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Abstract

Fundamental local symmetry breaking problems such as MaXimependent Set (MIS) and color-
ing have been recognized as important by the community, anliles extensively in (standard) graphs.
In particular, fast (i.e., logarithmic run time) randondzalgorithms are well-established for MIS and
A + 1-coloring in both the LOCAL and CONGEST distributed compgtimodels. On the other hand,
comparatively much less is known on the complexity of distied symmetry breaking inypergraphs
In particular, a key question is whether a fast (randomiaéghrithm for MIS exists for hypergraphs.

In this paper, we study the distributed complexity of synmpéreaking in hypergraphs by present-
ing distributed randomized algorithms for a variety of fantental problems under a natural distributed
computing model for hypergraphs. We first show that MIS indrgpaphs (of arbitrary dimension) can
be solved inO(log? n) rounds ¢ is the number of nodes of the hypergraph) in the LOCAL modet. W
then present a key result of this paper —@fA€ polylog n)-round hypergraph MIS algorithm in the
CONGEST model whera is the maximum node degree of the hypergraphand0 is any arbitrarily
small constant.

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

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

The importance, as well as the difficulty, of solving probtean hypergraphs was pointed out recently by
Linial, in his Dijkstra award talk35]. While standard graphsnodelpairwiseinteractions well, hypergraphs
can be used to modetulti-wayinteractions. For example, social network interactiorgduide several indi-
viduals as a group, biological interactions involve seMentities (e.g., proteins) interacting at the same time,
distributed systems can involve several agents workingttasg, or multiple clients who share a server (e.g.,
a cellular base station), or multiple servers who shareemtlor shared channels in a wireless network. In
particular, hypergraphs are especially useful in modgkiacial networks (e.g.3p]) and wireless networks
(e.g., BD). Unfortunately, as pointed out by Linial, much less is ¥umofor hypergraphs than for graphs.
The focus of this paper is studying the complexity of fundataklocal symmetry breaking problems in
hypergraph$. A related goal is to utilize these hypergraph algorithmsstiving (standard) graph problems.

In the area of distributed computing for (standard) grafinsglamental local symmetry breaking prob-
lems such as Maximal Independent Set (MIS) and coloring baea studied extensively (see e.§.4,[24,

5, 32, 20] and the references therein). Problems such as MIS andiglare “local” in the sense that a so-
lution can beverifiedeasily by purely local means (e.g., each node communicatihgwith its neighbors),
but the solution itself should satisfy a global property(ein the case of coloring, every node in the graph
should have a color different from its neighbors and thel tmtanber of colors is at mosh + 1, whereA

is the maximum node degree). Computing an MIS or coloringllgds non-trivial because of the difficulty
of symmetry breakingnodes have to decide on their choices (e.g., whether tHendpéo the MIS or not)
by only looking at asmallneighbourhood around it. (In particular, to get an algonitunning ink rounds,
each nodes has to make its decision by looking only at information on emevithin distance: from it.)
Some of the most celebrated results in distributed algosthre such fast localized algorithms. In particular,
O(log n)-round (randomized) distributed algorithms are well-kndar MIS [27] and A + 1-coloring [5] in
both the LOCAL and CONGEST distributed computing mod&ld.[

Besides the interest in understanding the complexity ofiémmental problems, the solutions to such
localizable symmetry breaking problems has many obviopdiGgtions. Examples are scheduling (such as
avoiding the collision of radio transmissions, see eXf],[[9], or matching nodes such that each pair can
communicate in parallel to the other pairs, see e4j), fesource management (such as assigning clients
to servers, see, e.g3]), and even for obtaining (Diameter) solutions to global problems that cannot be
solved locally, such as MST computatiatd] 23].

In contrast to graphs which have been extensively studidideicontext of distributed algorithms, many
problems become much more challenging in the context ofrigyaphs. An outstanding example is the MIS
problem, whose local solutions for graphs were mentionexy@b On the other hand, in hypergraphs (of
arbitrary dimension) the complexity of MIS is wide open. 8imypergraph, a MIS is a maximal subgeif
hypernodes such that no subset/dbrms an hyperedge.) Indeed, determining the parallel ¢exitp (in
the PRAM model) of the Maximal Independent Set (MIS) problarhypergraphs (for arbitrary dimension)
remains as one of the most important open problems in pbcalteputation; in particular, a key open prob-
lem is whether there exists a polylogarithmic time PRAM ailpon [17, 6, 19]. As discussed later, efficient
CONGEST model distributed algorithms that uses simplel lcoaputations will also give efficient PRAM
algorithms.

IHenceforth, when we say a graph, we just mean a standardi€igrpph.

2Formally, a hypergrapliV, ') consists of a set of (hyper)nod&sand a collectionF” of subsets of’; the sets that belong
to F' are calledhyperedges The dimensionof a hypergraph is the maximum number of hypernodes thanbetio a hyperedge.
Throughout, we will use: for the number of nodesy for the number of hyperedges, aidfor the degree of the hypergraph which
is the maximum node degree (i.e., the maximum number of eglgesle is in). A standard graph is a hypergraph of dimension 2.



1.1 Main Results

We present distributed (randomized) algorithms for a ward fundamental problems under a natural dis-
tributed computing model for hypergraphs (cf. Sectpn

Hypergraph MIS. A main focus is the hypergraph MIS problem which has been thgest of extensive
research in the PRAM model (see e.d.,[18, 19, 6, 28]). We first show that MIS in hypergraphs (of arbitrary
dimension) can be solved if(log? n) distributed roundsr{ is the number of nodes of the hypergraph) in
the LOCAL model (cf. Theoren3.1). We then present a® (A€ polylogn) round algorithm for finding

a MIS in hypergraphs of arbitrary dimension in the CONGESTdelpowhereA is the maximum degree
of the hypergraph (we refer to Theoredrll for a precise statement of the bound) and 0 is any small
positive constant. In the distributed computing model HoDCAL and CONGEST), computation within
a node is free; in one round, each node is allowed to compuytdusmation of its current data. However,
in our CONGEST model algorithms, each processor will penfeery simple computations (but this is not
true in the LOCAL model). In particular, each step of any nedean be simulated i®(d,) time by a
single processor or i (log m) time with d,, processors. Herel, is the degree of the node in tiserver-
client computation model — cf. Sectio® d, = O(m), wherem is the number of hyperedges. From
these remarks, it follows that our algorithms can be sinedain the PRAM model to within a@®(logm)
factor slowdown using)(m + n) processors. Thus our CONGEST model algorithm also implieRaM
algorithm for hypergraph MIS running i0 (A€ polylog n log m) 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 importaos®lving several natural symmetry breaking
problems in (standard) graphs too. For the results disdusslew, we assume the CONGEST model.

Consider first the following graph problem called thstricted minimal dominating set (RMD&pblem
which arises as a key subproblem in other problems that veeisislater. We are given a (standard) graph
G = (V,FE) and a subset of node® C V, such thatk forms a dominating set i (i.e., every node
v € V is either adjacent t& or belongs toR). It is required to find aninimal dominating setn R that
dominatesl/. (The minimality means that no subset of the solution canidataV; it is easy to verify the
minimality condition locally). Note that iR is V' itself the problem can be solved by finding a MIS@f
since a MIS is also a minimal dominating set (MDS); henc®dlog n) algorithm exists. However, iR is
some arbitrary proper subsetdf(such thatkR dominates/), then no distributed algorithm running even in
sublinear (inn) time (let alone polylogarithmic time) is known. Using owpergraph MIS algorithm, we
design a distributed algorithm for RMDS runningi{min{A* polylog n, n°Y }) rounds in the CONGEST
model (A is the maximum node degree of the graph) — cf., Sectidn

RMDS arises naturally as the key subproblem in the solutiostizer problems, in particular, theal-
anced minimal dominating set (BMD§g)oblem [L6] and theminimal connected dominating set (MCDS)
problem. Given a (standard) graph, the BMDS problem (defiogdally in Sectiord.2) asks for a minimal
dominating set whose average degree is small with respéue taverage degree of the graph; this has appli-
cations to load balancing and fault-tolerant.€][ It was shown that such a set exists and can be found using
a centralizedalgorithm [L6]. Finding a fast distributed algorithm was a key problem tgen in [L6]. In
Section4.3, we use our hypergraph MIS algorithm of Secti®to present aW (D + min{A¢, n°U}) round
algorithm (the notatiorD hides apolylog n factor) for BMDS problem (in the CONGEST model), whebe
is the diameter (of the input standard graph) ani the maximum node degree.

