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Breaking the Quadratic-in- f Time Barrier
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Abstract

The dynamic set cover problem has been subject to extensive research since the pioneering
works of [Bhattacharya et al. , 2015] and [Gupta et al. , 2017]. The input is a set system (U, S)
on a fixed collection S of sets and a dynamic universe of elements, where each element appears
in a most f sets and the cost of each set lies in the range [1/C, 1], and the goal is to efficiently
maintain an approximately-minimum set cover under insertions and deletions of elements.

Most previous work considers the low-frequency regime, namely f = O(logn), and this line
of work has culminated with a deterministic (1 + €) f-approximation algorithm with amortized

update time O({—; + Ej—Q log C) [Bhattacharya et al. , 2021] and a randomized f-approximation
algorithm against an oblivious adversary with expected amortized update time O(f?) for the
unweighted case [Assadi and Solomon, 2021]. In the high-frequency regime of f = Q(logn), an
O(logn)-approximation algorithm with amortized update time O(f logn) was given by [Gupta
et al. , 2017], and recently [Solomon and Uzrad, 2023] showed that the same update time of
O(flogn) suffices for achieving approximation (1 + €) lnn.

Interestingly, at the intersection of the two regimes, i.e., f = ©(logn), the state-of-the-art
results coincide (ignoring the dependencies on € and C): approximation ©(f) = ©(logn) with
amortized update time O(f2) = O(flogn) = O(log®n). Up to this date, no previous work
achieved update time of o( f2), even allowing randomization against an oblivious adversary and
even for worse approximation guarantee.

In this paper we break the Q(f?) update time barrier via the following results:

e (1 + €)f-approximation can be maintained in O (ELS log™ f + Ei:,, log C) = Oc,c(flog" f) ex-

pected amortized update time ; our algorithm works against an adaptive adversary.

e (1 + ¢)f-approximation can be maintained deterministically in O (%flogf + eig + flz—égc) =
Oc.c(flog f) amortized update time.

Assuming element updates are specified explicitly, our randomized algorithm is near-optimal:
(14 ¢)f is approximation is optimal up to the e-dependence and the update time O, ¢ (f log™ f)
exceeds the time needed to specify an update by a log” f factor. We view this slack of log* f
factor as interesting in its own right — we are not aware of any problem for which the state-of-
the-art dynamic algorithm admits a slack of log™ f = O(log™ n) from optimality.
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1 Introduction

In the static set cover problem, we are given a set system (U,S), where U is a universe of n
elements and S is a collection of m sets s € S of elements in U, each of which associated with a
cost ¢ € [%, 1]. The frequency of the set system (U,S), denoted by f = f(U,S), is the maximum
number of sets in S any element in I belongs to. A collection of sets &’ C S is called a set cover
of U if any element in U belongs to at least one set in §’. The basic goal is to compute a minimum
set cover, i.e., a set cover S* C S whose cost ¢(S*) = > g« s is minimum.

The set cover problem is a central NP-hard problem, which admits two classic algorithms:
a greedy Inn-approximation and a primal-dual f-approximation. Importantly, one cannot achieve
approximation (1—e¢) Inn unless P = NP [WS11][DS14] as well as approximation f—e for any fixed f
under the unique games conjecture [KRO§|. The greedy and primal-dual approximation algorithms
for set cover have been extremely well-studied in the static setting and are well-understood by now,
and an extensive body of work from recent years aims at efficiently “dynamizing” these algorithms.
In the dynamic setting of set cover, the goal is to maintain a set cover of low cost, while the universe
U evolves over time. More specifically, the goal is to maintain a set cover T' C S of low cost while
supporting two types of element updates:

e Insertion. A new element e enters U/, and the input specifies the sets in S that it belongs to.

e Deletion. An existing element in U/ is deleted from all sets in S that it belonged to.

The two main quality measures of a dynamic algorithm are its approximation ratio % and

update time, where the holy grail is to achieve approximation approaching that of the best static
algorithm with as small as possible update time. In the context of set cover: (1) for approximation,
given the aforementioned lower bounds, the goal would be either an O(logn) or O(f) approximation,
and (2) for update time, since it takes O(f) time to explicitly represent an element update (by
specifying all the sets to which it belongs), the natural goal would be update time O(f).

The dynamic set cover problem was first studied in [BHI15], where a deterministic primal-dual
algorithm with O(f?) approximation and O(f log(m+n)) (amortized) update time was presented. A
Later on, a deterministic O(log n)-approximation algorithm with O(flogn) update time was given
in [GKKP17]. This work of [GKKP17] essentially “dynamizes” the greedy algorithm, and it is the
only previous work that focuses on the high-frequency regime, namely f = Q(logn). In a recent

work [SU23|, the authors improved the approximation to (1 + €)Inn with O (flg#) amortized

update time.

All other previous work, which we survey next, focus on the low-frequency regime of f =
O(logn), and they all essentially dynamize the primal-dual algorithm. A deterministic O(f3)-
approximation algorithm with O(f?) update time was achieved in [GKKP17, BCHI7]. The first
O(f) approximation was achieved in [AAG™19|, where the authors proposed a randomized (1+¢) f-
approximation algorithm with update time O(@); this algorithm works for unweighted in-
stances only (where ¢s = 1 for all s) and it assumes an oblivious adversary. This result was sub-
sumed by [BHN19], where a deterministic (1 + ¢) f-approximation algorithm for weighted instances
was presented, with update time of O(Ei2 log(Cn)).

The works of [AAGT19, BHNT9] with (1+¢) f-approximation incur a slack of log n on the update
time. Two subsequent works remove the dependency on logn: [BHNW2I] gave a deterministic

(1+4e€) f-approximation algorithm with update time O({—rj —l—eiz log C'), while [AS21] gave a randomized

2For brevity, in what follows we shall not make the distinction between amortized and worst-case update time.



f-approximation algorithm with update time O(f?), but it assumes an oblivious adversary, and it
only applies to unweighted instances.

To summarize, in the low frequency regime of f = O(logn), no previous work achieved update
time of o(f?), even allowing randomization against an oblivious adversary and even for approxi-
mation larger than O(f). For the high frequency regime of f = Q(logn), the only previous work
achieves update time O(flogn) |[GKKP17]; interestingly, at the intersection of the two regimes,
ie., f = O(logn), the state-of-the-art results coincide (ignoring the dependencies on € and C):
approximation ©(f) = ©(logn) with amortized update time O(f2) = O(flogn) = O(log?n).

A fundamental question left open by previous works is whether one can break the quadratic-in- f
update time barrier, ideally to achieve an update time of O c(f) (ignoring the dependencies on €
and (), i.e., linear in the time needed to explicitly specific an update.

Question 1.1. Is there O(f)-approzimation (or O(logn)-approximation) algorithm for set cover
with update time o(f?)? Further, it is possible to achieve approzimation approaching f (or Inn)
with update time approaching O(f)?

1.1 Our result

Our main result, which resolves Question [[.1] in the affirmative, is summarized in the following
theorem; Table [I] provides a concise comparison between our and previous results.

Theorem 1.1. For any set system (U,S) (with U = O initially) that undergoes a sequence of
element insertions and deletions, where the frequency is always bounded by f, and for any ¢ €
(0,0.1), there are dynamic algorithms that maintain a (1 + €) f-approxzimate minimum set cover
with the following amortized update time bounds.

e FExpected O (6% log* f + eig log C’) , via a randomized algorithm against an adaptive adversary.

e Deterministic O (%flog f+ E% + fl(E)—QgC)

Remark. For our deterministic algorithm, we shall assume for simplicity that the length of the
update sequence is at least %m log(Cn). In this way, during preprocessing (before the first element
is inserted to U), we prepare a data structure of size O(1mlog(Cn)). (The same is done implicitly
in previous works whose amortized update time is independent of n [BK19, BHNW21l [AS21].)
In these algorithms (including ours), all elements e € U are assigned a level value 0 < lev(e) <
[log; . (Cn)|+1, and for each set s € S, we maintain a list of all elements E;(s) = {e € s, lev(e) = i}.
Since the pointer to each set E;(s) needs to be retrieved in O(1) time given the index i, we maintain
an array of length O(log;, . (Cn)) storing all the pointers, even if some sets F;(s) might be empty.
(For our randomized algorithm, we can simply use dynamic hash tables [DKM™94].)
We emphasize two points regarding our randomized algorithm.

e [t works against an adaptive adversary; this is the first randomized algorithm for dynamic set
cover that does not make the assumption of an oblivious adversary.

e Assuming element updates are specified ezplicitly, the update time O, c(flog™ f) exceeds the
time needed to specify an update by a log* f factor. This slack of log* f factor is interesting in
its own right — we are not aware of any problem for which the state-of-the-art dynamic
algorithm admits a slack of log* f = O(log* n) from optimality. (A notable example where
such a slack was studied is for the Disjoint-set data structure, where a highly influential line of
work improved the O(log* n) bound to an inverse-Ackermann bound, later shown to be tight.)



reference approximation update time deterministic? | weighted?
[GKKP17] O(logn) O(flogn) yes yes
[SU23| (I14+¢€¢)lnn @) (@#) yes yes
[BHI15] O(f?) O(flog(m + n)) yes yes
[GKKP17, BCH17] O(f3) O(f?) yes yes
[AAGT19] (1+ef O <f—: log n) oblivious no
[BHN19] (I+¢f @) <€i2 log(Cn)) yes yes
[BHNW21] (1+ef ) <’:—§ + eiz log C’) yes yes
[BHNW21] (I+e)f O (flog”(Cn)/€e?) (wc) yes yes
[AS21] f O (f?) oblivious no
new (I+ef O (E% log* f + E% log C'> adaptive yes
new (1+ef @) (%flogf +45+ —flgggc) yes yes

Table 1: Summary of results on dynamic set cover.

1.2 Technical and Conceptual Contribution

Our algorithm builds upon the primal-dual framework from [BHI15, BK19, BHN19, BHNW21].
In the primal-dual framework, all sets in s € S are assigned to levels lev(s) numbered from 0 to
L = [log;,(Cn)| + 1. For each element e € U, its level lev(e) is defined as the maximum level
of any set it belongs to, namely lev(e) = maxsse{lev(s)}. This hierarchical partition of sets and
elements into levels defines weights for elements and sets: Each element e is assigned a weight
w(e) = (14 €)' and the weight w(s) of each set s is given as the total weight of elements in it,
namely w(s) = > . w(e). A set sis called tight if w(s) > cs/(1 + €). The primal-dual framework
maintains a hierarchical partition into levels as above, aiming to satisfy the following invariants.

o w(s) <csVseS.
e All sets on level > 0 are tight.

