 𝑆𝑛 , the

vectors agree on 𝑆𝑛 \ {𝑖} which concludes the proof.

Now we can concretize how Lemma 4.4 restricts the possible weight-vectors of two strings with

the same 𝜎-vector. Intuitively, what the 𝜎-defining set is for the vector
−→𝜎 (𝑣), this is the set 𝑆 for the

weight-vector. We could say that 𝑆 is a weight-defining set. This extends [FMI
+

23b, Lemma 4.9] to the

periodic case.

Lemma 4.8 (Compare [FMI
+

23b, Lemma 4.9]). Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 denote two periodic sets with the same period

m ≥ 2. Let 𝐿 ⊆ A𝑛 be a sparse language with a 𝜎-defining set 𝑆 for
−→𝜎 (𝐿). Then, for any two strings 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ 𝐿 with

−→𝜎 (𝑥) = −→𝜎 (𝑦), the positions 𝑆 uniquely characterize the weight vectors of 𝑥 and 𝑦, that is, we have

−→
w(𝑥)[ 𝑆 ] = −→

w(𝑦)[ 𝑆 ] implies
−→
w(𝑥) = −→

w(𝑦).

Proof. We adjust the proof in [FMI
+

23b] to our setting. Let 𝐿 be a sparse language with 𝑆 as a 𝜎-defining set

for
−→𝜎 (𝐿). Furthermore, consider two state-vectors 𝑥 and 𝑦 of 𝐿 with the same 𝜎-vector, i.e.,

−→𝜎 (𝑥) = −→𝜎 (𝑦),
such that

−→
w(𝑥)[ 𝑆 ] = −→

w(𝑦)[ 𝑆 ].
Fix a position ℓ ∈ 𝑆. We have binary witness vectors 𝑤1,ℓ and 𝑤0,ℓ , that agree on all positions of 𝑆

except for position ℓ and satisfy 𝑤1,ℓ [ ℓ ] = 1.

Using Lemma 4.4 twice we obtain

(−→w(𝑥) − −→
w(𝑦)) · (𝑤1,ℓ − 𝑤0,ℓ ) ≡m 0.

By the assumption about 𝑥 and 𝑦, their weight-vectors agree on all positions in 𝑆. But since 𝑤1,ℓ and 𝑤0,ℓ

are identical on all positions of 𝑆 except for position ℓ , this means that

0 ≡m (−→w(𝑥) − −→
w(𝑦)) · (𝑤1,ℓ − 𝑤0,ℓ )

≡m

−→
w(𝑥)[ ℓ ] − −→

w(𝑦)[ ℓ ].

Since all values of the weight-vector are less than m, the consequence
−→
w(𝑥)[ ℓ ] = −→

w(𝑦)[ ℓ ] concludes the

proof.

The previous result from Lemma 4.8 gives rise to a strategy for counting all the strings of a sparse

language. Namely, we can fix a 𝜎-vector and count the number of strings with this fixed vector, which

is the same as the number of weight-vectors of strings with this fixed 𝜎-vector. When counting the

weight-vectors, we can now use the property we have just seen to show that not every weight-vector can

actually occur.
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Lemma 4.9. Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 denote two periodic sets with the same period m ≥ 2. Every sparse language 𝐿 ⊆ A𝑛
satisfies |𝐿| ≤ m

𝑛
.

Proof. Let 𝐿 ⊆ A𝑛 be a sparse language. Compute a 𝜎-defining set 𝑆 for
−→𝜎 (𝐿).

The size of
−→𝜎 (𝐿) is bounded by 2

|𝑆 |
per definition. Fix an arbitrary 𝜎-vector ®𝑠 of

−→𝜎 (𝐿). We now count

the number of possible weight-vectors with 𝜎-vector ®𝑠. By Lemma 4.8, the positions 𝑆 of the weight-vector

uniquely determine the positions 𝑆 of the weight vector. Hence, we obtain a bound on the size of the

language of

|𝐿| ≤ 2
|𝑆 | · m

|𝑆 | ≤ m
𝑛 .

4.2 Compressing Weight-Vectors

In the previous section we have seen that the size of a language cannot be too large. However, even

though this already provides a bound on the size of these languages, the space where these languages

come from is still large. That is, even when considering a sparse language 𝐿 ⊆ A𝑛 , we would have to

consider all states inA𝑛 when doing convolutions as we do not know which vectors might actually appear

in the solution. The goal of this section is to provide the concept of compression where we do not only

compress the vectors of a language but actually compress the space where these vectors are from.

In previous sections we have seen that certain positions of the weight-vectors actually uniquely

determine the remaining positions. Hence, a natural idea for the compression of strings is to store

the values at important positions only, while ensuring that the values at the other positions can be

reconstructed.

We first introduce the notion of the remainder. Intuitively, the remainder can be used to reconstruct the

values of the weight-vector which have been compressed.

Definition 4.10 (Compare [FMI
+

23b, Definition 4.21]). Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 denote two periodic sets with period

m ≥ 2. Let 𝐿 ⊆ A𝑛 denote a (non-empty) sparse language. Consider a set 𝑋 with 𝑋 ⊆ −→𝜎 (𝐿) and 𝑋 ≠ ∅,5 and

let 𝑆 denote a 𝜎-defining set for 𝑋 with a corresponding set of witness vectors 𝒲𝑆 ⊆ −→𝜎 (𝐿). For two vectors

𝑢, 𝑜 ∈ [ 0 . .m − 1 ]
𝑛

and a position ℓ ∈ 𝑆, we define the remainder rem𝒲𝑆
(𝑢, 𝑜) at position ℓ as

rem𝒲𝑆
(𝑢, 𝑜)[ ℓ ] B

∑
𝑖∈𝑆

(
𝑢[ 𝑖 ] − 𝑜[ 𝑖 ]

)
·
(
𝑤1,ℓ [ 𝑖 ] − 𝑤0,ℓ [ 𝑖 ]

)
.

As a next step we show that this remainder is chosen precisely in such a way that we can easily

reconstruct the values of the weight-vector on positions 𝑆.

Lemma 4.11 (Compare [FMI
+

23b, Remark 4.22]). Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 denote two periodic sets with the same period

m. Let 𝐿 ⊆ A𝑛 denote a (non-empty) sparse language. Consider a set 𝑋 with 𝑋 ⊆ −→𝜎 (𝐿) and 𝑋 ≠ ∅, and let

𝑆 denote a 𝜎-defining set for 𝑋 with a corresponding set of witness vectors 𝒲𝑆 ⊆ −→𝜎 (𝐿). Consider arbitrary

weight-vectors 𝑢 and 𝑜 of two strings from 𝐿 with a common 𝜎-vector. Then,

𝑢[ ℓ ] ≡m 𝑜[ ℓ ] − rem𝒲𝑆
(𝑢, 𝑜)[ ℓ ]

holds for all ℓ ∈ 𝑆.

5 Think of 𝑋 =
−→𝜎 (𝐿) for now.
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Proof. We follow the sketch provided in [FMI
+

23b]. Let 𝑢 and 𝑜 be two weight-vectors of two strings

of 𝐿 that share a common 𝜎-vector. By the definition of the 𝜎-defining set, there are, for all ℓ ∈ 𝑆, two

associated witness vectors 𝑤0,ℓ , 𝑤1,ℓ ∈ −→𝜎 (𝐿). Hence, there exist two strings 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ 𝐿 such that
−→𝜎 (𝑥) = 𝑤0,ℓ

and
−→𝜎 (𝑦) = 𝑤1,ℓ . From Lemma 4.4 we obtain

(𝑢 − 𝑜) · 𝑤1,ℓ ≡m 0 and similarly (𝑢 − 𝑜) · 𝑤0,ℓ ≡m 0.

Recall that 𝑤0,ℓ and 𝑤1,ℓ agree on all positions of 𝑆 except for position ℓ , which implies that 𝑤1,ℓ [ 𝑖 ] −
𝑤0,ℓ [ 𝑖 ] = 0 for all 𝑖 ∈ 𝑆 \ {ℓ }. Combining these observations we get

𝑢[ ℓ ] − 𝑜[ ℓ ] + rem𝒲𝑆
(𝑢, 𝑜)[ ℓ ] = 𝑢[ ℓ ] − 𝑜[ ℓ ] +

∑
𝑖∈𝑆

(𝑢[ 𝑖 ] − 𝑜[ 𝑖 ]) · (𝑤1,ℓ [ 𝑖 ] − 𝑤0,ℓ [ 𝑖 ])

= (𝑢 − 𝑜) · (𝑤1,ℓ − 𝑤0,ℓ )
= (𝑢 − 𝑜) · 𝑤1,ℓ − (𝑢 − 𝑜) · 𝑤0,ℓ

≡m 0 − 0 = 0

which yields the claim after rearranging.

Once we have fixed a 𝜎-defining set 𝑆 and an origin vector 𝑜, Lemma 4.11 provides a recipe for

compressing the weight vectors: Positions of 𝑆 are kept as they are, and positions on 𝑆 are completely

omitted. Essentially the compression is just a projection of the weight-vector to the positions from 𝑆.

However, in order to be consistent with [FMI
+

23b, Definition 4.23], we refer to it as compression. When

one requires access to the omitted positions, they can be easily reconstructed using the remainder vector.

Now we have everything ready to define the compression of a weight-vector.

Definition 4.12 (Compression of Weight-vectors; compare [FMI
+

23b, Definition 4.23]). Let 𝜎 and 𝜌
denote two periodic sets with the same period m ≥ 2. Let 𝐿 ⊆ A𝑛 denote a (non-empty) sparse language. Consider a

set 𝑋 with 𝑋 ⊆ −→𝜎 (𝐿) and 𝑋 ≠ ∅, and let 𝑆 denote a 𝜎-defining set for 𝑋.

For a weight-vector 𝑢 ∈ {−→w(𝑥) | 𝑥 ∈ 𝐿}, we define the 𝜎-compression as the following |𝑆 |-dimensional vector

𝑢↓ where we set

𝑢↓[ ℓ ] B 𝑢[ ℓ ] mod m, for all ℓ ∈ 𝑆.

Further, we write 𝒵𝑆 for the |𝑆 |-dimensional space of all possible vectors where for each dimension the entries are

computed modulo m.

From the definition of the compression it already follows that there cannot be too many compressed

vectors. This is quantized by the following simple observation.

Fact 4.13 (Compare [FMI
+

23b, Remark 4.24]). With the same definitions as in Definition 4.12, we have

|𝒵𝑆 | ≤ m
|𝑆 | .

4.3 Faster Join Operations

From the previous result in Lemma 4.9, which bounds the size of a realized language, we know that in

our dynamic programming algorithm the number of solutions tracked at each node is relatively small

if the language of the node is sparse. With some additional bookkeeping, we can easily ensure that

the languages we keep track of in the dynamic programming algorithm are all sparse. However, as the

join operation is usually the most expensive operation, we must also be able to combine two different

languages efficiently.
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In order to be able to combine two languages formally, we define the combination of two languages.

In contrast to the underlying definition from [FMI
+

23b], we must take into account (but can also exploit)

that we are now dealing with periodic sets. We start by defining the combination of two state-vectors.

Such a combination is, of course, the central task of the join-operation in the dynamic programming

algorithm. Intuitively, it is clear that two partial solutions for the same set of portal vertices can only be

joined when their 𝜎-vectors agree. In contrast to finite sets, for periodic sets the exact number of selected

neighbors of each vertex is not relevant but only the respective residue class. We capture exactly these

intuitive properties in our following definition.

Definition 4.14 (Combination of Strings and Languages; compare [FMI
+

23b, Definition 4.14]). Let

𝜎 and 𝜌 denote two periodic sets with the same period m ≥ 2. For two string 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ A𝑛 , the combination

𝑥 ⊕ 𝑦 ∈ (A ∪ {⊥})𝑛 of 𝑥 and 𝑦 is defined as

(𝑥 ⊕ 𝑦)[ ℓ ] B


𝜎𝑎+𝑏 mod m if 𝑥[ ℓ ] = 𝜎𝑎 ∧ 𝑦[ ℓ ] = 𝜎𝑏 ,

𝜌𝑎+𝑏 mod m if 𝑥[ ℓ ] = 𝜌𝑎 ∧ 𝑦[ ℓ ] = 𝜌𝑏
⊥ otherwise,

for all ℓ ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ]. When 𝑥 ⊕ 𝑦 ∈ A𝑛 , we say that 𝑥 and 𝑦 can be combined.

We extend this combination of two strings in the natural way to sets, that is, to languages. Consider two

languages 𝐿1 , 𝐿2 ⊆ A𝑛 . We define 𝐿1 ⊕ 𝐿2 B {𝑥 ⊕ 𝑦 | 𝑥 ∈ 𝐿1 , 𝑦 ∈ 𝐿2}∩A𝑛 as the combination of 𝐿1 and 𝐿2.

As we can only combine two strings with the same 𝜎-vector, we have
−→𝜎 (𝐿1 ⊕ 𝐿2) ⊆ −→𝜎 (𝐿1) ∩ −→𝜎 (𝐿2).

Our next goal is to efficiently compute the combination of two sparse languages.

Lemma 4.19 (Compare [FMI
+

23b, Theorem 4.18]). Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 denote two periodic sets with the same

period m ≥ 2. Let 𝐿1 , 𝐿2 ⊆ A𝑛 be two sparse languages such that 𝐿1 ⊕ 𝐿2 is also sparse. Then, we can compute

𝐿1 ⊕ 𝐿2 in time m
𝑛 · 𝑛𝒪(1).

The basic idea to achieve this bound is to use a fast convolution technique introduced by van

Rooij [vR20] for the general algorithm for (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet when the sets are finite or cofinite.

We intend to compress two vectors, combine their compressions, and decompress them afterwards.

To ensure the safety of this operation, we need an auxiliary result that allows us to decompress these

vectors. Indeed, the compression is designed such that this reversal can be done even after the addition of

two vectors.

Definition 4.15 (Decompression). Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 denote two periodic sets with the same period m ≥ 2. Let

𝐿1 , 𝐿2 ⊆ A𝑛 denote (non-empty) sparse languages. And let 𝑆 denote a 𝜎-defining set for
−→𝜎 (𝐿1) ∩ −→𝜎 (𝐿2) with a

corresponding set of witness vectors 𝒲𝑆 ⊆ −→𝜎 (𝐿1) ∩ −→𝜎 (𝐿2).
Further, fix a vector ®𝑠 ∈ −→𝜎 (𝐿1) ∩−→𝜎 (𝐿2) and an origin vector 𝑜1 ∈ [ 0 . .m− 1 ]

𝑛
such that there exists a 𝑦1 ∈ 𝐿1

with
−→
w(𝑦1) = 𝑜1 and

−→𝜎 (𝑦1) = ®𝑠, and a second origin vector 𝑜2 ∈ [ 0 . .m − 1 ]
𝑛

such that there exists a 𝑦2 ∈ 𝐿2

with
−→
w(𝑦2) = 𝑜2 and

−→𝜎 (𝑦2) = ®𝑠.
Then, for any vector 𝑎 ∈ 𝒵𝑆, we define the decompression 𝑎↑𝑜1+𝑜2

of 𝑎 relative to 𝑜1 + 𝑜2 as the following vector

of length 𝑛:

𝑎↑𝑜1+𝑜2
[ ℓ ] B

{
𝑎[ ℓ ] if ℓ ∈ 𝑆,

𝑜1[ ℓ ] + 𝑜2[ ℓ ] − rem𝒲𝑆
(𝑎, 𝑜1 + 𝑜2)[ ℓ ] mod m if ℓ ∈ 𝑆.

With this definition we can move to the main result leading to the correctness of the convolution

algorithm.
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Lemma 4.16. Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 denote two periodic sets with the same period m ≥ 2. Let 𝐿1 , 𝐿2 ⊆ A𝑛 denote

(non-empty) sparse languages. And let 𝑆 denote a 𝜎-defining set for
−→𝜎 (𝐿1) ∩ −→𝜎 (𝐿2) with a corresponding set of

witness vectors 𝒲𝑆 ⊆ −→𝜎 (𝐿1) ∩ −→𝜎 (𝐿2).
Further, fix a vector ®𝑠 ∈ −→𝜎 (𝐿1) ∩−→𝜎 (𝐿2) and an origin vector 𝑜1 ∈ [ 0 . .m− 1 ]

𝑛
such that there exists a 𝑦1 ∈ 𝐿1

with
−→
w(𝑦1) = 𝑜1 and

−→𝜎 (𝑦1) = ®𝑠, and a second origin vector 𝑜2 ∈ [ 0 . .m − 1 ]
𝑛

such that there exists a 𝑦2 ∈ 𝐿2

with
−→
w(𝑦2) = 𝑜2 and

−→𝜎 (𝑦2) = ®𝑠.
For any vector 𝑥1 ∈ 𝐿1 with

−→𝜎 (𝑥1) = ®𝑠 and any vector 𝑥2 ∈ 𝐿2 with
−→𝜎 (𝑥2) = ®𝑠, it holds that(−→

w(𝑥1)↓ + −→
w(𝑥2)↓

)
↑𝑜1+𝑜2

=
−→
w(𝑥1 ⊕ 𝑥2).

Proof. Let the 𝜎-vector ®𝑠, the state vectors 𝑥1 and 𝑥2, and the origin vectors 𝑜1 and 𝑜2 be as in the statement

of the lemma. We show the claim by considering each position individually.

For positions ℓ ∈ 𝑆, we can immediately obtain(−→
w(𝑥1)↓ + −→

w(𝑥2)↓
)
↑𝑜1+𝑜2

[ ℓ ] =
(−→
w(𝑥1)↓ + −→

w(𝑥2)↓
)
[ ℓ ]

=
−→
w(𝑥1)[ ℓ ] + −→

w(𝑥2)[ ℓ ] mod m

=
−→
w(𝑥1 ⊕ 𝑥2)[ ℓ ].

