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Abstract

We provide faster algorithms for approximately solving ℓ∞ regression, a fundamental prob-
lem prevalent in both combinatorial and continuous optimization. In particular, we provide
accelerated coordinate descent methods capable of provably exploiting dynamic measures of
coordinate smoothness, and apply them to ℓ∞ regression over a box to give algorithms which
converge in k iterations at a O(1/k) rate. Our algorithms can be viewed as an alternative ap-
proach to the recent breakthrough result of Sherman [She17] which achieves a similar runtime
improvement over classic algorithmic approaches, i.e. smoothing and gradient descent, which
either converge at a O(1/

√
k) rate or have running times with a worse dependence on prob-

lem parameters. Our runtimes match those of [She17] across a broad range of parameters and
achieve improvement in certain structured cases.

We demonstrate the efficacy of our result by providing faster algorithms for the well-studied
maximum flow problem. Directly leveraging our accelerated ℓ∞ regression algorithms imply a
Õ (m+

√
mn/ǫ) runtime to compute an ǫ-approximate maximum flow for an undirected graph

with m edges and n vertices, generically improving upon the previous best known runtime of
Õ (m/ǫ) in [She17] whenever the graph is slightly dense. We further design an algorithm adapted
to the structure of the regression problem induced by maximum flow obtaining a runtime of
Õ (m+max(n,

√
ns)/ǫ), where s is the squared ℓ2 norm of the congestion of any optimal flow.

Moreover, we show how to leverage this result to achieve improved exact algorithms for maximum
flow on a variety of unit capacity graphs. We hope that our work serves as an important step
towards achieving even faster maximum flow algorithms.

http://arxiv.org/abs/1808.01278v2


1 Introduction

The classic problem of ℓ∞ regression corresponds to finding a point x∗ such that

x∗ = argminx∈Rm‖Ax− b‖∞, for A ∈ R
n×m, b ∈ R

n.

In this work, we are primarily concerned with developing iterative algorithms for approximately
solving this problem. We use OPT to denote ‖Ax∗ − b‖∞ and our goal is to find an ǫ-approximate
minimizer of the ℓ∞-regression function, i.e. a point x ∈ R

m such that

OPT ≤ ‖Ax− b‖∞ ≤ OPT+ ǫ.

This problem has fundamental implications in statistics and optimization [She13, LS14, LS15a,
SWWY18]. In many of these settings, it is also useful to design iterative method machinery for the
following more general problem of finding

x∗ = argminx∈S ‖Ax− b‖∞, for A ∈ R
n×m, b ∈ R

n, S = {x ∈ R
m : xj ∈ [lj , rj ] ∀j ∈ [m]}

for some m pairs of scalar lj ≤ rj (possibly infinite). Note that this constrained problem is
strictly more general than the standard one as setting lj = −∞, rj = ∞, ∀j ∈ [m] recovers the
unconstrained problem. In this work, for simplicity, the domain constraint will only be x ∈ [−1, 1]m
(though our results apply to the more general case; see Appendix A.2 for a formal statement).

Definition 1.1 (Box-constrained ℓ∞ regression). We call the problem of solving, for regression
matrix A ∈ R

n×m and demands b ∈ R
n,

min
x∈[−1,1]m

‖Ax− b‖∞ ,

the box-constrained ℓ∞ regression problem. We refer to any x′ ∈ [−1, 1]m such that

∥

∥Ax′ − b
∥

∥

∞ − min
x∈[−1,1]m

‖Ax− b‖∞ ≤ ǫ

as an ǫ-approximate minimizer.

Many natural optimization problems can be written in the form of box-constrained ℓ∞ regression,
e.g. the maximum flow problem and more broadly linear programming [LS15b], and thus faster
methods for solving box-constrained ℓ∞ regression can imply faster algorithms for common problems
in theoretical computer science. Therefore, the central goal of this paper is to provide faster
algorithms for computing ǫ-approximate minimizers to ℓ∞-regression, that when specialized to the
maximum flow problem, achieve faster running times.

1.1 Regression results

In this paper we show how to apply ideas from the literature on coordinate descent methods (see
Section 1.3) to obtain faster algorithms for approximately solving box-constrained ℓ∞ regression.
We show that by assuming particular sampling and smoothness oracles (which are implementable
given sparsity assumptions on A), we obtain a randomized algorithm which improves upon the
the classic gradient descent based methods across a broad range of parameters and attains an ǫ−1

dependence in the runtime. We show the following in Section 3.4.
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Theorem 1.2 (Accelerated box-constrained ℓ∞ regression). There is an algorithm that ǫ-approximately
minimizes the box-constrained ℓ∞ regression problem (Definition 1.1) in time

Õ



mc+

(

min(m,n) +
√

mmin(n, s)
)

c ‖A‖∞
ǫ



 ,

where each column of A ∈ R
n×m has at most c non-zero entries, and the optimizer x∗ has ‖x∗‖2 ≤ s.

Note that since s ≤ m, the runtime is always at most Õ(mc ‖A‖∞ /ǫ). Moreover, Theorem 1.2
generically achieves a runtime of Õ(mc +

√
mnc ‖A‖∞ /ǫ) in the case n = O(m). We give a proof

of the following simple extension, encapsulating the general box-constrained case as well as the
unconstrained case, in Appendix A.2, which follows via a reduction to Theorem 1.2. We simplified
the bounds for easy statement, but we remark that as they follow by a reduction, they admit similar
improvements when e.g. n, s≪ m.

Corollary 1.3. There is an algorithm that ǫ-approximately minimizes the box-constrained ℓ∞ re-
gression problem

min
x∈[−r,r]m

‖Ax− b‖∞

in Õ (mcr‖A‖∞/ǫ) time where each column of A ∈ R
n×m has at most c non-zero entries. Moreover,

there is an algorithm that ǫ-approximately minimizes the unconstrained ℓ∞ regression problem

min
x∈Rm

‖Ax− b‖∞

in Õ (mcr‖A‖∞/ǫ) time, where the optimizer is x∗, and ‖x0 − x∗‖∞ ≤ r for some given x0.

The only other known box-constrained ℓ∞ regression algorithm achieving an ǫ−1 dependence (im-
proving upon the standard ǫ−2 dependence) without paying a dimension-dependent penalty is the
recent breakthrough result of [She17]. Pessimistic bounds on our guarantees attain a runtime
matching that of [She17] across a broad range of parameters (for example in the uniform sparsity
case where mc = O(nnz(A))). In instances with more structured regression matrices, with sharper
bounds on parameters n, s, we obtain improved runtimes. These improvements are attainable
by modifying the algorithm to take steps in a nonuniform diagonal norm, obtaining tighter depen-
dences on sparsity measures of the matrix and optimal solution, which we elaborate on in Sections 3
and 5. Because of these tighter dependencies, in many parameter regimes, including those for the
maximum flow problem for even slightly dense graphs, our result improves upon [She17].

Our work provides an alternative approach for accelerating ℓ∞ gradient descent for certain highly
structured optimization problems, i.e. ℓ∞ regression. Whereas Sherman’s work introduced an
intriguing notion of area convexity and new regularizations of ℓ∞ regression, our results are achieved
by working with the classic smoothing of the ℓ∞ norm and by providing a new accelerated coordinate
descent method. We achieve our tighter bounds by exploiting local smoothness properties of the
problem and dynamically sampling by these changing smoothnesses.

Our algorithm is inspired by, and builds upon, advances in non-uniform sampling for coordinate
descent [AQRY16, QR16, NS17], as well as extragradient proximal methods [Nem04, Nes07], and
is similar in spirit to work on accelerated algorithms for approximating packing and covering linear
programs [AO15] which too works with non-standard notions of smoothness. Our paper overturns
conventional wisdom that these techniques do not extend nicely to ℓ∞ regression and the maximum
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flow problem. Interestingly, our algorithms gain an improved dependence on dimension and sparsity
over [She17] in certain cases while losing the parallelism of [She17]. It is an open direction for future
work as to see whether or not these approaches can be combined for a more general approach to
minimizing ℓ∞-smooth functions.

1.2 Maximum flow results

The classic problem of maximum flow roughly asks for a graph G with m (capacitated) edges and
n vertices, how to send as many units of flow can be sent from a specified “source” vertex to a
specified “sink” vertex while preserving flow conservation at all other vertices and without violating
edge capacity constraints (i.e. the flow cannot put more units on an edge than the edge’s capacity).

The maximum flow problem is known to be easily reducible to the more general problem ofminimum
congestion flow. Instead of specifying s and t this problem takes as input a vector d ∈ R

V such
that d⊤1 = 0, where 1 is the all-ones vector. The goal of minimum congestion flow is to find a
flow f ∈ R

E which routes d meaning, mean that the imbalance of f at vertex v is given by dv, and
subject to this constraint minimizes the congestion,

max
e∈E(G)

|fe/ue|

where fe is the flow on some edge, and ue is the capacity on that edge. We refer to the vector with
entries fe/ue as the congestion vector. We call any flow which routes an amount within a 1 + ǫ
multiplicative factor to the optimum an ǫ-approximate maximum flow.

A recent line of work beginning in [She13, KLOS14] solves the maximum flow problem by further
reducing to constrained ℓ∞ regression. To give intuition for the reduction used in this work, broadly
inspired by [She13, KLOS14], we note that maximum flow in uncapacitated graphs can be rephrased
as asking for the smallest congestion of a feasible flow, namely to solve the problem

f∗ = argminBf=d‖f‖∞

where the restriction Bf = d for B the edge-vertex incidence matrix of a graph, and d the demands,
enforces the flow constraints. This can be solved up to logarithmic factors in the running time by
fixing some value F for ‖f‖∞ and asking to optimally solve the problem

f∗ = argmin‖f‖∞≤F ‖Bf − d‖∞

where we note that the constraint ‖f‖∞ ≤ F can be decomposed as the indicator of a box so that
this objective matches the form of Equation 1. The exact reduction we use has a few modifications:
the box constraint is more simply replaced by ‖f‖∞ ≤ 1, and the regression objective is in a
matrix RB, where R is a combinatorially-constructed preconditioner whose goal is to improve the
condition number (and convergence rate) of the problem, and the problem is scaled for capacitated
graphs (for a more detailed description, see Section 4.2).

In this paper we show how to modify our algorithm for structured ℓ∞ regression in order to obtain
faster algorithms for maximum flow. We do so by leveraging the tighter dependence on the domain
size (in the ℓ2 norm rather than ℓ∞) and coordinate smoothness properties of the function to be
minimized (due to the structure of the regression matrix). In particular we show the following.

Theorem 1.4 (ℓ2 accelerated approximate maximum flow). There is an algorithm that takes time
Õ(m+max(n,

√
ns)/ǫ) to find an ǫ-approximate maximum flow, where s is the squared ℓ2 norm of

the congestion vector of any optimal flow.
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Our running time improves upon the previous fastest running time of this problem of Õ(m/ǫ). Since
s ≤ m we achieve a faster running time whenever the graph is slightly dense, i.e. m = Ω(n1+δ) for
any constant δ > 0.

Interestingly our algorithm achieves even faster running times when there is a sparse maximum flow,
i.e. a maximum flow in which the average path length in the flow decomposition of the optimal
flow is small. Leveraging this, in Section 4.4 we provide several new results on exact undirected
and directed maximum flow on uncapacitated graphs as well.

Theorem 1.5 (Improved algorithms for exact maximum flows). There are algorithms for finding
an exact maximum flow in the following types of uncapacitated graphs.

• There is an algorithm which finds a maximum flow in an undirected, uncapacitated graph with
maximum flow value F in time Õ(m+min(

√
mnF 3/4,m3/4n1/4

√
F )).

• There is an algorithm which finds a maximum flow in an undirected, uncapacitated graph with
a maximum flow that uses at most s edges in time Õ(m+

√
msn1/4max(n, s)1/4).

Each of these runtimes improves upon previous work in some range of parameters. For example, the
bound of Õ(m + m3/4n1/4

√
F ) for undirected, uncapacitated graphs improves upon the previous

best running times of Õ(m
√
F ) achievable by [She17] whenever n = o(m) and of Õ(m + nF )

achievable by [KL02] whenever m = o(nF 2/3).

We also separately include the following result (which has no dependence on the sparsity s) for
finding exact flows in general uncapcitated directed graphs, as it improves upon the running time
of Õ(m ·max{m1/2, n2/3}) achieved by [GR98] whenever m = ω(n) and m = o(n5/3).

Theorem 1.6 (Exact maximum flow for directed uncapacitated graphs). There is an algorithm
which finds a maximum flow in a directed, uncapacitated graph in time Õ(m5/4n1/4). When the
maximum flow is s-sparse, there is an algorithm which finds a maximum flow in a directed, unca-
pacitated graph in time Õ(mn1/4max(n, s)1/4).

Although the runtime of [GR98] has been improved by the recent works of [Mad13] achieving run-
time O(m10/7) and of [LS14] achieving runtime Õ(m

√
n), which dominate our Õ(m5/4n1/4) runtime,

they do it using sophisticated advances in interior point methods, whereas our algorithm operates
using a first-order method which only queries gradient information of the objective function, rather
than second-order Hessian information. In particular, our algorithm is the first to improve runtimes
for directed graphs while relying only on first-order information of the objective function. We find
it interesting that our result achieves any running time improvement for unit capacity maximum
flow over [GR98] without appealing to interior point machinery and think this may motivate further
research in this area, namely designing first-order methods for structured linear programs.

1.3 Previous work

Here we embark on a deeper dive into the context of the problems and tools discussed in this paper.

Solving the ℓ∞ regression problem. For a non-differentiable function such as f(x) = ‖x‖∞,
it is possible to use the toolkit for linear programming (including interior point and cutting plane
[LS14, LS15b]) to obtain iterative algorithms for approximate minimization. However, these partic-
ular algorithms have a larger dependence on dimension, and it is widely believed that the iteration
complexity is inherently dimension-dependent. A first-order iterative algorithm with a better de-
pendence on dimension for approximately solving the regression problem was developed by [Nes05]
and proceeds in two stages. First, the algorithm constructs a smooth approximation to the original
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Year Author Method Iteration Complexity Iteration Cost Norm

2003 [Nes05] Smoothing O(ǫ−2) O(m) ℓ∞
O(ǫ−1) O(m) ℓ2

2004 [Nem04] Mirror prox O(ǫ−2) O(m) ℓ∞
O(
√
mǫ−1) O(m) ℓ∞

2005 [Nes07] Dual extrapolation O(ǫ−2) O(m) ℓ∞
O(
√
mǫ−1) O(m) ℓ∞

2017 [She17] Area-convexity O(ǫ−1) O(m) ℓ∞
2018 This paper Local smoothness O(

√
mǫ−1) Õ(c) ℓ2

Table 1: Dependencies of algorithms for ℓ∞ regression in A ∈ R
n×m on various problem parameters.

Note that there is up to an O(
√
m) discrepancy between the ℓ2 and ℓ∞ norms. Here, c is the

maximum number of nonzero entries in any column of A.

function, which is typically explicitly derived via regularizing the dual function using a regularizer
which is both smooth and bounded in range. The smooth approximation is constructed such that
approximately minimizing the approximate function is sufficient to approximately minimize the
original function. Second, a first-order method such as gradient descent in a particular norm, or
one of its many variants, is applied to approximately minimize the smoothed function.

One of the earlier works to develop algorithms using first-order methods under this framework to
solve the regression problem is [Nes05]. One regularizer used in this work for optimization over a
dual variable in the simplex was the entropy regularizer, which yields the smooth approximation to
the ℓ∞ norm defined by smaxα(x) = α log(

∑

j exp(xj/α)). Until recently, state-of-the-art gradient

methods converged to an ǫ-approximate solution in O(ǫ−2) or O(
√
mǫ−1) iterations, hiding problem-

specific dependencies on smoothness and domain size. The per-iteration cost of these methods
involves computing a whole gradient, which incurs another multiplicative loss of dimension in
runtime.

Several other works which aimed to solve the regression problem via considering a smooth minimax
formulation, including [Nem04] and [Nes07], incurred the same fundamental barrier in convergence
rate. These works aimed to pose the (smooth) regression problem as finding the saddle point
of a convex-concave function via a specially-constructed first-order method. The main barrier to
improving prior work up to this point has been the inability to construct regularizers of small range
which are strongly convex with respect to the ℓ∞ norm. For some time, these issues posed a barrier
towards finding faster algorithms for the regression problem, and many related problems.

Very recently, Sherman [She17] presented an alternative method which was able to break this barrier
and attain an O(1/ǫ) iteration count for finding approximate solutions to the regression problem,
where each iteration can be applied in time to compute a gradient. The algorithm used was a
variation of Nesterov’s dual extrapolation method [Nes07] for approximately finding a saddle point
in a convex-concave function, adapted to work for regularizers satisfying a weaker property known
as area convexity, and an analysis of its convergence. As a corollary, this obtained the currently
fastest-known algorithm for approximate maximum flow.

Abbreviated history of first-order methods, emphasizing coordinate-based methods.

First-order methods for convex optimization have a long history. Gradient descent methods with
error decaying in k iterations as O(1/

√
k) for Lipschitz functions and O(1/k) for smooth functions

have been well studied (for example, see [Nes03] or [Bub15] for a more detailed exposition), and
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applied in many important settings.

Nesterov gave the first gradient-based algorithm for minimizing functions smooth in the Euclidean
norm which converged at the rate O(1/k2). The method is optimal in the sense that it matched
known lower bounds for smooth functions. Unfortunately, this method does not apply generically
to functions which are smooth in other norms, in the same way that unaccelerated variants do,
without possibly paying an additional dependence on the dimension. In particular, the accelerated
convergence rate depends on the regularizer that the mirror descent steps use, and thus the analysis
incurs a loss based on the size of the regularizer, which is the barrier in the aforementioned ℓ∞-
smooth function case. Specifically, it is a folklore result that any function strongly-convex over
[−1, 1]n in the ℓ∞ norm has range at least n/2, which we show in Appendix A.1.

There has been much interest in applying randomized first order methods to more efficiently obtain
an approximate minimizer on expectation, when the convex optimization problem has certain struc-
ture. One example of these randomized methods in the literature is coordinate descent, studied
first in [Nes12]. The main idea is that using crude, computationally efficient, approximations to the
full gradient, one is still able to find an approximate minimizer on expectation. One benefit is that
coordinate descent admits a more fine-grained analysis of convergence rate, based on structural
properties of the function, i.e. the smoothness of the function in each coordinate.

Generalizations of standard coordinate descent have received much attention recently, both for
their powerful theoretical and practical implications. [Nes12] provided an accelerated version of the
standard coordinate descent algorithm, but the naive implementation of its steps were inefficient,
taking linear time in the dimension. The study of efficient accelerated coordinate descent methods
(which converge at the rate O(1/k2) without an additional dependence on dimension) was pioneered
by [LS13], and since then a flurry of other works, including [FR15, AQRY16, QR16] have improved
the rate of convergence and generalized the methods to composite functions with a separable
composite term, of the form F (x) = f(x) +

∑

j ψj(xj). We remark that our box constraint can be
represented as such a separable composite term in the objective, and our constrained accelerated
coordinate descent algorithm is an adaptation of such composite methods. For a more detailed
history of the study of coordinate descent methods, we refer the reader to [FR15].

Accelerated coordinate based methods have proven to be useful in many ways when applied to prob-
lems in theoretical computer science. For example, the authors of [LS13] framed graph Laplacian
system solvers as a coordinate descent problem to give better runtime guarantees. One particularly
interesting example that highlighted the potential for using accelerated coordinate descent in mini-
mizing entropy-based functions was the work of [AO15] in solving packing and covering LPs, where
the constraint matrix is nonnegative, in which they also attained a O(1/ǫ) method complexity.
Conventional wisdom is that these results are specific to the structure of the particular problem,
so any exploration of accelerated methods in greater generality is particularly interesting.

Maximum flow. The maximum flow problem is a fundamental problem in combinatorial opti-
mization that has been studied extensively for several decades. Until recently, the toolkit used
to solve the problem has been primarily combinatorial, culminating in algorithms with runtime
roughly Õ(min{mn2/3,m3/2}) for finding a maximum flow in graphs with m edges and n ver-
tices and polynomially bounded capacities [GR98], and Õ(m+ nF ) for finding a maximum flow in
undirected graphs with m edges, n vertices, and a maximum flow value of F [KL02].

Breakthroughs in the related problem of electrical flow using tools from continuous optimization
and numerical linear algebra were first achieved by Spielman and Teng [ST04] who showed that
solving a linear system in the Laplacian of a graph could be done in nearly linear time, which is
equivalent to computing an electrical flow.
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Year Author Complexity Weighted Directed

1998 [GR98] Õ(min(m3/2,mn2/3)) Yes Yes

1998 [Kar98] Õ(m
√
nǫ−1) Yes No

2002 [KL02] Õ(m+ nF ) Yes No

2011 [CKM+11] Õ(mn1/3ǫ−11/3) Yes No

2012 [LRS13] Õ(mn1/3ǫ−2/3) No No

2013 [She13], [KLOS14] Õ(m1+o(1)ǫ−2) Yes No

2013 [Mad13] Õ(m10/7) No Yes

2014 [LS14] Õ(mn1/2) Yes Yes

2016 [Pen16] Õ(mǫ−2) Yes No

2017 [She17] Õ(mǫ−1) Yes No

2018 This paper Õ(m+ (n+
√
ns)ǫ−1) Yes No

Table 2: Complexity of maximum flow since [GR98] for undirected graphs with n vertices, m edges,
where s is the ℓ22 of the maximum flow’s congestion, and F is the maximum flow value.

Notably, the electric flow problem corresponds to approximately solving an ℓ2 regression problem
‖Ax− b‖2, and the maximum flow problem corresponds to approximately solving an ℓ∞ regression
problem ‖Ax− b‖∞. Accordingly, using the faster algorithms for electric flow combined with a
multiplicative weights approach, the authors of [CKM+11] were able to make a breakthrough to
approximately solve maximum flow with a runtime of Õ(mn1/3), where Õ hides logarithmic factors.
Finally, using constructions presented in [Mad10], the authors of [She13] and [KLOS14] were able
to reduce this runtime to almost linear, essentially using variants of preconditioned gradient descent
in the ℓ∞ norm. This runtime was reduced to Õ(m/ǫ2) by Peng in [Pen16] by using a recursive
construction of the combinatorial preconditioner. As previously mentioned, the ǫ−2 dependence in
the runtime was a barrier typical of algorithms for minimizing ℓ∞-smooth functions without worse
dimension dependence, and was broken in [She17], who attained a runtime of Õ(m/ǫ).

