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Faster Parallel Solver for Positive Linear Programs via
Dynamically-Bucketed Selective Coordinate Descent
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Abstract

We provide improved parallel approximation algorithms flee important class of packing and covering
linear programs. In particular, we present new paralapproximate packing and covering solvers which run
in O(1/€%) expected time, i.e., in expectation they taRél /¢?) iterations and they d@(N/€) total work,
whereN is the size of the constraint matrix ands the error parameter, and where thehides logarithmic
factors. To achieve our improvement, we introduce an algmic technique of broader intereslynamically-
bucketed selective coordinate descent (DB-SG)each step of the iterative optimization algorithm, the
DB-SCD method dynamically buckets the coordinates of tlalignt into those of roughly equal magnitude,
and it updates all the coordinates in one of the buckets. dymiamically-bucketed updating permits us to take
steps along several coordinates with similar-sized grasli¢hereby permitting more appropriate step sizes at
each step of the algorithm. In particular, this techniquenad us to use in a straightforward manner the recent
analysis from the breakthrough results of Allen-Zhu andcOé [2] to achieve our still-further improved
bounds. More generally, this method addresses “interéefeamong coordinates, by which we mean the
impact of the update of one coordinate on the gradients @frathordinates. Such interference is a core issue
in parallelizing optimization routines that rely on smawtss properties. Since our DB-SCD method reduces
interference via updating a selective subset of variablesaeh iteration, we expect it may also have more
general applicability in optimization.

1 Introduction
Packing and covering problems are important classes aifippgrams with many applications, and they have
long drawn interest in computer science in general and #tieat computer science in particular. In their generic

form, fractional packing problems can be written as thedim@ogram (LP):

T
: <
r;lg()){{c x: Az < b},

wherec € R%,,b € RZ;, andA € RZ ™ are all non-negative. Without loss of generality, one calesthe
coefficients, in which case one can write this LP in the steshtarm:

m;lé({fT,T D Ax <1}, (1)

whereA € R’;OX". The dual of this LP, the fractional covering problem, camiitten in the standard form as:
min{17y : ATy >1}. (2)
y=>0

We denote byOPT the optimal value of the primal problem (1) (which is also tiimal value of the dual
problem (2)). In this case, we say that a vectds a (1 — ¢)-approximationfor the packing LP ifAz < 1
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| Number of distributed iterations Total work |

Luby and Nisan [13] O (leg X 0, (l‘)ge# x (N log n))
Allen-Zhu and Orecchia [2 O IOg;N O (1°§N x N
Our main results 0] (longizlog%) 0] (longizlog% X N)

Table 1: Running time for several parallel solvers for pagkand covering LP problemsV is the total num-
ber of non-zero elements in the constraint matrix. Our dtigor is randomized, so the number of distributed
iterations and total work are in expectation.

and17z > (1 — €) OPT, and we say thay is a (1 + ¢)-approximationfor the covering LP ifAy > I and
1Ty < (1+¢) OPT.

In this paper, we describe improved parallel algorithmsfmeking LPs and covering LPs, improving the de-
pendence on the error parametérom O(1/¢?) to O(1/¢?) for both the total work and the distributed iteration
count for both problems (1) and (2). Our approach followsgheeral approach of transforming non-smooth
LPs to smooth convex optimization problems and then apglgim efficient first-order optimization algorithm.
Unfortunately, the smoothed objective that arises dadtave particularly Lipschitz continuity properties, and
thus we are unable to use traditional optimization methodmprove the (parallel) convergence rate beyond
O(1/€%). Thus, to achieve our improvementd{1/¢2), we develop thelynamically-bucketed selective coor-
dinate descent (DB-SCnethod. This descent method involves partitioning coatdia into buckets based on
the magnitudes of their gradients and updating the cootesria one of the buckets. This permits us to make
relatively large gradient moves along a subset of the caatds for which we can control the smoothness of
gradients within the range of our step. Given that contrglthe smoothness properties of functions is central
to controlling the convergence rate of continuous optitiirealgorithms, we expect that this method will be
useful more generally.

1.1 Overview of Prior Methods

Although one can use general LP solvers such as interiot p@thods to solve packing and covering problems
with a convergence rate d¥(log(1/¢)), such algorithms usually have very high per-iteration castmethods
such as the computation of the Hessian and matrix inverssmaolved. In the setting of large-scale problems,
low precision iterative solvers are often more popular cési Such solvers usually run in time with a much
better dependence on the problem size, but they have the warsepoly(1/¢) dependence on the approxi-
mation parameter. Most such work falls into one of two catiego The first category follows the approach of
transforming LPs to convex optimization problems, thenlgpp efficient first-order optimization algorithms.
Examples of work in this category include [1, 2,4, 14,15, B8(d all except [1, 2] apply to more general classes
of LPs. The second category is based on the Lagrangian telaXaamework, and some examples of work
in this category include [8, 10,13, 17, 25, 26]. For a morailled comparison of this prior work, see Tahle
in [1]. Based on whether the running time depends on the widtn parameter which typically depends on
the dimension or the largest entry df these algorithms can also be divided into width-depensi@rers and
width-independent solvers. Width-dependent solvers aually pseudo-polynomial, as the running time de-
pends orp OPT, which itself can be large, while width-independent scdvare more efficient, in the sense that
they provide truly polynomial-time approximation solvers

The line of research associated with width-independertssivas initiated by Luby and Nisan [13], where
the authors gave a parallel algorithm runﬁrﬁl/e‘*) distributed iterations an@® (N/e4) total work. Note that,
since we are most interested here in the dependence on treparametet, to simplify the discussion and
notation, we will follow the standard practice of usiigto hide poly-log factors. For readers interested in the
more precise results, see Table 1.1 in this section as welliaanalysis below. For sequential algorithms, on
the total work front, a recent breakthrough gives(a(d\f /€) sequential algorithm for packing and a different
O(N/el~5) sequential algorithm for covering [1]. Our recent work iroyed this by developing a diameter
reduction method that leads to a unified framework that aesi@nO(N/¢) sequential algorithm for both
packing and covering [23]. In terms of parallel algorithrinsprovement over th€(1/¢*) iteration count and
O(N/€*) total work in the original paper of Luby and Nisan [13] wasyathieved recently. In particular,
Allen-Zhu and Orecchia [2] gave a deterministic algorithithv (1/¢3) iterations and) (N /e?) total work.



