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1 Introduction

1.1 Overview

There are various complexity measures for switching networks and communica-
tion networks in general. These measures include, but not limited to, the number
of switching components, the delay time of signal propagating through the net-
work, the complexity of path selection algorithms, and the complexity of physi-
cally designing the network. This chapter surveys the study of the first measure,
and partially the second measure. It is conceivable that the number of switching
components, or the “size” of a network, affects directly the third and fourth mea-
sures.

The most common and most intuitively obvious way to study a particular type
of switching networks is to model the network by a graph. It is customary to use
a directed acyclic graph with a degsinated set of vertices called inputs and another
disjoint set of vertices called outputs. Depending on the functionality of the net-
work under consideration, this graph has to satisfy certain conditions. Our job is
then to determine the minimum number of edges of graphs satisfying these condi-
tions, and construct an optimal one if possible. For example, a typical functionality
of a network is rearrangeability. The corresponding graph model is the connec-
tors, also referred to as rearrangeable networks. For different types of networks
and their desired functionalities, the reader is referred to [16, 72, 40]. This chapter
assumes that the reader is familiar with concepts such as rearrangeability, strictly
nonblockingness or wide sense nonblockingness of multistage interconnection net-
works.

There have been several articles and books discussing aspects of switching
network complexity or their associated graphical models. For example, the articles
by Pippenger (1990, [72]), and Bien (1989, [17]); the classic book by Benes (1965,
[16]), a book by Hui (1990, [39]), and a recent book by Hwang (1998, [40]). We
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shall see that this chapter’s material, although has some small overlaps with the
articles and books above, have been collected in one place for the first time. Many
open questions shall also be presented along the way.

We shall attempt to make this chapter as self-contained as possible, requiring
mostly elementary background on probability and linear algebra. This objective
will certainly affect our choice of which results to be covered. Moreover, we shall
also try to select results that are more intuitive, which might not be the best results
known on the problems under discussion. Pointers to more advanced results shall
be given as needed.

1.2 Basic modds

We now give definitions of several important graphs and their components arising
in studying the complexity of switching networks, settling down the main termi-
nologies for the rest of the chapters.

Definition 1.1. A bipartite graph G = (I, O; E), where I and O are the biparti-
tions, is called an (n, d, c)-expander if |I| = |O| = n, A(G) = d, and for every
X C I suchthat | X| < n/2, we have

ID(X)| > (1 +e (1 - %)) |X|

where T'(X) is the set of neighbors of all vertices X, A(G) denotes the maximum
degree of vertices in G, d is called the density, and c is called the expansion rate
of the expander G. It is a strong (n, d, c¢)-expander if the above inequality holds
for all X C I. A family of linear expanders of density d and expansion c is a
sequence {G;}2,, where G; is an (n;, d, c)-expander and n; — oo, njt1/n; — 1
asi — 00.

Definition 1.2. An (n, m)-network is an directed acyclic graph (DAG) with n dis-
tinguished vertices called inputs and a disjoint set of m distinguished vertices
called outputs. When n = m, we call it an n-network for short. The size of a
network is its number of edges. The depth of a network is the maximum length of
a path from an input to an output.

An (n,m)-network is our main model for a switching network with n inputs
and m outputs. With respect to physical switching networks, the vertices of our
DAG represent links between switching components of the underlying physical
networks, and there is an edge between two links if these two links are an input
and an output link of some switch. Moreover, the depth of the DAG implicitly
represent the delay of signal propagating from inputs to outputs.
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A classical objective of studying switching networks of various types was to
design these networks with as few switching components as possible. The main
hope was that reducing this number also reduces several other complexity mea-
sures. Hence, one of our objectives is to find the minimum size (n, m)-network
(or n-network for that matter) satisfying certain properties, and construct one with
as small a size as possible. We shall see that this objective is usually a trade-off
with another objective which is to have a network with small depth, which presum-
ably has small signal propagation delay. Determining this trade-off in some precise
manner is thus another research topic.

Definition 1.3. An (n,m)-concentrator is an (n, m)-network where n > m, such
that for any subset S of m inputs there exists a set of m vertex disjoint paths
connecting S to the outputs. An n-concentrator is an (n,n)-concentrator. An
(n, m, d)-concentrator is an (n, m)-concentrator with at most dn edges. An (n, d)-
concentrator is an (n, n, d)-concentrator. A family of linear concentrators of den-
sity d is a sequence {G;}°, such that each G; is an (n;, d)-concentrator, where
n; — 00 as i — 00.

Definition 1.4. An n-superconcentrator is an n-network with inputs I and outputs
O such that for any S; C I and Se C O with |S1| = |S2| = ¢, there exist a set of
c vertex disjoint paths connecting S; to S,. An (n, k)-superconcentrator is an n-
superconcentrator with at most kn edges. A family of linear superconcentrators of
density £ is a sequence {G;}52, such that each G; is an (n;, k)-superconcentrator,
where n; — oo as i — oo.

Concentrators and superconcentrators are models for various communication
networks and parallel architectures [72, 39]. For example, we can think of concen-
trators as a model for switching networks in which a set of processors communicate
with a set of identical memories. While if a set of processors can request a partic-
ular set of memories, we need superconcentrators.

The graphs we just introduced are only part of the set of models we shall dis-
cuss. They were defined here to facilitate the history discussion in the next section.
Other models shall be defined in associated sections.

1.3 A historical perspective

In this section, we briefly summarize the study of superconcentrators, concentrators
and expanders. An objective is to give the reader a feel of why certain results
were mentioned or covered in this chapter. Another reason for discussing these
graphs’ history is that they have rich and deep connections to many other areas
of Computer Science and Mathematics, motivating many beautiful and difficult
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problems. Other complexity models, although shall be discussed later on in the
chapter, will not be mentioned here. We shall briefly summarize their development
in the corresponding section.

Concentrators were first introduced by Pinsker (1973 [65]) in the context of
telephone switching networks. The notion of a superconcentrator, according to
Pippenger (1996, [73]), was first introduced by Aho, Hopcroft and Ullman (1975,
[1]), who attributed it to conversations with W. Floyd. They wanted to use super-
concentrator as a tool to establish non-linear lower bounds for the complexity of
circuits computing Boolean functions. Valiant (1975, [85, 84]) constructed linear
size superconcentrators using Pinsker’s concentrators, thus negating the intention
of Aho, Hopcroft and Ullman. Paul, Tarjan and Celoni, continuing the theme, ap-
plied superconcentrators to demonstrate the optimality of certain algorithms (1977,
[63, 64]). In 1973, Pippenger [66] also independently obtained some initial results
on concentrators. From 1977 to 1979, Pippenger [69, 68, 67] and Fan Chung [24]
studied the size bounds of minimum sized superconcentrators and concentrators.
The concepts of connectors, generalizers, generalized connectors were also intro-
duced by Pippenger in these papers as models for different switching networks.

Pinsker, Valiant, Pippenger and Chung works were roughly based on the same
line of reasoning: the probabilistic method. Their proofs of the existence of good
concentrators and superconcentrators were based on the existence of good bounded
concentrators. The proofs were not constructive and thus of little practical value,
although certainly very interesting. In 1973, Margulis [53] gave the first explicit
construction of a family of expanders. As we shall see, expanders can be used to
construct bounded concentrators; hence, Margulis construction yields an explicit
construction of superconcentrators. Margulis construction was fairly technical us-
ing deep results from the Representation Theory of finite groups. He showed that
there exists a constant & > 0 such that for n = m2,m € N, each graph G,, of his
constructed family of graphs is an (n, 5, k)-expander. Extending this work, Gabber

and Galil (1981, [35]) showed that k = ko = 2‘4—‘/5 works. Their proof was a bit
less technical, involving relatively elementary analysis. Moreover, they specified
a way to construct a family of (n, 7, 2k )-expanders (larger density). They also
specify how to use linear expanders to construct linear bounded concentrators and
then to use the later to construct linear superconcentrators.

As we can see, the explicit constructions were too specialized to the given
parameters, and thus not entirely satisfactory. Ron Rivest and S. Bhatt suggested
another method which reuse earlier results on probabilistic construction: randomly
choose a graph in a clever way, then check to see if the graph is a concentrator
or superconcentrator. The main question is obviously that how hard the checking
procedure is. Blum, Karp, Vornberger, Papadimitriou and Yannakakis (1981, [19])
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gave a negative answer: the check(s) is coNP-complete.

In the meantime, researchers keep working on bounding the best possible size
of the graphs. They also limit attention to graphs with a fixed depth. We will dis-
cuss more on this later. In 1983, so much excitement were ignited when expanders
were used to explicitly construct a “parallel sorting network™ which sorts n num-
bers in O(log n) time using n parallel processors. The work was done by M. Ajtali,
J. Komloés, and E. Szemerédi [3], settling a long standing unsolved problem. This
problem looked so impossible that, in fact, Knuth [48] in his previous edition of
“The Art of Computer Programming” Vol. 3, stated it as a 50 exercise to show that
constructing such a sorting network is impossible.

In 1984, an important idea comes into place as Tanner [83] used association
schemes (see [21]), in particular certain class of distance regular graphs arising
from finite geometry, to construct better expanders. The basic idea is to char-
acterize the expansion rate using the graph’s eigenvalue. Immediately after that,
Noga Alon and partially Milman took the idea to its peak by a series of papers
(9, 5, 6, 7, 8]). Alon characterized the expansion rate using the second smallest
eigenvalue p(G) of the Laplacian of a graph G. Basically, as u(G) gets larger
the expansion rate is larger. As eigenvalues of real symmetric matrices (as the case
with a graph’s Laplacian) can be computed easily in polynomial time, we now have
another way to “check” if a graph has certain expansion rate. The suggestion by
Rivest and Bhatt can now be used. Alon did just that. He showed how to ran-
domly generate expanders. Notice that since the problem is coNP-complete, quite
a bit of information is lost in the characterization. (See [46], for example, for a
sample research on this loss.) However, this method is fairly practical in certain
applications.

