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Abstract

Simple tabulation hashing dates back to Zobrist in 1970 and is defined as follows: Each
key is viewed as c characters from some alphabet ¥, we have ¢ fully random hash functions
hoy oy he_1: 2 — {O, 2= 1}, and a key x = (x¢,...,2.—1) is hashed to h(z) = ho(xo) &
coo @ he—1(xc—1) where @ is the bitwise XOR operation. The previous results on tabulation
hashing by Patragcu and Thorup [JLACM’11] and by Aamand et al. [STOC20] focused on
proving Chernoff-style tail bounds on hash-based sums, e.g., the number keys hashing to a
given value, for simple tabulation hashing, but their bounds do not cover the entire tail. Thus
their results cannot bound moments. The paper Dahlgaard et al. [FOCS’15] provides a bound
on the moments of certain hash-based sums, but their bound only holds for constant moments,
and we need logarithmic moments.

Chaoses are random variables of the form > a;,... i._, Xiy- - .+ X4._, where X; are independent
random variables. Chaoses are a well-studied concept from probability theory, and tight analysis
has been proven in several instances, e.g., when the independent random variables are standard
Gaussian variables and when the independent random variables have logarithmically convex
tails. We notice that hash-based sums of simple tabulation hashing can be seen as a sum of
chaoses that are not independent. This motivates us to use techniques from the theory of chaoses
to analyze hash-based sums of simple tabulation hashing.

In this paper, we obtain bounds for all the moments of hash-based sums for simple tabula-
tion hashing which are tight up to constants depending only on c. In contrast with the previous
attempts, our approach will mostly be analytical and does not employ intricate combinatorial
arguments. The improved analysis of simple tabulation hashing allows us to obtain bounds for
the moments of hash-based sums for the mixed tabulation hashing introduced by Dahlgaard
et al. [FOCS’15]. With simple tabulation hashing, there are certain inputs for which the con-
centration is much worse than with fully random hashing. However, with mixed tabulation,
we get logarithmic moment bounds that are only a constant factor worse than those with fully
random hashing for any possible input. This is a strong addition to other powerful probabilistic
properties of mixed tabulation hashing proved by Dahlgaard et al.
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1 Introduction

Hashing is a ubiquitous tool of randomized algorithms which dates all the way back to the 1950s [17].
A hash function is a random function, h: U — R, that assigns a random hash value, h(z) € R,
to every key, x € U. When designing algorithms and data structures, it is often assumed that
one has access to a uniformly random hash function that can be evaluated in constant time. Even
though this assumption is very useful and convenient, it is unfortunately also unrealistic. It is thus
a natural goal to find practical and efficient constructions of hash functions that provably have
guarantees akin to those of uniformly random hashing.

If we want implementable algorithms with provable performance similar to that proven assum-
ing uniformly random hashing, then we have to find practical and efficient constructions of hash
functions with guarantees akin to those of uniformly random hashing. An example of this is sim-
ple tabulation hashing introduced by Zobrist in 1970 [37]. The scheme is efficient and easy to
implement, and Patragcu and Thorup [31] proved that it could replace uniformly random hashing
in many algorithmic contexts. The versatility of simple tabulation does not stem from a single
probabilistic power like k-independence (it is only 3-independent), but from an array of powers
that have different usages in different applications. Having one hash function with multiple powers
has many advantages. One is that we can use the same hash function implementation for many
purposes. Another is that hash functions are often an inner-loop bottleneck, and then it is an
advantage if the same hash value can be used for multiple purposes. Also, if we have proved that
a simple hash function has some very different probabilistic properties, then, morally, we would
expect it to possess many other properties to be uncovered as it has happened over the years for
simple tabulation (see, e.g., [3, 4]). Finally, when we hash a key, we may not even know what
property is needed, e.g., with weighted keys, we may need one property to deal with a few heavy
keys, and another property to deal with the many light keys, but when we hash the key, we may
not know if it is heavy or light.

One of the central powers proved for simple tabulation in [31] is that it has strong concentration
bounds for hash-based sums (will be defined shortly in Section [[LT]). The concentration holds only
for quite limited expected values, yet this suffices for important applications in classic hash tables.
Recently, Aamand et al. [2] introduced tabulation-permutation, which is only about twice as slow
as simple tabulation, and which offers general concentration bounds that hold for all hash-based
sums regardless of the expected size. An issue with tabulation-permutation is that it is not clear if
it possesses the other strong powers of simple tabulation.

A different way to go is to construct increasingly strong schemes, each inheriting all the nice
properties of its predecessors. In this direction, [30] introduced twisted tabulation strengtening
simple tabulation, and [13] introduced mixed tabulation strengthening twisted tabulation. Each
new scheme was introduced to get some powers not available with the predecessor. In particular,
mixed tabulation has some selective full-randomness that is needed for aggregating statistics over
hash-based k-partitions. These applications also needed concentration bounds for hash-based sums,
but [13] only provided some specialized suboptimal concentration bounds.

In this paper, we do provide strong concentration bounds for mixed tabulation hashing which
can then be used in tandem with all the other strong properties of simple, twisted, and mixed
tabulation. In fact our bounds are more general than the strong concentration bounds proved in [2]
for tabulation-permutation. More precisely, the concentration bounds in [2] are Chernoff-style tail
bounds that hold with high probability, while what we do is to show moment bounds that imply
such tail bounds as special cases. Indeed the key to our results for mixed tabulation is a much



stronger understanding of the moments of simple tabulation.
Below we proceed to describe our new mathematical understanding, including the relevance of
chaoses. We will contextualize this with other work later in Section

1.1 Moment bounds for hash-based sums

In this paper, we will focus on analyzing hash-based sums. More precisely, we consider a fixed value
function, v: U x R — R, and define the random variable X, = v(z, h(z)) for every key x € U. We
are then interested in proving concentration bounds for the sum X =3 ., X, = >y v(x, h(z)).
It should be noted that the randomness of X derives from the hash function h, thus the results will
depend on the strength of h.

This is quite a general problem, and at first glance, it might not be obvious why this is a natural
construction to consider, but it does generalize a variety of well-studied constructions:

1. Let S C U be a set of balls and assign a weight, w, € R, for every ball, x € S. The goal is to
distribute the balls, S, into a set of bins R = [m] For a bin, y € [m], we define the value
function vy: U x [m] — R by vy(z,j) = w,[j =y][z € 5], then X = > ;v (x, h(z)) =
> zes We [h(z) = y] will be the weight of the balls hashing to bin y

2. Instead of concentrating on a single bin, we might be interested in the total weight of the
balls hashing below some threshold [. This is useful for sampling, for if h(z) is uniform
in [m], then Pr[h(z) < ] = [/m. We then define the value function v: U x [m] — R by
v(z,j) = w [j <[z €8], then X =% v(x,h(z) =) cqwe [h(z) <] will be precisely
the total weight of the balls hashing below I.

The first case appears when one tries to allocate resources, and the second case arises in streaming
algorithms, see, e.g., [I]. In any case, X ought to be concentrated around the mean p = E[X]. If
h is a uniformly random hash function then this will be the case under mild assumptions about v
but it cannot otherwise be assumed a priori to be the case.

There are two natural ways to quantify the concentration of X, either we bound the tail of X,
i.e., we bound Pr[|X — p| > ¢t] for all ¢ > 0, or we bound the central moments of X, i.e., we bound
the p-th moment E[|X — u|] for all p > 2. If we have a bound on the tail that is exponentially
decreasing, we can bound the central moments of X for all p > 2. Unfortunately, some of the
prior works [2, [16] [35] prove bounds on the tail that are exponentially decreasing but also has an
additive term of the form n~" where v = O(1). It will then only be possible to give strong bounds
for the central moments of X for p = O(1). This is not necessarily a fault of the hash function but
a defect of the analysis. In contrast, if we prove strong bounds for the central moments of X for
p = O(logn) then we can use Markov’s inequality to prove a bound the tail that is exponentially
decreasing but with an additive term of the form n~ where v = O(1). Thus in some sense, it is
more robust to bound the moments compared to bounding the tail.

We can use the classic k-independent hashing framework of Wegman and Carter [36] as an easy
way to obtain a hash function that has bounds on the central moments as a uniformly random hash
function. A random hash function, h: U — R, is k-independent if (h(zg),. .., h(zk—1)) is uniformly
distributed in R* for any k distinct keys zo,...,25_1 € U. The p-th central moment E[(X — )]

'For a positive integer m € N we define [m] = {0,...,m — 1}.
For a statement P we let [P] be 1 if P is true and 0 otherwise.



of X for a k-independent hash function h is the same as the p-th central moment of X for a fully
random hash function when p is an even integer less than k.

1.2 Tabulation Hashing

Simple tabulation hashing dates back to 1970 and was first introduced by Zobrist for optimizing
chess computers [37]. In simple tabulation hashing, we view the universe, U, to be of the form
U = X¢ for some alphabet, X, and a positive integer ¢. Let T: {0,...,c—1} x ¥ — [2!] be a
uniformly random table, i.e., each value is chosen independently and uniformly at random from the
set [2]. A simple tabulation hash function, h: %¢ — [2!], is then defined by

c—1

h(ao, ..., 0e-1) = P T, ai)

=0

where @ is the bitwise XOR-operation, i.e., addition when [2!] is identified with the Abelian group
(Z/27,)'. We say that h is a simple tabulation hash function with ¢ characters. With 8- or 16-
bit characters, the random table T fits in cache, and then simple tabulation is very fast, e.g., in
experiments, [31] found it to be as fast as two to three multiplications.

The moments of simple tabulation hashing have been studied in multiple papers. Braverman et
al. [8] showed that for a fixed bin the 4th central moment is close to that achieved by truly random
hashing. Dahlgaard et al. [14] generalized this to any constant moment p. Their proof works for
any p but with a doubly exponential dependence on p, so their bound is only useful for p = O(1). In
this paper, we obtain bounds for all the moments of hash-based sums for simple tabulation hashing
which are tight up to constants depending only on c.

Previous work has just treated c as a constant, hidden in O-notation. However, ¢ does provide
a fundamental trade-off between evaluation time with ¢ lookups and the space cUY¢. We therefore
find it relevant to elucidate how our moment bounds depend on ¢ even though we typically choose
c=4.

Mixed tabulation hashing was introduced by Dahlgaard et al. [I3]. As in simple tabulation
hashing, we view the universe, U, to be of the form U = Y€ for some alphabet, 3, and a positive
integer ¢. We further assume that the alphabet, 3, has the form ¥ = [2F]. Let hy: ¢ — [21],
hy: ¢ — % and hs: % — [2!] be independent simple tabulation hash functions. A mixed
tabulation hash function, h: ¢ — [2!], is then defined by

h(z) = hi(z) @ hs(he(z)) -

As in simple tabulation hashing, @ is the bitwise XOR-operation. We call h a mixed tabulation
hash function with ¢ characters and d derived characters. We note that hq and hy can be combined
in a single simple tabulation hash function ¢ — [2!/] x X9, and then h is implemented with only
¢ + d lookups.

With simple tabulation hashing, there are certain inputs for which the concentration is much
worse than with fully random hashing. However, with mixed tabulation, even if we have just d = 1
derived character, we get logarithmic moment bounds that, for ¢ = O(1), are only a constant
factor worse than those with fully-random hashing for any input assuming that hash range at most
polynomial in the key universe.

Getting within a constant factor is very convenient within algorithm analysis, where we typically
only aim for O-bounds that are tight within a constant factor.



1.3 Relation between Simple Tabulation and Chaoses

A chaos of order ¢ is a random variable of the form

Z Qg ... ie 1 H Xi;
]

0<ip<...<te—1<n Jj€lc

where (X;);c[, are independent random variables and (a;,,.. i, )o<io<...<io_,<n is @ multiindexed
array of real numbers. And a decoupled chaos of order c¢ is a random variable of the form

Z Qig,...ic—1 H Xz(]j) )

00,.-sic—1€[n] j€ld

where (Xi(j ))ie[n],je[c} are independent random variables and (@, ... i._ )i,...,i._, €[n] 15 @ multiindexed
array of real numbers. Chaoses have been studied in different settings, e.g., when the variables are
standard Gaussian variables [24] [25], when the variables have logarithmically concave tails [5], and
when the variables have logarithmically convex tails [22].

From the definition of a chaos and simple tabulation hashing it might not be immediately clear
that there is connection between the two. But we can rewrite the expression for hash-based sums
of simple tabulation hashing as follows

d v h@) = Y vl(ao,. . ae1) hep, .. 0e1))

zeEX® QQyeyOe—1€EX
-y S v (o ae). @i | [T 176G ) =i -
J0yesJe—1€[M] 00y.es0c—1 €L i€[c] i€l

We then notice that >, , | exv ((ao, s te-1), Dierg j,-) [Ticrq [T'(i; i) = ji] is a decoupled
chaos of order ¢ for any ( ji)ie[c}, thus hash-based sums of simple tabulation hashing can be seen as a
sum of chaoses. Now since the random variables, ([T(i, a;) = j])jejm], are not independent then the
chaoses are not independent either which complicates the analysis. Nonetheless, this realization
inspires us to use techniques from the study of chaoses to analyze the moments of tabulation
hashing, in particular, our approach will be analytical in contrast with the combinatorial approach
of the previous papers. We will expand further on the techniques in Section

1.4 Owur Results

When proving and stating bounds for the p-th moment of a random variable it is often more
convenient and more instructive to do it in terms of the p-norm of the random variable. The
p-norm of a random variable is the p-th root of the p-th moment of the random variable and is
formally defined as follows:

Definition 1 (p-norm). Let p > 1 and X be a random variable with E[|X|”] < co. We then define
the p-norm of X by [ X||, = E[|X[P]}/?.

Our main contributions of this paper are analyses of the moments of hash-based sums of simple
tabulation hashing and mixed tabulation hashing. To do this we first had to analyze the moments
of hash-based sums of fully random hashing which as far as we are aware have not been analyzed
tightly before.



1.4.1 The Moments of Fully Random Hashing

Previously, the focus has been on proving Chernoff-like bounds by using the moment generating
function but a natural, different approach would be to use moments instead. Both the Chernoff
bounds [11] and the more general Bennett’s inequality [6] bound the tail using the Poisson distri-
bution. More precisely, let v: U x [m] — R be a value function that satisfies that >_ jem V(@;7) =0
and define the following two parameters M, and o2 which will be important throughout the paper
as follows:

M, = I 1
ax  [v(@, )] (1)
1\ 2
0_12) _ ZzEU,jE[m} ,U(:L'vj) ' (2)
m

Bennett’s inequality specialized to our setting then says that for a fully random hash function A

P > 1] < 20m(- ghe (1))
2exp —3’%) ift<Z
2 exp —ﬁlog(l—l—%)) if t >

S (e, h@))

zeU

=N
—
w
~

EEE

where C(z) = (z+ 1) log(x + 1) — zJ

This inspires us to try to bound the p-norms of X, with the p-norms of the Poisson distribution.
To do this we will introduce the function ¥, (M, o?) which is quite technical but we will prove that
U, (1,)) is equal up to a constant factor to the central p-norm of a Poisson distributed variable

oy
2

with mean A. One should think of W, (M, 0?) as a p-norm version of Y <t£/é”) which appears in

Bennett’s inequality.

Definition 2. For p > 2 we define the function ¥,: Ry x Ry — R as follows

1/
(ﬁ) "M ifp<log5”£g2

U,(M,0%) =< 1\ /po ifp<e21(‘/[—22

. 1UM2 2 g2
W if max{log 0_—2,6 m} Sp
elog £

Remark 3. When p is small then case 1 and 2 apply while for large p case 3 applies. If 2 < 621?4—22

M2

then we always have that p > log 25— for 2 < p, hence only case 2 and 3 apply. Similarly, if

62](‘/[—22 < 2 then p > 621?4—22 for all 2 < p, hence only case 1 and 3 apply. This shows that the cases
disjoint and cover all parameter configurations.

The definition ¥, (M, 02) might appear strange but it does in fact capture the central p-norms
of Poisson distributed random variables. This is stated more formally in the following lemma.

3Here and throughout the paper log(z) will refer to the natural logarithm.



Lemma 4. There exist universal constants Ky and Ky satisfying that for a Poisson distributed
random variable, X, with A = E[X]

KQ\IIP(L)‘) < ”X - )\”p < Kl\I/p(lv)‘) )
for allp > 2.

Bennett’s inequality shows that we can bound the tail of ) __;; v(z, h(z)) and Lemma [ shows
that W, (M, 0?) captures the central p-norms of the Poisson distribution. It is therefore not so
surprising that we are to bound the p-norms of 3__ ., v(z, h(z)) using ¥,,(M, 52).

Theorem 5. Let h: U — [m] be a uniformly random function, let v: U x [m] — R be a fized
value function, and assume that Zje[m} v(z,j) =0 for all keys x € U. Define the random variable
Xy = sepv(x,h(x)). Then for all p > 2

1Xoll, < LU, (M, 07)

vy Yo
where L < 16e is a universal constant.
To get a further intuition for W, (M, 0?) is is instructive to apply Markov’s inequality and com-
pare the tail bound to Bennett’s inequality. More precisely, assume that ||V — E[Y][|, < LW, (M, o?)

for a constant L and for all p > 2. Then we can use Markov’s inequality to get the following tail
bound for all t > 0

I e

2.2 . g
LzTg 1ft§LmaX{M,e—2} (4)
2 X o 2,2
< ¢ exp () L7 <t<Lor
. 2 .2
exp(—ﬁlog(%)) 1fLmax{62](‘4,M} <t

In order to obtain these bounds p is chosen as follows: If ¢t < max{M , e—(;} then p = 2 and otherwise

p is chosen such that [|Y — E[Y][|, < e~'t. More precisely, we have that

2 iftngaX{M,e—c;}
=1 atr if L& <t < Lo

-4z log (247) ifLmax{e;Jf;,M} <t

We see that eq. () gives the same tail bound as Bennett’s inequality, eq. [B]), up to a constant in
the exponent.

We also prove a matching lower bound to Theorem [§] which shows that W,(M, 0?) is the correct
function to consider.

Theorem 6. Let h: U — [m] be a uniformly random function, then there exists a value function,
v: U x [m] — R, where Zje[m]v(:n,j) = 0 for all keys x € U, such that the random wvariable
Xy = sevv(x, h(x)) satisfies that for all p < Ly |U|log(m)

S (e, h(@))

zelU

> LoV, (My,02) ,

p

where L1 and Ly are a universal constant.



