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Digraphs Homomorphism Problems with Maltsev
Conditions

Jeff Kinne * Ashwin Murali * Arash Rafiey ¥

Abstract

We consider a generalization of finding a homomorphism from an input digraph G to a
fixed digraph H, HOM(H). In this setting, we are given an input digraph G together with a list
function from G to 2. The goal is to find a homomorphism from G to H with respect to the
lists if one exists.

We show that if the list function is a Maltsev polymorphism then deciding whether G admits
a homomorphism to H is polynomial time solvable. In our approach, we only use the existence of
the Maltsev polymorphism. Furthermore, we show that deciding whether a relational structure
R admits a Maltsev polymorphism is a special case of finding a homormphism from a graph G
to a graph H and a list function with a Maltsev polymorphism. Since the existence of Maltsev is
not required in our algorithm, we can decide in polynomial time whether the relational structure
R admits Maltsev or not.

We also discuss forbidden obstructions for the instances admitting Maltsev list polymorphism.
We have implemented our algorithm and tested on instances arising from linear equations, and
other types of instances.

1 Motivation and Background

CSP Motivation The constraint satisfaction problem (CSP) involves deciding, given a set of variables
and a set of constraints on the variables, whether or not there is an assignment to the variables
satisfying all of the constraints. This problem can be formulated in terms of homomorphims as
follows. Given a pair (G, H) of relational structures, decide whether or not there is a homomorphism
from the first structure to the second structure. A common way to restrict this problem is to fix the
second structure #, so that each structure H gives rise to a problem CSP(H). The most effective
approach to the study of the CSP(#) is the so-called algebraic approach that associates every # with
its polymorphisms. Roughly speaking, the presence of nice enough polymorphisms leads directly
to polynomial time tractability of CSP(#), while their absence leads to hardness. Beside decision
CSPs, polymorphisms have been used extensively for approximating CSPs, robust satisfiability of
CSPs, and testing solutions (in the sense of property testing) [8, 7, 20, 25, 28].

An interesting question arising from these studies, in particular the CSP Dichotomy Theorem [1,
14, 30], is known as the meta-question. Given a relational structure H, decide whether or not #
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admits a polymorphism from a class—for various classes of polymorphims. For many cases hardness
results are known. Semmilattice, majority, Maltsev, near unanimity, and weak near unanimity, are
among the popular polymorphisms when it comes to study of CSP. Having one or more of these
polymorphisms on relation #, would make the CSP(H) (or variation) instance tractable. Therefore,
knowing structural characterization and polynomial time recognition for these polymorphisms
would help in designing efficient algorithms for CSP.

It was shown in [6] that deciding if a relational structure admits any of the following poly-
morphism is NP-complete; a semilattice polymorphism, a conservative semilattice polymorphism,
a commutative, associative polymorphism (that is, a commutative semigroup polymorphism).
However, when H is a digraph then deciding whether H admits a conservative semmilattice is
polynomial time solvable [22]. Relational structure and digraphs with majority/ near unanimity
polymorphism have studied in [4, 6, 16, 21, 24, 26].

However, deciding whether a relational structure R admit a Maltsev proven to be more
challenging. Some very interesting works, using algebraic techniques, have been developed on the
complexity of deciding whether an idempotent algebra has Maltsev term [15, 23, 27, 29].

One remaining open question is an efficient procedure to recognize whether an input relational
structure admits a Maltsev polymorphism (not necessarily conservative).

The presence of Maltsev polymorphisms lead to several positive results. As an example, it is
now a classic theorem in the area that for any structure H having a Maltsev polymorphism, the
problem CSP(H) is polynomial time decidable [2].

Graph Theory Motivation A homomorphism of a digraph G to a digraph H is a mapping g of the
vertex set of G to the vertex set of H so that for every arc uv of G, g(u)g(v), the image of uv, is an arc
of H. A natural decision problem is whether for given digraphs G and H there is a homomorphism
from G to H. If we view (undirected) graphs as digraphs in which each edge is replaced by two
opposite directed arcs, we may apply the definition to graphs as well. An easy reduction from the
k-coloring problem shows that this decision problem is /N P-hard: a graph G' admits a 3-coloring
if and only if there is a homomorphism from G to K3, the complete graph on 3 vertices. As a
homomorphism is easily verified if the mapping is given, the homomorphism problem is contained
in NP and is thus N P-complete.

For a fixed digraph H the problem HOM (H) asks if a given input digraph G admits a
homomorphism to H. Note that while the above reduction shows HOM (K3) is NP-complete,
HOM (H) can be easy (in P) for some graphs H: for instance if H contains a vertex with a self-loop,
then every graph G admits a homomorphism to H. Less trivially, for H = K5 (or more generally,
for any bipartite graph H), there is a homomorphism from G to K3 if and only if G is bipartite. A
very natural goal is to identify precisely for which digraphs H the problem HOM (H ) is polynomial
time solvable.

The list homomorphism problem for digraph H, LHOM(H) is a generalization of the homomorphism
problem. We are given an input digraph G together with the lists, L where for every z € V(G),
L(z) C V(H), and the goal is to find a homomorphism G to H with respect to the lists; the image
of each vertex of G must be in its list. List homomorphism problems are known to have nice
dichotomies [10, 12, 13, 21]. However, in our general setting H itself may not have any of the special
polymorphisms, and hence, we can not used those results in our approach.

The existence of conservative polymorphisms is a hereditary property (if 4 has a particular kind



of conservative polymorphism, then so does any induced subgraph of H). Thus, these questions
present interesting problems in graph theory. In terms of obstruction for various polymorphism,
there are forbidden obstruction characterizations for existence of conservative majority [21] and
conservative Maltsev polymorphisms in digraphs [5, 21].

2  Our Results

Our main result is the following theorem.

Theorem 2.1. Let G and H be two digraphs and let L : V(G) — 2. Then HOM (H) for G with respect
to L, is polynomial time solvable (in terms of both G, H) when G x 1, H® admits a Maltsev polymorphism
and without knowing the actual value of the Maltsev polymorphism.

We will show that the algorithm does not require being given the Maltsev list polymorphism;
existence is sufficient. We also will see that the algorithm is polynomial regardless of whether A
admits a Maltsev polymorphism, and the algorithm is correct as long as there is a Maltsev list
polymorphism on G x , H>.

Using Theorem 2.1 we prove the following theorem which is another main results of this paper.

Theorem 2.2. Let R be a relational structure. Then deciding whether R admits a Maltsev polymorphism is
polynomial time solvable.

Notice that, in the usual setting, it was proved in [2] that if a relational structure R admits a
Maltsev polymorphism then CSP(R) is polynomial time solvable. We will show examples where
digraph H itself does not admit a Maltsev while G x ;, H* admit a Maltsev polymorphism.

3 Preliminaries and Notation

Let G be a digraph. We let V(G) and A(G) denote the vertices and arcs (or edges) of G. In place
of (u,v) € A(G) we use the shorthand - uv € A(G) or uv € G. In place of u € V(G) we use the
shorthand - u € G.

Fordigraphs G1, Gs, ..., G, let G1 xGa x - - - X G, be the digraph with vertexset { (x1, z2, . .., z) |
z; € G;,1 < i < k} and arc set {(z1,z2,...,x5) (2], 25, ..., 2}) | vz, € A(G;),1 < i < k}. Let
H" = H x H x ... H, k times.

Definition 3.1 (polymorphism, conservative polymorphism). For a digraph H, a polymorphism ¢ of ar-
ity k on H isa homomorphism from H* to H. For a polymorphism ¢, ¢(a1, az, . . ., ax) (b1, ba, . . . , by)
is an arc of H whenever (a1, az, . ..,ax)(b1,ba, ..., by) is an arc of H*. We say ¢ is conservative if
é(ar,az,...,a) € {a1,az,...,a;} forevery aj, ag,...,ar € V(H).

Definition 3.2 (Semilattice, Majority, Maltsev polymorphisms). A binary polymorphism f on
digraph H is called semilattice if f(a,b) = f(b,a), and f(a,a) = a, f(a, f(a,c)) = f(f(a,b),c) for
every a,b,c € V(H). Aternary polymorphism g on H is majorityif g(a, a,b) = g(a,b,a) = g(b,a,a) =
a. A polymorphism h of arity 3 is Maltsev if for every a,b € V(H), h(a,b,b) = h(b,b,a) = a.

The problem we consider is the generalization of the digraph list homomorphism problem.



Definition 3.3 (list homomorphism). Let G and H be digraphs, and L : G — 2 be a set of lists.
The list homomorphism problem for H, LHOM(H), asks if there exists a homomorphism f from G
to H such that (i) Vuv € A(G), f(u)f(v) € A(H) (adjacency property) and (ii) Vu € G, f(u) € L(u)
(list property).