For positions ℓ ∈ 𝑆, the situation is a bit different. We first observe that, by expanding the definition

of the remainder-vector from Definition 4.10 and since the entries of the compressed weight-vector are

computed modulo m, we have

rem𝒲𝑆
(−→w(𝑥1)↓ + −→

w(𝑥2)↓, 𝑜1 + 𝑜2)[ ℓ ]

=
∑
𝑖∈𝑆

( (−→
w(𝑥1)↓ + −→

w(𝑥2)↓
)
[ 𝑖 ] − (𝑜1 + 𝑜2)[ 𝑖 ]

)
·
(
𝑤1,ℓ [ 𝑖 ] − 𝑤0,ℓ [ 𝑖 ]

)
=
∑
𝑖∈𝑆

( (−→
w(𝑥1)↓[ 𝑖 ] + −→

w(𝑥2)↓[ 𝑖 ]
)

mod m − (𝑜1[ 𝑖 ] + 𝑜2[ 𝑖 ])
)
·
(
𝑤1,ℓ [ 𝑖 ] − 𝑤0,ℓ [ 𝑖 ]

)
≡m

∑
𝑖∈𝑆

(−→
w(𝑥1)↓[ 𝑖 ] + −→

w(𝑥2)↓[ 𝑖 ] − (𝑜1[ 𝑖 ] + 𝑜2[ 𝑖 ])
)
·
(
𝑤1,ℓ [ 𝑖 ] − 𝑤0,ℓ [ 𝑖 ]

)
and then, by rearranging terms and applying Definition 4.10,

=
∑
𝑖∈𝑆

(−→
w(𝑥1)↓[ 𝑖 ] − 𝑜[ 𝑖 ]

)
·
(
𝑤1,ℓ [ 𝑖 ] − 𝑤0,ℓ [ 𝑖 ]

)
+
∑
𝑖∈𝑆

(−→
w(𝑥2)↓[ 𝑖 ] − 𝑜2[ 𝑖 ]

)
·
(
𝑤1,ℓ [ 𝑖 ] − 𝑤0,ℓ [ 𝑖 ]

)
= rem𝒲𝑆

(−→w(𝑥1)↓, 𝑜1)[ ℓ ] + rem𝒲𝑆
(−→w(𝑥2)↓, 𝑜2)[ ℓ ].

Using Lemma 4.11 for 𝑥1 and 𝑜1, we obtain

−→
w(𝑥1)[ ℓ ] ≡m 𝑜1[ ℓ ] − rem𝒲𝑆

(−→w(𝑥1), 𝑜1)[ ℓ ]
and using it again for 𝑥2 and 𝑜2, we obtain

−→
w(𝑥2)[ ℓ ] ≡m 𝑜2[ ℓ ] − rem𝒲𝑆

(−→w(𝑥2), 𝑜2)[ ℓ ].
Then, we also have

−→
w(𝑥1)[ ℓ ] + −→

w(𝑥2)[ ℓ ] ≡m 𝑜1[ ℓ ] + 𝑜2[ ℓ ] − rem𝒲𝑆
(−→w(𝑥1), 𝑜1)[ ℓ ] − rem𝒲𝑆

(−→w(𝑥2), 𝑜2)[ ℓ ]
= 𝑜1[ ℓ ] + 𝑜2[ ℓ ] − rem𝒲𝑆

(−→w(𝑥1)↓, 𝑜1)[ ℓ ] − rem𝒲𝑆
(−→w(𝑥2)↓, 𝑜2)[ ℓ ]

≡m 𝑜1[ ℓ ] + 𝑜2[ ℓ ] − rem𝒲𝑆
(−→w(𝑥1)↓ + −→

w(𝑥2)↓, 𝑜1 + 𝑜2)[ ℓ ]
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as the remainder of a weight vector is the same as the remainder of its compression. Now, we combine

these facts to obtain(−→
w(𝑥1)↓ + −→

w(𝑥2)↓
)
↑𝑜1+𝑜2

[ ℓ ] = 𝑜1[ ℓ ] + 𝑜2[ ℓ ] − rem𝒲𝑆
(−→w(𝑥1)↓ + −→

w(𝑥2)↓, 𝑜1 + 𝑜2)[ ℓ ] mod m

=
−→
w(𝑥1)[ ℓ ] + −→

w(𝑥2)[ ℓ ] mod m

=
−→
w(𝑥1 ⊕ 𝑥2)[ ℓ ]

which concludes the proof.

As a last ingredient we formally introduce the fast convolution technique originally formalized by van

Rooij [vR20] and later restated in [FMI
+

23b, Fact 4.19].

Fact 4.17 ([FMI
+

23b, Fact 4.19]). For integers 𝑑1 , . . . , 𝑑𝑛 and 𝐷 B
∏𝑛

𝑖=1
𝑑𝑖 , let 𝑝 denote a prime such that in

the field F𝑝 , a 𝑑𝑖-th root of unity exists for each 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ]. Further, for two functions 𝑓 , 𝑔 : Z𝑑1
× · · · ×Z𝑑𝑛 → F𝑝 ,

let ℎ : Z𝑑1
× · · · × Z𝑑𝑛 → F𝑝 denote the convolution

ℎ(𝑎) B
∑

𝑎1+𝑎2=𝑎

𝑓 (𝑎1) · 𝑔(𝑎2).

Then, we can compute the function ℎ in 𝒪(𝐷 log𝐷) arithmetic operations (assuming a 𝑑𝑖-th root of unity 𝜔𝑖 is

given for all 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ]).

Since the application of this technique relies on the existence of certain roots of unity, we must be able

to compute them efficiently. We use [FMI
+

23b, Remark 4.20] to find these roots in our setting.

Remark 4.18 ([FMI
+

23b, Remark 4.20]). Suppose 𝑀 is a sufficiently large integer such that all images

of the functions 𝑓 , 𝑔, ℎ are in the range [ 0 . .𝑀 ]. In particular, suppose that 𝑀 ≥ 𝐷. Suppose 𝑑′
1
, . . . , 𝑑′

ℓ

is the list of integers obtained from 𝑑1 , . . . , 𝑑𝑛 by removing duplicates. Let 𝐷′ B
∏ℓ

𝑖=1
𝑑′
𝑖
. We consider

candidate numbers 𝑚 𝑗 B 1+𝐷′ 𝑗 for all 𝑗 ≥ 1. By the Prime Number Theorem for Arithmetic Progressions

[BMOR18, Theorem 1.3], there is a prime 𝑝 such that

(1) 𝑝 = 𝑚 𝑗 for some 𝑗 ≥ 1,

(2) 𝑝 > 𝑀, and

(3) 𝑝 = 𝒪
(

max

{
𝜑(𝐷′)𝑀 log𝑀, exp(𝐷′)

})
,

where 𝜑 denotes Euler’s totient function. Such a number can be found in time

𝒪
(
𝑝
(
log 𝑝

) 𝑐)
for some absolute constant 𝑐 exploiting that prime testing can be done in polynomial time.

Now, fix 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ] and fix 𝑘𝑖 B 𝐷′ · 𝑗/𝑑𝑖 . For every 𝑥 ∈ F∗𝑝 , we have that 𝑥𝑝−1 = 1, and hence, 𝑥𝑘𝑖 is a

𝑑𝑖-th (primitive) root of unity if and only (𝑥𝑘𝑖 )𝑖 ≠ 1 for all 𝑖 < 𝑑𝑖 . Hence, given an element 𝑥 ∈ F∗𝑝 , it can be

checked in time

𝒪
(
𝑑𝑖 · (log 𝑝)𝑐

)
whether 𝑥𝑘𝑖 is a 𝑑𝑖-th root of unity. Due to our choice of 𝑝, this test succeeds for at least one 𝑥 ∈ F∗𝑝 . Thus,

a 𝑑𝑖-th root of unity 𝜔𝑖 for every 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ] can be found in time

𝒪
(
𝑛 · 𝑝 · max

𝑖∈[ 1 . . 𝑛 ]
𝑑𝑖 · (log 𝑝)𝑐

)
.
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We are now ready to proof the main result of this section, that is, to prove that the combination of

two sparse languages can be computed efficiently. We follow the ideas in [FMI
+

23b] but for the case of

periodic sets and state the procedure more explicitly. Formally, we prove Lemma 4.19, which we restate

here for convenience.

Lemma 4.19 (Compare [FMI
+

23b, Theorem 4.18]). Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 denote two periodic sets with the same

period m ≥ 2. Let 𝐿1 , 𝐿2 ⊆ A𝑛 be two sparse languages such that 𝐿1 ⊕ 𝐿2 is also sparse. Then, we can compute

𝐿1 ⊕ 𝐿2 in time m
𝑛 · 𝑛𝒪(1).

We first sketch the rough idea of the algorithm. Basically the idea is to treat each possible 𝜎-vector of

the combined language separately. Then, for each such vector ®𝑠, we can use the previously introduced

machinery to (1) compress the corresponding weight-vectors, (2) use the fast convolution techniques to

efficiently combine these compressed vectors, and (3) decompress these combined vectors. As a last step

we then combine all these partial results to obtain the combined language.

Proof. Let 𝐿1 , 𝐿2 ⊆ A𝑛 be sparse such that 𝐿1 ⊕ 𝐿2 is also sparse. We start by computing
−→𝜎 (𝐿1) ∩ −→𝜎 (𝐿2).

If this intersection is empty, the combined language is clearly also empty. Otherwise, we use Lemma 4.7

to compute a 𝜎-defining set 𝑆 for
−→𝜎 (𝐿1) ∩ −→𝜎 (𝐿2) along with a corresponding set of witness vectors 𝒲𝑆.

Next, we repeat the following three steps for each ®𝑠 ∈ −→𝜎 (𝐿1) ∩ −→𝜎 (𝐿2):

(1) Compute the two sets

𝐿®𝑠
1
B {𝑥1 ∈ 𝐿1 | −→𝜎 (𝑥1) = ®𝑠} and 𝐿®𝑠

2
B {𝑥2 ∈ 𝐿2 | −→𝜎 (𝑥2) = ®𝑠}

by iterating over each string of 𝐿1 and 𝐿2. Use these sets to compute the corresponding sets of

weight-vectors as

−→
w(𝐿®𝑠

1
) B {−→w(𝑥1) | 𝑥1 ∈ 𝐿®𝑠

1
} and

−→
w(𝐿®𝑠

2
) B {−→w(𝑥2) | 𝑥2 ∈ 𝐿®𝑠

2
}.

(2) Define two functions 𝑓 , 𝑔 : 𝒵𝑆 → Zwhere, for all 𝑢1 ∈ −→
w(𝐿®𝑠

1
) and all 𝑢2 ∈ −→

w(𝐿®𝑠
2
), we set

𝑓 (𝑢1↓) B 1 and 𝑔(𝑢2↓) B 1

and whenever there is no 𝑢1 ∈ −→
w(𝐿®𝑠

1
) with 𝑢1↓ = 𝑎 we set 𝑓 (𝑎) = 0, and likewise for 𝑔.

(3) Now, we can use the fast convolution technique of Fact 4.17 to compute the function ℎ : 𝒵𝑆 → Z

defined as

ℎ(𝑎) B
∑

𝑎1+𝑎2=𝑎

𝑓 (𝑎1) · 𝑔(𝑎2) for all 𝑎 ∈ 𝒵𝑆 .

(4) Pick two arbitrary origin vectors 𝑜1 ∈ −→
w(𝐿®𝑠

1
) and 𝑜2 ∈ −→

w(𝐿®𝑠
2
). We iterate over all entries 𝑎 ∈ 𝒵𝑆

and check whether ℎ(𝑎) > 0. If not, then we discard the vector. Otherwise, we use Lemma 4.16, to

decompress the vector. Formally, we compute

𝑊®𝑠
1,2 B {𝑎↑𝑜1+𝑜2

| 𝑎 ∈ 𝒵𝑆 ∧ ℎ(𝑎) > 0}.

Then, it is easy to compute the language

𝐿®𝑠
1,2 B {𝑧 ∈ A𝑛 | −→𝜎 (𝑧) = ®𝑠 ∧ −→

w(𝑧) ∈𝑊®𝑠
1,2}

by combining each weight-vector of 𝑊®𝑠
1,2

with the 𝜎-vector ®𝑠.
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Finally, we obtain 𝐿1,2 by simply taking the union of the “partial languages” over all 𝜎-vectors, that is,

𝐿1,2 B
⋃

®𝑠∈−→𝜎 (𝐿1)∩−→𝜎 (𝐿2)

𝐿®𝑠
1,2.

The algorithm outputs 𝐿1,2 as the set of the combined languages.

We now argue that this algorithm correctly computes 𝐿1 ⊕ 𝐿2.

Claim 4.20. The algorithm is correct, that is, 𝐿1,2 = 𝐿1 ⊕ 𝐿2.

Proof. For ease of notation, we write 𝐿 = 𝐿1 ⊕ 𝐿2 in the following. It is clear that
−→𝜎 (𝐿) ⊆ −→𝜎 (𝐿1) ∩ −→𝜎 (𝐿2)

by the way the combination of strings is defined. Hence, we directly get

𝐿1 ⊕ 𝐿2 =
⋃

®𝑠∈−→𝜎 (𝐿1)∩−→𝜎 (𝐿2)

𝐿®𝑠

where 𝐿®𝑠 B {𝑧 ∈ 𝐿 | −→𝜎 (𝑧) = ®𝑠}. Therefore, it suffices to show that 𝐿®𝑠 = 𝐿®𝑠
1,2

. Since all string in both these

sets share the same 𝜎-vector, it is sufficient to prove that
−→
w(𝐿®𝑠) =𝑊®𝑠

1,2
which is equivalent to proving that

{𝑎↑𝑜1+𝑜2
| 𝑎 ∈ 𝒵𝑆 ∧ ℎ(𝑎) > 0} = {−→w(𝑧) | 𝑧 ∈ 𝐿 ∧ −→𝜎 (𝑧) = ®𝑠}. (3)

We proof this equation by considering both directions separately.

Case “⊆” in Equation (3). Intuitively, this direction proves that the algorithm does not compute incorrect

results. Consider an arbitrary vector 𝑢 ∈ {𝑎↑𝑜1+𝑜2
| 𝑎 ∈ 𝒵𝑆 ∧ ℎ(𝑎) > 0}. Then, there exists 𝑎 ∈ 𝒵𝑆

such that ℎ(𝑎) > 0 and 𝑢 = 𝑎↑𝑜1+𝑜2
. From ℎ(𝑎) > 0 we know there exist 𝑎1 and 𝑎2 with 𝑓 (𝑎1) = 1 and

𝑔(𝑎2) = 1 such that 𝑎1 + 𝑎2 = 𝑎. By the definition of 𝑓 and 𝑔, this means that there is some 𝑥1 ∈ 𝐿1

with 𝑎1 =
−→
w(𝑥1)↓ and there is some 𝑥2 ∈ 𝐿2 with 𝑎2 =

−→
w(𝑥2)↓ such that

−→𝜎 (𝑥1) = −→𝜎 (𝑥2) = ®𝑠. Hence,

𝑥1 and 𝑥2 can be combined, and we have 𝑎 =
−→
w(𝑥1)↓ + −→

w(𝑥2)↓. By Lemma 4.16, we now know that

𝑢 = 𝑎↑𝑜1+𝑜2
=
(−→
w(𝑥)1↓ + −→

w(𝑥)2↓
)
↑𝑜1+𝑜2

=
−→
w(𝑥1 ⊕ 𝑥2), and thus 𝑢 ∈ {−→w(𝑧) | 𝑧 ∈ 𝐿 ∧ −→𝜎 (𝑧) = ®𝑠}.

Case “⊇” in Equation (3). Intuitively, this direction proves that the algorithm computes all strings of the

combined language. Now, consider an arbitrary 𝑧 ∈ 𝐿1⊕𝐿2 with
−→𝜎 (𝑧) = ®𝑠. This means that there are 𝑥1 ∈ 𝐿1

and 𝑥2 ∈ 𝐿2 such that 𝑥1 ⊕ 𝑥2 = 𝑧. When setting 𝑎1 B
−→
w(𝑥1)↓, setting 𝑎2 B

−→
w(𝑥2)↓, and setting 𝑎 = 𝑎1 + 𝑎2,

we trivially have 𝑎 ∈ 𝒵𝑆. Moreover, we know that 𝑓 (𝑎1) = 𝑔(𝑎2) = 1 and thus, ℎ(𝑎) > 0 as the convolution

procedure from Fact 4.17 correctly computes the function ℎ. Hence, 𝑎↑𝑜1+𝑜2
=

(−→
w(𝑥1)↓ + −→

w(𝑥2)↓
)
↑𝑜1+𝑜2

is in the set {𝑎↑𝑜1+𝑜2
| 𝑎 ∈ 𝒵𝑆 ∧ ℎ(𝑎) > 0}. Moreover,

(−→
w(𝑥1)↓ + −→

w(𝑥2)↓
)
↑𝑜1+𝑜2

=
−→
w(𝑥1 ⊕ 𝑥2) = −→

w(𝑧) by

Lemma 4.16.

This concludes the proof of the correctness of the combine operation.

Finally, we argue that the described algorithm has the claimed runtime.

Claim 4.21. The running time of the above algorithm is m
𝑛 · 𝑛𝒪(1)

.