Obviously a very natural question to ask is: “how large can u(G) be?”. Alon
and Boppana (mentioned in [7]) proved that for any fixed d and for any infinite
family of graphs G with maximum degree d,

limsup u(G) < d—2vd—1

Nilli (from Israel, 1991, [61]) got an upper bound that does not have any hidden
constant, but the term d — 2+/d — 1 is still dominating. It is obviously interesting to
construct families of expanders which achieve this eigenvalue bound. The special
case when d—1 is a prime congruent to 1 modulo 4 was done by Lubotzky, Phillips
and Sarnak (1988, [51]), and independently by Margulis (1988, [53]). They con-
structed a family of d-regular graphs with A < 2v/d — 1, where A\(G) is the second
largest eigenvalue of G. Formally, we define

Definition 1.5. A d-regular graph G with n vertices is called a Ramanujan graph
if \(G) < 2v/d—1. (Orequivalently u(G) > d —2vd —1.)
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Ramanujan graphs are optimal in the sense of the eigenvalue bound. Why
were the graphs named after Ramanujan ? Basically, the construction was the
Cayley graph of certain group, where the generators were chosen to be the solutions
to certain representation of integers in quaternary quadratic form. The general
formula is unknown, but Ramanujan had a conjecture in 1916 about the formula
(well, obviously these kinds of conjectures can only come from Ramanujan), which
was proved in several special cases by Eichler (1954, [30]) and Igusa (1959, [43]).

From this point on, a lot more research papers were published on various as-
pects of these graphs, several of which will be discussed in later section. One big
open problem (mentioned in [34]) is

Open Problem 1.6. Find an elementary (e.g. purely combinatorial) proof that cer-
tain family of graphs is expanders. For example the ones constructed in [34] or in
[51].

Solving this problem would lead to an entirely new wave of research on ex-
panders. The spectral characterization of expansion rate loses a lot of information.
The proofs of known explicit constructions were either too complicated, or used
the spectral characterization which already reduces the power of the graphs. Cal-
culating eigenvalues, although gives the quantitative measure, sheds no light as to
why certain set of graphs are good expanders. A combinatorial proof would be
much more satisfactory and would certainly lead to new development in the area.

It is worth mentioning that these graphs also play important roles in areas other
than switching networks. To mention a few, for example, Noga Alon (1986, [7])
used geometric expanders (expanders constructed from finite geometry) to deduce
a certain strengthening of a theorem of de Bruijn and Erdés on the number of lines
determined by a set of points in a finite projective plane. He also obtained some
results on Hadamard matrices and constructed some graphs relevant to Ramsey
theory. Sipser and Spielman (1996, [81] — see also [82]) constructed asymptotically
good linear codes from expanders.

2 Thecomplexity of checking whether a graph isa super-
concentrator or concentrator

As we have mentioned in the introduction, if it is possible to check in polynomial
time if a graph is a (super)concentrator, then it might be possible to devise a ran-
domized algorithm to generate these graphs. The results in this section are from
[19], which says that the checks are both coONP-complete.

Definition 2.1. A matcher is a bipartite graph B = (V1, V2, E) such that |V;| =
|V2| = 2m and that for any m-subset S of V1, there exists a matching from S into
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Va.

We shall show that deciding whether a bipartite graph is a matcher is coNP-
complete, and then deduce as corollaries that checking whether a graph is a con-
centrator or superconcentrator is also coNP-complete. In this section and through-
out the chapter, we will use [n] to denote the set of integers from 1 to n, and deg(v)
to denote the degree of a vertex v in some graph.

Theorem 2.2 (Blum et al., 1981 [19]). Deciding whether a bipartite graph B =
(V1, Vo, E) is a matcher is coNP-complete.

Proof. We will reduce the complement of the following NP-complete problem to
an instance of the matcher problem.
Big-clique. Given a graph (N, A) (N for nodes and A for arcs), with [N| = 2k,
does is have a clique of size k ?

We can assume |A| > (%), since otherwise the answer is clearly NO. Given

(N, A), we construct a bipartite graph B = (V1, Vs, E) as follows.
e Vi =N x [2k].

o Vo=AU{us,...,uq}U U {vl's- .., vg } where c(n) = 2k—deg(n).
neN

e To get E, each vertex (n,i) € Vi, where n € N and i € [2k], is connected
to the following vertices in Va:

— All arcs a; € A which are incident to n.

— All the u-nodes u1, us, - . . YUY
2

— Allnodes v} for j =1,...,¢(n).

Our proof is complete if we can show that (IV, A) does not have a clique of
size k iff B is a matcher. Notice that

Va| = 2|A| + (2k)* = ) deg(n) = 4k> = V4.
neN

Moreover, by Hall’s theorem B is a matcher iff [I'(S)| > |S| forall S C V1,|S| <
$Vi| = 2k%. Thus, it suffices to prove the following claim.

Claim. There exists S C V; such that | S| < 2k2 and |T(S)| < |S] iff (IV, A) has
a clique of size k.

(=). We first make some observation as follows. Let

C={ne€ N|(n,i) € S forsomesi}.
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Letz = |Cland y = |{a € A | a = (n1,n2) for some ny,ne2 € C}|. Notice that
1 <z < 2k, and that

IT(S)] = |{a€ Alaisincidenttosomen e C }|+

(2)-+

2k|C| — Z deg(n)

neC

= (g) —14+2kzx—y

Now, |T'(S)| < |S| < 2kz implies y > (’;) — 1. However, y is exactly the
number of edges of a graph with z vertices, making y < (“2") Hence, k < z < 2k.
Moreover, if z > k then as (£) — 1+ 2kz — (%) is a strictly increasing function in
[1,2k], we get a contradiction:

k x k k
2> _ _ > _ 2 — 912
sz s> (2) remme (D)2 e () reae ()

Consequently, z = k. This implies y = (’2“) so that C is a k-clique.
(«<). Let C be a clique of size k. Let S = C x [2k], then

IT(S)| = (’;) —142k* — (;“) < 9|

It is easy to see that the problems of determining if a graph is a “concentrator”
or “superconcentrator” are in coNP. To prove in polynomial time that a graph is
not a concentrator, we only need to present a vertex cut C' which separates a set of
more than |C| inputs to the outputs. Menger’s Theorem ensures that this cut must
exists. The proof that a graph is not a super concentrator is similar. Consequently,
to show that they are coNP-complete, we can just reduce them to the “matcher”
problem.

0

Corollary 2.3. Deciding whether a graph G is a concentrator is coNP-complete

Proof. We reduce “matcher” to “concentrator”. Given a bipartite graph B =
(V1, Ve, E) with |V;| = 2m, we construct G by orienting all edges from V; to
V5, add a set V3 of m vertices, and then connect all vertices of V5 to all vertices of
V3. Clearly B is a matcher iff G is a concentrator. O
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Corollary 2.4. Deciding whether a graph G is a superconcentrator is cONP-complete.
Proof. In the previous proof, change the size of V3 to be 2m. O

Corollary 2.5. Deciding whether a graph G is an (n,d,0)-expander is coNP-
complete.

3 Expanders

The main objective of this section is to present several results on the eigenvalue
characterization of the expansion rate of expanders. Moreover, we shall give a
partial answer to the question: “how large can the second smallest eigenvalue of the
Laplacian of a graph be?”, and give some pointers to results on direct constructions
of expanders.

3.1 Algebraic graph theory

We first fix notations and terminologies from algebraic graph theory needed for the
rest of the section. The reader is referred to the standard books by Biggs (1993,
[18]), Godsil (1993, [36]), Cvetkovi¢, Doob, and Sachs (1995, [27]), and Chung
(1997, [25]) for more information.

Let G = (V, E) be a simple graph with n vertices, we will always assume
the eigenvalues of G are Ay > Ay > --- > A,. Those are the eigenvalues of
the adjacency matrix A of G. Moreover, A(G) will be used to denote Ay. Let
D be the n x n diagonal matrix indexed by vertices of G with (D),, = deg(v);
then, the matrix L := D — A is called the Laplacian matrix of G. We shall use
M1 > e > --- > g, to denote the eigenvalues of L. In contrast to the A’s, we
use u(G) to denote p,—1. The reason for this is that when G is d-regular then
Ai =d— pip—it1-

Let N be the incident matrix of any orientation H of G(V, E). Let L3(V)
(L2(E)) be the space of real valued functions on V (E), with the usual inner prod-
uct (f, g) and the usual norm || f|| = +/(f, f). Note that L?(V') is isomorphic to

R™ and the Rayleigh quotient for f is Ra(f) = % Also note that

(Lf.f) = (N'Nf.f)=(Nf,Nf)
= ) (= fw)?

(uw)EE(H)

= > (flw) ~ f(v))

u~v
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Here u ~ v is used in lieu of (u,v) € E for convenience. The previous equation
implies that L is non-negative definite, thus p; > 0, Vi. Moreover, it is not hard to
see that y,, is always 0 and that p,,_; = 0 iff G is not connected.

The following bounds on p,, 1 will be used quite often.

Proposition 3.1. Let f € L?(V) such that 3, f(v) = 0, then

> (fw) = f(v))?

we) < LhD) i

171l > )

In fact, a stronger statement holds

with the min runs over all f satisfying >, f(v) = 0.
Note. E(f(u) — f(v))? is sometime called the Dirichlet sum of G.

Proof. Letu, = 1//n be a unit u,-eigenvector of L, then the variational charac-
terization of the eigenvalues (see [37], e.g.) gives

: . (L, f)
_1 = R = _—
pn—1 = min, Ri(f) = min, =
flun fl1
The condition f L 1isthesameas ", f(u) = 0. O

Proposition 3.2. Suppose G is connected, and f € L2(V) is a u(G)-eigenvector.
Let VT :={v eV |f(v)>0)and V™~ :=V —V+. Letg € L%(V) be defined
by

o) = {f(v) ifveV+

0 otherwise.

