arXiv:2308.09021v1 [cs.DS] 17 Aug 2023

Simpler Analyses of Union-Find

Zhiyi Huang The University of Hong Kong

zhiyi@cs.hku.hk

Chris Lambert Carnegie Mellon Univeristy

cslamber@andrew.cmu.edu

Zipei Nie LMCRC, Huawei^∗

niezipei@huawei.com

Richard Peng Carnegie Mellon University^†

yangp@cs.cmu.edu

August 21, 2023

Abstract

We analyze union-find using potential functions motivated by continuous algorithms, and give alternate proofs of the O(log log n), O(log^∗ n), O(log^{∗∗} n), and O(α(n)) amortized cost upper bounds. The proof of the O(log log n) amortized bound goes as follows. Let each node’s potential be the square root of its size, i.e., the size of the subtree rooted from it. The overall potential increase is O(n) because the node sizes increase geometrically along any tree path. When compressing a path, each node on the path satisfies that either its potential decreases by Ω(1), or its child’s size along the path is less than the square root of its size: this can happen at most O(log log n) times along any tree path.

∗Part of this work was done when the author visited Institut des Hautes Études Scientifiques. †Part of this work was done when the author was at the University of Waterloo.

1 Introduction

The union-find, or disjoint set, data structure maintains disjoint sets of elements under modifications that union two of the sets, and answers queries for finding the set containing a given element. It is a key primitive in many efficient algorithms [Hel85, FGMT13, LS13, DBS18], and widely taught in undergraduate courses on algorithms. Furthermore, analyses of union-find have been instrumental to developing amortized analysis and data structures with low amortized costs [GF64, HU73, Tar75, Tar79, FS89, GI91].

Despite union-find being taught in almost every undergraduate algorithms curriculum, proving an O(log^∗ n) upper bound for it in class is often considered ambitious. Doing so often entails defining bucketing schemes for the elements [Gup19]. The tight O(α(n)) bound, where α is the inverse Ackermann function, is often discussed at a high level in theory-focused courses.

We reexamine the analyses of union-find from two starting points. First, the log(Size(p)) potential function (where Size(p) is the size of the subtree rooted at p) that’s present in analyses of many tree-based data structures [ST85, FSST86, ST86], including path-compression without union-by-size. Second, recent developments in continuous algorithms and optimization often revolve around the design of more sophisticated potential functions. We combine these to give an amortized analysis of union-find via potential functions that are functions of subtree sizes. Compared to other analyses of union-find, these potential functions differ in that they are naturally continuous, and do not involve discretization/bucketing.

We work with the union-by-size version due to its closer connection with the log(Size(p)) potential function. Section 2 formalizes the data structure and the framework of potential function analysis for union-find. Sections 3 and 4 then show that analyzing union-find using the potential functions √ Size(p) and^{Size(p)}

log^2 Size(p) give amortized costs of O(log log n) and log

∗ n respectively.

Section 5 builds on these analyses to give a tighter bound of O(log^{∗∗} n) and sketches how to go beyond. Such analysis requires a slightly lesser-known characterization of the inverse Ackermann function [Sei06]: we include its proof in Appendix A for completeness. With these definitions, we also provide amortized analyses of the O(α(n)) amortized cost bound using the more classical recursive definitions in Section 6. Section 7 discusses our results and avenues for further simplifications.

2 Preliminaries

Logarithms are base 2 unless stated otherwise; we use ln(x) for the natural logarithm. Numerical superscripts in parentheses mean repeated applications of functions, i.e. f^{(k)}(x) = f(f(. . . f k times (x) . . . )) .

2.1 Union-Find

The union-find data structure represents disjoint sets of elements using a rooted forest. The nodes are the elements. Each rooted tree in the forest corresponds to a set, with the root being the representative element. Finding the representative of a node p, which we will refer to as p’s root, consists of traversing the path from p to the root, which we will refer to as a find-path. Studies of such structures and their heuristics, specifically union-by-size, started as early as the 1960s [GF64].

The most efficient version of union-find, first studied by Tarjan [Tar75], rely on two manipulations of parent pointers: path compression, which points everything on a find-path to the root, and

Initialize()

• For all p

– Set Parent(p) ← p. – Set Size(p) ← 1.

