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Abstract

We consider the problem of deterministic load balancing of tokens in the discrete model. A set
of n processors is connected into ad-regular undirected network. In every time step, each processor
exchanges some of its tokens with each of its neighbors in thenetwork. The goal is to minimize the
discrepancy between the number of tokens on the most-loadedand the least-loaded processor as quickly
as possible.

Rabaniet al. (1998) present a general technique for the analysis of a wideclass of discrete load
balancing algorithms. Their approach is to characterize the deviation between the actual loads of a
discrete balancing algorithm with the distribution generated by a related Markov chain. The Markov
chain can also be regarded as the underlying model of a continuous diffusion algorithm. Rabaniet al.
showed that after timeT = O(log(Kn)/µ), any algorithm of their class achieves a discrepancy of
O(d log n/µ), whereµ is the spectral gap of the transition matrix of the graph, andK is the initial load
discrepancy in the system.

In this work we identify some natural additional conditionson deterministic balancing algorithms,
resulting in a class of algorithms reaching a smaller discrepancy. This class contains well-known al-
gorithms,e.g., the ROTOR-ROUTER. Specifically, we introduce the notion ofcumulatively fairload-
balancing algorithms where in any interval of consecutive time steps, the total number of tokens sent out
over an edge by a node is the same (up to constants) for all adjacent edges. We prove that algorithms
which are cumulatively fair and where every node retains a sufficient part of its load in each step, achieve
a discrepancy ofO(min{d

√
logn/µ, d

√
n}) in timeO(T ). We also show that in general neither of these

assumptions may be omitted without increasing discrepancy. We then show by a combinatorial potential
reduction argument that any cumulatively fair scheme satisfying some additional assumptions achieves
a discrepancy ofO(d) almost as quickly as the continuous diffusion process. Thispositive result applies
to some of the simplest and most natural discrete load balancing schemes.
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1 Introduction
In this paper, we analyzediffusion-based load balancing algorithms. We assume that the processors are
connected by an arbitraryd-regular graphG. At the beginning, every node has a certain number of tokens,
representing its initial load. In general, diffusion-based load balancing algorithms operate in parallel, in
synchronous steps. In each step, every node balances its load with all of its neighbors. The goal is to
distribute the tokens in the network graph as evenly as possible. More precisely, we aim at minimizing the
discrepancy(also known assmoothness), which is defined as the difference between the maximum loadand
the minimum load, taken over all nodes of the network.

One distinguishes betweencontinuousload balancing models, in which load can be split arbitrarily, and
the much more realisticdiscretemodel, in which load is modeled by tokens which cannot be split. In the
former case, the standard continuous diffusion algorithm works as follows. Every nodeu having loadx(u)
considers all of its neighbors at the same time, and sendsx(u)/(d + 1) load to each of itsd neighbors,
keepingx(u)/(d + 1) load for itself. This process may also be implemented more efficiently: for each
neighborv of u, nodeu sends exactlymax{0, (x(u) − x(v))/(d + 1)} load tov. It is well-known (cf.
e.g.[19]) that the load in the continuous model will eventually be perfectly balanced. In the discrete case
with indivisible tokens, exact simulation of the continuous process is not possible. A nodeu may instead
try to round the amount of load sent to its neighbor up or down to an integer. Discrete balancing approaches
are, in general, much harder to analyze than continuous algorithms.

In [17], Rabaniet al. suggest a framework to analyze a wide class of discrete neighborhood load bal-
ancing algorithms in regular graphs (it can be adapted to non-regular graphs). The scheme compares the
discrete balancing algorithm with its continuous version,and the difference is used to bound the so-called
error that occurs due to the rounding. Their results hold forround-fair algorithms where any nodeu having
loadxt(u) at timet sends either⌊xt(u)/(d + 1)⌋ or ⌈xt(u)/(d + 1)⌉ tokens over its edges. They show that
the discrepancy is bounded byO(d log n/µ) afterT = O(log(Kn)/µ) steps, whereµ is the eigenvalue gap
of the transition matrix of the underlying Markov chain andK is the initial load discrepancy. The scheme
applies to any discrete load balancing scheme which, at every time step, rounds the load which would be
exchanged in the continuous diffusion process by a given pair of nodes to one of the nearest integers, either
up or down.

The timeT in the above bound is also the time in which a continuous algorithm balances the system load
(more or less) completely.T is closely related to themixing time of a random walk onG, which is the time
it takes for a random walk to be on every node with almost the same probability. Within the class of schemes
considered in [17], the bound ofO(d log n/µ) on discrepancy cannot be improved for many important graph
classes, such as constant-degree expanders. Since the work[17], many different refinements and variants
of this approach have been proposed [4, 9, 10, 18], as well as extensions to other models, including systems
with non-uniform tokens [4] and non-uniform machines [2].

1.1 Our Contribution

The main goal of this paper is to continue the work of [17] by analyzing properties/classes of deterministic
algorithms that balance better in the diffusive model than the class defined in [17]. We suggest and analyze
two general classes of balancing algorithms (called cumulatively fair balancers and good balancers) that
include many well-known diffusion algorithms and we bound the discrepancy they achieve afterO(T )
time steps. Within the framework of schemes which are deterministic and pose no major implementation
challenges (i.e., do not generate negative load and do not rely on additional communication), we obtain a
number of significant improvements with respect to the state-of-the-art, cf. Table 1.

For our algorithms we assume that every node of the graph has in addition to itsd original edgesd◦ ≥ d
many self-loops. We defined+ = d◦ + d as the degree of the graph including the self-loops.
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Algorithm Discrepancy after timeO(T ) Time to reachO(d) discrepancy Ref. D SL NL NC

Discrete diffusion with arbitrary rounding on edges O
(
d logn

µ

)
✗ (in general) [17] (✓) (✓) (✓) (✓)

Randomized distribution of extra tokens by vertices O
(
min

{
d2, d+

√
d log d

µ

}√
log n

)
✗ [5,18] ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓

Randomized rounding to nearest integers on edges O
(√

d log n
)

✗ [18] ✗ ✓ ✗ ✓

Computation based on continuous diffusion Θ(d) O(T ) [4] ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗

Cumulatively fair balancers O
(
dmin

{√
logn
µ ,

√
n
})

✗ (in general) Thm 2.3 (✓) (✓) (✓) (✓)

• ROTOR-ROUTER ” ✗ Thm 2.3 ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓

• SEND (⌊x/d+⌋) ” open Thm 2.3 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

• Goods-balancers ” O
(
T + d log2 n

µ

)
Thm 3.3 (✓) (✓) (✓) (✓)

• ROTOR-ROUTER∗ ” ” Thm 3.3 ✓ ✗ ✓ ✓

• SEND ([x/d+]), for anyd+ > 2d ” ” Thm 3.3 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

• SEND ([x/d+]), for anyd+ ≥ 3d ” O
(
T + log2 n

µ

)
Thm 3.3 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

Legend: D — Deterministic process; SL — Stateless process; NL — Cannot produce negative loads;
NC — No additional communication required;(✓) denotes properties achieved for some implementations;
[·] denotes rounding to the nearest integer.

Table 1: A comparison of the discrepancy of load-balancing algorithms in the diffusive model ford-regular
graphs. In all result statements, if not specified otherwise, we assume that the graph is augmented with at
leastd self-loops per node.

Cumulatively δ-fair balancers. We call an algorithm cumulativelyδ-fair if (i) for every interval of con-
secutive time steps, the total number of tokens an algorithmsends over the original edges (non-self-loops)
differs by at most a small constantδ and(ii) for every time step every edge (original edges and self-loops)
of a node receives at least⌊x/d+⌋ many tokens, wherex is the current load of the node. Cumulatively
δ-fair balancers are a subclass of the algorithms studied in [17], which satisfied weaker fairness conditions.
We show (Theorem 2.3) that algorithms satisfying these conditions with d◦ ≥ d achieve a discrepancy of
O(d ·min{

√
log n/µ,

√
n}) in O(T ) time steps. The restrictions result in deterministic balancing schemes

with an improved discrepancy afterO(T ) time steps. For example, for expanders, the achieved discrepancy
after timeO(T ) isO(

√
log n), as opposed toΘ(log n).

Additionally to the upper bound, we show that the discrepancy can be of orderΩ(d · diam) (diam is the
diameter of the graph) if we drop the condition of cumulativefairness (Theorem 4.1) or remove self-loops
completely (Theorem 4.3). In more detail, Theorem 4.1 showsthat there are round-fair balancers that satisfy
the constraints of [17] and that haveΩ(d · diam) discrepancy nonetheless. Such discrepancy is worse than
the one we obtain for cumulatively fair balancers (Theorem 2.3) for many graph classes. In Theorem 4.3 we
show for a specific cumulatively1-fair balancer not using any self-loops (ROTOR-ROUTER), that it cannot
achieve discrepancy better thanΩ(n) on a cycle withn nodes.

The class of cumulatively fair balancers contains many well-known deterministic algorithms. In particu-
lar, many of these algorithms arestateless, meaning the load any node sends over edges in any step depends
solely on the load of the node at this time step. An example fora stateless cumulatively fair balancer is
SEND (⌊x/d+⌋), where a node with loadx sends⌊x/d+⌋ many tokens to every original edge (non-self-loop).
The remainingx − ⌊x/d+⌋ tokens are distributed over self-loops such that every self-loop receives at least
⌊x/d+⌋ many tokens. Similarly, the algorithm SEND ([x/d+]) is cumulatively fair. Here[x/d+] roundsx/d+ to
the next integer and a node with loadx sends[x/d+] tokens over every original edge. Another well-known
algorithm in this class is the so-called ROTOR-ROUTER model (also referred to in the literature as the Propp
model, [3,6,11]) which uses a simple round-robin approach to distribute the tokens to thed+ neighbors, i.e.,
over all its edges.

