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Abstract

We provide an algorithm that maintains, against an adaptive adversary, a (1—¢)-approximate
maximum matching in n-node m-edge general (not necessarily bipartite) undirected graph un-
dergoing edge deletions with high probability with (amortized) O(poly(¢~!,logn)) time per up-
date. We also obtain the same update time for maintaining a fractional approximate weighted
matching (and hence an approximation to the value of the maximum weight matching) and an
integral approximate weighted matching in dense graphs.! Our unweighted result improves upon
the prior state-of-the-art which includes a poly(logn) - 20(1/2%) update time [Assadi-Bernstein-
Dudeja 2022] and an O(y/me~2) update time [Gupta-Peng 2013], and our weighted result im-
proves upon the O(y/me~?(1/¢) logn) update time due to [Gupta-Peng 2013].

To obtain our results, we generalize a recent optimization approach to dynamic algorithms
from [Jambulapati-Jin-Sidford-Tian 2022]. We show that repeatedly solving entropy-regularized
optimization problems yields a lazy updating scheme for fractional decremental problems with
a near-optimal number of updates. To apply this framework we develop optimization methods
compatible with it and new dynamic rounding algorithms for the matching polytope.

Independently and concurrently, Aditi Dudeja obtained new decremental weighted matching results for general
graphs [Dud23].
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1 Introduction

Dynamic matching is a fundamental problem in data structure design and dynamic graph algo-
rithms. In this problem, there is a sequence of modifications, e.g., edge insertion and deletions, to
an undirected graph G = (V, F) with vertices V' and edges E. The goal is to maintain a matching
M C FE, i.e., a subset of edges that are pairwise disjoint, of approximately maximum size, i.e.,
|M| > (1 —e)M*(G) where ¢ is a specified accuracy parameter and M*(G) is the size of the max-
imum matching in the current graph, GG. In this paper we consider solving this problem with the
goal of obtaining improved (amortized) update time per operation.?

The dynamic matching problem is foundational and incredibly well-studied; it is also notoriously
challenging to solve efficiently. In the general setting of maintaining such a (1—¢)-approximate max-
imum matching in a general undirected graph undergoing edge insertions and deletions, the state-
of-the-art includes an O (y/me~?) update time algorithm of [GP13] for all € and an n/(log* n)M)
update time algorithm of [ABKL23]| for £ = Q((log" n)~¢) where ¢ > 0 is some small constant.

Towards explaining the challenging nature of dynamic matching, recent work has established
conditional lower bounds on the complexity of the problem. To maintain exactly the maximum
matching, there are conditional lower bounds on the update times of Q(y/m) [AW14, HKNS15,
KPP16] and Q(n'407) [vdBNS19]. Whether it is possible to solve the general problem of maintaining
a (1 —e)-approximate maximum matching in a general undirected graph undergoing edge insertions
and deletions in O(poly(¢~!,logn)) time per update remains a fundamental open problem.

However, in special cases, more results are known. For example, when there are vertex (instead
of edge) updates to a bipartite graph then [BLSZ14, ZH23] provide O(¢~!) time® algorithms.
Additionally, recent breakthrough results showed that better-than-2 approximations to the size of
the maximum matching (rather than the matching itself) can be maintained in near-optimal update
time [Beh23, BKSW23a, ABR24] and better approximations in sub-linear update time [BKS23a].

Recently, there has been substantial progress in the decremental setting where starting from
an initial graph only edge deletions are permitted until the graph is deleted. Excitingly, [BGS20]
provided an O(e~%) time per update algorithm for this problem. [JJST22] then obtained update
times of O(¢~?) and O(e72) for the problem of maintaining fractional matchings. [BKSW23b]
then obtained update times of O(¢~3) and 6(5*2) for maintaining integral matchings through the
advent of improved dynamic rounding algorithms for fractional matchings. Very recently, [ABD22]
obtained an update time of 5(1) - 2001/2%) for general (not necessarily bipartite) graphs .

Strikingly, these results show that decremental matching can be solved near-optimally in bi-
partite graphs for e = 1/poly(logn). However, in general graphs, for such ¢, the state-of-the-art is
still O(y/me~2) time [GP13]. A central question motivating this work is whether it is possible to
narrow this gap and develop improved decremental matching algorithms for general graphs. One of
our main results is an affirmative answer to this question; we provide O(e~#) and O(¢~!7) update
time algorithms for maintaining a (1 —¢)-approximate matching in a general graph undergoing edge
deletions. Our algorithm succeeds with high probability (w.h.p.*) against an adaptive adversary
that has access to the internal randomness used by our algorithm and can design its future updates

20ur new algorithms periodically rebuild a fractional matching when its value degrades. Consequently, their
update times are (naively) amortized instead of worst-case. We leave de-amortizing our results as an open problem.

3In this paper, we use 6() to hide poly (log(n),log (6_1)) factors and 5() to hide subpolynomial, (ns_l)o(l)
factors in the O(-) notation. (-), f\l()7 O(-), and O(-) are defined analogously.

4We use w.h.p. in this paper as an abbreviation of with high probability, meaning the success probability can be
made least 1 —n~ ¢ for any constant ¢ > 0 by increasing the runtime by a constant factor.



based on that. This is the first decremental dynamic matching algorithm for general graphs that
achieves subpolynomial accuracy and subpolynomial update time simultaneously.”

We obtain our results through the development of a general framework that also allows us
to obtain improved runtimes in the decremental setting of the more challenging dynamic weighted
matching as well. In this problem we must maintain a (1 —¢)-approximate maximum weight match-
ing given polynomially bounded edge weights w € N¥. Prior to our work, the state-of-the-art was
an O(y/me~9(1/9) time [GP13] and an O(s~3) time per update algorithm for maintaining fractional
matchings in bipartite graphs [BKS23b] (which also applied to a broader class of partially-dynamic
packing/covering linear programs). In contrast, we provide algorithms which decrementally main-
tain (1 — )-approximate fractional matchings in general weighted graphs in O(¢~*!) and 6(5_17)
time per update and integral (1 — e)-approximate matchings in dense graphs in the same update
times. We also provide an O(e~?(1/¢)) update time integral matching algorithm, which is not lim-
ited to dense graphs, using a weight reduction framework of [GP13]. These are the first near-optimal
partially-dynamic algorithms for weighted matchings with edge updates.

1.1 Approach

We now introduce the components of our approach.

Lazy Updates and Congestion Balancing. Our algorithms follow a natural, time-tested lazy
approach to solving dynamic matching problems [GP13, BS15, BS16, BGS20, JJST22, ABD22].
Broadly, we compute an approximate fractional matching, delete edges from it as needed, and then,
when the updates cause the solution to change, we rebuild, computing a new fractional matching.
By efficiently computing the fractional matching, computing fractional matchings that limit the
number of rebuilds, and efficiently rounding, we obtain our dynamic matching algorithms.

More specifically, our algorithms follow a template common to [BGS20, JJST22, ABD22] (see
Section 3.1 for a more precise description). In this framework, we first, compute a (1 — §)-
approximate fractional matching. Then, when edges are deleted, the corresponding fractional
assignment on those edges is removed as well. Once the value of the fractional matching decreases
by (1 — 0) multiplicatively, a new (1 — §)-approximate fractional matching is computed and the
process is repeated; we call each computation of a (1 — d)-approximate fractional matching a re-
build. Any algorithm following this lazy update framework clearly maintains a (1 — J)?-approximate
fractional matching and consequently, by picking, e.g., § = ¢/2, this algorithm maintains a (1 —¢)-
approximate fractional solution. What is perhaps unclear, is how to make this approach efficient.

The update time of an algorithm following the lazy update framework is governed by:%

1. the number of rebuilds, i.e., the number of approximate fractional matchings computed,
2. the cost per rebuilding, i.e., the cost of computing each fractional matching, and

3. the cost of rounding, i.e., the cost of turning these dynamically maintained fractional match-
ings into dynamically maintained integral matchings.

SMore precisely, when & = ©(1/poly(log(n))), or even € = ©(1/n°1), previous algorithms require poly(n) or even
exp(n) update times, while our algorithms achieve an noW update time.

5 Additionally, the algorithm must remove fractional assignments to the deleted edges from the fractional matching,
but that is trivial to implement in O(1) per update.



Note that computing a (1 — ¢)-approximate matching takes €(m) time in the worst case [BKS23c].
Consequently, if each rebuild is computed from scratch (as they are in our algorithms) then the
cost of each rebuild is Q(m) (Item 2) and to obtain an O(poly(logn,e~!))-update time it must be
that the number of rebuilds (Item 1) is O(poly(logn,e~1)). However, it is unclear, just from the
approach, whether or why this should be obtainable.