The MCDS problem is a variant (similar to variants studiedha context of wireless networks, e.g.
[10Q]) of the well-studiedminimumconnected dominating set problem (which is NP-hag&])1[l]. In the
MCDS problem we require a dominating set that is connectedsaminimal (i.e., no subset of the solution
is a MCDS). In contrast to the approximate minimum connedtenhinating set problem (i.e., finding a
connected dominating set that is not too large comparedet@ptimal) which admits efficient distributed
algorithms [L2, 15] (polylogarithmic run time algorithms are known for bottrethOCAL and CONGEST



model for the unweighted case), it seems difficult to obtaireficient distributed algorithm for MCDS. In
Section4.3, we use our hypergraph MIS algorithm of Secti®mas a subroutine to construct a distributed
algorithm for MCDS that runs in im&(D(D min{A¢, n°M} + /n)). We also show tha®(D + /n) is a
lower bound on the run time for any distributed MCDS algarith

Algorithms for other hypergraph problems. Besides MIS (and the above related standard graph prohlems)
we also study distributed algorithms for coloring, maximetching, and maximal clique in hypergraphs.
We show that &\ + 1-coloring of a hypergraph (of any arbitrary dimension) cancbmputed irO(logn)
rounds (this generalizes the result for standard graphe)algé show that maximal matching in hypergraphs
can be solved i® (log m) rounds. Maximal clique is a less-studied problem, evenenctise of graphs, but
nevertheless interesting. Given a (standard) gf@ph (V, E'), a maximal cligue (MCY. is subset of” such
that L is a clique inG and is maximal (i.e., it is not contained in a bigger cliqudy is related to MIS since
any MIS in the complement gragh* is an MC inG. For a hypergraph one can define an MC with respect to
the server graph (cf. Sectid). Finding MC has applications in findingreon-dominated coterign quorum
systems 29]. We show that an MC in a hypergraph can be foundimim log n) rounds, wher®im is the
dimension andh is the number of nodes. All the above results hold in the CONGEodel as well.

1.2 Technical Overview and Other Related Work

We study two natural network models for computing with hgpaphs —server-clientmodel and theertex-
centricmodels (cf. Sectiorz). Our algorithmic results apply essentially to both the eledexcept the one
on maximal matching).

The distributed MIS problem on hypergraphs is significantlgre challenging than that on (standard)
graphs. Simple variants/modifications of the distributiegathms on graphs (e.g., Luby’s algorithm and its
variants 7, 30, 32]) do not seem to work for higher dimensions, even for hymasbs of dimension 3. For
example, running Luby’s algorithm or its permutation vatig27] on a (standard) graph by representing each
hyperedge is replaced with a clique does not work — in thetgthpre can be only one node in the MIS,
whereas in the hypergraph all nodes of the clique, expegtaamebe in the MIS. It has been conjectured by
Beame and Lubyq] that a generalisation of the permutation variant of an @dlgon due to Luby P7] can
give apolylog(m +n) run time in the PRAM model, but this has not been proven satate(that this bound
itself can be large, since can be exponential in).

Our distributed hypergraph MIS algorithm (Secti8nconsists of a few ingredients. A key ingredient
is thedecomposition lemmgf. Lemma3.3) that shows that the problem can be reduced to solving a MIS
problem in a low diameter network. The lemma is essentiailypplication of thenetwork decomposition
algorithm of Linial and SaksZ6]. This applies to the CONGEST model as well — the main taskéngroof
is to show that the Linial-Saks decomposition works for Kbahe hypergraph models in the CONGEST
setting. The next ingredient is to show how the PRAM algonithf Beame and Lubyd] can be simulated
efficiently in the distributed setting; this we show is pb#siin a low diameter graph. Kelsen’s analysi§][
of Beame-Luby’s algorithm (which shows a polylogarithmimé bound in the PRAM model faronstant
dimension hypergraphs) immediately gives a polylogarithnound algorithm in the LOCAL model for
a hypergraph ofiny dimension. However, this approach fails in the CONGEST rhaglace it involves
collecting a lot of information at some nodes. To obtain €hg\¢) algorithm (for any constant > 0) for
a hypergraph of arbitrary dimension in the CONGEST model s& another ingredient. we generalize a
theorem of Turan (cf. Theore®6) for hypergraphs — this shows that a hypergraph of low avedegree
has dargeindependent set. We show further that such a large indepeadican be found when the network
diameter isO(logn). Combining this theorem with the analysis of Beame and Laulygorithm gives the
result. Our CONGEST model algorithm, as pointed out earéitso implies a@(AG) round algorithm for
the PRAM model. Recently, independently of our result, Baret al.f] use a similar approach to obtain
an improved algorithm for the PRAM model. In particular, thmprove Kelsen’s analysis of Beame-Luby
algorithm to apply also for slightlguper-constantlimension. This improved analysis of Kelsen also helps



us in obtaining a slightly better bound (cf. Theoré&r).

We apply our hypergraph MIS algorithm to solve two key praide— BMDS and MCDS. The BMDS
problem was posed in Harris et al.g], but no efficient distributed algorithm was known. A key therieck
was solving the RMDS problem (defined earlier) which appeara subroutine in solving BMDS. We can
view RMDS as a hypergraph problem. To see this, it is usefdetine a hypergraph using the following
server-client bipartite graph moddB = (S, C): the server seb represents the nodes of the hypergraph
and the client se€’ represents the hyperedges; an edge is present betweereassand a clientc if and
only if node s belongs to the hyperedge To capture the RMDS problem, we take the server sdt asd
the client set a¥” and an edge is present between a server and a client if ther sedjacent to (or is the
same as) the client in the given gragh Solving the RMDS problem now reduces to solving thimimal
hitting set (MHS)same as theninimal vertex cover(MVQ)problent in this hypergraph (cf., Sectiofi1).
Since a MHS is just the complement of the MIS (in the servér st reduces to solving MIS problem in a
hypergraph.

The MCDS problem, to the best of our knowledge has not beeridered before and seems signifi-
cantly harder to solve in the distributed setting compacethé more well-studied approximate version of
the connected dominating set problefr?,[15]. The key difficulty is beingminimal with respect tdboth
connectivity and domination. We use a layered approachet@ithblem, by first constructing a breadth-first
tree (BFS) and then adding nodes to the MCDS, level by leviiefree (starting with the leaves). We make
sure that nodes added to the MCDS in levdbminates the nodes in level 1 and is also minimal. To be
minimal with respect to connectivity we cluster nodes thiatia MCDS at level + 1 by connected compo-
nents and treat these as super-nodes. To minimally domtimeée super nodes we use the hypergraph MIS
algorithm; however there is a technical difficulty of simtirg the hypergraph algorithm on super-nodes. We
show that such a simulation can be done efficiently by redyitie dimension of the constructed hypergraph
(cf. Lemmad4.4) which show that hypergraph MIS on a hypergraph of arbitdingension can be reduced
to solving a equivalent problem in a hypergraphpetylog(m + n) dimension with onlyO(log n) factor
slow down. We also show a lower boundfm{D + /n) for the MCDS problem (Theorerh.5) by using the
techniques of Das Sarma et aB3]. This lower bound holds even wheh = polylogn. In this case, our
upper bound is tight up to polylog n factor.

2 Preliminaries

A hypergraph?{ consists of a set'(#) of n (hyper)nodes and a set family(H) of m hyperedges, each
of which is a subset oV (#). We define thedegree of node: to be the total number of hyperedges that
u is contained in. Furthermore, we define ttiegree of the hypergrapldenoted byA as the maximum
over all hypernode degrees. The size of each hyperedge iglbdby thedimensiorbim of #; note that a
hypergraph of dimensiofis a standard graph.

We now introduce our model of computation. In our distrilbuteodel, is realized as a (standard)
undirected bipartite grapty with vertex setsS andC where|S| = n and|C| = m. We call S the set
of serversand C the set ofclientsand denote this realization of a hypergraph assherer-client model
That is, every vertex it corresponds to a vertex #H and every vertex i’ corresponds to a hyperedge of
‘H. For simplicity, we use the same identifiers for verticeg'ilms for the hyperedges iH. There exists a
(2-dimensional) edge id- from a servern: € S to a cliente € C if and only if u € e. See Figurelafor an
example. Thus, the degree Hfis precisely the maximum degree of the servers and the dioren$H is
given by the maximum degree of the clients.

