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Abstract. The local broadcast problem assumes that processes inlassiret-
work are provided messages, one by one, that must be delitertheir neigh-
bors. In this paper, we prove tight bounds for this problenwia well-studied
wireless network models: thelassicalmodel, in which links are reliable and
collisions consistent, and the more recedntl graphmodel, which introduces
unreliable edges. Our results prove that Becaystrategy, commonly used for
local broadcast in the classical setting, is optimal. THey astablish a separation
between the two models, proving that the dual graph setistgictly harder than
the classical setting, with respect to this primitive.

1 Introduction

At the core of every wireless network algorithm is the neechmage contention on
the shared medium. In the theory community, this challesggstracted as tHecal
broadcast problemin which processes are given messages, one by one, thabmust
delivered to their neighbors.

This problem has been studied in multiple wireless netwaski@ls. The most com-
mon such model is thelassicalmodel, introduced by Chlamatac and Kuttenl[17], in
which links are reliable and concurrent broadcasts by riighalways generate colli-
sions. The dominant local broadcast strategy in this madgléDecayroutine intro-
duced by Bar-Yehuda et al._[18]. In this strategy, nodesecyltiough an exponential
distribution of broadcast probabilities with the hope tbat will be appropriate for
the current level of contention (e.d., 18] 221128, 33]). dtvs local broadcast with high
probability (with respect to the network sizg, theDecaystrategy require® (A log n)
rounds, where\ is the maximum contention in the network (which is at mostrtax-
imum degree in the network topology). It has remained an apestion whether this
bound can be improved t©(A + polylog(n)). In this paper, we resolve this open
question by proving thBecaybound optimal. This result also proves that existing con-
structions ofad hoc selective familigR6,[27]—a type of combinatorial object used in
wireless network algorithms—are optimal.

We then turn our attention to the more recdotl graphwireless network model
introduced by Kuhn et al 20, 81,183)36]. This model gerieealthe classical model by
allowing some edges in the communication graph to be utleliét was motivated by
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| | Classical Mode | Dual Graph Model |
Ack. Upper | O(Alogn)** O(A logn)*

Ack. Lower | 2(Alogn)* N2(A logn)*

Prog. Upper |O(log Alogn)** |O(min{k log klogn, A logn})*
Prog. Lower |2(log Alog n)** (A logn)*

Fig.1. A summary of our results faacknowledgmerdndprogressfor the local broadcast prob-
lem. Results that are new, or significant improvements dwepteviously best known result, are
marked with an “*” while a “**” marks results that where obtedd from prior work via minor
tweaks.

the observation that real wireless networks include lirfldyoamic quality (see [33] for
more extensive discussion). We provide tight solutionkéddcal broadcast problem in
this setting, using algorithms based on Becaystrategy. Our tight bounds in the dual
graph model are larger (worse) than our tight time bound#hferclassical model, for-
malizing a separation between the two settings (see Figarelthe discussion below
for result details). We conclude by proving another sejamain the classical model
there is no significant difference in power between cerztedliand distributed local
broadcast algorithms, while in the dual graph model the gaxponential.

These separation results are important because most sgaratwork algorithm
analysis relies on the correctness of the underlying cdioi@management strategy.
By proving that the dual graph model is strictly harder wigspect to local broadcast,
we have established that an algorithm proved correct in ssical model will not
necessarily remain correct or might loose its efficiencyhimmore general (and more
realistic) dual graph model.

To summarizeThis paper provides an essentially complete charactairaf the
local broadcast problem in the well-studied classical amal draph wireless network
models. In doing so, we: (1) answer the long-standing opestipn regarding the
optimality of Decayin the classical model; (2) provide a variant of Decay and/@iib
optimal for the local broadcast problem in the dual graph elaghd (3) formalize the
separation between these two models, with respect to looatloast.

Result Details:As mentioned, théocal broadcasproblem assumes processes are pro-
vided messages, one by one, which should be delivered tortbigihbors in the com-
munication graph. Increasingly, local broadcast soliare being studied separately
from the higher level problems that use them, improving tbmgosability of solu-
tions; e.g.,[[29, 32, 34, 85]. Much of the older theory workhie wireless setting, how-
ever, mixes the local broadcast logic with the logic of thghleir-level problem being
solved; e.g.[[18, 22—218,B3]. This previous work can be ssamplicitly solving local
broadcast.

The efficiency of a local broadcast algorithm is characeetizy two metrics: (1) an
acknowledgment bounavhich measures the time for a sender process (a process that
has a message for broadcast) to deliver its message to & néighbors; and (2) a
progress boundwhich measures the time for a receiver process (a procashdls a
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sender neighbor) to receive at least one meﬂa‘@he acknowledgment bound is ob-
viously interesting; the progress bound has also been stoh critical for analyzing
algorithms for many problems, e.g., global broaddast [29¢re the reception ainy
message is hormally sufficient to advance the algorithm.prbgress bound was first
introduced and explicitly specified in[29,134] but it was ilafily used already in many
previous works[[18, 22—25, 28]. Both acknowledgment andymss bounds typically
depend on two parameters, the maximum contentiand the network size. In the
dual graph model, an additional measure of maximum comentt’, is introduced
to measure contention in the unreliable communication ¢jrédph, which is typically
denser than the reliable link graph. In our progress resultife dual graph model,
we also introducé: to capture thexctualamount of contention relevant to a specific
message. These bounds are usually required to hold withpnadability.

Our upper and lower bound results for the local broadcadilpno in the classical
and dual graph models are summarized in Fiflire 1. Here wéighgkhree key points
regarding these results. First, in both models, the upplaver bounds match asymp-
totically. Second, we show th&2(Alogn) rounds are necessary for acknowledgment
in the classical model. This answers in the negative the opestion of whether a
O(A+ polylog(n)) solution is possible. Third, the separation between thesital and
dual graph models occurs with respect to the progress beurate the tight bound for
the classical model ilgarithmic with respect to contention, while in the dual graph
model it islinear—an exponential gap. Finally, in addition to the resultsctiégd in
Figure[d, we also prove the following additional separatietween the two models:
in the dual graph model, the gap in progress between digddband centralized local
broadcast algorithms is (at least) linear in the maximuntewionA’, whereas no such
gap exists in the classical model.

Before starting the technical sections, we remark that digpace considerations,
the full proofs are omitted from the conference version aamlwe found in[[38].

2 Mod€

To study the local broadcast problem in synchronous moltiiadio networks, we use
two models, namely thelassical radio network modéhlso known as the radio network
model) and thedual graph modelThe former model assumes that all connections in
the network are reliable and it has been extensively stusiiece 1980s [17=109, 22—
[29/29[34]. On the other hand, the latter model is a more génevdel, introduced
more recently in 2009 [29-31], which includes the posgipdf unreliable edges. Since
the former model is simply a special case of the latter, wedusg graph model for
explaining the model and the problem statement. Howeveaylanes where we want
to emphasize on a result in the classical model, we focus erldssical model and
explain how the result specializes for this specific case.

In the dual graph model, radio networks have some reliabdepatentially some
unreliable links. Fix some > 1. We define a networkG, G’) to consist of two undi-
rected graphsi; = (V, E) andG’ = (V, E’), whereV is a set ofn. wireless nodes

1 Note that with respect to these definitions, a process carotie dsender and a receiver,
simultaneously.
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andE C E’, where intuitively set? is the set of reliable edges while’ is the set of
all edges, both reliable and unreliable. In the classiadibraetwork model, there is no
unreliable edge and thus, we simply have= G/, i.e.,.E = F'.

We define an algorithmi to be a collection ofi randomized processes, described
by probabilistic automata. An execution dfin network (G, G’) proceeds as follows:
first, we fix a bijectionproc from V' to A. This bijection assigns processes to graph
nodes. We assume this bijection is defined by an adversarysamot known to the
processes. We do not, however, assume that the definiti@,@¥’) is unknown to the
processes (in many real world settings it is reasonablestonas that devices can make
some assumptions about the structure of their network)hig1gtudy, to strengthen
our results, our upper bounds make no assumptions dBht’) beyond bounds on
maximum contention and polynomial bounds on size of the adtywhile our lower
bounds allow full knowledge of the network graph.

An execution proceeds in synchronous roumds, ..., with all processes starting
in the first round. At the beginning of each roundevery procesgroc(u),u € V
first receives inputs (if any) from the environment. It thestides whether or not to
transmit a message and which message to send. Next, thesavehooses seach
setthat consists off and some subset, potentially empty, of edge&in- E. Note
that in the classical model, séY — E is empty and therefore, the reach set is already
determined. This set describes the links that will behaliably in this round. We
assume that the adversary has full knowledge of the stateeafdtwork while choosing
this reach set. For a processlet B, . be the set all graph nodessuch thatproc(u)
broadcasts in- and {u, v} is in the reach set for this round. Whatoc(v) receives
in this round depends on the size Bf ,., the messages sent by processes assigned to
nodes inB, ,., andproc(v)’s behavior. Ifproc(v) broadcasts im, then it receives only
its own message. lfroc(v) does not broadcast, there are two cases: (IB},if,| = 0
or |B,,.| > 1, thenproc(v) receivesL (indicatingsilencg; (2) if |B, | = 1, then
proc(v) receives the message sentipyc(u), whereu is the single node i3, .. That
is, we assume processes cannot send and receive simukanemd also, there is no
collision detection in this model. However, to strengthemn @sults, we note that our
lower bound results hold even in the model with collisioredéibn, i.e., where process
v receives a special collision indicator messdgm case|B,, -| > 1. After processes
receive their messages, they generate outputs (if anys®lpeck to the environment.

