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ABSTRACT

Modern applications require processing streams of datador
mating statistical quantities such as quantiles with sraaibunt
of memory. In many such applications, in fact, one needs te-co
pute such statistical quantities for each of a large numbgroaips,
which additionally restricts the amount of memory avaiégiolr the
stream for any particular group. We address this challengara
troducefrugal streaming that is algorithms that work with tiny —
typically, sub-streaming — amount of memory per group.

We design a frugal algorithm that usasly oneunit of memory per
group to compute a quantile for each group. For stochasgaists
where data items are drawn from a distribution indepenyews
analyze and show that the algorithm finds an approximatidheo
quantile rapidly and remains stably close to it. We also psep
an extension of this algorithm that us&®o units of memory per
group. We show with extensive experiments with real worlthda
from HTTP trace and Twitter that our frugal algorithms arenpa-
rable to existing streaming algorithms for estimating angrgile,
but these existing algorithms use far more space per grodijguan
unrealistic in frugal applications; further, the two memdmngal
algorithm converges significantly faster than the one mgratgo-
rithm.

1. INTRODUCTION

Modern applications require processing streams of datadtr
mating statistical quantities such as quantiles with sraadbunt
of memory. A typical application is in IP packet analysisteyss

such as GigascopE][8] where an example of a query is to find the

median packet (or flow) size for IP streams from some given IP
address. Since IP addresses send millions of packets ionaale
time windows, it is prohibitive to store all packet or flow e&zand
estimate the median size. Another application is in so@ahark-

ing sites such as Facebook or Twitter where there are rapidtap
from users, and one is interested in median time betweeresucc
sive updates from a user. In yet another example, searchemngi
can model their search traffic and for each search term, \wegg-t
timate the median time between successive instances afghath.

Motivated by applications such as these, there has beensixte
work in the database community on theory and practice of ap-
proximately estimating quantiles of streams with limitedmory
(e.q.,[TH4]6[ 7911, 13,14, 17]). Taken together, this body ef re
search has generated methods for approximating quartdiles t
approximation with space roughl§(1/¢) in various models of
data streams.

Our work here begins with our experience that while the atlyors

above are useful, in reality, they get used within GROUPBNat

is, there are a large number of groups and each group defines a
stream within which we need to compute quantiles. In exarapie
plications above, this is evident. In IP analysis, one wsstoefind
median packet size froeachof the source IP addresses, and there-
fore the number of “groups” i832 (or 2'2%). Similarly, in social
network application, we wish to compute the median time ketw
updates foeachuser, and the number of users islié0’s of mil-

lions for Facebook or Twitter. Likewise, the number of “gpsl

of interest to search engines islif0’s of millions of search terms.
Now, the bottleneck of high speed memory manifests in a diffe
ent way. We can no longer allocate a lot of memory to any of the
groups! In real systems such as Gigascope, low level agipaga
engines keep in memory as many groups as they can and rely on
higher level aggregation to aggregate partial answers framous
groups, which ends up essentially forcing the higher legglega-

tor to work as a high speed streamer, and proves ineffective.

Motivated by this, we introduce the new directionfiafgal stream-
ing, that is streaming algorithms that work with tiny amount of
memory per group, memory that is far less than is used byaypic
streaming algorithms.. In fact, we will work with or 2 memory
locations per group. Our contributions are as follows.

e \We present two frugal streaming algorithms for estimating a
guantile of a stream. One usesinit of memory for the data
stream item, and the other useanits of memory.

e For stochastic streams, that is streams where each item is
drawn independently from a distribution, we can mathemati-
cally analyze and show how our algorithms converge rapidly
to the desired quantile and how they stably oscillate around
the quantile as stream progresses.

e \We evaluate our algorithms on synthetic as well as real detas
from HTTP trace and Twitter. In all cases, our frugal stream-
ing algorithms perform accurately and quickly. Regulagain-
ing algorithms known previously either are highly inadegua
given our memory constraints or need significantly more mem-
ory to be comparable in accuracy. Further, our frugal algo-
rithms have an intriguing “memoryless” property. Say the
stream abruptly changes and now represents a new distribu-
tion; irrespective of the pasat any given moment, our frugal
algorithms move towards the median of the new distribution
without waiting for the new streaming items to drown out
the old median. We also experimentally evaluate the per-
formance of our frugal streaming algorithms with changing
streams.
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Algorithm 1 Frugal-1U-Median

Input: Data streanyt, 1 unit of memorym
Output: m

1: Initializationm = 0

2: for eachs; in S do

3 if s; > mthen
4. m=m—+1;

5. elseifs; < mthen
6. ~ .
7

8

In Sectior 2 we present definitions and notations. We premant
1 unit memory frugal streaming algorithm in Sect[dn 3. It i@an
lyzed for stochastic streams in Sectidn 4 to give insightualis
speed in approaching true quantile and its stability in ¢tmeglrun.
Sectior[d gives @ unit memory frugal streaming algorithm. We
discuss related algorithms and present our extensive iexpetal
study in Sectiofilé anfl] 7. Sectibh 8 has concluding remarks.

2. BACKGROUND AND NOTATIONS

Suppose values in domain are integerH distributed over{1, 2,

3,...,N}. Given a random variabl& in domain D, denote its
cumulative distribution function (CDF) aB(x), and its quantile
function asQ(z). In other wordsF'(Q(z)) = « if CDF is strictly

monotonic.

h-th p-quantile isz such thatPr(X < z) = F(z) = L, for
convenience we usg.\-quantile for thehth p-quantile.

S is a sampled set fronb. Define a rank function that gives the
number of items irf which are smaller tham, R(z) = |S’| where
S" = {s; € S,s;, < x}. So when size of5 grows to infinity,

F(z) = 5.

In this paper we consider rankquantiles, so thé:-quantile ap-
proximation returned by algorithm is considered correenet the
approximation is not in value domaiR. For example, ifD is dis-
tributed over two values and1000 with equal probabilities. Under
valueé-quantile, an estimation 4000 would be considered accu-
rate (throughout our paper, upper median is used for eveplsam
sizes). But any value betwednand 1000 can also give us good
estimation in terms of ranking.

