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Distributed Symmetry Breaking in Hypergraphs
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Abstract

Fundamental local symmetry breaking problems such as Maximal Independent Set (MIS) and color-
ing have been recognized as important by the community, and studied extensively in (standard) graphs.
In particular, fast (i.e., logarithmic run time) randomized algorithms are well-established for MIS and
∆ + 1-coloring in both the LOCAL and CONGEST distributed computing models. On the other hand,
comparatively much less is known on the complexity of distributed symmetry breaking inhypergraphs.
In particular, a key question is whether a fast (randomized)algorithm for MIS exists for hypergraphs.

In this paper, we study the distributed complexity of symmetry breaking in hypergraphs by present-
ing distributed randomized algorithms for a variety of fundamental problems under a natural distributed
computing model for hypergraphs. We first show that MIS in hypergraphs (of arbitrary dimension) can
be solved inO(log2 n) rounds (n is the number of nodes of the hypergraph) in the LOCAL model. We
then present a key result of this paper — anO(∆ǫ polylogn)-round hypergraph MIS algorithm in the
CONGEST model where∆ is the maximum node degree of the hypergraph andǫ > 0 is any arbitrarily
small constant.

To demonstrate the usefulness of hypergraph MIS, we presentapplications of our hypergraph algo-
rithm to solving problems in (standard) graphs. In particular, the hypergraph MIS yields fast distributed
algorithms for thebalanced minimal dominating setproblem (left open in Harris et al. [ICALP 2013])
and theminimal connected dominating set problem. We also present distributed algorithms for coloring,
maximal matching, and maximal clique in hypergraphs.

Our work shows that while some local symmetry breaking problems such as coloring can be solved
in polylogarithmic rounds in both the LOCAL and CONGEST models, for many other hypergraph prob-
lems such as MIS, hitting set, and maximal clique, it remainschallenging to obtain polylogarithmic time
algorithms in the CONGEST model. This work is a step towards understanding this dichotomy in the
complexity of hypergraph problems as well as using hypergraphs to design fast distributed algorithms for
problems in (standard) graphs.

Regular Submission.

∗Faculty of IE&M, Technion, Haifa 32000. Research supportedin part by the Israel Science Foundation and by the Technion
TASP center. E-mail:kutten@ie.technion.ac.il.

†Brown University, USA. E-mail:danupon@gmail.com.
‡Division of Mathematical Sciences, Nanyang TechnologicalUniversity, Singapore 637371 and Department of Computer Science

and ICERM, Brown University, Providence, RI 02912. E-mail:gopalpandurangan@gmail.com. Research supported in part
by the following research grants: Nanyang Technological University grant M58110000, Singapore Ministry of Education(MOE)
Academic Research Fund (AcRF) Tier 2 grant MOE2010-T2-2-082, Singapore MOE AcRF Tier 1 grant MOE2012-T1-001-094,
and a grant from the US-Israel Binational Science Foundation (BSF).

§School of Computing, National University of Singapore. E-mail: robinson@comp.nus.edu.sg. Research supported by
the grant Fault-tolerant Communication Complexity in Wireless Networks from the Singapore MoE AcRF-2.

http://arxiv.org/abs/1405.1649v2


1 Introduction

The importance, as well as the difficulty, of solving problems on hypergraphs was pointed out recently by
Linial, in his Dijkstra award talk [25]. While standard graphs1 modelpairwiseinteractions well, hypergraphs
can be used to modelmulti-way interactions. For example, social network interactions include several indi-
viduals as a group, biological interactions involve several entities (e.g., proteins) interacting at the same time,
distributed systems can involve several agents working together, or multiple clients who share a server (e.g.,
a cellular base station), or multiple servers who share a client, or shared channels in a wireless network. In
particular, hypergraphs are especially useful in modelling social networks (e.g., [35]) and wireless networks
(e.g., [2]). Unfortunately, as pointed out by Linial, much less is known for hypergraphs than for graphs.
The focus of this paper is studying the complexity of fundamental local symmetry breaking problems in
hypergraphs2. A related goal is to utilize these hypergraph algorithms for solving (standard) graph problems.

In the area of distributed computing for (standard) graphs,fundamental local symmetry breaking prob-
lems such as Maximal Independent Set (MIS) and coloring havebeen studied extensively (see e.g., [27, 24,
5, 32, 20] and the references therein). Problems such as MIS and coloring are “local” in the sense that a so-
lution can beverifiedeasily by purely local means (e.g., each node communicatingonly with its neighbors),
but the solution itself should satisfy a global property (e.g., in the case of coloring, every node in the graph
should have a color different from its neighbors and the total number of colors is at most∆ + 1, where∆
is the maximum node degree). Computing an MIS or coloring locally is non-trivial because of the difficulty
of symmetry breaking: nodes have to decide on their choices (e.g., whether they belong to the MIS or not)
by only looking at asmallneighbourhood around it. (In particular, to get an algorithm running ink rounds,
each nodev has to make its decision by looking only at information on nodes within distancek from it.)
Some of the most celebrated results in distributed algorithms are such fast localized algorithms. In particular,
O(log n)-round (randomized) distributed algorithms are well-known for MIS [27] and∆+1-coloring [5] in
both the LOCAL and CONGEST distributed computing models [32].

Besides the interest in understanding the complexity of fundamental problems, the solutions to such
localizable symmetry breaking problems has many obvious applications. Examples are scheduling (such as
avoiding the collision of radio transmissions, see e.g. [13], [9], or matching nodes such that each pair can
communicate in parallel to the other pairs, see e.g. [4]), resource management (such as assigning clients
to servers, see, e.g. [3]), and even for obtainingO(Diameter) solutions to global problems that cannot be
solved locally, such as MST computation [14, 23].

In contrast to graphs which have been extensively studied inthe context of distributed algorithms, many
problems become much more challenging in the context of hypergraphs. An outstanding example is the MIS
problem, whose local solutions for graphs were mentioned above. On the other hand, in hypergraphs (of
arbitrary dimension) the complexity of MIS is wide open. (Ina hypergraph, a MIS is a maximal subsetI of
hypernodes such that no subset ofI forms an hyperedge.) Indeed, determining the parallel complexity (in
the PRAM model) of the Maximal Independent Set (MIS) problemin hypergraphs (for arbitrary dimension)
remains as one of the most important open problems in parallel computation; in particular, a key open prob-
lem is whether there exists a polylogarithmic time PRAM algorithm [17, 6, 19]. As discussed later, efficient
CONGEST model distributed algorithms that uses simple local computations will also give efficient PRAM
algorithms.

1Henceforth, when we say a graph, we just mean a standard (simple) graph.
2Formally, a hypergraph(V, F ) consists of a set of (hyper)nodesV and a collectionF of subsets ofV ; the sets that belong

to F are calledhyperedges. Thedimensionof a hypergraph is the maximum number of hypernodes that belong to a hyperedge.
Throughout, we will usen for the number of nodes,m for the number of hyperedges, and∆ for the degree of the hypergraph which
is the maximum node degree (i.e., the maximum number of edgesa node is in). A standard graph is a hypergraph of dimension 2.
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1.1 Main Results

We present distributed (randomized) algorithms for a variety of fundamental problems under a natural dis-
tributed computing model for hypergraphs (cf. Section2).
Hypergraph MIS. A main focus is the hypergraph MIS problem which has been the subject of extensive
research in the PRAM model (see e.g., [17, 18, 19, 6, 28]). We first show that MIS in hypergraphs (of arbitrary
dimension) can be solved inO(log2 n) distributed rounds (n is the number of nodes of the hypergraph) in
the LOCAL model (cf. Theorem3.1). We then present anO(∆ǫ polylog n) round algorithm for finding
a MIS in hypergraphs of arbitrary dimension in the CONGEST model, where∆ is the maximum degree
of the hypergraph (we refer to Theorem3.1 for a precise statement of the bound) andǫ > 0 is any small
positive constant. In the distributed computing model (both LOCAL and CONGEST), computation within
a node is free; in one round, each node is allowed to compute any function of its current data. However,
in our CONGEST model algorithms, each processor will perform very simple computations (but this is not
true in the LOCAL model). In particular, each step of any nodev can be simulated inO(dv) time by a
single processor or inO(logm) time with dv processors. Here,dv is the degree of the node in theserver-
client computation model — cf. Section2; dv = O(m), wherem is the number of hyperedges. From
these remarks, it follows that our algorithms can be simulated on the PRAM model to within anO(logm)
factor slowdown usingO(m + n) processors. Thus our CONGEST model algorithm also implies aPRAM
algorithm for hypergraph MIS running inO(∆ǫ polylog n logm) rounds using a linear number of processors
for a hypergraph of arbitrary dimension.
Algorithms for standard graph problems using hypergraph MI S. In addition to the importance of hyper-
graph MIS as a hypergraph problem, we outline its importanceto solving several natural symmetry breaking
problems in (standard) graphs too. For the results discussed below, we assume the CONGEST model.

Consider first the following graph problem called therestricted minimal dominating set (RMDS)problem
which arises as a key subproblem in other problems that we discuss later. We are given a (standard) graph
G = (V,E) and a subset of nodesR ⊆ V , such thatR forms a dominating set inG (i.e., every node
v ∈ V is either adjacent toR or belongs toR). It is required to find aminimal dominating setin R that
dominatesV . (The minimality means that no subset of the solution can dominateV ; it is easy to verify the
minimality condition locally). Note that ifR is V itself the problem can be solved by finding a MIS ofG,
since a MIS is also a minimal dominating set (MDS); hence anO(log n) algorithm exists. However, ifR is
some arbitrary proper subset ofV (such thatR dominatesV ), then no distributed algorithm running even in
sublinear (inn) time (let alone polylogarithmic time) is known. Using our hypergraph MIS algorithm, we
design a distributed algorithm for RMDS running inO(min{∆ǫ polylog n, no(1)}) rounds in the CONGEST
model (∆ is the maximum node degree of the graph) — cf., Section4.1.

