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Abstract

A recent breakthrough by [LNPSY STOC’21] showed that solving s-t vertex connectivity is
sufficient (up to polylogarithmic factors) to solve (global) vertex connectivity in the sequential
model. This raises a natural question: What is the relationship between s-t and global vertex
connectivity in other computational models? In this paper, we demonstrate that the connection
between global and s-t variants behaves very differently across computational models:

e In parallel and distributed models, we obtain almost tight reductions from global to s-t
vertex connectivity. In PRAM, this leads to a n*T°M-work and n°M-depth algorithm
for vertex connectivity, improving over the 35-year-old O(n“*!)-work O(log?n)-depth
algorithm by [LLW FOCS’86], where w is the matrix multiplication exponent and n is the
number of vertices. In CONGEST, the reduction implies the first sublinear-round (when
the diameter is moderately small) vertex connectivity algorithm. This answers an open
question in [JM STOC’23].

e In contrast, we show that global vertex connectivity is strictly harder than s-t vertex con-
nectivity in the two-party communication setting, requiring © (n1'5) bits of communication.

The s-t variant was known to be solvable in O(n) communication [BvdBEMN FOCS’22].
Our results resolve open problems raised by [MN STOC’20, BvdBEMN FOCS’22, AS
SOSA’23].

At the heart of our results is a new graph decomposition framework we call common-
neighborhood clustering, which can be applied in multiple models. Finally, we observe that global
vertex connectivity cannot be solved without using s-t vertex connectivity by proving an s-t to
global reduction in dense graphs in the PRAM and communication models.
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1 Introduction

The problem of finding (global) vertex connectivity of a simple undirected graph aims to find
the minimum number of vertices whose removal disconnects the graph (or the graph becomes a
singleton). This problem, along with a very closely related problem of (global) edge connectivity
(which asks for the minimum number of edges to be removed to disconnect the graph), are classic
and fundamental graph problems that have drawn the attention of researchers for the last fifty years
[Kle69, Pod73, ET75, Eve75, Gal80, EH84, Mat87, BDD182, LLW88, CT91, N192, CR94, Hen97,
HRG00, Gab06, CGK14, SY22]. Both problems can be easily solved by n? calls to their s-t variants',
which is in addition given two vertices s, ¢ and asking the minimum number of vertices (or edges)
whose removal disconnects s and ¢. This simple idea is not efficient for two reasons. Firstly, s-t
vertex (or edge) connectivity is known to be equivalent to max flow with unit vertex capacities (or
edge capacities), which is a hard problem.? Besides, n? calls add an even larger polynomial factor
to their s-t variancts running time. Thus, researchers focus on two questions: is there an algorithm
to circumvent their s-t variants? Can we reduce the number of calls to their s-t variants?

For edge connectivity, the answer to the first question is affirmative. In the conventional unit-
cost RAM (i.e., sequential) model, a long line of work spanning over many decades in the last
century was concluded by a near-linear time algorithm [Kar00], which does not require s-t edge
connectivity computation, but instead uses a technique called ‘tree-packing’. This technique has
been proven to be versatile enough to lead to near-optimal algorithms in various computational
models [MN20, LMN21, DEMN21, GZ22]. One can view these developments through the lens of
the cross-paradigm algorithm design—a relatively new research direction where the general theme is
to come up with schematic algorithms that can be implemented in several computational models
without much trouble [MN20, BvdBET22, RGH 22, GZ22, Nan24]. The second question was also
answered affirmatively recently by the technique ‘isolating cuts’ [LP20, MN21], which reduces the
number of calls to polylogarithmic.

For the vertex connectivity problem, in the sequential model, the second question was solved
very recently [LNP*21] which reduces the number of calls to polylogarithmic. However, unlike the
tree packing framework for edge connectivity which has been successfully implemented in various
models, the reduction in [LNP*21] is highly sequential and suffers from several bottlenecks which
make it only suitable for the sequential model (we discuss more about these bottlenecks in Section 2).
Moreover, most the known algorithms for vertex connectivity [Eve75, BDD 82, LLW88, CT91,
CR94, HRG00, Gab06, LNP*21] This is in contrast with the progress on edge connectivity, which
is known to be easier to handle than its s-t variant. Thus, a central question this paper aims to
answer is:

Is solving s-t vertex connectivity necessary and/or sufficient for solving
(global) vertex connectivity in various computational models?

In this paper, we show a trifecta of such connections:

Sufficiency: We show that s-t vertex connectivity is sufficient for vertex connectivity on parallel
and distributed models by providing an almost-perfect reduction that uses only n°) calls.
This reduction is built on a new framework using common-neighborhood clustering, which is of
independent interest.

!Throughout this paper, we use n to denote the number of vertices and m to denote the number of edges of the
input graph.

ZWhile there now exist almost linear time maximum flow algorithms in the sequential setting [CKL"22], these
algorithms are far from simple. Morover, in other models of computation it remains largely open how efficiently one
can solve (even unit-vertex-capacitated) maximum flow.



Insuffiency: In contrast, we show that s-t vertex connectivity is not sufficient for vertex connectivity
in the communication model, by showing a near-optimal lower bound separating the complexity
of s-t vertex connectivity and vertex connectivity. We also provide a matching upper bound,
thus settling the communication complexity of vertex connectivity.

Necessity: Unlike the case for edge-connectivity, we observe that s-t vertex connectivity is indeed
necessary for vertex connectivity, at least in dense graphs. This follows from a straightforward
reduction from s-t to global vertex connectivity in dense graphs. The reduction works in
the PRAM and communication models, but when applied in the CONGEST model it adds
additional communication edges. To the best of our knowledge, this simple reduction is
novel. This observation implies that any algorithm developed for global vertex connectivity
can be adapted to solve s-t vertex connectivity on dense graphs (and hence also unit-vertex-
capacitated maximum flow). This explains the lack of vertex connectivity algorithms that
work without calling its s-t variant, unlike what is the case for edge connectivity. The formal
proof is given in Lemma 10.5.

1.1 Owur Results: Reductions and Separations

Parallel and Distributed Computing. We use the standard PRAM and CONGEST models for
parallel and distributed computing respectively (see Section 3.2 for the detailed definitions). Our
first results are almost perfect reduction algorithms in both models.

Theorem 1.1. In PRAM model, if s-t vertex connectivity can be solved in W (m,n) work® and
D(m,n) depth where W (m,n) is superadditive on m, then vertex connectivity can be solved in
W(m,n) - n°Y work and D(m,n) - n°Y) depth.

Theorem 1.2. In CONGEST model, if S-T vertex connectivity® can be solved in R(m,n, D) rounds,’
then vertex connectivity can be solved in R(m,n, D) - n°Y) rounds.

Our main technical contribution for showing Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 is a new algorithmic framework
based on graph decomposition for vertex connectivity. We introduce a graph property called common-
neighborhood and show that if the graph satisfies this property, then the reduction can be handled
in PRAM and CONGEST. For the general graph, we develop an efficient algorithmic framework that
decomposes the graph into common-neighborhood clusters. The decomposition algorithm, as well as
its efficient implementation in both PRAM and CONGEST”, might be of independent interest.

Our approach is similar to recent advances in graph algorithms, where problems are first
solved on graphs with “nice properties” and then extended to general graphs through decomposition
techniques (for example, low-diameter decomposition [FRT04, ABN08, CKM ™14, BNW22], expander
decomposition [ST04, Shel3, RST14], length-constraint expander decomposition [HRG22, HHL ' 24])
. Certain graph decompositions are also proven to be highly parallelizable [MPX13, CS19, CS20,
ABC™24]; this is also the case for our common-neighborhood clustering.

3We assume all the complexity functions in this paper are reasonably smooth in the sense that W(Cm,Cn) =
poly(C) - W(m,n).

W (m,n) is superadditive on m means W (m1 + ma,n) > W(m1,n) + W(maz,n). For example, W(m,n) = my/n
is superadditive, while W (m,n) = n* would not be superadditive.

5S-T vertex connectivity is given two disjoint vertex sets S, T and asking the minimum vertex cut separating S and
T. In other models we can simply contract S and 7T into single vertices. However, in CONGEST, this is not allowed as
it would change the underlying communication network. This variant does not incur new challenges as commonly
both s-t or S-T vertex connectivity are solved by maximum bipartite matching.

5D is the diameter of the input network.

"More precisely, our algorithm works in the recently introduced minor-aggregation model [RGH"22] in n°® rounds.



Two-Party Communication. Given the positive results in the sequential, PRAM, and CONGEST
models, one might expect a perfect reduction from vertex connectivity to its s-t variant in other models
as well. Perhaps surprisingly, we show that this is not always the case. In particular in the classic
two-party communication model, we show a lower bound separating the communication complexity
of vertex connectivity and s-t vertex connectivity by é(\/ﬁ)S We also show a matching upper
bound, thus resolving the communication complexity of vertex connectivity up to polylogarithmic
factors.

Theorem 1.3. The two-party communication complexity of vertex connectivity is ) (n1'5).

It is known from previous work [BBE'22] that the communication complexity of s-t vertex
connectivity is © (n). Thus, Theorem 1.3 provides a strict separation of these two problems.
Previously, a lower bound of €(n?) is only known to hold on multigraph [AS23].

In contrast, we note that for edge-connectivity, seemingly the s-t variant is harder than the
global variant: it is known that the global variant admits an O(n) communication protocol [MN20],
while it remains an an open question if this is also the case for the s-t edge-connectivity.

1.2 Our Results: Implications

Implications in PRAM and CONGEST. By folklore reductions, s-t vertex connectivity is known to
be equivalent to mazimum bipartite matching (BMM)? which is an extensively studied problem. For
completeness, we summarizes the current state-of-the-art results for BMM in PRAM and CONGEST
in Appendix A.'° By combining with our reduction Theorems 1.1 and 1.2, we directly get the
following results.

Theorem 1.4. In PRAM model, vertex connectivity can be solved in mn®>+°1) work and n0-5+0(1)
depth.

Theorem 1.5. In CONGEST model, vertex connectivity can be solved in n°®) - (n3/8DY? + nl/2D +
n7/10D7/10) rounds, which is sublinear as long as D = n®/7=¢ for some constant € > 0.

The superadditive requirement in Theorem 1.1 might prevent us from reduction to BMM
algorithm in matrix multiplication work and depth [Lov79, KUW86, MVV87]. However, although
not directly implied by Theorem 1.1, our reduction framework is versatile enough to obtain vertex
connectivity in matrix multiplication work and depth as well.

Theorem 1.6. In PRAM model, verter connectivity can be solved in n@ M) work and n°Y) depth,
where n® is the optimal work for matriz multiplication in n°Y) depth.

Remark 1.7. The n**+°(M) work and n°()) depth can be improved to 9] (n*) work and 9] (1) depth if
we apply a common-neighborhood cover algorithm with O (ng) work and O (1) depth instead of

O (m) work and n°®) depth. However, for consistency throughout the paper across different models,
we do not optimize this here.

8Throughout this paper, we use O() to hide poly logn factors, and 9} () to hide n°® factors.

9They are equivalent for the value version, i.e., outputting the size of the cut and the size of the maximum matching
(see Section 10).

°Tn Appendix A, we also show an implementation of a semi-streaming algorithm of [AJJT22] in CONGEST and
PRAM;, implying new running times for BMM in these models that, to our knowledge, have not previously been
observed.



Previous Work. Parallel vertex connectivity was mostly studied for small x (the vertex con-
nectivity of the input graph) [CT91, CKT93, GH20], which have at least €(n) depths for large k.
Despite the long-known fact that BMM can be solved in matrix multiplication work and depth
[Lov79, KUWS86, MVV8T7], the only known sublinear depth algorithm for vertex connectivity in the
general case is by reduction to matrix multiplication [LLW88] in 9] (n“’“) work and O(log? n) depth.
Our result Theorem 1.6 improves this 35-year-old result in the subpolynomial depth regime to
almost matrix multiplication time. Moreover, in the sublinear depth regime, our result Theorem 1.4
is faster than matrix multiplication time on moderately sparse graphs.

In the CONGEST model, vertex connectivity was either studied for small x [Thu97, PT11, Par20,
PP22, JM23], or by O(logn) approximation [CGK14]. For exact computation and large x, all of the
mentioned results cost at least Q(n) rounds, even for a graph with constant diameter. Our result
Theorem 1.5 gives the first sublinear round algorithm for exact large vertex connectivity as long as
D is moderately small.

Implications for Streaming. We use the standard graph streaming model (formally defined
in Section 3.2). It is a well-known fact that an efficient streaming protocol yields an efficient
communication protocol. Thus, our communication lower bound in Theorem 1.3 immediately
implies the following streaming lower bound.

Theorem 1.8 (Streaming lower bound). Any P(n)-pass randomized streaming algorithm of vertex
connectivity needs Q(n'>/P(n)) space.

Our algorithmic ideas can be used in the streaming model as well and give the following reduction
theorem. In the randomized streaming model, we say a reduction from vertex connectivity to
maximum bipartite matching is an (¢, 8)-reduction if vertex connectivity can be solved in aS(n)
space and BP(n) passes as long as maximum bipartite matching can be solved in S(n) space and
P(n) passes.

Theorem 1.9 (Streaming upper bound). In the randomized streaming model, there is a
(O (n0'5) ,O(1))-reduction from vertex connectivity to mazximum bipartite matching.

A natural question is whether the reduction of Theorem 1.9 is optimal or not. Although we
cannot show a lower bound, there is a simple observation that any better reduction gives a strong
streaming lower bound for maximum bipartite matching.

Corollary 1.10. If an («a, B)-reduction from vertex connectivity to mazximum bipartite matching
exists for o - 3 < n%27€, then in the semi-streaming model, mazimum bipartite matching cannot be
solved in o(n€) passes.

The implied BMM lower bound of Corollary 1.10 would be a breakthrough in semi-streaming
lower bound [AG11, AR20, CKP"21]. Hence, if we are to believe the conjecture that maximum
bipartite matching can be solved in 9] (n) space and n°M) passes, then according to Corollary 1.10, the
reduction of Theorem 1.9 can not be improved by a polynomial factor. Alternatively, Corollary 1.10
can be viewed as a new potential way to obtain polynomial pass semi-streaming lower bound for
bipartite matching through developing better reductions for vertex connectivity.

At last, by combining Theorem 1.9 with the current progress on BMM [AJJ"22], we get the
following result.

Corollary 1.11. There is a randomized streaming algorithm for vertex conmectivity with O (n1'5)

0.7540(

space and n D passes.



2 Technical Overview

Given an undirected graph G = (V, E), a partition (L, S, R) of V' (where L, S, R are all non-empty)
is a vertex cut (or simply cut in this work) if there are no edges between L and R. The size of the
cut (L, S, R) is defined as |S|, and we say S is a separator or more precisely, (s,t)-separator for any
s€ L,t € R. Wesay a cut (L, S, R) is a t-sink cut if t € R. Throughout this paper, we will focus
on solving the following single-sink version of vertex connectivity.

Definition 2.1 (SSVC (single-sink vertex connectivity)). Given an undirected graph G = (V, E)
and a vertex t € V', outputs a minimum t-sink cut.

There is a simple randomized reduction from the general vertex connectivity problem to SSVC
(see Lemma 10.4), and fixing a sink makes the algorithm easier to state. So we focus on the
single-sink version.

Another useful observation is that to solve SSVC, it suffices to solve the following Min-Neighbor
problem. Given a vertex u € V, define Ng(u) (or N(u) when the context is clear) to be the set of
neighboring vertices of u, i.e., vertices that share an edge with u. Let Nu] := N(u) U {u}. For a
vertex set V' C V, define N(V') = (Uyey'N(u)) — V' and N[V'] = N(V)u V',

Definition 2.2 (Min-Neighbor). Given an undirected graph G = (V, E) and a vertex set V! CV,
find L C V' such that |Ng(L)| is minimized.

If we have an algorithm for Min-Neighbor, to solve SSVC, we set V! = V — NJ[t] and call
the Min-Neighbor algorithm to get L C V'’ such that |[N(L)| is minimized. One can verify that
(L,N(L),V — L — N(L)) is a valid t-sink cut for any L C V’. Moreover, every minimum ¢-sink cut
(L, S, R) satisfies that L C V' and S = N(L) (otherwise we can set S = N(L) which decrease the
size of the cut).

We can also show the reversed reductions by simple arguments, so Min-Neighbor is, essentially,
equivalent to vertex connectivity. Throughout this overview, we focus on solving Min-Neighbor.

Bottlenecks of [LINP*21] beyond the sequential model. We first discuss the bottlenecks of
implementing the sequential algorithm of [LNP*21] in PRAM, CONGEST, and two-party communi-
cation models.

1. The algorithm is inherently sequential in the sense that it uses a breadth-first-search with
unbounded depth as a subroutine. This makes it hard to be implemented in situations where
parallelism is a requirement, such as PRAM and CONGEST.

2. Very informally, the algorithm reduces a vertex connectivity instance on a graph G with n
vertices and m edges to a bipartite maximum matching instance on a graph G’ with O (m)
edges and O (nQ) vertices. In other words, when n is the parameter, the reduction is not
efficient. In many situations, n is the parameter for measuring the complexity, such as
CONGEST and communication, or in the matrix multiplication work of PRAM.

As mentioned in the introduction, we develop a new framework based on common-neighborhood
clustering to sidestep these bottlenecks. The organization of this overview is as follows.

1. In Section 2.1, we define the common-neighborhood property of a graph, and show how to
reduce Min-Neighbor to s-t vertex connectivity preserving the number of edges (but not vertices)
in a common-neighborhood cluster (defined in Section 2.1). The algorithm is described in
PRAM model for the sake of simplicity.



2. In Section 2.2, we show our decomposition algorithm for common-neighborhood clustering
in PRAM, which can also be implemented efficiently in various models like CONGEST and
communication. Common-neighborhood clustering is a way to reduce solving Min-Neighbor
on a general graph to solving Min-Neighbor on common-neighborhood clusters. Combined
with Section 2.1, this proves Theorem 1.1 (not preserving the number of vertices is fine here
because we assumed W (m,n) is superadditive on m in Theorem 1.1).

3. For the CONGEST model, to prove Theorem 1.2, we do not have the guarantee that R(m,n, D)
is superadditive. Thus, it suffers from the second bottleneck of [LNP*21]. We show that it
can be resolved nearly perfectly in Section 2.3 and prove Theorem 1.2.

4. To prove that vertex-connectivity can be solved in matrix multiplication work in PRAM
(Theorem 1.6), only preserving the number of edges does not suffice. We show how to leverage
our framework to circumvent this bottleneck in Section 2.4.

5. Section 2.5 gives an overview of our results in the two-party communication setting (Theo-
rem 1.3). We show that the number of vertices cannot be perfectly preserved by proving a
near-optimal lower bound for vertex connectivity separating it from s-t vertex connectivity.
The near-optimality of the lower bound is shown by an upper bound.

2.1 Building the Framework: Common-neighborhood Cluster

Recall that the input to Min-Neighbor is an undirected graph G = (V, E) and a vertex set V' C V.
Throughout this overview, we always use L* to denote an arbitrary one of the minimizers of
ming cys [N(L')]. Wlog., we will assume G[L*] is connected, otherwise we can take a connected
component of G[L*] denoted as L', we have N(L') C N(L*) so we can use L' as the minimizer
instead.

Our goal is to find L*, and let us assume that we know its size.!! Now we are ready to define
common-neighborhood clusters. For two sets A, B, define AAB = (A — B) U (B — A) as their
symmetric difference.

Definition 2.3. Given an undirected graph G = (V, E) and a vertex set C C V', we say C has
neighborhood difference d if for any u,v € C, |[N(u) AN (v)| < d.

We say C is a common-neighborhood cluster if C has neighborhood difference at most O (|L*)).
In this section, we will assume V' is a common-neighborhood cluster and show a PRAM algorithm
solving Min-Neighbor. We will use the following property of a common-neighborhood cluster. The
formal statement and proofs are in Claim 5.4.

Lemma 2.4 (Informal version of Claim 5.4). If the input vertex set V' is a common-neighborhood
cluster, then one of the following two cases happens.

1. [Ng(L*)nV'| = O (JL*)).
2. G[V'] is almost a clique. For this overview, assume V' is indeed a clique for convenience.

Now we show the rough idea of how to find L* in each case. The formal proofs are in Section 5.

"This assumption can be easily removed by guessing the size of L* by powers of 2 which only adds a logarithmic
factor to the complexity.



Case 1: |[N(L*)NV'| = 9) (JL*|). In this case, we can employ the isolating cuts technique [LNP*21],
that, given an independent set T, finds the minimum vertex cut separating exactly one node in T’
from the other nodes in 7. For our case, we let T be an independent sample by including each node
v € V' in T with probability 1/0 (|L*|). This means that with probability € (1), T has exactly one
node in L* and no nodes in N(L*).

Case 2: G[V'] is a clique. In this case, we are trying to solve Min-Neighbor given that (i) V' is a
clique, and (ii) every two nodes in V' has their neighbors in G differ by at most O (|L*|) nodes. We
call this problem MinNeighbor-NearClique-CommonNeighborhood, or MinNNCC for short.

For a vertex s € V', define the s-source Min-Neighbor problem as finding arg minger/cy+ N(L').
Note that it can be solved in one s-t vertex connectivity call: add a super node ¢ connecting to
N (V') and call s-t vertex connectivity. Given this, the algorithm for dealing with Case 2 contains
two steps.

1. Sample |V’|/|L*| nodes uniformly at random so that one of them is in L*.

2. For every sample node, solve s-source Min-Neighbor on a sparsified graph (which we will define
later) with |V'| - |L*| edges.

The cumulative number of edges for calling s-t vertex connectivity is |V’|?, which is proportional

to the number of edges in G (since V' is a clique). Thus, the reduction preserves the total number

of edges. Moreover, if the work function W(m,n) for solving s-t connectivity is superadditive

on m, then the work of solving MinNNCC can be written as O(W (|V’| - |L*|,n)) - |[V'|/|L*| <

oW (V'] - |L*[ - (IV'/IL*]), n)) = O(W (m,n)).

The remaining question is how to run s-source Min-Neighbor on a sparsified graph with |V’| - |L*|
edges. This is because we can delete all edges from V’ — {s} to neighbors of s, and deleting them
will not change the set N(L’) for any set L’ 3 s. Recall that V' has neighborhood difference at most
O (|L*]), and hence u € V' can have at most O (|L*|) remaining edges outside N(s). See Fig. 1 for
an illustration.

Figure 1: All the dashed edges (edges from V' — {s} to neighbors of s) are deleted. For every L’ with
s € L', N(L') does not change.

