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Abstract

Query Containment Problem (QCP) is one of the most fundamental decision problems in database
query processing and optimization.

Complexity of QCP for conjunctive queries (QCPc¢q) has been fully understood since 1970s. But, as
Chaudhuri and Vardi noticed in their classical paper [[1], this understanding is based on the assumption that
query answers are sets of tuples, and it does not transfer to the situation when multi-set (bag) semantics is
considered.

Now, 30 years after [1]] was written, decidability of QC P, for bag semantics remains an open question,
one of the most intriguing open questions in database theory.

In this paper we show a series of undecidability results for some generalizations of bag-semantics
QCPc,. We show, for example, that the problem whether, for given two boolean conjunctive queries ¢;
and ¢, and a linear function F, the inequality F(¢,(D)) < ¢,(D) holds for each database instance D, is
undecidabld.

1 The context. And our contribution.

1.1 The context

Query Containment Problem (QCP) is one of the most fundamental decision problems in database query
processing and optimization. It is formulated as follows:

The instance of QCP are two database queries, ¥ and V.
The question is whether W (D) C ¥, (D) holds for each database D.

In the above, by ¥(D) we denotd the result of applying query ¥ to the database D. If the reader
wondered what the subscripts s and b are supposed to mean: s stands for ,,small” and b stands for ,,big” (and
we use this naming convention through this paper, sometimes also using terms s-query and b-query for ¥
and ¥}, ). QCP asks if the answer to the ,,small” query is always contained in the answer to the ,,big” one.

*This research was supported by grant 2022/45/B/ST6/00457 from the Polish National Science Centre (NCN).
"Notice that if ¢ is a boolean conjunctive query then, under the multiset semantics, ¢(D) is a natural number.
2See Section 2] for more explanation regarding the notations we are using.
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As usual in such situations, the problem comes in many variants, depending on two parameters: on the
class of queries we allow and on the precise semantics of W(D) (and — in consequence — of the precise
semantics of the symbol C). The classes of queries which have been considered in this context are CQ (con-
junctive queries), or UCQ (unions of conjunctive queries) or CQ.. (conjunctive queries with inequalities),
or some subsets of CQ. The possible semantics of W(D) are two: either we can see W(D) as a relation, that
is a set of tuples, or as a multirelation, that is a multiset also known as a bag of tuplesﬁ. In the first case, the
C in the above statement of QCP is understood to be the set inclusion, in the second case it is the multiset

inclusion. We use natural notations to call the variants, for example QCPESi is QCP for conjunctive queries
with inequality, under bag semantics and QCP‘E‘ZE) is QCP for unions of CQs under set semantics.

QCP**" has long been well understood. Already in 1977 Chandra and Merlin [2] realized that QCPSS! is
NP-complete. Concerning more general classes of queries, it was shown in [3] that QCPZ%E2 is I3 -complete
. Then another more general class, conjunctive queries with comparison predicates # and <, was studied in
[4], where it was proven that QCP?Z;’S is also in I3, but no lower bound was established. This gap was

finally filled by [3], which proves that QCP{S', _ is IT5-complete.

But a case can be made that in real database systems, where duplicate tuples are not eliminated, queries
are usually evaluated under bag semantics, not set semantics.

Unfortunately, as it was realized in the early 1990s, no tools or techniques developed for the analysis of
QCP* survive in the context of QCPP2. In the seminal paper [1]] the authors observe that the proof of the

Chandra-Merlin NP upper bound for QCP?Zt does not survive in the bag-semantics world, and claim a H‘;

lower bound for QC ngg, deferring the proof however to the full version of the paper.

The same observation was made also in an earlielﬂ paper [6], less well known than [[1]. Let us quote [6]
here: The classical theorem by Chandra and Merlin does not hold, because it treats relations as sets and not
multisets. (...). In general, there is almost no theory on the properties of queries and programs that retain
duplicates. The development of such a theory is part of our future plans.

But such theory was never really developed, the full version of [[1] never appeared, and neither the authors
of [1l], nor anyone later on, proved any upper bound] for the complexity of QCPESg . So not only nothing
is known about the complexity of this fundamental problem but even its decidability has now been an open
problem for 30 years. And this is not because people did not try.

When a difficult decision problem is attacked, the action usually takes place in two theaters of operations:
on the positive side, where more and more general subcases of the problem are being proven to be decidable,
and on the negative side, where undecidability results are shown for some generalizations of the problem.

On the positive side, numerous results were produced, which seem to naturally fall into two main lines
of attack.

One of these lines includes decidability of QCPP2 for projection-free conjunctive queries [7]. In a
related paper [8] the authors generalize QCP and then give a partial positive answer for the problem of query
containment of (unions of) conjunctive queries over so called annotated databases. This line of research
was continued in [9] and [[10].Then, more recently, the decidability result from [7] was extended to the case
where ¥, is a projection-free CQ and ¥}, is an arbitrary CQ [11]]. The proof is via a reduction to a known
decidable class of Diophantine inequalities.

The second line of attack originated from the work of Kopparty and Rossman [12]. They observe that
ocC ngg is a purely combinatorial (or graph theoretic) phenomenon related to the notion of homomorphism
domination exponent. In consequence, they postulate that the existing combinatorial technology could be

3We should probably remark here that, while ¥(D) may be a multiset, D is always a relational structure in this paper.
41t seems that the authors of [[]] were not aware of [6]).
SWe of course know that the problem is in co-r.e.



used to approach the problem (and indeed they prove decidability for a case when ¥, is series-parallel and ¥,
is a chordal graph). Their mathematically very attractive toolbox features the information-theoretic notion
of entropy. Unfortunately, the paper [[13]] exhibits the limitations of this attitude, showing that decidability of
ocC ngg, even if restricted to the case where ¥, is an acyclic CQ, is already equivalent to an long standing
open problem in information theory, decidability of the problem Max-IIP.

On the negative side, which is more interesting from the point of view of our paper, the results are so
far very few. All we know is that the two most natural extensions of QCPEgg are undecidable. First [14]
proved that QC ngg is undecidable. The proof is quite easy — it is a straightforward encoding of Hilbert’s

10th problem. Then, in 2006, [[15] have shown that QC ngi is also undecidable. The argument here is much
more complicated than the one in [14] and, while “real” conjunctive queries are mentioned in the title of
[15], the queries needed for the proof of this negative result require no less than 59'° inequalities.

No progress has been made in this theater of operations since that time.

1.2  Our contribution

In this paper we present a series of negative results for some generalizations of QC ngg. We also notice that
(some of) our results are (in some sense) ultimate: no stronger undecidability result is possible unless the

problem QCPESg itself is undecidable.

All our results hold for boolean conjunctive queries (with, or without, inequality). For a boolean query,
the result of its application to a database is a natural number (see Section 2)) and, in consequence, the C
symbol from the QCP statement at the beginning of Section [[.T]turns into <.

Call a database D non-trivial if it contains two different constants, & and 2.

Our first result is:

Theorem 1. The problem:

Given are boolean conjunctive queries (without inequality) ¢ and ¢p, and a natural number c. Does
cps(D) < ¢p(D) hold for each non-trivial database D?

is undecidable.

Notice that Theorem [I] would make no sense without the condition that D must be non-trivial, at least
not for any ¢ > 1. This is because if D is the “well of positivity” — a structure with a single vertexd such
that all atomic formulas are true in D for this vertex then whatever queries ¢; and ¢, (without inequality) we
take, we get ¢p(D) = ¢p(D) = 1, and thus cps(D) > ¢p(D).

As the following theorem says we can however replace the non-triviality condition with an additive
constant: it is undecidable, for two conjunctive queries ¢ and ¢, without equality, and a linear function F,
whether F(¢4(D)) is bounded by ¢,(D). In other words:

Theorem 2. The problem:

Given are boolean conjunctive queries (without inequality) @5 and ¢p, and natural numbers ¢ and ’. Does
cps(D) < pp(D) + ¢ hold for each D?
is undecidable.

Our next result does not involve any multiplicative constants:

SFor a similar reason, the homomorphism domination exponent in [12] is only defined for structures which allow for at least two
different homomorphisms, which also rules out single-vertex databases.