RMDS arises naturally as the key subproblem in the solution of other problems, in particular, thebal-
anced minimal dominating set (BMDS)problem [16] and theminimal connected dominating set (MCDS)
problem. Given a (standard) graph, the BMDS problem (definedformally in Section4.2) asks for a minimal
dominating set whose average degree is small with respect tothe average degree of the graph; this has appli-
cations to load balancing and fault-tolerance [16]. It was shown that such a set exists and can be found using
a centralizedalgorithm [16]. Finding a fast distributed algorithm was a key problem left open in [16]. In
Section4.3, we use our hypergraph MIS algorithm of Section3 to present añO(D+min{∆ǫ, no(1)}) round
algorithm (the notatioñO hides apolylog n factor) for BMDS problem (in the CONGEST model), whereD
is the diameter (of the input standard graph) and∆ is the maximum node degree.

The MCDS problem is a variant (similar to variants studied inthe context of wireless networks, e.g.
[10]) of the well-studiedminimumconnected dominating set problem (which is NP-hard) [8, 11]. In the
MCDS problem we require a dominating set that is connected and is minimal (i.e., no subset of the solution
is a MCDS). In contrast to the approximate minimum connecteddominating set problem (i.e., finding a
connected dominating set that is not too large compared to the optimal) which admits efficient distributed
algorithms [12, 15] (polylogarithmic run time algorithms are known for both the LOCAL and CONGEST
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model for the unweighted case), it seems difficult to obtain an efficient distributed algorithm for MCDS. In
Section4.3, we use our hypergraph MIS algorithm of Section3 as a subroutine to construct a distributed
algorithm for MCDS that runs in timẽO(D(Dmin{∆ǫ, no(1)}+√

n)). We also show that̃Ω(D +
√
n) is a

lower bound on the run time for any distributed MCDS algorithm.
Algorithms for other hypergraph problems. Besides MIS (and the above related standard graph problems),
we also study distributed algorithms for coloring, maximalmatching, and maximal clique in hypergraphs.
We show that a∆ + 1-coloring of a hypergraph (of any arbitrary dimension) can be computed inO(log n)
rounds (this generalizes the result for standard graphs). We also show that maximal matching in hypergraphs
can be solved inO(logm) rounds. Maximal clique is a less-studied problem, even in the case of graphs, but
nevertheless interesting. Given a (standard) graphG = (V,E), a maximal clique (MC)L is subset ofV such
thatL is a clique inG and is maximal (i.e., it is not contained in a bigger clique).MC is related to MIS since
any MIS in the complement graphGc is an MC inG. For a hypergraph one can define an MC with respect to
the server graph (cf. Section2). Finding MC has applications in finding anon-dominated coteriein quorum
systems [29]. We show that an MC in a hypergraph can be found inO(DIM log n) rounds, whereDIM is the
dimension andn is the number of nodes. All the above results hold in the CONGEST model as well.

1.2 Technical Overview and Other Related Work

We study two natural network models for computing with hypergraphs —server-clientmodel and thevertex-
centricmodels (cf. Section2). Our algorithmic results apply essentially to both the models (except the one
on maximal matching).

The distributed MIS problem on hypergraphs is significantlymore challenging than that on (standard)
graphs. Simple variants/modifications of the distributed algorithms on graphs (e.g., Luby’s algorithm and its
variants [27, 30, 32]) do not seem to work for higher dimensions, even for hypergraphs of dimension 3. For
example, running Luby’s algorithm or its permutation variant [27] on a (standard) graph by representing each
hyperedge is replaced with a clique does not work — in the graph there can be only one node in the MIS,
whereas in the hypergraph all nodes of the clique, expect one, can be in the MIS. It has been conjectured by
Beame and Luby [6] that a generalisation of the permutation variant of an algorithm due to Luby [27] can
give apolylog(m+n) run time in the PRAM model, but this has not been proven so far (note that this bound
itself can be large, sincem can be exponential inn).

Our distributed hypergraph MIS algorithm (Section3) consists of a few ingredients. A key ingredient
is thedecomposition lemma(cf. Lemma3.3) that shows that the problem can be reduced to solving a MIS
problem in a low diameter network. The lemma is essentially an application of thenetwork decomposition
algorithm of Linial and Saks [26]. This applies to the CONGEST model as well — the main task in the proof
is to show that the Linial-Saks decomposition works for (both) the hypergraph models in the CONGEST
setting. The next ingredient is to show how the PRAM algorithm of Beame and Luby [6] can be simulated
efficiently in the distributed setting; this we show is possible in a low diameter graph. Kelsen’s analysis [19]
of Beame-Luby’s algorithm (which shows a polylogarithmic time bound in the PRAM model forconstant
dimension hypergraphs) immediately gives a polylogarithmic round algorithm in the LOCAL model for
a hypergraph ofany dimension. However, this approach fails in the CONGEST model, since it involves
collecting a lot of information at some nodes. To obtain theÕ(∆ǫ) algorithm (for any constantǫ > 0) for
a hypergraph of arbitrary dimension in the CONGEST model we use another ingredient: we generalize a
theorem of Turan (cf. Theorem3.6) for hypergraphs — this shows that a hypergraph of low average degree
has alarge independent set. We show further that such a large independent set can be found when the network
diameter isO(log n). Combining this theorem with the analysis of Beame and Luby’s algorithm gives the
result. Our CONGEST model algorithm, as pointed out earlier, also implies aÕ(∆ǫ) round algorithm for
the PRAM model. Recently, independently of our result, Bercea et al.[7] use a similar approach to obtain
an improved algorithm for the PRAM model. In particular, they improve Kelsen’s analysis of Beame-Luby
algorithm to apply also for slightlysuper-constantdimension. This improved analysis of Kelsen also helps
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us in obtaining a slightly better bound (cf. Theorem3.1).
We apply our hypergraph MIS algorithm to solve two key problems — BMDS and MCDS. The BMDS

problem was posed in Harris et al. [16], but no efficient distributed algorithm was known. A key bottleneck
was solving the RMDS problem (defined earlier) which appearsas a subroutine in solving BMDS. We can
view RMDS as a hypergraph problem. To see this, it is useful todefine a hypergraph using the following
server-client bipartite graph modelB = (S,C): the server setS represents the nodes of the hypergraph
and the client setC represents the hyperedges; an edge is present between a server s and a clientc if and
only if nodes belongs to the hyperedgec. To capture the RMDS problem, we take the server set asR and
the client set asV and an edge is present between a server and a client if the server is adjacent to (or is the
same as) the client in the given graphG. Solving the RMDS problem now reduces to solving theminimal
hitting set (MHS)(same as theminimal vertex cover(MVC)) problem3 in this hypergraph (cf., Section4.1).
Since a MHS is just the complement of the MIS (in the server set), this reduces to solving MIS problem in a
hypergraph.

The MCDS problem, to the best of our knowledge has not been considered before and seems signifi-
cantly harder to solve in the distributed setting compared to the more well-studied approximate version of
the connected dominating set problem [12, 15]. The key difficulty is beingminimal with respect toboth
connectivity and domination. We use a layered approach to the problem, by first constructing a breadth-first
tree (BFS) and then adding nodes to the MCDS, level by level ofthe tree (starting with the leaves). We make
sure that nodes added to the MCDS in leveli dominates the nodes in leveli + 1 and is also minimal. To be
minimal with respect to connectivity we cluster nodes that are in MCDS at leveli+ 1 by connected compo-
nents and treat these as super-nodes. To minimally dominatethese super nodes we use the hypergraph MIS
algorithm; however there is a technical difficulty of simulating the hypergraph algorithm on super-nodes. We
show that such a simulation can be done efficiently by reducing the dimension of the constructed hypergraph
(cf. Lemma4.4 ) which show that hypergraph MIS on a hypergraph of arbitrarydimension can be reduced
to solving a equivalent problem in a hypergraph ofpolylog(m + n) dimension with onlyO(log n) factor
slow down. We also show a lower bound ofΩ̃(D+

√
n) for the MCDS problem (Theorem4.5) by using the

techniques of Das Sarma et al. [33]. This lower bound holds even whenD = polylog n. In this case, our
upper bound is tight up to apolylog n factor.

2 Preliminaries
A hypergraphH consists of a setV (H) of n (hyper)nodes and a set familyE(H) of m hyperedges, each
of which is a subset ofV (H). We define thedegree of nodeu to be the total number of hyperedges that
u is contained in. Furthermore, we define thedegree of the hypergraph, denoted by∆ as the maximum
over all hypernode degrees. The size of each hyperedge is bounded by thedimensionDIM of H; note that a
hypergraph of dimension2 is a standard graph.

