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Abstract

The distance of a graph from being triangle-free is a fundamental graph parameter,
counting the number of edges that need to be removed from a graph in order for it to become
triangle-free. Its corresponding computational problem is the classic minimum triangle edge
transversal problem, and its normalized value is the baseline for triangle-freeness testing
algorithms. While triangle-freeness testing has been successfully studied in the distributed
setting, computing the distance itself in a distributed setting is unknown, to the best of our
knowledge, despite being well-studied in the centralized setting.

This work addresses the computation of the minimum triangle edge transversal in distributed
networks. We show with a simple warm-up construction that this is a global task, requiring
Ω(D) rounds even in the LOCAL model with unbounded messages, where D is the diameter
of the network. However, we show that approximating this value can be done much faster.
A (1 + ϵ)-approximation can be obtained in poly log n rounds, where n is the size of the
network graph. Moreover, faster approximations can be obtained, at the cost of increasing
the approximation factor to roughly 3, by a reduction to the minimum hypergraph vertex
cover problem. With a time overhead of the maximum degree ∆, this can also be applied
to the CONGEST model, in which messages are bounded.

Our key technical contribution is proving that computing an exact solution is “as hard as it
gets” in CONGEST, requiring a near-quadratic number of rounds. Because this problem is
an edge selection problem, as opposed to previous lower bounds that were for node selection
problems, major challenges arise in constructing the lower bound, requiring us to develop
novel ingredients.
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1 Introduction

Subgraph-freeness, and specifically triangle-freeness, are cornerstone graph properties that have
been widely studied in many computational settings. Moreover, in distributed computing,
triangle-free networks are known to exhibit faster algorithms for finding large cuts [27] and
girth [10], and for coloring [41].

For a graph that is not triangle-free, a central computational question is to compute how
far it is from being so. The distance of a graph from satisfying a property has been extensively
studied in the area of property testing, which asks whether the removal of any ϵ-fraction of
edges from the graph makes it satisfy the property [26]. In particular, distributed triangle-
freeness testing has been studied in [9] and in [21, 23], where the latter two showed solutions
within O(1/ϵ) rounds of communication in the CONGEST model [39], where n nodes of a
network communicate in synchronous rounds with O(log n)-bit messages to their neighbors in
the underlying graph.

A fundamental computational question is what is the exact number of edges that need to
be removed from a graph to make it triangle-free. This is called the minimum triangle edge
transversal (MTET) problem, and has received attention in centralized settings [20, 32, 33] but
its complexity in distributed networks has not been studied.

In this paper, we study MTET in the aforementioned classic distributed setting of CONGEST,
as well as in the LOCAL model [35], which is similar but without the restriction on the message
size. In a distributed solution for triangle edge transversal, each node of the graph marks some
of its adjacent edges, such that the set of marked edges cover all triangles in the graph, where
we say that an edge covers a triangle if it is a part of that triangle. A distributed solution for
MTET thus outputs a cover of minimum size.

1.1 Our Contribution

As a warm-up for studying the problem, we first show that the minimum triangle edge transver-
sal problem is global, in the sense that solving it necessitates communication throughout the
network. This translates to a tight complexity Θ(D) in the LOCAL model, where D is the
diameter of the graph, as can be seen by a simple graph construction.

Theorem 1. Any distributed algorithm in the LOCAL model for computing a minimum triangle
edge transversal requires Ω(D) rounds.

Despite the problem being a global one, we show that approximate solutions can be obtained
fast. Using the ball-carving technique of [25], we provide a (1 + ϵ)-approximation algorithm in
the LOCAL model.

Theorem 2. There is a distributed algorithm in the LOCAL model that obtains a (1 + ϵ)-
approximation to the minimum triangle edge transversal in poly(log n, 1/ϵ) rounds.

Moreover, we show that we can approximate the task even faster, at the expense of a slightly
larger approximation factor, as follows.

Theorem 3. There are distributed algorithms in the LOCAL model that obtain a 3-approximation
and a (3+ϵ)-approximation to the minimum triangle edge transversal in O(log n) and O( logn

log logn)
rounds, respectively. The same approximation guarantees can be obtained in the CONGEST
model with a multiplicative overhead of ∆ in the round complexity.

To obtain the above, we prove a reduction from minimum triangle edge transversal to the
minimum hypergraph vertex cover problem (MHVC), in which one needs to find the smallest set
of vertices that cover all hyperedges. The high-level outline of the reduction is that we consider
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each edge in the input graph G as a node in a 3-uniform hypergraph HG and each triangle in
G is a hyperedge in it. To allow the reduction to go through, we show that we can simulate
HG over G without a significant overhead. Finally, we plug the MHVC algorithm of [6] into
our reduction to obtain the stated round complexity. We note that all of our approximation
algorithms apply also to the weighted version of the minimum triangle edge transversal.

Finally, our key technical contribution is in showing that finding an exact solution for this
problem is essentially “as hard as it gets” in the CONGEST model, requiring a near-quadratic
number of rounds.

Theorem 4. Any distributed algorithm in the CONGEST model for computing a minimum
triangle edge transversal or deciding whether there is a triangle edge transversal of size M
requires Ω(n2/(log2 n)) rounds.

We emphasize that the fact that MTET is NP-hard is insufficient for deducing that it is
hard for CONGEST. As explained in [3], there are NP-hard problems that are solvable in
o(n2) rounds in CONGEST (and there are problems in P that require Ω̃(n2) rounds). To prove
Theorem 4, we follow the successful approach of reducing the 2-party set disjointness problem
to the distributed minimum triangle edge transversal problem. We stress that our construction
requires novel insights, as we overview in what follows.

1.2 Technical overview of the CONGEST lower bound

We consider the framework for reducing a 2-party communication problem to a problem P in the
CONGEST model, as attributed first to the work of [40]. Our presentation follows the one of [3].
The goal is to construct a family of graphs, who differ only based on the inputs to the two parties,
and show that a solution to the graph problem P determines the output of the joint function f
that they have to compute. Then, the parties, Alice and Bob, simulate a distributed algorithm
for solving P to derive their output. The round complexity of the distributed algorithm is then
bounded from below by the number of bits that must be exchanged between the two players for
solving f over their joint inputs, divided by the number of bits that can be exchanged between
them per each round of the simulation. The latter is strongly affected by the size of the cut
between the two node sets that the players are responsible for simulating. Specifically, for the
lower bound to be high, we need the cut between the two sets of nodes that the players simulate
to be as small as possible.

To obtain a lower bound for MTET in the CONGEST model, we need to find a 2-party
function f and to construct a family of lower bound graphs so that the value of MTET for a
graph determines the value of f on the joint inputs that the graph represents. The challenges
for a near-quadratic lower bound are: (i) we need the communication complexity of f to be
linear in the input size, (ii) we need the input size of f to be quadratic in the number of nodes
of the lower bound graphs, and (iii) we need the cut to have at most a polylogarithmic size.

Many of the CONGEST problems for which lower bounds were obtained by this framework
use the well-known 2-party set disjointness problem, in which the input to each of the two
players is a binary string, and the output of the joint function is 1 if and only if there exists an
index in which the bit in both strings is 1.

The Challenges. A crucial difference between MTET and all of these problems is that
MTET is an edge selection problem, rather than a node selection one. This characteristic
appears to make lower bounds harder to obtain, and we extract the central challenges below.

To illustrate the difficulties, we consider the lower bound construction for the minimum
vertex cover problem [3]. Even without the need yet to delve into the specifics of the construc-
tion, a reasonable attempt for converting it to MTET would be to replace each node in the
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construction with an edge, and each edge with a triangle, so that edges cover triangles in the
new construction, just as nodes cover edges in the one for minimum vertex cover.

The first glaring problem with this is that the original construction has Θ(n2) edges, so
the new one will have this number of nodes. This violates requirement (ii) above, and is a
major issue since any lower bound for MTET that one could obtain this way would be at most
Ω̃(n). Yet, we stress that even this is insufficient, as attaching the edges into triangles in such
a conversion imposes significant challenges. We focus below on two major ones.