If both invariants are met, then weak duality implies that the set T" C S of all tight sets provides
a (1 + €) f-approximate set cover, i.e., ¢(T) < (1 + €)e(S*).

Local approach. To dynamically maintain an approximate minimum set cover via the primal-
dual framework, it is perhaps most natural to employ the so-called local approach: Each time
an element is inserted or deleted, the algorithm will perform some local “fixing” steps “around
the update” to recover both invariants, to restore a valid and up-to-date hierarchical partition
(including up-to-date induced weights). This local approach, which was implemented in [BHI15],
has two drawbacks: (1) The update time is O(f log(m + n)), which in particular depends on m, n,
and (2) the approximation ratio is O(f2) rather than O(f). To shave the logn factor in the update
time, [BK19] studied the special case of vertex cover, and introduced a new analysis of the local
approach that improves the update time to O(1). Although this new analysis of the local approach
generalizes for set cover, it does not fix the second drawback of approximation O(f2).

Global approach. To obtain a (1+¢) f-approximation, the subsequent works [BHNT9, IAAG™19]
adopted a global approach to maintain the primal-dual hierarchical partition. Basically, instead of



recovering the invariants persistently after every element update, the global approach only handles
the updates in the following lazy manner.

For each insertion of some element e, if we insist that w(e) = (14 ¢)~'(¢), then w(s) for some
sets s O e might exceed cg; to satisfy the first invariant, we would have to raise the level of such sets,
which might set off a long cascade of level changes of elements and sets. The lazy approach would
be to simply assign the largest possible weight w(e) = (1 4 €)™ without violating any constraints
w(s) < ¢, 5 3 e. In this way, we have relaxed the requirement that w(e) is equal to (14 €)~'®(¢) by
assigning it a smaller weight (1 + e)_”e"(e) for some intrinsic level ilev(e). This relaxation naturally
partitions all existing elements into two categories: (1) active elements e where w(e) = (14€)'eV(¢),
and (2) passive elements e where w(e) = (1 + €)71V(¢) < (1 4 ¢)~'ev(e),

For each deletion of some element e, we simply ignore it, and when deletions have accumulated
to a large extent, a rebuild procedure is invoked, which rebuilds a carefully chosen “prefix” of the
primal-dual hierarchical partition. Roughly speaking, when the approximation of the current set
cover might exceed (1 + €)f, the algorithm of [BHN19] looks for the lowest level k such that the
fraction of deleted elements on levels < k is large. Then the entire primal-dual hierarchy from levels
0 to k is rebuilt by first moving all existing elements on levels < k to level k 4+ 1 and then pushing
them downward using a discretized water-filling procedure. This ensures that for any element e
that remains passive, the gap ilev(e) — lev(e) decreases. It can be shown that the runtime of the
rebuild procedure is O(f|A<g|+ f|P<k|), where A<y, P<j, are the sets of active and passive elements
that lied on levels < k before the rebuild, respectively. For the amortized analysis, the term f|A<y|
can be charged to the deletions that have accumulated, and the term f|P<y| can be charged (via
a potential function analysis) to the decrease of gaps ilev(e) — lev(e),e € P<j. Using the fact that
the gap ilev(e) — lev(e) is bounded by O(logn), an amortized update time of O(flogn) is derived.

Combining local and global approaches. To shave the logn factor while preserving a (1+¢) f
approximation, [BHNW21] combines the local approach with the global approach in the following
way. For insertion e, they assign the true weight w(e) = (1+ e)_'e"(e), and apply the local approach
from [BK19] to fix the violated constraints of the first invariant, if any. For deletion e, they follow
the same rebuild procedure from [BHN19]. Now there is no dependency on logn, since every
element is always active (and the gap ilev(e) — lev(e) does not exist at all).

Alas, this approach incurs a quadratic dependency on f. Indeed, in the analysis of [BHNW21],
which uses a potential function ®(-), each newly inserted element e adds roughly w(e) - f(1 +€)'eV()
units to the potential ®(s) of element s 5 e, and summing over all up to f sets s > e, the total
potential increase could be as large as f2.

1.2.1 Our Approach

A careful balance between local and global approaches. To improve over previous works,
and in particular bypass the quadratic-in- f barrier in [BHNW21], we seek a better balance between
the local and global approaches. On the one hand, to avoid the quadratic-in-f potential increase
due to an element insertion, we will still allow e to be passive, so that we can avoid the heavy cost
that is incurred by the local approach to fix the violated constraints. On the other hand, we do not
want e to be too passive, so that e does not participate in too many instances of rebuilding before
it becomes active, as this might blow up the update time by a factor of logn. To express this idea
in terms of levels, we would like to balance two contradictory requirements: the first is that the
gap ilev(e) —lev(e) would be large, while the second is that the gap ilev(e) — lev(e) would be small.

To optimize the balance, when e is inserted, we will assign ilev(e) = lev(e) +logy . f. On the
one hand, we can show that the total potential increase due to fixing the violated constraints would



be better off by a factor of f, as compared to [BK19]; to fix the violated constraints, we apply the
same local approach as in previous works. On the other hand, if there are no violated constraints
with respect to the intrinsic level ilev(e) = lev(e) +1log; . f assigned to e, we can make sure that the
total time spent on e would be O(flog f). More specifically, the algorithm will carefully make sure
that the gap ilev(e) — lev(e) never increases. Moreover, each time the passive edge e participates in
a call to the rebuild procedure, the gap ilev(e) — lev(e) will decrease by at least one. Therefore e
can participate in at most log; . f calls to the rebuild procedure, which we show ultimately implies
that the total time spent on e is O(f log f).

Going below O(flog f) update time: sampling and bootstrapping. To go below O(f log f)
update time, let us take a closer look at the rebuild procedure. For each passive element e € Py,
in previous works, one had to scan all the sets s 5 e to test whether e can be activated on level
k41 (whether w(s) —w(e) 4 (14 €)7F~1 < ¢, is not violated for all s € ¢), which takes time O(f).
The worst-case performance of the algorithm occurs when such tests always fail, so that one always
pays O(f) time to decrease the gap ilev(e) —lev(e) by one. To further improve the runtime, our key
insight is to only sample O(f/log f) sets s 3 e and test whether e can be activated with respect to
all sampled sets (whether w(s) —w(e)+(1+€)7*~1 < ¢, is not violated for all sampled sets). If there
are at least 10log? f witness sets s for which the test is violated, then one of them will be sampled
with good probability, and in that case we have shaved off a log f factor from the time needed to
process e due to the rebuild procedure. Otherwise, we will push down the intrinsic level of e from

level k£ + 1 +1log,. f to level k + 1+ 2log; log, . f, which increases w(e) to ﬁ(l S
1+e

and then apply the local approach to fix the violated constraints. A crucial observation is that we
know that the total number of violations is bounded by log? +c f, which is exponentially smaller
than the trivial bound f, and so we can bound the potential increase by O(f) instead of O(f?). We
demonstrate that by a careful repetition of this observation, the gap ilev(e) — lev(e) can be reduced
exponentially in O(f) time, which ultimately leads to an update time of O(flog™ f).

Summary. The starting point of our work is the aforementioned dynamic primal-dual algorithms
for set cover. However, to break the quadratic-in-f time barrier, and further to achieve the near-
optimal (up to the log* f slack factor) update time, we had to deviate significantly from previous
work. The facts that our approach provides (1) the only randomized set cover algorithm that works
against an adaptive adversary, and (2) a rare example of achieving optimal time to within a log* n
factor — may serve as some “evidence” for the novelty of our algorithm and its analysis.

2 Preliminaries
For any real values x > 1,y > 1 and integer n > 1, inductively define:
(510g)y =5 - log, ((51og) " Vy)

where (5 log)g))y =y, and define (5log)%y to be the minimum value of index 7 such that (5 log);")y <

10.

2.1 Primal-dual framework

We will always assume that f > loge C, since otherwise we will simply apply the algorithm from

[BHNW21]. For each element e € U, we assume all the sets s containing e is stored as an array,



not a linked list, so that we can take uniformly random samples from all these sets in O(1) time.
This assumption is valid because only the elements are dynamic, while all sets are static.

We will follow the primal-dual framework from [BHNW2I] BHN19, BK19]. Let € € (0,1) be a
constant. Define L = [log;,.(Cn)| + 1. Each set s € S is assigned a level lev(s) € [L]. The base
level of a set is defined as base(s) = |log; . 1/cs].

Each element e will be assigned a level lev(e) = max,s.{lev(s)} and weight w(e), and w(s) =
> ccsw(e) denotes the total weight of s € S. In addition, for every set e € S, we also maintain a
dead weight ¢(s), and let w*(s) = w(s) + ¢(s) be the composite weight.

Definition 2.1. A set s is called tight, if w*(s) > 15, and slack otherwise.

2.2 Basic data structures

During the dynamic algorithm, all elements have two categories.

e Active. If an element e is active, then the value lev(e) will be correctly maintained, and w(e) =
(1+¢€)7'®(®) and let A; C U be the set of active elements on level 4. For each set s and each level
index i, our algorithm explicitly maintains a list A;(s) C A; which is the set of active elements
in s on level 7.

e Passive. If an element e is passive, due to runtime issues, we might not always keep track of
the value lev(e) all the time. Instead, we can only maintain a lazy level zlev(e) < lev(e) which is
refreshed to lev(e) once in a while.

In addition, we will maintain an extra intrinsic level ilev(e) such that:
(i) lev(e) < ilev(e) < zlev(e) + [logy . max{f, 2<}].
(ii) wle) = (14 ¢)~evle),

Let P, C U be the set of all passive elements whose intrinsic levels are 7. For each set s and
each intrinsic level index i, our algorithm explicitly maintains a list P;(s) C P; which is the set
of passive elements in s on intrinsic level i. Note that for a set s, we do not have the power to
enumerate all of its passive element on the same lazy level.

For a set s and index ¢ > lev(e), the weight of s at level i is defined as:

w(372‘) — Z (1 + 6)—max{i,maxt\eet¢sIev(t)} + Z (1 + 6)—max{i,ilev(e)}

active e€s passive e€S (1)
= Z min {W(e), (1 + 6)— max{4,maxy|ects Iev(t)}}
ees

In other words, w(s,i) is the weight of s if it were raised to level i. So by definition, w(s) =
w(s,lev(s)), and w(s,lev(s) + 1) = w(s) = [Ajey(s)(s)] - €(1 + €)~'*()=1 which can be computed in
O(1) time once we know w(s) and |Ajey(s)(s)|- We assume that all powers of 1+ € can be computed
in constant time; one way of implementing this efficiently is to compute all these powers at the
outset in O(L) time.