Distributed vs. Centralized Algorithm&he model defined above describes distributed
algorithms in a radio network setting. To strengthen ouultssin some of our lower
bounds we consider the stronger modetentralizedalgorithms. We formally define

a centralized algorithm to be defined the same as the digtdkalgorithms above, but
with the following two modifications: (1) the processes ake@gproc at the beginning

of the execution; and (2) the processes can make use of trentstate and inputs of
all processes in the network when making decisions about teha\ior.

Notation & Assumptions:The following notation and assumptions will simplify the
results to follow. For each € V, the notationsVg(u) and N¢- (u) describe, respec-
tively, the neighbors of. in G andG’. Also, we defineN, (u) = Ng(u) U {u} and
N (u) = Ner(u) U {u}. For any algorithmA4, we assume that each proce$has
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a unique identifier. To simplify notation, we assume the tiiems are from{1, ..., n}.
We remark that our lower bounds hold even with such strongtifilers, whereas for
the upper bounds, we just need the identifiers of differemt@sses to be different. Let
id(u),u € V describe the id of procegsoc(u). For simplicity, throughout this paper
we often use the notatigorocessu, or sometimes just, for someu € V/, to refer to
proc(u) in the execution in question. Similarly, we sometimes pigEessi, or some-
times justi, for somei € {1,...,n}, to refer to the process with id We sometimes use
the notationz, i’], for integers’’ > i, to indicate the sequende, ..., '}, and the nota-
tion [¢] for integer: to indicate[1, i]. Throughout, we use the the notatiarh.p.(with
high probability) to indicate a probability at leagt— % Also, unless specified, all log-
arithms are natural log. Moreover, we ignore the integral gigns whenever it is clear
that omitting them does not effect the calculations more thehange in constants.

3 Problem

Preliminaries: Our first step in formalizing the local broadcast problenoifix the in-
put/output interface between thecal broadcast moduléautomaton) of a process and
the higher layers at that process. In this interface, thezetaee actions as follows:
(1) beast(m),, an input action that provides the local broadcast modufg@tessy
with messagen that has to be broadcast ovés local neighborhood, (2yck(m).,
an output action that the local broadcast module aerforms to inform the higher
layer that the message was delivered to all neighbors ofsuccessfully, (3)cv(m).,,
an output action that local broadcast module aterforms to transfer the message
received through the radio channel, to higher layers. Tekiyndefinitions going for-
ward, we assume w.l.0.g. that evéry.st(m) input in a given execution is for a unique
m. We also need to restrict the behavior of the environmenét®eatécast inputs in
awell-formedmanner, which we define as strict alternation betwigesst inputs and
corresponding.ck outputs at each process. In more detail, for every execationev-
ery process;, the environment generatedaust(m),, input only under two conditions:
(1) itis the first input tau in the execution; or (2) the last input or nens output action
atu was amnck.

Local Broadcast Algorithm:We say an algorithnsolves the local broadcast problem
if and only if in every execution, we have the following thig®perties: (1) for every
processu, for eachbcast(m), input, v eventually responds with a single:k(m),
output, and these are the onlyk outputs generated hy; (2) for each process, for
each message, v outputsrcv(m),, at most once and if generates acv(m), output
in roundr, then there is a neighbare N (v) such that following conditions hold:
received &cast(m),, input before round and has not outputck(m),, before round:
(3) for each process, if u receivescast(m),, in roundr and respond witlack(m),
in roundr’ > r, then w.h.p.¥v € Ng(u), v generates outputcv(m), within the
round interval[r,r']. We call an algorithm that solves the local broadcast prokde
local broadcast algorithm

Time Bounds:We measure the performance of a local broadcast algoritttin net
spect to the three bounds first formalized [inl[28Eknowledgmen(the worst case

5
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bound on the time betweerbaast(m),, and the corresponding:k(m),,),receive (the
worst case bound on the time betweebcast(m), input and arcv(m), output for

all u € N¢(v)), andprogress(informally speaking the worst case bound on the time
for a process to receive at least one message when it has anereiG neighbors
with messages to send). The first two bounds represent sthm@gs of measuring
the performance of local communication. The progress basieducial for obtaining
tight performance bounds in certain classes of applicatiSee[[29, 34] for examples
of places where progress bound proves crucial explicitlyoA[18[ 22525, 28] use the
progress bound implicitly throughout their analysis.

In more detall, a local broadcast algorithm has titelay functionsvhich describe
these delay bounds as a function of the relevant contenfign; f.c., and fyrog, re-
spectively. In other words, every local broadcast algaritan be characterized by these
three functions which must satisfy properties we defineseeBefore getting to these
properties, however, we first present a few helper defirstitvat we use to describe
local contention during a given round interval. The follogiare defined with respect
to a fixed execution. (1) We say a procesds activein roundr, or, alternativelyactive
with m, iff it received abcast(m),, output in a round< » and it has not yet generated
anack(m), output in response. We furthermore call a messagactive in round- if
there is a process that is active with it in round2) For process and round-, con-
tentionc(u, r) equals the number of active’ neighbors ofu in . Similarly, for every
v >, e(u,r, 1) = maxergp {c(u, )}, (3) For process and rounds’ > r,
d(v,r,1") = maryengwyiclu, r,r')}. We can now formalize the properties our delay
functions, specified for a local broadcast algorithm, massg/ for any execution:

1. Receive boundSuppose that receives &cast(m), inputin roundr andu €
Ne¢ (v) generatescv(m), inr’ > r. Then with high probability we haveé — r <
frev(c(u,ry ")),

2. Acknowledgment boun&uppose processreceives acast(m), input in round
r. Then, ifr’ > r is the round in which processgenerates corresponding output
ack(m),, then with high probability we have — r < f,q.(¢/ (v, r,17")).

3. Progress boundEor any pair of rounds andr»’ > r, and process, if v’ —r >
fprog(c(u,r,7")) and there exists a neighbore N¢(u) that is active throughout
the entire intervalr, '], then with high probabilityy. generates acv(m),, output
in aroundr” < ' for a message: that was active at some round witHin r’].

We use notationd’ (or A for the classical model) to denote the maximum con-
tention over all processsln our upper bound results, we assume that processes are
provided with upper bounds on contention that are within mstant factor ofA’ (or
A for the classical model). Also, for the sake of concisionthia results that follow,
we sometimes use the terminologyds an acknowledgment bound ¢fespreceive
boundandprogress bounyto indicate specifies the delay functiofy.x” (resp. frcv
andf,,.4). For example, instead of saying “the algorithm specifidgydinctionf, . (k) =
O(k),” we might instead say “the algorithm has an acknowledgrheond ofO(k).”

2 Note that since the maximum degree in the graph is an uppercbon the maximum con-
tention, this notation is consistent with prior work, seg §29/34/ 35].
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Simplified One-Shot Setting for Lower Bounds$te local broadcast problem as just de-
scribed assumes that processes can keep receiving measagpat forever and in an
arbitrary asynchronous way. This describes the practiadity of contention manage-
ment, which is an on going process. All our algorithms worltiis general setting. For
our lower bounds, we use a setting in which we restrict thérenment to only issue
broadcast requests at the beginning of round one. We caliitbdone-shot setting\Note
that this restriction only strengthens the lower boundsighudthermore simplifies the
notation. Also, in most of our lower bounds, we considérand G’ to be bipartite
graphs, where nodes of one part are cafleddersand they receive broadcast inputs,
and nodes of the other part are calfedeivers and each have a sender neighbor. In this
setting, when referring to contentief), we furthermore mean(u, 1). Note that in
this setting, for any, 7/, c(u, [r,7']) is less than or equal tgu, 1). The same holds for
c'(u). Also, in these bipartite networks, the maximuifrdegree (oiG-degree in the
classical model) of the receiver nodes provides an uppemndbon the maximum con-
tentionA’ (or A in the classical model). When talking about these netwankd,when

it is clear from the context, we sometimes use the phraggimum receiver degree
instead of the maximum contention.

4 Related Work

Single-Hop Networks: Thek-selection problem is the restricted case of the local broad
cast problem for single-hop networks, in classical modaisproblem is defined as
follows. The network is a clique of size, andk arbitrary processes are active with
messages. The problem is for all of these active processtditer their messages to
all the nodes in the network. This problem received a vagieatf attention throughout
70’s and 80’s, and under different names, sgg[8]- [15]. For this problem, Tsybakov
and Mikhailov [8], Capetanaki§ |9, 10], and Hayesl|[11], épendently) presented de-
terministic tree algorithms with time complexity 6f(k + & log(%)) rounds. Komlos
and Greenber@[16] showed if processes know the valiketbere exists algorithms that
work with the same time complexity in networks that do notyie any collision de-
tection mechanism. Greenberg and Winograd [15] showed erlbaund ofﬂ(%k—”)
for time complexity of deterministic solutions of this ptem in the case of networks
with collision detection.