1.4 Revision since initial publication

The original version of this manuscript claimed a runtime of Õ (m+
√
ns/ǫ) for the approximate

maximum flow problem. Since its original conference publication, a mistake in the analysis of the
accelerated coordinate descent method used, under the dynamic sampling scheme based on local
coordinate smoothnesses, was pointed out to us by Kent Quanrud. The mistake was in the modi-
fication of the analysis of the accelerated method of [QR16], in which the iterates of the algorithm
were shown to be a convex combination of prior iterates; under dynamic sampling probabilities,
this may no longer be the case. In this revision, we show that a modification using our original
algorithm, under a proximal-point reduction inspired by the extragradient algorithm of [Nem04],
yields a runtime of Õ(m+max(n,

√

mmin(n, s))/ǫ). This algorithm retains the improvement upon
the state-of-the-art approximate maximum flow runtimes for slightly-dense graphs, and has an im-
proved complexity for the more general problem of box-constrained ℓ∞ regression in terms of the
dependence on the column sparsity c, improving the dependence from c2.5 to c.

Moreover, we provide a randomized primal-dual algorithm, more closely related to the algorithms of
[Nem04, Nes07, She17], obtaining a runtime of Õ(m +max(n,

√
ns)/ǫ), i.e. the originally claimed

runtime for flow sparsities at least n. This algorithm builds upon our local smoothness-based
sampling scheme, and introduces several new algorithmic and analytic techniques, including a
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“locally variance-reduced” randomized extragradient method which preserves the ǫ−1 convergence
rate, and a data structure which allows for entry queries and sampling from a simplex variable
in nearly-constant time, under structured dense updates. We believe these contributions will be
of independent interest to the community, and hope that they will find use in designing further
improved algorithms for ℓ∞ regression and related problems.

Some of the ideas used in developing our revised algorithms were inspired by the approach of our
independent work [CJST19] with our collaborators, Yair Carmon and Yujia Jin.

1.5 Organization

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Many proofs are deferred to the appendices.

• Section 2: Overview. We introduce the definitions and notation we use throughout the
paper, and give a general framework motivating our work.

• Section 3: Regression. We first give a framework for accelerated randomized algorithms
which minimize the box-constrained ℓ∞ regression function based on uniform sampling, as well
as a faster one based on non-uniform sampling which assumes access to a coordinate smooth-
ness and sampling oracle. To do so, we develop a new analysis of coordinate descent under
a box constraint, amenable to dynamic coordinate sampling distributions, and show how to
accelerate it via a primal-dual proximal point method. We then give efficient implementations
for these oracles for structured problems.

• Section 4: Maximum Flow. We state the reduction from the maximum flow problem to
box-constrained ℓ∞ regression problem. We first show how to attain a faster algorithm for
maximum flow by exploiting combinatorial structure of the flow regression problem, using the
regression algorithm we developed in the prior section. We then state the improved runtimes
which follow from a randomized primal-dual variation of our regression algorithm, given in
Section 5. Further, we give the exact maximum flow runtimes achieved via rounding the
resulting approximate flow of our improved method.

• Section 5: Primal-Dual Coordinate Acceleration. We develop an algorithm with im-
proved runtimes for the structured ℓ∞ regression problem which results from the maximum
flow reduction, and correspondingly yields further-improved flow runtimes.

2 Overview

2.1 Basic definitions

First, we define some basic objects and properties which we use throughout this paper.

General Notations. We use Õ(f(n)) to denote runtimes of the following form: O(f(n) logc f(n))
where c is a constant. With an abuse of notation, we let Õ(1) denote runtimes hiding polynomials
in log n when the variable n is clear from context, and refer to such runtimes as “nearly constant.”

Generally, we work with functions whose arguments are vector-valued variables in m-dimensional
space, and may depend on a linear operator A : Rm → R

n. Correspondingly we use j ∈ [m] and
i ∈ [n] to index into these sets of dimensions, where [m] is the set {1, 2, . . . m}. We use ej to denote
the jth standard basis vector, i.e. the vector which is 1 in dimension j and 0 everywhere else. We
use u ◦ v to denote the vector which is the coordinate-wise product, i.e. its jth coordinate is ujvj .

Matrices. In this work, we deal with matrices A ∈ R
n×m unless otherwise specified. Accordingly,

we index into rows of A with i ∈ [n], and into columns with j ∈ [m]. We refer to rows of A via Ai:
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or ai when it is clear from context, and columns via A:j . We use nnz(A) to denote the number of
nonzero entries of A, and assume nnz(A) ≥ n+m− 1, else we may drop a row or column.

We use diag(w) to denote the diagonal matrix whose diagonal entries are the coordinates of a vector
w. We call a square symmetric matrix A positive semi-definite if for all vectors x, x⊤Ax ≥ 0 holds.
For positive semi-definite matrices A,B we apply the Loewner ordering and write A � B if for all
vectors x, x⊤Ax ≤ x⊤Bx holds.

Finally, we say that a matrix is c-column-sparse if no column of A has more than c nonzero entries.

Norms. We use ‖·‖ to denote an arbitrary norm when one is not specified. For scalar valued p ≥ 1,
including p = ∞, we use ‖x‖p := (

∑

j x
p
j)

1/p to denote the ℓp norm. For vector valued w ∈ R
m
≥0,

we use ‖x‖2w :=
∑

j wjx
2
j to denote the weighted quadratic norm, and for positive semidefinite

matrix A, we define ‖x‖2A = x⊤Ax. Further, we let ∆n be the simplex in n dimensions, e.g.
p ∈ ∆n ⇐⇒ ‖p‖1 = 1, p ≥ 0 entrywise.

For a norm ‖ · ‖, the dual norm ‖ · ‖∗ is defined by ‖x‖∗ := max‖y‖≤1y
⊤x. It is well known that the

dual norm of ℓp is ℓq for 1/p+1/q = 1. For matrix A and a vector norm ‖ · ‖, we define the matrix
norm ‖A‖ := max‖x‖=1 ‖Ax‖. For example, ‖A‖∞ is the largest ℓ1 norm of a row of A.

Functions. We will primarily be concerned with minimizing convex functions f(x) subject to the
argument being restricted by a box constraint, where the domain is some scaled box Bc

∞ unless
otherwise specified. Whenever the function is clear from context, x∗ will refer to any minimizing
argument of the function. We use the term ǫ-approximate minimizer of a function f to mean any
point x such that f(x∗) ≤ f(x) ≤ f(x∗) + ǫ. Furthermore, we define the OPT operator to be such
that OPT(f) is the optimal value of f , when this optimal value is well-defined.

For differentiable functions f we let ∇f(x) be the gradient and let ∇2f(x) be the Hessian. We let
∇jf(x) be the value of the jth partial derivative; we also abuse notation and use it to denote the
vector ∇jf(x)ej when it is clear from context.

Properties of functions. We say that a function is L-smooth with respect to some norm ‖ · ‖ if
it obeys ‖∇f(x)−∇f(y)‖∗ ≤ L‖x− y‖, the dual norm of the gradient is Lipschitz continuous. It is
well known in the optimization literature that when f is convex, this is equivalent to f(y) ≤ f(x)+
∇f(x)⊤(y− x) + L

2 ‖y − x‖2 for y, x ∈ dom(f) and, for twice-differentiable f , y⊤∇2f(x)y ≤ L‖y‖2.
We say that a function is Lj-coordinate smooth in the jth coordinate if the restriction of the function
to the coordinate is smooth, i.e. |∇jf(x+cej)−∇jf(x)| ≤ Lj|c| ∀x ∈ dom(f), c ∈ R. Equivalently,
for twice-differentiable convex f , ∇2

jjf(x) ≤ Lj .

Finally, we say a function is µ-strongly convex with respect to ‖ · ‖ if for all x, y, f(y) ≥ f(x) +
∇f(x)⊤(y − x) + µ

2 ‖y − x‖2. When f is twice-differentiable, equivalently y⊤∇2f(x)y ≥ µ ‖y‖2.
Graphs. We primarily study capacitated undirected graphsG = (V,E, u) with edge set E ⊆ V ×V ,
edge capacities u : E → R+. When referring to graphs, we let m = |E| and n = |V |. Throughout
this paper, we assume that G is strongly connected.

We associate the following matrices with the graph G, when the graph is clear from context. The
matrix of edge weights U ∈ R

E×E is defined as U := diag(u). Orienting the edges of the graph
arbitrarily, the vertex-edge incidence matrix B ∈ R

V×E is defined as Bs,(u,v) := −1 if s = u, 1 if
s = v and 0 otherwise.

Divergences. In the analysis of mirror descent variants, a first-order method flexible to geometric
constraints on its arguments, we require the concept of a Bregman divergence with respect to a
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regularizer r. For a convex function r, we define the (nonnegative) Bregman divergence to be

V r
x (y) = r(y)− r(x)−∇r(x)⊤(y − x).

We drop the r for convenience when it is clear from context. The Bregman divergence satisfies the
well-known equality

〈∇V r
x (y), u− y〉 = V r

x (u)− V r
x (y)− V r

y (u). (1)

2.2 Overview of our algorithms

Here, we give an overview of the main ideas used in our algorithms for approximately solving ℓ∞
regression problems. The main ideological contribution of this work is that it uses a new variation
of coordinate descent which uses the novel concept of local coordinate smoothness in order to get
tighter guarantees for accelerated algorithms.

2.2.1 ℓ∞ regression algorithm

The first piece of our algorithm is developed in Section 3.2, where we show how to use a primal-
dual proximal point method inspired by the “conceptual mirror-prox” algorithm of [Nem04] to
reduce the task of designing an accelerated scheme for the ℓ∞ regression problem to designing an
unaccelerated procedure for minimizing a regularized approximation of the regression objective.
Next, we show in Section 3.3 how to improve the complexity of the standard coordinate descent
algorithm for an appropriately regularized ℓ∞-smooth approximation to the regression problem by
using the concept of local coordinate smoothnesses, which we introduce. To analyze its convergence,
we develop a novel analysis of coordinate descent under dynamic sampling probabilities subject to
a box constraint. Finally, in order to implement the steps of the algorithm, it is necessary to
efficiently compute overestimates to the local coordinate smoothnesses, and furthermore sample
coordinates proportional to these overestimates; this procedure is given in Lemma 3.19.

Acceleration via proximal point reduction. In Section 3.2, we show how we can reduce
minimizing the original ℓ∞ objective to efficiently finding high-precision minimizers to a sequence of
regularized approximations, via a proximal scheme of [Nem04], which we refer to as the primal-dual
proximal point method, or proximal point method for short.1 This reduction constructs a sequence
of iterates by calling a high-precision minimization oracle for each regularized approximation, where
the regularization amount is parameterized by a scalar quantity α > 0. A larger α will result in
simpler subproblems, but will require more calls to the oracle; trading off these complexities via
the parameter α results in our accelerated runtime. More formally, note that we may rewrite
the original regression problem by introducing a dual variable (after appropriately doubling the
constraints to account for signs; see discussion in Section 3.1)

min
x∈[−1,1]m

‖Ax− b‖∞ = min
x∈[−1,1]m

max
p∈∆n

p⊤(Ax− b).

The proximal point method with parameter α constructs a sequence of points {zt} as follows: from
an iterate zt = (xt, pt), define the next iterate zt+1 = (xt+1, pt+1) as the solution to a proximal

1The proximal point method in this paper is slightly different than the “conceptual mirror-prox” algorithm of
[Nem04]. In [Nem04], each iteration takes two steps, the first of which solves a regularized proximal problem to
sufficiently high accuracy, and the second of which is an extragradient adjustment step. We bypass the need for this
adjustment step via more stringent requirements on the accuracy level of the solution of the proximal problem.
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subproblem (throughout, s := ‖x∗‖22 where x∗ is the optimizer of the box-constrained ℓ∞ regression).

zt+1 = argminx∈[−1,1]m argmaxp∈∆n p⊤(Ax− b) + α

2s
‖x− xt‖22 − α

∑

i

pi log
pi
[pt]i

. (2)

To explain further, the most prevalent first-order method approach to convex optimization, and its
primal-dual generalization (for example found in mirror descent and gradient descent) for solving a
problem of the form minx∈[−1,1]m maxp∈∆n p⊤(Ax−b) with gradient operator g(x, p), is to repeatedly
construct regularized linearizations of the form, for some regularizer function r,

zt+1 = argminz 〈g(zt), z〉 + V r
zt(z).

The proximal method instead sets the next iterate zt+1 to be the result of a proximal problem,
without the linearization; we set the regularizer r(x, p) to be 1

2s ‖x‖
2
2 +

∑

i pi log pi. Overall, if the
regularizer r has range bounded by Θ, then the proximal point method converges in roughly αΘ/ǫ
iterations to an ǫ-approximate saddle point, which suffices for our purposes.

We give the convergence analysis of the proximal point method under approximate solutions to the
subproblems defining the iterates {zt} in Section 3.2. Therefore, the main algorithmic workhorse
can be reduced to computing high-accuracy saddle points to problems of the form

argminx∈[−1,1]m α log
∑

i∈[n]
exp

(

1

α
[Ax− bt]i

)

+
α

2s
‖x− xt‖22 . (3)

Note that the problem (3) is the same as (2), where we maximized over p explicitly; the vector bt
is obtained via a linear shift of the vector b (details can be found in Section 3.2). Our remaining
algorithmic development deals with this subproblem; combining a fast iterative method for this
subproblem with the optimal choice of α yields the runtime for regression. To obtain our more
fine-grained runtimes in Section 4, we also generalize to diagonally-reweighted ℓ22 regularizers.

Local coordinate smoothness. In this work, we introduce the concept of local coordinate smooth-
ness at a point x. This generalizes the concept of global coordinate smoothness to a particular
point. This definition is crucial to the analysis throughout the rest of the paper.

Definition 2.1 (Local coordinate smoothness). Twice-differentiable function f is Lj(x) locally
coordinate smooth in coordinate j at x, if for all |c| ≤ |∇jf(x)/Lj(x)|, ∇2

jjf(x+ cej) ≤ Lj(x).

We state a useful equivalent characterization to Definition 2.1; the proof is standard and follows
by integration (once and twice respectively).

Lemma 2.2. For twice-differentiable f , f is Lj(x) locally coordinate smooth if and only if |∇jf(y)−
∇jf(y

′)| ≤ Lj(x)|y − y′| for all y, y′ between x±∇jf(x)/Lj(x)ej . If f is Lj(x) locally coordinate

smooth then for all y between x±∇jf(x)/Lj(x)ej , f(y) ≤ f(x)+∇fj(x)(yj −xj)+ Lj(x)
2 |yj −xj|2.

Note that this says that a coordinate descent step using local smoothnesses at a point exhibits
roughly the same behavior as a single step of coordinate descent with global smoothnesses. In
particular, for the point which the coordinate descent algorithm would step to, the function values
exhibit the same quadratic upper bound along the coordinate. For a more motivating discussion of
this definition, we refer the reader to an analysis of coordinate descent presented in Appendix A.5.
We will drop the x from the notation Lj(x) when the point we are discussing is clear, i.e. a
particular iterate of one of our algorithms.
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Bounding the progress of coordinate descent in ℓ∞-smooth functions. Here, we sketch
the main idea underlying our improved runtime for the problem (3), whose first component is ℓ∞-
smooth. Why is it possible to hope to improve gradient methods in the ℓ∞ norm via coordinate
descent? One immediate reason is that smoothness in this norm is a strong assumption on the sum
S of the local coordinate smoothness values of f .

As we recall in Appendix A, gradient descent for an ℓ∞-smooth function initialized at x0 ∈ R
m

takes roughly L‖x0−x∗‖2∞
ǫ iterations to converge to a solution which has ǫ additive error, whereas

coordinate descent with appropriate sampling probabilities
Lj

S , for S =
∑

j Lj, takes
S‖x0−x∗‖22

ǫ
iterations to converge to the same quality of solution.

When the norm in the gradient descent method is ‖ · ‖∞, we have ‖x0 − x∗‖22 ≤ m‖x0 − x∗‖2∞, but
the iterates can be m times cheaper because they do not require a full gradient computation. So, if
we can demonstrate S ≤ L, we can hope to match and improve the runtime. To be more concrete,
we will demonstrate the following fact.

Lemma 2.3. Suppose for some point x, f : Rm → R is convex and L-smooth with respect to ‖ ·‖∞,
Λj(x) = ∇2

jjf(x), and S =
∑

j Λj(x). Then S ≤ L.

Proof. Fix x, and define M := ∇2f(x) and S := Tr(M). Consider drawing y uniformly at random
from {−1, 1}m. By the smoothness assumption, we have y⊤My ≤ L‖y‖2∞ = L. Also, note that

E[y⊤My] = E





∑

i,j

Mijyiyj



 = Tr(M) = S

Thus, by the probabilistic method, there exists some y such that S ≤ y⊤My ≤ L, as desired.

While this gives a bound on the number of iterations required by a coordinate descent algorithm,
it requires being able to compute and sample by the Lj(x); as we take coordinate descent steps,
it is not clear how the local coordinate smoothnesses Lj(x

k) will change, and how to update
and compute them. Naively, at each iteration, we could recompute the local smoothnesses, but
this requires as much work as a full gradient computation if not more. Furthermore, we need to
implement sampling the coordinates in an appropriate way, and show how the algorithm behaves
under acceleration. However, a key idea in our work is that if we can take steps within regions
where the smoothness values do not change by much, we can still make iterates computationally
cheap, which we will show.

Box-constrained coordinate descent under dynamic sampling. One technical difficulty that
arises in the analysis of coordinate descent methods under local coordinate smoothnesses is the fact
that the sampling distribution changes from iteration to iteration. In prior analyses of coordinate
descent subject to a separable convex (i.e. box) constraint [FR15, QR16], a key technical fact
of the iterates was the fact that they could be written as a convex combination of prior iterates.
Under dynamic sampling distributions, this may no longer be the case. In this work, we give a new
analysis of coordinate descent under a box constraint, and show that the progress of each iteration
can be directly analyzed by using the geometry of the box constraint. We develop this analysis in
Section 3.3, and combining it with our local coordinate smoothness analysis yields the faster oracle
for minimizing problem (3).

Implementation of local smoothness estimates. One useful property of coordinate descent
is that as long as we implement the algorithm with overestimates to the local smoothness values,
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the convergence rate scales with the sum of the overestimates. Our full algorithm for solving
(3) proceeds by showing how to compute and sample proportional to slight overestimates to the
local smoothnesses, for regression problems in a column-sparse matrix. We do so by first proving
that the smooth approximation to ℓ∞ regression admits local smoothnesses which can be bounded
in a structured way, in Section 3.3. Further, using a lightweight data structure, we are able to
maintain these overestimates and sample by them in nearly-constant time, yielding a very efficient
implementation, which we show in Section 3.5.

2.2.2 Maximum flow algorithm

In Section 4, we study the maximum flow problem as an example of a problem which can be
reduced to ℓ∞ regression in a column-sparse matrix. We first describe a reduction from approximate
maximum flow to structured instances of ℓ∞ regression, already-present in the literature [She13,
KLOS14, Pen16]. We first show that a direct application of our accelerated ℓ∞ regression algorithm
yields the fastest currently known approximate maximum flow algorithm, roughly giving a runtime
of Õ(m + (n +

√
ms)/ǫ). We also show that a slight modification of our accelerated regression

algorithm, where the norm we measure smoothness and strong-convexity of the box-constrained
variable is weighted by columns of the matrix, yields a runtime of Õ(m +

√
mn/ǫ), generically

improving upon the runtime of [She17] for slightly-dense graphs.

Finally, in Section 5, we show that by opening up the algorithm further into a fully primal-dual
method, we can use a novel analysis of a variance-reduced mirror prox method based on local
coordinate smoothness estimates in order to obtain an improved runtime of Õ(m+ (n +

√
ns)/ǫ).

Our randomized mirror prox method requires the development of a somewhat more-complicated
data structure, based on efficient polynomial approximations to the exponential, in order to ap-
proximately query and sample from a simplex variable under dense updates.

3 Minimizing ‖Ax− b‖∞ subject to a box constraint

We now show how to turn the framework presented in the previous section into improved algo-
rithms for the problem of box-constrained regression in the ℓ∞ norm. Recall that our goal is
to compute an ǫ-approximate minimizer of the constrained ℓ∞ regression problem with a O(1/ǫ)
method complexity (see Definition 1.1).

In the style of previous approaches to solving ℓ∞ regression, because ‖x‖∞ is not a smooth function,
we choose to minimize a suitable smooth approximation instead. Intuitively, the O(1/ǫ) rate comes
from accelerating gradient descent for a function which is O(1/ǫ)-smooth. One would then expect
the function error of the T th iterate with respect to OPT is proportional to (1/ǫ)/T 2, so if we wish
for an ǫ-approximate minimizer, it suffices to pick T = O(1/ǫ). Because our method is not a typical
accelerated method, and is instead based on reducing the proximal point method to solving a series
of subproblems (3), the runtime analysis proceeds somewhat differently. We will show (roughly
speaking) how to solve a subproblem of type (3) in

Õ

(

m+
min(m,n)

α
+

s

α2

)

iterations, where each iteration can be implemented in time Õ(c), where c is the maximum number
of nonzero entries in any column of A. Because each problem (3) results from a regularization
based on a regularizer r of nearly-constant range, it suffices to solve Õ(α/ǫ) such problems to
yield an ǫ-approximate solution. Finally, each reduction to the subproblem is complemented by an
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extragradient step, which takes time O(nnz(A)). The accelerated runtime is then roughly

Õ

((

nnz(A) +
min(m,n)

α
+

s

α2

)

α

ǫ

)

= Õ

(

nnz(A) +
min(m,n) +

√

nnz(A)s

ǫ

)

,

where the choice of α was to appropriately balance the terms.

3.1 Constructing the smooth approximation to regression

In this section, we define the smooth approximation for ℓ∞ regression we use through the paper
and provide some technical facts about this approximation. Note that these approximations are
standard in the literature. First, we define the smax function which is used throughout. This
function is smooth in the ℓ∞ norm, which can be seen because it is the result of the following
conjugate problem

max
p∈∆n

〈p, x〉 − α
∑

i

pi log pi;

because the function r(p) =
∑

i pi log pi is 1-strongly convex in the ℓ1 norm, its dual, the softmax
function, is smooth in the ℓ∞ norm.

Definition 3.1 (Softmax). For all real valued vectors x we let smaxα(x) := α log(
∑

j exp(
xj

α )).

Fact 3.2 (Softmax additive error). ∀x ∈ R
m, maxj∈[m] xj ≤ smaxα(x) ≤ α logm+maxj∈[m]xj.

Proof. It follows from monotonicity of log and positivity of exp: letting j∗ be the maximal index of
x, smaxα(x) ≥ α log(exp(xj∗/α)) = xj∗ , and smaxα(x) ≤ α log(m exp(xj∗/α)) = α logm+ xj∗.