1.4.2 The Moments of Tabulation Hashing

We analyze the p-norms of hash-based sums for simple tabulation hashing, and our analysis is the
first that provides useful bounds for non-constant moments. Furthermore, it is also the first analysis
of simple tabulation hashing that does not assume that c is constant. We obtain an essentially tight
understanding of this problem and show that simple tabulation hashing only works well when the
range is large. This was also noted by Aamand et al. [2] and they solve this deficiency of simple
tabulation hashing by introducing a new hashing scheme, tabulation-permutation hashing. We
show that it is also possible to break the bad instances of simple tabulation hashing by using mixed
tabulation hashing.

We introduce a bit of notation to make the theorems cleaner. We will view a value function
v: X¢ x [m] — R as a vector, more precisely, we let

1/q

loll, =1 > D oz, )l

TEXC jE€[m]

for all ¢ € [1,00]. For every key x € ¥¢ we define v[z] to be the sub-vector v restricted to x, more

precisely, we let
1/q

[olzlll, = | D fvz,5))
J€[m]

for all g € [1, o0].

Simple Tabulation Hashing. Our main result for simple tabulation hashing is a version of
Theorem [B1

Theorem 7. Let h: X — [m] be a simple tabulation hash function, v: 3¢ x [m] — R a value
function, and assume that Zje[m] v(xz,j) = 0 for all keys © € X°. Define the random variable

voimele — S~ ov(@, h(x)). Then for all p > 2

simple

) <L, (KC’Y;,_leKc’Y;C)_IU?J) )

where K, = (Lgc)c_l, L1 and Lo are universal constants, and

2
max{log(m) + log <M> /e, p}

2
maxgexe|[vfz]ll;

N —1
log <e2m <maxzeEc HZE”;) )

Tp =

It is instructive to compare this result to Theorem [ for fully random hashing. Ignoring the
constant K., the result for simple tabulation hashing corresponds to the result for fully random
hashing if we group keys into groups of size ’y;_l
The definition of v, is somewhat complicated because of the generality of the theorem, but we

2
will try to explain the intuition behind it. The expression max,cye ”ZEHl measures how spread out
2

the mass of the value function is. It was also noted in the previous analysis by Aamand et al. [2]



lelzll} 174

lofe]ll; =
If we consider the example from the introduction of hashing below a threshold [ < m vv?here each

key, © € %€ has weight w,, then the value function, v, will be v(x,j) = w, ([j <l]— %) for
x € X¢j € [m], and we then get that

2
m

max 5
z€x¢ [lu[z]||3

that this measure is naturally occurring. In fact, their result needs that max,cye

This correctly measures that the mass of the value function is mostly concentrated to the [ positions

of [m].
2
The expression M
max,exe|[v[z]]3
also showed up in the previous analyses of simple tabulation hashing [2], 31]. If we again consider

the example from before, we get that

2
Yaexe Wy Ppewews

maxgese ||U[33]H§ maxgeye w2

is a measure for how many keys that have significant weight. This

We can summarize the example in the following corollary.

Corollary 8. Let h: X — [m] be a simple tabulation hash function, assign a weight, w, € R,

to every key, x € X¢, and consider a threshold | < m. Define the random wvariable yoimple
S pese we ([R(x) < 1] — LY. Then for all p > 2

l l
-1 -1 2
, = (Kc%? max o, Keyy (Z ww) m <1 B a)) ’

e

H Vsimple
v

where K, = L4 (Lgc)c_l, Ly and Ly are universal constants, and
Zx c w?c
max{log(m) + log (;Z22222 ) /e, p}
62

log ( 4?)

A natural question is how close Theorem [1l is to being tight. We show that if log(m) +
v[z]||? o2\ 1 ..
log<M> /e = O <log<1 +m <maxw€2c o] ]”1) >> then the result is tight up to a

2 2
maxgese|[vfz]ll; lvl=]ll2

universal constant depending only ¢. Formally, we prove the following lemma.

Tp =

Theorem 9. Let h: X¢ — [m] be a simple tabulation hash function, and 2 < p < L1 |X|log(m),
then there exists a value function, v: U x [m] = R, where 3 v(z,j) = 0 for all keys x € ¥,
and for which

S (e, h@))

reXC

> KLU, (ve ' My, ve o)

p

where K| = L§ and Ly is a universal constant, and

p
) MG
log<e m(““axf”@ ||vm||§) >

10

Yp = max{ 1,




Mixed Tabulation Hashing. The results of simple tabulation hashing work well when the
range is large and when the mass of the value function is on few coordinates. We show that mixed
tabulation hashing works well even if the range is small.

Theorem 10. Let h: X¢ — [m] be a mized tabulation function with d > 1 derived characters,
v: 3¢ % [m] = R a value function, and assume that 3 ;cp,, v(@,j) = 0 for all keys x € 3. Define

the random variable V4 =3 < v(z,h(z)). For all p > 2 then

‘ ‘ Vmixod

S0 (KASM,y, Kenio?) (5)

where K. = L1 (Lac)®, Ly and Lo are universal constants, and

log(m) — p }
"log(|%]) " log(|%])
Usually, in hashing contexts, we do not map to a much larger domain, i.e., we will usually have

that m < |U|” for some constant v > 1. If this is the case then we can obtain the following nice
tail bound for mixed tabulation hashing by using Markov’s inequality.

Yo = max{l

Corollary 11. Let h: X¢ — [m] be a mized tabulation function with d > 1 derived characters,
v: X¢ X [m] = R a value function, and assume that Z]—E[m] v(x,j) =0 for all keys x € ¥¢. Define
the random variable V>4 =3 < v(z, h(z)). If m <|U|" for a value v > 1 then for all t > 0

Pr H ymixed

> 1| < exp(—75C(24) /Koo ) + U1
where C(x) = (v + 1)log(z + 1) —z, K.y = Ly (L2027)c, and L1 and Ly are universal constants.

Proof. The idea is to combine Theorem [0 and Markov’s inequality. We use Theorem [I0 for
2 <p<~vlog|U| to get that

mixed
Vs

ST (KMo, Kbop)

where we can bound 7, by

log(m) P }
Yp = maxy 1, , <ecvy.
g { log(|X])" log(|%])

So we have that

vaixod ) <, ((L2627)CMU’ (chz'y)cag) .

Now by the same method as in eq. [{@l), we get the result. O

Adding a query element In many cases, we would like to prove that these properties continue
to hold even when conditioning on a query element. An example would be the case where we are
interested in the weight of the elements in the bin for which the query element, ¢, hashes to, i.e.,
we would like that ) __gws [h(z) = h(q)] is concentrated when conditioning on ¢. Formally, this
corresponds to having the value function v: X¢ x [m] x [m] defined by v(z, j, k) = w, [z € S][j = k]
and then proving concentration on erzc\{q}v(:n, h(z),h(q)) when conditioning on q. We show
that this holds both for simple tabulation and mixed tabulation.

11



Theorem 12. Let h: ¥° — [m] be a simple tabulation hash function and let g € X¢ be a designated
query element. Let v: £¢ X [m] x [m] — R a value function, and assume that 3_ ;¢ v(z, j,k) =0
for all keys x € U and all k € [m]. Define the random variable Viiiqmple =D zexe\(q V(@ h(z), h(q))
and the random wvariables

M, , = max v(z, i, h ,
a erC\{q},je[ ]I( 7M@)

— > Y (x4 k()
rGEC\{q}JG[ ]

which only depend on the randomness of h(q). Then for all p > 2

EK‘/I)S,itzmple)p‘h(Q)] . < Uy (Kevy™ ‘M, o Ky~ to) )

v,q

where K, = 14 (Lgc)c_l, Ly and Lo are universal constants, and

max{log(m) —i—log(iz””@“”v[x Iz ) /e, p}

maxgese||[v[z] ||2

lelll?) ™
log( e2m (maxxezc ;)

l[ol=]ll3
Theorem 13. Let h: ¢ — [m] be a mized tabulation hash function and let ¢ € 3¢ be a designated
query element. Let v: £¢ X [m] x [m] = R a value function, and assume that 3¢, v(z,j,k) =0

for all keys x € U and all k € [m]. Define the random variable Viiiqmple =D zexe\(q V(@ h(z), h(q))
and the random variables

Tp =

M, , = max v(x,j,h ,
el (g h(@)

w2 D v k@),

rGEC\{q}JG[ ]

which only depend on the randomness of h(q). For all p > 2 then
: P 1/p
E[(v;l;lple) ‘h(q)} < U, (KASMy g, KeSo2,) (6)

where K. = Ly (Lac)®, Ly and Lo are universal constants, and

log(m)  p }
log(|%])" log(|%]) |

Yp = max{l,

1.5 Technical Overview
1.5.1 Fully Random Hashing

Sub-Gaussian bounds A random variable X is said to be sub-Gaussian with parameter o if
| X1l, < /po for all p > 2. It is a well-known fact that the sum of independent bounded random
variables are sub-Gaussian. In the context of fully random hashing, we have that

PIRUCHICH <f > llvla]] (7)

zelU zelU

12



A natural question is whether this is the best sub-Gaussian bound we can get. If we are just

interested in the contribution to a single bin, i.e., v(z,j) = w,([j = 0] — %), then we can obtain a

better sub-Gaussian bound. By using the result of Oleszkiewicz [28], we get that

%U(m,h(az))H <L,/ logm /:;Jw:% , (8)

where L is a universal constant. This shows that eq. ({l) can be improved in certain situations. We
improve on this by proving a generalization of eq. (§]). We show that

F 2
<L | 9
2

S ola, b))

zelU

zevllvlzllz

where L is a universal constant. It is easy to check that if v(z, j) = w,([j = 0] — £ ) then it reduces
to eq. (8) and that it is stronger than eq. (7).

Moments for general random variables As part of our analysis we develop a couple of lemmas
for general random variables which might be of independent interest. We prove a lemma that
provides a simple bound for weighted sums of independent and identically distributed random
variables.

Lemma 14. Let (X;)icp,) and X be independent and identically distributed symmetric random
variables, and let (a;);cpn) be a sequence of realsH If p > 2 is an even integer then

s\ 1/s
. a?
> aiXi|| < Ksup 23(%) [X[s]2<s<p,p,
s p

i€[n] »

where K < 4e is a universal constant.

If we consider Laplace distributed random variables then it is possible to show that Lemma [34]
is tight up to a universal constant. Thus a natural question to ask is whether Lemma [34] is tight,
i.e., can we prove a matching lower bound. But unfortunately, if you consider Gaussian distributed
variables then we see that Lemma [34] is not tight. It would be nice if there existed a simple
modification of Lemma 4] which had a matching lower bound.

Moments of functions of random variables As part of the analysis of tabulation hashing, we
will need to analyze random variables of the form W,(X,Y’) where X and Y are random variables.
More precisely, we have to bound [|W,,(X,Y)][ . It is not immediately clear how one would do this
but we prove a general lemma that helps us in this regard.

Lemma 15. Let f: R, — Rx>o be a non-negative function which is monotonically increasing in
every argument, and assume that there exist positive reals (o;)ic)n) and (ti)ie[n] such that for all
A>0

f()\aot(), . ,)\an*ltn_l) < )\f(to, ce ,tn_l) .

4A symmetric random variable, X, is a random variable that is symmetric around zero, i.e., Pr[X >t =
Pr[—X >t] for all t > 0.

13



Let (Xi)ie[n) be non-negative random variables. Then for all p > 1 we have that

1/
1Xill,p/a,
(o X, < 7 (t—/ Ftor. . tac)

If we can choose t; = || X;]| for all 7 € [n], then we get the nice expression

p/a

1F(Xore s Xnt), < 02 £ (11 X0 | Xl

p/ag p/anfl) :

Now the result is natural to compare to the triangle inequality that says that || X + Y|, < ||X][, +
||Y||p, which corresponds to considering f(x,y) = = + y, and to Cauchy-Schwartz that says that
[ XY, < [ X|lg, [Y]l5,, Which corresponds to f(z,y) = xy. These two examples might point to
that the n!/? is superfluous, but by considering f(xo, ..., zn_1) = max{zg,...,Z,_1 } and Gaussian
distributed variables, it can be shown that Lemma [I15]is tight up to a constant factor.

1.5.2 Tabulation Hashing

Symmetrization The analyses of chaoses have mainly focused on two types of chaoses: Chaoses
generated by non-negative random variables and chaoses generated by symmetric random variables.
It might appear strange that focus has not been on chaoses generated by mean zero random
variables. The reason is that a symmetrization argument reduces the analysis of chaoses generated
by mean zero random variables to the analysis of chaoses generated by symmetric random variables.
More precisely, a standard symmetrization shows that

2 D DERNCHIANS | 10k 11 (D DENCHAN | B

1050 yic—1€[n] JEld P 10, nsic—1€[n] JEld] »
C
é 2 § : alOy sle—1 H 6 )
7;07---71'6716[ ] JjE C]

p

where (EZ(-] ))z‘e[n} jeln) are independent Rademacher variables[]
In our case, we can assume that v(x, h(z)) is a mean zero random variable but is not necessarily
symmetric. We can remedy this by using the same idea of symmetrization. We define ¢: 3¢ —
{—1,1} to be a simple tabulation sign function, more precisely, we have a fully random table,
Te: ) x ¥ = {—1,1}, and ¢ is then defined by e(ao,...,ac—1) = [[;¢;q T4, ;). We then prove

that for all p > 2
27 < 2°

3 e(@)ole, b))

TeEXC

<

S (e, b))

reXC

3 el@)ole, hx))

reX®

(10)

p p p

The power of symmetrization lies in the fact that we get to assume that v is symmetric in the
analysis without actually changing the value functions.

®A Rademacher variable, ¢, is a random variable chosen uniformly from the set {—1,1}, i.e., Prle = —1] =
Prle=1] =3
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Somewhat surprisingly, we are able to improve the moment bound of Dahlgaard et al. [13]
just by using symmetrization. Their result has a doubly exponential dependence on the size of the
moment, p, which stems from a technical counting argument where they bound the number of terms
which does not have an independent factor when expanding the expression (ZxEZC v(z, h(x)))p LIt
appears difficult to directly improve their counting argument but by using eq. (I0]) we are able to
circumvent this. Thus, just by using symmetrization and the insights of Dahlgaard et al. [I3] we
obtain the following result.

Lemma 16. Let h: ¢ — [m] be a simple tabulation function, e: 3¢ — {—1,1} be a simple
tabulation sign function, and v: ¢ x [m] — R be a value function. Then for every real number
p=2

<2°

> vl h(x)

reXC

3 e(@)o(e, b))

reXC

<V S el
p P rede
General value functions For most applications of hashing, we are either interested in the
number of balls landing in a bin or in the number of elements hashing below a threshold. But
we are studying the more general setting where we have a value function. A natural question is
whether it is possible to obtain a simpler proof for the simpler settings. We do not believe this to
be the case since the general setting of value functions will naturally show up when proving results
by induction on ¢. More precisely, let us consider the case where we are interested in the number
of elements from a set, S C X¢, that hash to 0. We then want to bound >, ¢ ([h(z) = 0] — L) =
> sese [ € S] ([h(z) = 0] — L). This can be rewritten add

Yo lweS (@) =0l—%)=> > ) eS| (ly)eT(c—1a)=0]-%) .

rede ae¥ yexe-1
So if we define the value function v': 3 x [m] — R by
Vi)=Y lwe) eS| (lhej=0-1),
yechl

then we get that > ¢ ([h(z) = 0] — L) =3 5, v/(, T(c—1,a)). Thus, we see that general value
functions are natural to consider in the context of tabulation hashing.

Instead of shying away from general value functions, we embrace them. This force us look at
the problem differently and guides us in the correct direction. Using this insight naturally leads us
to use eq. (@) and we prove the following moment bound, which is strictly stronger than Lemma [T6l

Lemma 17. Let h: ¥¢ — [m] be a simple tabulation function, : 3¢ — {—1,1} be a simple
tabulation sign function, and v: X¢ x [m] — R be value function. Then for every real number p > 2

o | g plmadplog(m) ™ =
» 1og<1+w> -

> elz)v(, h(z))

reXC

Soesellvlll;
where K. = (Lc)¢ for a universal constant L.

This statement is often weaker than Theorem [7] but perhaps a bit surprisingly, we will use
Lemma [I7 as an important step in the proof of Theorem [7]

For a partial key y = (Bo, - . ., fe—2) € 271, we let h(y) = @ie[c—l] T3, Bi).
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Sum of squares of simple tabulation hashing A key element when proving Theorem [1 is
bounding the sums of squares

2
Z (Z v(x, h(z) @j)) ) (11)

jE[mM] \zeXe

This was also one of the main technical challenges for the analysis of Aamand et al. [2]. Instead
of analyzing eq. (II), we will analyze a more general problem: Let v;: ¥¢ x [m] — R be a value
function i € [k], we then want to understand the random variable.

> > T wit@iion@) (12)

J0sosdk—1€[M] T0,.. T 1 EXC (E[K]
@ []]1—0

If we have k = 2 and vy = v; then this corresponds to eq. (II). By using a decoupling argument, it
is possible to reduce the analysis of eq. (I2]) to the analysis of hash-based sums for simple tabulation
hashing. We can then use Lemma [I7] to obtain the following lemma.

Lemma 18. Let h: ¢ — [m] be a simple tabulation function, e: 3¢ — {—1,1} be a simple
tabulation sign function, and v;: 3¢ x [m] — R be a value function for i € [k]. For every real
number p > 2

je[m] \zeze ) e2m Y gesellvlelll; aeze

Seesellvlll

2
Z (Z 5(m)v(x,h(:ﬂ))> < Lemax{p, log(m)i Z [v[z Hz ;
e

where L is a universal constant.

Proving the main result The proof of Theorem [7is by induction on ¢. We will use Theorem
on one of the characters while fixing the other characters. This will give us an expression of the
form

2

> > oy, @), h(y) & )

a€X,jE[m] \yexe-1

m

T, |, max > oy @) h(y) @ 4)],

aeX je[m
J [ yEZCfl

p
By applying Lemma [I5, we bound this by
2
ol Y wa)nw) @)
b4 max Z ’U((y Oé) h(y)@j) a€X,je[m] \yexe—1
b a€X,jE[m] ‘ ’ ’ ) -
yezc 1 ,
p
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We will bound Hmaxaezde[m] > yese—1 (Y, @), h(y) @ ) ‘ H by using the induction hypothesis, and
p

ZaeE,jE[m] (Zy620*1 U((yva)vh(y)®j))2

m

we bound by using Lemma [I8 While this sketch is simple,

P
the actual proof is quite involved and technical since one has to be very careful with the estimates.