Challenge 1: One obstacle is that an essential property of the lower bound graphs for the
minimum vertex cover problem is their symmetry, as follows. There are four sets of cliques in
the construction (A1, A2, B1, B2 in Figure 1), two for each player, and the input to each player
corresponds to a bipartite graph between its two cliques, by adding an edge if and only if its
corresponding index in the input is a 0 bit (Dashed edges in Figure 1. There are additional
fixed nodes and edges which are not yet needed for the intuition here). An optimal solution for
the fixed part of the construction does not prefer any node of a clique over the others, in the
sense that for each node in each clique, there is an optimal solution not containing it.

Figure 1: The family of lower bound graphs for minimum vertex cover [3].

This impartiality feature is vital because we want to be able to choose any single one of the
clique nodes to be omitted from the vertex cover, once we take into account also the need to
cover the edges between the two cliques which are added according to the set disjointness input.
In other words, it allows to not select a node from each of the two cliques such that this pair of
nodes do not have an edge between them, thus capturing an index in the input with a 1 bit.

Once we try this approach for MTET, we need to switch to edge selection. To this end, we
replace each clique with an independent set of the same size and connect all nodes of the two
independent sets of a certain side to a central node on that side (node a for Alice and node b
for Bob). This implies that each input edge corresponds to a triangle between its two endpoints
and the central node of its side. There will be more edges and triangles in the construction,
such that we use the edges to the central node in order to cover them. Our hope is that a
missing input edge (due to an input bit of 1) will allow us to avoid taking the corresponding
edge from this pair of nodes to the central node into an MTET solution. However, we arrive at
the following issue. For MTET, the only graphs that have this flavor of symmetry in optimal
solutions, in the sense that they do not prefer certain edges over others, are either cliques or
empty-edge graphs. We thus must attach a clique to the set of edges for which we want all but
one of them to be in an optimal solution.

This obtains the property of symmetry, but doing this in a näıve manner prevents an optimal
solution from having the ability to capture a missing input edge. To cope with this caveat, we
need to configure the fixed part of the lower bound graph in a way that it prefers choosing all
but one edge in certain edge sets over any other number of edges from it, or otherwise the size of
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the solution grows by 1 (due to the need to then take other edges in the construction that touch
this set). Therefore, the solution favors choosing all but one edge from the set, but without any
preference as to which edge it leaves out. Then, for the final graph, the edge chosen to be left
out corresponds to not needing to cover a missing triangle due to a missing input edge, as we
wanted. Our construction that eventually overcomes the above consists of various cliques that
we very carefully attach to the nodes among which we insert input edges.

By using the set disjointness function, we satisfy requirement (i) above, of having the com-
plexity of the input function be linear in its input size. Due to our above approach for the
general structure of the lower bound graphs, our construction satisfies requirement (ii) of hav-
ing an input size that is quadratic in the number of nodes.1

Challenge 2: The above discussion provided intuition about how to construct a lower bound
graph that relates its MTET for each of the two players to their set disjointness input. A crucial
aspect that remains to be handled is how to relate the overall size of the MTET in the entire
graph to the set disjointness output. Specifically, in our MTET solution, we need to be able to
omit the same pair of edges on both sides of the construction in case the inputs to the 2-party
task are not disjoint.

For the vertex cover problem, a similar property was shown using the general notion of bit-
gadgets [3]. Roughly speaking, each of the two main cliques on each side of the construction (to
which input edges were added) had a logarithmic number of corresponding nodes to which they
were attached (a clique S ∈ {A1, A2, B1, B2} has the bit-gadgets FS and TS , see Figure 1). These
bit-gadget nodes were connected to the clique nodes according to the binary representation of
their order. Each pair of bit-gadget nodes on one side are connected to the corresponding pair
on the other side with a 4-cycle. This allows properly indexing the input, in the sense that if
the 2-party inputs are not disjoint then an optimal solution omits the same pair of clique nodes
on both sides of the construction.

When we move from nodes that cover edges to edges that cover triangles, we must incorpo-
rate a new mechanism. To overcome this, we develop a gadget that we call a ring-of-triangles,
that replaces the simple cycles that are used for the vertex cover construction. We stress that
attaching this gadget to the bit-gadget is not straightforward, and must be done in a careful
manner. Eventually, because we make sure to still use only a logarithmic number of nodes for
the cut, our construction also satisfies requirement (iii) of having a polylogarithmic cut size.

1.3 Related Work

Distributed triangle finding has been extensively studied, as well as finding other subgraphs
(see [8] for a survey). In [17], a tight O(n1/3)-round algorithm is given for listing all triangles
in the Congested Clique model [37], which resembles the CONGEST model but allows all-to-all
communication. A matching lower bound was later established in [30, 38]. Triangle listing in
sparse graphs was addressed in [12, 38]. In the CONGEST model, triangle listing was shown
to be solvable within the same complexity in [14], by developing a fast distributed expander
decomposition and using its clusters for fast triangle listing. Recently, [13] showed that this
complexity can also be obtained in a deterministic manner, up to subpolynomial factors, based
on the prior work of deterministic expander decomposition and routing of [15]. In [29], a listing
algorithm in terms of the maximum degree ∆ is given.

Triangle detection can be done in the Congested Cliquemodel in O(n0.158) rounds [11], but no

1It was suggested to us to replace this part of the construction with a different underlying graph with Θ(n)

nodes, which is known to have Θ(n2/2
√
logn) edge-disjoint triangles [44]. Such a graph would give a smaller lower

bound, but an even more severe issue is that it is not clear how to incorporate it in a construction that will allow
the MTET size to correspond to the solution to the set disjointness input.
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faster-than-listing solutions are known for it in CONGEST. In terms of lower bounds, it is only
known that a single round does not suffice [2], even with randomization [22]. Any polynomial
lower bound would imply groundbreaking results in circuit complexity [19].

Distributed testing algorithms were first studied in [7]. Triangle-freeness testing in O(1/ϵ2)
rounds was given in [9], and improved to O(1/ϵ) rounds by [21, 23].

In the centralized setting, [33] present an LP-based 2-approximation algorithm for MTET,
while the integrality graph of the underlying LP was posed as an open problem. In [32] a
reduction is given from MTET to the minimum vertex cover problem for (2−ϵ)-approximations,
proving that approximating MTET to a factor less 2 is NP-hard. We stress that it is not clear
how to make this reduction work in the CONGEST model.

Near-quadratic lower bounds for CONGEST have been obtained before, e.g., for computing
a minimum vertex cover, a minimum dominating set, a 3-coloring, and weighted max-cut [3, 4].

2 Hardness of Exact Computation of MTET

In this section, we show that computing the exact MTET is a global problem for both the
LOCAL and CONGEST models, in the sense that it takes Ω(D) rounds in the LOCAL model,
and that in the CONGEST model its complexity is near-quadratic in n. We first provide some
preliminaries which we use for proving the difficulty of solving the problem in both models.

2.1 Preliminaries

We proceed by showing properties of MTET in two special graphs, as follows.

Definition 1 (A t-line of triangles). Let G = (V,E) be an undirected graph with t + 2
nodes, where t ≥ 2 is even. Denote by V =

{
v0, . . . , vt/2

}
∪
{
u0, . . . , ut/2

}
the nodes of the

graph. Denote the edges by E = {{vi, vi+1} : 0 ≤ i ≤ t/2− 1} ∪ {{ui, ui+1} : 0 ≤ i ≤ t/2− 1} ∪
{{vi, ui} : 0 ≤ i ≤ t/2} ∪ {{vi, ui+1} : 0 ≤ i ≤ t/2− 1}. Then G is called a t-line of triangles
(see Figure 2).

Figure 2: An illustration of a line of triangles. The bold red edges are the only optimal solution
of triangle edge transversal.

It is immediate to see that a t-line of triangles has exactly t triangles. Moreover, Claim 1
easily shows that it has a single MTET, and its size is t/2.

Claim 1. There exists only one MTET in a t-line of triangles, and its size is t/2.

