arXiv:2501.07036v1 [cs.DC] 13 Jan 2025

A Simple Lower Bound for Set Agreement in Dynamic Networks

Pierre Fraigniaud^∗ Minh Hang Nguyen^† Ami Paz^‡

Abstract

Given a positive integer k, k-set agreement is the distributed task in which each process i ∈ [n] in a group of n processing nodes starts with an input value xi in the set {0, . . . , k}, and must output a value yi such that (1) for every i ∈ [n], yi is the input value of some process, and (2) |{yi : i ∈ [n]}| ≤ k. That is, at most k different values in total must be outputted by the processes. The case k = 1 correspond to (binary) consensus, arguably the most studied problem in distributed computing. While lower bounds or impossibility results for consensus have been obtained for most of the standard distributed computing models, from synchronous message passing systems to asynchronous shared-memory systems, the design of lower bounds or impossibility results in the case of k-set agreement for k > 1 is notoriously known to be much more difficult to achieve, and actually remains open for many models. The main techniques for designing lower bounds or impossibility results for k-set agreement with k > 1 use tools from algebraic topology.

The algebraic topology tools are difficult to manipulate, and require lot of care for avoiding mistakes in their applications. This difficulty increases even more whenever the communications are mediated by a network of arbitrary structure, such as in the standard LOCAL model for distributed network computing. Recently, the KNOW-ALL model has been specifically designed as a first attempt to understand the LOCAL model through the lens of algebraic topology, and Castañeda et al. (2021) have designed lower bounds for consensus and k-set agreement in the KNOW-ALL model, with applications to dynamic networks. The arguments for these lower bounds are extremely sophisticated, and uses high-dimensional connectivity. Even if the sequence of evidences can be convincingly followed, a typical reader may have difficulties to get the overall intuition or to reconstruct the proof.

In this work, we re-prove the same lower bound for k-set agreement in the KNOW-ALL model. This new proof stands out in its simplicity, which makes it accessible to a broader audience, and increases confidence in the result.

1 Introduction

We study k-set agreement problem in the synchronous message-passing model for networks. In this model, a set of n ≥ 2 processes perform in lockstep, as a sequence of synchronous rounds. At each round, each process performs some individual computation, and communicates once with its neighbors in the network. Specifically, the network is modeled as an n-node graph G = (V, E) in which every node is a process. At each round, every node can send messages to its neighbors in G, receive messages from these neighbors, and perform some computation. The complexity of a distributed algorithm is measured as its number of rounds until all nodes halt. This basic setting can be trivially extended to the case in which the communication graph changes in each round, for

∗Institut de Recherche en Informatique Fondamentale (IRIF), CNRS and Université Paris Cité, France. Additional support from ANR projects DUCAT (ANR-20-CE48-0006) and QuDATA (ANR-18-CE47-0010).

†Institut de Recherche en Informatique Fondamentale (IRIF), CNRS and Université Paris Cité, France. Additional support from ANR projects DUCAT (ANR-20-CE48-0006), TEMPORAL (ANR-22-CE48-0001), and the European Union’s Horizon 2020 program H2020-MSCA -COFUND-2019 Grant agreement n° 945332.

‡Interdisciplinaire des Sciences du Numérique (LISN), CNRS and Université Paris-Saclay, France

capturing computation in dynamic networks. The n processes are labeled by integers from 1 to n, and we let [n] = {1, . . . , n}. The paper is focusing on the round-complexity of k-set agreement in dynamic networks.

Definition 1. For every integer k ≥ 1, the k-set agreement task is the following. Every process i ∈ [n] is assigned an input value x_i ∈ {0, . . . , k}, and must output a value y_i ∈ {0, . . . , k} such that the following two conditions hold:

• Validity: For every process i ∈ [n], its output value y_i is the input value x_j of at least one process j ∈ [n];

• Agreement: The number of different output values is at most k, that is |{y_i : i ∈ [n]}| ≤ k.

Distributed Computing through the Lens of Algebraic Topology. The k-set agreement task has been studied in essentially all standard models of distributed computing, from synchronous message-passing systems to asynchronous shared-memory systems. While the design of efficient kset agreement algorithms is reasonably easy in most models, establishing their optimality is often quite challenging. The main, and actually unique tools at our disposal for establishing lower bounds (or impossibility result) for k-set agreement are from algebraic topology [17]. In a nutshell, the communication occurring in a distributed system (under the full-information paradigm) can be modeled as a topological deformation of a simplicial complex formed by all possible input configurations of the system, and the computation (i.e., the decision of each process regarding its output value) can be modeled as a simplicial map from the deformed input complex to a simplicial complex formed by all possible output configurations of the system. In addition, the simplicial map must respect the input-output specification of the task.

The topological deformation of the input complex strongly depends on the communication model, and designing lower bounds for a task, e.g., k-set agreement, requires to understand what is the smallest number of rounds such that there exists a simplicial map from the deformed input complex to the output complex, respecting the input-output specification of the task. Roughly, solving (binary) consensus, i.e., solving k-set agreement for k = 1, requires that communications eventually disconnect the input complex. The intuition is that the output complex is merely composed of two disjoint simplices, one corresponding to all-0 outputs, and another corresponding to all-1 outputs. The situation is more intricated for k-set agreement with k > 1. To see why, let us recall the so-called KNOW-ALL model.