1.6 Mixed Tabulation Hashing in Context

Our concentration bounds for mixed tabulation hashing are similar to those Aamand et al. [2]
for their tabulation-permutation hashing scheme and the schemes also have very similar efficiency,
roughly a factor 2 slower than simple tabulation and orders of magnitude faster than any alterna-
tive with similar known concentration bounds. We shall make a more detailed comparison with
tabulation-permutation in Section 6.1l

As mentioned in the beginning of the introduction, the big advantage of proving concentration
bounds for mixed tabulation hashing rather than for tabulation-permutation is that mixed tab-
ulation hashing has many other strong probabilistic properties that can now be used in tandem
with strong concentration. This makes mixed tabulation an even stronger candidate to replace
abstract uniform hashing in real implementations of algorithms preserving many of the asymptotic
performance guarantees.

Mixed tabulation inherits all the nice probabilistic properties known for simple and twisted
tabulationm. Dahlgaard et al. [13] introduced mixed tabulation hashing to further get good statistics
over k-partitions as used in classic streaming algorithms for counting of distinct elements by Flajolet
et al. [I8] 19, 20], and for fast set similarity in large-scale machine learning by Li et al. |26, [33] 34].

Selective full randomness with mixed tabulation The main result of Dahlgaard et al. [13]
for mixed tabulation is that it has a certain kind of selective full randomness (they did not have a
word for it). An £-bit mask M with don’t cares is of the form {0,1,?}¢. An £-bit string B € {0, 1}
matches M if it is obtained from M by replacing each 7 with a 0 or a 1. Given a hash function
returning /-bit hash values, we can use M to select the set Y of keys that match M. Consider a
mixed tabulation hash function h : ¢ — {0,1}* using d derived characters. The main result of
Dahlgaard et al. [I3, Theorem 4] is that if the expected number of selected keys is less than |X|/2,
then, w.h.p., the free (don’t care) bits of the hash values of Y are fully random and independent.
More formally,

Theorem 19 (Dahlgaard et al. [I3, Theorem 4]). Let h : £¢ — {0,1}¢ be a mized tabulation hash
function using d derived characters. Let M be an £-bit mask with don’t cares. For a given key set
X CX€ letY be the set of keys from X with hash values matching M. If E[|Y|] <|X|/(1+ Q(1)),
then the free bits of the hash values in' Y are fully random with probability 1 — O(|x|'~14/2]).

The above result is best possible in that since we only have O(|X|) randomness in the tables,
we cannot hope for full randomness of an asymptotically larger set Y.

In the applications from [I3], we also want the size of the set Y to be concentrated around its
mean and by Corollary [T1, the concentration is essentially as strong as with fully random hashing
and it holds for any d > 1.

"This is not a black box reduction, but both twisted and mixed tabulation hashing applies simple tabulation to a
some changed keys, so any statement holding for arbitrary sets of input keys is still valid. Moreover, mixed tabulation
with one derived character corresponds to mixed tabulation applied to keys with an added O-character head, and
having more derived characters does not give worse results.
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In [13] they only proved weaker concentration bounds for the set Y selected in Theorem
Based on the concentration bounds for simple tabulation by Patragcu and Thorup [31], they proved
that if the set Y from [I9 had E[Y] € [|X|/8,3]3|/4], then within the same probability of 1 —

O(|2*~L4/2]) it has
Y| = E[Y] <1i0 <\/1°g‘2’(1(‘)§’10g’2‘)2>> . (13)

With Corollary [I1] for E[Y] = ©(|X]), we immediately tighten (I3]) to the cleaner

V| = E[Y] (1 L0 ( 10&'?')) . (14)

While the improvement is “only” a factor (loglog|%|)?, the important point here is that (14
is the asymptotic bound we would get with fully-random hashing. Also, while Dahlgaard et al.
only proved (I3)) for the special case of E[Y] € [|X]|/8,3|X]/4], our (I4]) is just a special case of
Corollary [[1 which holds for arbitrary values of E[Y] and arbitrary value functions.

Dahlgaard et al. presented some very nice applications of mixed tabulation to problems in
counting and machine learning and machine learning. The way they use Theorem [J is rather
subtle.

1.6.1 Mixed Tabulation Hashing Versus Tabulation-Permutation Hashing

As mentioned earlier, our new concentration bounds are similar to those proved by Aamand et al.
[2] for their tabulation-permutation hashing scheme. However, now we also have moment bounds
covering the tail, and we have the first understanding of what happens when c¢ is not constant.
It is not clear if this new understanding applies to tabulation-permutation. As discussed above,
the advantage of having the concentration bounds for mixed tabulation hashing is that we can
use them in tandem with the independence result from Theorem [9] which does not hold for
tabulation-permutation.

Tabulation-permutation is similar to mixed tabulation hashing in its resource consumption.
Consider the mapping ¢ — »¢. Tabulation-permutation first uses simple tabulation A : 3¢ — €.

Next it applies a random permutation m; : X 21 5 to each output character h(z);, that is, z —
(my(h(x)1),...,mc(h(z).). Aamand et al. [2] also suggest tabulation-1permutation hashing, which
only permutes the most significant character. This scheme does not provide concentration for all
value functions, but it does work if we select keys from intervals.

Aamand et al. [2] already made a thorough experimental and theoretical comparison between
tabulation-permutation, mixed tabulation, and many other schemes. In this comparison, mixed
tabulation played the role of a similar scheme with not as strong known concentration bounds. In the
experiments, mixed tabulation hashing with ¢ derived characters performed similar to tabulation-
permutation in speed. Here we proved stronger concentration bounds for mixed tabulation even
with a single character, where it should perform similar to tabulation-1permutation (both use
¢+ 1 lookups). Both mixed tabulation hashing and tabulation-permutation hashing were orders of
magnitude faster than any alternative with similar known concentration bounds. We refer to [2] [14]
for more details. In particular, [I4] compares mixed tabulation with popular cryptographic hash
functions that are both slower and have no guarantees in these algorithmic contexts.
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One interesting advantage of mixed tabulation hashing over tabulation-permutation hashing is
that mixed tabulation hashing, like simple tabulation hashing, only needs randomly filled character
tables. In contrast, tabulation-permutation needs tables that represent permutations. Thus, all
we need to run mixed tabulation hashing is a pointer to some random bits. These could be in
read-only memory shared across different applications. Read-only memory is much less demanding
than standard memory since there can be no write-conflicts, so we could imagine some special large,
fast, and cheap read-only memory, pre-filled with random bits, e.g., generated by a quantum-device.
This would open up for larger characters, e.g., 16- or 32-bit characters, and it would free up the
cache for other applications.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we will introduce the notation which will be used throughout the paper. We will
start by introducing the notation from probability theory that we need and afterwards we will
introduce notation that will help in the reasoning about tabulation hashing.

We will use the following basic mathematical notation: We define N the set of non-negative
integers, for n € N we shall define [n] = {0,...,n — 1}, in particular [n] = @, and for an event A
we shall define [A] to be the indicator on A, i.e., [A] =1 if A is true and [A] = 0 otherwise.

If n € N is non-negative integer, (X;);c[,,) are real variables, and j € [n + 1] we shall define
Xej = Yiemlicj Xi = 2epj) Xi- Similarly, for sets (Ai)igf,) and j € [n + 1] we shall define
Acj = Uie[j} Aj.

We will be using the following version of Stirling’s approximation [27] which holds for all integers
n,

T(n+1)=nl <evn (g)" . (15)

2.1 Probability Theory

In the following, we introduce the necessary notions of probability theory. We will assume that
we are given a probability space (€2, F, P) throughout the paper but we will often not state it
explicitly. We will be working with martingales and we shall therefore need notation and concepts
from probability theory of a fairly general and abstract character. For an introduction to measure
and probability theory, see, for instance, [32].

Definition 20. Let (X;);c[,) be random variables on the probability space (2, F, P). We denote
by G = o((Xi)ign)) € F the smallest o-algebra where (X;);c[,) are all G-measurable.

Definition 21 (Conditional expectation). Let X be a random variable on the probability space
(Q,F,P), and let G C F be a sub o-algebra. If E[|X]|] < co we can define the random variable
E[X | gG] to be the conditional expectation of X given G. It shall be G-measurable and for all G € G
we have that E[1¢ E[X | G]] = E[1¢X].

We define the conditional expectation of X given a random variable Y by E[X |Y] =
E[X |o(Y)].

Definition 22 (Filtration and adapted sequence). On a probability space (€2, F, P) a sequence of
(.7-",-),-6[”] of sub o-algebras is called a filtration if 7o C ... C F,_1 C F.

19



We say that a sequence of random variables (X;);c|,) is adapted to a filtration (F;);cpn if X; is
Fi-measurable for all 7 € [n]. We call (X, F;);e|n) an adapted sequence.

Definition 23 (Martingale and martingale difference). We call an adapted sequence (X;, F;)ic[n) a
martingale sequence if E[X; | F;_1] = X;_1 for all i € [n]. (We define F_1 = {(,Q} and X_; =0.)
We call an adapted sequence (Y3, F;);e[,) @ martingale difference sequence if E[Y; | F;_1] = 0 for
all i € [n]. (We define F_; = {0,Q}.)
It should be noted that if (i, F;);c[n) is a martingale difference sequence then (Y<iy1, Fi)ig[p) i
a martingale sequence. Similarly, if (X,-,}",-)ie[n] is a martingale sequence then (X; — Xi—leri)ie[n]
is a martingale difference sequence.

Definition 24 (p-norm). Let p > 1 and X be a random variable with E[|X’] < co. We then
define the p-norm of X by || X||, = E[|X["]"/”.

Let p > 1, G be a sub c-algebra, and X be a random variable with E[|X|?|G] < co. We then
define the p-norm of X conditioned on G by || X | G|, = E[| X" | G\

Similarly to conditional expectation, we will condition on random variables. Let p > 1 and

let X and Y be a random variables. We then define the p-norm of X conditioned on Y by
1
IX [ YIl, =EIXP|o(v )"

Now an important observation is that the p-norm is a seminorm which follows by the Minkowski
inequality.

Lemma 25 (Triangle inequality(Minkowski inequality)). Let p > 1 and let X and Y be random
variables with E[|X[’] < oo and E[[Y[’] < co. Then E[|X +Y|’] < 00 and || X + Y|, < [|X]], +
1Y,-

2.2 Tabulation Hashing

We will need to reason about the individual characters of a key, x € X¢, and for that, we need some
notation. Most of the definitions are taken from the paper by Aamand et al. [2].

Definition 26 (Position characters). Let ¥ be an alphabet and ¢ > 0 a positive integer. We call
an element (i,y) € [¢] x ¥ a position character of 3.

We will view a key z = (y0,...,%c—1) € X° as a set of ¢ position characters,
{(0,90),...(c—1,ye—1)} C [d] x B. Let h: ¢ — [2'] be a simple tabulation hash function and
let T: [c] x ¥ — [2'] be the random function used to define h. We will then overload the notation
and for a set of position characters y C [c] x X, define h(y) = P, e, T(y). We note that this
definition agrees with our correspondence between keys x = (yo, ..., yc—1) € 2¢ and set of position
characters, {(0,v0),... (¢ —1,y.-1)} C [c]xX, that is, h(x) = h({(0,y0),...(c — 1,yc—1)}). We have
thus extended the domain of h to P ([c] x X). For sets of position characters z1,z2 € P ([c] x X)
we will write 21 @ x2 for the symmetric difference, i.e., 21 ® x9 = (1 Ux2) \ (1 N x2). We note
that with the extended domain for h then h(zy @ x2) = h(x1) ® h(z2).

We will prove several of our statements by induction on the position characters and for this
reason, we need the following definition.

Definition 27 (Group of keys). Let {ag,...,a,—1} = [¢] X X¢ be an enumeration of the position
characters of X¢. For each i € [r] we denote by G; C 3¢ the i’th group of keys with respect to the
ordering of position characters, and define it by G; = {z € X¢|a; € z,2 C {ap,...,a;—1}}.
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We will need the following lemmas by Aamand et al. [2].

Lemma 28 ([2]). Let w: ¥° — R>¢ be a weight function, then there exists an ordering

{ag,...,ar_1} of the position characters of 3¢, such that for all i € [r],
1e 1-1/c
xg(:;zw(x) < <?é%>§w(a:)> (xgz:c w(x)) .
Lemma 29. Let k € N be a positive integer, and wy, ..., wi_1: X° — R be weight functions. Then,

kc
Z H w;(z;) < \/g H Z w;(z)? . (16)
xo,...,xk,légc JE[K] iclk] | zexe

ielk] Ti—

3 Moment Inequalities

The goal of this chapter is to establish a series of technical lemmas concerning moments which will
be crucial in the later part of the paper. An important tool will be the function ¥,,: Ry xR, — R
which gives a qualitative way of measuring how close the centered moments of sums of weighted
Bernoulli variables resembles the central moments of the Poisson distribution.

Definition 30. For p > 2 we define the function ¥,: R, x Ry — R, as follows,

1
g M i M
( 2>/p fp<log? 2

pM?2 o
. 2
\I’p(M,O'2): % Do 1fp<e2%
. M?2 2 o2
— M if max{log Pre %} <p
)

Remark 31. From the definition it is not clear that ¥, is well-defined, but if 2 < p < 62]?/[—22 then

2
log % < 2, hence at most one of the first two cases are satisfied at any given time. This shows
that ¥, is indeed well-defined.

We show in Lemma [ that, up to constant, ¥,(1,)) is equal to the p-norm of a variable
distributed as a centered Poisson variable with parameter A. This implies that, up to constant,

W, (M, 0?) is equal to M times the p-norm of a variable distributed as a centered Poisson variable

. 2
with parameter 7.

When we later prove our concentration results for simple tabulation and mixed tabulation, we
will need to bound [|¥,,(X,Y)]|, for random variables X and Y. Now to handle this we will develop
a general lemma that bounds the moments of a function of random variables by the moments of
the random variables. This will be the focus of Section B.3l

3.1 Moments of Poisson Distributed Variables

We start this section by proving a number of properties of the V¥,-function which we will use
extensively. Afterward, we will establish the connection between W,-function and the p-norm of
Poisson distributed variables.
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Lemma 32. Let p > 2 then the function ¥, satisfies the following properties:

1. For all positive reals M > 0 and o > 0,

VRN
U, (M, 0?) = M sup {; (W) 2<s< p} . (17)
2. For all positive reals M > 0 and o > 0,
U, (M, 0?) < max{%\/ﬁa, 2—18pM} . (18)
3. For all positive reals M > 0 and o > 0,
Lpo < W, (M, 0%) . (19)
4. For all positive reals M > 0 and o > 0 with 62](‘/[—22 <p,
U, (M, 02) < ﬁM . (20)
5. For all positive reals M > 0 and o > 0 and all X > 1,
U, (AM, \o?) < AU, (M, 0?) . (21)
6. For all positive reals M > 0 and o > 0 and all X > 1,
AU, (M, 0%) < U,(A\2M, \20?) . (22)

7. If f : Ry — Ry is an increasing function, where p — f(1/p) is log-convex and where there
exists positive reals K > 0,M > 0, and o > 0 such that f(p) < KV,(M,0?) for all even
integers p > 2, then

fp) < 2K, (M, %), (23)
for all reals p > 2.

Proof.

Proof of eq. (I7). Let a = Iﬁzz and define the function f(s) = %al/s. Taking the derivative

we get that f/(s) = siz (—lo%al/s - al/s). From this it is clear that f is maximized at the point
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s* = min {max{2,log 1/a},p} on the interval [2,p]. This implies that

o2 \ V¢
o2 (557)

2§s§p}:Msup{pf(s)!2§s§p}

= Mpf(s")

1—1? <p‘]’\;2)1/p if p < log 24
=Mp{ 1\ /-2n  iflogPlf <2

1 1)%26_1 if 2 <log 22 < p

_ 1 2
= 54/D0 if p<e’i ]
. M 2 o2
elogppMz M if max{log Pve —Jf/[z} <p

which proves the claim.

Proof of eq. (I8]). We note that if p < log p%z then
2 \ 1/p
o 1 1
— M<-M< —pM
<pM2> = =gl
and if p > 62% then,

P 1
— M < —pM .
elog%gz 2e

This shows the upper bound.

Proof of eq. (I9). The lower bound follows from eq. (I7) since,

p /[ o2 1/s
\I’p(M, 0'2) = MSllp {; <W>

P o2 1/2 1
2<s<py>MP () =Zpo.
—S—p}— 2<pM2> g VP

1/s
Proof of eq. (20). From eq. (I7) we know that W, (M,o?) = M sup {g (p‘;sz)
We then get the upper bound,
2< s} .

2 1/s
2 bl o
\I/p(M,O' )SMSUP{; (W)

Now using the same method as in the proof of eq. (7)), we get that the expression is maximized at

s* = pﬁz > 2 and we get that




Proof of eq. (ZI)). We first notice that AU, (M, 0?) = U, (AM, A\?0?). Since y — ¥,(AM,y) is

monotonically increasing then,

U, (AM, Ao?) < W,(AM, \20?%) = AU, (M, 0?) .

Proof of eq. (22). We will again use that AWV, (M, 0?) = ¥,(AM, \20?). This time we will use
that z +— U, (z, \20?) is monotonically increasing,

AU, (M, 0?) = U,(AM, \0?) < T, (A2 M, \20?) .

Proof of eq. (23]). Let p > 2 be a real and define let 2 < ¢ be the largest even integer with g < p,
that is, ¢ is the unique even integer satisfying that ¢ < p < 2¢q. Now let 6 > [0, 1] be defined by the
equation % = 9% +(1— 9)2—1(]. By the log-convexity of p +— f(1/p) we get that f(p) < f(q)?f(2¢)*°.
We then have to consider two different cases.

If log pgéfz < p then it is easy to check that Wo,(M,o?) < 2W,(M,0?), hence we get that

F0) < F(@)F20)' " < f(20) < KWay(M,0%) < KWy(M,0%) < 2K W, (M, 0%) .

qM?
2

(o

and W,(M,0%) = (5 )l/qM <

If p < log Pﬁf then we also know that ¢ < log v

1/q ’
V2 <Iﬁ22> M, where we have used that p < 2qg and 2 < q. Let p < ¢’ be defined by ¢’ = log %02.

/ 2 o2 1/2(] o2 1/2(1
If 2¢q < ¢’ then we have that Vg, (M,0°) = <—52qM ) M < <Wg) M and we get that
) - o2 \"1 s 52 \(-0/2 )
I0 < fl e < ViR () (5am) M= VERS,0L0).

If ¢ < ¢’ < 2q then

N ) ) o2 1/¢ 2\ 1/2q
(M 0%) < ey O ) <2000 =2 () w2 ()

Combining these two facts give us that

2\ 9/4 2\ (1-6)/2¢
Fp) < f(@)’f(29)' 0 < 2K (;ﬁ) <2qM2> M = 2K, (M, 0?) .

This finishes the proof of Lemma O

We are now ready to establish the connection between the W,-function and the p-norms of
Poisson distributed random variables.

