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Abstract

We connect the mixing behaviour of random walks over a graph to the power of the
local-consistency algorithm for the solution of the corresponding constraint satisfaction
problem (CSP). We extend this connection to arbitrary CSPs and their promise variant.
In this way, we establish a linear-level (and, thus, optimal) lower bound against the
local-consistency algorithm applied to the class of aperiodic promise CSPs. The proof is
based on a combination of the probabilistic method for random Erdős-Rényi hypergraphs
and a structural result on the number of fibers (i.e., long chains of hyperedges) in sparse
hypergraphs of large girth. As a corollary, we completely classify the power of local
consistency for the approximate graph homomorphism problem by establishing that, in
the nontrivial cases, the problem has linear width.

1 Introduction

The algebraic characterisation of the power of local consistency [6,14] was one of the funda-
mental milestones of the algebraic theory of constraint satisfaction problems (CSPs) [15,36],
and a key step towards the positive resolution of Feder–Vardi’s Dichotomy Conjecture [29]
obtained, independently, by Bulatov [16] and Zhuk [54]. Fix a relational structure A (consisting
of a finite domain A and a finite list of relations over A). The constraint satisfaction problem
parameterised by A (in short, CSP(A)) is the following computational problem: Given an
instance structure X that admits a homomorphism (i.e., a relation-preserving map) to A,
find an explicit such homomorphism.1 Suitably choosing the template A allows for casting
as a CSP many diverse problems, including graph colouring (if A is a clique Kc), graph
homomorphism (if A is an undirected graph), linear equations over a finite field (if A encodes
the affine spaces over the field), and several variants of the Boolean satisfiability problem such
as Horn Sat, k-in-n Sat, and Not-All-Equal Sat.

Enforcing local consistency is one of the — if not the — main algorithmic approaches
developed for solving CSPs.2 The κ-th level of the local-consistency algorithm searches a
system of locally compatible homomorphisms from substructures of X of size up to κ to A.

∗This work was supported by UKRI EP/X024431/1. For the purpose of Open Access, the authors have
applied a CC BY public copyright licence to any Author Accepted Manuscript version arising from this
submission. All data is provided in full in the results section of this paper.

1We denote the presence of a homomorphism from X to A by the expression X → A.
2Another approach is based around the idea of finding a small generating basis of the solution space

(generalising Gaussian elimination) [18,35]; there are also combinations of the two approaches, cf. [13,17,24,27].
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We call such system a κ-strategy. The width of CSP(A) is then the minimum κ for which a
κ-strategy can always be extended to a global solution. If κ is a constant, the κ-th level of the
algorithm runs in time polynomial in the size of the instance. Hence, any CSP having bounded
width is in P.3 Both Bulatov’s [16] and Zhuk’s [54] algorithms use local-consistency checking
as a subroutine. Indeed, the ability to capture the power of local consistency [6, 14] via tame
congruence theory [33] was a key step towards the resolution of the Dichotomy Conjecture.
In particular, in [42], it was established that the class of bounded-width CSPs admits a
natural characterisation in terms of universal-algebraic objects known as polymorphisms —
i.e., homomorphisms f : An → A, where An is the n-th direct power of A. More precisely, it
was shown that CSP(A) has bounded width precisely when it admits weak near-unanimity
(WNU) polymorphisms of all arities — where f is a WNU operation when it satisfies the
identities f(a, b, b, . . . , b, b) = f(b, a, b, . . . , b, b) = . . . = f(b, b, b, . . . , a, b) = f(b, b, b, . . . , b, a).

Despite its success in the realm of CSPs, the algebraic description of the power of local
consistency has a limitation — it does not extend to the promise variant of CSPs. This can
be formulated as follows: Fix two structures A and B such that A → B; given some structure
X such that X → A as input, find an explicit homomorphism from X to B. Here, A and B
should be interpreted as the strong and the weak versions of the template, respectively. Hence,
the promise CSP parameterised by A and B (in short, PCSP(A,B)) asks to find an explicit,
weakly satisfying assignment for an instance that is promised to be strongly satisfiable; in this
sense, it captures approximability of the CSP [3, 5, 12]. Many fundamental computational
questions that are inexpressible as standard CSPs admit a formulation as PCSPs. Primary
examples are the approximate graph colouring problem and its natural generalisation, the
approximate graph homomorphism problem. The former corresponds to letting A and B be
two cliques Kc and Kd, respectively, with c ≤ d; the latter corresponds to letting A and B
be two undirected graphs. The complexity of both these problems is notoriously open. This
is in striking contrast with their non-promise variants — the graph colouring and the graph
homomorphism problems — whose complexity was classified already in 1972 by Karp [37] and
in 1990 by Hell–Nešetřil [32], respectively.

Part of the algebraic machinery developed in the decades of research on CSPs can be
transferred to PCSPs. In particular, polymorphisms have a natural promise version (homo-
morphisms An → B) and, just like for CSPs, they completely determine the complexity of
PCSPs, as established in [5, 12]. Yet, the CSP tools appear to lose a substantial part of their
sharpness when they are adapted to the promise world. The ultimate reason for this weakening
is that the common, universal-algebraic core underpinning many distinct CSP phenomena is
less structured for PCSPs. In particular, PCSP polymorphisms do not compose, which makes
it impossible to obtain new polymorphic identities from old ones. A clear example of this
phenomenon is the break of the “WNU – local consistency” bond: While the local-consistency
algorithm can be applied to solve PCSPs and, thus, the notion of width is well defined in
the promise setting, the presence of WNU polymorphisms of all arities does not guarantee
bounded width for PCSPs, as established in [1]. For example, the PCSP parameterised by the
structures encoding 2-in-4 Sat and Not-All-Equal Sat has WNU polymorphisms of all
arities although its width is unbounded — and, in fact, linear; see later.4 In particular, this

3For CSPs, the notion of bounded width admits various equivalent descriptions, in terms of expressibility via
Datalog programs [40], pebble games [29], tree-width duality [19], and robust tractability [7], as well as solvability
via different algorithmic techniques including linear programming [50] and semidefinite programming [2, 51].

4Unless P=NP, WNU polymorphisms do not even guarantee polynomial-time tractability (via any algorithm):
For instance, PCSP(Kc,K2c) has WNUs of all arities; yet, it was shown in [43] that the problem is NP-hard
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makes it infeasible to investigate the width of promise problems such as approximate graph
homomorphism using the polymorphic tools currently available.

Contributions We adopt a different, structural approach to study the power of local
consistency. To illustrate it, we start with a simple example — CSP(Cn), where Cn is the
undirected cycle of length n. In this case, the parity of n determines the width of the problem:
It is well known and not hard to check that CSP(Cn) has width 3 if n is even, while it has
unbounded width if n is odd. Can we link these two different width behaviours to a separating
structural property depending on the parity of the cycle length?

Consider the setting of a random walker starting from some vertex v0 of Cn and moving,
at each discrete time step, to a vertex adjacent to her current location, picking the left or the
right one with probability 1

2 , independently. After a number τ of time steps, suppose that the
walker ends up on vertex vτ . How much information on the initial position v0 can she deduce
from knowing the final position vτ as well as the elapsed time τ? If n is odd, all information
gets lost after a sufficiently long time. Indeed, in this case, any vertex can be reached from any
other vertex in precisely τ steps, for any τ ≥ n− 1. On the other hand, if n is even, while the
initial vertex cannot be determined with certainty, its parity may be recovered by summing vτ
and τ (mod 2). This behaviour of random walks is known as periodicity :5 Even cycles are
periodic, odd cycles are aperiodic. Thus, in the very special case of CSPs over undirected
cycles, the different width of odd and even cycles corresponds to the periodicity property of
the corresponding random walk.

The main conceptual contribution of this work is establishing that the power of local
consistency is deeply linked to the periodic behaviour of the random walk described above.
Moreover, this connection holds in a surprisingly broader context — well beyond the state-
of-the-art knowledge on the complexity of the corresponding computational problems. For
undirected graphs, aperiodicity corresponds to the existence of some integer τ (the mixing
time) such that any two vertices of the graph are connected by a walk of length τ .6 In the
case of directed graphs (digraphs), the definition is similar, the only difference being that the
presence of both a directed and an alternating walks of length τ is required. In both cases,
aperiodicity can be alternatively, naturally expressed in terms of the matrix-theoretic properties
of primitivity and irreducibility (or ergodicity) applied to the corresponding adjacency matrices.
Considering walks (and orientations thereof) in hypergraphs, the notion of aperiodicity is
naturally extended to arbitrary relational structures — thus covering the whole class of CSPs.
Lastly, and most significantly, we lift the link between aperiodicity and width to the promise
regime. Hence, unlike the WNU polymorphic description, this approach is applicable to PCSPs.

We have seen that a (P)CSP has bounded width if it is solved by a constant level of the
local-consistency algorithm — in which case, the running time of the algorithm is polynomial
in the size of the instance. (P)CSPs of linear width lie at the opposite end of the width
spectrum: Not even ϵn levels of the local-consistency algorithm are enough to solve these

for c ≥ 6.
5See Remark 22 for a further discussion on this point.
6In the literature on Markov chains, there exist several different formalisations of the concept of “mixing

time”. One primary example is Kemeny’s constant — the expected number of time steps needed to connect
two vertices, independently sampled according to the stationary distribution of the chain [38,45]. The definition
used in this work is a combinatorial version of the latter (generalised to arbitrary relational structures), in that
it minimises the number of steps needed for connecting every pair of vertices; see Definition 3.
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problems (where n is the size of the instance and ϵ is a positive constant).7 Classic examples
of CSPs of linear width are systems of linear equations [2, 29] (see also [20, 30,52] for other
lower bounds on systems of linear equations). Our main result identifies aperiodicity as a
sufficient condition for having linear — and, thus, unbounded — width.8

Theorem 1. Let A → B be relational structures such that A is aperiodic and B is loopless.9

Then, PCSP(A,B) has linear width.10

Observe that n levels of the local-consistency algorithm always suffice for instances of size
n. Hence, the linear-level lower bound in Theorem 1 is tight (up to optimising the constant ϵ).
An immediate consequence of the result above is the complete characterisation of the power of
local consistency for the approximate graph homomorphism problem.

Corollary 2. Let A → B be undirected graphs, and suppose that A is non-bipartite and B is
loopless. Then, PCSP(A,B) has linear width.11

Related work Our work is inspired by the recent paper [1] by Atserias–Dalmau, which gives
a sufficient condition for a PCSP to have linear width.12 In the language of the current paper,
that condition requires that any pair of vertices should be connected by oriented walks of
length 2; thus, it corresponds to the case τ = 2 of our aperiodicity notion. Atserias–Dalmau’s
condition is satisfied, in particular, by cliques, thus resulting in a linear-level lower bound
against local consistency for the solution of approximate graph colouring. Extending the lower
bound to approximate graph homomorphism requires dealing with graphs having arbitrarily
high mixing time and, thus, it needs the full power of our Theorem 1. Some of the machinery
of [1] is used in this paper as a black box (in particular, a result on the sparsity of random
hypergraphs obtained via Chernoff bounds). However, the transition from τ = 2 to arbitrarily
high τ requires rather different proof ideas. In particular, the concept of τ -fibrosity that we
introduce in this work to study the number of long, isolated chains of hyperedges in sparse
hypergraphs turns out to behave differently for τ ≤ 3 and for τ ≥ 4: In the latter case, large
fibrosity is not implied by sparsity alone, and bounds on the length of the shortest cycles in
hypergraphs need to be established via a probabilistic analysis.

A recent line of work established lower bounds against relaxations of approximate graph
colouring [22,23] and homomorphism [25] based on linear and semidefinite programming as well
as linear-equation solvers. NP-hardness of the former problem was proved in [31] conditional
to Khot’s d-to-1 Conjecture [39]. Brakensiek–Guruswami conjectured that approximate graph
homomorphism should be tractable in polynomial time if A is bipartite or B has a loop, and

7In particular, every PCSP of linear width has unbounded width. For non-promise CSPs, the converse also
holds: Every CSP of unbounded width has linear width [2]. For PCSPs, the analogous statement is not known
to hold.

8Put differently, Theorem 1 gives a necessary condition for not having linear width, and thus in particular a
necessary condition for having bounded width.

9A structure B contains a loop if there exists an element b ∈ B such that every relation of B contains the
constant tuple (b, . . . , b) of suitable arity. Otherwise, we say that B is loopless.

10Our result holds both for the search version of PCSP(A,B) defined above and for its decision version —
distinguish whether an instance X is homomorphic to A or is not even homomorphic to B.

