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Abstract

We introduce a new class of balanced allocation processes which bias towards underloaded
bins (those with load below the mean load) either by skewing the probability by which a
bin is chosen for an allocation (probability bias), or alternatively, by adding more balls to
an underloaded bin (weight bias). A prototypical process satisfying the probability bias
condition is Mean-Thinning: At each round, we sample one bin and if it is underloaded,
we allocate one ball; otherwise, we allocate one ball to a second bin sample. Versions of this
process have been in use since at least 1986. An example of a process, introduced by us,
which satisfies the weight bias condition is Twinning: At each round, we only sample one
bin. If the bin is underloaded, then we allocate two balls; otherwise, we allocate only one
ball.

Our main result is that for any process with a probability or weight bias, with high
probability the gap between maximum and minimum load is logarithmic in the number of
bins. This result holds for any number of allocated balls (heavily loaded case), covers many
natural processes that relax the Two-Choice process, and we also prove it is tight for many
such processes, including Mean-Thinning and Twinning.

Our analysis employs a delicate interplay between linear, quadratic and exponential
potential functions. It also hinges on a phenomenon we call “mean quantile stabilization”,
which holds in greater generality than our framework and may be of independent interest.
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1 Introduction

We consider the sequential allocation of m balls (jobs or data items) to n bins (servers or
memory cells), by allowing each ball to choose from a set of randomly sampled bins. The goal
is to allocate balls efficiently, while also keeping the load vector balanced. The balls-into-bins
framework has found numerous applications in hashing, load balancing, routing, but also has
connections to more theoretical topics such as randomized rounding or pseudorandomness (we
refer to the surveys [38] and [45] for more details).

A classical algorithm is the d-Choice process introduced by Azar, Broder, Karlin, Upfal [7]
and Karp, Luby, and Meyer auf der Heide [28], where at each round, we sample d ⩾ 1 bins
uniformly at random and then allocate the ball to the least loaded of the d sampled bins. It
is well-known that for the One-Choice process (d = 1), the gap between the maximum and
mean load is Θ

(√
(m/n) · log n

)
for m ⩾ n log n. In particular, this gap grows significantly as

m/n → ∞, which is called the heavily loaded case. For Two-Choice (d = 2), it was proved [7]
that the gap is only log2 log n + O(1) for m = n. This result was generalized by Berenbrink,
Czumaj, Steger and Vöcking [10] who proved that the same guarantee also holds for m ⩾ n, in
other words, even as m/n → ∞, the difference between the maximum and mean load remains
bounded by a slowly growing function in n that is independent ofm. This dramatic improvement
of Two-Choice over One-Choice is widely known as the “power of two choices” paradigm.

The importance of this paradigm was recently recognized in the 2020 ACM Paris Kanellakis
Theory and Practice award [6]. However, in some real-world applications the original Two-
Choice process has been shown to underperform and so variants of Two-Choice are being
used instead (e.g. [35, 39, 46]). These variants relax the assumptions of Two-Choice and can
thus be regarded as more sample-efficient and robust.

As noted in [35], in some real-word systems one important shortcoming of Two-Choice
are its communication requirements:

More importantly, the [Two-Choice] algorithm requires communication between
dispatchers and processors at the time of job assignment. The communication time
is on the critical path, hence contributes to the increase in response time.

An important family of processes, Two-Thinning attempts to address this issue. In this
process, each ball first samples a bin uniformly at random and if its load is below some threshold,
the ball is allocated to that sample. Otherwise, the ball is allocated to a second bin sampled
uniformly at random, without inspecting its load. These processes have the advantage that
they relax communication between the job dispatchers and servers (see Fig. 1.1).

Two-Thinning was used by Eager, Lazowska and Zahorjan [19] and was analyzed by Iwama
and Kawachi [27] and Feldheim and Gurel-Gurevich [20] in the lightly-loaded case (m = O(n)).
In [20], the authors proved that for m = n, there is a Two-Thinning process using a threshold
on the number of times a bin has been used as a first sample, which achieves a gap ofO

(√
logn

log logn

)
.

This process achieves a significant improvement over One-Choice and also uses a total of
(1+ o(1)) ·n samples, which is an improvement over Two-Choice. Similar threshold processes
have been studied in queuing [19] and discrepancy theory [18]. For values of m sufficiently larger
than n, some lower and upper bounds have been established for a more general class of adaptive
Two-Thinning processes [21, 29]. Here, adaptive means that the choice of the threshold may
depend on the entire load vector, which is not ideal from a practical perspective. Related to
this line of research, [29] also analyzed a so-called Quantile process, which is a version of
Two-Thinning where a ball is allocated to a second sample only if the first bin has a load
which is at least the median load.

In [29], an extension of Two-Thinning was studied, the k-Threshold processes, where
for each ball two bins are sampled uniformly at random and k queries of the form “is the load of
the bin at least x?” are sent to each. Then, the process allocates to the bin that was witnessed
to be lesser loaded.
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Figure 1.1: (left) The three stages A,B,C for an allocation in round t using Two-Choice,
which assumes that no other ball is being allocated to the two sampled bins (so the two bins are
being “held” until both loads xti1 and xti2 are reported and the allocation is complete). (right)
The (at most) two stages A,B for an allocation using Two-Thinning process with threshold
f t. Here, none of the bins needs to be “held” and there are at most two stages.

Extensions of Two-Thinning where up to d bins may be sampled have been studied in [22,
29, 36]. A similar class of adaptive sampling processes (where, depending on the loads of the
samples so far, the ball may or may not sample another bin) was analyzed by Czumaj and
Stemann [16] who proved tight results for m = n and by Berenbrink, Khodamoradi, Sauerwald
and Stauffer [12] for some specific instances for m ⩾ n.

Another example of a process that reduces the number of samples is the (1+β)-process intro-
duced by Mitzenmacher [36], where each ball is allocated using One-Choice with probability
1 − β and otherwise is allocated using Two-Choice. Peres, Talwar and Wieder [41] proved
that for any β ∈ (0, 1], the gap is only O

( logn
β

)
. Hence, only a small fraction of Two-Choice

rounds are enough to inherit the property of Two-Choice that the gap is independent of m. It
was recently shown that this process asymptotically outperforms Two-Choice in the presence
of outdated information [30]. The (1 + β)-process has been used to analyze population proto-
cols [1, 3], distributed data structures [2, 4] and online carpooling [26]. Another sample-efficient
variant of Two-Choice is the (k, d)-Choice process allocates to the k lightest out of the d
sampled bins [40].

From a more technical perspective, apart from analyzing a large class of natural allocation
processes, an important question is to understand how sensitive the gap is to changes in the
probability allocation vector pt of the process, where pti gives the probability to allocate to the
i-th heaviest bin in round t. To this end, [41] formulated general conditions on the probability
allocation vector, which, when satisfied in all rounds, imply a small gap bound. These were then
applied not only to the (1+β)-process, but also to analyze graphical balanced allocations where
an edge of a graph is chosen uniformly at random and the ball is allocated to the least loaded of
its two endpoints. Other works which study perturbations on the probability allocation vector
are: allocations on hypergraphs [25], balls-into-bins with correlated choices [44]; or balls-into-
bins with hash functions [13].

Our Results We introduce a general framework that allows us to deduce a small gap inde-
pendent of m for a large family of processes, but also opens the door for the study of novel
allocation processes such as Twinning (to be defined below). To ensure that an allocation
process produces a balanced load vector, we could bias the allocation towards underloaded bins
(bins whose load is below the mean) by skewing the probability by which a bin is chosen for an
allocation (probability bias), or alternatively, we could add more balls to a bin if it is underloaded
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(weight bias). We call both of these processes Mean-Biased.
Note that a small bias in the probability allocation vector can be achieved in various ways,

for example, by taking a second bin sample: (i) in each round (Two-Choice), or (ii) in each
round with some probability β ((1+β)-process), or (iii) in each round dependent on the load of
the first sample (Two-Thinning). Regarding the weight bias, as pointed out in [37], allocating
consecutive balls to the same bin is very natural in applications like sticky routing [24] or load
balancing, where balls may often arrive in bursts. To this end, we study Twinning which
allocates two balls if the bin is underloaded and one ball if it is overloaded.

We now describe two general conditions, which state that the probability allocation vector
is biased towards underloaded bins, and we allocate fewer balls to overloaded bins. Neglecting
some technical details (see Section 3), for δt ∈ (0, 1) being the quantile of the mean load in
round t, meaning there are δtn overloaded bins, the two conditions are (roughly) as follows:

Condition P2: At each round, the probability of allocating to any fixed underloaded bin
is 1

n · (1 + Ω(δt)), while to any fixed overloaded bin is 1
n · (1− Ω(1− δt)).

Condition W2: At each round, if an underloaded bin is chosen for allocation, allocate (a
constant number) more balls than if an overloaded bin is chosen.

As our main result we prove a gap bound of O(log n) whenever a process satisfies at least one of
these two mean-biasing conditions (in addition to some mild and general conditions). It turns
out that P2 is satisfied by Mean-Thinning (i.e., the Two-Thinning process with threshold
being the mean load), while W2 is satisfied by Twinning; thus for both of these processes a
gap bound of O(log n) follows immediately. The result for Twinning gives an example of a
process with gap O(log n), which is also more sample-efficient than One-Choice.

The result for Mean-Thinning extends to any Relative-Threshold(f(n)) process which
uses a threshold of t

n + f(n) for the offset function f(n) ⩾ 0, via a coupling argument, proving
that w.h.p. Gap(m) = O(f(n) + logn). Finally, the framework also applies to the (1 + β)-
process with any constant β ∈ (0, 1) and a relaxation of Mean-Thinning which we call the
(1 + ζ)-process.

To the best of our knowledge, most of the related work on balls-into-bins focuses on a small
number (usually one or two) allocation processes, and analyzes their gap (with [41, 43] being
exceptions). Here we develop a framework that captures a variety of existing and new processes.

Our analysis, especially of Twinning, bears some resemblance to the weighted balls-into-
bins setting [11, 41, 42], but there, the weights of the balls are drawn from some distribution
before the bin is sampled and there is a time-invariant probability bias towards lightly loaded
bins (e.g., as in (1 + β)-process and Two-Choice). However, in our model the weights depend
on the load of the sampled bin.

The Twinning process can also be applied to the graphical balanced allocations on d-regular
graphs for any d ⩾ 2 (see Remark 3.5). More specifically, the O(log n) bound from the classical
setting (corresponding to the complete graph) still applies even for sparse regular graphs, like
the cycle where Two-Choice is conjectured to have an Ω(poly(n)) gap [5, 8].

An extension of Twinning, called Packing, was studied by the authors of this paper in [34],
where an underloaded bin is “filled” until it becomes overloaded, this process also achieves an
O(log n) gap.

Overview of Proof Techniques Parts of our analysis are based on the use of the expo-
nential potential pioneered in [41]. However, in [41] time/load independent conditions on the
processes ensure that the potential drops in expectation in every round in every round, whereas
for our more general conditions there exist load vectors where the potential may increase in
expectation, even when it is large (Claim B.1). This precludes any standard application of the
approach in [41] and presents our main challenge. To overcome this challenge we introduce
two new ideas/techniques, which since the conference version of this paper [33] have already
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Process
Lightly Loaded Case m = O(n) Heavily Loaded Case m = ω(n)

Lower Bound Upper Bound Lower Bound Upper Bound

(1 + β)-process, const β ∈ (0, 1) logn
log logn [41] log n [41]

Twinning logn
log logn log n

Mean-Thinning logn
log logn log n

Relative-Threshold(f(n))
√

logn
log logn [22] logn

log logn
logn

log logn [29] f(n) + log n

(adaptive) Two-Thinning
√

logn
log logn [22] logn

log logn [29] logn
log logn [21]

Table 1.2: Overview of the gap achieved by different processes considered in this and previous
works. All stated bounds hold asymptotically and with high probability; upper bounds hold
for all values of m, while lower bounds may only hold for certain values of m. Cells shaded
in Green are new results and cells shaded Gray are known results we re-prove. The upper
bounds for Relative-Threshold and Twinning when m = O(n) follow immediately from
One-Choice.

found further application [31, 32]. The first is a series of quantitative relationships between the
linear, quadratic, and exponential potential functions; this helps overcome the issue of bad con-
figurations “blocking” progress. Our second innovation is the phenomenon of “Mean Quantile
Stabilization” where we show that any round with O(n) linear potential is followed by a Θ(n)
length interval in which for a constant fraction of rounds the ratio of overload/underload bins
is bounded away from 0 or 1; this helps maintain progress once it is “unblocked”.

To see in more detail how these two components come together, we observe that in any
round where the process has a stable quantile, i.e., δt ∈ [ε, 1 − ε] for some constant ε ∈

(
0, 12
)
,

the exponential potential decreases in expectation; and prove that quantile of the mean load
self-stabilizes. This is done by first proving that the quadratic potential drops as long as the
absolute value potential is Ω(n) (Lemma 6.2). From this, we can deduce that the absolute value
potential has to be O(n) at some point. Then we prove that once this happens, the quantile of
the mean load will be stable for sufficiently many rounds (Theorem 5.1). The final ingredient
is to prove that in rounds where the mean quantile is stable, the exponential potential drops by
a sufficiently large factor in expectation, while in other rounds it increases by a smaller factor.
A more detailed overview is given in Section 4 and the details of the proof in Sections 5 to 7.

Organization In Section 2, we define the aforementioned processes more formally (in addi-
tion, an illustration of Twinning and Mean-Thinning can be found in Figs. 3.1 and 3.2),
and also introduce some basic mathematical notation needed for our analysis. In Section 3, we
present our general framework for Mean-Biased processes. In this part, we also verify that a
variety of processes fall into (or can be reduced to) the framework. In Section 4, we outline the
proof of the upper bound on the gap for Mean-Biased processes. We also present experiments
(Fig. 4.3 on page 21) illustrating the interplay between the different potential functions used in
the analysis. In Section 5, we introduce the tools to show that for the Mean-Biased processes
the mean quantile stabilizes. In Section 6, we mainly derive the inequalities for the expectation
of the exponential potential over one round. In Section 7, we complete the proof for the upper
bound on the gap of Mean-Biased processes. In Section 8 we derive lower bounds on the
gap of several Mean-Biased processes, which are tight for Twinning and Mean-Thinning.
In Section 9, we show that Twinning is more sample-efficient than One-Choice and Mean-
Thinning is more sample-efficient than Two-Choice. In Section 10, we empirically compare
the gaps of the different processes. In Section 11, we conclude with some open problems.
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2 Notation and Balanced Allocation Processes

We consider processes that sequentially allocate balls into n bins, labeled [n] := {1, . . . , n}. By
xt we denote the load vector of the n bins at round t = 0, 1, 2, . . . (the state after t allocations
have been completed). Initially, we start with the empty load vector x0 := (0, . . . , 0), unless we
explicitly state otherwise. In many parts of the analysis, we will assume a labeling of the n bins
so that their loads at round t are ordered non-increasingly, i.e.,

xt1 ⩾ xt2 ⩾ · · · ⩾ xtn.

Unlike many of the standard balls-into-bins processes, some of our processes may allocate more
than one ball in a single allocation. To this end, we defineW t :=

∑
i∈[n] x

t
i as the total number of

balls allocated in the first t allocations (for Two-Thinning we allocate one ball per allocation,
so W t = t, however for Twinning W t ⩾ t). We will also use wt+1 := W t+1 −W t to denote the
number of balls allocated in the (t+ 1)-th allocation.

We define the gap as

Gap(t) := max
i∈[n]

xti −
W t

n
,

which is the difference between the maximum load and mean load1 at round t. When the process
Q is not clear from the context, we write GapQ(t) for the gap and xtQ for the load vector of the
process. Finally, for any round t ⩾ 0 we define the normalized load of a bin i ∈ [n] as:

yti := xti −
W t

n
.

Further, we define Ft to be the filtration corresponding to the first t allocations of the process
(so in particular, Ft reveals xt). Following [41], let pt := pt(Ft) ∈ Rn be the probability allocation
vector of the process, where for every i ∈ [n], pti is the probability that (t + 1)-th allocation is
to i-th heaviest bin.

Further, let Bt
+ :=

{
i ∈ [n] : yti ⩾ 0

}
be the set of overloaded bins, and Bt

− := [n] \ Bt
+ be

the set of underloaded bins. Let δt := |Bt
+|/n ∈

{
1
n , . . . , 1

}
be the mean quantile corresponding

to the mean load. Let P t
+ :=

∑
i∈Bt

+
pti and P t

− :=
∑

i∈Bt
−
pti, which are the probabilities of

allocating to an overloaded or underloaded bin respectively.
For two vectors p and q, we say that p majorizes q if

∑k
i=1 pi ⩾

∑k
i=1 qi, for all k ∈ [n]. We

denote this by p ⪰ q. Typically we will be considering the majorization ordering between two
(partial) probability allocation vectors, or sorted load vectors. For random variables Y,Z we
say that Y is stochastically smaller than Z if Pr [Y ⩾ x ] ⩽ Pr [Z ⩾ x ] for all real x.

For some specific allocation processes considered in this work, we will also analyze the sample
efficiency defined as ηm := Wm/Sm, where Wm is the total number the balls allocated in the
first m allocations, and Sm is the total number of uniform samples taken by the process in the
first m allocations.

We begin with the definition of the classical One-Choice process.

One-Choice Process:
Iteration: For each round t ⩾ 0, sample one bin i ∈ [n] uniformly at random. Then, update:

xt+1
i = xti + 1.

1It is common in the literature to focus on this difference, rather than the difference between maximum and
minimum load; however, our results for Mean-Biased processes apply to both.
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The One-Choice process has a time-independent probability allocation vector

p := pt =

(
1

n
, . . . ,

1

n

)
,

and it has a sample efficiency of ηm = 1. We proceed with the definition of the Two-Choice
process [7, 28].

Two-Choice Process:
Iteration: For each round t ⩾ 0, sample two bins i1, i2 ∈ [n], independently and uniformly at
random. Let i ∈ {i1, i2} be such that xti = min{xti1 , xti2}, favoring bins with higher indices
in case of a tie. Then, update:

xt+1
i = xti + 1.

The Two-Choice process also has a time-independent probability allocation vector p := pt,
where

pi :=
2i− 1

n2
, for any i ∈ [n],

and it has a sample efficiency of ηm = 1
2 .

Mixing One-Choice with Two-Choice rounds at a rate β, one obtains the (1+β)-process [41]:

(1 + β)-Process:
Parameter: A mixing factor β ∈ (0, 1].
Iteration: For each round t ⩾ 0, with probability β allocate one ball via the Two-Choice
process, otherwise allocate one ball via the One-Choice process.

The probability allocation vector for the (1 + β)-process is a convex combination of the
One-Choice and Two-Choice probability allocation vectors given by

pi := (1− β) · 1
n
+ β · 2i− 1

n2
, for any i ∈ [n].

The following process has been studied by several authors [20, 22, 27].

Two-Thinning(f(n, xt)) Process:

Parameter: A threshold function f(n, xt) ⩾ 0.
Iteration: For each round t ⩾ 0, sample two uniform bins i1 and i2 independently, and
update: {

xt+1
i1

= xti1 + 1 if xti1 < f(n, xt),

xt+1
i2

= xti2 + 1 if xti1 ⩾ f(n, xt).

In this work, we focus on processes that have a threshold that is relative to the mean load,
i.e., f(n, xt) = t

n + f(n). These have the attractive property that they can be implemented just
having knowledge of the mean load (instead of the entire load vector). The prototypical such
process is Mean-Thinning (introduced in Section 3.3), which has threshold equal to the mean
load, i.e., f(n) = 0.

The probability allocation vector for Mean-Thinning is given by

pt :=

(
δt

n
, . . . ,

δt

n︸ ︷︷ ︸
δtn bins

,
1 + δt

n
, . . . ,

1 + δt

n︸ ︷︷ ︸
(1−δt)·n bins

)
.

Throughout the paper, we often make use of statements and inequalities which hold only
for sufficiently large n. For simplicity, we do not state this explicitly.
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3 Mean-Biased Processes and Our Results

In this section, we begin by defining the conditions for Mean-Biased processes. Then, we
present our main result for Mean-Biased processes.

Following this we define some typicalMean-Biased processes, including Twinning, Mean-
Thinning and the (1 + ζ)-process, and show that they fall under the probability and weight
biased subclasses. We summarize our lower bounds and upper bounds for these processes,
showing that these are tight, and also consider the sample efficiency of these processes. We also
consider the Relative-Threshold(f(n)) processes with f(n) > 0, which although are not
Mean-Biased processes strictly speaking, we show that our general bound can be extended
via a coupling to give tight gap bounds for any f(n) ⩾ log n.

3.1 General Mean-Biased Framework and Bounds

First, we will start by defining some conditions on the probability allocation vector and on the
weights of the balls allocated to underloaded and overloaded bins. Recall that for any i ∈ [n], pti
is the probability of allocating to the i-th heaviest bin at round t. As before, pt may depend on
the filtration Ft. Recall also that Bt

+ := {i ∈ [n] : yt− ⩾ 0}, δt := |Bt
+|/n, and Bt

− := [n] \Bt
+.

Condition P1: There exists an integer constant k1 ⩾ 1 and a constant k2 ∈ (0, 1], such
that for each round t ⩾ 0,

– the overloaded bins satisfy

max
i∈Bt

+

pti ⩽
k1
n

and
(
pt1, . . . , p

t
δtn

)
⪯
(
1

n
, . . . ,

1

n

)
,

– and the underloaded bins satisfy

min
i∈Bt

−

pti ⩾
k2
n

and
(
ptn, . . . , p

t
δtn+1

)
⪰
(
1

n
, . . . ,

1

n

)
.

Condition W1: For each round t ⩾ 0, when bin i ∈ [n] is chosen for allocation,

– if yti < 0, then allocate w− balls to bin i,

– if yti ⩾ 0, then allocate w+ balls to bin i,

where 1 ⩽ w+ ⩽ w− are constant integers2, i.e., independent of t and n.

Both conditions P1 andW1 are natural, but on their own they are not sufficient to establish a
good bound on the gap, as theOne-Choice process satisfies both conditions with k1 := k2 := 1.
Thus, we will require that processes satisfy at least one of the following two stronger versions
of P1 and W1:

Condition P2: There exists an integer constant k1 ⩾ 1 and constants k2, k3, k4 ∈ (0, 1],
such that for each round t ⩾ 0,

– the overloaded bins satisfy

max
i∈Bt

+

pti ⩽
k1
n

and
(
pt1, . . . , p

t
δtn

)
⪯
(
1

n
− k3 · (1− δt)

n
, . . . ,

1

n
− k3 · (1− δt)

n

)
,

2By scaling, this can be generalized to constant rational weights.
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– and the underloaded bins satisfy

min
i∈Bt

−

pti ⩾
k2
n

and
(
ptn, . . . , p

t
δtn+1

)
⪰
(
1

n
+

k4 · δt
n

, . . . ,
1

n
+

k4 · δt
n

)
.

Condition W2: This is as Condition W1, but additionally we have the strict inequality:
w+ < w−. Also, we assume that for each round t ⩾ 0,

(
ptn, . . . , p

t
δtn+1

)
⪰
(

P t
−

|Bt
−|

, . . . ,
P t
−

|Bt
−|

)
,

where P t
− :=

∑
i∈Bt

−
pti is the sum of allocation probabilities over the underloaded bins.

We refer to a balanced allocation process as Mean-Biased if it satisfies P2∩W1 or P1∩W2,
that is it has a probability or weight bias respectively. Our main result proves a logarithmic
upper bound on the gap for any Mean-Biased process in the heavily loaded case.

Theorem 3.1 (Main Theorem). Consider any P2 ∩W1-process or P1 ∩W2-process. Then,
there exists a constant κ > 0 such that for any round m ⩾ 0,

Pr

[
max
i∈[n]

∣∣∣∣xmi − Wm

n

∣∣∣∣ ⩽ κ log n

]
⩾ 1− n−4;

so in particular, Pr [ Gap(m) ⩽ κ log n ] ⩾ 1− n−4.

To prove a matching lower bound we add the following condition:

• Condition P3: For any ε ∈
(
0, 12
)
there exists a k5 := k5(ε) ∈ (0, 1] such that for each

round t ⩾ 0 with δt ∈ [ε, 1− ε], the probability allocation vector pt satisfies,

min
i∈[n]

pti ⩾
k5
n
.