Lemma [dl There exist universal constants K1 and Ko satisfying that for a Poisson distributed
random variable, X, with A = E[X]

KaWp(1,A) < [|X = All, < KaWy(1,4),

for allp > 2.
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For the proof, we need the following result by Latala [23] that gives a tight bound for p-norms
of sums of independent and identically distributed symmetric variables.

Lemma 33 (Latata [23]). If (X;)ic[n are independent and identically distributed symmetric vari-
ables and p > 2 then,

1/s
ZXi §K1sup{£ <ﬁ> | Xo|, | max{2, 2} §s§p} ,
S \P

1€[n] »

and

1/s
E Xi|| = Ko SUP{B <ﬁ> [ Xol, | max{2, 2} <'s §p} .
S \P

1€[n]

p
Here K1 and Ky are universal constants.

Proof of Lemma[f] We will use the standard fact that the Poisson distribution is the limit of a
binomial distribution, with fixed mean A, as the number of trials go to infinity. Let <Yi(n)) eln] be
en

n

X — )\Hp = nh_}n;O Z <Yi(n) . %)

i€[n]

independent Bernoulli variables with Pr [Yi(") = 1} = 2 for n > 1. We then get that

p
We let (g;);en be independent Rademacher variables. We will argue that

WX e (v =2 <X (" -2)| =2||>X e (™ -2)| - (24)
i€[n] P i€[n] » i€[n] »
We defer the proof of eq. [24) to the end. Using eq. (24) it is enough to show that

lim,, o0 HZie[n] i <Yi(n) — %) H is at most a constant away from W,(1,A). We use Lemma [57]
p
to get that

n
i
R =)
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The last equality follows by eq. (I7)). The proof of the lower bound is analogous.
Now we just need to prove eq. (24]). We first consider the lower bound. Fixing (g;);en and using

the triangle inequality we get that

> e <Y,~(n) - %) (€i)ien
1€[n] »
= [l =1 (" -2) - Sl =1 (v" - 2) | ien
i€[n] i€[n] »
<Y =1 (Yi(n) - %) (ei)ien| +||D_lei=—1] <Yi(n) %) (€i)ien
i€[n] » i€[n] »
Now we use Jensen’s inequality on each of the terms.
Z [es = 1] <Yi(n) - %) (€i)ien
i€[n] »
= Xl =10 (%" = 2) + Xl = 0BV 4] | Eodien
i€[n] i€[n] »
<> <Yi(n) - %) (€i)ien
i€[n] »

Unfixing (£;);en we get that

TS

i€[n]

<2

» i€[n] »

which establishes the lower bound of eq. ([24)).
For the upper bound of eq. ([24) we first define <Zi(n))' . to be independent copies of
1€|n

7

<Y-(n)) - We then use Jensen’s inequality to get that
1€|n

5 (10 -2)| = |5 (e -) - ol -]

i€[n] » ic[n] )
|3 (0 -2) - (o -2)

i€[n] »

31>
~—

— Zi(n) — %) is a symmetric variable, thus it

We then note that due to independence <Yi(n) —
has the same distribution as ¢; <<Yi(n) — %) — (Zi(n) — %) > We use this and the triangle inequality
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to finish the upper bound,

2 (=)= (" =) = |2 (6 -2) - (27 -3)

i€[n] » »

p

This finishes the proof of Lemma 4l O

3.2 Moments of General Random Variables

We start by proving a lemma that bounds the moments of weighted sums of independent and
identically distributed variables. The lemma is similar to Lemma 57 by Latala [23] but it is not
tight for all distributions.

Lemma 34. Let (X;);c[n) be independent and identically distributed symmetric random variables,
and let (ai)ie[n} be a sequence of integers. If p > 2 is an even integer then,

1/s
. a’
> aiXs| < Ksup (%) IX1,|2<s<p

1€[n]

» |3

p

where K < 4e is a universal constant.

In the proof, we will need the following folklore result. We provide a proof of the result for
completeness.

Lemma 35. Let n > 0 be a positive integer and let ay,...,a, € R be real numbers. If € R is a
real number satisfying,
n
" < Zaix"_i )
i=1

Then,

z <2 max |ag|" .
1<i<n

Proof. The proof follows by noticing that
n n )
" < Zam”_l < Z la;| |z|" ™" .
i=1 i=1

We will now show that S |a;| |z["™* < max?, 2'|a;| |z["~* by induction on n. The result is
clearly true for n = 1. Now assume that the result holds for integers less than n then,

n n—1
> ail 2" < max{Qan,QZ |as] \x]"_’} < m%1xzi |ag| )" .
1=

i=1 i=1
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We then have that 2™ < max?_; 2 |a;]| \x\"_l This is equivalent with the statement that there exists
an integer 1 < i < n with 2™ < 2'|a;| |#|""". This implies that there exists an integer 1 < i < n
with 2 < 2|a;|*/*. This is again equivalent with z < max]" ; la;|"/* which is what we wanted to
prove. U

We now turn to the proof of Lemma, 341

Prood of Lemma[3j) Since p is an even integer then,

p—s
5ok ZZ( el [ X wx,
i€[n] i€[n] s=1 Jjer]\{i}
p—s
NG ETEE o
icn] s=1 jelnli}

a; X;)P then for each term the first

factor will give an i € [n]. Now if ¢ has multiplicity s > 1 in the term then there are (* _1) ways to
choose the other factors for 7.

We note that since the variables are symmetric then E[(a; X;)®] = 0 for s odd. So in the following,
we assume that s is even, which implies that p—s is even. Now we use Jensen’s inequality to obtain,

The first step follows by noticing that when we expand (Zie[n}

p—s p—s p—s
Ell Y aX; =E|| ) aX;+aE[X] <E Z a; X
Jen\{i} Jen\{i} | \j€ln]
Another usage of Jensen’s inequality gives us that
p—s p—s p—s
Bl Y aXx > aX > aX
J€ln] J€ln] p—s 7€M P
Combining these we get that
P p—s
P ip—1
x| <X > < - 1) Blla: X)) || 3 4y,
i€[n] p i€l s=2 j€ln] »
p—s
LI
=3 (00)) Sarmi | X ax;
5=2 i€[n] J€[n] »
p—s
P ip—1
=3 (S - 1) BT Y o X5 > af
s=2 J€[n] P i€[n]
Now using Lemma B5] we get that
o1 1/s 1/s
Soxi| <swd2(PT) 0 ( Yar] Il |2<s<y

i€[n] »
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Now using Stirling’s approximation, we get that (p i) = (s)% < (?p) %. Plugging this estimate
into our equation gives us that

1/s
ZaiX,- < sup 28p1/5 Za [X[s12<s<p

1€ [n} 1€ n]

1/s
. a’
< desup B(%) IxI,[2<s<p

p

O

We will not be using the result directly instead we will use the following corollary where we

further simplify the expression by bounding only in terms of the largest weight and the Euclidean
norm.

Corollary 36. Let (X;);c be independent and identically distributed symmetric random variables,
and let (ai)ie[n} be a sequence of reals. If p > 2 is an even integer then,

Z- CL2 1/s
Za, il < K max |a;| sup g(%) IX],12<s<p;p,

| e pmaxe iy lai

where K = 4e is a universal constant.

Proof. This follows from Lemma B4 and the fact that af < af max;ep, la;|* 2 for all i € [n],s > 2.

s\ 1/s
. as
S 0k, < Ksup 73<E#> 1X] |2 <5 <p
S p

i€[n] »

< K sup

—2
p Zie[n} a? max;e(n] |ai|®
s D

1/s
> [X[s]2<s<p

< K max |a;| sup b <
1€[n]

2 1/s

. a“

%12 IX[,[2<s<p
pmax;c, |ai

O

We will now use Corollary to bound the sum of different types of random variables with
VU -function. We start by looking at Bernoulli-Rademacher variables.

Lemma 37. Let (X;);c[n be independent Bernoulli-Rademacher variables with parameter o, that
is, Pr(X; =1 =Pr[X; = 1] =1 - Pr[X; = 0] = %, and let (ai)iem) be a sequence of reals.
If p > 2 is an even integer then,

Z a; X;|| <d4e¥, max la;|, o Z a;

i€[n] » i€[n]

29



And if p > 2 is a real number then,

Z a; X;|| <8e¥, max|al| o Z a;

i€[n] » i€l i€[n]

Proof. We note that || X||, = !/® for all s > 2. Let p > 2 be an even integer then using Corollary [36]

we then get that
1/s
S a?
<$12 al/s 19 <s<p

pmaXiely, |ai

o ' CL2 1/s
< Zze[n] i > 2<s<p

E a; X;|| < 4emax|a;|sup
1€[n]
1€[n]

» |3

p

=4e mz[ix |a;| sup
1€

» 13

2 i i
PMax;e a;]

Now eq. (IT) proves the first claim. By Holder’s inequality we have that p — sze[n a; X;

1/p

is log-convex and Jensen’s inequality implies that p — sze[n i X ‘ is increasing, thus eq. (23]
P

proves the second claim. O

We are now almost ready to prove Theorem [ for fully random hash functions. This will be
a principal lemma in the sequel when we prove concentration results for tabulation hashing. But
first, we need to prove a symmetrization lemma for fully random functions.

Lemma 38. Let h: U — [m] be a uniformly random function, let v: U x [m] — R be a fized value
function, and assume that Zje[m} v(xz,j) =0 forall keysx € U. Lete: U — {—1,1} be a uniformly
random sign function. Define the random variable X, = 3 v(z,h(x)). Then for all p > 2,

Z v(x, h(z)) Z e(x)v(z, h(z))

zelU zeU

21 < <2

> e(@)o(e, b))

zeU

p p p

Proof. We first consider the lower bound. Fixing € and using the triangle inequality we get that

> e@)v(, h(x)) = 1D e@) = o(a, h(x) = D _[e(x) = ~1Jv(z, h(z))
xelU P zeU zeU p
< Z[e(x) = 1]v(z, h(x)) + Z[s(as) = —1Jv(z,h(x)) | €
zelU P zeU P
Now we use Jensen’s inequality on each of the terms.
> le(@) = o(z, h(z)) =) [e(@) )+ le(@ z, h(z))] | €
zeU p zeU zeU P

IA
<
&
=
=
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Unfixing € we get that

<2

)

> el@)v(a, h(z))

zeU

S o(e, hx))

zeU

p p

which establishes the lower bound.
For the upper bound, we first define h’': U — [m] to be an independent copy of h. We then use
Jensen’s inequality to get that

Y o(@h@)| =D vl k(@) =D E[v(e, W (2))]
zeU p zeU zeU p
<> (v, h(x)) = v(z, W (x)))
zelU

p

We then note that due to the independence v(z, h(z)) — v(z, h'(z)) is a symmetric variable, thus it
has the same distribution as e(z) (v(x, h(z)) — v(z, h'(x))). We use this and the triangle inequality
to finish the upper bound,

> (v, k() — v(@, K (x))) > el@) (v(@, h(z)) — v(z, K (x)))

zelU p zelU p
< 2|1 e(@)o(z, h(x)) |
zeU p
which establishes the upper bound. O

Theorem Bl Let h: U — [m] be a uniformly random function, let v: U x [m] — R be a fized
value function, and assume that Zje[m} v(z,j) =0 for all keys x € U. Define the random variable
Xy =2 sevv(z,h(x)). Then for all p > 2

”XUHp S L\Ilp (MIMO%) ’
where L < 16e is a universal constant.

Proof. We start by using Lemma [38 to get that

<2

> e(@)o(e, b))

zeU

S (e, ()

zelU

p p

Let (Yx(j ))er,je[m} be independent Bernoulli-Rademacher variables with parameter % The

idea of the proof is to show that for p > 2 then,

> el@)vla, h(z))

zelU

< > @)Y

p zeU,j€[m]

p
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This is nontrivial to do for general p. Instead, we will focus on p being an even integer.
Let ¢ > 2 be an even integer. Then for all x € U we have that

. 1
Z]G[m} U(‘Taj)q) /i

m

le(@)o(z, h(2))ll, = (

But it is easy to check that

> ey = (T

JE€[m]

We can now show what we want,

EKZe(x)v(:c,h(x)))]: > (o)) T Bl h)*

zelU > ecv =P )mGU z€U
- Y () T @)
S o de=p (qgv)mGU el

VxeU:q, is even

< Y ()| Z ey

> ey 4==P
VreU:qy is even

- % (o)) O (szw

ZCL‘EU qz=p ]E[m}

qz

qx

p

=B[[ 3 @iy

zeU,j€[m)]

Now using Lemma [37] we get that

3 el@)ole, hx))

zelU

<l > v vy

p zelU,je[m]

p

N 2awel j€[m)] v(x, )
< 4deV¥, <x€g}]aé<[m} lv(z, )|, J - .

for all even integers p > 2. Now we use eq. ([23) as in the proof of Lemma [37] which proves the

second claim.

We also need the standard fact that a sum of independent sub-Gaussian is also sub-Gaussian.

We include a proof for completeness.
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Lemma 39. Let (X;);c|n be a sequence of independent symmetric random variables. Let p > 2
and assume that there exists a sequence of real numbers (ai)ie[n} such that for all even integers
2<q<pandalliée n] it holds that

1X:ll, < Vaai -

Then the sum of the random variables satisfies,

ZX <Vp 262%2.

i€[n] » i€[n]

Proof. The main idea of the proof is to compare the random variables (X;);c[,) with a sequence of
independent Gaussian (g;);c|n], and then exploit that the sum of Gaussian variables is a Gaussian
variable. We will use the standard fact that for all even integers 2 < ¢, Gaussian variables satisfies
Ilg:l = ((q — 1)!!)1/ 4, A simple lower bound for this follows by using Stirling’s approximation,

(== Gz ((2)7) " = J2

For an upper bound we note that by the AM-GM inequality we have that (¢—2i—1)(2i+1) < (%)2

so we get that
1/q
e < (9 _ /4

Now the lower bound gives us the estimate,
1Xill, < Viaai < v2e|gill,

We start by proving the case where p > 2 is an even integer. We then get that

p

RIS > Q))HE

i€[n] ) 4=P i€[n]

- ( ) G

1E[n] 4=
Vi€[n]:q; is even

< X w )HEK“1M>]

2icin] 4= (@i)iepn i€[n]

Vi€[n]:q; is even

=X ((%)fe@])HEK@aigi)qi]

2 ie[n) 4i=P i€[n]
p
=E Z \/%aigi
1€[n]
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Now we use that if g, ¢/, and ¢’ are independent standard Gaussian variables then ag + bg’ is
distributed as v/a? + b%g”. This give us that

ZX < Z\/%aig,- = /Z2eag <Vp eZa
i€[n] i€[n] » i€[n] i€[n]

p p

If p > 2 is not an even integer then let p’ > p be the smallest even integer larger than p. We note
that p’ < 2p and using Jensen’s inequality we get that

Soxi| <|IDoX|| <vb fed a?<p [2¢D> a2

1€[n] 1€[n] , i€[n] i€[n]

p p

This finishes the proof. U
We can use this lemma to prove another useful bound for uniformly random functions.

Lemma 40. Let h: U — [m] be a uniformly random function, let e: U — {—1,1} be a uniformly
random sign function, and let v : U x [m]| — R be a fized value function. Then for all p > 2,

S e(s)ola, hx))

zelU

e mzzezcuv[x]n 5.
rexcllvlall

<L > ol
)

where L < e is a universal constant.
Before we prove Lemma [0l we need the following technical lemma.

Lemma 41. Let (a;)ic[n) and (b;)ie[n) be two sequences of positive integers. If 3+ > 1 for alli € [n]
then,

a; 2ien) %

Proof. We define the sequence (r;);c, by 7 = ¢ for all i € [n], define the random variable R by

Pr[R=r] = Zj:En] 5 and the function f: Ry — Ry by f(r) =

(25)

Now we note that

r
log(e?r) "

62a> melogem berl— Zb E[f ,

i€[n] i€[n] jE[n]

1€[n] 10g<
D icin] @i > icin) bii Z
~=—= b
os(T) es(TET) S

Thus we get that eq. ([20) is equivalent with showing that E[f(R)] < f(E [ ])- It easy to check that
[ is concave on the interval [1,00) and since R > min;gp, 7; = mlnze[n} L > 1, Jensen’s inequality
implies the result. O

f(E[R
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Proof of Lemma [0 Let x € U be fixed and consider 2 < g < p. We then have that

; v(z, h(z))|? 1/q
le(eyole, h), = (Eae[m]l o) )

, v(z, h(zx))? Y
s( i) ()))) e o2, h(2)

M Max; ey, v(z, h(x))? j€[m]

1/q
(et N
(mHv[ I ) [v[2]] o -

Now a simple estimate give us that y/? < e(y/e?)1/1 < e\/ ! = = \/
2elog —
y

> for all y <1 and all
2 log =

q > 2. Clearly, ””U[F}}””% < 1, hence we get that

le(@)v(z, h(z))]l, < - lofa] |l -

e2m||vz]||2,
21°g< I )

This shows that e(z)v(z, h(z)) is sub-Gaussian hence we can use Lemma [39] to get that

oy |3 il

2
e?mllvfz]|l5,

Zs(s)v(x,h(a:)) .
. o log (<)

zelU

Now an application of Lemma []] finishes the proof. U

We end the section by bounding the simple case of weighted sums of Rademacher variables. We
will need the lemma later and it is known as Khintchine’s inequality. For completeness we include
a proof the lemma.

Lemma 42 (Khintchine’s inequality). Let (¢i)ic[n be a sequence of independent Rademacher vari-
ables, and let (a;);c|n) be a sequence of real numbers. For all p > 2 we have that

Za,s, <Vp eZa?.

i€[n] » i€[n]

Proof. We note that for all i € [n] and all ¢ > 2 we have that [la;e;|, = [a;| < % |a;|. We now use
Lemma [39 to get that

Zazgz S\/ﬁ 262 \/_ GZCL

= n] P ZG[TL] € TL]

This finishes the proof. U
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3.3 Moments of Functions of Random Variables
The goal of this section is to prove Lemma

Lemma Let f: RYy — Rxo be a non-negative function which is monotonically increasing in
every argument, and assume that there exist positive reals (ai)icfn) and (ti)iefn) such that for all
A>0

f(/\aot(), ce ,)\an*ltn_l) < )\f(to, ce ,tn_l) .