Nevertheless, in a striking result, [BGS20] showed that it was possible to follow this framework
and obtain O(e~%) time per update for bipartite graphs. The algorithm had O(e~3) rebuilds
(Item 1) at a cost of é(ms_lltime per rebuild” (Item 2) for a total runtime of O(me™*) and,
therefore, an update time of O(¢~*) for maintaining fractional matchings. The technique they
used to construct the fractional matchings they call congestion balancing. Furthermore, [ABD22]
generalized this approach to non-bipartite graphs. Their algorithm had 6(20(1/ 52)) rebuilds (Item 1)
at a cost of O(me™1) per rebuild (Item 2) for a total runtime of O(m - 20(4/¢%)) and, therefore,
an update time of O(20(/ 82)) for maintaining fractional matchings. To obtain integral matchings,
both papers applied known dynamic rounding algorithms [Waj20] to solve Item 3.

Entropy Regularization and Weighted Matching. A key question motivating our result is,
how powerful and general is the lazy update framework for decremental problems? Recent work
of [JJST22] opened the door to studying this question. This work showed that, for bipartite
graphs, to bound the number of rebuilds (Item 1) it sufficed to set the fractional matchings to be
sufficiently accurate solutions to natural, regularized optimization problems. The current state-of-
the-art decremental bipartite matching algorithms follow this framework [JJST22, BKSW23b].

In this paper, we provide a broad generalization of this result. We show that for any non-
negative, non-degenerate, compact, downward closed, and convex X C R‘io, to maintain approx-
imate maximizers of w'x for x € X under deletions of coordinates to X" one can apply the lazy
update framework and rebuild only O(e72) times! Furthermore, we show that this rebuild count is
obtained so long as the algorithm solves certain entropy-regularized versions of the problem, i.e.,
finding an & € X approximately maximizing w '+ - H(z) for some trade-off parameter p, where
H(x) is an appropriately weighted and scaled measure of the entropy of x.

This result, when combined with [CKL22] and [BKSW23b], recovers the O(e~2) update time
of [BKSW23b, JJST22] and enables our main results on decremental matching in general graphs.
Letting X = Mg be the non-bipartite matching polytope of the input graph G, this result implies
that to obtain a fractional solution we simply need to repeatedly solve an entropy-regularized
matching problem. Additionally, our entropy regularization result immediately implies the same
for maintaining a weighted fractional matching! This leads to improved algorithms even for bipartite
graphs, where the previous best algorithm has an O(¢~3) update time [BKSW23a].

However, to obtain efficient decremental fractional algorithms for general graphs, we still need
to efficiently solve these entropy-regularized problems over the matching polytope (Item 2). In
Section 5 we show how to solve these entropy-regularized problems to (1—§) accuracy in O(m-§~13)
and O(m - 6~9) time for all § > Q(n~/2). To maintain a (1 — ¢)-approximate matching, it suffices
to set § = 1/poly(e~!,logn). We obtain this by modularizing and generalizing the framework of
[AG14] for capacitated weighted general b-matching and provide two different instantiations of the
framework. In one approach we apply the recent convex flow algorithm of [CKL*22], leading to

"The 6(777,671) runtimes stems from running a push-relabel-style flow algorithm to find an approximate flow.
Using recent almost linear time maximum flow algorithms [CKL*22, vdBCK*23], this can be improved to be O(m),
leading to an O(¢~?%) update time algorithm for maintaining fractional matchings. See [BGS20, Lemma 5.2].



the running time of 6(m -67°). In the other one we reduce entropy regularization to capacity-
constrained weighted general matching, leading to the other running time of O(m - §~13).

Dynamic Rounding. To turn our dynamic fractional matching results into dynamic integral
matching results we develop two unweighted rounding algorithms for general graphs, one random-
ized and the other deterministic. For the randomized algorithm, we analyze the standard sampling
procedure for rounding in bipartite graphs and argue that, excitingly, it can also be used in general
graphs. On the other hand, our deterministic algorithm is based on a recently dynamized pipage
rounding procedure [BKSW23b]. However, we differ from [BKSW23b] by stopping their algorithm
earlier and running static algorithms on the result periodically. Although the randomized rounding
algorithm does not have a strictly better update time than the deterministic one, it has stronger
guarantees that we leverage to round weighted matchings. We remark that while [ABD22] also re-
quired rounding, the fractional matching they maintained has a special property (in particular it is
poly(e)-restricted [BS16, Definition 1]) that allows them to argue the bipartite rounding algorithm
of [Waj20] directly applies to the fractional matching they found. In contrast, our rounding algo-
rithms generically work for any fractional matching in general graphs, and are the first to achieve
such a guarantee. (See Section 1.3 for a more detailed comparison of rounding algorithms.)

Optimality of Entropy Regularization. Given this demonstrated power of entropy regulariza-
tion and the lazy update framework, we ask, is it possible to further decrease the number of rebuilds
(Item 1)? Interestingly, we show that this is not the case for decremental matching, even on un-
weighted bipartite graphs. We show that for any given n and € = Q(n_l/ 2), there is an adversarial
choice of the initial graph with n vertices and a sequence of deletions such that, regardless of what
fractional matching the algorithm maintains, there are at least Q(log?(e2n) - £72) rebuilds. This
shows the optimality of entropy regularization in both logn and e~ factors for ¢ = Q(n_l/ 24+9) for
constant ¢ > 0.

Summary. We obtain improved results for decremental matching in general graphs by building
new tools to follow the lazy update framework: we prove a general bound on the number of
rebuilds when using entropy regularization (Item 1), we develop efficient algorithms for solving
entropy-regularized optimization problems over the matching polytope (Item 2), and we develop
new dynamic rounding algorithms for fractional matchings in general graphs (Item 3). We think
that each tool could be of independent interest. Additionally, given the generality and optimality (in
terms of the number of rebuilds) of our entropy regularization approach to decremental problems,
we hope that our results may open the door to new dynamic algorithms in broader settings.

Paper Organization. In the remainder of this introduction we present our results in Section 1.2
and compare and survey previous work in Section 1.3. We then cover preliminaries in Section 2
and provide a technical overview of our approach in Section 3. Formal presentations and proofs of
our results appear in later sections. First, in Section 4 we show the robustness and optimality of
entropy regularization for the decremental linear optimization problem. We then turn our attention
to the special case of decremental matching in non-bipartite graphs, presenting our algorithms for
solving entropy-regularized matchings in Section 5 and our rounding algorithms in Section 6. In
Appendices A and B we provide additional proofs that are included for completeness.



1.2 Results

In this paper we consider the decremental matching problem formally defined as follows. Note that
in this definition, when W = 1, the problem is the aforementioned unweighted matching problem in
which the maintained matching is simply a (1 — £)-approximate maximum (cardinality) matching.

Problem 1.1 (Decremental Matching). In the decremental matching problem, we are given an
n-vertex m-edge graph G = (V, E), integer® edge weights w € N¥ bounded by W = poly(n), and
an accuracy parameter £ € (0,1). The goal is to maintain a (1 — €)-approximate maximum weight
matching M C FE at all times under deletions to F until G becomes empty.

We develop a variety of randomized algorithms to solve Problem 1.1. Due to the use of random-
ization, it is important to distinguish between different kinds of update sequences that they can
support. We say a dynamic algorithm is output-adaptive (respectively, fully-adaptive) if it works
for update sequences that are chosen adaptively based on the output (respectively, internal ran-
domness) of the algorithm. Note that a fully-adaptive algorithm is automatically output-adaptive.
These are in contrast to the oblivious algorithms which only work for updated sequences that are
fixed in advance.’

We now describe our main results. Recall that in the unweighted case, the previous state-of-
the-art algorithms that solve Problem 1.1 are an O(1) - 20(4/<*) update time algorithm of [ABD22)]
and an O(y/me~?2) update time algorithm of [GP13].

Theorem 1.2 (Unweighted Decremental Matching). There are randomized fully-adaptive fOV(zS*‘“)
and O(e~'7) update time algorithms that solve Problem 1.1 in the unweighted case w.h.p.

For the weighted case, the algorithm of [ABD22] does not apply, and the previous state-of-the-
art, even for bipartite graphs, is an O(y/me~?(1/¢)) update time algorithm, also by [GP13]. Our
algorithms have near-optimal update time when either ¢ is a constant or the input graph is dense.

Theorem 1.3 (Weighted Decremental Matching). There is a randomized Jully-adaptive 5(6*0(1/ E))
update time algorithm that solves Problem 1.1 w.h.p. Additionally, when m = ©(n?), there are
randomized output-adaptive O(~*) and O(¢~'7) update time algorithms.

For dense bipartite graphs we obtain an even better update time.

Theorem 1.4 (Weighted Bipartite Decremental Matching). For bipartite graphs with m = é(ng)
there is an output-adaptive randomized O(c~%) update time algorithm that solves Problem 1.1 w.h.p.

Theorems 1.2 to 1.4 are all obtained by solving the intermediate problem of decremental frac-
tional matching (Problem 3.7) and then converting the fractional results to integral via rounding

8Note that the assumption that w is integral is without loss of generality as it can be achieved by scaling. For
instance, we can first make the minimum weight 1, and then scale each entry to the nearest value of [(1 + O(E))ﬂ
since we are only aiming for an approximate solution.