11It is well known that PCSP(A,B) has bounded width if A is a bipartite graph or B has a loop [29]. Note
that, in the statement of Corollary 2, we are implicitly identifying an undirected graph with a symmetric
digraph containing both orientations of each edge.

12While the result in [1] is stated in terms of sublinear, as opposed to linear, width, the proof yields a
linear-level, optimal lower bound.
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NP-hard otherwise [12]. Therefore, our Corollary 2 is consistent with — and supports — the
conjectured complexity dichotomy for this problem.

Notation We let N denote the set of positive integer numbers. For n ∈ N, we let [n] =
{1, . . . , n}, while [0] = ∅. We usually write tuples in boldface, and their entries in normal
font; for example, the i-th entry of a tuple a shall be denoted by ai. Also, we denote by
set(a) the set of all entries of a. Given tuples a,b, c, . . . , we let ⟨a,b, c, . . . ⟩ denote their
concatenation. Let σ be a signature; i.e., a finite list of relation symbols R, each with an
assigned arity ar(R) ∈ N. A relational structure A over the signature σ consists of a finite,
nonempty domain A and a relation RA ⊆ Aar(R) for each symbol R ∈ σ. We denote by nA

the size of the domain of A; i.e., nA = |A|. Given two structures A and A′, both over the
signature σ, a homomorphism from A to A′ is a function f : A → A′ such that, for each
R ∈ σ and each a ∈ RA, f(a) ∈ RA′

(where f(a) = (f(a1), . . . , f(aar(R))) is the entrywise
application of f to the entries of a).

2 Overview of results and techniques

To prove Theorem 1, we follow the intuition that the power of the local-consistency algorithm
corresponds to the amount of information retained in a random walk.13 Suppose that we have
two structures X (the instance) and A (the template), and assume, for simplicity, that they
are digraphs. The goal is to show that some high level κ of the local-consistency algorithm
applied to X and A accepts (in symbols, LCκ(X,A) = Yes14) but X ̸→ B. This would mean
that X is a fooling instance for the algorithm applied to the decision version of PCSP(A,B);
as the latter reduces to the search version [5], this would be sufficient to prove Theorem 1
for both versions. Consider two random walkers, Xerxes and Alice, walking on X and on A,
respectively. Let x0, x1, x2, . . . and a0, a1, a2, . . . be the two sequences of vertices resulting
from their walks. In order for the algorithm to accept, we want that the assignment xi 7→ ai
should locally look like a homomorphism. As discussed in the Introduction, if A is aperiodic,
Alice has a limited memory: She is not able to retain any local information on her walk after
some number τ of steps. This can be exploited by Xerxes. Suppose that X contains a path of
length τ isolated from the rest of the structure. Xerxes enters the path at some time t and
reaches the other end at time t+ τ . By that time, Alice will have no memory of her location
at time t. Hence, she will not be able to spot any inconsistency involving the vertices of the
path. If many of these deceptive paths exist in X, chances are that Xerxes will always manage
to make his walk locally consistent with Alice’s. Now, the longer time τ is needed for Alice to
lose here memory, the longer Xerxes’ paths need to be, in order to be effective. The risk, of
course, is that if too many long paths are required, it could become easy to build a global
homomorphism from X to any other structure B, thus preventing it from being a fooling
instance.

Our proof of Theorem 1 consists of four stages, discussed in the next four subsections of
this overview. The first stage (aperiodicity) concerns the template; the second and third stages
(fibrosity and sparsity) concern the instance; the final stage (consistency) concerns both the
instance and the template. Further details and complete proofs are given in the body of the

13The informal description below should be compared to the pebble-game interpretation of local consistency [2].
14The formal definition of the algorithm is given in Section 3.

5



paper. The last subsection of this overview contains a discussion on some consequences of our
main result.

2.1 Aperiodicity

First of all, we need to formally define aperiodicity for arbitrary relational structures. If the
structure has a unique, binary, symmetric relation (i.e., it is a graph), aperiodicity means
that any pair of vertices is connected by a walk of some fixed length. If the symmetry
constraint is relaxed (thus resulting in a digraph), we require the presence of both a directed
and an alternating walks of fixed length. When lifting the notion of aperiodicity to arbitrary
structures, it is necessary to extend the definition of a walk, and decide what it means for
it to be “directed” or “alternating”. We first consider the case that A is monic — i.e., its
signature consists of a unique symbol.

Definition 3 (Aperiodicity, monic case). Let A be a monic relational structure and let R
be the unique symbol in its signature. Given τ ∈ N, we let a τ -pattern λ be a τ × 2 matrix
having entries in [ar(R)] such that the two entries in each row are different. Fix a τ -pattern
λ, and denote its entries by λi,j . A λ-walk in A consists of a list a0, . . . , aτ of vertices in A
and a list a(1), . . . ,a(τ) of tuples in RA satisfying the following requirement: For each i ∈ [τ ],

a
(i)
λi,1

= ai−1 and a
(i)
λi,2

= ai. In this case, we say that the λ-walk connects a0 to aτ . We say
that A is aperiodic if there exists τ ∈ N such that, for each a, b ∈ A and each τ -pattern λ,
there exists a λ-walk connecting a to b.15 In this case, the mixing time of A is the minimum
τ ∈ N for which the condition holds.

In the definition above, a λ-walk should be viewed as an “oriented” walk, where the
orientation is prescribed by the τ -pattern λ. If A is not monic, we turn it into a monic structure
Amon by taking the product of all relations in A. Formally, let σ = {R1, . . . , Rℓ} be the
signature ofA, and consider the signature σ̃ having a unique symbol of arity ar(R1)+. . .+ar(Rℓ).
We let Amon be the monic structure over the signature σ̃, whose domain is A and whose
unique relation is the set {⟨a(1), . . . ,a(ℓ)⟩ : a(i) ∈ RA

i ∀i ∈ [ℓ]}.

Definition 4 (Aperiodicity, general case). A relational structure A is aperiodic if Amon is
aperiodic; in this case, the mixing time of A is defined to be the mixing time of Amon.16

If A is a digraph, each row of a τ -pattern λ is either the pair (1, 2) (the “forward” direction)
or the pair (2, 1) (the “backward” direction). Thus, in this case, Definition 3 asks for the
existence of some τ such that every two vertices a, b are connected by a walk of length τ ,
oriented in every possible way. It turns out that considering two orientations only (“directed”
and “alternating”) is enough — thus recovering the definition encountered in the Introduction
for the digraph case. In fact, via matrix-theoretic results (in particular, a classical theorem
by Wielandt on the maximum index of primitivity of primitive matrices), we can make this
condition even weaker. This also allows upper bounding the mixing time of an aperiodic
digraph.

Theorem 5. Let A be a digraph. The following are equivalent:

15To avoid cumbersome assumptions in the statements of our results, it shall be convenient to consider a
monic structure having an empty relation of arity 1 non-aperiodic.

16As mentioned in the Introduction, the condition for linear width in [1, Thm. 3] is equivalent to the structure
being aperiodic with mixing time 2.
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(i) A is aperiodic;

(ii) there exists t ∈ N such that, for each a, b ∈ A, there exist a directed walk and an
alternating walk from a to b, both of length t;

(iii) for each a, b ∈ A, there exist a directed walk of length n2
A − 2nA + 2 and an alternating

walk of some even length from a to b.

If any of the equivalent conditions above holds, the mixing time of A is at most n4
A−2n3

A+2n2
A.

We proceed with the proof of the main theorem, whose statement, having formally
introduced aperiodicity, is now well defined.

2.2 Fibrosity

As we have seen — at least at the intuitive level — the key to making an instance X accepted
by the local-consistency algorithm applied to an aperiodic template A is to require the presence
of long paths (which we call fibers) in X, isolated from the rest of the instance (except for
the endpoints). In particular, we shall require linearly many long fibers in all portions of the
instance of some bounded size. As illustrated by the game of Xerxes and Alice, the length of
these fibers should be at least equal to the mixing time of A. If, in addition to being highly
fibrous, the instance has a large chromatic number, it is a good candidate for fooling local
consistency. Instead of working with relational structures, it shall be easier, for now, to deal
with hypergraphs. Our strategy for achieving the goal is to split it into two subtasks: First, we
show that a hypergraph meets the necessary fibrosity requirements provided that it is sparse
and has large girth. Then, we prove that sparse hypergraphs having large girth and chromatic
number do exist. In this subsection, we discuss the first of the two subtasks.

For an integer r ≥ 2, an r-uniform hypergraph H = (V (H), E(H)) consists of a nonempty
set V (H) of vertices and a set E(H) of hyperedges, where a hyperedge is a set of vertices
of cardinality exactly r. Henceforth, we shall let r be fixed, and we shall refer to r-uniform
hypergraphs simply as hypergraphs. We denote the number of vertices and the number of
hyperedges of H by nH and mH, respectively. Two hyperedges are adjacent if they have a
nonempty intersection; a vertex is incident to a hyperedge if it belongs to it. For v ∈ V (H),
degH(v) is the degree of v; i.e., the number of hyperedges of H to which v is incident. We say
that a hyperedge e is a link if exactly two vertices in e have degree 2, and all of the other r− 2
vertices have degree 1. A set f of distinct links is called a fiber if the elements of f can be
labelled as e1, . . . , eτ , for some τ ∈ N, in a way that ei is adjacent to ei+1 for each i ∈ [τ − 1].
If we need to stress that f has cardinality τ , we refer to it as a τ -fiber. The τ -fibrosity of H,
which we denote by φτ

H, is the maximum cardinality of a set of mutually disjoint τ -fibers in H.
How to enforce large fibrosity in a hypergraph? Intuitively, if a hypergraph is dense, it is

unlikely to contain many long fibers. Hence, we shall require that the hypergraph should be
sparse. More precisely, given a real number β > 1, we say that H is β-sparse if mH < β

r−1nH.
Furthermore, we say that H is hereditarily β-sparse if every subhypergraph of H (including H
itself) is β-sparse. Unfortunately, sparsity is not enough for guaranteeing large fibrosity, even
in the binary case. For example, the τ -fibrosity of a star (i.e., a tree having all but one vertex
of degree 1) is 0 while, like all acyclic graphs, stars are hereditarily β-sparse for any β > 1.
Given a hyperedge e ∈ E(H), we say that e is pendent if at most one vertex of e has degree at
least 2; the pendency of H, denoted by πH, is the number of pendent hyperedges in H. In the
star case, the obstacle to large fibrosity is the presence of (linearly) many pendent edges. As
we shall see, these do not affect acceptance by the local-consistency algorithm. This suggests

7



that the quantity to be lower-bounded should be the sum of the τ -fibrosity and the pendency.
While sparsity is enough for guaranteeing large τ -fibrosity + pendency if τ ≤ 3, for larger
values of τ it turns out to be insufficient.17 For example, the graph obtained as the disjoint
union of many triangles is hereditarily β-sparse for any β > 1, but it has no pendent edges nor
τ -fibers for any τ > 3 — while it has linearly many mutually disjoint 1-fibers, 2-fibers, and
3-fibers. In this specific case, the problem is generated by the presence of short cycles — which
we now define in the hypergraph case, following [9]. For 2 ≤ ℓ ∈ N, a (Berge) cycle of length ℓ
in H is a sequence v0, e0, v1, e1, . . . , vℓ−1, eℓ−1, v0 such that vi ∈ V (H) and ei ∈ E(H) for each
i, all vi’s and ei’s are distinct, and vi ∈ ei−1 ∩ ei (mod ℓ). The girth of H (in symbols, gir(H))
is the smallest length of a cycle in H. Note that two distinct hyperedges of a hypergraph of
girth at least 3 cannot intersect in more than one vertices, as this would create a cycle of
length 2.

The main result of this subsection is that short cycles are in fact the only obstacle: Sparsity
and large girth are enough to guarantee linear fibrosity + pendency.

Theorem 6. For τ ∈ N and 1 < β ∈ R, let H be a hereditarily β-sparse hypergraph of girth
at least τ having no isolated vertices.18 Then, φτ

H + πH >
(

1
10rτ − β + 1

)
nH.

If β < 1 + 1
10rτ , the inequality above yields a linear lower bound on the sum of τ -fibrosity and

pendency. We stress that this condition on β involves r and τ , which are fixed constants of
the template, but is independent of the number of vertices in H. As will become clear later,
this is the first of two crucial details that are needed in order to make the instance able to
fool linear — as opposed to only constant — levels of the local-consistency algorithm.