Find(p)

• If Parent(p)! = Parent(Parent(p)) then

Parent (p) ← Find (Parent (p)) .

• Return Parent(p).

Union(a, b)

• p_a ← Find(a), p_b ← Find(b).

• If Size(p_a) < Size(p_b) then Swap(p_a, p_b).

• Parent(p_b) ← p_a, Size(p_a) ← Size(p_a) + Size(p_b).

Figure 1: Pseudocode for Union-by-Size

union-by-size, which points from the root of the smaller tree to the root of the larger one when we union two sets. Figure 1 presents the pseudocode of union-by-size.

The nodes’ sizes evolve over time: root nodes may acquire new descendants in union steps, while non-root nodes may lose descendants in find steps because of path compressions. We consider two types of size functions that may differ for non-root nodes. At any time, the current size of a node p, denoted as Size(p), is its current number of descendants. The max size of p, denoted as Size^{max}(p), is the number of nodes that ever become a descendant of p at some point of time. Size(p) evolves over time and is maintained by the algorithm, while Size^{max}(p) stays invariant and is only used in the analysis. The current sizes will be used in Sections 3 and 4, while the max sizes will be used in Sections 5 and 6.

We next derive some properties of these size functions. First, we study the monotonicity of Size(p).

Lemma 1. Size(p) is nondecreasing in steps that keep p as a root, and is nonincreasing in the other steps.

Proof. In a find step, a node p’s set of descendants changes (in fact, becomes smaller) if and only if it is an interior node of the fine-path. In a union step, a node p’s set of descendants changes (in fact, becomes larger) if and only if it is the new root. Hence, for any step that keeps p as a root, p cannot be an interior node of a find-path, and thus its set of descendants either stays the same or becomes larger. In any other step, p cannot be the new root of a union step, and thus its set of descendants either stays the same or becomes smaller.

The trees are reconfigured via changes to Parent(p). We next prove the monotonicity of Size^{max}(Parent(p)) under these parent changes, and that the trees are balanced with respect to these max sizes.

Lemma 2. For any non-root node p, the max-size of its parent, Size^{max}(Parent(p)) is nondecreasing over time.

Lemma 3. At any time, for any non-root node p and its parent at the time Parent(p), we have

Size^{max}(Parent(p)) ≥ 2 · Size^{max}(p) .

Proof of Lemmas 2 and 3. We prove the lemmas by induction on time. Initially, the lemmas hold vacuously because all nodes are roots.

In a union step, a node p becomes the child of the new root r = Parent(p). We have

Size(Parent(p)) ≥ 2 · Size(p)

after the step by definition of union-by-size. Further, at this point, we have Size(p) = Size^{max}(p) because p can no longer acquire new descendants as a non-root in the future. Further, we have Size^{max}(Parent(p)) ≥ Size(Parent(p)) by the definitions of current and max sizes. Hence, the lemma continues to hold.

In a find step, path compression involving some non-root nodes p may cause p’s parent to become the root node, r. By the induction hypothesis that the lemma holds before the step, when r was an ancestor of p, we get that Size^{max}(r) ≥ 2 · Size^{max}(p). Hence, the lemma continues to hold.

We remark that the balanced property of max-sizes (Lemma 3) may not hold for current sizes. This is because path compressions can decrease some nodes’ current sizes. Consider for example a complete binary tree of height 3. A path compression on the leftmost path leaves the root’s original left child with only one grandchild, i.e., its original right child. That grandchild has size 3, but its parent has size 4.

Finally, as a corollary of max sizes’ geometric decrease along tree paths (Lemma 3), we show that for slightly sublinear functions, the sum of function values for the max sizes is at most linear in the number of nodes.

Lemma 4. We have ∑ p Size^{max}(p) (1 + log Size^{max}(p))^2 = O(n) where p ranges over all n nodes.

Proof. Distribute each node p’s contribution among all nodes that were once its descendants. That is, for each q that was once p’s descendent, we charge 1 (1 + log Size^{max}(p))^2

to q. We consider the total charged to some node q.