Good s-balancers. The class of goods-balancers can be regarded as a restriction of cumulatively1-fair
balancers. A cumulatively1-fair balancer is a goods-balancer if it(i) is round-fair (every edge receives
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⌊x/d+⌋ or ⌈x/d+⌉ many tokens, wherex is the current load of a node)(ii) sends over at leasts self-loops
⌈x/d+⌉ many tokens in every round. We show that algorithms of this class achieve aO(d)-discrepancy
within O(T + d log2 n/µ) time steps. Moreover, ifs = Ω(d), then the same discrepancy ofO(d) is reached
within O(T + log2 n/µ) time steps. The class of goods-balancers contains many well-known algorithms.
For example, the algorithm SEND ([x/d+]) is a goods-balancer ford+ > 2d. If d+ ≥ 3d, then it achieves
aO(d) discrepancy inO(T + log2 n/µ) time. Additionally, the class contains some variants of therotor-
router approach,e.g., one variant which we denote by ROTOR-ROUTER∗. This algorithm maintainsd − 1
self-loops, together with one special self-loop, which always receives⌈xt(u)/(2d)⌉ tokens. The remaining
tokens are distributed fairly using a rotor-router on the original edges and thed− 1 self-loops.

The only other result in the literature known to the authors which achieves a discrepancy ofO(d) in
O(T ) steps in thediffusive modelis the one of [4] (see [18] forO(d) discrepancy in the dimension exchange
model where nodes balance with only one neighbor per round).Their algorithms simulate and mimic (with
the discrete tokens) the continuous flow.

Technical contributions. Our techniques for the analysis of cumulatively fair balancers rely on a compari-
son between our discrete process and the continuous process. The latter can also be regarded as a Markovian
process (random walk) which is governed by the transition matrix of the graph. We calculate the total devia-
tion (of any cumulatively fair balancer) to the continuous process as done in [17]. However, instead of doing
it step-by-step as in [17], the comparison is done over long time intervals. This was done in,e.g., [13, 21],
in the context of the graph exploration problem. Our analysis of this class connects this deviation to the
valueO(log n/µ), which is a natural upper bound on the mixing time. For the analysis of goods-balancers
we combine the algebraic techniques used for the analysis ofcumulatively fair balancers with a potential
function approach. Whereas all cumulatively1-fair balancers admit a natural potential function, which is
(weakly) monotonous throughout the balancing process, forthe narrower class of goods-balancers we can
define time phases so that in each time phase, the process exhibits a strict potential drop in each phase of
balancing, up to a balancing discrepancy ofO(d). Even though we limit ourselves to regular graphs in this
paper, our results can be extended to non-regular graphs.

1.2 Related Work

Herein we only consider related results for load balancing in the discrete diffusive and balancing circuit
models, and some results for the rotor-router model which are relevant to our work.

Diffusive load balancing. Discrete load balancing has been studied in numerous works since [17]. The
authors of [9] propose a deterministic load balancing process in which the continuous load transferred along
each edge is rounded up or down deterministically, such thatthe sum of the rounding errors on each edge
up to an arbitrary stept is bounded by a constant. This property is called thebounded-error property. Then
they show that afterT steps any process with bounded-error property achieves a discrepancy ofO(log3/2 n)
for hypercubes andO(1) for constant-degree tori. There are no similar results for other graph classes. Note
that the algorithm of [9] has the problem that the original demand of a node might exceed its available load,
leading to so-callednegative load.

In [3], the authors consider ROTOR-ROUTER-type walks as a model for load balancing. It is assumed
that half of the edges of every node are self-loops. The authors present an algorithm which falls in the class
of bounded-error diffusion processesintroduced in [9]. This results in discrepancy bounds ofO(log3/2 n)
andO(1) for hypercube andr-dimensional torus withr = O(1). In [2], the authors consider the diffusion
algorithms that always round down for heterogeneous networks. They also show that a better load balance
can be obtained when the algorithm is allowed to run longer thanT steps.

In [4], the authors propose an algorithm that achieves discrepancy of2d after T steps for any graph.
For every edgee and stept, their algorithm calculates the number of tokens that should be sent overe in
t such that the total number of tokens forwarded overe (over the firstt steps) stays as close as possible
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to the amount of load that is sent by the continuous algorithmover e during the firstt steps. However,
their algorithm can result in negative load when the initialload of any node is not sufficiently large and
it has to calculate the number of tokens that the continuous algorithm sends over all edges. Note that the
algorithm presented in this paper has to simulate the continuous algorithm in order to calculate the load that
it has to transfer over any edge, whereas our algorithms are much easier and they do not need any additional
information, not even the load of their neighbors.

There are several publications that suggest randomized rounding schemes [1, 3–5, 9, 18] to convert
the continuous load that is transferred over an edge into discrete load. The algorithm of [5] calculates
the number ofadditional tokens (the difference between the continuous flow forwarded over edges and
the number of tokens forwarded by the discrete algorithm after roundingdown). All additional tokens
are sent to randomly chosen neighbors. Their discrepancy bounds afterT steps areO(d log log n/µ)
andO(d

√
log n +

√
d log n log d/µ) for d-regular graphs,O(d log log n) for expanders,O(log n) for hy-

percubes, andO(
√
log n) for tori. The authors of [18] present two randomized algorithms for the diffusive

model. They achieve afterO(T ) time a discrepancy ofO(d2
√
log n) by first sending⌊x(u)/(d + 1)⌋ tokens

to every neighbor and itself, and afterwards by distributing the remaining tokens randomly. Additionally,
they provide an algorithm which achieves afterO(T ) time a discrepancy ofO(

√
d log n) by rounding the

flow sent over edges randomly to the nearest integers which might cause negative loads. For a comparison
with our results see Table 1.

Dimension exchange model. In the Dimension Exchange model, the nodes are only allowed to balance
with one neighbor at a time. Whereas for all diffusion algorithms considered so far the discrepancy in the
diffusion model is at leastd, dimension exchange algorithms are able to balance the loadup to an additive
constant. In [10] the authors consider a discrete dimensionexchange algorithm for the matching model.
Every nodei that is connected to a matching edge calculates the load difference over that edge. If that
value is positive, the algorithm rounds it up or down, each with probability one half. This result is improved
in [18], where the authors show that a constant final discrepancy can be achieved withinO(T ) steps for
regular graphs in the random matching model, and constant-degree regular graphs in the periodic matching
(balancing circuit) model.

Rotor-router walks. Originally introduced in [16], therotor-router walk model was employed by Jim
Propp for derandomizing the random walk, thereby frequently appearing under the alternative names of
Propp machinesanddeterministic random walks[6, 8, 11, 12]. In the rotor-router model, the nodes send
their tokens out in a round-robin fashion. It is assumed thatthe edges of the nodes are cyclically ordered,
and that every node is equipped with a rotor which points to one of its edges. Every node first sends one
token over the edge pointed to by the rotor. The rotor is movedto the next edge which will be used by the
next token, and so on, until all tokens of the node have been sent out over one of the edges. It has been shown
that the rotor walks capture the average behaviour of randomwalks in a variety of respects such as hitting
probabilities and hitting times. The rotor-router model can be used for load balancing, and directly fits
into the framework we consider in this paper. The authors of [20] obtain rough bounds on the discrepancy,
independently of [17]. In [3], the authors study a lazy version of the rotor-router process (half of the edges
are self-loops) for load balancing. They prove that the rotor walk falls in the class ofbounded-error diffusion
processesintroduced in [9]. Using this fact they obtain discrepancy bounds ofO(log3/2 n) andO(1) for the
hypercube andr-dimensional torus withr = O(1), respectively, which improve the best existing bounds
of O(log2 n) andO(n1/r) in this graph class.

1.3 Model and Notation

In this section we define our general model, which applies to both classes of studied algorithms.
The input of the load-balancing process is a symmetric and directed regular graphG = (V,E) with n

nodes. Every node has out-degree and in-degreed. We havem ∈ N indivisible tokens (workload) which are

5



arbitrarily distributed over the nodes of the network. For simplicity of notation only, we assume that initially
G does not contain multiple edges. In general, the nodes of thegraph may be treated as anonymous, and no
node identifiers will be required. The time is divided into synchronized steps. Letxt = (xt(1), . . . , xt(n))
be theload vectorat the beginning of stept, wherext(u) corresponds to the load of nodeu at the beginning
of stept. In particular,x1 denotes the initial load distribution and̄x is the real-valued vector resulting when
every node has achieved average load,x̄(u) = 1

n

∑
u∈V x1(u) ≡ x̄, for all u ∈ V . Note that the total load

summed over all nodes does not change over time. Thediscrepancyis defined as the load difference between
the node with thehighest loadand the node with thelowest load. We will denote byK the maximal initial
discrepancy inx1, i.e., K = maxu∈V x1(u)−minu∈V x1(u). Thebalancednessof an algorithm is defined
as the gap between the node with the highest load and theaverage load.