1.2 Our Main Results

In this paper, we describe improved parallel algorithmsgacking LPs and for covering LPs, improving the
dependence on the error parametéor total both work and distributed iteration count for bg@itoblems (1)
and (2) fromO(1/€®) to O(1/€?). In particular, we present a stochastic parallel solver phavides a(1 — ¢)-
approximation for primal packing LPs of the form (1). Thewalis a width-independent first-order method.
It is a stochastic method, and it converges not only in exiect, but also with at least constant probability.
Furthermore, our solver has the additional guarantee lieadlbjective function value is non-increasing across
iterations. In general, stochastic first order methodd) sisacoordinate descent and stochastic gradient descent,
show the expectation of the objective function convergesptiimum, without the monotonicity guarantee on
the actual objective (e.g., [7,12,16, 20]). In practicegwlhe constraints in the problem are ill-conditioned or
highly non-separable, the objective function value maytflate heavily during execution of stochastic methods,
and this has motivated the development of more robust ssétictegorithms (e.g., [9]).

More precisely, here is our main theorem for the fractiorzaling problem.

Theorem 1.1. There is a randomized algorithm that, with probability aast9/10, computes d1 — O(e))-
approximation to the fractional packing problem, h@éN/¢?) total work, and is implementable i0(1/¢?)
distributed iterations.

In addition to this result for the primal packing problem gigen by (1), we can use the primal packing solver
to get a(1 + ¢)-approximation to the dual covering problem, as given by kB&re is our main theorem for the
fractional covering problem.

Theorem 1.2. There is a randomized algorithm that, with probability aast9/10, computes d1 + O(e))-
approximation to the fractional covering problem, h@$N/<?) total work, and is implementable iQ(1/¢2)
distributed iterations.

That is, our packing solver and our covering solver haye/e?) expected iterations an@(N/e?) expected
total work. Among other things, this gives an expected immproent ofO(1/¢) over the current fastest parallel
algorithm of Allen-Zhu and Orecchia [2], in terms of bothrégon count and total work. See Table 1.1 for a
more detailed comparison with their results as well as tbalte of Luby and Nisan [13]. See also Section 2,
which contains a more detailed statement of these resultglhas the algorithms that achieve these results.

1.3 Our Main Techniques

The general approach of transforming non-smooth LPs intoosmconvex optimization problems and then
applying efficient first-order optimization algorithm hasgim done by Nesterov [15], Allen-Zhu and Orecchia[1,
2], and many others. In particular, following [1, 2], to find B— ¢)-approximation of a packing LP, we will
approximately minimize, over the regian> 0, the following convex function:

fulz) = —ITI—E-,LLZeXp(%((AZ)j)—l). ?3)

J=1

In Section 3.1, we will discuss the motivation of usifigz) to solve our packing LP as well as properties of the
parametey: and the functiory,(x). Here, we will focus on the main techniques we had to intredn®rder to
obtain our improved solver.

To do so, recall that first-order methods in optimizationleitphe idea of using the negative of the gradient
as the descent direction for each step of an iterative dhgori In order to lower bound the improvement of
successive steps of the algorithm, smoothness is at theotdhe analysis. The reason is basically since we
want to move in the descent direction as far as possible owitbhanging the gradient by too much. This is
most commonly captured by proving the Lipschitz continpitgperty with parametet on the functionf, i.e.,
we want to find anl, € R* such that

IVf(z) =VIl" < Lz -yl Vz,y € domain(f). (4)

While popular, the Lipschitz continuity property is oftemam stronger than necessary. For example, instead of
controlling the properties of the gradient for ally pairs, in most gradient based methods, we actually only need
to show the smoothness of gradients within the range of eprstvhich, by design, we can control (indeed,



step sizes are often chosen based on this). This motivaesthof weaker continuity properties by focusing on
more constrained casesofy pairs that are still sufficient to lower bound the improvetr@frsuccessive steps
of the algorithm.

Our basic improvement with the DB-SCD method comes from tipdanly a carefully-chosen subset of
variables in each iteration. In particular, we bucket therdmates of the gradient into buckets of roughly
equal gradient magnitude, according to (9) below, and therupdate the coordinates in one of the buckets,
according to Step 7 of Algorithm 1 below. While our partiaug@proach is novel, the basic idea is hardly new
to optimization. Indeed, for most non-trivial functiongriables “interfere” with each other, in the sense that
variablei’s gradient will be affected by the update of variapplge.g., [6]). Thus, if we aim to move the variables
while maintaining smoothness of the gradients, we havekmitaterference into consideration. In general, this
limits the possible step size. The global Lipschitz continparameter usually suffers from interference, since
the Lipschitz property (4) needs to hold for ally pairs, which allows arbitrary interference.

One way to alleviate the problem of interference is to uptiater variables in each iteration. This potentially
permits better control over the changes of gradients fougigated variables, since for the variables not updated,
the changes of their gradients don't affect the objectiveromement for that iteration. One extreme of this idea
is the coordinate descent method [24], where in each iwratnly one variable is updated. In this case, the
step length of the update on the single variable is ofterelattan the step length when all variables are moved
simultaneously. On the other hand, in most cases the cotmputaf n successive partial derivatives can be
more expensive than the computation of all thpartial derivatives for a fixed, limiting the applicability of
the coordinate descent method. When the tradeoff is goadeleetthe gain in the step length versus the loss in
the computation, coordinate descent can be better thaiegtatescent in terms of total work ( [1, 11]). More
generally, in the context of solving linear systems, we ttheeexample of Jacobi iterations versus Gauss-Seidel
iterations, and similar tradeoffs between interferenag mmning time arise ( [3, 5], Chaptdrof [21]). Still
more generally, various efforts to parallelize coordirdgscent can be seen as explorations of tradeoffs among
the smoothness parameter, the amount of computation, haswble distributed iteration count ( [6, 7, 19, 20]).

To the best of our knowledge, all such works mentioned ekhibinverse relationship between the number
of variables updated each iteration, and the number of ti@i@tions required, i.e., when fewer variables are
updated, then more iterative steps are needed. This is wieatvould naturally expect. Moreover, the prior
works mentioned mostly choose the subset of variables tatepeither by some fix order, e.g., uniformly at
random, or according to some static partition construateh the sparsity structure of the given instance, e.g.,
the objective function is separable or the matrix in the peobis block diagonal ( [22]). Rarely, if at all, is
a subset of variables chosen dynamically using knowleddleofictual values of the gradients. Again, this is
what one would naturally expect. For example, as Nesterotenn his seminal accelerated coordinate descent
work [16], if one already computed the whole gradient, thdhdradient methods seem to be better options.

