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IVO G. ROSENBERG’S WORK ON
MAXIMAL CLONES AND MINIMAL CLONES

ÁGNES SZENDREI

Abstract. The aim of this paper is to honor Ivo G. Rosenberg by describing
some of his most influential results and their impact in logic, discrete mathematics,
algebra, and computer science.

1. Introduction

Ivo Rosenberg’s published work touches on a wide range of topics in mathematics,
including logic and discrete mathematics, graph theory and combinatorics, algebra,
geometry, topology, and computer science. A large portion of his results are concerned
with clones, which are families C of finitary operations (i.e., families of functions in
finitely many variables) on a fixed set A, such that C is closed under composition

and contains all projection operations pr
(n)
i : An → A, (a1, . . . , an) 7→ ai (n ≥ 1,

1 ≤ i ≤ n). The largest clone on A is the clone OA of all operations, and the least
clones on A is the clone IA of projections.

The study of clones entered into mathematics from two independent sources: logic
and algebra. In the propositional calculus of 2-valued logic, it has been known for
a long time that conjunction and negation — or similarly, implication and negation
— form a “complete set of logical connectives” in the sense that the corresponding
Boolean functions (or truth functions), together with the projections (which are the
‘trivial’ Boolean functions that record the truth values of the variables), are sufficient
to generate all Boolean functions via composition. Using the concept of a clone, we
can restate the definition of completeness as follows: a set F of Boolean functions
is complete if F generates the clone of all Boolean functions, and a set of logical
connectives is complete if the set of the corresponding Boolean functions is complete.
In 1920, Post announced his classification of all possible propositional calculi (or
in modern terminology: his classification of all clones of Boolean functions), which
implies the following general completeness criterion for 2-valued logic (see [97, 98]):
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A set F of Boolean functions is complete if and only if there exist not necessarily
distinct functions f1, . . . , f5 ∈ F such that f1 is not monotone with respect to the
order 0 ≤ 1, f2 does not fix 0, f3 does not fix 1, f4 is not invariant under switching
the roles of 0 and 1, and f5 is not linear when expressed as a polynomial function
over the 2-element field Z2.1

In algebra, the fundamental objects of study are algebraic structures (briefly: al-
gebras), such as groups or rings. Algebras are devices for computation, and can be
formally described as pairs A = (A;F ) where A 6= ∅ is the base set of A and F is
the set of basic operations of A. Computations in A that apply basic operations
multiple times to elements of A, can be captured by derived operations obtained
from the basic operations of A and projection operations by composition. Hence
the derived operations of A = (A;F ) form a clone, which is called the clone of A
and is denoted by Clo(A). It is easy to see that Clo(A) is the clone on A generated
by F , that is, Clo(A) is the least clone on A containing F . The concept of a clone
was introduced by Philip Hall (cf. [17, p. 127] and [34, p. 126]), who was apparently
motivated by the difficulty of doing calculations with derived operations of classical
algebras, especially groups and rings.

Rosenberg was a leader in the study of clones for over 50 years. The aim of this
paper is to honor him by presenting two of his most significant results — one on
maximal clones on finite sets and the other on minimal clones —, and discussing
their profound impact in logic, algebra, and computer science.

2. Maximal Clones on Finite Sets and

Rosenberg’s Completeness Theorem

In this section we present Ivo G. Rosenberg’s generalization of Post’s Completeness
Theorem from 2-valued logic to k-valued logics for arbitrary finite k ≥ 2, which is
a landmark result in both logic and algebra. He announced the theorem in 1965
in [108], and the following year he submitted the result, together with its 90-page
proof, for publication, which appeared in 1970 in [110].

The concept of completeness carries over in a straightforward manner from 2-valued
logic to k-valued logic for any k ≥ 2, as follows. In k-valued logic (k ≥ 2) the truth
functions are the finitary operations on the k-element set A of truth values, and a set
F of truth functions — that is, a set F of operations on A — is said to be complete
if F generates the clone OA of all operations on A. A clone C on a set A is called
maximal if C is a proper subclone of OA, and OA is the only clone on A that properly
contains C. If k < 2, then every set of truth functions in k-valued logic is complete,
and if |A| < 2, then maximal clones do not exist on A. Therefore, we will assume

1Post used a slightly weaker notion than the concept of a clone, which he called a closed set of

functions. Every clone is a closed set of functions, but a closed set of functions may not contain
projections. However, if we add all projections to a closed set of functions, we always get a clone.
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throughout that k, |A| ≥ 2, and in this section we will also assume that k and A are
finite.

2.1. Background. To place Rosenberg’s Completeness Theorem into context let us
review several important results on clones that were discovered during the decades
between Post’s work and the announcement of Rosenberg’s Theorem. We start with
two results that reveal essential differences between 2-valued logic and k (> 2)-values
logics. In 1939, S lupecki [123] proved the following sufficient condition for complete-
ness in k (> 2)-valued logics, which fails for k = 2:

If A is a finite set of size > 2 and F ⊆ OA contains all unary operations from OA,
then F is complete if and only if some operation in F is both surjective and not
essentially unary (i.e., depends on at least two of its variables).

Another difference between 2-valued and k (> 2)-valued logics that came to light in
the late 1950’s is that the lattice of subclones of OA is much more complex for |A| > 2
than for |A| = 2. Indeed, for |A| = 2 Post proved in [98] — by explicitly determining
all subclones of OA — that OA has only countably many subclones. However, for
finite sets A of size > 2, Yanov and Muchnik [143] proved that OA has continuumly
many subclones.

Nevertheless, other results that emerged in the 1950’s gave hope that on the ques-
tion of completeness, the difference between 2-valued and k (> 2)-valued logics may
not be insurmountable. For example, Kuznetsov [60] proved that for any finite set A
(|A| ≥ 2),

(2.1)
every proper subclone of OA is contained in a maximal

subclone of OA, and the number of maximal subclones of OA is finite.

Statement (2.1) implies that a set F ⊆ OA is complete if and only if F is not contained
in any one of the finitely many maximal subclones of OA. Hence, finding an ‘efficient’
completeness criterion for k-valued logics (k ≥ 2) is equivalent to finding an ‘efficient’
description for the maximal subclones of OA for all finite sets |A| ≥ 2. For the special
case |A| = 2, Post’s Completeness Theorem is ‘efficient’ in this sense, and shows that
OA has five maximal subclones. For |A| = 3, Yablonskǐı [142] presented a similar
‘efficient’ completeness criterion by finding all 18 maximal subclones of OA (a result
announced earlier without proof in [141]).

Parallel to these developments, but largely independently of them, in the early
1950’s Foster initiated a study of those algebras A = (A;F ) where either the set F
of operations itself, or F together with all constant operations on A, is a complete
set of operations on A. The nontrivial finite algebras2 A of the first kind are called
primal3 algebras, the motivating examples being the 2-element Boolean algebra and

2An algebra is nontrivial if it has more than one element.
3In [30, 31] Foster called these algebras functionally strictly complete, and he switched to the

currently accepted terminology primal a few years later.
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finite fields of prime order. The nontrivial finite algebras A of the second kind are
called functionally complete algebras, and they also include all finite fields. Foster
was primarily interested in the structure of all algebras in the variety generated by
a given primal or functionally complete algebra A.4 For example, in [31] he proved
that if A is a primal algebra, then every finite or infinite algebra in the variety V(A)
generated by A is a Boolean power5 of A, and hence V(A) is a minimal variety,
that is, it contains no other proper subvariety than the trivial variety of one-element
algebras.

The powerful, and nowadays ubiquitous, technique of using compatible relations to
describe clones on finite sets — or, in a more algebraic language, the technique of using
the subalgebras of finite powers of a finite algebra A = (A;F ) to determine the clone
of A —, which is based on the Galois connection between operations and relations
(see [7, 38]), was not fully developed until after Rosenberg proved his completeness
theorem. However, some related terminology and notation will be useful throughout
this article, therefore we introduce them here. If A is a set, f is an n-ary operation
and ρ is an m-ary relation on A, we say that f preserves ρ (or ρ is invariant with
respect to f , or ρ is compatible with f) if ρ is closed under the operation f when f is
applied coordinatewise to elements of ρ. Thus, saying that f preserves ρ is equivalent
to saying that ρ is (the base set of) a subalgebra of the m-th power algebra (A; f)m,
but it is also equivalent to saying that f is an n-ary homomorphism (A; ρ)n → (A; ρ),
or polymorphism, of the relational structure (A; ρ). It is easy to see that the set of
all operations on A that preserve ρ — i.e., the set of all polymorphisms of ρ — is a
clone on A, which will be denoted by Pol(ρ).

Kuznetsov’s proof of the fact (2.1) mentioned above yields that for any finite set
A (|A| ≥ 3),

(2.2)
every maximal clone on A is of the form Pol(ρ)

for some relation ρ of arity ≤ |A|.

2.2. Rosenberg’s description of the maximal clones on finite sets. The max-
imality of Pol(ρ) was known before 1965 for the following familiar relations on finite
sets A (|A| ≥ 2):

(1) ρ is a partial order on A with a least element and a greatest element [80];
(2) ρ is (the graph of) a fixed point free permutation on A such that all cycles of

ρ have the same prime length [142];
(4) ρ is a nontrivial equivalence relation on A [142];6

4A variety or equational class is a class of algebras axiomatized by a set of identities. The variety
generated by A is the class of all algebras that satisfy every identity true in A.

5A Boolean power of A is a special kind of subdirect product of copies of A. In [30, 31] Foster
called this construction normal subdirect sum of A.

6The trivial equivalence relations on A are the equality relation and A×A; their polymorphism
clones are OA.
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(5)1 ρ is a nontrivial unary relation on A [142];7

(6)∗ ρ is the relation

ιA := {(a1, . . . , a|A|) ∈ A|A| : |{a1, . . . , a|A|}| < |A|}

where |A| > 2 [142].

In particular, if A is the set 2 := {0, 1} of truth values in 2-valued logic, then
Items (1), (2), and (5)1 above yield four maximal subclones in OA, namely the clone
Pol(≤) of all Boolean functions that are monotone with respect to the order 0 ≤ 1,
the clone Pol(¬) of all Boolean functions that are invariant under negation (i.e., under
switching 0 and 1), and for both truth values v = 0 and v = 1, the clone Pol({v})
of all Boolean functions that fix v. By Post’s description of the maximal clones of
Boolean functions, there is a fifth maximal clone: the clone of all Boolean functions
that are linear, when expressed as polynomial functions over the 2-element field Z2.

Returning to the case when A is any finite set (|A| ≥ 2), notice that maximal clones
of the types (4) and (6)∗ exist only if |A| > 2. Moreover, the maximality of the clone
Pol(ιA) for the relation ρ = ιA in (6)∗ is closely related to S lupecki’s Theorem. Indeed,
it is easy to check that Pol(ιA) contains all operations on A that are either essentially
unary or non-surjective. Therefore, by S lupecki’s Theorem, Pol(ιA) cannot contain
any one of the remaining operations, and hence Pol(ιA) is a maximal subclone of OA.
For this reason, ιA is often referred to as S lupecki’s relation, and Pol(ιA) as S lupecki’s
clone on A.

Rosenberg’s celebrated completeness theorem expands the list of relations (1)–(6)∗
above to a list of relations ρ on finite sets A such that the corresponding clones Pol(ρ)
yield the full list of maximal clones on A. The relations come in six types. Three of
the of types, namely (1), (2), and (4), are exactly the relations described above. The
families (5)1 and (6)∗ above are enlarged considerably to get Rosenberg’s relations of
types (5) and (6), and relations of type (3) are added to the list. This last type is not
entirely new either, because the maximal clone of linear Boolean functions in Post’s
Theorem turns out to have the form Pol(ρ) for the unique relation ρ of type (3) on
A = 2.

Rosenberg’s Completeness Theorem [108, 110]. Let A be a finite set (|A| ≥ 3).
The maximal clones on A are exactly the clones Pol(ρ) where ρ is one of the relations
described in (1), (2), (4) above or (3), (5), (6) below:

(3) for some elementary abelian p-group (A; +), ρ is the 4-ary relation

(2.3) α+ := {(a1, a2, a3, a4) ∈ A4 : a1 − a2 + a3 = a4},

which is the graph of the ‘ternary addition’ x1 − x2 + x3;

7The trivial unary relations on A are ∅ and A; their polymorphism clones are OA.
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(5) for some integer m (1 ≤ m < |A|), ρ is an m-ary totally reflexive, totally
symmetric8 relation on A such that ρ 6= An and for at least one element
c ∈ A we have that {c} × Am−1 ⊆ ρ;

(6) for some integers m and r (3 ≤ m ≤ |A|, r ≥ 1), and some r-element set
T = {θ1, . . . , θr} of equivalence relations on A such that

• each θi (1 ≤ i ≤ r) has exactly m blocks, and
•
⋂r

i=1Bi is nonempty whenever Bi is a block of θi for every i,
ρ is the relation λT defined as follows:

(2.4) λT := {(a1, . . . , am) ∈ Am : for every i (1 ≤ i ≤ r), there exist

two elements among a1, . . . , am that are in the same block of θi}.

Consequently, a set F of functions on A is complete — or equivalently, an algebra
(A;F ) is primal — if and only if F 6⊆ Pol(ρ) holds for every relation ρ in (1)–(6).

The relations ρ in (3), (5), and (6) are called affine relations, central relations, and
m-regular relations9, respectively. It is easy to see that affine relations exist on A if
and only if |A| is a prime power. Observe also that the families of relations in (5)
and (6) do indeed extend the families in (5)1 and (6)∗, as claimed earlier. Indeed,
the relations in (5)1 are exactly the unary central relations on A; this is what the
subscript 1 appended to (5) is intended to indicate. Furthermore, S lupecki’s relation
ι|A| in (6)∗ is the unique |A|-regular relation on A, namely λ{=}; here the subscript ∗

appended to (6) is intended to indicate that S lupecki’s relation is a distinguished
member of the set of relations in (6). We will say more about the affine, central, and
m-regular relations and the maximal clones they determine in Subsection 2.4.

To accompany his completeness theorem above, Rosenberg proved in [109] that
almost all maximal clones Pol(ρ) where ρ is one of the relations in (1)–(6) are distinct.
More precisely, he proved that if ρ and σ are distinct relations in (1)–(6), then
Pol(ρ) = Pol(σ) holds if and only if either (i) ρ and σ are both of type (1) and they
are inverses of each other, or else (ii) ρ and σ are both of type (2) and they are powers
of each other. In [111], Rosenberg also found a formula for computing the number of
maximal clones on an n-element set.

2.3. Idea of the proof of Rosenberg’s Completeness Theorem. No easy proof
is known for Rosenberg’s description of all maximal clones on finite sets. Here, we
will only discuss the idea and the main difficulties of the original proof in [110].10 The
starting point of the proof is the fact in (2.2) that every maximal clone on a finite

8An m-ary relation ρ on A is totally reflexive if it contains all tuples (a1, . . . , am) ∈ Am where
a1, . . . , am are not pairwise distinct, and totally symmetric if ρ is invariant under all permutations
of its coordinates.

9An alternative name in the literature for m-regular relations is m-universal relations.
10Detailed proofs for Rosenberg’s Completeness Theorem are also presented in [102], [67], and

[34].
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set A (|A| ≥ 3) is a member of the finite family {Pol(ρ) : ρ ∈ R} of clones where R
is the set of relations ρ of arity ≤ |A| on A such that Pol(ρ) 6= OA (i.e., ρ 6= ∅ and ρ
is not a diagonal relation11). The proof is an intricate elimination process, removing
relations from R step-by-step in such a way that

– a relation σ ∈ R is eliminated only if there remains a relation ρ ∈ R with
Pol(ρ) ⊇ Pol(σ) still to be processed — hence, no maximal clones are lost in
the process —, and

– at the end, for all relations ρ that have not been eliminated, Pol(ρ) is a
maximal clone on A.

Throughout the proof, unless stated otherwise, when a clone is written in the form
Pol(ρ), ρ is chosen to have minimum arity among the relations determining Pol(ρ).