On the other hand, Tsybakov and Mikhaildv [8], and Massey],[ARd Green-
berg and Lander [13] present randomized algorithms thatestlis problem in ex-
pected time ofO(k) rounds. One can see that with simple modifications, these al-
gorithms yield high-probability randomized algorithmstthave time complexity of
O(k) + polylog(n) rounds.

Multi-Hop Networks: Chlamatac and Kutten [17] were the first to introduce the
classical radio network model. Bar-Yehuda et [al] [18] tddhe theoretical problem
of local broadcast in synchronized multi-hop radio netvgoals a submodule for the
broader goal of global broadcast. For this, they introdu»echyprocedure, a random-
ized distributed procedure that solves the local broaqmatiem. Since then, this pro-
cedure has been the standard method for resolving conmentiireless networks (see
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e.g. [28,29/3435]). In this paper, we prove that a slightly nfiedi version of Decay
protocol achieves optimal progress and acknowledgmemdin both the classical
radio network model and the dual graph model. A summary ofettiane bounds is
presented in Figuld 1.

Deterministic solutions to the local broadcast problemtgpéally based on com-
binatorial objects calle®elective Familigsseee.qg.[23]- [27]. Clementi et al.[[25]
construct(n, k)-selective families of siz&(klogn) ( [25, Theorem 1.3]) and show
that this bound is tight for these selective families_ (| [26e®rem 1.4]). Using these
selective families, one can get local broadcast algorittirashave progress bound of
O(Alogn), in the classical model. These families do not provide amgllidroad-
cast algorithm in the dual graph model. Also, in the same pélpe authors construct
(n, k)-strongly-selective families of siz@(k? logn) ( [25, Theorem 1.5]). They also
show (in [25, Theorem 1.6]) that this bound is also, in piie; tight for selective
families whenk < v/2n — 1. Using these strongly selective families, one can get lo-
cal broadcast algorithms with acknowledgment boun®@f\? log n) in the classical
model and also, with acknowledgment boundfafi. (k) = O((A’")?logn) in the dual
graph model. As can be seen from our results (summarizedjinrdl), all three of the
above time bounds are far from the optimal bounds of the loezdcast problem. This
shows that when randomized solutions are admissible jsn&ibased on these notions
of selective families are not optimal.

In [26], Clementi et al. introduce a new type of selective ifas called Ad-Hoc
Selective Families which provide new solutions for the Idwa@adcast problem, if we
assume that processes know the network. Clementi et al. ishf@®, Theorem 1] that
for any given collectionF of subsets of sgi], each with size in rang,.in, Amaz)s
there exists an ad-hoc selective family of s@2€(1 + log(Amaz/Amin)) - log|F|).
This, under the assumption of processes knowing the netwarislates to a determin-
istic local broadcast algorithm with progress boundxfog A logn), in the classical
model. This family do not yield any broadcast algorithms tfee dual graph model.
Also, in [27], Clementi et al. show that for any given coliect 7 of subsets of set
[n], each of size at mosd, there exists a Strongly-Selective version of Ad-Hoc Selec
tive Families that has siz@(Alog | F|) (without using the name ad hoc). This result
shows that, again under the assumption of knowledge of theonle, there exists a
deterministic local broadcast algorithms with acknowlaégt bounds 0O (Alogn)
andO(A’ logn), respectively in the classical and dual graph models. Gueiddounds
for the classical model show that both of the above upper ti®on the size of these
objects are tight.

5 Upper Boundsfor Both Classical and Dual Graph Models

In this section, we show that by slight modifications to Depegtocol, we can achieve
upper bounds that match the lower bounds that we presengindkt sections. We
first present three local broadcast algorithms. The firgirétlym, the Synchronous Ac-
knowledgment Protocol (SAP), yields a good acknowledgrbeahd and the other two
algorithms, Synchronous Progress Protocol (SPP) and Asgnous Progress Protocol
(APP), achieve good progress bounds. From these two psogretcols, the SPP pro-
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tocol is exactly the same as tBecay proceduré [18]. In that paper, this protocol was
designed as a submodule for the global broadcast probleme iclassical model. Here,
we reanalyze that protocol for the Dual Graph model. Funtizee, the APP protocol
is similar to the Harmonic Broadcast Algorithm in_[33]. Inathwork, the Harmonic
Broadcast Algorithm is introduced and used as a solutiorhéoproblem of global
broadcast in the dual graph model. We analyze the modifiesioreof this algorithm,
which we call the APP protocol, and show that it yields goodgpess bounds in the
dual graph model. Then, we show how to combine the acknowteddjand progress
protocols to get both fast acknowledgment and fast progRessicularly, one can look
at the combination of SAP and SPP as an optimized versioneoD#tay procedure,
adjusted to provide tight progress and acknowledgmenthege

5.1 The Synchronous Acknowledgment Protocol (SAP)

In this section, we present the SAP protocol and show thatgiorithm has acknowl-
edgment bounds @ (A’ logn) andO(Alogn), respectively, in the dual graph and the
classical model. The reason that we call this algorithm Bymeous is that the rounds
are divided into contiguous sets named epochs, and the gpbdtiferent processes are
synchronized (aligned) with each other. In the SAP algorjteach epoch consists of
O(A’logn) rounds. Whenever a process receives a message for traimsmissaits

till the start of next epoch. If a processas received inputcast(m), before the start

of an epoch and has not outputt(m), by that time, we say that in that epoch, process
v is ready with message: or simplyready.

As presented in Algorithri 5.1, each epoch of SAP consiste®f\’ phases as
follows. For each € [log A'], thei'" phase is comprised @¥(2’ log n) rounds where
in each such round, each ready process transmits with pitbjoaﬁb. After the end of
the epoch, each ready process acknowledges its message.

Algorithm 1 An epoch of SAP in processwhenv is ready with message
fori:=1tolog A" do
for j:=1t0 ©(2"logn) do
transmitm with probability -

outputack(m).

Lemma5.1. The Synchronous Acknowledgment Protocol solves the lgoadbast
problem in the dual graph model and has acknowledgment tiig 4’ log n).

Proof. Consider a process a roundr such that receives an input ofcast(m), in
roundr. First, note that process acknowledges message by at most two epochs
after roundr, i.e, process outputs amck(m), by timer’ = r + ©(A’ logn). Now
assume that epoghis the epoch that becomes ready with. In order to show that
SAP solves the local broadcast problem, we claim that by titea epochyp, with
high probability,m is delivered to all the processes. N (v). Consider an arbitrary
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process: € Ng(v). To prove this claim, we show that by the end of eppchvith high
probability,u receivesn. A Union Bound then completes the proof of the claim.

To show thatu receivesm by the end of epoclp, we focus on the processes in
N (u). Suppose that” is the last round of epocp and that the number of ready
processes iV, (u) during this epoch is at mo&t = c(u,r,r"”). Now, consider the
phase = |log k| of epochyp. In each round of this phase, the probability tha¢ceives
the message of is at leasts; (1 — 5;)F ~ ¢ e~k = —L-, where the first term
of the LHS is the probability of transmission of procesand the other term is the
probability that rest of the ready processes\ifi, (u) remain silent. Now, phasehas
O(2'logn) = O(klogn) rounds. Therefore, the probability thatloes not receiven
in phasei is at most(1 — L)@ (kleen) — ¢=Oloen) — (1)6(1) Hence, the probability
thatu does not receive the messagen epochgp is (%)@(1). This completes the proof.

Corollary 5.2. The SAP protocol solves the local broadcast problem in thesital
model and has an acknowledgment boun®af\ log n).

Proof. The corollary can be easily inferred from Lemmal 5.1 by sgtfin= G’.

5.2 The Synchronous Progress Protocol (SPP)

In this section, we present and analyze the SPP protocothwhialso known as de-
cay procedure. From Theorem 1 in]18], it can be inferred thiatprotocol achieves a
progress bound ad(log A logn) in the classical model. Here, we reanalyze this pro-
tocol with a specific focus on its progress bound in the duabgrmodel. More specifi-
cally, we show that this protocol yields a progress boungaf, (k) = O(klog(A’)logn)
in the dual graph model.

Similar to the SAP protocol, the rounds of SPP are divided guntiguous sets
called epochs and epochs of different processes are syrizdowith each other. The
length of each epoch of SPPlig; A’ rounds. Similar to the SAP protocol, whenever a
proces receives a message for transmission, by getting inpatast(m),, it waits
till the start of next epoch. Moreover, if inpbitast(m), happens before the start of an
epoch and processhas not outputtedck(m), by that time, we say that in that epoch,
process is ready with message: or simplyready.

As presented in Algorithin 5.2, in each epoch of SPP and fdr eamdi € [log A’
of that epoch, each ready process transmits its messagensitiability J-. Each pro-
cess acknowledges its messa&gje)\’ log n) epochs after it receives the message.

