arXiv:2307.07175v1 [cs.DS] 14 Jul 2023

Approximating Edit Distance in the Fully Dynamic Model

Tomasz Kociumaka^1, Anish Mukherjee^{∗2}, and Barna Saha^{†3}

1Max Planck Institute for Informatics, Saarland Informatics Campus, Saarbrücken, Germany

tomasz.kociumaka@mpi-inf.mpg.de

2University of Warwick, Coventry, UK

anish.mukherjee@warwick.ac.uk

3University of California, San Diego, US

barnas@ucsd.edu

Abstract

The edit distance is a fundamental measure of sequence similarity, defined as the minimum number of character insertions, deletions, and substitutions needed to transform one string into the other. Given two strings of length at most n, a simple dynamic programming computes their edit distance exactly in O(n^2) time, which is also the best possible (up to subpolynomial factors) assuming the Strong Exponential Time Hypothesis (SETH). The last few decades have seen tremendous progress in edit distance approximation, where the runtime has been brought down to subquadratic, to near-linear, and even to sublinear at the cost of approximation.

In this paper, we study the dynamic edit distance problem where the strings change dynamically as the characters are substituted, inserted, or deleted over time. Each change may happen at any location of either of the two strings. The goal is to maintain the (exact or approximate) edit distance of such dynamic strings while minimizing the update time. The exact edit distance can be maintained in Õ(n) time per update (Charalampopoulos, Kociumaka, Mozes; 2020), which is again tight assuming SETH. Unfortunately, even with the unprecedented progress in edit distance approximation in the static setting, strikingly little is known regarding dynamic edit distance approximation. Utilizing the best near-linear-time (Andoni, Nosatzki; 2020) and sublinear-time (Goldenberg, Kociumaka, Krauthgamer, Saha; 2022) approximation algorithm, an old exact algorithm (Landau and Vishkin; 1988), and a generic dynamic strings implementation (Mehlhorn, Sundar, Uhrig; 1996), it is possible to achieve an O(n^c)-approximation in n^{0.5−c+o(1)} update time for any constant c ∈ [0,^1_6 ]. Improving upon this trade-off, characterized by the approximation-ratio and update-time product n^{0.5+o(1)}, remains wide open.

The contribution of this work is a dynamic n^{o(1)}-approximation algorithm with amortized expected update time of n^{o(1)}. In other words, we bring the approximation-ratio and updatetime product down to n^{o(1)}, which is also the best possible with the current state of the art in static algorithms. Our solution utilizes an elegant framework of precision sampling tree for edit distance approximation (Andoni, Krauthgamer, Onak; 2010). We show how it is possible to dynamically maintain precision sampling trees which comes with significant nontriviality and can be an independent tool of interest for further development in dynamic string algorithms.

∗Research supported in part by the Centre for Discrete Mathematics and its Applications (DIMAP) and by EPSRC award EP/V01305X/1.

†Partially supported by NSF grants 1652303, 1909046, 2112533, and HDR TRIPODS Phase II grant 2217058.

1 Introduction

Dynamic algorithms model the real-world scenario where data is evolving rapidly and solutions must be efficiently maintained upon every update. Owing to significant advances in recent decades, many fundamental problems in graphs and sequences are now well understood in the dynamic setting. Examples include maximum matchings in graphs [San07, GP13, BKS23], connectivity [NS17, CGL^+20], maximum flow [CGH^+20, vdBLS22], minimum spanning trees [NSW17, CGL^+20], clustering [CCFM04, HK20, BEF^+23], diameter estimation [vdBN19], independent set [AOSS18], pattern matching [ABR00, GKK^+18, CKW20, CGK^+22], lossless compression [NII^+20], string similarity [ABR00, CGP20], longest increasing subsequence [MS20, KS21, GJ21], suffix arrays [KK22], and many others. Several related models with varying difficulties have been studied including incremental (insertion-only, where elements can only be added) [BK20, GWW20, KMS22, vdBLS22], decremental (deletion-only, where elements can only be deleted) [Ber16, HKN16, BGW20, BGS20], and fully-dynamic that supports both insertions and deletions [DI04, GP13, RZ16, HHS22].

In this paper, we study dynamic algorithms for computing edit distance, a fundamental measure of sequence similarity that, given two strings X and Y , counts the minimum number of character insertions, deletions, and substitutions needed to convert X into Y . The edit distance computation is one of the cornerstone problems in computer science with wide applications. In the static setting, the complexity of edit distance problem is well understood: Under the Strong Exponential Time Hypothesis (SETH), there does not exist a truly subquadratic algorithm for computing edit distance [ABW15, BK15, AHWW16, BI18], whereas a textbook dynamic programming [Vin68, NW70, WF74, Sel74] solves the problem trivially in O(n^2) time for strings of lengths at most n. This has naturally fuels the quest of designing fast approximation algorithms that run in subquadratic, near-linear, or even sublinear time – an area witnessing tremendous growth [LV88, BEK^+03, BES06, AO09, AKO10, BEG^+21, CDG^+20, GKS19, GRS20, KS20b, BR20, AN20, KS20a, GKKS22, BCFN22a, BCFN22b]. Starting with a √ n-approximation in linear time [LV88], a sequence of works [BEK^+03, BES06] have led to sub-polynomial [AO09] and polylogarithmicfactor [AKO10] approximations in near-linear time, constant-factor approximations in subquadratic time [BEG^+21, CDG^+20, GRS20], and recently culminated with a constant-factor approximation in near-linear time [AN20].

The development of dynamic edit distance algorithms started with easier variants of the problem. Initially, most work has focused on updates restricted to the endpoints of the maintained strings [LMS98, KP04, IIST05, Tis08]. The most general of these contributions is Tiskin’s [Tis08] linear-time algorithm for maintaining the edit distance subject to updates that can insert or delete a character at either endpoint of either of the two strings. Much more recently, Charalampopoulos, Kociumaka, and Mozes [CKM20] gave an Õ(n)-update-time algorithm for the general dynamic edit distance problem, where updates are allowed anywhere within the maintained strings. Note SETH prohibits sublinear update time even in the most restrictive among the settings considered.

Achieving sublinear update time using approximation is therefore one of the tantalizing questions of dynamic edit distance. The unprecedented progress in static approximation algorithms implicitly leads to better dynamic algorithms. In particular, a constant-factor approximation with O(n^{0.5+ϵ}) update time (for any constant ϵ > 0) can be achieved as follows: The algorithm maintains O(log_C n) levels, each of which is responsible for distinguishing instances with edit distance at most k from instances with distance at least 3Ck (for a constant C ≫ 1 chosen based on ϵ). At each level, we test every k updates whether the edit distance is below 2k or above 2kC. If it is not above 2kC, then it cannot get above k +2kC ≤ 3kC for the next k updates. Similarly, if it is not below 2k, then it cannot get below 2k − k = k for the next k updates. If k is small, we run the exact algorithm of [LV88] using any dynamic strings data structure (e.g., [MSU97, ABR00, GKK^+18]) that, at ~O(1) updated time, supports substring equality queries in ~O(1) time. The cost of this implementation of the [LV88] algorithm is ~O(k^2), which amortizes to ~O(k) per update. If k is large, on the other hand, we use the approximation algorithm of [AN20], which provides a C-approximation of edit distance in O(n^{1+ϵ}) time, amortizing to O(n^{1+ϵ}/k) per update. Choosing the best of the two approaches, we achieve O(n^{0.5+ϵ}) time for the worst-case level. A similar strategy yields a more general tradeoff: an O(n^c)-approximation in ~O(n^{0.5−c}) update time for any positive constant c ≤^1_6 . The only difference is that we set C = n^c (rather than a constant) and use the recent sublinear-time algorithm of [GKKS22] for large k. Its cost is ~O (_{nk2} (n^ck)^2 + n √ k n^ck ) , which amortizes to ~O (_{n1−2c} k +^{n1−c}_{k1.5} ) per update. Choosing the best of the two approaches, we achieve ~O ( n^{0.5−c} + n^{0.4(1−c)} ) time for the worst-case level, which simplifies to ~O(n^{0.5−c}) provided that c ≤^1_6 .

Therefore, even with the recent progress in sublinear-time algorithms for edit distance estimation [GKS19, KS20a, GKKS22, BCFN22a, BCFN22b], improving the trade-off, characterized by the approximation-ratio and update time product n^{0.5−o(1)} remains wide open. In the recent STOC’22 workshop^1 on dynamic algorithms, designing better dynamic algorithms for approximating edit distance has been explicitly posted as an open question.

In this paper, we develop a dynamic n^{o(1)}-approximation algorithm with amortized expected update time of n^{o(1)}. In other words, we bring the approximation-ratio and update-time product down from n^{0.5+o(1)} to n^{o(1)}, which is also the best possible with the current state of the art in static algorithms. We consider the most general fully-dynamic case which allows for all edits (insertions, deletions, and substitutions) at arbitrary locations within the input strings.

Theorem 7.10. There exists a dynamic algorithm that, initialized with integer parameters 2 ≤ b ≤ n, maintains strings X and Y of lengths at most n subject to character edits and, upon each update, handled in b^2 · (log n)^{O(logb n)} amortized expected time, outputs an O(b log_b n)-factor approximation of the edit distance ED(X, Y ). The answers are correct with high probability (at least 1 −^1_n ).

In particular, with b = 2^{Θ(√log n log log n)}, our algorithm achieves a 2^{O(√log n log log n)}-factor approximation with 2^{O(√log n log log n)} update time. Appropriate b = log^{Θ(1/ϵ)} n, on the other hand, yields a (log n)^{O(1/ϵ)}-factor approximation with O(n^ϵ) update time for any constant ϵ > 0.

At the heart of our solution is the static algorithm of Andoni, Krauthgamer, and Onak [AKO10], who developed an elegant framework of precision sampling tree for edit distance approximation. One of our major contributions is to show how such a precision sampling tree can be maintained under arbitrary updates. This is especially challenging as a single insertion or deletion can affect the computation at all nodes of the precision sampling tree maintained in [AKO10]. We believe dynamic precision tree maintenance can be an independent tool of interest for further development in dynamic sequence algorithms.

1.1 Related Work

Multiple works have considered dynamic data structures for various string problems. The goal here is to maintain one or more dynamic strings subject to various queries such as testing equality between strings [MSU97], longest common prefix and lexicographic comparison queries [MSU97, ABR00, GKK^+18], pattern matching queries [CKW20, CGK^+22], text indexing queries [GKK^+15, NII^+20, KK22], longest common substring [CGP20], longest increasing subsequence [CCP13, MS20, KS21, GJ21], compressed representation of a text [NII^+20], compact representation of repetitive fragments [ABCK19], and so on. Beyond character edits, some works on dynamic strings (including [MSU97, ABR00, GKK^+18]) consider more general split and concatenate operations. These primitives can be used to implement not only edits but also cut-paste and copy-paste operations.

1https://sites.google.com/view/stoc22-dynamic-workshop/

One of the major advancements in algorithms recently has been in the area of fully dynamic graph algorithms for many central graph problems such as spanning forest [NS17], minimum spanning forest [CGL^+20, NSW17], transitive closure [San04, vdBNS19], strongly connected component [KMS22], shortest path [DI04, vdBN19], maximum matching [San07, GP13], maximal independent set [AOSS18], maximal matching [BGS15, Sol16], set cover [BHN19, AAG^+19], vertex cover [BK19] and various others. See the survey [HHS22] on recent advances in fully dynamic graph algorithms.

2 Preliminaries

Notations The edit distance ED(X, Y ) of two strings X and Y is defined as the minimum number of character edits, i.e., insertions, deletions, and substitutions, necessary to transform X into Y . Throughout, we assume that the two strings are of length at most n, and we want to solve the (k, K)-gap edit distance problem, which asks to distinguish ED(X, Y ) ≤ k from ED(X, Y ) > K. In the intermediate regime of k < ED(X, Y ) ≤ K, the algorithm is allowed to output any answer.

Denote by |X| the length of X. The range [i. .j) denotes the set {i, i + 1, . . . , j − 1}. For an integer i ∈ [0. .|X|), let X[i] denote the i-th character in X. For integers 0 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ |X|, denote by X[i. .j) the substring of X[i] · X[i + 1] · · · X[j − 1].

Let T be a rooted tree. A node of T is called a leaf if it has no children; otherwise, we call it an internal node. The depth d_v of a node v of T is the length (the number of edges) of the root-to-v path, and the depth d of the entire tree T is the maximum depth d_v of a node v in T . We also denote the degree (the number of children) of a node v by b_v and the maximum degree by b.

Precision Sampling Lemma. The Precision Sampling Lemma is a generic technique to estimate a sum ∑ i A_i from weak estimates of each A_i. Given a set of unknown numbers A_1, . . . , A_n ∈ R_{≥0} , suppose we have access to the values ~A_1, . . . , ~A_n such that each ~A_i is an (α, β)-approximation to A_i, that is,^1_α A_i − β ≤ ~A_i ≤ αA_i + β. Then, ∑ i ~A_i is trivially an (α, nβ)-approximation to ∑_i A_i.

Andoni, Krauthgamer, and Onak [AKO10] gave the following elegant solution which shows that one can avoid the blow-up in the additive error with a good success probability if the estimates ~A_i instead have additive error β · u_i for a non-uniformly sampled list of precisions u_1, . . . , u_n.

Lemma 2.1 ([BCFN22a, Lemma 9]). Let ϵ, δ > 0. There is a distribution D(ϵ, δ) supported over the real interval (0, 1] with the following properties:

Accuracy: Let A_1, . . . , A_n ∈ R_{≥0} and let u_1, . . . , u_n ∼ D(ϵ, δ) be sampled independently. There is a recovery algorithm with the following guarantee: Given (α, β · u_i)-approximations ~A_i of A_i, the algorithm ((1 + ϵ) · α, β)-approximates ∑ i A_i in time O(n · ϵ^{−2} log(δ^{−1})), with probability at least 1 − δ and for any parameters α ≥ 1 and β ≥ 0.

Efficiency: Sample u ∼ D(ϵ, δ). Then, for any N ≥ 1, there is an event E = E(u, N) happening with probability at least 1 − 1/N, such that Exp[ u^{−1} | E ] ≤ ~O(ϵ^{−2} log(δ^{−1}) log N).

The lemma was first shown in [AKO10] and later refined and simplified in [AKO11, And17]. To streamline the analysis of our dynamic algorithm, we use the following simple corollary.

Corollary 2.2. Let ϵ, δ > 0. There is a distribution D̂(ϵ, δ) supported over the real interval (0, 1] with the following properties:

Accuracy: Let A_1, . . . , A_n ∈ R_{≥0} and let u_1, . . . , u_n ∼ D̂(ϵ, δ) be sampled independently. There is a recovery algorithm Recover( ~A_1, . . . , ~A_n, u_1, . . . , u_n) with the following guarantee: Given (α, β · u_i)-approximations ~A_i of A_i, the algorithm ((1 + ϵ) · α, β)-approximates ∑ i A_i in time O(n · ϵ^{−2} log(δ^{−1})), with probability at least 1 − nδ and for any parameters α ≥ 1 and β ≥ 0.

Efficiency: If u ∼ D̂(ϵ, δ), then Exp[ u^{−1} ] ≤ ~O(ϵ^{−2} log^2(δ^{−1})).

3 Technical Overview

3.1 Step 0: Static AKO Algorithm & Modifications (Section 4)

The starting point of our dynamic algorithm is the Andoni–Krauthgamer–Onak algorithm [AKO10] that, given strings X, Y of length at most n and a parameter b ∈ [2. .n], solves the (k, K)-gap edit distance problem for K/k = O(b log_b n) in n · (log n)^{O(logb n)} time. They introduce an auxiliary string similarity measure tree distance TD(X, Y ) which approximates the edit distance ED(X, Y ) and is defined over an underlying rooted tree T called the precision sampling tree.

Definition 4.1 (Precision Sampling Tree). A rooted tree T with n leaves is called a precision sampling tree if each node v in T is labeled with a non-empty interval I_v such that • for the root node v_{root}, we have I_{vroot} = [0. .n);

• for every internal node v with children v_0, . . . , v_{bv −1}, I_v is the concatenation of I_{v0} , . . . , I_{vbv −1} ; • for every leaf node v, we have |I_v| = 1.

Definition 4.2 (Tree Distance). Let X, Y be strings, and let T be a precision sampling tree with |X| leaves. For every node v in T and every shift s ∈ Z:

• If v is a leaf with I_v = {i}, then TD_{v,s}(X, Y ) = { ED(X[i], Y [i + s]) if i + s ∈ [0. .|Y |), 1 otherwise.

• If v is an internal node with children v_0, . . . , v_{bv −1}, then TD_{v,s}(X, Y ) = b_v −1∑

h=0 min_{sh∈Z}(TD_{vh,sh} (X, Y ) + 2 · |s − s_h|). (3) We write TD_T (X, Y ) = TD_{vroot,0}(X, Y ).

The precision sampling tree splits the computation into independent subproblems. The main idea is to approximate the tree distances TD_{v,s}(X, Y ) of a block in one string (represented by a node v in the tree) with several shifts s of its corresponding block in the other string, and then carefully combine the results. Figure 1 gives an illustration of the definition.

The following lemma establishes the relation (and the usefulness) of the tree distance measure with the edit distance.

Lemma 4.3 ([BCFN22a, Lemma 6]). Let X, Y be strings and let T be a precision sampling tree with |X| leaves, degree at most b, and depth at most d. Then, ED(X, Y ) ≤ TD_T (X, Y ) ≤ 2bd·ED(X, Y ).

In particular, if the precision sampling tree is balanced, its depth is bounded by O(log_b n), so the above lemma shows that TD_T (X, Y ) is an O(b log_b n)-approximation of ED(X, Y ).

Since we are only interested in the (k, K)-gap edit distance problem for K/k = Θ(b log_b n), we only need to consider the shifts s in a range of [−K. .K] and also focus on computing the capped tree distances TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = min(TD_{v,s}(X, Y ), K). Approximating the tree distance problem boils down to the following.

For each node v of the precision sampling tree T , given appropriate parameters α_v ≥ 1 and β_v ≥ 0, for every shift s ∈ [−K. .K], compute an (α_v, β_v )-approximation Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) of TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ). In other words, the value Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) needs to satisfy the following property: 1 α_v TD ≤K v,s (X, Y ) − β_v ≤ Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) ≤ α_v TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) + β_v.

v_0v_1v_2v_3 s−s_0s−s_1s_2−ss_3−s ℓ r ℓ+s r+s s X[ℓ. .r) Y [ℓ + s. .r + s) only specific shifts are allowed

Figure 1: The definition of tree distance TD_{v,s}(X, Y ) at a node v with I_v = [ℓ. .r), shift s, and children v_0, v_1, v_2, and v_3. The dashed lines show the shift given by s. The blue lines show the relative shift |s − s_h| at each child. Shift sparsification is shown on the top, which only allows a subset of the shifts.

The AKO algorithm evaluates the following expression approximately (see Definition 4.2):

TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = min (_{bv −1} ∑ h=0 A_{h,s}, K ) , A_{h,s} = min s_h∈[−K. .K] ( TD^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, Y ) + 2 · |s − s_h| ) . (1)

The algorithm processes the precision sampling tree T in a bottom-up fashion so that (α_{vh} , β_{vh} )- approximations Δ^{≤K}_{vh,s}(X, Y ) of the values TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) are available when the algorithm processes v. These values are used to obtain

Ã_{h,s} = min s_h∈[−K. .K] ( Δ^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, Y ) + 2 · |s − s_h| ) . Hence, Ã_{h,s} is also an (α_{vh} , β_{v,h})-approximation of A_{h,s}. By setting β_{vh} = β_v · u_{vh} and α_{vh} = α_v/(1 + ϵ), and using the Precision Sampling Lemma (Lemma 2.1) with appropriate parameters, they obtain Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) as an (α_v, β_v )-approximation of TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ). In particular, this leads to an efficient computation of (10, 0.001K)-approximation Δ^{≤K}_{vroot,0}(X, Y ) of TD^{≤K}_T (X, Y ). To distinguish ED(X, Y ) ≤ k from ED(X, Y ) > K, it suffices to check whether Δ^{≤K}_{vroot,0}(X, Y ) ≤ 0.099K.

Modification to the Static Algorithm Unfortunately, the off-the-shelf AKO algorithm is not sufficient for us to build on it in the dynamic setting. First, we need to strengthen the definition of capped tree distance as follows.

Definition 4.5 (Capped Tree Distance). For strings X, Y , precision sampling tree T with |X| leaves, and an integer threshold K ≥ 0, define K-capped tree distance for each node v ∈ T , and shift s ∈ [−K. .K] as follows:

• If v is a leaf with I_v = {i}, then TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = min (ED(X[i], Y [i + s]), K − |s|), assuming that ED(X[i], Y [i + s]) = 1 if i + s /∈ [0. .|Y |).