Note that these properties are about the quality of approximation smax provides on the maximum
element of a vector, instead of its ℓ∞ norm. To apply this to an ℓ∞ objective, we used the standard
reduction of applying it to the regression problem in twice the original dimension, defined with a

proxy matrix A′ =
(

A
−A

)

and a proxy vector b′ =
(

b
−b

)

. For notational convenience, we will focus

on minimizing f(x) defined above, but with A ∈ R
n×m and b ∈ R

n in the original dimensionalities,
which preserves all dependencies on the dimension and structural sparsity assumptions used later
in this work up to a constant. Next, we state some technical properties of our approximation. We
drop the α from many definitions because the α we choose for all our methods is fixed.

Definition 3.3. For x ∈ R
m let p(x) ∈ R

m be defined as pj(x) :=
exp(xj/α)∑
j′ exp(xj′/α)

.

Note that for any x the above pj(x) form a probability distribution. Moreover, they are defined
in this way because they directly are used in the calculation of the gradient and Hessian of smax.
The following facts can be verified by direct calculation.

Fact 3.4 (Softmax calculus). ∇smaxα(x) = p(x), 0 � ∇2smaxα(x) � α−1diag(p(x)).

3.2 Acceleration via proximal point method

In this section, we give an analysis of a proximal point method inspired by [Nem04], tailored to our
purposes. The method reduces the problem of finding an ǫ-approximate saddle point to a minimax
convex-concave objective to iteratively solving a proximal subproblem to sufficiently high accuracy.
Consider a saddle point problem of the form

min
x∈X

max
p∈P

f(x, p),
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where f is convex in its restriction to the first argument and concave in its restricton to the second.
Define the duality gap of a pair (x, p) to be

max
p′∈P

f(x, p′)− min
x′∈X

f(x′, p).

Note that when we define the associated gradient operator

g(x, p) := (∇xf(x, p),−∇pf(x, p)) ,

convexity-concavity shows we may upper bound the duality gap with respect to some pair (x′, p′)
by the regret 〈g(x, p), (x, p) − (x′, p′)〉, in the sense of

f(x, p′)− f(x′, p) ≤
〈

∇xf(x, p), x− x′
〉

−
〈

∇pf(x, p), p − p′
〉

=
〈

g(x, p), (x, p) − (x′, p′)
〉

.

The proximal point algorithm, with a possibly randomized prox oracle, defines a sequence {zt},
where each iterate is the result of calling a proximal oracle on the previous iterate. Formally, the
method is defined as follows.

Definition 3.5 (Primal-dual proximal point method). Initalize some z0 = (x0, p0), and let q(x)
and r(p) be convex distance generating functions; let Vz(w) be the Bregman divergence on the joint
space with respect to their sum, i.e. for z = (x, p) and z′ = (x′, p′),

Vz(z
′) := V q

x (x
′) + V r

p (p
′).

We define the primal-dual proximal point method to be the iteration of the following procedure: on
iteration t, from the point zt = (xt, pt), let zt+1 = (xt+1, pt+1) be any point such that

max
u∈X×P

{

〈g(zt+1), zt+1 − u〉 − αVzt(u) + αVzt+1(u)
}

≤ ǫ.

We remark that this definition of zt+1 is motivated by the fact that the (exact) solution of

min
x∈X

max
p∈P

f(x, p) + αV q
xt
(x)− αV r

pt(p) (4)

has this property with ǫ = 0; the proximal point method implies that any efficient algorithm for
finding a high-precision saddle point to the prox problem suffices. Our algorithm for computing it-
erates will ultimately be randomized; we will union bound the probability that the iterate produced
does not have the necessary property over all iterations by an inverse polynomial in n.

Lemma 3.6. The iterates resulting from running the primal-dual proximal point method for T
iterations satisfy, for any u ∈ X × P,

1

T

∑

t∈[T ]

〈g(zt), zt − u〉 ≤
αVz0(u)

T
+ ǫ.

Proof. Consider some particular iterate t. By the definition of zt+1, we have for all u,

〈g(zt+1), zt+1 − u〉 ≤ α
(

Vzt(u)− Vzt+1(u)
)

+ ǫ.

Summing over all iterations, taking an average, and using nonnegativity of V yields the conclusion.
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We now specialize the required oracle for computing the {zt} to our particular saddle-point problem
(in the case of ℓ∞ regression). In our setting (after the constraints A have been appropriately
doubled to account for sign), we wish to solve

min
x∈[−1,1]m

‖Ax− b‖∞ = min
x∈[−1,1]m

max
p∈∆n

p⊤(Ax− b).

The associated gradient operator for a point (x, p) is

g(x, p) =
(

A⊤p, b−Ax
)

. (5)

For the rest of this section, whenever we write g(x, p) and the associated A, b in the regression
problem are clear from context, we mean (5). We note that to solve the original (primal-only)
regression problem, it suffices to obtain duality gap in the primal-dual regression problem with
respect to (x∗, p′) for any p′, where x∗ = argminx∈[−1,1]m ‖Ax− b‖∞, as quantified in the following.

Lemma 3.7. Let z = (x, p) ∈ [−1, 1]m × ∆n be a pair such that for all u = (x∗, p′), where
x∗ ∈ [−1, 1]m is fixed and p′ ∈ ∆n is arbitrary,

〈g(z), z − u〉 ≤ ǫ.

Then, we have
‖Ax− b‖∞ − ‖Ax∗ − b‖∞ ≤ ǫ.

Proof. Choose p′ so that p′⊤(Ax− b) = ‖Ax− b‖∞. Then,

〈g(z), z − u〉 = p⊤ ((Ax− b)− (Ax∗ − b)) + (b−Ax)⊤(p− p′) ≥ ‖Ax− b‖∞ − ‖Ax∗ − b‖∞ .

The only inequality follows from p⊤(Ax∗ − b) ≤ ‖Ax∗ − b‖∞ for any p ∈ ∆n.

In our definition of the proximal point method (Definition 3.5), we choose q(x) = 1
2s ‖x‖

2
2, and

r(p) =
∑

i∈[n] pi log pi, where s := ‖x∗‖
2
2. It is simple to compute that from these definitions,

V q
x (x

′) =
1

2s

∥

∥x− x′
∥

∥

2

2
, V r

p (p
′) =

∑

i∈[n]
p′i log

p′i
pi
.

Moreover, it is well-known that when p ∈ ∆n is the uniform distribution 1
n1, the range of V r

p (p
′) is

bounded by log n. Therefore, Lemma 3.6 and Lemma 3.7 imply that we only need to take Õ(α/ǫ)
iterations of the proximal point method to obtain an ǫ-approximate minimizer to the regression
problem. We complete the analysis of this framework by showing that in order to return a sequence
{zt} with the necessary properties, it suffices to approximately compute the saddle point to problems
of the form (4).

Lemma 3.8. From a point z = (x, p), let z̄ = (x̄, p̄) be the solution to the problem

argminx′∈[−1,1]margmaxp′∈∆np′⊤(Ax′ − b) + α

2s

∥

∥x− x′
∥

∥

2

2
− α

∑

i∈[n]
p′i log

p′i
pi
.
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Then, for ǫ < 1, any x′ with

∥

∥x′ − x̄
∥

∥

∞ ≤ min

(

ǫ

16 ‖A‖∞
,
ǫs

8αm
,

ǫα

64 ‖A‖2∞

)

,

and setting p′ ∈ ∆n to be

p′ ∝ exp

(

1

α

(

Ax′ − b+ α log p
)

)

,

letting z′ = (x′, p′), for all u ∈ [−1, 1]m ×∆n,

〈

g(z′), z′ − u
〉

− αVz(u) + αVz′(u) ≤ ǫ.

Proof. By the optimality conditions of the definition of z̄, we see that for all u ∈ [−1, 1]m ×∆n,

〈g(z̄), z̄ − u〉 ≤ α(Vz(u)− Vz̄(u)− Vz(z̄)) ≤ α(Vz(u)− Vz̄(u)).

Therefore, it suffices to show that

〈

g(z′)− g(z̄), z̄ − u
〉

+
〈

g(z′), z′ − z̄
〉

+ α(Vz̄(u)− Vz′(u)) ≤ ǫ. (6)

We first derive a simple bound on ‖p̄− p′‖1. Note that by the definition of p̄ as the optimal response
to x̄, we have that Ax̄− b+ α log(p/p̄) is a multiple of the all-ones vector, so

p̄ ∝ exp

(

1

α
(Ax̄− b+ α log p)

)

.

Therefore, the multiplicative ratio between each entry of p′ and p̄ is bounded by

exp

(

2

α
‖A‖∞

∥

∥x̄− x′
∥

∥

∞

)

≤ exp

(

ǫ

32 ‖A‖∞

)

≤ 1 +
ǫ

16 ‖A‖∞
. (7)

This immediately implies that ‖p̄− p′‖1 ≤ ǫ ‖p′‖1 /(16 ‖A‖∞) = ǫ/(16 ‖A‖∞). Finally, we conclude
by noting that by ℓ1-ℓ∞ Hölder, and ‖x′ − x‖∞ ≤ ǫ/(16 ‖A‖∞),

〈

g(z̄)− g(z′), z̄ − u
〉

≤ 2 ‖A‖∞
∥

∥x̄− x′
∥

∥

∞ + 2 ‖A‖∞
∥

∥p̄− p′
∥

∥

1
≤ ǫ

4
,

〈

g(z′), z′ − z̄
〉

≤ ‖A‖∞
∥

∥x̄− x′
∥

∥

1
+ ‖A‖∞

∥

∥p̄− p′
∥

∥

1
≤ ǫ

4
.

Moreover, by using the definitions of Bregman divergences and ‖x‖1 ≤ m for x ∈ [−1, 1]m,
and noting that similarly to the derivation of (7), p′/p is entrywise bounded by exp(ǫ/4α) via
‖x′ − x‖∞ ≤ ǫ/(16 ‖A‖∞),

α(V q
x̄ (ux)− V q

x′(ux)) =
α

2s
‖x̄− ux‖22 −

α

2s

∥

∥x′ − ux
∥

∥

2

2
=
α

s

〈

ux, x
′ − x̄

〉

+
α

2s

〈

x′ + x̄, x′ − x̄
〉

≤ α

s

(

‖ux‖1 +
1

2

∥

∥x′ + x̄
∥

∥

1

)

∥

∥x′ − x̄
∥

∥

∞ ≤
2αm

s

∥

∥x′ − x̄
∥

∥

∞ ≤
ǫ

4
,

α(V r
p̄ (up)− V r

p′(up)) = α
∑

i∈[n]
[up]i log

p′i
p̄i
≤ αmax

i∈[n]
log

p′i
p̄i
≤ ǫ

4
.

Finally, (6) follows by combining the above bounds.
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Finally, note that for z̄ = (x̄, p̄) the solution to the problem

argminx′∈[−1,1]margmaxp′∈∆np′⊤(Ax′ − b) + α

2s

∥

∥x− x′
∥

∥

2

2
− α

∑

i∈[n]
p′i log

p′i
pi
,

we can equivalently write that x̄ is the solution to the problem

argminx∈[−1,1]m α log
∑

i∈[n]
exp

(

1

α

[

Ax− b̃
]

i

)

+
α

2s

∥

∥x′ − x
∥

∥

2

2
, b̃ := b− α log p.

We will show in the following section how to efficiently compute an approximate minimizer to this
problem with high probability.

3.3 Constructing the subproblem oracle

In this section, we develop a new analysis of (unaccelerated) coordinate descent under local coordi-
nate smoothness estimates and a box constraint, and show how to use it to compute a high-accuracy
solution to the subproblems required by our proximal point method. More specifically, we develop
an efficient iterative method for solving the problem (abusing some notation for simplicity of this
self-contained section)

argminx∈[−1,1]m α log
∑

i∈[n]
exp

(

1

α
[Ax− b]i

)

+
α

2s
‖x− x̄‖22 . (8)

3.3.1 Box-constrained coordinate descent under dynamic sampling

In this section, we first develop a general coordinate descent analysis under a box constraint,
amenable to dynamic sampling probabilities. Let X be an arbitrary box, e.g. product of one-
dimensional intervals, and let f be an ℓ2 µ-strongly convex function. Suppose at each point x, we
have local coordinate smoothness estimates {Lj(x)} such that for

x′ = argminx′∈X

{

f(x) +
〈

∇jf(x), x
′ − x

〉

+
Lj(x)

2

∥

∥x′ − x
∥

∥

2

2

}

,

we have that the upper bound (recalling Definition 2.1) holds, e.g.

f(x′) ≤ f(x) +
〈

∇jf(x), x
′ − x

〉

+
Lj(x)

2

∥

∥x′ − x
∥

∥

2

2
.

Further, define

S(x) =
∑

j∈[m]

Lj(x),

and assume that there is a global upper bound S on S(x). Consider the following “local smoothness”
variant of the standard coordinate descent algorithm.

Definition 3.9 (Locally smooth coordinate descent). Given a function f with local coordinate
smoothnesses {Lj(x)} at each point x, define the local smoothness coordinate descent algorithm as
iteratively performing the following (resetting x′ ← x) every iteration:

1. Sample j ∝ Lj(x).
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2. Update x′ ← argminx′∈X
{

f(x) + 〈∇jf(x), x
′ − x〉+ Lj(x)

2 ‖x′ − x‖22
}

.

We will now prove a bound on its multiplicative progress in a single iteration.

Lemma 3.10.

E[f(x′)]− f(x∗) ≤
(

1− µ

2S

)

(f(x)− f(x∗)).

Proof. First, define

Prog↓ := f(x)− min
x↓∈X

{

f(x) +
〈

∇f(x), x↓ − x
〉

+
µ

2

∥

∥

∥x↓ − x
∥

∥

∥

2

2

}

,

x↓ := argminx↓∈X

{

f(x) +
〈

∇f(x), x↓ − x
〉

+
µ

2

∥

∥

∥x↓ − x
∥

∥

∥

2

2

}

.

We have by strong convexity that f(x)−f(x∗) ≤ Prog↓. We also define g↓ := x−x↓, and note that
g↓ agrees with ∇f(x) in the sign of each coordinate. Further, by separability of the box constraint,

0 ≤ |g↓j | ≤
1

µ
|∇jf(x)|, ∀j ∈ [m]. (9)

We can explicitly write that

Prog↓ =
∑

j∈[m]

Prog↓j , where Prog↓j := g↓j

(

∇jf(x)−
µ

2
g↓j

)

.

Similarly, we define for each j ∈ [m],

Prog↑j := f(x)− min
x′∈X

{

f(x) +
〈

∇jf(x), x
′ − x

〉

+
Lj(x)

2

∥

∥x′ − x
∥

∥

2

2

}

.

We let g↑ be the vector such that g↑j agrees with [x−x′]j if coordinate j was sampled. In particular,

g↑ agrees with ∇f(x) in the sign of each coordinate and by separability ∀j ∈ [m],

0 ≤ |g↑j | ≤
1

Lj(x)
|∇jf(x)|. (10)

We can explicitly write

Prog↑j = g↑j

(

∇jf(x)−
Lj(x)

2
g↑j

)

.

First, we claim that for each j ∈ [m],

Prog↑j ≥
µ

2Lj(x)
Prog↓j . (11)

Note that if coordinate j was sampled, and x′j is on the boundary of X , then g↑j = g↓j , since the

minimization problem defining g↓ involves a larger step size. Conversely, if [x↓]j is not on the
boundary of X , then neither is x′j, and the upper bounds of (9), (10) are tight. In both these cases

and the third where [x↓]j is on the boundary and x′j is not, the following inequality holds:

|g↑j | ≥
µ

Lj(x)
|g↓j |.
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We further note that
∣

∣

∣

∣

∇jf(x)−
Lj(x)

2
g↑j

∣

∣

∣

∣

≥ 1

2
|∇jf(x)| ≥

1

2

∣

∣

∣∇jf(x)−
µ

2
g↓j

∣

∣

∣ .

Combining these two facts with the definitions of Prog↑j , Prog
↓
j shows (11). Now, we have

E[f(x′)] ≤ f(x)− E[Prog↑j ]

= f(x)−
∑

j∈[m]

Lj(x)

2S(x)
Prog↑j

≤ f(x)−
∑

j∈[m]

µ

2S(x)
Prog↓j

= f(x)− µ

2S
Prog↓.

Subtracting f(x∗) from both sides and using the lower bound on Prog↓ gives the result.

By iteratively applying Lemma 3.10, and Markov’s inequality, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 3.11. Box-constrained locally smooth coordinate descent initialized at x0, applied to an
ℓ2 µ-strongly convex function f converges to an ǫ-approximate minimizer with probability at least
1− δ in

O

(

S

µ
log

(

f(x0)− f(x∗)
ǫδ

))

iterations.

We also remark that this analysis generalizes easily to strong convexity in any diagonal norm given
by a (nonnegative) diagonal matrix D. In particular, let f be µ-strongly-convex in the D norm,
where D = diag(d) is some (positive) diagonal matrix, and assume we have the local coordinate
smoothness bounds {Lj(x)}j∈[m] (note that the smoothness bound is still in the ℓ2 norm, i.e.
independent of the strong convexity measurement matrix). We briefly discuss how to modify the
guarantee of Lemma 3.10. The algorithm is given as follows.

Definition 3.12 (Local smoothness coordinate descent in a diagonal norm). Given a function f
with local coordinate smoothnesses {Lj(x)} at each point x, define the local smoothness coordinate
descent algorithm in the D norm as iteratively performing the following (resetting x′ ← x) every
iteration:

1. Sample j ∝ κj(x) := Lj(x)
dj

.

2. Update x′ ← argminx′∈X
{

f(x) + 〈∇jf(x), x
′ − x〉+ Lj(x)

2 ‖x′ − x‖22
}

.

We also define S(x) =
∑

j∈[m] κj(x), and let S be a global upper bound. We modify the definitions

Prog↓ := f(x)− min
x∗∈X

{

f(x) + 〈∇f(x), x∗ − x〉+
µ

2
‖x∗ − x‖2D

}

,

x∗ := argminx∗∈X
{

f(x) + 〈∇f(x), x∗ − x〉+
µ

2
‖x∗ − x‖2D

}

,

g↓ := x− x∗.
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We also clearly have by the same argument that

0 ≤ |g↓j | ≤
1

µdj
|∇jf(x)|.

Therefore, the same arguments allow us to conclude that for each j ∈ [m],

Prog↑j ≥
µdj

2Lj(x)
Prog↓j , where we recall Prog↑j = g↑j

(

∇jf(x)−
Lj(x)

2
g↑j

)

.

Finally, our given sampling probabilities imply that we have the desired

E[f(x′)]− f(x∗) ≤
(

1− µ

2S

)

(f(x)− f(x∗)).

This yields the following corollary.

Corollary 3.13. Box-constrained local smoothness coordinate descent in the diagonal D norm
initialized at x0, applied to a µ-strongly convex function f in the D norm, converges to an ǫ-
approximate minimizer with probability at least 1− δ in

O

(

S

µ
log

(

f(x0)− f(x∗)
ǫδ

))

iterations.

3.3.2 Minimizing the regularized softmax objective

We now use the developments of the prior section to obtain the runtime of an efficient oracle for
solving (8) to high precision; we restate the objective here:

h(x) := α log
∑

i∈[n]
exp

(

1

α
[Ax− b]i

)

+
α

2s
‖x− x̄‖22 .

The complexity of minimizing this objective function using the box-constrained coordinate descent
under local coordinate smoothnesses follows from estimates given in the following lemma.

Lemma 3.14 (Local coordinate smoothnesses of regularized softmax). At a point x ∈ [−1, 1]m,
and for all j ∈ [m], define

Lj(x) =
8

α
‖A:j‖∞

(

〈|A:j|, p(x)〉 +
2α

s

)

+
α

s
.

Then, h is Lj(x) locally-coordinate smooth at x for all j ∈ [m].

Proof. Recalling Definition 2.1, we prove the following: for y = x+ γej , γ ∈
[

± 1
Lj(x)

|∇jh(x)|
]

,

∇2
jjh(y) ≤ Lj(x). (12)

Defining p(x) ∝ exp((Ax − b)/α), by Fact 3.4, ∇2
jjh(y) ≤ 1

α ‖A:j‖2p(y) + α
s . Therefore, it clearly

suffices to show that p(y) ≤ 8p(x) entrywise. Note that as long as we show that entrywise

exp

(

Ay − b
α

)

∈
[

1

e
, e

]

exp

(

Ax− b
α

)

,
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we have the conclusion by e2 < 8. Now, using the bound on γ, this is equivalent to showing for all
i that | 〈Ai:, x− y〉 | ≤ α. Recalling ∇jh(x) = 〈A:j, p(x)〉+ α

s (xj − x̄j), the following suffices:

|Aij |
∣

∣

∣

∣

∇jh(x)

Lj(x)

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

|Aij |
(

〈A:j , p(x)〉+ α
s (xj − x̄j)

)

8
α ‖A:j‖∞

(

〈|A:j |, p(x)〉+ 2α
s

)

+ α
s

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ α.

The conclusion follows.

3.3.3 Minimizing the diagonally regularized softmax objective

By a simple modification of the regularizer q(x) used in the proximal point method, we show how
to obtain improved smoothness parameters in the regime n < m, independent of the sparsity of the
optimal solution. In particular, for D = diag({‖A:j‖∞}), the diagonal matrix whose entries are the

{‖A:j‖∞}, consider running the mirror prox procedure with the regularizer q(x) = 1
2n‖A‖∞

‖x‖2D;
the range of q(x) over the box [−1, 1]m is clearly at most a constant, since the sum of (absolute
values of) entries of A is bounded by Õ(n ‖A‖∞). Therefore, it suffices to design an efficient iterative
method for, in the vein of (8), solving subproblems

hd(x) := α log
∑

i∈[n]
exp

(

1

α
[Ax− b]i

)

+
α

2n ‖A‖∞
‖x− x̄‖2D . (13)

In lieu of Lemma 3.14, we have the following local smoothness bounds on this subproblem.

Lemma 3.15 (Local coordinate smoothnesses of diagonally regularized softmax). Let d be the
vector whose entries are ‖A:j‖∞ such that D = diag(d). At a point x ∈ [−1, 1]m, and for all
j ∈ [m], define

Lj(x) =
8

α
‖A:j‖∞

(

〈|A:j|, p(x)〉 +
2α

n ‖A‖∞
‖A:j‖∞

)

+
α

n ‖A‖∞
‖A:j‖∞ .

Then, hd is Lj(x) locally-coordinate smooth at x for all j ∈ [m].