This condition is satisfied for many natural processes, including Twinning, Mean-Thinning,
and the (1 + β)-process with constant β ∈ (0, 1). Assuming condition P3 in addition to the
Mean-Biased conditions allows us to prove a tight lower bound.

Theorem 3.2. Consider any P2∩W1-process or P1∩W2-process, which also satisfies condition
P3. Then there exists a constant κ > 0 such that

Pr [ Gap(κn log n) ⩾ κ log n ] ⩾ 1− n−1/2.

In the next subsection we give some examples of processes for which our bounds hold, and
some processes which are not Mean-Biased but are sufficiently close that we can cover them
with our bounds. First we discuss the meaning behind the Mean-Biased conditions.

The rationale behind condition P2 is that we wish to slightly bias the probability allocation
vector pt towards underloaded bins at each round t. However, it is natural to assume that
this influence is limited by a process that samples, say, at most two bins independently and
uniformly, and then allocates balls to the least loaded of the two. Concretely, if a process
takes two independent and uniform bin samples at each round, the probability of picking two

overloaded bins equals
( |Bt

+|
n

)2
. Hence by averaging, for each overloaded bin i ∈ Bt

+

pti ⩾

( |Bt
+|
n

)2

· 1

|Bt
+|

=
|Bt

+|
n2

=
δt

n
.

10



The relaxation of the first constraint in P2 by taking a strict convex combination of 1
n and δt

n
ensures some slack, for instance, it allows the framework to cover the (1 + ζ)-process, where
we perform a One-Choice allocation with some constant probability η ∈ (0, 1], and otherwise
we perform an allocation following the Mean-Thinning process (see Lemma 3.10 for details).
Similarly, for any process which takes at most two uniform samples, by averaging for any
underloaded bin i ∈ Bt

−

pti ⩽
1− |Bt

+|2
n2

|Bt
−|

=
(n− |Bt

+|) · (n+ |Bt
+|)

n2|Bt
−|

=
1

n
+

|Bt
+|

n2
=

1

n
+

δt

n
.

Finally, we remark that P2 resembles the framework of [41, Equation 2], where pti = pi
is non-decreasing in i and pn/3 ⩽ 1−4ε

n and p2n/3 ⩾ 1+4ε
n holds for some 0 < ε < 1/4 (not

necessarily constant). In contrast to that, for constants k3, k4 > 0, the conditions in P2 are
relaxed as they only imply such a bias if δt is bounded away from 0 and 1, which may not hold
in all rounds.

We note that the requirements on the probability allocation vectors in P1 and P2 are a
relaxation of those in the conference version of this paper [33]. Previously we assumed that the
probability allocation vector is non-decreasing, which implies the current majorization condition.
Also more restrictive bounds of maxi∈Bt

+
pti ⩽

1
n and mini∈Bt

−
pti ⩾

1
n were assumed. As we shall

see this relaxation allows our new framework to include the (1 + β)-process with constant
β ∈ (0, 1) (Lemma 3.8) and the k-Relative-Threshold(f1, . . . , fk) processes with fk = 0
(Lemma 3.9). Further, the bound on the maximum probability to allocate to any single bin
is satisfied by any process that takes d uniform and independent samples in each round with
k1 := d. For instance, Two-Choice, the (1 + β)-process and Two-Thinning processes, all
satisfy this with k1 := 2.

3.2 Mean-Biased Processes Satisfying P1 and W2 (Weight Bias)

We begin with an example of a natural process which satisfies conditions P1 andW2 of the frame-
work, that is this process allocates more balls when it samples an underloaded bin. Specifically,
we introduce a new process called Twinning, which allocates one ball to an overloaded bin
and two balls to an underloaded bin. This process is possibly the most similar to One-Choice
among our processes, however, we still prove that w.h.p. it has an O(log n) gap and that it
allocates 1 + ε balls per sample for constant ε ∈ (0, 1).

Twinning Process:
Iteration: For each round t ⩾ 0, sample a bin i uniformly at random, and update:

xt+1
i =

{
xti + 2 if xti <

W t

n ,

xti + 1 if xti ⩾
W t

n .

Wt/n Wt/n

TWINNING

i i

Figure 3.1: Two possibilities for Twinning: (i) allocate one ball to an overloaded bin, or
(ii) allocate two balls to an underloaded bin.

11



It is fairly clear that Twinning fits into the Mean-Biased framework.

Lemma 3.3. The Twinning process satisfies P1 and W2.

Proof. The Twinning process trivially satisfies P1 with k1, k2 := 1 since it samples a bin
uniformly at random in each round, and W2 since w− := 2 > 1 =: w+.

In Section 9, we show thatTwinning is more sample efficient than theOne-Choice process.

Lemma 3.4. There exists a constant ρ > 0, such that for any m ⩾ ρ−1 ·n log n, the Twinning
process satisfies

E [ ηm ] ⩾ 1 + ρ and Pr [ ηm ⩾ 1 + ρ ] ⩾ 1− n−1/4.

Remark 3.5. The Twinning process can be implemented in graphical balanced allocations on
any d-regular graph (even on the cycle) in the following manner: (i) sample an edge randomly,
(ii) sample one of its endpoints randomly and (iii) allocate using Twinning. The first two steps
are equivalent to sampling a bin uniformly at random, so the process is equivalent to Twinning.
As we show in Corollary 3.11, Twinning achieves w.h.p. an O(log n) gap, which is much better
than the observed poly(n) gap of Two-Choice (e.g., on the cycle) [5, 8].

3.3 Mean-Biased Processes Satisfying P2 and W1 (Probability Bias)

We now turn our attention to introducing some processes which satisfy the conditions P2 and
W1 of the framework, that is they have a bias towards sampling underloaded bins.

We begin with a special case of Two-Thinning:

Mean-Thinning Process:
Iteration: For each round t ⩾ 0, sample two bins i1 and i2 independently and uniformly at
random, and update: {

xt+1
i1

= xti1 + 1 if xti1 < t
n ,

xt+1
i2

= xti2 + 1 if xti1 ⩾ t
n .

t/n

i1 i2i1

t/n

i1i2

MEAN-THINNING

Figure 3.2: Three different possibilities for Mean-Thinning: (i) first bin is underloaded, so
the ball is allocated there, (ii) first bin is overloaded and the ball is allocated to an underloaded
bin, or (iii) the ball is allocated to an overloaded bin.

Lemma 3.6. The Mean-Thinning process satisfies P2 and W1.

Proof. The Mean-Thinning process trivially satisfies W1 with w−, w+ := 1. To verify P2,
recall that a ball is allocated to the first sample, if the bin is underloaded; otherwise, the ball
is allocated to the second sample. Hence, for any overloaded bin i ∈ Bt

+.

pti = δt · 1
n
=

1

n
− 1 · (1− δt)

n
,

12



that is we first sample an overloaded bin (with prob. δt) and then sample the specific bin i (with
prob. 1

n). In particular, maxi∈Bt
+
pti ⩽

1
n . Similarly, any underloaded bin i ∈ Bt

−,

pti =
1 + δt

n
=

1

n
+

1 · δt
n

,

thus, mini∈Bt
−
pti ⩾

1
n . Therefore, Mean-Thinning satisfies P2 with k1, k2, k3, k4 := 1.

Lemma 3.7. There exists a constant ρ > 0, such that for any m ⩾ ρ−1 · n log n, the Mean-
Thinning process satisfies

E [ ηm ] ⩾
1

2
+ ρ and Pr

[
ηm ⩾

1

2
+ ρ

]
⩾ 1− n−1/4.

We now turn to the (1 + β)-process.

Lemma 3.8. The (1 + β)-process with any constant β ∈ (0, 1) satisfies P2 and W1.

Proof. The (1 + β)-process trivially satisfies W1 with w−, w+ := 1. To verify P2, recall that

pi := (1− β) · 1
n
+ β · 2i− 1

n2
.

Hence, maxi∈[n] pi ⩽
2
n and mini∈[n] pi ⩾

1−β
n , and so k1 := 2 and k2 := 1 − β. Now, for the

majorization condition, note that the prefix sum is given by

δtn∑
i=1

pi = δtn · (1− β) · 1
n
+ β · (δ

tn)2

n2
= δt − β · δt · (1− δt).

This is the same prefix sum as for the uniform vector which has all entries being equal to
1
n − β · (1− δt). Since the probability allocation vector of the (1 + β)-process is non-decreasing
in i ∈ [n], it follows that for k3 := β,

(p1, . . . , pδtn) ⪯
(
1

n
− k3 · (1− δt)

n
, . . . ,

1

n
− k3 · (1− δt)

n

)
.

The argument for the suffix sum is analogous. We have,

n∑
i=δtn+1

pi = 1− δt + β · δt · (1− δt).

This is the same suffix sum as for the uniform vector 1
n +β · δt. Since the probability allocation

vector pi is non-decreasing in i ∈ [n], it follows that with k4 := β,

(pn, . . . , pδtn+1) ⪰
(
1

n
+

k4 · δt
n

, . . . ,
1

n
+

k4 · δt
n

)
.

For the (1 + β)-process with β = 1 − o(1) (which includes Two-Choice), our framework
implies an O(log n) bound on the gap by majorization [41, Section 3].

Following the definition of k-Threshold processes [29], we define k-Relative-Threshold
processes for k ⩾ 1.

13



k-Relative-Threshold(f1(n), . . . , fk(n)) Process:
Parameter: Threshold functions f1, . . . , fk, such that for every n ∈ N,

∞ = f0(n) > f1(n) > f2(n) > . . . > fk(n).

Iteration: For each round t ⩾ 0, sample two bins i1 and i2 independently and uniformly at
random, and define for i ∈ {i1, i2}:

ℓti := max

{
j ∈ [k] ∪ {0} :

t

n
+ fj(n) > xti

}
.

Then, update {
xt+1
i1

= xti1 + 1 if ℓti1 ⩾ ℓti2 ,

xt+1
i2

= xti2 + 1 otherwise.

We now show that a special case of this process where the lowest threshold is equal to the
mean load satisfies our Mean-Biased conditions. The Mean-Biased framework implies an
O(log n) bound on the gap and this may constitute a starting point for proving o(log n) bounds
on the gap for k ⩾ 2.

Lemma 3.9. For any k ⩾ 1, any k-Relative-Threshold(f1, . . . , fk) process with fk = 0
satisfies P2 and W1.

Proof. The process trivially satisfies W1 with w−, w+ := 1. To verify P2, let δ
t
f1
, . . . , δtfk be the

quantiles of the thresholds t
n + f1, . . . ,

t
n + fk. Then, the probability allocation vector pt of the

process is given by

pti =



δtf1
n if i ⩽ δtf1n,
δtf1

+δtf2
n if δtf1n < i ⩽ δtf2n,
...

δtfk
+1

n if δtfkn < i ⩽ n.

Threshold fj affects the probability of bins with normalized load in [fj−1, fj+1]. In particular it
“moves” probability from bins with normalized load in [fj , fj+1] to bins with normalized load
in [fj−1, fj ]. Letting ptQ1

, . . . , ptQk
, be the probability allocation vectors corresponding to the

processes Qj = j-Relative-Threshold(fk−j , . . . , fk) for j = 1, . . . , k, we have that

ptQ1
⪯ . . . ⪯ ptQk

,

with Q1 corresponding to Mean-Thinning and Qk corresponding to the process in the state-
ment. Since Mean-Thinning satisfies the majorization conditions of P2 with k3, k4 := 1, by
transitivity of majorisation so does Qk. Finally, maxi∈[n] p

t
i ⩽ 2

n and mini∈Bt
−
pti ⩾ 1

n and so

k1 := 2 and k2 := 1.

Finally, we study a noisy version of the Mean-Thinning process, the (1 + ζ)-process.

(1 + ζ)-Process:
Parameter: A mixing factor ζ ∈ (0, 1].
Iteration: For each round t ⩾ 0, with probability ζ allocate one ball via theMean-Thinning
process, otherwise allocate one ball via the One-Choice process.

Lemma 3.10. For any constant ζ ∈ (0, 1], the (1 + ζ)-process satisfies P2 and W1.

14



Proof. The (1 + ζ)-process trivially satisfies W1 with w−, w+ := 1. Let pt be the probability
allocation vector of the process. For any overloaded bin i ∈ Bt

+,

pti = (1− ζ) · 1
n
+ ζ · δ

t

n
=

1

n
− ζ · (1− δt)

n
.

Similarly, for any underloaded bin i ∈ Bt
−,

pti = (1− ζ) · 1
n
+ ζ · 1 + δt

n
=

1

n
+

ζ · δt
n

.

Thus, maxi∈[n] p
t
i ⩽

2
n and mini∈Bt

−
pti ⩾

1
n . So, we conclude that the (1 + ζ)-process satisfies

P2 with k1 := 2, k2 := 1 and k3, k4 := ζ ∈ (0, 1].

Having verified that the above processes are Mean-Biased, by Theorem 3.1 we obtain the
following upper bound on their gaps.

Corollary 3.11. Consider any of the Twinning, k-Relative-Threshold(f1, . . . , fk) for any
k ⩾ 1 and fk = 0 (including Mean-Thinning) and the (1 + β)-process with any constant
β ∈ (0, 1]. Then, there exists a constant κ > 0 (different for each process) such that for any
round m ⩾ 0,

Pr [ Gap(m) ⩽ κ log n ] ⩾ 1− n−4.

3.4 Relative-Threshold(f(n)) with f(n) ⩾ 0

In the previous section, we showed that a special case of k-Relative-Threshold(f1, . . . , fk)
process with fk = 0 is Mean-Biased. We now turn our attention to instances with k = 1 but
the offset function f1(n) = f(n) is arbitrary non-negative. This generalizes Mean-Thinning,
and for f(n) > 0 the process is not Mean-Biased as there are load configurations where the
processes may not bias allocations away from all overloaded bins.

Relative-Threshold(f(n)) Process:
Parameter: An offset function f(n) ⩾ 0.
Iteration: For each round t ⩾ 0, sample two bins i1 and i2 independently and uniformly at
random, and update: {

xt+1
i1

= xti1 + 1 if xti1 < t
n + f(n),

xt+1
i2

= xti2 + 1 if xti1 ⩾ t
n + f(n).

Similarly to Mean-Thinning, the Relative-Threshold processes are appealing, as they
require just knowledge (or estimate) of the mean load, which changes only every n rounds. For
this process we prove the following upper bound on the gap.

Theorem 3.12. There exists a constant κ > 0 such that for any round m ⩾ 0 and function
f(n) ⩾ 0 the Relative-Threshold(f(n)) process satisfies

Pr [ Gap(m) ⩽ κ (log n+ f(n)) ] ⩾ 1− n−4.

The bound above is tight for any Relative-Threshold(f(n)) process with f(n) ⩾ log n.

Lemma 3.13. Consider any Relative-Threshold(f(n)) process with f(n) ⩾ log n. Then,

for m := 1
24 · n·(f(n))2

logn ,

Pr

[
Gap(m) ⩾

f(n)

50

]
⩾ 1− n−1/4.

15



For the remaining offset functions f(n) ∈ (0, log n), we can apply the generalTwo-Thinning
lower bound of Ω

( logn
log logn

)
derived in [29] (and in [21]) to the Relative-Threshold(f(n)) pro-

cess. This means that the upper bound from Theorem 3.12 is tight within an log logn factor.
This also highlights the question of determining the behavior of the gap in this regime; we
conjecture that the lower bound is tight for some values of f(n).

We prove Lemma 3.13 later in Section 8, however we now proceed with the proof of Theo-
rem 3.12. We use a coupling argument involving adding f(n) “extra balls” to each bin, which
allows us to reduce the Relative-Threshold(f(n)) process with a non-negative offset func-
tion f(n), to Mean-Thinning. Thanks to this reduction, proved in Lemmas 3.14 and 3.15 we
deduce Theorem 3.12.

Lemma 3.14. Consider the Mean-Thinning and Relative-Threshold(f(n)) processes for
any non-negative f(n) ⩾ 0. Let Gap0 and Gapf(n) be their gaps respectively. Then, Gapf(n) is
stochastically smaller than Gap0+f(n).

Before proving the lemma, we need the following domination result:

Lemma 3.15. Let R be the Two-Thinning( t
n + f(n)) process where f(n) is non-negative,

starting with an empty load vector x0R = (0, . . . , 0). Further, let Q be the Two-Thinning( t
n +

f(n)) process with initial load vector xQ = (f(n), . . . , f(n)). Then, there is a coupling so that
at any round t ⩾ 0, it holds that (xtR)i ⩽ (xtQ)i, for any bin i ∈ [n].

Proof of Lemma 3.15. Let j1 = jt1 and j2 = jt2 be the two bins sampled at round t ⩾ 0, which
are uniform and independent over [n]. We consider a coupling between R and Q, where these
random bin samples are identical, and prove inductively that for any t ⩾ 0 and any i ∈ [n],

(xtR)i ⩽ (xtQ)i.

The base case t = 0 holds by definition. For the inductive step, we make a case distinction:
Case 1 [(xtR)j1 < t/n+f(n)]. In this case, R allocates a ball to j1. If (x

t
Q)j1 < t/n+f(n), then

Q also allocates a ball to j1; otherwise, we have (x
t
Q)j1 ⩾ t/n+f(n), and hence (xtQ)j1 > (xtR)j1 ,

i.e., (xtQ)j1 ⩾ (xtR)j1 + 1. This implies

(xt+1
Q )j1 = (xtQ)j1 ⩾ (xtR)j1 + 1 = (xt+1

R )j1 ,

and the inductive step follows from this and the induction hypothesis.

Case 2 [(xtR)j1 ⩾ t/n+ f(n)]. In this case, R allocates a ball to j2. By induction hypothesis,
(xtR)j2 ⩽ (xtQ)j2 , which implies Q also allocates a ball to j2. Thus we have

(xt+1
Q )j2 = (xtQ)j2 + 1 ⩾ (xtR)j2 + 1 = (xt+1

R )j2 ,

and the inductive step is complete.
Since in both cases all other bins remain unchanged the proof is complete.

Lemma 3.16. Let R be the Two-Thinning( t
n + f(n)) process starting with the initial load

vector (x0R)1 = . . . = (x0R)n = f(n) and Q be the Mean-Thinning process with initial load
vector x0Q = (0, . . . , 0). Then, there is a coupling so that xtR = xtQ + f(n) for any round t ⩾ 0.

Proof. In the execution of the process R, we start the process at round t = 0 from an initial
load of f(n) balls in each bin. Since the threshold is t/n+ f(n), that is the process R does not
have a threshold relative to the actual mean load, the effect of adding these balls is to reduce the
threshold ofR by exactly f(n). Thus, R is operating with a threshold of t/n+f(n)−f(n) = t/n,
which is equivalent to the Mean-Thinning process, i.e., Q. So, we obtain a coupling such that
xtR = xtQ + f(n) for any round t ⩾ 0.
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We can now complete the proof of Lemma 3.14.

Proof of Lemma 3.14. We define the following processes:

• R1: The Two-Thinning( t
n + f(n)) process (starting from the empty load vector).

• R2: The Two-Thinning( t
n + f(n)) starting with (x0R2

)1 = . . . = (x0R2
)n = f(n).

• R3: The Mean-Thinning process (starting from the empty load vector).

By Lemma 3.15, there exists a coupling such that xtR2
pointwise majorises xtR1

for any round
t ⩾ 0. By Lemma 3.16, there exists a coupling such that xtR2

= xtR3
+ f(n). Hence, we deduce

that there is a coupling between the three processes such that

Gapf(n)(t) = GapR1
(t) = max

i∈[n]
(xtR1

)i −
t

n
⩽ max

i∈[n]
(xtR2

)i −
t

n
= max

i∈[n]
(xtR3

)i + f(n)− t

n

= Gap0(t) + f(n).

4 Overview of the Analysis

In this section, we outline the proof for the O(log n) upper bound on the gap for Mean-Biased
processes, i.e., processes satisfying conditions P1 and W1 and in addition P2 or W2. The proof
details are given in Sections 5 to 7. Some of the properties we prove are useful for the lower
bounds (Section 8) and in analyzing the sample-efficiency of the processes (Section 9).

Our analysis is based on the interplay between the following potential functions.

• The absolute value potential (also known as the number of holes [10]):

∆t :=
n∑

i=1

|yti |.

In Theorem 5.1, we prove that when ∆s = O(n), then w.h.p., among the next Θ(n) rounds
a constant fraction of them are rounds s where the quantile of the mean δs ∈ [ε, 1 − ε],
for some constant ε ∈

(
0, 12
)
.

• The quadratic potential :

Υt :=
n∑

i=1

(
yti
)2

.

In Lemma 6.2, we prove that in any round t with ∆t = Ω(n) holds, the potential Υt

decreases in expectation over the next round.

• The exponential potential for a constant smoothing parameter α > 0 (specified in (7.2)):

Λt := Λt(α) :=
n∑

i=1

exp
(
α · |yti |

)
=
∑
i∈Bt

+

exp
(
αyti
)
+
∑
i∈Bt

−

exp
(
−α(−yti)

)
. (4.1)

In Corollary 6.6, we prove that when Λt = Ω(n), if δt ∈ [ε, 1 − ε], then Λt decreases in
expectation, otherwise it increases by a smaller factor. This potential is similar to the
hyperbolic cosine potential used in [41], but for each bin there is only one term. Our
potential is slightly easier to analyze since the bias we study here is based on whether
the bin is overloaded or underloaded. Further, unlike the analysis of the (1 + β)-process
in [41], the potential can increase in expectation over a single round, even when it is large
(Claim B.1).
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• A “weaker” instance of the Λ potential function with smoothing parameter α̃ = Θ(1/n):

V t := V t(α̃) :=
n∑

i=1

exp
(
α̃ · |yti |

)
=
∑
i∈Bt

+

exp
(
α̃yti
)
+
∑
i∈Bt

−

exp
(
−α̃(−yti)

)
.

In Lemma 6.8, we prove that V drops in expectation in every round (regardless of the
value of δt), and so we can establish that E[V t ] = poly(n) at an arbitrary round t. Then,
using Markov’s inequality we establish w.h.p. that Gap(t) = O(n log n). Note that this is
similar to the case β = Θ(1/n) in the (1 + β)-process [41]. We use this bound on the gap
as a starting point for the tighter bound.

Having defined the potential functions, let us now describe in more detail why the potential
Λ may increase in expectation in some rounds, for e.g., the Mean-Thinning process. For this
process, there exist bad configurations where (i) Gap(t) is large and (ii) for all s ∈ [t, t+ ω(n)]
rounds the quantile of the mean load satisfies δs = 1− o(1) (or δs = o(1)). When δs is too close
to 1 (or 0), then the bias away from any fixed overloaded (or towards any fixed underloaded)
bin is too small, and the process allocates balls almost uniformly, similarly to One-Choice.
As a result, the exponential potential may increase for several rounds, until δs is bounded away
from 0 and 1 (see Fig. 4.3 for an illustration showing experimental results and Claim B.1 for a
concrete example of a bad configuration).

So, instead we start with the weaker exponential potential function V := V (α̃) where α̃ =
Θ(1/n). Because Mean-Biased processes always have a small bias to allocate away from (or
allocate fewer balls to) the maximum load, we are able to prove in Lemma 6.8 that when V is
sufficiently large it decreases in expectation. This allows us to prove that E[V t ] = poly(n) at an
arbitrary round t and infer, using Markov’s inequality, that the gap is w.h.p. Gap(t) = O(n log n)
(Lemma 6.8). Then, our next goal is to show that starting with Gap(t0) = O(n log n) we reach
a round s ∈ [t0, t0 + n3 log4 n] where Λs = O(n) (the recovery phase – Section 7.3) and finally
show that the gap remains O(log n) for the remaining rounds [s,m] (the stabilization phase –
Section 7.4).

Recovery phase Stabilization phase

Lemma 6.8

cn

2cn

n · ec5n logn

Λt

t

m− n3 log4 n s0 τ1 s1 τ2 s2m m+ csn log n

Recovery by Lemma 7.4 Each si − τi ⩽ csn log n by Lemma 7.5

Figure 4.1: Overview of the recovery phase and stabilization phase. In the recovery phase
starting with V t = poly(n) (and so Gap(t) = O(n log n) and Λt ⩽ eO(logn)), after n3 log4 n
rounds w.h.p. we find a round s0 with Λs0 ⩽ cn. We then switch to the stabilization phase,
where in Lemma 7.5 we prove that starting with Λτ ⩽ 2cn in the next csn log n rounds there is
a round t with Λt ⩽ cn, which allows us to infer that Gap(m) = O(log n).