Then, we have
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Proof. Note that since G is connected, p # 0, making f # 0. Hence, V™ # (). By
definition, we have (Lf)(v) = uf(v), Vv € V. Thus,

Y (L))

_ veVT
Y )
veV+
But,
3 ) =Y )
veV+ veV
and,
Y ELHOIW) = Y (d(v)fQ(v) > f(v)f(u))
veV+ veV+ u€l(v)
= Y ((@=rfe»P+ Y fW(fw)-f©)
weE(VT) weE(V+, V)
> ) (g(w) - g(v))?
which completes our proof. O

3.2 Theegenvaluecharacterization of expansion ratefor regular strong
expanders

The results in this section are from Tanner (1984, [83]), Alon and Milman (1985,
[9]), and Alon (1986, [6]). As the title of the section indicated, our goal is to show
that the larger the expansion rate of a regular strong expander G is, the larger u(G)
has to be, and vice versa.

We again need to define several types of graphs closely related to expanders:
enlargers, magnifiers, and bounded concentrators.

Definition 3.3. An (n,d, ¢)-enlarger is a graph G on n vertices with maximum
degree d and p,,—1(G) > €.

Definition 3.4. An (n, d, c)-magnifier isagraph G = (V, E) onn vertices, A(G) =
d and for every X C V with | X| < n/2, |['(X) — X| > ¢/X]| holds. The ex-
tended double cover of a graph G = (V, E) with V' = [n] is the bipartite graph
H on the sets of inputs X = {z1,...,z,} and outputs Y = {y1,...,yn} SO that
(xi,yj) € E(H) iffi =75 or (’L,]) € E(G)
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Definition 3.5. An (n, 0, d, «, ¢)-bounded strong concentrator is a bipartite graph
G = (I,0;E) with n inputs, én outputs, 8 < 1, and at most dn edges, such
that if X C I with |X| < an, then |T'(X)| > ¢/X|. An (n,0,d,«)-bounded
concentrator is an (n, 8, d, a, 1)-bounded strong concentrator.

For the purpose of this section, enlargers were introduced just to shorten the
sentence: “let G be a graph with maximum degree d and p(G) large enough.”
On the other hand, we need magnifiers because their extended double covers are
expanders. Magnifiers are, in a sense, the non-bipartite version of expanders. It
is intuitively clear, and will be made precise later, that bounded concentrators are
closely related to expanders. The proof of the following lemma is straightforward,
hence omitted.

Lemma 3.6. The double cover of an (n, d, ¢c)-magnifier is an (n, d+1, ¢)-expander.

The following theorem, which is an improved version of Theorem 3.4 in [6],
makes our goal precise.

Theorem 3.7. Let G = (I,0; E) be a d-regular bipartite graph, where |I| =
|O] =nand p = p(G) (= d — A(G)). The following hold:
(i) If Gisan (n,d,c) strong expander then z > m

2de—e?

(i) If u > ¢ then G is an (n, d, c)-expander, where ¢ = =255

We shall prove this theorem using a sequence of lemmas, with the following
plan in mind. To show (z), we will show

G is a strong expander — G is a magnifier — G is an enlarger (i.e. u(G) is large)
Similarly, to prove (i7) we shall show the reverse sequence
G is an enlarger — @ is a strong expander

Let us now proceed to show that a strong expander is a magnifier.

Lemma3.8. Let G = (I,0;E) be an (n,d, c)-strong-expander. Then G is a
(2n,d, 5=;)-magnifier.

Proof. Be definition, every X; C T satisfies

IT(X1)| > (l-l-c(l— %)) | X1]. 1)
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In particular,
IT'(X1)| > [X1] )

When | X;| = n/2, (1) implies ¢ < 2. Moreover, for every X, C O, setting
X1=1- F(X2) in (2) yleldS F(XQ) > |X2|

We are to show that for every X C I U O with size at most n, it must be the
case that

c
12 —¢

(X)) - X| > RY
Let X; = X NI and Xy = X N O. The intuition is that when | X1 | is very small
comparing to | X5|, then there will be a lot of neighbors of X5 lying outside of X
in I, making |T'(X) — X| large. On the other hand, when | X} | is relatively large
comparing to | Xs|, then there will be “many” neighbors of X; not in X5. We now
turn this intuition into mathematical rigor.

When | X1| < | Xo[(1 — £), we have

12 —¢
6

|X] < | Xa.

Hence,

C C
IP(X) = X| 2 [D(Xo)| — | X1| 2 | Xo| — [Xa1] 2 1Ko 2 75—

| X]-

When | X5|(1 - §) < [X1| < §, we get

12 —-¢
X1| = X1]-
) 1%l = =21

1
1X| < (1 +—
1-4%
This relation, the fact that ¢ < 2, and (1) yield

IT(X) — X]|

v

IT(X1)| — [ X2
1
=

Y

C
1+ - —IXil

4—¢c ¢

Y




Lastly, when | X | > % it follows that

cC. N n C C
SHE_2_Sns>Six>
3)y ~g =2 X2

C

—|X].
12 —¢

IP(X) = X| > |P(X1)| = | Xa| > (1 +
Here, we use the fact that ¢ < 2 and that the function f(z) = (1 +¢(1 — %))z is

increasing when n > 2. O

Next, to complete part (i) of Theorem 3.7 we show that every magnifier has
“large” u.

Lemma3.9. Let G = (V, E) be an (n,d, c)-magnifier, then G is an (n,d, ¢€)-
enlarger where € =

02
2+2(c+1)2"

Proof. We apely and use notations of Proposition 3.2. Since we have to show that

U>€e= MTI)Q it suffices to show that

> (9w) — g())? .

292(0) = 2+ 2(c+1)2

This is done by using the maxflow-mincut theorem. Consider a network N with
vertex set {s} W VT W V W {t}, where s is the source, ¢ is the sink, and & denotes
the disjoint union. The edges and their capacities are defined as follows.

(@) Foreachu € V1, (s,u) has capacity cap(s,u) =1+ c.

1 fuwweFEoru=w

b) For each pair (u,v) e VT x V, ,v) =
(®) pair (u, v) cap(u, v) {O otherwise.

(c) Foreachv € V, cap(v,t) = 1.

We claim that the min-cut of N has capacity (1 + ¢)|V *|. Consider any cut C.
Let X := {u € VT | (s,u) ¢ C}. As G has magnifying rate ¢ and I'y(X) =
X UTg(X), itis easy to see that [Ty (X)| > (1 + ¢)|X|. Moreover, for every
v € ['y(X) there must be at least one edge with capacity one in C' incident to it.
All these edges are disjoint, thus the capacity of C'is at least (1+¢)(|V | —|X]|) +
TN (X)| > (1 +¢)|VT]|. Lastly, the cut {(s,u) | w € VT} has capacity exactly
(1 + ¢)|V*], proving the claim. By the maxflow-mincut theorem, there exists an
orientation E of edges in G and a function 4 : E — R such that

0 < h(u,v) < 1forall (u,v) € E
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1 i +
Z h(u,v):{ +c ifueV

vi(uw)€E 0 otherwise.

> h(u,w)<iforallveV

u:(uw)eER

Now, the following is straightforward:

S Ruv)(g(u) +9)* < 2 Y B2(u,v) (g% (w) + 6 (v))

(uw)eE (uw)€EE
= 2Zg2(v)( Z B2 (u,v) + Z hQ(U,u))
veV w:(uw)eEE uw:(v,u)eE
< 20+ 1+9%) ) )
veV
and
> o)’ -20) = Lo L ohwn - ¥ hew)
(u,w)EE u€V vi(u,w)eE vi(vu)EE
> ¢) g*(v)
veEV

Now, combining all inequalities above along with Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we
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get

_ U~ (u,w)EE
S 2w Y Bu,v)(g(u) + g(v)”
v (uw)EE
2
(2 Huoliw - o))
S (uw)eE
T 21+ (c+ 1)2)(292(1;))2
veEV
S b)) — g (0) )
> 1 (uw)EE
T 2+42(c+1)? ZQZ(U)
veV
CQ
2 3r (et 1)

0

The previous two lemmas trivially imply part (i) of Theorem 3.7. Now we
are ready to complete part (iz) of Theorem 3.7. We first need a lemma from [83].
Let G = (I,0; E) be a bipartite graph such that |I| = n, |O| = m, and that
deg(i) = a,Vi € I, deg(o) = b, Yo € O. Let M be an n x m 01-matrix whose
rows are indexed by I and whose columns are indexed by O such that m;, = 1
if io € E and m;, = 0 otherwise. Let B = MMT, then clearly B is real,
symmetric, and non-negative definite. As usual, we let 8, > 65 > --- > 6, be
the eigenvalues of B and wuq,us,-..,u, be a set of corresponding orthonormal
eigenvectors. Notice that (B),; is the number of common neighbors of ¢ and j,
hence Zj(B)ij = ab, Vi. (Each neighbor of i is counted b times in the sum.) This
implies 1/4/n is an eigenvector of B with corresponding eigenvalue ab. Suppose
@ is any eigenvalue of B and e is a #-eigenvector. Let e; be a coordinate of e with
highest absolute value, then (Be); = fe; implies

Oleil =Y (B)ijej| < leil > _(B)ij = ables]
i i
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Consequently, ab is also the largest eigenvalue of B, i.e. §; = ab. We may thus
assume that u; = 1/4/n.

