arXiv:1609.03769v1 [stat.ML] 13 Sep 2016

Analysis of Kelner and Levin graph sparsification
algorithm for a streaming setting

Daniele Calandriello Alessandro Lazaric Michal Valko
SequeL team, INRIA Lille - Nord Europe, France

{daniele.calandriello, alessandro.lazaric, michal.valko}@inria.fr

Abstract

We derive a new proof to show that the incremental resparsification algorithm pro-
posed by Kelner and Levin [2] produces a spectral sparsifier in high probability. We
rigorously take into account the dependencies across subsequent resparsifications
using martingale inequalities, fixing a flaw in the original analysis.

1 Introduction

Kelner and Levin [2] introduced a simple single-pass approach to generate a spectral sparsifier of
a graph in the semi-streaming setting, where edges are received one at a time. They store only an
intermediate, approximate sparsifier and every time a new edge arrives, it is added to it. Whenever
the sparsifier gets too large, they apply a resparsification algorithm to reduce its size, without
compromising its spectral guarantees.

Although the algorithm is intuitive and simple to implement, the original proof presented in their
paper is incomplete, as originally pointed out in Cohen et al. [1]. In particular, Kelner and Levin
[2]] relies on a concentration inequality for independent random variables, while in the sparsification
algorithm the probability of keeping edge e in the sparsifer at step s does depend on whether other
edges ¢’ have been included in the sparsifier at previous iterations. This structure introduces subtle
statistical dependencies through different iterations of the algorithm, and a more careful analysis is
necessary.

In addition to pointing out the problems with the original proof in [2], Cohen et al. [[1]] introduces a
new algorithm to construct a sparsifer in a semi-streaming setting but, differently from the original
algorithm in [2], interactions between iterations are avoided because the algorithm proposed in [[1]]
never drops an edge once it is introduced in the sparsifier. Another alternative algorithm, this time
capable of dropping included edges, is presented in Pachocki [4] together with a rigorous proof that
takes into account all the dependencies between edges and between iterations. While the final result
in [4] guarantees that a valid spectral sparisfier is generated at each iteration, the proposed algorithm
is still different from the one originally proposed by Kelner and Levin [2].

In this note, we derive an alternative proof for the original Kelner and Levin [2] algorithm, using
arguments similar to [4]]. In particular, it is possible to formalize and analyze the edge selection
process as a martingale, obtaining strong concentration guarantees while rigorously taking into
account the dependencies across the iterations of the algorithm.

2 Background
2.1 Notation

We use lowercase letters a for scalars, bold lowercase letters a for vectors and uppercase bold letters
A for matrices. We write A < B for the Lowner ordering of matrices A and B when B — A is
positive semi-definite (PSD).



We denote with G = (V, ) an undirected weighted graph with n vertices V and m edges £.
Associated with each edge e; ; € £ there is a weight ae, ; (shortened a.) measuring the “distance”
between vertex ¢ and vertex jm Throughout the rest of the paper, we assume that the weights a. are
bounded, in particular we assume a,,x = Mmax.c¢ a. is smaller than 1, a3, = mingcg a, is strictly
greater than 0, and that k2 = @yax/amin = O(poly(n)), which is always true for unweighted graphs.
Given two graphs G and G’ over the same set of nodes V, we denote by G + G’ the graph obtained by
summing the weights of the edges of G’ and G.

Given the weighted adjacency matrix Ag and the degree matrix Dg, the Laplacian of G is the PSD
matrix defined as Lg = Dg — Ag. Furthermore, we assume that G is connected and thus has only one

eigenvalue equal to 0 and Ker(Lg) = 1. Let L} be the pseudoinverse of Lg, and L;l/Z = (L§)Y2.
For any node ¢ = 1,...,n, we denote with x; € R"™ the indicator vector so that b = x; — x;
is the “edge” vector. If we denote with B¢ the m x n signed edge-vertex incidence matrix, then
the Laplacian.mat.rix can be written as Lg = >, a.b.b! = BgEng, where Eg is the m x m
diagonal matrix with Eg(e, e) = a..

We indicate with P = Lng the matrix of the orthogonal projection on the n — 1 dimensional
space ortoghonal to the all one vector 1. Since the Laplacian of any connected graph G has a null
space equal to 1, then P is invariant w.r.t. the specific graph G on n vertices used to defined it.

Alternatively, the projection matrix P can be obtained as P = Lng =Lg 1 2Lg L, 12 Finally, let
Ve = ,/aeLgl/zbe, then we have P = vev].

2.2 Spectral Sparsification in the Semi-Streaming Setting

A graph H is a spectral sparsifier of G if the whole spectrum of the original graph is well approximated
by using only a small portion of its edges. More formally,

Definition 1. A 1 + ¢ spectral sparsifier of G is a graph H C G such that for all x € R™

(1 —¢e)x"Lgx < x"Lyx < (1 +¢)x' Lgx.

Spectral sparsifiers store most of the spectral information of the original graph in a very sparse
subgraph. Because of this, they are easy to store in memory and are used to provide fast approximation
to many quantities that are expensive to compute on the original large graph.

After showing that every graph admits a sparsifier with O(n log(n)/e?) edges, Spielman and Srivas-
tava [5] proposed a sampling algorithm to easily construct one using the effective resistance of the
edges of G.

Definition 2. The effective resistance of an edge e in graph G is defined as r. = b!Lgbe. The
total weighted sum of effective resistances in a graph is the same for all graphs, and is equal to
>eaere = Tr(EgBgLEBJ) = Tr(LgLf) =n — 1.

Intuitively, the effective resistance encodes the importance of an edge in preserving the minimum
distance between two nodes. If an edge is the only connection between two parts of the graph, its
7 is large. On the other hand, if there are multiple parallel paths across many edges to connect two
nodes, the effective resistance of an edge between the two nodes will be small, similarly to actual
resistances in parallel in an electrical network. An important consequence of this definition is that
adding edges to a graph can only reduce the effective resistance of other edges, because it can only
introduce new alternative (parallel) paths in the graph. To prove this formally, consider a graph G and

anew set of edges I'. Then we have Lg < Lg.r and therefore bILib, > bIL{, [ be.

Spielman and Srivastava [S]] proved that sampling the edges of G with replacement using a distribution
proportional to their effective resistance produces a spectral sparsifier H of size O(n log(n)/e?) with
high probability. The main issue of this approach is that we want to compute a sparsifier to avoid
storing the whole Laplacian, but we need to store and (pseudo-)invert the Laplacian to compute exact
effective resistances to construct the sparsifier. Spielman and Srivastava [S]] showed that this issue
can be resolved by computing sufficiently accurate approximation of the effective resistances.

!The graph G can be either constructed from raw data (e.g., building a k-nn graph with an exponential kernel)
or it can be provided directly as input (e.g., in social networks).



Algorithm 1 Kelner and Levin [2] stream sparsification algorithm.

Require: Graph G, weights a. for all edges in G.
Ensure: #,, a1+ ¢ sparsifier of G
. Set space budget N = 40a?n log?(3rxm/d) /&>
Partition G into 7 = [m /N blocks {T's}7_q suchthat G = G, = . _ T
Initialize Ho = 0, {pe,o} =
foralls € [1,...,7] do
Use Algorithm [2|to compute an updated sparsifier H, of G, = Gs_1 + I'; and new probabili-
ties {p; .} for all edges in H.
end for
Return .,

AR

A

Algorithm 2 Kelner and Levin [2] resparsification algorithm at step s.