In order to prove Theorem 6, it shall be useful to introduce a more expressive nomenclature
for fibers. Given a fiber f in H, let Hf be the subhypergraph of H induced by the vertices
contained in the hyperedges of f . We say that f is degenerate if Hf is a cycle; otherwise, we
say that f is non-degenerate. We say that a fiber f is maximal if it is not properly included in
any other fiber. We denote by φmax

H the number of maximal fibers of H. Also, we denote by
λH the number of links of H. Notice that two distinct maximal fibers are necessarily disjoint;
otherwise, their union would yield a longer fiber. Hence, the set of maximal fibers partitions
the set of links. The proof of Theorem 6 is obtained by showing that hereditarily sparse
hypergraphs have a small number of maximal fibers (provided that no fiber is degenerate),
while having a large number of links, as stated in the two results below.

Proposition 7. For β > 1, let H be a hereditarily β-sparse hypergraph all of whose fibers are
non-degenerate. Then, φmax

H < 3(β − 1)nH + 3πH.

Proposition 8. For β > 1, let H be a hereditarily β-sparse hypergraph having no isolated
vertices. Then, λH >

(
1
r + 6− 6β

)
nH − 7πH.

The numbers of links, maximal fibers, and τ -fibers is constrained by the following relation.

Proposition 9. For any hypergraph H and any τ ∈ N, φτ
H + φmax

H > λH
τ .

Then, the claimed lower bound on τ -fibrosity + pendency easily follows.

Proof of Theorem 6. Observe that τ -fibrosity and pendency are additive with respect to
disjoint unions; i.e., if H and H′ are disjoint hypergraphs, φτ

H∪H′ = φτ
H + φτ

H′ and πH∪H′ =

17We point out that this issue does not occur in [1], which corresponds to the case τ = 2 of our result.
18An isolated vertex is a vertex of degree 0.
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πH+πH′ . Clearly, the same holds for the number nH of vertices. Hence, we can assume without
loss of generality that H is connected. Suppose first that all fibers of H are non-degenerate.
The combination of Propositions 7, 8, and 9 yields

φτ
H >

λH
τ

− φmax
H >

(
1

rτ
+

6

τ
− 6β

τ

)
nH − 7

τ
πH − 3(β − 1)nH − 3πH

=

(
1

rτ
+

6

τ
− 6β

τ
− 3(β − 1)

)
nH −

(
7

τ
+ 3

)
πH >

(
1

rτ
− 10β + 10

)
nH − 10πH,

whence it follows that

φτ
H + πH ≥ 1

10
(φτ

H + 10πH) >

(
1

10rτ
− β + 1

)
nH,

as required. Suppose now that at least one fiber of H is degenerate. Since H is connected and
has girth at least τ , this implies that H is a cycle of length at least τ . Hence, τ ≤ mH = nH

r−1 .
By decomposing the cycle into mutually disjoint τ -fibers, we deduce that, in this case,

φτ
H + πH = φτ

H =
⌊mH

τ

⌋
>

mH
2τ

=
nH

2(r − 1)τ
≥ nH

10rτ
,

and the claimed inequality follows since β > 1.

2.3 Sparsity

We now know how to translate hereditary sparsity and large girth into linear fibrosity +
pendency — which, in turn, shall be the key to making the instance locally consistent. The
next step is to show that there exist hereditarily sparse hypergraphs of large girth that, at the
same time, are highly chromatic. This last property will guarantee that the corresponding
instance is a No-instance (i.e., it is not homomorphic to B), thus making it able to fool the
local-consistency algorithm.

We will need a slightly more general version of sparsity. Given two real numbers β > 1
and γ > 0, we say that a hypergraph H is (γ, β)-threshold-sparse if every subhypergraph H′

of H such that mH′ ≤ γ is β-sparse. Observe that H is hereditarily β-sparse precisely when it
is (mH, β)-threshold-sparse. Also, the chromatic number of H — in symbols, chr(H) — is the
smallest integer c for which the vertices of H can be partitioned into c classes such that every
hyperedge intersects at least two classes of the partition. We shall prove the following result.

Theorem 10. Take two positive integer numbers g and h and a real number β > 1. There
exists a positive real number δ = δ(g, h, β) and a positive integer number n0 = n0(g, h, β) such
that, for each n ≥ n0, there exists a hypergraph H with the following properties:

1. H has n vertices; 3. chr(H) ≥ h;
2. gir(H) ≥ g; 4. H is (δn, β)-threshold-sparse.

The proof of Theorem 10 is probabilistic. Specifically, we sample a random (r-uniform)
Erdős-Rényi hypergraph with n vertices and hyperedge probability p carefully chosen. For
suitable values of p, one can show that H, with a nonzero probability, has the following
properties: (i) it contains a small number (less than, say, n

2 ) of short cycles; (ii) it has a
small independence number (less than n

2h); and (iii) it is threshold-sparse. At this point, to
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conclude, one simply needs to break all short cycles and check that the resulting hypergraph
meets all the requirements listed in the theorem. The proof of (i) and (ii) goes along the lines
of the classic result on the existence of hypergraphs with arbitrarily large girth and chromatic
number (obtained in [28] as an extension of the analogous result for graphs). To prove (iii),
we use as a black box a sparsity result for random hypergraphs established in [1] via Chernoff
bounds (see also [21]).

It should be observed that, while the minimum required girth and chromatic number of
the hypergraph obtained via the probabilistic construction above are fixed constants and,
thus, can be arbitrarily small compared to the number n of vertices, the first parameter of
the threshold-sparsity is required to be linear in n. This is the second crucial detail that
allows our argument to push the lower bound of Theorem 1 up to a linear level of consistency.
Indeed, unfolding the definition of threshold-sparsity, part 4. of Theorem 10 asks that every
subhypergraph of H with at most δn hyperedges should be (hereditarily) β-sparse. This allows
calling Theorem 6 for subhypergraphs of linear size — precisely what is needed in order to
obtain consistency up to a linear level.

2.4 Consistency

In this final stage of our proof of Theorem 1, we study the interaction between the template
property of Subsection 2.1 and the instance properties of Subsections 2.2 and 2.3. It shall
be useful to select a set of one or two distinguished vertices (we call this set a joint) from
any pendent hyperedge and any fiber of a hypergraph H. If e is a pendent hyperedge of H, a
set J = {v} is a joint of e if v ∈ e and v has maximum degree among the vertices of e. Let
now f be a fiber of H, and recall that Hf denotes the subhypergraph of H induced by the
vertices contained in the hyperedges of f . If f is non-degenerate, there exist precisely two
vertices u ̸= v of Hf that are incident to edges not in f . In this case, the joint of f is the set
J = {u, v}. Finally, if f is degenerate (i.e., if Hf is a cycle), we let a joint of f be any set
J = {v} where v is a vertex of Hf such that degH(v) = 2. Notice that joints are not uniquely
determined, in general. Given a monic structure X whose symbol R has arity r ≥ 2, we say
that X is oriented if | set(x)| = r for each x ∈ RX, and set(x) = set(x′) implies x = x′ for each
x,x′ ∈ RX. Given an oriented monic structure X, we let Xsym be the (r-uniform) hypergraph
having vertex set X and hyperedge set {set(x) : x ∈ RX}.

The next two results argue that, if A is aperiodic, a partial homomorphism to A can
always by extended to include a fiber or a pendent hyperedge, respectively.19

Proposition 11. Let X,A be monic structures such that X is oriented and A is aperiodic with
mixing time τ , let f be a τ -fiber of Xsym, let J be a joint of f , and let Y be the substructure
of X induced by (X \

⋃
e∈f e) ∪ J . Then, any homomorphism h : Y → A can be extended to a

homomorphism h′ : X → A.

Proposition 12. Let X,A be monic structures such that X is oriented and A is aperiodic,
let e be a pendent hyperedge for Xsym, let J be a joint of e, and let Y be the substructure
of X induced by (X \ e) ∪ J . Then, any homomorphism h : Y → A can be extended to a
homomorphism h′ : X → A.

When A is aperiodic and X is sparse and has a large girth, the two propositions above
allow for showing that acceptance by the local-consistency algorithm can be derived from the
presence of a suitably large consistency gap, which we define next (following [1]).

19In the terminology of [1], this means that fibers and pendent hyperedges yield boundary sets (see also [47]).
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Definition 13. Let X and A be monic structures, let Y be a substructure of X, and let
X ′ be a subset of X. We say that a function f : X ′ → A is consistent with Y if there is a
homomorphism h : Y → A such that f and h agree on X ′ ∩ Y . Moreover, for κ ∈ N and
γ ∈ R, we say that the pair (X,A) has a (κ, γ)-consistency gap if, for each substructure W of
X such that nW ≤ κ and each homomorphism f : W → A, one of the following conditions
holds:

• f is consistent with every substructure of X whose relation contains at most γ tuples, or

• f is not consistent with some substructure of X whose relation contains at most γ
nA

tuples.

Theorem 14. Let X and A be monic structures, and take two numbers κ ∈ N and γ ∈ R
such that γ ≥ nA. Suppose that

• A is aperiodic with mixing time τ ;

• X is oriented, and Xsym has girth at least τ and is (γ, β)-threshold-sparse for some real
number 1 < β < 1 + 1

10rτ ;

• (X,A) has a (κ, γ)-consistency gap.

Then, LCκ(X,A) = Yes.

To finalise the proof of Theorem 1, we just need to put all the pieces together: We construct
a sparse, highly chromatic hypergraph H of large girth via Theorem 10; we use Theorem 6
to argue that all subhypergraphs of H (up to linear size) have linear fibrosity + pendency;
we turn H into an oriented instance X by choosing an orientation for each hyperedge; we
show that the pair (X,A) has a (⌊ϵn⌋, δn)-consistency gap; we deduce via Theorem 14 that
LC⌊ϵn⌋(X,A) = Yes; finally, we use the facts that H has large chromatic number and B is
loopless to conclude that X fools linear levels of the local-consistency algorithm.

2.5 Epilogue

Theorem 1 gives a sufficient condition for a PCSP to have linear width. In fact, we can
effortlessly strengthen it by using the fact that, if A′ → A → B and PCSP(A′,B) has linear
width, the same is true for PCSP(A,B) — as is easily derived from Lemma 29. We obtain
the following result.

Corollary 15. Let A → B be relational structures, and suppose that B is loopless and there
exists some aperiodic relational structure A′ such that A′ → A. Then, PCSP(A,B) has linear
width.

As an immediate consequence, we can completely characterise the power of local consistency
applied to the approximate graph homomorphism problem.

Proof of Corollary 2. Since A is non-bipartite, it contains an odd undirected cycle Cp; thus,
Cp → A. The result then follows from Corollary 15 by observing that every odd cycle is
aperiodic.

A natural question, at this point, is whether the sufficient condition for linear width
in Corollary 15 is also necessary. The answer turns out to be negative, even in the CSP
setting. Indeed, it is known that there exists an oriented tree T whose corresponding CSP has
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unbounded width [11]. By [2] (see Footnote 7), CSP(T) has in fact linear width. Suppose
that there exists some aperiodic digraph A′ such that A′ → T. It is not hard to check (see
Proposition 25) that this implies the existence of some aperiodic induced substructure T′

of T. This is a contradiction, as T′ is an oriented forest and, thus, no directed walk in T′

connects a vertex to itself. Another natural question is whether there exist PCSPs having
intermediate width; i.e., super-constant but nonlinear. In the two cases of non-promise CSPs
and binary symmetric PCSPs no such problems exist, as follows from [2] and from Corollary 2,
respectively. Does the width dichotomy extend to the entire class of PCSPs?

Finally, we observe that, in the binary case, aperiodicity is formulated in terms of the
matrix-theoretic notion of primitivity applied to the adjacency matrix of A (see Section 4).
In turn, the nature of primitivity is ultimately spectral: The Perron–Frobenius Theorem
implies that an irreducible matrix is primitive precisely when it has a unique eigenvalue having
maximum modulus [46]. In other words, the necessary condition for nonlinear width given
by the contrapositive of Theorem 1 involves the requirement that the adjacency spectrum of
A should collapse, in the sense that at least two eigenvalues should have the same modulus.
Now, a trivial topological consideration shows that the collapse of the spectrum of a square
matrix is a singularity, in the sense that the spectrum of a random matrix does not collapse
with high probability. Resolving a 30-year-old conjecture of Babai, it was recently shown by
Tao and Vu [49] that the discrete counterpart of this fact also holds: The adjacency spectrum
of a random graph does not collapse with high probability.20 This suggests that, on a high
level, PCSPs of nonlinear width should be regarded as a singularity within the class of PCSPs.
While making this statement mathematically formal goes beyond the scope of the current
paper, we find this phenomenon worth of further consideration.

