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Abstract

For any ε > 0, we prove that k-Dimensional Matching is hard to approximate within a factor

of k/(12 + ε) for large k unless NP ⊆ BPP. Listed in Karp’s 21 NP-complete problems, k-

Dimensional Matching is a benchmark computational complexity problem which we find as a

special case of many constrained optimization problems over independence systems including: k-

Set Packing, k-Matroid Intersection, and Matroid k-Parity. For all the aforementioned problems,

the best known lower bound was a Ω(k/ log(k))-hardness by Hazan, Safra, and Schwartz. In

contrast, state-of-the-art algorithms achieved an approximation of O(k). Our result narrows

down this gap to a constant and thus provides a rationale for the observed algorithmic difficulties.

The crux of our result hinges on a novel approximation preserving gadget fromR-degree bounded

k-CSPs over alphabet sizeR to kR-DimensionalMatching. Along the way, we prove thatR-degree

bounded k-CSPs over alphabet sizeR are hard to approximatewithin a factorΩk(R) using known

randomised sparsification methods for CSPs.

1 Introduction

The k-dimensional matching problem consists of finding a maximum collection of disjoint edges in a

k-partite hypergraph where each edge has size k. Cited amongst Karp’s list of 21NP-complete prob-

lems, it is a benchmark problem for algorithms and approximability results. In particular, it models

the maximum bipartite matching problem for k = 2 and is a special case of k-Set Packing and of

k-Matroid Intersection. Both problems are central constrained optimisation problems that have re-

ceived considerable attention over the past years with notable contributions on the algorithmic side

as evidenced by: [HS89; Hal95; Ber00; Cyg13; Neu21; Neu23; TW23; LSV13; Lin+20]. For these

problems, the state-of-the-art approximation ratios are of the form O(k). Cygan [Cyg13] designed

a k+1
3 -approximation algorithm for k-Set Packing while Lee, Sviridenko and Vondrák [LSV13] ob-

tained a k
2 -approximation algorithm for k-Matroid Intersection. In contrast, on the hardness front,

the best lower bound for all these problems remains Ω(k/ log(k)) by Hazan et al. [HSS06] who

proved that k-Dimensional matching is NP-hard to approximate within the same ratio. For small

values of k, Berman and Karpinski [BK03] showed it is NP-hard to approximate k-Dimensional

Matching beyond a factor 98/97, 54/53, 30/29 for k = 3, 4, 5, 6 respectively. Our main result is the

following:
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Asymptotically Optimal Hardness for k-Set Packing and k-Matroid Intersection

Theorem 1.1. UnlessNP ⊆ BPP, for any constant ε > 0 and sufficiently large k ≥ k0(ε), there is no

polynomial-time algorithm that approximates k-Dimensional Matching within a factor of k/(12 + ε).

In particular, it explains the lack of substantial algorithmic progress beyond O(k)-approximation in

that any algorithm is tied to an approximation ratio of that form. Apart from k-Set Packing and

k-Matroid Intersection, k-Dimensional Matching is a reference problem whose hardness carries over

to further generalizations of that problem. A non-exhaustive list of these generalizations includes:

Independent Set in k+1-Claw Free Graph, k-Matchoid, and k-Matroid Parity (see: [TW23; LSV13]

for definitions and comparisons between these problems). All admitO(k)-approximation algorithms

while the best NP-hardness bound is equal to Ω(k/ log(k)) from Hazan et al.’s result [HSS06],

except for the independent set problem in k + 1-claw free graph whose hardness was improved to
k+1
4 [LM24; MZ24]. Theorem 1.1 thus reduces the gap between approximability and hardness from

O(log(k)) to a constant (for large k). A hierarchy of the different problems discussed so far can be

found in Figure 1.

k-Dimensional Matching

k-Set Packing

k-Matroid Intersection

k-Matchoid

Indep. Set in K1,k+1-free graphs

k-Matroid Parity

Figure 1: This diagram represents a hierarchy of problems that capture k-Dimensional Matching.

An arrow from P toQmeans that Q can be cast as P . For all problems with solid boxes Theorem 1.1

improves the hardness bound from Ω(k/ log(k)) to k/12. On the other hand, finding an independent

set in a k + 1-claw free graph is hard to approximate beyond a factor of k+1
4 [LM24; MZ24].

