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The Local Information Cost of Distributed Graph Spanners

PETER ROBINSON", Augusta University, USA

We introduce the local information cost (LIC), which quantifies the amount of information that nodes in a network need to learn when
solving a graph problem. We show that the local information cost presents a natural lower bound on the communication complexity
of distributed algorithms. For the synchronous CONGEST KT model, where each node has initial knowledge of its neighbors’ IDs,

LICy (P)

we prove that Q(l—
og rlogn

) bits are required for solving a graph problem P with a 7-round algorithm that errs with probability at
most y. Our result is the first lower bound that yields a general trade-off between communication and time for graph problems in the
CONGEST KTy model.

We demonstrate how to apply the local information cost by deriving a lower bound on the communication complexity of computing
a spanner with multiplicative stretch 2¢ — 1 that consists of at most O(n”%“) edges, where € = O(1/¢?). More concretely, we show
that any O(poly(n))-time spanner algorithm must send at least fl(ﬁn”l/ Zt) bits. Previously, only a trivial lower bound of Q(n)
bits was known for this problem.

A consequence of our lower bound is that achieving both time- and communication-optimality is impossible when designing
a distributed spanner algorithm. In light of the work of King, Kutten, and Thorup (2015), this shows that computing a minimum
spanning tree can be done significantly faster than finding a spanner when considering algorithms with O (n) communication com-
plexity. Our results also imply time complexity lower bounds for these problems in the node-capacitated clique of Augustine, Ghaffari,
Gmyr, Hinnenthal, Scheideler, Kuhn, and Li (2019), and in the push-pull gossip model with limited bandwidth, as studied by Haeupler,
Mohapatra, and Su (2018).

CCS Concepts: » Theory of computation — Models of computation; Distributed algorithms;

1 INTRODUCTION

Designing fast and communication-efficient distributed algorithms is crucial for many applications. Modern-day ex-
amples include building large-scale networks of resource-restricted devices and processing massive data sets in a
distributed system. When analyzing the performance of distributed algorithms, communication efficiency is usually
quantified by the message complexity, i.e., the total number of messages sent by the algorithm, and the communication
complexity, which refers to the total number of bits sent throughout the execution. Recently, there has been signifi-
cant interest in obtaining communication-efficient algorithms for solving fundamental graph problems in the message
passing setting. Due to [KPP*15], it is known that, even for very basic problems such as single-source broadcast and
constructing a spanning tree, Q(m) messages (and bits) are required in an n-node graph G that has m edges, assuming
that nodes are initially unaware of the IDs of their neighbors and messages are addressed using port numbers rather
than specific IDs. This model is called the clean network model [Pel00] or port numbering model [Suo13] (if nodes do
not have IDs), and several time- and communication-optimal algorithms have been obtained that match the Q(m)
barrier, e.g., for minimum spanning trees (MST) [PRS17, Elk17], approximate single-source shortest paths [HHW18],
and leader election [KPP*15].

Since the clean network model does not capture the more realistic setting of IP networks where nodes are aware of
the IDs of their peers initially, there has been a growing interest in studying communication-efficient algorithms under
the KTy assumption [AGPV90, Pel00], where nodes have unique IDs of length ©(log n) and each node knows the IDs of

its neighbors in G from the start. [KKT15] were the first to present a minimum spanning tree (MST) algorithm that runs

*A short version of this paper appeared in the proceedings of the 32th ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms (SODA’21).
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in O(n) rounds and sends O(n) bits in the CONGEST model [Pel00] under the KT; assumption by using linear graph
sketching techniques. More recently, new distributed algorithms have been proposed for several graph problems in this
setting; for instance, algorithms for single-source broadcast [GK18], graph verification problems [GP18], and comput-
ing an MST in the asynchronous setting [MK17, MK19] have been obtained that achieve a message complexity of o(m).
A second motivation for studying communication complexity stems from the area of distributed large-scale graph pro-
cessing: For instance, in [KNPR15] it is shown how to convert any time- and communication-efficient CONGEST KT
algorithm to a fast k-machine algorithm.

A somewhat counterintuitive feature of the KT assumption is that it allows solving any graph problem using only
O(n) bits of communication by leveraging silence to convey information, albeit at the cost of increasing the time
complexity to an exponential number of rounds: If we first construct a rooted spanning tree using the algorithm of
[KKT15], we can then employ a simple time-encoding scheme using O(n) bits to collect the entire graph topology
at the root, who locally solves the problem. Subsequently, the root can disseminate the result of the computation
(no matter the output size) to all nodes again via time-encoding.! Consequently, any lower bound on the required
communication must be conditional on the algorithm terminating in a sufficiently small number of rounds; note that
this stands in contrast to the clean network model where the Q(m) barrier holds for all algorithms that terminate in a
finite number of rounds. Hence, it is not too surprising that the stronger guarantees provided by the KT; assumption
make it significantly harder to show meaningful lower bounds on the required communication.

While the above-mentioned work assumes the synchronous model, where nodes can send messages of O(log n) bits
over each link in each round, communication complexity has also been studied in the asynchronous CONGEST KT
model [MK18, MK19], which, analogously to its synchronous counterpart, assumes that a node can send a message of
size O(logn) bits whenever it is scheduled to take a step. Even though time-encoding is not possible in the asynchro-
nous model due to the absence of lock-step synchronicity, the state of the art is that nontrivial lower bounds on the
required communication for many graph problems are still lacking even in the asynchronous setting.

In this paper, we introduce a new way of quantifying the communication complexity of distributed graph problems,
and our main result is a lower bound on the necessary communication for constructing a spanner with a distributed al-
gorithm. Given an unweighted graph G, a multiplicative k-spanner [PS89, AGPV90] is a subgraph S C G, such that the
distance in S between any pair of vertices is at most k times their distance in the original graph G. Fast distributed algo-
rithms for constructing a (2t — 1)-spanner with O(n'*1/¢ log n) edges with high probability® are well known, e.g., see
[EN19]. Moreover, this size-stretch ratio is believed to be close to optimal due to the girth conjecture of Erdés [Erd63],
namely that there exist graphs with Q (n'*1/%) edges and girth 2t + 1. We point out that all existing distributed spanner
algorithms for the CONGEST model send at least Q(m) bits in the worst case on graphs having m edges. On the other
hand, for the LOCAL model, [BEIK19] showed that it is possible to obtain a spanner in constant rounds with O(n'*€)
edges and constant stretch by sending only O(n!*€) messages. Note, however, that there is no bandwidth restriction
in the LOCAL model and hence their result does not imply an upper bound on the communication complexity. Since
a spanner can be used as a communication backbone to solve other problems such as single-source broadcast with
o(m) bits of communication, we know from the existing lower bound of [KPP*15] that, in the clean network model,
constructing a spanner is subject to the above-mentioned barrier of Q(m) on the message complexity; we note that
the Q(m) lower bound for spanners was also pointed out in [Elk07]. In other words, the existing distributed spanner
algorithms are near-optimal with respect to time, as well as communication complexity in the clean network model,

For completeness, we provide a more detailed description of this time-encoding procedure in Appendix A.
2We say that an event happens with high probability if it occurs with probability at least 1 — %



for small values of ¢. So far, however, a lower bound on their communication complexity under the KTy assumption

has been elusive. Our work is a first step towards resolving this open question.

1.1 Our Results

In this work, we initiate a systematic approach to proving lower bounds on the required communication for graph
problems under the KT assumption. Our main results are as follows:
e In Section 3, we define the local information cost (LIC) of solving a problem P with error at most y, which

we denote by LICy (P), and show that it represents a lower bound on the communication complexity in the
LIC, (P)
log Tylogn
in the synchronous CONGEST KT; model. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first lower bound that

asynchronous message passing model, as well as a lower bound of Q( ) bits for 7-round algorithms

provides a general trade-off between communication and time in this setting. As the local information cost can

be characterized for any graph problem P, we believe these results to be of independent interest. Moreover,
LIC, (P)
nlog'n

we show that the local information cost implies a time complexity lower bound of Q( ) rounds in the
LIC, (P)

nlog® n

node-capacitated clique [AGG*19], and Q( ) rounds in the push-pull gossip model where nodes send

messages of size O(logn).?

1
o We show that constructing a (2t — 1)-spanner with O(n'*7%€) edges, for any e < ﬁ, incurs a high local
information cost, resulting in a communication complexity of Q ( %) bits in the CONGEST KTy model, for

any algorithm that terminates in O(poly(n)) rounds (Theorem 3), which is the first nontrivial lower bound for
a sparse subgraph problem in this setting. This reveals a sharp contrast to the known fast (2¢ — 1)-spanner algo-
rithms such as [BS07], which takes only O(#?) rounds and hence does not depend on n at all, but sends Q(t - m)
bits. Interestingly, our lower bound result holds even in the synchronous congested clique, thus showing that
the availability of additional communication links does not help in achieving simultaneous time- and message-
optimality. We obtain these results by proving a lower bound on the local information cost for constructing a
spanner in the asynchronous KTy clique. In the proof, we use tools from information theory to quantify the
information that many nodes need to learn about their incident edges and then apply known synchronization
techniques.

e As a consequence of the above, we obtain Corollary 2, which states that it is impossible to obtain a spanner
algorithm that is both time- and communication optimal.

e Our technique also implies a time complexity lower bound of Q(%

spanner in the node-capacitated clique of [AGG"19] (see Theorem 4). Similarly, we obtain a lower bound of

) rounds for constructing a (2t — 1)-

Q(Lm) rounds in the push-pull gossip model with restricted bandwidth (see Theorem 5).

t2log® n
1.2 Technical Approach of the Lower Bound for Graph Spanners

To obtain a lower bound on the local information cost of computing a (2¢ — 1)-spanner, we consider a graph G on
two sets of nodes U and V, each of size n/2. The topology of G consists of some static edges and a smaller number of
randomly sampled edges. The static edges are obtained by connecting U and V by many disjoint copies of a complete
bipartite graph, which we call the regions of G. In contrast, the random edges are independently sampled only on U and
loosely interconnect the regions on U’s side (see Figure 1 on Page 32 where static edges are blue and random edges are

3Much of the classic literature gossip model does not restrict the message sizes. However, more recent work (e.g. [HMS18]) considers algorithms in the
gossip model where the size of messages is limited to O (log n) bits.
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red). The intuition behind this construction is that from the point of view of a node u € U, most of its incident static
edges cannot be part of a (2t — 1)-spanner, whereas most of u’s incident random edges are crucial for maintaining the
stretch bound. That is if a random edge (u,v) is removed, and u and v are not part of the same region of G, then it is
unlikely that there is a path of length at most (2t — 1) from u to v, due to the topological structure of G.