9Tt is also common in the dynamic algorithm literature to model the adaptiveness of an algorithm in the adversarial
setting in which the algorithm is working against an adversary designing the update sequence either on-the-fly (in
which case it is an adaptive adversary) or in advance (an oblivious adversary). We also remark that the term adaptive
is widely used in the literature but has mixed meanings and can refer to either output-adaptive or fully-adaptive
based on the context. Consequently, in this paper we make an explicit distinction between the two notions.



algorithms. Following the entropy regularization approach in the lazy update framework, the frac-
tional matching algorithms we develop achieve an upper bound of O(¢~2) on the number of rebuilds
(Item 1) in Theorem 3.5. We investigate whether this bound on the number of rebuilds can be
improved. Interestingly, we show that this is not possible and that entropy regularization is a
near-optimal strategy for the lazy update framework in the decremental setting for any n and
€= Q(n‘l/ 2). This lower bound holds even in the simple case of unweighted bipartite matching.

Theorem 1.5 (informal, see Theorem 3.6). For any n € N, ¢ > 2/y/n, and any output-adaptive
algorithm implementing the rebuilding subroutine in the lazy update framework, there exists an
unweighted bipartite graph of n vertices on each side such that an output-adaptively chosen sequence
of edge deletions causes Q(log®(e?n) - 2) rebuilds.

1.3 Related Work

Here we give a more extensive summary of previous work related to our results in this paper.

General Matching. Due to the existence of odd cycles and blossoms, matching problems in
general graphs are often considerably more challenging than in bipartite graphs. Starting from
the blossom algorithm of Edmonds [Edm65], with additional ideas and techniques, several works
culminated in general matching algorithms that are equally efficient as classic bipartite algorithms,
both in the exact [MV80, GT91, DPS17] and approximate [MV80, DP14, AGI14] settings (we
make particular use of [AG14] in our dynamic algorithms). Yet, it is still open whether modern
optimization-based algorithms for bipartite matching [Mad13, LS14, Mad16, vdBLN 20, KLS20,
AMV21, CKL"22] can lead to runtime improvements for computing matchings in general graphs.

Incremental Matching. Another studied partially-dynamic matching problem is the incremen-
tal matching problem, where instead of edge deletions, there are only edge insertions. In this setting,
near-optimal results are known for obtaining (1—¢)-approximate matchings, achieving 9] (poly(e™1))
and recently O(poly(e~1)) update times in bipartite graphs [Gupl4, BK23] and e-©0/2) update
time in general graphs [GLST19]. For bipartite graphs, an 6(poly(5_1)) update time is also ob-
tainable by a more general partially dynamic packing/covering LP algorithm [BKSW23a].

Additional Matching Results. Aside from (1 — ¢)-approximations, dynamic matching with
other approximation ratios has been studied, particularly in the fully dynamic setting. Notably, for
1/2-approximate, maximal matching, a line of work culminated into optimal, constant-update-time
algorithms [OR10, BGS11, BHI15, Sol16, BHN17, BCH17, BK19, BDH"19]. The work of [BS15]
introduced the notion of edge-degree constrained subgraphs (EDCS) and with this initiated a line
of work on non-trivial algorithms to maintain (2/3 — €) approximate matchings [BS16, GSSU22]
and beyond [BK22]. Improvements in other directions such as derandomization, de-amortization,
and frameworks converting unweighted results to the weighted case have also been studied [BHN16,
SW17, CS18, BK19, BFH19, BDL21, BK21, Kis22, RSW22, BKSW23b]. Dynamic rounding algo-
rithms which reduce dynamic integral matching algorithms to dynamic fractional matching algo-
rithms are also well-studied in various regimes [ACCT18, Waj20, BK21, Kis22, BKSW23b].



Entropy Regularization. In prior dynamic matching results that do not explicitly use entropy
regularization, it is worth noting that entropy does perhaps play a role implicitly. More pre-
cisely, [Gupl4, BKS23b, ZH23] all used the multiplicative weight update (MWU) method, which
can be viewed as an iterative method for optimization method which uses an entropy regularizer
to determine the steps it makes.

Comparison to [ABD22]. The O(1) - 200/¢*) update time algorithm of [ABD22] used the
congestion balancing approach introduced in [BGS20] to implement rebuilds in the lazy update
framework. Informally, in congestion balancing, a capacity constraint ¢ € [0, 1]E is maintained,
and in each iteration the goal is to find a matching M, respecting this capacity constraint of size
comparable to the actual maximum matching or, in that case that such a matching does not exist,
find a set of edges whose capacity constraint is “critical” to M. being small. In the first case, M, is
used as the output fractional matching until future deletions decrease its value significantly. In the
second case, the capacities of these critical edges are increased to accommodate larger matchings.
The exponential dependence on ¢! of [ABD22]’s algorithm stems from the difficulty of solving
the above subroutine in general graphs. As we will show later in this paper, there is indeed an
O(m - poly(¢71)) algorithm for the capacity-constrained matching problem in general graphs (see
Lemma 5.8), but [ABD22] additionally needed a dual certificate (obtainable from, e.g., [DP14], on
uncapacitated graphs) of the matching problem to identify critical edges. Interestingly, obtaining
such certificates is still left open by our work.!”

Comparison to Previous Randomized Rounding Algorithms. Our randomized rounding
algorithm adopts the same strategy central to previous algorithms [ACCT18, Waj20]. Their algo-
rithms build upon the subgraph, hereafter referred to as a sparsifier, obtained by sampling each
edge, either independently or dependently, with probability proportional to the fractional mass
assigned to it. Informally, [ACC™ 18] showed that the independently sampled sparsifier preserves!'!
approximately maximal fractional matchings which are (1/2 — ¢)-approximate. This holds in gen-
eral graphs as well. [Waj20], on the other hand, studied fully-adaptive rounding, in which case
updating the sparsifier only partially as in [ACCT18] no longer works. [Waj20] therefore designed
a dependent sampling scheme that has marginal the same as the independent one, which turned
out to be more efficiently sample-able from scratch. Their analysis also showed that the sparsifier
preserves (1 —¢)-approximate fractional matchings in bipartite graphs. [ABD22] then extended the
analysis to show that O(g)-restricted matchings in general graphs are preserved in [Waj20]’s spar-
sifier as well. Finally, our rounding algorithm goes back and considers the independently sampled
sparsifier which can now be used in the (output-)adaptive setting due to the dynamic sampler of
[BKSW23b]. Adopting a more direct analysis, we show that this sparsifier can in fact preserve
arbitrary fractional matchings in general graphs. Given that it is, in essence, an easier-to-sample-
from but correlated version of the distribution we consider in this paper, we suspect the analysis
of [Waj20] can be extended to work for any fractional matching in general graphs, perhaps at the
cost of a larger runtime. We leave the investigation of this as an interesting future direction.

10More precisely, [ABD22] ran the algorithm of [DP14] only on a carefully sampled subgraph of G, and thus the dual
certificate they obtained and used is different from that of the capacity-constrained matching problem in Problem 5.5.
Interestingly, one can show that a dual certificate to Problem 5.5 also suffices to identify critical edges, so this leaves
extracting the dual from our algorithm the final step toward speeding up [ABD22].

UN\ore precisely the sparsifier contains an integral matching whose size is the same as the fractional one, up to
(1 — ¢) multiplicatively for any § (on which the algorithm’s runtime depends).



2 Preliminaries

def def def

Notation. Welet [d] = {1,2,...,d} for d € N, Ryc = RU{oo}, and R_, = RU{—o0}. We use
log(+) to denote logarithm base 2 and In(-) for natural logarithm. We let [¢] be evaluated to 1 if
the expression ¢ is true and 0 otherwise.

Consider a finite set U and S C U. Let 0° and 1° lafe the all-zero and all-one vector in R,

respectively.!? Let A¥ denote the simplez in R, i.e., A = {z € RS | |z||; = 1}. For x € RY, let
x5 € R be & with coordinates restricted to S, i.e., (xzg); = x; for all i € S. For X C RY, let Xg
be X restricted to coordinates S, i.e., Xg = {xg: @ € X}, and Xs 4 Cl{rxeXg:m >0VieS)
be the subset of Xg in RY. For x € RS and i € U, let = \ {i} € R%\{} be  excluding coordinate
i, ie., (x\ {i}); = x; for all j € S\ {i}. For $' C S and = € Rg, let z° € R be x extended to

RS ie.,xf =x;foric S and xf =0 foric S\ 9.

