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Abstract

Hash tables are one of the most fundamental data structucesriputer science, in both theory and
practice. They are especially useful in external memorgnelheir query performance approaches the
ideal cost of just one disk access. Knuth [13] gave an elegaat/sis showing that with some simple
collision resolution strategies such as linear probinghaiming, the expected average number of disk
I/0s of a lookup is merely +1/29(%), where each I/0 can read a disk block contairtiitgms. Inserting
a new item into the hash table also costs 1/2(%) 1/0s, which is again almost the best one can do
if the hash table is entirely stored on disk. However, thiuasption is unrealistic since any algorithm
operating on an external hash table must have some interalony (at least)(1) blocks) to work
with. The availability of a small internal memory buffer cdramatically reduce the amortized insertion
cost too(1) 1/Os for many external memory data structures. In this pagestudy the inherent query-
insertion tradeoff of external hash tables in the presefheawemory buffer. In particular, we show that
for any constant > 1, if the query cost is targeted &t O(1/b°) 1/Os, then it is not possible to support
insertions in less thah— O(l/b%l) I/Os amortized, which means that the memory buffer is egdint
useless. While if the query cost is relaxedite- O(1/b¢) 1/Os for any constant < 1, there is a simple
dynamic hash table with(1) insertion cost. These results also answer the open questiently posed
by Jensen and Pagh [12].
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1 Introduction

Hash tables are the most efficient way of searching for aquaati item in a large database, with constant
guery and update times. They are arguably one of the mosafmedtal data structures in computer science,
due to their simplicity of implementation, excellent perfance in practice, and many nice theoretical
properties. They work especially well in external memoreve the storage is divided into disk blocks,
each containing up thitems. Thus collisions happen only when there are moreiilitems hashed into the
same location. Using some common collision resolutiornteggias such as linear probing or chaining, the
expected average cost of a successful lookup of an exteashlthble is merely+ 1 /24" disk accesses (or
simply I/Os), provided that théoad factor® « is less than a constant smaller than 1. The expectation fis wit
respect to the random choice of the hash function, whiletkesge is with respect to the uniform choice of
the queried item. An unsuccessful lookup costs slightlyanbut is the same as that of a successful lookup
if ignoring the constant in the big-Omega. Knuth [13] gavestggant analysis deriving the exact formula
for the query cost, as a function afandb. As typical values ob range from a few hundreds to a thousand,
the query cost is extremely close to just one 1/0O; some exactoers are given in [13, Section 6.4].

Inserting or deleting an item from the hash table also costs1/2(®) 1/Os: We simply first read
the target block where the new item should go, then write éktta disk. If one wants to maintain the
load factor we can periodically rebuild the hash table usicigemes likextensible hashing [10] or linear
hashing [14], but this only adds an extra cost©@f1/b) I/Os amortized. Jensen and Pagh [12] demonstrate
how to maintain the load factor at=1 — O(l/b%) while still supporting queries it + O(l/b%) I/Os and
updates in + O(l/b%) I/Os. Indeed, one cannot hope for lower than 1 I/O for an trerif the hash table
must reside on disk entirely and there is no space in main mefapbuffering. However, this assumption
is unrealistic, since an algorithm operating on an extenash table has to have at least a constant number
of blocks of internal memory to work with. So we must includenain memory of sizen in our setting
to model the problem more accurately. In fact, this is eyaethat the standard external memory model
[1] depicts: The system has a disk of infinite size partitobim&o blocks of sizeh, and a main memory
of sizem. Computation can only happen in main memory, which accetbgeslisk via 1/0s. Each 1/O
can read or write a disk block, and the complexity is measbrethe number of 1/0s performed by an
algorithm. The presence of a no-cost main memory changgsrtidem dramatically, since it can be used
as a buffer space to batch up insertions and write them topeiskdically, which could significantly reduce
the amortized insertion cost. The abundant research irréizedd 1/0-efficient data structures has witnessed
this phenomenon numerous times, where the insertion cagbeadypically brought down to only slightly
larger thanO(1/b) 1/0s. Examples include the simplest structures like stacksqueues, to more advanced
ones such as the buffer tree [2] and the priority queue [4Y@hy of these results hold as long as the buffer
has just a constant number of blocks; some require a lardfartmi ©(b) blocks (known as théall cache
assumption). Please see the surveys [3, 18] for a completeiaicof the power of buffering.