It is known that if H admits a Maltsev polymorphism then the core of H is an induced directed
path or is an induced directed cycle and hence the HOM(H) is polynomial time solvable [5].

Our algorithm remains correct even if 4 does not admit a Maltsev polymorphism but does
admit what we call a Maltsev list polymorphism on G x H? respecting L.

Definition 3.4 (list polymorphism). Given digraphs G, H, and L : G — 2¥, h is a list polymorphism
of arity k on G' x H” respecting the lists L if

(G h:GxH - H,a homomorphism from G x H* to H, ie., Vz,y € G and a4, ...,a; €
L(z),b1,....,b, € L(y),ifxy € G,a1b1 € A(H), .., ar by, € A(H),then h(z;aq,...,ar) h(y; b1, ..., bg) €
A(H).

(il) Vz € G and ay, ...,a; € L(x), h(x; a1, ...,ar) € L(x).

In this situation, we say L admits a polymorphism h on G x H*, i.e. his a polymorphism on G x H*
respecting the lists L. As the list is key, we denote the list homomorphism h by G x;, H* — H, and
say h is a list polymorphism on G x , H*.

Polymorphism h on G x ;, H? is called Maltsev if for every z € G, a,b € L(z), (i) h(x;a,a,a) = a,
(ii) h(x;a,b,b) = h(x;b,b,a) = a.

Note that if H admits a Maltsev polymorphism & of the normal kind, then for any G, h yields
a trivial list polymorphism b’ on G x H? respecting lists L, for L such that L(z) = V(H) for all
z € V(G) (by setting h/(z; a1, az, a3) = h(a1, as, as) for every x € G;ay, az, a3 € L(x)).

However, the converse is not true — that a Maltsev list polymorphism implies the existence of a
Maltsev polymorphism of the usual kind. In the Figure 1, there exists a Maltsev list polymorphism
on G x H3,but H itself does not admit a Maltsev (in the figure, for H to have a Maltsev the arc a;
must be present).

The polymorphism g on G x 1, H3, is called majority if for every z € G,a,b € L(z), g(z;a,b,b) =
g(x;b,b,a) = g(z;b,a,b) = b. It is known that in the usual setting, if digraph H admits a Maltsev
polymorphism then it also admits a majority polymorphism [24]. However, we note with the following
example that there exist G, H, L such that (i) G x, H3 admits a Maltsev but (ii) G x; H® does not
admit a majority list polymorphism (and therefore also does not admit a majority polymorphism in
the usual sense, or indeed a Maltsev polymorphism in the usual sense).

Example3.5. Let G and H beasinFigure1sothatV (G) = {z,y, 2z, w}, V(H) = {1,2,a,b,c,d e, f,i,7},
and the edge sets and lists of G and H are as in the figure.

h as indicated in the figure is a Maltsev polymorphism on G x , H3. Suppose there exists a majority
list polymorphism g for H. Now g(z;1,2,2)g(y;a,b,c) € A(H), and hence, g(y;a,b,c) € {b,c}.
Moreover, g(y;a,b,c)g(w;e, e, f) € A(H) and hence g(y;a,b,c) € {a,b}. These would imply that
g(y;a,b,c) = b. On the other hand, ¢(y; a,b,c)g(z,1,7,1) € A(H), and hence, g(y;a,b,c) € {a,c}, a
contradiction. We conclude that G x;, H?® does not admit a majority list polymorphism.



f Lz) = {1.2} L(w) = {e. f}
L(y) = {a,b, ¢, d} L(z) = {i.5}

h(y,p,q,7) = s for {p,q,r,s} ={a,b,c,d}
J e.g h(y,a,b,c) =d

Figure 1: Example of an instance that admits a Maltsev list polymorphism from G to H, but where H does
not admit a majority polymorphism. See Example 3.5.

3.1 From CSP to Hypergraph List Homomorphism to Graph List Homomorphism

Let A be a finite set. By a k-ary relation R on set A we mean a subset of the k-th cartesian power A*;
k is said to be the arity of the relation. A constraint language (relational structure) I" over A is a set
of relations over A. A constraint language is finite if it contains finitely many relations. Here we
consider the finite languages.

A hypergraph G on set X, consists of a set of hyperedges where each hyperedge e is an ordered
tuple (z1,22,...,2) , T1,%2,..., 2, € X. Here k is called the size of the hyperedge e. Notice that
different hyperedges could have different sizes. A hypergraph is called uniform if all its hyperedges
have the same size. We denote the vertices of the hypergraph G by V' (G).

For two hypergraphs G, H, a homomorphism f : G — H, is a mapping from V' (G) to V(#) such
that for every hyperedge (1, x2,...,zx) € G, (f(x1), f(z2),..., f(xr)) is a hyperedge in H.

An instance of the constraint satisfaction problem (CSP) can be viewed as an instance of the
hypergraph list homomorphism problem. We are given two hypergraphs G, H together with
lists £ where each hyperedge o € G has a list of possible hyperedges (all with the same size as
a) in H, denoted by L(«). The goal is to find a homomorphism f : G — H such that for every
hyperedge a = (x1,22,...,2x) € G, (f(x1), f(x2),..., f(zx)) € L(). In other words, if we look at
the vertices of G as variables, the vertices of H as values, and hyperedges s € G as constraints
then the existence of homomorphism f illuminates a way of giving each variable a value, so that
all constraints are satisfied simultaneously. A constraint is of form («, L(«)), and a constraint is
satisfied if tuple « is mapped by f into one of the tuples in its list.

Definition 3.6 (Signature). For every two hyperedges a1, as from G ( or H) we associate a signature
Sar,as = {(4,7)| a1[i] = az[j] } (aq]i] is the element in coordinate i-th of o).

Let H be a hypergraph on set A. Let H1, Ha, ..., H; be a partition of H into ¢ uniform hyper-
graphs. A mapping h : A" — A is a polymorphism of arity r» on H if h is closed under each #;,
1 < i < t. In other words, for every r hyperedges 71,7, ...,7. € H;i, h(11,72,...,7) € H;. Notice
that here % is applied coordinate wise (e.g. if (a1, a2, as3), (b1, b2, b3), (c1, ¢2, c3) are hyperedges in H;
then (h(a1, b1, c1), h(az, ba, c2), h(as, bs, c3)) is a hyperedge in H;).

The following theorem translates the hypergraph list homomorphism problem (CSP) to an
instance of the graph list homomorphism problem.



Theorem 3.7. Let G, H, L be an instance of hypergraph list homomrphism problem (CSP). Then there exist
graphs G, H with lists L such that :

1. There is an L-homomorphism from G to H if and only if there is an L-homomorphism from G to H.

2. If there exists a polymorphism h of arity r on H consistent with the lists L ( h is closed in each L(c),
a € G ) then there exists a polymorphism ¢ on G <, H".

3. If there exists a Maltsev polymorphism h on H consistent with the lists L ( h is closed in each L(cv),
« € G ) then there exists a Maltsev polymorphism ¢ on G x r, H3.

Proof: We construct a list homomorphism instance G, H, L as follows.

—_

. For each hyperedge o € G consider a new vertex @& in graph G.

2. For each hyperedge 7 in £(«) we consider a new vertex 7 in graph H.

3. Thelistof @ € Gis L(a@) = {7| 7 € L(«) }.

4. There is an edge in G between @ and B if S, 5 # 0.

5. There is an edge from vertex 7 € L(@) tow € L(B) if @B is an edge of G, and S, 3 C Sy -

The signature of edge @3 in G is defined to be S, g, and the signature of edge 7w in H is defined
to be 57 .

Claim 3.8. There is an L-homomorphism from G to H if and only if there is an L-homomorphism from G to
H.

Suppose there exists an £L-homomorphism f : G — H that maps each hyperedge a € G to L(«).
Now we define a mapping g : G — H as follows: set g((z1,x2,...,2;)) = (f(x1), f(x2),..., f(zk)).
We show that g is a homomorphism. Consider two hyperedges o« = (21, 22,...,2;) and § =
(y1,92,-..,y¢) in G, where @3 is an edge of G. Thus, S, 5 # 0. Let 7 = (f(x1), f(z2), ..., f(z)) and
w = (f(y1), f(y2),..., f(ye)). Since f is an £- homomorphism, we have 7 € L(«), and w € L().

This means that 7 € L(a) and @ € L(B). Suppose «fi] = [j]. Since f is a homomorphism,
7[i] = w[j], and hence, S, 5 C Sr .. Therefore, by the construction of H, g(a)g(3) is an edge in H,
implying that g is a list homomorphism from G to H.

