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Abstract

Geometric data structures have been extensively studied in the regime where the dimension is much
smaller than the number of input points. But in many scenarios in Machine Learning, the dimension can
be much higher than the number of points and can be so high that the data structure might be unable to
read and store all coordinates of the input and query points.

Inspired by these scenarios and related studies in feature selection and explainable clustering, we
initiate the study of geometric data structures in this ultra-high dimensional regime. Our focus is the
approximate nearest neighbor problem.

In this problem, we are given a set of n points C' C R¢ and have to produce a small data structure that
can quickly answer the following query: given ¢ € R?, return a point ¢ € C that is approximately nearest
to ¢, where the distance is under £, £2, or other norms. Many groundbreaking (1 4 €)-approximation
algorithms have recently been discovered for ;- and £2-norm distances in the regime where d < n.

The main question in this paper is: Is there a data structure with sublinear (o(nd)) space and sublinear
(o(d)) query time when d > n? This question can be partially answered from the machine-learning
literature: *

e For ¢;-norm distances, an O(log(n))-approximation data structure with O(nlogd) space and O(n)
query time can be obtained from explainable clustering techniques [Dasgupta et al. ICML’20;
Makarychev and Shan ICML’21; Esfandiari, Mirrokni, and Narayanan SODA’22; Gamlath et al.
NeurIPS’21; Charikar and Hu SODA’22].

e For {>-norm distances, a (v/3 + €)-approximation data structure with O(n log(d)/poly(e)) space and
O(n/poly(e)) query time can be obtained from feature selection techniques [Boutsidis, Drineas, and
Mahoney NeurIPS’09; Boutsidis et al. IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory’15; Cohen et al. STOC’15].

e For £,-norm distances, a O(n?~! log?(n))-approximation data structure with O(nlog(n) + nlog(d))
space and O(n) query time can be obtained from the explainable clustering algorithms of [Gamlath
et al. NeurIPS’21].

An important open problem is whether a (1 + €)-approximation data structure exists. This is not known
for any norm, even with higher (e.g. poly(n) - o(d)) space and query time. In this paper, we answer this
question affirmatively. We present (1 + ¢)-approximation data structures with the following guarantees.

e For /1- and fs-norm distances: O(nlog(d)/poly(e)) space and O(n/poly(e)) query time. We show
that these space and time bounds are tight up to poly(logn/e) factors.

e For £,-norm distances: O(n?log(d)(loglog(n)/e)?) space and O (n(loglog(n)/€)?) query time.

Via simple reductions, our data structures imply sublinear-in-d data structures for some other geometric
problems; e.g. approximate orthogonal range search (in the style of [Arya and Mount SoCG’95]), furthest
neighbor, and give rise to a sublinear O(1)-approximate representation of k-median and k-means clustering.
We hope that this paper inspires future work on sublinear geometric data structures.
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fUniversity of Liverpool
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LAll data structures discussed here are randomized and answer each query correctly with (1) probability. The space
complexity refers to the number of words and the time is in the word-RAM model. O(f(n)) hides polylog(f(n)) factors
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1 Introduction

Nearest Neighbor. The nearest neighbor problem in geometric spaces is defined as follows: We are given a
set of n points C' C R? to preprocess and then have to produce a data structure that can answer the following
queries: given ¢ € R%, return the point ¢* in C' whose distance to g is smallest, where the distance can be
induced by #1-, £5-, and other norms.

In the so-called low-dimensional regime [ANN'17]—when d = o(logn) and thus the data structure’s space
and time complexities can be ezponential in d—classical data structures can solve this problem efficiently (e.g.
[Cla99, KR0O2, KL04, BKLO06]). Recently, novel techniques such as locality-sensitive hashing and sketching
(e.g. [IM98, AI08, AINR14, AR15, IW18]) have led to a new wave of data structures in the high-dimensional
regime that solve the problem approximately: for any o > 1, a a-approximation data structure is the one that
returns a point ¢ € C' whose distance to ¢ is at most « times the distance between ¢* and g. These recent
data structures typically require space and time complexities that are linear or super linear in d, which is
acceptable in most applications. In fact, many papers start with an assumption that d = O(logn) which can
be assumed due to Johnson-Lindenstrauss lemma [JL84] at the cost of additional O(d) space and query time.

Ultra-High Dimensions. But what if we cannot read all coordinates of the query ¢ and cannot store all
coordinates of all n points in C? There can be various reasons for such a situation to arise. For example,
we may be unable to access the whole ¢ due to the high-cost concern of obtaining the data (e.g. high-cost
medical tests or genome sequencing) and privacy concerns (e.g. providing only the necessary medical or
genetic information while protecting unrelated sensitive data). More crucially, the size of the data, i.e., d
might be prohibitively large to query all of its attributes (as is usually the case for genetic data) and, yet, n
can be much smaller than d. For example, each point in C' may be a center of a cluster among some small
number of clusters obtained from prior training and we aim to classify a new data point ¢ € R? by assigning
it to the nearest representative. In this case, to accurately classify ¢ without accessing all attributes of ¢, we
need to exploit the fact that there are typically a small number of clusters. Additionally, classifying ¢ based
on a few attributes is crucial for ezplainability—when it is important for human users to know which factors
play a role in the classifying decision.

Related Work and Existing Results. Scenarios like the above are a motivation behind at least two
lines of research in machine learning. (i) In Feature Selection, the goal is to select a subset of relevant
features of the input dataset. For example, Boutsidis, Drineas, and Mahoney in NeurIPS’09 [BDMO09] (also
see [BZMD15]) show that given a set S C R? and a parameter k < d, we can select roughly k coordinates
such that we are required to only access these coordinates when computing k-means clustering, at the expense
of a (3 4 €) multiplicative approximation factor. The approximation factor was subsequently improved to
(1+ ¢) in the STOC’15 paper by Cohen et al. [CEM™T15]. (ii) In Fzplainable Clustering, given data that
are already classified into k clusters via cluster centers, the goal is to construct a decision tree with some
desired properties that can classify the input data points into clusters without too much loss in the clustering
cost compared to the original clustering. For example, Makarychev and Shan [MS21] show that given a
k-median clustering on ¢; distance, one can construct such a decision tree that returns a clustering whose cost
is O(log k) times the original cost. Since the number of accessed coordinates intuitively plays an important
role in explainability, it is not surprising that one of the desired properties of the decision tree is that it never
accesses more than O(k) coordinates.

The feature selection and explainable clustering problems are static problems; i.e., the algorithms for
these problems receive all of their inputs before returning the output. This is in contrast to the nearest
neighbor problem which is a data structure problem. Nevertheless, given the connections between clustering
and nearest neighbor problems, techniques from some of the previous works on these static problems can be
extended to the nearest neighbor problem. (All data structures discussed here are randomized and answer
each query correctly with Q(1) probability. The space complexity refers to the number of words and the time
is in the word-RAM model. O(f(n)) hides polylog(f(n)) factors.)

e For ¢;-norm distances, an O(log(n))-approximation data structure with O(nlog(n) + nlogd) space and
O(n) query time can be obtained by adapting the explainable clustering algorithms of [GPSY23, MS23].
This is because these algorithms only require the center of each cluster, and not the remaining input
data points. Weaker results can also be obtained from [EMN22, MS21, MDRF20, GJPS21].



e For /y-norm distances, a (v/3 + €)-approximation data structure with O(nlog(d)/e?) space and
O(nlog(n)/€?) query time can be obtained by reducing to feature selection algorithms [BDMO09,
BZMD15, CEM ' 15] (see Appendix C). Weaker results can also be obtained from explainable clustering
algorithms of [MS22, MS21, EMN22, GJPS21, CH22, MDRF2(]

e For £,-norm distances, an O(n?~!log?(n))-approximation data structure with O(nlog(n) + nlog(d))
space and O(n) query time can be obtained from the explainable clustering algorithms of [GJPS21].

In contrast to other regimes, where many efficient (1 + €)-approximation data structures are known, no
(1 4 €)-approximation data structure is known for the ultra-high dimensional regime for any norm, and even
when we allow higher space and query time (e.g. poly(n) - o(d) space and query time).

Our Results. We first observe that every (1 4 €)-approximate nearest neighbor data structure requires
Q(n) space and must make Q(n) queries (see Theorem D.1). Our main contributions are data structures
with nearly matching space and query bounds in the ultra-high dimensional regime. Our data structures
require polynomial preprocessing time, answer each query correctly with 1 — § probability, and guarantee the
following bounds.

e For ¢1-norm distances: O(nlog?(n/d)log(d)/(¢°6*)) space and O(nlog(n/d)/(€362)) query time. See
Theorem 5.2.

e For /y-norm distances: O(nlog®(n/d)log(d)/(e%6%)) space and O(nlog(n/d)/(e36?)) query time. See
Theorem 5.17.

e For /,-norm distances: O(n?log(n/d)log(d)(loglogn)?/eP*?) space and O(nlog(n/d)(loglogn)P/ePT2)
query time. See Theorem 6.1.

Our data structure for £1- and £o-norm distances uses essentially the same space and query time as the
previously best result and provides a stronger approximation guarantee. For other norms, our data structure
needs higher (but sublinear) space and gives strong approximation guarantees.

Connection to Explainable Clustering. A recent line of research investigates explainable clustering
[EMN22, MS21, MDRF20, GJPS21, GPSY23, MS23]. The input is a set C of k cluster centers. The output
is a (random) decision tree assigning any query point to a cluster represented by a label in [k]. The current
best result [GPSY23] for explainable k-median clustering under ¢;-distances guarantees that for any set P of
data points the clustering generated by the decision tree is in expectation within a factor O(log k) of the
optimal assignment of P to the centers in C, that is, of the nearest-center assignment. The decision tree has
k leaves. Therefore, it can be interpreted as O(log k)-approximate representation of the clustering C' with
sublinear O(k‘) space and query complexity. There are two aspects why this representation is considered
explainable: (i) the decision tree is easy to interpret for humans (ii) it is compact as it has only sublinear
O(k) space and query complexity. When applied to a single query point these data structures constitute a
O(log k)-approximate nearest neighbor data structure in expectation.

Our techniques have implications in the converse direction. We argue (see Section 7) that our techniques
give a sublinear O(k‘) space and query complexity data structure for an O(1)-approximate nearest neighbor
in expectation. This implies a sublinear O(1)-approximate representation for k-median clustering improving
upon the O(log k)-approximation obtained via decision trees. Notice that while our data structure does not
produce decision trees it does constitute a compact representation of the clustering. Our techniques also
imply a sublinear O(1)-approximate representation of k-means clustering in Euclidean space improving upon
the O(log? k)-bound implied by explainable k-means clustering [MS22].

Perspective: Sublinear Data Structures. Geometric data structures are fundamental computational
objects that have been extensively studied and used for decades. To the best of our knowledge, there was no
prior result on geometric data structure problems in the ultra-high dimensional regime. Showing that it is
possible to design sublinear geometric data structures is the main conceptual contribution of our paper.

As another example of where our techniques are applicable, consider the orthogonal range search problem.
Here, we are given a set C' C R? to preprocess and need to answer the following query: Given ¢; and go in
R¢, return all points p € C such that the i*" attribute of p has value between the " attributes of ¢; and ga,
for every . This problem can be solved using range trees and k-d trees [Ben80, McC85, Cha86, Cha88] in the
low-dimensional regime. For higher dimensions, some approximation algorithms have been proposed where



some other points can be returned as long as they are not “far” from the query [AM00, CLMO08, dFM10], i.e.,
the distance between the point returned and the range is within an e fraction of the distance between ¢; and
ga—we call such a range search as (1 + ¢)-approximate range search. We approach this problem, as before,
from a data-structure point of view. Using similar techniques, we can design a data structure of size O(n)
that processes n centers such that given any ‘valid’ orthogonal range (¢1,¢2) (i.e., a range which contains at
least one center point), queries only O(n /€?) coordinates of ¢; and g to report all centers that are within the
(1 + e)-approximate range. The details of this can be found in Appendix B.

Besides orthogonal range search, simple reductions also lead to data structures for other proximity
problems such as the furthest neighbor problem, where we can guarantee the same bounds as the nearest
neighbor problem.

We hope that this paper inspires future work on sublinear geometric data structures.

Organization. Section 2 gives an overview of the main technical contributions of the paper. Section 4
contains the outline of a simple data structure with space O(n?) and query time O(n) for £;-norm, with
some simplifying assumptions as warmup. Section 5 describes our (1 + €)-approximate nearest neighbor
data structures with O(n) space and query complexity for the ¢1- and f3-norm. Section 6 describes our
(1 + €)-approximate nearest neighbor data structure with space O(n?) and query time O(n) that works for
general £,-norms. Finally, the implications of our results for other geometric data structure problems and
some lower bound results are presented in the appendices.

2 Technical Overview

Warmup: Quadratic Space via Pairwise Sampling. Let ¢ be an input point, let ¢ be an unknown
query point, and let [lc — g[; = 3, [¢® — ¢(¥)| denote their ¢; distance. First, observe that approximating
this distance requires memorizing all coordinates of ¢ because ¢ and ¢ may differ in only a single coordinate.
Our strategy is to compare distances to multiple input points without knowing the (approximate) distances.
For intuition, consider when we have two input points ¢; and ¢o. Consider an extreme case when ¢; and co
differ only in one coordinate b. In this case, keeping only this coordinate suffices to tell for any query ¢ if it is
closer to ¢ or ca. To extend this intuition to when ¢; and ¢y differ in many coordinates, a natural idea is
to sample each coordinate b independently with probability proportional to the difference \cgb) — c;b) |; more
precisely, the probability that we sample coordinate b is?

() _ \Cgb) - Céb)|

Cler—eall

We further scale the sample entry by a factor of 1/ p®). The expected number of sampled coordinates is then
Sp® =3, |c§b) - cgb)|/||cl —cz]l1 = 1. Let € € (0,1) be the approximation parameter, and let 6 € (0,1) be
a bound on the error probability. We repeat this process to store a set I of O(log(1/4)/e?) coordinates in total.
For z € R%, we denote by z(!) the restriction of z to coordinates in I. We denote by S = diag((1/p®)per)
denote the diagonal matrix representing the scaling factors. Then Sz(?) is the vector obtained from applying
the above sampling process to x.

Under what we call bounding box assumption (which we will remove later), where min(cgb), céb)) <q® <
max(cgb), céb)) for each coordinate b, we can find a (1 + €)-approximate nearest neighbor between ¢; and cs.
This is due to the following property. (Details in Section 4.)

Comparator Property: Let €,6 € (0,1) and assume we sample a set I of O(log(1/4)/€%) coordinates
as described above. If ||ca —q|l1 > (1+4¢€)||c1 —g]|1 then ||Scél) —SqD|, > (1+e/2)||Sc§I) —SqD||y
with probability 1 — 4.

With this idea, we can construct an O(n?)-space data structure by repeating the above for every pair (c;, )
of input points. It is not hard to find the approximately nearest neighbor to ¢ with n — 1 comparisons: this is
very simple if the comparator is exact, and the same idea can be extended for our approximate comparator
as well; see Section 4 for details (also see [AFHN16] for previous work on imprecise comparisons).

2This can be viewed as an application of so-called importance sampling—a technique for variance reduction. The independent
sampling process described here differs slightly from the one in Section 4.