Require: #,_;,I';, the set of previous probabilities {ps_1 .} for all edges in H,_; and the weights
ae for all edges in Hs—1 + L'

Ensure: #,, a1 + ¢ sparsifier of G; = G;_1 + I's and new probabilities p; .

1: Compute estimates of all 75 . in H,_1 + I's using a fast SDD solver ([2| Theorem 3])
2: Compute new probabilities ps . = (acTs,e)/(a(n — 1))
3: for all edges ¢ € Hs_1 do
4: ﬁs,e — min{ﬁs—l,ezﬁs,e}
5: end for
6
7
8

: Initialize H, = 0

: for all edges e € Hs_1 do

: With probability p ./ps—1.. add edge e to H, with weight a./(NDs,.)
9: end for
10: for all edges e € I'; do
11: for: =1to N do

12: With probability p; . add a copy of edge e to H 4 with weight a./(NDs )
13: end for
14: end for

Definition 3. An approximate effective resistance 7. is called a-accurate for o > 1 if it satisfies

1 ~
—Te < Te < QTe.
«

In particular, Spielman and Srivastava [5, Corollary 6] showed that batch sampling O(an log(n)/e?)
edges proportionally to their a-accurate approximate effective resistances is enough to guarantee
that the resulting graph is a 1 & e-sparsifier. Building on this result, Kelner and Levin [2]] propose a
sequential algorithm (summarized in Alg.[T) that can emulate the batch sampling of [5] in a semi-
streaming setting and incrementally construct a sparsifier, without having to fully store and invert the
input Laplacian.

In a semi-streaming setting the graph G is split int 7 = [m/N] blocks I', with s € [1,2,...,7],
where each block is a subset of IV edges suchthatG =G, =G, 1+, =01+ T+ -4+ T,
Associated with each of the G partial graph, we can define its respective effective resistances 7 .,
and the sampling probabilities ps . = (a.7s.c)/(n — 1). Starting (s = 0) from an empty sparsifier
Ho = (), the algorithm alternates between two phases. In the first phase, the algorithm reads N edges
from the stream to build a new block I', and it combines it with the previous sparsifier H,_; to
construct Hs_1 + I's. This phase sees an increase in memory usage, because the algorithm needs to
store the newly arrived edges in addition to the sparsifier. In the second phase the graph Hs_1 4+ I's is
used together with a fast SDD solver to compute c-accurate estimates 75 . of the effective resistance
of all the edges in it. These approximate effective resistances 75 . are used to compute approximate
probabilities ps ., and according to these approximate probabilities each of the edges in Hs_; and I',
is added to the new sparsifier s or discarded forever freeing up memory. Choosing carefully the size
of the blocks I'; to be close to the size of the sparsifiers H allows the algorithm to run efficiently in



Algorithm 3 Equivalent formulation of Kelner and Levin’s algorithm.
Require: Graph G, weights a. for all edges in G.
Ensure: #,,, a1 + ¢ sparsifier of G

1: Set space budget N = 40a2n log?(3km/§) /<>

2: Setzge; =1,pse=1foralle=1,...,m,s=0,...,m,j=1,...,N

3: fors=1,...,mdo > Stream over all edges in G
4: fore=1,...,mdo
5: if e < s then
6: Compute 75 . using H,_1 and fast SDD solver
7: Compute p,,. = min { ol ,;55_1,6}
8: end if
9: forj=1,...,Ndo > Loop over N trials (i.e., copies)
10: ifZ,_1 ., =1 then
11 Sample Z; . j ~ B(]{j’fe)
12: else
13: /Z\s,e,j =0
14: end if
15: end for
16: end for
17: SetHs, =0
18: fore=1,...,8,7=1,...,Ndo > Construction of the new sparsifier
19: if Z; . ; = 1 then
20: Add edge e to H, with weight a./(Nps.e)
21: end if
22: end for
23: end for

a small fixed space and produce a valid sparsifier at the end of each iterationE] For more details on the
time complexity analysis and the implementation details on how to obtain a-approximate effective
resistances using a valid sparsifier and a fast SDD solver we refer to the original paper [2]].

The main result of Kelner and Levin [2] is the following theorem.

Theorem 1. Let H be the sparsifier returned by Algorithm[|after s resparsifications (after streaming
the first s blocks). If o < \/kn/3 and k? = O(poly(n)), with probability 1 — & all sparsifiers H.
from the beginning of the algorithm 1o its end (Vs € [1,...,7]) are valid (1 + €) spectral sparsifiers
of their corresponding partial graph G, and the number of edges in each of the H sparsifiers is
O(nlog?(km)/e?) = O(nlog®(n)/e?).

At the core of the original proof of this theorem, Kelner and Levin rely on a concentration inequality
for independent random variables in [8]]. Unfortunately, it is not possible to directly use this result
since the probability that an edge e is included in H ¢ does indeed depend on all the edges that were
included in H,_; through the computation of 7 .. The sparsifier {;_; in turn is generated from
Hs—o and so on. As a result, the probability that an edge e is present in the final graph H; is strictly
dependent on the other edges. In the following we rigorously take into account the interactions across
iterations and provide a new proof for Theorem [I] which confirms its original statement, thus proving
the correctness of [2]]’s algorithm.

3 Proof

Step 1 (the theoretical algorithm). In order to simplify the analysis, we introduce an equivalent
formulation of Alg.|l} In Alg. (3| we consider the case where the blocks I'y contain only a single
edge and the algorithm performs m resparsifications over the course of the whole stream of m edges
(loop at line 3). This is a wasteful approach and more practical methods (such as Alg. [I)) choose to

>Throughout this note, we consider that the decomposition of G into blocks is such that all intermediate
graphs G are fully connected. Whenever this is not the case, the algorithm should be adjusted to run separately
on all the components of the graph.



resparsify only when I'; is larger than H;_; in order to save time without increasing the asymptotic
space complexity of the algorithm. Nonetheless, the single edge setting can be used to emulate any
larger choice for the block size ', and therefore we only need to prove our result in this setting for it
to hold in any other case.

In Alg.[3] we denote by Z; . ; the Bernoulli random variable that indicates whether copy j of edge e
is present in the sparsifier 7 at step s. While an edge e can be present in H; only if e < s, we
initialize Z; . ; = 1 for all e > s for notational convenience. The way these variables are generated
is equivalent to lines 7-14 in Alg. 2] so that at iteration s, each copy of an edge e already in the
sparsifier 7,_1 is kept with probability s . /Ds—1,., While a copy of the new edge s is added with
probability p; .. For any edge e > s (i.e., not processed yet in Alg. [2) we initialize ps . = 1 and
thus the sampling in line 10 of Alg. [3|always returns Z, . ; = 1. Since edges are added with weights
ae/(NDs,), after processing s < m edges, the Laplacian of the sparsifier H s can be written as

s N a
e  ~ T
Ly, :E E st,e,jbebe~
e=1j=1 ' Pse

Step 2 (filtration). A convenient way to treat the indicator variables Z . ; is to define them recursively
as

~ def 55 e ~
Zse.j =H{Us,e,j < 5 — ¢ Zs—1,e,4>
s—1,e

where us . ; ~ U(0,1) is a uniform random variable used to compute the P ./Ps—1, coin flip,
and p; . are the approximate probabilities computed at step s according to the definition in Al-
gorithm |2 using the SDD solver, the sparsifier H;_; and the new edges I';. This formulation
allows us to define the stochastic properties of variables Z; . ; in a convenient way. We first arrange
the indices s, e, and j into a linear index r = {s,e,} in the range [1,...,m?N], obtained as
r=1{s,e,j} = (s — 1)mN + (e — 1)N + j. Following the structure of Alg.[3| the linearization
wraps first when j hits its limit, and then when e and finally s do the same, such that for any s < m,
e < m,and j < N, we have

{s,e.j}+1={sej+1}
{s,e, N} +1={s,e+ 1,1},
{s,m,N}+1={s+1,1,1}.