It is, of course, possible (and even likely when considering existing algorithms such as [BS07]) that some nodes end
up including most of their incident edges as part of the spanner. Nevertheless, most nodes in U need to restrict their
output to roughly their (expected) number of incident random edges to guarantee the bound on the size of the spanner.
For the rest of this overview, we focus on this set of sparse nodes. While the lower bound graph construction assures
us that the crucial random edges must be part of the spanner, we also need to quantify the information that u needs
to receive in order to distinguish its static edges from its random ones. Initially, u’s knowledge is limited to its local
view of the graph topology, consisting only of its incident edges and the IDs of its neighboring nodes. Assuming the
algorithm terminates correctly, the (initially) high entropy regarding which of u’s incident edges are crucial random

edges must be reduced significantly over the course of the algorithm.

1.3 Can We Use 2-Party Communication Complexity?

It is unclear whether we can obtain a communication complexity bound for spanners under the KT assumption via
the standard route of two-party communication complexity. First off, much of the work in this setting (e.g. [FWY20])
assumes that the edges are partitioned between Alice and Bob, which makes it challenging to apply these results to the
KTy setting, where edges are always shared between nodes that are neighbors. On the other hand, if we consider the
vertex-partition model, where the vertices and their incident edges are distributed between Alice and Bob (with shared
edges being duplicated), it is possible to simulate the 3-spanner algorithm of [BS07] by using only O(nlogn) bits of
communication, no matter how dense the input graph is: Initially, Alice and Bob locally sample the clusters required by
the first phase of the algorithm as follows: They each add all nodes with a degree of at most v/n to their respective set of
clusters. Then, they both locally sample each of their remaining vertices independently with probability ©(log n/+/n).
This ensures that every node that has a degree of at least 4/n will have a cluster neighbor with high probability. Alice
and Bob then exchange their computed cluster assignments using O(nlogn) bits of communication. In the second
phase of [BS07], for every vertex, we need to add an edge to each of its neighboring cluster. Since Alice and Bob both
know the cluster membership of all nodes, they can simulate this step without further communication by using the
simple rule* that, for each vertex v and each of its adjacent cluster ¢, we add a spanner edge to the neighbor of v that

has the smallest ID among all neighbors that are members of c.

1.4 Additional Related Work

Complexity bounds on the message complexity for distributed graph algorithms have been shown for a variety of graph
problems under the KT assumption such as computing a maximal independent set [PPP*17] and vertex coloring. The
KT; assumption was introduced in [AGPV90], where the show a message complexity of Q(m) for comparison-based
broadcast algorithms, where m is the number of edges in the graph. More recently, [PPPR21], show several message
complexity lower bounds that apply for comparison-based algorithms for symmetry breaking problems, as well as a

general lower bound of Q(n) message complexity for O(1)-ruling sets.

4A similar rule was used to simulate the algorithm of [BS07] in the LCA model, see [PRVY19].



Numerous hardness results on the time complexity are known in the CONGEST model, the first of which was the
work in [SHK*12]. Here, we focus only on the works that are most closely related to graph spanners. [CHD18] show

a hardness result for the directed k-spanner problem. In particular, they show that any a-approximation requires at

least Q( \/E\{fgn) rounds. For computing the network diameter, [FHW12] show that a linear number of rounds are
necessary. While the work of [CHD18, FHW12] is concerned with time complexity, they can be extended to yield
message complexity results via the synchronization theorem of [PPS16].

Several ways of measuring the information learned by the parties when executing an algorithm have been defined
in the information and communication complexity literature. Closely related to our notion of local information cost
is the internal information cost that has been studied extensively in the 2-player model of communication complexity
(see [BBCR13, CSWYO01, BYJKS04]): Consider inputs X and Y of Alice and Bob respectively that are sampled according
to some joint distribution y and let IT denote the transcript of a 2-party protocol. The internal information cost with
respect to p is defined as I[X : IT | Y] + I[Y : IT | X]. This corresponds to the expected amount of information that
Alice learns about the input of Bob (and vice versa) from the transcript of the protocol.

In contrast, the external information cost [CSWY01] measures the amount of information that the transcript reveals
to an external observer (without any prior knowledge) about the parties’ inputs. In [KOS17], it is shown how to gen-
eralize the external information cost of [BBCR13] to the multiparty setting in the shared blackboard model, which
measures the amount of information that an external observer learns about the players’ inputs. [BEO*13] define the
switched information cost for the multiparty number-in-hand message passing model, which, in a sense, combines in-
ternal and external information cost. Their model is similar to our setting, with the main difference being that players
communicate only through a coordinator. They use the switched information cost to obtain a tight bound of Q(kn) on

the communication complexity of set disjointness.

1.5 Roadmap

In Section 2, we define the distributed computing models and complexity measures. In Section 3, we introduce the
local information cost and show how it relates to communication complexity. In Section 4, we define the lower bound
graph for graph spanners and prove certain reachability properties that are necessary for obtaining a lower bound on

the local information cost of constructing spanners in Section 5.

2 DISTRIBUTED COMPUTING MODELS

For the main technical part of the paper, we consider an asynchronous network, where n nodes execute a distributed
algorithm and communicate by sending messages across point-to-point links. The set of nodes, together with the
available communication links, form a clique, and we refer to this model as the asynchronous clique. Since we are
interested in studying graph problems in this setting, we consider a graph G with m edges as the input, which is a
spanning subgraph of the clique defined above. Thus, each node of the communication network (i.e. clique) is associated
with one vertex in G and its incident edges. We equip the nodes with unique identifiers (IDs) chosen from an integer
range of small polynomial size such that an ID can be represented using ©(logn) bits. Throughout this work, we
consider the KT assumption introduced by [AGPV90]. In our setting, the KT assumption means that each node starts
out knowing its own ID in addition to the IDs of all other nodes. In particular, a node u is aware of the IDs of its
neighbors in G. We point out that the KTy assumption has been used by several recent works to obtain sublinear (in
the number of edges) bounds on the communication complexity for various graph problems (e.g., [AGPV90, GK18,
GP18, KKT15, MK17, MK18, MK19]).
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Nodes take computing steps at points in time determined by the (adversarial) scheduler, who also controls the speed
at which messages travel across links with the restriction that each message sent takes at most one unit of time to be
delivered to its destination. Whenever a node takes a step, it can process all received messages, perform some local
computation, including accessing a private source of unbiased random bits, and send (possibly distinct) messages to an
arbitrary subset of its peers in the clique. We assume that each message contains the ID of the sender in addition to the
actual payload, and hence the smallest message size is ©(log n) bits. We say that an algorithm A errs with probability
at most y, if, for any given graph G, the execution of A has probability at least 1 — y to yield a correct output at each
node.

In Sections 3.1 and 5.2, we also consider the congested clique [LPP06] and the synchronous CONGEST KT1 model [Pel00],
where the computation is structured in rounds, and thus each node can send at most O(logn) bits over each commu-
nication link per round. The former model allows all-to-all communication, analogously to the asynchronous clique
described above, whereas the CONGEST KT1 model restricts the communication to the edges of G.

The message complexity of a distributed algorithm A is defined as the maximum number of messages sent by the
nodes when executing A. The communication complexity of A, on the other hand, takes into account the maximum
number of bits sent in any run of A. As these two quantities are within logarithmic factors of each other in the
CONGEST model, we will state our bounds in terms of communication complexity. When considering the synchronous
CONGEST KT model in Section 5.2, we are interested in algorithms that ensure that all nodes terminate within ¢

rounds in the worst case, and we define 7 to be the time complexity of such an algorithm.

3 LOCAL INFORMATION COST

When solving a graph optimization problem P, each node must produce an output that is a function of its O(1)-hop
neighborhood. In contrast to verification problems such as graph connectivity testing, it is possible that the nodes’
output for solving an optimization problem on a given graph is not unique. For instance, when constructing a k-
spanner, the local output of a node is the set of its incident edges that are part of the spanner, with the requirement
that the total number of output edges is sufficiently small and that their union guarantees a stretch of at most k.

As mentioned in Section 2, we consider an asynchronous clique as the underlying communication network, and we
assume that we sample the graph G according to some distribution G on a set of n vertices. Given G, each node u;
observes its initial local state represented by a random variable Xj;. At the very least, X; contains u;’s ID as well as the
IDs of its neighbors in G, according to the KT assumption. For technical reasons, it sometimes makes sense to reveal
additional information about G to u; (as part of X;); we will do so in Section 5. Clearly, this can only help the algorithm
and hence strengthens the obtained lower bound.

In the remainder of the paper, we refer to several standard notions in information theory. Section B gives a brief

summary of the main definitions and tools.

Definition 1. For an algorithm A that errs with probability at most y, let random variable II; be the transcript of the
messages received by node u;. We use LIC g (A) to denote the local information cost of algorithm A under distribution
G, and define

LICG(A) = Y 1T : G | X;]. )
i=1



The local information cost for solving problem P with error at most y is defined as

LICy(P) = inf max LICg(A). (2)
A:y-error G

That is, we obtain LICy (P) by considering the best-performing y-error algorithm (if one exists”) and the worst-case
input graph distribution G with respect to A. We point out that similar lower bound arguments based on the concept
of mutual information were employed in the context of triangle finding and listing; see [FGKO18, IG17, PRS18].