Proof. We can compute the sets
−→𝜎 (𝐿) for any 𝐿 ⊆ A𝑛 in time

𝒪
(
|𝐿| · log(|−→𝜎 (𝐿)|) · 𝑛

)
= 𝒪

(
|𝐿| · 𝑛2

)
by iterating over each string of the languages and by utilizing a suitable set data structure. Hence, we can

compute
−→𝜎 (𝐿1) ∩ −→𝜎 (𝐿2) in time 𝒪

(
max(|𝐿1 |, |𝐿2 |) · 𝑛2

)
by first computing

−→𝜎 (𝐿1) and
−→𝜎 (𝐿2) separately,

and then applying a standard algorithm for the intersection of sets.
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By Lemma 4.7, the computation of the 𝜎-defining set 𝑆 for
−→𝜎 (𝐿1) ∩ −→𝜎 (𝐿2) takes time

𝒪
(��−→𝜎 (𝐿1) ∩ −→𝜎 (𝐿2)

�� · 𝑛3

)
.

The computation of the four sets 𝐿®𝑠
1
, 𝐿®𝑠

2
,
−→
w(𝐿®𝑠

1
), and

−→
w(𝐿®𝑠

2
) takes time 𝒪(max(|𝐿1 |, |𝐿2 |) · 𝑛) by iterating

over each of 𝐿1 and 𝐿2 once and assigning the vectors to the correct sets. This can be done even before the

vector ®𝑠 is fixed.

Next, the algorithm fixes an arbitrary ®𝑠 ∈ −→𝜎 (𝐿1) ∩ −→𝜎 (𝐿2). By iterating over all elements of
−→
w(𝐿®𝑠

1
) and

−→
w(𝐿®𝑠

2
), and computing their compressions, we can compute 𝑓 and 𝑔 in time

|𝒵𝑆 | + max

(��−→
w(𝐿®𝑠

1
)
��, ��−→w(𝐿®𝑠

2
)
��) · 𝑛𝒪(1) = |𝒵𝑆 | · 𝑛𝒪(1)

when considering that |−→w(𝐿®𝑠
1
)| ≤ |𝒵𝑆 | and |−→w(𝐿®𝑠

2
)| ≤ |𝒵𝑆 |.

For the application of Fact 4.17 to compute the function ℎ, we require that certain roots of unity

and a suitable prime 𝑝 exist. We use Remark 4.18 for this and observe that all our entries of the

compressed weight-vector are reduced modulo m. Therefore, the number of moduli over which we do

the computations (these are the variables 𝑑1 , . . . , 𝑑2 from Remark 4.18) is constant and actually just 1 and

thus, 𝐷′ = m. Now, using Remark 4.18, this prime 𝑝 and the root of unity (as we only have one single

module) can be computed in time

𝑝 · (log 𝑝)𝒪(1).

Hence, when setting 𝑀 B |𝒵𝑆 |, we see that

𝑝 = 𝒪
(
max(𝜑(m)𝑀 log𝑀, exp(m))

)
= 𝒪(|𝒵𝑆 | · log(|𝒵𝑆 |)),

since m is a constant. Thus, by Fact 4.17, we can compute 𝑝, the root of unity, and ℎ in time

|𝒵𝑆 | · (log |𝒵𝑆 |)𝒪(1).

The computation of 𝑊®𝑠
1,2

can then be done in time |𝒵𝑆 | · 𝑛𝒪(1)
by iterating over all elements of 𝒵𝑆 and

decompressing them whenever possible by Lemma 4.16. We conclude that for each ®𝑠, the running time of

the algorithm is bounded by

|𝒵𝑆 | · log(|𝒵𝑆 |)𝒪(1) · 𝑛𝒪(1).

Computing 𝐿®𝑠
1,2

then takes time 𝒪(|𝐿®𝑠
1,2

| · 𝑛) and the final computation of 𝐿1,2 takes 𝒪(|𝐿1,2 |) time.

Hence, the algorithm needs time

max(|𝐿1 |, |𝐿2 |, |𝐿1 ⊕ 𝐿2 |) · 𝑛3 +
∑

®𝑠∈−→𝜎 (𝐿1)∩−→𝜎 (𝐿2)

|𝒵𝑆 | · log(|𝒵𝑆 |)𝒪(1) · 𝑛𝒪(1)

time in total. Now, we use Fact 4.13 and obtain

log(|𝒵𝑆 |) ≤ log(m𝑛) = 𝑛𝒪(1).

Using Fact 4.13 once more and plugging in the running time of the algorithm, we obtain the final bound of

©­«max(|𝐿1 |, |𝐿2 |, |𝐿1 ⊕ 𝐿2 |) +
∑

®𝑠∈−→𝜎 (𝐿1)∩−→𝜎 (𝐿2)

|𝒵𝑆 | · 𝑛𝒪(1)ª®¬ · 𝑛𝒪(1)

≤
(
max(|𝐿1 |, |𝐿2 |, |𝐿1 ⊕ 𝐿2 |) + 2

|𝑆 | · m
|𝑆 |
)
· 𝑛𝒪(1).
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Finally, we apply Lemma 4.9 to bound the size of 𝐿1, 𝐿2, and 𝐿1 ⊕ 𝐿2 as they are sparse, to obtain the

bound of

m
𝑛 · 𝑛𝒪(1)

for the running time of the algorithm.

This concludes the proof of Lemma 4.19 by combining Claims 4.20 and 4.21.

4.4 Dynamic Programming Algorithm

With the results from the previous section, we have now everything ready to state the fast algorithm

for (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet when the sets are periodic with the same period. We follow the standard dynamic

programming approach on tree decompositions, that was also used in [FMI
+

23b], for example. With this

result we finally prove our algorithmic main theorem, which we restate here for convenience.

Main Theorem 1. Write 𝜎, 𝜌 ⊆ Z≥0 for periodic sets that both have the same period m ≥ 2.

Then, in time m
tw · |𝐺 |𝒪(1)

we can decide simultaneously for all 𝑠 if the given graph 𝐺 has a (𝜎, 𝜌)-set of size 𝑠

when a tree decomposition of width tw is given with the input.

Proof. Let 𝐺 be an instance of (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet with 𝑛 = |𝑉(𝐺)| vertices that is given along with a tree

decomposition of width tw. As we can transform this decomposition into a nice tree decomposition in

time 𝑛𝒪(1)
, we assume without loss of generality that the provided decomposition is already nice and that

the bags of the root node and the leaf nodes are empty. See, for example, [CFK
+

15, Section 7.2] for further

details about this standard procedure.

Recall that for a node 𝑡 ∈ 𝑇, we denote by 𝑋𝑡 the associated bag and define 𝑉𝑡 to be the set of all

vertices that have been introduced in the subtree rooted at 𝑡 of 𝑇 (including 𝑡).

To goal of the algorithm is to compute, for each node 𝑡 of the nice tree decomposition and each index

𝑖 ∈ [ 0 . . 𝑛 ], a language 𝐿[ 𝑡 , 𝑖 ] which contains all strings 𝑥 ∈ A𝑋𝑡 such that there exists a partial solution

𝑆𝑥 for the graph with portals (𝐺[𝑉𝑡 ], 𝑋𝑡) with |𝑆𝑥 \ 𝑋𝑡 | = 𝑖. Using Lemma 4.3, one can immediately

observe that, for all 𝑡 and 𝑖, the language 𝐿[ 𝑡 , 𝑖 ] is sparse. Recall that from the definition of a partial

solution, all vertices in 𝐺[𝑉𝑡 \ 𝑋𝑡 ] must have the correct number of neighbors in 𝑆𝑥 whereas this might

not be the case for the vertices of 𝑋𝑡 .

The algorithm now reads as follows. We traverse the tree decomposition in post-order and depending

on the type of the current node 𝑡, we apply one of the following procedures.

Leaf Node. For a leaf node 𝑡 of the tree decomposition, we have 𝑋𝑡 = ∅. Hence, we set 𝐿[ 𝑡 , 0 ] B {𝜀}
where 𝜀 denotes the empty vector. For all 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ], we set 𝐿[ 𝑡 , 𝑖 ] B ∅.

Introduce Node. Let 𝑡 be the introduce-node and 𝑡′ its child. Furthermore, let 𝑣 be the introduced vertex.

Each solution in 𝐿[𝑡′, 𝑖] provides two solutions for 𝑡 depending on whether we select 𝑣 or not.

Before moving to the definition of the table entry, we first introduce some notation. Let 𝑦 ∈ A𝑋𝑡′ be a

state-vector for the child node 𝑡′ and let 𝑐 B |{𝑢 ∈ 𝑁(𝑣) | 𝑦[ 𝑢 ] ∈ S} be the number of neighbors of 𝑣

that are selected according to string 𝑦. The 𝜌-extension of 𝑦 is defined as the unique string 𝑥 such that

𝑥[ 𝑣 ] B 𝜌𝑐 mod m and

𝑥[𝑋𝑡′ ] B 𝑦[𝑋𝑡′ ].

Similarly, we define the 𝜎-extension of 𝑦 as the unique string 𝑥 such that

𝑥[ 𝑣 ] B 𝜎𝑐 mod m

𝑥[𝑋𝑡′ \ 𝑁(𝑣) ] B 𝑦[𝑋𝑡′ \ 𝑁(𝑣) ],
for all 𝑢 ∈ 𝑋𝑡′ ∩ 𝑁(𝑣) with 𝑦[ 𝑢 ] = 𝜏𝑘 , we set 𝑥[ 𝑢 ] B 𝜏𝑘+1 mod m.
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Then, we define the resulting language as

𝐿[ 𝑡 , 𝑖 ] B ({𝑥 | 𝑥 is the 𝜌-extension of 𝑦 ∈ 𝐿[ 𝑡′, 𝑖 ]} ∪ {𝑥 | 𝑥 is the 𝜎-extension of 𝑦 ∈ 𝐿[ 𝑡′, 𝑖 ]})

for all 𝑖 ∈ [ 0 . . 𝑛 ].
Forget Node. Let 𝑡 be a forget node with child 𝑡′ and let 𝑣 be the vertex that is forgotten. The language

𝐿[ 𝑡 , 𝑖 ] should contain those strings of languages of 𝑡′ in which 𝑣 has a neighbor count that is contained

in 𝜎 if 𝑣 is selected, and a neighbor count contained in 𝜌 if 𝑣 is not selected. Furthermore, if we forget

a selected vertex, then we must take this into account with our second index 𝑖.

Hence, we set

𝐿[ 𝑡 , 0 ] B {𝑥[𝑋𝑡 ] | 𝑥 ∈ 𝐿[ 𝑡′, 0 ] ∧ 𝑥[ 𝑣 ] = 𝜌𝑐 ∧ 𝑐 ∈ 𝜌} (4)

and, for all 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ], we set

𝐿[ 𝑡 , 𝑖 ] B {𝑥[𝑋𝑡 ] | 𝑥 ∈ 𝐿[ 𝑡′, 𝑖 ] ∧ 𝑥[ 𝑣 ] = 𝜌𝑐 ∧ 𝑐 ∈ 𝜌}
∪ {𝑥[𝑋𝑡 ] | 𝑥 ∈ 𝐿[ 𝑡′, 𝑖 − 1 ] ∧ 𝑥[ 𝑣 ] = 𝜎𝑐 ∧ 𝑐 ∈ 𝜎}. (5)

Join Node. Let 𝑡 be a join node with children 𝑡1 and 𝑡2.

We clearly want to use the previous algorithm to join languages efficiently. However, when doing this

naively with the languages from the child nodes, we count the selected neighbors in the bag twice

by simply summing up the number of neighbors as the selected vertices are selected in both partial

solutions. Thus, we define an auxiliary language, that can be computed efficiently. For a language 𝐿,

we define the auxiliary language 𝐿̂ as

𝐿̂ B {𝑥̂ | 𝑥 ∈ 𝐿}

where, for each 𝑣 ∈ 𝑋𝑡 , we set

𝑥̂[ 𝑣 ] B

{
𝜎𝑐 if 𝑥[ 𝑣 ] = 𝜎𝑐 , and 𝑐 = 𝑐 − |{𝑤 ∈ 𝑁(𝑣) ∩ 𝑋𝑡 | 𝑥[𝑤 ] ∈ S}| mod m,

𝜌𝑐 if 𝑥[ 𝑣 ] = 𝜌𝑐 , and 𝑐 = 𝑐 − |{𝑤 ∈ 𝑁(𝑣) ∩ 𝑋𝑡 | 𝑥[𝑤 ] ∈ S}| mod m.

Now, we can use the procedure from Lemma 4.19 to join the languages of the two children efficiently

and set

𝐿[ 𝑡 , 𝑖 ] B
⋃

𝑗∈[ 0 . . 𝑖 ]

𝐿̂[ 𝑡1 , 𝑗 ] ⊕ 𝐿[ 𝑡2 , 𝑖 − 𝑗 ]

Finally, a solution of size exactly 𝑖 exists if and only if, for the root node 𝑟, the table entry 𝐿[ 𝑟, 𝑖 ]

contains the empty string 𝜀 as the bag of the root node is empty.

Claim 4.22. The algorithm is correct.

Proof. The correctness of the algorithm for the leaf nodes, introduce nodes, and forget nodes follows

directly from the above description of the algorithm.

For the join node it remains to show that the language 𝐿̂ is also sparse when 𝐿[ 𝑡 , 𝑖 ] is a sparse language.

For every 𝑥 ∈ 𝐿[ 𝑡 , 𝑖 ], we have that there exists a compatible partial solution 𝑆𝑥 for the graph with portals

(𝐺[𝑉𝑡 ], 𝑋𝑡) with |𝑆𝑥 \𝑈 | = 𝑖. If we now consider the graph with portals 𝐺′ = (𝐺[𝑉𝑡 ] − 𝐸(𝑋𝑡 , 𝑋𝑡), 𝑋𝑡),
then we can observe that 𝑆𝑥 is a compatible partial solution for this graph that witnesses the string 𝑥̂. In

other words, for every 𝑥 ∈ 𝐿̂[ 𝑡 , 𝑖 ], there is a compatible partial solution for 𝐺′
with |𝑆𝑥 \𝑈 | = 𝑖 and thus,

𝐿̂[ 𝑡 , 𝑖 ] is sparse by Lemma 4.3.

It remains to analyze the running time of the algorithm
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Claim 4.23. The running time of the algorithm is m
tw · 𝑛𝒪(1)

.

Proof. Regarding the runtime, it is easy to see that introduce nodes and forget nodes can be computed in

time m
tw · 𝑛𝒪(1)

because this bounds the size of the sparse languages of each tree node, and processing

each string of each language can be done in time polynomial in 𝑛. Furthermore, there are exactly 𝑛 such

languages, which only contributes to the polynomial factor.

For join nodes, we first have to compute 𝐿̂ in time |𝐿| · 𝑛𝒪(1) = m
tw · 𝑛𝒪(1)

since we must only iterate

over 𝐿 once and processing each string is possible in time polynomial in its length. Observe that, when

we combine two sparse languages in the join operation, by our definitions, the resulting language is also

sparse by Lemma 4.3. Therefore, computing the combination of the languages takes time m
tw · 𝑛𝒪(1)

by

Lemma 4.19. Thus, each node can be processed in time m
tw · 𝑛𝒪(1)

.

For the root node and the leaf nodes it is easy to see that they can be processed in constant time

when first initializing each possible table entry with the empty set. As the number of nodes of the tree

decomposition is polynomial in 𝑛, the dynamic programming algorithm runs in time m
tw · 𝑛𝒪(1)

.

This concludes the proof of the algorithmic result for solving (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet from Main Theorem 1.

We conclude this section by introducing a generalization of the classical (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet problem where

we provide a shift-vector for every vertex.

Definition 4.24 ((𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet with Shift-Vectors). Fix two non-empty sets 𝜎 and 𝜌 of non-negative

integers. For a graph 𝐺, and a vector 𝜋 : 𝑉(𝐺) → [ 0 . . |𝑉 | ], a set 𝑆 ⊆ 𝑉(𝐺) is a (𝜎, 𝜌)-𝜋-set for 𝐺, if and only if

(1) for all 𝑣 ∈ 𝑆, we have |𝑁(𝑣) ∩ 𝑆 | + 𝜋(𝑣) ∈ 𝜎, and (2), for all 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉(𝐺) \ 𝑆, we have |𝑁(𝑣) ∩ 𝑆 | + 𝜋(𝑣) ∈ 𝜌.

The problem (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet with Shift-Vectors asks for a given graph 𝐺 and a shift vector 𝜋 whether there is

a (𝜎, 𝜌)-𝜋-set 𝑆 or not.

This covers the classical (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet by setting 𝜋(𝑣) = 0 for all vertices 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉(𝐺).
When taking a closer look at our dynamic program, one can see that there are only two places where

we actually refer to the sets 𝜎 and 𝜌. These two positions are the definitions of the table entries for the

forget nodes in Equations (4) and (5). If we modify these definitions as follows and set

𝐿[ 𝑡 , 0 ] B {𝑥[𝑋𝑡 ] | 𝑥 ∈ 𝐿[ 𝑡′, 0 ] ∧ 𝑥[ 𝑣 ] = 𝜌𝑐 ∧ 𝑐 + 𝜋(𝑣) ∈ 𝜌}

and, for all 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ], we set

𝐿[ 𝑡 , 𝑖 ] B {𝑥[𝑋𝑡 ] | 𝑥 ∈ 𝐿[ 𝑡′, 𝑖 ] ∧ 𝑥[ 𝑣 ] = 𝜌𝑐 ∧ 𝑐 + 𝜋(𝑣) ∈ 𝜌}
∪ {𝑥[𝑋𝑡 ] | 𝑥 ∈ 𝐿[ 𝑡′, 𝑖 − 1 ] ∧ 𝑥[ 𝑣 ] = 𝜎𝑐 ∧ 𝑐 + 𝜋(𝑣) ∈ 𝜎},

then we directly get the following result by using the same proof as for Main Theorem 1.