Let p_0 = q, p_1, . . . , p_k be the set of nodes that were once q’s ancestors, sorted by the time t_i when p_i is an ancestor of q.^1 Because p_{i−1} is an ancestor of q at time t_{i−1}, the nodes p_{i−1} and q have the same root at time t_i − 1. The next step must be a union step, and p_{i−1} turns into a proper descendant of p_i at time t_i. By Lemma 3, we have

Size^{max}(p_i) ≥ 2 · Size^{max}(p_{i−1})

1Since the set of ancestors of q grows by at most one element in each step, the numbers ti (1 ≤ i ≤ k) are distinct.

at time t_i. Therefore, the total charged to q is at most ∞∑ i=1 1 i^2

= O(1).

Summing over all n nodes then gives O(n).

2.2 Potential Function Analysis

We will design a potential function Φ(p) ≥ 0 for each node p, whose value depends on either the current size Size(p) (Sections 3 and 4) or the max sizes Size^{max}(p) and Size^{max}(Parent(p)) (Sections 5 and 6). We will then consider an overall potential as follows ∑ non-root node p Φ(p) .

Lemma 5. Let h be a parameter (that can depend on n, and Φ(p) be a potential function defined on the nodes satisfies the following three properties:

1. (Monotonicity) Φ(p) is nonincreasing after p becomes a non-root node;

2. (Boundedness) At any time, for any node p, we have

Φ(p) h = O ( Size^{max}(p) (1 + log Size^{max}(p))^2 ) ;

3. (Amortized Path Length) In each find step, the find-path’s length is at most O(h) plus a constant times the decrease of the overall potential.

Then, the total cost of n union steps and m find steps is at most O ( (m + n) · h ) . Proof. The total cost of n union steps is O(n). It remains the analyze the total cost of m find steps.

By the monotonicity property, the overall potential can only increase due to a union step, after which we have a new non-root node p that contributes to the summation. Further, by the boundedness property, the increase due to each node p is at most: h · O ( Size^{max}(p) (1 + log Size^{max}(p))^2 )

Hence, by Lemma 4, the total increase of the overall potential in n union steps is at most O(nh).

Finally, by the amortized path length property, the total cost of m find steps is upper bounded by O(mh) plus a constant times the total decrease of the overall potential in m find steps. Since the potential is initially 0 and always non-negative, the latter part is at most the total increase of the overall potential in n union steps, i.e., at most O(nh).

We follow the convention of not explicitly tracking time in our notations. However, because almost all of our analyses deal with how Φ(·) changes over time, it’s worth remarking that Parent(p), Size(p), and Φ(p) are quantities that change over time, while Size^{max}(p) is static over time.

3 O(log log n) Analysis

Consider a potential function Φ (p) := √ Size (p) .

Since Φ(p) is an increasing function of Size(p), the first property of potential function analysis holds by Lemma 1. The second property also holds because the exponent is less than 1.

We next verify the third property. Consider a find step along p_1 → p_2 → · · · → p_m → r, where r is a root. Suppose that the current sizes of p_1, p_2, . . . , p_m are s_1, s_2, . . . , s_m. After the path compression, the size of p_1 stays the same, while the new sizes of p_2, . . . , p_m are

s_2 − s_1, s_3 − s_2, . . . , s_m − s_{m−1} .

For every 2 ≤ i ≤ m, the potential of p_i decreases by √ s_i − √ s_i − s_{i−1}. Either this is at least 1 2 , covering the cost of edge p_{i−1} → p_i, or we have √ s_i − s_{i−1} ≥ √ s_i − 1 2 . Squaring both sides gives s_i − s_{i−1} ≥ s_i − √ s_i + 1 4 > s_i − √ s_i. Canceling s_i on both sides and talking logarithm gives

log s_i ≥ 2 log s_{i−1} .

Since 1 ≤ s_1 < s_2 < · · · < s_m ≤ n, this can happen only log log n times. Therefore, the amortized cost is O(log log n) by Lemma 5.

