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Abstract

We give new data-dependent locality sensitive hashing schemes (LSH) for the Earth Mover’s
Distance (EMD), and as a result, improve the best approximation for nearest neighbor search
under EMD by a quadratic factor. Here, the metric EMDs(Rd, ℓp) consists of sets of s vectors in
R

d, and for any two sets x, y of s vectors the distance EMD(x, y) is the minimum cost of a perfect
matching between x, y, where the cost of matching two vectors is their ℓp distance. Previously,
Andoni, Indyk, and Krauthgamer gave a (data-independent) locality-sensitive hashing scheme
for EMDs(Rd, ℓp) when p ∈ [1, 2] with approximation O(log2 s). By being data-dependent, we

improve the approximation to Õ(log s).
Our main technical contribution is to show that for any distribution µ supported on the metric

EMDs(Rd, ℓp), there exists a data-dependent LSH for dense regions of µ which achieves approxi-

mation Õ(log s), and that the data-independent LSH actually achieves a Õ(log s)-approximation
outside of those dense regions. Finally, we show how to “glue” together these two hashing
schemes without any additional loss in the approximation.

Beyond nearest neighbor search, our data-dependent LSH also gives optimal (distributional)
sketches for the Earth Mover’s Distance. By known sketching lower bounds, this implies that
our LSH is optimal (up to poly(log log s) factors) among those that collide close points with
constant probability.
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1 Introduction

In the approximate nearest neighbor problem (ANN), we are given a set P of n points in a metric
space (X, dX), and the goal is to build a data structure that, upon receiving a query point q ∈ X,
can quickly return a point p ∈ P such that d(p, q) ≤ c·minx∈X d(q, x), for some approximation factor
c ≥ 1. The goal is to minimize c while answering queries as fast as possible—ideally, significantly
faster than a linear scan. Nearest neighbor search is a fundamental problem in computer science,
with applications in areas such as machine learning, data mining, information retrieval, computer
vision, and many others. In this paper, we study approximate nearest neighbor search for the Earth
Mover’s Distance (EMD), also known as the Optimal Transport or Wasserstein-1 metric.

Let (X, dX) be a “ground metric” (which, for us, will be Rd with the ℓp-norm for p ∈ [1, 2]). Given
two collections of s elements from the ground metric, i.e., two multi-sets x = {x1, . . . , xs}, y =
{y1, . . . , ys} ⊂ X of size s, the Earth Mover’s distance (EMD) between x and y is

EMD(x, y) = min
π : [s]→[s]
bijection

n∑
i=1

dX(xi, yπ(i)).

We will write EMDs(X, dX) to denote the metric space of size-s subsets of the (X, dX) under the
Earth Mover’s distance. Computational aspects of EMD have long been studied within the theoreti-
cal computer science literature [Cha02, IT03, Ind04, AIK08, AIK09, ABIW09, HIM12, SA20, MS13,
AS14, BI14, ANOY14a, YO14, AKR15, She17, AFP+17, KNP19, BDI+20a, CJLW22, ACRX22,
CCRW23a, FL23]. It is a central problem in algorithms, since it is a geometric version of bipar-
tite matching. In addition, the Earth Mover’s distance, and in particular nearest neighbor search
under EMD, has gained immense popularity in natural language processing and machine learn-
ing [KSKW15, ACB17, PC19a, BDI+20b], where it is a popular measure of distance between sets
of embeddings (such as Word2Vec or GloVe [PSM14]).

The canonical approach for approximate nearest neighbor search is to employ locality sensitive
hashing (LSH). These are randomized hash functions which partition the underlying metric space
into hash buckets such that closer points are more likely to collide. An ANN data structure can
then restrict its search to the hash buckets which the query maps to. By now, the theory of LSH
for basic metrics like ℓ1/ℓ2 is well understood; the best c-approximations have query time n1/c for
ℓ1, and query time n1/(2c

2−1)+o(1) for ℓ2 [IM98, AI06, AINR14, AR15, ALRW17], leading to highly
sublinear nϵ-time algorithms which achieve constant-factor (i.e., 1/

√
ϵ or 1/ϵ) approximations.

Despite its popularity in theory and practice, LSH functions for EMD are not nearly as accurate
as for ℓp spaces. This is because computing EMD, unlike ℓp, is significantly more computationally
complex (for example, it does not decompose into a sum across coordinates). Computing EMD ex-
actly requires solving a min-cost bipartite matching problem, achieved classically by the Hungarian
algorithm (in O(s3) time), and only recently in O(s2+o(1)) time [CKL+22]. In addition, a simple
heuristic like greedily generating a matching achieves a poor Ω(n0.58...) approximation [RT81]. This
makes EMD difficult to reason about, and computations involving EMD especially challenging for
sublinear algorithms which are limited in their computational abilities. The typical approach in
sublinear algorithms is to embed EMD into a “simpler” metric (usually ℓ1) and use LSH in the
simpler metric. Indyk [Ind04] gave such an embedding of EMD into ℓ1 with distortion O(d log Φ)
(where Φ is the aspect ratio and should be read as poly(s), as there is a simple reduction to this
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case), leading to a O(d log s)-approximation. This was later improved by [AIK08], who gave a (ran-
domized) embedding resulting in a LSH with approximation O(log s log(dΦ)) (i.e., O(log2 s) as it
will also suffice to consider d = poly(s)). However, despite significant and recent focus from the
sublinear algorithms community [BDI+20b, CJLW22, AZ23, CCRW23b, BIJ+23, BR23], to date no
further improvements to the O(log2 s)-approximation of [AIK08] have been made. Our main result
is a nearly quadratic improvement in this approximation with the same runtime.

Theorem 1 (Main Result—Informal version of Theorem 10). For any constant ϵ > 0 and p ∈ [1, 2],
there is a data structure for nearest neighbor search in EMDs(R

d, ℓp), with approximation Õ(log s),
pre-processing time n1+ϵ · poly(sd), and query time nϵ · poly(sd).

With regards to the runtime, note that in nearest neighbor search the primary goal is to have query
time that significantly sublinear in n, which is the number of data points. In the context of EMD,
the parameter s (along with d) is the description size of a single point in the metric space; in fact,
it takes O(sd) time to simply read a query. Thus, polynomial query time dependencies on s, d are
generally acceptable, however exponential dependency on sd would be undesirable (see Remark 5).

The key component of Theorem 1 is a new data-dependent locality-sensitive hash family for EMD,
which, as we expand on next, is a relatively new algorithmic primitive for sublinear algorithms
in geometric spaces [AINR14, AR15, ALRW17, ANN+18a, ANN+18b]. We believe these data-
dependent hash families are of independent interest, as they give rise to new and space optimal
sketches for EMD in a distributional setting (see Section 8). Specifically, our LSH scheme gives a
Õ(log s) approximation for this problem, nearly matching a Ω(log s) lower bound of [AIK08]. In
particular, this implies a Ω(log s)-approximation lower bound for any LSH family where close points
collide with constant probability (Theorem 12), which is a property our LSH family satisfies.

Data-Dependent (Locality-Sensitive) Hashing for EMD. As we further expand on in Sec-
tion 1.1, the traditional guarantees of LSH are “data-independent,” or “data-oblivious.” In par-
ticular, LSH guarantees that, for any pair of points x, y from the metric, x and y tend to collide
if they are close, and separate if they are far. One could imagine—and first successfully imple-
mented in [AINR14]—that the hash function be specifically tailored to the dataset P , and that
doing so would improve the approximation. In data-dependent LSH, the dataset is still arbitrary
and worst-case; yet, by exploiting properties of an arbitrary dataset, one may improve on the best
approximations. Put succinctly, we show that every dataset of EMDs(R

d, ℓp) has special structure
to exploit algorithmically which we cannot capture with known (data-independent) LSH.

Sketching for Sets of Vectors. By now, there are various techniques for dealing with compu-
tationally “simple” objectives of high-dimensional vectors in sublinear regimes. For example, for
ℓp-norms we now have an essentially complete understanding of sketching (i.e., communication com-
plexity), locality-sensitive hashing, and metric embeddings [KNW10, BYJKS04, DIIM04, OWZ14,
AKR15, AR15]. This work, as well as recent developments in geometric streaming [CJLW22,
CJK+22, CW22, CCAJ+23, CJK23] and parallel algorithms [CGJ+23, JMNZ24], aims to develop
sketching techniques (which were initially designed for a single high-dimensional vector) to support
objectives over entire collections of high-dimensional vectors. In particular, an important technical
contribution of this paper is to generalize the probabilistic tree embeddings of [CJLW22] (which were
designed for streaming algorithms) to obtain an improved data-dependent LSH family for nearest
neighbor search. We believe that the LSH families developed in this paper are an important step
towards closing the gap in our understanding between sketching for individual vectors and sketching
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for sets of vectors.

1.1 Overview of Contributions and Techniques

We now overview the techniques involved in proving Theorem 1, and additionally state our formal
results for data-dependent LSH (Theorem 4) and nearest neighbor search (Theorem 10). At a high
level, this work can be seen within a progression of works, starting with [AIK08] and continuing
with [BDI+20b, CJLW22], on sketching for EMD via probabilistic tree embeddings. We aim to
explain this progression, as it will highlight our main ideas (and the limitations of prior work).

(Data-Independent) LSH for EMD. An LSH for a metric space (X, dX) is a hash family H
which is so-called (r, cr, p1, p2)-sensitive. For a threshold r ≥ 0, an approximation c ≥ 1, and
0 < p2 < p1 < 1, the guarantees are:

1. Close Points Collide: Prh∼H [h(x) = h(y)] ≥ p1 for every x, y ∈ X with dX(x, y) ≤ r.

2. Far Points Separate: Prh∼H [h(x) = h(y)] ≤ p2 for every x, y ∈ X with dX(x, y) ≥ cr.

The seminal work of [IM98, HIM12] designed such LSH families for several metric spaces (like
(Rd, ℓp) for p ∈ [1, 2]) and showed how to use them for c-approximate nearest neighbor with query
time and space complexity governed by the gap between p1 and p2 (see Theorem 7). Using [AIK08],
one may construct an LSH for EMD with an arbitrary threshold r, approximation c = O(log2 s),
and constant 0 < p2 < p1 < 1 (resulting in a theorem like Theorem 1, although with approximation
O(log2 s)).

Probabilistic Tree Embeddings of [AIK08]. The (data-independent) LSH for EMD crucially
relies on an embedding from EMDs(R

d, ℓ1) into a randomized tree metric—this is known as a
probablistic tree embedding.1 Specifically, [AIK08] define a distribution supported over (weighted)
trees T, as well as a mapping ψ : Rd → T to leaves of the tree T, such that for any subset Ω ⊂ Rd

of at most m vectors, (i) the embedding ψ is non-contracting on Ω with high probability, i.e.,
dT(ψ(a), ψ(b)) ≥ ∥a − b∥p for every a, b ∈ Ω,2 and (ii) the expectation of dT(ψ(a), ψ(b)) is at
most O(logm log(dΦ)) · ∥a− b∥p. As mentioned, there is a simple reduction to always consider the
aspect ratio Φ and dimensionality d to be poly(s) (see Lemma 5.1), so this becomes a O(logm log s)
expected distortion.

By applying ψ to each vector in a set x ∈ EMDs(R
d, ℓp), the mapping ψ naturally induces a metric

embedding of EMDs(R
d, ℓp) into EMDs(T, dT). Applying the guarantees (i) and (ii) above to

the set of vectors Ω = x ∪ y, where x, y ∈ EMDs(R
d, ℓp), one can show that the embedding ψ is

non-contracting with high probability and satisfies that for any x, y ∈ EMDs(R
d, ℓp):

E
T
[EMDT(ψ(x), ψ(y))] ≤ O(log2 s) · EMD(x, y).

The reason for embedding EMDs(R
d, ℓp) into EMDs(T, dT) is that EMD over tree-metrics is a

much simpler metric. In particular, the greedy algorithm is optimal for EMD over trees, and as

1 For applications in sublinear algorithms such as ours, it is important that the embeddings themselves can be
efficiently stored and efficiently evaluated. Thus, the classical works on probabilistic tree embeddings [Bar98, FRT04]
are not applicable. See Remark 3.

2Note that dT(·, ·) is the length of the path in T.
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a consequence there is a folklore isometric embedding of EMDs(T, dT) into ℓ1 [Cha02, Ind04] (see
Fact 7.1), thereby embedding a set of vectors in a tree into a single vector in ℓ1. Finally, after
applying this embedding into ℓ1, one can apply the classic LSH functions for ℓ1 [IM98] (denoted as
ϕ below) to obtain a LSH function for EMDs(R

d, ℓp). This process is shown in the diagram below,
where the names of the embeddings are shown on top of the arrows, and the distortion of those
embeddings is shown below:

R
d a7→ψ(a)−−−−−→ T

EMD(Rd, ℓp)
x 7→ψ(x)−−−−−−→
O(log2 s)

EMD(T, dT)
folklore−−−−−−−−→
isometric

ℓ1
ϕ−−−−→ {hash buckets} (1)

Since the second mapping is isometric, the distortion of the entire embedding into ℓ1 is O(log2 s),
thus the resulting LSH for EMDs(R

d, ℓp) is a O(log2 s) factor larger than the distortion incurred by
the LSH ϕ for ℓ1.

Data-Dependent Probabilistic Tree Embeddings [CJLW22]. Recently, [CJLW22] improved
the probabilistic tree embedding of [AIK08] by being data-dependent. They show that, for an ar-
bitrary subset Ω of m vectors in (Rd, ℓp), there exists a probabilistic tree embedding ψΩ : (Ω, ℓp)→
(TΩ, dTΩ

) which depends on Ω, and that embeds Ω obtaining guarantees (i) and (ii) above as
achieved by [AIK08], except with an expected distortion of Õ(log(ms)), where m = |Ω| (see
Lemma 4.3 and Appendix 10).3 In order to compute EMD(x, y) given any x, y ∈ EMDs(R

d, ℓp), the
analogous diagram to above first considers the subset of vectors Ω = x ∪ y, generates (TΩ, dTΩ

),
and proceeds by

EMD(Ω, ℓp)
x 7→ψΩ(x)−−−−−−−→
Õ(log(ms))

EMD(TΩ, dTΩ
)

folklore−−−−−−−−→
isometric

ℓ1. (2)

An important point here is that the tree embedding into (TΩ, dTΩ
) depends on the set of vectors

in Ω. This means that, if we wanted to use the above embedding for nearest neighbor search, then
even if we used an LSH for ℓ1 (e.g. the mapping ϕ above) to map to hash buckets, the resulting
hash family would be for points in EMD(Ω, ℓp), and it is not at all clear what the set Ω should be.
In fact, there are two immediate challenges here:

• Challenge 1: In nearest neighbor search, the input is an arbitrary dataset x1, . . . , xn ∈
EMDs(R

d, ℓp), where each xi is a subset of (Rd, ℓp) of s vectors. The natural choice is Ω =⋃n
i=1 xi. The resulting (data-dependent) probabilistic tree (TΩ, dTΩ

), and composition of the
maps (with an LSH for ℓ1), would give an LSH family for EMD(Ω, ℓp). By construction, each
x1, . . . , xn is inside EMD(Ω, ℓp), so dataset vectors can be hashed. However, the approximation
increases to Õ(log(ns)), which is far from the claimed Õ(log s)-bound, and may be strictly
worse than the O(log2 s) approximation of [AIK08].

3Similarly to Footnote 1, it is especially important that the embeddings be efficiently stored and evaluated. See
Remark 3.
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• Challenge 2: Even if we set Ω to all vectors used by x1, . . . , xn, a crucial component of LSH
involves applying the hash functions to the (unknown) query point. In particular, the data
structure will hash the dataset during preprocessing, and in the future, a query comes (which
was unknown during preprocessing) and needs to be hashed as well.

Warm-Up: Overcoming Challenge 2. We first show, as a warm-up and independent contribu-
tion, that the second challenge can be overcome by making [CJLW22] dynamic (Theorem 8 below,
there is a reduction to d,Φ being poly(s)). The data structure sets Ω =

⋃n
i=1 xi, generates a tree

embedding (TΩ, dTΩ
), and constructs a hash function to the dataset x1, . . . , xn. Then, whenever a

query point y ∈ EMD(Rd, ℓp) comes, we first update the tree to (TΩ∪y, dTΩ∪y
) (and corresponding

hash functions) and identify the (few) dataset points xi whose hash value changes. This allows
the algorithm to maintain a view consistent with having preprocessed the dataset with the tree
(TΩ∪y, dTΩ∪y

).

Theorem 2 (Dynamic and Data-Dependent Probabilistic Tree Embedding). For a fixed d ∈ N
and p ∈ [1, 2], there is a data structure that maintains maintains a set Ω ⊂ [∆]d of m vectors and
an non-contracting embedding φ : (Ω, ℓp) → T, with expected distortion Õ(log(md∆)) for any pair
x, y ∈ Ω. Moreover, it supports the following operations in expected time O(d log(d∆))

• Query: Given a vector x ∈ Ω, return the weighted path from the root of T to φ(x)

• Insertions/Deletions: Add or remove vectors from the set Ω, and also return the updated
weighted paths of every vector v ∈ Ω whose path weights changed from the insertion/deletion.

Tree Construction and Proof of Theorem 2. Given [CJLW22], the proof of Theorem 2 is
very intuitive. We first consider the case of embedding EMD over the hypercube ({0, 1}d, ℓ1) (in
Section 4.1 and then extend to (Rd, ℓp) in Section 10). The construction, in Figure 1, builds the
probabilistic tree T of depth O(log(d)) where each level ℓ samples 2ℓ random coordinates; each

node v at depth ℓ has 22
ℓ
child nodes vu, one for each possible setting u ∈ {0, 1}2ℓ of the 2ℓ

sampled coordinates, and, this defines a natural mapping of {0, 1}d to leaves to T (Definition 4.1).4

Moreover, for any vertex v ∈ T, we can define the set Elms(v,Ω) ⊂ Ω to be the set of vectors
a ∈ Ω whose root-to-leaf path (after the mapping ψΩ) goes through v (in Figure 1, Elms(v,Ω)
corresponds to Elms(v) ∩ Ω).

The data-dependent part of [CJLW22] is how the edge weights are set. Specifically, the data-
independent embedding of [AIK08] sets the weights at depth ℓ of T to be proportional to d/2ℓ,
since vectors a, b ∈ {0, 1}d at distance d/2ℓ are first separated at depth ℓ with constant probability.
In contrast, for a subset S, in [CJLW22], an edge (v, vu) is defined by the distance from a random
sampled vector c ∼ Elms(v,Ω) to a randomly sampled vector c′ ∼ Elms(vu,Ω) (Lemma 7.11). This
data-dependent setting of the weights improves the expected distortion to Õ(log(md)). Theorem 2
shows that this embedding can maintained dynamically. For example, whenever there is an insertion
of a ∈ {0, 1}d to S, we can find the root-to-leaf path of a in T, and for each vertex v on the path,
we must update the draw c for v such that it remains uniform (now over Elms(v,Ω)∪{a}). We do
this by setting c to a with probability is 1/|Elms(v,Ω) ∪ {a}|, and leave otherwise (Claim 4.5). If
we do change the sample, then we must update the weight of each edge incident to v, and therefore

4The above is a hypercube version of the “randomly shifted grid,” called “quadtree” in [BDI+20b].
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must update the embeddings of every b ∈ Elms(v). Thus, the expected number of embeddings that
must be updated is constant, allowing for small expected update time (see Section 4.1).

Remark 3 (Using Classical Probabilistic Tree Embeddings). In sublinear algorithms, an embedding
f mapping (X, dX) to (Y, dY ) must have a succinct description and admit efficient evaluations of
f(x) (where time should be polynomial, or near-linear, in the description of x). General theorems
for probabilistic tree embeddings, like [Bar98, FRT04], obtain expected distortion O(logm) for any
size-m metric, but do not have efficient evaluations so cannot be used in sublinear settings. In this
work, all embeddings can be evaluated f(x) in time polynomial in the description of x.

An Improved Data-Dependent LSH for EMD. The above dynamic embedding still suffers
a Õ(log(ns)) distortion, and does not address Challenge 1. We now proceed with the main
technical component, of designing a data-dependent LSH for EMDs(R

d, ℓp). It turns out that for
nearest neighbor search, it suffices to tailor (and relax) the second condition of LSH to an arbi-
trary fixed distribution (see Definition 3.2 and Theorem 7 for how data-dependent hashing implies
nearest neighbor search). Specifically, a hash family H is (r, cr, p1, p2)-sensitive for a distribution µ
supported on a metric (X, dX) whenever:

1. Close Points Collide: Prh∼H[h(x) = h(y)] ≥ p1 for every x, y ∈ X with dX(x, y) ≤ r.

2. Far Points Separate on Average: For any x ∈ X, the probability over h ∼ H and y ∼ µ
that h(x) = h(y) and dX(x,y) ≥ cr is at most p2.

The only difference is the second condition (2) above, where one considers any x ∈ X and ensures
that a sampled point y ∼ µ far from x collides with probability at most p2 (see Section 3.1, for
comparison with [AR15]). Roughly speaking, even though µ is arbitrary, H “knows” µ, and can
cater to particular properties of µ. Our main technical result is designing a data-dependent LSH for
EMDs(R

d, ℓp) which satisfies the conditions above for approximation Õ(log s) with 0 < p2 < p1 < 1.
In particular, we prove the following theorem, which by a reduction from approximate near neighbors
to data-dependent LSH (Theorem 7) implies Theorem 1 by setting p2 to 1/10 and p1 = 1− ϵ.