Theorem 3. The problem:

Given are boolean conjunctive queries (without inequality) ¥ and Y, (with at most one inequality). Does
V(D) < (D) hold for each non-trivial database D ?

is undecidable.

Non-triviality can of course be enforced by replacing ¥ with & # @ A ;. So Theorem [3|is an im-
bag

provement upon the main result from [15]: we get undecidability of QCP ",

inequality each, instead of 59'°.

Notice that again the non-triviality assumption cannot be easily dropped here: by the “well of positivity”
argument the query p, A (x # x’) never contains p; (for queries p, and p, being CQs without equality).
The next theorem shows, that this “well of positivity” argument is actually the only reason why we need
non-triviality:

already for queries with one

Theorem 4. The problem:

Given boolean conjunctive queries p (without inequality) and p;, (with at most one inequality). Does
ps(D) < max{1, pp(D)} hold for each database D?

is undecidable.

Theorem]says (with one caveat) that the inequality in the s-query is not really essential for the negative
result from [15]. Finally, we tried to address the question, whether we could get rid of the inequality in the
b-query rather than the one on the s-query and still prove undecidability. The answer is given in Theorem[3}

maybe we can, but this can only happen if QCPESg itself is undecidable:

Theorem 5. The problem:
Given two conjunctive queries s (with any number of inequalities) and y, (without inequalities), Does
VUs(D) < Yp(D) hold for each database D?

is decidable if and only if QCP is decidable.

What concerns our techniques: all the undecidability results in bag-semantics database theory we are
aware of ([14], [15], [16]) use Hilbert’s 10th Problem as the source of undecidability (see Section [A.1). In
all these papers the database provides a valuation of the numerical variables, and the universal quantification
from the Hilbert’s Problem is simulated by the universal quantification over databases. The question is how
to encode the evaluation of a given polynomial using the syntax under analysis.

This can be easily done if we deal with UCQs, like in [14]: a monomial translates in a very natural way
into a CQ, and a sum of monomials into a disjunction of CQs.

In [[15] a trick was found to encode an entire polynomial as one CQ. But this only works well for some
“good” databases. So this trick has been married in [[15] to an elaborate anti-cheating mechanism, which
guarantees that if D is not “good” then (using the language of Theorem[3labove) i, (D) is easily big enough
to be greater than (D). And it is this anti-cheating mechanism in [[15] that requires an astronomical number
of inequalities.

The main idea behind our proof of Theorems [Il and Pl is a new polynomial-encoding trick, which su-
perficially looks quite similar to the one from [15], and also only works for “good databases” (which we
call correct in Sectiond)), but is different enough not to require any inequalities in the anti-cheating part (in
particular, nothing similar to Lemmal[I2] which is very important in our proof, seems to be compatible with
the trick from [[15]). This comes with a cost however, which is the multiplicative constant c.

Theorems 3] and @] follow from Theorem [l We use a combinatorial argument to show how to use the
single inequality in i, to simulate multiplication by c. This part is not related to any previous work we are
aware of.



Organization of the paper. In Section 3] we show how Theorem[3|follows from Theorem[Il Theorem[l
itself is proved in Sectiond] (due to space limitation proofs of two lemmas are presented in Appendix A and
Appendix B). Sections[3land @] can be read in any order.

Proofs of Theorems [ and 2] are deferred to the full paper. They follow the same paths as the proofs of
Theorems [T] and 3] but there are some new obstacles there to overcome. This is because the anti-cheating
mechanism in the proofs of Theorems[Tland @] strongly relies on the input database to be non-trivial. Which
means that another level of anti-cheating response must be present, in the proofs of Theorems [ and 2] to
make sure that in trivial databases the answer to the b-query is always at least big as the answer to the
s-query.

The (easy) proof of Theorem[3 can be found in Section

We begin the technical part with Section 2l where our notations and other basic concepts are explained.

2 Preliminaries and notations

2.1 Some standard notions and notations

We use the terms database and structure interchangeably, to denote a finite relational structure over some
relational schema (signature). Apart from relations we allow for constants (see Section[2.3) in the signature:
a and b (possibly with subscripts) are used to denote such constants as well as & and ?. We use the letter D
(possibly with subscripts) to denote structures. If D is a structure then by Vp we mean the set of vertices of
D (or the active domain of D if you prefer a more database-theoretical terminology). If a is a constant and D
is a structure then we also use a to denote the interpretation of a in D (instead of the more formally correct
ClD).

When we say “query” we alwaysﬂ mean a conjunctive query (CQ). All queries in this paper are boolean.
We never explicitly write the existential quantifiers if front of queries, but whenever we write a query it is
assumed that all the variables are existentially quantified. To denote queries we always use lower case Greek
letters. If y is a query then Var(y) is the set consisting of all the variables which appear in ¢ and V), is the
set consisting of all the variables and all the constants which appear in . This is consistent with Vp being
the active domain of a database, since we tacitly identify queries with their canonical structures: the active
domain of the canonical structure of query i is V;, and the atoms of the canonical structure are the atoms of
Y.

Queries may contain inequalities: by inequality we mean an atomic formula of the form x # x’, where
x and x” are variables or constants. We think that # is a binary relation symbol which, for each structure D,
is interpreted in D as the relation (Vp X Vp) \ {[s, s] : s € Vp}.

For two structures D and D’ by Hom(D, D’) we denote the set of all homomorphisms from D to D’.
Note that if a is a constant of the language and h € Hom(D, D) is a homomorphism then h(a) = a. We
always use & and g to denote homomorphisms.

If ¢ is a query and D is a structure then (D) denotes the result of the application of ¢ to D. Since
¥ is boolean, one would intuitively think that the result can only be YES or NO, but since we consider
the multiset (bag) semantics in this paper, this YES can be repeated any positive natural number of times,
depending on the number of ways ¥ can be satisfied in D, and the above intuition is formalized as:

W(D) = |Hom(y, D)|

7With the only exception for Section [T} where more general classes of queries are discussed, and where we do not assume that
queries are boolean. To distinguish, we use the upper case Greek letters to denote such more general queries.



Notice that (D) is always a natural number, so in particular we can multiply it by a constant, as we do
in Theorem[Il We use the notation D [  if the set Hom(y, D) is nonempty.

Notice also that the above definition of /(D) makes perfect sense for queries with inequalities. This is
since if x # x’ is an inequality in ¢ and if h € Hom(y, D) is a homomorphism then:

[h(x), (x")] € Vp X Vp \ {[s, 8] : s € Vp}

which means that x and x” are indeed mapped by # to different elements of V).

2.2 Disjoint conjunction and query exponentiation

In our proofs we often construct conjunctive queries as conjunctions of smaller conjunctive queries. When,
for two conjunctive queries p and p’, we write p A p’, we think that the conjunction of the quantifier-free
parts of p and p’ is taken first, and then the result is existentially quantified.

If we want to treat the variables in p and p’ as local (which amounts to assuming that the existential
quantification came first, and conjunction later) we write p A p’ instead of p A p’.

Obviously:

Lemma 1. For each D, p and p’ it is: (p Ap’)(D) = p(D)p’ (D).

It is equally obvious that the lemma would not be true if, in its statement, we replaced A with A.
The symbol A relates to A as A relates to A:

Definition 2. For k € N by 6 T k we denote the query )\ ;< 6.
Clearly, for any database D, query 6, and number k € N we have: (6 T k)(D) = (B(D))*.

2.3 Short remark about the role of constants

As we said in Section2.1] all the queries we consider in this paper are boolean, but we allow for constants
in the language. Can we somehow get rid of the constants, possibly allowing non-boolean queries instead?

Imagine ¢, and ¢, boolean queries, with some tuple a of constants. And let ¢; and ¢, be syntactically
the same queries, but now a is understood to be a tuple of variables. Free variables. Then the observation is
(and excuse us if it is too obvious) that: ¢, contains ¢ if and only if ¢, contains ¢.

This is true for any semantics (set or multiset). And this is also true if a are not all the constants that
occur in ¢ and ¢, but only some of them.