In order to introduce self-loops, we transformG into the graphG+ = (V,E ∪ E◦) by addingd◦

self-loops to every node. For a fixed nodeu ∈ V , let E◦
u = {e1(u, u), . . . , ed◦(u, u)} denote the set of

self-loops ofu and letEu denote the original edges ofu in G. We assumed◦ = O(d). We can now define
E+

u = E◦
u∪Eu and E◦ =

⋃
u∈V E◦

u. In the following, we callG theoriginal graphandG+ thebalancing
graph. The edgesE◦ are called self-loop edges ofG+ andEu are the original edges. We remark again
that the balancing graph is introduced for purposes of analysis, only, and is completely transparent from the
perspective of algorithm design. We also defined+ = d+ d◦ as the degree of any node inG+. N(u) is the
set of direct neighbors ofu in G+, i.e., it contains all neighbors ofu in G includingu itself (because of the
self-loops).

For a fixed edgee = (u, v) ∈ E+ let ft(e) be the number of tokens whichu sends tov in stept. In par-
ticular, letft(u, u) =

∑
e∈E◦

u
ft(e). LetFt(e) denote the cumulative load sent fromu to v in steps1, . . . , t,

i.e, Ft(e) =
∑

τ≤t fτ (e). For a fixed nodeu, we definef out
t (u) =

∑
v∈N(u) ft(u, v) to be the number of

tokens (or flow) leavingu in stept. The incoming flow is then defined asf in
t (u) =

∑
{v:u∈N(v)} ft(v, u).

We define the cumulative incoming and original flowsF out
t (u) andF in

t (u) accordingly, andFout
t andFin

t

are defined as the vectors of the (cumulative) original and incoming flow. We will say that edgee = (u, v)
receivedx tokens when nodeu sendsx tokens tov.

2 Results for Cumulatively Fair Balancers
In this section we present a general class of algorithms, called cumulative fairalgorithms, and analyze
their discrepancy afterT = O ((logK + log n)/µ) many time steps. Note thatT is the balancing time of
the continuous diffusion algorithm if the initial discrepancy isK, andd is the number of original edges
(non-self-loops) of each node.

We call an algorithmcumulatively fairif the flow that is sent out over every edge ofu (including the
self-loops) up to stept can differ by at mostδ.

Definition 2.1. Letδ be a constant. An algorithm is calledcumulativelyδ-fair if for all t ∈ N, u ∈ V

• every edgee ∈ E+
u receives at least⌊xt(u)/d+⌋ many tokens.

• all original edgese1, e2 ∈ Eu satisfy|Ft(e1)− Ft(e2)| ≤ δ.

Note thatround-fair algorithms (defined in [17]) are not necessarily cumulatively δ-fair for any fixedδ.

Observation 2.2. The algorithmsSEND (⌊x/d+⌋) andSEND ([x/d+]) are 0-cumulatively fair. Furthermore,
ROTOR-ROUTER is cumulatively1-fair.

For cumulatively fair balancers we show the following bound.

Theorem 2.3. Let G be anyd-regular input graph and letd+ is the degree of the balancing graphG+

(including the self-loops). Letδ be a constant. AssumeA is a cumulativelyδ-fair balancer. Then, after
O (log(Kn)/µ) time steps,A achieves a discrepancy of
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(i) O
(
(δ + 1) · d ·

√
log n/µ

)
for d+ ≥ 2d.

(ii) O ((δ + 1) · d · √n) for d+ ≥ 2d.
(iii) O ((δ + 1) · d · log n/µ) for arbitrary d+ ≥ d+ 1.

For constantδ and at leastd self-loops, the results of Claim (i) of the above theorem show a better
discrepancy afterT steps compared to the result of [17]. Claim (ii) provides an improvement for graphs
with a bad expansion (small eigenvalue gap), such as cycles.

The rest of this section is devoted to the proof of Theorem 2.3. The core idea of the proof is to regard the
balancing process over several steps and to observe that thecumulative load of the nodes is closely related
to a random walk of all tokens. The difference to the random walk can be bounded by a small corrective
vector depending onδ. We start by providing some additional definitions.

In the analysis, we change the way the tokens are kept at a node: In addition to sending tokens over
self-loop edges we allow a node to retain a remainder (of tokens) of sizer < d+ at every node. The reason
for this is that the proof requires the cumulative fairness on all edges and not just on original edges. One can
show (Proposition A.2) that every cumulatively fair balancer can be transformed (by shifting tokens from
self-loops to the remainder) into an algorithm guaranteeing cumulative fairness on all edges and that this
transformed algorithm sends exactly the same load over original edges in every round.

Let the remainderrt(u) of nodeu in stept be the number of tokens ofu that will not participate in the
load distribution over its original edges and self-loops. Then,rt = (rt(1), . . . , rt(n)) denotes theremainder
vectorat stept, wherert(i) is the number of tokens kept by thei’th node ofG in stept. We will denote by
r the upper bound on the maximum remainder of an algorithm, satisfying |rt(u)| ≤ r ≤ d+ for every time
stept and everyu ∈ V . For the ease of notation, we assume thatr < d+. Note that for allu ∈ V and all
stepst

x1(u) + F in
t−1(u) = rt(u) + F out

t (u). (1)

Moreover,
xt(u) = f out

t (u) + rt(u). (2)

LetP denote the transition matrix of a random walk ofG+. LetP(u, v) denote the one-step probability
for the walk to go fromu to v. ThenP(u, v) = 1/d+ if (u, v) ∈ E, P(u, v) = d◦/d+ if u = v, and
P(u, v) = 0 otherwise.

Let µ be the eigenvalue gap ofP, i.e.,µ = 1− λ2, whereλ2 is the second largest eigenvalue. We define
Pt to be thet-steps transition matrix,i.e., Pt = P ·Pt−1. We define thesteady-statedistribution asP∞ =
limt→∞Pt. Note that∀u, v ∈ V , P∞(u, v) = d+/(2|E+|) = 1/n. Observe thatP∞ · x1 = (x̄, x̄, . . . , x̄).
We can expressPt asPt = P∞+Λt, whereΛt is the error-term calculating the difference betweenPt and

the steady-state distribution. Letp ≥ 1. Thep-norm of a vectorr is defined as‖r‖p = (
∑n

i=1 |ri|p)
1
p . In

particular,‖r‖∞ is defined to bemax{|r1|, . . . , |rn|}.

We are ready to prove the main theorem of this section. The core idea of the proof is to calculate the
total deviation between any cumulatively fair balancer anda continuous process, similar to [17]. However,
instead of comparing the two processes step-by-step as in [17], the comparison is done over long time
intervals similar to [13]. This deviation is then connectedto the valueO(log n/µ).

Proof of Theorem 2.3.Fix a nodeu ∈ V . Note that by the definition of cumulativelyδ-fairness and Propo-
sition A.2 we have for all(u, v) ∈ E+

u that

∣∣Ft(u, v) − F out
t (u)/d+

∣∣ ≤ δ. (3)

We will define a corrective vector which at timet measures the difference between the load the nodes sent
over original edges at timet and the load the nodes should have sent over these edges in order to ensure
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that every original edge received the exact same (continuous) load until timet. Formally, we define the
n-dimensional corrective vectorδδδt,u with δt,u(v) = Ft(v, u) − F out

t (v)/d+ for v 6= u and δt,u(u) =
Ft(u, u) − d◦/d+ · F out

t (u). The entries of the corrective vector satisfy|δt,u(v)| ≤ δ for v ∈ N(u) \ {u},
|δt,u(u)| ≤ d◦δ, andδt,u(v) = 0 for v 6∈ N(u). Consequently,‖δδδt,u‖1 ≤ δd+. Then we derive from (3) the
following bound on the incoming cumulative load of nodeu

F in
t (u) =

def.

∑

v∈N(u)

Ft(v, u) =
∑

v∈N(u)\{u}

Ft(v, u) + Ft(u, u)

=
(3)

∑

v∈N(u)\{u}

(
1

d+
F out
t (v) + δt,u(v)

)
+

d◦

d+
F out
t (u) + δt,u(u)

=
∑

v∈N(u)\{u}

1

d+
F out
t (v) +

d◦

d+
F out
t (u) + ‖δδδt,u‖1 . (4)

Rewriting (1) by introducing (4) we get:

F out
t (u) = x1(u) +

∑

v∈N(u)\{u}

1

d+
F out
t−1(v) +

d◦

d+
F out
t−1(u) + ‖δδδt,u‖1 − rt(u)︸ ︷︷ ︸

εt(u)

. (5)

We have‖εt(u)‖∞ ≤ δd+ + r. Rewriting (5) in vector form, we obtain

Fout
t = x1 +P · Fout

t−1 + εεεt =
∑

0≤τ<t

Pτx1 +
∑

1≤τ≤t

Pt−τ · εεετ .

For anyT̂ > 0, the number of tokens leaving nodeu in the interval[t+1; t+ T̂ ] isFout
t+T̂

(u)−Fout
t (u).

Hence,

Fout
t+T̂

− Fout
t =

∑

t≤τ<t+T̂

Pτx1 +
∑

1≤τ≤t

(Pt+T̂−τ −Pt−τ ) · εεετ +
∑

t<τ≤t+T̂

Pt+T̂−τ · εεετ .