An alternative way to model a hypergrapgh as a distributed network is theertex-centricmodel (cf.
Figurelc). Here, the nodes are exactly the node${aind there exists a communication link between nodes

3A MHS (same as MVC) of a hypergraph is a minimal sub§esf hypernodes that such that N e £ 0, for every hyperedge
of the hypergraph. Note that the complement of a MHS is a MIS.



servers clients

Figure 1: Figure @) depicts a hypergraph consisting of vertiees...,us and edges; = {ui,usz,us}, e2 =
{u2,us}, andes = {us, us}. Figures p) and €) respectively show this hypergraph in the bipartite seolient model
and the vertex-centric model.

u andv if and only if there exists a hyperedgec E(H) such thatu,v € e. Note that in this model, we
assume that every node locally knows all hyperedges in whisltontained. For any hypergragfiwe call
the above underlying communication graph in the vertexrmmodel (which is a standard graph) as the
server graphdenoted byG (H).

We consider the standard synchronous round model &f) pf communication. That is, each node
has a unique id (arbitrarily assigned from some set of sizgnpmial in n) and executes an instance of a
distributed algorithm that advances in discretends To correctly model the computation in a hypergraph,
we assume that each node knows whether it is a server or & dlierach round every node can communicate
with its neighbors (according to the edges in the serventigraph) and perform some local computation.
We do not assume shared memory and nodes do not have anyi&powtedge about the network at large.

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

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

3 Distributed Algorithms for Hypergraph MIS Problem

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

Theorem 3.1. The hypergraph MIS problem can be solved in the followingeetgal timé in both vertex-
centric and server-client representations.
1. O(log? n) time in the LOCAL model.
2. O(log(d+4)‘+4 n) time in the CONGEST model when the input hypergraph hasaondimension.
3. O(min{A¢1log®/9”"? n, AeWpe) /Y time® in the CONGEST model for any dimension:(0
can be any arbitrarily small constant.)

In Section3.1, we will prove adecomposition lemmahich 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 agoathm that solves the followingubgraph-MIS
problem on low-diameter networks.

40ur time bounds can also be easily shown to hold with highadsiity, i.e., with probabilityl — 1 /7.
®As usual, we use the notatidng” n which is the same adog n)’.



Definition 3.2 (Subgraph-MIS Problem)in the Subgraph-MIS Problem problem, we are givermamode
network@. This network is either in a vertex-centric or server-cliegpresentation of some hypergraph
Additionally, we are given a subnetwofK of G representing a sub-hypergrapf’ of H. The goal is to find
a MIS of H'.

Lemma 3.3 (Decomposition Lemma)For any functionT’, if there is an algorithmA that solves subgraph-
MIS on CONGEST server-client (respectively vertex-centretworks of0(logn) diameter inT'(n) time,
then there is an algorithm for MIS on CONGEST server-clieasectively vertex-centric) networksaofy
diameter that take® (T'(n) log® n) time.

The main idea of the lemma is to run thetwork decompositioalgorithm of Linial and SaksZ6] and
simulate4 on each cluster resulting from the decomposition. The oaly that we have to be careful is that
running.4 simultaneously on many clusters could cause a congesti@sha that this can be avoided by
a careful scheduling. The detail is as follows.

The network decomposition algorithm dfff] produces arO(log n)-decomposition with weak-diameter
O(logn). That is, given a (two-dimensional) graph it partitions nodes into set$;, Ss, . . . S and assigns
colore¢; € {1,2,...,0(logn)} to each seb; with the following properties:

¢ the distance between any two nodes in the sam#;sstO(log n), and

e any two neighboring nodes of the same color must be in the sair{@ other words, any two “neigh-

boring” sets must be assigned different colors).

This algorithm take®) (log® n) time even in the CONGEST modetq]. We will use the above decom-
position algorithm to decompose the server graph of thetihppergraph. The result is the partition of hy-
pernodes (servers) into colored sets satisfying the abavaditions. In addition, we will modify Linial-Saks
(LS) algorithm to produce low-diameter subgraphs thataonthese sets with the property that subgraphs
of the same color have “small overlap”.

Claim 3.4. Let G be the input network (server-client or vertex-centric mpdepresenting hypergrapf.
In O(log®n) time and for some integek, we can partition hypernodes into setsSs, . .., S;, producek
subgraphs ot denoted by~ , Gs, . .. Gk, and assign color; € {1,2,...,0(logn)} to each subgrapli;,
with the following properties:

1. For all i, G; has diamete©O(logn) and .S; C V(G;).

2. For anyS; and S; that are assigned the same color (i.€. = ¢;), there is no hyperedge iH that

contains hypernodes (servers) in béthand S;;.
3. Every edge i@ is contained inO(log® n) graphsG;, , Gy, , . . .

Observe that the first two properties in Clail is similar to the guarantees of Linial-Saks algorithm,
except that Clain3.4explicitly gives low-diameter graphs that contain the $gts . ., S,.. The third property
guarantees that such graphs have “small congestion”.

Proof. Note that the Linial-Saks algorithm works as follows. Thgagithm runs in iterations where in
the i iteration it will output sets of coloi. In the i*" iteration, each vertey selects an integer radius
ry € {1,...,0(logn)} at random (according to some distribution). Then it broaticis ID and the value

r, to all nodes within distance, of it. For every node, after receiving all such messages from other nodes,
selects the node with highest ID from among nogekat sends their IDs to; denote such node by (v).

For any nodey, define setS, as the set that contains every nadhat hasC'(v) = y and its distance tg is
strictly less thamr,,. We call S, theset centered aj (note thaty might not be inS,). All sets in this iteration
receives colofi. The distance between every pair of nodeandv in any setS, is O(logn) since their
distance ta, is O(log n). We can guarantee that there are no two neighboring nodeslv in different sets
because otherwis€(u) = C(v) (this crucially uses the fact that sets are formed by nedebose distance

®A sub-hypergrapl’ of  is simply a hypergraph induced B§(#') — a subset o¥/ (H).



to C'(v) is strictly less tham,,)). By carefully picking the distribution of,, [26] shows that the number of
iterations isO(log n).

The following is one simple (although not the most efficiamély to simulate the above algorithm in the
server-client CONGEST model to compufig, . . ., S,. We implement each iteration of the above algorithm
in sub-iterations In the beginning of theg'” sub-iteration, every server with ry = j sends its ID to its
neighboring clients. We then repeat the following #gr— 1 steps: every node (client or server) sends the
maximum ID that it receives to its neighbors. It is easy to thee after all sub-iterations every server
receives the maximum ID among the IDs of servgmich that, = j and the distance betwegrandv in
the server graph is at mogt Sincer, = O(logn) for everyy, there areD(logn) sub-iterations and each
sub-iteration take®)(logn) time. After all sub-iterations, every servercan selectC(v). Thus, we can
simulate Linial-Saks algorithm i®(log® n) time. (Simulating Linial-Saks algorithm on the vertex-tren
model can be done similarly except that we will hgve 1 sub-iterations instead @fj — 1.)

We now constructyy, ..., G. At any sub-iteration above, if a nodesends the ID of some nodgto
its neighbors, we add its neighbors and all edges incidenttéolr,, (corresponding to sef,). Clearly, S,
is contained i/ (G,) sinceG, contains all nodes that receive the IDyofThis process also guarantees that
G, hasO(log n) diameter since every node @, can reaclG, in O(log n) hops by following the path that
the ID of y was sent to it. Additionally, since the simulation of Lin@aks algorithm finishes i@ (log® n)
rounds, and in each round we add an e@lgey) to at most two subgraphs, we have that every edge is in
O(log® n) subgraphs. O

Proof of Lemma&.3. We decompose the network as in Clam. Then, we usel to compute MIS iteratively
in O(logn) iterations as follows. At thé/" iteration, we consider each st and graphG; of colori. We
will decide whether each node i will be in the final solution of MIS or not. We assume that weeabty
did so for sets of color$,2,...,i — 1.

Let H; be the following sub-hypergrapti; consists of all hypernodes ;. For each hyperedgethat
contains a node ifS;, we add an edg€ = eN S; to H, if e containsnoneof the following hypernodes: (1) a
hypernode in se$’ of color; > 7, and (2) a node in se&t” of color ; < i that is already decided to m®tin
the MIS. We can construét, quickly since each server (hypernode) can decide locallgtiadr each client
(hyperedge) adjacent to it satisfies the above propertytor no

Now we compute MIS ofH; by simulating.A to solve the subgraph-MIS problem @¥ where the
subgraph we want to solve is the subgraghof G, representingH;. Note that since5; has diameter
O(log n), A will finish in T'(n) time if we simulate4 on only G,. However, we will actually simulatel on
all graphsG;, , Gy, , . .. of color i simultaneouslySince each edge is containedlog® n) such graphs, we
can finish simulatingd on all graphs irO(T'(n) log® n) time.