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Lemma 3.14. Recalling Definition 2.1, for y = x + γej ,

γ ∈
[

± 1
Lj(x)

|∇jhd(x)|
]

, we wish to show

∇2
jjhd(y) ≤ Lj(x). (14)

Defining p(x) ∝ exp((Ax− b)/α), by Fact 3.4, ∇2
jjhd(y) ≤ 1

α ‖A:j‖2p(y) + α
n‖A‖∞

‖A:j‖∞. Therefore,

it clearly suffices to show that p(y) ≤ 8p(x) entrywise. It suffices to show that for all i that
| 〈Ai:, x− y〉 | ≤ α, or recalling the definition of ∇jh(x) = 〈A:j , p(x)〉+ α

n‖A‖∞
‖A:j‖∞ (xj − x̄j),

|Aij |
∣

∣

∣

∣

∇jh(x)

Lj(x)

∣

∣

∣

∣

=

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

|Aij |
(

〈A:j , p(x)〉+ α
n‖A‖∞

‖A:j‖∞ (xj − x̄j)
)

8
α ‖A:j‖∞

(

〈|A:j|, p(x)〉 + 2α
n‖A‖∞

‖A:j‖∞
)

+ α
n‖A‖∞

‖A:j‖∞

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ α.

The conclusion follows.
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3.4 Putting it all together: accelerated ℓ∞ regression

We now state our main runtime result for ℓ∞ regression. We combine previous developments
to bound the number of coordinate descent iterations needed under local coordinate smoothness
estimates needed to find an ǫ-approximate minimizer to the box-constrained ℓ∞ regression problem
(Definition 1.1). We remark that the theorem statement assumes access to query and sampling
oracles for the local coordinate smoothnesses; we show how to design efficient oracles for column-
sparse A in Section 3.5. The combination of the following two theorems formally show Theorem 1.2.

Theorem 3.16 (Coordinate acceleration for ℓ∞ regression). The proximal point method (Defini-
tion 3.5) with regularizers q(x) = 1

2s ‖x‖
2
2 and r(p) =

∑

i∈[n] pi log pi, with each iterate defined by the
local smoothness coordinate descent method (Definition 3.9) applied to the appropriate subproblem,
results (with high probability) in an ǫ-approximate minimizer to the box-constrained ℓ∞ regression
problem in time

Õ

(((

s ‖A‖2∞
α2

+
min(m,n) ‖A‖∞

α
+m

)

· Titer + nnz(A)

)

· α
ǫ

)

,

where Titer is the cost of sampling proportional to Lj(x) and computing the value of Lj(x) for
an iterate x of local smoothness coordinate descent. For α = max(ǫ,

√

s/m ‖A‖∞) and Titer =
O(c log n) from Section 3.5, where c is the column sparsity of A, the runtime is

Õ

(

mc+
(min(m,n) +

√
ms) c ‖A‖∞

ǫ

)

.

Proof. We first discuss the complexity of returning an iterate of the proximal point method.
Lemma 3.8, and the discussion following, imply that for a function of form (8) with optimal ar-
gument x∗t , it suffices to find any point x′ with ‖x′ − x∗t ‖∞ bounded by an inverse polynomial in
parameters ‖A‖∞ ,m, s, ǫ−1, α−1 to implement the proximal point method. By Fact 3.2, the range
of the function (where the linear term bt is appropriately shifted)

h(x) = α log
∑

i∈[n]
exp

(

1

α
[Ax− bt]i

)

+
α

2s
‖x− x̄‖22

is at most α log n + 2 ‖A‖∞ + αm
2s , where the second term comes from the range of ‖Ax− b‖∞

over [−1, 1]m, and the third from a simple bound ‖x− x̄‖22 ≤ m for all x ∈ [−1, 1]m. Moreover,
strong-convexity of h(x) in the ℓ2 norm, and optimality of x∗t , yields

h(x′)− h(x∗t ) ≥
〈

∇h(x∗t ), x′ − x∗t
〉

+
α

2s

∥

∥x′ − x∗t
∥

∥

2

2
≥ α

2s

∥

∥x′ − x∗t
∥

∥

2

2
,

which implies
∥

∥x′ − x∗t
∥

∥

∞ ≤
∥

∥x′ − x∗t
∥

∥

2
≤
√

2s (h(x′)− h(x∗t ))
α

. (15)

Note that for any point x, we can define an upper bound on the sum of values Lj(x) in Lemma 3.14,

S :=
8

α
‖A‖2∞ +

16min(m,n)

s
‖A‖∞ +

mα

s
≥
∑

j∈[m]

8

α
‖A:j‖∞

(

〈|A:j |, p(x)〉+
2α

s

)

+
α

s
. (16)

Here, we used that the sum of entries in the matrix is at most n ‖A‖∞, and the largest entry in
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any column is at most ‖A‖∞. Then, by Corollary 3.11 with strong convexity parameter µ = α/s,
we see that a sufficient x′ may be found with high probability in time

Õ

((

s ‖A‖2∞
α2

+
min(m,n) ‖A‖∞

α
+m

)

· Titer
)

.

Finally, due to our choice of the regularizers q and r in the proximal point method and Lemma 3.6,
Õ(α/ǫ) iterations of proximal point suffice, for any α ≥ ǫ. Combining these bounds yields the first
runtime claim. To see the second, we simplified using nnz(A) ≤ mc.

Before we give our result for accelerating ℓ∞ regression via a diagonal norm regularization, we state
a technical result on the degree of accuracy required by solutions of the proximal point subproblems,
the analog of Lemma 3.8 in the diagonal norm (throughout, D := diag({‖A:j‖∞})).

Lemma 3.17. From a point z = (x, p), let z̄ = (x̄, p̄) be the solution to the problem

argminx′∈[−1,1]margmaxp′∈∆np′⊤(Ax′ − b) + α

2n ‖A‖∞
∥

∥x− x′
∥

∥

2

D
− α

∑

i∈[n]
p′i log

p′i
pi
.

Then, for ǫ < 1, any x′ with

∥

∥x′ − x̄
∥

∥

∞ ≤ min

(

ǫ

16 ‖A‖∞
,
ǫn

8αm
,

ǫα

64 ‖A‖2∞

)

,

and setting p′ ∈ ∆n to be

p′ ∝ exp

(

1

α

(

Ax′ − b+ α log p
)

)

,

letting z′ = (x′, p′), for all u ∈ [−1, 1]m × ∆n, and where divergences are with respect to q(x) :=
1

2n‖A‖∞
‖x‖2D and r(p) =

∑

i∈[n] pi log pi,

〈

g(z′), z′ − u
〉

− αVz(u) + αVz′(u) ≤ ǫ.

Proof. By the optimality conditions of the definition of z̄, we see that for all u ∈ [−1, 1]m ×∆n,

〈g(z̄), z̄ − u〉 ≤ α(Vz(u)− Vz̄(u)− Vz(z̄)) ≤ α(Vz(u)− Vz̄(u)).

Therefore, it suffices to show that

〈

g(z′)− g(z̄), z̄ − u
〉

+
〈

g(z′), z′ − z̄
〉

+ α(Vz̄(u)− Vz′(u)) ≤ ǫ. (17)

By exactly the same logic as in Lemma 3.8, we have the multiplicative ratio between every entry
of p′ and p̄ is bounded by 1 + ǫ/(16 ‖A‖∞), and ‖p̄− p′‖1 ≤ ǫ/(16 ‖A‖∞). Finally, we conclude by
noting that by ℓ1-ℓ∞ Hölder, and ‖x′ − x‖∞ ≤ ǫ/(16 ‖A‖∞),

〈

g(z̄)− g(z′), z̄ − u
〉

≤ 2 ‖A‖∞
∥

∥x̄− x′
∥

∥

∞ + 2 ‖A‖∞
∥

∥p̄− p′
∥

∥

1
≤ ǫ

4
,

〈

g(z′), z′ − z̄
〉

≤ ‖A‖∞
∥

∥x̄− x′
∥

∥

1
+ ‖A‖∞

∥

∥p̄− p′
∥

∥

1
≤ ǫ

4
.

Moreover, by using the definitions of Bregman divergences, ‖x‖1 ≤ m for x ∈ [−1, 1]m, p′/p is
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entrywise bounded by exp(ǫ/4α), and ‖A‖∞ is larger than every entry of D,

α(V q
x̄ (ux)− V q

x′(ux)) =
α

2n ‖A‖∞
‖x̄− ux‖2D −

α

2n ‖A‖∞
∥

∥x′ − ux
∥

∥

2

D

=
α

n ‖A‖∞
uxD(x′ − x̄) + α

2n ‖A‖∞
(x′ + x̄)D(x′ − x̄)

≤ α

n

(

‖ux‖1 +
1

2

∥

∥x′ + x̄
∥

∥

1

)

∥

∥x′ − x̄
∥

∥

∞ ≤
2αm

n

∥

∥x′ − x̄
∥

∥

∞ ≤
ǫ

4
,

α(V r
p̄ (up)− V r

p′(up)) = α
∑

i∈[n]
[up]i log

p′i
p̄i
≤ αmax

i∈[n]
log

p′i
p̄i
≤ ǫ

4
.

Finally, (17) follows by combining the above bounds.

Theorem 3.18 (Coordinate acceleration for ℓ∞ regression in a diagonal norm). The proximal
point method (Definition 3.5) with regularizers q(x) := 1

2n‖A‖∞
‖x‖2D for D = diag({‖A:j‖∞}) and

r(p) =
∑

i∈[n] pi log pi, with each iterate defined by the local smoothness coordinate descent method in
the D norm (Definition 3.12) applied to the appropriate subproblem, results (with high probability)
in an ǫ-approximate minimizer to the box-constrained ℓ∞ regression problem in time

Õ

(((

n ‖A‖2∞
α2

+
n ‖A‖∞

α
+m

)

· Titer + nnz(A)

)

· α
ǫ

)

,

where Titer is the cost of sampling proportional to Lj(x)/dj and computing the value of Lj(x) for
an iterate x of local smoothness coordinate descent. For α = max(ǫ,

√

n/m ‖A‖∞) and Titer =
O(c log n) from Section 3.5, where c is the column sparsity of A, the runtime is

Õ

(

mc+
(n+

√
mn) c ‖A‖∞
ǫ

)

.

Proof. We first note that without loss of generality, every entry of D is at least ǫ/m; indeed,
adding ǫ/m to an arbitrary nonzero entry of each column only perturbs the value of ‖Ax− b‖∞
over [−1, 1]m by an additive ǫ. Thus, in lieu of (15) in the proof of Theorem 3.16, it suffices to solve
to a degree of accuracy polynomially larger in problem parameters, where we use that the objective
is 1/(n ‖A‖∞)-strongly convex in the D norm, and the D norm is at most ǫ/m times smaller than
the ℓ2 norm (Lemma 3.17 bounds the accuracy we require in our subproblem solutions in ℓ∞).

We next bound the sum of local smoothnesses (relative to dj) induced by Lemma 3.15, and the
resulting complexity of solving the subproblems induced by the proximal point method with a
diagonal regularizer; the remainder of the proof follows identically from Theorem 3.16. Note that

∑

j∈[m]

Lj(x)

dj
=
∑

j∈[m]

8

α

(

〈|A:j |, p(x)〉 +
2α

n ‖A‖∞
‖A:j‖∞

)

+
α

n ‖A‖∞
= O

(‖A‖∞
α

+ 1 +
mα

n ‖A‖∞

)

.

The strong convexity parameter of the induced subproblems in the diagonal norm, of the form (13),
is α/(n ‖A‖∞). Thus, applying Corollary 3.13 implies each iterate of the mirror prox method can
be found with high probability in time

Õ

((

n ‖A‖2∞
α2

+
n ‖A‖∞

α
+m

)

· Titer
)

.
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Finally, due to the choice of regularizers, the domain size is still Õ(1), so Õ(α/ǫ) iterations of
proximal point suffice, giving the first claim; the second claim follows by choice of α.

3.5 Cheap iterations for ℓ∞ regression in column-sparse A

In this section, we show how to attain cheap iterations for A whose columns have bounded sparsity.
In particular, suppose A is c-column-sparse. We show how to, for the local coordinate smoothness
estimates

Lj(x) =
8

α
‖A:j‖∞

(

〈|A:j |, p(x)〉 +
2α

s

)

+
α

s
(18)

defined in Lemma 3.14, implement maintenance of the Lj(x) and sampling by the quantities Lj(x)
for each iteration of the local smoothness coordinate descent procedure applied to the problem
(8), in time Titer = O(c log n). This shows that the runtime of the efficient implementation of our
algorithm is, up to a Õ(c) multiplicative factor, the same as the iteration count; in particular,
for c = Õ(1), we are able to implement each step in Õ(1) time, without affecting the number of
iterations by more than a Õ(1) factor. More formally, in this section we show the following.

Lemma 3.19 (Efficient implementation of iterates). Suppose we implement local smoothness coor-
dinate descent (Definition 3.9) for the problem (8) for some c-column-sparse A. Then, with nnz(A)
precomputation cost, throughout the lifetime of the algorithm for local coordinate smoothness esti-
mates Lj(x) (18) where x is an iterate, it is possible to (1) maintain the sum

∑

j∈[m] Lj(x), (2)
compute for any j the value Lj(x), and (3) sample from the distribution {pj ∝ Lj(x)} in time
O(c log n) per iteration.

Proof. We will describe the Lj(x) maintenance and sampling procedures separately.

Maintaining smoothness overestimates.

We first show how to (implicitly) maintain the quantities

pi(x) =
exp( 1α [Ax− b]i)

∑

i′∈[n] exp(
1
α [Ax− b]i′)

in O(c) time per iteration. In particular, because each iteration of (local smoothness) coordinate
descent, starting at x and stepping to x′, only affects a single coordinate, and by column-sparsity
this only affects at most c of the values exp( 1α [Ax− b]i), we can maintain their sum in O(c) time,
and also maintain the vector exp( 1α(Ax− b)).
Next, we discuss how to maintain

∑

j∈[m] Lj(x) and query any Lj(x) in O(c) time per iteration. In
O(nnz(A)) time we precompute and store all values

16 ‖A:j‖∞
s

+
α

s
,

and there are at most c entries in A:j , so querying Lj(x) can be performed in O(c) time, because we
can compute any entry of p(x) using the stored exp( 1α (Ax− b)) and its maintained sum. Moreover,
in computing the sum

∑

j∈[m]

Lj(x) =





∑

j∈[m]

16 ‖A:j‖∞
s

+
mα

s



+





8

α

∑

i∈[n]
pi(x)

∑

j∈[m]

|Aij | ‖A:j‖∞



 ,
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all quantities other than the pi(x) can be precomputed; the second summand can be computed
with respect to the unnormalized vector exp( 1α(Ax− b)), and then scaled uniformly using its sum.

Sampling from the distribution.

In this part of the proof, we describe how to implement sampling from the distribution proportional
to Lj(x). First, in the prior discussion note that we maintain the sum of the Lj(x) by computing
the values of the two summands

∑

j∈[m]

16 ‖A:j‖∞
s

+
mα

s
,
8

α

∑

i∈[n]
pi(x)

∑

j∈[m]

|Aij | ‖A:j‖∞ .

We first flip an appropriately biased coin to choose a summand. If the first is selected, then we
sample a coordinate j ∈ [m] with probability proportional to

16 ‖A:j‖∞
s

+
α

s
;

this can be done in constant time via precomputation [Wal77].

To sample from the second summand, it clearly suffices to first sample the rows of A by a distribution
proportional to p(x), and then sample the indices of that row proportional to |Aij | ‖A:j‖∞, the latter
of which takes constant time via precomputation [Wal77]. To sample the rows, we use the well-
known strategy that it suffices to maintain an augmented binary search tree data structure whose
leaves dynamically maintain the set of exp( 1α [Ax − b]i) for the current iterate x. As previously
argued, each iteration changes only c of these values, so maintaining the augmented binary search
tree takes O(c log n) per iteration.

4 Accelerating Maximum Flow

The primary goal of this section is to show how to use the development of Section 3, tailored to
the regression problem associated with maximum flow, and give tighter analyses on its runtime
guarantees to demonstrate how it yields faster algorithms. The reduction to ℓ∞ regression is the
same as introduced in [She13], and is included for completeness.

4.1 Maximum flow preliminaries

The maximum flow problem is defined as follows: given a graph, and two of its vertices s and t
labeled as source and sink, find a flow f ∈ R

m which satisfies the capacity constraints such that
the discrete divergence at the sink, (Bf)t, is as large as possible, and (Bf)s = −(Bf)t, (Bf)v = 0
for v 6= s, t.

Following the framework of [She13], we consider instead the equivalent problem of finding a mini-
mum congestion flow; intuitively, if we route 1 unit of flow from s to t and congest edges as little
as possible, we can find the maximum flow by just taking the multiple of the minimum congestion
flow which just saturates edges. The congestion incurred by a flow f is

∥

∥U−1f
∥

∥

∞ where U is the
diagonal matrix of edge capacities, and we say f routes demands d if Bf = d. The problem of find-
ing a minimum congestion flow for a given demand vector, and its dual, the maximum congested
cut, can be formulated as follows:
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min.
f

‖U−1f‖∞ s.t. Bf = d, f ≥ 0.

max.
v

d⊤v s.t. ‖UB⊤v‖1 ≤ 1.
(19)

Let dS :=
∑

u∈S du and c(S, T ) denote the total weight of edges from S to T . It is well-known that
for the second problem, one of the threshold cuts with respect to v achieves dS/c(S, V −S) ≥ d⊤v.
Whenever the flow problem is clear from context, we will refer to any optimal flow by fOPT.

4.2 From maximum flow to constrained ℓ∞ regression

First, we show how to transform the maximum flow problem into a constrained regression problem.
The key tool used here is the concept of a good congestion approximator [She13], and associated
properties.

Definition 4.1 (Congestion approximator). An α-congestion approximator for G is a matrix R
such that for any demand vector d, ‖Rd‖∞ ≤ OPTd ≤ α ‖Rd‖∞ .

For undirected graphs, it is known that Õ(1)-congestion approximators can be computed in nearly
linear time [Mad10, She13, KLOS14, Pen16]. Further, the certain variants of these congestion
approximator have additional nice properties. We use the following construction from [Pen16].

Theorem 4.2 (Summary of results in [Pen16]). There is an algorithm which given an m-edge
n-vertex undirected graph runs in time Õ(m) and with high probability produces an α-congestion
approximator R, for α = Õ(1). Furthermore, the matrix A := 2αRBU has the following properties:
(1) each column of A has at most Õ(1) nonzero entries, (2) ‖A‖∞ = Õ(1), (3) A has O(n) rows,
and (4) A can be computed in time Õ(m).

The above theorem is the result of a construction in [Pen16]. Properties 2, 3, and 4 are direct
results of the construction given in the paper (where 3 follows from the fact that the congestion
approximator comes from routing on a graph which is a tree). Property 1 results from the way in
which the tree is constructed, such that the depth of the congestion-approximating tree is Õ(1), so
each edge in the original graph G is only routed onto a polylogarithmic number of edges.

Our analysis of reducing the flow problem to the regression problem follows that of [She13]. In
particular, the reduction is given as follows.

Lemma 4.3. Let G be an undirected graph and d be a demand vector. Assume we are given an
α-congestion approximator R, and the associated matrix A = 2αRBU . Furthermore, let 2αRd := b.
In order to multiplicatively approximately solve the maximum flow problem given by Equation (19),
it suffices to solve an associated box-constrained regression problem ‖Ax− b‖∞ over x ∈ [−1, 1]m a
nearly-constant number of times to an ǫ-additive approximation, and pay an additional Õ(m) cost,
which under the change of variables x := U−1f recovers a corresponding flow. We call the full
algorithm Flow-To-Regress.

In particular, we are able to use R from the statement of Theorem 4.2. For completeness, we
will prove Lemma 4.3 in the appendices, but on a first read one may skip the proof and use the
reduction statement as a black box result for the remaining analysis.

4.3 Runtimes for accelerated maximum flow

Here, we provide a full description of how to implement relevant machinery for applying the tools
from Section 3 for accelerating the minimization of a constrained ℓ∞ function to the regression
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problem given in Lemma 4.3. Due to the arguments presented in Appendix B, it suffices to bound
the runtime of approximately solving the initial regression problem.

Definition 4.4 (Flow regression problem). The maximum flow regression problem asks to ǫ-
approximately minimize the function ‖Ax− b‖∞ subject to x ∈ [−1, 1]m, ‖b‖∞ ≤ 1, and for Õ(1)-
column-sparse A with ‖A‖∞ = Õ(1).

Lemma 4.3 implies that the cost of finding an ǫ-approximate maximum flow is (up to logarithmic
factors) the same as solving the flow regression problem once.

4.3.1 Applications of Section 3

We first show how to use the methods of Section 3 to obtain an improved maximum flow algorithm.
First, note that by applying Theorem 3.16 directly, combining with the properties given in Theo-
rem 4.2 of the regression matrix A, we immediately obtain a runtime of Õ (m+ (n+

√
ms)/ǫ) for

the maximum flow problem, where the additive factor Õ(m) comes from the preprocessing required
in Section 3.5, as well as the cost of computing the matrix A. Here, we used min(m,n) = n in
the case of the flow regression matrix. We further can apply Theorem 3.18 to obtain a runtime
of Õ (m+

√
mn/ǫ), where the dominant term is

√
mn as m = Ω(n). Taking the better of these

runtimes implies the following.

Theorem 4.5. There is an algorithm that takes time Õ(m + (n +
√

mmin(n, s))/ǫ) to find, with
high probability, an ǫ-approximate maximum flow, where s is the squared ℓ2 norm of the congestion
vector of any optimal flow.

4.3.2 Tighter runtime dependence

We develop an algorithm with an improved runtime for the flow regression problem in Section 5,
based on directly applying a randomized mirror prox method to the primal-dual regression objective.
Its runtime guarantee is stated here, and its full details are given in Section 5.

Theorem 4.6. There is an algorithm, initialized at x0, for finding an ǫ-approximate minimizer to
the flow regression problem (Definition 4.4), with high probability, in time Õ(m+max(n,

√
ns)/ǫ),

where s = ‖x0 − x∗‖22.

By combining this improved algorithm with the reduction procedure of Lemma 4.3, we obtain our
fastest algorithm for maximum flow, generically improving upon Theorem 4.5.

Theorem 4.7. There is an algorithm that takes time Õ(m + max(n,
√
ns)/ǫ) to find, with high

probability, an ǫ-approximate maximum flow, where s is the squared ℓ2 norm of the congestion
vector of any optimal flow.

4.4 Exact maximum flows in uncapacitated graphs

Here, we describe several corollaries of our approach, for rounding to an exact maximum flow for
several types of uncapacitated graphs. In an uncapacitated graph, s = ‖f∗‖22 ≤ Fn where F is the
maximum flow value, because the maximum flow is a 0-1 flow, and thus can be decomposed into
F s − t paths with length at most n. We assume here that all the graphs are simple, and thus
m ≤ n2; it is not difficult to generalize these results to non-simple graphs. As preliminaries, we
state the following standard techniques for rounding to exact maximum flows.
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Lemma 4.8 (Theorem 5 in [LRS13]). There is a randomized algorithm that runs in expected time
Õ(m) which takes a fractional flow of value F on an uncapacitated graph, and returns an integral
flow of value ⌊F ⌋.