Application to Distributed Network Computing. One of the most popular models for understanding physical locality in distributed computing is the LOCAL model [21]. The KNOW- ALL model has been designed by Castañeda, Fraigniaud, Paz, Rajsbaum, Roy, and Travers [8] as a first attempt to study the LOCAL model through the lens of algebraic topology. In the KNOW- ALL model, the n (fault-free) processes communicate synchronously via a sequence S = (G_t)_{t≥1} of directed graphs on the same set [n] of nodes, where communication occurring at round t ≥ 1 is performed along the arcs of G_t. Importantly, each process i ∈ [n] occupies node i of each of the graphs G_t, t ≥ 1, and processes are aware of the sequence S of communication graphs (hence the name KNOW-ALL for the model). The only uncertainty of a node is about the inputs given to the other nodes. The simple question asked in [8] is:

What is the round-complexity of solving k-set agreement in S = (G_t)_{t≥1}?

For answering this question, Castañeda et al. defined a family of directed graphs capturing the way the information flow in the dynamic network S. Given k ≥ 1 and S = (G_t)_{t≥1}, let us define, for every r ≥ 1, the digraph H_r = H_r(k, S) with vertex set [n] such that there is an arc (u, v) from u to v in H_r if there is a sequence of nodes w_1, . . . , w_r, w_{r+1} such that w_1 = u, w_{r+1} = v, and, for every t ∈ {1, . . . , r}, w_t = w_{t+1} or (w_t, w_{t+1}) ∈ E(G_t). Hence, in particular, if all the graphs G_t in S are the same graph G, then H_r is merely the r-th transitive closure of G, that is, there is an arc from u to v in H_r whenever the distance from u to v is G is at most r.

For any graph or digraph H, let γ(H) denote the dominating number of H, that is, the minimum size of a dominating set in H. Castañeda et al. have shown that k-set agreement requires r rounds, where r is the smallest integer such that there exists a k-node dominating set in H_r. Note that there is a trivial algorithm solving k-set agreement in S, in r rounds. Let i_1, . . . , i_q be q ≤ k nodes forming a dominating set in H_r. At the first round, every node i ∈ [n] sends the pair (i, x_i) to all its out-neighbors in G_1, where x_i denotes the input of node i. At each of the subsequent rounds t > 1, every node forwards to its out-neighbors in G_t all the pairs received from its in-neighbors in G_{t−1} during the previous round. After r rounds of this flooding process, every node i ∈ [n] has received at least one pair (j, x_j ) with j ∈ {i_1, . . . , i_q }, as {i_1, . . . , i_q} dominates H_r. Node i merely outputs x_j (where j ∈ {i_1, . . . , i_q} is picked arbitrarily if node i received several pairs (j, x_j ) with j ∈ {i_1, . . . , i_q }). The correctness of this simple algorithm follows from the fact that γ(H_r) ≤ k. Interestingly, it is far from being trivial to establish that the round-complexity of the algorithm is actually optimal. Theorem 4.1 and Corollary 5.6 in [8] can be restated as follows.

Theorem 2 (Castañeda, Fraigniaud, Paz, Rajsbaum, Roy, and Travers [8]). Let k ≥ 1 be an integer, and let S = (G_t)_{t≥1} be an instance of the KNOW-ALL model. Every algorithm solving k-set agreement in S requires at least r rounds where r be the smallest integer such that γ(H_r) ≤ k.

To get an intuition of this result, let us consider the basic case of consensus, i.e., k = 1.

Lower bound for consensus. For k = 1, the proof of the lower bound is by a standard indistinguishability argument. Specifically, let us assume, for the purpose of contradiction, that there is an algorithm ALG solving consensus in S = (G_i)_{i≥1} in r rounds, where r is an integer such that γ(H_r) > 1. Let us consider the input configuration I_0 in which all nodes have input 0. For every i = 1, . . . , n, we gradually change the input configuration as follows (see Figure 1). For i = 1, . . . , n, given configuration I_{i−1}, the configuration I_i is obtained from I_{i−1} by switching the input of node i from 0 to 1. Note that I_n is the input configuration in which all nodes have input 1. Since γ(H_r) > 1, for every i = 1, . . . , n, there exists a node w_i that has not received the input of node i in ALG after r rounds. In particular, for every i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, node w_i does not distinguish I_{i−1} from I_i. Therefore, for every i ∈ [n], ALG must output the same at w_i in both input configurations I_{i−1} and I_i. Since, for every i ∈ {0, . . . , n}, all nodes must output the same value for input configuration I_i, we get that the consensus value returned by ALG for I_0 is the same as the consensus value returned by ALG for I_n, which contradicts the validity condition.

Generalising this standard indistinguishability argument to the case k ≥ 2 is non trivial. Instead, Castañeda at al. [8] established Theorem 2 by analysing the topological deformation of the input complex, and the homotopy of this deformed complex, as it is known that the level of connectivity of this simplicial complex is inherently related to the ability of solving k-set agreement (cf. Theorem 10.3.1 in [17]). The analysis in [8] is quite sophisticated, but also hard to follow. That is, even

000..0100..0110..0. . .1..1001..1101..111

I_0I_1I_2I_{n−2}I_{n−1}I_n w_1w_2 w_{n−1}w_n

Figure 1: Input configurations I_0, . . . , I_n. In I_0, all nodes have input 0. For every i ∈ [n], configuration I_i is obtained from I_{i−1} by changing input of node i from 0 to 1. For two consecutive input configurations I_{i−1} and I_i, there is exactly one node i ∈ [n] with different inputs, and a node w_i cannot distinguish I_{i−1} from I_i.

if the sequence of evidences in the proof can be convincingly followed, a typical reader may have difficulties to get the overall picture of the proof.