In both the recovery and the stabilization phase, we will study the evolution of δt and prove
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that from any load vector, the process eventually reaches a value δt in [ε, 1−ε] for some constant
ε ∈

(
0, 12
)
, sufficiently often. The next lemma provides a sufficient condition for this to occur.

Lemma 5.1 (Mean Quantile Stabilization, restated, page 22). Consider any P1 ∩W1-
process and let C ⩾ 1 be any integer constant. Then, there exists a constant ε := ε(C) ∈

(
0, 12
)

where (4ε)−1 is an integer, such that for any round t0 ⩾ 0,

Pr
[ ∣∣∣{t ∈ [t0, t0 + n

4ε

]
: δt ∈ [ε, 1− ε]

}∣∣∣ ⩾ εn
∣∣∣ Ft0 ,∆t0 ⩽ Cn

]
⩾ 1− e−εn.

Thus, whenever the absolute value potential ∆t1 is at most linear, the mean quantile δt is
good (bounded away from 0 or 1) in a constant fraction of the next Θ(n) rounds. The next
step in the proof is to establish that the sufficient condition on ∆t1 will be satisfied. To this
end, we use a relation between the absolute value potential ∆t and the quadratic potential Υt,
showing that Υt drops in expectation over the next round as long as ∆t = Ω(n). Thus, ∆t must
eventually become linear.

Lemma 6.2 (Restated, page 29). Consider any P1∩W1-process. Then, for any round t ⩾ 0,

E
[
Υt+1

∣∣ Ft
]
⩽ Υt +

∑
i∈Bt

+

2ytip
t
i · w+ +

∑
i∈Bt

−

2ytip
t
i · w− + 4 · (w−)

2.

Hence for any P2 ∩W1-process or P1 ∩W2-process, this implies by Lemma 6.1 that there exist
constants c1, c2 > 0 such that for any round t ⩾ 0,

E
[
Υt+1

∣∣ Ft
]
⩽ Υt − c1

n
·∆t + c2.

Combining the above two lemmas, we prove that in any sufficiently long interval for a
constant fraction rounds the mean quantile δt is good, i.e., δt ∈ [ε, 1− ε]. In particular, for the
recovery phase, we show this guarantee holds w.h.p. for an interval of length n3 log4 n and for
the stabilization phase, we prove that it holds w.h.p. for an interval of length Θ(n log n) given
that we start with Λs = O(n) (Lemma 7.3). In these good rounds, we prove that the exponential
potential Λt decreases by a multiplicative factor of at least (1−c3α/n) (see Lemma 6.4). In other
rounds, the potential Λt increases by at most (1 + c4α

2/n) (see Lemma 6.5). Combining these
for sufficiently small α, we obtain that the exponential potential function eventually becomes
O(n), which implies a logarithmic gap. We refer to Fig. 4.1 for a high-level overview of recovery
and stabilization, as well as Fig. 4.2 for a diagram summarizing most of the crucial lemmas used
in the analysis and outlining their relationship.
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m− n3 log4 n m m+ csn log n

E
[
V t
]
= O(n3) for any t ∈ [m− n3 log4 n,m] (Lemma 6.8)

Λt ⩽ n · ec5n logn w.h.p. for any t ∈ [m− n3 log4 n,m] (Lemma 6.8)

G̃m
m−n3 log4 n

⩾ r̃ · n3 log4 n w.h.p., i.e., const fraction of rounds t with ∆t ⩽ Cn

Gm
m−n3 log4 n

⩾ r · n3 log4 n w.h.p., i.e., const fraction of rounds t with δt ∈ [ε, 1− ε]

(Lemma 7.3)

Markov

∃s ∈ [m− n3 log4 n,m] : Λs ⩽ cn w.h.p. (Recovery Lemma 7.4)

For any interval [t, t+ csn log n] for t ∈ [s,m] with Λt ⩽ cn

G̃t+csn logn
t ⩾ r̃ · csn log n w.h.p.

Gt+csn logn
t ⩾ r · csn log n w.h.p. (Lemma 7.3)

∃s̃ ∈ [s, s+ csn log n] : Λs̃ ⩽ 2cn w.h.p. (Stabilization Lemma 7.5)

∀s : ∃s̃ ∈ [s, s+ csn log n] : Λs̃ ⩽ 2cn w.h.p. (Lemma 7.6)

maxi∈[n] : |ymi | ⩽ κ log n w.h.p. (Theorem 3.1)

Lemma 6.2
& Lemma 7.3

& Theorem 5.1

Using Λ̃ potential
& Markov

Lemma 6.2
& Lemma 7.3

Theorem 5.1

Using Λ̃ potential
& Markov

U. Bound

Figure 4.2: Summary of the key steps in the proof for Theorem 3.1. By G̃t1
t0

we denote the

number of rounds t ∈ [t0, t1] with ∆t ⩽ Cn and by Gt1
t0

the number of rounds t ∈ [t0, t1] with
δt ∈ [ε, 1− ε], also r = ε2 and r̃ = 4ε2.

There are a considerable number of constants in this paper and their interdependence can
be quite complex. We hope the following remark will shed some light on their respective roles.
The concrete values are given in the beginning of Section 7.

Remark 4.1 (Relationship Between the Constants). All the constants used in the analysis
depend on the constants w−, w+, k1, k2 (and k3, k4 if P2 holds) of the process being analyzed.
The relation between the absolute value and quadratic potential functions (and specifically c1 and
c2 in Lemma 6.2) defines what it means for ∆t to be small, i.e., ∆t ⩽ Cn (defined in (7.1)).
This C in turn specifies the constant ε ∈

(
0, 12
)
, given by Theorem 5.1, which defines a good

quantile to be δt ∈ [ε, 1− ε]. Then, ε specifies the fraction r = ε2 of rounds with δt ∈ [ε, 1− ε]
in a sufficiently long interval (in Lemma 7.3) and the constants c3, c4 in the inequalities for
the expected change of Λt for sufficiently small constant α (in Lemmas 6.4 and 6.5). Then,
using the constants ε, c3, c4 we finally set the value of α in Λ. Finally, c3 and c4 specify c in
Corollary 6.6, which defines what it means for Λ to be small, i.e., Λt ⩽ cn.

Organization of the Remaining Part of the Proof.

• In Section 5, we prove the mean quantile stabilization Theorem (Theorem 5.1), starting
from a round with ∆t ⩽ Cn.

• In Section 6, we start by proving the relation between the absolute value and the quadratic
potentials (Lemma 6.2), then analyze the expected change of the exponential potential Λ
(Section 6.2) and prove that E

[
V t
]
= poly(n), deducing the O(n log n) gap (Lemma 6.8).

Finally, we prove some deterministic bounds on the quadratic potential.

• In Section 7, we complete the proof for the O(log n) gap for Mean-Biased processes by
analyzing the recovery (Section 7.3) and stabilization (Section 7.4) phases.
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·105Number of rounds m

Example 1: Recovery from symmetric unbalanced load vector

Exponential potential
Quadratic potential
Absolute potential
Quantile position
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·106Number of rounds m

Example 2: Recovery from unbalanced load vector

Exponential potential
Quadratic potential
Absolute potential
Quantile position

5.35 5.4 5.45 5.5 5.55 5.6 5.65 5.7 5.75 5.8 5.85 5.9 5.95 6

·105Number of rounds m

Example 2: Recovery from unbalanced load vector (first steps)

Exponential potential
Quadratic potential
Absolute potential
Quantile position

Figure 4.3: Scaled versions of the potential functions for Mean-Thinning with different
initial load vectors for n = 1000 bins. (Example 1) In the top figure, the process starts from a
load vector where half of the bins have (normalized) load + log n and the other half have − log n.
(Example 2) Here, the process starts from an unbalanced load vector where the quantile of the
mean load remains very close to 1 for ω(n log n) many rounds. As can be seen, the exponential
potential increases a bit at the beginning, but both the absolute and quadratic potential improve
immediately. Once the mean quantile is sufficiently far from 0 and 1, the exponential potential
also decreases, eventually stabilizing at O(n), as shown in the third figure. Note that the dashed
gray line corresponds a perfectly balanced mean quantile, i.e., δt = 1/2.
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5 Mean Quantile Stabilization

In this section we prove that once the absolute value potential is O(n), then the allocation
process will satisfy δt ∈ [ε, 1 − ε] for “many” of the following rounds. The condition on δt

means that a constant fraction of bins are overloaded, and a constant fraction are underloaded.
Interestingly, this lemma does not require either of the stronger properties P2 or W2 to hold.

Theorem 5.1 (Mean Quantile Stabilization). Consider any P1∩W1-process and let C ⩾ 1
be any integer constant. Then, there exists a constant ε := ε(C) ∈

(
0, 12
)
where (4ε)−1 is an

integer, such that for any round t0 ⩾ 0,

Pr
[ ∣∣∣{t ∈ [t0, t0 + n

4ε

]
: δt ∈ [ε, 1− ε]

}∣∣∣ ⩾ εn
∣∣∣ Ft0 ,∆t0 ⩽ Cn

]
⩾ 1− e−εn.

Proof. Define B# :=
{
i ∈ [n] : |yt0i | < 4C

}
to be the bins whose load deviates from the mean

W t/n by less than 4C. Then, conditional on the event C := {∆t0 ⩽ Cn}, we have

Cn ⩾ ∆t0 =
∑
i∈[n]

|yt0i | >
∑

i : |yt0i |⩾4C

4C = (n− |B#|) · 4C,

rearranging this gives that conditional on C,

|B#| > n · C(4− 1)

4C
=

3n

4
. (5.1)

Note that the bins in B# may be underloaded or overloaded.
We now proceed with two claims. Using the fact that |B#| is large, the first claim (Claim 5.2)

proves that there exists an “early” round t ∈ [t0, t1] such that a constant fraction of bins are
underloaded. Similarly, the second claim (Claim 5.3) proves that there exists a “late” round
t ∈ [t2, t3] with t2 = t1 + Θ(n) such that a constant fraction of bins are overloaded. Since the
set of overloaded bins can only increase by 1 per round, we then finally conclude that for Ω(n)
rounds t ∈ [t1, t2], both conditions hold, i.e., δt ∈ [ε, 1− ε]. This is made formal by Lemma 5.4.

Claim 5.2. For any integer constant C ⩾ 1, there exists a constant κ1 := κ1(C) > 0 such that
for t1 := t0 + 4C · n+ 1 we have

Pr

 ⋃
t∈[t0,t1]

{
δt ⩽ 1− κ1

} ∣∣∣∣∣∣ Ft0 ,∆t0 ⩽ Cn

 ⩾ 1− e−κ1n.

Proof of Claim. If |Bt0
− ∩B#| > |B#|/3, then, since |B#| > 3n/4 by (5.1), the statement of the

claim follows immediately for t = t0 and κ1 = 1/4. Otherwise, we may assume |Bt0
+ ∩ B#| ⩾

2|B#|/3, i.e., at least two thirds of the bins in B# are overloaded at round t0. Note that the bins
in Bt0

+ ∩B# all have loads in the range [W t0/n, W t0/n+4C). Thus, since loads are integers (as
w+ and w− are integers), there can be at most 4C different load levels within Bt0

+ ∩B#. Hence,
by the pigeonhole principle and (5.1), conditional on C, there exists a subset B∗ ⊆ Bt0

+ ∩ B#

with

|B∗| ⩾
1

4C
· |Bt0

+ ∩B#| ⩾
1

4C
· 2
3
· |B#| ⩾

1

4C
· 2
3
· 3n
4

=
n

8C
, (5.2)

such that all bins i ∈ B∗ have the same (non-negative) load at round t0. Let this common load
be denoted by 0 ⩽ ℓ < 4C. In the following, let us define the stopping time

τ := min

{
t ⩾ t0 :

W t

n
− W t0

n
> ℓ

}
,
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that is τ is the minimum number of rounds until the average load has dropped by more than
ℓ. By definition, if a bin in B∗ was never chosen for an allocation during any round [t0, τ), it
becomes underloaded. Also note that, while τ is a random variable, there is a deterministic
upper bound of T := t0 + n · ℓ + 1, since in each round the total load increases by at least
w+ ⩾ 1. For any round t ∈ [t0+1, τ ], let Bt

∗ be the subset of bins in B∗ that are never allocated
to during [t0, t) and let Bt0

∗ := B∗. Note that since any bin in Bt
∗ is still overloaded in such a

round t, the bin is chosen for an allocation with probability at most k1/n by condition P1.
For any round t ∈ [t0, T ], define

Zt :=
|Bt

∗|
(1− k1/n)t−t0

,

so in particular, Zt0 = |Bt0
∗ | = |B∗|. Then, for any round t ∈ [t0, τ),

E
[
Zt+1 | Ft

]
=

1

(1− k1/n)t+1−t0
·E
[
|Bt+1

∗ | | Ft
]

⩾
1

(1− k1/n)t+1−t0
· (1− k1/n)|Bt

∗|

= Zt,

thus (Zt∧τ )Tt=t0 forms a sub-martingale.
We now state a bound that will be used often in the upcoming proof: Since 1 − x ⩾ e−2x

for any 0 ⩽ x ⩽ 1/2, T − t0 ⩽ 4C · n+ 1 ⩽ 5Cn, and n is large, for any t ∈ [t0, T ] we have

(1− k1/n)
t−t0 ⩾ e−(t−t0)·2k1/n ⩾ e−(T−t0)·2k1/n ⩾ e−10k1C . (5.3)

We proceed to bound Zt+1 − Zt. First, observe that |Bt
∗| is non-increasing in t. Thus, by (5.3)

and |Bt
∗| ⩽ n,

Zt+1 − Zt ⩽
|Bt

∗|
(1− k1/n)t−t0

·
(

1

1− k1/n
− 1

)
⩽

n

e−10k1C
· 2k1

n
= 2k1e

10k1C .

Similarly, for a lower bound, note that |Bt
∗| can decrease by at most one in each round, since

only one bin is allocated to in each round, and therefore

Zt+1 − Zt ⩾
|Bt

∗| − 1

(1− k1/n)t+1−t0
− |Bt

∗|
(1− k1/n)t−t0

⩾
|Bt

∗| − 1

(1− k1/n)t−t0
− |Bt

∗|
(1− k1/n)t−t0

⩾ − 1

(1− k1/n)t−t0

⩾ −e10k1C .

Thus |Zt+1 − Zt| ⩽ 2k1e
10k1C . Applying Azuma’s inequality for sub-martingales (Lemma A.4)

on ZT∧τ = Zτ yields

Pr

[
Zτ ⩽

1

2
· Zt0

∣∣∣Ft0

]
⩽ exp

(
−

(
1
2 · Zt0

)2
2(T − t0) · (2k1e10k1C)2

)
. (5.4)

Observe that {Zτ ⩽ 1
2 · Zt0} = {|Bτ

∗ | ⩽ (1 − k1/n)
τ−t0 · 1

2 · |B∗|}. Recall that, conditional on
C := {∆t0 ⩽ Cn}, we have |B∗| ⩾ n

8C by (5.2), and τ − t0 ⩽ 5Cn. Thus, by (5.3) and (5.4),

Pr

[
|Bτ

∗ | ⩽ e10k1C · 1
2
· n

8C

∣∣∣∣ Ft0 , C
]
⩽ exp

(
− n

5 · 211 · k21C3e20k1C

)
.
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Since all load levels in B∗ before round t0 are identical, we conclude that they all become
underloaded the first time in the same round τ ∈ [t0, t1], so, by merging the constants

Pr

 ⋃
t∈[t0,t1]

{|Bt
− ∩B∗| ⩾ κ1 · n}

∣∣∣∣∣∣ Ft0 , C

 ⩾ 1− e−κ1n,

where κ1 := (5 · 211 · k21C3e20k1C)−1 > 0. ♢

Claim 5.3. For any integer constant C ⩾ 1 there exists a constant κ2 := κ2(C) > 0 such that
for t2 := t1 +

⌈
n
w+

⌉
, where t1 := t0 + 4Cn+ 1, and t3 := t2 +

⌈
n

10w−

⌉
we have

Pr

 ⋃
t∈[t2,t3]

{
δt ⩾ κ2

} ∣∣∣∣∣∣ Ft0 ,∆t0 ⩽ Cn

 ⩾ 1− e−κ2n.

Proof of Claim. If |Bt2
+ ∩B#| > |B#|/6, the claim follows by (5.1) for t = t2 and κ2 = 1/8. So,

if we let B∗ := Bt2
− ∩B#, then we can assume, by (5.1), that

|B∗| ⩾
5

6
· |B#| >

5

6
· 3n
4

=
5n

8
. (5.5)

Observe that for any bin i ∈ B∗, at round t2 the normalized load satisfies

yt2i ⩾ yt0i − (t2 − t0) ·
w−
n

> −4C −
(
4Cn+ 1 +

⌈
n

w+

⌉)
· w−
n

> −10C · w−,

using that yt0i > −4C as i ∈ B∗ ⊆ B#, C ⩾ 1, and w− ⩾ w+ ⩾ 1 by W1. It follows that if i is
chosen for an allocation 20C times during [t2, t3] while underloaded, it must become overloaded
before round t3 as

yt3i ⩾ yt2i − (t3 − t2)
w−
n

+ 20C · w− ⩾ −10C · w− − 2 · w− + 20C · w− > 0. (5.6)

Observe that, while i ∈ B∗ is underloaded, it will be chosen for allocation with probability at
least k2/n in each round by Condition P1. Our aim now will be to couple the allocation process
over the interval [t2, t3] to some sequences of independent random variables. Firstly, denote

Bt
∗ := B∗ ∩Bt

− and s :=
4

5
· |B∗|. (5.7)

By (5.5) we have

s :=
4

5
· |B∗| ⩾

4

5
· 5n
8

=
n

2
. (5.8)

Observe that, since t3 = t2 +
⌈

n
10w−

⌉
and by (5.1), for any time t ∈ [t2, t3] we have

|Bt
∗| ⩾ |B∗| −

⌈
n

10w−

⌉
= s+

1

5
· |B∗| −

⌈
n

10w−

⌉
> s+

n

8
−
⌈

n

10w−

⌉
⩾ s, (5.9)

thus at least s many bins from B∗ remain underloaded during the interval [t2, t3]. For t > t2 let
(νti )i∈[n] be given by

νti :=


(
1− k2s

n

)−1
· pti if i ∈ [n] \Bt

∗,(
1− k2s

n

)−1
·
(
pti − k2s

|Bt
∗|n

)
if i ∈ Bt

∗.

24



We first show that νti ∈ [0, 1]. As k2 ⩽ 1 we see that k2s/n ⩽ 4/5 by (5.7). Thus, for i ∈ [n]\Bt
∗,

we have 0 ⩽ pti ⩽ νti ⩽ 5k1/n < 1. For i ∈ Bt
∗ we have νti ⩾ pti − k2s

|Bt
∗|n

> pti − k2
n ⩾ 0, as |Bt

∗| > s

by (5.9) and Bt
∗ ⊆ Bt

−. Finally, since pti ⩾ k2/n for all i ∈ Bt
− and s < |Bt

∗| ⩽ |Bt
−| we have

νi <
pti

1− k2s/n
⩽

1− k2|Bt
−|/n

1− k2s/n
< 1.

To see that νt, where νti ∈ [0, 1], is a probability vector, we observe that(
1− k2s

n

)
·
∑
i∈[n]

νti =
∑

i∈[n]\Bt
∗

pti +
∑
i∈Bt

∗

(
pti −

k2s

|Bt
∗|n

)
= 1− k2s

n
.

For a set S ̸= ∅, the uniform distribution Uni(S) samples each s ∈ S with probability 1/|S|.
The first step of the coupling is to sample two independent infinite sequences (Xt)t>t2 and

(U j)j⩾1, where Xt ∼ Ber(k2s/n) i.i.d. for each t > t2, and U j ∼ Uni(B∗) i.i.d., for each j ⩾ 1.
We can then generate the process as follows: initialize jt2+1 := 1, and for each round t > t2,

• If Xt = 0, then allocate to a single bin i ∈ [n] sampled according to νt, and set jt+1 := jt.

• If Xt = 1 and U jt ∈ Bt
∗, then allocate to the bin U jt , and set jt+1 := jt + 1.

• If Xt = 1 and U jt /∈ Bt
∗, then allocate to a bin Rt ∼ Uni(Bt

∗) sampled independently, and
set jt+1 := jt + 1.

Let At
i be the event that bin i ∈ [n] receives the allocation in round t ∈ [t2 + 1, t3] and observe

that, for i ∈ Bt
∗,

Pr
[
At

i | Xt = 1
]
= Pr

[
U jt = i | U jt ∈ Bt

∗

]
·Pr

[
U jt ∈ Bt

∗

]
+Pr

[
Rt = i

]
·Pr

[
U jt /∈ Bt

∗

]
=

1

|Bt
∗|

·Pr
[
U jt ∈ Bt

∗

]
+

1

|Bt
∗|

·Pr
[
U jt /∈ Bt

∗

]
=

1

|Bt
∗|
.

Thus, to see this gives a valid coupling, note that a ball is allocated to i ∈ Bt
∗ with probability

Pr
[
At

i

]
= Pr

[
Xt = 0

]
· νti +Pr

[
Xt = 1

]
·Pr

[
At

i | Xt = 1
]

=

(
1− k2s

n

)
·
pti − k2s

|Bt
∗|n

1− k2s/n
+

k2s

n
· 1

|Bt
∗|

= pti.

The corresponding calculation for i ∈ [n] \Bt
∗ is immediate.

Observe that by (5.8) we have k2s/n ⩾ k2/2. Thus if we define the event

E1 :=
{

t3∑
t=t2+1

Xt ⩾ τ1

}
, where τ1 :=

⌈
k2(t3 − t2)

4

⌉
.

Then, by a Chernoff bound, we have

Pr
[
¬E1

∣∣ Ft0 , C
]
⩽ Pr

[
Bin

(
t3 − t2,

k2
2

)
< τ1

]
⩽ e−

k2(t3−t2)

22·2·2 ⩽ e
− k2n

160w− . (5.10)

For i ∈ B∗ let Si :=
∑τ1

j=1 1{Uj=i}. Then, since Pr
[
U j = i

]
= 1/|B∗| ⩾ 1/n, we have

Pr
[
Si ⩾ 20C

∣∣ Ft0 , C
]
⩾ Pr

[
Bin

(
τ1,

1

n

)
⩾ 20C

]
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⩾

(
τ1
20C

)(
1

n

)20C

·
(
1− k2

n

)τ1−20C

⩾

(
k2

800Cw−

)20C

· e−1 =: κ, (5.11)

since τ1 =
⌈
k2(t3−t2)

4

⌉
= (1+o(1))· k2n

40w−
, where in the last inequality in (5.11) we used

(
n
k

)
⩾ (nk )

k,

the inequality 1−x ⩾ e−2x for any 0 ⩽ x ⩽ 1/2, and n being large. Define the random variable

Z := |{i ∈ B∗ : Si ⩾ 20C}| and the event E2 := {Z ⩾ κn/4} .

Observe that by (5.11) and (5.8),

E
[
Z
∣∣ Ft0 , C

]
=
∑
i∈B∗

Pr
[
Si ⩾ 20C

∣∣ Ft0 , C
]
⩾ |B∗| · κ ⩾

κn

2
.

Notice also that Z is generated by the sequence (U j)τ1j=1 of mutually independent B∗-valued

random variables. Furthermore, changing the value of any single U j can cause Z to change by
at most one. Thus, applying the Method of Bounded Independent Differences (Lemma A.3),
assuming (5.5), yields,

Pr
[
¬E2

∣∣ Ft0 , C
]
= Pr

[
Z <

1

2
· κn
2

∣∣∣∣∣ Ft0 , C
]
⩽ exp

(
−

1
4 (κn/2)

2

2 · τ1 · 12

)
⩽ exp

(
−κ2n

)
. (5.12)

Our first observation is that, conditional on E1∩E2, at least Z ⩾ κn/4 bins become overloaded
at least once at some round in [t2, t3]. To see this note conditional on E1 an allocation is made
based on the value of U j for each j ⩽ τ1, and conditional on E2 there are Z many i ∈ B∗ such
that

∑τ1
j=1 1{Uj=i} ⩾ 20C. Finally, from the coupling, observe that whenever U j = i, either an

allocation is made to i, or i is already overloaded. Thus, for Z many bins at some time during
the window [t2, t3], either the bin has received at least 20C allocations (which would make them
overloaded by (5.6)) or they became overloaded. However, if each bin is overloaded for only one
round, and all at different rounds, then it is possible that at no single round in [t2, t3] do we
have Ω(n) overloaded bins. We now explain why this cannot happen.