Algorithm 2 The procedure of SPP in procassvhenv becomes ready with message
m
for j:=1t0 ©(A’logn) do
for i :==1tolog A’ do [*Each turn of this loop is one epoch*/
transmitm with probability -

outputack(m).
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From the above description, it is clear that the general@gyr used in the proto-
cols SAP and SPP are similar. In both of these protocols, ¢h eaundr, each ready
process transmits with some probabilitiy) and this probability only depends on the
protocol and the round number, i.e., the probabilitiesafismissions in different ready
processes are equal. Also, one can see that in roumdodeu has the maximum prob-
ability of receiving some messagecifu, r) is aroundﬁ. Hence, having rounds with
different transmission probabilities is like aiming fordes that have different levels
of contention, i.e.¢(u, r). Noting this point, we see that the core difference between
the SAP and SPP protocols is as follows. In the SAP, each egiads with a phase of
rounds all aimed at nodes with smaller contention. The numbeunds in this phase
is designed so that all the nodes at that contention levelveall the messages that are
under transmission in thefr-neighborhood. Then, after clearing out one level of con-
tention, SAP goes to the next level, and it continues thisgdare till cleaning up the
nodes at largest level of contention. On the other hand, SiEBsigned so that makes
progress on all levels of contention gradually and altogethhat is, in each epoch of
SPP, which is much shorter than those in APP, all the levetsofention are aimed for
exactly once.

Now, we show that because of this property, SPP has a goodgzlgound.

Lemma 5.3. The synchronous progress protocol solves the local brostdqmablem in
the dual graph model and provides progress bound,of, (k) = O(klog(A’)logn).
Also, SPP provides receive boundfof, (k) = O(klog(A’) logn).

Proof. It is clear that in SPP, each message is acknowledged@ftéflog n) epochs
and therefore afted (A’ log(A’) logn) rounds. Similar to the proof of Lemnhab.1, we
can easily see that each acknowledged message is delieeadidiie G-neighbors of
its sender. Thus, SPP solves the local broadcast problem.

Now, we first show that SPP has progress timg,pf, (k) = ©(klog(A’)logn).
Actually, we show something stronger. We show that withia same time bound;
receives the messages of each of its re@dyeighbors. For this, suppose that there
exists a process and a round- such that in round, at least one process € Ng(u)
has a message for transmission such thhas not received it. Also, suppose that the
first round after thatu receives the messagewfis roundr’. Such a round exists w.h.p
as the SPP solves the broadcast problemiLet ¢(u, r,r’), i.e., the total number of
processes iV (u) that are ready in at least one round in rafige’]. We show that
" <r+ O(klog(A")logn).

Suppose thaP’ consists of all the epochs starting with the first epoch afiand
r and ending with the epoch that includes roundlf P has less tha®(k loglogn)
epochs, we are done with the proof. On the other hand, assumé’thas at least
O(kloglogn) epochs. Let = |log k|. Now, for thei’” round of each epoch iR, the
probability thatu receives the messagewfin that round is at least

1 Lo 1 _E L

) mpe =g
Therefore, the probability thatdoes not receive’'s message in th€(k log n) epochs
of P is at most

EalEal

(1— L )ektosn) _ —6ezn) _ (1jo)

e-k n
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To see the second part of the lemma, suppose that processives inpulicast(m’),
in roundr and outputsick(m’), in roundr’. Letk’ = ¢/(v,7,7"). We argue that all
processes iV (v) receivem’ by roundr” = 7 + O(k'log(A’)logn). Using the
above argument, we see that each proaess\V(v) receives the messagewin time
O(c(u,r,r")log(A”) log n) wherer andr’ are defined as above farand also, we have
r,r’ € [r,7']. Moreover, by definition of the’ (v, 7, 7’), for eachu € Ng(v), we have
c(u,r,r’") < (v,7,7") = k. Thus, all neighbors of receivern’ by time 7”. This
completes the proof of the second patrt.

Lemma5.4. The SPP protocol solves the local broadcast problem in tlassital
model and gives a progress bound#flog(A) logn).

Proof. This bound can also be inferred from Theorem 17in [18]. Forsthiee of com-
pleteness, and since analysis are simple and similar taéwopis ones, we present the
complete version here.

Similar to Corollary(5.P2, we can easily see that the SPP podtsolves the local
broadcast problem in the classical model from the resultethe dual graph model by
setting by setting?’ = G in the Lemma&51I3. To see the progress time bound, consider
process: and suppose that there is a rounth which some process iV (u) has a
message for transmission such that proeebas not received it so far. Also, let be
the first round after thatu receives a message. Again, such a round exists since SPP
solves the local broadcast problem. ket ¢(u, r,r') andi = |log k |. The probability
thatu receives a new messageiift round of the each epoch after rounds at least
fu (1— L) emk = 1. Therefore, the probability that > r + ©(log n log(A4))
is at mosf(1 — 1)@Ueen) — (1)0(1) This completes the proof.

5.3 The Asynchronous Progress Protocol (APP)

In this section, we present and study the APP protocol and #fhat it yields progress
bound of f,,,..4(k) = O(klog(k)logn) in dual graph model. Note that this is better
than the bound achieved in SPP. However, in comparison todhed achieved by SPP
in the classical model, APP does not guarantee a good pognes. This protocol is,
in principle, similar to the Harmonic Broadcast Algorithm[B3] that is used for globall
broadcast in the dual graph model.

Similar to the SAP and SPP protocols, the rounds of APP ardathinto epochs as
well. However, in contrast to those two protocols, and asheginferred from the name,
the epochs of APP in different processes are not synchréomiith each other. Also, in
APP, a process becomeseadyimmediately after it receives theast(m), input.

Whenever a process becomes ready, it starts an epoch aggollbis epoch con-
sists oflog A’ + log log A’ phases. For eache [log A’ + loglog A’], thei*" phase is
comprised 09 (2% log n) rounds where in each such round, each ready process trans-
mits with probability%. Also, the process outputsk(m), at the end of this epoch.

Lemma5.5. The asynchronous progress protocol solves the local brastdaroblem
in the dual graph model and has progress timeg'pf,, (k) = O(klog(k)logn). Also,
APP achieves receive boundf., (k) = O(klog(k)logn).
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Algorithm 3 An epoch of APP in processwhenv is ready with message
for i :==1tolog A’ 4 loglog A’ do
for j:=1t0 ©(2logn) do
transmitm with probability -
outputack(m),

Proof. Suppose that there exists a procesd a round- such that in round, some
proces in N (u) has a message that is not received by, i.e.,m is new tou. Let
r’ be an arbitrary round after roundand letR be the set of all rounds in rande r'].
So, we have’ = r + |R| — 1. Then, letk = ¢(u, r,r"). In order to prove the progress
bound part of the theorem, we show that'if- » > ©(k - log k - log n), then, with high
probability,u receivesn by roundr’. Note that this is even stronger than proving the
claimed progress bound because this meansithateives each of the new messages
(new at round-) by 7. Sincek can be at most\’, this would automatically show that
APP solves the local broadcast problem. Also, similar toptof of Lemmd5.B, this
would prove the second part of the theorem as well.

Let.S be the set of all processesM (u) — {v} that are ready in at least one round
of R. Therefore, we havgs| = k — 1. First, since the acknowledgment in APP takes a
full epoch, during rounds oR, each process ifi transmits at most a constant number
of messages and therefore, the total number of messagestrargamission inVe: (u)
in rounds ofR is O(k).

We show that w.h.pu receives message by the end of rounds of. In order
to do this, we divide the rounds a? into two categories ofree and busy Similar
to [33], we call a roundr busyif the total probability of transmission of processes
of S in roundr is greater than or equal tbh Otherwise, the round is calledfree
Similar to [33, Lemma 11], we can see that the total numbeusy/lsounds in seR is
O(k - logk - log n). Therefore, there ar@(k - log k - logn) free rounds inR. On the
other hand, similar td [33, Lemma 11], we can easily see thatd R is a free round
and the probability of transmission ofn roundr is p, (7), thenu receives the message
of processu in roundr with probability at Ieastm. Now, because of the way that
SPP chooses its probabilities and sihBé = ©(k logk logn), we can infer that the
transmission probability of for each round- € R is at Ieastm. Therefore, since
R hasO(k - logk - logn) free rounds and for each free rounde R, u receives the
message of with probability at Ieasglpu;(ﬂ, we can conclude that the probability that
u does not receive the messagevdfy the end of rounds aR is at most

1 )k logk logn)  o~O(logn) _ (1)9(1)

1—
( 4k log k n

This completes the proof.