Therefore the natural question is, can we (or not) lower teertion cost of a dynamic hash table
by buffering without sacrificing its near-perfect query fpemance? Interestingly, Jensen and Pagh [12]
recently posed the same question, and conjectured thaigegion cost must (1) I/Os if the query cost
is required to be&)(1) 1/Os.

'The load factor is defined to be ratio between the minimum rarrobblocks required to store data recordsjn/b], and the
actual number of blocks used by the hash table.

%Rigorously speaking, this B+ 1/2”“) I/Os, but since disk I/Os are dominated by the seek timeingréi block immediately
after reading it can be considered as one I/O.



Our results. In this paper, we confirm that the conjecture of Jensen ant R&gis basically correct but
not accurate enough. Specifically we obtain the followirguhs. Consider any dynamic hash table that
supports insertions in expected amortizgd/Os and answers a successful lookup query in expegté@s

on average. We show thattjf < 1+O(1/b°) for any constant > 1, then we must havg, > 1—0(1/b%).
This is only an additive term of /b(1) away from how the standard hash table is supporting insestio
which means that buffering is essentially useless in th&e.caHowever, if the query cost is relaxed to
tq < 14+0(1/b°) for any constand < ¢ < 1, we present a simple dynamic hash table that supportsimsert
int, = O("!) = o(1) I/0s. For this case we also present a matching lower bourg ef Q(b°~1).
Finally for the case, = 1+ ©(1/b), we show a tight bound of, = ©(1). Our results are pictorially
illustrated in Figure 1, from which we see that we now havelaroat complete understanding of the entire
query-insertion tradeoff, ant}, = 1 + ©(1/b) seems to be the sharp boundary separating effective and
ineffective buffering. We prove our lower bounds for theetlicases above using a unified framework in
Section 2. The upper bound for the first case is simply thedstahhash table following [13]; we give the
upper bounds for the other two cases in Section 3.

Insertion ,

upper bounds

lower bounds

141/290

1 —O(1/ble=D/4)

= 14+001/8), ¢ > t—| | F————— 1+6(1/t%), ¢ < I— Query
1+0(1/b)

Figure 1: The query-insertion tradeoff.

In this paper we only consider the query-insertion tradéwfthe following reasons. First, our primary
interest is on the lower bound, a query-insertion trademfer bound is certainly applicable to the query-
update tradeoff for more general updates that include bwtériions and deletions. And secondly, there
tends to be a lot more insertions than deletions in manyipedaituations like managing archival data. For
similar reasons we only consider the query cost as that of@essful lookup.

Let h(z) be a hash function that maps an itento a hash value betweéhandw — 1. In our lower
bound construction, we will insert a total efindependent items such that eddh:) is uniformly randomly
distributed betweefi andu — 1, and we prove a lower bound on the expected amortized cogtgestion,
under the condition that at any time, the hash table must leetalanswer a query for the already inserted
items with the desired expected average query bound. Thudpwer bound holds even assuming that
h(z) is an ideal hash function that maps each item to a hash vatiepémdently uniformly at random, a
justifiable assumption [15] often made in many works on haghAlso note that since we use an input that
is uniformly at random, it is sufficient to consider only detinistic algorithms as randomization will not
help any more.