Remark 2.5. The proof of Claim 5.4 and the idea of sparsifying the instance can be viewed as
an adaption from the proof in [LNP*21], so we do not claim novelty here. Our novelty lies in (i)
introducing the graph decomposition for common-neighborhood clustering, and showing how it can
be implemented in various models, (ii) circumvent the bottleneck of not preserving the number of
vertices, as we will illustrate in the following sections.



Building the Framework. To summarize, once we have a common-neighborhood cluster V', the
problem reduces to one of (i) finding a minimum isolating cut, or (ii) solving MinNNCC. If V' is not
a common-neighborhood cluster, the natural idea is to decompose it into common-neighborhood
clusters, which we call common-neighborhood clustering defined as follows.

Definition 2.6 (Common-neighborhood clustering). Given G = (V,E) and V' CV, output a set
of vertex sets C such that

1. each vertez u € V' is contained it at most O (1) clusters in C,
2. for any C € C, C is a common-neighborhood cluster and C C V',
3. L* C C for some C € C with probability at least 1/n°(1).

Our framework can be thus summarized as follows.

Step 1: Compute a common-neighborhood clustering denoted as C.

Step 2: For every C € C, solve minimum isolating cut and MinNNCC to get non-empty Lo C C
minimizing N (L¢).

Step 3: Output the minimum N (L) among all C' € C.

2.2 A Decomposition Algorithm for Common-neighborhood Clustering

In this section, we show a PRAM algorithm for common-neighborhood clustering which can be
implemented in different models. One crucial property of L* that we state here is that L* has
neighborhood difference at most 2|L*|—we defer the formal proof of this statement to Lemma 3.1.

A proof of existence. We first give a simple, but inefficient, algorithm that shows the existence
of common-neighborhood clustering. Define the neighborhood-difference graph G’ = (V', E’) as
follows: for any pair of vertices (u,v) € V' x V', (u,v) € E" if and only if |[Ng(u) ANg(v)| < 2|L*.

We also need the notion of the sparse neighborhood cover that is studied in the litera-
ture [ABCP98]. We define it as follows.

Definition 2.7 (Sparse neighborhood cover (SNC)). Given an undirected graph G = (V, E), the
sparse neighborhood cover of G is a set of vertex sets C (called clusters) such that

1. (sparse) each vertez v € V is contained in at most O (1) clusters in C,
2. (low diameter) the diameter of G[C] for any C C C is at most O(logn),

3. (cover) for every v € V, there exists a cluster C C C such that Ng[v] C C.

It is also proved in [ABCP98] that SNC can be constructed efficiently. We claim that applying
SNC on G’ gives us a common-neighborhood clustering. Let us verify each property of common-
neighborhood clustering one by one.

1. Each vertex u € V' is contained in at most O (1) clusters in C according to the (sparse)
condition.

2. For any C € C and any u,v € C, there exists a path from u to v in G’ with length O(logn)
according to low diamter, denoted by (u,v1,vs, ...,v). Notice that an edge (u,v1) € E' means
we can delete and add 2|L*| nodes from Ng(u) to get Ng(v1). We can repeat this argument
along the path, which shows that |[Ng(u)ANg(v)| = O(|L*|logn). This proves that C has
neighborhood difference at most O(|L*|logn), i.e., it is a common-neighborhood cluster.



3. L* has neighborhood difference at most 2|L*| according to Lemma 3.1, L* must be a clique in
G’ according to the definition of G’ (actually here we do not require G[L*] to be connected,
this additional property is to assist a faster algorithm which we will explain later). Thus, take
an arbitrary v € L*, and note L* C N¢v[v], which means L* is contained in some cluster due
to property (cover).

This completes the existential proof. However, construction G’ is not efficient and runs in O(n?)
time in a trivial way. O

Speeding up the construction of G’: approximating the neighborhood differences. One
reason for the slow computation of G’ is that in order to decide if an edge (u,v) exists in G’ or not,
we need to go over the neighbors of both v and v, which in the worst case use time n, resulting
in a total time O(n3). This is unavoidable if we want to know the exact size of |[Ng(u)ANg(v)|.
However, we will show that an approximate size of | Ng(u)ANg(v)| suffices.

We can build G’ in the following way: (i) if (u,v) € E’, then |Ng(u)ANg(v)| < 3|L*|, (ii)
if (u,v) € E', then |Ng(u)ANg(v)| > 2|L*|. Such G’ can be constructed by only knowing an
approximate value of |Ng(u)ANg(v)| for any u,v € V. One can verify that applying SNC on this
G’ does not make too much difference and can still give us a common-neighborhood clustering.
Moreover, computing an approximate value of | Ng(u)ANg(v)| only requires O (1) time by standard
sampling and sketching techniques. This is proved in Corollary 3.5.

Assumption 2.8. In the rest of this overview, we use apd(u,v) to denote a 1.1-approximation
value of |[Ng(u)ANg(v)|, which can be found using Corollary 3.5.

This means that G’ can be constructed in time O (n2) However, this is still slow if our goal is

0] (m) work. More severely, computing G’ is not a ‘localized’” procedure since it requires two very
far away nodes to decide whether they have an edge in G’ or not, posing a challenge for distributed
computing. Thus, our algorithm will not compute G’, or a SNC of G’, but instead involves a
completely new idea.

A fast algorithm with large depth. Now we describe an algorithm that has a large depth but
in O (m) work in PRAM. Given that L* has neighborhood difference at most 2|L*| and G[L*] is
connected, if we know a vertex u € L*, we can construct a common-neighborhood cluster C' with
L* C C in the following way: build a BFS tree on G with root u, such that a vertex v is included in
the BFS tree only if apd(u,v) < 3|L*|. Let us denote the vertices in this BFS tree as B [3|L*|] (u).
It can be equivalently defined as follows.

Definition 2.9. Define B'[(](u) as the largest possible set such that (i) G[B'[¢](u)] is connected,
(ii) for any v € B'[{](u) we have apd(u,v) < L.

In this way, we can guarantee that the neighborhood difference of C' is at most O(|L*|), L* C C
and the construction time of C' is proportional to the number of adjacent edges of C.

Forgetting what L* is. In general, we do not know a vertex in L*. A natural idea is to sample
vertices with probability 1/|L*| and run the above algorithm for each sampled node and add all the
resulting clusters into C. In this way, with good probability one of the clusters in C will contain L*.
However, it is easy to see that the (sparse) property does not hold, i.e., each vertex could appear in
as many as n/|L*| clusters (this also results in a large work). The reason for the large overlap is
that clusters can intersect with each other. A naive way to reduce the overlap would be to delete
every cluster that intersects with others. Unfortunately, this does not work because the cluster that



contains L* could be deleted by this procedure. Hence, we set our goal as follows: sample some
vertices v and build the cluster B’ [6 (|IL*])](w), such that (i) at least one sampled vertex is in L*,
and (ii) the cluster containing L* does not intersect other clusters. If these conditions are satisfied,
we can let C be all the clusters that do not intersect with others, and we will be done. The work
is also guaranteed to be 9] (m) since if two BFS trees meet together at one node, they can stop
growing and they are both excluded from being in C.

To achieve the aforementioned non-overlap requirement (ii), an ideal situation would be the

following. There are two vertex sets A, B with L* C A C B such that:

1. the size of B is roughly equal to the size of A,
2. B has neighborhood difference at most O (|L*|), and

3. Any vertex outside B has large neighborhood difference from the vertices in A (e.g., at least
10d4 where the neighborhood difference of A is d4).

If we have such A, B, then we can sample with probability 1/|B| such that, with good probability,
one of the sampled nodes will be in A while all other sampled nodes are outside B. Now we can
build B’[2d 4](u) for each sampled node u and A will be contained in one of the clusters, and the
cluster containing A will not overlap with other clusters.

Now we discuss how to prove the existence of such A, B. For a vertex v € L*, L* C B'[3|L*|](v).
In what follows we assume v is an arbitrary vertex in L*. If we can find a parameter r > 2 such that
|B'[997|L*|](v)| < n°M|B’[r|L*|](v)| holds, then we can set A = B'[r|L*|](v) and B = B'[99r|L*]](v)
and all the three conditions for A and B hold. Our goal is to find the smallest such r starting
from r = 2 and increasing r to 99r iteratively. Notice that each repetition increases the size of
B'[r|L*|](v) by a factor of n°(!) but only increases r by a factor of 99, by setting the parameter
correct we can make sure r = O (1) in the end. This proves the existence of A and B. As long as
A, B exists, we can guess the size of B by powers of 2, so that we can sample with probability 1/|B|
as the algorithm suggests.

A side remark is that the algorithm only guarantees L* C C' € C with probability 1/n°(1). This
probability can be boosted by repeating the algorithm n°(!) and add all the found clusters to C.

Reducing the depth by graph shrinking. Unfortunately, the above idea still requires doing
BFS with unbounded depth, which is not suitable for both parallel and distributed models. The
main bottleneck is about finding B’[¢](u) for many different u and some parameter ¢. If B'[¢](u)
contains less than n°M) nodes, then it can be done in n°1) depth since the BFS can include at most
n°M) nodes. Thus, let us assume B’[{](u) contains much more than n°(!) nodes.

The idea is to shrink the graph size by a factor of n°(!) while not losing too much information
about B'[¢](u). We sample vertices with probability 1/n°(!) and denote the sampled vertex set as X.
With good probability we have (i) X N B’[¢](u) # 0, (ii) size of X decrease the size of V by a factor
of 1/ n°® . We decompose the graph by growing vertex disjoint BFS trees simultaneously from every
vertex v € X, such that a vertex w is included in the BFS tree of v only if apd(v,w) < 3¢. After
that, we contract each BFS tree and call them super nodes. The graph size decreases by a factor of
1/n°M). Moreover, all vertices in B'[¢](u) are preserved in some super nodes since X contains at
least one node v € B'[{](u) and all nodes in B’[¢](u) are eligible to join the BFS tree of v.

We can repeat the above operation as long as the number of super nodes intersecting B’[¢](u) is
at least n°M): sample super nodes with probability 1 / n°M to make sure one sampled super node
intersects B'[¢](u); from each super node v grows a BFS tree only including another supernode w
such that there exist original nodes v' € v,w" € w with apd(v,w) < 3¢; contract each BFS tree.
Notice that the neighborhood difference of each super node grows by a constant factor in each
iteration.
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We repeat until the number of super nodes intersecting B'[f](u) becomes n°(), then we can find
all of them by a simple BFS of depth n°). The only problem is that a super node might contain
extra nodes besides nodes in B’[¢](u). This is fine due to the following reason: in each iteration the
neighborhood difference of each super node grows by a constant factor, while the number of nodes
of the graph shrink by a factor of 1/ n°M): by setting the parameter correctly, the final neighborhood
difference of each super node is at most n°V¢. Thus, all the nodes in the super modes intersecting
B'[¢](u) are contained in B'[n°M¢](u). This n°) factor is not too large and a slight change in the
algorithm can handle it.

The algorithm and analysis are described in details in Section 4.

2.3 Distributed Algorithms

Recall the framework for our CONGEST algorithms: we first apply common-neighborhood cluster
described in Section 2.2 so that we can assume V' is a common-neighborhood cluster as defined
in Section 2.1, then we use the observations in Section 2.1 to reduce the problem to (i) minimum
isolating cut, and (ii) MinNNCC. Both problems can be reduced to s-t vertex connectivity while
preserving the total number of edges m when doing the reduction, as explained in Section 2.1.

Now, we describe the key obstacles to implementing distributed CONGEST and outline our
solution to overcome the technical obstacles.

2.3.1 Bottlenecks of Proving Theorem 1.2: Minimum Isolating Cut

The following isolating cuts lemma can almost handle our case.

Lemma 2.10 (Lemma 4.2 of [LNP*21]). Given a graph G = (V, E) and an independent set T C'V
of size at least 2, there is an algorithm that outputs for each v € T a (v, T — {v})-min-separator C,.
The algorithm makes calls to s-t vertex mincut on graphs with O(m) total number of vertices and
O(m) total number of edges and takes O(m) additional time.

This version of the isolating cuts lemma works perfectly fine for sequential settings as they focus
on bounding the total number of edges. Their algorithm can also be easily parallelized. However,
the number of vertices can be as large as O(m) which is not suitable for distributed computing.

To handle this situation, we prove a more efficient version of the isolating cuts lemma that also
guarantees O(n) total number of vertices and O(m) total number of edges.

Lemma 2.11. Given a graph G = (V, E) and an independent set T C 'V of size at least 2, there is
an algorithm that outputs for each v € T a (v, T — {v})-min-separator Cy,. The algorithm makes
calls to s-t vertex mincut on graphs with O(n) total number of vertices and O(m) total number of
edges and takes O(m) additional time.

To elaborate for minimum isolating cut, by following the proof of Lemma 2.10 (formally described
in Lemma 4.2 of [LNP"21]), we remove a set of vertices X from the graph so that each connected
components C' of the remaining graph contains at most one terminal ¢ € T'. For each connected
component C' with one terminal ¢ € T inside, we try to find minger/cc Ng(L'). Notice that this
minimization problem only depends on all the edges adjacent to C', which are non-overlapping for
different C', so the total number of edges is bounded by m. However, it depends on all vertices in
N¢[C], which could intersect at lot for different C.

To obtain the improvement as in Lemma 2.11, we briefly explain how to deal with this issue. For
every C' where we wish to find minge;/cc Ng(L'), we prove that it suffices to keep O (|C|) vertices
in Ng(C') and deleting the others, while preserving mingezcc Ng(L'). This is done by finding a
maximum bipartite matching between C' and Ng(C'). The formal proof can be found in ?7. After
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that, the total number of vertices is upper bounded by 3", O(|C|) = O(n). Given Lemma 2.11, we
can easily obtain PRAM and CONGEST algorithms where the number of vertices involved in the
isolating cuts lemma is O(n). We refer to Section 6 for details.

2.3.2 Bottlenecks of Proving Theorem 1.2: Solving MinNNCC

It is easy to see that the algorithm described in Section 2.1 for MinNNCC does not preserve the
number of edges. In fact, it contains |V’|/|L*| many instances, where each instance contains |V'|-|L*|
edges and n vertices.

Now we briefly explain how this is solved in CONGEST. We will use the fact that V' is a clique.
For each instance with |V'|/|L*|, we map those edges uniformly at random into the clique G[V],
and we solve the instance by an oracle call to s-t vertex connectivity where communication happens
only on the mapped edges. Since there are in total at most O (V') edges, and G[V'] is a clique,

in expectation each edge is only included in 9] (1) many instances.

Random mapping of the communication inside the clique. Here we elaborate on the
random mapping procedure. Our solution is to offload the communication of each instance to the
cliques by a simple random load-balancing strategy. B

Given each instance G’, which is the sparsified graph with O (|]V’| - |L*|) edges as described in
Section 2.1, we define a random (public) function fs: N(V') — V' that maps a node v € N(V’) to
a random node in V. For each u € N(V'), our goal is to have f(u) € V' simulate u (in other words,
f(u) acts as a proxy for u), i.e., f(u) acts as if it is node u. In order for f(u) to simulate u, f(u)
must learn the following information:

e The algorithm description of node u for executing s-t vertex mincut algorithm in G’. This
can be done by having u send its code to f(u).

e f(u) learns every node Ng(u)NV’. This can be done by letting every neighbor v € Ng(u)NC
send its id to f(u).

In this case, f(u) can act as if it is node u. So, any communication between v € V' to u € N(V’) can
be moved to the same communication between v € V' and f(u) € V'. Therefore, the communication
between every edge (v,u) where v € C,u € N(V') will map to a (v, f(u)) where u is a random node.
Using the fact of graph G’ that every node v € C' — {s} has at most O (|L*|) edges to N(V'), we
conclude that every node v € C'— {s} in the instance G, communicates using random 9) (|L*|) edges
adjacent to V.

In summary, fix a node v € V’, and the algorithm will communicate from v to O(|L*|) random
V7]
|L*]
from v to in V’, and v has degree [V'| — 1 inside V', in expectation, the load of each edge in V'
incident to v is O(1). This means every edge e in V' will have O(1) number of instances G'; use e to
communicate. We can now run all instances with O(1) congestion. We present the full algorithm in

Section 7.

vertices in V' for each instance G,. Since every O({1+) instance will use O(|L*|) random neighbors

Remark 2.12. If the cluster V' is not a clique, but close enough to a clique, then we simulate a
clique communication with O(logn) factor overhead in communication, before running the clique
algorithm. We formalize the algorithm in Section 7.2.2.

2.4 Parallel Algorithm in Matrix Multiplication Work

Recall that in the last section, we explain how to solve minimum isolating cut and MinNNCC by
reductions to s-t vertex connectivity while preserving both the number of edges and vertices, in
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CONGEST model. For the case of minimum isolating cut, one can easily check that the idea for
preserving the number of vertices described in the last section also works in the PRAM model, and
thus we can solve s-t vertex connectivity using a reduction to bipartite matching which can be
solved in O(n*) work.

We now focus on solving the case of MinNNCC. We will use the same local graph Gy. Recall
that the algorithm that sparsifies Gy into G can result in O (m) = O(n?) vertices in total, which
is not suitable for our purpose.

In this section, we explain how to solve MinNNCC in matrix multiplication time by utilizing
convezr embedding introduced in [LLWS88]. The details can be found at Section 8. Throughout this
section, we let ng = [Ng[V']| + 1 be the number of vertices in Gy». The goal is to solve MinNNCC
in O(nY) work (and polylog depth). For simplicity, we assume that |[N(V’)| < |V’|. Later we show
how to remove this assumption.

Let F be a finite field. For k& > 0, the space F* is a k-dimensional linear space over F. Let
X ={x1,...,2,} be a finite set of points within F*. The affine hull of X is defined as

k k
aff(X) = {Zczxz cx; € X and Zci = 1}.
i=1 i=1

The rank of X, represented as rank(X), is one plus the dimension of aff(X). Specifically, if F = R,
we refer to the convez hull of X, denoted conv(X). For any sets V, W, any function f:V — W,
and any subset U C V', we denote f(U) := {f(u): u e U}.

Definition 2.13 (Convex X-embedding [LLW88]). For any X C V, a convexr X -embedding of a
graph G = (V, E) is a function f : V — RIXI=1 such that for each v € V\ X, f(v) € conv(f(Ng(v))).

We defer the details of construction to Section 8. For now, let us assume that we are given
Ng,,, (t)-convex embedding f; in graph Gy~ such that for all z € V', kg, (s,t) = rank(f;(Ng,, (z))).
The task now is to compute the rank of f;(Ng,,(x)), which can be done in O(ng) time. In total, it
would take O(J‘L/—ﬁ' -ng) work to compute kg, (s,t) for all instances of s-source Min-Neighbor via
this approach.

Here is the speedup we can exploit: Since V' has neighborhood difference at most O (|L*|), and
thus for any s, s’ € V', [N(s)AN(s')| < O (|L*|). Therefore, rank(f;(Ng,, (s'))) can be obtained from

low-rank updates of rank(f;(Ng,, (s))) given we preprocess the matrix representing f;(Ng,, (s). Here,
low-rank updates correspond to changing O (|L*|) columns of the matrix representing ft(Ng,, (s))
since [N(s)AN(s)| < O (|L*)).

In terms of low-rank updates, we can use a dynamic matriz data structure to support this
operation (see Lemma 8.6 for the formal definition). Namely, we can preprocess the matrix Mg
representing fi(Ng,, (s)) in O(ng) time so that given s’ € V', we can decide if rank(f;(Na,,(s')) > k
in Tyvv (| L*[, no, | L*|) time where Tynv(n, k, ) be the number of field operations needed to multiply
an n x k matrix with a k x 7 matrix in O(log?n) depth.

To summarize, using the matrix data structure, the total work to compute r¢q,, (s,t) for ON(JXH')

instances of s-source Min-Neighbor is at most

V']
| L*]

O(ng) + 0 ( ) (L mos |2¥]) < O(n) = O(V']*).

2.5 Communication Complexity

When implementing our framework in the communication model, common-neighborhood clustering
(as described in Section 2.3) works well. The problem we face is solving MinNNCC: the best s-t
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vertex connectivity algorithm [BBE'22] takes n as the parameter, but in the worst case we need to
run n sparse instances, each with n vertices. One might hope that there is a way to solve this issue
with an almost-perfect reduction just like we did in CONGEST. However, we proved that this is not
true by showing an Q(n!®) lower bound.

An Q(n'®) lower bound. We will reduce the following problem to vertex connectivity. Alice
and Bob will get /n instances of subset-tribes, each containing y/n instances of subset problems

with length y/n. The inputs to Alice and Bob are denoted as Agi),Ag), ...,A% C [v/n] and

BY),BS), . B% C [/n] from i =1 to i = y/n, where it is guaranteed that ]Agi)] = /n/2 for any
(i)
J
has randomized communication lower bound (n!-%) (see Lemma 9.8). Now we show how to reduce
this problem to vertex connectivity.

We let G = (ViU Va... UV 7 UU, E) where V; is a clique with /n vertices, and U is a clique
with n vertices. We connect V; to U based on Agi), ...,A% and B%i), - B(izz, such that N(V;) has
size n iff. B](.i) C AY) for any j, while making sure that any other cut has size at least n + 1. The
way of connecting V; to U is as follows: split U into /n pieces Uy, ...U N and connect the j-th
(4)
J
. See Fig. 2 for an illustration. The details of this construction and proofs

1,7. They want to determine whether there exists ¢ such that Bj(-i) C A" for any j. This problem

vertex in V; (denoted by v;’) to U; according to Bj(i); connect the j-th vertex in V; to Uy for any

k # j according to A,(f)
are in Section 9.2.

Figure 2: Each ellipsoid (and the set U) represents a clique. Every node in V;
for i =1 to y/n has edges to U as illustrated in the graph.

A simple nearly tight upper bound. Now we describe a simple way to solve Min-Neighbor
when V' is a common-neighborhood cluster in 0] (n1'5) communication. We break it into two cases
based on the size of L*.

When |L*| > n%3, we can sample O (y/n) nodes and one of them will hit L*. Recall that if
we know a node in L*, we can find L* in one s-t vertex connectivity call. Thus, in this case, the
communication complexity os 0] (n1'5).

If |L*| < n%3, for a common-neighborhood cluster V', we can recover all edges adjacent to V' by
using O(n!-%) communications in the following way: choose an arbitrary vertex u € V', Alice and
Bob learn the set Ng(u) by O(n) communication, then for every v € V' — {u}, Alice and Bob can
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learn Ng(v) by O(n®?) communication since |N(u)AN (v)| < n%5. Knowing all edges adjacent to
V' suffices to solve MinNNCC.