Throughout the algorithm, let 7' C S be all the tight sets, and let ¢ = > .5 ¢(s) be the total
dead weight. For each i, let T; C T be the set of tight sets at level 4, let F; be the set of active
elements e such that lev(e) = i, together with passive elements e such that zlev(e) = i. Define
¢; = Zs’lev(s):i ¢(s) be the total dead weight summed over all sets on level i; similarly, we can
define notations ¢§i7 TSia ESZ'-



Each set E;,T; will be maintained as a linked list, and store all pointers to lists {T;}o<i<L,
{E;}o<i<r as two arrays of length L +1. When the values of lev(s), lev(e), zlev(e) changes for sets s
or elements e, we can update the lists and the weight sums ¢;,w(F;),w(T;) accordingly in constant
time. In addition, as our auxiliary data structures, we need to connect all nonempty sets { £; }o<i<r,
{T;}o<i<r in a doubly linked list from lower levels to higher levels. Then this data structure allows

us to compute quantities ¢<;, c(T<;) in O (\Tgk \T. Mog, , C]+1‘ + logC> time, and w(E<;) in | E<i|

€
time.

Implicit zeroing. We need a fast data structure for the following operation.

e Given a level index 0 < i < [log;,.C| 4 1, we want to assign lev(s), ¢(s) < 0,Vs € T, and we
need to do this in constant time.

Updating the list T;, Ty or sums ¢, ¢, c(T;), c(Tp) can be done in constant time. However,
this task is impossible if we want to explicitly update all the values ¢(s),lev(s) « 0,Vs € T;. So,
we have to zero out each individual value lev(s), ¢(s) in an implicit way. To do this, for each set
s € S, we will associate it with a time stamp tm(s) which indicates the latest time point when the
value of lev(s) or ¢(s) is explicitly updated. Then, create an array aux of length ﬂogl te C’} + 2,
where each entry aux[i] stores the time point ¢ of the latest zeroing operation to level i. Each time
we want to access the values of lev(s), ¢(s), if lev(s) > [log;, . C]| + 1, then lev(s), ¢(s) are up-to-
date. Otherwise, if lev(s) is currently at most [log; . C| + 1, then compare tm(s) and aux(lev(s)].
If tm(s) > aux[lev(s)], we know that s did not suffer the latest zeroing out on level lev(s), and
hence lev(s), ¢(s) are referring to their current values; otherwise, s must have undergone a zeroing
operation implicitly. In this case, explicitly set lev(s), ¢(s) to 0, and update tm(s) accordingly.
Here we have implicitly assumed that the time values can be stored in a single word; otherwise, we
would rebuild the entire dynamic set cover data structure and reset the time to zero.

Zeroing out the levels of lev(s) may also affect the levels of other elements. But in our algorithm,
we will apply implicit zeroing in a careful manner, so that the levels of sets and elements are
consistent.

2.3 Approximation guarantees

Invariant 2.1. During the algorithm, we will maintain the following invariants.
(1) For any set s, w(s,lev(s) + 1) < cs.
(2) All sets at level at least 1 are tight.
(3) If w*(s) > cs, then ¢(s) = 0.
(4) It always holds that ¢ < e(c(T) + f-w(Uf)).

Lemma 2.1 ([BHNW21]). If Invariant[21] holds, then w(s) < (1+¢€)-cs, and w(U) < (1+€)-OPT,
where OPT = ¢(S*) is the total weight of an optimal set cover S*.

Proof. By Invariant Z1)(1) and Eq. ), w(s) < (1 +¢€)-w(s,lev(s)+1) < (1+¢€) - ¢;. Furthermore,

we have
wl) = Zw(e) < Z Zw(e) <(1+e€)-¢(S*)=(1+¢€)-OPT
ecU s€S* e€s
This first inequality relies on the fact that S* is a valid set cover. O



Lemma 2.2 ([BHNW?21]). If Invariant [Z1 holds and T is a set cover, then the collection of tight
sets T is a (1 + 5e) f-approximate set cover.

Proof. By definition of tightness, we have w(s) + ¢(s) > 5. Then, the cost of T" is bounded by

P

c(T)< (146> (w(s)+¢(s) <1+e)-wS)+(1+e) ¢

seT
I4+ef -wlU)+e(l+e)-c(T)+e(l+e)f - wld)
(L+e)2f-wUd) +e(1+e¢)-c(T)

IN N

As e € (0,0.1) and by Lemma 2], we have

o1y < LTS

3 Algorithm description

We will describe three subroutines Delete(e), Insert(e), FixLevel(e, ), and Rebuild(k) which constitute
the main update algorithm which is shown as Algorithm [l At the beginning of the algorithm,
we assume U is empty, and so all sets in S are initialized on level 0. When an element e is
deleted from U, we will call subroutine Delete(e) to deal with it; if an element e is inserted,
then we will call Insert(e). The insertion of e with an appropriate intrinsic level (namely, | =
[log, ;. max{f, %H + maxgse{lev(s)}) might violate Invariant 2] for some sets s 5 e. Hence, we
apply subroutine FixLevel(e,l) where parameter | = [log;,, max{f, 22}| + max,s.{lev(s)}, which
will make e a passive element on level [ and add e to all the linked lists Pj(s),Vs > e.

After that, we check if Invariant 2T[(4) is violated. If so, we repeatedly find the smallest index
k such that ¢<i > € (c¢(T<) + f - w(E<g))), and invoke subroutine Rebuild(k).

Algorithm 1: DynamicSetCover
1 initialize lev(s) = 0,Vs € S;

2 foreach element update e do
3 if e is deleted then

4 | Delete(e);

5 else
6
7
8
9

| Insert(e);
while Invariant [2.1l(4) is violated do
find the smallest such k such that ¢<; > € (c(T<k) + f - w(E<k));
Rebuild(k);

To implement Line [§ which finds the smallest index k such that ¢<j > € (c(T<k) + f - w(E<g)),
start with & = 0 and each time increase k to the next index k < k' where T}, # () using the doubly
linked list data structure, and check if ¢<j > € (c¢(T<i) + f - w(E<g)). In this way, the runtime
of locating the smallest k£ would be O(|T<|); note that the amount of time spent per nonempty
level is constant, since we’ve maintained the quantities per each level separately, and we just need
to sum the quantities for prefixes of levels.



3.1 Deletion

We handle deletions in the same way as [BHNW21] which is summarized in Algorithm 2l When
an element e is deleted, each set s containing element e subtracts its weight w(s) by w(e), and
compensates for the loss by increasing the dead weight ¢(s) by the weight of e if s was tight. This
process takes update time O(f).

Algorithm 2: Delete(e)

1 foreach set s > e do
w(s) < w(s) —w(e);
if s was tight then
¢(s) = &(s) + w(e);
if w(s) + ¢(s) > ¢; then
| ¢(s) « max{0,cs —w(s)};

S Uk W N

Besides, we also need to specify how to maintain the underlying data structures after an element
deletion. If e is active, then we go over all sets s > e and remove e from the linked list Aje,(c)(s); if
e is passive, then for each s > e and remove it from the linked list Pjey(c)(s). This operation takes
update time O(f).

As for the invariants, since Delete(e) does not increase any weight w(s), Invariant 2IJ(1) is
preserved. Also, Invariant 2.T(2)(3) are also preserved due to the way we modify the dead weights.
Invariant [2.T(4) might be violated because of increases of some dead weights, but it will be restored
by the while-loop on Line [7 of Algorithm [II

3.2 Insertion

High-level idea. When inserting an element e, the invariants might be violated (Invariant 2.1](1)
for some s 5 e). We try to make the newly inserted element e active at level max,s.{lev(s)} if possi-
ble, if not we try to make it passive at the lowest possible intrinsic level up to I = maxgs {lev(s)}+
ﬂogHE max{ f, %H, only if both these options aren’t possible, we invoke FixLevel(e,l). Thus, we
invoke FixLevel(e, 1), only when we can’t make the element passive at level | < maxgss.{lev(s)} +
logy ;. f, which roughly speaking implies that the potential increase is very small — by a 1/f factor
smaller compared to if we could make the element passive at level ~ maxss.{lev(s)}.

Formal details. Upon an insertion e, assign lev(e) = maxgsc{lev(s)}. Define l = maxgse{lev(s)}+
[log, . max{f, 29}|, and define F = {s 3 e |w(s) + (1 +€)7' > ¢, }.

(1) If F = (), then calculate the smallest index h > lev(e) such that w(s) + (14 ¢)™" < ¢, Vs > e.
If h = lev(e), then activate e on level e; otherwise make e a passive element with intrinsic level
h. Note that in this case, Invariant [2.1[(3) is always satisfied.

A technical note. To compute h in O(f) time, we can first compute the minimum value
of the gap ¢; — w(s), and then enumerate all values [lev(e),l] to find h, which takes at most
O(log;, max{f, %}) =0O(f+ 10% ) = O(f) time. This operation will appear again in sub-
routine Rebuild.

(2) If F # (0, then apply subroutine FixLevel(e,[), which will make it a passive element on level [
or higher, but making the gap ilev(e) — lev(e) at most [log;,  max{f, %}1



Algorithm 3: Insert(e)

1 assign zlev(e) < maxssc{lev(s)};

2 Define | + max,sc{lev(s)} + [log;, max{f, 2°}];

3 compute F + {s S e|w(s)+ (1+¢€) 7" >}

4 if F = () then

5 calculate the smallest index h > 0 such that w(s) 4 (1 + €)™ < ¢, Vs 3 e;
6 if h > zlev(e) then

7 ‘ make e a passive element with intrinsic level h;
8 else

9 | make e an active element on level zlev(e);

10 else

11 | FixLevel(e,1);

3.3 Fixing levels

When subroutine FixLevel(e,l) is called, we want to assign the intrinsic level of a passive or new
element e to [, so Invariant 2.T[(1) might be violated because of e’s update. In order to restore In-
variant [ZJ[(1), the algorithm will repeatedly increase the level of s until Invariant ZT](1) is satisfied.
Before describing how to implement this approach, there are two technical caveats we would like
to explain.

Technical caveats. When the level of s increases, the level of e may also increase, which decreases
the gap between its intrinsic level ilev(e) and its current level lev(e). However, if w(e) is very close
to (14 6)_'6"(8), then for the runtime analysis, the potential function will increase too much. So,
our rule here is to keep the gap d = ilev(e) — zlev(e) unchanged by raising ilev(e) by one as well.

If we go over all sets s 3 e in an arbitrary order, and increase ilev(e) in each round, then
the tightness of some previously visited s’ > e might be violated. For this issue, in the original
algorithm from [BHNW21], they needed to enumerate s 3 e in a sorted order which already takes
O(f log f) time; note that we cannot use linear time approximate sorting in their algorithm because
they needed exact sorting. To circumvent the Q(f log f) sorting overhead, we will take an arbitrary
ordering of these sets, and restore tightness by increasing their dead weights.