We will thus always assume that we have applied the rounding to an integral flow as a pre-processing
step, as it will not affect our asymptotic runtime.

Lemma 4.9 (Augmenting paths). There is an algorithm that runs in time O(m) which takes a
non-maximal integral flow of value F on an uncapacitated graph, and returns an integral flow of
value F + 1.

Suppose we have a flow with value (1− ǫ)F , where the maximum flow value is F . The two lemmas
for rounding and augmenting a flow therefore imply that the additional runtime required to attain
an exact maximum flow is O(ǫFm).

4.4.1 Undirected uncapacitated graphs

We state several corollaries of Theorem 4.7 which apply to finding exact maximum flows in various
types of undirected uncapacitated graphs. All of these results only hold with high probability.

Corollary 4.10 (Undirected graphs). There is an algorithm which finds a maximum flow in an
undirected, uncapacitated graph in time Õ(m5/4n1/4).

Proof. We run the algorithm from Theorem 4.7 for ǫ = n1/4/m3/4, and then run augmenting paths
for O(ǫm2) iterations. Note that the maximum flow value and sparsity are bounded by m, and thus
this will yield a maximum flow. Furthermore the runtime of the approximate algorithm is bounded
by m+

√
nm/ǫ. Putting together these two runtimes yields the result.

Corollary 4.11 (Undirected graphs with small maximum flow value). There is an algorithm which
finds a maximum flow in an undirected, uncapacitated graph with maximum flow value F in time
Õ(m+min(

√
mnF 3/4,m3/4n1/4

√
F )).

Proof. The analysis here is the same as in Corollary 4.10, but instead we note that the bound
on s is min(m,Fn), where the latter factor results from combining F paths of length at most
n. If the better bound is Fn, our runtime is bounded by Õ(m + (n +

√
n2F )/ǫ + ǫFm), and

choosing ǫ = n1/2/(F 1/4m1/2) yields the result. If the better bound is m, our runtime is bounded
by Õ(m+

√
nm/ǫ+ ǫFm), and choosing ǫ = n1/4/(

√
Fm1/4) yields the result.

Corollary 4.12 (Undirected graphs with sparse optimal flow). There is an algorithm which finds
a maximum flow in an undirected, uncapacitated graph with a maximum flow that uses at most s
edges in time Õ(m+

√
msn1/4max(n, s)1/4).

Proof. The analysis here is the same as in Corollary 4.10, but instead we note that the bound on
the maximum flow value is also s. Thus, our runtime is bounded by Õ(m+max(n,

√
ns)/ǫ+ ǫsm).

If n ≤ s, choosing ǫ = n1/4/(s1/4m1/2) yields the result; otherwise, we choose ǫ =
√

n/ms.

4.4.2 Directed graphs

We follow the standard reduction of finding a maximum flow in a directed graph to finding a
maximum flow in an undirected graph described in, for example, [Lin09]. In short, an undirected
graph with maximum flow value O(m) is created, such that we can initialize the algorithm in
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Theorem 4.7 at a flow which is off from the true maximum flow by s in ℓ22 distance. We give this
reduction in Appendix B.2, and refer the reader to [Lin09] for a more detailed exposition.

Thus, after applying this reduction, the only difference in the runtimes given by the previous section
are that the rounding algorithm will always take time O(ǫm2) instead of O(ǫFm). This immediately
yields the following runtimes for exact maximum flows in directed graphs.

Corollary 4.13 (Directed graphs). There is an algorithm which finds a maximum flow in a directed,
uncapacitated graph in time Õ(m5/4n1/4).

Corollary 4.14 (Directed graphs with a sparse optimal flow). There is an algorithm which finds
a maximum flow in a directed, uncapacitated graph in time Õ(mn1/4max(n, s)1/4).

5 Improved Flow Runtimes via Primal-Dual Coordinate Regression

In this section, we prove Theorem 4.6 by giving the algorithm and analyzing its runtime. Through-
out, as in the statement of the flow regression problem (Definition 4.4), A ∈ R

n×m has Õ(1)-sparse
columns, ‖A‖∞ ≤ 1, and ‖b‖∞ ≤ 1, where we drop logarithmic factors in ‖A‖∞ for simplicity. We
describe how to obtain a point x̂ with ‖x̂‖∞ ≤ 1, and

‖Ax̂− b‖∞ − ǫ ≤ OPT := ‖Ax∗ − b‖∞ , where x∗ := argminx|‖x‖∞≤1 ‖Ax− b‖∞ .

The runtime we will prove for the algorithm (initialized at the origin) is, as in Theorem 4.7,

Õ

(

m+
n+
√
ns

ǫ

)

, where s := ‖x∗‖22 .

Note if we wish to supply the algorithm with an initial point which is not the origin, as is the
case for our results on maximum flow in directed graphs, it suffices to modify the definition of b
appropriately and shift by the initial point (see Appendix A.2 for a more formal treatment).

5.1 Overview

We first give an outline of our algorithm. The main motivation for the form it takes is to obtain the
“best of both worlds” runtime of the form

√
ns/ǫ. In terms of the dependence of Theorem 3.16 on

s, i.e. the sparsity of the optimal point, a standard (unweighted) Euclidean regularizer is necessary
for the primal point x ∈ [−1, 1]m. In terms of the dependence of Theorem 3.18 trading off an n
factor for an m, we require more fine-grained estimates on local coordinate smoothnesses based on
dual information and properties of the matrix. We obtain both of these improvements in our final
runtime via a fully primal-dual coordinate regression algorithm.

Throughout, all divergences on x space are with respect to q(x) = 1
2s ‖x‖

2
2, on y space2 are with

respect to r(y) =
∑

i yi log yi, and on the product space are with respect to the direct sum (we drop
superscripts in definitions of Bregman divergences in this section, as the regularizer will be fixed).

Regularized subproblem. The first step of our method is to define the following function, a
regularized variant of the primal-dual formulation of the box-constrained ‖Ax− b‖∞ objective:

h(x, y) := y⊤(Ax− b) + ǫ

2
q(x)− ǫ

4 log n
r(y). (20)

2In this section, we use y rather than p to denote dual points, as they evolve separately; in our previous algorithms,
p was typically a probability distribution induced by a primal point x.
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Throughout, we refer to the saddle point of the regularized objective h by x̃ ∈ [−1, 1]m, ỹ ∈ ∆n.
The motivation for considering the regularized problem is related to technical issues which arise
when generalizing Lemma 3.6 to interact with a randomized algorithm; as we will see, returning
the average iterate is computationally expensive for our coordinate method. We bypass this by
providing a last-iterate guarantee via regularization, by arguing we can repeatedly return a point
in each phase halving the distance to the saddle point.

The following lemma shows that to solve the box-constrained ℓ∞ regression problem, it suffices to
solve the regularized problem

min
x∈[−1,1]m

max
y∈∆n

h(x, y)

to high accuracy. We also show that the regularized optimizer’s ℓ2 sparsity is not too large.

Lemma 5.1. ‖x̃‖22 ≤ 2s, and ‖Ax̃− b‖∞ ≤ OPT+ ǫ
2 .

Proof. Recall that the definition of smaxα(x) implies

smaxα(x) = max
y∈∆n

y⊤(Ax− b)− αr(y).

By Fact 3.2,

‖Ax− b‖∞ ≤ smaxǫ/4 logn(x) ≤ ‖Ax− b‖∞ +
ǫ

4
.

Correspondingly, we have the following chain of inequalities:

h(x̃, ỹ) ≤ h(x∗, ỹ) ≤ smaxǫ/4 logn(x
∗) +

ǫ

2
q(x∗) ≤ OPT+

ǫ

4
+
ǫ

4
= OPT +

ǫ

2
.

The first inequality follows from minimality of x̃ with respect to ỹ, the second from considering the
terms in h corresponding to y, and the last by the definition of OPT and s. Now, we also have

h(x̃, ỹ) = smaxǫ/4 logn(x̃) +
ǫ

2
q(x̃) ≥ ‖Ax̃− b‖∞ +

ǫ

4s
‖x̃‖22 .

Putting these together and using ‖Ax̃− b‖∞ ≥ OPT by definition,

OPT+
ǫ

4s
‖x̃‖22 ≤ OPT+

ǫ

2
⇒ ‖x̃‖22 ≤ 2s.

Similarly, the other conclusion follows by nonnegativity of ǫ
4s ‖x̃‖

2
2.

Consequently, an algorithm which is capable of obtaining a high-accuracy saddle point to h suffices
for minimizing the original objective.

Randomized mirror prox method. We now describe one phase of our algorithm, which takes
an initial point zk,0 = (xk,0, yk,0), and returns a point zk+1,0 = (xk+1,0, yk+1,0) with

E[Vzk+1,0
(x̃, ỹ)] ≤ 1

2
Vzk,0(x̃, ỹ). (21)

Here, the expectation is over randomness used in the kth phase, i.e. the randomness used to define
the point zk+1,0. Combining this recursive guarantee via iterating expectations with the following
initial bound (which uses Lemma 5.1) gives us a logarithmic bound on the number of phases.

Lemma 5.2. Let x0,0 be the all-zeroes vector and y0,0 =
1
n1. Then, Vx0,0,y0,0(x̃, ỹ) ≤ Θ0 := 1+log n.
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In order to obtain the guarantee (21), our starting point is Nemirovski’s mirror prox method
[Nem04], which can be viewed as a fixed-point iteration approximating the proximal point method
(Definition 3.5). Note that optimality conditions imply that iterating (4) in the proximal point
method produces a sequence of iterates satisfying

zt+1 ← argminz {〈g(zt+1), z〉 + αVzt(z).}

However, this method is not implementable, as zt+1 uses its own gradient operator in its definition.
Nemirovski’s mirror prox approximates this process via a fixed-point iteration, by defining a two-
step sequence

wt ← argminw

{

1

κ
〈g(zt), w〉 + Vzt(w)

}

, zt+1 ← argminz

{

1

κ
〈g(wt), z〉 + Vzt(z)

}

. (22)

Here, the parameter κ must be chosen to meet certain criteria so that the fixed-point iteration
provably converges to a sufficient quality, and also governs the iteration count. Typically, κ depends
on the strong convexity of the regularizers q and r, which leads to a dimension dependence in the
runtime in the case of ℓ∞ regression. [She17] bypassed this by identifying a weaker criteria for the
sequence (22) to converge. We obtain further improvements via a randomized variation of (22).

Note that the gradient operator of the problem (20) is:

g(x, y) :=

(

A⊤y +
ǫ

2s
x, b−Ax+

ǫ

4 log n
log y

)

.

A natural attempt unbiased estimator for g, inspired by the algorithm of Section 3, is (for some
sampling probabilities {pj}) to randomly sample a coordinate of the primal block of g, i.e.

gj(x, y) :=

(

1

pj

(

A⊤
:jy +

ǫ

2s
xj

)

ej , b−Ax+
ǫ

4 log n
log y

)

, (23)

We would then define a step by: sample j ∼ {pj}, then iterate

wt ← argminw

{

1

κ
〈gj(zt), w〉 + Vzt(w)

}

, zt+1 ← argminz

{

1

κ
〈gj(wt), z〉 + Vzt(z)

}

.

However, in order to obtain our tight runtimes by leveraging a primal-dual analog of local coor-
dinate smoothnesses, we require “sharing randomness” between these iterates, i.e. using the same
coordinate j in both steps. Note that in doing so, it no longer makes sense to say that gj(wt) is an
unbiased estimator for g(wt), as the choice of j was used in the definition of wt. We bypass this by
defining an “aggregate point” w̄t which gj(wt) is unbiased for, over the randomness of wt.

We then use a tight characterization of the convergence of our randomized method via local coor-
dinate smoothnesses to argue about the quality of the average iterates w̄t, and show that randomly
sampling one over Õ(m + (n +

√
ns)/ǫ) iterations halves the divergence to (x̃, ỹ) in expectation.

For this last step, we use the strong monotonicity3 of the objective h to convert regret bounds into
divergence bounds. Our complete algorithm concludes by repeating this procedure for Õ(1) phases.

Roadmap. Section 5.2 states the algorithm, a randomized variation of mirror prox which uses
the local coordinate smoothness ideas developed in Section 3 in its analysis. It first develops a

3Strong monotonicity is a primal-dual analog of strong convexity.
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one-phase analysis, which leverages strong monotonicity of the objective h in order to halve the
distance to the true saddle point (x̃, ỹ) in Õ(m + max(n,

√
ns)/ǫ) iterations constituting a phase.

It then uses the output of each phase as the starting point for the next phase, culminating in a
high-accuracy saddle point in a logarithmic number of phases.

A key technical hurdle is that the iterates of the algorithm no longer have the sparse update struc-
ture used in the data structure development of Section 3.5. In Section 5.3, we show how to carefully
use the structure of the updates to design a data structure based around Taylor approximation to
perform iterations in batches, using nearly-constant amoritized time per iteration.

5.2 Algorithm

Throughout, we index phases of the algorithm by k ∈ [K], and iterates within a phase by t ∈ [T ].
As discussed in the overview, we will choose T = Õ(m+ (n+

√
ns)/ǫ), and K = Õ(1).

Section 5.2.1 defines local coordinate smoothness quantities which will factor into the algorithm.
Section 5.2.2 gives an analysis of a single phase of the algorithm, which outputs a point with
expected divergence halved from the phase input. At the end of this section, we give a complete
implementation of the phase, where we highlight issues with inexact implementation (which will
be treated formally in Section 5.3). Section 5.2.3 leverages this single-phase method to give the
complete algorithm, and proves the final runtime guarantee.

5.2.1 Preliminaries

We first define some parameters used in the algorithm. For any y ∈ ∆n we define for all j,

Lj(y) := s ‖A:j‖∞ |A:j |⊤y + ǫ ‖A:j‖∞ ,

L̃j(y) :=





√

s ‖A:j‖∞
∑

i∈[n]

√

|Aij |yi +
√

ǫ ‖A:j‖∞





2

.

where |A:j | is element-wise. These quantities will serve the role of local coordinate smoothness
estimates in our algorithm and analysis. It is immediate that for all j,

Õ(1)Lj(y) ≥ L̃j(y) ≥ Lj(y), (24)

where the Õ(1) factor is due to Cauchy-Schwarz and that each A:j has Õ(1) non-zero entries.

Lemma 5.3. For any y,
∑

j

√

L̃j(y) ≤ C
√
ns+

√
mnǫ, for some C = Õ(1).

Proof. Let all columns of A have at most c = Õ(1) nonzero entries. Then,





∑

j∈[m]

∑

i∈[n]

√

‖A:j‖∞ yi|Aij |





2

=





∑

j∈[m]

√

‖A:j‖∞ ·





√
c ·
√

∑

i∈[n]
yi|Aij |









2

≤ c





∑

j∈[m]

‖A:j‖∞









∑

j∈[m]

∑

i∈[n]
yi|Aij |





≤ nc





∑

i∈[n]
yi‖Ai‖1



 ≤ nc.

(25)
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Here, the first line follows from Cauchy-Schwarz and using the fact that the sum
∑

i∈[n]
√

yi|Aij |
is c-sparse, the second line follows from Cauchy-Schwarz again, and the third line follows from the
assumption ‖A‖∞ ≤ 1. Thus,

∑

j∈[m]

√

L̃j(y) =
√
s
∑

j∈[m]

∑

i∈[n]

√

‖A:j‖∞ |Aij|yi +
∑

j∈[m]

√

ǫ ‖A:j‖∞

≤
√
nsc+

√
ǫ

√

m
∑

j∈[m]

‖A:j‖∞ ≤
√
nsc+

√
mnǫ.

It suffices to choose C =
√
c, where we used the column sparsity assumption.

Finally, we define the following sampling distribution at any point y:

pj(y) =
C
√
ns

C
√
ns+

√
mnǫ

·
√

s ‖A:j‖∞
∑

i

√

|Aij |yi
∑

j

√

s ‖A:j‖∞
∑

i

√

|Aij |yi
+

√
mnǫ

C
√
ns+

√
mnǫ

·
√

ǫ ‖A:j‖∞
∑

j

√

ǫ ‖A:j‖∞

≥

√

L̃j(y)

C
√
ns+

√
mnǫ

.

(26)

The last inequality follows from the bounds from Lemma 5.3,

∑

j

√

s ‖A:j‖∞
∑

i

√

|Aij |yi ≤ C
√
ns,

∑

j

√

ǫ ‖A:j‖∞ ≤
√
mnǫ.

We also make the simplifying assumption that at any y, all the sampling probabilities pj(y) are
at least 1/(2m). To see why this is a valid assumption, our algorithm ultimately has a runtime

depending linearly on our bound on
∑

j∈[m]

√

L̃j(y). By treating each
√

L̃j(y) as its sum with the

average square root coordinate smoothness, this only doubles the overall sum (and therefore the
bound in Lemma 5.3), but enforces the lower bound on the sampling probabilities. This can be
always be implemented by uniform sampling with half probability.

5.2.2 Single phase analysis

In this section we give an analysis of the kth phase. We drop subscript k from all iterates for
simplicity, within the context of this section, until the very end. We define

κ := mǫ+ 8
√
mnǫ+ 8C

√
ns+ 16n,

the parameter which will ultimately govern the iteration count of the phase. We briefly discuss
where each summand comes from in the analysis.

1. The factor ofmǫ is used to account for terms of the form ǫ
2pj

[xt]j showing up in the randomized

gradient estimator, which can be as large as mǫ, in Lemma 5.8. This is the key lemma used
to bound the progress of a single iteration.

2. The factor of 8
√
mnǫ is used to ensure the stability of the simplex variable in a single iteration,

due to the effects of terms of the form ǫ
2pj

[xt]j , in Lemmas 5.5 and 5.6. It is never the leading-

order term, due to the terms mǫ and 16n.
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3. The factor of 8C
√
ns is used for both the error analysis and stability, due to effects of terms

of the form 1
pj
A∆

(j)
t , in Lemmas 5.5, 5.6, and 5.8.

4. The factor of 16n is used to guarantee that κ = Ω(n). This is necessary in bounding the
movement due to a fixed, dense term in the gradient updates, in the runtime analysis of
Section 5.3. In particular, it ensures we do not have to restart the data structure for simplex
variable maintenance too frequently.

We now give one iteration of the phase, starting at a point zt = (xt, yt).

1. Sample j ∝ pj(yt)

2. x
(j)

t+ 1
2

← argminx∈[−1,1]m

{〈

1
κpj

(A⊤
:jyt +

ǫ
2s [xt]j)ej , x

〉

+ Vxt(x)
}

.

3. yt+ 1
2
← argminy∈∆n

{〈

1
κ

(

b−Axt + ǫ
4 logn log yt

)

, y
〉

+ Vyt(y)
}

.

4. ∆
(j)
t := x

(j)

t+ 1
2

− xt.

5. x
(j)
t+1 ← argminx∈[−1,1]m

{〈

1
κpj

(A⊤
:jyt+ 1

2
+ ǫ

2s [x
(j)

t+ 1
2

]j)ej , x

〉

+ Vxt(x)

}

.

6. y
(j)
t+1 ← argminy∈∆n

{〈

1
κ

(

b−A
(

xt +
1
pj
∆

(j)
t

)

+ ǫ
4 logn log yt+ 1

2

)

, y
〉

+ Vyt(y)
}

.

We remark that in all but possibly the jth coordinate, x
(j)

t+ 1
2

and x
(j)
t+1 are identical to xt. We write

zt = (xt, yt), w
(j)
t =

(

x
(j)

t+ 1
2

, yt+ 1
2

)

, z
(j)
t+1 =

(

x
(j)
t+1, y

(j)
t+1

)

.

We briefly remark on the form of the iterates. The gradient estimators inducing the points x
(j)

t+ 1
2

,

x
(j)
t+1 are precisely those described by (23), where we note that the point yt+ 1

2
is deterministic

(conditioned on zt). Moreover, the gradient estimator inducing y
(j)
t+1 is chosen so that our algorithm

has the following property, which implies in each iteration, there is an “aggregate point” w̄t whose

regret we can bound. In this sense, the term 1
pj
∆

(j)
t can be viewed as a debiasing step.

Lemma 5.4. Let x̄t+ 1
2
= xt +

∑

j ∆
(j)
t , the point taking all coordinate steps from xt, and denote

gj(w
(j)
t ) =

(

1

pj

(

A⊤
:jyt+ 1

2
+

ǫ

2s

[

x
(j)

t+ 1
2

]

j

)

ej, b−A
(

xt +
1

pj
∆

(j)
t

)

+
ǫ

4 log n
log yt+ 1

2

)

.

Then, we have for z̃ = (x̃, ỹ),

Ej

[〈

gj(w
(j)
t ), w

(j)
t − z̃

〉]

= 〈g(w̄t), w̄t − z̃〉 ,

where w̄t = (x̄t+ 1
2
, yt+ 1

2
).
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Proof. Recall that x
(j)

t+ 1
2

and x̄t+ 1
2
agree in the jth coordinate. Then, expanding we have

Ej

[〈

gj(w
(j)
t ), w

(j)
t − z̃

〉]

=
∑

j

pj

(〈

1

pj
A⊤

:jyt+ 1
2
, x̄t+ 1

2
− x̃
〉

+

〈

1

pj

ǫ

2s
[x̄t+ 1

2
]j, x̄t+ 1

2
− x̃
〉

+

〈

b−A
(

xt +
1

pj
∆

(j)
t

)

, yt+ 1
2
− ỹ
〉

+

〈

ǫ

4 log n
log yt+ 1

2
, yt+ 1

2
− ỹ
〉)

=
〈

A⊤yt+ 1
2
, x̄t+ 1

2
− x̃
〉

+
〈 ǫ

2s
x̄t+ 1

2
, x̄t+ 1

2
− x̃
〉

+
〈

b−Ax̄t+ 1
2
, yt+ 1

2
− ỹ
〉

+

〈

ǫ

4 log n
log yt+ 1

2
, yt+ 1

2
− ỹ
〉

= 〈g(w̄t), w̄t − z̃〉 .

Next, we require the following bound on the size of the updates.

Lemma 5.5. For any t, call the updates to the simplex variables due to the bilinear term

δt :=
1

κ
(b−Axt), δ(j)t+ 1

2

:=
1

κ

(

b−A
(

xt +
1

pj
∆

(j)
t

))

.

Then, we have

max

(

‖δt‖∞ ,

∥

∥

∥

∥

δ
(j)

t+ 1
2

∥

∥

∥

∥

∞

)

≤ 1

4
.

Proof. First, the bound on δt follows by ‖b−Axt‖∞ ≤ 2 and κ is sufficiently large. Note that we
may also conclude a stronger bound, that ‖δt‖∞ ≤ 1

8 . By triangle inequality, it suffices to show

∥

∥

∥

∥

1

κpj
A∆

(j)
t

∥

∥

∥

∥

∞
≤ 1

8
for all j ∈ [m].