Lemma 3.10. If 6; > 6o, then G is an (n,m/n,a,a, c(a))-bounded strong con-
centrator, where

a2

afab — 03) + 0o

cla) >

Proof. Let 3 be a positive real number not exceeding . For any X C I with
|X| = Bn, let z € {0,1}" be X’s characteristic vector. Clearly zz? = ||z||? =
Bn. Similarly, let Y = T'(X) and y be its characteristic vector. As for any o € O,
(xzM), is the number of vertices in X adjacent to o, the sum of entries in zM is
exactly Sna. Hence,

M), \ 2 2,22
WMW:ZﬁMﬁZ@Q%%JJ|w:g%% o
o€0

Now, write £ = yyu1 + youg + - -+ + Y, u, We get
B = y101u1 + y202us + + -+ + YrOpuy.

Thus, by orthonormality we have

|lzM|? = (zB)xT = 0172 4 Oo72 + -+ + 02 (4)
Now,
R

Hence, (4) gives

n
lsM|? = 0193+ 077

j=2
< abfn+ 0 (||z)|* - 77)
= (’n(ab—6;) + 626n ©)
Lastly, combining (3) and (5) yield
Xl _ [yl a?
| X| Bn — B(ab—02) + 0y
As this inequality is true for all 5 < «, the proof is completed. O
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Part (i7) of Theorem 3.7 could now be derived as a corollary of this lemma.

Corollary 3.11. If G = (I, O; E) is a d-regular bipartite graph with |I| = |O| =
nand u = u(G), then

(i) Gisan (n,d,c)-strong expander, where

2dy — 2
o 2 —p
d2

(i) Gis an (n,d, c)-expander, where

2dp — p?
d? —dp + p?/2

CcC =

Proof. Let M and B be the matrices for G as in Lemma 3.10, and let A be G’s
adjacency matrix. Also let8; > --- > 6, be the eigenvalues of Band Ay > --- >
Aon be the eigenvalues of A as usual. Since (B);; = (MMT),;; counts the number
of common neighbors of 4 and 7, while (42);; counts the number of length-2 paths

from 4 to 7, it is obvious that
B 0\ o
(0 5)-

It is standard that as G is bipartite, whenever X is an eigenvalue of A, then so is
—A. Moreover, A\; = dand \y = d — p since G is d-regular. Thus, 8, = d? and
0y = (d — p)%. Now, for any X C T with a = | X|/n, applying Lemma 3.10 gives

> il X
~ a(d®—(d—p)?) + (d—p)?

_ (2dp — p®)(1 — a)
- (e b ) ¥

> <1+7(2d“d; i) (1—%)) IX|

When | X| < n/2, we get

IT(X)]
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3.3 On thesecond eigenvalue of a graph

As we have seen, the expanding rate of a graph increases as its second smallest
Laplacian eigenvalue increases. Thus, it makes sense to study how large p, 1
can be. Through out this section, we shall consider only d-regular graphs and let
= p(G) = pn—1(G) = d—X2(G). Alon and Boppana (mentioned in [7]) proved
that for any fixed d and for any infinite family of graphs G with maximum degree
d,

limsupu(G) <d—2vd—1

The bound is sharp when d — 1 is a prime congruent to 1 modulo 4, as shown by
the explicit constructions of Lubotzky, Phillips and Sarnak [51], and independently
by Margulis [53]. Alon [7] conjectured the following

Conjecture 3.12 (Alon [7]). Asn — oo, the probability that u(G) < d—2v/d — 1—
o(1) goes to 1.

In other words, as n gets large, with very high probability we have u(G) <
d — 2v/d — 1. The conjecture is still open as far as we know. Friedman, Kahn and
Szemeédi (1989, [33]) showed that

u(G)>d—2vVd—1—1logd—o(1)

asn — oo. Nilli (1991, [61]) got an upper bound that does not have any hidden
constant:

Theorem 3.13 (Nilli, 1991 [61]). Let G be a graph in which there are two edges
with distance at least 2k + 2, and let d be the maximum degree of G. Then,

WG <d—2vd—14 Y4171
k+1
Proof. Let (u1,u2) and (w1, ws) be two edges with distance at least 2k + 2. Let
L be the Laplacian matrix of G as usual. Let Uy = {u1,u2} and Wy = {wy, wa}.
Forl < i < k, let U; (resp. W;) be the set of vertices of distance i from Uy
(resp. Wy). Clearly U := Ug<;<,U; has distance at least 2 from W := Ug<;<x W,
so that there is no edge joining the two unions. Moreover, it is easy to see that
Uil < (d— 1)|Us1| and W3] < (d — 1) Wi
Let f : V(G) — R be defined as

a(d—1)""2 forvelU;0<i<k
f)=<bd—1)""2 forveW;,0<i<k
0 otherwise.
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where ¢ > 0, b < 0 are real numbers such that >, f(v) = 0. The variational
characterization yields

We also have

W(G) = pn—1 <

() = DY+ Fw)

uelU wew
k

= 2 Wil +Z\
1=0

= A+ B;

where A; and B; are the first and second sum, respectively. Moreover, as we
have mentioned: (a) there are no edges joining U and W; (b) there are no edges
connecting U; or W; to V(G) —UUW ifi < k—1; and (c) there are at most d — 1
edges joining a vertex of U; (W;) to a vertex of U; 1 (W;41), we have

<Lfaf> =

IN

> (flu) = f(v))

u~Y

Y. (@ —f@)?+ Y (fl)—f(v)

{u,z?}?ﬁ%;ﬁ(]) {u, v%g{/}V#(D
Z > (flw) - 24+ Z S (f(u) = f()?
=0 uEUlu,;E’UUl_Fl UEWZI;;E?]W1+1
+ > (f(u)* + > (f (w))?
ueUk,v%A{}J—UuW ueWk,#eNI})—UUW
Al 1 1 2 d—1
2 : _ _ —
a (gle\(d 1) ((d—l)i/2 (d—1)(i+1)/2) +|Uk|(d—1
k—1 2
2 1(d — 1 1 d-1
b (Z% wia =) (=77 ~ ) + G

(d—1)*

k
b2<z |W| (d—2vd—1)+ (2\/—1—1)(|W’“|)k)

2 (x~ U A
a (> _1i(d—2\/d—1)+(2\/d—1—1) +
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with A, and B defined in the obvious way. To this end, we are left to show that

As + By 2v/d—1-1
—=———=<d-2vVd—1+ ——— =:C
A+ By — * k+1

We shall show that A3/A; < C and By/B; < C instead. Notice that % >
|Us1]

(A=) clearly

k 2
a
A= E |Uz|m >a?(k+1)
=0

hence,

Ao 92vd—1—1 |Wy]
L d—2Vd—1+ <
) d d a X ( 1)F C

By/B; < C'is proved similarly.
|

Corollary 3.14. Let G, d and k be defined as in the previous theorem, If G is d
regular, then

1
k+1

AQ(G)22\/ﬁ<1—kil)+

3.4 Explicit Constructions of Expanders

Many practical applications require explicit constructions of expander graphs. Ex-
plicit constructions turn out to be a lot more difficult than showing existence. In
1973, Margulis [52] gave the first explicit construction of (strong) expanders. He
explicitly constructed a family of bipartite graphs {G‘n} forn=m?m=1,2,...,
and show that there is a constant & > 0 such that for each n = m?2, m € N,
Gn is an (n, b5, k)-strong expander. This construction was certainly undesirable
as the constant & was not known. Moreover, his proof used deep results from
Representation Theory. Angluin (1979, [12]) pointed out that Margulis’ method
could be used to construct (n, 3, k")-strong expanders but the constant £’ is also
not known. Gabber and Galil (1981, [34]) slightly modified Margulis’ construc-
tion and used relatively elementary Taylor analysis to show how to construct a
family of (m2,5, (2 — v/3)/4)-strong expanders for each m € N. They also con-
structed a family of (m2,7, (2 — v/3)/2)-strong expanders. Let us mention here
their first construction. For each m € N, construct an m? x m? bipartite graph
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G2 = (Im, Om; E) where I, = Oy, = Zy X Zyy, and each vertex (i, j) € I, is
connected to 5 vertices in Oy, defined by the following permutations:

o1(i, 5) (i,4)
o2(i,§) = (4i+7)
03(i,5) = (i,i+j+1)
oa(6,7) = (i+7,])
a5(3, 5) (i+35+1,5)

Here, the additions are done modulo m. As we have mentioned, there is no known
elementary proof that this family are expanders with the prescribed expansion rate.
This construction was later modified slightly by Jimbo and Maruoka (1987, [44])
and Alon, Galil and Milman (1987, [8]) to obtain better superconcentrators.

As we have discussed in the introduction, after the eigenvalue characterization
of expansion rate, the main problem was to construct Ramanujan graphs, which are
optimal expanders in the eigenvalue sense. The special case where d — 1 is a prime
congruent to 1 modulo 4 was “solved” by Lubotzky, Phillips, and Sarnak (1988,
[51]), and independently by Margulis (1988, [53]). Later, in 1994 Morgenstern
[58, 57] constructed for every prime power ¢ many families of (¢ + 1)-regular
Ramanujan graphs. All these constructions were Cayley graphs of certain groups.

Other works and information on expanders could be found in [4, 50, 11, 2, 46,
79,17, 25].

4 Concentratorsand Superconcentrators

4.1 Linear Concentratorsand Superconcentrators

Valiant (1975, [84]) showed that there exists n-superconcentrators of size at most
238n and depth O(log?n). Valiant’s proof was based on a recursive construc-
tion using Pinsker’s concentrator (1973, [65]). Pinsker showed that there exist
n-concentrators with at most 29n edges. A somewhat weaker version of this result
was also obtained independently by Pippenger (1973, [66]). In 1977, Pippenger
[67] gave a simpler construction of n-superconcentrators with size at most 40n,
maximum degree 16, and depth O(logn), while Valiant and Pinsker’s graphs did
not have O(1) degree bound. This was certainly a big improvement. On the same
line of reasoning, with finer analysis Fan Chung (1979, [24]) showed that there
exists n-concentrators of size at most 27n and n-superconcentrators of size at most
38.5n. Bassalygo (1981, [13]) improved the n-concentrator bound to 20n and n-
superconcentrator bound to 367.
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We present here the results of Pippenger [67] and a small generalization given
by Gabber and Galil [34], since although it is not the best result, it is fairly intuitive.