It is easy to see that the checkpoints {s,m, N} correspond to a full iteration (Alg. line of the
algorithm. Let Fy, . ;3 be the filtration containing all the realizations of the uniform random variables
Us,e,; Up to the step {s, e, j}, thatis Fi, o jy = {us e jr, V{s', €', 5} < {s,e,j}}. Again, we notice
that F, ,,,, vy defines the state of the algorithm after completing iteration s. Since 7’5 . and p . are
computed at the beginning of iteration s using the sparisfier Hs_1, they are fully determined by
F{s—1,m,ny}- Furthermore, since Fy;_1 ,,,, ny also defines the values of all indicator variables Zs e,
up to Zs_1 . ; for any e and j, we have that all the Bernoulli variables Z, . ; at iteration s are
conditionally independent given Fy,_1 ,, n3. In other words, we have that for any ¢’, and j” such
that {s, 1,1} < {s,€’,j'} < {s,e,j} the following random variables are equal in distribution

~ ~ Ds,
Zoei | Faer sty = Boed | Flamtmny ~ B(~ = ) ey
Ps—1.e
and for any €/, and j’ such that {s,1,1} < {s,¢’,j'} < {s,m, N} and {s,e,j} # {s,€¢’,5'}
287e,j’f{sfl,m,N} 4 /Z\s,e',j’ ]:{sfl,m,N}- (2)

Step 3 (the projection error). While our objective is to show that #,, is a 1 4 e-sparsifier, follow-
ing [2] we study the related objective of defining an approximate projection matrix that is close in
{5-norm to the original projection matrix P. In fact, the two objectives are strictly related as shown
in the following proposition.

Proposition 1 ([2]). Given v, = , /aeL§1/2be, letT = [e1,ea,...,en] € EN be a subset of edges
of Gand P = Zi\il wiveiv; an approximate projection matrix with weights {w; }_,. If the weights



are such that
Zwlve - HP PH <e, 3)

then the graph H obtained by adding edges e; € T with weights a.,w; is a (1 £ ¢)-sparsifier of G.

Using the notation of Alg.[3] the approximate projection matrix is defined as

and thus the previous proposition suggests that to prove that the graph H,, returned by Algorithm|I]
after m steps is a sparsifier, it is sufficient to show that

N m ~
-2l =5 22 (1 Gt vt =

pme
2

In order to study this quantity, we need to analyze how the projection error evolves over iterations.

To this end, we introduce term Y{S e,j} Which denotes the projection error at the end of step {s, e, j}
of Algorithm 3]

e—1 N ~
S def 1 Zs,k,l T
i B 3 (1- 24w
k=11=1 S

edges already processed at step s

J z N 2
Z ( o s,e,l) + Z (1 o jl,e,l) VeVl
l

=1 Ps,e 11 Ps—1.e

Z\H

copy j of edge e getting processed at step s (Alg. [3] line[TT)

S z( 1o 2oL v

ke+1ll Ps—1k

edges still not processed at step s

otice that setting Z; . ; = 1 and p; . = 1 for any e > s implies that the edges that have not been
Notice that setting Z; . ; = 1 and = 1 for any plies that the edges that h tb
processed yet do not contribute to the projection error. Finally, notice that at the end of the algorithm

we have Y{m m,Ny =P — P, which quantifies the error of the output of Algorlthm

We are now ready to restate Theorem|[I]in a more convenient way as

s N
P(Es e{l...omb: [Yiommll 2eUY D Zies > 3N> <4,

e=1 j=1
—_———
AS BS
where the first event A, refers to the case when for any s € [1, ..., m] the intermediate graph H  fails

to be a valid sparsifier and the second event B considers the event when the memory requirement is
not met (i.e., too many edges are kept in the sparsifier H).



To prove the statement, we decompose the probability of failure as follows.

s N m
IP’(EIS e{l,...omb i [Yiommll U D 2ey > SN) = IP’( J4.u Bs>
s=1

—P({GA}U{GB})

(0ed) ({84 (0 {0)
(0] ([0 0]
(0] ({0111

(0] (O]

Taking the last formulation and replacing the definitions of A, and B, we get

s N
1}»(35 e{l..omp: [Yiommyll 2eUY D 20> 3N>

e=1j=1

m m s N m
_p ({ U1 el = }) vr (3 3m., 2avn { ) ¥ | < }

s=1 s=1 | e=1j=1 s'=1

=P (3s e {Lom} i [Vommll > <)

s N
+P(3se{l,...om}:> S AL 23NN {vs’ e{l,...om}: [Ywmm | < g}

e=1 j=1

<SP (IVgmml =e)
s=1

m s N

+ ZP Zzgs,e,j 2 3NN {vsl S {L s 7m} : ||?{s',m,]\/'}H S 6}
s=1 e=1j=1

<3 (¥l > )

s=1
m s N v

+) PID D Fe; 23NN {Vs’ e{l.. st [ Yommll < 5} @
s=1 e=1j=1

Step 4 (putting everything together). In the following sections, we prove the two main lemmas of
this note, where we bound the probability of returning a non-spectral sparsifier and the probability of
exceeding too much the budget limit V. In particular, we derive the two following results.

Lemma 1.
~ 0
>e) < —
P (¥ tmmll 2 ) <5~
Lemma 2.
t N N (S
P %0 > 3N {v Loty [ Vyam g} <2
;;zt”],s n{vse{l...t}: [¥pmml<ef | < 5=



Combining the two lemmas into Eq.[4] we prove Thm [T]for an algorithm that resparsifies every time
anew edge arrives (|I's| = 1). Extending the proof to the case when multiple edges are stored in I’
before a new resparsification happens is straightforward. In the proofs of Lemma|[l]and 2] the fact that
an edge is unseen (not streamed yet) is represented by deterministically setting its p; . to 1, while
the estimates for seen edges are computed based on the graph. To represent the arrival of an edge e
at time ¢ we simply start updating its p; .. To take into account 7 resparsifications of large blocks
instead of m resparsifications of single-edge blocks it is sufficient to start updating multiple p; . at
the same step. The rest of the analysis remains unchanged.

4 Proof of Lemma (bounding ?{s,m, NY)

Step 1 (freezing process). We first restate a proposition on the accuracy of the effective resistance
estimates.

Proposition 2. At iteration s the approximated effective resistance 75 . of an edge e in Hs_1 +I's is
computed using Hs_1 + I's and the SDD solver. If Hs_1 is a valid 1 & e-sparsifier of Gs_1, then
Ts,e IS a-accurate.