5.4 Interleaving Progressand Acknowledgment Protocols

In this section, we show how we can achieve both fast progaedsfast acknowl-
edgment bounds by combining our acknowledgment protod®, &ith either of the
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progress protocols, SPP or APP. The general outline for ainipthe above algo-
rithms is as follows. Suppose that we want to combine theopmiSAP with a protocol
P,..g € {SPP, APP}. Then, whenever processreceives message for transmis-
sion, by absast(m), input event, we provide this message as input to both of the pr
tocols SAP and’,,.,,. Then, we run the SAP protocol in the odd rounds, and protocol
P04 in the even rounds. In the combined algorithm, proeessknowledges the mes-
sagem by outputtingack(m), in the round that SAP acknowledges Moreover, in
that round, the protoca?,,., also finishes working on this message. In the following,
we show that using this combination, we achieve the fastnessgand acknowledg-
ment bounds together. More formally, we show that the ackedgment and progress
time of the combined algorithm are respectively, two times tinimums of the ac-
knowledgment and two times the minimum of the progress tiofi¢ise respective two
protocols.

Lemma5.6. If we interleave the SAP protocol with a protod®),,, € {SPP, APP},

the resulting algorithm solves the local broadcast problend has acknowledgment
bound off,.x (k) = O(A’ logn) in the dual graph model, and acknowledgment bound
of fack (k) = O(Alogn) in the classical model.

Proof. First, note that the even and odd rounds of different prasease aligned and
therefore, in each round, only one of the protocols SAP &pd,, is transmitting
throughout the whole network. Because of this, it is cleat thhen in process, the
SAP protocol acknowledges messagen is successfully delivered to all the processes
in MV (v). Now, suppose that processeceives an inpuicast(m), in roundr. Using
Lemmd5.1, we know that the SAP protocol acknowledges messany O (A’ logn)
odd rounds after. Thus, process outputsack(m), in a roundr’ = r + O(A’logn).
Hence, we have that the interleaved algorithm solves thal lmoadcast problem and
has acknowledgment bounds fif...(k) = ©(A"logn) and f,.k(k) = ©(Alogn),
respectively for, the dual graph and the classical radiadcast models.

Corollary 5.7. If we interleave SAP with SPP, in the dual graph model, we get a
knowledgment bound gf,.»(k) = O(A’logn) and progress bound ofy,.4(k) =
O(min{klog(A")logn, A'logn}). Also, this interleaving gives acknowledgment and
progress bounds of, respectivaly,A log n) andO(log(A) log n) in the classical radio
broadcast model.

Proof. The acknowledgment bound parts of the corollary follow indmagely from
Lemma[5.6. For the progress bound parts, consider a pracassl a round- such
that there exists a processe N (u) that is transmitting message and process
has not received message before round-. Note that for each’ > r, if we have
c(u, r,r") = k, then, by definition of:(u, r, '), in each even round € [r, '], we have
c(u,7) < k. The rest of the proof follows easily from Lemn{as]5.3 ary by
focusing on the SPP protocol in the even rounds after

Corollary 5.8. If we interleave SAP with APP, in the dual graph model, we get a
knowledgment bound gf,..(k) = O(A’logn) and progress bound of,,.q(k) =
O(min{klog(k)logn, A’ logn}).
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Proof. Again, the acknowledgment bound part of the corollary feodmmediately
from Lemmd5.b. For the progress part, consider a processd a round- such that
there exists some processe N (u) that is transmitting a message and process
u has not received message Suppose that’ is the first round that. receivesm.
Such a round exists with high probability as we know from Leaff5i that the com-
bined algorithm solves the local broadcast problem. ket c(u,r,r’). Let r” =

r 4+ O(min{klog(k) logn, A'logn}). If v < r”, we are done with the proof. In the
more interesting case, suppose tHat .

Now, by definition ofc(u,r, "), we know that in each even rounde [r, '], we
havec(u, 7) < k. Hence, we also have that in each even rourd|r, r"'], ¢(u, 7) < k.
Let S be the set of processes.ii;/(u) that are active in at least one even round in
range[r, ”']. Thus,|S| < k. Sincer” — r < ©(A’logn) and the algorithm acknowl-
edges each message aft§rA’ log n) rounds, during even rounds in ranger’’], each
processv € S transmits only a constant number of messages. Thereferggtdd num-
ber of messages under transmission during even roundsgefran”] is O(k). The rest
of the proof can be completed exactly as that in the proof ofie(5.5.

6 Lower Boundsin the Classical Radio Broadcast M odel

In this section, we focus on the problem of local broadcastéclassical model and
present lower bounds for both progress and acknowledgnness t \We emphasize that
all these lower bounds are presented for centralized #éftgosi and also, in the model
where processes are provided with a collision detectionhan@ism. Note, that these
points only strengthen these results. These lower boundg piat the optimized decay
protocol, as presented in the previous section, is optinital Kespect to progress and
acknowledgment times in the classical model. These lowanée also show that the
existing constructions of Ad Hoc Selective Families areropt. Moreover, in future
sections, we use the lower bound on the acknowledgment tirtigei classical model
that we present here as a basis to derive lower bounds forggegnd acknowledgment
times in the dual graph model.

6.1 ProgressTimeLower Bound

In this section, we remark that following the proof of télog® n) lower bound of Alon
etal. [20] on the time needed for global broadcast of one aggsis radio networks, and
with slight modifications, one can get a lower boundZffog Alogn) on the progress
bound in the classical model.

Lemma6.1. For anyn and anyA < n, there exists a one-shot setting with a bipartite
network of size: and maximum contention of at mastsuch that for any transmission
schedule, it takes at lea§t(log A log n) rounds till each receiver receives at least one
message.

Proof (Proof Outline).The proof is an easy extension bf[19] to networks with maxi-
mum contention ofA. The only change is that instead of choosing the receiveegsg
to vary betweem®* andn"-®, we choose the degrees betwdenand@(v/A). This
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leads tolog(A) (instead oflog n) different classes of degrees, and in turn, to the stated
bound. The proof stays mostly unaffected.

6.2 Acknowledgment Time Lower Bound

In this section, we present our lower bound on the acknowesig time in the classical
radio broadcast model.

Theorem 6.2. In the classical radio broadcast model, for any large enougind any
A € [201ogn,n%1], there exists a one-shot setting with a bipartite networkinén
and maximum receiver degree at massuch that it takes at leas?(A logn) rounds
until all receivers have received all messages of their sendighbors.

To prove this theorem, instead of showing that randomizgaréahms have low suc-
cess probability, we show a stronger variant by proving guoissibility result: we prove
that there exists a one-shot setting with the above prasestich that, even with a cen-
tralized algorithm, it imot possibleo schedule transmissions of nodes less than some
bound off2(Alogn) rounds such that each receiver receives the message offeétech o
neighboring senders successfully. In particular, thislteshows that in this one-shot
setting, for any randomized local broadcast algorithm piiedability that an execution
shorter than thaf?( A log n) bound successfully delivers message of each sender to all
of its receiver neighbors is zero.

Let us first present some definitions. A transmission scleedaf lengthL (o) for a
bipartite network is a sequenee, . .., 01, C S of senders. Having a senderc o,
indicates that at roundthe sendet is transmitting its message. For a netwéfkwe
say that transmission schedutecoversG if for everyv € S andu € Ng(v), there
exists a round- such thatr, N Mg (v) = {u}, thatis, using transmission schedule
every receiver node receives all the messages of all ofridesaneighbors. Now we are
ready to see the main lemma which proves our bound.

Lemma 6.3. For any large enough and A € [20 log n, n%-!], there exists a bipartite
networkG with sizen and maximum receiver degree at mdssuch that there does not

exist a transmission schedutesuch thatZ (o) < % ando coversG.

The rest of this subsection is devoted to proving this lemAsain the previous
subsection, our proof uses techniques similar to those®fZ1] and utilizes the proba-
bilistic method[[7] to show the existence of the netwatknentioned in the Lemma.3.

First, we fix an arbitraryr and aA € [20logn,n%!] and letn = n°1% and
m = n® = n%9, Next, we present a probability distribution over a pataciam-
ily G of bipartite networks. The common structure of this graphifia G is as follows.
All networks of G have a fixed set of nodég. Moreover,V is partitioned into two
nonempty disjoint sets' and R, which are respectively the set of senders and the set
of receivers. We havgs| = n and|R| = m. The total number of nodes in these two
sets isp + m = n%12 4+ n0-%, We adjust the number of nodes to exaetlpy adding
enough isolated senders to the graph. Instead of definingréiebility mass distribu-
tion of these graphs we describe the process that samplesmstiromG. A random
sample network is simply created by independently puttmgdge between anyc S
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andr € R with probabilityQA. Given a random network from this distribution we first
show that with high probability the maximum receiver degsegt mostA, as desired.

Lemma 6.4. For a random sample grapy € G, with probability at leastl — # the
degree of any receiver nodec R is at mostA.