Runtimes. In this paper we use the standard word-RAM model where basic arithmetic operations
over O(logn)-bit words can be performed in constant time. When the input size n is clear from
context, we say an € R is polynomially bounded if |z| € {0} U [n=9M) nO0)],

Graphs. All graphs in this paper are undirected, simple, and not necessarily bipartite, unless
def

stated otherwise. For a graph G = (V, E), let E, = {e € E : v € e} be the set of edges incident to

def

veV,and EF[B] = {e € E: e C B} be the set of edges whose endpoints are both in B C V. For
def def

FCElet F,=FNE,and F[B]= FNE[B|. For x Rgo, let x(v) d:efzeeEv x, for v € V and

xz(B) < > ccr(p) e for BC V. Let Bg € {-1,0, 1}2*V be the (edge verter) incidence matriz of
G, where there are exactly two non-zero entries per row e, one at entry (e,u) with value —1 and
the other at entry (e,v) with value 1, for an arbitrary orientation (u,v) of e = {u,v}. Let M*(G)
be the size of the maximum matching in G and M} (G) for w € RZ; be the value of the maximum
weight matching in G for the weights w. -

Matching Polytope. For an undirected graph G = (V, E), the matching polytope of G is the
convex hull of the indicator vectors of matchings in G. Let

Pe={ Seep, te <1, YoeV }nRE,. (1)

It is a standard fact that when G is bipartite, Pg is the matching polytope of G. When G is
non-bipartite, we need to further consider odd-set constraints. Formally, we let

O¢© {BCV:|B|>3and |B|is odd}
be the collections of odd sets and define
M= pen{=B)<|8|, vBeos }. 2)

It is known that M is the matching polytope of G' [Sch03]. We often consider the relaxation of
(2) to only contain small odd sets Og. = {B € Og : |B| < 1/¢} denoted by

M. 2 Pen { z(B) < [@J , VBeOg. } (3)

12%When S is clear from context, we may drop the superscript and simply use 0 and 1.



when dealing with (1 — ¢)-approximatation algorithms. The following fact about M¢ versus Mg .
is folklore and key to our algorithm development.

Fact 2.1 (see, e.g., [ABD22]). Fore >0 and x € Mg, it holds that 55 € Mg.

We may refer to an x € Mg as a (fractional) matching in G and & € Pg as a relazed (fractional)
matching' in G. When & € Mg or « € Pg is clear from context, we may refer to . as the mass
the matching @ puts on edge e.

Miscellaneous. The recourse of a dynamic algorithm is the total number of changes it makes
to its output. When working with (1 — ¢)-approximation, in the remainder of the paper we may
assume without loss of generality that € is upper-bounded by an explicit constant. This only incurs
a constant increase in runtimes.

3 Technical Overview

In this section we introduce the problems that we consider in this paper, present the main results
and technical tools of each section, and illustrate high-level ideas towards proving them. At the end
of this section, we utilize these results and tools to prove our main theorems stated in Section 1.2.

3.1 Lazy Updates for Decremental Linear Optimization

In this paper we consider a unifying framework of congestion balancing for solving decremental
linear optimization problems formally defined as follows.

Problem 3.1 (Decremental Linear Optimization). In the decremental linear optimization problem
we are given a positive weight vector w € ]R‘io and a non-negative, non-degenerate'®, compact!?,
downward closed'6, convex X C R, where d > 1.17 Starting from the entire coordinate set S = [d],
under a sequence of deletions of coordinates from S we must maintain an « € Xg such that

whx > (1—¢) max wia'
x'EXg

for a given accuracy € > 0 until S becomes empty.

The framework for solving Problem 3.1 that we study in this paper is a generalization of the lazy
update scheme that is widely used for dynamic matching problems as we discussed in Section 1.
Specifically, we consider algorithms that maintain an approximate solution & € Xg and use it as
the solution until its value drops by an O(e) fraction at which point we perform a rebuild. The
following Algorithm 1 is a template for the lazy update approaches, for which we will later specify
what approximate solutions & will be used in Rebuild() at Line 9.

13We remark that an & € Pg is often referred to as a fractional matching even in general graphs in the literature
(see, e.g., [ACCT18, BKSW23b]). However, we deviate from this convention so that there is no integrality gap
between fractional and integral matchings.

"“That is, for each coordinate i € [d] there exists an & € X such that @; > 0. This is a natural assumption since
we can always ignore the degenerate dimensions.

5Note that this is equivalent to being bounded and closed, which implies maxgex w ' @ is bounded as well.

'®That is, for each z € X and y € R, with y < x entry-wise, we have y € X' also.

1"The assumption of d > 1 is natural as otherwise the problem degenerates into a 1D optimization and becomes
not decremental in essense.



Algorithm 1: LAZYUPDATE(X)

global: weight vector w € Rio and accuracy parameter ¢ € (0, 1).

global: current coordinates S C [d] and solution € Xg with “rebuild” value v.
global: number of rebuilds ¢ € Z>.

global: snapshots () and S® for analysis.

1 function Initialize(w € R% e € (0,1))
2 Save w and ¢ as global variables.

3 Initialize S < [d] and ¢ < 0.

4 (x,v) < Rebuild().

5 function Delete (i € [d])

6 Set © <~ x \ {i} and S + S\ {i}.

7 | if wlz < (1-5)vthen (x,v)+ Rebuild().

8 function Rebuild()

// What z® is computed below depends on the specific algorithm
9 Set ) to an element in Xg with ng(t) > (1 — %) maXy/ e xg wgac’.

10 | Set v®) + wlz® and S® « 3.

11 return (z®,v®) and set ¢t « ¢t + 1.

Observation 3.2. Algorithm 1 solves the decremental linear optimization problem (Problem 3.1).

Proof. Note that & € Xg at all times since X is downward closed. The vector ®, when constructed
in Rebuild (), is an (1 — %)—approximate solution with value #(*). Since the Delete operations only

decrease maxgex; 'w:lg—a:’, as long as 'w:grm > (1 — %) v, we have

wx > <1 — %) v > (1-¢) Inax wix'.

On the other hand, whenever 'wga: < (1 — %) v® ., we call Rebuild(). Algorithm 1 thus maintains
a (1 — e)-approximate solution at all times. O

3.2 Entropy Regularization

To solve the above decremental linear optimization problem using the lazy update scheme, we apply
a variant of the entropy regularization strategy previously used decremental dynamic matching in
unweighted bipartite graphs [JJST22]. Intuitively, to avoid the adversary from deleting large weight
from our solution at once, the idea is to find an € Xg with uniformly distributed value on each
coordinate. As such, the approach is to use the entropy-regularized solution as x in Rebuild(),
prioritizing vectors with higher entropy when they have similar weights.

To formally describe our results, consider a fixed positive weight w € R‘io. For S C [d],
1,y € Rsg, we define our entropy-reqularized objective fgW : Xg — R for all x € Xg by

fh (@) S wim+p- Y wiailog (4)

w;T;
i€s v

10



and let
def
mgﬁ = argmax fgﬂ(:n) (5)
xeXg
be the optimal solution to (4). The main result we show later in Section 4 is that solutions to (4)
with p = ©(e) lead to a lazy update scheme with bounded rebuilds.

Lemma 3.3. For any a > 0, accuracy parameter € > 0, and 0 < p < ﬁgd, if the subroutine

Rebuild () in Algorithm 1 returns ar:g(t) ., as x® for~ def «, then Rebuild () will be called at most

O(l‘:%d) times before maxgrcx, wox' drops from at most o to below a/d.

Analogous to [JJST22], to prove Lemma 3.3, we use fgﬂ (mgﬂ), the optimal value of the entropy-
regularized objective on Xg, as a potential function to capture the progress that Algorithm 1 makes.
Applying the optimality conditions for concave optimization to fgﬁ(m’éﬁ) allows us to lower bound
the decrease from f g 7(acg ) to f§,7 N (acg, ,) using the Bregman divergence of the entropy regularizer,
which has a close relationship to the weighted value of the deleted coordinates in S\ S’. The choice
of ;4 and ~ is to guarantee that the entropy-regularized solution serves as a valid solution for
Rebuild().

In case the exact solution m‘éﬁ is computationally expensive to compute, we also show that an
accurate enough approximation to it admits the same robustness property, by combining the proof
of Lemma 3.3 and the strong concavity of the entropy-regularized objective. In the following, we
say an @ € Xg is a (1 — d)-approzimate solution to fg_ if fg_(x) > (1—0)f5 (. ).

Lemma 3.4. For any o > 0, accuracy parameter € > 0, and 0 < p < ﬁogd’ if the subroutine

Rebuild () in Algorithm 1 returns any (1 — g%)—approxz’mate solution to J”g(t>77

then Rebuild () will be called at most O(l‘;%d) times before maxgrcxg 'w:grw’ drops from at most «
to below a/d.

as x® for ~ “a,

In the general case that maxg/cx, 'wga:’ drops by more than a factor of d, we can simply re-
run the algorithm with different values of . Algorithm 2 below implements this strategy and
Theorem 3.5 bounds its performance when used as the Rebuild() subroutine in Algorithm 1.

Theorem 3.5. For parameters a, k, € > 0, and 0 < p < using Algorithm 2 as the

128?ogd’
Rebuild() subroutine in Algorithm 1, before maxz ex, 'w:gra:’ drops from at most o to below a/k

there will be at most O(%) calls to Rebuild(). Moreover, the value v in Rebuild() satisfies

maXg’exg 'w:'g—:c’ <~ < a, and the while-loop in Line 3 will be run at most O(log, k) times in total.