Theorem 4.25. Let 𝜎, 𝜌 ⊆ Z≥0 be two periodic sets both with period m ≥ 2. Then, in time m
tw · |𝐺 |𝒪(1)

we

can decide simultaneously for all 𝑠 if a given graph 𝐺 and a shift-vector 𝜋 : 𝑉(𝐺) → [ 0 . .m − 1 ], whether there is

a (𝜎, 𝜌)-𝜋-set of size 𝑠 when a tree decomposition of width tw is given with the input.

We immediately get the following corollary for solving Lights Out! in the general setting.

Corollary 4.26. We can find in time 2
tw · |𝐺 |𝒪(1)

an optimal solution for Lights Out! for an arbitrary starting

position assuming the input graph 𝐺 comes with a tree decomposition of width tw.
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5 Lower Bound for the Problem with Relations

As explained earlier, the first step of the lower bound is to show the hardness of (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

which

is the generalization of (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet where we additionally allow relations. See Definition 2.6 for

the formal definition. In a second step, which is presented in Section 6, we then remove the relations.

Concretely, in the following we focus on the proof of Lemma 5.9.

Lemma 5.9. Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 be two periodic sets with the same period m ≥ 2.

Then, for all 𝜀 > 0, there is a constant 𝑑 such that (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

on instances of size 𝑛 and arity at most 𝑑

cannot be solved in time (m − 𝜀)𝑘 · 𝑛𝒪(1)
, where 𝑘 is the width of a path-composition provided with the input, unless

SETH fails.

We establish this lower bound by a reduction from the constraint satisfaction problem 𝑞-CSP-𝐵 to

(𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

. We first explain the high-level idea in the following and then describe the formal

construction of the graph in Section 5.1. We prove the correctness of the construction and analyze the

pathwidth of the graph in Section 5.2, before we finish the proof in Section 5.3.

High-level Idea. The high-level idea behind the construction follows the ideas presented by Curticapean

and Marx in [CM16] which have later been extended to Generalized Matching [MSS21, MSS22] and

(𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet [FMI
+

23c].

In contrast to these known lower bounds, our hardness result is not based on a direct reduction from

SAT, instead we use 𝑞-CSP-𝐵 as a basis. This problem was introduced by Lampis [Lam20] to serve as

a general starting point to rule out algorithms with running times (𝐵 − 𝜀)𝑘 · 𝑛𝒪(1)
for an appropriate

parameter 𝑘.

Definition 2.3 (𝑞-CSP-𝐵 [Lam20]). Fix two numbers 𝑞, 𝐵 ≥ 2. An instance of 𝑞-CSP-𝐵 is a tuple (𝑋, 𝒞)
that consists of a set 𝑋 of 𝑛 variables having the domain 𝐷 = [ 1 . . 𝐵 ] each, and a set 𝒞 of constraints on 𝑋. A

constraint 𝐶 is a pair (scp(𝐶), acc(𝐶)) where scp(𝐶) ∈ 𝑋𝑞
is the scope of 𝐶 and acc(𝐶) ⊆ 𝐷𝑞

is the set of accepted

states.

The task of the problem is to decide whether there exists an assignment 𝜋 : 𝑋 → 𝐷 such that, for all constraints

𝒞 with scp(𝐶) = (𝑣𝜆1
, . . . , 𝑣𝜆𝑞 ) it holds that (𝜋(𝑣𝜆1

), . . . ,𝜋(𝑣𝜆𝑞 )) ∈ acc(𝐶).

By reducing from 𝑞-CSP-𝐵, most technicalities resulting from the change of the basis in the running

time to achieve improved lower bounds are hidden. As an immediate consequence the correspondence

between the vertex states and the variable assignments becomes more transparent.

To prove the required lower bounds, our construction must overcome certain obstacles and must fulfill

certain properties. In the following we name the four most important ones.

(1) The constructed graph must have low pathwidth, that is, ideally the pathwidth of the constructed graph

is the number of variables.

(2) We need to encode the assignments for the variables of the CSP instance by establishing a correspondence

between these values and the states of so-called information vertices of the constructed graph.

(3) The assignment to the variables must be consistent across all constraints, that is, the information

vertices corresponding to different clauses must have the same state.

(4) We need to embed the constraints of the 𝑞-CSP-𝐵 instance by the relations of the (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

instance.

We outline the general concepts to address these points in the following.
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Low Pathwidth. Assume that we are given an instance of 𝑞-CSP-m containing 𝑛 variables and ℓ

constraints. The general structure of the graph of the (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

instance is a 𝑛 × ℓ grid, which

provides reasonably low pathwidth, i.e, pathwidth 𝑛. Concretely, the graph contains 𝑛 rows, one row for

each variable, and ℓ columns, one for each constraint.

Encoding the Assignment. For each row-column pair of the grid, there is an information vertex which we

connect to specific gadgets that we later refer to as managers. The purpose of these information vertices

is to encode the assignment to the variables of the 𝑞-CSP-m instance. More precisely, each information

vertex has a specific state in a (𝜎, 𝜌)-set, depending on the number of selected neighbors and whether it is

selected itself. Since each information vertex can have at least m states when fixing its selection status, we

can directly associate a state of the information vertex to a specific value from 1 to m the variables can

have.

Consistency of the Assignment. For the correctness of the reduction, we need to ensure that the

assignment for the variables is encoded consistently across the construction. By the above idea, each row

of the construction corresponds to one variable of the input instance. Moreover, every such row contains

multiple information vertices which are not directly connected to each other. The construction must

guarantee that each vertex of a certain row receives the same state and thus, the CSP solution induced

by a (𝜎, 𝜌)-set assigns exactly one value to each variable. It turns out that, by using the right type of

additional relations, for each fixed variable, the consistency across the row can be achieved.

Encoding the Constraints. As a last step, we ensure that, for every (𝜎, 𝜌)-set, the respective states of the

information vertices correspond to a satisfying assignment to the CSP instance. This is easily achieved by

introducing a new relation for each constraint of the CSP instance and then adding it to specific vertices

of the construction. Combined with the previous ideas, the constraints of the CSP instance are in direct

correspondence to relations of the (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

instance.

5.1 Construction of the Graph

Since our lower bound construction covers an infinite class of problems, we construct the graph using

several gadgets. This allows us to reuse some intermediate results from [FMI
+

23c] which have been used

to establish the lower bound for (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

when 𝜎 and 𝜌 are finite.

We first focus on the definition of the managers. These gadgets allow us to associate the values of the

variables of the CSP instance with the states of the information vertices.

Definition 5.1 (𝐴-manager [FMI
+

23c, Definition 4.7]). Consider two sets 𝜎 and 𝜌 that are both finite. For a

set 𝐴 ⊆ A, an 𝐴-manager is an infinite family ((𝐺ℓ , 𝑈ℓ ))ℓ≥1 of pairs (𝐺ℓ , 𝑈ℓ ) such that

𝐺ℓ is a graph with relations and

𝑈ℓ = {𝑢1 , . . . , 𝑢ℓ } ⊆ 𝑉(𝐺ℓ ) is a set of ℓ distinguished vertices.

Moreover, there is a non-negative integer 𝑏 (that depends only on max 𝜎 and max 𝜌) such that the following holds

for every ℓ ≥ 1:

The vertices from 𝑉(𝐺ℓ ) \𝑈ℓ can be partitioned into 2ℓ vertex-disjoint subgraphs 𝐵1 , . . . , 𝐵ℓ and 𝐵1 , . . . , 𝐵ℓ
(called blocks), such that

|𝐵𝑖 | ≤ 𝑏 and |𝐵𝑖 | ≤ 𝑏 for all 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . ℓ ],

𝑁(𝑢𝑖) ⊆ 𝐵𝑖 ∪ 𝐵𝑖 for all 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . ℓ ],

there are edges only between the following pairs of blocks: 𝐵𝑖 and 𝐵𝑖+1, 𝐵𝑖 and 𝐵𝑖+1, for each 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . ℓ − 1 ],

and 𝐵ℓ and 𝐵ℓ , and
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for each relation 𝑅 of 𝐺ℓ , there is some 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . ℓ ] such that either scp(𝑅) ⊆ 𝑁[ 𝐵𝑖 ] or scp(𝑅) ⊆ 𝑁[ 𝐵𝑖 ].6

Each 𝑥 ∈ 𝐴ℓ ⊆ Aℓ is managed in the sense that there is a unique (𝜎, 𝜌)-set 𝑆𝑥 of 𝐺ℓ such that for all 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . ℓ ]:
If 𝑥[ 𝑖 ] = 𝜎𝑠 , then 𝑢𝑖 ∈ 𝑆𝑥 . Moreover, 𝑢𝑖 has exactly 𝑠 neighbors in 𝐵𝑖 ∩ 𝑆𝑥 and exactly max 𝜎− 𝑠 neighbors

in 𝐵𝑖 ∩ 𝑆𝑥 .

If 𝑥[ 𝑖 ] = 𝜌𝑟 , then 𝑢𝑖 ∉ 𝑆𝑥 . Moreover, 𝑢𝑖 has exactly 𝑟 neighbors in 𝐵𝑖 ∩ 𝑆𝑥 and exactly max 𝜌− 𝑟 neighbors

in 𝐵𝑖 ∩ 𝑆𝑥 .

We refer to 𝐺ℓ as the 𝐴-manager of rank ℓ .

For certain cases, especially when 𝜎 and 𝜌 are finite, the existence of such managers is already

known [FMI
+

23c].

Lemma 5.2 (Implication of [FMI
+

23c, Lemma 6.1]). For non-empty finite sets 𝜎 and 𝜌, there is an 𝑅-manager

with 𝑅 = {𝜌𝑖 | 𝑖 ∈ [ 0 . . max 𝜌 ]}.

Although these managers require finite sets, we can use them in a black-box fashion for our construction

even when dealing with periodic sets. Hence, we simply use a finite subset of 𝜌 to obtain the managers.

We formalize this by the notion of a cut set, which is a natural restriction of a periodic set to a finite subset

of it. We then extend this to the cut states.

Definition 5.3 (Cut Sets and States). For a periodic set 𝜏 with period m, we set

cut(𝜏) B {min(𝜏),min(𝜏) + m} and Rcut B {𝜌𝑖 | 𝑖 ∈ [ 0 . . max(cut(𝜌)) ]}.

For example, consider the periodic set 𝜏 = {2, 5, 8, . . . } with period three. With the above definition we

get cut(𝜏) = {2, 5}. Clearly, cut(𝜏) is finite for any periodic set 𝜏.

Before we move to the construction of the graph, we introduce the inverse of a number. This definition

is inspired by the definition of an inverse of a state from [FMI
+

23c, Definition 3.10].

Definition 5.4 (Inverse of a Number). Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 be two periodic sets with the same period m ≥ 2.

For every number 𝑛 ∈ Z≥0, the inverse of 𝑛 relative to 𝜌 is defined as inv𝜌(𝑛) B (min 𝜌 − 𝑛) mod m.

We extend this in the natural way to 𝜎 and denote the inverse of 𝑛 relative to 𝜎 by inv𝜎(𝑛).

Observe that for every 𝑛 ∈ [ 0 . .m − 1 ], we have

inv𝜌(inv𝜌(𝑛)) = 𝑛 and 𝑛 + inv𝜌(𝑛) ∈ 𝜌.

Construction of the Graph. Consider a 𝑞-CSP-m instance 𝐼 = (𝑋, 𝒞) with 𝑛 variables 𝑋 = {𝑥1 , . . . , 𝑥𝑛}
and ℓ constraints 𝒞 = {𝐶1 , . . . , 𝐶ℓ }. We construct an equivalent instance 𝐺𝐼 of (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet

Rel
with low

pathwidth.

We first require a suitable manager. For this purpose, we use Lemma 5.2 with the sets cut(𝜎) and

cut(𝜌) to construct an Rcut-manager (as an instance of (cut(𝜎), cut(𝜌))-DomSet
Rel

). Note that Rcut might

contain states that are indistinguishable from other states, and in particular, R ⊆ Rcut.

Since the constructed graph 𝐺𝐼 has a grid-like structure, we often refer to objects by their row and

column. We use the convention that the row is written as a subscript index while the columns are denoted

by superscript indices.

Now we have everything ready to finally define the 𝐺𝐼 as follows:

6 Note that this last condition about the arity is not part of the original definition. However, in order to be able to replace

these relations, we need a guarantee on the arity of these relations. Even though not mentioned explicitly, this condition

is satisfied by all the constructions in [FMI
+

23c].
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For all 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ] and all 𝑗 ∈ [ 1 . . ℓ ], the graph 𝐺𝐼 contains a vertex𝑤
𝑗

𝑖
, which we refer to as information

vertex.

For all 𝑗 ∈ [ 1 . . ℓ ], there is a copy 𝑀 𝑗
of the Rcut-manager of rank 𝑛 with {𝑤 𝑗

𝑖
| 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ]} as the

distinguished vertices.

We denote by 𝐵
𝑗

𝑖
and 𝐵

𝑗

𝑖 the vertices of the corresponding blocks of 𝑀 𝑗
. Moreover, we denote by

𝑁𝐵(𝑤 𝑗

𝑖
) the neighborhood of 𝑤

𝑗

𝑖
in 𝐵

𝑗

𝑖
, and denote by 𝑁

𝐵
(𝑤 𝑗

𝑖
) the neighborhood of 𝑤

𝑗

𝑖
in 𝐵

𝑗

𝑖 .

For all 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ] and all 𝑗 ∈ [ 1 . . ℓ−1 ], we create a consistency relation R𝑗
𝑖
with scope𝐵

𝑗

𝑖∪𝐵
𝑗+1

𝑖
∪{𝑤 𝑗

𝑖
, 𝑤

𝑗+1

𝑖
}

which is defined later.

For all 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ], we create a consistency relation R0

𝑖
with scope 𝐵1

𝑖
∪ {𝑤1

𝑖
} which is defined later.

For all 𝑗 ∈ [ 1 . . ℓ ], we create a constraint relation C𝑗 with scope {𝑤 𝑗

𝑖
| 𝑥𝑖 ∈ scp(𝐶 𝑗)} ∪

⋃
𝑥𝑖∈scp(𝐶 𝑗 ) 𝐵

𝑗

𝑖
which

is defined later.

As a last step of the construction we define the consistency relations R𝑗
𝑖

and the constraint relations C𝑗 .
For this we first introduce some notation.

Given a selection 𝑆 of vertices from 𝐺𝐼 , we define, for all 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ] and all 𝑗 ∈ [ 1 . . ℓ ], two numbers

𝑏
𝑗

𝑖
and 𝑏

𝑗

𝑖 . We denote by 𝑏
𝑗

𝑖
B |𝑆 ∩ 𝑁𝐵(𝑤 𝑗

𝑖
)| the number of selected neighbors of 𝑤

𝑗

𝑖
in the block 𝐵

𝑗

𝑖
, and

denote by 𝑏
𝑗

𝑖 B |𝑆 ∩ 𝑁
𝐵
(𝑤 𝑗

𝑖
)| the number of selected neighbors of 𝑤

𝑗

𝑖
in the block 𝐵

𝑗

𝑖 .

It remains to elaborate on the relations, whose definition we postponed so far. We start with the

consistency relations. Let 𝑆 be a subset of the vertices of 𝐺𝐼 . For all 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ] and 𝑗 ∈ [ 1 . . ℓ − 1 ], we

denote by 𝑆
𝑗

𝑖
= 𝑆 ∩ scp (R𝑗

𝑖
) the selected vertices from the scope of R𝑗

𝑖
. Relation R𝑗

𝑖
accepts the set 𝑆

𝑗

𝑖
if and

only if

𝑤
𝑗

𝑖
and 𝑤

𝑗+1

𝑖
are both unselected,

𝑏
𝑗+1

𝑖
∈ [ 0 . .m − 1 ], and

𝑏
𝑗+1

𝑖
= inv𝜌(𝑏 𝑗𝑖 ).

Similarly, for each 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ], the set 𝑆0

𝑖
= 𝑆 ∩ scp (R0

𝑖
) is accepted by R0

𝑖
if and only if 𝑤1

𝑖
is unselected and

𝑏1

𝑖
∈ [ 0 . .m − 1 ].

Finally, we define the constraint relations that realize the constraints of the 𝑞-CSP-m instance. For each

𝑗 ∈ [ 1 . . ℓ ], denote by scp(𝐶 𝑗) = (𝑥𝜆1
, . . . , 𝑥𝜆𝑞 ) the variables appearing in this constraint. Then, the set

𝑆 ∩ scp (C𝑗) is accepted by C𝑗 if and only if

(𝑏 𝑗𝜆1

+ 1, . . . , 𝑏
𝑗

𝜆𝑞
+ 1) ∈ acc(𝐶 𝑗).

That is, the states of the information vertices corresponding to the variables of the constraint 𝐶 𝑗 must

represent a satisfying assignment of 𝐶 𝑗 . Note that the variables takes values from [ 1 . .m ] while the states

𝑏
𝑗

𝑖
take values from [ 0 . .m − 1 ].

This concludes the construction of the instance 𝐺𝐼 .

5.2 Properties of the Constructed Graph

In the following part we first prove the correctness of the reduction and then provide the formal bound

on the pathwidth.

We show the two directions of the correctness independently.

Lemma 5.5. If 𝐼 is a satisfiable instance of 𝑞-CSP-m, then the (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

instance 𝐺𝐼 has a solution.
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Proof. Recall that 𝐼 = (𝑋, 𝒞) is a 𝑞-CSP-m instance with 𝑛 variables 𝑋 = {𝑥1 , . . . , 𝑥𝑛} and ℓ constraints

𝒞 = {𝐶1 , . . . , 𝐶ℓ }. Consider an assignment 𝜋 : 𝑋 → [ 1 . .m ] that satisfies all constraints of 𝐼.