After we finish simulating4 on H;, we use the solution as a solution of MIS of the original gragh
that is, we say that a hypernode is in the MIStpif and only if it is in the MIS of ;. We now prove the
correctness. Leb/; be the MIS ofH,. First, observe that any hypernode/fify can be added to the MIS
solution of H without violating the independent constraint sirfe contains all hyperedges 6{ except
those that contain some hypernode of higher color (whicloisyat added to the MIS of) and hypernode
of lower color that is already decided not to be in the MISHbf Secondly, the fact that any hypernodéen
S, that is not inM, implies that there is a hyperedgéin H, that contains all hypernodes it exceptw.
Let ¢ be a hyperedge if{ such that’ C e. Note thate does not contain any hypernode in other Setof
the same color aS;. Also observe that every hypernodeeify S; must be already decided to be in the MIS
of H (otherwise, we will not have’ = e N S; in H;). Thus, every hypernode il excepto is already in
the MIS of H as well; in other wordsy cannot be in the MIS o#{. This completes the correctness of the
algorithm. Thus, after we finish simulating on graphs of all colors, we obtain the MIS #f. Since we
needO(T'(n) log® n) time for each color, we nee@(7T'(n) log* n) time in total. O



Lemma 3.5. MIS can be solved i®(log? ) 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 sabbs each of which
haveO(log n) diameter and no two subgraphs assigned the same colourashgper edge. Our algorithm
proceeds in the same way as in the proof of Lenfi®a except that there is no congestion in the LOCAL
model when we simulatel (as specified in Lemma.3) on all graphs of coloi. Thus, we need(T'(n))
time per color instead aP(7'(n) log® n). Moreover, we can solve the subgraph-MIS problem on a nétwor
of O(log n) diameter inO(log n) time by collecting the information about the subgraph to noée, locally
compute the MIS on such node, and send the solution back tp eede. Thus7'(n) = O(logn). It follows
that we can solve MIS on networks of any diamete®iflog? n) time. O

3.2 O(log!“'** p) time in the CONGEST model assuming constant dimensior

Let (H,H’) be an instance of the subgraph-MIS problem such that theonlet& representing/ has
O(log n) diameter. We now show that we can solve this probler® (og(®+*" n) time when#’ has a con-
stant dimensiom, i.e. || < d for every hyperedge in H’. By Lemma3.3, we will get a0 (log(**"*+ p)-
time algorithm for the MIS problem in the case of constamtglisional hypergraphs (of any diameter) which
works in both vertex-centric and server-client repredestia and even in the CONGEST model. This algo-
rithm is also an important building block for the algorithmthe next section.

Our algorithm simulates the PRAM algorithm of Beame and Lifjyhich was proved by Kelserip]
to finish inO(log(***" n) time when the input hypergraph has a constant dimensimd this running time
was recently extended to andy< ﬁ% by Bercea et al.q]’. The crucial part in the simulation is to
compute a numbef(#’) defined as follows. Fob # = C V(#’) and an integej with 1 < j < d — |z|
we define: Nj(z,H') = {y CV(H) | zUy € E(H)ANzny = DAyl = j} andd(z,H') =
(IN; (z, H")|)/7. Also, for2 < i < d, let® ¢;(H') = max{d,_,(z,H) | = C V(H') A0 < |z| < i} and
C(H') = max{¢;(H') | 2 < i < d}. We now explain how to comput&#’) in O(log!*)' n) time. First,
note that we can assume that every node knows the list of mreritbeach hyperedge that contains it: this
information is already available in the vertex-centricresggntation; and in the server-client representation
every hyperedge can send this list to all nodes that it cosiiaiO(d) time. Every node can now compute,
for everyi, ¢;(v,H') = max{d;_,(z,H') | + S V(H') A0 < |z| < i Av € x}. This does not require any
communication since for any such thaty € x, nodev already knows all hyperedges that contaithey
must be hyperedges that contain Now, we compute (') = max{¢;(v,H') |2 <i < dAv e V(H)}
by computing through the breadth-first search tree of theartrepresenting< (this is where we need the
fact that the network haS(log n) diameter).

Once we get(H’), the rest of the simulation is trivial. We provide some detaere for completeness.
We mark each hypernode #’ with probability p = WE(H’) If a hyperedge has all of its nodes marked,

unmark all of its nodes. Remove the hypernodes that arevsilked from?#’ and add them to the indepen-
dent set. We also remove these hypernodes ftiithus reducing the size of some hyperedge®tin In

the remaining hypergraph do the following: eliminate angesiproperly containing another edge; remove
any hypernodes that form a 1-dimension edge (i.e. remowy @ypernodev such that there is a hyperedge
{v}); finally, remove isolated vertices (i.e., those not cargdiin any edge) and add them to the independent
set. LetH’ be the resulting hypergraph. Repeat this procedure umtietis no hypernodes left. It is easy
to see that all steps (before we repeat the procedure) takesrounds. Kelsenq] and Bercea et al.7]

"The original running time of Kelsenlf] is in fact O((logn)’(¥) where f(d) is defined asf(2) = 7 and f(i) = (i —
1) Zj;é f(j) + 7fori > 2. TheO(log'¥*¥" n) time (which is essentially the same as Kelsen'’s time) wawatio [7]. We will
use the latter running time for simplicity. Also note thag tlesult in this section holds for all < mﬁ due to [7].

8Note on the notation:d, 19] use A to denote what we usgto denote here. We use a different notation since weAiger
other purpose.



showed that we have to repeat this procedure dr(llyog(d“)! n) time (in expectation and with high proba-

bility) when d < Mﬁ;ﬁé% (there is no guarantee for any other valueg)pfso, our simulation finishes in

O(log4*9" n) rounds.

3.3 Acflogt/® 17V 1 and A°Wpe@ Time in the CONGEST model

We rely on a modification of Turan’s theorem, which states th (two-dimensional) graph ¢dw average
degree has karge independent set (see e.g. Alon and Spentgr YWe show that this theorem also holds for
high-dimensional hypergraphs, and show further that suahga independent set can be found w.h.p when
the network diameter i©(log n).

Lemma 3.6 (Simple extension of Turan's theorenlletd > 2 and¢é > 2 be any integers. Lek be any
hypergraph such that every hyperedgéimas dimension at leash there aren hypernodes, and the average
hypernode degree is (Note that the diameter of the network represenifigan be arbitrary.) If every node
knowsé andd, then we can find an independent 8étwhose size in expectation is at leasti—; (1 — é)

in O(1) time.

Proof. We modify the proof of Theorem 3.2.1 i,[pp.29]. Letp = (1/6)Y/=1) (note thatp < 1) and
S be a random set of hypernodes#hdefined byPr[v € S] = p for every hypernode. Let X = |S],
and letY” be the number of hyperedgesh contained inS (i.e. hyperedge € E(H) such thate C S).
For each hyperedge let Y. be the indicator random variable for the event S; so,Y = ZeeE(H) Y..

Observe that for any hyperedge E[Y,] = pl¢l < p¢ sincee contains at mosd hypernodes. Sak[Y] =
> eenm EIYe] < %p (the inequality is because the number of hyperedgés ia at most“?). Clearly,
E[X] = np; so,

d 41 1

' =n(5)e1 (1 - 1/d)

no
EX-Y]|>np— de:np(l— g

where the last equality is becayse- ( )d 1. Our algorithm will pick such a random s€t (Every node can
decide whether it will be irb' locally.) Then it selects one vertex from each edgé @ind deletes it. (This

can be done i®(1) time.) This leaves a s&* with at Ieas'm(%)d%1 (1 — 1) hypernodes in expectation. All
edges having been destroyéti, is an independent set. O

Algorithm.  We use the following algorithm to solve the subgraph-MIShtem on a sub-hypergraph’
of H, assuming that the network representiighasO(log n) diameter. Letw’ = |V (H')|. Letd be an
arbitrarily large constant. Leék/, be the sub-hypergraph 6t’ whereV (%)) = V(#’) and we only keep
hyperedges of dimension (i.e. size) at leésh %/, We then find an independent set of expected size at
Ieastm( — 1/d) in #/;, denoted bysS; this can be done i®(1) time by Lemma3.6 (note that we
use the fact thai < A here). Let}{s be the sub-hypergraph &’ induced by nodes i (i.e., a hyperedge
e € E(H')isinH ifand only ife C S). Note that}{y does not contain any hyperedge?ity and thus has
dimension at mosf, which is constant. So, we can run tlog(***" n)-time algorithm from Sectio.2
to find an MIS of#y. We let M be such a MIS of.