Lemma 4.1 (Pippenger, 1977). For every m, there is a bipartite graph with 6m
inputs and 4m outputs, in which every input has outdegree at most 6, every output
has indegree at most 9, and, for every k& < 3m and every set S of k inputs, there
exists a matching from S into some k-subset of the outputs.

Proof. Let M := {0,1,...,36m — 1}, and = be any permutation on M. Let
G () be the bipartite graph obtained from 7 by taking {0,1,...,6m — 1} as in-
puts, {0,1,...,4m — 1} as outputs, and E(G) := {((z mod 6m), (7(z) mod
4m)) |z € M}.

We way that G() is good if there are no k < 3m, a k-subset A of the inputs,
and a k-subset B of the outputs such that I'(A) C B. We would like to look for a
good graph, which will satisfy our criteria. The existence of good graphs is shown
by proving that the probability of G (=) being bad (i.e. not good) is strictly less
than 1.

Any k-subset A (B) of the inputs (outputs) corresponds uniquely to a 6k-subset
(9%-subset) A (B) of M (but not vice versa.) Moreover, T'(4) C B iff n(z) €
B,Vz € A. For fixed A and B, there are (9k)¢x (36m — 6k)! permutations 7 which
satisfy this condition. Hence, let P,,, be the probability of G() being bad, we have

ESIES

- Z o)
= I,

What we want to show is I, < 1. As I,;, has 3m terms, we first want to bound the
largest term. Combinatorially, it’s easy to see that

(50)= (O )

= () & %)
Im S Z (26m) = ZL]C, Where L/C = W
k=1 \ 4k 1 or

Hence,

It is not difficult to check that the sequence 1/Ly is unimodal, thus the largest Ly
is either Ly or Ls,,.
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As 3m L, < 1 trivially, we can assume Ls,, > L1, so that I,, is at most

Gamy  (27m)!(12m)!(14m)!

(25my ~ (18m)!(9m)!(26m)!

3mLs,;, = 3m

To this end, we use the following two inequalities. The first one is a good version
of Stirling’s formula (see Robbins [78]).

and

Applying these inequalities yields 3mLs,, < 1 for all m > 3. The cases where
m < 2 are trivial. O

Corollary 4.2. For every m, there is a bipartite graph with 4m inputs and 6m
outputs, in which every input has outdegree at most 9, every output has indegree at
most 6, and, for every k£ < 3m and every set S of k outputs, there exists a matching
from S into some k-subset of the inputs.

Let s(n) be the minimum size of an n-superconcentrator, and 6(n) := 4[%].
We first obtain a recursive inequality for s(n).

Lemma 4.3. For any n, s(n) < 13n + s(6(n)).

Proof. Letn = [%], and G and G’ be the graphs of Lemma 4.1 and Corollary 4.2
respectively. Let S’ be a 6(n)-superconcentrator with s(f(n)) edges. Construct
an n-superconcentrator as shown in Figure 1. Clearly S has size at most 13n +

5(6(n)).
O

Now we are ready for the main result:

Theorem 4.4 (Pippenger, 1977). We have s(n) < 39n+O(logn). Infact, s(n) <
40n.

Proof. The ternary BeneS network (see, e.g. [16]) gives
s(n) < 3n(2[loggn] —1)

because the BeneS network is rearrangeable, it is certainly a superconcentrator.
This gives s(n) < 39n forn < 37 = 2187.
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Figure 1: Recursive construction of an n-superconcentrator from a 6(n)-
superconcentrator

For larger values of n, we shall use the previous lemma. Define eo(n) =n,
611 (n) = 0(0%(n)). Pick ¢ such that #*(n) > 37 > 6'T1(n), then apply Lemma
4.3t + 1 times, we get

s(n) < 13(6°(n) + 0'(n) + - - + 0 (n)) + s(6"*'(n))
It is easy to show by induction on ¢ that §%(n) < (%) n + 8, which implies
s(n) < 39n + 104(t + 3)

Moreover, as 6(n) < 2351n, we have 37 < 0'(n) < (%)tn. Hence, ¢ =

O(logn) because 231 < 1. Finer analysis on ¢ shows that s(n) < 40n. O

Notice that the graph G of Lemma 4.1 is nothing but a (6m,2/3,6,1/2)-
bounded concentrator. The above construction can be straightforwardly general-
ized as follows.

Lemma 4.5 (Gabber-Galil, 1981 [34]). A family of n-superconcentrator of den-
sity % 2’““ can be constructed if for each n an (n, @, k,1/2) bounded concentrator
is glven
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As we have already mentioned, Bassalygo (1981, [13]) improved this bound
further to 20n, however we shall not discuss that result here. One might won-
der what is known about the lower bound of s(n). Lev and Valiant (1983, [49])
provided the best known so far, whose proof is omitted here.

Theorem 4.6 (Lev and Valiant, 1983). An n-superconcentrator whose inputs have
indegree 0 and outputs have outdegree 0 has size at least 5n — o(n).

The proof of this lower bound is quite involved, and certainly more difficult
than the upper bound proof. It is fairly disturbing that the gap between the lower
and upper bounds remain quite large. Let us put it as an open problem.

Open Problem 4.7. Close the gap of 5n — o(n) < s(n) < 20n + o(n).

4.2 Superconcentrators with a given depth

The following functions often show up in probabilistic arguments concerning the
problem.

Definition 4.8. Let O*(f(n)) denote f(n)n°(),
Definition 4.9. Let

log*n := min{l > 0| log...logn <1}
—_—————
l

where the logarithms are to base 2. By induction on k, define

k k—1 k—1
(k) . % ook . . % ook % o0k
log* " n:=log n:=min{l > 0| log ...log n <1}

The question of finding the minimum size of an n-superconcentrator with a
given depth & was raised by Pippenger (1982, [71]). Let us denote this function
by s(n,k). Clearly s(n,1) = n?. In the same paper, Pippenger showed that
Q(nlogn) = s(n,2) = O(nlog®n). Dolev, Dwork, Pippenger and Wigderson
(1983, [29]) found that for even depth at least 4,

s(n,2k) = O(n log*(kil) n). (6)
Rather surprisingly, Pudlak (1994, [76]) showed that for £ > 2, it is also true that

s(n,2k +1) = O(nlog** " n). )
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Hence, when the depth is at least 4 the extra “odd” level does not help improve
the superconcentrator size. Alon and Pudlak (1994, [10]) filled part of the gap by
determining the minimum size for depth 3, proving

s(n,3) = ©(nlognlogn) (8)

They also improved Pippenger’s lower bound for depth 2 superconcentrators to
s(n,2) = Q(n(log n)%). The only one case left where s(n, k) has not been deter-
mined (up to a constant factor) is when k& = 2, rather weird. One would think that
the depth-2 case would be easier than larger depth cases. Finally, Radhakrishnan
and Ta-Shma (2000, [77]) have determined the last value:

nlog?n
loglogn

smm:e( (©)

We describe here only the initial results of Pippenger on s(n,2) to get a feel
of what is going on. In superconcentrators of depth 2, every path has length at
most 2. By adding a vertex into every path of length 1, we increase the size of
the superconcentrator by at most a factor of 2, which is irrelevant for our purposes.
Hence, we may assume that the set of vertices V' of our n-superconcentrator can be
partitioned into three disjoint subset V' = I & U & O, where U is the set of middle
vertices called links.

Let AV be an n-superconcentrator of size N and depth 2. Let X (Y) be a
random set of inputs (outputs) where each v € X (v € Y') appears independently
with probability p. Let the random variable z (resp. y) denote the cardinality of X
(resp. Y). As \ is a superconcentrator, there exists a set of . = min{z, y} vertex
disjoint paths joining X and Y. We first get a lower bound for E[m)].

Lemma 4.10. With the notations just introduced, we have

E[m] > np + O((np)3)

Proof. Applying Markov’s inequality, with e € [0, 1] to be chosen, we get

E[m] > mnp(l—¢€)P[m >np(l —e)]
np(l —e)Plx > np(1 —€),y > np(l — ¢)]
= np(l—€)P?%[z > np(1 —€)] (10)
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As z is the sum of n random indicators, E[z] = np and Var[z] = np(1 — p).
Now, Chebyshev’s inequality gives

Plz <np(l—¢)] < P[lz—np| > npe
Var[z]
<
= (npe)?
< 1 2 (11)
npe
Combining inequalities (10) and (11), then set e = (nlp)% gives
1 2
Elm] > np(l—¢) (1 — ‘I’Lp€2)
> np(l—e) (12
= P ¢ npe>
2 1 2
= w(i-G)Y)
2 1
S o212
- w2
= np+0 ((np)%)
[l

For each u € U, let f, and g, be the number of edges directed into and out of
u respectively. Then clearly

N =Y (fu+gu)

Uu

We say that a link « is useful if it is on a path from an input of X to an output of
Y. Let Z be the set of useful links and z = |Z|. The useful links are “useful” in
the proof of the following theorem.

Theorem 4.11.