1.1 Our Results

The contribution of this paper is a new proof Theorem 2. We believe that our proof is much more self-contained than the one in [8]. It should be accessible to a wider audience, non necessarily aware of subtle notions of algebraic topology.

In fact, we believe that the proof for k = 2 (the simplest interesting case) is simple enough to be taught in class as an example of using topological arguments in distributed computing. As opposed to the complex proof in [8] the use of algebraic topology will be limited to applying Sperner’s Lemma.

To get an intuition, recall that Sperner’s Lemma states that every Sperner coloring of a triangulation of a k-dimensional simplex contains a cell whose vertices all have different colors. For instance, for k = 2, Sperner’s Lemma refers to a triangulation of a triangle (A, B, C) where (1) A, B, and C are respectively colored 0, 1, and 2, (2) all vertices of AB, AC, and BC are respectively colored arbitrarily with colors in {0, 1}, {0, 2}, and {1, 2}, and (3) all internal vertices are colored arbitrarily with colors in {0, 1, 2}. Sperner’s Lemma states that there is a cell whose vertices all have different colors 0, 1, and 2. Here is how to use Sperner’s Lemma. Let ALG be an algorithm that is supposed to solve k-set agreement, if one can associate a process to each vertex of the triangulation, and if one can then associate the output value of ALG at this process to this vertex, in such a way that every cell matches with one input configuration, then Sperner’s Lemma will establish that there is indeed an input configuration for which ALG returns k + 1 different output values, which establishes that ALG violates agreement. In other words, our proof merely uses the well known Sperner’s Lemma, whereas the proof of [8] uses complex arguments related to shellability and Nerve Lemma. In our proof, we consider a specific subset of input configurations, rather than considering all possible input configurations as represented by the input complex in [8].

1.2 Related work

As for many domains of computer science, the design of lower bounds on the complexity of the tasks at hand is often challenging in distributed computing. In this section, we shall restrict ourselves to surveying some of the main contributions related to establishing lower bounds on the complexity of k-set agreement in various forms of distributed network models, and we shall let aside all the efforts dedicated to other models such as the standard asynchronous shared-memory model. We refer to [17] for these latter settings, and [3, 6] for simplified topological proofs.

In synchronous fault-prone networks, the study of k-set agreement remained for a long time mostly confined to the special case of the message-passing model in the complete networks. That is, n nodes subject to crash or malicious (a.k.a. Byzantine) failures are connected as a complete graph K_n in which every pair of nodes has a private reliable link allowing them to exchange messages. In this setting, a significant amount of effort has been dedicated to narrowing down the complexity of solving agreement tasks such as consensus and, more generally, k-set agreement for k ≥ 1. For t ≥ 0, the standard synchronous t-resilient message-passing model assumes n ≥ 2 nodes labeled from 1 to n, and connected as a clique, i.e., as a complete graph K_n. Computation proceeds as a sequence of synchronous rounds. Up to t nodes may crash during the execution of an algorithm. When a node v crashes at some round r ≥ 1, it stops functioning after round r and never recovers. Moreover, some (possibly all) of the messages sent by v at round r may be lost. This model has been extensively studied in the literature [7, 17, 19, 22]. In particular, it is known that consensus can be solved in t + 1 rounds in the t-resilient model [14], and this is optimal for every t < n − 1 as far as the worst-case complexity is concerned [1, 14]. Main techniques used to show this consensus lower bound is by indistinguishability arguments, e.g., using a notion called valency [1], or equivalent relation on set of histories [14]. Similarly, k-set agreement, in which the cardinality of the set of output values decided by the (correct) nodes must not exceed k, is known to be solvable in ⌊t/k⌋ + 1 rounds [10], and this worst-case complexity is also optimal [11]. The result was first proved using Sperner Lemma, and Kuhn’s triangulation [11].

It is only very recently that the synchronous t-resilient message-passing model has been extended to the setting in which the complete communication graph K_n is replaced by an arbitrary communication graph G (see [9, 12]). We point out that our lower bound for k-set agreement in arbitrary graphs is inspired from the lower bound for k-set agreement in complete graphs in [11]. It is also worth mentioning a follow-up work [15] aiming at minimizing the size of the simplicial complexes involved in the analysis of distributed computing in networks, which extended the framework for handling graph problems such as finding a proper coloring.

The oblivious message adversary model allows an adversary to choose each communication graph G_t from a set G, independently of its choices for the other graphs G_s for s < t. The nodes know the set G a priori, but not the actual graph picked by the adversary at each round. We refer to [13, 20, 25] for recent advances in this domain, including solving consensus. Consensus lower bounds are established by β-relation in [13], refinements of a indistinguishability graph [25], path-connectivity of incompatible borders of a protocol complex [16]. Another powerful technique developed for studying lower bound is from combinatorial topology. In particular, some useful tools are Nerve lemma and shellability [18, 23]. These tools help to show connectivity of a deformed input complex after a certain number of rounds. In [23], the “closed-above” model is first introduced, that is the oblivious message adversaries model with a special set of allowed graphs, and a lower bound for k-set agreement is established.