We now introduce our model of computation. In our distributed model,H is realized as a (standard)
undirected bipartite graphG with vertex setsS andC where |S| = n and |C| = m. We callS the set
of serversandC the set ofclients and denote this realization of a hypergraph as theserver-client model.
That is, every vertex inS corresponds to a vertex inH and every vertex inC corresponds to a hyperedge of
H. For simplicity, we use the same identifiers for vertices inC as for the hyperedges inH. There exists a
(2-dimensional) edge inG from a serveru ∈ S to a cliente ∈ C if and only if u ∈ e. See Figure1afor an
example. Thus, the degree ofH is precisely the maximum degree of the servers and the dimension of H is
given by the maximum degree of the clients.

An alternative way to model a hypergraphH as a distributed network is thevertex-centricmodel (cf.
Figure1c). Here, the nodes are exactly the nodes ofH and there exists a communication link between nodes

3A MHS (same as MVC) of a hypergraph is a minimal subsetH of hypernodes that such thatH ∩ e 6= ∅, for every hyperedgee
of the hypergraph. Note that the complement of a MHS is a MIS.
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Figure 1: Figure (a) depicts a hypergraph consisting of verticesu1, . . . , u4 and edgese1 = {u1, u2, u3}, e2 =
{u2, u4}, ande3 = {u3, u4}. Figures (b) and (c) respectively show this hypergraph in the bipartite server-client model
and the vertex-centric model.

u andv if and only if there exists a hyperedgee ∈ E(H) such thatu, v ∈ e. Note that in this model, we
assume that every node locally knows all hyperedges in whichit is contained. For any hypergraphH we call
the above underlying communication graph in the vertex-centric model (which is a standard graph) as the
server graph, denoted byG(H).

We consider the standard synchronous round model (cf. [32]) of communication. That is, each node
has a unique id (arbitrarily assigned from some set of size polynomial in n) and executes an instance of a
distributed algorithm that advances in discreterounds. To correctly model the computation in a hypergraph,
we assume that each node knows whether it is a server or a client. In each round every node can communicate
with its neighbors (according to the edges in the server-client graph) and perform some local computation.
We do not assume shared memory and nodes do not have any a priori knowledge about the network at large.

We will consider two types of models — CONGEST and LOCAL [32]. In the CONGEST model, only a
O(log n)-sized message can be sent across a communication edge per round. In the LOCAL model, there is
no such restriction. Unless otherwise stated, we use the CONGEST model in our algorithms.

Due to lack of space, the complete proofs can be found in the full paper in the appendix.

3 Distributed Algorithms for Hypergraph MIS Problem

We give randomized distributed algorithms and prove the following for the hypergraph MIS problem:

Theorem 3.1. The hypergraph MIS problem can be solved in the following expected time4 in both vertex-
centric and server-client representations.

1. O(log2 n) time in the LOCAL model.
2. O(log(d+4)!+4 n) time in the CONGEST model when the input hypergraph has constant dimensiond.

3. O(min{∆ǫ log(1/ǫ)
O(1/ǫ)

n,∆o(1)no(1),
√
n}) time5 in the CONGEST model for any dimension. (ǫ > 0

can be any arbitrarily small constant.)

In Section3.1, we will prove adecomposition lemmawhich plays an important role in achieving all the
above results.

3.1 Low-Diameter Decomposition

First, we note the fact that it is sufficient to construct an algorithm that solves the followingsubgraph-MIS
problem on low-diameter networks.

4Our time bounds can also be easily shown to hold with high probability, i.e., with probability1− 1/n.
5As usual, we use the notationlogf n which is the same as(log n)f .
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Definition 3.2 (Subgraph-MIS Problem). In the Subgraph-MIS Problem problem, we are given ann-node
networkG. This network is either in a vertex-centric or server-client representation of some hypergraphH.
Additionally, we are given a subnetworkG′ ofG representing a sub-hypergraph6 H′ ofH. The goal is to find
a MIS ofH′.

Lemma 3.3(Decomposition Lemma). For any functionT , if there is an algorithmA that solves subgraph-
MIS on CONGEST server-client (respectively vertex-centric) networks ofO(log n) diameter inT (n) time,
then there is an algorithm for MIS on CONGEST server-client (respectively vertex-centric) networks ofany
diameter that takesO(T (n) log4 n) time.

The main idea of the lemma is to run thenetwork decompositionalgorithm of Linial and Saks [26] and
simulateA on each cluster resulting from the decomposition. The only part that we have to be careful is that
runningA simultaneously on many clusters could cause a congestion. We show that this can be avoided by
a careful scheduling. The detail is as follows.

The network decomposition algorithm of [26] produces anO(log n)-decomposition with weak-diameter
O(log n). That is, given a (two-dimensional) graphG, it partitions nodes into setsS1, S2, . . . Sk and assigns
color ci ∈ {1, 2, . . . , O(log n)} to each setSi with the following properties:

• the distance between any two nodes in the same setSi is O(log n), and
• any two neighboring nodes of the same color must be in the sameset (in other words, any two “neigh-

boring” sets must be assigned different colors).
This algorithm takesO(log2 n) time even in the CONGEST model [26]. We will use the above decom-

position algorithm to decompose the server graph of the input hypergraph. The result is the partition of hy-
pernodes (servers) into colored sets satisfying the above conditions. In addition, we will modify Linial-Saks
(LS) algorithm to produce low-diameter subgraphs that contain these sets with the property that subgraphs
of the same color have “small overlap”.

Claim 3.4. LetG be the input network (server-client or vertex-centric model) representing hypergraphH.
In O(log3 n) time and for some integerk, we can partition hypernodes intok setsS1, . . . , Sk, producek
subgraphs ofG denoted byG1, G2, . . . Gk, and assign colorci ∈ {1, 2, . . . , O(log n)} to each subgraphGi,
with the following properties:

1. For all i, Gi has diameterO(log n) andSi ⊆ V (Gi).
2. For anySi andSj that are assigned the same color (i.e.ci = cj), there is no hyperedge inH that

contains hypernodes (servers) in bothSi andSj .
3. Every edge inG is contained inO(log3 n) graphsGi1 , Gi2 , . . .

Observe that the first two properties in Claim3.4 is similar to the guarantees of Linial-Saks algorithm,
except that Claim3.4explicitly gives low-diameter graphs that contain the setsS1, . . . , Sk. The third property
guarantees that such graphs have “small congestion”.

Proof. Note that the Linial-Saks algorithm works as follows. The algorithm runs in iterations where in
the ith iteration it will output sets of colori. In the ith iteration, each vertexy selects an integer radius
ry ∈ {1, . . . , O(log n)} at random (according to some distribution). Then it broadcasts its ID and the value
ry to all nodes within distancery of it. For every nodev, after receiving all such messages from other nodes,
selects the node with highest ID from among nodesy that sends their IDs tov; denote such node byC(v).
For any nodey, define setSy as the set that contains every nodev that hasC(v) = y and its distance toy is
strictly less thanry. We callSy theset centered aty (note thaty might not be inSy). All sets in this iteration
receives colori. The distance between every pair of nodesu andv in any setSy is O(log n) since their
distance toy isO(log n). We can guarantee that there are no two neighboring nodesu andv in different sets
because otherwiseC(u) = C(v) (this crucially uses the fact that sets are formed by nodesv whose distance

6A sub-hypergraphH′ of H is simply a hypergraph induced byV (H′) — a subset ofV (H).

6



toC(v) is strictly less thanrC(v)). By carefully picking the distribution ofry, [26] shows that the number of
iterations isO(log n).

The following is one simple (although not the most efficient)way to simulate the above algorithm in the
server-client CONGEST model to computeS1, . . . , Sk. We implement each iteration of the above algorithm
in sub-iterations. In the beginning of thejth sub-iteration, every servery with ry = j sends its ID to its
neighboring clients. We then repeat the following for2j − 1 steps: every node (client or server) sends the
maximum ID that it receives to its neighbors. It is easy to seethat after all sub-iterations every serverv
receives the maximum ID among the IDs of serversy such thatry = j and the distance betweeny andv in
the server graph is at mostj. Sincery = O(log n) for everyy, there areO(log n) sub-iterations and each
sub-iteration takesO(log n) time. After all sub-iterations, every serverv can selectC(v). Thus, we can
simulate Linial-Saks algorithm inO(log3 n) time. (Simulating Linial-Saks algorithm on the vertex-centric
model can be done similarly except that we will havej − 1 sub-iterations instead of2j − 1.)

We now constructG1, . . . , Gk. At any sub-iteration above, if a nodev sends the ID of some nodey to
its neighbors, we add its neighbors and all edges incident tov to Gy (corresponding to setSy). Clearly,Sy

is contained inV (Gy) sinceGy contains all nodes that receive the ID ofy. This process also guarantees that
Gy hasO(log n) diameter since every node inGy can reachGy in O(log n) hops by following the path that
the ID of y was sent to it. Additionally, since the simulation of Linial-Saks algorithm finishes inO(log3 n)
rounds, and in each round we add an edge(u, v) to at most two subgraphs, we have that every edge is in
O(log3 n) subgraphs.

Proof of Lemma3.3. We decompose the network as in Claim3.4. Then, we useA to compute MIS iteratively
in O(log n) iterations as follows. At theith iteration, we consider each setSt and graphGt of color i. We
will decide whether each node inSt will be in the final solution of MIS or not. We assume that we already
did so for sets of colors1, 2, . . . , i− 1.

Let Ht be the following sub-hypergraph.Ht consists of all hypernodes inSt. For each hyperedgee that
contains a node inSt, we add an edgee′ = e∩St toHt if e containsnoneof the following hypernodes: (1) a
hypernode in setS′ of color j > i, and (2) a node in setS′′ of color j < i that is already decided to benot in
the MIS. We can constructHt quickly since each server (hypernode) can decide locally whether each client
(hyperedge) adjacent to it satisfies the above property or not.

