
ar
X

iv
:2

40
3.

20
30

7v
1 

 [
cs

.D
S]

  2
9 

M
ar

 2
02

4

Optimal Communication for Classic Functions in the Coordinator

Model and Beyond

Hossein Esfandiari
Google Research

esfandiari@google.com

Praneeth Kacham
CMU

pkacham@cs.cmu.edu

Vahab Mirrokni
Google Research

mirrokni@google.com

David P. Woodruff
CMU

dwoodruf@cs.cmu.edu

Peilin Zhong
Google Research

peilinz@google.com

Abstract

In the coordinator model of communication with s servers, given an arbitrary non-negative
function f , we study the problem of approximating the sum

∑
i∈[n] f(xi) up to a 1 ± ε factor.

Here the vector x ∈ R
n is defined to be x = x(1) + · · · + x(s), where x(j) ≥ 0 denotes the

non-negative vector held by the j-th server. A special case of the problem is when f(x) = xk

which corresponds to the well-studied problem of Fk moment estimation in the distributed
communication model. We introduce a new parameter cf [s] which captures the communication
complexity of approximating

∑
i∈[n] f(xi) and for a broad class of functions f which includes

f(x) = xk for k ≥ 2 and other robust functions such as the Huber loss function, we give a
two round protocol that uses total communication cf [s]/ε

2 bits, up to polylogarithmic factors.
For this broad class of functions, our result improves upon the communication bounds achieved
by Kannan, Vempala, and Woodruff (COLT 2014) and Woodruff and Zhang (STOC 2012),
obtaining the optimal communication up to polylogarithmic factors in the minimum number of
rounds. We show that our protocol can also be used for approximating higher-order correlations.
Our results are part of a broad framework for optimally sampling from a joint distribution in
terms of the marginal distributions held on individual servers.

Apart from the coordinator model, algorithms for other graph topologies in which each node
is a server have been extensively studied. We argue that directly lifting protocols from the co-
ordinator model to other graph topologies will require some nodes in the graph to send a lot of
communication. Hence, a natural question is the type of problems that can be efficiently solved
in general graph topologies. We address this question by giving communication efficient proto-
cols in the so-called personalized CONGEST model for solving linear regression and low rank
approximation by designing composable sketches. Our sketch construction may be of indepen-
dent interest and can implement any importance sampling procedure that has a monotonicity
property.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2403.20307v1
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1 Introduction

In modern applications data is often distributed across multiple servers and communication is a
bottleneck. This motivates minimizing the communication cost for solving classical functions of in-
terest. A standard model of distributed computation is the coordinator or message-passing model, in
which there are s servers, each with an input, and a coordinator with no input. All communication
goes through the coordinator, who decides who speaks next. This models arbitrary point-to-point
communication up to a multiplicative factor of 2 and an additive ⌈log2(# of servers)⌉ bits per
message, since the coordinator can forward a message from server i to server j provided i indi-
cates which server should receive the message. The coordinator model is also useful in distributed
functional monitoring [CMY11]. Numerous functions have been studied in the coordinator model,
such as bitwise operations on vectors [PVZ16], set-disjointness [BEO+13], graph problems [WZ17],
statistical problems [WZ17], and many more.

In the coordinator model, we measure the efficiency of a protocol by looking at the following: (i)
the overall number of bits of communication required by the protocol and (ii) the number of rounds
of communication in the protocol. In each round of communication, each of the servers sends a
message to the coordinator based on their input and messages from the coordinator in previous
rounds. Based on the messages received from all the servers in this round and earlier rounds, the
coordinator sends a possibly distinct message to each of the servers. Thus, in a protocol with one
round, each of the servers sends a message to the coordinator based only on their inputs and the
coordinator has to compute the output based only on these messages. We additionally assume that
all the servers and the coordinator have access to a shared source of randomness which they can
use to sample shared random variables.

We revisit classical entrywise function approximation, which includes the Fk moment estimation
as a special case. Surprisingly, despite the simplicity of the coordinator model and the optimal
bounds known for such functions in related models such as the streaming model, the optimal
communication complexity of computing or approximating such functions in the coordinator model
is open. In the Fk moment estimation problem there are s players, the j-th of which holds a
non-negative vector1 x(j) ∈ R

n, and the goal is to, with constant probability, output a (1 + ε)-
multiplicative approximation to ‖x‖kk =

∑n
j=1 |xi|k, where x =

∑s
j=1 x(j). A large body of work has

studied Fk-moment estimation in a stream, originating with work of Alon, Matias, and Szegedy
[AMS99].

In the coordinator model, Cormode et al. [CMY11] initiated the study of this problem and gave
a protocol achieving Õ(n1−2/k poly(s/ε)) bits of total communication for k ≥ 2, where we use Õ to
suppress polylogarithmic factors in n. They optimize their bound for k = 2 and achieve a quadratic
dependence on s. They also achieve protocols for k ∈ {0, 1} with a linear dependence on s. We
note that their algorithms hold in the more general distributed functional monitoring framework.
The upper bound was improved by Woodruff and Zhang to Õ(sk−1/εΘ(k)) bits in [WZ12], which
showed that a polynomial dependence on n is not needed for k > 2. Unfortunately the 1/εΘ(k)

multiplicative factor is prohibitive, and Kannan, Vempala, and Woodruff [KVW14] claimed an
improved bound of Õ((sk−1 + s3)/ε3) bits. However, there appears to be a gap in their analysis
which is not clear how to fix [KVW18]. We describe this gap in Appendix A. Their algorithm for
general function approximation can be used to obtain an algorithm which uses Õ(sk/ε2) bits of
communication. Thus the current state of the art is a min(Õ(sk−1/εΘ(k)), Õ(sk/ε2)) upper bound
from [WZ12, KVW14] and the Ω(sk−1/ε2) lower bound of [WZ12]. Even if the work of [KVW14]

1If the vectors are allowed to have negative entries, then there is an Ω(n1−2/k) bit lower bound on the amount of
communication when k > 2 [BJKS04].
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can be fixed, it would not match the existing lower bounds, and an important open question is:

Question 1: What is the complexity of Fk-estimation in the coordinator model?

As Fk(x) =
∑n

i=1 |xi|k is just one example of an entrywise function
∑n

i=1 f(xi) for a non-negative
function f : R≥0 → R≥0, it is natural to ask what the complexity of approximating

∑n
i=1 f(xi) is in

terms of f . Indeed, a wide body of work originating with that of Braverman and Ostrovsky [BO10]
does exactly this for the related data stream model. In the coordinator model, Kannan, Vempala,
and Woodruff [KVW14] attempt to characterize the complexity of f by defining a parameter they
call cf,s, which is the smallest positive number for which f(y1+ · · ·+ ys) ≤ cf,s(f(y1)+ · · ·+ f(ys))
for all y1, . . . , ys ≥ 0.

For general functions f , they give a protocol which uses O(s2cf,s/ε
2) bits of communication

up to polylogarithmic factors. Assuming that the function f is super-additive, i.e., f(y1 + y2) ≥
f(y1) + f(y2) for all y1, y2 ≥ 0, their upper bound can be further improved to O(scf,s/ε

2). They
also give an Ω(cf,s/ε) communication lower bound.

We note that a number of interesting entrywise functions have been considered in optimization
contexts, such as the M-Estimators (see, e.g., [CW15]), and a natural such estimator is the Huber
loss function f(x) = x2/(2τ) for |x| ≤ τ , and f(x) = |x| − τ/2 otherwise. It is not hard to show
cf,s = s for the Huber loss function, and so the best known upper bound is Õ(s2/ε2) bits while the
lower bound is only Ω(s/ε). Given the gap between the upper and lower bounds, it is unclear if the
parameter cf,s captures the complexity of approximating the sum

∑
i f(xi). We observe that the

communication complexity of the problem is better captured by a new parameter cf [s] defined as
the smallest number for which

f(y1 + · · ·+ ys) ≤
cf [s]

s
(
√
f(y1) + · · ·+

√
f(ys))

2 for all y1, . . . , ys ≥ 0. (1)

Since, (
√
f(y1) + · · · +

√
f(ys))

2 ≥ f(y1) + · · · + f(ys), we obtain cf [s] ≤ cf,s · s and using the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we can show that cf,s ≤ cf [s]. We consider the following question:

Question 2: What is the complexity of entrywise function approximation in the coordinator
model? Can one characterize the complexity completely in terms of cf [s]?

Beyond the coordinator model, a number of works have looked at more general network topolo-
gies, such as [CRR14, CLLR17]. One challenge in a more general network topology and without
a coordinator is how to formally define the communication model. One of the most popular dis-
tributed frameworks in the past few decades is the CONGEST model [Pel00]. In this model, each
server is a node in the network topology and in each round it can send and simultaneously receive a
possibly distinct message of bounded size2 to and from its neighbors, as defined by the edges in the
network, which is an unweighted undirected graph. Given the restriction on the size of the messages
that can be sent in each round, efficiency of a protocol in this model is in general measured by the
number of rounds required by an algorithm.

Efficient CONGEST algorithms have been developed for shortest paths [GL18, HL18], indepen-
dent sets [Lub86, Gha19], matchings [AKO18, BEPS16], minimum spanning trees [KP98, GKS17],
and so on. A related distributed computation model is the on-device public-private model [EEM19]
that provides a framework for distributed computation with privacy considerations.

It is not hard to see that one cannot estimate Fk of the sum of vectors as efficiently in the
CONGEST model as one can in the coordinator model with s servers, even if one has a two-level
rooted tree where each non-leaf node has s children. Indeed, the root and the s nodes in the middle

2Usually O(log n) bits where n is the number of nodes in the graph.
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layer can have no input, at which point the problem reduces to the coordinator model with s2

servers, and for which a stronger Ω((s2)k−1) lower bound holds [WZ12] and hence the average
communication per node in the tree must be Ω(s2k−4) bits, as opposed to an average of O(sk−2)
bits per server in the coordinator model with s servers. A natural question is which functions can
be estimated efficiently with a more general network topology. Inspired by connections between
frequency moment algorithms and randomized linear algebra (see, e.g., [WZ13]), we study the
feasibility of communication efficient algorithms for various linear algebra problems in this setting.

We assume that each server v in the graph holds a matrix Av ∈ R
nv×d. Accordingly, we restrict

the size of messages in each round to be poly(d, log n, log maxv nv) bits where n is the number of
nodes in the graph.

We define a generalization of the CONGEST model called the “personalized CONGEST model”.
In this model, given a distance parameter ∆, we would like, after ∆ communication rounds, for each
node to compute a function of all nodes reachable from it in at most ∆ steps, which is referred to as
its ∆-hop neighborhood. Note that taking ∆ to be the diameter of the graph, we obtain the CON-
GEST model. Such personalized solutions are desired in several applications such as recommenda-
tion systems and online advertisements. For instance, in an application that wants to recommend a
restaurant to a user, the data from devices in a different country with no relation to that particular
user may not provide useful information and may even introduce some irrelevant bias. Distributed
problems with personalization have been studied in a line of work [PHC07, CEK+15, EEM19];
however, to the best of our knowledge none of the prior work studies linear algebraic problems.

Ideally one would like to “lift” a communication protocol for the coordinator model to obtain
algorithms for the personalized CONGEST model. However, several challenges arise. The first
is that if you have a protocol in the coordinator model which requires more than 1-round, one
may not be able to compute a function of the ∆-hop neighborhood in only ∆ rounds. Also, the
communication may become too large if a node has to send different messages for each node in
say, its 2-hop neighborhood. Another issue is that in applications, one may be most interested in
the maximum communication any node has to send, as it may correspond to an individual device,
and so cannot be used for collecting a lot of messages and forwarding them. More subtly though,
a major issue arises due to multiple distinct paths between two nodes u and v in the same ∆-hop
neighborhood. Indeed, if a server is say, interested in a subspace embedding of the union of all the
rows held among servers in its ∆-hop neighborhood, we do not want to count the same row twice,
but it may be implicitly given a different weight depending on the number of paths it is involved
in.

Distributed algorithms for problems in randomized linear algebra, such as regression and low
rank approximation, are well studied in the coordinator model [BLS+15, BWZ16, KVW14, FSS20,
BKLW14], but they do not work for communication networks with a general topology such as social
networks, mobile communication networks, the internet, and other networks that can be described
by the CONGEST model. Hence we ask:

Question 3: For which of the problems in numerical linear algebra can one obtain algorithms in
the personalized CONGEST model?

1.1 Our Results

To answer Question 2, we give a two round protocol for approximating
∑

i f(xi) for non-negative
functions which have an “approximate-invertibility” property.

Definition 1.1 (Approximate Invertibility). We say that a function f satisfies approximate in-
vertibility with parameters θ, θ′, θ′′ > 1 if all the following properties hold: (i) super-additivity:

3



Fk estimation algorithm Upper Bound Lower Bound

2-round algorithm Õ(sk−1/ε2) (Corollary 4.16) Ω(sk−1/ε2) [WZ12]

1-round algorithm Õ(sk−1/εΘ(k)) [WZ12] Ω̃(sk−1/εk) (Theorem 5.3)

Table 1: Upper and lower bounds on the total communication for Fk approximation in the coordi-
nator model. As mentioned, the claimed Õ(ε−3(sk−1 + s3)) upper bound for Fk in [KVW14] has a
gap.

f(x+ y) ≥ f(x) + f(y) for all x, y ≥ 0, (ii) for all y ≥ 0, f(θ′y) ≥ θ · f(y), and (iii) for all y ≥ 0,
f(y/4 ·

√
θ · θ′) ≥ f(y)/θ′′.

The super-additivity and the fact that f(y) ≥ 0 for all y implies that f(0) = 0. We note that
any increasing convex function f with f(0) = 0 satisfies the super-additivity property and hence it
is not a very strong requirement. It is satisfied by f(x) = xk for k ≥ 1 and the Huber loss function
with any parameter. For such functions, we prove the following theorem:

Theorem 1.2 (Informal, Theorem 4.15). Let there be s servers with the j-th server holding a
non-negative n-dimensional vector x(j), and define x = x(1) + · · · + x(s). Given a function f
which satisfies the approximate invertibility property with parameters θ, θ′, θ′′ > 1, our two round
protocol approximates

∑
i f(xi) up to a 1 ± ε factor with probability ≥ 9/10. Our protocol uses a

total communication of Oθ,θ′,θ′′(cf [s]/ε
2) bits up to polylogarithmic factors in the dimension n.

For f(x) = xk, we see that cf [s] = sk−1 and can take θ = 2, θ′ = 21/k and θ′′ = 2 · 8k/2. Hence
our algorithm uses sk−1/ε2 bits of total communication up to multiplicative factors depending on k
and log n, thus matching the known lower bounds from [WZ12]. We additionally show that any one
round algorithm must use Ω(sk−1/εk) bits of communication and hence our protocol achieves the
optimal communication bounds using the fewest possible number of rounds, thus resolving Question
1 completely. We summarize the results for Fk-moment estimation in Table 1.

We can also use our protocol to approximate “higher-order correlations” studied by Kannan,
Vempala and Woodruff [KVW14]. In this problem, each server j holds a set of non-negative vectors
Wj and given functions f : R≥0 → R≥0 and g : Rk

≥0 → R≥0, the correlation M(f, g) is defined as

M(f, g,W1, . . . ,Wk) :=
∑

i1,...,ik distinct

f


∑

j

∑

v∈Wj

g(vi1 , . . . , vik)


 . (2)

Kannan, Vempala and Woodruff [KVW14] note that this problem has numerous applications and
give some examples. Our protocol for estimating

∑
i f(xi) in the coordinator model extends in a

straightforward way to the problem of estimating higher-order correlations. We show the following
result:

Theorem 1.3 (Informal, Theorem 4.17). Let there be s servers with the j-th server holding a set of
n-dimensional non-negative vectors Wj . Given a function f that has the approximate invertibility
property with parameters θ, θ′, θ′′ > 1 and a function g : Rk

≥0 → R≥0, our randomized two round
protocol approximates M(f, g,W1, . . . ,Wk) up to a 1±ε factor with probability ≥ 9/10. The protocol
uses a total of Oθ,θ′,θ′′

(
cf [s] poly(k, log n)/ε

2
)
bits of communication.

Our algorithm for approximating
∑

i f(xi) in the coordinator model is inspired by a one round
protocol for sampling from an “additively-defined distribution” in the coordinator model, which

4



Problem Per node Communication in each round

ℓp subspace embeddings (p 6= 2) Õ∆(d
max(p/2+2,3)ε−2) (Theorem 7.5)

ℓp regression (p 6= 2) Õ∆(d
max(p/2+2,3)ε−2) (Section 7.5)

ℓ2 subspace embeddings Õ∆(d
2ε−2) (Theorem 7.5)

ℓ2 regression Õ∆(d
2ε−2) (Section 7.5)

Rank-k Frobenius LRA Õ∆(kdε
−3) (Section 7.6)

Table 2: Per node communication in each of the ∆ rounds to solve the problems over data in a ∆
neighborhood of each node in the CONGEST model

can also approximate the sampling probability of the index that was sampled. This protocol lets
us sample, in one round, from very general distributions such as the leverage scores. Our result is
stated in the following theorem.

Theorem 1.4 (Informal, Theorem 3.2). Given that each server j has a non-negative vector p(j) ∈
R
n, define qi :=

∑
j pi(j). There is a randomized algorithm which outputs FAIL with probability

≤ 1
poly(n) and conditioned on not outputting FAIL, it outputs a coordinate î along with a value q̂

such that for all i ∈ [n]

Pr[̂i = i and q̂ ∈ (1±O(ε))
qi∑
i qi

] = (1±O(ε))
qi∑
i qi
± 1

poly(n)
.

The algorithm uses one round and has a total communication of O(s polylog(n)/ε2) words.

For Question 3, in the personalized CONGEST model, we show how to compute ∆-hop subspace
embeddings, approximately solve ℓp-regression, and approximately solve low rank approximation
efficiently. For example, for ℓp-subspace embeddings and regression, we achieve Õ(∆2ndp/2+2/ε2)
words of communication, which we optimize for p = 2 to Õ(∆2nd2) communication, where n is the
total number of nodes in the graph. Our algorithms are also efficient in that each node sends at
most Õ(∆ · dmax(p/2+2,3)) communication to each of its neighbors in each of the rounds, which we
optimize to Õ(∆ · d2) for p = 2. That is, the maximum communication per server is also small. We
remark that in a round, the information sent by a node to all its neighbors is the same. Finally,
our protocols are efficient, in that the total time, up to logarithmic factors is proportional to the
number of non-zero entries across the servers, up to additive poly(d/ε) terms. Our results hold more
broadly for sensitivity sampling for any optimization problem, which we explain in Section 1.2. Our
results in the CONGEST model are summarized in Table 2.

1.2 Our Techniques

Sampling from “Additively-Defined” Distributions. At the heart of our results for approx-
imating

∑n
i=1 f(xi) =

∑n
i=1 f(

∑s
j=1 xi(j)) is a general technique to sample from an “additively-

defined” distribution using only one round of communication. To obtain our tightest communication
bounds, our algorithm for approximating

∑n
i=1 f(xi) does not use this protocol in a black-box way,

but the techniques used are similar to the ones used in this protocol. In this setting, the j-th server
holds a non-negative vector p(j) ∈ R

n
≥0 and the coordinator wants to sample from a distribution

over [n] with the probability of sampling i ∈ [n] being proportional to qi = pi(1) + · · ·+ pi(s).
Additionally if the coordinate i is sampled by the coordinator, the coordinator also needs to be

able to estimate the probability with which i is sampled. This is an important requirement to obtain

5



(approximately) unbiased estimators in applications involving importance sampling. If the coordi-
nator just wants to sample from the distribution, it can run the following simple protocol: first, each
server j samples a coordinate ij from its local distribution, i.e., Pr[ij = i] = pi(j)/

∑
i pi(j). Each

server sends the coordinate ij along with the quantity
∑

i pi(j) to the coordinator. The coordinator
then samples a random server j from the distribution Pr[j = j] = (

∑
i pi(j))/

∑
j′(
∑

i pi(j
′)) and

then takes ij, i.e., the coordinate sent by the server j, to be the sample. We note that

Pr[ij = i] =
∑

j

Pr[j = j] Pr[ij = i] =
∑

j

∑
i′ pi′(j)∑

j

∑
i′ pi′(j)

· pi(j)∑
i′ pi′(j)

=

∑
j pi(j)∑

j

∑
i′ pi′(j)

=
qi∑
i′ qi′

.