2 Intuition for the Proof

Theorem 2 holds whenever the set of input values for k-set agreement is not {0, . . . , k} but is of cardinality at least n, say the set [n]. Indeed, let us assume that k-set agreement is solvable in S = (G_t)_{t≥1} by an algorithm ALG running in r − 1 rounds, where r is the smallest integer such that γ(H_r) ≤ k. Let us then consider the instance of k-set agreement in which, for every i ∈ [n], node i starts with input x_i = i, and let {i_1, . . . , i_q} be the set of output values returned by ALG for this instance, where 1 ≤ q ≤ k. By the definition of r, there exists a node a ∈ [n] that is not dominated by any of the q nodes i_1, . . . , i_q . Let b = y_a ∈ {i_i, . . . , i_q} denote node a’s output, and let us consider another instance of k-set agreement, where the input x_b of node b is replaced by any value distinct from b. Since node a is not dominated by node b, node a cannot distinguish the two executions of ALG in the two instances. Therefore, node a still outputs b in the second instance, which violates the validity condition. The difficulty of establishing the lower bound increases when the size of the input set decreases. We show that the bound holds even if the input value x_i of each node i ∈ [n] belongs to {0, . . . , k}, that is, to the smallest set for which k-set agreement is non trivial: it is solely required that the processes “eliminate” one value out of the k + 1 possible input values. For this purpose, we use the so-called Kuhn’s triangulation [11, 24].

Kuhn’s triangulation. The Kuhn’s triangulation in dimension k is a partition of a region of R^k into k-dimensional simplices (i.e., triangles for k = 2, tetrahedrons for k = 3, etc.). One example of a Kuhn’s triangulation is illustrated on Fig. 2, in which a triangle in R^2 is subdivided into 25 triangles.

To show how to use the concept of Kuhn’s triangulation to establish our lower bound, let us consider the illustrative case in which S is the fixed 5-node graph ⃗C_5 depicted on Fig. 2, that is, the 5-node directed cycle, and let us show that 2-set agreement is not solvable in just one single round in ⃗C_5. (We have H_1 = ⃗C_5, and thus H_1 does not have a dominating set of size 2.)

Fig. 2(a) shows the Kuhn’s triangulation in which a input configuration inp(x) is associated to each vertex x of the triangulation. In the figure, a sequence x_1x_2x_3x_4x_5 denotes the input configuration in which, for every i ∈ [5], node i receives input x_i. Note that the path at the bottom of the triangulation of Fig. 2(a) is a path of configurations I_0, . . . , I_n similar to the one we used before to show the lower bound for consensus displayed in Fig. 1. This assignment of input configurations to the vertices of the Kuhn’s triangulation has a very important property. For each vertex x of the triangulation, there is a node i ∈ [5], denoted node(x) satisfying that, in just one round, node(x) cannot distinguish the configuration inp(x) from the configurations associated to its neighbor on the left, its neighbor on the bottom-left, and its neighbor below. Fig. 2(b) displays the Kuhn’s triangulation with the node assigned to each vertex of the triangulation.

The assignment of a process node(x) to each vertex x of the triangulation has also an important property. Let us assume the hypothetical existence of a 1-round algorithm ALG solving 2-set agreement in ⃗C_5. We color every vertex x of the triangulation by the output value of ALG at process node(x). Such a coloring is displayed on Fig. 2(b). The key fact is that, by the validity condition, this coloring must be a Sperner coloring of the triangulation. In the 2-dimensional case displayed on Fig. 2, Sperner coloring simply means that (1) the extremities of the triangulation, i.e., the three vertices a . . . a for a ∈ {0, 1, 2} are colored 0, 1 and 2, respectively, (2) the sides of the triangulation, namely each of the three paths connecting configuration a . . . a and b . . . b for a ≠ b in {0, 1, 2}, has each of its vertices colored a or b, and (3) the internal vertices can take any color in {0, 1, 2}.

Application of Sperner’s lemma. Sperner’s lemma specifically state that any Sperner coloring contains a simplex of dimension k whose k + 1 vertices all have different colors in {0, . . . , k}. On Fig. 2, this is for instance the case of the triangle marked in bold. We conclude by showing that the existence of this k-dimensional simplex implies the existence of k + 1 nodes outputting k +1 different values for some input configuration, contradicting the specification of agreement. For instance, on Fig. 2(b), let us focus on the bold triangle, in which the three colors 0, 1 and 2 appears (displayed as red, green, and blue) outputted by nodes 1, 3 and 5, respectively. This triangle corre-

12 345H

00000

10000

11000

11100

11110

11111 20000

21000

21100

21110

21111 22000

22100

22110

22111 22200

22210

22211 22220

22221 22222 (a) Assigned input configurations to the vertices of the triangulation T of the simplex Δ defined as the convex hull of three points (0, 0), (5, 0), (5, 5) in Z^2.

131212 34534 4514512 32 (b) Assigned processing node, one per input configuration, displayed in the circles. The color green, red or blue of each vertex correspond to the outputs 0, 1 or 2 of the processing node of G assigned to this vertex.