Conversely, suppose g : G — H is an L-homomorphism. Define the mapping f : V(G) — V(H)
as follows. For vertex @ € G with the corresponding hyperedge a = (x1,z2,...,2), define
f(zi) = b, 1 < i < k where g((z1,22,...,2,)) = (b1,ba,...,br). We need to show that for
every element z € V(G), f(z) is uniquely defined. Suppose = appears in two hyperedges,
a = (T1,22,..., T, T, Tiy2, ..., 2k) and B = (y1,Y2, - - -, Yj, T, Yj+2, - - - » y¢). Note that @ is an edge
of G, and since g is a list homomorphism, 7 = g(@) € L(a), and & = g(B) € L(B) are adjacent in
H. Now according to the construction of G, H, L, this means S, g is a subset of S: . Therefore,
7[i] = w[j], and hence, f(x) gets only one unique value. By definition, it follows that for every

hyperedge v = (21,22, ...,2;) € G, g(7) € L(¥), and hence, (f(z1), f(x2),..., f(zx))isin L(v). O

Proof of 2. For every r, hyperedges 7i,7,...,7, from the the same list £L(«) we have 7 =
h(ri,72,...,7r) € L(«) (here h is applied coordinate wise). Now by definition we have 7 € L(a@).
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Now define the mapping ¢ : G x H" — H as follows. For every & € G and every r hyperedges
T, T2, T € L), T1,..., 77 € L(@), set p(a; 71, ...,77) = h(71,...,7,). We show that ¢ preserve
adjacency. Consider edge af of G, and suppose 77, ...,7, € L(@) and &y, ...,w, € L(3), where
Tiw; € E(H),1 <1 <r. Then ¢(z;71,...,7)0(7; w1, ...,w,) is an edge of H.

To see that we need to observe that by the construction of H, S, 3 C S;,, 1 <1 < 1.
Therefore, if a = «afi] = p[j] for some ¢,j, we have 7i[i] = n[i] = -+ = 7,.[i]] =
wilj] = we[j] = -+ = wy[j] = a. Let7 = h(71,...,7) and w = h(wy,ws,...,w,). Thus, 7[i] = a
and w[j] = a, and hence, (i, j) € Sr.,, and consequently 7w € E(H ). This would mean ¢ preserve
adjacency and consequently is a polymorphism consistent with the lists L.

Proof of 3. According to (2) for r = 3, ¢ defined in (2) is a polymorphism on G x 1, H3. Now it easy

to see that ¢(7; @, @, @) = h(a,a,a) = @, and ¢(T;a,a, B) = h(a,a,8) = B, and ¢(; 3, @, @) =
h(ﬁv a, Oé) = pB.

O

To prove Theorem 2.2, it is enough to show that deciding whether a given hypergraph # admits

a Maltsev polymorphism is polynomial time solvable.

Theorem 3.9. Let H be a hypergraph. Then the problem of deciding whether H admits a Maltsev
polymorphism is polynomial time solvable.

Proof: Let H;, ..., H}, be the partitioned of H into uniform hypergraphs.

We construct graph G, H and lists L. The vertices of G are triples T = (o, 3,y) where o, 5,y € H;,
1 <1 < k. The vertices of H are 7 where 7 is a hyperedge of H.

For 7 = (a, ,7), L(Z), consists of all 7, 7 € H, satisfying the following conditions.

o If afi] = B[i] = 7[i] = a then 7[i] is a.
o If afi] = B[i] then ~[i] = 7[d].
o If S[i] = ~[i] then afi] = 7[i].

Two vertices T = (o, 3,7), and 5 = (o/,8',7') from G with «, 3,7 € H;, o/, 8,7 € H; are
adjacent if S, o N Sg . NSy 4 # 0.

Two vertices 7 € L(Z) and @ € L(y) in H are adjacent if S, » N Sz NS, C Sr.. Here
T=(a,p,7),andy = (/. 5',7").

Claim 3.10. H has a Maltsev polymorphism if and only if there is an L-homomorphism from G to H.

Proof: Suppose H admits a Maltsev polymorphism. For every vertex 7 = («a, 8,7) € G where
a, 3,7 € H;, define mapping g : G — H with ¢(Z) = h(«, 8,7) , where h is applied coordinate wise.
Lety = (¢/,8,7) and suppose 77y is an edge of G. By definition, 7 € L(Z) where 7 = h(«, 3,7)
and w € L(y) where w = h(c/,5',7'). Moreover, if (i,j) € Sq.a/,S3,8,5,, then the value of
i-th coordinate of 7 is h(ai, az,a3) (a1, az, az are the i-th coordinate of a, 3, respectively) and
the value of the j-th coordinate of w is h(aq, a2, as) (a1, az, ag are the j-th coordinate of o/, ',
respectively). Therefore, (i, j) € S- ., and hence, there is an edge from 7 to w in H. Therefore, g is a

homomorphism from G to H.



Conversely, suppose g is an L-homomorphism from G to H. Suppose 7 = ¢(z) for z = («, 3, 7).
Then, for every a1, az, az that are the i-th coordinate of «, 3, 7, respectively, set h(a1, a2, a3) = a4
where a4 is the i-th coordinate of 7 (recall 7 is a ordered hyperedge corresponding to 7 = ¢(7)).

Notice that if a; = a2 then because of the way we construct the lists, h(a1, a2, a3) = a3, and
similarly when as = as, h(a1, a2, a3) = a1. Consider vertexy € G withy = (¢, 8/,7'). Suppose the
j-coordinate of o/, 5',+' are ai, ag, a3 respectively. Letw = ¢(). By definition, h(a1, az, as) is a)
where a/ is the j-th coordinate of w. We show that ay = a/;. Observe that (i, j) € Sy,o NS NS,
where a; appears in i-th coordinate of « and in the j-th coordinate of o’; a is an element appearing
in i-th coordinate of § and in the j-th coordinate of 5’; and finally a3 appears in the i-th coordinate of
v and in the j-th coordinate of 4. Therefore, 7,y are adjacent in G, and since g is a homomorphism,
7 and W must be adjacent in H. By the construction of the lists, the i-th coordinate of 7 is the same
as the j-th coordinate of w, i.e. a4 = aj. Notice that since g is a list homomorphism, 7 € L(Z) where
T = h(e, B,7), and hence, T belongs to H. O

Claim 3.11. If H admits a Maltsev polymorphism then G x ;, H? admits a Maltsev polymorphism.

Proof: For each vertex 7 = (o, 3,7), let L(a, 8,v) = {r € H | 7 € L(T)}. Now it is easy to
observe that each list £(«, 3,7) is closed under Maltsev polymorphims h. Indeed, if no pair of
a, 3,7 shares an element, then L(«, 3,7) = H,; and by definition H; is closed under h. If a[i] = 3[i]
for some i then all hyperedges in £(«, 3, v) have v[i] in their i-th coordinate, and since the projection
of H; on the i-th coordinate still has Maltsev polymorphism h, L(«, 3, 7) is closed under k. Similarly
when 3, or «, v share elements, we conclude that £(«, 3, 7) is closed under h.

By observation above for lists £ and similar argument from the proof of 3.7 (3), it is easy to see that
the existence of polymorphism h on H implies the existence of a Maltsev polymorphism f on G x 1, H3.
Notice that f is closed under the list because £(«, 3, v) is closed under Maltsev polymorphims h. [

By the above claim, G x 1, H 3 admits a Maltsev polymorphism, and hence, according to Theorem
2.1 finding a homomorphism from G to H with respect to lists L is polynomial time solvable.
Therefore, we can obtain a Maltsev polymorphism for H if one exists. O

The following theorem shows that finding a Maltsev polymorphism for a given relational
structure R is polynomial time solvable.

Theorem 3.12. Let R be a relational structure on set A. Then the problem of deciding whether R admits a
Maltsev polymorphism is polynomial time solvable.

Proof: It is easy to see that R is just a hypergraph, and hence, by Theorem 3.9 finding a Maltsev
polymorphism for R (if one exists) is a polynomial time task. ]

4 Algorithm

Preprocessing One of the common ingredients in the C'S P algorithms is the use of consistency
checks to reduce the set of possible values for each variable (see, for example the algorithm outlined
in [19]). Our algorithm includes such a consistency check as a first step. We keep pair lists, L(x, y) for
each pair of vertices z,y € G where (a,b) € L(z,y) indicates thata,b € H,a € L(x), b € L(y), and
the algorithm considers a simultaneous assignment of z — a and y — b as possible (at the moment).