Theorem 4 (Data-Dependent Hashing for EMD (Theorem 9 + Lemma 5.1)). For any s, d ∈ N,
p ∈ [1, 2], a threshold r > 0, and any 0 < p2 < p1 < 1, there exists a data structure with the
following guarantees:

• Preprocessing: The data structure receives sample access to a distribution µ supported on
EMDs(R

d, ℓp), and in time poly(sd/((1 − p1)p2)), initializes a draw h from a hash family D
(which depends on µ) and is (r, cr, p1, p2)-sensitive for µ (see Definition 3.2), with

c = Õ

(
log s · log

2(1/p2)

1− p1

)
.

• Query: Given any q ∈ EMDs(R
d, ℓp), the data structure computes h(q) in time poly(sd).

The above is our main technical theorem, and most of the work is devoted to that proof. Similarly
to before, it will suffice via a simple reduction, to consider EMD over the hypercube {0, 1}d with ℓ1
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distance, where d ≤ poly(s) and the threshold r = ω(s) (see Lemma 5.1). Then, the construction
of the data-dependent hashing scheme from Theorem 4 can be split into three parts, which we now
describe.

Step 1: The SampleTree Embedding. Since we aim for a Õ(log s)-approximation, we will use
the data-dependent probabilistic trees of [CJLW22] on the unionΩ of a small number ofm = poly(s)
samples y1, . . . ,ym ∼ µ (i.e., Ω =

⋃m
i=1 yi, which is a subset of s ·m vectors in {0, 1}d, in boldface

Ω since it is random). Composing the data-dependent probabilistic tree TΩ (which we will refer to
as T) with the isometric embedding defines an embedding of EMDs(Ω) into ℓ1, we aim to extend
the embedding to the entire space EMDs({0, 1}d):5

EMDs(Ω)
[CJLW22]−−−−−→
Õ(log s)

EMDs(T, dT)
folklore−−−−−−−−→
isometric

ℓ1 (3)

EMDs({0, 1}d)
desired new map in Section 7.1−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→ ℓ1 (4)

In the above diagram, (3) has expected Õ(log s)-distortion from EMDs(Ω) to ℓ1 from [CJLW22]
on the samples y1, . . . ,ym ∼ µ. We then define the extension (4) of (3), which is a natural
“hybrid” of [CJLW22] and [AIK08], that we call SampleTree(µ,m) in Section 7.1. In particular,
SampleTree(µ,m) is defined similarly to the tree construction in Theorem 2 but with the following
combination of edge weights:

• Data-Dependent Weights: We let (T, dT) be the data-dependent probabilistic tree em-
bedding of [CJLW22] on Ω which defines the edge weights (v, vu) for a node v at level ℓ in the
“data-dependent” fashion when vu contains vectors from Ω (recall, the average distance of
vectors sampled from Elms(·) in v and vu). Note that we will modify the set Ω very slightly
later on (see definition of Ω̂ in the subsequent discussions).

• Data-Independent Weights: Suppose, on the other hand, that (v, vu) is an edge with v
at depth ℓ, such that vu does not contain any vectors from Ω, we set the weight of (v, vu)
according to [AIK08], to ξ · d/2ℓ (for a parameter ξ = Õ(log s)).

With both data-dependent and data-independent weights, we obtain a tree metric (T, dT), and an
embedding of the entire space EMDs({0, 1}d) to EMDs(T). It is not too difficult to show that the
extension (4) given by SampleTree(µ,m) is non-contracting with high-probability (Lemma 7.3),
roughly speaking, because both the data-independent and data-dependent probabilistic trees are
non-contracting with high probability.

The more subtle argument, however, is upper bounding the expansion. On the one hand, suppose
x, y ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d) are two arbitrary points, and all vectors in x ∪ y happened to be in Ω, then
(4) inherits the Õ(log s) expected distortion from (T, dT). On the other hand, if all vectors of x∪ y
are very far from Ω, then the root-to-leaf paths of vectors in x and y in T are mostly disjoint
from those of Ω. This means EMDT(x, y) is effectively always using the data-independent weights,

5In both cases, EMDs(Ω) and EMDs({0, 1}d) refers to EMDs(Ω, ℓ1) and EMDs({0, 1}d, ℓ1), respectively. Further-
more, the map ψ : Rd → T is implicit in the notation, so we write dT(a, b) for dT(ψ(a), ψ(b)) and EMDT(x, y) for
EMDT(ψ(x), ψ(y)).
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and similarly to the analysis of [AIK08], incurs distortion O(log2 s). In summary, the distortion
of SampleTree(µ,m) on a pair of points x, y ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d) depends on how well the sample
Ω “represents” the two points x, y geometrically. One needs a suitable notion of how the set Ω
“represents” a region of EMDs({0, 1}d); then, we can partition µ into the region represented by Ω
that which the data-dependent probabilistic tree obtains approximation Õ(log s).

Step 2(a): Extensions on Chamfer Neighborhoods. Our notion of representation in EMDs({0, 1}d)
will consider the Chamfer Distance, which is an (assymmetric) measure capturing dissimilarity of
subsets in Rd. Formally, given two subsets of vectors x, z in {0, 1}d, we use the Chamfer distance
from x to z in {0, 1}d with ℓ1 distance,

Chamfer(x, z) =
∑
a∈x

min
b∈z
∥a− b∥1.

Chamfer lower bounds EMD(·, ·), since it relaxes the bijection condition π : x → z, and is much
simpler to reason about. In the context of the extension (4), it captures, for any point x ∈
EMDs({0, 1}d), how far x is fromΩ (and from the data-dependent edge weights in SampleTree(µ,m)).
A naive argument proceeds as follows: consider x, y ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d), let σ : x ∪ y → Ω be
the nearest-neighbor map realizing Chamfer(x ∪ y,Ω), and let σ(x), σ(y) be the subsets of Ω ob-
tained by applying σ to each vector in x, y. First, (i) the expected EMDT(σ(x), σ(y)) is at most
Õ(log s) ·EMD(σ(x), σ(y)) by the data-dependent edge weight analysis; second, (ii) (T, dT) achieves
O(log2 s) expected distortion on x ∪ y ∪ σ(x) ∪ σ(y) by the data-independent edge weight analysis.
Thus, for a fixed sample Ω, the triangle inequality would result in the upper bound:

E
T
[EMDT(x, y)] ≤ O(log2 s) · Chamfer(x ∪ y,Ω) + Õ(log s) · EMD(x, y). (5)

By (5), for any pair of points x, y ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d) in a Θ(EMD(x, y)/ log s) Chamfer neighborhood
of Ω, the SampleTree embedding will give a Õ(log s) distortion to their distance. In other words,
given the threshold r (from the definition of data-dependent hashing), we can consider a Chamfer
neighborhood of size Θ(r/ log s) around Ω. Unfortunately, this Chamfer neighborhood will not be
sufficiently large, as it is easy to consider natural datasets where all pairs y,y′ ∼ µ have Chamfer
distance r from each other, in which case this neighborhood would be empty, and (5) would only
give a O(log2 s) approximation. Thus, we will need to give a significantly improved bound than (5),
to obtain a Õ(log s) approximation.

Key Idea 1: We demonstrate that, with a last modification to SampleTree(µ,m), all
points x, y in a Chamfer neighborhoods of radius EMD(x, y) · poly(log s) (for arbitrary
constant power) around Ω still maintain a Õ(log s) expected distortion, and this will
suffice for the remainder of the argument.

Specifically, in Lemma 7.2 (using Lemma 6.3), we argue that in SampleTree(µ,m), if in addition
to taking m samples y1, . . . ,ym ∼ µ and letting Ω =

⋃m
i=1 yi, we let

Ω̂ = Nbr(Ω) =
{
b′ ∈ {0, 1}d : ∃b ∈ Ω, ∥b− b′∥1 ≤ 1

}
,
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where |Ω̂| ≤ poly(s) (recall m is poly(log s) and d is poly(s)), and define data-dependent weights
with respect to Ω̂, then we have the improved version of (5):

E
T
[EMDT(x, y)] ≤ Õ(log s) · EMD(x, y)

(
1 + log

(
Chamfer(x,Ω)

EMD(x, y)
+ 1

))
. (6)

Before overviewing the proof of (6), we note how it leads to the extension we desire:

• We call a point x ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d) “locally-dense” with respect to µ if on a random sample
y1, . . . ,ym ∼ µ, letting Ω =

⋃m
i=1 yi satisfies Chamfer(x,Ω) ≤ r · poly(log(s)) in expecta-

tion. (The above is the important consequence of the locally-dense in Definition 5.10, see
Lemma 6.3).

• Then, if x, y ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d) is an arbitrary pair with EMD(x, y) ≤ r, and x is locally-dense
with respect to µ, then when we sample Ω, we obtain the expected bound on Chamfer(x,Ω),
and then (6) implies the expected EMDT(x, y) is at most Õ(log s) · r.

Step 2(b): Proof of Equation (6) (in Section 7.2). Consider a pair of points x, y ∈
EMDs({0, 1}d) where x is locally-dense for µ, and a sample Ω. Our goal is now to upper bound the
expectation of EMDT(x, y). We proceed by bounding the expected distortion of the probabilistic
tree T as an embedding of {0, 1}d, where T is generated from SampleTree(µ,m), using the data-
dependent edge weights on Ω̂. Consider any a ∈ x and let b ∈ y be the vector assigned to a in an
optimal matching which realizes EMD(x, y), and furthermore, let c ∈ Ω be the closest vector to a.

The distance dT(a, b) is given by the sum of edge weights along the path inT from the leaf containing
a to the leaf containing b. We break up the path into four segments, which naturally divides into
two segments (one for each a or b) that meet at the lowest common ancestor (LCA) of a, b:

• The first segment comes up from the leaf containing a, and proceeds up via edges (v, vu)
satisfying (i) the vector b is not in vu’s subtree, i.e., a and b have been “split” above node vu,
and (ii) the weight on (v, vu) is data-independent, so Elms(v) ∩ Ω̂ is empty, and thus a has
also been split from every vector c′ with ∥c− c′∥1 ≤ 1 (from Ω̂) above node v.

• The second segment continues up after the first segment, on edges (v, vu) satisfying (iii) the
vector b is not in vu’s subtree, so a and b remain “split” before vu; however, (iv) the weight
on (v, vu) is data-dependent, so Elms(v) ∩ Ω̂ is non-empty.

The third and fourth segment proceed up from b, and are defined analogously. Note that, the second
and fourth segment meet at the LCA v of a and b, and that any of the four segments may be empty.
We overview the expected contribution of the first and second segments (and the third and fourth
follow analogously).6 The second segment (that which contains only data-dependent edge weights) is
easiest to upper bound (Lemma 7.5 in Section 7.2.2). Roughly speaking, imagine a data-dependent
probabilistic tree T̃ on Ω̂∪{a, b}, which by [CJLW22] satisfies ET̃[dT̃(a, b)] ≤ Õ(log s)·∥a−b∥1. The

6Even though a and b are non-symmetric (as x is the locally-dense point), the triangle inequality implies
Chamfer(y,Ω) ≤ Chamfer(x,Ω) + EMD(x, y), which will lead to only a constant factor loss in the symmetric ar-
gument.
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edge weights on the second segment from Ω̂ differ from those of Ω̂∪{a, b} only in that the vector a
contributes to the average distance from (v, vu) in Ω̂∪{a, b} but may not in Ω̂; since Elms(vu)∩ Ω̂
is always non-empty in the second segment, one can account for this by losing a constant factor.

We turn to the first segment, where we incorporate ∥a−c∥1, which later contributes to Chamfer(x,Ω)
in (6) (Lemma 7.4). Here, the important point is that an edge at depth ℓ contributes to the first
segment whenever, among the sampled coordinates up to depth ℓ, there is a coordinate ij ∼ [d]
where aij ̸= bij (so a, b split), and in addition, there is another coordinate ij′ ∼ [d] where aij′ ̸= cij′ .
This is because at least two coordinate samples ij′ , ij′′ ∼ [d] must disagree on settings of a and c
(otherwise, some c′ and a are not split), but one of them may be ij . This crucial observation will
imply our desired bound. Consider the two levels ℓb and ℓc of the tree where:

d

2ℓb
≤ ∥a− b∥1 ≤ 2 · d

2ℓb
and

d

2ℓc
≤ ∥a− c∥1 ≤ 2 · d

2ℓc
.

We defined ℓb, ℓc such that T splits a, b before depth ℓb with constant probability, and a, c before
depth ℓc with constant probability. One can show for z ∈ {b, c} and k > 0, the probability that T
splits a, z before depth ℓz − k is Θ(2−k). Recall that the data-independent edge weights at level ℓ
are ξ · d/2ℓ, for ξ = Õ(log s). Thus, we upper bound the expected contribution of the first segment
by considering levels which are below ℓb, potentially between ℓb and ℓc, and above both ℓc and ℓb:

• Levels Below ℓb: Here, weights on levels ℓb + k contribute edge weight ξ · d/2ℓb+k, which is
equal to O(ξ) · ∥a− b∥1 · 2−k, and summing over k > 0 gives a geometric sum O(ξ) · ∥a− b∥1.

• Levels Between ℓb and ℓc: There are potentially (ℓb − ℓc)+ levels between ℓb and ℓc, and
each level ℓ = ℓb − k contributes edge weight O(ξ) · ∥a − b∥1 · 2k, but since a, b must split
before ℓb − k, the edge appears with probability Θ(2−k). This gives a total contribution of
O(ξ) · ∥a− b∥1 · (ℓb − ℓc)+.

• Levels Above ℓc and ℓb: The weight of a level ℓ = ℓb−(ℓb−ℓc)+−k isO(ξ)·∥a−b∥1·2(ℓb−ℓc)
++k.

Here, such edges appear with probability Θ(2−((ℓb−ℓc)++k)) since a, b must split, times Θ(2−k)
since a, c must split (the events are negatively correlated since sampled coordinates must be
distinct). For each k > 0, this gives a contribution of O(ξ) · ∥a − b∥1 · 2−k, which forms a
geometric sum.

This gives the argument for the first segment; the analogous argument for the third and fourth
segments gives an expected bound for dT(a, b) where the bottleneck are the first and third segments.
Using the setting of ξ = Õ(log s), our bound becomes

E
T
[dT(a, b)] = Õ(log s) · ∥a− b∥1 ·

(
1 + (ℓb − ℓc)+

)
= Õ(log s) · ∥a− b∥1

(
1 + log

(
∥a− c∥1
∥a− b∥1

+ 1

))
(7)

The last part, which combines the individual bounds for ET[dT(a, b)] uses Jensen’s inequality:
let π : x → y denote the bijection realizing EMD(x, y) and σ : x → Ω the mapping realizing

10



Chamfer(x,Ω). Then, consider the distribution D over x which samples a with probability pro-
portional to the contribution of a in EMD(x, y), i.e., ∥a− π(a)∥1/EMD(x, y):

E
T

[
EMDT(x, y)

EMD(x, y)

]
≤ E

T

[
E

a∼D

[
dT(a, π(a))

∥a− π(a)∥1

]]
≤ E

a∼D

[
Õ(log s) ·

(
1 + log

(
∥a− σ(a)∥1
∥a− π(a)∥1

+ 1

))]
≤ Õ(log s)

(
1 + log

(
Chamfer(x,Ω)

EMD(x, y)
+ 1

))
,

which completes (6).

Step 2(c): Locally Dense and non-Locally Dense Points. Given the analysis of SampleTree(µ,m),
we may compose (4) with a LSH for ℓ1 to obtain a hash family with the following properties (see
Lemma 5.11). For an arbitrary choice of threshold r > 0, and 0 < p2 < p1 < 1, and any distribution
µ, the hash family H (which depends on µ) has approximation c = Õ(log s). It always satisfies the
“p2-property” (i.e., that far points separate) because the SampleTree(µ,m) is non-contracting,
but only satisfies the “p1-property” on close pairs points x, y where x is locally-dense with respect to
µ. As mentioned, the important property of “locally-dense” is that, if we consider y1, . . . ,ym ∼ µ
(where m is only poly(log s)), then setting Ω =

⋃m
i=1 yi satisfies Chamfer(x,Ω) ≤ r · log10 s in

expectation (we used 10 as an arbitrary setting of the poly(log s) to illustrate the point-to-come).

Now divide µ into two regions: the locally-dense points, and the remainder. The SampleTree(µ,m)
embedding composed with an LSH for ℓ1 handles the locally-dense region. The remaining region
is handled by the following observation. We consider a point x and sample from a (weak) data-
independent LSH of [AIK08], H, which is (r, c̃r, p1, p2)-sensitive with c̃ = O(log2 s). Then, the
“p1-property” still holds for any pair of points x, y, since EMD(x, y) ≤ r implies that h(x) = h(y)
with probability at least p1. Moreover, the “p2-property” on points which are not locally-dense for
µ follow from the following

Key Idea 2: Suppose x is not locally-dense for µ. Then if we sample y ∼ µ, the point y
is likely to satisfy EMD(x,y) ≥ r · log10 s; otherwise, taking m− 1 additional samples to
define Ω (which includes y) would satisfy Chamfer(x,Ω) ≤ EMD(x,y) ≤ r · log10 s. Thus
if y ∼ µ satisfies EMD(x,y) ≥ r · log10 s, then we can use the (weaker) data-independent
LSH H. Note that, EMD(x,y) ≥ log10 s · r is much larger than c̃r, so x and y collide in
H with probability at most p2, since log10 s≫ c̃ = log2 s.

In summary, the SampleTree(µ,m) embedding captures locally-dense regions of µ, and, in the
remainder, it suffices to handle randomly sampled points y ∼ µ (which suffice for the “p2-property”
in data-dependent LSH). By definition, the uniform samples are expected to be very far from locally-
dense regions, so it suffices to utilize data-independent LSH which achieve weaker approximations.

In Section 5.2, we execute the above plan. We define a collection of (data-independent) LSH
families which appear to be weak (and lead to the O(log2 s)-approximation). These LSH families
always satisfy the “p1-property” (Lemma 6.1), but not a good “p2-property.” Then, we connect
failure of the p2-property on these LSH families to the expected Chamfer distance to a randomly
sampled collection Ω. Namely, we consider a point x ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d), and we assume that the
hash families from Lemma 6.1 fail to separate randomly sampled points from µ. In Section 5.2,
we call these points “locally-dense” (Definition 5.10), and show in Lemma 6.3 that these are points
whose expected Chamfer distance to Ω is at most r · poly(log s).
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Step 3: Gluing LSH for Locally-Dense and Non-Locally Dense Regions. The final step
involves a “gluing” operation, which uses various hash families (for different regions of µ) to define
a single data-dependent LSH family for all µ. Up to now, we have constructed:

• A hash family coming from SampleTree(µ,m), which always has a good “p2-property,” but
only has a good “p1-property” on points x which are locally-dense for µ.

• A collection of data-independent LSH families, H(τ, ℓ) for (fixed) threshold τ > 0 and each
ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L} for L = O(log d) in Lemma 5.9. Here, the level ℓ corresponds to a level of the
(data-independent) tree embedding, which is then embedded into ℓ1, and thereafter hashed
via a ℓ1 LSH (see Definition 6.1 for full details).

In Section 5.3, we glue these hash families together, and obtain a data-dependent LSH which
is (r, cr, p1, p2)-sensitive for µ (proving Theorem 4). The gluing proceeds as follows: for a fixed
threshold τ > 0 (which depends on the parameters r, p1 and p2 which we wish to obtain), we
sample hash functions h1, . . . ,hL where hℓ ∼ H(τ, ℓ) for each ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L} and L = O(log d),
as well as a hash function h∗ resulting from SampleTree(µ,m). Importantly, the hash families
H(τ, ℓ) are initialized to be (r, c̃r, p1/L, p̃2)-sensitive for an approximation c̃ (which will be a large
poly(log s)), and an appropriate value of p̃2 for Step 2 to go through (i.e., failure of the “p̃2-property”
for h1, . . . ,hL implies a bounded Chamfer distance to Ω). Our final key observation is as follows:

Key Idea 3: For a hash family H, distribution µ, point x, and a draw h ∼ H, the point
x can check whether (a stronger version of) its own “p2-property” holds given h. In
particular, one hashes the point h(x) = u, and for the (now fixed) h, one can computes
the probability that y ∼ µ satisfies h(y) = u by simply looking at the probability
mass of points which hash to the bucket u (if µ is the uniform distribution, this is just
proportional to the size of the hash bucket). If this probability mass is at most p2, then
the “p2-property” necessarily holds for x conditioned on h.

The above check is for a stronger “p2-property”, since we are not also checking whether y ∼ µ
is far from x. Note that if this ‘p2-property” holds for some ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L}, then we can hash x
to this bucket and make significant progress by reducing the size of the dataset. Given the above
observation, the gluing proceeds by letting

h(x) = (ℓ(x),hℓ(x)(x)),

where ℓ(x) is the smallest ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L} where the above “p2-property” check succeeds for x with
the hash function hℓ. If it always fails, then ℓ(x) = ∗, thereby signifying that the hash output will
be determinined by the output of the SampleTree data-dependent LSH. Since each H(τ, ℓ) collides
close points with probability p1/L, we can union bound over the L levels to ensure that a close pair
of points collide in all L draws with probability at least p1, thus ℓ(x) = ℓ(y) for a close pair (x, y)
with probability at least p1. Using this, the “p1-property” follows immediately whenever ℓ ̸= ∗. On
the other hand, if ℓ = ∗, this indicates a failure of the p2 property for each of the data-independent
families, which as we have shown implies a bounded Chamfer distance from x to a random sample
Ω, which in turn implies that x is locally dense and therefore the p1 property holds for x under
the SampleTree LSH h∗ (and thus holds for the full “glued” hash function). Finally, for the “p2
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property”, if ℓ(x) ̸= ∗ then by definition of ℓ(x) we have split x from all but a p2 fraction of µ,
and otherwise the hash of x is determined by SampleTree, which always satisfies the desired “p2
property”. Putting together the above arguments will complete the proof of the Theorem 9.