Remark 2.14. The algorithm for communication can be easily implemented in the streaming
model. Moreover, there is an even simpler communication and streaming protocol in O (n1'5)
total communication that does not require common-neighborhood clustering. For completeness, we
present it in Section 9.

3 Preliminaries

3.1 Terminologies

Basic graph terminologies. An (undirected) graph is denoted by G = (V, E) where V is the
vertex (or node) set and E C {{z,y} | z,y € V,x # y} is the edge set'?. Following the convention,
we abuse the notations a bit and will also use (x,y) to denote an edge, which is a set {z,y}. =,y are
the endpoints of the edge (z,y). Ng(u) is the set of neighbors of u defined by {v € V' | {u,v} € E}.
We omit G in the subscript if G is clear from the context. We also define N{u] = N(u) U {u}. The
degree of a vertex u is defined as |N(u)|. The minimum degree of G is defined as min,ecy |N(v)|.
Define E(A,B) = {{z,y} € E |z € A,y € B}.

For a vertex set V', G[V'] is called the induced subgraph of G on V' defined by G[V'] =
(V' {(u,v) € E|u,veV'}).

Throughout the paper, we use n to denote |V| and m to denote |E|. We write O (f) = O(f-log®n)
for some constant ¢, and 9) (fH=1- n°M Tt is important that n represents |V| here, which is
roughly the input size.

Set terminologies. We define [z] = {1,2,...,2}. For two sets A, B, we use A — B or A\B to
denote {a € A | a ¢ B}. We define AAB as the symmetric difference (A — B) U (B — A). We say
(A1, ..., A;) is a partition of A if Ujc,jA; = A and A; N A;j = () for any i # j.

Vertex cut. A wvertex cut (or simply cut in this paper) is a partition of V' denoted by (L, S, R)
where (1) L#0,R#0,E(L,R) =0 or (2) |S| > n — 1. The size of a vertex cut (L, S, R) is defined
as |S|. The minimum vertex cut refers to the vertex cut with the smallest size. For a vertex s € V|
The minimum t-sink vertex cut is defined as a vertex cut (L, S, R) with ¢ € R which minimizes |S/.

We say a vertex cut (L, S, R) as a (u, v)-vertex cut if u € L,v € R. For two vertex sets A, B C V,
we say (L, S, R) is an (A, B)-vertex cut if A C L, B C R. In this case, we say S is a (u, v)-separator
or (A, B)-separator. S is called a separator (or a vertex cut) if S is a (u,v)-separator for some
u,v € V. We use kg(u,v) to denote the size of the smallest u, v-separator in G, and x(G) to denote
the smallest separator in G. When there are no (u,v)-separator or no separator in G, we define
kg (u,v) or K(G) as n — 1. In this case, we say any n — 1 nodes is a separator.

For a vertex set X C V', we say X has neighborhood difference d if for any u,v € X we have
|ING(u)ANg(v)| < d. The following lemma is crucial to our algorithm.

Lemma 3.1. Suppose (L, S, R) is a minimum vertex cut, then the neighborhood difference of L is
at most 2|L|.

Proof. Since S is the minimum vertex cut, we have |[Ng(u)| > |S| for any u € V', otherwise Ng(u) is
a smaller vertex cut. Moreover, for u,v € L, Ng(u)UNg(v) € LUS, otherwise S is not a vertex cut.
Thus, [Ng(u)ANg(v)| = 2|Ng(u) U Na(v)| — [Na(u)| — [Na(v)| < 25|+ [L]) — 25| =2|L|. O

12A11 graphs in this paper are simple, i.e., without multi-edges and self-loops, as written in the definition.
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3.2 Computational Models

PRAM model. In PRAM model, we have a set of processors and a shared memory space. Each
processor can independently read and write on the shared memory space or do other unit operations.
The input is given initially on the shared memory space, and the processors are required to jointly
compute a specific problem given the input. The complexity is measured by work and depth, where
work is measured by the total amount of unit operations performed by all the processes, and depth
is measured by the time consumed before the output is generated.

CONGEST model. In the distributed CONGEST model, we have an initial graph G = (V, E') of
n nodes with diameter D where each node has a unique ID and unlimited computational power.
Initially, each node only knows its neighbors. The algorithm runs in synchronous rounds. For each
round, each node can exchange O(logn) bits of information to its neighbors. The goal is to design
an algorithm that minimizes the number of rounds needed to determine the output, for example,
the vertex connectivity of G.

Two-party communication model. In the two-party communication model (or simply com-
munication model), the edge set E is arbitrarily partitioned into two sets £ = E; U Ey where
E1 N Ey = (. Two players Alice and Bob both know the vertex set V', and Alice knows the set E1,
and Bob knows the set Ey. Their goal is to exchange as few bits as possible to find some intrinsic
property of the graph G = (V, E).

Graph streaming model. In the graph streaming model (or simply streaming model), a graph
G = (V, E) is given to the algorithm as an arbitrarily ordered stream of edges. The algorithm has
limited space and can read this stream in sequential passes. The goal is to minimize both the space
usage and the number of passes. Semi-streaming refers to the case when the space is restricted to

O (n).

Remark 3.2 (public and private randomness). In the two-party communication model and CONGEST
model, public randomness refers to the case when every party (or node) can access the same random
bits, private randomness, in contrast, does not allow parties (or nodes) to share the randomness.
According to Newman’s Theorem [New91], to simulate public randomness using private randomness,
parties only need to share an additional O(logn) bits of message (which can be broadcasted in
CONGEST model). Thus, in this paper, we assume access to public randomness when devising
algorithms in communication or CONGEST model.

3.3 Problem Definitions

We define the problems considered in this paper as follows. We say a (randomized) algorithm
solves a problem if it outputs the correct answer with high probability (or simply w.h.p.), i.e., with
1

probability at least 1 — .= for an arbitrarily large constant c. All algorithms in this paper are

randomized except with explicit clarification.

Vertex connectivity (VC). Given an undirected graph G = (V, E), output a minimum vertex
cut.

Single sink unidrected vertex connectivity (SSVC). Given a undirected graph G = (V, E)
and a sink vertex ¢t € V, output a minimum ¢-sink vertex cut.
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s-t vertex connectivity (s-t VC). Given an undirected graph G = (V, E) and s,t € V, output a
minimum (s, t)-vertex cut.

S,T-vertex connectivity (S-T VC). Given an undirected graph G = (V, E), and two vertex sets
A, B C V, compute the minimum (A, B)-vertex cut.

Subgraph problems in CONGEST. For subgraph S-T vertex connectivity (or other subgraph
problems) in CONGEST, we are given a network along with a subgraph H where every node knows
its adjacent edges in H, and we want to solve the problem on H while other edges of G are only
used for communication purposes.

Bipartite maximum matching (BMM). Given a bipartite graph (A, B, E) (which is defined as
E C A x B where AU B is the vertex set), output the maximum matching (a matching is defined
as a set of edges with mutually disjoint endpoints).

Bipartite minimum vertex cover (BMC). Given a bipartite graph (A4, B, E), output the
minimum vertex cover (a vertex cover is defined as a set of vertices such that every edge has at
least one endpoint in this set).

3.4 Sketching
We will use the standard linear sketching algorithms from [CF14].

Theorem 3.3 (Section 3 in [CF14]). For any numbers n and s, there is an algorithm that preprocesses
in O (s) work and O (1) depth and then, given any vector v € {—1,0,1}", return a sketch skq(v) €
7°6) in O (I[v]13)** work and O (1) depth and guarantees the following w.h.p. (as long as the number
of recovery operations is poly(n)).

o If||v||3 < s, then we can recover v from sks(v) in O (s) time and O (1) depth. (More specifically,
we obtain all non-zero entries of v together with their indices).

e Otherwise, if ||[v||3 > s, then the algorithm returns L.
Moreover, the sketch is linear, i.e. sks(u +v) = sks(v) + sks(u) for any u,v € Z".

Remark 3.4. The algorithm in [CF14] can be naturally implemented in the streaming model, in the
sense that v is given in a stream, where each time a non-zero entry of v is given, and the algorithm
needs to compute the sketching using O (s) space in total after all entries of v is revealed. An easy
way to see this fact is from the linearity of sketching: we can view v as a summation of vectors where
each vector only contains one non-zero entry, and once a non-zero entry is revealed, we calculate
the corresponding sketching for this vector and add it to the final sketching. This observation also
implies the parallel complexity, where we can compute the sketching for each entry separately, and
in parallel add them together.

The following corollary is from Theorem 3.3 combined with sampling.

Corollary 3.5. For any number n, there is an algorithm that preprocesses in 6(71) time and
then, given any vector v € {—1,0,1}", return a sketch sk~ (v) € ROW in O ([[v]|3) time such that
whp. (as long as the number of recovery operations is poly(n)) we can recover an approrimate
size of ||v]|2 (a value between 0.9|[v||2 and 1.1||v||2) in O (1) work. Moreover, the sketch is linear,
i.e. skx(u+v) = skx(v) + skx(u) for any u,v € R™.

13Notice that ||v||3 is basically the number of non-zero entries of v.
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Proof. For any i € [|logn]], we sample 2¢ coordinates denoted by I;. Given any vector v € R", we
write vy, as the vector restricted to I;. For every i we use Theorem 3.3 with n = |I;], s = log®n to
compute sks(vy,). The sks(vy,) for all i comprises our skx(v).

Given sk~ (v), we look at the first ¢ such that when recovering from sks(vy,) the algorithm
returns a value larger than 100logn and not L. Such an i must exist since we set s = log? n: when
1 is large enough so that the expected values of I; hitting a non-zero entry of v is roughly 500 logn,
according to the Chernoff bound, it will return a value larger than 100log n. Moreover, this value
provides a good approximation of ||v||3 according to Chernoff bound. O

When using Corollary 3.5 and Theorem 3.3, we sometimes will write sks(S) where S C V is
a vertex set instead of a vector in {0,1}". In this case, we consider S as a vector in {0, 1}" by
treating each coordinate of the vector as a vertex in V', and each coordinate is 1 if and only if the
corresponding vertex is in S.

4 Parallel and Distributed Common-Neighborhood Clustering

We first give some definitions of terminologies used in the algorithm. The algorithm will compute
sk~(Ng(u)) for any u € V in the beginning. During the algorithm, we say two nodes u,v € V are
d-close if the approximate size recovered from sk~ (Ng(u)) — sk~ (Ng(v)) (see Corollary 3.5) is at
most d. We say Y is adjacent to X if Y N X = () and there is an edge connecting a vertex in Y and
a vertex in X.

Algorithm 1: C <~ COMNEICLUSTERING(G, ¥)
Input: An undirected graph G = (V, E), an integer ¢.
Output: A set of clusters C C 2" satisfying Lemma 4.1
1 C <« 0;
2 Compute sketchings sk~ (Ng(u)) for any u € V;

3 foreach i =0,1,...,log" ' n,j = 0,1, ...,logn do

4 | Let d=2Vlsny g+ 97
5 P—{{u} |ueV};
6 Mark each vertex u € V' as center independently at random with probability 1/s;
7 foreach t; = 0,1, ...,10g%% n do
8 P+ P;
9 Assign each center v € V' a vertex set S, = C € P’ where u € C, delete C from P’;
10 foreach t3 = 0,1, ..., 2log”n dg
11 foreach Center u € V and every C € P’ that is adjacent to S, do
12 ‘ Pick an arbitrary v € C, if u,v are 9" d-close, let S, + S, UC, P’ < P' — C,
13 Add S, to C for any center u € V;
14 Mark each vertex set in P as center with probability 1/ 21°g0'8”;
15 Assign each center C' € P a vertex set So = C and delete C' from P;
16 For each center C' € P, pick an arbitrary node ¢ € C denoted by uc;
17 foreach t, = 0, 1,...,21°¢"° " do
18 foreach Center C' € V and every X € P that is adjacent to Sc do
19 ‘ Pick an arbitrary v € X, if uc,v are 9 d-close, S¢ < Sc UX,P < P — X;
20 Set P «<— {Sc | C is a center};

21 return C
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Lemma 4.1 (common neighborhood clustering). There exists a randomized algorithm (Algorithm 1)
that given an undirected graph G and an integer £, return C satisfying the following properties

1. (sparse) for every v € V, v is included in at most 9] (1) clusters in C,
2. (common neighborhood) any C € C has neighborhood difference £ - 908" n it high probability,

3. (cover) for every L CV such that G[L] is connected and L has neighborhood difference £, we
have Pr[3C € C,L C C| > ﬁ
The algorithm can be implemented in O (m) work and O (1) depth in PRAM model, or O (v/n + D)
rounds in CONGEST model.

Proof of Lemma 4.1 correctness. (Sparse) we need to following claim.

Claim 4.2. Throughout the algorithm, P only contains disjoint vertex sets.

Proof. P is generated in Line 20, which contains S for each center C, where S¢ is updated
in Line 19. Notice that if X joins S¢, then it is deleted from the original P and cannot join other
Sc, thus, as long as the original P contains vertex disjoint sets, the new P also contains vertex
disjoint sets. Initially P contains all singleton vertices (see Line 5), so the claim holds. O

C is only updated in Line 13, where S, is generated in Line 12. If C' is included in S, then it
is deleted from P’. So S, are disjoint vertex sets for centers u € V as long as P’ contains vertex
disjoint sets, which is true from Claim 4.2. Therefore, every execution of Line 13 contributes at most
1 cluster for each node v € V. There are O (1) loops of Line 13, which proves the (sparse) property.

(Common neighborhood) We need the following lemma which bounds the neighborhood
difference of every set in P.

Lemma 4.3. At line Line 8, it always holds that for any C € P, C has neighborhood difference
9%1d/3 w.h.p.

Proof. We will prove it by induction. When t2 = 0, P = {{u} | v € V} and the lemma trivially
holds. P will be changed at Line 20 to the next iteration, thus, we only need to prove that for any
center C, S¢ has neighborhood difference 9171d/3, given that the neighborhood difference of P is
bounded by 9'1d/3.

Initially in Line 15 we have the neighborhood difference of S¢ being at most 9'*d/3. Notice that
in Line 19, we only add vertices in X to S¢ if there is v € X and uc € C that are 9% d-close. In
other words, for every u,v € S¢, their exists u; (in the same X as u), and v; (in the same X as v)
such that both u,u; and v, v has neighborhood symmetric difference at most 9**d/3 by induction
hypothesis, and w7, uc and v1,uc has symmetric difference at most 1.1 - 9'*d w.h.p. according to
the definition of 9" d-close. Thus, we have

|N(U)AN(U)‘ <2 (9t1d/3) +2-1.1- 9ty < 9t1+1d/3
This completes the induction step. 0

Notice that C is only updated in Line 13 where S, is updated in Line 12, which initially contains
a vertex set in P and later will only includes vertex sets C' in P’ (also in P) such that there exists
v € C which is 9'd-close to u. Therefore, for any u,v € S, there exists u; (in the same C as u),
v1 (in the same C' as v) such that both wu, uq, v1,v has neighborhood symmetric difference at most
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9%1d/3 by Lemma 4.3, and u,u and vy, u has neighborhood symmetric difference at most 1.1 - 91d
w.h.p. according to the definition of 9*d-close. Thus, we have

IN(WAN ()| <2-(9%d/3) +2-1.1-901d < 2000s™ n) . g — gloa”"ny

This completes the proof of property (common neighborhood).

(cover) let L C V be a set such that G[L] is connected and has neighborhood difference ¢.
We will prove that there exists C' € C such that L C C with probability at least 1/ n°®) . For an
integer d, define B/(L) as the largest L’ such that (i) for any u € L', there exists a v € L such that
|ING(u)ANg(v)| < d, (i) G[L'] is connected. In other words, B'[d](L) can be found by doing BFS
from L while only including vertices that has neighborhood symmetric difference at most d. Let i be
the smallest natural number such that 2°8"" . |B/[2iVIosny /4)(L)| > |B/[20+DVIceny/4](L)|. Notice
that if the inequality does not hold, then |B/[2(FD)vIegny /4](L)| is 2loe”n multiplicative larger than
|B'[20V™°87¢ /4)(L)|. Since the total number of nodes is n, ¢ cannot be larger than log™! n. Thus,
in Line 4, there exists a loop such that

1. i satisfies 28" n . | B/[2ivVIoenyg /4)(L)| > | B/[20+DVIosng /4] (L)|, notice that B/[20VI8n¢/4](L)
has neighborhood difference at most d,

2. s is roughly equal to the size of B/[20FDVIogny/4](L) (with multiplicative error 2), this is
because we set s = 2/ where j is ranging from 0 to logn.

We will prove that in this loop, we will add a C' to C such that L C C' with probability at
least 1/n°M). Let us write A = B/[2iVI°gn¢/4](L) and B = B/[2(i+DVIogny /4](L). Tt is clear that
|B| < s < 2|B| and 2°8"°" . |A| > |B.

According to the two properties, at Line 6, the following two events happen simultaneously with
probability at least 1/n°1) (i) there is exactly one center inside B'[2iVI°&7¢ /4](L), (i) every node in
B'[20i+DVIogny 14](L) — B/[2iV1087¢ /4](L) is not a center. In what follows we will assume the two
events.

We first show that if P do not split A too much and covers A, then we can add a C with L C C
at Line 13.

Lemma 4.4. If {C € P|CNA# 0} <298 and A C UgepC, let u be the only center inside
A, then A C S, at Line 13.

Proof. Let C € P be a set with C N A # (). We first show that C' can never be included in S,
for v # wu. If on the contrary there is a center v # wu such that C joins S, at Line 12, we will
prove a contradiction. We first prove that for any w € S,, w and v are 9'1d/3 + 9'1d close. This is
because w € C' € P for some C’ which has neighborhood difference 9/ d/3 according to Lemma 4.3,
and there exists w’ € ¢’ which is 9" d-close to v according to Line 12. Since C' N A # (), let
a € C'N A be an arbitrary vertex. Now we have every vertex in S, is 2(91d/3 + 91 d)-close
to a. Moreover, G[S,] is connected because at Line 12 S, only includes connected subgraphs
that is adjacent to it. Remember the definition A = B’[20V187¢/4](L), which implies that any

node in S, is <2(9t1d/3 +9d) + 2”10*‘5"6/4) ~close to a vertex in L. Notice that ¢; < log"®n and
d=2Veny/4 so (2(9t1d/3 + 9%1d)  21Vloe "6/4) < 20 DVlognp /4 which contradicts the fact that

v ¢ B = B'[20t)Vieeng/4)(L).
Now we show that C' can be added to S, at Line 12 as long as C is adjacent to the current S,,.
Let v € C be an arbitrary vertex, let a € C'N A, according to Lemma 4.3, a and v are 9" d/3-close.

According to the definition of A, a and u are (2 QWlogny /4 4 E) -close. Thus v and u are 9" d-close.
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Since we have A C UcepC and G[A] is connected, every time Line 12 is executed, if A € S, yet,
since u € S, S, must be adjacent to at least one C' € P with C N A # (), and it is added to S,,.
After 2los”"n rounds, we have A C S,,. O

It remains to prove that at some point we will have |[{C € P | C N A # 0} < 218"’ " and
A C UgepC. Let us inspect how P changes.

Initially P = {{u} | v € V'} and it holds that A C UcepC. If |A| < 2108”7 then we are done.
Otherwise, we can use the following lemma.

Lemma 4.5. If {C € P | CNA# (0} > 21081 and A C UpcepC, then at Line 20, we have
A CUoepC w.h.p.

Proof. For any C' € P with C' N A # (), we will prove that there exists a center C’ € P such that C
is added to S¢r at Line 19. Combined with the fact that A C UcepC initially, the lemma is proved.

Let (Co, C1, ..., Chiop09,,) be a sequence of different vertex sets in P such that Cyp = C' and for
any i > 0, C; is adjacent to C;_; and C; N A # 0. Since [{C € P | CNA # 0} > 298"° " guch
a sequence must exists. At Line 14, we mark each element in {C € P | C N A # (0} as center
independently with probability 1/ 21°g0‘8”, thus, w.h.p. there exists ¢ such that C; is marked as
center. Let I be the smallest index such that C7 is inside some S for some center C’. We will
prove that I decreases by at least 1 at each iteration of Line 19 in the next paragraph. If this is
true, I will be decreased to 0 in the end and the lemma is proven.

Since Cj_1 is adjacent to Cy, suppose C; C S¢r for some center C’, we only need to prove that
when we pick an arbitrary v € Cr_1, ucs (which is an arbitrary vertex in C’) and v are 9‘*d-close.
Notice that both C7_; and C’ intersect A by at least one vertex, let the vertices be a, b separately.
v,a are 9"1d/3-close, b, ucs are 9'1d/3-close according to Lemma 4.3; a, b are d-close according to
the definition of A. Thus, as long as t; > 0, ucs and v are 91 d-close. For the case of t; = 0, every
vertex set of P only contain 1 vertex which means v, a and b, ucs are identical, so v, ucr are d-close.
Thus, C7_1 will be added to some S¢r, which means [ is decreased by at least 1. ]

We also need the following lemma which makes sure |{C € P |C N A # 0}| > 210e” 1 will not
always stay large.

Claim 4.6. At the last loop of Line 7, P becomes empty w.h.p.

Proof. In Line 14, each element becomes a center with probability 1/ 21°g0'8”, which is the only

way that element can contribute to one element to P in the next loop according to Line 20. Thus,
. . . . o 0.8

we can think of it as each element “surviving” at each loop with probability 1/2'°¢ " " and after

log®3 n loops it vanishes w.h.p. ]

Now start with a P with A C UcepC, either we already have [{C € P | C N A # (}] < 2los”’n
which according to Lemma 4.4 we are done; or we have |{C € P | C N A # 0} > 21°¢"" " which
according to Lemma 4.5, we still have A C UgepC' in the next iteration and we can repeat this

argument. According to Claim 4.6, there must exists a point when this argument ends, which gives
0.9
us [{C €eP|CNA#D} <2% "™ and A C UgepC. O

Now we talk about the parallel and distributed implementation of Algorithm 1. Most of the
steps can be trivially implemented.