With the above observation in mind let us see what happens with our results if we ban constants. Since
the non-triviality condition is important for us, and to express this condition we need constants, there are
two possible versions of such ban: soft one, where all constants except for 5 and @ are disallowed, and hard,
where & and @ are disallowed too.

In the soft version, Theorems[I] and [3] survive almost intact (after one defines, in the natural way, what
€ - M means, for a natural number ¢ and a multiset M). In the hard version, Theorem [3] survives, but with
the additional inequality & # @ in the s-query.

3 How to multiply. From Theorem [1to Theorem [3.

In this section we show how Theorem [3] follows from Theorem [I] (as stated in Section [I.2). To this end,
suppose we have given ¢, and ¢, like in Theorem[T] both CQs without inequality, and a natural number c.



Definition 3. For a rational number ¢ > 0 we say that CQs (with or without inequality) os and op multiply
by q if:

(=) there exists a non-trivial database D such that 0;(D) = qo»(D) # 0;

(<) for each non-trivial database D it holds that 0,(D) < qo,(D).

In order to prove Theorem[3it will now be enough to construct conjunctive queries @, (without inequal-
ities) and «;, (with at most one inequality) which multiply by c.

Indeed, suppose we have such a; and a@;, whose schema is disjoint from the schema of ¢, and ¢,. Define
Wy as ag A ¢g and Yy, as @, A ¢p. Then it is not hard to notice that the following two conditions are equivalent:
(i) there exist a non-trivial database D, such that c¢(D) > ¢(D);
(i) there exist a non-trivial database D, such that ¥;(D) > Y, (D).

Indeed, for the proof that (i) = (ii), let D; be such a database, over the schema of ¢; and ¢;, that
cps(D1) > ¢p(Dy) and let D, be such a database, over the schema of a; and a,, that a(D,) = cap(D3). Let
also D = D; U D,. Then:

(D) = (¢hs(D1))as(D2) > ¢p(D1)(cap(D2)) = ey (D)

In order to see the =(i) = —(ii) implication, suppose that for each non-trivial D it holds that c¢(D) < ¢5(D).
We also know that for each non-trivial D the inequality a(D) < ca,(D) holds. This implies that for each
D:

(cps(D))as(D) < ¢p(D)(can(D))

which means that (D) < (D).

In the next two subsections we will construct e, and «;, as specified above. But before we go there,
notice that:

Lemma 4. Suppose oy and o, multiply by some q and o and o, multiply by some q’. Assume also that the
schema of o5 and oy, is disjoint from the schema of o} and o). Then o A 0'; and o, A o), multiply by qqj’.

3.1 The workhorse: queries 8; and 3,

As we said above, the plan is now to construct conjunctive queries, @, (with no inequalities) and «; (with
a single inequality) which multiply by c. But is it possible at alfl for such queries to multiply by a number
greater than 1? And (if so), is it possible for such queries to multiply by an arbitrarily huge number? This is
what this subsection is about.

Let R be a new relational symbol of some arity p > 3. Define query CYCLIQ(x1, x2, ... X,) as:

R(x1,x2,...xp) AR(x2, ... Xp, X1) A ... AR(xp, X1, ... Xp_1)

In this subsection we will frequently need to talk about n-tuples (of variables, or of elements of some
structure), and special attention will be paid to the first element of such tuple. For this reason, we will use an
overline arrow and overline bar to denote tuples of n— 1 elements. We will write x;, X instead of x1, xo, ... xp
while by § we will mean a tuple [s, s, ... s] of length p — 1.

Now, we can use these new notations to define S3; as:

CYCLIQ(x,X) A CYCLIQ(y1,7) A CYCLIQ(R,%) A CYCLIQ(5,9)
and to define B8, as CYCLIQ(x1, X) A CYCLIQ(y1,¥) A x1 # y1.

The main lemma of this subsection is:

8Let us remark here, that a pair of conjunctive queries without inequality cannot multiply by a number greater that 1.



@+1)?
2n

Lemma 5. 5, and 8, multiply by

The proof of Lemmal[3l occupies the rest of this subsection.

To see that the condition (=) of Definition [3]is satisfied for 8, and 3, take D as the canonical structure
of the query CYCLIQ(R,9) A CYCLIQ(5, Q). The active domain of this D is of size 2, and it is an easy
exercise to verify that in this case 8,(D) = (n + 1)? and 8,(D) = 2.

For the proof of condition (<) from Definition3lconsider some non-trivial database D, which will remain
fixed throughout this proof. We need to show that:

2n

Br(D) = G2

Bs(D) ()

At first, notice that the inequality is trivially satisfied if 8,(D) = 0. We may thus consider only the case
when S,(D) > 0. In such situation (*) is equivalent to the inequality:

D) 2n
D) = (n+ 17

(%)

Before we can proceed, we need a series of definitions:

Definition 6. © We call a tuple [s1, 5] of elements of D a cyclique if D = CYCLIQ(sy, §).

e For a cyclique [sy, 5\, for a natural number 0 < k < y, and for a tuple [t,, 1) we will say that [t,,1] is a
cyclic k-shift of [s1, 81 if Vi<i<n Si = (i+k) mod ny+1-

o We write [s1, 5] = [11, 1] if there exists k such that [t1, Alisa cyclic k-shift of [sy, 5.

It is of course easy to see that if [sy, 5] = [#1, 7] then [, 7] is also a cyclique, and that < is an equivalence
relation on cycliques. The equivalence class of cyclique C with respect to = will be denoted as cyclass(C).

Note that each cyclass has at least one and at most n elements. We are going to consider three kinds of
cycliques:

Definition 7. e We say that a cyclique C is homogeneous, if |[cyclass(C)| = 1 (note that it holds when
C = [s, 5] for some element s of D).

o For a non-homogeneous cyclique C, we say that C is degenerate if |cyclass(C)| < n.

e A cyclique which is neither homogeneous nor degenerate will be called normal.

Note that the above definition does not depend on the choice of the representative of the equivalence
class of =, so we can also speak about cyclasses being homogeneous, degenerate or normal. As an example
of the new notions, notice also that [?, @] is a homogeneous cyclique and ¢, ?] is a normal one.

The proof of the next lemma, which will later be useful, is an easy exercise in elementary group theory:

Lemma 8. If C is a degenerate cyclique then |cyclass(C)| < n/2.

Now we are ready to come back to the proof of Lemmal[3]

Inequality (**) begs for a probabilistic interpretation. Consider an experiment in which we draw ran-
domly two cycliques [s;, §] and [¢,, 7] from D (with repetitions, independently and uniformly). Denote by
diff the event that s, # #;. Then P[diff] = B,(D)/Bs(D), so to show that (**) is true, it will be sufficient to
show that P[diff] > 2n/(n + 1)*.



For two sets X, Y of cycliques by A(X, Y) we will denote the event that one of the two drawn cycliques
comes from X and another from Y (in any order). Denote by H the set of all homogeneous cycliques, and
let G = cyclass([5', ?]). We know that H at least contains [2, ].

The main milestone in the proof of Lemma[3]is:

Lemma 9. Each of the following conditions (a)-(d) implies that P[diff | A(X, Y)] > 2pn/(n + 1)?:

(a) Y is any cyclass and X is a degenerate cyclass;
(b)X=Y=GUH;

(¢) X and Y are two distinct normal cyclasses;

(d) X is a normal cyclass other than G and Y = X U H.

Indeed, notice that every possible pair of cycliques falls into exactly one of the events mentioned in
Lemma[9] (a)-(d). So, once Lemma[lis proved, Lemma[3 will follow by a trivial application of the Law of
Total Probability.

Proof of Lemmal[9:

(a) Suppose a cyclique C = [s1, §] from ¥ was picked and now we are about to pick a cyclique C’ from
X. Since X is a degenerate cyclass (and not a homogeneous one), there is certainly at least one cyclique [#1, ]
in X satisfying #; # s;. And, by Lemmal8] there are at most n/2 cycliques in X. Hence, for each C € Y, the
probability that [C, C’] will be in diff is at least 2/n, which is more than 2n/(n + 1)>2.