3 The local-consistency algorithm

In this preliminary section, we formally describe the local-consistency algorithm, following [8,41].
Let X and A be two relational structures having the same signature σ. We say that a structure
Y of signature σ is a substructure of X if Y ⊆ X and RY ⊆ RX for each R ∈ σ. If, in
particular, RY = RX ∩ Y ar(R) for each R ∈ σ, we say that Y is an induced substructure of X.
(We define subhypergraphs and induced subhypergraphs analogously.) A partial homomorphism
from X to A is either a homomorphism from some induced substructure of X to A, or the
empty mapping from ∅ to A. Take an integer κ ∈ N, and consider a nonempty family F of
partial homomorphisms from X to A. Given a function f , let dom(f) denote its domain. We
say that F is a κ-strategy for X and A if it is closed under restrictions (i.e., for every f ∈ F
and Y ⊆ dom(f), the restriction of f to Y is in F ) and has the extension property up to κ (i.e.,
for every f ∈ F with |dom(f)| < κ and every x ∈ X \ dom(f), there exists some f ′ ∈ F that
extends f and has domain dom(f) ∪ {x}). Testing for the existence of a κ-strategy for X and
A can be performed in time polynomial in (nX + nA)κ through the so-called local-consistency
algorithm, which starts with all partial homomorphisms from X to A with domain size at
most κ, and iteratively discards those that do not satisfy the two conditions above, until a
fixed point is reached. If the resulting family of partial homomorphisms is nonempty, it must

20Babai’s conjecture was motivated by his work with Grigoryev and Mount [4], proving that the graph
isomorphism problem is in P when restricted to the class of graphs having distinct adjacency eigenvalues.
Interestingly, the same condition makes the corresponding homomorphism problem consistency-hard, as follows
from the current paper.
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be a κ-strategy; in this case, we write LCκ(X,A) = Yes. Otherwise, we are guaranteed that
no κ-strategy exists, and we write LCκ(X,A) = No.21

Let now A and B be two relational structures such that A → B. Informally, the width
of PCSP(A,B) measures the power of the local-consistency algorithm for its solution. More
precisely, observe that, given an instance X, if h is a homomorphism from X to A, restricting
h to all subsets of X of size at most κ yields a proper κ-strategy for X and A. Hence, if
X → A, LCκ(X,A) = Yes. If, on the other hand, X → B whenever LCκ(X,A) = Yes, the
κ-consistency algorithm effectively solves PCSP(A,B). Given n ∈ N, let κ(n) be the minimum
nonnegative integer such that LCκ(n)(X,A) = Yes implies X → B for every instance X
having n vertices. (Note that the minimum is well defined as, if X has n vertices, it always
holds that LCn(X,A) = Yes if and only if X → A; hence, in particular, κ(n) ≤ n for any
PCSP.) The resulting function κ : N → N ∪ {0} is called the width of PCSP(A,B). Observe
that κ is necessarily a non-decreasing function. Indeed, letting X be an instance on n vertices
such that LCκ(n)−1(X,A) = Yes and X ̸→ B, adding to X any number c of isolated vertices
results in an instance X′ on n+ c vertices that satisfies LCκ(n)−1(X′,A) = Yes and X′ ̸→ B,
thus witnessing that κ(n + c) ≥ κ(n). If PCSP(A,B) has bounded width (meaning that
κ(n) ≤ κ∗ for some fixed κ∗ independent of n), the local-consistency algorithm certifies that
the problem is solvable in polynomial time. At the opposite extreme, we say that PCSP(A,B)
has linear width if there exists a positive constant ϵ for which κ(n) > ϵn for any n ∈ N; i.e.,
for any n ∈ N there exists an instance X on n vertices such that LC⌊ϵn⌋(X,A) = Yes but
X ̸→ B.

4 Aperiodicity

Let A be a digraph and let w consist of a list a0, . . . , at of vertices of A and a list a(1), . . . , a(t)

of directed edges of A. If a(i) = (ai−1, ai) for each i ∈ [t], we say that w is a directed walk
of length t from a0 to at; if a

(i) = (ai−1, ai) for each odd i ∈ [t] and a(i) = (ai, ai−1) for each
even i ∈ [t], we say that w is an alternating walk of length t from a0 to at. The goal of this
section is to prove the following result.

Theorem (Theorem 5 restated). Let A be a digraph. The following are equivalent:

(i) A is aperiodic;

(ii) there exists t ∈ N such that, for each a, b ∈ A, there exist a directed walk and an
alternating walk from a to b, both of length t;

(iii) for each a, b ∈ A, there exist a directed walk of length n2
A − 2nA + 2 and an alternating

walk of some even length from a to b.

If any of the equivalent conditions above holds, the mixing time of A is at most n4
A−2n3

A+2n2
A.

The conditions (ii) and (iii) of Theorem 5 can be conveniently reformulated in terms of the
adjacency matrix A (A) of A — as we shall see after introducing the necessary terminology.
By ei, we indicate the i-th standard unit vector (whose size shall be clear from the context).
We say that a matrix is positive (resp. nonnegative) if all of its entries are positive (resp.
nonnegative) real numbers. A nonnegative square matrix M is primitive if M t is positive for
some t ∈ N, and it is irreducible if for each pair (i, j) of indices there exists t ∈ N such that

21It shall be convenient to let LC0(X,A) = Yes for each X and A.
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e⊤i M
tej (i.e., the (i, j)-th entry of M t) is positive. Clearly, any primitive matrix is irreducible,

while the converse is false. See also Remark 22 for a more detailed discussion on irreducible
and primitive matrices.

For two vertices a, b ∈ A, a directed walk of length t from a to b exists precisely when
e⊤a A (A)teb > 0. Moreover, if t is even, an alternating walk of length t from a to b exists

precisely when e⊤a (A (A)A (A)⊤)
t
2eb > 0. Note that multiplying a positive and a primitive

matrices yields a primitive matrix; moreover, M t+1 is positive if M t is positive. Thus, condition
(ii) in Theorem 5 is equivalent to requiring that both A (A) and A (A)A (A)⊤ should be
primitive matrices. Moreover, condition (iii) is equivalent to requiring that A (A) should be
primitive with index of primitivity22 at most n2

A − 2nA + 2, and A (A)A (A)⊤ should be
irreducible.

We shall make use of the following two matrix-theoretic results. The first is a classic
theorem by Wielandt, giving a (sharp) upper bound on the index of primitivity of primitive
matrices. The second is folklore; the proof can be found, for example, in [10, Ch. 3].

Theorem 16 ([48,53]). An n×n nonnegative matrix is primitive if and only if its (n2−2n+2)-
th power is positive.

Theorem 17 ([10]). Any irreducible matrix with positive trace is primitive.

By supp(M) we denote the support of M ; i.e., the set of pairs (i, j) of indices such
that e⊤i Mej ̸= 0. Given two matrices M1 and M2 of equal size, we write M1 ⊴ M2 (resp.
M1 .▷M2, M1 ∼ M2) to indicate that supp(M1) ⊆ supp(M2) (resp. supp(M1) ⊊ supp(M2),
supp(M1) = supp(M2)). The following fact is trivially proved.

Lemma 18. Let M1,M2,M3,M4 be nonnegative square matrices, and suppose that M1 ⊴ M2

and M3 ⊴ M4. Then, M1M3 ⊴ M2M4.

We denote by 0, I, and J the all-zero vector, the identity matrix, and the all-one matrix,
respectively; their sizes shall be clear from the context. Given a nonnegative square matrix
M , a nonnegative integer t, and a tuple x ∈ {−1, 1}t (which we shall refer to as an indicator
tuple), we consider the matrix Mx =

∏t
1=1Ni, where Ni = M if xi = 1, and Ni = M⊤ if

xi = −1. If t = 0 (and, thus, x is the empty tuple), we define Mx = I. Recall that the
concatenation of the tuples x,y, z, . . . is denoted by ⟨x,y, z, . . . ⟩.

Lemma 19. Let M be an irreducible matrix and let x,y, z be indicator tuples such that
My ∼ J . Then, M ⟨x,y,z⟩ ∼ J .

Proof. It easily follows from the definition of an irreducible matrix that no row or column of
M is the all-zero vector. We deduce that Mwei ̸= 0 for any indicator tuple w and any index
i. Take now two indices j, ℓ, and observe that

e⊤j M
⟨x,y,z⟩eℓ = e⊤j M

xMyMzeℓ.

Since both e⊤j M
x and Mzeℓ are nonzero vectors and, by assumption, My ∼ J , we deduce

that e⊤j M
⟨x,y,z⟩eℓ ̸= 0, which concludes the proof.

We say that an indicator tuple is balanced if the sum of its entries is 0. Also, we indicate
by ωi the tuple (1,−1, 1,−1, . . . ) of length i. Henceforth in this section, we fix a digraph A
and let M be its nA × nA adjacency matrix.

22I.e., the smallest t for which the t-th power of the matrix is positive.
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Lemma 20. Let A be a digraph satisfying part (iii) of Theorem 5, and let x be a balanced
indicator tuple. Then, I ⊴ Mx.

Proof. We use induction over the length ℓ of x (which must be even, since x is balanced). If
ℓ = 0, Mx = I and the result is clear. If ℓ = 2, x is either ω2 or −ω2. Since M is primitive,
it is irreducible, thus it has no all-zero row or column. Hence, the diagonals of the matrices
Mω2 = MM⊤ and M−ω2 = M⊤M are strictly positive, which means that I ⊴ Mx, as needed.
For the inductive step, suppose that ℓ ≥ 4 and notice that x can be written as x = ⟨w, z, w̃⟩
with z balanced of length 2 and ⟨w, w̃⟩ balanced of length ℓ− 2. Using Lemma 18 and the
inductive hypothesis, we deduce that

I ⊴ M ⟨w,w̃⟩ = MwM w̃ = MwIM w̃ ⊴ MwMzM w̃ = M ⟨w,z,w̃⟩ = Mx,

as needed.

Lemma 21. Let A be a digraph satisfying part (iii) of Theorem 5, let x,y be indicator
tuples, and suppose that y is balanced and has a positive length. Then, either J ∼ Mx or
Mx .▷M ⟨x,y⟩.

Proof. If J ∼ Mx there is nothing to prove, so we assume that this is not the case. Note that
combining Lemma 18 and Lemma 20 yields Mx ⊴ M ⟨x,y⟩, so we only need to exclude that
Mx ∼ M ⟨x,y⟩. Assume, for the sake of contradiction, that Mx ∼ M ⟨x,y⟩. By assumption, the
matrix MM⊤ is irreducible. Moreover, applying Lemma 20 to the balanced indicator tuple ω2

yields I ⊴ MM⊤. We can then invoke Theorem 17 to deduce that MM⊤ is in fact primitive
and, thus, J ∼ Mωt for some t ∈ N. We now proceed by induction on the length ℓ of y.

If ℓ = 2, suppose first that y = ω2. Take an even integer z. Since ωz is balanced,
Lemma 18 and Lemma 20 imply that Mx ⊴ M ⟨x,ωz⟩. Moreover, using the assumption that
Mx ∼ M ⟨x,ω2⟩, a repeated application of Lemma 18 yields M ⟨x,ωz⟩ ⊴ Mx. It follows that
Mx ∼ M ⟨x,ωz⟩. Choosing z so that z ≥ t and applying Lemma 19 yields

J ∼ M ⟨x,ωz⟩ ∼ Mx,

a contradiction. Similarly, if y = −ω2, we find Mx ∼ M ⟨x,−1,ωz⟩ for any odd z, and the same
argument as above yields the contradiction J ∼ Mx.

For the inductive step, suppose that ℓ ≥ 4. We can write y as the concatenation
y = ⟨w, z, w̃⟩, where z is balanced and has length 2, and ⟨w, w̃⟩ is balanced and has length
ℓ − 2 > 0. Lemma 18 and Lemma 20 yield M ⟨x,w,w̃⟩ ⊴ M ⟨x,w,z,w̃⟩ = M ⟨x,y⟩, while the
inductive hypothesis gives Mx .▷M ⟨x,w,w̃⟩. As a consequence,

Mx .▷M ⟨x,w,w̃⟩ ⊴ M ⟨x,y⟩ ∼ Mx,

a contradiction.

Given a tuple x of length t and two indices i ≤ j ∈ [t], we denote by x[i:j] the tuple
(xi, xi+1, . . . , xj).

Proof of Theorem 5. To prove the implication (i) ⇒ (ii), suppose that A is aperiodic and let
τ be its mixing time. Consider the τ -pattern λ consisting in the τ × 2 matrix whose first
column is identically 1 and whose second column is identically 2. Observe that a λ-walk is
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precisely a directed walk of length τ . Similarly, an alternating walk of length τ is the same as
a λ̃-walk corresponding to the τ -pattern

λ̃ =


1 2
2 1
1 2
2 1
...