Hence the distribution of ij is correct. But notice that there is no easy way for the coordinator
to estimate the probability of sampling ij since it may not receive any information about this
coordinate from the other servers. Therefore, to obtain the probability with which ij was sampled,
the coordinator needs another round of communication, which we wish to avoid.

We will now give a protocol that can also approximate the sampling probabilities with only one
round of communication. The protocol we describe here is a simpler version of the full protocol in
Section 3. Consider the following way of sampling from the distribution in which i has a probability
proportional to qi. Let e1, . . . , en be independent standard exponential random variables. Let i∗ =
argmaxi∈[n] e

−1
i qi = argmaxi∈[n] e

−1
i (pi(1)+ · · ·+ pi(s)). By standard properties of the exponential

random variable, we have Pr[i∗ = i] =

∑
j
pi(j)∑

j

∑
i′
pi′ (j)

= qi∑
i′
qi′
.

Hence, the random variable i∗ also has the right distribution. The advantage now is that we

can additionally show that with a high probability,
∑

i e
−1
i

(∑
j pi(j)

)
≤ (C log2 n) · e−1

i∗
∑

j pi∗(j).

In other words, if we define s vectors r(1), . . . , r(s), one at each of the servers, such that ri(j) =
e−1
i pi(j) and define r =

∑s
j=1 r(j), then the coordinate ri∗ is a 1/(C log2 n) ℓ1 heavy hitter, as in

ri∗ ≥ ‖r‖1/(C log2 n).
Suppose a deterministic sketch matrix S ∈ R

m×n is an α-incoherent matrix for α = ε/(4C log2 n).
Here we say that a matrix S is α-incoherent if all the columns of S have unit Euclidean norm and
for any i 6= i′ ∈ [n], |〈S∗i, S∗i′〉| ≤ α. Nelson, Nguyen and Woodruff [NNW14] give constructions of
such matrices with m = O(log(n)/α2) rows and show that for any vector x, ‖x−S⊤Sx‖∞ ≤ α‖x‖1.

Now suppose that each server j computes the vector S ·r(j) and uses O(polylog(n)/ε2) words of
communication to send the vector S · r(j) to the coordinator. The coordinator receives the vectors
S · r(1), . . . , S · r(s) and computes the vector S · r = S · r(1) + · · ·+ S · r(s) and can then compute
a vector r′ = S⊤Sr satisfying ‖r − r′‖∞ ≤ α‖r‖1.

Conditioned on the event that ‖r‖1 ≤ (C log2 n) · ri∗ , as α is set to be ε/(4C log2 n), we obtain
that r′i∗ = (1 ± ε/4) · ri∗ and for all i 6= i∗, we have r′i ≤ ri + (ε/4) · ri∗ . Using properties of
exponential random variables, we can also show that with probability ≥ 1 − O(ε), maxi ri ≥
(1 + ε) · second-maxi ri. Conditioned on this event as well, we obtain that for all i 6= i∗, r′i <
ri∗(1− ε/4) ≤ r′i∗ . Hence the largest coordinate in the vector r′ is exactly i∗ and the value ri∗ can
be recovered up to a 1 ± ε/4 factor. Overall, the coordinator can find a coordinate î and a value
q̂ = eî · (rî)′ such that for all i ∈ [n],

Pr[̂i = i and q̂ ∈ (1± ε/4)qi] =
qi∑
i′ qi′

±O(ε). (3)

Thus this procedure lets us sample from a distribution close to that of the desired distribution
while at the same time lets us approximate the probability of the drawn sample. In Section 3, we
give a protocol, which instead of using incoherent matrices, uses an “ℓ1 sampling-based” algorithm
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to compute the coordinate i∗ and approximate the value qi∗. We end up obtaining a sample î ∈ [n]
and a value q̂ for which

Pr[̂i = i and q̂ = (1± ε) qi∑
i′ qi′

] = (1± ε) qi∑
i′ qi′

± 1

poly(n)
. (4)

Additionally, computing the coordinate î does not require Ω(n) time at the coordinator using the
protocol in Section 3.

Function Sum Approximation. Our aim is to obtain an algorithm which approximates the
sum

∑n
i=1 f(xi) =

∑n
i=1 f(

∑s
j=1 xi(j)) up to a 1 ± ε factor for a non-negative, super-additive

function f . The protocol described above for sampling from additively-defined distributions shows
that correlating randomness across all the servers using exponential random variables is a powerful
primitive in this context.

In the function sum approximation problem, each server holds a non-negative vector x(1), . . . , x(s),
respectively, and the coordinator wants to approximate

∑
i f(xi) =

∑
i f(

∑
j xi(j)). Suppose that

each server j defines a vector p(j) ∈ R
n such that pi(j) = f(xi(j)). Then the above described

protocol can be used to sample approximately from the distribution in which i has probability

(1± ε)f(xi(1))+···+f(xi(s))∑
i′

∑
j
f(xi′ (j))

± 1
poly(n) . Using super-additivity and the definition of the parameter cf [s],

we obtain that the above probability is at least (1 ± ε) f(xi)

cf [s]·
∑

i′
f(xi′ )

± 1
poly(n) . This distribution is

off by a multiplicative cf [s] factor from the distribution we need to sample coordinates from in
order to estimate

∑
i f(xi) with a low variance. Thus, we need O(cf [s]/ε

2) samples from the above
distribution, and this overall requires a communication of O(s · cf [s]/ε4) bits, which is more than
the total communication required by the protocol of [KVW14].

Additionally, when the coordinate i is sampled, the protocol lets us estimate f(xi(1)) + · · · +
f(xi(s)), but the quantity we want to construct an estimator for is the value f(xi(1) + · · · +
xi(s)), which requires an additional round of communication and defeats the point of obtaining
a protocol that can approximate the sampling probability in the same round. Overall, a protocol
based on this procedure requires O(s · cf [s] · polylog(n)/ε4) bits of communication and two rounds
of communication.

Thus, we need a different technique to obtain algorithms which can approximate
∑

i f(xi) more
efficiently. We continue to use exponential random variables to correlate the randomness across the
servers but instead heavily use the max-stability property to design our protocol. Let e1, . . . , en
be independent standard exponential random variables. The max-stability property asserts that
for any f1, . . . , fn ≥ 0, the random variable max(f1/e1, . . . , fn/en) has the same distribution as
(
∑n

i=1 fi)/e where e is also a standard exponential random variable. Now using the median of
O(1/ε2) independent copies of the random variable (

∑n
i=1 fi)/e, we can compute an approximation

of
∑n

i=1 fi up to a 1 ± ε factor with high probability. Thus, in the coordinator model, if there is
a protocol that can find the value of the random variable maxi f(xi)/ei, then we can use it to
compute a 1±ε approximation to

∑
i f(xi) by running the protocol for O(1/ε2) independent copies

of the exponential random variables. From here on, we explain how we construct such a protocol.
Given the exponential random variables e1, . . . , en, define i

∗ := argmaxi∈[n] e
−1
i f(xi). As men-

tioned above we would like to find the value of e−1
i∗ f(xi∗). The “heavy-hitter” property we used

previously shows that with probability ≥ 1− 1
poly(n) ,

∑

i

e−1
i f(xi) ≤ (C log2 n) ·max

i
e−1
i f(xi). (5)
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This is the main property that leads to a communication efficient algorithm that can identify the
max coordinate i∗ and the value xi∗ . From here on, condition on the above event.

Note that we are shooting for a protocol that uses at most O(cf [s] · polylog(n)) bits of total
communication and succeeds in computing the value e−1

i∗ f(xi∗) with a probability ≥ 1 − 1
poly(n) .

Fix a server j ∈ [s]. Consider the random variable i which takes values in the set [n] according
to the distribution Pr[i = i] = e−1

i f(xi(j))/
∑

i∈[n] e
−1
i f(xi(j)). Since the server j knows all the

values, x1(j), x2(j), . . . , xn(j), it can compute the above probability distribution and can sample
N (for a value to be chosen later) independent copies i1, . . . , iN of the random variable i. Let
SCj := { i1, . . . , iN }3 be the set of coordinates sampled by server j. Server j then sends the set
SCj along with the values xi(j) for i ∈ SCj. Note that the coordinator can compute f(xi(j)) since
it knows the definition of the function f . The total communication from all the servers to the
coordinator until this point is O(s ·N) words.

Now define SC :=
⋃

j SCj to be the set of coordinates that is received by the central coordinator
from all the servers. We will first argue that i∗ ∈ SC with a large probability if the number of
sampled coordinates at each server N = Ω(cf [s] · polylog(n)/s). To prove this, we use the fact
that e−1

i∗ f(xi∗) is significantly large since we conditioned on the event in (5), and then apply the
definition (1) of the parameter cf [s].

Conditioned on the event that the coordinate i∗ ∈ SC, a simple algorithm to determine the
value of e−1

i∗ f(xi∗) would be for the coordinator to query the value of xi(j) for all i ∈ SC from
all the servers j. Unfortunately, this requires a total communication of Ω(s · cf [s] · polylog(n)) bits
since the set SC could have a size as large as s ·N = Ω(cf [s] · polylog(n)). As we are aiming for a
protocol that uses about O(cf [s] · polylog(n)) bits of total communication, the coordinator cannot
ask for the values of all the coordinates in the set SC.

If the coordinator finds a smaller subset PL4 ⊆ SC ⊆ [n] that contains i∗, with a size |PL|
of about polylog(n), the coordinator can then query for xi(j) for i ∈ PL for all j using only a
communication of O(s · polylog(n)) = O(cf [s] · polylog(n)) bits since cf [s] ≥ s.

From here on condition on the event that i∗ ∈ SC. To find such a small subset PL, our strategy
is to construct x̂i for each i ∈ SC so that the following properties are simultaneously satisfied with
probability ≥ 1− 1

poly(n) : (i) for all i ∈ SC, x̂i ≤ xi and (ii) e−1
i∗ f(x̂i∗) ≥ α ·e−1

i∗ f(xi∗) for some value

α < 1. Define Esti := e−1
i f(x̂i) for i ∈ SC. If the constructed values x̂i for i ∈ SC satisfy these two

properties, we have that Esti ≤ e−1
i f(xi) for all i and Esti∗ ≥ α · e−1

i∗ f(xi∗) by monotonicity of f .
Recall that we conditioned on the event

∑
i e

−1
i f(xi) ≤ (C log2 n) ·e−1

i∗ f(xi∗) which then implies
that the number of coordinates i, with Esti ≥ Esti∗ is at most (C log2 n)/α. Now, if we define PL to
be the set of coordinates i ∈ SC with the C log2 n/α largest values, then we have that i∗ ∈ PL. The
coordinator can then determine e−1

i∗ f(xi∗) after a second round of communication from the servers
in which it asks for the values of xi(j) from all the servers j only for the coordinates i ∈ PL.

Fix a coordinate i ∈ SC. We will briefly describe how x̂i is computed by the coordinator using
only the information it receives in the first round of communication from the servers. We say xi(j)
is the contribution of server j to xi. If i 6= i∗, then we can safely ignore the contribution from any
number of servers to xi when we are trying to construct the estimator x̂i. However, the coordinator
does not know what i∗ is and cannot arbitrarily drop the contribution from servers when trying to
compute the estimator x̂i.

We first define two disjoint subsets of servers Largei and Smalli: we put j ∈ Largei if the
probability of the coordinate i being sampled at j is very high and we put j ∈ Smalli if the
probability is very low. Since the probability of i being sampled at the servers in Largei is very

3We use the notation SCj since it denotes the “Sampled Coordinates” at server j.
4We use PL to denote that these set of coordinates have “Probably Large” values of e−1

i f(xi).
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large, we can union bound over all i ∈ [n] and all servers j ∈ Largei and assume that it does
happen, and can therefore estimate the contribution of all the servers in Largei exactly.

We then argue that the contribution from all the servers j ∈ Smalli can be “ignored”: by
ignoring the contribution of a set of servers Si, we mean that e−1

i∗ f(xi∗−
∑

j∈Si∗
xi∗(j)) is a significant

portion of e−1
i∗ f(xi∗). Note that we only need to care about how excluding the contribution of Si∗

to xi∗ affects our ability in obtaining x̂i∗ which satisfies the above property and we need not care
about the effects of excluding the contribution to xi from the set of servers Si for all other i 6= i∗

since we are only trying to underestimate such xi.
We then need to estimate the contribution to xi from the “intermediate” servers, i.e., those

that are neither Large nor Small. We bucket the servers j based on the values
∑

i e
−1
i f(xi(j))

and e−1
i f(xi(j))/

∑
i e

−1
i f(xi(j)) (the probability that a given sample at server j is equal to i). We

show that the size of a bucket is enough to approximate the contribution from all the servers in
the bucket towards xi and argue that if the size is not very large, then the contribution from the
bucket can be ignored in the sense described above. Of course, the coordinator can not determine
the size of a bucket but given that a server j sampled the coordinate i, the coordinator can compute
which bucket the server j belongs to. We show that when the size of the bucket is large enough, the
number of servers in the bucket that sample the coordinate i is concentrated enough that we can
estimate its size. We thus identify which buckets have a large size based on the number of servers
in the bucket that sample i, and for each bucket that we identify as large, we approximate the size
up to constant factor. This can then be used to approximate the contribution of the bucket to xi,
and hence obtain the estimator x̂i.

This wraps up our protocol for computing maxi e
−1
i f(xi), with a high probability, and using a

total of O(cf [s] · polylog(n)) bits of total communication across two rounds. Running this protocol
concurrently for O(1/ε2) copies of the exponential random variables, we can then obtain a 1 ± ε
approximation to

∑
i f(xi) with high probability.

The Personalized CONGEST Model. We focus on constructing ℓ2-subspace embeddings,
though the arguments here are analogous for ℓp-subspace embeddings by using the ℓp-sensitivities
instead of the leverage scores, defined below. Recall that given an n × d matrix A, we say that a
matrix M is 1/2 subspace embedding for A if for all vectors x, ‖Mx‖22 = (1± 1/2)‖Ax‖22. Subspace
embeddings have numerous applications in obtaining fast algorithms for problems such as linear
regression, low rank approximation, etc.

Our main technique is to use the same uniform random variables across all the servers to
coordinate the random samples across all the servers in a useful way. For simplicity, assume that
there is a node α connected to s neighbors (servers) such that the j-th neighbor holds a matrix
A(j) ∈ R

nj×d, which does not have any duplicate rows. Further assume that we want to compute a
subspace embedding for the matrix A obtained by the union of the rows of the matrices A(j), i.e.,
if a row v is present in say both A(1) and A(2), it appears only once in the matrix A.

Given a matrix A, we recall the standard definition of the leverage scores for each of the rows of
A, as well as the standard construction to obtain a subspace embedding from the leverage scores.

If v is a row of the matrix A, define the leverage score τA(v) of v to be: τA(v) := maxx:Ax 6=0
|〈v,x〉|2

‖Ax‖2
2

.

For convenience, we define τA(v) = 0 if v is not a row of the matrix A. One has that the sum of
the leverage scores of all the rows in a matrix A is at most d. Now construct the n × n random
diagonal matrix D as follows: for each i ∈ [n] independently set Di,i to be 1/

√
pi with probability

pi = min(1, qi) where qi ≥ CτA(ai) log d and ai is the i-th row of A, and set it to 0 otherwise. We
note that since

∑
i∈[n] τA(ai) ≤ d, the random matrix D has at most O(d log d) nonzero entries with

a large probability. One can now show that if C is large enough, then with probability ≥ 99/100, the
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matrix DA is a 1/2 subspace embedding for A. We note that the matrix DA has at most O(d log d)
nonzero rows with a large probability. This algorithm is known as leverage score sampling.

Going back to our setting, we want to implement leverage score sampling on the matrix A
which is formed by the union of the rows of the matrices A(1), . . . , A(s), i.e., we only count a row
once even if it appears on multiple servers. As in the coordinator model where we used the same
exponential random variables across servers, a key idea we use in the CONGEST model is correlated
randomness. This time, for each possible row v that could be held by any server, all the servers
choose the same threshold h(v) uniformly at random from the interval [0, 1]. We treat h(·) as a
fully random hash function mapping row v to a uniform random number from the interval [0, 1].

Each server j now computes the ℓ2 leverage score of each of the rows in its matrix A(j). Note if
v is held by two different servers j 6= j′, then it could be that τA(j)(v) 6= τA(j′)(v).

Server j sends all its rows v that satisfy h(v) ≤ CτA(j)(v) log d to node α. Additionally, assume
that the server sends the value τA(j)(v) along with the row v. Since h(v) is picked uniformly at
random from the interval [0, 1], the probability that a row v is sent to the node α by the j-th server
is min(1, Cτj(v) log d). Hence, each server is implementing leverage score sampling of its own rows
and sending all the rows that have been sampled to node α.

Now we note that if v is a row of the matrix A(j), then τA(j)(v) ≥ τA(v) which directly follows
from the definition of leverage scores. For any v that is a row of the matrix A, we have τA(v) ≤
maxj∈[s] τA(j)(v). Since h(v) is same across all the servers, then the probability that a row v of
the matrix A is sent to the node α is exactly, min(1,maxj∈[s]CτA(j)(v) log d). For all the rows
v that are received by node α, it can also compute min(1,maxj∈[s]CτA(j)(v) log d) since it also
receives the values τA(j)(v) from all the servers that send the row v. Now using the fact that
τA(v) ≤ maxj∈[s] τA(j)(v) for all rows v of A, the union of rows that are received by the node α
correspond to a leverage score sampling of the matrix A. Since the node α can also compute the
probability that each row it receives was sampled with, it can appropriately scale the rows and
obtain a subspace embedding for the matrix A. In the above procedure, each server j sends at most
O(d log d) rows and therefore the subspace embedding constructed by the node α for matrix A has
at most O(sd log d) rows.

Even though we described a procedure to compute a subspace embedding of the union of
neighboring matrices at a single node α, if the nodes send the rows that are under the threshold
h(v) to all their neighbors, this procedure can simultaneously compute a subspace embedding at
each node for a matrix that corresponds to the union of neighbor matrices of that node. This solves
the 1-neighborhood version of the more general ∆-neighborhood problem we introduced.

Now consider how we can compute a subspace embedding for the distance 2 neighborhood
matrix. Note that we cannot run the same procedure on 1-neighborhood subspace embeddings to
obtain 2-neighborhood subspace embeddings. We again use the monotonicity of leverage scores.
Consider the node α and the matrix A as defined before. Let v be a row that it receives from one of
its neighbors in the first round. Suppose the node α can compute τA(v), the leverage score of v with
respect to the matrix A. Now the node α forwards the row v to its neighbors if h(v) ≤ CτA(v) log d.
Suppose β is neighbor of the node α. Thus, after the second round, the rows received by β then
correspond to performing a leverage score sampling of the distance-2 neighborhood matrix for the
node β and it can then compute a subspace embedding for that matrix!