1.2 Other Related Work

The computational aspects of EMD date back over 70 years to the Hungarian algorithm of [Kuh55].
Since then, significant work has gone into investigating the computational complexity of EMD in
many settings. In what follows, we address two other settings of relevance, and refer the reader to
[PC+19b] for a more in depth survey on EMD and its modern applications.

Approximation Algorithms for EMD. The problem of approximating the EMD between two
sets of size s in a metric space has recieved significant attention. One of the most popular methods is
the Sinkhorn algorithm [Cut13] (also see [ANWR17, LNN+21, PLH+20]), which gives additive error
approximations in quadratic O(s2) time. For computing the Euclidean EMD between two point sets,
even though the input is size O(s ·d), it is known that no o(s2) time exact algorithm can exist unless
well-known fine grained complexity conjectures are false [Roh19]. Nevertheless, techniques from the
sublinear algorithms community, such as locality sensitive hashing, have also been used for faster
offline algorithms to approximately compute EMD. For instance, Andoni and Zhang [AZ23] recently
gave the first n2−poly(ϵ) time algorithm for computing (1 + ϵ) approximations to high-dimensional
Euclidean EMD, based on constructing sub-quadratic spanners via LSH. Furthermore, [BR23] gave
a subquadratic additive approximation for any metric space.

Low-Dimensional Space. While the focus of this work is on EMD over high-dimensional spaces
(Rd, ℓp), which is the common setting in many modern ML applications where the inputs are em-
beddings in a high-dimensional latent space (see e.g. [KSKW15]), EMD over lower dimensional
spaces has also received attention from the sublinear algorithms community, such as in sketching
[Ind04, ABIW09] and parallel algorithms [ANOY14b]. In this setting, one can often obtain much
better approximations, such as (1+ϵ) approximations, if one is okay with the runtime depending ex-
ponentially on the dimension—this allows for a new set of techniques such as ϵ-nets to be employed,
which would be too costly in high dimensional settings. An importance case is that of the plane
(i.e., d = 2), where sketches that achieve constant factor approximations are known [ABIW09].
More generally, when the dimension is a constant, there are also offline approximation algorithms
with near-linear runtime [SA12, FL22, CG20]

Remark 5 (ANN for EMD with small s, d). For the problem of nearest neighbor search, we remark
that if we are allowed runtime that is exponential in both s and d, then (1 + ϵ) approximations are
possible in sublinear in n time. Specifically, it is straightforward to prove that the doubling dimension
of the space EMDs(R

d, ℓp) is at most O(sd log s). Thus it is possible to obtain exp(s, d) query time
nearest neighbor search algorithms by using techniques such as navigating nets [KL04]. Note that
such general techniques employ linear scans over ϵ-net like objects, and do not use structure specific
to the Earth Mover Distance metric beyond its doubling dimension.
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2 Preliminaries

Notation. For any integer n ≥ 1, we write [n] = {1, 2, . . . , n}, and for two integers a, b ∈ Z, write
[a : b] = {a, a+1, . . . , b}. For a, b ∈ R and ϵ ∈ (0, 1), we use the notation a = (1± ϵ)b to denote the
containment of a ∈ [(1− ϵ)b, (1 + ϵ)b]. We will use boldface symbols to represent random variables
and functions, and non-boldface symbols for fixed values (potentially realizations of these random
variables) for instance f vs, f .

We denote the metric space consisting of multi-sets of s points in a metric space (X, d), where
the distance between sets is the Earth Mover’s Distance metric, by EMDs(X, d). For instance,
EMDs(R

d, ℓ1) denotes the Earth Mover’s Distance metric over sets of s points living in Rd with
the ℓ1 metric. We refer to the metric space (X, d) as the ground metric of EMDs(X, d). When the
distance over X is understood by context (e.g. over the Hamming cube {0, 1}d), we can drop the
distance and simply write EMDs(X). Moreover, we use EMD(x, y) to denote the real-valued metric
function of EMDs(R

d, ℓ1) or EMDs{0, 1}, where the choice of the aforementioned two ground metric
is understood from context via the type of the input parameters x, y.

Given a rooted tree T = (V (T ), E(T )), all edges of T will be directed from parent to child, so
an edge (u, v) ∈ E(T ) denotes an edge from the parent u to the child v. We will often abuse
notation and write u ∈ T to denote that u ∈ V (T ). Given a rooted tree with weighted edges
T = (V (T ), E(T ),W (T )), we abuse the notation T to denote the tree metric (V (T ), dT ) where, for
u, v ∈ V (T ), dT (a, b) is defined as the length of the shortest weighted path between u, v. We use
EMDT to denote the metric function of EMDs(V (T ), dT ).

Remark 6 (On Embedding ℓp into ℓ1). For the remainder of the paper, we will prove all our upper
bounds for the case that the ground metric is (Rd, ℓ1). To extend this to general p ∈ [1, 2], we can
use well-known (data-independent) embeddings from (Rd, ℓp) into (Rd′ , ℓ1) with d′ = O(d) [JS82],
which preserve all distances up to (1 ± ϵ) for any arbitrary constant ϵ > 0. This embedding is
a randomized linear function, thus applying it to each vector x ∈ (Rd, ℓp) will only increase the
runtime by a multiplicative factor of O(d), and increase the space by an additive O(d2), which will
therefore not effect the stated complexity in our theorems.

3 Nearest Neighbors, Embeddings, and Data-Dependent Hashing

In this section, we define the approximate near neighbor search problem and data-dependent hash-
ing, and also demonstrate how, given a data-dependent hashing family for a metric space, we can
obtain a data structure for approximate near neighbor search with overhead analogous to that of
(data-independent) locality-sensitive hashing.

Definition 3.1 (Approximate Near Neighbor). Let (X, dX) be a metric space, r > 0 be a threshold,
and c > 1 be an approximation. The (c, r)-approximate near neighbor problem is the following data
structure problem:

• Preprocessing: We receive a dataset P ⊂ X of n points to preprocess into a data structure.

• Query: A query is specified by any point q ∈ X, and a query is correct whenever the following
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occurs. If there exists a point p ∈ P with dX(p, q) ≤ r, the data structure outputs a point p̂ ∈ P
with dX(p̂, q) ≤ cr.

A data structure solves the (c, r)-approximate near neighbor problem if, for every (fixed) dataset
P ⊂ X and query q ∈ X, following preprocessing of P , the data structure answers correctly on q
with probability at least 9/10 over the construction of the data structure.

We remark that, by a standard reduction (see [HIM12]), it will suffice to solve the (c, r)-approximate
near neighbor problem above.

3.1 Approximate Nearest Neighbor via Data-Dependent Hashing

We remark that he definition of data-dependent hashing (Definition 3.2) that we obtain in this paper
is slightly more stringent than the one presented in [AR16] (requiring that for any point x ∈ X,
a randomly drawn “far” point is separated)—[AR16] focused on lower bounds, so a less-stringent
definition gives a stronger lower bound result; since we will show upper bounds, a more stringent
definition gives a stronger result. We state the definition and show how a data-dependent hashing
family implies a data structure for approximate near neighbor search. The proof itself is similar in
spirit to that of [IM98] and deferred to Section 9. The one subtlety is that, because our hashing
family depends on the dataset, one must instantiate it to the desired dataset before using it.

Definition 3.2 (Data-Dependent Hashing). For a metric (X, dX), a distribution µ over X, and
a threshold r > 0, we say that a distribution D over maps h : X → U is (r, cr, p1, p2)-sensitive for
distribution µ if

• Close Points Collide: For any two points x, y ∈ X with dX(x, y) ≤ r, we have

Pr
h∼D

[h(x) = h(y)] ≥ p1.

• Far Points Separate on Average: For any point x ∈ X, we have

Pr
h∼D
y∼µ

[
dX(x,y) > c · r,
h(x) = h(y)

]
≤ p2.

Definition 3.3 (Data Structure for Data-Dependent Hashing). For a metric (X, dX), a data struc-
ture for data-dependent hashing with a (r, cr, p1, p2)-sensitive family satisfies the following:

• Preprocessing: The data structure preprocesses the description of a distribution µ supported
on X, and maintains a draw of h from a (r, cr, p1, p2)-sensitive family for µ.

• Query: Given any point q ∈ X, the data structure outputs the value of h(q).

We let Ih(n) denote the time of instantiating the data structure with a distribution µ supported on
n points, and let Qh(n) denote the worst-case query time.
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Theorem 7 (Data-Dependent Hashing to Approximate Near Neighbors). Let (X, dX) be a metric,
r > 0 be a threshold, c > 1 be an approximation, and p1, p2 ∈ (0, 1) be two parameters, where ρ ∈ R
is the parameter

ρ =
log(1/p1)

log(1/p2)
.

Suppose there is a data structure for data-dependent hashing with a (r, cr, p1, p2)-sensitive family
with preprocessing time Ih(n) and query time Qh(n). Then, there exists a data structure for the
(c, r)-approximate near neighbor problem which satisfies:

• Preprocessing Time: The data structure preprocesses a size-n dataset in time at most

O
(
nρ/p1 · log1/p2 n · (Ih(n) + n ·Qh(n))

)
,

and therefore its space complexity is at most that amount.

• Query Time: A query to the data structure is answered in time at most

O
(
nρ/p1 · log1/p2 n ·Qh(n)

)
.

4 Dynamic and Data-Dependent Probabilistic Tree Embeddings

In this Section, we describe the dynamic, data-dependent probabilistic tree embedding from The-
orem 2. Even though Theorem 2 is not directly necessary for the proofs of the main results of
this work (Theorems 9 and 10), they elucidate the benefits and challenges of using the [CJLW22]
probabilistic tree embedding for nearest neighbor search. For simplicity in this Section, we con-
sider vectors which have integer coordinates x ∈ [∆]d = {1, 2, . . . ,∆}d and our dependence will be
logarithmic in ∆. Note that given an upper bound on the aspect ratio Φ of the dataset (the ratio
of the maximum distance to the minimum distance), one can always enforce this assumption by a
re-scaling and discretization which introduces a minor constant-factor loss in the distortion.

Theorem 8 (Dynamic and Data-Dependent Probabilistic Tree Embedding). For a fixed d ∈ N and
p ∈ [1, 2], there is a data structure supporting the following:

• Maintenance: The data structure maintains a set Ω ⊂ [∆]d of m vectors, as well as a rooted
probabilistic tree metric T (whose distribution depends on Ω), along with a non-contracting
embedding φ : (Ω, ℓp)→ T, such that for any x, y ∈ Ω:

E
T
[dT(φ(x), φ(y))] ≤ Õ(log(md∆)) · ∥x− y∥p.

• Query: In time O(d log(d∆)), we may query a vector x ∈ Ω and obtain the weighted path
from the root to φ(x) in T.

• Insertions/Deletions: In expected time O(d log(d∆) + log2(d∆)), we may add or remove
vectors from the set Ω. Since the updated T depends on (the updated set) Ω, the algorithm
also returns (without additional computational overhead) the updated weighted paths of every
vector in Ω whose path changed from the insertion/deletion.

16



4.1 Embedding for Subsets of the Hamming Cube

We begin by proving Theorem 8 for the Hamming cube {0, 1}d with ℓ1 metric (where we note that
this sets ∆ = 2). This proof will already contain the major ideas, and subsequent sections will
utilize the main definition of the QuadTree sub-routine specified below. We later extend these
ideas to ([∆]d, ℓp) for p ∈ [1, 2] in Appendix 10.

We consider a subset Ω ⊂ {0, 1}d of n vectors in the Hamming cube (we later show how to make
this subset dynamic). For any (multi-)set of indices i⃗ = (i1, i2, . . . , it) ∈ [d]t, define the projection
p⃗i : {0, 1}

d → {0, 1}t which maps a vector x ∈ {0, 1}d to p⃗i(x) = (xi1 , xi2 , . . . , xit). For any t ∈ N,
we consider the hash family Ht,d given by

Ht,d = {p⃗i : i⃗ ∈ [d]t}. (8)

Equivalently, a draw ϕ from the hash family Ht,d is given by sampling t indices i1, . . . , it ∼ [d]
uniformly at random and letting ϕ be the projection p⃗

i
. Whenever d is known from context, we drop

the subscript and simply write Ht. The construction of the (static) data-dependent probabilistic
tree metric T is described by the algorithm QuadTree (in Figure 1), which receives as input a
set of vectors Ω ⊂ {0, 1}d and generates a random tree T and a natural mapping from {0, 1}d to
leaves of T (in Definition 4.1). We also allow QuadTree to take an additional scaling parameter
ξ. This scaling will not be needed in this section, and we can set it as ξ = 1 (in fact, it will not
effect the behavior of the algortihm in this section). However, we will need to set it carefully later
on in Section 7.

17



Subroutine QuadTree(Ω, ξ)

Input: A subset of vectors Ω ⊂ {0, 1}d, and a scaling parameter ξ (if unspecified, set ξ = 1).
Output: A probabilistic weighted tree T, as defined below.

1. Initialize a root node v0 at depth 0. We will let L = O(log d) (for a large enough
constant, say 2) denote the depth of the tree, and we define the notation which will
indicate, for a node v,

Elms(v) = subset of {0, 1}d which will embed into the subtree at v.

Initially, we let Elms(v0) = {0, 1}d.

2. For each ℓ = 0, 1, . . . , L− 1, sample a random hash function ϕℓ ∼ H2ℓ , and let
ϕL : {0, 1}d → {0, 1}d be the identity mapping ϕ(x) = x.

3. We initialize nodes v at depths 1, . . . , L, by the following inductive procedure which
begins with ℓ = 0, . . . , L:

• For every node v at depth ℓ, and every u ∈ {0, 1}2ℓ , we initialize a child node vu to
v (at depth ℓ+ 1). We create the edge (v, vu), and set

Elms(vu) = Elms(v) ∩ {x ∈ {0, 1}d | ϕℓ(x) = u}.

The nodes at depths L+ 1 are leaves of T.

4. For every edge (v, vu) ∈ T where v is at depth ℓ, we assign the weight

w(v, vu) =


E

c∼Elms(v)∩Ω
c′∼Elms(vu)∩Ω

[∥c− c′∥1] Elms(vu) ∩ Ω ̸= ∅

d/2ℓ · ξ otherwise.7

Figure 1: The Data-Dependent QuadTree Embedding.

Definition 4.1. For any subset Ω ⊂ {0, 1}d and any draw of T generated from an execution of
QuadTree(Ω) (in Figure 1), we have the following:

• For every vector x ∈ {0, 1}d, there is a unique root-to-leaf path in T, given by the sequence of
nodes v0(x), . . . , vL+1(x), inductively defined by v0(x) = v0 and

vℓ(x) is unique child vu of vℓ−1(x) with x ∈ Elms(vu).

7As noted earlier, the symbol ξ in the description of w(v, vu) can be arbitrary in this section. Specifically, in this
section, an edge of whose weight depends on ξ will never be evaluated. Looking ahead, we have placed the parameter
ξ as it will become important in Section 7, where ξ will be set to O(log s).
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v0
ϕ0

ϕ1

...

ϕL

x y

vℓ(x) = vℓ(y)

Figure 2: Tree Embedding T Sampled from QuadTree(Ω). The root node is v0 and the tree is
generated by the maps ϕ0, . . . ,ϕL. Displayed are two vectors x, y which map to the leaves of the
tree, and their path (whose lowest common ancestor is vℓ(x) = vℓ(y) is displayed. The distance
dT(x, y) is given by the sum of weights along the path from x to vℓ(x) = vℓ(y), and then back to y.

• The mapping φ : {0, 1}d → T sends x ∈ {0, 1}d to vL+1(x), and since the path for each x ∈
{0, 1}d is unique, we abuse notation and associate x ∈ {0, 1}d with its leaf x = vL+1(x) ∈ T.

• The tree metric (T, dT) is specified by the edge weights in w(·, ·), and for any x, y ∈ {0, 1}d,
the distance dT(φ(x), φ(y)) is the sum of edge-weights w on the path from φ(x) to φ(y) in T.

Whenever we generate T from QuadTree(Ω) and we consider x, y ∈ Ω, the edge weights along
the path between φ(x) and φ(y) in T do not depend on the parameter ξ. In particular, every node
vℓ(x) on the root-to-leaf path in T has x ∈ Elms(vℓ(x))∩Ω, so that w(vℓ−1(x), vℓ(x)) falls into the
first case in Step 4, where w(·, ·) is the expected distance of vectors sampled from Elms(·)∩Ω—we
will call these edges “data-dependent,” since these weight depends on the vectors in Ω and may
change when Ω changes. When one of x or y is not in Ω, then at least one edge along the path
φ(x) to φ(y) in T falls in the second case of Step 4 and has w(·, ·) set to d/2ℓ · ξ—we will call these
edges “data-independent.”

Fact 4.2 (Distances in T from QuadTree(Ω)). Let Ω ⊂ {0, 1}d be any subset and let T be drawn
from QuadTree(Ω). For any x, y ∈ {0, 1}d and ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L+ 1}, we let Splitℓ(x, y) denote the
indicator variable

Splitℓ(x, y) = 1{vℓ(x) ̸= vℓ(y)},

and note that we may write

dT(x, y) =
L+1∑
ℓ=1

Splitℓ(x, y) ·
(
w(vℓ−1(x), vℓ(x)) +w(vℓ−1(y), vℓ(y))

)
.

Recall our goal in Theorem 8, the tree metric T should be non-contracting for vectors x, y ∈ Ω
while, at the same time, minimizing the expectation of dT(x, y). We use the following lemma
from [CJLW22], which upper bounds the expected distance dT(x, y) whenever all weights along the
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path between x and y are data-dependent. Importantly, the lemma applies only to x, y ∈ Ω, and
extending it to vectors x, y which are not necessarily in Ω will be the main technical challenge of
the next sections.

Lemma 4.3 (Follows from Lemma 3.6 (with i0 = 0) and Lemma 3.4 from [CJLW22]). For any
set Ω ⊆ {0, 1}d of m vectors, and any two a, b ∈ Ω, we have that, whenever T is generated from
QuadTree(Ω), we have

E
T
[dT(a, b)] ≤ Õ(log(m) + log(d)) · ∥a− b∥1

Moreover, we have dT(a, b) ≥ ∥a− b∥1 deterministically.

We note that Lemma 4.3 immediately implies that a single draw of a tree metricT fromQuadTree(Ω)
satisfies the distortion guarantees we desired: it is non-contracting for vectors in Ω, and has a
bounded expected expansion. In what follows, we will show how to maintain a data structure for
T dynamically, and for this purpose, it is useful to modify the way in which the “data-dependent”
weights w(v, vu) are defined in Step 4.

Definition 4.4. For any set Ω ⊂ {0, 1}d, let T be generated from an execution of QuadTree(Ω).
We let T′ denote the tree metric whose vertex set, edge set, and mapping φ : {0, 1}d → T is the
same as in T; however, we modify the weights as follows:

• For each node v ∈ T′, if Elms(v)∩Ω ̸= ∅, we sample what we call a representative Rep(v) ∼
Elms(vu) ∩ Ω.

• For each edge (v, vu) ∈ T′ where v is at depth ℓ, we let

w′(v, vu) =

{
∥Rep(v)−Rep(vu)∥1 Elms(vu) ∩ Ω ̸= ∅

d/2ℓ · ξ otherwise
.

We similarly consider the tree metric (T′, dT′), and we have

dT′(x, y) =
L+1∑
ℓ=1

Splitℓ(x, y) ·
(
w′(vℓ−1(x), vℓ(x)) +w′(vℓ−1(y), vℓ(y))

)
. (9)

Data Structure for Dynamic, Data-Dependent Probabilistic Trees. We can now describe
the data structure which maintains the tree T′, which samples T from QuadTree(Ω) and uses the
modified edge weights in Definition 4.4. The data structure will maintain the following information:

• We store the sampled functions ϕ0, . . . ,ϕL (by storing the set of indices sampled for each
ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L}), and note that it suffices to store the set of indices samples, which has size at
most d always. This takes time O(Ld) during initialization.

• We also maintain the set Ω, as well as the subtree of T′ of nodes v for which Elms(v) ∩ Ω
is non-empty. For each such node v, we maintain the set Elms(v) ∩ Ω, as well as the sample
Rep(v) ∼ Elms(v) ∩ Ω.
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This completes the description of the data structure. Note that, each vector x ∈ Ω is naturally
mapped to a leaf φ(x) which may easily be found in O(dL) time by walking down the (stored)
subtree of T′. Given two leaves φ(x) and φ(y) for x, y ∈ Ω, the required information is available
to compute (9) in time O(dL). Then, when updating the set Ω by inserting or deleting a vector
x ∈ {0, 1}d, we proceed by:

• Insertion: We insert x to Ω and find the leaf φ(x), considering the root-to-leaf path given by
nodes v0(x), . . . , vL+1(x), where one may need to initialize new nodes if vℓ(x) was not stored
in the stored subtree. For each node v = vℓ(x), with probability 1/|Elms(v) ∩ Ω| (note that
Ω now includes one more vector), we update Rep(v) to x; otherwise, do not update Rep(v).
If the data structure updates Rep(v), every vector in Elms(v) ∩ Ω has its weighted path
modified and its change is reported.