Lemma 4.7. Algorithm 1 can be implemented in PRAM in O (m) work and 9) (1) depth, and in
CONGEST in O (y/n + D) rounds.
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Proof of PRAM. Computing sketchings uses 9) (m) work and 9) (1) depths according to Theorem 3.3.
The loop for i, j,t; only contributes O (1) to work and depth, so let us focus on one loop fixing
i,j,t1. Generating P and marking centers can be trivially implemented. The non-trivial part is the
loop for to, we implement it by contracting each vertex set in P, and running a BFS like procedure
with root on every center, where the BFS only includes a vertex set C' if it satisfies the condition
in Line 12. BFS trees have depth bound 2l°g0'9”, each check for whether or not to include a vertex
set into the BFS tree can be done in O (1) work according to Theorem 3.3; when different BFS
trees meet together, the shared node joins a BFS tree arbitrarily, this does not affect the analysis,
and makes sure that the total work is O (m) and the total depth is O (1). After finding S, for each
center u € V', we again mark centers in P, and try to implement Line 19. This step is also done
by contracting each vertex set in P and start BFS from every center which uses Line 19 to check
whether or not to include a vertex set into a BF'S tree. The total work is O (m) and the total depth
is O(1). O

Proof of CONGEST. For any u € V', we use shared randomness (see Remark 3.2) to locally compute
sk~(Ng(u)) based on the information Ng(u) which is known by w initially. The loop for i, j, t; only
contributes O (1) to rounds, so let us focus on one loop fixing i, j, ¢;.

P is maintained as follows: each vertex set in P gets a unique ID which is known by every node
in that vertex set. Initially, P = {{u} | v € V'}, and the ID is the ID for the specific node. Each
vertex becomes a center independently, which can be done without communication. The non-trivial
part is implementing Line 12, which requires a center node u to first find out S,, (which is connected
in GG), and look at all C' € P that are adjacent to S, then verifies whether or not to add them to
Sy. We achieve this by well-known techniques for CONGEST: if a vertex set contains at most \/n
vertices, we use broadcasting inside this vertex set to spread and gather information in /n rounds;
otherwise we use the whole network to do this in D rounds. As long as all the vertex sets are
disjoint, the total dilation is O(D + y/n) and congest is O(y/n) since there can be at most \/n sets
with more than y/n nodes. We maintain the size of S, to determine which strategy to use. Now for
each center u, it broadcast to all nodes in S, about sk~ (Ng(u)), and for every C' € P’, it chooses a
representative node vo and let all nodes in C' know sk~ (Ng(ve)). If there is an edge (vi,v2) where
v) € Sy, and vg € C € P (certifying that C' is adjacent to Sy), then v; and ve can communicate and
decide if C' should be added to S, or not. After that, for each C' € P’, it chooses an arbitrary S, to
join if there are many (this can be decided by broadcasting inside C'), i.e., they mark their ID to be
identical to the ID for S,. This is repeated 2°6”” " times, which in total contributes to O (vn+ D)
rounds. Another non-trivial part is Line 19, which is handled identically as Line 12.

O

~

Remark 4.8. The implementation in CONGEST can be viewed as O (1) rounds in minor-aggregation
model (see [RGHT22]). For any network, one round of minor-aggregation can be simulated by
O(yv/n + D) rounds in CONGEST, which implies our Lemma 4.7. For a more efficient network like a
planner graph, it can be simulated faster (O (D) rounds). It is a convenient framework for recent
works of universal optimality (defined for weighted graphs). However, we are working on unweighted
graphs and it is not clear if maximum bipartite matching exists a universally optimal algorithm or
not, we do not explore the definition here.

5 A Schematic Reduction for Vertex Connectivity

In this section, we show a general framework for solving SSVC, which can be implemented in different
models, and prove its correctness. It essentially uses common-neighborhood clustering to reduce the
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problem to solving isolating cuts and solving min-neighbor in a near-clique common-neighborhood
graph, which we define as follows. For convenience, we write the second problem MinNNCC.

Definition 5.1 (Isolating Cuts Problem). In the isolating cuts problem, we are given an undirected
graph G = (V, E), vertex sets C,T CV where T C C is an independent set inside C, and the goal
is to solve the following minimization problem.

Ianlg ING(L)| st. |LNT|=1 and Ng(L)NT = 0.

The algorithm returns a minimizer L* along with its neighbors’ size |Ng(L*)]|.

Definition 5.2 (Minimum Neighbor in a Near-Clique Cluster (MinNNCC)). In this problem, we
are given an undirected graph G = (V, E), a vertex set C C'V where Ng|[C| # V', and an integer (.
The goal is to find a non-empty vertexr set L C C minimizing |[Ng(L)| and also return |[Ng(L)|. The
inputs have the following guarantees:
1. (correct estimate). There exists L C C which is a minimizer of mingcco.rrz9 |[Na(L')| such
that
|L| < ¢ <2|L|.

2. (near clique). For any u € C,

C — Ng(u)| < 208" g, (1)

3. (common neighborhood). the cluster C' has neighborhood difference 210" n .y That 18, for all
u,v € C,

|N(u) ANG(v)| < 208”7 . ¢ (2)

If the input guarantees are unsatisfied, the algorithm returns an arbitrary L C C and |Ng(L)|.

5.1 The Reduction

Let us denote the algorithm solving isolating cuts by ISOLATINGCUTS(G, C,T') and the algorithm
solving MinNNCC by MinNNCC(G, C, £).

The Schematic Algorithm. The framework for solving SSVC is presented in Algorithm 2.
The following lemma shows the correctness of Algorithm 2 based on the correctness of ISOLAT-
INGCUTS and MinNNCC.

Lemma 5.3 (Correctness of the framework). Given that ISOLATINGCUTS and MinNNCC correctly
output according to Definition 5.1 and Definition 5.2, Algorithm 2 returns a valid vertex cut, which
is a minimum t-sink vertex cut with probability at least 1/n°M).

Proof. Let (L, S, R) be one of the minimum ¢-sink vertex cut such that G[L] is connected (if it is
not, take one connected component of G[L] as L which will not increase the cut size). There must
exists a loop such that |L| < ¢ < 2|L|. Notice that Ng(Lc,) is always a valid ¢-sink vertex cut for
any C and ¢ since Lc; €V — Ng[t], so we only need to prove that in that loop, either Ng(Lc¢ 1) or
Ng(Lc2) is a minimum t-sink vertex cut for some C' € C.

According to Lemma 3.1 and Lemma 4.1, with probability at least 1/ n°(1) there exists C € C
such that L C C in Line 4. Let us focus on such C.

We will prove that there are only two possible cases for C. Let d = £ - glog”"n
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Algorithm 2: S +SSVC(G,t)

Input: An undirected graph G = (V| F), a vertex t.

Output: A minimum ¢-sink vertex cut (L, S, R).
1 foreach i =0,1,....,logn do
0+ 20
C +~COoMNEICLUSTERING(G, 2/);
Let C < C — Ngt] for every C € C;
foreach C € C do

Let T include each node in C' independently at random with probability m;

Let G’ be a subgraph of G only containing edges adjacent to C
Lc i, s < IsoLaTINGCuTs(G', C,T);
Lc o, sc2 +MinNNCC(G', C, 0);
Return Ng(Lc,;) where sc; is minimized among all C' € C and i € {1,2};

© W N O Ok W N
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Claim 5.4. If C' has neighborhood difference d and L C C, then either |N(L) N C| < 2d, or
|C — NI[L]| < 3d.

Proof. Let us assume |[N(L) N C| > 2d and we will prove |C' — N[L]| < 3d.

For an arbitrary x € L, we have N(z) N (C — N[L]) = (). Since every node v € C satisfies
|N(x)AN(v)| < d, we have |[N(v)N(C — N[L])| < d. Thus, the total number of edges from C NN (L)
to C — N[L] is at most |C' N N(L)| - d.

Moreover, for an arbitrary = € L, we have |[N(z)| > |N(L)| (|NV(L)| is minimum) and N(z) C
LUN(L), which implies [(LUN(L)) — N(z)| < |L| < . This gives |[N(L) — N(z)| < £. Thus, every
node v € C satisfies |[N(L) — N (v)| < £+d, which implies |N(v)NN(L)NC| > |[N(L)NC|—({+d) >
IN(L) N C|/3. The last inequality is due to |[N(L) N C| > 2d and d = £ - 218" Therefore, the
number of edges from C' — N[L] to C N N (L) is at least |C — N[L]| - |N(L) N C|/3.

Combining the two inequalities from the last two paragraphs gives |C' — N[L]| < 3d. O

In the first case when |N(L) N C| < 2d, Line 6 will make |TNL| =1 and |T'N S| = 0 with
probability 1 /n"(l), to make sure 7' is an independent set we simply delete vertices in T' that is
adjacent to another vertex in 7', which according to Definition 5.1 makes N(L¢ 1) a minimum ¢-sink
cut; in the second case when |C' — N[L]| < 3d, according to Definition 5.2 N(L¢2) is a minimum
t-sink cut. O

5.2 Implementation in CONGEST and PRAM models

As applications of the reduction, we present algorithms that solve ISOLATINGCUTS and MinNNCC
in PRAM and CONGEST models in Sections 6 and 7, which are summarized as in the following two
lemmas.

Lemma 5.5. Given a ISOLATINGCUTS instance (G,C,T) where the input graph has m edges and
n vertices, there is an algorithm solving it correctly with high probability in

1. PRAM model, the algorithm can be implemented to run in work O (W(m,|C|)) and depth
O (D(m,|C|)) where W(m,n) and D(m,n) are the work and depth of s-t vertex connectivity.

2. CONGEST model, the algorithm can be implemented to run in O(R(m,n, D)) rounds where
R(m,n, D) is the round complexity of subgraph S-T vertex connectivity and D is the diameter
of G; furthermore, the algorithm only communicates via the set of edges that is incident to C.
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Lemma 5.6. Given a MinNNCC instance (G,C,¢) (Definition 5.2), it can be solved with high
probability in

1. PRAM model in O (W (m,n)) work and O (D(m,n)) depth where W (m,n) and D(m,n) are
the work and depth of s-t vertex connectivity, satisfying that W (m,n) is superadditive on m
(meaning W (mi + ma,n) > W(my,n) + W(ma,n) for every mi,ma,n),

2. CONGEST model in O(R(m,n,O(1)) rounds where R(m,n, D) is the round complexity of
subgraph S-T vertex comnectivity; furthermore, the algorithm only communicates via the set of
edges that is incident to C.

To solve ISOLATINGCUTS and MinNNCC problems, in addition to sparsification techniques from
[LNP"21], we introduce novel vertex sparsification lemmas that leverages the structure of the
common-neighborhood property. We discuss them in details in Section 5.3.

With these two lemmas, we are ready to prove our main theorem about solving SSVC.

Lemma 5.7. If, in PRAM model, the s-t vertex connectivity problem can be solved in W (m,n) work
and D(m,n) depth where W (m,n) is superadditive on m, then SSVC can be solved in W (m, n)-n°™)
work and D(m,n) - n°Y) depth.

Proof. The correctness of Algorithm 2 is proved by Lemma 5.3. Notice that to boost the correct
probability to w.h.p., we repeat the algorithm 9 (1) times and choose the smallest vertex cut as the
output, which only increases the work and depth by at most a 9) (1) factor. Now we calculate the
total work and depth for one run of Algorithm 2.

There are O(logn) iterations of the outer loop of i. Common-neighborhood clustering uses
9) (m) work and 9) (1) depth according to Lemma 4.7. For every C' € C, we solve the problems
IsoLATINGCuUTS and MinNNCC simultaneously. Write E- as the edge set of edges in GG adjacent to C.
Each one of them on C' cost work O (W (|E¢/|,n)) and depth O (D(|E¢|,n)) according to Lemma 5.5
and Lemma 5.6. Notice that each edge can be contained in at most O (1) different C' according to
Lemma 4.1. Thus, the total work is 3 pce O (W (|Ecl),n)) < O (W(Xoee |Ecl,n)) = O (W (m,n))
where the inequality is due to W is superadditive on m, and the depth is 9] (D(m,n)) since they
are run simultaneously. O

Lemma 5.8. If, in CONGEST model, the subgraph S-T vertex connectivity problem can be solved in
R(m,n, D) rounds, then SSVC can be solved in R(m,n, D) -n°") depth.

Proof. The correctness of Algorithm 2 is proved by Lemma 5.3. Notice that to boost the correct
probability to w.h.p., we repeat the algorithm 9 (1) times and choose the smallest vertex cut as the
output (the size of each vertex cut is also output according to Definitions 5.1 and 5.2), which only
increases the work and depth by at most a 9) (1) factor. Now we calculate the total rounds for one
run of Algorithm 2.

There are O(logn) iterations of the outer loop of i. For each iteration, common-neighborhood
clustering uses 9) (v/n + D) rounds according to Lemma 4.7. For every C € C, we solve the problems
MinNNCC simultaneously. Notice that each edge can be adjacent to at most O (1) different C
according to Lemma 4.1. Thus, each edge is involved in at most 9] ) (1) different algorithms of
IsoLATINGCUTS and MinNNCC, which results in total congestion of O (R(m,n,O(1))) according
to Lemma 5.5 and Lemma 5.6. So the total number of rounds caused by MinNNCC is at most
O (R(m,n,0(1))).

Now we explain how to implement ISOLATINGCUTS for every cluster C' € C by one call to
Lemma 5.5. We first explain why we can not do similar things to MinNNCC: this is because the
round complexity stated in Lemma 5.5 depends on the diameter of the subgraph G’ which only
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includes edges incident to C, and the diameter could be much larger than the diameter of G. We
solve this issue in the following way. For each C' € C, we first apply Lemma 5.12 with G,C,T to
get C' C N (C) and K so that it suffices to run ISOLATINGCUTS on G'[C' U C'] as they preserve
all isolating cuts up to a fixed number K. We also have |C'| = O (|C|) since |T| = O (|C|/¢) w.h.p.
Then we construct a virtual graph with O (n) vertices in the following way: the virtual graph
contains |C| many disconnected connected components, where each component corresponds to a
cluster C' € C, which we call G¢, where G¢ contains the vertex set C'UC” and all edges adjacent
to C in G. Now we call ISOLATINGCUTS on this virtual graph with the input vertex C defined in
Definition 5.1 set to be UoececC and the input vertex set T' set to be the union of sample T in the
algorithm. To summarize, we call ISOLATINGCUTS(Gyir, UcecC, UcecTc) where Te is the sampled
set for C.

We first show how to use the original communication network to simulate the virtual graph: for
each vertex u € V, u will simulate all the nodes in the virtual graph which is a duplication of u.
Consider an edge adjacent to u which is (u,v), we should prove that (u,v) is not duplicated too
many times into the virtual graph so that the congestion of simulating the virtual graph is bounded.
To see this, notice that an edge can be included in G¢ for a cluster C' € C only if (u,v) is adjacent
to C'. This can happened at most 9] (1) times according to Lemma 4.1. Thus, we can simulate
IsoLATINGCUTS algorithm on the virtual graph using the original graph with a congestion increased
by a factor of O (1). The total round complexity is R(O (m),O (n),0 (D) = O (R(m,n, D)).

Then, we show that ISOLATINGCUTS(Gyir, UcecC,UcecTc) on the virtual graph gives the
answer to ISOLATINGCUTS(G', C, T¢) for all independent instances on C'. Firstly, every minimum
isolating cut Ng,,, (L) with |L N UcecTe| =1 cannot cross different connected components in Gy,
because otherwise we can restrict L into a single connected component, which cannot increase the
value of Ng . (L). Thus, the value returned by ISOLATINGCUTS(Gyir, UcecC, UcecTc) is at least
the size of ISOLATINGCUTS(G’, C, T) for some C' € C. Moreover, every isolating cut Ngr(L) with
L C C and |[LNTg| =1 is definitely a valid isolating cut for Gy;-. Thus, the value returned by
ISOLATINGCUTS(Gyir, UcecC, UcecTc) is exactly what we want. d

5.3 Cluster Sparsification

A bipartite matching of a bipartite graph (A, B, E) (where A, B forms a partition of the vertex
set and E C A x B) is an edge set M such that any two edges do not share an endpoint.
For convenience, we define My = {u | v € A,Jv € B, (u,v) € M}, and Mp similarly. By
the definition, |M4| = |Mp| = |M|. Define M(u) = v where u € Mag,v € B,(u,v) € M,
and M(U) = {M(u) | u € U} where U C My. Similarly, we can define M~!(v) = u and
M=YU)={M~1(v) |v e U} forve Mg and U C Mp. A vertex cover of this bipartite graph is a
set of vertices C' C A U B such that every edge in F is adjacent to at least one vertex in C.

Lemma 5.9. Let G = (V, E) be an undirected graph and s,t € V. Let Z = Ng(s) N Ng(t), and
H :=G—-Z. Then, kg(s,t) = ku(s,t) + |Z|. Furthermore, If S is an (s,t)-min-separator in H,
then Z U S is an (s,t)-min-separator in G.

Proof. This follows because every vertex v € Ng(s) N Ng(t) belongs to every (s, t)-separator in
G. O

Lemma 5.10. Given a bipartite graph G = (A, B, E) where |A| < |B|, there is an O(m)-work
O(logn)-depth algorithm that outputs a vertex set D C B of size O(|A|logn) such that there is a
mazximum matching M where Mg C D.

Proof. This set can be computed by O(logn) computations of maximal bipartite matching, see
Appendix B of [AJJ22]. O
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Lemma 5.11 (Cluster Boundary Sparsification Lemma (Singleton Version)). Let G = (V, E) be an
undirected graph and s,t € V' satisfying Ng[s] N Ng[t] = 0. Define B = Ng(t) and A=V — Nglt]
and let M be a mazimum matching of (A, B, Eq(A, B)). Define G' = G|V — (B — Mp)] as the
graph G after removing neighbors of t that are unmatched by the mazimum matching M. Then,
we have kg(s,t) = kg (s,t). In particular, every minimum (s,t)-separator in G' is a minimum
(s,t)-separator in G.

Proof. We first prove that kg(s,t) > kg (s,t). Let S be a minimum (s, t)-separator in G. So, every
(s,t)-path in G passes a vertex in S. Since G’ is a subgraph of G, every (s,t)-path in G’ is an
(s,t)-path in G, and thus it passes a vertex in S. Thus, kg(s,t) = |S]| > kg (s, t).

It remains to prove kg(s,t) < kg (s,t). We argue that there is a maximum (s,t) vertex-disjoint
paths of size kg (s,t) in G'. There exists k = kg(s,t) internal vertex disjoint paths py, ..., ps in
G. Let b; be the vertex that p; intersect B the first time, and let B’ = {b; | i € [k]}. There
exists a matching M’ of size k such that M = B’ (by matching b; to the previous node of b;
on path p;). This means the set A’ := M, contains all the previous nodes of b; on p;. To prove
ka(s,t) < ker(s,t), it suffices to prove that there exists a matching M” of size x such that M/ = A’
and M}, C Mp (in which case there exists s internal vertex disjoint path connecting s,t in G').

Now we show the existence of such a matching M”. Let C be a minimum vertex cover of
(A, B, Eg(A, B)). By Kénig’s theorem, |C| = |M|. Let C4 = CNA and Cp = CN B. By definitions,
Ca C My,Cp C Mp. Each edge in M has exactly one endpoint in C'4, or one endpoint in Cp
(because every edge in M must have one endpoint in C' while |C| = |M|) . Let C/y = C4 N A" and
Cz = Cp N B'. We define M" in the following way: for every u € C'y, define M"(u) = M(u); for
every u € A'— ', define M"(u) = M'(u). We first prove that My, C Mp. For any u € C'y, trivially
we have M"(u) = M(u) € Mp. For any u € A’ — '), since C' is a vertex cover and (u, M'(u)) is an
edge where u ¢ C4, we have M'(u) € Cg € Mp. Thus, M}, C Mp. Now we prove that M” is a
valid matching, i.e., for any v € C’y,v € A’ — C’;, we need to prove M (u) # M'(v). Since u € C'y,
we have M (u) € Cg. Moreover, we have M'(v) € Cp, thus, M (u) # M'(v). O

Lemma 5.12 (Cluster Boundary Sparsification Lemma (Batched Version)). Given G = (V, E),
C C V and { satisfying the common-neighborhood property |Ng(u)ANg(v)| = O (€) for every
u,v € C, and in addition given X C C with | X| = O (|C|/¢). There exists PRAM and CONGEST
algorithm that outputs C' C Ng(C') and an integer K such that

1. |C'=0(C)),

2. for every v € X, define G = G[C U ('], we have mingccyer |[Na(L')| =
ming cozer |[Nor (L) + K for a fized number K.

3. for every x € X, define G' = G[C U C'], we have minpccqer mnxi=1 INa(L)| =
ming coger,|pnx|=1 |Na (L) + K for a fived number K.

The algorithm runs in 9] (m) work and 9] (1) depth in PRAM where m is the number of edges in G,
and O (1) rounds in CONGEST.

Proof. If X is empty, return ¢’ = (), and the lemma is vacuously true; so let us assume X is
non-empty.

Notice that if the maximum degree of nodes in C' becomes much larger than O (IC]), then we
can delete all vertices in (NzexNg(z)) N Ng(C), which decrease the value of |[Ng(L')| by K =
|(Nzex N (2))NNg(C)| for every L’ satisfying x € L' for some 2z € X. This set (Nzex Ng(z))NNg(C)
can be found in O(m) work and O(1) depth in PRAM, and in 1 round in CONGEST, after deleting
which can reduce the maximum degree of nodes in C to O (|C|) because of the common-neighborhood
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property: in order for a vertex v € Ng(z) to not be deleted, either v € C, or there exists ' € X
such that v € Ng(2')ANg(z), which can happen at most O (¢) times for each z’. Thus, the degree
is at most O (|C| + |X| - ¢) = O (|C]). In the following proof we will assume the maximum degree of
nodes in C is at most O (|C|), so the total number of edges adjacent to C' is O (IC]?).

We first show that for a specific z, in order for miny/cc.per [No(L')| = ming cower [Nor (L)
to be true, it suffices to let C” contain (i) Ng(z) N Ng(C), (ii) the (right) endpoints of the edges in
an arbitrary maximum bipartite matching between C' and Ng(C') — Ng(z). To see this, we need
Lemma 5.11, in which we will set s = x, ¢ be a new super node connecting to every vertex in Ng(C')
and G be the graph after adding the super node ¢t and deleting all common neighbors of s and ¢. It
is easy to notice that by Lemma 5.11, preserving the vertices in an arbitrary maximum bipartite
matching between C' and Ng(C) — Ng(z), along with Ng(z) N Ng(C) suffices to preserve the value
of minyg(;:xey |N(L/)|

Thus, the problem becomes finding C” such that for every z € X, it preserves at least one
maximum bipartite matching between C' and N¢(C) — Ng(z), and C' O Ng(z) N Ng(C). Let H be
the bipartite subgraph of G only containing edges between C' and Ng(C'). We will use the folklore
vertex size reduction for BMM, which can be found in Appendix B of [AJJT22]. A critical lemma
can be summarized as follows.

