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ABSTRACT
To minimize restructuring cost of a tree, experiments were conducted to collect quantitative information of
searching efficiencies varying degrees of imbalance in a binary search tree. Degrees of tree imbalance were

measured by a balance factor, an absolute value of height difference of left subtree and right subtree in a
binary search tree.

The average number of comparisons increased (p<0.01), and searching efficiency of O(n) was more
appropriate rather than O(logn), as degrees of imbalance in a binary search tree deteriorated.

However, there were no significant differences of searching efficiencies in height balanced trees and trees
with subtrees to have height 3 less than the other (p>0.05).

Therefore, the findings would be applicable to maintain searching efficiency of a software with a binary
search tree.
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[Fig. 1] Average number of comparisons by signs of balance factors in a binary search tree
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