Now the main question is how can the node α compute the leverage scores τA(v)? By definition
of a subspace embedding, we note that if M is a subspace embedding for A, then M can be used
to approximate τA(v). Since we already saw that the node α can compute a subspace embedding
for the 1-neighborhood matrix, it can also approximate τA(v) for all the rows v that it receives.
However an issue arises where we are using the set of rows that α receives in the first round
themselves to approximate their leverage scores and therefore their sampling probabilities in the
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second round. This leads to correlations and it is unclear how to analyze leverage score sampling
with such correlations. To solve for this issue, we use two independent hash functions h1(·) and
h2(·). Using the sample of rows received by the node α when the 1-neighborhood procedure from
above is run using hash function h1(·), it computes a subspace embedding for the matrix A and
then uses this subspace embedding to approximate the leverage scores of the rows that it receives
when the 1-neighborhood procedure run using hash function h2(·). The node α then uses these
approximate leverage scores to decide which of the rows that it received are to be forwarded to its
neighbors. This decouples the probability computation and the sampling procedure and the proof
of leverage score sampling goes through.

This procedure is similarly extended to compute subspace embeddings for the ∆-neighborhood
matrices at each node in the graph. In each round, we use a fresh subspace embedding and use
it to compute approximate leverage scores and filter out the rows and then forward them to the
neighbors. This way of decorrelating randomness is similar to the sketch switching method for
adversarial streams in [BJWY22], though we have not seen it used in this context.

This general procedure of collecting data from neighbors, shrinking the collected data and
transferring the data to all the neighbors is called “graph propagation”. Any procedure such as ours
above which can handle duplicates can be readily applied in this framework so that each node in the
graph can simultaneously learn some statistic/solve a problem over the data in its neighborhood.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notation

For a positive integer n, we use the notation [n] to denote the set { 1, . . . , n }. For two non-negative
numbers a and b and a parameter 0 < ε < 1, we use a = (1 ± ε)b if (1 − ε)b ≤ a ≤ (1 + ε)b.
Given a vector x ∈ R

n and k ≥ 1, ‖x‖k = (
∑

i |xi|k)1/k denotes the ℓk norm of the vector x. We
use the notation Fk(x) for ‖x‖kk. Given a matrix A, ‖A‖F denotes the Frobenius norm defined as
(
∑

i,j A
2
ij)

1/2 and for an index i, Ai denotes the i-th row of matrix A. We use the notation Õ(f) to
hide the factors that are polylogarithmic in the parameters of the problem such as the dimension
or 1/ε where ε is an accuracy parameter, etc. For a parameter k, we use the notation Ok(f) to hide
the multiplicative factors that depend purely on k.

2.2 Exponential Random Variables

We use the following properties of exponential random variables extensively throughout the paper.

1. If e is a standard exponential random variable, then Pr[e ≥ C log n] = 1/nC and Pr[e ≤ t] ≤ t
for any C, t ≥ 0.

2. If f1, . . . , fn ≥ 0 are arbitrary and e1, . . . , en are standard exponential random variables, then
maxi e

−1
i fi has the same distribution as e−1(

∑
i fi). This property is referred to as “max-

stability”. This shows that with probability ≥ 1− 1/nC ,maxi e
−1
i fi ≥ (

∑
i fi)/C log n.

3. In the same setting, if i∗ = argmaxi e
−1
i fi, then Pr[i∗ = i] = fi/

∑
j fj.

4. Let e1, . . . , et are t independent standard exponential random variables. If t = Ω(1/ε2), then

Pr[(1 − ε) ln(2) ≤ median(e1, . . . , et) ≤ (1 + ε) ln(2)] ≥ 9/10.

Hence for any F > 0, median(F/e1, . . . , F/et) · ln(2) ∈ [(1 − ε)F, (1 + ε)F ] with probability
≥ 9/10.
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We use the following lemma extensively which shows that with a probability ≥ 1 − 1/poly(n),∑
i e

−1
i fi ≤ (C log2 n)maxi e

−1
i fi.

Lemma 2.1. Given any f1, . . . , fn ≥ 0, let F =
∑n

i=1 fi. With probability ≥ 1− 1/poly(n),

max fi/ei∑n
i=1 fi/ei

≥ 1

C log2 n
.

Proof. Condition on the event that 1/n3 ≤ ei ≤ 3 log n for all i. The event has a probability
of at least 1 − 2/n2 by a union bound. Let the event be denoted E . Conditioned on E , we have
maxi fi/ei ≤ n3F . Now consider the interval I = [F/(Cn log n), n3F ]. The values fi/ei that are
smaller than F/(Cn log n) contribute at most F/(C log n) to the sum

∑n
i=1 fi/ei.

Partition the interval I into I1, . . . , such that Ij = [2j−1(F/(Cn log n)), 2j(F/(Cn log n))). Note
that there are at most O(log n) such intervals. We will use the fact that conditioned on E , the
random variables e1, . . . , en are still independent.

Let Xj be the number of indices i such that fi/ei ∈ Ij . We have

∑

i

fi/ei ≤
F

C log n
+

O(logn)∑

j=0

2jXj
F

Cn log n
.

Let Yij = 1 if fi/ei ≥ 2j−1(F/(Cn log n)) and Yij = 0 otherwise. Note that Xj ≤
∑n

i=1Yij and
that for a fixed j, the random variables Yij are mutually independent given E . We have

Pr[Yij = 1 | E ] = Pr

[
ei ≤

Cn logn

2j−1

fi
F
| E
]
≤ 2Cn log n

2j−1

fi
F

since the p.d.f. of the exponential distribution is bounded above by 1 and Pr[E ] ≥ 1/2. By linearity
of expectation, E[

∑
iYij | E ] ≤ 2Cn log n/(2j−1). By Bernstein’s inequality, we get

Pr[
∑

i

Yij ≥ (E[
∑

i

Yij | E ] + t) | E ] ≤ exp

(
− t2/2

2Cn log n/(2j−1) + t/3

)
.

Setting t = 2Cn log n/(2j−1) + 6 log n, we obtain that

Pr[
∑

i

Yij ≥ (E[
∑

i

Yij | E ] + t) | E ] ≤ 1

n2
.

We union bound over all j and obtain that for all j,

Xj ≤
2Cn log n

2j−1
+ 6 log n.

Additionally, we note that if Xj 6= 0, then 2j(F/(Cn log n)) ≤ 2maxi fi/ei. Now,

∑

i

fi/ei ≤
F

C log n
+

∑

j:Xj 6=0

2jXj
F

Cn logn
≤

∑

j:Xj 6=0

(
2Cn log n

2j−1

2jF

Cn log n
+ (6 log n)max

i
fi/ei

)

≤ O(F log n) +O(log2 n)max
i
fi/ei.

As maxi fi/ei ≥ F/(3 log n) with probability ≥ 1 − 1/n2 conditioned on E , we get that with
probability ≥ 1− 1/poly(n),

maxi fi/ei∑
i fi/ei

≥ 1

C log2 n
.
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If maxi fi/ei ≥ (
∑

i fi/ei)/C log2 n, we obtain that for any parameter T ≥ 1,

|{i | fi/ei ≥ (1/T )max
i
fi/ei}| ≤ TC log2 n

which shows that there are only a small number of indices for which fi/ei is comparable to
maxi fi/ei.

3 Sampling from Additively-Defined Distributions

Consider the setting of s servers with a coordinator. Assume that the j-th server has a non-negative
vector p(j) ∈ R

n and the coordinator wants N independent samples from the distribution supported
on [n] with the probability of i ∈ [n] being

qi :=

∑
j pi(j)∑
i,j pi(j)

. (6)

For each sample, we would ideally also want an estimate to the probability of obtaining that sample.
The sampling probabilities are necessary to scale the statistics appropriately to obtain unbiased
estimators. A simple one round algorithm for sampling from such a distribution is for all the servers
j to send the value

∑
i pi(j) and an index i with probability proportional to pi(j). The coordinator

then picks a server j with probability proportional to
∑

i pi(j) and chooses the index i that the
server j sampled. Note that the coordinate i sampled this way has the desired distribution. While
this sampling procedure only requires one round of communication, note that the coordinator does
not have the value

∑
j pi(j) nor even a way to estimate it. Hence if the index i was sampled by

the coordinator, it is not clear how to compute (or even approximate) qi without further rounds of
communication. If another round of communication is allowed, the coordinator can send the sampled
coordinate i to all the servers which in turn report the values pi(j) from which the coordinator can
compute qi exactly.

Using exponential random variables, we show that there is a protocol using which the coor-
dinator can sample a coordinate i and approximate the probability qi with only one round of
communication.

Let e1, . . . , en be independent exponential random variables that all the servers (and the co-
ordinator) sample using the shared randomness. Each server j locally computes e−1

i pi(j). Let
i∗ := argmaxi e

−1
i

∑
j pi(j). As we have seen, the probability distribution of i∗ is exactly as in

(6) and the advantage now is that with probability ≥ 1− 1/poly(n),

e−1
i∗
∑

j pi∗(j)∑
i,j e

−1
i pi(j)

≥ 1

C log2 n
.

We can further show the following lemma which is helpful to isolate the max coordinate i∗.

Lemma 3.1. Let f1, . . . , fn ≥ 0. and i∗ = argmaxi∈[n] e
−1
i fi where e1, . . . , en are independent

standard exponential random variables. We have for all i ∈ [n] that

fi∑
i′ fi′

≥ Pr

[
i∗ = i and e−1

i∗ fi∗ ≥ (1 + ε)max
i′ 6=i∗

e−1
i fi′

]
≥ fi

(1 + ε)
∑

i′ fi′
.

Proof. Fix i ∈ [n]. The probability in the theorem statement is equivalent to the probability of
e−1
i fi ≥ (1 + ε)maxi′ 6=i e

−1
i′ fi′ . The probability is clearly at most fi/

∑
i′ fi′ .

13



By min-stability of exponential random variables, maxi′ 6=i e
−1
i′ fi′ is distributed as e−1∑

i′ 6=i fi′ .
Note that the exponential random variable e is independent of ei. By standard arguments,

Pr[e−1
i fi ≥ e−1(1 + ε)

∑

i′ 6=i

f ′i ] =
fi

fi + (1 + ε)
∑

i′ 6=i fi′
≥ fi

(1 + ε)
∑

i′ fi′
.

Thus, e−1
i∗
∑

j pi∗(j) in addition to capturing a significant portion of the interval
∑

i,j e
−1
i pi(j)

is also at least a 1+ ε factor larger than the second largest value. We use these properties to prove
the following theorem:

Theorem 3.2. Given that each server j has a non-negative vector p(j) ∈ R
n, define qi :=

∑
j pi(j).

Algorithm 1 outputs FAIL only with probability O(ε) and conditioned on not failing, for all i ∈ [n]

Pr[̂i = i and q̂ ∈ (1±O(ε))
qi∑
i qi

] = (1±O(ε))
qi∑
i qi
± 1/poly(n).

The algorithm uses only one round and has a total communication of O(s polylog(n)/ε2) words.

Proof. All the random variables used in the proof are as defined in the algorithm. The algorithm
fails to sample if maxi Xi ≤ S/(2C log2 n) or if X(1) ≤ (1 + ε/2)X(2). Let E denote the event that

maxi e
−1
i qi ≥

∑
i e

−1
i qi/4C log2 n and (maxi e

−1
i qi) ≥ (1 + ε/4) · second-maxi e

−1
i qi. We now bound

Pr[E | ¬FAIL]. By Bayes’ theorem, we have

Pr[E | ¬FAIL] = Pr[¬FAIL | E ] Pr[E ]
Pr[¬FAIL | E ] Pr[E ] + Pr[¬FAIL | ¬E ] Pr[¬E ] .

We have Pr[E ] ≥ 1/(1 + ε/4) − 1/poly(n) from the above lemma. Let E ′ denote the event that
maxi e

−1
i qi ≥

∑
i e

−1
i qi/C log2 n and (maxi e

−1
i qi) ≥ (1+ε)·second-maxi e

−1
i qi. We note that E ′ ⊆ E

and that Pr[E ′] ≥ 1/(1 + ε)− 1/poly(n). Now,

Pr[¬FAIL | E ] ≥ Pr[¬FAIL | E ′] Pr[E ′ | E ] ≥ Pr[¬FAIL | E ′] Pr[E ′].

Condition on E ′ and let i∗ = argmax e−1
i qi. By a Chernoff bound, since S ≥ O(C2 log5 n/ε2) we

get that with probability ≥ 1− 1/poly(n)

Xi∗ ≥ S
e−1
i∗ qi∗∑
i e

−1
i qi

(1− ε/5) > S

2C log2 n
.

Additionally, for all other indices i, we get by a Bernstein bound that

Pr[Xi ≥ S
e−1
i qi∑
i e

−1
i qi

+
ε

8

S

C log2 n
] ≤ 1/poly(n).

Taking a union bound over all the indices i 6= i′, we get that with probability ≥ 1− 1/poly(n) for
all i 6= i′,

Xi < S
e−1
i qi∑
i e

−1
i qi

+
ε

4

S

C log2 n
≤ S e−1

i∗ qi∗∑
i e

−1
i qi

(1/(1 + ε) + ε/8) ≤ 1− ε/5
1 + ε/2

S
e−1
i∗ qi∗∑
i e

−1
i qi

when ε is a small enough constant. Hence Pr[¬FAIL | E ′] ≥ 1− 1/poly(n) and we get

Pr[¬FAIL | E ] ≥ (1− 1/poly(n))(1/(1 + ε)− 1/poly(n)).
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Now similarly, we show that Pr[FAIL | ¬E ] is large. Condition on ¬E and again let i∗ = maxi e
−1
i qi.

If e−1
i∗ qi∗/

∑
i e

−1
i qi ≤ 1/4C log2 n, then again by Bernstein’s bound, we get maxiXi < S/(2C log2 n)

with probability ≥ 1− 1/poly(n). Suppose e−1
i∗ qi∗/

∑
i e

−1
i qi > 1/4C log2 n but e−1

i∗ qi∗/
∑

i e
−1
i qi <

(1 + ε/4) · second-maxi e
−1
i qi. By using a Chernoff bound, we get X(1) < (1 + ε/2)X(2) with a

probability ≥ 1− 1/poly(n). Hence, Pr[FAIL | ¬E ] ≥ 1− 1/poly(n). Thus, overall

Pr[E | ¬FAIL] = 1− 1/poly(n).

Now, conditioned on ¬FAIL and E , with probability ≥ 1− 1/poly(n), î = i∗ and

Yî/S = Yi∗/S = (1± ε/2) e−1
i∗ qi∗∑
i e

−1
i qi

and hence, q̂ = (1± ε/2)qi∗/
∑

i qi. Finally,

Pr[̂i = i | ¬FAIL] = Pr[̂i = i | ¬FAIL, E ] Pr[E | ¬FAIL] + Pr[̂i = i | ¬FAIL,¬E ] Pr[¬E | ¬FAIL]
= Pr[i∗ = i | E ]± 1/poly(n)

=
qi∑
i qi

(1±O(ε)) ± 1/poly(n),

where the last inequality is from the previous lemma.

As the above theorem shows, Algorithm 1 can sample approximately from very general “additively-
defined” distributions. As a simple application, we show that it can be used to obtain a leverage
score sample from the deduplicated matrix. In this setting, each server j has a matrix A(j) with
d columns. Assume that each row ai of the matrix A(j) is associated with a tag ti. Assume that
across all the servers, a tag t is always associated with the same row. Let A be the matrix formed
by the rows that correspond to distinct tags across the servers. For example, suppose a pair of row
and tag (a, t) is present in the servers 1, 2 and 3. In this deduplicated case, the matrix A has only
one copy of the row a. Suppose server 1 has a pair (a, 1) and server 2 has a pair (a, 2) i.e., the same
row is associated with different tags at different servers, then the matrix A has both the copies of
the row. We want to sample rows of A from the associated ℓ2 leverage score distribution. For a row
a of the matrix A, the leverage score of a with respect to A is defined as

τA(a) := max
x

|〈a, x〉|2
‖Ax‖22

.

If the row a is not in the matrix A, we define τA(a) = 0. An important property of the leverage
score distribution is that

∑
a∈A ℓA(a) = rank(A) ≤ d since A has d columns. Given a tag t, let at

be the row associated with the tag t. As the matrix A is formed by the “union” of all the matrices
A(1), . . . , A(t), for any x we have ‖Ax‖22 ≥ ‖A(j)x‖22. Hence if a is a row of the matrix A(j), then
τA(j)(a) ≥ τA(a). Let the tags be drawn from a set T . Each server j can now define a |T |-dimensional
vector p(j) such that for each t ∈ T

pt(j) = τA(j)(at).

Here we note that if the tag t is not present in the matrix A(j), we have pt(j) = 0. We now have
for any tag t,

∑s
j=1 pt(j)∑s

j=1

∑
t∈T pt(j)

=

∑s
j=1 τA(j)(at)∑s

j=1

∑
t∈T τA(j)(at)

≥ τA(at)∑s
j=1 rank(A

(j))
≥ τA(at)

s · rank(A) .
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Algorithm 1: Sampling from General Distributions

Input: Each server has a nonnegative vector p(j) ∈ R
n and a parameter ε

Output: Samples approximately from the distribution with the probability of i being∑
j pi(j)/

∑
i,j pi(j)

1 All the servers agree on independent exponential random variables e1, . . . , en using public
randomness

2 S ← O(ε−2 log5 n)
3 For each j = 1, . . . , s, the j-th server samples 2S independent copies of the random

variable i defined by Pr[i = i] = e−1
i pi(j)/

∑
i e

−1
i pi(j)

4 Each server j communicates
∑

i pi(j),
∑

i e
−1
i pi(j) and the 2S sampled coordinates to the

coordinator
5 The coordinator, using the communication from the servers, samples 2S independent

copies of the random variable (j, i) defined by

Pr[(j, i) = (j, i)] =
e−1
i pi(j)∑

i,j e
−1
i pi(j)

6 Xi ← The number of times (∗, i) is sampled in the first S trials
7 Yi ← The number of times (∗, i) is sampled in the second S trials
8 X(1),X(2) ← top two among X1, . . . ,Xn

9 if X(1) < S/(2C log2 n) or X(1) ≤ (1 + ε/2)X(2) then
10 return FAIL
11 end

12 î← argmaxi Yi

13 q̂ ← eî(Yî/S)
∑

i,j e
−1
i pi(j)/

∑
i,j pi(j)

14 return (̂i, q̂)
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Here, we used the monotonicity of leverage scores which directly follows from the definition. Such a
sampling distribution is an s-approximate leverage score distribution and has numerous applications
such as computing subspace embeddings [Woo14]. This application shows that Algorithm 1 can
sample from useful distributions and importantly give approximations to the probabilities of the
samples using only one round of communication.

While this very general sampling procedure can be used to construct a subspace embedding
for the deduplicated matrix in the coordinator model, it is unclear how to extend these algorithms
to more general topologies to obtain algorithms in the personalized CONGEST model in which
we want the protocols to have additional nice properties as discussed in the introduction. In later
sections, we define the concept of composable sketches and how they are useful to obtain protocols
in the personalized CONGEST model.

4 A Two Round Protocol for Sum Approximation

Recall that we say a non-negative function f satisfies “approximate invertibility” with parameters
θ, θ′, θ′′ > 1 if the following hold:

1. for all x1, x2 ≥ 0, it holds that f(x1) + f(x2) ≤ f(x1 + x2) which additionally implies that
f(0) = 0,

2. for all x, f(θ′x) ≥ θf(x), and

3. for all x, f(x/(4 ·
√
θ · θ′)) ≥ f(x)/θ′′.

Note that plugging x = f−1(z) in the second property above, we get θ′f−1(z) ≥ f−1(θz). We
now define ε1 := 1/θ′′ and ε2 := 1 − 1/θ′′. We can show that for all values of 0 ≤ x2 ≤ x1, if
f(x2) ≤ ε1f(x1), then f(x1 − x2) ≥ (1 − ε2)f(x1). This essentially shows that if f(x2) is very
small as compared to f(x1), then f(x1−x2) can not be very small when compared to f(x1). These
properties make the function f “approximately invertible”, meaning that good approximations for
f(x) will let us approximate the preimage x as well. We say that a function f that satisfies the
above properties is “approximately invertible” with parameters θ, θ′, θ′′.