Proof. By construction, every edge can cover at most 2 triangles. Thus, the minimum
number of edges that is sufficient for covering t triangles is at least t/2. The set
{{vi, ui+1} : 0 ≤ i ≤ t/2− 1} is a triangle edge transversal of size t/2. Any other set of edges
must use at least one edge that covers at most one triangle, and hence must be of size at least
t/2 + 1.
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Definition 2 (A t-ring of triangles). Let G = (V,E) be an undirected graph with t triangles,
where t is even. Then G is called a t-ring of triangles if the triangles can be ordered T0, . . . , Tt−1,
such that every two consecutive triangles, Ti and T(i+1) mod t, 0 ≤ i ≤ t− 1, share an edge, and
any other pair of triangles are edge disjoint (see Figure 3).

Figure 3: Two illustrations of t-rings of triangles. The numbers inside the triangles indicates
their order. The bold red edges show an optimal solution to triangle edge transversal, and the
dashed blue edges show the other optimal solution.

Claim 2. There exist exactly two MTETs in a t-ring of triangles, and their sizes are t/2.

Proof. By construction, each edge is incident to at most two triangles, as otherwise there are
at least three triangles that share the same edge, which contradicts the definition of a t-ring of
triangles. Therefore, every edge can cover at most 2 triangles and thus the minimum number
of edges required in order to cover t triangles is at least t/2. Let us denote the edge shared by
a pair of consecutive triangles Ti, T(i+1)modt by ei, for 0 ≤ i ≤ t − 1 (there are exactly t such
edges). The set {e2i|0 ≤ i ≤ t/2 − 1} is an optimal triangle edge transversal of size t/2. The
set {e2i+1|0 ≤ i ≤ t/2 − 1} is also an optimal triangle edge transversal of size t/2 . Any other
set of edges either has two edges that cover the same triangle or an edge that covers a single
triangle, and hence must be of size at least t/2 + 1.

2.2 A Linear Lower Bound in the LOCAL Model

We prove that computing an exact MTET is a global problem, requiring Ω(D) rounds, where
D is the diameter of the graph.

Theorem 1. Any distributed algorithm in the LOCAL model for computing a minimum triangle
edge transversal requires Ω(D) rounds.

The distinguish-ability argument is the premise of the proof, as the following: If the al-
gorithm finishes in less than a linear number (in D) of rounds, then certain nodes cannot
distinguish between two graphs that they should output different outputs for, and therefore
output the same answer for both graphs.

Proof. Consider the graph G1 = (V1, E1) which is a t-line of triangles for some t ≥ 2, where
V1 =

{
v0, . . . , vt/2

}
∪
{
u0, . . . , ut/2

}
. And consider the graph G2 = (V2, E2) which is a (t+2)-line
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of triangles, where V2 =
{
v′0, . . . , v

′
(t+2)/2

}
∪
{
u′0, . . . , u

′
(t+2)/2

}
, which is obtained from G1 by

attaching two triangles to the edges on both sides (formally, the nodes ui and vi in G1 correspond
to the nodes u′(t/2+1)−i and v′t/2−i in G2, respectively, and the nodes u′0, v

′
t/2+1 are newly added).

By Claim 1, the optimal solutions for G1 and G2 are S1 = {{vi, ui+1} : 1 ≤ i ≤ t/2 − 1} and
S2 = {{v′i, u′i+1} : 1 ≤ i ≤ t/2}, respectively. That is, the output of a node vi in G1 is that the
edge {vi, ui+1} is in the optimal solution. However, in the graph G2, the corresponding node
v′t/2−i outputs that the edge {v′t/2−i, u

′
t/2−i+1} is in the solution, which corresponds to the edge

{vi, ui} in G1. Thus the output of vi must be different in G1 and G2.
Note that G1 has t+2 nodes and G2 has t+4 nodes. Since the number of nodes are usually

given to nodes, we must create similar conditions in both graphs, thus we modify the graph G1

by adding two additional nodes w1, w2 both connected to vt/2−1 and ut/2 and call the graph G′
1.

Notice that the solutions for MTET in G1 and G′
1 are the same. In addition, the diameter of

G′
1 is D1 = t

2 + 1 and the diameter of G2 is D2 = t
2 + 2. Assume towards a contradiction that

there is an algorithm that completes in D/2 − 1 rounds on every graph. Then a node in the
“middle” of the graph cannot see the nodes on its ends. To be precise, the node v⌊t/4⌋ in G′

1,
which corresponds to the node v′t/2−⌊t/4⌋ in G2 sends and receives the same information in both

graphs, thus outputs the same incident edge to it. This output edge is either {v⌊t/4⌋, u⌊t/4⌋} in
G′

1 and {v′t/2−⌊t/4⌋, u
′
(t/2+1)−⌊t/4⌋} in G2, or {v⌊t/4⌋, u⌊t/4⌋−1} in G′

1 and {v′t/2−⌊t/4⌋, u
′
t/2−⌊t/4⌋}

in G2. In both cases, one of its outputs is wrong, which implies that the algorithm cannot
complete in D/2− 1 rounds.

2.3 A Near-Quadratic Lower Bound in the CONGEST Model

In this section, we focus on proving the following theorem, which concludes a near-quadratic
lower bound on the exact MTET in the CONGEST model.

Theorem 4. Any distributed algorithm in the CONGEST model for computing a minimum
triangle edge transversal or deciding whether there is a triangle edge transversal of size M
requires Ω(n2/(log2 n)) rounds.

Note that a lower bound on deciding whether there is a triangle edge transversal of size
M implies a lower bound on computing a minimum triangle edge transversal, since counting
the edges of a given triangle edge transversal set can be done in O (D) via standard techniques
(pipelining through a BFS tree). To prove the lower bound on MTET, we take the approach
of reducing problems from 2-party communication along the lines pioneered in the framework
of [40], and specifically, we define a family of lower bound graphs [3, Definition 1] for MTET.
The family of lower bound graphs we define bears some similarity to the family of the lower
bound class that was defined for the minimum vertex cover problem in [3]. However, in order
to handle triangles, we need to develop much additional machinery. We start by formalizing
the required background.

Triangle edge transversal properties in cliques. Let ET (G) be the set of MTETs
of the graph G. Let N (v) be the neighborhood of a node v. Let µ (G, v) denote the
maximum number of edges that touch v and are in the same MTET, that is, µ (G, v) =
maxS∈ET |{{u, v} : u ∈ N (v)} ∩ S|.

Definition 3 (Edge mapping under node mapping). Let G = (V,E) be an undirected graph, and
let S ⊆ E be a subset of the edges. Let g : V → V be a bijective node mapping. Then the edge
mapping φg of S under g is defined as: φg (S) = {{g (u) , g (v)} : {u, v} ∈ S}. If φg(S) ⊆ E,
then we call φg a well-defined edge mapping, as it can be seen as a function φg : S → E.
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We start with the following simple observation, which holds since every pair of nodes in a
clique has an edge.

Observation 1. Let Kn = (V,E) be a clique with n nodes, let S ⊆ E be a subset of the edges,
and let g : V → V be a bijective node mapping. Then φg(S) and φg−1(S) are well-defined edge
mappings.

Claim 3 (Triangle edge transversal preserved under node mapping in cliques). Let Kn = (V,E)
be a clique with n nodes. Let S be a triangle edge transversal of Kn, and let g : V → V a bijective
node mapping function. Then φg (S) is a triangle edge transversal.

Proof. We show that for every triangle in the graph, there is an edge e ∈ φg (S) covering it. Let
T = {u, v, w} be a triangle. Since Kn is a clique, the set of nodes {g−1 (u) , g−1 (v) , g−1 (w)}
forms a triangle, which we denote by T ′. Since S is a triangle edge transversal, then one of
the edges of T ′ is in S. Without loss of generality, assume that e′ =

{
g−1 (u) , g−1 (v)

}
is in S.

Thus, applying the mapping function φg on e′ results in an edge e = φg (e
′) that is in T . Since

φg (e
′) is also in φg (S), we have that T is covered by φg (S).

We thus obtain the following.

Corollary 1. For a clique Kn with n nodes, the following hold:

1. For every two nodes u, v, it holds that µ (Kn, u) = µ (Kn, v). Thus, we can denote this
value by µn (where µn = µ (Kn, v) for all v).

2. For any node v and µn nodes u1, u2, . . . , uµn, there exists a MTET, which we denote S,
such that the set of edges incident to v that are in S is exactly {{v, ui} , 1 ≤ i ≤ µn}.