• If v is an internal nodes with children v_0, . . . , v_{bv −1}, then

TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = min (_{bv −1} ∑ h=0 min s_h∈[−K. .K] ( TD^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, Y ) + 2 · |s − s_h| ) , K − |s| ) . (4)

By capping the distance to K − |s| rather than K, we can prove a stronger relation between the capped tree distance and original tree distance at all internal nodes which previously was true only at the root and only for s = 0.

Lemma 4.6 (Relationship between Capped and Original Tree Distance). For every node v and shift s ∈ [−K. .K], we have TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = min(TD_{v,s}(X, Y ), K − |s|). In particular, TD^{≤K}_T (X, Y ) = TD^{≤K}_{vroot,0}(X, Y ) = min(TD_T (X, Y ), K). Next, to reduce the number of computations per node while evaluating Eq. (1), we consider only active nodes, where a node v is called active if |I_v | > β_v; otherwise, returning Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = 0 for all shifts s ∈ [−K. .K] is a valid (α_v , β_v )-approximation. Therefore, all inactive nodes can be pruned from further computation. Moreover, on each active node, we only consider a subset S_v ⊆ [−K. .K] of shifts selected uniformly at random with rate min ( 1, 48β^{−1}_v (b_v + 1) ln n ) . By Definition 4.2, any two shifts s, s^′ ∈ [−K. .K] satisfy | |TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) − TD^{≤K}_{v,s}′ (X, Y ) | | ≤ 2(bv_h + 1)|s − s^′| (2)

Consequently, by definition of S_v, for any shift s ∈ [−K. .K], the closest shift s̃ ∈ S_v satisfies

Pr [ |s − ~s| > β_v 8(b_v + 1) ] ≤ ( 1 − 48(b_v + 1) ln n β_v ) βv_{8(bv +1)} ≤ exp ( − 48(b_v + 1) ln n · β_v β_v · 8(b_v + 1) ) ≤ 1 n^6 . Utilizing the above, we can show the shift sparsification does not add too much additional error in the computation of Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ). Shift sparsification has been considered before (at a much lower rate and deterministically) in [BCFN22b], whereas pruning was used in [AKO10, BCFN22a]. However, in the static setting, simultaneous pruning and sparsification is not useful (see Remark 4.14). On the other hand, it is crucial that we utilize both in the dynamic setting. Therefore, our analysis in the static setting (building up to the dynamic setting) needs to be different. The running time bound follows from Lemma 4.11, which proves that

Exp[β^{−1}_v ] =^1_K (log n)^{O(dv )} =^1_K · (log n)^{O(logb n)}.

The time taken by Algorithm 1 for execution at node v is bounded by ~O( ∑_{bv −1} h=0 (|S_v| + |S_{vh} |)) (Lemma 4.13). Since Exp[|S_w|] ≤ 48K(b_w + 1) ln n · Exp[β^{−1}_w ] = b · (log n)^{O(logb n)} holds by Lemma 4.11 for every node w, this is b^2 · (log n)^{O(logb n)} per node. Across all nodes, the expected running time of Algorithm 1 is nb^2 · (log n)^{O(logb n)}. Moreover, the approximation guarantees hold with high probability (1 − 1/ poly(n)).

3.2 Step 1: Substitutions in both X and Y (Section 5)

With the modifications in the static algorithm in place, we now consider a simple dynamic scenario for which already no better result exists in the literature. Namely, we allow for updates to be substitutions anywhere within the maintained strings X and Y . We can assume that a precision sampling tree T (X, Y ) has already been built, and the goal is to maintain it so that, for all v and s ∈ S_v, the value Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) remains a valid (α_v, β_v )-approximation of TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) at all times.

An advantage of allowing only substitutions is that structurally the precision sampling tree does not change, that is, at every node v, the interval I_v remains the same. Upon a substitution, the algorithm recomputes all values Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) for which TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) might have potentially changed. Note that considering all shifts s ∈ [−K. .K] even on a single node is not possible as K

XX[i] XYY [i] O(K)

Figure 2: (Left) Substitution in X at X[i]. The relevant nodes are shown in dark forming a root-to-leaf path. (Right) Substitution in Y at Y [i]. A node v is relevant if there exists s ∈ [−K. .K] such that I_v ∩ [i − s − K_v. .i − s + K_v ] ≠ ∅. The relevant nodes are shown in dark within a contiguous yellow band of width O(k). Computation at relevant nodes may need to access values stored at orange nodes. The shifts at orange nodes that are needed for computation at relevant nodes are called quasi-relevant shifts.

can be large. Thus, shift sparsification is necessary. On the other hand, considering even a single shift per node for which the TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) value can be affected could be costly for some levels of the precision sampling tree (e.g., the leaf level). We show the number of active nodes on those levels is small and, overall, few values Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) need updating.

The following notion of relevance characterizes the shifts for which TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) might have changed: We will show that a substitution can affect TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) only if s is relevant. If v is not a leaf, then, in order to recompute Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ), we will need to access some values Δ^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, Y ) at the children v_h of v. To capture the scope of the necessary shifts s_h, we introduce the notion of quasi-relevance.

Definition 5.1. Consider a node v ∈ T . We define the sets R^{X,i}_v , R^{Y,i}_v ⊆ [−K. .K] of shifts relevant for substitutions at X[i] and Y [i], respectively, as follows, denoting K_v := min(K, |I_v |): R^{X,i}_v = {s ∈ [−K. .K] : i ∈ I_v}, R^{Y,i}_v = {s ∈ [−K. .K] : [i − s − K_v. .i − s + K_v ] ∩ I_v ≠ ∅}. Moreover, we say that a shift is quasi-relevant with respect to a substitution if it is at distance at most K_v from a relevant shift. Formally, Q^{X,i}_v = {s ∈ [−K. .K] : ∃_{s′∈R}X,i_v |s − s^′| ≤ K_v}, Q^{Y,i}_v = {s ∈ [−K. .K] : ∃_{s′∈R}Y,i_v |s − s^′| ≤ K_v}. Furthermore, we say that a node v is in scope of a substitution if the corresponding set of relevant shifts is non-empty.

Figure 2 illustrates the nodes in scope. For a substitution in X, they form a single root-to-leaf path, whereas for a substitution in Y using Definition 5.1, either the number of nodes in scope is O(1) per level, or the total interval spanned by such nodes per level is O(K). The orange nodes shown in Figure 2 are children of nodes in scope. They are not in scope themselves, but we may need to access need to access Δ^{≤K}_{v′,s′} (X, Y ) stored at such a node v^′ (colored orange) for shifts s^′ if s^′ is a quasi-relevant shift at its parent.

The following locality lemma shows that TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) changes only if s is a relevant shift.

Lemma 5.4. Consider a node v with I_v = [i_v. .j_v ] of a precision sampling tree T with n leaves. Moreover, consider strings X, X^′ ∈ Σ^n and Y, Y^′ ∈ Σ^∗, as well as a shift s ∈ [−K. .K] such that TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = t. If X[i_v . .j_v ] = X^′[i_v. .j_v ] and Y [i_v + s − t. .j_v + s + t] = Y^′[i_v + s − t. .j_v + s + t], then TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X^′, Y^′) = TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ).

Corollary 5.5. Consider a node v ∈ T and a shift s ∈ [−K. .K]. If s /∈ R^{Y,i}_v is not relevant for a substitution at Y [i], then the value TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) is not affected by this substitution. Similarly, if s /∈ R^{X,i}_v is not relevant for a substitution at X[i], then the value TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) is not affected by this substitution.

The update time bound is established by (i) showing that the total number of quasi-relevant shifts is O(K · log_b n) (Lemma 5.6), and (ii) bounding the number of active nodes in scope (Lemma 5.7). The probability of v being active does not exceed^{|Iv|}_K · (log n)^{O(logb n)} ≤^{Kv}_K · (log n)^{O(logb n)} (Eq. (10)). Note that each node v in scope of a substitution at Y [i] contributes at least |Q^{Y,i}_v | ≥ K_v quasi-relevant shifts (from the definition of quasi-relevance). Consequently, for such node, the probability of being active does not exceed^{|QY,iv |}_K · (log n)^{O(logb n)}. Therefore, using Lemma 5.6, the number of active nodes in scope is bounded by (log n)^{O(logb n)}. The running time of our procedure handling a substitution at Y [i] can be shown to be ~O( ∑_{bv −1} h=0 (|R^{Y,i}_v ∩S_v|+|Q^{Y,i}_v ∩S_{vh} |)), which is b^2 ·^{|QY,iv |}_K · (log n)^{O(logb n)} per node v in scope (Lemma 5.8). Now utilizing the bound on quasi-relevant shifts (Lemma 5.6), and the number of active nodes in scope (Lemma 5.7), we get the expected running time to be b^2(log n)^{O(logb n)} in total.

3.3 Step 2: Substitutions in X and Edits in Y (Section 6)

We now move to the considerably more challenging case of handling insertions and deletions. Note that, as long as the updates in X are only substitutions, the structure of the precision sampling tree does not change following the discussion of the preceding section. Therefore, while we allow all possible edits (insertions, deletions, and substitutions) in Y , we still restrict to only substitutions in X. Even then, as Figure 3 illustrates, a single deletion (or insertion) in Y can affect all the nodes in T (X, Y ). Therefore, we would need to update the Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) values for all v ∈ T (X, Y ) and s ∈ S_v (recall that S_v are the allowed shifts at v after sparsification), which is equivalent to building the precision sampling tree from scratch. In light of that, it seems almost hopeless that a precision sampling tree T (X, Y ) can be updated efficiently when edits are allowed even in one string.

× v_0v_1v_2v_3

Y [0] gets deleted X Y after deletion Figure 3: A single insertion or deletion can affect all the nodes in the precision sampling tree. For example, when Y [0] is deleted, then Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) may need to be updated for all nodes. In the figure, each of v_0, v_1, v_2, and v_3 is being compared with different substrings of Y after the deletion.

We bring in several major ideas here. Suppose that ED(X, Y ) ≤ k. Removing at most k characters corresponding to the edits according to the optimal alignment, we can decompose X and Y into at most k + 1 disjoint parts that are matched perfectly. We use this observation to solve the following Dynamic Pattern Matching problem building upon earlier work on dynamic internal pattern matching [GKK^+18, CKW20] and dynamic suffix arrays [KK22].

Lemma 6.7 (Dynamic Pattern Matching). There is a dynamic algorithm that maintains two strings X and Y subject to edits and, given a fragment Y [i. .j) and an integer k ≥ 0, either:

1. returns a shift s ∈ [−2k. .2k] such that Y [i. .j) = X[i + s. .j + s), or 2. returns NO, indicating that there is no shift s ∈ [−k. .k] such that Y [i. .j) = X[i + s. .j + s).

The algorithm supports updates in ~O(1) amortized time and queries in ~O(1) time.

We use Lemma 6.7 iteratively to decompose Y into 2k+1 parts satisfying the following property.

Proposition 6.1 (Dynamic Decomposition). There is a dynamic algorithm that maintains two strings X and Y subject to edits and, upon a query, given an integer k ∈ [0. .|Y |], either reports that ED(X, Y ) > k or returns a partition of Y = ⨀_{2k} i=0 Y [y_i. .y_{i+1}) and a sequence (s_0, s_2, . . . , s_{2k}) ∈ [−2k. .2k]^{k+1} such that Y [y_i. .y_{i+1}) = X[y_i + s_i. .y_{i+1} + s_i) if i is even and |Y [y_i. .y_{i+1})| = 1 if i is odd. The algorithm supports updates in ~O(1) amortized time and queries in ~O(k) time.

Figure 4 illustrates such a decomposition of Y . Consider a node v and a shift s such that [i_v +s− K_v, j_v + s + K_v) ⊆ [y_i. .y_{i+1}) holds for some even i ∈ [0. .2k]. Then, according to Proposition 6.1, Y [i_v + s − K_v, j_v + s + K_v) = X[i_v + s + s_i − K_v, j_v + s + s_iK_v), where s_i ∈ [−2K. .2K]. Let us maintain a precision sampling tree T̃ (X, X) (that is, two copies of X) with a slightly higher threshold of 3K instead of K. Since we only allow substitutions on X, the algorithm from the preceding section (supporting only substitutions) can maintain T̃^{≤3K} (X, X) in expected update time of b^2(log n)^{O(logb n)} simply by replacing Y with X in that section (and changing the threshold). We observe that Y [i_v +s−K_v. .j_v +s+K_v) = X[i_v +s+s_i−K_v. .j_v +s+s_i+K_v) implies, by the locality lemma (Lemma 5.3) (which is a slight generalization of Lemma 5.4), min(TD_{v,s}(X, Y ), K − |s|) = min(TD_{v,s+si} (X, X), K − |s|) as they are bounded by min(K − |s|, |I_v |) ≤ K_v . We get

TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = min(TD_{v,s}(X, Y ), K − |s|) From Lemma 4.6 = min(TD_{v,s+si} (X, X), K − |s|) From Lemma 5.3 = min(TD_{v,s+si} (X, X), K − |s|, 3K − |s + s_i|) Since |s_i + s| ≤ |s_i| + |s| ≤ 2K + |s| = min(TD^{≤3K}_{v,s+si} (X, X), K − |s|) From Lemma 4.6

Y y0y1y2y3y4y5y6y7

Figure 4: Decomposition of Y into 2k + 1 fragments such that if i is even, then Y [y_i. .y_{i+1}) = X[y_i + s_i. .y_{i+1} + s_i) for some s_i ∈ [−2K. .2K]. Such a decomposition can be maintained in a “lazy” fashion.

Y y0y1y2y3y4y5y6y7X v T (X, X)

Figure 5: Precision sampling tree built using X vs X. Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) depends upon X_v and Y^′ = Y [i_v + s − K_v. .j_v + s + K_v). If Y^′ is contained in Y [y_2. .y_3) = X[y_2 + s_2. .y_3 + s_2), then TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = min(TD^{≤3K}_{v,s+s2} (X, X), K − |s|).

Therefore, in this scenario (formalized in Lemma 6.2), we can obtain Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) essentially by just copying from Δ^{≤3K}_{v,s+si} (X, X); this can add a small extra additive error due to shift sparsification.

Overall, we only need to compute Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) from scratch if v is in scope of {y_1, y_3, .., y_{2k−1}}. This can be done in time b^2k(log n)^{O(logb n)} again following the analysis of the preceding section (Section 5) as long as we have access to T^{≤3K} (X, X). Whenever we need the value of Δ^{≤K}_{v′,s′} (X, Y ) for a quasi-relevant shift s^′ at a node v^′, if the shift is not relevant, we can copy the value from appropriate Δ^{≤3K}_{v′,s′′} (X, X) given by Lemma 6.2. Finally, we only need to return Δ^{≤K}_{vroot,0}(X, Y ), which is always relevant for {y_1, y_3, .., y_{2k−1}}.

We run this entire procedure (Algorithm 3) lazily after every k/2 updates so that the amortized expected cost over k/2 updates is b^2(log n)^{O(logb n)} with high probability. Since the edit distance can only change by k/2 in k/2 updates, we still solve the (k/2, k · O(b log_b n))-gap edit distance problem correctly with high probability in amortized expected update time of b^2 · (log n)^{O(logb n)}.

3.4 Step 3: Edits in both X and Y (Section 7)

We now arrive at the most general dynamic scenario where we allow substitutions, insertions, and deletions in both X and Y . If we can maintain approximately the values Δ^{≤3K}_{v,s} (X, X), then rest of the algorithm can follow the approach presented in Section 6 to approximate ED(X, Y ) based on T^{≤3K} (X, X). However, there are multiple significant challenges on the way.

The first difficulty is that the tree T cannot be static anymore: insertions and deletions require adding and removing leaves. Multiple insertions can violate our upper bound O(b) on the node degrees, and thus occasional rebalancing is needed to simultaneously bound the degrees and the tree depth d ≤ 2 log_b n. What makes rebalancing challenging in our setting is that the data we maintain has bi-directional dependencies. On the one hand, the values TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) we approximate depend on the shape of the subtree rooted at v. On the other hand, our additive approximation rates β_v depend on the values u_w sampled at the ancestors of w. Thus, we cannot use rotations or other local rules. Instead, we use weight-balanced B-trees [BDF05, AV03], which support O(log_b n)- amortized-time updates and satisfy several useful properties. Specifically, we use the following property crucially: if a non-root node v at depth d_v is rebalanced, then Ω(b^{d−dv} ) updates in its subtree are necessary before it is rebalanced again.

Whenever a node v is rebalanced, we will recompute all the data associated to all its descendants w (including the approximation rates β_w, the precisions u_w, the sets S_w, and the values Δ^{≤K}_{w,s} (X, X)). Moreover, we will recompute the values Δ^{≤K}_{w,s} (X, X) for all ancestors w of v.

Lemma 7.1. Upon rebalancing a node v, the precision sampling tree T can be updated in |I_v| · b^2 · (log n)^{O(logb n)} expected time.

The above lemma along with the property of weight-balanced B-trees allows us to amortize the cost over |I_v | updates. We can thus separate the description of the rebalancing subroutine from the description of the actual update algorithm. From now on, we assume that an insertion or a deletion of a single character X[x] does not alter the precision sampling tree except that the underlying leaf is enabled or disabled (assume there is an invisible leaf which becomes visible when an insertion happens; symmetrically, a visible leaf becomes invisible upon deletion).

Another major difficulty is that, even though we are considering T̃ (X, X)^{≤3K} , the number of relevant shifts can become Ω(K^2). Consider a an insertion at X[x] (deletion is symmetric). For every leaf v with I_v = {i}, the value TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) changes whenever x ∈ (i_v . .i_v +s). This is simply because, if X has been obtained by inserting X[x] to X^′ = X[0. .x) · X(x. .|X|), then the character X[i_v + s] is derived from X^′[i_v + s − 1] rather than X^′[i_v + s]. However, note that in this scenario, we have TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) = TD^{≤K}_{v,s−1}(X^′, X^′). Thus, instead of recomputing Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) we should rather observe that we can copy Δ^{≤K}_{v,s−1}(X^′, X^′) instead.

To avoid the blow up in relevant shifts, we associate unique labels with characters of X that stay intact even while insertions and deletions change the character’s indices. In particular, the shift s at node v should be identified with the label of X[i_v + s]. For this, we maintain a uniquely labelled string X_$ over Σ × Z_{≥0}. For c := (a, ℓ) ∈ Σ × Z_{≥0}, we say that val(c) := a is the value of c and label(c) := ℓ is the label of c. For a node v ∈ T with I_v = [i_v. .j_v ], we shall store left_v = label(X_$[i_v + K]) and right_v = label(X_$[j_v + K]) (the addition of K is to avoid out-of-bound indices; this is handled by actually assigning labels to a longer string X_$ = $^K · X · $^K ). Observe that, unlike indices i_v, j_v , which are shifted by edits at position x < i_v, the labels left_v and right_v generally stay intact (unless the leaves in subtree of v are inserted or deleted).

We can now define shifts as shift_v(X_$, ℓ) = pos(X_$, ℓ) − pos(X_$, left_v), where pos(S, ℓ) returns the index in S of the unique label ℓ. Furthermore, if s := shift_v(X_$, ℓ) ∈ [−K. .K], we denote TD^{≤K}_{v,ℓ} (X, X) := TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X). We also say that (v, ℓ) is relevant for an insertion at X[x] whenever (v, shift_v(X_$, ℓ)) is relevant for that insertion.

Working with labeled strings comes with significant advantages. Previously, whenever we had TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) = TD^{≤K}_{v,s−1}(X^′, X^′), we would now have TD^{≤K}_{v,ℓ} (X, X) = TD^{≤K}_{v,ℓ} (X^′, X^′) instead. Figure 6 illustrates this. Adapting the proof of Corollary 5.5, we get the corollary below.

Corollary 7.5. Consider a string X ∈ Σ^∗, a position x ∈ [0. .|X|), and a string X^′ = X[0. .x) · X(x. .|X|). Let T be a precision sampling tree with n leaves and let T^′ be obtained from T by removing the xth leaf. Consider a node v ∈ T and a label ℓ ∈ Labels(X_$) such that s := shift_v(X_$, ℓ). If s ∈ [−K. .K] \ R^x_v , then TD^{≤K}_{v,ℓ} (X, X) = TD^{≤K}_{v,ℓ} (X^′, X^′).

With this, we can almost follow our previous strategy to compute Δ^{≤K}_{v,ℓ} (X, X) as in Section 5: for each node v, identify the set of relevant shifts R^x_v , for each shift s ∈ S_v ∩ R^x_v , update the underlying values Δ^{≤K}_{v,ℓ} (X, X) based on the values Δ^{≤K}_{vh,ℓh} (X, X) obtained from the children v_h, with the shift s_h restricted to s_h ∈ S_{vh} ∩ Q^x_v , where Q^x_v consists of quasi-relevant shifts that are close to relevant ones. Note that s := shift_v(X_$, ℓ) = pos(X_$, ℓ) − pos(X_$, left_v).

Xiri+sj+s X^′X^′xiji+s+1 j+s+1 XABCDlabels

@#$%labels

X^′X^′xABCDlabels

@#$%labels

Figure 6: Original string X and the new string X^′ upon insertion of x into X. (Left) Working with ordinary string representation, TD_{v,s}(X, X) ≠ TD_{v,s}(X^′, X^′). (Right) Working with uniquely labelled strings, TD_{v,@}(X, X) = TD_{v,@}(X^′, X^′).