Proof. For each € R, let X(r) denote the degree of nodén random sample graph
G. ThenEX¢(r)] =7 - % = £. Moreover, since edges are added independently,

we can use a Chernoff bound and obtain et (r) > A] < e~ . Using a union
bound over all choices of receiver nodleand noting thatA > 20 log n, we get that

A A A

Pr[3r € Rs.t. Xg(r) > Al < ¥ -e™5 = Blogn—75 = (0-96logn=75
< eO.QGlogn73logn < 672logn _ i
> n2

Now, we study the behavior of transmission schedules ovetaa graphs drawn
from G. For each transmission schedulecall o shortif L(o) < Allggn. Moreover,
for any fixed short transmission schedulgelet P(o) be the probability that covers
a random grapliy € G. Using a union bound, we can infer that for a random graph
G € g, the probability that there exists a short transmissioreduales that coverss is
at most sum of thé>(¢)-s, whens ranges over all the short transmission schedules. Let
us call this probabilitghe total coverage probabilityn order to prove the lower bound,
we show Lemmé_6]5 abotite total coverage probabilityNote, that given Lemmas
[6.4 and6.b, using the probabilistic methdd [7], we can ittfat there exists a network
G € G suchthatd has maximum receiver degree of at mdsind no short transmission
schedule cover&'. This completes the proof of Lemrhale.3.

- —21 _ 1
Lemma6.5. Zo_svt'L(a_)<Allg%n P(o’) <e \/E<<e ogn_F_

Proof Note, that the total number of distinct short transmissidmeslules is less than
. This is because in each round there 2iteoptions for selecting which subset of

senders transmits. Then, each short transmission schiedslat most%
rounds. Therefore, the total number of ways in which one ¢erose a short transmls-
sion schedule is less tha¥i’. In order to prove that the total coverage probability is
e~V7, since the total number of short transmission schedulesssthar2”” = 2"
it is enough to show that for each short transmission scleeduP (o) < e —n®7 as
then the summation would be at mast ™ . e=n""" < ¢n* ™1’ < n "7 = o=V,
Thus, it remains to prove that for each short transmissibeduales, P(o) < e~ n7?

Fix an arbitrary short transmission scheduléor each round of o, let N (¢) denote
the number of senders that transmit in roundlso, call round: isolatorif N (¢) = 1.
For each sender € S, if there exists an isolator round iﬂwhere onlys transmits in

0.12

that round, then call senderlost SinceL (o) < Alosn < nlogn o a2 _
there are at leas} senders thadre not lost

For each not-lost sendeywe define a potential functioh(s) = >, ﬁt) where
T is the set of rounds in which transmits. Note, that for each roundthe total po-

tential given to not-lost senders in that round is at ngét) - Wt) = 1. Hence, the

(NI
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total potential when summer-up over all rounds is at n#§E" = 21927, Therefore,
since there are at leagt not-lost senders, there exists a not-lost sendeor which
@(S*) < A:;;gu.

Now we focus on sender and roundd’-. We show that, for each receivee R,
there is a probability at Ieasnt— that noder is a neighbor of and it does not receive

message of*. First note that the probability thatis a neighbor of is % > 1 Now

for eacht € Tgs+, the probability that is connected to a sender other theinthat
A A

transmits in round is 1 — (1 — £)VO-1 > 1 — 73 (N7 > 3 =i VO >

P (O . Thus, by the FKG inequality[7, Chapter6] the probabiiitsit this happens

for every round € T- is at lease ™ >-*<7.- T ND = o= BB . By choice ofs*, we
know that this probability is greater tham 87 = n. Hence, for each receiver the
probability thatr is a neighbor o&* but never receives a message frorm greater than
1.1 7] . Given this, since edges of different receivers are chaséependently, the
probab|I|ty that there does not exist a recelve/r/hmh satisfies above conditions is at
most(1 — n—)77 > =" This shows thaP(o) < e -n° = ¢=n"" and thus completes
the proof.

7 Lower Boundsin the Dual Graph Model

In this section, we present two lower bounds for the duallgrapdel. We show a lower
bound off2(A’ log n) on the progress time of centralized algorithms in the duaplr

model with collision detection. This lower bound directliels a lower bound with

the same value on the acknowledgment time in the same moatpttAer, these two
bounds show that the optimized decay protocol presenteekitios[% achieves almost
optimal acknowledgment and progress bounds in the duahgreggel. On the other
hand, this result demonstrates a big gap between the psigwesd in the two models,
proving that progress is unavoidably harder (slower) indhal graph model. Also, we
show an unavoidable big gap in the dual graph model betweeretteive bound, the
time by which all neighbors of an active process have receiteemessage, and the
acknowledgment bound, the time by which this process bedi¢hat those neighbors
have received its message.

7.1 Lower Bound on the ProgressTime

In the previous section, we proved a lower bound&fA log n) for the acknowledg-
ment time in the classical radio broadcast model. Now, wetlaeresult to show a
lower bound off2( A’ log n) on the progress time in the dual graph model.

To get there, we first need some definitions. Again, we will kvaith bipartite
networks and in a one-shot setting. However, this time gimesworks would be in the
dual graph radio broadcast model and for each such netwerkawe two graph& and
G'. For each algorithn and each bipartite network in the dual graph model, we say
that an execution of A, is progressivdf throughout this execution, every receiver of
that network receives at least one message. Note that antexemcludes the choices
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of adversary about activating the unreliable links in eamlmnd. Now we are ready to
see the main result of this section.

1
Theorem 7.1. In the dual graph model, for eacly, and eachA] € [201logny,ni'],
there exists a bipartite netwotld *(ny, A} ) with n; nodes and maximum receivéef-
degree at most\} such that no algorithm can have progress bound(@b’ log n;)
rounds.

Proof (Proof Outline).n order to prove this lower bound, in Lemmal7.2, we show a
reduction from acknowledgment in the bipartite networkshef classical model to the
progress in the bipartite networks of the dual graph modepdrticular, this means
that if there exists an algorithm with progress bouna @’ logn) in the dual graph
model, then for any bipartite networK in the classical broadcast model, we have
a transmission schedute( H) with length o(Alogn) that coversH. Then, we use
Theoreni 62 to complete the lower bound.

Lemma 7.2. Consider arbitraryn, and As and letn; = naAs and A} = A,. Sup-
pose that in the dual graph model, for each bipartite netwaitk 7, nodes and max-
imum receivelG’-degreeA, there exists a local broadcast algorithmwith progress
bound of at mosyf(n1, A}). Then, for each bipartite network with n, nodes and
maximum receiver degred, in the classical radio broadcast model, there exists a
transmission schedute( /) with length at mosf (n2 Az, As) that coversH .

Proof. Consider an arbitrary, and A, and letny; = naAy and A} = As. Suppose
that in the dual graph model and for each bipartite netwotk wi nodes and maxi-
mum receiver’-degreed’, there exists a local broadcast algoritinfior this network
with progress bound of at mogin;, A}). Let H be a network in the classical radio
broadcast model with, nodes and maximum receiver degree at mbstWe show a
transmission schedute; of length at mosyf (n2As, As) that coversH.

For this, using networlf/, we first construct a special bipartite network in the dual
graph modelPual(H) = (G, G') that hasn; nodes and maximum receivéf-degree
A’. Then, by the above assumption, we know that there existsah lwoadcast algo-
rithm A for this network with progress bound of at mg&ty, A}) = f(ne2Aq, As)
rounds. We define transmission scheduleby emulating what this algorithm does on
the network Dualff) and under certain choices of the adversary. Then, we argiye w
oy coversH.

The network Dualf?) in the dual graph model is constructed as follows. The set of
sender nodes in the Duél( is exactly the same as thosefih Now for each receiver
u of H, let dgy(u) be the degree of node in graphH. Also, let us call the senders
that are adjacent ta the associate®f «. Then, in the network Dual{), we replace
receiveru with dy (u) receivers and we call these new receivergfoxiesof «. Also,
in graphG of Dual(H), we match proxies ofi with associates ofi, i.e., we connect
each proxy to exactly one associate and vice versa. In graphDual(H), we connect
all proxies ofu to all associates af. Note that because of this construction, we have
that the maximum degree of the receiversGhis A,. Also, since each receiver is
substituted by at mosf\; receiver nodes, the total number of nodes mentioned so far
in the Dual() is at mostn, A,. Without loss of generality, we can assume that the
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number of nodes iDual(H) is exactlyns As. This is because we can simply adjust it
by adding enough isolated senders.

Now, we present a particular way of resolving the nondeteismi in the choices
of adversary in activating the unreliable links for eachndwver Dualff). Later, we
will study and emulate the algorithth under the assumption that the unreliable links
are activated in this way. This method of resolving the noeieinism is, in principle,
trying to make the number of successful message delivesismall as possible. More
precisely, adversary activates the links using the follmyprocedure. For each round
r and each receiver node we use these rules about the link activation: (1) if exactly
oneG’-neighbor ofw is transmitting, then the adversary activates only theslifitem
w to its G-neighbors, (2) otherwise, adversary activates all theslfinromw to its G’-
neighbors.