Let (Xi)ie[n) be non-negative random variables. Then for all p > 1 we have that

1/a;
1 Xl
I1£(Xo, -, Xp_1)ll, < n'/Pmax <7p/ F(to, .- tn1) -

i€[n] t;
X 1/ey
Proof. We define A = max;c(, (t—f) and note that X; < A\%t¢; for all ¢ € [n]. Since f is an
increasing function then f(Xo,..., Xp—1) < f(A®tg,..., A~ 1t,_1). We can then use the condition

on f to get that
1 (Xos s X))l < [ FOt0, .o X2t )| < AL F(Eos 1) -

1/
Xilly/a,
M) . We note that A =

t;
l/ai /ai l/p
max;ciy) <)t<—;> < (Eie[n} (%)p > . Hence we get that

("]

Now we just need to prove that [[A[, < nl/pmaxie[n]<

A, < [ D E

1€[n]
N\ P/ 1/p
< (nmaxE <&> ])
i€[n] t;

1/
Xillp /o
— nY/P max <7H Hp/a’) ,
i€[n] t;

which finishes the proof. U

3.4 Decoupling of Adapted Sequences

In the paper, we will need to analyse sums of martingale differences which are not independent.
This poses a problem because the lemmas of the previous section assumes that random variables
are independent. We will handle this issue by using a powerful result of Hitczenko [21] to reduce
the sums of martingale differences to a sum of independent variables. Before the theorem, we need
a bit of notation.

Definition 43. Let (X;);c, and (Y;)ic, be two sequences of random variables adapted to a
filtration (F;)iepm)- Then (X;)icpn and (Y;);gpn) are tangent with respect to (F;)iep if (Xi [ Fi-1)
and (Y; | F;—1) has the same distribution for all i € [n].
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Definition 44. Let (X;);c[n be a sequence of random variables adapted to a filtration (F;);cp
and let G C F,,—1 be a o-algebra. Then (X;);c|, satisfies the conditional independence condition
with respect to G if (X; | Fi—1) and (X; | G) have the same distribution for all 7 € [n], and (X))
are conditionally independent given G.

Definition 45. Let (X;);c),) and (Y;);c|n) be two sequences of random variables which are tangent
with respect to the filtration (F;)cn. Let G € F,—1 be a g-algebra. If (Y;);g), satisfies the
conditional independence condition with respect to G then we say that (Y;)cj, is a decoupled
sequence tangent to (Xi),-e[n].

We can now state the theorem of Hitczenko [21].

Theorem 46 (Hitczenko [21]). There exists a universal constant 0 < M < oo such that, for all
p > 1 and all sequences of random variables (X;)ic[n) and (Yi)iepn) where (Yi)ign) is a decoupled
sequence tangent to (Xi)ic[n), then

doXi| <M|Y Y
i€l ||, )l

Instead of using the result directly, we will instead use the following consequence of the theorem.

Lemma 47. Let (X;, Fi)ic[n) be a filtered sequence. Assume there erists a sequence of random
variables (Y;)ie[n) satisfying the following:

1. (X; | Fi—1) and (Y; | Fi—1) have the same distribution for every i € [n].

2. The sequence (Y;);c[n) is conditionally independent given Fp_1.

3. (Y; | Fic1) and (Y; | F—1) have the same distribution for every i € [n].

4. (Xi | Fic1) and (Xi | o(Fi-1, (Y))jeji+1)) have the same distribution for every i € [n].

Then for all p > 1,

YoXi| sM|Y v,
1€[n] i€[n]

p p

where M is a universal constant.

Proof. We define the filtration (H;)c) by Hi = 0(Fi, (Yj)jejit1)) for i € [n]. We then clearly have
that (X;)ien) and (Y7)ie[n) are adapted to (H;)ic|n)- We will also see that they are tangent. Let
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A C R then,
Pr[Y; € A|H;1] = E[[Y; € A]|H;-1]
= EEHYz € Al o(Fa-1, (Y))jep)] ‘HH]
= E[E[[Y; € A} Fuoi) | Hi

= E[E[[Y; € A)| Firt] | Himi]

= B[E[X: € ]| Fit] | %
= PI‘[XZ' eA ’ ./.‘;'_1]
=Pr[X; € A|H;_1]

The first equality uses the power property of conditional expectation, the second equality uses
the conditional independence property, the next two equalities follow by the equivalences of dis-
tributions, the second last equality follows by F;—1 C H;_1, and the last equality follows by the
equivalences of distributions.

We have that (Y;);c|,) are conditionally independent given F,_1 € H,_1, hence (Y;)c[y is a
decoupled sequence tangent to (X;);c[,- Now Theorem @8l give us the result.

4 Strong Concentration for Tabulation Hashing

The goal of this chapter is to prove strong concentration results for tabulation based hashing. The
chapter is divided into three parts: In the first part we generalize some of the results by Aamand.
et al. [2] to the case where we have partial keys, and we prove some auxiliary results which will
be used in the later parts. In the second part we improve the analysis of simple tabulation and
provide a moment bound which holds for all moments. In order to prove this result we first have
to bound a technical quantity which will show up as a conditional variance in the proof. Finally,
in the last part we prove moment bounds for mixed tabulation. They can be thought versions of
Khintchine’s inequality and Chernoff bound for mixed tabulation.

One of the main insights we use that differs from the previous analyses is that we work with
symmetrized versions of simple tabulation and mixed tabulation. We will in their respective section
argue that this assumption is valid.

We need the following simple lemma that compares the growth rate of powers and logarithms.
This will be used extensively.

Lemma 48. Let a > 0 and b > 0 be positive reals. It then holds that for all x > 1,

a a b a
Proof. We write logx(:v)b = <1§g(/£)) so we just need to minimize hfg(/z). Taking the derivative we
get,
d /b B %xa/b—l log(a:) — po/b-1

dalog(z) log(x)
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log(;) is minimized at & = e?%. We then get that
b b
xa/b - ja/b (e b
log(z) /] ~ \log(z)) \b/a) °

4.1 Improved Analysis for Simple Tabulation

From this it is clear that

We start the section by arguing why we can assume that the simple tabulation functions are
symmetrized.

Lemma 49. Let h: X — [m] be a simple tabulation function, v: ¥¢ x [m] — R a value function,
and assume that Zje[m} v(x,j) =0 for all keys x € X°. Then for every p > 2,

S e, b))

reXC

27¢ <2

3 el@)v(a, b))

reXC

<

> e@vla, h(z))

rexe

)

p p p

where €: ¢ — {—1,1} a simple tabulation sign function.
Proof. We will prove the result by induction on ¢. The case ¢ = 1 corresponds to Lemma B8]

Now assume that ¢ > 1 and that the results is true for values less than c¢. We define the
o-algebra G = o((T'(c — 1,a))aex). Fix G and define v': 71 x [m] — R by

V(z, ) =Y v@uf{(c—10)},Tlc—1,0) @) .

aEX

Clearly, we have that v/(x, j) is G-measurable for z € X7, j € [m] and E[v/(z, h(z) | G] = 0 for all
x € X1 We fix G and use the induction hypothesis to get that

27N (@) (@, h(@) | G| < || Y V(@ h@) |Gl <277t D e (w,h()) | G
rexe—1 » reye—1 » reye—1 »

So if we unfix G then we have that

27N N () (@ h(@) || < || DD V(@ h()| <277 YD e(@p(xh(@)]| . (26)

c—1 c—1 c—1
z€Y » z€Y » T€X P

Now we define the -algebra % = o ((h({(j, @)}),e({(j,®)})) jec—1],aex ), and define v”: Ex[m] — R
by v" (e, j) = Y seve1 e(@)v(z U{(c —1,a)}, h(x) ® j). We then get that

Y e@ (@ @) = Y e@)d v@u{lc—1,0)},T(c—1,a) & h(z))
zeye—1 » reRNe—1 €Y »
= Zv"(a,T(c— 1,a))
a€l]

39



We fix H and use Lemma [38 to get that

271 Z e{(c—1,a) )" (a, T(c —1,a)) ' H < Z V(a, T(c—1,a)) ' H
aey p acd P
<2 e({(c—La))"(a, T(c—1,a)) ' H
acd p
We unfix G and get that
271 1D e({le— La)D"(a, T(e—1La)| <[> 0" (e, T(c—1,a)) (27)
acy p aEY p
<2 Z e{(c—1,a) )V (a, T(c — 1,a)) (28)
aEY

We now note that

Z e{(c—1,a) )" (a,T(c — 1,a))7 = Z e{(c—1,0)}) Z e(w(zU{(c—1,0)},h(x)®T(c—1,a))

aex a€eX rzeye—1
= Z e(x)v(z, h(z)) .
reX®
Thus combining eq. ([20) and eq. ([27) finishes the proof. O

We can then generalize a result by Aamand et al. [2]. The previous bound was only valid for
p = O(1) constant while we expand the applicability to all p > 2. Surprisingly, the main insight is
that by symmetrizing, the combinatorial arguments become much simpler.

Lemma 50. Let h: ¥¢ — [m] be a simple tabulation function, : 3¢ — {—1,1} be a simple
tabulation sign function, and v;: X°¢x [m] — R be value functions for i € [k]. Then for every p > 2,

Z Z H €($2)U2($Z,jz &) h(ﬂ?l))

L0, Tk—1€XC Jo,...,Jx—1 €[m] i€[K]

Dicpry :=0 (29)

p

1/2-1/k
ck P rexe lvil]ll}
< Vo™ T ol (E— -

i€lk] ZxEEC HUZ [‘T] Hg

Proof. We will argue that for every even integer q > 2,

> So I e@owitai, i @ i)

erZIO,,,.,xk,1€ZIk71 jor"vjkfle[m} Ze[k]

@ie[k] Ji=0 (30)

ok o 1/2-1/k
[k > aexe |lvilz]|
S\ 5 H [[villy <—62 ;
]

2
i€k ZmGEC HUZ [‘T] ”2
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We claim that the result follows from this. Let p > 2 be a real number and let ¢ > 2 be the unique
even number such that ¢ < p < ¢+ 2. Since ¢ > 2 then p < 2¢ and we can then use Jensen’s

inequality to get that

Z Z H e(xi)vi(xi, 4i ® h(x;))

20€X0,..zp 1 €8Th—1 Jo,sjk— 16[ | i€[k]
ie[k]Ji:O D

< Z Z H € 517@ Ui 517@7]2 3] h($l))
20€XT0,... x5 €XTR—1 Jo,siin— 16[ | i€ (k]
@1e[k]h 2
1/2—-1/k
SNET S pese lilell
< T flosll3 | S
i€lk] ZxEZC ||’UZ[33]H2

‘ gl 2 27
<ok T llvill, (#) :

iclk] vese l[vilz] 13

All we need to do now is to prove eq. (30)). Let ¢ > 2 be an even integer. The goal is to apply
Lemma 29 to prove the claim. First we define f: Hie[k] >l 5 R by

f@o, . ome—) = > ] vilwi i © (@) .

70, Jk—1€[m] i€[k]
@ie[k] Ji=0

We then want to bound

E HE% flxoy...,x5—1)

Z0,..., Tp—1€X¢ \i€[K] q

If we fix h then we get that

q

Z Hz—:xl flxoy...,xp—1) | R

TQ,..y Tl 1 EDC ze[k; q
= > [T 7@’ aiy)
x(()O)7 7x§€0)17 oz (()q,l) ' (qfl)eEcJGH
)
Djelqicm @ =0

Now we want to bound f to a form such that we can use Lemma This will be done by use of
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the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality.

foyap) = Y ] vilwi i @ h(x))
J0,--sJk—1€[m]] i€[k]
@ie[k]jizo

— Z ( H vi(wz‘,jz‘@h(iﬂi)))

J0ye-sJk—3€[m] \i€[k—2]

> vkoa(@ho2, k2 © h(@k-2)) VR <$k1,h($k1) o P js)
]

Jr—2€[m] s€lk—1

S

J0sJk—3€[mM]

= ( 11 Ui[fcih) lvk—2[zr—2]ll5 lvk—1[zE-1][2

I vitwi g @ h(z:)

i€lk—2]

lvr—2(zr—2]ll5 [lve—1[zr-1]ll5

i€lk—2]

- (H el )H kel

Similarly, for all i1 # is € [k] we can prove that

f(xo,. . ap_1) < 11 ”” ] T sl -
- vilz Z]H

\{21,22} € k]

This implies that

vilwill, )
Fo, .y mp—r) < [T vililll <Hviwzﬂt>

1€[k]

We are now ready to use Lemma 29

Z (ngz) (xoy. .., Tp—1)

Z0,--Tk—1€2° \i€[K]

< 2 11 ) (
2O 2@ 20D gD exe jelgl i€k
(J) =0

q
h

q

Djera) iem %

—ack A
} 1

€[k] \zeXe
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012 .
Now we define the random variables R; by Pr [RZ — Il M:H = lvifall
v 2

> zexellvile]]

e (Il AT
> flvil]ll3 ! vi [2]]12 E[RZ. ]
5 Joial I3 .

wmwﬁEmﬁﬁﬂ

(m%X:ZCH Z[ ”|2> <Zx€2¢ ||’UZ[$]||§

1-2/k
—mw<zmymmﬁ>
— ol ,
Zoese luilz]ll

The inequality follows by Jensen’s inequality. This implies that

i and note that

q

> I (=) | f(zo,.. ) | B

20,k 1€5¢ \i€[k] .

1/2-1/k
ack Jlvil] 17
k 3¢
<\/% IT lwill, (Zme—lé

i€[k] zese [vil2]][5

Now taking the ¢’th root, give us that

E Haa:, f(zo, ..., xp_1)

L0, —1 €5 \ €[k q

- Z l_IsznZ flxo,...,xp—1) | A

0,1 €5 \i€[k]

q'q
" o2\ L/2-1/k
2 zg] erEC HUZ ["E]Hg .
1/2-1/k
V% HHA@(IQ””MM>
iclk] D gexe Z[w]Hz
which finishes the proof of the lemma. U

4.1.1 Bounding the Sum of Squares

The goal of this section is to prove Lemma [53] from which we then get a bound of sum of squares
of simple tabulation hashing. We start by proving a result for simple tabulation hashing that will
serve as the base for the proof.
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Lemma 7. Let h: ¢ — [m] be a simple tabulation function, e: ¢ — {—1,1} be a simple
tabulation sign function, and v: X¢ x [m] — R be value function. Then for every real number p > 2

< | K.p (max{p,log(m)})** 2 aexe |[v[7] I,

e2m Sy esellol?\
y 1°g< S eese ol )

3 el@)ole, b))

TSI

where K. = (Lc)¢ for a universal constant L.

Proof. The proof will be by induction on ¢. For ¢ = 1 the result follows by Lemma 40l
Now we assume that the result is true for ¢ — 1. We define v': ¥¢~! x [m] — R by ¢/(z,j) =
Yaes Ee—1(@v(zU{(c—1,a)},j ®T(c—1,a)). The induction hypothesis then give us that

3 el@)ole, b))

reX®

= X c@r@n@) | T(e-1) x %)

p zede—1

Plp

Paeze- [V [2]5

c—1
los <ezmzzezcl ||v'm||io> (31)

2
2 zese—1llv[=]l3

IN

K,_1p (max{p,log(m)})* >

p
1/2
c— zexe—1 vz io
< \/Ker1p (maxp, log(m)p) 2 | — ezt [Vl
log (€M Seese vl
B\ T e VIR
p/2

We define the function f: Rzzo — R>¢ by

0 ify=20
_ ) —2—— if0<y<cz
f(a:?y) - log(e27x) 1 .
5e=T otherwise

Clearly, > cse1 v/ [=]|]%, > L S Hv’[x]”%, hence we have that

0 — m

2112
e 1 DR S

1
2 2\ ¢
log < mzzezcl||v'[m1||w> oot reson

2
Zzgchlnvl[w”b
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It is easy to check that f(Az, A\y) = Af(z,y) so by Lemma [I5 we get that

H (Z [l > vk 3)

1 1
rexe reEXCT p/2

<o LIS IWRIL| SE S RS (32)
zeye—1 p/2 reye—1 /2

<var (| S IR LA |
reye—1 p/2 reye—1 /2

We define v,: X x [m] — R for every z € 7! by v,(a,j) = v(z U {(c—1,a)},5). We then
have that v'(z,j) = > cs €c—1()vz(a, j & T(c — 1, ).
Let p = max{p,log(m)}.

S

, ~ | J€lm]
reXe—1 p/2 xexe—1 /2
< Y |lmaxvtae iy
reye—1 j€lm] p/2
2
= Z max ‘U x j)‘
xexe—1 j€lm]
2
< Z max ‘v T ])‘
reye—1 J€E[m] P

(]

2/p
> !v’<w,j>|§)
zexe—l \j€[m]

< (mmeeal)”

zede—1 J€[m]

<e Z maXHU ach

reXe ~y J€m
Now we will use that v/(z,j) =3 cxe({(c — 1,a)Nve(a,j @ T(c — 1,a)) and Lemma A0

2

2
§ 01]5 ZaGE ”Ux[a]”oo

= |2 Fe @l i 8 T~ 1) ' S gl o]
_ €M 2 aesllVz Yl
P 1°g< S aeslivalallZ >

aEX

H’U $]
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So we have that

S R

zede—1

<e Z max”v z, ] H

p pesonl j€[m]
P

- em Y esllvalallZ)
T c—1 aEX o)
< kg( > ecsllvslall; )

Now we use Lemma [4]] to get that

SR

zeye—l

2
<o S Deesluilalls

. 2m Y qeslvalo]]
T c—1 aeXy o)
p/2 < 1°g< S acsllvalall? )

D_zexe—1 Dqes |[Va[0] Hio
bg(émzmw1§L@Wﬂm&> (33)

< Ciep

21620*1 ZaEE”UCL‘ [a”lg
2
ZxEEC HU['Z.]HOO

e2m Y, cxellvlz]llZ,
bg( Secse VR )

We again use that v'(z,7) = > 5 €e—1(@)va(a, j @ T(c — 1,a)) to get that

=Ciep

2 Wil = X 3 v

xeye—1 p/2 TEXCT 1]6 } p/2
-y IS vy
zexe1 ||j€[m] p/2

2
-y | (Zec_ma)vx(a,j@ﬂc—w)))

zexe1 ||j€[m]

p/2

= Z Z Z Ee—1(@)ec—1(B)vz(, BT (c— 1,))v (B, ®T(c—1,15))

zexe~l ||j€[m] a,BED

p/2

Now we can use Lemma [B(] to get that

Z Z Ec—1(@)ec1(B)vz(, 7 B T(c—1,a))v. (B, ®T(c—1,0))

JEIm] a,BEX

<2 |lvala]ll;

aEX

p/2

This implies that

>l

xede—1

<2 Y Y lwlallz=2p ) llvlll3 <25 Y llolall; - (34)

p/2 rzede—1l aeX reXC rexe
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Combining eq. B1), eq. 32), eq. (B33)), and eq. (B34) we get that

S e(@)o(@, h@))|| <\ Ko 1p (max{p, log(m)})°

TSN

P
1/2
2
zese 10125 1__
t | Crep— ez Mlee Lo gy
IOg € mZ(EEEC”v[mLHO{) m zeENC
2 zesellvlelllz
We will now argue that
2 _
zese |1V 5 1.
7| crep—meme e Lo55m e | < g A
log € mZmEEC”U[I}”w m =>4 log e2mzz€Zc”U[Z‘”|oo
S eesellvllll; S eescllvlzlll

which will finish the proof.
We will use Lemma [8] to get that

em Y, cxellolzll? )
RN ITE
e2m 3 e o]l
1°g< S ese a3 )
S exellvllls,

Zm 3 penelvle)ld 1-1/e
zzé;uvmn%w) LG [(EmE e [vl=][12,

_ 2 = 2 :
2P Ygexe 0l 2e \ Yaewe lvl]ll;

>

ol®

This implies that

Ciep
log(

We then get that

 Yeeselollln 1,  Yeesellllll 1,
f | Crep — 20 ) olallly | < f | 2eep — 20 ) el
log ( mz@dw[m]nm) 5= log < mzzezc||v[wmm> =

Seesellvllll3 eesellvllll3

= 2ec P
) 5 N\ 1-1/¢\ ¢
log € mZIEGZCH/U[ZB}ZHOO
Zzezcnvmnz
e 2m Y ||p[ 112\
e’m ) exellvlzllls, _1)\¢
1°g< Soeselofelli > (1-2)
= Bee 2 zﬁ lolall2,
e'm zexc VTl
1°g< S eese ol )
This finishes the proof. O
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We will now expand the result of Lemma [I7] to chaoses of simple tabulation hashing. For this
we need the following decoupling lemma of de la Pena et al. [15].