The remaining challenge is that, if an insertion at X[x] transforms X^′ to X and shift_v(X_$, ℓ) ≠ shift_v(X^′_$, ℓ), then we should also reflect the change in the contents of the set S_v of allowed shifts. In particular, our algorithm now maintains a set L_v = {ℓ ∈ Labels(X_$) : shift_v(X_$, ℓ) ∈ S_v}, which is more ‘stable’ than S_v itself. The only issue is that, unlike [−K. .K], which is static, the set {ℓ ∈ Labels(X_$) : shift_v(X_$, ℓ) ∈ [−K. .K]} may change. Fortunately, subject to an insertion at X[x], it may change only for nodes in scope of the insertion, with at most one element entering L_v (the label of the newly inserted character) and one leaving L_v (which used to correspond to ±K but now corresponds to ±(K + 1)). Thus, our algorithm can keep track of these changes, and, whenever a new label is inserted, we can insert it to L_v with probability max(1, 48β^{−1}_v (b_v + 1) ln n) so that the set S_v is still distributed as in Section 4. This also explains why we use randomization in the shift sparsification process.

Finally, since TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) is capped by K − |s|, if an insertion of x happens in between I_v and I_v shifted by s, that is [min(x − s, x). . max(x − s, x)] ∩ I_v ≠ ∅ and |s| ≥ K − |I_v |, then TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) = K −|s| might hold. In that case, TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) may change by ±1 as the numerical value of s changes. To account for that, we have to expand the set of relevant shifts.

Definition 7.2. Consider a string v ∈ T and an index x ∈ [0. .|X|). We define the set R^x_v ⊆ [−K. .K] of shifts relevant for an insertions at X[x] so that s ∈ R^x_v if it satisfies at least one of the following conditions:

1. x ∈ I_v, 2. [x − s − K_v. .x − s + K_v] ∩ I_v ≠ ∅, or 3. [min(x − s, x). . max(x − s, x)] ∩ I_v ≠ ∅ and |s| ≥ K − |I_v|. Moreover, the set Q^x_v of shifts quasi-relevant for an insertion at X[x] is defined as Q^x_v = {s ∈ [−K. .K] : ∃_s′_{∈R}x_v |s − s^′| ≤ K_v}. Furthermore, we say that a node v is in scope of an insertion at X[x] if R^x_v ≠ ∅.

Nevertheless, even with this modified definition, we can bound the number of quasi-relevant shifts by O(K log_b n) (Lemma 7.6). The expected number of active nodes remain bounded at (log n)^{O(logb n)} (Lemma 7.7), which together with the bound on the quasi-relevant shifts leads to an expected update time of b^2 · (log n)^{O(logb n)} to maintain T̃^{≤3K} (X, X). Following the analysis of Section 6 for computing Δ^{≤K}_{vroot,0}(X, Y ), we get our final theorem.

Theorem 7.10. There exists a dynamic algorithm that, initialized with integer parameters 2 ≤ b ≤ n, maintains strings X and Y of lengths at most n subject to character edits and, upon each update, handled in b^2 · (log n)^{O(logb n)} amortized expected time, outputs an O(b log_b n)-factor approximation of the edit distance ED(X, Y ). The answers are correct with high probability (at least 1 −^1_n ).

4 The Andoni-Krauthgamer-Onak Framework

Our dynamic algorithm builds on the algorithm of Andoni, Krauthgamer, and Onak [AKO10]. We begin with a self-contained overview of the algorithm of [AKO10] in the static setting, closely following the description presented in [BCFN22a, BCFN22b], with some crucial modifications that we describe along the way.

Given two length-n strings X and Y , the goal is to solve the (k, K)-gap edit distance problem for K/k = (log n)^{O(1/ϵ)}. An important ingredient of their algorithm is a way to split the edit distance computation into smaller and independent subproblems. As the edit distance might depend on a global alignment of the two strings, one cannot simply divide the two strings into equally sized smaller blocks, recursively compute their edit distances, and combine the results. The main idea is to compute the edit distances of a block in one string with several shifts of its corresponding block in the other string, and then carefully combine the results. In [AKO10], this is formalized through an auxiliary string similarity measure called tree distance (originally referred to as E-distance) that gives a good approximation to the edit distance. The tree distance is defined over an underlying tree T , which we call the precision sampling tree, that splits the computation into independent subproblems.

Precision Sampling Tree: Approximate Balanced Condition

Definition 4.1 (Precision Sampling Tree). A rooted tree T with n leaves is called a precision sampling tree if each node v in T is labeled with a non-empty interval I_v such that • for the root node v_{root}, we have I_{vroot} = [0. .n);

• for every internal node v with children v_0, . . . , v_{bv −1}, I_v is the concatenation of I_{v0} , . . . , I_{vbv −1} ; • for every leaf node v, we have |I_v| = 1.

Here, we consider T as an approximately balanced b-ary tree with n := |X| leaves so the depth of T is bounded by O(log_b n). In the static setting, T is a perfectly balanced b-ary tree. As we will see later in the dynamic setting (while allowing insertions and deletions), it is not possible to maintain T to be perfectly balanced. However, we will maintain T to be approximately balanced, with the degree of each internal node between 0.5b to 2b and depth at most 2 log_b n.

The label I_v of the i-th leaf of T (from the left) is set to {i}, which also uniquely determines the intervals for all internal nodes. The tree determines a decomposition of two n length strings X and Y such that, for a node v labeled with interval I_v = [i. .j), we consider the substrings X[i. .j) and Y [i. .j). We now define the tree distance as follows:

Definition 4.2 (Tree Distance). Let X, Y be strings, and let T be a precision sampling tree with |X| leaves. For every node v in T and every shift s ∈ Z:

• If v is a leaf with I_v = {i}, then TD_{v,s}(X, Y ) = { ED(X[i], Y [i + s]) if i + s ∈ [0. .|Y |), 1 otherwise.

• If v is an internal node with children v_0, . . . , v_{bv −1}, then

TD_{v,s}(X, Y ) = b_v −1∑

h=0 min_{sh∈Z}(TD_{vh,sh} (X, Y ) + 2 · |s − s_h|). (3) We write TD_T (X, Y ) = TD_{vroot,0}(X, Y ).

The following establishes the relation (and the usefulness) of the tree distance measure with the edit distance.

Lemma 4.3 ([BCFN22a, Lemma 6]). Let X, Y be strings and let T be a precision sampling tree with |X| leaves, degree at most b, and depth at most d. Then, ED(X, Y ) ≤ TD_T (X, Y ) ≤ 2bd·ED(X, Y ).

In particular, since an approximately balanced b-ary tree with n leaves has depth bounded by O(log_b n) and degree bounded by O(b), the above lemma shows that TD_T (X, Y ) is at most O(b log_b n) times the edit distance of X, Y . In the algorithm of [AKO10], the idea is to approximately compute the tree distance at each node v in the precision sampling tree. For the leaf nodes, one can directly evaluate the edit distance, and for the internal nodes use (3) to combine the recursively computed values.

Capped Distance: New Definition Tree distance (3) minimizes over an infinite number of shifts s^′ ∈ Z. Since we are only interested in the (k, K)-gap problem, if the tree distance exceeds the threshold K, we can report that they are far. Hence, one can restrict the attention to approximating the capped tree distance by considering only shifts s^′ ∈ [−K. .K].

We introduce a few extra notations here. The substring X[i. .j) of X corresponding to node v is denoted by X_v. In particular, X_v is a single character for each leaf v, and X_v = X when v is the root of T . T_v denote the subtree of T rooted at node v.

Definition 4.4 (Capped Edit Distance). For strings X, Y and K ≥ 0, define the K-capped edit distance as ED^{≤K} (X, Y ) = min(ED(X, Y ), K).

Definition 4.5 (Capped Tree Distance). For strings X, Y , precision sampling tree T with |X| leaves, and an integer threshold K ≥ 0, define K-capped tree distance for each node v ∈ T , and shift s ∈ [−K. .K] as follows:

• If v is a leaf with I_v = {i}, then TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = min (ED(X[i], Y [i + s]), K − |s|), assuming that ED(X[i], Y [i + s]) = 1 if i + s /∈ [0. .|Y |).

• If v is an internal nodes with children v_0, . . . , v_{bv −1}, then

TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = min (_{bv −1} ∑ h=0 min s_h∈[−K. .K] ( TD^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, Y ) + 2 · |s − s_h| ) , K − |s| ) . (4)

Remark. Note that the above definition of capped tree distance (4) is different from [AKO10, BCFN22a, BCFN22b] where the recurrence is defined as

TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = min (_{bv −1} ∑ h=0 min s^′∈[−K. .K] ( TD^{≤K}_{vh,s′} (X, Y ) + 2 · |s − s^′| ) , K ) . (5)

While (5) is sufficient to show TD^{≤K} (X, Y ) = min(TD(X, Y ), K), it is not generalizable to internal nodes and for all shifts s ∈ [−K. .K]. In particular, TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = min(TD(X, Y ), K) does not hold for any internal node v, and shifts s ∈ [−K. .K] under the old definition (5).

Using our new definition, the following lemma relates capped tree distance to the original tree distance.

Lemma 4.6 (Relationship between Capped and Original Tree Distance). For every node v and shift s ∈ [−K. .K], we have TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = min(TD_{v,s}(X, Y ), K − |s|). In particular, TD^{≤K}_T (X, Y ) = TD^{≤K}_{vroot,0}(X, Y ) = min(TD_T (X, Y ), K). Proof. Consider any v, and s ∈ [−K. .K], and consider the subtree T_v rooted at v ∈ T . Let s^{≤K}_{s,w} denote the optimal shift chosen at node w ∈ T_v according to definition (4) while computing TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ). Clearly, these are valid shifts to choose while computing TD_{v,s}(X, Y ) according to definition (3). Hence, TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) ≥ min(TD_{v,s}(X, Y ), K − |s|).

Now, we show the other direction, that is TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) ≤ min(TD_{v,s}(X, Y ), K − |s|). We may assume TD_{v,s}(X, Y ) < K − |s| as otherwise the statement is clear. Let s_{s,w} denote the optimal shift chosen for any node w ∈ T_v according to definition (3) for computing TD_{v,s}(X, Y ). Consider the path from v to w in T , and let x_i denote the ith vertex in that path. Therefore, x_0 = v, and x_l = w where l is the length of the path. Then using (3)

|s_{s,w} − s| ≤ l∑ i=1 |s_{s,xi} − s_{s,xi−1} | ≤ K − |s| which implies |s_{s,w}| − |s| ≤ |s_{s,w} − s| ≤ K − |s|, or s_{s,w} ∈ [−K. .K]. Therefore, the shifts s_{s,w} for all nodes w ∈ T_v are among the valid shifts to choose in the computation of TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ). Hence, we have TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) ≤ TD_{v,s}(X, Y ).

Accuracy Parameters: Sparsification & Pruning We introduce two approximation parameters α_v and β_v for a node v, i.e., the output at node v is allowed to be (α_v , β_v)-approximate. The multiplicative accuracy α_v determines the multiplicative approximation ratio at v. The additive accuracy β_v determines the number of characters allowed to be read at v which is (2β_v )^{−1}|I_v|. Sparsification. For every node v, we restrict the set of possible shifts s at v with respect to the additive accuracy β_v. In particular we define a set of allowed shifts S_v ⊆ [−K. .K] with Pr[s ∈ S_v] = min(1, 48β^{−1}_v (b_v + 1) ln n) independently across all s ∈ [−K. .K]. Then instead of going over all possible shifts in [−K. .K], we only try for the set of allowed shifts S_v. We show with high probability, this only incurs another additive β_v /2-approximation at each node. Combined with approximation due to the number of characters read at each node, this provides a total additive accuracy β_v at node v.

Pruning. We also introduce the following pruning rule: If |I_v| ≤ β_v, then return Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = 0 for all s ∈ S_v. This is correct, since he K-capped tree distance TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) is at most |I_v|. Hence, 0 is an (α_v , β_v ) approximation of TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ).

We now specify the computational task for each node:

Definition 4.7 (Tree Distance Problem). Given a node v of the precision sampling tree T , let S_v ⊆ [−K. .K] be defined as above. The goal is to compute, for every s ∈ S_v, a value Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) that is an (α_v, β_v )-approximation of TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ), that is, 1 α_v TD ≤K v,s (X, Y ) − β_v ≤ Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) ≤ α_v TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) + β_v. (6) In fact, one can compute these values with the stronger guarantee that Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) is an (α_v , β_v)- approximation of TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) w.h.p. (see Lemma 4.9).

Precision Sampling. In the next step, we assign the appropriate parameter β_v to each node in the precision sampling tree. The challenge now is to assign the parameters to β_{vh} the b_v children of v in such a way as to obtain a good approximation of tree distance at v after combining the results from the children. Naive solutions would require ∑_{bv} h=0 β_{vh} ≤ β_v since additive errors cumulate. The Precision Sampling Lemma (Corollary 2.2) allows much larger errors β_{vh} with Exp[β_v /β_{vh} ] = O(polylog(n)).

Finally, we need an efficient algorithm to combine the computed tree distances. Specifically, the following subproblem can be solved efficiently:

Lemma 4.8 ([BCFN22b, Lemma 17]). There is an O(|S| + |S^′|)-time algorithm for the following problem: Given integers A_s′ for s^′ ∈ S^′ and a set S, compute the following values for each s ∈ S: B_s = min_{s′∈S′} ( A_s′ + 2 · |s − s^′| ) . Improving on the approximate solution in [AKO10], Bringmann, Cassis, Fischer, and Nakos [BCFN22a, BCFN22b] give an exact algorithm to solve this.

We now present the AKO algorithm (with our modifications) in full in Algorithm 1 and then proceed to bound the error probability and run time of this algorithm. We start with fixing some parameters first.

Fixing the Parameters. We assume that T is an O(b)-ary tree with n leaves and depth d ≤ 2 log_b n. We also fix the approximation parameters α_v and β_v for each node v. For the root, we set β_v to be a constant fraction of K, say K/1000. If w is a child of v then sample u_w ∼ D̂((4 log n)^{−1}, 0.01· K^{−1} · n^{−4}) independently and set β_w =^1_2 β_vu_w. For any node v, set α_v = 2 · (1 − (4 log n)^{−1})^{dv} where d_v is the depth of v. Note that 1 ≤ α_v ≤ 2 since d_v ≤ 2 log_b n ≤ 2 log n.

4.1 Correctness

We show that for each node v, Algorithm 1 solves the tree distance problem at v w.h.p. We proceed inductively over the depth of the computation tree assuming that the algorithm correctly solves all recursive calls to the children of v.

The inactive nodes with |I_v| ≤ β_v are handled in Lines 8 to 9. This is correct because 0 is an additive β_v-approximation of TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ), which is at most |I_v |. The active leaf nodes are handled in Lines 10 to 11. In that case, we compute TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) exactly.

This serves as the base case. In the rest of the algorithm, we use the approximations recursively for v’s children to solve the tree distance problem at v. For the inductive step, assume that the values Δ^{≤K}_{vh,s}(X, Y ) for s ∈ S_v recursively computed in Line 15 satisfy Definition 4.7. The algorithm then evaluates the following expression approximately (see Definition 4.2):

TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = min (_{bv −1} ∑ h=0 A_{h,s}, K − |s| ) , A_{h,s} = min s_h∈[−K. .K] ( TD^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, Y ) + 2 · |s − s_h| ) .

Algorithm 1 The Andoni-Krauthgamer-Onak Algorithm

Input: Strings X, Y , a node v in tree T with allowed shifts S_v and additive accuracy β_v Output: The values Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) for shifts s ∈ S_v

1: procedure Combine(v, S, D) 2: for h ∈ [0. .b_v ) do 3: Compute ~A_{h,s} = min_{(h}′_{,s}′_{,Δ)∈D : h}′_{=h} (Δ + 2 · |s − s^′|) for all s ∈ S ▷ Lemma 4.8 4: for s ∈ S do 5: δ_{v,s} = Recover( ~A_{0,s}, . . . , ~A_{bv −1,s}, u_{v0} , . . . , u_{vbv −1} ) ▷ Corollary 2.2 6: return Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = min(δ_{v,s}, |I_v |, K − |s|) for all s ∈ S 7: procedure AKO(v, β_v ) 8: if |I_v| ≤ β_v then 9: return Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = 0 for all s ∈ S_v 10: if v is a leaf then 11: return Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) for all s ∈ S_v 12: for h ∈ [0. .b_v ) do 13: Let v_h be the h-th child of v 14: Sample u_{vh} ∼ D̂((4 log n)^{−1}, 0.01 · K^{−1} · n^{−4}) ▷ Corollary 2.2 15: Call AKO(v_h,^1_2 β_vu_{vh} ) to compute Δ^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, Y ) for all s_h ∈ S_{vh} 16: return Combine(v, S_v , {(h, s_h, Δ^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, Y )) : h ∈ [0. .b_v ), s_h ∈ S_{vh} })

In particular, for every shift s ∈ S_v, the algorithm computes ~A_{h,s} = min_{s′∈S} vh (Δ_{vh,sh} + 2 · |s − s_h|) , By induction hypothesis, for every s ∈ S_{vh} , the value Δ^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, Y ) is an (α_{vh} , β_{vh} )-approximation of TD^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, Y ). Suppose s^∗_h is the shift that minimizes A_{h,s}. Let s̃^∗_h ∈ S_{vh} be closest to s^∗_h.

Note that from Definition 4.2, for any two shifts s, s^′ ∈ [−K. .K] | | | TD^{≤K}_{vh,s}(X, Y ) − TD^{≤K}_{vh,s}′ (X, Y ) | | | ≤ 2(bv_h + 1)|s − s^′| (7) Now, by definition of S_{vh} , for any shift s ∈ [−K. .K], the closest shift s̃ ∈ S_{vh} satisfies

Pr [ |s − ~s| > β_{vh} 8(b_{vh} + 1) ] ≤ ( 1 − 48(b_{vh} + 1) ln n β_{vh} )^{βv}h_{8(bvh +1)} ≤ exp ( − 48(b_{vh} + 1) ln n · β_{vh} β_{vh} · 8(b_{vh} + 1) ) ≤ 1 n^6 . Taking a union bound over all nodes v_h ∈ T and shifts s ∈ [−K. .K], we conclude that, with probability at least 1 −^1_{n4} , for any shift s ∈ [−K. .K] choosing s̃ ∈ S_{vh} closest to s gives | | | | TD^{≤K}_{vh,s}(X, Y ) − TD^{≤K}_{vh,s̃}(X, Y ) | | | | ≤ β_{vh} 4 (8) Assuming the above event, due to 1 ≤ α_{vh} ≤ 2, we have Ã_{h,s} ≤ Δ^{≤K}_{vh,s̃∗h} (X, Y ) + 2|s − s̃^∗_h| since s̃^∗_h ∈ S_{vh}

≤ α_{vh} TD_{vh,s̃}∗_h (X, Y ) + β_{vh} + 2|s − s^∗_h| + 2|s^∗_h − s̃^∗_h| by induction hypothesis ≤ α_{vh} ( TD_{vh,s}∗_h (X, Y ) +^1_4 β_{vh} ) + 2|s − s^∗_h| +^3_2 β_{vh} from Eq. (8) since |s^∗_h − s̃^∗_h| ≤^{βvh}_{4(bvh +1)}

≤ α_{vh} TD_{vh,s}∗_h (X, Y ) +^1_2 β_{vh} + 2|s − s^∗_h| +^3_2 β_{vh} since α_{vh} ≤ 2 ≤ α_{vh} (TD_{vh,s}∗_h (X, Y ) + 2|s − s^∗_h|) + 2β_{vh} since α_{vh} ≥ 1 = α_{vh} · A_{h,s} + 2β_{vh} from the choice of s^∗_h

To show the other direction let s^′_h be the optimum shift for computing Ã_{h,s}. A_{h,s} ≤ TD^{≤K}_{vh,s′h} (X, Y ) + 2|s − s^′_h| ≤ α_{vh} Δ^{≤K}_{vh,s′h} (X, Y ) + β_{vh} + 2|s − s^′_h| by induction hypothesis ≤ α_{vh} (Δ^{≤K}_{vh,s′h} (X, Y ) + 2|s − s^′_h|) + β_{vh} since α_{vh} ≥ 1 = α_{vh}Ã_{h,s} + β_{vh} by the choice of s^′_h

Therefore, overall we have Ã_{h,s} is an (α_{vh} , 2β_{vh} ) approximation of A_{h,s}. Recall that the additive approximation parameters β_{vh} are set to β_{vh} =^1_2 β_vu_{vh} for all children. The precision parameters {u_{vh} } are chosen as independent samples from D̂(ϵ = (4 log n)^{−1}, δ = 0.01 · K^{−1} · n^{−4}). We can also verify that (1+ϵ)·α_{vh} = 2·(1+(4 log n)^{−1})·(1−(4 log n)^{−1})^{dv}h ≤ α_v. Therefore in Line 5 by applying the Precision Sampling Lemma (Corollary 2.2) we get Δ_{v,s}(X, Y ) is an (α_v , β_v ) approximation of TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ). Next, we bound the error probability of the algorithm. Except for the choice of S_v (which we have already analyzed), the only source of randomness in the algorithm is from precision sampling and the recovery using Corollary 2.2. The algorithm at v succeeds if the recovery algorithm in Line 5 succeeds for values s ∈ S_v. Taking a union bound over these at most 2K + 1 ≤ 3K many error events, each happening at most with probability nδ = 0.01 · K^{−1} · n^{−3}, we can bound the total error probability by 0.03/n^3. Taking into account the error probability coming from the shifts S_{vh} , the total error probability at any node v does not exceed 1/n^3. Hence, we have the following

Lemma 4.9. Let v be an internal node of the tree T . Assume that, for every child v_h of v and shift s_h ∈ S_{vh} , the value Δ^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, Y ) is an (α_{vh} , β_{vh} )-approximation of TD^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, Y ). With probability at least 1 −^1_{n3} , every value Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) returned by Combine(v, S_v , {(h, s_h, Δ^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, Y ))}) is an (α_v, β_v )-approximation of TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ).