2
N> gnlogn + O(n)

335



Proof. The probability that a link  is connected from X is 1 — (1 — p)f* < fup.
Similarly, the probability that « is connected to Y is < g, p. Hence,

Plue Z) < min{l,fugupQ} < min{1, (f, + gu)2p2/4}

This implies

Elz]=) Plu€Z] <) min{l,(fu +gu)’p*/4}

uelU uelU

As it is trivial that E[z] > E[m], we have

np + O((np)3) < Elm] < E[z] < 3 min{1, (f, + g.)%p?/4}
ueU

To this end, let & = |logn|, set p = 2%, multiply both sides of the above
equation by 2¢, and then sum it over 1 < i < k, we get

k
nlogn+0(n) <Y Y min{2’, (f, + gu)?27"/4} (12)

=1 u

For a fixed u € U, let j = [log(fu + gu)] and ¢ = log(fu + gu) — J, then
0<t<1,and f, + g, = 27, As the function 2! + 21~ is convex, we get

k J k
3 min{2, (fu +ga)?277/4) < Y 204 Y ¥
=1

i=1 i=j+1
(fu + 9u)(217t + 2t)

<
< 3(fu +gu) (13)

Consequently, equations (12) and (13) yield

3 3
nlogn+O(n) < 3 o (futgu) = SN

4.3 Explicit Constructions and other results

We have seen how to use bounded concentrators to construct superconcentrators.
Moreover, it is possible to construct bounded concentrators from expanders, as the
following lemma shows. Consequently, explicit constructions of expanders induce
explicit constructions of superconcentrators.
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Lemma 4.12 (Gabber-Galil, 1981 [34]). Let p > 1 be a fixed integer, and 6 =
1%. Suppose for each n € N such that On is an even integer we can construct an
(On, k, I%)—expander, then we can construct a family of superconcentrators with

density (2k + 3)p + 1 + ¢, where e — 0 as n — .

Proof. Firstly, for each n divisible by (p+1) such that np/(p+ 1) is even, we con-
struct an (n, 8, (k+1)6,1/2)-bounded concentrator G = (I, O; E). By definition,
G has n inputs and On outputs. The inputs are partitioned into two parts: a large
part L containing On vertices and a small part S containing n/(p + 1) vertices.
The large part is connected to the output by a (6n,k,2/(p — 1))-expander. Each
vertex in S is connected to exactly p consecutive outputs, so that the neighbors of
vertices in S are completely disjoint. To show that G is an (n, 0, (k + 1)0,1/2)-
bounded concentrator, let X be any subset of I with | X| < |I|/2. Letl = |X N L]
and s = |X N S|. We need to show that |I'(X)| > |X|. When s > |X|/p, S
is connected to at least | X| outputs, so that the inequality holds trivially. When
s < |X|/p, we must have I > r = [222|X[]. Since | X| < |I|/2, we have

2
r= [Pt < [P ] = [Pt < 5io
p p p
Thus, let R be a subset of L with r elements we can now use the fact that (L, O)
is an (6n,k,2/(p — 1))-expander to get |T'(R)| > |X|. The simple details are
omitted.

Secondly, given any n, let n’ be the smallest integer > = such that 6n’ is
even and construct an (n/, 8, (k+1)6, 1/2)-bounded concentrator as above. Delete
from the small part of this concentrator’s inputs n’ — n vertices, turning it into an
(n,0 + €, (k + 1)0,1/2)-bounded concentrator, where ¢, = O(”'T_”) = o(1).
Lemma 4.5 now completes the proof. O

Gabber and Galil used this lemma and their explicitly constructed expanders
to construct families of superconcentrators with density 271.8. This was improved
by Chung to 261.5 and later by Buck (1986, [22]) to 190. Jimbo and Maruoka
(1987, [44]) and Alon, Galil and Milman (1987, [8]) improved Gabber-Galil ex-
panders slightly to obtained superconcentrators of density 122.74. The Ramanu-
jan graphs allow Lubotzky et al. to reduce this to 78. Pippenger pointed out
that density 64 is possible using double covers of 8-regular Ramanujan graphs,
whose explicit constructions could be found in Morgenstern (1994, [57]). Mor-
genstern (1995, [59]) also explicitly constructed a family of bounded concentra-
tors not using expanders. This construction yields density 66. All linear super-
concentrators constructed above have logarithmic depths. Wigderson and Zucker-
man (1999, [88]) constructed a linear-sized superconcentrator with sub-logarithmic
depth: (logn)2/3+e(1),

337



Open Problem 4.13. The probabilistic bound of 20n remains quite far apart from
the best explicit construction bound of 647. Thus, an open question is to construct
n-superconcentrators of size < 64n, and as close to 20n as possible.

As for limited depth, Meshulam (1984, [55]) constructed depth 2 supercon-
centrators of size 3n%/2 + O(n!7/12), while Wigderson and Zuckerman [88] con-
structed one with size O*(n). Since connectors (defined in the next section) are
also superconcentrators, the explicit constructions of n-connectors of depths &
yield explicit constructions of n-superconcentrators of the same depth. For depth

1
k = 2j + 1, n-connectors were constructed with size 0(n1+<]‘+—1>), and depth

k = 2j, j > 2 with size O(n”w%l). More information can be found in the next
section.

It is worthwhile to mention that there are several variations of concentrators
and superconcentrators, which are also models for different types of switching net-
works. These include self-routing superconcentrators [73], partial concentrators
[41, 42, 38], and natural bounded concentrators [59].

5 Connectors

In this section, We discuss the graphical models for rearrangeable, strictly non-
blocking and wide-sense nonblocking networks.

Definition 5.1. An n-connector is an n-network with inputs I and outputs O so
that for any one-to-one correspondence ¢ between I and O, there exist a set of n
vertex disjoint paths joining 4 to ¢(4) for each input ¢ € I. When ¢ is restricted
to those of the form iy, — 044 (mod n)+1, fOr some j, the n-connector is called an
n-shifter.

Definition 5.2. An generalized n-connector is an n-network so that: given any
one-to-many correspondence ¢ between inputs and disjoint sets of outputs, there
exists a set of vertex disjoint trees joining i to the set () for all 7 with ¢(7) defined.

Definition 5.3. An generalized n-concentrator is an n-network satisfying the con-
dition that given any correspondence between inputs a nonnegative integers sum-
ming up to at most 7, there exists a set of vertex disjoint trees that join each input
to the corresponding number of distinct outputs.

Generalized concentrators used to be widely referred to as generalizer. Here
we adopt this terminology from [31] because it is consistent with our overall use
of terminologies. Clearly when each corresponding integer is 0 or 1, generalized
concentrators are concentrators.
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The n-connectors are the graphical version of a rearrangeable networks, while
generalized n-connectors are the version for multicast rearrangeable networks. We
shall also use the term rearrangeable n-connector for n-connector, to empha-
size the difference of this network with strictly nonblocking connector and wide-
sense nonblocking connector, which are to be defined shortly. Rearrangeable 7-
connector used to be called rearrangeable n-network. As the names suggested,
these connectors are graphical versions of strictly nonblocking networks and wide-
sense nonblocking networks, respectively.

Definition 5.4. A strictly non-blocking n-connector (SNB n-connector) is an n-
connector with input set I and output set O, such that forany i € I, 0 € O and a
set P of vertex disjoint paths from I — {i} to O — {0}, there is a path from i to o
which is vertex disjoint from P.

To formally define wide-sense nonblockingness (WSNBness), we need to settle
several other technical concepts, whose counter parts in switching network are
clear from the names.

Let \V be a network with input set I and output set O. A route in A is a directed
path from an input to an output. Two routes are compatible if they share only an
initial segment, which could be empty. A state of A is a set of pairwise compatible
routes. The set of all states of A/ could be partially ordered by inclusion. Hence,
we can speak of a state .S; being contained in a state S5. A vertex or an edge in a
state is busy if it is in some route of the state, and idle otherwise.

A connection request is an element (i, o) in I xO. A connection request (i, o) is
said to be satisfied by a route R if R originates from 4 and ends at o. A generalized
connection assignment (GCA) is a set of connection requests, whose outputs are
disjoint. A GCA is realized by a state if each request of the GCA is satisfied by
some route of the state.

A GCA'is (a, f)-limited if it contains at most a requests, of which at most f
have a common input. A state is (a, f)-limited if the maximal GCA it realizes is
(a, f)-limited. Often we speak of the maximal GCA realized by a state S as the
GCA realized by S. A connection request (z,0) is (a, f)-limited in a state S if o
is idle, and the GCA obtained by adjoining (7, 0) into the GCA realized by S is
(a, f)-limited.

Now we are ready to place the formal definition of WSNBness.

Definition 5.5. A WSNB (a, f)-limited generalized connector is a network for
which there exists a collection S of states called the safe states, such that:

(i) The empty state f isinin S.

(if) If S € S, then any state contained in S'is also in S.
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(iii) Given S € S and any (a, f)-limited connection request (i,0) in S, there
exists S’ € S such that S’ O S and that S’ has a route satisfying (i, o).

A WSNB a-limited connector is a WSNB (a, 1)-limited generalized connector. A
WSBN connector is a co-limited connector. The prefixes “(n, m)-" and “n-" could
be appended with the obvious meaning.

5.1 Rearrangeable connectors

As we have mentioned, connectors are models for rearrangeable networks. We
put “rearrangeable” in front of “connectors” to emphasize the difference with SNB
connectors and WSNB connectors. Let ¢(n) denote the minimum size of an n-
connector, and ¢(n, k) be the minimum size of n-connectors with depth k. Pip-
penger and Valiant (1976, [74]) showed that

3nlogsn < c¢(n) < 6nlogzn + O(n)

Pippenger (1980, [70]) improved the lower bound of ¢(n) to be ¢(n) > 6logg n+
O(n), and adopted a comment from the referee James Shearer of his paper to get

c(n) > 47571 logg n + O(n) (14)

which is the best lower bound known so far for ¢(n).

In the case of connectors with a given depth, it is clear that ¢(n, 1) = n2. When
k = 2, de Bruijn, Erd6s and Spencer (1974, [28]), while solving a problem of van
Lint (1973, [86]), used a probabilistic argument to show ¢(n,2) = O(n%@).
Pippenger and Yao (1982, [75]) used an argument from Pippenger and Valiant
(1976, [74]) to show

c(n, k) = Q(n!+E) (15)
and another probabilistic argument to prove
c(n, k) = O(n“'%(log n)%) (16)

which implies the results by de Bruijn et al.