The proof has two main phases.
In Phase 1, Rosenberg isolates the maximal clones of types (5)1, (1), (2), and (3),

and proves that every maximal clone on A other than those of types (5)1, (1), (2),
and (3) are of the form Pol(τ) for a non-diagonal totally reflexive, totally symmetric
relation τ of arity ≥ 2. The difficulty in this part of the elimination process comes
when Rosenberg narrows down the possibilities for Pol(ρ) to the case where ρ has
arity ≥ 3, Pol(ρ) is not contained in any of the maximal clones of types (5)1, (1),
or (2), and Pol(ρ) is not contained in Pol(τ) for any non-diagonal totally reflexive,
totally symmetric relation τ of arity ≥ 2. He proves that such a clone Pol(ρ) has to be
maximal of type (3), although for p > 2 some ternary relations — such as the graph
of the binary operation 2x1 − x2 = x1 − x2 + x1 — also determine the corresponding
affine maximal clone Pol(α+) in (3).

In Phase 2, it remains to consider the clones Pol(τ) (τ ∈ R) where τ is a non-
diagonal totally reflexive, totally symmetric relation of arity ≥ 2 on A. The maximal
clones of the types (4) and (5) are isolated early on in this phase, and it is also
established that for all remaining maximal clones Pol(τ), where τ is a non-diagonal
totally reflexive, totally symmetric relation, one can choose τ to be a homogeneous12

relation. The rest of the elimination process, which removes all homogeneous relations
other than those of type (6) from consideration, takes about 25 pages, and is a real
tour de force.

2.4. More about the maximal clones of types (3), (5), and (6). Functions
and operations that are monotone with respect to a partial order, commute with a
permutation, preserve an equivalence relation or preserve a subset occur in almost

11An m-ary relation ρ on A is diagonal if there exists an equivalence relation ε on the set
{1, . . . ,m} such that for all (a1, . . . , am) ∈ Am, we have (a1, . . . , am) ∈ ρ if and only if ai = aj
holds whenever i ε j. In particular, Am is an m-ary diagonal relation on A that we get when ε is
the equality relation.

12An m-ary relation τ on A is called homogeneous if (a1, . . . , am) ∈ τ holds whenever a1, . . . , am ∈
A and there exists u ∈ A such that (a1, . . . , ai−1, u, ai+1, . . . , am) ∈ τ for all 1 ≤ i ≤ m.
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every area of mathematics, therefore the maximal clones of types (1), (2), (4), and
(5)1 feel natural and familiar. So are the maximal clones of type (3) if one uses the
following algebraic description of them from [110]: If V := (Zp)

d is the d-dimensional
vector space over the p-element field Zp (p prime), (V ; +) is the additive group of V,
and α+ is the corresponding affine relation, then the members of the maximal clone
Pol(α+) are exactly the operations of the form

(2.5)

n
∑

i=1

Mixi + v (n ≥ 1),

where v ∈ V and the coefficients M1, . . . ,Mn are d× d matrices over Zp. Any other
maximal clone of type (3) associated to an elementary abelian p-group (A; +) of
order pd is obtained from this one by renaming the elements of the base set via an
isomorphism (V ; +) → (A; +).

The remaining relations in Rosenberg’s list, i.e., the non-unary central relations
and the m-regular relations, are certainly less familiar, and when encountered for the
first time, might look mysterious. Our goal here is to build some intuition for them
and the maximal clones they determine. A common property of all maximal clones
determined by a central relation ρ of arity m ≥ 2 or by an m-regular relation λT

(m ≥ 3) on a finite set A is that they contain all operations on A whose range has
size < m, because these relations are totally reflexive. In addition, every maximal
clone determined by a central relation ρ of arity m also contains all operations on A
whose range has size m and has an element from the center

Cρ := {c ∈ A : {c} ×Am−1 ⊆ ρ}

of ρ.
On the other hand, if one focuses on surjective operations, the maximal clones

determined by m-ary central relation (m ≥ 2) and the maximal clones determined
by m-regular relations (m ≥ 3) behave quite differently. For central relations ρ,
every surjective operation in Pol(ρ) also preserves Cρ, which is a unary relation in
(5)1. Therefore, in this context, central relations may be thought of as higher arity
variants of the unary relations in (5)1. Note, however, that for surjective operations,
preserving ρ is a stronger requirement than preserving Cρ.

Before discussing surjective operations in the maximal clones Pol(λT ) determined
by m-regular relations, we will present an alternative description for these relations13,
which shows more explicitly how the m-regular relations λT are related to S lupecki’s
relation ιB on an m-element set B. First, notice that the two requirements on T
itemized in (6) are equivalent to requiring that there is a surjective function ϕ : A →
Br mapping A onto the product of r copies of B in such a way that θ1, . . . , θr are

the kernels of the r functions A
ϕ
→ Br

pr
(r)
i→ B (1 ≤ i ≤ r) where pr

(r)
i is the i-th

13This is the description that was used by Rosenberg in [110].



MAXIMAL CLONES, MINIMAL CLONES 9

r-ary projection operation on B. Now, it is not hard to check that if (ιB)r denotes
the relation on Br which is obtained by applying ιB coordinatewise on Br, then λT

is the inverse image of (ιB)r under ϕ.
For simplicity, we will discuss the surjective operations in Pol(λT ) only in the case

where ϕ is a bijection. By renaming the elements of A via the bijection ϕ, we may
assume without loss of generality that A = Br and ρ = (ιB)r. Now, using the fact that
Pol(ιB) is S lupecki’s clone, and hence all surjective operations in it are essentially
unary, one can derive that every surjective operation14 in Pol

(

(ιB)r
)

is a ‘selector
function’ of the form

(2.6)









b11
...
br1



 , . . . ,





b1n
...
brn







 7→





g1(bi1j1)
...

gr(birjr)



 (n ≥ 1),

where the elements of Br are written as column vectors, g1, . . . , gr are unary opera-
tions on B, and the subscript (iℓ, jℓ) describes for each 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ r which coordinate
of which of the n arguments of the operation is used to compute the ℓ-th argument
of the result.

3. The Impact of Rosenberg’s Completeness Theorem

Over the past 50+ years, Rosenberg’s theorem has had a vast impact on research
within the broader topic of ‘completeness’ and also far beyond. Our goal here is to
highlight the influence of the theorem and its proof in logic, discrete mathematics,
algebra, and computer science.

3.1. Completeness criteria for special sets of functions. One of the first ap-
plications of Rosenberg’s Completeness Theorem was Rousseau’s characterization of
Sheffer functions on finite sets. An operation f on a set A (|A| ≥ 2) is called a
Sheffer function if the singleton set {f} is complete, that is, the algebra (A; f) whose
only operation is f is primal. In the special case A = 2, the Boolean functions
NAND and NOR are well-known examples of Sheffer functions. Rousseau observed
that Rosenberg’s theorem simplifies considerably when applied to one-element sets
of operations, and proved the following theorem in [119]:

A function f on a finite set A (|A| ≥ 2) is a Sheffer function if and only if f /∈ Pol(ρ)
holds for the Rosenberg relations ρ in (2), (4), and (5)1.

Equivalently: A finite algebra A = (A; f) (|A| ≥ 2) with a single operation f is
primal if and only if A has no nontrivial automorphisms, no proper subalgebras, and
no nontrivial congruences.

14In fact, the requirement for the operation to be surjective may be weakened to surjective in

every coordinate of Br.
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It is a straightforward consequence of Rosenberg’s theorem that a finite algebra
(A;F ) (|A| ≥ 2) is functionally complete if and only if F 6⊆ Pol(ρ) holds for all
Rosenberg relations ρ in (1), (3), (4), (6), and all non-unary relations ρ in (5). In [114],
Rosenberg gave a necessary and sufficient condition — along the lines of Rousseau’s
result — for the functional completeness of finite algebras (A;F ) where F contains
only one operation or every operation in F is surjective.

3.2. Completeness in algebra 1: Quasi-primal algebras and the Baker–
Pixley Theorem. Until the late 1970’s, there seems to have been little interac-
tion between the research community studying completeness from the viewpoint of
multiple-valued logic and discrete mathematics, and the researchers in general alge-
bra who followed in Foster’s footsteps to investigate completeness. In general algebra
the emphasis was on the varieties generated by finite algebras that satisfy one of sev-
eral weaker conditions of completeness than primality, and the approach was greatly
influenced by Mal’tsev conditions, which describe structural properties of varieties
by the existence of certain operations in the clone of a generating algebra. The most
successful generalization of primality turned out to be the notion of quasi-primality,
introduced by Pixley [91]. An algebra A = (A;F ) is called quasi-primal if A is
finite, nontrivial (i.e., |A| ≥ 2), and for every operation f on A, f belongs to the
clone of A if and only if f preserves all isomorphisms between (not necessarily dis-
tinct) subalgebras of A.15 In the papers [91] and [92], Pixley presented the following
characterizations of quasi-primal algebras:

A nontrivial finite algebra A is quasi-primal

⇔ every nontrivial subalgebra of A is simple16, and the clone of A contains
ternary operations p and m such that the identities

(3.1) p(x, x, y) = p(y, x, x) = y,

(3.2) m(x, x, y) = m(x, y, x) = m(y, x, x) = x

hold in A;
⇔ every nontrivial subalgebra of A is simple, and the clone of A contains a

ternary operation q such that the identities

(3.3) q(x, x, y) = q(y, x, y) = q(y, x, x) = y

hold in A;
⇔ the clone of A contains the ternary discriminator function t on A defined by

t(a, b, c) = c if a = b and t(a, b, c) = a otherwise (a, b, c ∈ A).

15In [91], Pixley called these algebras simple algebraic algebras, and introduced the current termi-
nology quasi-primal algebras for them in [92]. Note also that the definition of quasi-primal algebras
in these papers is slightly different from the one given here, but equivalent.

16An algebra is said to be simple if it is nontrivial and has no nontrivial congruences.
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Clearly, the discriminator function t satisfies the identities for q in (3.3).
An operation p satisfying the identities in (3.1) is called a Mal’tsev operation,

and by [76], the existence of a Mal’tsev operation in the clone of an algebra A is
equivalent to the condition that congruences of algebras in the variety V(A) generated
by A permute. An operation m satisfying the identities in (3.2) is called a majority
operation, and by results in [90] and [91], the existence of Mal’tsev as well as majority
operations in the clone of an algebra A, and the existence of an operation q as in (3.3)
in the clone of an algebra A, are both equivalent to the condition that congruences
of algebras in the variety V(A) generated by A permute and obey the distributive
law.

Higher arity versions of majority operations are operations u of any arity n ≥ 3
which satisfy the identities

(3.4) u(y, x, . . . , x) = · · · = u(x, . . . , x, y, x, . . . , x) = · · · = u(x, . . . , x, y) = x

for every position of the ‘lone dissenter’ y. They are called near unanimity operations,
and they gained prominence due to the 1975 paper [1] of Baker and Pixley, from which
we cite two results. The first one reveals the structural property of varieties encoded
by the existence of a near unanimity operation. Namely, the existence of a (d+1)-ary
near unanimity operation in the clone of an algebra A is equivalent to the condition
that the following version of the Chinese Remainder Theorem holds in the variety
V(A) generated by A: in any algebra in V(A), if a finite system xi ≡ ai mod Θi

(1 ≤ i ≤ r, r ≥ d) of congruences is solvable d at a time, then the whole system
is solvable. (This result is attributed to Huhn, cf. [1, p. 169] and [52, p. 89].) The
second result is about individual algebras, and is usually referred to as the Baker–
Pixley Theorem:

If A = (A;F ) is a finite algebra and its clone contains a (d + 1)-ary near unanimity
operation, then an operation f on A is in the clone of A if and only if every subalgebra
of Ad is closed under f (or equivalently, f preserves all d-ary compatible relations of
A).

Two notable immediate consequences of the Baker–Pixley Theorem are that (a) for
every fixed near unanimity operation u on a finite set there are only finitely many
clones on A that contain u, and hence (b) if a clone on a finite set contains a near
unanimity operation, then it is finitely generated.17

3.3. Completeness in algebra 2: Abelianness and para-primal algebras. An-
other significant development in general algebra in the mid to late 1970’s, which is
relevant to completeness, was the emergence of commutator theory, and in particular,
the isolation of the notion of abelianness for arbitrary algebras and congruences. The

17A clone C on A is finitely generated if for some finite set F of operations on A, C is the smallest
clone containing F .
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theory generalizes classical commutator theories (e.g., the group theoretical commu-
tator and ideal multiplication in ring theory), and was first developed by Smith [124]
for varieties which have Mal’tsev term operations. Within a few years, the theory
was extended by Hagemann–Herrmann [49], Gumm [43] and Freese–McKenzie [33] to
varieties where every algebra has a modular congruence lattice, and later far beyond.
Typical examples of abelian algebras are (i) modules over rings (abelian groups in
group theory and zero rings in ring theory), and more generally, (ii) algebras whose
clone is a subclone of the clone of the constant expansion of a module, and also (iii) all
subalgebras of the algebras in (ii). If the clone of such an algebra also contains a
Mal’tsev operation (the only choice being the ternary addition x1 − x2 + x3 of the
abelian group of the module), then the algebra is called an affine algebra. Every
maximal clone of type (3) in Rosenberg’s Theorem is the clone of an affine algebra.
Indeed, with the notation used in Subsection 2.4, the module corresponding to this
algebra is obtained by considering the vector space V = (Zp)

d over Zp as a module
over the full d × d matrix ring with entries in Zp. The clone of this module consists
of all operations in (2.5) with v = 0, and it is not hard to see that by adding all
constant operations to this module we get an algebra whose clone consists exactly of
the operations in (2.5). Clearly, both clones include x1 − x2 + x3.

Early on in the development of commutator theory, Clark and Krauss [16] intro-
duced a new completeness notion for algebras, which is a common generalization of
quasi-primal algebras and abelian groups of prime order. They defined an algebra
A = (A;F ) to be para-primal if A is a nontrivial finite algebra such that for every
subalgebra B of a finite power AI of A and for every minimal subset J ⊆ I of coordi-
nates of B with the property that the map prJ projecting B onto its coordinates in J
is one-to-one, we have that the image prJ(B) is the full direct product

∏

j∈J prj(B).

One of the main results of [16] extends Pixley’s first two characterizations of quasi-
primal algebras mentioned above as follows:

A nontrivial finite algebra A is para-primal

⇔ every nontrivial subalgebra of A is simple, and the clone of A contains a
Mal’tsev operation.

Simultaneously, while investigating minimal varieties with a Mal’tsev term operation,
McKenzie proved in [83] the following generalization and strengthening of the theorem
by Maurer and Rhodes [82] saying that every finite simple group is either functionally
complete or abelian:

If A is a nontrivial finite algebra such that A is strictly simple (that is, A is simple
and has no nontrivial proper subalgebras) and its clone contains a Mal’tsev operation,
then A is either quasi-primal or affine.

A combination of these results, with further work, has revealed that, except for
having some strictly simple affine subalgebras, para-primal algebras are very much
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like quasi-primal algebras (see [84] and [128, Ch. 4]). For example, the following is
proved in [128, p. 103]:

If A is a para-primal algebra and its affine subalgebras are B1, . . . ,Br, then the clone
of A contains a ternary operation f such that the restriction of f to each affine
subalgebra Bi is the unique Mal’tsev operation in the clone of Bi, and for all other
triples (a, b, c) ∈ A3, the value of f is computed by the ternary discriminator function
t defined earlier.

In [102], Quackenbush used these ideas to give a new proof for Rosenberg’s Complete-
ness Theorem. This approach simplified many of the original arguments of Rosenberg,
especially those in Phase 1 (see Subsection 2.3).

3.4. Properties of maximal clones. A lot of questions about maximal clones have
been studied since Rosenberg completed his description of all maximal clones on finite
sets. Here we will only mention a few of them. Following up on the result of Yanov
and Muchnik on the number of all clones on finite sets A with |A| ≥ 3, it was
natural to wonder how this result can be refined by counting the clones below each
maximal clone one-by-one. It is not hard to show that maximal clones of type (3)
have only countably many subclones, finitely many if |A| is prime (Salomaa [120])
and infinitely many if |A| is a prime power that is not prime. On the other hand, all
maximal clones of the remaining five types have continuumly many subclones. For
the maximal clones of type (2) the proof is much more difficult than for the other
types, and was found by Demetrovics and Hannák [23] and by Marchenkov [78].