Next, we show that the maximum number of incident edges to a node in a clique with n
nodes, that all are in the same MTET cannot be small, nor can it be equal to n− 1.

Claim 4. Let Kn be a clique with n nodes, then µn ≥ (n− 1) /6 and µn < n− 1.

Proof. Note that the number of triangles in a clique is
(
n
3

)
and that each edge in a MTET of a

clique covers exactly n− 2 triangles. Therefore any MTET has at least n(n−1)
6 edges. Let S be

a MTET. The number of edges in S that are incident to a node v is (n− 1)/6 on average, thus
there is at least one node that has that many edges incident to it that are in S. That node sets
a lower bound of (n− 1)/6 on µn (by the definition of µn).

To show the upper bound on µn, assume towards a contradiction that µn = n − 1. Then
there exists a MTET S and a node v such that {{u, v} : u ∈ N (v)} ⊆ S. Let w be a neighbor
of v, and consider the set S′ = S \ {{v, w}}. Note that the edge we removed is not in any of the
triangles in the induced clique of V \ {v}, and thus, S′ covers all the triangles in the induced
clique of V \{v}. All the other edges incident to v are still in S′ and they cover all the triangles
that v is a part of. Thus, S′ is a triangle edge transversal and |S′| = |S| − 1, in contradiction
to the optimality of S.

We later incorporate the above properties of Kn in our construction of the lower bound
graphs.

2-Party Communication Complexity. In the 2-party communication complexity set-
ting [34], there are two players, Alice and Bob, who are given two inputs x, y ∈ {0, 1}K ,
respectively, and wish to evaluate a function f : {0, 1}K × {0, 1}K → {true, false} on their
joint input. The communication between Alice and Bob is carried out according to some fixed
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protocol π (which only depends on the function f , known to both players). The protocol con-
sists of the players sending bits to each other until the value of f is determined by either of
them. The maximum number of bits that need to be sent in order to compute f over all possible
inputs x, y, is called the communication complexity of the protocol π, and is denoted by CC(π).
The deterministic communication complexity for computing f , denoted CC(f), is the minimum
over CC(π) taken over all deterministic protocols π that compute f . In a randomized protocol,
Alice and Bob have access to (private) random strings rA, rB, respectively, of some arbitrary
length, chosen independently according to some probability distribution. The randomized com-
munication complexity for computing f , denote CCR(f), is the minimum over CC(π) taken
over all randomized protocols π that compute f with success probability at least 2/3.

Set disjointness. The Set Disjointness function, denoted by f(x, y) = DISJK(x, y), whose
inputs are of size K, returns false if the inputs represent sets that are not disjoint, i.e, if there
exists an index i ∈ {0, . . . ,K − 1} such that xi = yi = 1, and returns true otherwise. The
deterministic and randomized communication complexities of DISJK are Ω(K) [5, 31, 42].

Lower Bound Graphs. We quote the following formalization of the reduction of optimization
problems from 2-party communication complexity to distributed problems in CONGEST.

Definition 4. Fix an integer K, a function f : {0, 1}K × {0, 1}K → {true, false}, and a
predicate P for graphs. The family of graphs {Gx,y = (V,Ex,y) : x, y ∈ {0, 1}K}, is said to be a
family of lower bound graphs w.r.t f and P if the following properties hold:

1. The set of nodes V is the same for all graphs, and V = VA ∪ VB is a fixed partition of it;

2. Only the existence or the weight of edges in VA × VA may depend on x;

3. Only the existence or the weight of edges in VB × VB may depend on y;

4. Gx,y satisfies the predicate P iff f (x, y) = true.

The following theorem reduces 2-party communication complexity problems to CONGEST
problems (see e.g [3, 16, 18, 24, 28]).

Theorem 5. Fix a function f : {0, 1}K × {0, 1}K → {true, false} and a predicate P . Let
{Gx,y} be a family of lower bound graphs w.r.t f and P and denote C = E (VA, VB). Then any
deterministic algorithm for deciding P in the CONGEST model requires Ω (CC (f) /(|C| log n))
rounds, and any randomized algorithm for deciding P in the CONGEST model requires
Ω
(
CCR (f) /(|C| log n)

)
rounds.

2.3.1 The Lower Bound.

We begin by constructing the fixed graph on which we proceed by adding edges corresponding
to the input strings x and y of the 2-party set disjointness problem. Then we show that having
a solution for MTET of size K implies the disjointness of the input strings and vice versa, hence
the complexity of the set disjointness problem provides a lower bound to the complexity of the
MTET problem, according to Theorem 5. The construction is illustrated by Figures 4, 5, 6 and
7.

The fixed graph construction – the node set. Let k be a natural number. The fixed
graph has two center nodes a and b, and four sets of nodes Ai =

{
aℓi : 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ µk+1

}
, Bi ={

bℓi : 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ µk+1

}
, i ∈ {1, 2}, which we call bit nodes. For each set S ∈ {A1, A2, B1, B2},

the graph also has four additional corresponding sets of nodes, as follows. Two such
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sets are bit-gadgets (as defined in [1] and explained below) of size ⌈log (µk+1 + 1)⌉, TS ={
tℓS : 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ ⌈log (µk+1 + 1)⌉ − 1

}
and FS =

{
f ℓ
S : 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ ⌈log (µk+1 + 1)⌉ − 1

}
, another set

is a clique of size k, CS =
{
cℓS : 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ k − 1

}
, and another set HS =

{
hℓS : 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ µk+1

}
called connectors is of size µk+1 + 1 (this set connects between the bit nodes to the corre-
sponding cliques with a line of 2-triangles as will be explained later and illustrated in Figure
6). In addition, we add ring-auxiliary nodes M ℓ

i = {mj
i,ℓ, 0 ≤ j ≤ 13}, for i ∈ 1, 2 and

0 ≤ ℓ ≤ ⌈log (µk+1 + 1)⌉ − 1, that connect the edges {f ℓ
Ai
, a}, {tℓAi

, a}, {f ℓ
Bi
, b}, {tℓBi

, b} as part
of a 20-ring of triangles, as defined in Definition 2 (see Figure 7, where the bold edges indicate
the four previously mentioned edges for M0

1 , that is, for i = 1 and ℓ = 0).

The fixed graph construction – the edge set. For clarity, we divide the edge set to five
sets and explain the contents of each set.

Central edges: The center node a is connected to all the nodes in the bit-gadgets
FA1 , TA1 , FA2 , TA2 , the cliques CA1 , CA2 and the connector nodes HA1 , HA2 . The center node
b is connected to all the nodes in the bit-gadgets FB1 , TB1 , FB2 , TB2 , the cliques CB1 , CB2 , and
the connector nodes HB1 , HB2 (see Figures 4 and 6).

Clique edges: Each of the sets CA1 , CA2 , CB1 , CB2 is a clique, i.e, is isomorphic to the graph
Kk. Therefore, every two nodes in the same set CS where S ∈ {A1, A2, B1, B2} are connected
(see Figure 4).

Bit edges: The sets TS , FS behave as bit-gadgets, meaning that the connections between the
bit-gadgets and their corresponding bit nodes in S match their binary representation. Formally,
for (s, i) ∈ {(a, 1), (a, 2), (b, 1), (b, 2)} and 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ µk+1+1, let sℓi be a node in the corresponding
set of bit nodes (i.e, in {A1, A2, B1, B2}), and let (ℓ)j be the bit value of jth bit in the binary
representation of ℓ. Then the corresponding binary representation nodes of sℓi , denoted bin(sℓi),

are bin(sℓi) =
{
f j
S |(ℓ)j = 0

}
∪
{
tjS |(ℓ)j = 1

}
for the corresponding set S ∈ {A1, A2, B1, B2} that

the node sℓi is a part of. Therefore, each bit node sℓi is connected to bin(sℓi) (see Figure 5).
Connector edges: For any (s, i, S) ∈ {(a, 1, A1), (a, 2, A2), (b, 1, B1), (b, 2, B2)}, each node hℓS

in HS is connected to the nodes with the corresponding index in S and the clique CS , i.e, to the
nodes sℓi and cℓS (see Figure 6). Notice that the connections from HS to S and CS are possible
because the size of S equals the size of HS , and because due to the inequality µk+1 < k that is
satisfied according to Claim 4, it holds that the number of nodes in CS is sufficiently large to
connect all the nodes in HS to CS .