In this section, we shall present the proofs of the two relations (14) and (15).
First, we need a famous result which was conjectured by Minc (1963, [56]) and
proved by Brégman (1973, [20]). Let A be a 01-square matrix of order n, and S,
the symmetric group of order n as usual. The permanent of A: per A is defined to
be

per A = Z H(A)m(z')
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Theorem 5.6 (Brégman-Minc Theorem, 1973). Let A be an n x n 01l-matrix
where row s sumstor;, 7 = 1,...,n. Then

per A < H(ri!)%i

=1

Theorem 5.7 (Pippenger, 1980 [70]).
c(n) > 47511 logg . + O(n)

Proof. Let G = (I,0;V, E) be an n-connector with input set ¢, output set O,
vertex set V' and edge set E. We can assume each v € V has indegree at least
2 and outdegree at least 2. Now, if some vertex v has two inarcs u;v, ugv and 2
outarcs vwy and vws, then we could delete » and add edges w1 w1, u1ws, uswy and
ugwy Without changing the rearrangeability of the graph and without increasing
the number of edges. Consequently, we may assume each vertex in V' — I U O has
total degree at least 5. Let 7 be any one to one correspondence between 7 and O.
Let G’ = (V', E') be the graph obtained from G by gluing together v and 7 (v) for
every v € I, and add a loop to every vertex v € V — I U O. Let dg(v) be the total
degree of vertex v in G, then

|E\=§(Z do(o) + 3 da<v)>

velUO v IUO
and,
1
‘E’| = 3 ( Z dg(v) + Z dg(’l))—|-2|V—IUO|>
velUO vg¢IUO
1 1
< 3 ( > delv)+ Y dG(”)) +z > da(v)
veIUO vg¢IUO v¢ IUO
7
< ( Z da(v) + Z dG(v)>
velUO vg IUO
7
= 5|E|

Let C be the set of cycle decompositions of G’, then since G is rearrangeable,
each I to O matching results in a different cycle decomposition in C. Hence |C| >
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n!. Clearly, |C| = per A where A is the adjacency matrix of G/, i.e. Ay, = 1iff
(u,v) € E"and 0 otherwise. Let r,, be the sum of row u of A4, then )" r, = |E|.
It is easy to see that the function log(z!) /=2 over the positive integers is decreasing
if z > 3 and increasing when z < 3, namely log(x!)/z? gets its maximum at
x = 3. Theorem 5.6 gives

32 log(ry!)
E'| = > u
Bl = ez 3

veV’ v

logg(7y!)
- 9 = AICA
> =
veV!
9logg(per A).

v

Thus,

Y

5
E —|E'
Bl > ZiE|

Y

4
2 logs (per 4)

45
= a logg |C|

4
% logs(n!)

v

Y

4
75n10g6 n+ O(n)

O

It should be noted that using the same trick for the case where G is undirected
gives a lower bound for the size of an undirected n-connector:

18
|E] 2> —nlogs(n) +O(n)

Theorem 5.8 (Pippenger-Yao, 1982 [75]). An n-shifter of depth £ has at least
kn't% edges.

Proof. Let Tj(n) be a directed rooted tree with n leaves and depth k& where all
edges directed to the direction of the leaves. Let Py, ..., P, be the n paths from
the root to the leaves of T (n). Let

A(Tk(n)) :== Z Z outdeg(v)

j=1 vEP;
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We first show that A(Ty(n)) > kn'tk by induction on k.

As A(Ti(n)) = n?, the case k = 1 is trivial. For k& > 2, supposed the root
has degree d, which is connected to d subtrees T,g'_l(ni), where the tree T; has n;

leaves, for 1 < 3 < d. Then, since the function 21T #=1 is convex in z, we have

d
A(Ty(n)) = dn+Y A(Ti_(ni)
i=1
d 1
dn + Z(k — l)ngij
i=1

Zd ) 1+ﬁ
dn+ (k — 1)d | 2= ”)

Y

Y

d

dn + d(k — 1) (%)H’H .

Y

Lastly, straightforward calculus completes the induction:

1+ 1
dn + d(k — 1) (%) T > gnlti,

Now, let G be an n-shifter. By definition, for each j = 1,...,n there are n
vertex disjoint paths P;; joining each input 7 € I to output o € O, where o =i + j
(mod n) + 1. Fix 4, vary j from 1 to n and assemble the P;; into a tree, keeping
only the initial common segments. Call the resulting tree T, then T; has n leaves

and depth k. We thus have A(T}) > kn'*. Let

o 1 ifeisanarc from a node of P;;
p(i, g, e) := :
0 otherwise

then

Y ulije) > Y dr(v)

ecE UEPM
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with strict inequality when some v along P;; got split in T;. Consequently,

ZZZN’(Z’]’e) Z ZZ Z dTi(’U)

i=1 j=1 ecE i=1 j=1veEP;;
n
= Y A(T)
i=1
> kn2t%
Lastly, as G is rearrangeable, Py, ..., P,; are vertex disjoint. Thus,

n
> uliyjre) <1
=1

This implies
1 n n n
knTe <3 N> uhge) <) 0D 1< n|B|
i=1 j=1 ecE j=1ecE
which completes the proof. O
Corollary 5.9.
c(n, k) = Q(n'TF)

Proof. Any n-connector is an n-shifter O

5.2 Non-blocking connectors

In this section, we discuss results on SNB and WSNB connectors. Let ¢(n, k) be
the minimum size of a SNB n-connector of depth k. Let w(n, k) be the minimum
size of a WSNB n-connector of depth k. When there is no limitation on the depth,
we use t(n) and w(n) respectively.

The multistage Clos network (see [16]) is strictly nonblocking, and thus it gives
an upper bound of O(n”%) for t(n, 2k) and t(n, 2k — 1), kK > 1. In other words,
the extended Clos network gives

t(n, k) = O(n' /150y, (17)
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Moreover, a SNB n-connector is certainly a rearrangeable n-connector, thus the
result of Pippenger and Yao mentioned in Corollary 5.9 of the previous section

implies that t(n, k) > c(n, k) = Q(nH%). Friedman (1988, [32]) gave the only
other known lower bound on SNB rn-connector of a given depth &:
I+537
t(n, k) = Q(n""F-1), (18)
closing the gap when k& = 2,3. Concerning ¢(n), Pippenger (1978, [69]) showed
by a probabilistic argument that
t(n) < 90nlogz n. (19)

improving a previous bound of 66 logn by Bassalygo and Pinsker (1973, [14]).
Shannon (1950, [80]) was the first to show that ¢(n) = Q(n logn). The best lower
bound for ¢(n) was shown in Theorem 5.7, which implies

t(n) = 475n loggn + O(n) (20)

Open Problem 5.10. Close the gap between the lower bound Q(nl““k%l) and up-
per bound O(n!'*+/1*3*)) of ¢(n, k) when & > 4.

A SNB network is also a WSNB network, hence w(n) < t(n) and w(n, k)
t(n, k). A WSNB network is rearrangeable, hence w(n) > ¢(n) and w(n, k)
c(n, k). Thus, we already had

IV IA

w(n, k) = Qn'TF). 1)

Feldman, Friedman, and Pippenger (1988, [31]) showed that a WSNB general-
ized connector with a fixed depth & exists, whose size is O(n'*t1/*(logn)'~1/*),
namely

w(n, k) = O(n“'%(log n)l_%) (22)

Open Problem 5.11. Close the gap between the lower bound Q(nH%) and upper
bound O(nH% (log n)l_%) of w(n, k).

In this section, we give an improved version of the result by Friedman, who
showed relation (18).

Let G = (1,0;V, E) be a SNB n-connector. Assume that V' can be partitioned
intostages Vo = I, V4, ..., Vi, = O, by adding more edges if necessary, as doing so
would not increase the lower bound. For any vertex v € V;, let Dy, (v) (Dr(v)) be
the set of vertices in V;_1 (V;4+1) which are connected to v. Also, define dr,(v) :=
|Dr,(v)| and dg(v) := |Dg(v)].

Let us first gives a lower bound of | E| when k = 2.
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Lemma5.12. Foranyi € I,0€ O, let Vi, := Dg(i) N Dr(0), then

(o aia) 2 o

v€EVio

Proof. Assume V;, = {v1,...,vn}. Leto and 7 be two rearrangements of {1,...,m}
such that

dr(ve,) < dp(vs,) < -+- < dp(vo,,)

and

dr(vry) < dr(vr,) < -+ < dg(vs,).

We first claim that there is a j < m such that either d,(v,;) < j or dg(vs;) <
j. Assume for contradiction that dr,(vy;) > j + 1 or dg(v,;) > j + 1 for all
j =1,...,m. As the request (i, 0) must be routed through one of vy, ..., vy, if
we could find a state of G not involving 7 and o which uses all vertices v1, . .., v,
then we reach a contradiction. As dr(vs;) > j + 1 or dr(vy;) > j + 1 for all
j =1,...,m, itis easy to find a matching from some subset {i,,,...,%s,, } Of
I — {3} onto V;, and another matching from V;, onto some subset {o,,, - -.,04,, }
of O — {o}. The set of paths P; = is;, — vs; — 0, Use up all vertices in V,,
contradicting the fact that G is SNB.