The proof of (2.1) (see [60] and [110]) is based on the observation that for finite
sets A with |A| ≥ 3, the maximal clones M on A are determined by their unary parts
M(1) consisting of all unary operations in M. Clearly, the unary part of S lupecki’s
clone, which is the set of all unary operations on A, properly contains the unary parts
of all the other maximal clones, but are there any other proper inclusions among the
unary parts of maximal clones? This question was investigated by Mašulović and
Pech (née Ponjavić) in [95], [96], [81], [89], and [88]. Although some open problems
still remain, especially when at least one of the relations ρ, σ is non-unary of type (5)

or (6), the results they obtained show that proper inclusions Pol(1)(ρ) ( Pol(1)(σ)
among the unary parts of maximal clones Pol(ρ) and Pol(σ) are rare. For example,
σ cannot be of type (1) or (2) in such an inclusion, and it can be of type (3) only
if ρ is of type (2) and either |A| is prime or |A| = 4. Surprisingly, they also found
that there exist long chains of proper inclusions among the unary parts of maximal
clones where the relations are either all of type (5) or all of type (6). The lengths of

the chains are |A| − 1 and O(
√

|A|), respectively.
Which maximal clones M on a finite set A (|A| ≥ 3) are finitely generated? This

question is significant, because it determines whether or not it is feasible to expect a
Rosenberg-type description for the maximal subclones of M. Indeed, if C is a finitely
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Figure 1. The Tardos poset

generated clone on A, then the idea of proof for Statements (2.1)–(2.2) mentioned in
the preceding paragraph extends18 from OA to C to prove that

• every proper subclone of C is contained in a maximal subclone of C,
• the number of maximal subclones of C is finite, and
• every maximal subclone of C is of the form C ∩ Pol(ρ) for some relation ρ on
A.

Conversely, it is easy to see that the first two conditions here imply that C is finitely
generated.

It turns out that most maximal clones on A are finitely generated, but not all,
unless the set A is small. In more detail, all maximal clones M = Pol(ρ) on A
(|A| ≥ 3) where ρ is not of type (1) are finitely generated. For ρ of type (3) this
follows from Rosenberg’s description of these clones in (2.5), and for the remaining
types this follows from the results of Schofield [121] and Lau [63]. The maximal
clones M = Pol(ρ) where ρ is of type (2), (4), or (5) contain near unanimity opera-
tions, therefore the Baker–Pixley Theorem also implies that these maximal clones are
finitely generated. For the remaining case of type (1), that is, for the maximal clones
of the form M = Pol(≤) where ≤ is a bounded partial order on A, the problem asking
which of them are finitely generated is still open, in general. A large class of finite
bounded posets (A;≤) for which M = Pol(≤) is known to be finitely generated are
the posets that can be obtained from finite lattices by removing a (possibly empty)
convex subset. For these posets Demetrovics, Hannák, and Rónyai [25] proved that
Pol(≤) contains a near unanimity operation, so the Baker–Pixley Theorem applies.
This result implies, in particular, that Pol(≤) is finitely generated for every bounded
partial order on A, provided |A| ≤ 7. Tardos [136] found the first example of a
bounded partial order ≤ on a finite set for which Pol(≤) is not finitely generated; it
is the order depicted in Figure 1 on an 8-element set.

18The key is to replace the role of the unary part C(1) of the clone by the m-ary part C(m), where
m is the maximum arity of the operations in a generating set of C.
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Later, Zádori [144] studied series-parallel posets, a fairly large class of posets that
are very far from lattices. For example, the Tardos poset is a series-parallel poset.
Zádori’s results imply that if (A;≤) is a finite bounded series-parallel poset, then
Pol(≤) is finitely generated if and only if the Tardos poset is not a retract of (A;≤),
and this is the case if and only if Pol(≤) contains a 5-ary near unanimity operation.
An immediate consequence of this result is that for every finite set A of size |A| ≥ 8
there exists a bounded partial order ≤ such that the maximal clone Pol(≤) is not
finitely generated.

3.5. Submaximal clones. The results discussed in the last two paragraphs all point
in the same direction: by continuing Rosenberg’s work on the maximal clones, and
using his ideas and techniques to determine the maximal subclones of (at least) the
finitely generated maximal clones, we can gain a better understanding of the lattice
of clones on arbitrary finite sets, at least ‘near the top’. A clone on a fixed finite
set A (|A| ≥ 3) is called a submaximal clone on A if it is a maximal subclone of a
maximal clone on A. The concept was introduced by Rosenberg in [112], where he
proved a S lupecki-type completeness theorem for the maximal clones Pol(B) where
B is a unary central relation. The collection of the submaximal clones on A may be
thought of as the ‘next level’ in the clone lattice on A below the ‘top level’ of the
maximal clones; however, it should be noted that not all submaximal clones on A
have depth 2 below OA, because there exist submaximal clones that are contained
in two maximal clones so that they are maximal in one of them and not maximal in
the other.

Over the last five decades, a large body of work has been published about submax-
imal clones on finite sets A (|A| ≥ 3), but the project of finding all of them is far
from complete. In the special case |A| = 3 all submaximal clones on A are known;
their description was completed by Lau [64], using earlier results by Machida [70],
Demetrovics, Hannák, Marchenkov [24], and Salomaa [120] on the submaximal clones
on 3-element sets that are maximal in maximal clones of types (1), (2), and (3), re-
spectively. A complete list of all submaximal clones is not known for any finite set of
size > 3, but there are a lot of maximal clones M on arbitrary finite sets A (|A| ≥ 3)
for which all of its maximal subclones are known. These include the following, where
the numbers (1)–(6) indicate the type of the maximal clone M:

(1) M = Pol(≤) where (A;≤) is a chain and |A| ≤ 5; Larose [61].
(2) M is arbitrary of type (2); Rosenberg–Szendrei [118].
(3) M is arbitrary of type (3); Szendrei [134].
(4) M = Pol(ρ) where ρ is an equivalence relation on A with exactly two blocks,

one of which is a singleton; Lau [67, Sec. 18.3].
(5)1 M = Pol({b}), b ∈ A; Lau [65].
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More generally, the list of maximal subclones is known also for all in-
tersections

⋂

b∈B Pol({b}) (∅ ( B ⊆ A) of maximal clones of this form;
Szendrei [131], Lau [66], cf. also [67, Ch. 16].

(5)1 M = Pol(B), B ( A, |B| > 1; Lau [67, Ch. 17].
(6)∗ M is S lupecki’s clone on A; Szendrei [135].

In [135], the list of maximal subclones is given also for every subclone of
S lupecki’s clone on A, which contains all non-surjective operations on A.

3.6. Minimal varieties generated by finite algebras. Rosenberg’s Completeness
Theorem has also been instrumental in solving some problems that are apparently
unrelated to completeness. One of these is the problem to characterize the minimal
varieties that contain a nontrivial finite algebra. Each such variety is of the form V(A)
for a nontrivial finite algebra A, and by choosing a generator A of minimal cardinality,
we get that the variety has the form V(A) for a finite, strictly simple algebra A. Thus,
the problem may be rephrased as stated in Problem 10 in [50, p. 192]: describe all
finite, strictly simple algebras that generate minimal varieties. Most strictly simple
algebras A that are ‘complete’ in one of the senses we discussed (e.g., primal, quasi-
primal, or para-primal) are known to generate minimal varieties; the only exceptions
are the strictly simple affine algebras that have no trivial subalgebras (see [31, 91, 16,
83, 84]). At the other extreme, the 2-element algebras A = (A; ∅) with no operations
(essentially, just 2-element sets) and the 2-element algebras A = (A; ca) with a single
constant operation ca with value a ∈ A (pointed sets), are also strictly simple and
generate minimal varieties, but their clones are too small to consider them ‘complete’
is any reasonable sense.

The problem stated in the preceding paragraph was solved by Kearnes and Szendrei
in [58] by the following theorem:

A finite, strictly simple algebra A generates a minimal variety if and only if

(i) A is either non-abelian or has a trivial subalgebra, and
(ii) for any (equivalently, for some) unary operation e in Clo(A) such that

(3.5) e = e2, e is not constant, but |e(A)| is as small as possible,

there exist operations f0, . . . , fn in Clo(2)(A) and g0, . . . , gn, h0, . . . , hn in

Clo(1)(A), for some n ≥ 1, such that A satisfies the following identities:

x = f0(x, eg0(x)), fi−1(x, ehi−1(x)) = fi(x, egi(x)) (1 ≤ i ≤ n),

fn(x, ehn(x)) = e(x).

It follows also from this characterization that in every minimal variety V(A) where A
is a finite, strictly simple algebra, the generating algebra A embeds in every nontrivial
member of V(A) and hence A is the only strictly simple algebra in V(A), up to

isomorphism. In the proof, the operation e ∈ Clo(1)(A) is used to construct from A
its induced algebra e(A) =

(

e(A); {ef |e(A) : f ∈ Clo(A)}
)

, an algebra on the range
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e(A) of e whose operations are the restrictions to e(A) of all operations in Clo(A)
that map into e(A). It is not hard to check that M := e(A) inherits many relevant
properties of A: for example, (a) since A is strictly simple, so is M, (b) M is abelian
if and only if A is, and (c) M has the same trivial subalgebras as A. Furthermore,
by the choice of e described in (3.5), (d) every unary operation in Clo(M) is either
a permutation or a constant. A finite algebra M with property (d) is called term
minimal. The main idea of the proof of the characterization above is to establish
first that for a strictly simple, term minimal algebra M, the variety V(M) is minimal
if and only if condition (i) holds for M (in place of A), and then to determine the
exact relationship between A and its induced term minimal algebra M = e(A) that
allows the minimality of V(M) to be pulled back to yield the minimality of V(A).
The first step here relies on a detailed analysis of all the possibilities for the clones
Clo(M) of strictly simple, term minimal algebras M. This analysis was completed
in [133], relying heavily on earlier results from [98] for the case |M | = 2 and from
[86, 129, 130] for the case |M | ≥ 3.

A strengthening of Rosenberg’s Completeness Theorem from [132] plays a crucial
role in this analysis in the case where M is a strictly simple, term minimal algebra
such that Clo(1)(M) is a transitive permutation group on M (|M | ≥ 3). If, for the
time being, we let M be an arbitrary finite, strictly simple algebra, then we have
that Clo(M) 6⊆ Pol(ρ) holds for the Rosenberg relations ρ on M of type (4) and (5)1.
Therefore, for such algebras M, Rosenberg’s Completeness Theorem can be restated
as follows: either M is primal or Clo(M) ⊆ Pol(ρ) holds for one of the Rosenberg
relations ρ on M of type (1), (2), (3), non-unary (5), or (6). The strengthening of
this theorem in [132] replaces the condition “Clo(M) ⊆ Pol(ρ) for ρ of type (2) or
(3)” by the following, more restrictive condition: either the algebra

(i) M is quasi-primal (but not primal) or affine, or
(ii) M is isomorphic to an algebra M′ = (2r;F ′) where 2 = {0, 1}, r ≥ 2, and F ′

— and hence also Clo(M′) — consists entirely of ‘selector functions’, that is,
operations of the form described in (2.6) where g1, . . . , gr are unary operations
on the set 2.

Note that if Clo(M) satisfies this last condition, then Clo(M) ⊆ Pol(ρ) holds for a
Rosenberg relation ρ on M of type (3). In the special case when M also has the

property that Clo(1)(M) is a transitive permutation group on M , then it follows (see
[130]) that M is quasi-primal or affine or essentially unary.

3.7. The Dichotomy Theorem for Constraint Satisfaction Problems. To
conclude this section, we will discuss a problem from theoretical computer science
where Rosenberg’s Completeness Theorem was key to a solution. The problem is the
Dichotomy Conjecture for nonuniform, finite domain constraint satisfaction problems
(briefly: CSPs), and the solution we will discuss is Zhuk’s proof of the conjecture in
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[145, 146].19 Nonuniform, finite domain CSPs form a large class of combinatorial
decision problems, with a vast literature in computer science, which includes many
familiar problems, such as Boolean satisfiability, k-colorability of graphs, scheduling
problems, and solving systems of linear equations over finite fields. They are pa-
rameterized by finite relational structures A = (A; ρ1, . . . , ρm), where the relations
ρi are nonempty, and the size of the domain A as well as the number of relations
ρi are finite. The decision problem CSP(A) is the following: given any finite rela-
tional structure X = (X ; ρX1 , . . . , ρ

X
m) as an input, where for each i the relation ρXi

has the same arity ki as the corresponding relation ρi of A, the task is to determine
whether or not there exists a homomorphism v : X → A. Here, a homomorphism
v : X → A is a map v : X → A such that whenever a tuple (x1, . . . , xki) ∈ Xki is
in ρXi then the image tuple (v(x1), . . . , v(xki)) ∈ Aki is in ρi. For applications, one
should think of the elements of X as ‘variables’, to which we want to assign ‘values’
from the set A via v : X → A; however, v has to satisfy some ‘constraints’: each pair
(

(x1, . . . , xki), ρi
)

with (x1, . . . , xki) ∈ ρXi is a constraint which requires that the val-
ues assigned to these variables have to satisfy the condition (v(x1), . . . , v(xki)) ∈ ρi.
The Dichotomy Conjecture, due to Feder and Vardi [28, 29], states that for every
finite relational structure A, the problem CSP(A) is either in P (i.e., solvable by a
deterministic algorithm in polynomial time) or is NP-complete.20

Let A = (A; ρ1, . . . , ρm) be a finite relational structure, and define the polymor-
phism clone Pol(A) of A to be the clone

⋂m
i=1 Pol(ρi) consisting of all operations on

A that preserve every relation of A. It was noticed by Jeavons, Cohen, and Gyssen
(see [54, 53]) that if A = (A; ρ1, . . . , ρm) and A′ = (A; σ1, . . . , σn) are finite relational
structures on the same set A such that, under the Galois correspondence between
operations and relations on A (see [7, 38]), the Galois-closed set of relations gener-
ated by the relations of A contains the relations of A′, then the problem CSP(A′)
is log-space (hence polynomial-time) reducible to CSP(A). Thus, up to log-space
equivalence, the computational complexity of CSP(A) depends only on the clone
Pol(A). Bulatov, Jeavons, and Krokhin showed (see [14, 13, 15]) that if e is a unary
operation in Pol(A) satisfying the conditions in (3.5), except that we allow e to be
constant, then the relational structure e(A) = (e(A); e(ρ1), . . . , e(ρm)) obtained from
A by restricting the base set as well as all the relations to the range e(A) of e has
the following properties:

(a) e(A) is a core structure, meaning that every homomorphism e(A) → e(A)
(

i.e., every unary operation in Pol(e(A))
)

is a permutation, and

19Simultaneously and independently, Bulatov also proved the Dichotomy Conjecture, see [12].
His approach is quite different from Zhuk’s, and does not use Rosenberg’s Completeness Theorem.

20It is easy to see that each such problem CSP(A) is in NP, the point of the conjecture is that
CSP(A) cannot be of intermediate complexity.
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(b) CSP(A) and CSP(e(A)) are essentially the same problem, that is, they have

the same ‘YES/NO’ answer for every input, because A
e
→ e(A) and the in-

clusion map e(A)
incl
→ A are both homomorphisms.

Therefore, to prove or disprove the Dichotomy Conjecture, no generality is lost by
restricting to problems CSP(A) where A is a core structure. We can also assume |A| ≥
2, because in the case A = {a} each relation ρi of A is a singleton {(a, . . . , a)}, and
the answer to the decision problem CSP(A) is ‘YES’ for every input X, as witnessed
by the constant homomorphism v : X → A with value a. Bulatov, Jeavons, and
Krokhin also showed that

(c) if A is a core structure with |A| ≥ 2, then the problem CSP(A) is log-space
equivalent to the problem CSP(A∗) where A∗ is the relational structure ob-
tained from A via expanding it by all singleton relations {a} (a ∈ A).

The effect of the construction A  A∗ on the polymorphism clones is that Pol(A∗)
is the subclone of Pol(A) consisting of all idempotent operations f ∈ Pol(A), that is,
all operations f ∈ Pol(A) which satisfy the identity f(x, . . . , x) = x.

By analyzing the cases for which the complexity of CSP(A) was known at the time,
Bulatov, Jeavons, and Krokhin strengthened the Dichotomy Conjecture of Feder
and Vardi to a conjecture that also predicts the dividing line between the problems
CSP(A) that are in P and those that are NP-complete (assuming P 6= NP). This
conjecture became known as the Algebraic Dichotomy Conjecture. It has a number
of equivalent formulations, one of which is the following:

(3.6)

If A is a finite relational structure with at least two elements and
A is a core, then

(♦) CSP(A) is in P if Pol(A) contains a Taylor operation, and
(�) CSP(A) is NP-complete otherwise.