Ring edges: For i ∈ {1, 2}, the edges between a and FAi , TAi (that is, the edges

{a, f ℓ
Ai
}, {a, tℓAi

}) participate in a 20-ring of triangles with the edges between b and FBi , TBi (that

is, the edges {b, f ℓ
Bi
}, {b, tℓBi

}) with the ring-auxiliary nodes acting as connectors. To be specific,
let i ∈ {1, 2} and 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ ⌈log (µk+1 + 1)⌉ − 1. Then the following edges are part of the set
of ring edges: {{a,mj

i,ℓ} | j ∈ {0, 1, 12}}, {{b,mj
i,ℓ} | j ∈ {5, 6, 7}}, {{tℓAi

,mj
i,ℓ} | j ∈ {1, 2, 3}},

{{f ℓ
Bi
,mj

i,ℓ} | j ∈ {3, 4, 5}}, {{tℓBi
,mj

i,ℓ} | j ∈ {6, 7, 8}}, {{f ℓ
Ai
,mj

i,ℓ} | j ∈ {0, 12, 13}}, as

well as the edges {{mj
i,ℓ,m

p
i,ℓ}} for any (j, p) that are (0, 1), (2, 3), (2, 4), (3, 4), (5, 6), (7, 8),

(7, 9), (8, 9), (8, 10), (9, 10), (9, 11), (10, 11), (10, 13), (11, 12), (11, 13), or (12, 13) (see Figure 7).
Note that the choice of having exactly 20 triangles per ring is arbitrary and any even number
greater than 12 works. The important part is to have an odd number of triangles (at least 3)
between the four pairs of edges ({f ℓ

Aj
, a}, {tℓAj

, a}), ({tℓAj
, a}, {f ℓ

Bj
, b}), ({f ℓ

Bj
, b}, {tℓBj

, b}), and
({tℓBj

, b}, {f ℓ
Aj
, a}).

This concludes the construction of the fixed graph. We next analyze its required properties,
describe the edges that are added according to the set disjointness inputs strings x, y, and
complete the lower bound proof. We denote the size of the MTET of a graph by τ(G).
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Figure 4: The basic structure of the family of lower bound graphs for deciding the size of the
minimum triangle edge transversal, with many edges and nodes omitted for clarity. See the
additional figures for more detailed illustrations.

Figure 5: The bit-gadget layer of connections, each bit node is connected to the corresponding
nodes in the bit gadget with respect to the binary representation of that node.

Claim 5. Any triangle edge transversal of the fixed graph G must contain τ (Kk+1) edges of
each clique, 10 edges of each 20-ring of triangles (Figure 7), and an edge from each triangle{
aji , h

j
Ai
, a
}

and
{
bji , h

j
Bi
, b
}
, for i ∈ {1, 2} , 0 ≤ j ≤ µk+1.

Instead of proving the claim directly, we prove a more generalized claim, which implies it.
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Figure 6: The clique layer of connections (Connector edges), each edge between a bit node and
a center node (e.g., {a, ai1}) and the edge between a clique node with the same index and the
center node (i.e., {a, ciA1

}) are connected via a line of 2-triangles ({a, hiA1
, ciA1

} and {a, hiA1
, ai1}).

Figure 7: This figure shows the connection between the bit-gadgets. Each tuple of the four edges

Sj
i =

({
a, f i

Aj

}
,
{
a, tiAj

}
,
{
b, f i

Bj

}
,
{
b, tiBj

})
for 0 ≤ i ≤ ⌈log (µk+1 + 1)⌉ + 1 and j ∈ {1, 2}

are connected with each other via a 20-ring of triangles, such that between each two consecutive
edges of Sj

i (cyclic) there is an odd number of triangles. For example, between {a, f i
Aj
} and

{a, tiAj
} there are three triangles and between {b, tiBj

} and {a, f i
Aj
} there are 9 triangles.

Claim 6 (Sub-optimality of parts of a triangle edge transversal). Let E′ ⊆ E be a subset of
edges of G. Let H = (V,E′) be the subgraph of G with only the edges from E′. Then every
triangle edge transversal S of G contains at least τ (H) edges of E′.
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Proof. The set S ∩ E′ is a triangle edge transversal of H, since all the triangles that are fully
contained in H can be covered using only edges of S ∩ E′. Thus, |S ∩ E′| ≥ τ (H). Note that
S ∩ E′ ⊆ E′ and S ∩ E′ ⊆ S, thus, S contains at least |S ∩ E′| ≥ τ (H) edges of E′.

Having multiple edge-disjoint subsets of the edges gives a stronger lower bound on the size
of a triangle edge transversal.

Claim 7. Let E1, . . . , Em be disjoint subsets of E, and for every 1 ≤ i ≤ m let Hi = (V,Ei) be
the subgraph of G with only the edges of Ei. Then every triangle edge transversal S contains at
least τ (Hi) edges of Ei and hence |S| ≥

∑m
i=1 |τ (Hi) |.

Proof. The first part of the claim follows directly from Claim 6. The second part follows from
the disjointness of the subsets.

Corollary 2 (Corollary of Claims 5 and 7). The size of any triangle edge transversal of the
fixed graph G is at least 4τ (Kk+1) + 4 (µk+1 + 1) + 2 · 10⌈log (µk+1 + 1)⌉.

Proof. Consider the following disjoint subsets of edges.

• The edges between each clique CS to the center node, i.e., the edges between all nodes in
CS ∪ {s} for (s, S) ∈ {(a,A1), (a,A2), (b, B1), (b, B2)}

• The edges of the triangles that touch the connectors HS , S ∈ {A1, A2, B1, B2}, i.e, the
triangles {sji , h

j
Si
, s} for i ∈ {1, 2}, 0 ≤ j ≤ µk+1, (s, S) ∈ {(a,A), (b, B)} (Figure 6)

• The edges of each 20-ring of triangles (Figure 7)

The size of the MTET on the subgraph with only the edges of each of the four cliques in item (1)
is τ(Kk+1). The size of the MTET on each triangle in item (2) is 1. The size of the MTET on
each 20-ring of triangles is 10 according to Claim 2. This concludes the analysis of the required
size for any solution.

Claim 8. If S ⊆ E is a triangle edge transversal of G of size 4τ (Kk+1) + 4 (µk+1 + 1) +
2 · 10⌈log (µk+1 + 1)⌉, then there are two indices i, j ∈ {0, . . . , µk+1} such that the edges{
a, ai1

}
,
{
a, aj2

}
,
{
b, bi1

}
,
{
b, bj2

}
are not in S.

Proof. If the size of the triangle edge transversal S is 4τ (Kk+1) + 4 (µk+1 + 1) + 2 ·
10⌈log (µk+1 + 1)⌉, then it includes the minimum number of edges needed to cover the tri-
angles in each of the subgraphs mentioned in the proof of Corollary 2, and those are the only
edges in S. Therefore, the number of edges that connects a to the clique CA1 and are in S is at
most µk+1 by Claim 4. Hence, there is at least one edge in the subset

{{
a, cℓA1

}
: 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ µk+1

}
that is not is S, as this subset is of size µk+1 + 1, and let us denote by i the index of the
node in the clique that corresponds to this edge (i.e, it is the node ciA1

). To cover the triangle

{ciA1
, hiA1

, a}, if we take {a, hiA1
} then it increases the size of S, since this edge is not a part of

any of the subgraphs mentioned in the proof of Corollary, thus violating the assumption. This
forces the edge {a, hiA1

} to be a part of S (see Figure 6), and thus {a, ai1} cannot be in S in
order to avoid increasing its size.