Now, we focus on the executions of algorithdnon the network Dualff) and un-
der the above method of resolving the nondeterminism. Byasisamption thatl has
progress time bound of(n.As, Ay) for network Dualf), there exists a progressive
executionw of A with length at mosyf (n. A2, As) rounds. Let transmission schedule
oy be the transmission schedule of executorNote that in the execution, because
of the way that we resolve collisions, each receiver canivegaessages only from its
G-neighbors. Suppose thatis a proxy of receiver, of H. Then because of the con-
struction of Dualff), each receiver node has exactly @iaeighbor and that neighbor
is one of associates af (the one that is matched i0). Therefore, in execution, for
each receiver, of H, in union, the proxies ofi receive all the messages of associates
of u. Now, note that because of the presented method of resdlvingondeterminism,
if in round r of &, a receiverv receives a message, then using transmission schedule
oy in the classical radio broadcast modeleceives the message of the same sender
in roundr of o. Therefore, using transmission schedu}g in the classical broad-
cast model and in network, every receiver receives messages of all of its associates.
Hence oy coversH and we are done with the proof of lemma.

Proof (Proof of Theoreﬁ.l)l?he proof follows from Theoref 8.2 and Lemial7.2.
Fix an arbitraryn; and A} € 20 10gn1,n1ﬁ]. Letny = Z—l,l andA, = A]. By theorem
[6.2, we know that in the classical radio broadcast modetetegists a bipartite net-
work H (na, Ag) with ny nodes and maximum receiver degree at mbssuch that no
transmission schedule with length«{fA, log n2) rounds can cover it. Then, by setting
f(n1,41) = ©(Aqlogn,) in LemmalZR, we can conclude that there exists a bipar-
tite network withn; nodes and maximum receivéf-degreeA such that there does
not exists a local broadcast algorithm for this network vpthgress bound of at most
f(nqy, A}). Calling this networkH *(nq, AY) finishes the proof of this lemma.

1
Corallary 7.3. In the dual graph model, for each and eachA’ € [201ogn, ";1],
there exists a bipartite network withnodes and maximum receiv@f-degree at most
A’ such that for every: € [20logn, A’], no algorithm can have progress bound of
fprog(k) = o(klogn) rounds.

Proof. The corollary follows froni_Z11 by considering the dual netivgraph that is
derived from union of network&l* (%, k) ask goes from20 logn to A”.
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1

Corollary 7.4. In the dual graph model, for each and eachA’” € [201ogn, "21_1 1,
there exists a bipartite networK *(n, A’) with n nodes and maximum receivér-
degree at most\’ such that no algorithm can have acknowledgment bounfléflog n)

rounds.

Proof. Proof follows immediately froh 711 and the fact that the amkfedgment time
is greater than or equal to the progress time.

7.2 Thelntrinsic Gap Between the Receive and Acknowledgment Time Bounds

In SectiorﬂS, we saw that the SPP protocol has a receptiontonad of f,.., (k) =
O(klog(A’)logn). In this section, we show that in the distributed settingréhis a
relatively large gap between the time that the messagesecdelivered in and the time
needed for acknowledging them. More formally, we show thiedang.
Lemma7.5. In the dual graph model, for each;, and eachA’ € [201logny, %],
there exists a bipartite netwof¥,..,,(n1, A7) with n; nodes and maximum receiv@t-
degree at most\’ such that for any distributed algorithm, many senders héje r) <
1, but they can not acknowledge their packets(n\| logn;) rounds, i.e.,focr(1) =
02(A} logny).
Proof. Letny, = | “5—| andA; = Af. Then, letH (na, Az) with sizen, and maximum
degreeA, be the bipartite network in the classic model that we showsexistence
in Theoren{ 6]2. Recall that il (n2, As), we haven = (ng)%! sender processes.
Now, we first introduce two simple graphs usiff(nq, As). Add 7 receivers to the
receiver side off (nq, As), call themnew receiversand match these new receivers to
the senders. Let us call the matching graph it3€lfThen, defin€’ = H (nq, A2)+M,
G1 = M andGs = H(ng, As)+ M. Also, letH .., (n1, A) be the dual graph network
that is composed of two components, one being the (8ajr G’) and the other being
(G2, G"). In each pair, the first element is the reliable part of the ponent and the
second is the whole component. Note that the total numbes@dsinH (n;, A}) is at
mOStnE_? + nlﬁ which is less than or equal to, for large enough. Without loss of
generality, we can assume the number of node€(in;, A}) is exactlyn; by adding
enough isolated nodes.

Now note that the second component#tf,, (n1, A}), which is the pai(Gs, G'),
G is a super graph aff (ny, As). Hence, LemmB&®&l3, for any algorithm, acknowledg-
ment in the second component needs at l€4sh, log(nz2)) = 2(A] logn1) rounds.
On the other hand, since for every new receivein the first component, we have
|Ng, (u)] = 1, we know that for every senderin the first component, for any round
of any algorithm¢/ (v, r) < 1. Now consider an arbitrary substof all processes with
|P| = n'. As an adversary, we can map these processes into eithegrilers in the
first component or the senders in the second component. Sincesses don’t know
the mapping between the processes, if we resolve the nondetem by always acti-
vating all the edges, the processes can not distinguisheleettihe aforementioned two
cases of mapping. Hence, since acknowledgment in the secomgonent takes at least
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(A logny) rounds, it takes at least the same amount of time in the fimpoment as
well. Thus, this dual graph network satisfies all the degimegberties fofH .., (n1, A})
mentioned in the theorem statement and therefore, we aeewlidimthe proof.

8 Centralized vs. Distributed Algorithmsin the Dual Graph Model

In this section, we show that there is a gap in power betwestrilalited and centralized
algorithms in the dual graph model, but not in the classicadeh—therefore highlight-
ing another difference between these two settings. Spaityfieve produce dual graph
network graphs where centralized algorithms achi@ye) progress while distributed
algorithms have unavoidable slow progress. In more detail first result shows that
distributed algorithms will havat least one processxperience?(A’ logn) progress,

while the second result shows thgerageprogress is2(A’). Notice, such gaps do
not exist in the classical model, where our distributed atgms from Sectioi 5 can
guarantee fast progress in all networks.

Theorem 8.1. For anyk and A’ € [20log k, k'/19], there exists a dual graph network
of sizen, k < n < k*, with maximum receiver degre&, such that the optimal central-
ized local broadcast algorithm achieves a progress bour@(af in this network while
every distributed local broadcast algorithm has a progreesnd of2(A’ logn).

Proof. Let G, = H(A’,n) be the classic network, with sizeand maximum receiver
degreeA’, proved to exist by Theorem 6.2. (Notice the bounds/rfrom the theo-
rem statement match the requirement by Thedrein 6.2.) Agats@d in this previous
theorem, every centralized algorithm has an acknowledgbmmd of2(A’ logn) in
Gy.

Next, letGo = Dual(G1) be the dual graph network, with maximum receiver
degreed’ and network sizei, = n4’, that results from applying th®ual trans-
formation, defined in the proof of Lemmial.2, @ . This Lemma proves that every
centralized algorithm has a progress bound2¢f\’ log n2) rounds inG». We can re-
state this bound as follows: for every algorithm, there isaasignment of messages
to senders such that in every execution some process hdaldeadge to at least one
sender, and yet does not receive its first message from ardend¥ A’ log n,) rounds.
Call the reliable edge on which this slow process receigdg it message thretow edge
in the executiofi.

We now us&7, to construct a larger dual graph netwogk;. To do so, label the:
reliable edges iy asey, ..., e,,. We constructG* to consist ofno,m? modified copies
of G5. In more detail G* hasn,m components, which we labé€l; ;, i € [m],j €
[nem]. EachC; ; has the same structure &s but with the following exception: we
keep onlyr; as a reliable edge; all other reliable edges; # i, aredowngradedo
unreliable edges.

3 We are assuming w.l.o.g. that in these worst case exectitiensified by the lower bound,
that the last receiver to receive a message does not reb&@vaéssage on an unreliable edge
(as, in this case, we could always drop that message, carttnadthe assumption that we are
considering the worst case execution).
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We are now ready to prove a lower bound on progres§orfFix some distributed
local broadcast algorithnal. We assign the:3m? process to nodes iG* as follows.
Partition these processes into séfs..., S,,,,,2, €ach consisting ofi; processes. For
eachS;, i € [nom], we make an independent random choice of a valitem [m], and
assigns; to componend’; ; in G*. Notice, no two such sets can be assigned to same to
the same component, so the choice of each assignment catepeirdent of the choice
of other assignments. We also emphasize that these chao&esaale independent of
the algorithmA and its process’ randomness. Finally, we assign the rentasets
to the remaining=* components in an arbitrary fashion.

For eachC; ;, we fix the behavior of each downgraded edge to behave as #st w
a reliable edge. With this restriction in pladg; ; now behaves indistinguishably from
Gs. It follows from Lemmd7.P, that no algorithm can guarantest progress id; ;.

Leveraging this insight, we assume the worst case behawmiterms of the non-
downgraded unreliable edge behavior and message assitgiineach component. In
everyCj ;, therefore, some process does not receive a message forsthénie on a
reliable or downgraded edge f&( A’ log no) rounds. With this in mind, let us focus on
our sets of processés to S,,,,,,2. Consider somg; from among these sets. L€f ; be
the componentto which we randomly assigisedAs we just established, some process
in S; does not receive a message for the first time until many robads passed. This
message either comes across the single reliable edgg; ior a downgraded edge. If it
is a reliable edge, then this process yields the slow pregresneed.