Given a-accurate effective resistances, the approximate probabilities p; . are defined as

Ds.e = min ﬂ Ds_1 .

s,e OL(’/L — 1) yMs—1,e
As pointed out in Proposition |2} the main issue is that whenever H_; is not a valid sparsifier of
Gs_1, the approximate probabilities p; . returned by the fast SDD solver are not guaranteed to be
a-accurate approximations of the true probabilities p, .. While the overall algorithm may fail in
generating a valid sparsifier at some intermediate iteration and yet return a valid sparsifier at the
end, we consider an alternative (more pessimistic) process which is “frozen” as soon as it constructs
an invalid sparsifier. Consider an alternative process Y (5 . ;3 based on the following definition of
approximate probabilities

ps,e = ﬁ@,eH{HY{s—l,m,N}H < 5} +ﬁs—1,e]1{||Y{s—1,m,N}” > 5} ’

where by Proposition the condition [|Y ;_1 , n}|| < € is equivalent to requiring that H,_; is
a valid sparsifier. This new formulation represents a variant of our algorithm that can detect if the
previous iteration failed to construct a graph that is guaranteed to be a sparsifier. When this failure
happens, the whole process is frozen and continues until the end without updating anything. Then we
redefine the indicator variable z; . ; dependent on p, . as

T)s,e
Zs,e,j = I {us,e,j < p Zs—1,e,55
s—1,e

and then the projection error process based on them becomes

1 e—1 N 2ok .
Yisest =N 1— === vy,
1

k=1 1= Ps.k
1 d Zs,e,l al Zs—1,e,l T
+N Z<1H)+Z<1pm> VeVe
=1 s,e l=j+1 s—1,e
-|-i i”: g:(l—%w)V vy
N k=e+1 I=1 Ps—1.k e

We can see that whenever Y., ]| > € at step s, for all successive steps s’ we have
Zs'ej = Zse,j» OF in other words we never drop or add a new edge and never change their
weights, since p, . is constant. Consequently, if any of the intermediate elements of the sequence
violates the condition || Y ;. j1|| < e, the last element will violate it too. For the rest, the sequence

behaves exactly like Y{&e’ e Therefore,

P (I¥ tmwyll 2 €) < P(IY prmmy = €)-



Step 2 (martingale process). We now proceed by studying the process {Y . 3} and show-
ing that it is a bounded martingale. The sequence difference process {Xy, . ;1 } is defined as
Xisegt = Y{segt = Y{se,j}-1. thatis

1 [(Zs—1ei Zseid
X{sej}zi M_ﬁ Vevl—~
w N ps—l,e ps,e

In order to show that Y, . ;1 is a martingale, it is sufficient to verify the following (equivalent)
conditions

E[Yiehn | Froei-1] =Ysena € EXes | Frsep1] =0.

We begin by inspecting the conditional random variable X, . ;) | T {s,e,j}—1- Given the definition of
X{s,e,j}» the conditioning on Fi, . ;11 determines the values of z;_1 . ; and the approximate
probabilities p,_, . and p, .. In fact, remember that these quantities are fully determined by
the realizations in Fy,_1 ., n} Which are contained in F{, . j;_1. As a result, the only stochas-
tic quantity in Xy, . ;y is the variable z; . ;. Spemﬁcally, if || Y s—1,m,n}]| > €, then we have
Dse = Ps—1,c and 255 = 251, (the process is stopped), and the martingale requirement

E [X{M’J} | ]-'{5767]}_1} = 0 is trivially satisfied. On the other hand, if || Y s_1 ]| < € we

have,
1 Zs—1,e,j Zs,e >
E . 7 06 ;7 5] VoV N
Us,e.j |:N (psl,e ps,e ce 7}
1 (2516 Zs—1,e {{ Ds.e }’ ]) T
=— | = - —=FE |Iquse; < =— Fiseit—1| | VeV
N ( psfl,e ps e 5 psfl,e foea} e
_1 (Zs_l’e’j _ Foolej Poe )vevz =0,

N T)sfl,e ps,e ps l,e

where we use the recursive definition of z . ; and the fact that u  ; is a uniform random variable in
[0, 1]. This proves that Y . ;; is indeed a martingale. We now compute an upper-bound R on the
norm of the values of the difference process as

1 Zs—1,e,j Zs.e,j T 1 Zs—1,e,j Zs,e,j 2
X il = g7 | (12— 225 T = | (222 - 2 o
foea} N pste ps,e ce pste ps7e ‘
< iaerm e < lazaerm’e < lazaerm,e B iaQ(n —1)acrme a?(n—1) difR
N Ds. N pse TN DPme N aeTm,e N ’

where we use the fact that if, at
by Proposition 2] I and thus by deﬁmtlon of pé e

Ds,e
a?

| < e, then the approximate 75 . are a-accurate

< pse pS,e‘

et =110 =0 < R.

Step 3 (martingale concentration inequality). We are now ready to use a Freedman matrix inequal-
ity from [6] to bound the norm of Y.

Proposition 3 (Theorem 1.2 [6]]). Consider a matrix martingale {Y}, : k = 0,1,2,...} whose
values are self-adjoint matrices with dimension d, and let {Xy, : k = 1,2,3, ...} be the difference
sequence. Assume that the difference sequence is uniformly bounded in the sense that

IXklle < R almost surely fork=1,2,3,....

Define the predictable quadratic variation process of the martingale as
k
W, &3 E [X? ‘ {xs}g;g} . fork=1,2,3,....
j=1

Then, for all € > 0 and 0% > 0,

e2/2
P(E3k>0:|Yia>e N [[Wg| <o?)<2d- el
(F>0:[Yela>e N [[Wi]| <0?) < eXP{ g2+Re/3}



In order to use the previous inequality, we develop the probability of error for any fixed ¢ as

P (I (m > )

<P (|[Yiemnyll =€)
=P (IYmnyll = e IWiematll <0?) + P (1Y qmonyll = e 0 IIW i mny || > 0%)
<P (IY¢matll = eN Wi mnill < 02) +P (Wi mnyll = 0?)

(a) (b)

Using the bound on ||X||2 from of Step 2, we can directly apply Proposition[3|to bound (a) for any
fixed 0. To bound the part (b), we see that for any r € [1,. .., {m, m, N'}] the predictable quadratic
variation process takes the form

2
1 Zs—1,e,j Zs,e,j
—le,j LX) Ty T
W, = E E lN2 — VeV, VeV,

{s,e,j}<r psfl,e ps,e

f{s,e,j}l] .

To show that its norm is large only with a small probability, we use the following lemma, proved later
in Section

Lemma 3 (Low probability of the large norm of the predictable quadratic variation process).

9an log(kn) N
P (W > =) <n. P
(H {t,m,N}” - N i 042(’[1 — 1)

2
Combining Propositionwith o? = %ﬁg(m) and Lemmawe obtain

P (I (my > )
<P (Y gm 2 €N Wiyl < 0%) +P (IW il = 0%)

< €2/2 N
< 2n-expq - 9a2nlog(kn) + ea?(n—1) +n-exp _042(71 _ 1)

N 3N
<2n-e N +n-e N
- eX — n-ex -
- P 2(9 + ¢/3)a®nlog(kn) P17 a2 (n—1)
e2N
< 3n- - =
< n-exp { 20a2n log(kn) }

Finally, choosing N as in Algorithm [I|we obtain the desired result

S e2N 21og?(3km/8)
P(|Y >e) <3n- - - L_3n.
(” eyl 2 6) = 3n eXp{ 20a2nlog(fm)} o eXp{ log(xn) }

5 \2
<3n- —21 = — ) <
< 3n-exp{—2log(3km/d)} = 3n (3/<am) <

5 Proof of Lemma 3| (bound on predictable quadratic variation)

Step 1 (a preliminary bound). We start by rewriting W,. as
2
(Zs—l,e,j B Zs,e,j>
13871,6 T?s,e