(b) First consider the case that |H| = 1, which means that [, ?] is the only homogeneous cyclique. Then
there are (n + 1) pairs in A(X, Y) and among them there are 27 pairs in diff. So the inequality from Lemma
[Olis true in this case (and, in this case, turns into the equality from condition (=)).

Now let us consider the situation when |H| > 1. Suppose some [s, 5] for s # @ was picked, from H, as
one element of the pair. And let us now pick a cyclique C = [11, 7] as the other element of this pair. Then, if
C € H then the probability that #; # s is at least 1/2 (because there are at least 2 elements in H) and if C € G
then this probability is 1 (if s # &) or p — 1/ (if s = &), in both cases more than 2n/(n + 1)2.

(¢) Suppose X = cyclass([t;, f)) and ¥ = cyclass([sy, 5]). Now, if for each ¢; there exist at least two
elements in the tuple [s1, §] which are different than 7; then P[diff | A(X, Y)] > 2/n > 2n/(n + 1)? and we are
done. Analogously, if for each s; there are at least two elements of the tuple [#, 7] which are different than s;
then we are done.

So suppose there is a ; such that all elements of [y, §] but one are equal to #; and that there is s; such that
all elements of [#1, 7] but one are equal to sj. Now, if #; # s; then among the n? possible pairs (we imagine
that first we pick an element from X and then from Y) there are at least (n — 1)? pairs in diff, a fraction much
greater than 2pn/(n + 1)%. If t; = sj then there are at least 2 — 2 pairs in diff, and 2n — 2/n% > 2n/(n + 1)%

(d) There are n(n + 2|H|) possible pairs in A(X, Y). This number includes n? pairs which do not involve
a cyclique from H and among them there are at least 2n — 2 pairs in diff (like in the proof of (c)). There are
also n|H| pairs which involve a cyclique from H as the first element and p|H| pairs which involve a cyclique
from H as the second element.

If |H| = 1 then among the 2 pairs in A(X, Y) which involve a cyclique from H there are at least 2 in diff.
So, in this case, P[diff | A(X, V)] > 2n/n(n + 2), which is greater than 2p/(n + 1)>2.

If |H| > 1 then for every cyclique [7;, 7] from X there are at least 2|H| pairs in A(X, Y) which involve [#;, 7
as one of the elements and a cyclique from H as the other one. At least 2(|H| — 1) of them are in diff. So, in
total, there are at least n(2(|H| — 1)) such pairs in diff, and, in this case:

2n -2+ n2(lH| - 1)) S 2n
n(n + 2|HY) T (n+1)?
This ends the proof of Lemma[9 and Lemmal[3 O

Pdiff | A(X, V)] >




3.2 Constructing o, and a,: fine tuning

The queries 55 and B, from the previous subsection do a good job multiplying by arbitrarily huge numbers.
There is a slight problem however: they only can multiply by numbers of the form (n + 1)%/2j, and there is
no way to find, for an arbitrary natural number c , a natural number n such that (n + 1)>/2n = c.

Some fine tuning is needed: we will construct queries y, and 7y, which will multiply by something
slightly less than 1, and then we will define ay = B; Ay, and @, = By Ay, and use Lemmadl

Let us remark here that, for reasons which will become clear in Section[3] we are not able to multiply by
anything bigger than 1, without using an inequality in the b-query. And we cannot afford having inequality
in y;, because we only want to have one in a;, and there already was one in S3;,.

But, as it turns out, multiplication by a number smaller than 1 does not require inequality in y;.

For a unary relational symbol U, and for some fixed new relational symbol P, of arity nj define formula
CYCLIQy(x1, X2, . .. Xyy) as:

P(x1,x2, ... xm) A P(X2, .. Xy, X)) A oo A PG, X1, Xgm D AU AU AL AU (Xy)
Like in Section3.I] we will be using the notations § (to denote a tuple of identical elements, this time of
length my — 1), and ¥ (for xz, x3, .. .Xp). Let now A and B be two new unary relation symbols. Define vy, as

ve AyY where:

Y. = CYCLIQA(3.9) A B(S) ¥/ = CYCLIQ5(x1, 9 A A(x)

And define y, as y, Ay, where:

¥y = CYCLIQ4(y1,¥) A B(y1) ¥y = CYCLIQp(x1, X)

Lemma 10. The queries ys and 'y, multiply by %_l
Proof: Let us start from condition (=) of Definition[3] We need to construct a structure D such that:

-1
(D) = 2

vp(D) #0

So take D as a disjoint union of the canonical structure of 7} and of the canonical structure of the query:

CYCLIQg(x1,X) AN A(x1) AA(x2) ... A A(Xpy-1)

Now one can easily verify that y{(D) = 1 and y, (D) = 1 (notice that the last subscript in the query above
is mot 1) but 1y — 1) while y{(D) = m) — 1 and y;'(D) = m.

Proving that condition (<) of Definition[3 holds true for y, and 1, is a little bit more complicated. Recall
that we need to show that for each non-trivial D there is y4(D) < %yb(D). So let now D be some fixed
non-trivial database, with y,(D) # 0.

Analogously to Section 3.1l a tuple satisfying the query CYCLIQy will be called a U-cyclique. Notice
that the concepts we introduced in Section 3.1l survive in this new context: a cyclic k-shift of a U-cyclique
is again a U-cyclique, so one can again consider the equivalence relation < and cyclasses.
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For a unary relation V we will also use the term U-cyclique" for such a U-cyclique [si, §] for which
V(sy) also holds.

First observation we can make is that y;'(D) < v, (D): this is because (D) is the cardinality of the set
of all B-cycliques in D, and y” (D) is the cardinality of its subset: the set of all B-cycliques™.

Notice also that y{(D) = 1, because it only mentions constants. So if y; (D) > 2 then y,(D) < @ and
we are done.

So, from now on we assume that y; (D) = 1. This means that there is exactly one A-cyclique® in D. And
we already know one such A-cyclique: it is [o", @].

What remains to be proved is that y/(D) < nan; L y, (D).

Now, using the language of probabilities again, let A be the event that a randomly (uniformly) picked
B-cyclique is a B-cyclique”. We need to show that P[A] < %1 To this end it will be enough to show, for

each B-cyclique C, that P[A | cyclass(C)] < njl—fl (this is because the cyclasses constitute a partition of the
set of all B-cycliques). But, for each B-cyclique C it holds that |cyclass(C)| < ny. So (<) will be proven once
we show that for each B-cyclique C there exists a B-cyclique C’, which is not a B-cyclique”, and such that
C' =C.

So suppose, towards contradiction, that there is some C such that all B-cycliques in cyclass(C) are
B-cycliques®. This would imply, that all elements of C satisfy A and, in consequence, all cycliques in
cyclass(C) would also be A-cycliques?. Recall that we assumed that there is only one A-cyclique? in D so
cyclass(C) must be a singleton, with C = [s, 5] for some s. But, because of the same assumption, [s, 5] must
be equal to [o", ?], which cannot be true in a non-trivial database. O

Now take p = 2¢ — 1 and m) = p + 1 and put @y = 85 Ay, and @, = B, Ayp. Notice that:

D2 m-1_@+D® p _p+l_
2n m  2p p+1 2

So, indeed, by LemmaM] a; and a;, multiply by c. This ends the proof of Theorem[3] (using Theorem[T).

4 Proof of Theorem [

In this section we prove Theorem[I] stated in Section[T.2}

4.1 The source of undecidability

As the source of undecidability we are going to use;

Lemma 11. The problem:

Given are a natural number ¢ > 2 and two polynomials, Ps and P, ofnumericaﬂ variables x1,x, . . . Xp,
with natural coefficients, which additionally satisfy the following conditions:

o Py =3%" comTm and Py = 7 cp i Tin, where Ty, for m € {1,... m} are monomials, and csp, cpm € N
are coefficients;
o there exists d € N such that each monomial T,,, for m € {1,...m}, is of degree exactly d;

e X; occurs as the first variable in each T,,;

9We will call the variables ranging over N numerical variables to distinguish them from the first order logic variables that occur in
the queries.

11



o | <cym < cpmholds for eachm € {1,...m}.

Does the inequality ¢P(E(X)) < 2(x1)4PL(E(R)) hold for every valuation B : {x1,X,...Xp} = N?

is undecidable.