Now, let j be a number < m such that dr.(vs;) < j or dr(vs;) < j. Notice
that 1/dy (v;) > 1/nand 1/dr(v;) > 1/n,foralli = 1,... n. Thus,

> (@ @) 2 (@t raw)

vEVio
( Loy ) i
dr(vr) dr(vr;) n

J J 2m — 23
> + +
~ dp(ve;)  dr(vry) n
o 9
S o d me2
n
1

> 14— (23)
n

n

O

Theorem 5.13. Let G = (I,0;V, E) be a strictly non-blocking n-connector of
depth 2, then G has at size at least n? + n. Moreover, there exists a strictly non-
blocking n-connector of depth 2 and size exactly n? + n.
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Proof. Given the lemma above, the proof of this theorem is straight forward, as
shown below.

n2+n=n2(1+%> < Z(#@)+#@))>

1€l,0€0 vEV;,

1 1 )
- Z <dL('U) + dR(’U)) {(i,0) | v € Vio}|
1

= Y (Gw * ) w0=e)

IS %]
= |E|

+

We could construct a SNB n-connector of depth 2 and size n? + n by setting
|[Vo| = |V1| = |V2| = n, connecting V} to V3 by a perfect matching using 7 edges,
and connecting every vertex in V; to every vertex in V5 using n? more edges. The
resulting graph is clearly a SNB n-connector. 0

This line of reasoning could be extended to find a lower bound for ¢(n, k) with
k> 3.

Lemma5.14. For any pair i € I and o € O, let P be the set of all paths from i to
o, and let

Ay = {veVinV(P)}
Bio = {’U € Vk—l N V(P)}

Then,

1 1 1
Lnwt e Gm

V€A, VEB;,

Proof. Let m = |A;,| and m' = |B;,|. Suppose Ao = {v1,...,vn} and B;, =
{u1,...,un }. Let o and 7 be two permutations on {1,...,m} and {1,...,m'},
respectively, such that the arrays {dr,(v,,)} and {dr(u,,)} are weakly increasing.
Similar to Lemma 5.12, we claim that there is either a 7 < m such that dL(vUj) <
7, oraj’ < m'such that dR(vT;) < j'. Assume otherwise, then there are distinct
vertices {i1,...,im} C I — {3} which could be matched one to one onto A;,,
and distinct vertices {o1,...,0,,7} C O — {0} which could be matched one to
one onto B;,. Now, connect A;, to B;, by a maximal set of vertex disjoint paths
F. Make F a set of vertex disjoint paths from I to O by adjoining {%1,...,%m}
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and {o1,...,0, } as possible. Clearly, there does not exist a new path from i to o
disjoint from F. Without loss of generality, we assume there is a j < m such that
such that dr,(v,,) < j. We have

1 1 1 1 m/
2 G T 2 T (dem)*'“*dL(vaj))*W

vEA;,
. ’
> 2 47
dr(ve;) 1
1
> 1+ - (24)
n
]

Theorem 5.15. Let G = (I,0;V, E) be a strictly non-blocking n-connector of
depth k£ > 3, then

1 1
Bl 2 5n(n+2) 1)

Proof. Let
41FE
A = {’UEV|dL(’U)Z%}
B = {veV|dg() > @}, and
V' = AUB

Since -, dr(v) = >, dr(v) = |E|, |A| < % and |B| < %, which imply
V<.

Let P be a maximal set of vertex disjoint paths from I to O such that each path
P € P hits at least one member of V.

Let V := V — V' U V(P), then the induced subgraph of G on V: G|y =
(I,0;V,E) is strictly non-blocking because any path from I to O which is vertex
disjoint from P does not hit V' due to the maximality of PP. Also note that I and
O each has at least 5 vertices, and that dz, and dg of each v € V are at most %
We assume I and Ol both have size exactly n/2, removing some vertices in 1
and/or O if necessary. Let V; = V; NV, and for any pairi € T and o € O, let

:= set of vertices in V; which can reach o
:= set of vertices in Vj,_; reachable from 4

w
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Then, clearly |4,| < (4|E|/n)*~" and |B;| < (4]E|/n)*~". We also define 4;,
and B;, in the sense of Lemma 5.14, then by Lemma 5.14

n\ 2 2 1 .
(§> (1+7) < > ZM+U§%M

i€l,0e0 \vEA;,

1
= #1’s connected to +
Z Z( ¢ U)dL(U)

0€0 \vEA,
> | D (#ors connected to v) L
el W dr(v)
i€l \wE€B;

= > 4|+ |Bi
0€0 i€l

< n(EB|/m)*!

This inequality and k& > 3 imply

1 /1)\*1 1
\E|Z—(Z> n(n+2)ﬁz§n(n+2)ﬁ

Remark 5.16. The original theorem from Friedman gives
1 141
E|> —n TeD
1l = g5m

There are room for improvement. Firstly the constant 4 in the definition of A
and B might still be optimized. Secondly, we could do something better than just
considering the second and the next-to-last stage of G.

5.3 Generalized connectors and generalized concentrators

Let ge(n), gt(n), gw(n) and g(n) be the minimum sizes of generalized n-connectors,
generalized SNB n-connectors, generalized WSNB rn-connectors, and generalized
n-concentrators, respectively. Naturally, we also use gc(n, k), gt(n, k), gw(n, k),
and g(n, k) to denote the minimum size of the graphs have depth-%.

As we have mentioned in the previous section, Pippenger and Valiant (1976,
[74]) showed that

3nlogsn < ¢(n) < 6nlogzn + O(n)
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For n = 2%, Ofman (1965, [62]) implicitly showed
gce(n) < 10nlogy n + O(n)
While if n = 3%, Thompson (1977, in a tech report at CMU) showed
gce(n) < 12nlogsn + O(n)
Pippenger (1978, [68]) connect the two functions by showing
gc(n) = ¢(n) + O(n)

In this proof, Pippenger needed a bound for generalized n-concentrators and showed
that generalized n-concentrators with at most 120n edges exist. Fan Chung [24]
improved this bound to 118.5n, more precisely

g(n) < 118.5n 4+ O(logn) (25)
Dolev, Dwork, Pippenger and Wigderson (1983, [29]) probabilistically showed
ge(n, k) = O((nlogn)'*¥) (26)

and constructively proved
ge(n, 35 — 2) = O(n'*3) (27)

Masson and Jordan (1972, [54]), and Nassimi and Sahni (1982, [60]) gave two
different constructions which proves

gc(n,3) = O(n3) (28)

Kirkpatrick, Klawe and Pippenger (1985, [47]) explicitly constructed general-
ized n-connectors to show

gc(n,3) = O(ng (logn)

D=

) (29)

and extended this to
=) (30)
The upper bound for ge(2k — 1) differs very little from that of the best explicit
construction bound for ¢(n, 2k — 1) (see next section).

It is easy to see that gc(n, k) < gw(n, k) < gt(n, k). Feldman, Friedman, and
Pippenger (1988, [31]) showed that

ge(n, 2k — 1) = O(n'*% (log n)

gu(n, k) = O(n'* % (logn)' %) (31)

which in effect gives the best upper bound so far for ge(n, k) also. There is no
known upper bound for gt(n, k).
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Open Problem 5.17. Find an upper bound for gt(n, k).

Note also that the corresponding lower bounds of ¢(n, k), w(n, k) and t(n, k)
yield lower bounds for their generalized versions.

5.4 Explicit Constructions

Rearrangeable n-connectors with size O(n log n) were constructed by Beizer [15],
and rediscovered by Bene$ (1965, [16]), Joel (1968, [45]) and Waksman (1968,
[87]). Pippenger (1978, [69]) slightly generalized these constructions to get the
bound of 6nlogzn. In the same paper, Pippenger also showed how the clas-
sical construction by Slepian, Duguid and LeCorre can be used to construct n-

connectors with depth (2j + 1) and size o(nlhﬁ)_ Another construction based
on combinatorial designs by Richards and Hwang (1985, []) gives n-connectors of
depth 2 and size O(n°/3 (see also [31]). This construction can be used with the pre-
vious construction to construct n-connectors of depth 2j and size O(n!+%/(3i=1)),

Clos (1953, [26]), Cantor (1971, [23]) and Pippenger (1978, [69]) showed that
t(n, 2k —1) = O(n'**) by explicit constructions. That t(n) = O(n(logn)2) was
shown by explicit constructions of Cantor [23] and its generalization by Pippenger
[69].

Masson and Jordan (1972, [54]) constructed WSNB generalized n-connector
of depth 3 and size O(n5/3). Pippenger (1973, [66]) and Nassimi and Sahni (1982,
[60]) constructed WSNB generalized connectors with depth 52 — 35 + 3 and size
O(n'*2/7), implying the results by Masson and Jordan. Note that any construction
of SNB network yields also a WSNB network.

Dolev, Dwork, Pippenger and Wigderson (1983, [29]) constructed generalized
n-connectors of depth (3% — 2) and size O(n”%). Kirkpatrick, Klawe and Pip-
penger (1985, [47]) explicitly constructed generalized n-connectors of depth 3 and
size O(n2 (logn)?), and of depth 2k — 1 and size O(n!*# (logn) T ).

Feldman, Friedman, and Pippenger (1988, [31]) constructed WSNB gener-
alized n-connectors with depth 2 and size O(n®/?), and with depth 3 and size
O(n'/7). Wigderson and Zuckerman (1999, []) constructed depth £ WSNB gener-
alized connectors of size n1+%+0(1), which is within a factor of n°(1) to the optimal
bound of equation (22)).

6 Conclusions

In this chapter, we have surveyed studies on the complexity of switching networks,
mostly on the tradeoff between the size and the depth of various types of switching
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networks. The graph models of different switching networks were investigated: ex-
panders, concentrators, superconcentrators, expanders, rearrangeable, strictly non-
blocking and wide-sense non-blocking connectors, plus their generalizations.

Researches on these graphs were thoughroughly collected, with more intuitive
results presented. Many open questions were also specified, which hopefully will
help practitioners new to this field identify research problems.

This research area is certainly very interesting, has deep connection to many
different areas of Mathematics and Computer Science. Algebraic Graph Theory
and Probabilistic Method are the two popular tools which are used to deal with
questions arising from switching networks. Obviously, researches on switching
networks have also enriched techniques and problems in the former two fields.
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