Proof. Let us assume ¢ < 1/3. Consider dividing Algorithm 1 into phases, where each phase
ends when v is decreased in Line 4. At the start of each phase, we maintain the invariant that
U > maxgexs wea'. The invariant implies that the number of phases is O(logy k).
Within each phase, as long as wgac(t) > v/d, we know that maxg ey wgw’ > v/d. Lemma 3.4
therefore shows that the vector  we maintain throughout this phase is a valid approxim@/t;on. On
v

the other hand, when w'z® < v/d, we know that maxg ey, 'wgm’ must fall below 7 < %.

Hence, the new v remains an upper bound on it and the invariant holds. Lemma 3.4 also shows

that within each phase the subroutine Rebuild () will be called at most O (%) times. As such

throughout the O(log, k) phases the number of rebuilds is at most O (kl’f f). O

11



Algorithm 2: Implementation of Rebuild() for Theorem 3.5.

global: weight vector w € Rio, accuracy parameter € € (0,1), and p € (0,1).
global: current coordinates S C [d].
global: number of rebuilds ¢ € Z>q and snapshots z() and S for analysis.
global: an estimate v for the current phase, initially set to «
1 function Rebuild()
2 Let (Y € Xg be an arbitrary (1 - ’gi;>—approximate solution to ffg‘ﬁ for v &£ 7.
3 while w'z® < 7/d do

~ 1 ~
V< 17_57//d
def ~

Recompute () € Xg as a (1 — %)—approximate solution to fg7 for v = v.

Set v(t) « wgw(t) and S®) « §.
7 | return (x®,v®) and set t « t + 1.

To complement our algorithmic results, we investigate the limit of the lazy update framework.
It turns out that entropy regularization is a nearly optimal strategy for the lazy update framework
in its dependence on both log n and €' for the decremental matching problem for any given n and
€= Q(nfl/ 2), even in unweighted bipartite graphs.

Theorem 3.6. For any n € N, 2/\/n < ¢ < 1/4, and implementation of Rebuild() in Algo-
rithm 1, there exists a bipartite graph G with n vertices on each side and an output-adaptively
chosen sequence of deletions that when X = Pg Algorithm 1 calls Rebuild() Q(log?(e2n) - e 2)
times before G is empty.

Deletions
%

> O

~

Figure 1: Illustration of the adversarial strategy for proving the lower bound.

To give an intuition of the construction, Figure 1 shows the choice of the initial graph and
the output-adaptive deletion strategy. We use the square to represent the adjacency matrix of
the chosen bipartite graph, where the gray area represents edges between row vertices and column
vertices. In this graph, the only maximum matching is the one on the diagonal of the square.
We generalize this observation to any (1 — O(g))-approximate fractional maximum matching and
show that a constant fraction of the mass will be concentrated around the diagonal. Thus edge
deletion near the diagonal suffices to cause rebuilds of the algorithm. We show that within each
phase, which is defined by deleting everything in the dashed rectangle, an output-adaptive deletion
sequence can cause §)(log(¢2n)/e) calls to Rebuild(). Additionally, there are Q(log(e?n)/e) such
phases in total, which together establish the lower bound.

12



3.3 Dynamic Fractional Matching

We obtain our algorithms for Problem 1.1 by first solving the following intermediate fractional
version of the problem.

Problem 3.7 (Decremental Fractional Matching). In the decremental fractional matching problem,
we are given the same set of inputs as Problem 1.1 does, and the goal is to maintain a (1 — ¢)
approximate maximum weight fractional matching, i.e., an * € Mg such that > .pweze >
(1 —e)M; (G), at all times under deletions to E until G becomes empty.

Our dynamic algorithms use the framework established in the preceding sections, and in par-
ticular they apply Theorem 3.5 with X = M. This suffices to solve Problem 3.7 provided we can
solve the following entropy-regularized problem efficiently.

Problem 3.8 (Entropy-Regularized Matching). Given an n-vertex m-edge graph G = (V, E) with
edge weights w € NF bounded by W = poly(n), a trade-off parameter p < 1, a v € R>o such
that M} (G) < v < n3W, and an accuracy parameter € € (0, 1), the entropy-reqularized matching
problem is to compute a (1 — ¢)-approximate solution * € Mg to

T Y
a w T+ - WL lO . 6
g e e Do | o

We develop two algorithms for solving the entropy-regularized matching problem as specified
in the following theorem.

Theorem 3.9. For anye > ﬁ(n_l/z), there are randomized O (ms_6 + ns_lg) and O (m€_5) time
algorithms that solve Problem 3.8 w.h.p.

This when combined with Theorem 3.5 immediately implies algorithms for solving the decre-
mental fractional matching problem.

Theorem 3.10. There are fully-adaptive randomized algorithms that, fore > ?2(5_1/6), solve Prob-
lem 8.7 w.h.p. with amortized update times O(e~*) and O(¢~17). Additionally, if G is bipartite,
then there is such an algorithm that works for any € > 1/poly(n) with amortized update time

~

O(e72). The recourse of the algorithms is O(me~2).

Proof. Letting X < Mg for the decremental matching problem, Theorem 3.5 shows that by using
Problem 3.8 with 1 & 5ef—

subroutine Rebuild (), there will be at most 5(5_2) calls to Rebuild () throughout the algorithm,
as the weight of any non-empty matching is at most nWW and at least one. For general graphs,
we have & > Q(e~1/2), and the update times of O(e~#!) and O(¢~'7) can be obtained by running
Theorem 3.9 as the subroutine Rebuild () and amortizing over the m updates. For bipartite graphs,
we can use [CKL 22, Theorem 10.16] to solve Problem 3.8 to high accuracy in 5(m) time, resulting
in the amortized update time of O(e72). The recourse is O(me~2) since there are at most O(e2)
different matchings. O

and accuracy parameter &' & ’g% = O(&?) inside Algorithm 2 as the

13



Our algorithms for Theorem 3.9 build upon the MWU-based algorithm for weighted non-
bipartite b-matching by [AG14]. Informally, [AG14] showed that the weighted b-matching problem
in non-bipartite graphs reduces to solving a sequence of the same problem in bipartite graphs, pos-
sibly with different weights. We observe that the analysis of [AG14] seamlessly extends to general
concave objective optimization over the non-bipartite matching polytope. We then leverage the re-
cent almost-linear time convex flow algorithm of [CKL™22] for our almost-linear time algorithm for
entropy-regularized matching. Alternatively, by approximating the concave weight with piecewise
linear functions and splitting each edge into multiple copies, we reduce Problem 3.8 to a capacity-
constrained maximum weight matching problem, which is then solved by similarly applying the
generalized approach of [AG14]. The runtime of this algorithm does not have the subpolynomial

factor incurred by the use of [CKL22] but suffers from a larger dependence on e .

3.4 Dynamic Rounding of Fractional Matchings

The results in previous sections show that we can solve the decremental fractional matching prob-
lem adaptively. To turn the fractional matching into an integral one, we further design dynamic
rounding algorithms for general graphs. To present our algorithms in a unified way, we consider
the following weighted definition of dynamic rounding algorithms.

Definition 3.11 (Dynamic Rounding Algorithm). A dynamic rounding algorithm, for a given n-
vertex graph G = (V, F), edge weights w € N¥ bounded by W = poly(n), and accuracy parameter
e > 0, initializes with an € M and must maintain an integral matching M C supp(x) with
w(M) > (1 — £)w "z under entry updates to = that guarantee € Mg after each operation.

We prove the following deterministic rounding algorithm which has near-optimal overhead in
the unweighted case.

Theorem 3.12. There is a deterministic dynamic rounding algorithm for general graphs with
amortized update time O(We™4).

Our algorithm for Theorem 3.12 builds on top of the pipage-rounding algorithm recently dy-
namized by [BKSW23b] for bipartite graphs. Their algorithm circumvents the inherent barrier of
the periodic-recomputation approaches by directly rounding to integral matchings without creating
an intermediate sparsifier. Although this approach does not generalize to non-bipartite graphs due
to odd-set constraints, we observe that terminating their algorithm early in fact creates a good
sparsifier for general graphs. The main intuition is that the first few rounds of their algorithm
only have small additive effects on the value x., and perturbing each edge slightly indeed does not
have a huge impact on odd-set constraints. While Definition 3.11 is weighted, we remark that the
algorithm of Theorem 3.12 is essentially unweighted in its design, hence the linear dependence on
W. We thus apply it in the unweighted case or through reductions to the case when W is small.
See Section 3.5 for more details.

We further consider rounding with better dependence on W. For this we directly adopt the
standard sampling approach of creating a matching sparsifier. Similar approaches were studied
before in, e.g., [ACCT18, Waj20, BKSW23b], for rounding matchings in bipartite graphs or certain
structured matchings in general graphs. Our analysis of the sparsifier, however, differs from the
previous ones in that we directly analyze the violation of each odd-set constraint while previous
work used various proxies (e.g., kernels or e-restrictness) when arguing the integrality gap. In

14



particular, by standard Chernoff bounds, we show that the sparsifier maintains (i) the degree of
the vertices, (ii) the total edge mass in odd sets, and (iii) the unweighted matching size. Coupled
with a dynamic set sampler from, e.g., [BKSW23b], we obtain from the sampling approach an
unweighted rounding algorithm for general graphs. Though the sampling scheme itself does not
lead to a runtime improvement over Theorem 3.12, we further show that in the decremental setting,
surprisingly, properties (i) and (ii) suffice to round the entropy-regularized fractional matching
maintained by Theorem 3.10 in weighted graphs with large W. The resulting rounding algorithm
in Theorem 3.13 below has a near-optimal overhead in dense graphs.