4 O(log^∗ n) Analysis

Define the potential function as

Φ (p) :=

Size (p) (3 + log Size (p))^2 . We first verify that the potential is increasing in Size(p). This is where we need the constant 3 (instead of 1) in the definition. The derivative of^x_{(3+log x)2} at x ≥ 1 is 1 (3 + log x)^2 − 2 ln 2(3 + log x)^3 ≥ 1 (3 + log x)^2 − 2 3 ln 2(3 + log x)^2 ≥ 1 30(3 + log x)^2

, (1)

where the second last inequality follows from log x ≥ 0 for all x ≥ 1.

By the monotonicity of Φ(p) and that Size(p) is nonincreasing for non-root nodes p (Lemma 1), the first property of potential function analysis holds. Further, the second property follows by the monotonicity of Φ(p) and Size(p) ≤ Size^{max}(p).

We next verify the third property. Consider a find step along p_1 → p_2 → · · · → p_m → r, where r is a root. Suppose that the current sizes of p_1, p_2, . . . , p_m are s_1, s_2, . . . , s_m. After the path compression, the size of p_1 stays the same, while the new sizes of p_2, . . . , p_m are

s_2 − s_1, s_3 − s_2, . . . , s_m − s_{m−1} .

We next analyze the decrease of node p_i’s potential for 2 ≤ i ≤ m. By Equation (1) and that 1 30(3+log x)^2 is decreasing in x, the derivative of x (3+log x)^2 is at least 1 30(3+log s_i)^2 for si −si−1 ≤ x ≤ si.

Hence, when p_i’s size changes from s_i to s_i − s_{i−1}, its potential decreases by at least s_{i−1} 30 (3 + log s_i)^2 . Either this is at least^1_{270} , covering the cost of edge p_{i−1} → p_i, or we have: s_{i−1} < 1 9 (3 + log s_i)^2 = ( 1 + 1 3 log s_i

)_2 . (2)

The function ( 1 +^1_3 log x

)_2

is of higher order than log x, but iterating it twice is less than log x for any x ≥ 8. This is easy to verify numerically, so we defer its proof to Lemma 7 in Appendix B. Since 1 ≤ s_1 < s_2 < · · · < s_m ≤ n, a size decrease satisfying Equation (2) can happen at most most O(log^∗ n) times along the find-path. Hence, the amortized cost is O(log^∗ n) by Lemma 5.

5 Further Extensions

This section combines the ideas in Sections 3 and 4 to prove better upper bounds such as O(log^{∗∗} n) for the amortized cost of union-find. The following analysis uses the max sizes of the nodes.

We first give an alternative O(log^∗ n) proof. Consider a potential function

Φ_1 (p) := √ Size^{max} (p) 1 + log Size^{max} (Parent(p)) . We opt for this choice of “nice functions” at the cost of a large constant in the asymptotic bound. The constant would be much smaller if we use

Size^{max} (p)^a (1 + log Parent (Size^{max} (p)))^b

with constants a → 1 and b → 0.

The numerator is fixed throughout. By Lemma 2, Size^{max}(Parent(p)) is increasing over time for any non-root node p. Hence the first property of potential function analysis holds. The second property is straightforward because of the exponent^1_2 .

We next verify the third property. Consider a find step along p_1 → p_2 → · · · → p_m, where p_m = r is the root. Let the max sizes of p_1, p_2, . . . , p_m at the moment be s_1, s_2, . . . , s_m. Consider any p_i where 1 ≤ i ≤ m − 2. The potential of this node changes from √ s_i 1 + log s_{i+1}

to √ s_i 1 + log s_m because its parent becomes p_m after the path compression.

Since log s_{i+1} ≤ log s_{i+2} − 1 ≤ log s_m − 1 by Lemma 3, the decrease is √ s_i ( 1 1 + log s_{i+1} − 1 1 + log s_m ) ≥ √ s_i ( 1 1 + log s_{i+1} − 1 2 + log s_{i+1} ) ≥ √ s_i 2 (1 + log s_{i+1})^2 .

Either this is at least^1_{213} , covering the cost of edge p_i → p_{i+1}, or we have

s_i ≤ ( 1 + log s_{i+1} 8 )_4

. (3)

Recall that the log function represents the number of times a node’s value can halve, and the log^∗ function represents the number of times we can take log. We define a variant of it for our modified iteration of taking log and raising to the fourth power:

^log∗ (x) := min_k ( y ← ( 1 + log y 8 )_4)(k) (x) ≤ 1 .