For each 𝑗 ∈ [ 1 . . ℓ ], we select the vertices of the Rcut-manager 𝑀 𝑗
such that 𝑏

𝑗

𝑖
= 𝜋(𝑥𝑖) − 1 for

all 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ]. We select no other vertices. Such a solution exists by the definition of a manager in

Definition 5.1 as 𝜌𝜋(𝑥𝑖 )−1
∈ Rcut.

Let 𝑆 denote this set of selected vertices. Because of the definition of managers, this set 𝑆 is a solution

for 𝐺𝐼 when considering it as a (cut(𝜎), cut(𝜌))-DomSet instance where we ignore all relations. Since

cut(𝜎) and cut(𝜌) are subsets of 𝜎 and 𝜌, the set 𝑆 is actually a solution for the (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet instance.

Hence, all that remains is to argue that 𝑆 also satisfies all relations of 𝐺𝐼 . Per construction, all

information vertices are unselected. As the proof follows directly for R0

𝑖
where 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ], we consider a

relation R𝑗
𝑖

for an arbitrary 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ] and 𝑗 ∈ [ 1 . . ℓ − 1 ]. We now prove that 𝑏
𝑗+1

𝑖
= inv𝜌(𝑏 𝑗𝑖 ).

It directly follows from the definition of the managers and the choice of 𝑆 (which implies 𝑏
𝑗

𝑖
= 𝑏

𝑗+1

𝑖
)

that 𝑏
𝑗

𝑖 = (min 𝜌 + m) − 𝑏 𝑗
𝑖
= min 𝜌 + m − 𝑏 𝑗+1

𝑖
. We furthermore know that R only contains states where

the number of neighbors is at most m − 1. Since 𝑏
𝑗+1

𝑖
corresponds to a state in R by our choice of 𝑆, we

obtain 𝑏
𝑗+1

𝑖
≤ m − 1 which in turn implies that 𝑏

𝑗+1

𝑖
mod m = 𝑏

𝑗+1

𝑖
. Overall, we have

inv𝜌(𝑏 𝑗𝑖 ) = min 𝜌 − (min 𝜌 + m − 𝑏 𝑗+1

𝑖
) mod m = 𝑏

𝑗+1

𝑖
mod m = 𝑏

𝑗+1

𝑖
.

Finally, we need to confirm that the constraint relations C𝑗 are satisfied for all 𝑗 ∈ [ 1 . . ℓ ]. This directly

follows from our selection of the vertices such that 𝑏
𝑗

𝑖
= enc(𝜋(𝑥𝑖)) − 1 for all 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ] and 𝑗 ∈ [ 1 . . ℓ ].

Hence, all relations accept because 𝜋 is an assignment satisfying all constraints of 𝐼.

As a next step we prove the reverse direction of the correctness.

Lemma 5.6. If the (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

instance 𝐺𝐼 has a solution, then the 𝑞-CSP-m instance 𝐼 is satisfiable.

Proof. Let 𝑆 be a (𝜎, 𝜌)-set for 𝐺𝐼 that also satisfies all relations. We start by proving that

𝑏
𝑗

𝑖
= 𝑏

𝑗+1

𝑖
for all 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ] and 𝑗 ∈ [ 1 . . ℓ − 1 ]. (6)

For this fix an arbitrary pair 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ] and 𝑗 ∈ [ 1 . . ℓ − 1 ]. The relation R𝑗
𝑖

ensures that 𝑏
𝑗+1

𝑖
= inv𝜌(𝑏 𝑗𝑖 ).

Moreover, the relation guarantees that 𝑤
𝑗+1

𝑖
and 𝑤

𝑗

𝑖
are not selected.

The definition of R𝑗
𝑖

implies that 𝑏
𝑗+1

𝑖
= inv𝜌(𝑏 𝑗𝑖 ) = (min 𝜌 − 𝑏 𝑗𝑖 ) mod m and moreover, since 𝑤

𝑗

𝑖
has a

neighbor count in 𝜌, we must also have 𝑏
𝑗

𝑖
+𝑏 𝑗𝑖 ≡m min 𝜌. By rearranging the terms we get 𝑏

𝑗

𝑖 ≡m min 𝜌−𝑏 𝑗
𝑖
,

and when combining with the previous result, it follows that 𝑏
𝑗+1

𝑖
≡m min 𝜌 − (min 𝜌 − 𝑏 𝑗

𝑖
) ≡m 𝑏

𝑗

𝑖
. Since 𝑆

is a solution, for all 𝑘 ∈ [ 0 . . ℓ − 1 ], the relation R𝑘
𝑖

ensures that 𝑏𝑘+1

𝑖
∈ [ 0 . .m − 1 ]. Using 𝑏

𝑗

𝑖
≤ m − 1 and

𝑏
𝑗+1

𝑖
≤ m − 1, we conclude that 𝑏

𝑗

𝑖
= 𝑏

𝑗+1

𝑖
.

We can now define a satisfying assignment for 𝐼. Because all information vertices are unselected, the

states of all information vertices for a single variable are the same. We define the variable assignment

𝜋 : 𝑋 → [ 1 . .m ] by setting 𝜋(𝑥𝑖) B 𝑏1

𝑖
+ 1 for all 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ].

To see that 𝜋 is an assignment satisfying all constraints of 𝐼, consider an arbitrary constraint 𝐶 𝑗 of 𝐼.

The relation C𝑗 then ensures that (𝑏 𝑗𝜆1

, . . . , 𝑏
𝑗

𝜆𝑞
) ∈ acc(𝐶 𝑗), where scp(𝐶 𝑗) = (𝑥𝜆1

, . . . , 𝑥𝜆𝑞 ) are the variables

of the constraint. Hence, the definition of 𝜋 implies that 𝐶 𝑗 is satisfied.

This concludes the proof of the correctness of the reduction. It remains to analyze the size and the

pathwidth such that the lower bound of 𝑞-CSP-m transfers to (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

. However, for this we first

have to formally introduce the notion of pathwidth of a graph with relations.
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Definition 5.7 (Width Measures for Graphs with Relations [FMI
+

23c, Definition 4.4]). Let𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸, 𝒞)
be a graph with relations. Let 𝐺̂ be the graph we obtain from (𝑉, 𝐸) when, for all 𝐶 ∈ 𝒞, we additionally introduce a

complete set of edges on the scope scp(𝐶). The treewidth of a graph with relations 𝐺, is the treewidth of the

graph 𝐺̂. Analogously, we define tree decompositions, path decompositions, and pathwidth of 𝐺 as the corresponding

concepts in the graph 𝐺̂.

Now we can prove that even after this transformation, the pathwidth of the constructed graph is not

too large.

Lemma 5.8. There is a function 𝑓 depending only on 𝜎 and 𝜌 such that 𝐺𝐼 has size at most 𝑛 · ℓ · 𝑓 (𝑞),
pathwidth at most 𝑛 + 𝑓 (𝑞), and arity at most 𝑓 (𝑞).

Proof. We first elaborate on the number of vertices of 𝐺𝐼 . Graph 𝐺𝐼 contains ℓ copies of an Rcut-manager

of rank 𝑛. By Definition 5.1, the size of each block of an Rcut-manager is at most 𝑏, for some constant 𝑏

depending only on cut(𝜎) and cut(𝜌). Since cut(𝜎) and cut(𝜌) only depend on 𝜎 and 𝜌, it is evident that

𝑏 only depends on 𝜎 and 𝜌. Since each manager consists of exactly 2𝑛 blocks as well as 𝑛 information

vertices, we see that 𝐺𝐼 consists of ℓ · (2𝑛 · 𝑏 + 𝑛) vertices. Observe that

ℓ · (2𝑛 · 𝑏 + 𝑛) = 𝑛 · ℓ · 𝑐v

for an appropriately chosen constant 𝑐v only depending on 𝜎 and 𝜌.

For the arity of the relations, we notice that each consistency relations has arity at most 2 · (𝑏 + 1), each

constraint relation has arity at most 𝑞 · (𝑏 + 1), and the arity of each relation stemming from a manager is

in 𝒪(𝑏). Hence, the maximum arity of each relation is bounded by 𝒪(𝑞 · 𝑏).
Recall from Definition 2.5, that the size of a graph with relations is defined as the number of vertices

plus the size of each relation (which might be exponential in the arity). The graph 𝐺𝐼 contains exactly

𝑛 · ℓ consistency relations and ℓ constraint relations plus the relations of the managers each of which has

at most 𝒪(𝑛 · 2
𝑏) relations of arity at most 𝑏.

Combining our knowledge of the number of vertices, with the maximal arity of any relation, and the

number of relations, we can conclude that the size of 𝐺𝐼 is bounded by

𝑛 · ℓ · 𝑐v + 𝑛 · ℓ · 2
𝒪(𝑞·𝑏) = 𝑛 · ℓ · 𝑓1(𝑞, 𝜎, 𝜌),

for an appropriately chosen function 𝑓1(𝑞, 𝜎, 𝜌).
It remains to bound the pathwidth of 𝐺𝐼 . We do this by the standard approach of providing a node

search-strategy (see [CFK
+

15, Section 7.5] for example). From Definition 5.7, we know that the pathwidth

of a graph 𝐺 with relations is defined as the pathwidth of the graph we obtain when making the vertices

in the scope of each relation a clique. Let 𝐺̂𝐼 be the graph obtain from 𝐺𝐼 by this modification (while

keeping all indexed vertices/sets the same).

The graph is cleaned in ℓ + 1 stages, where each stage consists of 𝑛 rounds. Intuitively, each stage is

responsible for cleaning the left side of one column of the construction, and each round for cleaning a

block of the column.

For each round, we list the vertices on which searchers are placed. This makes it clear that one can

go from one stage to the next without recontaminating already cleaned parts and without the use of

additional searchers. For notational convenience, we define

𝑤
𝑗

𝑖
as a dummy vertex that is not part of the graph 𝐺𝐼 whenever 𝑖 ∉ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ] or 𝑗 ∉ [ 1 . . ℓ ],

𝐵
𝑗

𝑖
and 𝐵

𝑗

𝑖 to be the empty set whenever 𝑖 ∉ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ] or 𝑗 ∉ [ 1 . . ℓ ],

scp(C𝑗) to be the empty set when 𝑗 ∉ [ 1 . . ℓ ].
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Let 𝒮 𝑗

𝑖
denote the set of vertices on which searchers are placed in round 𝑖 of stage 𝑗. We define this set

as

𝒮 𝑗

𝑖
= {𝑤 𝑗−1

𝑥 | 𝑖 ≤ 𝑥 ≤ 𝑛} ∪ {𝑤 𝑗
𝑥 | 1 ≤ 𝑥 ≤ 𝑖 + 1}

∪ 𝐵 𝑗−1

𝑖 ∪ 𝐵 𝑗
𝑖
∪ 𝐵 𝑗−1

𝑖+1
∪ 𝐵 𝑗

𝑖+1

∪ 𝐵 𝑗−1

𝑛 ∪ 𝐵 𝑗−1

𝑛

∪ scp (C𝑗).

First observe that every vertex of the graph is contained in some set 𝒮 𝑗

𝑖
. It remains to argue that the graph

does not get recontaminated. Consider the intersection of the vertices from two consecutive rounds of the

same stage, that is,

𝒮 𝑗

𝑖
∩ 𝒮 𝑗

𝑖+1
={𝑤 𝑗−1

𝑥 | 𝑖 + 1 ≤ 𝑥 ≤ 𝑛} ∪ {𝑤 𝑗
𝑥 | 1 ≤ 𝑥 ≤ 𝑖 + 1} ∪ 𝐵 𝑗−1

𝑖+1
∪ 𝐵 𝑗

𝑖+1
∪ 𝐵 𝑗−1

𝑛 ∪ 𝐵 𝑗−1

𝑛 ∪ scp (C𝑗).

As these vertices form a separator of the graph, the cleaned part of the graph does not get recontaminated.

When moving from one stage to the next one, we can use the same technique by observing that

𝒮 𝑗
𝑛 ∩ 𝒮 𝑗+1

1
= {𝑤 𝑗

𝑥 | 1 ≤ 𝑥 ≤ 𝑛} ∪ 𝐵 𝑗𝑛
separates the graph. We conclude that the node search number of 𝐺̂𝐼 is at most

max

𝑖∈[ 1 . . 𝑛 ],
𝑗∈[ 1 . . ℓ+1 ]

���𝒮 𝑗

𝑖

��� = 𝑛 + 2 + 6𝑏 + 𝑞 · (𝑏 + 1),

which means that the pathwidth of 𝐺̂𝐼 and thus, of 𝐺𝐼 is at most

𝑛 + 𝑓2(𝑞, 𝜎, 𝜌),

for an appropriately chosen function 𝑓2(𝑞, 𝜎, 𝜌). This concludes the proof by choosing the function 𝑓 from

the statement as the maximum of 𝑓1 and 𝑓2.

5.3 Combining the Results

As a last ingredient to our proof of Lemma 5.9, we need the SETH-based lower bound for 𝑞-CSP-m from

Theorem 2.4.

Theorem 2.4 ([Lam20, Theorem 2]). For any 𝐵 ≥ 2, 𝜀 > 0 we have the following: assuming SETH, there is a

𝑞 such that 𝑛-variable 𝑞-CSP-𝐵 with ℓ constraints cannot be solved in time (𝐵 − 𝜀)𝑛 · (𝑛 + ℓ )𝒪(1)
.

Finally, we are ready to conclude the proof of the lower bound for (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

from Lemma 5.9.

Lemma 5.9. Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 be two periodic sets with the same period m ≥ 2.

Then, for all 𝜀 > 0, there is a constant 𝑑 such that (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

on instances of size 𝑛 and arity at most 𝑑

cannot be solved in time (m − 𝜀)𝑘 · 𝑛𝒪(1)
, where 𝑘 is the width of a path-composition provided with the input, unless

SETH fails.

Proof. We assume for contradiction’s sake, that, for some 𝜀 > 0, there exists an algorithm that can solve

(𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

in time (m − 𝜀)pw · |𝐺 |𝒪(1)
when the input contains a graph 𝐺 and a path decomposition

of 𝐺 of width pw.

Let 𝑞 be the arity from Theorem 2.4 such that there is no algorithm that can solve 𝑞-CSP-m in time

(m − 𝜀)𝑛 · (𝑛 + ℓ )𝒪(1)
for an instance with 𝑛 variables and ℓ constraints.
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Given an arbitrary 𝑞-CSP-m instance 𝐼 as input, let 𝐺𝐼 denote the corresponding (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

instance from Section 5.1 together with its provided path decomposition. Then, we run the hypothetical

algorithm for (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

on this instance and return the output as the output of the 𝑞-CSP-m

instance.

Since, by Lemmas 5.5 and 5.6, the instance 𝐺𝐼 has a solution if and only if 𝐼 is satisfiable, this algorithm

correctly decides if the 𝑞-CSP-m instance 𝐼 is satisfiable.

It remains to analyze the running time of the algorithm. The construction of 𝐺𝐼 (which bounds the

size) takes time polynomial in the size of 𝐼 (and thus, also in 𝐺𝐼). By Lemma 5.8, the width of the given

path decomposition is 𝑛 + 𝑓 (𝑞). Hence, the final algorithm runs in time

(m − 𝜀)𝑛+ 𝑓 (𝑞) · (𝑛 + ℓ )𝒪(1) = (m − 𝜀)𝑛 · (𝑛 + ℓ )𝒪(1)

since 𝑞 is a constant that only depends on 𝜎 and 𝜌, which are fixed sets and thus, not part of the input.

Therefore, this directly contradicts SETH by Theorem 2.4 and concludes the proof.

6 Realizing Relations

Section 5 covers the proof of the conditional lower bound for (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

based on a reduction from

𝑞-CSP-m, see Lemma 5.9 for the precise statement. From a higher level perspective, this reduction just

considers how the values for the variables are chosen and encodes this choice by a graph problem; the

constraints are hardly changed. More concretely, the constraints of the CSP instance are not (yet) encoded

by graph gadgets, but the reduction just transformed them into relations of the resulting (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

instance. Therefore, our next step is to remove these relations or rather replace them by appropriate

gadgets. Recall that the reduction from Lemma 5.9 also introduces relations that do not correspond to

constraints of the CSP instance due to technical reasons. In the following we design a reduction which

replaces all relations that appear in the given (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

instance by suitable gadgets.

Formally, this section is dedicated entirely to the proof of Lemma 6.8.

Lemma 6.8. Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 be two difficult periodic sets with the same period m. For all constants 𝑑, there is a

polynomial-time reduction from (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

on instances with arity 𝑑 given with a path decomposition of

width pw to (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet on instances given with a path decomposition of width pw + 𝒪(2𝑑).
Similar to the known lower bound for general classes of problems (especially the bound for (𝜎, 𝜌)-Dom-

Set when 𝜎 and 𝜌 are finite or simple cofinite from [FMI
+

23c, Section 8] but also the constructions in

[CM16, MSS21, MSS22]), we divide the reduction into smaller steps. As a first step, we replace the general

relations, which might be very complex, by relations that are simple and easy to define. We mainly base

our construction on the existence of HW=1 relations and variants there of which we formally introduce as

follows.

Definition 6.1 (Relations). Consider an integer 𝑘 ≥ 1 and an arbitrary non-empty set 𝜏 of non-negative

integers. We define HW(𝑘)∈𝜏 as the relation of arity 𝑘 that only accepts exactly 𝑡 selected vertices in the scope if and only

if 𝑡 ∈ 𝜏. Otherwise, the relation does not accept.

To simplify notation, we write HW(𝑘)
=1

for the HW(𝑘)∈{1}. Moreover, we denote by HW∈𝜏 (or similarly for the other

relations) to the set of the relations HW(𝑘)∈𝜏 for every arity 𝑡.