Lemma 5.13 (Lemma 14 of [AJJ"22]). For a bipartite graph G = (V, E), and a vertex cover
V CV (ie., for every (u,v) € E, either u € V orveV), let M be an arbitrary mazimal bipartite
matching between 1% and V — V and V(M) be the vertex set of its endpoints. If the maximum
bipartite matching of G[ | has size F' and the mazximum bipartite matching of G has size F*, then
the mazimum bipartite matching of G[V UV (M)] has size at least %(F* —F)+F.

Thus, for a specific z € X, it suffices to set C’ = () initially, then repeatedly finding an arbitrary
maximal bipartite matching between CUC” and Ng(C) — Ng(z) — C’, after which add the endpoints
of the maximal matching to C’. Notice that C' is a vertex cover for H. According to Lemma 5.13,
after O(logn) iterations, we are guaranteed that H[C' U C’'] contains the same size of maximum
bipartite matching as H[C' U (Ng(C) — Ng(x))]. In the end we add Ng(z) N Ng(C) to C”.

However, we need to construct C’ for all # € X, which will increase the size of C’ to | X| - |C],
far from our goal of O(]AC|) To solve this, we let C = Uyex(Na(z) N Ng(C)). Notice that
IC| = O (|X]|-£+|C|) = O(|C]) according to the common neighborhood property and the maximum
degree bound. Then, we repeatedly find an arbitrary maximal bipartite matching between C' and
Ng(C) — C, add the endpoints to C' and repeat for O(logn) times. A critical observation is that,
in each iteration, the edges between C' and Ng(C) — C are the same as edges between C'U C
and (Ng(C) — Ng(z)) — (C — Ng(z)) for every x because Ng(z) N Ng(C) € C and Ng(C) is an
independent set in H. Thus, in the end H[C U (C' — Ng(x))] contains the same size of maximum
bipartite matching as H[C'U(Ng(C) — Ng(z))], according to Lemma 5.13. In the end we set ¢/ = C
which certainly contains Ng(z) N Ng(C') for every = € X, so C' preserves miny/cco.zers |[Nor (L)
for every x € X. Since there are O(logn) iterations where each maximal bipartite matching has size
at most |C|, we have |C’| = O (|C|). The algorithm can be implemented in O (m) work and O (1)
depth because maximal bipartite matching can be solved in O (m) work and O (1) depth. Moreover,
in CONGEST, maximal bipartite matching can be solved in O (1) rounds.

In order to also make sure ming/co.zer | /nx|=1 [Nao(L')| = mingceomers pnx|=1 [No (L) + K,
we the same algorithm while setting C <— C' — X. In this way, one maximum matching between
C — X and Ng(C) — Ng(x) is preserved for every x € X. According to Lemma 5.11, the value of
ming/cower | pnx|=1 [Na(L')| is preserved for every z € X.

O
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6 Isolating Cuts Lemma for Parallel and Distributed Algorithms
(Proof of Lemma 5.5)

In this section we will focus on proving the following lemma.

Lemma 6.1 (Parallel and Distributed Isolating Cuts Lemma). Given a graph G = (V, E) and
an independent set T C V of size at least 2, there is an algorithm that outputs for each v € T a
(v, T —{v})-min-separator C,. The (sequential) algorithm makes calls to s-t vertex mincut on graphs
with O(n) total number of vertices and O(m) total number of edges and takes O(m) additional time.

e In the PRAM model, the algorithm can be implemented to run in work O (W(m,n)) and depth
O (D(m,n)) where W(m,n) and D(m,n) are the work and depth of s-t vertex connectivity.

e In the distributed CONGEST model, the algorithm can be implemented to run in O(R(m,n, D))
rounds where R(m,n, D) is the round complezity of subgraph S-T vertex connectivity and D is
the diameter of G.

We first show that Lemma 5.5 directly follows from Lemma 6.1.

Proof of Lemma 6.1. Given a graph G, a vertex set C and a vertex set T', we first use Lemma 5.12 to
construct C’ C Ng[C] such that G[CUC"] preserves the minimum isolating cut. Write G’ = G[CUC"].
Then for each v € Ng/(C), we add a new node v' and connect v’ to v by an edge, add v’ to T, let
the resulting terminal set be 7”. In the distributed network, v’ is simulated by v. Now we run
the algorithm described in Lemma 6.1 on G’ with T”. It is easy to see that this solves Lemma 5.5.
Moreover, G’ only has 9 (C) many vertices according to Lemma 5.12. Thus, the work and depth

for PRAM are W (m,|C|) and D(m, |C]). O

We prove the parallel version of the isolating cut lemma [LNP*21]. Previously, the isolating
cut lemma [LNP*21] can only guarantee O(m) total number of vertices which is suboptimal for
parallel implementation. Before we prove Lemma 6.1, we first review an algorithm for the isolating
cut lemma [LNP*21] and then we state the refinement.

Algorithm [LNP*"21] The inputs consist of the input graph G = (V, E) and an independent set
T CV of size at least 2.

1. Encode each t € T as a binary string of length [log, |T'|]. For each i < [logy |T'|], define
A; = {t € T:i"bit of t =0} and B; := T — A; Compute F; := (A;, B;)-vertex mincut.

2. For each s € T, compute a connected component containing s, denoted by Us, in G — |, Fi.

3. For each s € T, define G, as G[Ng[Uy]] followed by (1) adding an additional vertex ¢ and all
edges from t to Ng(Us), and (2) remove all edges inside N¢(Us). Then, compute a minimum
(s,t)-separator denoted by Cs in G.

We summarize the correctness into the following lemma.
Lemma 6.2 ([LNP"21)). For each s € T, Cy is an (s, T — {s})-min-separator in G.

This construction yields O(m) total number of vertices because the boundary of U for all s € T'
can be large.
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Refinement. Our refinement is at step 3: before computing the minimum (s, t)-separator in G,
we further sparsify G, while preserving the minimum (s, t)-separator, so that the total number of
vertices is O(|Us)).

Lemma 6.3 (Cluster Sparsification). Let G be given as an input, and denote Zy := N (s) N\ Ng (t)
as the common neighbors between s and t in G,. There is an O(volg(Us))-time algorithm that
returns a vertex set D C Ng(Uy) — Zs satisfying the following property: Let G be the graph G
after removing Zs U (Ng(Us) — D).

o ray(s,t) = ray(s,t) +|Zs,
o If W is an (s,t)-min-separator in GV, then W U Zs is an (s,t)-min-separator in G, and
o [V(GY)| = O(|Us[logn).

In the PRAM model, G” can be constructed in O(volg(Us))-work and O(1)-depth.

Proof. We are given the graph G, and the goal is to compute a graph G” with the properties
described in the statement. We describe the construction of G¥ in two steps.

(R1) Let Z := NG”S (s)N ]\7@/S (t) from G;
(R2) Remove all vertices in Ng(Us) — (Z U D) where D is computed from the following.
a efine the bipartite grap , B, where = Us, = Ng(Ug) — an =
Defi he bi i h (A, B,E') wh A Us, B Ng(U. Z and F'
Ec(A, B).
< , apply Lemma 5.10 on the bipartite grap , D, to obtain the vertex
b) If |A B ly L 5.10 he bi i h (A, B, FE’ btain th
set D C B. Otherwise, D = Ng(Us) — Z.

Analysis In terms of work, it takes O(m) work to construct the bipartite graph instance (A, B, E').
In step (R2), we compute the set D in O(m) work and O(logn) depth Lemma 5.11. All these
steps can be implemented in O(1) depth. We now argue the size. In step (R2), if |A| > |B], then
we are done. Otherwise, the set D has size O(]A|logn) by Lemma 5.10. Therefore, |V(GY)| <
|Us| 4 2|D| = O(|Us|logn). For correctness, the fact that rgr (s,t) = kg (s,t) + |Z] follows from
Lemmas 5.9, 5.11 and 5.10. [

Therefore, Lemma 6.1 can be shown as follows. We apply the same algorithm in the first two
steps, but we slightly modify Step 3 as follows. In Step 3, for each s € T', we replace the graph G
with G” produced by Lemma 6.1, and return Z; U C’, where Z; is the common neighbors between s
and ¢ as stated in Lemma 6.3, and C7 is a minimum (s, t)-separator C% on G”/. The total number
of edges over all s € T'is O(m) as before because we only remove edges from G’,. Now, the total
number of vertices is

D IV(GDI < O(Y . |Us|logn) < O(n).

seT seT
It is easy to see that we can implement in the PRAM model in total O(m) work and O(1) depth
outside of the calls to s-t vertex mincut. Note that (A;, B;)-vertex mincut can be reduced to s-t
vertex mincut by contracting A; into s and B; into t.

Implementation in distributed CONGEST setting. The algorithm is similar to PRAM except
that contracting a vertex set in Step 3 is a global operation. To deal with this issue, we modify
G’, into a cut-equivalent graph by adding new terminal sets along Ng(Us). For any vertex sets
A,B CV, kg(A, B) is the size of an (A, B)-vertex mincut.
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Lemma 6.4. Given G, define Hs as follows. First, remove t from G’. Then, for each vertex
u € N(Uy), add a new vertex y along with an edge (u,y). Denote Y as the set of new vertices. Then,
every (s,t)-cut in G is an (s,Y)-cut in Hy and vice ver sa. In particular, kg (s,t) = kg, (s,Y).

Proof. If S is an (s, t)-separator in G, then denote a vertex cut (L, S, R) in G/, where s € L,t €
R. Since Ng: (t) € S U R, every vertex in Y in Hy does not have an edge to L. Therefore,
(L,S,(RUY) —{t}) is a vertex cut in H,. If S is an (s,Y)-separator in Hy, then the same separator
must be an (s, t)-separator in G’ by contracting all Y into ¢. O

Note that the set Y can be simulated inside the incident vertices. Now, we can state the cluster
sparsification lemma for the distributed version as follows. The proof is similar to Lemma 6.3.

Lemma 6.5. Given H,, denote Zs := Ny, (s) N Ng,(Y) as the common neighbors between s and Y .
There is an O(1)-round algorithm that returns a vertex set D C Ng(Us) — Zs satisfying the following
property. Define H, as the graph Hs after removing Zs U (Ng(Us) — D) and isolated vertices in'Y,
and denote Y’ to be the remaining nodes in Y. Then, kg, (s,Y) = kg (s,Y') +|Z|. If W is an
(s,Y")-mincut in H,, then W U Z is an (s,Y)-mincut in Hs. Furthermore, |V (H.)| = O(|Us|).

Finally, observe that each graph H/ alone can have a larger diameter than the original graph.
To handle this case, instead of running each graph separately, we will combine all H. instances and
compute (s,Y)-mincut over all s € T" and over all the union of H.. Running on all instances the
combined graph will preserve the diameter. We are ready to state the distributed algorithm in
CONGEST model.

Algorithm (CONGEST). The inputs consist of graph G = (V, E), an independent set T C V of
size at least 2.

1. Encode each t € T as a binary string of length [log, |T'|]. For each i < [log, |T'|], define
A; = {t € T:i'"bit of t =0} and B; := T — A;. Compute F; := (A;, B;)-vertex mincut.

2. For each s € T, compute a connected component containing s, denoted by Uy, in G — |, Fi.

3. For each s € T, construct Hy and then compute H. using Lemma 6.5. Let Z; be the common
neighbors in the lemma.

4. Compute an (s,Y”’)-min-separator W in H! for all s € T on the union of H. overall s € T.

5. For each s € T, by Lemma 6.5, Z; U Wy is an (s, Y )-mincut in H.

Running Time. The first two steps can be implemented in O(R(m,n,D) - log|T|) rounds
(Lemma 10.3). Step 3 can be done in O(1) rounds by Lemma 6.5. For each s € T, let ms and n, be
the number of edges and number of vertices of H.. We can run Step 4 all in parallel on the union of
H; as a single graph, which can be done in O(R(}_ o ms, D ser Ns; D)) = O(R(m,n, D)) rounds.

Correctness. Steps 1 and 2 are identical to the sequential algorithm. We now focus on Step
3. Fix a vertex s € T. We prove that the algorithm returns an (s,t)-min-separator in G. By
Lemma B.4, an (s,Y)-min-separator in Hy is also a (s, t)-min-separator in G,. By Lemma 6.5, an
(s,Y’)-min-separator in H. is also an (s,Y’)-min-separator in H, and we are done.

7 Parallel and Distributed Algorithms for MinNNCC (Proof of
Lemma 5.6)

7.1 PRAM Algorithm

This section proves part 1 of Lemma 5.6. We are given the MinNNCC instance (G, C,¢) (Defini-
tion 5.2). The PRAM algorithm goes as follows. We first sample O (|C|/¢) random vertices in C,
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denoted by X. Given X, C and ¢, we apply the batched version of the cluster boundary sparsification
lemma (Lemma 5.12) to replace the boundary Ng(C) to C" where |C’| = O (|C’|) without changing
the minimizer. For each x € X, we compute (x,t)-min separator in the cluster after sparsification
using similar reduction rules in [LNP21].

Algorithm. The inputs consist of (G, C,?).

1. As preprocessing, we first apply Theorem 3.3 to compute sk, (N (u)) for every u € C' where
z = 20" ng — O (0).

2. Let X be a set of O (|C|/¢) random vertices sampled in C.

3. Given G, C, ¢, X, apply the batched version of the cluster boundary sparsification lemma
(Lemma 5.12) to obtain C' C Ng(C) and an integer K.

4. For each z € X, construct the following graph H, = (V,, E,) where

Vy:=CUCLU{t},

E, := U Eq(v,Vy — (Ng(z) N C)) U{(v,t): v € CL}, and
vel
C. :=C"— Z, where Z, := Ng(z) N C".

5. Let ¥ := argmingex {mHz(ac,t) + | Zz| + K}

6. Let (L, S, R) be a vertex mincut in H, such that z* € L and t € R.
7. Return L and |S|.

Before we present the analysis, we establish the following sparsification lemma at Step 4.

Lemma 7.1. Let C' C Ng(C) be the sparsified boundary of C' defined in Step 3. For each x € X
where X is defined in Step 2, the graph H, defined in Step 4 can be constructed in O (|C| - £) work
and polylog depth and H, satisfies the following properties:

1. For every verter v € C,degy (v,Vy — (Ng(z)NC)) < O(210g0'7" -{)

2. ki, (2,1) + | Zy| > ming cco.r£¢ [NG(L')].

3. If x € L*, then Ky, (x,t) + |Zz| = ming co.pr2p |[Na(L)|.

Proof. We focus on the fast construction of H,. By the preprocessing step, we have an access
to the oracle that can list all the elements in the symmetric difference N(s)AN(s') for any pair
(s,8') up to O (¢) elements in O (¢) time. By the property of C’, |Ng, (C)| < O(|C|). Hence, the
set Z, can be computed quickly. For each vertex v € C'— {z}, we list all the neighbors of v that
are not the neighbors of x in 9] (¢) work using the oracle, and we can do it all in parallel. Given
the batch version of the cluster boundary sparsification lemma, the correctness proof is similar to
[LNP*21]. O

We are ready to analyze the algorithm.

Analysis. Since we sample O (|C|/¢) many vertices X, there is 2 € X such that # € L* with high
probability. Therefore, the correctness follows from Lemma 7.1. For the running time, the algorithm
is easily parallelizable. We bound the total work needed to complete this operation. The sketching
can be done in almost linear work Theorem 3.3. By Lemma 7.1, the total work is

>_ow(cle|ch) < O (W(CP.|CD) < O (W (m.n)).
reX
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7.2 CONGEST Algorithm

In this section, we prove part 2 of Lemma 5.6. We are given the MinNNCC instance (G,C,¥)
(Definition 5.2).

High-level algorithm. At high level, we sample ©(|C|/¢) many vertices in C. With high
probability, there is a node x € L C C. Fix x. We construct a graph H, such that the minimizer
of minz/cc.pr2 |[Na(L')| can computed by calling maximum bipartite matching in H,. However,
this may cause too much congestion when we run all instances of H, for all x € X. To reduce
congestion, we map its communication of A on H, to a random graph H/ so that the congestion
due to running A is load-balanced in that with high probability, the maximum overlap (in terms of
the number of instances on a pair (u,v) € C' x C) of H), instances overall z € X is at most O(1).

Step 1. Graph Sparsification. Given x € C, we construct a graph H, as in the following
lemma.

Lemma 7.2. Given x € C, we construct graph H, = (Vy, E;) in O(1) rounds where

V, = C’I_IC'; UY,, and

B, := | Eo(v,Va — (Na(z) N C)) U M,,
veC
M, := the perfect matching between C., and Y,

Ci := Ng(C) — Z, where Z, := Ng(z) N Ng(C).

The graph H, satisfies the following properties:
1. For every verter v € C,degy (v,Vy — (Ng(z)NC)) < O(2ls" " . p)
2. kp, (%, Yze) + [ Zs| > ming ce.p/£p [NG(L')].
3. If x € L*, then kp, (x,Yy) + | Ze| = minpico.przp [Na(L')].

The proof is based on the reduction rules in [LNP*21]. For completeness, we prove Lemma 7.2
in Appendix B.

Step 2. Mapping the communication. We would like to run A on H,. There are two issues.
First, the graph H, is a subgraph of G so the diameter can be large. Second, the same edge in H,
can be used for multiple instances of x € X. To deal with the first issue, we reduce the diameter of
H, by adding a star to H,.

Definition 7.3 (H}). We define H: = (V(H,) U {s*}, E(H,) U E*) where we add (s*,v) edge to
E* for allv e V(Hy).

Observe that the diameter of H is O(1), and adding a star to H; does not change the minimizer
of ming/ce.przp [Na(L')|. We assume s* exists for now; we describe how to simulate the star node
s* later, which can be done efficiently since C is nearly a clique.

To deal with the second issue, we simulate an algorithm A on H} by mapping the communication
of A to a random graph.

Definition 7.4 (Mapping the communication of A on H*). Let f, : CUC.U{s*} — C be a function.
Given HY = (CUCL U {s*}, E; U E*), define the graph H., = (C, E.) where (u,v) € E; U E* if
and only if (fz(u), f2(v))(uw) € Ey (with possibly parallel edges, and self-loop). We say that the
communication of A on H is mapped to H. via f, if every node v € C' knows the neighbor sets of
its preimage, i.e., v knows Ng_(w) for all w € f~(v).
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If we can set up such a mapping of the communication, then the algorithm A on H} can be
simulated entirely on H.

Lemma 7.5 (Simulation). If the communication of A on H} is mapped to H. via f, then there is
an algorithm A’ running on H), such that every round the message exchange (u,v) in H} by A is
equivalent to exchanging the same message between (fi(u), fz(v)) ) in H, by A

Furthermore, if f, is a random function, then H) is a random graph, and thus running multiple
instances of A on H} (using many z’s) can be better load-balanced by simulating on multiple
instances of H.

Lemma 7.6. Given x € C and the description of algorithm A running on H}, we can map the
commumnication of.,Aél to the graph H., (Definition 7.4) via a random function f, where, in H., every
vertex v € C' has O(f) random neighbors. The mapping can be constructed using O(1) rounds of
communication in HY,.

We prove Lemmas 7.5 and 7.6 in Section 7.2.1.

Step 3. Virtual Clique in C. Notice that the algorithm A’ assumes the communication on
every edge inside H/,, which may not exist in the original network G,. To run A’ on H,, we can
simulate clique communication inside C.

Definition 7.7. An t-virtual clique network in C C 'V of a graph G = (V, E) is a protocol that
simulates the clique communication in C in that any message exchange between u,v € C'U {s*} can
be done by at most t rounds in G.

Lemma 7.8. Given a cluster C'C'V in a graph G = (V, E), we can construct a t-virtual clique
network V in O(1) rounds. With high probability, t < O(logn).

We prove Lemma 7.8 in Section 7.2.2.
We are now ready to state the main CONGEST algorithm.

Algorithm (CONGEST). The input is a graph G = (V, E) along with a cluster C' C V' and an
estimate /.

1. Let V be the virtual clique network on C' constructed from Lemma 7.8.
2. Sample 100 - % -logn random vertices in C' into X.

3. For each =z € X,

(a) Construct a graph H, using Lemma 7.2. Let A be the algorithm that computes minimum
(x,Yy)-separator in H,.

(b) Apply Lemma 7.6 to map the communication of A to H., via f,. Let A’ be the algorithm
running on H/, obtained from Lemma 7.5.

(¢) Run A’ on H!, using the virtual clique network V

(d) Obtain the output of A on H} from the output of A’ in H! using f,.

4. Return the smallest cut and its size found so far.

Analysis. In step 2, there exists x € X such that x € L with high probability since ¢ = ©(|L|).
Therefore, Lemma 7.2 implies that a minimum (z, Y, )-separator of H, plus Z,, and thus we obtain
the minimizer of miny ce.z/p [Na(L')| at the end of step 4. In terms of round complexity, observe
that the bottleneck is to run A’ running on a H,, as described in Lemma 7.6. Fix a vertex v € C,
we show in expectation there are at most O(logn) instances of A’ on every edge from v to C. This
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follows because there are O(‘%') independent instances of A’ running on v where each instance

corresponds to random (3(6) edges inside C'. Therefore, in expectation, each edge has 9) (1) congestion
due to running A’.

7.2.1 Mapping the Communication

In this section, we prove Lemmas 7.5 and 7.6. We start with the proof of Lemma 7.6. The goal is
to map the communication of A on H} to H., using a function f, defined as follows.

Definition 7.9. Given x € C, we define f, : CUCL U {s*} — C where

fo(v) =

a random node in C  otherwise.

{U if v € Nglz] N C,

Note that f, is a public random function. So every node can access f,. To establish a mapping
(Definition 7.4), we describe an algorithm to broadcast neighborhoods.

Algorithm. For all u € CUC), — (Nglz] N C), every node v € Ny (u) sends its id and u to f(u)
so that f(u) receives (v,u) to learn that v is a neighbor of w.

Complexity. It is convenient to fix a node v and describe the set of vertices to which v sends its
id. By design, every v sends its id to the image f(w) of every node w € N(v) — (Ng[z] N C) where
f(w) is a random node in C. The distribution can be described as a random graph where every
node u € C' — {z} has |[N(v) — Ng[z]| < O(¢logn) random neighbors in C. The inequality follows
from Lemma 7.2.

Therefore, Lemma 7.6 follows from f, and this algorithm. We next prove Lemma 7.5. After the
mapping above, we have established the following property.

Property 1: For all u € C, and for all w € f;!(u), u learned the set of Ny, (w) of w.

Property 1 means that for every u € C U C, U {s*} in H}, f,(u) can act as a surrogate of
u since f(u) knows all the neighbors of u. That is, we can simulate any algorithm running on
H! = (CUC,U{s*}, E; UE*) by running on another network H) := (C,E!) where an edge
(u,v) € E, if and only if (fz(u), f2(v))(uw) € £y to E; where we allow parallel edges and self-loops
indexed by the pair (u,v) in HJ.