Note that during the interval [t2, t3], as t3− t2 =
⌈

n
10w−

⌉
, there is at most one round t where

the integer parts of the mean load changes, that is, there is only at most one round t ∈ [t2, t3)
such that ⌊W t/n⌋ < ⌊W t+1/n⌋. Hence only at the transition from t to t+1 could an overloaded
bin become underloaded during the interval [t2, t3]. Therefore, if Z ⩾ κn/4 we must have

|Bt
+ ∩B∗| ⩾ κn/8 or |Bt3

+ ∩B∗| ⩾ κn/8.

Hence, conditional on E1 ∩ E2, Z ⩾ κn/4 implies that there exists t ∈ [t2, t3] such that |Bt
+| ⩾

κn/8. The claim then follows by choosing κ2 :=
1
2 ·min{κ2, κ/8, k2n

160w−
} as

Pr
[
¬E1 ∪ ¬E2

∣∣ Ft0 , C
]
⩽ exp

(
− k2n

160w−

)
+ exp

(
−κ2 · n

)
⩽ exp (−κ2 · n) ,

by the union bound over (5.10) and (5.12). ♢

The first claim implies that, w.p. 1 − e−κ1n, that the process reaches a round s1 ∈ [t0, t1]
with at least κ1n underloaded bins. The second claim shows, w.p. 1 − e−κ2n, that the process
reaches a round s2 ∈ [t1 + ⌈ n

w+
⌉, t3] with at least κ2n overloaded bins. By the union bound,

both events occur with probability 1−e−κ1n−e−κ2n. Since δt = |Bt
+|/n, we have δt+1 ⩽ δt+ 1

n ,
and in this case applying Lemma 5.4 below with

r0 = s1, r1 = s2, f(t) = δt, and ϑ := min{κ2, κ1, 2/3},
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yields ∣∣{t ∈ [t0, t3] : δ
t ∈ [ϑ/2, 1− ϑ/2]

}∣∣ ⩾ ∣∣{t ∈ [s1, s2] : δ
t ∈ [ϑ/2, 1− ϑ/2]

}∣∣
⩾ min{ϑ/2 · n, s2 − s1}

⩾ min

{
ϑ/2 · n, n

w+

}
.

Thus, finally, we require an ε > 0 in the statement of Theorem 5.1 which satisfies the following
three conditions: (i) : ε ⩽ min{ϑ/2, 1/w+}, (ii) : n

4ε ⩾ t3 − t0 = 4Cn + 1 +
⌈

n
w+

⌉
+
⌈

n
10w−

⌉
,

and (iii) : (4ε)−1 is an integer. Observe that such an ε > 0 can always be found by making ε
sufficiently small, giving the result.

It remains to state and prove the technical lemma used in the proof of Theorem 5.1.

Lemma 5.4. For integers 0 ⩽ r0 ⩽ r1, and reals ϑ ∈ (0, 2/3) and ξ > 0, we let f : [r0, r1]∩N →
[0, 1] be a function satisfying

(i) f(r0) ⩽ 1− ϑ,

(ii) f(r1) ⩾ ϑ,

(iii) f(t+ 1) ⩽ f(t) + ξ for all t ∈ [r0, r1 − 1].

Then, ∣∣∣∣{t ∈ [r0, r1] : f(t) ∈
[
ϑ

2
, 1− ϑ

2

]}∣∣∣∣ ⩾ min

{
ϑ

2ξ
, r1 − r0

}
.

Proof. First consider the case where there exists a t ∈ [r0, r1] with f(t) ⩾ 1 − ϑ/2. Further,
let t be the first round with that property, hence for any s ∈ [r0, t], f(s) < 1 − ϑ/2. Further,
thanks to the third property, f(t − x) ⩾ f(t) − xξ ⩾ 1 − ϑ/2 − xξ for any x ⩾ 0 (which also
implies t− r0 ⩾ ϑ/(2ξ) due to precondition (i)), and thus as long as 0 ⩽ x ⩽ ϑ/(2ξ),

f(t− x) ⩾ f(t)− xξ ⩾ 1− ϑ/2− ϑ/2 ⩾ ϑ/2,

since ϑ ⩽ 2/3. Hence for any s ∈ [t− ϑ/(2ξ), t],

f(s) ∈ [ϑ/2, 1− ϑ/2].

Now consider the case where for all rounds t ∈ [r0, r1] we have f(t) ⩽ 1−ϑ/2. Since f(r1) ⩾ ϑ,
we conclude for any x ⩽ ϑ/(2ξ),

f(r1 − x) ⩾ f(r1)− xξ ⩾ ϑ− ϑ/2 ⩾ ϑ/2.

Hence for any s ∈ [max{r0, r1 − ϑ/(2ξ)}, r1] we have f(s) ∈ [ϑ/2, 1− ϑ/2].

6 Potential Function Inequalities

In this section, we derive several inequalities involving potential functions.
In Section 6.1, we establish the interplay between the absolute value and quadratic potential

which, later in Section 7.2, will be used in combination with Theorem 5.1 to establish that in a
sufficiently long interval there is a constant fraction of rounds t with δt ∈ [ε, 1− ε].

In Section 6.2, most of the effort goes into establishing a drop in the expectation of the ex-
ponential potential Λ := Λ(α) for sufficiently small smoothing parameter α > 0, which depends
on the constants defined by the process. One of the main insights for Λ := Λ(α) with α = Θ(1)
is Corollary 6.6, which establishes: (i) a drop in the expectation of Λ over one round if the
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mean quantile satisfies δt ∈ [ε, 1− ε], and (ii) a not too large increase for any quantile. For the
potential V := V (α̃) with α̃ = Θ(1/n) we establish that it drops in every round. In turn this
implies that E [V m ] = poly(n), which implies the weak bound of O(n log n) on the gap.

On a high level, much of the analysis in Section 6.2 follows relatively standard estimates and
bears resemblance to the one in [41]. However, the conditions we enforce on processes are more
relaxed than those in [41] and this makes the analysis a lot more challenging. In particular,
unlike in [41], the conditions imposed on the probability allocation vector pt are time/load
dependent. That being said, a reader may wish to skip this part (or the proofs).

Finally, in Section 6.3, we prove some deterministic bounds on the quadratic potential.

6.1 Interplay between Absolute Value and Quadratic Potentials

In this section, we prove the relation between the absolute value and quadratic potentials. We
will use this in Lemma 7.3 to deduce that in a sufficiently long interval, there is a constant
fraction of rounds with δt ∈ [ε, 1− ε].

Lemma 6.1. Consider any P2 ∩W1-process or P1 ∩W2-process. Then, there exists a constant
c1 > 0, such that for any round t ⩾ 0,∑

i∈Bt
+

2ytip
t
i · w+ +

∑
i∈Bt

−

2ytip
t
i · w− ⩽ −∆t · c1

n
.

Proof. Before we begin, note that
∑

i∈Bt
+
yti = −∑i∈Bt

−
yti = 1

2 · ∆t. We consider two cases

based on the conditions satisfied:
Case 1 [P2 and W1 hold]: In this case W1 implies w− ⩾ w+ ⩾ 1, and so we have∑

i∈Bt
+

2ytip
t
i · w+ +

∑
i∈Bt

−

2ytip
t
i · w− =

∑
i∈Bt

+

2ytip
t
i · w+ −

∑
i∈Bt

−

2|yti |pti · w−

⩽ w+ ·

∑
i∈Bt

+

2ytip
t
i −

∑
i∈Bt

−

2|yti |pti

 . (6.1)

By P2 we have
∑k

i=1 p
t
i ⩽

∑k
i=1

(
1
n − k3·(1−δt)

n

)
for all 1 ⩽ k ⩽ δtn, and also that yti ⩾ 0 and

non-increasing for all 1 ⩽ i ⩽ δtn (equivalently for all i ∈ Bt
i). Hence, by Lemma A.1,∑

i∈Bt
+

2yti · pti ⩽
∑
i∈Bt

+

2yti ·
(
1

n
− k3 · (1− δt)

n

)
= ∆t ·

(
1

n
− k3 · (1− δt)

n

)
.

Similarly,
∑

i∈Bt
−
2|yti |pti ⩾ ∆t ·

(
1
n + k4·δt

n

)
, also by Lemma A.1. Thus, it follows from (6.1) that

∑
i∈Bt

+

2ytip
t
i · w+ +

∑
i∈Bt

−

2ytip
t
i · w− ⩽ w+ ·∆t ·

(
1

n
− k3 · (1− δt)

n
− 1

n
− k4 · δt

n

)
⩽ −∆t · c1

n
,

where c1 := w+ ·min{k3, k4}.
Case 2 [P1 and W2 hold]: By applying Lemma A.1 using the majorization conditions in P1,∑
i∈Bt

+

2ytip
t
i ·w+ +

∑
i∈Bt

−

2ytip
t
i ·w− ⩽

∑
i∈Bt

+

2yti ·
w+

n
+
∑
i∈Bt

−

2yti ·
w−
n

=
∆t

n
· (w+ − w−) ⩽ −∆t · c1

n
,

for c1 := w− − w+ > 0, since the weights are constants satisfying w− > w+.

We can now prove the main result in this section.
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Lemma 6.2. Consider any P1 ∩W1-process. Then, for any round t ⩾ 0,

E
[
Υt+1

∣∣ Ft
]
⩽ Υt +

∑
i∈Bt

+

2ytip
t
i · w+ +

∑
i∈Bt

−

2ytip
t
i · w− + 4 · (w−)

2.

Hence for any P2 ∩W1-process or P1 ∩W2-process, this implies by Lemma 6.1 that there exist
constants c1, c2 > 0 such that for any round t ⩾ 0,

E
[
Υt+1

∣∣ Ft
]
⩽ Υt − c1

n
·∆t + c2.

Proof. We begin by decomposing the quadratic potential Υ over the n bins, using Υt+1
i :=

(yt+1
i )2:

Υt+1 =
n∑

i=1

Υt+1
i =

n∑
i=1

(yt+1
i )2.

We shall analyze the aggregate terms for overloaded and underloaded bins. By theW1 condition,
if the chosen bin is overloaded, we allocate a ball of weight w+, otherwise we allocate a ball of
weight w−. Also, recall that P

t
+ :=

∑
i∈Bt

+
pti and P t

− :=
∑

i∈Bt
−
pti.

Case 1 [Overloaded bins]. Let i ∈ [n] be any overloaded bin, Then,

E
[
Υt+1

i

∣∣ Ft
]
= pti ·

(
yti + w+ − w+

n

)2
︸ ︷︷ ︸

allocate to i

+(P t
+ − pti) ·

(
yti −

w+

n

)2
︸ ︷︷ ︸

allocate to Bt
+ \ {i}

+P t
− ·
(
yti −

w−
n

)2
︸ ︷︷ ︸

allocate to Bt
−

.

Aggregating over all overloaded bins and expanding out the squares,∑
i∈Bt

+

E
[
Υt+1

i

∣∣ Ft
]
=
∑
i∈Bt

+

[
(yti)

2 + 2yti ·
(
pti ·
(
w+ − w+

n

)
− (P t

+ − pti) ·
w+

n
− P t

− · w−
n

)

+ pti ·
(
w+ − w+

n

)2
+ (P t

+ − pti) ·
(w+)

2

n2
+ P t

− · (w−)
2

n2

]
=
∑
i∈Bt

+

[
(yti)

2 + 2yti ·
(
pti · w+ − P t

+ · w+

n
− P t

− · w−
n

)

+ pti · (w+)
2 − 2 · pti ·

(w+)
2

n
+ P t

+ · (w+)
2

n2
+ P t

− · (w−)
2

n2

]
⩽
∑
i∈Bt

+

[
(yti)

2 + 2yti ·
(
pti · w+ − P t

+ · w+

n
− P t

− · w−
n

)]
+ 2 · (w−)

2, (6.2)

using in the last step that∑
i∈Bt

+

[
pti · (w+)

2 + P t
+ · (w+)

2

n2
+ P t

− · (w−)
2

n2

]
⩽ (w+)

2 + P t
+ · (w+)

2

n
+ P t

− · (w−)
2

n
⩽ 2 · (w−)

2.

Case 2 [Underloaded bins]. Let i ∈ [n] be any underloaded bin. Then,

E
[
Υt+1

i

∣∣ Ft
]
= pti ·

(
yti + w− − w−

n

)2
︸ ︷︷ ︸

allocate to i

+(P t
− − pti) ·

(
yti −

w−
n

)2
︸ ︷︷ ︸

allocate to i ∈ Bt
− \ {i}

+P t
+ ·
(
yti −

w+

n

)2
︸ ︷︷ ︸
allocate to i ∈ Bt

+

.

Aggregating over all underloaded bins and expanding out the squares,∑
i∈Bt

−

E
[
Υt+1

i

∣∣ Ft
]
=
∑
i∈Bt

−

[
(yti)

2 + 2yti ·
(
pti ·
(
w− − w−

n

)
− (P t

− − pti) ·
w−
n

− P t
+ · w+

n

)
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+ pti ·
(
w− − w−

n

)2
+ (P t

− − pti) ·
(w−)

2

n2
+ P t

+ · (w+)
2

n2

]
=
∑
i∈Bt

−

[
(yti)

2 + 2yti ·
(
pti · w− − P t

− · w−
n

− P t
+ · w+

n

)

+ pti · (w−)
2 − 2 · pti ·

(w−)
2

n
+ P t

− · (w−)
2

n2
+ P t

+ · (w+)
2

n2

]
⩽
∑
i∈Bt

−

[
(yti)

2 + 2yti ·
(
pti · w− − P t

− · w−
n

− P t
+ · w+

n

)]
+ 2 · (w−)

2, (6.3)

using in the last step that∑
i∈Bt

−

[
pti · (w−)

2 + P t
− · (w−)

2

n2
+ P t

+ · (w+)
2

n2

]
⩽ (w+)

2 + P t
+ · (w+)

2

n
+ P t

− · (w−)
2

n
⩽ 2 · (w−)

2.

Recall that
∑

i∈Bt
+
yti = −∑i∈Bt

−
yti =

1
2 ·∆t. This leads to cancellation from some terms in

the brackets when we combine (6.2) and (6.3), as follows

E
[
Υt+1

∣∣ Ft
]
=
∑
i∈Bt

+

E
[
Υt+1

i

∣∣ Ft
]
+
∑
i∈Bt

−

E
[
Υt+1

i

∣∣ Ft
]

⩽ Υt +
∑
i∈Bt

+

2ytip
t
i · w+ +

∑
i∈Bt

−

2ytip
t
i · w− + 4 · (w−)

2.

6.2 Exponential Potential

In this section, we consider the exponential potential Λ := Λ(α) defined in (4.1). Let Gt := Gt(ε)
be the event that δt ∈ [ε, 1− ε] holds. In Lemma 6.4, we will show that the potential Λ drops
in expectation over one round t when Gt holds, i.e.,

E
[
Λt+1

∣∣ Ft,Gt
]
⩽ Λt ·

(
1− 2c3α

n

)
+ 8.

Note that for constant smoothing parameter α, the exponential potential cannot decrease in
expectation in every round (Claim B.1). Therefore, in Lemma 6.5 we will show that it does not
increase too much in a round when the mean quantile is not good, i.e.,

E
[
Λt+1

∣∣ Ft,¬Gt
]
⩽ Λt ·

(
1 +

c4α
2

2n

)
+ c4.

In the above expression the decrease factor can be made arbitrarily larger than the increase
factor, by choosing α > 0 small enough. Once we prove that there is a constant fraction of
rounds with a good quantile (Lemma 7.3), we will use an adjusted version of Λ (defined in
(7.3)) to show that overall it decreases in expectation (Lemma 7.4 and Lemma 7.5), when the
potential is sufficiently large.

For the analysis of Λ as well as V , we consider the labeling of the bins i ∈ [n] used by the
allocation process in round t so that xti is non-decreasing in i ∈ [n]. We write

Λt(α) =:
n∑

i=1

Λt
i =

n∑
i=1

eα|y
t
i |

(
and V t(α̃) =:

n∑
i=1

V t
i =

n∑
i=1

eα̃|y
t
i |
)
,

and handle separately the following three cases of bins based on their load:
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• Case 1 [Robustly Overloaded Bins]. The set of bins Bt
++ defined as the set of bins with

load yti ⩾
w−
n . These bins are robustly overloaded in the sense that they are guaranteed

to be overloaded in round t+ 1 (i.e., to be in Bt+1
+ ), since the mean load can increase by

at most w−
n .

For the exponential potential Λt (and V t respectively), the expected contribution of a
single bin i ∈ Bt

++ in Λt+1 is given by,

E
[
Λt+1
i

∣∣ Ft
]
= Λt

i ·
(
pti · eαw+−αw+/n︸ ︷︷ ︸

allocate to i

+(P t
+ − pti) · e−αw+/n︸ ︷︷ ︸
allocate to Bt

+ \ {i}

+P t
− · e−αw−/n︸ ︷︷ ︸
allocate to Bt

−

)
. (6.4)

• Case 2 [Robustly Underloaded Bins]. The set of bins Bt
−− with load yti ⩽ −w−. These

are bins in Bt
− that are guaranteed to be underloaded in round t+1 (i.e., to be in Bt+1

− ),
since any bin can be allocated a ball of weight at most w− in one round.

For the exponential potential Λt (and V t respectively), the expected contribution of a
single bin i ∈ Bt

−− in Λt+1 is given by,

E
[
Λt+1
i

∣∣ Ft
]
= Λt

i ·
(
pti · e−αw−+αw−/n︸ ︷︷ ︸

allocate to i

+(P t
− − pti) · eαw−/n︸ ︷︷ ︸

allocate to Bt
− \ {i}

+P t
+ · eαw+/n︸ ︷︷ ︸

allocate to Bt
+

)
. (6.5)

• Case 3 [Swinging Bins]. The set of bins Bt
+/− with load yti ∈ (−w−,

w−
n ).

We begin by showing that the aggregated contribution of the swinging bins to the expected
change of the potential Λ is small. This will be used in the proofs of Lemmas 6.4 and 6.5.

Lemma 6.3. Consider the potential Λ := Λ(α) for any α ∈ (0, 1
4w−

] and any non-negative

vector (κi)
n
i=1. Then, for any set of swinging bins S ⊆ Bt

+/− and for any round t ⩾ 0,∑
i∈S

E
[
Λt+1
i

∣∣ Ft
]
⩽
∑
i∈S

Λt
i · (1− κi) + 2 ·

∑
i∈S

κi + 3.

Note that this statement says that we can make the multiplicative factor arbitrarily small
at the expense of increasing the additive factor.

Proof. For each bin i ∈ Bt
+/−, the two events affecting the contribution of the bin to Λt+1 are

(i) “internal” due to a ball being allocated to i and (ii) “external” due to the change in the
mean.

For (i), the chosen bin i ∈ Bt
+/− can increase by at most w−, so the potential value satisfies

Λt+1
i ⩽ e2αw− , since α ⩽ 1

4w−
. For (ii), the maximum change in the mean load is at most w−/n,

and so Λt+1
i ⩽ Λt

i · eαw−/n. Combining the two contributions and aggregating over all bins in S,∑
i∈S

E
[
Λt+1
i

∣∣ Ft
]
⩽
∑
i∈S

Λt
i · eαw−/n · (1− pti) +

∑
i∈S

2 · pti

⩽
∑
i∈S

Λt
i · eαw−/n + e2αw−

(a)

⩽
∑
i∈S

Λt
i ·
(
1 +

2αw−
n

)
+ e2αw−

(b)

⩽
∑
i∈S

Λt
i + 2αw− · eαw− + e2αw−
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(c)

⩽
∑
i∈S

Λt
i + 3,

using in (a) the Taylor estimate ez ⩽ 1 + 2z for any z < 1.2, for sufficiently large n, in (b) that
Λt
i ⩽ eαw− for any i ∈ Bt

+/− and in (c) that 2αw− ·eαw− +e2αw− ⩽ 3 since αw− ⩽ 1
4 . By adding

and subtracting
∑

i∈S Λt
i · κi,∑

i∈S
E[ Λt+1

i | Ft ] ⩽
∑
i∈S

Λt
i · (1− κi) +

∑
i∈S

Λt
i · κi + 3 ⩽

∑
i∈S

Λt
i · (1− κi) + 2 ·

∑
i∈S

κi + 3,

using that Λt
i ⩽ eαw− ⩽ 2 for i ∈ S.

Next, we show that if the mean quantile δt of the mean is in [ε, 1 − ε], then the potential
Λ drops in expectation over one round. The following lemma applies to both Λ and V , as V
is an instance of Λ. For Λ := Λ(α) with α = Θ(1) this lemma applies when ε is constant
(Corollary 6.6). For V := V (α̃) with α̃ = Θ(1/n), this lemma applies at any round as it always
holds that δt ∈ [1/n, 1 − 1/n] or δt = 1 in which case all loads are equal to the mean load
(Lemma 6.8).

Lemma 6.4. Consider any W1 ∩ P2-process, any ε ∈
(
0, 12
)
, c3 := ε

16 ·min{w+k3, w−k4} and
any α such that

0 < α ⩽ min

{
1

4w−
,

k4ε

2w−(1 + k4ε)
,

k3ε

2w+(1− k3ε)

}
. (6.6)

Likewise, for any P1∩W2-process, any ε ∈
(
0, 12
)
, c3 :=

ε
16 · (w−−w+) and any α > 0 such that

0 < α ⩽ min

{
1

4w−
,
ε(w− − w+)

4w2
−

,
ε

2w−(2 + ε)

}
. (6.7)

If (6.6) or (6.7) holds, then for the potential Λ := Λ(α) and for any round t ⩾ 0 we have

E
[
Λt+1

∣∣ Ft,Gt(ε)
]
⩽ Λt ·

(
1− 2c3α

n

)
+ 8.

Proof. Consider an arbitrary round t such that Gt := Gt(ε) := {δt ∈ [ε, 1− ε]} holds and label
the bins such that xti is non-decreasing in i ∈ [n].

Case 1 [Overloaded Bins]. Among the overloaded bins, let us first consider robustly overloaded
bins. By (6.4), for any robustly overloaded bin i ∈ Bt

++,

E
[
Λt+1
i

∣∣ Ft
]
= Λt

i ·
(
pti · e−αw+/n+αw+ + (P t

+ − pti) · e−αw+/n + P t
− · e−αw−/n

)
.

Applying the Taylor estimate ez ⩽ 1 + z + z2, which holds for any z ⩽ 1.75, since αw+ ⩽ 1

(and αw− ⩽ 1), and using that
(
− αw+

n + αw+

)2
⩽ (αw+)

2,

E
[
Λt+1
i

∣∣ Ft
]
⩽ Λt

i ·
(
1 + pti ·

(
− αw+

n
+ αw+ + (αw+)

2
)

+ (P t
+ − pti) ·

(
− αw+

n
+
(αw+

n

)2)
+ P t

− ·
(
− αw−

n
+
(αw−

n

)2))
.

Using that P t
− + P t

+ = 1, w− ⩾ w+ and rearranging terms we obtain,

E
[
Λt+1
i

∣∣ Ft
]
⩽ Λt

i ·
(
1 + pti ·

(
− αw+

n
+ αw+ + (αw+)

2
)

− (P t
+ − pti) ·

αw+

n
− P t

− · αw−
n

+
(αw−

n

)2 )
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= Λt
i ·
(
1 + pti ·

(
αw+ + (αw+)

2
)
− P t

+ · αw+

n
− P t

− · αw−
n

+
(αw−

n

)2 )
= Λt

i ·
(
1 + pti · (αw+ + (αw+)

2) + P t
+ ·
(αw−

n
− αw+

n

)
− αw−

n
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
.