...

 .

Hence, (ii) follows from (i) by the definition of aperiodic structures.
Observe now that the condition (ii) is equivalent to the fact that M t ∼ J and Mωt ∼ J for

some t ∈ N. By Lemma 19, t can be assumed to be even. Hence, the implication (ii) ⇒ (iii)
directly follows by applying Theorem 16 to M .

We now establish the implication (iii) ⇒ (i). Let q = n2
A − 2nA + 2, and observe that

(iii) implies that M q ∼ J . Let τ = n4
A − 2n3

A + 2n2
A. We claim that A is aperiodic with

mixing time at most τ . Given a τ -pattern λ and two vertices a, b ∈ A, observe that a λ-walk
connecting a and b exists if and only if the (a, b)-th entry of the matrix Mx is positive, where
x is the indicator tuple obtained by taking the first column of λ and replacing all occurrences
of “2” with “−1”. Hence, the claim is equivalent to the fact that J ∼ Mx for any indicator
tuple x of length τ . Pick one such tuple x. Define integer numbers y0 = 0 and, for i ∈ [τ ],
yi = yi−1 + xi. Let m (resp. m̃) be the maximum (resp. the minimum) of the y′is, and define
µ = m− m̃. We now consider two cases.

Suppose first that µ ≥ q. Let i, j ∈ {0, . . . , τ} be such that yi = m̃ and yj = m. Without
loss of generality, we can assume that i < j (otherwise, we proceed analogously reasoning on
M⊤ instead of M). Consider the subtuple x̃ = x[i:j], and observe that it can be written as

x̃ = ⟨1,w1, 1,w2, 1,w3, 1, . . . ,wµ−1, 1⟩,

where w1, . . . ,wµ−1 are balanced indicator tuples. Using Lemma 18 and Lemma 20, we deduce
that

Mµ ⊴ MMw1MMw2MMw3M . . .Mwµ−1M = M x̃.

Since µ ≥ q and J ∼ M q, we deduce from Lemma 19 that J ∼ Mµ ∼ M x̃ ∼ Mx, as required.
Suppose now that µ < q. Since τ = qn2

A, by the pigeonhole principle, there exists some
integer ℓ such that m̃ ≤ ℓ ≤ m and, letting K = {i ∈ {0, . . . , τ} : yi = ℓ}, |K| ≥ τ+1

q > τ
q = n2

A.
Label the elements of K as k1, . . . , kz in increasing order (where z = |K|), and consider the
subtuples w0 = x[1:k1], wi = x[ki+1:ki+1] for i ∈ [z − 1], and wz = x[kz+1:τ ]. (If k1 = 0, we let
w0 be the empty tuple; similarly, if kz = τ , we let wz be the empty tuple). Observe that
x = ⟨w0,w1, . . . ,wz−1,wz⟩. Moreover, for each i ∈ [z − 1], wi is a balanced indicator tuple
of length at least 2. If J ∼ M ⟨w0,w1,...,wi⟩ for some i ∈ {0, . . . , z}, we can conclude through
Lemma 19 that J ∼ Mx, as needed. Otherwise, Lemma 21 yields

Mw0 .▷M ⟨w0,w1⟩ .▷M ⟨w0,w1,w2⟩ .▷· · · .▷M ⟨w0,...,wz−1⟩ .▷J,

which is impossible as z > n2
A.

The next three remarks contain some further observations on aperiodicity.
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Remark 22. As we have discussed in the Overview at the intuitive level, our proof of
Theorem 1 works by exploiting the fact that randomly walking over an aperiodic A for a
sufficiently long time makes Alice oblivious of her past locations. Using standard theory of
discrete-time Markov chains,23 we can give this statement a more rigorous meaning. Suppose,
for the sake of simplicity, that A is strongly connected. Alice starts her walk from a vertex
a sampled uniformaly at random among all vertices of A. After a number i of time steps,
she ascertains her new location b and tries to guess her starting point a based on the known
data b and i. Clearly, the trivial strategy of choosing at random yields a winning chance of
1
nA

. Can she do better? Let T be the transition matrix of A; i.e., the row-stochastic matrix

T = D−1M , where D is the diagonal matrix of the outdegrees of the vertices and M is the
adjacency matrix. Since A is strongly connected, the Markov chain is ergodic, which means
that there exists a unique stationary probability distribution p satisfying p⊤T = p⊤. The
probability of Alice ending up in b after i time steps starting from a is e⊤a T

ieb (where ea is
the probability distribution assigning all the weight to a). By Bayes’ Theorem, to maximise
her winning chances, Alice should guess a vertex that maximises the corresponding entry of
the vector T ieb — which is a deterministic vector, as Alice is aware of both i and b. Now, it is
easy to show that T is primitive if and only if M is primitive. If this is the case, T i converges
to the rank-one matrix 1p⊤ for i → ∞ (where 1 is the all-one vector). Hence, T ieb converges
to the constant vector pb1 — meaning that, after a large-enough number of steps, all choices
will roughly yield, for Alice, a disappointing 1

nA
winning chance. On the other hand, if the

primitivity requirement is relaxed, the Markov chain is not guaranteed to converge to the
stationary distribution. In fact, it follows from the Perron–Frobenius Theorem that there exist
subsequences of the sequence (T i)i∈N converging to precisely c different limits, where c is the
number of eigenvalues of M having maximum modulus [34, § 9.2]; note that M is primitive
precisely when c = 1. In particular, T ieb may not converge to a constant vector, which makes
it possible for Alice to guess correctly with probability strictly larger than 1

nA
.

(a) The adjacency matrix M of the
digraph above satisfies M5 ∼ J , so M
is primitive. However, MM⊤ is not
irreducible.

(b) The adjacency matrix M of the
digraph above satisfies (MM⊤)2 ∼ J ,
so MM⊤ is primitive. However, M is
not irreducible.

Figure 1: Digraphs from Remark 23.

Remark 23. While, in the case of arbitrary structures, the definition of aperiodicity requires
that any pair of vertices should be connected by a walk of some fixed length τ oriented in all
possible ways (more precisely, by a λ-walk for all possible τ -patterns λ), Theorem 5 shows that,
in the binary case, it is enough to consider two orientations only — directed and alternating.
The condition cannot be further simplified: Figure 1 illustrates two examples of digraphs

23For example, see [38].
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having the property that directed (resp. alternating) walks of some fixed length connecting
any pair of vertices exist, but there are pairs of vertices not connected by any alternating
(resp. directed) walk.

Remark 24. In order to obtain more intuition of the definition of aperiodicity in the non-
binary case, we now give a simple example of an aperiodic structure capturing equations
over groups. Let G be a finite group with at least two elements, and let G be the relational
structure with domain G, having a ternary relation RG

g = {(h1, h2, h3) : h1h2h3 = g} for each
g ∈ G. Consider the structure Gmon, take g, g′ ∈ G, and let λ = (λ1, λ2) be a 1-pattern, where
λ1 ̸= λ2 ∈ [3 · |G|]. A λ-walk in Gmon connecting g and g′ is simply given by a tuple g in the
unique relation of Gmon satisfying gλ1 = g and gλ2 = g′. Using the fact that g and g′ have
inverses in G, it is straightforward to check that such g must exist. It follows that Gmon —
and, thus, G — is aperiodic with mixing time τ = 1. Since, in addition, G is loopless when
|G| ≥ 2, Theorem 1 can be applied to CSP(G) = PCSP(G,G), and it yields the well-known
fact that equations over groups have linear width [29]. We note that this argument also yields
linear width for promise equations over groups, as recently studied in [44].

We conclude this section by proving the following monotonicity property of aperiodic
structures.

Proposition 25. Let A′ → A be relational structures such that A′ is aperiodic. Then, some
induced substructure of A is aperiodic.

Proof. Suppose first that A′ and A are monic. Take a homomorphism f : A′ → A, and let
Ã be the substructure of A induced by the range of f . Let τ be the mixing time of A′, and
choose two vertices a, b ∈ Ã and a τ -pattern λ. Since f is surjective onto Ã, there exist two
vertices a′, b′ ∈ A′ such that f(a′) = a and f(b′) = b. Using that A′ has mixing time τ , we can
find a λ-walk in A′ consisting of vertices a′ = a0, . . . , aτ = b′ and tuples a(1), . . . ,a(τ) in RA′

.
Then, one easily checks that the vertices f(a0), . . . , f(aτ ) and the tuples f(a(1)), . . . , f(a(τ))

in RÃ yield a λ-walk in Ã connecting a = f(a0) to b = f(aτ ). This shows that Ã is aperiodic,
as required.

Suppose now that A′ and A are not monic. Observe that A′mon → Amon and, by
Definition 4, A′mon is aperiodic. We deduce from the first part of the proof that there exists
some nonempty subset S ⊆ A such that the substructure of Amon induced by S — in symbols,
Amon

∣∣
S
— is aperiodic. It is not hard to check that Amon

∣∣
S
= (A

∣∣
S
)mon. We deduce that A

∣∣
S

is aperiodic, thus concluding the proof.

5 Fibrosity

Recall that, given an (r-uniform) hypergraph H, φτ
H denotes the maximum cardinality of a set

of mutually disjoint τ -fibers24 in H, while φmax
H , πH, and λH denote the number of maximal

fibers, pendent hyperedges, and links in H, respectively. The goal of this section is to prove
the following result.

24We point out that, if f and f ′ are two disjoint τ -fibers in H consisting of the hyperedges e1, . . . , eτ and
e′1, . . . , e

′
τ , respectively, it is not forbidden that, for some i, j ∈ [τ ], the hyperedges ei and e′j are adjacent;

however, they cannot be equal.
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Theorem (Theorem 6 restated). For τ ∈ N and 1 < β ∈ R, let H be a hereditarily β-sparse
hypergraph of girth at least τ having no isolated vertices. Then,

φτ
H + πH >

(
1

10rτ
− β + 1

)
nH.

Given a hyperedge e, we let sdr(e) be the sum of the degree reciprocals of e; i.e., sdr(e) =∑
v∈e

1
degH(v) . One easily checks that the equality

nH =
∑

e∈E(H)

sdr(e) (1)

holds, provided that H has no isolated vertices.

Proposition (Proposition 7 restated). For β > 1, let H be a hereditarily β-sparse hypergraph
all of whose fibers are non-degenerate. Then,

φmax
H < 3(β − 1)nH + 3πH.

Proof. The result is clear if H consists in an isolated vertex or a single hyperedge, so we
assume that this is not the case. Furthermore, since the quantities φmax

H , nH, and πH are all
additive with respect to disjoint unions, and since a subhypergraph of a hereditarily β-sparse
hypergraph is hereditarily β-sparse itself, we can assume without loss of generality that H is a
connected hypergraph.

Let W be the set of pendent hyperedges of H that are adjacent to some link. Moreover,
let Z be the set containing every hyperedge of H that is not pendent, is not a link, and is
adjacent to some link. It shall be useful to label the hyperedges in Z according to the number
of links adjacent to them. Note that this number is at least 1 (by definition of Z ) and at
most r (since, by definition of a link, any vertex v ∈ e ∈ Z is incident to at most one link).
Thus, for i ∈ [r], we let Zi be the set of hyperedges in Z that are adjacent to exactly i-many
links. We also let w, z, and zi denote the cardinalities of the sets W , Z , and Zi, respectively.
The result is obtained by estimating the total sdr of Z , and comparing it to the total sdr of
all other hyperedges.

Take i ∈ [r] and e ∈ Zi, and observe that e intersects exactly i links in exactly i
different vertices. Since the maximum degree of a vertex in a link is 2, we deduce that
sdr(e) ≤ r − i+ i

2 = r − i
2 . However, we can improve this bound in the case that i is 1 or 2.

In the latter case, if sdr(e) were exactly r − i
2 = r − 1, it would follow that e has exactly two

vertices of degree 2 and r − 2 vertices of degree 1; i.e., e would need to be a link, which is
impossible by the definition of Z . As a consequence, at least one of the r− 2 vertices of e that
are not incident to a link has degree at least 2. This yields sdr(e) ≤ r− 3 + 1 + 1

2 = r− i
2 −

1
2 .