Corollary 4.10. With probability at least 1 −^1_{n2} , the value Δ^{≤K}_{root,0}(X, Y ) at the root (α_{root}, β_{root})- approximates TD^{≤K} (X, Y ).

4.2 Running Time.

We now analyze the run time of Algorithm 1. First, we start by analyzing the additive accuracy β_v at any node v.

Lemma 4.11. Let T be a O(b)-ary precision sampling tree with additive approximation β_v at a node v. Then, Exp[β^{−1}_v ] =^1_K (log n)^{O(dv )} =^1_K · (log n)^{O(logb log n)}.

Proof. Applying Corollary 2.2 we obtain that, for any sample u_v from D̂(ϵ = (4 log n)^{−1}, δ = 0.01 · K^{−1} · n^{−4}), Exp[u^{−1}_v ] ≤ ~O(ϵ^{−2} log(δ^{−1}) log n) = polylog(n).

Since β_v = (K · u_{v1} . . . u_{vdv} )/(1000 · 2^{dv} ) where v_0, v_1, . . . , v_{dv} = v is the path from root to node v, using the facts that u_v’s are sampled independently and d_v ≤ d we get:

Exp[β^{−1}_v ] =

1000 K · d_v∏

i=1 2 · Exp[u^{−1}_{vi} ] ≤ 1 K · (log n)^{O(dv )} ≤ 1 K · (log n)^{O(logb n)}. (9)

Note that the recursive calls do not necessarily reach every node in the tree. Some nodes are trivially solved by pruning; thus, their children are never explored. We say a node v is active all the ancestors w of v (including v) satisfy |I_w| > β_w. The following lemma bounds the expected number of active nodes in the computation tree by n/K · (log n)^{O(logb n)}.

Lemma 4.12. The expected number of active nodes in Algorithm 1 is^n_K (log n)^{O(logb n)}.

Proof. We use the fact that a node v is active only if |I_v| > β_v. Using Markov’s inequality we obtain that,

Pr[v is active] = Pr[β_v < |I_v|] = Pr [ β^{−1}_v > 1 |I_v | ] ≤ |I_v| · Exp[β^{−1}_v ] ≤ |I_v| K · (log n)^{O(dv )}. (10)

So the expected number of active nodes at depth d^′ is ∑ v |I_v|/K · (log n)^{O(d′)} = n/K · (log n)^{O(d′)}. Here the sum is taken over all nodes v at depth d^′; hence, we have ∑ v |I_v| = |X| = n. Therefore, summing over all depths and noting that the deepest level is O(log_b n), we get the lemma.

We are now ready to show the running time bound.

Lemma 4.13. The expected running time of Algorithm 1 is nb^2 · (log n)^{O(logb n)}.

Proof. Consider the execution of Algorithm 1 at node v. If v is a leaf, the total time taken in Lines 10 to 11 is ~O(|S_v|). If v is an internal node, we bound the running time of a single execution of Algorithm 1 (ignoring the recursive calls) by ~O( ∑_{bv −1} h=0 (|S_v| + |S_{vh} |)). Lines 8 to 9 and Line 6 take O(|S_v|) time to produce the output. In Lines 12 to 15 the forloop runs for b_v iterations. In each iteration, we sample a precision in Line 14, and perform some recursive computation that we ignore for now. Therefore, ignoring the recursive computation, Lines 12 to 15 takes time O(b_v).

In Line 3 we apply Lemma 4.8 running in time O(|S_v| + |S_{vh} |) by taking S = S_v and S^′ = S_{vh} for each v_h. The total time spent is thus ~O( ∑_{bv −1} h=0 (|S_v | + |S_{vh} |)). In Lines 4 to 5 the for-loop runs for O(|S_v|) iterations and, in each iteration, we apply the algorithm from Corollary 2.2 with the parameters ϵ = Ω(log n) and δ ≥ n^{−O(1)}. Each execution of the loop runs in time O(b_vϵ^{−2} log(δ^{−1})) = b_v · (log n)^{O(1)}. Therefore, Lines 4 to 5 take time ~O(b_v|S_v|). Therefore, the total time taken by Algorithm 1 for execution at node v is ~O( ∑_{bv −1} h=0 (|S_v |+|S_{vh} |)). Since Exp[|S_w|] ≤ 48K(b_w +1) ln n·Exp[β^{−1}_w ] = b·(log n)^{O(logb n)} holds by Lemma 4.11 for every node w, this is b^2 · (log n)^{O(logb n)} per node. Across all nodes, the expected running time of Algorithm 1 is nb^2 · (log n)^{O(logb n)}.

Remark 4.14. We could have also bounded the expected running time of Algorithm 1 by ~O(K · b · ∑ vis active Exp[β −1 v | β_v < |I_v|]), which is nb · (log n)^{O(logb n)} using Lemma 4.11 and Eq. (10). This gives a slightly better bound which is valid even if we had not sparsified the shifts. Moreover, the bound in Lemma 4.13 remains valid even if we do not prune the inactive nodes. This also illustrates for the static algorithm, it suffices to either prune inactive nodes or sparsify the shifts. Only in the case of dynamic algorithms, we need to utilize both as will be evident later.

5 Dynamic Edit Distance with Substitutions

We start with a simple dynamic scenario where in every time step a character in either the string X or Y is substituted by another character from the alphabet Σ. As part of preprocessing, we are given the precision sampling tree TD^{≤K} (X, Y ) along with X, Y , |X| = |Y | = n, the set of allowed shifts S_v for all v ∈ T , Ã_{v,s} for all v ∈ T and s ∈ S_v, and the generated random variables {β_v , u_v } for all v ∈ T according to the distributions in Section 4 (See Fixing the parameters in Section 4). Our goal is to maintain TD^{≤K} (X, Y ) with every update so that we can distinguish ED(X, Y ) < k and ED(X, Y ) ≥ K for K = (log n)^{O( 1}ϵ^)k.

Algorithm. The main idea of our algorithm is simple. Upon a substitution at X[i] or Y [i], we use parts of Algorithm 1 to recompute all the (potentially) affected values Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) across active nodes v ∈ T and shifts s ∈ S_v.

The following notion of relevance characterizes the shifts for which Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) will be recomputed: We will show that a substitution can affect TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) only if s is relevant. If v is not a leaf, then, in order to recompute Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) for relevant shifts, we will need to access some values Δ^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, Y ) at the children v_h of v. To capture the scope of the necessary shifts s_h, we introduce the notion of quasi-relevance.

Definition 5.1. Consider a node v ∈ T . We define the sets R^{X,i}_v , R^{Y,i}_v ⊆ [−K. .K] of shifts relevant for substitutions at X[i] and Y [i], respectively, as follows, denoting K_v := min(K, |I_v |): R^{X,i}_v = {s ∈ [−K. .K] : i ∈ I_v}, R^{Y,i}_v = {s ∈ [−K. .K] : [i − s − K_v. .i − s + K_v ] ∩ I_v ≠ ∅}. Moreover, we say that a shift is quasi-relevant with respect to a substitution if it is at distance at most K_v from a relevant shift. Formally, Q^{X,i}_v = {s ∈ [−K. .K] : ∃_{s′∈R}X,i_v |s − s^′| ≤ K_v}, Q^{Y,i}_v = {s ∈ [−K. .K] : ∃_{s′∈R}Y,i_v |s − s^′| ≤ K_v}. Furthermore, we say that a node v is in scope of a substitution if the corresponding set of relevant shifts is non-empty.

Every active node maintains the values Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) (which (α_v, β_v )-approximate TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y )) for all shifts s ∈ S_v and can return any of them in O(1) time upon request. Any non-active node with an active parent can also return Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = 0 in O(1) time upon request.

Upon substitution at X[i] for any i ∈ [1. .|X|], the algorithm executes a Substitution-X procedure, initially called at the root, that, at given node v, first recurses on all active children of v that are in scope of the substitution at X[x], and then updates Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) for all s ∈ R^{X,i}_v ∩ S_v. If v is an internal nodes, this requires using the Combine procedure whose outputs are the values Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) with s ∈ R^{X,i}_v ∩ S_v and whose inputs are the values Δ^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, Y ) for s_h ∈ Q^{X,i}_v ∩ S_{vh} across all the children v_h of v.

Upon substitution at Y [i] for any i ∈ [1. .|Y |], the algorithm executes a Substitution-Y procedure implemented analogously.

Analysis. Notice that a substitution either in X or Y does not alter the structure of the precision sampling tree; we just update the values Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) for active nodes v ∈ T and relevant shifts

Algorithm 2 Dynamic-Substitution-Only

Input: The location i of the substitution, a node v ∈ T . Output: The updated values Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ).

1: procedure Substitution-X(i, v) 2: if |I_v| > β_v and R^{X,i}_v ≠ ∅ then 3: if v is a leaf then 4: return Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) for all s ∈ S_v ∩ R^{X,i}_v 5: Recursively run Substitution-X(i, v_h) for h ∈ [0. .b_v ) 6: return Combine(v, R^{X,i}_v ∩ S_v, {(h, s_h, Δ^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, Y )) : h ∈ [0. .b_v ), s_h ∈ Q^{X,i}_v ∩ S_{vh} }) 7: procedure Substitution-Y (i, v) 8: if |I_v| > β_v and R^{Y,i}_v ≠ ∅ then 9: if v is a leaf then 10: return Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) for all s ∈ S_v ∩ R^{Y,i}_v 11: Recursively run Substitution-Y (i, v_h) for h ∈ [0. .b_v ) 12: return Combine(v, R^{Y,i}_v ∩ S_v, {(h, s_h, Δ^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, Y )) : h ∈ [0. .b_v ), s_h ∈ Q^{Y,i}_v ∩ S_{vh} })

s ∈ S_v. As for correctness, our invariant is that (with high probability), each value Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) is an (α_v , β_v )-approximation of TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ). Thus, due to Lemma 4.9, it suffices to prove that TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) may change only if the shift s is relevant. As for the update time, the main effort is to bound the expected number of active nodes in scope of a given substitution and the number of quasi-relevant shifts at each such node.

As a warm-up, we consider a simple case of substitutions in X.

Substitution in X.

Lemma 5.2. Upon any substitution in X, we can update the values Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) across all active nodes v ∈ T and shifts s ∈ S_v in expected time b^2(log n)^{O(logb n)}.

Proof. Suppose the i-th character in X is substituted. An inspection of (4) reveals that TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) does not depend on any character of X outside X_v. This is consistent with Definition 5.1, which reduces to Q^{X,i}_v = R^{X,i}_v = [−K. .K] if i ∈ I_v and Q^{X,i}_v = R^{X,i}_v = ∅ otherwise. In other words, it is indeed true that updating Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) for s ∈ R^{X,i}_v ∩ S_v is sufficient to maintain our invariants. Thus, the Substitute-X procedure is correct.

As for the running time analysis, observe that all nodes v satisfying i ∈ I_v lie on a single path P connecting the root node v_{root} to the i-th leaf node (from the left) in T . Consider a single execution of procedure Substitution-X Line 1 at node v ∈ P (at other nodes, the procedure fails the test in Line 2). If v is a leaf, then the cost of executing Line 4 is ~O(|S_v|). Otherwise, due to Q^{X,i}_v = R^{X,i}_v = [−K. .K], the cost of executing Line 6 is ~O( ∑_{bv −1} h=0 (|S_v| + |S_{vh} |)). Since Exp[|S_w|] ≤ 48K(b_w + 1) ln n · Exp[β^{−1}_w ] = b · (log n)^{O(logb n)} holds by Lemma 4.11 for every node w, this is b^2 · (log n)^{O(logb n)} expected per node. Across all O(log n) nodes on the path P , the total expected time is still b^2(log n)^{O(logb n)}.

Substitution in Y . We now consider the case when the i-th character in Y is substituted. Here we observe that the set of nodes that need to be updated does not necessarily lie on a single path in T as in the previous case. This is because of the asymmetric nature of the computation on the precision sampling tree w.r.t the strings X and Y . However, we show that the number of quasi-relevant shifts is O(K log_b n) (across all the nodes) and that the set of active nodes within the scope of a substitution of Y [i] forms a connected subtree of T of expected size n^{O(ϵ)}.

Lemma 5.3. Consider a node v with I_v = [i_v. .j_v ] of a precision sampling tree T with n leaves. Moreover, consider strings X, X^′ ∈ Σ^n and Y, Y^′ ∈ Σ^∗, as well as shifts s, s^′ ∈ Z and a threshold t ∈ Z_{≥0}. If X[i_v . .j_v ] = X^′[i_v . .j_v ] and Y [i_v + s − t. .j_v + s + t] = Y^′[i_v + s^′ − t. .j_v + s^′ + t], then TD^{≤K}_{v,s′} (X, Y^′) ≤ t if and only if TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) ≤ t.

Proof. Let us start with a proof that TD_{v,s}(X^′, Y^′) ≤ t if TD_{v,s}(X, Y ) ≤ t. We proceed by induction on the height of v. First, suppose that v is a leaf, that is, I_v = [i_v . .i_v ]. Due to t ≥ 0, we have X[i_v ] = X^′[i_v] and Y [i_v + s] = Y^′[i_v + s]. Consequently, TD_{v,s}(X^′, Y^′) = ED(X^′[i_v], Y^′[i_v + s]) = ED(X[i_v ], Y [i_v + s]) = TD_{v,s}(X, Y ), Next, suppose that v is an internal node with b_v children v_0, . . . , v_{bv −1}. Recall that TD_{v,s}(X, Y ) = ∑_{bv −1} h=0 A_{h,s}, where A_{h,s} = min_{sh∈[−K. .K]} (TD_{vh,sh} (X, Y ) + 2|s − s_h|). The value TD_{v,s}(X, Y^′) can be expressed analogously using A^′_{h,s}. Since TD_{v,s}(X, Y ) ≤ t, we must have A_{h,s} ≤ t for every h ∈ [0. .b_v ). Let us fix a shift s_h such that A_{h,s} = TD_{vh,sh} (X, Y ) + 2|s − s_h| and denote t_h = TD_{vh,sh} (X, Y ). Observe that t_h ≤ t − 2|s − s_h| ≤ t − |s − s_h|. Consequently, [s_h − t_h. .s_h + t_h] ⊆ [s − t. .s + t] and, in particular, Y [i_v + s_h − t_h. .j_v + s_h + t_h] = Y^′[i_v + s_h − t_h. .j_v + s_h + t_h]. Since I_{vh} ⊆ I_v, we can use the inductive hypothesis, TD_{vh,sh} (X^′, Y^′) ≤ t_h = TD_{vh,sh} (X, Y ), which implies A^′_{h,s} ≤ A_{h,s}. This inequality is valid for all h ∈ [0. .b_v ), and therefore TD_{v,s}(X^′, Y^′) ≤ ∑_{bv −1} h=0 A^′_{h,s} ≤ ∑_{bv −1} h=0 A_{h,s} = TD_{v,s}(X, Y ) ≤ t holds as claimed.

The proof of the converse implication is symmetric (swap the roles of (Y^′, s^′) and (Y, s)).

Lemma 5.4. Consider a node v with I_v = [i_v. .j_v ] of a precision sampling tree T with n leaves. Moreover, consider strings X, X^′ ∈ Σ^n and Y, Y^′ ∈ Σ^∗, as well as a shift s ∈ [−K. .K] such that TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = t. If X[i_v . .j_v ] = X^′[i_v. .j_v ] and Y [i_v + s − t. .j_v + s + t] = Y^′[i_v + s − t. .j_v + s + t], then TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X^′, Y^′) = TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ).

Proof. Let us start with a proof that TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X^′, Y^′) ≤ TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ). If t = K − |s|, then TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X^′, Y^′) ≤ K − |s| = t = TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) holds by Definition 4.5. Otherwise, by Lemma 4.6, t = TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ), and Lemma 5.3 implies TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X^′, Y^′) ≤ t = TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ).

Thus, we have t^′ := TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X^′, Y^′) ≤ TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ). Consequently, Y^′[i_v + s − t^′. .j_v + s + t^′] = Y^′[i_v + s − t^′. .j_v + s + t^′], so the claim above, with the roles of (X, Y, t) and (X^′, Y^′, t^′) swapped, implies TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) ≤ TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X^′, Y^′), which completes the proof of the lemma.

Corollary 5.5. Consider a node v ∈ T and a shift s ∈ [−K. .K]. If s /∈ R^{Y,i}_v is not relevant for a substitution at Y [i], then the value TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) is not affected by this substitution. Similarly, if s /∈ R^{X,i}_v is not relevant for a substitution at X[i], then the value TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) is not affected by this substitution.

Proof. Denote I_v = [i_v. .j_v ]. Since s /∈ R^{Y,i}_v is not relevant, we have i /∈ [i_v + s + K_v. .j_v + s + K_v]. Due to t := TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) ≤ K_v, this means Y [i_v + s − t. .j_v + s + t] has not been affected by the substitution, and thus, by Lemma 5.4, TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) is not affected either.

We now use Definition 5.1 to characterize shifts quasi-relevant to a substitution at Y [i].

Lemma 5.6. The nodes within the scope of a substitution at Y [i] form a connected subtree of T . Moreover, the total number of quasi-relevant shifts across all these nodes is O(K · d), where d is the height of T .

Proof. Recall that s ∈ R^{Y,i}_v if and only if [i − s − K_v . .i − s + K_v ] ∩ I_v ≠ ∅. It is easy to observe that this property is monotone with respect to I_v. Consequently, s ∈ R^{Y,i}_v implies that s ∈ R^{Y,i}_w holds for every ancestor w of v. This concludes the proof that the nodes within the scope of a substitution at Y [i] form a connected subtree of T .

Next, observe that s ∈ R^{Y,i}_v only if [i − s − |I_v|. .i − s + |I_v|] ∩ I_v ≠ ∅, and s ∈ Q^{Y,i}_v only if [i − s − 2|I_v|. .i − s + 2|I_v|] ∩ I_v ≠ ∅. Consequently, each node in scope contributes at most 5|I_v | quasi-relevant shifts. At the same time, each such node satisfies [i − 2K. .i + 2K] ∩ I_v ≠ ∅ (because |s| + K_v ≤ 2K). Let us fix a single level of the tree T . At this level, there are at most two nodes v for which I_v intersects [i − 2K. .i + 2K] yet is not contained in [i − 2K. .i + 2K]. These two nodes contribute at most 4K + 2 quasi-relevant shifts. As for the remaining nodes, the total size of their intervals |I_v| does not exceed 4K + 1, so their total contribution to the number of quasi-relevant shifts does not exceed 20K + 5. Overall, we conclude that each level of T contributes at most 24K + 6 quasi-relevant shifts. Across all the d levels, this gives a total of O(K · d).

We are now almost ready to bound the update time for substitution in Y . We need one additional lemma that bounds the number of active nodes in the scope of a given substitution.

Lemma 5.7. The expected number of active nodes in scope of a substitution at Y [i] is (log n)^{O(logb n)}.

Proof. Recall from (10) (Section 4) that the probability of v being active does exceed^{|Iv |}_K ·(log n)^{O(logb n)}, which we can also bound as^{Kv}_K · (log n)^{O(logb n)}. Moreover, note that each node v in scope of a substitution at Y [i] contributes at least |Q^{Y,i}_v | ≥ K_v quasi-relevant shifts. Consequently, for such node, the probability of being active does not exceed^{|QY,iv |}_K · (log n)^{O(logb n)}. By Lemma 5.6, the total size |Q^{Y,i}_v | across all nodes is O(K log_b n), so the expected number of active nodes in scope does not exceed O(log_b n) · (log n)^{O(logb n)} = (log n)^{O(logb n)}.

Finally, we analyze the update time for every substitution in Y .

Lemma 5.8. Upon any substitution in Y , we can update the values Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) across all active nodes v ∈ T and shifts s ∈ S_v in expected time b^2(log n)^{O(logb n)}.