1.1 From CSPs to k-Dimensional Matching

The approximability of k-Dimensional Matching is related to that of k-CSPs, where we assign labels

to variables to maximally satisfy constraints involving k variables. Hazan et al. prove NP-hardness

of k-Dimensional Matching by providing a reduction from 3-LIN(q) to k-DM. Beyond 3-LIN(q) the

approximability of CSPs was studied in parallel and led to strong results subject to various parameter

restrictions [Hås00; Tre01; Lae14; LM24]. The parameters that we will be interested in this work

are the degree d (number of constraints involving a variable) and the maximum number of labels

R (alphabet size). The best NP-hardness results in terms of R and d are O(R−(k−2)) for k-CSPs

[Cha16], and d/2 for 2-CSPs [MZ24]. These results combined with clever reductions led to stronger

inapproximability bounds for connectivity problems in graphs [Lae14; Man19; MZ24] and for find-
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ing independent sets in d-claw-free graphs [LM24]. Motivated by these advances, we prove a new

hardness result for R-degree bounded k-CSPs with alphabet R. Our hardness proof closely follows

that of [LM24]: We start from a d-regular k-CSP instance over alphabet sizeR and randomly sample

the constraints to obtain a R-degree bounded k-CSP hard to approximate within a factor Ω(R). We

give a more detailed description of this procedure in the next section. The crux of our result then lies

on a new approximation-preserving reduction from R-degree bounded k-CSP with alphabet size R

to kR-Dimensional Matching, which immediately implies that p-DM is hard to approximate beyond

a factor Ω(p).

Further References: The hardness of k-CSPs over alphabet size R is also well understood with

a rich line of work [Kho+07; ST06; GR08; AM09; Cha16; MNT15]. Hardness of approximation

of factor O(k/Rk−2) for every k,R and that of factor O(k/Rk−1) for every k ≥ R was first proved

under the Unique Games Conjecture (UGC) [ST06; AM09] and later just under P 6= NP [Cha16].

This result is tight when k > R [MM14]. When k ≤ R, the hardness was subsequently improved

assuming the UGC [MNT15; LG22], albeit without almost perfect completeness. For 2-CSPs under

the assumption that the instance is d-degree bounded, the optimal hardness of approximation of

factor d/2 was first assuming the UGC [LM24] and later without it [MZ24].

1.2 Technical Overview

We start by informally discussing the reduction from some hard k-CSP instance Π to a hypergraph

whose matchings should correspond to satisfying assignments of Π. Our high-level strategy follows

that of the previous best Ω(k/ log(k))-hardness of Hazan, Safra, and Schwartz [HSS06]. Let Π =

(G = (V,E), R, C) be a d-regular k-CSP with alphabet size R (see Definition 2.1) for some d that

might be arbitrarily larger than R. We construct a variable gadget for each v ∈ V , i.e. an hypergraph

Hv = (Xv, Ev) with the following properties:

1. Ev is partitioned intoRmatchingsE1, . . . , ER with |E1| = . . . |ER| = d, whereEi = {ei,j}j∈[d].

2. Any matching must be almost contained in some Ei; formally, for every matching M ⊆ E,

there exists i such that |M \Ei| ≤ δ |Ei| for some small δ ≥ 0.

The intuition is that any matching in Hv is almost contained in some set Ei and so should corre-

spond to the situation where v is assigned label i in Π. The jth edge in Ei corresponds to the jth

constraint involving v for j ∈ [d]where each v arbitrarily orders its constraints. The final hypergraph

is constructed as follows: the vertex set is the union of the vertex sets over all gadgets. Let C ∈ C

be a clause involving k variables v1, . . . , vk ∈ V , assume that C is the bthi constraint in vi’s ordering

(so bi ∈ [d] for each i ∈ [k]). For every satisfying assignment a = (a1, . . . , ak) ∈ [R]k of C, we create

an edge e(C, a) = ev1a1,b1 ∪ . . . ∪ e
vk
ak ,bk

, where the superscript indicates the gadget. Crucially, if there

is a good assignment α : V → [R] for Π that satisfies C′ ⊆ C, then one can check that there is a

matchingM of size |C′| = |M |. Indeed, the set M = {e(C,α(C)) : C ∈ C′}1 forms a matching with

|C′| = |M |, because for each gadget for vertex v, we only use edges in Eα(v), which implies that there

is no conflict inside v’s gadget. The other direction, thanks to Property 2 above, also approximately

1Let α(C) := (α(v))v∈e where e is the hyperedge corresponding to C.
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holds so that a large matching implies a good CSP assignment, completing the reduction. The final

hardness ratio of the reduction is c/(s + kδ), where c, s, δ ∈ [0, 1] are the following parameters.

i. δ in Property 2, which denotes the fraction of hyperedges one can get by cheating compared to

the intended matching.

ii. The starting k-CSP instance Π is (c, s)-hard, meaning that it is hard to distinguish whether the

maximum fraction of satisfied constraints is at least c or at most s.

Hazan, Safra and Schwartz: Hazan et al. [HSS06] used the hardness of 3-LIN(R) [Hås01] that

has c = 1 − ε, s = (1 + ε)/R. They constructed a gadget with δ = 1/R which yields the gap of

R/(4 + ε) for Set Packing, but the uniformity of their gadget hypergraph is Θ(R logR) so that their

hardness forK-Set Packing is Ω(K/ logK). Their result extends toK-Dimensional Matching. While

the gap between c and s can be easily made larger by going from 3-CSPs to 4-CSPs, their tradeoff

between δ and the uniformity is optimal in some sense; using [RTS00], they provedwhenever d≫ R

the edge uniformity must be at least Ω(R log(R)) for δ = 1/R to hold.