We are ready to prove Lemma 7.5.

Proof of Lemma 7.5. Given A, we define another algorithm A’ that simulates the execution of A
as follows:

e For each round in A,

— if u sends/receives a message m to v in A then f,(u) sends/receives the message m to
fx(v) in A’ using the edge (f:):(u)a fx(v))(u,v)

Note that every node v knows its preimage f.!(v) since f, is a public (random) function.

O]
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7.2.2 Virtual Clique Network

We prove Lemma 7.8 in this section. We start with basic facts about C' being a near-clique. For all
u € C, let NN¢(u) := C — Ng[u] be the non-neighbors of v in C.
We assume that

IC| > 100 - 2ls""n . ¢, (3)

Otherwise, we sample n°}) nodes inside C' and run bipartite matching trivially on each of them and
we are done.

Claim 7.10. For all u € C,
[Na(u) N Cl = Q(INNe(u)))- (4)
For all u,v € C,
[Ne(u) N Na(v) N Cl = Q(|C)). ()

Proof. We prove Equation (4).

@ log0-8 ®) log0-8 @
INg(u)NC| =|C| = |NNg(u)| -1 > |C|—£-2° " —1>99.2° " ".0—1 > Q(|NN¢c(u)|).
We prove Equation (5).

(1) , 3)
|Ng(u) N Ng(v) N C| > |C] — INNe(u)| — INNe(v)| =1 > [C] —2- 208" .0 — 1 > Q(|C]).

O]

Preprocessing. For each u,v € C such that v and v are non-neighbors in G, u and v agree on a
random node r,, from the common neighbors in C, i.e., (Ng(u) N Ng(v)) N C. This step can be
implemented as follows.

e For all uw € C, and for all v € C'— Ng[u] where u < v (the id of w is less than the id of v),

1. u sends a message requesting to connect to v to ©(logn) random neighbors Ng(u) N C.

2. An intermediate node w € Ng(u), upon receiving the request from u, sends to v if
v € Ng(w)NC.

3. If node v receives the request of u from the intermediate nodes, then v selects one node
w arbitrarily and replies to w so w sends the confirmation back to u

Correctness. It is enough to prove that the preprocessing is successful; that is for every pair of
non-neighbors w, v in C, u and v agree on the node 7, € Ng(u) N Ng(v) N C as an intermediate
node. By design, this happens if and only if, during the preprocessing, one of u’s messages requesting
to v was sent to Ng(u) N Ng(v) N C. Fix a node u € C, the probability that a random message its

)
request is sent to Ng(u) N Ng(v) N C is Mg@(vm > Q(1). Therefore, after ©(logn) trials
and by the union bounds, the setup is successfu{ with high probability.

Clique Simulation. We simulate a message from u to v in clique for all u,v € C as follows. If
there is an edge (u,v), then we send the same message directly. Otherwise, u sends the message to
7w, for which r,, forwards to v. This step can be implemented in CONGEST easily.
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Complexity of the Simulation. We prove that each clique round can be implemented in O(logn)
rounds of clique simulation. For each u,v where u < v and v € Ng(u) N C, we define a 2-path
(a path of length 2), denoted by P, , := (u,7y,v). Let P :={P,,: u < v,v & Ng(u) N C}. For
any edge e € Eg(C,C), the congestion, denoted by c(e), is the number of paths P, , that contains
e € E¢(C,C). We show that the maximum congestion max, c(e) over all edges is O(logn) with
high probability.

Fix an edge e = (z,y) € Eq(C,C). If a 2-path P contains e, then e is either the first or the
second edge of P. Let I'1(x,y) :== {w € C — Ng[z]: 3P, = (¢, 74w, w) € P,7w = y} be the set of
all 2-paths in P that contains (z,y) as the first edge. Similarly let T'a(z, y) be the set of all 2-paths
in P that contains (x,y) as the second edge. By definitions, c(e) = |I'1(z,y)| + [T2(z,y)]|.

Next, we show that |I';(z,y)| < O(logn) and |T'y(z,y)| < O(logn) with high probability. We
focus on bounding the size of I'1 (z,y). By definition of I'1(x,y), (x,y) belongs to the first edge of
a path P, ., = (2,734, w) € P if w is a non-neighbor of « where z and w agree on r;,, =y as an
intermediate node. Thus, |I';(x,y)| is the number of non-neighbors w of x whose intermediate node
is selected to be y. Let I[ry ., = y] be an indicator random variable. We have

Ti@y)l= S Irew=1yl

wENN¢ ()

For all non-neighbors w € NN (z), since r;,, is a random node in Ng(z) N Ng(w) N C, the
probability that r; ., =y is

0 if y ¢ Na(w) N C,
P(Tx’w =y = 1 h ;
IN@AN(w)nc] otherwise
< 1
= IN(@)NN(w) N C]
1
< TAT/7 N —~ ~1/°
a O(\N(:U)QC])

The last inequality follows since

IN() " N(w) " €] 2 (C) > 2(N() 1 ).
Therefore, in expectation,
E[Ti(z,y)]= Y, Plrew=
wENNE ()
< INNe(@)]- Ol )

(4)
< 0(1).

Similarly, we can also prove that E[|[I'2(z,y)|]] < O(1). By Chernoff bound, we conclude that
c(z,y) < O(logn) with high probability.

Round Complexity. The round complexity for the preprocesing is O(logn) factor larger than
one iteration of clique simulation.

37



8 Parallel Implementation in Matrix Multiplication Work

In this section, we prove the main lemma for solving SSVC in PRAM model in matrix multiplication
work and subpolynomial depth.

Lemma 8.1. There is a randomized PRAM algorithm that solves SSVC in n®T°M) work and n°™
depth.

Lemma 8.1 can be proved by the following two implementations of ISOLATINGCUTS and MinNNCC.

Lemma 8.2. There is a randomized PRAM algorithm that solves an MinNNCC instance (G, C, ¢)
(Definition 5.2) in O(|C|¥) work and O(1) depth.

Lemma 8.3. There is a mnNdomized PRAM algorithm that solves an ISOLATINGCUTS instance
(G,C,T) (Definition 5.1) in O(|C|¥) work and O(1) depth.

Proof. We use the algorithm [Lov79] that solves maximum bipartite matching in matrix multiplica-
tion time and work. We can turn that algorithm into an s-t vertex connectivity algorithm by using
Lemma 10.3 (it reduces s-t vertex connectivity to minimum vertex cover, which can be found by
first finding a maximum bipartite matching, then run reachability). Now s-t vertex connectivity can
be solved in O (n¥) work and O (1) depth; we can plug it in Lemma 5.5 to finish the proof. O

We prove Lemma 8.2 in Section 8.1. We are now ready to prove Lemma 8.1.

Proof of Lemma 8.1. We use Algorithm 2. The correctness is implied by Lemma 5.3. So, we only
need to calculate the complexity. We run the algorithm 9) (1) times to boost the probability of
succeeding and take the minimum cut as output.

There are logn outer loops. Inside each loop, for each C, the work for running ISOLATINGCUTS
and MinNNCC is |C|* and the depth is O (1). We run the algorithm for all C' € C simultaneously so
the depth does not change. The total work is O (YceclCl?) = O (n*) because YceclCl= O (n)
according to Lemma 4.1. O

8.1 Proof of Lemma 8.2

This section is devoted to proving Lemma 8.2. Recall the notations introduced in Section 5. We are
given the MinNNCC instance (G, C,¥) (Definition 5.2).

In this section, we describe a sequential algorithm for simplicity, but these algorithms can be
easily parallelized. We denote Ty (n, k, ) as the number of field operations needed to multiply an
n X k matrix with a k x r matrix.

Lemma 8.4 ([CGLZ20]).

Tvv(n, kyr) = O(Tvm(k, n,r)) = O(Tvam(n, 1, k)).

Matrix Data Structures. We will use the matrix data structure such that the rank(M) can be
maintained quickly under low-rank updates.

Definition 8.5. Let n,a be natural numbers where a < n. A matriz V € R™*% is a selector matrix
if V is a binary matriz, every column has exactly one 1’s and every row has at most one 1°s.
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Selector matrices can be used to construct a larger matrix. To illustrate, let

Uj1 Uk1

Uj2 U2
u; = | . and ug =

Ujn | | Ukn,

where u; will define the values in the j-th column and uj will define the values in the k-th column.
and

0 0
v, = |1 and vi = |1
_O_ _0_

where the 1 in v; is in the j-th position and the 1 in vy, is in the k-th position.
Define a selector matrix V = [vj Vk.] . Also, define U = [uj uk] . We obtain a larger matrix
by

T O DY u DY u “ e 0
A\ 72 k2
OVE = [u; w [v’%} = :
k
0~ Ujn - Uy - O

We will represent column updates of M of the form M + UV where V is a selector matrix.
Lemma 8.6. There is a data structure M that supports the following operations.

o M.CONSTRUCT(M, k) where M € R™™"™: Preprocess and construct the data structure using M
and integer k < n in O(n*) time. With high probability, M correctly operates ISRANKGTK
defined next.

o M.ISRANKGTK(U,V) where U,V € R"™% a < n, and V is a selector matrix: decide if
rank(M + UV > k in O(Tam(n, a, a)) time.

We will use low-rank update techniques as in [vdBNS19, San07], but their proofs are described
using sequential updates. For our purpose, we prove the batch version and perform the updates in
one shot.

Proof. We explain the construction first.

M.Construct(M, k). We are given M € R™*" and an integer k < n for preprocessing. The data
structure constructs the following matrix:

M X 0
JOM) =Y 0 I (6)
o I I

where 19 is an n-by-n binary matrix whose first ¢ diagonal entries are 1, X and Y are independent
and uniformly random matrices where each entry is randomly chosen from some field extension of
size Q(n?). Sankowski ([San07], Lemma 4.1, Theorem 4.1) showed that the matrix f(M) is full rank
w.h.p. if and only if rank(M) > n — q.
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By setting ¢ = n — k, we can decide if f(M) has rank > k by checking if f(M) is full rank,
which can be checked by computing its determinant. We fix ¢ = n — k from now on.

In preparation for the query operation where we will be given two matrices U,V € R"**. We
can decide if rank(f(M + UV ")) > k by computing the determinant of f(M + UV ). That is,

Lemma 8.7. Given U,V € R™® where a < n, rank(f(M +UV ")) > k if and only if f(M +UVT")
18 full rank with high probability.

We also precompute det(f(M)) and f(M)~! in O(n¥) time. For simplicity, we assume that
f(M) is invertible. This assumption can be removed; see Theorem C.10 of [San07].

M. IsRankGtK (U, V). We are given where U,V € R"*% k,a < n, and V is a selector matrix.
By Lemma 8.7, it is enough to compute the determinant det(f(M + UV ")). To do so, we use the
matrix determinant lemma.

Lemma 8.8 (Matrix Determinant Lemma). Let A € R™*™ be an invertible matriz and U,V € R™*2,
det(A+UVT) = det(A)det(I + V' A7I). (7)
Let Uy be a matrix and VbT be a selector matrix such that
F(M) +UoVy" = f(M +UVT). (8)
Therefore, we can compute det(f(M + UV ")) as follows.
det(F(M +UVT)) & deg(f(M) + UoVy))
D det(F(M)) det(L, + V' (F(M))~1Up).
Since we precomputed det(f(M)) during the preprocessing, it remains to compute
det(I + Vo' (f(M))~' o),
which can be computed in time
O(n-a+Twm(a,n,a) 4+ a”) = O(Tam(a,n, a)).
Indeed, we break down the computation as follows.

1. Compute Qg := Vu' f(M)~! in O(n - @) time. Since Vj is a selector matrix, the matrix
VOT f(M)~! can be obtained by reading corresponding rows f(M)~! selected by the 1’s entries
in V' in O(n - a) time. The matrix (f(M))~! was stored at the preprocessing step.

2. Compute Q1 := QoUp in O(Tym(a,n,a)) time.

. Compute Qs := I, + Q1 in O(a?) time.

4. Compute det(Qz) = det(I, + V' (f(M))~1Up) in O(a®) time.

w

This concludes the query operation in O(Tyim(a, n,a)) time. O
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Convex Embedding. Let F be a finite field. For k > 0, the space F¥ is a k-dimensional linear
space over F. Let X = {x1,...,2,} be a finite set of points within F*. The affine hull of X is

defined as . i
aff(X) = {Zczmz cx; € X and Zci = 1} .
i=1 i=1

The rank of X, represented as rank(X), is one plus the dimension of aff(X). Specifically, if F = R,
we refer to the convez hull of X, denoted conv(X). For any sets V, W, any function f:V — W,
and any subset U C V', we denote f(U) := {f(u): u € U}.

Definition 8.9 (Convex X-embedding [LLW88]). For any X C V, a convexr X-embedding of a
graph G = (V, E) is a function f : V — RIXI=1 such that for each v € V\ X, f(v) € conv(f(Ng(v))).

For efficient construction, [LLW88, CR94| define convex-embedding over finite field F. In
particular, they construct the convex X-embedding over the field of integers modulo a prime p, Z,
by fixing a random prime number p € [n5,n%), and choosing a random nonzero coefficient function
c: E— (Z,\{0}) on edges. This construction yields a function f:V — (ZLX‘fl) called random
modular X -embedding.

Lemma 8.10 (Theorem 4.13 of [LLWSS]). Let t be a fired node in a graph G = (V, E). A random
modular N (t)-embedding f can be constructed in O(n*) time. With high probability, for every node
s € V. — Nir|, we have kg(s,t) = rank(f(N(s))).

Using matrix data structure (Lemma 8.6), we can construct a fast connectivity data structure
as follows.

Lemma 8.11. Let t be a fized node in a graph G = (V, E). Suppose we have an oracle that can list
all the elements in the symmetric difference N(s)AN(s') for any pair (s,s") up to a elements in
O(a) time.

e A random modular N (t)-embedding f can be constructed in O(n®) time.

e With additional O(n®) preprocessing time on another fized node s € V — N|t] and parameter k,
we have the following with high probability: for all s' € V — Nt], we can decide if kg(s',t) > k
in O(Tvm(n, a, a)) time where a = |N(s)AN(s)].

Proof. Let f be a random modular Ng(t)-embedding f, which can be constructed in O(n®) using
Lemma 8.10. We can represent f(V') as a matrix My :=[... f(v)...] where each column corresponds
to a vector f(v). For all U C V, we denote My as a submatrix of My when we restrict the columns
of My to those in f(U).

We will use the matrix data structure M in Lemma 8.6. We first use M := Mpy(,) where z is a
fixed node and k is a parameter for the construction of M in O(n*) time. Next, we are given query
s’ € V= NIJt], where [IN(s)AN(s")| = a’ < a. Let W = N(s'), and so we can write My, := M +UVT
where U € RFx corresponds to the column differences in the embedding, and V € RFxa g g
selector matrix. Therefore, we can check if rank(Myy) > k by calling M.ISRANKGTK(U,V), which
can be done in O(Tym(k, a,a)) time by Lemma 8.6. O

We are ready to present the PRAM algorithm and prove Lemma 8.2.

41



PRAM Algorithm. We are given G = (V, E), C C V and ¢ as the inputs to MinNNCC satisfying
the guarantees described in Definition 5.2.

1. Use Theorem 3.3 to compute sk,(N(u)) for every u € C' where z = glog” " ny

2. Let X be a set of O (|C|/¢) random vertices sampled in C.

3. Apply Lemma 5.12 using G, C, ¢ and X as parameters to obtain C’ C Ng(C). Let K be the
fixed number in the lemma statement.

4. Let G' = G[C U C'].

. Let G” be G’ after adding a sink ¢ and the set of edges from ¢ to every node in C’.

6. Binary search on k until we obtain k& = mingex kg (2, t) on the following problem: decide if
mingex kg (z,t) > k.

t

(a) Given the guess value k, apply Lemma 8.11 using ¢ as the fixed node, and the sketching
sk. as an oracle that can list Ng(s)ANg(s') for any pair (s, s') up to O (¢) elements in
O (¢) work.
i. Construct a random modular Ng»(t)-embedding f. Let s € C be the other fixed
node and use parameter k for the preprocessing.
ii. For all z € X, decide if kg (z,t) > k using Lemma 8.11.

7. returns the corresponding minimum cut.

Correctness. Let L* be the minimizer of miny cc.r/g [Nao(L')|. By Lemma 5.12, we know that
G” have the same minimizer as in G for all x € X. That is, for all z € X, miny/coer [Na(L')| =
ming co.zers [Nor(L')] + K. Since we sample O (|C|/¢) random vertices into X, there is # € L*
with high probability. Therefore, by the correctness of Lemma 8.11, we also obtain the correct
minimizer with high probability.

Complexity. The preprocessing steps and sparsification can be done in 9) (m) work. The main
bottleneck is to binary search on k in step 6. In this step, the running time follows from Lemma 8.11.
That is,

O(Cl) + 0 ('i‘) O(Tuna(n. £.0)) = B (ICI°)

The first term on LHS follows from the preprocessing time since |V (G”)| = O(|C|) by Lemma 5.12.
The second term on LHS follows from |X| calls of kg(s', s) > k queries of Lemma 8.11.

9 Communication and Streaming

9.1 A Simple Communication and Streaming algorithm

In this section, we will provide a simple communication algorithm for SSVC, and its direct imple-
mentation in streaming model, i.e., the following two theorems.

Lemma 9.1. There is a randomized communication protocol solving SSVC in 9] (n1'5).

Lemma 9.2. If there is a randomized semi-streaming algorithm solving Bipartite Mazimum Matching
(BMM) in P(n) passes, then there is a randomized streaming algorithm solving SSVC in O (n')
space and O(P(n)) passes.

We first give a schematic algorithm as described in Algorithm 3, and we will show its correctness,
and how to implement it in the communication and streaming setting. According to Remark 3.2,
we assume public randomness.

The following lemma shows the correctness of Algorithm 3.
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Algorithm 3: Schematic Algorithm for SSVC
Input: An undirected graph G = (V, E) and a vertex t € V.
Output: A minimum ¢-sink vertex cut (L, S, R).
1 Let s = [y/n] in Theorem 3.3, calculate sk, = sks(Ng(v)) for any v € V;
2 Let A=V — Ng(t);
// Suppose (L,S,R) is a minimum {-sink vertex cut.
// Phase 1: |L|>/n/3
3 Sample [100y/nlogn] nodes P C A uniformly at random // w.h.p. PNL #
4 S*«V;
5 foreach v € P do
6 Find the minimum (v, ?) vertex cut in G denoted by Sy;
7 Let S* = S, if |S,| < |S*|;
// Phase 2: |L|<+/n/3
8 foreach u € A do
9 Maintain a virtual graph G’ = (V, E’) and a set V' C A. Initially ' = 0, V' = {;
10 foreach v € A do

11 Let X = Ng(u) — Ng(v) and Y = Ng(v) — Ng(u), which is calculated by the
recovery algorithm of Theorem 3.3;

12 if the recovery algorithm does not return 1 then

13 Add v to V/;

14 Add (u,z) to E’ for any = € X;

15 Add (v,z) to E' for any = € Y

16 Among all L with w € L C V', find one with the smallest |[Ng/(L)| denoted as Ly;
17 | Ky < |Ng'(Ly)| + |[Na(u)| — [Ngr(uw)|// w.h.p. Ky = |Ng(Ly)|

18 If there exists u such that x, < |S*|, let S* = Ng(L,) where k,, is the smallest;

19 return S*

Lemma 9.3. At the end of Algorithm 3, S* is the minimum t-sink vertex cut in G.

Proof. Suppose (L, S, R) is a minimum ¢-sink vertex cut, suppose |L| > /n/3, then w.h.p. PNL # (),
thus, S* has size at most |S| according to Lines 6 and 7. In order to prove |S*| = |S|, we first need
to prove Ky, > kg(u,t) for any u. Let us first prove some helpful claims.

For any arbitrary w € L, let us consider the loop for u in Line 8.

Claim 9.4. W.h.p., for any vi,v2 € V such that vi € V', (v1,v2) € E, (v1,v2) € E' (which we say
(v1,v2) is missing) iff. one of the following events happen: (i) for any v € V', we have (v,v3) € E,
(i1) (u,v2) € E,v1 # u.

Proof. “<” Lines 14 and 15 only add edges to x where u,v € V' differs by the neighborhood
relationship to z, so (i) implies (v, ve) is missing; if v1 # u, then (v1,vy) will only be added to E’
when (u,v2) € E, so (i) implies (v1,v2) is missing. “=". If both (i),(ii) do not happen, then either
(i) v1 = u, there exists v € V/ such that (v,v9) € E, then vy is in the difference between A, A,, so
(u,v2) is not missing, or (ii) v; # u, then (u,v9) & E, so vy is in the difference between A,, A,,,
(u,v2) is not missing. O

Claim 9.5. W.h.p., for any L C V', Ng(L) — Ng'(L) = Ng(u) — N (u).

Proof. Notice that for any u € L C V', a vertex v € Ng(L) — N/ (L) iff. Yw € V', (w,v) € E.
Proof: “=7,if v € Ng(L) — N¢g/(L), then (u,v) is missing, which means (i) happens. “<”, it
implies (w,v) is missing for any w € V.
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Based on the claim above, we prove Ng(L) — Ng/(L) = Ng(u) — Ng/(u) as follows. “C” if

w € Ng(L) — Ng/(L), then Vw € V' (w,v) € E, so w € Ng(u), and w ¢ Ng/(u) (otherwise

w € Ngr(L), which leads to w ¢ Ng(L) — Ng/(L)). “2” if w € Ng(L) — Ngv(L), then there exists

v € V! — L such that (v,w) ¢ E, then (u,w) is not missing and w ¢ Ng(u) — Ng(u). So we have
ING(L)| = |Ngr(Lu)| + degg(u) — deggr (u). Cy, correctly computes the size of Ng(Ly,).

O

Now we are ready to prove that for any u € A we have rk, > kg (u,t). ky = Ngr(Ly) + Na(u) —
N¢gi(u) = Ng(Ly,) according to Claim 9.5, thus, Ky, > ka(u,t).
Now suppose |L| < y/n/3. We have |S*| > |S| according to the fact that k, > kg(u,t) for any
u. Suppose u € L. Consider the loop for u in Line 8. According to Lemma 3.1 and the fact that
V' includes all nodes v with |Ng(u)ANg(v)| < [/n] w.h.p., we have L C V'. Since Ng(L,,) and
N¢(L,,) differs by a fixed value according to Claim 9.5, k, < |Ng(L)|. Thus, |S*| = |S|.
O

Now we prove the complexity and our main lemmas of this section.