Proof. Consider a substitution at Y [i]. By Lemma 5.6, the procedure of Substitute-Y visits all active nodes in scope of the substitution. By Corollary 5.5, we value Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) needs to be updated only if s ∈ R^{Y,i}_v . Moreover, since Δ^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, Y ) ≤ K_v , when updating the value Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ), we only need to inspect the values Δ^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, Y ) with |s − s_h| ≤ K_v (which implies s_h ∈ Q^{Y,i}_v ) Thus, Line 12 correctly restricts the output of Combine to S_v ∩ R^{Y,i}_v , and the inputs from the child v_h to S_{vh} ∩ Q^{Y,i}_v . Consequently, the recursive Substitute-Y procedure correctly maintains the values Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ). As for the running time, observe that the Substitute-Y procedure is called only for active nodes in scope of the substitution and for their children (which fail the text in Line 8). The total cost of the control instructions is proportional to b·(log n)^{O(logb n)} by Lemma 5.7. The cost of Line 10 is ~O(|R^{Y,i}_v ∩S_v|) = ~O(|Q^{Y,i}_v ∩S_v|). By Lemma 4.11, we have Exp[|Q^{Y,i}_v ∩S_v|] ≤ 48|Q^{Y,i}_v |·(b_v + 1) ln n· Exp[β^{−1}_v ] =^{|QY,iv |}_K · b(log n)^{O(logb n)}. The cost of Line 12 is ~O( ∑_{bv −1} h=0 (|R^{Y,i}_v ∩ S_v| + |Q^{Y,i}_v ∩ S_{vh} |)), which is b^2 ·^{|QY,iv |}_K · (log n)^{O(logb n)} by the same reasoning. The expected time spent at a fixed node v is therefore b^2 ·^{|QY,iv |}_K · (log n)^{O(logb n)}. By Lemma 5.6, this sums up to b^2(log n)^{O(logb n)}.

We can summarize the main result of this section below.

Theorem 5.9. For every b ∈ [2. .n], the dynamic (k, Θ(kb log_b n))-gap edit distance problem can be maintained under substitutions in b^2(log n)^{O(logb n)} expected amortized update time with probability at least 1 −^1_n . For b = (log n)^{Θ(1/ϵ)}, the gap and the time become (k, k · (log n)^{Θ(1/ϵ)}) and n^{O(ϵ)}, respectively.

Proof. Correctness of the approximation guarantee follows from the correctness analysis of Section 4 and from Lemmas 5.2 and 5.8. All the updates are successful with probability 1−^1_{n2} (Lemma 4.9) on each substitution, and hence all updates over n substitutions are successful with probability 1 −^1_n . The expected update time per substitution follows from Lemmas 5.2 and 5.8. Upon n updates, the precision sampling tree can be rebuilt by paying nb^2(log n)^{O(logb n)} time which amortized over n updates is b^2(log n)^{O(logb n)}.

6 Dynamic Edits with Substitutions in X and Edits in Y

In this section, we consider a more complex dynamic scenario than the previous section where we allow all edits (insertions, deletions, and substitutions) in Y , but only allow substitutions in X.

We now face a major bottleneck. Recall from Section 5, upon a substitution on X or Y , we need to update Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) for all relevant shifts s ∈ S_v. In Lemma 5.6, we show that number of such relevant shifts is small. However, upon an insertion or deletion of Y [y], all nodes may contain relevant shifts. In particular, if v is a leaf with I_v = {i}, when TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = min(ED(X[i], Y [i + s])) changes as long as y < i + s. Therefore, running the algorithm from the previous section would require rebuilding the entire tree from scratch.

Key Insight. Our main idea here lies in the following observation. Given two strings X and Y with ED(X, Y ) ≤ k, consider an optimal alignment of Y with X. Removing at most k characters corresponding to insertions and deletions and substituting according to the optimal alignment, we can decompose X and Y into at most k disjoint parts such that each corresponding part is a perfect match. If we can find this decomposition under dynamic updates, then we can also maintain the edit distance. While we do not know how to find such a decomposition dynamically, we show it is possible to maintain a weaker decomposition as follows in Õ(k) query time. The string Y can be decomposed into 2k disjoint parts, Y = ⨀_{2k} i=0 Y [y_i. .y_{i+1}) such that each even phrase Y [y_i. .y_{i+1}) (i is even) is matched with some substring X[y_i + s_i. .y_{i+1} + s_i) exactly with s_i ∈ [−2K. .2K] (it is possible Y [y_i. .yi + 1) is empty) and |Y [y_i. .y_{i+1})| = 1 for i being odd (this captures the edits). Note that it is not necessary that the substrings X[y_i + s_i. .y_{i+1} + s_i) are disjoint.

Now, consider the value TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) for some node v and shift s such that I_v ⊆ (y_i − s + K_v. .y_{i+1} − s − K_v) holds for some i ∈ [0. .2k]. Then, if we denote I_v = [i_v. .j_v ], we must have [i_v +s−K_v. .j_v +s+K_v) ⊆ (y_i. .y_{i+1}) and thus Y [i_v +s−t. .j_v +s+t) = X[i_v +s−t+s_i. .j_v +s−t+s_i). Now, Lemma 5.4 yields min(TD_{v,s}(X, Y ), K) = min(TD_{v,s+si} (X, X), K). Since the capping in TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) depends on s and since |s_i| ≤ 2K, we can derive TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = min(K − |s|, TD^{≤3K}_{v,s+si} (X, X)); see Lemma 6.2.

Therefore, if we can maintain Δ^{≤3K}_{v,s+si} (X, X) efficiently (which provides an (α_v, β_v )-approximation of TD^{≤3K}_{v,s+si} (X, X)), we can use that to quickly compute Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) just by copying the value and capping it by K − |s|. Excitingly, we can use the results of Section 5 in a black-box fashion to maintain Δ^{≤3K}_{v,s} (X, X) (since we only need to support substitutions in X).

On the other hand, if I_v ⊆ [y_i − s + K_v . .y_{i+1} − s + K_v ) does not hold for any i ∈ [0. .2k], then we must have I_v ∩ [y_i − s − K_v. .y_i − s + K_v] for some i ∈ [0. .2k], which is equivalent to s ∈ R^{Y,yi}_v (see Definition 5.1). Due to Lemma 5.6, the number of shifts s satisfying this condition (for fixed i) is O(K · d) and, if we focus on the sampled ones (s ∈ S_v) for which we actually need to compute Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ), the number drops to b^2 · (log n)^{O(logb n)} in expectation. Across all 2k + 2 values i ∈ [0. .2k], this is k · b^2 · (log n)^{O(logb n)} in expectation. We can compute these values every k^′ = Θ(k) updates since a single update changes the edit distance by at most 1. This way, the amortized expected update time will be b^2 · (log n)^{O(logb n)}.

6.1 Algorithm

As before Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) represents an (α_v, β_v )-approximation of TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ). We use Δ^{≤3K}_{v,s} (X, X) to represent (α_v, β_v )-approximation of TD^{≤3K}_{v,s} (X, X). We maintain a precision sampling tree T on X along with the values Δ^{≤3K}_{v,s} (X, X) for all s ∈ S_v (which is now sampled from [−3K. .3K]).

Since the precision sampling tree is now built only on X, even though we allow insertions and deletions in Y (along with substitutions in both X and Y ) the structure of the tree remains the same after an update. As argued above, the algorithm of Section 5 is used in a black-box fashion to maintain Δ^{≤3K}_{v,s} (X, X). The challenge is to simulate compute the necessary values Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ).

We compute them from scratch at the beginning of every epoch consisting of k^′ = Θ(k) updates (where k^′ is small enough that we can accommodate additional additive error of k^′). Even though our approximation of ED(X, Y ) is maintained in a lazy fashion, we maintain up-to-date copies of X and Y in an instance of the following Dynamic Decomposition algorithm.

Proposition 6.1 (Dynamic Decomposition). There is a dynamic algorithm that maintains two strings X and Y subject to edits and, upon a query, given an integer k ∈ [0. .|Y |], either reports that ED(X, Y ) > k or returns a partition of Y = ⨀_{2k} i=0 Y [y_i. .y_{i+1}) and a sequence (s_0, s_2, . . . , s_{2k}) ∈ [−2k. .2k]^{k+1} such that Y [y_i. .y_{i+1}) = X[y_i + s_i. .y_{i+1} + s_i) if i is even and |Y [y_i. .y_{i+1})| = 1 if i is odd. The algorithm supports updates in ~O(1) amortized time and queries in ~O(k) time.

Upon the beginning of a new epoch, we query the Dynamic Pattern Matching. If we return NO, then we are guaranteed that ED(X, Y ) > k, so we can forward the negative answer. Otherwise, we obtain a partition Y = ⨀_{2k} i=0 Y [y_i. .y_{i+1}) and a sequence of shifts (s_0, s_2, . . . , s_{2k}) ∈ [−k. .k]. Let P = {y_0, . . . , y_{2k}} denote the set of phrase boundaries.

For each node v, we denote R^{Y,P}_v = ⋃ y∈P R^{Y,y}_v and Q^{Y,P}_v = ⋃ y∈P Q^{Y,y}_v . Moreover, we say that a node v is relevant with respect to P if R^{Y,P}_v ≠ ∅.

Then, we recursively traverse the precision sampling tree, simulating the static algorithm. The main difference is that we only aim at computing Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) for a subset of allowed shifts. At the root, this subset contains only {0}. Otherwise, it is defined as Q^{Y,P}_w ∩ S_v, where w is the parent of v.

For all shifts s ∈ S \ R^{Y,P}_v , we exploit the aforementioned observation that TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = min(K − |s|, TD^{≤3K}_{v,s+si} (X, X)) holds for an appropriate i ∈ [0. .2k] (Lines 6 to 9). We binary search for the appropriate i and for a shift s̃ ∈ S_v that is closest to s + s_i. Then, we set Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = min(K − |s|, Δ^{≤3K}_{v,s̃} (X, X)). For the relevant shifts s ∈ S ∩ R^{Y,P}_v , we proceed as in the static algorithm: If the node v is not active, we set the values Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) to 0. If it is a leaf, we compute Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ). Otherwise, we recurse, asking each child to compute the values Δ^{≤K}_{vh,s′} (X, Y ) for all quasi-relevant shifts s^′ ∈ Q^{Y,P}_v ∩ S_{vh} . Based on these answers, the Combine procedure computes the sought values Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) for s ∈ S ∩ R^{Y,P}_v .

Algorithm 3 Dyn-Edit-Y

Input: Strings X, Y , a precision tree with value Δ^{≤3K}_{v,s} (X, X) for s ∈ S_v. Output: Δ_{root,0}(X, Y )

1: Compute Y = ⨀_{2k} i=0 Y [y_i. .y_{i+1}) and S = {s_0, s_2, . ., s_{2k}} ▷ Proposition 6.1 2: if Received NO instead then return “ED[X, Y ] > k” 3: Let P = {y_0, . . . , y_{2k}} 4: SubXEditY(root, {0}, y_0, . . . , y_{2k}, s_0, s_2, . . . , s_{2k}) 5: procedure SubXEditY(v, S, y_0, . . . , y_{2k}, s_0, s_2, . . . , s_{2k}) 6: for s ∈ S \ R^{Y,P}_v do 7: Find i ∈ [0. .2k] such that I_v ⊆ (y_i − s + K_v. .y_{i+1} − s − K_v) 8: Identify a shift s̃ ∈ S_v that is closest to s + s_i 9: Set Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = min(K − |s|, Δ^{≤3K}_{v,s̃} (X, X)) 10: if R^{Y,i}_v ≠ ∅ then 11: if |I_v | ≥ β_v then 12: Set Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = 0 for all s ∈ S ∩ R^{Y,P}_v 13: else if v is a leaf then 14: Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) for all s ∈ S ∩ R^{Y,P}_v 15: else 16: Recursively run SubXEditY(v_h, Q^{Y,P}_v ∩S_{vh} , y_0, . . . , y_{2k}, s_0, s_2, . . . , s_{2k}) for h ∈ [0. .b_v ) 17: Combine(v, R^{Y,P}_v ∩ S, {(h, s_h, Δ^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, Y )) : h ∈ [0. .b_v ), s_h ∈ Q^{Y,P}_v ∩ S_{vh} })

6.1.1 Analysis

We first establish the correctness of the procedure Dyn-Edit-Y followed by the analysis of the update time. We need the following crucial lemma which basically states that copying from T̃ (X, X) in Line 9 of Algorithm 3 is correct.

Lemma 6.2. Consider a node v and a shift s ∈ [−K. .K] such that I_v ⊆ (y_i −s+K_v. .y_{i+1} −s−K_v ) and Y [y_i. .y_{i+1}) = X[y_i + s_i. .y_{i+1} + s_i). Then, TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = min(TD^{≤3K}_{v,s+si} (X, X), K − |s|). Proof. Denote t = TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) and note that t ≤ K_v . Thus, we also have I_v ⊆ (y_i −s+t. .y_{i+1} −s− t) or, equivalently, denoting I_v = [i_v . .j_v ], (y_i. .y_{i+1}) ⊆ [i_v +s−t. .j_v +s+t]. Thus, we have Y [i_v +s− t. .j_v +s+t] = X[i_v +s+s_i−t. .j_v +s+s_i+t]. By Lemma 5.3, this implies min(TD_{v,s}(X, Y ), K−|s|) = min(TD_{v,s+si} (X, X), K − |s|). Since TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = min(TD_{v,s}(X, Y ), K − |s|) from Lemma 4.6, we have

TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = min(TD_{v,s}(X, Y ), K − |s|) From Lemma 4.6 = min(TD_{v,s+si} (X, X), K − |s|) From Lemma 5.3

Since |s_i| ≤ 2K, we have 3K − |s + s_i| ≥ K − |s|. Therefore, we have min(TD_{v,s+si} (X, X), K − |s|) = min(TD_{v,s+si} (X, X), K − |s|, 3K − |s + s_i|) = min(TD^{≤3K}_{v,s+si} (X, X), K − |s|)

The last equality again follows from Lemma 4.6 as |s + s_i| ≤ 3K and TD^{≤3K}_{v,s+si} (X, X) = min(TD_{v,s+si} (X, X), 3K − |s + s_i|). Corollary 6.3. The value Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) set in Line 9 is, with high probability, an (α_v , 2β_v )-approximation of TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ).

Proof. We repeat the reasoning within the proof of Lemma 4.9. Note that | TD^{≤3K}_{v,s+si} (X, X) − TD^{≤3K}_{v,s̃} (X, X)| ≤ 2(b_v + 1)|s + s_i − s̃| and, with high probability, |s + s_i − s̃| ≤^{βv}_{8(bvh +1)} . Consequently, | TD^{≤3K}_{v,s+si} (X, X) − TD^{≤3K}_{v,s̃} (X, X)| ≤^1_4 β_v. Since Δ^{≤3K}_{v,s̃} (X, X) is an (α_v, β_v ) approximation of TD^{≤3K}_{v,s̃} (X, X), we conclude that it is also an (α_v, β_v + α_v ·^1_4 β_v) approximation of TD^{≤3K}_{v,s+si} (X, X). Due to α_v ≤ 2, this means that Δ^{≤3K}_{v,s̃} (X, X) is an (α_v, 2β_v )-approximation of TD^{≤3K}_{v,s+si} (X, X), and thus Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = min(K − |s|, Δ^{≤3K}_{v,s̃} (X, X)) is an (α_v, 2β_v )-approximation of of TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) = min(TD^{≤3K}_{v,s+si} (X, X), K −|s|), where this equality follows from Lemma 6.2.

Lemma 6.4. Dyn-Edit-Y correctly solves the (k, Θ(kb log_b n))-gap edit problem with probability 1 −^1_n .

Proof. Note that if ED(X, Y ) ≤ k, then Proposition 6.1 will always find a decomposition. Hence, if it fails to do so, the algorithm correctly returns NO. Using Corollary 5.5 Dyn-Edit-Y (Algorithm 3) computes all Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) such that s ∈ Q^{Y,P}_w ∩ S_v, where w is the parent of v; this follows from the fact that the recursive calls of Dyn-Edit-Y set S = Q^{Y,P}_v ∩ S_{vh} . If s /∈ R^{Y,P}_v , the value Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) is computed in Line 9 and, by Corollary 6.3 is a (α_v , 2β_v )-approximation of TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ). In the remaining case of s ∈ R^{Y,P}_v , we simulate the static algorithm restricting the set of shifts at the children v_h of v to those in Q^{Y,P}_v ∩ S_v (which is valid because any relevant shift is within a distance K_v ≤ TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) from a quasi-relevant one). Consequently, as in the proof of Lemma 4.9, we can inductively argue that each value Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ) computed by our algorithm is an (α_v, 2β_v )- approximation of TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, Y ). In particular, this is true for the value Δ^{≤K}_{root,0}(X, Y ) computed at the topmost recursive call of Dyn-Edit-Y. By Lemmas 4.3 and 4.6, we conclude that Dyn-Edit-Y correctly solves the (k, Θ(kb log_b n))-gap edit distance problem with probability at least 1 −^1_n .

Running Time Analysis Maintaining the values Δ^{≤3K}_{v,s} (X, X) and the data structure for Dynamic Pattern Matching takes b^2(log n)^{O(logb n)}-time due to Lemmas 5.2 and 5.8 and Proposition 6.1, respectively. It remains to bound the cost of Dyn-Edit-Y, which is run every k^′ = Θ(k) updates.

Lemma 6.5. Every execution of the Dyn-Edit-Y procedure takes kb^2(log n)^{O(logb n)} expected time.

Proof. The application of Proposition 6.1 to compute the decomposition P costs ~O(k) time. By Lemma 5.6, the recursive procedure SubXEditY visits all active nodes in scope of the P as well as their children. For each such node, the set S is set to Q^{Y,P}_w ∩ S_v, where w is the parent of v; the only exception is the root, when S = {0}.

The total cost of the control instructions is, in expectation, k · b · (log n)^{O(logb n)}; this is every node within the scope of P is, by definition, within the scope of a substitution at Y [y_i] for some i ∈ [0. .2k], and the number of active nodes within the scope of a single substitution is (log n)^{O(logb n)} by Lemma 5.7.

The cost of handling each shift s /∈ R^{Y,P}_v is logarithmic since we can find the appropriate phrase i ∈ [0. .2k] and shift s̃ by binary search. By Lemma 4.11, we have Exp[|Q^{Y,P}_w ∩ S_v|] ≤

48|Q^{Y,P}_w | · (b_v + 1) ln n · Exp[β^{−1}_v ] =^{|QY,Pw |}_K · b(log n)^{O(logb n)}. The cost of Line 14 is ~O(|R^{Y,P}_v ∩ S_v|) = ~O(|Q^{Y,P}_v ∩ S_v|), which is^{|QY,Pv |}_K · b(log n)O(logb n) by the same reasoning. The cost of Line 17 is ~O(∑^bv^{−1}_{h=0} (|R^{Y,P}_v ∩ S_v| + |Q^{Y,P}_v ∩ S_{vh} |)), which is b2 ·^{|QY,Pv |}_K · (log n)O(logb n), again due to Lemma 4.11.

The expected time spent at a fixed node v with parent w is therefore b · (_{|QY,Pw |} K + b ·^{|QY,Pv |}_K ) · (log n)^{O(logb n)}. If we charge the first term to the parent w (which can get charged by all of its O(b) children), the cost per node becomes b^2 ·^{|QY,Pv |}_K · (log n)^{O(logb n)}. Since, for each v, we have Q^{Y,P}_v = ⋃_{2k} i=0 Q^{Y,yi}_v , then the total number of quasi-relevant shifts (across all nodes) is O(k·K·log_b n).

Consequently, the total expected time is kb^2(log n)^{O(logb n)}.

The following theorem summarizes the result of this section.

Theorem 6.6. For every b ∈ [2. .n], the dynamic (k/2, Θ(kb log_b n))-gap edit distance problem can be maintained under substitutions in X and edits in Y in b^2(log n)^{O(logb n)} expected amortized update time with probability at least 1 −^1_n . For b = (log n)^{Θ(1/ϵ)}, the gap and the time become (k, k · (log n)^{Θ(1/ϵ)}) and n^{O(ϵ)}, respectively.

Proof. Since we run Dyn-Edit-Y in a lazy fashion after every k/2 updates, amortized over these k/2 updates the expected running time is b^2(log n)^{O(logb n)} from Lemma 6.5. The approximation bound follows from the correctness analysis using Lemma 6.4 and by noting that within each epoch, the true edit distance can only change by k/2.

6.2 Proof of Proposition 6.1

The workhorse behind Proposition 6.1 is the following lemma:

Lemma 6.7 (Dynamic Pattern Matching). There is a dynamic algorithm that maintains two strings X and Y subject to edits and, given a fragment Y [i. .j) and an integer k ≥ 0, either:

1. returns a shift s ∈ [−2k. .2k] such that Y [i. .j) = X[i + s. .j + s), or 2. returns NO, indicating that there is no shift s ∈ [−k. .k] such that Y [i. .j) = X[i + s. .j + s).