Now we compute MIS ofHt by simulatingA to solve the subgraph-MIS problem onGt where the
subgraph we want to solve is the subgraphG′

t of Gt representingHt. Note that sinceGt has diameter
O(log n), A will finish in T (n) time if we simulateA on onlyGt. However, we will actually simulateA on
all graphsGt1 , Gt2 , . . . of color i simultaneously. Since each edge is contained inO(log3 n) such graphs, we
can finish simulatingA on all graphs inO(T (n) log3 n) time.

After we finish simulatingA on Ht, we use the solution as a solution of MIS of the original graphH;
that is, we say that a hypernode is in the MIS ofH if and only if it is in the MIS ofHt. We now prove the
correctness. LetMt be the MIS ofHt. First, observe that any hypernode inMt can be added to the MIS
solution ofH without violating the independent constraint sinceHt contains all hyperedges ofH except
those that contain some hypernode of higher color (which is not yet added to the MIS ofH) and hypernode
of lower color that is already decided not to be in the MIS ofH. Secondly, the fact that any hypernodev in
St that is not inMt implies that there is a hyperedgee′ in Ht that contains all hypernodes inHt exceptv.
Let e be a hyperedge inH such thate′ ⊆ e. Note thate does not contain any hypernode in other setSt′ of
the same color asSt. Also observe that every hypernode ine \ St must be already decided to be in the MIS
of H (otherwise, we will not havee′ = e ∩ St in Ht). Thus, every hypernode ine′ exceptv is already in
the MIS ofH as well; in other words,v cannot be in the MIS ofH. This completes the correctness of the
algorithm. Thus, after we finish simulatingA on graphs of all colors, we obtain the MIS ofH. Since we
needO(T (n) log3 n) time for each color, we needO(T (n) log4 n) time in total.
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Lemma 3.5. MIS can be solved inO(log2 n) rounds in the LOCAL models (both vertex-centric and server-
client representations).

Proof. Using Claim3.4, we partition the hypernodes of the input network into subgraphs each of which
haveO(log n) diameter and no two subgraphs assigned the same colour sharea hyper edge. Our algorithm
proceeds in the same way as in the proof of Lemma3.3, except that there is no congestion in the LOCAL
model when we simulateA (as specified in Lemma3.3) on all graphs of colori. Thus, we needO(T (n))
time per color instead ofO(T (n) log3 n). Moreover, we can solve the subgraph-MIS problem on a network
of O(log n) diameter inO(log n) time by collecting the information about the subgraph to onenode, locally
compute the MIS on such node, and send the solution back to every node. Thus,T (n) = O(log n). It follows
that we can solve MIS on networks of any diameter inO(log2 n) time.

3.2 O(log(d+4)!+4
n) time in the CONGEST model assuming constant dimensiond

Let (H,H′) be an instance of the subgraph-MIS problem such that the network G representingH has
O(log n) diameter. We now show that we can solve this problem inO(log(d+4)! n) time whenH′ has a con-
stant dimensiond, i.e. |e| ≤ d for every hyperedgee in H′. By Lemma3.3, we will get aO(log(d+4)!+4 n)-
time algorithm for the MIS problem in the case of constant-dimensional hypergraphs (of any diameter) which
works in both vertex-centric and server-client representations and even in the CONGEST model. This algo-
rithm is also an important building block for the algorithm in the next section.

Our algorithm simulates the PRAM algorithm of Beame and Luby[6] which was proved by Kelsen [19]
to finish inO(log(d+4)! n) time when the input hypergraph has a constant dimensiond and this running time
was recently extended to anyd ≤ log logn

4 log log logn by Bercea et al. [7]7. The crucial part in the simulation is to
compute a numberζ(H′) defined as follows. For∅ 6= x ⊆ V (H′) and an integerj with 1 ≤ j ≤ d − |x|
we define:Nj(x,H′) = {y ⊆ V (H′) | x ∪ y ∈ E(H′) ∧ x ∩ y = ∅ ∧ |y| = j}. and dj(x,H′) =
(|Nj(x,H′)|)1/j . Also, for 2 ≤ i ≤ d, let8 ζi(H′) = max{di−|x|(x,H′) | x ⊆ V (H′) ∧ 0 < |x| < i} and

ζ(H′) = max{ζi(H′) | 2 ≤ i ≤ d}. We now explain how to computeζ(H′) in O(log(d+4)! n) time. First,
note that we can assume that every node knows the list of members in each hyperedge that contains it: this
information is already available in the vertex-centric representation; and in the server-client representation
every hyperedge can send this list to all nodes that it contains inO(d) time. Every nodev can now compute,
for everyi, ζi(v,H′) = max{di−|x|(x,H′) | x ⊆ V (H′) ∧ 0 < |x| < i ∧ v ∈ x}. This does not require any
communication since for anyx such thatv ∈ x, nodev already knows all hyperedges that containx (they
must be hyperedges that containv). Now, we computeζ(H′) = max{ζi(v,H′) | 2 ≤ i ≤ d ∧ v ∈ V (H′)}
by computing through the breadth-first search tree of the network representingH (this is where we need the
fact that the network hasO(log n) diameter).

Once we getζ(H′), the rest of the simulation is trivial. We provide some detail here for completeness.
We mark each hypernode inH′ with probability p = 1

2d+1ζ(H′)
. If a hyperedge has all of its nodes marked,

unmark all of its nodes. Remove the hypernodes that are stillmarked fromH′ and add them to the indepen-
dent set. We also remove these hypernodes fromH′, thus reducing the size of some hyperedges inH′. In
the remaining hypergraph do the following: eliminate any edges properly containing another edge; remove
any hypernodes that form a 1-dimension edge (i.e. remove every hypernodev such that there is a hyperedge
{v}); finally, remove isolated vertices (i.e., those not contained in any edge) and add them to the independent
set. LetH′ be the resulting hypergraph. Repeat this procedure until there is no hypernodes left. It is easy
to see that all steps (before we repeat the procedure) takesO(1) rounds. Kelsen [7] and Bercea et al. [7]

7The original running time of Kelsen [19] is in fact O((log n)f(d)) wheref(d) is defined asf(2) = 7 and f(i) = (i −
1)

∑i−1
j=2 f(j) + 7 for i > 2. TheO(log(d+4)! n) time (which is essentially the same as Kelsen’s time) was shown in [7]. We will

use the latter running time for simplicity. Also note that the result in this section holds for alld ≤ log logn
4 log log log n

due to [7].
8Note on the notation: [6, 19] use∆ to denote what we useζ to denote here. We use a different notation since we use∆ for

other purpose.
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showed that we have to repeat this procedure onlyO(log(d+4)! n) time (in expectation and with high proba-
bility) when d ≤ log logn

4 log log logn (there is no guarantee for any other values ofd); so, our simulation finishes in

O(log(d+4)! n) rounds.

3.3 ∆ǫ log(1/ǫ)
O(1/ǫ)

n and ∆o(1)no(1) Time in the CONGEST model

We rely on a modification of Turán’s theorem, which states that a (two-dimensional) graph oflow average
degree has alarge independent set (see e.g. Alon and Spencer [1]). We show that this theorem also holds for
high-dimensional hypergraphs, and show further that such alarge independent set can be found w.h.p when
the network diameter isO(log n).

Lemma 3.6 (Simple extension of Turán’s theorem). Let d ≥ 2 and δ ≥ 2 be any integers. LetH be any
hypergraph such that every hyperedge inH has dimension at leastd, there aren hypernodes, and the average
hypernode degree isδ. (Note that the diameter of the network representingH can be arbitrary.) If every node
knowsδ andd, then we can find an independent setM whose size in expectation is at leastn

δ1/(d−1) (1 − 1
d )

in O(1) time.

Proof. We modify the proof of Theorem 3.2.1 in [1, pp.29]. Letp = (1/δ)1/(d−1) (note thatp < 1) and
S be a random set of hypernodes inH defined byPr[v ∈ S] = p for every hypernodev. Let X = |S|,
and letY be the number of hyperedges inH contained inS (i.e. hyperedgee ∈ E(H) such thate ⊆ S).
For each hyperedgee, let Ye be the indicator random variable for the evente ⊆ S; so,Y =

∑
e∈E(H) Ye.

Observe that for any hyperedgee, E[Ye] = p|e| ≤ pd sincee contains at mostd hypernodes. So,E[Y ] =∑
e∈E(H)E[Ye] ≤ nδ

d pd (the inequality is because the number of hyperedges inH is at mostnδd ). Clearly,
E[X] = np; so,

E[X − Y ] ≥ np− nδ

d
pd = np(1− δ

d
pd−1) = n(

1

δ
)

1
d−1 (1− 1/d)

where the last equality is becausep = (1δ )
1

d−1 . Our algorithm will pick such a random setS. (Every node can
decide whether it will be inS locally.) Then it selects one vertex from each edge ofS and deletes it. (This

can be done inO(1) time.) This leaves a setS∗ with at leastn(1δ )
1

d−1 (1− 1
d ) hypernodes in expectation. All

edges having been destroyed,S∗ is an independent set.