The crucial observation here is that for any fixed randomfuedke processes ifi;,
the choice of this edge is the same regardless of the compuatene S; is assigned.
Therefore we can treat the determination of this slow edgedependent of the as-
signment ofS; to a component. Because we assigiedt random to a component, the
probability that we assigned it to a component where thelsireiable edge matches
the fixed slow edge is/m. Therefore, the probability that this match occurs for aste
one of oumgm S setsis(1 —1/m)™"™ < 1—e™2. In other words, some receiver in our
network does not receive a message over areliable edgedogdiie, w.h.p. Because
a progress bound must hold w.h.p., the progress bountisfslow.

Finally, to establish our gap, we must also describe a dégthalgorithm can
achieveO(1) progress in this same networ&;*. To do so, notice each component
C;.; has exactly one reliable edge. With this in mind, we definefixad centralized
algorithm to divide rounds in pairs and do the following: vetfirst round of a pair, if
the first endpoint of a component’s single reliable edge @ygesarbitrary ordering of
endpoints) has a message then it broadcasts; in the seaomdido the following for the
second endpoint. After a process has been active for a fufid@air, it acknowledges
the message. This centralized algorithm satisfies theAdolpproperty: if some process
u receives a messages as input in rounévery reliable neighbor of receives the
message by + O(1). It follows that this centralized algorithm has a progressrix of
O(1).

Notice, in some settings, practioners might tolerate a slovst-case progress (e.g.,
as established in Theordm B.1), so longrasstprocesses have fast progress. In our
next theorem, we show that this ambition is also impossiblachieve. To do so, we
first need a definition that captures the intuitive notion @fny processes having slow
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progress. In more detail, given an execution of the oneiehatbroadcast problem (see
Sectior2), with processes sender setS being passed messages, label each receiver
that neighborsS in G with the round when it first received a message. @kierage
progressof this execution is the average of these values. We say amithign has an
average progress of (n), with respect to a network of sizeand sender sef, if exe-
cuting that algorithm in that network with those sendersagates an average progress
value of no more thayfi(n), w.h.p. We now bound this metric in the same style as above

Theorem 8.2. For anyn, there exists a dual graph network of sizend a sender set,

such that the optimal centralized local broadcast algarithas an average progress
of O(1) while every distributed local broadcast algorithm has ari@age progress of

0(A".

Lollipop Network. We begin our argument by recalling a result proved in a previo
study of the dual graph model. This result concernshtftedcast problemin which

a single source process is provided a message at the begwirtime execution which
it must subsequently propagate to all processes in the nletwbe result in question
concerned a specific dual graph construction we chillgop network which can be
defined with respect to any network size> 2. For a givenn, the G edges in this
network define a clique af — 1 nodesg¢; to ¢,,_1. There is an additional nodethat
is connected to one of the clique clique nodes. By conttasis complete. In[[31] we
proved the following:

Lemma 8.3 (From [31]). Fix somen > 2 and randomized broadcast algorithAs.
With probability at least /2, Az requires at least(n—1)/2| rounds to solve broadcast
in the lollipop network of size.

Spread NetworkOur strategy in proving Theorem 8.2 is to build a dual grapivoek
in which achieving fast average progress would yield a fakit®n to the broadcast
problem in the lollipop network, contradicting Lemal8.8.do so, we need to define
the network in which we achieve our slow average progresscéllethis network a
spread networkand define it as follows. Fix any even size> 2. Partition then
nodes inV into broadcastergby, b, ..., b, /2) andreceivers(ry, ra, ..., 7y, /2). FOr each
b;, add aG edge tor;. Also add a& edge fronb, to all other receivers. Defin@’ to be
complete. Note that in this networly’ = n — 1.

We can now prove our main theorem.

Proof (Proof of Theorefi 8. 2Fix our sender se$ = {b1, ..., b, 2 }. Notice, a central-
ized algorithm can achievieround progress for all receiver by simply hayebroadcast
alone.

We now turn our attention to showing that any distributecdthm, by contrast, is
slow in this setting. Fix one such algorithtd, Assume for contradiction that it defies
the theorem statement. In particular, it will guaraniée) progress when executed in
the spread network with sender set= {b1, ..., b,, /2 }.

We useA to construct a broadcast algorith#i that can be used to solve broadcast
in the lollipop network. At a high-leveld’ has each process in the clique in the lollipop
network simulate both a sender and its matching receiven fiee spread network. In
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the following, use to refer to the single node in the clique of the lollipop netiwthat
connects to- with a reliable edge. In this simulation, proceéss the lollipop network
matches up with process in the spread graph. Of course, prockses not know a
priori that it is simulating proceds, as in the lollipop network does not a priori that
is assigned to this crucial node. This will not be a probleowéver, because we will
control theG’ edges in our simulation such that the behaviob,ofvill differ from the
other processes ifi only when it broadcasts alone in the graph. It will be exaatlthis
point, however, that our simulation can stop, having susfodlg solved broadcast.

In more detail, our algorithni’ works as follows:

. We first allow process to identify itself. To do so, have the soureg, broadcast.
Either we solve the broadcast problem (e.g., if the sourdg @ r is the only
process to not receive a message—allowing it to figure owtsit At this point,
every process but has the message. To solve broadcast going forward, it is now
sufficient forb to broadcast alone.

. We will now have processes i simulate processes frosto determine whether
or not to broadcast in a given round. In more detail, we hacté paocess: in the
lollipop clique simulate a sender (call #,) and its corresponding receiver (call
it, r,,) from the spread netwofk\we haven/2 clique processes each simulating
2 spread network processes, so we are now setup to begin aasonubf ann-
process spread network.

. Each simulated round of will require two real rounds ofd’.

In the first real round each process in the lollipop cligue advances the simula-
tion of its simulated processeg andr,, to see if they should broadcast in the
current round ofal A being simulated. If eithel, or r, broadcasts (according to
u's simulation),u broadcasts these simulated messagedthe broadcast message
for the instance of broadcast we are trying to solve. On therdiand, if neither of
u's simulated processes broadcastemains silent. (Notice, if only broadcasts
during this round, we are done.)

The exception to these rules is the soutgg which does not broadcast, regardless
of the result of its simulation.

In the second real round of our simulated royng announces what it learned in
the previous round. That is, acts as a simulation coordinator.

In more detailug can tell the difference between the following two casesefl)
ther no simulated process, or two or more simulated prosebseadcast; (2) one
simulated process broadcast (in which cagalso knows whether the processes is
a sender or receiver in the spread network, and its message);

Process., announces whether caser 2 occurred, and in the case of (2), it also
announces the identity of the sender and its message. Tarsnation is received
by all processes in the lollipop clique.

. Once the lollipop clique processes learn the result oimeilation fromug, they
can consistently and correctly finish the round for theiridated processes by
applying the following rules.

% In the case of the process simulatiing we have to be careful becausehas aG edge to all
receivers. The simulator, however, is responsible onlysfotulating the sole receiver that is
connected to only;, namelyr;.
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Rule #1:1f uy announces that no simulated process broadcasts, or two @ mo
simulated processes broadcast, then all the processéshiave their simulated
processes receive nothing. (This is valididss complete in the simulated network,
so itis valid for concurrent messages to lead to total meskess.)

Rule #3:If uo announces that one simulated process broadcast, themihlairs’
behavior depends on the identity of the simulated broadcdsthis broadcaster is
a sender in the spread network, then it simulates its singtelmed receiver receiv-
ing the message. (Notice this behavior is valid so long agtbadcaster is ndt".
Fortunately, the broadcastesinnotbe b*, as if it was, therb would have broadcast
alone inA’ in the previous round, solving broadcast.)

On the other hand, if the single broadcaster is a receiven, We have to be more
careful. Itis not sufficient for its single matched broadeato receive the message
becausé,; must also receiver it. Because we do not know which procesisnis-
lating b1, we instead, in this case, simulate all broadcasters riecgifis message.
This is valid ag&’ is complete.

By construction,A” will solve broadcast when simulatég broadcasts alone in the
simulation. Our simulation rules are designed such thahusteventually broadcast
alone for the simulated instance.dfto solve local broadcast, as this is the only way for
r1 10 receive a message from a procesS.iBecause we assurpesolves this problem,
and we proved our simulation of is valid, A will eventually havé; broadcast alone
and therefored’ will eventually solve broadcast.

The question is how long it takes for this event to occur. Reébat we assumed
that with high probability the average progress4fs o(n). By our simulation rules,
until b; broadcasts alone, at most one receiver can receive a messaga sender,
per round. It follows thab, must broadcast alone (webieforeroundn /4. (If it waited
until n/4, only n/4 processes will have finished receiving in those round, so #tke
remaining receivers all finished in roumd 4, the average progress would be greater
thann/8 which, of course, is nat(n).)

By Lemm&8.B, with probability at leasy2, A’ requires at least{y +1)—1)/2 =
n/4 rounds to solve broadcast. We just argued, however, thét higth probability
b, broadcasts alone—and therefodé solves broadcast—in less thari4 rounds. A
contradiction.
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