Our intention is to usé/g as part of some MIS/’ of #’. Of course, any hypernodein V (#') \ M
cannot be in such/’ sinceM’ U {v} will contain some hyperedgein s which is also a hyperedge #'.
Itis thus left to find which hypernodes Ii(H’)\ S should be added td/ to construct an MIS//" of H'. To
do this, we use the following hypergraph. 1Z¢t be the sub-hypergraph &f' such that’ (H"”) = V(H')\ S
and for every hyperedgee E(#'), we add a hyperedgen V(#”) toH” if and only ife C ML UV (H");
in other words, we keep edgehat will be “violated” if we add every hypernode #” to M’. We now find
aMIS M"” of H” by recursively running the same algorithm w##{, instead of/{’, as a subgraph ¢{. The
correctness follows from the following claim.



Claim 3.7. M' = Mg U M" is a MIS ofH'.

Proof. First, we show that\/’ is an independent set ¢{’. Assume for a contradiction that there is a
hyperedge: in 7’ such that C M’. This means that C My UV (H") sinceMgUM"” C MUV (H”). It
follows from the construction of(” that there is an edgé = enV (H") in H”. Note thateNV (H") C M”;

in other words’ C M. This, however, contradicts the fact thet” is an MIS inH” .

Now we show thaf\/” is maximal. Assume for a contradiction that there is a hypeew in V (#') \ M’
such thatV/’ U{v} is an independent set. dfis in S, thenM¢ U {v} is an independent set # (since itis a
subset of\/’ U{v}), contradicting the fact that/g is an MIS in?{’s. So,v must be iV (#"). This, however,
implies thatM” U {v} is an independent set " (again, since itis a subset 8’ U {v}), contradicting the
fact thatM” is an MIS in#H". O

We now analyze the running time of this algorithm. Recalt tB§S|] > Mﬁ(l —1/d). In other

yvord_s, the expected value [6f (H") |_ <(1- %NV(’H’M wherec(d) = 2(1-1/d)isa constant whi_ch

is strictly less than one (recall thdtis a constant). It follows that the expected number of reonrsalls is
1

O(A7T). Since we need(log®*" n) time to computel/§ and to construck”, the total running time is

O(Ad_il log(d+4)! n). By Lemma3.3, we can compute MIS on any hypergrafh(of any diameter) in
O(Ad—il log(d+4)!+4 n)
time. For any constart> 0, we setd = 1 + 1/e to get the claimed running time of

O(Ae log(5+1/e)!+4 TL) — A€ log(l/E)O(l/E) n. (l)
Moreover, by the recent result of Bercea et &, fve can in fact set as large a@%. In this case,
note that for some constarft

/. loglogn
(d—|— 4)| _ dc’d _ ec’dlogd — ¢ Tlogloglogn logloglogn __ logl/lon

where the last equality holds when we get 10¢. Thus,

log(d+4)' n = loglogl/lon n— 2(10g1/10 n) loglogn _ no(l)

The running time thus becomes’) ().

3.4 O(y/n) Time in the CONGEST model

We obtain theD(y/n) time by modifying the PRAM algorithm of Karp, Upfal, and Wigidon [L8, Section
4.1]. (Note that we do not need the fact that the network diame O(log n) for this algorithm.) Their
algorithm is as follows. Letq, vs, .. ., v, be a random permutation of hypernodes. The algorithm gtigdua
adds a hypernode to the independent set one by one, staxdmg/{. It stops at some hypernodg when

vk cannot be added to the independent set. Thus, . v;_; are added to the independent set; the algorithm
removes these hypernodes from the graph. It also renmalvagpernodes that cannot be added to the inde-
pendent set (i.e. anysuch that{vy, ..., vx_1,v} contains some hyperedge) and all hyperedges that contain
them. It repeats the same process to find a MIS of the remaimaygh. It is easy to show (se&d for detail)

that the union of a MIS of the remaining graph and, ..., v,_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 (., v;_1 and hypernodes that cannot
be added to the independent set) in the above proce36,i).
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It follows almost immediately that we have to repeat the pssconlyO(+/n) times in expectation (see
[18, Appendix] for detail). We now show how to modify this algbrn to our setting. Every hypernode
picks a random integer(v) betweenl andn?. It can be guaranteed that hypernodes pick different nusnber
with high probability. Then every hypernodemarks itself to the independent set if for any hypereeltjeat
containsu, r(v) < maxyee r(u), i.€., its number is not the maximum in any hyperedge. We dddaked
hypernodes to the independent set, remove them from thé,gaaol eliminate hypernodes that cannot be
added to the independent set (i.e. a hypernodearks itself as “eliminated” if there is a hyperedgsuch
thate \ {v} is a subset of marked hypernodes). We then repeat this graoéisthere is no hypernode left.

Using Claim3.8, we show that our algorithm has to repeat o0lf,/n) times, as follows. Consider an
orderingvy, . .., v, wherer(v;) < r(v;+1). This is a random permutation. L&tbe such thatq, ..., v
are added to the independent set by Karp et al.’s algoritrawan, ... , v, are not. Observe that for every
1 <4 < k and every hyperedgethat containg;, r(v;) < max,e. r(u) (otherwise edge will be violated
when we add, . . . , v, to the independent set). In other words, our algorithm vsbaddv, . .. , vy to the
independent set (but it may add other hypernodes as welt)lldtvs that our algorithm will eliminate every
hypernode that is eliminated by Karp et al.’s algorithm. times words, the set of hypernodes removed by our
algorithm is a superset of the set of hypernodes removed by &eaal.’s algorithm. Thus, by Clair.8, the
expected number of hypernodes removed in each iteratiooraflgorithm isQ2(y/n). By the same analysis
as Karp et al., our algorithm will need ony(/n) iterations in expectation. Each iteration can be easily
implemented irO(1) rounds, so our algorithm takés(,/n) time in expectation.

4 Applications of Hypergraph MIS algorithms to standard graph problems

In this section we show that our distributed hypergraph rilgms have direct applications in the standard
graph setting. As a first application of our MIS algorithm, sleow how to solve the restricted minimal
dominated setRMDS) problem in Sectiort.1. We will use thisRMDS-algorithm to obtain a distributed
algorithm for solving the balanced minimal dominating #MDS) problem, thereby resolving an open
problem of [L€].

4.1 Restricted Minimal Dominating Set RMDS)

We are given a (standard) graph= (V, E') and a subset of nodds C V/, such thatRk forms a dominating
setinG (i.e., every node) € V is either adjacent t& or belongs toR). We are required to find @inimal
dominating set that is a subset &fand dominate¥’.

Since a minimal vertex cover is the complement of a maxin@dgpendent set, we can leverage bus
algorithm (cf. SectiorB). To this end, we show that tHRMDS problem can be solved by finding a minimal
hitting set (or minimal vertex cover) on a specific hypergwrdp. The server client representation Hfis
determined by and R as follows: For every vertex il we add a client (i.e. hyperedge) and, for every
vertex in R, we also add a server. Thus, for every verteg V', we have a client¢, and, ifu € R, we also
have a serves,. We then connect a servey, to a cliente,, iff either u andv are adjacent ird7, or u = v.
Algorithm 4.1 contains the complete pseudo code of this construction.e thatt we can simulate this server
client network on the given graph with constant overheadhinGONGEST model. We have the following
result by virtue of Theorer. L

Theorem 4.1. RMDS can be solved in expected tiffémin{A¢, n°)1) (for any conste > 0) on graphG
in the CONGEST model and in tiniglog? ) in the LOCAL model whera is the maximum degree 6f.
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Let R be the set of restricted nodes (which are part of the MDS).
Simulate a server client netwof. Every node (locally) adds vertices to the clieGtsesp. servers,
and simulates the edges ih.
. for every nodex do
Nodewu adds a client,, to C.
if uw € Rthen
Nodew adds a serves, to S, and an edgés,,, e,,) to E(H ).
: for all nodesu, v where(u,v) € E(G) do
If servers,, exists inH, add edgé€s,,, e,,) to H.

AR wNR

7: Find an MIS onH and letO;;;s C S be the servers that are in the output set.
8: for every nodey wheres,, existsdo
9: If sy, ¢ Oprs, then node: adds itself to thd&RMDS.

Algorithm 4.1: AnRMDS-algorithm: Finding a minimal dominating set on a graghhat is a subset of a
given dominating sekR.