We ensure the pair lists are (2,3)-consistent [17] to enforce the following. (i) Arc consistency — if
zy € A(G) and (a,b) € L(z,y) then ab € A(H). (ii) Pair consistency —if (a,b) € L(z,y) and z € V(G)
then there must exist ¢ € L(z) with (a,c) € L(z,2) and (c,b) € L(z,y). We call the procedure to
enforce these conditions, Preprocessing.

Definition 4.1 (connected component ). By connected component of G x 1, H we mean a weakly connected
component C of digraph G x 1, H(i.e. a connected component of G x ;, H when we ignore the direction
of the arcs) which is closed under (2, 3)-consistency. That means, for every (z,a), (y,b) € C, and
every z € G there is some ¢ € L(z) such that (a,c) € L(z, 2), (b,¢) € L(y, 2).

Algorithm main loop The algorithm takes GG, H, L as an input. It starts by Preprocessing the lists
and if it counters an empty list then there is no homomorphism from G to H. We assume the
instance is connected; otherwise, the algorithm considers each connected component of G x;, H
separately. Next at each step in the main loop, the algorithm considers a vertex € G and two
vertices a,b € L(z) with the goal of eliminating either a or b from L(z).

To decide whether to remove a or b it constructs a smaller instance of the problem with respect
to a, say (G', H, L"), and solves this instance recursively (performing a smaller test). Here G’ is an
induced sub-digraph of G , and for every y € G’, L'(y) is the set of all the elements e € L(y) so that
(a,e) € L(x,y). Notice that by definition, L'(x) = {a}. Now it is easy to see that we can remove a
form L(z) if this instance does not have a solution because there is no homomorphism from G to H
that maps « to a.

After all the smaller tests, if both a, b remained in the list of = then we remove b from L(z). To
prove correctness we must also show that if the smaller instance have a solution then we can remove
b from L(z) and maintain the presence of a homomorphism. At the end we are left with singleton
lists and check whether the singleton lists yeild a homomorphism from G to H.

An oriented walk (path) is obtained from a walk (path) by orienting each of its edges. An oriented

cycle is obtained from a cycle by orienting each of its edges. Let X = z1,z»,...,z, be a walk in
digraph H. When z;z;11,1 < ¢ <n—1,isan arc of H then x;x, is called a forward arc, otherwise,
(when z;12; € A(H)), x;xit is called a backward arc. We say oriented walk Y =y, 42, ..., 9y is

congruent to X if they follow the same patterns of forward and backward arcs. In other words, for
every 1 <i <mn—1, 2,21, Yiyi+1 are both forward or both are backward arcs.

Rectangle Property Algorithms for graphs that admit Maltsev polymorphisms often rely on the
so-called rectangle property of these instances. Adapted to the list homomorphism setting, we have
Definition 4.2 and Lemma 4.3.

Definition 4.2 (rectangle property). Let G, H, L be an instance of the list homomorphism problem.
Two vertices a, b € L(z) lie on a rectangle if there exists y € V(G), and two distinct elements ¢, d € L(y)
such that for any oriented path Y from x to y in G, there exist congruent walks A; (from a to c), As
(from b to d), By (from a to d) and B (from b to ¢) all in L(Y'), i.e. (a,c¢), (a,d), (b,c), (b,d) € L(x,y).
In Figure 2, a, b from L(x) lies on a rectangle with ¢, d in L(z).

For an oriented path X in G, let L(X) denote the list of the vertices in X.

Lemma 4.3 (rectangle property). Let G, H, L be an instance of the list homomorphism problem such that
G x 1, H? admits a Maltsev polymorphism h.



=
.

In list of vertices in G

In G

Figure 2: Example G, H, and lists with rectangle property. (a,b) in L(z) lies on a rectangle with
(¢,d) in L(z). See Definition 4.2.

Let X be an oriented path in G and let B, C, D be three walks in L(X) all congruent to X where B is
from atoc, Cis frombto ¢, and D is from b to d. Then there exists a walk E from a to d in L(X) which is
congruent with X.

Proof: Let by, bo, ..., by be the vertices in B with b; = aand by = cand similarlylet C' : ¢q,ca,..., ¢
(withey =b, ¢ =¢), D : dy,do,...,dp (Withdy = b, dy = d), and X : z1,29,...,2p. Because h
is a polymorphism we know that E : h(z1;b1,b1,d1), ..., h(x; be, by, by) is @ walk in L(X) that is
congruent to X. By the definition of the walks and the Maltsev property of h, h(x1;b1,c¢1,d1) =
h(z1;a,b,b) = b = c¢1, and h(xy; be, by, dg) = h(xg;c,c,d) = d = dy. E is the walk claimed in the
lemma. O

Observation 4.4. Let o, 5,7 € L(z) before Preprocessing. Then h(z;a, 5,7) stays in L(x) after
Preprocessing.

Proof: Since a, b, c € L(x) after Preprocessing, for every out-neighbor (in-neighbor) y of z, there
exist a’, b, € L(y) (after Preprocesssing) such that aa’, bb/, ¢’ € A(H). Therefore, by definition
h(z;a,b,c)h(y;ad' b, ) € A(H), and hence, we conclude h(z;a,b,c) € L(z). O

Now Lemma 4.3 implies the following corollary.

Corollary 4.5. Let G, H, L be an instance of the list homomorphism problem such that G x ;, H? admits a
Maltsev polymorphism h. Suppose after Preprocessing (a, c), (b, ¢), (b,d) € L(x,y). Then (a,d) € L(x,y).

Proof: If x and y are disconnected in G then the statement is trivially true. Otherwise, let W
be a walk from z to y in G. (a,c) € L(x,y) after Preprocessing implies the existence of a walk AC'
congruent to W from a to ¢ in L(W). Similarly, (b, ¢), (b,d) € L(x,y) imply the existence of a walk
BC (from b to ¢), and a walk BD (from b to d) in L(W) that are congruent to V.

By Observation 4.4, the existence of a Maltsev polymorphism with respect to the new lists, is
preserved. Therefore, by applying Lemma 4.3, there exists a walk in L(WV) from a to d which is
congruent to W. Therefore (a,d) € L(z,y). O

We note that in the usual setting the existence of a Maltsev polymorphism for H is equivalent to
the rectangle property holding for H. In the list setting this is not true in general, with the next
example giving a counter example.

Example 4.6. Consider G, H, L from Figure 3. These satisfy the rectangle property (Definition 4.2)
but do not admit a Maltsev list polymorphism.

10



In H

1

Figure 3: Example G and H such that the rectangle property of Definition 4.2 holds, but there
is no Maltsev list polymorphism from G to H. Here we have lists: L(z) = {1,2},L(y) =
{a,b,c,d, g}, L(z) = {i,j}, L(w) = {e, f}. See Example 4.6.

It can be verified that the example satisfies the rectangle property (Definition 4.2) for all pairs of
vertices. However, there cannot be a Maltsev list polymorphism consistent with the lists given in the
figure, as follows. If h were a Maltsev list polymorphism then because yz € A(G), aj, bj, ci € A(H),
we must have : h(y;a,b,c)h(z;7,7,i1) € A(H), and hence, h(y;a,b,c) € {d,c}. Moreover, since
xy € A(G), 1a,2b,2c € A(H) we have h(x;1,2,2)h(y;a,b,c) € A(H), and hence, h(y;a,b,c) €
{a,d,e}. Therefore, h(y;a,b,c) = d. On the other hand, since yw € A(G), ae,be,cf € A(H), we
have (y;a,b,c)(w;e, e, f) as an arc of G x, H3, implying h(y; a, b, c)h(w;e, e, f) to be an arc of H,
and consequently, df € A(H), a contradiction.

After performing Preprocessing, the algorithm separates G xj H into weakly connected
components. So in what follows we may assume that G x; H is a single weakly connected
component.

Definition 4.7. For vertex z € V(G) and a € L(z), let L, , be the restriction of L when the list of =
has only element a. In other words, for every y € V(G), Ly o(y) = {d |(a,d) € L(x,y) }.

The pair list of L, 4(y, 2) for y, z € V(G) is the set of (c, d) that are (2, 3)- consistent within L, .
In other words, (¢,d) € Ly (y,2z) whenc € Ly 4(y),d € Ly o(2), and for every w € V(G) there exists
some e € L, ,(w) such that (e, c) € Ly o(w,y), and (e, d) € Ly 4(w, 2).

We say two distinct vertices a, b in L(z) are twins if for every in-neighbor (out-neighbor) y of
z, the in-neighborhood (out-neighborhood) of a, b in L(y) are the same. It is clear in this case we
can remove one of a, b from L(x). So we assume we get ride of twin vertices first because they are
identical. We further extend this notion to a bigger sub-digraph.