Towards Linear Space via Global Sampling. The drawback of the previous algorithm is its O(n2)
space complexity. To avoid this, a natural idea is to reduce the number of pairs for which we perform the
above sampling process. However, it is unclear to us if this is possible at all. Another idea is to do the

above process more globally instead of pairwise. Here is a simple way to do this: Let C = {¢y,...,¢,} be the
(b)

;; where
cg-b) |/llei — ¢j]]1 denotes the probability of sampling b under the pairwise sampling process for

set of input points. We (independently) sample each coordinate b with probability p®) = max;; p
b b

b =l -

Ci, Cj € C

At least two questions arise from the idea above: (i) For any pair ¢; and ¢; and query ¢ in the bounding
box can we still tell (approximately) if ¢; or ¢; is nearer to ¢ as in the pairwise process (in particular, are we
creating noise by sampling some coordinates with higher probility than pg))? This is not so hard to address:
Es), the expectation does not change due to
rescaling by 1/ p(®), and the concentration behavior is only better. More precisely, the comparator property
can still be proven.

A more unclear point is: (ii) How many coordinates do we sample in total? For example, why is
it not possible that in the worst case every pair ¢; and c¢; needs different coordinates and thus we are
forced to select £2(n?) coordinates in total. We show that this bad situation will not happen. To give an
idea, we consider the special case C' C {0, 1}d. The overall expected number of coordinates sampled is

Despite sampling each coordinate with probability higher than p

S(C) =3, p® =3, max;; pg). (We ignore sampling repetition, which increases our bound only by O(logn).)

Assume w.l.o.g. that (c1, ¢z) is the closest pair in C. Notice that p®) = pgl;) for every coordinate b in the set D

of coordinates where ¢; and ¢y differ; they minimize ||¢; —c¢;||1 and hence maximize pg). Therefore S(C) drops

by at most >, pgl;) =3 |c§b) - cgb)|/||cl — ¢2|l1 = 1 if we remove the coordinates in D from all input points.
On the other hand, we can identify ¢; and ¢y after removing D obtaining a set C’ with at most n — 1 points.
Thus S(C) < S(C") + 1. Using induction we can upper bound S(C') by n. This inductive proof strategy can
be extended to the general #; metric although the proof is notably more technical. Even though ¢; and ¢
metrics are equivalent on the Boolean cube, we do not know how to extend the above proof strategy to the
general {5 metric. To obtain a linear bound for £5 we rely on an entirely different, linear-algebraic approach
leveraging a latent connection between our sampling probabilities and the singular-value decomposition.
Our proof is based on a connection to the feature selection approach by Boustidis et al. [BZMD15] for
k-Means clustering. In fact, our sampling probabilities can be upper bounded by theirs, which are based on
SVD. Notice, however, that we achieve a (1 + €)-approximation for nearest neighbor as compared to their
(3 + €)-approximation for k-Means®.

Let I denote the set of coordinates sampled by our global scheme. Memorizing these coordinates for all
input points would still require n|I| = O(n?) space. To obtain O(n) space we apply standard dimension
reduction tools such as the Johnson-Lindenstrauss transform for ¢5 or the technique by Indyk [Ind06]
for ¢;. Specifically, we sample a suitable random m X |I| matrix M, where m = O(logn), and store
the set C' = {MSCEI) | ¢; € C} requiring mn = O(n) space. Storing M itself requires m|I| = O(n)
space, too, as does storing I itself. Upon receiving a query ¢, we compute MSq") and output the nearest
neighbor in C’, which takes O(n) coordinate queries. Here we use that the comparator property guarantees

| SqD —ch.l) 1> (14¢/2)[15q0 =S|y if [lg—¢;lli > (1+€)]lg— ci]l1. Therefore, if we bound the distance
distortion of the dimension reduction by, say, 14¢/10 then F(MSq(), MSCEI)) > (1+¢/5)F(MSqD, MSCZ(-I))
for the function F' from the ¢; dimension reduction by Indyk [Ind06]. This is sufficient for approximately
comparing the distances.

Removing the Bounding Box Assumption. If a query point ¢ does not satisfy the bounding box
property for two points ¢;,c; € C' the comparator property may fail with too high probability. Specifically,
it may happen that ||g — ¢j|l; > (1 + ¢€)|lg — cilly and yet ||Sq'!) — ch-l)Hl = (1+8|S¢D — Scl(-l)||1
for some positive £ < €. In such a scenario, applying dimension reduction via matrix M may result in
F(MSqD, MSCEI)) < F(MSq"D, MSCEI)) because it distorts distances by factor 1 4 O(e).

A natural attempt to resolve this issue is to “truncate” the query point so it comes sufficiently close to
the bounding box. This approach is described in Section 6 and can in fact be applied to general £, metrics.

3In Section C, we provide a formal reduction to feature selection by Boustidis et al. [BZMD15]. There is follow-up work
achieving even guarantee 1 + € for feature selection in clustering [CEM*15]. However, we do not know how to apply their
approach to our setting. In particular, the above reduction is not applicable.



However, it requires explicitly storing the projected points and therefore O(nz) space.

To retain our near-linear space bound, we do not actually change the sampling or the query procedure.
Rather, we relax in our analysis on the requirement that the comparator property needs to hold for all point
pairs. Specifically, we argue (using Markov) that with sufficiently high probability our distance estimate
to the (unknown) nearest neighbor o is within a bounded factor (*). We argue that under this condition
all comparisons with o do satisfy the comparator property, which is enough to satisfy correctness. Towards
this, we distinguish for each ¢ € C' between good coordinates b where ¢(®) is relatively close to the interval
[c(b), o(b)]. For the set of good coordinates, strong concentration properties hold—similar to those under the
bounding box assumption. For the remaining (bad) coordinates, we use two properties: First, the query point
is indifferent between ¢ and o on the set of bad coordinates as it is sufficiently distant and thus indifferent
between o and ¢ on these coordinates. This and property (*) automatically implies that the total contribution
of the bad coordinates cannot be too high. Together, these properties imply that (a relaxation of) the
comparator property holds for all comparisons with o thereby implying the (1 4 €)-approximation guarantee
also after removing the bounding box assumption. For details, we refer to the full technical sections below.

3 Preliminaries

In this section, we list some basic terminology, definitions and notation that we use throughout.

Definition 3.1 (Approximate Notation). Given real numbers a,b >0 and 0 < € < 1, we say that a ~, b if
(I—eb<a<(1+e€)pb.

Definition 3.2 (Coordinate Index Notation). For a point a € R%, we use a® to represent the i-th coordinate
of a. For a set or multiset I = {i1,ia,...,im} C [d], we denote a'!) to be (a(“),a(i?), e 7a(iT”)) e R™.

In this paper, we look into the approximate nearest neighbor problem, defined as follows.

Definition 3.3 (a-Approximate Nearest Neighbor Problem). Given a set C' = {c1,¢a,...,cn} of n points in
a metric space (X, dist), build a data structure that given any query point ¢ € X, returns index i € [n], such
that dist(q, ¢;) < o - minje,, dist(q, ¢;).

When C only has 2 points, we use the shorthand 2-point comparator to denote such an approximate
nearest neighbor data structure.

Definition 3.4 (2-point Comparator). Given a set C = {c1,c2} of 2 points in a metric space (X, dist) and
parameters 0 < €,6 < 1, we call a data structure as a 2-point comparator, if for any query point g € X, with
probabilty 1 — 6, it returns index i € {1,2}, such that dist(q, c;) < (1 + €) - minje gy 2y dist(q, ¢;).

We use the following Chernoff bounds in this paper.

Theorem 3.5 (Chernoff Bound). Let X1, Xo,..., X, be independent random wvariables, and X; € [0,c].
Define X =" | X; and p = E[X]. Then

P[X > (1 4+ 6)u] < exp(—62u/(3c)), for0<d <1

PIX > (1+6)u] < exp(—du/(3c)), ford>1

P[X < (1 —6)u] < exp(—6%u/(2¢)), for d > 0.

4 Warm-Up: Data Structure for ¢; Metric with O(n?) Space and
O(n) Query Complexity

As a warm-up, we describe in this section our data structure with O(n?log(n/d)log(d)/e?) space and
O(nlog(n/8)/e?) query complexity for approximate nearest neighbor problem under the ¢; metric. For
simplicity, we make the assumption that the query is in the scaled bounding box of each pair of points defined
as follows.



Definition 4.1 (Scaled Bounding Box). For any two points a,b € R?, the scaled bounding box B» specified by
(a,b) is {x € R? | Vz € [d], min{a®, b} =100 - [a®) — b*)| < 2(*) < max{a®, b} +100 - [al*) — b}

We show the following.

Theorem 4.2. Consider a set C of n points ci,...,c, € R? equipped with {1 metric. Given parameters
0 < €6 <1, we can construct a randomized data structure such that for any query point ¢ € R%, which lies in
the bounding box of each pair of points, i.e. Vi, j € [n],q € Be, ¢;, the following conditions hold with probability
1 — 6. (i) The data structure reads O(nlog(n/8)/e?) coordinates of q. (ii) It returns i € [n] where ¢; is a
(1 + €)-approzimate nearest neighbor of q in C. (iii) The data structure has a size of O(n?log(n/d)log(d)/e?)
words.

Theorem 4.2 is a special case of Theorem 6.1, where a rigorous proof is provided. In this section, we
present a more concise proof to provide intuition. Our approach is the following. We first describe a data
structure for the approximate nearest neighbor problem for two points (i.e. a 2-point comparator), and
then employ a naive min-finding procedure with oracle access to the 2-point comparator, to extend to the
approximate nearest neighbor with n points.

4.1 A Strong Comparator for Two Points

In this section we describe our approximate nearest neighbor data strucutre for 2 points, which we refer to as
2-point comparator (see Algorithm 1). It gets two points a,b € R% and parameters €, € (0,1) as inputs to
its preprocessing phase. In the preprocessing phase, it iteratively samples coordinates from [d] to form a
multiset I. Specifically, in a single iteration, it samples each coordinate with probability proportional to the
distance between a and b on that coordinate. The data structure stores I as well as the coordinates of a and
bin I. In the query phase, it receives a query ¢ € B, upon which it probes ¢ on all coordinates in I to
compute estimates x and y of the distances of ¢ to a and b, respectively. Its final answer, as to which among
a or b is the nearer neighbor of ¢, depends on the ratio z/y.

We analyze the correctness of Algorithm 1 in Lemma 4.3. In particular, we show the following strong
guarantees: (i) if one point is significantly closer to the query than the other point, the comparator outputs
the correct point with probability 1 — 4, (ii) otherwise, the comparator may output a special symbol L, but
never outputs a wrong point as the nearest neighbor.

Algorithm 1: An approximate nearest neighbor data structure A, ) for two points a,b € R<.

1 Preprocessing (a,b,¢,0) // Inputs: a,b€R% e € (0,1)
2 Let I < () be a multiset and T <+ O(log(1/9)/€?);

for ¢t € [T] do

(2) _qg(®

4 Sample i; € [d], where Vz € [d], Pr[i; = 2] = p(*) = %;
5 Add i; to I
6 | store I,aD b where o'V = {a®|i € I}.
7 Query (q) // Inputs: ¢ € Bgyp C R4
8 Let z,y <+ 0;

for: eI do
10 Query ¢ on coordinate i, i.e. ¢(¥;

gD —a® gD —p)

11 Let z <z + S0 Yyt e
12 if £>1+ 5 then
13 ‘ return a as nearest neighbor
14 else if % >1+ % then
15 ‘ return b as nearest neighbor
16 else
17 L return L




Lemma 4.3 (Strong Comparator Correctness). Algorithm 1, given inputs a,b € R% ¢, 6 € (0,1), satisfies the
following conditions with probability 1 — J:

1. if \‘Ilz le‘\l > 1+4¢€, it outputs a; if H‘; allx > 1+¢, it outputs b,

2. if ‘ub > 1, it outputs a or L; if ll\lg dl > 1 it outputs b or L.

Proof Sketch. In this proof, we assume that ||b —g||1 > [|a — g||1, since the other case is symmetric. Together
with the fact [|b— g|[1 + [la — gll1 > [|b— a1, we get [|[b — q|[1 > £[|b— all1.

The algorithm makes its decision based on the relative values of = and y, which are estimates for the
distances from ¢ to a and from ¢ to b, respectively. To analyze the ratio y/x, we need to define some random
‘q(lt),a(lt) q(it),b(it)|
We know that x = ZtG[T] X: and y = ZtG[T] Y;. These nonnegative random variables are bounded:

X - ¢t —ali0)|
U TpGi) —gGo)

variables to analyze how we sample I in the preprocessing. Let X; =

-|Jb—ally <101 ||b — al|1, because ¢ lies in the bounding box specified by a,b. Similarly

(2)_g(®)
we have ¥; < 101+ [|b— ally, ¥t € [T). The expectation of X; is E[X)] = Y.y P - Lot ) — fla— gl

Similarly E[Y;] = ||b — ¢||1-

Since E[Y;] = [|[b—g|l1 > 3|b—al1, using Chernoff bound, we have Pr |y — E[y]| > £E[y]] < 2 by choosing
T = O(log(1/6)/e?). To analyze x, we consider the following two cases:
Case 1. If E[X;] = |la — g||1 > %||b— al|1, then using Chernoff bound, we have Pr [|z — E[z]| > £E[z]] < £ by
choosing T = ©(log(1/68)/€?).
Case 2. If E[X,] = |la—gq]|1 < %||b—al1, then using Chernoff bound, we have Pr [|z — E[z]| > Z|[b—all1] < $
by choosing T' = Q(log(1/90)).

To prove item 1 of Lemma 4.3, suppose that ”b ‘;Hl > 1+ e If we are in Case 1, with probability
1 -6 we have v ~¢ Tlla — q|l; and y ~¢ T||b — ¢l;. This implies that, with probability 1 — ¢ we get

4> i Te (1 +¢) > 1+ 5. Thus the querying phase correctly outputs a as the nearest neighbor. If we

are in Case 2, with probability 1 — ¢ we have z < 17T[|b — al|;, and y ~¢ T||b — gl|1, which implies that

1-1
L> w > 3. Thus the querying phase correctly outputs a.

The second item of Lemma 4.3 can be proved similarly. O

4.2 Data Structure for ¢, Metric with O(n?) Space

In this section, we show that combining Algorithm 1 with a naive minimum-finding approach using an
imprecise comparison oracle gives a data structure for n points under ¢; metric (see Algorithm 2) that uses
O(nQ) space. Algorithm 2 maintains a candidate for the nearest neighbor and evaluates each point against
this candidate using the two-point comparator. If a point is found to be significantly closer to the query than

the current candidate, the candidate is updated accordingly.

Algorithm 2: An approximate nearest neighbor data structure for n points in R? for ¢; metric.

1 Preprocessing (C,¢,0) // Inputs: C={ci,...,cn} CR%e€(0,1),6€(0,1)
2 for 1 <i<j<ndo

3 L Preprocessing(c;, cj, €,6/n%) ; // Construct A, ., from Algorithm 1
4 Query (q) // Inputs: qe€R% Vi jen],q€ B,
5 Let j =1;

6 for 2 <i<ndo

7 In A, e;), Tun Query(q);

8 if the query outputs c¢; then

9 | Let j «i;
10 return j




Proof. (for Theorem 4.2) By a union bound, we get that with probability 1 — 4§, for all 1 < i < j < n, the
data structure A, ;) does not fail. We condition on this event in the rest of the proof. Notice that j is a
variable under updating.