That is, the number of times to iteratively apply x ← (^{1+log x}_8 )^4 until the result is at most 1. This is asymptotically the same as log^∗. Intuitively, this is because raising to the fourth power is of lower order compared to the inverse of logarithm (i.e., the exponential function). Hence, the value still decreases almost as fast as taking logarithm. We defer the proof to Lemma 8 of Appendix 4.

By the definition of ^log^∗ and that 1 ≤ s_1 < s_2 < · · · < s_m ≤ n, Equation (3) holds for at most O ( ^ log^∗n ) different p_i’s. Hence, the amortized cost is O( ^log^∗n) = O(log^∗ n) by Lemma 5.

We next define the level-2 potential of a node:

Φ_2 (p) := √ Size^{max} (p) · ( 1 1 + log (Size^{max} (Parent (p))) + 1 1 + ^log^∗ (Size^{max} (Parent (p))) ) .

Note that it is critical we use √ Size^{max}(p) instead of Size^{max}(p) in the numerator: the ^log^∗ of a node’s ancestors’ sizes do not decrease fast enough to allow telescoping as in the proof of Lemma 4 (even if we raise the numerator to some power d > 1 like in Section 4).

The first two properties of the potential function analysis still hold for the same reason as for the first potential in the section. For the third property, we consider a path compression along p_1 → p_2 → · · · → p_m with max sizes s_1, s_2, . . . , s_m respectively. The above analysis shows that the decrease of the first term of the potential pays for all edges along the path except for (1) p_{m−1} → p_m and (2) edges p_i → p_{i+1} satisfying s_i ≤ (^{1+log si+1}_8 )^4.

It remains to use the decrease of the second term of the potential to pay for the second subset of edges. Since such an edge p_i → p_{i+1} satisfies s_i ≤ (^{1+log si+1}_8 )^4, we have

^log∗ (s_i) ≤ ^log∗ (s_{i+1}) − 1 ≤ ^log∗ (s_m) − 1 .

Hence, the decrease in potential function in the second term (of node p_{i−1}) is at least √ s_{i−1} ( 1 1 + ^log^∗s_i − 1 1 + ^log^∗s_m ) ≥ √ s_{i−1} · 1 2 ( 1 + ^log^∗s_i

)_2 .

Either this is at least^1_{213} , covering the cost of edge p_i → p_{i+1}, or we have

s_{i−1} ≤ ( 1 + ^log^∗s_i 8 )_4

. (4)

We now define ^ log^{∗∗} (x) := min_k y ← ( 1 + ^log^∗y 8 )_4 (k) (x) ≤ 1 .

By the definition of ^log^{∗∗} and that 1 ≤ s_1 < s_2 < · · · < s_m ≤ n, Equation (4) holds for at most O (^ log^{∗∗}n ) different p_i’s. Hence, the amortized cost is O(^log^{∗∗}n) by Lemma 5.

We can further define the third-level potential function by adding a^1_{1+^log∗∗} term, and so forth.

6 Proof Using the Original Definition of Ackermann Functions

This section directly considers the original definition of the Ackermann functions. Recall that the Ackermann functions A_k : N → N, k ≥ 0, are recursively defined as follows

A_0(ℓ) = ℓ + 1 , A_{k+1}(ℓ) = A^{(ℓ+1)}_k (1) .

We will consider r(p) = ⌊log Size^{max}(p)⌋ with two properties: (1) r(Parent(p)) ≥ r(p) + 1 for any non-root node p, and (2) r(Parent(p)) = O

(_{Size}max_{(p)}

(1+log Size^{max}(p))^2 ) . We remark that it suffices to use p’s rank at the end for r(p) in union-by-rank. For any non-root node p, define its potential as

Φ(p) := α(n)∑

k=0 r(p)∑

ℓ=1 1 ( A^{(ℓ+1)}_k (r (p)) > r (Parent (p)) ) . It is similar to the potential function in the last section in the sense that it is also increasing in Size^{max}(p) (through r(p)), which is fixed throughout, and is also decreasing over time for any non-root node p because Size^{max}(Parent(p)) and thus r(Parent(p)) is nondecreasing (Lemma 2).