Definition 4.8 (Identical Vertices). We say two vertices a, b € L(z) are identical with respect to set
BCV(G)if

(1) Foreveryy € B, Ly o(y) = Ly (v).
(2) Foreveryy,z € B,and every ¢,d € V(H), (¢,d) € L 4(y,2) if and only if (c,d) € L, ;(y, 2).

The construction of G’ for the smaller test starts by looking at sub-digraph Gﬁgj which essentially
is the union of all the minimal rectangles with one side being z, a, b. The following is the formal
definition of GaLlf .
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Figure 4: Pair lists are different in L, ,(y, ), and L 3(y, 2)

Definition 4.9 (Gi’: ). For a,b € L(x), initially GL’IT is the induced sub- digraph of G with vertices
y such that Ly 4(y) \ Lzp(y) # 0. Let B; be the set of vertices of G \ G ., with out-neighbor
(in-neighbor) to a vertex in Ga’ ». Add the vertices of B; into Ga’ , together w1th their connecting
arcs. We call the set By, the boundary vertices in GaLlf and denote it by B (Gf;” ). Note that by
rectangle property, B(Gi’; ) = B(G{;“f)

If a,b € L(z) are not identical w.r.t. B(G b "), then there exist y, 2 € B(G % ) and c1,c2 € Ly o(y)
and dl,dg c L%a(z) such that (Cl,dl), (CQ,dQ) c L%a(y, ) but (Cg,dl) (Cl,dg) Q vaa(y, ) and
(c2,d1), (c1,d2) € Lyp(y, 2), but (c1,d1), (c2,d2) & Layp(y, z). Wesay y and 1, co € Ly o(y) witness

x,a,bat z,d;, ds. Similarly we say z, dy, ds witness x, a, b at y, c1, co (see Figure 4).

An overview of the main part of the algorithm The core of the Algorithm is the construction of the

—

smaller instance, i.e. the induced subgraph; GC]:; of G. This is done in function Sym-Dir(.) We start

with GaL; according to the definition4.9. If a, b € L(z) areidentical then G’ = GaLf = GaLf \B(GaLgc ),
and L' = L, ,.

If a,b € L(x) are not identical then the algorithm continues adding other vertices into G’. The
reason is that, if the instance GaLf , H, L' has a solution, then by removing b from L(z) we may
loose the optimal solution, and this is because of the existence of a vertex y in the boundary of

GL x, say B/, and two vertices c1, co € L(y) that witness z, a,b. The Sym-Dir, adds the vertices of

GEY N\ B(GEY,) into G. The boundary vertices of G&Y, are added into B’; and we remove the
vertices from B’ that are in Gcl’,@ \ B ( cd "'). Now the recent frontier for identical measure are
Yy, c1, c2 with respect to the new boundary. If there are no non-identical pairs left then we stop,
otherwise, we continue finding new witnesses and grow G' accordingly. In the Figure 4 we proceed

by adding u, v as the boundary vertices of the G G’z bL has vertices x, w1, wo, y.
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Algorithm 1 RemoveMinority — Using Maltsev Property

1: function ReMovEMiNorITY(G, H, L)

2:
3:

10:

11:
12:
13:
14:
15:

16:

PreprocEssING(G, H, L) and if a list becomes empty then return ()
Consider each connected component of G x 1, H separately
> we assume G X, H is connected
V 2 € V(G) and Va,b € L(z), if a, b are twins then remove b from L(z).
for aﬂ\x € V(G),a,b e L(zx)witha # b do

(Gﬁf, L") = Sym-Dir(G, H, L, x, a,b)

Iop = REMOVEMINORITY(Gi’; JH, L")
if g7, is empty then remove a from L(x)
else remove b from L(x)
Preprocessing (G, H, L)
Set 1) to be an empty homomorphism.
if 3z € V(G) with L(x) is empty then return (.

else
forall z € V(G) do
Y(x) = L(x) > in this case the lists are singletons
return

17: function Sym-Dir(G, H, L, z, a, b)

18:
19:
20:
21:
22:
23:
24:
25:

26:

27:
28:
29:

30:

31:

Set GLy = GLiv\ B(GLy),and B' = B(GLY)
Set S to be empty > S is a stack
Set L1 = Lx,a
push z,a,binto S
while S is not empty do
pop (2/,d’, V') from S
forall v € B and ¢1,¢ € Li(u) s.t. u, ¢y, co witness 2/, a’, b atv,dy,d2 do
Add new vertices from GL12 \ B(GEL) into GaLlf
Update B’ by adding new boundary vertices from B(GEA) and removing the old
boundary vertices from B’ that become internal vertices.
push (u, c1, ¢2) into S
Initialize new lists L’

Yy € Gﬁ[f ,set L'(y) = Ly q(y) > in the next call we make sure the L’ lists are (2, 3)-consistent

Set B (GaL’bx )= DB > this setting is for referring in the proof

return (G2, L)
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Figure 5: The graph corresponding to the equation with unique solution

Example, System of linear equations: Consider the following system of linear equations in Z».
This system of equations has a solution in Z,. For Y = Z = 1, the system does not have a solution be-
cause of the parity reasonand whenY” = Z = 0 the system has several solutions. Each equationis con-
sidered as a vertex of the graph G depicted in Figure 5. Two vertices are adjacent if they share a vari-
able. The list of each vertex v € V(G); L(v), consists of all the solutions for equation v. For example,
L(a) = {00,11} = {0, 1} where 0, 0 are the values that might be assigned to Y, Z respectively. Here
we index 00 by 0 and 11 by 1. L(5) = {000,011, 101,110} = {2,3,4,5}, 000 € L() is given index 2,
011 index 3 and so on. L(y) = {0011,0101,0110, 1001, 1010, 1100, 1111} = {6,7,8,9, 10, 11,12, 13},
L(8) = {0011,0101, 0110, 1001, 1010, 1100, 1111} = {14, 15, 16,17, 18, 19, 20, 21},
L(#) = {0011,0101,0110, 1001, 1010, 1100, 1111} = {22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29},
L(\) = {0011,0101,0110, 1001, 1010, 1100, 1111} = {30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37}, where for exam-
ple, 1100 represents a potential assignment for X\ = 1,Xsy = 1,Xyp = 0, X, = 0. L(p) =
{0011,0101,0110, 1001, 1010, 1100, 1111} = {38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45}, L(x) = {0011, 0101, 0110,
1001,1010,1100, 1111} = {46, 47, 48,49, 50, 51, 52,53}, L(7) = {00, 11} = {54,55}, L(w) = {00, 11}
= {56,57}.

There is an edge from vertex ajaz ... a, in L(u) to vertex aja; . .. a; in L(v) when uv is an edge
of Gand a; = a;-, i€[l,p],j €[1,q] (here a;, a;- represent the same variable in both equations u, v
and have the same value 0 or 1). Note that a;as ... a, is a binary sequence corresponding to the
variables in equation u, and a}aj . . . a is a binary sequence representing the variables in equation v.

For example, there is an edge from 1100 in L(\) to vertices 1111,1001, 0101, 0011 in L(); the last
bit in L(J) corresponds to variable Xs) and the second bit in L(\) corresponds to variable X5y and
they both are 1 (see Figure 6 ). One can define a Maltsev polymorphism h(x; a, b, ¢) = a+b+c (sumis
applied coordinate wise in Z»). Suppose the Algorithm 1 calls SyM-Dir(G, H, L,z = ov,a = 1,0 = 0).
Initially Ggg” includes the vertices {«, 8,7,d} from G. The boundary set of G’ = GaLg” is {v,d}.
Looking at vertex v we would have :
Laa(y,6) = {(6,16), (6,18), (9,15), (9, 21), (11, 15), (11, 21), (12, 16), (12, 18), (7, 17), (7, 19), (8, 14),
(8,20), (10, 14), (10, 20), (13,17), (13, 19)}.

Lao(y,6) = {(6,14), (6,20), (9,17), (9,19), (11,17), (11, 19), (12, 14), (12, 20), (7, 15), (7, 21), (8, 16),
(8,18),(10,16),(10,18), (13,15), (13,21)} (see Figure 6 right).
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Let L' = Lo 1. Since Ly 1(7,0) # Lao(7,9), the Sym-Dir continues adding the vertices of say
G%ﬁg into instance G’. Here according to the algorithm, ¢ with 20, 18 would witness « € G, and
1,0 € L(«) (see Figure 7). Notice that in this situation (12,18) € L’(v,d) but (12,18) & Ly o(7,0)
(as depicted in Figure 7). This means that G’ would include the vertices 0, \, 1, 7. Let L; be the
restriction of L' when L'(v) = {12},i.e. Ly = L’ ;5.

Figure 7: Setting L'(y) = {12}, 6 and 18,20 € L/(9) as a witness
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Now vertex p with 44 € L;(u) and vertex m with two vertices 52,50 € L;(w) witness § with
20,18 € L1(0). Thus we add 7,w into G’ (Figure 8 ).

