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Abstract

We develop several efficient algorithms for the classical Matriz Scaling problem, which is used
in many diverse areas, from preconditioning linear systems to approximation of the permanent.
On an input n x n matrix A, this problem asks to find diagonal (scaling) matrices X and Y
(if they exist), so that X AY e-approximates a doubly stochastic matrix, or more generally a
matrix with prescribed row and column sums.

We address the general scaling problem as well as some important special cases. In particular,
if A has m nonzero entries, and if there exist X and Y with polynomially large entries such that
X AY is doubly stochastic, then we can solve the problem in total complexity O(m + n*/ 3). This
greatly improves on the best known previous results, which were either 6(n4) or O(mn'/?/e).

Our algorithms are based on tailor-made first and second order techniques, combined with
other recent advances in continuous optimization, which may be of independent interest for
solving similar problems.

1 Introduction

The matriz scaling problem is natural and simple to describe. Given a non-negative real matrix
A, can one scale its rows and columns (namely multiply each by a non-negative constant) to yield
prescribed row sums and column sums. Note that the number of constraints is the same as the
number of degrees of freedom; however, what makes it interesting (beyond the many applications
that we detail below) is that the constraints are additive while the scalings are multiplicative.

Taking real non-negative entries and computing the row and column sums actually captures a
much more general problem: one can allow A to have complex entries and require the £, norms of
rows and columns, after scaling, to equal prescribed values !

For non-negative d x n matrix A, we say A is an (r,c)-matrix if r and ¢ are respectively the
vectors of row and column sums of A. Given vectors r and ¢, the problem of matriz (r, ¢)-scaling is

to find diagonal matrices X and Y for which the matrix X AY is an (r, ¢)-matrix.

When d =n and r = ¢ = 1 € R"™ where 1 is the all-one vector, the matrix (1, 1)-scaling problem
becomes the doubly stochastic scaling problem.

While the above exact scaling problem is of interest, its asymptotic version is even more so, both
from the algorithmic viewpoint and from the structural one, as it captures natural combinatorial

!The simple reduction replaces any entry « in the matrix by |c|P.
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problems. We say that A is asymptotically (r,c)-scalable if the row and column sums can reach
r and ¢ asymptotically: that is, for every € > 0, there exist positive diagonal matrices X,Y such
that, letting B = XAY, we have |[B1 —r|| <ecand [1TB —¢|| <e?

The combinatorial essence of asymptotic scaling follows from a well-known characterization (see
Proposition 2.2). A matrix A is asymptotically (1, 1)-scalable if and only if the permanent of A is
positive, namely if the bipartite graph defined by the positive entries in A has a perfect matching. A
matrix A is asymptotically (r, ¢)-scalable if and only if a natural flow on the same bipartite grapt?
has a solution. Duality (Hall’s theorem and max-flow-min-cut theorem) gives simple certificates of
non-scalability in terms of the patterns of 0’s in the matrix A.

The main computational problem we study is: given a matrix A, vectors r,c¢ and € > 0,
determine if A is e-approximately (7, c) scalable, and if so, find the scaling matrices X, Y.

Before diving into the history of matrix scaling, we explain one of its most basic applications,
which also demonstrates its algorithmic importance.

Preconditioning Linear Systems. When solving a linear system Az = b, it is often desirable
—for numerical stability and efficiency purposes— to have matrix A be well-conditioned. When
this is not the case, one tries to transform A into a “better conditioned” matrix A’. Matrix scaling
provides a natural and efficient reduction to do so. For instance, one would hope that a scaled matrix
A’,in which e.g. all row and column p-norms are (say) 1, is better conditioned # For this reason, we
can use a matrix scaling algorithm to obtain diagonal matrices X,Y, and define A’ = X AY. Now,
the solution to Az = b can be obtained by solving the (hopefully more numerically stable) linear
system A’z = Xb and setting z = Y ~!2/. We stress here that A’ and A have the same sparsity.

1.1 History and Prior Work

The matrix (r, ¢)-scaling problem is so natural and important that it was discovered independently
by many different scientific communities, starting in 1937 with the work of Kruithof 20 in tele-
phone forecasting, Deming and Stephan 10 in transportation science, Brown 8 in engineering,
Stone 36 in economics, Wilkinson 37 in numerical analysis, and Friedlander 11 and Sinkhorn 34
in statistics. It has been applied in image reconstruction 14, operations research 30, 33, deci-
sion and control 5, theoretical computer science 22, and other scientific disciplines. For more
references, we refer the reader to the survey 15, the paper 33 and references therein.

Perhaps the most famous algorithm for solving matrix (r, c)-scaling is the RAS method 34 .
°The RAS method alternatively applies row and column normalization, where in a row (resp.
column) normalization we multiply each A; ; by r; - (ZJ Aij)_l (resp. by ¢; - (>, Aij)_l).

In the original paper, Sinkhorn 34 only proved the convergence of the RAS method when A
has only strictly positive entries and when » = ¢ = 1. The best known complexity result for the
RAS method is given by Kalantari et al. 16 . In particular, they showed that if the entries of A are
polynomially bounded, then the RAS method converges in O(n/e?) iterationsS for (1,1)-scaling,

or in O(h?/¢2) iterations for (r, ¢)-scaling, where r and ¢ are integral vectors and h < ||r||; = ||c||1.

Kalantari et al. also analyzed the RAS method when A is strictly positive in all n? entries, or is

2The choice of norm in these expressions is not too important, and can be take to be £s.

3Connect the source to the row vertex i with capacity r;, and the column vertex j to the sink with capacity c;.

“This indeed is widely use in practice (see 9. 29)), and indeed tends to numerically stabilize systems (see 7. 23/ 29)),
although no theoretical bounds are known (see [? ]).

5 Also known as the Sinkhorn process, discovered by Sinkhorn in 1964 [34). The RAS method fits as an instance of
the “alternate minimization” heuristic, of which this is one of the few known instances in which it converges quickly.

SEach iteration of the RAS method costs complexity O(m), the number of non-zero entries in A.



Subcase Paper Total Complexity Subcase Paper Total Complexity
full RAS method 17 1993] | O(n?n'/?/c) b full RAS method 16, 2008] | O(n?h'/?/¢) b
positive Scaling0 O(n?nt/3/%/3) b positive Scaling0 O(n?h'/3 /%/?) b
t . — t ] ~
At Scalingl or Scaling3 | O(n?) et Scalingl O(n?)
_ RAS method (16 2008] | O(mn'/?/¢) b . RAS method 16, 2008] | O(mh'/?/e) b
scaling - — scaling - —
factors Scaling0 O(mn'/3/2/3) b factors Scaling0 O(mh!/3 J%/3) b
poly Scalingl O(m + n®/?) b poly Scalingl O(m + n®/?)
bounded — bounded —
Scaling2+Scaling3 |O(m + n*/?) Scaling2+Scaling3 |O(m + h'/2n%/°)
RAS method 16 2008] | O(mn/e?) b RAS method 16, 2008] | O(mh?/?) b
Scaling0 O(mn/?) Scaling0 O(mn2/3h1/3 £2/3)
LSW method 22 1998] | O(mn®) b LSW method 22/ 1998] | O(mn®) b
ellipsoid 18, 1996] | O(n*) b ellipsoid 18 1996] | O(n*) b
general = — general - —
interior point 5! 2004] | O(n®) b interior point 5! 2004] | O(n®) b
max flow 32 2007] | > Q(mn?) b max flow 32/ 2007] | > Q(mn?) b
Scalingl O(mn + n®/?) b Scalingl O(mn + n®/?)
Scaling0+Scaling3 |O(mn +n'/?) Scaling0+Scaling3 |O(mn + n¥ +mn3 h%)

Table 1: (1,1)-scaling.

e We use O to hide log factors in n and 1/e.

e ScalingO is a simple method just like RAS;

e Scalingl Scaling2 and Scaling3 use Laplacian
system solvers and graph sparsification.

e ) indicates the complexity is outperformed.

Table 2: (r,c)-scaling.

e Following 16 , we assume r and c are positive integral
vectors and h = ||7||1 = ||¢||1. Obviously h > n.

e Since the complexity of maximum flow is at least
Q(m), we present a complexity lower bound to 32.

exactly (r,c)-scalable with polynomial scaling factors © We summarize them in Table 1 and 2.

Other algorithmic approaches were also developed for matrix scaling. The results 12,24, 25, 33
proved asymptotic convergence without giving complexity bounds. Kalantari and Khachiyan 18
used the ellipsoid method, obtaining the first poly-logarithmic dependence on the approximation
parameter ¢, with total complexity O(n*)® Balakrishnan 5 used interior point method and ob-
tained a total complexity O(nf). Rote and Zachariasen 32, reduced the (r,c)-scaling problem to
running O(n?) instances of mincost maximum flow. Linial et al. 22 proposed the first strongly
polynomial algorithm with a total complexity 5(n7)

1.2 Our Improvements Over Known Results

We propose four algorithms to tackle the general matrix scaling problem and also some special
cases. In all cases, we have outperformed all relevant previous results, and in some cases our
complexities are close to linear in terms of the input size.

To state our complexity bounds let us discuss the input conventions we use. We denote by m
the number of nonzero entries of A, and assume m > n > d. We assume all entries of A are rational

numbers with polynomial sizes (i.e., at most poly(n) in numerators and denominators? ), and both

r and c are positive integral vectors with entries at most poly(n). Let h o 7|l = llellh = n.

"That is, A can be (r, ¢)-scaled with diagonal scaling matrices X, Y where each X; ; and Y; ; are in [m’ poly(n)] .

8Throughout the paper, we use 6, Q and © notions to hide polylogarithmic factors in n and 1/e.
9More generally, the complexities scale linear with the bit-size of the matrix entries.



A complete listing of our results appear in Table 1 and Table 2.
Our Scaling0 can be viewed as an accelerated version of RAS. Its total complexity is

O(mn/%3) for the (1,1)-scaling, or O(mn?/>h'/? /e2/3) for the general (r,c)-scaling.

This improves the best result of RAS by a factor e 4/3 for (1,1)-scaling, and a factor h5/3n=2/3=4/3 >
ne=*3 for (r,c)-scaling. We stress that even testing scalability requires ¢ < 1/n (see 22)) so re-
ducing the & dependency from =2 to e~2/% (and later to polylog(1/¢)) is very meaningful.

In the polylog(1/e) complexity regimes, our Scalingl and Scaling3 have complexities

O(mn + n"/3) for (1,1)-scaling, or 6(mn + min{n®?,n"/3 + mn1/3h1/2}) for (r, ¢)-scaling.

0

If A is (r,c)-scalable with polynomially large scaling factors ' our complexities reduce to

O(m + n/3) for (1,1)-scaling, or O(m + min{n*?, h*/?n%/}) for (r, ¢)-scaling.

Our Approaches. We have four algorithms ScalingO, Scalingl, Scaling2, and Scaling3,
all based on tailor-made first and second-order techniques in continuous optimization. We also
combine graph sparsification, Laplacian linear system solvers, and multiplicative weight updates
into the optimization process. We now elaborate more on how this is done.

Matrix scaling can be written (in several ways) as the solution to convex optimization problems.
We focus on a specific convex objective in this paper, which is the log of the capacity function 13 :

fla)E Sl rilog (Xjep Aie™) —c'a . (L.1)
If A is asymptotically scalable, then the (approximate) minimizer of f(x) corresponds to scaling
matrices X,Y such that X AY is an e-approximate (r,c)-matrix (see Proposition 2.3). A similar
objective was also studied by Kalantari et al. 16 .
At a high level, Scaling0 uses first-order optimization techniques to minimize f(z), and all other
methods Scalingl, Scaling?2, and Scaling3 use a mixture of first and second order techniques.

FIRST-ORDER FRAMEWORK. It was known that the RAS method can be viewed as a first-order
method 16, but only with convergence rate 1/¢2. Since f(z) is not Lipschitz smooth (i.e., V2 f(z)
does not have a bounded spectral norm), one cannot apply generic optimization methods. We
propose first-order building blocks that are specific to the matrix scaling problem, and then use the
linear coupling framework of 4 to combine gradient and mirror descent, in order to achieve the
1/ £2/3 convergence rate. We call this method Scaling0 and it outperforms the RAS method in all
relevant parameter regimes. Note that Scaling0 is as simple to implement as the RAS method.

SECOND-ORDER FRAMEWORK. It turns out the Hessian V2f(x) is always Laplacian, so one can
invert it efficiently using modern SDD linear system solvers and graph sparsification techniques.
This gives hope for designing efficient second-order methods. Unfortunately, f(z) is not self-
concordant in the entire space so we cannot apply standard second-order methods (e.g. Newton
method). Instead, we show f(x) satisfies a special property: the second-order Taylor approximation
of f(x + ) at point z is accurate for all vector ¢ with ||]|e < 1/8:

f@) +(Vf(@),8) + §0TV2f(2)d < f(x+0) < f(z) +(V[(x),0) + 6TV (2)d .
This implies if we can repeatedly minimize

f(@)+ (Vf(x),6) + 26 V2f(2)§ over an {y constraint on §, (1.2)

1"Namely, when A can be scaled to an (r, ¢) matrix with diagonal scaling matrices X,Y that satisfying each X; ; and
Y;,; are within [m, poly(n)]. This condition is satisfied at least when all entries of A are within [Wl(n)’ poly(n)].

4



and update z < x + %5, then we can have an log(1/¢) convergence rate as opposed to 1/poly(e).
Our Scalingl algorithm uses multiplicative weight update to solve (1.2), our Scaling2 algo-
rithm uses accelerated gradient descent to solve (1.2), and our final and most involved algorithm
Scaling3 uses more advanced multiplicative weight update in combination with first-order tech-
niques to solve (1.2) We remark here that Scaling3 needs a warm-start, that is, a point x where
f(z) —inf,{f(x)} is sufficiently small. We use Scaling0 or Scaling?2 to find such a warm-start.

A Parallel Work. When preparing this paper we found out that Aleksander Madry and his
students obtained similar results for the same problem. The two works are completely independent,
except on a psychological level !

A Related Problem. In the matrix balancing problem, a symmetric matrix B € R™*" is /-
balanced if the ¢,-norm of its i-th row equals that of its i-th column, for every ¢ € [n]. Given
any A € R™" we wish to find a diagonal matrix D with positive diagonal entries, such that
B=DAD lis {p-balanced. Our techniques in this paper can also be extended to matrix balancing.

1.3 Roadmap

In Section 2, we discuss preliminaries. In Section 3, we show diameter bounds for the scaling pa-
rameters. In Section 4, we present our first-order framework and algorithm Scaling0 In Section 5,
we present our second-order framework. In Section 6, 7, and 8 respectively, we introduce our algo-
rithms Scalingl, Scaling2, and Scaling3 Throughout this paper, we assume exact arithmetic
operations for presenting the cleanest proofs; we discuss how to use logarithmic bit-length to im-
plement our algorithms in Section 9. Most of the proofs are in the appendix.

2 Notations and Preliminaries

Throughout the paper, we denote by |[v||, the p-norm of vector v if p € [1,+o0], and |[v|| the

Euclidean norm of v when it is clear from the context. We denote by [|v]l, = (>r, ww?)lﬂ the
w-normalized Euclidean norm of vector v if w is a positive vector. We denote by ||v[|a = (v Av)!/?
the matrix-Euclidean norm. We denote by e’ = (e%);, log(v) = (logv;);, and v~! = (v;!); the
component-wise exponentiation, logarithm, and inversion for vector v. Given vectors u, v, we denote
by u < v the relationship that u; < v; for all coordinates 1.

Given symmetric matrices M and N, we write M < N if N — M is positive semidefinite
(PSD). We say a matrix M is Laplacian if (1) M is symmetric, (2) M;; < 0 for i # j, and (3)
M;; = =32, Mi;. It satisfies v Mo = Doicy 1M 5l (v — v;)? for every vector v. We say a
matrix M is symmetric diagonally dominant (or SDD for short) if (1) M is symmetric and (2)
M;,; > Zj# |M; ;|. Obviously, a Laplacian matrix is SDD; and an SDD matrix is PSD.

Throughout this paper, A € R%” is non-negative and of dimensions d x n. We denote by
m the number of non-zero entries of A. Without loss of generality, we assume d < n < m and
the maximum entry of each row of A is exactly 1. We denote by A; the i-th row vector of A.