Figure 2: Illustration of the lower bound proof for k-set agreement in the n-node graph ⃗C_n for k = 2 and n = 5.

sponds to the triangle of input configurations (22110, 21100, 21110) on Fig. 2(a). Node 1 does not distinguish the three input configurations 22110, 21100 and 21110. Node 3 does not distinguish the two input configurations 21100 and 21110. Therefore, in configuration 21110, the three nodes 1, 3 and 5 output 0, 1 and 2, respectively, contradicting the agreement condition, and thus the possible existence of ALG.

The difficulty of the proof is related to the generalization of these arguments to higher dimension, i.e., for arbitrary k ≥ 2, and to an arbitrary n-node dynamic graph S = (G_t)_{t≥1}. In particular, this concerns the specific assignment of input configurations and processing nodes to the vertices of Kuhn’s triangulation so that Sperner’s Lemma can be applied.

3 Proof of Theorem 2

Recall that, given a fixed sequence S = (G_t)_{t≥1} of n-node graphs on the same set [n] of vertices, for every r ≥ 1, H_r denotes the r-th transitive closure of S, and γ(H_r) denotes the minimum size of a dominating set in H_r. The proof is by contradiction. Let r be the smallest positive integer such that γ(H_r) ≤ k, and let us assume that there exists an algorithm ALG solving k-set agreement in S in less than r rounds.

Let us denote by Δ the simplex embedded in the k-dimensional Euclidean space R^k defined as the convex hull of the following k + 1 points of R^k : (0, . . . , 0), (n, 0, . . . , 0), (n, n, 0, . . . , 0), . . . , (n, . . . , n). For instance, for k = 1, Δ is the line segment connecting the two points (0) and (n) in R, and, for

A B C D G F E H e_1e_2e_3

Figure 3: The six primitive simplices that are inside a unit cube in R^3 . ABGF = {A, e_1, e_2, e_3}, ABCF = {A, e_1, e_3, e_2}, AHGF = {A, e_2, e_1, e_3}, AHEF = {A, e_2, e_3, e_1}, ADCF = {A, e_3, e_1, e_2}, and ADEF = {A, e_3, e_2, e_1}.

k = 2, Δ is the triangle connecting the three points (0, 0), (0, n), and (n, n) of R^2 . For k = 3, Δ is a tetrahedron. Let us now recall the Kuhn’s triangulation T of Δ (see [11, 24] for more details).

3.1 Kuhn’s triangulation

The vertices of the Kuhn’s triangulation T of Δ are all the points of Z^k contained in Δ. That is, they are the points of Z^k with coordinates (x_1, . . . , x_k), where n ≥ x_1 ≥ x_2 ≥ . . . ≥ x_k ≥ 0. We denote by V (T) the vertex set of T. The so-called primitive simplices of T (e.g., the primitive triangles of T, for k = 2) are defined as follow. Let e_1, . . . , e_k be the unit vectors of R^k , i.e., e_i = (0, . . . , 1, . . . , 0) with a single 1 in the i-th coordinate, for i ∈ {1, . . . , k}. A primitive simplex of T is determined by a point y_0 ∈ Z^k and a permutation π of the unit vectors e_1, . . . , e_k. Specifically, let us consider the ordering e_{π(1)}, . . . , e_{π(k)} of the unit vector resulting from this permutation. The primitive simplex of T corresponding to π is the convex hull in R^k of the k + 1 vertices y_0, . . . , y_k, where, for every i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, y_i = y_{i−1} + e_{π(i)}.

The Kuhn’s triangulation T contains all primitive simplices that are “fully inside” Δ, i.e., for every primitive simplex σ defined as above, σ ∈ T if and only if σ ∩ Δ = σ.

For instance, Figure 2 displays Kuhn’s triangulation of Δ in the case k = 2 and n = 5, i.e., when Δ is the convex hull of the three points (0, 0), (5, 0), and (5, 5). For k = 3, Figure 3 displays all primitive simplices of T that fall inside a unit cube in R^3 . E.g., the primitive simplex σ = ABCF is defined by vertex A (with coordinate equal to some y_0 ∈ Z^3), and the permutation e_1, e_3, e_2 of the unit vectors e_1, e_2, e_3. That is, the simplex σ is the convex hull of the vertices y_0, y_1 = y_0 +e_1, y_2 = y_1 + e_3, and y_3 = y_2 + e_2.

3.2 Input assignment

An input configuration of k-set agreement is a vector (v_1, . . . , v_n), where v_i ∈ {0, . . . , k} is the input value of node i ∈ [n]. Unless it may create confusion, we allow ourselves to remove the vector notation for a configuration. For example, for n = 4 and k = 2, we merely write 2101 for the input configuration (2, 1, 0, 1). For each vertex x = (x_1, . . . , x_k) of T, we assign an input configuration denoted by inp(x) to the n processing nodes, as follow. The x_k nodes 1, . . . , x_k have input k, the x_{k−1} − x_k nodes x_k + 1, . . . , x_{k−1} have input k − 1, the x_{k−2} − x_{k−1} nodes x_{k−1} + 1, . . . , x_{k−2} have input k − 2, etc., the x_1 − x_2 nodes x_2 + 1, . . . , x_1 have input 1, and the remaining n − x_1 nodes x_1 + 1, . . . , n have input 0. For example, for n = 5 and k = 3, if x = (3, 3, 1), then inp(x) = 32200. For n = 5, k = 2, Figure 2(a) presents the input configurations assigned to the vertices of the triangulation T of the simplex Δ defined as the convex hull of three points (0, 0), (0, 5), (5, 5) in Z^2.