Figure 8: 52,50 € L;(m) as a witness for 20, 18 € L;(9)

Therefore, G’ includes all the vertices of G. It is not difficult to see that there is no solution for
G’, L', and hence eventually 1 is going to be removed from L(«).
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5 Proofs and Analysis

In this section we prove the main result, Theorem 2.1. The proof is by induction on >~ .y [L(2)|.
A key part of the algorithm is constructing sub-instances of the problem (on line 6 of the algorithm)
and using a correct solution for these sub-instances to prune the lists ( lines 8, 9 of the algorithm).
Claim 5.2 is for the base case of the induction. The main lemma needed to prove the algorithm
correct is the following, which will be proved building on a number of claims.

Lemma 5.1. Let G, H, L be an instance of the list homomorphism problem just after line 9 of Algorithm 1,
i.e. after removing either a,b from L(z). If there is an L-homomorphism g from G to H with g(x) € {a,b}
before line 7, then there is an L-homomorphism from G to H after removing a or b from L(x).

Proof: The proof if based on the inductionon . |L(2)|. The base case for the Algorithm
1 is correct according to following claim.

Claim 5.2. Algorithm 1 is correct for the following base cases: |L(z)| = 1 forall x € V(G).

Next we show that if we remove a from L(x) in line 8 then there is no homomorphism from G
to H that maps z to a.

Claim 5.3. Let G, H, L be an instance of the list homomorphism problem just before line 8 of Algorithm 1. If
9, does not exist, then there is no homomorphism from G to H that maps x to a.

Proof of Claim 5.3. By induction hypothesis, we may assume that the algorithm returns a correct
answer for the smaller instance G’, L', H, provided that this instance has Maltsev polymorphism

with respect to the lists L. Note that G’ = Gsf returned from Sym-pirF is an induced sub-digraph of
G, and that for each y € G, L' (y) contains all ¢ € L(y) such that (a, ¢) € L(z,y). Thus, it is easy to
see that G', L', H admits a Maltsev polymorphism with respect to the lists.

Suppose there were an L-homomorphism ¢ from G to H with g(z) = a . For eachy € G/,
(a,g9(y)) € L(z,y) and also (a, g(y)) € L'(z,y). Observe that if there exists such a g, then g would
lie within the L’ lists. If RemoveMinority is correct on G, H, L’ then the claim is proved. Note that
> yevien K W) < X yeva) |L(y)]- By Claim 5.2, RemoveMinority is correct for G with a singleton
list vertex, and thus the claim is proved by induction. O

Remark : According to the algorithm, in performing the steps on a smaller instance we don’t deal
with vertex x anymore. Thus, removing an element from L(z) in lines 8, 9 would not affect the
outcome of the sub-routine Sym-Dir.

Suppose before removing b from L(x) on line 9 of Algorithm 1, there exists an L-homomorphism
g from G to H with g(z) = b. We will show that after removing b, there remains an L-homomorphism
¥ from G to H with ¢(z) = a. The construction of 1 is broken into two different cases based on the
lists in Gg;” , and the image of g over GG, namely whether there exists a certain rectangle/sub-graph
between the two or not.

—

If no rectangle exists : This means there is no vertex z € GaLg” so that (a, g(z)) € L(z, z) (note that

since g is a homomorphism, (b, g(z)) € L(z, z)). Therefore, GCLL; extends all over G. In this case
since g7, (y) exists, g% , (y) is an L-homomorphism from G to H that maps z to a.
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There exists a rectangle: The argument is based on the following claims, and the structure of the
proof is as follows. In order to prove the statement of the Lemma 5.1 we use Claim 5.5. The proof
of Claim 5.5 is based on the induction on the size of the lists, and using the assumption that the
statement of Lemma 5.1 is correct for a smaller instance.

—

Claim 5.4. For every two vertices z,z; € B’ = B(Gé’;C ) defined in line 30 of the function Sym-DIFF, we
have (gz’b(zl)mg(z)) € Lx,a(zla Z)'

—

Claim 5.5. Consider the lists L after line 9. Let G; = Gé’f?? when g7l . exists. Let ai,b €

Ly ¢, (y), and suppose there exists an L-homomorphism g, from GaLl’yb1 to H. Let (GY,L}) = Sym-
DirG1, H, Ly, ¢,,Y,a1,b1). Then RemoveMinoriTY(GY, H, L) returns a non-empty homomorphism. In
other words, if a small test passes for (G, L, H) it also passes for G1, Ly, ¢, H.

Claim 5.6. Suppose there exists an L-homomorphism ¢ from Gglf \ B(Gf’f ) to H with ¢(z) = a.
Suppose there exists an L-homomorphism 1) from G to H with (x) = b. Moreover, for every two vertices
y,z € B(GET), Lua(y, 2) = Lay(y, 2). Then there exists an L-homomorphism ¢ from GXF to H such

that ¢’ (x) = a, and ¢'(y) = (y) for every y € B(GGL;B)

By Claim 5.6 we may assume the partial homomorphism g7 , is extended to the boundary

— —

vertices of B(GL'). This is because G%7" is constructed by gluing some G¥,.

—

Collapsing the list on the boundaries: Suppose Claim 5.5 holds. Now we let G| = GL’; ,T1 =T,

a,

and ¢; = ain Claim 5.5. If G\ GaLZE = () then gax’b is a homomorphism from G to H and we are done.

—

Otherwise, let z be a vertex in B(Gﬁf ). We may assume z is chosen such that g(2) = ¢ # ¢7 ,(2) = d.

—

If there is no such z then we define ¢(y) = g ,(y) for every y € Gﬁf ,and ¢(y) = g(y) for every

ye G\ Gf’g“" . It is easy to see that ¢ is a L-homomorphism from G to H with ¢(z) = a. Thus,
we proceed by assuming the existence of such a z. Since G, L, , is smaller than the original
instance (and the small test passes for G, L, , by Claim 5.5), we may assume that if there exists

—

an L, ,-homomorphism from Gﬁbw to H that maps z to d (and z to a) then there exists an L, ,-

—

homomorphism g : GaLf — H that maps z to c. Thus, we may reduce the lists L, , by collapsing

the lists in Gi“g” by identifying c and d in L, ,(z) into c. This would mean we remove d from L ,(2).
Notice that b}} removing d, and applying Preprocessing, the remaining lists which are L, , . ., have
the property that the small tests pass inside them. This follows from Claim 5.5, because we are
restricting the lists by setting L(x) = {a}, and L(z) = {c}.

—

The key observation: We need to observe that according to the construction of GaL’If, for every

—

other vertex z; € B(Gf’f), we have (¢, g(21)) € Lgq(2, z1). This follows from Claim 5.4.

— —

Next, consider vertex z; # z from B (Gslf ). If for every z; € B (Gabe )\ {z}, g(21) = g5 ,(21) then

—

we define the desired homomorphism ¢ : G — H, as follows, ¥(y) = go(y) for every y € GaLl“f and
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Y(y) = g(y) forevery y € G \ Gﬁ; Thus, we continue by assuming ¢ = g(z1) # di = g ,(21)- By
the observation, (¢, c1) € Ly 4(2, 21). Consider the lists L; = L, 4 . .. By Claim 5.5, since there exists

—

an Li-homomorphism, gy from GaLg” to H, then there exists an Li-homomorphism g; that maps
x to a and z to ¢ and z; to ¢;. This would mean we remove d; from L, lists. Therefore, g agrees
with g on z, z1. By this procedure, we continue collapsing the rest of the list of the vertices on the

boundary of Gﬁgj accordingly. At the end, if there is no boundary vertex left then as we argued,
there exists a homomorphism ¢ from G to H with ¢(z) = a.

—

Proof of Claim 5.4. We use induction on the size of G’ = GQL: fB = B(GGL”; ) then by definition
of B(GCLL”;), forevery z,z1 € B/, (¢,d') € Ly (2, z1) iff (¢/,d') € L, 4(2,21) and the claim is proved.
Otherwise, there must exist two vertices u,v and ¢1,co € L(u) and dj,dy € L(v) so that u,c;, co
would witness z,a, b at v,di,dz. This would imply that (ci,d1), (c2,d2) € Ly a(u,v) \ Lyp(u,v),
and (c1,ds), (c2,d1) € Ly p(u,v) \ Ly qo(u,v). Let Ly = L, .. We may assume that g(u) = co. Let
c1 = g5 (u). According to the algorithm, if both 21, z belong to (GEENGH\ (GaLbI \B (GaLf )) then by
induction hypothesis, starting at v and ¢;, ¢ € L;1(u), we conclude that (ggvb(zl), 9(z)) € Li(z1, 2).