10

1
{s.ej}<r

T T
]:{s,eﬁi}—l] VeVe VeVe -



We rewrite the expectation terms in the equation above as

2

Zs—le,j Zs.e,j

E ( - — Flseit—1
ps—l,e ps,e

) ngl,e,j _gfs=lej Zsej Zie,j F
= ;) = -t {s,e.i}—1
ps—l,e ps—l,e ps,e ps,e
2 2
(@) o | Fs—1e,j Zs—le,j #s,ej | Fs,enq
E|l= 2— -t Fls—1,m,N}
ps—l,e ps—l,e ps,e ps,e
Zotieq sl | 1 2
=t -2 Bz |f{s—1,m,N}] + B[S0 | Fromimny]
ps—l,e ps—l,e ps,e s,e
(b) Zs—1,e,j Rs—1l,e,j #s—1l,e,j
= 3 —2—= — + E [Zs,e,j ‘ ]:{sfl,m,N}}
ps l,e psfl,e psfl,e pse
Zs—1,e,j
= o E [ | Fraom] - 2522
ps e psfl ,e
© 1 Zeo1ej  Zs—lej _ Zs—le ( 1 1 >
== - — == — T = )
ps7e ps—l,e psfl,e ps—l,e ps,e ps—l,e

where in (a) we use the fact that the approximate probabilities p;_; . and p, . and z5_; . ; are fixed
at the end of the previous iteration, while in (b) and (c) we use the fact that z; . ; is a Bernoulli of

parameter P . /Ps_; . (Whenever z,_1 ¢ j is equal to 1). Therefore we can write W at the end of any
iteration ¢ as

W _iNm tzs “s—1l,ej 1 . 1 T T
{t;m,N} = N2 ZZZ = VeV VeV, .

j=1e=1s=1 ps—l e ps e ps—l,e

We can now upper-bound W as

W{t,m,N} = % szev VoV TZ Zs—l,e,j <1 _ 1 >

j=1e=1 ps l,e ps,e ps—l,e

m t
1 T T < {Zs 1,e,j }) ( 1 1 >
— VeV Vv ax e

s=1

N m 1
T T lej
= — VeV, VeV max —_— =
w22t (s () ()
N o 1 z
ZZVSV!VSVT(HI&X{ 5= 16’3})

ps—l e

PN

=

where in the first inequality we use the fact that (51 -1 ) and Z=L2I are always positive and

s,e s—1,e s—1,e

the definition of Lowner’s ordering and in the second inequality we just upper-bound the last term by
1/p. .. We further bound the previous term by studying p, .. If [|[Y ;1 m v}l < €, thenD, . = Pt .
and by ProposmonEI, Dy 1s a-accurate and hence
1 1 o? a?
— < — < ,
pt,e pt e pt,e pm7e

where we use the fact that probabilities (as much as effective resistances) are non-increasing over itera-
tions. Furthermore, in the case if || Y ;1 ,,, vy ]| > €, let s < t be the last time when || Y ¢, ,, a3 || < €.
In this case, D, . = D; .. since the process is “frozen” and therefore,

— = <<
pt,e ps,e Ps,e Pme



since at iteration s, the probability p, . is guaranteed to be a-accurate. As a result, we obtain

N m
1 1 T T Zs—1,e,j
WitmNy = 5 E —— V.V, VeV, (max {})

2
N j=1e=1 pt,e =1 Ps_1.e
N m
1 a? Zs—1.e.i
=5 E —VEVIVEVI Inax =) .
N j=1e=1 Pme ps l,e

Using the definition of p,, . = aeTme/(n — 1) and v, = 1/aeL§1/2be we have v] v, = AeTm,e
and thus

2 N m
« 1 Zs—1,e,j
W{t7m,N} = W ZZ 7V8V2—Vev—r (émax {1]})

j=1e=1 Pme Ps—1.e
2 N m
« n — 1)aer Zs—1.e.i
Yy e e (g [ ])
j=1le=1 Gel'm e = Ps—1.e
2 N m
a‘(n—1 Zs—1.e.
) S L 5
j=1e=1 Ps—1.e
Step 2 (introduction of a stochastically dominant process). We want to study
max 22=bed . pax Z8ed.

=Lt Pg_1,  s=0..t-1 P,

We know trivially that this quantity is larger or equal than 1 because 29, j/Py. = 1, but upper-
bounding this quantity is not trivial as the evolution of the various p, . depends in a complex way on
the interaction between the random variables z; . ;. To simplify the following analysis, we introduce
the random variable 241 ¢ /P41 > Where Py . is deterministically defined as p; 1 ., = pi.e /o
and z;41 ¢ ; is defined, coherently with the other Zs,e,j» as 0if 2, o ; = O or as the result of a Bernoulli
flip with probability p, t1.e/Dreif ztej = 1. We have that

Zs,e,j Zs,e,j s,e,]

max 7777 < max 7777 < max 7777,
5=0...t—1 ps e s=0...t ps e s=0...t+1 ps e
s s s

but now we know exactly the value of the last p, ., .. Morevoer, we did not lose much since the
bounds are tight for the (realizable) worst case whenp,_; . = P, . = Dy41,. = Pte- Finding a
227 is not easy, since Di+1,e = DPt.e can be very close to 0.

deterministic bound on maxs—q.. ¢+1
Nonetheless, whenever p, . is 51gn1ﬁcantly smaller than p,_, ., the probability of keeping a copy of
edge e at iteration s (i.e., z,¢,; = 1) is also very small. As a result, we expect the ratio Zg =1 to be

still small with high probability. Unfortunately, due to the dependency between different cbpies of
the edges at different iterations, it seems difficult to exploit this intuition directly to provide an overall
high-probability bound on W ; ., ny. For this reason we simplify the analysis by replacing each
of the (potentially dependent) chains {z; . ; /s . w1th a set of (independent) random variables
wo,e,; that will stochastically dominate them.

We define the random variable w; . ; using the following conditional distributionﬂ

) 0 for a<1/p,,
P<w<“ f{smN}) -5 for 1p.<a<a’/pe.
56 1 for o?/pi.<a

? Notice that unlike zs ¢, ;, ws,e,; is no longer F{s,m,N}-measurable but it is ]:Es,m, n}-measurable, where

]:zs,e,j} = {us/,&’,j’7 V{S/,elvj/} < {&&j}} U {w&ed} = ]:{S.,ﬁ,j} U {ws,e,j} .

12



Figure 1: The dependence graph of the considered variables. Red variables are random, Black
variables are deterministically computed using their input (a function of their input), with bold
lines indicating the deterministic (functional) relation. Blue variables are constants. A grey filling
indicates that a random variable is observed, or a function of observed variables.

Note that the distribution of — conditioned on Fy , ny} is determined by only D ., pt.e, and «,

se.d
where p; . and « are fixed. Remembermg that p, . is a function of F{,_1 ;, n} (computed using the
previous iteration), we have that

1 1
P < —P < - .
<wsvevj - ¢ F{S’m’N}> (ws,(i,j - “ ‘7:{8 1"m7N}>

Notice that in the definition of w; . j, none of the other w, .- ;- (for any different s’, €’, or ;') appears
and p, . is a function of Fy,_1 ., n}. It follows that given Fy,_1 ,, N}, Ws e,j 1s independent from
all other wy/ .+ (for any different s’, ¢/, or j'). This is easier to see in the probabilistic graphical
model reported in Figure[T] which illustrates the dependence between the various variables.

Finally for the special case wy . ; the definition above reduces to

1 0 for a<1
]P’( .<a>: 1—% for 1<a<a?/pie, (6)
Wo,e.j 1 for o?/pre<a

since P, . = 1 by definition. From this definition, wp ¢ ; and wo ¢’ ;- are all independent, and this
will allow us to use stronger concentration inequalities for independent random variables.