• Deletion: We delete x to Ω and find the leaf φ(x), considering the root-to-leaf path given
by nodes v0(x), . . . , vL+1(x), where one may need to initialize new nodes if vℓ(x) was not
stored in the stored subtree. For each node v = vℓ(x), if Rep(v) = x, we update Rep(v) by
re-sampling from Elms(v)∩Ω or removing v if empty. If the data structure updates Rep(v),
every vector in Elms(v) ∩ Ω has its weighted path modified and its change is reported.

Analysis. From the metric perspective, the change from T to T′ does not affect the distortion
analysis. The fact that the embedding to (T′, dT′) is non-contracting follows from the triangle
inequality since the path from ϕ(x) to ϕ(y) define some path of the form

vL+1(x), vL(x), . . . , vℓ(x) = vℓ(y), vℓ+1(y), . . . , vL+1(y),

and we have that, for any setting of the randomness,

dT′(x, y) =

L+1∑
j=ℓ+1

(
w′(vj−1(x), vj(x)) +w′(vj−1(y), vj(y))

)
=
∥∥∥Rep(vL+1(x))−Rep(vL(x))

∥∥∥
1
+
∥∥∥Rep(vL(x))−Rep(vL−1(x))

∥∥∥
1
+ · · ·+

+
∥∥∥Rep(vℓ+1(x))−Rep(vℓ(y))

∥∥∥
1
+ · · ·+

∥∥∥Rep(vL(y))−Rep(vL+1(y))
∥∥∥
1

≥ ∥x− y∥1.

In addition, the sampling procedure to modify the weights w′ is defined such that

E
T′

[dT′(x, y)] = E
T
[dT(x, y)] .

Claim 4.5. Consider any sequence of updates u1, . . . , uk (specifying insertions and deletions of
vectors) for the set Ω ⊂ {0, 1}d. If T′ denotes the (randomized) tree maintained by the data struc-
ture, then, for every node v ∈ T′ where Elms(v) ∩Ω is non-empty, the random variable Rep(v) is
distributed as a uniform draw from Elms(v) ∩ Ω.

Proof: We prove the claim by induction on the length of the sequence u1, . . . , uk. For k =
0, Ω is empty therefore the claim is vacuously true. Assume for inductive hypothesis that for
updates u1, . . . , uk, every non-empty Elms(v) ∩ Ω satisfies Rep(v) is uniformly distributed among
Elms(v) ∩ Ω. We consider the update uk+1.
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• Insertion: If uk+1 is the insertion of a vector x ∈ {0, 1}d to Ω, we let Ω′ = Ω∪{x}. The data
structure modifies the distribution of Rep(vℓ(x)) for ℓ = 0, . . . , L+ 1, and any other node v′

rest remain uniform over Elms(v′)∩Ω′ = Elms(v′)∩Ω by induction. For a node v = vℓ(x), the
random variable Rep(v) is now updated to be (i) equal to x with probability 1/|Elms(v)∩Ω′|
and (ii) uniform over Elms(v)∩Ω by induction with the remaining probability. Thus, for any
y ∈ Elms(v) ∩ Ω,

Pr [Rep(v) = y] =

(
1− 1

|Elms(v) ∩ Ω′|

)
· 1

|Elms(v) ∩ Ω|

=

(
|Elms(v) ∩ Ω|
|Elms(v) ∩ Ω′|

)
1

|Elms(v) ∩ Ω|
=

1

|Elms(v) ∩ Ω′|
.

• Deletion: If uk+1 is the deletion of a vector x ∈ {0, 1}d from Ω, we let Ω′ = Ω\{x}. The node
of any v whose value Rep(v) is not x remains the same. By induction, the node was uniformly
distributed over Elms(v) ∩ Ω, and it is now uniformly distributed over Elms(v) ∩ Ω′. Any
node v with Rep(v) = x is re-randomized, so uniform over Elms(v) ∩ Ω′.

This completes the proof, as the draws of ϕ1, . . . ,ϕL+1, and hence the graph structure remains
unchanged. The weights w′ depend on the draws of Rep(v), but these are uniform as needed.

Claim 4.6. Consider any fixed sequence of updates and consider a final update, the expected time
of the update is O(dL).

Proof: First, we note that it takes O(dL) time to find the root-to-leaf path of a vector x ∈ {0, 1}d
which is being added or removed from Ω. Then, we note that for each depth ℓ, on an insertion, the
expected running time resulting from updates to the embeddings as a result from a weight-change
is

L∑
ℓ=0

1

|Elms(vℓ(x)) ∩ Ω|
· |Elms(vℓ(x)) ∩ Ω| ·O(d) = O(dL).

Similarly for deletions, the distribution of each Rep(vℓ(x)) is uniform among Elms(vℓ(x)) ∩ Ω, so
that the probability that the deletion of xmeans that anyRep(vℓ(x)) is updated is 1/|Elms(vℓ(x))∩
Ω|—since this results in a change to |Elms(vℓ(x))∩Ω| weighted paths, the similar bound of O(dL)
follows.

5 Locality Sensitive Hash Family for EMD

We will now show how to construct data-dependent hash families for EMD, assuming some technical
lemmas which we will prove in the later sections. Formally, we consider the metric space whose
objects are size-s tuples, where each entry is a vector in Rd; for any p ∈ [1, 2], the distance will be
the Earth Mover’s distance with ground metric ℓp. We will argue by (i) reducing data-dependent
hashing over (Rd, ℓp) to that of the hypercube {0, 1}d, and then (ii) giving a data-dependent hashing
scheme for EMD over the hypercube.
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5.1 Reduction to Data-Dependent LSH over the Hypercube

By Remark 6, it suffices to consider data-dependent hashing for EMD over (Rd, ℓ1). In the following
Lemma, we reduce the problem further to data-depedent hashing for EMD over the Hamming Cube
{0, 1}t.

Lemma 5.1 (Reduction to the Data-Dependent Hashing on EMDs({0, 1}t)). For any parameters
s, τ ≥ 0 and c > 3, δ ∈ (0, 1):

• Suppose that there exists a data structure for data-dependent hashing over EMDs({0, 1}t) which
is (r, cr/3, p1, p2)-sensitive for the parameter settings

t = Θ(s2c2 log(1/δ)) and r =
t

1.99c
≥ ω(s),

which has initialization time Ih(n) and query time Qh(n).

• Then, there exists a data structure for data-dependent hashing over EMDs(R
d, ℓ1) which is

(τ, cτ, p1 − δ, p2 + δ)-sensitive with initialization time Ih(n) + n · poly(sd) and query time
Qh(n) + poly(sd).

We prove the above lemma by showing how to use a locality-sensitive hash function to give a
threshold embedding from EMDs(R

d, ℓ1) to EMDs({0, 1}t). Lemma 5.1 will then simply follow, and
the remainder of the section proves the next lemma.

Lemma 5.2. For any parameters s, τ,≥ 0, c > 3, as well as δ ∈ (0, 1), there exists a distribution
Γ over functions f : EMDs(R

d, ℓ1)→ EMDs({0, 1}t), where t = O(s2c2 log(δ−1)) and r = t/(1.99c),
such that the following holds:

• For every x, y ∈ EMDs(R
d, ℓ1) with EMD(x, y) ≤ τ , EMD(f(x),f(y)) ≤ r with probability at

least 1− δ over f ∼ Γ.

• For every x, y ∈ EMDs(R
d, ℓ1) with EMD(x, y) ≥ cτ , EMD(f(x),f(y)) ≥ cr/3 with probability

at least 1− δ over f ∼ Γ.

Furthermore, there exists a data structure which maintains a draw of f ∼ Γ and supports queries
of f(x) for x ∈ EMDs(R

d, ℓ1) which has an initialization and query time of poly(sd).

Proof: [Proof of Lemma 5.1 assuming Lemma 5.2] We define the data structure which maintains
a draw from a hash family Φ2 over EMDs(R

d, ℓ1) which will be (r, cr, p1, p2)-sensitive. In order to
initialize the data structure upon receiving a distribution µ, we perform the following:

1. First, we initialize a data structure of Lemma 5.2 in order to maintain a sample f ∼ Γ. We
query the function n times for each point in the support of µ, and consider the push-forward
distribution µ′ over EMDs({0, 1}t) given by sampling x ∼ µ and outputting f(x) (which is
also supported on at most n points).

2. Then, we initialize the data structure to consider the hash family Φ1, which is assumed to be
(r, cr/3, p1, p2)-sensitive for µ′, and will maintain a sample ϕ1 ∼ Φ1.
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3. The data structure then maintains a draw ϕ2 ∼ Φ2 which is defined by letting ϕ2(x) =
ϕ1(f(x)).

Note that the running time of the initialization is n ·poly(sd)+Ih(n). Then, upon receiving a query
x ∈ EMDs(R

d, ℓ1), we may query ϕ2(x) by first querying f(x) and then querying ϕ1(f(x)) in time
poly(sd) +Qh(n). This completes the description of the data structure and we now check the two
properties of Definition 3.2 for Φ2.

Consider two points x, y ∈ EMDs(R
d, ℓ1) with EMD(x, y) ≤ τ . By Lemma 5.2, with probability

1 − δ over f ∼ Γ, EMD(f(x),f(y)) ≤ r, for r = t/(1.99c). Therefore, the guarantee that Φ1 is
(r, cr/3, p1, p2)-sensitive means that ϕ2(x) = ϕ2(y) with probability at least p1 − δ as needed.

For the second property of Definition 3.2, consider any points x, y ∈ EMDs(R
d, ℓ1) with EMD(x, y) ≥

cτ . By Lemma 5.2, with probability at least 1− δ over f ∼ Γ, EMD(f(x),f(y)) ≥ cr/3. Therefore,

Pr
ϕ2∼Φ2
y∼µ

[
EMD(x,y) ≥ cτ,
ϕ2(x) = ϕ2(y)

]
≤ E

f∼Γ

 Pr
ϕ1∼Φ1
y∼µ

[
EMD(f(x),f(y)) ≥ cr/3,
ϕ1(f(x)) = ϕ1(f(y))

]+ δ

≤ p2 + δ.

5.1.1 Proof of Lemma 5.2

We now give the proof of Lemma 5.2, where we begin by introducing a hash family over d-dimensional
ℓ1 space (Rd, ℓ1). Even though the LSH properties require that there be a gap between close and
far pairs of points, we will use the stronger property that, for close enough points, the probability
they are divided by this hash family is proportional to their distance.

Proposition 5.3. For any threshold R > 0, there is a hash family G mapping (Rd, ℓ1) to a universe
U with the property that, for any a, b ∈ Rd with ∥a− b∥1 ≤ R,

Pr
g∼G

[g(a) ̸= g(b)] =
∥a− b∥1
dR

,

and for any a, b ∈ Rd with ∥a− b∥1 > R,

Pr
g∼G

[g(a) ̸= g(b)] >
1

d
.

In addition, a hash function from the family may be stored in O(1) space and evaluated on an
element in O(1) time.

Proof: We describe how to generate a draw g ∼ G. We sample a random coordinate i∗ ∼ [d], and
we impose a randomly shifted by offset b ∼ [R] grid of size length R for the coordinate i∗. The hash
function g is then given by:

g(x) =

⌈
xi∗ + b

R

⌉
.
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We have

Pr
g∼G

[g(a) ̸= g(b)] =
1

d

d∑
i=1

Pr
g∼G

[g(a) ̸= g(b) | i∗ = i] =
1

d

d∑
i=1

min

{
1,
|ai − bi|

R

}
.

If ∥a − b∥1 ≤ R, then |ai − bi| ≤ R for all i ∈ [d], and the above sum is ∥a − b∥1/(dR) as desired.
Otherwise, if any single i satisfies |ai − bi| ≥ R, then the above at least 1/d as desired.

Corollary 5.4. For any threshold R > 0, there is a hash family Gd mapping (Rd, ℓ1) to a universe
U with the property that for any a, b ∈ Rd with ∥a− b∥1 ≤ R we have

∥a− b∥1
2R

≤ Pr
g∼Gd

[g(a) ̸= g(b)] ≤ ∥a− b∥1
R

And if ∥a − b∥1 > R, Prg∼Gd [g(a) ̸= g(b)] > 1/2. A hash function from the family may be stored
in O(d) space and may be evaluaated on an element in O(d) time.

Proof: We take the hash family G used above in Proposition 5.3, and output its concatenation d
times. In particular, we use the hash family

Gd =
{
g
∣∣∣ h(x) = (g1(x), g2(x), . . . , gd(x)), g1, . . . , gd ∼ G

}
Note then that if ∥a− b∥1 ≤ R,

Pr
g∼Gd

[g(a) ̸= g(b)] = 1−
(
1− ∥a− b∥1

dR

)d
Using the inequalities that (1) (1− x)d ≥ 1− xd for d ≥ 1, x ≥ −1, (2) (1− x)d ≤ 1/(1 + xd) for
x ∈ [−1, 1/d) and d ≥ 0, and (3) that x/2 ≤ 1− 1/(1 + x) for x ∈ [0, 1], we have

∥a− b∥1
2R

≤ 1− 1

1 + ∥a−b∥1
R

≤ 1−
(
1− ∥a− b∥1

dR

)d
≤ ∥a− b∥1

R

For the second case, using (1) and Proposition 5.3 yields the desired result. The running time
bounds then simply follow.

We now define the distribution Hdt (R) over functions Rd → {0, 1}t. Then, we will show how to
specify R, and set the distribution Γ in Lemma 5.2 to be the function which applies f ∼ Hdt (R) to
each of the s elements in EMDs(R

d, ℓ1). We let f ∼ Hdt (R) be given by:

1. For each i ∈ [t], we sample a function gi ∼ Gd (from Corollary 5.4), as well as a random
function χi : Z→ {0, 1}.

2. For each i ∈ [t], we let f i(x) = χi(gi(x)), and then we set

f(x) = (f1(x),f2(x), . . . ,f t(x)) ∈ {0, 1}t.
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Data Structure Guarantees for f ∼ Γ. Even though we described the above procedure which
samples f , the data structure does not explicitly sample the random functions χi. Rather, the
data structure instantiates t data structures which sample gi ∼ Gd from Corollary 5.4; but does
not explicitly generate the random functions χi : Z → {0, 1}—rather, it generates them in a lazy
fashion. Whenever there is a query point x ∈ EMDs(R

d, ℓ1), it queries the t data structures to
compute gi(x) and checks whether or not it had already generated (the random draw of) χi(gi(x));
it uses it if it did, and generates it and stores it if it did not. This way, the total running time of the
initialization procedure is O(dt) and the running time of the querying x ∈ EMDs(R

d, ℓ1) is O(dts),
which becomes poly(sd) for the setting of t.

Expansion and Contraction Guarantees for f ∼ Γ. First, note that, by Proposition 5.3, if
∥a− b∥1 ≤ R, any i ∈ [t] satisfies

∥a− b∥1
4R

≤ Pr
f i

[f i(a) ̸= f i(b)] ≤
∥a− b∥1

2R
. (10)

Moreover, if ∥a− b∥1 > R then

Pr
f i

[f i(a) ̸= f i(b)] ≥
1

4
. (11)

The following two claims are simple applications of Chernoff Bounds, using the expectations ob-
tained from expressions (10) and (11).

Claim 5.5. Fix any a, b ∈ Rd with ∥a − b∥1 ≤ R, and fix any ϵ, δ ∈ (0, 1). Then, as long as
t = O(ϵ−2 log δ−1) (for sufficiently high constant),

Pr

[
t

(
∥a− b∥1

4R
− ϵ
)
≤ ∥f(a)− f(b)∥1 ≤ t

(
∥a− b∥1

2R
+ ϵ

)]
> 1− δ

Claim 5.6. Fix any a, b ∈ Rd with ∥a − b∥1 > R, and fix any ϵ, δ ∈ (0, 1). Then, as long as
t = O(ϵ−2 log δ−1) (for sufficiently high constant),

Pr

[
∥f(a)− f(b)∥1 < t

(
1

4
− ϵ
)]

< δ

Given a function f ∼ Hdt (R), there is a natural application of that function s many times, in order
to map (Rd)s → ({0, 1}t)s. Namely, given a tuple x ∈ EMDs(R

d, ℓ1) of s elements in Rd, we may
apply f to each of the s elements individually and obtain a tuple of s elements in {0, 1}t. Thus, we
will abuse notation and denote f : EMDs(R

d, ℓ1)→ EMDs({0, 1}t) given by mapping

x = (x1, . . . , xs) ∈ EMDs(R
d, ℓ1)

f7−→ (f(x1), . . . ,f(xs)) ∈ EMDs({0, 1}t).

The (randomized) function f : EMDs(R
d, ℓ1) → EMDs({0, 1}t) defines our desired mapping of

Lemma 5.2. We now fix ϵ0, r, t,R as follows:

ϵ0 = Θ(ϵ/(sc)), t = O
(
ϵ−2
0 log

(s
δ

))
, r =

t

1.99c
, R = c · τ. (12)
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To verify the two properties of Lemma 5.2, consider any x, y ∈ EMDs(R
d, ℓ1) and let π : [s] → [s]

denote the bijection realizing EMD(x, y) (i.e., that which satisfies EMD(x, y) =
∑s

i=1 ∥xi − yπ(i)∥1).
Consider the event E(x, y) (defined with respect to the randomness in the draw of f) that, for
all vectors a ∈ x, b ∈ y, the events in Claims 5.5 and 5.6 hold with failure probability δ/s2, i.e.,
whenever ∥a− b∥1 ≤ R,

t

(
∥a− b∥1

4R
− ϵ0

)
≤ ∥f(a)− f(b)∥1 ≤ t

(
∥a− b∥1

2R
+ ϵ0

)
,

and whenever ∥a − b∥1 > R, ∥f(a) − f(b)∥1 is at least t(1/4 − ϵ0). Note that, by a union bound
over s2 pairs of elements (and the settings of t and ϵ0), event E(x, y) holds with probability at least
1− δ.

Lemma 5.7. Let t,R, r be fixed as in Equation 12. For any x, y ∈ EMDs(R
d, ℓ1) with EMD(x, y) ≤

τ , with probability at least 1− δ over the draw of f ∼ Hdt (R), we have EMD(f(x),f(y)) ≤ r.

Proof: First, note that if EMD(x, y) ≤ τ , clearly it holds that for all i ∈ [s] we have ∥xi−yπ(i)∥1 ≤
τ ≤ R. Thus, whenever E(x, y) holds,

s∑
i=1

∥f(xi)− f(yπ(i))∥1 ≤ t

(
s∑
i=1

∥xi − yπ(i)∥1
2R

+ ϵ0

)
≤ t

( τ
2R

+ ϵ0s
)
≤ t

1.99c
= r

Thus, EMD(f(x),f(y)) ≤ r with probability at least 1− δ as desired.

Lemma 5.8. Let t,R, r be fixed as in Equation 12. For any x, y ∈ X with EMD(x, y) ≥ cτ , with
probability at least 1− δ over the draw of f ∼ Hdt (R), we have EMD(f(x),f(y)) ≥ cr/3.

Proof: Consider the case E(x, y) holds. Then, for any matching σ : [s]→ [s],

s∑
i=1

∥f(xi)− f(yπ(i))∥1 ≥ t
s∑
i=1

(
min

{
1

4
,
∥xi − yπ(i)∥1

4R

}
− ϵ0

)
≥ t

(
min

{
1

4
,
EMD(x, y)

4R

}
− sϵ0

)
≥ t/4− stϵ0 ≥ t/4.001 ≥ cr/3.

The proof of Lemma 5.2 the follows immediately from Lemmas 5.7 and 5.8.

5.2 Three Crucial Ingredients for LSH for EMD over the Hypercube

From now on, we will build a data-dependent hash family for EMD on size-s tuples in the hypercube
with respect to the Hamming distance, where the dimension d = poly(s) and our required threshold
r = ω(s). We will refer to “points” as the size-s tuples of vectors in {0, 1}d, and “elements” to the
points in {0, 1}d which will be in the tuples. Hence, a “point” is in reference to a point in the metric
space EMDs({0, 1}d), and each point is a size-s tuple of “elements” in {0, 1}d. We will need three
ingredients, where it is useful to keep in mind the “p1”- and “p2”-properties for hash families in
Definition 3.2; the “p1”-property guarantees that a query and its near neighbor oftentimes collide,
and the “p2”-property guarantees far-apart points sampled from µ oftentimes do not collide.
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1. The first ingredient is Lemma 5.9, which specifies a sequence of hash families whose hash
functions maps points (i.e., size-s tuples of {0, 1}d) to buckets. These hash families are
parametrized by a so-called “level” ℓ, and we will let ℓ vary among L possible levels,8 for
L = Θ(log d). As we will see, these data-independent hash families have a good “p1”-
property—for each of these hash families, the probability that we divide any two points (i.e.,
size-s tuples of {0, 1}d) is at most proportional to EMD(·, ·), and this allows us to say that
close points collide often (since their EMD(·, ·) is small).

2. The second ingredient is Definition 5.10, a point being “locally-dense” with respect to a
distribution µ over points. We define “local-density” as all hash families defined in Lemma 5.9
failing to have the “p2”-property; however, the important consequence (and the reason for the
name “local-density”) will be the following (see Lemma 6.3). A point x (which recall is a
tuple of vectors a1, . . . , as in {0, 1}d) will be locally-dense if “many” of its elements ai have a
non-trivial fraction of “nearby” elements from points in µ (where “many” and “nearby” vary
such that the sum-of-nearest-neighbors—known as the Chamfer distance—to a random subset
of µ is bounded). By Ingredient 1, the hash families H(τ, ℓ) always satisfy the “p1”-property,
but not necessarily the “p2”-property; locally-dense points with respect to µ are exactly those
whose desired “p2”-property with all H(τ, ℓ)’s does not hold.