Bounded degree yields better gadget. Therefore, one can possibly design a better gadget by

getting a hold of d in terms of R, even with δ = 0. It turns out that the following simple construction

gives a variable gadget with these guarantees. Let R = d be a prime number and consider the

hypergraph (X,E) where X = F
2
R and E = {ea,b : a, b ∈ FR} with ea,b = {(x, ax + b) : x ∈

F}. Letting Ea = {ea,b}b∈FR
. It is easy to see that (X,E) satisfies both Property 1 and 2 for the

gadget with the uniformity R (instead of Ω(R logR)) and δ = 0! Using this gadget to construct our

hypergraph we would obtain an approximation preserving reduction that maps Π to an hypergraph

GΠ such that the maximum matching yields an optimal assignment for Π. Yet, this gadget assumes

that each d = R so each variable appears in at most R constraints (R is also the alphabet size).

Obtaining bounded degree hardness. Our final hardness is then only determined by Factor ii. It

is the hardness for an R-degree bounded k-CSP with alphabet size R and k = O(1). Our final result

is a R(k− 3)/(k(1+ ε))-hardness for R-degree bounded k-CSP with alphabet size R (Theorem 4.1).

The proof closely follows techniques of Lee andManurangsi [LM24] that prove d/(2+ε)-hardness for

d-degree bounded 2-CSP (without restriction on the alphabet size). The strategy is simple. We start

from a (1− δ,O(R−(k−2)))-hard d-regular (where d can be arbitrarily larger than R) k-CSP instance

Π with alphabet size R [Cha16]. We obtain a hard-to-approximate R-regular k-CSP instance Π′

with alphabet size R by sampling each constraint of Π with probability roughly ≃ R/d. We ensure

that the degree of every vertex is at most R using few deletions which we show have negligible

impact. The main technical step is to bound the soundness of Π′. For simplicity, let s = 1/Rk−2 be

the soundness of Π. Let n and m0 = nd/k be the number of vertices and hyperedges in Π, and let

m ≃ nR/k be the (expected) number of edges in Π′. The expected number of satisfied constraints

after sampling is: µ = sm. We prove that the soundness of Π′ is at most s′ = k(1+ ε)/((k− 3)R) for

some small ε > 0 by showing that, for any assignment, the probability that it satisfies more than s′m

constraints is at most:
(

s
s′

)µ· s
′

s ≃ R−(k−3)s′m ≃ R−(1+ε)n. We conclude that there is no assignment

that satisfies more than s′m constraints using a union bound over all Rn assignments.
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2 Preliminaries

In this section we introduce basic definitions about k-CSPs and k-Dimensional Matching.

Definition 2.1 (k-CSP). Given k ∈ N, a k-CSP instance Π = (G = (V,E), R, C) consists of:

• A constraint hypergraph G = (V,E) with hyperedges of size k.

• An alphabet [R].

• For each e = (u1, . . . , uk) ∈ E, a constraint Ce ⊆ Rk. We denote by C the set of constraints,

and |C| = |E|.

The graph terminology applies to describe k-CSP instances. We say that Π = (G = (V,E), R, C) is

d-degree bounded (respectively d-regular) if every vertex has degree at most at d (respectively exactly

d). We say that Π is k-partite if G is a k-partite graph (i.e. V = V1 ∪ . . . Vk with Vi ∩ Vj = ∅ and

each e ∈ E is incident to exactly 1 vertex from each Vi). An assignment is a tuple (ψv)v∈V such

that ψv ∈ [R]. In other words, it is an assignment of a label to each vertex v ∈ V , denoted by

ψv. We are interested in the number of constraints satisfied ψ, and we denote by C(ψ) the set of

constraints satisfied by the assignment ψ. More precisely, we define C(ψ) , {e ∈ E : ψ(e) ∈ Ce}.

Let valΠ(ψ) , |C(ψ)| /|C| be the fraction of the constraints satisfied by ψ. The maximum fraction of

constraints satisfied by any assignment is denoted by val(Π) and we denote by ψ∗ an assignment that

realizes valΠ(ψ
∗) = val(Π). Given a k-CSP instance Π, we say that Π is (c, s)-hard if it is NP-hard

to distinguish whether val(Π) ≥ c or val(Π) ≤ s.

Remark 2.2. Without loss of generality, all the k-CSPs that we mention in this work are k-partite.

Definition 2.3 (k-Set Packing/k-Dimensional Matching). A k-Set Packing instance Π = (G =

(V,E)) consists of: an hypergraph G = (V,E) with hyperedges of size at most k. We say that

Π is a k-Dimensional Matching instance if G is k-partite.