There are two issues when ilev(e) increases.

e Each time the intrinsic level ilev(e) of e changes, we may need to update the weights of sets
s' 3 e, which already takes O(f) time. When Aje,(s)(s) is empty, we cannot charge this amount
of time cost to potential loss.

To resolve this issue, we will update the contribution of w(e) to other w(s'),s’ € e in a lazy
manner only when s’ 3 e is being enumerated (which is when we actually need the updated value
of w(s)).

e The decrease of w(e) might also violate the tightness of other sets s 5 e, but adding to dead
weights to ¢(s) due to e might be too costly. In practice, we will only compensate ¢(s) if w(s) > ¢
at the beginning of the algorithm. Otherwise, if w(s) < ¢, at beginning of the algorithm, then
we can show that s must be slack before FixLevel(e, ) provided that the gap d = ilev(e) — zlev(e)
is at least log; . %; see Claim for the actual, more general statement that we prove.
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Formal details. Next, let us describe the algorithm more formally, which is summarized as
Algorithm @l The algorithm assumes that zlev(e) is equal to lev(e) at the beginning. Let ilev®'d(e) >
[ be the intrinsic level of the element e right before the execution of FixLevel(e,l); if e is a newly
inserted element, then define ilev®!d(e) = occ.

First, assign a new intrinsic level ilev(e) < [, update all weights w(s),s > e, and add e to Fi(s)
for each s 5 e. Keep a record d = [ — zlev(e) at the beginning, and define F' = {s 3 e | w(s) > ¢s}.

During the algorithm, we will make sure that the lazy level zlev(e) is always equal to lev(e),
and the initial gap ilev(e) — lev(e) = d never changes. The algorithm then goes over each set
s 5 e and process it the following way: First, it updates the weight of s according to the true
w(e); since w(e) may have changed throughout the algorithm’s execution, from (1 + €)= to some
possibly lower weight, yet we haven’t updated w(s) accordingly, the update of s is done as follows:
w(s) ¢+ w(s) — (1+e) 7+ wle).

After that, whenever w(s,lev(s) + 1) > ¢, we can first zero out its dead weight ¢(s) < 0
according to Invariant [Z1)(3), and then we increase the level of s by 1; recall that w(s,lev(s) + 1)
can be computed in constant time given w(s), |Ajey(s)(s)|- In each iteration of the while-loop, the
algorithm does the following steps.

(1) Define k = lev(s). First, consider the case where k < base(s). If zlev(e) < base(s) and
base(s) + d > ilev®'d(e), then simply put zlev(e), lev(s) « ilev®'d(e) — d, ilev(e) « ilev®'d(e) and
quit the while-loop. We will prove that w(s,lev(s) + 1) < ¢s holds after the update, and so we
can safely quit the while loop.

Otherwise, assign lev(s) < base(s). If zlev(e) = lev(e) should now increase to base(s), assign
ilev(e) < base(s) + d. Then, we need to activate all passive elements in Pe,(5)(s) \ {e}: if
Plev(s)(s) \ {e} is nonempty, then turn all elements in Pe,(s)(s) \ {e} active; that is, for each
¢’ € Pey(s)(s) \ {e}, remove it from Bey(s)(s) and add it to Ajey(s)(s). After that, continue to
the next iteration.

(2) If Ax(s) # 0, go over all elements e’ € Ay(s) and increase their levels lev(e’) to k + 1 as well.
Because of this, for each such element €/, we also need to go over all sets s’ > ¢ and update
the value of w(s') by a decrease of e(1 + ¢)7F~1,

After that, for each s’ ¢/, s’ # s, to restore tightness on set s’ 5 €/, we need to increase its
dead weight ¢(s') by €(1 + €)%=, Next, for each such s’, consider two cases depending on if
e € §'; note that membership testing can be done in O(1) time after an O( f)-time preprocessing
on all sets s > e.

(a) If e ¢ s’ and w*(s’) now becomes larger than ¢y, reassign ¢(s’) < max{0,cy —w(s')} to
restore Invariant 2.7(3).

(b) If e € s’ # s, then since we are being lazy on updating the contribution of w(e) to w(s’),
we do not zero out ¢(s’) for now.
Note that the true value of w(s’) could possibly be smaller than the value currently main-
tained by the algorithm, as the intrinsic level of e is rising throughout the execution of
the algorithm, meaning that the true weight of w(e) decreases, yet we haven’t made sure
to update w(s’) accordingly. Whenever we will need the updated value of w(s’), we will
make sure to “refresh” the up-to-date weight contribution of w(e).
Therefore, although Invariant 2.I(3) might be violated by s’ for now, we will fix it in the
end by assigning ¢(s') < {cs — w(s'),0} if w*(s") > cy.

11
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Figure 1: This picture illustrates one iteration of the while-loop that raises set s during the execution
of FixLevel(e,l). There are three active elements {e1,e5, e} denoted by black circles, four passive
elements {e,eq, e3,e4} denoted by white circles. The rectangle denotes zlev(e), which is equal to
lev(e). Also, there are three sets: s = {e,e1,e9,€e3,¢e4,e5} denoted by red color, s; = {e1,ez}
denoted by green color, and sy = {e, es, €4, €5, €6} denoted by blue color. The level of all three sets
is k. The left side of the picture shows the state right before the iteration, and the right side shows
the state right after it. During that iteration, e; and e5 got raised from level k to level k + 1 and
remain active. Elements es and e4 become active, since they were passive elements at level k£ + 1
and belong to s. Since the lazy level of e was k, both lazy and intrinsic levels got raised by one, so
the gap remains equal to d. Finally, the level of s raised to k + 1.

Here, during the execution of FixLevel, we do not assume s’ was tight whenever lev(s’) > 0. This
is because FixLevel might also be called within another subroutine Rebuild where Invariant 2.1} 2)
has not been recovered.

(3) Now, increase lev(s) to k + 1. If zlev(e) = k, then increase ilev(e) by one and update w(s)
accordingly.

Finally, activate all passive elements in Fey(5)(s) \ {e}: if Pey(s)(s) \ {e} is nonempty, then
turn all elements in Pey(s)(s) \ {€} active; that is, for each €’ € Pey(4)(s) \ {e}, remove it from
Piey(s)(s) and add it to Ajey(s)(s)-

After the while-loop terminates, the algorithm keeps a record of the current value of I < ilev(e)
for the current set s.

After all sets in s © e have been enumerated, go over all sets s 5 e again to update the
weight w(s) < w(s) — (1 4+ €)% 4 w(e), and restore tightness for set s > e the following way: if
s € F, increase its dead weight ¢(s) by (1 + €)~% — w(e); next, if w*(s) is larger than c,, reassign
@(s) + max{0,cs —w(s)} to restore Invariant 2.11(3).

12



Algorithm 4: FixLevel(e,[)

1 make e a passive element with ilev(e) < [, update all weights w(s),s 3 e, and add e to

Pi(s);

2 F{soe|w(s)>csh;

3 d « ilev(e) — zlev(e);

4 foreach s > e do

5 update the weight w(s) < w(s) — (14 ¢)~' +w(e);

//

© 0 I O

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

refresh w(s) according to up-to-date w(e)

while w(s,lev(s) +1) > ¢; do

@(s) < 0, k < lev(s);
if k < base(s) then
if zlev(e) < base(s) and base(s) + d > ilev®d(e) then
assign zlev(e), lev(s) « ilev®d(e) — d, ilev(e) « ilevd(e);
break;
lev(s) < base(s) and update zlev(e), lev(e) accordingly;
if zlev(e) = base(s) then
| ilev(e) < base(s) + d;
activate all passive elements in Pley(s)(s) \ {e};
continue;
foreach ¢’ € Ay (s) do
lev(e') «+ k + 1;
foreach s’ 3 ¢ do
w(s') < w(s') —e(1 4 €))7k
¢(s') = o(s") +e(1+ )7
if w(s') + ¢(s') > ¢y and e ¢ s’ then
| #(s) + max{0,cy —w(s)};
lev(s) «+ k + 1;
activate all passive elements in Pey(s)(s) \ {e};
if zlev(e) = k then
update zlev(e) < lev(s),ilev(e) < lev(s) + d;
w(s) « w(s) — e(1 + )~ k14,

29 ls < ilev(e);
30 foreach s > e do

31 w(s

//

) w(s) — (1+e)b +w(e);
refresh w(s) according to up-to-date w(e)

32 if s € F then

33 ‘

() < 6(s) + (1 + )7 —wle);

34 | if w(s)+ ¢(s) > ¢ then

35

#(s) < max{0,cs —w(s)};

13
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Figure 2: In this picture, {e1,eq,e3} are dirty elements, and {ey4, es5, €5, €7, €3} are clean elements
which are put on level k+1. The Rebuild(k) procedure tries to reduce the gaps ilev(e;)—zlev(e;), Vi €
{1,2,3}. In the deterministic algorithm, the gaps decrease by at least one; in the randomized
algorithm, the gaps decrease exponentially.

3.4 Rebuilding

A rebuild operation is invoked when Invariant 2.1)(4) is violated at some point. Let k be the smallest
index such that ¢<; > € (c(T<k) + f - w(E<g)); such index k can be found in time:

log C
0 (MEC 4 1T, | + B

using the linked list data structure.

Definition 3.1. An element e € E<y, is called dirty, if e is passive and ilev(e) > k + 1; otherwise,
e is called clean.

Apply implicit zeroing (check its definition in Section Z2)) on all levels in [0, min{[log,, C] +
1,k}]. Then, define U < T<j \ T, Mogys. Cl410 and go over all s € U and increase their levels to
k+ 1, and assign ¢(s) < 0.

Let us first process all clean elements in the following way (which is omitted in the pseudocode).
For each clean element e, go over all sets s 5 e on level-0, assign lev(s) < k+ 1, ¢(s) < 0, and add
e to Ajyq (if e was passive, then activate it now), and assign a new weight w(e) < (1+¢)7*~1, and
update all w(s),Vs 3 e accordingly. After that, add all such s > e to U.

For the rest, we will deal with all dirty elements. Let D be the set that collects all dirty
elements, and define a set E which contains all the clean elements initially. Go over each element
e € D. There are two different ways to process element e, depending on whether our algorithm
uses randomization. See Figure [2 for an illustration.
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Deterministic algorithm. First, raise all sets s 5 e to level max{lev(s),k + 1}, and add s to
U if lev(s) = k+ 1. If e is not currently contained in any tight set, then go over all sets s 3 e
and raise them to level £ + 1 and add them to U, and assign zlev(e) - k + 1. Then, compute
h € [k + 1,ilev(e)] to be the smallest integer such that w(s) — w(e) + (1 + €)™ < ¢, Vs > e. Note
that such index h must exist, since if we take h = ilev(e), all sets s 3 e are currently slack and thus
w(s) < cs/(1+e).