Firstly, observe that ∆
(j)
t is 1-sparse, and can be bounded by noting (where med takes a median)

[

x
(j)

t+ 1
2

]

j

= med

(

−1, [xt]j −
1

κpj

( ǫ

2
[xt]j + s ·A⊤

:jyt

)

, 1

)

,

so that by definition of ∆
(j)
t = x

(j)

t+ 1
2

− xt,
∥

∥

∥∆
(j)
t

∥

∥

∥

∞
≤ ǫ

2κpj
|[xt]j|+

s

κpj

∣

∣

∣A⊤
:jyt

∣

∣

∣ .

Recall that

pj(yt) ≥

√

L̃j(yt)

C
√
ns+

√
mnǫ

≥ 8
√

Lj(yt)

κ
. (27)

Here, the first inequality was from (26), and the second was from the definition of κ and (24). We
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now bound the size of entries of 1
κpj
A∆

(j)
t , recalling ‖xt‖∞ ≤ 1:

1

κpj

∥

∥

∥A∆
(j)
t

∥

∥

∥

∞
≤ ǫ

2κ2p2j
‖A:j‖∞ +

s

κ2p2j
‖A:j‖∞

∣

∣

∣A⊤
:jyt

∣

∣

∣

=
1

κ2
1

p2j

( ǫ

2
‖A:j‖∞ + s ‖A:j‖∞ |A⊤

:jyt|
)

≤ 1

64Lj(yt)

( ǫ

2
‖A:j‖∞ + s ‖A:j‖∞ |A⊤

:jyt|
)

≤ 1

64
.

The last line follows from (27). This yields the claim, as Lj(yt) = s ‖A:j‖∞ |A:j |⊤yt+ ǫ ‖A:j‖∞.

Leveraging this, the following lemma shows multiplicative stability of the simplex variables within
a single iteration, which allows us to show that local smoothness estimates do not drift significantly.
This proof is somewhat technical, and is deferred until the end of Section 5.3, as it requires opening
up our implementation, which will yield the fact that the simplex points are not too unstable.

Lemma 5.6. Coordinate-wise for any j, yt+ 1
2
, y

(j)
t+1 multiplicatively approximate yt by a factor of

at most 8. That is (where division is coordinate-wise), max
(

yt+ 1
2
/yt, y

(j)
t+1/yt

)

≤ 8.

We also require the following (standard) local norms bound on the divergence of entropy.

Lemma 5.7 (Local norms). Let y, y′ be on the simplex. Then for V the divergence with respect to
entropy, Vy(y

′) ≥ 1
2 ‖y − y′‖

2
diag(max(y,y′))−1 .

Proof. Let yα = (1− α)y + αy′. By a Taylor expansion, letting h be entropy, we have

Vy(y
′) =

∫ 1

0

∫ β

0
(y′ − y)∇2h(yα)(y

′ − y)dαdβ ≥ 1

2

∥

∥y − y′
∥

∥

2

diag(max(y,y′))−1 .

We now give a one-step convergence analysis of our algorithm, where use the definitions

gj(zt) :=

(

1

pj

(

A⊤
:jyt +

ǫ

2s
[xt]j

)

ej , b−Axt +
ǫ

4 log n
log yt

)

,

gj(w
(j)
t ) :=

(

1

pj

(

A⊤
:jyt+ 1

2
+

ǫ

2s

[

x
(j)

t+ 1
2

]

j

)

ej , b−A
(

xt +
1

pj
∆

(j)
t

)

+
ǫ

4 log n
log yt+ 1

2

)

.

Lemma 5.8. On any iteration t, we have (where expectations are over the randomness of the
coordinate j in the iteration)

E

[

1

κ

〈

gj(w
(j)
t ), w

(j)
t − z̃

〉

]

≤ E

[

Vzt(z̃)− Vz(j)t+1
(z̃)

]

.

Proof. Applying the first-order optimality conditions defining the two steps, as well as (1) following
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from the definition of Bregman divergences,

1

κ

〈

gj(zt), w
(j)
t − z

(j)
t+1

〉

≤ Vzt(z
(j)
t+1)− Vw(j)

t

(z
(j)
t+1)− Vzt(w

(j)
t )

1

κ

〈

gj(w
(j)
t ), z

(j)
t+1 − z̃

〉

≤ Vzt(z̃)− Vz(j)t+1

(z̃)− Vzt(z
(j)
t+1).

Summing and rearranging slightly, we have

1

κ

〈

gj(w
(j)
t ), w

(j)
t − z̃

〉

≤ Vzt(z̃)− Vz(j)t+1

(z̃)

+
1

κ

〈

gj(w
(j)
t )− gj(zt), w(j)

t − z
(j)
t+1

〉

− V
w

(j)
t

(z
(j)
t+1)− Vzt(w

(j)
t ).

Taking an expectation, we have the conclusion up to proving the following claim, where we recall
κ = mǫ+ 8

√
mnǫ+ 8C

√
ns+ 16n:

E

[〈

gj(w
(j)
t )− gj(zt), w(j)

t − z
(j)
t+1

〉]

≤ κE
[

V
w

(j)
t

(z
(j)
t+1) + Vzt(w

(j)
t )
]

.

We will instead show the stronger claim that this is true for any particular j ∈ [m]:

〈

gj(w
(j)
t )− gj(zt), w(j)

t − z
(j)
t+1

〉

≤ κ
(

V
w

(j)
t

(z
(j)
t+1) + Vzt(w

(j)
t )
)

. (28)

We will roughly do so by splitting the left hand side into three pieces, and then bounding them

separately. First, we rewrite it as (recalling ∆
(j)
t = x

(j)

t+ 1
2

− xt is 1-sparse)

〈

gj(w
(j)
t )− gj(zt), w(j)

t − z
(j)
t+1

〉

=
1

pj

(〈

A⊤
:j(yt+ 1

2
− yt)ej , x(j)t+ 1

2

− x(j)t+1

〉

+

〈

A⊤
:j(y

(j)
t+1 − yt+ 1

2
)ej , x

(j)

t+ 1
2

− xt
〉)

+
ǫ

2spj

〈(

[

x
(j)

t+ 1
2

]

j

− [xt]j

)

ej , x
(j)

t+ 1
2

− x(j)t+1

〉

+
ǫ

4 log n

〈

log
yt+ 1

2

yt
, yt+ 1

2
− y(j)t+1

〉

.

(29)

We bound the first term. By Lemma 5.7, and as Lemma 5.6 gives coordinatewise y
(j)
t+1, yt+ 1

2
≤ 8yt,

V
w

(j)
t

(z
(j)
t+1) + Vzt(w

(j)
t ) ≥ 1

16

∥

∥

∥
y
(j)
t+1 − yt+ 1

2

∥

∥

∥

2

diag(y−1
t )

+
1

2s

∥

∥

∥

∥

x
(j)
t+1 − x

(j)

t+ 1
2

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

+
1

16

∥

∥

∥
yt+ 1

2
− yt

∥

∥

∥

2

diag(y−1
t )

+
1

2s

∥

∥

∥

∥

x
(j)

t+ 1
2

− xt
∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

.

39



We see that by a2 + b2 ≥ 2ab and Cauchy-Schwarz,

√

‖A:j‖∞ |A:j |⊤yt
(

1

16

∥

∥

∥y
(j)
t+1 − yt+ 1

2

∥

∥

∥

2

diag(y−1
t )

+
1

2s

∥

∥

∥

∥

x
(j)

t+ 1
2

− xt
∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

)

≥
√

|A2
:j|⊤yt

(

1√
8s

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

[

x
(j)

t+ 1
2

− xt
]

j

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∥

∥

∥y
(j)
t+1 − yt+ 1

2

∥

∥

∥

diag(y−1
t )

)

=

(

1√
8s

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

[

x
(j)

t+ 1
2

− xt
]

j

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

)

·
√

∑

i

A2
ij [yt]i

√

√

√

√

∑

i

[y
(j)
t+1 − yt+ 1

2
]2i

[yt]i

≥
(

1√
8s

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

[

x
(j)

t+ 1
2

− xt
]

j

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

)

·
∑

i

|Aij ||[y(j)t+1 − yt+ 1
2
]i|

≥ 1√
8s

〈

A⊤
:j (y

(j)
t+1 − yt+ 1

2
)ej , x

(j)

t+ 1
2

− xt
〉

.

Similarly, we have

√

‖A:j‖∞ |A:j|⊤yt
(

1

16

∥

∥

∥
yt+ 1

2
− yt

∥

∥

∥

2

diagy−1
t

+
1

2s

∥

∥

∥

∥

x
(j)
t+1 − x

(j)

t+ 1
2

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

)

≥ 1√
8s

〈

A⊤
:j(yt+ 1

2
− yt)ej , x(j)t+ 1

2

− x(j)t+1

〉

.

Therefore, by the three above equations,

√

‖A:j‖∞ |A:j|⊤yt
√
8s

pj

(

V
w

(j)
t

(z
(j)
t+1) + Vzt(w

(j)
t )
)

≥ 1

pj

(〈

A⊤
:j(y

(j)
t+1 − yt+ 1

2
)ej , x

(j)

t+ 1
2

− xt
〉

+

〈

A⊤
:j(yt+ 1

2
− yt)ej , x(j)t+ 1

2

− x(j)t+1

〉)

.

(30)

Now, we consider the second term. Directly applying strong-convexity and Cauchy-Schwarz gives

ǫ

2spj

〈(

[

x
(j)

t+ 1
2

]

j

− [xt]j

)

ej , x
(j)

t+ 1
2

− x(j)t+1

〉

≤ ǫ

2pj

(

1

2s

∥

∥

∥

∥

x
(j)

t+ 1
2

− xt
∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

+
1

2s

∥

∥

∥

∥

x
(j)

t+ 1
2

− x(j)t+1

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

2

)

≤ ǫ

2pj

(

Vxt(x
(j)

t+ 1
2

) + V
x
(j)

t+1
2

(x
(j)
t+1)

)

.

(31)

Finally, we consider the third term. It is straightforward to note that for any convex r (in this case,
entropy), 〈∇r(b)−∇r(a), b− c〉 ≤ Va(b) + Vb(c) for any three points a, b, c. Applying this,

ǫ

4 log n

〈

log
yt+ 1

2

yt
, yt+ 1

2
− y(j)t+1

〉

≤ ǫ

4 log n

(

Vyt(yt+ 1
2
) + Vy

t+1
2

(y
(j)
t+1)

)

. (32)
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Combining (30), (31), (32), we obtain

〈gj(wt)− gj(zt), wt − zt+1〉 ≤





√

‖A:j‖∞ |A:j|⊤yt
√
8s

pj
+

ǫ

2pj





(

Vxt(x
(j)

t+ 1
2

) + V
x
(j)

t+1
2

(x
(j)
t+1)

)

+





√

‖A:j‖∞ |A:j |⊤yt
√
8s

pj
+

ǫ

4 log n





(

Vyt(yt+ 1
2
) + Vy

t+1
2

(y
(j)
t+1)

)

.

Finally, to prove (28), it remains to bound the size of the coefficients of the divergences by κ, and
use nonnegativity of divergences. We claim the following holds:

√

‖A:j‖∞ |A:j|⊤yt
√
8s

pj
+

ǫ

2pj
≤ κ = 16n + 8

√
mnǫ+ 8C

√
ns+mǫ.

To see this, recall we assumed pj ≥ 1
2m , and further that 1

pj
≤ C

√
ns+

√
mnǫ√

L̃j(yt)
by (26). Therefore,

√

‖A:j‖∞ |A:j |⊤yt
√
8s

pj
+

ǫ

2pj
≤
√
8(C
√
ns+

√
mnǫ) +mǫ ≤ κ.

Similarly, it is easy to see that the following holds (corresponding to the coefficient of the divergences
on the y side), concluding the proof:

√

‖A:j‖∞ |A:j |⊤yt
√
8s

pj
+

ǫ

4 log n
≤ κ.

We require the following helper lemma which upper bounds divergence via regret, which allows us
to finally convert our regret bound into a divergence bound for the output iterate.

Lemma 5.9. For any point z, we have 〈g(z), z − z̃〉 ≥ ǫ
4 lognVz(z̃), where we recall for z = (x, y),

g(z) =

(

A⊤y +
ǫ

2s
x, b−Ax+

ǫ

4 log n
log y

)

.

Proof. Recall that because z̃ is the saddle point of the convex-concave function g is the gradient
operator of, by first-order optimality,

〈g(z̃), z − z̃〉 ≥ 0 ∀z.

Therefore, noting terms
〈

A⊤(y − ỹ), x− x̃
〉

− 〈A(x− x̃), y − ỹ〉 cancel,

〈g(z), z − z̃〉 ≥ 〈g(z) − g(z̃), z − z̃〉 = ǫ

2s
‖x− x̃‖22 +

ǫ

4 log n

〈

log
y

ỹ
, y − ỹ

〉

≥ ǫVx(x̃) +
ǫ

4 log n
Vy(ỹ) ≥

ǫ

4 log n
Vz(z̃).
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The last line used nonnegativity of the Bregman divergence and 〈∇r(y)−∇r(ỹ), y − ỹ〉 ≥ Vy(ỹ).

We now give the method in phase k, initialized at (xk,0, yk,0). Here, we briefly comment on inexact-
ness issues. The algorithm requires maintenance of variable y on the simplex, and various quantities
which are functions of y, which we can only approximately compute (cheaply): the method outlined
in Section 3.5 no longer applies, because updates to the variable are dense. Formally, we define
Y-Oracle, a data structure which maintains an internal representation of the simplex variables.
Y-Oracle supports the following operations in each iteration (k, t), in amoritized Õ(1) time:

• Y-Oracle.Sample(): Samples j ∈ [m] from pj(yk,t). Returns (j, pj(yk,t)).

• Y-Oracle.Coord(i): Returns [y̆k,t]i such that |[y̆k,t]i − [yk,t]i| < n−100.

• Y-Oracle.Update-Half(v): Updates the internal representation of yk,t+ 1
2
.

• Y-Oracle.Coord-Half(i): Returns [y̆k,t+ 1
2
]i such that |[y̆k,t+ 1

2
]i − [yk,t+ 1

2
]i| < n−100.

• Y-Oracle.Update(v): Updates the internal representation of yk,t+1.

We develop Y-Oracle in Section 5.3. The following is the algorithm for phase k.

1. Let κ = mǫ+ 8
√
mnǫ+ 8C

√
ns+ 16n where C is the constant of Lemma 5.3.

2. Let T =
⌈

8κ logn
ǫ

⌉

be the number of iterations per phase.

3. Sample a stopping iteration uniformly at random t∗k ∈ [T ].

4. For iteration t ∈ [t∗k − 1]:

(a) Call Y-Oracle.Sample to obtain j, pj(yk,t) (for shorthand, denoted pj).

(b) For each non-zero entry Aij of A:j, call Y-Oracle.Coord(i) to obtain [y̆k,t]i.

(c) xk,t+ 1
2
← argminx∈[−1,1]m

{〈

1
κpj

(A⊤
:j y̆k,t +

ǫ
2s [xk,t]j)ej , x

〉

+ Vxk,t
(x)
}

.

(d) yk,t+ 1
2
← argminy∈∆n

{〈

1
κ

(

b−Axk,t + ǫ
4 logn log yk,t

)

, y
〉

+ Vyk,t(y)
}

.

(e) ∆k,t := xk,t+ 1
2
− xk,t.

(f) For each non-zero entry Aij of A:j, call Y-Oracle.Coord(i) to obtain [y̆k,t+ 1
2
]i.

(g) xk,t+1 ← argminx∈[−1,1]m

{〈

1
κpj

(A⊤
:j y̆k,t+ 1

2
+ ǫ

2s [xk,t+ 1
2
]j)ej , x

〉

+ Vxk,t
(x)
}

.

(h) yk,t+1 ← argminy∈∆n

{〈

1
κ

(

b−A
(

xk,t +
1
pj
∆k,t

)

+ ǫ
4 logn log yk,t+ 1

2

)

, y
〉

+ Vyk,t(y)
}

.

5. For iteration t = t∗k:

(a) ∀j ∈ [m], ∆
(j)
k,t := argminx∈[−1,1]m

{〈

1
κpj

(A⊤
:jyk,t +

ǫ
2s [xk,t]j)ej , x

〉

+ Vxk,t
(x)
}

− xk,t.

(b) Compute ∆
(j)
k,t for all j ∈ [m].

(c) Define xk+1,0 = xk,t +
∑

j ∆
(j)
k,t.

(d) Define yk+1,0 = argminy∈∆n

{〈

1
κ

(

b−Axk,t + ǫ
4 logn log yk,t

)

, y
〉

+ Vyk,t(y)
}

.

6. Output (xk+1,0, yk+1,0).

We remark that in each loop of step 4, steps (c), (e) and (g) are implemented directly in Õ(1)
time, step (d) is implemented implicitly using Y-Oracle.Update-Half, and step (h) is implemented
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implicitly using Y-Oracle.Update. We will discuss the efficient implementation of the procedures
supported by Y-Oracle in Section 5.3.

We now come to the main export of this section, which shows that the expected divergence to the
saddle point halves in every phase. In this lemma, we assume exact implementation of the steps;
we discuss how to deal with inexactness issues in the analysis in Section 5.3.4.

Lemma 5.10. Suppose phase k is initialized with zk,0 = (xk,0, yk,0). Then, the output zk+1,0 =
(xk+1,0, yk+1,0) satisfies (where expectations are taken over the randomness used in phase k)

E
[

Vzk+1,0
(x̃, ỹ)

]

≤ 1

2
Vzk,0(x̃, ỹ).

Proof. Consider running for all of the T =
⌈

8κ logn
ǫ

⌉

iterations. Taking an expectation of Lemma 5.8

over the entire phase, telescoping, and using nonnegativity of divergences, we obtain (for z̃ = (x̃, ỹ))

E





1

T

∑

t∈[T ]

〈gjt(wk,t), wk,t − z̃〉



 ≤
κVzk,0(z̃)

T
≤ ǫ

8 log n
Vzk,0(z̃).

Here, jt is the coordinate sampled in the tth iteration. Applying Lemma 5.4, we instead have

E





1

T

∑

t∈[T ]

〈g(w̄k,t), w̄k,t − z̃〉



 ≤ ǫ

8 log n
Vzk,0(z̃).

Now, because we randomly sampled a t ∈ [T ] to be the index t∗k and passed w̄t∗
k
to the k+1st phase

as zk+1,0 = (xk+1,0, yk+1,0), we obtain

E [〈g(zk+1,0), zk+1,0 − z̃〉] ≤
ǫ

8 log n
Vzk,0(z̃).

The conclusion follows from applying Lemma 5.9.

5.2.3 Algorithm statement

We now state the full algorithm, which is composed of phases, each of which halves the expected
divergence to the saddle point.

1. Initialize x0,0 = 0, y0,0 =
1
n1.

2. Let Θ0 = 1 + log n be the initial divergence bound (Lemma 5.2). Let K =
⌈

log2
(

16sΘ0
ǫ2

)⌉

.

3. For phase 0 ≤ k < K:

(a) Run the procedure in Section 5.2.2, initialized at zk,0, to produce the point zk+1,0.

4. Return x̂ := xK,0.

We now analyze the correctness and runtime of this algorithm. We assume the following lemma,
which will be proven in Section 5.3.

Lemma 5.11. Every n iterations of each phase can be implemented in Õ(n) time. Furthermore,
for each phase k, iteration t∗k can be implemented in Õ(m) time.
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Theorem 5.12. The algorithm has runtime

Õ

(

m+
n+
√
ns

ǫ

)

,

and satisfies E[‖x̂− x̃‖2] ≤ ǫ
2 , where the expectation is over all randomness in the algorithm.

Proof. To prove the first statement, note that the algorithm computes at most K points of the
form w̄k,t∗

k
, and takes at most KT steps. Thus, by Lemma 5.11 this yields a runtime of

Õ (KT ) + Õ(mK) = Õ
(κ

ǫ
+m

)

= Õ

(

mǫ+
√
mnǫ+

√
ns+ n

ǫ

)

= Õ

(

m+
n+
√
ns

ǫ

)

.

We used that
√

mn/ǫ is never larger than m + n/ǫ, as it is their geometric mean. To prove the
second statement, we apply Lemma 5.10 for K ≥ log

(

16sΘ0
ǫ2

)

:

E [‖x̂− x̃‖2]
2 ≤ E

[

‖x̂− x̃‖22
]

= 4sE[Vx̂(x̃)] ≤
4sΘ0

2K
≤
( ǫ

2

)2
.

The first inequality used convexity of the square, and the second inequality repeatedly used
Lemma 5.10 and iterated expectations. This implies the desired bound.

We then see that x̂ is our desired approximate minimizer, in expectation.

Corollary 5.13. We have ‖x̂‖∞ ≤ 1, and E[‖Ax̂− b‖∞] ≤ OPT+ ǫ.

Proof. The first statement is immediate from the algorithm, since in each iteration xk,t lies in

[−1, 1]m, and for each j, xk,t + ∆
(j)
k,t is also defined to lie in [−1, 1]m, and the region decomposes

coordinatewise. The second statement follows from ‖A‖∞ ≤ 1, and

E[‖Ax̂− b‖∞] ≤ ‖Ax̃− b‖∞ + E[‖A(x̂− x̃)‖∞] ≤ OPT+
ǫ

2
+ E[‖x̂− x̃‖2] ≤ OPT+ ǫ.

By Markov’s inequality, this means that with half probability we have a 2ǫ-approximate minimizer.
This can be boosted to probability 1−δ using log 1

δ independent runs, and it does not affect runtime

asymptotically since computing objective value takes time Õ(m).

5.3 Runtime

This section proves Lemma 5.11, which states that we can implement each iteration of each phase in
amoritized Õ(1) time for each t 6= t∗k, and that we can implement the last iteration in Õ(m) time. As
discussed in Section 5.2.3, it suffices to show that Y-Oracle. {Sample, Coord, Update, Update-Half}
may be implemented in amoritized time Õ(n) every n iterations. In particular, assuming these
operations are supported, it is simple to see that we can implement the updates to the x variables
in Õ(1) time per iteration by sparsity. Finally, the last iteration can be implemented in Õ(m) time
simply by performing the updates to the x variable m times.
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5.3.1 Reducing sampling from and computing pj to sampling from and computing
√
y

We first reduce the implementation of Y-Oracle.Sample in an iteration (k, t) to being able to
efficiently sample proportional to

√

[yk,t]i (we drop (k, t) for simplicity). Recall we sample from

pj =
C
√
ns

C
√
ns+

√
mnǫ

·
√

s ‖A:j‖∞
∑

i

√

|Aij |yi
∑

j

√

s ‖A:j‖∞
∑

i

√

|Aij |yi
+

√
mnǫ

C
√
ns+

√
mnǫ

·
√

ǫ ‖A:j‖∞
∑

j

√

ǫ ‖A:j‖∞
.