Throughout when we refer to memory use of algorithms, eaagh-me
ory unit has sufficient bits to store the input domain, thaeach
memory unitidog N bits. This is standard in data stream literature
where a method useswords, it is reallyf words each of which
has sufficient bits to store the input, ftog N bits.

3. FRUGAL STREAMING ALGORITHM
We start from median estimation problem and then generalize
algorithms to estimate any quantile §f

3.1 1 Unit Memory Algorithm to Estimate Me-
dian

Our algorithm maintains only one unit of memofy which con-

tains its estimate for the stream mediamng. When a new stream

1For domains with non-integer values, their values can beitten
to keep desired precision and scale up altogether to irgeger

Item index ¢ = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ...
Stream Items s, ‘4‘2‘1‘5‘3 2‘5‘4‘ ......
True Medians m, ‘4‘4‘2‘4‘3 3‘3‘4‘ ......

Median Estimates m, 0|l‘2‘l‘2‘3 2‘3‘4‘ ......

Figure 1: Estimate stream median
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Figure 2: Stream from a gapped domain

item s; arrives, consider what our algorithm can do? Since it has no
memory of the past beyond, it can do very little. The algorithm
“drifts” towards the direction indicated by the new stredem. C-
style pseudo code of this algorithm is described in Algoniff,
Frugal-1U-Median .

ExampLE 3.1. To illustrate howF'rugal-1U-M edian wWorks,
let us consider the example in Figlie 1. For the first 2 stretems
{s1 = 4, s3 = 2} the stream mediamn.s is 4, when the third item
s3 = 1 comes, the stream medians becomes 2. The estimated
median fromF'rugal-1U-M edian algorithm starts fromng = 0,
and gets updated on each arriving stream item. For examgienw
s4 = b5 comes, it is larger thanns whose value is 1, therefore
ma = mg3 + 1 = 2. In this examplemn starts from 0, and after
reading 5 items from the stream it reaches the stream median f
the first time.

In Example[31L, values in the stream are contiguous withapsg
So the approximations from'rugal-1U-M edian algorithm can
give accurate valué-quantiles, andns, mry andmsg are correct
approximations for stream medians. Let us look at anothemgle
below whereFrugal-1U-M edian algorithm gives accurate esti-
mates in terms of ran%-quantile approximation.

EXAMPLE 3.2. In Figure[2, the stream median i9 after see-
ing the first2 items. Frugal-1U-M edian gives median approx-
imations2 or 3 after updating on those two items. Althougjlor
3 are not in the value domain of this stream, it satisfies the&kran
p-quantile definition.

3.2 1 Unit Memory to Estimate Any Quantile
Following the same intuition as above, we can usenit mem-
ory to estimate anyf%-quantile, wherel < h <k — 1. If current
stream item is larger than estimation, we need to increasaaes
tion by 1; otherwise, we need to decrease estimatiori.byp to
this point it is the same aBrugal-1U-Median algorithm. The
trick to generalize t(%-quantile is that not every stream item seen
will cause an update. If current stream item is larger thaimes
tion, an increment update will be triggered only with proilh'ab%.
The rationale behind it is that if we are estimatiﬁumuantile, and

if current estimation is at stream’s trtgequantile, we will expect

to see stream items larger than current estimation with ginibb

ity 1 — % If the probability of seeing larger stream items is greater
thanl — % itis caused by the fact that current estimation is smaller



Algorithm 2 Frugal-1U

Input: Data strean®, h, k, 1 unit of memorym
Output: m
1: Initializationm = 0
2: for eachs; in S do
3. rand=random(0,1); // get a random value in [0,1]
if s; > mandrand > 1 — % then
m=m—+1;
else ifs; < m and rand >
m=m —1;
end if
end for

4
5:
6: % then
7-

8

9:

than stream’s tru%-quantile. Similarly, a smaller stream item will
cause a decrement update only with probability % Our gen-
eral 1 unit memory quantile estimation algorithm is described in
Algorithm[32, Frugal-1U .

We need to make a few observations from this algorithm. Bssid
m, this algorithm usesand and%. Notice that we can implement
the algorithm without explicitly storing-and value, % is a con-
stant across all the groups, no matter how many, and can lbénkep
registers.

Update taken byn in Algorithm[Z is 1, it is small change at each
step when the stream quantile to estimate is large. Whenrait is
lowed one extra unit of memory, we can use it to store the dize o
update to take, denoted asep. Extension to two unit memory
algorithm is to be presented in Sectidn 5.

4. ANALYSIS

Our frugal algorithm for estimating a quantile can be adrity bad

on worst case streams. This is expected because our algdrith
no memory of the past. One type of such worst case streamatis th
the true stream quantile value to be estimated has high ploba
in its underlying distribution. Therefore even if currestieation

is at true stream quantile, a minimum update of 1 to quanste e
timation will cause large change in rank quantile error. cAdsy
adversary can remember the entire past and constantlyauisle
algorithm. For example, the order of stream items can affest
estimation.

EXAMPLE 4.1. In this example, Figurgl3, stream items are in
ascending order. Median estimation Biugal-1U-Median , m,
starts from value 0. Every; is larger thanm;_1, so thatm gets
increased on very item. These median approximations acenect
since they do not give correct value or rank quantile estiomest.

Indeed, any frugal streaming algorithm for any problem keli

to face such lower bounds. The real intuition and strengtbuof
algorithm comes from elsewhere. We say a strea8tashastidf
each stream item is drawn from some distributidrindependently
and randomly from other stream items. We will analyze andvsho
that our algorithm quickly converges to an estimate of thigeia
quantile, and further, stably remains in the neighbourhobthe
guantile as stream progresses.

4.1 Approaching Speed
For our 1 memory algorithm, each update size is 1. At any time
t;, our algorithm estimation has non-zero probabilities toento-

Item index i = 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ....
Stream Items s, ‘1‘2‘3‘4’5 6‘7‘8‘ ......
True Medians m, ‘1‘2‘2‘3’3 4‘4‘5‘ ......

MedianEstimatesﬁzi‘0|l‘2‘3‘4‘5 617]8]. ..