Note that in the special case of k-Dimensional Matching every hyperedge has size exactly k. We will

be interested in the matching of maximum size in G. A matchingM ⊆ E is a subset of edges where

any vertex belongs to at most one edge inM .

3 Approximation Preserving Reduction from k-CSP to kR-Set Packing

This section details our main gadget. It is an approximation-preserving reduction from R-degree

bounded k-CSP with alphabet size R to kR-Set Packing.

Theorem 3.1. Let R ∈ N be a prime number. There is an approximation-preserving reduction that

maps any R-degree bounded k-CSP instance Π = (G = (V,E), R, C) with alphabet size R with optimal

assignment ψ∗ to a kR-Set Packing instance with maximum matching M∗ such that |C(ψ∗)| = |M∗|.

If Π is k-partite, the constructed instance is a kR-Dimensional Matching instance. The running time of

the reduction is at most poly(|V |, |E|, Rk).

Remark 3.2. In fact, our reduction does not only preserve size. A maximum matching can be used

to find an optimal assignment of Π and vice-versa.
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Proof of Theorem 3.1. We start with the construction of a gadget that we will later use to construct

our reduction. Fix a variable v ∈ V from our CSP with degree dv ∈ [R]. We construct a gadget

graph Hv = (X,Ev), where X = [R] × [R]. Similar to [HSS06], the idea is to create an edge

e(v,C, av) ∈ Ev for each constraint C ∈ C where v ∈ C and any assignment av ∈ [R] of v. Since the

CSP is R-degree bounded and the alphabet size is equal to R, we construct exactly dvR ≤ R2 edges.

To construct them, we define the following functions: fa,b(x) , ax + b mod R, with x, a, b ∈ [R].

We interchangeably let R and 0 mod R as the same value. For a fixed a, b ∈ [R], we define an edge

as ea,b =
⋃

x∈R{(x, fa,b(x))}, which we think of as the plot of an affine function in the R×R square

with coefficients a, b. Fix an arbitrary one-to-one correspondence b′ from the constraints containing

v to [dv]. Then e(v,C, av) := eav ,b′(C). Let Ea ,
⋃

b∈[dv]
{ea,b}. We will treat Ea as the set of edges

that assign av = a and alternatively think of ea,b as having color a. Therefore, each ea,b corresponds

to an assignment av = a and the bth-constraint where v occurs. The following claim proves a key

property of our gadget:

Claim 3.3. Distinct edges of the same color do not intersect. Edges of different colors intersect.

Claim 3.3 implies that any matching in Hv is consistent: all edges of a given matching are colored

with a unique color corresponding to an assignment av ∈ [R] of v. The size of any matching in Hv

is bounded by dv .

Proof of Claim 3.3. Let ea,b, ea,b′ be distinct edges of the same color. They intersect if and only if there

is an x ∈ [R] such that ax+b ≡ ax+b′ mod R. This would imply that b ≡ b′ mod R, a contradiction.

Similarly, ea,b, ea′,b′ be two edges of different colors, i.e. a 6= a′. We verify the existence of an x such

that ax+ b ≡ a′x+ b′ mod R, which we can equivalently write as (a− a′)x ≡ b′ − b mod R. Given

that R is a prime number, we can let x ≡ (b′ − b)(a− a′)−1 where (a− a′)−1 denotes the inverse of

a − a′ in the field Z/RZ. We emphasize that the existence of an inverse follows from the fact that

Z/RZ is a field since R is a prime number.

Final Construction: We are now ready to construct our final kR-Set Packing instance GΠ =

(VΠ, EΠ). For each variable v in our k-CSP, we construct a variable graph Hv = (Xv, Ev) as

previously. The ground set VΠ is the union of each gadget VΠ =
⋃

v∈V Xv . Now, each edge in

e ∈ EΠ will correspond to a constraint C and a satisfying assignment of that constraint. More

precisely, for a constraint C associated to v1, . . . , vk we create an edge e(C, a) , e(v1, C, av1) ∪

e(v2, C, av2) ∪ . . . ∪ e(vk, C, avk ), where e(vi, C, avi) ∈ Evi if and only if the assignment avi of vi’s

satisfies the constraint C. Note that the running time of the reduction and the number of sets

our instance is poly(|V |, |E|, R) ·
∑

C∈C [number of satisfying assignments for C], which is at most

poly(|V |, |E|, Rk).

k-Partiteness implies kR-DM. Suppose that Π is k-partite, so that V = V1 ∪ . . . ∪ Vk and each

e ∈ E contains exactly one vertex from each Vi. We can write each vertex u ∈ VΠ as u = (v, (x, j))

where v ∈ Vi is a variable in one of the partition of Π, and (x, j) ∈ [R] × [R] is a pair of indices of

the variable gadget Xv, where Xv can be partitioned according to the column indexed by x ∈ [R].

This defines the following partition of VΠ into (V Π
i,x)i∈[k],x∈[R] where V Π

i,x , ∪v∈Vi(Xv ∩ ({x} × [R])).