First flip a coin which is heads with probability C
√
ns/(C

√
ns +

√
mnǫ). If it comes up tails, we

sample a j proportional to
√

ǫ ‖A:j‖∞; clearly we may precompute all of these probabilities, and
place them at the leaves of a binary tree (along with each of the subtree sums stored at roots of
subtrees), flipping Õ(1) appropriately biased coins to sample from this distribution. Next, in order
to sample from a distribution over j proportional to

√

s ‖A:j‖∞
∑

i

√

|Aij |yi, it clearly suffices to
instead sample an i proportional to

√
yi, and then sample a j proportional to

√

s ‖A:j‖∞ |Aij|; this
latter distribution we can precompute.

We now discuss computing a particular pj in Õ(1) time: we need to in fact compute the true pj
which we sampled from, because otherwise we will not have an unbiased estimator. To do so, it
clearly suffices to compute the conditional probabilities

√

s ‖A:j‖∞
∑

i

√

|Aij |yi
∑

j

√

s ‖A:j‖∞
∑

i

√

|Aij |yi
,

√

ǫ ‖A:j‖∞
∑

j

√

ǫ ‖A:j‖∞
.

The latter of these is simple to pre-compute. To compute the former, let

qij :=

√

s ‖A:j‖∞ |Aij |
∑

i

√

s ‖A:j‖∞ |Aij |
.

We observe that for any j, at most Õ(1) of the qij are non-zero, and we can also precompute all
the qij. Finally, the conclusion follows from

√

s ‖A:j‖∞
∑

i

√

|Aij |yi
∑

j

√

s ‖A:j‖∞
∑

i

√

|Aij |yi
=
∑

i

√
yi

∑

i

√
yi
· qij.

Now, we only need to evaluate Õ(1) nonzero summands. In conclusion, in order to sample from
and compute pj in time Õ(1) per iteration, it suffices to sample from and compute a probability
distribution proportional to

√
y (we remark that our sampling procedure will be exact).

5.3.2 Sparse combinations

In this section we describe how to maintain vt, vt+ 1
2
which are log yt, log yt+ 1

2
up to an additive

multiple of the ones vector, via a linear combination of sparsely updated vectors qt, rt, st. The reason
for this representation is so that we may update the representation in time Õ(1) per iteration, and
further, for any coordinate i, we may compute exp([vt]i) in constant time by simply taking the
appropriate linear combination of the vectors. The word “sparse” in this section denotes any
vector with Õ(1) nonzero entries. We begin by recalling the notation from Lemma 5.5,

δt :=
1

κ
(b−Axt), δ(j)t+ 1

2

:=
1

κ

(

b−A
(

xt +
1

pj
∆

(j)
t

))

.
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Now we write the updates to yt+ 1
2
, y

(j)
t+1 in the following form, for c = ǫ

4κ logn :

yt+ 1
2
∝ exp (log yt − c log yt − δt) , y(j)t+1 ∝ exp

(

log yt − c log yt+ 1
2
− δ(j)

t+ 1
2

)

.

Letting vectors vt, vt+ 1
2
satisfy yt ∝ exp(vt), yt+ 1

2
∝ exp(vt+ 1

2
) for all t, we have the recursion

vt+ 1
2
= (1− c)vt − δt, vt+1 = vt − cvt+ 1

2
− δ(j)

t+ 1
2

.

Recalling the structure of these updates, we see that we can further decompose δ
(j)

t+ 1
2

into δt + ζt,

where ζt = − 1
κpj
A∆

(j)
t is sparse. Next, observing ‖b−Axt‖∞ ≤ 2 and κ ≥ 16n, we can assume

‖δt‖∞ ≤ 1
8n . We additionally note that δt − δt−1 = − 1

κA(xt − xt−1) is sparse, since xt − xt−1 is
1-sparse and A has sparse columns. Altogether, this yields

vt+1 = (1− c+ c2)vt − (1− c)δt − ζt
⇒ vt+1 − vt = (1− c+ c2)(vt − vt−1)− (1− c)(δt − δt−1)− (ζt − ζt−1)

⇒ vt+1 = (2− c+ c2)vt − (1− c+ c2)vt−1 − (1− c)(δt − δt−1)− (ζt − ζt−1)

⇒ vt+1 = c1vt − c2vt−1 − c3µt − νt.

Here, we have defined c1 = 2 − c + c2, c2 = 1 − c + c2, c3 = 1 − c, µt = δt − δt−1, νt = ζt − ζt−1.
Further, c1 ≤ 2 and c2 ≤ 1. Similarly, we can compute

vt+ 1
2
= (1− c)vt − δt ⇒ vt+ 1

2
− vt− 1

2
= (1− c)(vt − vt−1)− (δt − δt−1)

⇒ vt+ 1
2
= c3vt − c3vt−1 + vt− 1

2
− µt.

In matrix-vector multiplication notation, this update is (where M is clearly full rank)

(

vt+1 vt+ 1
2

vt
)

=
(

vt vt− 1
2

vt−1

)

M −
(

c3µt + νt µt 0
)

,

M =





c1 c3 1
0 1 0
−c2 −c3 0



 .

Now, suppose we have maintained a representation

(

vt vt− 1
2

vt−1

)

=
(

qt rt st
)

M t.

We then require the update

(

qt+1 rt+1 st+1

)

M t+1 =
(

qt rt st
)

M t+1 − (
(

c3µt + νt µt 0
)

M−t−1)M t+1.

We can maintain M−t−1 in closed form by simply performing a single matrix multiplication of 3×3
matrices each iteration, so the updates to qt+1, rt+1 and st+1 are sparse:

(

qt+1 rt+1 st+1

)

=
(

qt rt st
)

−
(

c3µt + νt µt 0
)

M−t−1.
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5.3.3 Maintaining the sum of exponentials

The previous section states that we can maintain a representation of vt in Õ(1) time per iteration,
such that we can query for any i, the value exp([vt]i) in constant time (respectively, exp([vt+ 1

2
]i)).

Consequently, in order to support Y-Oracle.Coord (respectively, Y-Oracle.Coord-Half), we need
to be able to approximate

∑

i∈[n]
exp([vt]i) (33)

multiplicatively by 1 + 1
n100 . In this section we will discuss how to do so over n iterations in time

Õ(n). We then discuss how to sample from this distribution, and modify this maintenance to also
support approximate coordinate queries from yt+ 1

2
. We will not formally discuss how to extend

this analysis to query and sample from a distribution proportional to
√
yt, as required by 5.3.1, as

it is an immediate generalization; we simply also implement Y-Oracle with the vectors 1
2vt, which

clearly suffices. For the scope of this section, define the constant

c =
ǫ

4κ log n
, κ > 16n.

The implementation problem is: for every iteration t ∈ [n], we are given vectors δt, ζt, such that

• ‖ζt‖∞ ≤ 1
8 , and ζt is sparse.

• ‖δt‖∞ ≤ 1
8n .

• Vectors vt are defined recursively via vt+1 := (1− c)vt + δt + ζt.

• We are able to maintain a representation of vt as a linear combination αtqt + βtrt + γtst, for
sparsely changing qt, rt, st, and scalars αt, βt, γt.

These bounds follow from the analysis in Lemma 5.5. We also require the following fact on the
effect of a certain “squishing” operation, which states that we may take any coordinate of vt which
is significantly smaller than another, and raise it within a certain range.

Lemma 5.14. Let v ∈ R
n, and let y ∈ ∆n be such that y ∝ exp(v). Consider the following

operation: let i∗, i′ be coordinates of v such that vi′ < vi∗ − 16 logn
ǫ , and set v̂ = v in every

coordinate, except v̂i′ ← vi∗ − 16 logn
ǫ . Then, for ŷ ∝ exp(v̂), assuming ǫ < 1

7 ,

Vy(ỹ)− Vŷ(ỹ) > −n−100.

Proof. We explicitly compute

Vy(ỹ)− Vŷ(ỹ) =
∑

i

ỹi log
ŷi
yi
.

Note that the only possible i such that ŷi
yi
≥ 1 is i = i′. Furthermore, for every other coordinate i,

yi
ŷi

=

exp(vi)
‖exp(v)‖1
exp(ṽi)

‖exp(ṽ)‖1

=
‖exp(ṽ)‖1
‖exp(v)‖1

<
1 + n−

16
ǫ

1
.

Here, we used that exp(v̂i′) can be at most exp(−16 logn
ǫ ) of the sum, due to the contribution of the
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vi∗ term, and all coordinates i 6= i′ have v̂i = vi. Finally,

∑

i

ỹi log
ŷi
yi
≥ −

∑

i 6=i′

ỹi log(1 + n−100) ≥ −n−100.

We assume that in the first iteration, we have spent O(n) time computing v0 explicitly, using our
sparse representation, and squishing so its coordinates lie in the range [0, 16 lognǫ ].

The case ζt = 0. We first handle the case when all of the ζt = 0. At iteration 0, suppose we have
spent O(n) time to compute i∗ = argmaxi[v0]i. Also, recall we guaranteed [v0]i∗ − [v0]i ≤ 16 logn

ǫ .
We use the following fact:

Fact 5.15 (Taylor expansion of exponential). Let |x| ≤ 1
2 . Then, letting Tayd(x) be the degree d

Taylor approximation of the exponential, we can bound |Tayd(x)− exp(x)| ≤ 1
2d
.

To approximate (33) on iteration t, we will maintain a scalar σt with the guarantee

‖v0 − σt1− vt‖∞ ≤
1

2
. (34)

We will explicitly compute [vt]i∗ each iteration t, and set

σt+1 = σt + c[vt]i∗ . (35)

First of all, we show the invariant (34).

Lemma 5.16. Every iteration t ≤ n, and for all i, |[vt]i − [vt]i∗ | ≤ 17 logn
ǫ .

Proof. We claim that the range of the coordinates of vt is never larger than
17 logn

ǫ : certainly, this
implies the conclusion. To show this, we inductively claim that the range satisfies

max
i

[vt]i −min
j

[vt]j ≤
16 log n

ǫ
+

t

4n
.

Taking t ≤ n yields the result. Clearly for t = 0 this is true; now, for t+1, recall vt+1 = (1−c)vt+δt.
Let i = argmaxi[vt]i, j = argminj [vt]j. Then,

[vt+1]i − [vt+1]j = (1− c)([vt]i − [vt]j) + ([δt]i − [δt]j) ≤
16 log n

ǫ
+

t

4n
+

1

4n
.

Here we used the inductive guarantee and the range of δt (we may clearly assume log n/ǫ > 1).

Lemma 5.17. Every iteration t ≤ n, (34) holds.

Proof. For some particular i, we show it holds; this implies the ℓ∞ guarantee. Note that

|[v0]i − σt+1 − [vt+1]i| ≤ |[v0]i − σt − [vt]i|+ |([vt]i − [vt+1]i)− c[vt]i∗ |.

Here we used triangle inequality and the definitions of σ, v̄. Now, we have

|([vt]i − [vt+1]i)− c[vt]i∗ | ≤ |c[vt]i − c[vt]i∗ |+ |[δt]i| ≤
3

8n
+

1

8n
≤ 1

2n
.
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Thus, inductively we have that

|[v0]i − σt − [vt]i| ≤
t

2n
.

Using t ≤ n yields the result.

Finally, we describe how to compute an accurate approximation (33) by Taylor expansion in Õ(1)
time per iteration. We approximate, for some d = O(log n),

∑

i∈[n]
exp([vt]i) =

∑

i∈[n]
exp ([v0]i − σt) exp ([vt]i − ([v0]i − σt))

≈ exp(−σt)
∑

i∈[n]
exp ([v0]i) Tayd (αt[qt]i + βt[rt]i + γt[st]i − ([v0]i − σt)) .

(36)

We now group by the degree of the Taylor expansion, 0 ≤ k ≤ d, and each quintuple 0 ≤ d1 + d2 +
d3 + d4 + d5 = k ≤ d:

exp(−σt)
∑

i∈[n]
exp([v̄t]i)

∑

0≤k≤d

(αt[qt]i + βt[rt]i + γt[st]i − ([v0]i − σt))k
k!

= exp(−σt)
∑

i∈[n]
exp([v0]i)

∑

d1,d2,d3,d4,d5

(

k
d1,d2,d3,d4,d5

)

k!
(αt)

d1(βt)
d2(γt)

d3(−1)d4 [qt]d1i [rt]
d2
i [st]

d3
i [v0]

d4
i [σt]

d5

= exp(−σt)
∑

d1,d2,d3,d4,d5

(

k
d1,d2,d3,d4,d5

)

k!
(αt)

d1(βt)
d2(γt)

d3(−1)d4
∑

i∈[n]
exp([v0]i)[qt]

d1
i [rt]

d2
i [st]

d3
i [v0]

d4
i [σt]

d5 .

Consider the complexity of computing the last expression. There are at most (d + 1)5 = O(d5)
quintuplets d1, d2, d3, d4, d5 with 0 ≤ d1 + d2 + d3 + d4 + d5 ≤ d. For each quintuplet, we maintain

∑

i∈[n]
exp([v0]i)[qt]

d1
i [rt]

d2
i [st]

d3
i [v0]

d4
i [σt]

d5 .

Because each of qt, rt, st, are sparsely changing, we can spend Õ(d5) time updating the relevant
terms in each of these summations. Furthermore, [σt]

d5 is simply a scalar so we can rescale its
contribution to the entire sum in constant time. Now, in order to compute the overall sum, we can
spend constant time computing each coefficient

(

k
d1,d2,d3,d4,d5

)

k!
(αt)

d1(βt)
d2(γt)

d3(−1)d4 ;

this takes Õ(d5) time altogether. Lastly, updating exp(−σt), the scaling of the entire sum, takes
constant time, and computing the overall sum thus takes Õ(d5).

Finally, we must argue that performing this procedure for d = O(log n) suffices for a multiplicative
guarantee of 1+ 1

nO(1) . Comparing the approximation in (36) to the required (33), the only difference
is each of the approximations

exp([vt]i − ([v0]i − σt)) ≈ Tayd([vt]i − ([v0]i − σt)).

Because the left hand side is bounded between exp(±1
2), an additive approximation is (up to
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constants) a multiplicative approximation as well. Further, Fact 5.15 implies that d = O(log n)
suffices for this quality of approximation, as desired.

Binomial heap data structures for ζt. In this section, we reduce the general case to the case
where ζt = 0 via a binomial heap data structure, a fairly general reduction. We note that the
analysis in the previous section also clearly holds when the number of iterations is less than n, and
when there are less than n coordinates. The main idea of the reduction is that we will maintain
data structures for sets {Sk} for 0 ≤ k ≤ ⌈log n⌉, such that a Sk either contains no elements, or
between 2k−1 + 1 and 2k elements. In particular, we maintain on every iteration

• A hashmap which, for each i ∈ [n], tracks which Sk it belongs to.

• For each Sk,

– The cardinality of Sk.

–
∑

i∈[n] exp([v0]i)[qt]
d1
i [rt]

d2
i [st]

d3
i [v0]

d4
i [σt]

d5 , for each quintuplet 0 ≤ d1+d2+d3+d4+d5 ≤ d.

The main difficulty is maintaining the invariant that there is at most one set of each rank (we call
k the “rank” of a nonempty Sk). To this end, if there are two sets Sk, S

′
k both with cardinality

between 2k−1 + 1 and 2k elements, e.g. of rank k, we allow the operation Merge(Sk, S
′
k) which

creates a new Sk+1 of rank k+1, containing all of the coordinates associated with either Sk or S′
k.

Whenever we perform a merge, we explicitly compute all coordinates involved in the merge, desig-
nate the largest as i∗ for the updates to σt for that particular set, and squish if necessary to guarantee
that the range of the set is at most 16 logn

ǫ ; clearly, given our sparse representation qt, rt, st, αt, βt, γt,
we can appropriately modify a coordinate of say qt to handle the squishing. We also instantiate
all relevant quintuplet sums for our particular set. Furthermore, if |S′

k| + |Sk| ≤ 2k+1, Merge will
also spend Õ(2k+1 − |S′

k| − |Sk|) time to create “initialization credits”, so that the sum of the
initialization credits and the size of Sk+1 is always exactly 2k+1; these credits will be useful for our
amoritized analysis. It takes time Õ(2k+1) to update the hashmap, reinstantiate all the relevant
quintuplet sums, and create credits, for Sk+1. We note we may need to recursively call Merge if
there was already a set of rank k + 1.

At the start of the n iterations, we initialize a single set of rank ⌈log n⌉, and put all of the coordinates
in this set (and pay any additional cost required for initialization credits), in time Õ(n). Each
iteration t+ 1 will proceed in three stages. In the first stage, we compute the approximation (36)
to the sum of exponentials as in the previous section, ignoring the effect of ζt. The complexity of
this stage is at most O(log n) times its complexity in the previous section, because we may need to
perform updates for each Sk; thus, it can be implemented in amoritized time Õ(1).

In the second stage, for each coordinate in the support of ζt, we delete it from its corresponding
Sk and instantiate a new set of rank 0, now explicitly factoring in the effect of ζt. Furthermore, if
this causes its corresponding Sk to become rank k − 1, e.g. if before the deletion Sk had 2k−1 + 1
elements, and there was already a set of rank k−1, we will call the Merge operation on the two sets
of rank k− 1. The amoritized cost of the second stage is Õ(1). To see this, every time we create a
new set of rank 0, we spend Õ(1) time to both initialize the rank 0 set, and pay for Õ(1) “deletion
credits”. Now, whenever we must use the Merge operation to create a new set of rank k, we can
pay for the operation (which costs Õ(2k), both to merge and pay for new initialization credits) by
using existing credits: between when Sk was initialized and when it needed to be reinitialized due
to becoming rank k − 1, the sum of its initialization credits and the deletion credits created by
removing elements is at least Õ(2k). We call any such merges Type-1 merges.

In the third stage, we recursively call Merge, starting from the rank 0 sets, in order to maintain
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the invariant that there is at most one set of any given rank. We call any such merges Type-2
merges. We claim the amoritized cost of all Type-2 merges over all n iterations is Õ(n). Consider
the number of times a rank k set can be created through Type-2 merges: we claim it is upper
bounded by Õ

(

n
2k

)

. If this is true, overall the complexity of the third stage is at most

Õ





⌈logn⌉
∑

k=0

2k
n

2k



 = Õ(n).

The number of deletions due to the ζt throughout n iterations is at most Õ(n). Thus, it suffices to
prove that between creations of rank k sets due to Type-2 merges, there must have been at least
2k−1 deletions. To see this, for each rank k, maintain a potential Φk for the sum of the cardinalities
of all rank l sets for l < k. Each deletion increases Φk by at most 1. Each Type-1 merge does
not increase Φk, because it can only cause coordinates to belong to sets which increase in rank. In
order for a Type-2 merge to be used to create a rank k set, Φk must have been at least 2k−1 + 2;
after the merge, it is 0, because in its creation, all rank l sets for l < k must have been merged.
Thus, for the potential to become large enough to require a merge again, there must have been at
least 2k−1 deletions, as desired.

Finally, we remark that the analysis of each constituent data structure, i.e. the case when ζt = 0
for the supported coordinates, remains correct under deletions. In particular, (35) may still use the
original value of [vt]i∗ in its recursion, even if the coordinate i∗ is deleted; it is easy to see that by
the original boundedness of the range of supported coordinates, the analysis still holds.

Maintaining yt+ 1
2
. In order to compute coordinates of yt+ 1

2
, we discuss approximating the sum

∑

i∈[n]
exp

([

vt+ 1
2

]

i

)

.

It is easy to see that because vt+ 1
2
and (1− c)vt never vary by more than a small additive constant

1
8n , and furthermore we also maintain a sparsely updated representation of vt+ 1

2
in terms of qt, rt, st,

we may suitably modify the approximation (36) to approximate this sum. In particular, we may
compute an appropriate scaling σt+ 1

2
by estimating all coordinates of cvt by scaling some particular

coordinate, and estimate the coefficients of the quintuplet sums in terms of the coefficients in the
linear combination. The complexity of this computation in each step is at most O(d5) in each step,
which never asymptotically dominates.

Sampling from the sum of exponentials. Here, we discuss how to sample from the sum of
the exponentials. We use the following fact about rejection sampling.

Fact 5.18 (Rejection sampling). Suppose P and Q are probability distributions over [n], and P [i]
Q[i] ∈

[12 , 2] for all i ∈ [n]. Further, suppose we may sample from P in time Õ(1). The following strategy
samples exactly from Q in expected O(1) time: sample a coordinate of i according to P , and accept

with probability Q[i]
2P [i] ; repeat until acceptance.

In our setting, in each iteration P is the distribution over coordinates i ∈ Sk proportional to
exp([v0]i − σt), where we overload the definitions of v0, σt to refer to the point the set Sk uses to
approximate the Taylor expansion. We can sample from this distribution P by maintaining for each
of the Õ(1) sets Sk,

∑

i∈Sk
exp([v0]i − σt), by initializing it with the sum when σt = 0, and then
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appropriately scaling the sums each iteration. Further, we may initialize each set Sk with a binary
tree data structure for sampling proportional to [v0]i for each i ∈ Sk, because the uniform scaling
exp(−σt) does not affect this distribution. In conclusion, we sample from P by first sampling a set
Sk proportional to its weight given by P , and then sampling a coordinate in the set appropriately.

We then rejection sample from P with respect to Q, the true distribution. By the invariant (34),
this rejection sampling scheme meets the requirements to succeed in expected time Õ(1), which
yields the conclusion.

5.3.4 Cleaning up: effects of approximate sums and squishing

We first prove Lemma 5.6, using additional structure afforded by our data structure implementation.

Proof of Lemma 5.6. Recall the notation and bounds from Lemma 5.5,

δt :=
1

κ
(b−Axt), δ(j)t+ 1

2

:=
1

κ

(

b−A
(

xt +
1

pj
∆

(j)
t

))

,

‖δt‖∞ ,

∥

∥

∥

∥

δ
(j)

t+ 1
2

∥

∥

∥

∥

∞
≤ 1

4
.

We write the updates to yt+ 1
2
, y

(j)
t+1 in the form, for c = ǫ

4κ logn :

yt+ 1
2
∝ exp (log yt − c log yt − δt) , y(j)t+1 ∝ exp

(

log yt − c log yt+ 1
2
− δ(j)

t+ 1
2

)

.

Letting vectors vt, vt+ 1
2
satisfy yt ∝ exp(vt), yt+ 1

2
∝ exp(vt+ 1

2
) for all t, the goal of this lemma is

to show that ‖vt+1 − vt‖∞,
∥

∥

∥vt+ 1
2
− vt

∥

∥

∥

∞
are both bounded by 1. Indeed, we have the recursion

vt+ 1
2
= (1− c)vt − δt, vt+1 = vt − cvt+ 1

2
− δ(j)

t+ 1
2

.