Note that for an integer s ≥ 1, we defined cf [s] to be the smallest number such that for all
x1, . . . , xs ≥ 0,

f(x1 + · · ·+ xs) ≤
cf [s]

s

(√
f(x1) + · · · +

√
f(xs)

)2

.

Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we additionally have

f(x1 + · · ·+ xs) ≤ cf [s] (f(x1) + · · · + f(xs))

for all x1, . . . , xs ≥ 0. We show that the parameter cf [s] as a function of s cannot grow arbitrarily.
Consider arbitrary integers s, t ≥ 1. The following lemma shows that cf [s · t] ≤ cf [s] · cf [t] which
implies that the function cf [s] is upper bounded by a polynomial in s with a degree that depends
only on cf [2].

Lemma 4.1. For any x1, x2, . . . , xs·t ≥ 0,

f(x1 + · · ·+ xs·t) ≤
cf [s] · cf [t]

s · t

(√
f(x1) + · · · +

√
f(xs·t)

)2

.
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Proof. By definition of cf [s], we obtain

f(x1 + · · ·+ xs·t)

≤ cf [s]

s

(√
f(x1 + · · · + xt) +

√
f(xt+1) + · · · + f(x2·t) + · · ·+

√
f(x(s−1)·t+1 + · · ·+ f(xs·t))

)2

.

Now we use cf [t] to expand the internal terms, to get

f(x1 + · · ·+ xs·t) ≤
cf [s]

s

cf [t]

t

(√
f(x1) + · · ·+

√
f(xs·t)

)2

.

By definition of cf [s · t], we obtain cf [s · t] ≤ cf [s] · cf [t].

The above lemma upper bounds the growth of the parameter cf [s]. We now lower bound the
growth and show that cf [s] must grow at least linearly in the parameter s.

Lemma 4.2. If s ≥ t, then cf [s] ≥ cf [t] · s/t.

Proof. Let x1, . . . , xt ≥ 0 be arbitrary.

f(x1 + · · ·+ xt) = f(x1 + · · ·+ xt + 0 + · · · + 0︸ ︷︷ ︸
s−t

)

≤ cf [s]

s



√
f(x1) + · · · +

√
f(xt) +

√
f(0) + · · ·+

√
f(0)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
s−t




2

≤ cf [s]

s
(
√
f(x1) + · · ·+

√
f(xt))

2

where we used f(0) = 0 in the last inequality. Hence by definition of cf [t], we get cf [t]/t ≤ cf [s]/s
from which we obtain that cf [s] ≥ cf [t] · s/t.

Using the above properties, we obtain that cf [s] ≤ cf [2⌈log2(s)⌉] ≤ (cf [2])
⌈log2(s)⌉ ≤ cf [2]·slog2 cf [2]

which shows that cf only grows at most polynomially in the number of servers s and the degree of
growth is upper bounded log2 cf [2]. For example, if f(x) = xk, then we can show cf [2] = 2k−1 from
which we obtain that cf [s] ≤ (2s)k−1 for all the values of s.

In addition, if cf [t] ≥ cf [s]/α for some value α, using the second property above, we obtain
cf [s] ≥ cf [t] · s/t ≥ (cf [s]/α) · (s/t) which implies t ≥ s/α. Thus if cf [t] is “comparable” to cf [s],
then t is “comparable” to s as well. This is a property that we critically use in the analysis of our
algorithm.

Protocol Description and Analysis

We now recall the overview of the algorithm we presented in the introduction and define some
notation that we use throughout our analysis. All the servers together with the coordinator use the
shared randomness and sample standard exponential random variables e1, . . . , en and the goal of
the coordinator is to compute

max
i

e−1
i f(xi).
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Define i∗ := argmaxi e
−1
i f(xi). We have seen that the median of O(1/ε2) independent copies of the

random variable maxi e
−1
i f(xi) can be used to compute a 1 ± ε approximation to

∑
i f(xi) with

high probability. Throughout the analysis, we condition on the event that

∑

i

e−1
i f(xi) ≤ (C log2 n) ·max

i
e−1
i f(xi).

We have seen that this event holds with probability ≥ 1− 1/poly(n) over the exponential random
variables. Now fix a server j ∈ [s]. The server j samples N independent copies of the random
variable i supported in the set [n] and has a distribution defined as

Pr[i = i] =
e−1
i f(xi)∑
i e

−1
i f(xi)

.

Let SCj denote the set of coordinates that are sampled by the server j. The server j then sends
the set SCj along with (i) the sum

∑
i e

−1
i f(xi(j)) and (ii) the values xi(j) for i ∈ SCj to the

coordinator using O(N) words of communication.
The coordinator defines the set SC :=

⋃
j SCj as the union of the sets of coordinates that are

sampled at different servers. We will first show that the coordinate i∗ ∈ SC with a large probability
if N is large enough.

4.1 The coordinate i∗ is sampled

Lemma 4.3. If N ≥ (C4.3 log
3 n) · cf [s]/s for a universal constant C4.3 large enough, then the

coordinate i∗ ∈ SC with a probability ≥ 1− 1/n4.

Proof. Let qi∗(j) = e−1
i∗ f(xi∗(j))/

∑
i∈[n] e

−1
i f(xi(j)) be the probability that the random variable

i = i∗ (note that the random variable i has a different distribution at each server) and pi∗(j) be
the probability that i∗ ∈ SCj. We have

pi∗(j) = 1− (1− qi∗(j))N .

If qi∗(j) = (4 log n)/N , then pi∗(j) ≥ 1− (1− qi∗(j))N ≥ 1− exp(−qi∗(j)N) ≥ 1− exp(−4 log n) ≥
1−1/n4 which implies that i∗ ∈ SCj ⊆ SC with probability ≥ 1−1/n4 and we are done. Otherwise,

pi∗(j) = 1− (1− qi∗(j))N ≥
Nqi∗(j)

4 log n
(1− 1/n4) (7)

using the concavity of the function 1− (1− x)N in the interval [0, 4 log n/N ].
Since each of the servers samples the coordinates independently, the probability that i∗ ∈ SC

is 1 − (1 − pi∗(1))(1 − pi∗(2)) · · · (1 − pi∗(s)) ≥ 1 − exp(−∑j pi∗(j)). So, showing that the sum∑
j pi∗(j) is large implies that i∗ is in the set SC with a large probability. Assume that for all j,

qi∗(j) < 4 log n/N since otherwise we already have that the coordinate i∗ ∈ SC with probability
≥ 1− 1/n4. Now using (7)

∑

j

pi∗(j) ≥
N

8 log n

∑

j

qi∗(j) =
N

8 log n

∑

j

e−1
i∗ f(xi∗(j))∑
i e

−1
i f(xi(j))

.

We will now give a lower bound on the the sum in the above equation using the following simple
lemma and the definition of the parameter cf [s].
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Lemma 4.4. Let a1, . . . , as ≥ 0 and b1, . . . , bs > 0 be arbitrary. Then,

∑

j∈[s]

aj
bj
≥

(
∑

j∈[s]
√
aj)

2

∑
j bj

.

Proof. We prove the lemma by using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Since we assume that bj > 0
for all j, we can write

∑

j∈[s]

√
aj =

∑

j∈[s]

√
aj
bj

√
bj .

Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we get

∑

j∈[s]

√
aj =

∑

j∈[s]

√
aj
bj

√
bj ≤

√√√√
∑

j∈[s]

aj
bj

√∑

j∈[s]

bj.

Squaring both sides and using the fact that
∑

j∈[s] bj > 0, we get

∑

j∈[s]

aj
bj
≥

(
∑

j∈[s]
√
aj)

2

∑
j∈[s] bj

.

Letting aj = e−1
i∗ f(xi∗(j)) and bj =

∑
i e

−1
i f(xi(j)) in the above lemma, we get

∑

j

e−1
i∗ f(xi∗(j))∑
i e

−1
i f(xi(j))

≥
e−1
i∗ (
∑

j∈[s]

√
f(xi∗(j)))

2

∑
j

∑
i e

−1
i f(xi(j))

.

Using the definition of cf [s], we obtain


∑

j∈[s]

√
f(xi∗(j))




2

≥ s

cf [s]
(f(xi∗(1) + · · · xi∗(s))) =

s

cf [s]
f(xi∗).

Using the super-additivity of the function f , we get
∑

j

∑

i

e−1
i f(xi(j)) =

∑

i

e−1
i

∑

j

f(xi(j)) ≤
∑

i

e−1
i f(

∑

j

xi(j)) =
∑

i

e−1
i f(xi).

Since we conditioned on the event that
∑

i e
−1
i f(xi) ≤ (C log2 n) · e−1

i∗ f(xi∗), we get
∑

j

∑

i

e−1
i f(xi(j)) ≤ (C log2 n) · e−1

i∗ f(xi∗).

We therefore have

∑

j

e−1
i∗ f(xi∗(j))∑
i e

−1
i f(xi(j))

≥ s

cf [s]

e−1
i∗ f(xi∗)

(C log2 n) · e−1
i∗ f(xi∗)

≥ s

C log2 n · cf [s]
.

Thus, if N ≥ (32C log3 n) · cf [s]/s, then
∑

j pi∗(j) ≥ 4 log n which implies that i∗ is in the set SC
with probability ≥ 1− 1/n4. Letting C4.3 := 32C, we have the proof.

When N ≫ cf [s] log
3 n/s as is required by the above lemma, the set SC =

⋃
j SCj may have a

size of Ω(cf [s] log
3 n) which is quite large. Conditioned on the event that i∗ ∈ SC, we now want to

compute a small subset PL ⊆ SC such that i∗ ∈ PL with a large probability.
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4.2 Computing the set PL

Recall we condition on the event that

∑

i

e−1
i f(xi) ≤ (C log2 n) · e−1

i∗ f(xi∗)

and that i∗ ∈ SC. As we noted in the introduction, we proceed by constructing an estimator x̂i for
each i ∈ SC that satisfies the following properties with a probability 1− 1/poly(n):

1. For all i ∈ SC, x̂i ≤ xi and

2. e−1
i∗ f(x̂i∗) ≥ α · e−1

i∗ f(xi∗) for some α < 1.

Fix an index i ∈ [n]. In the remaining part of this section, we will describe a quantity that the
coordinator can approximate to obtain x̂i which satisfies the above properties.

4.2.1 Contribution from Large servers

We define Largei to be the set of servers j such that

qi(j) =
e−1
i f(xi(j))∑
i e

−1
i f(xi(j))

≥ 4 log n

(cf [s] log
3 n)/s

.

Note if i ∈ SCj, then the coordinator can determine if j ∈ Largei since it has access to both the
values e−1

i f(xi(j)) and
∑

i e
−1
i f(xi(j)). We have the following lemma:

Lemma 4.5. If N ≥ (cf [s] log
3 n)/s, then with probability ≥ 1−1/n3, for all the coordinates i and

servers j ∈ Largei, we have i ∈ SCj. In other words, with a large probability, all the coordinates i
are sampled at all the servers that are in the set Largei.

Proof. Recall that SCj denotes the set of coordinates that are sampled at server j. Consider a fixed
i ∈ [n]. If j ∈ Largei, then the probability that i is sampled at server j is 1 − (1 − qi(j))N ≥
1− (1− 4 log n/(cf [s] log

3 n/s))N ≥ 1 − exp(−4 log n) ≥ 1− 1/n4 using N ≥ (cf [s] log
3 n)/s. By a

union bound over all the servers j that are Large for i, we have the proof.

Thus with a large probability, for each i ∈ [n], the contribution to xi =
∑

j xi(j) from servers
j ∈ Largei can be computed exactly by the coordinator after it receives the samples from the
servers.

4.2.2 Contribution from Small servers

We now define Smalli to be the set of servers j for which

qi(j) =
e−1
i f(xi(j))∑
i e

−1
i f(xi(j))

≤ ε1

cf [s] · (C log2 n)
.

We have

∑

j∈Smalli

e−1
i f(xi(j)) ≤

∑

j∈Smalli

ε1
∑

i′ e
−1
i′ f(xi′(j))

cf [s] · (C log2 n)
≤ ε1 · (C log2 n) · (e−1

i∗ f(xi∗))

cf [s] · (C log2 n)
=
ε1 · (e−1

i∗ f(xi∗))

cf [s]
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where we used the fact that

∑

j∈Smalli

∑

i′

e−1
i′ f(xi′(j)) =

∑

i′

∑

j∈Smalli

e−1
i′ f(xi′(j)) ≤

∑

i′

e−1
i′ f(xi′) ≤ (C log2 n) · e−1

i∗ f(xi∗).

By definition of the parameter cf [s], we then obtain that

e−1
i f(

∑

j∈Smalli

xi(j)) ≤ cf [s] · e−1
i

∑

j∈Smalli

f(xi(j)) ≤ ε1 · e−1
i∗ f(xi∗)

which then implies

e−1
i∗ f(xi∗ −

∑

j∈Smalli∗

xi∗(j)) ≥ (1− ε2) · e−1
i∗ f(xi∗). (8)

Hence we can ignore the contribution of the servers in Smalli when computing x̂i.

4.2.3 Contribution from Remaining Servers

From the above, we have for each coordinate i ∈ [n], we can compute the contribution of servers
j ∈ Largei exactly and ignore the contribution of servers in Smalli while still being able
to satisfy the required properties for x̂i. We will now show how to estimate the contribution
of servers j that are neither in Largei nor in Smalli. Note that for such servers, the value
qi(j) = e−1

i f(xi(j))/
∑

i e
−1
i f(xi(j)) lies in the interval

[
ε1

cf [s] · (C log2 n)
,

4s

cf [s] log
2 n

]
.

We now partition5 the above interval into intervals with lengths geometrically increasing by a factor
of
√
θ. Let Pstart =

ε1
cf [s]·(C log2 n)

and we partition the above interval into intervals [Pstart,
√
θPstart], [

√
θPstart, (

√
θ)2Pstart

and so on. We note that there are at most

A = O

(
log(s/ε1)

log θ

)
(9)

such intervals in the partition.

Let I
(a)
i denote the set of servers j such that qi(j) ∈ [(

√
θ)aPstart, (

√
θ)a+1Pstart]. If |I(a)i | is large

enough, then the number of servers j in I
(a)
i at which the coordinate i is sampled is “concentrated”

which can then be used to estimate |I(a)i |. But observe that even having an estimate of |I(a)i | is
insufficient since we cannot directly estimate

∑
j∈I(a) xi(j) only given |I(a)i | as the servers in the set

I
(a)
i may have quite different values for

∑
i e

−1
i f(xi(j)). So we further partition the servers based

on the value of
∑

i e
−1
i f(xi(j)). We first give a lower bound on the values

∑
i e

−1
i f(xi(j)) that we

need to consider.

Lemma 4.6. If the server j /∈ Smalli∪Largei and
∑

i e
−1
i f(xi(j)) ≤

ε1(1−ε2)
∑

i,j
e−1
i

f(xi(j))

4Cs2
, then

the contribution from all those servers can be ignored.
5We do not require it and so are not too careful about ensuring that the intervals we use are disjoint.
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Proof. Let Ignorei be the set of servers j that are neither in Largei nor in Smalli and have
∑

i e
−1
i f(xi(j)) ≤

∑
i,j

ε1(1−ε2)e
−1
i

f(xi(j))

4Cs2
. By definition, we have

∑

j∈Ignorei

e−1
i f(xi(j)) ≤

∑

j∈Ignorei

4s

cf [s] log
2 n

∑

i

e−1
i f(xi(j))

≤ 4s · |Ignorei|
cf [s] log

2 n

ε1(1− ε2)
∑

i,j e
−1
i f(xi(j))

4Cs2
.

Using the definition of cf [s] and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we then obtain

e−1
i f(

∑

j∈Ignorei

xi(j)) ≤
cf [s]

s
· |Ignorei| ·

∑

j∈Ignorei

e−1
i f(xi(j))

≤ 4|Ignorei|2
log2 n

ε1(1− ε2)
∑

i,j e
−1
i f(xi(j))

4Cs2
.

Since
∑

i,j e
−1
i f(xi(j)) ≤ (C log2 n) · e−1

i∗ f(x
∗
i ) and |Ignorei| ≤ s, we get

e−1
i f(

∑

j∈Ignorei

xi(j)) ≤ ε1(1− ε2)e−1
i∗ f(x

∗
i ).

Taking i = i∗, we get e−1
i∗ f(

∑
j∈Ignorei∗

xi∗(j)) ≤ ε1(1 − ε2)e−1
i∗ f(xi∗) and therefore using (8) we

obtain that

e−1
i∗ f(

∑

j∈Ignorei∗

xi∗(j)) ≤ e−1
i∗ ε1f(xi∗ −

∑

j∈Smalli∗

xi∗(j))

from which we then get

e−1
i∗ f(xi∗ −

∑

j∈Smalli∗

xi∗(j)−
∑

j∈Ignorei∗

xi∗(j)) ≥ (1− ε2)2e−1
i∗ f(xi∗).

Thus the contribution from the servers in the set Ignorei∗ can be ignored as we can make e−1
i∗ f(x̂i∗)

large even without them.

So we only have to focus on the servers for which the quantity
∑

i e
−1
i f(xi(j)) lies in the interval


ε1(1− ε2)

4Cs2

∑

i,j

e−1
i f(xi(j)),max

j

∑

i

e−1
i f(xi(j))


 .

Now define Fstart :=
ε1(1−ε2)
4Cs2

∑
i,j e

−1
i f(xi(j)) and partition the above interval into intervals [Fstart, (

√
θFstart)],

[(
√
θ)Fstart, (

√
θ)2Fstart], . . ., and so on. Note that there are at most

B = O

(
log(s2/ε1(1− ε2))

log θ

)
(10)

such intervals. Let I
(a,b)
i for a = 0, 1, . . . , A − 1 and b = 0, 1, . . . , B − 1 be the set of servers j for

which

e−1
i f(xi(j))∑
i e

−1
i f(xi(j))

∈ [(
√
θ)aPstart, (

√
θ)a+1Pstart],

23



and
∑

i

e−1
i f(xi(j)) ∈ [(

√
θ)bFstart, (

√
θ)b+1Fstart].

If the set |I(a,b)i | is large, then the number of servers j ∈ I(a,b)i at which i is sampled is concen-

trated which can then in turn be used to approximate |I(a,b)i |. But if |I(a,b)i | is too small, then we

cannot obtain a good approximation using the number of servers in the set I
(a,b)
i that sample i.

In the following lemma, we show that the contribution from servers in the sets I
(a,b)
i needs to be

considered only if |I(a,b)i | is large. Let Badi denote the set of tuples (a, b) for which

cf [|I(a,b)i |] ≤ cf [s]

cf [A ·B] · (A · B) · (
√
θ)a+1/(1− ε2)2

. (11)

Let Goodi be the set of all the remaining tuples (a, b). We first note that the coordinator cannot
determine if a particular tuple (a, b) is in the set Badi. Using the properties of cf [s], we get that
if (a, b) ∈ Goodi, then

|I(a,b)i | ≥ s

cf [A ·B] · (A · B) · (
√
θ)a+1/(1− ε2)2

.

Lemma 4.7. The contribution from servers j ∈ ⋃(a,b)∈Badi
I
(a,b)
i can be ignored.

Proof. By definition of the set of servers I
(a,b)
i ,

∑

j∈I
(a,b)
i

e−1
i f(xi(j)) ≤

∑

j∈I
(a,b)
i

(
√
θ)a+1Pstart

∑

i′∈[n]

e−1
i′ f(xi′(j))

≤ (
√
θ)a+1Pstart

∑

i′∈[n]

e−1
i′

∑

j∈I
(a,b)
i

f(xi′(j))

≤ (
√
θ)a+1Pstart

∑

i′∈[n]

e−1
i′ f(xi′)

≤ (
√
θ)a+1Pstart · (C log2 n) · e−1

i∗ f(xi∗).