Algorithm 2 maintains an index j € [n] throughout its execution such that ¢; is a candidate (1 + €)-
approximate nearest neighbor of ¢. Initially, j is set to 1. The algorithm runs the 2-point comparator n — 1
times, where in the i-th iteration, a comparison is made between ¢; and the current nearest neighbor candidate
cj. If Ac, o, outputs ¢;, then we know, by Lemma 4.3, that ¢; is strictly closer to ¢ than ¢;. Additionally, if ¢;
were closer to g by a factor of 1+ € or more, then we are guaranteed that c; is output by A, ;.

Let ¢* be such that ¢;« is the true nearest neighbor of g. If the value of j is updated in iteration ¢*, then
Algorithm 2 will not update it in any further iteration and we output the true nearest neighbor. If the value
of j is not updated in iteration ¢*, then it must be the case that ||g — ¢;||1 < (1 +€) - ||g — ¢;+||1 and the final
output is also a 1 + € approximate nearest neighbor of q.

Since the data structure consists of n? copies of data structure in Algorithm 1, the space complexity of
Algorithm 2 is n? x O(log(n?/68)/e?) = O(n?log(n /) log(d)/e?). We make n — 1 queries to the data structure
in Algorithm 1, leading to the query complexity O(nlog(n/d)/e?). O

5 Near-linear Space Data Structures for ¢/; and ¢, Metrics

In this section, we design a data structure with near-linear space and query complexity for approximate
nearest neighbor under ¢; and ¢ metrics. We prove the following theorem.

Theorem 5.1. Consider a set C' of n points cq, ..., c, € R equipped with £1 or {3 metric. Given 0 < e < 1/4
and 0 < & < 1, we can efficiently construct a randomized data structure such that for any query point ¢ € R?
the following conditions hold with probability 1 — 8. (i) The data structure reads O(nlog(n)/(poly(e,d)))
coordinates of q. (ii) It returns i € [n] where ¢; is a (1 + €)-approzimate nearest neighbor of q in C. (iii) The
data structure has a size of O(nlog?(n)log(d)/(poly(e,d))) words.

We prove the ¢; and ¢35 metric cases of Theorem 5.1 separately in two subsections. Both proofs follow the
same structure although they differ in details. We consider the following four events and prove that each of
them holds with probability 1 — 6/4. We establish the correctness of the data structure by conditioning on
the first three events. By conditioning on the last event, we demonstrate the space and query complexity.

1. The first event is that the distance between a query and its nearest neighbor is overestimated at most
by the factor 4/9.

2. The second event is that for a query point the estimated distance to its nearest neighbor is significantly
smaller than the estimated distance to any center that is not an approximate nearest neighbor.

3. The third event is that the dimension reduction preserves the distances between the coordinate-selected
points and the query.

4. The fourth event is that at most near-linear many coordinates are sampled in the preprocessing and
accessed in the query phase.

We also show that if all these four events hold, the requirements of Theorem 5.1 are met. Then we use union
bound to conclude the theorem.

5.1 Data Structure for /;-metric with Near-linear Space and Query Time

The preprocessing and querying procedures of our data structure are described in Algorithm 3. The algorithm
receives a set C' of n points and parameters €,6 € (0,1) as inputs for its preprocessing phase. During
preprocessing, it iteratively samples coordinates from [d] to form a multiset I *. Let R denote the set C of n
points restricted to I. An ¢; dimension reduction is then applied to R to further reduce the space. In the
query phase, the algorithm receives a query g € R%. It probes ¢ on all coordinates in I and applies the same
{1 dimension reduction to the coordinate-selected query. The output, identifying which point in C' is the
nearest neighbor of ¢, is determined by which point, after coordinate selection and dimension reduction, is
closest to the query.

4Multiple coordinates may be added to I in the same iteration, and I may contain repeated coordinates.



Algorithm 3: An approximate nearest neighbor data structure for n points in R? for ¢; metric.

1 Preprocessing (C,¢,9) // Inputs: C={ci,...,co} CR%e€(0,%),6 € (0,
2 Let I < () be a multiset and T <+ O(log(n/d)/(e362));

3 for t € [T] do

4 for b € [d] do

| s o)

5 Add b to I with probability p'® = MaX(; jye(m) Te—e,
Let R = {ry,72,...,m7n} CR! where for i € [n],b € I, we have T‘gb) = cgb)/p(b);

Let m < O(log(n/8)/(e26%));

8 Sample M € RI™I*I where each entry of M follows the Cauchy distribution, whose density
function is c(x) = m
o | store I, M(R) = {Mri < [n]}, {p®be I}, M

Notice that M(-): Rf — R™ is an oblivious linear mapping [Ind06];

1)

10 Query (q) // Inputs: gq€R?

11 Query ¢, vb € T;
12 Let u € R!, where Vb € I,u® = ¢q® /p(®);

13 Let F((Zl, ces )y (Y1, -+ oy Ym)) = median(|z1 — y1l, - oy [T — Ym]);
14 Letz—argmln cin) F(Mr;, Mu);
15 return ;

Theorem 5.2. Consider a set C of n points ci, . ..,c, € R equipped with 1 metric. Given 0 < e < 1/4 and
0 < 6 < 1, with probability (1 — ), we can efficiently construct a randomized data structure (See Algorithm 3)
such that for any query point ¢ € R? the following conditions hold with probability 1 — 6. (i) The data structure
reads O(nlog(n/d)/(e362)) coordinates q. (ii) It returns i € [d] where c; is a (1 + €)-approvimate nearest

neighbor of q in C. (iii) The data structure has a size of O(nlog®(n/8)log(d)/(€°6*)) words.

We show the proof in the following subsections in line with the structure described above. Let §' = §/4,

where each good event described above happens with probability 1 — ¢'.

5.1.1 Upper Bound for Estimate of Distance between Query and its Nearest Neighbor

We first show that the distance between a query point and its nearest neighbor is overestimated at most by a

factor 1/¢’ with probability 1 — ¢'.
Claim 5.3. Let ¢ € R™ be a query and let i* € [n] be the index of its nearest neighbor. It holds that
1

1
T”W —ull; < §||Cz‘* —qll1,

with probability 1 — 5.

Proof. For any i € [n], we have E[||r; — ull1] = T||c; — ql|1, because

[”rl - U” Z ’ - u(b) ” = E Z ]l{in iteration t, we add b to I} ‘Tgb) - u(b)‘
bel te[T],be[d]
( (b) (®) C'Eb) g (b (b)
= Z p —u ‘Z Z p W—W: Z ’Ci —4q ’:THCz‘—QHL
te[T),be(d] te[T),bed) te[T],be(d]
Using Markov’s inequality, we have with probability 1 — ¢,
i —ully < 5' Efllri = ull1] < 5 llei = alls-



5.1.2 Coordinate Selection Preserves Distance Ratio

In this section, we show that, the following holds: for any query point ¢ € R™, whose nearest neighbor is ¢;«,
with probability 1 — 24, for all ¢; € C' such that chl;qul > 1+ €, the estimated ratio is significantly larger

‘c,* —all:
than one, that is H > 1+ €d’/4. This statement is formalized in Lemma 5.8.

To prove the statement, we first partition the coordinates in [d] into good and bad regions for each pair of
points. In the good region are the coordinates on which the query is not too far away from one of the points.
The remaining coordinates are in the bad region. The intuition is that, restricted to the coordinates in the
good region, the distance between one of the points and the query is bounded. This implies that we can
estimate these distances using a Chernoff bound. For the bad coordinates the intuition is that the distances
from the query to the 2 points are so large that the ratio between these distances is close to one. Additionally

these distances are not overestimated because of the previous event in Section 5.1.1.

Definition 5.4 (Good region and bad region). Consider two points c1,co € R%, and a query point q € R%.
We define the good region w.r.t. (¢1,c2,q) as

. z z 8 z z z z z 8 z z
Good(c1, c2,q) = {7z € [d] | mln{cg ),cg )} - 6—5/|c§ ) —cé )| < ¢ < max{c} ),cé )} + —la ) —cé )|}

. We define the bad region w.r.t. (c1,c2,q) as Bad(cy, ca,q) = [d]\ Good(cy, c2,q). When there is no ambiguity,
we use Good for Good(cy, ¢2,q), and Bad for Bad(cy, ¢, q).

Additionally, we define the distance between points restricted to subsets of coordinates.

Definition 5.5 (Restricted distance). Given x,y € R?, we define the distance between x and y restricted to
region J C [d] as disty(z,y) = >, ‘x(z) —y@|. Furthermore, for u,v € RY, where I is a multiset, whose

elements are from [d], we define disty(u,v) => _;l.ey- |x(z) - y(z)|.

zel

The following lemma shows that for two points, whose distances to the query differ significantly, then the
majority of the distance between the two points is present in the good region. The intuition of the lemma is
that if the bad region contributes a lot to the distance ||b — a||1, it implies that the bad region contributes
much to ||b—¢|l1 and ||a — ¢l|1, then the ratio between the two distances should be very close to 1.

Lemma 5.6. Consider three points a,b,q € R%. If H >1+e, then W > 12

Proof. By scaling the inequality (1 + €)||a — ¢|l1 < ||b — ¢]|1, we get that

2 2
@+—)na—ﬂ1sw—ﬂn
€ €

Next, by rearranging and using the triangle inequality, we have:
2 2
Ib—glli+lla =gl < {1+ = ) (b —als = lla —glli) < {1+ = ) b —alh.

Since Bad(a, b, q) C [d], we have:

: . 8 8 . .
16— qlls + [la — qll1 > distgad(a,b,q) (b, @) + distBad(a,b,q) (@ @) > Z (eé’ + 65’) b>Z) —a(2)].
z€Bad(a,b,q)

This implies that:
16
ed’

Rearranging the terms, we finally get:

. 2
Owdhmﬂ®wwmﬂ@®)§(l+e)wah~

diStGood(a,b,q)(bv a) > 14 — €¢’ > 13

= O
b—al. - 16 - 16

The following lemma shows that for two points ¢;, c; and a query ¢ such that ¢ is significantly closer to c;,
we can estimate the distances, restricted to the good region, between one of the points and the query.

10



Lemma 5.7. Let ¢;,c; where i,j € [n] be such that for the query point ¢ € R? it holds that |c; — g1 >
(1+¢€)|c;—qll1. Let Good be shorthand for Good(c;, ¢j,q) and Bad for Bad(c;, ¢;,q). The following statements
are true:

1. diStGood(Ci, q) > (1 + E)diStGOOd(Cj, q).

2. If distgood(c;, q) > %distGood(ci, ¢;), then with probability 1 — &' /n,

diStGood (Tia U) QJ“I% T- distGood (Ci, q)a
distgood (Tj, u) N T - distgood (Cj, q).

3. If distgood(cj, q) < %distgood(ci, ¢;), then jiii%‘m > 7. With probability 1 — &' /n,
distGood (i, u) ~ & T - disteood (i q),

distgood (’I",;7 U)

- > 3.
distGood (75, 1)

Proof. Combining the following two properties,

distgood (€i, q) + distgad(ci, q) _ llei — allx S 14e
distGood(¢j, q) + distgaa(cj,q) |l —qlli — '

distgad(ci, @) _ 1+€7<5’ 14
distgad(cj, q) ~ 8

(assumption)

(definition of bad region)
implies
distcood (cis q)

distgood(cj,q)
Therefore the first item of the lemma is proved.

>1+4e

In the algorithm, we construct {r; | i € [n]} and u through sampling a multiset I. To analyze how the
data structure samples I in the preprocessing, we define the following random variables V¢ € [T], z € Good

[q) (]| (2) . . . .
P - e wpp i.e. if we add z to I at iteration t.
t,z —
0, w.p. 1 —p®),  ie. if we do not add z to I at iteration t.
‘q(Z)_C(_Z)l . . . .
Q. = TZ)J’ w.p. p?, i.e. if we add z to I at iteration t.
t,z —
0, w.p. 1 —pt),

i.e. if we do not add z to I at iteration t.
Notice that Zte[T],zeGood P, , = distgood (74, w) and Zte[TL%Good Q1,> = distgood (75, u).

Observe that Vt € [T],z € Good, 0 < P, . < (1+ %) ||¢; — ¢;l1. This is because, if ng) = cgz), from the
definition of good region we have ¢(*) = CEZ), thus P; , = 0; otherwise cf;z) #* c§z),

¢ — ]

8
0<P,< |C§Z) - ng)‘ llei — ¢l < (1 + e(5’> llei — ¢jlla,

m, and the third inequality comes
i —Cj
from the definition of good region. By a similar argument, we have 0 < @ , < (1 + %) llei — ¢4l

Notice that Vt € [T], E[}", ccooq Pr.z] = distcood(cis ¢) and E[Y - ccooq Qtz]; distgood(cj, q). Because

(z) _ (2)

z q ci | z z .

BLY Pal= 3 ERL= Y 0. A S = 2 10 = el = distanalcis o)
z€Good z€Good z€Good

(=) _ =
. . . ¢,/ —c”|
where the second inequality comes from “oversampling”: p( l

z)>

z€Good

11



Since Vt € [T], E[Y, ccood (Pr,2+Qt,2)] = distcood (i, ¢)+distcood (¢, q) > distcood(cis ¢j), we have B[Y " ccooq Pr2] >
%distGood (¢i,cj). In the rest of the proof, we use E[Y o4 Pr,.] without specifying ¢ € [T], because they
have the same value for all ¢ € [T]. Let 0 < e5 = €¢/16 < 1, using Chernoff bound and Lemma 5.7,

2
STE . crq P2
Pr > P.-E| Y  P.llZeE| >  P.||<2exp <_3(1 - i)”ep L i
t€[T],z€Good te[T],z€Good te[T],z€Good e MG — Gl
2T dist i, q) dist i\ Cj 2T 1 13 5
= 2exp <_ €2 - .IS Good(CMQ) IS Good(czacj)> < 2exp (_628 e ) <&
3(1+ ) disteood(cis ¢j)  [lei = ¢ila 3(1+%) 2 16) ~ 2n

by choosing T’ = @(10g(n/5) ).

€362

Case 1. If K[} ccooq @t.2] > % - distgood (i, ¢j), using Chernoff bound and Lemma 5.7, we have

Pr Z Qt,z - ]E Z Qt,z 2 GZ]E Z Qt,z S %a

te[T],z€Good te[T],z€Good te[T],z€Good

by choosing T' = @(M). By union bound, with probability 1 — ¢’ /n, we have

€352

Z Pt,z %5—6 E Z Pt,z ’ and Z Qt,z %1‘—6 E Z Qt,z

te[T],z€Good te[T],z€Good te[T],z€Good te[T],z€Good

Therefore the second item of the lemma is proved.