Figure 3: Stream items in ascending order

wards or away from true quantile. Therefore for sufficiendsge

t, the probability that algorithm estimation moves continsly in
one direction has very low probability. When current algor es-
timation is far away from true quantile, the speed of appnoagr
true quantile is high, since every update is highly biase¢atds
true quantile. But as the estimation gets closer to true tijean
the bias to move towards true quantile gets weaker so thel sgee
approaching true quantile is low. In other words, we arelyike
see algorithm estimation showing an oscillating trajectowards
true quantile. The analysis of our algorithm is non-triaal chal-
lenging because the rate of the convergence to an estimat# is
constant and depends on number of varying factors. We rely on
the concept of stochastic dominance and we show that intiact t
algorithm will approach the true quantile with linear speed

Recall our notations from Sectidn 2;(¢) is the CDF of distri-
bution, Q(z) is quantile. Letr; be an indicator variable for the
direction of i-th step of the algorithm, where; = 1 for incre-
ment andz; = —1 for decrement. Letn, = > !  z;. In
other wordsm: is the estimation of the quantile at timeAssume
|F(i) — F(i+1)| <6, sod is the maximum single location prob-
ability in distribution and0 < ¢ < 1. Let algorithm estimatt%
quantile, whose value is denoted/&a& Assume algorithm estima-
tion starts from positionng, wheremo < M. The distance from
starting position to true quantile i/ — o, but the analyses triv-
ially generalize to the case where the distance to the traetide
is M.

LEMMA 1. For median estimation, assume algorithm estima-
tion starts from positionig, whereF (o) < 3 — 4. AfterT =
% steps of algorithm, the probability that(m:) < % — ¢ for
all t < T is at most. In other words, afte© (M) steps, with high
probability the algorithm has crossed vicinity of the trugaqtile,

1 — 4, atleast once.

PROOF. Let M’ = Q(% — 0). Let us compute the expectation

of a move whenever the algorithm is beld/ .
1 1 1 1
i=11>=(1—=(==6) == — —
Priei=1> (- (3-0) =55+

we denote it by, then

1
5 _
3

<= 5)(5-0)=6-5

Prz;

Therefore we have

In other words the expected shift of eaehbefore it hitsM’ is
then at leas. To prove our lemma, we therefore can use tail
inequalities to bound the deviation @i, = 3 z; from the ex-
pectation. The main difficulty, however arises from the facare
not independent from each other and the constralnt (1) rmitls
whenm; < M’. Consider an arbitrary sequence of moves
Define y; x; for all i < ip, whereiy is the time wheremn;,



crossedM’ for the first time, and;; = 1 with probability 0, y; =
—1 with probability 8 — §, and 0 otherwise. Similarly we define
Y: = >y, foralli < io, whereig is the time wheren;, crossed
M’ for the first time. Then we havBr [m; < M', Vi € [T]] =
Pr[Y; < M’, Vi € [T]]. Therefore it is enough for us to prove our
statement folt;. However,Y; are still not necessarily independent
from each other, before they crods’, however all of them sat-
isfy E [y;] > e andPr[y; = 1] > 6, andPr[y; = —1] < 0 — 4.
Definez; (and Z; respectively), such that is stochastically dom-
inated byy; and each; is 1 with probabilityd and—1 with prob-
ability & — . Using Hoeffding inequality we have:

tC
Pr(Z: —E[Z]|>C] < exp(—7)
using the fact
E[Z)] > 6t > M|loge| = M — (M loge + M)

and using” = (M + M log ¢) and using union bound over allve
have desired result immediately f&@k, using the fact that: > Z;
we have that probabilityy; never crosses the bound is less than
and hence lemma holds[]

Note, that our constraints are spelled in terms of prolghitiass
inequality rather than absolute error. This is requireagesifor any

function f (M), it is possible to devise a distribution, such that the

algorithm will be f(M)? far away from true quantile in absolute
steps, and yet it will be very close to it in terms of probdpithass.

LEMMA 2. For median estimation, algorithm estimation starts
from a positionio, whereF (10) > L + 6. AfterT = 2oecl
steps of algorithm, the probability thdt (m:) > % + ¢ for all
t < T is at most.

PrROOF Proof is similar to Lemm@l1. [

THEOREM 1. For median estimation, algorithm estimation starts

from a positionio, whereF (1) is outside of regiofil —4, £ +4].
AfterT = w steps the algorithm, the probability tha(r)
is outside of this close regidg — &, 1 + 6] for all ¢ < T"is at most
E.

PROOF. Proofis directly obtained from Lemria 1 and Lenitha 21

In approaching speed analysis, we do not need assumptioals on
gorithm’s starting estimation. Therefore this actuallyplies for
Frugal-1U algorithm, quantile estimations adjust to new distribu-
tion quantile when underlying distribution changes, retgss of
current estimation position. The speed of approaching ristsi-d
bution quantile can be determined by Theofém 1.

4.2  Stability

Next we show that after algorithm estimation once reachesrtre-
dian, the probability of estimation drifting far away fromué me-
dian is low. Note that THEOREMI1 is affecting this estimation
drifting process the whole time.

LEMMA 3. For median estimation, assume current estimation

is at true median. Aftet steps, the probability of the algorithm

current position

Pr

~ 1 t
F(myg) > §+21/51ng:| <e.

) . . 1
PROOF. Definew = 2,/61n L. Let us split the intervaly, 5 +

w]into two [1, 2 4+ w/2] and[3 + w/2, 3 + w]. Our approach is
to show that once the algorithm reaches the boundary of tbie fir
interval, it is very unlikely to continue through the secanterval,
without ever dipping back into the first. First of all we notet
we need at least’ = ¥ more steps of increment than decrement
to reach outside of the second interval, and by the way wetsele
the probabilistic weight of the interval, we will need at$e@/2 to

pass through each.