We assume all the positive entries of A are in the range [m, 1]. We also assume r € R‘io and
def

c € R" are positive integral vectors and each r;, ¢; € {1,2,...,poly(n)} 2 Welet h = ||r|1 = ||c||:.

Definition 2.1. Givenr € R, c € R% and A € R%”, and denote by 1’ € R%O (resp. ¢ € R%o)
the vector of row sums (resp. column sums) of A. We say

1 At the time we heard of their work, our bound was O(mn'/?). They told us that they believed they could obtain
O(m+ n*/ 3), which undoubtedly pushed us to discover that our techniques actually yield the same bound as well.
12This assumption was also made for instance by Kalantari et al. 16].



A is an (r,c)-matrix if r =1 and c = ¢ .

e A is an e-approximate (r,c)-matrix if ' = r and || — c[[*, = > jeln] c}l(cg- —cj)? <13

A is (r,c)-scalable if there exists positive diagonal matrices X, Y so XAY is an (r, c)-matriz.

e A is asymptotically (r,c)-scalable if for every e > 0, there exists positive diagonal matrices
X,Y so that XAY is an e-approzimate (r, c)-matric.

It is known that the existence of (r, ¢)-scaling can be characterized by the following proposition.

Proposition 2.2 (33). A non-negative matriz A € ch)" is exactly (r,c)-scalable if and only if
I7|l1 = llellr and for every zero minor R x C C [d] x [n] of A,

1.3 el RrTi = 2jec € or equivalently ;e pri < 3 i o G-

2. Equality in 1 holds iff the minor ([d] \ R) x ([d] \ C) is all zero as well.
A nonnegative matriz A is asymptotically (v, c)-scalable if condition 1 holds.
Proposition 2.3. Our objective f(x) in (1.1) is conver and

T',L'Ai 1 €T

o Vif(x) =21, A€’ — ¢
If HVf(x)Hz,l < e, then (%)m is an e-approximate (r,c)-matriz.
If A is exactly (r, c)-scalable, then there exists x* so that f(x*) = ming{f(z)} and V f(z*) = 0.
If A is asymptotically (r,c)-scalable, then inf,{f(z)} > —oc.

A is not asymptotically (v, c)-scalable if and only if inf,{f(z)} = —oc.

3 New Bounds on Scaling Parameters

We first recall a few bounds for (r, ¢)-scalable matrices that are essentially from prior work.
Lemma 3.1 (objective bound). For every x satisfying ||z|lcc < N, we have f(0) — f(x) < 2hAN.

Proof of Lemma 3.1. Denoting ' = x + ||z]|s 1, we know that f(z') = f(z) and ||2/]c0 < 2||2c0-
On the other hand, since for every i € [d], we have (A;,e®) > (A;, 1) > 1, it satisfies f(0) — f(z) <
cTa! <2hN .

Lemma 3.2 (diameter bound). If A is exactly (r,c) scalable, and all non-zero entries of A are
within [v, 1] for some v > 0. Then, the following holds:

1. If A is full then there ezists a minimizer x* of f(x) such that ||z*||sc < In 2.

2. If A is not full, then there ezists a minimizer x* of f(x) such that ||z*||es < (h+1/2)In 2.

In this paper, we improve (the second item of) Lemma 3.2 in two aspects. First, we allow A to
be asymptotically (r,c)-scalable. Second, we improve the diameter bound from O(h) to O(n) for
arbitrary (r,c). (Recall that r and c are integral so h > n.)

Lemma 3.3 (diameter bounds for the asymptotic case). If A is asymptotically (r,c)-scalable, and
all non-zero entries of A are within [v, 1] for some v > 0, then, for every e > 0, there ezists xt € R"
such that

|22l = O (nln22) , |Vf(ai)llw <&, and f(zf) —inf, {f(z)} <e .

13Tn certain literature people have also used ||’ — c||3 < &? as the definition of e-approximation [16.. However, their
performance loses a factor of ||c||oo S0 we used this || - || -1 notation to simplify our and their statements.




One can verify that Lemma 3.3 is tight (up to constant factors) for instance when A is a square
upper-triangular matrix and the diagonal of A equals r = c.

4 A New First-Order Framework

In this section, we minimize f(z) using a specially designed first-order optimization method, and
finds an e-approximate (r, ¢)-scaling with a total complexity that scales with e=2/3.

High-Level Intuition. We first illustrate why the convergence rate e~2/3 is reasonable from an

optimization standpoint. Recall that if we are given a convex function g(x) that is O(1)-Lipschitz
smooth —meaning that its Hessian V2g(z) has a bounded spectral norm— then, using accelerated

- - *(|2
gradient descent 26,27 , one can find a point z; satisfying g(z1)—g(z*) < O(”Zﬂ#) in T iterations,
where z* is a minimizer of g(x). At the same time, also recall that each step of gradient descent
2’ = z—Vg(z) decreases the objective by at least g(z) —g(2) > 3||Vg(z)||3, so we can apply another

T steps of gradient descent on top of x1, and obtain a point 3 satisfying |Vg(z2)||3 < O(%)
In other words, we reach o with ||Vg(z2)||3 < 2 in T o e~%/? iterations.

Unfortunately, the function f(x) we are dealing in this paper is not Lipschitz smooth, so we
cannot apply the above approach. This is also why previous results using first-order techniques
only achieve 1/¢2 rate in general and 1/e rate in some special cases (see Table 1 and 2)

Instead, we use the linear-coupling framework of 4 to recover this e=2/3
without using smoothness. To apply linear coupling, we need to design (1) a problem-specific
gradient descent step, (2) a problem-specific mirror descent step, and then (3) linearly combine the
analysis of the two for a faster convergence. Furthermore, in order to ensure that the output lies in
an infinite-norm box, we have to ensure that gradient and mirror steps both work inside bounded
convex region. This adds some extra difficulty in the analysis.

convergence rate

Roadmap. We introduce our gradient and mirror descent steps in Section 4.1 and 4.2 respec-
tively, and present our linear coupling method LC in Algorithm 1, and analyze it in Section 4.3
In Section 4.4 we build our algorithm ScalingO using LC as a subroutine, and present the final
theorems. We introduce the following notion for convenience

Definition 4.1 (gradient split). At any x € R", define small and large gradients V*, V' € R by
Vj€n]: V5 < min {¢;, Vf(z)} € [-¢j,¢j] and V'j EVf(z) - Vi>0 .
Also, define small and large coordinates A5, A' C [n] by
A= {jeln:V;el-c.¢l} and A'E [p)\ AS = {jen:V;>c¢} .

4.1 A Specific Gradient Descent

We now introduce a problem-specific gradient descent. Recall that when analyzing a smooth
function g(z), one can show a quadratic lower bound

g(x) = g(z +8) = Q(x,8) = —(Vg(x),6) — 5]813

and thus choosing § = arg maxs {Q(8)} = —Vg(z) gives a decrease g(z) — g(z + &) > || Vg(z)|[3.
For our function f(x), we show a similar quadratic lower bound:

MFor instance, the RAS method can be viewed as performing a gradient descent step ' = = — Vf(z) [16).
5Recall that each coordinate V,f(x) is in the interval [—c;,00). This gradient splitting technique was earlier
introduced to solve positive linear programming and semidefinite programming 1-3 .



Lemma 4.2. Given x € R", denote by V = Vf(z) and A5, A" C [n] the set of small and large
coordinates (see Def. 4.1). Then, for every 6 € R™ where ||0loo < 1/2, we have

o if 620, then f(z) = f(z+06) > Q" (2,0) = Tjens (= Vi85 = 3¢ 85) + Ljen (— 55 65).
o if <0, then f(x)— f(x+0) > Q™ (2,0) =Y jeps (= V-85 = 5¢-62) + X sen (— 3V 65).
(Recall that 6 > 0 or 6 <0 means entry-wise non-negativity or non-positivity.)

The above quadratic lower bounds distinct from the classical one Q(z,d) in two aspects. First,
for large coordinates j € A', we only have a linear lower bound. Second, Q* and Q~ have different
forms for 6 > 0 and é < 0. Here is an explanation for such two distinctions. Consider even a simple
univariate function h(z) = e*—1. First, we do not have h(0)—h(d) > —h'(0)d—C§? for any constant
C, so we cannot have a quadratic lower bound. Second, we only have h(0) — h(§) > —In'(0)s for
§ > 0 and h(0) — h(8) > —3h'(0)d for and § < 0. The two constants £ and 3 must be distinct for
6 > 0 and § < 0. For such reasons, we only have statements for vectors § > 0 or § <0..

Lemma 4.2 suggests us to perform gradient descent as (one of) the minimizer of Q% and Q:
Definition 4.3 (gradient descent). Given x satisfying ||x|lc < N, define the projected gradient
descent step x' + Grad™ (z) where Grad™ (z) < arg minye 001 {f(y)} where

Y1 = T+ argmax; o {Qﬂx,a)} and Q% L {6201 o+ 6o < NA 8]0 < 1/2}

Yo = 7+ argmax;q {Q‘(ay,é)} and Qy, L {5 <0 |z + 6o < NAllloc < 1/2}

Obviously, Grad™ (z) can be computed in complexity O(n + m).

Note that in the definition above, we have specified a parameter N which ensures that the
output ' = Grad™(z) is also in the box [|2/[|oc < N. One can also let N = 4occ and this means
that we put no constraint on ||2/||s. The next two are direct corollaries of Lemma 4.2

Corollary 4.4. If 2/ = Grad™ (z), then we have

1
f(@) = 1) = 5 max {Q*(z,0)} + max {Q(2,8)}) 20 .
2\se0f, ey,
Corollary 4.5. If 2’ = Grad™®(z) and Vf(x) = V5 + V' (see Def. 4.1), we have
o —alle <1/2 and f(2) = £(') > BIVEIZL + LIV = QT2 + V') -
Remark 4.6. Corollary 4.5 replaces the classical gradient descent statement on smooth functions
g(z) that says g(z) — g(2') > 3||Vg(x)||3. Corollary 4.4 is the constrained version of Corollary 4.5

4.2 A Specific Mirror Descent

The mirror descent step we take is a constrained minimization with respect to the | - ||? norm:
Definition 4.7 (mirror descent). Given z satisfying ||z|lcc < N, a feedback vector v € R"™, define
the projected mirror descent step 2’ <+ Mirr™ (z,v) as

MirrN(

z0) < arg min . <y {{v,2') + %Hz’ — 2|12} .
Obviously, Mirr™ (z,v) can be computed in complexity O(n).

The following lemma is classical for mirror descent:
Lemma 4.8. If 2/ = Mirr™ (z,v), then for every u satisfying ||uljcc < N, we have

(v, 2 —u) < (v, 2= 2) = 5lle = 22 + 31z —ullZ — 312" —ull? -



Algorithm 1 LC/A, N, T, y)

Input: A € R¥*" a non-negative matrix; N > 1, a diameter bound; 7' > 1, number of iterations;
yo € R™ a starting vector satisfying ||yo||eo < 15V;
1: zonandTokwLN;
2: fork=0toT —1do

3: Tk < the unique positive root of the quadratic equation T:?fl + 71 —1=0;

4: Tl — T2k + (1 — 1) Yks o 1 €(0,1)
5: Yk+1 Grad15N(:Uk+1); & see Def. 4.3
6: Define V* € R" where V3 < min {V; f(zx41),1};

7: k41 Mirr™ (zk, akvs) where o, = ﬁ; O see Def. 4.7
8: end for

9: return yr. O yr satisfies ||yr|lec < 15N

4.3 Linear Coupling

We now introduce our linear-coupling algorithm LC (see Algorithm 1). Starting from two initial
vectors yo and zg = 0, in each iteration £k = 0,1,...,7T — 1, our LC chooses a linear combination
Tp+1 = Te2k + (1 — 7)yx for some parameter 7, € (0,1), and performs two updates: yrpi1 =
Grad"™V(zy11) and 2y = Mirr™V (2, V®). Here, ap > 0 is the learning rate for mirror descent.
The choices of 7, and a4 are in Algorithm 1. From the description:

Fact 4.9. We always have ||zk||co < N, ||Tk]lco < 15N, and ||ykl|co < 15N.

Proof of Fact 4.9. yo and zg = 0 both satisfy norm bounds. y; comes from gradient descent with
range 15N s0 ||yklleo < 15N; zx comes from mirror descent with range N so ||zx|lcc < N; finally,
xf is a convex combination of y;_1 and z;_1 so satisfies ||xg|/cc < 15N.

We show the following lemma which describes the one-iteration behavior of LC:
Lemma 4.10. If Tay, < 3/64, 71, € (0, 535, and u is any vector satisfying ||ul| < N, then
0 < 5275 (f (i) = S(w) = & (i) = F0) + 5l — wll2 = ghellzesn = ull?

Lemma 4.10 is the main technical contribution of this section, and relies on careful applications
of Lemma 4.2 and Lemma 4.8, together with tailor-made analysis for our f(x). The next theorem
is a corollary of Lemma 4.10 by appropriate choices 73, and a4, and telescoping £ = 0,1,...,7 — 1.

Theorem 4.11 (LC). If yo satisfies ||yolloo < 15N and T > 1, then the output yr = LC(A, N, T, yo)
(see Algorithm 1) satisfies that for every u € R™ and ||ul|co < N:

N2(f(yo)—f(u)+h
lrllee < 15N and flyr) — flu) < (I

4.4 Complexity Statements

The % (f(yo) — f(u)) term in Theorem 4.11 can hurt the performance of LC !¢ For this reason,
as a warm start, one needs to repeatedly apply LC for log N times, each with 7" = ©(N). We

summarize this final algorithm as ScalingO in Algorithm 2 and present the final theorem:

6For instance, the general upper bound on f(0) — f(z*) is only O(Nh) (see Lemma 3.1).



Algorithm 2 Scaling0 A, N,T)

Input: A € R¥*" a non-negative matrix; N > 1, a diameter bound; 7" > 1, number of iterations;
1: 29 < 0;
for k=0 to log N do
20 < LC{A, N,O(N), z0);
z1 < LC(A, N, T, z);
for k=1to T do
241 < Grad™(zp);

Z < arg minze{zl,...,zT}{”vf<Z)Hg—l}‘
return (z1, z). O 21 satisfies ||z1]o0 < 15N

Theorem 4.12 (Scaling0). If N > 1, then (z1,z) = Scaling0 A, N,T) satisfies
e IfT > N, then for every u satisfying ||ul|c < N, we have
|zi]lo 15N and  f(z1) — f(u) < O(Dak) .
o If T > (N?h)'/3 and there exists u so that ||ullee < N and f(u) — inf {f(z)} <1, then
IVFEIZ < O(5) -

The total complexity of Scaling0 is O(m(Nlog N +1T)).

(Due to technical reasons, we do not have bound on |[|z|sc-)

Recall that to obtain an e-approximate (r, ¢)-scaling, it suffices to find z with |V f(2)]|2, <
2 (see Proposition 2.3). Therefore, we can combine Theorem 4.12 with bounds on the scaling
parameters: namely, N < O(n) for the general (r, ¢)-scaling (see Lemma 3.3), or N < O(1) if the
scaling parameters are polynomially bounded (see Footnote 10). This gives us the claimed results

of Scaling0 in Table 1 and Table 2.

5 A New Second-Order Framework

In this section, we propose a second-order framework in order to minimize f(x). Our methods
Scalingl, Scaling?2 and Scaling3 in subsequent sections are all be based on this framework.

We show that near any point x, the function value f(z+¢) is well approximated by the second-
order Taylor expansion of f(z), as long as ||0]lec < 1/8:

Lemma 5.1 (second-order approximation). For every x,d € R™ with |||l < 1/8, we have
1
F@) +(VF(@),0) + 56" V2 (@)d < f(w +0) < f(w) +(VF(2),0) + 0 VA f(w)d .

Note that if f(z) were an arbitrary convex function, such a quadratic approximation would
only work for a very small region of §. It is the special property of the matrix scaling problem that
allows us to prove Lemma 5.1 for all ||d]|s < 1/8. We include the details in Appendix E

Also, one may carefully verify that V2 f(x) is a Laplacian matrix that may contain up to n? non-
zero entries even if the original matrix A is sparse. Using classical graph sparsification techniques
(see Appendix A.2), with total complexity 6(m), one can find another Laplacian matrix H € R™*"
satisfying H < V2f(x) < 1.1H, where H only has 5(n) non-zero entries.
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High-Level Intuition. Using Lemma 5.1, it becomes natural to study the minimization question
(Vf(z),0) + t6THS over all ||6]|oc < 1/8. If 6* is such a minimizer, then one can show f(z) —
flz+6%) > Q(m) (f(x) — f(z*)) where z* is the minimizer of f(x). This sounds like we only
needed O(N log(1/¢)) iterations in total if ||2*|c < N.