By definition of the parameter cf , we have

e−1
i f




∑

(a,b)∈Badi

∑

j∈I
(a,b)
i

xi(j)




≤ cf [A · B]




∑

(a,b)∈Badi

e−1
i f(

∑

j∈I
(a,b)
i

xi(j))




≤ cf [A · B]
∑

(a,b)∈Badi

cf [|I(a,b)i |]
∑

j∈I
(a,b)
i

e−1
i f(xi(j))

≤ cf [A · B]
∑

(a,b)∈Badi

cf [|I(a,b)i |] · (
√
θ)a+1Pstart · (C log2 n) · e−1

i∗ f(xi∗)

≤ cf [A · B]
∑

(a,b)∈Badi

cf [|I(a,b)i |] · (
√
θ)a+1 · ε1

cf [s] · (C log2 n)
· (C log2 n) · e−1

i∗ f(xi∗).
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Using (11), we get

e−1
i f




∑

(a,b)∈Badi

∑

j∈I
(a,b)
i

xi(j)


 ≤ (1− ε2)2ε1 · e−1

i∗ f(xi∗).

Taking i = i∗, we get that

e−1
i∗ f(xi∗ −

∑

j∈Smalli∗

xi∗(j) −
∑

j∈Ignorei∗

xi∗(j) −
∑

(a,b)∈Badi

∑

j∈I
(a,b)

i∗

xi∗(j)) ≥ (1− ε2)3 · e−1
i∗ f(xi∗).

Thus the contribution from the servers in the set I
(a,b)
i for tuples (a, b) ∈ Badi can be ignored.

Now we show that the coordinator can compute x̂i by essentially approximating the following
quantity:

xi −
∑

j∈Smalli

xi(j) −
∑

j∈Ignorei

xi(j) −
∑

(a,b)∈Badi

∑

j∈I
(a,b)
i

xi(j)

=
∑

j∈Largei

xi(j) +
∑

(a,b)∈Goodi

∑

j∈I
(a,b)
i

xi(j).

4.2.4 Algorithm to compute x̂i

We will go on to give an algorithm that can approximate x̂i given the samples that the coordinator
receives in the first round. We have already seen that given an index i, all the servers in the set
Largei sample the coordinate i with a large probability and therefore we can compute the quantity∑

j∈Largei xi(j) exactly with high probability. We have also seen that the contribution from servers
that are in the set Smalli and in the set Ignorei can be ignored.

The main remaining contribution to xi that is to be accounted is from tuples (a, b) ∈ Goodi.
An important issue we need to solve for is the fact that the coordinator cannot determine if a given
tuple (a, b) is in the set Goodi or in Badi. We will show that if (a, b) ∈ Goodi, then i is sampled

at many servers in the set I
(a,b)
i and depending on the absolute number of servers in I

(a,b)
i that

sample i, we mark a tuple (a, b) as “probably good for i”. We argue that, with high probability, all
tuples (a, b) ∈ Goodi are marked “probably good for i” and that for the tuples (a, b) in Badi that

are marked “probably good for i”, we will still obtain good approximations for |I(a,b)i |.
The following lemma shows why approximating |I(a,b)i | is enough to approximate the contribu-

tions of the servers in the set I
(a,b)
i .

Lemma 4.8. The value |I(a,b)i | can be used to approximate
∑

j∈I
(a,b)
i

xi(j) up to a factor of θ′.

Proof. For all servers j ∈ I(a,b)i , by definition, we have

(
√
θ)a+bPstartFstart ≤ e−1

i (f(xi(j))) ≤ (
√
θ)a+b+2PstartFstart

which further implies using the monotonicity of f that

f−1(ei(
√
θ)a+bPstartFstart) ≤ xi(j) ≤ f−1(ei(

√
θ)a+b+2PstartFstart) ≤ θ′f−1(ei(

√
θ)a+bPstartFstart).

Now we note
∑

j∈I
(a,b)
i

xi(j)

θ′
≤ |I(a,b)i | · f−1(ei(

√
θ)a+bPstartFstart) ≤

∑

j∈I
(a,b)
i

xi(j).
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We will then show that the expected number of servers in the set I
(a,b)
i that sample i can be

used to obtain an approximation for |I(a,b)i |.
Lemma 4.9. Let pi(j) := 1− (1− qi(j))N denote the probability that the coordinate i is among the
N coordinates sampled at server j. For any tuple (a, b),

|I(a,b)i | · (1− (1− (
√
θ)a+1Pstart)

N )√
θ

≤
∑

j∈I
(a,b)
i

pi(j) ≤ |I(a,b)i | · (1− (1− (
√
θ)a+1Pstart)

N ).

Proof. Using monotonicity and concavity of the function 1 − (1 − x)N in the interval [0, 1], for all

j ∈ I(a,b)i , we have

(1− (1− (
√
θ)a+1Pstart)

N ) ≥ pi(j) ≥
(1− (1− (

√
θ)a+1Pstart)

N )√
θ

.

Summing the inequalities over all j ∈ I(a,b)i gives the proof.

If
∑

j∈I
(a,b)
i

pj is large enough, we obtain using a Chernoff bound that the number of servers in

I
(a,b)
i at which i is sampled is highly concentrated around the mean

∑
j∈I

(a,b)
i

pj and using the above

lemmas, we can obtain an estimate for |I(a,b)i | and therefore estimate
∑

j∈I
(a,b)
i

xi(j). We will follow

this approach to approximate
∑

j∈I
(a,b)
i

xi(j). Let X
(a,b)
i be the number of servers in j ∈ I(a,b)i that

sample the coordinate i. By linearity of expectation, we have E[X
(a,b)
i ] =

∑
j∈I

(a,b)
i

pj. We will now

use the following standard concentration bounds.

Lemma 4.10. Let Yj for j ∈ [t] be a Bernoulli random variable with Pr[Yj = 1] = pj. Let
Y1, . . . ,Yt be mutually independent and X = Y1 + · · · +Yt. Then the following inequalities hold:

1. If
∑

j pj ≥ 100 log n, then

Pr[X = (1± 1/3)
t∑

j=1

pj] ≥ 1− 1/n3.

2. For any values of p1, . . . , pt,

Pr[X < 2
t∑

j=1

pj + 4 log n] ≥ 1− 1/n4.

Proof. To prove the first inequality, we use the multiplicative Chernoff bound. We have

Pr[X = (1± 1/3)
t∑

j=1

pj] ≤ 2 exp

(
−
∑t

j=1 pj

27

)
.

If
∑t

j=1 pj ≥ 100 log n, then the RHS is at most 1/n3. To prove the second inequality, we use the
Bernstein concentration bound. We get

Pr[X ≥ 2
t∑

j=1

pj + 4 log n] ≤ exp

(
−

(
∑

j pj + 4 log n)2
∑

j pj + (
∑

j pj + 4 log n)/3

)
≤ exp(−4 log n) ≤ 1/n4.
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We note that if
∑

j pj ≥ 100 log n, then with probability ≥ 1 − 1/n3, we have X = (1 ±
1/3) log n ≥ 66 log n and if

∑
j pj ≤ 30 log n, then with probability ≥ 1−1/n4, we have X < 64 log n.

Thus the value of X can be used to separate the cases of
∑

j pj ≥ 100 log n or
∑

j pj ≤ 30 log n with
high probability.

Now we show that if (a, b) ∈ Goodi and N is large enough, then
∑

j∈I
(a,b)
i

pj ≥ 100 log n.

Lemma 4.11. If (a, b) ∈ Goodi and the number of samples N at each coordinator satisfies

N ≥ O
(
cf [s]

s
· cf [A · B] · (A ·B) ·

√
θ · log4 n

ε1(1− ε2)2

)
,

then either (
√
θ)a+1Pstart ≥ 4 log n/N or

∑
j∈I

(a,b)
i

pj ≥ 100 log n.

Proof. Assume (
√
θ)a+1Pstart < 4 log n/N . By concavity of the function 1− (1−x)N in the interval

[0, 1],

1− (1− (
√
θ)a+1Pstart)

N ≥ N(
√
θ)a+1Pstart

4 log n
(1− 1/n4).

For (a, b) ∈ Goodi, we then obtain

∑

j∈I
(a,b)
i

pj ≥ |I(a,b)i | · N(
√
θ)a+1Pstart

4 log n
√
θ

(1− 1/n4)

≥ s

cf [A · B] · (A ·B) · (
√
θ)a+1/(1 − ε2)2

N(
√
θ)a+1ε1

4C log3 n · cf [s] ·
√
θ
· (1− 1/n4)

≥ 100 log n.

With a high probability, for all coordinates i and all servers j in the set I
(a,b)
i for some a with

(
√
θ)a+1Pstart ≥ 4 log n/N , the coordinate i ∈ SCj . So the contribution from such servers can be

computed exactly akin to the servers in the set Largej .

Now consider all the tuples (a, b) ∈ Goodi with (
√
θ)a+1Pstart < 4 log n/N . The above lemma

shows that
∑

j∈I
(a,b)
i

pj ≥ 100 log n. Thus, if we mark all the tuples (a, b) with X
(a,b)
i ≥ 66 log n as

“probably good for i”, then with a probability ≥ 1−1/n2, all the tuples (a, b) in Goodi are marked
as “probably good for i” and any tuple (a, b) ∈ Badi marked as “probably good for i” satisfies

X
(a,b)
i ≤ 2.5

∑

j∈I
(a,b)
i

pj .

We now consider the following algorithm for computing x̂i using which we then compute Esti:

1. Let Si = {j | i ∈ SCj} be the set of all the servers that sample the coordinate i.

2. Let x̂i ← 0 denote our initial estimate for xi.

3. Let Li = {j ∈ S | e−1
i

f(xi(j))∑
i
e−1
i

f(xi(j))
> 4s

cf [s] log
2 n
}. This corresponds to the servers in Largei that

have sampled i. With high probability, Li = Largei. Note that we know the value xi(j) for
all j ∈ Li.
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4. Update x̂i ← x̂i +
∑

j∈Li
xi(j).

5. Update Si ← Si \ Li.

6. Let Smi = {j ∈ Si | e−1
i

f(xi(j))∑
i
e−1
i

f(xi(j))
< ε1

cf [s]·(C log2 n)
}. Corresponds to the servers in Smalli

that have sampled i and therefore the contribution from these servers can be ignored.

7. Update Si ← Si \ Smi.

8. For each a = 0, 1, . . . , A − 1 and b = 0, 1, . . . , B − 1, set S
(a,b)
i ← {j ∈ Si | j ∈ I(a,b)i }. Note

that since for all j ∈ Si, we know the value of xi(j) and therefore we can compute the set

S
(a,b)
i .

9. For all tuples (a, b) with (
√
θ)a+1Pstart > 4 log n/N , with high probability S

(a,b)
i = I

(a,b)
i and

we update x̂i ← x̂i +
∑

j∈S
(a,b)
i

xi(j).

10. For all other tuples (a, b), if |S(a,b)
i | ≥ 66 log n, we mark (a, b) as “probably good for i” and

ignore the rest of the tuples.

11. For all tuples (a, b) marked as “probably good for i”, we update

x̂i ← x̂i +
(2/5)|S(a,b)

i |
1− (1− (

√
θ)a+1Pstart)N

f−1(ei(
√
θ)a+bPstartFstart).

12. Compute Esti := e−1
i f(x̂i).

Using all the lemmas we have gone through till now, we will argue that for all i ∈ SC, x̂i ≤ xi with
a high probability, which proves that Esti is upper bounded by e−1

i f(xi). We then prove Esti∗ is
large.

Lemma 4.12. With probability ≥ 1− 1/n, for all i ∈ [n], x̂i ≤ xi which implies Esti ≤ e−1
i f(xi).

Proof. Consider a fixed i. We will argue about contributions from different types of servers to x̂i
separately. By Lemma 4.5, we have Li = Largei with probability ≥ 1− 1/n3 and the contribution∑

j∈Largei xi(j) to xi is estimated correctly. We deterministically exclude all the servers in Smalli

and therefore we do not overestimate the contribution of
∑

j∈Smalli
xi(j) to xi.

Now consider the tuples (a, b) for a = 0, 1, . . . , A − 1 and b = 0, 1, . . . , B − 1. If a is such that

(
√
θ)a+1Pstart ≥ 4 log n/N , we again have S

(a,b)
i = I

(a,b)
i with a large probability similar to the

analysis of Lemma 4.5 and therefore we estimate the contribution of such servers to xi exactly.
If (
√
θ)a+1Pstart < 4 log n/N and (a, b) ∈ Goodi, then Lemma 4.11 shows that

∑
j∈I

(a,b)
i

pj ≥
100 log n. We then obtain using Lemma 4.10 that 66 log n ≤ |S(a,b)

i | ≤ (4/3)
∑

j∈I
(a,b)
i

pj with a large

probability. Using Lemma 4.9, we get that

|S(a,b)
i |

(4/3)(1 − (1− (
√
θ)a+1Pstart)N )

≤ |I(a,b)i |.

Using Lemma 4.8, we then obtain that

|S(a,b)
i |

(4/3)(1 − (1− (
√
θ)a+1Pstart)N )

f−1(ei(
√
θ)a+bPstartFstart)
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≤ |I(a,b)i |f−1(ei(
√
θ)a+bPstartFstart) ≤

∑

j∈I
(a,b)
i

xi(j).

Hence, the contribution of tuples (a, b) ∈ Goodi is not overestimated. If (a, b) ∈ Badi and (a, b) is
marked “probably good for i”, then using Lemma 4.10, we get

|S(a,b)
i | ≤ 5

2

∑

j∈I
(a,b)
i

pj

and using the same series of steps as above, we get

|S(a,b)
i |

(5/2)(1 − (1− (
√
θ)a+1Pstart)N )

f−1(ei(
√
θ)a+bPstartFstart)

≤ |I(a,b)i |f−1(ei(
√
θ)a+bPstartFstart) ≤

∑

j∈I
(a,b)
i

xi(j)

which again shows that the contribution of tuples (a, b) in Badi but are marked “probably good
for i” is also not overestimated. Overall we get that with a probability ≥ 1 − O(1/n2), x̂i ≤ xi.
Using a union bound we have the proof.

We now show that Esti∗ is large with a large probability.

Lemma 4.13. With probability ≥ 1− 1/n2,

Esti∗ ≥
(1− ε2)2

θ′′
e−1
i∗ f(xi∗).

Proof. By Lemma 4.5, Li∗ = Largei∗ and therefore the contribution to xi∗ from the servers in
Largei∗ is captured by x̂i∗ . We argued that contribution to x̂i∗ from servers in Smalli∗∪Ignorei∗
can be ignored.

Now consider the tuples (a, b) for a = 0, 1, . . . , A− 1 and b = 0, 1, . . . , B − 1. If (
√
θ)a+1Pstart ≥

(4 log n)/N , then S
(a,b)
i∗ = I

(a,b)
i∗ with probability ≥ 1−1/n3 and therefore the contribution from the

servers in I
(a,b)
i∗ is captured exactly by x̂i∗ . If (a, b) ∈ Badi∗ , then we argued in Lemma 4.7 that we

need not capture the contribution from those servers. So any contribution from servers in Badi∗

marked as “probably good for i∗” will only help in increasing x̂i∗ .
Now consider (a, b) ∈ Goodi∗ with (

√
θ)a+1Pstart < 4 log n/N . By Lemma 4.11, with a large

probability

|S(a,b)
i∗ | ≥ 2

3

∑

j∈I
(a,b)

i∗

pj.

By Lemma 4.9, we get

|S(a,b)
i∗ | ≥ 2

3
|I(a,b)i∗ |1− (1− (

√
θ)a+1Pstart)

N

√
θ

.

Now, using Lemma 4.8, we get

|S(a,b)
i∗ | · f−1(ei∗(

√
θ)a+bPstartFstart) ≥

2

3 · θ′ ·
1− (1− (

√
θ)a+1Pstart)

N

√
θ

∑

j∈I
(a,b)

i∗

xi∗(j)
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which then implies

(2/5)|S(a,b)
i∗ | · f−1(ei∗(

√
θ)a+bPstartFstart)

1− (1− (
√
θ)a+1Pstart)N

≥ 4

15 · θ ·
√
θ

∑

j∈I
(a,b)

i∗

xi∗(j).

Thus, overall, with high probability, we have

x̂i∗ ≥
∑

j∈Largei∗

xi∗(j) +
4

15 · θ ·
√
θ

∑

(a,b)∈Goodi∗

∑

j∈I
(a,b)

i∗

xi∗(j).

We therefore have

Esti∗ := e−1
i∗ f(x̂i∗) ≥

(1− ε2)3
θ′′

e−1
i∗ f(xi∗)

assuming for all x, f(x/(4 · θ ·
√
θ)) ≥ f(x)/θ′′.

Theorem 4.14. Assume we are given a super-additive nonnegative function f that satisfies the
“approximate invertibility” property with parameters θ, θ′, θ′′, ε1 and ε2. Let s ≥ 1 be the number
of servers. Define A = O(log(s/ε1)/ log θ) and B = O(log(s2/ε1(1 − ε2))/ log θ). Let e1, . . . , en be
independent standard exponential random variables shared across all the servers. Then there is a
2-round protocol in the coordinator model which uses a total communication of

O

(
cf [s] ·

cf [A · B] · (A ·B) ·
√
θ log4 n

ε1(1− ε2)2
+ s · log

2 n · θ′′
(1− ε2)3

)

words of communication and with probability ≥ 1− 1/poly(n) computes maxi e
−1
i f(xi).

Proof. First we condition on the event that
∑

i e
−1
i f(xi) ≤ (C log2 n) ·maxi e

−1
i f(xi) which holds

with probability ≥ 1 − 1/poly(n). Note that the randomness used in sampling is independent of
the exponential random variables. Define i∗ := argmaxi e

−1
i f(xi).

Let N = O((cf [s]/s) · cf [A · B] · (A · B) ·
√
θ log4 n/(ε1(1 − ε2)2)). Let each server j sample N

coordinates independently from its local distribution:

Pr[i = i] =
e−1
i f(xi(j))∑
i e

−1
i f(xi(j))

.

Let SCj be the set of coordinates sampled by the server j. Now, each server j sends the set SCj

along with the values xi(j) for i ∈ SCj to the coordinator. Additionally, each server also sends the
value

∑
i e

−1
i f(xi(j)) to the coordinator. Note that this requires a total communication of O(N · s)

words of communication.
Now, the coordinator computes SC =

⋃
j SCj . By Lemma 4.3, we have i∗ ∈ SC with probability

≥ 1 − 1/poly(n). Now the coordinator computes x̂i and a value Esti for each i ∈ SC using the
algorithm described above. Lemma 4.12 shows that with a probability ≥ 1 − 1/poly(n), for all
i ∈ SC, we have Esti ≤ e−1

i f(xi) and Lemma 4.13 shows that with probability ≥ 1 − 1/poly(n),

we have Esti∗ ≥ (1−ε2)3

θ′′ e−1
i∗ f(xi∗). Using a union bound, all these events hold with probability

≥ 1− 1/poly(n). Condition on all these events.
Let PL be the set of coordinates i ∈ SC with the O(C log2 n ·θ′′/(1−ε2)3) largest values of Esti.

We have i∗ ∈ PL since we conditioned on all the above events. Now the coordinator queries sends
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the set PL to each server j and asks for the values xi(j) for i ∈ PL. Then the servers all send the
requested information in the second round of communication. Note that the total communication
required is O(s · |PL|) words. Since i∗ in PL, we obtain that

max
i∈PL

e−1
i f(

∑

j∈[s]

xi(j)) = e−1
i∗ f(xi∗)

and the coordinator can compute this value after receiving the required information from the servers
in the second round of communication. This proves the theorem.