A Taylor operation (named after Taylor [137]) on a set A is an idempotent op-
eration f on A, which satisfies strong enough identities that prevent f from being
a projection operation. For example, Mal’tsev operations, majority operations, and
near unanimity operations are Taylor operations by their defining identities in (3.1),
(3.2), (3.4), and so are all binary operations f satisfying the identity f(x, y) = f(y, x).
The easy part, (�), of the conjecture was established in [14, 13, 15]. To prove (♦), it
is useful to strengthen the condition “Pol(A) contains a Taylor operation” in (♦) to
“Pol(A) contains a specific type of Taylor operation” where the identities ensuring
the Taylor property are more manageable. Several such strengthenings emerged over
the years. The one Zhuk uses relies on the following theorem due to Maróti and
McKenzie [79]:

If a clone on a finite set contains a Taylor operation, then it also contains a spe-
cial weak near unanimity operation (briefly: special WNU operation) u, which is an
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idempotent operation u that satisfies (i) the identities obtained from the near una-
nimity identities in (3.4) by deleting “= x”, and (ii) the identity

u(x, . . . , x, u(x, . . . , x, y)) = u(x, . . . , x, y).

These preparations show that to prove (♦), it suffices to produce a polynomial
time algorithm for solving CSP(A) for any fixed finite structure A such that Pol(A)
contains a special WNU operation u, and the relations of A are all relations on
its base set A that are preserved by u and have arity ≤ k for some fixed integer
k ≥ 2. Zhuk proved the Algebraic Dichotomy Conjecture in [145, 146] by presenting
such an algorithm. The main algorithm is recursive, with recursive calls applied to
instances that are in some well-defined sense ‘smaller’ or ‘simpler’ than the instances
at hand. The main algorithm starts with some combinatorial preprocessing of the
input structure X, which has one of the following outcomes: (a) it is decided that
no homomorphism X → A exists, or (b) a ‘smaller’ or ‘simpler’, but equivalent input
structure X′ is produced (where ‘equivalent’ means: a homomorphism X → A exists
if and only if a homomorphism X′ → A exists), which allows the main algorithm to be
called recursively for X′ in place of X, or (c) we know that X has strong consistency
and irreducibility properties. From this point on the main algorithm continues by
assuming that X is as in case (c), and performs further reductions that form the main
body of the algorithm. These reductions are algebraic in nature, and are based on
the following consequence of Rosenberg’s Completeness Theorem:

If D = (D;w) is a finite algebra where w is an m-ary special WNU operation, then
one of the following conditions holds:

(i) there exists a proper subalgebra B of D and a binary operation t ∈ Clo(D)
such that t(D,B) ∪ t(B,D) ⊆ B;

(ii) there exists a proper subalgebra C of D, another algebra H = (H ;wH) with
an m-ary special WNU operation wH , and a subdirect subalgebra R of D×H
such that condition (i) fails for H (in place of D), and

C = {c ∈ D : {c} ×H ⊆ R};

(iii) there exists a maximal congruence σ on D such that D/σ is functionally
complete;

(iv) there exists a maximal congruence σ on D such that D/σ is isomorphic to
(Zp; x1 + · · · + xm) for some prime divisor p of m− 1.

Applying this theorem to the subalgebras Dx of (A; u) associated to each element x
of the current input X (where the value v(x) of a potential homomorphism v : X → A
may lie), Zhuk proves that in each one of the cases (i)–(iii), a ‘smaller’, but equivalent
input structure X′′ can be produced from X, which again allows the main algorithm
to be called recursively for X′′ in place of X. Handling the remaining case, when each
subalgebra Dx (x ∈ X) of (A; u) is as in case (iv) for some prime px, is the most
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difficult part of the main algorithm, and requires developing and using new algebraic
tools, some akin to results in commutator theory.

4. Maximal clones in other contexts

Rosenberg pioneered the work on maximal clones in several other contexts.

4.1. Maximal clones on infinite sets. Rosenberg proved in [113] that there are

22|A|
maximal clones on any infinite set A. This is equal to the number of all clones

on A, which is in sharp contrast to what is true on finite base sets. The proof
follows the basic idea of Gavrilov’s paper [37] on the number of maximal clones on

countably infinite sets A, and demonstrates the existence of 22|A|
maximal clones on

arbitrary infinite sets A, without exhibiting any maximal clone. Later, Goldstern
and Shelah [40] found a transparent explicit construction, which produces different
maximal clones from different ultrafilters on infinite sets A, yielding a simpler proof
of Rosenberg’s result.

In [113], Rosenberg also brought up the following question about clones on infinite
sets A:

Question: Is it true that

every proper subclone of OA is contained in a maximal clone on A?(4.1)

We saw that for finite sets A, the answer is ‘yes’. In contrast, for infinite sets A,
this turned out to be a surprisingly difficult problem: to this day, no infinite set A
is known for which a final answer ‘yes’ or ‘no’ has been found. Note that by saying
that the answer is ‘yes’ we mean that the statement in (4.1) can be proved in ZFC21,
the usual axiom system for set theory, while by saying the answer is ‘no’ we mean
that the negation of the statement in (4.1) can be proved in ZFC. It is easy to see
that the answer to this question depends only on the cardinality of the set A, since
the clone lattices on sets of the same cardinality are isomorphic. The strongest result
concerning this question was obtained by Goldstern and Shelah in [41] and [42], where
the authors proved the following theorem first for the case when the cardinality, κ,
of A is ℵ0 (i.e., A is countably infinite) and more recently for the case when κ is an
uncountable regular cardinal:

The negation of the statement in (4.1) for sets A of regular cardinality κ is a conse-
quence of the axiom system where ZFC is expanded by the assumption κ+ = 2κ.

The assumption κ+ = 2κ here means that the Generalized Continuum Hypothesis is
assumed to hold at the cardinal κ. The proof of the theorem proceeds by constructing
a clone C on A, and a subfamily F of the interval [C,OA) (containing C but not
containing OA) such that (a) F has no maximal elements, but (b) F is cofinal in
[C,OA) (with respect to inclusion), that is, every clone in [C,OA) is a subclone of a

21ZFC is the abbreviation for “Zermelo–Fraenkel axioms, together with the Axiom of Choice”.
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member of F. Since ZFC22 has models where κ+ = 2κ holds for every infinite cardinal
κ, this theorem shows that for infinite sets A of regular cardinality,

• the negation of (4.1) holds in some models of set theory, and hence
• the statement in (4.1) is not provable in ZFC.

For infinite sets A of singular cardinality, the problem is completely open.23

4.2. Completeness for locally closed clones on infinite sets. If C is a clone on
a set A, an operation f on A is said to be locally in C if on any finite subset of its
domain, f agrees with, i.e., f can be interpolated by, some member of C (of the same
arity as f). Furthermore, C is called locally closed if it contains every operation on A
that is locally in C. Of course, if A is finite, then every clone on A is locally closed,
so these notions are interesting only if the base set A is infinite. It is easy to see that
a clone C on A is locally closed if and only if for every n ≥ 1, the n-ary part C(n)

of C is closed in the product topology of AAn

where A is equipped with the discrete
topology. For every clone C on A there exists a least locally closed clone containing
C, which is called the local closure of C, and consists exactly of those operations on A
that are locally in C. The local closure of the clone Clo(A) of an algebra A = (A;F ),
that is, the least locally closed clone on A containing F , is called the locally closed
clone of A. For a classical example, consider the clone PR of all polynomial functions
with real coefficients in finitely many variables on the set R of real numbers. By
Lagrange’s Interpolation Theorem, the local closure of this clone is the clone OR of
all functions Rn → R (n ≥ 1). This example also shows that on an infinite base set,
the local closure of a clone may be much bigger than the clone itself. For example, by
looking at the the cardinalities of the clone PR of polynomial functions on R and its
local closure OR, we see that PR has cardinality |R| = 2ℵ0 , while OA has cardinality

2|R| = 22ℵ0 .
Foster noticed in [32] — much before the concept of locally closed clones was

isolated and studied — that many of the results he proved earlier about the structure
of algebras in the variety V(A) generated by a primal or functionally complete algebra
A carry over to infinite algebras that are primal or functionally complete ‘locally’.24 In
[92], Pixley considered locally quasi-primal algebras along with quasi-primal algebras,
and carried over his characterizations of quasi-primal algebras (see Subsection 3.2)
to locally quasi-primal algebras. The Baker–Pixley Theorem was also proved in [1]
for infinite algebras A as well. In all these extensions from the finite to the infinite
case, the only change needed in both the definitions and the theorems was that the
clone of A had to be replaced by the locally closed clone of A.

22Assuming, as usual, that ZFC is consistent.
23For more details about clones on infinite sets, the reader is referred to the survey paper [39].
24He used the phrase primal or functionally complete ‘in the small’.
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Why do these completeness-type results for finite algebras carry over so smoothly
to infinite algebras in a ‘local version’? The reason was revealed in the late 1970’s
by studying the Galois connection between (finitary) operations on infinite sets A
and finitary relations on A. Extending the results of [7], Romov announced in [105]
that in this Galois connection the Galois-closed sets of operations are exactly the
locally closed clones.25 Hence, every locally closed clone on any set A is of the form
Pol(R) :=

⋂

ρ∈R Pol(ρ) for some set R of finitary relations on A.
In particular, every clone that is maximal among the locally closed clones on any set

A has the form Pol(ρ) for some finitary relation ρ on A. Rosenberg and Schweigert
were the first to study these clones, which they called locally maximal clones, in
[116]. They proved that Pol(ρ) is locally maximal on A for each one of the following
relations, which are recognizably very close to some of the relations familiar from
Rosenberg’s Completeness Theorem:

(1)′ ρ is a locally bounded partial order on A;
(2) ρ is (the graph of) a fixed point free permutation on A such that all cycles of

ρ have the same prime length;
(3)′ ρ is the affine relation α+ obtained from an abelian group (A; +), as described

in (2.3), provided (A; +) is either an elementary abelian p-group for some
prime p or torsion-free and divisible;

(4) ρ is a nontrivial equivalence relation on A;
(5)′ ρ is a locally central relation on A.

Let R1 denote the set of all these relations on A.
It was also proved in [116] that the analog of Statement (4.1) is false for locally

closed clones on infinite sets A. For example, if ρ is (the graph of) a fixed point free
permutation on A such that all cycles of ρ are infinite, then Pol(ρ) is not contained
in any locally maximal clone on A. Therefore, to obtain a completeness criterion for
OA, as a locally closed clone on an infinite set A, it is not enough to find all locally
maximal clones on A. In [117], Rosenberg and Szabó isolated several other types of
finitary relations — one of the types being the graphs of fixed point free permutations
where all cycles are infinite —, and proved that for the set R2 of all these relations,
the family {Pol(ρ) : ρ ∈ R1 ∪ R2} of locally closed clones on A is cofinal in the set
of all proper, locally closed subclones of OA (ordered by inclusion). This implies the
following completeness theorem:

A set F of functions on A is locally complete, that is, the local closure of the clone
generated by F is OA, if and only if F 6⊆ Pol(ρ) holds for all relations ρ ∈ R1 ∪ R2.

25For more about this Galois connection, including the description of the Galois-closed sets of
relations, and its applications to concrete representations of related structures of algebraic structures,
see Szabó [127] and Pöschel [99, 100].
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4.3. Maximal clones of partial operations. Clones can be formed from partial
operations just as well as from total operations: a set U of partial operations on a
fixed base set A is a clone of partial operations on A, or briefly a partial clone on
A, if U is closed under composition and contains the (total) projection operations.
A strong partial clone on A is a partial clone on A that is closed under the process
of restricting its members to arbitrary subsets of their domain. It follows that every
partial clone U is contained in a least strong partial clone, its strong closure, which
consists of all restrictions of the members of U to arbitrary subsets of their domain.
Hence, a maximal partial clone M on A is a strong partial clone, unless its strong
closure is the clone pOA of all partial operations on A. Haddad, Rosenberg, and
Schweigert proved in [48] that on any base set A, there is a unique maximal partial
clone whose strong closure is pOA, namely the partial clone M0 := OA∪{∅} consisting
of all totally defined operations on A and the partial operation with empty domain.
As a consequence, they obtained a S lupecki-type completeness theorem for partial
operations on finite sets A.

A Rosenberg-type completeness theorem for partial operations on finite sets was
obtained by Haddad and Rosenberg. The results were first announced in [45], and
then published with detailed proofs in [44], [46], and [47]. For the special cases when
|A| = 2 or |A| = 3 these results were proved earlier by Freivald [35], and by Lau [62]
and Romov [106]26, respectively. Haddad and Rosenberg showed that if A is a finite
set (|A| ≥ 2), then Statement (4.1) remains true for the maximal subclones of the
clone pOA of all partial operations on A, and they determined all maximal partial
clones on A. Since M0 is the only maximal partial clone that is not a strong partial
clone, the main task was to describe the maximal partial clones that are strong partial
clones. For this, they used Romov’s result in [107] that strong partial clones can be
described by relations, that is, every strong partial clone on a finite set A is of the
form pPol(R) :=

⋂

ρ∈R pPol(ρ) for some set R of finitary relations on A, where pPol(ρ)
is the partial clone consisting of all partial operations that preserve the relation ρ.
In particular, maximal partial clones are of the form pPol(ρ) for a single relation
ρ. Haddad and Rosenberg described four types of relations ρ on finite sets A, all of
arity ≤ max(4, |A|), such that the strong maximal partial clones on A are exactly the
partial clones pPol(ρ) where ρ is a relation of one of the four types. The relations
that occur in this list are quite different (but not disjoint) from the list of relations
in Rosenberg’s Completeness Theorem. For example, for 2-element sets A there are
5 maximal clones in OA and 7 maximal partial clones in pOA (see [98, 35]), while the
corresponding numbers for 3-element sets are 18 and 58, respectively (see [142, 62]).

26Three maximal partial clones are missing from the list of maximal partial clones in this paper.
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5. Rosenberg’s Theorem on minimal clones

The aim of this section is to present Rosenberg’s theorem on minimal clones, which
was announced at a conference in 1983, and appeared in [115] in 1986. While Rosen-
berg’s theorem on maximal clones on finite sets solved a central problem of its time,
his theorem on minimal clones opened up decades of research that is still ongoing.

5.1. Background. When we say that a clone is ‘minimal’, we mean that the clone
is minimal for the property of being nontrivial. More formally, a clone C on a set A
is called minimal if it has exactly one proper subclone: the clone IA of projections
on A. Equivalently, C is minimal if and only if it contains a non-projection and for
every operation f ∈ C that is not a projection, C is generated by f . Saying that C is
generated by f is equivalent to saying that C coincides with the clone of the algebra
Af := (A; f). From now on, we will often use the notation Af for the algebra (A; f)
where f is an arbitrary operation on A.

Since a minimal clone is required to contain a non-projection, a minimal clone on
A does not exist if |A| < 2. Therefore we will assume from now on that |A| ≥ 2.
However, unless explicitly stated otherwise, we won’t assume that A is finite.

A systematic study of minimal clones on finite sets was initiated by Pöschel and
Kalužnin in their book [101]. In Section 4.4 of the book the authors discussed some
of the fundamental facts about minimal clones on finite sets, and in Problem 12 on
page 120, they posed the problem of classifying all minimal clones on finite sets. To
summarize some basic facts about minimal clones here, we will start with a list of
examples of minimal clones. In the examples, Zn denotes the set (or the ring) of
integers modulo n. We continue to use the notation 2 = {0, 1} for the common base
set of all clones of Boolean functions, but when convenient, we may also consider
clones on the set Z2 as clones of Boolean functions. For most examples of minimal
clones below we cite the paper or book where the minimality of the given clone was
proved.

Examples of minimal clones:

(i) The three clones generated by the unary Boolean functions c0, c1 (constants),
and ¬ (negation), respectively, on 2.

(ii) The clone generated by the ternary addition x1−x2 +x3 of the additive group
(Zp; +) (P lonka [93]).

(iii) The clone generated by the binary operation (1 − p)x1 + px2 in the clone of
the group (Zp2 ; +) (P lonka [93]).

(iv) The clone of a rectangular band27 that is not a left or right zero semigroup.
For example, (Z6; 3x1 + 4x2) is a rectangular band.