With respect to both of these considerations, our methoelettive coordinate descent is novel and quite
different. First, at least for the case of packing and congkiPs, we can achieve better parallel running time and
better total work by updating fewer (carefully-selectealjables each iteration. Second, our work shows that the
extra computation of the whole gradient can help us seleettatsubset dynamically (even if we don’t update
all coordinates). Our results in this paper show that botthe$e directions are worth additional exploration.
Finally, we emphasize that a less obvious benefit of our ambrds that the gradients in most cases contain
useful information about the dual problem, and if we havewhele gradients from all iterations, then we can
exploit the primal-dual structure of the packing problenolxain a solution to the covering problem.

2 Faster Parallel Solver for Packing LPsand Covering L Ps

In this section, we will present our main results, includangtatement of our main algorithm and theorem for
a parallel solver for packing LPs (in Section 2.1), a statenoé our main algorithm and theorem for a parallel
solver for covering LPs (in Section 2.2), and a descriptibthe main technical ideas underlying our proofs (in
Section 2.3).

2.1 Algorithm and Main Theoremsfor Parallel Packing L P Solver

Our main algorithm to find &1 — ¢)-approximation of a packing LPs is specified in Algorithm hisfalgorithm
takes as input the matri® as in (1), the smoothed objective functiff, and the approximation parametett
returns as outputr, such that with constant probabilitiy}r—éx;p is a(1 — O(e))-approximation to the packing



problem. In this algorithm, we useli] to denote the-th coordinate of vector, except with matrix-vector
multiplications, where we usglz), to denote the value of thieth component ofdx.

Algorithm 1 Stochastic and Parallelizable Packing LP Solver
Input: A € RY™, fu, e € (0,1/2] Output: = € RY,

: € E
Lp 4log(nm/e)7a ATy

2 T [lOlog(l/aeE)log(Zn)] _ O(E%)’w “ ﬂog(%)'l

3. xp 7nﬁ25/“2&

4. for k=0t0T —1do

5: Selectt € {0,...,w — 1} uniformly at random

6: fori=1tondo

7: Gradient truncation and coordinate selection: Comutg, (z), and gef,(f) [7], as defined in (9)
8: Update step 1 [i] @], [i] £ @ [i] exp(—ac” [i])

o: end for

10: end for

11: return z.

To understand the steps of Algorithm 1, recall that the fiamcf, (x) referred to in the algorithm is given
by Egn. (3) and is a smoothed version of the packing objectivd). Then, following [2], in each iteration
k € [0,T — 1], for each variable;[i], we can break the gradients; f,,(z;) into small, medium, and large
components. That is, we can let

Glil = { (Yifu(xk) Vifu(xk)ofh[e_r\f\;ige ()
0 Vifu(zr) € [—€, €

Eli] = Vifu(zr) Vifu(zr) € [-1,1]\[—¢, €] (6)
1 Vifu(a:k) >1

wi = {1 TG

denote, respectively, the small, medium, and large commsrad the gradient. In particular, from this decom-
position, we have

Vfu(zr) = Gk + &k + M. (8)

(It was by adopting this partitioning that previous work isfed theirO(1 /%) running time [2].)

In Lemma 3.4 below, we will establish that if the gradients all within a factor of (sayp from each
other, then we can take a multiplicative step with step aize ©(u) = O(e). To exploit this algorithmically,
and to lead to our improved algorithmic results, we will hgt partition the variables into groups such that,
for variables in the same group, the absolute values of thaiicated gradients will be within a fact@rof
each other. In particular, we will further partition the me&d component into groups or buckets in which the

truncated gradients are of roughly equal magnnitude. Toidofort € {0,..., [log(1) — 1]}, we let

&li] &l € (2, 2] . s
&) — ot ot Wy J ol t=[log(¢)] —1
& i) = U[—e2tH1, €2 ) and n,’[i] = { 0 otherwise * 9)

0 otherwise
Then, in each iteration of Algorithm 1, we will pick a bucketiniformly at random, and we will update all
variables usinq,(f).

Our main result for Algorithm 1 is summarized in the follogitheorem, the proof of which we will present

in Section 3.

Theorem 2.1. Algorithm 1 outputser satisfyingE[f,(z7)] < —(1 — 5¢) OPT, and the algorithm can be

implemented wittO(250/9} 12" N jterations with total workO(N x '81/9le’ Ny \where N is the total
number of non-zeros iA.



Remark. Our main Theorem 1.1 follows almost immediately from Theo&1, when combined with a standard
application of Markov bound and paf$) of Lemma 3.3 below. In particular, by Lemma &3, for every

z >0, fu(x) > —(1 + €¢) OPT. From Theorem 2.1, we have thAf(z7) + (1 + ¢) OPT is a non-negative
random variable with expectation at mdst Using Markov’s inequality, with at least probabilily' 10, we have
fulzr) < —(1 —41€e) OPT, giving a(1 — O(¢) approximation by Lemma 3(3). The total work and iteration
count follow directly from Theorem 2.1, thus proving our mdiheorem 1.1.

2.2 Algorithm and Main Theoremsfor Parallel Covering LP Solver

A benefit of computing all the gradients in each iteration dgakithm 1 is that—even if we don’t use them
for our packing solver—we can exploit the same primal-dtraicsure as in [2] to get a covering LP solver. In
particular, given a covering LP instance in the form of (2§ ean construct its dual, which is a packing LP. If
we then run Algorithm 1 on the packing instance Toiterations, then the average of the exponential penalties
used in the computation of gradients, i.e.,

1 T-1
=7y plux) 20, (10)
k=0

will, with constant probability, be &l +¢)-approximation of the covering problem, after some simpliadj step.
The fixing step is to post-processifggo enforce feasibility of the covering solution, asvill only be feasible
with high probability. Herep(zy) is the vector of all the exponential penalties of the pacldagstraints, as
defined in Lemma 3.2, which we compute in each iteration ofofithm 1 to get the gradients. To obtain the
dual solution, the primal-dual property we will exploit It the slackness of thieh covering constraint withy

is the average gradient of tlig¢h variable in the primal packing LP:

. 1 T-1 . 1 T-1
(ATg)i =1 = > (ATp(ak))i — 1= = > Vifular).
k=0 k=0

Following a similar approch as in [2,27], we present our fixprocedure in Algorithm 2. Note, in particular,
that this explicitly makes all the dual constraints sattksfie

Algorithm 2 Post-processing to enforce feasibility of the dual solution for the Covering solver
Input: A € RZ;™ e € (0,1/10],y € RZ, Output: y € RY, such thatd”y > T.
1y 9

def

- for all i such that\; = (A7y); — 1+ € < —2edo
Let_] = argmax} Ai,j’i i.e. Ai,j = ||Az||oo

2

3

4: —/ —/ i
) Yi <yt Aig®

5

6

: end for

returny = 7450,

Overall, given a covering LP instance in the form of (2), thére covering solver consists of the following.
e First, construct its dual, which is a packing LP in the form{Df

e Then, run Algorithm 1 fofl iterations, withl’ > max{%%, %}

e Finally, fix theg as in (10) with Algorithm 2, which take®(log(N)) time andO(N) work.

If y is the output of Algorithm 2, thep is feasible by construction, i.e;,> 0, ATy > T, and moreover we can
establish the following result.

Theorem 2.2. E[17y] < (1 + 10¢) OPT, andy > 0, ATy > 1.

Remark. Our main Theorem 1.2 follows almost immediately from Theo&2, when combined with a standard
application of Markov bound and several lemmas below. Fréwofem 2.2, we havg[17y] < (14 10¢) OPT,
and1”y > OPT, sincey is always feasible. Them— OPT is a non-negative random variable with expectation



at mostl0e. Using Markov’s inequality, with at least probabiliéy 10, we havel 7y < (14 100¢) OPT, giving
a (1 + O(e) approximation. The expected total work and iteration casrominated by Algorithm 1. We

2 n 2
show in Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 4.3 that runing Algorithm 17Foe= max{ 8w 24 le %y _ o(le’(i)loa N
iterations is sufficient. This proves our main Theorem 1.2.

2.3 Discussion of Main Technical |deas Underlying Our Proofs

Before proceeding with our proofs of Theorems 2.1 and 2.2iti8ns 3 and 4, repsectively, we provide here a
discussion of the main technical ideas underlying our nagho

At a high level, we (as well as Allen-Zhu and Orecchia [1, 2§puhe same two-step approach of Nes-
terov [15]. The first step involves smoothing, which tramsfe the constrained problem into a convex and
smoothobjective function with trivial or no constraints. (By snthpwe mean that the gradient of the objective
function has some property in the flavor of Lipschitz conitiyn)i In our case, we optimize the functiofy (z)
with the trivial constraints > 0, and the smoothness property ff(z) is specified in Lemma 3.4. Once
smoothing is accomplished, the second step uses one oftésrorder methods for convex optimization in
order to obtain an approximate solution. Examples of stahdpplication of this approach to packing and cov-
ering LPs includes the width-dependent solvers of [14, $5)all as multiplicative weights update solvers [4].
In these examples, the dependenc®®T is introduced, when the entropy function is used in the sinogt
step. The dependence pris from using the full gradient, which can be large if there karge entries im.

We will see in Section 3.1 thaf,(x) is the objective function derived from a different smoothstep,
which avoids the dependence©@PT. The functionf,(z) is used in [2], which is the first width-independent
result following the optimization approach, as well as itetavorks [1, 23]. The different smoothing alone is
not enough for width-independence, however, since in thienigation step, the convergence of the first order
method will depend on the largest absolute value of the gradir feedback vector. We use the same idea as
in [1, 2] to use truncated gradient in our algorithm, thugetif/ely reducing the width ta. More specifically,
the regret term in standard mirror descent analysis depamdise width, while in Lemma 3.8, our regret term
a? OPT doesn't.

A major issue that arises with this approach is that the cowmgective functionf, () is not smooth in
the standard Lipschitz continuity sense. The authors inW@ik around it by showing that the gradient is
multiplicatively smooth within some local neighborhooddahey constrain their update steps to stay inside that
region. The bottleneck of their convergence, as we seetitaisthe step size of the update is too small due to
interference (recall that interference is the dependehegariablei’s gradient on the value of other variables)
between different coordinates. In a typical iterationythén to move all variables simultaneously proportional
to the respective gradients, without changing the gradi€any variable by too much. When the gradients of
the variables are not on the same scale, a natural obstisde:avhen variabléhas a large gradient, we would
like to movei by a large step in order to harness the gradient improverbetiye are prevented from doing so,
due to the interference éfwith some other variablg, which has a tiny gradient.

We tackle this bottleneck by designing in a dynamic mannlectige coordinate descent steps designed to
reduce interference. In each iteration, we group all théabées according to the magnitudes of their gradients
such that variables in the same group all have approximttelgame magnitudes up to some constant factor, as
specified in (9) in Section 2.1. If we then only update vaealdf one randomly chosen group, as in Step 7 of
Algorithm 1, then we can take larger steps for the subset adbkes we update. In addition, we show that we
only needog(1/€) groups, so each iteration we update a large fraction of tHalas on expectation.

To make our analysis work out, we follow [2], and we interpghet update step as both a gradient descent step
and a mirror descent step. (We note, though, that this iergifit from [1,28], where the gradient descent step and
the mirror descent step are separate steps, and the afgdakies a linear coupling of the two steps to achieve
acceleration as in Nesterov’'s accelerated gradient dedegf2] and in our algorithm, it is a single update step
each iteration, interpreted as both a gradient step and mmuescent step.) This two-way interpretation is
required when we use convexity to upper bound the gap betyigen ) and f,, (u) for somez;, u. Recall we
break the gradients into small, medium and large comporaarits (8), so we have:

fu@r) = fu(u) <V fu(zr), 2 —u) = (G, v — w) + (ks T — w) + (e, T — u).

We will see that in expectation, the loss incurred by the mm@déomponent will be bounded using the mirror
descent interpretation in Lemma 3.8, and the loss incuryetthé large component will be bounded using the
gradient descent interpretation in Lemma 3.5.



A benefit of our DB-SCD method is that it is modular and thusaih de coupled cleanly with existing
methods. To illustrate this, since our interest in thisipatar problem was inspired by the original improvement
of [2], we will to the extent possible adopt the techniquesrfrtheir work, pointing out similarities in the
following sections whenever possible.