Lemma 1 confirms that there always exists a worst-case distribution G, which justifies using the maximum instead

of the supremum in (2).
Lemma 1. Consider any y-error algorithm A as stated in Definition 1. Then,

max(LICg(&’[)) = sup(LICg(&’[)).
g G

Proor. Let S be the set of all graphs of n nodes where each node has a unique ID and let s = |S|. Consider the set
D of all probability distributions over graphs in S. We will first show that D is compact by showing that it is bounded
and closed. If we represent each element a € D as a vector of length s, where entry a[i] is the probability of sampling
the i-th graph assuming some fixed ordering of S, it follows that O corresponds to a bounded subset of R®.

To see that D is closed (i.e. contains all limit points), consider the map f : RS — R where

fl@= il

i=1
Since f is continuous and the set {1} is closed in R, it follows from Theorem 18.1 in [Mun13] that f~1({1}) is closed

too. Moreover, the hypercube [0, 1]° is closed and hence

[01°nf ({1} =D

is closed too. Thus we have shown that D is compact. Now, consider the function g : D — R defined as g(G) =
LICg(A) = XL I[II; : G | X;], for every G € D.

Since the entropy of discrete random variables is a continuous function, (37) tells us that the same holds for the term
I[TI; : G | X;], and thus g is continuous too. As we have shown that D is compact, Theorem 26.5 in [Mun13] yields

that g(D) is compact too. The lemma follows since supremum and maximum coincide in compact spaces. m]

We emphasize that, in our definition of LICg(A), the node inputs X; and X; are not necessarily independent for
nodes in G; for instance, if u; and u; have a common neighbor, its ID will show up in both X; and X;. Consequently,
if u; has neighbors uy,...,u;, then u;’s input X; is fully determined by its neighbors’ inputs Xi,...,X;. This is a
crucial feature of the KT; assumption and a difference to the edge-partition multiparty number-in-hand model of

communication complexity (c.f. [PVZ16, WZ17]), where the inputs of parties may be chosen to be completely disjoint.

3.1 Lower Bounds for Distributed Algorithms via Local Information Cost
We now prove that the local information cost presents a lower bound on the communication complexity of distributed

graph algorithms. We first show the result for the asynchronous KTy clique.

Lemma 2. The communication complexity of solving problem P in the asynchronous KT1 model with error at most y, is
at least LICy (P).

Note that it may be possible to define an infinite sequence of algorithms with strictly decreasing LIC values.
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Proor. Define the communication complexity CC(A) of algorithm A to be the maximum number of bits sent in
any run of the y-error algorithm A, and recall that the communication complexity CCy (P) of solving problem P with
errory (e.g., see [RY20]) is defined as

CCy(P)= _min CC(A).

: y-error
Let A be a communication-optimal y-error algorithm for P, i.e., CC(A) = CC,(P). Moreover, let G be sampled
according to G, which is a distribution that maximizes (2) with respect to A. For each node u;, let L; be the length of
the transcript received by u; during the run of algorithm A on graph G. Notice that L; is a random variable and hence

different from the worst case transcript length, usually denoted by |II;| in the literature (e.g. [BJKS04]). We have
E[L;] > H[IL;] > H[IL; | X;] > I[I; : G | X;], ®3)

where we have used Lemma 25 in the first inequality, (23) in the second inequality, and Lemma 24 in the last step. Let
random variable M be the number of bits sent by algorithm A, i.e., M = ¥, ¢ L;. Since A is communication-optimal

w.r.t. P, we have

CC,(P) = CC(A) > E[M]

[
N
o
=

u; €G
> > I G| Xi] (by (3)
u;eG
=LICg(A) (by (1))
= mé'ix LICg(A) (by def. of G)
g ﬂ:;fr-lgrror mgax LICg(ﬂ)
= LIC, (P). (by (2))

[m]

Lemma 3. The communication complexity of solving problem P in at most T rounds with probability at least 1 — y is

(II;ICYI(P) ) bits. This holds in the synchronous CONGEST KTy model as well as in the congested clique.
g7logn

PRrooOF. Several synchronizers have been proposed in the literature (see [Awe85, Pel00]). As we consider a clique
communication topology, we will use the o-synchronizer of [PPS16]. Given a synchronous algorithm with communica-
tion complexity Cs and round complexity Ts for some problem P, the o-synchronizer yields an algorithm in the asyn-
chronous clique with a communication complexity of CCy(P) = O(Cslog(Ts) log n) bits (see Theorem 1 in [PPS16])
by exploiting the clique topology and compressing silent rounds. Applying Lemma 2, we know that

LIC (P) < CC,(P) = O(Cs log Ts log n),

LIC, (P)

and hence CS = Q(W

be simulated in the congested clique by simply ignoring communication links that are not part of the graph, the same

). This shows the result for the congested clique. Since the CONGEST KT model can

lower bound also holds in the former model. ]

We now move on to models where a high local information cost implies a lower bound on the time complexity,
due to limitations imposed on the communication capabilities of the nodes. In more detail, the proofs of the next two

lemmas exploit that the total per-round bandwidth is O(n polylog n) in the node congested clique and the gossip model:



LIC, (P)
nlog'n

Lemma 4. Solving problem P with probability at least 1 — y in the node-capacitated clique requires Q( ) rounds.

ucy(P))
nlog! n
rounds in the node-capacitated clique. During each of the at most 7 rounds of execution, a node can send at most

ProoF. Assume towards a contradiction that there exists an algorithm A that solves P (w.h.p.) in 7 = o(

O(log n) messages of O(logn) bits according to the specification of the node-capacitated clique [AGG*19], i.e., the
total number of bits sent per round is O(nlog? n). Now, suppose we execute the presumed algorithm A in the KTy
congested clique. Observe that LICy (P) = X, I[G : II; | X;] < nH[G] = O(n3), since each one of the possible O(n?)
edges of G can be described using O(logn) bits, which implies that ¢ = O(poly(n)). Therefore, the communication
complexity CC(A) of A is

CC(A) = O(nlog?n) - 7 = O( L'Cy(P)) _ O( LIC, (P) )

log2 n logrlogn

which is a contradiction to Lemma 3. m]

Lemma 5. Consider a gossip model as described in [CHKM12, HMS18] where, in each round, each node can initiate a
message exchange with a single neighbor but, in contrast to [CHKM12], we follow the assumption of [HMS18] by limiting
the bandwidth of each link to O(log n) bits. Solving problem P with probability at least 1 — y requires Q( LICy (P)

nlog® n

) rounds.

PrROOF. We omit the details as the proof follows along similar lines as the proof of Lemma 4, with the main difference
being that the total available bandwidth that can be used per round is even smaller (by a logarithmic factor) than in

the node congested clique. m]

3.2 Limitations of the LIC Approach

Thus far we have shown that a bound on the LIC yields bounds for several models of interest. However, we point
out that, in general, a lower bound approach purely based on the LIC cannot yield communication complexity lower
bounds that exceed the total output size of the problem at hand. This follows from the seminal work of [PY19a, PY19b],
who give a framework for obtaining distributed algorithms that are “secure”, in the sense that the nodes only learn their
respective output while obtaining no information regarding the inputs or outputs of the other nodes. In the context of
computing a graph spanner, this means that each node only learns about its incident spanner edges, whereas for other
problems, such as computing a spanning tree, a node may only learn the ID of its parent, which amounts to an output
size of O(nlogn) bits (over all nodes). An important consequence of the work of [PY19a, PY19b] is that additional
techniques are required for proving lower bounds on the communication complexity of problems with small outputs.
This includes, in particular, the fundamental problems of single-source broadcast and computing a spanning tree, for
which no nontrivial bounds on the communication complexity are known for time-efficient non-comparison based

algorithms under the KTy assumption, at the time of writing.

4 A LOWER BOUND CONSTRUCTION FOR SPANNERS

For a given integer t > 2, we define

1/3
k:zt—1:o((l°i) ) @)
loglogn

In this section, we describe the lower bound graph distribution G; on which constructing a multiplicative k-spanner

with a distributed algorithm incurs a high local information cost.
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Consider n vertices and divide them into two sets, each of size n/2, called U = {uy, ..., un/z} andV = {ovq,.. .,vn/z}.
% To ensure that each node has a unique ID, we fix some enumeration of the vertices u,...,u, /20155 0nf2 and
choose a permutation of [1, n] uniformly at random as the ID assignment.

We classify every edge as either blue or red. Note that we only introduce this coloring for the purpose of our analysis,
i.e., the edge colors are not part of the nodes’ input. We partition the vertices into subgraphs of size 2n%+ﬁ that
we call regions. A region consists of nﬁt&k% nodes each from U and V and we form a complete bipartite graph of
blue edges between the vertices from U and V that lie in the same region. For instance, the first region consists of the
Vertices Uy, ..., Uy g (ks1)s1/ak? and vy, ..., 0, 2/ (k+1)+1/ak2 and the blue edges between them. Note that each vertex u; is in
exactly one region, denoted by P(u;).

Next, we add red edges by creating a random graph on the subgraph G[U] (induced by the nodes in U) according to
the Erd6s-Rényi model. That is, we sample each one of the |U|(|U| — 1) possible edges independently with probability
2;11-1%' Figure 1 depicts an example of a lower bound graph instance.

Let X be the number of red edges incident to u;. According to the random graph model, we have

BIX) = (U1 - 1) )= 27t o) -

o117 (k+1)
The following lemma shows that all degrees are likely to be concentrated around the mean. We omit the proof, which

follows by a straightforward application of a standard Chernoff bound (c.f. Theorems 4.4 and 4.5 in [MUO05]).

1 L
Lemma 6. Let Dense be the event that the number of red edges incident to every node in U is %nm + O(n 2(k+1) 4 /log n)

Then, Dense happens with high probability.

4.1 Reachability and Critical Edges

Critical Edges. Suppose we sample G according to Gy. This results in each node u € U having @(nﬁ) incident red
edges in expectation. A crucial property of our lower bound graph is that some of these red edges are likely to be part
of any k-spanner. We say that a red edge (u,v) is critical if any cycle that contains both u and v has a length of at least

k + 2. See Figure 1 for an example of a critical edge. From this definition, we immediately have the following property:
Lemma 7. A k-spanner of G contains all critical edges.
The main result of this section is a lower bound on the expected number of critical edges:

1
Lemma 8. Conditioned on event Dense, every u € U is incident to at least %nm (1 - %) — 0(1) critical edges in
n

expectation.