We sett∗ = t− 4tµ, wheretµ = 6 log n/µ, and substitutePτ = P∞ +Λτ . We derive

Fout
t+T̂

− Fout
t =

∑

t≤τ<t+T̂

Pτx1 +
∑

1≤τ≤t∗

(Pt+T̂−τ −Pt−τ )εεετ +
∑

t∗<τ≤t

(Pt+T̂−τ −Pt−τ )εεετ +
∑

t<τ≤t+T̂

Pt+T̂−τεεετ

= T̂P∞x1 +
∑

t≤τ<t+T̂

Λτx1 +
∑

1≤τ≤t∗

(Λ
t+T̂−τ

−Λt−τ )εεετ+
∑

t∗<τ≤t

(Pt+T̂−τ −Pt−τ ) · εεετ+
∑

t<τ≤t+T̂

Pt+T̂−τ · εεετ . (6)

In the following we usēx = P∞x1.
∥∥∥∥∥∥

∑

t<τ≤t+T̂

xτ − T̂ · x̄

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∞

=
(2)

∥∥∥∥∥∥


Fout

t+T̂
− Fout

t +
∑

t<τ≤t+T̂

rτ


− T̂P∞x1

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∞

≤
(6)

∑

t≤τ<t+T̂

‖Λτx1‖∞ +
∑

1≤τ≤t∗

(∥∥∥Λt+T̂−τ
εεετ

∥∥∥
∞

+ ‖Λt−τεεετ‖∞
)

+
∑

t∗<τ≤t

∥∥∥(Pt+T̂−τ −Pt−τ )εεετ

∥∥∥
∞

+
∑

t<τ≤t+T̂

∥∥∥Pt+T̂−τεεετ

∥∥∥
∞

+
∑

t<τ≤t+T̂

‖rτ‖∞ .
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By well-known properties of mixing in graphs (cf. claims (i)and (ii) of Lemma A.1 in the Appendix) it
follows for t ≥ 16 · log(nK)/µ that ∀τ≥t ‖Λτx1‖∞ ≤ 2−4, and moreover

∑
τ≥4·tµ

‖Λτεεετ‖∞ ≤ n−4 ·
maxτ≥4·tµ{‖εεετ‖∞}. This results in

∥∥∥∥∥∥

∑

t<τ≤t+T̂

xτ − T̂ · x̄

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ T̂ · 2−4 + 2 · n−4 max
1≤τ≤t∗

‖εεετ‖∞ +
∑

t∗<τ≤t

∥∥∥(Pt+T̂−τ −Pt−τ )εεετ

∥∥∥
∞

+ T̂ (δd+ + r) + T̂ r

≤ T̂

4
+ (δd+ + r) +

∑

t∗<τ≤t

∥∥∥(Pt+T̂−τ −Pt−τ )εεετ

∥∥∥
∞

+ T̂ (δd+ + 2r).

Dividing the last equation bŷT yields

∥∥∥∥∥

∑
t<τ≤t+T̂ xτ

T̂
− x̄

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ 1

4
+ (δd+ + 2r) +

(δd+ + r) +
∑

t∗<τ≤t

∥∥∥(Pt+T̂−τ −Pt−τ )εεετ

∥∥∥
∞

T̂
. (7)

In this way, in (7) we have derived a bound on the difference between the average load of a node during an
interval of lengthT̂ and the average load̄x.

In the remainder we bound (7) for̂T = 1, which describes the load difference to the average. Fix an
arbitraryt ≥ 16 log(nK)/µ. We definePt(u,w) to be the probability that a random walk following matrix
P, initially located atu ∈ V , is located atw after t time steps. We then obtain the following bound (see
Appendix A.1 for details):

∥∥(Pt+1−τ −Pt−τ )εεετ
∥∥
∞

≤ (δd+ + r) ·max
w∈V

∑

v∈V

|Pt+1−τ (v,w) − Pt−τ (v,w)| . (8)

Combining (7) and (8) for̂T = 1, recalling thatt∗ = t− 4tµ = t− 24 log n/µ, and introducing the notation
a = t− τ , we obtain:

‖xt+1 − x̄‖∞ ≤ 1

4
+ r + (δd+ + r)

(
2 +

24 logn/µ∑

a=0

max
w∈V

∑

v∈V

|Pa+1(v,w) − Pa(v,w)|
)
. (9)

Thus, the right-hand side of the above expression provides an asymptotic upper bound on the discrepancy
at timeO(log(nK)/µ). It remains to provide an estimate of the sums which appear inthe expression.
These sums can be analyzed using techniques for bounding probability change (current) of a reversible
random walk in successive time steps. In Appendix A.1, we provide three different ways of bounding the
expression, leading directly to claims (i), (ii), and (iii)of the theorem.

We remark that it is not clear whether the obtained bounds on the right hand side of (9) are asymptotically
tight. For example, the question whether it may be possible to replace “

√
n” in claim (ii) by a term which

is polylogarithmic inn is an interesting open question in the theory of random walkson graphs (cf. [15] for
some recent related results in the area).

3 Results for Goods-Balancers
In this section, we consider a subclass of cumulatively1-fair balancers that achieve a better discrepancy
compared to the cumulatively fair balancers if the runtime is slightly larger thanT . Algorithms of this class
are, by definition, a subclass of cumulatively1-fair balancers. Hence, Theorem 2.3 also applies to Good
s-Balancing Algorithms. A cumulatively1-fair balancer is also a goods-balancer if the algorithm is(i)
round-fair and(ii) self-preferring, i.e., if it favors self-loop edges over original edges. As we willsee in
Theorem 3.3, the “more self-preferring” an algorithm is, the faster it balances.
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Definition 3.1. Assumeδ is an arbitrary constant and1 ≤ s ≤ d◦. An algorithm is called agoods-balancer
if if for t ∈ N andu ∈ V all edges ofu (including self-loops) receive⌊xt(u)/d+⌋ many tokens in stept.
The remaininge(u) = xt(u)− d+ · ⌊xt(u)/d+⌋ have to be distributed over the edges such that

1. the algorithm is cumulatively1-fair
2. at leastmin{s, e(u)} self-loops receive⌈xt(u)/d+⌉ many tokens. (s-self-preferring)
3. every edgee ∈ E+

u receives at most⌈xt(u)/d+⌉ many tokens.

Note that, by definition, every goods-balancer is round-fair, meaning that every edge receives either
⌊xt(u)/d+⌋ or ⌈xt(u)/d+⌉ many tokens in every round.

Observation 3.2. The algorithmSEND ([x/d+]) is a good(d+ − 2d)-balancer ford+ > 2d. Furthermore,
ROTOR-ROUTER∗ is a good1-balancer.

The following theorem shows that goods-balancers achieve a smaller discrepancy ofO(d) if they are
allowed to run longer thanT steps.

Theorem 3.3. LetG be anyd-regular input graph and letd+ is the degree of the balancing graphG+. Let
δ be an arbitrary constant and let1 ≤ s ≤ (d+ − d). AssumeA is a goods-balancer. ThenA achieves a
discrepancy of((2δ + 1)d+ + 4d◦) after timeO

(
logK + ds−1 · log2 n/µ

)
.

We note that large values ofs (s = Ω(d)) increase the speed of the balancing process. In Theorem 4.2
(Section 4) we provide a lower bound ofΩ(d) on the discrepancy of any stateless algorithms, the bound is
independent of the balancing time. Since the class of goods-balancers contains many stateless algorithms,
this also means that the bound on the discrepancy in Theorem 3.3 cannot be improved without further
restrictions on the class.

The remainder of this section is devoted to a proof of Theorem3.3. We first define the following two
families of potential functions, parameterized byc:

φt(c) =
∑

v∈V

max{xt(v)− cd+, 0} and φ′
t(c) =

∑

v∈V

max{cd+ + s− xt(v), 0}.

To show the theorem we use Equation 7 of the proof of Theorem 2.3, to derive Lemma 3.4. The lemma
shows that, for every nodeu, there exists a time steptu in which the load of the node has a certain distance
to x̄. We will then show that the time steptu results in a potential drop ofφt(c) for u if the load ofu was
larger thancd+.

The following lemma gives a bound on the required length of the time interval so that there is a steptu
whereu has a load which is sufficiently close tōx. The required time is expressed as a fraction oflog n/µ.
The lemma shows a tradeoff (parameterλ) between the required time and the load difference ofu to x̄. The
proof can be found in Appendix B.

Lemma 3.4. Consider any cumulativelyδ-fair balancer with remainder bounded byr, and an initialization
of the load balancing process with average loadx̄ and initial discrepancyK. Let λ ≥ 0, and let t ≥
16 · log(nK)/µ, and letT̂ = O (d log n/(µ · (λ+ 1))) . Then we have:
For all u ∈ V there exists a time stept′ ∈ [t+ 1; t+ T̂ ] such thatxt′(u) ≤ x̄+ δd+ + 2r + 1/2 + λ.

The next lemma bounds the one-step potential drop ofφt(c) occurring on every node which has a load
of more thancd+ at timet− 1 and has a smaller load of at mostcd+ + s at timet. The proof can be found
in Appendix B.
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Lemma 3.5(Monotonicity of potential). LetA be a goods-balancer. The potentialφt(c) is non-increasing
in time and it satisfies:φt(c) ≤ φt−1(c) −

∑
u∈V ∆t(c, u), where:

∆t(c, u) =





min{xt−1(u), cd
+ + s} −max{xt(u), cd+} if xt−1(u) > xt(u) andxt−1(u) > cd+

andxt(u) < cd+ + s
0 otherwise

The following observation extends Lemma 3.5 to intervals[t, t′]. It estimates the potential drop ofφt(c)
for nodes which have a load≥ cd+ at timet and a load≤ cd+ during one time step of the interval. The
observation follows directly from Lemma 3.5; we omit its proof.