Consider arbitrary outcome of the algorithm whége > T'. Since

x changes by at most 1 at every step, there existach thatn; =

%. Therefore the entire space of events can be decomposed base
on the value off wherem; = |7'/2] and for alli > j, m; > m;.
Thus:

t
Prlme >T] = 3 Prm > T,1m; > 1my, Vi > j]

=0
~ T

xPr [ii; = | §]]
< S Prme > T,mq > my;, Vi > j]

j=0
let us consider individual term for a fixggdin the sum above. We
want to show that each term is at megt. DefineYi“) fori > j,
whereY,") = m; + D ki1 Yis andy?) = x; if.XZ-’ > my,
for all i’ < 4, and for the remainder of the segm@gﬁi) is random

variable that is -1 with probability = £ + % and 1 otherwise. In
other wordsY; agrees withm; until m; = m,; for the first time

afterj, after thatYZ.U) becomes independent 6f;. We have:
Pr [ > T,m; > mj, Vi > j]
=pr (v >1v7" > Yj”,w > j]
<Pr |y > T]

therefore it is sufficient to compute an upper boun(ﬂ‘mr[Yt(j) > T]

forall 5. Let Z{ be a variable which both stochastically dominates
v, and is -1 with probabilityp and 1 otherwise. Since’;") is

—1 with probability of at leastp, so such variable always exists.
Note thatZ; are independent from each other for glithus we

can use standard tail inequality to upper bonﬂfﬂ), and because
of the dominance the result will immediately apply 7). Since

ZZ.U) only depends on at the starting point, we can shift it to zero
and rewrite out constraint as:

zt:Pr[Zj >T/2]<e

j=0

whereZ; is defined as suh_7_ 2, andz; is -1 with probability

p and1 otherwise. The expected value &f is (1 — p)j — pj =

(1 — 2p)j = —wj. Furthermore by our assumptiow, > %T

Therefore using Hoeffding inequality we hatx [Z; > T'/2] <
. 2

exp — - Thus it is sufficient for us to show that

(wi+ T)?

exp — 1

g
g;, forallj <t



This constraint is automatically satisfied for agbuch that

. 4 0t .
jzﬁlng = Jo.

Indeed, ifj > jo we have(wj + T")/4j > j—j >lInt/e.
On the other hand if < jo, then we have

(wj +T)? N T%w?
45 ~ 16Int/e

butT > w/d and substituting the expression foiwe have:

T2w? wt

>
4lnt/e — 16621nt/e

=Int/e
ThusPr [Z; > T'/2] < ¢/t, for j < jo, completing the proof. [

LEMMA 4. To estimate median, assume current estimation is at
true median. After steps, the probability of the algorithm current

position
- 1 / t

PrRoOF Following the same reasoning in the proof of LEMA 3,
we can prove that the probability of estimation moving fathe
left is small. Where we can split the intenidl — w, 3] into two
[3 —w, i —w/2]and[: — w/2, 1]. We can show that once the
algorithm reaches the boundary of the first interval, it isyven-
likely to continue through the second interval without edfigping
back into the first. [

Pr <e.

THEOREM 2. To estimate median, assume current estimation
is at true median. Aftet steps, the probability of the algorithm

current pOSitiO
F(m)—— >21/5ln— <e
t b} .

PROOF This theorem is directly obtained from Lemina 3 and

A4 O

Pr

These properties of median estimation can be generalizedyto
quantile .

5. ALGORITHM EXTENSIONS

The Frugal-1U algorithm described in Sectidd 3 uses 1 unit of
memory and is intuitive, and we managed to analyze it; howeve
it has linear convergence to the true quantile. This is &ffely

by design, because the algorithm does not have the capaoilit
remember anything except the current location. A simplerext
sion to our algorithm is to keep a current step size in menzorg,
modify it if the new samples are consistently on one side ef th
current estimat@. In this section we describe2units of memory
algorithm that we use in experiments for comparison.

2Another approach that we do not explore here, is to use multi-
plicative update on step size instead of additive.

Algorithm 3 Frugal-2U
Input: Data streant, h, k, m, step, sign
Output: m
1: Initializationm = 0, step = 1, sign = 1
2: foreachs; in S do

3:  rand=random(0,1);
4: if s; >mandrand > 1 — h/k then
5: step +=(sign > 0) ? f(step) : — f(step);
6: m += (step> 0) 7 [step] : 1;
7 if m > s; then
8: step +=s; — m;
9: m = s;;
10: end if
11: if sign < 0 and step> 1 then
12: step= 1,
13: end if
14: sign = 1;
15: elseifs; < m andrand > h/k then
16: step += (sign < 0) ? f(step) : — f(step);
17: m-=(step>0) ? [step] : 1;
18: if m < s; then
19: step +=m — s;;
20: m = S;;
21: end if
22: if sign > 0 and step> 1then
23: step=1;
24: end if
25: sign = —1;
26:  endif
27: end for

Generally the algorithm uses two variables to keep quartte
mate and update size, and one extra bit to keep sign, which in-
dicates the increment or decrement direction of estimatepif:-
cally this algorithm has much better convergence and #tapiiop-
erty than 1 unit of memory algorithm, however the preciseveon
gence/stability analysis of it is one of our future work. ®e in-
tuitive level the algorithm for finding the median works adas.

As before it maintains the current estimate of median butufi-a
tion it also maintains an updatecep that increases or decreases
based on the observed values, determined by a fungtioMore
precisely, thestep increases if the next element from the stream is
on the same side of the current estimate, and decreasewisiher
When estimation is close to true quantilesep can be decreased
to extremely small value.