Algorithm. We use the following algorithm to solve the subgraph-MIS problem on a sub-hypergraphH′

of H, assuming that the network representingH hasO(log n) diameter. Letn′ = |V (H′)|. Let d be an
arbitrarily large constant. LetH′

d be the sub-hypergraph ofH′ whereV (H′
d) = V (H′) and we only keep

hyperedges of dimension (i.e. size) at leastd in H′
d. We then find an independent set of expected size at

least n′

∆1/(d−1) (1 − 1/d) in H′
d, denoted byS; this can be done inO(1) time by Lemma3.6 (note that we

use the fact thatδ ≤ ∆ here). LetH′
S be the sub-hypergraph ofH′ induced by nodes inS (i.e., a hyperedge

e ∈ E(H′) is in H′
S if and only if e ⊆ S). Note thatH′

S does not contain any hyperedge inH′
d and thus has

dimension at mostd, which is constant. So, we can run theO(log(d+4)! n)-time algorithm from Section3.2
to find an MIS ofH′

S . We letM ′
S be such a MIS ofH′

S .
Our intention is to useM ′

S as part of some MISM ′ of H′. Of course, any hypernodev in V (H′
S) \M ′

S

cannot be in suchM ′ sinceM ′ ∪ {v} will contain some hyperedgee in H′
S which is also a hyperedge inH′.

It is thus left to find which hypernodes inV (H ′)\S should be added toM ′
S to construct an MISM ′ of H′. To

do this, we use the following hypergraph. LetH′′ be the sub-hypergraph ofH′ such thatV (H′′) = V (H′)\S
and for every hyperedgee ∈ E(H′), we add a hyperedgee∩ V (H′′) toH′′ if and only if e ⊆ M ′

S ∪ V (H′′);
in other words, we keep edgee that will be “violated” if we add every hypernode inH′′ to M ′. We now find
a MISM ′′ of H′′ by recursively running the same algorithm withH′′, instead ofH′, as a subgraph ofH. The
correctness follows from the following claim.
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Claim 3.7. M ′ = M ′
S ∪M ′′ is a MIS ofH′.

Proof. First, we show thatM ′ is an independent set ofH′. Assume for a contradiction that there is a
hyperedgee in H′ such thate ⊆ M ′. This means thate ⊆ M ′

S ∪V (H′′) sinceM ′
S ∪M ′′ ⊆ M ′

S ∪V (H′′). It
follows from the construction ofH′′ that there is an edgee′ = e∩V (H′′) in H′′. Note thate∩V (H′′) ⊆ M ′′;
in other wordse′ ⊆ M ′′. This, however, contradicts the fact thatM ′′ is an MIS inH′′.

Now we show thatM ′ is maximal. Assume for a contradiction that there is a hypernodev in V (H′)\M ′

such thatM ′∪{v} is an independent set. Ifv is inS, thenM ′
S∪{v} is an independent set inH′

S (since it is a
subset ofM ′∪{v}), contradicting the fact thatM ′

S is an MIS inH′
S. So,v must be inV (H′′). This, however,

implies thatM ′′ ∪{v} is an independent set inH′′ (again, since it is a subset ofM ′ ∪{v}), contradicting the
fact thatM ′′ is an MIS inH′′.

We now analyze the running time of this algorithm. Recall that E[|S|] ≥ n′

δ(1/(d−1)) (1 − 1/d). In other

words, the expected value of|V (H′′)| ≤ (1− c(d)

∆1/(d−1) )|V (H′)| wherec(d) = 1
2 (1−1/d) is a constant which

is strictly less than one (recall thatd is a constant). It follows that the expected number of recursion calls is

O(∆
1

d−1 ). Since we needO(log(d+4)! n) time to computeM ′
S and to constructH′′, the total running time is

O(∆
1

d−1 log(d+4)! n). By Lemma3.3, we can compute MIS on any hypergraphH (of any diameter) in

O(∆
1

d−1 log(d+4)!+4 n)

time. For any constantǫ > 0, we setd = 1 + 1/ǫ to get the claimed running time of

O(∆ǫ log(5+1/ǫ)!+4 n) = ∆ǫ log(1/ǫ)
O(1/ǫ)

n. (1)

Moreover, by the recent result of Bercea et al. [7], we can in fact setd as large as log logn
4 log log logn . In this case,

note that for some constantc′,

(d+ 4)! = dc
′d = ec

′d log d = ec
′· log log n

c log log log n
·log log logn = log1/10 n

where the last equality holds when we setc = 10c′. Thus,

log(d+4)! n = loglog
1/10 n n = 2(log

1/10 n) log logn = no(1).

The running time thus becomes∆o(1)no(1).

3.4 O(
√
n) Time in the CONGEST model

We obtain theO(
√
n) time by modifying the PRAM algorithm of Karp, Upfal, and Wigderson [18, Section

4.1]. (Note that we do not need the fact that the network diameter isO(log n) for this algorithm.) Their
algorithm is as follows. Letv1, v2, . . . , vn be a random permutation of hypernodes. The algorithm gradually
adds a hypernode to the independent set one by one, starting from v1. It stops at some hypernodevk when
vk cannot be added to the independent set. Thus,v1, . . . vk−1 are added to the independent set; the algorithm
removes these hypernodes from the graph. It also removesall hypernodes that cannot be added to the inde-
pendent set (i.e. anyv such that{v1, . . . , vk−1, v} contains some hyperedge) and all hyperedges that contain
them. It repeats the same process to find a MIS of the remaininggraph. It is easy to show (see [18] for detail)
that the union of a MIS of the remaining graph and{v1, . . . , vk−1} is a MIS or the input graph. The key to
proving the efficiency of this algorithm is the following.

Claim 3.8 ([18]). The expected number of removed hypernodes (v1, . . . , vk−1 and hypernodes that cannot
be added to the independent set) in the above process isΩ(

√
n).
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It follows almost immediately that we have to repeat the process onlyO(
√
n) times in expectation (see

[18, Appendix] for detail). We now show how to modify this algorithm to our setting. Every hypernodev
picks a random integerr(v) between1 andn2. It can be guaranteed that hypernodes pick different numbers
with high probability. Then every hypernodev marks itself to the independent set if for any hyperedgee that
containsv, r(v) < maxu∈e r(u), i.e., its number is not the maximum in any hyperedge. We add all marked
hypernodes to the independent set, remove them from the graph, and eliminate hypernodes that cannot be
added to the independent set (i.e. a hypernodev marks itself as “eliminated” if there is a hyperedgee such
thate \ {v} is a subset of marked hypernodes). We then repeat this process until there is no hypernode left.

Using Claim3.8, we show that our algorithm has to repeat onlyO(
√
n) times, as follows. Consider an

orderingv1, . . . , vn wherer(vi) < r(vi+1). This is a random permutation. Letk be such thatv1, . . . , vk
are added to the independent set by Karp et al.’s algorithm and vk+1, . . . , vn are not. Observe that for every
1 ≤ i ≤ k and every hyperedgee that containsvi, r(vi) < maxu∈e r(u) (otherwise edgee will be violated
when we addv1, . . . , vk to the independent set). In other words, our algorithm will also addv1, . . . , vk to the
independent set (but it may add other hypernodes as well). Itfollows that our algorithm will eliminate every
hypernode that is eliminated by Karp et al.’s algorithm. In other words, the set of hypernodes removed by our
algorithm is a superset of the set of hypernodes removed by Karp et al.’s algorithm. Thus, by Claim3.8, the
expected number of hypernodes removed in each iteration of our algorithm isΩ(

√
n). By the same analysis

as Karp et al., our algorithm will need onlyO(
√
n) iterations in expectation. Each iteration can be easily

implemented inO(1) rounds, so our algorithm takesO(
√
n) time in expectation.

4 Applications of Hypergraph MIS algorithms to standard graph problems

In this section we show that our distributed hypergraph algorithms have direct applications in the standard
graph setting. As a first application of our MIS algorithm, weshow how to solve the restricted minimal
dominated set (RMDS) problem in Section4.1. We will use thisRMDS-algorithm to obtain a distributed
algorithm for solving the balanced minimal dominating set (BMDS) problem, thereby resolving an open
problem of [16].

4.1 Restricted Minimal Dominating Set (RMDS)

We are given a (standard) graphG = (V,E) and a subset of nodesR ⊆ V , such thatR forms a dominating
set inG (i.e., every nodev ∈ V is either adjacent toR or belongs toR). We are required to find aminimal
dominating set that is a subset ofR and dominatesV .

Since a minimal vertex cover is the complement of a maximal independent set, we can leverage ourMIS
algorithm (cf. Section3). To this end, we show that theRMDS problem can be solved by finding a minimal
hitting set (or minimal vertex cover) on a specific hypergraph H. The server client representation ofH is
determined byG andR as follows: For every vertex inV we add a client (i.e. hyperedge) and, for every
vertex inR, we also add a server. Thus, for every vertexu ∈ V , we have a clienteu and, ifu ∈ R, we also
have a serversu. We then connect a serversu to a clientev, iff either u andv are adjacent inG, or u = v.
Algorithm 4.1contains the complete pseudo code of this construction. Note that we can simulate this server
client network on the given graph with constant overhead in the CONGEST model. We have the following
result by virtue of Theorem3.1:

Theorem 4.1. RMDS can be solved in expected timẽO(min{∆ǫ, no(1)}) (for any const.ǫ > 0) on graphG
in the CONGEST model and in timeO(log2 n) in the LOCAL model where∆ is the maximum degree ofG.
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LetR be the set of restricted nodes (which are part of the MDS).
Simulate a server client networkH. Every node (locally) adds vertices to the clientsC resp. serversS,
and simulates the edges inH.