(6.8)

Now, we turn our attention to swinging overloaded bins. By Lemma 6.3, for S := Bt
+/− ∩ Bt

+

and κi :=
αw−
n ,∑

i∈S
E
[
Λt+1
i

∣∣ Ft
]
⩽
∑
i∈S

Λt
i ·
(
1− αw−

n

)
+ 2 ·

∑
i∈S

αw−
n

+ 3

⩽
∑
i∈S

Λt
i ·
(
1− αw−

n

)
+ 4

⩽
∑
i∈S

Λt
i ·
(
1 + pti · (αw+ + (αw+)

2) + P t
+ ·
(αw−

n
− αw+

n

)
− αw−

n
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4, (6.9)

where in the last inequality we have added several non-negative terms.
Combining (6.8) and (6.9), we have that∑

i∈Bt
+

E
[
Λt+1
i

∣∣ Ft
]

⩽
∑
i∈Bt

+

Λt
i ·
(
1 + pti · (αw+ + (αw+)

2) + P t
+ ·
(αw−

n
− αw+

n

)
− αw−

n
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4. (6.10)

By condition P1, we have P t
+ =

∑δtn
i=1 p

t
i ⩽ (δtn) · 1

n = δt. By the assumption Gt, we have
that δt ⩽ 1− ε, so it also follows that P t

+ ⩽ 1− ε. Hence,∑
i∈Bt

+

E
[
Λt+1
i

∣∣ Ft,Gt
]

⩽
∑
i∈Bt

+

Λt
i ·
(
1− αw+ ·

( 1
n
− pti · (1 + αw+)

)
− αε

n
· (w− − w+) +

(αw−
n

)2 )
+ 4.

Case 1.A [P2 holds]. Recall that by condition P2, the probabilities of the overloaded bins
satisfy, (

pt1, . . . , p
t
nδt
)
⪯
(
1

n
− k3 · (1− δt)

n
, . . . ,

1

n
− k3 · (1− δt)

n

)
and hence applying Lemma A.1 using that Λt

i are non-increasing in i over Bt
+,∑

i∈Bt
+

E
[
Λt+1
i

∣∣Ft,Gt
]

⩽
∑
i∈Bt

+

Λt
i ·
(
1− αw+

n
·
(
1− (1− k3ε) · (1 + αw+)

)
− αε

n
· (w− − w+) +

(αw−
n

)2 )
+ 4

⩽
∑
i∈Bt

+

Λt
i ·
(
1− αw+

n
·
(
1− (1− k3ε) · (1 + αw+)

)
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4

=
∑
i∈Bt

+

Λt
i ·
(
1− αw+

n
·
(
k3ε− αw+ · (1− k3ε)

)
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4
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(a)

⩽
∑
i∈Bt

+

Λt
i ·
(
1− αw+

n
· k3ε

2
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4

(b)

⩽
∑
i∈Bt

+

Λt
i ·
(
1− αε

4n
· w+k3

)
+ 4,

using in (a) that k3ε
2 ⩾ αw+(1 − k3ε) (which is equivalent to α ⩽ k3ε

2w+(1−k3ε)
) and in (b) that

αε
4n · w+k3 ⩾

(αw−
n

)2
(which follows since α = O(ε)).

Case 1.B [W2 holds]. By condition P2, the probabilities of the overloaded bins satisfy

(
pt1, . . . , p

t
δtn

)
⪯
(
1

n
, . . . ,

1

n

)
,

and hence applying Lemma A.1 using that Λt
i are non-increasing in i over Bt

+,∑
i∈Bt

+

E
[
Λt+1
i

∣∣ Ft,Gt
]

⩽
∑
i∈Bt

+

Λt
i ·
(
1− αw+ ·

( 1
n
− 1

n
· (1 + αw+)

)
− αε

n
· (w− − w+) +

(αw−
n

)2 )
+ 4

=
∑
i∈Bt

+

Λt
i ·
(
1 +

(αw+)
2

n
− αε

n
· (w− − w+) +

(αw−
n

)2 )
+ 4

=
∑
i∈Bt

+

Λt
i ·
(
1− α

n
·
(
ε · (w− − w+)− αw2

+

)
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4

(a)

⩽
∑
i∈Bt

+

Λt
i ·
(
1− α

n
· ε
2
· (w− − w+) +

(αw−
n

)2 )
+ 4

(b)

⩽
∑
i∈Bt

+

Λt
i ·
(
1− αε

4n
· (w− − w+)

)
+ 4,

using in (a) that ε
2 · (w− − w+) ⩾ αw2

+ (as implied by α ⩽ ε(w−−w+)
4w2

−
⩽ ε(w−−w+)

2w2
+

) and in (b)

that αε
4n · (w− − w+) ⩾

(αw−
n

)2
(since α = O(ε)).

So, in both Case 1.A and Case 1.B, for the constant c3 > 0 defined in the statement,∑
i∈Bt

+

E
[
Λt+1
i

∣∣ Ft,Gt
]
⩽
∑
i∈Bt

+

Λt
i ·
(
1− 2c3α

n

)
+ 4.

Case 2 [Underloaded Bins]. Among the underloaded bins, let us first consider robustly under-
loaded bins. By (6.5), for any robustly underloaded bin i ∈ Bt

−−,

E
[
Λt+1
i

∣∣ Ft
]
= Λt

i ·
(
pti · eαw−/n−αw− + (P t

− − pti) · eαw−/n + P t
+ · eαw+/n

)
.

Applying the Taylor estimate ez ⩽ 1+ z+ z2, which holds for any z ⩽ 1.75, since αw+

n ⩽ 1 (and
αw−
n ⩽ 1) and using that

(
− αw−

n + αw−
)2

⩽ (αw−)
2,

E
[
Λt+1
i

∣∣ Ft
]
⩽ Λt

i ·
(
1 + pti ·

(αw−
n

− αw− + (αw−)
2
)

+ (P t
− − pti) ·

(αw−
n

+
(αw−

n

)2)
+ P t

+ ·
(αw+

n
+
(αw+

n

)2))
.
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Using that P t
− + P t

+ = 1, w− ⩾ w+ and rearranging terms we obtain,

E
[
Λt+1
i

∣∣ Ft
]
⩽ Λt

i ·
(
1 + pti ·

(αw−
n

− αw− + (αw−)
2
)

+ (P t
− − pti) ·

αw−
n

+ P t
+ · αw+

n
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
= Λt

i ·
(
1− pti · (αw− − (αw−)

2) + P t
− · αw−

n
+ P t

+ · αw+

n
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
= Λt

i ·
(
1− pti · (αw− − (αw−)

2) + P t
− ·
(αw−

n
− αw+

n

)
+

αw+

n
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
.

(6.11)

Now, we turn our attention to swinging underloaded bins. By Lemma 6.3 for S := Bt
+/− ∩Bt

−
and κi := pti · (aw− − (aw−)

2),

∑
i∈S

E
[
Λt+1
i

∣∣ Ft
]
⩽
∑
i∈S

Λt
i · (1− κi)− 2 ·

n∑
i=1

pti · (aw− − (aw−)
2) + 3

⩽
∑
i∈S

Λt
i · (1− κi) + 4

⩽
∑
i∈S

Λt
i ·
(
1− pti · (αw− − (αw−)

2) + P t
− ·
(αw−

n
− αw+

n

)
+

αw+

n
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4, (6.12)

where in the last inequality we have added several non-negative terms.
Combining (6.11) and (6.12), we get∑

i∈Bt
−

E
[
Λt+1
i

∣∣ Ft
]

⩽
∑
i∈Bt

−

Λt
i ·
(
1− pti · (αw− − (αw−)

2) + P t
− ·
(αw−

n
− αw+

n

)
+

αw+

n
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4. (6.13)

Case 2.A [P2 holds]. Recall that by condition P2, the probabilities of the underloaded bins
satisfy, (

ptn, . . . , p
t
δtn+1

)
⪰
(
1

n
+

k4 · δt
n

, . . . ,
1

n
+

k4 · δt
n

)
.

Hence applying Lemma A.1 to (6.13) using that Λt
i are non-increasing in i, (αw−)

2 ⩽ αw−
(since αw− ⩽ 1) and δt ⩾ ε, gives∑
i∈Bt

−

E
[
Λt+1
i

∣∣ Ft,Gt
]

(a)

⩽
∑
i∈Bt

−

Λt
i ·
(
1− 1 + k4ε

n
· (αw− − (αw−)

2) + 1 ·
(αw−

n
− αw+

n

)
+

αw+

n
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4

=
∑
i∈Bt

−

Λt
i ·
(
1− αw− ·

(1 + k4ε

n
· (1− αw−)−

1

n

)
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4

=
∑
i∈Bt

−

Λt
i ·
(
1− αw−

n
·
(
(1 + k4ε) · (1− αw−)− 1

)
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4

=
∑
i∈Bt

−

Λt
i ·
(
1− αw−

n
·
(
k4ε− αw− · (1 + k4ε)

)
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4
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(b)

⩽
∑
i∈Bt

−

Λt
i ·
(
1− αw−

n
· k4ε

2
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4

(c)

⩽
∑
i∈Bt

−

Λt
i ·
(
1− αε

4n
· k4w−

)
+ 4,

using in (a) that P t
− ⩽ 1, in (b) that k4ε

2 ⩾ αw− · (1 + k4ε) (as implied by α ⩽ k4ε
2w−(1+k4ε)

) and

in (c) that αε
4n · k4w− ⩾

(αw−
n

)2
(as implied by α = O(ε)).

Case 2.B [W2 and P t
− ⩽ 1− ε

2 hold]. By condition P1, we have that

(
ptn, . . . , p

t
δtn+1

)
⪰
(
1

n
, . . . ,

1

n

)
,

and hence applying Lemma A.1 to (6.13) using that Λt
i are non-increasing in i and that (αw−)

2 ⩽
αw−,∑
i∈Bt

−

E
[
Λt+1
i

∣∣ Ft,Gt
]

⩽
∑
i∈Bt

−

Λt
i ·
(
1− 1

n
· (αw− − (αw−)

2) +
(
1− ε

2

)
·
(αw−

n
− αw+

n

)
+

αw+

n
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4

=
∑
i∈Bt

−

Λt
i ·
(
1 +

(αw−)
2

n
− ε

2
·
(αw−

n
− αw+

n

)
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4

=
∑
i∈Bt

−

Λt
i ·
(
1− α

n
·
(ε
2
· (w− − w+)− αw2

−

)
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4

(a)

⩽
∑
i∈Bt

−

Λt
i ·
(
1− α

n
· ε
4
· (w− − w+) +

(αw−
n

)2 )
+ 4

(b)

⩽
∑
i∈Bt

−

Λt
i ·
(
1− αε

8n
· (w− − w+)

)
+ 4.

using in (a) that ε
4 · (w− −w+) ⩾ αw2

− (as implied by α ⩽ ε(w−−w+)
4w2

−
) and in (b) that αε

8n · (w− −
w+) ⩾

(αw−
n

)2
(as implied by α = O(ε)).

Case 2.C [W2 and P t
− > 1 − ε

2 hold]. By condition W2, the probabilities of the underloaded
bins satisfy, (

ptn, . . . , p
t
δtn+1

)
⪰
(

P t
−

|Bt
−|

, . . . ,
P t
−

|Bt
−|

)
.

Using Claim A.2 and that P t
− > 1− ε

2 and |Bt
−| ⩽ (1− ε) · n, we have that

pti :=
P t
−

|Bt
−|

>
1− ε

2

(1− ε)n
>

1 + ε
2

n
.

Hence, applying Lemma A.1 to (6.13) using that Λi are non-increasing in i and (αw−)
2 ⩽ αw−,∑

i∈Bt
−

E
[
Λt+1
i

∣∣ Ft,Gt
]

⩽
∑
i∈Bt

−

Λt
i ·
(
1− pti · (αw− − (αw−)

2) + 1 ·
(αw−

n
− αw+

n

)
+

αw+

n
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4
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=
∑
i∈Bt

−

Λt
i ·
(
1− pti · (αw− − (αw−)

2) +
αw−
n

+
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4

=
∑
i∈Bt

−

Λt
i ·
(
1− αw− ·

(
pti · (1− αw−)−

1

n

)
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4

⩽
∑
i∈Bt

−

Λt
i ·
(
1− αw−

n
·
((

1 +
ε

2

)
· (1− αw−)− 1

)
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4

=
∑
i∈Bt

−

Λt
i ·
(
1− αw−

n
·
(ε
2
− αw− ·

(
1 +

ε

2

))
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4

(a)

⩽
∑
i∈Bt

−

Λt
i ·
(
1− αw−

n
· ε
4
+
(αw−

n

)2)
+ 4

(b)

⩽
∑
i∈Bt

−

Λt
i ·
(
1− αε

8n
· w−

)
+ 4,

using in (a) that ε
4 ⩾ αw− · (1 + ε

2) (which is equivalent to α ⩽ ε
2w−(2+ε)) and in (b) that

αε
8n · w− ⩾

(αw−
n

)2
(as implied by α = O(ε)).

Hence, in all subcases of Case 2, for c3 > 0 as defined in the statement,∑
i∈Bt

−

E
[
Λt+1
i

∣∣ Ft
]
⩽
∑
i∈Bt

−

Λt ·
(
1− 2c3α

n

)
+ 4.

Finally, combining the Case 1 and Case 2, we get the conclusion.

Now, we will prove a loose upper bound on the expected increase of Λ over one round, which
holds at an arbitrary round t, i.e., even when Gt does not hold.

Lemma 6.5. Consider any P2 ∩ W1-process or P1 ∩ W2-process and the potential Λ := Λ(α)
with any α > 0 satisfying the preconditions of Lemma 6.4. Then, for the constant c4 :=
max{8, 4w2

−} > 0 and for any round t ⩾ 0,

E
[
Λt+1

∣∣ Ft
]
⩽ Λt ·

(
1 +

c4α
2

2n

)
+ c4.

Proof. Case 1 [Overloaded Bins]. By (6.10) in Case 1 of Lemma 6.4,∑
i∈Bt

+

E
[
Λt+1
i

∣∣ Ft
]

⩽
∑
i∈Bt

+

Λt
i ·
(
1 + pti · (αw+ + (αw+)

2) + P t
+ ·
(αw−

n
− αw+

n

)
− αw−

n
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4.

Using the majorization in condition P1 and Lemma A.1, and that P t
+ ⩽ 1,

⩽
∑
i∈Bt

+

Λt
i ·
(
1 +

1

n
·
(
αw+ + (αw+)

2
)
+
(αw−

n
− αw+

n

)
− αw−

n
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4

=
∑
i∈Bt

+

Λt
i ·
(
1 +

1

n
· (αw+)

2 +
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4 ⩽ Λt

i ·
(
1 +

2α2w2
+

n

)
+ 4,

using in the last step that w− is a constant.
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Case 2 [Underloaded Bins]. By (6.13) in Case 2 of Lemma 6.4,∑
i∈Bt

−

E
[
Λt+1
i

∣∣ Ft
]

⩽
∑
i∈Bt

−

Λt
i ·
(
1− pti · (αw− − (αw−)

2) + P t
− ·
(αw−

n
− αw+

n

)
+

αw+

n
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4

Using the majorization in condition P1 and Lemma A.1, and that P t
− ⩽ 1,

⩽
∑
i∈Bt

−

Λt
i ·
(
1 +

1

n
· (−αw− + (αw−)

2) +
(αw−

n
− αw+

n

)
+

αw+

n
+
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4

=
∑
i∈Bt

−

Λt
i ·
(
1 +

1

n
· (αw−)

2 +
(αw−

n

)2 )
+ 4 ⩽ Λt

i ·
(
1 +

2α2w2
−

n

)
+ 4,

using in the last step that w+ and w− are constants.
Thus, combining the two cases and choosing c4 := max{8, 4w2

−}, gives the result.

We now combine the statements (and constants) from Lemmas 6.4 and 6.5 into a single
corollary for Λ := Λ(α) with constant smoothing parameter α.

Corollary 6.6. Consider any P2 ∩W1-process or P1 ∩W2-process, any constant ε ∈
(
0, 12
)
and

the potential Λ := Λ(α) with α := α(ε) > 0 satisfying the preconditions of Lemma 6.4. Further,
let c3 := c3(ε) > 0 be as defined in Lemma 6.4 and c4 := c4(ε) > 0 as defined in Lemma 6.5.
Then, for c := max

{
8

c3α
, 2
α2

}
⩾ 1, (i) for any round t ⩾ 0,

E
[
Λt+1

∣∣ Ft,Gt,Λt > cn
]
⩽ Λt ·

(
1− c3α

n

)
.

Further, (ii) for any round t ⩾ 0,

E
[
Λt+1

∣∣ Ft,Λt > cn
]
⩽ Λt ·

(
1 +

c4α
2

n

)
.

Proof. First statement. Using Lemma 6.4, we have that

E
[
Λt+1

∣∣ Ft,Gt,Λt > cn
]
⩽ Λt ·

(
1− 2c3α

n

)
+ 8 = Λt ·

(
1− c3α

n

)
+
(
8− Λt · c3α

n

)
⩽ Λt ·

(
1− c3α

n

)
.

Second statement. Using Lemma 6.5, we have that

E
[
Λt+1

∣∣ Ft,Λt > cn
]
⩽ Λt ·

(
1 +

c4α
2

2n

)
+c4 ⩽ Λt ·

(
1 +

c4α
2

2n

)
+Λt · c4α

2

2n
= Λt ·

(
1 +

c4α
2

n

)
,

having used that Λt > cn ⩾ 2
α2 · n.

The next upper bound we use in the application of the bounded difference inequality in the
proof of Lemma 7.3.

Lemma 6.7. Consider any P2∩W1-process or P1∩W2-process. Then, for any constant κ > 0,
and for any rounds t0, t1 ⩾ 0 such that t0 ⩽ t1 ⩽ t0 + κ · n log n,

Pr

[
max

t∈[t0,t1]
max
i∈[n]

|yti | ⩽ log2 n
∣∣∣Ft0 , Λt0 ⩽ n2

]
⩾ 1− n−12.
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Proof. Consider the sequence (E[ Λt | Ft0 ,Λt0 ⩽ n2 ])t1t=t0
. By Lemma 6.5 for every t ∈ [t0, t1],

E
[
Λt+1

∣∣ Ft
]
⩽ Λt ·

(
1 +

c4α
2

2n

)
+ c4.

Using the tower law of expectation, we have that

E[ Λt+1
∣∣ Ft0 ,Λt0 ⩽ n2 ] ⩽ E

[
Λt
∣∣ Ft0 ,Λt0 ⩽ n2

]
·
(
1 +

c4α
2

2n

)
+ c4.

Hence, applying Lemma A.6 (i) with a := 1 + c4α2

2n > 1 and b := c4 > 0, we get that for any
t ∈ [t0, t1]

E
[
Λt
∣∣ Ft0 ,Λt0 ⩽ n2

]
⩽ Λt0 · at1−t0 + b ·

t−1∑
s=t0

as−t0

⩽ n2 ·
(
1 +

c4α
2

2n

)t−t0

+ c4 · (t− t0) ·
(
1 +

c4α
2

2n

)t1−t0

(a)

⩽ n2 · nκ·α2·c4 + c4 · (κn log n) · nκ·α2·c4 ⩽ n3+κ·α2·c4 ,

where in (a) we used that 1 + z ⩽ ez for any z and that t ⩽ t1 ⩽ t0 + κn log n.

Using Markov’s inequality, Pr
[
Λt ⩽ n3+κ·α2·c4+14

∣∣ Ft0 ,Λt0 ⩽ n2
]
⩾ 1 − n−14 for any t ∈

[t0, t1], which implies

Pr

[
max
i∈[n]

∣∣yti∣∣ ⩽ 1

α
· (κ · α2 · c4 + 17) · log n

∣∣∣∣ Ft0 , Λt0 ⩽ n2

]
⩾ 1− n−14.

Since 1
α · (κ · α2 · c4 + 17) · log n < log2 n for sufficiently large n, by taking a union bound over

all rounds t ∈ [t0, t1] we get the claim.

We now turn our attention to the potential V := V (α̃) with α̃ = Θ(1/n) and show that
E [V m ] = poly(n) which in turn implies the O(n log n) bound on the absolute value of the
normalized loads. This will be used in the proof of Theorem 3.1 as the starting point of the
“recovery phase” (Lemma 7.4).

Lemma 6.8. Consider any P2 ∩W1-process or P1 ∩W2-process. Then, there exists a constant
c5 > 0 such that for any round t ⩾ 0,

Pr

[
max
i∈[n]

∣∣yti∣∣ ⩽ c5n log n

]
⩾ 1− n−12.

Further, (ii) for any two rounds t0 ⩾ 0 and t1 ⩾ t0,

Pr

[
max
i∈[n]

∣∣yt1i ∣∣ ⩽ 2c5n log n

∣∣∣∣ max
i∈[n]

∣∣yt0i ∣∣ ⩽ c5n log n

]
⩾ 1− n−12.

Proof. First statement. We set ε̃ := 1
n . For any P2 ∩W1-process, we define

α̃ := min

{
1

4w−
,

k4ε̃

2w−(1 + k4ε̃)
,

k3ε̃

2w+(1− k3ε̃)

}
and c3 :=

ε̃

16
·min{w+k3, w−k4},

and for any P1 ∩W2-process, we define

α̃ := min

{
1

4w−
,
ε̃(w− − w+)

4w2
−

,
ε̃

2w−(2 + ε̃)

}
and c3 :=

ε̃

16
· (w− − w+).
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So, in both cases the smoothing parameter α̃ satisfies the preconditions (6.6) and (6.7) respec-
tively of Lemma 6.4, and so the potential V := V (α̃) satisfies for some constant c′3 := c3/ε̃ > 0
that

E

[
V t+1

∣∣ Ft, δt ∈
[
1

n
, 1− 1

n

] ]
⩽ V t ·

(
1− 2c′3α̃ε̃

n

)
+ 8.

When δt = 1, all bins have load equal to the mean load, so they are all swinging bins. So, by
Lemma 6.3, we have that

E
[
V t+1

∣∣ Ft, δt = 1
]
⩽ V t ·

(
1− 2c′3α̃ε̃

n

)
+ 2c′3α̃ε̃+ 3 ⩽ V t ·

(
1− 2c′3α̃ε̃

n

)
+ 8,

using that 2c′3α̃ε̃ ⩽ 1.
Combining the two cases, we have that

E
[
V t+1

∣∣ Ft
]
⩽ max

{
E

[
V t+1

∣∣∣∣Ft, δt ∈
[
1

n
, 1− 1

n

] ]
,E
[
V t+1

∣∣ Ft, δt = 1
]}

⩽ V t ·
(
1− 2c′3α̃ε̃

n

)
+ 8. (6.14)

By Lemma A.6 (iii), and since V 0 = n holds deterministically, it follows that for any round
t ⩾ 0,

E
[
V t
]
⩽

4

c′3α̃ε̃
· n ⩽ κ · n3,

for some constant κ > 0, since α̃ = Θ
(
1
n

)
and ε̃ = 1

n .
By Markov’s inequality, we have Pr

[
V t ⩽ κ · n15

]
⩾ 1− n−12, which also implies that

Pr

[
max
i∈[n]

∣∣yti∣∣ ⩽ 1

α̃
log κ+

15

α̃
· log n

]
⩾ 1− n−12.

Thus, as α̃ = Θ(1/n), we have Pr
[
maxi∈[n]

∣∣yti∣∣ ⩽ c5n log n
]
⩾ 1 − n−12 for some constant

c5 :=
16ε̃
α̃ .

Second statement. Consider an arbitrary round t0 ⩾ 0, where maxi∈[n]
∣∣yt0i ∣∣ ⩽ c5n log n.

Then, we also have that
V t0 ⩽ n · eα̃c5n logn.

Recalling (6.14), and applying Lemma A.6 (ii) with a := 1− 2c′3α̃ε̃
n and b := 8, we obtain

V t1 ⩽ V t0 ·
(
1− 2c′3α̃ε̃

n

)t1−t0

+ κ · n3 ⩽ 2n · eα̃c5n logn,

using that c5 >
15
α̃ . By Markov’s inequality,

Pr

[
V t1 ⩽ n12 · 2n · eα̃c5n logn

∣∣∣ max
i∈[n]

∣∣yt0i ∣∣ ⩽ c5n log n

]
⩾ Pr

[
V t1 ⩽ e2α̃c5n logn

∣∣∣ max
i∈[n]

∣∣yt0i ∣∣ ⩽ c5n log n

]
⩾ 1− n12.