The increment and decrement factors to be applied & remains

an open problemstep can potentially grow to very large values,
so the randomness of the order which stream items appeatsaffe
estimation accuracy. For example, if ketep; be the step value
at ith update, a multiplicative update etep, ,, = 2 x step;
might be a good choice for a random order stream, which intu-
itively needsO(log M) updates to reach true quantile at distance
M from current estimate. However in empirical data periodit p
tern might be apparent in the stream, for example social arétw
users might have shorter activity intervals at eveningJdnger in-
tervals at early morning. Thestep can easily get increased to a
huge value. It will make the algorithm estimate drift far gvitom
true quantile, hence estimates will have large oscill&tion

Therefore to trade off convergence speed for estimatidilgyave
present a version of 2 units of memory algorithm that appl@s



stant factor additive update to step size, whifetep) = 1. Full G K algorithm desired is accepted as input, and it will use as less

details of the algorithm are described in Algorithin 3. Lide$4 space as possible to achievapproximate. To make it compara-
handle stream items larger than algorithm estimation, e [15- ble with our Frugal-1U and Frugal-2U , we limit the number of
26 handle smaller stream items. For brevity we only look radi tuples maintained b¢' K . When this memory budget is exceeded

4-14 in detail. Similar to AlgorithmF'rugal-1U , the key to make we gradually increase(increment by 0.001) to force compression
Frugal-2U able to estimate any quantile is that not every stream operation get conducted repeatedly until number of tupsesl us
item will cause an estimation update, so line 4 enables epdatly within specified budget. In our comparison, we limit the nemabf

on “un-expected” larger stream itemstep is cumulatively up- tuples to be = 20.

dated in line 5. Line 6 ensures minimum update to estimason i

1, ands1.:ep size is only ap.plied in ypdgte vyhen it is positivg. The 6.2 g-digest Algorithm

reason is that when algorithm estimation is close to truentijea
Frugal-2U updates are likely to be triggered by larger and smaller
(than estimation) stream items with largely equal chandésre-

fore step is decreased to a small negative value and it serves as a
buffer for value burstsd.g.,a short series of very large values) to
stabilize estimations. Lines 7-10 are to ensure estimakionot go
beyond empirical value domain whefep gets increased to very
large value. At the end of the algorithm, we resegp if its value

is larger than 1 and two consecutive updates are not in the sam
direction. This is to prevent large estimate oscillatidnstiep gets
accumulated to a large value. This checking is implemented b
lines 11-13.

Tree based stream summary algorithms were studied by Manku e
al. [14], Munro and Paterson [116], Alsabti et afl [2], Shsitava

et al. [17] and Huang et al. [12]. In this paper we compare with
digest algorithm proposed im[17], which is up to date and most rel-
evant to our comparison aspects. Their proposed algorithildsh

a binary tree on a value domain with depthlogo. Each node

v in this tree is considered as a bucket representing a vahgera

in the domain, associated with a counter indicating the ramolb
items falling in this bucket. A leaf node represents a singlee in
domain, and associated with the number of items having giigev
Each parent node represents the union of the ranges of ehildr
nodes, root node represents the full domain range. Thisitigo
then keeps merging and removing nodes in the tree based on the

Note thatFrugal-1U and Frugal-2U algorithms are initialized following two conditions:

by 0, but in practice they can be initialized by the first stneeem
to reduce the time needed to converge to true quantiles. count(v) < |a] &)

count(v) + count(vy) + count(vs) > | (3)
6. RELATED WORK AND ALGORITHMS _ _ L ,
Whereuv, is the parent and, is the sibling ofv, anda is chosen

TO COMPAR.E . . based on memory constraints. If a non-leaf node violateséle
There has been extensive work in the database communityeen th ond constraint, its children are merged intg andv andv, are
ory and practice of approximately estimating quantilest#@ns  eleted. The original application of this algorithm was emsor
with limited memory (e.g..[[154161[7,9=11]13]14, 17])isTbody network, however authors also proposed an adaptationearstr

of research has generated methods for approximating ¢ggdi  jng which is the variant we consider here. For every new strea

1 + e approximation with space roughty(1/e) in various models  sample we make a trivigkdigest and merge it withy-digest built

of data streams. so far. Therefore, at any time we can query for a quantilecbase
the most recently updategdigest . For our evaluation we used

We compare our algorithms with existing algorithms that cse- number of buckets of = 20 to build tree digests, presenting the

stant memory for stochastic strearisl[11], and also nont@ohs  case where insufficient memory are used. Note that empiritted
memory algorithms described in [10./17]. However all the-non  ysed memory is usually larger than the budget specified useca
constant memory algorithms above use considerably morezha  conditions (1) and (2) do not always guarantee a bucket will b

persistent variables. While some of the algorithms such@®ie  freed up when insertion of a new item is needed. As pointednout
described in[lL] have a tuning parameter allowing to deereasm- the paper, the actually used memory might be more than sgecifi
ory utilization, the algorithm then performs poorly wheredsvith b while no more than& We refer to this algorithm agdigest in

less than 20 variables. Here we briefly overview the algorithve our comparisons, and stream domain maximum value is given as
compare with. required input at the beginning in order to build a binaryetfer

digest generation.
6.1 ¢k Algorithm
Greenwald and KhannaT10] proposed an online algorithmme-co 6.3  Selection Algorithm
pute e-approximate quantile summaries with worst-case space re- Gyha and McGregof [11] proposed an algorithm that uses &onst

quirement OfQ(%lOQ(EN))- Greenwald-Khanna algorithnd:(x") memory and operates on random order streams, where theasrder
maintains a list of tuplesi(, g;, 4:), wherev; is a value seen from  ejements of the stream have not been chosen by adversaryy. The
the stream and tuples are orderbjn ascending ordery_’_, g; approach is a single pass algorithm that uses constant space

gives the minimum rank af;, and its maximum rank E;zl g+ Aq. their guarantee is that for a giver(the rank of element of interest)

GK is composed of two main operations which are to insert a their algorithm returns an element that is witl@t{n'/?) rank of

new tuple in to tuple list when sees a new value, and do compres r with probability at least — ¢ if the stream is randomly ordered.
sion on the tuple list to achieve the minimum space as passibl The algorithm does not require prior knowledge of the lermjth
Throughout the updates it is kept invariant that for any eupke the stream, nor the distribution, which are also not requiirg our
have> ', g;+ 2:< 2¢N to ensure the-approximate query an-  Frugal-1U and Frugal-2U .

swers. The main difference of our algorithms is that our acen

ios do not require the ability to answer any quantile queries This single-pass algorithn$¢lection) processes the stream in phases,
only a few quantiles are of interest. Hence our advantagavieg and each phase is composed of three sub-phases naaelyle
space usage by not tracking non-necessary quantiles. dmithieal estimateandupdate Throughout the process, algorithm maintains
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Figure 4: Evaluation on stream from one Static Cauchy Distrbution. (a) median estimation. (b) relative mass error for @). (c) 90-%

guantile estimation. (d) relative mass error for (c).