The algorithm supports updates in ~O(1) amortized time and queries in ~O(1) time.

Proof. Our algorithm maintains four components borrowed from [GKK^+18, CKW20, KK22]:

• A data structure for Longest Common Extension queries in S := X · Y . These queries return the length of the longest common prefix of two fragments S[i. .j) and S[i^′. .j^′), identified by their endpoints. This component supports updates and queries in ~O(1) time [GKK^+18, CKW20].

• A data structure for Internal Pattern Matching queries in S := X · Y . These queries, given two fragments P = S[i. .j) and T = S[i^′. .j^′) of S (identified by their endpoints) such that |P | ≤ |T | < 2|P |, return an arithmetic progression representing the exact occurrences of P in T , that is, positions t ∈ [0. .|T | − |P |] with P = T [t. .t + |P |). This component supports updates and queries in ~O(1) time [CKW20].

• For every integer level τ ∈ [0. .⌊log |X|⌋], we maintain a partition of X into blocks of length between 2^τ and 2^{τ +2}. Every edit in X affects exactly one block at a given level τ. Once the edit is performed, the block might become too long (and we split it into two halves) or too short (and then we merge it with its neighbor, possibly splitting the resulting block if is too long). Every such rebalancing operation can be charged to Ω(2^τ ) individual edits.

• The dynamic suffix array of the entire string X and of the concatenation of any up to 10 consecutive blocks at any level τ. The dynamic suffix array of X, given a rank r ∈ [1. .|X|] identifies the rth lexicographically smallest suffix of r. The implementation of [KK22] supports updates and queries in ~O(1) time and, by the discussion above regarding block updates, the amortized update time among all dynamic suffix array instances is still ~O(1).

We proceed with the description of the query algorithm. If i − k > |X|, then i − s > |X| holds for all s ∈ [−k. .k]. Consequently, there is not shift s ∈ [−k. .k] such that Y [i. .j) ≠ X[i + s. .j + s) (because the latter fragment is always ill-defined), and thus the algorithm may return NO.

If |Y [i. .j)| > 2k and i − k ≤ |X|, then we simply use an Internal Pattern Matching query with P = Y [i. .j) and T = X[i − k. .j + k) (trimmed appropriately if i − k < 0 or j + k > |X|). This is valid because |T | ≤ |P | + 2k < 2|P |. Moreover, positions t ∈ [|T | − |P |] with P = T [t. .t + |P |) correspond to shift s ∈ [−k. .k] such that Y [i. .j) = X[i − s. .i + s). In this case, the query time is ~O(1), dominated by the IPM query.

The same strategy can be applied if 2k ≥ |Y [i. .j)| >^1_4 k and i − k ≤ |X|. In that case, however, instead of a single IPM query, we perform up to 8 queries with the pattern P = Y [i. .j) and the texts T of length 2|P | covering X[i − k. .j + k) with overlaps of length at least |P | − 1.

If i − k ≤ |X| ≤ k, then i − 2k ≤ 0 ≤ |X| ≤ j + 2k. Hence, it suffices to check if Y [i. .j) has any occurrence in X. For this, we perform a binary search on top of the dynamic suffix array of X to obtain the lexicographically smallest suffix X[x. .|X|) with X[x. .|X|) ⪰ Y [i. .j). If Y [i. .j) has any occurrence in X, then one such occurrence must start at position x. At each step, we retrieve the rth lexicographically smallest suffix X[x. .|X|) of X and the length ℓ of the longest common prefix of X[x. .|X|) and Y [i. .j). The lexicographic order of X[x. .|X|) and Y [i. .j) is determined by the lexicographic order between X[x + ℓ] and Y [i + ℓ] (with the corner cases of x + ℓ = |X| and i + ℓ = j handled appropriately).

It remains to consider the case when |Y [i. .j)| ≤^1_4 k, |X| > k, and i − k ≤ |X|. We pick a level τ = ⌊log(^1_4 k)⌋ and consider the level-τ blocks covering the fragment X[i−k. .j +k) (again, trimmed appropriately if i − k < 0 or j + k > |X|). Since the fragment is of length at most^5_4 k ≤ 5 · 2^{τ +1}, it is covered by at most 10 level-τ blocks. Moreover, since the level-τ blocks are of length at most 2^{τ +2} ≤ k, the concatenation of these blocks is contained within X[i − 2k. .j + 2k). Thus, it suffices to check if Y [i. .j) occurs at least once in the concatenation of these blocks. For these, we use the dynamic suffix array of this concatenation just like we used the dynamic suffix array of the whole string X in the previous case.

We are now ready to prove Proposition 6.1, whose statement is repeated next for convenience.

Proposition 6.1 (Dynamic Decomposition). There is a dynamic algorithm that maintains two strings X and Y subject to edits and, upon a query, given an integer k ∈ [0. .|Y |], either reports that ED(X, Y ) > k or returns a partition of Y = ⨀_{2k} i=0 Y [y_i. .y_{i+1}) and a sequence (s_0, s_2, . . . , s_{2k}) ∈ [−2k. .2k]^{k+1} such that Y [y_i. .y_{i+1}) = X[y_i + s_i. .y_{i+1} + s_i) if i is even and |Y [y_i. .y_{i+1})| = 1 if i is odd. The algorithm supports updates in ~O(1) amortized time and queries in ~O(k) time.

Proof. We maintain X and Y using the dynamic algorithm of Lemma 6.7. Below we describe an ~O(k)-time query algorithm. If |Y | > |X| − k, we report that ED(X, Y ) > k. Otherwise, we process Y from left to right in at most 2k +1 rounds. Suppose we have already constructed a decomposition Y = ⨀_{j−1} i=0 Y [y_i. .y_{i+1}) and a sequence of shifts s_0, . . . , s_{2⌈j/2⌉−2} ∈ [−2k. .2k] satisfying the following invariant:

• If i is odd, then |Y [y_i. .y_{i+1})| = 1.

• If i is even, then Y [y_i. .y_{i+1}) = X[y_i + s_i. .y_{i+1} + s_i) and Y [y_i. .y_{i+1}] ≠ X[y_i + s. .y_{i+1} + s] for any s ∈ [−k. .k].

If j is odd, we simply set y_{j+1} = y_j + 1 so that |Y [y_j . .y_{j+1})| = 1. If j is even, we perform binary search on top of the query algorithm of Lemma 6.7. Throughout the binary search, we maintain positions y_{j+1} ≤ y^′_{j+1} and a shift s_j such that Y [y_j . .y_{j+1}) = X[y_j + s_i. .y_{j+1} + s_j) and Y [y_j. .y^′_{j+1}] ≠ X[y_j + s. .y_{j+1} + s] for any s ∈ [−k. .k]. Initially, we set y_{j+1} = y_j , y^′_{j+1} = |Y |, and s_j = min(0, |X| − y_j ). At each step of the binary search, we pick ȳ_{j+1} = ⌈^1_2 (y_{j+1} + y^′_{j+1})⌉ and make a Lemma 6.7 query for Y [y_j. .ȳ_j ). In case of a no answer, we update y^′_{j+1} := ȳ_{j+1} −1. Otherwise, we update y_{j+1} := ȳ_{j+1} and underlying witness shift s. In O(log |Y |) iterations, this process converges to y_{j+1} = y_{j+1}, which satisfies our invariant.

There are two ways that this process may terminate. If we have constructed 2k + 1 phrases without reaching the end of Y , we report that ED(X, Y ) > k. This is valid because any alignment of cost k yields a decomposition of Y into at most k + 1 fragments matched exactly and at most k individual characters that have been inserted or substituted. Moreover, if a fragment Y [y. .y^′) is matched exactly, then Y [y. .y^′) = X[y +s. .y^′ +s) for some s ∈ [−k. .k]. The other possibility is that we reach the end of Y having before we have generated 2k+1 phrases. Since even-numbered phrases can be empty, we may assume that this happens after we have generated an even-number phrase (and cannot generate the next odd-numbered phrase of length 1). In that case, we increment the number of phrases in the decomposition by repeatedly splitting a non-empty even-number phrase into an empty even-numbered numbered phrase, a length-1 odd-numbered phrase, and a shorter even-numbered phrase (sharing the original shift). Since k ≤ |Y |, we can continue this process until the number of phrases reaches 2k + 1.

Our query algorithm takes O(k log |Y |) time on top of making O(k log |Y |) queries of Lemma 6.7. Hence, the total query time is ~O(1).

7 Edits in both X and Y

The algorithm we develop here is similar to the one in Section 6. The difference is that we now maintain approximately the values Δ^{≤3K}_{v,s} (X, X) subject to insertions and deletions rather than substitutions.

7.1 Maintaining T (X, X) subject to insertions and deletions

To ease notation, we consider the problem of maintaining the values Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X). Our final algorithm, described in Section 7.2, will use this procedure with parameter 3K instead of K. Moreover, in this section we distinguish |X| from n, which will be a static upper bound on |X|; occasional rebuilding of the entire data structure lets us assume that n = Θ(|X|).

Recall that, for each active node v of the precision tree T , we maintain a set of allowed shifts S_v ⊆ [−K. .K] whose elements are sampled independently with rate Θ(β^{−1}_v ·b_v log n). For each shift s ∈ S_v, we need to maintain the value Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X), which should be an (α_v, β_v )-approximation of TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X). Balancing the precision sampling tree The first difficulty is that the tree T cannot be static anymore: insertions and deletions require adding and removing leaves. Multiple insertions can violate our upper bound O(b) on the node degrees, and thus occasional rebalancing is needed to simultaneously bound the degrees and the tree depth d ≤ 2 log_b n. What makes rebalancing challenging in our setting is that the data we maintain has bi-directional dependencies. On the one hand, the values TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) we approximate depend on the shape of the subtree rooted at v. On the other hand, our additive approximation rates β_v depend on the values u_w sampled at the ancestors of w. Thus, we cannot use rotations or other local rules. Instead, we use weight-balanced B-trees [BDF05, AV03], which support O(log_b n)-amortized-time updates and satisfy several useful properties:

• All leaves of T have the same depth d = log_b |T | + Θ(1).

• The root has between 2 and 4b children, all internal nodes have between^1_4 b and 4b children. • The number of leaves in the subtree of a non-root node v at depth d_v is between^1_2 b^{d−dv} and 2b^{d−dv} ; in other words,^1_2 b^{d−dv} ≤ |I_v| ≤ 2b^{d−dv} .

• If a non-root node v at depth d_v is rebalanced, then Ω(b^{d−dv} ) updates in its subtree are necessary before it is rebalanced again.

The last property is crucial for us: whenever a node v is rebalanced, we will recompute all the data associated to all its descendants w (including the approximation rates β_w, the precisions u_w, the sets S_w, and the values Δ^{≤K}_{w,s} (X, X)). Moreover, we will recompute the values Δ^{≤K}_{w,s} (X, X) for all ancestors w of v.

We separate the description of the rebalancing subroutine from the description of the actual update algorithm. Technically, the weight-balanced B-tree T_B might contain one invisible leaf that is not present in our precision sampling tree T . Upon insertion of a new character, we first insert an invisible leaf to T_B (which may cause some rebalancing), and only then insert this leaf in T . Similarly, upon deletion of a character, we first make the underlying leaf invisible, and only then remove it from T_B . Thus, to maintain the precision sampling tree T , we only need to implement rebalancing (which happens when the invisible leaf is added to or removed from T_B ), as well as leaf insertion and deletion (which changes the string X but preserves the shape of T , modulo the leaf in question).

As alluded earlier, rebalancing is quite straightforward.

Lemma 7.1. Upon rebalancing a node v, the precision sampling tree T can be updated in |I_v| · b^2 · (log n)^{O(logb n)} expected time.

Proof. If v is not active, there is nothing to do because rebalancing changes neither |I_v| nor β_v. Otherwise, we call the AKO(v, β_v ) procedure of Algorithm 1 that recomputes all the necessary data for the descendants of v. As analyzed in the proof of Lemma 4.13, the cost of this call is b^2 · (log n)^{O(logb n)} per node, which is |I_v| · b^2 · (log n)^{O(logb n)}. Finally, we traverse the path from v to the root and, at each node w with children w_0, . . . , w_{bw −1}, run the Combine(w, S_w, {(h, s_h, Δ^{≤K}_{wh,sh} (X, X)) : h ∈ [0. .b_w), s_h ∈ S_{wh} }) procedure to recompute the values Δ^{≤K}_{w,s} (X, X) for all s ∈ S_w. This call is a part of the regular AKO(w, β_w) procedure, so its running time is also b^2 · (log n)^{O(logb n)} per node and log_b n · b^2 · (log n)^{O(logb n)} = (log n)^{O(logb n)} in total.

The correctness follows from the fact that TD^{≤K}_{w,s} (X, X) does not depend on the shape of the precision sampling tree outside the subtree of w.

Leaf insertions and deletions From now on, we assume that an insertion or a deletion of a single character X[x] does not alter the precision sampling tree except that the underlying leaf is added or removed. Our strategy is essentially the same as in Section 5: for each node v, identify the set of relevant shifts R^x_v , for each shift s ∈ S_v ∩ R^x_v , update the underlying values Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) based on the values Δ^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, X) obtained from the children v_h, with the shift s_h restricted to s_h ∈ S_{vh} ∩ Q^x_v , where Q^x_v consists of quasi-relevant shifts that are close to relevant ones.

Unfortunately, this approach would yield Ω(K^2) relevant shifts: for every leaf v with I_v = {i}, the value TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) changes whenever x ∈ (i_v . .i_v + s). This is simply because if X has been obtained by inserting X[x] to X^′ = X[0. .x)·X(x. .|X|), then the character X[i_v +s] is derived from

X^′[i_v +s−1] rather than X^′[i_v +s]. In other words, we then have TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) = TD^{≤K}_{v,s−1}(X^′, X^′). Thus, instead of recomputing Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) we should rather observe that we can copy Δ^{≤K}_{v,s−1}(X^′, X^′) instead. Consequently, our notion of relevant shifts does not cover the cases when we are guaranteed that TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) = TD^{≤K}_{v,s±1}(X^′, X^′).

Definition 7.2. Consider a string v ∈ T and an index x ∈ [0. .|X|). We define the set R^x_v ⊆ [−K. .K] of shifts relevant for an insertions at X[x] so that s ∈ R^x_v if it satisfies at least one of the following conditions:

1. x ∈ I_v, 2. [x − s − K_v. .x − s + K_v] ∩ I_v ≠ ∅, or 3. [min(x − s, x). . max(x − s, x)] ∩ I_v ≠ ∅ and |s| ≥ K − |I_v|. Moreover, the set Q^x_v of shifts quasi-relevant for an insertion at X[x] is defined as Q^x_v = {s ∈ [−K. .K] : ∃_s′_{∈R}x_v |s − s^′| ≤ K_v}. Furthermore, we say that a node v is in scope of an insertion at X[x] if R^x_v ≠ ∅.

Our strategy of handling the shifts s such that TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) = TD^{≤K}_{v,s±1}(X^′, X^′) is to associate labels with characters of X that stay intact even while insertions and deletions change the character’s indices. In particular, the shift s at node v should be identified with the label of X[i_v + s]. Since i_v + s might be an out-of-bound index, we actually assign labels to characters of a longer string X_$ = $^K ·X ·$^K . The labels can be stored in a balanced binary search tree built on top of X_$ so that the conversion between labels and (current) indices takes logarithmic time. This strategy has already been used in [KK22], and thus we repurpose their formalism.

For an alphabet Σ, we say that a labelled string over Σ is a string over Σ×Z_{≥0}. For c := (a, ℓ) ∈ Σ × Z_{≥0}, we say that val(c) := a is the value of c and label(c) := ℓ is the label of c. For a labelled string S ∈ (Σ × Z_{≥0})^∗, we define the set Labels(S) = {label(S[i]) : i ∈ [0. .|S|)}. We say that S is uniquely labelled if |Labels(S)| = ‖S‖; equivalently, for each label ℓ ∈ Labels(S), there exists a unique position i ∈ [0. .|S|) such that ℓ = label(S[i]).

Lemma 7.3 (Labelled String Maintenance; [KK22, Lemma 10.1]). There is a data structure maintaining a uniquely labelled string S ∈ (Σ × Z_{≥0})^∗ using the following interface: insert(S, i, a, ℓ): Given i ∈ [0. .|S|], a ∈ Σ, and ℓ ∈ Z_{≥0} \Labels(S), set S := S[0. .i)·(a, ℓ)·S[i. .|S|). delete(S, i): Given i ∈ [0. .|S|), set S := S[0. .i) · S(i. .|S|). label(S, i): Given i ∈ [0. .|S|), return label(S[i]). val(S, i): Given i ∈ [0. .|S|), return val(S[i]).

pos(S, ℓ): Given ℓ ∈ Labels(S), return i ∈ [0. .|S|) such that ℓ = label(S[i]). Assuming that the labels belong to [0. .L), each operation can be implemented in O(log L) time.

Our data structure uses Lemma 7.3 to maintain X_$ = $^K · X · $^K as a uniquely labelled string (upon insertions, we assign a fresh label to the inserted character). This string extends X with sentinel characters so that we can assume that the label of X[i] is defined as long as i ∈ [−K. .|X| + K). For a node v ∈ T with I_v = [i_v. .j_v ], we shall store left_v = label(X_$, i_v + K) and right_v = label(X_$, j_v + K).^2 Observe that, unlike indices i_v, j_v , which are shifted by edits at position x < i_v, the labels left_v and right_v generally stay intact (unless the leaves in the subtree of v are inserted or deleted). For a similar reason, we use labels to represent shifts. Specifically, for a node v and label ℓ ∈ Labels(X_$), we define shift_v(X_$, ℓ) = pos(X_$, ℓ) − pos(X_$, left_v). Furthermore,

2Observe that X = X_$[K. .K + |X|), so X_$[iv + K. .jv + K] corresponds to Xv = X[iv . .jv ].

Algorithm 4 Dynamic-Insertion-X

Input: The location x of the insertion, a node v ∈ T . Output: The updated sets L_v and values Δ^{≤K}_{v,ℓ} (X, X) for ℓ ∈ L_v.

1: procedure Insert-X(x, v) 2: if |I_v| > β_v and R^x_v ≠ ∅ then 3: i_v := pos(X_$, left_v) − K 4: if x ∈ [i_v − K. .i_v + K] then 5: With probability max(1, 48β^{−1}_v (b + 1) ln n), insert label(X_$, x + K) to L_v 6: Remove label(X_$, i_v − 1) and label(X_$, i_v + 2K + 1) from L_v 7: if v is a leaf then 8: return Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) = ED(X_v , X_{v,s}) for all s ∈ S_v ∩ R^x_v 9: Recursively run Insert-X(x, v_h) for h ∈ [0. .b_v ) 10: return Combine(v, R^x_v ∩ S_v, {(h, s_h, Δ^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, X)) : h ∈ [0. .b_v ), s_h ∈ Q^x_v ∩ S_{vh} })

if s := shift_v(X_$, ℓ) ∈ [−K. .K], we denote TD^{≤K}_{v,ℓ} (X, X) := TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X). We also say that (v, ℓ) is a relevant for an insertion at X[x] whenever (v, shift_v(X_$, ℓ)) is relevant for that insertion.

The remaining challenge is that if an insertion at X[x] transforms X^′ to X and shift_v(X_$, ℓ) ≠ shift_v(X^′_$, ℓ), then we should also reflect the change in the contents of the set S_v of allowed shifts. In particular, our algorithm now maintains a set L_v = {ℓ ∈ Labels(X_$) : shift_v(X_$, ℓ) ∈ S_v}, which is more ‘stable’ than S_v itself. The only issue is that, unlike [−K. .K], which is static, the set {ℓ ∈ Labels(X_$) : shift_v(X_$, ℓ) ∈ [−K. .K]} may change. Fortunately, subject to an insertion at X[x], it may change only for nodes in the scope of the insertion, with at most one element entering this set (the label of the newly inserted character) and one leaving it (which used to correspond to ±K but now corresponds to ±(K + 1)). Thus, our algorithm can keep track of these changes, and, whenever a new label is inserted, we can insert it to L_v with probability max(1, 48β^{−1}_v (b_v + 1) ln n) so that the set S_v is still distributed as in [AKO10].

We are now ready to formally describe our insertion algorithm. The algorithm for deletions is symmetric; in particular, at each node v, the set of irrelevant labels is the same as for insertions.

Analysis

Lemma 7.4. Consider a string X ∈ Σ^+, a position x ∈ [0. .|X|), and a string X^′ = X[0. .x) · X(x. .|X|). Consider a node v ∈ T with x /∈ I_v = [i_v . .j_v ] as well as a shift s ∈ [−K. .K] such that TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) = t. 1. If x > max(j_v , j_v + s + t), then TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) = TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X^′, X^′). 2. If i_v + s − t > x > j_v and |s| + t < K, then TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) = TD^{≤K}_{v,s−1}(X^′, X^′). 3. If j_v + s + t < x < i_v and |s| + t < K, then TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) = TD^{≤K}_{v,s+1}(X^′, X^′). 4. If x < min(i_v , i_v + s − t), then TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) = TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X^′, X^′).