27A rectangular band is a semigroup (S; ·) satisfying the identities x2 = x and xyx = x. (S; ·) is
a left [or right ] zero semigroup if it satisfies the identity xy = z [or xy = y, respectively], i.e., its
operation · is projection onto the first [second] variable.
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(v) The two clones generated by the Boolean functions ∧ (conjunction) and ∨
(disjunction), respectively, on 2.

(vi) The clone generated by the median operation (x1 ∧ x2)∨ (x1 ∧ x3)∨ (x2 ∧ x2)
of a lattice (Pöschel–Kalužnin [101]).

(vii) The clone generated by the ternary dual discriminator operation28 d defined
by d(a, b, c) = a if a = b and d(a, b, c) = c otherwise (a, b, c ∈ A) on any set A
of size ≥ 2 (Csákány–Gavalcová [22]).

(viii) The clone generated by the following k-ary operation ℓk on a k-element set
A (k ≥ 3): ℓk(a1, . . . , ak) = ak if {a1, . . . , ak} = A and ℓk(a1, . . . , ak) = a1
otherwise (a1, . . . , ak ∈ A) (Csákány–Gavalcová [22]).

By inspecting Post’s description of all clones of Boolean functions in [98], one can see
that the list above contains all the 7 minimal clones of Boolean functions, namely:
the clones in Examples (i), (v), (ii) for p = 2, and (vi) for the 2-element lattice
(2;∧,∨) (which coincides with the clone (vii) for the 2-element set A = 2).

Since every minimal clone C on a set A is generated by a single operation, in most
cases it is convenient to fix a generating operation f for C, and study when such a
clone C = Clo(Af) is minimal. For this, it is useful to choose f ∈ C so that f has
minimal arity among the non-projections in C (see e.g., [101], [19], and [115]). This
choice has the effect that

(5.1) upon identifying any two variables in f we get a projection.

In particular, if the arity of f is n ≥ 2, then f is idempotent. In [125], Świerczkowski
observed the following fact29 (cf. also [101, Thm. 4.4.6]):

If an operation f of arity n ≥ 4 has property (5.1), then for some i (1 ≤ i ≤ n), f
satisfies all identities

(5.2) f(y1, . . . , yn) = yi where two of the variables y1, . . . , yn are equal.

These identities express that upon identifying any two variables in f , f always turns
into a projection onto the same variable xi (1 ≤ i ≤ n) of f . An n-ary operation
satisfying the identities in (5.2) is called an n-ary semiprojection onto the i-th variable
if n ≥ 3 and f is not a projection.

If f has property (5.1) and arity n = 3, then there are four possibilities for f : (a) f
is a semiprojection onto one of its variables, or (b) f is a majority operation, that
is, the identities in (3.2) hold for m = f , or (c) f is a minority operation, that is, it
satisfies the identities

(5.3) f(x, y, y) = f(y, x, y) = f(y, y, x) = x,

28The dual discriminator operation was introduced by Fried and Pixley in [36].
29The statement in [125] uses a different terminology.
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or (d) the identities in (3.3) hold either for q = f or for an operation q obtained from
f by permuting variables. In case (d), Clo(Af) also contains a majority operation,
namely the operation q(x1, q(x1, x2, x3), x3).

Thus, every clone on A other than the clone IA of projections, contains one of the
following five types of operations f :30

(I) f is a unary operation, f /∈ IA;
(II) f is a binary idempotent operation, f /∈ IA;

(III) f is a semiprojection onto its first variable;
(IV) f is a majority operation;
(V) f is a minority operation.

From now on, we will refer to an operation satisfying condition (X) above, where
X ∈ {I, II, III, IV,V}, as an operation of type (X).

The statement in the preceding paragraph can be restated as follows: the set of all
clones Clo(Af) where f is an operation listed in (I)–(V), is coinitial (with respect to
inclusion) in the interval (IA,OA] of clones (containing OA but not containing IA).
This implies, in particular, that

(5.4)
every minimal clone on any set A (|A| ≥ 2) is generated by

one of the operations f in (I)–(V).

If A is finite, then a semiprojection on A (which is not a projection, by definition)
cannot have arity > |A|, and hence there are only finitely many operations of each
type (I)–(V) on A. Thus, the conclusion in the preceding paragraph implies that the
analog of (2.1) holds for minimal clones on finite sets A (|A| ≥ 2):

(5.5)
for A finite, every clone on A, except the clone of projections, has

a minimal subclone, and the number of minimal clones on A is finite.

Problem 12 in [101, p. 120], which we mentioned earlier, stated the task: Describe
all minimal clones on finite sets, and determine their number. In [115] Rosenberg
noted that analogously to the way a description of all maximal clones on finite sets
A yields an efficient criterion for checking if a set of operations on A is complete (i.e.,
generates the clone OA of all operations), a description of all minimal clones on finite
sets A would yield an efficient criterion for checking if a relation ρ on A is rigid, that
is, the polymorphism clone Pol(ρ) of ρ is the clone IA of projections.

It is not hard to see that Statement (5.5) is false if the set A is infinite. For
example, if f is a unary operation on A which is a permutation of infinite order, then
the clone generated by f has no minimal subclones. In the second to last paragraph
of Subsection 7.2 we will give another example: we describe a minority operation s
on any infinite set A such that the clone generated by s has no minimal subclones.

30The numbering of these types is not as consistent in the literature as the numbering (1) through
(6) of the types of maximal clones. We chose a numbering that follows closely the order in which
these cases are listed in [115, Thm. 2.9].
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Let us return now to Statement (5.4) saying that every minimal clone on A has a
generator of one of the types (I)–(V), whether the base set A is finite or infinite. When
we listed Examples (i)–(viii) of minimal clones earlier, we described most of them by
generators of types (I)–(V); the only exceptions were the clones in Example (ii) for
p > 2, where the minimum arity of a non-projection is 2. These examples show
that each type of operation listed in (I)–(V) does indeed occur as a generator of a
minimal clone. A question that is left open by these examples is the following: do
there exist minimal clones generated by k-ary semiprojections on sets of size > k
(k ≥ 3)? Such examples were constructed by Pálfy in [87]. A nonconstructive proof
that such minimal clones exist was given by Lengvárszky [68].

Pálfy’s construction in [87] yields semiprojections that satisfy strong identities
which make it fairly easy to check that the generated clones are minimal. Rosenberg’s
paper [115] and Pálfy’s paper [87] are the first papers in the literature that advocated
the use of identities in classifying minimal clones. The paper [87] also emphasized
that — unlike the maximality of a clone — the minimality of a clone is an internal and
abstract property. It is internal in the sense that if we fix a non-projection operation
f on some set A, then the requirement that the clone C = Clo(Af) generated by f
be minimal is equivalent to the requirement that for every non-projection operation
g ∈ Clo(Af), the algebra Af satisfies an identity of the form

(5.6) T2(T1(f))(x1, . . . , xn) = f(x1, . . . , xn)

where n is the arity of f , x1, . . . , xn are distinct variables, T1(f) is a well-formed ex-
pression representing g as a composition of copies of f and projections, and similarly,
T2(g) is a well-formed expression representing f as a composition of copies of g and
projections. This also shows that minimality for clones is an abstract property, that
is, if C and D are isomorphic clones, then one of them is minimal if and only if the
other one is minimal.

In fact, more is true: if C is a minimal clone and D is a homomorphic image31 of C
that is not the clone of projections, then D is also a minimal clone. In other words:

(5.7)
If an algebra Af = (A; f) has a minimal clone, then

so does every algebra (A′; f ′) in the variety V(Af) generated by Af ,
whose operation f ′ is not a projection.

If we apply (5.7) to the 2-element algebras (2, c0), (2;¬), and (2;∧) with minimal
clones in Examples (i) and (v), then we get that every pointed set with at least
2 elements, every Z2-set with a nontrivial action of the group (Z2; +), and every
nontrivial semilattice has a minimal clone. Similarly, if we apply (5.7) to the ‘ternary
group’ (Zp; x1 − x2 + x3) (p prime) obtained from the additive group (Zp; +) in

31A clone homomorphism C → D is an arity preserving map which commutes with all composi-
tions and maps the i-th n-ary projection in C to the i-th n-ary projection in D for every n ≥ 1 and
1 ≤ i ≤ n.
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Example (ii), then we get that every nontrivial ternary group (A; x1−x2+x3) obtained
from an elementary abelian p-group (A; +) has a minimal clone. Since the clone of an
affine space over the field Zp is the same as the clone of its ternary group reduct, these
minimal clones are often referred to as the clones of nontrivial affine spaces over Zp.
In [94], P lonka investigated the variety generated by an algebra (Zp2; (1−p)x1 +px2)
(p prime) with minimal clone in Example (iii), found a set of defining identities for
this variety, and called this variety the variety of p-cyclic groupoids.32 By (5.7), every
groupoid in this variety, whose operation is not a projection, has a minimal clone.

An important consequence of (5.7) is that for each type (X) with X ∈ {I, II, III,
IV, V}, if W(X) denotes the variety in one operation symbol f (of the appropriate
arity) defined by the identities for f specified in (X) — e.g., no identity in type (I),
the identity f(x, x) = x in type (II), and the majority identities in type (IV) —,
then the subvarieties V of W(X) with the property that every algebra Af = (A; f) in
V with a non-projection operation f has a minimal clone, form a downward closed
subset of the lattice of subvarieties of W(X). A classification of these subvarieties V
of W(X) for each type (X) would yield a classification of all minimal clones with a
fixed generating operation f of type (X).

This approach to classifying minimal clones depends on a choice of the generating
operation, and there seems to be no easy way for translating between the identities
if the same clone is given in terms of another generator. Another difficulty with this
approach is that if a clone Clo(Af) is not minimal, i.e., if we know that the variety
V(Af) is not in the downset we are looking for, then we might want to replace Clo(Af)
by a proper subclone Clo(Ag) for some non-projection g ∈ Clo(Af). However, it may
happen that g is not of the same type as f ; the possible type changes will be discussed
at the end of the next subsection. Furthermore, even if g has the same type as f , it
is not clear what the relationship is between the varieties V(Af) and V(Ag). These
difficulties might be part of the reason why the classification of minimal clones —
even on finite sets — has turned out to be much more difficult than the classification
of maximal clones on finite sets.

We conclude this subsection by discussing a technique involving identities that has
proved very useful since the early days of studying minimal clones, and is explicitly
mentioned in [56] and [69]. An absorption identity in one operation symbol f of arity
n is an identity of the form

(5.8) T1(f)(x1, . . . , xm) = xi

where x1, . . . , xm are distinct variables and T1(f) is a well-formed expression obtained
by successive compositions from f and projections. For example, the identities defin-
ing the operations of types (II)–(V) are the simplest absorption identities. Absorption

32A groupoid is an algebra with one binary operation. Groupoids are also called binars in the
literature.
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identities are important in the study of minimal clones because of the following fact:

(5.9)
If Af = (A; f) has a minimal clone then Af satisfies every

absorption identity that is true in at least one algebra Bf ∈ V(Af )
with a non-projection basic operation.

Otherwise, if an absorption identity, say (5.8), holds in Bf but not in Af , then
the operation represented by the left hand side of (5.8) is a projection in Clo(Bf)
and is not a projection in Clo(Af), Therefore, the minimality of Clo(Af) forces an
identity of the form (5.6) in Af and hence also in Bf . But the latter contradicts our
assumption that the operation f of Bf is not a projection.

5.2. Rosenberg’s theorem on minimal clones. Let A be an arbitrary set of size
≥ 2. We know from our previous discussion that if C is a minimal clone on A, then C
is generated by an operation f of one of the types (I)–(V). For the case when |A| = 2,
say A = 2, the converse of this statement also holds: every Boolean function f of the
types (I)–(V) on 2 generates a minimal clone, which appears among the examples near
the beginning of Subsection 5.1. However, if |A| ≥ 3, then the converse statement is
false. A complete description of the minimal clones would require to identify which
operations of types (I)–(V) generate minimal clones. For type (I) this is fairly easy
to do. Rosenberg’s theorem on minimal clones completed this step for operations of
type (V).

Rosenberg’s Theorem [115]. Let A be a set of size ≥ 2. A minority operation f
on A generates a minimal clone if and only if f is ternary addition x1 + x2 + x3 for
some elementary abelian 2-group (A; +).

Consequently, every minimal clone on A is generated by one of the following types
of operations f on A:
X(I) f is a unary operation such that either f = f 2 with f(A) 6= A, or f is a

permutation of prime order;
(II) f is a binary idempotent operation that is not a projection;

(III) f is a semiprojection onto its first variable;
(IV) f is a majority operation;
X(V) f is ternary addition x1+x2 +x3 for some elementary abelian 2-group (A; +).

The operations f in X(I) and X(V) generate minimal clones.

The proof of the theorem in [115] shows that if f is a minority operation such
that f fails to satisfy the condition in X(V), then the clone Clo(Af) generated by f
contains a semiprojection of arity ≥ 3. This implies that the 2-element subalgebras
of Af satisfy absorption identities that fail in Af . Thus, Clo(Af) is not a minimal
clone by (5.9).

Rosenberg’s Theorem is not concerned with the question which of the operations of
types (II), (III), or (IV) generate minimal clones. If one wants to follow an elimination
procedure resembling the way type (V) was narrowed down to X(V), the first step is



MAXIMAL CLONES, MINIMAL CLONES 31

to answer the following question: Given an operation f of type (II), (III), or (IV) on
a set A, what are the possible types, among (II)–X(V), for the operations occurring in
the idempotent clone Clo(Af)? It turns out that type (II) is too broad to allow any
restrictions; in fact, there exist binary idempotent operations f on a 3-element set A
such that Clo(Af) is the clone of all idempotent operations on A, and hence Clo(Af)
contains all operations of types (II)–X(V) on A. On the other hand, if f is of type
(III) or (IV) (semiprojection or majority operation), then we have some restrictions
(see [101, 115]). For type (III):

(5.10)
If f is an n-ary semiprojection (n ≥ 3) onto its first variable on A,

then every operation of one of the
types (II)–X(V) in Clo(Af) must be a semiprojection of arity ≥ n.

The reason for this conclusion is that under the assumption on f in (5.10), the
restriction of f to every subset B of A with |B| < n is projection onto the first
variable on B. Hence, if g ∈ Clo(Af), then the restriction of g to every subset B of
A with |B| < n is a projection operation on B. Thus, g cannot be of type (II), (IV),
or X(V), and g cannot be a semiprojection of arity < n.

For type (IV):

(5.11)
If f is a majority operation on A, then every operation of one of the

types (II)–X(V) in Clo(Af) must be a majority operation.

Indeed, if f is a majority operation on A, then every operation g ∈ Clo(Af) is either
a projection or a near unanimity operation (see [20]). Hence g cannot be of type (II),
(III), or X(V).

These considerations also imply that a minimal clone cannot contain operations
of different types (I)–(V). Therefore we may unambiguously talk about a minimal
clone of type (X) (X ∈ {I, II, III, IV, V}) to mean a minimal clone generated by
an operation of type (X). It will often be convenient to refer to minimal clones
of types X(I), (II), (III), (IV), and X(V) as unary minimal clones, binary minimal
clones, minimal clones of semiprojection type, minimal majority clones, and minimal
minority clones, respectively.

6. Further progress on the classification of minimal clones

As we mentioned in the preceding section, the classification of minimal clones —
based on Rosenberg’s Theorem on the five types of minimal clones — is far from
complete for three of the five types, even in the case when the base set is finite.
Nevertheless, over the last 40 years or so, significant progress has been made towards
understanding these minimal clones. In this section we will discuss some results that
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represent several different directions of research on this topic, and the techniques
developed to achieve the results.33

6.1. Minimal clones on small sets. We saw in the preceding section that there
are seven minimal clones on A = 2 (and hence on any 2-element set): three unary,
two binary, one majority, and one minority minimal clone. This follows from Post’s
results in [98], but can also be derived easily from Rosenberg’s Theorem (or its
predecessor in Subsection 5.1). Among these minimal clones, the two clones generated
by the constant operations c0 and c1, and the two clones generated by the binary
idempotent operations ∧ and ∨ differ only by switching the roles of the elements
of the base set. In general, we will say that two clones, C on A and C′ on A′, are
similar 34 if there is a bijection π : A → A′ such that conjugation by π, which is a
clone isomorphism OA → OA′ that sends every operation f(x1, . . . , xn) ∈ OA to the
operation πf(x1, . . . , xn) := π(f(π−1(x1), . . . , π

−1(xn))) ∈ OA′ , maps C onto C′. In
this terminology, we have τc0 = c1 and τ∧ = ∨ for the permutation τ switching 0 and
1, so on the two-element set A = 2, the two minimal clones generated by constant
operations and the two minimal clones generated by binary idempotent operations
are similar. It is easy to see that no other pairs of clones among the minimal clones
on a 2 are similar, so up to similarity, there are five minimal clones on 2: two unary,
one binary, one majority, and one minority.