Finally, when {V t1 ⩽ e2α̃c5n logn} holds, then

max
i∈[n]

∣∣yt1i ∣∣ ⩽ 1

α̃
· log V t1 ⩽ 2c5n log n.
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6.3 Deterministic Bounds on the Quadratic Potential

The next lemma provides a bound for the quadratic potential in terms of the exponential
potential Λ and holds for an arbitrary process.

Lemma 6.9. Consider an arbitrary load vector xt and the potentials Υt := Υt(xt) and Λt :=
Λ(α, xt) for any α ∈ (0, 1]. Then,

Υt ⩽

(
4

α
· log

(
4

α

))2

· Λt.

Proof. Let κ := (4/α) · log(4/α). For any y ⩾ κ, it follows that

eαy/2 = eαy/4 · eαy/4
(a)

⩾
αy

4
· eαy/4

(b)

⩾
αy

4
· 4
α

⩾ y,

using in (a) that ey ⩾ y (for any y ⩾ 0) and in (b) that αy
4 ⩾ log(4/α) (as y ⩾ κ). Hence for

y ⩾ κ,
eαy = eαy/2 · eαy/2 ⩾ y · y = y2.

Thus, we conclude

Υt =

n∑
i=1

(yti)
2 ⩽

n∑
i=1

max
{
Λt
i, κ

2
} (a)

⩽
n∑

i=1

max
{
Λt
i, κ

2 · Λt
i

} (b)
= κ2 · Λt,

using in (a) that Λt
i ⩾ 1 for any i ∈ [n] and in (b) that κ ⩾ 1.

The next lemma is very basic but is used in Lemma 7.3, so we prove it for completeness.

Lemma 6.10. Consider any W1-process. Then, for any round t ⩾ 0∣∣Υt+1 −Υt
∣∣ ⩽ 4w− ·max

i∈[n]
|yti |+ 2w2

−.

Proof. Recall that wt+1 := W t+1−W t is the number of balls allocated in the (t+1)-th allocation.
We will upper bound the change in the quadratic potential using∣∣Υt+1 −Υt

∣∣ ⩽ n∑
i=1

∣∣Υt+1
i −Υt

i

∣∣ ,
where Υt

i := (yti)
2 and Υt+1

i := (yt+1
i )2. Now, let i ∈ [n] be an arbitrary bin. We bound

|Υt+1
i −Υt

i| by considering two cases based on whether bin i was allocated to in the (t+ 1)-th
allocation or not:

Case 1: If i was allocated to, then yti+1 = yti + wt+1 ·
(
1− 1

n

)
and so

∣∣Υt+1
i −Υt

i

∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣∣
(
yti + wt+1 ·

(
1− 1

n

))2

−
(
yti
)2∣∣∣∣∣

⩽ 2 · |yti | ·
∣∣∣∣wt+1 ·

(
1− 1

n

)∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣wt+1 ·
(
1− 1

n

)∣∣∣∣2
⩽ 2 ·max

j∈[n]
|ytj | · w− + w2

−.

Case 2: If i was not allocated to, then yti+1 = yti − wt+1

n and so

∣∣Υt+1
i −Υt

i

∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣∣
(
yti −

wt+1

n

)2

−
(
yti
)2∣∣∣∣∣ ⩽ 2 ·

∣∣∣∣wt+1

n

∣∣∣∣ · |yti |+ ∣∣∣∣wt+1

n

∣∣∣∣2 ⩽ 2w−
n

·max
j∈[n]

|ytj |+
w2
−

n2
,

using that wt+1 ⩽ w−.
By aggregating over all bins using the two cases above, we get the conclusion.
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7 Proof of the Bound on the Gap

In this section, we complete the proof that any P2 ∩W1 or P1 ∩W2-process satisfies Gap(m) =
O(log n) w.h.p. at an arbitrary round m. As outlined in Section 4, the proof consists of a
recovery phase and a stabilization phase. Fig. 4.1 depicts these two phases. We start by
specifying the constants used in the proof.

Let ε := ε(C) ∈
(
0, 12
)
be as defined in Theorem 5.1 for

C :=

⌈
8c2
c1

⌉
+ 1, (7.1)

where c1, c2 > 0 are as defined in Lemma 6.2. We will be using the potential Λ := Λ(α) with
smoothing parameter α > 0 defined as

α := min

{
c3ε

2

2c4(1− ε2)
, α′

}
, (7.2)

where c3 := c3(ε) > 0 is as defined in Lemma 6.4, c4 := c4(ε) > 0 as defined in Lemma 6.5, and
for P2 ∩W1 processes

α′ := min

{
1

4w−
,

k4ε

2w−(1 + k4ε)
,

k3ε

2w+(1− k3ε)

}
,

and for P1 ∩W2 processes

α′ := min

{
1

4w−
,
ε(w− − w+)

4w2
−

,
ε

2w−(2 + ε)

}
.

In the recovery phase (Section 7.3), we prove that starting at t0 = m − n3 log4 n with
V t0 = poly(n) (i.e., Λt0 ⩽ exp(2c5n log n)), w.h.p. there exists a round s ∈ [t0,m] with Λs ⩽ cn,
for constant c > 0 defined in Corollary 6.6. We do this by proving that starting with Λt0 ⩽
exp(2c5n log n), then w.h.p. there is a constant fraction of rounds s ∈ [t0, t0 + n3 log4 n] with
δs ∈ [ε, 1− ε]. By analyzing an “adjusted version” Λ̃ (defined below in (7.3)) of the exponential
potential Λ, taking advantage of the fact that Λt decreases in expectation whenever δt ∈ [ε, 1−ε]
and increases at most by a smaller factor otherwise (Corollary 6.6), we show that there exists
s ∈ [t0, t0 + n3 log4 n] such that Λs ⩽ cn.

Next, in the stabilization phase (Section 7.4), we first show that starting with Λt0 ⩽ 2cn at
any round t0, we have that Λs ⩽ cn for some round s ∈ (t0, t0 + Θ(n log n)]. We do this by
proving that w.h.p. if Λt0 ⩽ cn, then there is a constant fraction of rounds s ∈ [t0, t0+Θ(n log n)]
with δs ∈ [ε, 1 − ε]. Again, by analyzing an “adjusted version” Λ̃ of the exponential potential
Λ, we show that w.h.p. there exists s ∈ (t0, t0 + Θ(n log n)] such that Λs ⩽ cn. Next, we
take the union bound over the remaining O(n3 log4 n) rounds, which gives Λs1 ⩽ cn w.h.p. at
some s1 ∈ [m − Θ(n log n),m] and Λs2 ⩽ cn w.h.p. at some s2 ∈ [m,m + Θ(n log n),m]. By a
smoothness argument, this in turn implies that maxi∈[n] |ymi | = O(log n).

In order to complete the analysis in Sections 7.3 and 7.4 described above, we must first give
some definitions and establish some technical tools. In particular, in Section 7.1 we shall prove
that the new adjusted exponential potential function Λ̃t is a super-martingale. In Section 7.2
we then use the interplay between the absolute value and quadratic potential functions to prove
that in a constant fraction of the rounds the mean quantile is “good”.

In the following, we consider an arbitrary round t0 ⩾ 0 which will be starting point of our
analysis. For ε ∈ (0, 1) and c > 1 as specified above, for any round s ⩾ t0 we define the event,

Es
t0 :=

⋂
t∈[t0,s]

{Λt > cn}.
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Showing that this event does not hold for suitable t0 and s is crucial in both recovery and
stabilization phases. For rounds s ⩾ t0, we let Gs

t0 := Gs
t0(ε) be the number of rounds t ∈ [t0, s]

with δt ∈ [ε, 1− ε], and similarly we define Bs
t0 := (s− t0 + 1)−Gs

t0 .

We now introduce the adjusted exponential potential function Λ̃s
t0 which involves the random

variables and event above. Let c3 := c3(ε) > 0 be the constant in Lemma 6.4 and c4 := c4(ε) > 0
the constant in Lemma 6.5. Then we define Λ̃t0

t0
(α, ε, c3, c4) := Λt0(α) and, for any round s > t0,

Λ̃s
t0(α, ε, c3, c4) := Λs · 1Es−1

t0

· exp
(
−c4α

2

n
·Bs−1

t0
(ε)

)
· exp

(
+
c3α

n
·Gs−1

t0
(ε)
)
. (7.3)

We also define G̃s
t0 := G̃s

t0(C) to be the number of rounds t ∈ [t0, s] with ∆t ⩽ Cn.

7.1 The Adjusted Exponential Potential is a Super-Martingale

We now show that the sequence defined in (7.3) forms a super-martingale.

Lemma 7.1. Consider any P2 ∩W1-process or P1 ∩W2-process and an arbitrary round t0 ⩾ 0.
Further, let the potential Λ̃t0 := Λ̃t0(α, ε, c3, c4) for α > 0 as defined in (7.2), ε > 0 as defined
in (7.1), and c3 := c3(ε) > 0 and c4 := c4(ε) > 0 as defined in Lemmas 6.4 and 6.5 respectively.
Then, for any round s ⩾ t0,

E
[
Λ̃s+1
t0

∣∣∣ Fs
]
⩽ Λ̃s

t0 .

Proof. We see that E[ Λ̃s+1
t0

| Fs ] is given by

E
[
Λs+1 · 1Es

t0

∣∣∣ Fs
]
· exp

(
− c4α

2

n
·Bs

t0

)
· exp

(
c3α

n
·Gs

t0

)
= E

[
Λs+1 · 1Es

t0

∣∣∣ Fs
]
· exp

(
−c4α

2

n
· 1¬Gs +

c3α

n
· 1Gs

)
· exp

(
−c4α

2

n
·Bs−1

t0

)
· exp

(c3α
n

·Gs−1
t0

)
.

Thus, we see that it suffices to prove that

E
[
Λs+1 · 1Es

t0

∣∣∣ Fs
]
· exp

(
−c4α

2

n
· 1¬Gs +

c3α

n
· 1Gs

)
⩽ Λs · 1Es−1

t0

. (7.4)

To show (7.4), we consider two cases based on whether Gs holds.

Case 1 [Gs holds]. Recall that the event Gs means δs ∈ [ε, 1 − ε] holds. Further, we are
additionally conditioning on the event Es

t0 , via the indicator, and so Λt > cn holds for any
round t ∈ [t0, s]. Thus we can use the upper bound from Corollary 6.6 to get

E
[
Λs+1 · 1Es

t0

∣∣∣ Fs,Gs
]
⩽ Λs · 1Es−1

t0

·
(
1− c3α

n

)
⩽ Λs · 1Es−1

t0

· exp
(
−c3α

n

)
.

Hence, since in this case 1Gs = 1, the left-hand side of (7.4) is equal to

E
[
Λs+1 · 1Es

t0

∣∣∣ Fs,Gs
]
· exp

(
−c4α

2

n
· 1¬Gs +

c3α

n
· 1Gs

)
⩽
(
Λs · 1Es−1

t0

· exp
(
−c3α

n

))
· exp

(c3α
n

)
= Λs · 1Es−1

t0

.

Case 2 [Gs does not hold]. Similarly, by Corollary 6.6 (ii).

E
[
Λs+1 · 1Es

t0

∣∣∣ Fs,¬Gs
]
⩽ Λs · 1Es−1

t0

·
(
1 +

c4α
2

n

)
⩽ Λs · 1Es−1

t0

· exp
(
c4α

2

n

)
.
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Hence, since in this case 1Gs = 0, the left-hand side of (7.4) is equal to

E
[
Λs+1 · 1Es

t0

∣∣∣ Fs,¬Gs
]
· exp

(
−c4α

2

n
· 1¬Gs +

c3α

n
· 1Gs

)
⩽

(
Λs · 1Es−1

t0

· exp
(
−c4α

2

n

))
· exp

(
c4α

2

n

)
= Λs · 1Es−1

t0

.

Since (7.4) holds in both cases, we deduce that (Λ̃s
t0)s⩾t0 forms a super-martingale.

7.2 Taming the Mean Quantile and Absolute Value Potential

We have seen in the previous section that if we augment the exponential potential Λt with some
terms involving the random variable Gs

t0 , then the resulting potential Λ̃t is a super-martingale.
Thus, it will be useful to control Gs

t0 := Gs
t0(ε), which we recall is the number of rounds t ∈ [t0, s]

with δt ∈ [ε, 1 − ε]. This is done in part by controlling G̃s
t0 := G̃s

t0(C), which we recall is the
number of rounds t ∈ [t0, s] with ∆t ⩽ Cn. In particular, our first lemma shows that for an
interval of length at least n

4ε , if we have a constant fraction of round t with ∆t ⩽ Cn, then
w.h.p. we also have a constant fraction of rounds with δt ∈ [ε, 1− ε].

Lemma 7.2. Consider any P2 ∩ W1-process or P1 ∩ W2-process and let ε > 0 as defined in
(7.1). Then, for any rounds t0 ⩾ 0 and t1 ⩾ t0 +

n
4ε ,

Pr
[
Gt1

t0
(ε) ⩾ 4ε2 · G̃t1− n

4ε
t0

(C)
∣∣∣ Ft0

]
⩾ 1− (t1 − t0) · e−εn.

Proof. Let ℓ := n
4ε . For any round t ∈ [t0, t1], define

Ht :=
{
∆t > Cn

}
∪
{∣∣{s ∈ [t, t+ ℓ] : δs ∈ [ε, 1− ε]}

∣∣ ⩾ εn
}
.

Note that event Ht is logically equivalent to the statement: ∆t ⩽ Cn implies

|{s ∈ [t, t+ ℓ] : δs ∈ [ε, 1− ε]}| ⩾ εn.

Then by Theorem 5.1,

Pr
[
Ht
∣∣∣ Ft0

]
⩾ 1− e−εn,

and so the union bound gives

Pr

[
t1⋂

t=t0

Ht

∣∣∣∣∣ Ft0

]
⩾ 1− (t1 − t0) · e−εn. (7.5)

In the following, we will condition on the event
⋂t1

t=t0
Ht. Next define for any t ∈ [t0, t1 − ℓ],

gt := {s ∈ [t, t+ ℓ] : δs ∈ [ε, 1− ε]} .

Then, conditional on (7.5),

Gt1
t0
⩾

∣∣∣∣∣
t1−ℓ⋃
t=t0

gt

∣∣∣∣∣ ⩾
∑t1−ℓ

t=t0
|gt|

maxs∈[t,t+ℓ]

∣∣∣{t ∈ [t0, t1 − ℓ] : s ∈ gt
}∣∣∣ ⩾ G̃t1−ℓ

t0
· ε · n
ℓ

⩾ G̃
t1− n

4ε
t0

· 4ε2,

using in the last step that ℓ := n
4ε . This completes the proof.
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The next lemma establishes the key fact that w.h.p. when Υt0 ⩽ T there are many rounds
close to t0 with a good quantile (or the gap becomes too large). We will apply this lemma twice,
once in the recovery phase with T := n3 log4 n (Lemma 7.4) and once in the stabilization phase
with T := Θ(n log n) (Lemma 7.5)

Lemma 7.3. Consider any P2 ∩ W1-process or P1 ∩ W2-process and the potential Λ := Λ(α)
with α > 0 as defined in (7.2) and ε > 0 as defined in (7.1). Further, consider any T ⩾ n

ε , any
round t0 ⩾ 0 and let

τ := inf
{
t ⩾ t0 : max

i∈[n]
|yti | >

√
T · log−2 n

}
.

Then, for any round t1 ⩾ 0 satisfying t0 + T ⩽ t1 ⩽ t0 + T log2 n,

Pr
[ {

Gt1
t0
(ε) ⩾ ε2 · (t1 − t0)

}
∪ {τ ⩽ t1}

∣∣∣ Ft0 ,Υt0 ⩽ T
]
⩾ 1− (t1 − t0) · e−εn − n−ω(1).

Proof. Let c1, c2 > 0 be the constants given in Lemma 6.2. We define Zt0 := Υt0 and for any
round t > t0

Zt := Υt − c2 · (t− t0) +
c1
n

t−1∑
s=t0

∆s.

This sequence forms a super-martingale since by Lemma 6.2,

E
[
Zt+1

∣∣ Ft
]
= E

[
Υt+1 − c2 · (t− t0 + 1) +

c1
n

t∑
s=t0

∆s

∣∣∣∣∣ Ft

]

= E
[
Υt+1

∣∣ Ft
]
− c2 · (t− t0 + 1) +

c1
n

t∑
s=t0

∆s

⩽ Υt + c2 −
c1
n

·∆t − c2 · (t− t0 + 1) +
c1
n

t∑
s=t0

∆s

= Υt − c2 · (t− t0) +
c1
n

t−1∑
s=t0

∆s = Zt.

Further, consider the stopped random variable

Z̃t := Zt∧τ ,

which also forms a super-martingale. To prove concentration of Z̃t+1, we will now derive an

upper bound on
∣∣∣Z̃t+1 − Z̃t

∣∣∣, by considering the following two cases:

Case 1 [t ⩾ τ ]. In this case, Z̃t+1 = Z(t+1)∧τ = Zτ , and similarly, Z̃t = Zt∧τ = Zτ , so∣∣∣Z̃t+1 − Z̃t
∣∣∣ = 0.

Case 2 [t < τ ]. In this case, we have that maxi∈[n] |yti | ⩽
√
T · log−2 n and so∣∣∣Z̃t+1 − Z̃t

∣∣∣ ⩽ ∣∣Υt+1 −Υt
∣∣+ c2 +

c1
n

·∆t

(a)

⩽ 5w− ·
√
T · log−2 n+ c2 + c1

√
T · log−2 n

⩽ (5w− + 2c1) ·
√
T · log−2 n,

using in (a) that |Υt+1 −Υt| ⩽ 4w− ·
√
T · log−2 n+ 2w2

− ⩽ 5w− ·
√
T · log−2 n by Lemma 6.10,

and ∆t ⩽ n ·maxi∈[n] |yti |.
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Combining Case 1 and Case 2 above, we conclude∣∣∣Z̃t+1 − Z̃t
∣∣∣ ⩽ (5w− + 2c1) ·

√
T · log−2 n.

Using Azuma’s inequality (Lemma A.4) for super-martingales,

Pr
[
Z̃t1+1 − Z̃t0 > T

∣∣∣ Ft0 ,Υt0 ⩽ T
]
⩽ exp

(
− T 2

2 ·∑t1
t=t0

((5w− + 2c1) ·
√
T · log−2 n)2

)

= exp

(
− T 2

2 · (t1 − t0) · (5w− + 2c1)2 · T · log−4 n

)
(a)

⩽ exp

(
− log2 n

2 · (5w− + 2c1)2

)
(b)
= n−ω(1),

using in (a) that t1 ⩽ t0 + T log2 n and in (b) that w+ and c1 are constants.
For the sake of a contradiction, assume now that at least half of the rounds t ∈ [t0, t1] satisfy

∆t ⩾ Cn, which implies that
t1∑

t=t0

∆t ⩾
t1 − t0 + 1

2
· Cn.

When the event {
Z̃t1+1 ⩽ Z̃t0 + T

}
∩ {τ > t1}

holds, then we have that
{
Zt1+1 ⩽ Zt0 + T

}
and so

Υt1+1 − c2 · (t1 − t0 + 1) +
c1
n

t1∑
t=t0

∆t ⩽ Υt0 + T.

Rearranging the inequality above gives

Υt1+1 ⩽ Υt0 + T + c2 · (t1 − t0 + 1)− c1
n

t1∑
t=t0

∆t

⩽ Υt0 + T + c2 · (t1 − t0 + 1)− c1
n

· t1 − t0 + 1

2
· Cn

⩽ Υt0 + T + (t1 − t0 + 1) ·
(
c2 −

c1
2

· C
)
. (7.6)

Recall that we start from a round t0 where Υt0 ⩽ T , that C > 8c2
c1

(and c2 > 1) and t1− t0 ⩾ T .
So by (7.6) we have

Υt1+1 ⩽ T + T + T ·
(
c2 −

c1
2

· C
)
< 2T − 3T · c2 < 0,

which is a contradiction. We conclude that when {Zt1+1 ⩽ Zt0 + T}, then half of the rounds
t ∈ [t0, t1] satisfy ∆t ⩽ Cn, i.e.

Pr

[ {
G̃t1

t0
⩾

1

2
· (t1 − t0)

}
∪ {τ ⩽ t1}

∣∣∣∣ Ft0 ,Υt0 ⩽ T

]
⩾ 1− n−ω(1). (7.7)

Now, Lemma 7.2 gives

Pr
[
Gt1

t0
⩾ 4ε2 · G̃t1− n

4ε
t0

∣∣∣ Ft0 ,Υt0 ⩽ T
]
⩾ 1− (t1 − t0) · e−εn. (7.8)
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Then, noting that G̃
t1− n

4ε
t0

⩾ G̃t1
t0
− n

4ε and by taking the union bound of (7.7) and (7.8) we have,

Pr

[ {
Gt1

t0
⩾ 4ε2 ·

(1
2
· (t1 − t0)−

n

4ε

)}
∪ {τ ⩽ t1}

∣∣∣∣ Ft0 ,Υt0 ⩽ T

]
⩾ 1−(t1−t0)·e−εn−n−ω(1).

Since, 1
4 · (t1 − t0) ⩾ 1

4T ⩾ n
4ε , we can deduce that

Pr
[ {

Gt1
t0
⩾ ε2 · (t1 − t0)

}
∪ {τ ⩽ t1}

∣∣ Ft0 ,Υt0 ⩽ T
]
⩾ 1− (t1 − t0) · e−εn − n−ω(1).

7.3 Recovery Phase of the Process

In the following, we start the analysis at round t0 = m − n3 log4 n and using Lemma 6.8, we
obtain that w.h.p. Gap(t0) = O(n log n) and Λt0 ⩽ n · exp(O(n log n)). Using Lemma 7.3
we conclude that w.h.p. for a constant fraction of the rounds t ∈ [t0, t0 + n3 log4 n], it holds
that δt ∈ [ε, 1 − ε]. Next, using the adjusted exponential potential Λ̃ we exploit the drop
of the exponential potential function in those rounds to infer that w.h.p. there is a round
s ∈ [t0, t0 + n3 log4 n] with Λs ⩽ cn (Lemma 7.4). In Section 7.4, we will prove that w.h.p. for
the remaining rounds in [s,m], which are at most O(n3 log4 n), the potential becomes O(n)
once every O(n log n) rounds (Lemma 7.5).

Lemma 7.4 (Recovery). Consider any P2 ∩W1-process or P1 ∩W2-process and the potential
Λ := Λ(α) for α > 0 as defined in (7.2). Then, for c > 1 as defined in Corollary 6.6, for any
round m ⩾ n3 log4 n,

Pr

 ⋃
s∈[m−n3 log4 n,m]

{Λs ⩽ cn}

 ⩾ 1− n−5.

Proof. Let T := n3 log4 n, t0 := m − T and t1 := m. By Lemma 6.8, there exists a constant
c5 > 0, such that

Pr

[
max
i∈[n]

∣∣yt0i ∣∣ ⩽ c5n log n

]
⩾ 1− n−12. (7.9)

Note that when
{
maxi∈[n]

∣∣yt0i ∣∣ ⩽ c5n log n
}
holds, then we also have that

Υt0 ⩽ n · (c5n log n)2 ⩽ c25n
3 log2 n, and Λt0 ⩽ n · eαc5n logn ⩽ e2c5n logn.

By Lemma 7.3 we have for τ := inf
{
t ⩾ t0 : maxi∈[n] |yti | >

√
T · log−2 n

}
, and using that the

event
{
maxi∈[n]

∣∣yt0i ∣∣ ⩽ c5n log n
}
implies that {Υt0 ⩽ T},

Pr

[ {
Gt1

t0
⩾ ε2 · (t1 − t0)

}
∪ {τ ⩽ t1}

∣∣∣ Ft0 ,max
i∈[n]

∣∣yt0i ∣∣ ⩽ c5n log n

]
⩾ Pr

[ {
Gt1

t0
⩾ ε2 · (t1 − t0)

}
∪ {τ ⩽ t1}

∣∣∣ Ft0 ,Υt0 ⩽ T
]

⩾ 1− T · e−εn − n−ω(1) ⩾ 1− n−ω(1).