If h > k+1, then assign ilev(e) < h and update all the linked lists P”ev(e)(s), Vs 3 e accordingly.
Otherwise, activate e on level k£ + 1 and add it to Ag11(s),Vs > e. After that, add e to E.

Randomized algorithm. We first check if e is still passive. This is necessary since e might have
been activated when processing previous elements in D. If passive, then move on to the following
steps.

Find the index 7 such that

(510g) 7V f < ilev(e) —k — 1< (5log)\").f

We will prove later that 7 is always at least 1. Next, define:

4
) 1 € \2 ke
d = min <m> ’(%) “(1+4¢) -t

1+e¢

% times, and check if
(5log)iY. f

w(s) —w(e) + 3 > cs. If there is one such set s, then we claim that s is tight. To update the lazy
level of e, first raise the set level lev(s) < max{k + 1,lev(s)}, and assign zlev(e) < lev(s). After
that, continue on to the next element e € D.

Otherwise, go over all sets s 3 e, raise them to level max{k + 1,lev(e)}, and add them to U if
it is slack, and update zlev(e) < maxssc{lev(s)}. In the meantime, compute the set F of all s > e
such that w(s) —w(e) +J > ¢s. There are three cases below.

Repeatedly take uniformly random samples of sets s > e for 50 {

~ 2
(1) [F] > ((Glog)".f)
In this case, let us continue on to the next element e € D.

~

(2) F=0.

In this case, compute

v [ 1 it o 2] )]

which is the smallest index such that w(s) —w(e) + (1 +€)™" < ¢,, Vs S e.

If h > k+1, then assign ilev(e) < h and update all the linked lists Bjey(e)(s), Vs 2 e accordingly.
Otherwise, activate e on level k + 1 and add it to Agy1(s),Vs > e. After that, add e to E.

Finally, to restore Invariant 2.1(3), for each s 3 e such that w(s) + ¢(s) > cs, assign ¢(s)
cs — w(s).

Recall that (51log)™ is (5log) iterated for 1 times.
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(3) 0<|F| < ((Glog)7.s)"

In this case, we will apply subroutine FixLevel on e. More specifically, invoke the subroutine
FixLevel(e, min{ilev(e), zlev(e) + d}), where:

d— {loglJrgmaX{((510g)§74725f>47 <¥>2}_‘

As a clarification, during the Rebuild(k) subroutine, some active elements were raised to level
k + 1, and the sets that contain them are temporarily in an incorrect state. But because
when processing e we also raise every s 3 e, everything is still fine and subroutine FixLevel can
function correctly.

Post-processing. After we have processed D, some levels of elements in E might be larger than
k + 1 because of FixLevel. As a post-processing step, remove all elements in E whose levels are
larger than k + 1. Next, let U C U be all the slack sets in U. For the rest, we need to use the
following subroutine WaterFilling from [BHNW21| [BK19].

Lemma 3.1 ([BHNW?2I, [BK19]). There is a deterministic subroutine WaterFllllng(k U, E) which
takes as input a collection of sets and active elements U E on level k‘ such that for each s € U
we have w(s) < cs,P(s) = 0. In the end, all elements in E are still active, and the subroutine
places each set s € U at level lev(s) such that (1) w(s) < cs,¢(s) =0, and (2) if lev(s) > O then
w(s) > 13- The runtime is O(f |E| + k).

We cannot directly apply WaterFilling(k + 1,(7 ,E) since the runtime would dgpgnd on k.
Instead, we follow the idea from [BHNW2I] and move all elements and sets in E,U to level

% = min {ky +1, {logl te 2C'E|Eq } The following lemma claims that directly moving elements and

sets to level k does not create weights larger than c;. So in the final step, we can safely invoke
WaterFilling(k, U, E).

Lemma 3.2 ([BHNW21]). After moving sets and elements in U, E to level k, each set s € U has
weight less than cs.

4 Runtime analysis

4.1 Potential functions

As the same in [BHNW21], we will define up and down potentials as following, together with a
third type called passive potentials. The total potential ® of the set system would be sum of all
types of potentials across all elements and sets.

e Up potential. Define a parameter «; = 2f (6% + lofgc) (14 ¢)**! for any 0 < i < L. Then, the
up potential of s is defined as ®y;(s) = max{w(s) — cs,0} - Aey(s)-

e Down potential. For any 0 < i < L, define 5; =

¢(3) ’ /Blev(s)
e Lift potential. Each set s has a lift potential of ®y¢(s) = L — max{lev(s), base(s)}.

5 f’ and s has a down potential of ®goyn(s) =

16



Algorithm 5: Rebuild(k)

1 apply implicit zeroing for all levels 0 < ¢ < min{ ﬂOgHe C'—| +1,k};

2 define U « T, \ T, <

logy ;. O] 41 and assign ¢(s) < 0,lev(s) < k+1,Vs € U,

3 process all clean elements;

4 let D be the set of all dirty elements, and E be all clean elements;
5 foreach e € D which is still passive do

© W N &
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28
29
30
31
32
33

34

35

36

if deterministic then

assign lev(s) < max{lev(s),k + 1} and add s to U if lev(s) =k + 1, Vs > e;
if all sets s > e are slack then
compute the smallest index h > k + 1 such that w(s) — w(e) + (1 +¢€)™" < c;
if h > k+1 then
| assign ilev(e)  h;
else
‘ activate e on level k 4 1, and add it to E;

if randomized then

find index n such that (5log) Y:;l ilev (5log)§426f

: 1 € k—1.
deﬁneé%mm{((51 RO —C } (I+e)7 "4

flag « true;

for 50 {f/(5log)126fw times do

uniformly sample s > e;

if w(s) —w(e) +9 > ¢ then

assign lev(s) <+ max{k + 1,lev(s)}, zlev(e) < lev(s);
flag + false and break;

if flag then

zlev(e) < maxsse{lev(s)};
compute F = {s 3 e | w(s) —w(e) + 8 > ¢s};
if F =0 then
compute the smallest index A > k + 1 such that
w(s) —wle) + (1+e)™" <e,, Vs 3¢
if h > k+1 then
| assign ilev(e) < h;
else
‘ activate e on level k£ 4 1, and add it to E;
foreach s > e do
| #(s) < max{cs —w(s),0};
Ise if |F| < ((510g)§’7+)6 f>2 then

d <+ {logH6 max { ((510g)§7j25f>4, (%)2}w ;
FixLevel(e, min{ilev(e), zlev(e) + d});

)

37 remove all elements in E whose levels are > k + 1;
38 let U be all the slack sets in U ;

o~

39 k=

min {k‘ + 1, {logH_E 20'E|E‘—‘ };
40 move all elements and sets in E, U to level k;
41 WaterFiIIing(E, ﬁ,E);
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e Passive potential. Let e € E be a passive element. If the algorithm is deterministic, then its
passive potential is defined as ®(e) = f - (ilev(e) — zlev(e)). If the algorithm is randomized, then
its passive potential is defined as ®(e) = f - (5log)], (ilev(e) — zlev(e)).

By definition of our potential functions, when &/ = (), the set system has potential at most
mL = O(mlog(Cn)). When an element update is processed, the amortized time (associated with
potential function ®) is defined to be the sum of potential change A® and the real time cost.

4.2 Deletion

By the algorithm, each Delete(e) takes O(f) time. So it suffices to analyze the potential changes
after an execution of Delete(e). For each s > e that was tight before the deletion of element e, its
dead weight increases by at most w(e).

o If lev(s) > base(s), then by definition of down potentials, ®gown(s) increases by at most:

“lev(e 1 logC ev(s 1 logC
w(€) - Brev(s) < (1+€)7 “-(6—3+ i >-(1+e)' “+1§<1+e>-<6—3+ 5 >

€2

o If lev(s) < base(s), then by Invariant 2.I)(1), we have since w(s) < (14¢€)cs, Pgown($) increases
by at most:

—base(s 1 lo C ase(s 1 lo C
(1+€)cs - Boase(s) < (14)7° ””‘(:3* fé >'<1+e>b <>+1s<1+e>3'<:3+ - )

Hence, the total increase of ® after deletion of e is bounded by O ( f (}3 + 10520))‘ Note also

that the up potential may only decrease, and the lift and passive potentials remain unchanged.

4.3 Fixing levels

Use super-script “old” to denote the values of the variables right before FixLevel(e,!) started; for
example lev®!d(s),wd(s). For the analysis of FixLevel, assume Invariant 2I(1)(3) was preserved
right before the execution of FixLevel(e,1). Also, we only need to consider the case that [ is
smaller than the old value of ilev(e) right before the execution of FixLevel(e,l); otherwise, since
Invariant 2.JJ(1) held, none of the while-loop on Line 6] would be triggered.

Let us first state some basic properties of subroutine FixLevel.

Claim 4.1. In the iteration of the while-loop, if k < base(s), then we have U?aslz\(/‘ze 1 Ai(s) =
b
UZEi Pls) \ e} =0,

Proof. Consider the moment right before FixLevel started. If lev®'d(s) < base(s) at the begin-

ning, then we must have U?aT:\(fZi) 11 A%M(s) = U?aslz\(/‘zi) I PPY(s) = ; otherwise, we would have

w(s,levld(s) + 1) > (1 + e)7Pase)+1 > ¢ which would violate Invariant ZI(1). During the
algorithm any set level is non-decreasing, and therefore

base(s)—1 base(s)—1
U 4s) = Fi(s)\ {e} =0
i=lev(e)+1 i=lev(e)+1
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Claim 4.2. During the algorithm, for any passive element €', it always holds that zlev(e') <
lev(e’) < ilev(e’).

Proof. For the first inequality, the lazy level of other passive elements ¢’ # e never increases, so the
inequality is preserved. As for e, we always have zlev(e) = lev(e) during the algorithm.

For the second inequality, we only need to consider the case where ¢ # e, since during the
algorithm ilev(e) = lev(e) + d > lev(e).

When lev(e’) is raised due to the increase of some lev(s) in some iteration to at most max{k +
1,base(s)}, if k < base(s), then by Claim LT} only Ppaee(s) \ {€} could be nonempty, implying that
lev(e’) < ilev(e’). Otherwise, if k > base(s), the algorithm would also activate all elements from
Pley(s)(s) after raising lev(s) by one, and therefore for such elements ilev isn’t defined anymore. [

Claim 4.3. During the algorithm, the gap ilev(e) — zlev(e) = d, we always have ilev(e) < ilev®d(e).

Proof. The first half of the statement can be verified according to the algorithm. For the rest, let
us focus on the second half.