Observation 3.6. LetA be a goods-balancer and lett ≤ t′ be two fixed time steps. Denote byU the subset
of nodes such that for allu ∈ U xt(u) ≥ cd+ + 1 and there exists a moment of timetu ∈ [t, t′] such that
xtu(u) ≤ cd+. Thenφt′(c) ≤ φt(c)−

∑
u∈U max{s, xt(u)− cd+}.

The potential defined in Lemma 3.5 bounds the number of tokensabove certain thresholds. Now we
useφ′

t(c) to show symmetric results measuring the number of ‘gaps’ below certain thresholds. The proof of
Lemma 3.7 is very similar to that of Lemma 3.5, and we provide it for completeness in Appendix B.

Lemma 3.7. Let A be a goods-balancer. The potentialφ′
t(c) is non-increasing in time and it satisfies:

φ′
t(c) ≤ φ′

t−1(c)−
∑

u∈V ∆′
t(c, u), where:

∆′
t(c, u) =





min{xt(u), cd+ + s} −max{xt−1(u), cd
+} if xt−1(u) < xt(u) andxt−1(u) < cd+ + s

andxt(u) > cd+

0 otherwise

Before proving the lemma, we remark that the potential admits a drop at nodeu at timet (i.e.,∆′
t(c, u) ≥

1) for every nodeu such thatxt−1(u) ≤ cd+ andxt(u) ≥ cd+ + 1, for any algorithm which is at least1-
self-preferring. Again, the following observation follows directly from Lemma 3.7; we omit its proof.

Observation 3.8. LetA be a goods-balancer and lett ≤ t′ be two fixed time steps. Denote byU the subset
of nodes such that for allu ∈ U xt(u) < cd+ + s and there exists a moment of timetu ∈ [t, t′] such that
xtu(u) ≥ cd+ + s. Thenφ′

t′(c) ≤ φt(c)−
∑

u∈U max{s, cd+ + s− xt(u)}.
The main idea of the rest of the proof is the following. We willconsider the potential functionsφt(c)

for decreasing values ofc and analyze the timeTc it takes to decrease the potentialsφt(c). The time bound
of Theorem 3.3 is then the sum of the timesTc for suitably chosen values ofc. A symmetrical argument can
be used to boundφ′

t(c). Details of the arguments of the proof are provided in Appendix B.

4 Lower Bounds
We start by showing that the cumulative fairness bounds we introduce cannot be completely discarded
when improving upon the discrepancy gaps from [17]. Note that a round-fair balancer is not necessarily
cumulativelyδ-fair for any constantδ. In the following we show that there are round-fair balancers which
have a discrepancy of at leastΩ(diam(G) · d). The proofs of this section are deferred to Appendix C.

Theorem 4.1. Let G be ad-regular graph. There exists an initial distribution of tokens and a round-fair
balancerA, such thatA cannot achieve a discrepancy better than(c · diam(G) · d), for some positive
constantc > 0.

The following bound shows that the stateless algorithms we design are asymptotically the best possible
in terms of eventual discrepancy. Namely, any stateless algorithm is not able to achieve a discrepancy better
thancd, for some constantc. This also means that the bound on the discrepancy, presented in Theorem 3.3,
cannot be improved in general for the class of goods-balancers.

11



Theorem 4.2. LetA be an arbitrary deterministic and stateless algorithm. Forevery evenn, there exists a
d-regular graph and an initial load distribution such thatA cannot achieve discrepancy better thancd, for
some positive constantc > 0.

Our final lower bounds concern variants of the ROTOR-ROUTER. The next theorem shows that for a
graph without self-loops (i.e., G = G+) the best possible discrepancy of the ROTOR-ROUTER is at least
c ·d ·ϕ′(G), whereϕ′(G) is the odd girth of graphG, i.e., the length of the shortest odd length cycle over all
nodes ofG. This gives for an odd-length cycle ofn nodes a discrepancy of at leastc ·n for some constantc.

Theorem 4.3. LetG be anyd-regular and non-bipartite graph, and letd+ = d. Then, there exists an initial
load distribution and direction of the rotors such thatROTOR-ROUTER cannot achieve discrepancy better
than(c · dϕ(G)), for some positive constantc > 0, where(2ϕ(G) + 1) is the odd girth ofG.

5 Conclusion
We introduced two classes of deterministic load-balancingalgorithms: Cumulativeδ-fair balancers and good
s-balancer. The lower bounds show discrepancies ofΩ(d ·diam) for algorithms which are not cumulatively
δ-fair or which do not have any self-loops. However, there aretwo main questions which we leave unan-
swered: 1) How many self-loops are necessary to obtain our bounds? 2) Are the restrictions imposed by
goods-balancers necessary to obtain our bounds?
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APPENDIX

A Omitted Proofs from Section 2
We start with a technical lemma giving bounds on the behaviour of the error matrixΛτ for τ ∈ N with
τ > log n/µ. We recall thatΛt = Pt −P∞.

Lemma A.1. Let (qt) be a sequence of vectors parameterized byt, let q̄t = P∞qt, and letc ∈ N be an
arbitrary constant.

(i) For t ≥ c · 4 log(n·maxτ‖qτ−q̄τ‖∞)
µ we have

‖Λtqt‖∞ ≤ 2−c.

(ii) The following bound holds:
∑

t≥ 6c logn
µ

‖Λtqt‖∞ ≤ n−c · max
τ≥ 6c log n

µ

{‖qτ‖∞}

Proof. The proof proceeds by standard arguments (cf. e.g. [14], Chapter 4); we do not attempt to optimize
the constants in the claims. Consider the eigendecomposition of matrixP = XLX−1, whereL is the
normalized diagonal matrix of eigenvalues diag(1, λ2, . . . , λn), with 1 − µ ≥ |λ2| ≥ . . . ≥ |λn|, for
2 ≤ i ≤ n. We haveΛt = XL′

tX
−1, whereL′

t = diag(0, λt
2, . . . , λ

t
n). To show claim (i), we take into

account that̄qt is an eigenvalue ofP, soΛtq̄t = 0, and we can write:

‖Λtqt‖∞ = ‖Λt(qt − q̄t)‖∞ ≤ ‖X‖∞
∥∥L′

t

∥∥
∞

∥∥X−1
∥∥
∞
‖qt − q̄t‖∞ ≤ n2(1− µ)t ‖qt − q̄t‖∞ ≤

< 2−µtn2 ‖qt − q̄t‖∞ .

Claim (i) follows directly. To show Claim (ii), observe thatwe have:

+∞∑

t= 6c logn
µ

‖Λtqt‖∞ ≤
+∞∑

i=0

6(c+i+1) log n

µ
−1∑

t= 6(c+i) log n

µ

‖Λtqt‖∞ ≤
+∞∑

i=0

(
6c log n

µ
· n−6(c+i)+2

)
max

τ≥ 6c log n
µ

{‖qτ‖∞} ≤

≤ 2 · 6c log n
µ

· n−6c+2 max
τ≥ 6c logn

µ

{‖qτ‖∞} < n−c max
τ≥ 6c log n

µ

{‖qτ‖∞}.

The following proposition shows that the change in the model(the way the tokens are retained) in the
preliminaries of Section 2 in comparison to the original model described in Section 1.3 does change the load
sent over any original edge in the graph. In particular, every cumulatively fair balancer can be transformed
(by shifting tokens from self-loops to the remainder) into an algorithm guaranteeing cumulative fairness on
all edges and that this transformed algorithm sends exactlythe same load over original edges in every round.

Proposition A.2. For any cumulativelyδ-fair load-balancing algorithmA, there exists an AlgorithmA′

with remainderr ≤ d+ such that for anyt and for all (u, v) ∈ E+
u

1.
∣∣∣Ft(u, v)− F out

t (u)
d+

∣∣∣ ≤ δ.

2. the load sent over(u, v) is the same inA andA′.
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Proof. The reformulation of algorithmA as algorithmA′ proceeds as follows. For all edgese ∈ E(G) (i.e.,
except for self-loops), in every stepA′ places the same amount of load one asA. However, inA′ load may
be retained on nodes in a different way, being placed in the remainderrt(u) rather than on self-loops at node
u ∈ V . To prove, that it is always possible, we proceed by induction.

Specifically, at a fixed moment of timet, letft(e) be the amount of load put on an edgee by algorithmA,
andf ′

t(e) be the amount of load put on an edge byA′, and letFt(e) andF ′
t(e) be the respective cumulative

loads for algorithmsA andA′. Algorithm A′ processes all edges (including self-loops) sequentially and
verifies if sending this amount of load alonge would satisfy the cumulative fairness condition up to timet
with respect to all edges original fromu already processed.

Let e1 be the edge or self-loop that violates the cumulative load property forA′, that is there exists an
incident edge or self-loope2 such that|(F ′

t−1(e1) + ft(e1)) − (F ′
t−1(e2) + ft(e2))| > δ. Since|ft(e1) −

ft(e2)| ≤ 1, and|F ′
t−1(e1)− F ′

t−1(e2)| ≤ δ (from inductive assumption), we get that

(F ′
t−1(e1) + ft(e1))− (F ′

t−1(e2) + ft(e2)) ∈ {δ + 1,−δ − 1} (10)

(without loss of generality we can assume that this value isδ + 1). Moreover, we can show that for every
e′2 such that the paire1, e′2 violates cumulative fairness, the value (10) isδ + 1 (otherwiseF ′

t−1(e1) −
F ′
t−1(e2) = δ andF ′

t−1(e1) − F ′
t−1(e

′
2) = −δ imply F ′

t−1(e
′
2) − F ′

t−1(e2) = 2δ which contradicts the
inductive assumption). We can also observe thate1 is a loop (attached to vertexu), since non-loop edges
satisfy cumulatively fairness forA. Thus it is enough to setf ′

t(e1) = ft(e1)− 1 and increasert(u) by one
(in the mirror scenario with a value of−δ − 1 in (10) we would setf ′

t(e1) = ft(e1) + 1 and decreasert(u)
by one). It is easy to observe that this makese1 satisfyδ-fairness with every other edge incident tou. After
processing all edges and self-loops and edges in this way andsince every edge receives⌊xt(u)/d+⌋ tokens,
we eventually obtain that cumulative fairness is preserved, and moreover|r′t(u)| ≤ d+.