Proof of Lemma[ITlis an easy exercise (assuming, of course, undecidability of the Hilbert’s 10th prob-
lem), but for the sake of completeness it will be included in the Appendix.

Notice that, in P; and Pj, we use the s and b again, and again they stand for “small” and “big”. This
is how we think of the two polynomials: it is undecidable whether the “small one”, multiplied by ¢ can
ever surpass the “big one” (strictly speaking, the monomial xf is not part of Py, but we find it convenient to
imagine it is).

In order to prove Theorem 1 we will construct, for a natural number ¢ and for two polynomials, P, and
Py, like in Lemmal[ITl a tuple [c, ¢5, ¢p], consisting of a natural number and two conjunctive queries, such
that the the two conditions are equivalent:

% There exist a valuation Z : {x, X, ...X,} = N such that: ¢P,(2(X)) > Z(x1)?Pp(E(X)).
$¢ There exists a non-trivial database D such that: c@ (D) > ¢p(D).

Notice that the ¢ in the output tuple [c, @5, ¢5] of our reduction is not the ¢ in the input tuple [c, Py, Pp].

4.2 High-level definition of ¢; and ¢,

In Sections we are going to define queries Arena, ry, mp, Cp and 6,. Then ¢ will be defined as
Arena A n; and ¢, will be defined as 7, A T, A 8.

In Section[4.7lwe will show that the equivalence % < $¢ holds for such ¢ and ¢, and for the number ¢
as defined in Section [4.3]

4.3 Introducing the queries ; and 7.

We assume that polynomials P, and P, are like in Lemmal[Il so in particular they have the same monomials
Ty, T, ... T, all of them of degree d. Recall that coefficients before T}, Ty, ... Ty, in Py are (respectively)
Cs.15Cs2s - - - Cs.m and the coefficients before T, T», ... Ty, in Py are (respectively) cp. 1, Cp2, - - - Chm-

Recall also that for each 1 <m < m we have | < ¢y, < cp -

Notice that we use m as a natural number ranging from 1 to m. In a similar manner we will always use
n as a natural number ranging from 1 to n (recall that n is the number of variables in P and Pp) and d as a
natural number ranging from 1 to d. Also, define [ = m + n + 2.

Let Xy be the schema comprising a binary relation S, for each m € {1,...m} (so that we have one
relation S for each monomial in P, and P;), a binary relation R, for each d € {1,...d}, and a binary relation
E. And let £ = X U {X} for some binary relation X.

Now, define the query r; as:

N Suonasaxar) A NN S AN\ RaGy) A Xz

me(l,...m} me(l,..m} 1<k<cym de(l,..d}

and let 7, be:

12



N S aSueexny A NN\ S A\ Ry A XGi2a)

me(l,...m} me{l,..m} 1<k<cp, defl,..d}

AN R AXGRZ)
defl,...d}

It will be helpful at this point to get some understanding of the structure of m;: the (canonical structure
of the) query is a star, with x as its center. For each monomial T,, in P, there is an “S ,-ray” in this star
(radiating from the center, as the rays normally do) of length equal to the coefficient before T, in P,. There
is also an S ,,-loop in x which is very important, as you are soon going to see.

Apart from the “S ,,-rays” there are also rays of length two, 2d of them, as many as there are numerical
variable occurrences in each term of x“fP,,. Each such ray begins with R, (this d indicates which numerical
variable we have in mind) and then comes the X which is supposed (as you are going to see in Section [4.4)
to represent the valuation Z. The fact that all the “rays” representing x“f begin from R is related to the third
condition from Lemma [Tl

The structure of x, relates to P, as m;, relates to Pp,.

Lemma 12. For every database D there is (D) < mtp(D).

Proof: Let us start from a simple observation. Suppose for some queries p, and p, there exists an onto
mapping & from the variables of p, to the variables of p; which is a homomorphism of queries. Then for
every database D there is py(D) < pp(D).

Indeed, if & is a mapping as in the previous paragraph, then the function H (of argument g) defined
as H(g) = g o his a 1-1 function from Hom(py, D) to Hom(py, D). Obviously, if g € Hom(p,, D) then
g o h € Hom(pp, D). To see that H is 1-1, take g, g’ € Hom(p;, D) such that g # g’. Then there must be v, a
variable in p;, such that g(v) # g’(vy). Let v, be such a variable of p;, that i(v,) = v, (recall that 4 is onto).
Then gh(vp) # g'h(vp).

What remains to be shown is that there exists an onfo homomorphism % from 7, to ;.

To this end, first of all notice that Var(r;) C Var(n,). Let us first define & on the variables which are
both in Var(n) and in Var(m,) as the identity:

h T Var(ﬂs) = idVar(nS)

At this point we can already be sure that & will be onto. Now we need to define its values for the variables
in Var(mp) \ Var(my) in such a way that the resulting /4 is indeed a homomorphism.

For each variable x;" € Var(my)\ Var(ny) define h(x;') = x. See how, thanks to the S ,,-loops at x, the S -
rays in m;, are now homomorphically mapped onto the S ,,-rays in 7 (this is the only place in the entire paper
where we use the condition, from Lemmal[I1] that the coefficients in P, are at least equal to the respective
coefficients in Py).

What still remains to be defined are the values of / for the variables (other than x) in the subquery
Naeq1,..ay R1(x,¥)) A X (Y, z,). Itis not hard to guess that /2 will map all the y’s to y; and it will map all the
7’s to z1. O

4.4 Arena, and how 7y and 7, compute P and P,.

The query Arena = Arena, A Arenas over Xy will be defined as a conjunction of facts mentioning only
constants (and no variables). Because of that, for every database D we will have Arena(D) € {0, 1}: the
value is 1 if all the atomic formulas in Arena are indeed facts in D and it is O otherwise.
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Definition of the query Arena, will follow now and Arenas will be defined in Section together with
the query 9p.

Let C {1,...n} x {1,...d} x {1,...m} be the relation saying which numerical variable constitutes
which argument in which of the monomials: $(n, d, m) means that x, is the d-th variabl inT,,.

Now define Arena, as the query:

N Riamb) A N\ Swlaman) A\ Swl@na) ASuia,a)

[n,d,m]eP mm’€{l,...m} me(l,...m}

Notice that we have one constant (a,,) for each monomial and one constant (b,) for each numerical
variable. As we said, Arenas is not going to be defined right now. All you need to know at this point is that
the only relation Arenas mentions is E, which does not appear in Arena,.

Let Dayenq be the canonical structure of the query Arena.

Definition 13. A database D over X, such that D |E Arena, will be called.:

e correct if D [ Zo = Darena, where by D | £y we mean the database resulting from D by removing from it
all atoms of the relation X;

e slightly incorrect if it is not correct but D | Zo 2 Darena, where 2 is understood to be inclusion of
relational structures;

e seriously incorrect if it is neither correct nor slightly incorrect.

In other words, a correct database is just Dy, With some additional atoms of relation X, a slightly
incorrect database is D4y, With some additional atoms of relation X and possibly also of the relations from
%o, and a seriously incorrect database is one which satisfies Arena (that is, contains a homomorphic image
of Dayena), but which identifies some elements of D 4., (that is, this homomorphism is not 1-1).

As we already mentioned, the relation X will represent a valuation of numerical variables:

Definition 14. For a database D, over the schema X, such that D |= Arena let us define a valuation Ep :
{x1,%0,...x,} = Nin the following way:

Ep() = (Ax X(bi, ))(D)

Translating it to human language, notice that dx X(b;, x) is a boolean query, so — when applied to D — it
returns a number, which is the number of X-edges that begin at b;.
Proof of the following lemma can be found in Appendix A:

Lemma 15. If D is a correct database, then ny(D) = Py(Ep(R)) and ny(D) = Ep(5¢1)¥Py(Ep(K)).

Clearly, for every valuation 2 : {x;, Xy, ...X,} — N, there exists a correct database D such that = = Ep.
This, together with Lemma[T3] implies:

Lemma 16. The following two conditions are equivalent:
o there exists a valuation B : {X|,Xs, .. .Xn} = N such that cPy(E(X)) > Z(x;)* Pp(E(X))
o there exists a correct database D such that ¢rny(D) > m,(D).