We remind the reader that a random variable A stochastically dominates random variable B, if for all
values a the two equivalent conditions are verified

P(A>a) >P(B>a) < P(A<a) <P(B<a).
As a consequence, if A dominates B the following implication holds
P(A>a) >P(B >a) = E[A] > E[B],

while the reverse (A dominates B if E[A] > E[B]) is not true in general. Following this definition of
stochastic dominance, our goal is to prove

Zs.e.i 1
P max =22 <g|>P <al.
s=0...t+1 ps’e wo,e,j

We prove this inequality by proceeding backward with a sequence of conditional probabilities.

Step 3 (case t + 1). We first study the distribution of the maximum conditional to the state of the
algorithm at the end of iteration ¢, i.e., ]-'{t’m,N}, that is

def Zs,e,j Rt+l,e,j
=P <max{ max . m} <a f{t,m,N}> .
s=0...t ps,e pt+1,e

We distinguish two cases, depending on whether z; . ; = 0 or 1, which directly depends on F; w7} -

13



Zpe =1

i
1 Ft+lej
‘ P(max{m,ﬁH“ } §a|.7—'{t7m7N}>
IS
i
=
—
1

P<wt.c._f Salj:{tam,N})

o

1 1/]_31575 CYQ /ptje

Figure 2: C.d.f.of max {1/p; .: zt+1,e,/Ps11.0 } and 1/wy  ; conditioned on Fy Ny

e If 2, . ; = 0O, then by definition 241 . ; = 0 and thus for any a

Zs.e,j
pa:]P’< max —2L <g
s=0...t—1 ps,e

f{t,m,N}) ’

since the maximum is always attained by one of the terms for which z, . ; = 1.

o If z;.; = 1, then by definition zt+17e7j|]-"{t7m7N} is a Bernoulli variable of parameter
Pe,t+1/Pey- Since 2 j = land p, . < Py for all s < ¢, the inner maximum in p, is
always attained by % and thus we can write p, as

t,e

1 =z i
po =P (maX{;m”} <a
Pite Pttie

We can easily study the c.d.f. of the maximum depending on the value of a as follows:

]:{t,m,N}) .

- Ifa < 1/p, ., then p, = 0, since the maximum is at least Fl .

t,e
- If1/p, . < a <1/p;4; .. we are in the case where the Bernoulli variable takes value
0, and thus

. T)t+176 .

Pa = P (ZtJrl,e,j =0 | ]:{t,m,N}) =1 —
pt,e

- Ifa > 1/p; ;1 .. then p, = 1, since a is bigger or equal than the largest value attainable
by the maximum.

We now move to analyze the distribution

def Zs,e,j  Rtye,j
Ta=P [ max<{ max =2, 2% L < g
s=0...t Ds.e
,

f{t,m,N}) :

Wi, e,j
where we replaced 241 ;/D; 11, With the variable z; ¢ ; /Wy ¢ ;. Note that in this expression only

Wi,e,j 1s random, and all other terms are fixed given Fyy m, n}- If 21,5 = 0, then for any a,

Zs,e,j
e =P max =% <gqg
s=0...t—1 Ds.e

]:{t,m,N}) .

On the other hand, if z; . ; = 1, we can use the definition of w; . ; to determine its c.d.f.. As a result,
we notice that if z; . ; = 0, then p, = 7, for any a, while for z; . ; = 1 we have

14



Zs,e,j . Ft+le,j
P (max{ max w;m} <a
5=0...t Dy DPryie

]:{t,m,N})

for 1/p,, <aandz ;=1

P;+1 °  for 1/pt c<a< 1/ﬁt+1 . and Ztej = 1
t,e ’ '

for 1/p;i1.<aandzi;=1
for 1/p,. <aandz ;=1

= ,ea for 1/p,.<a<1/pq.andz;=1
for  1/pii1.=0*/pre<aandz ;=1

0
1-—
1
0
1-—
1
=P (max{ max Zoed . Zt’e’J} <a f{t,m,N}) )

Y

— )
=0...t pt,e Wt,e,j

where we used the definition p, 1 , = pi.c/ o2, and the fact that since Dy 1s always either a-accurate,
or frozen to a previous a-accurate value p; ., we have that p, . > D, 1, = pr.e/ a?. The inequality
between p,, and 7, comes from the fact that in the intermediate interval a is such thata < 1/p; 4 .

and then 1 — =2
p

t,e

- <1- b ;“ <, as it is easy to observe in Fig. I We can thus conclude that p, > 7,
for any a.

Now that we introduced w; . ; in the maximum of the conditional probability, we can focus on the
overall probability as

P max Zfﬁ <a| = E P max Zfﬁ <a
s=0...t+1 pg e s=0...t+1 pg e
= Fit,m,N} e

Z Rs,e,j . Ft+l,ed
s=

Lt
Fitom. N} ps,e pt-i—l,e

Zs.e,j Rte,qj
> E }P’(max{méxx W;’e’]}ﬁa
s=
Flt,m,N}

ot Pse Wie,j
Zs,e Zt,e,j
=P (max{ max 7] ) L <al.
-t ps e wf ,€,J

Step 4 (generic case). We now proceed by peeling off layers from the end of the chain one by one.
We show how to move from an iteration k < tto k — 1.

P(max{max #;#}Sa)zp(max{ max je]; 7’6]; ’E’J}Sa) (@)
s=0...k ps,e wk’e,j s=0...k—1 ps,e pk,e wk’e’j

Zs,e,j , Rk,e,j | Rk,e,j
E P max< max —=5; == <a| Fro—t,mny ) P(Fle—t1,m,n})
§=0...k—1 ps,e pk,e Wk, e,j

f{t,m,N}) P(Fit,m,N})

f{t,m,N}) IED(‘F{t,m,N})

f{t,m,N}) P(I{t,m,N})

Fik—1,m,N}
Zs,e,j 1 1
= Z P (max{ max 28 max{, ; }} <a F{k—l,m,N}) P(Fir—1,m,N})
f{k—1 N} s=0...k—1 p57€ pk,e wk,e,j
z Dy, 1
= Z P (max{ max 20 ol {uk,e,j < 77‘3} } <a ]:{k—l,m.,N}) P(F{k—1,m,N})s
Fik—1,m,N} 5=0.-k 1 ps e Pr—1,e) Wkie,j

where in the last equality we use the fact that the inner maximum is always attained by 1/wy ¢ ;
since by definition 1/wy, . ; is lower-bounded by 1/p,, . and we use the recursive definition of zj, ¢ ;.
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Since uye,; and wy ¢ ; are independent given Fy;_q ,, N}, We have

Pi.e 1
P (]I {Uk,e,j < = } <a f{k—l,m,N})
Pr—1,e ) Wk,
0 for a<0
Pre _
_ 1_@;7},3 ) for 0<a<1/pg,
Pr,e Pr,e 1) _ 1 — 2
1= 51:1,63 + 5;:1,6: (1 - 5k,ea) =1- Pr—1,0 for 1/pk7e Se<a /pt’e
1 for o?/pi.<a
0 for a<1/pp_1.
1 — —
> 1- @C_ll,ea for 1/pk—1,e <a <21/pk,e (8)
2 1—m for 1/p.<a<a’/pie
1 for oﬂ/pt,e <a

1 1
Wk—1,e,j5 Wk—1,e,j

Since given ]-"{k 1,m,N}» everything in (7)) is fixed except ug, . ; and wy ¢ 5, we can use the stochastic
dominance in (§) to obtain

Zsei Zke Zsei Zk—1l,e.j
P(max{max S’e’];k’w}ga)Z]P’(max{ max W;’”’”}ga>.
5=0...k Ps,e Wke,j 5=0...k—1 Pse Wk-1.e,j
Applying the inequality recursively from k = ¢ to k = 1 removes all z, . ; from the maximum and
we are finally left with only wg . ; as we wanted,

Zs 20.e.i 0.e.i 1
]P’( max ”J<a>2P<maX{m;0’e’j}§a)2P( Sa),
~t+1 D e Poe Woe,j wo,e,j

where in the last inequality we used that zp . ; = 1 from the definition of the algorithm and p, , = 1
while wg . ; < 1 by (6).