3 Analysisof Algorithm for Packing L Ps. Proof of Theorem 2.1

In this section, we will provide a proof of Theorem 2.1. Rédaht we denote b PT the optimal value of (1)
and that Algorithm 1 will compute &l — ¢)-approximationz where Az < 1 and1”z > (1 — ¢) OPT. In
Section 3.1, we'll present some preliminaries and desdrdve we perform smoothing on the original packing
objective function. We’'ll analyze the update step as a gradiescent step in Section 3.2, and we’ll analyze the
same update step as a mirror descent step in Section 3.3lyFin&ection 3.4, we’'ll show how to combine
the two analyses to complete the proof of Theorem 2.1. Sontleeofollowing results are technically-tedious
but conceptually-straightforward extensions of analeg@sults from [2], and some of the results are restated
from [2]. For completeness, we provide the proof of all ofsheesults, with the latter relegated to Appendix A.

3.1 Preliminariesand Smoothing the Objective

To start, let's assume that

min [|A4.i]|eo = 1.
i€[n]

This assumption is without loss of generality: since we aterested in multiplicativél — ¢)-approximation,
we can simply scaled for this to hold without sacrificing approximation qualityVith this assumption, the
following lemma holds. (This lemma is the same as Propasiia.(a) in [2], and its proof is included for
completeness in Appendix A.)

Lemma3.1. OPT € [1,n]

With OPT being at least, the error we introduce later in the smoothing step will bakmnough that the
smoothing function approximates the packing LP well enough respect ta: around the optimum.

We will turn the packing LP objective into a smoothed objeetiunction f, (), as used in [1, 2], and we
are going to find 41 — €)-approximation of the packing LP by approximately minimgif,, (z) over the region
x > 0. The functionf,(z) is

fule) 2 -T"x + I;lgg{yT(Aw — 1)+ nH(y)},

and it is a smoothed objective in the sense that it turns tic&ipg constraints into soft penalties, wifti(y)
being a regularization term. Here, we use the generalizedmnH (y) = — Zj y;logy; + y;, wherep is the
smoothing parameter balancing the penalty and the regatan. It is straightforward to compute the optimal
y, and writef,,(z) explicitly, as stated in the following lemma.

Lemma32. f,(x) = 1"+ u 3, pj(x), wherep;(z) = exp(+((Ax);) — 1).

Optimizing f,(x) gives a good approximation ©OPT, in the following sense. If we let* be an optimal

def

solution, andu* = (1 — ¢/2)z*, then we have the properties in the following lemma. (Thmsrea is the same
as Propositior.2 in [2], and its proof is included for completeness in Appendli)

Lemma 3.3. Setting the smoothing parameter= we have

1. fu(u*) < —(1—-¢) OPT.
2. fu(z) > —(1+¢) OPT for everyz > 0.

3. Lettingz, > 0 be such that:[i] = <2 for eachi € [n], we havef, (zy) < —1=<.

nflA:illeo n

4. For anyz > 0 satisfyingf, (z) < 0, we must havelz < (1 + €)1, and thusl”z < (1 + ¢) OPT.
5. Ifz > 0 satisfiesf, (z) < —(1—0O(¢e)) OPT, thenl%rga: isa(1—O(e))-approximation to the packing LP.



6. The gradient of,(x) is
Vi (x) = —T+ ATp(z) where p;(z) % exp(i((A:c)j —),

andVifN(:c) =—-1+ Zj Ajipj(l') € [—1, OO]

Although f,(x) gives a good approximation to the packing LP without intrcidg dependence @dPT, we
cannot simply apply the standard (accelerated) gradiesuente algorithm to optimize it, ag,(z) doesn’t have

the necessary Lipschitz-smoothness property. (IndeedBtSCD method was designed to address this issue.)
As before [23], we interpret our update step, ; [i] < x,gtll[i] = 2] exp(—ozg,(:) [7]) in Algorithm 1 as
both a gradient descent step as well as a mirror descentitapis, in order to prove the theorem, our analysis

will view it from both perspectives. We proceed now with tleepective analysis for the two interpretations.

3.2 Gradient Descent Step

We will first analyze the update step in Algorithm 1 as a gratlaescent step. As in most gradient descent
analysis, we need to bound our step’s impact on the gradi@otslo so, we will showf, () is locally multi-
plicative Lipschitz continuoy# a sense quantified by the following lemma. Note the résalistronger version

of Propositior3.6 in [2], in the sense that the step sizés 1/¢ larger. This improvement is achieved due to the
reduced interference from our DB-SCD updating method.

Lemma 3.4. Let 551(31["] = x[i] exp(—ag,(:) [i]), for anyt = 0,...,w — 1, as in Algorithm 1. LetB; =
{z‘|§,(:)[i] > 0} be the set of variables we updateAif;, < (1+ €)1, then for anyr = 7 4 (1 — r):cg}rl where

7 € [0,1], we havevi € By, V; fu(x) is betweery V; £, (zx) and 3V, f,, ().

Proof. Because for alf € By, ,(f) [i] € (2!, 2! U [—e2!T1 —€2?), each variable changes multiplicatively
by at mosexp(+ae2!*1), and sincexe2!*! < 1/4, we must have for ali,

xfi] € xli] - [1 — gae?, 1+ gaezt]. (11)

Now we look at the impact of the step on the exponential pasalt
(@) = exp(s,((42); = 1)),
Due to (11), andAzy); < (1 + ¢) for anyj, we have
(Ar); — (Amy);] < S0e2!(Army); < Sl

Then by our choice of,, we have

10cve2? €2t
pj(®) > pj(wk) GXP(—T) = pj(zk) eXP(—?)-

Sincee2! < 1, we havmxp(—%) >(1- %). By a similar calculation for the upper bound, we have

2t et
6—,1+€T].

1 (12)

pj(z) € pj(xx) - [1 -

For anyi € B, if 5,(:) [i] € (2!, €2t1], we have
Vifu(@) = (ATp(x))i — 1

> (ATpa)(1 - ) -1

= (Vefulen) + )0 - S 1
S Vz‘fu(ka)7

- 2

where the last step is due ¢8' < 1 andV, f,,(z)) > 5,(:) [i] > €2'. By similar calculation, we ge¥; f,,(z) <
3V fu(zk). The same holds for the casg) [i] € [—e2ttL, —e2t). O



We will see in Claim 3.6 that the condition dfr;, < (1+ €)1 holds for allk = 0, ..., 7. Once we establish
smoothness of the gradients within the range of our updepe ate can lower bound the improvement we make.