4.2 Proof of Lemma 8

We start our analysis by first defining some technical machinery, after which we give a high-level overview of the

proof.

Traversal Sequences and Reachable Sets. Consider some node u and an incident red edge (u,v) in G, i.e., v € U, and
let H be the graph obtained by removing (u,v). There is a nonzero probability that v is reachable from u in H by
traversing some sequence of red and blue edges. This motivates us to consider a traversal sequence (starting from
u), which is a k-length sequence of edge colors that specify, for each step, whether we follow the red or blue edges.

2 1 2 1
+— 1- —— 1
%To simplify the presentation, we assume that /2, nkH g2 | %n 1742 n % are integers.
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Formally, a traversal sequence T is a k-length string where each character is chosen from the alphabet {R, B}; R and B
stand for colors red and blue, respectively. We use the notation T[i] to refer to the i-th step of T, and define T[0] =L
for convenience. Any sequence of R and B can form a traversal sequence, under the restriction that there exists a path
in H starting from u that traverses an edge of color T[i] in its i-th step, for all 1 < i < k.

We use the notation T'[i, j] to denote the traversal subsequence T[i] T[i + 1] ...T[j]. We say that the i-th step is
a B-step if T[i] = B, and define R-step similarly. The following is immediate from the definition of the lower bound
graph:

Lemma 9. Consider any traversal sequenceT of lengthk > 3 and suppose thati < k. IfT[i] = B, then either T[i—1] =B
orT[i+ 1] = B (or both).

A traversal sequence T induces a reachable set of nodes, denoted by R(T), which is determined by the subset of all
nodes in U that lie in the k-hop neighborhood of u and are reachable from u by following all possible paths in graph
H along edges with the colors in the order specified by T. We use R;(T) to refer to the reachable set of the traversal

subsequence T[1, i]. The following lemma is immediate from the definition of traversal sequences:

Lemma 10. Nodeo € U is reachable from u € U in at most k hops in H if there exists a traversal sequence T of length k

starting at u such thatv € R(T).

High-level Overview of the Proof. Lemma 10 provides us with the following strategy for bounding the probability
that v is reachable from u in k steps: Consider some u € U and a red edge (u,v) to some other v € U. Recall that, if (u, )
is critical then, upon removing (u,v), reaching v from u requires more than k hops. Thus, we analyze the reachability
of v from u on the graph H = G\ {(u,v)}, and assume that event Dense occurs, i.e., the number of incident red edges is
close to the expected value for all nodes in U. We first identify the type of traversal sequence that exhibits the largest
growth with respect to the reachable set of nodes. Below we show that sequences that follow a certain structure, i.e.,
are “BB-maximal”, dominate all other sequences regarding the probability of leading to a reachable set that contains
v. Intuitively speaking, a sequence is BB-maximal if it alternates crossing the blue edges twice (this will extend the
reachable set to all nodes in U that are inside the regions of the currently reachable nodes) with a single hop over red
edges (which may lead to nodes outside of theses already-reached regions). We show that the number of nodes in U
reached by a BB-maximal traversal sequence is still sufficiently small, which yields an upper bound of roughly m

2
nl/k3
of the incident red edges of u are critical in expectation. In the remainder of this section, we give the detailed proof.

on the probability of reaching v with a BB-maximal traversal sequence. This shows that, at least a (1 - )—fraction

As it is difficult to directly analyze the size of the reachable set for a given traversal sequence, we instead study the

growth of a function p;(T) that, as shown below, upper-bounds the size of this set after the first i steps of T.

Definition 2. Let T be a k-length traversal sequence, for some integer k > 3, and define T[0] =L. For each i € [0, k],

we define a function p; where

1 ifi =0 (6a)
pi—1(T) - nF ifi>1,T[i] =R (6b)
pi(T) = 2,1
pi—1(T) -nk17 w2 if i > 2, T[i — 2,i] = XBB, where X # B; (6¢)
pi-1(T) otherwise. (6d)

Moreover, we define p(T) := pi(T).
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Lemma 11. Consider any k-length traversal sequence T and suppose that event Dense happens (see Lemma 6). Then, it
holds that |{R;(T)| < pi(T), foralli € [0,k].

ProoF. We proceed by induction over i. The base step i = 0 is trivial since Ro(T) = {u}.

For the inductive step, first consider the case i > 1 and T[i] = R, i.e., we traverse the red edges incident to nodes
in R;—1(T). Since we assume that event Dense occurs, the number of red edges incident to each node in |R;-1(T)|
is bounded from above by R , and the claim follows. Next, consider the case where T[i] = Band T[i — 1] # B. If
T[i—1] =L (i.e, i = 1), then it is clear that we only reach nodes in V by following the blue edges incident to u, which
implies R1(T) = Ri-1(T), and the claim follows by the inductive hypothesis. Similarly, if T[i — 1] = R, then we know
that the last step used edges connecting nodes in U and hence the i-th step of T reaches only nodes in V and thus
R1(T) = Ri—1(T). Again, the statement follows from the inductive hypothesis.

Finally, consider the case i > 2, T[i] = B, T[i— 1] = B, and T[i — 2] # B. We pessimistically assume that all nodes in
Ri—2(T) lie in |R;—2(T)| distinct regions of the graph, and let S denote the set of nodes in these regions. Recalling that
each region forms a complete bipartite graph on Znﬁ“k%, it follows that the traversal sequence reaches all nodes in

2 1
SNV instep i — 1. Thus, in step i, it reaches all nodes in SN U. Since [SNU| = nEit gz , we have

1

2 2 41
|Ri(T)] < [Ri—2(D)nFT 82 < pi_o(T) - nF1 732

= pi_y(TnFi*az (by (60))
= pi(T) (by (60))
O

Throughout this section, whenever we say “traversal sequence”, we mean a traversal sequence of length k > 3, for

some integer k. Moreover, we refer to two adjacent B-steps as a BB-pair.

Definition 3. A traversal sequence T is BB-maximal, if all of the following hold:
(1) T does not contain three consecutive B-steps.
(2) T contains at most one pair of consecutive R-steps and, if it does, then this pair occurs at the very end, i.e.,
Tlk-1] =T[k] =R.

Intuitively speaking, a BB-maximal traversal sequence contains the maximal number of BB-pairs. Equations (7) and
(8) show examples of such a sequence.
Next, we will prove that, even if we expand the reachability set by following a BB-maximal traversal sequence, the

resulting size still falls short of containing a constant fraction of the nodes in U.

Lemma 12. Condition on event Dense. If T is BB-maximal, then it holds that

1
nl e

k
p(T) < pra

Proor. We distinguish three cases depending on the value of k mod 3.
First, consider the case where k mod 3 = 0. Let T be a B-maximal traversal sequence. Definition 3 tells us that

the remaining sequence is fully determined by whether the first character is B or R. More specifically, the only two
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possibilities for T are either

T = BBRBBR ...BBR @)

-
k/3-times

or

T =RBBRBB ...RBB. (8)

—_
k/3-times

Thus, we have exactly k/3 triples of the form BBR or RBB in T. Applying Definition 2 for each step, we obtain

k(2 1 . 1 k
p(T):n3(k+1+2k2+k+l) :nm*’i_ (9)
Observe that
-1_1 1L _k_ s
n kK k2 n k3 lgn — o (10)

where the inequality follows from (4). Thus, our goal is to show that the right-hand side of (9) is bounded by the
1 1
left-hand side of (10). Comparing the exponents in (9) and (10), we observe that p(T) < n'~ &~ & if
k 1 1 1

——+—< =,
k+1 6k k3 k2
Multiplying by the common denominator, this is true if

&Tf)s > 0. 1)
Consider the function f(k) = k3 — 7"2“#. Factorizing and simplifying shows that f(k) > 0 for all k > 3, which
implies (11).

Next, we consider the case k mod 3 = 1. Since T is BB-maximal, there must be exactly £ = % BB-pairs and R-steps
in the (k — 1)-length subsequence T” = T[1, k — 1]. First suppose that T’ satisfies (7), which means that T[k] = B. In
this case, Definition 2 tells us that px_1(T) = pr(T) and hence the result follows from the case k mod 3 = 0. Now,
suppose that T’ satisfies (8), which means that T[k] = R. Thus, according to Definition 2, we get

1
S

k-1 2 1 1
p(T/) = nT(m*—m*—m)"—m = nﬁ 12k 122 (12)
By a calculation similar to the one for the case k mod 3 = 0, it follows that, for all k > 3,

LS NS U 1-L_ 1
nk+1 7 12k 12k2 <n K3 K2 < T (13)
2

where the second inequality follows from (10).

The final case that we need to analyze is k mod 3 = 2. Consider the length (k — 2) subsequence T’ of T. Since
(k — 2) mod 3 = 0, we first consider the case where T’ satisfies (7). Since T is BB-maximal, it follows that T[k — 1] =
T[k] = B, and therefore T consists of % pairs of BB-steps, interleaved with % R-steps. Analogously to the first
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case, Definition 2 yields

p(T)=nt BT (14)
= n%"’#"’ﬁ*’(%_ﬁ) (15)
= R (16)
For any k > 3, it holds that
1+ 1 + 1 1 <1 1 1 (17)
6k 6k k+1 k* k¥

_1_ 1
and thus the right-hand side of (16) is at most n' "B T as required.
Now consider the case where the subsequence T’ satisfies (8). Since T is BB-maximal, it holds that T[k — 1] = R. We

distinguish two cases depending on the value of T[k]:

(1)

First, suppose that T[k] = B. As T[k—1] = R and all other B-steps happening before step k must have occurred
in pairs, it follows that no new nodes in U are reached in the k-th step of T. Consequently, p(T) = pr_1(T)
and since T[1, k — 1] satisfies k mod 3 = 1, the claim follows from the previously analyzed case.
Finally, suppose that T[k] = T[k — 1] = R. Since we have % BB-pairs and % +2 = % R-steps in T,
Definition 2 yields
o7y — 58 ()85t
R IO PRV P

2 1 1
—pl TR g

Recalling (10), it needs to hold for the exponent on the right-hand side that
This is satisfied if
k3(k+1)

and factorizing shows that this holds for any k > 3, as required.