4.2 Balanced Minimal Dominating Set

We define theverage degreef a (standard) grapy, denoted by, as the total degrees of its vertices (degree
of a vertex is its degree iv) divided by the number of vertices id. A balanced minimal dominating set
(BMDS) (cf. [16]) is a minimal dominating seD in G that minimizes the ratio of the average degree of
D to that of the graph itself (the average degree of the set désD is defined as the average degree of
the subgraph induced b®). TheBMDS problem is motivated by applications in fault-tolerancel éoad
balancing (seel[o] and the references therein). For example, in a typicaliegobn, an MDS can be used to
form clusters with low diameter, with the nodes in the MDSlgethe “clusterheads’3[l]. Each clusterhead

is responsible for monitoring the nodes that are adjaceint ktaving an MDS with low degree is useful in a
resource/energy-constrained setting since the numbesdgsimonitoregber node in the MDS will be low
(on average). This can lead to better load balancing, ansecprently less resource or energy consumption
per node, which is crucial for ad hoc and sensor networkshatmlin extending the lifetime of such networks
while also leading to better fault-tolerance. For examplean n-node star graph, the above requirements
imply that it is better for the leaf nodes to form the MDS rathegan the central node alone. In fact, the
average degree of the MDS formed by the leaf nodes — which is i& within a constant factor of the
average degree of a star (which is close to 2), whereas tmagevdegreep — 1, of the MDS consisting of
the central node alone is much larger.

A centralizedpolynomial time algorithm for computing BMDS with (the best possible in gener3
average degre@(lgéﬁfgé) was given in [L6]. A distributed algorithm that gives the same bounds wasaef
key open problem. We now present a distributed variant gfakgorithm (cf. Algorithm4.2) that uses our
hypergraptMIS-algorithm as a subroutine. Note that sinceBMDS problem is defined on standard graphs,
we assume that Algorithih.2executes on a standard synchronous network adhering taQN&EST model
of communication.

Theorem 4.2. Leté be the average degree of a graph There is a CONGEST model algorithm that finds a

BMDS with average degre@(lggl‘ffg%) in expected) (D +min{A¢, n°(V}) rounds, whereD is the diameter,

A is the maximum node degree@fande > 0 is any constant.

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

That is, there exists graphs with average degreehere this bound is essentially the optimal.
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Nodes compute the average network degree

Every nodeu of degree> 26 marks itself with probability‘%’f wheret =
Every node of degreg 2§ marks itself.

If a nodew is not marked, and none of the neighbors @fre marked, then marks itself.

Let MARKED be the set of nodes that are marked. Invoke the RMDS algorfttinBection4.1) on G
where the restricted set is given lARKED.

Every node that is in the solution set of the RMDS algorithma@s in the final output set.

24 log &
loglogd*

Algorithm 4.2: A distributedBMDS-algorithm.

It was shown in [6] that marking the nodes according to Algorithtr? yields an average degree of

O(15%5)- The runtime bound follows since the first part of the alguritcan be done i(D) rounds and

the running time of th&kMDS-algorithm (cf. Theorerd.1). O

4.3 Minimal Connected Dominating Sets MCDS)

Given a graplts, theMCDS problem requires us to find a minimal dominating &&that is connected itr.

We now describe our distributed algorithm for solviCDS in the CONGEST model ( see Algorithth3

for the complete pseudo code) and argue its correctness.rWeléct a node as the leader using@(D)
time algorithm of R1]. Node « initiates the construction of a BFS tré& which hask < D levels, after
which every node knows its level (i.e. distance from the ézadl in the treeB. Starting at the leaf nodes (at
level k), we convergecast the maximum level to the regtvhich then broadcasts the overall maximum tree
level to all nodes imB along the edges adB.

We then proceed in iterations processing two adjacent énesd at a time, starting with nodes at the
maximum levelt. Note that since every node knowsnd its own level, it knows after how many iterations
it needs to become active. Therefore, we assume for siryptleat all leafs ofB are on levelk. We now
describe a single iteration concerning levend: — 1: First, consider the sdt; of level i nodes that have
already been added to the output 8€iin some previous iteration; initially, far= k, setL; will be empty.
We run theO (D + +/n) time algorithm of B4] to find maximal connected components among the nodés in
in the graphG; letC = {C1, ..., C,} be the set of these components and Jdie the designated component
leader of componernt’; € C.

We now simulate a hypergraph that is defined as the followipgrbite server client grapk: Consider
each component i@ as asuper-nodge we call the other nodes on levehon-super-nodesThe setC' of
clients contains all super-nodesd@rand all nodes on levelthat are neither adjacent to any super-node nor
have been added to the output 6kt The setS of servers contains all nodes on level 1. The edges
of H are the induced inter-level edges @fbetween servers and non-super-node clients. In additien, w
add an edge between a sergee S and a (super-node) cliedt; < C, iff there exists a € C; such that
(v,s) € E(G). Conceptually, we can think of the edges inciden€toas pointing to the component leader
node/;. Next, we find a MIS (cf. SectioB) on the (virtual) hypergraplt/. We sketch how we simulate the
run of the MIS algorithm o7 in G: If a nodev € C; receives a message from a nodeirthenv forwards
this message to the component leafler(If a node receives multiple messages at the same timenii
forwards all messages sequentially by pipelining.) Afteiting for O(D) rounds, the component leader
¢; locally simulates the execution @f according to the MIS algorithm by using the received (foueal)
messages. Any messages produced by the simulationea¢ then sent back through the same paths to the
neighbors ofC;. Let O; be the set of nodes (on level- 1) that are not in the MIS; note tha?; forms a
minimal vertex cover on the hypergraph given Hy At the end of this iteration, we add; to the output set
M and then proceed to process levels 1 andi — 2.
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Theorem 4.3. MCDS can be solved in the CONGEST model in expected@i@(D min{ A°™M) oD} 4
Vn)).

Proof. We first argue the correctness of the algorithm. It is sttfdgivard to see that, aftdr iterations, the
solution setM = Ule O, forms a dominating set a&. For connectivity, note that sina@; is a minimal
vertex cover on the induced subgrafh it follows that every super-node in the client set has aht@iging
node inO;. This guarantees that remains connected (i) after adding0;.

Next, we consider minimality. Suppose that there existsdemoin the solution sef\/ that isredundant
in the sense that it can be removed frathsuch thatM \ {w} is a MCDS ofG. Assume that became
redundant in the iteration when processing leyedsidj — 1. Note that by the properties of the BFS tree,
must be either on levelsor j — 1, since, in this iteration, we only add new nodes\icthat are themselves
on levelj — 1. By the correctness of the MIS algorithma,does not become redundant in the same iteration
that it is added td\/, thusw can only be on levef. Moreover, observing that can only have been added
to M in the preceding iteration to dominate some naden levelj + 1, it follows thatw cannot be made
redundant by adding some noden levelj — 1, sincez cannot dominate:. This shows that the séi/ is
minimal as required.

We now argue the running time bound. The pre-processing steplecting a leader and constructing a
BFS tree can be completed@( D) rounds. The for-loop of the MCDS algorithm h@$D) iterations, thus it
is sufficient if we can show that we can simulate a singleitengincluding finding a MIS on the constructed
hypergraphH) in O(y/n + D min{A¢,n°"}) rounds. Consider the iteration that determines the stdtus o
nodes in level, i.e., the nodes on levélform the set of servers as defined in MCDS algorithm. First, we
run the algorithm of $4], which, given a grapléz and a subgrapty’, yields maximal connected components
(w.r.t. G') in time O(D + \/n), where D is the diameter of7. Then, we simulate the MIS algorithm
Section3 on the hypergrapti given by the set of servers and the clients (some of whichw@greranodes).
Consider a super-nod€;. We can simulate a step of the MIS algorithm by forwardingnadissages that
nodes inC; receive (from servers on level- 1) to the component leader nodgby sequentially pipelining
simultaneously received messages. The following lemmeaslioat we can assume that each client has at
mostO(log n) incident servers, i.e., the dimension of the hypergrapis bounded by)(log n):

Lemma 4.4. If there is an algorithmA that solves MIS om-nodem-edge hypergraphs of dimension up to
3log(m 4+ n) in T'(n) rounds for some functiod, then there is an algorithm!’ that solves hypergraph MIS
on anyn-nodem-edge hypergraph with any dimension@{7'(n)) rounds.