When proving our lower bound we make the only requirement iteens must be treated as atomic
elements, i.e., they can only be moved or copied between myeamm disk in their entirety, and when
answering a query, the query algorithm must visit the blackr{emory or on disk) that actually contains
the item or one of its copies. Such amivisibility assumption is also made in the sorting and permuting
lower bounds in external memory [1]. We assume that each imaetord consists ofog u bits and each
item occupies one machine word. A block asords and the memory stores uprtowords. We assume
that each block is not too smalbh > logu. Our lower and upper bounds hold for the wide range of
parameters) (b!+2¢) < 2 < 2°()_ Finally, we comment that our lower bounds do not depend erdd
factor, which implies that the hash table cannot do bettezdnsuming more disk space.

Related results. Hash tables are widely used in practice due to their sintplasid excellent performance.
Knuth’s analysis [13] applies to the basic version whee) is assumed to be an ideal random hash function
andt, is the expected average cost. Afterward, a lot of works haenlmlone to give better theoretical
guarantees, for instance removing the ideal hash funcésuaraption [7], making, to be worst-case [8, 11,
17], etc. Please see [16] for a survey on hashing technidugser bounds have been sparse because in
internal memory, the update time cannot be lower éh), which is already achieved by the standard hash
table. Only with some strong requirements, e.g., when therdhm is deterministic and, is worst-case,
can one obtain some nontrivial lower bounds on the update @} Our lower bounds, on the other hand,
hold for randomized algorithms and do not negdb be worst-case.

As commented earlier, in external memory there is a trivdaldr bound of 1 1/O for either a query or
an update, if all the changes to the hash table must be coedhtdtdisk after each update. However, the
vast amount of works in the area of external memory algosthiawve never made such a requirement. And
indeed for many problems, the availability of a small inedrmemory buffer can significantly reduce the
amortized update cost without affecting the query cost [2-48]. Unfortunately, little is known on the
inherent limit of what buffering can do. The only nontrivialver bound on the update cost of any external
data structure with a memory buffer is a paper by FagerbedgBandal [6], who gave a query-insertion
tradeoff for thepredecessor problem in a natural external version of the comparison m@dsodel much
more restrictive than the indivisibility model we use. As@sing a comparison-based model precludes any
hashing techniques, their techniques are inapplicableeg@toblem we have at hand. To the best of our
knowledge, no nontrivial lower bound on external hashingrof kind is known.

2 Lower Bounds

To obtain a query-insertion tradeoff, we start with an entgagh table and insert a total efindependent
items such thak(x) is uniformly randomly distributed itV = {0, ..., —1}. We will derive a lower bound
ont,, the expected amortized number of I/Os for an insertion]endssuming that the hash table is able to
answer a successful querytinl/Os on average in expectation after the firdems have been inserted, for
alli =1,...,n. We assume that all thig(z)’s are different, which happens with probability— O(1/n)

as long as: > n? by the birthday paradox. In the sequel we will not distinguietween an item and its
hash valué:(z). Under this setting we obtain the following tradeoffs betwe, andt,,.

Theorem 1 For any constant ¢ > 0, suppose we insert a sequence of n >  (m - b'72¢) random items into
an initially empty hash table. If the total cost of these insertions is expected n - ¢,, 1/0s, and the hash tableis
able to answer a successful query in expected average t, 1/0Os at any time, then the following tradeoffs hold:

c—1

L Ift, <14+ 0(1/b°) foranyc > 1,thent, >1—-0O(1/b 7 );
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2. Ift, <1+ 0(1/b), thent, > Q(1);

3 1ft, <14 0(1/6°) forany 0 < ¢ < 1, thent,, > Q(b°71).

The abstraction. To abstractly model a dynamic hash table, we ignore any @fuigliary structures but
only focus on the layout of items. Consider any snapshotehtsh table when we have inserteilems.
We divide thesé: items into three zones. Theemory zone M is a set of at mosin items that are kept
in memory. It takes no I/O to query any item . All items not in M must reside on disk. Denote all
the blocks on disk byBy, B», ..., B;. EachB; is a set of at mosh items, and it is possible that one item
appears in more than org. Let f : U — {1,...,d} be any function computable within memory, and we
divide the disk-resident items into two zones with respect aind the set of block®, ..., B;. Thefast
zone F’ contains all items: such thatr € By(,): These are the items that are accessible with just one I/O.
We allocate all the remaining items into tdew zone S: These items need at least two 1/Os to locate. Note
that under random inputs, the séi§ F, S, By, ..., By are all random sets.