Proof of Lemma 9.2. The correctness is implied by Lemma 9.3. Now we show the complexity.

Before Phase 1. 'V can be sampled without accessing the stream. The sketches can be computed
in O (ny/n) space and 1 pass according to Remark 3.4. A can be computed with O(n) space and 1
pass.

Phase 1. P is sampled without accessing the stream. We simulate the (S, T')-vertex connectivity
algorithm on the stream for any u € P. We do all of them in parallel, using O (n|P|) space and
P(n) passes. Remember that O (n|P|) = O (ny/n).

Phase 2. All calculations of Phase 2 are done without accessing the stream, and they will use

O (n1'5) space since the number of edges added to G’ for each loop in Line 10 is at most /n.

In summary, we use O (n'®) space and O(P(n)) passes.

O]

Proof of Lemma 9.1. We use the folklore simulation of a streaming algorithm using a communication
protocol. Alice and Bob simulate the streaming algorithm in the previous proof on the data stream
where the stream first goes through all of Alice’s edges, and then Bob’s edges. The memory space
of the streaming algorithm (which is O (n1'5) is sent to Bob, and Bob continues simulating the
streaming algorithm).

We can simulate the algorithm before Phase 1 and Phase 2 using the technique above, which
requires 9] (n1'5) communication. ]

9.2 Lower Bounds

In this section, we will prove a communication lower bound for VC.

Lemma 9.6. In the two-party communication model, any randomized algorithm solving VC needs
Q(n'd) bits of communication.

It directly implies a streaming lower bound by standard reduction from communication to
streaming.
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Corollary 9.7. In the graph streaming model, any randomized algorithm solving VC in P(n) pass
needs Q(n'/P(n)) space.

Proof. As in the last section, we try to simulate any streaming algorithm in the following way:
the stream first goes through all of Alice’s edges, and then Bob’s edges. The memory space of
the streaming algorithm is sent to Bob after Alice’s edges are all presented, and Bob continues
simulating the streaming algorithm. Thus, solving VC in P(n) pass needs o(n!®/P(n)) space implies
a communication algorithm with o(n!'®) communication.

O]

The following communication problem is where we will reduce VC from. For convenience, suppose
\/n is an even integer.

v/n-OR /n-AND subset problem. Alice is given /n batches, the i-th batch contains \/n sets
Agi), Ag), s A% C [v/n], each with size exactly y/n/2. Bob is given y/n batches, the i-th batch
contains \/n sets Bgi), Bg), sy BE% C [v/n]. Their goal is to determine whether there exists i € [y/n]
such that for any j € [\/n], B](.i) - Ag-i).

The following lemma shows the randomized communication complexity of the problem above.

Lemma 9.8. There exists k = ©(y/n) such that any randomized protocol solving /n-OR /n-AND
k-subset problem requires Q(n'®) communication.

Proof. We will reduce the following problem to y/n-OR /n-AND k-subset. Alice is given /n sets
X1, X m € [n/2], Bob is given Y1, ..., Y 7 C [n/2], and they want to determine whether or not
there exists i such that X; NY; # (. This problem has Q(n!®) lower bound [JKS03, HJ13]. Now
we construct a /n-OR /n-AND k-subset instance as follows. Firstly, define X| = [n/2] — X;.
Then, we split X into /n blocks and fit each block into [\/n/2], i.e., define the j-th block

X]@ ={k|ke[vn/2],(j —1)(v/n/2) +k € X]}. We do the same thing to Y;, let Yj(i) ={k|ke€
[Vi/2], (G~ 1)(Vi/2) +k € Y} Define AV = X U{y/n/2+k 1< k< n/2—|X\"|}. Similarly,
define B](-i) = Yj(i) U{vn/2+k|1<k<.n/2— |X](Z)]} Roughly speaking, we do padding to make
sure |A®| = /n/2, while make sure Yj(i) C X]@ iff. B](-i) C Agi). Notice that “Yj(i) C X](-i) for all 57

iff. “Y; C X7 iff. “X; NY; = (. Thus, the /n-OR /n-AND subset problem on Agi), B](-i) output
“yes” iff. the OR of set-disjointness problem on X;, Y; outputs “yes”.
O

Now we are ready to prove the lower bound for VC.

Proof. Given a +/n-OR /n-AND subset instance Ag-i), B](-i) for i,j € [\/n], define graph G = (V, E)
as follows. We will assume /n > 10.
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vV =UuU (Uz‘e[ mV<i>)
U:{u@ |z’ j € v}
= {\" |5 € [vnl}
E :Eclique U EV U EA U EB
Eclique = {(’U,,’U) ‘ u,v € U, u 7& U}

Ey = U {(u,v) | u,v € Vi,u # v}

i€[v/n]

Ea= |J [ U 10Puf) |z elvnla#jye A}
i€[vn] \Jj€lvn]

Ep=J | U {&.uf))|yeB)
i€[vn] \j€[vn]

We first prove that if there exists ¢ € [y/n] such that for any j € [\/n], Bj(.i) C Agi), then there
exists a vertex cut of size n/2. We claim that N(V;) is the vertex cut that we want. Firstly,
notice that V; N N(V;) = 0 for any j # i, so N(V;) is a valid vertex cut. Further, according to

E4, Ep and the fact that B](- 2 C Aé) for any i, we know N(V;) = {uy |z € [vn],y € Ag)}. Thus,
IN(V)| =2 servm |A§CZ)\ = n/2 (remember that |A(;)| =/n/2).

Now we prove that if for any ¢ € [/n], there exists j € [/n], BJ@ Z AEi), then any vertex cut
has size at least n/2 + 1. Taking any two vertices u,v € V, we will prove that there are at least

n/2 + 1 internal vertex disjoint paths connecting v and v. If u,v € V; for some ¢ or u,v € U, then
there is an edge between u,v. Thus, we only need to consider the following two cases.

Case 1. If u € V; for some i and v € U. We will first construct n/2 + 1 paths p¥, ...,p}i/QH such
that (i) they start Wlth vertex u, (ii) they are vertex disjoint except the starting vertex u. Suppose
J € [v/n] satisfies B Z A @ Suppose u = v](.f) for some j'. The paths contain three types

1. Type 1: length 1 paths from u to every vertex in {uéw) | z € [/n],x #j,y€ A(xi)}. There are
(v/n/2) - (y/n — 1) many type 1 paths.

2. Type 2: pick arbitrary y/n/2 vertices in V; not identical to v; and vj (remember that \/n > 10
and \V\ =n ) denoted as P. Notice that every vertex in P has edges to any node in
{uy |y € A( } according to the definition of E4. We one-to-one match these nodes to
{uy |y € A } Each type two path is (u,v, m(v)) where v € P and m(v) is the matched
node. There are V/n/2 type 2 paths.

3. Type 3: Let z € Bj(i)\Ag-i), such z must exist since BJ(-i) Z Ag-i). The type 3 path is (u,vj, u%)

There are in total n/2 4+ 1 paths, and one can verify that they are vertex disjoint except u. Now
since U is a clique, we can find n/2 4 1 internal vertex disjoint path from u to v by connecting the
n/2 + 1 end points of the n/2 4+ 1 paths to v.
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Case 2. If u € V; and v € Vj for some 7 # j. According to case 1, both v and v has paths
Y, "“7PZ/2+1 with end point set P, C U and pj, ...,pZ/QH with end point set P, C U. For each
w € P N P, we connect the two paths p}', p;? that both take w as end point, which leads to a path
connecting v and v. For the rest path, we match them one-by-one arbitrarily and connect p}', pj by
connecting their end point by an edge (remember that U is a clique). Thus, we get n/2 + 1 internal
vertex disjoint path from u to v.

Conclusion. The graph G can be constructed with O(logn) communication: Egigue, Ev, Ea is
known by Alice and Ep is known by Bob. The value answer to VC solves the /n-OR /n-AND
subset problem. According to Lemma 9.8, VC has lower bound Q(n!?).

O

10 Reductions Between Problems and Proofs of Main Theorems

For convenience, all the functions appearing in this section (for example, W (m,n) in Lemma 10.3),
we assume they are smooth, in the sense that W (Km, Kn) = poly(K) - W(m,n).

From (5,T)-vertex connectivity to BMC. We describe the reduction from the (S,T") vertex
connectivity problem to BMC (bipartite minimum vertex cover) using the construction from
[Sch03](Section 16.7c¢), see also [BvdBE'22, BLN'20].

Definition 10.1 (Construction). Let G = (V, E) be a graph with two vertex sets A,B CV. We
construct the bipartite matching instance as follows. We may assume that AN B = (. We define the
bipartite graph H = (V', V" E') as follows. For each v € V — A, we add a new vertez v’ to V', and
for each v € V — B we add a new vertex v" to V. We define E' as the set of pairs (u',v") with
u€eV —AwveV — B with the property that (u,v) € E or u =v. We define the capacity of each
v €V’ to be o if v € B, and 1 otherwise. Similarly, we define the capacity of each v" € V" to be
o if v € A and 1 otherwise.

We can extract a min (A, B)-separator in G from the minimum vertex cover of H as follows.
For any U C V, we denote U’ = {v/ | v € U}, and U" = {v" | v € U}.

Lemma 10.2 ([Sch03](Section 16.7¢c)). Let U CV — BJ{W C V — A be such that D = U UW
is a minimum vertex cover in H. Then, the set C = (UNA)U U NW)U (W N B) is a min
(A, B)-separator in G.

Observe that the biparite graph H in Definition 10.1 has 2n — |A| — |B| = O(n) vertices. Also,
the construction above contains some nodes with oo capacity. We can reduce to unit capacity
WLOG as follows. First, we replace co with n. For each node with capacity n, we simulate it to
behave as if it is a duplicate of n unit-capacity nodes. With appropriate implementation, we apply
vertex reduction algorithm in Appendix B of [AJJ722] to reduce to O(n) nodes while preserving
the maximum matching. Roughly speaking, the vertex reduction algorithm greedily finds O(logn)
maximal matchings and preserves only the nodes in all these maximal matchings. Finding a maximal
matching in a node-capacity graph can be done efficiently.

In conclusion, we have the following.

Lemma 10.3. If the BMC problem with n vertices, m vertices and diameter D can be solved in

e (PRAM) W (m,n) work and D(m,n) depth,
e (CONGEST) T'(m,n, D) rounds,
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o (Communication) f(n) bits of communication,
e (Streaming) s(n) space, p(n) passes,

then (S,T')-vertex connectivity problem can be solved in
o (PRAM) O(W(m,n)) work and O(D(m,n)) depth,
e (CONGEST) O(T'(m,n, D)) rounds,

o (Communication) O(f(n)) bits of communication,
e (Streaming) O(s(n)) space, O(p(n)) passes,

From (global) vertex connectivity to single sink vertex connectivity.

Lemma 10.4 (Global to Single Source). Suppose there exist algorithms solving SSVC with the
following complexities in different models.

1. T(m,n) work and D(m,n) depth in the PRAM model.

R(m,n, D) rounds in CONGEST model.
C(n) communication bits in the two-party communication model,
S(n) space and P(n) passes in the streaming model,

Then there exist algorithms solving VC in

O (T(m,n)) work and O (D(m,n)) depth in the PRAM model.

O (R(m,n, D)) rounds in CONGEST model.

(C(n)) communication bits in the two-party communication model,
O (S(n)) space and O (P(n)) passes in the streaming model,

Proof. The general idea is to first compute the minimum degree J, then sample z = 10nlogn/(n—J)
nodes s1, ..., s, and denote B; =V — Ng|s]. Now construct a graph G’ = (V/, E’) where

V' ={s}UV'U (Uie Bi)
here V' = {v' | v € V} is a copy of V, and s is a new node.
E ={(5,v) | v eV }U( icl2] {(v,u) | u,v € By, (u,v) € E}U{(v,v) | v € Vv e By, (v,u) € E})

Now we query the SSVC on G’ and source s.

To prove the correctness, suppose (L, S, R) is a minimum vertex cut of G. We first prove G’ has
a cut separating s to another node with size |S|. We have § > |S|, otherwise, the neighborhoods of
the minimum degree node should be a smaller cut. Thus, |L| + |R| =n — |S| > n — 4. By sampling
z = 10nlogn/(n — ) nodes, one of them (suppose it is s;) will be in R w.h.p. since |R| > |L|. Thus,
(SNB)U{v |ue SNN(S))}is a cut in G’ which has size |S|. Now we prove than kg (s,t) > |S|
for any t € V. If t € N|[s], then k¢ (s,t) = |V'| — 1. Otherwise, t € B; for some 4. If there exists |S]
internal vertex disjoint path in G from ¢ to s, then the |S| paths corresponds to |S| internal vertex
disjoint path in G’ from s to t.

To recover the cut for G from the cut for G’, notice that the cut (L, S, R) in G’ with s € R has
the property that L C B; if L is connected. Thus, S corresponds to a cut in G’.

The size of V' is at most (n+ 1) + (n —4) - 10nlogn/(n — ) < n'.

Now we prove the complexities in different models by showing how to implement the aforemen-
tioned algorithm.
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PRAM. If |S| < 0.1n, the reduction is trivial since O(logn) sampled nodes suffice to hit a node in
R. Thus, we assume |S| > 0.1n, in which case we have m = Q(n?). The minimum degree can be
computed in O(m) time. Sampling can be done in O(n) time. Construct the graph G’ cost O (n?)

time. The total work is O (T'(m,n)). The depth is constant plus the oracle depth.

CONGEST. The implementation for CONGEST is a bit different since we cannot explicitly construct
G’. Instead, after sample z sinks sq, ..., s,, we run SSVC on the subgraphs Hy, ..., H, defined as H;
containing all edges adjacent to V' — Ng[s;] plus edges from Ng(s;) to s;, with the sinks s1, ..., ;.
Notice that H; has the same diameter as the original graph since we are only ignoring edges between
N(s;), which has mutual distances at most 2. We run all the algorithm on H; simultaneously, which
causes dilation at most R(n, D). Now we bound the congestion, i.e., given an arbitrary edge (u,v),
we will bound the number of H; that includes (u, v). Specifically, we are going to bound the number
of H; including (u,v) through (i) (u,v) is an edge adjacent to s;, this can happen at most O(logn)
times w.h.p., (ii) (u,v) is an edge adjacent to V' — Ng[s;], in other words s; is not a neighborhood
of u or is not a neighborhood of v, according to Chernoff bound, both event can happen for at most
O(logn) times since u has degree at least  and we sample s; uniformly at random where each node
get sampled with probability 10logn/(n — §). Thus, the total congestion is O (R(m,n, D)).

Communication. The minimum degree can be computed in 9) (n) communication by computing
|Ng(v)] in O (1) communication. Sampling can be done by Alice and then the results are sent to Bob.
The vertex set B; is known to both Alice and Bob in O (n — §) communication by using Theorem 3.3
on V and Ng[s], which in total cost O (n) communication. Now edges in G’ are split into two parts
for Alice and Bob, and they can simulate the SSVC algorithm on G’ in C'(n’) communication.

Streaming. The minimum degree can be computed in one pass and 9] (n) space. Sampling can
be done without accessing the graph. The vertex sets B; can be computed in one pass and O (n)
space (for all 7) by Theorem 3.3. The we can simulate the stream for G’ by using the stream for G,
in S(n') space and P(n’) passes.

O

From s-t vertex connectivity to (global) vertex connectivity.

Lemma 10.5 (s-t vertex connectivity to (global) vertex connectivity). Suppose there ezist algorithms
solving VC with the following complexities in different models.

1. T'(n) work and D(n) depth in PRAM model.
2. C(n) communication bits in the two-party communication model,
3. S(n) space and P(n) passes in the streaming model,
Then there exist algorithms solving s-t VC in
1. O(C(n)) communication bits in the two-party communication model,

2. O(S(n)) space and O(P(n)) passes in the streaming model,
3. O(T'(n)) work and O(D(n)) depth in PRAM model.
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Proof. By Lemma 10.3, we only need to reduce BMC (bipartite minimum vertex cover) to VC.

Given a bipartite graph G = (A, B, E) where E C A x B, we construct a graph G' = (AUB, EU
EA U EpR) where E4 = {(u,v) | u,v € A} and Ep = {(u,v) | u,v € B, i.e., we build a clique on
both A and B. We run VC on G’, which gives us a minimum vertex cut S. We return (i) S in the
case that |S| < min(|A[, |B|), (ii) the smaller one among A, B in the case that |S| > min(|A|, |B|).

We first show that every vertex cut in G’ must be a vertex cover on G. Suppose (L, S, R) is a
vertex cut in G’, since there are no edges between L and R, it cannot happen that both L N A and
RN A are non-empty. W.o.l.g., assume L N A is non-empty. If L N B is non-empty as well, then R
cannot contain any node in A or B, which is a contradiction to the fact that R cannot be empty.
Thus, RN A =0, so we have L C A. Similarly, we have R C B. For every edge in G, it is either
adjacent to S, or both of its endpoints are inside A (or inside B). But edges in G’ that are totally
inside A or B are not edges in GG, thus, S is a vertex cover for G.

Then we show that if there is a vertex cover C' in G which satisfies that |C| < min(|A|, |B|), then
C must be a vertex cut for G'. W.o.l.g., assume |A| < |B|. We have that |C| < |A|. Let L=A—-C
and R = B — C. We claim that (L,V — C, R) is a vertex cut. It is clear that L,V — C, R form a
partition of AU B. Moreover, if there exists an edge between L and R, then this edge is not covered
by C' in G, which is a contradiction. Thus, there are no edges between L and R.

Given the last two paragraphs, suppose S* is the returned set by our reduction algorithm, then
either (i) the minimum vertex cover of G is less than min(|A|, |B|), in which case there exists a
veretx cut in G’ with the same size of the minimum vertex cover, so S* cannot be larger, and cannot
be smaller since it is a vertex cover itself, or (ii) the minimum vertex cover of G is min(|A4|, |B|),
then we returned the correct thing.

O

Now we are ready to prove the main theorems.

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Given an s-t vertex connectivity algorithm, we can solve SSVC according to
Lemma 5.7, then we can solve VC using Lemma 10.4. O

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Given an S-T vertex connectivity algorithm, we first convert it into a subgraph
S-T vertex connectivity algorithm by the same reduction described in Appendix A. Then we can
solve SSVC according to Lemma 5.8, then we can solve VC using Lemma 10.4.

O

Proof of Theorem 1.4. We plug in Theorem 1.1 with the work and depth for s-t vertex connectivity.
The latter one can be derived from the maximum bipartite matching algorithm of Theorem A.2.
To convert maximum bipartite matching algorithm to s-t vertex connectivity algorithm, we first
convert it into bipartite minium vertex cover algorithm by running a reachability on the residual
graph to find the minium vertex cover, then use Lemma 10.3. O

Proof of Theorem 1.5. We plug in Theorem 1.2 with the round complexity for S-T vertex connectiv-
ity. The round complexity of S-T vertex connectivity can be derived from Theorem A.3 combined
with Lemma 10.3.

Proof of Theorem 1.6. We plug in Lemma 10.4 with Lemma 8.1. O
Proof of Theorem 1.3. We combine Lemma 9.1 with Lemma 10.4, and Corollary 9.7. O
Proof of Theorem 1.9. We combine Lemma 9.2 with Lemma 10.4. 0
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A Bipartite Matching in CONGEST and PRAM
A.1 Parallel BMM

The following theorem is the state-of-the-art for parallel bipartite maximum matching.

Theorem A.1 ([vdBGJdV25]). In PRAM model, bipartite mazimum matching can be solved in
O(m + n'®) work and O(n'/?) depth, with high probability.

However, we cannot plug Theorem A.1 to Theorem 1.1 since the work function is not a super
additive function on m. Instead, if we want the work to be super-additive in m, the following
theorem from [LS14] is the state-of-the-art.

Theorem A.2 ([LS14]). In PRAM model, bipartite mazimum matching can be solved in O(mn®9)
work and O(n'/?) depth, with high probability.

A.2 A CONGEST Algorithm

In this section, we will prove the following two theorems. Notice that Theorem A.4 is subsumed by
Theorem A.2, but we put it here as an alternative algorithm.
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Theorem A.3. In CONGEST model, maximum bipartite matching can be solved in 0(713/4D1/2 +
n'/2D 4 n7/10+0() DT/10Y rounds, with high probability. In particular, when D = O(n37=¢) for some
constant € > 0, this is sublinear in n.

0.5+e) work

Theorem A.4. In PRAM model, bipartite mazimum matching can be solved in O(mn
and n*toM=¢ depth for every e € [0,0.25], with high probability.

The main observation is that a semi-streaming (1 — €)-approximation algorithm of [AJJ"22]
almost straightforwardly can be implemented in the CONGEST and PRAM models in roughly %
rounds/depth. Then, after computing a (1 — €) maximum bipartite matching, we combine with
known reachability algorithms [CF23, 1.JS19] in CONGEST and PRAM to find the remaining en
many augmenting paths one at a time. Hence, this section does not contain much technical novelty,
but rather show how known algorithms can almost straightforwardly be generalized to other models
and combined in order to show not yet document results for CONGEST (Theorem A.3) and PRAM
(Theorem A.2).

Related Work: Bipartite Matching in CONGEST and PRAM. While bipartite matching has
been extensively studied in many models, the exact version seems to resist sublinear (i.e. sublinear
when D = n'~9 for constant § > 0) algorithms in the CONGEST model. The work of [AKO18]
observed that a simple extension of the Hopcroft-Karp algorithm can solve bipartite matching in
O(M*log M*) round in CONGEST, where M* is the size of the maximum matching (i.e., in general
their algorithm runs in O(nlogn) rounds). The work of [FGL'21] takes a different approach based
on Laplacian solves, and show how unit-capacitated maximum flow (and hence the special case of
bipartite matching) can be solved in O(m?®/ 7+°(1)(pl/2D1/4 4 D)) rounds in CONGEST. This, to our
knowledge, was the only known sublinear algorithm in CONGEST, although only in sparse graphs
m = O(n) and when D = n?/7=9 for some constant § > 0. We note that the running time of our
Theorem A.3 is an improvement for any regime of m and D. We also note that [dV23] generalized
the min-cost max-flow approach of [LS14] in Theorem A.2 to also work in the CONGEST model,
handling each of the n'/2 rounds of solving a laplacian system in O(y/n + D) rounds in CONGEST
(thus their total number of rounds is not sublinear in n).

There has also been a lot of work on bipartite maximum matching algorithms in the PRAM
model, or the more general min-cost max-flow problems (see, e.g., [LS14, vdBGJdV25]). It is known
that the problem is in randomized NC (i.e., polylog depth and polynomial work) due to a reduction
to computing matrix inverse [Lov79, KUWS86, MVV87, GP88]. Another sequence of work focuses
on sublinear deterministic algorithms [GPST92, GPV93].