The minimal clones on 3-element sets were determined by Csákány in [18] and [19].
He found that, up to similarity, there are 24 minimal clones on a 3-element set, 4 of
them are unary, 12 of them are binary, and 3 of them are majority minimal clones,
while the remaining 5 are generated by ternary semiprojections. The arguments were
assisted by extensive computer search, and the final result shows, for instance, that
every binary minimal clone with generating operation f on a 3-element set contains
at most four binary operations: the two projections and f(x, y), f(y, x) (the latter
two might be equal), which is not a priory obvious, and is not true on large finite
sets.

Now let A be a 4-element set. The binary minimal clones on A were classified by
Szczepara in his PhD thesis [126]. He found six systems of identities (in one binary
operation symbol) such that a clone on a 4-element set that contains a binary non-
projection is minimal if an only if it is generated by a binary operation satisfying one
of the six systems of identities. He derived from these results that, up to similarity,
there are exactly 120 binary minimal clones on A. The minimal majority clones
on A were determined by Waldhauser in [138]. Some of these minimal clones are
generated by conservative majority operations; these minimal clones were classified

33The reader may also be interested in the papers [103] and [21] which survey results on minimal
clones.

34The well-known notion of similarity for permutation groups (see [104, p. 32]) is the special case
when C and C′ are essentially unary clones whose unary parts are permutation groups.
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by Csákány [20] on any finite set, and will be discussed in the next subsection. In
[138], Waldhauser proved that, up to similarity, there are exactly 3 minimal clones on
A that are generated by non-conservative majority operations. For minimal clones
generated by semiprojections f on A, the arity of f can only be 3 or 4. If f is 4-ary,
then f is conservative, and the classification theorem of Ježek and Quackenbush [55]
— also to be discussed in the next subsection — yields an efficient necessary and
sufficient condition for f to generate a minimal clone on A. However, if f is 3-ary, no
such description is known (even in the special case when f is conservative). Therefore,
this is the only case missing from a complete classification of all minimal clones on
4-element sets.

For finite sets A of size ≥ 5, the problem of classifying all minimal clones on A is
unsolved.

6.2. Conservative minimal clones. An operation f on a set A is called conser-
vative if it preserves every nonempty subset B of A, that is, if f ∈

⋂

∅6=B⊆A Pol(B).
A clone C is called conservative if all operations in C are conservative, that is, if
C ⊆

⋂

∅6=B⊆A Pol(B). Thus, every clone generated by conservative operations is

conservative. It is easy to see that minimal clones of type X(I) in Rosenberg’s The-
orem are not conservative, since conservative operations are idempotent. Minimal
clones of type X(V) are not conservative either — unless the base set has size 2 —,
since 3-element subsets of the base set are not closed under the generating operation
x1 + x2 + x3 of the clone. To discuss conservative minimal clones of the remaining
three types, let f be a k-ary conservative operation on a set A satisfying one of the
conditions (II)–(IV) in Rosenberg’s Theorem. The assumption that f is conservative
is equivalent to saying that every nonempty subset B of A is the base set of a sub-
algebra of Af = (A; f). Here, the subalgebra of Af = (A; f) with base set B is the
algebra (B; f |B) where f |B denotes the restriction of f to B, and hence (B; f |B) is
in the variety generated by Af . It follows that if f generates a minimal clone, then
f is the union of its restrictions f |B to all k-element subsets B of A, and

(6.1) for each f |B (B ⊆ A, |B| = k),

f |B generates a minimal clone on B of the same type (II)–(IV) as f ,

or f |B is one of the two projection operation on B if f has type (II),

or f |B is projection onto the first variable on B if f has type (III).

Thus, to classify the conservative minimal clones, it suffices to determine under what
additional conditions on the operations f |B in (6.1) it is the case that the union f of
the f |B’s generates a minimal clone on A.

In [20], Csákány found such a criterion for binary minimal clones and for minimal
majority clones. First, let f be a conservative binary idempotent operation on a set A.
In this case, the description of all minimal clones on 2-element sets in Subsection 6.1
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implies that each operation f |B in (6.1) is a semilattice operation or one of the two
projection operations on the 2-element set B. Csákány proved that for a family of
such operations f |B (B ⊆ A, |B| = 2), the union f generates a minimal clone on A
if and only if f |B is a semilattice operation for at least one B, and for all projection
operations f |B, the algebras (B; f |B) are isomorphic (i.e., all projection operations
f |B project onto the same variable). Now let f be a majority operation on A. In this
case, each operation f |B in (6.1) is a majority operation generating a minimal clone
on the 3-element set B. By the description of all minimal clones on 3-element sets in
Subsection 6.1, there are three minimal clones, up to similarity, which are generated
by majority operations. In one similarity class, each clone has a unique majority
operation, in another one each clone has three majority operations, and in the third
similarity class each clone has eight majority operations. Csákány’s result is that for
a family of majority operations f |B (B ⊆ A, |B| = 3) generating minimal clones,
the union f generates a minimal clone on A if and only if for any two 3-element sets
B1, B2 ⊆ A such that f |B1 and f |B2 generate similar minimal clones, we have that
the algebras (B1, f |B1) and (B2, f |B2) are isomorphic.

Conservative minimal clones generated by a k-ary semiprojection (k ≥ 3) onto the
first variable were studied by Ježek and Quackenbush in [55]. Following the same
strategy as in the preceding paragraph, one has to complete the following two steps
to obtain a classification of all such minimal clones: (a) Describe the minimal clones
on k-element sets that are generated by k-ary semiprojections (k ≥ 3); and (b) Given
a family of operations f |B as in (6.1) where for each B ⊆ A (|B| = k), either f |B
is a k-ary semiprojection onto the first variable that generates a minimal clone on
B, or f |B is the k-ary projection onto the first variable on B, find a necessary and
sufficient condition for the union f of these f |B’s to generate a minimal clone on A.
To state the results of [55] on Steps (a) and (b), we call a binary relation ρ on a set
B bitransitive if ρ is reflexive and transitive, but not the equality relation, and the
automorphism group of the relational structure (B; ρ) acts transitively on the set of
all pairs (b1, b2) ∈ ρ with b1 6= b2. Bitransitive relations on B fall into two types:
equivalence relations on B with all non-singleton blocks of the same size, and partial
orders of length 1 whose automorphism group acts transitively on the set of pairs
(b1, b2) ∈ ρ with b1 6= b2.

Ježek and Quackenbush completed Step (a) by proving the following: If B is a
k-element set and C is a clone on B generated by a k-ary semiprojection, then C is
minimal if and only if C is generated by a semiprojection of the form

sρ(b1, . . . , bk) =

{

bk if b1, . . . , bk are distinct and (b1, bk) ∈ ρ,

b1 otherwise

for some bitransitive relation ρ on B. Moreover, for any two distinct bitransitive
relations ρ1 and ρ2 on B, the operations sρ1 and sρ2 generate distinct minimal clones.
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For Step (b), Ježek and Quackenbush proved that the following condition is necessary
for a conservative clone C generated by a k-ary semiprojection on a set A to be
minimal: C is generated by a semiprojection f such that

(∗) all restrictions f |B (B ⊆ A, |B| = k) of f that are not projections have the
form f |B = sρB for isomorphic bitransitive relational structures (B; ρB).

This necessary condition for C to be minimal is not sufficient if |A| > k. If f generates
C and satisfies (∗), then the algebra Af = (A; f) and its subalgebras (B; f |B), where
f |B is not a projection, will satisfy the same k-variable identities, but the clone C =
Clo(Af) may contain a semiprojection of arity > k, which implies by (5.9) that C is
not minimal. Therefore, by adding the condition “(A; f) satisfies the same absorption
identities as its (isomorphic) subalgebras (B; f |B) (with B as in (∗)) that are not
projection algebras” to the necessary condition above, one can get a characterization
of all conservative minimal clones of semiprojection type. However, as it was pointed
out in [55], there seems to be no efficient way for checking this last condition.

6.3. Minimal clones with few non-projection operations of minimum arity.
The binary minimal clones that we have encountered so far don’t have ‘too many’
binary non-projection operations: in Examples (ii)–(v) in Subsection 5.1 the numbers
are p − 2, 2p − 2, 2, and 1 respectively, while for the binary minimal clones on 2-
or 3-element sets and for the conservative binary minimal clones the numbers are 1
or 2 (see Subsections 6.1 and 6.2). In the mid 1990’s, Lévai and Pálfy [69] started
a systematic study of binary minimal clones C in which the number of binary non-
projections, |C(2)| − 2(> 1), is small. Their results classify all binary minimal clones
C with |C(2)| = 3, 4, 6. When combined with two theorems of Dudek for the cases
|C(2)| = 5, 7 — one in [26] and the other unpublished at the time, but published much
later in [27] — these results yield a classification of all binary minimal clones C with
|C(2)| ≤ 7.

Since an assumption that restricts the size of the binary part C(2) of a binary min-
imal clone C depends only on the isomorphism type of C, these classification results
determine the minimal clones C considered up to isomorphism. The classification is
accomplished by finding, under each assumption |C(2)| = r (r = 3, . . . , 7), a family Fr

of groupoid varieties — i.e., varieties in one binary operation symbol ◦ — such that

(6.2)
a clone C on a set A is a binary minimal clone satisfying |C(2)| = r

if and only if C contains a binary non-projection ◦ such that
A◦ = (A; ◦) is in V for some V ∈ Fr, C = Clo(A◦), and |C(2)| 6< r.

For r = 3 there are two varieties in F3:

• the variety A3 of affine spaces over Z3;
• the variety 2-SL defined by the 2-variable identities of the variety SL of

semilattices.
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For r = 4, F4 consists of five varieties, which we also list here35 because they will
play a role later on:

• the variety 2-CG of 2-cyclic groupoids;
• the variety RB of rectangular bands;
• the variety 2-LNB defined by the 2-variable identities of the variety LNB

of left normal bands, where LNB = SL ∨ LZ (the join of the variety of
semilattices and the variety of left zero semigroups);

• the variety D defined by the identities

x ◦ (y ◦ x) = (x ◦ y) ◦ x = (x ◦ y) ◦ y = x ◦ y, and(6.3)

x ◦ ((. . . ((x ◦ y1) ◦ y2) . . . ) ◦ ym) = x for all m = 0, 1, 2 . . . ;(6.4)

• the variety M of melds, which is defined by the identities

x ◦ x = x, x ◦ ((y ◦ x) ◦ z) = x.

For r = 5 and r = 7, Fr is a singleton containing the variety of affine spaces over
Zr. Finally, for r = 6, F6 consists of five varieties, including the variety of 3-cyclic
groupoids.

The method Lévai and Pálfy used in [69] to find the varieties in Fr for r = 3, 4, 6
is based on the idea that if C = Clo(A◦) is a binary minimal clone with |C(2)| = r,
then the r-element groupoid C◦ := (C(2); ◦), where ◦ is the binary operation

C(2) × C(2) → C(2),
(

f(x1, x2), g(x1, x2)
)

7→ f(x1, x2) ◦ g(x1, x2)

of applying the operation ◦ of A◦ pointwise to the functions in C(2) (⊆ AA2
), has two

important properties. First,

(α) C◦ is the 2-generated free groupoid in the variety V(A◦), with the two pro-

jections pr
(2)
1 , pr

(2)
2 ∈ C(2) as free generators.

This implies that the binary parts of the clones C and Clo(C◦) are isomorphic. There-
fore, since C is a minimal clone, we get the second property that

(β) the clone of C◦ is 2-minimal, that is, every binary non-projection in Clo(C◦)
generates the operation ◦ of C◦.

Properties (α) and (β) narrow down the isomorphism type of the groupoid C◦ to 2,
7, and 6 possibilities for r = 3, 4, and 6, respectively, provided groupoids with the
same clone are counted only with one choice of the generating operation ◦. (In the
case r = 6, the search was done by computer.) For some of these isomorphism types,
C◦ does not have a minimal clone. These isomorphism types can be eliminated,
because we have that C◦ ∈ V(A◦) and the operation of C◦ is a non-projection,
hence (5.7) forces the clone Clo(C◦) to be minimal. Finally, for each r = 3, 4, 6 and
each isomorphism type, say i = 1, . . . , kr, for an r-element C◦ with a minimal clone,

35In some cases, our description of these varieties is different from, but equivalent to, the descrip-
tion in [69]. The terminology ‘meld’ for the members of the last variety is due to Brady [11].
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the authors of [69] found a set of identities, Σr,i, consisting of binary identities and
absorption identities true in C◦ such that whenever a groupoid with a non-projection
operation satisfies the identities in Σr,i, then the groupoid has a minimal clone. By
the construction of C◦ and by Statement (5.9), this implies that (6.2) holds if for
each r = 3, 4, 6, Fr is chosen to be the set of varieties Vr,i defined by the identities
in Σr,i (i = 1, . . . , kr).

In [69], Lévai and Pálfy also constructed binary minimal clones Bk and Ck, for each

k ≥ 2, such that |B (2)
k | = 2k+ 2 and |C (2)

k | = 3k+ 2. These examples show that there
is no upper bound on the number of binary non-projections in binary minimal clones.
The second sequence also shows that for infinitely many primes p (≥ 11) of the form
3k + 2, the clones of nontrivial affine spaces over Zp are not the only minimal clones
C with |C(2)| = p.

Now we will discuss minimal majority clones with few ternary operations. Recall
from (5.11) that in a minimal majority clone, every ternary non-projection is a ma-
jority operation. The known examples of minimal majority clones C exhibit very few
possibilities for the number |C(3)| − 3 of majority operations in C. For Examples (vi)
and (vii) in Subsection 5.1, the numbers are 1 and 3, respectively. For the major-
ity minimal clones on 3-element sets and for the non-conservative majority minimal
clones on 4-element sets the numbers are 1, 3, or 8 (see Subsection 6.1). For the
conservative minimal majority clones the numbers are 1, 3, 8, or 24 (see Subsec-
tion 6.2). In the paper [140], Waldhauser classified all minimal majority clones with
≤ 7 ternary operations (i.e., with ≤ 4 majority operations). The main results are
that there exist no minimal majority clones with 2 or 4 majority operations, and for
each one of m = 1 and 3, there exists a unique variety Vm (in one ternary operation
symbol f) such that

(6.5)

a clone C on a set A is a minimal majority clone satisfying |C(3)| = 3 + m
(i.e., C contains exactly m majority operations)

if and only if C contains a majority operation f such that
Af ∈ Vm, C = Clo(Af), and |C(3)| 6< m.

Here, V1 is the variety defined by the 3-variable identities that are true for the median
operation of any lattice with 2 or more elements, while V3 is the variety defined by
the 3-variable identities that are true for the dual discriminator operation on any
set of size ≥ 3 (see Examples (vi) and (vii) in Subsection 5.1). Clearly, V1 ⊂ V3.
Waldhauser also pointed out in [140] that V1 has infinitely many subvarieties, and
hence there are infinitely many non-isomorphic minimal majority clones that contain
a single majority operation.

In the classification of minimal majority clones C by identities, it is the ternary
part, C(3), that plays the same role as the binary part for binary minimal clones.
However, there is an essential difference: for any clone C = Clo(Af) generated by
a majority operation f , Statement (5.11) implies that C is minimal if (and only if)
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C is 3-minimal, that is, every ternary non-projection g in C generates f . Thus, the
ternary part C(3) determines whether or not C is minimal, or equivalently, the ternary
identities true in Af determine whether or not the clone Clo(Af) is minimal.