Lemma 51 (Decoupling [15]). Let (f’i(()j,)...,ikfl)iO,--qikfle[n]JE[m] be a multiindexed array of real num-
bers, and assume that fz(o])zk,l =0 if iy = iy for some | # 1I'. Let (Xi(j))ie[n] be a sequence of
independent and identically distributed random variables for every j € [m].

Define ( zl))ZE[n} 1e[k] to be a sequence of independent and identically distributed random vari-

ables which has the same distribution as X0 for every j € [m]. Then for every p > 2,

Z Z flo7 k-1 H Xlz < L Z Z fi((:lv)“wikfl H Yigl) ’
p Je€lm

[m] i0,...,ix—1€[n] le[k] m] ig,...,ig—1€[n] lelk] »

where Ly, < k¥ z'fE[XO(j)] =0 for all j € [m], and Ly < (2k + 1)¥ otherwise.
If we specialize it to simple tabulation hashing we get the following corollary.

Corollary 52. Let (Fuy,..an1)ao,..anicx be a multiindexed array of real functions
Foo....an_, : [m] = R, and assume that Fo, o, , =0 if 1 = xp for somel #1'. Let h: ¥ — [m] be
a fully random function and let e: ¥ — {—1,1} be a fully random sign function. Let h': ¥F — [m)]
be a simple tabulation hash function and let €' : ©F — {—1,1} be a simple tabulation sign function.
Then for every p > 2,

Z Fog,...an_, (h(ag) & . h(ag—1) H e(ay)| <Kk Z Fo (W (2))e' (x)

Qp,...,ap_1€3 lelk] zexk P
Proof. We start by noticing that we can write the expression as follows,
Yo Fagsar s (hla0) @ .. @ hlag-1)) [ e(a)
Q0,1 EX lE[k P
= Z Z Fag,op 1 (Jo ® . @ Jk—1 H e(u) = Ji]
Q.. —1€EX 05 5Tk —1 lelk] »
We can then use Lemma [B1] to get that
Z Z Fag,.ar(Jo ® ... @ jk—1) H e(ou) = Jji
0,y O —1E€X J05e- 5Tk —1 lelk] »
<K Y Fagear 1 Go® o @ jp1) [ UL ) [T ar) = il
QOO —1EX JO,- 3Tk —1 le[k]
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We can then finish the proof by reversing the rewriting,

Z Z Fao,...,akfl(jo D... D jk—l) H 6/({l7 Oél}) [T(l7 Oél) = ]l]

0,y =1 €2 J0ye ey Jh—1 le[k] P

— Z Fogon ,(T(0,00)® ... 0T (k—1,0-1)) (s - - -, 1)

Q0,1 EX »

= || > EW (@) (@)

zcxk

We can now prove our result for chaoses of simple tabulation hashing.

Lemma 53. Let h: ¢ — [m] be a simple tabulation function, e: 3¢ — {—1,1} be a simple
tabulation sign function, and v;: X.¢ X [m] — R be value function for i € [k]. For every real number
p=2,

Z Z H e(zi)vi(zs, ji © h(xi))

L0,k 1€ jo, .., jk—1€[m] i€[K]
@ie[k] Ji=0

ck/2

<

Lek® max{p, log(m)} T o <||vi||1>1‘2/’f
e2m ellvs [z || 1/k 2 ”Ui”2 7

log II' D wexellvilzllls, €[k]

i€(k] Seexellvilz]ll;

where L is a universal constant.

Proof. For every j € [c] we define 7j: ¥¢ — {i} x ¥ to be the projection onto the i’th position
character, i.e., for a key = {(0,ap),...,(c —1,q—1)} we have that m;(z) = (i, ).
We define p = max{p,log(m)} to ease notation.
We make the observation that > j;, i epm) [Liep e(@i)vi(zi, ji © h(z;)) depends only on
@ie[k] Ji=0
@i h(:). More precisely, we note that if we define v': ¥ x [m] — R by,

V' (20, ..., xp-1),7) = Z H vi(Zi, Ji)

30, ik —1€[m] i€[k]
@ie[k] Ji=J

then we have that

Z H e(@i)vi(wi, ji ® h(z;)) = v'((wo, .., 2p-1), @ h(zi))
3oy Jr—1€[m] i€[K] ic[k]
Dicr) 5i=0
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This implies that we can the expression into sub-expressions depending on the number of distinct
characters at each position.

Let tg,...,t.—1 be even integers less than k. Now fix pairs ((sl(l),rl(l)))le[ti/m for i € [k] and
define the set X by,

X = {(mo, o Tp) € (29)F ‘ Vi € [¢]: (Vl € [ti]: m(xsgi)) = m(ajrl(i))
A (m(:l?g)) JEM\Urepsy { ® () are all dlStlHCt)} .

We define T®: [¢] x ¥ — [m] to be independent copies of T for i € [k], and similarly, define
e®: % — {~1,1} to be independent copies of ¢ for i € [k]. We define the set,

R,=Xve]d|idg U {Sl(v),ﬁ(v)} )

left;/2]

for i € [k]. We now use Corollary (52] to get that

Z ' (w0, - ..y 1), EBha:, Haa:,

T0,eyT—1€X € k] i€ k] P
< H k ti Z ' (w0, ..., 1), @ @ l ,m(x H H e® (1, m(z;))
i€]c] L0, Tp_1€EX i€lk] lER; i€lk] lER;

p

This corresponds to a simple tabulation function with ck — 3, (k] b characters. We can then use
Lemma [TT to get that

Z ’U/((J}Q,.. sy Lf— 1 @@T(l lﬂ'l H HE(Z lﬂ'l

0, Tp_1E€X i€lk] lER; i€lk] lER;

et S ex I/ [22
) - N zex 1V 12]]|5
< || Lk = t)p : NS S
ielk] log ( Er2eeexllv o
> eex|V'[2]]13

p

Now repeated use of Cauchy-Schwartz as in the proof of Lemma [50] implies that

S el < TT Iwld ( uvz-[xnr%)l‘”’“
BV Ik ’

zeX i€[k) rEXC ||U2 [l‘
ol 12\
e V; |
S Wl < I sl (—) |
reX i€[k) ZxEZ}C ”Ul[x]”2
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We then get that

Z ’U/((J}Q,.. sy Lf— 1 @@T(l lﬂ'l H HE(Z lﬂ'l

20, Tp_1E€X i€lk] lER; i€k] lER;
(ck—Zie[k] t:)/2

p

_ 1/2-1/k
L(ck — Y )P T 1ol ( Hvi[wm%>
k Vi 2 2
tog [ T (€ Saeseliviiell Y ik 2 wexe llvil]ll3
ic[k] S sesellvilz]ll}

Now we note that given (¢;);c[r) we can choose the pairs ((Sl(i), Tl(i)))le[ti/z} fori € [k]in [T;ep (fz) (t;—
1! ways. Summing all the possible values for (t;);c[x) we get that

Z Z H ()i (s, Ji © h(w;))

20, T—1€XC jo,...,jk—1€[m] i€[k]

Dicr) 5i=0 »
k
< (K — )Rt
> (H (ti)m DG — 1) )
to,este—1 \i€[K]

(Ck_zz'e[k] ti)/2

_ 1/2—1/k
L(ck — Y t1)D T o < pese ||vi[m1||§)
Vg 2 2
log H e2mzmezc||vi[x}||§ L/k i€[k] ZmGEc ”UZ[‘T]”2
€k \ X, exellvila]l?

ck/2

- 1/2—1/k
3 Lock®p T 1ol ( pese Hw[w]H?)
>~ k Vi 2 2
tog (T, (2 Beescludeliz ) i€l 2aese il
ic[k] Seesellvilz]ll}

This finishes the proof. O

It now becomes easy to prove Lemma [I8

Lemma Let h: ¥¢ — [m] be a simple tabulation function, e: ¢ — {—1,1} be a simple
tabulation sign function, and v;: 3¢ x [m] — R be a value function for i € [k]. For every real
number p > 2

_ | _Lemax{p,log(m)} Zu 21115

2
) <Z e(m)v(sc,hu)em)

JE[mM] \zeXe

B log e2m 3 csellvlz]ll; oy
p Zzezcnv[gﬁﬂh
where L is a universal constant.
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Proof. This follows by Lemma [53 since,

> (Z E(w)v(%h(w))> = X D e@ey)ola, hz))v(y. h(y))

je[m] \zexe z,y€X® j€[m] p

4.1.2 Concentration Result for Simple Tabulation Hashing

We are now ready to prove the main result of the section. Note that by using Lemma [49] the result
can be extended to the case without symmetrization, which proves Theorem [l We warn the reader
that the proof is long and technical.

Theorem [Tl Let h: X¢ — [m] be a simple tabulation hash function, v: ¥ x [m] — R a value
function, and assume that Zje[m] v(xz,j) = 0 for all keys © € X¢. Define the random variable

Ve = 3 exe (@, h(@)). Then for allp > 2

simple

v

» <LV, (KC’Y;_leKc’Y;_laz) )

where K, = (Lgc)c_l, L1 and Lo are universal constants, and

2
max{log(m) + log <M> /e, p}

max,esel|vfz][|3
2 ||v[:c1||2)‘1
log (e m <maxm€gc ”v[m]”%
Proof. We will prove the result by induction on ¢. For ¢ = 1 it corresponds to using a fully random
hash function, and the result follows by Theorem [l

Now we assume that ¢ > 1 and that the result is true for values less than ¢. We note that
without loss of generality we can assume that M, = 1. Let w: 3¢ — R be a function defined

Tp =

by w(z) = ||v[m]\|§ and for X C X¢ we overload the notation of w to write w(X) = > w(x).
Furthermore, we define woo(X) = max,ex w(z).
Now applying Lemma 28 we obtain an ordering of position characters {ag,...,a,—1} = [c] X

Y where r = ¢|X|, satisfying that the groups G; = {z € ¥°| oy € 2 Az C {a,...,a;}} has the
property that w(G;) < w(X) =V ew (3¢ for every i € [r].
We define the random variables

X9 = 3" e\ {aiho(@,j @ hla \ {ai})

zeG;
i = e(ag) XD
for all i € [r],j € [m]. With this notation we have that
‘/Usimple:V: Z}/Z

1€lr]
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We let (F;)ic) be a filtration where F; = o((h(ax),e(ar))refi41)) for i € [r]. It is easy to see that
Xi(j ) is F;_1-measurable, Yi(j ) is F;-measurable, and E [Yi(j ) ‘]—"i_l} =0 for all j € [m],7 € [r]. We

thus have that (Y;, F;);e[y) is a martingale difference sequence. We furthermore notice that

varlvi| Al = — 3 (x¥)°

ke[m]

for all j € [m],i € [r].
Let h': X¢ — [m] be a simple tabulation hash function independent of h, and &: X¢ —
[m] be a simple tabulation sign function independent of . We define the random variables

Z0) = ¢ (o) X UM (@) We can now easily check that (Zi)icp) satisfies the properties needed

7

for Lemma (7t
1. (Y| Fic1) and (Z; | Fi—1) have the same distribution for every i € [r].

[\)

. The sequence (Z;);c[ is conditionally independent given F,._;.

w

. (Z; | Fi—1) and (Z; | Fr—1) have the same distribution for every i € [r].

W

- (Yi | Ficx) and (Y; | 0(Fi1, (Zk)kefi+1)) have the same distribution for every i € [r].

Now Lemma 7 then implies that

i <M\ >z (35)
1€[r]

i€(r]

p p

We now use that (Z;);|,) are conditionally independent given h, so fixing h and using Theorem
we get that

i (]) Zie[r],je[m] (Xi(j)>2
%:] Zi | h|| <16e%, (m?ﬁ?ém] ‘XZ. ( I ‘ .
p

Since W,(AM, \202) = AW, (M, 0?), we then use Lemma [I5 to get that

L 1/2
\; max ‘X(])‘ 7 ZiE[r']JE[m] (XZ'(J)> < 21/])\1, max ‘X(J) l Z X(J) 2
P\ velr].em I " - P lsetrl.etm Tm|| ‘
P p i€[r],j€[m] /2
. N 2
< \/E\I’p max ‘XZ.(J)‘ ,i Z <Xi(])>
i€[r],j€[m] m|| =
p i€[r],j€[m)] /2
(37)
We set p = max{p, log(m) + 10g<wui(2262)) /c} With this notation we have that
P
T = -
’ log <minxezc Y jem] vm,j)ﬁ)
(Zje[m]lv(xvj)‘)
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We start by bounding Hmaxie[r],je[m] ‘Xi(j ) ‘ H . By the induction hypothesis we get that

] <L o]
i€lr],j€[m] » ZG[T]JG[m]
(x )
i€[r].j€lm]
\ /P
(S s
Z.E[T]Jé[ml p
,.Yc—2w(G.) P Y
< mZLf\I’ﬁ <Kc 1’Yp -2 Kc 1PTZ>
i€[r]
5\ 1/P
! (mzwp (Kc_w;—z,Kc 1W>p) :
i€[r]

An easy observation is that W;(M, o?)P is a convex function in o2, So using that max;e(, w(Gi) <
w(X) Ve (8¢ and that > icp] W(Gi) = w(X°) we get that

c 1/c\ 1/P c=2,,(eyl-1/c (3¢ 1/c
] < ") o e

r],j€lm woo (2 m

c=2,,(3¢ 1—1/c,wOO eyl/e
< L1e¥; <K e Ky 2 &) &) :

m
(38)
The last inequality follows since p > log(m) + log( ) /c.
N 2
We will bound HZ r],5€[m] <X,'(J)> by using the triangle inequality and Lemma [I8]
p/2
N\ 2 N 2
S O0) <2 ()
i€lr],j€[m] /2 i€lr] ||5€[m] /2
2
< Ké_l max{ 1, p/ Zw(Gi)
log e?m Y evellvfz]l3 e
oesellvlelllf (39)
p
= Kemymaxq 1,  Emlvla]3 2 w(G)
log (minzes %) | ] iep

< Koy w(E9)
< Kcyg_lw(i]c) .
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Here K!_, is the constant depending on ¢ — 1 which we get from Lemma [I8
Now combining eq. (37)), eq. (B8)), and eq. ([B9) we get that

@)?
v, < max ‘Xi(j)‘ , Liclr) selm) <Xi] ) )

i€[r],j€[m] m

p

c=2,,(2e)1-1/c o (X¢ 1/c ye
<V2y, (Lle\yp <KC_1W;‘2,KC_17” WO e e e D))

m

m
c—2 c\1-1/c c\1/c
Ty wW(E) T weo (X°) o
=2, (Lle\I/p <K e K 2 Koy~ to)

m

Now we will consider two cases depending on w(X°).

c/(c— 1/(2¢-1) . .
Case 1. w(x¢) < (pe 2Kc_1757?) /e (ﬁ) In this case we will show that,
c—2 c\1-1/c c\1/e
Yy w(X) T we (X) o
Lie¥; (K 175 Keq 2 - < Kyt (41)
We first notice that
K. 1 v Pw(Be) V Cwgg (1) /¢ w(zc)l—l/cwoo(zc)l/c
K2 et a mKe_175 >
- (ﬁ6_2Kc—1’Y;§_2) m(2c—2)/(2c—1)woo(20)—(0—1)/0(20—1)w00(Ec)l/c
B ch—l’Y]g_2
— e 2p (w ( )>
m
o\ 1/(2c—1)

_ _2< uv[:c]||2)
=e “p | max

reX® m

1/(2¢—1)

ée_ﬁ<m ofellif )

v Jofa]|
<e’p.

(42)

Now by Equation (I8]) we get that

c—2 c\1-1/¢ c\1/c _
P w(E) T weo (X6) _
LieWy | Koo17S % Kooy 22 > < Lye . K172
m 1 K2 v
elog ,YE*?w(Zc)l—l/cwoo(Zc)l/c

< Iy

P
m

o]l

Ke1v5~°
olell2\ 1/ (2c—1) P
log <62 (minxezc Lol ”'2) )

< 2LycKe vy
< Ky !
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ch)72w(2c>171/cwoo(zc)l/c

Where we have used that K{lfyf,zi“ <e?%p (maxxegc
follows from eq. (42]), and that 2L1cK,.—1 < K.

Now combining eq. (35]), eq. (B6]), eq. [@0), and eq. [@Il) we get the result.

Key

lofz] ) \ YD
mnv[:c]n%) which

/(e 1/(2¢-1) ) )
Case 2. w(X¢) > (pe 2Kc._175?) ™ (ﬁ) In this case we will argue that
c=2,, (3¢ 1-1/c (2 1/c
\I/p <Lle\1,p <KC—1’YIC)_27KC—1,.YP U)( ) w ( ) 7K07§_1w(26)
" (43)

> 2\/_ c%n w(EC) .