[m]

Consider an arbitrary traversal sequence T. We say that an R-step at index i is freein Tif T[i—1] = Ror T[i+1] =R,

or both. By left-shifting T[i + 1],..., T[k] by one position and setting T[k] = R, we obtain a new traversal sequence

T’. We call this operation an R-shift of T. The following lemma is immediate from Definition 2:

Lemma 13. Suppose we obtain T’ by performing an R-shift on some traversal sequence T. Then, p(T”) = p(T). Moreover,

if T does not contain three consecutive B-steps (Property (1) of Definition 3 holds), then the same is true for T’ .

The next Lemma confirms the intuition that a traversal sequence does not reach as many nodes as possible, if it

contains a subsequence of 3 or more consecutive B-steps.
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Lemma 14. Consider any traversal sequence T that contains at least three consecutive B-steps, i.e., there exists an index
i and an integer ¢ > 2, such that T'[i] =--- =T[i+¢] = B, T'[i+{+1] = R; assume that i is the smallest index for which

this holds. Define traversal sequence T, where

R ifjeli+2i+?];
T’[j] otherwise.

Then, it holds that p(T’) < p(T).

Proor. Recalling that i was chosen to be the smallest index for which the premise of the lemma holds, it follows

that either i = 1 or T’[i — 1] = R. By assumption pj+1(T”) = pi+1(T). Equation (6b) implies that
pix2(T) = pist(T) - n/ FF) = iy (17) - n!/ (4D,

whereas, for T, we apply (6d), which ensures that p;+2(T’) = pi+1(T”), and thus p;42(T) > pi+2(T’). This captures the
intuition that, in step i + 2 in T, we traverse red edges, whereas in T’, we again take a step along the blue edges, which
must lead to nodes that are in regions already contained in the reachable set and hence cannot increase the reachable
set of nodes. We continue to apply this argument to all indices i + 2,...,i + £ and conclude that pj+¢(T) > pire(T').
Since the color sequences of T and T’ are the same in the remaining indices i + £ + 1,. .., k, Definition 2 tells us that

Pi+ex+j(T) > piresj(T’), for all j € [1,k — £ — i], and the lemma follows. m]

Lemma 15. Let T be any traversal sequence that contains at least one BB-pair but no three consecutive B-steps. Let i be
the smallest index of T such that T[i] = T[i + 1] = B. Consider the traversal sequence T’ defined as T'[i] = T'[i+1] =R
whereas, for all j # {i,i+ 1} we have T’[j] = T[j]. Then, p(T") < p(T).

Proor. Since T and T’ are identical up to including index i — 1, we have p;_1(T) = pj—1(T”). Then, after following

only red edges for two consecutive steps, as required by T’, Definition 2 implies that

1.\2 2
pist(T') = pi=1 (1) - (nF7) " = picy(T) - n.
On the other hand, if we consider T and take two hops following only blue edges, it again follows from Definition 2
that
2,
pir1(T) = pi—1(T) - nk+1" a2,
and hence pj41(T) > pi+1(T”).
To see that this inequality continues to hold for the remaining indices, we use the fact that T[i +2] = T’[i+2] =R

and T and T’ perform the same sequence of colors for all indices j > i + 3 onward.
Lemma 16. IfT is not BB-maximal, then there exists a BB-maximal traversal sequence T such that p(T) > p(T).

PRroOF. In the proof, we combine Lemmas 13, 14, and 15: Assume towards a contradiction that T is not BB-maximal,
and p(T) > p(T), for any BB-maximal traversal sequence T. We choose T such that it has the maximum p(T) of all
non-BB-maximal traversal sequences with this property, which implies that p(T) > p(T’), for any (not necessarily
BB-maximal) traversal sequence T”. Since T is not BB-maximal, it does not satisfy at least one of the two properties of
Definition 3.

Suppose that T does not satisfy (1), i.e., it contains a segment of three or more consecutive B-steps. By applying
Lemma 14 to the first of these segments, we obtain a distinct traversal sequence T’ that satisfies (1) and p(T’) > p(T),

which is a contradiction.
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Now, consider the case that T does not satisfy (2), i.e., T[i] = T[i + 1] = R, for some i < k — 2, and suppose that i is
the smallest index for which this is true. First suppose that T does not contain any BB-pair after step i. Since i < k — 2,
it follows that T ends with at least three R-steps. Applying Lemma 15 tells us that replacing the last two steps of T with
a BB-pair yields a traversal sequence T’ such that p(T’") > p(T), which is a contradiction to the assumed maximality
of p(T).

Thus, we can assume that T contains at least one BB-pair after step i. By construction, T has a free R-step at index
i, and thus Lemma 13 yields a sequence T; such that p(T) = p(T1) by moving this R-step to the end and shifting all
subsequent steps to the left. Then, we check if T; is BB-maximal, i.e., satisfies Property (2) of Definition 3, or ends
with at least three R-steps. In the former case, we have a contradiction to the assumption that p(T) > p(T), for any
BB-maximal traversal sequence T, whereas in the latter case we obtain a contradiction by applying Lemma 15.

Otherwise, we continue this process by considering the next smallest index i’ for which we can find a free R-step
in T1, which must exist since T; is not BB-maximal, and obtain sequence T, with p(T2) = p(T), by applying the left-
shifting operation of Lemma 13 to index i’. After at most three iterations of this process, we must arrive at some
sequence T3 that is either BB-maximal or ends with three R-steps. Either case provides a contradiction to the assumed

maximality of p(T). m]
Combining Lemmas 12 and 16 yields the following:

Corollary 1. For any traversal sequence T, it holds that

1
n'Tw

|R(T)| < s (18)

We can now complete the proof of Lemma 8. Recall that we have analyzed the reachability sets in the graph H,
which does not contain the edge (u,0). Moreover, (u,v) is sampled independently of the other red edges according
to our lower bound graph distribution Gy (see Sec. 4). It follows that node v is independent of R(T) and hence the

[R(D| _ [R(O)]

probability that v € R(T) is at most \(Tl T By taking a union bound over the (at most) 2k possible traversal

sequences and using (18), we obtain that

k+1 1
TR -
n

Pr[(u,v) not critical] = Pr[3T: v € R(T)] < (19)

Let X be the number of red edges incident to u, and let Y C X be the random variable denoting the number of critical

edges incident to u. From (19), we get
1
E[Y | Dense, X] > X(l - Zn_k_3)_
Therefore,

E[Y | Dense] = []}E]Z[Y| Dense, X|

Dense]

E
X
> (1 -2n k3)E[X| Dense]
3
4

1- 2073 ) (3077 —0(1) (by (5)

This completes the proof of Lemma 8.
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5 THE LOCAL INFORMATION COST OF SPANNERS

In this section, we use an information-theoretic approach to bound the local information cost of computing a spanner.

In more detail, we will prove the following result:

1,1
Theorem 1. Consider the problem of constructing a (2t—1)-spanner that, with high probability, has at mostO(n1+ ISR )

edges, for any integert such that2 <t = 0((10g n/loglog n)l/a). Then,
LIC,/,((2t — 1)-spanner) = ( n! +5 log n)

To put Theorem 1 into perspective, note that the distributed (2¢ — 1)-spanner algorithm of Baswana & Sen [BS07]
loglog n
1+t

outputs at most O(tn”% logn) = O(n" "¢ Togn * “Togn ) edges with high probability. For ¢ = o(\/log n/loglog n), this

amounts to strictly less than n1+%+m edges.

Consider any (2t — 1)-spanner algorithm A that achieves the properties stated in the theorem’s premise. Using (4),
we can rewrite the bound on the number of edges in Theorem 1 as O(nHﬁJrﬁ ), which we will use throughout this
section.

We make use of the following indicator random variables:

e We define Ip =1 if and only if every node u € U has roughly %nﬁ incident red edges, i.e., event Dense occurs,
which happens with high probability according to Lemma 6.

e Let Y; be the number of critical edges incident to u;. We define Iy, =1 if and only if ¥; > 16 n k+1

e In parts of our analysis, in particular Lemma 22, we will focus on the nodes where the output is sparse, in the
sense that each of them adds only few incident edges to the spanner. In particular, we will prove that these
sparse nodes learn a significant amount of information about which of their incident edges are crltlcal ThlS
motivates us to define S C U to be the set of sparse nodes, where every node u € S outputs at most nk“ W

edges. We use the indicator random variable Is, and define Is;, = 1 if and only if u; € Sand |S| > § - . The

log n’
reason for introducing Is, will become clearer in the proof of Lemma 21.

For the indicator random variables defined above, we use shorthands such as Ip y, =1 to refer to the event Ip =1Iy, =1.

The Initial Knowledge of Nodes. We consider the following information to be part of u;’s input X;: Due to the KT
assumption, u; knows the random variable Z;, which contains the list of IDs of its neighbors in G including its own
ID. Notice that Z; does not contain any other information about the network at large. In addition, node u; also knows
the number of incident critical edges to u;, which we denote by the random variable Y;. This extra knowledge is not
part of the KTy assumption but given to u; for free. Since Y; fully determines the indicator random variable Iy, defined

above, it follows that u; also knows Iy,. Finally, we assume that u; knows Ip.