For any vertex v ∈ Vi of G and an edge ea,b ∈ Ev, the definition of ea,b ensures that |ea,b ∩ V
Π
i,x| = 1
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for every x ∈ [R]. Since every edge e(C, a) ∈ EΠ is the union of k such ea,b’s coming from each of

V1, . . . , Vk, it has exactly one vertex from every V Π
i,x.

Equivalence. We finish the proof of Theorem 3.1 by showing that the size of a maximummatching

in GΠ is equal to the maximum number of simultaneously satisfied constraints in Π. Let ψ∗ be an

optimal assignment and M∗ be an optimal matching on GΠ. By Claim 3.3, there is a one-to-one

correspondence between edges of M∗ and satisfied constraints by ψ∗. Indeed, the matching M∗

corresponds to a unique assignment av ∈ [R] to each v ∈ V and thus |M∗| ≤ |C(ψ∗)|. On the

other hand, the assignment ψ∗ can be turned into a matching M where an edge belongs to M if

the corresponding constraint is satisfied. Claim 3.3 asserts that this is indeed a matching. Thus, we

have |C(ψ∗)| = |M | ≤ |M∗|. This finishes the proof.

4 From k-CSP to bounded degree k-CSP

In this section, we show the hardness of R-degree bounded k-CSP with alphabet size R, proving the

following theorem.

Theorem 4.1. Let k ≥ 4 be an integer. Unless NP ⊆ BPP, for any ε > 0 and sufficiently large prime

R ≥ R0(ε, k), no polynomial-time algorithm can distinguish that a given R-degree bounded k-CSP

instance Π with alphabet size R has val(Π) ≥ 1− ε or val(Π) ≤ k(1+ε)
(k−3)R .

Since it implies that R-degree bounded 6-CSPs with alphabet size R are hard to approximate within

a factor of R/(2(1 + ε)) for any ε > 0, the approximation-preserving reduction to 6R-Dimensional

Matching (Section 3) implies that K-Dimensional Matching is hard to approximate within a factor

K/(12 + ε) for any ε > 0 and large number K ≥ Kε thereby proving Theorem 1.1. This, in fact,

proves Theorem 1.1 only when K = 6R and R is a prime. For clarity and completess, we show in

Appendix A that the result holds for all sufficiently large K. For the rest of the section, we prove

Theorem 4.1. Our starting point is the following result of Chan [Cha16].

Theorem 4.2 ([Cha16]). Let k ≥ 3. For any ε > 0 and prime power R, there is a (1− ε,O(R−(k−2)))-

hard d-regular k-CSP instance Π over alphabet size R.

Next, we prove our main degree-reduction theorem which implies Theorem 4.1 as a corollary.

Theorem 4.3. Let λ ∈ (0, 1), C ∈ (0,∞), k ∈ N and let R ∈ N be a sufficiently large number. Given

a d-regular k-CSP instance Π over alphabet size R, there is a randomized polynomial-time reduction

from Π to a R-degree bounded k-CSP instance Π′ with alphabet size R such that with high probability

the following holds:

• (Completeness) val(Π′) ≥ val(Π)− 3λ,

• (Soundness) If val(Π) ≤ CR−γ for some γ ≥ 2, then val(Π′) ≤ k(1+λ)
(γ−1)(1−λ)2R .

Thus, we can transform a d-regular k-CSP instance over alphabet size R into a R-degree bounded

k-CSP while ensuring completeness and increasing the soundness by a factor ≃ kRγ−1/(γ− 1). The

proof of Theorem 4.3 follows closely that of [LM24].
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Proof of Theorem 4.3. Let R be a sufficiently large number such that R ≥ R0 where we define

R0 , max{k · 100λ−3,
(

eC(1−λ)
k(1+λ)

)1/λ
, 1001/λ, C(γ−1)(1−λ2)

k(1+λ) }. This property is helpful to ensure that

our future computations hold with high probability. The statement of the theorem is trivial if d ≤ R.

Thus, we assume throughout the rest of the proof that d ≥ R. Let Π , (G = (V,E), R, C) be a d-

regular k-CSP instance with alphabet sizeR. SinceG is k-partite, we further denote V = U1∪. . .∪Uk
as the k-way partition of the vertex set. We construct Π′ by independently sampling each constraint

with probability p , (1− λ)R/d and deleting a few arbitrary edges. More precisely:

• Let G0 , G. For each e ∈ E, discard e with probability 1− p and denote by G1 = (V,E1) the

remaining graph.

• For each v ∈ V , such that degG1
(v) > R, remove R − degG1

(v) arbitrary edges incident to v.

Let G2 = (V,E2) be the remaining graph. The final CSP is Π′ = (G2 = (V,E2), R, C|E2
).