By Lemma 6.8 (i) and the union bound over t1 − t0 = n3 log4 n ⩽ n4 rounds, we have that

Pr

[
τ > t1

∣∣∣∣Ft0 ,max
i∈[n]

∣∣yt0i ∣∣ ⩽ c5n log n

]
⩾ Pr

[
max

t∈[t0,t1]
max
i∈[n]

∣∣yti∣∣ ⩽ 2c5n log n

∣∣∣∣ Ft0 ,max
i∈[n]

∣∣yt0i ∣∣ ⩽ c5n log n

]
⩾ 1− T · n−12 ⩾ 1− n−8.
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Hence, taking the union bound for the above two inequalities, we get that

Pr

[
Gt1

t0
⩾ ε2 · (t1 − t0)

∣∣∣∣ Ft0 ,max
i∈[n]

∣∣yt0i ∣∣ ⩽ c5n log n

]
⩾ 1− n−ω(1) − 2n−8. (7.10)

We will now use the adjusted exponential potential (Λ̃t
t0)t⩾t0 (defined in (7.3)) to show that Λ

becomes small in at least one round in [t0, t1]. By Lemma 7.1, it forms a super-martingale, so
E[ Λ̃t1+1

t0
| Ft0 ] ⩽ Λ̃t0

t0
= Λt0 . Hence, using Markov’s inequality we get

Pr

[
Λ̃t1+1
t0

> Λt0 · n8
∣∣∣ Ft0 ,max

i∈[n]

∣∣yt0i ∣∣ ⩽ c5n log n

]
⩽ Pr

[
Λ̃t1+1
t0

> Λt0 · n8
∣∣∣ Ft0 ,Λt0 ⩽ e2c5n logn

]
⩽ n−8. (7.11)

Thus, negating and by the definition of Λ̃t
t0 , we have

Pr

[
Λt1+1 · 1Et1

t0

⩽ Λt0 · n8 · exp
(
c4α

2

n
·Bt1

t0
− c3α

n
·Gt1

t0

) ∣∣∣∣∣Ft0 ,Λt0 ⩽ e2c5n logn

]
⩾ 1− n−8.

Further, if in addition to the two events {Λ̃t1+1
t0

⩽ Λt0 ·n8} and {Λt0 ⩽ e2c5n logn}, also the event

{Gt1
t0
⩾ ε2 · (t1 − t0)} holds, then

Λt1+1 · 1Et1
t0

⩽ Λt0 · n8 · exp
(
c4α

2

n
·Bt1

t0
− c3α

n
·Gt1

t0

)
⩽ e2c5n logn · n8 · exp

(
c4α

2

n
· (1− ε2) · (t1 − t0)−

c3α

n
· ε2 · (t1 − t0)

)
(a)

⩽ e2c5n logn · n8 · exp
(
c3α

n
· ε

2

2
· (t1 − t0)−

c3α

n
· ε2 · (t1 − t0)

)
= e2c5n logn · n8 · exp

(
−c3α

n
· ε

2

2
· (t1 − t0)

)
(b)
= e2c5n logn · n8 · exp

(
−c3α

n
· ε

2

2
· n3 log4 n

)
(c)

⩽ 1,

using in (a) that α ⩽ c3ε2

2·c4·(1−ε2)
and (b) that T := n3 log4 n and in (c) that α, ε, c5 > 0 are

constants. Observe that {Λt1+1 ⩾ n} holds deterministically, so we deduce from the above
inequality that 1Et1

t0

= 0, that is,

Pr

[
¬E t1

t0

∣∣∣∣∣ Ft0 , Λ̃t1+1
t0

⩽ Λt0 · n8, Λt0 ⩽ e2c5n logn, Gt1
t0
⩾ ε2 · (t1 − t0)

]
⩽ 1.

Recalling the definition of E t1
t0

=
⋂

s∈[t0,t1]{Λs > cn}, and taking the union bound over (7.10)
and (7.11) yields

Pr

 ⋃
s∈[t0,t1]

{Λs ⩽ cn}

∣∣∣∣∣∣ Ft0 ,max
i∈[n]

∣∣yt0i ∣∣ ⩽ c5n log n

 ⩾ 1− 2n−8 − n−8 = 1− 3n−8.

We conclude by combining with (7.9),

Pr

 ⋃
s∈[t0,t1]

{Λs ⩽ cn}

 ⩾
(
1− 3n−8

)
·
(
1− n−12

)
⩾ 1− n−5.
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7.4 Stabilization Phase of the Process

The next lemma establishes that a small value of the exponential potential function is preserved
for some longer time period. We will refer to this property of the exponential potential function
of being “trapped” in some region as stabilization. More precisely, we prove in the lemma below
that if for some round t0 the exponential potential is not too small, i.e., at most 2cn, then
within the next O(n log n) rounds, the exponential potential will w.h.p. be smaller than cn at
least once.

Lemma 7.5 (Stabilization). Consider any P2∩W1-process or P1∩W2-process and the poten-
tial Λ := Λ(α) for α > 0 as defined in (7.2). Further, let ε > 0 be given by (7.1), c := c(ε) > 1
be as defined in Corollary 6.6, and cs := 22

c3ε2α
, for c3 := c3(ε) > 0 as defined in Lemma 6.4.

Then, for any round t0 ⩾ 0,

Pr

 ⋃
s∈[t0,t0+csn logn]

{Λs ⩽ cn}

∣∣∣∣∣∣ Ft0 ,Λt0 ∈ (cn, 2cn]

 ⩾ 1− n−9.

Proof. Let T := csn log n and t1 := t0 + T . By Lemma 7.3, we have for τ := inf{t ⩾
t0 : maxi∈[n] |yti | >

√
T · log−2 n} that

Pr
[ {

Gt1
t0
⩾ ε2 · (t1 − t0)

}
∪ {τ ⩽ t1}

∣∣∣ Ft0 ,Υt0 ⩽ T
]
⩾ 1− T · e−εn − n−ω(1) ⩾ 1− n−12.

By Lemma 6.9, the event
{
Λt0 ∈ (cn, 2cn]

}
implies that

{
Υt0 ⩽ T

}
(since T = ω(n)), and hence

Pr
[ {

Gt1
t0
⩾ ε2 · (t1 − t0)

}
∪ {τ ⩽ t1}

∣∣∣ Ft0 ,Λt0 ∈ (cn, 2cn]
]
⩾ 1− n−12. (7.12)

By Lemma 6.7 with κ := cs, as
√
T · log−2 n ⩾ log2 n we have that

Pr
[
τ > t1 | Ft0 , Λt0 ∈ (cn, 2cn]

]
⩾ Pr

[
max

t∈[t0,t1]
max
i∈[n]

∣∣yti∣∣ ⩽ log2 n

∣∣∣∣ Ft0 , Λt0 ∈ (cn, 2cn]

]
⩾ Pr

[
max

t∈[t0,t1]
max
i∈[n]

∣∣yti∣∣ ⩽ log2 n

∣∣∣∣ Ft0 , Λt0 ⩽ n2

]
⩾ 1− n−12. (7.13)

Hence, taking the union bound over (7.12) and (7.13), we get that

Pr
[
Gt1

t0
⩾ ε2 · (t1 − t0)

∣∣∣ Ft0 ,Λt0 ∈ (cn, 2cn]
]
⩾ 1− 2n−12. (7.14)

We will now use the adjusted exponential potential (Λ̃t
t0)t⩾t0 (defined in (7.3)) to show that Λ

becomes small in at least one round in [t0, t1]. By Lemma 7.1, it forms a super-martingale, so
E[ Λ̃t1+1

t0
| Ft0 ] ⩽ Λ̃t0

t0
= Λt0 . Hence, using Markov’s inequality we get

Pr
[
Λ̃t1+1
t0

> Λt0 · n10
∣∣∣ Ft0 ,Λt0 ∈ (cn, 2cn]

]
⩽ n−10. (7.15)

Thus, by the definition of Λ̃t
t0 , we have

Pr

[
Λt1+1 · 1Et1

t0

⩽ Λt0 · n10 · exp
(
c4α

2

n
·Bt1

t0
− c3α

n
·Gt1

t0

) ∣∣∣∣∣Ft0 ,Λt0 ∈ (cn, 2cn]

]
⩾ 1− n−10.

Further, if in addition to the two events
{
Λ̃t1+1
t0

⩽ Λt0 · n10
}
and

{
Λt0 ∈ (cn, 2cn]

}
, also the

event {Gt1
t0
⩾ ε2 · (t1 − t0)} holds, then

Λt1+1 · 1Et1
t0

⩽ Λt0 · n10 · exp
(
c4α

2

n
·Bt1

t0
− c3α

n
·Gt1

t0

)
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⩽ 2cn11 · exp
(
c4α

2

n
· (1− ε2) · (t1 − t0)−

c3α

n
· ε2 · (t1 − t0)

)
(a)

⩽ 2cn11 · exp
(
c3α

n
· ε

2

2
· (t1 − t0)−

c3α

n
· ε2 · (t1 − t0)

)
= 2cn11 · exp

(
−c3α

n
· ε

2

2
· (t1 − t0)

)
(b)
= 2cn11 · exp

(
−c3α

n
· ε

2

2
· 22

c3ε2α
· n log n

)
= 2c,

using in (a) that α ⩽ c3ε2

2·(1−ε2)·c4 and (b) that T := 22
c3ε2α

· n log n. Observe that {Λt1 ⩾ n} holds

deterministically, so we deduce from the above inequality that 1Et1
t0

= 0, that is,

Pr

[
¬E t1

t0

∣∣∣∣∣ Ft0 , Λ̃t1+1
t0

⩽ Λt0 · n10, Λt0 ∈ (cn, 2cn], Gt1
t0
⩾ ε2 · (t1 − t0)

]
= 1.

Recalling the definition of E t1
t0

=
⋂

s∈[t0,t1]{Λs ⩾ cn}, and taking the union bound over (7.14)
and (7.15) yields

Pr

 ⋃
s∈[t0,t0+csn logn]

{Λs ⩽ cn}

∣∣∣∣∣∣ Ft0 ,Λt0 ∈ (cn, 2cn]

 ⩾ 1− 2n−12 − n−10 ⩾ 1− n−9,

as claimed.

The next lemma shows that if there is a round with linear (exponential) potential then
the gap is at most logarithmic for the next n4 rounds. This follows by repeatedly applying
Lemma 7.5 to any contiguous sub-interval of length Θ(n log n) and showing that it contains a
round where Λ is linear. The result then follows since a linear potential implies a logarithmic
gap, and the load of a bin can change by at most Θ(log n) in Θ(n log n) rounds.

Lemma 7.6. Consider any P2 ∩ W1-process or P1 ∩ W2-process, the potential Λ := Λ(α) for
α > 0 as defined in (7.2), c > 0 as defined in Corollary 6.6 and cs > 0 as defined in Lemma 7.5.
Then, for κ := 2

α + w− · cs and for any rounds t0 ⩾ 0 and t0 < t1 ⩽ t0 + n4,

Pr

[
max
i∈[n]

|yt1i | ⩽ κ · log n
∣∣∣∣ Ft0 ,Λt0 ⩽ cn

]
⩾ 1− n−5.

Proof. We start by defining the event

Mt1
t0
= {for all t ∈ [t0, t1] there exists s ∈ [t, t+ csn log n] such that Λs ⩽ cn} ,

that is, if Mt1
t0

holds then we have Λs < cn at least once every csn log n rounds.

Assume now that Mt1
t0

holds. Choosing t = t1, there exists s ∈ [t1, t1 + csn log n] such that
Λs ⩽ cn, which in turn implies by definition of Λ that maxi∈[n] |ysi | ⩽ 1

α · log(cn) < 2
α · log n.

Clearly, any yti can decrease by at most w−/n in each round, and from this it follows that if
Mt1

t0
holds, then maxi∈[n] y

t1
i ⩽ maxi∈[n] |ysi |+ w− · cs log n ⩽ κ · log n, for κ := 2

α + w− · cs.
We now turn to lower bounding the minimum load. If t1 ⩾ t0 + csn log n and Mt1

t0
holds,

then choosing t = t1 − csn log n, there exists s ∈ [t1 − csn log n, t1] such that Λs ⩽ cn. (In
case t1 − csn log n < t0, then we arrive at the same conclusion by taking s = t0 and using the
condition Λt0 ⩽ cn,). This in turn implies maxi∈[n] |ysi | < 2

α · log n. Hence

min
i∈[n]

yt1i ⩾ min
i∈[n]

ysi − w− · cs log n ⩾ −max
i∈[n]

|ysi | − w− · cs log n ⩾ −κ · log n.
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Hence, Mt1
t0
(conditioned on Λt0 ⩽ cn) implies that maxi∈[n]|yt1i | ⩽ κ · log n. It remains to bound

Pr
[
¬Mt1

t0
| Ft0 ,Λt0 ⩽ cn

]
.

Note that since we start with Λt0 ⩽ cn, if for some round j ⩾ t0, Λ
j > 2cn, there must exist

some s ∈ [t0, j), such that Λs ∈ (cn, 2cn], since for every t ⩾ 0 it holds Λt+1 ⩽ Λt · eαw− ⩽ 2Λt

and α ⩽ 1/(2w−). Let t0 < τ1 < τ2 < · · · and t0 =: s0 < s1 < · · · be two interlaced sequences
defined recursively for i ⩾ 1 by

τi := inf{τ > si−1 : Λ
τ ∈ (cn, 2cn]} and si := inf{s > τi : Λ

s ⩽ cn}.

Thus we have
t0 = s0 < τ1 < s1 < τ2 < s2 < · · · ,

and since τi > τi−1 we have τt1−t0 ⩾ t1− t0. Observe that if the event ∩t1−t0
i=1 {si−τi ⩽ csn log n}

holds, then also Mt1
t0

holds.
Recall that by Lemma 7.5 we have for any i = 1, 2, . . . , t1 − t0 and any τ = t0 + 1, . . . , t1

Pr

 ⋃
t∈[τi,τi+csn logn]

{
Λt ⩽ cn

} ∣∣∣∣∣∣ Fτ , Λτ ∈ (cn, 2cn], τi = τ

 ⩾ 1− n−9,

and by negating and the definition of si,

Pr
[
si − τi > csn log n

∣∣∣Fτ ,Λτ ∈ (cn, 2cn], τi = τ
]
⩽ n−9.

Since the above bound holds for any i and Fτ , with τi = τ , it follows by the union bound over
all i = 1, 2, . . . , t1 − t0, as t1 − t0 ⩽ n4,

Pr
[
¬Mt1

t0

∣∣ Ft0 ,Λt0 ⩽ cn
]
⩽ (t1 − t0) · n−9 ⩽ n−5.

7.5 Completing the Proof of Theorem 3.1

We are now ready to combine the recovery and stabilization phases to complete the proof the
main theorem.

Theorem 3.1 (Restated, page 10). Consider any P2 ∩ W1-process or P1 ∩ W2-process.
Then, there exists a constant κ > 0 such that for any round m ⩾ 0,

Pr

[
max
i∈[n]

∣∣∣∣xmi − Wm

n

∣∣∣∣ ⩽ κ log n

]
⩾ 1− n−4;

so in particular, Pr [ Gap(m) ⩽ κ log n ] ⩾ 1− n−4.

Proof. Consider an arbitrary round m ⩾ 0 and the potential Λ := Λ(α) with smoothing param-
eter α > 0 as defined in (7.2) and let c ⩾ 1 be as defined in Corollary 6.6. If m < n3 log4 n,
then the claim follows by Lemma 7.6 with t0 := 0 and t1 := m, since Λt0 = n ⩽ cn.

Otherwise, let t0 := m− n3 log4 n. Firstly, by Lemma 7.4, we get

Pr

 ⋃
s∈[t0,m]

{Λs ⩽ cn}

 ⩾ 1− n−5.

Hence for the stopping time σ := inf{s ⩾ t0 : Λ
s ⩽ cn} we have Pr [σ ⩽ m ] ⩾ 1− n−5.

Secondly, by Lemma 7.6, there exists a constant κ := κ(α) such that for any round s ∈ [t0,m]

Pr

[
max
i∈[n]

|ymi | ⩽ κ · log n
∣∣∣∣ Fs,Λs ⩽ cn

]
⩾ 1− n−5.
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Combining the two inequalities from above,

Pr

[
max
i∈[n]

|ymi | ⩽ κ log n

]
⩾

m∑
s=t0

Pr

[
max
i∈[n]

|ymi | ⩽ κ log n

∣∣∣∣ σ = s

]
·Pr [σ = s ]

⩾
m∑

s=t0

Pr

[
max
i∈[n]

|ymi | ⩽ κ log n

∣∣∣∣ Fs,Λs ⩽ cn

]
·Pr [σ = s ]

⩾
(
1− n−5

)
·Pr [σ ⩽ m ]

⩾
(
1− n−5

)
·
(
1− n−5

)
⩾ 1− n−4.

8 Lower Bounds

In this section, we shall prove lower bounds for Mean-Biased processes satisfying condition
P3. We now recall the definition of condition P3:

• Condition P3: for any ε > 0 there exists a k5 := k5(ε) ∈ (0, 1] such that for each round
t ⩾ 0 with δt ∈ [ε, 1− ε], the probability allocation vector pt satisfies,

min
i∈[n]

pti ⩾
k5
n
.

This condition is satisfied for many natural processes, including Twinning, Mean-Thinning,
and the (1+β)-process with constant β ∈ (0, 1). See Table 1.2 for a concise overview of old and
new lower bounds. One interesting aspect is that our lower bound for Mean-Biased processes
makes use of the quantile stabilization result from the previous section (Lemma 7.3).

Essentially this condition P3 implies that in any round t where the mean quantile δt is in
[ε, 1− ε], there is at least an Ω(1/n)-probability of allocating to each bin.

We shall now observe that

• The Mean-Thinning process has pti ⩾
δt

n , satisfying P3 with k5 := ε.

• The Twinning process has pti =
1
n , satisfying P3 with k5 := 1.

• The (1 + β)-process has pti = (1− β) · 1
n + β · 2i−1

n2 > 1−β
n , satisfying P3 with k5 := 1− β.

Recall that Gm
0 := Gm

0 (ε) is the number of rounds t ∈ [0,m] with δt ∈ [ε, 1 − ε]. The next
lemma shows that w.h.p. a constant fraction of the first m = poly(n) rounds are good.

Lemma 8.1. Consider any P2 ∩ W1-process or P1 ∩ W2-process. Let ε ∈
(
0, 12
)
be given by

(7.1), and m ∈ [csn log n, n3 log4 n] for cs := cs(ε) > 0 as defined in Lemma 7.5. Then,

Pr
[
Gm

0 (ε) > ε2 ·m
]
⩾ 1− n−1/2.

Proof. The proof is analogous to the first steps in the proof of the stabilization lemma (Lemma 7.5).
At round 0, we have that

Λ0 = n, and Υ0 = 0.

Let t0 := 0, t1 := m, T := m, and τ := inf{t ⩾ 0: maxi∈[n] |yti | >
√
T · log−2 n}. Then,

Pr
[ {

Gm
0 > ε2 ·m

}
∪ {τ ⩽ m}

]
⩾ 1− T · e−εn − n−ω(1) ⩾ 1− n−12, (8.1)

by Lemma 7.3. By Theorem 3.1 and the union bound we have

Pr [ τ > m ] ⩾ Pr

[
max
t∈[0,m]

max
i∈[n]

∣∣yti∣∣ ⩽ log2 n

]
⩾ 1− n−4 ·m ⩾ 1− n−4/5. (8.2)

Hence, taking the union bound over (8.1) and (8.2), we get that

Pr
[
Gm

0 > ε2 ·m
]
⩾ 1− n−12 − n−4/5 ⩾ 1− n−1/2.
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We will use the following lower bound on the One-Choice process (see also [41, Section 4]).

Lemma 8.2 ([32, Lemma A.2]). Consider the One-Choice process for m = λn log n balls
where λ ⩾ 1/ log n. Then,

Pr

[
max
i∈[n]

xmi ⩾

(
λ+

√
λ

10

)
· log n

]
⩾ 1− n−2.

We are now ready to restate and prove the main result of this section.

Theorem 3.2 (Restated, page 10). Consider any P2∩W1-process or P1∩W2-process, which
also satisfies condition P3. Then there exists a constant κ > 0 such that

Pr [ Gap(κn log n) ⩾ κ log n ] ⩾ 1− n−1/2.

Proof. We start by defining the constant k5 := k5(ε) ∈ (0, 1] for ε ∈
(
0, 12
)
given by (7.1).

Further, set κ := k5ε2

800w2
−

> 0, and let m := κn log n. Define the event E1 := {|{t ∈ [0,m] : δt ∈
[ε, 1− ε]}| ⩾ ε2m} and note that Pr [¬E1 ] < n−2/3 by Lemma 8.1.

We will now define a coupling between the allocations of the process and a One-Choice
process for each round t ∈ [0,m]:

If δt ∈ [ε, 1− ε]: Sample an independent Bernoulli random variable Xt ∼ Ber(k5).

• If Xt = 1, then we allocate the ball to a bin sampled uniformly at random.

• Otherwise, allocate to the i-th heaviest bin with probability
pti − k5

n

1− k5
.

If δt /∈ [ε, 1− ε]: allocate to bin i ∈ [n] with probability pti.

Observe that this has the correct marginal distribution, since for any step t with δt ∈ [ε, 1− ε],

k4 ·
1

n
+ (1− k4) ·

pti − k4
n

1− k4
= pti.

Let (Y i)i⩾0, where Y i ∼ Ber(k5), be a sequence of i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables used in
the coupling. That is, we pre-sample (Y i)i⩾0 and then at round t of the coupling if we have

δt ∈ [ε, 1 − ε] for the i-th time then we take Xt = Y i. Define the event E2 := {∑ε2m
i=1 Y i >

k5ε
2m/2}. Then conditional on E1 ∩E2, at least (k5ε2κ/2) ·n log n balls are allocated according

to the One-Choice process during the m steps of the coupling. By a Chernoff bound,

Pr [¬E2 ] = Pr

[
Bin(ε2m, k5) ⩽

1

2
· k5ε2m

]
⩽ exp

(
−k5ε

2m

8

)
< n−2.

We then sample a One-Choice process, with load vector denoted by x̃t, on h := λn log n
rounds where λ := k5ε2κ

2 , independently from all other random bits used in the coupling. Define

the event E3 = {maxi∈[n] x̃
h
i ⩾

(
c+

√
c

10

)
·log n} and observe that Pr [¬E3 ] < n−2 by Lemma 8.2.

Now, as κ := k5ε
2/(800w2

−), and each ball has weight in [1, w−], conditional on E1 ∩E2 ∩E3,

Gap(m)

log n
⩾

k5ε
2κ

2
+

1

10

√
k5ε2κ

2
− w−κ ⩾

1

10

√
k25ε

4

1600w2
−
− w−κ = w−κ ⩾ κ.

The result then follows since Pr [¬E1 ∪ ¬E2 ∪ ¬E3 ] ⩽ n−2/3 + n−2 + n−2 < n−1/2.

Hence, we can deduce from the lemma above by recalling that Mean-Thinning, Twinning
and the (1 + β)-process all satisfy P3 and the conditions P1 and W2, or, W1 and P2:
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Corollary 8.3. Consider any of the Mean-Thinning, Twinning or the (1 + β)-process with
any constant β ∈ (0, 1). Then, there exists a constant κ > 0 (different for each process) such
that

Pr [ Gap(κn log n) ⩾ κ log n ] ⩾ 1− n−1.

Finally, we prove a tight lower bound for any Relative-Threshold(f(n)) process with
f(n) ⩾ log n.

Lemma 8.4 (Restated, page 15). Consider any Relative-Threshold(f(n)) process with

f(n) ⩾ log n. Then, for m := 1
24 · n·(f(n))2

logn ,

Pr

[
Gap(m) ⩾

f(n)

50

]
⩾ 1− n−1/4.

Proof. Note that in any round t ⩾ 0 where maxi∈[n] y
t
i < f(n), theRelative-Threshold(f(n))

process will always accept the first sample, and hence the allocation of this process can be
coupled with the allocation of One-Choice.

In the following, fix an arbitrary bin i ∈ [n]. Let (Y t)1⩽t⩽m be independent Ber(1/n) random
variables, and for any 1 ⩽ t ⩽ m, define Zt :=

∑t
s=1

(
Y s − 1

n

)
, Then E

[
Zt
]
= 0, and

Var
[
Zt+1 | Zt

]
=

1

n
·
(
1− 1

n

)
⩽

1

n
=: σ2.