5.1 Proof of Theorem 1

High-level Overview. We start our analysis by deriving a lower bound on LICg(A) in terms of the sum over the
mutual information terms I[G : II; | Y;, Z;, Ip y, = 1], where the sum ranges over all u; € U. In fact, since the critical
edges incident to u; are fully determined by G, we can instead use I[C; : II; | Y;, Zj, Ip)y, = 1], which tells us that
the local information cost is bounded from below by the sum over the expected amount of information that each

u;’s transcript I1; reveals about its critical incident edges C;, conditioned on u;’s initial knowledge. By definition, the
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mutual information is equivalent to how much the entropy of C; decreases upon revealing IT;, which corresponds to
the difference
H[C; | Yi, Zi, Ip,y,=1] - H[C; | 11;, Y}, Z;, Ipy, =1].

Intuitively speaking, this is the difference between the initial entropy of Cj, i.e., before executing the algorithm, and
the remaining entropy after u; has received all messages. We can obtain a bound on the initial entropy that depends
on the expected number of critical edges incident to u;, see Lemma 21. As we explain in more detail below, we need
a technical result (Lemma 20) to lift the bound into the probability space where we also condition on I5, = 1, as we
need to compute the expected difference between the initial and remaining entropy terms. We can only hope to obtain
a reasonably small upper bound on the remaining entropy if we assume that u; outputs few incident spanner edges,
which motivates the conditioning on event I, =1, see Lemma 22. Finally, we combine the bounds of Lemmas 21 and 22
to obtain the sought bound on LIC g (A).

The proof of the following Lemma 17 follows by a counting argument: if more than n/logn nodes had a degree (in
.
the spanner) that is greater than n¥" % | we would obtain a contradiction to the assumed bound on the number of

edges.

.
Lemma 17. Recall that S C U is the subset of nodes such that each u € S outputs at most n*+! M edges. If the algorithm
terminates correctly, then
n n

n
S| > |U| - == —-—.

51> 1U] logn 2 logn
>

n

ProOF. Assume towards a contradiction that |U \ S| Togn

This means that a set B of at least @ nodes in U
.
output at least n Rt spanner edges each. Consequently, the algorithm outputs at least

T 2 .1 _loglogn
|B|Ylk+1+8k2 = Q(n1+k+l+gk2 logn )

(20)

1/3
edges in total. From (4), we know that k = O((lol;go gn) ) and hence k < ,/ Mi()g%gn’ for sufficiently large n, which

implies that
1 loglogn S 1
8k2 logn ~ 12k2°
It follows that the right-hand side of (20) is at least

1 1
Q(nHﬁJ'ﬁ) = Q(n1+7+ 12(21-1)2 )
thus exceeding the assumed bound on the size of the spanner stipulated by Theorem 1 and resulting in a contradiction.
m}

Next, we prove a lower bound on the number of critical edges by leveraging Lemma 8 and the upper bound on the

incident red edges stated in Lemma 6.
Lemma 18. Recall that Iy, =1 if and only if u; has at least %nﬁ incident critical edges. It holds that
-1
Prlly,=1|Ip=1] > 1 —O(n kS).

PRrROOF. Let Y; be the number of critical edges incident to u;. We first give some intuition why the lemma holds.
11
Recall from Lemma 8 that E[Y; | Ip=1] > %(nﬁ —2nk g3 ) — 0(1). We know that Y; cannot exceed the number
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of red edges incident to u; and, conditioned on Ip =1, Lemma 6 tells us that we can set the upper bound on Y; to be
1

B = %nﬁ + c1n2®+) 4/log n, for a suitable constant ¢; > 1. Consider the random variable B — Y;, which is always

positive due to the conditioning on Ip = 1. Applying Markov’s inequality (c.f. Theorem 3.1 in [MUO05]) to B — Y; (and

hence in “reverse” direction to Y;) shows that Y; is likely to be sufficiently large which is equivalent to event Iy, =1.

We now give the formal proof. From Lemma 8, we know that

1

11
E[Y; | Ip=1] > 3 (P —2n%1737) — o(1). (21)

We know that Y; cannot exceed the number of red edges incident to u; and, conditioned on Ip =1 (i.e. event Dense

happens), Lemma 6 tells us that we can set the upper bound to be

1 1
B= %nm + c1n 2+ \/logn, (22)

for a suitable constant ¢; > 1. Consider the random variable B — Y;, which is always positive due to the conditioning

on Ip =1. By Markov’s inequality (c.f. Theorem 3.1 in [MUO05]), it follows that, for any a < B,

B-ElY; |Ip=1
Pr[YiSaIID:l]:Pr[B—Yi>B—a|1D:1]<_581|D 1
—a

% = , and plugging (21) and (22) into this concentration bound yields

Choosing a =
3 L N 3( L 11
(znkﬂ + cqn 2+ logn) - z(nkﬂ —2nk1 K3 ) +0(1)
1 Ll 1
(%nkﬂ + c1n 2+ y/log n) - %nkﬂ

1 L
cin2®D) \/logn + %nk“ K +0(1)

1L
PI‘[YI < Enkﬂ

ID=1] <

N
%nﬁ +clnm\/logn.
1 1 \/W 1 1 1 1 1 1
Observe that n?® ) \[logn = n?&D "~ Tgn < p2FD 22 for any k > 3. Moreover, n?% 22 < n®1 %7, and
therefore
3\ wi
. (c1 + E)nk“ & +0(1)
Pr[Yi<%nm ID—l] < - -
%nm + c1n2®+1) y/logn
3\ i
c1+ E)” & +0(1)
<

We make use of the following conditioning property of mutual information:

Lemma 19. Let X, Y, Zi, and Z, be discrete random variables. Then, for any z in the support of Z1, it holds that

1[X:Y|Z,2;] > Pr[Z1=z|1|X : Y | Z1=2,2,].



20 Peter Robinson

Proor.
1X:Y|Z1,2] = ZZPr[zl,zz] 1[X:Y | Zi=21,Z2=22]
z1 2
= D\ Prlzi] )\ Prz | 21 1X: Y | Zi=21,22=2]
zZ1 Zy
>Pr(z|I|X:Y | Z1=22,],
for any z in the support of Z;. O

We are now ready to bound the local information cost LIC g (A) as stated in Definition 1 (Page 6). Since U € V(G)

and Xj is just a shorthand for the random variables Y;, Z;, Ip, Iy;, we have

LICG(A) > 1[G : ;| X;]

u;eU

= > 1[G 1 | %, Zi Ip, Iy,

u;eU

(by Lemma 19) > Pr[Ip=1] Z I[G 10 | Y[,Zi,lyi,ID:l]

u;eU
> Pr[Ip=1] Z Pr(ly,=1|Ip=1]1[G : T; | Y;, Z;, Ipy, =1], (23)
u;eU
where, in the last step, we have applied Lemma 19 to each term of the sum. Without conditioning on the initial states

of the nodes, it holds that, for all u;,u; € U,
Pr(ly,=1|Ip=1] = Pr[ly,=1|Ip=1] > 1 - o(n‘%a),
where the inequality follows from Lemma 18. Furthermore, we know from Lemma 6 that Pr[Ip=1] > 1— % and hence
Pr(lp=1]Pr[ly, =1 Ip=1] > (1 - O(n_k%))(l - %) > 1,

for sufficiently large n, since we assume that k = O((log n/loglog n)l/ 3). Applying these observations to (23), we get

1
LiCg(A) > - Z 1[G : 11 | Vi, Zi, Ip,y, =1].

u;eU
For each u; € U, its incident critical edges given by the random variable C;, are determined by the graph G. This means

that II; - G — C; forms a Markov chain and hence the data processing inequality (see Lemma 26) implies that
1[G : 1L | Yi. Zi Ipy, =1 > 1[Ci : 1I; | Y3, Zi Ipy, =1].
Moreover, we can write the mutual information between C; and II; in terms of the conditional entropies (see (37) in
Appendix B), yielding
LICG(A) > % > (H[Ci | Yi Zi Ipy,=1] ~H[C; | ;. Y;, Zi, Ipy, =1]). (24)
u; €U

We will proceed by analyzing the entropy terms on the right-hand side in (24). To bound the remaining entropy

H [Ci | I0;,Y;, Zi,Ip)y, = l] ,1.e., after u; has received all messages, we need to reason about the number of spanner edges
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output by u;. We provide additional knowledge to the algorithm “for free”, by revealing to each u; whether u; € S and
N @, which is captured by the indicator random variable Is, defined above. Note that this assumption can
only help the algorithm and hence does not weaken Theorem 1.

However, the conditioning on Is; introduces a technical challenge: We would like to compute the expected difference
between the two entropy terms, but we are computing the initial entropy of the critical edges (i.e. H [C i | Yi,Zi,Ipyy, = l] )
conditioned on Ip y, =1, whereas, for the remaining entropy, we also condition on I5, =1. Thus, we need the following
lemma that will help us to lift the bound on the initial entropy to the probability space where we condition on all three

indicator random variables.

Lemma 20. Pr[lsizlllD,yi:l] > 1—0(10; )

ProOOF. We begin our analysis by first deriving a lower bound on Pr[l 5, = 1]. Without conditioning on the initial
states, Pr[u; €S] = Pr[uj € S] ,for all u;, uj € U, and hence it follows that

n

n
g - 1
Pr[uies||5|>g "]>¢=1-o( )
7 logn

~ logn

By assumption, the algorithm succeeds with probability at least 1— % and, if it does, then it also holds that |S| > % -1
ogn

according to Lemma 17. This means that

Prlls, =1] = Pruies | 151 > 4 - o2 | Pe|isl > 4 - 25|

>1-0() -1 =1-0( oz )
logn n logn

We now return to bounding Pr[Isi =1 ‘ Ipy,= 1] . We have

-0 < Pr[lg,=1]
= Pr[[gi:l |ID,Yi :l] Pr[ID’yi=l]
+Pr[ISi=l | _‘ID,Yizl] Pl‘[—JD,YiZI]

< Pr[15i=1 ‘ID,YI.ZI] +Pl‘[—'ID,Yi=1],

and hence

1
Pr[ls,=1|Ipy,=1] > 1-Pr[-Ipy,=1] _O(logn).

To complete the proof of the lemma, we need to argue that Pr[—-ID,yl. = 1] = O(loén ) We have
Pr[-Ipy,=1| < Pr[Ip=0] + Pr[Iy,=0| Ip=1] Pr[Ip=1]

(by Lemma 6) SPI‘[IYI.=0|ID=1]+O(%)

1
(by Lemma 18) = O( ) .
logn

We are now ready to show a lower bound on the first entropy expression in (24). In more detail, we show that the

initial entropy of the set of incident critical edges conditioned on the event Ipy, =1 is bounded from below by their
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expected number (ignoring logarithmic factors), where this expectation is conditional on the event that u; € S and

IS|> % - logn (ie. Is,=1) in addition to event Ip )y, =1:

Lemma 21. Let C; denote the critical edges incident to u;. It holds that

2 1

H[Ci | Yi:Zi:ID,YiZI] > (m + W

)(logz(n) -0(1)) -E[Y; | Ips,y,=1]

~E[Yilog, Y| Ips, v, =1].