Unfortunately, this approach fails because ||z — 2*||o may increase by 1/8 per iteration, so
the convergence rate may drop to 1/e as opposed to log(1/¢). We fix this issue by restricting our
attention only to the region {z € R" | |[z||cc < N}. If this region contains z*, and if we can
minimize (V f(z),8) 4+ £6"H over the intersection of ||z + 6||oc < N and [|6]| < 1/8, then we can
always have f(z) — f(z+0*) > Q(%)(f(z) — f(z*)) and thus converge in O(N log(1/e)) iterations.

For the reason above, we wish to repeatedly solve the following minimization problem

: 1T
éelglxl}vl(a:) {(Vf(z),6) + 65 H4} (5.1)

Definition 5.2. Given any point x € R™ satisfying ||||coc < N for some N > 1, we define
1 dof (3%_]\7_?1)6(07%%2]7 Z:fxi_%<_N;
l0—alloo < 3—2} where a; = § (N —x; — 55) € [~355,0), if 2+ 55 > N;

box™ (z) < {5 eR"”
0, otherwise.

Fact 5.3. For all § € box” (), we have ||z +0||oo < N and ||6]o0 < L. We also have 0 € box™ ().

Our next Lemma 5.4 says that if we can solve (5.1) up to a small additive error, then we can
decrease the objective distance to f(u) by a factor of 1 — ﬁ up to the same small additive error.

Lemma 5.4. Given x with ||z||cc < N and H with H <X V2f(z) < 1.1H, the following holds:
(a) For any u € R™ with ||ullcc < N,

— Mo (o) 1V F(2),0) + 10THS} > o (f(z) — f(u) .
(b) If we are given § satisfying ||25\||OO <1/8 and for e > 0:
(Vf(x),8) + 10 THS < mingepov ) {(VF(2),0) + S0 THO} +e

then it satisfies that for every u € R™ with ||ul|co < N, f(x)—f(a:—l—%) > ﬁ(f(x)—f(u)) —e.

6 Second-Order Method 1: via Multiplicative Weight Updates

In this section, we propose Scalingl which uses multiplicative weight update (MWU) and an ¢y
constrained SDD system solver to tackle problem (5.1)

def

High-Level Intuitions. Denote by h(0) = (Vf(x),d) + %5TH5 for notation simplicity.

Given any weight vector w € A where A < {w € [1/2,n]" | 3, w; = n}, instead of minimizing
h(3) over all § € box¥(z) = {6 e R" ‘ |6 — afloc < 35}, we can minimize k() over a larger set
Qu ={0 e R"| 0 —al|Z < 155} " We would like do so because ¢3 constrained minimization is
computationally cheap: minimizing h(d) over €,, can be done using a variant of SDD linear system
solvers in total complexity 6(n) (see Appendix A.3).

Next, we wish to apply the multiplicative weight update framework. Starting from some wg € A,
in each round k£ = 0,1,...,7—1, we minimize h(J) over set €2, and let §; € €, be an approximate
minimizer. Then, we update wy4; from wy by penalizing the coordinates i in §; where |05 ; — ;| is

Tt is easy to verify that box™ (z) C Q. and conversely |6 — ol < O(y/n) for every § € Q.
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Algorithm 3 MWUbasic/V,H, o, T, K, ¢)

Input: V € R"; H € R"*" a Laplacian matrix; a € R" satisfying ||a|/c < 1/32; T > 1 number of
rounds; K > 1 a parameter; € > 0 an accuracy parameter.

A {we[1/2,n]": Y, w;=n}and wy < (1,1,...,1) € A;

cfork=0toT —1do

3: Use Lemma A .4 to find a vector &, € R™ satisfying [|6p — |2, < g5 and

(Vf(x),0) + §0g Hop < mings o2 <ni00a {(VF(2),0) + §0 HO} +e

N =

4: Define loss vector £, € R™ by £y ; < —|0; — oyl
5: Wh41 $— argmin gz {n(fk, z) + Zie[n] (z, log wz,:, + w; — zz)}
O a multiplicative weight update with parameter n = 1/(y/n+ K), see Section A.1
6: end for
7. return 0 + Zg;ol Ok;

Algorithm 4 Scalingl A, N,¢)

Input: A € R*" non-negative matrix; N > 1 diameter bound; ¢ € (0,1) accuracy parameter.
: 10 < 0, K + O(log(1/¢)), and T + O(y/n);

2: fort=0to NK do

3 Define box™ (z;) and o € [~1/32,1/32]" using Def. 5.2,

4: H <+ a matrix with O(n) nonzeros satisfying H < V2f(z;) < 1.1H;

5: 0 < MWUbasic/Vf(x),H, a,T, K, 5568 );
6

7

8

—_

Tiy1 & T+ & and N «+ N + 50%; O $0 Ty satisfies |Tit1]loo < N for this new N
: end for
: return y < the last x;.

large. A variant of the MWU theory implies that, as long as T" = 6(\/5), the average § = % Zf;ol Ok
satisfies [|§ — alloc < O(1). At the same time, since objective d; minimizes (5.1) over a larger set
Q, 2 box¥(z), we also have h(5) < + Eg:_ol h(dk) < minse, o () h(6). This gives an approximate
solution to (5.1), and the total complexity is O(nT') = O(n®/?) if H is given.

We summarize the above process as MWUbasic (see Algorithm 3), and show the following lemma:

Lemma 6.1 (MWUbasic). If H € R"*" is Laplacian, K > 1, T > Q((n'2K 4+ K?)logn), ||oflee <
1/32, and € > 0, then the output 6 = MWUbasic/ A, H,«, T, K, ¢) satisfies
1

—= 1 1 = S . T
0 — 0lloo < — + — d ,0)+ =0 Hé < ,0 6 Ho .
| oo = 32 * 8K and {V,0) + 6 ||5far\\n;21/32 {(V )+ 6 } te

With Lemma 6.1, we can repeatedly apply MiWUbasic to minimize (5.1) for O(N log(1/¢)) times.
We summarize the algorithm as Scalingl (in Algorithm 4) and have the following final theorem:

Theorem 6.2 (Scalingl). If N > 1 and e € (0,1), the output y = Scalingl{A, N, ¢) satisfies
ly]loo < 2N and fly) — f(u) <e for every u with ||uljc < N.

Furthermore, if there exists u satisfying f(u) —inf,{f(z)} <e and ||u||cc < N, then we also have

IVf(W)|I2.. <e. The total complexity is O(N(m + n3/2)).

We can combine Theorem 6.2 with bounds on scaling parameters: namely, N < 5(71) for the
general (r,c)-scaling (see Lemma 3.3), or N < O(1) if the scaling parameters are polynomially
bounded (see Footnote 10). This gives us the claimed results of Scalingl in Table 1 and Table 2
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7 Second-Order Method 2: via Accelerated Gradient Descent

In this section, we propose Scaling?2 (see Algorithm 5) which directly solves the constrained min-
imization problem (5.1) using a constrained version of accelerated gradient descent 26, 27 . We
shall not directly use Scaling2 to solve the matrix scaling problem; instead, we shall later use
Scaling?2 as a warm-start for Scaling3.

Algorithm 5 Scaling2/A, N, T)

Input: A € R%" a non-negative matrix; N > 1, a diameter bound; 7" > 1, number of iterations;
1: xg < 0;
2: for t = 0 to O(N) do N
3: H < a matrix with O(n) nonzeros satisfying H < V2f(z;) < 1.1H;
& see Lemma A.3 for details.
4: 0 < approximate minimizer for MinNgepo N (0 {(Vf(a;t), J) + %5TH(5} .
& compute 0 by applying T steps of constrained accelerated gradient descent. See Lemma 7.1
5: T4l < T+ 03
: end for
return y < the last xy. oy satisfies ||ylloc < N

=N o

We have the following main lemma to estimate the per-iteration performance of Scaling?2:

Lemma 7.1. In each iteration t of Scaling?2, if [|x¢[|c < N, then we can compute x41 in com-
plezity O(m + T'n), and it satisfies ||xi11]|oo < N and

cither (1): f(zus) = f@) S O(37)  or  (2): (@) = f(wsr) 2 Q) () = fw) -

Here, u is any vector satisfying ||ul|cc < N.

The following theorem is a direct corollary of Lemma 7.1

Theorem 7.2 (Scaling2). If T > 1, the output y = Scaling2 A, N, T) satisfies

oo <N and f(y) — f(u) < O o

ﬁ) for every u with ||ullooc < N .

The total complexity 6(mN + NnT).

Proof of Theorem 7.2 from Lemma 7.1. Whenever Line 3 is reached, either we have f(x441) —
flu) < O(%) so we are done, or we have f(z;11) — f(u) < (1 — Q(+))(f(ze) — f(u)). The
latter cannot happen more than O(N) times. L]

8 Second-Order Method 3: via More Advanced MWU

In this section, we present our final (and most involved algorithm) Scaling3 to solve the matrix
(r,c)-scaling problem. As shown in Algorithm 6, our Scaling3 method is almost identical to
Scalingl, except that it calls a different subroutine MWUfull as opposed to MWUbasic

We have the following theorem for Scaling3:
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Algorithm 6 Scaling3/A, N, z,¢)

Input: A € R¥*" a non-negative matrix; N > 1 a diameter bound; o € R? a starting vector with
|zolloc < N; € > 0 an accuracy parameter.

until |V f(zy)]2, <e
return y < the last xy.

1 £+ 0, K « O(log(1/¢)), p < ©(n'/3), and T < O(n'/3);

2: repeat

3: Define box” (z;) and a € [~1/32,1/32]" using Def. 5.2,

4: H < a matrix with O(n) nonzeros satisfying H < V2f(z,) < 1.1H;

51 60« MWUfull (Vf(2:), H,a, T, p, K,0(553)):

6: Tyl < T+ % and N < N + %; O s0 myy1 satisfies [|Tit1]loo < N for this new N
7 t—t+1;

8:

9:

Theorem 8.1 (Scaling3). If zg satisfies f(xg)— f(u) < Nn'/3 and ||zo||eo < N, and e € (0,1/4],
then the output y = Scaling3(A, N, xg,¢c) satisfies

ly]loo < 10N and fly) — f(u) <e for every u with ||ul|c < N.

Furthermore, if there exists u satisfying f(u) —inf{f(2)} < e and ||ullx < N, then we also have
IVF(W)|I2. <e. The total complezity is O(N(m + n#/3)).

In Section 8.1, we present our MWUfull subroutine, illustrate its intuition, and discuss its differences
to MWUbasic

To apply Scaling3 to solve the (r,¢)-scaling problem, we need o with f(zo) — f(u) < Nnl/3.
We can either use Scaling0 or Scaling?2 to find such this warm start xg. We present our total
complexity statements below:

Corollary 8.2. To find a point y with f(y) — f(u) < e and ||y|lcc < O(N), we can:

1. Either run Scaling0 to obtain a point xo, satisfying ||zollee < 15N and f(xo) — f(u) < Nnl/3,
and then apply Scaling3. The total complexity is (using Theorem 4.12)

9] <mN + mNY2pt/2p-1/6 + Nn4/3)

This gives us total complexity O (mn + mn/3ht/? + n7/3) when N = 5(n)

2. Or run Scaling? to obtain a point x, satisfying ||zollee < 2N and f(z0) — f(u) < Nn'/3, and
then apply Scaling3. The total complezity is (using Theorem 7.2)

0] (mN + Nn5/6h1/2) . or O (m + n5/6h1/2> when N = O(1).

8.1 A More Advanced Multiplicative Weight Update Subroutine

Our main algorithmic tool for Scaling3 is a new MWU algorithm MWUfull (see Algorithm 7) which
can reduce T, the number of MWU rounds from O(n'/?) to O(n'/3), as compared to Lemma 6.1

Intuition Behind MWUfull. Similar to MWUbasic, we run MWU for T rounds, and in each

round k, we also compute a vector d; which minimizes the same objective (5.1) (i.e., minimizes

(V,0) + ¢0 "HJ) and replacing the ¢1 constraint with an ¢, constraint €, = {6 € R"|[|d — |2, <
n

1024 J -
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Algorithm 7 MWUfull V. H, o, T, p, K, ¢)

Input: V € R"; H € R"*" a Laplacian matrix; a € R” satisfying ||a|lcc < 1/32; T' > 1 number of
iterations; p > 1 a truncation parameter; K > 1 a parameter; € > 0 an accuracy parameter.

1: S« @, v« 0,and v« 0
2 A—{well/2,n]": >, w;=n}and wo + (1,1,...,1) € A;
3: fork=0toT —1do
4: Use Lemma A.4 to find a vector &, € R" satisfying [|6p — |2, < 1g57 and
1 . 1
(V, k) + 65;H6k < ||57a\\§;1£n/1024 {(v,6) + 65TH5} +e
5: Denote by y = d, for simplicity and assume wlog |y1| > |y2| > -+ > |yp| in round k.
6:  if 3s € [p]: |ys| — [yst1| > 15, |ys41] < § and |ys| > § then
7 vg < (sgn(y1),...,sen(ys),0,...,0). & each vg,; € {—1,0,1}
~ ~——
S n—s
8: v (max{vk,j,O});l:l and v, < (min{vk’j,O})?zl.
o therefore vi, = vy + vy, v,j',]- €{0,1} and v, ; € {-1,0}
9: if |(V,v)| < 2¢ and v Hyy, < 4e then
10: Let Hy € R%%, Vg, aq € R® be the sub-matrix and sub-vectors of H, V and «;
_ & see Def. 8.3
11: 24 < MWUbasic(V, Hy, aq, ©(y/5),1/4,€) € R® so it satisfies [|zq — aql|oo < 75 and
(Va, 24) + é(zq)THqu < ||z—a<IllHlion§1/32 {{(Va,2)+ ézTqu} +e
O this comes from Lemma 6.1
12: 5;@71' — (Zq)i for all i € [S] <& replace the first s coordinates of 0 with z4
13: else
14: if ‘<V,U:>| > ¢ then o necessarily |[(V,v;)| > 1/2, see Lemma H.1
15: v+ v+ and U+ 0+ v;
16: else O necessarily |(V,v; )| > 1/2, see Lemma H.1
17: v v+, and U U — vy
18: end if
19: S =SU{k}.
20: end if
21: end if
22: Define loss vector ¢, € R™ by £ ; <= —min{|dx; — 4], p + 1}. o truncate it at p+ 1
23: Wiy1 4 argmin,cp {n{lk, 2) + 2ieln] (zilog wz,fz + wii — %) }
¢ a multiplicative weight update with parameter n = ﬁ, see Section A.1
24: end for

: T
25: if |S| < 5 then

_ L _
26: return 0 < 5 (Eke[T}\S 5k>,
27: else

. S v .
28: r(?turn 0 Rl
29: end if
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Unlike MWUbasic, this time, we define the loss vector ¢, by letting ¢, ; = — min{|d; — a;|, p+1}
(see Line 22 of MWUfull), so we truncate the vector 0 — « to [—p — 1, p + 1], for some parameter
p= @(n1~/3). This ensures that the “width” of MWU is only n'/3 so we only need to apply MWU
for T = ©(n'/?) iterations.

Because of the truncation, we cannot always solve (5.1) almost optimally (like we did in
MWUbasic). However, we observe that if truncation happens for < T rounds, then we are still
okay (see Line 26 of MWUfull and Lemma 8.4.a). Otherwise, we wish to find a direction & that at
least decreases the objective by an additive amount (see Line 28 of MWUfull and Lemma 8.4.b).

We now discuss a bit more in details regarding how to find such a direction §. Since p = O(n'/3)
and [|0x]|2, = O(n), using a simple counting argument, one can show that there are at most s =
O(nl/ 3) coordinates of J;, that get truncated in each round of MWU. Without loss of generality,
say these are the first s coordinates of J.