Similarly if both 21, z belong to (G' N G&l&) \ (GLy \ B(GLY)) then (g2 ,(21),9(2)) € Li(z1,2).

If 21 € (Gt NG\ (Goy \ B(GLy) and =z € (G, NG') \ (G \ B(GYy)) then because
c1,62 € Ly q(u) and dy, dy € Ly o(v), we have, (gib(zl),g(z)) € Ly(z1, 2). O

Proof of Claim 5.5. Note that there exists an L-homomorphism g , from G} , to H. Let
Ly = Ly, ¢,- Now for every z; € Gy, let La(z1) = {ggl,h(zl)} if gé’l », (21) € L1. Otherwise, set
LQ(Zl) = {CL/’CL, S Ll(zl), (a’,al) S Ll(zl,y)} U {ggl’bl(zl)}. Note that Lg(y) = {al}. If L1 = Loy
then we are done. Otherwise, suppose L1 C Lo. We use induction -, ., [L1(y)|-

Notice that Gfl’ybl NGy = GaLl1 ;"1 N G1. This is because both of these instances are constructed
based on the existence of the rectangles. So (L1)y.q, (u) # 0 for u € GaLl1 w NGl

bl Ly, ¢, shown by blue

In H and lists

InG

Figure 9: Illustration that the small test passes in L, .,

Let Y be an oriented path from x; to y, and let x2 be a vertex on Y so that by = ggl by (x2) & L1(x2).
We may assume ¢y = ggl by (x1). By definition z1, ¢1, ¢z and y, a1, by induce a rectangle in Y and
L(Y). Let ag € Li(z2), and note that by definition ay exists, because (c1,a1) € Li(z1,y) (Figure 9).

20



By assumption, g7, exists. Firstsuppose g,’, (z1) = c1. Leta} =g, (y) (note thata € L1(y)
because g;”, (v1) = c1). Now consider the lists L = (L1)z,,,- Suppose aj # a; (see Figure 10).
Observe that gg a exists (otherwise a; wouldn’t be in L(y)). By induction hypothesis, for instance

—

Gy = GL “ NGy and Lj (notice that L, C Ly; i.e. the total elements inside the lists L} is strictly
smaller than the total elements of Ly, and G2 is a subset of 1), all the small tests pass.

Notice that for the instance G, L, by applying the collapsing argument (on the Lj lists ),
we conclude, there exists Lj-homomorphism, g; from G to H such that g2(y) = a1, and hence,
g2(Y') lies in Ly. By applying this argument, we consider other vertices of G, say z; for which
g2(z1) € L1(z1), and by induction hypothesis for L/, we further modify g so its image lies in L;.

Next suppose | = g;?, (1) # c1. We may assume z is in such a way that there is no other
rectangle in Y, L(Y'), involving x;, o with ¢1, ¢} € L(x;) and ag, a, € L(x2) (a2 # ab). Notice that
this can be done by just taking the last rectangle containing z1,¢; on Y and L(Y). Notice that
since ¢; € L(z1), the homomorphism g “ exists. By the assumption about z, it is easy to see
that gffll’c,l (x2) = az. Let g2 = gcw,1 and cons1der the lists L, = Ly, ¢; 29,0, NOW as in the previous
case we continue considering other vertices of G, say, z1 for which gghbl (21) & Ly, ¢, (#1), and by
induction hypothesis for L, we would further alter g, so that its image lies in L.

Since the choice of x2 was arbitrary, we conclude that the small tests on instance Sywm-
Dir(G1, L1,y, a1, b1) would pass. Thus, we may again use the collapsing argument, and assume
that gzl,bl maps x1 to ¢1, and by doing so, as we argued for g, we continue modifying 931,171 until
its images lies in L.

bl Ly, ., shown by blue )

In H and lists

Y . . . . T2 . . - e
Gay 5, Shown by green Gas b, Shown by brown

S A S Y InG

Figure 10: Second Illustration that the small test passes in L, ¢,

Proof of Claim 5.6. Let P be a path from = to y € B(G-}) and Q be a path from z to z € B(G V).
Suppose v is the intersection vertex of P and @ (v Could be z). Let ¢1,c2 € L(y) such that z, a b,
and y, ¢1, c2 induce a rectangle. Let dy, dy € L(z) such that z,a,b and z, d1, d2 induce a rectangle.
Consider ay,a2 € L, (v) and two vertices ¢, ca € Ly 4(y) such that (a,a1), (a,a2) € Ly q(v)
and (a1, c1), (a2, c2) € Ly o(v,y). Letdi,dy € Ly 4(2) such that (a1,d1), (az,d2) € Ly (v, 2). Since
Ly.a(y,2) = Lyp(y, 2), we may assume that (b1, d1), (b2, d2) € Ly p(y, 2) (see Figure 11 left). We
may assume (y) = ¢, and ¢ (z) = d2. Now we may assume there exists an L-homomorphism
o1 : GaLf — H with ¢ (z) = a and ¢1(v) = as. This is by induction on the total sizes of the lists,
L, , and using Claim 5.4 that the small test pass inside L, ,. Let y;y € P be the last arc (forward or
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backward). Now by induction hypothesis for L, 4 , 4, We can further modify ¢; such that ¢ (y1)¥(y)
is an arc of H (with the same direction as y;y). Similarly we can modify ¢; so that for the last
arc (forward or backward) of @ say z;z, ¢1(21)¢(2) is an arc of H (with the same direction as z; 2).
We continue modifying ¢; until for every path W from z to w € B(G ~') the last arc (forward or
backward) of W say wjw, we have ¢ (w1)¢( ) is an arc of H (with the same direction of wyw).
Now we set ¢'(u) = ¢1(u) for every u € G \B( %) and for every u € B(G ) set ¢ (u) = ¥(u).

O

Lemma 5.7. The Algorithm 1 runs in polynomial time. More precisely, the running time of the algorithm is
O(IGIIH ).

Proof: According to our assumption we removed the twin vertices a,b € L(z). Thus, the clique
instances, where G is a complete graph and for every a € L(z) is adjacent to every vertex in L(y),
y € V(Q) are just simply out of questions. When the lists are singletons, it takes O(|G]) to verify
whether there is a homomorphism from G to H. Moreover, we handle each connected component
of G x 1, H independently. This means the running time of the instance is the sum of the running
time of each connected component. So if T'(G, L) is the running time of the instance G, L, H then
we can express T T(G,L)as >.!_, T(G,L;) where L = U]_, L;, and L;’s are disjoint.

Suppose cL b = GaLlf \ B(GE x) Now consider the instances (G4, L1) = Sym-Die(G, H, L, x, a, b)
and (Ga, La) = SYM-DIF(G H, L x b, a). Notices that G; = G, but Ly, Ly are disjoint. If during the
recursion step we end up with sub-instances in which the pair lists on the boundary are the same
then we further split the lists. Therefore, the running time would be O(poly; (|G|)poly2(|H|)). The
following claim would give a more structural property of the pair lists on the boundary vertices.
We use the existence of the Maltsev polymorphism yet again.

Claim 5.8. For every y,z € B(G »), and every two distinct elements ¢y, ca € Ly o(y) N Ly p(y), exactly
one of the following occurs.

1. {d17d2’ (Clvdl)a (szdQ) € L%a(yaz)} = {d17d2‘ (Cl7d1)7 (CQ?dQ) € Lx,b(y, Z)}
2. {di,da| (c1,d1),(c2,d2) € Laya(y, 2)} N{di,d2| (c1,d1),(c2,d2) € Lyp(y,2)} =0.

Proof: Let P be an arbitrary oriented path from z to y in GL’x. By definition of B(GX7),

Ly.a(y) = Lyp(y). Let Q be an arbitrary oriented path from z to z in Ga , - Let v be a vertex
in the intersection of P, Q. Since (a,c1), (a,c2) € Ly o(z,y), there exist ai, a2 € Ly 4(v) such that
(al, Cl), (ag, 02) € Lm,a(’u, y).

Let by € Ly (v) so that (b1, c1) € Lyp(v,y). Let by € v such that h(v; a1, az, b1) = be. This means
that (b2, c2) € Ly p(v,y) (note that when x is the only intersection of P, () we have a = a; = as, and
b = by = by). Observe that z, a, b, y, c1, c2 induce a rectangle in L(P) (see Figure 11).