Case 2. If E[} ] cooq Qt,2] < %distgood(ci, cj). Then we have B[} cooq Pr2] > (1 — %)distgood(ci, ¢j), which
distcood (Ci,q)
dist(;ood((,‘j,q) 7

Using Chernoff bound and Lemma 5.7, we get

gives that

T .
Pr Z Q.. — E| Z Qr.z]| > 3 -distgood(Ci, ¢j) | < 2exp

te[T],z€Good te[T],z€Good

( T- %distGood(ci,cj) )
B0+ 5l — sl

T diStGood(Ci,Cj)> < &’

<2exp|— —.
B p( 240+ %) llei—¢lli )~ 2n

by choosing T = Q(log(eﬂ)'

By union bound, with probability 1 — ¢’/n, we have

Z P~ E Z P .|, and Z Qt,z < %diStGood(ciaCj)-

te[T],z€Good te[T],z€Good te[T],z€Good
Thus .
Zte[T],zeGood P . > (1 - Teﬁ)(l - g)dlStGood(Ch cj) >3
ZtG[T],zeGood Qt72 - idIStGood (Ci7 Cj) h
The third item of the lemma is proved. O

In the following lemma we state that our bounds on the distance estimates are good enough. Concretely,
for a point that is not an approximate nearest neighbor, the estimated distance between this point and the
query is significantly larger than the estimated distance between the nearest neighbor and the query.

Lemma 5.8. For any query point ¢ € RY, with probability 1 — 28', it holds for all i € [n], if \||‘cc-i:q(;|‘|\11 >1+e,
then Jrizul > 9 4 €d' /4.

l[rix —ullx

12



Proof. We know that [|r;« —ull; < £ | ¢« —g||1 holds with probability 1— 6’ by Claim 5.3. Thus, it is sufficient
to show the statement of the lemma holds under this assumption with probability 1 — ¢'.
Fix i € [n]. Since we only have 2 points from C that are ¢; and ¢;«, we use Good for Good(c;, ¢;«, q).
Denote by = distgad(ci, q), ba = distgad(cix, q), g1 = distgood(¢i,q), g2 = distGood(Cix,q). Also denote
by = distgaq (15, w) /T, by = distgad(ri+,w) /T, gy = distgood(ri, w)/T, g = distceod (1, u) /T

For a fixed i € [n], we have IIHCC‘i_—quHll > 1+ €, which is g;% > 1+e We are given that [[r; —

ully < T/6'||ci» — g1, which is g5 + by, < (g2 + bz). From the definition of bad region, we know that

1-— %/ < g—; <1+ %. Also 1 — %/ < Z—} <1+ %/, because we select and rescale coordinates, which does not
2

affect the ratio.
Applying Lemma 5.7 on ¢; and ¢;« gives that with probability 1 — §’/n,

] / ~ / ~
e either g ~< g1, 95 = g2,

=~

g
g

g e
.Orgii>7vgl'\“f%gla > 3.

o~

Given these conditions, the following Claim 5.9 gives a lower bound on the ratio g éig; . We defer the proof of
2 2

the claim to the appendix.
Claim 5.9. Suppose by,ba, g1, g2, b1, b5, 91,95 > 0. We are given the following conditions:

g1+b1
* g2+b2 > 1+e

el-F<p<ie T 1I-F <<+,

o gh+bh < 3 (g2+b2),
e ¢| approzimates g1, and gy approrimates go, i.e.
— either g} = g1, 95 R g2,

’
g1 !~ 91
or 45 = 791~ 91, 95 =z 3.

g1+b7 /
then we have o >1+4¢ed/4.

Applying Claim 5.9, we get that gi bjl > 1+ €’ /4, which implies 7”Tf uli > 1 4 e /4. By union bound,
gL+ llrsx —ullx
2 2 k3

this inequality holds for all i € [n] with probability 1 — ¢’ O

5.1.3 /; Dimension Reduction Preserves the Distance Ratio

Theorem 5.10 (Theorem 1 in [Ind06]). Consider 2 points a,b € R? and parameters 0 < €,6 < 1. We sample
a random matriz M € R™*? where m = O(log(1/6)/(¢?)) and each entry of M is sampled from Cauchy
distribution, whose density function is c(x) = m Then with probability 1 — §, F(Ma, Mb) =~ ||la —b||1,
where F((x1,...,Zm), W1,-..,ym)) = median(|z1 —y1|,-- -, |[Tm — Ym])-

Claim 5.11. Let ¢ € R™ be a query. Furthermore, let i* € [n] be the index of its nearest neighbor. Algorithm 3
outputs an index i such that

llei — allx

<l+e
i —qllx

with probability 1 — 34",

Proof. Applying Theorem 5.10 with m = O(log(n/d")/(€2§"?)), given any v € R, it holds with probability
1—4"/(n+1), that F(Mv, Mu) € [1 —€d'/100, 1+ €’ /100]||v — u||;. By union bound, with probability 1 — ¢,
it holds for all v € R. By Lemma 5.8 it holds with probability 1 — 25" that for all i € [n], if L=l > 1 4 ¢,

lleix —allx

then 7=t > 1 4 ¢§7/4, thus LMreMw - 1 with probability 1 — 38, i.e. the algorithm will not output i
[l —ully F(Mry«,Mu)
as the index of the approximate nearest neighbor. O
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5.1.4 Space and Query Complexity

Next, we argue the space and query complexity. The main result in this section is that for any set C' of
centers the sum of probabilities Zbe[ dl p®) is upper bounded by the number of centers.

Lemma 5.12. 1<37, p(b)

Proof. The lower bound for 3, 4 p® can be seen as follows: Fix arbitrary i, j1 € [n] s.t. ||lc;, — ¢, [l # 0.
o))
We have, Zbe[d]p > > el chin =1.

—Cjy H 1
Next we prove the upper bound for Zbe[d] p®). We first introduce an operation that we call “collapse”.
For real numbers 7 < 7,

T r <711,

3

collapse,, . (v) = 71, 71 < 2 < To,

fL'_(TQ_Tl)7 xr > To.

For 71 > 73, collapse,, ., () := collapse,, . (z).
We also slightly abuse the notation, and define for a,b, ¢ € R?,

collapse, ;(c) £ (collapse,, ;, (c1),collapse,, ;, (c2), ..., collapse,, ,, (ca)) € R4,

Claim 5.13. Let x,y,71,72 € R, where x > y. We have (i) x — |11 — 72| < collapse,, . (z) < = and (ii)
T —y— |1 — 72| < collapse,, ., (v) — collapse, . (y) <z —y.

Proof. Denote x' = collapse,, . (r) and y" = collapse,, ., (y). Assume w.l.o.g. that 71 < 75, otherwise we
switch them.

For the first argument, Vz € R,z — |71 — 72| < collapse
collapse.

For the second argument, Vo > y € R, x —y — |11 — 7| < collapse,, ., (z) — collapse,, ., (y) < z —y,
consider

1 7 (€) < x, this is true because of the definition of

0, x <7y,
f(z) =z —collapse, _ (v)=q -7, 7 <2<,

T, —T1, X > To.

Notice that f(z) is a non-decreasing function, thus f(z) > f(y), which proves z —y > 2’ — ¢’. Notice that
0< f(z) <1 —m, thus f(z) < f(y) + (72 — 71), which proves ' — ¢y >z —y — (72 — 11). O

Claim 5.14. Let ¢;,,cj, be the closest pair of points in a set C = {c1,¢a,...,c,} of points, i.e., (ig,jo) =
®)
argming j). ;; [lci—cjllv. Define Py (C) to be 3y ey maxi; ﬁ The set C' = {¢, = collapse,, .. (ci)]i €

[n]} is such that (i) it contains n — 1 points and (m) P,(C) < P,1(C") + 1.

Proof. Note, by the definition of the collapse operation, that ¢ = c;D. Hence, C’ has at most n — 1 points,

proving part (i) of the claim.
B 1) —e®| . 4@ ¢t ®))

Next, to prove (ii), first define p, = maxc, c;ec,iz; m and p, = MAXcr o/ € ik W
leb, —cb |

We

prove that p, — pj, < ,Vb € [d]. The claim follows, since Py(C) — Po—1(C") = >, (p» —

- cho *CJ Hl
|c<b) (b)‘

=1.
Zb Hclo CJ()HI

et —c ()| (5) _(®)
Fix some b, choose (u,v) = arg max, .. (b);éc(b) ﬁ i.e. pp = ﬁ
b b
1t ¢, # ), o o
I AT I e}
b = >
len = ¢4l ch—cvlh
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The second inequality follows from Claim 5.13. Thus

b b
jets) — el

||Cu - Cv”l o ”cio - CjoHl.

b b
0 )

Py —pp <

If c;(b) = c;(b), it means \c&b) - cq(,b)| < |cgg) - c§-2)|, thus

(b) (b) |c(,b) — C(,b)
c c
Pb—p§,<_pb——‘u v|_ . o
ch cv”l Hcio cjolll

O

Solving the recurrence given by Claim 5.14 with the boundary condition that for a set C” of two points,
Py (C") =1, we get that P,(C) < n. Since P,(C), for the set of n points, is by definition, equal to Zbe[d] p®),
the statement of the lemma follows. O

Claim 5.15. With probability 1 — §', we have |I| < 2Tn.

Proof. We define X , for t € [T],z € [d] to be the indicator random variable for the event that we add
z to I at iteration t. Note that Pr[X;, = 1] = p®*). We can see that |I| = 2 te[T),2clq) Xt,z- Hence,

E[|I]] = Zte[T],ze[d] p¥) < T. Zbe[d] p®) < T . n, where the last inequality follows from Lemma 5.12.
Similarly, we can see that E[|I]] > T.
Using Chernoff bound, we have

P (11| — B (1)) > E[1]]] < exp(—E{|1]}/3) < exp(~T/3) < 6/4.
Thus, with probability 1 — /4, we have |I| < 2FE[|I|] < 2Tn. O

nlog? (n5/66) log(d)

Lemma 5.16. With probability 1 — &', the space complexity of Algorithm 3 is O( 1 ) wordsize,

and the number of coordinates that we query is O(nloeggi(g;/‘;)).

Proof. By Claim 5.15, we have that the number of coordinates of g that we query is |I| = O(Tn) = O(mi‘%i(;/‘s)).
Next we analyze the space complexity of the data structure. Matrix M is of wordsize O(m|I|), M(R) is
of wordsize O(mn), I is of wordsize O(|I|log(d)). Thus the space complexity of the our data strcuture is

O(m|I| + mn + || log(d)) = O(™1& /)18y o1 dsige. O

€564

Using union bound, the success probability of the data structure is at least 1 — 446" =1 — 4.

5.2 Data Structure for /;-metric with Near-linear Space and Query Time

The preprocessing and querying procedures of our data structure are described in Algorithm 4. At a high
level, the preprocessing and querying phases of Algorithm 4 are very similar to that of Algorithm 3. The
main differences are (1) in the choice of the probability distribution used to sample coordinates and (2) in
the specific dimension reduction technique. In this case, we use the Johnson Lindenstrauss mapping for the
dimension reduction.

Theorem 5.17. Consider a set C of n points ci,...,c, € RY equipped with {5 metric. Given 0 < € < 1/4 and
0 < 6 < 1, with probability (1 —¢), we can efficiently construct a randomized data structure (See Algorithm 4)
such that for any query point ¢ € R? the following conditions hold with probability 1 — 6. (i) The data structure
reads O(nlog(n/d)/(e*6?)) coordinates q. (ii) It returns i € [d] where c; is a (1 + €)-approvimate nearest
neighbor of q in C. (iii) The data structure has a size of O(nlog?(n/6)log(d)/(e56*)) words.

We show the proof in the following subsections in line with the proof structure described in Section 5.
Although the proof at a high level follows the same structure as for the ¢; case, there are significant differences
between the proofs themselves. The main differences are in the dimension reduction as well as in bounding the

space and query complexities. Let ¢’ = 6/4, where each good event described above happens with probability
1-4.
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Algorithm 4: An approximate nearest neighbor data structure for n points in R¢ for £, metric.

1 Preprocessing (C, ¢, ) // Inputs: C={ci,...,cn} CR%e€(0,1),6€(0,1)
2 Let I «+ () be a multiset and T <+ O(log(n/d)/(e*6?));

3 for t € [T] do

4 for b € [d] do

5 L Add b to I with probability p® £ max

() _ (b))2
‘C‘ —¢; ‘ .

7

(i.9)€(3) Tei—e;l3

Let R = {ry,72,...,rn} CR! where for i € [n],b € I, we have T‘gb) = cgb)/\/p(b);
Let m = O(log(n/8)/(€26%));

8 Sample M € RI™*I where each entry of M is chosen uniformly at random from {jq / %} ;

9 M(-): Rf — R™ is an oblivious, linear Johnson-Lindenstrauss mapping;
10 | store I, M(R) ={Mr;|i€ [n]}, {p® |berl}, M
11 Query (q) // Inputs: g¢¢€ R?

12 Query ¢ b e I;
13 Let v € R!, where Vb € I,u® = ¢® /,/p®;
14 Let 1 = arg min, e, [|Mr; — Mul2;

15 return ¢

5.2.1 Upper Bound for Estimate of Distance between Query and its Nearest Neighbor

We first show that the squared distance between a query point and its nearest neighbor is overestimated at
most by a factor 1/6" with probability 1 — §’.

Claim 5.18. Let g € R™ be a query and let i* € [n] be the index of its nearest neighbor. It holds that
1 1
Zlirie — w3 < Sl — al,

with probability 1 — 5.

Proof. For any i € [n], we have E[||r; — ul|3] = T'||c; — q||3, because

2
b
=E § ]]-{in iteration ¢, we add b to I} (Tf ) - u(b))

Ellr: - ul}] = £ [Z (0 - )’

bel te[T),be(d)
2 (®) ® \? 2
- (b)((b)i(b))i 3 (b)(ci _ 4 ) - ¥ ((b),(zz)) = Tlle; — q||2
= Z P U = p = = q = Tlle; — qll3-
te[T),beld] te[T),beld] v /p® te[T],beld]
Using Markov’s inequality, we have with probability 1 — §’,
T
75+ = ull3 < sl — ql3- =

5.2.2 Coordinate Selection Preserves Distance Ratio

In this section, we show that, the following holds: for any query point ¢ € R™, whose nearest neighbor is ¢;-,
with probability 1 — 2§’, for all ¢; € C such that dleizalz > 1 4 ¢ the estimated ratio is significantly larger

[leix —qll2

than one, that is \||LT-17—1;H|\22 > 1+ €d’/12. This statement is formalized in Lemma 5.23.

As before, we first partition the coordinates in [d] into good and bad regions for each pair of points.
Although the specific definition of the regions are different compared to the ¢; case, the intuition behind the
definitions is the same.
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Definition 5.19 (Good region and bad region). Consider two points c1,co € RY, and a query point ¢ € RY.
We define the good region w.r.t. (c1,c2,q) as

24 (= z
# e

. z z 24 z z z z z
Good(cr, c2,q) = {z € [d] | min{e;”, &5} — i — 7] < ¢ < max{ei” 7} + et — 7))

We define the bad region w.r.t. (c1,c2,q) as Bad(cy, ca,q) = [d] \ Good(cy, ca,q). When there is no ambiguity,
we use Good for Good(cy, ¢, q), and Bad for Bad(cy, ¢, q).

We also define the distance between points restricted to subsets of coordinates as before.
Definition 5.20 (Restricted distance). Given x,y € ]Rld, we define the distance between x and y restricted to
region J C [d] as dist;(z,y) = <ZZGJ (x(z) — y(z))2> ’, Furthermore, for u,v € R!, where I is a multiset,
whose elements are from [d], dist;(u,v) = (Zzel Ly (z® — y(z))2>% .