If i = 1, one can do even better. Let V be the set of r− 1 vertices of e that are not incident to
a link. If all of them had degree 1, e would be a pendent hyperedge, against our assumption.
Furthermore, if one of the vertices of V had degree 2 and all the others had degree 1, e would
be a link, again contradicting the hypothesis. It follows that either two vertices of V have
degree at least 2, or a vertex of V has degree at least 3. The latter choice yields the highest
sdr, and thus we can use it to give an upper bound: sdr(e) ≤ r − 2 + 1

2 + 1
3 = r − i

2 −
2
3 . As a
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consequence, we bound the total sdr of Z as follows:∑
e∈Z

sdr(e) =
∑
e∈Z1

sdr(e) +
∑
e∈Z2

sdr(e) +
∑
i≥3

∑
e∈Zi

sdr(e)

≤ z1

(
r − 1

2
− 2

3

)
+ z2

(
r − 1− 1

2

)
+
∑
i≥3

zi

(
r − i

2

)
= r

∑
i∈[r]

zi −
1

2

∑
i∈[r]

izi −
2

3
z1 −

1

2
z2

= (r − 1)z + z − 1

2

∑
i∈[r]

izi −
2

3
z1 −

1

2
z2,

where we have used that
∑

i∈[r] zi = z. Note that

z − 1

2

∑
i∈[r]

izi −
2

3
z1 −

1

2
z2 =

∑
i∈[r]

(
zi −

izi
2

)
− 2

3
z1 −

1

2
z2 = −1

6
z1 −

1

2
z2 −

∑
i≥3

(
i

2
− 1

)
zi

≤ −1

6

∑
i∈[r]

izi.

Therefore, we obtain ∑
e∈Z

sdr(e) ≤ (r − 1)z − 1

6

∑
i∈[r]

izi. (2)

We say that a fiber f connects two (possibly equal) hyperedges e, e′ ∈ E(H) \ f if some
hyperedge in f is adjacent to e and some hyperedge in f is adjacent to e′. Consider the
multigraph (with loops allowed) G whose vertex set is Z ∪ W and whose edge multiset is
defined as follows: For e, e′ ∈ Z ∪W (possibly equal), we insert one edge in G joining e and e′

for each maximal fiber of H connecting e and e′. We claim that mG = φmax
H (where mG is the

number of edges of the multigraph G, counted with multiplicity). First, since any maximal
fiber yields at most one edge in G, it is clear that mG ≤ φmax

H . Suppose that mG < φmax
H . This

would mean that there exists a maximal fiber f such that, for each e ∈ f , e is only adjacent
to other links. Since f is maximal, e is in fact only adjacent to other hyperedges in f . In
other words, f induces a cycle, which is impossible as f is non-degenerate by assumption. It
follows that the claim is true. For each e ∈ Z ∪ W , let degG(e) be the degree of e in G; i.e.,
the number of edges of G to which e is incident (where a loop contributes 2). Note that, if
e ∈ Zi for some i ∈ [r], degG(e) = i. Moreover, if e ∈ W , degG(e) = 1. Via the handshaking
lemma, we deduce that

2φmax
H = 2mG =

∑
e∈Z

degG(e) +
∑
e∈W

degG(e) =
∑
i∈[r]

izi + w.

Plugging this information into (2) yields∑
e∈Z

sdr(e) ≤ (r − 1)z − 1

3
φmax
H +

1

6
w.
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Let P be the set of pendent hyperedges of H. Since H is connected and does not consist
in a single hyperedge, sdr(e) ≤ r − 1

2 for each e ∈ E(H). Moreover, sdr(e) ≤ r − 1 if e ̸∈ P.
Noting also that, by assumption, H does not contain isolated vertices, (1) yields

nH =
∑

e∈E(H)

sdr(e) =
∑
e∈P

sdr(e) +
∑
e∈Z

sdr(e) +
∑

e∈E(H)\(P∪Z )

sdr(e)

≤
(
r − 1

2

)
πH + (r − 1)z − 1

3
φmax
H +

1

6
w + (mH − πH − z)(r − 1)

≤ −1

3
φmax
H + πH +mH(r − 1),

where we have used that w ≤ πH. We now make use of the fact that H is hereditarily β-sparse
and thus, in particular, it is β-sparse. This gives

nH < −1

3
φmax
H + πH + βnH,

which concludes the proof.

Proposition (Proposition 8 restated). For β > 1, let H be a hereditarily β-sparse hypergraph
having no isolated vertices. Then,

λH >

(
1

r
+ 6− 6β

)
nH − 7πH.

Proof. We can assume without loss of generality that H is connected. Let P and L denote
the set of pendent hyperedges and the set of links of H, respectively. Notice that sdr(e) = r−1
if e ∈ L , sdr(e) ≤ r − 7

6 if e ̸∈ P ∪ L , and, clearly, sdr(e) ≤ r for any hyperedge e ∈ E(H).
Similarly to Proposition 7, the result is obtained by comparing the total sdr of a certain set of
hyperedges to that of all other hyperedges. In this case, instead of the set Z , we consider the
set L . Since, by assumption, H has no isolated vertices, (1) gives

nH =
∑

e∈E(H)

sdr(e) =
∑
e∈P

sdr(e) +
∑
e∈L

sdr(e) +
∑

e∈E(H)\(P∪L )

sdr(e)

≤ πHr + λH(r − 1) + (mH − πH − λH)

(
r − 7

6

)
=

1

6
λH +

7

6
πH +mH(r − 1)− 1

6
mH.

Note that mH appears twice, with opposite signs, in the right-hand side of the expression
above. Hence, to continue the chain of inequalities, we need both an upper and a lower bound
on mH. The upper bound is the one dictated by the fact that H is β-sparse; i.e., mH < β

r−1nH.

The lower bound comes from the fact that H is connected and, thus, mH ≥ nH−1
r−1 (as can be

easily shown by induction on mH). Moreover, since H contains no isolated vertices, nH ≥ r,
and it follows that nH−1

r−1 ≥ nH
r . Therefore, we obtain

nH <
1

6
λH +

7

6
πH + βnH − 1

6r
nH,

which directly yields the claimed inequality.

Proposition (Proposition 9 restated). For any hypergraph H and any τ ∈ N,

φτ
H + φmax

H >
λH
τ

.
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Proof. For i ∈ N, let pi be the number of maximal fibers of H of size exactly i. Note that∑
i∈N

pi = φmax
H .

Moreover, since the maximal fibers of H partition the set of links of H, we have that∑
i∈N

ipi = λH.

Observe now that a maximal fiber of size i can be split into a set of ⌊ i
τ ⌋ mutually disjoint

τ -fibers (plus an additional (i− τ⌊ i
τ ⌋)-fiber). As a consequence, we find that

φτ
H =

∑
i∈N

pi

⌊
i

τ

⌋
>
∑
i∈N

pi

(
i

τ
− 1

)
=

λH
τ

− φmax
H ,

and the conclusion follows.

Theorem 6 follows by combining Propositions 7, 8, and 9, as detailed in Subsection 2.2.

6 Sparsity

In this section, we prove the existence of sparse and highly chromatic hypergraphs of large
girth, as stated next.

Theorem (Theorem 10 restated). Take two positive integer numbers g and h and a real
number β > 1. There exists a positive real number δ = δ(g, h, β) and a positive integer number
n0 = n0(g, h, β) such that, for each n ≥ n0, there exists a hypergraph H with the following
properties:

1. H has n vertices;

2. gir(H) ≥ g;

3. chr(H) ≥ h;

4. H is (δn, β)-threshold-sparse.

As discussed in the Overview, our proof of Theorem 10 is probabilistic, and it combines
Erdős–Hajnal’s proof of the existence of hypergraphs with arbitrarily large girth and chro-
matic number [28] with Atserias–Dalmau’s result on the sparsity of random Erdős-Rényi
hypergraphs [1]. The latter result is stated in terms of a different version of threshold-sparsity,
which we now define.25

For µ and ν positive real numbers, we say that a hypergraph H is (µ, ν)-vertex-threshold-
sparse if any subhypergraph H′ of H such that nH′ ≤ µ · nH satisfies mH′ < ν · nH′ . The
following simple result connects the two notions of threshold-sparsity.

Lemma 26. Let β > 1, γ, µ, ν be positive real numbers, let H be a (µ, ν)-vertex-threshold-sparse
hypergraph, and suppose that β

ν ≥ r−1 and nH ≥ (r−1) γ
βµ . Then, H is (γ, β)-threshold-sparse.

25We remark that the notion of threshold-sparsity given in Subsection 2.3 is also implicit in [1].
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Proof. Let H′ be a subhypergraph of H satisfying mH′ ≤ γ, and suppose that H′ is not
β-sparse. We obtain

nH′ ≤ (r − 1)
mH′

β
≤ (r − 1)

γ

β
≤ µ · nH.

Since H is (µ, ν)-vertex-threshold-sparse, we deduce that

mH′ < ν · nH′ ≤ β

r − 1
nH′ ,

which contradicts the fact that H′ is not β-sparse.

For n ∈ N and p ∈ R, 0 ≤ p ≤ 1, the expression H ∼ H (n, p) shall denote that H is a
random (r-uniform) Erdős-Rényi hypergraph with n vertices, where each r-element set of
vertices forms a hyperedge with probability p, independently. The next result gives an upper
bound on the probability that a random Erdős-Rényi hypergraph is not vertex-threshold-sparse.

Proposition 27 ([1]). Let µ, ν, ℓ be positive real numbers and let n be a positive integer

number. If 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ nr−1 and µ ≤ (νℓ )
1

r−1 ( re)
r

r−1 , the probability that a random hypergraph
H ∼ H (n, ℓn1−r) is not (µ, ν)-vertex-threshold-sparse is at most

π(r, ℓ, n, µ, ν) =

⌊µn⌋∑
i=1

((n
i

)1−(r−1)ν
ℓνe1+(r+1)νr−rνν−ν

)i

. (3)

Proof of Theorem 10. Consider the following parameters:

ℓ = (3hr)r

2h log(3eh) + 1,

ν = β
r−1 ,

ϑ = ℓνe1+(r+1)νr−rνν−ν ,

µ = min
(
(νℓ )

1
r−1 ( re)

r
r−1 , (3ϑ)

− 1
β−1

)
,

δ = βµ
r−1 .

(4)

Notice that all of them are positive real numbers. Let n be an even positive integer number to

be determined later, and suppose that n ≥ ℓ
1

r−1 . Let p = ℓn1−r, and sample a hypergraph
H ∼ H (n, p).

Fix w = ⌊ n
2h⌋, and let W be the random variable counting the number of independent

sets in H of size w (where an independent set is a set S of vertices such that e ̸⊆ S for any
e ∈ E(H)). Suppose that n ≥ 2hr (which implies that w ≥ r) and that n ≥ 6h (which implies
that w ≥ n

2h − 1 ≥ n
3h). It is well known that, for 1 ≤ x ≤ y, the inequalities(y

x

)x
≤
(
y

x

)
≤
(ey
x

)x
hold (for example, see [26]). As a consequence, using the linearity of expectation, we obtain
the following upper bound for the expected value of W :

E[W ] =

(
n

w

)
(1− p)(

w
r) ≤

(
n

w

)
e−p(wr) ≤

(en
w

)w
e−p(w

r )
r

≤ (3eh)
n
2h e

−ℓn1−r nr

(3hr)r =

(
(3eh)

1
2h

e
ℓ

(3hr)r

)n

.
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The choice of ℓ guarantees that (3eh)
1
2h < e

ℓ
(3hr)r , whence it follows that E[W ] approaches 0

as n tends to infinity. Recall that the independence number of H (in symbols, ind(H)) is the
maximum cardinality of an independent set in H. By Markov’s inequality, the probability
that W is at least 1 — i.e., that ind(H) ≥ w — is at most E[W ] and, thus, it tends to 0 as n
tends to infinity. In particular, for n large enough,

P (W ≥ 1) <
1

4
. (5)

It is well known [9] that a cycle of length j ≥ 2 in a hypergraph yields a collection of
distinct hyperedges e1, . . . , ej such that | ∪i∈[j] ei| ≤ j(r − 1) and, vice versa, a collection of j
distinct hyperedges satisfying this condition contains a cycle of length at most j. The number
of such collections is at most (

n

j(r − 1)

)(
j(r − 1)

r

)j

,

which is upper-bounded by xjn
j(r−1) for some constant xj independent of n. Let a short cycle

indicate a cycle of length at most g−1, and let V be the random variable counting the number
of short cycles in H. By linearity of expectation, we find

E[V ] ≤
g−1∑
j=2

xjn
j(r−1)pj =

g−1∑
j=2

ℓjxj .

Hence, using Markov’s inequality, we deduce that the probability that V is at least n
2 is at

most

2E[V ]

n
≤

2
∑g−1

j=2 ℓ
jxj

n
.

Since the numerator in the expression above is independent of n, the fraction approaches 0 as
n tends to infinity. In particular,

P
(
V ≥ n

2

)
<

1

4
(6)

for n large enough.
Let A be the event that H is not (µ, ν)-vertex-threshold-sparse. The choice of µ guarantees

that Proposition 27 applies. Hence, the probability of A is upper bounded by the quantity

π = π(r, ℓ, n, µ, ν) in (3). From the fact that µ ≤ (3ϑ)
− 1

β−1 , we deduce that µβ−1ϑ ≤ 1
3 .