At the beginning of the algorithm we have ilev(e) = [ < ilev®d(e). This holds since either
ilev!d(e) = oo or the call to FixLevel is with level [ (which ilev(e) will be reset to) that’s the min
of two arguments, one of them is ilev®'(e).

Consider any set s 5 e that enters the while-loop. First consider the case where k < base(s).
According to the algorithm, there are two possibilities.

e zlev(e) < base(s) and base(s) + d > ilev®d(e).

In this case, we will raise lev(s),zlev(e) to ilev®'d(e) — d, and set ilev(e) to ilev®!d(e), and quit the
while-loop. As Invariant [ZT[1) held before the subroutine FixLevel began, and because we only
raise levels and decrease weights throughout this subroutine FixLevel, we know that it must be
w(s,lev(s) +1) < ¢, if ilev(e) is set back to ilev®d(e). So it is safe to quit the while-loop.

e Otherwise, we know that ilev®'d(e) is at least base(s) + d, so assigning ilev(e) < base(s) + d does
not violate the inequality.

Next, consider a general case where k > base(s). It suffices to argue ilev(e) < ilev®?(e). Oth-
erwise, if ilev(e) = ilev®d(e), since levels are non-decreasing throughout the algorithm, and that
Invariant 2.1(1) held right before FixLevel(e, ) started, we must have w(s,k+1) < ¢s, which violates
the branching condition of the while-loop, contradiction. O

Claim 4.4. Ifd > log .. %, then for any set s which was slack right before FixLevel(e, ) began,
lev(s) never increases during FixLevel(e,[).

Proof. Since s was slack, then w(s) < ¢s/(1 + €). Hence, right after ilev(e) is assigned to [ > d, we

have
Cs

1+e

w(s) < + (1467 <e

The last inequality holds since [ > d > log; . % > logy . % > logy .. 151':.
During the algorithm, since w(s) never increases, w(s,lev(s) + 1) < ¢s always holds. Hence,
lev(s) would not be raised during the algorithm. O

Claim 4.5. If any set s was tight before FixLevel, then s stays tight after the algorithm.

Proof. There are three possibilities that w(s) could decrease, so let us analyze them separately.
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(i) Set s is currently rising in the while-loop.

If k < base(s), then by Claim I, when s is raised to level min{base(s),ilevd(e) — d}, all
other weights of w(e’),e’ € s\ {e} do not decrease. Hence, w(s) does not decrease.

Next, we assume k > base(s). Then, by the while-loop condition, w(s,k+1) > ¢;. Therefore,
after lev(s) increases, its weight would be at least w(s,k + 1) —ew(e)/(1 +€) > ¢s/(1 + €).

(i) Set s is not currently rising in the while-loop, and weights w(e’) of some active elements
€' # e decrease during other instances of the while-loop.

If e ¢ s, then the current value of w(s) is correctly maintained by the algorithm. In this
case, according to the algorithm, w(s) would be compensated by the increase of ¢(s) which
preserves tightness.

If e € s, ¢(s) would increase by exactly the same amount as the decrease of w(s) due to the
decrease in w(e’), without checking further if w*(s) > c¢s; instead, Invariant 2ZI(3) will be
restored at the end.

(iii) Set s is not currently rising in the while-loop, and w(e) decreases as ilev(e) rises.

In this case, it must be e € s. If s € F, in the end of the algorithm, whenever w(s) has
decreased due to e, it would be compensated by an increase in ¢(s). So in the end, its
tightness is preserved.

Otherwise, if s ¢ F, by definition we have w(s) < ¢; at the moment when e was assigned
to intrinsic level I. Then, since w(s) does not increase throughout the algorithm, it would
never exceed cg, so it never triggers the while-loop. Therefore, whenever w(s) decreases due
to some active elements e’ # e, ¢(s) would be compensated with exactly the same amount,
s0 w*(s) remains the same. Therefore, w*(s) — w(e) = w*d(s) — wd(e).

In the end, for s 3 e, w*(s) may decrease after updating the weight w(s) « w(s)— (14¢€) 7 +
w(e). By Claim @3] we know that w(e) > w®d(e), so w*(s) > w*Md(s) — wd(e) + w(e) >
w*ld(s) > ¢, /(1 + €), which means s remains tight.

O

Next, let us turn to look at potentials. Consider any s > e that enters the while-loop and a
single iteration of the while-loop. We do not need to worry about the for-loop that scans all passive
elements in Py, 1(e) \ {e}, since the processing time of each €’ can be charged to the clearance of
®(e’). For the rest, we will only be concerned with other steps in this iteration. We will focus
on the case where k > base(s); if k < base(s), we can decompose the jump of lev(s) into multiple
increments by 1, and repeat the same analysis.

The following inequality holds due to Invariant 2.1l before the execution of FixLevel.

Claim 4.6. w(s) — w(e) — [Ap(s)] - e(1 + €)7F 1 < c.

Proof. As we have assumed, Invariant 2.T](1) held before, and the algorithm does not decrease any
levels, we know that w®9(s, k 4 1) < w®(s, levd(s) 4+ 1) < ¢5. Also, since the algorithm does not
increase any weights except for w(e) at the beginning, we can conclude that

w(s) —w(e) — |Ap(s)] - (1 +€)7F 1 <wl(s, k +1) < wl(s, lev?(s) + 1) < ¢4
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Let w"¥(s), ®uc¥(s) be the weight and potential of s right after this iteration. If w"*%V(s) < cs,
then @35 (s) = 0. So by the while-loop condition that w(s, k +1) > ¢, we know that the potential
change is equal to

) = ol ) = — (o)~ 1) - < —Juto)] - (5 + L)

Otherwise, by the update rules, all elements on level k are raised to level k + 1, and ilev(e)
increases by one. Hence, only the potential contributed by €’ € s\ (Ax(s) U{e}) would change. By
Claim [1.6] the change ®7%(s) — ®yp(s) would be

<w(s) - %ﬂw(e) — el Ap(s)]- (1 +e)7F 1 cs> copt1 — (w(s) —cs) - ag
= (wls) = w(e) = [Ak(3)] - (1 + ™ =) - (a1 — )

= (w(s) = w(e) = |4x(s)] - (1 + 7" ¢
< —14k(s)] - (612+ flogC>

€

- €

How about the change to the down potential ®4own due to changes of dead weights and the
increase of lev(s)? By the algorithm, each element ¢’ € Ag(s) increases each ¢(s’) by at most
€(1 + ¢)7%=1. So the overall increase of dead weights for s’ > e, except s, would be at most
(f — 1)|Ag(s)] - e(1 +€)7F=1. As lev(s’) < lev(e’) = k, the total increase of down potential due to
these sets would be bounded by

(f = DIAR(s)] - €L+ €)1 By

Since ¢(s) = 0 in the beginning of the iteration, and we raised s to level £+ 1, the potential increase
due to s is at most

Ak o1+ By = (14 (o) - el + )7

Combining everything together, and using the fact that ¢ < %, the total increase of ®yown would
be bounded by

(f"‘E)’Ak(S)‘ '6(1 +e)_k_1 /Bk < z’Ak(S)‘ . <€i2 + floegC>

Claim 4.7. For any s 3 e, if s ¢ F, then ®,,(s) = 0; otherwise if s € F, the potential ®,,(s) +
D joun(s) has increased by at most 3f (% + bfgc) (144

Proof. If s ¢ F, then according to the algorithm, w*(s) < ¢, in the end as well, so ®yp(s) = 0.
If s € F, at the beginning when e is moved to intrinsic level [, ®,,(s) increases by at most

1 10 C ev(is —lev(s)—
Oé|ev(s)-W(e)§f<€—3+ eg2 >,(1+€)| ()+1,(1+€) lev(s)—d

1 logC Cdtl
=15+ 50) o
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In the end, after updating the value of w(s), Pgown(s) increases by at most

Brev(s) - (1 + e < <ei3 * lof2c> (L)L (1 4 ) lev(s)—d

1 logC _
<<6—3+ = >-(1+e) d+l

Taking the sum and by 2(1 + €) < 3, we conclude the proof. O

Finally, since lev(s) increases by one or jumps to base(s) if k < base(s), the lift potential ®y;g(s)
decreases by one as well. Taking a summation, the total decrease of ® would be enough to pay for
the runtime of this iteration which is O(f|Ak(s)| + 1). To conclude, we have proved the following
properties of FixLevel.

Lemma 4.1. Subroutine FixLevel(e,l) preserves Invariant[2.1(1)(3). More importantly, the amor-
tized cost (runtime + potential change) of FixLevel(e,l) is at most 3|F| - (6% + flz—2g0> (1+¢)74

4.4 Insertion

During Insert(e), if F' = and h > lev(e), then by minimality of h, we know that there exists s 3 e
such that w(s) > 1_1|_€ (w(s) + (1 + €)™ 1) > ¢, /(1 +¢). So s should be tight, and the new element
e is still covered by T

Now, suppose F' = () and h = lev(e). If lev(e) > 0, then by Invariant 2.1(2), e is covered by
a tight set. Otherwise, w(e) = 1, and thus any set containing s would have weight 1, so it is also
tight.

For the potential increase in the above two cases, since w(s) < ¢ still holds after the insertion
of e, the insertion does not increase the up potential; the increase of the passive potential is at
most f(ilev(e) — zlev(e)) for deterministic algorithm, and at most flog], (ilev(e) — zlev(e)) for the
randomized algorithm.

Next, let us consider the case where I # (). Take any s € F, then before e was inserted,
we have w(s) > ¢, — (L +€)7" > ¢; — 55 > ¢,/(1 +€). Hence, all sets in F are tight before we
invoke FixLevel. Therefore, by Claim [4.5] e should still be covered by tight sets in F' after Insert(e)
finishes. For the potential increase, we can apply Lemma (4] with the trivial bound |F| < f as
d = ilev(e) — zlev(e) > log; . f, and obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 4.1. For any newly inserted element e, we have ilev(e) —zlev(e) = [log;, max{f, gﬂ
More importantly, the insertion of a new element (without rebuilding cost) takes O(f) amortized
time, and increases the total potential ® by at most Z—{ + 3f1€+g6"

4.5 Rebuilding

As before, use super-script “old” to denote the values of the variables right before Rebuild(k) started.
Similar to [BHNW21], we need to argue that when a Rebuild(k) is invoked, we have released a large
amount of potential to compensate for the update time. The difference is that we only compare
the potential against the size of A<, rather than F<j.