an interval(a, b) which encloses the true quantile. Each phase is
trying to narrow this interval. Irsamplephase, au in (a,b) is
selected and get its rank estimatedestimatephase, lastly. or

b might be replaced by in updatephase based on the estimated
rank of u above or below true quantile. To work with these three
sub-phases, stream is divided into pieces and each pies®ed u
for one phase. Then each piece of the stream is divided irdo tw
parts, first part is used fa@amplesub-phase, and the second piece
is used forestimatesub-phase. Therefore at any time algorithm has
to keep four variables which are the boundarieendb, proposed
estimationu, and a counter to estimate rankwofFor this algorithm
data sizen should be given in order to decide how to divide stream
into pieces. By adding one more variable, one can removeehis
quirement of knowing: beforehand. This extra variable is used to
remember the current iteration number, and stream is clubippe
sub-streams with exponentially increasing length on ftenanum-
ber. Each iteration instantiatesSalection algorithm with current
sub-stream length. The proved accuracy guarantee can lsvedh
when the overall stream is very large. In experiments, toamrae
this requirement on every large streams wedset 0.99, and the
version without knowingr in advance is evaluated to make com-
parisonsfi

7. EMPIRICAL EVALUATIONS

3McGregor and Valian{[15] gave a new algorithm using the same
space, proving improved approximation with accurady®*°™

can be achieved. This algorithm is more complicated to implet
and also has qualitatively similar behaviour as the alboritve
have implemented here.

In this section we evaluate our algorithms on both synttegtitreal
world data. For synthetic data we consider two scenariagsydren
data arrive from a static distribution, and another whendiséri-
bution changes mid-stream. These tests allow us to derabvastr
that our algorithms perform well on estimating stream gilesfor
both scenarios. For real world data we evaluate on data fromFH
streams[[b] and twitter user tweets data, where our goalsoare
evaluate median and 90-% quantile estimates of TCP-flowtidara
and size, and twitter users’ tweet intervals. As mentiorediex
the structure of our algorithms allow us to estimate questfor
every remote website or user with minimum (1-2 in-memory-var
ables per data stream) memory requirement, and which dgiémti
estimate can be shared by all streams.

Instead of evaluating the absolute error of quantile estanawe
evaluate how far the estimate is from the true quantilesietative
mass error. For example if the estimate of 90-% quantilestiout
to be 89-% quantile the error is then 0.01.

From Sectiof 4]1, we know the initial estimations of our ailgmns
only affect the number of steps needed to approach true itpjant
but not their stability in long run. Throughout our experin® we
initialize Frugal-1U andFrugal-2U algorithms estimates with
(in practice we can also initialize them with the first streiéem).
For non-constant memory algorithr65<” andg-digest , when we
limit the memory budget to a small amoutd.,20 units of their
in memory data structure) they don’t achieve accurate djaasti-
mations and perform worse than didrugal-1U andFrugal-2U ,
but when given sufficient size of memorg.¢.,500 units) they can
perform well.
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Figure 5: Evaluation on one stream generated from three Cauuy distributions. (a) Median estimation. (b) 90-% quantile estima-
tion. The change ofUse-Distrib curve indicates the change of underlying distribution. Frugal-2U algorithm converges to new

distribution quantiles significantly faster than Frugal-1U .

7.1 Synthetic Data

In this section we evaluate algorithms on data streams frGawLehy
distribution (density functiorf(z) = m) The reason
we picked Cauchy is because it has a high probability of enst]i
indeed the expected value of a Cauchy random variable istinfin
and thus we can demonstrate that our algorithms work wehén t

presence of outliers.

Static distribution. For our experiments we fixedy = 10000
andy = 1250. We draw3 x 10* samples and explore estimation
convergence. We let'rugal-1U algorithm start from 0, and quite
as expected it took a long journey to approach the true dganti
Frugal-2U algorithm also starts its estimation from 0, but with
dynamicstep size throughout the updates.

The curveStream quantile in Figure4 (and in other figures through-

out our evaluation) shows the cumulative quantiles of agtreNot
only for Frugal-1U and Frugal-2U , but we see that each algo-
rithm needs some time (some amount of stream items) before ge
ting to a stabler quantile estimation. When memory is insigffit

for the non-constant memory algorithms, estimation penforce
degrades much. Due to smaller fixed update siz€@aigal-1U ,

it takes much longer travel thafirugal-2U to reach stream quan-
tiles.

Dynamic distribution. Since other algorithms in comparison are
not built for estimating changing distributions, we onlyakiate
Frugal-1U and Frugal-2U in the scenario where the underly-
ing distribution of stream changes. We generate three sabras
drawn from three different Cauchy distributions and feeshitone
by one to our algorithms to estimate stream quantiles. Fdr e&
the three sub-streams we sample 10* items in value domains
[10000, 15000], [15000, 20000] and [20000, 25000] respelsti

Figure[® shows the median and 90-% quantile estimationsfonly
Frugal-1U and Frugal-2U algorithms. Those sub-streams are
ordered by their medians in the order of highest, lowest aitd m

“Note, this is an inherent property of our algorithm, becaihse
step is fixed at 1, if the range and/or acceptable error arevkno
in advance the convergence can be improved. Our 2-varisdie a
rithm does not need such knowledge

dle, then they are feed to algorithms one by one. For otheralg
rithms they either need to know the value domain as inputey th
try to learn upper and lower bounds for the quantile in quibgte-
fore if the stream underlying distribution changes theiowtedge
about stream are out-dated hence quantile approximatiensab-
ably not accurateStream-quantile curve shows the cumulative
stream quantiles, and this is the curve which those algostiry

to approximate if the combined stream is of interest at thggrbe
ning. But in this figure we want to show that oBrugal-1U and
Frugal-2U are doing a different jobl se-Distrib curve shows
the quantile values for each sub-distribution. The charige -
Distrib curve indicates the change of underlying distribution. We
can see that our algorithms are trying to reach new distabist
quantile when the stream underlying distribution changiés.only
that Frugal-1U takes longer time to approach new distribution’s
quantiles, whileF'rugal-2U can make “sharper” turns in its quan-
tile estimations when distribution changeBrugal-1U in Figure
[B.(b) leaves a steeper approaching trace to 90-% quantitedk-
timating median in Figurgl5.(a), because it is more biaseddee
estimate towards one direction (getting larger).