Therefore,

P(A) ≤ π =

⌊µn⌋∑
i=1

((
i

n

)β−1

ϑ

)i

≤
⌊µn⌋∑
i=1

(
µβ−1ϑ

)i
≤

⌊µn⌋∑
i=1

1

3i
<

∞∑
i=1

1

3i
=

1

2
. (7)

By the union bound, we deduce from (5), (6), and (7) that, if n is large enough, there exists
a hypergraph H having n vertices such that W = 0, V < n

2 , and A does not hold. In other
words, ind(H) < w, H has fewer than n

2 short cycles, and H is (µ, ν)-vertex-threshold-sparse.
Select a set S of vertices of H of cardinality n

2 in a way that each short cycle of H contains

a vertex of S, and let H̃ be the subhypergraph of H induced by V (H) \ S. Note that nH̃ = n
2 .
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Furthermore, ind(H̃) ≤ ind(H) < w, while gir(H̃) ≥ g since all short cycles have been broken.
Since the product of the chromatic and the independence numbers of a hypergraph is at least
the number of its vertices (see [9]), we find

chr(H̃) ≥
nH̃

ind(H̃)
≥ n

2w
≥ h.

Finally, observe that H̃ is (µ, ν)-vertex-threshold-sparse by monotonicity of vertex-threshold-
sparsity. The choice of δ guarantees that

(r − 1)
δnH̃
βµ

= nH̃.

Therefore, Lemma 26 implies that H̃ is (δnH̃, β)-threshold-sparse, thus concluding the proof
of Theorem 10.

7 Consistency

The goal of this section is to establish that a (κ, γ)-consistency gap — for some suitable
parameter γ — can be used to recover a κ-strategy and, thus, to certify acceptance by the
κ-th level of the local-consistency algorithm applied to an aperiodic template and a sparse
instance having large girth.

Theorem (Theorem 14 restated). Let X and A be monic structures, and take two numbers
κ ∈ N and γ ∈ R such that γ ≥ nA. Suppose that

• A is aperiodic with mixing time τ ;

• X is oriented, and Xsym has girth at least τ and is (γ, β)-threshold-sparse for some real
number 1 < β < 1 + 1

10rτ ;

• (X,A) has a (κ, γ)-consistency gap.

Then, LCκ(X,A) = Yes.

The key to proving Theorem 14 is to show that τ -fibers and pendent hyperedges yield
boundary sets (as considered in [1, 47]) for aperiodic templates having mixing time τ , in the
sense that any partial homomorphism to such templates can be extended to include τ -fibers
and pendent hyperedges. This is done in the next two propositions.

Proposition (Proposition 11 restated). Let X,A be monic structures such that X is oriented
and A is aperiodic with mixing time τ , let f be a τ -fiber of Xsym, let J be a joint26 of f ,
and let Y be the substructure of X induced by (X \

⋃
e∈f e) ∪ J . Then, any homomorphism

h : Y → A can be extended to a homomorphism h′ : X → A.

Proof. Let J = {u, v}, where u and v are possibly equal vertices of Hf . Label the links in f as
e1, . . . , eτ , where ei is adjacent to ei+1 for each i ∈ [τ − 1]. Assume, without loss of generality,
that u ∈ e1 and v ∈ eτ . Set w0 = u and define iteratively, for each i ∈ [τ ], the vertex wi as the
only vertex of ei\{wi−1} having degree 2. Note that this implies wτ = v. Recall that R denotes
the unique relation symbol in the signature of X and A, and r = ar(R). Since X is oriented,

26Recall the definition of joints given in Subsection 2.4.
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by the definition of Xsym, there exist tuples x(1), . . . ,x(τ) ∈ RX such that ei = set(x(i)) for
each i ∈ [τ ], and the x(i)’s are uniquely determined. Hence, there exist two tuples p,q ∈ [r]τ

such that, for each i ∈ [τ ], x
(i)
pi = wi−1 and x

(i)
qi = wi. From the way we chose the vertices

wi, it follows that wi−1 ̸= wi for each i ∈ [τ ]. Therefore, pi ̸= qi for each i ∈ [τ ]. Hence, the
matrix λ =

[
p q

]
is a τ -pattern. Observe that w0 = u and wτ = v are both vertices of Y.

Using the assumption that A has mixing time τ , we can then find a λ-walk connecting h(w0)
to h(wτ ). Suppose that the λ-walk consists of vertices a0 = h(w0), a1, . . . , aτ = h(wτ ) in A
and tuples a(1), . . . ,a(τ) in RA. Consider the map h′ : X → A defined as follows:

(I) h′(x
(i)
j ) = a

(i)
j for each i ∈ [τ ] and each j ∈ [r];

(II) h′(x) = h(x) for each x ∈ Y .

First, we show that h′ is well defined. The two cases above cover all vertices of X, and the

only vertices covered multiple times are the vertices wi for i ∈ [τ ]. Indeed, w0 = x
(1)
p1 , so we

need to check that h(w0) = a
(1)
p1 . This is true since, using the definition of λ-walk, we have

a(1)p1 = a
(1)
λ1,1

= a0 = h(w0).

Similarly, the homonymy wτ = x
(τ)
qτ does not yield problems as

a(τ)qτ = a
(τ)
λτ,2

= aτ = h(wτ ).

Furthermore, for i ∈ [τ−1], we have wi = x
(i+1)
pi+1 = x

(i)
qi . Also this homonymy is not problematic,

as

a(i+1)
pi+1

= a
(i+1)
λi+1,1

= ai = a
(i)
λi,2

= a(i)qi .

Therefore, h′ is well defined. We now claim that it is a homomorphism from X to A. Since h′

clearly extends h, this would be enough to conclude the proof. Take x ∈ RX; we need to show
that h′(x) ∈ RA. If x ∈ RY, the claim is clear as, in this case, h′(x) = h(x) ∈ RA since h is a
homomorphism. Otherwise, by definition of fiber, it must be the case that set(x) ∈ f . Thus,
since X is oriented, we deduce that x = x(i) for some i ∈ [τ ]. Using the rule (I) above, we
conclude that h′(x) = h′(x(i)) = a(i) ∈ RA, as required.

Proposition (Proposition 12 restated). Let X,A be monic structures such that X is oriented
and A is aperiodic, let e be a pendent hyperedge for Xsym, let J be a joint of e, and let Y be
the substructure of X induced by (X \ e) ∪ J . Then, any homomorphism h : Y → A can be
extended to a homomorphism h′ : X → A.

Proof. Call v the unique vertex in J , let x ∈ RX be such that e = set(x), and let j ∈ [r] be
such that xj = v, where r is the arity of R. Let τ be the mixing time of A. The definition
of oriented structure guarantees that r ≥ 2; hence, there exists some τ -pattern λ such that
λ1,1 = j. Using the aperiodicity of A, we find a λ-walk connecting h(v) to itself. In particular,
this means that there exists a tuple a ∈ RA such that h(v) = aλ1,1 = aj . Since all vertices in
e \ {v} have degree 1 in Xsym, the map h′ : X → A given by h′(xi) = ai for each i ∈ [r] and
h′(x) = h(x) for all other vertices of X is easily seen to yield a homomorphism from X to A
extending h.
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We can now prove Theorem 14. This result extends [1, Lemmas 8,10], and the proof below
is an adaptation of the one in [1]. Given a monic structure Y whose unique relation symbol is
R, we let mY = |RY|.

Proof of Theorem 14. If r = 2 and τ = 1, it follows from Definition 3 that A has a loop, which
implies that X → A and, thus, that LCκ(X,A) = Yes, as needed; hence, we assume that
r ≥ 3 or τ ≥ 2 (note that the case r = 1 is forbidden by the definition of oriented structure).
Similarly, we can assume that mX ̸= 0. Let X̂ be the substructure of X obtained by removing
all vertices that do not belong to any tuple in RX. It is easy to check from Definition 13 that
a (κ, γ)-consistency gap for (X,A) implies a (κ, γ)-consistency gap for (X̂,A). Moreover, any
κ-strategy F̂ for X̂ and A can be straightforwardly turned into a κ-strategy for X and A
by extending the partial homomorphisms in F̂ in an arbitrary way to cover the vertices of
X \ X̂. This means that we can assume, without loss of generality, that Xsym has no isolated
vertices. Let F be the set of all functions from a subset of X of size at most κ to A, that are
consistent with every substructure of X whose relation has at most γ tuples. We claim that
F is a κ-strategy for X and A.

Take a nonempty map f ∈ F having domain X ′ ⊆ X, let X′ be the substructure of X
induced by X ′, let x ∈ RX′

, and let Y be the substructure of X whose vertex set is Y = set(x)
and whose relation is RY = {x}. Since mY = 1 ≤ nA ≤ γ, f is consistent with Y by definition
of F , so there exists a homomorphism h : Y → A that agrees with f on X ′ ∩ Y = Y . It
follows that f(x) = h(x) ∈ RA. Therefore, f is a homomorphism from X′ to A (and, thus, a
partial homomorphism from X to A).

We now claim that all substructures Y of X such that mY ≤ γ are homomorphic to A.
Otherwise, let Y be a witness of the contrary; we may assume without loss of generality that
any proper substructure of Y is homomorphic to A and that mY ≥ 1. Note that Y is oriented
and Ysym is hereditarily β-sparse. Applying Theorem 6, we deduce that

φτ
Ysym + πYsym >

(
1

10rτ
− β + 1

)
nYsym > 0,

where we have used that β < 1 + 1
10rτ . Hence, Ysym has at least one τ -fiber or pendent

hyperedge. In the former case, let S =
⋃

e∈f e where f is a τ -fiber of Ysym, and let J be a
joint of f ; in the latter case, let S = e where e is a pendent hyperedge of Ysym, and let J
be a joint of e. Let Y′ be the substructure of Y induced by (Y \ S) ∪ J . Since at least one
of the conditions r ≥ 3 and τ ≥ 2 holds — as assumed at the beginning of the proof — we
observe that S \ J ̸= ∅. Thus, nY′ < nY. By the minimality of Y, we have that Y′ → A. It
follows from Proposition 11 or from Proposition 12 that Y → A, a contradiction. Therefore,
the claim is true. In particular, we deduce that the empty function from ∅ to A belongs to F ,
thus yielding F ̸= ∅.

The fact that F is closed under restrictions directly follows from the definition of consistent
functions. To show that F has the extension property up to κ, take F ∋ f : X ′ → A with
|X ′| < κ and pick x ∈ X \X ′. For a ∈ A, consider the map fa : X ′ ∪{x} → A mapping x to a
and x′ to f(x′) for each x′ ∈ X ′. Suppose that for each a ∈ A there exists some substructure
Xa of X whose relation has at most γ

nA
tuples such that fa is not consistent with Xa, and

let Z =
⋃

a∈AXa (i.e., Z =
⋃

a∈AXa and RZ =
⋃

a∈ARXa). Note that, for each a ∈ A, f is
consistent with Xa since f ∈ F ; hence, x ∈

⋂
a∈AXa ⊆ Z. If f is consistent with Z, there

exists a homomorphism h : Z → A such that f and h agree on X ′ ∩ Z. Using that x ∈ Z,
observe that the restriction of h to Xh(x) is a homomorphism from Xh(x) to A that agrees with

27



fh(x) on (X ′ ∪ {x}) ∩Xh(x). This means that fh(x) is consistent with Xh(x), a contradiction.
As a consequence, f is not consistent with Z. But this contradicts the fact that f ∈ F , as

mZ ≤
∑
a∈A

mXa ≤
∑
a∈A

γ

nA
= γ.

It follows that there exists some a′ ∈ A such that fa′ is consistent with every substructure of
X whose relation has at most γ

nA
tuples. Let W be the substructure of X induced by X ′∪{x}.

Since, by assumption, γ
nA

≥ 1, the same argument as in the beginning of the proof shows that
fa′ is a homomorphism from W to A. Moreover, nW ≤ κ. Using the fact that (X,A) has a
(κ, γ)-consistency gap, we deduce that fa′ is consistent with every substructure of X whose
relation has at most γ tuples; i.e., fa′ ∈ F . Since, clearly, fa′ extends f , this means that F
has the extension property up to κ, as required.

In conclusion, we have shown that F is a κ-strategy for (X,A) and, thus, LCκ(X,A) =
Yes.

8 Everything together

In this section, we put together all the pieces of the puzzle and prove our main result.