As a result, the first property (monotonicity) of potential function analysis holds. The second property (boundedness) also holds because by definition Φ(p) ≤ (α(n) + 1)r(p) and thus

Φ(p) α(n) ≤ O(r(p)) = O(log Size^{max}(p)) .

For the third property, consider a path compression along p_1 → p_2 → · · · → p_m, where p_m = r is the root. For any node p_i, 1 ≤ i < m, with parent p_{i+1}, let k_i be the largest k ≥ 0 for which

A_k(r(p_i)) ≤ r(p_{i+1}) .

This is well-defined since A_0 (r (p_i)) = r (p_i) + 1 ≤ r (p_{i+1}). Further, we have k_i ≤ α(n) because A_{α(n)+1}(1) > n ≥ Size^{max}(p_{i+1}) ≥ r(p_{i+1}) by the definition of inverse Ackermann function α(n).

Next, we let ℓ_i be the largest ℓ ≥ 1 for which

A^{(ℓ)}_{ki} (r (p_i)) ≤ r (p_{i+1}) .

We have ℓ_i ≤ r(p_i), because by our choice of k_i r(p_{i+1}) < A_{ki+1} ( r(p_i) ) = A^{(r(pi)+1)}

k_i (1) ≤ A

(r(p_i)+1) k_i ( r(p_i) ) . For any 0 ≤ k ≤ α(n), consider all p_i’s with k_i = k. We next show that all these nodes, except the one closest to the root, have their potential function values decreased by at least 1. Consider any such node p_i. Its old parent p_{i+1} satisfies A^{ℓi}_k ( r(p_i) ) ≤ r(p_{i+1}) < A^{ℓi+1}_k ( r(p_i) ) .

Further, since it is not the closest to the root among these vertices, there is j > i such that k_j = k, which means r(p_{j+1}) ≥ A_k(r(p_j )). Noting that r(p_m) ≥ r(p_{j+1}) and r(p_j) ≥ r(p_{i+1}), we have r(p_m) ≥ A_k ( r(p_{i+1}) ) ≥ A^{ℓi+1}_k ( r(p_i) ) . Therefore, changing p_i’s parent from p_{i+1} to p_m makes the indicator for k = k_i and ℓ = ℓ_i change from 1 to 0 in p_i’s potential function.

In sum, for each 0 ≤ k ≤ α(n), there is at most one node with k_i = k whose potential function fails to decrease. The amortized cost is therefore O(α(n)) by Lemma 5.

7 Conclusion

We gave potential-function-based analyses of the union-find data structure that are closer to other amortized potential functions used to analyze tree-based data structures. These proofs differ from existing proofs in that they no longer require explicit definitions of the Ackermann function. Nonetheless, they are able to naturally interpolate to the optimal O(α(n)) bound using the kth-iterated logs based characterization of the inverse Ackermann function.

From a presentation perspective, the authors believe that only the O(log log n) and O(log^∗ n) proofs (Sections 3 and 4 respectively) are significantly simpler than proofs via the Ackermann function. Our current attempts at extending these proofs beyond log^∗ n require potential functions involving both a node and its parent, and are essentially continuous variants of the proofs that explicitly define the inverse Ackermann function. We pose as an open question whether potential functions based solely on Size(p) can also give bounds of log^{∗∗} n or better.

References

[DBS18] Laxman Dhulipala, Guy E. Blelloch, and Julian Shun. Theoretically efficient parallel graph algorithms can be fast and scalable. In Christian Scheideler and Jeremy T. Fineman, editors, Proceedings of the 30th on Symposium on Parallelism in Algorithms and Architectures, SPAA 2018, Vienna, Austria, July 16-18, 2018, pages 393–404. ACM, 2018.

[FGMT13] Wojciech Fraczak, Loukas Georgiadis, Andrew Miller, and Robert Endre Tarjan. Finding dominators via disjoint set union. J. Discrete Algorithms, 23:2–20, 2013.

[FS89] Michael L. Fredman and Michael E. Saks. The cell probe complexity of dynamic data structures. In David S. Johnson, editor, Proceedings of the 21st Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, May 14-17, 1989, Seattle, Washington, USA, pages 345–354. ACM, 1989.