Intuitively, we wish to replace these s coordinates with zero, and apply MWU again to solve
this smaller-sized problem ¥ Unfortunately, since the cross term in Hessian H, namely,

> icls)jeln)—[s) Hil
might be very large, solving this smaller-sized problem may not necessarily yield good minimizers
of the original problem.

If the cross term is small (see Line 9 in MWUfull), then the above discussion works and we
can recursively apply MWU on the smaller-sized problem (see Line 11). Otherwise, if the cross
term is large (see Line 13), then we observe that moving in a direction vy = (1,...,1,0,...,0)

—— N —
S n—s
can essentially decrease the objective by constant. Since MWU guarantees that the truncated
coordinates do not overlap too much across the T rounds, one can show that the summation of
such directions vy, is a good descent direction (that we denote by & in Line 28), and it can decrease
the objective value sufficiently by some additive amount (see Lemma 8.4.b). This concludes our
high-level discussion on MWUfull

Details. In the description of MWUfull, we have denoted by vg the sub-vector of v with only the
first s coordinates. This notion is formally introduced as follows:

Definition 8.3. Let s be in [n — 1].
e For any vector x € R™, we write x = (x4, xs) where x4 € R® and x, € R"™%.

e For any Laplacian matriz H € R™*"™, we write Hy € R*® as the Laplacian sub-matriz where
(Ha)ij = H; j for every i, j € [s] and i # j; and we write H, € R(=$)%x(n=$) 45 the Laplacian
sub-matriz where (Hy); j = Hyyy s+j for every i,j € [n—s] and i # j. The diagonal entries of
H, and H, are automatically induced by the definition of Laplacian matrices.

We have the following lemma for MWUfull

Lemma 8.4 (MWUfull). If p € [10n'/3,2\/n], |lallee < 1/32, € € [0,1/16], K > 1, and T =
Q((Kp+K?)logn), letting x be any vector in R™ and H be any Laplacian satisfying H < V2f(x) <
1.1H. Then, the output

0+ MWUfull Vf(z),H,a, T, p, K, ¢)

satisfies ||6 — ol < 35 + & and either

More precisely, we can define Vg to be the sub-vector of V but with only the first s coordinates. We can also
define Hq to be essentially the sub-matrix of H with the upper left s x s block. Then, we can recursively use MWUbasic
to minimize (Vq, z) + %ZTHQZ over the ¢; constraint. Finally, we can replace the first s coordinates in §; with z € R®.
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(a) (Vf(z),5) + 15 Ho <! §mings_o) <132 {(Vf(2),0) + + $0THG} + 52n’e, or
(b) (Vf(),8) + 50 HO < — ks £

Above, case (a) corresponds to Line 26 of MWUfull, and says that we can solve the ¢; constrained
problem (5.1) with a multiplicative factor; and case (b) corresponds to Line 28 of MWUfull, and
says that the objective value can be decreased by an additive amount p/K.

We defer all the proofs to Appendix H In particular, in Section H.1 we prove Theorem 8.1
from Lemma 8.4 and in Section H.3, we prove Lemma 8.4,

9 Discussion on Numerical Issues

Throughout the paper we have assumed exact computations of the gradient V f(z) and (the sparsi-
fied approximation H of) the Hessian V2 f(z). Exact computations may take too much time, since
in principle, we need to compute e** where z; can go up to 5( ) (see Lemma 3.3).

We point out in this section that, in fact, we only need to compute {-additive approximations

V and V2 satisfying ||V — V f ()2 and HV2 V2f(x)|r <&, for some & <
for every 0 with [|d]|c < 1, we have:

((VF(2),8) + 6TV2f(2)6) — ((V,8) + 6T V20) < 2n¢

so we can still approximate the function f(z) very well using approximate gradients or Hessians.

—~£ . This is because
poly(n) ’

In the remainder of this section, we discuss how to obtain such approximations V and V2. By
the definition of the gradient V f(z), as well as the sparsification of V2f(z) (see Appendix A.2),
we only need to compute ‘&szg S A;,:e T
following procedure to compute this quantity for each i € [d] and j € [n]:

1. Output 0 if A;; = 0.
2. Output 0 if there exists k with A; # 0 and z, — z; > w(log %)
3. For all & with A;;, = 0 or ), — z; = —w(log%), then define zp = 0. Otherwise, define

2 = e"* % which is between 2-C008("/) and 2000e(n/8)) - Finally, output ﬁ
k=1 %1,

with an additive accuracy £. We introduce the

The correctness follows from the following two simple observations:

’LJeJ

- if Ajy # 0 and z; — x; = w(log g), then Aoy = o(§) and it is okay to output 0.

2. If o, — xj = —w(log §), then A; ze™ "7 = o({/poly(n)) and Son A e > A
so it is also okay to set zp = 0.

ij 2 poly(n)

In sum, to obtain such ¢ additive accuracy, it suffices to use bit-length O(log %) for all the arithmetic

computations. Since we use the O notion to hide polylog factors in n and 1/¢, this does not affect
our complexity statements in Table 1 and Table 2.
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APPENDIX

A Useful Subroutines

In this section we provide some useful subroutines that shall be used in our second-order based
methods (namely, Scalingl, Scaling2 and Scaling3).

e Section A.1 defines and analyzes a special constrained variant of the multiplicative weight
update method;

e Section A.2 shows that the Hessian Vaf (x) for our objective function can always be sparsified
into a Laplacian matrix H with only O(n) non-zero entries;

e Section A.3 shows that we can solve an {5 constraint variant of the SDD linear system.

A.1 Constrained Multiplicative Weight Updates

Given vector 8 € RY satisfying ||3][1 < n/2, we study the behavior of the multiplicative weight
update (MWU) method over a constrained set A = {w € R": > w; =n A\ Vi,w; > f;}.

The MWU Process. We start from a vector wg € A where wo; = 3; + % > % In each
round k£ =0,1,...,7 — 1, we are given a feedback vector ¢ € [—p, p|™, and perform update

Wiyl = arg rﬁin {n{le,z) + Vi, (2)} where V( = Z Yi log + T — Vi
€ i€[n]

for some positive parameter 1 > 0 known as the learning rate. It is a simple exercise to verify that
w41 is unique (because V,(y) is strictly convex for the positive orthant) and the update can be
efficiently computed in time O(nlogn) (see Section A.1.1). We have the following theorem:
Lemma A.1. In MWU, if each ¢y, € [—p, p]™ and n € (0, p_l] then for every uw € A we have

T-1

nlo 2n
S (lh wn — ) < "ABET) 2ZWM

k=0

Proof of Lemma A.1. In each round k, we first choose a dummy weight vector

W1 = arggjlin {n(ly, z) + Vi (2)}

which is similar to wy41 but with the constraint z € A replaced with z > 0. We claim that w1 is
strictly positive in each coordinate. This follows from the fact that one can always find wgy; > 0
so that the gradient is zero:

0= Vink (@kJrl) + ngki = (log iﬁk+1i — log wk,i) + n&m- . (Al)

Next, it is easy to verify that wgi; = arg min,cp{Vz,.,(2)} (by taking the derivative) ¥ We

k+1
assume for notational simplicity that wq L w.
Using (A.1), we easily obtain that for every u € A,

<77€k7 Wk — u> = <vvwk (wk+1)7u - wk’> g Vwk (u) - Vﬁk-ﬂ( ) + Vwk+1( )

2 Vi, () = Vi, () + Vi, () (A.2)

9This two-step interpretation of mirror descent is also known as the tweaked version by [31/ 38]. Although most
results can be proven from the original one-step version, this two-step interpretation often leads to cleaner proofs.
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Above, equality @ is known as the “three-point equality” of Bregman divergence and can be eas-
ily checked via expanding out the definitions of V,(y); inequality @ is due to the generalized
Pythagorean theorem of the Bregman divergence 2°

On the other hand, we have

~ ©) ~ ~ ~
Vi1 (W) < Vi (Wt1) + Vigy (wi) = (VVa, (Wk41), W1 — wi) = (0lk, W — Wit1)

where the equality @ is again due to the three-point equality and can be checked via expanding
out the definitions of V,(y). Now, noticing that wyy1; = wy; - e ki we have (using the fact that
T]Ekﬂ' S [—1, 1])
Vi o (wi) < (lyywy, — @pr1) < > (nleg) - wps - (1—e7"00) <207 g il ;-
i€[n] i€[n]

Finally, substituting the above upper bound into (A.2) and telescoping it for k = 1,...,T, we
obtain for every u € A:

h

T—1
Vﬁj u —V{[, U
(0 — ) < Yol )n W on S 2,
k=0

>
Il

0

Finally, the choice wg; > 1 implies a simple upper bound Vg, (u) = Vi, (u) = Zie[n] u; log -4 <

- 3 wo,4

nlog(2n?). This gives the desired inequality.

A.1.1 Efficient Implementation

The constrained multiplicative weight update requires to compute

z* = argmin,cp {n{lr, 2) + Vi, (2) } (A.3)

per round. We now show how to compute it with total complexity O(nlogn). For simplicity, we
only show this result when 5 = (1/2,...,1/2) since we shall only use MWU for such £.
Using Lagrange multipliers, we know that the minimizer z* must be of the form:

Vi € [n]: 2 = wy, e Mriehi=a
where a is an arbitrary real value, each b; > 0 only when z; = %, and Zie[n} z27 =n.

Now, let us define vector y = (wk7ie*’7zkvi)?:1, and assume without loss of generality that
0<yr <y2 <--- <yp. We have the following simple observation

Claim A.2. For every j € [n], if bj > 0 then for all i < j it satisfies b; > 0.

Proof of Claim A.2. Assume by way of contradiction that there exists ¢ < j with b; = 0 and b; > 0.
The optimal z* satisfies 2 > % all i € [n]. However, 2 = y;e™® < yieli—® < yjebﬂ'_“ = % and this
gives a contradiction. ]

Using Claim A.2, we just need to find an index j so that zf = 1/2 for all i < j and 2} = ye™
for all ¢ > j. It must satisfy that

n * 1. —a J—
D174 =gjte Zj<i§ny2 =n.

Let us denote the partial sum Z; ] Zj<i<n Yi.

*Namely, if z = argmin,_, Vz(2) is the so-called Bregman projection, we have for all u € A: Vi(u) > Vy(u) +
Vz(z) > Vz(u). See for instance the textbook 31].
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_Ll;
We must have e™¢ = anzg . This implies that it suffices to define j to be an index in {0, --- ,n—1}

n—%j
Zj
these two conditions, then we can choose

1 i< i SN e
gl y if 7 < j; by — log%—log(nzj?jyi) if i < j;
1 -5 o o. .

7oy ifi>g. 0 if i > j.

1
so that %yj_u > % and y; < % Such an index j always exists, and moreover, if j satisfies

and they satisfy (1) each 2] > 1/2, (2) each b; > 0, (3) b; > 0 only when 2} = 1, (4) D ien] % = M-
Using theory of Lagrangian multipliers, we know that 2’ must be a minimizer of (A.3)

The total complexity for computing (A.3) is O(nlogn): one can compute y in time O(n), sort
the coordinates of y in time O(nlogn), compute Zy, Z1,...,Z,—1 in time O(n), and find j and

compute 2’ in time O(n).

A.2 Laplacian Sparsification

In this subsection we show that one can use standard graph sparsification techniques to sparsify
the Hessian V2 f(z) of our objective function.

Lemma A.3. Suppose A has at most m non-zero entries where m > n + d. Then, for every
x € R, in O(m) time one can find a Laplacian matriz H satisfying

H < V?f(zr) < 1.1H and  H has at most O(n + d) non-zero entries.

Proof of Lemma A.3. Let us denote by B € R?™ the matrix where B;,; = % so B is row
normalized. Denote by R = diag(r) € R¥™? and by D = diag((zie[d] TiBm)?:l) € R™™. Then, it
is a simple exercise to verify that V2f(z) =D —B'RB .

Note that V2f(z) is a Laplacian matrix and therefore PSD. Now, define C = (ROB BBR), we

know that C is symmetric, non-negative, and its row sums are the same as the diagonal matrix
D’ = (D 08). In other words, we have that

D’ — C is a Laplacian matrix with at most O(m) non-zero entries.

Using modern spectral graph sparsification techniques (see for _instance Section 6 of Peng and
Spielman 28 ), one can find a Laplacian matrix H' with sparsity O(n+d), in time O(m), satisfying

H <D -C(D)'C<11H .

Since D’ — C(D')~!1C = (D*BOTRB 0), we have that the top left n x n block of H' € R(rFd)x(n+d),
if we denote it by H € R™*™, also satisfies

H=<D-B'RB=Vf(z) <1.1H . O

A.3 Solving an /5-Constrained SDD Linear System

In this subsection, we study an ¢5 variant of (5.1), which is a constrained minimization problem
min {(v, 5+ 0THS| 6 — a2 < n/c}
E n

where w € RY, is a positive weight vector, a € R" is a shifting vector, v is arbitrary and H is
a Laplacian matrix. One may immediately observe that without the constraint |6 — |2, < n/e,
this minimization can be done in nearly-linear time in the sparsity of H, using the famous SDD
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linear system solvers (see Theorem A.5 below). When the ¢5 constraint is present, by Lagrangian
multipliers, one can solve the following min-max problem:

(Snel]g}l 513@0 {(v,5> +6THS + s([|6 — al? - n/c)} .

For this reason, one can perform a binary search in s, and for each fixed value of s, apply an SDD
linear system solver. We summarize this result into the following lemma:

Lemma A.4. For every weight vector w € [1/2,n]", every SDD matriz H € R™™ with at most
m > n nonzero entries, every v € R™ with |[v]|3 = O(poly(n)), every shifting vector a € R™ with
llall2, < O(n), every constant ¢ > 1, every € € (0, 1], we can compute a vector § € R™ satisfying

16 —a|? <n/c and (v,6)+6 HS < 5 nﬂ%n< , {{v,8) + (5TH5} +e

in time O(m), where the O notion hides logarithmic factors in n,1/e.

Proof of Lemma A.4. First of all, we can apply a change of variable &' = § — @ and minimize in
16|12, < n/c for the new function (v + 2Ha, §') + 6'TH'. Therefore, we shall assume without loss
of generality that o = 0 in this proof.

Also, without loss of generality, we can assume ¢-I < H. This is because, instead of solving
the original problem, we can minimize (v,8) + 0 (H + tI)§ over ||6]|2, < n/c for some sufficiently
small ¢ > 0. To see this, consider function h;(8) = (v,8) + 3 (H+tI)d. Let 6* be the minimizer of
the original function in ||§]|2, < n/c and 6; be the minimizer of hy(d) in ||§]|2, < n/c. We have

(0,87) + (67) T (H+1)5; < (v,6") + (6") " (H + t1)8"

< (0,07 + () THS* 8% < (0,6°) + (5°) THS + T2

Therefore, we can instead fine an €/2 approximate minimizer of h;(d) for t = ¢-.

We now proceed to the main proof (under the assumption that o = 0 and 1= H).
Consider function g,(8) = (v,8) + 8 "HS + s (||6]|2, — n/c). Using the standard SDD solver (see

Theorem A.5), for every s > 0, we can find an d5 such that gs(ds) < mingega gs(0) + % in time
6(m) where O hides polylog factor in n,s and 1/ 2! Let us denote by
o* € arg mlnH(s”%;Sn/C {<’U, (5) + (STHé} .

We now consider two cases 22

Case 1. In this case we assume ||0*]|2, = n/c. We always have

95(0) < 9u(0%) + 7 = (v,8%) + (6") THO" + 5

and therefore, if ||0s|?, € [n/c —¢/(4s),n/c|, we have:

(0,85) + (8) THO, < g5(85) + s - 45 < (0,0%) + (5*) THS* + %
S

as desired. Therefore, it remains to find a point 5 such that ||8s]|2, € [n/c — ¢/(4s),n/c]. Our
binary-search algorithm proceeds as follows:

1. Find 6o, if ||0o]|?, < n/c then output do.

*'We note that the original Theorem A.5 gives a multiplicative error bound. However, since H = &I and |jv[j3 <
poly(n), this multiplicative error bound also implies an additive error bound.