The same explanation applies to the edges
{{

a, cℓA2

}
: 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ µk+1

}
,{{

b, cℓB1

}
: 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ µk+1

}
and

{{
b, cℓB2

}
: 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ µk+1

}
, in that exactly one edge of each

subset is not part of S. Let us denote those edges by {a, cjA2
}, {b, ci′B1

}, {b, cj
′

B2
}. Since these
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edge are not part of S, the edges {a, hiA2
}, {a, hiB1

}, {a, hiB2
} must be part of S, thus omitting

the edges {a, aj2}, {b, bi
′
1 }, {b, b

j′

2 }.
Let us assume that i ̸= i′, thus, there exists a bit in a specific index ℓ in their binary

representation where i and i′ differ. Since the edges {a, ai1}, {b, bi
′
1 } are not in S, then all the

edges between a and bin
(
ai1
)
and the edges between b and bin

(
bi

′
2

)
are part of S (recall

that bin
(
ai1
)
are the nodes in the bit gadget corresponding to the binary representation of

ai1). Let us assume without loss of generality that the ℓ-th bits of the binary representations
of ai1 and bi

′
1 are 1 and 0, respectively. Note that at the index ℓ where i and i′ differ in their

binary representation, the edges {a, tℓA1
}, {b, f ℓ

B1
} were added to S, however, there is no optimal

solution for the ℓ-th ring that includes both of those edges due to Claim 2, as those edges have
different parity (see Figures 3 and 7). This contradicts that each ring of triangles contributes
exactly 10 edges to S (which is the optimal solution to cover the ℓ − th ring as well). Thus,
i = i′. A similar argument gives that j = j′, completing the proof.

Adding edges corresponding the strings x and y. Given two strings x, y ∈
{0, 1}(µk+1+1)2 , we modify the graph G accordingly to obtain a graph Gx,y. Assuming that
the strings are indexed by a pair of two indices of the form (i, j) , 0 ≤ i, j ≤ µk+1, we update
the graph G by adding the edges {a1i, a2j} if xij = 0 and the edges {b1i, b2j} if yij = 0.

Before proving the next lemma, implying equivalence between Set Disjointness and MTET in
our lower bound graphs, we first provide some intuition. We partition the nodes to two parts, one
on Alice’s side, informally all sets of nodes with A1 or A2 in their name, and the other nodes on
Bob’s side (see figure 4). The structure of the graph forces Alice to choose ⌈log (µk+1 + 1)⌉ bit-
edges, and thus forces Bob to choose the same mirrored bit-edges on his side due to the 20-ring
of triangles connection between those bit-edges (see Figure 7). The chosen bit-edges correspond
to the binary representations of the nodes ai1, a

j
2, b

i
1, b

j
2, therefore omitting the unnecessary edges

{a, ai1}, {a, a
j
2}, {b, bi1}, {b, b

j
2} from the MTET iff the edges {ai1, a

j
2}, {bi1, b

j
2} don’t exist, which

implies the disjointness of the inputs. If Alice and Bob chose bit edges with corresponding
binary representations that do not match, then the solution size will increase. The connections
to the other cliques CA1 , CA2 , CB1 , CB2 (See Figure 6) are necessary to prevent other bit edges
from being chosen (they correspond to exactly one binary representation).

Lemma 1. The graph Gx,y has a triangle edges-transversal of cardinality M = 4τ (Kk+1) +
4 (µk+1 + 1) + 2 · 10⌈log (µk+1 + 1)⌉ iff DISJ(x, y) = false.

Proof. If DISJ(x, y)=false, then there exists a pair of indices (i, j) ∈ {0, . . . , µk+1}2 such that
xij = yij = 1. Consider the following sets of edges:

• A subset of the edges between the center node a and the clique CA1 :
Ea,CA1

= {{a, cℓA1
} : 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ µk+1, ℓ ̸= i}.

• A subset of the edges between the center node a and the clique CA2 :
Ea,CA2

= {{a, cℓA2
} : 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ µk+1, ℓ ̸= j}.

• A subset of the edges between the center node b and the clique CB1 :
Eb,CB1

= {{b, cℓB1
} : 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ µk+1, ℓ ̸= i}.

• A subset of the edges between the center node b and the clique CB2 :
Eb,CB2

= {{b, cℓB2
} : 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ µk+1, ℓ ̸= j}.

Let SCA1
, SCA2

, SCB1
, SCB2

be the optimal triangle edge transversals of each of the cliques
CA1 ∪ {a}, CA2 ∪ {a}, CB1 ∪ {b}, CB2 ∪ {b} respectively, such that Ea,CA1

⊆ SCA1
, Ea,CA2

⊆
SCA2

, Eb,CB1
⊆ SCB1

, Eb,CB2
⊆ SCB2

, which exist due to Corollary 1.
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Let us denote the union of these triangle edge transversals by Scliques = SCA1
∪SCA2

∪SCB1
∪

SCB2
. Consider the optimal solutions of each ring of triangles (Figure 7) that include the edges

{{a, u}, u ∈ bin(ai1)} and the edges {{a, v}, v ∈ bin(aj2)} (these solutions also include the edges

{{b, u}, u ∈ bin(bi1)}, {{b, v}, v ∈ bin(bj2)}). Let us denote the union of the solutions of each

ring of triangles above by Srings. Let us denote SH = {{a, hiA1
}, {a, hjA2

}, {b, hiB1
}, {b, hjB2

}}
and Sbits = {{a, aℓ1} : 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ µk+1, ℓ ̸= i} ∪ {{a, aℓ2} : 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ µk+1, ℓ ̸= j} ∪ {{b, bℓ1} :
0 ≤ ℓ ≤ µk+1, ℓ ̸= i} ∪ {{b, bℓ2} : 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ µk+1, ℓ ̸= j}. Thus, we claim that the subset
S = Scliques∪Srings∪Sbits∪SH is a triangle edge transversal of Gx,y of the required cardinality.

It is easy to validate that the cardinality of S is equal to the required cardinality in the
statement of the lemma. We must show that S is a triangle edge transversal. The triangles in
each clique CR, for R ∈ {A1, A2, B1, B2}, are covered by SCR

. The triangles between the bit-
nodes (A1, A2, B1, B2), the center node (a, b), the connector nodesHR, for R ∈ {A1, A2, B1, B2},
and the cliques, are covered by either Scliques, SH or Sbits (see the triangles in Figure 6). The
triangles between the bit nodes, the bit-gadgets and the center nodes are covered by either
Srings (specifically, for the triangles that contain the edge {a, aiA1

}, {a, ajA2
}, {b, biB1

} or {b, bjB2
})

or Sbits. The triangles in the 20-rings of triangles are covered by Srings. Lastly, all the other
triangles in the graph Gx,y are created after adding the edges corresponding to the strings x, y,

and they are of the form {a, ai′A1
, aj

′

A2
} or {b, bi′B1

, bj
′

B2
}. Those triangles are covered by Sbits,

which includes at least one edge from every possible triplet of that form except for the two
triplets {a, aiA1

, ajA2
} and {b, biB1

, bjB2
}. However, these triplets are not triangles in the graph,

as it is given that xij = 1 (i.e., the edges {aiA1
, ajA2

}, {biB1
, bjB2

} do not exist).
On the other hand, if the triangle edge transversal S is of the given size, then by Claim 8,

there exist two indices i, j such that none of the edges {a, aiA1
}, {a, ajA2

}, {b, biB1
}, {b, bjB2

} are

in S. Thus, the edges {aiA1
, ajA2

}, {biB1
, bjB2

} do not exist, as otherwise they must be in S and

the size of the cover is larger than given. The non-existence of the edges {aiA1
, ajA2

}, {biB1
, bjB2

}
corresponds to the strings x, y having a bit 1 in the index (i, j). Thus, the inputs are not
disjoint.

We are now finally ready to prove our main theorem.

Proof of Theorem 4. Let MAℓ
i ⊆ M ℓ

i be the ring-auxiliary nodes MAℓ
i = {mj

i,ℓ | j ∈
{0, 1, 2, 10, 11, 12, 13}} and let MBℓ

i ⊆ M ℓ
i be the ring-auxiliary nodes MBℓ

i = {mj
i,ℓ | j ∈

{3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9}} for i ∈ 1, 2 and 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ ⌈log (µk+1 + 1)⌉ − 1. Let MA be the union of the
sets MAℓ

i and let MB be the union of the sets MBℓ
i . We divide the nodes of the graph G (and

Gx,y) into two sets. One set is VA = A1 ∪A2 ∪ FA1 ∪ FA2 ∪HA1 ∪HA2 ∪CA1 ∪CA2 ∪MA and
the other set is VB = B1 ∪B2 ∪ FB1 ∪ FB2 ∪HB1 ∪HB2 ∪ CB1 ∪ CB2 ∪MB.