Clearly, the CSP Π′ is R-degree bounded. Note that instead of sampling each edge with probability

R/d, we sample them with probability p , (1− λ)R/d for some small λ > 0. This will be helpful to

bound the number of deleted edges. Let n = |V | . Our initial graph G0 has |E| = |U1| d = n/k · d

edges. After sampling, the expected number of edges is equal to E[|E1|] = p |E| = (1 − λ) |U1|R =

(1 − λ)m, where m , |U1|R = n
kR. We think of m as the expected number of edges in our final

graph (if λ = 0). The following 3 claims (proved in the appendix) are helpful for the rest of the

proof.

Claim 4.4. Suppose that R ≥ R0. Given any assignment ψ, we let |E1(ψ)| be the number of satisfied

constraints in G1 by ψ. Let E1 be the event that "|E1(ψ)| ≥ m(valΠ(ψ) − 2λ)". Then, Pr[E1] ≥ 0.99.

Claim 4.5. Suppose that R ≥ R0 and let E2 be the event "|E1 \ E2| ≤ λm", which corresponds to the

event where few deletions occur. Then Pr[E2] ≥ 0.99.

Claim 4.6. Suppose that R ≥ R0 and let E3 be the event "|E1| ∈ [(1− 2λ)m,m]". Then, Pr[E3] ≥ 0.99.

Completeness: We prove that val(Π′) ≥ val(Π)−3λ for some arbitrarily small λ > 0. To prove this

statement, we use that the fraction of constraints satisfied by ψ∗ in G1 is still close to its expectation

and that very few edges are been deleted. Therefore, condition on E1 ∧ E2 ∧ E3 that holds with

probability Pr[E1 ∧ E2 ∧ E3] ≥ 1 −
∑3

i=1 Pr
[

Ēi
]

≥ 0.97 by Claim 4.4, Claim 4.5, and Claim 4.6, we

have

val(Π′) ≥ valΠ′(ψ∗) ≥
|E1(ψ

∗)| − |E1 \ E2|

|E2|
≥

|E1(ψ
∗)| − |E1 \ E2|

|E1|
≥ val(Π)− 3λ.

Soundness: Suppose now that Π is such that val(Π) ≤ CR−γ for some constant C and γ ≥ 2. Let

s , CR−γ be the starting soundness, and let s′ , C′

R be the target soundness where C ′ = k(1+λ)
(γ−1)(1−λ) .

As eluded before, our proof works as follows: we denote by Eψ the event where E1(ψ) has soundness

at most s′. That is Eψ is the event "|E1(ψ)| ≤ s′m". For any ψ, we have that µ = E[|E1(ψ)|] =
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p |E(ψ)| ≤ valΠ(ψ)(1 − λ)m < sm. Applying the multiplicative Chernoff bound (see Theorem C.2),

we get that

Pr
[

|E1(ψ)| ≥ s′m
]

= Pr

[

|E1(ψ)| ≥
s′m

µ
· µ

]

≤









e
s′m
µ

−1

(

s′m
µ

)
s′m
µ









µ

≤ exp
(

s′m
)

( s

s′

)s′m
,

where we used that µ ≤ sm in the last inequality. Substituting the value of s and s′, we get that:

Pr
[

|E1(ψ)| ≥ s′m
]

=

(

eC

C ′Rγ−1

)s′m

=

(

eC

C ′Rγ−1

)
C′

R
·R
k
n

≤ R−
(γ−1)(1−λ)C′

k
·n,

where we used that R0 ≤ R and that m = nR/k. We compute the probability that there exists one

assignment that satisfies more than an s′ fraction of the constraints using a union-bound over all Rn

assignments:

Pr





∨

ψ

Ēψ



 ≤
∑

ψ

Pr
[

Ēψ
]

≤ Rn ·R− (γ−1)(1−λ)C′

k
n =

(

Rn/k
)k−(γ−1)(1−λ)C′

Substituting C ′ = k(1+λ)
(γ−1)(1−λ) , then

Pr





∨

ψ

Ēψ



 ≤ Rn(1−(1+λ)) = R−λn ≤ R−1 ≤ 0.01

where we used that n ≥ 1 and R ≥ 1001/λ. We finish the proof by computing the fraction of

constraints that are satisfied by any assignment. Condition of E1, E2 (Claim 4.4, Claim 4.5) and on
∧

ψ Eψ, with probability at least 0.97 we have that:

val(Π′) , max
ψ

|E2(ψ)|

|E2|
≤ max

ψ

|E1(ψ)|

|E1| − |E1 \ E2|
≤ max

ψ

s′m

(1− λ)m
=

C ′

(1− λ)R
=

k(1 + λ)

(γ − 1)(1 − λ)2R
.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. It follows a simple combination of Theorem 4.2 and Theorem 4.1. Fix k ∈ N.

Let ε > 0 and λ ∈ (0, 1) such that (1+λ)/(1−λ)2 ≤ 1+ε. By Theorem4.2, there is (1−ε,O(R−(k−2)))-

hard d-regular k-CSP instance Π over alphabet size R. For k ≥ 4, we apply Theorem 4.1 to obtain

a (1− ε, k(1+ε)(k−3)R )-hard R-degree bounded k-CSP instance Π′ with alphabet size R.