As a first step, we make use of [FMI
+

23c, Corollary 8.8] to replace the arbitrary relations by gadgets

using only HW=1 as relations. A close examination of the proofs in [FMI
+

23c, Section 8.1] yields that

the results indeed holds for arbitrary, non-empty sets. We denote by (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
HW=1

the variant of

(𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

where all relations are HW=1 relations.
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Lemma 6.2 ([FMI
+

23c, Corollary 8.8]). Let 𝜎, 𝜌 denote non-empty sets with 𝜌 ≠ {0}. For all constants 𝑑,

there is a parsimonious reduction from (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

on instances of arity at most 𝑑 and pathwidth 𝑝 to

(𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
HW=1

on instances of arity at most 2
𝑑 + 1 and pathwidth 𝑝 + 𝒪(1).

With the reduction from Lemma 6.2, it remains to design gadgets realizing HW=1 relations. Intuitively

a gadget 𝐹 realizes some relation 𝑅 if removing the relation 𝑅 and inserting the gadget 𝐹 does not introduce

any new solutions but also does not remove solutions when projecting onto the remaining graph. We

formalize this intuition in the following definition.

Definition 6.3 (Realization of A Relation [FMI
+

23c, Definition 8.2]). For a set of vertices 𝑆 with 𝑑 = |𝑆 |,
let 𝑅 ⊆ 2

𝑆
denote a 𝑑-ary relation. For an element 𝑟 ∈ 𝑅, we write 𝑥𝑟 for the length-𝑑 string that is 𝜎0 at every

position 𝑣 ∈ 𝑟, and 𝜌0 at the remaining positions, i.e.,

𝑥𝑟[ 𝑣 ] B

{
𝜎0 if 𝑣 ∈ 𝑟,
𝜌0 otherwise.

We set 𝐿𝑅 B {𝑥𝑟 | 𝑟 ∈ 𝑅}. A graph with portals (𝐻,𝑈) realizes 𝑅 if it realizes 𝐿𝑟 . We say that 𝑅 is realizable if

there is a graph with portals that realizes 𝑅.

Unfortunately, the gadget constructions for the lower bound when the sets 𝜎 and 𝜌 are finite [FMI
+

23c],

do not apply in our setting. A main reason is that the gadgets for realizing HW=1 are heavily tailored to the

set 𝜎 and 𝜌 and thus, do usually rely on the fact that the sets are finite or cofinite. In particular, we need

to create new gadgets that can realize HW=1 relations from scratch.

For constructing the HW=1 gadgets, a significant obstacle is that in our setting the sets 𝜎 and 𝜌 do not

necessarily have a largest element which can be exploited in the construction. Moreover, directly creating

gadgets that realize the HW=1 relation for large arity seems to be difficult; for a single vertex, having one

selected neighbor is essentially the same as having m + 1 selected neighbors. Instead, we first realize the

HW∈𝜌−min 𝜌+1 relation7 which enforces that at least one vertex is selected while not giving too many other

guarantees.

We prove Lemma 6.11 in Section 6.1.

Lemma 6.11. Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 be two difficult periodic sets with the same period m. Then, the relation HW∈𝜌−min 𝜌+1

can be realized.

This gadget can directly be used to instantiate HW=1 for arity one, two, or three as stated by Corollary 6.4.

Corollary 6.4. Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 be two difficult periodic sets with the same period m. Then, the relation HW(𝑘)
=1

can be

realized for 𝑘 ∈ [ 1 . . 3 ].

Proof. We know that 1 ∈ 𝜌 − min 𝜌 + 1. Since 𝜎 and 𝜌 are difficult, we furthermore have m ≥ 3, which

in turn implies that 0, 2, 3, ∉ 𝜌 − min 𝜌 + 1. Thus, the realization from Lemma 6.11 already provides a

realization of HW(𝑘)
=1

for 𝑘 ∈ [ 1 . . 3 ].

7 For a set 𝑆 ⊆ Z≥0 and an integer 𝑘 ∈ Z≥0, we write 𝑆 − 𝑘 for the set {𝑠 − 𝑘 | 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆}.
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𝑈
𝑢1
𝑢2

⋮
𝑢𝑘−1

𝑢𝑘
𝑢𝑘+1

HW(2)
=1

HW(𝑘)
=1

HW(3)
=1

P{𝜎𝑠, 𝜌𝑟}
𝑣1

P{𝜎𝑠, 𝜌𝑟}
𝑣2

Figure 3 The gadget constructions from Lemma 6.6.

Finalizing the Proof. With the gadgets from Corollary 6.4, we can now realize HW=1 relations in the

general setting. Before diving into the details of this construction, we introduce a useful gadget provided

by Focke et al. [FMI
+

23c].

Lemma 6.5 ([FMI
+

23c, Lemma 5.2]). Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 be two arbitrary non-empty sets. For any 𝑠 ∈ 𝜎 and 𝑟 ∈ 𝜌,

there is a {𝜎𝑠 , 𝜌𝑟}-provider.

The provider of Lemma 6.5 is extremely useful because it allows us to introduce a vertex to a graph

that can be both selected and unselected in feasible solutions, as long as this vertex receives no additional

selected neighbors.

Next, we show how to realize HW=1 with an arbitrary arity, given gadgets realizing HW=1 of arity one,

two, and three.

Lemma 6.6. Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 denote sets such that HW(1)
=1

, HW(2)
=1

, and HW(3)
=1

can be realized. Then, for all 𝑘 ≥ 1, the

relation HW(𝑘)
=1

can be realized by a gadget of size 𝒪(𝑘).

Proof. We use the same ideas as in the proof of [MSS21, Lemma 4.4], which uses a simple approach of

obtaining a higher degree relation by combining HW(2)
=1

and HW(3)
=1

relations in a path-like manner.

Concretely, we proceed by strong induction. The base cases, 1 ≤ 𝑘 ≤ 3 hold by assumption.

For the induction step (𝑘 ≥ 4), we assume that we can realize the relation for all arities from 1 to 𝑘,

and show that we can realize the relation for arity 𝑘 + 1. We first describe the gadget construction; then

we argue about its properties. Also consult Figure 3 for a visualization of the construction.

Denote by 𝑢1 , . . . , 𝑢𝑘+1 the vertices of the relation scope. First, we set 𝑠 = min 𝜎 ∈ 𝜎 and 𝑟 = min 𝜌 ∈ 𝜌,

and we add to the graph two independent copies of the gadget from Lemma 6.5 for 𝑠 and 𝑟; call the portal

vertices of said gadgets 𝑣1 and 𝑣2, respectively. Next, we add the relation HW(𝑘)
=1

with scope 𝑢1 , . . . , 𝑢𝑘−1 , 𝑣1

to the graph. Then, we add the relation HW(2)
=1

with scope 𝑣1 , 𝑣2 to the graph. After that, we add the relation

HW(3)
=1

with scope 𝑣2 , 𝑢𝑘 , 𝑢𝑘+1 to the graph. Finally, we replace all relations with the respective realization

gadgets, which exist by assumption. For the rest of this proof, call the resulting graph 𝐺.

Claim 6.7. The graph 𝐺 realizes the HW(𝑘+1)
=1

relation.
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Proof. First, assume that no vertex of the relation scope is selected. In this case, both 𝑣1, and 𝑣2 must be

selected, which is not possible due to the HW(2)
=1

relation.

Next, it is not possible that two vertices of 𝑢1 , . . . , 𝑢𝑘−1 or two vertices of 𝑢𝑘 , 𝑢𝑘+1 are selected, due to

the HW(𝑘)
=1

and HW(3)
=1

relations. If one vertex of 𝑢1 , . . . , 𝑢𝑘−1 and one vertex of 𝑢𝑘 and 𝑢𝑘+1 are selected, then

both 𝑣1, and 𝑣2 cannot be selected, which is once again impossible in any solution.

Finally, if one vertex of 𝑢1 , . . . , 𝑢𝑘+1 is selected, then exactly one of 𝑣1 and 𝑣2 must be selected, and all

relations are fulfilled. Moreover, the vertices 𝑣1 and 𝑣2 can always receive a feasible number of neighbors,

regardless of their selection status.

To conclude the proof, we analyze the size of the gadget. The gadgets for arities 1, 2 and 3, and the

gadgets from Lemma 6.5 have constant size each. Hence, the size of the gadget grows only by a constant

amount as we go from one arity to the next, proving that the size of the gadget for arity 𝑘 is linear in

𝑘.

With Corollary 6.4 and Lemma 6.6 at hand, we can now finally prove the main result of this section,

that is, prove Lemma 6.8 which we restate here for convenience.

Lemma 6.8. Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 be two difficult periodic sets with the same period m. For all constants 𝑑, there is a

polynomial-time reduction from (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

on instances with arity 𝑑 given with a path decomposition of

width pw to (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet on instances given with a path decomposition of width pw + 𝒪(2𝑑).

Proof. Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 denote sets as in the statement of the lemma. Further, let 𝐼1 denote an instance of

(𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
Rel

, let pw denote the pathwidth of the graph corresponding to 𝐼1, and let 𝑑 denote the arity

of the graph corresponding to 𝐼1.

First, we apply Lemma 6.2 to obtain an equivalent instance 𝐼2 of (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet
HW=1

with pathwidth

pw + 𝒪(1) and arity 2
𝑑 + 1. By Corollary 6.4 and Lemma 6.6, we can replace all remaining relations of the

graph with their realizations. To do this, observe that any remaining relation is a HW=1 relation. To replace

such a relation with a graph, we add the graph that realizes this relation, and unify its portal vertices

with the vertices of the relation. Write 𝐼3 to denote the resulting instance of (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet.

Claim 6.9. The instances 𝐼2 and 𝐼3 are equivalent.

Proof. First, assume that 𝐼2 is a yes-instance. Then, selecting the same vertices that are selected in 𝐼2,

and extending this solution to the newly added graphs results in a solution for instance 𝐼3. Because all

relations of 𝐼2 are fulfilled, such an extension is indeed possible by Definition 6.3.

Now, assume that 𝐼3 is a yes-instance. Since no solution can select neighbors of vertices of 𝐼3 that

were not yet present in 𝐼2, restricting the solution of 𝐼3 to graph 𝐼2 ensures that all vertices of 𝐼2 receive a

feasible number of neighbors. Moreover, the gadgets that were added to replace the relations ensure that

exactly one vertex of each relation of 𝐼2 must be selected in any solution, hence, this solution also fulfills

all relations.

Claim 6.10. The instance 𝐼3 has a pathwidth of pw + 𝒪(2𝑑).

Proof. Recall from Definition 5.7 that the pathwidth of 𝐼2 is defined as the pathwidth of the graph

obtained by forming a clique out of all vertices in the relation scope for each relation. Let 𝐼2 denote

the graph that is obtained from 𝐼2 by applying the aforementioned transformation. Consider a path

decomposition of 𝐼2. For any relation, there exists a bag of the decomposition in which all vertices of

the relation are present. We can duplicate this bag and reconnect the bags in the natural way. Then, we
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𝑈 ⋯

𝑣

𝐾(1)
min𝜎+1

𝑢(1)

𝐾(2)
min𝜎+1

𝑢(2)

(a) The case min 𝜌 ≥ 2 illustrated for min 𝜎 =

1,min 𝜌 = 3.

𝑈 ⋯

𝑣 𝑧

𝑝1

𝐾(1)
min𝜎+1

𝑢1

𝑤1

(b) The case min 𝜌 = 1,min 𝜎 ≥ 2 illustrated for

min 𝜎 = 2,min 𝜌 = 1 and 𝑟 = 1.

𝑈 ⋯

𝑣 𝑝

𝑞𝑢1

𝑤𝑣1

(c) The case min 𝜌 = min 𝜎 = 1 illustrated for

𝑟 = 1, 𝑠 = 1.

𝑈 ⋯

𝑣

ℓ
𝑐

(d) The case min 𝜌 = 1,min 𝜎 = 0.

Figure 4 The gadget constructions from Lemma 6.11. In each sketched construction we mark vertices corresponding

to a feasible solution within the gadget. From the relation scope 𝑈 , we select an arbitrary vertex.

simply add all vertices of the gadget that realizes the relation to the duplicated bag. It is easy to see that

one can obtain a path decomposition of 𝐼3 by performing this operation for each relation such that we

never add the vertices of two realization gadgets to the same bag. The width of this decomposition is the

width of the decomposition of 𝐼2 plus the size of the largest gadget that was added to the graph. Using

Lemma 6.6, we observe that this results in a decomposition of width pw + 𝒪(2𝑑), as desired.

Combining Claims 6.9 and 6.10, we obtain the claimed result.

6.1 Realizing HW∈𝜌−min 𝜌+1

In this section, we construct gadgets that realize HW∈𝜌−min 𝜌+1. Formally, we prove Lemma 6.11, which we

restate here for convenience.

Lemma 6.11. Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 be two difficult periodic sets with the same period m. Then, the relation HW∈𝜌−min 𝜌+1

can be realized.

Proof. We consider different cases, depending on 𝜎 and 𝜌. Note that 𝜎, 𝜌 being difficult implies that

m ≥ 3 and min 𝜌 ≥ 1.

If min 𝜌 ≥ 2, then we use Claim 6.12.

If min 𝜌 = 1 and min 𝜎 ≥ 2, then we use Claim 6.13.

If min 𝜌 = 1, min 𝜎 = 1, then we use Claim 6.14.

If min 𝜌 = 1, min 𝜎 = 0, then we use Claim 6.15.

Consult Figure 4 for a visualization of the gadgets used in the different cases of the proof.

In the following, we describe the gadgets in the strongest-possible way, that is, we describe the minimal

requirements for the gadgets to work.

We start with the first case where min 𝜌 ≥ 2. Clearly, m ≥ 3 implies that min 𝜎 + 1 ∉ 𝜎.
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Claim 6.12. Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 be arbitrary non-empty sets such that min 𝜌 ≥ 2 and min 𝜎 + 1 ∉ 𝜎. Then,

HW∈𝜌−min 𝜌+1 is realizable.

Proof. For all 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . min 𝜌 − 1 ], we create a clique 𝐾
(𝑖)
min 𝜎+1

on min 𝜎 + 1 vertices. We create a vertex 𝑣

that is made adjacent to all vertices in the scope of the relation. Finally, we select a vertex 𝑢(𝑖) from the

clique 𝐾
(𝑖)
min 𝜎+1

, and make 𝑣 adjacent to 𝑢(𝑖) for all 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . min 𝜌 − 1 ].

The correctness relies on the fact that all vertices of each clique must be selected in a solution. To see

this, fix some 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . min 𝜌 − 1 ] and consider the clique 𝐾
(𝑖)
min 𝜎+1

.

If min 𝜎 + 1 = 1, then the clique consists of a single vertex 𝑢(𝑖) that must be selected since 𝑢(𝑖) only has

a single neighbor, and if the vertex would be unselected, it would need at least two neighbors because of

min 𝜌 ≥ 2.

If min 𝜎 + 1 = 2, then the clique consists of two vertices connected by an edge. Let 𝑤 be the vertex

of the clique that is not 𝑢(𝑖). Since 𝑤 has only a single neighbor, vertex 𝑤 must be selected. But, since

min 𝜎 = 1, this means that also 𝑢(𝑖), the only neighbor of 𝑤, must be selected.

If min 𝜎 + 1 ≥ 3, assume that some vertex 𝑣(𝑖) of the clique that is not 𝑢(𝑖) is not selected in a solution.

Then, 𝑣(𝑖) must have two selected neighbors in the clique. At least one of them, denote it by 𝑤(𝑖)
, must be

different from 𝑢(𝑖), Hence, 𝑤(𝑖)
is selected and requires min 𝜎 selected neighbors, which implies that all

vertices of the clique must be selected, contradicting that 𝑣(𝑖) is not selected.

By the previous argument vertex 𝑣 is adjacent to a vertex 𝑢(𝑖) such that 𝑢(𝑖) has exactly min 𝜎 selected

neighbors in the clique. Since min 𝜎 + 1 ∉ 𝜎, vertex 𝑣 cannot be selected. Furthermore, 𝑣 is adjacent to

min 𝜌 − 1 vertices that are selected, and we know that min 𝜌 − 1 ∉ 𝜌. Thus, at least one vertex in the scope

of the relation must be selected, so that 𝑣 can have enough neighbors. Moreover, exactly 𝑟 vertices from

the scope must be selected where 𝑟 + min 𝜌 − 1 ∈ 𝜌.

For all the remaining cases we assume that min 𝜌 = 1. We proceed with the case where min 𝜎 ≥ 2.

Claim 6.13. Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 be arbitrary non-empty sets such that min 𝜌 = 1, there exists an 𝑟 ∈ 𝜌 with 𝑟 + 1 ∉ 𝜌,

min 𝜎 ≥ 2, and min 𝜎 + 1 ∉ 𝜎. Then, HW∈𝜌 is realizable.

Observe that in our case choosing 𝑟 = min 𝜌 is possible.

Proof. The gadget contains the 𝑟 + 2 vertices 𝑣, 𝑧, 𝑝1 , . . . , 𝑝𝑟 and 𝑟 cliques 𝐾
(𝑖)
min 𝜎+1

on min 𝜎 + 1 vertices

each where 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑟 ], and 𝑢𝑖 and 𝑤𝑖 denote two distinct vertices of the clique 𝐾
(𝑖)
min 𝜎+1

. We make 𝑣

adjacent to all vertices of the scope and to 𝑧. Vertex 𝑧 is adjacent to all 𝑢𝑖 and vertex 𝑤𝑖 is adjacent to 𝑝𝑖 for

all 𝑖.