Proof. By symmetry, it suffices to consider the two cases involving x > j_v .

x > max(j_v , j_v + s + t). We proceed by induction on the height of v. If v is a leaf, then TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) = min(ED(X[i_v ], X[i_v +s]), K−|s|) = min(ED(X^′[i_v ], X^′[i_v +s]), K−|s|) = TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X^′, X^′). Next, suppose that v is an internal node with b_v children v_0, . . . , v_{bv −1}. Recall that TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) = min ( K − |s|, ∑_{bv −1} h=0 A_{h,s} ) , where A_{h,s} = min_{sh∈[−K. .K]} ( TD^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, X) + 2|s − s_h| ) . The value TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X^′, X^′) can be expressed analogously using A^′_{h,s}.

Let us start by proving TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X^′, X^′) ≤ TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X). If TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) = K − |s|, then TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X^′, X^′) ≤ K − |s| = TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) holds trivially. Otherwise, we must have A_{h,s} ≤ t for every h ∈ [0. .b_v ). Let us fix a shift s_h such that A_{h,s} = TD^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, X) + 2|s − s_h| and denote t_h = TD^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, X). Observe that t_h ≤ t − 2|s − s_h| ≤ t − |s − s_h|. Consequently, x > j_v + s_h + t_h. Since I_{vh} ⊆ I_v, we can use the inductive hypothesis, TD^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X^′, X^′) = TD^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, X), which implies A^′_{h,s} ≤ A_{h,s}. This inequality is valid for all h ∈ [0. .b_v ), and therefore TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X^′, X^′) ≤ ∑_{bv −1} h=0 A^′_{h,s} ≤ ∑_{bv −1} h=0 A_{h,s} = TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) holds as claimed.

It remains to show TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) ≤ TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X^′, X^′); note that we already have TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X^′, X^′) ≤ t. If TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X^′, X^′) = K − |s|, then TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) ≤ K − |s| = TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X^′, X^′) holds trivially. Otherwise, we must have A^′_{h,s} ≤ t for every h ∈ [0. .b_v ). Let us fix a shift s^′_h such that A^′_{h,s} = TD^{≤K}_{vh,s′h} (X^′, X^′) + 2|s − s^′_h| and denote t^′_h = TD^{≤K}_{vh,s′h} (X^′, X^′). Observe that t^′_h ≤ t − 2|s − s^′_h| ≤ t − |s − s^′_h|. Consequently, x > j_v + s^′_h + t^′_h. Since I_{vh} ⊆ I_v, we can use the inductive hypothesis, TD^{≤K}_{vh,s′h} (X, X) = TD^{≤K}_{vh,s′h} (X^′, X^′), which implies A_{h,s} ≤ A^′_{h,s}. This inequality is valid for all

h ∈ [0. .b_v ), and therefore TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) ≤ ∑_{bv −1} h=0 A_{h,s} ≤ ∑_{bv −1} h=0 A^′_{h,s} = TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X^′, X^′) holds as claimed.

i_v +s−t > x > j_v and |s|+t < K. We proceed by induction on the height of v. If v is a leaf, then TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) = min(ED(X[i_v ], X[i_v + s]), K − s) = ED(X[i_v ], X[i_v + s]) = ED(X^′[i_v], X^′[i_v + s − 1]) = min(ED(X^′[i_v], X^′[i_v +s−1]), K−s+1) = TD^{≤K}_{v,s−1}(X^′, X^′). Next, suppose that v is an internal node with b_v children v_0, . . . , v_{bv −1}. Recall that TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) = min ( K − |s|, ∑_{bv −1} h=0 A_{h,s} ) , where A_{h,s} = min_{sh∈[−K. .K]} ( TD^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, X) + 2|s − s_h| ) . The value TD^{≤K}_{v,s−1}(X^′, X^′) can be expressed analogously using A^′_{h,s−1}.

Let us start by proving TD^{≤K}_{v,s−1}(X^′, X^′) ≤ TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X). Since t < |K| − s, we must A_{h,s} ≤ t for every h ∈ [0. .b_v ). Let us fix a shift s_h such that A_{h,s} = TD^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, X) + 2|s − s_h| and denote t_h = TD^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, X). Observe that t_h ≤ t − 2|s − s_h| ≤ t − |s − s_h|. Consequently, i_v + s_h − t_h > x and |s_h| + t_h < K. Since I_{vh} ⊆ I_v, we can use the inductive hypothesis, TD^{≤K}_{vh,sh−1}(X^′, X^′) = TD^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, X), which implies A^′_{h,s−1} ≤ A_{h,s}. This inequality is valid for all h ∈ [0. .b_v ), and therefore TD^{≤K}_{v,s−1}(X^′, X^′) ≤ ∑_{bv −1} h=0 A^′_{h,s−1} ≤ ∑_{bv −1} h=0 A_{h,s} = TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) holds as claimed.

It remains to show TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) ≤ TD^{≤K}_{v,s−1}(X^′, X^′); note that we already have TD^{≤K}_{v,s−1}(X^′, X^′) ≤ t. If TD^{≤K}_{v,s−1}(X^′, X^′) = K − s + 1, then TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) ≤ K − s < K − s + 1 = TD^{≤K}_{v,s−1}(X^′, X^′) holds trivially. Otherwise, we must have A^′_{h,s−1} ≤ t for every h ∈ [0. .b_v ). Let us fix a shift s^′_h such that A^′_{h,s−1} = TD^{≤K}_{vh,s′h−1}(X^′, X^′) + 2|s − s^′_h| and denote t^′_h = TD^{≤K}_{vh,s′h−1}(X^′, X^′). Observe that t^′_h ≤ t − 2|s − s^′_h| ≤ t − |s − s^′_h|. Consequently, i_v + s^′_h − t^′_h > x and |s^′_h| + t^′_h < K. Since I_{vh} ⊆ I_v, we can use the inductive hypothesis, TD^{≤K}_{vh,s′h} (X, X) = TD^{≤K}_{vh,s′h−1}(X^′, X^′), which implies A_{h,s} ≤ A^′_{h,s−1}. This inequality is valid for all h ∈ [0. .b_v ), and therefore TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) ≤ ∑_{bv −1} h=0 A_{h,s} ≤ ∑_{bv −1} h=0 A^′_{h,s−1} = TD^{≤K}_{v,s−1}(X^′, X^′) holds as claimed.

Corollary 7.5. Consider a string X ∈ Σ^∗, a position x ∈ [0. .|X|), and a string X^′ = X[0. .x) · X(x. .|X|). Let T be a precision sampling tree with n leaves and let T^′ be obtained from T by removing the xth leaf. Consider a node v ∈ T and a label ℓ ∈ Labels(X_$) such that s := shift_v(X_$, ℓ). If s ∈ [−K. .K] \ R^x_v , then TD^{≤K}_{v,ℓ} (X, X) = TD^{≤K}_{v,ℓ} (X^′, X^′).

Proof. Let I_v = [i_v . .j_v ] and note that t := TD^{≤K}_{v,ℓ} (X, X) ≤ K_v. By symmetry, we assume without loss of generality that x > j_v. If x > i_v + s, then shift_v(X^′_$, ℓ) = pos(X^′_$, ℓ) − pos(X^′_$, left_v) = (i_v + s) − i_v = s. Due x /∈ [i_v + s − K_v. .j_v + s + K_v], we further have x > j_v + s + t, so Lemma 7.4 implies TD^{≤K}_{v,ℓ} (X, X) = TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) = TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X^′, X^′) = TD^{≤K}_{v,ℓ} (X^′, X^′). If x < i_v + s, on the other hand, then shift_v(X^′_$, ℓ) = pos(X^′_$, ℓ) − pos(X^′_$, left_v) = (i_v + s − 1) − i_v = s − 1. Since x /∈ [i_v + s − K_v. .j_v + s + K_v], we further have x < i_v + s − t. In particular, x ∈ [i_v . .j_v + s], which additionally implies |s| < K − |I_v| ≤ K − t, and thus |s| + t < K. Consequently, Lemma 7.4 implies TD^{≤K}_{v,ℓ} (X, X) = TD^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X) = TD^{≤K}_{v,s−1}(X^′, X^′) = TD^{≤K}_{v,ℓ} (X^′, X^′). Lemma 7.6. The nodes within the scope of an insertion at Y [i] form a connected subtree of T . Moreover, the total number of quasi-relevant shifts across all these nodes is O(K · d), where d is the height of T .

Proof. As for the connectivity, it suffices to observe that if s ∈ R^x_v , then s ∈ R^x_w holds for every ancestor of w (because the definition of R^x_v is monotone with respect to I_v).

Next, observe that s ∈ R^x_v only if [x − 2K. .x + 2K] ∩ I_v ≠ ∅ (because |s| + K_v ≤ 2K). Let us fix a single level of the tree T . At this level, there are at most two nodes v for which I_v intersects [i − 2K. .i + 2K] yet is not contained in [x − 2K. .x + 2K]. These two nodes contribute at most 4K + 2 quasi-relevant shifts. Moreover, there is at most one node for which x ∈ I_v, and it contributes at most 2K + 1 quasi-relevant shifts. As for the remaining nodes, observe that s ∈ R^x_v only if [i − s − |I_v|. .i − s + |I_v|] ∩ I_v ≠ ∅ or |s| > K − |I_v|. Consequently, s ∈ Q^x_v only if [i − s − 2|I_v |. .i − s + 2|I_v |] ∩ I_v ≠ ∅ or |s| > K − 2|I_v| Thus, each node v (such that x /∈ I_v) contributes at most 9|I_v| quasi-relevant shifts. Across all nodes v (at the considered level) with I_v ⊆ [x − 2K. .x + 2K], this yields 36K + 9 quasi-relevant shifts. Overall, we conclude that each level of T contributes at most 42K + 12 quasi-relevant shifts. Across all the d levels, this gives a total of O(K · d).

Lemma 7.7. The expected number of active nodes in the scope of an insertion at X[x] is (log n)^{O(logb n)}.

Proof. Recall from (10) that the probability of v being active does not exceed^{|Iv |}_K · (log n)^{O(logb n)}, which we can also bound as^{min(|Iv |,K)}_K ·(log n)^{O(logb n)}. Moreover, note that each node v in the scope of a insertion at X[i] contributes at least |Q^x_v | ≥ min(|I_v |, K) quasi-relevant shifts. Consequently, for such a node, the probability of being active does not exceed^{|Qxv |}_K ·(log n)^{O(logb n)}. By Lemma 7.6, the total size |Q^{Y,x}_v | across all nodes is O(K log_b n), so the expected number of active nodes in scope does not exceed O(log_b n) · (log n)^{O(logb n)} = (log n)^{O(logb n)}.

Lemma 7.8. Upon any insertion in X, we can update the values Δ^{≤K}_{v,ℓ} (X, X) across all active nodes v ∈ T and labels ℓ ∈ L_v in expected time b^2(log n)^{O(logb n)}.

Proof. Consider an insertion at X[i]. By Lemma 7.6, the procedure Insert-X visits all active nodes in scope of the substitution. By Corollary 7.5, we value Δ^{≤K}_{v,ℓ} (X, X) needs to be updated only if s = shift(X_$, ℓ) ∈ R^x_v . Moreover, since Δ^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, X) ≤ K_v, when updating the value Δ^{≤K}_{v,s} (X, X), we only need to inspect the values Δ^{≤K}_{vh,sh} (X, X) with |s − s_h| ≤ K_v (which implies s_h ∈ Q^x_v ) Thus, Line 10 correctly restricts the output of Combine to S_v ∩ R^x_v , and the inputs from the child v_h to S_{vh} ∩ Q^{Y,i}_v . Consequently, the recursive Insert-X procedure correctly maintains the values Δ^{≤K}_{v,ℓ} (X, X).

As for the running time, observe that the Insert-X procedure is called only for active nodes in the scope of the substitution and for their children (which fail the text in Line 2). The total cost of the control instructions is proportional to b · (log n)^{O(logb n)} by Lemma 7.7. The cost of Line 8 is ~O(|R^{Y,i}_v ∩ S_v|) = ~O(|Q^{Y,i}_v ∩ S_v|). By Lemma 4.11, we have Exp[|Q^{Y,i}_v ∩ S_v|] ≤ 48|Q^{Y,i}_v | · (b_v + 1) ln n ·

Exp[β^{−1}_v ] =^{|QY,iv |}_K · b(log n)^{O(logb n)}. The cost of Line 10 is ~O( ∑_{bv −1} h=0 (|R^{Y,i}_v ∩ S_v| + |Q^{Y,i}_v ∩ S_{vh} |)), which is b^2 ·^{|QY,iv |}_K · (log n)^{O(logb n)} by the same reasoning. The expected time spent at a fixed node v is therefore b^2 ·^{|QY,iv |}_K · (log n)^{O(logb n)}. By Lemma 5.6, this sums up to b^2(log n)^{O(logb n)}.

By a symmetric argument, we obtain the following result:

Lemma 7.9. Upon any deletion in X, we can update the values Δ^{≤K}_{v,ℓ} (X, X) across all active nodes v ∈ T and labels ℓ ∈ L_v in expected time b^2(log n)^{O(logb n)}.

7.2 The full algorithm

As mentioned earlier, we use Lemmas 7.1, 7.8 and 7.9 to maintain a precision sampling tree T and, for all active nodes v ∈ T , the values Δ^{≤3K}_{v,s} (X, X) for every s ∈ S_v. On top of that, we maintain the data structure of Proposition 6.1 so that, after every update, we can use the procedure Dyn- Edit-Y of Section 6 that lets us compute Δ^{≤K}_{root,0}(X, Y ) in k · b^2 · (log n)^{O(logb n)} time. Altogether, this yields the following result:

Theorem 7.10. There exists a dynamic algorithm that, initialized with integer parameters 2 ≤ b ≤ n, maintains strings X and Y of lengths at most n subject to character edits and, upon each update, handled in b^2 · (log n)^{O(logb n)} amortized expected time, outputs an O(b log_b n)-factor approximation of the edit distance ED(X, Y ). The answers are correct with high probability (at least 1 −^1_n ).

References

[AAG^+19] Amir Abboud, Raghavendra Addanki, Fabrizio Grandoni, Debmalya Panigrahi, and Barna Saha. Dynamic set cover: improved algorithms and lower bounds. In Moses Charikar and Edith Cohen, editors, Proceedings of the 51st Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2019, Phoenix, AZ, USA, June 23-26, 2019, pages 114–125. ACM, 2019. doi:10.1145/3313276.3316376.

[ABCK19] Amihood Amir, Itai Boneh, Panagiotis Charalampopoulos, and Eitan Kondratovsky. Repetition Detection in a Dynamic String. In Michael A. Bender, Ola Svensson, and Grzegorz Herman, editors, 27th Annual European Symposium on Algorithms (ESA 2019), volume 144 of Leibniz International Proceedings in Informatics (LIPIcs), pages 5:1–5:18, Dagstuhl, Germany, 2019. Schloss Dagstuhl–Leibniz-Zentrum fuer Informatik. doi:10.4230/LIPIcs.ESA.2019.5.

[ABR00] Stephen Alstrup, Gerth Stølting Brodal, and Theis Rauhe. Pattern matching in dynamic texts. In David B. Shmoys, editor, Proceedings of the Eleventh Annual ACM- SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, January 9-11, 2000, San Francisco, CA, USA, pages 819–828. ACM/SIAM, 2000.

[ABW15] Amir Abboud, Arturs Backurs, and Virginia Vassilevska Williams. Tight hardness results for LCS and other sequence similarity measures. In 56th Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2015, pages 59–78. IEEE, 2015. URL: https://doi.org/10.1109/FOCS.2015.14.

[AHWW16] Amir Abboud, Thomas Dueholm Hansen, Virginia Vassilevska Williams, and Ryan Williams. Simulating branching programs with edit distance and friends: or: a polylog shaved is a lower bound made. In 48th Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2016, pages 375–388. ACM, 2016. URL:

https://doi.org/10.1145/2897518.2897653.

[AKO10] Alexandr Andoni, Robert Krauthgamer, and Krzysztof Onak. Polylogarithmic approximation for edit distance and the asymmetric query complexity. In 51th Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2010, October 23- 26, 2010, Las Vegas, Nevada, USA, pages 377–386. IEEE Computer Society, 2010.

doi:10.1109/FOCS.2010.43.

[AKO11] Alexandr Andoni, Robert Krauthgamer, and Krzysztof Onak. Streaming algorithms via precision sampling. In Rafail Ostrovsky, editor, IEEE 52nd Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2011, Palm Springs, CA, USA, October 22- 25, 2011, pages 363–372. IEEE Computer Society, 2011. doi:10.1109/FOCS.2011.82.

[AN20] Alexandr Andoni and Negev Shekel Nosatzki. Edit distance in near-linear time: it’s a constant factor. In Sandy Irani, editor, 61st IEEE Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2020, Durham, NC, USA, November 16-19, 2020, pages 990–1001. IEEE, 2020. doi:10.1109/FOCS46700.2020.00096.

[And17] Alexandr Andoni. High frequency moments via max-stability. In 2017 IEEE International Conference on Acoustics, Speech and Signal Processing, ICASSP 2017, New Orleans, LA, USA, March 5-9, 2017, pages 6364–6368. IEEE, 2017.

doi:10.1109/ICASSP.2017.7953381.

[AO09] Alexandr Andoni and Krzysztof Onak. Approximating edit distance in near-linear time. In Michael Mitzenmacher, editor, Proceedings of the 41st Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2009, Bethesda, MD, USA, May 31 - June 2, 2009, pages 199–204. ACM, 2009. doi:10.1145/1536414.1536444.

[AOSS18] Sepehr Assadi, Krzysztof Onak, Baruch Schieber, and Shay Solomon. Fully dynamic maximal independent set with sublinear update time. In Ilias Diakonikolas, David Kempe, and Monika Henzinger, editors, Proceedings of the 50th Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2018, Los Angeles, CA, USA, June 25-29, 2018, pages 815–826. ACM, 2018. doi:10.1145/3188745.3188922.

[AV03] Lars Arge and Jeffrey Scott Vitter. Optimal external memory interval management. SIAM J. Comput., 32(6):1488–1508, 2003. doi:10.1137/S009753970240481X.

[BCFN22a] Karl Bringmann, Alejandro Cassis, Nick Fischer, and Vasileios Nakos. Almost-optimal sublinear-time edit distance in the low distance regime. In Stefano Leonardi and Anupam Gupta, editors, STOC ’22: 54th Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, Rome, Italy, June 20 - 24, 2022, pages 1102–1115. ACM, 2022.

doi:10.1145/3519935.3519990.

[BCFN22b] Karl Bringmann, Alejandro Cassis, Nick Fischer, and Vasileios Nakos. Improved sublinear-time edit distance for preprocessed strings. In Mikolaj Bojanczyk, Emanuela Merelli, and David P. Woodruff, editors, 49th International Colloquium on Automata, Languages, and Programming, ICALP 2022, July 4-8, 2022, Paris, France, volume 229 of LIPIcs, pages 32:1–32:20. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2022. doi:10.4230/LIPIcs.ICALP.2022.32.

[BDF05] Michael A. Bender, Erik D. Demaine, and Martin Farach-Colton. Cache-oblivious b-trees. SIAM J. Comput., 35(2):341–358, 2005. doi:10.1137/S0097539701389956.

[BEF^+23] MohammadHossein Bateni, Hossein Esfandiari, Hendrik Fichtenberger, Monika Henzinger, Rajesh Jayaram, Vahab Mirrokni, and Andreas Wiese. Optimal fully dynamic k-center clustering for adaptive and oblivious adversaries. In Nikhil Bansal and Viswanath Nagarajan, editors, Proceedings of the 2023 ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 2023, Florence, Italy, January 22-25, 2023, pages 2677– 2727. SIAM, 2023. doi:10.1137/1.9781611977554.ch101.

[BEG^+21] Mahdi Boroujeni, Soheil Ehsani, Mohammad Ghodsi, MohammadTaghi Hajiaghayi, and Saeed Seddighin. Approximating edit distance in truly subquadratic time: Quantum and mapreduce. Journal of the ACM, 68(3):19:1–19:41, 2021. URL:

https://doi.org/10.1145/3456807.

[BEK^+03] Tugkan Batu, Funda Ergün, Joe Kilian, Avner Magen, Sofya Raskhodnikova, Ronitt Rubinfeld, and Rahul Sami. A sublinear algorithm for weakly approximating edit distance. In 35th Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2003, pages 316–324. ACM, 2003. URL: https://doi.org/10.1145/780542.780590.

[Ber16] Aaron Bernstein. Maintaining shortest paths under deletions in weighted directed graphs. SIAM J. Comput., 45(2):548–574, 2016. doi:10.1137/130938670.

[BES06] Tugkan Batu, Funda Ergün, and Süleyman Cenk Sahinalp. Oblivious string embeddings and edit distance approximations. In 17th Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 2006, pages 792–801. ACM, 2006. URL:

https://doi.org/10.1145/1109557.1109644.