Theorem 3.13. There are randomized output-adaptive algorithms that solve Problem 1.1 w.h.p.
with amortized update times O(e~* + (n?/m) - e7%) and O(e~1" + (n2/m)/\ e79). Additionally, if
G is bipartite then there is such an algorithm with amortized update time O((n%/m) -76).

3.5 Putting Everything Together
We conclude this overview by using the previously stated results to prove our main theorems.

Theorem 1.2 (Unweighted Decremental Matching). There are randomized fully-adaptive O(e~4h)
and O(e=Y7) update time algorithms that solve Problem 1.1 in the unweighted case w.h.p.

Proof. For e < n~Y/6, the update times of O(*) and O(¢~'7) can be obtained by re-running the
static algorithm of [DP14] after each update. As a result we assume £ > n~ /% in the remainder of
the proof. By Theorem 3.10 with accuracy parameter £/2, we can maintain a (1 — %)—approximate

fractional matching in amortized update times O(e~#!) and O(¢~'"). We then apply Theorem 3.12
with accuracy parameter £/2 to round the fractional matching we maintain to a (1—e¢)-approximate
integral matching. Since the recourse of Theorem 3.10 is O(me=2), there will be O(me~2) updates to
Theorem 3.12 in total, incurring an additional O(¢~%) amortized time per update that is subsumed
by the update time of Theorem 3.10. Since Theorem 3.12 is deterministic, our final algorithm works
against a fully-dynamic adversary like Theorem 3.10 does. O

Theorem 1.3 (Weighted Decremental Matching). There is a randomized fully-adaptive O(e=00/e))
update time algorithm that solves Problem 1.1 w.h.p. Additionally, when m = O(n?), there are
randomized output-adaptive O(e~*) and O(e~17) update time algorithms.

We make use of the following weight reduction framework from [GP13] which allows us to
assume that the maximum weight is bounded by e~ 01/¢),

Proposition 3.14 ([GP13]). Given a fully-dynamic/incremental/decremental algorithm for (1—e¢)-
approximate maximum weighted matching on n-vertex m-edge graphs of mazimum weight W with
worst-case/amortized update time T'(n,m,e, W), there is a fully-dynamic/incremental/decremental
algorithm for the same task with worst-case/amortized update time O (T (n,m, ©(e), 5_0(1/5))).

Proof of Theorem 1.3. As in the proof of Theorem 1.2 we assume € > n~ /6. For the first algorithm,
we apply the weight reduction framework of [GP13] in Proposition 3.14 to make W < ¢=0(1/¢),

Again, running Theorem 3.10 with accuracy parameter /2 we maintain a (1 — %)—approximate
fractional matching in amortized update time O(e~*!). The rounding algorithm Theorem 3.12
now has amortized update time O(e~°(1/9)), incurring an additional O(¢~°(1/9)) amortized time
per update which subsumes the update time of the fractional matching. The algorithms for dense
graphs follow from Theorem 3.13. O
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Finally, the bipartite result Theorem 1.4 also follows from Theorem 3.13 (note again that we
can assume ¢ > 1/poly(n)).

Theorem 1.4 (Weighted Bipartite Decremental Matching). For bipartite graphs with m = é(ng)
there is an output-adaptive randomized O(e~°) update time algorithm that solves Problem 1.1 w.h.p.

4 Entropy Regularization for Decremental Linear Optimization

In this section we analyze our entropy regularization strategy for the lazy update framework that
solves the decremental linear optimization problem. In Sections 4.2 and 4.3 we show the robustness
of the entropy regularization strategy, and in Section 4.4 we prove its optimality. We consider a
fixed instance of the decremental linear optimization problem, including the d-dimensional convex
set X and the input weight w € R‘io.

4.1 Notation and General Setup

Before showing the robustness of our framework, we first set up the notation and various optimiza-
tion constructs that will be used throughout the section. For S C [d] and v > 0, we consider the
entropy regularizer rg, : Xs — R defined by

s () o Z w;x; log 7 (7)

)
w;x;
i€S e

which is a weighted and scaled version of the original entropy function Hg(y) = Y ics Yilog yi

for y € A® that is usually applied on the simplex. For intuition, observe that for an & € Xy
with >°,c g wix; = 7, we have rg(z) = v - Hg(Il(x)), where II(z) € AS with (II(z)); < w7y
Below we give upper and lower bounds on the value of rg () which generalize known properties

of entropy on the simplex.
Lemma 4.1. For ¢ € Xs with wix = v, we have vlog(v/v) < rg,(x) < vlog(dy/v).

Proof. For the upper bound, consider the relaxation of the problem

1
'
max 'y-g x; log —. (8)
' eRS:||x’ ||, =v /v s ! :13;

For any fixed € Xg, there is a feasible point ¢’ of (8) with y/ S w;x; /v, and v - Y. gy log i =
75~(z). Thus the optimal value of (8) is an upper bound on rg,(z). Let g, € RY with (g,); =
—(1 4 logx}) be the gradient of the objective of (8) at «’. Note that the optimality conditions
of the problem are that g, L ker(lST) or equivalently that g, = a - 1° for some o € R. Thus,
it holds that @’ = B - 19 for some 8 € R. Combining with ||z’||, = v/7, we have x} = v/(dv),
implying that the maximizing value of (8) is v log(dvy/v).

For the lower bound, since wgcc = v, we have max;cg w;x; < v, and thus

rsq(@) > Y wizilog (v/v) = vieg(v/v).
i€S
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Using rg, we may rewrite the entropy-regularized objective defined in (4) as f§ 7(a:) £ wgw +

ft - rs~(x). Note that u > 0 in the definition. Let Z§ E maxpexs fé(z) be the maximum

entropy-regularized objective value and vg © MaXgeXg wgas be the maximum of the actual linear
objective. Below are properties of ffg‘ . that we will use in this section.

Lemma 4.2. The entropy-reqularized objective function fg7 admits the following properties:
. " . - . M
(i) fsﬁ has a unique mazimizer xg ., on Xs.

.. ILL e . . 'LL 'LL . .
(ii) xyg has positive coordinates, i.e., Ty, € Xs , and thus fS;y and rs, are differentiable at
"
Sy

def

2
(iii) fs.(x) < f5., (w@» — s || — wSVH for all @ € Xg, where ||&|lw,s = > ;cq wila;| is the
I’ bl bl S ’ w’s

18

weighted £1-norm.
We provide a fairly standard proof of the properties from first principle.
Proof. By the compactness of Xg, fg ” has a maximizer on Xg. We prove the following claims.

Claim 4.3. Any maximizer of fgy on Xg must be in Xg 4.

Proof. Consider the first-order partial derivative of f¥ - with respect to an € Xg 1 and coordinate
i € S, which by calculation is
i

Since X’ contains no degenerate dimension and is convex, there is a point y € Xs . Consider any

point € Xg \ Xs 4, and let x, P a(y —x) for a € [0,1]. Note that x, € Xg 4 for a > 0. By
the mean value theorem, for any « > 0 there is a 0 < 8 < « such that

. 5@
(e L = 0 o

f6(a) = f5. (@) = VfE (x) (xa —2) = Y 0ifh (x5) - (a)i — zi).

1€S

For ¢ € S with x; > 0, |8if§7,y(m5)| is bounded since (xg); is between x; and y,. For i € S with
x; = 0, however, when (xg); approaches 0, 0; f’gﬁ(mg) goes to infinity. This shows that we can
pick an « close enough to 0 so that fgﬁ(a:a) > fgﬁ(a:), proving that & € Xg\ Xg is not a
maximizer. O

Claim 4.4. For any x,z € Xg_ it holds that zTV2f§,Y(:L')z < _%quis

Note that f§ o 18 twice-differentiable on X and thus Claim 4.4 is well-defined.

8)|-||aw,s is indeed a norm since w; > 0 for all i € [d].
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Proof. The second-order partial derivatives of f’s‘ . satisfy

9’ fs. () : 5 (x)
Y Hw; S,y . .
=— and ————— =0 for i.
031022 x; Oz;0x; i
Using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, for any x, z € X5 . we have
T2 HWw; o HZH'?U S
z Vifg (@)z=) ——z < - : **II [
, 2 e, [ lw.s =
as claimed. O

Now consider a maximizer y of f& - and an © € Xg 4. Since y € Xs 4, f& , s differentiable at

y. Letting y, < y + a(z — y) for a € [0, 1], we have
1t
Fo@) = 1)+ (V1,w) @+ [ [ @-u) Vv - ydadt (9)

(@)
S fg/y(y)_i _waS / / dadt = fS'y ) 2V

where (i) uses the optimality conditions of f§ L aty and Claim 4.4. On the other hand, for

2
—Yllw,s (10)

x € Xg \ Xg 4, there is a sequence {x,} C X5 approaching @. By continuity of f% ., we have

1% 2
lzn —yllss = o) — s le -yl (11)

[ — 1; [ < | © _
Jsq (@) = Jlim fs, (@) < lim fs, () 2%

23%

This implies that there is a unique maximizer g - of f& , on Xs. The rest of the lemma follows
from Claim 4.3 and Equations (10) and (11). O

Finally, our analysis of the framework uses the Bregman divergence of rg, as a proxy to bound
the decrease of a certain potential.