22Technically speaking, the algorithm does not know 6* so does not know which of the two cases it belongs two.
In any case, we can run the algorithm for both cases and outputs the one that gives a smaller objective value.
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2. Let a =0 and b =t = 4c|jv||2
3. Repeatedly pick z = “T‘H’. If |0.]|2, > n/c, then let a = z, otherwise, let b = z.
4. Until ||8.|% € [n/c —e/(42),n/c], and output 4.
We first show that ||6:]|2, < n/c —e/(4t). Denote & = argmin{gs(0)} = —1(H + sW) 1o,
where W = diag(w). We have

2
16712, < o (H + W) "W (H + tW) o < o 3Te((H + tW) "W (H + tW) ) < ””t”f”

<

NI

(A.4)

Since H > &I, we also have:

8n 8 e’ g?
= 00 =900) < T e < gy
and this implies ||0; — 6; ||lw < &. Plugging this into (A.4) we have [|6:]|2, < n/c — £/(4t).

Since now we have ||&]|2, < n/c — &/(4t), in each iteration of the binary search, we have
6sl12, < n/c —e/(4b) and ||0,4]|2, > n/c. Therefore, it suffices to bound the total number of
binary-search iterations. To do this, we first calculate:

*112
‘C”fz”w i <1UT<H +sW)'W(H + 5"")1”)’
S

I6: — 675 <

ds \ 4

3
(;UT(H—FSW)1W(H+5W)1W(H+3W)1v>‘ < 8||o|2 <8€”> n? .

sn\*
162l — 13 < \/8||vr§ (%) wets -1

* * * * € 64”1)”2712‘5
195l = 105 llew < 1105 = &5 lluw = 105 = 05 llw + 105 o = 105 llw < T=+ — 5V

This implies for any s, s’:

Accordingly, we have
— s .

&5

3276805 [v]2 " This

In other words, the binary search process must have terminated before |b — a| <
takes O <log m) = 6(1) iterations. Note also that throughout the binary search, s <
4cllv]|2, so the total complexity is O(m), hiding polylog factors in n and 1/e.

Case 2. In the case we assume [6*||% < n/c. This implies 6* = §% = —(2H)v. We know that

92n

1
‘(0,5*) + (69 HY | = o H < o3

&5
512c¢2nd||v[|3°

160 — 62l < 8n? gd < g2
07 %lw =V =\ 512204 [0]d ~ 8|v[Ben
Therefore we still have:

2 2 2 2
* * n n &€ 9 n £
I8, < (10"l + 15" = 8ol < 22 [P (5 ) < 2

c8|lvlgen — \8]vll3en e defo]3

In this case, we find dg such that go(dg) < go(0*) + Again using H = ¢ 1, we have:
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If we just output § = (1 — A\)dgp for X\ = we will have:

_e
4an|lv]3°

2 2
2 <=Mt < (1-—— ) (2+-=1) <™
o1 < (=220l < (1= 5o ) (2 o) <
2 2
and
(v,8) + (6)THS < (1= A) ({0, 60) + (50) "Hy)
< (0,6%) + () THS* + g A ‘(v, 5o) + (50)TH50)
2
< (0,8 + () THE + 5+ A3 < (0,6%) + (5%) THO" + ¢
as desired. ]

Theorem A.5. Given a SDD matriz M € R™ ™ with m > n nonzero entries, for every vector
v € R™ in the (column) span of M with 2-norm bounded by poly(n), every ¢’ > 0, we can find a
vector z € R™ satisfying

1 1
|z = 2* |3 < €llz*3r and v'z4 Z2"Mz < (1 —¢€)min{v' 2+ 2" Mz}
2 z€R™ 2
in time O(mlog(1/¢')), where the O notation hides logarithmic factors in n.

Proof of Theorem A.5. Let z* € R™ be the exact minimizer for the right hand side, and denote by
OPT = —min,epn{v ' 2+ %ZTMZ}. Using standard SDD linear system solvers (originally proposed
by Spielman and Teng 35, and later simplified by for instance 19 21 ) we can find a vector z
satisfying

(z—2*)TM(z — 2*) < /(z") TMz*  in time O((n +m)log(1/¢")) . (A.5)
(See the appendix of 19 for this exact statement.) Using the fact that Mz* = —v and OPT =
2(z*) TMz* = —Jv T 2*, we can simplify (A.5) and obtain v’z + 32" Mv < —(1 — &/)OPT. 0

B Missing Details for Section 2

Recall that
d

fl@) £ rilog(Age”) —clx . (1.1)

i=1
Proposition 2.3. Our objective f(x) in (1.1) is conver and
d iAij x;
° ij(a:) = Zi:l (TAi,e’g) e%i — Cj-

o If|[Vf(2)|2, <e, then (TZ&ZJE::J )ij is an e-approzimate (r,c)-matriz.
o If A is exactly (r,c)-scalable, then there exists x* so that f(x*) = ming{f(z)} and V f(z*) = 0.

o If A is asymptotically (r,c)-scalable, then inf {f(z)} > —oc.

e A is not asymptotically (r,c)-scalable if and only if inf, {f(x)} = —oc.

Proof of Proposition 2.3. The first item is obtained after a simple calculation. The second item
follows as the it" row sum is given by Z?:l (7;;?;5) evi =r; - gﬁzzzg =r; and the jth column sum is

given by ¢ = S &‘i;% ¢" =V;f(z) +¢;. Thus, | — |-, = |V f(2)||%, < e implies that the
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above matrix is an e-approximate (r,c)-matrix. For the third item, let x,y be the scaling vectors
so that diag(y)Adiag(x) is (7, ¢)-scaled. Then setting z* = log(z) we have V f(z*) = 0. The fourth
item follows from Lemma 3.3 established later. To prove the fifth item, it suffices to show if A is
not scalable then f(z) can go to —oo. Using the characterization Proposition 2.2, one can find a
direction x € R™ to move so that f(xt) tends to —oo as t — co. ]

C Missing Details for Section 3

C.1 Proof of Lemma 3.2

Lemma 3.2 (norm bound). If A is exactly (r,c) scalable, and all non-zero entries of A are within
[v,1] for some v > 0. Then, the following holds:

1. If A is full then there exists a minimizer x* of f(x) such that ||z*]c0 < In %”

2. If A is not full, then there exists a minimizer x* of f(x) such that ||z*|es < (h+1/2)In 2.

Proof of Lemma 3.2. Let z* be any minimizer of f(x) and since Vf(z*) = 0, there must exist
y € R% such that the matrix diag(y)Adiag(e®") is an (r, ¢)-matrix.

1. Without loss of generality, we can assume x] > x5 > --- > x;, = 0. It remains to bound z7.
Since A;, < 1 forevery i € [d] and Zie[d] yiAmemZ = ¢, > 1, there must exist 7 € [d] such that

yi > % Therefore, since y;A; 1€t < r; < hand A;1 > v, we must have 1 <In A,hly, <In h7”

2. It was shown in 16, Theorem 5.1 and Lemma 5.1] that one can assume |z} < (h+1/2) In k2

[l

C.2 Proof of Lemma 3.3

In this section we prove the following lemma:

Lemma 3.3. If A is asymptotically (r,c)-scalable, and all non-zero entries of A are within [v, 1]
for some v > 0, then, for every € > 0, there exists x7 € R™ such that

lzflle = O (nIn%2) , [Vf(a)llo <e, and f(af) —infe {f(x)} <e .

In order to prove this Lemma 3.3, we need three structural lemmas.

C.2.1 Structural Lemmas

The first structural lemma states that if |V f(z)|/~ is very small for some z € R”, then one can
modify x to decrease its o norm, without increasing ||V f(z)||s too much:

Lemma C.1 (structural lemma 1). Suppose we are given x € R™ satisfying ||V f(x)||c < €. Define

p=1In %, and assume without loss of generality that 1 < x9 < --- < x,. Now, suppose there
exists s € [n — 1] such that xs41 — x5 = ps > p, then we choose y € R™ as:
7 if i <s;
Y = xi—ps+p ifi>s.

and it satisfies |V f(y)]le < (14 1)e.

2They only stated the result for max;en] {m;}, however, their same proof also implies the upper bound on —zx3.
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Proof of Lemma C.1. Recall that for each i € [n], V;f(y) = Z?:l '@-m — ¢;. It suffices
to show that, for all ¢ € [n] and j € [d] such that A;; # 0, we have
1 1
We now divide the proof into the following two cases:
e Suppose i < s. In this case, Y7 Ajpe?s % =377 Ajpe™ % £ 3T A eV Y Now,
if there exists k > s + 1 such that A;; # 0, then we have:

€
<= .
nh

_ L TE—T; P O : 1 1 e .
Ajre i > pef, and this implies ST A, pehT = e < 57> and
_ oYk Yi p iq i i 1 1l L e
Ajre i > pef, and this implies ST AT S ver = Bak-
1 o 1 €
Together, we have ST A R ST A, et <5

If there is no such k, then » ;| A eVt % =370 | A pe®r =i,

e Suppose i > s. In this case, we have x; —xp > ps for k < s and yp —y; = xp —x; for k > s+ 1.
Hence, if A;; = 0 for all k < s, we are done. Otherwise, we must have some k£ < s such that
v < A, <1 and therefore, we have the following inequalities:

S S
E Ajkexk—xi < § e Ps < se Ps
k=1 k=1

and as a consequence, we have:

s s s
ZAjkeyk*yi — ZAjkexrwﬁ(prp) — PP ZAjkexrxi < se”P.
k=1 k=1 k=1
Since we are assuming that A;; # 0, and therefore A;; > v, we also have
v<Aj; <3P A T aswellas v < Ay < ST A el
Together, we have
1 1
Shr gtV YT A e
The second structural lemma says that if a matrix can be scaled sufficiently close to an (7, ¢)-
matrix, then it must be (asymptotically) (r, c)-scalable.

se P

U

<

€
v? nh’

Lemma C.2 (structural lemma 2). Suppose D is a non-negative matriz, with r = D1 and |[D"1—
clloo < X, then D is asymptotically (r,c)-scalable.

Proof of Lemma C.2. Suppose by way of contradiction that D is not asymptotically (r, ¢)-scalable.
Then, by the characterization Proposition 2.2, there must be a zero minor R x C' C [d] x [n] of D

such that ;e g7 < Djec ¢
Since r;, ¢j are integers, we know that Eie[d}\R r; < Ejeo cj — 1. However, we also know that

2 =2, 2. Dij=2, > Diyz) ) Di

i€[d]\R i€[d]\R j€[n] j€[n] i€[d\R jeCield\R
1
:ZZDi’jZZ(Cj_’I’L>>ch_1'
JjeC i€[d] jec jec
This contradiction completes the proof. U]
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The third structural lemma gives an alternative characterization to the scalability of matrices:

Lemma C.3 (structural lemma 3). If A is asymptotically (r, c)-scalable, then up to row and column
permutations, A can be written as a block upper-triangular matriz A = (Bu,v)ue[p},ve[p}, where

e cach By, is a submatriz (A; j)icr, jer,, where LyNLy = RyNRy = & foru #u andv #v'.
e cach By, is exactly (r|L,,c|r, )-scalable.

e cach By, =0 if u>wv.

Proof of Lemma C.3. We prove this by induction. If A is already exactly (r, ¢) scalable then we are
done. Otherwise, we claim that there must be a zero minor L x R of A so that Y, 77 = > ;cp¢)-
This is because if for all zero minors it satisfies .7 > > jer Cj» then A must be exactly scalable
owing to Proposition 2.2.

Now, if we permute the rows and columns, we can put this L X R minor in the lower bottom
of A, and write A = (B §). In addition, since Y, 7r; = djer€and Do = Y gy, we
claim that B is asymptotically (7|, ¢|r)-scalable, and D is asymptotically (7|r, c|)-scalable. This
is because for every L' x R’ zero minor of B, we have L' U L x R’ is also a zero minor of A, so it

satisfies
SREED MEES S
i€L\L' i€[d]\(L'UL) JER
And similarly for D. In sum, we can recurse on B and D until we find the desired block upper-
triangular form. L]

C.2.2 Proof of Lemma 3.3

We are now ready to prove Lemma 3.3, Basically, we can start from a vector x with ||V f(7)[|o being
sufficiently small, and then apply Lemma C.1 to make ||z||cc < O(n). Finally, we use Lemma C.2
and Lemma C.3 to also bound the objective value.

Proof of Lemma 3.3. As Vf(z) = Vf(x+1t-1) for any t € R, we can always work with vectors
x € R" such that ||z||; = n. Therefore, repeatedly applying Lemma C.1, we know that if A is
asymptotically (7, ¢)-scalable, then for every € > 0, we can obtain an . € R" such that ||z.||« =
O (nln %) and [|[Vf(ze)]|eo < e.

A (Zs)j .
@fﬁf)‘ We know that A” = (r;A};);; is an e-

approximate (7, ¢)-matrix. Therefore, we claim that we can always write A” as A” = (1—s)B+sD
for some s € [0, 1], where B is an exact (r, ¢)-matrix and D is not asymptotically (r, c)-scalable.

This follows from an argument similar to 22: since A” is asymptotically (r,c)-scalable, we
can write A” in the upper triangular form according to Lemma C.3 This implies one can find an
exact (r,c)-matrix C where the non-zero entries of C is a subset of the non-zero entries of A”.
Now, one can subtract a tC from A” where t > 0 is the largest possible real value such that the
entries of A” — tC are still non-negative. If the remaining matrix A” — ¢C is still asymptotically
(r, c)-scalable, we can repeat this process until we reach a non-scalable matrix D. Finally, since the
row sums of A” already equal to r, we must have s € [0, 1].

Now, we define matrix A’ as A/ ;=

Next, D = M is not asymptotically (r, s)-scalable, so by Lemma C.2, we have 1<

n
INT A — . . .
IDT1 — ¢||oo = M < £, which implies s < en.
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Finally, defining B’ = diag(r) !B, we have for every 2 € R%:

d <A- easzra:) d
flae +2) = (o) = 3orilog St — () = o rilog(A ) — {6,)
i=1 v i=1

d
:Zrilog (1—s) <anog — (e, >>

Above, inequality @ uses the fact that B is already an (7, ¢)-matrix so 2?21 rilog(B}, e*)—(c,z) > 0
for every x € R™ (see Proposition 2.3).
Dividing € by 4hn gives the desired result. ]

D Missing Details for Section 4

D.1 Proof of Lemma 4.2

Lemma 4.2, Given v € R", denote by V = Vf(x) and A, A' C [n] the set of small and large
coordinates (see Def. 4.1). Then, for every 6 € R™ where ||0]c0 < 1/2, we have

o if 6 >0, then f(z) — f(x+0) > Q" (2,0) = Y cps (= V65— 3¢ 02) + 3 jen (— 5V 65).
o if 60, then f(x)— f(x+0) > Q™ (2,0) =Y jeps (= Vj+ 85— 56 62) + X sen (— 3V 65).
(Recall that 6 > 0 or 6 <0 means entry-wise non-negativity or non-positivity.)

Proof of Lemma 4.2. Note that
1

f(x)—f(z—i—é):/ (Vf(x+76),— dT—Z/ —(Vf(z+78)-6;)dr

We now consider the two cases separately:

e If § > 0, we have for all j € [n],

d
iy e, Tiij  iirs;
(V flx+710) - ; €x+76 J J—Cj)-éjz—(§<Ai’e$>ei ]—cj)-éj
d d
4_ rifAij
Z Zez L+ Td) )'5j:_vj'5j_§7-5j'2<A. €m>e]
i=1 ’ i=1 VY

If j € A5, thenzZ 1 A ;;> el =V; +cj < 2¢j so

1
4
/ » *(v]f(iﬂ + 7'5) . (Sj)dT > *Vj . 5]' — 5(5]2.03- .