1: for every nodeu do
2: Nodeu adds a clienteu to C.
3: if u ∈ R then
4: Nodeu adds a serversu to S, and an edge(su, eu) toE(H).
5: for all nodesu, v where(u, v) ∈ E(G) do
6: If serversu exists inH, add edge(su, eu) toH.

7: Find an MIS onH and letOMIS ⊆ S be the servers that are in the output set.
8: for every nodeu wheresu existsdo
9: If su /∈ OMIS , then nodeu adds itself to theRMDS.

Algorithm 4.1: AnRMDS-algorithm: Finding a minimal dominating set on a graphG that is a subset of a
given dominating setR.

4.2 Balanced Minimal Dominating Set

We define theaverage degreeof a (standard) graphG, denoted byδ, as the total degrees of its vertices (degree
of a vertex is its degree inG) divided by the number of vertices inG. A balanced minimal dominating set
(BMDS) (cf. [16]) is a minimal dominating setD in G that minimizes the ratio of the average degree of
D to that of the graph itself (the average degree of the set of nodesD is defined as the average degree of
the subgraph induced byD). TheBMDS problem is motivated by applications in fault-tolerance and load
balancing (see [16] and the references therein). For example, in a typical application, an MDS can be used to
form clusters with low diameter, with the nodes in the MDS being the “clusterheads” [31]. Each clusterhead
is responsible for monitoring the nodes that are adjacent toit. Having an MDS with low degree is useful in a
resource/energy-constrained setting since the number of nodes monitoredper node in the MDS will be low
(on average). This can lead to better load balancing, and consequently less resource or energy consumption
per node, which is crucial for ad hoc and sensor networks, andhelp in extending the lifetime of such networks
while also leading to better fault-tolerance. For example,in ann-node star graph, the above requirements
imply that it is better for the leaf nodes to form the MDS rather than the central node alone. In fact, the
average degree of the MDS formed by the leaf nodes — which is 1 —is within a constant factor of the
average degree of a star (which is close to 2), whereas the average degree,n − 1, of the MDS consisting of
the central node alone is much larger.

A centralizedpolynomial time algorithm for computing aBMDS with (the best possible in general9)
average degreeO( δ log δ

log log δ ) was given in [16]. A distributed algorithm that gives the same bounds was left a
key open problem. We now present a distributed variant of this algorithm (cf. Algorithm4.2) that uses our
hypergraphMIS-algorithm as a subroutine. Note that since theBMDS problem is defined on standard graphs,
we assume that Algorithm4.2executes on a standard synchronous network adhering to the CONGEST model
of communication.

Theorem 4.2. Let δ be the average degree of a graphG. There is a CONGEST model algorithm that finds a
BMDS with average degreeO( δ log δ

log log δ ) in expected̃O(D+min{∆ǫ, no(1)}) rounds, whereD is the diameter,
∆ is the maximum node degree ofG, andǫ > 0 is any constant.

Proof. Computing the average degree in Step 1 of Algorithm4.2can be done by first electing a leader, then
building a BFS-tree rooted at the leader, and finally computing the average degree by convergecast.

9That is, there exists graphs with average degreeδ, where this bound is essentially the optimal.
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Nodes compute the average network degreeδ.
Every nodeu of degree> 2δ marks itself with probabilitylog tt wheret = 2δ log δ

log log δ .
Every node of degree≤ 2δ marks itself.
If a nodev is not marked, and none of the neighbors ofv are marked, thenv marks itself.
Let MARKED be the set of nodes that are marked. Invoke the RMDS algorithm(cf. Section4.1) on G
where the restricted set is given byMARKED.
Every node that is in the solution set of the RMDS algorithm remains in the final output set.

Algorithm 4.2: A distributedBMDS-algorithm.

It was shown in [16] that marking the nodes according to Algorithm4.2 yields an average degree of
O( δ log δ

log log δ ). The runtime bound follows since the first part of the algorithm can be done inO(D) rounds and
the running time of theRMDS-algorithm (cf. Theorem4.1).

4.3 Minimal Connected Dominating Sets (MCDS)

Given a graphG, theMCDS problem requires us to find a minimal dominating setM that is connected inG.
We now describe our distributed algorithm for solvingMCDS in the CONGEST model ( see Algorithm4.3
for the complete pseudo code) and argue its correctness. We first elect a nodeu as the leader using aO(D)
time algorithm of [21]. Nodeu initiates the construction of a BFS treeB, which hask ≤ D levels, after
which every node knows its level (i.e. distance from the leaderu) in the treeB. Starting at the leaf nodes (at
levelk), we convergecast the maximum level to the rootu, which then broadcasts the overall maximum tree
level to all nodes inB along the edges ofB.

We then proceed in iterations processing two adjacent tree levels at a time, starting with nodes at the
maximum levelk. Note that since every node knowsk and its own level, it knows after how many iterations
it needs to become active. Therefore, we assume for simplicity that all leafs ofB are on levelk. We now
describe a single iteration concerning levelsi andi − 1: First, consider the setLi of level i nodes that have
already been added to the output setM in some previous iteration; initially, fori = k, setLi will be empty.
We run theO(D+

√
n) time algorithm of [34] to find maximal connected components among the nodes inLi

in the graphG; let C = {C1, . . . , Cα} be the set of these components and letℓj be the designated component
leader of componentCj ∈ C.

We now simulate a hypergraph that is defined as the following bipartite server client graphH: Consider
each component inC as asuper-node; we call the other nodes on leveli non-super-nodes. The setC of
clients contains all super-nodes inC and all nodes on leveli that are neither adjacent to any super-node nor
have been added to the output setO. The setS of servers contains all nodes on leveli − 1. The edges
of H are the induced inter-level edges ofG between servers and non-super-node clients. In addition, we
add an edge between a servers ∈ S and a (super-node) clientCj ∈ C, iff there exists av ∈ Cj such that
(v, s) ∈ E(G). Conceptually, we can think of the edges incident toCj as pointing to the component leader
nodeℓj . Next, we find a MIS (cf. Section3) on the (virtual) hypergraphH. We sketch how we simulate the
run of the MIS algorithm onH in G: If a nodev ∈ Cj receives a message from a node inS, thenv forwards
this message to the component leaderℓj . (If a node receives multiple messages at the same time, it simply
forwards all messages sequentially by pipelining.) After waiting for Õ(D) rounds, the component leader
ℓj locally simulates the execution ofℓj according to the MIS algorithm by using the received (forwarded)
messages. Any messages produced by the simulation atℓj are then sent back through the same paths to the
neighbors ofCj . Let Oi be the set of nodes (on leveli − 1) that are not in the MIS; note thatOi forms a
minimal vertex cover on the hypergraph given byH. At the end of this iteration, we addOi to the output set
M and then proceed to process levelsi− 1 andi− 2.
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Theorem 4.3. MCDS can be solved in the CONGEST model in expected timeÕ(D(Dmin{∆o(1), no(1)}+√
n)).

Proof. We first argue the correctness of the algorithm. It is straightforward to see that, afterk iterations, the
solution setM =

⋃k
i=1 Oi forms a dominating set ofG. For connectivity, note that sinceOi is a minimal

vertex cover on the induced subgraphH, it follows that every super-node in the client set has a neighboring
node inOi. This guarantees thatM remains connected (inG) after addingOi.

Next, we consider minimality. Suppose that there exists a nodew in the solution setM that isredundant
in the sense that it can be removed fromM such thatM \ {w} is a MCDS ofG. Assume thatw became
redundant in the iteration when processing levelsj andj − 1. Note that by the properties of the BFS tree,w
must be either on levelsj or j − 1, since, in this iteration, we only add new nodes toM that are themselves
on levelj − 1. By the correctness of the MIS algorithm,w does not become redundant in the same iteration
that it is added toM , thusw can only be on levelj. Moreover, observing thatw can only have been added
to M in the preceding iteration to dominate some nodex on levelj + 1, it follows thatw cannot be made
redundant by adding some nodez on levelj − 1, sincez cannot dominatex. This shows that the setM is
minimal as required.

We now argue the running time bound. The pre-processing steps of electing a leader and constructing a
BFS tree can be completed inO(D) rounds. The for-loop of the MCDS algorithm hasO(D) iterations, thus it
is sufficient if we can show that we can simulate a single iteration (including finding a MIS on the constructed
hypergraphH) in Õ(

√
n + Dmin{∆ǫ, no(1)}) rounds. Consider the iteration that determines the status of

nodes in leveli, i.e., the nodes on leveli form the set of servers as defined in MCDS algorithm. First, we
run the algorithm of [34], which, given a graphG and a subgraphG′, yields maximal connected components
(w.r.t. G′) in time Õ(D +

√
n), whereD is the diameter ofG. Then, we simulate the MIS algorithm

Section3 on the hypergraphH given by the set of servers and the clients (some of which are super-nodes).
Consider a super-nodeCj . We can simulate a step of the MIS algorithm by forwarding allmessages that
nodes inCj receive (from servers on leveli− 1) to the component leader nodeℓj by sequentially pipelining
simultaneously received messages. The following lemma shows that we can assume that each client has at
mostO(log n) incident servers, i.e., the dimension of the hypergraphH is bounded byO(log n):

Lemma 4.4. If there is an algorithmA that solves MIS onn-nodem-edge hypergraphs of dimension up to
3 log(m+ n) in T (n) rounds for some functionT , then there is an algorithmA′ that solves hypergraph MIS
on anyn-nodem-edge hypergraph with any dimension iñO(T (n)) rounds.