The following lemma is the ¢4 version of Lemma 5.6.
Lemma 5.21. Consider 8 points a,b,q € R, If H > 1+4e¢, then m"ﬁ‘gjiw > %,

Proof. We first follow the same steps as in the proof of Lemma 5.6 and obtain:

. . 2
dStBad(a,b,q) (bv q) + d|StBad(a,b,q) <a7 q) < (1 + 6) ||b - G’H2'

Squaring both sides, we get:

2
. . 2
dIStQBad(a,b,q) (b7 q) + dlstQBad(a,b,q) (av Q) < (1 + 6) Hb - a‘”%

This implies that:
1152 _ 24\* . : 2\°
s (1=l - i) = 5 2(Z5) 09— aP< (142) - alt
z€Bad(a,b,q)

Rearranging the terms and simplifying, we get:

dISt%ood(a,b,q) (b’ a) 1143 diStGood(a,b,q) (b7 a) 13

= —. O
lb—all3 — 1152 Ib — all2 — 16

The following lemma shows that for two points ¢;, c; and a query g such that ¢ is significantly closer to c;,
we can estimate the distances, restricted to the good region, between one of the points and the query.

Lemma 5.22. Let c;,c; where i,j € [n] be such that for the query point ¢ € R? it holds that ||c; — ql|2 >
(1+¢€)|c; —qll2. Let Good be shorthand for Good(c;, ¢j,q) and Bad for Bad(c;, ¢;,q). The following statements
are true:

1. distgood (Ci, Q) > (1 + 6)diStGood (Cja Q)'
2. If distgooy(cj, q) > %distéood(q, ¢;), then with probability 1 — ¢ /n,

distéood (ri,u) ~e T distéood (¢iyq),
. .92 s 22
dIStGood (Tj7 u) ~e T- dIStGood (Cj7 Q)'
o
3. If distgooq(cj, q) < fxdisteeeq(ciscj), then j;::g":% > 7. With probability 1 — &' /n,
distéood(r,;, u) ~e T distéood(ci7 q),

dist%ood(ri,u) >3
diStZood(Tjau) -
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Proof. Combining the following two properties,

dist2_,(c;, €d’
M <1+ )2 < (1463
disthg(cs,q) = T2

diStéood (Ci, Q) + CIiSt2Bad (Ci, Q) _ ”ci — q”%
diSt%ood (Cj’ Q) + diStzBad (Cja Q) ”Cj - C]”2

> (1+¢)%

implies
dIStéood (Ci7 q)
distZooq(c>q)
Therefore the first item of the lemma is proved.

In the algorithm, we construct {r; | 7 € [n]} and u through sampling a multiset I. To analyze how the
data structure samples I in the preprocessing, we define the following random variables V¢ € [T], z € Good

>(1+ 6)2.

lq —c{”|? (2) e iterati
p_o—) s wppY, i.e. if we add z to I at iteration t.
t,z —
0, w.p.1—p») e if we do not add z to I at iteration ¢.
\q(z)fc(vz)|2 . . . .
0,. = TZ)J, w.p. pt), i.e. if we add z to I at iteration t.
t,z —
0, w.p. 1 —p®), ie. if we do not add z to I at iteration t.

Notice that > ;¢ 7 .ecood Ltz = distZ o4 (ri, u) and 2 _te[T),2€Go0d @tz = distgooq (75, ).
Observe that Vt € [T],z € Good, 0 < P, , < (1+ %)2 lci — ¢;||3. This is because, if cz(,z) = céz), from the

definition of good region we have ¢(*) = cl(-z), thus P, = 0; otherwise cl(-z) #* c§-z),

g — P2 24)”
0<SP:< - la—gli < {1+ ) lle -l
| (2) ( )|2 €d
c.”’ — ¢
i J

() _ ()2
‘Ci —C |

where the second inequality comes from “oversampling”: p(*) > R
1 7112
from the definition of good region. By a similar argument, we have 0 < Q. < (1+ 2%)%(|c; — ¢; I3

Notice that Vt € [T],E[Y", ccood Pr.z) = disteod(Cir @) and B[, (cooq Qr.2] = disteooq(c;. q). Because

=) _ 2\
z q Ci z z .
E[ E P .| = E E[P, .] = E P () = E g — P2 = dist, 4 (ci, q)-

/(2
z€Good z€Good z€Good p( ) z€Good

Since V¢ € [T], B[, ccood (PratQt,2)] = disteoed(Cis @) +distoog(cj, q) > ddistéooq (i ¢;), we have B[ (cooq Prz] >

1distZooq(Ciy ¢;). In the rest of the proof, we use E[Y", _cooq P%.-] without specify which ¢ € [T, because they
have the same value for all ¢ € [T].

Let 0 < e = ¢/16 < 1. Using Chernoff bound and Lemma 5.21, we have

and the third inequality comes

2TE P,
Pr Z P, —E Z Pi.|| = eE Z P.|| £2exp (— STEL. :cGooa P12 )

— 24\201h. — A 12
te[T],z€Good te[T),z€Good te[T],z€Good 3(1 + 55/) ||Cl CJ||2

— 2exp (_ ST distgooq(cis q) distéood(ci,cj)) < 2exp (_ T 1 1143) o
3(1+ 20)2 disteooa(circy) i —cills )~ 3(1+25)2 4 1152) = 2n’

by choosing T’ = ©( s log(n/d)).
Case 1. IFE[Y, cooq @t.2] = 15 distg,oq(ci, ¢;), using Chernoff bound and Lemma 5.21, we have

Pr Z Qt,z —E Z Qt,z Z 6Q]E Z Qt,z < %7

te[T],z€Good te[T],z€Good te[T],z€Good
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by choosing T’ = ©( s log(n/d)).
By union bound, with probability 1 — ¢’/n, we have

Z Pt,z zﬁ E[ Z Pt,z], and Z Qt,z zﬁ E[ Z Qt,zL

te[T],z€Good te[T],z€Good te[T],z€Good te[T],z€Good
Therefore the second item of the lemma is proved.
Case 2. If E[Y", fgooq @Qt,2] < 15 - distg,oq(ciscj). Then we have E[>,ccood Prz] > (5 — %)dlstGood(cl,cJ)

which gives that % > 7. Using Chernoff bound and Lemma 5.21, we have
Good \ -7 ?

Pr .—E 2 T dist Ci, C <2exp| —
Z Q:, [ Z Qs I > Good( J) p ( 3(1+ eé’) lle; — CjH%

1 142
T 7d|StGood(ci7 Cj) >
te[T],z€Good te[T],z€Good

s 22 . . /
< 2exp< T dlstGood(c“cj)> < )

B+ 22 lei—gl3 )~ 20

by choosing T’ = Q( 5z log(n/d)).
By union bound, with probability 1 — ¢’ /n, we have

T .
Z P .~ E Z P, .|, and Z Q:,» < gdlstéood(ci,cj).

te[T),z€Good te[T],z€Good te[T),z€Good
Thus N
Dtelr]zeGood Prz (1= $5)(5 — §)disteonq(cis ¢)) >3
Zte[T],zGGood Qt,z B édis‘téood (Civ Cj) B
The third item of the lemma is proved. [

In the following lemma we state that our bounds on the distance estimates are good enough. Concretely,
for a point that is not an approximate nearest neighbor, the estimated distance between this point and the
query is significantly larger than the estimated distance between the nearest neighbor and the query.

Lemma 5.23. For any query point ¢ € R, with probability 1 — 24, it holds for all i € [n], if H‘f: _qq‘l”l > 1+e,
then 7”“ ule > q 4 @

l[ri= —ull2

Proof. We know that [r;- — ull3 < Z|lci« — ¢[|3 holds with probability 1 — ¢’ by Claim 5.18. Thus, it is
sufficient to show the statement of the lemma holds under this assumption with probability 1 — §’.

Fix i € [n]. Since we only have 2 points from C that are ¢; and ¢;-, for simplicity we use Good for
Good(c;, ¢+, q) and Bad for Bad(c;, ¢i«, q).

Denote by = dista,q(ci, q), by = distag(ci-,q), g1 = distagoq(Cirq), g2 = distz,oq(ci-,q). Also denote
by = diStQBad (ri,u)/T, by = diSt2Bad(Ti* sw)/T, g1 = diStéood (ri,u)/T, g5 = diSt(Q_T.ood(ri* u)/T.

We have H > 1+¢, which is g;% > (1+¢€)? > 1+¢. We are given that |7 —lu||§ < T/5:||ci* —q|l,
which is g4 + b, < & (g2 + b2). From the definition of bad region, we know that 1 — - < (1 — £)? < Z—; <
(1+ 52—‘1)2 <1+ %/. Also 1 — %/ < Z—} <1+ %, because we select and rescale coordinates.

2

Applying Lemma 5.22 on ¢; and ¢;« gives that with probability 1 — §'/n,

: !~ !~
e cither g1 ®.c g1, 95 =5 92,

cor ST g Ry o 23

/ / ’ a2 ’ o
Applying Claim 5.9, we prove that 2521 > 1 + £ that is Arizull > q 4 €. Thus we have IHTfMHz >

95105 l[rix —ull3 [rix—ulls =

1+ <. O
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5.2.3 /5 Dimension Reduction Preserves the Distance Ratio

In this section, we bound the distortion introduced by the dimension reduction that our data structure
performs.

Theorem 5.24 (distributional Johnson-Lindenstrauss Lemma). Consider 2 points a,b € R? and parameters
0<e¢6<1. We sample a random matriz M € R™*?, where m = O(log(1/6)/(€%)) and each entry of M is
sampled uniformly from {£+/1/m}. Then with probability 1 — 5, ||Ma — Mb||s =~ ||a — b|2.

Claim 5.25. Let ¢ € R™ be a query. Let i* € [n] be the index of its nearest neighbor. Algorithm J outputs an
index i such that

llci —qll2

<l+e
i — qll2

with probability 1 — 30".

Proof. Applying Theorem 5.24 with m = O(log(n/d")/(€2§"?)), given any v € R, it holds with probability
1—-0"/(n+1), that || Mv— Mul|2 € [1 — €' /100,14 €5’ /100]||v —u||;. By union bound, with probability 1 —¢’,

it holds for all v € R. By Lemma 5.23 it holds with probability 1 — 2" that for all i € [n], if <=tz > 14,

then Mfﬂh > 1+ €’ /12, thus M > 1 with probability 1 — 34, i.e. the algorithm will not output
1 as the index of the approximate nearest neighbor. O

Remark 5.26. Using approximate nearest neighbour techngiues, e.g. [[W18], can further reduce the space at

log(n)

the cost of slower query, i.e. reducing the power of in space complexity.

5.2.4 Space and Query Complexity

Next, we argue the space and query complexity. The main result in this section is that for any set C of n
centers the sum of probabilities Zbe[ d] p®) is upper bounded by n. The techniques used to obtain the bound
here is linear algebraic in contrast to the more combinatorial argument given in the ¢; case.

Claim 5.27.

b b
ICE)_ ()|2

1<Zp(b)— 7<n.

be(d] beld) lei = 5113

Proof. The argument for the lower bound on Zbe[d] p® is the following. Fix arbitrary i1, j; € [n], such that
ROBNOIE
llci, — C]1||2 # 0. Zbe [d] p( ) > Zbe[d] ‘chic;i =1L

[

Next, we show the upper bound on Zbe[d] p® . Let C € R"*4 denote a matrix of the n input points.

Assume for simplicity that there is no repetition of points and that rank(C) = n. Let the singular value
decomposition (SVD) of C be USVT, where U € R % € R"*4 vV € R4, We use u; (and v;) to denote
the i-th column of U (and V'), and o; to denote the i-th singular value.

We prove that for each b € [d],
P < 3 (Vi) 1)

ke(n]

This would imply that ¢4 p®) < Zbe[d},ke[n](vlhk)z =il |lvx |3 = n, which proves our claim.
To prove (1), it suffices to prove that for each b € [d],i,7 € [n],7 # j:

\c(»b) _ (b)|2

llei —e;ll3 —

<3 (V) (2)

ke[n]
We know from the SVD decomposition that

C = o1u1v] + o2ugvd + - - + opu, U
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Now, for each i € [n]
c; = Ci). = O‘1Ui71’UI + UgUi72’ljg R O'nUi)n’U;l;.

The above implies that:

|Cz(b) - Cg'b)‘g = (Ui nVip + -+ + 0nUinVap) — (01U Vi + - 4 00UjnVip))?
= (o Vip(Uin —Ujn) + -+ 0 Voo (Ui — Ujn))?

llei — ¢;ll3 = (|G- — Cj.1I3
= |lo1(Uis = Uja)o] +02(Us 2 = Uj2)v + -+ + 00 (Ui — Uj )0t |13
= (01(Uigx = Uj1))* + (02(Ui 2 = Uj2))* + -+ - + (00 (Uin — Ujn))?

The last equality follows from the fact that V is orthonormal.
Finally, using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

((Ul(Ui,l - ijl))2 + -+ (O'n(Ui,n - Uj,n))2) Z (Vb,lc)2 2 (Ulvl,b(Ui,lij,l)‘i" ‘ ~+0nVn,b(Ui,n—Uj7n))2
ke(n]

which proves (2). O
The proof of the following claim is analogous to the proof of Claim 5.15 and is omitted for succinctness.

Claim 5.28. With probability 1 — ', |I| < 2Tn.

Lemma 5.29. With probability 1 — §', the space complezity of Algorithm 4 is O(W) wordsize,
and the number of coordinates that we query is O(m‘ﬁigﬁ/é)).

Proof. By Claim 5.28, we have that the number of coordinates of ¢ that we query is |I| = O(Tn) = O(Moji((g/é)).

Next we analyze the space complexity of the data structure. Matrix M is of wordsize O(m|I|), M(R) is
of wordsize O(mn), I is of wordsize O(|I|log(d)). Thus the space complexity of the our data structure is

O(m|I| +mn + |I|log(d)) = O(M) wordsize. O

€654

Using union bound, the success probability of the data structure is at least 1 — 46’ =1 — 4.

6 Data Structure with O(n?) Space for General ¢, Metrics

In this section, we describe our data structure with space O(n?log(n/§)log(d)(loglogn)?/e?*2) and query
time O(nlog(n/d)(loglogn)?/eP*2) for the approximate nearest neighbor problem for the £, metric for any p
and prove Theorem 6.1.

Theorem 6.1. Consider a set C' of n points ci, . .., c, € R with £, metric, 1 < p < co. Given 0 < e < 1/(4p),

we can construct a data structure such that the data structure is of word size O(n?log(n/§) log(d)(loglogn)P /eP*+2),
and for any query q € R4, the following conditions hold. (i) The data structure reads O(nlog(n/d)(loglogn)P /ePT2)
coordinates of q. (ii) With probability 1 — §, it returns i where ¢; is a (1 + €)-approzimate nearest neighbor of

q from C.

6.1 A Data Structure for Two Input Points

We start with a data structure (see Algorithm 5) answering approximate nearest neighbor queries for the
case of 2 points, say a and b. It generates Theorem 4.2, and the main differences are: (1) It works for ¢,
metric. (2) It explicitly use truncation to remove the bounding box assumption.