The main tool Waldhauser used in his classification of minimal majority clones C
with |C(3)| ≤ 7 is the symmetries of the majority operations in C. The symmetric
group S3 acts on C(3) by permuting the variables of the operations. Call an operation
f ∈ C(3) cyclically symmetric if it is invariant under permuting its variables by a 3-
cycle in S3. Waldhauser proved for every minimal majority clone C with finitely many
majority operations that if every majority operation in C is cyclically symmetric,
then C has a unique majority operation. Consequently, if C is a minimal majority
clone with finitely many, but more than one majority operations, then some majority
operation in C has an orbit of size ≥ 3 under the action of S3. This shows that the
number m of majority operations in a minimal majority clone C cannot be 2, and
if m = 3 then the three majority operations in C are obtained from one another
via permuting the variables by 3-cycles. Finally, were m = 4, there would be one
cyclically symmetric majority operation in C and three other majority operations
that are obtained from one another via permuting variables by 3-cycles. This is the
starting point of eliminating the case m = 4.

For a long time, the only numbers known to occur as the number of majority oper-
ations in a minimal majority clone were the numbers m = 1, 3, 8, and 24 mentioned
above. However, in their paper [6] published in 2011, Behrisch and Waldhauser found
minimal majority clones M26 and M78 with m = 26 and 78 majority operations, re-
spectively. The clone M26 is a minimal majority clone on a 5-element set, generated
by a cyclically symmetric majority operation. It was found by a computer search
that took several weeks on several computers to find all minimal majority clones
generated by cyclically symmetric majority operations on a 5-element set, and de-
termine the number of majority operations in them. The search revealed that, up
to similarity, M26 is the only such clone where the number of majority operations
is different from 1 and 8. The clone M78 was obtained from M26 by a general con-
struction in the paper [6], which produces from any minimal majority clone with m
majority operations, which is generated by a cyclically symmetric majority operation
f on a set A, a new minimal majority clone with 3m majority operations, which is
generated by the majority operation f ∗ on the set A∗ = A ∪ {∗} that extends f so
that f ∗(a1, a2, a3) = a1 whenever {a1, a2, a3} is a 3-element subset of A∗ containing
the new element ∗.

6.4. Minimal clones satisfying some algebraic restrictions. Abelian algebras
were introduced earlier in Subsection 3.3, and it was mentioned there that typical
examples are the algebras whose clone is a subclone of the clone of the constant
expansion of a module, and their subalgebras. In [56], Kearnes classified all minimal
clones that have nontrivial abelian representations. Given a minimal clone C on some
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set S, we call an algebra Af = (A; f) a representation of C if there exists a surjective
clone homomorphism Φ: C → Clo(Af), or equivalently, if for an appropriately chosen

non-projection36 f̃ ∈ C the algebra Sf̃ = (S; f̃), whose clone is C, generates a variety
V(Sf̃ ) containing Af . A representation Af of C is called faithful if there exists a clone
isomorphism Φ: C → Clo(Af), or in the equivalent reformulation, Af is another
generating algebra for V(Sf̃ ). We say that a representation Af of C is abelian if
Af is an abelian algebra, and nontrivial if f is a non-projection. Recall that by
Statement (5.7), a nontrivial representation Af of a minimal clone C has a minimal
clone. The descriptions of the minimal clones in Examples (i)–(iv) in Subsection 5.1
show that these are clones of abelian algebras, and hence these clones have nontrivial
abelian representations (where Φ is the identity map).

The main result of [56] is that, up to isomorphism, these examples include almost all
of the minimal clones with abelian representations. Using the terminology introduced
right after Statement (5.7), Kearnes’ theorem can be stated as follows:

C is a minimal clone with a nontrivial abelian representation if and only if one of the
following conditions holds for C:

(o) C is unary,
(a) C is the clone of an affine space over the field Zp for some prime p,
(b) C is the clone of a rectangular band which is not a left zero or right zero

semigroup, or
(c) C is the clone of a p-cyclic groupoid for some prime p which is not a left zero

semigroup.

The proof starts by observing that among the five types of the minimal clones (see
Rosenberg’s Theorem in Subsection 5.2) those of types X(I) and X(V) are clones of
abelian algebras, and those of types (III) and (IV) cannot have nontrivial abelian
representations. Therefore, most of the work in the proof goes into analyzing the
minimal clones of type (II), that is, the binary minimal clones. In the first phase of
the proof Kearnes shows that every binary minimal clone that has a nontrivial abelian
representation, is represented by one of the abelian algebras Af = (Z6; 3x1 + 4x2),
Af = (Zp; x1−x2+x3) (p > 2 prime), or Af = (Zp2 ; (1−p)x1+px2) (p prime), whose
clones are exactly the minimal clones in Examples (iv), (ii), and (iii) in Subsection 5.1.
In the second phase he shows that each variety generated by one of these algebras
Af can be axiomatized by absorption identities, and hence Statement (5.9) implies
that the minimal clone C = Clo(Sf̃) represented by Af must arise from an algebra
Sf̃ that satisfies all identities of Af , implying that Af is a faithful representation of
C = Clo(Sf̃).

The classification of minimal clones with nontrivial abelian representations, in
combination with some results from commutator theory, allowed the author of [56]

36f̃ ∈ C is one of the inverse images of f under Φ.
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to prove the following generalization of the main statement in Rosenberg’s Theorem
on minority minimal clones:

If a clone C is generated by a Mal’tsev operation (i.e., by a ternary operation p
satisfying the identities in (3.1)), then C has a nontrivial abelian representation, and
hence C is the clone of an affine space over a field Zp for some prime p.

In [139], Waldhauser proved that Kearnes’ classification also holds for the minimal
clones that have weakly abelian representations.

It is not hard to see from the classification of minimal clones with abelian represen-
tations that all these clones are commutative. A clone C on a set A is called commu-
tative if any two operations in C commute with each other, that is, for any f, g ∈ C
(say f is m-ary and g is n-ary), g is an algebra homomorphism (A; f)m → (A; f),
or equivalently, f preserves the graph of g (an (m + 1)-ary relation). Yet another
equivalent condition is that f and g satisfy the following identity in mn variables xij :

(6.6) g(f(x11, . . . , xm1), . . . , f(x1n, . . . , xmn))

= f(g(x11, . . . , x1n), . . . , g(xm1, . . . , xmn)).

It follows from these equivalent descriptions of commutativity that f and g have
symmetric roles in the definition. It follows also that the commutativity of clones is
invariant under clone isomorphism, and if C is a minimal clone generated by f , then C
is a commutative clone if and only if f commutes with itself. These facts are sufficient
to derive from the classification of minimal clones with abelian representations that
all such minimal clones are commutative.

This observation motivated the classification of all commutative minimal clones
in [59] by Kearnes and Szendrei. By our discussion in the preceding paragraph, the
minimal clones of types X(I) and X(V) are commutative. On the other hand, it is not
hard to show that no majority operation on a set of size > 1 commutes with itself, so
minimal clones of types (IV) are not commutative. Therefore the main task in [59]
was to classify the commutative minimal clones of types (II) and (III). We will start
with the binary case. If ◦ is a binary operation, then the identity expressing that ◦
commutes with itself is the 4-variable identity (x◦y)◦ (u◦ v) = (x◦u)◦ (y ◦ v), which
is known in the literature as the entropic law (or medial law). Therefore, to classify
the commutative binary minimal clones, one has to classify the idempotent entropic
groupoids A◦ = (A; ◦) with minimal clones. The main result of [59] for this case is
that C is a commutative binary minimal clone if and only if C is one of the clones in
items (a)–(c) above, or

(d) C is the clone of a right semilattice — i.e., an idempotent entropic groupoid
A◦ satisfying the identities x ◦ (x ◦ y) = x and (x ◦ y) ◦ y = x ◦ y — which is
not a left zero semigroup, or

(e) C is the clone of a left normal band which is not a left zero semigroup.
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In both cases (d) and (e) the binary part, C(2), of the clone C has size 4 or 3 (the latter
only in case (e) when C is the clone of a semilattice), therefore for a non-projection
◦ in C, the algebra A◦ belongs to one of the varieties in F4 or F3 in the classification
theorem of Lévai and Pálfy in [69] (see Subsection 6.3). In case (e) the variety is
clearly 2-LNB ∈ F4 or 2-SL ∈ F3, respectively, while in case (d) it is not hard to
check that the variety is D ∈ F4.

In contrast to the binary case, the classification in [59] of the commutative minimal
clones generated by semiprojections produced a new class of minimal clones. Indeed,
for minimal clones of type (III), we have seen so far only classification results for
minimal clones generated by conservative semiprojections. However, it is not hard
to show that such a clone cannot be commutative.

To present the result of [59] for the commutative minimal clones generated by
semiprojections, let C be a clone on a set A generated by a (k+1)-ary semiprojection
s = s(x,y) onto the variable x (where k ≥ 2 and y = (y1, . . . , yk) is the tuple of the
remaining variables), and assume that C is commutative, that is, s commutes with
itself. The assumption that s is a semiprojection and generates C implies that every
operation g = g(x1, . . . , xn) ∈ C restricts to all k-element subsets of A as projection
onto the same variable xℓ, which we will call the distinguished variable of g. Hence,
in particular, every operation in C(k+1) is a semiprojection or a projection. The
assumption that s commutes with itself, that is, the assumption that the identity (6.6)
holds with f = g = s and m = n = k + 1, implies that the (2k + 1)-variable
identity s(s(x,y), z) = s(s(x, z),y) also holds for s, and every operation t ∈ C(k+1)

with distinguished variable x and non-distinguished variables y = (y1, . . . , yk) has
the form s(. . . s(s(x,yσ1),yσ2), . . . ,yσm

) for some m ≥ 1 and some permutations
σ1, . . . , σm ∈ Sk, where yσ denotes the tuple (yσ(1), . . . , yσ(k)) for every permutation
σ ∈ Sk. Moreover, every subclone of C, except the clone IA of projections, contains
a (k + 1)-ary semiprojection. Thus, C is completely determined by its subset MC

consisting of all (k+1)-ary operations (semiprojection or projection operations) with
a fixed distinguished variable, say x. The properties of C just discussed imply that
the binary operation ⊕ on MC defined by (t1 ⊕ t2)(x,y) := t2(t1(x,y),y) yields a
commutative monoid whose neutral element o ∈ MC is the (k+1)-ary projection onto
the variable x. Furthermore, the unary operations t(x,y) 7→ (σt)(x,y) := t(x,yσ)
(σ ∈ Sk) on MC define an action of Sk on the monoid (MC;⊕, o) by automorphisms,
yielding an Sk-semimodule MC = (MC ;⊕, o, Sk).

It is proved in [59] that the assignment C 7→ MC is the object map of a categorical
equivalence between the category of commutative clones generated by a (k + 1)-ary
semiprojection or projection, together with all clone homomorphisms between them,
and the category of 1-generated Sk-semimodules with all homomorphisms between
them. This implies, in particular, that C is a commutative minimal clone if and
only if its associated Sk-semimodule MC is minimal in the sense that it is nontrivial
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(i.e., MC 6= {o}) and every element f ∈ MC \ {o} generates MC. The minimal Sk-
semimodules are classified in [59] as follows: A minimal Sk-semimodule is either a
2-element semilattice ({s, o};⊕, o) with neutral element o and with the trivial action
of Sk, or an elementary abelian p-group (M ;⊕, o) for some prime p with an action of
Sk that makes it an irreducible Sk-module over the field Zp.

This yields a classification of all commutative minimal clones generated by a
semiprojection as follows. Since there is a bijection between the isomorphism classes
of commutative minimal clones generated by (k+ 1)-ary semiprojections and the iso-
morphism classes of minimal Sk-semimodules, it suffices to describe how to construct
from each minimal semimodule M = (M ;⊕, o, Sk) a commutative minimal clone C
generated by a (k + 1)-ary semiprojection such that M ∼= MC . Given a minimal
semimodule M = (M ;⊕, o, Sk), choose any s0 ∈ M \ {o} and fix a presentation of
M with generator s0. The relations of this presentation yield a set of identities in
one (k+1)-ary operation symbol s which, together with the semiprojection identities
for s and the identity expressing that s commutes with itself, define a variety VM

such that M ∼= MC holds for the clone C = Clo(As) of each algebra As = (A; s)
generating VM. In fact, As will generate VM as long as the operation s is not a
projection, as we will now show. Since M ∼= MC is a minimal Sk-semimodule, MC

is a simple algebra, that is, the only proper homomorphic image of MC is the triv-
ial (one-element) Sk-semimodule. This property carries over to C, since C and MC

correspond to each other under the categorical equivalence discussed in the preced-
ing paragraph. Hence, the only proper homomorphic image of C = Clo(As), for an
algebra As generating VM, is the clone of projections. But this fact is equivalent to
the fact that the only nontrivial proper subvariety of VM is the variety of algebras
As where s is a projection.

Altogether this shows that commutative minimal clones generated by semiprojec-
tions are classified by irreducible representations of finite symmetric groups over fields
of prime order.

6.5. Brady’s coarse classification of the binary minimal clones on finite
sets. We discussed in Subsections 5.2 and 6.3 that one of the difficulties with clas-
sifying binary minimal clones is that a clone C generated by a binary idempotent
non-projection may have minimal subclones that don’t have non-projection binary
operations, and this may happen even if C is 2-minimal. This is in sharp contrast to
the case when M is generated by a majority operation, because this family of clones
is ‘stable’ under taking minimal subclones in the sense that every minimal subclone of
a clone generated by a majority operation is generated by a majority operation, and
hence 3-minimality implies minimality for clones generated by majority operations.

In his recent papers [9] and [11], Brady found a coarse classification for binary
minimal clones on finite sets which eliminates the issue of ‘instability’ mentioned in
the preceding paragraph. More precisely, Brady’s main result isolates seven disjoint
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families of clones with the following properties: (1) every clone in each family is
generated by a binary idempotent non-projection on a finite set, (2) every binary
minimal clone on a finite set belongs to one of the seven families, (3) four of the
seven families consist of binary minimal clones only, and (4) for each one of the
remaining three families, if C is in a given family, then every minimal subclone of C
is in the same family. The classification is as follows:

Every binary minimal clone C on a finite set satisfies exactly one of the following
seven conditions:

(a) C is the clone of an affine space over the field Zp for some odd prime p;
(b) C is the clone of a rectangular band which is not a left zero or right zero

semigroup;
(c) C is the clone of a p-cyclic groupoid for some prime p which is not a left zero

semigroup;
(m) C is the clone of a meld (see Subsection 6.3) which is not a left zero semigroup;
(B) C is the clone of a Brady groupoid37 — i.e., a groupoid A◦ satisfying the

identities x ◦ x = x and x ◦ (x ◦ y) = (x ◦ y) ◦ x = x ◦ y — which is not a left
zero semigroup, but has a 2-element section (i.e., quotient of a subalgebra)
that is a left zero semigroup;

(S) C is the clone of a spiral — that is, a groupoid A◦ satisfying the identities
x ◦ x = x, x ◦ y = y ◦ x, and having the additional property that for any two
distinct elements a, b ∈ A, the subgroupoid of A◦ generated by {a, b} either
contains only these two elements, or has a surjective homomorphism onto the
free semilattice FSL(x, y) on two generators;

(D) C is the clone of a dispersive groupoid — that is, a groupoid A◦ satisfying
all identities in (6.4) and having the additional property that for any two
distinct elements a, b ∈ A, either the subgroupoid of A◦ generated by {a, b}
contains only these two elements, or the subgroupoid of (A◦)

2 generated by the
pairs (a, b) and (b, a) has a surjective homomorphism onto the free groupoid
FD(x, y) with two generators in the variety D from the classification results
of Lévai and Pálfy [69] (see Subsection 6.3).

Moreover, all clones in (a), (b), (c), and (m) are minimal.

The proof makes essential use of the restriction that the binary minimal clones
considered have finite base sets. One of the main ways this finiteness assumption
was exploited in [9, 11] is the following. Brady used several constructions to produce
better-behaved binary operations in a clone C = Clo(A◦) than the generating opera-
tion ◦. Many of these constructions rely on sequences of iterated compositions — like
x, x ◦ y, (x ◦ y) ◦ y, ((x ◦ y) ◦ y) ◦ y, . . . — which stabilize after finitely many steps if

37In [11], Brady called these groupoids ‘partial semilattices’. Since we discuss partial operations
and partial clones in Subsections 4.3 and 7.3 of this paper, it seemed safer to avoid this name.
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the base set is finite, and hence produce a new operation in C. However, if the base
set is infinite, then the same conclusions are not necessarily true.