By construction of the input assignments to the vertices of T, we get the following.

Lemma 3. Let y_0, . . . , y_k be a primitive simplex of T. The set {inp(y_i) | i ∈ {0, . . . , k}} of input configurations satisfies the following:

• For every i ∈ {0, . . . , k − 1}, there is exactly one node with different input values in the two configurations inp(y_i) and inp(y_{i+1}).

• For every i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, there are exactly i nodes with different input values in the two configurations inp(y_i) and inp(y_0). Moreover, if V_i denotes the set of nodes with different input values in inp(y_i) and inp(y_0), then V_i ⊂ V_{i+1}, and |V_{i+1} ∖ V_i| = 1.

Proof. For each i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, there is an unit vector e_j ∈ R^k such that y_{i+1} = y_i + e_j . Let i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, and let y_i = (x_1, . . . , x_n). We get y_{i+1} = (x_1, . . . , x_j − 1, x_j + 1, x_{j+1}, . . . , x_n). By the definition of the input assignment to vertices y_i and y_{i+1}, the unique node with different inputs in inp(y_i) and inp(y_{i+1}) thus node x_j + 1.

Regarding the second property in the statement of the lemma, let X ⊆ [k] be the index set such that y_i = y_0 + ∑ i∈X e_i. There exists j ∈ [k] ∖ X such that

y_{i+1} = y_i + e_j = y_0 + ∑ i∈X∪{j} e_i.

The set of processes with different inputs in inp(y_i) and inp(y_0) is V_i = {x_i | i ∈ X}. The set of nodes with different inputs in inp(y_{i+1}) and inp(y_0) is V_{i+1} = {x_i | i ∈ X ∪ {j}}. Therefore, V_i ⊆ V_{i+1}, and |V_{i+1} ∖ V_i| ≤ 1, as claimed.

Corollary 4. For every vertex y = (x_1, . . . , x_k) of T, for every subset X ⊆ [k] such that z = y − ∑ i∈X e_i belongs to V (T), the set of nodes with different input values in inp(y) and inp(z) is {x_i | i ∈ X}. 3.3 Process assignment

We assign to each vertex x ∈ V (T) a processing node in [n], denoted by node(x), as follows. Let x = (x_1, . . . , x_k ). We consider the processing nodes {x_1, . . . , x_k} ∖ {0}. Note that it may be the case that x_i = x_{i+1} for some i, and thus |{x_1, . . . , x_k}| might be smaller than k. Since γ(H_r) > k, there exists at least one node that does not receive information from any process {x_1, . . . , x_k} ∖ {0} after r rounds. We let node(x) be any such node. For example, in case n = 5, k = 2, we refer to Figure 2(b) as an illustration of the process assignment to the vertices of the triangulation T of the simplex Δ defined as the convex hull of points (0, 0), (5, 0), (5, 5) in Z^2.

Let us sort the vertices of T in alphabetical order, i.e.,

x = (x_1, . . . , x_k) ≺ y = (y_1, . . . , y_k)

if there is i ∈ {1, . . . , k} such that x_j = y_j for all j ∈ {1, . . . , i}, and x_{i+1} < y_{i+1}. Note that, by definition of T, ≺ is a total order on the vertex set of T. Recall that a unit hypercube Q in R^k is the Cartesian product of k unit intervals, i.e.,

Q = [y, y + e_1] × . . . × [y, y + e_k]

for a point y ∈ R^k . Observe that, for every vertex x ∈ V (T), there is one hypercube Q such that x is the maximum vertex in that hypercube with respect to ≺. Given this hypercube Q, let us denote by y the minimum vertex in Q. We have x = y + ∑_k i=1 e_i. By Corollary 4, there are at most k nodes with different inputs in inp(x) and inp(y). The process node(x) ∈ [n] cannot perceive the difference between inp(x) and inp(y) in less than r rounds of communication. Indeed, by corollary 4, for every set X ⊆ [k], if z = x − ∑ i∈X e_i in V (T), then node(x) cannot see the difference between inp(x) and inp(z) in less than r rounds of communication. Therefore, for every vertex z of the hypercube Q, node(x) cannot perceive the difference between inp(x) and inp(z) in less than r rounds of communication.

Lemma 5. Let y_0, . . . , y_k be a primitive simplex of T. After (r − 1) rounds of communication, for every i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, node(y_i) has the same view in inp(y_i) and inp(y_0).

Proof. Let i ∈ {1, . . . , k}, and let y_i = (x_1, . . . , x_n). Let X ⊆ [k] be an index set such that y_i = y_0 + ∑ i∈X e_i. By corollary 4, the set of processes with different inputs in inp(y_i) and inp(y_0) is V_i = {x_i | i ∈ X}. Note that for every i ∈ X, x_i > 0. Since node(y_i) does not receive information from any process in {x_1, . . . , x_k} ∖ {0} in less than r rounds, it follows that node(y_i) has the same view in inp(y_i) and inp(y_0).

We now have all ingredients to complete the proof. Let us define a coloring c : V (T) → {0, . . . , k} as follow. For every vertex x of T, we set

c(x) = ALG(node(x), inp(x), r), (1)

that is, x is colored by the output of ALG at node(x) in the input configuration inp(x) after (r − 1) rounds. This coloring is defined so that Sperner’s Lemma can be applied to complete the proof.