Step S (stochastic dominance on W, ,,, ). Now that we proved the stochastic dominance of

1/woe,j, we plug this result in the definition of W t,m,ny- For the sake of notation, we introduce

the term p;7" . ; to indicate the maximum over the first ¢ + 1 step of copy e, j such that

max Zsed 71
— —max
s=0...t+1 ps7e pt+1 e,

We first notice that while Y (¢ ., vy is not necessarily PSD, W, ., vy is a sum of PSD matrices.
Introducing the function A({1/p}%, ;}e.;) We can restate Eq. as

2 N
max def a“(n—1
W 0y = A (W) < AC/BE s Feos) 2 A | 221 5

In Step 4, we showed that 1/p}", ; is stochastically dominated by 1/wy . ; for every e and j. In
order to bound A({1/P5%". ; }e.;) we need to show that this dominance also applies to the summation

over all edges inside the matrix norm. Since the matrix > i1 PO ervg is symmetric, we

max

can reformulate A({1/P}5, ;}ej) as

a?(n—1) en s 1 T -1 K& 1 T
Amax TZZW%V@ = ax xT | —5m— ) ) s veve | x

i1 em1 PrAie x:||x[|=1 =1 e=1 Pt+le,
N N m
(n—1) T a?(n—1) 1 T.82
= Imnax “max X VeV X = Inax T “max (Ve X) .
xillxf[=1 ]21 Ze « Dite s xillx[=1 jzzl = P
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From this reformulation, it is easy to see that the function A({1/p;}", ;}e ;) is monotonically
increasing w.r.t. the individual 1/p{%%°, ;. or in other words that increasing an 1/pi}° . ; without

decreasing the others can only increase the maximum. Introducing A({1/wo e ; }e,;) as

m

A{1/wo,e jte ’j)dif max n—l ZZ

T
VeX
x:||x[|=1 1 e

j=le=1

wo,e,j

we now need to prove the stochastic dominance of A({1/woc,;}e,;) over A({1/P{5 . ;}e.;). Using
the definition of 1/p}"", ; we have

1 )
PA{maX} = :PA{maXM} B
Dt41.e,j T e e
—prlA {max{max ZHJ,W}} <a
5=0..t Pso Ditle e
1 e,
Z P[A {maX{max, Z—t+17 . }} sa
Pie; DPttie e,J

Fit,m, N}

f{t,m,N}> P (Fitm,Ny) -

For a fixed F{; m, N}, denote with A, ; the random variable max {ﬁml“ : Z;&} and with A the
t,e,j t+1

set of random variables { A, ]} . for all e and j. Similarly, we define B, ; and B for the random

variable max { Fu%; %} Note that, given Fi;m Ny 5 mldx is a constant and max {ﬁmldx : } is
t,e,j t,e,J
a monotonically increasing function in z. Therefore, given ]-"{t m. N}, L stochastically dominates

Zttlied gpd B, ; dominates A, ;, since stochastic dominance is preserved by monotone functions [3].

Piti,e
f{t,m,N}>

We have
=P (A (A) <a | f{t,m,N}) :IE []I {A (A) < a} | f{t,m,N}}

P(A({max{ n}ax,thrlej}} ><a
Pte,j Pttie e,j
E [ E {H {A ({Ae,j}e,j) < a} ‘ Fitomny NAN\ Am} ’ ]:{t,m,N}]

:A\AN Agp

(a)

> ; . <

= A\%@.z |:BHE,1 {H {A ({Aeaj}(e,])#(k,l) >Bk,l) = a} ‘ Fitm,Ny N A\ Ak:,l] ‘ }-{t,m,N}}

Y g { E {H{A ({Ae,j}(e,j)yf(k,z) 7Bk,l) < a} ‘ }-{t-,myN}} ‘ }-{tvm,N}}

By, [A\ Ak,

(§ E [11 {A ({Be,j}e,j) < a} ‘ f{t,m,N}}

1 ]
=P[A {max{max; “te }} < a| Fitm,N}
Ptei Wie,y e.j ’

where inequality (a) follows from the stochastic dominance and the fact that A is monotonically
increasing, equality (b) comes from the independence of B, ; from all A given Fy; ,,, ny, and
inequality (c) is obtained by repeatedly applying (a) and (b) to replace all A, ; variables with B, ;.
We can further iterate this inequalities (similarly to Step 4) to obtain the desired result

a?(n—1) Zs—1,e,j
P(|Wgrmny | > 0%) <P | Aax —Nr > <(max {J}) vev) | >0?
j 1

Ps—1,e
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Step 6 (concentration inequality). Since all wg . ; are (unconditionally) independent from each
other, we can apply the following theorem.

Proposition 4 (Theorem 5.1.1 [[7]]). Consider a finite sequence {Xy, : k = 1,2,3, ...} whose values
are independent, random, PSD Hermitian matrices with dimension d. Assume that each term in the
sequence is uniformly bounded in the sense that

Amax(Xk) < L almost surely  fork =1,2,3,....

. def . . . .
Introduce the random matrix V= > i Xk, and the maximum eigenvalue of its expectation

Hmax = Amax(E[V]) = Amax (Z E [Xk]> '
k

Then, for all h > 0,

KFmax
R

eh
P (AmaX(V) > (1 + h)ﬂmaX) <d- [(1+h>1+h

< d-exp{—““é“((m 1)log(h +1) — h)}-

In our case, we have

a?(n—1) 1 vy T a?(n—1) o? vy T at(n—1)2%acrm.e
N2 wo,e,j e N2 Dt.e e a}erm7eN2

Xiej} =

I

where the first inequality follows from (G) and the second from the fact that vev] < |[[vev] I =
IveI = I
Hve Ve” a‘e’r’m,e .

Therefore, we can use Ldéfa‘l(n — 1)2/N? for the purpose of Proposition 4, We need now to
compute E [X], that we can use in turn to compute fi,.x. We begin by computing the expected
value of 1/wy . ;. Let as denote the c.d.f. of 1/wg . ; as

1
Fijug., (a) =P ( < a) .

Wo,e,j

Since P (1/wo,e,; > 0) = 1 by (6), we have that

]E[ ! }: / " 1= Py, (@)] da

Wo,e,j =0
1 a?/pse 0o
= [ OB @)t [ By @) s [ (1 (@) da
a= a= a=a*/Pt.e
1 042/107:,6 1 o0
:/ (1—0)da+/ (1—(1—>>da+/ (I1-1)da
a=0 a=1 a a:a2/pt,e

1 a?/pie 1
— [ o [ T Lda= 14 log(a/m),

a=0 =1
where we used the definition of the c.d.f. of 1/wqc,; in Eq.[6] Thus we have

a?(n—1) 1 a?(n—1)
E [X{e,j}] = Nz E [wo ej] VeveT =—nNz (1 + 10g(a2/pt,e)) VeveT.