One counter argument is that the property of adapting toghan
ing distribution’s new quantile might be a simultaneousadisgn-
tage, because it makes the algorithms vulnerable to shostsbof
"noise". However since the adjustment takenfwyugal-1U is 1,
when stream domain is large the shifting from true streamrmqua
tile caused by short bursts will not affect much in terms dditree
mass error. FolF'rugal-2U it is true thatstep's increment and
decrement functiorf should be picked to trade-off between con-
vergence speed and stability when bursts or periodic pattare
apparent in streams. But once after reaching a close estiofiat
true quantile, the decreasiggep value is able to buffer the impact
of some value bursts.

7.2 TCP-flow Data

From an HTTP request and response trace [5] collected farave
period of 6 months, spanning 2003-10 to 2004-03, we extract o
TCP-flow durations (in miIIisecoﬂ) and sizes (in bytes) between
local clients and 100 remote sites, and order them by coiomect

5If use microsecond, the quantile values are too large fouava
tion, where 90% of the stream medians are above 260,057 ,dret m
than 80% of the stream sizes are less than 20,000. Fhemyal-
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Figure 8: Evaluation on TCP-flow duration stream of month 2004-03. (a) median estimation. (b) 90-% quantile estimation

set up times to form streams. In this experiment we first etalu  Figure[® shows the relative mass error and cumulative peoéei

on streams generated with each of those 100 sites in eacte of th 419 streams on estimating median and 90-% quantile of flogs siz

6 months. Therefore in total we have 600 streams. But in final streams. We can see that in estimating median and 90-% bpanti

performance evaluations we filter out streams with lenggh than for TCP-flow size streams, Figuré 6.(&)rugal-1U and Frugal-

2000 items and end up with 419 used streams. Finally we ¢ollec 2U perform better than or comparable with other algorithmshwi

the last estimations for median and 90-% quantile by allétigms. more than 90 percent of the last median estimations in earaye
[-0.1, 0.1]. In comparison{ = 20 for GK andb = 20 for ¢-
digest are not enough to arrive at close estimations, &i#ldction

1U andFrugal-2U do not have much chance to get close to stream algorithm needs much longer streams. Note that in relatigesm
quantiles. error figures, the overestimate errors are bounded by 0.9&nd
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Figure 9: Evaluation on TCP-flow duration stream of month 20(-12, with dynamic distribution. (a) median estimation. (B 90-%

guantile estimation

respectively for median and 90-% quantile estimations[1(b)6
Frugal-1U under-estimates 90-% quantile for a large portion of
the streams due to insufficient stream sizes and relatigedygl 90-

% quantile values (90% of the stream 90-% quantiles arerénga
4,354 while more than half of the stream sizes are less tf03g,
Although Frugal-2U makes under-estimates most of the time for
90-% quantile, in terms of estimation error range its penfance
does not degrade much.

Figure[d shows the performance comparison on 419 TCP-flow du-
ration streams. In estimating medians of TCP-flow duraticeess,
FigureT.(a) Frugal-1U andFrugal-2U perform worse than work-
ing on flow size streams. After examining the data, we fourad th
in duration streams periodic patterns are apparent, whegges of
large duration values are followed by a series of much sméiliea-

tion values. These patterns add noiséta.gal-1U and Frugal-

2U , but still Frugal-2U performs better tha@' K andg-digest which
use more than 10 times in memory variables.

In the situations where there are millions of streams to begssed
simultaneously, statistical quantities about more gdmgoaps can
help understand the characteristics of different groupsHTTP
request and response trace, streams generated by reneotarsit
also be considered &ROUPBY application to understand the
communication patterns from local clients to different céensites.

Note that stream size should be largeforugal-1U andSelection
algorithms to settle at estimations close to true quantilés eval-
uated all algorithms on anoth€&ROUPBY application on this
HTTP trace data, where connections with all 100 sites in each
month are combined by their creation time. This simulates th
viewpoint from trace collecting host. Algorithms are ewatkd on
each month’s combined streams. For brevity here we prekent t
results from evaluation on combined streams of month 2@®)4-0
which contains one of the largest by month stream, and the re-
sults are similar for other months (except the distributitiang-

ing stream we will see later). This combined stream has about
1.6 x 10° items. Figurd B presents the results on estimating me-
dian and 90-% quantile of TCP-flow duration stream. This dura
tion stream’s items are in unit of microsecond, because we ha
a large enough stream for algorithms to approximate larga-qu
tiles, and observe how algorithm estimations approachdquz-
tiles. In this stream we have median and 90-% quantile values
at about 544,267 and 1,464,793 respectively. Due to thege la
quantile valuest'rugal-1U shows a slower convergence to true

stream quantile, whilé'rugal-2U handles this problem much bet-
ter. Selection converges to [-0.1, 0.1] relative mass error region
after abouR x 10° items, but it is oscillatory thereafter and needs
much more items to stabilize. In contrast, althodgh.gal-1U and
Frugal-2U need relatively more stream items to reach a large true
guantile their estimations are relatively stabler. In Fedd.(a),

b = 20 g-digest gives very oscillatory median estimation around
8 x 10°, and from the curve it seems converging to stream median
but apparently it needs much more stream items.

Dynamic distribution. The TCP-flow duration stream of 2003-12
changes its distribution in the middle due to the change wfrdmut-

ing set of remote sites. Therefore it serves well for the psepof
evaluating on stream with dynamic distribution. This stndangth

is aboutl.6 x 10°, and durations are in unit of microsecond. Since
other algorithms are not designed for dynamic distribusoaams,

we hide them from Figurgl 95tream-quantile shows the cumu-
lative stream median and 90-% quantile values, &Rd-Distrib
gives us the median and 90-% quantile values of each distribu
tion. In Figure[®.(a) and (b), we show how quantile valuesxis)
change over time againBtrugal-1U andFrugal-2U estimations.
The stream median and 90-% quantile change about mid-stream
Frugal-2U can reach close median estimate in Fididre 9.(a) before
distribution change. Then it takes a clear "turn" to apphoaew
distribution’s median in the second half. Although at the efthis
streamFrugal-2U estimation is larger than second distribution’s
true median (due to the largeep value cumulated while adapting
to new distribution), we can see it shows the trend to stopeas:

ing and converge to true median. And we expect its estimation
fall back to true median as stream continué&:ugal-2U shows
similar behaviour in estimating 90-% quantile in Fighiebd. ut
due to larger quantile value, it does not get the chance tchrea
close estimation before stream changes or ends. On thetathér
Frugal-1U takes much more items to reach stream quantile val-
ues, so in both plots it just leaves an almost linear tracehtse
stream quantiles.