3.4 Sperner Coloring

Recall that a d-simplex Δ^d is the convex hull of d + 1 points v_1, . . . , v_{d+1} ∈ R^d that are affinely independent. The vertices of Δ^d is

V (Δ^d) = {v_1, . . . , v_{d+1}}.

A simplicial subdivision (a.k.a. triangulation) of a d-simplex Δ^d is a finite set of d-simplicies S = {σ_1, . . . , σ_m} such that Δ^d = ∪^m_1 σ_i, and, for every i ≠ j, σ_i ∩ σ_j is either empty, or is a face common to both S_i and S_j . The vertices of a subdivision are the vertices of all its d-simplicies, that is, V (S) = ∪^m_{i=1}V (S_i). Also recall that, given a simplicial subdivision S of a d-simplex Δ^d, where V (Δ^d) = {v_1, . . . , v_{d+1}}, a Sperner coloring is a map f : V (S) → {1, . . . , d + 1}, such that, for every I ⊆ [d + 1], whenever a vertex u ∈ V (S) lies on the face F of Δ^d induced by I, i.e., on the convex hull of {v_i | i ∈ I}, we have f(u) ∈ I.

Lemma 6 (Sperner’s lemma). Every Sperner coloring of a simplicial subdivision of a d-simplex contains a simplex whose d + 1 vertices are colored with different colors.

To apply Sperner’s lemma on T, we show that c is indeed a Sperner coloring of T.

Lemma 7. The coloring c : V (T) → {0, . . . , k} defined in Eq. (1) is a Sperner coloring of T.

Proof. For every i ∈ {0, . . . , k}, let v_i ∈ Z^k be a vertex of the simplex Δ, i.e., v_i has coordinate (n, . . . , n, 0, . . . , 0) in which the first i coordinates are equal to n, and the remaining coordinates are equalt to 0. For every i ∈ {0, . . . , k}, all nodes have input i in inp(v_i), so c(v_i) = i because of the validity condition.

Let v = (x_1, . . . , x_k) be a vertex of V (T) that lies on a face F of Δ. We prove that c(v) is one of the colours of the vertices of F . Vertex v can be represented as a convex combination of v_i, i ∈ {0, . . . , k}, that is: v = k∑ i=0 λ_j v_j,

in which λ_i ≥ 0 for every i ∈ {0, . . . , k}, and ∑_k i=0 λ_i = 1. Since v_j = n ∑_j i=0 e_i, we have

v = n k∑ j=0 ( λ_j j∑ i=0 e_i ) = n k∑ i=0 n∑ j=i λ_j e_i.

Therefore, for every i ∈ {0, . . . , k}, x_i = n ∑_n j=i λ_j , and x_i − x_{i+1} = nλ_i whenever i < k. Since F is a face of Δ, there exists an index set I ⊆ {0, . . . , k} such that F is the convex hull of {v_i | i ∈ I}. Since v lies in face F , we get thatn for every j /∈ I, λ_j = 0, and thus x_j − x_{j+1} = 0. Therefore, for every j /∈ I, no node has input j in inp(v). By validity condition of k-set agreement task, c(v) ∈ I, so is indeed one of the colors of the vertex v_i of face F .

3.5 Putting Things Together

To complete the proof, it is sufficient to show that there is an input configuration of k-set agreement in which the nodes decide k+1 different output value when performing ALG, which is a contradiction with the hypothesis that ALG solves k-set agreement (the agreement condition is violated).

For every primitive simplex of T, there is a minimum vertex y_0, and a permutation e_{π(1)}, . . . , e_{π(k)} of the k unit vectors that are defining that simplex. By lemma 7, the coloring c is a Sperner coloring of T, and thus, thanks to Sperner’s lemma (cf. Lemma 6), there exists a primitive simplex y_0, . . . , y_k of T such that {c(y_0), . . . , c(y_k )} = {0, . . . , k}, i.e., for every i, the vertex y_i has a color different from the colors of all the other vertices in the simplex y_0, . . . , y_k . By Lemma 5, this implies that, for every i ∈ {0, . . . , k}, node(y_i) has the same view in inp(y_i) and inp(y_0). Therefore, for every i ∈ {1, . . . , k},

ALG(node(y_i), inp(y_i), r) = ALG(node(y_i), inp(y_0), r).

As a consequence, node(y_0), . . . , node(y_k) are deciding k + 1 different values in the input configuration inp(y_0). This completes the proof of Theorem 2.

4 Conclusion

We have re-proved the lower bound for k-set agreement in the KNOW-ALL model originally established in [8], in a way that we hope is accessible to a wider audience. Our new proof may be of independent interest, and, for instance, the case of 2-set agreement for 5 processes may even serve as an elegant, self-contained example of the application of topological methods in distributed computing, which can be readily taught in class.

One question remains: would it be possible to avoid using any tools from algebraic topology for establishing non-trivial lower bounds on the complexity of k-set agreement? In this paper, we limit the usage of algebraic tools to Sperner’s Lemma, yet this lemma is quite a strong tool (cf. its connection to Brouwer’s fixed point theorem). The question remains whether more “basic” arguments could be used, or if k-set agreement is somehow intrinsically related to topology in a way that still requires to be formalized. We refer to [2, 4, 5] for recent advances on this question.