[BGS15] Surender Baswana, Manoj Gupta, and Sandeep Sen. Fully dynamic maximal matching in o(log n) update time. SIAM J. Comput., 44(1):88–113, 2015.

doi:10.1137/130914140.

[BGS20] Aaron Bernstein, Maximilian Probst Gutenberg, and Thatchaphol Saranurak. Deterministic decremental reachability, scc, and shortest paths via directed expanders and congestion balancing. In 61st IEEE Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2020, Durham, NC, USA, November 16-19, 2020, pages 1123–1134. IEEE, 2020. doi:10.1109/FOCS46700.2020.00108.

[BGW20] Aaron Bernstein, Maximilian Probst Gutenberg, and Christian Wulff-Nilsen. Nearoptimal decremental SSSP in dense weighted digraphs. In 61st IEEE Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2020, Durham, NC, USA, November 16-19, 2020, pages 1112–1122. IEEE, 2020. doi:10.1109/FOCS46700.2020.00107.

[BHN19] Sayan Bhattacharya, Monika Henzinger, and Danupon Nanongkai. A new deterministic algorithm for dynamic set cover. In David Zuckerman, editor, 60th IEEE Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2019, Baltimore, Maryland, USA, November 9-12, 2019, pages 406–423. IEEE Computer Society, 2019.

doi:10.1109/FOCS.2019.00033.

[BI18] Arturs Backurs and Piotr Indyk. Edit distance cannot be computed in strongly subquadratic time (unless SETH is false). SIAM J. Comput., 47(3):1087–1097, 2018.

doi:10.1137/15M1053128.

[BK15] Karl Bringmann and Marvin Künnemann. Quadratic conditional lower bounds for string problems and dynamic time warping. In 56th Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2015, pages 79–97. IEEE, 2015. URL:

https://doi.org/10.1109/focs.2015.15.

[BK19] Sayan Bhattacharya and Janardhan Kulkarni. Deterministically maintaining a (2 + ϵ)- approximate minimum vertex cover in O(1/ϵ2) amortized update time. In Timothy M. Chan, editor, Proceedings of the Thirtieth Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 2019, San Diego, California, USA, January 6-9, 2019, pages 1872– 1885. SIAM, 2019. doi:10.1137/1.9781611975482.113.

[BK20] Sayan Bhattacharya and Janardhan Kulkarni. An improved algorithm for incremental cycle detection and topological ordering in sparse graphs. In Shuchi Chawla, editor, Proceedings of the 2020 ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 2020, Salt Lake City, UT, USA, January 5-8, 2020, pages 2509–2521. SIAM, 2020.

doi:10.1137/1.9781611975994.153.

[BKS23] Sayan Bhattacharya, Peter Kiss, and Thatchaphol Saranurak. Dynamic $(1+ϵ)$- approximate matching size in truly sublinear update time. CoRR, abs/2302.05030, 2023. arXiv:2302.05030, doi:10.48550/arXiv.2302.05030.

[BR20] Joshua Brakensiek and Aviad Rubinstein. Constant-factor approximation of near-linear edit distance in near-linear time. In 52nd Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2020, pages 685–698. ACM, 2020. URL:

https://doi.org/10.1145/3357713.3384282.

[CCFM04] Moses Charikar, Chandra Chekuri, Tomás Feder, and Rajeev Motwani. Incremental clustering and dynamic information retrieval. SIAM J. Comput., 33(6):1417–1440, 2004. doi:10.1137/S0097539702418498.

[CCP13] Alex Chen, Timothy Chu, and Nathan Pinsker. Computing the longest increasing subsequence of a sequence subject to dynamic insertion. CoRR, abs/1309.7724, 2013. URL: http://arxiv.org/abs/1309.7724, arXiv:1309.7724.

[CDG^+20] Diptarka Chakraborty, Debarati Das, Elazar Goldenberg, Michal Koucký, and Michael E. Saks. Approximating edit distance within constant factor in truly sub-quadratic time. Journal of the ACM, 67(6):36:1–36:22, 2020. URL:

https://doi.org/10.1145/3422823.

[CGH^+20] Li Chen, Gramoz Goranci, Monika Henzinger, Richard Peng, and Thatchaphol Saranurak. Fast dynamic cuts, distances and effective resistances via vertex sparsifiers. In Sandy Irani, editor, 61st IEEE Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2020, Durham, NC, USA, November 16-19, 2020, pages 1135–1146. IEEE, 2020. doi:10.1109/FOCS46700.2020.00109.

[CGK^+22] Raphaël Clifford, Pawel Gawrychowski, Tomasz Kociumaka, Daniel P. Martin, and Przemyslaw Uznanski. The dynamic k-mismatch problem. In Hideo Bannai and Jan Holub, editors, 33rd Annual Symposium on Combinatorial Pattern Matching, CPM 2022, June 27-29, 2022, Prague, Czech Republic, volume 223 of LIPIcs, pages 18:1–18:15. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2022.

doi:10.4230/LIPIcs.CPM.2022.18.

[CGL^+20] Julia Chuzhoy, Yu Gao, Jason Li, Danupon Nanongkai, Richard Peng, and Thatchaphol Saranurak. A deterministic algorithm for balanced cut with applications to dynamic connectivity, flows, and beyond. In Sandy Irani, editor, 61st IEEE Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2020, Durham, NC, USA, November 16-19, 2020, pages 1158–1167. IEEE, 2020.

doi:10.1109/FOCS46700.2020.00111.

[CGP20] Panagiotis Charalampopoulos, Pawel Gawrychowski, and Karol Pokorski. Dynamic longest common substring in polylogarithmic time. In Artur Czumaj, Anuj Dawar, and Emanuela Merelli, editors, 47th International Colloquium on Automata, Languages, and Programming, ICALP 2020, July 8-11, 2020, Saarbrücken, Germany (Virtual Conference), volume 168 of LIPIcs, pages 27:1–27:19. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz- Zentrum für Informatik, 2020. doi:10.4230/LIPIcs.ICALP.2020.27.

[CKM20] Panagiotis Charalampopoulos, Tomasz Kociumaka, and Shay Mozes. Dynamic string alignment. In Inge Li Gørtz and Oren Weimann, editors, 31st Annual Symposium on Combinatorial Pattern Matching, CPM 2020, June 17-19, 2020, Copenhagen, Denmark, volume 161 of LIPIcs, pages 9:1–9:13. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2020. doi:10.4230/LIPIcs.CPM.2020.9.

[CKW20] Panagiotis Charalampopoulos, Tomasz Kociumaka, and Philip Wellnitz. Faster approximate pattern matching: A unified approach. In Sandy Irani, editor, 61st IEEE Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2020, Durham, NC, USA, November 16-19, 2020, pages 978–989. IEEE, 2020.

doi:10.1109/FOCS46700.2020.00095.

[DI04] Camil Demetrescu and Giuseppe F. Italiano. A new approach to dynamic all pairs shortest paths. J. ACM, 51(6):968–992, 2004. doi:10.1145/1039488.1039492.

[GJ21] Pawel Gawrychowski and Wojciech Janczewski. Fully dynamic approximation of LIS in polylogarithmic time. In Samir Khuller and Virginia Vassilevska Williams, editors, STOC ’21: 53rd Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, Virtual Event, Italy, June 21-25, 2021, pages 654–667. ACM, 2021.

doi:10.1145/3406325.3451137.

[GKK^+15] Pawel Gawrychowski, Adam Karczmarz, Tomasz Kociumaka, Jakub Lacki, and Piotr Sankowski. Optimal dynamic strings. CoRR, abs/1511.02612, 2015. URL:

http://arxiv.org/abs/1511.02612, arXiv:1511.02612.

[GKK^+18] Pawel Gawrychowski, Adam Karczmarz, Tomasz Kociumaka, Jakub Lacki, and Piotr Sankowski. Optimal dynamic strings. In Artur Czumaj, editor, Proceedings of the Twenty-Ninth Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 2018, New Orleans, LA, USA, January 7-10, 2018, pages 1509–1528. SIAM, 2018.

doi:10.1137/1.9781611975031.99.

[GKKS22] Elazar Goldenberg, Tomasz Kociumaka, Robert Krauthgamer, and Barna Saha. Gap edit distance via non-adaptive queries: Simple and optimal. In 63rd IEEE Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2022, Denver, CO, USA, October 31 - November 3, 2022, pages 674–685. IEEE, 2022.

doi:10.1109/FOCS54457.2022.00070.

[GKS19] Elazar Goldenberg, Robert Krauthgamer, and Barna Saha. Sublinear algorithms for gap edit distance. In 60th Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2019, pages 1101–1120. IEEE, 2019. URL:

https://doi.org/10.1109/FOCS.2019.00070.

[GP13] Manoj Gupta and Richard Peng. Fully dynamic (1+ e)-approximate matchings. In 54th Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2013, 26- 29 October, 2013, Berkeley, CA, USA, pages 548–557. IEEE Computer Society, 2013.

doi:10.1109/FOCS.2013.65.

[GRS20] Elazar Goldenberg, Aviad Rubinstein, and Barna Saha. Does preprocessing help in fast sequence comparisons? In 52nd Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2020, pages 657–670. ACM, 2020. URL:

https://doi.org/10.1145/3357713.3384300.

[GWW20] Maximilian Probst Gutenberg, Virginia Vassilevska Williams, and Nicole Wein. New algorithms and hardness for incremental single-source shortest paths in directed graphs. In Konstantin Makarychev, Yury Makarychev, Madhur Tulsiani, Gautam Kamath, and Julia Chuzhoy, editors, Proccedings of the 52nd Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2020, Chicago, IL, USA, June 22-26, 2020, pages 153–166. ACM, 2020. doi:10.1145/3357713.3384236.

[HHS22] Kathrin Hanauer, Monika Henzinger, and Christian Schulz. Recent advances in fully dynamic graph algorithms - A quick reference guide. ACM J. Exp. Algorithmics, 27:1.11:1–1.11:45, 2022. doi:10.1145/3555806.

[HK20] Monika Henzinger and Sagar Kale. Fully-Dynamic Coresets. In Fabrizio Grandoni, Grzegorz Herman, and Peter Sanders, editors, 28th Annual European Symposium on Algorithms (ESA 2020), volume 173 of Leibniz International Proceedings in Informatics (LIPIcs), pages 57:1–57:21, Dagstuhl, Germany, 2020. Schloss Dagstuhl–Leibniz- Zentrum für Informatik. doi:10.4230/LIPIcs.ESA.2020.57.

[HKN16] Monika Henzinger, Sebastian Krinninger, and Danupon Nanongkai. Dynamic approximate all-pairs shortest paths: Breaking the $o(mn)$ barrier and derandomization. SIAM Journal on Computing, 45(3):947–1006, 2016. doi:10.1137/140957299.

[IIST05] Yusuke Ishida, Shunsuke Inenaga, Ayumi Shinohara, and Masayuki Takeda. Fully incremental lcs computation. In Maciej Liśkiewicz and Rüdiger Reischuk, editors, Fundamentals of Computation Theory, pages 563–574, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2005. Springer Berlin Heidelberg.

[KK22] Dominik Kempa and Tomasz Kociumaka. Dynamic suffix array with polylogarithmic queries and updates. In Stefano Leonardi and Anupam Gupta, editors, STOC ’22: 54th Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, Rome, Italy, June 20 - 24, 2022, pages 1657–1670. ACM, 2022. doi:10.1145/3519935.3520061.

[KMS22] Adam Karczmarz, Anish Mukherjee, and Piotr Sankowski. Subquadratic dynamic path reporting in directed graphs against an adaptive adversary. In Stefano Leonardi and Anupam Gupta, editors, STOC ’22: 54th Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, Rome, Italy, June 20 - 24, 2022, pages 1643–1656. ACM, 2022.

doi:10.1145/3519935.3520058.

[KP04] Sung-Ryul Kim and Kunsoo Park. A dynamic edit distance table. Journal of Discrete Algorithms, 2(2):303–312, 2004. Combinatiorial Pattern Matching.

doi:10.1016/S1570-8667(03)00082-0.

[KS20a] Tomasz Kociumaka and Barna Saha. Sublinear-time algorithms for computing & embedding gap edit distance. In 61st Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2020, pages 1168–1179. IEEE, 2020. URL:

https://doi.org/10.1109/focs46700.2020.00112.

[KS20b] Michal Koucký and Michael E. Saks. Constant factor approximations to edit distance on far input pairs in nearly linear time. In 52nd Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2020, pages 699–712. ACM, 2020. URL:

https://doi.org/10.1145/3357713.3384307.

[KS21] Tomasz Kociumaka and Saeed Seddighin. Improved dynamic algorithms for longest increasing subsequence. In Samir Khuller and Virginia Vassilevska Williams, editors, STOC ’21: 53rd Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, Virtual Event, Italy, June 21-25, 2021, pages 640–653. ACM, 2021.

doi:10.1145/3406325.3451026.

[LMS98] Gad M. Landau, Eugene W. Myers, and Jeanette P. Schmidt. Incremental string comparison. SIAM J. Comput., 27(2):557–582, 1998. doi:10.1137/S0097539794264810.

[LV88] Gad M. Landau and Uzi Vishkin. Fast string matching with k differences. J. Comput. Syst. Sci., 37(1):63–78, 1988. doi:10.1016/0022-0000(88)90045-1.

[MS20] Michael Mitzenmacher and Saeed Seddighin. Dynamic algorithms for LIS and distance to monotonicity. In Konstantin Makarychev, Yury Makarychev, Madhur Tulsiani, Gautam Kamath, and Julia Chuzhoy, editors, Proccedings of the 52nd Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2020, Chicago, IL, USA, June 22-26, 2020, pages 671–684. ACM, 2020. doi:10.1145/3357713.3384240.

[MSU97] Kurt Mehlhorn, Rajamani Sundar, and Christian Uhrig. Maintaining dynamic sequences under equality tests in polylogarithmic time. Algorithmica, 17:183–198, 1997.

[NII^+20] Takaaki Nishimoto, Tomohiro I, Shunsuke Inenaga, Hideo Bannai, and Masayuki Takeda. Dynamic index and lz factorization in compressed space. Discrete Applied Mathematics, 274:116–129, 2020. Stringology Algorithms.

doi:10.1016/j.dam.2019.01.014.

[NS17] Danupon Nanongkai and Thatchaphol Saranurak. Dynamic spanning forest with worst-case update time: adaptive, las vegas, and O(n1/2 - ϵ)-time. In Proceedings of the 49th Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2017, Montreal, QC, Canada, June 19-23, 2017, pages 1122–1129. ACM, 2017.

doi:10.1145/3055399.3055447.

[NSW17] Danupon Nanongkai, Thatchaphol Saranurak, and Christian Wulff-Nilsen. Dynamic minimum spanning forest with subpolynomial worst-case update time. In Chris Umans, editor, 58th IEEE Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2017, Berkeley, CA, USA, October 15-17, 2017, pages 950–961. IEEE Computer Society, 2017. doi:10.1109/FOCS.2017.92.

[NW70] Saul B Needleman and Christian D Wunsch. A general method applicable to the search for similarities in the amino acid sequence of two proteins. Journal of molecular biology, 48(3):443–453, 1970.

[RZ16] Liam Roditty and Uri Zwick. A fully dynamic reachability algorithm for directed graphs with an almost linear update time. SIAM Journal on Computing, 45(3):712– 733, 2016. doi:10.1137/13093618X.

[San04] Piotr Sankowski. Dynamic transitive closure via dynamic matrix inverse (extended abstract). In 45th Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS 2004), 17- 19 October 2004, Rome, Italy, Proceedings, pages 509–517. IEEE Computer Society, 2004. doi:10.1109/FOCS.2004.25.

[San07] Piotr Sankowski. Faster dynamic matchings and vertex connectivity. In Proceedings of the Eighteenth Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 2007, New Orleans, Louisiana, USA, January 7-9, 2007, pages 118–126. SIAM, 2007.

[Sel74] Peter H. Sellers. On the theory and computation of evolutionary distances. SIAM Journal on Applied Mathematics, 26(4):787–793, 1974. doi:10.1137/0126070.

[Sol16] Shay Solomon. Fully dynamic maximal matching in constant update time. In Irit Dinur, editor, IEEE 57th Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science,

FOCS 2016, 9-11 October 2016, Hyatt Regency, New Brunswick, New Jersey, USA, pages 325–334. IEEE Computer Society, 2016. doi:10.1109/FOCS.2016.43.

[Tis08] Alexandre Tiskin. Semi-local string comparison: Algorithmic techniques and applications. Mathematics in Computer Science, 1(4):571–603, 2008.

doi:10.1007/s11786-007-0033-3.

[vdBLS22] Jan van den Brand, Yang P. Liu, and Aaron Sidford. Dynamic maxflow via dynamic interior point methods. CoRR, abs/2212.06315, 2022. arXiv:2212.06315,

doi:10.48550/arXiv.2212.06315.

[vdBN19] Jan van den Brand and Danupon Nanongkai. Dynamic approximate shortest paths and beyond: Subquadratic and worst-case update time. In 60th IEEE Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2019, Baltimore, Maryland, USA, November 9-12, 2019, pages 436–455. IEEE Computer Society, 2019.

doi:10.1109/FOCS.2019.00035.

[vdBNS19] Jan van den Brand, Danupon Nanongkai, and Thatchaphol Saranurak. Dynamic matrix inverse: Improved algorithms and matching conditional lower bounds. In David Zuckerman, editor, 60th IEEE Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, FOCS 2019, Baltimore, Maryland, USA, November 9-12, 2019, pages 456–480. IEEE Computer Society, 2019. doi:10.1109/FOCS.2019.00036.

[Vin68] T. K. Vintsyuk. Speech discrimination by dynamic programming. Cybernetics, 4(1):52–57, 1968. doi:10.1007/BF01074755.

[WF74] Robert A. Wagner and Michael J. Fischer. The string-to-string correction problem. Journal of the ACM, 21(1):168–173, 1974.

A Proof of Corollary 2.2

Corollary 2.2. Let ϵ, δ > 0. There is a distribution D̂(ϵ, δ) supported over the real interval (0, 1] with the following properties:

Accuracy: Let A_1, . . . , A_n ∈ R_{≥0} and let u_1, . . . , u_n ∼ D̂(ϵ, δ) be sampled independently. There is a recovery algorithm Recover( ~A_1, . . . , ~A_n, u_1, . . . , u_n) with the following guarantee: Given (α, β · u_i)-approximations ~A_i of A_i, the algorithm ((1 + ϵ) · α, β)-approximates ∑ i A_i in time O(n · ϵ^{−2} log(δ^{−1})), with probability at least 1 − nδ and for any parameters α ≥ 1 and β ≥ 0.

Efficiency: If u ∼ D̂(ϵ, δ), then Exp[ u^{−1} ] ≤ ~O(ϵ^{−2} log^2(δ^{−1})).

Proof. Consider a random variable u ∼ D(ϵ,^1_2 δ) following the distribution of Lemma 2.1 and define a value τ ∈ (0, 1] such that Pr[u < τ] ≤^1_2 δ ≤ Pr[u ≤ τ]. We define the distribution D̂(ϵ, δ) so that max(u, τ) ∼ D̂(ϵ, δ). As for accuracy, we use the original recovery algorithm for D(ϵ,^1_2 δ). To analyze its success probability, consider v_1, . . . , v_n ∼ D̂(ϵ, δ) and let u_1, . . . , u_n ∼ D(ϵ,^1_2 δ) be such that v_i = max(u_i, τ). If, for each i, the value ~A_i is an (α, β · u_i)-approximation of A_i, then the algorithm ((1 + ϵ) · α, β)- approximates ∑ i A_i with probability at least 1 −^1_2 δ. For a given i, the assumption that the value ~A_i is an (α, β · u_i)-approximation of A_i may fail only if u_i ≠ v_i, i.e., u_i < τ, which happens with probability at most^1_2 δ. By the union bound, the overall failure probability is at most (n + 1) ·^1_2 δ ≤ nδ.

Next, consider u ∼ D(ϵ,^1_2 δ) and the event E = E(u, 4δ^{−1}) of Lemma 2.1. Moreover, let

F = {u ≤ τ}. Note that Pr[F ] + Pr[E] ≥^1_2 δ + 1 −^1_4 δ ≥ 1 +^1_4 δ, so Pr[F ∩ E] ≥^1_4 δ. Thus,

τ^{−1} ≤ Exp [ u^{−1}|F ∩ E ] ≤ Pr[E] Pr[F ∩ E] · Exp [ u^{−1}|E ] ≤^4_δ · Exp [ u^{−1}|E ] . At the same time, if v = max(u, τ) ∼ D̂(ϵ, δ), then Exp [ v^{−1} ] ≤ Pr[E] · Exp [ v^{−1}|E ] + (1 − Pr[E]) · τ^{−1} ≤ Exp [ u^{−1}|E ] +^δ_4 ·^4_δ · Exp [ u^{−1}|E ] = 2 · Exp [ u^{−1}|E ] = ~O(ϵ^{−2} log(2δ^{−1}) log(4δ^{−1})) = ~O(ϵ^{−2} log^2(δ^{−1})).