Lemma 4.2 ([ BHNW21]). We have the following lower bound on the down-potential of ® goun(T<k),
depending on if E<y, is empty and if k > [loglJrE C] + 1.
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o If E<j, # 0, then right before Rebuild(k) has started, @ gown(T<k) is at least:

f flogC
Z maX{leV(S) — base(S) + 1,0} + 6—2|A§k| + W
SETSk
Plus, if E<y, contains active elements, then ® goun(T<i) is at least:
log C

Z max{lev(s) — base(s) + 1,0} + o) \A<k’ +

SGTSk

o IfE<ci; =0 and k > [loglJrE C] + 1, then the down-potential of ® goun(T<k) is at least:
log C'
€

Z max{lev(s) — base(s) + 1,0} +

SGTSk
o IfE<c,=0and k < [loglJrE C] + 1, then the down-potential of ® goun(T<k) is at least:

Z max{lev(s) — base(s) + 1,0}

SETSk

Proof. Let us first deal with the case where E<j # (. Take an arbitrary ¢ € [k] where E; # 0,
and take an arbitrary element e; € E;. If e; is active, then w(e;) = (1 + €)7%; otherwise, as
ilev(e;) < zlev(e) + [logy . max{f, 29}], we have

1 -1

wle) =(1+ e)_”e"(et) > (14¢)7"

~ max{f,2C/e}
By definition of index k, we have:

p<k > € (c(T<k) + f-w(B<y))
p<i <€ (c(T<i) + fw(b<)),VO<i<k

Using Abel transformation, we have:

k-1
Pdown (T<k) Z i Bi =B d<k — Y _(Biv1 — Bi) - b<i
i=0
k-1
> By e (e(T<k) + [ w(B<k)) = ) (Biv1 — Bi) - €+ (c(T<i) + f - w(E<i))
=0
k k
=Y Bi-c(T) +ef Y Bi-w(E)
=0 =0
k i+1 k i+1
259 DL TRLE AN b S S LR AUV SR
i=0 s€T; ¢ i=0 e€A; € €
k : k .
(1 + 6)z—base(s) » (1 + G)H_l flogC
ZZ%S;—EQ +f-;e§.(1+e) s P Tl
f flogC
> s;T;k max{lev(s) — base(s) + 1,0} + €—2|A5k| + ﬁ%
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Note that if e; is active, then the last additive term can be lower bounded by logc

Next, let us deal with the case where E<j, = ) and k > [logl Le C’} + 1. By the definition of k,
it must be T}, # ), so we can take an arbitrary tight set sy € Tj. Similar to the derivations above
and by E<j = (), we can prove:

k-1
P down(T<k) Z¢z Bi =B <k — Y _(Bir1 — Bi) - d<i
i=0
k-1
> B e-c(T<y) — Z (Bit1 — Bi) - € c(T<;)
1=0

—6252 oT. Zezzcs‘ 1—|-ez+l logC k-(l—l—e)k'H

=0 seT;

> Z max{lev(s) — base(s) + 1,0} +

SETgk

log C
€

Finally, if E<; =0 and k < [logl te C] + 1, then the derivations can be further simplified as:

k=1
P down (T<k) Z i Bi = B d<k — Y _(Biv1 — Bi) - d<i
i=0
k=1
> B e c(Tar) = ) (Bigr = Bi) - e+ e(T<i)
1=0

—EZB, (T, Zch' 1+6 > Z max{lev(s) — base(s) + 1,0}

=0 s€T; s€T<y
|

First consider the corner case when E<j, = () and k < [logl Te C} + 1. In this case, the runtime
of Rebuild is bounded by O (loggc). In the main algorithm DynamicSetCover, the value of k in the

while loop increases after every execution of Rebuild(k), and so the total runtime contributed by this

2
corner case for each element update is bounded by O <log€2 C) = O(f). As for the potential increase

in this case, the increase of lift potentials is bounded by > .7 max{lev®(s) — base(s) + 1,0}

which can be charged to the release of ®qown(T<f), according to Lemma

For the rest, let us deal with the main case where E<j, # 0 or k > ﬂogl Te C} + 1. Let us
analyze the runtime of the Rebuild(k) step by step. The easier part is raising the levels of tight sets
in Ty \ T, Moy C]+1 and the levels of clean elements in E<j, \ D; the runtime of these steps is

bounded by R
O(IT<k \ Tciog, , ol + - |E])
According to Lemma 2] the runtime cost [T<j \ T < [logy.,, O 41
nation of down potential ®qown(T<f); this is because the first term is at least:

Z max{lev(s) — base(s) + 1,0} > Z max{lev(s) — base(s) + 1,0}

SETgk SETSk\T(

1| can be charged to the elimi-

log1ye CT+1

Z Z 1= ‘Tgk \ TS (10g1+e C—| +1‘

SETSk\T(loglJﬁé C] +1
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The runtime cost f - \E | induced by active elements will also be charged to the elimination of
@ gown(T<k), while the part induced by passive elements can be charged to the clearance of their
passive potentials. Finally, after invoking WaterFiIIing(E, U ,E), the runtime cost O(f |E | + %) =
O(f|E| + g) which is already charged to the decrease of down-potentials, except for the
additive term O('%29).

In the meantime, we might have also increased the lift potentials of s € U by max{lev®d(s) —
base(s) + 1,0}, where lev®'d(s) refers to the level of s right before Rebuild(k) started. Fortunately,
such potential increases can also be paid for by the second term of ®gown(T<x) in Lemma

Here are properties which are common for both deterministic and randomized algorithms.

Claim 4.8. Assume zlev(e) < lev(e) < ilev(e) for all passive elements before Rebuild(k) started.
Then, after Linel3, each set s that was in Tsy before Linel3 is still tight.

Proof. 1t suffices to argue that w(s) is not changed by Line B if s € TS before Line Bl For each
active element e € s, its level lev(e) was already larger than k even before Line [, so w(e) would
not change. For each passive element e € s, the value of w(e) could only decrease in Line [3 if
ilev(e) < k. Fortunately, this is impossible, as otherwise by definition of levels, we would have
kE <lev(s) <lev(e) < ilev(e) < k.

]

Claim 4.9. Any element e € D not added to E should contain a tight set.

Proof. The statement is straightforward for deterministic algorithm. Let us mainly focus on the
randomized algorithm.

If F# (), then w(s) — w(e) +d > ¢4 for some s 3 e. In the former case, we have w(s) — w(e) >
Cs—0 > Cs— 55 > 16—;‘5, which means s is tight before the execution of FixLevel. If FixLevel is called,
then by Claim [4.5] s would still be tight afterwards.

Otherwise, e is assigned to the lowest intrinsic level h > k41 such that w(s) —w(e)+ (14+¢)™" <
¢s, Vs 3 e. In the latter case, by the minimality of h, there must exist s e such that w(s) —w(e)+
(1+¢)~" > ¢,. Hence, w(s) —w(e) + (1+¢€) ™" > = (w(s) —wle) + (1 +€) ") > £ s0 s is
also tight. O

Definition 4.1. During Rebuild(k), a slack set s is called necessary, if it currently contains some
elements not covered by any tight set (sets in T); otherwise it is called unnecessary.

Claim 4.10. Right before WaterFilling(E, ﬁ,E) s invoked, U contains all the necessary slack sets,
and all necessary slack sets are on level k+ 1.

Proof. The statement is straightforward for deterministic algorithm. For the rest, let us mainly
focus on the randomized algorithm.

By the algorithm description, if a slack set s contains some clean elements, then it joins U. If
a slack set s contains a dirty element e € D, let us consider the iteration that processes e. If flag is
true in the pseudocode, then s would join U. Otherwise, by Claim 4.9, we know that e is already
covered by T'. Therefore, the only possibility that s does not join U is that all dirty elements in s
are covered, and thus s is unnecessary. Finally, since FixLevel preserves the tightness condition of
any set, we know that U should collect all the slack sets in the end.

Finally, we need to argue that all necessary slack sets are on level k + 1 right before we invoke
WaterFilling(k, U, E). There are multiple possibilities that a set s is added to U at some moment.
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e s was in T<y, or s was slack and lev(s) = 0.

In this case, from the description of the algorithm s would be first added to U and then moved
to level k+ 1. We argue that its level will not rise during any instance of FixLevel; this is because
d > log; . %€ and by Claim @4}, we know that lev(s) stays unchanged.

e s was not in T« and lev(s) > k.

In this case, by Invariant [21l(2), s must be tight. Since tightness are preserved along the way, s
would never join U.

O

Notice that at the beginning of Rebuild(k), we have applied implicit zeroing for all levels 0 <
i < min{ ﬂogl te CW + 1,k}. If a set s has been moved to level-0, the levels of some elements e € s
might also need to change with it, and in turn we might also need to change w(s). However, since
s was moved to level-0 implicitly, the algorithm did not do anything with the levels of e € s, nor
update the weight w(s). So we need to verify that such bad events would not happen.

Claim 4.11. After Rebuild(k), for any set s, the data structures A;(s), P;(s) and w(s) are correctly
maintained.

Proof. For the deterministic algorithm, all elements e that were in E<, are visited, all sets s > e are
processed using O(f) time. So, in the meantime we can spend the same time budget to maintain
the data structures A;(s), P;(s) and w(s) when ilev(e) or lev(e) changes.

For the randomized algorithm, we only need to worry about dirty elements e € D, since for
each clean element we have also spent O(f) time enumerating their sets. If the for-loop on dirty
element e enters the branching Line 23] then we will also enumerate all sets s 3 e, and so we have
the time to update all the relevant data structures. Otherwise, ilev(e) would not change at all, so
there would be no changes to A;(s), Pi(s),w(s),Vs > e. O

Deterministic rebuilding. The analysis of the deterministic algorithm is easier because we have
the time budget to go through all dirty element e and enumerate its sets s © e. This part takes
time O(f|D]). Then, we can show that either e is activated and added to E, or one of its sets
s 2 e become tight. In the latter case, since lev(s) = k+ 1 and s is tight, it does not participate in
the later subroutine WaterFilling. Hence, the passive potential ®(e) has decreased by f as the gap
ilev(e) — zlev(e) has decreased by at least one. Therefore, the total runtime charged to passive edge
e would be O(%flog f)-

For the additive term O (@) in the runtime bound of WaterFiIIing(E, ﬁ, E), we can charge it
logC

to the decrease of some gap ilev(e) — lev(e) which releases f > units of passive potentials. If
all elements in F<j were active, then the potential lower bound from Lemma can also pay for
this additive term.

Together with insertion and deletion operations, the amortized update time would be bounded

by O (Lf1og f + % + LgC).

Randomized rebuilding. For the randomized setting, we can assume C' < €f; otherwise the
deterministic runtime is already better. Then, according to Lemma [£.2] the last term O(g) in

the runtime of WaterFilling(E, ﬁ, E) can be charged to the potential decrease of ®qown(T<f), as the

last term —f18¢ log €

W is at least %€
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We first show that the algorithm produces a valid set cover T" for . Indeed, by Claim 49 and
Claim (410, the set E contains all elements that do not contain any tight sets, and U contains all
the necessary slack sets. Then, due to Lemma [B] all properties in Invariant 2.1] will be restored,
and so T is a set cover for U.