Any query algorithm on the hash table can be modeled as desci$ince the only way to find a queried
item in one 1/O is to compute the index of a block containingith only the information in memory. If the
memory-resident computation gives an incorrect addreasiything else, at least 2 I/Os will be necessary.
Because any such must be computable within memory, and the memory/hdsg u bits, the hash table
can employ a familyF of at most2™'°8 ¢ distinct f’s. Note that the current adopted by the hash table is
dependent upon the already inserted items, but the fafmiwas to be fixed beforehand.

Suppose the hash table answers a successful query with aotest@verage cost of = 1 + ¢ 1/Os,
whered = 1/b¢ for any constant > 0. Consider the snapshot of the hash table whétlems have been
inserted. Then we must havg{|F'| 4+ 2 - [S|]/k < 14 0. Since|F| + |S| =k — |M|andE[|M|] < m, we
have

E[|S]] < m + 6k. (1)

We also have the following high-probability version of (1).

Lemmal Let ¢ > 1/bc=1/* and let k > ¢n. At the snapshot when k items have been inserted, with
probability at least 1 — 26, |S| < m + k.

Proof: On this snapshot the hash table answers a query in expegeggal + 6 1/0s. We claim that
with probability at mosR¢, the average query cost is more thias 6/¢. Otherwise, since in any case the
average query cost is at ledst m/k (assuming all items not in memory need just one I/O), we wbake
an expected average cost of at least

(1=2¢)(1 —m/k) +2¢-(1+6/¢) > 1+,

provided that’ > L, which is valid since we assume that> b'*2¢. The lemma then follows from the
same argument used to derive (1). O

Basic idea of the lower bound proof. For the first¢n items, we ignore the cost of their insertions. Con-
sider anyf : U — {1,...,d}. Fori = 1,....d, leta; = |f~1(i)|/u, and we call(ay,...,aq) the
characteristic vector of f. Note that) ", a; = 1. For any one of the firspn items, since it is randomly
chosen fronJ, f will direct it to B; with probability o;. Intuitively, if «; is large, too many items will be
directed toB;. SinceB; contains at mogk items, the extra items will have to be pushed to the slow zone.
If there are too many large;’s, S will be large enough to violate the query requirement. Thius,hash



table should use afi that distributes items relatively evenly to the blocks. Hwer, if f evenly distributes
the first¢n items, it is also likely to distribute newly inserted itemegly, leading to a high insertion cost.
Below we formalize this intuition.

For the first tradeoff of Theorem 1, we set= 1/b°. We also pick the following set of parameters
¢ = 1/ble=D/4 p = 2p(et3)/A /s = n/bletD/2 We will use different values for these parameters when
proving the other two tradeoffs. Given gnwith characteristic vectofas, . . ., ag), let DY = {i | a; > p}
be the collection of block indices with large’s. We say that the indices iR/ form thebad index area and
others form thegood index area. Let\; = >, s ;. Note that there are at mosg/p indices in the bad
index area. We call ajfi with A > ¢ abad function; otherwise it is agood function. The following lemma
shows that with high probability, the hash table should ugea functionf from F.

Lemma 2 At the snapshot when k items are inserted for any & > ¢n, the function f used by the hash table
isa good function with probability at least 1 — 2¢ — 1/29®),

Proof: Consider any bad functiori from F. Let X; be the indicator variable of the event that théh
inserted item is mapped to the bad index agea; 1,...,k. ThenX = Zle X is the total number of
items mapped to the bad index areafoiWe haveE [ X] = A¢k. By Chernoff inequality, we have

(1/3)% 2 gk _¢%n
18

2
Pr {X< §)‘fk] <e T 2 <e ,

2

o n

namely with probability at least—e™ 15, we haveX > %)\fk. Since the familyF contains at most™ 'os v

bad functions, by union bound we know that with probabilityeast] — 218 . o5 >1—1/2%0) (by
the parameters chosen and the assumptionithatQ(mb'+2¢), b > log u), for all the bad functions idF,
we haveX > 2\ ;k.