ProoF. By the definition of conditional entropy, we have

H[C[ | Yi. Zi,Ipyy, :l] = ZPI‘[y,Z | ID’yl.Zl] H[C[ | Yj=y,Zi=Z,ID,yi=l], (25)
Y,z

where y and z are such that Pr[Y;=y, Z;=z | Ip)y,=1] > 0.

We will derive a bound on H[Ci ‘ Yi=y,Zi=z,Ipy, = 1]. Recall from Section 4 that the assignment of the random
IDs to the nodes is done independently of the sampling of the red edges (which determines Ip and Iy,), and hence
the assignment of the IDs to the nodes in the neighborhood of u; (given by z) is independent of Ip and Iy,. In other
words, the ID assignments given to u;’s neighbors which is known to u; does not reveal any information about which
edges are blue and which ones are red, let alone which edges are critical. More formally, for each neighborw e UUV
of u;, the edge (u;, w) is red with some probability p (independent of w’s ID), and critical with some probability
p’ < p, where this event is also independent of w’s ID. Therefore, if we consider any two subsets ¢ and ¢’ of exactly
y nodes chosen from the neighborhood z of u; that are identified by their (unique) IDs, it follows from the above that
Pr[Ci=c|y,zIpy,=1] =Pr[Ci=c" | y,z,Ip)y,=1].

2 1
To obtain a lower bound on u;’s degree, we recall that u; has n%*1 * %7 incident (blue) edges, and hence

Pr[Ci=c |y zIpy,=1] < 1/(
y

(26)
We combine these observations to obtain that

H[Ci | y,z,ID,yl.zl] = ZPr[C,':c | y.z,Ipy, =1] log, (1/Pr[c | y,z,Ip )y, =1])
c
2 1
nF1tnz
by@o) > ) Prlc|yzlpy,=1] logz( y )
c

nk'+1 =)
=log, ( ) ZPr[c |y, z,Ip)y, =1]
c

2 1
= (m + m)ylogz n—ylog,y.
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Applying this bound to (25), we get

2 1
H(Ci | Yi. ZiIpy,=1] > yzz: Prly,z | Ipy,=1] ((m + m)ylogz n - ylog, y)
= Prly | oy, =11{{ e + 5 |ylogn - ylo o
< ylpy,=U\\ 57+ 2 [y 1o82n —ylog y ).
4_11<2)Yil°gz n—Yilog, Y; |ID,Yi=1].
As explained earlier, we need to compute the expectation conditioned on Ip s, y, = 1. We will use Lemma 20 to lift

The final expression is equivalent to Ey, [(% +

(27) to this probability space. For any y in the support of Y;, we have
Pl‘[y ‘ Ipyy; 21] > Pl‘[y ‘ Ips,.y; 21] Pr[[si =1| Ipyy, Zl]
1
(by Lem. 20) > (1_O(m))Pr[y|ID,5i,Yi:1]‘

Returning to (27), we conclude that

H[C; | Y3, Zi, Ipy; =1]

1 2 1
> (1 - O(@)) Zy:Pr[y | Ip,s, v, :1]((m + w)ylogz n—ylog, y)

i (1_O(loclgn))']5-

The result follows by linearity of expectation. m]

2 1
(m + ﬁ)YIIOgZ n— Yilng Y; I ID,S,—,Yizl

In the next lemma, we will derive an upper bound on the second entropy expression in (24). In particular, we show
that the entropy that remains after u; has received all messages that were sent to it by the algorithm is sufficiently

small in the case where u; has few incident spanner edges, i.e., Is, =1.

Lemma 22. Recall that C; denotes the critical edges incident to u;. We have

H(C; |11, Yi, Zi, Ipy, =1] < ((

1
m + W) lng n+ logz 6) E[Yl | ID,Si,Yi :l]

3
+ o(m) E[Y; | Ip,y,=1I5,=0] — E[Y;log, () | Ips,v; =1].

ProoF. As outlined above, we can deduce Is, from the transcript because the first bit that u; receives is the value

of Is,. Moreover, the set of incident spanner edges F; that are finally output by u; is determined by the transcript II;
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and the initial state of u; as given by Y;, Z; (including u;’s private random bits). Hence,
H[C; | 11;,Y;, Zi, Ipy, =1]
H[C; | FiIs,, Yi. Zi, Ipy, =1]
byLlem.23) < H|[Ci|FiIs, YiIp,y, =1]

= Z ZPr[F,-zf,Isi:b, Yi=y | ID’yl.Zl] H[C[ |f, b, y,ID,yi:l]

be{0.1} fiy
= Pr[[gi:l |ID,Yi :l] ZPr[f,y | ID,S,—,Y,— =1] H[Ci |f, Yy, ID,S,—,Yi =1]
fy
+Pr[15i=0 | Ipy, Zl] Z (Pr[f, y | Ipy, Zl,ISiZO]

fy
H[Ci | f.y.Ipy, :1515,:0])

< D Pr[foy|Ips.y, =1 H[Ci | f.y.Ips, v, =1]
fy

(10g )ZPrfy|IDy—l Isl ] [Cilf,ysID,Yi:l,ISi:O] (28)

where the last inequality holds because Lemma 20 implies that Pr [Isl. =0 | Ipy,= 1] = 0(1/logn).
We will separately bound the sums on the right-hand side. Fix any f and y. To obtain an upper bound on H [C i | fuIps,y,= l] ,

2 4 1
recall that the conditioning on Is, =1 says that u;’s output f contains at most n*+1 "% spanner edges (see Lemma 17)
and, we know from Lemma 7 that every critical edge must be part of the spanner, which tells us that the y critical

edges incident to u; are part of u;’s output. The total number of ways we can choose a subset ¢ of size y from the edges

(Ifl) 3 (——)
y) \ oy )

Moreover, the (remaining) entropy H [C,- ‘ £y Ips,y, = 1] is maximized if the conditional distribution of C; is uniform

in fis

over all subsets c of size y. Combining these observations, we get
1
Prlc| f,y.Ips,y, =1]

H[Ci | f.y.Ips,y,=1] = ZPr[Ci:c | .y Ip,s,y, =1] 10gz(
c

2 1
nFa Rz
Slogz( y )Zpr Ci= C|fysIDSlYl_1]
nFt T
)
oy
2 1 y
T 5z
(smce(n)é(%)) <lc’gz(en y 8 )
2 e
:y((_k+l 8k2)10g2n+10g2(y)) (29)

Next, we derive an upper bound on the entropy term in the second sum of (28), i.e., H [Ci | fu.Ipy,=11Is,= 0] .Since

Is, =0, we cannot make any assumptions on the number of edges that are included in the output of u;; in fact, it may
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happen that u; simply outputs all incident edges and so the entropy of C; may not decrease at all. Since we condition
on Ip =1, we know from Lemma 6 that the maximum number of blue and red edges incident to u; is bounded by

dmax = nF17 42 + nkl < nk+ (3())

for sufficiently large n. The conditioning on Y; =y ensures that u; has exactly y critical edges, which means that the
entropy is maximized if the distribution of C; over the at most dmax edges incident to u; is uniform with probability
l/(d";"‘). That is,

H[C; | f,y.Ip,y;,=1,I5,=0] (31)

1
:Zpr[c|f’y’ID,Yi:LIS,-:O] logz( ])
c

Pr[c | £ y,Ip)y,=1,15,=0

d,
< Z Pr[c | f, y’ID,Yi :LIS,-:O] logz ( n;ax)
c

(since (II\(]) <NKy < ylogz dmax Z Pr[c | f.y, Ipy,=11Is, =0]

<

T+ 1 log2 n, (32)

where the last step follows from (30) and the fact that >, Pr[c|...] = 1.

We now combine the bounds that we obtained in (29) and (32) to obtain an upper bound on the expression H [Ci ‘ I1;, Y, Zi,Ip)y, = l] .
From (28), it follows that

H[C; | 1, Y3, Zi, Ip,y, = 1]
2 e
< ) s L= E—

ZPr[f y|Ips.y; l]y((k+1 8k2)10g2n+log2(y))

fy

E 3y
(log ) Pr(fy|Ipy,=11s,= ]k T logan
([ logy 1 +10gs [~ | | | Ip.s,.v, =1
Wk+1 8k2 08+ 108\ v || | 'D:SiY: =

1 3Y;
o( ) E
logn/ F.Y;

k+1
= L — log, n+log, e [Yl |ID,Si,Yi :l]
k+1 Sk Y;

F..Y;

log2 n

Ipy,=1,1Is,=0 ]

3
+O(m)]§i[Yi | Ipy,=1,15,=0] —]Y%_[Yilogz(Yi) | Ips,y,=1].
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Equipped with Lemmas 21 and 22, we can continue our derivation of a lower bound on LIC g (A). By applying these

bounds to the two entropy terms on the right-hand side of (24), we get

1 1 1
Lng(ﬂ) = E u;U (((W - W) lngl’l

2 1
- O(m + m) - lng 6) E[Yl | ID,S,—,Yi 21]
_o|—=— E[Y; | Ip,y, =1I5,=0]
k+1 o !
>2 3 (Llogzn.E[Yi | Ips,v, =1]
2 16k? e
u;eU
—of > E[x; | Ip,y,=1.1s5,=0] ),
k+1 o !
where we have used the fact that
1 1
W lng nz O(m + w) +10g2(8),
for sufficiently large n. The conditioning on Iy, =1 tells us that Y; > %nﬁ and hence also

E[Y; |ID,Si,Yi=1] > %nﬁ.