Concerning the types (B), (S), and (D) in the classification theorem, which may
contain non-minimal clones, Brady also proved in [9, 11] that if X is the class BGfin

of finite Brady groupoids, the class SPfin of finite spirals, or the class DGfin of finite
dispersive groupoids, then X has the following properties:

(i) (Stability under taking subclones)
If A◦ ∈ X then every subclone of Clo(A◦), except the clone of projections,
contains a binary operation ∗ such that A∗ = (A; ∗) ∈ X ; in particular, every
minimal subclone of Clo(A◦) is of the form Clo(A∗) for some A∗ ∈ X .

(ii) (Smallest witnessing variety)
There exists a finite groupoid GX such that V(GX ) is a subvariety of V(A◦)
for every A◦ ∈ X . The groupoid GX can be chosen to be the 2-generated free
algebra FLNB(x, y), FSL(x, y), and FD(x, y) for X = BGfin, SPfin, and DGfin,
respectively.

(iii) (Membership can be decided efficiently)
There exists a polynomial time algorithm that, upon inputting a finite groupoid
A◦, decides whether or not A◦ ∈ X .

In fact, analogous properties (ii)–(iii) hold for the classes Vfin of finite members of
the varieties V = Ap and p-CG (for each prime p separately) determining the clones
in (a) and (c), and V = RB and M determining the clones in (b) and (m). In these
cases property (i) holds trivially, because the clones are minimal.

Property (i) above is the crucial new feature of Brady’s broad classification, which
eliminates the ‘unpredictability’ of the types of minimal subclones of a clone C gen-
erated by a binary non-projection ◦ on a finite set A, provided the clone C is ‘close
enough to being minimal’ in the sense that A◦ = (A; ◦) belongs to one of the classes
BGfin, SPfin, or DGfin (which is ‘easy’ to check by condition (iii)). In [9, 11], Brady
also investigated the structure of the groupoids in the classes BGfin, SPfin, and DGfin.

Brady’s property (ii) suffices to imply that the seven families of clones in the
classification are pairwise disjoint, and also helps to compare the earlier classification
theorems for binary minimal clones with Brady’s coarse classification. For example,
if we look at the classification of minimal clones C = Clo(A◦) with r := |C(2)| = 3
or 4 by Lévai and Pálfy [69] (see Subsection 6.3), we see that for the two varieties in
F3, the clone of a finite groupoid A◦ with non-projection operation ◦ is of type (a)
for A◦ in A3 and of type (S) for A◦ in 2-SL. For the five varieties in F4, the clone of
a finite groupoid A◦ with non-projection operation ◦ is of type (c), (b), (B), (D), and
(m) for A◦ in 2-CG, RB, 2-LNB, D, and M, respectively. The conservative minimal
clones classified by Csákány [20] (see Subsection 6.2) are all of the form Clo(A◦) for
a groupoid in the variety 2-SL or 2-LNB, so — if the base set is finite — they are of
type (S) or (D). Among the commutative binary minimal clones classified in [59] (see
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Subsection 6.4), those on a finite base set belong to Brady’s type (a), (b), or (c) in
case the clones have abelian representations [56], and otherwise they are of the form
Clo(A◦) for a groupoid in the variety D, 2-SL or 2-LNB, so belong to type (D), (S),
or (B).

7. Minimal clones in other contexts

Rosenberg, jointly with Machida, made significant contributions to the study of
‘essentially minimal’ clones, which are close relatives of minimal clones. Along with
some of their results we will also discuss another variation on the notion of minimality
for clones, which is motivated by the Dichotomy Theorem for Constraint Satisfaction
problems (see Subsection 3.7), and a classification of minimal partial clones.

7.1. Essentially minimal clones. The minimal clones on a given set A can be
thought of as the minimal members of the family of all ‘interesting’ clones on A,
provided the clone IA of projections is the only clone on A that is considered ‘unin-
teresting’. The concept of an essentially minimal clone is obtained the same way if
the family of ‘uninteresting clones’ is enlarged to consist of all essentially unary clones
on A. Here, a clone is called essentially unary if all operations in it are essentially
unary, and an operation is essentially unary (see Subsection 2.1) if it depends on at
most one of its variables. An operation is called essential if it depends on at least
two of its variables, i.e., if it is not essentially unary.

So, more formally, the essentially minimal clones on a set A can be defined as the
clones C on A such that C contains an essential operation, but all proper subclones
of C are essentially unary. It is clear from this definition that a clone C is essentially
minimal if and only if C is generated by every essential operation in it. Another
immediate consequence of the definition is that there is a large overlap between
minimal and essentially minimal clones: all minimal clones, except the unary minimal
clones, are also essentially minimal, and an essentially minimal clone is minimal if
and only if it is an idempotent clone. Therefore, to separate the study of essentially
minimal clones from the study of minimal clones, the focus in the study of essentially
minimal clones has been on the non-idempotent essentially minimal clones38, that is,
on the essentially minimal clones generated by non-idempotent essential operations.

The concept of essentially minimal clones was introduced and first studied by
Machida in [71], and was party motivated by the hope that the non-idempotent
essentially minimal clones are easier to classify than the minimal clones, due to the
presence of a nontrivial unary operation in the clone.

In [72], Machida and Rosenberg split the non-idempotent essentially minimal clones
on finite sets A into two types, (A) and (B), and fully classified those of type (A).

38In the literature, an “essentially minimal clone” is often defined to be what we call here a non-
idempotent essentially minimal clone, and in some papers (e.g. [74]) the name “essentially minimal
clone in the broad sense” is used for the clones that we call essentially minimal.
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To state the classification we will use the following notation. For an n-ary operation
f on A, f ∗ denotes the unary operation f ∗(x) := f(x, . . . , x), Γ(f) denotes the
largest subset of A to which f ∗ restricts as a permutation, and f |Γ(f) denotes the
n-ary function (Γ(f))n → A obtained from f by restricting the domain to (Γ(f))n.
Note that since A is finite, the set Γ(f) is nonempty. A non-idempotent essentially
minimal clone C is defined to be of type (A) if C has a generator f such that the
function f |Γ(f) depends on at least two of its variables; otherwise, the type of C is (B).
The following theorem of Machida and Rosenberg [72] classifies the non-idempotent
essentially minimal clones of type (A) on finite sets. In the theorem statement a clone
C generated by a single operation f is called a lazy clone if C has no other members
than the projections and the operations obtained from f by variable manipulations
(i.e., by permuting variables, identifying variables, and adding fictitious variables).

If f is a non-idempotent n-ary operation on a finite set A such that the function
f |Γ(f) depends on at least two variables, then the clone C generated by f is essentially
minimal if and only if f satisfies the following conditions:

(i) the identity f(x1, . . . , xn) = f(f ∗(x1), . . . , f
∗(xn)) holds for f , and

(ii) either
(a) the range of f |Γ(f) is contained in Γ(f) (i.e., f |Γ(f) is an operation on

Γ(f)) and f |Γ(f) generates a minimal clone on Γ(f);
or
(b) the range of f |Γ(f) is not contained in Γ(f), the n-ary operation

f ∗(f(x1, . . . , xn)) on A is essentially unary, C is a lazy clone, and C
is minimal among the nontrivial lazy clones on A.

Notice that the identity in (i) implies that f ∗ satisfies the identity f ∗(f ∗(x)) =
f ∗(x), and since f is not idempotent (that is, f ∗ is not the identity map on A), we
also have that Γ(f) ( A, Γ(f) is the range of f ∗, and f ∗|Γ(f) is the identity map on
Γ(f).

The non-idempotent essentially minimal clones of type (B) on finite sets are not yet
classified, but in [73], Machida and Rosenberg classified all such clones with binary
generators. In [74] and [75] they also proved that every non-idempotent essentially
minimal clone on a finite set A is generated by an operation of arity at most |A|,
and found all non-idempotent essentially minimal clones on 3-element sets, up to
similarity.

7.2. Taylor-minimal clones. This notion of minimality for clones is motivated by
the Dichotomy Theorem for constraint satisfaction problems CSP(A), which we dis-
cussed in Subsection 3.7. Therefore, we will only consider clones on finite sets, and
will use the terminology and notation introduced in Subsection 3.7 without further
reference. In the Dichotomy Theorem — which proves the Algebraic Dichotomy
Conjecture stated in (3.6) for the problems CSP(A) where A = (A; ρ1, . . . , ρm) is a
finite relational structure with at least two elements and is a core — the dividing
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line between the problems CSP(A) that are in P and the problems CSP(A) that
are NP-complete is whether or not the clone Pol(A) contains a Taylor operation.
The difficult case of the proof is showing that CSP(A) is in P if Pol(A) contains a
Taylor operation. Since the complexity of CSP(A) can only increase if Pol(A) gets
smaller, the clones on A that are minimal for the property that they contain a Taylor
operation play a crucial role.

We will call a clone C on a set A a Taylor clone if C contains a Taylor operation,
and a Taylor-minimal clone if C is a Taylor clone, but no proper subclone of C is a
Taylor clone. In other words, C is Taylor-minimal if and only if C is Taylor and is
generated by any Taylor operation in it.

Now let A be a finite set. It is not obvious from the definition of Taylor clones on
A — or from their equivalent characterization (see Subsection 3.7) as the clones on
A that contain a special weak near unanimity operation (briefly: special WNU oper-
ation) of some arity — that every Taylor clone on A has a Taylor-minimal subclone.
However, this fact is an easy consequence of another characterization of Taylor clones
on finite sets, due to Kearnes, Marković and McKenzie [57]:

A clone C on a finite set A is Taylor if and only if C contains a 4-ary idempotent
operation t satisfying the following “rare area” identity in the variables a, e, r:

t(r, a, r, e) = t(a, r, e, a).

(Such a t is a Taylor operation, so the sufficiency of the condition is clear.)
A systematic study of Taylor-minimal clones was started very recently, and focused

so far mainly on how Taylor-minimal clones can be used to simplify and unify the two
algebraic theories developed by Bulatov [12] and by Zhuk [145, 146] for their proofs
of the Dichotomy Theorem, and a third theory concerning absorption, which was
developed earlier by Barto and Kozik [4, 5] and played a crucial role in understanding
which problems CSP(A) can be solved by a specific type of polynomial time algorithm
based on local consistency checking. All three algebraic theories mentioned here focus
on finite idempotent algebras AC := (A; C) where C = Clo(A) is a Taylor clone on
A, and develop results about the clones C themselves and/or about the subalgebras
of finite powers of A. Given a coinitial family in the set of all Taylor clones on A,39

the hard part of the Dichotomy Theorem can be proved by finding a polynomial time
algorithm for solving CSP(A) for each structure A = AC,k whose relations are all
relations of arity ≤ k preserving the operations in C where C is a clone in the coinitial
family and k ≥ 2. Beyond these common basics, Bulatov’s and Zhuk’s algebraic
theories don’t seem to have much in common; for example, they use very different
coinitial families of Taylor clones, and while Zhuk’s theory does use some concepts
from absorption theory, Bulatov’s does not. Nevertheless, Barto, Brady, Bulatov,

39In Zhuk’s algorithm that we discussed in Subsection 3.7, the family consists of the clones of all
algebras A = (A;u) where u is a special WNU operation on A.
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Kozik, and Zhuk discovered in [2, 3] that by choosing the coinitial family of clones to
be the family of Taylor-minimal clones, a number of connections between the three
theories become apparent. In fact, they say in [2]: “The authors find the extent, to
which the notions of the three theories simplify and unify in minimal Taylor algebras,
truly striking.”

We have seen two characterizations of Taylor clones on finite sets: one by the ex-
istence of a (special) WNU operation in the clone, and the other by the existence of
an idempotent “rare area” operation. There are a number of other, similar charac-
terizations of Taylor clones on finite sets, by the existence of a special kind of Taylor
operation in the clone (e.g., Siggers’ 6-ary operation, see [122], or a cyclic opera-
tion, see Barto–Kozik [4]). In [85], Oľsák proved a similar characterization for Taylor
clones on arbitrary (possibly infinite) sets:

A clone C on an arbitrary set A is Taylor if and only if C contains a 6-ary idempotent
operation f satisfying the identities

f(x, y, y, y, x, x) = f(y, x, y, x, y, x) = f(y, y, x, x, x, y).

It follows that Taylor-minimal clones on finite sets contain each of these types of
Taylor operations. The idempotent “rare area” operations are optimal among these
in terms of their arity, because it was proved in [57] that Taylor clones on finite sets
cannot be characterized by the existence of a ternary Taylor operation satisfying a
fixed set of Taylor identities. In spite of this fact, Barto, Brady, Bulatov, Kozik, and
Zhuk were able to prove in [2, 3] that every Taylor-minimal clone on a finite set A is
generated by a ternary operation.

By inspecting Post’s lattice [98], it is easy to see that on a 2-element set the Taylor-
minimal clones are exactly the non-unary minimal clones. In [10, Sec. 4.4], Brady
classified all conservative Taylor-minimal clones on finite sets and gave a formula for
their number. He then used this result to classify all Taylor-minimal clones on a
3-element set. He found that, up to similarity, there are 24 Taylor-minimal clones on
a 3-element set, and 19 of them are conservative clones.

On finite sets of size > 2, there exist Taylor-minimal clones that are not minimal
clones. In fact, there is no upper bound on the height of the subclone lattices of
Taylor-minimal clones on finite sets. For example, the switching operation s on a
set A, which is defined to be the minority operation on A such that s(a, b, c) = a
whenever a, b, c ∈ A are distinct, generates a Taylor-minimal clone C on A whose
subclone lattice is a chain of height |A| if A is finite (a descending ω-chain if A is
infinite), and the unique maximal subclone of C is the clone of projections if |A| = 2,
and is generated by a ternary semiprojection if |A| > 2 (see [77, 128]).

Nevertheless, there is some overlap between minimal clones and Taylor-minimal
clones. Clearly, a minimal clone is Taylor-minimal if and only if it is a Taylor clone.
The results we discussed earlier about minimal clones yield that a minimal clone C
on a finite set is Taylor-minimal if and only if (i) C is the clone of an affine module
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over Zp for some prime p, or (ii) C is a minimal clone in class (S) of Brady’s coarse
classification of binary minimal clones, or (iii) C is a minimal clone generated by a
majority operation. Indeed, it is easy to see that the unary minimal clones and the
minimal clones generated by semiprojections (i.e., the minimal clones of types X(I)
and (III)) are not Taylor clones, while the majority minimal clones and the minority
minimal clones (i.e., the minimal clones of types (IV) and X(V)) are Taylor clones.
Therefore, the only question that remains is this: Which binary minimal clones
contain Taylor operations? Brady’s coarse classification gives a (coarse) answer to this
question. In fact, Brady’s coarse classification of binary minimal clones started in [9]
with a broader goal, namely to understand the structure of the finite algebras A =
(A; C) whose clones C = Clo(A) are minimal for the property that the corresponding
Constraint Satisfaction Problems CSP(AC,k) (as described earlier in this subsection)
can be solved by local consistency checking. This property of C is closely related to
— though somewhat stronger than — the requirement for C to be a Taylor-minimal
clone.

7.3. Minimal clones of partial operations. Recall from Subsection 4.3 that a set
U of partial operations on a fixed base set A is called a clone of partial operations
on A, or briefly a partial clone on A if U is closed under composition and contains
the (total) projection operations. Analogously to the definition of a minimal clone
(of total operations), a partial clone U on A is called minimal if U has exactly one
proper partial subclone: the (partial) clone IA of projections. It follows from these
definitions that every clone of (total) operations is also a partial clone. In particular,
every minimal clone of total operations is a minimal partial clone.

In [8], Börner, Haddad, and Pöschel proved that Statement (5.5) extends to partial
clones, that is, on a finite base set A, every partial clone other than the clone IA

of projections contains a minimal partial clone, and the number of minimal partial
clones is finite. They also reduced the classification of all minimal partial clones on
finite sets to the classification of all minimal clones of total operations by proving the
following theorem:

A partial clone U on a finite set A is minimal if and only if either U is a minimal

clone of total operations, or U is generated by a partial projection operation pr
(n)
i |D

where n ≥ 1, 1 ≤ i ≤ n, and D ( An is an n-ary totally reflexive, totally symmetric
relation on A.
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finies. (French) [General completeness criterion for finite partial algebras] C. R. Acad. Sci. Paris
Sér. I Math. 304 (1987), no. 17, 507–509.
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