Note that the number of nodes n is Θ (k), as Claim 4 gives that µk+1 = Θ(k). In particular,
|A1| = |A2| = |HA1 | = |HA2 | = Θ(k). In addition, the size of the inputs x and y, which is equal
to µ2

k+1, is K = Θ
(
k2
)
= Θ

(
n2

)
. Furthermore, the cut between the two parts VA, VB consists

only of the edges of the rings of triangles. Precisely, each ring contributes a constant number of
edges to the cut. Hence, the cut size is Θ (logµk+1) = Θ (log n). Since Lemma 1 proves that Gx,y

is a family of lower bound graphs for triangle edge transversal, and since the communication com-
plexity of set disjointness is linear in the input size, then by applying Theorem 5 on the partition
{VA, VB}, we deduce that any algorithm in the CONGEST model for deciding whether a given
graph has a triangle edge transversal of sizeM = 4τ (Kk+1)+4 (µk+1 + 1)+2·10⌈log (µk+1 + 1)⌉
requires at least a near quadratic number of rounds Ω

(
K/ log2 (n)

)
= Ω

(
n2/ log2 (n)

)
.
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3 A (1 + ϵ)-Approximation for MTET in the LOCAL Model

Despite MTET being a global problem, we use the approach of [25] to show that it can be well
approximated very efficiently.

Theorem 2. There is a distributed algorithm in the LOCAL model that obtains a (1 + ϵ)-
approximation to the minimum triangle edge transversal in poly(log n, 1/ϵ) rounds.

Proof of Theorem 2. The proof is essentially the ball-carving technique that appears in [25] for
the problem of approximating minimum dominating set, which we state here for our problem
of Triangle Edge Transversal. The rough high level overview is that we take a node and start
growing a ball around it, and with each increase in the radius the center node collects all edges
in the ball and computes an optimal solution, until the ratio between the new and previous
optimal solutions is capped by (1+ ϵ). At this time, we carve out the inner ball and pay for the
outer cover, but the overhead of our solution is only (1+ ϵ). Because there are only m = O(n2)
edges, this process can only last for at most O(log(m)) = O(log(n)) iterations in the worst case.
We then repeat the ball-carving process with another center node. To obtain parallelism in this
process, it is run over a network decomposition, which allows working on multiple center nodes
concurrently.

Formally, for a node v and a radius r, we denote by Br(v) the ball of radius r around v, i.e.,
the subgraph induced by the nodes that are distant at most r from v. We further denote by
g(v, r) the size of an optimal edge cover of triangles that have at least one edge in Br(v) (note
that such triangles, and hence also edges in the cover, may be outside of Br(v), but edges in
the cover must have an endpoint in Br(v)).

Consider the following algorithmic template. Let v1, . . . , vn be an arbitrary order of the
nodes in the graph G. We process the nodes in iterations according to this order. Let R =
poly(log n, 1/ϵ). For 1 ≤ i ≤ n, an iteration i is composed of steps, where for 1 ≤ j ≤ R, in
step j we compute an optimal triangle cover of Brj (vi), where rj = 2j − 1. If its size g(vi, rj)
is at most (1 + ϵ) · g(vi, rj−1), then we mark its edges as Ci, we set r(vi) = rj and we finish
this iteration and remove all edges in Br(vi)(vi) = Brj (vi) from the graph (we stress that we
keep the edges that have at least one endpoint outside Brj (vi)). Note that since the values of
g(vi, rj) grow by a factor of at least (1+ ϵ) for every increase in j, we have that r(vi) is bounded
by some value in poly(log n, 1/ϵ), which we set as R.

By its definition,
⋃

1≤i≤nCi is a triangle cover of the graph G: given any triangle t in the
graph, consider the first i such that some edge of t belongs to Br(vi)(vi). Then Ci includes an
edge of t. There must exist such i or else the process is not yet finished. We further claim that⋃

1≤i≤nCi is a (1+ ϵ) approximation to an optimal solution OPT . For 1 ≤ i ≤ n, let Di be the
edges of OPT that cover Br(vi)−2(vi). Notice that |Ci| ≤ g(vi, r(vi)) ≤ (1 + ϵ)g(vi, r(vi)− 2) ≤
(1 + ϵ)|Di|. Further, the sets Di are disjoint. Thus, we have that the size of our solution is at
most |

⋃
1≤i≤nCi| ≤

⋃
1≤i≤n |Ci| ≤

⋃
1≤i≤n(1 + ϵ)|Di| ≤ (1 + ϵ)OPT .

It remains to show how to implement the above template in the LOCAL model within
poly(log n, 1/ϵ) rounds. Consider the power graph GR, which has the same set of nodes as G
and in which two nodes are connected by an edge if they are within distance R in G. The nodes
in G invoke a (c, d)-network decomposition algorithm over GR, where a network decomposition
partitions the graph into disjoint clusters of diameter at most d, with a c-coloring for the cluster
graph. We order the nodes according to the order of (colorv, idv), where colorv is the color of the
cluster to which v belongs and idv is its identifier. The algorithm proceeds in c phases, where
in phase 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ c each node in a cluster of color ℓ collects all edge information from all nodes
in its cluster and simulates the above template locally. Because any two nodes within distance
R are either in the same cluster or in neighboring clusters and thus with different colors, this
approach correctly simulates the template.
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The round complexity of the algorithm depends on three parameters – the time T it takes
to construct the network decomposition, the time R it takes to simulate the construction over
GR, the number of colors c, and the time d it takes to collect cluster information. We have that
R = poly(log n, 1/ϵ), and it is known that network decompositions with c, d = O(log n) can be
found in poly(log n) rounds, due to the celebrated randomized algorithm of [36] or the recent
deterministic breakthrough algorithm of [43]. We thus get the claimed number of rounds, which
completes the proof.

4 Faster Approximations for the Minimum Triangle Edge
Transversal

In this section, we provide a reduction from the MTET problem to the MHVC problem and use
it to show how the (3 + ϵ)-approximation algorithm for MHVC introduced in [6, Section 3] can
be simulated in the LOCAL and CONGEST models to solve MTET. With a slight increase in the
time complexity, the algorithm can also approximate MHVC by a factor of 3. The reduction
and the adjusted algorithm are also applicable for the weighted case.

The faster approximation we obtain for MTET in the LOCAL and CONGEST models is
summarized in the following.

Theorem 3. There are distributed algorithms in the LOCAL model that obtain a 3-
approximation and a (3+ϵ)-approximation to the minimum triangle edge transversal in O(log n)
and O( logn

log logn) rounds, respectively. The same approximation guarantees can be obtained in the
CONGEST model with a multiplicative overhead of ∆ in the round complexity.

We denote the input graph for the MTET problem by G = (V,E). An MHVC algorithm
considers a communication network on a hypergraph H, where every node vH and hyperedge
eH have their own computation units, and vH can communicate with eH if and only if vH ∈ eH ,
i.e., every hyperedge can communicate with its nodes and every node can communicate with
all the hyperedges it is a part of. The complexity in this model is measured by rounds. The
degree of each node is bounded by ∆ and the cardinality of every hyperedge is bounded by f
(the rank of the hypergraph).

Reduction of MTET to MHVC. We construct the hypergraph HG = (VHG
, EHG

) as the
following. Each edge in the original graph G becomes a node in HG, i.e., VHG

= E. Every trian-
gle t = {e1, e2, e3} in the original graph becomes a hyperedge in HG, i.e., EHG

= {{e1, e2, e3} :
e1, e2, e3 ∈ E form a triangle}. For the weighted case, the weight of every node in HG is the
same as the weight of the corresponding edge in E.

We call the obtained hypergraph the reduced hypergraph of G and denote it by HG. It is
easy to see that the reduced hypergraph HG is 3-uniform. Specifically, the rank of the graph is
f = 3. We denote the node in the reduced hypergraph HG corresponding to an edge e in G by
veHG

, and the hyperedge corresponding to a triangle t in G by etHG
. We also denote the set of

nodes of the edge e and the triangle t by Ve and Vt, respectively.
In our case, each node in the reduced hypergraph veHG

corresponds to the edge e = {u, v} in
the original graph. Therefore, the messages of this node will be simulated by the two endpoints
of the corresponding edge, i.e., Ve. The hyperedges corresponding to the triangles in the original
graph will be simulated by the three nodes that forms the triangle, i.e., Vt.