In any solution, all vertices of each clique 𝐾
(𝑖)
min 𝜎+1

must be selected due to vertex 𝑝𝑖 : Vertex 𝑝𝑖 has

only a single neighbor and hence, cannot be selected as min 𝜎 ≥ 2. Moreover, since min 𝜌 = 1, the unique

neighbor 𝑤𝑖 of 𝑝𝑖 must also be selected. The selected vertex 𝑤𝑖 then needs min 𝜎 selected neighbors, and

so the whole clique must be selected. Then, vertex 𝑢𝑖 has min 𝜎 selected neighbors, which implies that its

only other neighbor 𝑧 cannot be selected. Since the unselected vertex 𝑧 already has 𝑟 selected neighbors

𝑢𝑖 , vertex 𝑣 cannot be selected as 𝑟 + 1 ∉ 𝜌. However, as 𝑣 is unselected and has no selected neighbors, it

requires to have 𝑡 selected neighbors for some 𝑡 ∈ 𝜌 which have to stem from the scope of the relation.

Next we change the requirement for min 𝜎 by assuming min 𝜎 = 1.

Claim 6.14. Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 be arbitrary non-empty sets such that min 𝜌 = 1, there exists an 𝑟 ∈ 𝜌 with 𝑟 + 1 ∉ 𝜌,

min 𝜎 = 1, min 𝜎 + 1 ∉ 𝜎, and there is an 𝑠 ∈ 𝜎 with 𝑠 + 1, 𝑠 + 2 ∉ 𝜎. Then HW∈𝜌 is realizable.
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Observe that this covers our case by setting 𝑟 = 1 and 𝑠 = 1 as m ≥ 3.

Proof. Assume we can construct a gadget 𝐹 where a distinguished vertex 𝑝 is forced to be not selected,

and the only possible solution also provides exactly one selected neighbor for this vertex 𝑝. Then we can

realize the relation as follows. Create 𝑟 copies of 𝐹 which we denote by 𝐹1 , . . . , 𝐹𝑟 where we identify all

vertices 𝑝1 , . . . , 𝑝𝑟 with a new vertex 𝑝 We additionally add a vertex 𝑣 and make 𝑣 adjacent to all vertices

in the scope of the relation and 𝑝.

By the properties of the gadget 𝐹, the vertex 𝑝 is not selected and has one neighbor in each copy 𝐹𝑖 .

Hence, vertex 𝑣 cannot be selected as 𝑟 + 1 ∉ 𝜌. Therefore, the number of vertices that are selected from

the scope must be 𝑡 for some 𝑡 ∈ 𝜌.

It remains to construct the gadget we assumed to exist above. For this we introduce 2𝑠 + 3 vertices

𝑝, 𝑞, 𝑤 and 𝑢1 , 𝑣1 , . . . , 𝑢𝑠 , 𝑣𝑠 where 𝑝, 𝑞, 𝑤 are connected to a path and 𝑞, 𝑢𝑖 , 𝑣𝑖 are also connected to form

a path.

Since min 𝜌 = min 𝜎 = 1, all vertices 𝑢𝑖 must be selected because of the requirement of each 𝑣𝑖 .

Moreover, because the only neighbor of 𝑤 is 𝑞, vertex 𝑞 must be selected as well. Hence, as min 𝜎 + 1 ∉ 𝜎
and 𝑞 is selected, each vertex 𝑢𝑖 forces 𝑣𝑖 to not be selected. With this selection vertex 𝑞 has 𝑠 neighbors.

Since 𝑠 + 1, 𝑠 + 2 ∉ 𝜎, it is not possible to select any of the vertices 𝑤 and 𝑝 which have one selected

neighbor each.

This concludes the construction of the auxiliary gadget 𝐹 with 𝑝 as the distinguished vertex.

For the remaining case we now assume that min 𝜎 = 0.

Claim 6.15. Let 𝜎 and 𝜌 be arbitrary non-empty sets such that min 𝜌 = 1, and 2, 3 ∉ 𝜌, min 𝜎 = 0, and

min 𝜎 + 1 ∉ 𝜎. Then HW∈𝜌 is realizable.

Observe that our case is covered since m ≥ 3, min 𝜌 = 1 and min 𝜎 = 0 implies all required conditions.

Proof. We start by creating a star graph 𝑆3 with 3 leaves. Let 𝑐 be the center of the star. Add a vertex 𝑣 to

the graph, and make 𝑣 adjacent to one leaf of 𝑆3, and to all vertices in the scope of the relation.

We first argue that in any solution, vertex 𝑐 must be selected, and furthermore, all of its neighbors

cannot be selected. Towards a contradiction, assume that 𝑐 is not selected. Then, there are two leaves of 𝑐

that must be selected to become happy. However, for 𝑐, two out of three of its neighbors are now selected,

and 2 ∉ 𝜌, 3 ∉ 𝜌. Thus, 𝑐 must be selected in any solution. The leaves of 𝑐 that have no other neighbors

cannot be selected now, as they have selected neighbor 𝑐 and 1 ∉ 𝜎.

Consider the leaf ℓ of 𝑆3 that is a neighbor of 𝑣. This leaf has two neighbors, one of which is selected.

As 𝑐 is selected and 1 ∉ 𝜎, vertex ℓ cannot be selected. Furthermore, 𝑣 cannot be selected either, because

selecting 𝑣 would give ℓ two selected neighbors and 2 ∉ 𝜌. Thus, 𝑣 is not selected and requires at least

one more selected vertex from the scope of the relation.

Finally, we can make all vertices of the gadget happy if 𝑟 ∈ 𝜌 vertices of the relation scope are selected.

In that case, 𝑐 is the only gadget vertex that must be selected. The leaves of 𝑐 are happy, because they have

a single selected neighbor and are unselected. Furthermore, vertex 𝑣 is happy, because it has 𝑟 selected

neighbors in the scope of the relation.

This finishes the proof of Lemma 6.11 by combining Claims 6.12 to 6.15.
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7 Turn the Lights Off!

As already mentioned in the introduction the decision version of Lights Out! is solvable in polynomial-time

by Gaussian elimination on the corresponding set of linear equations [Sut89, AF98]. However, as the

minimization version of the problem is NP-complete when 𝜌 = {𝑥 ∈ Z≥0 | 𝑥 ≡2 1} [Sut88, CKG01,

HKT00b], it is open whether our algorithm from Main Theorem 1 is optimal or not. In this section we

answer this question in the positive by formally proving Main Theorem 3.

Main Theorem 3. Unless SETH fails, for all 𝜀 > 0, there is no algorithm for each of the problems Reflexive-

AllOff and AllOff deciding in time (2 − 𝜀)pw · |𝐺 |𝒪(1)
whether there exists a solution of size at most 𝑘 for a graph

𝐺 that is given with a path decomposition of width pw.

Recall that we denote by Reflexive-AllOff the minimization version of (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet where 𝜎 = {𝑥 ∈
Z≥0 | 𝑥 ≡2 0} and 𝜌 = {𝑥 ∈ Z≥0 | 𝑥 ≡2 1}, and by AllOff the variant where 𝜎 = 𝜌 = {𝑥 ∈ Z≥0 | 𝑥 ≡2 1}.

We use the NP-hardness result by Sutner in [Sut88, Theorem 3.2] as a basis and strengthen our results

by directly proving the bounds for the larger parameter pathwidth. We consider AllOff in Section 7.2 and

Reflexive-AllOff in Section 7.1. The proof of Main Theorem 3 then directly follows from the combination

of the main results of the aforementioned sections.

7.1 Lower Bound for Reflexive-AllOff

In the following we prove the lower bound for Reflexive-AllOff by a reduction from 𝑘-SAT to an

equivalent instance of Reflexive-AllOff with small pathwidth.

Theorem 7.1. For all 𝜀 > 0, there is no algorithm deciding in time (2 − 𝜀)pw · 𝑛𝒪(1)
whether there exists a

solution of size at most 𝑘 for a given Reflexive-AllOff instance even if we are given a path decomposition of width

pw, unless SETH fails.

Proof. We prove the lower bound by a reduction from CNF-SAT. Fix some 𝜀 > 0 for this and let 𝑘 be the

smallest integer such that 𝑘-SAT does not have a (2 − 𝜀)𝑛 · (𝑛 +𝑚)𝒪(1)
algorithm where 𝑛 is the number of

variables and 𝑚 the number of clauses.

Consider an arbitrary 𝑘-SAT formula 𝜑 with 𝑛 variables 𝑥1 , . . . , 𝑥𝑛 and𝑚 clauses 𝐶1 , . . . , 𝐶𝑚 as input.8

In the following we construct a graph 𝐺𝜑 as an instance of Reflexive-AllOff. The graph is build based on

variable gadgets, clause gadgets, and a single negation gadget.

We first construct the gadgets and then describe how they are connected. For every variable 𝑥𝑖 where

𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ], the variable gadget 𝑉𝑖 consists of the two vertices 𝑣𝑖 and 𝑣 𝑖 that are connected by an edge.

For every clause 𝐶 𝑗 = 𝜆
𝑗

1
∨ · · · ∨ 𝜆

𝑗

𝑘
where 𝑗 ∈ [ 1 . .𝑚 ], the clause gadget 𝐷 𝑗

contains the following

vertices and edges. There are 𝑘 literal vertices 𝑡
𝑗

1
, . . . , 𝑡

𝑗

𝑘
where each vertex corresponds to one literal of the

clause. Moreover, the gadget 𝐷 𝑗
contains so-called subset vertices 𝑠

𝑗

𝐿
for all 𝐿 ⊊ [ 1 . . 𝑘 ], that is, for every

proper subset of the literals of the clause, there exists a vertex labeled with this subset (and the gadget

index). For each subset 𝐿 ⊊ [ 1 . . 𝑘 ], the subset vertex 𝑠
𝑗

𝐿
is connected to the literal vertex 𝑡

𝑗

ℓ
if and only if

ℓ ∈ 𝐿. Moreover, all subset vertices together form a clique on 2
𝑘 − 1 vertices.

The negation gadget consists of three vertices 𝑞0, 𝑞1, and 𝑞2 that are connected to a path on three

vertices with 𝑞1 in the middle.

8 We assume that every clause contains exactly 𝑘 literals. This restriction is not of technical nature as the constructions

works for the general case but rather to keep notation simple and clean.
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Negation
gadget

𝑞0 𝑞2

𝑞1

𝐾7

𝑡1 𝑡2 𝑡3

𝑠{2}

𝑠{1,3}𝑠{1,2}𝑠{1} 𝑠{2,3} 𝑠{3}

𝑠∅

Figure 5 A depiction of the clause gadget for the clause 𝑥
1
∨ 𝑥

2
∨¬𝑥

3
as well as the negation gadget. Some indices

are omitted for simplicity.

As a last step it remains to connect the vertices of the different gadgets. Intuitively, each literal vertex

of the clause gadget is connected to the corresponding variable vertex of the variable gadgets. Consider

literal 𝜆
𝑗

ℓ
, that is, the ℓ th literal in the 𝑗th clause. If this literal is positive, i.e., if 𝜆

𝑗

ℓ
= 𝑥𝑖 for some variable

𝑥𝑖 , then the vertex 𝑡
𝑗

ℓ
is adjacent to vertex 𝑣𝑖 . If the literal is negative, i.e., if 𝜆

𝑗

ℓ
= ¬𝑥𝑖 for some variable 𝑥𝑖 ,

then the vertex 𝑡
𝑗

ℓ
is also adjacent to vertex 𝑣𝑖 but additionally also to vertex 𝑞1.

This concludes the description of 𝐺𝜑. See Figure 5 for an illustration of the clause gadget and the

negation gadget. To prove the correctness of this reduction we set 𝑚 + 𝑛 + 1 as the upper bound for the

number of selected vertices.

Claim 7.2. If 𝜑 is a yes-instance of 𝑘-SAT, then (𝐺𝜑 , 𝑛 + 𝑚 + 1) is a yes-instance of Reflexive-AllOff.

Proof. Let 𝜋 be a satisfying assignment for the 𝑘-SAT formula 𝜑. We select the following vertices:

In the variable gadget of variable 𝑥𝑖 , we select 𝑣𝑖 if 𝜋(𝑥𝑖) = 1 and 𝑣 𝑖 otherwise.

In the clause gadget of clause 𝐶 𝑗
, let 𝐿 ⊊ [ 1 . . 𝑘 ] be the set of literal indices of this clause that are not

satisfied. (This is well-defined as 𝜋 is a satisfying which means that not all literals are unsatisfied.) We

select vertex 𝑠
𝑗

𝐿
.

We select vertex 𝑞1 from the negation gadget.

Let 𝑆 denote the set of all selected vertices.

Since we select exactly one vertex from each gadget, the size of 𝑆 is precisely 𝑛 + 𝑚 + 1. It remains

to prove that 𝑆 is indeed a solution, that is, 𝑆 is a (𝜎, 𝜌)-set where 𝜎 = {𝑥 ∈ Z≥0 | 𝑥 ≡2 0} and

𝜌 = {𝑥 ∈ Z≥0 | 𝑥 ≡2 1}.

First, consider the vertices of the negation gadget. Since only vertex 𝑞1 is selected, the vertices 𝑞0 and

𝑞2 have exactly one selected neighbors. As none of the literal vertices are selected, vertex 𝑞1 is adjacent to

zero selected vertices.

Consider any vertex of the variable gadgets and observe that none of them have a selected neighbor

outside the gadget. By our choice of 𝑆, exactly one of the two vertices is selected and has no selected

neighbors, while the other vertex is not selected and has exactly one selected neighbor, the one in the

variable gadget.
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It remains to check the vertices of the clause gadget. For the subset vertices we notice that in every

clause gadget exactly one of them is selected. Recall that all subset vertices of one clause are connected to

each other, and they are not connected to any other vertices outside the gadget but only to the unselected

literal vertices of the gadget. This implies that exactly one of the subset vertices is selected and has no

selected neighbors, whereas the other subset vertices are not selected and have exactly one selected

neighbor.

Next we check the literal vertices. Consider a positive literal, say 𝜆
𝑗

ℓ
= 𝑥𝑖 . By assumption 𝑡

𝑗

ℓ
is

unselected and has vertex 𝑣𝑖 as neighbor if 𝜋(𝑥𝑖) = 1. In this case no subset vertex 𝑠
𝑗

𝐿
with ℓ ∈ 𝐿 is selected

by definition of 𝑆. Hence, the vertex has exactly one selected neighbor. If 𝜋(𝑥𝑖) = 0, then the literal does

not satisfy the clause and hence, by the definition of 𝑆, a vertex 𝑠
𝑗

𝐿
is selected where ℓ ∈ 𝐿.

As a last step we check the literal vertices corresponding to negated variables, say 𝑡
𝑗

ℓ
= ¬𝑥𝑖 . Once

more, this vertex is not selected but always adjacent to the selected vertex 𝑞1 from the negation gadget. If

𝜋(𝑥𝑖) = 1, then also the neighboring vertex 𝑣𝑖 is selected. However, this is not a problem since in this case

the literal does not satisfy the clause and hence, a subset vertex 𝑠
𝑗

𝐿
with ℓ ∈ 𝐿 must be selected. Thus, the

literal vertex is adjacent to three selected vertices. If 𝜋(𝑥𝑖) = 0, then the literal satisfies the clause and no

subset vertex 𝑠
𝑗

𝐿
with ℓ ∈ 𝐿 is selected; the literal vertex has exactly one selected neighbor.

We conclude that every selected vertex of the graph has no selected neighbors, whereas every

unselected vertex has either exactly one or exactly three selected neighbors.

As a next step we show the reverse direction of the correctness.

Claim 7.3. If (𝐺𝜑 , 𝑛 + 𝑚 + 1) is a yes-instance of Reflexive-AllOff, then 𝜑 is a yes-instance of 𝑘-SAT.

Proof. Consider a solution 𝑆 of the Reflexive-AllOff instance of size at most 𝑛 + 𝑚 + 1. Recall that 𝑆 is a

(𝜎, 𝜌)-set for 𝐺𝜑 where 𝜎 = {𝑥 ∈ Z≥0 | 𝑥 ≡2 0} and 𝜌 = {𝑥 ∈ Z≥0 | 𝑥 ≡2 1}.

In the negation gadget at least one vertex must be selected as 𝑞0 and 𝑞2 must be selected themselves

or require one selected neighbor which can only be 𝑞1. Similarly, in each variable gadget 𝑉𝑖 , the set 𝑆

contains at least one vertex; vertex 𝑣 𝑖 is either selected itself or it requires a selected neighbor (which must

be 𝑣𝑖).

In each clause gadget 𝐷 𝑗
, we must also select at least one vertex which must be a subset vertex. Indeed,

the subset vertex 𝑠
𝑗
∅ must either be selected or have a selected neighbor. As all neighbors of this subset

vertex are also subset vertices, the claim follows.

Hence, we see that any solution 𝑆 of size at most 𝑛+𝑚+1 must select exactly one vertex of each variable

gadget, as well as exactly one subset vertex of each clause gadget, and vertex 𝑞1 of the negation gadget.

Based on these observations we define an assignment 𝜋 for the formula 𝜑 by setting 𝜋(𝑥𝑖) = 1 if and

only if 𝑣𝑖 ∈ 𝑆 and 𝜋(𝑥𝑖) = 0 otherwise.

In the following we prove that 𝜋 satisfies 𝜑. For this consider an arbitrary clause 𝐶 𝑗
. By the above

discussion, we know that there is some selected subset vertex 𝑠
𝑗

𝐿
of the clause gadget𝐷 𝑗

. Since 𝐿 ⊊ [ 1 . . 𝑘 ],

there is, by the construction of 𝐺𝜑, a literal vertex 𝑡
𝑗

ℓ
where ℓ ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑘 ] \ 𝐿. Since this vertex 𝑡

𝑗

ℓ
is not

selected, it must have an odd number of neighbors in 𝑆. We first consider the case that the corresponding

literal 𝜆
𝑗

ℓ
is positive, that is, 𝜆

𝑗

ℓ
= 𝑥𝑖 for some variable 𝑥𝑖 . In this case the only selected neighbor of 𝑡

𝑗

ℓ
is 𝑣𝑖 .