3. The final ingredient will be the data-dependent hash family which fills in the gap. For all
points, the data-dependent hash family always has the desired “p2”-property, but it may not
have the “p1”-property. However, we will prove that the data-dependent hash family has the
property “p1”-property whenever a point is locally-dense.

In the remainder of the section, we formally state the lemmas which capture the three ingredients
and show how these imply a data-dependent hash family.

Lemma 5.9. For any parameter ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L} and any τ > 0, we define a hash family H(τ, ℓ) (in
Definition 6.1). The hash family H(τ, ℓ) satisfies that, for any two x, y ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d),

Pr
h∼H(τ,ℓ)

[h(a) ̸= h(b)] ≤ EMD(x, y)

τ
.

In addition, there is a data structure which maintains a draw of h ∼ H(τ, ℓ) while supporting queries
of h(x) in initialization and query time O(sd).

Definition 5.10. Let µ denote a distribution supported on EMDs({0, 1}d). For parameters α, τ >
0, we say that a point x ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d) is (α, τ)-locally-dense with respect to µ if for all ℓ ∈
{0, . . . , L},

Pr
u∼µ

h∼H(τ,ℓ)

[h(x) = h(u)] ≥ α.

Lemma 5.11. Let µ denote a distribution supported on EMDs({0, 1}d), and fix any α, τ > 0. Then
for any γ > 0 and δ ∈ (0, 1), there exists a hash family H(µ, τ, γ, δ) with the following properties:

8These levels will correspond to the depth of the quadtree embeddings.
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• Close Points Collide: For any pair of points x, y ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d). If x is (α, τ)-locally-
dense, then

Pr
h∼H(µ,τ,γ,δ)

[h(x) ̸= h(y)] ≤ EMD(x, y)

γ
· λ ·

(
1 + log

(
τ + s

EMD(x, y)
+ 1

))
Where λ = C1 log

(
sd
δα

) (
log log

(
sd
δα

))C2
for absolute constants C1, C2.

• Far Points Separate: For any pair of points x, y ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d),

Pr
h∼H(µ,τ,γ,δ)

[h(x) = h(y)] ≤ exp

(
−EMD(x, y)

γ

)
+ δ.

In addition, there is a data structure which maintains a draw h ∼ H(µ, τ, γ, δ) while supporting
queries of h(x) which has initialization time n · poly(sd/α) (where µ is supported on n points) and
query time poly(sd).

5.2.1 Main Theorems for Data Dependent Hashing and Nearest Neighbor Search

With the above ingredients set in place, we are ready to state the data-dependent hash family for
EMD. The remainder of the section is devoted to proving the main theorem below.

Theorem 9 (Data-Dependent Hashing for EMD). Fix any 0 < p2 < p1 < 1. There exists a data
structure for data-dependent hashing with a (r, cr, p1, p2)-sensitive family for EMDs({0, 1}d) where
r > s for an approximation c > 1 which is

c = Õ

(
1

1− p1
· log

(
1

p2

)
· log

(
sd

p2

))

The data structure has initialization time Ih(n) ≤ n ·poly(sd/((1−p1)p2)) and query time poly(sd).

Our main result, for Data-Dependent LSH for EMDs(R
d, ℓp) for any p ∈ [1, 2] (Theorem 4) follows

from combining Theorem 9 with Lemma 5.1. Setting p1 = 1− ϵ and p2 = Θ(1) in Theorem 9, and
then applying Theorem 7, we obtain our main result on nearest neighbor search under the Earth
Mover’s Distance.

Theorem 10 (Approximate Nearest Neighbor Search for EMD). For any s, d ∈ N, p ∈ [1, 2] and
ϵ ∈ (0, 1), there exists a data structure for approximate nearest neighbor search over EMDs(R

d, ℓp)

with approximation c = Õ( log sϵ ) satisfying the following guarantees:

• Preprocessing Time: The data structure preprocesses a dataset P of n points in EMDs(R
d, ℓp)

in time n1+ϵ · poly(sdϵ−1).

• Query Time: For a vector q ∈ EMDs(R
d, ℓp), we output a c-approximate nearest neighbor

of q in P in time nϵ · poly(sd).
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5.3 The Hash Family D and Proof of Theorem 9

Now that we have stated all of the preliminary ingredients, we show how to construct the data-
dependent hash family D stated in Theorem 9. Let λ = Õ

(
log( sdδα)

)
be the parameter defined in

Lemma 5.11. We now instantiate the following parameters

τ =
4 · (L+ 1) · r

1− p1
, α =

(1− p1) · p2
6

, γ =

(
λ log

(
20(L+1)
1−p1

)
+ log( 1

1−p1 )
)
· τ

L+ 1

δ =
p2
3
, c = log

(
3

p2

)
· γ
r

To sample sample a hash function h ∼ D, we first sample a hash functions h0, . . . ,hL, where
hℓ ∼ H(τ, ℓ) for each ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L}, and we next sample a hash function h∗ ∼ H(µ, τ, γ, δ). In
order to evaluate h on a point z ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d), we first check whether there exists an index
ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L} for which

Pr
u∼µ

[hℓ(z) = hℓ(u)] ≤
p2
3
. (13)

If so, then we define ℓ(z) to be the smallest index ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L} where (13) holds. If no such index
exists, we set ℓ(z) = ∗. The final hash function h ∼ D then evaluates:

h(z) =
(
ℓ(z),hℓ(z)(z)

)
.

Running Time for Initializing and Querying h ∼ D. For the initialization, we must initialize
and sample hℓ ∼ H(τ, ℓ) for each ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L}, as well as h∗ ∼ H(µ, τ, γ, δ). The initialization
as well as query time for the draws to hℓ ∼ H(τ, ℓ) take time O(sd) (from Lemma 5.9). From
Lemma 5.11, the initialization time of h∗ takes time n · poly(sd/α), which is n · poly(sd/ϵ) as
claimed. The time to query a single h∗ is poly(sd).

It remains to show how to compute ℓ(z), as this determines which hash function to evaluate in
Equation 13. We proceed as follows during the initialization. First, we draw the hash functions
h0, . . . ,hL and apply them to the dataset of all points x in the support supp(µ) of µ (taking time
n · poly(sd)). Then, we compute, for each bucket, the probability mass under µ which lies in
that bucket (which is simply the number of dataset points hashed to that bucket, divided by n).
Maintaining this additional information allows one to quickly determine the value of ℓ(z), for any
z. Thus, the total query time is (L+ 1) · poly(sd) + poly(sd).

Analysis. We first upper bound the probability that points which are close have different hash
values. Suppose x, y ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d) with EMD(x, y) ≤ r, and notice that in order for h(x) ̸= h(y),
there must exists a hash function (either hℓ for ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L} or h∗) where they disagree (Otherwise,
if all the hash functions agree, it follows that all ℓ(.) values agree, thus the composite hash functions
h(.) agree). Suppose first that x is (α, τ)-locally-dense. Then, we may apply Lemma 5.9 and the
first item of Lemma 5.11 to say

Pr
h∼D

[h(x) ̸= h(y)] ≤ (L+ 1) · sup
ℓ

Pr
hℓ∼H(τ,ℓ)

[hℓ(x) ̸= hℓ(y)] + Pr
h∗∼H(µ,τ,γ,δ)

[h∗(x) ̸= h∗(y)]
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where we can bound the first term by

(L+ 1) · sup
ℓ

Pr
hℓ∼H(τ,ℓ)

[hℓ(x) ̸= hℓ(y)] ≤ (L+ 1) · r · (1− p1)
4 · (L+ 1) · r

≤ 1− p1
4

.

For the remaining term, via Lemma 5.11 we have

Pr
h∗∼H(µ,τ,γ,δ)

[h∗(x) ̸= h∗(y)] ≤
EMD(x, y)

γ
· λ ·

(
1 + log

(
τ + s

EMD(x, y)
+ 1

))
Using that τ > 4r ≥ 4s (by assumption of the Theorem statement), that r > EMD(x, y), and we
can upper bound (1 + log(z + 1)) by log(4z) whenever z ≥ 1, we have

Pr
h∗∼H(µ,τ,γ,δ)

[h∗(x) ̸= h∗(y)] ≤
(L+ 1) · EMD(x, y)

τ · log
(
20(L+1)
1−p1

) · log
(

5τ

EMD(x, y)

)

≤ EMD(x, y) · (1− p1)

4r · log
(
20(L+1)
1−p1

) · log
(

20r(L+ 1)

EMD(x, y) · (1− p1)

)

≤ EMD(x, y) · (1− p1)
4r

· log
(

r

EMD(x, y)

)
+

1− p1
4 · log

(
20(L+1)
1−p1

) · log(20(L+ 1)

1− p1

)

≤ 1− p1
2

which concludes that for x, y with EMD(x, y) ≤ r, and such that x is (α, τ) locally dense, we have:

Pr
h∼D

[h(x) ̸= h(y)] ≤ 3(1− p1)
4

.

On the other hand, suppose that EMD(x, y) ≤ r and x is not (α, τ)-locally-dense, and let ℓ0 denote
the smallest index which certifies that x is not (α, τ)-locally-dense (recall Definition 5.10). Then,
whenever h(x) ̸= h(y), one of the two cases must occur:

1. At least one of ℓ(x) or ℓ(y) lies in {0, . . . , L}. First observe that whenever hℓ(x) = hℓ(y)
for all ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L}, it must be the case that ℓ(x) = ℓ(y), since whether (13) holds for a
point x at level ℓ is a deterministic function of the hash bucket that x lands in under hℓ. If
ℓ(x) = ℓ(y), then clearly hℓ(x)(x) ̸= hℓ(y)(y). Thus, for this case to occur, it must be that
hℓ(x) ̸= hℓ(y) for at least one ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L}. As before, we can bound this probability by a
union bound over the L levels:

Pr

[
h(x) ̸= h(y)
{ℓ(x), ℓ(y)} ≠ ∗

]
≤ (L+ 1) · sup

ℓ
Pr

hℓ∼H(τ,ℓ)
[hℓ(x) ̸= hℓ(y)] ≤

1− p1
4

.
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2. Both ℓ(x) = ℓ(y) = ∗. In this case, we can upper bound the probability that ℓ(x) ̸= ℓ0 by
Markov’s inequality. Namely, Definition 5.10 implies that the expectation, over the draw of
hℓ0 ∼ H(τ, ℓ0), of the probability over u ∼ µ that hℓ0(u) = hℓ0(x) is at most α; but when we
sampled hℓ0 ∼ H(τ, ℓ0), the fact that ℓ(x) = ∗ implies that this probability was larger than
p2/3. Thus:

Pr

[
h(x) ̸= h(y)

ℓ(x) = ℓ(y) = ∗

]
≤ Pr

hℓ0
∼H(τ,ℓ0)

[
Pr
u∼µ

[hℓ0(u) = hℓ0(x)] ≥
p2
3

]
≤ 3α

p2
≤ 1− p1

2
.

By a union bound, the probability h(x) ̸= h(y) is at most 1 − p1. That concludes the condition
that points which are closer than r in EMD tend to collide. We now upper bound the probability
that points which are far collide. Suppose that x ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d) and we think of sampling y ∼ µ
and h ∼ D, and evaluating the probability that they are separated. Then, we can upper bound the
probability that h(x) = h(y) and EMD(x,y) ≥ c · r by first sampling h1, . . . ,hL and h∗, and then
sampling y. Note that

Pr
h∼D
y∼µ

[
EMD(x,y) ≥ c · r

h(x) = h(y)

]
≤ Pr

[
ℓ(x) ∈ {0, . . . , L}
hℓ(x)(x) = hℓ(x)(y)

]
+Pr [h∗(x) = h∗(y) | EMD(x,y) ≥ c · r]

≤ p2
3

+ exp

(
−cr
γ

)
+
p2
3
≤ p2.

where the first inequality uses, by definition of ℓ(x) ∈ {0, . . . , L}, that whenever this occurs, the
probability over y ∼ µ that hℓ(x)(x) = hℓ(x)(y) is at most p2/3, and otherwise, if ℓ(x) = ∗, we
apply the second item of Lemma 5.11 with our setting of c.

6 Ingredients 1 and 2: the Hash Family H(τ, ℓ) and Locally-Dense
Points

In this section, we give the first ingredient and prove Lemma 5.9. We will first define the hash
family H(τ, ℓ), and derive the main consequence of locally-dense points.

6.1 Hash Family H(τ, ℓ) and Proof of Lemma 5.9

As in Subsection 5.2, the term “points” is used to denote size-s tuples of vectors in {0, 1}d. Each
of the s vectors in {0, 1}d is referred to as an “element” of the point. We let L = O(log d), and we
will refer to ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L} as the “levels.”

Definition 6.1 (The Hash Family H(τ, ℓ)). For τ > 0 and ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L}, the hash family H(τ, ℓ)
is specified by the following sampling procedure. A draw of a hash function h ∼ H(τ, ℓ) proceeds by:

1. First, we sample ϕ ∼ H2ℓ (as in Section 4) by sampling 2ℓ coordinates i1, . . . , i2ℓ ∼ [d] and

letting ϕ : {0, 1}d → {0, 1}2ℓ be

ϕ(a) = (ai1 , ai2 , . . . , ai2ℓ ) ∈ {0, 1}
2ℓ .
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2. Then, for each u ∈ {0, 1}2ℓ and each k ∈ [s], we let Cu,k ∼ Ber(d/(τ2ℓ+1)).

3. For a point x ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d), and u ∈ {0, 1}2
ℓ
and k ∈ [s], we let χ(x, u, k) ∈ {0, 1} be

χ(x, u, k) = 1{at least k elements a ∈ x satisfy ϕ(a) = u}.

With those definitions, we let

h(x) =
(
Cu,k · χ(x, u, k) : u ∈ {0, 1}2

ℓ
, k ∈ [s]

)
∈ {0, 1}{0,1}2

ℓ×[s].

Data Structure Guarantees for h ∼ H(τ, ℓ). It is important to note that, for each x ∈
EMDs({0, 1}d), we may compute h(x) in time O(sd). This is because, even though the vector h(x)

lies in hypercube of dimensionality as high as s × 22
L
, the vectors h(x) have at most s non-zero

coordinates. We may identify the at-most-s non-zero entries of χ(x, u, k) in O(sd) time, and we
can generate and store the corresponding Bernoulli random variables Cu,k with a constant-time
overhead per access. If we always store the values of Cu,k generated after each query h(x) (since
there are at most s such Bernoulli random variables being generated), we may implement evaluations
to h ∼ H(τ, ℓ) as a data structure, whose initialization and query time is O(sd).

Lemma 5.9. For any parameter ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L} and any τ > 0, we define a hash family H(τ, ℓ) (in
Definition 6.1). The hash family H(τ, ℓ) satisfies that, for any two x, y ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d),

Pr
h∼H(τ,ℓ)

[h(a) ̸= h(b)] ≤ EMD(x, y)

τ
.

In addition, there is a data structure which maintains a draw of h ∼ H(τ, ℓ) while supporting queries
of h(x) in initialization and query time O(sd).

Proof: In order for h(x) ̸= h(y), there must exists at least one u ∈ {0, 1}2ℓ and k ∈ [s] where
Cu,k = 1, and χ(x, u, k) ̸= χ(y, u, k). Thus, we can upper bound the probability that h(x) ̸= h(y)
by

Pr
h∼H(τ,ℓ)

[h(x) ̸= h(y)] = Pr [∃u, k s.t χ(x0, u, k) ̸= χ(y, u, k) and Cu,k = 1]

≤ d

τ · 2ℓ+1
E

ϕ∼H
2ℓ

 ∑
u∈{0,1}2ℓ

s∑
k=1

1 {χ(x, u, k) ̸= χ(y, u, k)}

 .
Suppose we let a1, . . . , as ∈ {0, 1}d denote the elements of x, and b1, . . . , bs ∈ {0, 1}d denote the
elements of y; where we re-index the elements so that ai is matched to bi in the matching which
realizes EMD(x, y). Then, we deterministically satisfy (for all choices of ϕ),∑

u∈{0,1}2ℓ

s∑
k=1

1{χ(x, u, k) ̸= χ(y, u, k)} ≤
s∑
i=1

2 · 1{ϕ(ai) ̸= ϕ(bi)}.

We may thus upper bound

Pr
h∼H(τ,ℓ)

[h(x) ̸= h(y)] ≤ 2d

τ · 2ℓ+1

s∑
i=1

Pr
ϕ∼H

2ℓ

[ϕ(ai) ̸= ϕ(bi)] ≤
d

τ · 2ℓ
s∑
i=1

2ℓ∥ai − bi∥1
d

=
EMD(x, y)

τ
.
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6.2 Locally-Dense Points

In this section, we derive the main consequence of locally-dense points, which will become a crucial
ingredient in Lemma 5.11. We will let µ denote a distribution over points in EMDs({0, 1}d) and
refer to the hash families H(τ, ℓ) defined in Definition 6.1. Recall the definition of locally-dense
points (which we reproduce below).

Definition 6.2. Let µ denote a distribution supported on EMDs({0, 1}d). For parameters α, τ >
0, we say that a point x ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d) is (α, τ)-locally-dense with respect to µ if for all ℓ ∈
{0, . . . , L},

Pr
u∼µ

h∼H(τ,ℓ)

[h(x) = h(u)] ≥ α.

For any two subsets x and z of vectors in {0, 1}d, we let the Chamfer distance from x to z be given
by

Chamfer(x, z) =
∑
a∈x

min
b∈z
∥a− b∥1.

Notice that Chamfer(·, ·) is an asymmetric measure (Chamfer(x, z) is not equal to Chamfer(z, x)).
The main consequence of the above definition is that a point x ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d) which is locally-
dense will have a small Chamfer distance to the union of elements in a (relatively) small sample
from µ.

Lemma 6.3. Let µ denote a distribution supported on EMDs({0, 1}d). If, for parameters α, τ > 0, a
point x ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d) is (α, τ)-locally dense with respect to µ, then as long as m = ω(log(sd)/α),

E
y1,...,ym∼µ

[
Chamfer

(
x,

m⋃
i=1

yi

)]
≤ (τ + s) · polylog(sd/α).

6.2.1 Proof of Lemma 6.3

We consider a fixed point x which is (α, τ)-locally dense with respect to µ, and we let Vs ⊂
EMDs({0, 1}d) denote the subset of points y ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d) which satisfy

Pr
h∼H(τ,ℓ)

[h(x) = h(y)] ≥ α/2.

Notice that, from an averaging argument, Pry∼µ [y ∈ Vs] ≥ α/2. So fix y ∈ Vs, and for any ρ > 0
let E(y, ρ) denote the subset of elements of x which do not contain any element of y within distance
ρ, i.e.,

E(y, ρ) = {a ∈ x : ∀b ∈ y, ∥a− b∥1 > ρ} .

Claim 6.4. For any y ∈ Vs and ρ ≥ 1, the set E(y, ρ) has size

|E(y, ρ)| ≤ max

{
12τ · log2(4s/α)

ρ
, s

}
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Proof: First, note that the above statement is trivial once ρ = d since all elements are in {0, 1}d,
so as long as y is non-empty, there cannot be any elements in x whose distance to all of y is larger
than d. In addition, the set E(y, ρ) always contains at most s elements, since it is a subset of
x ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d). Thus, we consider ρ between 1 and d; here, we may consider the smallest
setting of ℓ in {0, . . . , L}9 which satisfies

3d · log(s/α)
ρ

≤ 2ℓ ≤ 6d · log(s/α)
ρ

, (14)

and recall that the hash function h ∼ H(τ, ℓ), after sampling ϕ ∼ H2ℓ , will sub-sample, for each

u ∈ {0, 1}2ℓ and k ∈ [s] an indicator from Ber(d/(τ2ℓ+1)) and consider the values of χ(y, u, k) and
χ(x, u, k) for u, k with Cu,k = 1. Thus, suppose that we define the random set Z which depends on
the draw ϕ ∼ H2ℓ , given by

Z =
{
(u, k) ∈ {0, 1}2ℓ × [s] : χ(x, u, k) ̸= χ(y, u, k)

}
,

and note that in order for h(x) = h(y), we must have avoided setting Cu,k = 1 for (u, k) ∈ Z—
otherwise, the coordinate corresponding to (u, k) in h(x) differs from that of h(y). Since y ∈ Vs,

α

2
≤ Pr

h∼H(τ,ℓ)
[h(x) = h(y)] = E

h∼H(τ,ℓ)

[(
1− d

τ · 2ℓ+1

)|Z|
]
≤ E

h∼H(τ,ℓ)

[
exp

(
− d

τ · 2ℓ+1
· |Z|

)]
≤ Pr

ϕ∼H
2ℓ

[
|Z| ≤ τ · 2ℓ+1 · log(4/α)

d

]
+
α

4
,

which implies that Z must have size smaller than τ · 2ℓ+1 log(4/α)/d with probability at least α/4.
Suppose, for the sake of contradiction, that the set E(y, ρ) has at size

|E(y, ρ)| > 12τ · log2(4s/α)
ρ

≥ τ · 2ℓ+1 · log(4/α)
d

,

where the second inequality is by the upper bound in (13). Then, we may lower bound |Z| by
considering the elements from E(y, ρ) which never collide with any element from y under ϕ. In
particular, if all elements of E(y, ρ) have no elements from y colliding, these contribute to entries
(u, k) of Z. Thus,

Pr
ϕ∼H

2ℓ

[
|Z| > τ · 2ℓ+1 · log(4/p2)

d

]
≥ Pr

ϕ∼H
2ℓ

[∀a ∈ E(y, rℓ),∀b ∈ y : ϕ(a) ̸= ϕ(b)]

= 1− Pr
ϕ∼H

2ℓ

[∃a ∈ E(y, ρ),∃b ∈ y : ϕ(a) = ϕ(b)]

≥ 1− |E(y, ρ)| · s ·
(
1− ρ

d

)2ℓ
≥ 1− s2 · exp

(
−2ℓ · ρ

d

)
≥ 1− o(α),

by setting of ℓ (the lower bound in (13)). This is a contradiction, so we obtain a bound on |E(y, ρ)|.