We can run the protocol in the above theorem concurrently using O(1/ε2) independent copies of
the exponential random variables and then obtain a 1± ε approximation for

∑
i f(xi) with a prob-

ability ≥ 99/100. We note that the overall protocol requires two rounds and a total communication

of Oθ,θ′,θ′′

(
cf [s]
ε2

polylog(n)
)
words of communication.

Theorem 4.15. Let f be a non-negative, increasing, super-additive function that satisfies the
“approximate invertibility” properties with the parameters θ, θ′, θ′′. Let there be s servers and each
of the servers holds a non-negative vector x(1), . . . , x(s) ∈ R

n respectively. Define A = O(log(s ·
θ′′)/ log θ) and B = O(log(s2 · (θ′′)2)/ log θ). Given ε < 1/nc for a small constant c, there is a two
round protocol that uses a total of

O

(
cf [s]

ε2
· cf [A ·B] · (A · B) ·

√
θ · (θ′′)3 · log4 n+

s

ε2
· log2 n · (θ′′)4

)

words of communication and with probability ≥ 9/10 computes a 1± ε for the quantity
∑

i f(xi).

Proof. For k ∈ [O(1/ε2)] and i ∈ [n], let e
(k)
i be an independent standard exponential random vari-

able. Let i∗(k) := argmaxi∈[n](e
(k)
i )−1f(xi). By a union bound, the following hold simultaneously

with probability ≥ 1− 1/poly(n):

for all k,
∑

i

(e
(k)
i )−1f(xi) ≤ (C log2 n) · (e(k)

i∗(k)
)−1f(xi∗(k))

and

ln(2) ·mediank (e
(k)
i∗(k)

)−1f(xi∗(k)) = (1± ε)
∑

i∈[n]

f(xi).

We condition on these events. Now concurrently for each k, we use the exponential random variables

e
(k)
1 , . . . , e

(k)
n and run the protocol in Theorem 4.14 to obtain the value of (e

(k)
i∗(k)

)−1f(xi∗(k)) with

probability ≥ 1− 1/poly(n). We union bound over the success of the protocol for all k and obtain
that with probability ≥ 9/10, we can compute the exact value of

ln(2) ·mediank (e
(k)
i∗(k)

)−1f(xi∗(k))

which then gives us a 1 ± ε approximation of
∑

i∈[n] f(xi). The communication bounds directly
follow from Theorem 4.14.

We obtain the following corollary for estimating Fk moments.

Corollary 4.16. Let k > 2 be arbitrary. In the coordinator model with s servers that each hold
a non-negative vector x(j) ∈ R

n, there is a randomized two round protocol that uses a total of
Õk(s

k−1 polylog(n)/ε2) bits of communication and approximate
∑

i(
∑

j∈[s] xi(j))
k up to a 1 ± ε

factor with probability ≥ 9/10.

31



Proof. For the function f(x) = xk, we have cf [s] = sk−1 by a simple application of the Holder’s
inequality. We additionally note that xk is “approximately invertible” with parameters θ = 2,
θ′ = 21/k, and θ′′ = 2 ·8k/2. Therefore ε1 and 1−ε2 can be taken as 1/(2 ·8k/2). We now have A,B =
O(k + log s) so that cf [A ·B] · (A ·B) = (k + log s)k. From the above theorem, we therefore obtain
that there is a two round protocol that computes a 1 ± ε approximation of

∑
i∈[n](

∑
j∈[s] xi(j))

k

with probability ≥ 9/10 and uses a total communication of

O

(
sk−1

ε2
(k + log s)k

83k/2
polylog(n)

)

words of communication.

4.3 Higher-Order Correlations

Kannan, Vempala, and Woodruff [KVW14] also study the problem of approximating higher order
correlations and list a few applications of the problem in their paper. In this problem, there are
s servers and the j-th server holds a set of n-dimensional vectors Wj . Given a parameter k, and
functions f : R≥0 → R≥0, g : Rk

≥0 → R≥0, the coordinator wants to approximate

M(f, g,W1, . . . ,Ws) :=
∑

i1,i2,...,ik distinct

f


∑

j

∑

v∈Wj

g(vi1 , vi2 , . . . , vik)




As they mention, for each server j, we can create a vector w(j) with r =
(n
k

)
k! components (one

for each tuple (i1, . . . , ik) with distinct values of i1, i2, . . . , ik ∈ [n]) defined as

[w(j)](i1 ,i2,...,ik) :=
∑

v∈Wj

g(vi1 , vi2 , . . . , vik).

Now running the function sum approximation protocol on the vectors w(1), . . . , w(s) with the
function f , we can compute a 1± ε approximation for M(f, g) using a total of

Oθ,θ′,θ′′

(
cf [s]

ε2
· polylog(r)

)
= Oθ,θ′,θ′′

(
cf [s]

ε2
· poly(k, log n)

)

words of communication. The main issue in implementing this algorithm is that all the servers
have to realize the r =

(n
k

)
k! dimensional vectors w(j) which end up occupying O(nk) space which

is prohibitive when n is large. Using a simple trick, we can show that to execute the protocol in
Theorem 4.15 can be implemented without using O(nk) space.

We first solve for the issue of sharing O(nk) exponential random variables across all the servers.
In Appendix C, we show that the exponential random variables used in the protocol need not be
independent but can be generated using Nisan’s Pseudorandom Generator (PRG) [Nis92]. The seed
for Nisan’s PRG needs to be only of length O(k2 log2(n/ε)) and hence the shared randomness across
the servers is only of this size.

The main reason we need the vectors w(j) is so that the server j can sample independent copies
of the random variable (i1, . . . , ik) with probability distribution

Pr[(i1, . . . , ik) = (i1, . . . , ik)] =
(e(i1,...,ik))

−1[w(j)](i1 ,...,ik)∑
i′1,...,i

′

k
(e(i′

1
,...,i′

k
))−1[w(j)](i′

1
,...,i′

k
)

where e(i1,...,ik) is an independent standard exponential random variable. But we note that to sample

from this distribution, the protocol does not need O(nk) space. Consider the lexicographic ordering
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of the tuples (i1, . . . , ik) with all i1, . . . , ik distinct. The algorithm goes over the tuples in the
lexicographic orders, computes the value of (e(i1,...,ik))

−1[w(j)](i1 ,...,ik) by generating the random
variable e(i1,...,ik) using Nisan’s PRG and then uses a reservoir sampling algorithm to sample a
tuple form the above defined distribution. This entire process can be accomplished using a constant
amount of space and hence implementing the function sum approximation protocol on the vectors
w(1), . . . , w(s) can be accomplished without using Θ(nk) space at each of the servers. Hence we
have the following theorem:

Theorem 4.17. Let there be s servers each holding an arbitrary set of n-dimensional non-negative
vectors W1, . . . ,Ws ⊆ respectively. Given a function f : R≥0 → R≥0 that satisfies the “approximate
invertibility” property with parameters θ, θ′, θ′′ > 1 and a function g : R

k
≥0 → R

k
≥0, there is a

randomized two round protocol that approximates M(f, g,W1, . . . ,Ws) up to a 1 ± ε factor with
probability ≥ 9/10. The protocol uses a total of

O

(
cf [s]

ε2
· cf [A ·B] · (A · B) ·

√
θ · (θ′′)3 · k4 log4 n+

s

ε2
· k2 log2 n · (θ′′)4

)

words of communication, where A = O(log(s · θ′′)/ log θ) and B = O(log(s2 · (θ′′)2)/ log θ)

5 Lower Bounds

5.1 Lower Bound for Sum Approximation

For Fk approximation problem, [WZ12] show a Ω(sk−1/ε2) lower bound on the total communication
of any protocol that 1+ε approximates the Fk value of a vector that is distributed among s servers.
They show the lower bound by reducing from a communication problem called the k-BTX. Their
proof can be adapted in a straightforward way to obtain the following result for general function
approximation for some class of functions f .

Theorem 5.1. Let f be a non-negative, super-additive function and cf [s] be the parameter such
that for all y1, . . . , ys ≥ 0, then

f(y1 + · · ·+ ys) ≤
cf [s]

s
(
√
f(y1) + · · ·+

√
f(ys))

2.

Assume that there exists y∗ such that the above inequality is tight when y1 = · · · = ys = y∗ i.e.,
f(sy∗) = s · cf [s] · f(y∗) and let β = f(sy∗)/(2 · f(sy∗/2)) ≥ 1. If s ≥ Ω(β), then any protocol that
approximates

∑
i f(xi) in the coordinator model up to a 1 ± (1/72β − 1/72β2)ε factor must use a

total communication of Ω(cf [s]/ε
2) bits.

While the requirements in the above theorem may seem circular, as in, β = f(sy∗)/2f(sy∗/2)
and s ≥ Ω(β), note that β is upper bounded by maxx f(x)/(2f(x/2)) which is independent of the
number of servers s.

Proof. We prove the communication lower bound by showing that any protocol which can approx-
imate

∑
i f(xi) where f is a function that satisfies the properties in the theorem statement can be

used to construct a protocol for solving the so-called s-BTX (Block-Threshold-XOR) problem on
a specific hard input distribution ν.

To define the s-BTX communication problem and a hard distribution ν, we first define the
s-XOR problem and a hard distribution ψn for this problem. There are s sites S1, . . . , Ss. Each
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site Sj holds a block b(j) = (b1(j), . . . , bn(j)) of n bits. The s sites want to compute the following
function:

s-XOR(b(1), . . . , b(s)) =





1, if there is an index i ∈ [n] such that

bi(j) = 1 for exactly s/2 values of j,

0, otherwise.

Woodruff and Zhang [WZ12] define an input distribution ϕn to the s-XOR problem as follows.
For each coordinate i ∈ [n], a variable Di is chosen uniformly at random from the set {1, . . . , s}.
Conditioned on the value Di, all but the Di-th site sets their input to 0 in the i-th coordinate,
whereas the Di-th site sets its input in the i-th coordinate to 0 or 1 with equal probability. Let ϕ1

be this distribution on one coordinate.
Next, a special coordinate M is chosen uniformly at random from [n] and the inputs in the

M -th coordinate at all s sites are modified as follows: for the first s/2 sites, the inputs in the M -th
coordinate are replaced with all 0s with probability 1/2 and all 1s with probability 1/2. Similarly
for the last s/2 sites, the inputs in the M -th coordinate are replaced with all 0s with probability
1/2 and all 1s with probability 1/2. Let ψ1 denote the input distribution on the special coordinate
and ψn denote the input distribution that on special coordinate follows ψ1 and follows ϕ1 on the
remaining n− 1 coordinates.

We will now define the s-BTX problem and a hard input distribution ν. Again, there are s sites
S1, . . . , Ss. Each site Sj holds an input consisting of 1/ε2 blocks and each block is an input for
that site in a corresponding s-XOR problem. Concretely, each site Sj holds a length n/ε2 vector

b(j) = (b1(j), . . . , b1/ε
2
(j)) divided into 1/ε2 blocks of n bits each. There are 1/ε2 instances of the

s-XOR problem with the ℓ-th instance having the inputs bℓ(1), . . . , bℓ(s). In the s-BTX problem,
the sites want to compute the following:

s-BTX(b(1), . . . , b(s)) =





1, if |∑ℓ∈[1/ε2] s-XOR(bℓ(1), . . . , bℓ(s))− 1/2ε2| ≥ 2/ε

0, if |∑ℓ∈[1/ε2] s-XOR(bℓ(1), . . . , bℓ(s))− 1/2ε2| ≤ 1/ε

∗, otherwise.

A hard input distribution ν for this problem is defined as follows: The input of the s sites in each
block is independently chosen according to the input distribution ψn defined above for the s-XOR
problem. Let B be the random variable denoting the inputs (b(1), . . . , b(s)) when drawn from input
distribution ν andM = (M1, . . . ,M1/ε2) denote the random variable whereM ℓ denotes the special
coordinate in the ℓ-th block of the inputs and D denotes the special sites for all the coordinates in
all 1/ε2 instances of the s-XOR problem. [WZ12] prove the following theorem:

Theorem 5.2 ([WZ12, Theorem 7]). Let Π be the transcript of any randomized protocol for the
s-BTX problem on input distribution ν with error probability δ for a sufficiently small constant
δ. We have I(B; Π | M,D) ≥ Ω(n/sε2), where information is measured with respect to the input
distribution ν.

The theorem essentially states that the transcript of any protocol that solves the s-BTX problem
on the input distribution ν with a large probability must have a large amount of “information”
about the input vectors when conditioned on the random variables M,D. Since the randomized
communication complexity is always at least the conditional information cost, the above theorem
implies that any randomized protocol that solves the s-BTX problem on input distribution ν with
error probability δ has a communication complexity of Ω(n/sε2).
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We show a lower bound on the communication complexity of the function sum estimation
problem for f in the theorem statement by reducing the s-BTX problem to approximating

∑
i f(xi)

for appropriately chosen vectors x(1), . . . , x(s) at each of the sites.
Let n = s · cf [s] so that the communication complexity of a randomized protocol for s-BTX

on input distribution ν is Ω(cf [s]/ε
2). Let (b(1), . . . , b(s)) be inputs to the s-BTX problem drawn

from the distribution ν. Notice that each b(j) is a binary vector with s · cf [s]/ε2 coordinates. Now
define b = b(1) + · · ·+ b(s).

Since the input (b(1), . . . , b(s)) is drawn from the distribution ν, we note the following about
vector b:

1. Each block of 1/ε2 coordinates has exactly one coordinate i in which bi = s with probability
1/4, bi = s/2 with probability 1/2 and bi = 0 with probability 1/4.

2. In each block, all other coordinates apart from the one singled out above have a value 0 with
probability 1/2 and 1 with probability 1/2.

Therefore the vector b when (b(1), . . . , b(s)) is sampled from ν has, in expectation,
s·cf−1

2ε2
coordinates

with value 1, 1
2ε2

coordinates with value s/2 and 1
4ε2

coordinates with value s.
For each j ∈ [s], define x(j) = y∗ · b(j) where y∗ is as in the theorem statement and let

x =
∑

j x(j) = y∗ · b. From the above properties of the vector b, the vector x has coordinates

only with values 0, y∗, sy∗/2, sy∗ and in expectation it has
s·cf [s]−1

2ε2
coordinates with value y∗, 1/2ε2

coordinates with value sy∗/2 and 1/4ε2 coordinates with value sy∗. So, we write

W :=
∑

i

f(xi) =

(
s · cf [s]− 1

2ε2
+Q

)
· f(y∗) +

(
1

2ε2
+ U

)
· f(sy∗/2) +

(
1

4ε2
+ V

)
· f(sy∗)

where Q,U, V denote the deviations from the means for each type of coordinate. Note that we
have f(0) = 0 and hence no contribution from such random variables. Now, the s-BTX problem is
exactly to determine if |U | ≥ 2/ε or |U | ≤ 1/ε and we want to show that a protocol to approximate∑

i f(xi) can be used to distinguish between the cases.

We now define xleft =
∑s/2

j=1 x(j) and xright =
∑s

j=s/2+1 x(j). Let W left :=
∑

i f(x
left
i ) and

W right :=
∑

i f(x
right
i ). We now note that

W left +W right =

(
s · cf [s]− 1

2ε2
+Q

)
· f(y∗) +

(
1

2ε2
+ U

)
· f(sy∗/2) +

(
1

4ε2
+ V

)
· 2 · f(sy∗/2).

Note that for the function f , we have f(sy∗) = β · 2 · f(sy∗/2) for some β > 1. Hence,

β(W left +W right)−W = (β − 1)

((
s · cf [s]− 1

2ε2
+Q

)
· f(y∗) +

(
1

2ε2
+ U

)
· f(sy∗/2)

)
.

Let P be a protocol that can approximate
∑

i f(xi), up to a 1 ± αε factor, when the vector x
is distributed across s servers. Let W̃ , W̃ left and W̃ right be the 1 ± αε approximations for W ,
W left and W right computed by running the protocol P on three different instances of the function
sum approximation problem. We first note that for the vector x constructed using the inputs

(b(1), . . . , b(s)), we have
∑

i f(xi) ≤
s·cf [s]

ε2
f(y∗) + 1

ε2
f(sy∗) ≤ 2·f(sy∗)

ε2
with probability 1 where we

used the fact that s · cf [s] · f(y∗) = f(sy∗). Hence,

W̃ =W ± α · 2 · f(sy∗)
ε

, W̃ left =W left ± α · 2 · f(sy∗)
ε

, and W̃ right =W right ± α · 2 · f(sy∗)
ε
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which then implies

β(W̃ left + W̃ right)− W̃

= β(W left +W right)−W ± 6αβ

ε
f(sy∗)

= (β − 1)

((
s · cf [s]− 1

2ε2
+Q

)
· f(y∗) +

(
1

2ε2
+ U

)
· f(sy∗/2)

)
± 6αβ

ε
f(sy∗).

Now, we note that with a large constant probability over the distribution ν, the random variable
Q satisfies

|Q| ≤
C
√
s · cf [s]
ε

for a large enough constant C by a simple application of a Chernoff bound. Hence, with a union
bound on the above event and the correctness of the protocol on inputs x, xleft and xright, we get

β(W̃ left + W̃ right)− W̃ = (β − 1) ·
(

1

2ε2
+ U

)
· f(sy∗/2) + (β − 1) ·

(
s · cf [s]− 1

2ε2

)
· f(y∗)

± (β − 1)
C
√
s · cf [s]
ε

f(y∗)± 6αβ

ε
f(sy∗).

Dividing the expression by (β − 1), we get

β(W̃ left + W̃ right)− W̃
β − 1

=

(
1

2ε2
+ U

)
· f(sy∗/2) +

(
s · cf [s]− 1

2ε2

)
f(y∗)

±
C
√
s · cf [s]
ε

f(y∗)± 6αβ

ε(β − 1)
f(sy∗)

We now use f(sy∗) = s · cf [s] · f(y∗), f(sy∗/2) = s · cf [s] · f(y∗)/2β to obtain that

β(W̃ left + W̃ right)− W̃
β − 1

=
s · cf [s] · f(y∗)

2β
·




1

2ε2
+ U +

(s · cf [s]− 1) · 2β
2ε2 · s · cf [s]

± 2C · β
ε
√
s · cf [s]

± 12αβ2

ε(β − 1)


 .

If s ≥ C ′ · β, then
√
s · cf [s] ≥ s ≥ C ′ · β as well. If C ′ ≥ 8C, and α ≤ (β − 1)/72β2, then

β(W̃ left + W̃ right)− W̃
β − 1

=
s · cf [s] · f(y∗)

2β
·
(

1

2ε2
+ U +

(s · cf [s]− 1) · 2β
2ε2 · s · cf [s]

± 5

12ε

)
.

Hence, we can distinguish between the case when |U | ≤ 1/ε or |U | ≥ 2/ε using the expression on
the LHS of the above equality. As, n = s ·cf [s], the lower bound for the s-BTX problem implies that
any randomized protocol that approximates

∑
i f(xi) in the coordinator model when the vector x

is split between s servers, up to a 1 ±
(

1
72β − 1

72β2

)
ε factor, with probability ≥ 1 − δ for a small

enough constant δ, must use a total communication of Ω(cf [s]/ε
2) bits.
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5.2 Fk Estimation Lower Bound for 1-round Algorithms

We use the multi-player set disjointness problem to show that a one round protocol for Fk estimation
using shared randomness requires a total of Ω̃(sk−1/εk) bits of communication. In the one-way
blackboard private-coin communication model, it is known that the t-player promise set disjointness
problem, with sets drawn from [n], has a communication lower bound of Ω(n/t). In this problem,
each of the t servers receives a subset of [n] with the promise that the sets received by all the servers
are either mutually disjoint or that there is exactly one element that is present in all the subsets.