10f varjable x,, occurs in T,, more than once then P(n, d, m) will be true for more than one number d.
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4.5 How to punish for slight incorrectness

Lemma 16 almost looks like the # < € equivalence which we are trying to prove. Almost, because it only
works for correct databases. And we have no idea how the values of 74(D) and 7;,(D) would behave if we
were given a slightly incorrect database, or a seriously incorrect one. In Sections[.3and[4.6] we create tools
for “punishing” such databases. The tools will be then used in Section

LetZgs = {S1,...SmsRi,...Ry}. For arelation symbol P € Zgg, let jP denote the number of atoms of
the relation P in Arena. _

Let j = max({j° : P € Zgg}) and let K be the smallest natural number such that (%)k > . Clearly, we

also have (‘i];—,ffl)K > ¢ for each P € k.

Now, again for a relation symbol P € Zgg, let £¥ be the query:
Pw,v) T K

And let T, be defined as A PeSas CP. Finally, define ¢; = Cy(Darena) and ¢ = dc; (recall that ¢ comes from
our input tuple [c, Py, Pp], and c is a part of the output tuple [c, ¢, #p]). Then of course:

Lemma 17. e If D is correct then Cp(D) = ¢;.
e IfD [ Arena then Tp(D) > 1.

The second claim of the above lemma follows since, in order for Arena to be satisfied in D, there must
be at least one atom in D of each of the relations in Xgg. Finally:

Lemma 18. [f D is slightly incorrect then Cp(D) > ¢

Proof: Clearly, for any database D we have:

Cp(D) = Tpes,, CF(D) (*)

If D is slightly incorrect then, by definition of slight incorrectness:

(a) for each P € Xgg there are at least as many atoms of P in D as in Dgjeng;

(b) there is Py € Xgg such that there are more atoms of Py in D then in Dgjppq.

From (a) we get that £°(D) > TP (Dayena) for each P € Zgg. From (b) we get that there are at least jP o+ 1
atoms of the relation Py in D. It implies that  TP(D)/CP0 (D prena) = . So from (¥), from (a) and from (b)
we get that Cb(D) 2 C{Cb(DArena) =C. ]

4.6 How to punish for serious incorrectness

Recall that the query Arena, mentions constants a, a;, as, . . . aym and by, by, ... b, and that E € X is a binary
relation symbol which was not used so far. It is now time to define Arenas, as the query:

E(dl, 071) A E(Q’ a) A E(Cl, al) A E(al, 612) Ao A E(arm—l,a:m)/\
E(am, b)) NED1,b2) A ... A E(bn-1,bn) A E(bn, Q)

In words, Arenas comprises the self-loop E(o, &) and an E-cycle, of length [ (recall that | = n + m +2)
containing @ and all the constants from Arena,.
For a natural number / let 6, be the query:

E(z1,22) NE(z2,3) A ... E(zi-1,20) N E(zg,21)
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Let L ={1,2,...,1 -1} U {l + 1}. Define 6, as (Aje; 6p1) T €.

In human language the meaning of §,(D) is as follows: for each / € L count all (the homomorphic images
of) cycles of length / in D, take a product of all the |L| numbers you got and raise this product to the power
c.

Lemma 19. Suppose D is such that D = Arena. Then 6,(D) > 1.

Proof: Recall that if D = Arena then E(5", &) must be true in D. Then ¢, can be satisfied in D by mapping
all its variables to . O

Lemma 20. If D is a correct database then 6,(D) = 1.

Proof: Arena, and hence also any other correct database, contains two cycles (with respect to the relation
E): one of length 1 (namely, E(5", 5")) and one of length [.

But L contains all natural numbers up to | + 1 except for 1. So, for every [ € L, there is exactly one
(homomorphic image of a) cycle of length [ in Arena — the loop E(5", 5). In consequence 8,(D) is the
product of |L| ones, raised to power [, and this equals 1. O

Lemma 21. Suppose D is a seriously incorrect non-trivial database, such that D |= Arena. Then 5,(D) >
2t > ¢

Proof: Suppose D is a seriously incorrect non-trivial database , such that D = Arena. We need to prove
that:
(N\ &) > 2
leL
Using the argument from the proof of Lemma[I9] we get that for each [ € L there is 6, (D) > 1. So what
remains to be proved is that there exists / € L such that d,,(D) > 2. Or, in other words, that there exists
! € L and a homomorphism & : d,; — D which does not map all the variables of d,; to . Call such
homomorphisms non-trivial.
There are two cases, depending on which constants of Arena are identified in the (seriously incorrect) D.

Case 1. D identifies o with some other constant of Arena. Then there indeed exists a non-trivial homo-
morphism i € Hom(0p1+1, D). To see it first notice that D = Arenas, so there must be an E-cycle of length [
in D. One of the elements of this cycle is identified with &, and D | E(5", &), so we have a cycle of length
[ whose one vertex has a self-loop, and we can of course homomorphically embed 8,141 (which itself is a
cycle of length [ + 1) in such a cycle. But why are we sure that this homomorphism is non-trivial? This is
because D is non-trivial, so we are sure that & and @ are not identified in D.

Case 2. D does not identify o with any other constant of Arena but it does identify some other two
constants. Then some two vertices of the length-1 E-cycle from Arenas are identified in D, which produces a
shorter cycle. In consequence, there exists a non-trivial homomorphism 2 € Hom(6p, D) forsomel < [. O

4.7 Putting all pieces together

What remains to be shown is that the equivalence % < $¢ from Section [[1]holds for ¢; = Arena A r, for
¢, = m, ALy, A6y, and for the ¢ as in Section [4.3]

To show that % = €2, suppose = : {x1, %, ...%,} — N is such that P (E(X)) > Z(x)%P,(E(X)). Take a
correct database D such that Zp = Z. By Lemmal[I3l we get that ¢y (D) > m,(D). Recall that Arena(D) = 1.
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From Lemma 20 also 6,(D) = 1. So d(Arena Ang)(D) > (7, ASp)(D). We also know, from Lemma[i7] that
Cp(D) = c;. Multiplying both sides by ¢, we get:

dci(Arena Amtg)(D) > (mtp A Ty A 8p)(D)
Now just recall that ¢ = cc;.

For the % < ¢ direction, suppose ¢P(E(X)) < E(x1)?P,(E(X)) for all valuations Z. We want to show
that in such case for every non-trivial D there is c¢ (D) < ¢p(D).

So fix a non-trivial database D. If D | Arena then D £ ¢, and there is nothing to prove. If D |= Arena
then there are three cases: D may be correct, or slightly incorrect, or seriously incorrect.

If D is correct then just reuse the above argument for % = €. For the remaining two cases, first recall
Lemmal[I2} whatever D is, we know for sure that (D) < m,(D). We need to show that ¢ < (T, A 6,)(D).

Now, if D is slightly incorrect, then 6,(D) > 1 (by Lemma[I9) and C,(D) > ¢ (by Lemma/[T8).

If D is seriously incorrect, then 6,(D) > ¢ (by Lemma[2Z1)) and T,(D) > 1 (by the second claim of Lemma
[17).

This ends the proof of Theorem[Il

5 Proof of Theorem 3

In this Section we prove Theorem[3l But first we need to introduce the tools.

5.1 Operations on structures

We are going to construct new structures (from some given structures) using two standard operations on
graphs (which also apply to any other relational structures): graph product and the the blow-up operation.
Let us recall their definitions (see for example [17] Chapter 3.3).

The blow-up operation. For a relational structure D, with the set of vertices V, and for a natural number
K, the structure blowup(D, K) is defined as follows. The set of vertices of blowup(D,K) is Vi = {[s,i] : s €
VAie{l,2,...K}. Then, for each relatio symbol R, and for each [s, i], [r, j] € Vg, the atom R([s, i], [, j])
is in blowup(D, K) if and only if R(s, r) is in D.

