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The efficiency bounds on multipass pairing heap is near tight |1, 2]
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bly link lost by the rightmost node, one group will be split into two.
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Our analysis on pairing heaps is inspired by the multipass analysis |2]. assembly
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Theorem. The number of right assembly links is O(1) per insertion
plus O(loglogn) per decrease-key plus O(logn) per delete-min.

(Lazy) Pairing heaps resemble multipass pairing heaps in this case: Proof Sketch. Define the rank of node v as loglog(v.m/v.s), where v.s
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Thus all but O(logn) nodes on the right assembly path decreased their
rank by at least 1, which means the number of right assembly links is
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