[FSST86] Michael L. Fredman, Robert Sedgewick, Daniel Dominic Sleator, and Robert Endre Tarjan. The pairing heap: A new form of self-adjusting heap. Algorithmica, 1(1):111– 129, 1986.

[GF64] Bernard A. Galler and Michael J. Fisher. An improved equivalence algorithm. Commun. ACM, 7(5):301–303, may 1964.

[GI91] Zvi Galil and Giuseppe F. Italiano. Data structures and algorithms for disjoint set union problems. ACM Comput. Surv., 23(3):319–344, sep 1991.

[Gup19] Anupam Gupta. 15-451/651: Design & analysis of algorithms, lecture 4: Union-find and msts, January 2019. Available at: https://www.cs.cmu.edu/~15451-s19/lectures/lec04-unionfind.pdf.

[Hel85] Pavol Hell. On the history of the minimum spanning tree problem. Annals of the History of Computing, 7(1):43–57, 1985.

[HU73] John E. Hopcroft and Jeffrey D. Ullman. Set merging algorithms. SIAM J. Comput., 2(4):294–303, 1973.

[LS13] Jakub Lacki and Piotr Sankowski. Reachability in graph timelines. In Robert D. Kleinberg, editor, Innovations in Theoretical Computer Science, ITCS ’13, Berkeley, CA, USA, January 9-12, 2013, pages 257–268. ACM, 2013.

[Sei06] Raimund Seidel. Understanding the inverse ackermann function, 2006. Available at https://cgi.di.uoa.gr/~ewcg06/invited/Seidel.pdf.

[ST85] Daniel Dominic Sleator and Robert Endre Tarjan. Self-adjusting binary search trees. J. ACM, 32(3):652–686, 1985.

[ST86] Daniel Dominic Sleator and Robert Endre Tarjan. Self-adjusting heaps. SIAM J. Comput., 15(1):52–69, 1986.

[Tar75] Robert Endre Tarjan. Efficiency of a good but not linear set union algorithm. J. ACM, 22(2):215–225, 1975.

[Tar79] Robert Endre Tarjan. A class of algorithms which require nonlinear time to maintain disjoint sets. J. Comput. Syst. Sci., 18(2):110–127, 1979.

A Ackermann Function and Its Alternate Characterizations

First, recall that the Ackermann functions A_k : N → N, k ≥ 0, are recursively defined as follows A_0(ℓ) = ℓ + 1 , A_{k+1}(ℓ) = A^{(ℓ+1)}_k (1) .

Further recall that superscript ∗ means the number of iterative applications of a function until the value is at most 1. We will write f^{∗×k} for function

f k times ∗ ∗ · · · ∗ . Lemma 6. The inverse Ackermann function α(n) is within a constant factor of the minimum natural number k such that log^{∗×k}_2 (n) = 1.

Proof. Define B_k(x) = min{i ∈ N : A_k(i) ≥ x}. By definition, we have B_k(A_k(x)) = x , A_k(B_k(x)) ≥ x .

Hence, B_{k+1}(x) = min{i ∈ N : A_{k+1}(i) ≥ x} = min{i ∈ N : A^{(i+1)}_k (1) ≥ x} = min{i ∈ N : 1 ≥ B^{(i+1)}_k (x)} where the last conditions imply each other by applying A^{i+1}_k or B^{i+1}_k to both sides. In particular, we get that B_{k+1} equals B^∗_k(x) − 1 (unless B^∗_k(x) was zero, in which case B_{k+1} would be zero).

The first few Ackermann functions are

A_0(x) = x + 1 , A_1(x) = x + 2 , A_2(x) = 2x + 3 , A_3(x) = 2^{x+3} − 3

each of which can be easily verified by induction. Therefore

B_3(x) = min{i ∈ N : 2^{i+3} − 3 ≥ x} = max { ⌊log_2(x + 3)⌋ − 3, 0 } ≤ log_2 x .

Combining this and B_{k+1}(x) = max{B^∗_k(x) − 1, 0} ≤ B^∗_k(x), we have

B_{k+3}(x) ≤ log^{∗×k}_2 (x)

whenever the right-hand-side is greater than 1.