A.1 Proof of Theorem 2.3

Here we finish the proof of Theorem 2.3 presented in Section 2.

Proof. We begin by providing the details of bound (8). Letw be thei’th node ofV , then we definew to be
the vector, such thatw[i] = 1 and∀j 6=iw[j] = 0. Let a = t− τ . Then, we have:

∥∥(Pt+1−τ −Pt−τ )εεετ
∥∥
∞

=
∥∥(Pa+1 −Pa)εεεt−a

∥∥
∞

= max
w∈V

∣∣∣w⊤
(
Pa+1 −Pa

)
εεεt−a

∣∣∣

= max
w∈V

∣∣∣∣∣w
⊤
(
Pa+1 −Pa

)
(
∑

v∈V

εεεt−a(v)v

)∣∣∣∣∣

≤ ‖εεεt−a‖∞ ·max
w∈V

∑

v∈V

∣∣∣w⊤(Pa+1 −Pa)v
∣∣∣

≤ (δd+ + r) ·max
w∈V

∑

v∈V

|Pa+1(v,w) − Pa(v,w)| (8)

Since the graph is regular, we havePt(v,w) = Pt(w, v).1 From here on, we split the analysis of the claims
of Theorem 2.3, proving each one of them by bounding (8) separately.

(i) O
(
(δ + 1)d

√
logn
µ

)
-discrepancy ford+ ≥ 2d :

For regular graphs havingP (u, u) ≥ 1/2 for all u ∈ V , we have by [14] (fora > 0)

∀w∈V

∑

v∈V

|Pa+1(w, v) − Pa(w, v)| <
24√
a
.

1For general graphs, one can usePt(v, w) = (d+(w)/d+(v))Pt(w, v)
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(For case ofa = 0, we have∀w∈V
∑

v∈V |P1(w, v) − P0(w, v)| ≤ 2.)

We obtain by applying
∑t−t∗

a=1 1/
√
a ≤ 2

√
t− t∗

∑

0≤a<t−t∗

∥∥(Pa+1 −Pa)εεεt−a

∥∥
∞

< (δd+ + r)


2 + 48

√
t− t∗︸ ︷︷ ︸
4tµ


 ≤ 98(δd+ + r)

√
tµ.

Introducing this into (7) and settinĝT = 1 yields

‖xt+1 − x̄‖∞ = O
(
(δd+ + r)

√
tµ
)
= O

(
((δ + 1)d)

√
log n

µ

)

where we take into account thattµ = 6 log n/µ, and thatr ≤ d+. (Observe that whenever a cumula-
tively fair balancer has aδ = 0 the bound on the remainderr has to be of orderΩ(d).)

(ii) O ((δ + 1)d
√
n)-discrepancy ford+ ≥ 2d :

LetDa+1 be the diagonal matrix of(Pa+1 −Pa) and letX be the corresponding base change matrix.

max
w∈V

∑

v∈V

|Pa+1(w, v) − Pa(w, v)| = max
w∈V

∑

v∈V

|v(Pa+1 − Pa)w|

= max
w∈V

‖(Pa+1 − Pa)w‖1
≤ max

‖w‖2=1
‖(Pa+1 − Pa)w‖1

= max
‖w‖2=1

∥∥∥X⊤Da+1Xw

∥∥∥
1

≤
√
n
∥∥∥X⊤Da+1X

∥∥∥
2

=
√
n ‖Da+1X‖2 . (11)

We have

Da+1 =




λa+1
1 − λa

1 0 . . . 0

0 λa+1
2 − λa

2 . . . 0
...

...
.. .

...
0 0 . . . λa+1

n − λa
n


 .

whereλ1, . . . , λn are the eigenvalues ofP . We note thatλ1 = 1 andλ2, . . . , λn ∈ [0, 1] sinced◦ ≥ d.
Hence by plugging (11) in (8) we derive

∑

0≤a<t−t∗

∥∥∥(Pt+T̂−τ −Pt−τ )εεετ

∥∥∥
∞

≤ (δ + 1)d+ ·
∑

a<t−t∗

max
w∈V

∑

v∈V

|Pa+1(w, v) − Pa(w, v)|

≤ (δ + 1)d+ ·
∑

a<t−t∗

√
n ‖Da+1X‖2

≤ (δ + 1)d+ ·
√
n

t−t∗∑

a=0

|λa+1
2 − λa

2|

= (δ + 1)d+ ·
√
n · (λ0

2 − λt−t∗

2 )

≤ (δ + 1)d+ ·
√
n
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Introducing this into (7) and settinĝT = 1 yields:

‖xt+1 − x̄‖∞ ≤ (δ + 1)d+ ·
√
n,

which completes the proof.

(iii) O
(
(δ + 1)d lognµ

)
-discrepancy ford+ ≥ d+ 1:

We bound the term
∑

t∗<τ≤t

∥∥∥(Pt+T̂−τ −Pt−τ )εεετ

∥∥∥
∞

of (7):

∑

t∗<τ≤t

∥∥∥(Pt+T̂−τ −Pt−τ )εεετ

∥∥∥
∞

≤
∑

t∗<τ≤t

(∥∥∥(Pt+T̂−τεεετ

∥∥∥
∞

+
∥∥Pt−τεεετ

∥∥
∞

)

≤ 2
∑

t∗<τ≤t

‖εεετ‖∞

≤ 2(δd+ + r)(t− t∗) = 8tµ(δd
+ + r).

Putting this into (7) and dividing bŷT gives:
∥∥∥∥∥

∑
t<τ≤t+T̂ xτ

T̂
− x̄

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

≤
(
δd+ + 2r +

1

4

)
+

(8tµ + 1)(δd+ + r)

T̂
. (12)

The claim follows from (12) by settinĝT = 1.

B Omitted Proofs from Section 3

B.1 Proof of Lemma 3.4

Proof. We build upon the proof of Theorem 2.3 (see Section 2). We willuse the notation established in
the proof of Theorem 2.3. Sinced◦ = O(d+), δ = O(1), andr ≤ d+, there is a constantc such that
cd ≥ δd+ + r. We also havetµ = 6 log n/µ. We setT̂ ≥ 216c · d logn

µ(λ+1) .
We derive from (12)

∥∥∥∥∥

∑
t<τ≤t+T̂

xτ

T̂
− x̄

∥∥∥∥∥
∞

≤ δd++2r+
1

4
+

9tµ · cd
216c · d log(n)

µ(λ+1)

≤ δd++2r+
1

4
+
(λ+ 1)

4
≤ δd++2r+

1

4
+λ+

1

4
.

Therefore, we have that the difference between the average load of any node over̂T = 6d log(n)
µ(λ+1) steps and

the average load̄x is bounded byδd+ +2r+ 1
2 +λ. This means that for every nodeu there has to be a time

stept′ ∈ [t+ 1, t+ T̂ ] such thatxt′(u)− x̄ ≤ δd+ + 2r + 1
2 + λ. This yields the claim.

B.2 Proof of Lemma 3.5

Proof. Fix c ∈ N. At any time t, we will divide the setL of m tokens circulating in the system into
two groups: the set ofblack tokensL−

t and the set ofred tokensL+
t , with L = L−

t ∪ L+
t . Colors of

tokens persist over time unless they are explicitly recolored. Fort = 1, for each nodeu we color exactly
|L−

1 (u)| = min{x1(u), cd+} tokens atu black, and the remaining tokens atu red. In every time step, we
follow two rules concerning token distribution:
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(1) The number of black tokens leaving a nodeu along any edge (including self-loops) is never more than
c.

(2) At the start of each subsequent stept, we recolor some red tokens to black, so that the total numberof
black tokens located at a nodeu is exactly|L−

t (u)| = min{xt(u), cd+}.

We note that both rules of token circulation are well defined.The proof proceeds by induction. To prove
the correctness of rule (1) at stept, observe that, by the definition of goods-balancers, for any nodeu we
either havext(u) ≤ cd+ and then nodeu sends at mostc tokens along each of its edges and self-loops, or
xt(u) > cd+, and then nodeu sends at leastc tokens along each of its edges and self-loops. In the first case,
rule (1) is correct regardless of howu distributes tokens of different colors; in the second case,u has exactly
cd+ black tokens, and we can require that it sends exactlyc of its black tokens along each of its edges and
self-loops. To prove the correctness of rule (2), we note that by the correctness of rule (1) for the preceding
time step, the number of black tokens arriving atu along edges and self-loops can be upper-bounded by
min{xt(u), cd+}. Hence, no recoloring of tokens from black to red is ever required.