1
On the other hand, the conditioning on Ip =1 guarantees that the number of red edges incident to u; is at most nx+1

(see Lemma 6) and hence the same bound holds for the number of critical edges, which guarantees that
1
E|Y; |Ipy,=11I5,=0] < n¥.

From this we conclude that

logn 13 1 441
(since |U| = Q(n) and k = O ( ) y =Q[—=n"F1 logn

n'*a log n) (by (4))
This completes the proof of Theorem 1.

5.2 Lower Bounds for Distributed Spanner Algorithms

In this section, we derive communication and time lower bounds from Theorem 1. We first apply Lemma 2 to obtain

the claimed bound on the communication complexity in the asynchronous model:
1+l —1
Theorem 2. Any algorithm that, with high probability, constructs a (2t — 1)-spanner with O(n JEARTEE ) edges, for

2<t< O((log(n)/log log n)l/S), has a communication complexity on(tian% log n) bits in the asynchronous message

passing clique under the KT assumption.

From Lemma 3, we get a similar result for the synchronous CONGEST KT model and the congested clique. We do
not explicitly state our bounds in terms of the message complexity, as this would change the result only by a logarithmic

factor.
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Theorem 3. Consider the synchronous KT1 congested clique and any © = O(poly(n)). Any r-round algorithm al-

Tely— 1
gorithm that, with high probability, outputs a (2t — 1)-spanner with at most O|n +’+16(2'-1>‘) edges sends at least

Q(m . n“ﬁ) bits in the worst case, for2 < t < O((log(n)/log log n)1/3). The same result holds in the CONGEST

KTy model.

When considering the CONGEST KTy model and ¢ = O(1), Theorem 3 implies that, for any (2t — 1)-spanner
algorithm that succeeds with high probability and takes a polynomial number of rounds, there exists a graph where at
least Q(n1*€) bits are sent, for some constant € > 0. On the other hand, we know from [BS07] that the time complexity
of (2t — 1)-spanners is O(t?) rounds and, according to [DGPV08], Q(t) is a lower bound even in the more powerful
LOCAL model, which means that a time-optimal algorithm does not need to depend on n at all! Furthermore, by
leveraging the time-encoding trick mentioned in Section 1 (and described in more detail in Appendix A) it is possible
to send only O(n) bits at the cost of a larger running time, which matches the trivial lower bound on the communication

complexity of Q(n) bits up to polylogarithmic factors. Combining these observations we have the following:

Corollary 2. There is no (2t —1)-spanner algorithm in the CONGEST KTy model (or the congested clique) that outputs at
1,1
most O (n1+ (AL edges with high probability and simultaneously achieves optimal time and optimal communication

complexity.

Notice that Corollary 2 reveals a gap between constructing a spanner and the problem of finding a minimum span-
ning tree (MST) in the congested clique, as the work of [HPP*15] shows that it is possible to solve the latter problem
in O(polylog(n)) time while sending only O(n) bits.

We now turn our attention towards time complexity in the node-capacitated clique and the gossip model with
limited bandwidth, as studied in [HMS18]. Applying Lemma 4 reveals that constructing a spanner is harder than MST
in the node-capacitated clique, for which there is a O(polylog(n)) time algorithm (see [AGG"19]):

Theorem 4. Consider the node-capacitated clique defined in [AGG" 19]. Constructing a (2t — 1)-spanner that, with high

1

1p 1
probability, has O(nlJr’Jr“'J(Z'-U2 ) edges requires Q(mnz_lt) rounds, for2 <t < O((log(n)/log log n)1/3).
From Lemma 5 we get a similar result for the gossip model:

Theorem 5. Consider the push-pull gossip model where the link bandwidth is limited to O(logn) bits. Constructing a

t2log® n

1, 1
(2t — 1)-spanner that, with high probability, has O nH'Jr“"(Z"U2 edges requires Q 1 nz_lt rounds, for2 < t <
P gn p Y, 8 q
O((log(n)/loglogn)1/3).

6 FUTURE WORK AND OPEN PROBLEMS

We conclude by listing some interesting open problems and possible future research directions.
We have argued in Section 5.2 that it is impossible to construct a spanner in a way that is both time- and communication-

optimal. However, this question is still unresolved for the basic problem of constructing minimum spanning trees:

Open Problem 1. Is it possible to construct a minimum spanning tree in O(D + /) rounds and with O(n polylog(n))

communication complexity in the synchronous CONGEST KTq model?
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We have shown in Section 3 that the local information cost LIC, (P) presents a lower bound on the communication
complexity CCy (P) of solving P in the asynchronous message passing model with error at most y. A natural question

is whether this relationship is tight (up to polylogarithmic factors) for all graph problems.
Open Problem 2. Does it hold that CCy (P) = @(LICY(P)), for every graph problem P?

In this work, we have studied communication complexity lower bounds for multiplicative (2t — 1)-spanners. To the
best of our knowledge, all existing distributed spanner algorithms send at least Q(¢m) bits and hence it is still an open
question whether the Q(m) barrier known to hold for the clean network model (see Section 1) also holds under the

KT4 assumption. In fact, this question is still open even if we allow a polynomial number of rounds:

1
1+;+6) edges,

Open Problem 3. Does there exist a distributed algorithm that constructs a (2t — 1)-spanner with O(n

while sending O(n”zit) bits and terminating in at most O(poly(n)) rounds in the synchronous CONGEST KT1 model?

A A SIMPLE TIME-ENCODING MECHANISM FOR OBTAINING OPTIMAL COMMUNICATION
COMPLEXITY IN THE CONGEST KT1 MODEL

We describe a folklore technique for obtaining a message-optimal algorithm for any problem P in the CONGEST KT
model. We first construct a spanning tree by using the algorithm of [KKT15], which takes time O(n) and requires
sending O(n) bits. Then, we elect a leader on this tree, which requires O(n) bits using the algorithm of [KPP*15].
Subsequently, the leader u. serves as the root of the spanning tree T and every node knows its distance in T from u.
Assuming an ID range of size n¢, there are at most t = 2(2) (n!)- ('Z) possible n-node graphs where a subset of n IDs is
chosen and assigned to the nodes by selecting one of the possible n! permutations. Let E be some arbitrary enumeration
of the set of permutations and let E; refer to the i-th item in the order stipulated by E. We split the computation into
iterations of t rounds with the goal of performing a convergecast. Let d be the maximum distance of a node from the
root u, in T, which can be known by all nodes in O(D) additional rounds.

In the first iteration, each leaf at distance d sends exactly 1 bit to its parent in round k if its local neighborhood
corresponds to Ej. Similarly, in iteration i > 1, every node u at distance d — i + 1, sends 1 bit in round k’ such that
E}+ corresponds to the subgraph consisting of u’s neighborhood as well as the topology information received from its
children in the previous iterations. Proceeding in this manner ensures that a node can convey its current knowledge
of the network topology to its parent by sending only a single bit during one of the rounds in this iteration while
remaining silent in all others. After d iterations, the entire topological information is received by the root u., and this
information again corresponds to some E. Subsequently we use another d iterations, each consisting of ¢ rounds, to
disseminate Ep. starting from u, to all nodes in the network, and, similarly to the mechanism described above, this
can be done by sending only O(n) bits in total. Finally, each node locally computes its output from E» according to

the solution to problem P.

B TOOLS FROM INFORMATION THEORY.

We first introduce some basic definitions from information theory such as entropy and mutual information and restate
some facts (without proofs) that we use throughout the paper. More details can be found in [CT06].
Throughout this section, we assume that X, Y, and Z are discrete random variables. We use capitals to denote

random variables and corresponding lowercase characters for values. To shorten the notation, we abbreviate the event
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“X =x" by simply writing “x”, for random variables X and a value x.” When computing expected values, we sometimes
use the subscript notation Ex to clarify that the expectation is taken over the distribution of random variable X.
Definition 4. The entropy of X is defined as

H[X] = ZPr[X:x] log, (1/Pr[X =x]). (33)

X

The conditional entropy of X conditioned on Y is given by

H[X | Y] =E[H[X | Y=y]] (34)

Definition 5. Let X and Y be discrete random variables. The mutual information between X and Y is defined as

Pr[x,
I[X:Y]= ;;Pr[x, y] -log(ﬁpﬂy]) (35)
Definition 6. Let X, Y, and Z be discrete random variables. The conditional mutual information of X andY is defined
as
I[X:Y|Z] :]ZE[I[X:Y|Z:z]] (36)
=H[X |Z]-H[X|Y,Z]. (37)

Lemma 23. H[X | Y,Z] < H[X | Y].
Lemma24. I[X :Y | Z] <H[X ]| Z].

Lemma 25 (Theorem 6.1 in [RY20]). Consider any random variable X. Every encoding of X has expected length at least
H[X].

Lemma 26 (Data Processing Inequality). If random variables X, Y, and Z form the Markov chainX — Y — Z, i.e., the
conditional distribution of Z depends only on Y and is conditionally independent of X, then

I[X:Y]>I[X:Z].
Lemma 27 (Chain Rule of Mutual Information). Let W, X, Y, and Z be jointly distributed random variables. Then

IX.Y:Z|W]=I[X:Z|W]+I[Y:Z]|W,X]. (38)
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Fig. 1. A simplified instance of the lower bound graph sampled according to G with randomly assigned node IDs. The region of
u; consists of nodes uy, ..., ug, 01, ..., 04. Assuming that k = 5, the edge (11, u;41) is critical as any other path from uy to u;4; has
length greater than 5. On the other hand, the edges (u1,us) and (u1,u19) are not critical as they are both reachable by traversal
sequences of length (at most) k: after removing (u1, us), node us is reachable via the traversal sequence RBBR. Similarly, if we discard

(u1,u10), then uyg is still in the reachable set R(RRBB).
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