We use eq. (I8)) to get that

c=2,,(2e)1-1/c o(X¢ 1/c
Lle\IIﬁ (Kc 17p - Kc 17p ZU( ) m ¢ ( )

Me
< max Ll%ﬁm_ﬂp () oo(2) LigpKe—17y

We apply eq. (I8) again to obtain that

c—2 c\1-1/¢ c\1/c
w(X Woo (2
\Pp (Lle\l’;ﬁ <KC 1’70 2 KC 171? ( ) OO( ) ) 7Kc’7;_1'UJ(EC)>

m

M c—2,w e 1—1/c,w e 1/c
<max{2\/’\/@7 5ePL1e®;, (Kc—ﬂ;_Q,Kc—ﬂp &) - o () :

Combining the two estimates give us that

7;—2w(20)1—1/cw00(2c)1/0>

v, (Lle\yp <KC_17;‘2,KC_1 Kevs™ w(20)>

zc)l 1/cw (20)1/c
m

’ %pﬁKc—lVIC)—2

clw
< max 2\/_ Tp 74]7\/ cl

We will show that the max is equal to 2\/_ Koy~ 1w(2 ) which will show eq. (43)).

C c /c c\1l/c .
First we show that 2\/’ Vo 1w Llp\/pK _ P (D)1 Cwes ()1 . We note that this

m
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%pKﬂffl w(=)

m
L7 25K 75 2 w(ne) -1/ Cwog () 1/ 21,
Ep P c—1

equivalent with showing that

m

%ch’Yﬁ_lwgC) _ K.  pw(Eo)l/e
%pzﬁKC_l»y;*%(zc)lfnl%/cwoo(zﬂl/c LIK. 1 ppweo(X€)l/e

— 1/(e(2¢—1))
e e e ()

S ) Woo ()
L3K. 4 PPweo (X€)1/e
iK, (6—2]{5_1)1/(0—1) m 2/(2c-1)
T I’K, (woo(ﬁc)>

4 - e2m|ofa]))2 ) 271/ (<=1
log (min e Lok )

2/(2c—1
4K, 1 e2m|yv[xm§> /(e=1)

> m
= ar27-1-1/(c-1) . e2ml|v[z]||2 2-1/(c-1) (IGEC 2
23K, log (mmx@c ||v|[|x][” %n2> [ola]lly

Now by using Lemma (48 we get that

2/(2c—1
IK, 1 e2m||v[xm§> e

22 -1/ D)  mfE] 2\ 2 VD (f&%l 2
LK, 10g<mmxezc ”v|[|m][”%||2> lvl]l;

AK % 2—1/(c—1)
> [+
= 22/ <(2 “1/(c—1))(2¢ — 1))

S——r—
_GZL%Kcl__ll/(c_l) 2¢
_ K
1-1/(c—1
PTeSla

Now K. = (L2c) and K. 1 < (LQC)C_l so we get that

K, Y (Lac)* 5 <L2>2 -

C ————5»C =
) 1

1-1/(c—1
L%Kc— 1 e
The last inequality follows by choosing Lo > L. Combining it all we get that

— e
IpK oy e

>
L2 o _ A2 (Be) -1/ eqpoe (B€) /e —
1_ép2pK_1 P (=) — 0 (39)

.. . _ c _ c—2 cy1—1/c c\1/c
This implies that %\/ﬁ Ky 1w(x) > %p\/ch_ly” w(Z) weoE)VE o we wanted.

m m

Next we show that %\/f) Kcyf,_l@ > %pﬁKc_17§_2. Again we note that this equivalent

m - €
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1 — =¢
ZKCP’Y; 1w(m ) > 1
LY 2 2e-a
_ c—
1662p2p2K671'Yp

with showing that

iRepry 4K, w(X)
1§§2p2ﬁ2K02_1%§C—4 N LKZ mpﬁQ’Yf;_g
162K, (ﬁe_ch_w;‘2)C/(c_1) - (m)l/(%_l)

T LRE, e

- = : (mln M) e
> eL%Kcl__ll/(C—l) log(mianZC M)Z—l/@—l) zexe Hv[x]H%

llvle]lly
4K, X

1/(2¢—1)
ol
e?mnv[me)?‘l/(c‘” vexe lufz]|l}

o]l

>
= r2pl-1/(c=1)
eliK ., log (minxezc

Again we use Lemma M8 to obtain that

1/(26-1)
i, | ol
eL3 K-}/ e2m||v[wm§)2‘1/(0‘” ve ofa]l}

log (min e I

LK, . 2-1/(c—1)
= 2KV ((20 "2 —1/(c— 1))>

AK, e \2-1/(c—1)
= W <4_c)

4Kc < 1 >2—1/(c—1)
>_ ¢ | __
- 1-1/(c—1
L%Kc—l/( ) 4c

K. L
> — ¢
- 1-1/(c—1

ALk}

Now K. = (L2c) and K. 1 < (LQC)C_l so we get that

T 2R a2

The last inequality follows by choosing Lo > 2L;. Combining it all we get that

_ e
FEepyg e

L} 9052 . 2c—4
1662p p Kc—lf}lp

>1.

This implies that %\/ﬁ Kc’yﬁ_:l@ > %pﬁKc—l’Y;f;_2-
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This proves eq. ([A3) and combining this with eq. (I9]) we get that

c—2 c\1-1/c c\1/c
o Y fw(X) Woo () o .
v, (Lle\I/p <Kc_wp 2 K._,-2 , Kevs w(5°)

m

m

P 44
<, <Kc'y§‘1,Kc’Y§‘1w( )> )

=¥ (KC ;_17K07169_102) :

(2

Now combining eq. (35]), eq. (36]), eq. [@0]), and eq. (@) we get the result. O

4.2 Concentration Results for Mixed Tabulation Hashing

In this section, we will prove two different concentration results for mixed tabulation hashing.
The first is a version of Khintchine’s inequality for mixed tabulation hashing, and the proof is the
simpler of the two. The other result is a strengthening of Theorem [ by using the strength of mixed
tabulation hashing.

We will first introduce some notation.

Definition 54. Let h: X — [m] be a mixed tabulation function with d derived characters, and
let hy: ¢ — [m], ho: ¢ — X, and hz: X% — [m] be the three simple tabulation function defining
h, ie., h(z) = hi(z) ® hg(ha(z)).
Let e1: ¢ — {—1,1} and e3: ©¢ — {~1,1} be independent simple tabulation sign functions.
We define e: ¥¢ — {—1,1} by
e(z) = e1(x)es(ha(x)) .

We say that € is a mixed tabulation sign function associated with h.

Theorem 55. Let e: X¢ — {—1,1} be a mized tabulation sign function with d > 1 derived charac-
ters, and let w: ¢ — R be a weight function. For all p > 2 then,

> w@)e(x)

reXC

< VeKeypy? [ w(x)? (45)

p reXC

Here K. is as defined in Lemma 18 and v, = max{l, ﬁ}

Proof. We will prove the result for d = 1. For d > 1 we fix the last d — 1 derived characters and
incorporate them into the weight function. This will only change the sign of the weight function
for some keys, thus the result follows from the case with d = 1.

We let g1: ¢ — {—1,1}, h: ¥¢ — X, and e9: ¥ — {—1,1} be the three simple tabulation
functions used to define ¢, i.e., e(z) = e1(z)ez(h(z)).

We can now write,

> w@)e(z)

reXC

Y w(w)er(w)ea(h(z))

reXC

Y e2a) Y w() [h(x) = alei(w)

aeX reXC

p p p
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We fix h and €7 and use Lemma (2] to get that

S ex@) Y w(@) @) = ol e (x)

aeX reXC

h,€1

2
< @J ey <Z w(z) [h(z) = o] 61(:1:)> .

a€Y \xeXc

We define the value function v: ¢ x ¥ — R by v(z, o) = w(x) [« = 0]. We can then write,

3 o11/2
vep J > <Z w(z) [h(z) = a 61(a:)> =Vep||Y <Z e1(z)V(z,a ® h(a:)))

a€Y \xeXc » a€Y \xeXe /2

Now we use Lemma [I8] to get that

2
> (Z e1(@)V(z,a @ h(as))) <Kol Y w(z)?

a€Y \zxeXe p/2 rexe

< Ky, Z w(z)? .
reXne

Putting it all together, we get that

Z w(z)e(x)

e

1/2
< \/ep (ch; > w(w>2>

TSI

P
= \/EKC\/]_)'yz/z Z w(z)? .
reXe
O

Before proving the next result, we will first argue that we only need the symmetric case, similarly,
as we did for simple tabulation.

Lemma 56. Let h: ¥.¢ — [m] be a mized tabulation function with d derived characters and v: X¢ X
[m] — R a value function. Then for every p > 2,

< 2C+d

)

> (vl h()) ~ Blo(z, h(x))])

reXC

3 e(@)o(e, b))

reXC

P
where €: X¢ — {—1,1} a mized tabulation sign function associated with h.

Proof. The result follows by two uses Lemma Fixing ho and hg and using Lemma A9 we get
that

> (v, h(@) — Elo(, h(@)]) | ha,hs
reXC p
-1 (v(a:,hl(x)@hg(hg(a:))) —E[v(m,hl(x)@hg(hg(x)))]) ha, hs
re° P
<2|| 3 e1(@) (vl b (@) @ hs(ha(@))) = Blo(w, b (2) & ha(ha(@)))]) | ha,hs

reXC
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Now we fix h1, ho, and g1 and use Lemma E9,

2°| 3 ei() (v(a:, hi(z) @ hs(he(z))) — Efv(z, hi(z) @ hs(h2(l’)))]) h1, ha, €1
e p
< gctd Z e1(x)es(h)v(z, hi(z) @ h3(ha(x))) | h1, ho, €1
rexe p
— gctd Z e(@)v(z, h(z)) | hi, he, €1
HASII p

O

We can now prove the concentration result for mixed tabulation. The proof is very similar to
the proof of Theorem [ and is again quite long and technical.

Theorem Let h: ¢ — [m] be a mized tabulation function with d > 1 derived characters,
v: X¢ X [m] = R a value function, and assume that Zje[m] v(z,j) =0 for all keys x € ¥¢. Define
the random variable V>4 = 3" <. v(z, h(z)). For all p > 2 then

|

where K. = Ly (Lyc)®, Ly and Lo are universal constants, and

log(m) D }
“log(|X]) " log(|Z]) J

Proof. We will prove the result for d = 1. For d > 1 we fix the last d — 1 derived characters and
incorporate them into the value function. This does not change the variance and the result then
follows from the case with d = 1.

We can assume without loss of generality that M, = 1.

We let hi: X¢ — [m], hg: £¢ — X, and hs: ¥ — [m] be the three simple tabulation functions
used to define h, i.e., h(z) = hi(x) ® hs(ho(x)). Similarly, we let e1: X¢ — {—1,1} and e3: ¥ —
{—1,1} be the two simple tabulation sign functions used to define ¢, i.e., e(x) = e1(x)es(ha(z)).

We can then write,

‘/Umixod — Z E(m)’u(x,j @ h(l'))

mixed
Vs

S0 (KAEMy, KAlo?) (46)

Yo = max{l

HASHI

=) ei(@)es(ha(z)v(z, j & hi(2) @ hs(ha(2)))
HASHI

— Z e3(a) Z e1(x) [he(x) = a]v(x,j @ hi(z) ® hs(a)) .
aEX ISOI

We define the value function vy, : 3 x [m] — R by vp(a,j) = > cxe €1(x) [ho(x) = o] v(z, jD Ry (2)).
This allows us to write,

vaixod — Z Eg(a)vh(a,j SP h3(a)) :
acy

61



If we fix hy and hy then Theorem [l give us that

2
) wes ichm Vn(e, g
‘valxod ‘ h1,h2H < 8eV¥, ( max |vp(a, 7)], 2aesjelm) Un(: 1) > . (47)
P aeX,je[m] m
As in the proof of Theorem [l we will use Lemma
2:&62 Eﬁn}vh(a’j)2
v D, ] 48
P (aeg{?g[m} EACH - (48)
P
. 1 .
< \/éqh? aeg?%énﬂ|vh(a’j)| 7;5 jg: Uh(a7])2 (49)
7 p aeX,je[m] /2

Now we want to bound Hmaxaez,je[m} |vh(0z,j)|Hp and HZaeE jelm] vh(a,j)QH P We define the
’ p

value function v': ¢ x ([m] x ) = R by v/(z, (j,«)) = [a = 0] v(z, j). We then get that

(e, j) = Y @) (2, (j © b (x),a @ ha(2))) -

e

/ 2
Clearly, we have that the support of v’ is at most m for all x € X¢, thus ”U,ﬂ”% < m for all x € 3¢,
_ v T 2
We define p = max{q,log(m |X])}. This implies that v, = m.

We can now bound the moments of max,cy; jefm) [vn(a, )| by using Theorem [1

max |vp(a, j < max |vp(a, ]
s It ) ﬁ
1/p
< > lonlas )
a€X,j€[m]
P 1/p
S DY z€1<x>u<x,<j@m(x),a%(x)))'
a€X,j€[m] llzexe D
1/p
_ o o P
<X iy (0 () L0 () o)

a€X,j€[m]

= (m =)V My (L () LD () o)

1 Dpese van%)

5 c—1
— (m|Z)P MW, (Lg” () L () ]

2
< M, (Lﬁ” (v) LD () @) ’
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where Lgl) is a constant depending on ¢ as given by Theorem [7, M is universal constant, and

maxg e el[v’[z]]|3

Seenell? [l
log(m ) + log | —=2=2—=rrds ) /e »

log(e |%]) "log (e|X])

/
Yp = max

We note that ~,, < 27, since,

/ 2
10g(m,2,)+10g< Spesellv [xu|22> Je ,

maxgesellv’[z]||3

log(e [%]) “log(e[%])

 [log(m [S]) +log(m[S[)/e
= { log (e %)) ’1og<e|z|>}

e log(m |X]) p
=2 {log<e\zr>’log<e\2\>}

/
Yp = max

=27 .

So we have that

max |vp(a, g
aEZJEUﬂ| h( ’]”

_ 07
< eM U <2L£1)7; LarMye 1@) : (50)
p

We bound the moments of EaeE,je[m] vp(, 7)? by using Lemma [I8. We get that for all ¢ > 2,

2
Yoo = > (Z U'($,(j®h1($)7a@h2($)))>

a€R,j€[m] p  |la€X.j€[m] \zexe p

< w1, (LY S ol o)

reXc
2
=Ly > |olalll3
rede

< Koy Y llofe]ll; -

reXC

Where L£2) is constant depending on ¢ as given by Lemma I8
Now combining eq. (48]), eq. (B0), and eq. (BI)), and we get that

. v a7 -\ 2
\I’p < max |Uh(a,j)| ’ Zaéz,jG[m} h( j) >

a€Y,j€[m] m

P (52)
2
< e, <eM1\I/p <2L§1)fy§,‘1, 2L§1>fy;—1"—> ,chy;a2> .

We will now consider three different cases.
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1
Case 1. 02 < (2¢73L{ ))ﬁyg_l (e |E|)1_4(20+1) . In this case we will show that

2
-1 c—1 c
eM <2L( Jyet, 2L |z:|> < KA. (53)

We first see that

2L g 2

<2L(1 c- 1) LI

1
_ @ L) (e[B]) T

2LVt |z

(54)

1
< —2p|2| 4(2c+1)
<e’p.

By eq. ([20) we get that

2 _
eM1¥; <2L§1)’Y§_172L§1)’Y£_1U—> < el Pl (1)7;—1
|Z] : p<2L<> o 1)
og = ————5
2L(1) 1W
< 2eM; LV P c-1

1 Tp
log <e2 ’2‘ 4(2c+1)>

< 8eM LY (2¢ + 1)75
< 24ecM1L£1)7;
< Keyp -

p(2L£1)vp

1
A= 102 > 2 |2|4(2e+]) which follows from eq. (54) and that K, >
Noiet

[B3)

Here we have used that

24ecM Lgl).
Now combining eq. (47), eq. (52)), and eq. (B3) we get the result.

1 -1
Case 2. 02 > (2 2¢-3L{! ))_ el (e |E|)1_4(20+1) and p < |E|1 2(2c+1) . We will show that

2
v, <eM1\1f,3 <2L( Jyemt, 2L (e @) ,Kc’750'2> <y Kenvso? . (55)

We use eq. (I8)) to get that

2 2
o _ 1) ¢—-10 ® _
U, <2L(> 1 orMaes 1|E|> Smax{% 2L 1—|E|,L; a0 1} .
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We again apply eq. (I8) to obtain that
2
c—1 1) c—1 c 2
v, <eM1\I/p <2L< Ve 2LMAe \2!> Ko )

2
<maX{2\/_1/ Kygo?, Ml\I’ <2L -1 2L(1) ®>} .

Combining the two estimates give us that

2
1 1 1 2
v, <eM1x11ﬁ <2L< Vet 2L (Ve |E|> Ko >

2
M o ML“)
<max{2f,/ K02, lzf N 1’2‘ S PP, 1}

We will show that the max is equal to 2\/’ K. 50’2 which will show eq. (B3)).

First we show that 2\/_ Koygo? > M12V \/50 p ﬁvf,_ 22 We note that this equivalent with

>
& C 2
showing that —— i > 1,
JMILC 29— c—1 02
8 o T3]
D S
%pﬁaz 2K, '7p|2|: 2K. 13| - 2K, '|E|2(20+1)
ML pyetgr  MELD P L) plos(el) Tl log(elx)

Now by using Lemma (48 we get that

1 1
2K,  |X%|2(2etD) L 2K (e|%])2C@e+D) 2K, < e >_ K,
a2r) loglel=]) T ep2rh loglelS) T a2V \22e+1)/)  sp2rMe

Now K. = (Lac)“ and L = (Tyc)¢ where T} is universal constant determined by Theorem [l Now
choosing Lo large enough we get that so we get that
K, Ls
. = a2l =
sm2rMe  3MPTY

Combining it all we get that

K. 2
prf,a
M2LEY o
L—p?pp

>1.

-102

>

/(1)
This implies that 2\/’ 07p02 L N DY ! ‘UE| as we wanted.
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Next we show that 1\/’ 07502 > Mch S e U Za 1 Again we note that this equivalent with

K.
Tmp”

HCO N

4e2 ;D;D’Y

showing that >1,

Bepyio® 2K, o2
2, = -2
M (L) s s (3nz) PP

. a2

1
37 (M= c— I-Tm@erD)
K, (2 3L)pyeL (e|x]) 3@
c—2

() ez

v

1
20K, (e |E|)1_4(2c+1)

" emzr)  plog(e|X])
1
2Kc ( |E|) 2c+1

>
~ ezt log(e|X])

Again we use Lemma M8 to obtain that

1
2K, (e|%])42e+l) - 2K, ( e > - K.
eM2Lt) log(elX]) T ep2pM \42ec+ 1)) T gen2rMe
Now K. = (Lac)“ and L = (Tyc)¢ where T; is universal constant determined by Theorem [l Now
choosing Lo large enough we get that so we get that

K. LS
= c—1 Z
6€M12 Lgl) c 6€M12T1

Combining it all we get that

K. 2
PO
o 1 (1)) 2 -
Mi (LC ) 2524,2c—2
Ae2 p p ’YP

This implies that /P, [ K502 > Mch S ppyet.
This proves eq. (B5) and comblmng this with eq. (I9) we get that

2

v, <6M1\I/p <2L<1> 2Ly 1’20 ,chy;a2> <0, (KAS, Kento?) (56)

Now combining eq. ([A7), eq. (52]), and eq. (G6]) we get the result.
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1 1
Case 3. o? > (26_3L£1))]57§_1 (e|E|)1_4(20+1) and p > (e|E|)1_2(20+1). In this case we will

exploit that |V@*¢d| < |$|°. This implies that Hvaixede < |39 so if we can prove that

L1V, (Kevg, Keygo®) > 3]0, (57)

then the result follows.
We use eq. (19) to get that

Uy, (Kes, Konso?) = /oy Kso?