The product operation. For two structures D; and D,, with sets of vertices V| and V, respectively, their
product D; X D, is defined as a structure whose set of vertices is V| X V,, such that R([s, s'], [r, 7']) is an
ato of D X D, if and only if R(s, r) is an atom of D; and R(s’, ') is an atom of D,. For a structure D and
natural number £ by D*X we denote the product of & copies of D.

The well-known and important lemma (and also easy to prove) is:

Lemma 22. Suppose D is a structure, ¢ is a CQ, without inequalities, with ] variables and K is a natural
number. Then:

(i) ¢p(blowup(D,K)) = K¢(D)
(i) p(D*®)) = ((D))*

Notice that it follows directly from Lemma[22](ii) that if o5 and g, (like in Definition[3]) are CQs without
inequality then they cannot multiply by a number greater than 1.

1 order to keep the notation light (and avoid superscripts) we imagine that R is binary, but the definition is analogous for relations
of any arity.
12The remark from the previous footnote applies here accordingly.
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5.2 Proof of Theorem [3
Now, Theorem [ will follow directly from:

Lemma 23. Let s and Y, be conjunctive queries, y, without inequalities and s with inequalities. Let ',
be s with all the inequalities removed. Then the two conditions are equivalent:

(a) there exist a structure D, such that (D) > y,(D);

(b) there exist a structure Dy, such that y'(Do) > y(Dy);

Proof of Lemmal23l To keep the presentation simple we will show the lemma for i, having exactly one
inequality x # x’. Proof in the general case is similar (we will comment on it at the end of this Section).

Of course, for each D, there is ¥/ (D) > (D) so (a) implies (b).

Now suppose there exists a structure Dy, such that ¢/, (Do) > y,(Dy). We are going to construct D such
that Ys(D) > (D). One lemma we will need is:

Lemma 24. For every structure D it holds that: (blowup(D,?2)) > W

Proof of Lemma24; 1t is clear that:
Hom(y, blowup(D, 2)) € Hom(W',, blowup(D, 2))
In order to prove Lemma[24] it will be enough to show that:
|Hom(y/',, blowup(D, 2)) \ Hom(y s, blowup(D, 2))| < |Hom(y, blowup(D, 2))|

Translating the above into the human language, we want to show that for each homomorphism # €
Hom(y,, blowup(D, 2)) which does not map x and x’ to different vertices of blowup(D, 2) there is another
such homomorphism which does.
To this end it will be enough to construct an injection F from the set Hom(y'",, blowup(D, 2))\Hom(y s, blowup(D, 2))
to the set Hom(yyrg, blowup(D, 2)). In other words, it will be enough to construct a 1-1 function F which will
produce, for each mapping (from the set of variables of ¥ to blowup(D, 2)) satisfying ¢, but not ¢, a
mapping (from the set of variables of ¥, to blowup(D, 2)) which will satisfy .
So take a mapping # which is in Hom(y,, blowup(D, 2)) but not in Hom(ys, blowup(D, 2)). Clearly,
h(x) = h(x") = [s, €] for some s € Vp and some € € {1,2}. And define F (/) as the mapping:

[S, E] 1fy =X
(Fm)y) ={[s,3-¢€] ify=x
h(y) ify# xandify # x’

It is now trivial to see that the F we have just defined is indeed as required, which ends the proof of
Lemmal[24] m]
Let now j be the number of variables in ;. Since ¥.(Dg) > ¥,(Dp), and by Lemma22] (ii), there exists
K such that:
W(DFS) > 2y, (D)

Now take D = blowup(D;*,2). By Lemmal22(i) we have:

(D) = 21y, (D5
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It then follows from the choice of K that:

¥(D) > 24(D)
Finally, from Lemma24] we get that:
¥(D) > Y(D)

Which ends the proof of Lemma23 and of Theorem[3] O
If there were p inequalities in i rather than one, then we would use 2n rather than 2 in Lemma[24l and
we would need to modify the K above accordingly.
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A  Proof of Lemma

We first deal with the equality for 7r;. Suppose D is a correct database. In order to count the homomorphisms
h : g — D let us group them by A(x), that is by the vertex of D the variable x is mapped to.

Clearly, for & to be a homomorphism /(x) must be one of the constants a,, for some m € {1,...m} (this
is the only way the atoms of the relations R, from 7, can possibly be satisfied in D). So let us fix an m such
that h(x) = a,,.

The Lemma will follow once we are able to prove that:

[{th € Hom(rs, D) : h(x) = an}| = Cs,mtm(ED(g)) (*)

Let us now split 7y into 7% and 7}, where:

= /\ Ra(x,ya) A X(Ya, 2q)

defl,..d)

A= N\ Sa@oASa ey A NN\ S
me{l,...m} me{l,..m} 1<k<cgn,
Since 7, and 71}/ do not share variables (except for x), in order to prove (*) it will be enough to show
that:

l{h € Hom(r, D) : h(x) = am}| = tm(Ep(R)) ")
and that:
l{h € Hom(ﬂ;/, D) : h(x) = am}l = csm (%)

To see (**) notice that for each d € {1, ... d} there is a unique way for A(y,) to be defined. But, again for
each d € {1,...d}, the value of h(z;) can be chosen in Zp(x,,,) ways, where x,,, is the d-th variable of the
term t,,. And the choices, for each d, are independent, so indeed:

[{h € Hom(7,, D) : h(x) = am}l = Haeqt,.. a1 Ep(Xm,) = tn(Ep(X))

Now, let us concentrate on (***). Recall that 7 is a star, with x as its center, and (for each j € {1,...m]}
) with a “ray” consisting of ¢, ; — 1 edges of relation § ; radiating from this center. On the other hand, in our
correct database D, there is a loop S j(a, a,,) for each j € {1,...m} (recall that A(x) = a,,) and there are no
other edges of the form S ;(a,,, -) for j # m. This means that if j # m then the S ;-ray can only be mapped
to D in one way: by mapping all its edges to S j(@;, a,). The situation is different when j = m. Then we
still have the loop S ,,,(an, a,y) in D, but there is also S ,,(am, @) and S ,,(a, a). This means that the S ,,-ray can
again be mapped to D by mapping all its edges to S ,,,(a,, a,,). But it can also loop in a,, for some time, then
have one of its edges mapped to S ,,(a,,, @) and then have all the remaining edges mapped to S ,(a, a). The
edge to be mapped to S,,(a, a) can be chosen in ¢y ; — 1 ways, and hence we get (**%*).

The argument for 7, is almost analogous. The only difference is that now we need to notice that:

EpGe)® =\ Ritoy) AXG)7) (D)

de{l,..d}
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B Proof of Lemma 11

In this appendix we show how Lemma[ITl follows from undecidability of Hilbert’s 10th problem.

B.1 Hilbert’s 10th problem

Before we start, let us clarify what exactly we mean by Hilbert’s 10th problem. In order to do it, we refer
to the canonical resource [18]. One of the results presented there, the one we are interested in, can be
formulated as:

Theorem 6. (Hilbert’s 10th problem undecidablity)

The problem:
Given is polynomial Q of numerical variables £g 1, ..., o.n, With integer coefficients. Does it hold that

Q(E(f_Q)) # 0 for every valuation = : {£g,1,€9, .. .€gn,} — N?

is undecidable.

We are going to show how the above Theorem implies Lemmal[lIl As a way to do it, for any Q being
an instance of 10th Hilbert’s problem (understood like in Theorem[@)), we will construct a triple [Py, Py, ¢] —
the corresponding instance of the problem from Lemmal[lTl Keeping the notation from Lemma[[Tland from
Theorem[6] the constructed instance should be such that these are equivalent:

@ there exists valuation = : {¢g 1, ..., §Q,mq} — N such that
0(E(£0)) =0
O there exists valuation E’ : {£1, ..., &n} — N such that

CPy(E' () > E' (&) Py(E' &)

B.2 From one polynomial to two

Let Q be any polynomial like in Theorem[6l Rename the variables of Q as &, ..., &,. From this point, we will
denote by £ the tuple [&,, ..., &,]. Note that we start indexing from 2 on purpose (in particular, n = ng + 1, if
we refer to the notation from Lemmal6). The reason for such choice will become clear soon.