Also |Zt+1−Zt| ⩽ 1 =: M holds deterministically. Further, define τ := min{t ∈ N : yti ⩾ f(n)}.
Further, since Zt∧τ is a martingale, it follows by Lemma A.5 with λ := f(n),

Pr
[
|Zm∧τ | ⩾ f(n)

]
⩽ 2 exp

(
− f(n)2

2(m · 1
n + f(n)/3)

)

= 2 exp

(
− f(n)

2 · (f(n)/(24 log(n)) + 1/3)

)
⩽ 2n−4/3,

using that m := 1
24 · n·(f(n))2

logn and f(n) ⩾ log n. If the event |Zm∧τ | < f(n) holds, then this

implies that max1⩽t⩽m Zt < f(n), and thanks to the coupling, max1⩽t⩽m yti < f(n). Taking the
union bound over all n bins i ∈ [n],

Pr

[
max
i∈[n]

max
1⩽t⩽m

yti < f(n)

]
⩾ 1− 2n−1/3.

Conditional on this, the allocations of Relative-Threshold(f(n)) and One-Choice can be
coupled until round m. Now, for One-Choice, Lemma 8.2 with λ := (1/24) · f(n)2/(log n)2
implies,

Pr

[
max
i∈[n]

ymi ⩾

√
λ

10
· log n

]
⩾ Pr

[
max
i∈[n]

ymi ⩾
f(n)

50

]
⩾ 1− n−2.

Hence by the union bound, with probability at least 1 − 2n−1/3 − n−2 ⩾ 1 − n−1/4 the gap of
Relative-Threshold(f(n)) at round m is at least f(n)/50.

9 Sample Efficiency

Recall that the sample efficiency ηm = Wm/Sm of a process, as the ratio of the weight Wm

of the balls allocated to the number of bin samples Sm taken in the first m rounds. The
One-Choice process has ηm = 1 and the Two-Choice process has ηm = 1

2 .
We begin by showing that Mean-Thinning is more sample-efficient than Two-Choice.
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Lemma 3.7 (Restated, page 13). There exists a constant ρ > 0, such that for any m ⩾
ρ−1 · n log n, the Mean-Thinning process satisfies

E [ ηm ] ⩾
1

2
+ ρ and Pr

[
ηm ⩾

1

2
+ ρ

]
⩾ 1− n−1/4.

Proof. Consider any m ⩾ csn log n and any interval [t0, t1] with t1 := t0 + n3 log4 n. By (7.10)
in the recovery lemma (Lemma 7.4), there exists a constant ε ∈

(
0, 12
)
such that,

Pr

[
Gt1

t0
> ε2 · (t1 − t0)

∣∣∣∣ Ft0 ,max
i∈[n]

∣∣yt0i ∣∣ ⩽ c5n log n

]
⩾ 1− 2n−12.

Hence, using Lemma 6.8,

Pr
[
Gt1

t0
> ε2 · (t1 − t0)

]
⩾
(
1− 2n−12

)
·
(
1− n−12

)
⩾ 1− 3n−12.

Let St1
t0

be the number of samples in the interval (t0, t1]. Note that Mean-Thinning takes only
one sample in round t if the first sample is an underloaded bin, i.e., with probability 1− δt, and
when δt ∈ [ε, 1− ε], it follows that this probability is at least ⩾ ε.

Consider the following coupling between the Mean-Thinning process and the random
variables Z1, . . . , ZN ∼ Ber(ε) for N := ε2 · (t1− t0). For any t ∈ [t0, t1), having initially jt0 = 1:

If δt ∈ [ε, 1− ε] and jt ⩽ N :

• If Zjt = 1, then allocate to an underloaded bin i ∈ Bt
− with probability 1

n·(1−δt) ,

and set jt+1 := jt + 1.

• Otherwise: Allocate to bin i ∈ [n] with probability{
1

1−ε · δt

n if i ∈ Bt
+,

1
1−ε ·

(
1+δt

n − ε
n·(1−δt)

)
if i ∈ Bt

−,

and set jt+1 := jt.

Otherwise: Allocate to bin i ∈ [n] with probability pti.

The marginal distribution of this coupling is correct, since any bin i ∈ Bt
+ is allocated to with

probability (1− ε) · 1
1−ε · δt

n = δt

n , whereas any bin i ∈ Bt
− is allocated to with probability

ε · 1

n · (1− δt)
+ (1− ε) · 1

1− ε
·
(
1 + δt

n
− ε

n · (1− δt)

)
=

1 + δt

n
.

Next observe that, under the above coupling, Zt = 1 implies that the first sample of Mean-
Thinning is an underloaded bin, and thus only one sample is used. This implies,

St1
t0

⩽
jt1−1∑
t=1

Zt + 2 ·

t1 − t0 −
jt1−1∑
t=1

Zt

 .

By a Chernoff bound, and since N = Ω(n log n), we have that

Pr

[
N∑
t=1

Zt ⩾
1

2
N · ε

]
⩾ 1− n−12.

By taking the union bound we have that,

Pr

[{
Gt1

t0
> ε2 · (t1 − t0)

}
∩
{

N∑
t=1

Zt ⩾
1

2
N · ε

}]
⩾ 1− 4n−12.
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Note that
{
Gt1

t0
> ε2 · (t1 − t0)

}
implies that {jt1 = N +1}. Therefore, with probability at least

1− 4n−12 we have that

St1
t0

⩽ 1 ·
(

N∑
t=1

Zt

)
+ 2 ·

(
t1 − t0 −

N∑
t=1

Zt

)
⩽ (t1 − t0) ·

(
2− ε3

2

)
.

For the first t0 := rem(m,n3 log4 n) rounds, we consider two cases. If t0 ⩽ csn log n, then set
ξ := 1 and we shall use the trivial estimate St0

0 ⩽ 2t0. Otherwise, for t0 ∈ [csn log n, n3 log4 n],
set ξ := 0 and by Lemma 8.1, we obtain,

Pr
[
Gt0

0 > ε2 · t0
]
⩾ 1− n−1/2,

and so using the coupling above

Pr

[
St0
0 ⩽ t0 ·

(
2− ε3

2

)]
⩾ 1− 2n−1/2.

Let k := ⌊ m
n3 log4 n

⌋ and define

L0 := 1
S
t0
0 >t0·

(
2− ε3

2

), and Lj := 1
S
t0+(j+1)·n3 log4 n

t0+j·n3 log4 n
>n3 log4 n·

(
2− ε3

2

),
where 0 < j < k. Then for L :=

∑k−1
j=ξ L

j , we have that E [L ] ⩽ 2n−1/2 · k, and hence by
Markov’s inequality,

Pr
[
L ⩽ 2n−1/4 · k

]
⩾ 1− n−1/4.

When {L ⩽ 2n−1/4 · k} holds, we have that

Sm = Sm
0 ⩽ 2 · (2n−1/4 + ξ · n−2) ·m+

(
2− ε3

2

)
· (1− 2n−1/4 − ξ · n−2) ·m ⩽

(
2− ε3

4

)
·m,

using that t0/m ⩽ n−2 when ξ := 1. Further, we obtain

ηm =
Wm

Sm
⩾

m(
2− ε3

4

)
·m

⩾
1

2
+

ε3

8
,

using that 1
1−z ⩾ 1 + z for any z ∈ (0, 1). Finally,

E [ ηm ] ⩾ E

[
ηm

∣∣∣∣Sm
0 ⩽

(
2− ε3

4

)
·m

]
·Pr

[
Sm
0 ⩽

(
2− ε3

4

)
·m
]

+
1

2
·Pr

[
Sm
0 >

(
2− ε3

4

)
·m
]
⩾

1

2
+

ε3

16
.

The statement follows by choosing ρ := min
{
ε3

16 ,
1
cs

}
.

Next, we show that Twinning is more sample-efficient than One-Choice.

Lemma 3.4 (Restated, page 12). There exists a constant ρ > 0, such that for any m ⩾
ρ−1 · n log n, the Twinning process satisfies

E [ ηm ] ⩾ 1 + ρ and Pr [ ηm ⩾ 1 + ρ ] ⩾ 1− n−1/4.

Proof. The proof proceeds similarly to the proof of Lemma 3.7, but here we lower bound Wm

instead of upper bounding Sm. In round t, Twinning allocates two balls with probability 1−δt,
which is ⩾ ε when δt ∈ [ε, 1− ε].

Similarly to Lemma 3.7, we define the following coupling between Twinning and random
variables Z1, . . . , ZN ∼ Ber(ε) for N := ε2 · (t1− t0). For any t ∈ [t0, t1), having initially jt0 = 1:
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If δt ∈ [ε, 1− ε] and jt ⩽ N :

• If Zjt = 1, then allocate to an underloaded bin i ∈ Bt
− with probability 1

n·(1−δt) ,

and set jt+1 := jt + 1.

• Otherwise: Allocate to bin i ∈ [n] with probability{
1

1−ε · 1
n if i ∈ Bt

+,
1

1−ε ·
(

1
n − ε

n·(1−δt)

)
if i ∈ Bt

−,

and set jt+1 := jt.

Otherwise: Allocate to bin i ∈ [n] with probability 1
n .

The marginal distribution of this coupling is correct, since any bin i ∈ Bt
+ is allocated to with

probability (1− ε) · 1
1−ε · 1

n = 1
n , whereas any bin i ∈ Bt

− is allocated to with probability

ε · 1
n
+ (1− ε) · 1

1− ε
·
(
1

n
− ε

n

)
=

1

n
.

Next observe that, under the above coupling, Zt = 1 implies that the first sample of Mean-
Thinning is an underloaded bin, and thus only one sample is used. This implies,

W t1
t0

⩾ 2 ·
jt1−1∑
t=1

Zt + 1 ·

t1 − t0 −
jt1−1∑
t=1

Zt

 .

Proceeding as in Lemma 3.7 (with the main difference being that we do not need to apply the
inequality 1

1−z ⩾ 1 + z), we obtain

Pr

[
ηm ⩾ 1 +

ε3

4

]
⩾ 1− n−1/4,

and thus also E [ ηm ] ⩾ 1 + ε3/8.

10 Experimental Results

In this section, we present some experimental results for the Mean-Thinning and Twinning
processes (Table 10.2 and Fig. 10.1) and compare their gap with that of a (1 + β)-process with
β = 1/2, a Quantile(1/2) process, and that of the Two-Choice process.
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Two-Choice

Figure 10.1: Average Gap vs. number of bins n ∈ {103, 104, 5 · 104, 105} for the experimental
setup of Table 10.2.
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n
(1 + β)-process
with β = 1/2

Twinning Mean-Thinning Quantile(1/2) Two-Choice

103

12 : 5%
13 : 15%
14 : 31%
15 : 21%
16 : 15%
17 : 5%
18 : 4%
19 : 2%
20 : 1%
21 : 1%

8 : 3%
9 : 21%

10 : 25%
11 : 18%
12 : 13%
13 : 8%
14 : 9%
17 : 3%

4 : 2%
5 : 38%
6 : 35%
7 : 15%
8 : 8%
9 : 1%

12 : 1%

3 : 1%
4 : 11%
5 : 46%
6 : 33%
7 : 6%
8 : 2%

10 : 1%

2 : 93%
3 : 7%

104

16 : 3%
17 : 21%
18 : 19%
19 : 10%
20 : 23%
21 : 11%
22 : 10%
23 : 2%
24 : 1%

11 : 1%
12 : 9%
13 : 24%
14 : 22%
15 : 13%
16 : 9%
17 : 8%
18 : 5%
19 : 6%
20 : 1%
21 : 1%
26 : 1%

6 : 2%
7 : 30%
8 : 38%
9 : 19%
10 : 9%
11 : 1%
14 : 1%

6 : 14%
7 : 42%
8 : 25%
9 : 15%
10 : 2%
11 : 1%
12 : 1%

2 : 46%
3 : 54%

105

20 : 2%
21 : 7%
22 : 9%
23 : 26%
24 : 27%
25 : 14%
26 : 6%
27 : 3%
28 : 4%
29 : 1%
34 : 1%

14 : 2%
15 : 5%
16 : 25%
17 : 28%
18 : 17%
19 : 10%
20 : 8%
21 : 1%
22 : 1%
23 : 3%

8 : 3%
9 : 32%

10 : 38%
11 : 15%
12 : 6%
13 : 3%
14 : 3%

8 : 28%
9 : 42%

10 : 18%
11 : 7%
12 : 3%
14 : 1%
15 : 1%

3 : 100%

Table 10.2: Empirical gap distribution for n ∈ {103, 104, 105} bins and m = 1000 · n balls, for
100 repetitions. The observed gap values are in bold and next to that is the % of runs where a
particular gap value was observed.

11 Conclusions

In this work we introduced a framework for analyzing Mean-Biased processes in the heavily
loaded case. These include processes that bias allocations (of single balls) towards underloaded
bins as opposed to overloaded bins, the prototypical process being Mean-Thinning. These also
include processes that weight-bias allocations to underloaded bins as opposed to overloaded, the
prototypical process being Twinning. Our analysis which uses a complex interplay between
three different types of potential functions implies an O(log n) upper bound on the gap for
any process in the framework. For Mean-Thinning and Twinning we proved a matching
lower bound on the gap and show that the processes are more sample-efficient than Two-
Choice and One-Choice respectively. By a coupling argument, we also obtain tight bounds
for Relative-Threshold(f(n)) processes with any f(n) ⩾ log n.

There are several directions for future work. One avenue is to derive sub-logarithmic gap
bounds. More specifically, one could investigate k-Relative-Threshold processes either with
k ⩾ 2, or with k = 1 and f(n) ∈ (0, log n); we conjecture that for a suitable choice of f(n)
(being poly-logarithmic in n), a gap bound of O( logn

log logn) holds. A second direction is to extend
the Mean-Biased framework to noisy settings, where load information is outdated [29], or
dynamic settings, where in addition balls could also be removed [9, 15].
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A Auxiliary Inequalities

In this section we collect some useful inequalities used throughout the paper.

Deterministic Inequalities The following lemma is similar to [23, Lemma A.1].

Lemma A.1. Let the sequences (ak)
n
k=1, (bk)

n
k=1 be non-negative and the sequence (ck)

n
k=1 be

non-negative and non-increasing. If
∑i

k=1 ak ⩽
∑i

k=1 bk holds for all i ∈ [n] then,

n∑
k=1

ak · ck ⩽
n∑

k=1

bk · ck. (A.1)

Proof. We shall prove (A.1) holds by induction on n ⩾ 1. The base case n = 1 follows immedi-
ately from the fact that a1 ⩽ b1 and c1 ⩾ 0. Thus we assume

∑n−1
k=1 ak · ck ⩽

∑n−1
k=1 bk · ck holds

for all sequences (ak)
n−1
k=1 , (bk)

n−1
k=1 and (ck)

n−1
k=1 satisfying the conditions of the lemma.

For the inductive step, suppose we are given sequences (ak)
n
k=1, (bk)

n
k=1 and (ck)

n
k=1 satisfying

the conditions of the lemma. If c2 = 0 then, since (ck)
n
k=1 is non-negative and non-increasing,

ck = 0 for all k ⩾ 2. Thus as a1 ⩽ b1 and c1 ⩾ 0 by the precondition of the lemma, we conclude

n∑
k=1

ak · ck = a1 · c1 ⩽ b1 · c1 =
n∑

k=1

bk · ck.

We now treat the case c2 > 0. Define the non-negative sequences (a′k)
n−1
k=1 and (b′k)

n−1
k=1 as follows:

• a′1 =
c1
c2

· a1 + a2 and a′k = ak+1 for 2 ⩽ k ⩽ n− 1 ,

• b′1 =
c1
c2

· b1 + b2 and b′k = bk+1 for 2 ⩽ k ⩽ n− 1,

Then as the inequalities c1 ⩾ c2, a1 ⩽ b1 and
∑n

i=1 ak ⩽
∑n

i=1 bk hold by assumption, we have

n−1∑
k=1

a′k =

(
c1
c2

− 1

)
a1 +

n∑
k=1

ak ⩽

(
c1
c2

− 1

)
b1 +

n∑
k=1

bk =

n−1∑
k=1

b′k.

Thus if we also let (c′k)
n−1
k=1 = (ck+1)

n−1
k=1 , which is positive and non-increasing, then

n−1∑
k=1

a′k · c′k ⩽
n−1∑
k=1

b′k · c′k,

by the inductive hypothesis. However

n−1∑
k=1

a′k · c′k =

(
c1
c2

· a1 + a2

)
c2 +

n−1∑
k=2

ak+1 · ck+1 =
n∑

k=1

ak · ck,

and likewise
∑n−1

k=1 b
′
k · c′k =

∑n
k=1 bk · ck. The result follows.

Claim A.2. For any ε ∈
(
0, 12
)
, we have (1− ε

2)/(1− ε) ⩾ 1 + ε
2 .

Proof. For ε ∈
(
0, 12
)
the following chain of double implications holds

1− ε
2

1− ε
⩾ 1 +

ε

2
⇔ 1− ε

2
⩾ (1− ε) ·

(
1 +

ε

2

)
= 1− ε

2
+

ε2

2
⇔ ε2

2
⩾ 0.
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Probabilistic Inequalities We begin by stating two well-known concentration inequalities.

Lemma A.3 (Method of Bounded Independent Differences [17, Corollary 5.2]). Let
f be a function of N independent random variables X1, . . . , XN , where each Xi takes values in
a set Ωi. Assume that for each i ∈ [N ] there exists a ci ⩾ 0 such that∣∣f(x1, . . . , xi−1, xi, xi+1, . . . , xN )− f(x1, . . . , xi−1, x

′
i, xi+1, . . . , xN )

∣∣ ⩽ ci,

for any x1 ∈ Ω1, . . . , xi−1 ∈ Ωi−1, xi, x
′
i ∈ Ωi, xi+1 ∈ Ωi+1, . . . , xN ∈ ΩN . Then, for any λ > 0,

Pr [ f < E [ f ]− λ ] ⩽ exp

(
− λ2

2 ·∑N
i=1 c

2
i

)
.

Lemma A.4 (Azuma’s Inequality for Super-Martingales [17, Problem 6.5]). Let
X0, . . . , XN be a super-martingale with filtration F0, . . . ,FN . Assume that for each i ∈ [N ]
there exists ci ⩾ 0 such that (∣∣Xi −Xi−1

∣∣ ∣∣ Fi−1
)
⩽ ci.

Then, for any λ > 0,

Pr
[
XN ⩾ X0 + λ

]
⩽ exp

(
− λ2

2 ·∑N
i=1 c

2
i

)
.

Lemma A.5 ([14, Theorems 6.1 & 6.5]). Let X0, . . . , XN be a martingale with filtration
F0, . . . ,FN . Assume that for each i ∈ [n],(∣∣Xi −Xi−1

∣∣ ∣∣ Fi−1
)
⩽ M,

and additionally,
Var

[
Xi | Fi−1

]
⩽ σ2

i .

Then, for any λ > 0,

Pr
[ ∣∣XN −E

[
XN

]∣∣ ⩾ λ
]
⩽ 2 · exp

(
− λ2

2 · (∑N
i=1 σ

2
i +Mλ/3)

)
.

Next, we state the following well-known inequality for a sequence of random variables, whose
expectations are related through a recurrence inequality.

Lemma A.6. Consider any sequence of random variables (Xi)i∈N for which there exist a > 0
and b > 0, such that every i ⩾ 1,

E
[
Xi | Xi−1

]
⩽ Xi−1 · a+ b.

Then, (i) for every i ⩾ 0,

E
[
Xi | X0

]
⩽ X0 · ai + b ·

i−1∑
j=0

aj .

Further, (ii) for a ∈ (0, 1) and for every i ⩾ 0,

E
[
Xi | X0

]
⩽ X0 · ai + b

1− a
.

Finally, (iii) for a ∈ (0, 1) and if X0 ⩽ b
1−a holds, then for every i ⩾ 0,

E
[
Xi
]
⩽

b

1− a
.
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Proof. First statement. We will prove this claim by induction. For i = 0, E
[
X0 | X0

]
⩽ X0.

Assuming the induction hypothesis holds for some i ⩾ 0, then since a > 0,

E
[
Xi+1 | X0

]
= E

[
E
[
Xi+1 | Xi

]
| X0

]
⩽ E

[
Xi | X0

]
· a+ b

⩽

X0 · ai + b ·
i−1∑
j=0

aj

 · a+ b

= X0 · ai+1 + b ·
i∑

j=0

aj .

Second statement. The claims follows using that
∑i

j=0 a
j ⩽

∑∞
j=0 a

j = 1
1−a , for any a ∈ (0, 1).

Third statement. We will prove this claim by induction. For i = 0, it follows by the assumption.
Then, assuming that E

[
Xi
]
⩽ b

1−a holds for i ⩾ 0, then for i+ 1

E
[
Xi+1

]
= E

[
E
[
Xi+1 | Xi

] ]
⩽ E

[
Xi
]
· a+ b ⩽

b

1− a
· a+ b =

b

1− a
.

B Counterexample for the Exponential Potential Function

In this section, we present a load vector for which the potential function Λ := Λ(α) for any
constant α ∈ (0, 1) may increase in expectation over one round, if we do not condition on any
“good event”.

In contrast to processes with constant probability bias in every round, such as those studied
in [41], for the Mean-Thinning process, there exists configurations where the potential Λ for
constant α increases in expectation over a single round, even when it is ω(n). This is because in
the worst-case, the Mean-Thinning process may have a very small Θ(1/n2) probability bias
to allocate away from overloaded bins, corresponding to the Towards-Min process in [41].

Claim B.1. For any constant α > 0 and for sufficiently large n := n(α) > 0 consider the
(normalized) load configuration at some round t ⩾ 0,

yt =

(
n2, n, n, . . . , n,−n · (2n− 3)

2
,−n · (2n− 3)

2

)
.

Then for the Mean-Thinning process, (i) the exponential potential Λ := Λ(α) increases in
expectation over the next round, i.e.,

E
[
Λt+1

∣∣ Ft
]
⩾ Λt ·

(
1 + 0.2 · α

2

n

)
,

and (ii) the mean quantile satisfies δs ⩾ 1− 2/n for all rounds s ∈ [t, t+ n2).

Proof. First statement. Consider a labeling of the bins so that the normalized loads are sorted in
non-increasing order. We will show that just the expected increase of bin i = 1 with maximum
load yt1 = n2 implies an expected increase for the entire potential. The probability of allocating

to that bin is
1− 2

n
n , so using the Taylor estimate ez ⩾ 1 + z + 0.3z2 for z ⩾ −1.5,

E
[
Λt+1
1

∣∣ Ft
]
= eαn

2 · e−α/n ·
(
1 + (eα − 1) · 1−

2
n

n

)

⩾ eαn
2 ·
(
1− α

n
+ 0.3 · α

2

n2

)
·
(
1 + (α+ 0.3α2) · 1−

2
n

n

)

64



= eαn
2 ·
(
1− α

n
+ (α+ 0.3α2) · 1

n
+ o(n−1)

)
= eαn

2 ·
(
1 + 0.4 · α

2

n

)
.

To relate this change to the expected change of the rest of the bins, we note that for sufficiently
large n and since α is constant,

0.2 · α
2

n
· eαn2

⩾

(
1 + 0.2 · α

2

n

)
· n · eαn2 · e−α·3n/2 =

(
1 + 0.2 · α

2

n

)
· n · eαn(2n−3)/2

⩾

(
1 + 0.2 · α

2

n

)
·
(∑

i>1

Λt
i

)
, (B.1)

since Λt
i ⩽ eαn(2n−3)/2 for i > 1. Hence,

E
[
Λt+1

∣∣ Ft
]
⩾ E

[
Λt+1
1

∣∣ Ft
]
⩾ eαn

2 ·
(
1 + 0.4 · α

2

n

)
= eαn

2 ·
(
1 + 0.2 · α

2

n

)
+ 0.2 · α

2

n
· eαn2

(B.1)

⩾ Λt
1 ·
(
1 + 0.2 · α

2

n

)
+

(∑
i>1

Λt
i

)
·
(
1 + 0.2 · α

2

n

)
= Λt ·

(
1 + 0.2 · α

2

n

)
.

Second statement. Since there are n− 2 overloaded bins with overload at least n and these can
decrease by at most 1/n in each round, we have that δs ⩾ 1− 2/n for any s ∈ [t, t+ n2).
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