9We note that L is a large enough factor of O(log d) so that 2ℓ may be as high as 3d log(s/α)/ρ, since s and d are
polynomially related, and α will be set to a small enough constant.
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We now conclude the proof of Lemma 6.3. Below, we write a ∼ x to mean sampling an element a
from x ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d) uniformly at random. Then, we may write

E
y1,...,ym∼µ

[
Chamfer

(
x,

m⋃
i=1

yi

)]
= s

∫ ∞

ρ:0
Pr

y1,...,ym∼µ
a∼x

[∀i ∈ [m] : a ∈ E(yi, ρ)]

≤
∫ d

ρ:1

12τ · log2(4s/α)
ρ

· dρ+ sd
(
1− α

2

)m
+ s

≤ 12τ · log2(4s/α) · log d+ sd
(
1− α

2

)m
+ s

7 Ingredient 3: SampleTree and Proof of Lemma 5.11

In this section, we show the proof of Lemma 5.11, which gives the final ingredient of the data-
dependent hashing scheme for EMDs({0, 1}d), and concludes the proof of Theorem 9. We reproduce
the lemma below and proceed by first describing the SampleTree embedding, and then giving
two lemmas which state the expansion and contraction properties of SampleTree that give rise to
Lemma 5.11. The remainder of the section is then devoted to showing the expansion and contraction
lemmas.

Lemma 5.11. Let µ denote a distribution supported on EMDs({0, 1}d), and fix any α, τ > 0. Then
for any γ > 0 and δ ∈ (0, 1), there exists a hash family H(µ, τ, γ, δ) with the following properties:

• Close Points Collide: For any pair of points x, y ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d). If x is (α, τ)-locally-
dense, then

Pr
h∼H(µ,τ,γ,δ)

[h(x) ̸= h(y)] ≤ EMD(x, y)

γ
· λ ·

(
1 + log

(
τ + s

EMD(x, y)
+ 1

))
Where λ = C1 log

(
sd
δα

) (
log log

(
sd
δα

))C2
for absolute constants C1, C2.

• Far Points Separate: For any pair of points x, y ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d),

Pr
h∼H(µ,τ,γ,δ)

[h(x) = h(y)] ≤ exp

(
−EMD(x, y)

γ

)
+ δ.

In addition, there is a data structure which maintains a draw h ∼ H(µ, τ, γ, δ) while supporting
queries of h(x) which has initialization time n · poly(sd/α) (where µ is supported on n points) and
query time poly(sd).

7.1 The SampleTree Embedding and Hash Family Construction

In this section, we specify the construction of the hash family H(µ, τ, γ, δ). We will do so by first
specifying the SampleTree embedding, and then concatenating it with a locality-sensitive hash
function in ℓ1. In particular, we first describe an algorithm, SampleTree, which takes as input a
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Subroutine SampleTree(µ,m)

Input: A distribution µ supported on EMDs({0, 1}d), and positive integer m.
Output: A weighted tree T obtained from an execution of QuadTree.

1. Take m random i.i.d. samples y1, . . . ,ym ∼ µ, and let Ω =
⋃m
i=1 yi ⊂ {0, 1}d.

2. Let Ω̂ ⊂ {0, 1}d denote the set of (at most ms(d+ 1) elements)

Ω̂ = Nbr(Ω)
def
=
{
b′ ∈ {0, 1}d : ∃b ∈ Ω, ∥b− b′∥1 ≤ 1

}
.

3. Run and return QuadTree(Ω̂, ξ) (Figure 1) where we set ξ = Θ(log(msd/δ)).

Figure 3: The SampleTree Algorithm.

distribution µ supported on EMDs({0, 1}d) and a parameter m (which, as per Lemma 6.3, will be
set to ω(log(sd)/α)), and outputs a weighted tree T from an execution to QuadTree in Figure 1.

To describe SampleTree algorithm, we introduce the notations of neighborhood. For any element
e ∈ {0, 1}d, let the neighborhood of e be

Nbr(e) :=
{
p ∈ {0, 1}d | ∥e− p∥1 ≤ 1

}
We extend the above notation so that we can apply it to a set of elements as we do in Figure 3.
For any set Ω ⊆ {0, 1}d, let the neighborhood of Ω be

Nbr(Ω) :=
{
p ∈ {0, 1}d | ∃e ∈ Ω, ∥e− p∥1 ≤ 1

}
The SampleTree sub-routine (in Figure 3) specifies a tree metric T, and a natural association of
any element a ∈ {0, 1}d to a leaf in T (each element a ∈ {0, 1}d maps to a unique leaf in T, since the
final hash function ϕL+1 : {0, 1}d → {0, 1}d is set to the identity). Thus, we let EMDs(T) denote
the metric space on size-s tuples of leaves in T. We let x, y ∈ EMDs(T), with x = (x1, . . . , xs) and
y = (y1, . . . , ys) where x1, . . . , xn, y1, . . . , yn are leaves in T, and

EMDT(x, y) = min
π : [s]→[s]
bijection

s∑
i=1

dT(xi, yπ(i)),

where dT(·, ·) denotes the length of the shortest path between two leaves. We thus have the following
(straight-forward) association of points x ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d) to points in EMDs(T): if the point
x ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d) is specified by the s elements x1, . . . , xs ∈ {0, 1}d, we consider the point x′ ∈
EMDs(T) given by the s-tuple of mapped elements x1, . . . , xs which are leaves in T. We abuse
notation and refer to x ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d) and x ∈ EMDs(T) for clarity—these are in bijective
correspondence and should be clear from context whether we will use the sampled tree T, or the
original representation in {0, 1}d.
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Data Structure Guarantees for SampleTree. It is important to note (and similarly to Def-
inition 6.1) that the running time of naively executing SampleTree will incur exponential-in-d

factors, since Line 3 of QuadTree iterates through u ∈ {0, 1}2ℓ (where ℓ may be as high as
poly(d)). Therefore, the total number of edges in T will incur exponential-in-d factors. However,
the number of edges of T whose weight depends on the sample y1, . . . ,ym ∼ µ is only ms · L, as
there are at most s elements in each of the m points y1, . . . ,ym and these go down L edges; the rest
of the edges have weights are ξ · d/2ℓ, which only depend on the depth ℓ and thus be (implicitly)
maintained.10 Even though 2ℓ may be larger than d (this was useful in the proof of Claim 6.4), it
suffices to maintain the subset of sampled coordinates from [d] (which takes O(d) space). We thus
have the following two facts, which we will use to implicitly compute the embedding of points in
EMDs({0, 1}d) into ℓ1.

Fact 7.1 ((Folklore) Isometric Embedding of a Tree Metric into ℓ1). Let T be any (rooted) weighted
tree with k edges and depth L+ 1:

• There exists a map ψT : EMDs(T) → R
k which is an isometric embedding into ℓ1, i.e., for

any x, y ∈ EMDs(T), EMDT(x, y) = ∥ψT(x)− ψT(y)∥1 (implicit in Section 4 of [Cha02]).

• For x ∈ EMDs(T), the vector ψT(x) ∈ Rk has (L+ 1) · s non-zero entries.

Note that, the data structure may then provide access to the root-to-leaf path specified by an
element a ∈ {0, 1}d to the leaf of T where it mapped to. In order to maintain a draw T from
SampleTree(µ,m), the data structure may first read µ (supported on n points) and take m
samples in O(mn) time and then store the data-dependent weights in O(msdL) time. Given a
point x ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d), one may then evaluate the sparse representation of ψT(x) by obtaining
its root-to-leaf path in poly(sd) time as well.

Expansion and Contraction of SampleTree. Given the above description of SampleTree
and the corresponding embedding that it produces into ℓ1, we state two lemmas below which bound
the expansion and contraction of the SampleTree embedding. The proof of these two lemmas
will constitute the bulk of the remainder of the section, and assuming the two lemmas, the proof of
Lemma 5.11 follows by concatenation with an ℓ1 locality-sensitive hash function.

Lemma 7.2 (Expansion of SampleTree). Consider any pair of points x, y ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d), and
suppose that x is (α, τ)-locally dense with respect to µ. Then, as long as m = ω(log(sd)/α),

E
T
[EMDT(x, y)] ≤ EMD(x, y) · Õ(log(msd/δ))

(
1 + log

(
τ + s

EMD(x, y)
+ 1

))
.

over a draw of T from SampleTree(µ,m),

Lemma 7.3 (Non-Contraction of SampleTree). For any δ ∈ (0, 1), consider executing QuadTree
(in Figure 1) with the parameter

ξ = Ω(log(msd/δ)).

Then, for any pair of points x, y ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d), over a draw of T from SampleTree(µ,m),

Pr
T

[EMDT(x, y) < EMD(x, y)] ≤ δ.
10Even though the parameter ξ did not play a role in Section 4, it will be important for Lemma 7.3.
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7.1.1 Proof of Lemma 5.11 assuming Lemma 7.2 and Lemma 7.3

In order to prove Lemma 5.11, we make use of Lemmas 7.2 and 7.3 in order to embed into ℓ1,
and utilize a locality-sensitive hash function in ℓ1. In particular, classic works on locality-sensitive
hashing [IM98, HIM12] give, for any parameter γ > 0, a distribution over hash functions ϕ : Rk → U
which satisfies, for any x, y ∈ Rk

Pr
ϕ

[ϕ(x) ̸= ϕ(y)] ≤ ∥x− y∥1
γ

(15)

Pr
ϕ

[ϕ(x) = ϕ(y)] ≤ exp

(
−∥x− y∥1

γ

)
. (16)

Furthermore, it is simple to construct a data structure which maintains a description of a hash
function ϕ which is generated “on-demand,” such that, if the vector x ∈ Rk is sparse and written
as its sparse representation, the data structure can output ϕ(x) in time which is linear in the
description of x. Given these guarantees, check both required properties of Lemma 5.11 whenever
we let h ∼ H(µ, τ, γ, δ) denote the concatenation of

h : x ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d)
Id7−→x ∈ EMDs(T)

ψT7−→ψT(x) ∈ Rk ϕ7−→ϕ(ψT(x)) ∈ U,

where the first (identity) map x ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d) to x ∈ EMDs(T) is the natural association of the
elements of x as vectors in {0, 1}d to elements of x as leaves of T, the second map ψT is the map from
Fact 7.1, and the third is the LSH for ℓ1 specified in (15) and (16). We set m = poly(log(sd)/α),
thus ξ = Θ(log(sd/(δα)) when invoking Lemma 7.2 and Lemma 7.3.

• Close Points Collide: Given any pair of points x, y ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d), if x is (α, τ)-locally
dense with respect to µ, we use Lemma 7.2 to evaluate:

Pr
h∼H(µ,τ,γ,δ)

[h(x) ̸= h(y)] = E
T

[
Pr
ϕ

[ϕ(ψT(x)) ̸= ϕ(ψT(y))]

]
(15)

≤ E
T

[
∥ψT(x)− ψT(y)∥1

γ

]
(7.1)

≤ E
T

[
EMDT(x, y)

γ

]
(7.2)

≤ EMD(x, y)

γ
· Õ
(
log

(
sd

δα

))
·
(
1 + log

(
τ + s

EMD(x, y)
+ 1

))
,

where the last inequality simplified m = poly(log(sd)/α).

• Far Points Separate: For any pair of points x, y ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d), we use a union bound
and Lemma 7.3 to upper bound the probability that h(x) = h(y). Namely, we have

Pr
h∼H(µ,τ,γ,δ)

[h(x) = h(y)] ≤ E
T

[
Pr
ϕ

[ϕ(ψT(x)) = ϕ(ψT(y))] | EMDT(x, y) ≥ EMD(x, y)

]
+Pr

T
[EMDT(x, y) < EMD(x, y)]

≤ E
T

[
exp

(
−EMDT(x, y)

γ

)
| EMDT(x, y) ≥ EMD(x, y)

]
+ δ

≤ exp

(
−EMD(x, y)

γ

)
+ δ,
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where above, we similarly use Fact 7.1 to embed EMDs(T) into ℓ1 isometrically, the expression
(16) for ϕ, and finally Lemma 7.3.

7.2 Proof of Lemma 7.2

We first introduce some notations and consequential observations, which will help prove Lemma 7.2
by decomposing EMDT(x, y) into “data-independent” part and “data-dependent” part. Some of
the notations will also be used later in the proof of Lemma 7.3.

Basic notations for SampleTree. For any distribution µ, integer m ≥ 0, and any draw of T
from an execution of SampleTree(µ,m) (see Figure 3 and Figure 1), we have the following:

• For every element a ∈ {0, 1}d, there is a unique root-to-leaf path in T, given by the sequence
of nodes v0(a), . . . , vL(a), inductively defined by v0(a) = v0 and

vℓ(a) is the child vu of vℓ−1(a) with a ∈ Elms(vu).

• For a pair of elements a, b ∈ {0, 1}d, let Splitℓ(a, b) be the indicator variable of the event
vℓ(a) ̸= vℓ(b), i.e.,

Splitℓ(a, b) = 1{vℓ(a) ̸= vℓ(b)}.

• For a pair of elements a, b ∈ {0, 1}d, we can write dT(a, b) as

dT(a, b) =
L∑
ℓ=0

Splitℓ+1(a, b) · (w(vℓ(a), vℓ+1(a)) +w(vℓ(b), vℓ+1(b))). (17)

Decompose EMDT(x, y) into data-independent and data-dependent parts. Recall that Ω̂
is the neighborhood of elements of points in Ω sampled from µ (Figure 3). For SampleTree(µ,m),
we define the following notations for all a ∈ {0, 1}d, ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L}:

Data-Ind(a, ℓ) = 1
{
Elms(vℓ(a)) ∩ Ω̂ ̸= ∅

}

wDep(vℓ(a), vℓ+1(a)) =


E

e∼Elms(vℓ(a))∩Ω̂
e′∼Elms(vℓ+1(a))∩Ω̂

[∥e− e′∥1] Elms(vℓ+1(a)) ∩ Ω̂ ̸= ∅

0 otherwise.

Note that w(vℓ(a), vℓ+1(a)) by executing SampleTree(µ,m) is set to

w(vℓ(a), vℓ+1(a)) =


E

e∼Elms(vℓ(a))∩Ω̂
e′∼Elms(vℓ+1(a))∩Ω̂

[∥e− e′∥1] Elms(vℓ+1(a)) ∩ Ω̂ ̸= ∅

d/2ℓ · ξ otherwise
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where ξ is a parameter that can be set up. If w(., .) of an edge evaluates to the first case, we call
the edge “data-dependent”; Otherwise, we call the edge “data-independent”. In the same spirit, for
a pair of elements a, b ∈ {0, 1}d, we write dT(a, b) into data-dependent part and data-independent
part:

dT(a, b)
(17)
=

L∑
ℓ=0

Splitℓ+1(a, b) · (w(vℓ(a), vℓ+1(a)) +w(vℓ(b), vℓ+1(b)))

=
L∑
ℓ=0

Splitℓ+1(a, b) · (Data-Ind(a, ℓ+ 1) +Data-Ind(b, ℓ+ 1)) · d
2ℓ
· ξ

+

L∑
ℓ=0

Splitℓ+1(a, b) ·
(
wDep(vℓ(a), vℓ+1(a)) +wDep(vℓ(b), vℓ+1(b))

)
(18)

Let x = {a1, a2, . . . , as}, y = {b1, b2, . . . , bs} ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d) be a pair of points, and we write
π : [s] → [s] to denote the minimum matching for x, y in EMDs({0, 1}d). In order to decompose
EMDT(x, y) into data-dependent part and data-independent part, we further define the following:

QInd
T (x, y) =

s∑
i=1

L∑
ℓ=0

Splitℓ+1(ai, bπ(i)) · (Data-Ind(ai, ℓ+ 1) +Data-Ind(bπ(i), ℓ+ 1)) · d
2ℓ
· ξ

QDep
T (x, y) =

s∑
i=1

L∑
ℓ=0

Splitℓ+1(ai, bπ(i)) ·
(
wDep(vℓ(ai), vℓ+1(ai)) +wDep(vℓ(bπ(i)), vℓ+1(bπ(i)))

)
Note that QInd

T (x, y)+QDep
T (x, y) =

∑s
i=1 dT(ai, bπ(i)) by 18, which is the value of the matching π in

T. With the above notations, we can finally upper bound EMDT(x, y) by considering the matching
π in T, and dividing the contribution of the cost of π into two parts:

EMDT(x, y) ≤ QInd
T (x, y) +QDep

T (x, y). (19)

The above inequality follows from the facts that the left hand side above is the value of minimum
matching in T, which is at most the value of the matching π in T. The goal is reduced to upper
bounding data-independent part QInd

T (x, y) and data-dependent part QDep
T (x, y) respectively. In

particular, it is easy to see that it suffices to prove the following two lemmas, in order to prove
Lemma 7.2.

Lemma 7.4. Let T be drawn from SampleTree(µ,m), and x, y ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d). If x is (α, τ)-
locally dense, then as long as m = ω(log(sd)/α),

E
T

[
QInd

T (x, y)
]
≤ EMD(x, y) ·O(ξ) ·

(
log

(
τ + s

EMD(x, y)
+ 1

)
+ log log

sd

α

)
Lemma 7.5. Let T be drawn from SampleTree(µ,m), and x, y ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d) Then, we have

E
T

[
QDep

T (x, y)
]
≤ Õ(log(msd)) · EMD(x, y)
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Proof: [Proof of Lemma 7.2 assuming Lemma 7.4 and Lemma 7.5] Putting together the upper
bounds in Lemma 7.4 and Lemma 7.5 gives

EMDT(x, y)
(19)

≤ QInd
T (x, y) +QDep

T (x, y)

(7.4,7.5)

≤ EMD(x, y) ·
(
O(ξ) · log

(
τ + s

EMD(x, y)
+ 1

)
+O(ξ) · log log sd

α
+ Õ(log(msd))

)
≤ EMD(x, y) · Õ (log(msd/δ))

(
1 + log

(
τ + s

EMD(x, y)
+ 1

))
,

given that T is drawn from SampleTree(µ,m), x, y ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d), x is (α, τ)-locally dense, and
m = ω(log(sd)/α).

The next two sections are devoted to proving the above two lemmas.

7.2.1 Bounding the Data-Independents Part (Proof of Lemma 7.4)

In this section, we upper bound the expectation of the data-independent part, and show that

E
T

[
QInd

T (x, y)
]
≤ EMD(x, y) ·O(ξ) ·

(
log

(
τ + s

EMD(x, y)
+ 1

)
+ log log (sd/α)

)
,

when x is (α, τ)-locally dense. An execution of SampleTree(µ,m) introduces two independent
sources of randomness: (1) the m samples y1, . . . ,ym ∼ µ drawn to generate Ω, and (2) the
randomness used in a call to QuadTree(Ω̂), which draws random coordinates j1, . . . , j2L+1−1 ∼ [d]
for the random hash functions ϕℓ ∼ H2ℓ (see Figure 1). Let R = 2L+1−1 denote the total number of
(random) coordinates sampled which define the tree T, and let rℓ = 2ℓ+1−1 denote the total number
of (random) coordinates sampled up to (and including) depth ℓ. We can write ET

[
QInd

T (x, y)
]
by

expanding out both sources of randomness—using the expressions in Subsection 7.2:

E
T

[
QInd

T (x, y)
]

= E
y1,...,ym

[
E

j1,...,jR

[
s∑
i=1

L∑
ℓ=0

({
Splitℓ+1(ai, bπ(i))×
Data-Ind(ai, ℓ+ 1)

}
+

{
Splitℓ+1(ai, bπ(i))×

Data-Ind(bπ(i), ℓ+ 1))

})
· d
2ℓ
· ξ

]]

= E
y1,...,ym

[
s∑
i=1

L∑
ℓ=0

Pr
j1,...,jR

[
Splitℓ+1(ai, bπ(i)) = 1∧
Data-Ind(ai, ℓ+ 1) = 1

]
· d
2ℓ
· ξ

]
(20)

+ E
y1,...,ym

[
s∑
i=1

L∑
ℓ=0

Pr
j1,...,jR

[
Splitℓ+1(ai, bπ(i)) = 1∧

Data-Ind(bπ(i), ℓ+ 1) = 1

]
· d
2ℓ
· ξ

]
. (21)

Consider, first, the inner-most terms in the expression above, by fixing the draws y1, . . . ,ym. For
i ∈ [s] and ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L}, we will now upper bound the inner-most probability over the draws of
j1, . . . , jR,

Pr
j1,...,jR

[
Splitℓ+1(ai, bπ(i)) = 1∧
Data-Ind(ai, ℓ+ 1) = 1

]
and Pr

j1,...,jR

[
Splitℓ+1(ai, bπ(i)) = 1∧

Data-Ind(bπ(i), ℓ+ 1) = 1

]
. (22)

The subsequent two claims will help us upper bound the above expression. The first claim is
immediate from the definitions, and the second claim has a simple proof.
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Claim 7.6. For any two points a, b ∈ {0, 1}d, and any ℓ, once we draw j1, . . . , jR, vℓ(a) = vℓ(b)
whenever ajk = bjk for all k ∈ [rℓ]. Thus, ai and bπ(i) are split if the above does not occur, i.e.,

Splitℓ+1(ai, bπ(i)) = 1
{
∃k ∈ [rℓ] : (ai)jk ̸= (bπ(i))jk

}
.