Therefore,

2 _1 N m
Hmax = Amax(E [V]) = )\max( Z E [X{e,j}] ) = )\max % Z (1 + IOg(QQ/pt,e)) Vevl—
(e} j=1e=1

We now find more explicit upper and lower bounds on fi,2x. We know that

Pre > Pme = —me acbILEb] _ acAmin(LE)I[be[® 2. o 2amin
t,e Z Pm,e n_1 n—1 = n—1 )\max(Lg)(n - 1) - amaxn(n — 1)’
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where )\min(Lg) = 1/Amax(Lg) is the smallest non-zero eigenvalue of Lg. To show that

Amax(Lg) < @maxn, denote with &C,, the unweighted complete graph over n edges. We use the fact
that

Amax(Lg) = max x'Lgx = max — g ae(Te; — Te;) )?
lIxll=1 lIx[l=1 2
m TL
Amax 2 1
< max — E (Te; — Te;)” < Gmax Max 5 E xej
lIxll=1 = lxll=12 =

= amax)\max(LlCn) < Amaxn

where in the first inequality bounds summation over the weighted graph G with a summation over
an unweighted version of G times a,,.y, in the second inequality we passed from a summation over
the graph G to a summation over the full graph /C,, and in the last passage we bounded the largest

eigenvalue of the Ly, . Using the definition K2 = Gmax /@min and the assumption « < /kn/3, then
we obtain

Hmax < Amax ( Z 1 + log 2012/2))V6V2->
e=1

tmax (1 + 2log(rn) + 2log(a))a?(n — 1) T
N Amax Z VeV,

2(n —
< 3a*(n ;f)log(fm) N (P) <

Furthermore, we have that

a?(n—1) & T a?(n—1) a?(n—1)
ax > . _ = —= P)>—
Hmax = )\mdx < N ;Veve N )\max( ) = N

3a?(n — 1) log(kn) .
N

Therefore, selecting h = 2 and applying Proposition ] we have

a?(n—1) 1 T 9a2(n — 1) log(kn)
P >\max N2 Z Z v VeV Z N
j=le=1 [
a?(n—1) AR
< IP) )\max RN e N > 1 2 max
- N2 ;; O,e,jv Ve = ( + ):U’

2

<n-exp {—umaxw@ log(3) — 2)}

a?(n—1 N?
Sn-exp{— (N )a4(n_1)2(310g(3)—2)}

6 Proof of Lemma 2| (space complexity)

Proof of Lemma[2] Denote with A the event A = {Vs e{1,...,t}: ||?{S7m)N}|| < s}, we refor-
mulate

N
P ZZ ;>3NN {VS e{l,... t}: ||?{s,m,N}|| < 5}

N t N t
PIY Y Zie;23NNA| =P Y ) Z.;>3N|A|P(4)

j=le=1 j=le=1



While we do know that the Z; . ; are Bernoulli random variables (since they are either 0 or 1), it is not
easy to compute the success probability of each Z; . ;, and in addition there could be dependencies
between Z; . ; and Z; s j. Similarly to Lemma [3} we are going to find a stochastic variable to
dominate 2; ¢ ;. Denoting with uj . . ~ (0, 1) a uniform random variable, we will define w} , ; as

€,J]
Die DPt.e
5e,j|‘7:{56 = se]|‘7:{s 2mN}_H{ ‘Se’Jgﬁsle}N[j,(ﬁsl,e>

for any e’ and j" such that {s, 1,1} < {s, €, j'} < {s,e, j}. Note that w} , ;, unlike Z; . ;, does not

have a recursive definition, and its only dependence on any other variable comes from p,_1 .. First,
we peel off the last step
A)

N t
P (Z > Zies = gN

j=1le=1

N t ~
= Z P <ZZH {ut,e,j < fi} Zt—1,e5 > gN ‘ Fie—1,m,N3 N A) P (Fie—1,mny | A)
Floo1m.N j=1e=1 Pt—1.e
N ot
< Z P <ZZH {u,@,e,j < pfie} Zi—1ej > gN ‘ Fie—1,m,N3 N A) P (Fe—1,m.ny | A)
Flt—1,m,N} j=1le=1 Pt-1.

N ot
=P (Zzwz,e,j/z\tl,e,j >gN

j=1le=1

A),

where we used the fact that conditioned on A, Prop. holds and guarantees that p; . is a-good, and
therefore p; . < p; .. Plugging this in the previous bound,

N t N t
P D Zej = gN | A|PA) <P Y > wj, Zi1e; > gN | A|P(A)
j=1e=1 j=1e=1
t N t
=P ZZwt”zt lej 2gNNA| <P ZZwte]zt Lej = gN

j=le=1 j=le=1

We now proceed by peeling off layers from the end of the chain one by one. We show how to move
from an iteration s < tto s — 1.

N t
P (Zzw;,e,]’/fz\sl,e,j > QN)

J=1e=1
N ¢
= F{sj*?mw} P (]Zlezl {U/s,e,j < ﬁf)i’ie}/z\s—l,e,j > gN ‘ f{s—Q,m,N}>:|
N ¢ ~
B P (}zj EZIH{u; L P ‘ f{sg,m,mﬂ
B N t
=, E P(Z H{u;—l,eﬁjs,\«pi}zs 2e,j = 9N | Frs— 2mN}>:|
{s—2,m,N} i G=1 e=1 Ps—2,e
N ot
=P (Zzw;—l,e,j%\SZe,j > 9N>
J=1e=1

Applying this repeatedly from s = ¢ to s = 2 we have,

t

P ZZ 2t ZgNﬁ{Vse (ot} Y fomy | Sg}

j:l =1

[}

¢ N ot N ¢
Zw£7e,j2t—1e77_9N =P ZZwlejzow_ N| =P ZZwi,e)jZQN

le=1 j=1le=1 j=le=1

N
<P

J
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Now, all the w’Le’ ; are independent Bernoulli random variables, and we can bound their sum with a
Hoeffding-like bound using Markov inequality,

N t

N t 7

P whey 2 gl | = uf P (X e fuies > 0o
j=le=1

N t Lo N t [ N t [
. E [6 J=1 2ae=1 9w1~w] ; E |:Hj:1 [Te—s 69")1*”} ; Hj:l [l E {69“’1«64}
< in = in = in
~ 6>0 ef¥9N 0>0 ef¥IN 0>0 ef9N
N t 7] N t 0
. H]’:l [Teci(pree” + (1 —pre)) . Hj:l [Temi (T +pre(e” — 1))
= inf TN = inf TN
0>0 e’9 6>0 e’9
N t 0_ 0
Pe.e(e”—1) N(ef-1)
L= Tl e . € . 0_pN_
< inf =2 eeN Slan:mfe(Ne N agN),
0>0 e’9 0>0 ¢eY9 6>0

where we use the fact that 1 + = < e and by definition w’l’e’j ~ B(pe,) and 22:1 Dre = 1.

The choice of # minimizing the previous expression is obtained as

d (NeP—N—ogN Ne?—N—6gN 0
@e( g):e( g)(Ne —g]\]):o7

and thus 6 = log(g). Finally,

?(3

j=le

]~

Zmej 2 gN | <infexp{N(e” —1—6g)} =exp{N (g —1—glog(g))}
1

choosing ¢ = 3 and plugging in the definition of N from Algorithm ]

N ¢
P(>Y N Ze;>3Nn {v se{l ot} [[Yiomm | < 5}
j=le=1
< exp {740a2nlog2(3m/6)/52} < exp{—log(2m/d)} = 2i
m
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