If j € A, tht—:-mz:Z 1 A Lee®i =V +¢; <2V, f(x) so

ez>

1
/_0 (Vif(x+710)-8;)dr > -V, -6; — 5§vjz—§vj-5j
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e If § <0, we have for all j € [n],

—(V;f(z+79)- Z exm et — ) 5= —(Y A, e’i et —¢j) - 5
i=1 i=1 v

d d
rifi

=1

If 7 € As, thenzl 1 ; Le®i =V +¢j < 2¢; so

,e%)
! 3 2 4 2
. —(ij(ac + 7'5) . 53) dr Z —Vj . 5j — Zéjcj Z —Vj . 5j — §5jcj

If j € A, then ZZ L A ;g> e’ =Vj+c¢; <2V;f(x) so
! 3 1
/_O(ij(:n+75)-6j)d72Vj-éj45jVj 2*§v]"6]’ . D

D.2 Proof of Lemma 4.8
Lemma 4.8, If 2/ = Mirr" (z,v), for every u satisfying ||ul|sc < N, we have
1 1
(v, =) < (0,2 ) — Sl = ZI2+ 5l - w2 = S~

?:1 € R", we compute that

Proof of Lemma 4.8. ** Denoting by w = ((z; — zz)cz)
(v,z—u) = (v,2 —2') + (v,2' —u)

(v, 2 =2y + (—w, 2 —u)

l® INe

1 1 1
= (2= )+ Sllz—ulle = Sl = ulle = 112" = 22 -

Here, @ is due to the minimality of 2’ = argminj,|_<n{llz — z||? + (v,z)}, which implies that
(L(lz— 2|2 + <v,x>)’xzz,,u -2y = (w+wv,u—2) >0 for all ||ul|lc < N. Equality @ can be
verified by directly expanding out the three Euclidean norm squares, and is known as the “three-
point equality” for Bregman divergence. U

D.3 Proof of Lemma 4.10

Lemma 4.10. If Tpoy, < 3/64, 73, € (0, 53|, and u is any vector satisfying ||uloc < N, then

(Flo) — flw) —

1—m

(Flgesn) = FW) + 5ol = ull = 5l = ul?

0<
Tk Tk QOzk

Proof of Lemma 4.10. Denoting by V = Vf(z) = V* + V' according to Def. 4.1, we use convexity
to derive that

F@ps1) = fu) < (Vf(@pen), Thpr — w) = (Vf(@hg1), Trg1 — 21) + (V' 2 — u) + (V5,25 —(U> |
D.1

We bound the three terms on the right hand side of (D.1) separately.

24This proof can be found for instance in the textbook 6].
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The first term in (D.1). We have zj1 = 7,21 + (1 — 7% )yx and therefore

(f(yk) — fl@ps1)) - (D.2)

1—Tk I—Tk
(Vf(@rs1) Yk — Trg1) <

(VI (@ht1), Thp1 — 25) =

The second term in (D.1). Define v’ € R” where u; = min{zj;, u;}. Then, we have
(V! 2 —u) < (V' 2z — o)) (D.3)

because V' is a non-negative vector. Now, define v = 8ru’ — 7721 + (1 — 7% )y and compare this
to xpr1 = k2K + (1 — 7%)yk, we have that x5 1 — v = 87k(2zx — v') > 0. It is easy to verify that
[|v]loo < 15N because ||zg]|loo < N, |[t/]oc < N, |2k — v/]|oo < 2N, and ||yg|lco < 15N.

Now, consider two types of indices, let
e A C [n] be the set of indices i where VL > 0 and zg41, > v; +1/2, and
e B C [n] be the set of indices i where V! > 0 and 41, < v; + 1/2.

We apply Corollary 4.4 by choosing the following § € [—1/2,0]™:

-1/2, if j € A;
d; = Vi — Tkl € [—1/2,0], ifj € B;
0, ifj € AUB.

It must satisfy that

.Jk\i—‘

f(@ry1) = f(yrer) g %Qf(xkﬂv %

> V-6 >—7Zv' 5 —va'
jFEA!

jEA JjEB

® 1
,ZVI ZV (Th15 — v5) > 16—N V 2k — —|—27’kZV (2, — )
jeEA jEB €A jEB
| / @ |
>2Tk Z V ij 9):2Tk<v,zk—u>227k<V,zk—u) (D4)
JjEAUB

Above,
e Inequality @ comes from Corollary 4.4

(Note that we can apply Corollary 4.4 because ||zr+1 + 0]l < 15N, which comes from the
definition of ¢ and the facts ||v]o0 < 15N and ||2g41]/co < 15N.)

Inequality @ follows from the definition of @~ and the fact § < 0, see Lemma 4.2

Inequality ® uses V; > V'j for every j € A! and the fact § < 0.
Inequality @ uses [[2k]lc < N and [[u'[cc < N so 2;; — uj € [0,2N], as well as the fact that

Ty — v = 87p(2zp — ') > 0.

Inequality ® uses our assumption on 7.

e Inequality ® comes from (D.3)
The third term in (D.1). We first apply Lemma 4.8 to obtain

1 1 1
(V22 —u) < (V% 2 — 2p41) — E\Iz/c — 2 ll2 + QT%HZI@ —ul? - EszH —ulZ . (D.5)
Define v = 872541 — TTr2k + (1 — 7 )y, and compare this to xx11 = T2k + (1 — 7% )Yk, we have that
Tp+1—v = 87T (2 — 2i4+1)- It is easy to verify that ||v]|s < 15N because ||zk|lco < N, ||2k+1]|c0 < N,
Iz — 2k+1lloo < 2N, and ||yk|loc < 15N.
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We rewrite the first two terms on the right hand side of (D.5) as:

1
vs7z -z — — ||k — 2 2:7VS,IL’ — )y — |z —'1)2
( k~ Zht1) 20, 12 — 2kl 87k< k1 — V) 2 7%, |zkt1 — 0|2
1 4
< %«V%xkﬂ = 0) = gllarp —vf) - (D.6)
Above, the inequality uses our provided upper bound to aj7;. Next, we define v’ by
v = { o if V5 () = ogy) = %Cj (v — $k+1,j)z > 0;
! Tp14, i =V5 (5 —@pp15) — 565 - (v — Tpt,5)” < 0.
Therefore, (D.6) also implies

V2, 2z — —
( 2k — Zkt1) 20

1 4
o1 = 2rl < g (9%, = o) = g llona = v3)
Define A=7, A7, A*, At C [n] to respectively be the set of indices i where v] — z441; is in the
range (—oo, —1/2], (=1/2,0), (0,1/2), and [1/2,00). Define 67,5~ € R™ as the vector where
—3Vs/e;,  ifj e AT
Vi — a1y, if j € AT
0,

—3vs/c), ifj eA
5;F v} — Ty, fjeA;
0, otherwise.
One can carefully verify that 6+ € [0,1/2]" and ||zg41 + 6 [loo < 15N 25 Similarly, it also satisfies
0~ €[-1/2,0]" and ||xg4+1 + 0 || < 15N. Therefore, applying Corollary 4.4 we have

and (5]-_ =
otherwise.

Flonet) = Furin) 2 5Q* (@11, 0%) + 5Q (5h1,67)

(D.7)
25We verify them coordinate by coordinate. For each coordinate j € [n],
[ ] If] Q A+ @] A++ then 5j+ =0 so ‘l‘k+17j + 5J+| = |ZC]€+1,]" S 15N.
o If j € A", we have 6 € [0,1/2] by the definition of A, as well as |z 41,5 4 07 | = |[v]j| < 15N
e Ifje ATt then we have ’U; — Zr+1,5 > 0, so according to the definition of v’, we must have
r s 4
Vj =Vj, Vj — Thl,j > 0, and Vj < *ng(Uj - :Ek_;,_l,j) <0

However, V5 € [—¢;, ¢;] so this means 6] = —2V5/c; € (0,3/8]. At the same time, 2k 41,5 +6; < Try1,;+ 5 <

v; < 15N.

J _—
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Denote by §d = 6" 4+ 6, and noticing that 5; and 6; cannot be both nonzero, we have
Q+($k+17 6+) + Qi(l‘k-‘rlv 57)

92(—Vj-5j—§cj-5?>+ > (—gvj'5j)+ > (—%Vj'f%‘)

JEAS JEN ;>0 JEA§;<0
® s 4 . 4
FEASN(ATUA™) JEASN(AT+HUA—)
1 1
DI DI CE )
jeEANA— jeEANA——
® s / 4 / 2 1 1
> (=V5 (W —akng) = 5o (G —my)) + DL (=5 6)+ D (=5V59)
JEAS JEANA- jeEANA——
® 4 1 4
> (— Vj . (v’, — ajk.+1,j) — gC] (1)]- - warl,j) ) + 9 Z ( — Vj (’Uj — l'kJrLJ) §CJ ('Uj — xk+1,j) )
JEA® JEA!
1 1 4
25 2 (= V5 (W) = mriny) = 365 () —2i415)7) = 5 (Vi zign — o) — Sllawss —ol2)
Jj€ln]
(D.8)
Above,

e Equality @ uses the definitions of Q—, Q™, see Lemma 4.2
e Equality @ uses the fact that whenever j € A' it must satisfy 0; < 0.

[

. : : / .
Indeed, it satisfies V5 = ¢; so either v; = zp41,; (in such a case d; = 0) or V]

case v; — 41,5 < 050 6; < 0).
o Inequality ® is because (1) if j € ATUA™ then d; = v} — wpyy; or (2) if j € ATTUAT™ then
arg max;cp{—V5 -t — 3¢ 7} = —ng/cj = 0;.

vj (in such a

e Inequality @ is because
— For every j € A' N A~ we have —%Vj <05 > —%Vj <05 >
4
3 (= V5 (V) = apa1y) = 365 - (0 — 2rs15)?).
— For every j € A'NA™", we have —3V; - §; = 2¢; > (- Ve (V) — Tpy15) — 3 (vi —
xk+17j)2), where the last inequality is because when V3 = ¢; —which holds since j € A

(= V58— 3¢(9)°) =

D=

it satisfies max;er{—V5 -t — 3cj 12} = 2.
Combining (D.5), (D.6), (D.7), and (D.8), we have

F@r) — Fsn)) + o llzp —ul = ——fzr —uf2 . (D.9)

(Vo 2z —u) < 1
27 20y, 20y,

Finally. Combining the three cases above, namely (D.2), (D.4), and (D.9), and plugging them
back to (D.1), we have

1— 7 1 1 1
f(@p1) — f(u) < ™ (f(%) - f(karl)) + E(f(xk+1) - f(yk+1)) + EH% - qu - EH%H - UHE :
After rearranging, we finish the proof of the lemma. ]
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D.4 Proof of Theorem 4.11

Theorem 4.11. If yo satisfies |yolloo < 15N and T' > 1, then the output yr = LC A, N, T,yo) (see
Algorithm 1) satisfies that for every u € R™ and ||ulloo < N:

N2(f(yo)—f(U)+h))
(N +T)? '

lyrlloc < 15N and  flyr) - f(w) < O(

Proof of Theorem 4.11. First of all, we show inductively that Tk <3 4]\2, +%- Recall that 7o = 32%

and 7 is the unique positive root of the quadratic equation —|— 7, — 1 = 0. Suppose this upper

2
The—
bound holds for 7,_1 and we wish to prove that for 7. If 7 >

64N+k: then
72 64N + (k—1)\? 2 1
ke 1> —l=————>0
7z Tk < 64N + & > 64N + k (GAN + k)2 ~

which is a contradiction to the fact that 75 is a root. Thus, we must have 75, < ﬁ.
Now, since we have chosen 7,y = 3/64, we rewrite Lemma 4.10 as

1—7 1 32 32
0<— (flyr) = f(u) = =5 (F(yrs1) = Fu)) + 3 12 = ull2 — 3 21 = ullZ
Tk Tk

Since 1;27 b= S we can telescope the above inequality for k = 0,1,...,7 — 1 and obtain

k kfl

1 1—m 32 32
——(flyr) — f(u)) < (f(yo) = f(u)) +§H20—UH§—§HZT—UH§ : (D.10)
71 0

ﬁ, and noticing that zp = 0, we immediately have that

N2(f(yo) = f(u)) + [lull2
T ) . O

Plugging our bound 75, < (54]\2[7“6 and p =

Plyr) = 1) < O(

D.5 Proof of Theorem 4.12
We first establish a relationship between [|VS||2_, + ||V'||; and ||V f(z)|%,

Claim D.1. If Vf(z) = V*+ V' using Def. 4.1, and if |[V°[%, + [[V'[1 < ¢ € [0,1], then
[V f(x)||I>-, < 3t and thus  gives a 3t-approzimate (r,c)-scaling for A.

. : 2
Proof of Claim D.1. Tt satlsﬁes2HVf(z;€)||z,1 = ||VSH§,1—|-E]-: V() (Vif(z)" Jej < BIVE2+
2359, eyse, (Vif (2) =€) /ej < BIIVEI2-0 + 2| VI < 3t [

Theorem 4.12 (Scaling0). If N > 1, then (z1,2z) = Scaling0 A, N, T) satisfies
e IfT > N, then for every u satisfying ||ul|c < N, we have
Izi]lo 15N and  f(z1) — f(u) < O(Dak) .

o If T > (N?h)'/3 and there exists u so that ||ullee < N and f(u) — inf {f(z)} <1, then
IVi()12-0 < O -

The total complezity of Scaling0 is O(m(Nlog N +T)).
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Proof of Theorem 4.12. Recall that ScalingO repeatedly applies LC. In each of the first log(NV)
applications of LC, it satisfies according to Theorem 4.11 that

Jyrlle < 15N and f(yr) — () < (5 (F(uo) — F(w)) +)

Since it satisfies f(0)— f(u) < 2h||lul|lcoc < O(hN) according to Lemma 3.1, after log(/V) applications
of LC we must have [|2g]lcc < 15N and f(z0) — f(u) < O(h). Then, applying LC for T iterations,
we have

|21]|oo < 15N and f(z1) — f(u) < O(N?h/T?) as desired.

Finally, applying Corollary 4.5 for T steps, we have that there exists some k € [T] so that

2, satisfies [|V3]2, + [|V']|; < O({)Zntlelioly o (L) S0ty < o(M2h) where Vf(z;) =

V* 4 V! is the gradient splitting using Def. 4.1 Therefore, as long as N2h/T® < 1, it must satisfy
2 . .
IV £ ()2 < O(IVE2 + V') < O(%) owing to Claim D.1. ]

E Missing Details for Section 5

E.1 Proof of Lemma 5.1

Lemma 5.1 (second-order approximation). For every x,d € R"™ with ||0]|ec < 1/8, we have
1
@)+ (6, V(@) + 50" V2 f(2)8 < f(w+6) < f(2) + (5, Vf(2)) + 6" V2 f ()5 .

First of all, we claim that it suffices to prove Lemma 5.1 for x = 0. This is because, if we define
a new matrix A’ by setting A;y ;= A€, and a corresponding function g(-) defined in the same
way as f(x) but with this new matrix A’ then, it satisfies f(y) = g(y—x)+c'z, Vf(y) = Vg(y—1x)
and V2f(y) = V2g(y — z) for any y € R"

Now, for a fixed direction (21, -, z4), slightly abusing notation, we also define the univariate
function f(t) = f(tz1,--- ,t2,). We make the following claim which directly implies Lemma 5.1

Claim E.1. If ||z||ec < 1 and |t| < L, we have:

87
af 1d2f 1d*f
)| <

2
‘f(t) - <f(0) +5rli=ot ¥ 3 < 3l

Proof of Claim E.1. The proof is just a direct calculation. We have

d n Aiijetzj
f'(t) = Z <ri (ZZJ:JZ; Aiyjetzj )) —{c,2) . (E.1)

=1

. . S Azt
We consider a fixed i € [n] and focus on the term <L —=—"—. Let us denote
j=14i,5€

aor Pa(t) o1 Aigzie'™
ho(t) 3271 Aije'

We wish to bound the higher-order derivatives of f(¢) by bounding higher-order derivatives of g.
Since ho(t)g(t) = hi(t), by the chain rule of derivative, we have for all s € N

dhy s\ dFgd Fhy S (s dkg
ds _kz()(k)dtk des—F _kzo k) Mk gk

hi(t) & ZA@jz’]’?etzj and g(t) (E.2)
j=1
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where the last equality is due to % = hg+1. Now,

s—1
d®g 1 S dkg
= — | hst1 — hsgo — hs——=
ats h0< 1T s ;<k> ’“dtk>
dkg

Again, for notation simplicity, let us denote g © we then have:

dtk

s—1 s—1
1 S s
< _ E E
|gs’ > |h0| (’herl hsgo‘ + o <k‘> |hs k|’gk|> ’h | (|hs+1 SQOD + ] (k‘) |gk| )

where the second inequality is because when |z;| < 1, we always have |hs| < |hg| = hg. This implies

1
9:00) < g5 (a0 - +Z( i)

Let us first check the term hg(0) - (hs+1(0) — hs(0)go(0)) = hohs+1(0) — hs(0)h1(0). We know
that

ho(0)hss1(0) — hs(0)h1(0) = Y Ay A4, (forl + 25t =22 2, - Zfzzjl)

1<j1<j2<d
s—1
= E A Ay (2, — 2j,) Zle]2
1<j1<j2<d k=0
2
<s Y A A (z - z)
1<j1<j2<d

= 5(ho(0)h2(0) — h1(0)%) = sho(0)°g1(0) -
In the same manner, we can also show hg(0)hsy1(0) — hs(0)h1(0) > —shg(0)2g1(0). Therefore,

195(0)] < 5191 (0 \+k21< )l

At this point, we can inductively prove that |gs(0)| < 2°s!|g1(0)| for s > 1. This is true for s = 1.
For s > 2, we have:

195(0)] < 191(0)] - <S+Z< )2"%!) l91(0)] - <8+8'Z ) 191(0)[ (s + 61(2° = 1)) < 2%s!g2 (0)] -

Plugging this upper bound |gs(0)| < 2°s!|g1(0)| back to (E.1) and (E.2), and summing up over all
indices i € [n], we immediately have Vs > 2,
‘d | <o

dts‘tO SdtQ‘tO'

Using Taylor expansion, we can conclude that for all ¢ < 1 5

2
)= (£0)+ 1 ot + 555 ?)