4.1 Conclusion and Open Questions

Themain contribution of this paper is an improved hardness result for k-Dimensional Matching equal

to k/12 for large values of k and improves over the O(k/ log(k))-hardness from [HSS06]. It uses

an (arguably) clean approximation preserving gadget to encode satisfying assignments of R-degree

bounded k-CSP over alphabet size R into matchings in a kR-dimensional matching instance. We

prove that R-degree bounded k-CSP over alphabet size R are hard to approximate within a factor
k

(k−3)R using the randomized sparsification method from [LM24]. The result then follows from com-

bining these two facts. At a higher level, our result narrows the gap between approximability and

9 Page 9



Asymptotically Optimal Hardness for k-Set Packing and k-Matroid Intersection

hardness for k-Dimensional Matching from O(log(k)) to a constant. Our result directly implies that

k-Set Packing, k-Matroid Intersection, k-Matchoid, and k-Matroid Parity are hard to approximate

within a factor of k/12.

Closing this gap is an interesting direction for future research. We believe that our hardness result

can be improved by understanding the tight approximability of CSPs with bounded degree d and

alphabet size R. One possible way is to better understand the bounded-alphabet-only case. For

instance, the techniques from Theorem 4.3 show that if the best-known O(logR/Rs−1)-hardness

holds for s-CSP with alphabet size R with almost perfect completeness2, for any s ≥ 3, then one can

reduce the degree to R with new soundness ≃ s
(s−2)R . Combined with our reduction (Theorem 3.1)

to k-Set Packing that set size k = sR, it implies a ≃ (s−2
s2

)k-hardness for k-Set Packing which and

would improve over Theorem 1.1 with a stronger k/8-hardness by setting s = 4. Of course, there

might be more direct ways to understand the approximability of degree-d alphabet-R CSPs, bypass-

ing Theorem 4.3. Similarly, for k-Set Packing, one might design a different gadget that bypasses

Theorem 3.1, which requires d = R.
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A Proof of Theorem 1.1

Theorem 1.1. UnlessNP ⊆ BPP, for any constant ε > 0 and sufficiently large k ≥ k0(ε), there is no

polynomial-time algorithm that approximates k-Dimensional Matching within a factor of k/(12 + ε).

Proof of Theorem 1.1. We would like to prove that, for any ε > 0 and any p ≥ p0(ε) approximating

p-DM beyond a factor of (12 + ε)/p is hard unless NP ⊆ BPP. The proof almost follows from the

combination of Theorem 4.1 and the reduction from Theorem 3.1. But the reduction in Theorem 3.1

needs p = kR for some prime R and some integer k ∈ N. Circumventing this problem can be done

using the existence of a close number of the form kR such that p/(kR) ≤ 1 + ε assuming that p is

large enough.

Fix δ ∈ (0, 1). Using the Prime Number Theorem (about the density of primes) (see for instance

[BHP01]), for any ε2 > 0 and large p ≥ p0(ε2, δ) there exists a primeR such that (1−ε2)p ≤ kR ≤ p.

Observe that this R can be found in polynomial time. Assuming that p is large enough so that R

is large enough, we apply Theorem 4.1 to obtain a R-degree bounded k-CSP instance Π over an

alphabet of size R with gap [1 − δ, k
(k−3)R (1 + δ)]. We then use Theorem 3.1 to get (in polynomial

time) a kR-Dimensional Matching instance G = (V,E) such that |C(ψ∗)| = |M∗|. We transform this

kR-DM instance into a p-DM instance G′ by adding dummy nodes. More precisely, we extend the
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vertex set by adding disjoint sets D1, . . . ,Dp−kR each containing |E| vertices. The edges of G′ are

obtained as follows: we order the edges in G and for ei ∈ E we add the ith vertex from eachDj with

j ∈ [p − kR]. So an edge in G′ consists of some e ∈ E and p − kR dummy vertices. Note that each

dummy vertex is incident to only one edge. It is fairly easy to verify that G′ is p-partite (since G is

k-partite), that the matching size is preserved, and that this construction takes polynomial time in

p and |E| = O(Rk) since Π is R-degree bounded with alphabet size R.

Suppose by contradiction that there is a (k−3)p(1−ε)
k2 -approximation algorithm for p-Dimensional

Matching. The following computation proves that we would be able to distinguish the two CSP-

cases contradiction Theorem 4.1. Indeed, suppose first that val(Π) ≥ 1 − δ, then the algorithm

returns on G′ a matching of size:

|M | ≥
k2

(k − 3)p(1− ε)
|M∗| ≥

k(1 − δ)(1 − ε2)

(k − 3)R(1− ε)
|E| >

k

(k − 3)R
(1 + δ) |E| ,

where we used that (1 − ε2)p ≤ kR and that δ and ε2 can be chosen as arbitrarily small constant

depending on ε. Alternatively, whenever val(Π) ≤ k
(k−3)R (1 + δ), the algorithm would return a

matching of size: |M | ≤ k(1+δ)
(k−3)R |E|. In particular, the algorithm would be able to distinguish the

completeness and soundness case. By setting k = 6, unless NP ⊆ BPP, for any ε > 0, there is no

polynomial time algorithm that approximates p-Dimensional Matching with a factor of 12/(p · (1−

ε)).