We claim that any algorithm for MHVC that runs on the reduced hypegraph in LOCAL
can be simulated with the same complexity in the original graph. We further claim that any
algorithm for MHVC that runs on HG in CONGEST can be simulated with a multiplicative
overhead of ∆ over the original complexity.
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Claim 9. Let G = (V,E) be an undirected graph and HG be the reduced hypergraph of G. Then:

1. Any algorithm that solves MHVC in HG in the LOCAL model that runs in O(r) rounds
can be simulated in the graph G in O(r) rounds.

2. Any algorithm that solves MHVC in HG in the CONGEST model that runs in O(r) rounds
can be simulated in the graph G in O(∆ · r) rounds.

To prove Claim 9, we first show that any round of a MHVC algorithm on the reduced
hypergraph can be simulated in O(1) and O(∆) rounds in the LOCAL and the CONGEST model
respectively, under the assumption that the information in the endpoints that simulate the same
node/hyperedge is coherent, as defined shortly. We then show how to preserve the coherency
between the simulating endpoints for the next iteration.

Definition 5. Let H = (VH , EH) be a hypergraph and let Alg be a distributed algorithm on

hypergraphs. Then the essential information that a node knows after round i, denoted IAlg
vH ,i, or

a hyperedge knows, denoted IAlg
eH ,i, is the set of messages receive/sent and variables’ states in

all rounds in Alg up to round i. For essential information I, we say that a set of nodes are
I-coherent if all the nodes in that set know I.

The following is a simple observation follows directly from the definition of Alg.

Observation 2. The essential information of node vH or a hyperedge eH after round i is
sufficient for computing the messages that the node or the hyperedge need to send in round i+1
in Alg.

Claim 10. Let G = (V,E) be an undirected graph, let HG be the reduced hypergraph of G, let

Alg be a MHVC algorithm, and let IAlg
vHG

,i and IAlg
eHG

,i be the essential information that a node

vHG
and hyperedge eHG

in HG know after round i, respectively. For any edge e and triangle t in

G, assume that the nodes Ve are IAlg
veHG

,i-coherent and the nodes in Vt are IAlg
etHG

,i
-coherent. Then

the nodes of G can simulate round i+ 1 of Alg in the following sense.

1. Each node v in G can compute the set of triangles that it is an endpoint of in O(1) and
O(∆) rounds in the LOCAL and the CONGEST models, respectively.

2. Any messages sent from a node in HG to its incident hyperedges in Alg in round i + 1
can be simulated in O(1) and O(∆) rounds in the LOCAL and the CONGEST models,
respectively.

3. Any messages sent from a hyperedge in HG to its incident nodes in Alg in round i+1 can
be simulated in 0 rounds in the LOCAL and the CONGEST models, respectively.

4. After simulating the process of sending the messages in the above two items, for any
edge e and triangle t in G, the nodes of Ve are IAlg

veHG
,i+1-coherent and the nodes of Vt are

IAlg
etHG

,i+1
-coherent.

Proof. We prove the four items of the simulation:

1. This is simply done by sending the list of neighbors to the each neighbor. Therefore, each
node can check if two of its neighbor are also neighbors themselves and if so then add the
triangle to its list.

18



2. Note that each of the hyperedges that are incident to the node veHG
receive the correspond-

ing message. By Observation 2, the messages that are set to be sent by the node can be
computed as a function of the essential information IAlg

veHG
,i. Thus, both of the simulating

nodes of e, i.e, Ve, can compute the messages that the corresponding node veHG
needs to

send, since they are IAlg
veHG

,i-coherent. The nodes of Ve must inform Vt of the messages that

the node veHG
would send to etHG

for every triangle t that e participates in. Therefore, the
nodes must send the corresponding message to the corresponding third node in Vt that is
not in e. This can be done in O(1) and O(∆) rounds in the LOCAL and CONGEST models,
respectively: for the LOCAL model this is immediate, and for the CONGEST model, note
that each edge can participate in at most ∆ − 2 triangles, thus, the number of messages
sent on an edge is at most 2∆− 4.

3. Note that Ve ⊆ Vt for an edge e in triangle t, thus the nodes the edges of the triangle t
already know the messages that the triangle (corresponding to the hyperedge etHG

) should
send to its edges (veHG

) and no rounds are needed for simulating.

4. We know that the messages that each node or hyperedge sent or received in round i + 1
are known to the simulating nodes Ve or Vt, respectively. Therefore, we only need to show
that the nodes can compute the new state of the variables it contains for an edge or a
triangle that contains it. Note that the state of the variables are computed as a function
of the previous states, the previous messages and the new messages. The previous states
and messages are known to every nodes, as a part of the definition of coherency, and
the new messages have been computed in O(1) and O(∆) rounds in the LOCAL and

CONGEST models, respectively. Therefore, the nodes of Ve and Vt are IAlg
veHG

,i+1-coherent

and IAlg
etHG

,i+1
-coherent, respectively.

Now we can prove Claim 9, essentially by an induction over Claim 10.

Proof of Claim 9. We show by induction on the coherency of round i that each round of a
MHVC algorithm can be simulated in O(1) and O(∆) rounds in the LOCAL and CONGEST
models, respectively, and thus the round complexity of the algorithm is multiplied by these
factors. Note that showing coherency every round is sufficient for proving that the rounds of
the algorithm can be simulated in the complexities stated above due to Items (2) and (3) in
Claim 10.

For the base case (i = 0), Item (1) in Claim 10 obtains coherency for the start of the
simulation, that is, for every edge e and triangle t in G, we have that the nodes in Ve and Vt

are IAlg
veHG

,i-coherent and IAlg
etHG

,i
-coherent, respectively. This means that they hold the inputs of

the nodes in HG which they need to simulate.
Assuming that the simulating nodes Ve or Vt are coherent (specifically, Ve and Vt are I

Alg
veHG

,i-

coherent and IAlg
etHG

,i
-coherent, respectively), Item (4) in Claim 10 states that the nodes can run a

protocol to stay coherent after round i+1 in O(1) and O(∆) rounds in the LOCAL and CONGEST
models, respectively. Therefore, round i+ 1 can be simulated in the same complexities.

We now plug the MHVC algorithm of [6, Section 3] into our reduction. The following claim
summarizes its round complexity.
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Claim 11 ([6, Corollaries 4.10, 4.12 and Appendix B]). There are distributed algorithms for
MHVC that:

1. compute an f -approximation in O(f log n) rounds in the LOCAL model,

2. for f = O(1) and ϵ = 2−O((log∆)0.99), compute an (f + ϵ)-approximation in O
(

log∆
log log∆

)
rounds in the LOCAL model, and

3. can be adapted to the CONGEST model without affecting the round complexity.

Proof of Theorem 3. The proof combines Claims 9 and 11. By Claim 9, the execution of the
MHVC algorithm of Claim 11 on the reduced hypergraph can be simulated on the original graph
in the LOCAL model in the same round complexity and in the CONGEST model up to a factor
∆ of the round complexity on the hypergraph. Then, for its solution to MTET, each node v
marks the edges in {e = {u, v} | u ∈ N(v)} that correspond to the nodes in the solution for
MHVC (of HG), which it knows about since it simulates the nodes veHG

.
This yields a 3-approximation algorithm that runs in O(f log |VHG

|) = O(3 log |EG|) =
O(log n2) = O(log n) and O(∆ · f log |VHG

|) = O(∆ log n) rounds in the LOCAL and
CONGEST models, respectively. For the (3 + ϵ)-approximation, we obtain round complexi-
ties of O( log∆H

log log∆H
) = O( logn

log logn) and O( ∆log∆H
log log∆H

) = O(∆ logn
log logn), respectively. The correctness

of the algorithm (feasibility and approximation ratio) are directly derived from the correctness
of the MHVC algorithm (see [6, Section 4.1]).
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