Proof of Lemma4.4. A′ works as follows. LetH be the input graph. We will useM as a final MIS solution
for A′; initially, M = ∅. First, we mark every hypernode with probability1/2. LetH′ be the subgraph ofH
induced by marked nodes (i.e.H′ consist of every edge such that every node it contains is marked). Observe
that, with probability at least1− 1/m2, every hyperedge inH′ has dimension at most3 logm because every
hyperedge that contains more than3 logm nodes will have all its nodes marked with probability at mostm3.
We now runA to solve hypergraph MIS onH′. We add all nodes in the resulting MIS toM and remove
them fromH. Additionally, we remove fromH all other nodes inH′ (that are not in the MIS ofH′) and
edges containing them. (These nodes cannot be added to the MIS of H so they are removed.) We then
repeat this procedure to find the MIS of the remaining graph. Observe that this procedure removesn/2 nodes
in expectation. So, we have to repeat it onlyO(log n) times in expectation. Each of this procedure takes
O(T (n)) time, so we have the running time of̃O(T (n)) in total.

It follows from Lemma4.4that forwarding messages towards the component leader can incur a delay of
at mostO(log n) additional rounds due to congestion. This means that one step of the MIS algorithm can be
implemented inÕ(D) rounds, and thus the total time complexity of a single iteration of the for-loop takes
time Õ(Dmin{∆ǫ, no(1)}+√

n), as required.
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1: LetM be the final output set; initiallyM = ∅.
2: We perform leader election using anO(D) time algorithm of [21], yielding some leaderℓ.
3: Nodeℓ initiates the construction of a breadth-first-search treeB of k ≤ D levels.
4: The leafs ofB report their level (i.e. distance from the root) toℓ by convergecast and the leaderℓ then

rebroadcasts the maximum level to all children along the tree edges. At the end of this step, every node
knows its level inB and the maximum tree level.

5: for tree leveli = k, . . . , 1 do
6: Let Li ⊆ M denote the nodes on leveli that have been added toM . (Note thatLk is empty initially.)

Find a set of maximal connected componentsC = {C1, . . . , Cα} of the nodes inLi using theO(D +√
n) time algorithm of [34]; let ℓ1, . . . , ℓα denote the roots of the respective components.

Solving MIS on the hypergraph induced by levelsi andi− 1:
7: We construct the following bipartite server client graphH. Consider each component inC as a “super-

node”. The setC of clients contains all super-nodes inC and all nodes on leveli that are neither
adjacent to any super-node nor have been added to the output set O. The setS of servers contains
all nodes on leveli − 1. The edges ofH are the induced inter-level edges ofG between servers and
clients that do not form a component. In addition, add an edgebetweens ∈ S andCj ∈ C, iff there
exists anv ∈ Cj such that(v, s) ∈ E(G). Conceptually, we can think of the edges incident toCj to
point to the component leader nodeℓj .

8: Find a MIS (cf. Section3) on the virtual hypergraphH:
We sketch how we simulate the run of the MIS algorithm onH in G: If a nodev ∈ Cj receives a
message from a node inS, v forwards this message to the component leaderℓj . (If a node receives
multiple messages at the same time, it simply forwards all messages sequentially by pipelining.) After
waiting for Õ(D) rounds, the component leaderℓj locally simulates the execution of the MIS algo-
rithm by using the received (forwarded) messages. Any messages produced by the simulation atℓj are
then sent back through the same paths to the neighbors ofCj.

9: Add every node on leveli− 1 that is not in the MIS to the output setM .

Algorithm 4.3: A distributedMCDS-algorithm.

4.4 Lower Bounds

In this section we show lower bounds on the number of rounds for computing a minimal connected dominat-
ing set (MCDS). First, we show that̃Ω(D +

√
n) rounds are necessary in the worst case for solvingMCDS

in the CONGEST model showing a reduction to the spanning connected subgraph problem (SCS).
We then consider the LOCAL model where nodes can send messages of unbounded size. Here we present

a lower bound ofΩ(D) rounds for computing a minimal connected dominating set (MCDS). While it is easy
to see that this lower bound holds on a cycle ofn nodes, we show thatΩ(D) is auniversalbound in the sense
that, for any given diameterD = D(n) as a function ofn, we can construct a graph where the algorithm takes
Ω(D) time. As a byproduct of our proof, we obtain the same lower bound for spanning tree computation and
maximal clique.

Theorem 4.5. There exists anǫ > 0 and a graphG ofn nodes and diameterD, such that anyǫ-error MCDS
algorithmR takesΩ̃(D +

√
n) rounds in the CONGEST model.

Proof. We will show the lower bound via reduction from the spanning connected subgraph (SCS) problem,
for which anΩ̃(D+

√
n) lower bound is already known (cf. [33]). Consider an instance of theSCS problem:

we are given a set of edges defining a subgraphH of graphG and every node must output “yes” ifH spans
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G and is connected; otherwise at least one node must output “no”.
Suppose that we are given theMCDS algorithmR as stated in the theorem. We will first show that,

as long as graphG hasO(n) edges, we can instantiateR to yield a solution forSCS without significant
overhead. Since the lower bound graph for theSCS problem in [33] hasO(n) edges, this will yield the
result.

For an instance ofSCS given byG andH ⊆ G, we will construct a graphG′ = G′(G,H) of Θ(|V (G)|)
vertices andΘ(|E(G)|) edges: We initializeV (G′) to V (G) and subdivide each edge(u, v) ∈ E(G) by
adding asubdividing vertexbu,v to V (G′) and edges(u, bu,v), (bu,v, v) to E(G′). Let B[H] be the set of
all vertices that subdivide an edge inH and letB[G \ H] be the set of vertices subdividing other edges in
E(G) \ E(H). Then, for every vertexu ∈ V (G) ∪ B[H] we add anouter vertexgu to V (G′) and attach it
to u ∈ V (G′) by adding the edge(gu, u) to E(G′). In other words, we attach outer vertices to all nodes that
were part of the original graphG and to all nodes that subdivide an edge inH.

Lemma 4.6. If M is an minimal connected dominating set ofG′, then the following holds:∀u ∈ M : u /∈
B[G \H] if and only ifH is a spanning connected subgraph ofG’

Proof. First, observe that to dominate an outer vertexgu, it is necessary that eithergu ∈ M or its (only)
neighborv is in M . In the former case, it follows thatv must also be inM to satisfy connectivity. But then
we could removegu fromM and still guarantee domination; thus it follows that no outer vertex is inM and,
every neighbor of an outer vertex is inM . In particular, this means that all vertices ofG and all vertices that
subdivide edges ofH must be inM (since for each of these we added an outer vertex). Finally, we observe
thatH is not a connected subgraph if and only ifM needs to contain vertices that subdivide edgesnot in H.
This completes the proof of Lemma4.6.

Armed with Lemma4.6, we can simply invoke algorithmR to test whetherH is a spanning connected
subgraph ofG. Assuming that|E(G)| ∈ O(n), it follows that asymptoticallyG′ andG have the same
number of vertices and edges and thus it is straightforward to simulate the run of the MCDS algorithmR
on the (virtual) graphG′ on top of the actual networkG. From [33] we know that there exists a graph ofn
nodes andO(n) edges whereSCS takes timeΩ(D +

√
n). This completes the proof of Theorem4.5.

Theorem 4.7(Universal Lower Bound). Let R be an algorithm that solvesST (resp. maximal clique and
MCDS) in the LOCAL model with probability at least15/16 + ǫ, for any constantǫ > 0. Then, for every
sufficiently largen and every functionD(n) with 2 ≤ D(n) < n/4, there exists a graphG of n′ ∈ Θ(n)
nodes and diameterD′ ∈ Θ(D(n)) whereR takesΩ(D) rounds with constant probability.

Proof. For a givenn and a functionD(n), we construct the following lower bound graphG of Θ(n) nodes
and diameterΘ(D(n)). Let d ≥ 1 be the largest integer such thatn = 4dD(n) + ℓ, for 0 ≤ ℓ < 4D; we
will construct a graphG of n′ = n − ℓ ∈ Θ(n) vertices and diameterD′ = ⌊(n − ℓ)/8d⌋ ∈ Θ(D). Let
u0, . . . , un′−1 be the vertices ofG. We will consider the set ofbridge verticesdefined as{ui ∈ V (G) | ∃k ≥
0: i = kd < n′} to describe the edges ofG; vertices not in this set are thenon-bridge verticesof G. That is,
for every bridge vertexui, we add the arc edges(ui, ui+1), (ui, ui−1), . . . , (ui, ui+d), (ui, ui−d) (indices are
modulon′). See Figure2 for a concrete instance of this graph.

We first observe that solving maximal clique in this graph provides a leader node by simply running the
O(1) time leader election algorithm of [22] on the clique, thus showing that maximal clique takesΩ(D)
time.

We now describe how to solve the leader election problem onG given anMCDS-algorithm or anST-
algorithm. Letb0, . . . , bn′/4d−1 be an ordering of the bridge vertices according to their adjacencies inG. As
there are no edges between non-bridge vertices, anyMCDS M must contain all except possibly1 bridge
vertex to guarantee connectivity. Moreover, the fact that every bridge vertexbi dominatesbi−1 and bi+1

(modulon′/4d) implies thatM must omit a bridge vertex to be minimal.
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Figure 2: The Lower Bound Graph of Theorem4.7for n = 12 and diameter2. Bridge vertices are marked by
a double frame. The shaded regions represent two bridge clusters that partition the vertices into edge-disjoint
sets.