In particular, the terMank ,x, — u) is the loss incurred from the truncation, as our update sbegmt act on
the truncated part, but it shows up when we use convexity tmté¢he gap to optimality.

Lemma3b. Forallt=0,...,w—1,anyu >0

(an?, @y, —u) < A(fulzx) — fulal]))).

Proof. First observe that
1
Fulwn) = fulai]y) = / (Vhu(@ly + 7o —20,)), o — 2y )dr

-y / Vi fu(@l)y + 7(ax — 20 ))dr x (@xli] — 2, [i),

i€ By

where the last equality is becausgli] — a:,(cll['] = 0 fori ¢ B,. By Lemma 3.4, we have that; fu(f%ﬂ +
T(x) — ka)) has the same sign &3 f,,(x,) for all 7 € [0, 1]. Furthermore, by our update rute,[] — :v,(f}rl [9]
also has the same sign ¥sf,,(xx), and so we havg, (xj) — f#(a:,(fll) > O0forall¢. If t < w — 1, then we

known"”) = 0, and thus
(an o —u) = 0 < A(fuwn) = Fuleif])):

Whent = w — 1, let B = {i|V;f.(xzx) > 1} D B, be the set of variables with nonzenjg) [i], we know for
i€ B, &"[i] = 1,502, [i] = x1[i] exp(—a), and

Fulmx) = fulzl ) = > / Vifu(@iy + (@ — 2i))dr x (exli] - 23, [i)

1€B;

=3 / Vi), + i — o)) x (@nli] - 21, [i)

i€B

>Z Vifu(zr) x zp[i](1 — exp(—a))

i€B
a ,
>y 7 Vilu(zr)ael].
icB

The first inequality is due td3; C B, and every; has non-negative contribution to the sum. The second
inequality is from Lemma 3.4, and the last inequality is hsed1 — exp(—a)) > «/2 whena < 1/10. Then
we have

(o ax —u) <3 aVifulan)anli] < 4(fu (@) — fulel])),

icB
where the first inequality is becausg f,, (zx) > 77;(9) > 0in this case, and > 0. O
We seef,(x1) — fﬂ(xk-i-l) > 0foranyt =0,...,w — 1, we have the following.

Claim 3.6. f,(xx) is non-increasing wittk. By part(3), (4) of Lemma 3.34z;, < (1 + €)1, and17z;, <
(1+¢)OPT forall .

3.3 Mirror Descent Step

We now interpret the update step as a mirror descent steps®&#he same proximal setup as in [2]. The distance
generating function will be the generalized entropy fumttiwhere

w(z) £ Y i log(zli]) - ail,

i€[n]

10



and the corresponding Bregman divergence function will be

Vo) = 3 (wlillog L1 1 o - yla).

i€[n] r [Z]

This is the standard proximal setup when one works Wittnorm with the simplex as the feasible region. In our
case, since the feasible regiorris> 0, we don’t have the standard strong convexity of the Bregnizergence,
but one can verify

Velw) = 3 (ol tog X 4 afi —yfi) > 37 VL (13)

i€[n] x[l] i€[n] 2 max{x[l]v y[l]}

To interpret the update step as a mirror descent step, ttoeviol claim is used. It is the same as Clagw
in [2] applied to different vectors. It is fairly straightfward to verity, and we include the proof in Appendix A.

Clam3.7. Forallt =0,...,w — 1, we have

#ifly = argmin{Vs, (2) + (2 — ok, 0¢)}.

Once we see the update step is indeed a mirror descent steg@naderive the following result from the
textbook mirror descent analysis (or, e.g., Lermirain [2]).

Lemma3.8. Forallt =0,...,w — 1, we have forany. > 0

<Oé§1(€t)7$k —u) <a®OPT 4V, (u) — Voo (u).

k+1
Proof. The lemma follows from the following chain of equalities andqualities.

<a§1(ct)vxk —u) = <a§k y Lk — x(+1> <a§k 7xk+1 —u)

< (o€ an —af) + (= VVau (2y) 2, — )
< (& an = 2)) + Vi (w) = Vo (w) = Vi ()

). EON (z ] —I;(fll[i])Z
< _Z ol [i] (wxld] — 24, [1]) — 5 + Vi (1) = Voo (u)

2 max{xy ], o314 [} s

S (g [i])? max{ay[i], () [i]}

D) + mG (u) -V (t) (u)

2
< §a2fT$k + mG( ) V (t) (u)

k+1

< @? OPT+V, (u) = V. ) (u).
k+1

The first equality follows by adding and subtract'mﬁil. The first inequality is due to the the minimality of
()

T, 1, which gives
(Vo (@f]y) + o€ u—a,) 20 Yu >0,
the second inequality is due to the standard three pointgptppf Bregman divergence, thatvs,y > 0
(=VVa(y),y —u) = Va(u) = Vy(u) = Va(y),

the third inequality is from (13), the fourth inequality fmlvs from2ab — a? < b2, the next inequality is due to
x,gtll[ ] < xpli](1+e), andg,:)[ ] < 1. The last inequality is by Claim 3.67 z;, < (1 + ¢) OPT. O

11



3.4 Coupling of Gradient and Mirror Descent

In this section we show convergence using the results weeatkby analyzing the update step as both a gradient
descent step and a mirror descent step.

Recall we break the gradients into small, medium and largepoments. The proof follows a similar ap-
proach as Lemma.4 of [2], where we bound the three components respectivetytelescope along all itera-
tions. Furthermore, we divide the medium and large compisrietow = log([1]) groups, as follows:

Vfu(@r) = Gk + & + nk

and
& = wE "] and gy = W),
We bound the gap to optimality at iteratiénas follows:
a(fu(ze) — fuu?)) <(aVifu(zr), zp —u®)
=a(C, Tk — u) + €k, T — u*) + (g, TE — u”)
=a(Cr, xr —u”) + wIEtKaf,(:),xk —u")] + wIEt[<an,(:), xp —u")].

The first line is due to convexity. The next two lines just tkraad regroup the terms. Now we upperbound each
of the three terms

Lemma 3.9. We have the following.
1. (Ck,xr —u*) < 3¢ OPT.