Lemma 6.2. (2-point comparator, £,) Given 0 < e¢ < 1/(4p), there ewists a data structure A(qyp) for
any two points a,b € R, such that for any query q¢ € R?, the following conditions hold: (i) Afap) s of
wordsize O(log(1/0) log(d)2P /ePt2). (ii) Ay reads O(log(1/8)2P /ePt2) coordinates of q. (iii) A(qp) returns
a (1 + €)-approzimate nearest neighbor of q in £, metric with probability 1 — 4.
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Algorithm 5: An approximate nearest neighbor data structure A, ) for two points a,b € R4,

1 Preprocessing (a, b, ¢, d) // Inputs: a,b€R%ec (0, ) 0 €(0,1)
2 Let I < () be a multiset and T < O(log(1/6)2P /eP+2);
3 for t € [T] do

4 L Sample i; € [d], where Vi € [d], Pr[i; = i] = 1b® —al0|”

Z]e[d] \b(J) a(/)|p’
store I,aD) (D).

5

s Query (4) // Inputs: ¢¢€R?
7 forie I do

8 Query ¢ on coordinate i, i.e. ¢(*);

9 if p > 1 then

10 Let m(e,p) = (14 €)P/(P=1) —1;

" 1~ 00 = a®) +a and u® — 1+ 500 —a®) + 0l
12 elsep=1

14 Truncate q’@ = truncateq; 6 )}(q(i));

Lot X, = @ =at0p g0,
15 L © t— [6Ge) —a(it) [P t — [6G0 —alio)|p *
16 if ZtG[T] X < ZtG[T] Y; then return a as the approximate nearest neighbor;
17 | else return b;
dist(a,q)

to be 0o, and our data structure works

Proof. Assume w.l.o.g. that ¢ ¢ {a,b} to avoid the ratio Tet(6.)
dist(a,q)

without this assumption. The idea is to determine if the ratio of distances Tet(b.q) is greater or smaller than 1.

dist(a,q) dist(a,q) dist(a,q’)
dist(b, ;1) ’ then dist(b, Z) — dist(b, g DR

easier to distinguish between a and b based on their distances to ¢'.

In the following, we assume w.l.o.g. that a = (0,0,...,0), b = (b, 62, ... bD) where b® > 0. Tt is
okay to make this assumption because we can flip and shift the coordinates. Let ¢ = (g W gl )) In the
rest of the proof, we use A to denote A, ).

To achieve this, we truncate q to ¢’ so that if 1 +¢ < making it potentially

Definition 6.3. (Truncate) For l,u € R, and | < u,

I, x<lI,
truncateq; ,3(z) = z, <z <u,
U, T > U.

Analysis. Let ¢’ be a truncated point where ¢'(*) = truncate{l(i),um}(q(i)), Vi € [d].
We can bound the random variables: 0 < X;,Y; < (14 1/¢)? because

1 <t 1
C+ar/e -1 =5 T e(p/p-1) - 1

and similar arguments hold for Y;.

0< X, <(1+

R RV RC)

Claim 6.4. (Truncation preserves ratio) For £, metric, let ¢’ be a truncated point, where ¢’V = truncate{l(i)’um}(q(i)).
19w are defined in Line 11 and 13 of Algorithm 5.

dist(a,
If d.si((b ;1) > (1+¢), then

dist(a, q) < dist(a, ¢)
dist(b,q) — dist(b,q’)"

If Soeet) < 1/(1+€), then

dist(a, q) < dist(a, q’)
dist(b,q) ~ dist(b,¢')"
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This claim shows that if we can return a (1 + €)-approximate nearest neighbor of ¢/, it would also be a
(1 + e)-approximate nearest neighbor of ¢g. This is because,

e If dist(a,q) > (1 + €)dist(b, q), then from above claim dist(a,q’) > (1 + €)dist(b,¢’). Since it returns
(1 + €)-approximate nearest neighbor of ¢/, it must return b. This is the nearest neighbor for g.

o If 1+F < fﬁgb q)) (14 €), then both a and b are (1 + €)-approximation nearest neighbor. Thus it does
not matter which one is returned.

o If If dist(a, q) < 1/(1 + €)dist(b, ¢), this is similar to the first case, and it must returns a.

Now let us prove that the data structure A returns a (1 + €)-approximate nearest neighbor of ¢'.

Assume that dist(a, q) < dist(b,¢’), i.e. a is the nearest neighbor of ¢’. Notice (X;)'/? + (Y;)'/? > 1
which gives X; +Y; > 51+, we have E[Y;] > 2. Since E[X,] = dist”(a, ¢’) and E[Y;] = dist?(b,¢'), we can use
Chernoff bound to approximate dist(a, ¢') and dist(b, ¢').

Let s = 2p1+2.

Case 1. If E[X;] > s, using Chernoff bound, for 0 < €2 = pe/10 < 1, we have

TZXt

by choosing T' = @(p 2 log(1/6)) > ©((1 + )p 11 log(l/é))

Similarly for Y;, using the same choice of T since E[Y;] > 5 > s, Pr[| %>, Y; — E[Y}]| > eE[V3] < 6/2.
By union bound, with probability 1 — §, we have

2TE[X,]

> €2E[Xt]] < 2exp(—

1
- > Xi €l - 6,1+ e]E[X],
t
1
TZYt €[l — e, 1+ e]E[Yy].
t

Recall that a is the nearest neighbor of ¢'. If dist(b, ¢’) /dist(a,q") > 1 + ¢,

YV, 1-wEl]  1-e

1+¢e)P >1.
SX, 21T aEN 21t 792
Thus A, ) will returns a correctly.
Case 2. If E[X;] < s. Using Chernoff bound, we have
ZX > 8| <2ex __Is <d/2 (6)
T2t P\730+1/ep) ="
by choosing T' = @(p 2 log(1/6)) > O (1 +¢€)P log(l/é)
For Y;, since E[Y}] > &= > s, Pr‘thY} E[Y; H 1E[Yy]] < §/2.
By union bound, with probability 1 — §, we have
1 1 13
— < — -2 .
T;thzs, T};me [2,2]E[Yt] (7)
Since v Ely
2 Y 12 [t]>1’

Z Xt - 2s -
A will output a with probability (1 — 9).
To conclude, we proved that A outputs a (1 + €)-approximate nearest neighbor of ¢’ with probability

1 — 4, which is also a (1 4 €)-approximate nearest neighbor of q.
O
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Proof. (For Claim 6.4) Recall our assumption that a = and Vi,b; > 0. We prove that if dist(a, ¢)/dist(b, ¢) >
1+,
dist(a, q) < dist(a, ¢)
dist(b,q) — dist(b,q’)"
We first argue for the cases of ¢; and /2 metrics to give some intuition, and then give a general proof for the
¢, metric.
(1) For {1, it is true, because dist(a, q) — dist(a, ¢') = dist(b, ¢) — dist(b,¢’) > 0.
; Gy _ 0N
(2) For {5 (see Figure 1), ¢ truncater_ 1,0 (14 (@)

€2 2ete2

For the function f(q) = jiiz((';’g)), consider the contour B(t) £ {z|f(z) = t}. For each t # 1, B(t) is ball,

because
f(@) =t |zll2 =t[|z — bl

Denote the center of B(t) as C(t) and the radius as R(¢). Denote H as the truncation hyperrectange
where H £ {z[I®) < 2 <@ i € [d]}. Denote ¢; £ C(1+¢) = (1 + ﬁ)b, which is a corner of H. Define

1+m= 3'32';3; > 1+ e Denote ¢; £ C(14+m) = (1+ 5747)b.

For simplicity, assume that there is only one coordinate ¢ that requires truncation. We can make this
assumption because, if we have multiple coordinates to be truncated, we just repeat the 1-coordinate argument,
and the ratio only increases.

To prove that the ratio increases, it suffices to show that ¢’ is inside B(1 + m), and ¢ is on the surface of
B(1+ m). The intuition is that, B(1 + €) is a ball centered in the corner of the truncation hyperrectangle H.
If we project points from B(1+ ¢€) to H, then the projected points lie inside B(1+ ¢). For B(1 4+ m), which is
a smaller ball contained in B(1 + €), and whose center C'(1 4+ m) is between C(1 + €) and b, this is also true.

Figure 1: An example for ¢5 metric: truncating ¢ to ¢'.

(3) For £, we do 1-coordinate truncation repeatedly like in the ¢5 case. Suppose we we are truncate the
first coordinate.
We have
dist(a, q) |q(1)|p + |q(2)|p 4t \q(d) P

_ — p p
disth,q) ~ 1aD = b7+ 1@ —b@ £ 1 @ —pap LTz e

and we want to prove

l|dDNP 4 gD P+ 4 g DP
l¢D — bW + g2 —b@)|p 4 ... 4 |g(d) — p(d)]

-2 (1+m)P.

It suffices to prove that

|q/(1)‘p —(1+ m)p|q/(1) _ b(1)|p > |q(1)|z7 —(1+ m)p|q(1) _ b(l)‘p_
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Case 1: b™M) < ¢/ < ¢, Define g(x) = |z|P — (1 +m)P|z — bV [P,z > b, We claim that M = (1+

m)b(l) is the maximizer of g(x). This is because derivative ¢/ (z) = p(zP~! — (14+m)?(z —bM)P~1),

For z € [b(), qfkl)])7 g’ (x) is positive, and for x € (qgl), 00), ¢’ () is negative, which shows that g(z) is decreasing

in [¢*,00). Since ¢ = (1 + m)bl > qﬁl) and ¢V > ¢'M | we know that g(¢'") > g(qM).
Case 2: ¢V < ¢’ <0, the argument is similar. O

6.2 A Data Structure for n Points

In this section, we prove Theorem 6.1. Let C = {c1,co,...c,} C R? denote the set of input points and let
q € R? denote the query point. Our goal is to find an approximate nearest neighbor of ¢ in the set C. The
argument used here is from [AFHN16], but we still present it to be self-contained.

Preprocessing. For all (¢;,¢;) € (g), we run the preprocessing steps of the algorithm guaranteed by
Lemma 6.2, where we set a < ¢; and b < ¢;.

Query. We first cast the nearest neighbor problem in the language of finding the minimum value in an array
of length n using only imperfect comparison queries as follows. Consider an array of length n whose values
are dist(q,¢;) for i € [n]. Although we do not have access to these values directly, Lemma 6.2 guarantees
an algorithm that, given two indices i,j € [n], with probability at least 1 — ¢, returns the symbol > if
dist(g,¢;) > (1 + €)dist(g, ¢;) and returns the symbol < if (1 + €)dist(q, ¢;) < dist(q,¢;). In other words, we
have access to a comparison operator for the entries of the array such that the comparator works correctly
with high probability, if the entries are more than a factor of 1 + € apart. We use the following recursive
algorithm, called initially with S set to [n], can be used to find an approzimate minimum in this case.

Min-Finding(.S). The input to the algorithm is S C [n], a set of array indices or, equivalently, the labels of
input points.

1. If |S| = 2, run the algorithm guaranteed by Lemma 6.2 and return the index of the smaller value. Note
that this step corresponds to the use of the imperfect comparison operator.

2. If |S] > 2:

a) Partition S into ©(4/|S|) many subsets {14, T5,. .. 7T®(\/@)} of size 1/|S] each.

)

) Recursively call Min-Finding(T;) for all i € ©(,/|S]).

(c) Let M = {mqy,ma,..., me(m)} be the indices returned by the recursive calls.
d)

)

(e

(
(b
(d) For each pair (m;,m;) € (1\24)7 run the algorithm guaranteed by Lemma 6.2.

Return the index m € M that is returned during the execution of the above step the most number
of times, where we break ties arbitrarily.

Lemma 6.5. Let ¢* € C be the nearest neighbor of ¢ among points in C. Min-Finding([n]), with probability
at least 1 — O(nloglogn) - 0, returns an index i € [n] such that dist(q,c;) < (1 + €)?' - dist(q, c*), where

t = loglogn. Moreover, the total number of times the query algorithm of Lemma 6.2 is called is O(nloglogn).

Proof. The recursion depth of the algorithm is loglog n by virtue of the recurrence ¢(n) = ¢(y/n) + 1. The
total number of calls to the query algorithm of Lemma 6.2 at each recursion level is ©(n) and hence, overall,
this 2-point query algorithm is invoked O(nloglogn) times.

We first condition on the good event that every call to the query algorithm guaranteed by Lemma 6.2
is correct. This event happens with probability at least 1 — ©(nloglogn) - §. Next, we argue about the
deterioration in the approximation guarantee. The main idea is that Step 2(d) and 2(e) together return a
(1 + €)2-approximate nearest neighbor of ¢ in the set M, given our conditioning. Let m* € M denote the
nearest neighbor of ¢ in M. Assume for the sake of contradiction that the point m € M returned in Step 2(e)
is such that dist(g,m) > (1 + ¢€)? - dist(¢g, m*). By the guarantee of our imperfect comparison operator, m
does not "win” against m* in the 2-point comparison game. Consider now an m’ € M that m wins against
in the 2-point comparison game. If dist(m”, q) > (1 + ¢€) - dist(m, ¢), then it must also be the case that m*
wins against m” in the comparison game. Even if dist(m”, q) < (1 + ¢€) - dist(m, ¢) and m wins against m”
because of the do not care condition, the distance of m’ to ¢ is still a (1 + €) factor more than the distance of
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m™* to ¢q. Thus, m* one more 2-point comparison game as compared to m and this is a contradiction. Since
we incur a loss of a factor of (1 + €)? in each recursion level, overall, the loss in approximation guarantee is
(1 + 6)210glogn. O

Proof of Theorem 6.1. To get our data structure, we run each invocation of the algorithm of Lemma 6.2
above (i.e., in Min-Finding) with € = €’/ loglogn and 6 = §'/O(nloglogn), we can get a (1 + €')-approximate
nearest neighbor data structure with success probability at least 1 — ¢'.

The overall query time is O(n% log % (log iog n)P+3). Since we are running the preprocessing algorithm
for all pairs of points, the space is O(n?log defﬁ log % (log log n)Pt3). O

7 O(l)-approximate sublinear representation of clusterings

In this section, we show a data structure with near-linear space and query complexity for approximate nearest
neighbor under ¢; and /5 metrics, whose approximation ratio is constant in expectation.

Theorem 7.1. Consider a set C of n points ci,...,c, € [N, A]? equipped with {1 or ly metric. We can
efficiently construct a randomized data structure such that for any query point q € [-A, A]¢ the following
conditions hold. (i) The data structure reads O(npolylog(n,d, A)/(€3)) coordinates of q. (ii) It returns i € [n]
where ¢; is a (8 + €)-approximate nearest neighbor of q in C in expectation. (iii) The data structure has a
size of O(npolylog(n,d, A)/(e®)) words.

Definition 7.2 (cost of clustering). Consider a set C' of k centers ci,...,ck, and a set P of points in R?
equipped with £,-metric. The optimal cost of clustering is optcost(C, P) = qup ming,ec [|q — cillh. The cost
w.r.t. partition o : P — [k] is cost(C, P,o) =3 pllg — o(q)[[5-

Corollary 7.3. Consider a set C of k centers cy,...,cx € [~A,A]? equipped with €1 or {3 metric. We
can efficiently construct a randomized data structure such that for any set P C [~A,A]? of points the
following conditions hold. (i) The data structure reads O(kpolylog(k,d, A)/(€?)) coordinates of P. (ii) It
returns a partition o : P — [k] (iii) cost(C, P,o) < O(1)optcost(C, P). (iv) The data structure has a size of
O(kpolylog(k,d, A)/(€2)) words.