To attain the other direction, first note that if f : N^+ → N satisfies f(x) < x for all x then f(x) > f^∗(x) when f(x) > 1 and otherwise f^∗(x) ≤ 1. Applying this we get

B_3 (x) = ⌊log_2 (x + 3)⌋ − 3 ≥ ⌊log_2(x)⌋ − 3 ≥ log^{∗∗∗}_2 (x)

when the right hand side is greater than one — and the^∗ operator does consider what values that function takes on 0 or 1. Going further we can induct on k to get

B_{k+3} (x) ≥ B^∗_{k+2} (x) − 1 ≥ B^{∗∗}_{k+2} (x) ≥ ( log^{∗×(2k+1)} 2 )_{∗∗} (x) = log^{∗×(2k+3)}

2 (x)

whenever the right hand side is greater than one.

By definition,

α(x) = min{i ∈ ω : A_i(1) ≥ x} = min{i ∈ ω : B_i(x) ≤ 1}

and let α^′(x) = min{i ∈ ω : log^{∗×k}_2 (x) = 0}. From the bounds above if log^{∗×(2k+3)}_2 (x) > 1 then B_{k+3}(x) > 1 so α^′ = O(α) and if B_{k+3}(x) > 1 then log^{∗×k}_2 (x) > 1 so α = O(α^′).

B Comparing Iterated Modified Functions with log^∗

We check that our lower-order modifications to the inputs of logarithm still give iteration counts comparable to iterated logarithms.

We first prove that iterating function (1 +^1_3 log x)^2 twice is smaller than log x for any x ≥ 8.

Lemma 7. Consider the function f(x) = (1 +^1_3 log x)^2. For all x ≥ 8, we have f (f (x)) ≤ log x. Proof. Let y = log x. Then y ≥ 3, and y is monotonically increasing in x. The condition that we want to prove is equivalent to y − ( 1 + 2 3 log ( 1 + y 3 ))2 ≥ 0 .

This is true for y = 3, because 3 − (1 +^2_3 )^2 =^2_9 > 0. It remains to verify that the left-hand-side is increasing. The left-hand-side’s derivative is:

1 − 2 ( 1 + 2 3 log ( 1 + y 3 )) 2 3 ln 2(3 + y) = 3 ln 2(3 + y) − 4 ( 1 +^2_3 log(1 +^y_3 ) ) 3 ln 2(3 + y) = (9 ln 2 − 4) + (3 ln 2)y −^8_3 log(1 +^y_3 ) 3 ln 2(3 + y) ≥ (9 ln 2 − 4) + (3 ln 2 −^8_{9 ln 2} )y

3 ln 2(3 + y) > 0 , where the second last inequality follows by ln(1 + z) ≤ z.

We now turn to the iterated variants of such function used in Section 5. Lemma 8. The function

^log∗ (x) = min_k ( y ← ( 1 + log y 8 )_4)(k) (x) ≤ 1

satisfies ^log^∗(x) ≤ 2 log^∗(x).

Proof. We first verify that ^log^∗(x) is well-defined, by proving for any y ≥ 2 that ( 1 + log y 8 )_4 ≤ y 2 . Taking logarithms on both sides and changing variables with z = log y, this is equivalent to proving for any z ≥ 1 that 4 ( log(1 + z) − 3 ) ≤ z − 1 . Rearranging terms, we can further rewrite it as log ( 1 + z 2^{11}4 ) ≤ z 4 . This follows because the left-hand-side is at most log ( 1 + z 2^{11}4 ) ≤ z 2^{11}4 ln 2 < z 4 . It remains to very that applying function y ← (^{1+log y}_8 )^4 twice yields a value that is at most log y for any y ≥ 2. Changing variables with z = log y, we need to prove for any z ≥ 1 that ( 1 + 4 log^{1+z}_8 8 )_4 ≤ z . Relaxing 1 + z to 2z and taking fourth root on both sides, it suffices to prove 4 log z − 7 8 ≤^4 √ z . Changing variables with u =^4 √ z, this is equivalent to

2 log u − 7 8 ≤ u . This holds because 2 log u − u achieves maximum value approximately 0.172 <^7_8 at u =^2_{ln 2} .