There are also many PRAM, CONGEST, and streaming algorithms for (1 — €)-approximating
maximum bipartite matching, see e.g., [Coh95, ALT21, AJJT22, EKMS12, AKO18, LPSP15],
however most of these have depth/round/pass complexity at least 6% A crucial property of [AJJ"22]
is that it’s running time only depends on a single factor of %, which is crucial to allow the exact
algorithm to have sublinear depth/round/pass when combined with fast reachability algorithms in
the different models.

Semi-Streaming to Other Models. The semi-streaming algorithm of [AJJ"22] will, when
implemented in CONGEST and PRAM, imply the below lemmas for approximating bipartite matching.
Since, to our knowledge, this connection has not been observed before, we sketch the proof in
Appendix A.3.

Lemma A.5. In CONGEST model, there is an algorithm that computes a (1 — €)-approzimate
fractional matching to the maximum bipartite matching problem in O(%) round.
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Lemma A.6. In PRAM model, there is an algorithm that computes a (1 —€)-approzimate fractional
matching for the mazimum bipartite matching problem in O(%) depth and O("2) work.

Remark A.7. For the CONGEST algorithm, the %—dependency in Lemma A.5 is tight for low-diameter
graphs where D = O(log(n)), as shown by a corresponding lower-bound in [AKO18]. Since there are

several algorithms with O(G%) complexity without dependency on D, e.g., [AKO18, ALT21, LPSP15],

a natural question that remains open is if there is a O(%)—round CONGEST algorithm for (1 — ¢)-
approximate bipartite matching.

Before proving these lemmas, we show how they imply Theorem A.3 and Theorem A.2; by
combining with known techiniques. Our plan is to first round the (1 — €)-approximate fractional
matching to integral, and then find the remaining augmenting paths one-by-one using state of the
art reachability algorithms in the two models.

The CONGEST Model. In the CONGEST model, [AKO18] showed how to almost losslessly round
a fractional matching to an integral one. In particular, they showed the following theorem.

Theorem A.8 ([AKO18]). Let G = (V, E) be a bipartite graph with mazimum degree A, y € R be

2 *
a fractional matching of G, and € > 0 be a parameter. There is a deterministic O (M -

time CONGEST algorithm that computes a matching M of G such that |M| > (1 — €)|y||1.

Theorem A.8 together with Lemma A.5 implies that we can find, in O(%) rounds, an integral
matching M that is at most en far away from maximum. We will find the remaining < en augmenting
paths one by one, by using the current fastest directed reachability algorithm in CONGEST. Indeed,
note that given an integral matching M on a bipartite graph G = (LU R, E), one can put directions
on the edges as follows: e € E is oriented from R to L if e € M, and otherwise oriented from L to R.
Now, increasing the size of the matching M by one is equivalent to finding any directed path from
an unmatched vertex in L to an unmatched vertex in R—such a path is called an augmenting path.

We use the single source shortest path algorithm of [CF23], setting all edge-weights to 1.

Theorem A.9 (Distributed Reachability [CF23]). There is a distributed algorithm that, given an
n-node directed graph with positive integer edge weights of undirected hop-diameter D, solves the
single-source-shortest-paths problem with O(n/? + D + n2/5%°0) D2/5) rounds of communication in
the CONGEST model, with high probability.

We need to run the reachability algorithm at most en times. Hence, for solving exact bipartite
matching, the total round complexity becomes:

O (D ben 24D +n2/5+o(1)D2/5)>
€

D1/2
73/ 12 D1/2 4 7/10 D1/5

0 <n3/4D1/2 L al2D o n7/10+o(1)D7/10) '

to balance out the terms, the final time complexity is

By setting € :=

This proves Theorem A.3.

The PRAM Model. Our strategy in the PRAM model is similar. First we round the fractional
matching to an integral one using the following PRAM rounding lemma.

Theorem A.10 ([GPST92]). Let G = (V, E) be a bipartite graph, y € RY be a fractional matching
of G. There is a deterministic O(log?(n))-depth, O(mlog®n)-work PRAM algorithm that computes
a matching M of G such that |M| > [||y|l1 ]
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Lemma A.6 and Theorem A.10 together thus implies a O(%) depth and O(%) work find an
integral matching M that is at most en far away from maximum. Again, we will find the remaining
< en augmenting paths one by one, by using a known reachability algorithm.

Theorem A.11 (Parallel Reachability [LJS19]). There is a parallel algorithm that, given an n-node,
m-edge directed graph, solves the single-source reachability problem with work O(m) and depth
nt/2to) with high probability in n.

Although in [L.JS19] they only solve the decision version and not how to recover the path.
However this has been observed (see comment below [AJJ 22, Proposition 4]) that the algoritm
can actually recover the path too.

We need to run the reachability algorithm at most en times. The total complexity becomes:

€ €

0) (1 +en - n1/2+°(1))> depth, and 0, (T +en- m) work.

By setting € := n /279 for any § € [0,0.25], we get:
O <n1+0(1)_6> depth, and O (m . n1/2+5> work.

This proves Theorem A.3, since n < 2m after removing possibly isolated vertices.

A.3 Generalizing a Semi-Streaming Algorithm

We now show how to generalize the semi-streaming algorithm of [AJJ*22] to work in the CONGEST
and PRAM settings in order to prove Lemmas A.5 and A.6. We note that the algorithm of [AJJ"22]
is based on [Shel7], but where [AJJ"22] shows that this algorithm can be implemented in low space.
We note that for our purposes in CONGEST and PRAM, the algorithm of [Shel7] would directly
work as these models do not care about the space complexity. However, we choose to work with
[AJJT22] as it it more straightforward to see how it can be implemeted in our models. This section
will skip over most of the proofs and intuition, as they can be found in [AJJ"22], and instead focus
on simply arguing why the exact algorithm used by [AJJ"22] also works in CONGEST and PRAM.

The algorithm of [AJJ"22] works by formulating the maximum bipartite matching problem as
a {1-regression problem and then solving it using a %—round optimization method for box-simplex
games.

Let A™ = {z € R™ : ||z[|; = 1} be the m-dimensional simplex. In particular, consider the
following box-simplex optimization problem, for some n x m matrix A, and vectors ¢ € R™ and
beR™

min max y'A'z+cz—by, 9)
TEA™ ye[—1,1]"
which is equivalent to the following ¢;-regression problem:
min ¢’z + HATx - bH . (10)
TEA™ 1

We restate [AJJ 722, Algorithm 3] here as Algorithm 4, which, according to [AJJ 22, Proposi-
tion 1] outputs Z that is a e-approximate minimizer to the box-simplex game in (9).

The plan is as follows:

e Show how to set up bipartite matching problem as a box-simplex game in (9), by choosing
appropriate A, b,c as in [AJJ 22, Section 4].

e Show how Algorithm 4 (and a simple post-processing step Algorithm 5) can be implemented
in both CONGEST and PRAM efficiently, for the parameters given by the bipartite matching
problem.
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Algorithm 4: LowSpaceACMirrorProx(A,b,c,e)  [AJJT22]
1 Input: AeRT™, ceR™ beR", 0<e < ||A|l,
2 Output: {vt}0§t<T C R™, {ui}o<t<r C R, {N}o<t<r C R, {y;}o<t<r C R™ so that for

Z y, T 1 Z eXP(Alié + |A|U,1/t + %QC) ’

0Ster 0Ster lexp(Av; + [Afu; + No)ly
the pair (Z,y) is an e-approximate saddle point to (9)

3 T o(MAl=lgmy i O(10g Al

4 t+ 0, N« 0, v+ 0y, ug < 0y, yo<—0n

5 while t < T do

6 (W@, u@ XO O« (v, ug, Ay, 1)

y T exp(Avi+|Alui+Aic) T exp(Avi+|Alui+Aic)
V= 50— AT A A aTy) — 2diag () Al i A T,

7
8 for 0 <k < K do
9 oD —W(%% 10| Al v©)

10 ulk ) _W(_(y(o))2 + (y( )) —10[|A[| ,, u®)
11 AFD) — 10| Al A©)

oA (3

(k+1) T exp( Av(k+1)+\A|u(k+l)+)\(k+1) )
12 d — Q\A’ ‘|exp(AU(k+1)+|A|u(k+1)+)\(k+1) H
k+1
13 yF+D  med(—1,1, d<k+1>) entrywise
Y RV K K K K
14 (vtvutv tvyt) «— (’U( )7u( )7A( )7y( ))

15 | (0O u® XO 4O e (v, up, A, y1)

y T _exp(Avi+|AJuj+Ajc) T exp(Avi+|Alut+Aic)
16 V3 (b A \|exp(Aut+|A|u;+A;c)||1) 2diag (y:) |A| Texp(Avi+HAlw 2 0)

17 for 0 <k < K do

| e S - 0141, 00)
R R 0 100141 )
0 || A e (0] 4] D)

21 d*+1) — 21A|T ||§§(fﬁf++:))ﬁ§%kﬁ> I)f\((::ll))cc))u }

22 yFH) < med(—1,1, —(ﬂziil)) entrywise

28 | (U1, U, A1, Yern) 4= (00, 0O A 14y ()

24 t—t+1

Setting up Bipartite Matching as a Box-Simplex Game. Let G = (V,E) be a bipartite
graph we wish to solve bipartite matching in. Let M™* be the size of the maximum matching. We
follow [AJJT22, Section 4] to set it up as a box-simplex game, see their article for more details and
discussion.

Let M € Z be a 2-approximation of the size of the maximum matching, i.e., it satisfies
M < M* <2M. There are multiple ways to obain this in our models: for example we can guess
M = 2 for every i = 0...|logn|, and run the algorithm for all guesses and output the best achieved
matching. Alternatively, we can find a maximal matching (hence a 2-approximation) in O(1) rounds
in CONGEST, ' or in O(1) depth and O(m) work in PRAM, by using Luby’s folklore (randomized)

“In the CONGEST model, we would need an additional O(D) rounds to calculate the size of this maximal matching
and broadcast it to every vertex, however this is dominated by the running time O(%) we are aiming to prove.
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maximal independent set algorithm (applied to the line graph of ().

Let B be the m x n adjacency matrix of G. Let B be the (m + 1) x (n + 2) matrix obtained by
adding with one extra row (a fake edge), and two extra columns (two fake vertices), all filled with
zeroes, to B. Let dyiom € {0,132 be 1 everywhere except 0 in the indices corresponding to the
two fake vertices.

Now consider the following ¢1-regression problem:

min
reAM+1

~ 1
) y where A = MB, b= idMCM (11)

Alz — b‘

Use Algorithm 4 to solve it up to ©(eM) additive accuracy to obtain a solution z. Set
T = 2Mzg, where xg is z but we dropped the coordinate of the fake edge. Now Z will almost
be an approximate maximum fractional matching, however it is not necessarily feasible. See
[AJJT22, Section 4.1] for an argument why ||Z||; — Overflow(Z) > (1 — €)M*, where Overflow(z) =

Y pey max <0, (Zu:(u,v)EE xuv> - 1) = H (BTz— d)+H1 is the sum of overflow at each vertex.

So, like in [AJJT22], we need a simple post-processing step where we remove the overflow of &
to make it into a feasible matching without removing too much. We restate a simplified version of
[AJJT22, Algorithm 4] below as Algorithm 5.

Algorithm 5: RemoveOverflow(z, G) [AJJ"22]

1 Input: Bipartite graph G = (V, E') with incidence matrix B, x € Rgo

2 Output: Z € RY; with & < z entrywise, B'Z < 1, and [|Z[|; > |||, — H(BTac —d)
[AJJT22, Lemma 5])

d* <+ BTz

fe @ —1),

Te ¢ Xe (1 — max (g—;, C’;—%)) for all e = (a,b) € F with z, > 0

6 return

+H1 (see

[

S}

In particular, we get a fractional matching z* := RemoveOverflow(z, G) of size ||z*| > (1 — €) M.

Implementations in CONGEST and PRAM. What remains is to argue that Algorithms 4 and 5
can be implemented efficiently in CONGEST and PRAM.

Algorithm 5 can easily be implemented in O(1) rounds in CONGEST, as all it does is compute
the overflow at each vertex, and then decrease the value of the fractional matching on an edge (u,v)
based on the overflow at its endpoints. Similarly, it can be computed in O(1) depth and O(m) work
in PRAM.

Algorithm 4 is a bit more complicated. It runs in 7' = O(M) phases, which is O(%) as

A= B so HéH = O(M) by construction, and we solve it up to error € := eM (note the different
oo

epsilons). Similarly, note that K = O(log %) = O(logn). Hence, each line in the algorithm is
run at most O(%) times.

We will show that each statement inside the loops in Algorithm 4 can be implemented in O(D)
rounds in CONGEST, or O(1) depth and O(m) work in PRAM.

The algorithm keeps tracks of many variables on supported on vertices. It also computes

intermediary values on the edges as expressions like:

exp(Av; + |Alu} + Nje)
lexp(Av; + [Alu; + Nie) |l
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Computing matrix products Av or A'v for some vector v can be done efficiently'® in parallel
and locally, as A is essentially the incidence matrix (the additional fake vertices and edges have
corresponding zero-rows/columns, and hence can also be handled very efficiently). Similarly
computing and multiplying by a diagonal matrix diag (() v¢) is efficient to do locally and in parallel.
All the entrywise computations (like exp(v), or computing the entrywise median) is also efficiently
locally /parallel computable.

The normilization, i.e., computing |[[v||; (as in |lexp(Av; + |Alu; + Xic)||;) is a bit more tricky
for the CONGEST algorithm. It essentially boils down to computing the sum of values stored at
each vertex, and requires O(D) rounds to aggregate and sum up the value, and then broadcast it to
all vertices. In PRAM, this normalization step is still easy to do in O(m) work and O(1) depth.

Remark A.12. We note that this is the main bottleneck in the implementation of the CONGEST
algorithm, and why it depends on D. An interesting open question is if there is an alternative

(1 —e)-approximation algorithm in CONGEST that only needs O(%) rounds, i.e., without dependency
on D.

We conclude that, even though Algorithm 4 might look initially intimidating, and it’s analysis
is non-trivial (see [AJJT22]), it is straightforward to see how it can be implemented efficiently in
CONGEST and PRAM models when A is (almost) the incidence matrix of a graph. In particular,
it can be implemented in O(D/e) rounds in CONGEST, or O(%) depth and O(%) work in PRAM
to compute (together with Algorithm 5) an (1 — €)-approximate fractional matching. This proves
Lemmas A.5 and A.6.

A.4 Solving Bipartite Matching on a Subgraph in CONGEST

In our reductions, we need to solve bipartite matching on a bipartite subgraph H of the original
(not-necessarily bipartite) graph G. In most models of computation, we can just focus on solving
bipartite matching on H directly, however, in the CONGEST model the diameter of H might be
much larger than the diameter of G, and we are in fact allowed to use edges of G\ H for the purpose
of communication. While most algorithms can easily be adapted to solve bipartite matching on a
subgraph, we can in fact show a perfect reduction irregardless of the underlying algorithm.

Lemma A.13. Suppose there is a R(n,m,D) round CONGEST algorithm for solving maxi-
mum bipartite matching on n-vertex, m-edge, D-diameter bipartite graphs Gy;y. Then there is
a R(O(n),0(m),0(D)) round CONGEST algorithm that on n-vertex, m-edge, D-diameter (not-
necessarily bipartite) graph G, solves maximum bipartite matching on a given bipartite subgraph H
(of potentially much larger diameter).

Proof Sketch. For each vertex v € V, make 5 copies of it: o), v(@ ¢@) 40 ) Tet (A, B) be
the vertex bi-partition of V' induced by the bipartite subgraph H. Add the following edges:
(u'H) o)) for all (u,v) € E(H)
(u®, v®)) and (u® v(a)) for all (u,v) € E(Q)
(0@, v(@)) and (v v( D) for allv e V
(0!, 0()
(0,0 0)

forallve A
forallve B

150ne potential worry is numerical stability, as it might require many bits to represent the numbers. However, the
algorithm is numerically stable, so values much smaller than the largest values can safely be rounded; see the comment
in [AJJ"22] about numerical stability.
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Let this graph be called G’. That is G'[V )] is H, and G'[V(® U V®)] is the binary lift of G. It is
easy to verify that the graph is bipartite, by construction. Moreover, the diameter of any connected
component!® of G’ is at most O(D). This is since, if G is not bipartite, let g be its shortest odd-cycle
and note that |g| < 2D + 1, which means that any vertex v on this cycle will have v(* and v(® at
most distance 2D + 1 from each other in G'.

Any maximum matching My of H can be extended to a matching Mg of G', of size |Mq/| =
| M| 4 2n, by adding all the (v(®), v(“/)) and (v®, v(b/)) edges. For the other direction, suppose
that M¢r is a maximum matching of G’. We know that all vertices v(%) and v® must be matched
(else an edge (v(®,v(@)) can be added to the matching). We can without loss of generality
change the matching edge of v(® to be matched to v(¢) (and similar for (v®, v(®))). Then
let My = Mg\ (Uvev{(v(“),v(“/)), (v(b),v(bl))}), and note that My is a matching on H of size
|Mca| — 2n.

Thus, solving the matching problem on G’ and on H is essentially equivalent. The CONGEST
algorithm running on G will simulate the bipartite matching CONGEST algorithm running on each
connected component of G, where each node v simulates the work of all its copies. O

B Graph Sparsification

We fix source x € C throughout this section.
For all node u € C, we denote pc(u) := ming/ccower |Na(L')).

Definition B.1 (G;). Given a source x € C where C CV in a graph G = (V, E), we define the
local graph G, as the induced graph G[Ng[C]| after adding a sink t and the set of edges (v,t) for
all v e Ng(C).

Lemma B.2. If (L,S,R) is a minimum (z,t)-separator in G, where x € Lt € R, then L is a
manimizer of pc(x) = mingcerger |Na(L')| and vice versa. In particular, ka, (z,t) = po(z).

Proof. First, we prove that kg, (z,t) > pc(x). Let (L, S, R) be an (z,t)-min-separator in G, where
x € L,t € R. We claim that L C C. Suppose L contains a vertex v € N(C). This means Ng, (L)
contains t, and thus ¢ ¢ R, a contradiction. Observe that N(L) = S because since (L, S, R) is a
minimum (x, t)-separator. Since z € L C C' and N(L) = S, we have

ke, (x,t) = |S] = [Ng, (L) = [Ng(L)] = min_ [Ng(L)| = pe(=).
L'CC"zel!
Next, we prove pc(z) > kg, (x,t). Let L* be a minimizer of minyccrzer |Na(L')|. Observe
that Ng(L*) C N¢g[C]. We now prove that Ng(L*) is an (z,t)-separator in G,. Since Ng(L*) is
a separator in G and Ng[L*] C N¢g[C], it is enough to prove that the set of edges from t to every

vertex in Ng(C) will not destroy this cut. Indeed, since L* C C, the new edges will not incident to
L*. Therefore, Ng(L*) = Ng, (L") is an (x,t)-separator in G. So,

pe(x) = [Na(L)| = [Ne, (L9)| = ke, (2, 1)
This concludes the proof. ]

We cannot yet implement G in a distributed network because connecting s to every node in
N¢g(C) is a global operation. Instead, we simulate s by adding a perfect matching from each node
in Ng(C) to a new node (so we can remove s).

161f @ is connected, G’ will have two connected components if and only if G is bipartite, and else it will have one
connected component.
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Definition B.3 (G)). Given G, define G!, as follows. First, remove t from G',. Then, for each
vertex u € Ng(C), add a new vertex y along with an edge (u,y). Denote Y as the set of new vertices.

Lemma B.4. Every (s,t)-cut in Gy is an (s,Y)-cut in G', and vice ver sa. In particular, ka,(s,t) =
ha7ed (8, Y)

Proof. If S is an (s, t)-separator in G, then denote a vertex cut (L, S, R) in G, where s € L,t €
R. Since Ng:(t) € S U R, every vertex in Y in GY does not have an edge to L. Therefore,
(L,S,(RUY) —{t}) is a vertex cut in G”. If S is an (s,Y)-separator in G”, then the same separator
must be an (s, t)-separator in G’ by contracting all Y into t. O

Corollary B.5. If (L, S, R) is a minimum (z,Y)-separator in G!, where x € L,Y C R, then L is a
minimizer of mingccrzer [Ng(L')|. In particular, kg (x,Y) = minpcorzer [Na(L')].

Definition B.6 (Sparsification). Give G, define H, after the following reductions.

1. Remove Z := Ng(x) N Ng(t) from G.
2. Remove every edge (u,v) € Eqg(Ng(x), Ng(x)) U Eq(Na(t), Na(t)).

Lemma B.7. kg, (z,t) = K, (x,t) + |Z|. Furthermore, If S is an (s,t)-min-separator in H, then
Z U8 is an (s,t)-min-separator in G.

Proof. The first step follows because every vertex v € Ng(x) N Ng(t) belongs to every (x,t)-separator
in G. The second step also follows from the same reduction rules in [LNP*21]. O

Finally, we define the graph H, as follows.

Definition B.8 (H,). Give H,, define H, as follows. First, remove t from H,. Then, for each
vertex u € Ng(C), add a new vertex y along with an edge (u,y). Denote Y as the set of new vertices.

Lemma B.9. Every (s,t)-cut in Gy is an (s,Y)-cut in G', and vice ver sa. In particular, kq,(s,t) =
'%G; (8, Y)

Proof. The proof is similar to Lemma B.4. O
We are ready to prove Lemma 7.2.

Proof of Lemma 7.2. Given z € C, we construct H, as defined in Definition B.8. We can verify that
this construction in Definition B.6 can be done in O(1) rounds. We can compute Z in two rounds.
First, s and ¢ broadcast its id along its neighbors, and in the second round, if a node receives both
s and t then it belongs to Z. Every node v € Ng(C) — Z can simulate another node in Y in the
matching by itself. Removing every edge (u,v) € Eq(Ng(x), Ng(z)) U Eq(Ng(C), Ng(C)) can be
done in O(1) rounds.

We verify each of the following properties. First we show that for every vertex v € C,degy (v, Vy—
(Ng(x)n(C)) < O(210g0'7 ™.¢). This follows from Equation (2) and the fact that the common neighbors
Z were removed. Next, sp, (2,Yy) + |Z;| > mingcc.pr20 | Na(L')|. the fact that if 2 € L, then
K, (2,Yy) + | Z:| = mingce.pr2p [Ng(L')|, can be derived from from Lemma 5.9, Corollary B.5,
and Lemma B.9. O
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