Consequently, since the bad index area can only accommbdatg/p items in the fast zone, at least
2tk — by /p cannot be in the fast zone. The memory zone can accept atmiostns, so the number of
items in the slow zone is at least

S| > %Afk —bA;/p—m>m+ %k:.

This happens with probability at leakt— 1/29(b), due to the fact thaf is a bad function. On the other
hand, Lemma 1 states tha&| < m + %k holds with probability at least — 2¢, thus by union bound is a

good function with probability at leagt— 2¢ — 1/29%). O

A bin-ball game. Lemma 2 enables us to consider only those good functfoafier the initial pn in-
sertions. To show that any good function will incur a largseirtion cost, we first consider the following
bin-ball game, which captures the essence of performirgrtiosis using a good function.

In an (s, p, t) bin-ball game, we throws balls intor (for anyr > 1/p) bins independently at random,
and the probability that any ball goes to any particular Bimé more tham. At the end of the game, an
adversary removesballs from the bins such that the remaining ¢ balls hit the least number of bins. The
cost of the game is defined as the number of nonempty bins iectbp thes — ¢ remaining balls.

We have the following two results with respect to such a gaiepending on the relationships among
s, p, andt.
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Lemma3 If sp < % then for any i, > 0, with probability at least 1 — e~ "3, thecost of an (s,p,t) bin-ball
gameisat least (1 — p)(1 — sp)s — t.

Proof : Imagine that we throw theballs one by one. LekX; be the indicator variable denoting the event that
the j-th ball is thrown into an empty bin. The number of nonemptyskin the end is thu = ijl X;.
TheseX;’s are not independent, but no matter what has happenecopsdyifor the firstj — 1 balls, we
always havé’r[X; = 0] < sp. This is because at any time, at me#tins are nonempty. Léf; (1 < j < s)

be a set of independent variables such that

0, with probability sp;
Y= i
1, otherwise.

LetY = Ej.:l Y;. Eachy; is stochastically dominated hy;, soY is stochastically dominated by. We
haveE[Y] = (1 — sp)s and we can apply Chernoff inequality &h

_ p2(-sp)s Bs

PriY <(1—pu)(1—sp)s|<e 2 <e 3.

S

Therefore with probability at least— ¢~ "3, we haveX > (1 — u)(1 — sp)s. Finally, since removing
t balls will reduce the number of nonempty bins by at mgsthe cost of the bin-ball game is at least
2

(1 — p)(1 — sp)s — t with probability at least — ¢~ 7. O

Lemmad4 If s/2 > t and s/2 > 1/p, then with probability at least 1 — 1/2%(*), the cost of an (s, p, t)
bin-ball gameisat least 1/(20p).

Proof: In this case, the adversary will remove at me& balls in the end. Thus we show that with very
small probability, there exist a subsetf2 balls all of which are thrown into a subset of at mbgt20p)
bins. Before the analysis, we merge bins such that the pildipabat any ball goes to any particular bin is
betweerp/2 andp, and consequently, the number of of bins would be betwiggrto 2/p. Note that such
an operation will only make the cost of the bin-ball game $anaNow this probability is at most

B (AR G () ()=

hence the lemma. O

Now we are ready to prove the main theorem.

Proof: (of Theorem 1) We begin with the first tradeoff. Recall tha @hoose the following parameters:
§ = 1/b°, ¢ = 1/ble= /A p = 2p(et3)/4 ) s = n/b(et1)/2, For the firstgn items, we do not count their
insertion costs. We divide the rest of the insertions intoas, with each round containisgtems. We now
bound the expected cost of each round.