Proof of Lemmat.4. A" works as follows. Lef{ be the input graph. We will us&/ as a final MIS solution
for A’; initially, M = (). First, we mark every hypernode with probability2. Let ' be the subgraph &
induced by marked nodes (i.&’ consist of every edge such that every node it contains isedrkObserve
that, with probability at least — 1/m?, every hyperedge i’ has dimension at mo8tiog m because every
hyperedge that contains more tHalog m nodes will have all its nodes marked with probability at mast
We now runA to solve hypergraph MIS of{’. We add all nodes in the resulting MIS fd and remove
them from#. Additionally, we remove fron#{ all other nodes irt{’ (that are not in the MIS o#’) and
edges containing them. (These nodes cannot be added to ®i@fMH so they are removed.) We then
repeat this procedure to find the MIS of the remaining gragisedve that this procedure remove® nodes
in expectation. So, we have to repeat it oflylogn) times in expectation. Each of this procedure takes
O(T(n)) time, so we have the running time 6f(7'(n)) in total. O

It follows from Lemmad.4 that forwarding messages towards the component leadencana delay of
at mostO (log n) additional rounds due to congestion. This means that opeo$tle MIS algorithm can be
implemented irO(D) rounds, and thus the total time complexity of a single iterabf the for-loop takes
time O(D min{A¢, n°M} + /n), as required. O
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: Let M be the final output set; initiallp/ = (.

: We perform leader election using &1 D) time algorithm of P1], yielding some leade.

: Node/ initiates the construction of a breadth-first-search Beaf k¥ < D levels.

: The leafs ofB report their level (i.e. distance from the root)4dy convergecast and the leadethen
rebroadcasts the maximum level to all children along the édges. At the end of this step, every npde
knows its level inB and the maximum tree level.

A WDN P

5: for tree leveli = k,...,1do

6: LetL; C M denote the nodes on leviethat have been added 3. (Note thatL,, is empty initially.)
Find a set of maximal connected componeghts {C1,...,C,} of the nodes ir’; using theO(D +
\/n) time algorithm of B4]; let ¢4, . .., £, denote the roots of the respective components.

Solving MIS on the hypergraph induced by levebndi — 1:

7:  We construct the following bipartite server client graffh Consider each componentdras a “supert
node”. The set” of clients contains all super-nodes ¢nand all nodes on level that are neithe
adjacent to any super-node nor have been added to the oetput She setS of servers contain
all nodes on level — 1. The edges off are the induced inter-level edges@fbetween servers and
clients that do not form a component. In addition, add an ddgeeens ¢ S andC; <€ C, iff there
exists anv € C; such that(v, s) € E(G). Conceptually, we can think of the edges incidenctoto
point to the component leader nofle

8: Find a MIS (cf. SectiorB) on the virtual hypergraplaf:
We sketch how we simulate the run of the MIS algorithm@rnin G: If a nodev € C; receives a
message from a node i\, v forwards this message to the component ledge(If a node receives
multiple messages at the same time, it simply forwards adigages sequentially by pipelining.) After
waiting forO(D) rounds, the component leadgrlocally simulates the execution of the MIS algo-
rithm by using the received (forwarded) messages. Any ngessaroduced by the simulationfatare
then sent back through the same paths to the neighbdr's. of

9:  Add every node on level— 1 that is not in the MIS to the output sé&f.

w0 =

Algorithm 4.3: A distributedVMICDS-algorithm.

4.4 Lower Bounds

In this section we show lower bounds on the number of roundsdimputing a minimal connected dominat-
ing set MCDS). First, we show tha‘fZ(D + /n) rounds are necessary in the worst case for solM@PS
in the CONGEST model showing a reduction to the spanningected subgraph probler8CS).

We then consider the LOCAL model where nodes can send messhgebounded size. Here we present
a lower bound of2(D) rounds for computing a minimal connected dominating BEEDS). While it is easy
to see that this lower bound holds on a cycle:efodes, we show th& (D) is auniversalbound in the sense
that, for any given diametdp = D(n) as a function of:, we can construct a graph where the algorithm takes
Q(D) time. As a byproduct of our proof, we obtain the same lowerrlddier spanning tree computation and
maximal clique.

Theorem 4.5. There exists an > 0 and a graphG of » nodes and diameteD, such that any-error MCDS
algorithm R takesQ(D + /n) rounds in the CONGEST model.

Proof. We will show the lower bound via reduction from the spanningreected subgraptCS) problem,
for which anQ2(D+ +/n) lower bound is already known (cf3f]). Consider an instance of tf&CS problem:
we are given a set of edges defining a subgrBpdf graphG and every node must output “yes” i spans
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G and is connected; otherwise at least one node must outptt “no

Suppose that we are given tMCDS algorithm R as stated in the theorem. We will first show that,
as long as grapli hasO(n) edges, we can instantiafe to yield a solution forSCS without significant
overhead. Since the lower bound graph for 8@S problem in B3] hasO(n) edges, this will yield the
result.

For an instance d6CS given byG andH C G, we will construct a grapl’ = G'(G, H) of ©(|V(G)|)
vertices and(|E(G)|) edges: We initializé/’(G’) to V(G) and subdivide each edde,v) € E(G) by
adding asubdividing vertex,, , to V(G’) and edgegu, b, ), (buv,v) to E(G’). Let B[H] be the set of
all vertices that subdivide an edge ih and letB[G \ H| be the set of vertices subdividing other edges in
E(G) \ E(H). Then, for every vertex. € V(G) U B[H] we add arouter vertexg, to V(G’) and attach it
tou € V(G’) by adding the edgéy,,, u) to E(G’). In other words, we attach outer vertices to all nodes that
were part of the original grap&d and to all nodes that subdivide an edge4n

Lemma 4.6. If M is an minimal connected dominating set(@f then the following holdsyu € M : u ¢
B[G \ H]ifand only if H is a spanning connected subgraph(éf

Proof. First, observe that to dominate an outer verggxit is necessary that eithey, € M or its (only)
neighborv is in M. In the former case, it follows thatmust also be in\/ to satisfy connectivity. But then
we could removey,, from M and still guarantee domination; thus it follows that no owtertex is inM and,
every neighbor of an outer vertex is . In particular, this means that all vertices@fand all vertices that
subdivide edges aoff must be inM (since for each of these we added an outer vertex). Finathypbserve
that H is not a connected subgraph if and onlyif needs to contain vertices that subdivide edyssn H.
This completes the proof of Lemmdiab. O

Armed with Lemma4.6, we can simply invoke algorithn® to test whethet is a spanning connected
subgraph ofG. Assuming that E(G)| € O(n), it follows that asymptoticallyG’ and G have the same
number of vertices and edges and thus it is straightforwasimulate the run of the MCDS algorithi
on the (virtual) graph&’ on top of the actual network’. From [33] we know that there exists a graph of
nodes and)(n) edges wher&CS takes timeQ(D + /n). This completes the proof of Theorefrb. [

Theorem 4.7 (Universal Lower Bound) Let R be an algorithm that solveST (resp. maximal clique and
MCDS) in the LOCAL model with probability at least/16 + ¢, for any constant > 0. Then, for every
sufficiently largen and every functiorD(n) with 2 < D(n) < n/4, there exists a graplr of n’ € O(n)
nodes and diameted’ € ©(D(n)) whereR takes(2(D) rounds with constant probability.

Proof. For a givenn and a functionD(n), we construct the following lower bound grapghof ©(n) nodes
and diamete©(D(n)). Letd > 1 be the largest integer such that= 4dD(n) + ¢, for 0 < ¢ < 4D; we
will construct a graphG of n’ = n — ¢ € O(n) vertices and diameted’ = |[(n — ¢)/8d]| € ©(D). Let
ug, - - -, up/—1 be the vertices off. We will consider the set diridge verticeslefined agu; € V(G) | 3k >
0: i = kd < n'} to describe the edges 6f; vertices not in this set are tm®n-bridge verticesf G. That is,
for every bridge vertex;, we add the arc edg€s;, u;+1), (u;, wi—1), ..., (u;, uirq), (ui, u;—q) (indices are
modulon’). See Figure for a concrete instance of this graph.

We first observe that solving maximal clique in this graphvites a leader node by simply running the
O(1) time leader election algorithm o2f] on the clique, thus showing that maximal clique takg)
time.

We now describe how to solve the leader election problent’@iven anMCDS-algorithm or anST-
algorithm. Letby, ..., b, 441 b€ an ordering of the bridge vertices according to theirajaies inG:. As
there are no edges between non-bridge verticesM@PS M must contain all except possibly bridge
vertex to guarantee connectivity. Moreover, the fact thvaine bridge vertexv; dominatesh;_; andb; 1,
(modulon’/4d) implies that)/ must omit a bridge vertex to be minimal.
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Figure 2: The Lower Bound Graph of Theorén? for n = 12 and diamete®. Bridge vertices are marked by
a double frame. The shaded regions represent two bridgedukat partition the vertices into edge-disjoint
sets.