We now observe that the potentialφt(c) is by definition the number of red tokens circulating in the
system at any given moment of time. Indeed, we have:

φt(c) =
∑

u∈V

(xt(u)−min{xt(u), cd+}) = m−
∑

u∈V

|L−
t (u)| = m− |L−

t | = |L+
t |.

The monotonicity for the potential follows immediately from the fact that no new red tokens appear in the
system. To prove the potential drop, we will show that the number of tokens being recolored from red to
black at nodeu in stept is at least∆t(c, u). Indeed, suppose that at timet − 1 we had for some nodeu:
xt−1(u) = cd+ + i, for somei ≥ 1. Then, by definition of the self-preference of algorithmA, at least
c + 1 units of load will be sent on at leasti′ = min{i, s} self-loops ofu in stept. By rule (1) of the token
circulation process, each of these self-loops will containat least one red token. Thus, the number of red
tokens arriving atu at timet is at leasti′. On the other hand, the number of red tokens remaining after the
recoloring atu in stept is preciselymax{xt(u) − cd+, 0}. Thus, the number of tokens recolored from red
to black atu, or equivalently the potential drop induced atu, is at least

max{i′−max{xt(u)−cd+, 0}, 0} = max{min{xt−1(u)−cd+, s}−max{xt(u)−cd+, 0}, 0} def
= ∆t(c, u)

which yields the claimed potential drop.

B.3 Proof of Lemma 3.7

Proof. The proof is similar to Lemma 3.5. Fixc ∈ N. At any timet, we will divide the setL of tokens
circulating in the system into two groups: the set ofblack tokensL−

t and the set ofred tokensL+
t , with

L = L−
t ∪ L+

t . Colors of tokens persist over time unless they are explicitly recolored. Fort = 1, for each
nodeu we color exactly|L−

1 (u)| = min{x1(u), cd+ + s} tokens atu black, and the remaining tokens atu
red. In every time step, we follow two rules concerning tokendistribution:

(1) The number of black tokens leavingu along original edges is at mostc.

(2) At the start of each subsequent stept, we recolor some red tokens to black, so that the total numberof
black tokens located at a nodeu is exactly|L−

t (u)| = min{xt(u), cd+ + s}.

We note that both rules of token circulation are well defined.The proof proceeds by induction. To prove the
correctness of rule (1) at stept, observe that, by the definition of goods-balancers, for any nodeu we either
havext(u) ≤ cd+ and then nodeu sends at mostc black tokens along each of its edges and self-loops, or
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xt(u) > cd+, and then nodeu sends overmax{min{xt(u)−cd+, s}, 0} many self-loopsc+1 black tokens
andc along all other edges. In the first case, rule (1) is correct regardless of howu distributes tokens of
different colors; in the second case, lets′ = max{min{xt(u) − cd+, s}, 0}. Nodeu has exactlycd+ + s′

black tokens, and we can require that it sends exactlyc + 1 of its black tokens alongs′ many arbitrary
self-loops, since the algorithm iss-self-preferring, and exactlyc along each of its other edges. To prove the
correctness of rule (2), we note that by the correctness of rule (1) for the preceding time step, the number
of black tokens arriving atu along edges and self-loops can be upper-bounded bymin{xt(u), cd+ + s}.
Hence, no recoloring of tokens from black to red is ever required.

We now observe that the potentialφ′
t(c) is by definition the number of missing black tokens such that

every node hascd+ + s of them. Indeed, we have:

φ′
t(c) =

∑

u∈V

(cd+ + s−min{xt(u), cd+ + s}) = (cd+ + s) · n−
∑

u∈V

|L−
t (u)| = (cd+ + s) · n− |L−

t |.

The monotonicity for the potential follows immediately from the fact that no new red tokens appear in the
system. To prove the claimed potential drop, we will show that the number of tokens being recolored from
red to black in time stept is at least∆′

t(c, u). Note, that a red token, which is recolored in black, will
decrease the potential by 1.
Indeed, suppose that at timet−1 we had for a nodeu: xt−1(u) = cd++s−i, for an integeri ≥ 1. Then, by
the definition of the self-preference of algorithmA, at leasti′ = min{i, s} self-loops carry at mostc tokens
in stept. Intuitively, each of them can ’trap’ a red token. By rule (1)of the token circulation process, every
neighbor ofu sent at mostc black tokens. Thus, the number of black tokens arriving atu at timet is at most
cd+ + s − i′, and the number of red tokens whichu receives is at leastmax{xt(u) − (cd+ + s − i′), 0}.
Therefore, forxt−1(u) < cd+ + s, since at mosti′ self-loops ’trap’ a red token we have that the number of
red tokens which are repainted black at nodeu at timet is at least (by rule (2) of recoloring)

min{max{xt(u)− (cd+ + s− i′), 0}, i′}
= min{max{ xt(u)− (cd+ −min{cd+ − xt−1(u), 0}), 0},min{cd+ + s− xt−1(u), s}}
= max{min{xt(u)− xt−1(u), s, xt(u)− cd+, cd+ + s− xt−1(u)}, 0} = ∆′

t(c, u),

and forxt−1(u) ≥ cd+ + s we have∆′
t(c, u) = 0, which yields the claimed potential drop.

B.4 Proof of Theorem 3.3

Proof. We consider the behavior of the process fort ≥ T = O( log(Kn)
µ ). Due to the monotonicity described

in Lemma 3.5, once the maximum load in the system is belowcd+ for some c, it will stay below this

threshold. In particular, this means that the maximum load will not exceedxm = x̄ + O
(
d logn

µ

)
after

O ((δ + 1)d · logn/µ) time, as shown in Theorem 2.3(iii).

In the first part of the proof, we will show that after a furtherO(d
+

s
log2 n

µ ) time steps, the maximum
load in the network will drop below the threshold valuec0d+, wherec0 is the smallest integer such that
c0d

+ ≥ x̄+ δd+ + 2d◦ + d+/2.
We note that if there exists a nodeu with load xt(u) ≥ c0d

+ + 1 at some time momentt ≥ T ,
then by Lemma 3.4 withλ = d+/2 − 1/2 (which we can apply to goods-balancers, puttingr = d◦, by

Proposition A.2), there exists some time stept′ ∈ [t + 1; t + T̂ ], whereT̂ = O
(
logn
µ

)
, such that we have

xt′(u) ≤ c0d
+. We then obtain directly from Observation 3.6 that such a load change for nodeu results in

the decrease of potentialφ(c0) in the time interval[t+1; t+ T̂ ]. Since the potentialφ(c0) is non-increasing
and non-negative, it follows that eventually the load of allnodes must be below the thresholdc0d+.
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In order to prove that the load of all nodes drop belowc0d
+ within O(d

+

s
log2 n

µ ) time steps after time
T , we apply a more involved potential-decrease argument based on the parallel drop of multiple potentials

φ(c), for c ∈ {c0, c0 + 1, . . . , c1}. Here,c1 is the smallest integer such thatc1d
+ ≥ xm = x̄+O

(
d logn

µ

)
.

We now partition the execution of our process into phases of durationtp, p = 1, 2, 3, . . . , pf , such that,
at the end of momentTp = T + t1 + . . .+ tp (end of thep’th phase), the following condition is satisfied:

φTp(c) ≤ 4(c1−c)2−p(c1 − c0)d
+n, for all c0 ≤ c ≤ c1. (13)

As we have remarked, the values of timetp are well defined, since eventually the potentialsφ(c) drop to0,
for all c0 ≤ c ≤ c1. Our goal is now to bound the ending timeTpf of phasepf , where:

pf = 2(c1 − c0) + ⌈log((c1 − c0)d
+n)⌉+ 1. (14)

At the end of this phase, we will have by (13) thatφTpf
(c0) ≤ 1/2, henceφTpf

(c0) = 0, and so there

are no nodes having load exceedingc0d
+.

We now proceed to show the following bounds on the duration ofeach phasetp:

tp = O
(
d+

s

d log n

µ ·max{(2(c1 − c0)− p)d+ + 1, d+/2 + 1}

)
. (15)

For any fixedp, assume that bound (15) holds for all phases beforep. For phasep, the proof proceeds by
induction with respect toc, in decreasing order of values:c = c1, c1 − 1, . . . , c0.