Let N(a;) = {d|(a1,d) € Lgya(v,2)}, N(az) = {d|(az,d) € Lgq4(v,2)}, and let N(b;) =
{d|(bi,d) € Lyp(v,2)}, N(ba) = {d|(b2,d) € Lyp(v,2)}. By the rectangle property, either
N()NN() = 0 or N() = N(") for every ¢, € {ay,a2,b1,b2}. Suppose di € N(ay),
dy € N(ag). Thus (Cl, dl), (CQ, dg) S vaa(y, 2:)

Up to symmetry, there are three possibilities :

a) dy € N(bl) ords € N(bQ)
b) dy € N(bg) ords € N(bl)
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Figure 11: On the left figure the pair list for boundary vertices y, z are the same while on the right figure
the pair lists for y, z are disjoint

) (N(a1) UN(az)) N (N(b1) UN (b)) =0

Case a. di € N(by) or dy € N(bz). Suppose the first situation occurs. First suppose d; € N (by).
Now by applying the polymorphism definition on the oriented path in L, , U L, ;(Q) we conclude
that there is an oriented path from b, to dg in L, 3. This implies that (di, ¢1), (d2, ¢2) € Ly o(y, 2) and
(dl, Cl), (dQ, 02) € L:c,b(% Z)

Now suppose dy € N(b2). Let b} = h(y, a1, a2, b2). By applying the polymorphism definition
on the oriented path in L, , U L, ,(P), we observe that (b,0}) € L ,(x,y) and (b}, c1) € Ly p(y, ).
Now by applying the polymorphism definition on the oriented path in L, , U L, ;(Q), we conclude
that there is an oriented path from ¥} to d; in L ;. This implies that (d1, c1), (d2, c2) € Ly (y, 2) and
(dl, Cl), (dg, 02) S LLb(y, Z)

Finally, when N (a;) = N (b2), then by applying the polymorphism definition on the pathin L, ,U
L, (@), we observe that (b},d1), (b}, d2), (b2, d1), (b2, d2) € Ly p(v, z). Therefore, (c1,d1), (c1,d2),
(CQ, dl), (Cg, d2) S Lx,a(y, Z) as well as (Cl, dl), (Cl, dg), (CQ, dl), (CQ, dg) S L%b(y, Z), and hence,
{1 € Lua(2) | (c1,d1) € Laa(y,2)} = {da € Lop(2) | (c1,ds) € Lap(y, 2)}. This proves (1)

Caseb. d; € N(by) or d2 € N(b2). We may assume that N(a;) N N(az) = 0, as otherwise, situation
in Case 1 occurs. Analogously, we assume that N (b;) N N (b2) = 0, as otherwise, situation 1 occurs.
In this case (Cl, dl), (02, dQ) c L%a(y, Z), and (Cl, dz), (62, dl) c Lx7b(y, Z). Thus, {dl, do € Lm,a(z) |
(Cl, dl), (CQ, dz) S L%a(y, Z)} N {dl, do € Lx,b(z) ’ (Cl, dl), (CQ, dg) S L%a(y, Z)} = (). This proves (2)

Case c. Since (N(a1) U N(az)) and (N (b1) U N(b2)) have no intersection, none of the situations in
Case 1 occurs, and hence, (2) holds. O

By Claim 5.8, the following hold.

L,x
a

e Suppose y € B(G,}), and c1,c2 € Ly o(y) witness z,a,bin 2 € B(GaLf) Then {d;,d> |
(c1,d1), (c2,d2) € Lya(y, 2)} N{d1,da| (c1,d1), (c2,d2) € Ly p(y, 2)} = 0.

Note that the lists in L, , and L, are disjoint for every vertex y € Gf;” \ B(GaLf ).
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So we can say the instance of the problem contains the rectangles of G x, H, all containing
x,a,bor if it contains some other vertices beyond B(fo ) then the pair lists are partitioned in the

—

vertices of Gf,;” . It follows from the above observation that in the instance (Gﬁ’,f y Ly q, H), the lists
Lyaue (V) L;7a7u702 (v) are disjoint. This means in the next step of algorithm; we further end up
with disjoint lists. Therefore, essentially we partition the instances into |G|?|L|? sub-instances. If the
running time of each instance (G, L) is a polynomial of poly; (|G1|)poly2(|L1|) then the running
time of instance G, L would be O(poly: (|G|)poly2(|L])).

We run the Preprocessing and it takes O(|G|3|H |?), and it takes O(|G||H|?) to construct each

instance G%*. So the running time for sub-instance G~7', L, , is O(|G[*|H[?). There are |G||H?
such instances, and because |L| < |H|, the overall running time is O(|G|*| H|°). O

6 Implementation and Experimental Results

We have implemented Algorithm 1. We have used our laptop (2017 MacBook Pro, 2.3 GHz Intel
Core i5 processor, compiler version : Apple LLVM version 10.0.1 (clang-1001.0.46.4)) to test the
running time for the following inputs. In these instances, after constructing the corresponding
graph H, the vertex 0 of G would have two elements 0, 1 in its list, i.e., L(0) = {0,1}. We wanted to
decide whether there is a homomorphism that maps vertex 0 of G to vertex 1 of H. In all the cases
the program shows there is no such homomorphism.
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Figure 12: Relation and its corresponding graph

The relation in the Figure 12 admits a minority polymorphism f(y,z,z) = f(z,y,z) =
f(z,z,y) = x; namely, f(z,y,2) = f(z,2,y) = f(2,z,y) = 2 for z,y in {0,1}. In any other
case f(z,y, z) is the minority. We construct graph G according to the constructions in section 3.1.

In Figure 13 we construct an instance of the problem according to the construction in [3].
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Figure 13: Relations G, H and their corresponding digraphs
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7 A Conjecture on Structural Characterization of the Maltsev Poly-
mophisms

We say a mapping h : G x;, H® — H is a triple consistent Maltsev homomorphism, if for
every zy € A(G), and every a,b,c € L(z), d',V,¢ € L(y) with (a,V'), (b,V),(c,d') € L(z,y) the
arc h(z,a,b,c)h(y,a’, b/, ) is in H. Moreover, h(z,a,b,b) = h(z,b,b,a) = a. In what follows,
we are after finding a triple consistent Maltsev assuming that G x;, H® admits a Maltsev (list)
homomorphism.

Definition 7.1 (Weak Rectangle). Let z € V(G), a # b € L(z). We say (z,a,b) induces (is) a
weak-rectangle if there exist some y € V(G), ¢ € L(y) such that (a, c), (b,c) € L(x,y).

Definition 7.2 (Strong Rectangle). Let z,y € V(G), and a # b € L(x), ¢ # d € L(y). We say
(x,y,a,b,c,d) induces (is) a strong rectangle if (a, ¢), (a,d), (b, c), (b,d) € L(z,y).

Definition 7.3 (Distinguisher). For every z € V(G), a,b € L(x), set DS(z,a,a,b) = DS(x,b,a,a) =
{b}.

For every z € V(G), three distinct vertices a, b, c € L(z), let DS(x,a,b,c) C L(x) be the set of all
vertices d such that :

e Foreveryy € V(G), a € L(y), if (a,a), (b, ), (¢,r) € L(x,y) then (d, ) € L(z,y);

e Foreveryy € V(G), a, B € L(y), if (a, ), (b, a), (¢, B) € L(z,y) then (d, 8) € L(x,y);

e Foreveryy € V(G), o, B € L(y), if (a, B), (b, ), (c,®) € L(z,y) then (d, 5) € L(x,y);

We call DS(z, a, b, c), the set of distinguishers for (z,a, b, ¢).
Pair consistency on the distinguishers We further prune the distinguishers as follows.
Ve,y € V(G), Ya,b,c € L(x), Va',b',¢ € L(y) such that (a,d’), (b,V),(c,c) € L(z,y) do the
following :

For every d € DS(x,a,b,c) if thereisno d’ € DS(y,d’, v, ') such that (d, d") € L(z, y) then remove
d from DS(z,a,b,c).

Conjecture 7.4. Suppose DS(z,a,b,c) # () for every z € V(G), a, b, c € L(z) after performing pair
consistency on the distinguishers. Then G x;, H* admit a Maltsev homomorphism to H. Such a
homomorphism h can be obtained as follows.

1. Aslongas 3 z,a,b, c with DS(z,a,b,a) = {d} (singleton) then set h(z, a,b,c) = d.

2. Aslong as there is some (z,a,b,a), |DS(x,a,b,a)| > 1,set DS(z,a,b,a) = {a} and perform
pair consistency on the distinguishers.

3. If there exists some z, a,b, ¢, a # ¢, and |DS(z,a,b,c)| > 1. Then set h(z,a, b, c) = d for some
d € DS(x,a,b, c) and perform pair consistency on the distinguishers.

Remark 7.5. We couldn’t prove the conjecture. But, we have run a computer program and tested
the algorithm in this section on some random graphs as well on the graphs in the previous section.
All support the conjecture.
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