1d2f

gl )] = gl

2 dt?

E.2 Proof of Lemma 5.4

Lemma 5.4. Given x with ||z|cc < N and Laplacian matriz H with H < V2 f(z) < 1.1H, we have
(a) For every u € R™ with ||u|lec < N,

- minéeboxN(x) {<Vf($), > 15TH5} > 64N (f(l‘) - f(u)) .
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(b) Fore >0, If we are given 5 satisfying ||25\HOO <1/8 and
(VF(x),8) + 50 THS < mingepon ) {(VF(2),0) + §0THO} +e

then it satisfies that for every u € R™ with ||u|lcc < N, f(x)— f(a:+6 ) > goon (f(@)— f(u))—e.

Proof of Lemma 5.4. Let y = 6%{4\[]\711' + M#Nu then one can carefully verify that y — x € box™ (z).

)
By the convexity of f(-), we have f(y) < (1 — 641N)f($) + MLNf(u) and therefore f(z) — f(y) >
7641N (f(z) = f(w)). This implies

fa) = min 1+ 0} 2 g (@) — )
Now, using Lemma 5.1 and V2 f(z) = H, we further have
, 1., 1
- min {(V1().0) + gTH) > g (7() - fa)

The conditions in item (b) imply
5 5§ e 1
_ . H - > _ - _ —e .
((95(), o) + 110 H ) = = (V7). 8) + Z5THD) > i () — () —
At the same time, applying Lemma 5.1 again together with V2 f(z) < 1.1H, we have

-~ 5 /\l— 5
f(x) = fla+5/6.6) > = ((V (), A iVQf(w)i)) > ﬁ(

6.6 ' 6.6 6.6 f@) = fw)—-e. O

F Missing Details for Section 6

F.1 Proof of Lemma 6.1

Lemma 6.1 (MWUbasic). If H € R"*" is Laplacian, K > 1, T > Q((n'/2K + K?)logn), || <
1/32, and € > 0, then the output 6 = MWUbasic/A, H,a, T, K,E) satisfies

1 1 — 1T . 1
— oo +— V,8) + =0 Hj < V,8)+ =6 THS} +¢ .
6 — 32 Ve and (V,9) 65 ) 15 arumgl/w{( J) 65 5} €

Proof of Lemma 6.1. Our MWUbasic runs runs the constrained multiplicative weight update method
introduced in Section A.1 with T iterations and 3; = % for each i € [n].

Define OPT = — min|5_q|.,<1/32 {(v,8) + %5TH5} >0 .

In each iteration k, we use Lemma A.4 to find a vector d; € R™ satisfying

n 1 1
O — d —5 H ~5'H
|| k O‘Hw;€ = 1024 an <Vf(l'),(sk> + 66k O < 6= a||wk_n/1024{<Vf(x)’5> + 6 5} +e

Since any vector § with [0 — ol < 1/32 also satisfies |6 — a2, = Dieln) (G — i) wy,; <
o1 2 icn] Wk = n/1024, we must have

1
(Vf(x),6) + ga,jﬂak < —OPT +¢ .

Define the loss vector ¢; by setting ¢;; = —|0x,; — a;|. Since each (0y; — a;)? < ﬁwk- <mn,
we can choose p = y/n and n = 1/(y/n+ K) in order to apply Lemma A.1 We have that for every
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u € A:

=1 -1
1 ! nlog(2n?)
T (g, —u) < T ((-fk,wk> + 277\|£qu2%> o nloglen)
k=0 k=0
T—1
- 2 nlog(2n?)
<7 2 (Il -l + 2], ) + ==
k=0
<1TZ:—1< n_y 2 n >+n(\/ﬁ+K)log(2n2)
T T = \V2048 Vit K 2048 T .

Therefore, as long as T > Q((n'/2K + K?)logn), we must have %ZZ;& (g, —u) < 55 + g5 This
implies that - S o 10k — ai| < 3 + g5 for every i € [n] (because we can choose u = n X €;).
In sum, if we define § = % Zf;ol 0, we have

1-1—L and <Vf(:/c),g>+1

7T —
o 5 Hs < —OPT . L]
o _32 RK < —-OPT +¢

lo -

(=}

Theorem 6.2 (Scalingl). If N > 1 and ¢ € (0,1), the output y = Scalingl A, N, ¢) satisfies
lyllco < 2N and fly) = f(u) <e for every u with |ulj < N.

Furthermore, if there exists u satisfying f(u) —inf{f(z)} <e and [|ul]|cc < N, then we also have
IVf(W)|>-, <e. The total complezity is O(N(m +n®/?)).

Proof of Theorem 6.2. In each iteration ¢, we have ||z¢] < N and Lemma 6.1 finds us a vector &
with

_ 1 1 _
[0 — e < 32 + K and (V,0) +

1 _
3 H < i H .
g0 Ho< min L UV0)+ 5 Hi} + 50w 900N

We have [|6]|c0 < ||3— alloo + HaHoo < 1/16 and

55l <galf el + (- golel <+ 5
“Noe = 661177 =32 BOK
Since any ¢ satisfying |0 — a/|eo < = 35 also satisfies ||z + d]|oc < N (see Fact 5.3), we immediately

have th—i—%\\wgl\f—i—ﬁ. B

In sum, owing to Lemma 5.4, if we let z441 = x4 + /6.6 it satisfies

Joralloe < N+ g and (o) = Flaeen) > max {0, oo (FGo) = f) =)}

This means we can find a point y satisfying ||y|jcc < 2N and f(y) — f(u) < ¢ if we choose K =
6 (log(1/¢)).

If f(u) —inf,{f(z)} <e, then using Claim D.1 we also have ||V f(y)||>-, <e

The per iteration complexity of Scalingl is O(m + n3/2), in which the complexity O(m) is for
obtaining the sparsification matrix H of the Hessian V2 f(x;), and the complexity O(n?/?) is for
the multiplicative weight update subroutine MWUbasic. U]
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G Missing Details for Section 7

G.1 Proof of Lemma 7.1

Lemma 7.1. In each iteration t of Scaling?2, if [|x¢]|cc < N, then we can compute x4y1 in com-
plezity O(m + Tn), and it satisfies ||xi+1]lcc < N and

either (1): f(zis1) — f(u) < O(%) or  (2): f(@) — f(@eg1) = Q(%)(f(-%'t) = fu)) .

Here, u is any vector satisfying ||u)loco < N.

Proof of Lemma 7.1. We use accelerated gradient descent to directly solve the following minimiza-
tion problem:

e . 1
0>O0PT= min {(Vf(z),d)+ -6 HS} (G.1)
sebox™ (z) 6
We re-scale the problem by letting SZ = +/H;;d; and IA{” — _Hii g re-scaling translates

~ A~ A HZY’LH]Y] ~
the problem into a new one ming_— {{9,0) + %B\THd }, where the new matrix H is still Laplacian
but has spectral norm at most 1. This means that the quadratic function %S\Fﬁg is 1-smooth (i.e.,
its Hessian has constant spectral norm) so we can apply the constrained version of accelerated
gradient descent (see for instance 4, Theorem 4.1]), and obtain a vector § € box™ (z;) satisfying

1o 16* 3
(VI (@), ) + ¢o Ha—OPTgo( = ) .

Here, ¢6* is any minimizer of (G.1) and 5* is its re-scaled version (namely, gz* = /H;;0}). Since

A, o(@t)j
e (Vif (@) +¢5) = Xicpajepn) i Thoemry = i) Ti = hy we have

16%(13 = > (6")7H;; < Y (6")iVjsf(ze) < Y (6)F(Vif(x)+ey) < D (Vif(x)+e) =h .
J€ln] j€m] J€ln] J€ln]
Therefore, we can get a point 6 € box™ (x¢) satisfying
1 h

(V (1), ) + 6 H5 — OPT < o(ﬁ) . (G.2)

At this point, if we have f(z;) — f(u) < O(%‘) then we are done, because we can always

assume that f(ziy1) < f(x¢). (This is because we can always choose 411 = z;.) Otherwise, we

must have —OPT > Q(Z%) according to Lemma 5.4.a, and this together with (G.2) implies we have

(Vf(z1),8)++6 "HS < OPT. According to Lemma 5.4.b, this means we can move to ¢1 = ;46

and it satisfies f(z;) — f(2i41) > Q=) (f(2¢) — f(u)). Note that we also have ||z11 o0 < N because

6 € box (z;) (see Fact 5.3). N
Finally, since each iteration of the accelerated gradient runs in time O(n) because H has sparsity
at most O(n) (see Lemma A.3), we have the desired complexity bound. L]

H Missing Details for Section 8

H.1 Proof of Theorem 8.1

We first show that Theorem 8.1 is a simple corollary of Lemma 8.4
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Theorem 8.1 (Scaling3). If z satisfies f(xo)— f(u) < Nn'/3 and ||zo)co < N, and e € (0,1/4],
then the output y = Scaling3(A, N, xg,¢) satisfies

lylloo < 10N and fly) = fu) <e for every u with ||ul|cc < N.

Furthermore, if there exists u satisfying f(u) —inf {f(2)} < e and ||ullx < N, then we also have
IVf(y)||>-1 < e. The total complexity is O(N (m + n*/3)).

Proof of Theorem 8.1. At the beginning of each iteration ¢, we have ||2¢[|c < N. Lemma 8.4 finds
us a vector & with ||0 — af|oc < 35 + %, and therefore

o5 el =galf-el+ (-go)lel <+ %

Recall that any § satisfying |0 — afo < 35 also satisfies ||z, + 6[|c < N (see Fact 5.3), we

immediately have that ||z; + &HBO <N+ +.
Lemma 8.4 also tells us that § satisfies one of the following:

1. Either (V,8) + 15 HS < 0.25 minys_o_<1/32 { (V,8) + 6 THS} + 5555 -

In this case, owing to Lemma 5.4, if we let x4 = z; + % it satisfies

1
I7estlloo < N+ 2 and flm) = flreen) 2 max {0, s () = F) } = st

This also means that if f(x:) — f(u) > €, then f(zi41) < f(xy).

2. Or (Vf(z),5) + 15 H0 < —51- £, this means that

1
zt+1llc <N + 7 and  f(x¢) — f(2441) > 5=

Obviously, the second case can only happen no more than O ((f (xo)_inf;{f (@)HK ) = 6(]\7 ) times

and thus diameter N can not be increased by more than O ((f(wo)—h;fz{f(x)}» = O(N). For the

first case, if we choose K = ©(log(1/¢)) and allow the first case to run for NK iterations, then we
must have a point y satisfying [|y|lcc < 10N and f(y) — f(u) < e.

Finally, if f(u) — inf,{f(2)} < ¢, then using Claim D.1 we also have |V f(y)||>, <e.

We argue that the per-iteration complexity of Scaling3 is 5(m + n?/ 3). First of all, it takes
complexity 5(m) to obtain the sparsification matrix H of the Hessian V2 f(z;). Next, each round
of subroutine MWUfull runs in complexity O(n) 26 and there are at most T = O(n'/3) rounds. [

H.2 Three Structural Lemmas
In order to prove Lemma 8.4, we need to establish three structural lemmas.

Notations. Throughout this subsection, we use w to denote wy which is the weight vector at

round k of MWUfull We also denote by y = ) the approximate minimizer of (V,¢) + %5TH5 over

the f5 constraint [|§ — o||2, < n/1024 at iteration k of MWUfull (see Line 5). We also use V and

V2 to represent the gradient and Hessian at the current point, and it satisfies H < V2 < 1.1H.
Suppose |y1| > - - |yn|. Then,

26This includes also Line 11 of MWUfull! Since s < O(n1/3) when Line 11 is reached, the recursive call to MWUbasic
on the smaller-sized problem (with dimension s) costs running time at most O(s*/?) = O(n'/?).
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e In Section H.2.1, we show that that whenever there is a large gap between |ys| and |ys41], then
either (a) |Y-7 ; V;| > 1 or (b) the Hessian V? is almost disconnected. See Lemma H.1|

e In Section H.2.2 we show that if Case (b) happens, we can reduce the problem to a smaller-
sized one with respect to the first s coordinates. See Lemma H.3

e In Section H.2.3, we show that if Case ( ) happens, we can sufficiently decrease the objective
by moving in the direction (1,---1,0,---0). See Lemma H.4

H.2.1 Structural Lemma 1

We show that that whenever there is a large gap between |ys| and |ys41], then either [>°7 | Vi > %
or the Hessian V? is almost disconnected.

Lemma H.1. Let w € R" be a weight vector satisfying w; € [1/2,n], let « € R™ be a vector
satisfying |lalloc < 1 and ||o||2, < n/1024, and let  be in (0,1]. If y satisfies

1 1
lly — and (V,y) + gyTHy < min {(V,5> + 65TH5} +e€

Hw - 1024 T SER™||6—al|2,<n/1024
and without loss of generality y1 > ya > + -+ > yp, then, for every s € [n — 1], the following holds
1. If ys > 15 and ys — ys4+1 > 15, then letting v = (1,...,1,0,...,0), we have
—— ——

Tv2) or (‘%vl
icls

2. If ys41 < —15 and ys — ysy+1 > 15, then letting v = (0,...,0,—1,...,—1), we have
——— N ——

TV2) or (‘ie[s]

Proof of Lemma H.1. We only prove the first case and the second is symmetric. The proof follows
by “trying” to find a point y' satisfying ||y’ — @||2, < n/1024 and

—S

<e, v'V< 5)

either ( Z V, < — ‘

i€[s] i€[s]

n—s

v V3 < 5)

either (ZV 25 ‘

i€[s] i€[s]

1 1
(V,y) + gyTHy > (V,y) + g(y’)THy' te

which gives a contradiction. In fact, we simply choose 3y’ = y — v. Since ||a]l < 1 and ys > 15,
we know that for every i € [s], it satisfies (y; — [a]:)? < (vi — [a];)®. This implies ||y’ — of? <
ly — all?, < n/1024.

We now calculate the change of the quadratic function when we move from y to . It must be
upper bounded by & because of the optimality of y:

1 1 1
e>(Voy)+ oy Hy —(Voy) = () HY = D Vit o > Myl —u)® — (i — 1 - wy)°]

6
i€ls] i€[s].j€m\[s]
1 29
> Z Vi+ 8 Z Hij|[2(yi — ) — 1] > Z Vi+ 5 Z |H;
i€ls] i€ls],j€[n]\[s] i€ls] i€ls],j€[n]\[s]
2
> Zvi—kGQUTHv > Zvi+4-ﬂv% :
1€[s] 1€[s]
The above the calculation uses the fact that H is Laplacian so ' HS = > iy Hijl(6i — ;)% We

next consider two cases:
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L | Xieps Vil > 1. We must have > icfs) Vi < —3- Therefore, using & < 1/4, we have

S Vi 4 Vi<e — 0 V< ‘ SV,
1€[s] 1€[s]

2. [ eq Vil < 1. In this case we denote by a; = > j—1A; for each i € [d], and have (which
follows from the definitions of V and V2 for our function f(-))
T ai(ri — a;)
Zvj:Zai—ch and v VQU:ZT .
jeEls] i€ld] j€ls] i€ld]

Now, let us split a; into a; = [a;] + {a;} where [a;] is an integer and {a;} € [-1/2,1/2]. Since
each r; is an integer and a; € [0, ri] we know

az’(rz z) T2 1 ‘
T \{az}! and 0"V > o 3 Hai}l -
i€(d]
On the other hand, since ijl c¢;j is an integer, apply Fact H.2 on a = Zie[d]{ai} and b =
Zie[d} [a;] — Zj-:l ¢, we know that

1 1 1
0TV 2 23 el = glal = Sla+ b = 5| >
1<(s

i€[d]
which implies that
e>) Vi+4'V?
i€[s] i€[s]
Therefore, we must have ‘ Zie[s] Vi‘ <eand vV <e. U]

Fact H.2. Let a € R and b € N. Suppose 0 < |a+b| < L, then |a| > |a +b|.