Here we only show the analysis for /1 metric, and the analysis for ¢ metric is similar.

Algorithm 6 describes the data structure that achieves the above guarantees. It is very similar to the
data structure in Section 5.1. We obtain Algorithm 6 from Section 5.1 essentially by restricting the points to
[~A, A]?. To be self-contained, we restate the whole algorithm.

Let T' = dist(c;, q)/dist(c;-, ) be the random variable that describes the quality of the solution i returned
by the algorithm compared to the optimal solution i*. Note that ¢ is also a random variable.

We show that in expectation the algorithm outputs an O(1)-nearest neighbor.

Theorem 7.4. E[I'l = O(1).

In the following lemma, we bound the probability of the event that the dimension reduction preserves the
distances well. It is a direct consequence of Theorem 5.10 by plugging in § = 1/(4Adn) and applying the
union bound.

Let G be the event that F(Mr;, Mu) € [1 —¢/2,1+¢/2]||r; — u||1 for all centers ¢;.

Lemma 7.5. It holds that P[G1] > 1 — ¢/(4Ad)

The definitions of good and bad regions in this case are similar to the ones in Section 5.1 except for the
specific parameters. We define them in the following for completeness.

Definition 7.6 (Good and bad regions). Consider two points c1,co € R?, and a query point ¢ € RY. We
define the good region w.r.t. (c1,¢2,q) as

. z z 8 z z z z z 8 z z
Good(ex,e2,9) = {z € [d] | min{e;”, 57} — Zlef” — 7] < ¢ < max{e? . 57} + 1 — 7))

. We define the bad region w.r.t. (c1,c2,q) as Bad(cy, ca,q) = [d]\ Good(c1, c2,q). When there is no ambiguity,
we use Good for Good(cy, ¢2,q), and Bad for Bad(cy, ¢, q).
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Algorithm 6: An approximate nearest neighbor data structure for n points in [—~A, A]? for ¢,
metric.

1 Preprocessing (A, C,¢) // Inputs: A €N, C={cy,...,cn} C[-AA]%e€(0,7)
2 | Let I + 0 be a multiset and T' <+ O(log(n) log(Ad)/(€3));

3 for t € [T] do

4 for b € [d] do

®)_ b
. e A c;’—c;
5 Add b to I with probability p® £ Max; jye (1) Hm—icjlh"
Let R={ry,72,...,7,} C R where for i € [n],b € I, we have Tgb) = cgb)/p(b);
Let m < O(log(n) log(Ad)/(€?));
8 Sample M € RI™*I where each entry of M follows the Cauchy distribution, whose density
function is ¢(x) = m Notice that M(-): R — R™ is an oblivious linear mapping [Ind06];
9 | store I, M(R) = {Mr|i € [n]}, PO er}, M
10 Query (q) // Inputs: q¢€[-A,A]
11 Query ¢, Vvb € T;

12 Let u € RY, where Vb € I,u® = ¢® /p(®);

13 Let F((z1,--sZm), (Y1y -, Ym)) == median(|z1 — 1], - - -, [Tm — Ym|);
14 Let ¢ = argmin; ¢, F(Mr;, Mu);
15 return i

Let G5 be the event that distgood(7:, 1) e T - distgood (i, ¢) for all centers ¢; such that (||¢; — ql|1)/(]|cix —
qli) > 1+e

Lemma 7.7. P[G3] > 1 — ¢/(4Ad)

Proof. Let ¢; # ¢;« be an arbitrary center such that (||¢; — g|l1)/(]lci» — ¢ll1) > 1 + €. In the algorithm, we
construct {r; | ¢ € [n]} and u through sampling a multiset I. To analyze how the data structure samples I in
the preprocessing, we define the following random variable Vt € [T, z € Good

p(z) )

|q(z)7c(»z)| . . . .
s 1w pl), i.e. if we add z to I at iteration t¢.
0, w.p.1—p) e if we do not add z to I at iteration ¢.

In the rest of the proof, we use E[}__¢ooq FPt,2] Without specifying ¢ € [T], because they have the same value
for all t € [T]. We obtain the following four observations by the same argument as in the proof of Lemma 5.7.

i Zte[T],zEGood P, ., = distgood (7i, u).

o Vte[T],z€ Good, 0 < P, < (1+8)|lc; — e
* E[>_.ccood Pr.z] = disteoodl(ci, q)-

* B>, ccood Proz) = distgood(cis Civ ).

Using Chernoff bound,

1-

G%T]E[Zze[d] P2

P P.—E P, > e P, <2e -
I B o R I s | R e ey

te[T],z€Good te[T],z€Good te[T],z€Good

—exp (- e2T  distgood(ci,q) distgood(ci,cix) <2exp (- €T EE < 1
3(1+ %) distGood (¢i, Cix ) ||Cz — Ci*||1 - 3(1+ %) 2 16/ — 2An’

by choosing T' = ©( logiiﬁﬂ)). Note that the second last inequality above follows from Lemma 5.6.

We conclude the lemma by union bound over all ¢; # ¢;« such that (|lc; — g|l1)/(|lci- —q|l1) > 1+e O

27



Let G = G; A G3. Lemmas 7.5 and 7.7, together with union bound gives the following.
Lemma 7.8. P[G] > 1 — ¢/(2Ad).

Let A = dist(r«,u) /(T -dist(¢;«, q)) be the random variable that describes how well the coordinate selection
preserves the distance from the query q to its nearest neighbor ¢;«. Let L describe the set of all possible values A
could take over all possible random outcomes of the algorithm. Note that it is finite since there are only finitely
many outcomes for the multiset I. For A € L, we define Ny = {i € [n] | dist(c;, q) < 4max{A, 1}dist(c;«,q)}
and F\ = {i € [n] | dist(c;, ¢) > 4max{\, 1}dist(c;+,q)}. For i € Ny we call ¢; A-near. Accordingly, we call ¢;
Mfar if i € F.

We bound the probability of the event that the distance of “far” centers is close to the distance of the
nearest neighbor after the coordinate selection.

Lemma 7.9. Let A € L. Let ¢; be an arbitrary A-far center (i.e. i € Fy). If event G holds and A = X, then
dist(r;, u) > (1 + €)*dist(ri-, u).

Proof. If G holds, then distgood(r, %) =2 T - distgood(Ci, ¢). From the definition of bad region, we have
o distgag(ri, u) ~c distgag(rix, u)

o distad(ci, q) ~e distgad(civ, q)

llei—qll1
lleix —all1

have ddiStG“d(C“quiStBa“(ci’q)) > 4max{1,\}. Subtracting both sides by (1 + €) gives

iStGood (¢ ,q) +distgad (ci* ,q

Since ¢ € F)\, we know > 4max{1, \}. By separating coordinates into good and bad regions, we

distgood (i, q) + distgad(ci, q) — (1 + €) - (distgood (Cix, q) + distgag(ci=, q))

- - > 2max{1, A}.

distgood (Cix, q) + distgad(ci+, q) LA

Since we know that distgad(ci, q) — (1 + €)distgada(ci+, ¢) < 0, we have distcood(Siitf;;i(dci’;’tﬁd(ci*’q) > 2max{1, A},

which is d'ﬁtf""i"_(;llq) > 2max{1, A}. Since distgood (s, u) ~e T - distgood (Ci, ), and [|ry+ —ully = X-T - ||ci+ —q]|1,
distGood (i ,u) 2max{1,\} [lri —ul| 2

we have I\Iri*izl\f > “(]fie))\ . Thus ﬁ >2/(14+¢€) > (1+¢)>. O

We next bound the probability that the algorithm outputs a far center.

Lemma 7.10. Let A € L. Let ¢; be an arbitrary A-far center (i.e. i € Fy). If event G holds and A = A, then
A

Proof. By Lemma 7.9 it follows that dist(r;,u) > (1 + €)2dist(r;«,u). Since the event G contains the event G
it follows that F(Mr;, Mu) > F(Mr;, Mu). Thus, the algorithm does not output . O

We show that the approximation ratio of the output is linearly bounded by how well the algorithm
approximates the distance to the closest center.

Lemma 7.11. For A € L it holds that E[I’' | A = A A G] < 4max{\, 1}

)

Proof. The idea is to distinguish between the expected cost for returning “near” and “far” centers.

EL|A=AAG] <Pl € Ny |A=AAGl4dmax{\ 1} +Pli € Fx | A=\ AGJ2Ad
<4max{\ 1} +Pli € F)\ | A = A A GJ2Ad
< 4max{\ 1}

The last inequality follows from Lemma 7.10. O

We use Lemma 7.11 to conclude the proof for the constant approximation factor.
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Proof of 7.4.

E[T] = E[T' | GIP[G] + E[T | G]P[G]

< 2Ad2g—d +P[GIE[T | G] (8)
=¢+P[G] Y ET|A=AAGIP]A=)|G]
AEL
<e+ Y ET|A=XAGPA=)| (9)
AEL
<e+ Y 4max{)\ 1}P[A = ] (10)
AEL
<et+ Y 4N+ 1PA =
AEL
Se+4> APA=)\+4) PA=)
AEL AEL
<e+4E[A]+4<8+e¢ (11)

In Line 8 we use the fact that the maximal distance inside the [~A, A]? grid is 2Ad and Lemma 7.8. In
Line 9 we use the fact P[A = A | G] < P[A = A]/P[G]. In Line 10 we use Lemma 7.11. In Line 11 we use the
fact that E[A] = 1. O

It remains to show that with high probability the data structure does not violate the space and query
complexity. The analysis is analogous to Section 5.1.4.

Claim 7.12. With probability 1 — 1/(ndA), we have |I| < 2Tn.

Proof. We define X, , for ¢ € [T],z € [d] to be the indicator random variable for the event that we add
z to I at iteration t. Note that Pr[X;, = 1] = p(*). We can see that |I| = >_te[T),2€[d) Xt,z- Hence,
EI] = Xicpr) zeq p#) < T 2 bela) p® < T -n, where the last inequality follows from Lemma 5.12.
Similarly, we can see that E[|I|] > T.

Using Chernoff bound, we have

Pr[I| —E[I]] > E[[I]]] < exp(=E[|]}/3) < exp(=T/3) < 1/(ndA).
Thus, with probability 1/(ndA), we have |I| < 2E[|I]] < 2Tn. O

Lemma 7.13. With high probability the data structure has O(npolylog(n,d, A)/(e)) space and O(npolylog(n,d, A)/(e*))
query complexity.

Proof. By Claim 7.12, we have that the number of coordinates of ¢ that we query is |I| = O(Tn) =
O(W). Next we analyze the space complexity of the data structure. Matrix M is of wordsize
O(m|I|), M(R) is of wordsize O(mn), I is of wordsize O(|I|log(d)). Thus the space complexity of the our

data strcuture is O(m|I| + mn + |I|log(d)) = O(npolylog(n,d, A)/(e®)) wordsize. O
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A Missing Proofs from Section 5

Claim A.1. Suppose g1, w,g},w >0, and & > 1+ 5. gy and w' are estimates of g1 and w, where g} /16 g1

and w' =16 w. Then gf —w' > (3 — &) (g1 —w).

Proof. From g} ~/16 g1 and w’ ~./15 w, we have gj —w' > (1—5) g1 — (1+ 5) w. Let p =2 We
rewrite & > 1+ £ as (1—1—66— )g1 > (1+ﬁ—p)w. This shows (1—%)91 — (1—}—%)11} > p(g1 — w).
Thus we have ¢gf —w’ > p(g1 — w). O
Proof of Claim 5.9. Case 1. If g1 = < g1, g5 =< go.

Given ‘Z;%Z; > 1+¢, we start by deducting 1—|—% on both sides: £~ (;:+b2)(qz+b2) > 1+6—(1+%/) > %

Since Ig—; <1+ %/, we get % > %6. Using Claim A.1 and letting w = (1 4 §)g2, we have

7(;2:§)g/2 > 21;2% €> %. Since g +b) < %(92 +b3), we get 7917;?;%)9& > 567‘5,. Rewriting the left-hand side
as gi—g£~+b’1—bé—%g(/géz-/b’z)—b’1+(1+%)b'z > 5675’. Rearranging terms gives gi—g’z+b’1—z’z;lg: +(1+<0)b > 565 4 %6"
2 2 2
Using % >1— % we get 91— 92+l; +b/ (%)b/z — g1—95+by by (glzjr;%)b/'i‘(l'i‘Fé )b5 > 356
This implies % > 30t % = 6—‘23/. Finally, we obtain iiizi >1+¢ 7

1
Case 2. Ifg1>7 g ~ e ghfiZB

! — i i
Given Z;%Z; > 1+¢, we start by deducting 1+% on both sides: 41 (;;gz)(gﬁbﬁ > 1+e—(1+%) > Te,

1 / .
a_ > o-U+5s oo > 86 since Z—; <1+ i and g2 > 0. Using g7 ~c/16 91, We get

which simplifies to

g2+b2 = g2+b2

gi&b > srrreme - Since gh + by < 5 (g2 + ba), we have g;ﬁb’z > g /16) Using 2 91 >3= 2(g) — gb) > g1,

we obtain Q(erb?z) > 12(17fri//16), which can be rewritten as Z;‘Zé > 12(17j‘i/16) Since (1- ?)gz < gb, we

get 9= ;11; )95 > 12(17_7_‘216). Subtracting %/ from both sides: glf(l#agﬁj_b/ (ngrb;) = 12(1746—{/16) - %/

which simpliﬁes to gi_jé;b?/bé > 12(17_?‘2//16) — %/. Rewriting gives gi_g;+;;_b,7)b/ —b > 12(17j‘i//16) — %/. Since

b1 >1— - we get gi*igizéfb; > 48(112/16) — g. Finally, we obtain iifgi >1+ 12(17i‘:/16) — %/ >1+ %
O

B Implication for Range Search

In this section, we describe the implications of our results to the approximate range search problem.

Definition B.1 ((1 + ¢)-approximate range search problem). Given a set C' = {c1,¢,...,cn} of n points

in a euclidean space R, build a data structure S that, given any query range R C R% defined by two corner
points q1,qa € R with the promise that there is an i € [n] such that ¢; € R, returns all indices i € [n], such
that

¢ €R

but no i € [n] such that
dist(c;, R) > € - diam(R).

Theorem B.2. Consider a set C' of n points ci,...,c, € R with £; metric. Given 0 < e < 1/4, we can
construct a data structure (see Algorithm 7) of word size O(nlog(n/d)log(d)/e) that, given any query range
R by the corner points q1,q2 € R%, reads O(nlog(n/d8)/€) coordinates of q1,qz, returns an (1 + €)-approzimate
range search of q1,qs from C with probability 1 — 6.

Proof. First note that when ¢; € R, then we always return ¢. It remains to show that for ¢; such that
dist(c;, R) > € - diam(R), we do not return ¢ with probability at least 1 — 4.
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Algorithm 7: An approximate range search data structure for n points in R¢ for ¢; metric.

1 Preprocessing (C, ¢, ) // Inputs: C={ci,...,cn} CR%e€(0,1),6€(0,1)
2 Let I + 0 be a multiset and T + O(log(n/d)/€);

3 for t € [T] do
4

for b € [d] do
c(.b)—csb)‘
5 Add b to I with probability p® £ Max(; ;e (1) m,
6 | storel, c {01 mé”,...,c%l)}.
7 Query (q1,¢2) // Inputs: gqi,q € R?
8 Query ng) and qéb),Vb IS E
Let W = ();
10 for i € [n] do
11 if Vel mln{q(z)7q2 }<¢ (=) < max{qg 7q2 } then
12 L Add i to W;
13 return W

We fix an arbitrary ¢ € [n] such that dist(¢;, R) > € - diam(R). We partition the coordinates in two sets.