The one round algorithms in our paper can be implemented in the standard 1-way bloackboard
model: In this model, all the servers in a deterministic order write the information on a publicly
viewable blackboard. The total communication in this model is then the total number of bits written
on the blackboard. The one round algorithms in the coordinator model are strictly weaker as each
server sends its information to the coordinator without even looking at others bits. The lower bound
of Ω(n/t) in the 1-way blackboard model was shown in [CKS03] and later [Gro09] extended the
Ω(n/t) lower bound to an arbitrary number of rounds.

Theorem 5.3. Given s ≥ 3 servers each having an n dimensional vector x(1), . . . , x(s) respectively,
any 1-round Fk estimation algorithm, in which the servers send a single message to the coordinator,
that approximates Fk(x) up to 1 ± ε factor with probability ≥ 9/10 over the randomness in the
protocol, must use Ωk(s

k−1/εk log(s/ε)) bits of total communication.

Proof. The lower bounds in [CKS03, Gro09] hold even with shared randomness, but are not stated
that way, so one can also argue as follows to handle shared randomness: suppose there is a public
coin algorithm in the 1-way blackboard communication model using a total of c bits of communi-
cation. Then by Newman’s equivalence [New91] of private-coin vs public-coin protocols up to an
additive logarithmic increase in the communication, there is a private coin algorithm in the one-
way blackboard communication model using a total of c+O(log(nt)) bits. The first player samples
one of the strings pre-shared among all the servers and announces the index of the string on the
blackboard and then the remaining servers proceed with the computation using this string as the
shared random bits. Hence, c = Ω(n/t) − O(log nt) and when t ≤ nα for a constant α < 1, we
obtain that Ω(n/t) bits is a lower bound on the communication complexity of 1-way public coin
protocols in the blackboard model that solve the s-player set disjointness problem.

In our model, the Fk estimation algorithm is even weaker than the 1-way public coin protocol
in the blackboard model as all the servers send their bits to the coordinator without looking at
others bits. Hence, the lower bound of Ω(n/t) bits can be used to lower bound the communication
complexity.

Let n = sk/εk and t = s/2. Consider the instance of a t player set-disjointness problem. We will
encode the problem as approximating the Fk moment of an n dimensional vector distributed over
s servers.

For j = 1, . . . , s/2, the player j encodes the subset Sj ⊆ [n] they receive as an n dimensional
vector x(j) by putting 1 in the coordinates corresponding to the items in the set and 0 otherwise.

Now each of the s/2 servers runs a (1/Cn)-error protocol in the coordinator model (as in the
protocol fails with probability at most 1/Cn) to approximate ‖∑s

j=1 x(j)‖kk and sends the transcript
to the central coordinator. The central coordinator chooses appropriate vectors x(s/2+1), . . . , x(s)
and using the transcripts from the s/2 servers finds a 1 + ε approximation to ‖∑s

j=1 x(j)‖kk by
running the (1/Cn)-error protocol for estimating Fk moments.

Let ‖∑s/2
j=1 x(j)‖kk = T . Fix an index i ∈ [n]. The central coordinator creates the vectors

x(s/2 + 1), . . . , x(s/2 + s/2) to be all be equal and have a value of 2/ε in coordinate i and remain-
ing positions have value 0. Now consider a NO instance for the set disjointness problem. Then

37



‖∑s
j=1 x(j)‖kk ≤ (T − 1) + (s/ε+ 1)k.
Let T ′ be such that (1− ε′)T ≤ T ′ ≤ (1 + ε′)T . Then,

(1 + ε′)‖
s∑

j=1

x(j)‖kk ≤
1 + ε′

1− ε′T
′ − (1 + ε′) + (1 + ε′)(s/ε + 1)k.

Now consider a YES instance. If all the sets intersect in i, then ‖∑s
j=1 x(j)‖kk = T − (s/2)k+(s/ε+

s/2)k. Now,

(1− ε′)‖
s∑

i=1

x(j)‖kk ≥
1− ε′
1 + ε′

T ′ − (1− ε′)(s/2)k + (1− ε′)(s/ε+ s/2)k.

If

1− ε′
1 + ε′

T ′ − (1− ε′)(s/2)k + (1− ε′)(s/ε + s/2)k >
1 + ε′

1− ε′T
′ − (1 + ε′) + (1 + ε′)(s/ε + 1)k,

we have a test for set disjointness. The above is implied by

(1− ε′)(s/ε+ s/2)k − (1 + ε′)(s/ε + 1)k − (1− ε′)(s/2)k ≥ 4ε′

1− (ε′)2
T ′

which is further implied by (1 − ε′)(s/ε + s/2)k − (1 + ε′)(s/ε + 1)k − (1 − ε′)(s/2)k ≥ 8ε′T. As
T ≤ (s/ε)k + (s/2)k, we obtain that the above is implied by

(1− ε′)(1/ε + 1/2)k − (1 + ε′)(1/ε + 1/s)k − (1− ε′)(1/2k) ≥ 8ε′(1/εk + 1/2k).

For s ≥ 3,

(
1/ε + 1/2

1/ε + 1/s

)k

≥
(
1/ε + 1/2

1/ε + 1/3

)k

≥ (1 + ε/8).

Hence, setting ε′ = ε/C for a large enough constant implies that

(1− ε′)(1/ε + 1/2)k − (1 + ε′)(1/ε + 1/s)k ≥ ε

16
(1/ε + 1/2)k

For k ≥ 2, we further get

(1− ε′)(1/ε + 1/2)k − (1 + ε′)(1/ε + 1/s)k − (1− ε′)(1/2k) ≥ ε

32
(1/ε + 1/2)k .

By picking C large enough, we obtain (ε/32)(1/ε + 1/2)k ≥ 8ε′(1/εk + 1/2k). Thus, if a 1 ± ε′
approximation of ‖∑s

j=1 x(j)‖kk for any i ∈ [n] (note that the vectors x(s/2 + 1), . . . , x(s) depend

on which i we are using) exceeds (1+ε′)T ′/(1−ε′)−(1+ε′)+(1+ε′)(s/ε+1)k , then we can output
YES to the set disjointness instance and otherwise output NO. Note that we needed to union bound
over the n+1 instances of the problem, i.e., that we compute T ′ such that (1−ε′)T ≤ T ′ ≤ (1+ε′)T
and later for each i ∈ [n], we want a 1±ε′ approximation to the appropriately defined ‖∑s

j=1 x(j)‖kk
and hence we use a 1/Cn error protocol.

Thus, any distributed protocol which outputs a 1+ε/C approximation to the Fk approximation
problem with probability ≥ 1 − εk/Csk must use a total communication of Ωk(s

k−1/εk) bits.
Consequently, an algorithm which succeeds with a probability≥ 9/10 must use Ωk(s

k−1/ log(s/ε)εk)
bits of total communication since the success probability of such an algorithm can be boosted to a
failure probability O(εk/sk) by simultaneous independent copies of the protocol.
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6 Neighborhood Propagation via Composable Sketches

We define composable sketches and show how using a neighborhood propagation algorithm, com-
posable sketches can be used so that all nodes in a graph with arbitrary topology can simultaneously
compute statistics of the data in a distance ∆ neighborhood of the node. Typically the distance
parameter ∆ is taken to be a small constant but can be as large as the diameter of the underlying
graph.

We use A to denote a dataset. Each item in the dataset is of the form (key, val) where the keys
are drawn from an arbitrary set T and the values are d-dimensional vectors. We use the notation
A.vals to denote the matrix with rows given by the values in the dataset. We say two datasets A
and B are conforming if for all keys present in both the datasets, the corresponding vals in both
the datasets are the same. We use the notation A∪B to denote the union of both the datasets. In
the following, we assume that all the relevant datasets are conforming. A composable sketch sk(A)
is a summary of the data items A. The sketch sk(·) must support the following three operations:

1. Create(A): given data items A, generate a sketch sk(A).

2. Merge(sk(A1), sk(A2), · · · , sk(Ak)): given the sketches sk(A1), · · · , sk(Ak) for sets of data
items A1, · · · ,Ak which may have overlaps, generate a composable sketch sk(A1 ∪ · · · ∪ Ak)
for the union of data items A1 ∪ · · · ∪ Ak.

3. Solve(sk(A)): given a sketch sk(A) of data items A, compute a solution with for a pre-
specified problem with respect to A.

Note that sk(A) need not be unique and randomization is allowed during the construction of the
sketch and merging. We assume that Create, Merge and Solve procedures have access to a
shared uniform random bit string.

A core property of the above composable sketch definition is that it handles duplicates. Consider
the following problem over a graph G = (V,E). Each vertex of the graph represents a user/server.
For a node u, we represent their dataset with Su, a set of (key, val) pairs. Given a parameter ∆,
each node in the graph wants to compute statistics or solve an optimization problem over the data
of all the nodes within a distance ∆ from the node. For example, with ∆ = 1, each node u may
want to solve a regression problem defined by the data at node u and all the neighbors u.

As composable sketches handle duplicates, the following simple algorithm can be employed to
solve the problems over the ∆ neighborhood of each node u.

1. Each node u computes sk(Su) and communicates to all its neighbors.

2. Repeat ∆ rounds: in round i, each node u computes

sk(Siu) = sk(
⋃

v:{ v,u }∈E

Si−1
v ) = Merge(sk(Si−1

v1 ), · · · , sk(Si−1
vk

))

and sends the sketch to all its neighbors. Here we use sk(S0u) to denote sk(Su).

3. Each node u in the graph outputs a solution over its ∆ neighborhood via first computing
Merge(sk(S0u), sk(S1u), sk(S2u), . . . , sk(S∆u )) and then using the Solve(·) procedure.

Notice that the capability of handling duplicates is crucial for the above neighborhood propagation
algorithm to work. For example, a node v at a distance 2 from u maybe connected to u through
two disjoint paths and hence u receives the sketch of u’s data from two different sources. So it
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is necessary for the sketch to be duplicate agnostic to not overweight data of vertices that are
connected through many neighbors. Another nice property afforded by composable sketches is that
a node sends the same “information” to all its neighbors meaning that a node does not perform
different computations determining what information is to be sent to each of its neighbors.

In the following section, we give a composable sketch for computing an ℓp subspace embedding
and show that it can be used to solve ℓp regression problems as well as the low rank approximation
problem.

7 Composable Sketches for Sensitivity Sampling

We assume A1, . . . ,As are conforming datasets. Let A := A1∪· · ·∪As. We give a composable sketch
construction such that using sk(A), we can compute an ℓp subspace embedding for the matrixA.vals.
Another important objective is to make the size of the sketch sk(A) as small as possible so that
sketches can be efficiently communicated to neighbors in the neighborhood propagation algorithm.

Given a matrix A ∈ R
n×d, we say that a matrix M ∈ R

m×d is an ε ℓp-subspace embedding for
A if for all x ∈ R

d,

‖Mx‖pp = (1± ε)‖Ax‖pp.

ℓp subspace embeddings have numerous applications and are heavily studied in the numerical linear
algebra literature. We will now define the so-called ℓp sensitivities and how they can be used to
compute subspace embeddings.

7.1 ℓp Sensitivity Sampling

The ℓp sensitivities are a straightforward generalization of the leverage scores. Given a matrix A
and a row a of the matrix, the ℓp sensitivity of a w.r.t. the matrix A is defined as

τ
ℓp
A (a) := max

x:Ax 6=0

|〈a, x〉|p
‖Ax‖pp

.

The ℓp sensitivities measure the importance of a row to be able to estimate ‖Ax‖pp given any vector
x. Suppose that a particular row a is orthogonal to all the other rows of the matrix A, we can see
that a is very important to be able to approximate ‖Ax‖pp up to a multiplicative factor. It can be

shown that if the matrix A has d columns, then the sum of ℓp sensitivities
∑

a∈A τ
ℓp
A (a) ≤ dmax(p/2,1)

[MMWY22]. Now we state the following sampling result which shows that sampling rows of the
matrix A with probabilities depending on the sensitivities and appropriately rescaling the sampled
rows gives an ℓp subspace embedding.

Theorem 7.1. Given a matrix A and a vector v ∈ [0, 1]n such that for all i ∈ [n], vi ≥ βτ ℓpA (ai) for
some β ≤ 1, let a random diagonal matrix S be generated as follows: for each i ∈ [n] independently,
set Sii = (1/pi)

1/p with probability pi and 0 otherwise. If pi ≥ min(1, C1β
−1vi(C2d log(d/ε) +

log(1/δ))/ε2) for large enough constants C1 and C2, then with probability ≥ 1− δ, for all x ∈ R
d,

‖SAx‖p = (1± ε)‖Ax‖p.
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Given constant factor approximations for the ℓp sensitivities we can define the probabilities pi
such that the matrix S has at most O(dmax(p/2,1)(d log(d/ε) + log 1/δ)/ε2) non-zero entries with a
large probability. The proof of the above theorem proceeds by showing that for a fixed vector x,
the event ‖SAx‖p = (1± ε)‖Ax‖p holds with a high probability and then using an ε-net argument
to extend the high probability guarantee for a single vector x to a guarantee for all the vectors x.
For p = 2, we can show that in the above theorem pi ≥ min(1, C1β

−1vi(C2 log(d/ε) + log 1/δ)ε−2)
suffices to construct a subspace embedding. So, in all our results for the special case of 2, only Õ(d)
rows need to be sampled.

We will now show a construction of a composable sketch sk(A) given a dataset A. The com-
posable sketch sk(A) can be used to construct an ℓp subspace embedding for the matrix A.vals.
Importantly, we note that given composable sketches sk(A) and sk(B), the sketches can be merged
only when A and B are conforming and the sketches sk(A) and sk(B) are constructed using the
same randomness in a way which will become clear after we give the sketch construction.

We parameterize our sketch construction with an integer parameter t that defines the number
of times a sketch can be merged with other sketches. We denote the sketch by skt(A) if it is
“mergeable” t times. Merging skt(A) and skt′(A) gives skmin(t,t′)−1(A ∪ B). Naturally, the size of
the sketch increases with the parameter t. We will first show how the sketch skt(A) is created.

7.2 Sketch Creation

Given a dataset A and a parameter t, we pick t independent fully random hash functions h1, . . . , ht
mapping keys to uniform random variables in the interval [0, 1]. Thus for each key, the value
hi(key) is an independent uniform random variable in the interval [0, 1]. Given such hash functions
h1, h2, . . . , ht, first for each (key, val) ∈ A, we compute τ̃key that satisfies

(1 + ε)tτ
ℓp
A.vals(val) ≤ τ̃key ≤ (1 + ε)t+1τ

ℓp
A.vals(val).

Note that we are free to choose τ̃key to be any value in the above interval. To allow randomness in
computing the values of τ̃key, we introduce another parameter γ. We assume that with probability
1− γ, for all key ∈ A.keys, τ̃key satisfies the above relation. When creating the sketch from scratch,
as we can compute exact ℓp sensitivities, we can take γ to be 0. The only requirement is that the
value of τ̃key must be computed independently of the hash functions h1, . . . , ht.

For each key ∈ A.keys, let pkey = Cτ̃key(d log d/ε+ log 1/δ)ε−2 and now for each hi, define

senSample(A, hi, t) := {(key, val,min(pkey, 1)) | (key, val) ∈ A, hi(key) ≤ pkey}.

The sketch skt,0(A) is now defined to be the collection (senSample(A, h1, t), . . . , senSample(A, ht, t)).
The procedure is described in Algorithm 2. Note that for each (key, val) ∈ A,

Prhi [(key, val, ∗) ∈ senSample(A, hi, t)] = min(pkey, 1)

≥ min(Cτ
ℓp
A.vals(val)(d log(d/ε) + log 1/δ)ε−2, 1).

Hence, the construction of the set senSample(A, hi, t) is essentially performing ℓp sensitivity sam-
pling as in Theorem 7.1 and for sampled rows it also stores the probability with which they were
sampled. Thus, a matrix constructed appropriately using senSample(A, hi, t) will be a subspace
embedding for the matrix A.vals with probability ≥ 1− δ.

Throughout the construction, we ensure that the sketch skt,γ(A) = (senSample(A, h1, t), . . .,
senSample(A, ht, t)) satisfies the following definition.
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Definition 7.2. A sketch (senSample(A, h1, t), . . . , senSample(A, ht, t)) is denoted skt,γ(A) if with
probability ≥ 1−γ (over randomness independent of h1, . . . , ht), for each (key, val) ∈ A, there exist
values τ̃key (computed independently of the hash functions h1, . . . , ht) such that

(1 + ε)tτ
ℓp
A.vals(val) ≤ τ̃key ≤ (1 + ε)t+1τ

ℓp
A.vals(val) (12)

and for pkey = Cτ̃key(d log d/ε+ log 1/δ)ε−2,

senSample(A, hi, t) = {(key, val,min(pkey, 1)) | (key, val) ∈ A, hi(key) ≤ pkey}. (13)

Note that using the bounds on the sum of ℓp sensitivities, we obtain that with probability
≥ 1−γ−exp(−d), the size of the sketch skt,γ(A) isO(t(1+ε)t+1dmax(p/2,1)(d log d/ε+log 1/δ)ε−2). By
Theorem 7.1, we obtain that given a sketch skt,γ(A), Algorithm 3 computes a subspace embedding
for the matrix A.vals. Thus, we have the following theorem.

Theorem 7.3. Given skt,γ(A) constructed with parameters ε, δ, Algorithm 3 returns a matrix that
with probability ≥ 1− γ − δ satisfies, for all x,

‖Mx‖pp = (1± ε)‖A.vals · x‖pp.

We now show how to compute a sketch for A1∪· · ·∪As given sketches skt1,γ1(A1), . . . , skts,γs(As)
for s conforming datasets A1, . . . ,As.

7.3 Merging Sketches

Theorem 7.4. Let A1, . . . ,As be conforming datasets. Given sketches skt1,γ1(A1), . . . , skts,γs(As)
constructed using the same hash functions h1, . . . and parameters ε, δ > 0, Algorithm 4 computes
skmini(ti)−1,δ+γ1+···+γs(A1 ∪ · · · ∪ As).

7.3.1 Proof Outline

In the original sketch creation procedure, we compute approximations to the ℓp sensitivities which
we use to compute a value pkey and keep all the (key, val) pairs satisfying h(key) ≤ pkey. We argued
that the original sketch creation is essentially an implementation of the ℓp sensitivity sampling
algorithm in Theorem 7.1. Now, given sketches of A1, . . . ,As, we want to simulate the ℓp sensitivity
sampling of the rows in the matrix (A1 ∪ · · · ∪ As).vals to create the sketch sk(A1 ∪ · · · ∪ Ak). An
important property of the ℓp sensitivities is the monotonicity – the ℓp sensitivity of a row only goes
down with adding new rows to the matrix. Suppose we have a way to compute ℓp sensitivities of
the rows of the matrix (A1 ∪ · · · ∪ As).vals. Suppose a row a ∈ A1.vals. Then the probability that
it has to be sampled when performing ℓp sensitivity sampling on the matrix (A1 ∪ · · · ∪ As).vals
is smaller than the probability that the row has to be sampled when performing ℓp sensitivity
sampling on the matrix A1.vals. Thus, the rows that we ignored when constructing sk(A1) “don’t
really matter” as the ℓp sensitivity sampling of the rows of (A1 ∪ · · · ∪ As).vals when performing
using the same hash function h would also not have sampled that row since h(key) was already
larger than the probability that A1 assigned to the row a which is in turn larger than the probability
that A1 ∪ · · · ∪ At assigned to the row a.

The above argument assumes that we have a way to approximate the ℓp sensitivity of a row
with respect to the matrix A1∪· · ·∪As and sensitivity sampling requires that these approximations
be independent of the hash function h we are using to simulate sensitivity sampling. We now recall
that each skt,γ(A) has t independent copies of the senSample data structure. We show that one of
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the copies can be used to compute approximate sensitivities and then perform the ℓp sensitivity
sampling on the other copies. Thus, each time we merge a skt,γ(·) data structure, we lose a copy of
the senSample data structure in the sketch which is why the sketch skt,γ(·) can be merged only t
times in the future.