Claim 7.7. Consider any i ∈ [s] and any ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L}. Having fixed the draw Ω = {y1, . . . , ym},
let p ∈ Ω denote the nearest neighbor of ai.

Data-Ind(ai, ℓ+ 1) ≤ 1
{
∃ distinct k1, k2 ∈ [rℓ] : (ai)jk1

̸= pjk1
∧ (ai)jk2

̸= pjk2

}
.

Proof: In order to split ai from all points in Ω̂ during the execution of QuadTree(Ω̂), a must be
split from all elements in Nbr(p) since Nbr(p) ⊆ Ω̂. In particular, there is an index k1 ∈ [rℓ] which
witnesses the split between ai and p and satisfies (ai)bjk1 ̸= pjk1

—otherwise, ai and p are not split.

Furthermore, let p′ ∈ Nbr(p) be the point which agrees with p in all but the jk1-th coordinate, and

since p′ ∈ Ω̂, there must be an index k2 ∈ [rℓ] which witnesses the split between ai and p
′. Finally,

k1 ̸= k2 since (ai)jk1
̸= pjk1

and pjk1
̸= p′jk1

, since these are in the hypercube, (ai)jk1
= p′jk1

.

Using Claims 7.6 and 7.7, for any i ∈ [s] and ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L}, we can now upper bound (after fixing
the randomness in Ω and hence ai’s nearest neighbor p) the probability

Pr
j1,...,jR

[
Splitℓ+1(ai, bπ(i)) = 1∧
Data-Ind(ai, ℓ+ 1) = 1

]
≤ Pr

j1,...,jrℓ

[
∃ distinct k1, k2 ∈ [rℓ] s.t

(ai)k1 ̸= (bπ(i))k1 ∧ (ai)k2 ̸= pk2

]
. (23)

Based on the above, we have the following two claims which allows us to upper bound the left- and
right-most inequalities in (22).

Claim 7.8. For any i ∈ [s] and ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L}, letting p ∈ Ω be the nearest neighbor of ai,

Pr
j1,...,jR

[
Splitℓ+1(ai, bπ(i)) = 1∧
Data-Ind(ai, ℓ+ 1) = 1

]
≤
(rℓ
d

)2
∥ai − bπ(i)∥1 · ∥ai − p∥1.

Proof:

Pr
j1,...,jR

[
Splitℓ+1(ai, bπ(i)) = 1∧
Data-Ind(ai, ℓ+ 1) = 1

]
(23)

≤ Pr
j1,...,jrℓ

[
∃ distinct k1, k2 ∈ [rℓ] s.t

(ai)k1 ̸= (bπ(i))k1 ∧ (ai)k2 ̸= pk2

]
≤

∑
k1,k2∈[rℓ],
k1 ̸=k2

Pr
jk1

[
(ai)jk1

̸= (bπ(i))jk1

]
·Pr
jk2

[
(ai)jk2

̸= pjk2

]

≤ (rℓ)
2 ·
∥ai − bπ(i)∥1

d
· ∥ai − p∥1

d

≤
(rℓ
d

)2
· ∥ai − bπ(i)∥1 · ∥ai − p∥1

The second inequality comes from the fact that the two events ajk1
̸= bjk1

and ajk2
̸= pjk2

are
independent since k1, k2 are distinct. The second to last inequality follows from applying union
bound over all possible distinct k1, k2.
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Claim 7.9. For any i ∈ [s] and ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L}, letting p ∈ Ω be the nearest neighbor of ai,

Pr
j1,...,jR

[
Splitℓ+1(ai, bπ(i)) = 1∧

Data-Ind(bπ(i), ℓ+ 1) = 1

]
≤
(rℓ
d

)2
∥ai − bπ(i)∥1 ·

(
∥ai − bπ(i)∥1 + ∥ai − p∥1

)
.

Proof: Notice that the above claim exchanges the notions of ai and bπ(i) in Claim 7.8, as the
Data-Ind(bπ(i), ℓ + 1) event replaces Data-Ind(ai, ℓ + 1). However, since ai and bπ(i) are not
entirely symmetric (as p is denoted as the nearest neighbor of ai), we will incur an extra additive
∥ai − bπ(i)∥1 term. In particular, if we let p̃ ∈ Ω denote the nearest neighbor of bπ(i), Claim 7.8
implies

Pr
j1,...,jR

[
Splitℓ+1(ai, bπ(i)) = 1∧
Data-Ind(bπ(i), ℓ+ 1)

]
≤
(rℓ
d

)2
∥ai − bπ(i)∥1 · ∥bπ(i) − p̃∥1.

The claim follows since the fact p̃ is the nearest neighbor implies ∥bπ(i)− p̃∥1 ≤ ∥bπ(i)− p∥1, and we
apply the triangle inequality to say ∥bπ(i) − p∥1 ≤ ∥ai − bπ(i)∥1 + ∥ai − p∥1

With Claims 7.8 and 7.9, we may now proceed towards upper bounding (20) and (21).

Lemma 7.10. Consider a fixed set Ω = {y1, . . . , ym} ⊂ {0, 1}d, let i ∈ [s] be any index, and p ∈ Ω
be ai’s nearest neighbor. Then, both

L∑
ℓ=0

Pr
j1,...,jR

[
Splitℓ+1(ai, bπ(i)) = 1∧
Data-Ind(ai, ℓ+ 1) = 1

]
· d · ξ

2ℓ
, and (24)

L∑
ℓ=0

Pr
j1,...,jR

[
Splitℓ+1(ai, bπ(i)) = 1∧

Data-Ind(bπ(i), ℓ+ 1) = 1

]
· d · ξ

2ℓ
(25)

are at most

8 · ξ · ∥ai − bπ(i)∥1 ·
(
log2

(
∥ai − p∥1
∥ai − bπ(i)∥1

+ 1

)
+ 1

)
.

Proof: We begin with upper bounding the second term, as both will be symmetric arguments
(using the fact that Claim 7.9 is a weakening of the analogous inequality in Claim 7.8. We thus
introduce a variable γ > 1 (which we will optimize later), and consider the setting

ℓ∗ = min

{
ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L} : d

2ℓ
≤ γ · ∥ai − bπ(i)∥1

}
.

We break up the summation over ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , L} into three parts: (i) the settings of ℓ > ℓ∗+log2(γ),
(ii) the settings ℓ which are above ℓ∗ but below ℓ∗ + log2(γ), and (iii) the settings of ℓ ≤ ℓ∗.

Case (i). Cases (i) is the simplest, as it will suffice to upper bound the probabilistic event by one.
Namely, case (i) considers settings where ℓ > ℓ∗ + log2(γ), and in this case,

L∑
ℓ=ℓ∗+⌈log2(γ)⌉

Pr
j1,...,jR

[
Splitℓ+1(ai, bπ(i)) = 1∧
Data-Ind(bπ(i), ℓ+ 1)

]
· d · ξ

2ℓ
≤ 2 · ξ · d

γ · 2ℓ∗
≤ 2 · ξ · ∥ai − bπ(i)∥1,

by the definition of ℓ∗.
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Case (ii). The second case is only slightly more involved, as we will solely use Claim 7.6 to upper
bound

Pr
j1,...,jR

[
Splitℓ+1(ai, bπ(i)) = 1∧
Data-Ind(bπ(i), ℓ+ 1)

]
≤ Pr

j1,...,jR

[
Splitℓ+1(ai, bπ(i)) = 1

]
≤ rℓ

d
· ∥ai − bπ(i)∥1.

Therefore, we upper bound:

ℓ∗+⌊log2(γ)⌋∑
ℓ=ℓ∗

Pr
j1,...,jR

[
Splitℓ+1(ai, bπ(i)) = 1∧

Data-Ind(bπ(i), ℓ+ 1) = 1

]
· d · ξ

2ℓ
≤ 2ξ · ⌈log2(γ)⌉ · ∥ai − bπ(i)∥1

Case (iii). This case is the most involved, where we use Claim 7.9. In particular, we may write

ℓ∗−1∑
ℓ=0

Pr
j1,...,jR

[
Splitℓ+1(ai, bπ(i)) = 1∧

Data-Ind(bπ(i), ℓ+ 1) = 1

]
· d · ξ

2ℓ

≤
ℓ∗−1∑
ℓ=0

(rℓ
d

)2
∥ai − bπ(i)∥1

(
∥ai − bπ(i)∥1 + ∥ai − p∥1

)
· d · ξ

2ℓ

≤ 4ξ · 2
ℓ∗

d
· ∥ai − bπ(i)∥1

(
∥ai − bπ(i)∥1 + ∥ai − p∥1

)
≤ 4 · ξ

γ

(
∥ai − bπ(i)∥1 + ∥ai − p∥1

)
.

Putting all cases together, we’ve upper bounded our desired quantity (25) by

2ξ (1 + ⌈log2(γ)⌉) · ∥ai − bπ(i)∥1 +
4ξ

γ

(
∥ai − bπ(i)∥1 + ∥ai − p∥1

)
,

where γ > 1 is unrestricted. Thus, we may set γ = ∥ai− p∥1/∥ai− bπ(i)∥1+1 in order to obtain our
desired bound. We note that the upper bound for (24) is analogous, and may be upper bounded
by the same term.

Proof: [Proof of Lemma 7.4] Directly substituting (20) and (21), as well as Lemma 7.10, we have

E
T

[
QInd

T (x, y)
]
≤ 16ξ E

y1,...,ym

[
s∑
i=1

∥ai − bπ(i)∥1
(
log2

(
∥ai − pi∥1
∥ai − bπ(i)∥1

+ 1

)
+ 1

)]
, (26)

where we have taken pi to be the (random) nearest neighbor of ai among the elements of Ω,
defined by points y1, . . . ,ym. The final argument will be an application of Jensen’s inequality
twice. Consider the distribution over i ∈ [s] which samples an index i with probability ∥ai −
bπ(i)∥1/EMD(x, y); because of concavity of the logarithm function, we may re-write the expression

n∑
i=1

∥ai − bπ(i)∥1
(
log2

(
∥ai − pi∥1
∥ai − bπ(i)∥1

+ 1

)
+ 1

)
,

within the expectation over y1, . . . ,ym as

EMD(x, y)

(
E
i

[
log2

(
∥ai − pi∥1
∥ai − bπ(i)∥1

+ 1

)]
+ 1

)
≤ EMD(x, y)

(
log2

(
E
i

[
∥ai − pi∥1
∥ai − bπ(i)∥1

]
+ 1

)
+ 1

)
= EMD(x, y)

(
log2

(
Chamfer(x,Ω)

EMD(x, y)
+ 1

)
+ 1

)
.
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Taking the expectation with respect to y1, . . . ,ym, and using Jensen’s inequality once more, our
expression (26) is upper-bounded by

16ξ · EMD(x, y)

(
log2

(
E[Chamfer(x,Ω)]

EMD(x, y)
+ 1

)
+ 1

)
,

where the inner-most expectation is over y1, . . . ,ym, which define Ω. Finally, we use the fact that
x is (α, τ)-locally dense and apply Lemma 6.3 to conclude that the above expression is at most

O(ξ) · EMD(x, y)

(
log2

(
τ + s

EMD(x, y)
+ 1

)
+ log log (sd/α)

)
,

as claimed.

7.2.2 Bounding the Data-Dependent Part (Proof of Lemma 7.5)

The goal of this section is to upper bound the expectation of the data-dependent part. Similarly
to Section 7.2.1, we decompose the randomness of T ∼ SampleTree(µ,m) into two independent
sources: the draw of y1, . . . ,ym ∼ µ and T′ ∼ QuadTree(Ω̂), and we seek to show

E
T

[
QDep

T (x, y)
]
= E

y1,...,ym

[
E
T′

[
QDep

T′ (x, y)
]]
≤ Õ(log(msd)) · EMD(x, y).

It will suffice to upper bound the inner-most expectation over T′, and treat the sampled points
y1, . . . ,ym as deterministic variables y1, . . . , ym (thereby removing the boldness).

Lemma 7.11. Let Ω ⊆ {0, 1}d be any set of m elements, and T′ be drawn from QuadTree(Ω̂).
For any two elements a, b ∈ {0, 1}d, we have

ET′ [dT′(a, b)] ≤ Õ(log(m) + log(d)) · ∥a− b∥1

Proof: Our analysis will proceed by considering two (correlated) trees (T′, T̃) defined by draws to

T′ ∼ QuadTree(Ω̂) and T̃ ∼ QuadTree(Ω̂ ∪ {a, b})

with the same hash functions (recall from Figure 1 that the draw of hash functions was independent
of Ω̂ or Ω̂ ∪ {a, b}). Since we included {a, b} into the generation of the tree T̃, we can safely apply
Lemma 4.3, where the number of elements which generate the tree is m(d+ 1) + 2,

Ẽ
T

[
dT̃(a, b)

]
≤ Õ(log(m) + log(d)) · ∥a− b∥1.

It suffices, therefore, to show that for every ℓ, letting w′
Dep(vℓ(a), vℓ+1(a)) and w̃Dep(vℓ(a), vℓ+1(a))

denote the weights on T′ and T̃ on the (ℓ+ 1)-th edge of the root-to-a path, that

w′
Dep(vℓ(a), vℓ+1(a)) ≤ 9 · w̃Dep(vℓ(a), vℓ+1(a)), (27)

and that the analogous expression holds for b. This would conclude the argument, as it would imply
that dT′(a, b) ≤ 9 · dT̃(a, b), because Splitℓ+1(a, b) depend solely on the hash functions, which are

identical in T′ and T̃.
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So, consider a fixed setting of ℓ, and let:

A = Elms(vℓ(a)) ∩ (Ω̂ ∪ {a, b})

B = Elms(vℓ+1(a)) ∩ (Ω̂ ∩ {a, b})
C = A \ {a, b}
D = B \ {a, b}.

Recall that, with the above notation, we have that w′
Dep(vℓ(a), vℓ+1(a)) = 0 in the case D = ∅, in

which case, (27) is trivially satisfied. Otherwise, D ̸= ∅ which implies B ̸= ∅, and both weights are
determined by:

w′
Dep(vℓ(a), vℓ+1(a)) = E

c∼C
c′∼D

[
∥c− c′∥1

]
and w̃Dep(vℓ(a), vℓ+1(a)) = E

c̃∼A
c̃′∼B

[
∥c̃− c̃′∥1

]
.

Note that, any c ∈ C and c′ ∈ D which appears in the expectation on the left-hand side also
appears in the right-hand side, where the term appearing is ∥c − c′∥1/(|C| · |D|) on the left-hand
side, and ∥c− c′∥1/(|A| · |B|) on the right-hand side. However, we also have 1 ≤ |C| ≤ |A|+ 2 and
1 ≤ |D| ≤ |B|+ 2, which means that

1

|C| · |D|
≤ 9

|A| · |B|
,

and therefore, we obtain (27).

With Lemma 7.11, we conclude the proof of Lemma 7.5.

Proof: [Proof of Lemma 7.5] First, notice from (18) and the definition of QDep
T (x, y), that it suffices

to upper bound
∑s

i=1 dT′(ai, bπ(i)). Thus, we apply Lemma 7.11 with |Ω| = |Ω̂| ≤ m · s · (d + 1),
and finish the proof:

E
y1,...,ym

[
E
T′

[
s∑
i=1

dT′(ai, bπ(i))

]]
(7.11)

≤ E
y1,...,ym

[
s∑
i=1

Õ(log(m · s · (d+ 1)) + log d) · ∥ai − bπ(i)∥1

]
= Õ(log(msd)) · EMD(x, y).

7.3 Proof of Lemma 7.3

In order to prove Lemma 7.3, we claim that it suffices to prove the following lemma, which shows
that for any two elements a, b ∈ {0, 1}d, the probability over T that dT(a, b) ≤ ∥a−b∥1 is vanishingly
small. Then, the desired lemma follows from a union bound and the proper setting of ξ.

Lemma 7.12. Fix any a, b ∈ {0, 1}d and any δ ∈ (0, 1), and let T be generated from SampleTree(µ,m)
with parameter ξ = O(log(msd/δ)) (for a large enough constant factor). Then,

Pr
T

[dT(a, b) ≤ ∥a− b∥1] ≤
δ

s2
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Proof: [proof of Lemma 7.3 assuming Lemma 7.12] Let x = {a1, a2, . . . , as}, y = {b1, b2, . . . , bs} ∈
EMDs({0, 1}d) be a pair of points. Let σ : [s] → [s] be the matching such that EMDT(x, y) =∑s

i=1 dT(ai, bσ(i)).

Applying lemma 7.12 and union bound over all possible s2 pairs a.b such that a ∈ x, b ∈ y gives

Pr
T
[∀a ∈ x, b ∈ y, dT(a, b) ≥ ∥a− b∥1] ≥ 1− σ.

Then it suffices to show EMDT(x, y) ≥ EMD(x, y) given that ∀a ∈ x, b ∈ y, dT(a, b) ≥ ∥a − b∥1. It
is clear that

EMDT(x, y) =
s∑
i=1

dT(ai, bσ(i)) ≥
s∑
i=1

∥ai − bσ(i)∥1 ≥ EMD(x, y).

The remainder of this section is devoted to the proof of Lemma 7.12. We first introduce the following
helpful lemma, which indicates the probability over T that the tree metric has contraction vanishes
quickly as the constant factor in ξ increases if all edge weights are data-independent. Recall that
Splitℓ(x, y) ∈ {0, 1} is the indicator variable for the event that vℓ(x) ̸= vℓ(y).

Lemma 7.13. For any a, b ∈ {0, 1}d and any ρ > 0, we have

Pr
T

[
L∑
ℓ=0

Splitℓ+1(a, b) ·
d

2ℓ
· log 1

ρ
≤ ∥a− b∥1

]
≤ ρ

Proof: Since the indicator Splitℓ(a, b) is non-decreasing with respect to ℓ, the event that
∑L

ℓ=0 Splitℓ+1(a, b)·
d
2ℓ
· log 1

ρ ≤ ∥a − b∥1 happens only if Splitℓ0+1 = 0 where ℓ0 = ⌈log d
∥a−b∥1 + log log 1

ρ⌉ (so that∑L
ℓ=0 Splitℓ+1(a, b) · d2ℓ log

1
ρ =

∑L
ℓ=ℓ0+1

d
2ℓ
log 1

ρ ≤ ∥a− b∥1). Therefore, we have

Pr
T

[
L∑
ℓ=0

Splitℓ+1(a, b) ·
d

2ℓ
· log 1

ρ
≤ ∥a− b∥1

]
≤Pr

T
[Splitℓ0+1 = 0]

It suffices to upper-bound PrT [Splitℓ0+1 = 0] by ρ. Notice that the number of coordinates that
have been sampled by (including) depth ℓ ∈ {0, 1, . . . , L} is 2ℓ+1 − 1. Splitℓ0+1 = 0 is equivalent
to that a, b agree on all 2ℓ0+1 − 1 coordinated sampled by (including) depth ℓ0. It holds that

Pr
T

[Splitℓ0+1 = 0] ≤
(
1− ∥a− b∥

d

)2ℓ0+1−1

≤
(
1− ∥a− b∥

d

)2ℓ0

≤
(
1− ∥a− b∥

d

)2
log d

∥a−b∥1
+log log 1

ρ

≤ ρ
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Proof: [proof of Lemma 7.12] Recall that Ω̂ is the set of elements in the points sampled by T and
|Ω̂| ≤ ms(d + 1) (see Figure 3). We set ξ = c · log msd

δ wherec is a parameter to be set later. Fix
any a, b ∈ {0, 1}d, let the shortest path between a, b in T be P : a,v1,v2, · · · ,vk, b. Recall that we
say an edge (u, v) in T is data-independent if its weight w(u, v) of evaluates to d

2ℓ
· ξ where ℓ is the

depth of u, otherwise it is data-dependent. We prove the lemma by the following three cases:

• If for all i ∈ [k − 1], edge (vi, vi+1) is data-dependent, then by triangular inequality we have

∥a− b∥1 ≤ E
ei∼Elms(vi)∩Ω̂,i∈[k]

[∥a− e1∥1 + ∥e1 − e2∥1 + · · ·+ ∥ek − b∥1]

=dT(a, b)

where the equality follows from the fact that the identity mapping is used at depth L + 1,
thus all points at a leaf must be identical.

• If for all i ∈ [k − 1], edge (vi, vi+1) is data-independent, we know

dT(a, b) = 2 ·
L∑
ℓ=0

Splitℓ+1(a, b) ·
(
d

2ℓ
· c · log msd

δ

)

we are able to apply Lemma 7.13 with ρ =
(

δ
msd

)2c
and get

Pr
T

[dT(a, b) ≤ ∥a− b∥1] ≤
(

δ

msd

)2c

As long as c ≥ 1, the Lemma to prove holds for this case since m, d ≥ 1 and δ ≤ 1.