Proof. Can be verified by case analysis. ]

H.2.2 Structural Lemma 2

Our next lemma states that, the Hessian is almost disconnected —precisely, if the case | ZZE[ o Vi| <

e and v V2v < &” takes place in Lemma H.1— then we can reduce the problem to a smaller one
corresponding only to the first s coordinates (see (H.1) below), and then append the solution of
this smaller problem (denoted by z4) with the last n — s coordinates of y (denoted by y.). The final
solution z = (zq, y») satisfies ||z — a||2, < n/1024 and has a small quadratic value (V,2) + 2z Hz
(see (H.2) below).

Lemma H.3. Let w € R" be a weight vector satisfying w; € [1/2,n], let « € R™ be a vector
satisfying ||allee < 1 and ||a||2, < n/1024, and let € be in (0,%]. Suppose y satisfies

1 1
— d v, —yTHy < i V.8)+ =6 "H/
Iy H“’ - 1024 an (V.y)+ 6y v= (seRn,né—Ig\l\%gn/lom {< )+ 6 } te

Now, suppose there exists s € [n — 1] satisfying
1. |yi| > 15 for alli=1,2,...,s, and
2. (V,v)| <e and v'V?v<e where v= (sgn(y1),...,sgn(ys),0,...,0)
———
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and suppose we are given zq € R® satisfying

1 1
llza— aHOOSE and (Vq,z<,>+6

Then, letting z = (24, Y»), we have

{<v<, 8) + ééTH<5}+s (H.1)

24 H<1 2q < min
2 SERS ||—arqllo0<1/32

1 1 1
2 T : T 3
d H: < - 1) -0 'Ho p+14 . (H.2
] 1024 and (V, z>+6z 2 sern, HJma”mq/32 {(V, )+ 5 }—i— n’e . (H.2)

Proof of Lemma H.3. Define 6* = (6, ) where

1
05 € arg min {(Vq, J) + (5TH<,(5} , and
SER* [l6—aalloo <1/32 6

1
S arg min {(VD, 5) + 5TH,>5}
SERN=5 ||6—ap || oo <1/32 6

Let i =y —v. Define 3/ & (1 — Ny, + A6 for parameter \ = 7rz, and Y = (4, y). Since
each w; € B,n], we have
" = allz, = wily) — )
iE[n]
<> wily; — i)’ > (M= Nwily — ) + Mwi(5%); — i)?)
i€[s] ze{s+1,~~~ n}
< Z wi ((yi —og)? = 1) + Z (wilyi — a:)® + Mwi((6%); — a;)?)
i€[s] i€{s+1,--,n}
1 * 2
< wilyi — o) Pogst > dwi((6%)i — o)
i€[n] i€{s+1,,n}
n 1 n 1 n
< — — = Aw; ((6%); — i2 —_— = = A< — .
=102 20T » g } wil(0%)i =) S 37— 3 F A S g

We now calculate the value of the quadratic function on y” comparing to y:

1 1
e (V,y—y) + v THy — g(y”)THy”
g(V " 1 TH 1 TH \VA 1" 1 TH 1 " TH " 2 TH
> (Va,ya —y2) + oYa Haya = 6(.@4) W+ (Ve ue —yl) + oY Hoth — 6(y>) sUs ) — Hy sov Ho
1 1 1 1
= (Va,Ya— Y + gyIquq - é(yQ)Tﬂqu + (<V>,y.> —yl) + gyJH>y> — é(yé’)THDyé’) - IIy /[|2v " Hy
® 1 1
> (Va,va) + (<V>,y> — ) + 50 Hoye 5(y’>')TH>yé’) *Ily /||3v " Ho — ffs :
@ " 1 T 1 INT "
> —dne + (Vo o —yp) + ol Hy, — 6(y.>) Hy, .

Above, inequality @ is by the approximate optimality of y; inequality @ uses the fact that v =
(sgn(y1), .- .,sgn(ys),0,...,0) and thus for any vector p:

ApllacvHo = > [Hiyl(pi —p;)* = (p"Hp) — (p Hap+p ' Hop) >0 ; (H.3)
’L’E[S},jG[TL-S]

In equality ® uses

< lgallse Y [Hijl(sen(yi) — sgn(y;))? < 2flyalloov Ho < 4y/ne
i,j€[s]

ya Haya — (v) 'Hayl,
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Inequality ® uses (1) ;e (ysgn(y:) Vi > —¢, (2) v Hv < &, and (3) [|y{[loo < max{[lylloc, 16"[loc} <

24/n, where (3) comes from the fact that ||y —a||?, < n/1024 implies |y; — ;| < /n/(1024w;) < /n.
Next, define convex function g(d) = (Vy,d) + %5THI>5 for § € R" %, then we have just proved

1 1 .
e>(Vyy—y") + -y Hy — —(y/") T Hy” > g(y) — g(y) — 4ne = g(ys) — g((1 — N)ys + A) — 4ne

6 6
> My(ys) — 9(67)) — 4ne .
This implies
* one * 3
9(y) < 9(8) + —~ < g(&) +10n% . (H.4)
Finally, we are ready to analyze our choice z = (24, ys). We first compute that

Iz —allf, =Y wilzi — i) = D wilyi — ai)® + > wi(((2a)i — ) = (4 — i)?)

i€[n] i€[n] 1€|s]

Therefore, the first assertion in (H.2) is satisfied. Next, denote by

5 e arg min {<v,5>+15TH5} ,
SER™,|[6—alco<1/32 6

we also have

IN©

1 1 1 2
(V,z) + ngHz (Va, 2q) + 6(z<)Tquq> + ((VD, Zs) + 6(z>)TH>z>) + gHzHgovTHv

IN®
N N N R

1 1
<(Vq, 55 + 6(5:)TH<‘5:> + <<V>, 5 + 6(5:)TH>5;) + 1003 + 3ne + ¢

IN®

(<vq, 51) + 6(6:>TH<6:) ‘ (<v>, 52) + 6<5>>TH>6>) T dnte

IN®

— 1 - — 1 — 1 - _
<<V<,, 0a) + 6(5<)TH<6<,> +3 ((vb, o) + 6(6>)TH,>5>> + 14n3e
% ((v,5> + é(é)TH6> +14nde .

IN

Above, inequality @ uses (H.3) again; inequality @ uses the assumption on z4 and (H.4) inequality
® uses the fact that [|alls < 1/32 and thus (V,,67) + £(6;) "Hy67 < 0 from the definition of 4};
inequality @ uses the optimality of ¢35 and §f, and the fact that 6 = (d4, d); inequality ® uses the
fact that H = (Iff I;L )

This finishes the proof of the second assertion in (H.2) [l

H.2.3 Structural Lemma 3

The next lemma focuses on the case when the condition |y ;_; V;| > % holds for many rounds, say,
Ty rounds of MWUfull When we apply Lemma H.4 later we shall choose Tp = O(T).

More specifically, whenever the condition |y 7, V;| > %, we define a subset S to consist of
these first s coordinates of the vector y = d;, before reordering 27 If there are T} iterations that this
condition holds, then we denote by 51,52, ..., 57, the corresponding subsets.

2TRecall that for notational convenience, we have re-ordered the coordinates of y in Line 5 of MWUfull.
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Lemma H.4 below shows that if one aggregate properly these subsets, we can find a direction §
so that the quadratic function (V,d) + %5TV25 is sufficiently small:

Lemma H.4. Let Sy,---Sg, be subsets of [n], and satisfy that each i € [n] is contained in at most
P such subsets. Suppose it satisfies

> vgtv%st

.

1€St

Zvi 21 and

1€St

YVt € [To]:

where vg, s a vector with all coordinates in Sy being 1 and all coordinates in [n]\ Sy being 0. Then,
the following holds: letting 6 = — g > otermy 580 ((Vsvs,)) - vs, , we have:
1600 < % and (V,5) + éaTv%s < —32% |
Proof of Lemma H.4. The proof is by direct calculation. First, since each ¢ is contained in at most
P subsets from Sy, ..., St,, we have ||§||.c < 1/8.
We now focus on the linear term (V, ¢). By assumption, for every ¢t € [Tp], we have ‘EiESt Vi‘ >
%. Therefore, we have

1 T
— E . < —— .
0

We then move to the quadric term 6 ' V6. Denoting by 7 = —sgn (Ziest Vi), we have

TV L gm0 IV | 3 ties = 3 e

2

,]E[n} tG To] tG To]
2
®
<35 P 5iap2 Z |V Z lics, Ljgs, + Z ligs, Ljes,
i,j€[n] te[To) t€[To)
2 2
®
< wpp 2 Vil [ | 2 Liesidigs, | +( D LigsiLyes
i,j€n] te[To] te[To]
® 1 )
< 61P Z Vi Z Lies1jgs, | + Z Ligs,1jes,
4,]'6[”] tE T()] te T()]
2
= 32P Z Z ‘V’L]|]‘Z€St j%St - 16P Z UStv USt
te[To] i,5€n] te[To)
< S N = S Vs = 2 (V.0)
- - v - _
= 16P VAR IIRTY= > 08t PR
te[To] li€S: te[To]

Above, equality @ uses the fact that V? is a Laplacian matrix; inequality @ uses the fact that
ITe(Lies, — 1jes,)| < Lies, jgs, + Ligs, 1jes,; inequality ® uses (a + b)? < 2a? + 2b?; inequality ®
uses i) Ligs, Lies, < Diemy) Ligs, < P-

Putting the two bounds together, we have (V,8) + $6' V2§ < _ﬁ' [l

H.3 Proof of Lemma 8.4

In this subsection we prove Lemma 8.4 Let us first recall its statement:
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Lemma 8.4 (MWUfull). If p € [10nY3,2y/n], ||oflee < 1/32, € € [0,1/16], K > 1, and T

Q((Kp+K?)logn), letting x be any vector in R™ and H be any Laplacian satisfying H < V2 f(x) <
1.1H. Then, the output

0 <+ MWUfull Vf(z),H, o, T, p, K, )
satisfies |6 — ol < 55 + 7 and either
(a) (Vf(x),0) + %ETHS < qmings_q <1732 {(Vf(2),8) + 0 "H} + 52n’e, or
() (Vf(2),8)+ 15 HE < — 5k £
Before proving Lemma 8.4, we make the following observations to help the readers understand

our MWUfull method. In each round k of MWUfull, denoting by y = J; and assume that |y1| >
-+ > |yn| (see Line 5 of MWUfull), we have

o If |y|loc < p, then we do not perform truncation in Line 22 of MWUfull
o If |y|loc > p, by a simple counting argument (see Claim H.5 below), MWUfull must be able to
find s € [p] such that |ys| — |ys+1] > 15 and |ys+1] < p/2,|ys| > p/4, thus reach Line 7
Claim H.5. If ||y|lcc > p, then there must be an s € [p] such that |ys| — |ys+1] > 15 and |ys+1| <
p/2;lys| = p/4.
Proof of Claim H.5. Since ||y||cc > p and
2 1
> wi(G i) 2 5
i€[p/2]

we know that there must be an i € [p/2] such that |y;| > p/2 and |yiy+1| < p/2. If there exists
jed{i,i+1,---,i+4 p/60} such that |y;| — |yj+1| > 15, then we can already finish the proof by
picking the smallest such j. Otherwise, we have:

Vr e [p/60] 1 |Yiyr| > g — 157

Therefore,
1 1) 2 _p—4 1 1
2 2 _ 2
Zwi(yi—ai) 25 Z (7—157“—1) Zﬁxﬁp_%p (p—4)>n .
i€[n] re((p—4)/60]
This contradicts ||y — a2, < n/1024 and completes the proof. [l

We are now ready to prove Lemma 8.4

Proof of Lemma 8.4. Recall that in MWUfull, the subset S records the set of rounds k in which

Line 13 has been reached. There are two cases, |S| < % and |S| > % In the former case,

MWUfull returns on Line 26, and and in the latter case, MWUfull returns on Line 28

1. Suppose |S] < % We observe that at the each of each round k ¢ [S], the vector Jj, satisfies

(a) Observation 1: ||0k|/co < p.

This is by Claim H.5, which states that if ||0x||cc < p then we must have reached Line 7
of MWUfull; however, if Line 9 is true, then we must have modified §; so that its large
coordinates are all replaced with z4 so cannot be greater than p. In other words, if we
have not reached Line 19 and put & into set S, then it must satisfy ||0x|/c < p.
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(b) Observation 2: (V,d;) + £(0x) 'Hdy, < 0.5 min,_ |, <1/32 {(V,6) + 26 TH&} + 52n3e.
This is because, either we have not reached Line 7 in which case Line 4 of the algorithm
already puts such guarantee on Jy; or if we have reached Line 7, then we must have
reached Line 11, but in this case, zq must satisfy (using Lemma 6.1)

1 . 1
(Va, 24) + é(zq)Tquq < ||z—a<r.]|[|lion§1/32 {{(Va,2)+ ngqu} +e.

Applying our structural lemma Lemma H.3 with 4e, we have that J; satisfies the desire
inequality, after updating 6y ; = (24); for i € [s] on Line 12|

Using Observation 1, following the same calculation as in the proof Lemma 6.1 (for the
MWUbasic method), but instead this time we can pick n = ﬁ since |[lglcc < p+ 1, we
have that for every u € A.

_ T-1
1 nlog(2n?)
Z Ek,—u S T gkawk +277H£kHwk) T
k: k=0
T-1
1 nlog(2n?)
< = ¢ 2n||€ ) —
<= 0( 16x112,, - llwells + 2010 )13, e
< 1 -1 n ) n(p—l—K)log(2n2)
ST &\ V1024 p+K2048 T '

Therefore, as long as T' > Q((pK + K?)logn), we must have

N

—_

0<€k,— u) < 3—2+8—K : (H.5)

However, this implies that 7 > kerr\s 0k — ail < 3 + g5 for every i € [n] (because we can
choose u = n x €;). Since we have chose § < 7 (Zke[T}\S 5k), we therefore have for all i € [n]
— 1 1 1 2
|0; — ;] < T Z |0k, — | + T!SHOM < 32 + I

ke[T]-S

T

b
Il

Also, by Observation 2 and convexity, we have:

_ 1 1, .7
(V,0) + 65 Hj < > <<v75,€> + 5 (0%) H(Sk.) +) 0
ke[T]-S ke[S]

1 1
- i V,8) + =6 'HS) + 52n3e .
4 Hz—aﬁi%y:zz V.9 + 6 } +52n%

. Suppose |S| > %
We first bound the infinite norm of v. Recall that in each round of MWUfull, v; for each
coordinate ¢ either stays the same or increases by one. In particular, if ¥; increases by one,
then we must have: |y;| > p/4 (because Line 19 must have been reached), and this implies
|05 il > g — 1. Using (H.5) again, and choosing u = ne;, we conclude that this cannot happen
for more than T'/(p/4 — 1) times. In other words, we have

(Z-1)llle <T . (HL.6)
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We next show that the output § must satisfy

(V,0) + %STWS < T

_— H.
= TR0k (H.7)

For each round k € S, because Line 19 is reached, there must either v;, = v, or v}, = v,j that
satisfies [(V, v, )| > € or (v},) "Hov, > ¢ ?® Applying Lemma H.1 we know that it must satisfies

1
(Vo) > 5 and [V, 0h)] > o V2 .

Let us denotes the non-zero coordinates of v; as Si. Applying Lemma H.4 on {Sk | k € [S]}
along with P = ||7]|eo, we immediately have (H.7)

Finally, combining (H.6) and (H.7), we have

1-T_» 1 p
d) 4+ =9 0 < ———
(v, 0) + 6 v 256 K
Moreover, we know that [|6 — a/[oe < [|e]|oc + [[0]lcc < 35 + 7o L]
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