7.3.2 Formal Proof

Proof. LetA := A1∪· · ·∪As and t = min(t1, . . . , ts). Recall that each sktj ,γj (Aj) is a collection of the
data structures senSample(Aj , h1, tj), . . . , senSample(Aj, htj , tj) and that by definition of skt,γ(A),
for each j = 1, . . . , s, with probability 1 − γj (over independent randomness h1, . . . , htj ) for each

(key, val) ∈ Aj, there exists τ̃
(j)
key for which

(1 + ε)tj τ
ℓp
Aj .vals

(val) ≤ τ̃ (j)key ≤ (1 + ε)tj+1τ
ℓp
Aj .vals

(val) (14)

and for pkey = Cτ̃
(j)
key(d log(d/ε) + log 1/δ)ε−2 and i = 1, . . . , tj ,

senSample(Aj , hi, t) = {(key, val,min(pkey, 1)) | (key, val) ∈ A, hi(key) ≤ pkey}.

By a union bound, with probability ≥ 1− (γ1 + · · ·+ γs), we have τ̃ (j)key as in (14) for all j = 1, . . . , s
and key ∈ Aj .keys. Condition on this event.

We now show that the matrix M constructed by the algorithm is a subspace embedding for
(A1 ∪ · · · ∪ As).vals. Note that, in constructing the matrix M , the algorithm uses senSample data
structures all constructed using the same hash function ht.

If (key, val, ∗) is in any of the sets senSample(A1, ht, t1), . . . , senSample(As, ht, ts), let p
merge
key be

the maximum “probability value” among all the tuples with (key, val, ∗). Let S be the set formed
by all the tuples (key, val, pmerge

key ). For each (key, val) ∈ A, define

τ̃merge
key = max

(key,val)∈Aj

τ̃
(j)
key.

Now, for each (key, val) ∈ A1 ∪ · · · ∪ As,

Pr[(key, val, ∗) ∈ S] = Pr[ht(key) ≤ max
j:(key,val)∈Aj

Cτ̃merge
key (d log d/ε + log 1/δ)ε−2]

= pmerge
key .

By monotonicity of ℓp sensitivities, if (key, val) ∈ Aj, then

τ
ℓp
(A1∪···∪As).vals

(val) ≤ τ ℓpAj .vals
(val) ≤ τ̃ (j)key ≤ τ̃

merge
key .

Hence, with probability ≥ 1 − δ the set S is a leverage score sample of the rows of the matrix
A.vals. By a union bound, with probability ≥ 1− (δ+ γ1+ · · ·+ γs), the matrix M with rows given
by 1/(pmerge

key )1/p · val for (key, val, pmerge
key ) ∈ S is an ℓp subspace embedding for the matrix A.vals

and satisfies for all x,

‖Mx‖pp = (1± ε/4)‖A.vals · x‖pp.

For each (key, val) ∈ A, we can compute

τ̃approxkey = (1 + ε)t−1(1 + ε/4)max
x

|〈val, x〉|p
‖Mx‖pp

.
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Conditioned onM being a subspace embedding for A, we have that (1+ε)t−1τ
ℓp
A.vals(val) ≤ τ̃

approx
key ≤

(1 + ε)tτ
ℓp
A.vals(val). For each (key, val) ∈ Aj, we have

τ̃approxkey ≤ (1 + ε)tτ
ℓp
A.vals(val) ≤ (1 + ε)tτ

ℓp
Aj .vals

(val) ≤ τ̃ (j)key ≤ τ̃
merge
key . (15)

Thus, with probability ≥ 1− (δ + γ1 + · · ·+ γs), for all (key, val) ∈ A,

(1 + ε)t−1τ
ℓp
A.vals(val) ≤ τ̃

approx
key ≤ (1 + ε)tτ

ℓp
A.vals(val).

Now we define p̃key = Cτ̃approxkey (d log d/ε+ log 1/δ)ε−2 and

senSample(A, hi, t− 1) = {(key, val,min(1, p̃key)) | (key, val) ∈ A, hi(key) ≤ p̃key}

and have

Prhi [(key, val, ∗) ∈ senSample(A, hi, t− 1)] = min(1, p̃key).

Note that while the above definition says to construct the set by looking at each (key, val) ∈ A,
as τ̃approxkey ≤ maxj:(key,val)∈Aj

τ̃
(j)
key by definition, we only have to look at the elements of the set

senSample(A1, hi, t−1), . . . , senSample(As, hi, t−1) as all other missing elements from A would not
have been included in the set anyway. Here the property that the τ̃ values satisfy (14) becomes
crucial.

Thus, we have that the algorithm constructs skt−1,δ+γ1+···+γs(A).

7.4 Neighborhood Propagation

As described in the previous section, the neighborhood propagation algorithm using the composable
sketches lets each node compute a subspace embedding for the matrix formed by the data of the
matrices in a neighborhood around the node. We will now analyze the setting of the δ parameter
in the ℓp composable sketch construction.

We have that merging the sketches skt1,γ1(A1), . . . , skts,γs(As), we obtain skmini ti−1,δ+γ1+···+γs(A1∪
· · · ∪ As). Let s be the total number of nodes in the graph. The sketches that each neighborhood
obtains are merged at most ∆ times. Hence setting δ = δ′/(2s)∆, each node in the graph com-
putes a sketch for the data in its neighborhood with the probability parameter δ′. Further setting
δ′ = 1/10s, we obtain by a union bound that with probability ≥ 9/10, all the nodes in the graph
compute an ℓp subspace embeddings for the data in their ∆ neighborhoods. Thus we have the
following theorem.

Theorem 7.5. Suppose G = (V,E) is an arbitrary graph with |V | = s. Each node in the graph
knows and can communicate only with its neighbors. Given a distance parameter ∆ and accuracy
parameter ε < 1/∆, there is a neighborhood propagation algorithm that runs for ∆ rounds such that
at the end of the algorithm, with probability ≥ 9/10, each vertex u in the graph computes an ε ℓp
subspace embedding for the matrix formed by the data in the ∆ neighborhood of u.

In each of the ∆ rounds, each node communicates at most O(∆ ·dmax(p/2,1)(d log d+∆ log s)ε−2)
rows along with additional information for each row to all its neighbors. For p = 2, each node
communicates O(∆ · d(log d+∆ log s)ε−2) rows to each of its neighborts in each round.

Since in many problems of interest, the parameter ∆ is a small constant, the algorithm is
communication efficient.
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Algorithm 2: Creating the sketch skt,0 given A
Input: A dataset A of pairs (key, val), an integer parameter t ≥ 1, ε, δ
Output: A sketch skt,0(A)

1 Let h1, . . . , ht be independent fully random hash functions with hi(key) being a uniform
random variable from [0, 1];

2 For each (key, val) ∈ A, τ ℓpA.vals(val)← maxx |〈val, x〉|p/‖A.vals · x‖pp;
3 For each (key, val) ∈ A, pkey ← Cτ ℓp(d log d+ log 1/δ)ε−2;
4 for i = 1, . . . , t do
5 senSample(A, hi, t)← ∅;
6 for (key, val) ∈ A do
7 if hi(key) ≤ pkey then
8 senSample(A, hi, t)← senSample(A, hi, t) ∪ { (key, val,min(1, pkey)) };
9 end

10 end

11 end
12 skt,0(A)← (senSample(A, h1, t), . . . , senSample(A, ht, t));

Algorithm 3: Computing a subspace embedding from a sketch

Input: Sketch skt,γ(A) constructed with parameters ε, δ
Output: A matrix M that is an ε ℓp subspace embedding

1 Note skt,γ(A) = (senSample(A), h1, t), . . . , senSample(A), ht, t));
2 M ← matrix with rows given by (1/pkey)

1/p · val for (key, val, pkey) ∈ senSample(A, h1, t);
3 return M
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Algorithm 4: Merging Sketches

Input: Sketches skt1,γ1(A1), . . . , skts,γs(As) constructed with the same parameters ε, δ and
the same hash functions h1, . . . ,

Output: Sketch skmini ti−1,δ+
∑

i
γi
(A1 ∪ · · · Ak)

1 Let h1, h2, . . . , be the hash functions used in the construction of the sketches;
2 t← mini ti;
3 A ← A1 ∪ · · · ∪ As; // Only notational

4 merge← {(key, val) | ∃j ∈ [s], (key, val, ∗) ∈ senSample(Aj, ht, tj)};
5 For each (key, val) ∈ merge, pmerge

key ← max p with (key, val, p) ∈ ∪jsenSample(Aj , ht, tj);

6 M ← matrix with rows given by (1/pmerge
key )1/p · val for (val, key) ∈ merge;

7 for i = 1, . . . , t− 1 do
8 senSample(A, hi, t− 1)← ∅;
9 mergei ← {(key, val) | ∃j ∈ [s], (key, val, ∗) ∈ senSample(Aj, hi, tj)};

10 For each (key, val) ∈ mergei, p
(i)
key ← max p with (key, val, p) ∈ ∪jsenSample(Aj, hi, tj);

11 for (key, val) ∈ mergei do

12 τ̃approxkey ← (1 + ε)t−1(1 + ε/4)maxx
|〈val,x〉|p

‖Mx‖pp
;

13 pkey ← Cτ̃approxkey (d log d/ε+ log 1/δ)ε−2;

14 if min(1, pkey) > p
(i)
key then

15 Output FAIL;
16 end
17 if hi(key) ≤ pkey then
18 senSample(A, hi, t− 1)← senSample(A, hi, t− 1) ∪ { (key, val,min(1, pkey)) };
19 end

20 end

21 end
22 skt−1,δ+γ1+···+γs(A)← (senSample(A, h1, t− 1), . . . , senSample(A, ht−1, t− 1));

46



7.5 Applications to ℓp Regression

Let A be a dataset. In a (key, val) pair with val being a d dimensional vector, we treat the first
d− 1 coordinates as the features and the last coordinate as the label. Then the ℓp linear regression
problem on a dataset A is

min
x∈Rd−1

‖A.vals
[
x
−1

]
‖pp.

Thus, if the matrix M is an ε subspace embedding for the matrix A.vals, then

x̃ = argmin
x

‖M
[
x
−1

]
‖pp,

then

‖A.vals
[
x̃
−1

]
‖pp ≤ (1 +O(ε))min

x
‖A.vals

[
x
−1

]
‖p.

Thus, composable sketches for constructing ℓp subspace embeddings can be used to solve ℓp regres-
sion problems.

7.6 Low Rank Approximation

We consider the Frobenius norm low rank approximation. Given a matrix A, a rank parameter k
we want to compute a rank k matrix B such that ‖A − B‖2

F
is minimized. The optimal solution

to this problem can be obtained by truncating the singular value decomposition of the matrix A
to its top k singular values. As computing the exact singular value decomposition of a matrix A is
slow, the approximate version of low rank approximation has been heavily studied in the literature
[CW17]. In the approximate version, given a parameter ε, we want to compute a rank-k matrix B
such that

‖A−B‖2
F
≤ (1 + ε) min

rank-kB
‖A−B‖2

F
.

As the number of rows in A is usually quite large, the version of the problem which asks to only
output a k dimensional subspace V of Rd is also studied:

‖A(I − PV )‖2F ≤ (1 + ε) min
rank-kB

‖A−B‖2
F
.

Here PV denotes the orthogonal projection matrix onto the subspace V .
We show that using composable sketches for ℓ2 sensitivity sampling, we can solve the low rank

approximation problem. While the composable sketch for ℓ2 sensitivity sampling has Õ(d) rows, we
will show that for solving the low rank approximation problem, the composable sketch need only
have Õ(k) rows. We use the following result.

Theorem 7.6 ([CW09, Theorem 4.2]). If A is an n × d matrix and R is a d ×m random sign
matrix for m = O(k log(1/δ)/ε), then with probability ≥ 1− δ,

min
rank-kX

‖ARX −A‖2
F
≤ (1 + ε) min

rank-kB
‖A−B‖2

F
.
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Using the affine embedding result of [CW17], if L is now a leverage score sampling matrix,
meaning that L is a diagonal matrix with the entry 1/

√
pi for the rows that are sampled by the

leverage score sampling algorithm as in Theorem 7.1, then for all matrices X

‖LARX − LA‖2
F
= (1± ε)‖ARX −A‖2

F
.

Hence, if

X̃ = argmin
rank-k X

‖LARX − LA‖2
F
,

then ‖ARX̃ −A‖2
F
≤ (1+O(ε))minrank-kB ‖A−B‖2F which implies that ‖A(I −Prowspace(RX̃))‖2F ≤

(1 +O(ε))minrank-kB ‖A−B‖2F.
Thus, if R is a random sign matrix with O(k log(1/δ)/ε) rows, then skt,γ(A.vals ·R), along with

the corresponding rows in A.vals for the rows in skt,γ(A.vals ·R), can be used to compute a 1 + ε
approximation to the low rank approximation problem. As the matrix A.vals · R has only Õ(k)
rows, the composable sketch skt,γ(A.vals ·R) has a number of rows that depends only on k as well.
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A Gap in the analysis of [KVW14]

In Theorem 1.6 of [KVW14], the authors claim an Fk estimation algorithm that uses Õ(ε−3(sk−1+
s3)(ln s)3) bits of total communication. In the proof of Theorem 1.6, in the inequalities used to bound
the quantity E(Y 2)/(E(Y ))2, the last inequality seems to use that ρi ≥ β/eε but the inequality
holds only when i ∈ Sβ (in their notation). But the question of if i ∈ Sβ is exactly what they are
trying to find out from the analysis and hence it cannot be assumed that ρi ≥ β/eε.

B Huber Loss Function

Given a parameter τ , the Huber loss function f is defined as f(x) = x2/(2τ) if |x| ≤ τ and
f(x) = |x| − τ/2 if |x| ≥ τ . In this work we consider only the values of x ≥ 0. We will now examine
various properties of the Huber loss function.
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B.1 Super-additivity

One can verify that the huber loss function is convex and f(0) = 0. Consider arbitrary x, y ≥ 0.
Since f is convex in the interval [0, x+ y], we get

f(x) ≤ x

x+ y
f(x+ y) and f(y) ≤ y

x+ y
f(x+ y).

Adding both the inequalities, we get f(x) + f(y) ≤ f(x+ y). Thus we have the following lemma:

Lemma B.1. If f is convex and f(0) = 0, then for any x, y ≥ 0, we have f(x+ y) ≥ f(x) + f(y).

B.2 Bounding cf [s]

We note that when f denotes the Huber loss function with parameter τ , the function
√
f is concave

on the interval [0,∞). Now consider arbitrary x1, . . . , xs ≥ 0. By concavity of
√
f in the interval

[0, x1 + · · ·+ xs], we get

√
f(xj) ≥

xj
x1 + · · ·+ xs

√
f(x1 + · · ·+ xs)

for all j = 1, . . . , s. By adding all the inequalities,
√
f(x1) + · · · +

√
f(xs) ≥

√
f(x1 + · · ·+ xs)

which implies

f(x1 + · · ·+ xs) ≤
(√

f(x1) + · · ·+
√
f(xs)

)2

and therefore that cf [s] ≤ s when f is the Huber loss function.

C Derandomizing Exponential Random Variables using Nisan’s
PRG

Our algorithm for estimating higher-order correlations assumes that we have access to O(nk) in-
dependent exponential random variables, which raises the question how these are stored since the
protocol later requires the values of these random variables. We now argue that Nisan’s PRG [Nis92]
can be used to derandomize the exponential random variables and that all the required exponential
random variables can be generated using a short seed of length O(k log2(n/ε)).

Note that using O(k log(n/ε)) bits of precision, we can sample from a discrete distribution
that approximates the continuous exponential random variables up to a 1 ± ε factor since by a
simple union bound if we sample O(nk/ε2) exponential random variables, then they all lie in the
interval [poly(ε) · n−O(k), O(k log n/ε)] with a 1 − 1/poly(n) probability. Let b = O(k log(n/ε)).
We can use b uniform bits to sample from this discrete distribution and store the sampled discrete
random variables using b bits as well while ensuring that the discrete random variable has all the
properties we use of the continuous random variable. Let e be the random variable drawn from this
discrete distribution and let e1, . . . , en independent copies of this discrete random variable. Since
the distribution of e is obtained by discretizing the continuous exponential random variable into
powers of 1 + ε/4, we have that max(fi/ei) has the same distribution of (

∑
i fi)/e up to a 1± ε/4

factor and with probability ≥ 1 − 1/poly(n),
∑

i e
−1
i fi ≤ (C log2 n) ·maxi fi/ei still holds with a

slightly larger value of C.
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To run the protocol for approximating higher-order correlations, we need to generate the same
r′ = O(

(n
k

) · k! · ε−2) exponential random variables at all the servers and the coordinator. Suppose
that the exponential random variables are generated using a random string of length b · r′ as
follows: we use the first b · (nk

) · k! bits to generate the first set of exponential random variables,
one for each coordinate of the form (i1, . . . , ik) for distinct i1, . . . , ik ∈ [n]. We use the second set of
b · (nk

)
k! random bits to generate second set of exponential random variables and so on we generate

m = O(1/ε2) sets of exponential random variables necessary for implementing the protocol. Let

e
(t)
(i1,i2,...,ik)

be the discrete exponential random variable corresponding to the coordinate (i1, . . . , ik)

in the t-th set of random variables.
Let f be a vector with coordinates of the form (i1, . . . , ik) for distinct i1, . . . , ik ∈ [n]. Now

consider the following simple “small-space” algorithm Alg. It makes a pass on the length b · r string
reading b blocks at a time and maintains the following counts:

1. CountLess: The number of values t such that

max
i1,...,ik

(e
(t)
(i1,...,ik)

)−1f(i1,...,ik) ≥ (1 + ε)

∑
i1,...,ik

f(i1,...,ik)

ln 2
,

2. CountMore: The number of values t such that

max
i1,...,ik

(e
(t)
(i1,...,ik)

)−1f(i1,...,ik) ≤ (1− ε)
∑

i1,...,ik
f(i1,...,ik)

ln 2
,

3. CountHeavy: The number of values t such that
∑

(i1,...,ik)

(e
(t)
(i1,...,ik)

)−1f(i1,...,ik) ≤ (C log2 n) max
i1,...,ik

(e
(t)
(i1,...,ik)

)−1fi1,...,ik .

Note that the algorithm can keep track of all these random variables only using O(b) bits of space as
follows: When processing the first set of discrete exponential random variables, the algorithm keeps
track of cumulative sum and cumulative max corresponding to those set of random variables and
at the end updates the counts appropriately. It discards the stored cumulative sum and cumulative
max values and starts processing the second set of random variables and so on.

We now note using the properties of continuous exponential random variables that when the
discrete exponential random variables are sampled in the above defined manner using a fully random
string, then with probability ≥ 99/100, using the union bound over the properties of continuous
exponential random variables, the following happen:

1. CountLess < m/2,

2. CountMore < m/2, and

3. CountHeavy = m.

The first two properties from the fact that the median of O(1/ε2) independent copies of the ran-
dom variable (

∑
(i1,...,ik)

f(i1,...,ik))/e concentrates in the interval [(1−ε)∑(i1,...,ik)
f(i1,...,ik)/ ln 2, (1+

ε)
∑

(i1,...,ik)
f(i1,...,ik)/ ln 2] and hence both the counts are at most m/2. The third property follows

from using a union bound on the event in Lemma 2.1. Since the algorithm Alg uses only a space
of O(b) bits and the number of required random bits is exp(b), if the discrete exponential random
variables are constructed using a pseudorandom string drawn from Nisan’s PRG with a seed length
of O(b2) bits, the above properties continue to hold with probability ≥ 98/100. Hence, the protocol
run with discrete exponential random variables constructed using Nisan’s PRG continues to succeed
in outputting a 1± ε approximation to the higher-order correlation defined by the functions f and
g also succeeds with probability ≥ 98/100.
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