To analyze the runtime, let us begin with basic properties of the algorithm.

Claim 4.12. For any passive element e, the gap ilev(e) — zlev(e) never increases, and zlev(e) <
lev(e) < ilev(e).

Proof. The first half of the statement can be verified from the algorithm description of subroutine
Rebuild and the fact that this gap never increases during subroutine FixLevel.

For the inequality lev(e) < ilev(e), first assume it held before the execution of Rebuild(k).
If ilev(e) < k + 1 before the execution of Rebuild(k), then it would be activated. Otherwise, if
ilev(e) > k + 1, then raising sets in T<j, to level k + 1 would not violate ilev(e) > lev(e). During the
executions of FixLevel, as we have proved in Claim 2] property zlev(e) < lev(e) < ilev(e) is also
preserved.

Finally, let us check the inequality zlev(e) < lev(e). There are some possibilities depending on
the execution of Algorithm [B

e Flag is false.

In this case, as we have proved in Claim 1.9, we have found a set tight s © e. Then we would
set zlev(e) < lev(s). After that, since subroutine FixLevel preserves tightness, s can never join
U, and so lev(s) cannot decrease afterwards due to WaterFilling(k,U, E). Therefore, in the end
of the algorithm, we have lev(e) > lev(s) > zlev(e).

e Flag is true and F # (.

In this case, we would scan all sets s > e, raise each lev(s) to max{lev(s),k + 1}, and set
zlev(e) < lev(e). As we have proved in Claim 9] as F # 0, e is currently contained in a tight
set. Pick a tight set s 3 e such that lev(s) is maximized. Since all slack sets have levels at most
k41, as proved in Claim FL.I0, we know that lev(s) must equal to lev(e), thus also equal to zlev(e)
at the moment.

After that, since subroutine FixLevel preserves tightness, s can never join U , and so lev(s) cannot
decrease afterwards due to WaterFilling(k,U, E'). Therefore, in the end of the algorithm, we have
lev(e) > lev(s) > zlev(e).

e Flag is true and F=0.

We only need to worry about the case h > k + 1, since otherwise e would be activated. In this
case, if lev(e) > k + 1, then by Claim .10, e is contained in a tight set s on level > k + 1. Since
all sets in U are on level k + 1, lev(s) will not drop later on.

Iflev(e) = k+1, then e is contained in a tight set s on level k+1 after the assignment ilev(e) < h.
Since all sets in U are on level k + 1, lev(s) will not drop later on.

O

Claim 4.13. For any e € D, after the execution of Rebuild(k), either e becomes active, or the gap
ilev(e) — zlev(e) decreases by at least one.

Proof. At the beginning of Rebuild(k), we know that zlev(e) < k. Later on, e will be raised to level
> k+1, soilev(e) — zlev(e) has strictly decreased. Afterwards, it will become activated or enter an
instance of FixLevel; in both cases, the gap ilev(e) — zlev(e) does not increase. This concludes the
proof. O
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Now, we are able to bound the total time spent on steps excluding FixLevel.

Claim 4.14. For any e passive elements whose gap ilev(e) — zlev(s) is at least 1 + 2log; 2,
before the value of (5log)i, . (ilev(e) —zlev(e)) decreases, the total time it spends on steps in Rebuild
is bounded by O(f) in expectation.

Proof. Suppose e enters the branching on Line 26] or Line [34] at some point before log}, . (ilev(e) —
zlev(e)) decreases. Then, after this instance of Rebuild(k), by the algorithm description of FixLevel,
the gap ilev(e) — zlev(e) would be at most

4 2
{logwE max { ((510g)§7525f) , <§> }-‘ < max {(SIOg)ﬁ;l fi1+2logy . %}

€

If the gap gets below 1+ 210g14re =, then due to Claim [£.13] e will be processed by Rebuild for
at most O(log, . = 2¢Y times. Therefore, for the rest, the total time charged to e would be at most

O(fhe’—gc) before e gets activated or deleted.

Otherwise, the gap is at most (510g)173:21 f. Therefore, by Claim [13], after being processed
this instance of Rebuild, we have charged e with total runtime O(f) while decreasing the value of

(5log)7, (ilev(e) — zlev(e)) by one.
For the rest, let us assume e never enters those two branches before (5log)}_ . (ilev(e) — zlev(e))
decreases. Hence, for the rest, we only need to bound the time on random sampling and the

~ 2
branching where |F| > <(5log)§732E f) . Each time e becomes a dirty element in an instance of

Rebuild(k), the algorithm spends O <f/(5 log)@ef) time in the random sampling step. If |1/7\| >

2
<(5log)ﬁ?6 f) , then we will spend additional time O(f) in this branch. However, in this case, the
probability that the random testing fails (flag is true) would be at most

(1-1F1/f .

>5o-[f/(51og)§@€ﬂ . <1>10(510g)1+€f )
e

= "D
(5 log)l—l—e f

Therefore, the expected time cost of this part is O(f/ (510g)§7j;1) f)-

Take a sum of both parts, since the gap ilev(e) —zlev(e) is at most {(5 log)ﬁzgﬂ at the beginning,

and it decreases by at least one, the total time would be

f (n)
O —————-(51 =0
<(5 log)g,ﬁef ( 0g)1+ef> (f)

O

Corollary 4.2. The amortized expected total time spent on each passive element e in subroutine
Rebuild is O (i} log* f + % log o).

Proof. By Claim 4.14], what remains is to analyze the amortized cost of FixLevel invoked within
Rebuild. Consider any instance of FixLevel(e,l), and let F' be the set defined within FixLevel(e, ).
By definition, we know F is the set of all sets s 3 e such that w(s) — w(e) + (1 4 €)~2ev()=d > ¢

Since zlev(e) > k + 1, we know that F' C F. Therefore, according to Lemma 1] the amortized
cost of FixLevel is bounded by

3|F) - (f f12g0>.(1+ €)” d<3<£+flog0>/— < 6f/€
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~ 2 4
This is because in this case |F| < <(5log)@€f) and d = {loglJrE max { <(5 log)gzzef) , (%)2}-‘ .

According to Claim .14} when the gap ilev(e) — zlev(e) is at least 1+ 2log; %, the algorithm
spends O(f/e3) amortized time before 1 decreases. After that, ilev(e) — zlev(e) decreases each
time the algorithm spends O(f/e?) amortized time for each e during Rebuild. Since the value
log*(ilev(e) — zlev(e)) can decrease for at most log* f times, the overall amortized update time

spent on e is O (6% log* f + Eiglog C). O

4.6 Total runtime

To conclude the proof of Theorem [T, let A € {A\and, Adet } be the upper bound on the amortized
update time, where A\,ng = © (gg log* f + E% log C’), and Aget = O <%flogf + gfg + %gg—c> for the
deterministic algorithm. Let I' be the total number of element updates. Without loss of generality,

we can assume that at the end of the update sequence, we have U/ = (); otherwise, we can add T'
artificial deletions which does not change the asymptotic runtime bound.

e Preprocessing. Initially &/ = (), and all sets are slack and on level 0.

If the algorithm is deterministic, then for each 0 < i < L, initialize pointers to (currently empty)
sets E;(s), A;(s), P;(s) and store them in a random-accessible array. This takes O(2mlog(Cn))
time and space.

If the algorithm is randomized, then initialize randomized dynamic hash tables to store pointers
to (currently empty) sets E;(s), Ai(s), P;(s) [DKM™94]. This takes time O(m).

e Updates. As we have proved in previous subsections, for each update, the amortized update
time is bounded as A® + runtime < A.

Let ®™ be the total potential at the beginning, and let @ be the total potential at the end.
Taking the summation of the preprocessing procedure and all updates, the total update time is
bounded asymptotically by I'- A 4+ &t — 24 Since U/ is empty both at the beginning and at the
end, we have &Mt = ®°nd which finalizes the proof. Some of the notations used in this paper is
summarized in Table 2]
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Notation

Definition

w(e)

The weight of element e € U. w(e) = (1 + e)_”e"(e).

w(s)

The total weight of set s € S. w(s) =D ., w(e).

|
|
|
o(s) The dead weight of set s € S. ‘
0] The total dead weight. ¢ =3 __¢¢(s). ‘
i The total dead weight of sets on level i. ¢; = ZsJeV(S):i o(s). ‘
b<i The total dead weight of sets on level ¢ and below. ¢<; = EsJev(s)gi o(s). ‘
w*(s) The composite weight of s € S. w*(s) = w(s) + ¢(s). ‘
w(i, s) The weight of set s € S at level i. It is the weight of s if it were raised to level i.
w(5,1) = X e, min {w(e), (1 + ) mxlimaseerss O} |,
L The maximum level of a set, i.e. each set is assigned a level lev(s) € [L]. L =
[log; . (Cn)] + 1.
Tight set A set s € S is tight if w*(s) > 15 ‘
Slack set A set s € S which is not tight, i.e. w*(s) < 13, ‘
T The collection of all tight sets. ‘
T; The collection of all tight sets at level 4, i.e. a collection of s € T such that
lev(s) =1
lev(s) The level of set s € S. lev(s) € [L]. ‘
lev(e) The level of element e € U. lev(e) = maxgsc{lev(s)}. |
zlev(e) The lazy level of element e € U. zlev(e) < lev(e). |
ilev(e) The intrinsic level of element e € U. w(e) = (1 + €)7"¥(¢) and lev(e) < ilev(e) <
zlev(e) + [log; . max{f, % ].
base(s) The base level of set s € S. base(s) = |log;  1/c,]. ‘

Active element

If an element e is active, then the value lev(e) is correctly maintained (i.e.
zlev(e) = lev(e)), and w(e) = (1 +€)7'ev(e),

Passive element

If an element e is passive, for which a lazy level zlev(e) < lev(e) and an intrinsic
level ilev(e) are maintained.

A The set of active elements. ‘
P The set of passive elements. ‘
A; The set of all active element of level i, i.e. all e € A, such that lev(e) =i ‘
P The set of passive elements of intrinsic level i, i.e. all e € P, such that ilev(e) = i. ‘
Ai(s), Pi(s) A;Ns and P, N s respectively. |
E; The set of active elements e such that lev(e) = i, together with passive elements

e such that zlev(e) = 1.

A<i, P, By, T<;

Ac; = UZ:O Aj. The rest are defined similarly. ‘

Dirty element

During a rebuild on a level k an element e € E<y, is called dirty, if e is passive
and ilev(e) > k+ 1.

Clean element

During a rebuild on a level k an element is clean if it is not dirty. ‘

Table 2: Some of the notations used in this paper.
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