Focus on a particular round, and [ete the function used by the hash table at the end of this round.
We only consider the st of items inserted in this round that are mapped to the gooekiadea off, i.e.,
R = {z | f(z) ¢ D'}, other items are assumed to have been inserted for free.id@orbke block with
index f () for a particularz. If z is in the fast zone, the block ) must containz. Thus, the number of
distinct indicesf(x) for z € RN F' is an obvious lower bound on the 1/O cost of this round. Dettloite
number byZ = |{f(z) | = € RN F'}|. Below we will show thatZ is large with high probability.

We first argue that at the end of this round, each of the follgwthree events happens with high proba-
bility.



o &1 |S| <on/p+m;
e &: fisagood function;

e &3 For all good functionf € F and corresponding slow zonésand memory zoned/, 7 >
(1 —0(¢))s —t, wheret = |S| + | M]|.

By Lemma 1,£; happens with probability at least- 2¢. By Lemma 2£5 happens with probability at
leastl — 2¢ — 1/2%()_ It remains to show thaff; also happens with high probability.

We prove so by first claiming that for a particulfre F with probability at least — e 29" 7 is at
least the cost of &1 — 2¢)s, ﬁ, t) bin-ball game, for the following reasons:

1. Sincef is a good function, by Chernoff inequality, with probalyilat leastl — e~29"s more than
(1 — 2¢)s newly inserted items will fall into the good index areafofi.e.,|R| > (1 — 2¢)s.

2. The probability of any item being mapped to any index ingbed index area, conditioned on that it
goes to the good index area, is no more tlih_fg;.

3. Onlytitems inR are not in the fast zong, excluding them fron? corresponds to discardirigalls
at the end of the bin-ball game.

_92-(1-29)s
3

Thus by Lemma 3 (setting = ¢), with probability at least — e — e~29"s we have

z 2(1—@<P%L4@&lfM>ﬂ—%%—t

v

(1—¢)O:—ﬂ—2¢p~T§E>ﬂ—2¢p—t2(r—0wws—t

2
Thus &3 happens with probability at leagt— (e_¢ g + e720%s) . gmlogu — 1 _ 9-2() (py the
assumption that > Q(mb'2¢) andb > log u) by applying union bound on all good functions/n
Now we lower bound the expected insertion cost of one roung.ufdon bound, with probability at
leastl — O(¢) — 1/290) all of &, &, and&; happen at the end of the round. By and&;, we have
Z>(1—-0(¢))s—t.Sincenow = |S|+|M| < on/p+2m = O (¢s) by &1, we haveZ > (1 — O (¢)) s.
Thus the expected cost of one round will be at least

(1-0(@)s- (1-0(6) —1/270) = (1-0(@)) 5.
Finally, since there argl — ¢)n/s rounds, the expected amortized cost per insertion is &t leas

(1—0@»841—@nm-un:1—0(uf%).

For the second tradeoff, we choose the following set of patars:¢ = 1/k, p = 2kb/n, s = n/(k>b)
andé = 1/(x*b) (for some constant large enough). We can check that Lemma 2 still holds withehes
parameters, and then go through the proof above. We omietheus details. Plugging the new parameters
into the derivations we obtain a lower bouhd> (1).

For the third tradeoff, we choose the following set of partare¢ = 1/8, p = 16b/n, s = 32n/b¢ and
5 = 1/b°. We can still check the validity of Lemma 2, and go throughwtimle proof. The only difference
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is that we need to use Lemma 4 in place of Lemma 3, the reasog ti&t for our new set of parameters,
we havesp = w(1) thus Lemma 3 does not apply. By using Lemma 4 we can lower bthanéxpected
insertion cost of each round By ((1 — 2¢)/(20p)), so the expected amortized insertion cost is at least

0 (12—0[2)<1>> (= @)n/s - 1/n =@,

as claimed. O

3 Upper Bounds

In this section, we present a simple dynamic hash table thgists insertions i, = O(b!) = o(1)
I/Os amortized, while being able to answer a query in expegte= 1 + O(1/6¢) 1/0Os on average for any
constantc < 1, under the mild assumption thiatg - = o(b). Below we first state a folklore result by
applying the logarithmic method [5] to a standard hash tashievingt,, = o(1) but with¢, = €(1). Then
we show how to improve the query costlter O(1/b¢) while keeping the insertion cost af1). We also
show how to tune the parameters such that e while t, = 1 + O(1/b), for any constant > 0.