Good = {b € [d] | Inill{q§b), qu)} < c(b) < max{q(b) éb)}}

Bad = [d] \ Good
For intuition Bad is the set of coordinates that certify that ¢; ¢ R. We show that a coordinate from Bad is
queried with probability at least 1 — § which concludes the proof.
Let dist; for a set of coordinates J C [d] be the distance of two points projected to the subspace on the

coordinates in J. Furthermore, let ¢;« be the point that is inside the range R which exists by the promise of
the problem.

Claim B.3.
distgaq(¢i, ¢i+) > edistgood (Cis Ci)

Proof. Assume towards contradiction that distgag(c;, ¢i+) < edistgood(Ci, ¢ix ). Since ¢; projected to Good is in
R projected to Good by the definition of Good, it follows that distgeod(ci, ¢ix) < diam(R). We conclude

ediam(R) > edistgood (Cs, Cix ) > distgad(ci, ¢;+) = dist(c;, R).
This is a contradiction to the choice of ¢;. O

) (e le -

We sample each coordinate b € [d] in an iteration with probability at least p(*) = (|C§b) fcgi))
®"
Ci

). Thus we sample any coordinate from Bad with probability at least

1_<H<1_p<b>>>1_<n >—1_exp 3 ) 2(1_1) 3 0

beBad beBad beBad beBad

b b
_ (1 B 1) ZbeBad e — ]

v
Zb’eBad |C ) - C

(v

€Good |C — Cix
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Since we consider ¢1 metric the last expression is

1 1 distgad(ci, ci+) > (1 1 ( distsaa(ci cir) + disteood (i i)\
e ) distgag(cs, ¢ix) + distgood (Cis i) — € distga (¢, civ)
o (12 1) (1 4 distomsa(cr i)
e distgad(cs, ¢ix)
) -1
> (11 (14 disteccalcircin)
e edistgood (¢i5 Cix )
= (1 1 1 > L
o e/ 1+ % =1

Since we repeat for T'= O(log(n/d)/e) iterations, we sample a coordinate from Bad with probability at least
1 —6/n. Using union bound we succeed for all points i € [n] with probability at least 1 — § O

C Reducing Approximate Nearest Neighbor under /;-norm to
Feature Selection for k-means Clustering

In this section, we show a (v/3 4 €)-approximate nearest neighbor data structure under £;-norm, using feature
selection for k-means clustering.

Algorithm 8: An approximate nearest neighbor data structure for n points in R? for ¢, metric.
1 SelectFeature (Z,t) // ZeR™FteR
Let Z; be the i-th row of Z;
Let p*) = || Z]13/11 2|3
Initialize Q = 0"**, § = 0t*?;
for j=1totdo
Sample i; € [n], with probabilities {p()};
Set Qi_j,j =1 and Sj,j = ]./\/ tp(lﬂ),

8 return (0, S

N O Ok woN

9 Preprocessing (C,¢,0) // Inputs: CeR™ % ee(0,1),6€(0,1)
10 Let k =n;

11 Compute SVD of C, let Z = Vi (C);

12 Determine the sampling probabilities and rescaling: [(2, S] = SelectFeature(Z,t), where

t =O(nlogn/e?);

13 Compute R = CQS € R™** be the feature-selected centers, where i-th row of R is ry;

14 Sample M € Rtx108(n/)/€* ¢ be a JL-mapping;

15 store Q, S, RM = {r;M|i € [n]}, M

16 Query (q) // Inputs: ¢ € {0,1}¢
17 Query t coordinates of ¢ to compute yT = ¢TQ2.S;

18 Let i = arg min,,, ||riM — yTM||a;
19 return i
Theorem C.1. Consider n points c1,...,c, € R with €y metric. Given 0 < € < 1, we can construct a

data structure (see Algorithm 8) of word size O(n/poly(€)) that, given any query q € R, reads O(n/poly(€))
coordinates of q, and with probability 1 — &, returns i where c; is a (\/3 + €)-approzimate nearest neighbor of q

mn C.

C.1 Preliminaries

Before proving the Theorem C.1, we introduce some notations.
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For a matrix A € R™"*4, we write the singular value decomposition (SVD) of A as A = U(A)S(A)V(A)T,
where U(A) € R"™"™ and V(A) € R?*9 are orthonormal matrices, and X(A) = diag{c1,02, ..., Trank(A),0, ..., 0}.
For an integer 1 < k < d, we use Vj, € R*k t5 denote V restricted to its first & columns of V. The matrix

Ay = Ur(A)Xr(A)Vi(A) is the best rank k approximation for A.
C.2 Main Proof

Let C € R"*? be the matrix whose rows are the n centers. Let P € R'*? be the row vector of the query. For
some large enough w > 0, we define B € R(wn+1)xd to be

C
c

C
P

B can be viewed as a point set of size (wn + 1) in R? and we use B as the instance of feature selection for
k-means clustering, where k& = n.
The following claim shows that V;,(C) € R4*™ approximates V,,(B) € R¥*".

Claim C.2. |B — BV, (C)V,,(C)T||% < (14 €)||B — By ||% for sufficiently large w.
Proof. |B — BV, (C)V,(C)T||% does not increase with w, because
=0+ [|P = PV (C)Vu(O)T|[
However, ||B — B, ||% changes with w. Define a function h(w):
h(w) == ||B = Bul% = 0741 (B)
Denote u = V(C)TPT.
hw) = Ap41(BTB) = A1 (wCTC + PTP)
= A1 (WS2(C) + V(C)TPTPV(C)) = i1 (wE2(C) + uuT)

Denote the d; = 02(C), thus w¥?(C) = diag(wdy, . .., wd,,0,...,0) € R¥*4,
To calculate the eigenvalues of BTB, we let A\l — BTB = (. After some manipulation[Gol07], we know the
eigenvalues A of BTB corresponds to the solutions of

n u2 d u2
dei—x =12y
i=1 i=n-+1

And h(w) = Ap41(BTB) is the smallest non-zero solution, since it is the smallest non-zero eigenvalue.
Consider both sides as functions of A € [0,wd,]. The LHS increases from a positive number to oo, while
the RHS decreases from oo to 0. Thus h(w) € [0,wd,]. If we increase w, the RHS remains the same,
and the LHS can be viewed as shifted rightwards. This means that h(w) increases if w increases, and
limy, o0 h(w) = S0, .| u?, which is

d
lim h(w) = Z u?

wW—00
1=n—+1

d
Z (pv;)?, where v; i-th column of V
1=n+1
=[P - PVH(O)VVL(O)TH%'
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Thus for any 0 < € < 1, there exists sufficiently large w, such that |P — PV,,(C)V,(C)T||% < (1 + €)h(w),
ie. |B = BVu(C)Val(O)T[IE < (1+€)[|B = Bullf
O

Definition C.3. (Approximate partition for k-means clustering) Consider a k-means clustering problem
with n points C = {c1,...,c,} C R A partition p : [n] — [k], describes ¢; should be in p(i)-th cluster. The
j-th cluster C; of p is c;li € p~1(j) and the j-th center of p is center; = Zciecj ¢i/|C;|. The cost of (C, p)
is cost(C,p) =3 ;e llei — center,;)||3. Let p* be the optimal partition, which minimizes the k-means cost.
We say p is a a-approximation partition if cost(C, p) < acost(C, p*).

Theorem C.4. (Theorem 11 and Lemma 4 of [BZMD15]) Let B € R™*? be a set of m points in R,
and k be the input of k-means clustering. Let Z € R¥* be an approximation of Vi.(B), such that Z77 =
Iysiy (B=BZZT)Z = 0k, and |B— BZZT||% < (1+¢€)||B— By||%. Then let [Q, S] = SelectFeature(Z,t),
with t = O(klogk/e?). Let B' = BQS € R™*! be the points after feature selection. Then a ~y-approzmation
partition p for B is (1 + (2 + €)v)-approximation parition for B with probability 0.2.

Theorem C.5. (Theorem 1.3 of [MMR19]) Let B € R™*! be a set of m points in Rt and k be the input
of k-means clustering. Given 0 < €,6 < 1/4. Let r = log(k/ed)/e?>. There exists a family of random maps
7 : RY — R", which is independent of B’, such that MIP’ [Vp, cost(B’, p) = cost(M(B’),p)] > 1—4.

Proof. (for Theorem C.1) Recall that B can be viewed as a point set of size (wn + 1) in R%. Let B’ = BQS
as defined in Theorem C.4, which can be viewed as a point set of size (wn + 1) in R*. Let M be the random
dimension reduction map in Theorem C.5. Then M (B’) can be viewed as a point set of size (wn + 1) in R".
Let p; be the optimal partition of k-means clustering on B’ with k = n. Let ps be the optimal partition
of k-means clustering on M (B’) with k = n.
From Theorem C.5, we know that with probability 1 — §,

cost(B', p1) ~ cost(M(B'), p1)
cost(B’, p2) =~ cost(M(B’), p2)

Because p1, p2 are respectively optimal solutions, we have

cost(B', p1) < cost(B’, p2)
cost(M(B'), p2) < cost(M(B’), p1)

Combine them gives cost(B’,p2) < (1 + e)cost(M(B’),p2) < (1 + €)(1 + €)cost(M(B'),p1) < (1 +
€)?cost(B’, p2). This shows that py is (1 + €)?-approximation for B’ with probability 1 — 6. Furthermore,
Theorem C.4 tells us that ps is (3 + 10¢)-approximation for B with probability 0.2 — 4, i.e.

cost(B, p2) < (3 4 10¢)cost(B, p*).

We claim that cost(B, p*) = (47 dist(q, )+ w(ﬁ_ldist(q, c*))?, where ¢* is the nearest neighbor of ¢
from C. Because B is w copies of n centers ¢; plus one ¢, for sufficiently large w, p* will not map two centers
into one cluster. So ¢ will be assigned to a cluster together with w copies of c¢*.

Similarly we claim that cost(B, pa) = (545 dist(q, c;))* + w(w#ﬂdist(q, c;))?, where 4 is the output index.
This is because ps is the optimal partition of M(B’), so M(y) will be assigned to a cluster together with w
copies of its nearest neighbor, which is r;.

This means dist®(c;, q) < (3 + 10e)dist*(c*, q), i.e. dist(c;,q) < v/3 + 10edist(c*, q).

O
The reason that we can not use the same trick in [CEM™15] to achieve (1 4 €)-ANN is, it select features
0
0
based on Z =V, (C) and B — BZZT = , which requires some information of the query.
0
pP—-pPzZ"
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D Lower Bounds

D.1 Lower Bound for Approximate Nearest Neighbor

In this section, we prove a Q(n) lower bound for the sketch size and a ©2(n) lower bound for the number of
coordinates queried for any data structure for the approximate nearest neighbor problem. This shows that
our data structures are nearly optimal.

Theorem D.1. Consider a set C' of n points c1,...,c, € R? equipped with £, or £y metric. Consider a data
structure that preprocesses C to store a sketch. For any query point ¢ € R?, the data structure uses the sketch,
queries some coordinates of q, and then returns i, where ¢; is a (1 + €)-approzimate nearest neighbor of q in
C with probability 2/3. Then the size of the sketch is Q(n) and the number of coordinates queried is (n).

Proof. The lower bound on the sketch size follows directly from Theorem 2 of [ATP06].

Theorem D.2 (Theorem 2 of [ATP06]). Consider the communication complezity version of (14¢€)-approximate
2

nearest neighbor in {0,1}%, d = O(lof—s”), where Alice receives the query q € {0,1}¢ and Bob receives the set

C c {0,1}4, then for any e = Q(n™"),v < 1/2, in any randomized protocol deciding the (1 + €)-approzimate

nearest neighbor problem, either Alice sends Q(loegz") bits or Bob sends 2(n'~¢) bits, for any ¢ > 0.

Assume for contradiction that we have a data structure of size n®°°. Then Bob can send this sketch to
Alice and let Alice decide the (1 4 €)-approximate nearest neighbor problem, which contradicts Theorem D.2.

Next, we show a lower bound Q(n) of the number of coordinate queries. Consider a set of points {¢;} C R™,
where ¢; = e; is the unit vector. Let the query to be co-located with one of the points, so that the approximate
nearest neighbor has to be the exact nearest neighbor. To find out which coordinate of the query is non-zero,
a deterministic data structure needs to look at all n coordinates. One can make the same claim about
randomized data structures by applying the Yao’s Principle. O

D.2 Lower Bound for Exact Nearest Neighbor

We prove a simple and optimal lower bound on the size of the data structure to store n centers if we want to
compute nearest neighbor exactly. This lower bound follows from a two-party communication protocol where
we assume that one of the parties, Alice, holds all centers and the other party, Bob, holds the query point.
Alice is allowed to send a one-shot message to Bob, and upon receiving the message, Bob has to compute the
nearest neighbor center of the query point. It is not hard to see that a data-structure and query protocol
with data-structure of size D will imply a communication protocol with communication cost of D.

Lemma D.3. If Alice sends a sketch of her centres from which Bob can exactly compute the nearest neighbour
of X among C, then Alice needs to send at least Q(nd) bits.

Proof. The proof is a slight modification of Theorem B.1 of [TW18] (with a change in notation which we
explain below). First, note that, if Bob can compute cost(C, X) exactly, then it must be the case that the
map o that maps each point 2 € X to cluster numbered o(x) correctly computes the nearest cluster for each
x. Indeed, if this is not the case, some = € X is mapped to a cluster further away from its nearest one. In
this case, the additive error incurred cannot be negated by other points in X as none of those points cannot
be mapped to a cluster which is closer than its nearest one.

We assume d = d’ + 1+ log(n). Setting ¢ = 1/2/d’ and fixing ¢ = 1/¢* in Theorem B.1 of [[W18], we have
dataset that consists of 2n many points, z1, -+ ,z, and z1,--- , 2z, each of dimension d such that:

e The first d’ coordinates of x; is an arbitrary £ = d’/2 sparse vector in which every non-zero coordinate
is set to 1/v/£. The (d’ + 1)-th coordinate is 0 and the remaining logn coordinates encode the binary
encoding of i, with each coordinate multiplied by 10.

e The first d’ coordinates of z; is 0. The (d’ 4 1)-th coordinate is /1 — € and the rest of the coordinates
are encoded similar to x;.

Similar to [IW18], we can see that the number of bits required to represent zy,---,x, is at least
! n
1og(( dfi/Q) ) = d'n = Q(dn) which is our desired lower bound. Also, we note that for a query point y;; whose

first d’ + 1 coordinates are 0 except the j-th coordinate which is set to 1, and the rest of the coordinates are
similar to x; or z;, the following properties hold:

37



o If 2;(j) # 0, then the closest point of y;; is z; at a distance /2 — 2e.
e if ;(j) = 0, then the closest point of y;; is z; at a distance v/2 —e.

An exact nearest neighbor query, which can be obtained from o will reveal the value of x;(j) for any i € [k]
and j € [d']. This proves the (dn) lower bound. O
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