Theorem (Theorem 1 restated). Let A → B be relational structures such that A is aperiodic
and B is loopless. Then, PCSP(A,B) has linear width.

It shall be convenient to only deal with monic structures. The next result shows that
this assumption does not yield a loss of generality. While it is essentially folklore, we give a
self-contained proof in Appendix A for completeness.

Lemma 28. Let A → B be relational structures, and suppose that PCSP(Amon,Bmon) has
linear width. Then, PCSP(A,B) has linear width, too.

Let Y be a monic structure whose relation has arity r. For c ∈ N, let Kr,c be the monic
structure with domain [c] whose unique, r-ary relation is the subset of [c]r obtained by removing
all constant tuples. The chromatic number of Y is the minimum c such that Y → Kr,c. Note
that Y has a finite chromatic number if and only if it is loopless.

Proof of Theorem 1. Observe that a structure Y is aperiodic (resp. loopless) if and only if
Ymon is aperiodic (resp. loopless). Hence, by virtue of Lemma 28, it is enough to prove the
result in the case that A and B are monic structures. Let τ be the mixing time of A and let c
be the chromatic number of B; since A is aperiodic and B is loopless, these numbers are both
finite. Also, let R be the unique symbol in their signature and let r be the arity of R. If r = 1
or if r = 2 and τ = 1, Definition 3 (and Footnote 15) would imply that A contains a loop,
which is impossible since A → B and B is loopless.

Pick a real number β such that 1 < β < 1+ 1
10rτ , and apply Theorem 10 to the parameters

g = τ , h = c+ 1, and β. Let δ = δ(τ, c+ 1, β) and n0 = n0(τ, c+ 1, β) be as in the statement
of Theorem 10, and set

ϵ = min

(
1

n0
,

(
1

10rτ
− β + 1

)
(r − 1)δ

βnA

)
. (8)
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Observe that ϵ > 0. We claim that ϵ is a constant witnessing that PCSP(A,B) has linear
width (see Section 3).

Take n ∈ N. We can assume without loss of generality that n ≥ 1
ϵ . Otherwise, we might

simply take as X any instance on n vertices having a loop. Since B is loopless, X ̸→ B.
Moreover, LC⌊ϵn⌋(X,A) = LC0(X,A) = Yes, as needed. The fact that n ≥ 1

ϵ implies that
n ≥ n0, via (8). Hence, invoking Theorem 10, we find a (δn, β)-threshold-sparse r-uniform
hypergraph H such that nH = n, gir(H) ≥ τ , and chr(H) ≥ c+1. Consider now a structure X
obtained from H by choosing an arbitrary orientation for each hyperedge; i.e., X has domain
V (H) and its unique relation RX (of arity r) contains, for each e ∈ E(H), precisely one r-tuple
x such that set(x) = e. Note that X is an oriented monic structure, and Xsym = H. We claim
that the pair (X,A) has a (⌊ϵn⌋, δn)-consistency gap. Take a homomorphism f : W → A,
where W is a substructure of X with nW ≤ ⌊ϵn⌋. Suppose, for the sake of contradiction, that
there exists a substructure Y of X such that f is not consistent with Y and δn

nA
< mY ≤ δn,

and assume without loss of generality that Y is minimal, in the sense that f is consistent with
any proper substructure of Y. Let G = Ysym, and let G′ be the subhypergraph of G obtained
by removing all isolated vertices of G. By the monotonicity of threshold-sparsity, we deduce
that G′ is hereditarily β-sparse. Moreover, its girth is at least τ . It follows from Theorem 6
that

φτ
G′ + πG′ >

(
1

10rτ
− β + 1

)
nG′ . (9)

Notice that φτ
G = φτ

G′ and πG = πG′ . Moreover, by sparsity, we have that mG = mG′ < β
r−1nG′ .

Plugging this into (9), using (8), and recalling that δn
nA

< mY = mG , we find

φτ
G + πG >

(
1

10rτ
− β + 1

)
r − 1

β
mG ≥ ϵnAmG

δ
> ϵn ≥ ⌊ϵn⌋.

Let Ω be the union of the set of pendent hyperedges of G and a maximum set of mutually
disjoint τ -fibers of G. Label the elements of Ω as ω1, . . . , ωℓ, where ℓ = φτ

G + πG . For i ∈ [ℓ],
let Ji be a joint of ωi. Furthermore, consider the set Ui given by Ui = ωi \ Ji if ωi is a pendent
hyperedge, and Ui =

⋃
e∈ωi

e\Ji if ωi is a fiber. Since at least one of r ≥ 3 and τ ≥ 2 holds, the
sets Ui are nonempty. Moreover, they are mutually disjoint. By the minimality of Y, for each
i ∈ [ℓ], f is consistent with the substructure Yi of Y induced by Y \Ui. Thus, let hi : Yi → A
be a homomorphism that agrees with f on W ∩ Yi. Via Proposition 11 or Proposition 12, we
can extend each hi to a homomorphism h′i : Y → A. Since f is not consistent with Y, for
each i ∈ [ℓ] there exists some vertex ui ∈ W ∩ Ui such that f(ui) ̸= h′i(ui). In particular, this
means that nW ≥ ℓ, as the sets Ui are mutually disjoint. We deduce that

nW ≥ ℓ = φτ
G + πG > ⌊ϵn⌋,

a contradiction. It follows that the pair (X,A) has a (⌊ϵn⌋, δn)-consistency gap, as claimed.
Observe now that(

1

10rτ
− β + 1

)
r − 1

β
=

1

10τ
· r − 1

r
· 1− 10rτ(β − 1)

β
≤ 1.

Hence, using (8) and the assumption that n ≥ 1
ϵ , we deduce that

nA ≤ ϵ n nA ≤
(

1

10rτ
− β + 1

)
(r − 1)δ

β
n ≤ δn.

29



It follows from Theorem 14 that LC⌊ϵn⌋(X,A) = Yes. Finally, from chr(H) ≥ c+1 we deduce
that X ̸→ Kr,c and, thus, X ̸→ B. The proof is concluded.

A Proof of Lemma 28

We prove the following result.

Lemma (Lemma 28 restated). Let A → B be relational structures, and suppose that
PCSP(Amon,Bmon) has linear width. Then, PCSP(A,B) has linear width, too.

We shall make use of a result from [5] based on the algebraic approach to PCSPs. First,
we introduce the necessary terminology. Let σ be the common signature of A and B. For
d ∈ N, let Ad be the d-th direct power of A; i.e., Ad is the relational structure on the
signature σ whose domain is Ad and whose relations are defined as follows: For R ∈ σ and
any d × ar(R) matrix M whose rows are tuples in RA, the columns of M form a tuple in

RAd
. We let Pol(d)(A,B) be the set of homomorphisms Ad → B, and we let Pol(A,B) (the

polymorphism set of PCSP(A,B)) be the disjoint union of Pol(d)(A,B) for d ∈ N. Given
d, d′ ∈ N, f ∈ Pol(d)(A,B), and a function π : [d] → [d′], we define f/π (the “minor of f under

π”) as the function from Ad′ to B given by (a1, . . . , ad′) 7→ f(aπ(1), . . . , aπ(d)). It is not hard to

check that f/π yields a homomorphism Ad′ → B and, thus, f/π ∈ Pol(d
′)(A,B). For A → B

and A′ → B′, a map ξ : Pol(A,B) → Pol(A′,B′) is a minion homomorphism27 if it preserves
arities (i.e., the range of the restriction of ξ to Pol(d)(A,B) is included in Pol(d)(A′,B′)) and
it preserves minors (i.e., ξ(f/π) = ξ(f)/π for each compatible f and π). Observe that the
signature σ of A and B and the signature σ′ of A′ and B′ are not required to be equal for a
minion homomorphism ξ to exist.

It was shown in [5] that the property of having bounded width is preserved under minion
homomorphisms. The same proof also works in the linear-width regime (as was noted in [1]
for the case of sublinear width) and it yields the following statement.

Lemma 29 ([5]). Let A → B and A′ → B′ be relational structures such that there exists a
minion homomorphism Pol(A,B) → Pol(A′,B′), and suppose that PCSP(A′,B′) has linear
width. Then, PCSP(A,B) has linear width, too.

Lemma 28 follows by comparing the polymorphisms of PCSP(Amon,Bmon) to those of
PCSP(A,B).

Proof of Lemma 28. Observe that any homomorphism f from A to B is also a homomorphism
from Amon to Bmon, as easily follows from the definition of Amon and Bmon. Observe also that
the structures (Ad)mon and (Amon)d are homomorphically equivalent for each d ∈ N. Take
a homomorphism hd : (A

mon)d → (Ad)mon. We deduce that f ◦ hd ∈ Pol(d)(Amon,Bmon) for
each f ∈ Pol(d)(A,B). Moreover, it is immediate to check that the assignment f 7→ f ◦ hd
preserves arities and minors, and it thus yields a minion homomorphism from Pol(A,B) to
Pol(Amon,Bmon). The result then follows from Lemma 29.

We point out that the converse of Lemma 28 also holds, provided that all relations of
A are nonempty. Indeed, in that case, any homomorphism from Amon to Bmon is also a
homomorphism from A to B, and a similar argument as in the proof above shows that there
exists a minion homomorphism from Pol(Amon,Bmon) to Pol(A,B).

27A minion is the algebraic structure whose operations are all minor maps.
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[32] Pavol Hell and Jaroslav Nešetřil. On the complexity of H-coloring. J. Comb. Theory, Ser. B,
48(1):92–110, 1990. doi:10.1016/0095-8956(90)90132-J.

[33] D. Hobby and R.N. McKenzie. The Structure of Finite Algebras, volume 76 of Contemporary
Mathematics. American Mathematical Society, Providence, R.I., 1988.

[34] Leslie Hogben. Handbook of Linear Algebra. CRC Press, 2013.

[35] Pawel M. Idziak, Petar Markovic, Ralph McKenzie, Matthew Valeriote, and Ross Willard. Tractab-
ility and learnability arising from algebras with few subpowers. SIAM J. Comput., 39(7):3023–3037,
2010. doi:10.1137/090775646.

32

https://doi.org/10.1137/050628957
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-92800-3_5
https://doi.org/10.1145/2873054
https://doi.org/10.1145/48014.48016
http://arxiv.org/abs/2210.08293
http://arxiv.org/abs/2210.08293
https://doi.org/10.1137/1.9781611977554.ch86
http://arxiv.org/abs/2211.03168
https://doi.org/10.1145/3564246.3585112
http://arxiv.org/abs/2107.05018
https://doi.org/10.1137/22M1476435
http://arxiv.org/abs/2311.00882
https://doi.org/10.1145/3618260.3649635
http://arxiv.org/abs/2301.05084
https://doi.org/10.1145/3661814.3662068
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf02020444
https://doi.org/10.1137/S0097539794266766
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-3975(00)00157-2
https://doi.org/10.4230/LIPIcs.ICALP.2020.62
https://doi.org/10.1016/0095-8956(90)90132-J
https://doi.org/10.1137/090775646


[36] Peter G. Jeavons, David A. Cohen, and Marc Gyssens. Closure properties of constraints. J. ACM,
44(4):527–548, 1997. doi:10.1145/263867.263489.

[37] Richard M. Karp. Reducibility among combinatorial problems. In Proc. Complexity of Computer
Computations, pages 85–103, 1972. doi:10.1007/978-1-4684-2001-2\_9.

[38] John G. Kemeny and Laurie J. Snell. Finite Markov Chains, volume 26. van Nostrand Princeton,
NJ, 1969.

[39] Subhash Khot. On the power of unique 2-prover 1-round games. In Proc. 34th Annual ACM
Symposium on Theory of Computing (STOC’02), pages 767–775. ACM, 2002. doi:10.1145/

509907.510017.

[40] Phokion G. Kolaitis and Moshe Y. Vardi. Conjunctive-query containment and constraint satisfac-
tion. J. Comput. Syst. Sci., 61(2):302–332, 2000. doi:10.1006/jcss.2000.1713.

[41] Phokion G. Kolaitis and Moshe Y. Vardi. A logical approach to constraint satisfaction. In Nadia
Creignou, Phokion G. Kolaitis, and Heribert Vollmer, editors, Complexity of Constraints - An
Overview of Current Research Themes [Result of a Dagstuhl Seminar], volume 5250 of Lecture Notes
in Computer Science, pages 125–155. Springer, 2008. doi:10.1007/978-3-540-92800-3\_6.

[42] Marcin Kozik, Andrei Krokhin, Matt Valeriote, and Ross Willard. Characterizations of several
Maltsev conditions. Algebra Univers., 73(3):205–224, 2015. doi:10.1007/s00012-015-0327-2.
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