We will now construct two polynomials P; and P, of the same variables as Q, which both have natural
coefficients and such that for any fixed valuation P, is greater than P, if and only if Q equals zero for the
same valuation.

First consider polynomial Q' = Q? It can of course be written in the form:

WIQ/

Q' =X citi

where mgp € N, the values ¢; € Z are coefficients and #; are monomials (of any degree each). Let now I,
and I_ be the sets of indices of positive and negative coefficients, respectively:

I+={1SiSMQ/ZC[>O}

I_={1<i<mgyp :¢; <0}
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This allows us to introduce the polynomials:
Q) =Zies cit;

and
Q. =Zier (e

Itis easy to see that Q' = @', —Q” and that all the coefficients in O, andin Q” are natural. Let P; = Q_+1
and P, = Q,. Observe that:

Lemma 25. For each valuation E : (&, ...,&) — N it holds that Q(E(€)) = 0 if and only if P1(2(&)) >
Py(2(€)).

Proof: For any valuation E like above we have:

0EE@) =06
& QEE)=0E@ <1
& Q,E@) -0.E@) <1
& 0.E@) < E@ +1 e
& PyE@) < PI(E@)). o

Lemma [25]is the first span in our bridge between Theorem [6] and Lemma But it is not the entire
bridge yet, recall that Lemma[lTlmentions several conditions which P; and P, have to satisfy. And, clearly,
there is no reason to think that P; and P, will always satisfy all of them.

So now we will, step by step, keep adjusting P; and P, to consecutive conditions from Lemma [I11
Finally, we will obtain a pair of polynomials which indeed can be taken as P; and P, (the constant ¢ will
appear in the meantime).

At the end, we want to refer back to Lemma[23] In order to be able to do this, we need to construct P
and P; in such a way that they in some sense inherit the initial inequality between P and P;.

B.3 Common monomials

We can express Py and P; in the form similar to Q’, that is:
Py =X ¢ty

m;
Py =7 it

where mi,my € N, ¢;; € N are again coefficients and #;; are again monomials.

Denote by T the set of monomials of Py, thatis {t1 1, ..., #1,,,}. Analogously, let 7 be such set for P,. If
we wanted to take P and P, as P, and P, respectively, then one of the conditions from Lemma[I1] can be
expressed as T = T».

However, it may happen that 7} # T,. To deal with this problem, set T = T U T, that is, the set
of monomials appearing in P, or in P,. For further convenience, it is helpful to denote the monomials
belonging to T" as ty, ..., ,;, where m = |T|. It is also useful to introduce the polynomial P = X, #;. Now,
instead of P and P, consider:

Pi=P +P

and
P,=P,+P
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These polynomials have common set of monomials, namely 7. This allows us to express them in the
form we are already familiar with:
Py =X c) it

po_mo
Py =20t

Note that the new coefficients ¢’ are different then the ones appearing in P; and P,, but they still are
natural numbers.

B.4 Common degree and the variable &,

The next problem is that we want all #; € T to be of the same degree degree. Moreover, we want all #; to start
with the same variable. Let us try to deal with these both constraints simultaneously, introducing the new
variable &;.

Denote by d; the degree of monomial ¢;. Take d = 1 + max{d,, ...,d,,} and define:

—d;
l‘l{ = é‘? t;.
Now, define P}, P to be:
" VA
Py =256
/7 ’ ’
Py =X, ch 0
Notice that the coefficients remained unchanged in P} and P} (compared to P} and P}), we just modified
the monomials a little bit, so that they are all now divisible by £; and all have degree d.
Once we defined P} and P7, one can notice that:

Lemma 26. For any valuation 2 : {&, ...,&,} = N and a € N it holds that:
o P{([1,E(®)] = P(E(©))
o P/(la,ZO)) < a'P,(ED) < a'P(E(E)
e the two above claims hold also for P} and P), respectively

Proof: The first claim is a trivial consequence of the fact that to construct P{" from P}, we only multiply
each of the terms appearing in P| by some power of £.

To make sure the second claim holds, it is convenient to consider each of the inequalities separately. For
the first inequality, it is enough to notice that for each 1 < i < m we have:

¢} 1(la, E@)) = ¢} a1(E@)) < a’c) 1(E(@E))

The equality above follows from the definition of 7.
The prove the above inequality two cases need to be considered. The simpler one is when a = 0, as the
inequality is trivially satisfied then. When a > 0, for each 1 < i < m we have:

a4 > 1

which implies:

¢} 1i(E() < ¢ #([a, Z@))
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The second second inequality becomes clear after multiplying both sides by a“.
The last claim can be shown by repeating exactly the same arguments for P} and P;. O

Now we want to show that the inequality between P; and P, in some sense survives when we consider
P} and P} instead of them. The exact way it happens is presented by the next two lemmas.

Lemma 27. Let E : (&, ..., &) — N be any valuation such that P1(E(€)) > P2(Z(€)). Then PY([1, Z@)) >
Py([1,E@).

Proof: ) ) . .
PY([1,E@D = P1(E(©) = P1(E©)) + P(E() >
> Py (E(6)) + P(E(&)) = PL(E()) = PJ([1,2()])

The first and last equalities come from the first and third claims of Lemma[26 O

Lemma 28. Let &' : {£1,....,&) — N be any valuation. Consider the valuation & : {&,...,&6,) - N
such that_E’([fl,é_-‘]) = [a, @(é_-‘)] for some a € N. If additionally P{(E(£)) < Py(E(£)) holds, then also
P/(la,E@)]) < a’P([a, E@))).

Proof: P{(la,Z(@)]) < a’P|(E(&)) = a’(P1(E(&)) + P(E(&))) <
< a’(Py(2(&)) + P(E(&))) = a’Py(E(@)) < a’Py([a,E(&))).

Here the first and last inequalities come from the second and third claims of Lemma[26] O
B.5 The final construction

P} and PJ are almost what we want to have as Py and P,. Almost, because we are still left with the last
condition from Lemmal[ITl for each 1 < i < m we require ¢y; < ¢y tohold.

This is the place where the constant ¢ plays its role: to enforce inequalities mentioned in the previous
sentence, we may multiply P, by some big number. It is enough to take:

¢ = max{c| |, ¢ 550 €} )

We may thus finally define also:
Py=P/ and P,=cP]

The last step is to notice that indeed for each 1 < i < m we have now:
Csi=Cp; Sy = cpy

where ¢,; and c;,; are understood like in Lemma [Tl

B.6 Proof of the equivalence

If we carefully followed the construction of P, and Pj,, we should be now confident that they (alongside
with ¢) satisfy all the conditions from Lemma[IIl Thus, we just need to prove the following lemma, which
together with LemmaR3]will tell us that @ & O :

Lemma 29. The following conditions are equivalent:
e there exists valuation E : {&,, ..., &,} — N such that P1(E(€)) > P2(E(€));
o there exists valuation Z' : {£1,&, ..., &} — N such that ¢Py(Z'([£1,€])) > /' (£1) Py(E ([£1, €))).
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Proof: Consider first the situation when for some valuation Z we have P;(Z(€)) > P>(E(£)). Take Z’ such
that:

E'([¢1,€) = [1LE@)].

From Lemma[27] we can conclude that:
PY([1,E@)]) > Py (1,2

and multiplying both sides by ¢ allows us to write:

CP(E ([6.ED) = cP([1,E@))) = ¢P([1.E@)) > )
> Py ([1,2@)) = Py(1.2@))) = Py(E(1£1.8)) = /(&) PoE (€. ED).

In the last equality, we were allowed to insert Z'(¢1)? before P,(Z'([£1,£])), as Z'(£)) = 1.
Now assume that P{(Z(€)) < P»(Z(£)) holds for all valuations Z. Consider then any valuation Z’, we

know that there exist a € N and valuation Z such that Z'([¢1,&]) = [a, E(£)]. Lemma 28] tells us that we
then have P{([a, Z@&)) < adP’z’([a, Z(&)]). Let us again multiply both sides by ¢, obtaining in this case:

CPUE ([61.8]) = cP((a.E@))) = P ([a,E@AN <
< ca’Py([a. E@))) = a’Py(la. E@)) = /(&) Py(E (&1, ED). o
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