Observation 4.8. If M is anMCDS of G, then there is exactly one bridge vertexbi ∈ G such thatbi /∈ M .

We call the subgraph that consists of a bridge vertexbi and its adjacent vertices abridge cluster. Analo-
gously to Observation4.8, we have the following:

Observation 4.9. Let B be a partitioning ofG into edge-disjoint bridge clusters and letS be a spanning
tree ofG. Then, there is exactly one bridge clusterb ∈ B such that the subgraphb ∩ S is disconnected.

Suppose thatR is an algorithm that solvesST (the argument is analogous forMCDS) with probability
p in time T . We first runR to obtain a spanning tree ofG and then instruct every bridge vertex to check
whether its cluster is connected. By construction, every vertex locally knows if it is a bridge vertex since
non-bridge vertices have exactly2 edges while bridge vertices have degree> 2. By Observation4.9, exactly
2 bridge verticesbi andbi+1 will determine that their (overlapping) clusters are disconnected. The nodes
bi andbi+1 determine which of them has the greater id; this node then elects itself as the leader, while all
other nodes enter the non-elected state. Thus there is an algorithm that elects a leader inO(T ) rounds with
probabilityp.

It was shown in Theorem 3.13 of [21] that there is a class of graphsGn with diameterD(n) such that
leader election takesΩ(D(n)) rounds with constant probability. The proof of this result relies on the fact
that the vertices ofGn can be partitioned into4 disjoint but symmetric setsC1, . . . , C4 such that the distance
betweenC1 andC3 (resp.C2 andC4) is Ω(D). It is straightforward to check that these properties also hold
true in our graph classG. In particular, all bridge vertices observe the same roundr-neighborhood ofG, for
all r ≥ 1. Thus the proof of Theorem 3.13 in [21] can be adapted to our graphG. (We defer the details
of this adaptation to the full version of the paper.) Together with the above reduction from leader election,
this implies the sought time bound ofΩ(D) rounds (with constant probability) for computing a minimal
connected dominating set and finding a spanning tree onG.

5 Distributed Algorithms for Other Hypergraph Problems
Many algorithms in this section will simulate an algorithm for finding a MIS on a (standard) graph developed
by Luby [27] as a subroutine. One version of this algorithm is this: (1) Randomly assign unique priorities
to nodes inG (which can be achieved w.h.p. by having each node inG randomly pick an integer between1
andn4). (2) We mark and add all nodes that has higher priority than all its neighbors to the independent set.
(3) We remove these marked nodes and their neighbors from thegraph and repeat the procedure. Luby [27]
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shows that this procedure will repeat onlyO(log n) times in expectation. So, it is sufficient to getÕ(1) time
if our algorithms can simulate the three steps above inÕ(1) time.

5.1 Maximal Clique

Theorem 5.1. Maximal clique can be computed iñO(D) time in the CONGEST vertex-centric model and
Õ(D + DIM )-time in the CONGEST server-client model, whereD is the network (i.e., server graph or the
server-client bipartite graph) diameter andDIM is the hypergraph dimension.

Proof. Recall that in this problem, we want a maximal setS of hypernodes such that every two hypernodes
u andv in S are contained in some common hyperedge. This is equivalent to finding a maximal clique in the
server graph (defined in Section2).

Since the underlying network of the vertex-centric model isexactly the server graph, we can easily find a
maximal clique in this model, as follows. Pick any nodes. (This can be done inO(D) time by, e.g. picking
a node with smallest ID or using a leader election algorithm.) Let S be the set of all neighbors ofs. LetGS

be the subgraph of the server graph induced by nodes inS. Observe that ifM is a maximal clique inGS then
{s} ∪M is a maximal clique inG. So, it is sufficient to find a maximal clique inGS . Observe further that if
ḠS is the complement graph ofGS (i.e. an edge(u, v) is in ḠS if and only if it is not inGS ), then finding a
maximal clique inGS is equivalent to finding a MIS in̄GS .

We now simulate Luby’s algorithm to find a MIS in̄GS . We simulate the first step by letting nodes
generate a random permutation of nodes inḠS , sayv1, v2, . . . , v|S|, and send a priorityi to nodevi. This
can be done in one round since all nodes inḠS are neighbors ofs. Now, for every nodev in ḠS of priority,
say i, checks whether its priority is higher than all its neighbors in ḠS (as required by the second step of
Luby’s algorithm). Observe that this is the case if and only if the prioritiesi + 1, i + 2, . . . |S| are given to
v’s neighbors inGS . Nodev can check this in one round by receiving the priorities of allits neighbors in
GS . For simulating the third step, each nodev has to know whether it has a neighbor in̄GS that is marked.
We do this by counting the number of marked nodes (every node tells s whether it is marked or not). Letc
be such number. Then, every nodev counts how many of its neighbors inGS are marked. If this is less than
c, thenv has a neighbor in̄Gs that is marked. This takesO(1) rounds.

The above simulation of Luby’s algorithm can be extended to the server-client model with an extra
O(DIM ) factor cost: Fors to distribute the priorities in the first step, it has to send up to DIM priorities to
the same hyperedge. For the second step, where each nodev has to check whether its priority is higher than
all its neighbors inḠS , v has to receive the priorities of all its neighbors inGS , and it might have to receive
up to DIM priorities from the same hyperedge. Finally, for the third step where every node has to know the
number of neighbors inGS that are marked, it has to received the list of IDs of its marked neighbors, and it
might have to receive up toDIM IDs from the same hyperedge.

Note that the dependence on the diameter in the running time is necessary, as shown in Theorem4.7.

5.2 (∆ + 1)-Coloring

Theorem 5.2. The (∆ + 1)-coloring problem on hypergraphs has the same complexity asthe (∆ + 1)-
coloring problem on standard (two-dimensional) graphs; inparticular, it can be solved inO(log n) time.
This holds in both vertex-centric and server-client representations and even in the CONGEST model.

Proof. Recall that in the(∆+1)-coloring problem we want to color hypernodes so that there is no monochro-
matic hyperedge, i.e. all hypernodes it contains have the same color. We solve this problem by converting
a hypergraphH to a two-dimensional graphG on the same set of nodes as follows. For every hyperedgee
in H, pick arbitrary two distinct hypernodes it contains, sayu andv, and create an edgee′ = (u, v) in G.
Observe thatG has maximum degree at most∆ and any valid coloring inG will be a valid coloring inH
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(since if an edgee in H is monochromatic, then the corresponding edgee′ in G will also be monochromatic).
Thus, it is sufficient to find a(∆ + 1) coloring inG. We can do this by simulating any(∆ + 1)-coloring
algorithm forG onH. This shows that(∆ + 1)-coloring on hypergraphs isas easy as(∆ + 1)-coloring on
standard graphs.

5.3 Maximal Matching

Theorem 5.3. The maximal matching problem on hypergraphs can be solved inO(log n) time in the CON-
GEST server-client model.

Proof. Recall that this problem on a hypergraphH asks for a maximal setS ⊆ E(H) of disjointhyperedges,
i.e. e ∩ e′ = ∅ for all e 6= e′ in S. Consider the followingline graphG: nodes ofG is the hyperedges inH,
i.e. V (G) = E(H), and there is an edge between two nodese, e′ ∈ V (G) if and only if their corresponding
hyperedges overlap, i.e.e ∩ e′ 6= ∅. Clearly, a setS is a maximal matching inH if and only if it is a MIS in
G. Thus, it is left to find a MIS inG. This can be done by simulating Luby’s algorithm [27]. Observe that the
first and second steps need no communication. For the third step, every node inG (hyperedges inH) only
needs to know the highest priority among its neighbors. Thiscan be done inO(1) rounds by having each
hyperedge (client in the server-client representation) inH send its priority to all hypernodes (server) that it
contains, then these hypernodes sends the maximum prioritythat it receives to all hyperedges that contain it.
So, we can implement the three steps of Luby’s algorithm inO(1) rounds.

6 Concluding Remarks and Open Problems

Our work shows that while some local symmetry breaking problems such as coloring and maximal matching
can be solved in polylogarithmic rounds in both the LOCAL andCONGEST models, for many others such
as MIS, hitting set, and maximal clique it remains a challenge to obtain polylogarithmic time algorithms
in the CONGEST model. This dichotomy manifests in hypergraphs of higher dimension. Understanding
this dichotomy can be helpful to make further progress in improving the bounds or showing lower bounds,
especially in the CONGEST model. In particular, an important open question is whether we can show super-
polylogarithmic lower bounds for MIS for hypergraphs of high dimension in the CONGEST model?

Our results also have implications to solving hypergraph problems in the classical PRAM model. Our
CONGEST model algorithms can be translated into PRAM algorithms running in (essentially) the same
number of rounds (up to polylogarithmic factors). In particular, improving over thẽO(∆o(1)) round algorithm
for MIS in the CONGEST model can point to better PRAM algorithms for MIS which has been eluding
researchers till now. A major question is whetherO(polylog n) or evenO(polylogm) round algorithms are
possible in the CONGEST model for MIS (as shown here, the answer is “yes” in the LOCAL model).

Another aspect of this work, which was one of our main motivations, is using hypergraph algorithms for
solving problems in graphs efficiently. In particular, our hypergraph MIS algorithm leads to fast distributed
algorithms for the BMDS and the MCDS problems. In particular, it will be interesting to see if one can give
an algorithm for MCDS that essentially matches the lower bound of Ω̃(D +

√
n) (whenD is large).
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