B Proof of claims

Claim 4.4. Suppose that R ≥ R0. Given any assignment ψ, we let |E1(ψ)| be the number of satisfied

constraints in G1 by ψ. Let E1 be the event that "|E1(ψ)| ≥ m(valΠ(ψ) − 2λ)". Then, Pr[E1] ≥ 0.99.

Proof of Claim 4.4. The expected value of |E1(ψ)| is equal to:

E[|E1(ψ)|] = p · |E(ψ)| = p |E| valΠ(ψ) = (1− λ)mvalΠ(ψ),

as every constraint gets added to E1 with probability p. On the other hand, σ2 , Var[|E1(ψ)|] ≤

p(1− p) |E| valΠ(ψ) ≤ (1− λ)mvalΠ(ψ) ≤ m. Applying Theorem C.1, we have that:

Pr[|E1(ψ)| − E[|E1(ψ)|] ≤ −λm] ≤
σ2

σ2 + (λm)2
≤

m

m+ (λm)2
=

1

1 + λ2m
≤ 0.01,

where we used that m ≥ R ≥ 100λ−2. Thus, with probability at least 0.99, we have that

|E1(ψ)| ≥ E[|E1(ψ)|]− λm ≥ (1− λ)mvalΠ(ψ)− λm ≥ m(valΠ(ψ)− 2λ) .

Claim 4.5. Suppose that R ≥ R0 and let E2 be the event "|E1 \ E2| ≤ λm", which corresponds to the

event where few deletions occur. Then Pr[E2] ≥ 0.99.

Proof of Claim 4.5. The expected number of deletions is equal to:

E[|E1 \ E2|] ≤
k
∑

i=1

∑

u∈Vi

E
[

degG1
(u)−min

{

R,degG1
(u)
}]

.
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Let Xe be the Bernoulli random variable equal to 1 if e ∈ E1, that is Pr[Xe = 1] = p and observe

that degG1
(a) =

∑

e∈δ(a)Xe. Thus, degG1
(a) is the sum of d Bernoulli random variables with mean

equal to (1− λ)R. We can therefore apply Theorem C.3 to obtain:

E
[

degG1
(u)−min

{

R,degG1
(u)
}]

=
(dp)2

(R− dp)2
=

(1− λ)2

λ2
≤ λ−2.

Combining the previous equations, we then have that

E[|E1 \E2|] ≤ λ−2

(

k
∑

i=1

|Vi|

)

=
km

R
· λ−2 ≤ 0.01mλ, (1)

wherewe used thatR ≥ R0 ≥ k·100λ−3. We conclude usingMarkov’s inequality: Pr[|E1 \ E2| ≥ λm] ≤
E[|E1\E2|]

λm ≤ 0.01.

Claim 4.6. Suppose that R ≥ R0 and let E3 be the event "|E1| ∈ [(1− 2λ)m,m]". Then, Pr[E3] ≥ 0.99.

Proof of Claim 4.6. The proof follows from Chebyshev’s inequality applied to E1 =
∑

e∈E Xe where

Xe is a Bernoulli random variable equal to 1 if e ∈ E1 and 0 otherwise. Then,

Pr
[

Ē3
]

= Pr[|E1 − E[|E1|]| ≥ λm] ≤
Var(E1)

λ2m2
≤

m

λ2m2
≤

1

λ2m
≤ 0.01,

where the last inequality uses that m ≥ R ≥ R0 ≥ 100λ−2.

C Probability Theorems

Theorem C.1 (Cantelli’s inequality). Let X be a random variable with finite variance σ2 (and thus

finite expected value µ). Then, for any real number α > 0:

Pr[X − µ ≤ −α] ≤
σ2

σ2 + α2
.

Theorem C.2 (Multiplicative Chernoff Bound). Let X1, . . . ,Xm be i.i.d Bernoulli random variables.

Let S =
∑m

i=1Xi denote their sum and let µ = E[S]. Then, for any δ > 0, we have that

Pr[S > (1 + δ)µ] <

(

eδ

(1 + δ)1+δ

)µ

.

Theorem C.3 (Theorem 6 [LM24]). Let X1, . . . ,Xm be i.i.d Bernoulli random variables with mean

at most µ and let S =
∑

i∈[m]Xi. Then, for any integer τ > µm, we have that

E[S −min{S, τ}] ≤

(

µm

τ − µm

)2

.
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