2. Vt, <oz§,(:),:ck —u*) <® OPT+V,, (u*) =V ¢ (u*).

k41

3. V¢, <C”71(:)7$k —u*) < 4A(fu(zr) — flt(xg}rl))
Proof. We establish each result in turn.

1. We know|¢,[i]] < eforall, 17z, < (14 €) OPT from Claim 3.6, and7u* < OPT, thus
Gy — ™) < e(TTay, + TTu*) < 3¢ OPT

2. Thisis just Lemma 3.8 applied to= u*.
3. Thisis just Lemma 3.5 applied to= u*.

Given this, we have
alfular) = fu(w®)) <alGr,zr — u*) + wEe[(a€, 2 — u*)] + wEe[(an”, zp — u*)]
<3ac OPT +ukylo® OPT +V;, (u) = Vo (u)] + dwfpu(zn) — 4wl fu(w})))

The above inequality holds far, following any sequence of random choices (its.in the firstk — 1 iterations).
Let I, denote the random choices over the firgerations, and we take expectation of the above inequaliget

a(EIk [flt (xk)] - flt (u*)) <3ae OPT +a2w OPT +wE1k [Vwk (u*)] - wE1k+1 [Vzgfil (u*)]

+ 4w]EIk [flt (.’L’k)] - 4w]EIk+1 [fu (‘Tl(ctJ)rl)] (14)

Telescoping (14) fok = 0,...,7 — 1, we get

T-1
a > (B, [fulzx)] = fu(u®)) <3Tac OPT +wTa? OPT +wVy, (u*) + 4w fu(z0) — 4wkr, [fu (=)
k=0

<3Tae OPT +wTa? OPT +2wlog 2n OPT —4wE . [f,, (z{")], (15)

where the last inequality is due ¥ (zo) < 0, and

12



Claim 3.10. V,,(u*) < 2log2n OPT

Proof.

- Zu*[z]l g W] < Zu*[i] log zoﬁ + o]

e Ul Adl 1 o2
< 2 wlles Ty A el

< TTu*log(2n) + 1 < 2log(2n) OPT

where we have used < m in the second line, sincdu* < 1. The third line is due ta”w* < OPT, and
OPT > 1. O

We prove thatEr, [f,(z'")] < —(1 — 5¢) OPT (i.e. Theorem 2.1) by contradiction. Ky, [f,(z\")] >
—(1 — 5¢) OPT, we have—4wEr, [f#(ng))] < 4w OPT. If we divide both sides of (15) by, then we have

1 =
Ta 2o CEnlful@)] = fu(w))
k=0

1
<7 (3TacOPT +wTa? OPT 42w log 2n OPT —4wE . [ £, (z{))])
(6%

2wlog2n

<3¢ OPT +wa OPT + OPT +;—w OPT.
Q

2w log 2n

Hwloa2n e haveZ2r a2t <

Recalla = 11/20 = 551557, we havewa < €/20. By our choice of" =
and7% < e. Thus

L 11
T > Erlfulwr)] = fulu®)) < 4e OPT
k=0

From part(1) of Lemma 3.3, we know,(u*) < —(1 — €) OPT, which suggests there existsca, such that

Er, [f#(:ck)] —1(1 — 5¢) OPT. This gives a contradiction &z, [f,.(z (t))] > —(1 — 5¢) OPT by Claim 3.6,
as fu(xx) is non-increasing, so &y, [ f.(xk)].

The running time guarantee in Theorem 2.1 comes directiy far choice ofl’, and that in each iteration
of Algorithm 1, the gradients can be computedifiog N) distributed iterations an@ (V) total work.

4 Analysisof Algorithm for Covering L Ps: Proof of Theorem 2.2

In this section, we will provide a proof of Theorem 2.2. To @ first recall some properties from the analysis
of the packing algorithm:

1. Yu > 0,
LB, fulan)] = fu(u) < B[40 (Vi (ar), 2 — u)] ) 6
< %(fu(xO) — E[fu(xr)]) + 25 Vi, (u) +2¢ OPT +elTu.

This is simply telescoping (14) for a genetal> 0 instead ofu*. Notice Lemma 3.9(1) for general> 0
gives((r, v — u) < elfu + ellxy, < 2¢ OPT +17w.

2. Ay < (14 )1, 172, < (1 +¢) OPT andf,(z)) > —(1 + ¢) OPT hold for all k and any outcome of

random choices. This follows from Claim 3.6, and Lemma 3.342s0 z [i] = niAi/”zoo for eachi € [n],

andf,(zo) <0.

We start with the following lemma which states thaty is close toOPT on expectation.

Lemma4.1. ForanyT > %2, we haveE[I7g] < (1 + 5¢) OPT

13



The proof of this lemma follows directly from Lemnda.1 of [2], only with the additionatv = log([1]) due
to our dynamic grouping, and the expectation. The expectdtdlds since all the inequalities used in the proof
hold universally (i.e., in any outcome of the random chojic&ge omit the detailed proof here, and encourage
interested readers to look at [2].

Now we look at thei-th constraint of the covering LP, which corresponds to tagablez[i] in the dual
packing instance. LeZ,S) be the indicator random variable of whethdi] is in the group being updated in
iterationk of Algorithm 1, and let

T—1
Si=w > Z (min{V;fu(zx), 1} + o).
k=0

We can obtain a lower bound on the random variahlas follows:

Lemma 4.2. log2
g > LIy, (17)
«
Proof. Using the notations of Algorithm 1, we have, for all2: > Zk o kt)[ |. We know the cumulative
update on variable[:] must be bounded, due to Claim 3a,[i] < ”A H for all k£, and in particular
1+e (t) Si 1—¢/2 S;
= > i) = ol exp(—a 3 €0[i]) > aoli] exp(—at) = —— = exp(—al).
[[Aziloo Z w’ ol Al w
The bound in (17) follows. O

Notice that the slackness of thh covering constraint with the solutignis

T-1

1
(ATg)i — 1+ e= Y (ATp(ay))i —1+e
k=0

| Tl
=7 Z Vifulzk) + €
k=0

T—1
1 .
ZT ,;0 min{V; f,(zx), 1} + €

1
“
—TUZ,
with the definition of the random variablg = Zf;ol min{V, f,,(zx), 1} + e. If thei-th variable is updated in

all iterations, i.e.Z,(f) = 1 for all k£, then we havé/; = S; in that case, and wheR > 61“1;’752", we have that

wlog 2n S
ol

1
(AT?j)i—l“‘EZTSiZ—

Thus, we know thatA”7); > 1 — 2e, for all i, which means all covering constraints are approximatelgifge.
However, we don't always update variablén all iterations of Algorithm 1, and so we need to bound the
differenceS; — U;. We do so with the following lemma.