Observation 4.8. If M is anMCDS of G, then there is exactly one bridge vertgxc G such thath;, ¢ M.

We call the subgraph that consists of a bridge vebieand its adjacent verticestamidge cluster Analo-
gously to Observatiod.8, we have the following:

Observation 4.9. Let B be a partitioning ofG into edge-disjoint bridge clusters and I8tbe a spanning
tree ofG. Then, there is exactly one bridge cluster B such that the subgraphn S is disconnected.

Suppose thak is an algorithm that solveST (the argument is analogous fBICDS) with probability
p in time 7. We first runR to obtain a spanning tree @¢f and then instruct every bridge vertex to check
whether its cluster is connected. By construction, everyexdocally knows if it is a bridge vertex since
non-bridge vertices have exaclyedges while bridge vertices have degre@. By Observationt.9, exactly
2 bridge verticed; andb; 1 will determine that their (overlapping) clusters are disoected. The nodes
b; andb; 1 determine which of them has the greater id; this node thestseitself as the leader, while all
other nodes enter the non-elected state. Thus there is aritlahy that elects a leader {1(7") rounds with
probability p.

It was shown in Theorem 3.13 of]] that there is a class of graplis, with diameterD(n) such that
leader election takeQ(D(n)) rounds with constant probability. The proof of this reselies on the fact
that the vertices of7,, can be partitioned inta disjoint but symmetric setS', . . . , Cy such that the distance
betweenC; andCs (resp.Cs andCy) is (D). Itis straightforward to check that these properties atdd h
true in our graph class. In particular, all bridge vertices observe the same raundighborhood of5, for
all » > 1. Thus the proof of Theorem 3.13 i2]] can be adapted to our graggh (We defer the details
of this adaptation to the full version of the paper.) Togethih the above reduction from leader election,
this implies the sought time bound ©f(D) rounds (with constant probability) for computing a minimal
connected dominating set and finding a spanning tre€.on O

5 Distributed Algorithms for Other Hypergraph Problems

Many algorithms in this section will simulate an algorithar finding a MIS on a (standard) graph developed
by Luby [27] as a subroutine. One version of this algorithm is this: (Ap&mly assign unique priorities
to nodes inG (which can be achieved w.h.p. by having each nod@ mandomly pick an integer betweén
andn?). (2) We mark and add all nodes that has higher priority tHeitsaneighbors to the independent set.
(3) We remove these marked nodes and their neighbors frogrépd and repeat the procedure. LuBy][
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shows that this procedure will repeat orillog n) times in expectation. So, it is sufficient to g,é(l) time
if our algorithms can simulate the three steps abow@(ih) time.

5.1 Maximal Clique

Theorem 5.1. Maximal clique can be computed (D) time in the CONGEST vertex-centric model and

O(D + pim)-time in the CONGEST server-client model, whérés the network (i.e., server graph or the
server-client bipartite graph) diameter amdwm is the hypergraph dimension.

Proof. Recall that in this problem, we want a maximal Sebvf hypernodes such that every two hypernodes
u andv in S are contained in some common hyperedge. This is equivaldimding a maximal clique in the
server graph (defined in Secti@h

Since the underlying network of the vertex-centric modebiactly the server graph, we can easily find a
maximal clique in this model, as follows. Pick any nadgThis can be done i (D) time by, e.g. picking
a node with smallest ID or using a leader election algorijhnet S be the set of all neighbors ef Let Gg
be the subgraph of the server graph induced by nodés @bserve that if\/ is a maximal clique irG s then
{s} U M is a maximal clique irG. So, it is sufficient to find a maximal clique &s. Observe further that if
G is the complement graph ¢fs (i.e. an edgdu, v) is in G if and only if it is not inG's), then finding a
maximal clique inG's is equivalent to finding a MIS i:s.

We now simulate Luby’s algorithm to find a MIS i@s. We simulate the first step by letting node
generate a random permutation of node&iy sayvy, vs, . . . , Vs, and send a priority to nodev;. This
can be done in one round since all nodesqinare neighbors of. Now, for every node in Gg of priority,
sayi, checks whether its priority is higher than all its neigror G's (as required by the second step of
Luby’s algorithm). Observe that this is the case if and ohtyeé prioritiesi + 1,7 + 2,...|S| are given to
v's neighbors inGg. Nodewv can check this in one round by receiving the priorities ofitalineighbors in
Gs. For simulating the third step, each nodéas to know whether it has a neighborGy that is marked.
We do this by counting the number of marked nodes (every ratgestwhether it is marked or not). Let
be such number. Then, every nadeounts how many of its neighbors @fs are marked. If this is less than
¢, thenv has a neighbor i that is marked. This take3(1) rounds.

The above simulation of Luby’s algorithm can be extendedht gerver-client model with an extra
O(pim) factor cost: Fors to distribute the priorities in the first step, it has to sepdtabim priorities to
the same hyperedge. For the second step, where each madeto check whether its priority is higher than
all its neighbors iniig, v has to receive the priorities of all its neighborsig, and it might have to receive
up tobDIM priorities from the same hyperedge. Finally, for the thitejpswhere every node has to know the
number of neighbors i’ g that are marked, it has to received the list of IDs of its mdnkeighbors, and it
might have to receive up timM IDs from the same hyperedge. O

Note that the dependence on the diameter in the running §imedessary, as shown in Theorém

5.2 (A +1)-Coloring

Theorem 5.2. The (A + 1)-coloring problem on hypergraphs has the same complexitthagA + 1)-
coloring problem on standard (two-dimensional) graphs;particular, it can be solved irD(log n) time.
This holds in both vertex-centric and server-client repregations and even in the CONGEST model.

Proof. Recall that in th¢ A+1)-coloring problem we want to color hypernodes so that trer@imonochro-
matic hyperedge, i.e. all hypernodes it contains have thesalor. We solve this problem by converting
a hypergrapt# to a two-dimensional grapy on the same set of nodes as follows. For every hyperedge
in #, pick arbitrary two distinct hypernodes it contains, sagndv, and create an edgé = (u,v) in G.
Observe that7 has maximum degree at ma&tand any valid coloring irGG will be a valid coloring inH
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(since if an edge in # is monochromatic, then the corresponding eelde G will also be monochromatic).
Thus, it is sufficient to find &A + 1) coloring inG. We can do this by simulating aryA + 1)-coloring
algorithm forG on H. This shows thatA + 1)-coloring on hypergraphs &s easy asA + 1)-coloring on
standard graphs. O

5.3 Maximal Matching

Theorem 5.3. The maximal matching problem on hypergraphs can be solvél{lisg n) time in the CON-
GEST server-client model.

Proof. Recall that this problem on a hypergrafhasks for a maximal set C E(H) of disjointhyperedges,
i.e.ene = forall e # ¢ in S. Consider the followindine graphG: nodes ofG is the hyperedges i#,

i.e. V(G) = E(H), and there is an edge between two nodes$ € V(G) if and only if their corresponding
hyperedges overlap, i.e.N ¢’ # (. Clearly, a sefS is a maximal matching ifi if and only if it is a MIS in

G. Thus, itis left to find a MIS irGG. This can be done by simulating Luby’s algorith&Y]. Observe that the
first and second steps need no communication. For the tlapgd every node iz (hyperedges i) only
needs to know the highest priority among its neighbors. This be done (1) rounds by having each
hyperedge (client in the server-client representatiori}l isend its priority to all hypernodes (server) that it
contains, then these hypernodes sends the maximum piogityt receives to all hyperedges that contain it.
So, we can implement the three steps of Luby’s algorithi® (i) rounds. O

6 Concluding Remarks and Open Problems

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

Our results also have implications to solving hypergrapdblegms in the classical PRAM model. Our
CONGEST model algorithms can be translated into PRAM allgaors running in (essentially) the same
number of rounds (up to polylogarithmic factors). In partér, improving over thé(AO(l)) round algorithm
for MIS in the CONGEST model can point to better PRAM algarithfor MIS which has been eluding
researchers till now. A major question is whetli¥polylog n) or evenO(polylog m) round algorithms are
possible in the CONGEST model for MIS (as shown here, the ansnyes” in the LOCAL model).

Another aspect of this work, which was one of our main moidves, is using hypergraph algorithms for
solving problems in graphs efficiently. In particular, oypkrgraph MIS algorithm leads to fast distributed
algorithms for the BMDS and the MCDS problems. In particuitawill be interesting to see if one can give
an algorithm for MCDS that essentially matches the lowemigoof Q(D + /n) (whenD is large).
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