Applyingthelogarithmic method. Fix a parametey > 2. We maintain a series of hash tabkg, H1, . ...
The hash tablé{; hasy* - 2 buckets and stores up fo/°m items, so that its load factor is always at most
%. It uses thdog(y" - ) = klog~ + log %+ least significant bits of the hash functiéix) to assign items
into buckets. We use some standard method to resolve oalissuch as chaining. The first hash takle
always resides in memory while the rest stay on disk.

When a new item is inserted, it always goes to the memorgleasi,. When#,, is full (i.e., having
%m items), we migrate all items stored# to ;. If H; is not empty, we simply merge the corresponding
buckets. Note that each bucket #, corresponds tey consecutive buckets ift;, and we can easily
distribute the items to their new buckets#y by looking atlog v more bits of their hash values. Thus we
can conduct the merge by scanning the two tables in paredistingO(~ - 5*) I/Os at most. This operation
takes place inductively: Whenevaf;, is full, we migrate its items t6{;,..;, costingO(y**! . %) 1/0s. Then
standard analysis shows that foinsertions, the total cost i9(%* log 1) 1/Os, orO(F log ) amortized
I/Os per insertion. However, for a query we need to examihta@l) (log., =) hash tables.

Lemma5 For any parameter v > 2, thereis a dynamic hash table that supports an insertion in amortized
O(7 log ;) 1/0Os and a (successful or unsuccessful) lookup in expected average O(log,, ;) 1/0s.

Improving the query cost. Next we show how to improve the average cost of a successtiydio
1+ O(1/b°) 1/Os for any constant < 1, while keeping the insertion cost afl). The idea is to try to put
the majority of the items into one single big hash table. mgtandard logarithmic method described above,
the last table may seem a good candidate, but sometimes ibniyagontain a constant fraction of all items.
Below we show how to bootstrap the structure above to obtaett@r query bound.

Fix a paramete2 < g < b. For the firstm items inserted, we dump them in a hash taklen disk.
Then run the algorithm above for the next/5 items. After that we merge these/S items into?{. We
keep doing so until the size 61 has reache@m, and then we start the next round. Generally, inittie
round, the size of{ goes from2i~!im to 2/m, and we apply the algorithm above for evefy !m /3 items.

It is clear thatH always have at least a fraction bf— % of all the items inserted so far, while the series



of hash tables used in the logarithmic method maintain at kegeparation factor of 2 in the sizes between
successive tables. Thus, the expected average query edshgst

(1+1/29(b>) (1-(1—%>+%<2é+3&+--->> =1+0(1/p).

Next we analyze the amortized insertion cost. Since the eurobitems doubles every round, it is
(asymptotically) sufficient to analyze the last round. la kst round# is scanneds times, and we charge
O(3/b) 1/0s to each of the items. The logarithmic method is invokgdimes, but every invocation handles
O(n/$3) different items. From Lemma 5, the amortized cost per itestilsO(7 log 2+ ) 1/0s. So the total
amortized cost per insertion @(%(6 + vlog £)) I/Os. Let the constant in this big-O k& Then setting
3 = b° (or respectivelys = 55 - b) andy = 2 yields the desired results, as longleg - = o(b).

Theorem 2 For any constant ¢ < 1,¢ > 0, there is a dynamic hash table that supports an insertion in
amortized O(b“~1) 1/Os and a successful lookup in expected average 1 + O(1/b6¢) 1/Os, or an insertion in
amortized ¢ I/Os and a successful lookup in expected average 1+ O(1/b) 1/Os, provided that log 2 = o(b).
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