Lemma4.3. ForanyT > 2“12:7;’“ we havePr[S; — U; > €T <

£,
n’

Proof. The randomness d@f; and.S; comes from the random choice of which group to update in gacation
of Algorithm 1. Let

D;(f) =w Z Z;(;)(min{vl'fu(fck)v 1} +e) - Z min{Vify. (), 1} + €

K<k K<k

14



Let G, be the random choice (i.e., the group to update) madethtteration of Algorithm 1. Sinc@éi) is an

indicator random variables with probability @j being1, and it is independent fro@, ..., Gr_1, D,(f) is a
martingale with respect t@', as

i i 1 . . i
E[D|Go..... G = D + —w(min{Vifu(wx), 1} + ) = (min{Vif, (o), 1} +¢) = D,

and so we have
DY) = B[S, —~U)]=0, DY) =8,—U.
FurthermoreLD,(f) — D,(j}rl| < w forall k, so we can apply Azuma'’s inequality, and get
272
2T w?

from which the lemma follows. O

Pr[S; — U; > €T < exp( ) <

€
)
n

The above lemma, Lemma 4.3, shows that with high probabilisatisfies the-th covering constraint up
to —3e. In the rare case it doesn’t, we use Algorithm 2 to fix it, antige We show on expectation this step
doesn’t add too much to the total cost.

Lemma4.4. E[17y] < (1 + 6¢) OPT.
Proof. WhensS; — U; < €T, we have

(AT?])i —14+e> l(Sl — ) > _wlog2n

— € > —2¢,

~

«
and so we don't need to fix theth constraint. When that is not the case, sin¢éy); > 0, and||4.;|« > 1, we
need to add at mosdtto some variablg’, to fix thei-th covering constraint. For all the covering constraints,

we add on expectation at mosg < ¢ < ¢ OPT to y to gety’. Together with Lemma 4.1, we hai1”y] <
(14 6¢) OPT. O

We complete the proof of Theorem 2.2 by noticipg’ 3); > 1 — 3¢, for all i. Thus, the output of Algo-

rithm 2, 12—/35 satisfies the properties stated in Theorem 2.2.
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Appendix A Missing Proofs

The following proofs can be found in [2], and we include theenehfor completeness.
Lemma3.1. OPT € [1,n]

Proof. By the assumptiomin; ¢, [| A.i||c = 1, we know at least one variable has all coefficients at mopso
we can just set that variable towhich givesOPT > 1. On the other hand, since each variable has a coefficient
of 1 in some constraint, no variable can be larger thausOPT < n. O

Lemma 3.3. Setting the smoothing parameter= we have

4log(:tm/e)’
1. fu(u*) < —(1—¢€) OPT.
2. fu(z) > —(1+¢) OPT for everyz > 0.

3. Lettingz, > 0 be such thaty[i] = -2 for eachi € [n], we havef, (zy) < —1=<.

T onflAlle n

4. For anyz > 0 satisfyingf, (z) < 0, we must havelz < (1 + €)1, and thusl”z < (1 + ¢) OPT.
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5. Ifz > 0 satisfiesf,(z) < —(1—-0(¢e)) OPT, then%ﬂx is a(1—O(e))-approximation to the packing LP.
6. The gradient of,(x) is

Vfu(z) = —T+ ATp(z) where p;(a >_exp<u<<,4x> 1),

andVif#(x) =—-1+ le Ajipj (.CC) S [—1, OO]

Proof. We establish each result in turn.

1. SinceAz* < 1, andu* = (1 — ¢/2)z*, we have(Au*); — 1 < —¢/2 for all j. Thenp;(u*) <
exp(—y5) = (5)% and fu(u) = —TTu + p 37T pi(u*) < —(1 = ¢/2) OPT+pm(55)? <
—(1—¢€)OPT.

2. By contradiction, supposg,(z) < —(1 4 ¢) OPT, sincef,(z) > —17z, we must havd”z > (1 +
¢) OPT. Supposd”z = (1 + v) OPT for somev > e. There must exits g, such tha(Az); > 1 + v.
Then we have;(z) > exp(v/p) = ((22)*)v/¢, which implies

€ mn

¢ /e _ (140
Z Tlog(mnJe) ) ) (14 v)OPT > 0,

fu(z) > —(14v) OPT +pup;(z) >

sinceOPT < n, andv > e. This gives a contradiction.
3. Thex, we use satisfiedzy — 1 < —¢/2 — 1, thus

wm 1—¢/2 1—ce¢
= (z0) — 172 < - < - :
szj(xo) 10 = (nm)? n n

4. By contradiction, suppose there is sojreuch thaf Az); — 1 > e. Letv > e be the smallest such that
Az < (1+v) OPT, and denotg the constraint that hdslz); —1 = v. We musthavé” z < (1+v) OPT
by definition of OPT. Then

€ mn

e — 4\v/e .
Alog(mn/e) )%) (1+v)OPT >0,

fulz) > ppj(z) — (1 +v) OPT >

which gives a contradiction.

5. By the above partf,(z) < —(1 — O(¢)) OPT < 0 suggests;T; is feasible. Furthermore; 17z <
fu(z) < —(1 = O(€)) OPT givesI”z > (1 — O(€)) OPT, thusI” £ > (1 — O(e)) OPT is approxi-
mately optimal.

6. This is by straightforward computation.

Claim 3.7. Forallt =0,...,w — 1, we have

ritly = argmin{Va, (2) + {z — o, ag”)).
220

Proof. Since the functiofV, ) (z), the dot product and the constraint> 0 are all coordinate-wise separable,
we look at each coordinate independently. Thus we only neeHdeck
z[d]

oy 1 [i] = argmin{ (z[i] log === + zk[i] — 2[i]) + €l [i)(2[i] — 2 [i])}.
2[i]>0 x[1]

This univariate function being optimized is convex and hasigue minimizer. We find it by taking the derivative
to get

log ﬂ + 0451(:) [i] =0,
k1]

which g|ves:z:,(f}rl['] © 2[i) = axli] exp(—agV ). =
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