Definition 4.5 (Bregman divergence). For differentiable r : X — R and x,y € X for a domain X,
the Bregman divergence of r from y to x is

Vy(@) X r(@) - (r(y) + (Vry) @-y)).

Overloading notation, let Vys’v(m) for S C [d],x € Xs and y € X5 4 be the Bregman divergence
induced by rg ., which is non-positive since rg,, as a generalization of the entropy function, is
concave. We have by direct calculation from the definition that

V(@) V(@) = s (@) — (rs,(9) + (Vrs, () (@~ ) (12
— w; og LY T, — Y,
(lezsw x; log o ml) [(% w;y, log zyl> (; i <1 + log S ) ( Y;) ]
(13)
—wazlog——l—sz Ti—Y;)- (14)
€S €S
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Note that we need y € Xs 4 because the gradient does not exist on Xg \ Xs . Indeed, in the

remainder of the section we will only use V" () for y = x# ,» which lies in X5 1 by Lemma 4.2(ii).

The following lemma bounds the entropy-regularized objective by the Bregman divergence from
o

T -

Lemma 4.6. For any x € Xs, we have f§_(x) < f§_ (5 )+ Mvai‘;(w)
Proof. For clarity let us write a* o wgﬁ. Optimality conditions for concave optimization applied
to fgv(m*) imply that
(ws + 1Vrs (@) (@ — %) = VfL (@) (@ - z*) <0, (15)
As such, we have

i (@) = fi (@) L wi (@ —a) + plrs, (@) — s, (@)

~

(i)

Y (ws + uVrs, @) (@ — )~ pVi (@) > VS (@),

where (i) is by definition of f% ” (ii) is by definition of the Bregman divergence, and (iii) follows
from (15). O

The following Table 1 summarizes the notation introduced here for future reference.

Notation | Definition Description

r5,~ () Zie g Wix;log w’ym entropy regularizer

Vys"y(m) Yics wixilog(y,/xi) + 3 ;. g wi(x; —y,;) | Bregman divergence of entropy regularizer

fgv(a:) wlx+ -1 () entropy-regularized objective

a:’é’,y argmax, ¢ v, fg‘,y(a:) optimal entropy-regularized solution

v MaXzexs wgaz optimal linear objective value

Zg’7 MaXge Xg fg7 (x) optimal entropy-regularized objective value
||| w,s Y ics Wil T norm of z € Xg induced by w

Table 1: Frequently used notation

4.2 Robustness of Entropy Regularization

In this section we show that if the subroutine Rebuild () in Algorithm 1 returns the exact maximizer
of the entropy-regularized objective, then Rebuild () will be called at most 5(6*2) times. The first
step is to derive a proper choice of v and p so that :c’é7 becomes an approximate maximum weight
solution that can be used in Algorithm 1. We call a tuple containing an accuracy parameter € > 0,
coordinate subset S C [d], and estimate

vg<vy<d-vg (16)

a wvalid iterate which will repeatedly appear as input to lemmas in the remainder of this section.
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Lemma 4.7. For any valid iterate (¢,5,7) and 0 < pu < gi55, it holds that 0 < pu-rs(x) < 5 - v
for all x € Xg.

Proof. The lower bound follows from Lemma 4.1 and the assumption of 7 in (16). For the upper
bound, let * € Xg be arbitrary and define v S 'w:gr:c. Lemma 4.1 implies that
d d v v
persy (@) < prlog = = jwlog =L 4 - — log 25
v Vg Vg v
(4) L@ e
< pv - (2logd) + pvg < o - v,

where (i) comes from xlog(1/x) <1 for all x € R>o and the assumption of v in (16) and (ii) is by
the assumption of y and v < vg. O

Lemma 4.8. For any valid iterate (¢,S,7v) and 0 < p < it holds that

-
8logd’
€
wgm’gw > <1 — 5) Vg
Proof. For any & € Xs such that wga: < (1 —¢/2)-v§, we have

i (w4.) = 1t @) 2 v = (wio+ 2 -0z) Do,

where (i) comes from Lemma 4.7 (note that the non-negativity of the entropy-regularizer implies
‘)‘“g’7 (mgﬁ) > v%) and (ii) comes from the assumption that wlx < (1—¢/2) v¥. The lemma follows
since xgiw is a maximizer of f§ .. O

Lemma 4.8 shows that for v being a d-approximate upper bound of vg, if we choose y to be
roughly proportional to €, then the corresponding value of 'wgazgﬁ is a (1 —€/2)-approximation to
vg. Thus we can use the entropy-regularized solution for the Rebuid() procedure in Algorithm 1.
Moreover, as we will show below, a decrease in the linear objective value of a:’é ” implies a decrease in
the entropy-regularized objective globally. This enables the use of the latter quantity as a potential
to bound the number of calls to Rebuild () Algorithm 1 needs.

Lemma 4.9. For any valid iterate (g,5,7), 0 < p < S%gd, and S C S, if

T € T
we <az’§ﬁ>S, < (1 — 5) W T,
1 uey ot
then ZS,N < (1 - g) ZSW.

S
Proof. For clarity let xg S mg oy and xg S (mg, 7) be wg, . extended to have coordinates S.

Lemma 4.6 shows that
o (@s) < £5 (@s) + uVu) (wsr).

Since S’ C S, we have

zt = fl (fgy) = fh (@g) < fh (@s) + pViD (mer) = Z5  + pVe (zsr).  (17)
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Further, by above letting D = \ S" and therefore &g ; = 0 for i € D, we have from (14) and the
non-positiveness of the Bregman divergence for concave functions that

935)1'
VS (as) = 3 wi(@s )i log |
S ; (xs)i

< wi(zg);log (@s):

= (osi * 2w (@)= (@5))

£
= - Zwi(l's)i S -5 wgxs,
ieD

+> wi (zs)i — (x5)i)
ies

which when combined with (17) and Lemma 4.7 shows that

” " pe T UE Con ( ue) o
Zs/,7 < Zg’,y Y WgTs < <1 — 7(1 /2) - 2) st <(1- 3 Zsﬁ.
O

We now conclude the number of rebuilds before the actual optimal value vg drops to a certain
number, if we use an entropy-regularized solution :I:g - for Rebuild ().

Lemma 3.3. For any o > 0, accuracy parameter € > 0, and 0 < p < S%gd, if the subroutine

Rebuild () in Algorithm 1 returns x as x® for ~ = «, then Rebuild () will be called at most

"
S®
O(l%j) times before maxg e xs wha' drops from at most v to below a/d.

Proof. Note that while v§ is between «/d and «, T aisa d-approximate upper bound of vg
and thus the preceding lemmas apply. By Lemma 4.8, ® is a (1 — %)—approximate solution to
the linear objective 'wg(t):c before v} drops below a. Fix a round ¢ and consider S®*1) which is
obtained by deleting some coordinates from S® so that

T (t) N Tl
wS(t+1)wS<t+l> < (1 - 5) wS(t>aj( )

In other words, the quality of the current solution &®) decreases by a multiplicative factor of 1 — 5

when we go from S® to S¢+1) . Lemma 4.9 then implies
e
Zf;(f“),w = (1 N ?) Zg(“nf

for each round ¢. This allows us to bound the number of calls to Rebuild() as follows. Initially
when max,exs wiz < a, the optimal entropy-regularized objective is no more than (1 +¢/2) -
by Lemma 4.7. Likewise, at the end before v§ drops below a/d, the objective is at least a/d. Thus
there will be at most

log;_ue ((14¢/2)d) = O <1(ngd>

calls to Rebuild(). O
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4.3 Sufficiency of Approximate Solutions

From Section 4.2 we have seen that the maximizer of the entropy-regularized objective solves the
decremental linear optimization problem. However, exact maximizers are not always easy to obtain,
and therefore in this section, we show that any accurate enough approximate maximizer of fgﬂ
suffices for the lazy update framework to work efficiently. This is by the following lemma which
states that such a solution is also close in ||-||.,s-distance to the actual maximizer acgﬁ.