7.3 Twitter Data Set

From an on-line twitter user directory, we collected 455dra®ver

80 directories (e.g. Food and Business). Those tweets findin i
vidual users form 4554 sub-streams in the ocean of all twéfés

extracted the intervals (in seconds) between two consectutieets

for every user and then run our algorithms on those intetvehms.

This allows us to answer the question of “what is the mediaa-in
tive time for a given user across all?”.
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Figure 11: Evaluation on 905 daily tweet interval streams. 4) Median estimation. (b) 90-% quantile estimation

Among the total 4554 twitterers, we removed the users wisk le

the overestimate errors are bounded by 0.5 and 0.1 resplydiv

than 2000 tweets since we need a decent number of data items tanedian and 90-% quantile estimations, because relative aresr

reflect the true distribution and allow our algorithms toatedrue
quantiles. Since twitter does not store more than 3200 saafed
single user, therefore at the time of data collection theimam
length of a single user’s interval stream is 3200. So finakyewal-
uated our algorithms on 4414 twitter user interval streand,col-
lected the last estimations for median and 90-% quantile.

Figure[Z0 shows the relative mass error and cumulative peode
all 4414 interval streams. In Figufe]10.(a) we see that a@6ut
percent of the last median estimation By-ugal-1U are under-
estimating (less than -0.1). Because we initiated quaastena-
tions from 0, however interval stream median (and 90-% quan-
tile) values can easily be tens of thousands (about 90% erfviait
streams have 90-% quantiles larger tHax), within 2000 steps

it can not fully reach true mediansF'rugal-2U performs much
better thanFrugal-1U algorithm, with more than 80 percent of
the last median estimations in error range [-0.1, 0.1]. k0. (b)
shows that when estimating 90-% quantile, which are mudefar
values, as expecteHrugal-1U cannot reach true quantile when
the stream items are few (94% of twitter user interval stiehave
90-% quantiles larger than 3,200, while only about 6% ofrthei
streams have size 3,200). Agalivugal-2U shows its advan-
tages overFrugal-1U but it also needs longer streams to reach
true quantiles. In comparisoh,= 20 for GK andb = 20 for ¢-
digest are not affected by stream sizes, howeSetection algo-
rithm needs much longer streams. Again note that from thisdig

is measured.

For a database there are various meaningful group by afiphisa
such as group by geo-location and age for an on-line sodiaiank
database. To simulate suGROUPBY application, we evaluate
our algorithms on the combined tweet interval streams oh dag.
We merge tweet interval streams from all 4554 twitterersun o
dataset, and sort all the intervals based on the time theg arer
ated. We divide the combined interval stream into segmentzip,
and in total our tweet interval data spanning 1328 days fro082
to 2011. We ran our algorithms on each day’s data and takeie |
estimations from algorithms to evaluate their accuracy. fitéer
out the days that have less than 2000 intervals in the daiast,
since small number of intervals in the stream doesn’t givaigh
chance for our algorithms to approach true quantiles. Aftier-
ing process, we have 905 days left. Figurk 11 shows the ctirmila
percent of all days against relative mass error, both meathidro0-
% quantile under-estimation problems in individual useerval
streams are alleviated (in daily interval streams about 67%e
streams have size larger than 3,200). Daily median estmatr-
formance byFrugal-1U in Figure[11.(a) demonstrate that it can
reach close estimation before the daily interval streards kerFig-
ure[I1.(b), for 90-% quantile on most of the daysugal-1U al-
gorithm underestimates the true quantiles by using updageo$

1. For Frugal-2U , for both median and 90-% quantile estima-
tions almost all last estimations are in error range [-0.1]. Again



in comparisont = 20 for GK andb = 20 for ¢-digest are not
enough to get close estimations, afidlection algorithm needs
much more stream items.

Throughout our extensive experiments on synthetic andwedd
data, for stochastic streams given enough number of date ite
the stream, our 1 and 2 variables stochastic algorithms daie\ae
quite comparative accuracy against other non-constant@mtant
memory algorithms, while using much less memory and being ve
efficient for per item update.

8. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE DIREC-
TIONS

We have introduced the concept of frugal streaming and ptede
algorithms that can estimate arbitrary quantiles udiray 2 unit
memories. This is very useful when we need to estimate deanti
for each of many groups, as applications demand in reallgsé
algorithms do not perform well with adversarial streamg, e
have mathematically analyzed theunit memory algorithm and
shown fast approach and stability properties for stochasteams.
Our analysis is non-trivial, and we believe it provides arfeavork
for analysis of other statistical estimates with stocltastieams.
Further we have reported extensive experiments with owrighgns
and several prior quantile algorithms on synthetic data el ag
real dataset from HTTP trace and Twitter.

To the best of our knowledge our algorithms are the first tleat p
form well with 2 or less persistent variables per group. In contrast,
other regular streaming algorithms, while having otherirdbte
properties, perform poorly when pushed to the extreme onangm
consumption like we do with our frugal streaming algorithms

Our work has initiated frugal streaming, but much remainbdo
done. First, we need mathematical analyseg of more mem-
ory algorithms and at this moment, it looks quite non-tiivid/e
also need frugal streaming algorithms for other problenth &
distinct count estimation and others, that are criticalstobeaming
applications. Finally, as our experiments and insightscate, fru-
gal streaming algorithms work with so little memory of thespa
that they are adaptable to changes in the stream charéiceri
will be of great interest to understand this phenomenorebett
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