• If neither of the above is the case, there must exist vi1 and vi2 in path P : v1, . . . , vi1 , . . . , vi2 , . . . , vk
such that edges among v1, v2, . . . , vi1 and among vi2 , . . . , vk−1, vk are data-independent, and
edges among vi1 , . . . , vi2 are data-dependent. Let ℓ1, ℓ2 be the depth of vi1 , vi2 respectively.

By applying lemma 7.13 for a, p as well as b, p′ with ρ =
(

δ
msd

)c
and union bound over all

possible pairs (p, p′) ∈ Ω̂× Ω̂, we have that for any (p, p′) ∈ Ω̂× Ω̂, it holds that

Pr
T

[
∥a− p∥1 ≥

∑L
ℓ=0 Splitℓ+1(a, p) ·

(
d
2ℓ
· c · log msd

δ

)
∨

∥b− p′∥1 ≥
∑L

ℓ=0 Splitℓ+1(b, p
′) ·
(
d
2ℓ
· c · log msd

δ

) ] ≤ (m · s · (d+ 1))2 ·
(

2δ

msd

)c

Therefore, for any p1 ∈ Elms(vi1 , Ω̂), p2 ∈ Elms(vi2 , Ω̂), with probability at least 1− (m · s ·
(d+ 1))2 ·

(
δ

msd

)c
over a draw of T, we have

∥a− p1∥1 ≤
L∑
ℓ=0

Splitℓ+1(a, p1) ·
(
d

2ℓ
· c · log msd

δ

)
∧

∥b− p2∥1 ≤
L∑
ℓ=0

Splitℓ+1(b, p2) ·
(
d

2ℓ
· c · log msd

δ

)
.
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Thus, also with probability at least 1− (m · s · (d+ 1))2 ·
(

δ
msd

)c
, it holds that

∥a− b∥1 ≤∥a− p1∥1 + ∥p1 − p2∥1 + ∥p2 − b∥1

≤
L∑
ℓ=0

Splitℓ+1(a, p) ·
(
d

2ℓ
· c · log msd

δ

)
+ E
ei∼Elms(vi1+i)

[∥p1 − e1∥1 + ∥e1 − e2∥1 + · · ·+ ∥ei2−i1−1 − p2∥1]

+
L∑
ℓ=0

Splitℓ+1(b, p
′) ·
(
d

2ℓ
· c · log msd

δ

)
=dT(a, b)

The existence of c such that c ≥ 1 and (m · s · (d+ 1))2 ·
(

δ
msd

)c ≤ δ
s2

completes the proof.

8 Data-Dependent Hashing and Sketching Lower Bounds

We will now show that the data-dependent LSH (Definition 3.2) construction from Theorem 9 has
an approximation factor of Õ(log s) which is best possible (up to the poly(log log s) factors in the
Õ) when p1 and p2 are constant. We do this by reducing data-dependent LSH to sketching lower
bounds, and apply the lower bound on [AIK08]. Specifically, recall the set-up of communication
complexity for sketching lower bounds.

Definition 8.1 (EMD Sketching and Distributional EMD Sketching). For every s, d ∈ N and every
r > 0 and c > 1, we consider the communication complexity of the following partial function, whose
inputs are sets x, y ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d) which satisfies:

F (x, y) =

{
1 EMD(x, y) ≤ r
0 EMD(x, y) > cr

.

In the EMD sketching communication problem, we assume that a player Alice receives as input
x ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d) and Bob receives an input y ∈ EMDs({0, 1}d), and they must design a public-
coin communication protocol Π whose outputs align with F (whenever x, y satisfy the two promises)
with probability at least 2/3, and which minimizes the communication.

Furthermore, we define the distributional version of the EMD sketching problem to be the same as
above, but when there is “far” distribution µ, known to both Alice and Bob, such that the inputs (x, y)
satisfy that either (1) x, y are arbitrary such that EMD(x, y) ≤ r and the protocol should output 1, or
(2) the inputs x, y ∼ µ are drawn independently from µ and whenever EMD(x, y) ≥ cr the algorithm
should output 0 . Whenever EMD(x, y) ≤ r or EMD(x, y) > cr, then the communication protocol
must be correct with probability 2/3 over it’s own randomness, and over the randomness of x, y ∼ µ
(if this inputs come from case (2)), and the output is allowed to be arbitrary if r < EMD(x, y) ≤ cr.

In Theorem 4.1 of [AIK08], the authors show a communication complexity lower bound for the above
problem, showing that, for every dimension d ≥ 1 and any approximation ratio 1 ≤ c ≤ d, if Π is a
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randomized communication protocol for F on EMDs({0, 1}d) for s = 2Θ(d), then the communication
complexity at least Ω(d/c), which also implies the lower bound of Ω(log s/c). In particular, any
O(1)-bit communication protocol Π which computes F must do so with approximation c = Ω(log s).
Inspecting the proof of [AIK08] (and in particular, the distribution over inputs used to derive the
lower bound), one sees that they prove the following (stronger formulation) of Theorem 4.1, which
applies when the points x, y are drawn independently from a known distribution µ in the far case.

Theorem 11 (Theorem 4.1 and Lemma 4.8 of [AIK08]). For any d ∈ N and 1 ≤ c ≤ d, there exists
a distribution µ supported on EMDs({0, 1}d) with s = 2Θ(d) with the following properties:

• If x,y ∼ µ are drawn independently, then EMD(x,y) ≥ sd/100 with probability at least
1− 2−Ω(d).

• There is another distribution ρ supported on pairs EMDs({0, 1}d) × EMDs({0, 1}d) for which
(x,y) ∼ ρ satisfies EMD(x,y) ≤ sd/(100c) with probability at least 1− 2−Ω(d/c).

For any function f : EMDs({0, 1}d)→ {0, 1},

Pr
x,y∼µ

[f(x) = f(y)] + Pr
(x,y)∼ρ

[f(x) ̸= f(y)] ≥ 1− 2−Ω(d/c).

From the above theorem, we show that any data-dependent LSH for EMD which is (r, cr, p1, p2)-
sensitive with a constant setting of 0 < p2 < p1 < 1 must incur the factor of log s in the approxima-
tion. This is because such a LSH can easily been seen to solve the distributional variant of sketching
EMD, by constructing the LSH dependending on the known “far” distribution µ. Specifically, using
this fact yields the following.

Theorem 12. Consider any fixed constants 0 < p2 < p1 < 1, and suppose there exists some c > 1
such that, for all s, d ∈ N and r > 0, there is a data-dependent LSH which is (r, cr, p1, p2)-sensitive
for EMDs({0, 1}d). Then, c = Ω(log s).

Proof: Consider a data-dependent hash family H for EMD which is (r, cr, p1, p2)-sensitive for for µ,
where r = sd/(100c). Then, consider the distribution over Boolean functions f : EMDs({0, 1}d) →
{0, 1} given by (i) first hashing EMDs({0, 1}d) according h ∼ H, and then (ii) choosing, for each
bucket independently, whether to have f assign every point in that bucket to 1 with probability
α = 1/2 (and otherwise 0). Then, by Definition 3.2, we have

E
f

[
Pr

x,y∼µ
[f(x) = f(y)] + Pr

(x,y)∼ρ
[f(x) ̸= f(y)]

]

≤ α2 + (1− α)2 + 2α(1− α)

2−Ω(d) + E
x∼µ

 Pr
h∼H
y∼µ

[
EMD(x,y) ≥ sd/100

h(x) = h(y)

]
+ 2α(1− α)

 Pr
h∼H

(x,y)∼ρ

[h(x) ̸= h(y) | EMD(x, y) ≤ sd/(100c)] + 2−Ω(d/c)


≤ 1 + 2α(1− α)(p2 − p1) + 2−Ω(d) + 2α(1− α) · 2−Ω(d/c).
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So, there exists a Boolean function f which is below the above expectation. By Theorem 11, this
quantity must be at least 1− 2−Ω(d/c), and hence

Ω(1) ≤ p1 − p2 ≤ 2−Ω(d/c) ≤ 2−Ω(log s/c)

and therefore, c = Ω(log s).

9 Data-Dependent LSH to ANN: Proof of Theorem 7

The proof of Theorem 7 proceeds by executing multiple “core” data structures which output a
dataset point and succeed at finding an approximate near neighbor with a small (but non-trivial)
probability, just like in [IM98, HIM12]. We first describe the “core” data structure, Core-Preprocess
and Core-Query in Figure 4 and Figure 5, which we show succeed with probability at least p1n

−ρ.
By repeating O(nρ/p1) times, we amplify the success probability to 9/10.

Subroutine Core-Preprocess(P, k)

Input: A dataset P ⊂ X, and a positive integer k ∈ N.
Output: The pointer to a data-structure node v.

• Initialize a data structure node v. Sample p ∼ P and store it in v.point.

• If k = 0, store the dataset P in v.data and return v.

• If k > 0, perform the following:

– Execute the initialization algorithm to maintain a (r, cr, p1, p2)-sensitive hash family
for the uniform distribution over P . Store a pointer to this data structure in v.h,
which holds a draw to h.

– For every p ∈ P , query the data structure in v.h with p to compute h(p). For every
u ∈ U for which there exists p ∈ P where h(p) = u, let Pu denote the set of points
p ∈ P where h(p) = u.

– For each non-empty Pu, execute Core-Preprocess(Pu, k − 1) and store the data
structure node as a child v.u of v.

– Return v.

Figure 4: The Core-Preprocess Algorithm.
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Subroutine Core-Query(q, v)

Input: A point q ∈ X and a data structure node v from Core-Preprocess(P, k), for some k.
Output: A point p ∈ P , or “fail.”

• Let p be the point stored in v.point. Compute dX(p, q) and return p if the distance is at
most cr.

• If v.data contains a set of points P (i.e., it is a leaf node), scan for the first p̂ ∈ P where
dX(p̂, q) ≤ cr and return p̂. If no such points are found, output “fail.”

• Otherwise, v.data is empty and v.h contains a data structure computing a hash function
h. Query the data structure to compute h(q) and let u denote its output. If v.u is
empty, output “fail,” and otherwise, output Core-Query(q, v.u).

Figure 5: The Core-Query Algorithm.

The following claim, which upper bounds the preprocessing time of Core-Preprocess, is straight-
forward. We simply bound, for each point p ∈ P , the number of times it evaluates a hash function
maintained by a data structure, and the number of times that an initialization procedure of a hash
function is called with a dataset containing p ∈ P . Both quantities are easily seen to be at most k
on each dataset, and this gives the desired bound.

Claim 9.1 (Preprocessing Time of Core-Preprocess). For any dataset P ⊂ X of n points the
algorithm Core-Preprocess(P, k) runs in time O (nk · (Ih(n) +Qh(n))).

Claim 9.2 (Success Probability Core-Preprocess and Core-Query). For any dataset P ⊂ X
of n points and any query q ∈ X. If there exists p ∈ P with dX(p, q) ≤ r, then for any k ∈ N,

Pr [Core-Query(q,v) doesn’t fail when v ← Core-Preprocess(P, k)] ≥ pk1.

Proof: The proof is a straight-forward induction on k using the definition of data-dependent
hashing with (r, cr, p1, p2)-sensitive hash functions. Suppose for an inductive hypothesis that for
some integer k0 ≥ 0, whenever there exists p ∈ P with dX(p, q) ≤ r, the probability that
an execution of v0 ← Core-Preprocess(P, k0) and Core-Query(q,v0) outputs an approxi-
mate near neighbor is at least pk01 . Note that the base case of k0 = 0 is trivial, since v0 ←
Core-Preprocess(P, 0) stores all of P in v0.data and this is scanned by Core-Query(q,v0).
If we execute v ← Core-Preprocess(p, k0 + 1) then we can lower bound the probability that
Core-Query(q,v) outputs an approximate near neighbor by considering the following event.

Suppose that, when we execute v ← Core-Preprocess(P, k0 + 1), the following occurs.

1. First, we generate a hash function h : X → U which is stored in v.h, and we happen to satisfy
h(p) = h(q). So, letting u = h(p), the call to Core-Preprocess(P, k0 + 1) recursively
executes v0 ← Core-Preprocess(Pu, k0), where p ∈ Pu and v0 is stored in v.u.

53



2. We note furthermore that Core-Query(q,v) will evaluate the hash function h(q) and will
have h(q) = u, so it will return Core-Query(q,v0) where v0 = v.u. If, the call to
Core-Query(q,v0), where v0 is generated from Core-Preprocess(Pu, k0) succeeds, then
Core-Query(q,v) succeeds.

Since the hash function h is sampled from a (r, cr, p1, p2)-sensitive hash family, h(p) = h(q) with
probability at least p1. By the inductive hypothesis, the call Core-Query(q,v0) succeeds with
probability pk01 , and hence we succeed with probability at least pk0+1

1 , completing the inductive
claim.

Claim 9.3 (Query Time of Core-Query). For any dataset P ⊂ X and any query q ∈ X let
Pf (q) ⊂ P be

Pf (q) = {p ∈ P : dX(p, q) > cr} .

The expected running time of Core-Query(q,v) where v ← Core-Preprocess(P, k) is at most

O
(
k · (Qh(n) + 1) + |Pf (q)| · pk2

)
.

Proof: Similarly to Claim 9.2, we claim this by induction on k. The base case of k = 0 is trivial,
as all points in P are stored in v.data when v ← Core-Preprocess(P, 0). Therefore, the time
to scan v.data before finding an approximate near neighbor is at most |Pf (q)|. So, suppose for
an inductive hypothesis that the expected time complexity of Core-Query(q,v0) where v0 ←
Core-Preprocess(P ′, k0) is

O(k0 · (Qh(n) + 1) + |P ′ ∩ Pf (q)| · pk02 ).

We now upper bound the expected time ofCore-Query(q,v) where v ← Core-Preprocess(P, k0+
1).

• First, we note that the call to Core-Preprocess(P,v) had sampled p ∼ P and stored it in
v.point. If the sample satisfied p ∈ P \ Pf (q), then dX(p, q) ≤ cr and we can return p.

• Otherwise, we let h : X → U denote the hash function stored in v.h, which is drawn from
a (r, cr, p1, p2)-sensitive family D for the uniform distribution over P . The time contains an
additive term of at most O(Qh(n)) for computing h(q).

• Then, we execute Core-Query(q,v0) where v0 ← Core-Preprocess(Ph(q), k0). By the
inductive hypothesis, the expected running time of Core-Query(q,v0) is at most

O
(
k0 · (Qh(n) + 1) + |Ph(q) ∩ Pf (q)| · pk02

)
.

Therefore, the total expected time complexity becomes at most

Pr
p∼P

[p ∈ Pf (q)] ·O
(
(k0 + 1) ·Qh(n) + E

h∼D

[
|Ph(q) ∩ Pf (q)|

]
pk02

)
+O(1)

≤ Pr
p∼P

[p ∈ Pf (q)] ·O
(
(k0 + 1) ·Qh(n) + |P | · pk0+1

2

)
+O(1),
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where we used

E
h∼D

[
|Ph(q) ∩ Pf (q)|

]
= |P | · Pr

h∼D
p∼P

[
dX(q,p) > cr
h(q) = h(p)

]
≤ |P | · p2.

This concludes the inductive hypothesis, since the probability that p ∈ Pf (q) is exactly |Pf (q)|/|P |.

Proof: [Proof of Theorem 7] We let k = ⌈log1/p2 n⌉ and instantiate ℓ = O(nρ/p1) independent
executions of Core-Preprocess(P, k). By Claim 9.2, the probability that any single data structure
succeeds is at least pk1, so that the probability that all the data structures fail is at most

(
1− pk1

)ℓ
≤ exp

(
−O(nρ/p1) · pk1

)
= exp

(
−O

(
1

p
1+log1/p2 n

1

)
· p

⌈log1/p2 n⌉
1

)
≤ 0.1.

The preprocessing time follows from the setting of k, ℓ and Claim 9.1. For the query time, Claim 9.3
implies that the expected running time is at most

ℓ ·O
(
k · (Qh(n) + 1) + |Pf (q)| · pk2

)
≤ ℓ ·O

(
log1/p2 n ·Qh(n) + 1

)
,

which concludes the theorem.

10 Extension of Dynamic Data-Dependent Trees from the Ham-
ming Cube to ℓ1

First, for any p ∈ (1, 2], there exists an embedding of ℓdp to ℓd
′

1 which is implemented by a linear
map and perturbs distances by (1 + ϵ), where d′ = O(d log(1/ϵ)/ϵ2) [JS82]. Using this embedding
increases the running time by an additive factor of O(dd′) = poly(d), but all points are in ℓd1 and
the aspect ratio Φ changes by at most a (1+ ϵ)-factor. By re-scaling and discretizing by the aspect
ratio Φ, we may further consider inputs which lie in ([∆]d, ℓ1) (where ∆ is O(Φ)). Observe that
there is a simple isometric embedding u : ([∆]d, ℓ1)→ {0, 1}∆d given by the unary encoding of each
coordinate:

u(x)d·(i−1)+j = 1 (xi ≥ j)

for any i ∈ [d], j ∈ [∆]. Thus, Theorem 8 would follows, except, the unary embedding requires
O(∆d) running time, which is potentially exponential in the bit-representation of x ∈ [∆]d. In
this section, we show that, despite explicitly computing the unary embedding is too costly, the
composition of the unary embedding u from [∆]d → {0, 1}d∆ and the tree embedding {0, 1}d∆ → T
of Theorem 8 can be maintained without fully-forming the intermediate unary embedding u(x). In
particular, we show that the result of applying the dynamic tree embedding to the unary encoding
can be realized in only Õ(d) time. We will first need the following.

Lemma 10.1 (In Theorem 5 of [BKP+14] for the case of p = 1/2, and Theorem 2 of [FCT15]
for reduction to general q). Fix any q ∈ [0, 1], n ≥ 1, and constant c > 0. There is an algorithm
that samples X ∼ Binomial(n, q) in expected O(1) time in the WordRAM model with O(log n)-bit
words, and in time polylog(n) with probability 1− n−c.
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We are now ready to state our reduction.

Lemma 10.2. There is a data-structure in the WordRAM model with O(log∆)-bit words, that
initializes in expected time O(d log(d∆)), and supports the following:

• Maintenance: For the hash family Ht in Equation 8 and any d,∆ ≥ 1, the data structure
maintains draws of ϕℓ ∼ H2ℓ,d∆ for ℓ = 1, 2, . . . , L, where L = O(log2(d∆)).

• Query(x): given a point x ∈ [∆]d, the data structure computes the value of ϕℓ(u(x)) for all
ℓ in expected time O(d log(d∆)).

Proof: The data structure employs the principle of deferred decisions to avoid generating all
random bits required to specify the hash functions ϕℓ. Instead, we condition on portions of this
randomness as they become required to compute the values ϕℓ(u(x)) in a manner consistent with
prior queries to points y ∈ [∆]d.

Fix any ℓ ∈ [L] and any i ≥ 0. Note that if we order the coordinate samples i1 . . . , i2ℓ ∼ [d∆] used
in the construction of the hash function ϕℓ so that i1 < i2 < · · · < i2ℓ , then for a point x ∈ [∆]d, to
implicitly compute and represent the value of ϕℓ(u(x)) it suffices to determine, for each τ ∈ [d], the
number of indices j ∈ [2ℓ] such that ij ∈ [d(τ − 1), d(τ − 1) + xτ ] and the number of such indices
such that ij ∈ (d(τ − 1) + xτ , dτ). Let Bτ = [d(τ − 1), dτ) denote the block of coordinates of the
hypercube corresponding to the τ -coordinate in [∆]d.

More generally, for a set of points Ω ⊂ [∆]d and each τ ∈ [d], let ω1,τ , . . . , ωR,τ ∈ Bτ , where
ω1,τ < ω2,τ < · · · < ωr,τ , be the set of indicies appearing in the set {d(τ − 1) + xτ}x∈Ω. So long
as we know the number of samples from i1 . . . , i2ℓ that appear in each interval [ωi,τ , ωi+1,τ ), this is
sufficient to compute the values of ϕℓ(u(x)) for all x ∈ Ω. Thus, the goal of the data structure will
be to maintain the number of samples i1 . . . , i2ℓ which appear between any two consecutive values
{d(τ − 1) + xτ}x∈Ω, for each τ ∈ [d].

In pre-processing, we can draw from the distribution on Zd which specifies how many samples ij
land in each block Bτ . This can be done in Õ(d) time by sampling from the Binomial distribution

s1 ∼ Binomial(2ℓ, |B1|
d∆ ) which specifies the number of samples s1 in B1, conditioning on it, and

then sampling s2 ∼ Binomial(2ℓ − s1, |B2|
d∆ ) to specifies the number of samples s2 in B2, and so on.

By Lemma 10.1, this can be done in expected constant time.

We now show how to compute a new value of ϕℓ(u(x)) given that we have already compute the
values of ϕℓ(u(xi)) for x1, . . . , xi ∈ [∆]d. By adding x to Ω, this adds at most d new values to the
set {d(τ − 1)+xτ}x∈Ω

τ∈[d]
. For each such value, this adds a new index within the interval [ωi,τ , ωi+1,τ )

between two previously consecutive values in {d(τ − 1) + xτ}x∈Ω
τ∈[d]

. This splits the interval the

interval [ωi,τ , ωi+1,τ ) into two parts, call them I1, I2. Since by induction we will have already
computed the number of indices ij that land in this interval, we simply sample from the correct
Binomial distribution that determines how many of those indices will land in I1 and how many land
in I2, which can be done in constant time by Lemma 10.1. Repeating this for all d coordinates and
O(log d∆) values of ℓ completes the proof.
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