Acknowledgement

The authors thank Stephan Felber, Mikaël Rabie, Hugo Rincon Galeana and Ulrich Schmid for fruitful discussions on this paper.

References

[1] Marcos Kawazoe Aguilera and Sam Toueg. A simple bivalency proof that t-resilient consensus requires t+ 1 rounds. Information Processing Letters, 71(3-4):155–158, 1999.

[2] Dan Alistarh, James Aspnes, Faith Ellen, Rati Gelashvili, and Leqi Zhu. Why extension-based proofs fail. SIAM J. Comput., 52(4):913–944, 2023.

[3] Hagit Attiya and Armando Castañeda. A non-topological proof for the impossibility of k-set agreement. Theoretical Computer Science, 512:41–48, 2013.

[4] Hagit Attiya, Armando Castañeda, and Sergio Rajsbaum. Locally solvable tasks and the limitations of valency arguments. J. Parallel Distributed Comput., 176:28–40, 2023.

[5] Hagit Attiya, Pierre Fraigniaud, Ami Paz, and Sergio Rajsbaum. One step forward, one step back: FLP-style proofs and the round-reduction technique for colorless tasks. In 37th International Symposium on Distributed Computing (DISC), volume 281 of LIPIcs, pages 4:1– 4:23. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2023.

[6] Hagit Attiya and Ami Paz. Counting-based impossibility proofs for set agreement and renaming. 87(C):1–12, January 2016. doi:10.1016/j.jpdc.2015.09.002.

[7] Hagit Attiya and Jennifer Welch. Distributed computing: fundamentals, simulations, and advanced topics, volume 19. John Wiley & Sons, 2004.

[8] Armando Castañeda, Pierre Fraigniaud, Ami Paz, Sergio Rajsbaum, Matthieu Roy, and Corentin Travers. A topological perspective on distributed network algorithms. Theoretical Computer Science, 849:121–137, 2021.

[9] Armando Castañeda, Pierre Fraigniaud, Ami Paz, Sergio Rajsbaum, Matthieu Roy, and Corentin Travers. Synchronous t-resilient consensus in arbitrary graphs. Inf. Comput., 292:105035, 2023.

[10] Soma Chaudhuri. Towards a complexity hierarchy of wait-free concurrent objects. In Proceedings of the Third IEEE Symposium on Parallel and Distributed Processing, pages 730–737. IEEE, 1991.

[11] Soma Chaudhuri, Maurice Erlihy, Nancy A. Lynch, and Mark R. Tuttle. Tight bounds for k-set agreement. J. ACM, 47(5):912–943, September 2000. doi:10.1145/355483.355489.

[12] Bogdan S. Chlebus, Dariusz R. Kowalski, Jan Olkowski, and Jedrzej Olkowski. Disconnected agreement in networks prone to link failures. In 25th International Symposium on Stabilization, Safety, and Security of Distributed Systems (SSS), volume 14310 of LNCS, pages 207–222. Springer, 2023.

[13] Étienne Coulouma and Emmanuel Godard. A characterization of dynamic networks where consensus is solvable. In International Colloquium on Structural Information and Communication Complexity, pages 24–35. Springer, 2013.

[14] Danny Dolev and H. Raymond Strong. Authenticated algorithms for byzantine agreement.

SIAM Journal on Computing, 12(4):656–666, 1983.

[15] Pierre Fraigniaud and Ami Paz. The topology of local computing in networks. In ICALP, volume 168 of LIPIcs, pages 128:1–128:18. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2020.

[16] Hugo Rincon Galeana, Ulrich Schmid, Kyrill Winkler, Ami Paz, and Stefan Schmid. Topological characterization of consensus solvability in directed dynamic networks. arXiv preprint arXiv:2304.02316, 2023.

[17] Maurice Herlihy, Dmitry N. Kozlov, and Sergio Rajsbaum. Distributed Computing Through Combinatorial Topology. Morgan Kaufmann, 2013.

[18] Maurice Herlihy and Sergio Rajsbaum. The topology of distributed adversaries. Distributed Computing, 26:173–192, 2013.

[19] Nancy A. Lynch. Distributed Algorithms. Morgan Kaufmann, 1996.

[20] Thomas Nowak, Ulrich Schmid, and Kyrill Winkler. Topological characterization of consensus under general message adversaries. In Proceedings of the 2019 ACM symposium on principles of distributed computing, pages 218–227, 2019.

[21] David Peleg. Distributed Computing: A Locality-sensitive Approach. SIAM, 2000.

[22] Michel Raynal. Fault-tolerant Agreement in Synchronous Message-passing Systems. Synthesis Lectures on Distributed Computing Theory. Morgan & Claypool Publishers, 2010.

[23] Adam Shimi and Armando Castañeda. K-set agreement bounds in round-based models through combinatorial topology. In Proceedings of the 39th Symposium on Principles of Distributed Computing, pages 395–404, 2020.

[24] Michael J. Todd. The computation of fixed points and applications. Springer Science & Business Media, 2013.

[25] Kyrill Winkler, Ami Paz, Hugo Rincon Galeana, Stefan Schmid, and Ulrich Schmid. The time complexity of consensus under oblivious message adversaries. Algorithmica, pages 1–32, 2024.