First, we consider values ofc ≥ c1 − p/2. For a fixedc, following (13) we denoteb = 4(c1−c)2−p(c1 −
c0)d

+n. Knowing thatφTp−1(c) ≤ 2b, φTp−1(c+ 1) ≤ b/2, and by the inductive assumptionφTp(c+ 1) ≤
b/4, we will show thatφTp(c) ≤ b. Let st(c) := φt(c)− φt(c+1); intuitively, st(c) can be seen as total the
number of tokens in the system which are “stacked” on their respective nodes at heights betweencd+ + 1
and(c+ 1)d+. For t ∈ [Tp−1;Tp], st(c) satisfies the following bound:

st(c) = φt(c)− φt(c+ 1) ≥ φt(c)− φTp−1(c+ 1) ≥ φt(c)− b
2 . (16)

For any such time momentt consider the set of nodes with load at leastcd+ at timet. Within the time interval

[t+1; t+T̂ ], where the period of timêT = O
(

d logn
µmax{(2(c−c0)d++1),d+/2+1}

)
follows from Lemma 3.4, every

node with a load of more thancd+ at timet, will decrease its load below̄x+δd++2d◦+ 1
2 +

1
2 max{(2(c−

c0)d
+), d+/2} ≤ c0d

+−d+/2+ 1
2+max{(d+(c−c0)), d

+/4} ≤ cd++ 1
2 (and so also belowcd+) at some

moment of time during the considered time interval. By Observation 3.6 a potential drop occurs forφ(c) in
the considered interval[t+1; t+ T̂ ]. More precisely, every nodeu with xt(u) ∈ [cd+, cd+ + s] contributes
xt(u)− cd+ to both the potential drop and the value ofst(c), whereas every nodeu with xt(u) > cd+ + s
contributes exactlys to the potential drop and at mostd+ to the value ofst(c). Hence, we obtain from
Observation 3.6 (and the fact thats ≤ d+):

φ
t+T̂

(c) ≤ φt(c)−
s

d+
· st(c). (17)

Combining (16) and (17), we obtain for any time momentt ∈ [Tp−1, Tp]:

φt+T̂ (c) ≤ φt(c)−
s

d+
· (φt(c)− b

2). (18)

We can transform this expression to the following form:

φ
t+T̂

(c)− b
2 ≤ φt(c)− b

2 − s

d+
· (φt(c)− b

2) =
(
1− s

d+

)
· (φt(c)− b

2).
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Observe that we can fixtp satisfying (15) so thattp ≥ d+

s T̂ (which impliesTp ≥ Tp−1 + d+

s T̂ ) where
we took into account that2(c − c0) ≥ 2(c1 − c0) − p for c ≥ c1 − p/2. Now, taking advantage of the
monotonicity of potentials, we have from (18):

φTp ≤ φ
(Tp−1+

d+

s
T̂ )
(c) ≤ b

2 +
(
1− s

d+

) d+

s · (φTp−1(c)− b
2) ≤ b

2 +
1
2(2b− b

2 ) =
3
4b ≤ b,

which completes the inductive proof of the bound ontp for c ≥ c1 − p/2.
Moreover, forc < c1 − p/2, (13) holds because4(c1−c)2−p > 1, andφTp(c) ≤ (c1 − c0)d

+n holds by
the definition of potentials.

Now, taking into account (14) and (15), we can bound the time of termination of phasepf of the process
as follows:

Tpf = T +

pf∑

p=1

tpf

= T +

pf∑

p=1

O
(
d+

s

d log n

µ ·max{(2(c1 − c0)− p)d+ + 1, d+/2 + 1}

)

= O


T +

d

s

log n

µ






2(c1−c0)−1∑

p=1

1

2(c1 − c0)− p+ 1/d+


+

d+

d+/2 + 1
· log

(
(c1 − c0)d

+n
)





= O
(
T +

d

s

log2 n

µ

)
,

where we recall thatpf was given by expression (14), and thatc1d
+ − c0d

+ = O
(
d logn

µ

)
.

In this way, we have shown that a balancedness of(δ+1/2)d++2d◦ is achieved in timeO
(
T + d

s
log2 n

µ

)
.

By using the same techniques and Observation 3.8 instead of Observation 3.6, we can show that no node has
a load of less than̄x−(δ+1/2)d++2d◦. This gives the desired discrepancy bound of(2δ+1)d++4d◦.

C Omitted Proofs from Section 4

C.1 Proof of Theorem 4.1

Proof. We will describe an initial state, corresponding to a steadystate distribution, such that the flow of
load along each edgee is the same in every moment of time (f0(e) = f1(e) = f2(e) = . . .), and the load
of nodes does not change in time (however, the load of two distant nodes in the graph will be sufficiently
far apart). We take two verticesu andw such that the distance between them isdiam(G). We assign to
every nodev ∈ V a valueb(v) being the shortest path distance fromv to u (b(u) = 0, b(v) = 1 for direct
neighbors ofu, etc.). For any given edge(v1, v2), we assign

f0(v1, v2) = min(b(v1), b(v2))

We observe, that for eachv:
max

e1,e2∈Ev

|f0(e1)− f0(e2)| ≤ 1

and for each edge(v1, v2):
f0(v1, v2) = f0(v2, v1).

Thus, at each step there exists a way to assign values of⌈f(v)⌉ and⌊f(v)⌋ so as to achieve desired values
over edges, and that the system is in the steady state. The sought value of discrepancy is achieved for the
considered pair of nodesu andw whose distance inG is diam(G).
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C.2 Proof of Theorem 4.2

Proof. We take an arbitrary graphG with n vertices which contains a⌊d/2⌋-cliqueC. We can construct
such a graph by taking nodes numbered from0 to n − 1 and connecting each pair of nodesi andj with an
edge if and only if(i− j) mod n ∈ {n−⌊d/2⌋, . . . , n− 1, 0, 1, . . . , ⌊d/2⌋}. If d is odd, we also add edges
(i, j) for all (i− j) mod n = n/2. W.l.o.g. we can assume thatC = {0, 1, . . . , ⌊d/2⌋ − 1}.

LetA be a deterministic and stateless algorithm. SinceA is deterministic and stateless, for each nodeu,
at roundt the load whichA sends to neighbors and the load it keeps through the remainder vector depend
solely on the current load ofu. Let us fixℓ = |C| − 1. Initially, the load is distributed in such a way that
every node inC has loadℓ and every other node has load0. For any given node whose current load isℓ, let
p◦ denote the number of tokens kept byA at the considered node, and letp1, p2, . . . , pd be the number of
tokens sent byA along respective original edges. Clearly,ℓ = p◦ +

∑d
i=1 pi. At mostℓ of those values are

positive, so we can assume w.l.o.g. thatpd = pd−1 = . . . = pℓ+1 = 0.
We complete the construction in such a way that at each time step the load over every node is preserved.

Let us fixi ∈ C. We design an adversary which has control over which values from {p1, . . . , pd} are sent
along edges of the clique, and which chooses to send along edges of the clique the possibly nonzero values
p1, p2, . . . , pℓ. These values will be assigned to the edges(i, (i+1) mod d), (i, (i+2) mod d), . . . , (i, (i−
1) mod d), respectively. We assign all other values arbitrarily since they are all equal to 0. Thus, we observe
that at each step loads of nodes are preserved, since the new load of all nodes having loadℓ at the end of a
step isp◦ +

∑ℓ
i=1 pi = ℓ in the next step. All other nodes inV \ C will not receive any tokens and they

will remain with load 0. Thus, the load of nodes in the graph does not change over rounds and the load
difference of nodes inC and the nodes inV \ C is cd, for some constantc > 0.

C.3 Proof of Theorem 4.3

Proof. Let u be an arbitrary vertex belonging to the shortest odd cycle. We assign to every nodev ∈ V a
valueb(v) being the shortest path distance fromv to u (b(u) = 0, b(v) = 1 for direct neighbors ofu, etc.).
Observe that for any edge(v1, v2), we haveb(v1) − b(v2) ∈ {−1, 0, 1}. Moreover, we haveb(v1) = b(v2)
only if b(v1) ≥ ϕ(G). Supposeb(v1) < ϕ(G). We can construct an odd length cycleu v1 → v2  u of
at most2 · ϕ(G) − 1, a contradiction.

For the construction, fix a sufficiently large integerL > 0 which will be linked to the average load in
the system (it has no effect over the final discrepancy, we need L to be large enough to have nonnegative
values of load). We will design a configuration of load in the system which will alternate between two
different states, identical for all configurations in odd time steps and even time steps, respectively (thus,
f0(e) = f2(e) = . . . andf1(e) = f3(e) = . . .). We will describe a configuration at any time step by
providing values distributed over every edge. The load distributed over edge(v1, v2) will only depend on
the values ofb(v1) andb(v2). If b(v1) ≥ ϕ(G) or b(v2) ≥ ϕ(G), we setf0(v1, v2) = L, otherwise:

f0(v1, v2) =

{
L+ (ϕ(G) −min(b(v1), b(v2))) if 2|b(v1) and26 | b(v2),
L− (ϕ(G) −min(b(v1), b(v2))) if 26 | b(v1) and2|b(v2).

We also set:
f1(v1, v2) = f0(v2, v1). (19)

Setting all off0(e) andf1(e) is enough to describe every value over every edge. We now prove that such
a configuration is possible for some execution of the ROTOR-ROUTER algorithm, i.e., that there exists
an ordering of the original edges of each node in the cycle of the ROTOR-ROUTER which leads to such
alternating configurations. We observe thatft(v1, v2) + ft(v2, v1) = 2L for t ∈ N. Thus, fort ∈ N we
have

ft(v1, v2) + ft+1(v1, v2) = 2L. (20)
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We observe, that for any nodev and its two neighborsv1, v2, it holds

|ft(v, v1)− ft(v, v2)| ≤ 1

Also, due to (20):

. . . = ft(v, v1)− ft(v, v2) = − (ft+1(v, v1)− ft+1(v, v2)) = ft+2(v, v1)− ft+2(v, v2) = . . .

By (19), the incoming and original flows of load through edgesare preserved, and because the difference
between original flows is alternating in signs (for two incident original edges), it is always possible to choose
an edge ordering in the cycle of the ROTOR-ROUTER representing such a situation. Indeed, we observe that
for a particular vertexv, original directed edges ofv can be partitioned into two setsP1 ∪P2, where in even
steps edges fromP1 are given one more token than edges fromP2, and in odd steps edges fromP1 are given
one less token than edges fromP2. So it is enough to select an ordering of edges for the ROTOR-ROUTER

such that every edge fromP1 precedes every edge fromP2 set.
We observe that the nodeu alternates between loads(L+ϕ(G)) ·d and(L−ϕ(G)) ·d, while the average

load of a node in this setting is exactlyL · d, which gives us the claimed discrepancy.
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