From 𝑣𝑖 ∈ 𝑆 the definition of 𝜋 gives 𝜋(𝑥𝑖) = 1 which implies that the clause 𝐶 𝑗
is satisfied by literal 𝜆

𝑗

ℓ
.

Now consider the case when 𝜆
𝑗

ℓ
= ¬𝑥𝑖 for some variable 𝑥𝑖 . In this case vertex 𝑡

𝑗

ℓ
is adjacent to the selected

vertex 𝑞1 of the negation gadget, by the construction of 𝐺𝜑 and the above observations. As the literal

vertex is still unselected and only adjacent to unselected subset vertices and one additional variable vertex,
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the variable vertex 𝑣𝑖 cannot be selected. Hence, the definition of the assignment 𝜋 gives 𝜋(𝑥𝑖) = 0 which

directly implies that the clause 𝐶 𝑗
is satisfied by the literal 𝜆

𝑗

ℓ
.

Before we combine all parts of the proof to obtain the lower bound, we first provide a bound on the

pathwidth of the constructed graph.

Claim 7.4. 𝐺𝜑 has pathwidth at most 2
𝑘 + 𝑘 + 𝑛.

Proof. If we delete vertex 𝑞1 and, for all 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ], the variable vertex 𝑣𝑖 , then the graph decomposes

into small components of size at most 2
𝑘 − 1 + 𝑘. This allows us to get a path decomposition of small

width.

Concretely, we create a node for every variable gadget, clause gadget, and the negation gadget. We add

the vertices of the corresponding gadgets to the bag of the node. We connect these nodes in an arbitrary

way to form a path. As a last step we extend all bags by adding the vertices in {𝑣𝑖 | 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ]} ∪ {𝑞1}. It

is easy to see that this is a valid path decomposition.

The bags corresponding to the variable gadgets have size 1+ (𝑛 + 1) and the bags of the clause gadgets

have size 2
𝑘 − 1 + 𝑘 + (𝑛 + 1). Finally, the bag of the negation gadget has size 2 + (𝑛 + 1). Hence, the

pathwidth of the graph is at most max(2𝑘 + 𝑘 + 𝑛 − 1, 𝑛 + 2) ≤ 2
𝑘 + 𝑘 + 𝑛.

Recall that we fixed some 𝜀 > 0 and set 𝑘 to the smallest integer such that 𝑘-SAT does not have an

algorithm with running time (2− 𝜀)𝑛 · 𝑛𝒪(1)
where 𝑛 is the number of variables. For a given 𝑘-SAT formula

𝜑 with 𝑛 variables and 𝑚 clauses we constructed an equivalent Reflexive-AllOff instance (𝐺𝜑 , 𝑛 +𝑚 + 1)
together with a path decomposition.

Towards a contradiction, assume that Reflexive-AllOff can be solved in time (2−𝜀)pw ·𝑁𝒪(1)
. Applying

this algorithm to the constructed instance (𝐺𝜑 , 𝑛 +𝑚 + 1), yields, by using Claims 7.2 to 7.4, an algorithm

for 𝑘-SAT with running time

(2 − 𝜀)pw · (𝑛 + 𝑚)𝒪(1) = (2 − 𝜀)2𝑘+𝑘+𝑛 · (𝑛 + 𝑚)𝒪(1) ≤ (2 − 𝜀)𝑛 · (𝑛 + 𝑚)𝒪(1)

as the constant 𝑘 only depends on the fixed value 𝜀. This directly contradicts SETH and finishes the

proof.

7.2 Lower Bound for AllOff

In the previous section we have seen the lower bound for Reflexive-AllOff. In this section we focus on

the non-reflexive version AllOff instead. Recall, that when representing this problem as (𝜎, 𝜌)-DomSet

we have 𝜎 = 𝜌 = {𝑥 ∈ Z≥0 | 𝑥 ≡2 1}, that is, every vertex needs and odd number of selected neighbors

independent of whether the vertices are themselves selected or not.

We again use the ideas by Sutner [Sut88] which allows a reduction in a similar spirit as the previous

one. The main difference is that the subset vertices now do not form a clique. As there are naturally other

minor modifications we present the full proof.

Theorem 7.5. For all 𝜀 > 0, there is no algorithm that for a given instance of AllOff decides in time

(2 − 𝜀)pw · 𝑛𝒪(1)
whether there exists a solution of size at most 𝑘 even if we are given a path decomposition of width

pw, unless SETH fails.

Proof. Similar to Theorem 7.1, we prove the bound by a reduction from CNF-SAT. For this fix some 𝜀 > 0

and let 𝑘 be the smallest integer such that 𝑘-SAT has no (2− 𝜀)𝑛 · (𝑛 +𝑚)𝒪(1)
algorithm under SETH where

𝑛 is the number of variables and 𝑚 the number of clauses.
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𝑣𝑖

𝑤𝑖

𝑤𝑖

𝑣𝑖

(a) A depiction of the variable gadget.

𝑡1 𝑡2 𝑡3

𝑠{2}

𝑠{1,3}𝑠{1,2}𝑠{1} 𝑠{2,3} 𝑠{3}

ℎ
𝑠∅

(b) A depiction of the clause gadget for the clause 𝑥1 ∨ 𝑥2 ∨
¬𝑥3.

Figure 6 A depiction of a literal gadget and a clause gadget from the proof of the lower bound for AllOff. Some

indices are omitted for simplicity.

Let 𝜑 be an arbitrary 𝑘-SAT instance with 𝑛 variables 𝑥1 , . . . , 𝑥𝑛 and 𝑚 clauses 𝐶1 , . . . , 𝐶𝑚 as input.9

We construct a graph 𝐺𝜑 that consists of variable and clause gadgets. See Figure 6 for an illustration of

the construction.

For every variable 𝑥𝑖 where 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ], the graph 𝐺𝜑 contains a variable gadget𝑉𝑖 . Gadget𝑉𝑖 consists

of a cycle of length four on the four vertices 𝑣𝑖 , 𝑤𝑖 , 𝑣 𝑖 , and 𝑤 𝑖 (in this order).

For every clause 𝐶𝑖 = 𝜆
𝑗

1
∨ · · · ∨ 𝜆

𝑗

𝑘
where 𝑗 ∈ [ 1 . .𝑚 ], the graph 𝐺𝜑 contains a clause gadget 𝐷 𝑗

. This

gadget 𝐷 𝑗
contains 𝑘 literal vertices 𝑡

𝑗

1
, . . . , 𝑡

𝑗

𝑘
, that is, one distinguished vertex for every literal of the

clause. Additionally, 𝐷 𝑗
contains, for every subset 𝐿 ⊊ [ 1 . . 𝑘 ], a so called subset-vertex 𝑠

𝑗

𝐿
, that is, for

every proper subset of the literals of the clause, there exists a vertex labeled with the subset (and the

gadget index). These subset vertices are used to indicate which literals of the clause are not satisfied by

the encoded assignment. As a last vertex there is an additional vertex ℎ 𝑗 (for happy) in 𝐷 𝑗
. There are two

different groups of edges in the gadget; first, each subset vertex 𝑠
𝑗

𝐿
is connected to each literal vertex 𝑡

𝑗

ℓ
if

and only if ℓ ∈ 𝐿. Second, the vertex ℎ 𝑗 is connected to all subset vertices of the gadget 𝐷 𝑗
.

As a last step of the construction we describe the edges encoding the appearance of variables in the

clauses. Intuitively each literal vertex of the clause gadget is connected to the corresponding variable

vertex of the variable gadgets. Formally, if the ℓ th literal of the 𝑗th clause is positive, i.e., if 𝜆
𝑗

ℓ
= 𝑥𝑖 for

some variable 𝑥𝑖 , then vertex 𝑡
𝑗

ℓ
is adjacent to vertex 𝑣𝑖 . If the ℓ th literal is negative, i.e., if 𝜆

𝑗

ℓ
= ¬𝑥𝑖 for

some variable 𝑥𝑖 , then vertex 𝑡
𝑗

ℓ
is again adjacent to vertex 𝑣𝑖 but also to vertex ℎ 𝑗 .

This concludes the description of 𝐺𝜑. We prove in the following that the AllOff instance (𝐺𝜑 , 2𝑚+2𝑛)
is equivalent to the input instance 𝜑 of 𝑘-SAT.

We first show that if the 𝑘-SAT formula 𝜑 is satisfiable, then the constructed AllOff instance is a

yes-instance.

Claim 7.6. If 𝜑 is a yes-instance of 𝑘-SAT, then (𝐺𝜑 , 2𝑚 + 2𝑛) is a yes-instance of AllOff.

Proof. Consider a satisfying assignment 𝜋 for 𝜑. We select the following vertices:

For all 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ], if 𝜋(𝑥𝑖) = 1, then we select the two vertices 𝑣𝑖 and 𝑤𝑖 . If 𝜋(𝑥𝑖) = 0, then we select

the other two vertices of the variable gadget, which are 𝑣 𝑖 and 𝑤 𝑖 .

9 As for the proof of Theorem 7.1 we assume purely for the ease of the presentation that each clause contains exactly 𝑘
literals.
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For all 𝑗 ∈ [ 1 . .𝑚 ], we select in the clause gadget the vertex ℎ 𝑗 . Moreover, let 𝐿 ⊊ [ 1 . . 𝑘 ] be the set

of all positions of the literals of the clause that are not satisfied by 𝜋. Since the clause is satisfied by

the assignment, the set 𝐿 cannot contain all literals of the clause. Thus, there is a subset vertex 𝑠
𝑗

𝐿

corresponding to this set 𝐿. We select this vertex 𝑠
𝑗

𝐿
.

Let 𝑆 denote the set of all selected vertices. Clearly this set contains exactly 2𝑛 + 2𝑚 vertices as we select

exactly two vertices from every gadget. It remains to show that 𝑆 is indeed a solution, that is, every vertex

of 𝐺𝜑 has an odd number of neighbors in 𝑆.

Consider any vertex of the variable gadgets and observe that none of them have a selected neighbor

outside the gadget. With this it is easy to see that each vertex of a variable gadget has exactly one selected

neighbor in 𝑆.

Each subset vertex of a clause gadget 𝐷 𝑗
has exactly one selected neighbor, namely vertex ℎ 𝑗 .

Furthermore, vertex ℎ 𝑗 has exactly one selected neighbor, namely the selected subset vertex of the clause

gadget. Now consider an arbitrary literal vertex 𝑡
𝑗

ℓ
. First assume that the corresponding literal is positive,

that is, 𝜆
𝑗

ℓ
= 𝑥𝑖 for some variable 𝑥𝑖 . If this literal is satisfied, the vertex 𝑣𝑖 in the variable gadget is selected,

otherwise if the literal is not satisfied, 𝑡
𝑗

ℓ
is a neighbor if the selected subset vertex.

Now assume that the corresponding literal is negative, that is, 𝜆
𝑗

ℓ
= ¬𝑥𝑖 for some variable 𝑥𝑖 . If the

variable 𝑥𝑖 is not satisfied by 𝜋, then the only selected neighbor of 𝑡
𝑗

ℓ
is ℎ 𝑗 . If the variable 𝑥𝑖 is satisfied by

𝜋, then the literal 𝜆
𝑗

ℓ
is not satisfied which implies that the literal vertex is adjacent to the selected subset

vertex of this clause gadget. Moreover, vertex 𝑡
𝑗

ℓ
is adjacent to 𝑣𝑖 and thus, to three selected vertices which

is a valid number.

We conclude the proof by observing that every vertex has either one or three selected neighbors and

thus, we constructed a valid solution.

As a next step we prove the reverse direction of the correctness.

Claim 7.7. If (𝐺𝜑 , 2𝑚 + 2𝑛) is a yes-instance of AllOff, then 𝜑 is a yes-instance of 𝑘-SAT.

Proof. Consider a solution 𝑆 to the AllOff instance of size at most 2𝑚 + 2𝑛. Recall that every vertex of

𝐺𝜑 is adjacent to an odd number of vertices in 𝑆.

We first start with some observations about the solution 𝑆. In each variable gadget 𝑉𝑖 , vertex 𝑣 𝑖 must

have a selected neighbor in 𝑆 (which is either 𝑤𝑖 or 𝑤 𝑖), and this selected neighbor itself requires a selected

neighbor in 𝑆 (which is either 𝑣𝑖 or 𝑣 𝑖). Hence, at least two vertices must be selected from each variable

gadget.

In each clause gadget 𝐷 𝑗
, the vertex 𝑠

𝑗
∅ must have a selected neighbor which forces its only neighbor,

which is vertex ℎ 𝑗 , to be selected. As this vertex also needs a selected neighbor, one of the subset vertices

of this clause gadget must be selected as well. From the given bound on the solution size, we conclude

that in every variable gadget and every clause gadget exactly two vertices are selected. Moreover, from

each clause gadget 𝐷 𝑗
exactly one subset vertex, and vertex ℎ 𝑗 are selected.

We define the assignment 𝜋 for the variables of 𝜑 such that 𝜋(𝑥𝑖) = 1 if and only if 𝑣𝑖 ∈ 𝑆 and 𝜋(𝑥𝑖) = 0

otherwise.

It remains to show that 𝜋 satisfies 𝜑. To prove this, consider an arbitrary clause 𝐶 𝑗
. Let 𝑠

𝑗

𝐿
be the

selected subset vertex from the clause gadget 𝐷 𝑗
. As 𝐿 ≠ [ 1 . . 𝑘 ] by the construction of 𝐺𝜑, there is some

literal vertex 𝑡
𝑗

ℓ
such that ℓ ∉ 𝐿. If the corresponding literal is positive, i.e., if 𝜆

𝑗

ℓ
= 𝑥𝑖 , then 𝑡

𝑗

ℓ
is not adjacent

to ℎ 𝑗 . As 𝑡
𝑗

ℓ
must have one selected neighbor in 𝑆 and since the vertex is not adjacent to any selected
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subset vertex, the only remaining neighbor of 𝑡
𝑗

ℓ
, i.e., vertex 𝑣𝑖 , must be selected which implies that 𝜋 was

defined such that 𝜋(𝑥𝑖) = 1.

If the literal is negative, i.e., if 𝜆
𝑗

ℓ
= ¬𝑥𝑖 , then the vertex 𝑡

𝑗

ℓ
is adjacent to ℎ 𝑗 by the construction of 𝐺𝜑.

Since ℎ 𝑗 is selected, vertex 𝑡
𝑗

ℓ
cannot have further selected neighbors as all other adjacent subset vertices

are unselected. Hence, the vertex 𝑣𝑖 is also unselected which implies that, by the definition of 𝜋, the

variable 𝑥𝑖 is not satisfied but the literal 𝜆
𝑗

ℓ
is satisfied which makes the clause 𝐶 𝑗

true.

As a last step we prove a bound on the pathwidth of the constructed graph.

Claim 7.8. 𝐺𝜑 has pathwidth at most 𝑛 + 𝑘 + 1.

Proof. Intuitively the idea is as follows. If we delete all the variable vertices 𝑣𝑖 for all 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑛 ] in

the variable gadgets, the graph decomposes into small components. We use this to construct a path

decomposition in the following by providing a node search strategy (see e.g. [CFK
+

15, Section 7.5]).

We start by placing one searcher on each vertex 𝑣𝑖 for every 𝑖 ∈ [ 1 . . 𝑘 ]. Each of the variable gadget

can be cleaned by using 3 additional searchers which we just place on all vertices.

For the clause gadgets we use a more complex approach to clean all vertices. Fix a clause gadget 𝐷 𝑗

for this. We first place 𝑘 new searchers on the 𝑘 literal vertices of the gadget and one more searcher on the

vertex ℎ 𝑗 . The remaining subset vertices can then be cleaned by using one additional searcher which we

put one subset vertex after the other. Repeating this procedure for all clause gadgets cleans the entire

graph.

This approach uses at most 𝑛 + 𝑘 + 2 searchers simultaneously. Thus, the claimed bound on the

pathwidth follows immediately.

Recall that we fixed some 𝜀 > 0 and chose 𝑘 as the smallest integer such that 𝑘-SAT has no

(2 − 𝜀)𝑛 · (𝑛 + 𝑚)𝒪(1)
algorithm under SETH where 𝑛 is the number of variables and 𝑚 the number of

clauses. For a given 𝑘-SAT instance 𝜑 with 𝑛 variables and 𝑚 clauses we constructed an equivalent

AllOff instance (𝐺𝜑 , 2𝑛 + 2𝑚) together with a path decomposition.

For the sake of a contradiction, now assume that AllOff can be solved in time (2 − 𝜀)pw · 𝑁𝒪(1)
on

graphs of size 𝑁 . If we apply this algorithm to the constructed instance, we also solve, by Claims 7.6

to 7.8 the 𝑘-SAT instance in time

(2 − 𝜀)pw · 𝑁𝒪(1) = (2 − 𝜀)𝑛+𝑘+1 · (𝑛 + 𝑚)𝒪(1) = (2 − 𝜀)𝑛 · (𝑛 + 𝑚)𝒪(1)

as 𝑘 depends only on the fixed value 𝜀 and thus, only contributes a constant to the running time. This

then directly contradicts SETH and finishes the proof.

Main Theorem 3. Unless SETH fails, for all 𝜀 > 0, there is no algorithm for each of the problems Reflexive-

AllOff and AllOff deciding in time (2 − 𝜀)pw · |𝐺 |𝒪(1)
whether there exists a solution of size at most 𝑘 for a graph

𝐺 that is given with a path decomposition of width pw.

Proof. Follows from Theorems 7.1 and 7.5.
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