Based on the bounds on δt and δ
(j)

t+ 1
2

, it suffices to show that ‖cvt‖∞,
∥

∥

∥cvt+ 1
2

∥

∥

∥

∞
≤ 3

4 . By the

squishing operations performed by the data structure, at the beginning of n iterations (when the
data structure is restarted), the range of vt is contained in [0, 16 log n/ǫ].

Over the course of n iterations, this fact is preserved for each particular data structure supporting
a set of coordinates. Moreover, we recall that we used squishing whenever we initialize a new data
structure in the binomial heap to maintain the fact that the additive range over all coordinates
is O(log n/ǫ). The final issue which may come up is the additive drift caused by the vectors δt

or δ
(j)

t+ 1
2

; however, over the course of n iterations, this can only shift the largest coordinate of vt

by n/4. Altogether, it is clear we may assume ‖vt‖∞ < n
4 + 33 logn

ǫ ≪ 3
4c ; the conclusion follows.

Similarly, we inductively have
∥

∥

∥vt+ 1
2

∥

∥

∥

∞
≪ 3

4c by bounding its difference to vt.

We now consider the effect of only approximately maintaining the sums of exponentials in our
algorithm, and applying squishing. In particular, the inequality in Lemma 5.8 only holds up to
an additive constant. The additive error comes into play in two ways: the first-order optimality
condition only holds up to the discrepancy between yt and y̆t, and each time we apply squishing
affects the value of E

[

Vzt+1(z̃)
]

. Regarding the former, all problem parameters and the number
of phases of our algorithm are all bounded by a small polynomial in n, so the guarantees of
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Y-Oracle.Coord mean that the cumulative error does not amount to more than n−90 ≪ ǫ (we
assume ǫ > n−3, else an interior point method achieves our stated runtime). Similarly, regarding the
latter, Lemma 5.14 implies that even if we squish O(n) coordinates each iteration, the cumulative
error in the Bregman divergence does not amount to more than n−90.
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[Bub15] Sébastien Bubeck. Convex optimization: Algorithms and complexity. Foundations and
Trends in Machine Learning, 8(3-4):231–357, 2015. 1.3

[CJST19] Yair Carmon, Yujia Jin, Aaron Sidford, and Kevin Tian. Variance reduction for matrix
games. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2019. 1.4, 5.3.4

[CKM+11] Paul Christiano, Jonathan A. Kelner, Aleksander Madry, Daniel A. Spielman, and
Shang-Hua Teng. Electrical flows, laplacian systems, and faster approximation of
maximum flow in undirected graphs. In Proceedings of the 43rd ACM Symposium on
Theory of Computing, STOC 2011, San Jose, CA, USA, 6-8 June 2011, pages 273–282,
2011. 1.3
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A Missing proofs from Section 1 and Section 2

A.1 Folklore bound on size of ℓ∞-strongly-convex functions

In this section, we prove the following claim which occurs in the literature, but does not seem to
usually be formally shown:

Lemma A.1. Suppose ψ is 1-strongly convex with respect to the ℓ∞ norm on [−1, 1]n. Then,

max
x∈[−1,1]n

ψ(x) − min
x∈[−1,1]n

ψ(x) ≥ n

2

Furthermore, this lower bound is tight, i.e. there is a 1-strongly convex function in the ℓ∞ norm
for which equality holds.

Proof. We will prove this by iteratively constructing a set of points x0, x1, . . . xn ∈ [−1, 1]n such
that for all i with 0 ≤ i ≤ n− 1, we have

ψ(xi) ≤ ψ(xi+1)−
1

2

and consequently,

ψ(x0) ≤ ψ(xn)−
n

2

Let ei be the ith standard basis vector, namely the n-dimensional vector which is 1 in the ith

coordinate and 0 elsewhere. Let x0 = (0, 0, . . . 0), the n-dimensional point which is 0 in every
coordinate. Let x+1 = x0+e1 and let x−1 = x0−e1, such that x0 =

1
2x

+
1 + 1

2x
−
1 . By strong convexity,

ψ(x0) ≤
1

2
ψ(x+1 ) +

1

2
ψ(x−1 )−

1

8

∥

∥x+1 − x−1
∥

∥

2

∞ =
1

2
ψ(x+1 ) +

1

2
ψ(x−1 )−

1

2

Consequently, it must be the case that at least one of

ψ(x0) ≤ ψ(x+1 )−
1

2

ψ(x0) ≤ ψ(x−1 )−
1

2

holds. Let x1 be the point x+1 or x−1 for which this holds.

More generally, suppose we have constructed x0, x1, . . . xi in this fashion, such that xi is 0 in the
coordinates i + 1, i + 2, . . . n. Then, let x+i+1 = xi + ei+1 and let x−i+1 = xi − ei+1, such that
xi =

1
2x

+
i+1 +

1
2x

−
i+1. Again by strong convexity, we have that at least one of

ψ(xi) ≤ ψ(x+i+1)−
1

2

ψ(xi) ≤ ψ(x−i+1)−
1

2

holds, and therefore we can pick one of the points x+i+1, x
−
i+1 to be the point xi+1. We can clearly

iteratively construct a point xn in this fashion, proving the claim.
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To show that the lower bound is tight, consider ψ(x) = 1
2 ‖x‖

2
2. Clearly this function has range n

2
over [−1, 1]n. Furthermore, for all x ∈ [−1, 1]n, and arbitrary vector z, we have

z⊤∇2ψ(x)z = z⊤Iz = ‖z‖22 ≥ ‖z‖2∞

where this second-order condition is well-known to be equivalent to 1-strong convexity, for twice-
differentiable functions.

A.2 Reduction from general box-constrained ℓ∞ regression to Definition 1.1

In this section, we describe a general reduction from unconstrained ℓ∞ regression and more arbitrary
box constraints to the setting where the domain of the argument is [−1, 1]m, proving Corollary 1.3.
Consider first the problem of solving the generalized box-constrained regression problem

min
x∈[−r,r]m

‖Ax− b‖∞ , (37)

for some r > 0. By performing the change of variables x̃ = x/r, b̃ = b/r, it suffices to find an
ǫ/r-approximate minimizer to

min
x̃∈[−1,1]m

∥

∥

∥
Ax̃− b̃

∥

∥

∥

∞
, (38)

which under the change of variables x ← rx̃ recovers an ǫ-approximate minimizer to the original
problem. To see this, let x∗ be the minimizer to (37); it is clear under a simple rescaling and
linearity of norms that x̃∗ := x∗/r is the minimizer to (38). Next, let x̃ be any point in [−1, 1]m
with

∥

∥

∥Ax̃− b̃
∥

∥

∥

∞
−
∥

∥

∥Ax̃∗ − b̃
∥

∥

∥

∞
≤ ǫ

r
.

By linearity of norms, we see that x = rx̃ has x ∈ [−r, r]m and

‖Ax− b‖∞ − ‖Ax∗ − b‖∞ ≤ ǫ,

i.e. x is an ǫ-approximate minimizer to (37). To bound the complexity of solving (38) to ǫ/r
additive accuracy, it suffices to invoke Theorem 1.2.

Next, to deal with the unconstrained case with the promise ‖x0 − x∗‖∞ ≤ r, it suffices to perform
a change of variables b′ ← b−Ax0, x′ ← x− x0, and solve the problem

min
x′∈[−r,r]m

∥

∥Ax′ − b′
∥

∥

∞ = min
x′∈[−r,r]m

‖A(x− x0)− (b−Ax0)‖∞ = min
x∈Rm

‖Ax− b‖∞ .

To see the last inequality, we use the guarantee that ‖x0 − x∗‖∞ ≤ r, i.e. x∗ − x0 is a valid point
x′. We then can invoke the general box-constrained case with radius r.

Finally, we remark that similar additive shifts and rescalings allow us to handle the more general
box constraint

∏

j∈[m][ℓj, rj ] with appropriate (weighted) dependences on the quantities rj − ℓj .

A.3 Convergence rates of first-order methods

In this section, we give guarantees for the convergence rates of the classical unaccelerated first-order
methods of gradient descent in general norms and coordinate descent.
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A.3.1 Gradient descent in general norms

We briefly review the basic guarantees of gradient descent applied to a convex function f which is
L-smooth in an arbitrary norm ‖ · ‖. The general framework of gradient descent initializes at some
point x0 and iteratively maximizes the primal progress using the upper bound guaranteed by the
smoothness. In particular, we perform the following update:

xk+1 ← argminy

{

f(xk) +∇f(xk)⊤(y − xk) + L

2
‖y − xk‖2

}

The O( 1
T ) convergence rate of gradient descent is well-known in the literature. We state the

convergence guarantee here.

Lemma A.2. Let xT be the result of running gradient descent for T iterations. Then for the global
minimizer x∗, we have f(xT )− f(x∗) ≤ 2LR2

T , where R = maxy:f(y)≤f(x0)‖y − x∗‖.

A.3.2 Coordinate descent

Next, we briefly review the basic guarantees of randomized coordinate descent when applied to a
convex function f which is Lj-smooth in the jth coordinate. Here, we analyze the convergence
rate of the simple unaccelerated variant of coordinate descent where coordinate j is sampled with
probability

Lj

S , where S :=
∑

j Lj. In particular, we perform the following update after sampling
a coordinate j:

xk+1 ← argminy

{

f(xk) +∇jf(x
k)⊤(y − xk) + Lj

2
|yj − xkj |2

}

= xk − 1

Lj
∇jf(x

k)

Here, we give the convergence rate of this simple coordinate descent algorithm.

Lemma A.3. Let xT be the result of running gradient descent for T iterations. Then for the global
minimizer x∗, we have f(xT )− f(x∗) ≤ 2SR2

T , where R = maxy:f(y)≤f(x0)‖y − x∗‖2.

We remark that for any randomized iterative method for minimizing a convex function which
converges in expectation, it is easy to use Markov’s inequality to bound the convergence with
constant probability. For example, if an algorithm terminates with a ǫ-approximate minimizer on
expectation, with probability at least 1

2 it terminates with a 2ǫ-approximate minimizer. Thus, if
one desires a high probability result for the approximate minimization, the runtime only incurs a
logarithmic multiplicative loss in the failure probability.

A.4 Proof of Lemma A.2

First we give an intermediate progress bound which will be useful in the final proof.

Lemma A.4. f(xk)− f(xk+1) ≥ 1
2L‖∇f(xk)‖2∗

Proof. We will prove that miny

{

∇f(x)⊤(y − x) + L
2 ‖y − x‖2

}

≤ − 1
2L‖∇f(x)‖2∗; clearly this yields

the desired claim. Let z be such that ‖z‖ = 1 and z⊤∇f(x) = ‖∇f(x)‖∗, by the definition of dual

norm; let y = x− ‖∇f(x)‖∗
L z. Then,

∇f(x)⊤(y − x) + L

2
‖y − x‖2 = −

(‖∇f(x)‖∗
L

)

z⊤∇f(x) + L

2

‖∇f(x)‖2∗
L2

‖z‖2 = − 1

2L
‖∇f(x)‖2∗

Thus, the minimizer of the upper bound yields the desired progress result.
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Next, we prove Lemma A.2.

Proof. Let ǫk := f(xk)− f(x∗). Note that by convexity and Cauchy-Schwarz, we have

f(xk)− f(x∗) ≤ (∇f(xk))⊤(f(xk)− f(x∗)) ≤ ‖∇f(xk)‖∗‖xk − x∗‖

Thus, we have the two equations ǫk − ǫk+1 ≥ 1
2L‖∇f(xk)‖2∗ and ǫk ≤ R‖∇f(xk)‖∗. Combining the

two, it’s easy to see that

ǫ2k ≤ 2LR2(ǫk − ǫk+1)↔
( 1

ǫk+1
− 1

ǫk

)

≥ ǫk
2LR2ǫk+1

≥ 1

2LR2

Thus, telescoping we have 1
ǫT
≥ T

2LR2 , which yields the desired rate of convergence.

A.5 Proof of Lemma A.3

The progress of a step in the jth coordinate is thus lower bounded by − 1
2Lj
|∇jf(x

k)|2, which can

be verified by computing the upper bound on f(xk+1). The analysis of convergence follows directly
from the following result on the expected progress of a single step.

Lemma A.5. f(xk)− Ek[f(x
k+1)] ≥ 1

2S ‖∇f(xk)‖22

Proof. We directly compute the expectation. We have

E[f(xk+1)] =
∑

j

Lj

S

(

f(xk)− 1

2Lj
|∇jf(x

k)|2
)

= f(xk)− 1

2S

∑

j

|∇jf(x
k)|2

Thus, we can immediately plug in this expected progress result into the convergence rate proof of
gradient descent, and obtain the desired result.

B Missing proofs from Section 4

B.1 Reducing undirected maximum flow to ℓ∞ regression

In this section, we prove Lemma 4.3, via giving the reduction and analyzing its convergence. First,
suppose we have a subroutine, Almost-Route, which takes in matrices R (an α = Õ(1)-congestion
approximator), B (an edge-incidence matrix), U (the capacities of edges), α, an error tolerance ǫ,
and a demand vector d, and returns some x such that

2α‖RBUx−Rd‖∞ + ‖x‖∞ ≤ (1 + ǫ)(2α‖RBUx∗ −Rd‖∞ + ‖x∗‖∞) := (1 + ǫ)OPT(d) (39)

Here, under a change of variables we have that x = U−1f . Note that we are writing with an
ǫ-multiplicative approximation to OPT instead of an additive one. We do this without loss of
generality: assume we have scaled the problem appropriately so that the optimal value is 1, which
it will be when we find the true maximum flow instead of the minimum congestion flow. We can
find this optimal value via a binary search, as we argued before, losing a Õ(1) factor in the runtime.

Now, we show a key property of the function we try to minimize. Intuitively, the next lemma
says that if we are able to ǫ-approximately minimize our regression problem, the cost of routing
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the residual demands d− Bf is only an ǫ fraction of routing the original demands, allowing us to
quickly recurse. This is a restatement of Lemma 2.2 in [She13].

Lemma B.1. Define the change of variables Ux = f . Suppose 2α‖RBUx − Rd‖∞ + ‖x‖∞ =
2α‖R(d −Bf)‖∞ + ‖U−1f‖∞ ≤ (1 + ǫ)OPT(d). Then, ‖R(d−Bf)‖∞ ≤ ǫ‖Rd‖∞.

Proof. Let f ′ be the optimal routing of the residual demands d−Bf , namely the argument which
achieves OPT(d−Bf). Then, Bf ′ = d−Bf , and by the definition of a congestion approximator,

OPT(d−Bf) = ‖U−1f ′‖∞ + 2α‖R((d −Bf)−Bf ′)‖∞ = ‖U−1f ′‖∞ ≤ α‖R(d−Bf)‖∞ (40)

For simplicity we write d′ := d − Bf . Furthermore, we have by assumption of the quality of the
initial solution f ,

OPT(d) + α‖Rd′‖∞ ≤ ‖U−1(f + f ′)‖∞ + 2α‖R(d −B(f + f ′))‖∞ + α‖Rd′‖∞ (41)

≤ ‖U−1f‖∞ + ‖U−1f ′‖∞ + α‖Rd′‖∞ (42)

≤ ‖U−1f‖∞ + 2α‖Rd′‖∞ ≤ (1 + ǫ)OPT(d) (43)

Here, we used that d = B(f + f ′) and our bound ‖U−1f ′‖∞ ≤ α‖Rd′‖∞. Subtracting OPT(d),
and noting that OPT(d) ≤ α‖Rd‖∞, we have the desired claim.

Now, we give the full reduction to calling Almost-Route. Note that it was shown in [She13] that
routing through a maximal spanning tree yields an O(m)-congestion approximator.

f final = Flow-To-Regress(G, d, ǫ)

1. Let T = log 2m.

2. Initialize d0 = d. Initialize f0 = UAlmost-Route(R,B,U, d0, α, ǫ).

3. Let f final = f0.

4. Iterate for k = 1, 2, . . . T :

(a) Let dk = dk−1 −Bfk−1.

(b) Let fk = UAlmost-Route(R,B,U,Dk, α, 12).

(c) Let f final = f final + fk.

5. Let fT+1 be an (exact) routing of dk −Bfk in a maximal spanning tree. Let f final +
fT+1.

6. Return f final

Figure 1: The reduction from solving the approximate maximum flow problem to solving Õ(1)
approximate regression problems.

We now need to prove the correctness of our algorithm. This is a restatement of ideas presented in
[She13].

Lemma B.2. The output of Flow-To-Regress is an ǫ-approximate solution to the minimum
congestion flow problem.
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Proof. By the guarantees of Almost-Route, we have the following guarantees:

‖U−1f0‖∞ + 2α‖Rd1‖∞ ≤ (1 + ǫ)OPT(d), (44)

‖U−1fk‖∞ + 2α‖Rdk+1‖∞ ≤
3

2
OPT(dk) ≤ 3

2
α‖Rdk‖∞, k ≥ 1. (45)

Now, using the second inequality and repeatedly applying it to the first, we have the following
guarantee:

1

2
α‖Rd1‖∞ + ‖U−1f0‖∞ + . . .+ ‖U−1fT ‖∞ ≤ (1 + ǫ)OPT(d). (46)

It suffices to note that by our choice of T and seeing that by applying Lemma B.1 T times, we
have α‖RdT+1‖∞ ≤ 1

2mα‖Rd1‖∞. Thus because we routed dT+1 exactly through a m-congestion
approximator, we have ‖U−1fT+1‖∞ ≤ 1

2α‖Rd1‖∞. Finally, Bf final = d, and

‖U−1f final‖∞ ≤ ‖U−1fT+1‖∞ + ‖U−1f0‖∞ + . . .+ ‖U−1fT‖∞ (47)

≤ ‖U−1f final‖∞ ≤
1

2
α‖Rd1‖∞ + ‖U−1f0‖∞ + . . .+ ‖U−1fT‖∞ (48)

≤ (1 + ǫ)OPT(d). (49)

Lemma B.3. The runtime of our routine Flow-To-Regress is the cost of solving the first as-
sociated regression problem, 2α‖RBUx−Rd‖∞ + ‖x‖∞, to an ǫ approximation, plus an additional
Õ(m) additive overhead.

Proof. We analyze the time of each of the calls to Almost-Route. Clearly, the first call is the
cost of solving the first associated regression problem.

Note that we have flexibility in terms of how to implement Almost-Route; for all remaining calls,
we consider the implementation in the form of unaccelerated gradient descent in the ℓ∞ norm. The
runtime as we demonstrated in Appendix A.3.1 for each round k is

m‖fk∗ ‖2∞‖αRBU‖2∞
(12)

2
= Õ(m) (50)

where fk∗ is the optimal solution to the kth regression problem. Here, we used the known properties
of αRBU , as well as the fact that the implications of Lemma B.1 allow us to bound the ℓ∞ norm
of the optimal solution by O(1) as well.

As a final note in the proof of Lemma 4.3, observe that to optimize the first objective 2α ‖Ax− b‖∞+
‖x‖∞ it suffices to binary search over values r ≥ ‖U−1f‖∞ = ‖x‖∞, and solve the associated re-
gression problem ‖Ax − b‖∞ over x ∈ [−r, r]m. More formally, since r is our guess of OPT to the
original flow problem, we repeatedly solve the problem over [−r, r]m to ǫr additive error; if the
conclusion is that the optimal value cannot be 0 (i.e. the additive approximation is larger than ǫr),
then we conclude that this value of r is not routable. This only incurs a multiplicative loss in the
runtime by a factor of Õ(1), due to the binary search. By normalizing x, b appropriately, it suffices
to consider the case where r = 1, and solve to ǫ additive error (see Appendix A.2). Finally, we
need only consider the case where ‖b‖∞ ≤ ‖A‖∞, as x ∈ [−1, 1]∞ the unit box, so the demands are
clearly not routable otherwise.
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B.2 Reducing directed maximum flow to undirected maximum flow

In this section, we give an overview of the main result in [Lin09]. In particular, we prove the
following statement, which is used in our algorithms for finding exact maximum flows in unit-
capacity graphs.

Lemma B.4 (Summary of results in [Lin09]). Suppose we wish to find an s − t maximum flow
in a unit-capacity directed (multi)graph G with m edges and maximum flow value F . Then, it
suffices to find the s − t maximum flow fmax in an undirected (multi)graph G′ with O(m) edges,
such that edges of G′ have capacity 1

2 , and the maximum flow in G′ has value F + m
2 . Furthermore,

we are able to initialize the undirected maximum flow algorithm in G′ with some finit such that
‖finit − fmax‖22 = F .

Proof. First, we give the construction of the undirected graph G′. For every directed edge (u, v)
of weight 1 in G, G′ has the undirected edges (s, v), (v, u), and (u, t) of weight 1

2 . Clearly, G′ has
O(m) edges, since each edge in G is replaced with 3 edges in G′.

Next, we give the (algorithmic) proof that one can recover a maximum flow in G from a maximum
flow in G′, and that the maximum flow in G′ has value F + m

2 . Consider the following algorithm.

f = UMF-to-DMF(G)

1. Let G′ be the undirected graph with edges (s, v), (v, u), (u, t) of weight 1
2 for every

directed edge (u, v) in G.

2. Let finit be the flow which puts 1
2 units of flow on each of the (s, v), (v, u), (u, t).

3. Compute ffinal, the maximum flow of G′.

4. Return ffinal − finit.

Figure 2: Recovering a maximum flow in directed G via a maximum flow in undirected G′.

We will now prove correctness of the algorithm UMF-to-DMF, namely that ffinal − finit is a
maximum flow in graph G. To do so, we show that ffinal has value

m
2 + F , and that ffinal − finit

puts flow only in the (u, v) direction and does not put any flow on any new edges (s, v) or (u, t).
Note that this immediately implies the statement ‖finit − fmax‖22 = F .

We begin by showing that ffinal has value m
2 + F . The residual graph of G′ with respect to the

flow finit is the directed graph G. Thus, the maximum flow in the residual graph has value F by
assumption, and the flow finit has value

m
2 , yielding the conclusion.

Next, we show that for every edge (u, v) in G′ which resulted from a directed edge (u, v) in G,
ffinal − finit puts flow only in the (u, v) direction, and does not violate the capacity constraint.
This is simple to see because ffinal puts a flow with value in {−1

2 , 0,
1
2} in the (u, v) direction, and

−finit puts a flow with value 1
2 in the (u, v) direction; adding yields the result.

Finally, we show that ffinal− finit puts no flow on any of the new edges (s, v) (the same statement
holds for edges (u, t) by a similar argument). Again, ffinal puts a flow with value in {−1

2 , 0,
1
2} in

the (v, s) direction, and −finit puts a flow with value 1
2 in the (v, s) direction, thus ffinal−finit puts

a flow with nonnegative value in the (v, s) direction. If this value was strictly positive, it would be
part of a path in the flow decomposition sending flow into s, contradicting the maximality of ffinal.
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