1
\/2K (26_3L(1)) 2e-1 (¢ \2’) 1(2c+])

%5 (1-3mrm)
by G
> \J2e-s L 12D =
log (e IEI)
c+—
2 \/ 26_3K0L£1) (e|2|) 2;1_1
log(e[X]) 2~
Now we use Lemma [48] to get that
2c—1 _
(e|z)Y* >< e ) 2 ><e)%
2c—1 = _ = \4-
log(e [S)) "7 2(2¢—1) 4

Combining this we get that

2c—1
U, (Ko, Kerfo?) 2 V2 KL (2 (£) 7 2 Vet | \/KL o

We have that K, L(l) = czc_chT =1 where T} is a universal constant and 75 is a universal deter-

mined by Theorem[7l Choosing 77 large enough we get that \/ K. L ( )26 t> L% Thus eq. (E7)
follows and the result is proven. O

5 Lower Bounds

Similarly, as in the proof of Lemma [ we will use the following result by Latala [23] that gives a
tight bound for p-norms of sums of independent and identically distributed symmetric variables.

Lemma 57 (Latata [23]). If X, (X;)cn are independent and identically distributed symmetric
variables and p > 2 then,

1/s
ZXi §K1sup{£<ﬁ> \|X||8'max{2,%}§s§p},
S \P

1€[n] »
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and

max{2, 2} <s §p} )

1/s
> X szsup{B(ﬁ) 1X1,
s \Pp
p

i€[n]
Here K1 and Ky are universal constants.

We start by proving the lower bound for uniformly random hash functions which will serve as
a base for the other lower bounds. We show the following lemma.

Lemma 58. Let h: U — [m] be a uniformly random function and let v: U x [m] — R be a value
function defined by,

. b
— otherwise

1 o
. —m =0
v(w,J)Z{ .
for allx € U. Then for all 2 < p < L1 |U|log(m),

> L2\I’p (Mva 012)) 9

p

S (e, h(x))

zelU

where L1 and Lo is a universal constant.
It is easy to check that this implies Theorem [0l
Proof. We will consider the value function, v: U x [m] — R, defined by,

(z.7) 1-2L ifj=0
U x? = )
J - % otherwise

We then have that o2 = |U| £ (1 — L) and M, = 1. The goal is then to prove that

> LoW,(1,02) . (58)

p

S (e, h(@))

zelU

We then use Lemma [38] to get that

S (e, h(@))

xzeU

>

> el@)ula, h(z))

zeU

)

1
2

p p

where ¢: U — {—1,1} is uniformly random sign function. We can now use Lemma [57]

> K sup {p <%>1/S lv(z, h(x))|l max{2, ﬁ} <s< p} .

3 e(@)o(e, hx))

zeU

S

p
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We will argue that ||[v(z, h(z))|; > 5 (L (1 - %))1/8 for all s > 2,

m

lo(e, b)), = (& (1—5)°+ (1 - L) (2))""
— (L (1_%))1/5<(1_%)s—1+(%)5_1)1/8
> (3 (=) (max{ = 27 ()
G0

This implies that

> el@)v(, h(x))

zeU

p

v
|

0

=

1/s
It is easy to see that the function s +— 2 (0—> is maximized at s* = log(%). It is easy to check

P
that log(o_%) > ﬁ when p < Ly |U|log(m) for a sufficiently large universal constant L;. We then
get that

3 e(a)o(a, h(z))
zeU

K 2\ 1/s
> —2$up P maX{Q,L} <s<p
2 s\ p 1l
K. 2 1/s
:—2$up{£<&> 2<s<p
2 s\ p

The last equality follows by eq. (I7)). This proves eq. (B8) and finishes the proof. O

Now we are ready to prove the lower bound for simple tabulation hashing.

Theorem [l Let h: 3¢ — [m] be a simple tabulation hash function, and 2 < p < L;|X|log(m),
then there ezists a value function, v: U x [m] — R, where } ;i v(z,j) = 0 for all keys x € ¥,
and for which

> vl h(x)

reXC

> KL, (3 My 0?)

v

p

where K = L§ and Ly is a universal constant, and

p
) MG
log<e m(““axf”@ ||vm||§) >
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2
Proof. We will define a value function, v: 3¢ x [m| — R, for which mingexe lola]ll, _ 4(11 T ) We
v 1 —

then have that
b

1°g<4<f2—”%>>

If 7, = 1 then the result follow by Theorem 6], so we assume that v, > 1. Welet S = [1+]v, || !1xX
and formally define the value function, v: X¢ x [m] — R, by,

Vp = maxy 1,

0 ifxgsS
v(z,j) = 1—% ifzxeSand j=0 .
—% otherwise
For every i € [c — 1], we define A; to be the event that T'(4, ) = T'(z,0) for all & € [1 4 |7,]]. We
note that

Pr[A;] = (%)M > (%)V — exp —p% o
o 2

We then get that Pr |:/\i€[c—1] Ai] > e—ple=1)
If /\z‘e[c—u A; happens then we can set j* = @ie[c—u T(i,0). Now we define the value function
v X x [m] = R, by

1— 1 if 7= g
U/(Oé,j):{ 11’rL lj j

— otherwise

We then get that

Y olah(z) = vl (@) =Y (1+ [3]) 7 (@, T~ 1,a).

rexe zeS aEX

70



This implies that

> vl h(z)

rexe

= ' > vla,h(@))

zeSs

p p

<;v(:p, h(x)))p] +E { [ (ie[/c\u Ai) } (;Su(:c, h(x)))p] ) "

! /\ Ai] Zv(:n,h(a:))

i€[c—1] z€es

EH/\AZ.

i€[c—1]

Y

p
/p

E<XXLH%WHUWJ%—L®O A A

a€Y [c—1]

1/p

[e—1]

US

1/p

zwuﬂmrm<ZW@ﬂwLw> A A

| \a€eX i€[c—1]

Now we use Theorem [6] to get that

V(e Tle-1,0) | N Al =L¥,01,07),

agX i€lc—1]

p
where 02 = L (1 — 1) |%|. Combining it all we have that
—c c—1 1 1
o h@)| > e 1+ ) L, (1,1 (1- 1) 5
: m m
reXe p
=L, (L4 b)) ) - (1= I3
P p ) P m m
> e CLU c—1 _c—1 1 1 1 (1 c—1
Z € p ’Yp 77p E _E ‘ ’( +L’YPJ) .
The equality follows since W,(AM,\%0?) = AU,(M,0?). We have that
La-L) =+ 17 ))™! = o2 so this finishes the proof. O

6 Adding a Query Element

The goal of the section is to prove that the result holds even when you condition on a query element.
We start by proving the result for simple tabulation.

Theorem 12l Let h: ¢ — [m] be a simple tabulation hash function and let ¢ € X¢ be a designated
query element. Let v: £¢ X [m] x [m] — R a value function, and assume that 3¢, v(z, j,k) =0
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for all keys x € U and all k € [m]. Define the random variable V;iqmple =D sexe\ (g V(@ h(z), h(q))
and the random variables

M, , = max v(z, i, h ,
a erC\{q},je[ ]I( 7M@)

o2 2 v@ih

xEEC\{q}JE[ ]

which only depend on the randomness of h(q). Then for all p > 2

(v (] < 0y (i i )

vq

where K, = 14 (Lgc)c_l, Ly and Lo are universal constants, and

max{log(m) +10g<7z’”€””v[x Iz > /e, p}

maxg e sel|vfe] |3
N ER T
Proof. We start by defining a partition of X¢\ {¢}. Write ¢ = (ap,...,a.—1) and for I C [¢], we
define G; C Y€ by
Gr={xeX\{¢}|Viel: (l,a) exAVigI: (i,0q) € x}
This clearly gives a partition of 3¢\ {¢}. Using this we obtain,

Tp =

viire [ =] X vl h). @) | ha)
zex\{q} »
=1l Do vl @), h@) | (G @))ie@| | hla)
zex\{q} » )
<111 D0 vl hl@),h(a)) | (P(( ci)ieiq|| | Ala)
Ig[c} zeGy »
Now using Theorem [7] we get that,
DD vlah(w) hla)) | (A((E @i))iera| | hl@)
Ig[c} zeGr »
<D | Kooy My g Koy LN Y w(a ik h(q)
IC]] z€G1 jE[m] »
=2 Uy { Kooy Mgy Koo ™15 D0 3 wlwsjih
I1C][c] z€G1 jE[m)]
S\I/ (22CKC,YC leq7226Kc c—1 gq) .
The last bound follows by using eq. (22)) from Lemma O
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We now prove the result for mixed tabulation when conditioning on a query element.

Theorem A3l Let h: X¢ — [m] be a mized tabulation hash function and let ¢ € X¢ be a designated

query element. Let v: £¢ X [m] x [m] — R a value function, and assume that 3_ ;¢ v(z, j,k) =0
simple

for all keys x € U and all k € [m]. Define the random variable Vog " =3~ cxe\ (g V(@ h(2), h(q))
and the random variables

M, , = max v(x,j,h ,
el (g h(@)

D DD BECH T

reﬁc\{q}JG m]

which only depend on the randomness of h(q). For all p > 2 then
: P 1/p
B[(vimee) | na)] " < vy (KeypMug Kool (59)

where K. = L1 (Lac)®, Ly and Lo are universal constants, and

— nax log(m) p
= {1’1og<rz\>’log<rzr>}'

Proof. We start by defining H = o((h1((i,:)), h2((i, 2:)))ie|¢). Now we get that,

Vmixed

(g)

P

= > w( h(@).nq) | k)

ze¥\{g} »

— > v(ah(z), hq) | H|| | hlq)

rexe\{g) . )
< Y el Y al@ule, (@) @ hs(a), h(q)) [ha(x) = a] | H|| | h(q)
aex\{ha(q)} zexe ) ,
+ EZ\:{ }Ez(hz(Q))El(x)v(% hi(z) @ hs(ha(q)), h(q)) [ha(x) = ha(q)] | H| | h(q)
For the second term we use Theorem [I2] to get that,
;{ }52(}12(@)51(@”(% hi(2) @ hs(h2(q)), h(q)) [ha(x) = ha()] | H|| | h(q)

\I/ (226Kc 1qua22cK c—1 2 )
v,

S vq
<V, (22K eyS Moy, g, 22K s w)
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For the first term we use the same proof technique as in the proof of Theorem Write ¢ =
(agy...,ac—1) and for I C [c], we define G; C X¢ by

Gr={zeX\{q}|Viel: (i) exAVigI: (i,0;) & x}
This clearly gives a partition of 3¢\ {¢}. Using this we obtain,

Y e Y a(@)v(@ () © hs(a), h(q)) [ha(z) = o] | H

aeX\{h2(q)} rexe »

< Yo @) Y al@)o(@ hi(x) ® hy(a), h(q)) [ha(z) = o] | H

1C[e] ||aex\{h2(q)} z€Gy

= Y e Y ai@)v(w, b (z) @ ha(a), W () [ha(z) = o] | H

IC[c] ||aex\{h2(q)} zeGr

< Yo el) Y ez, i (z) ® hy(a), W (q)) [ha(z) = o] | H

IC[c] ||aeX zeGy

p

We then use Theorem [I0 to get that,

SIS eale) S er@)ola, (@) @ ha(a), W()) [ha(e) = o] | A

Ig[c] ||e€x v€Gr
<290, (KC'V;MU,qv KC’V;O%JI)
<V, (226Kc’Yzcsz7qv 22CKC’Y;U?2)7q) :

p

Now combining everything we get that,

|

which finishes the proof. U

er?’(llixed ‘ h(q)Hp < 2\]:113 (22CKC’YICJMU#17 22CKC’7;0'12)7Q) < \IJP (220+2KC’YICJMU7‘17 226+2KC’Y;U12)7‘1) ’
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A Statistics over k-partitions using mixed tabulation

We will now describe how mixed tabulation hashing is used for statistics over k-partitions. The
description of the application is largely copied from [I3] but now we can use our new strong
concentration bounds for mixed tabulation hashing to obtain stronger results.

We consider the generic approach where a hash function is used to k-partition a set into k
bins. Statistics are computed on each bin, and then all these statistics are combined so as to get
good concentration bounds. This approach was introduced by Flajolet and Martin [18] under the
name stochastic averaging to estimate the number of distinct elements in a data stream. Today,
a more popular estimator of this quantity is the HyperLoglLog counter, which is also based on
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k-partitioning [19] [20]. These types of counters have found many applications, e.g., to estimate
the neighborhood function of a graph with all-distance sketches [7], 12]. Later k-partitions were
used for set similarity in large-scale machine learning by Li et al. [26] 33 34]. Under the name
one-permutation hashing, Li et al. used k-partitions to gain a factor k in speed within the classic
MinHash framework of Broder et al. [9, [10].

We will use MinHash for frequency estimation as an example to illustrate how mixed tabulation
yields good statistics over k-partitions: suppose we have a fully random hash function applied to
a set X of red and blue balls. We want to estimate the fraction f of red balls. The idea of the
MinHash algorithm is to sample the ball with the smallest hash value. With a fully-random hash
function, this is a uniformly random sample from X, and it is red with probability f. For better
concentration, we may use k independent repetitions: we repeat the experiment k times with k
independent hash functions. This yields a multiset S of k& samples with replacement from X. The
fraction of red balls in S concentrates around f and the error probability falls exponentially in k.

Consider now the alternative experiment based on k-partitioning, assuming that k is a power
of two. We use a single hash function, where the first log k bits of the hash value partitions X into
k bins, and then the remaining bits are used as a local hash value within the bin. We pick the ball
with the smallest (local) hash value in each bin. This is a sample S from X without replacement,
and again, the fraction of red balls in the non-empty bins is concentrated around f with exponential
concentration bounds. We note that there are some differences. We do get the advantage that the
samples are without replacement, which means better concentration. On the other hand, we may
end up with fewer samples if some bins are empty.

The big difference between the two schemes is that the second one runs Q(k) times faster. In
the first experiment, each ball participated in k independent experiments, but in the second one
with k-partitioning, each ball picks its bin, and then only participates in the local experiment for
that bin. Thus, time-wise, we get k experiments for the price of one. Handling each ball, or key, in
constant time is important in applications of high volume streams.

The above approach, however, requires a very powerful hash function. The main issue is the
overall k-partitioning distribution between bins. It could be that if we get a lot of red balls in
one bin, then this would be part of a general clustering of the red balls on a few bins (examples
showing how such systematic clustering can happen with simple hash functions are given in [29]).
This clustering would disfavor the red balls in the overall average even if the sampling in each bin
was uniform and independent. This is an issue of non-linearity, e.g., if there are already more red
than blue balls in a bin, then doubling their number only increases their frequency by at most 3/2.
We note that k-independence does not by itself suffices to give any guarantees in this situation.

Using mixed tabulation hashing We will now show mixed tabulation can be applied in the
above application using selective full randomness from Theorem [19]in tandem with the concentra-
tion from (I4]). Combined they give:

Let h : ¢ — {0,1}* be a mixed tabulation hash function using d derived characters.
Let M be an ¢-bit mask with don’t cares. For a given key set X C €, let Y be the
set of keys from X with hash values matching M. If Q(|X|) = E[Y] = |Z|(1 — 2(1)),
then with probability 1 — O(|Z|*~1%/2)), the free bits of the hash values in Y are fully
random. Moreover, with this probability, |Y| = E[Y](1 £ O(y/(log|X])/|Z]))-

For the k-partitioning, we need k to be bounded relative to the alphabet size as k < %' Recall

78



here our hash tables need space O(|X|) which then has to be a logarithmic factor bigger than k.
This may motivate 16-bit characters rather than 8-bit characters, but on modern computers this
still fits in fast cache.

We a set X of n red and blue balls, and for simplicity in our analysis, we assume that the ratio
between them is at most a factor 2. If n < |3|/2, Theorem [[9 with all bits free states that the balls
hash fully-randomly with high probability. This means that any analysis based on fully-random
hashing applies directly. Otherwise let ¢ = [log(n/(2|X]/3)]. We study the set of balls Y that has
q leading zeros in their local hash value. These ¢ bits are the fixed bits in the mask Theorem
The expected size of Y is between [3|/3 and 2|X|/3, so by Theorem [[9 w.h.p., all other bits in
the hash values of Y are fully random, including both the global index of log k bits and the tail of
bits in the local hash value after the ¢ leading zeros. Moreover, (I4)), imply that the size of YV is at
most a factor

14 0(/{log SN/IS]) = 14 O(/1/R)

from its mean, and the same holds for the ratio between red and blue balls in our simple case where
there are more than n/4 of each.

We claim that, w.h.p, all bins get a ball from Y. We know that E[|Y|] > |¥|/3 > 2kdIn |X|/3,
so w.h.p., |Y| > kdIn |X|/2. Consider now any bin 4. Since the bin indices are fully random, the
probability that i gets no ball from YV is at most (1 — 1/k)*n=1/2) < 1/|3|4/2. A union bound
now implies that all bins get a ball from Y with probability 1 — k/|S|%% > 1 — |B|1~4/2,

Since every bin contains a ball from Y and these are the balls with ¢ leading zeros in their local
hash, the MinHash ball from X in each bin is from Y. Since all keys from Y have at least ¢ leading
zeros in their hash values and all other bits are fully random, this means that, w.h.p., the result of
the experiment is exactly the same as if we applied it to Y using a fully random hash function, and
our concentration bounds imply that the ratio between red and blue balls is well-preserved from X
to Y.

The important point in the above analysis is that it is only the analysis that needs to know
anything about n. This is important in more complicated contexts, e.g., streaming where n is not
known in advance, or in set similarity where red balls represent the intersection of sets while the
blue balls represent their symmetric difference, and where we use the k-partitions to compare sets
of many different sizes. We know that mixed tabulation hashing is almost as good fully random
hashing as long as k < %“E'.

The above description is very similar to the one of Dahlgaard et al. [13]. The difference is that
we now have the right concentration bounds for twisted tabulation, e.g., Dahlgaard et al., had the

additional constraint that k < m, which is completely unnecessary.
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