Lemma 4.10. For any wvalid iterate (¢,S,7), 0 < pu < 815@’ and © € Xg with fgfw(m) >
2 .
( - %) Z“’w it holds that ‘:c - w’éq”wﬂ <e- Zgﬁ.
Proof. Lemma 4.2(iii) states that
fEo(x) < fh (m“)—ix—m“ ’
S,’Y - S?’Y S?’Y 2]/5 Sv’Y 'LU,S

for all € € Xg. Thus for every x € X5 such that fgv(w) > ( > ZSw we have

T — Tl 2Vs(f ( ) IE ()) \e2 vsZs., <e-Zg

S,y 'w,S Sy S,y S Sy’

where the last inequality follows from Lemma 4.7 and therefore v§ < Z§ » O

The closeness of an approximate maximizer x to the actual one m‘é . allows us to bound the
decrease in the objective value of @' - that is hidden to us. This establishes the number of rebuilds
needed if we only have an accurate enough approximation to fg »

Lemma 3.4. For any o > 0, accuracy parameter € > 0, and 0 < p < if the subroutine

__£&
128logd’

Rebuild () in Algorithm 1 returns any (1 — %) -approzimate solution to fS(t),’y as ) for ~ =

then Rebuild () will be called at most O(l‘;%id) times before maxgcxg wsx drops from at most «
to below a/d.

ef 7 def

Proof. Setting &' & e/4 and ¢ £/16, we have pu < 810gd < Slogd and ® being a (1 — “5”)_

approximate solution to f* S0 By Lemma 4.8 with accuracy parameter ¢’ we know that =

S(t)
is a (1 — 7) -approximate solutlon to the linear objective w s(t)w before v§ drops below a/d. By
triangle inequality of the norm ||-|,, gy and Lemma 4.10 with accuracy parameter £”, the value of

wgm x® satisfies

T 2® — || p® H Mt p®
wloa =2, s = |50 g0 =[50 =2, 50 (1)
€ € €
2 (1-5) 3o = 15%60, 2 (1= 1) o (19)
where the last inequality uses that Z% 50~ (1 + 5) ng < QVSm by Lemma 4.7 with accuracy
parameter /. This shows that z(*) is 1ndeed a (1 - 7) -approximate solution to the linear objective,
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as required by Algorithm 1. Fix a round ¢ and consider S#1) which is obtained by deleting some
coordinates from S® so that

T (t) ENop T ot
wS(t+1)$S<t+1> < (1 — 5) wS(t)x( )

This implies

T " _ "
W) (ms(t)ﬁ>s(t+1) o H (wS(t),v)s<t+1>

<[ e, =)
- H( S(t+1) [ gt +1) T\ Fs0, S(t+1)

3
< (1= 5w o, 2]

w,S(E+1)

w,S(+1)

w,S(t)
) (1 —¢/2 T €

p 1
= <1 - 5/4) WsoTgw T 16 25 4

(43) 1-— 6/2 T m 9 T m
< (722 wSomho, * oz a0 o,

(i) c
T _u
< (1 - g) W T g

where (i) is by (19), (ii) is by Lemma 4.7 with accuracy parameter &, and (iii) uses }:Zi <l-¢/4
for £ € (0,1). The theorem then follows from Lemma 4.9 with accuracy parameter £’ and the same

reasoning that proves Lemma 3.3. O

4.4 Near-Optimality of Entropy Regularization

We have shown earlier in this section that Algorithm 1 with the entropy regularization strategy
Algorithm 2 solves the decremental linear optimization problem with at most O(log?d/c?) calls to
Rebuild () before the optimal linear objective drops from d - « to a. Complementing this result,
in this section we show that this bound is near optimal for a certain range of €.

More specifically, we focus on the special case of unweighted bipartite matching, i.e., when
X = Pg = Mg for some bipartite graph G, and consider any algorithm that implements the
Rebuild () subroutine. In this decremental unweighted bipartite matching problem, Theorem 3.5
gives an upper bound of O(log? n/c2) on the number of calls to Rebuild(), where n is the number
of vertices. The following theorem establishes an Q(log?(¢2n)/e?) lower bound in the regime of
e > Q(1/4/n) against an output-adaptive adversary.

Theorem 3.6. For any n € N, 2/\/n < e < 1/4, and implementation of Rebuild() in Algo-
rithm 1, there exists a bipartite graph G with n vertices on each side and an output-adaptively
chosen sequence of deletions that when X = Pg Algorithm 1 calls Rebuild() Q(log%(2n) - e2)
times before G is empty.

We first introduce a graph structure Gy, that will repeatedly appear during the deletion process.

Definition 4.11. For k£ € N, G, is a bipartite graph with k vertices on each side, and the edge set
E(Gy) of Gy is {{i*,7"} | 1 < j <i <k}
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It is straightforward to check that G} has a unique maximum matching M = {{i*,i"} | 1 <i <
k}. The following lemma shows a generalization of the observation, that any large enough fractional
matching has a mass concentration on edges with small differences in their endpoint labels.

Lemma 4.12. For k € N and 1,6 > 0, any fractional matching x of Gj with matching size
llx|l; > (1 —n)k satisfies that

Yo x> (1-(1+5 )k

0<i—j <ok

Proof. By Definition 4.11, for any edge {i%, 5"} in G}, we have i —j > 0. Also, we can upper-bound
the weighted sum of difference by

Yoo (i Dmpegy =Y i-w@) =Y jx@) <Y j-(1L-a(") < k(- |z),) < k.

{37} E(Gy) ic[k] JE[K] JE[K]

By Markov’s inequality, > @ge iy < nd 'k, and thus > Ty jry = (1-@Q+6Yn)k O
i—j>6k ’ 0<i—j <6k ’
Now we are ready to construct an output-adaptive adversary to achieve the previously claimed
lower bound.

Proof of Theorem 3.6. Let A be an instance of Algorithm 1 with the given implementation of
Rebuild (). The adversarial input graph to the algorithm is G, and the adversary works in phases.
At the beginning of the ¢-th phase, let k; be the largest number such that Gy, is a subgraph of
the current graph. The adversary will guarantee that k; = (1 — 4¢)! - n. In the t-th phase, the
adversary will cause (log(2k;)/c) rebuilds in this phase. Before k; reaches 4/¢2, there will be at
least log;_4.(4/(%n)) = Q(log(?n) /e) phases, achieving a

Q(log(e?n) /e) Q(log(e?n) /e)
Q (log (%K) Je) = Q (log (£*(1 — 4e)'n) /) = Qlog?(e?n) /e?)
t=0 t=0

lower bound on the total number of rebuilds. In the remainder of the proof, we focus on a single
phase ¢, and show how the adversary can cause Q(log(¢?k;)/¢) rebuilds in this phase.

Preprocessing. At the beginning of phase ¢, by definition of k;, G, is a subgraph of the current
graph G. The adversary will first delete edges outside this subgraph, then relabel vertices in this
subgraph on each side from 1 to k; in a way that the current set of edges is {{i*,j"} |1 < j <i <
ki }. The adversary will then delete edges {{ié,j’"} |j+ek/2<i<j+ 451<:t}. After that, regular
deletion starts.

Regular Deletion. A regular deletion starts after a preprocessing finishes. During the regular
deletion of phase ¢, the adversary will only delete edges in the subgraph Gy, 4 {{ig,jr} | j<i<
J +eke/2} of Gyi,, and the deletion continues until the maximum matching size M*(G) becomes
less than (1 —&/2)k;. After that, the current phase ends. Since no edges in the subgraph {{i, j"} |
i > j +4ek;} are deleted, G(1_4c)r, = G, is a subgraph of the current graph at the beginning of
phase ¢ + 1. It remains to show that Q(log(¢2k;)/e) rebuilds could be caused during the deletion
described above in G, .
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Algorithm 3: The adversarially chosen sequence of deletions
1 Let G < G, be the initial graph and feed it to A.

2 Let ¢t < 0.
3 while k;, = (1 — 4e)! satisfies ky > 2/¢2 do // phase t
4 Identify a subgraph Gj, C G, delete G \ Gj,, and re-label vertices so that

E(G)={{i*,j"}:1<j <i<k}. // preprocessing
5 Let M = {M,:0 < p < eky/2}, where M, = {{i’,j"} : i =j + p}.
6 | while [M|>1/e do // regular deletion
7 Let x be the current matching output by A.
8 Choose r = 2¢| M| matchings M,,, ..., M, such that

HmMm H1 + -+ Har;MpT L2 €/2 - ky. // guaranteed by Lemma 4.12

9 Delete My, U---U M, and set M =M\ {M,, :1<j<r} // cause a rebuild

10 kt<—t+1.

Note that Gf, is the union of ©(ek;) matchings where the p-th matching is M, A
i = j + p}, each of size at least (1 —e/2)k;. Therefore, as long as one of the M),’s remains intact,
we have (1 —¢/2)k; < M*(G) < k¢. This implies that the fractional matching « that A maintains

must have size at least ) 5
€ € €

> 1—7) i — k> (15 ke

foll = (1= 5) k=5 ke > (1- 5 ) b

throughout this phase, since by definition of Algorithm 1 x was a (1 — ¢/2)-approximate matching
since the last rebuild, and after § - k; units of mass get deleted, a rebuild must be caused.
By the above argument it suffices to delete £/2 - k; units of mass to cause a rebuild from A.

Applying Lemma 4.12 with n = 3¢/2 and 6 = 4¢ on the fractional matching x, we know that
at least k¢/4 units of mass are on Gy, i.e, HmE(Gi )Hl > k¢/4. Thus via an averaging argument
t

the adversary can delete 2¢ fraction of the matchings M,’s to cause a rebuild. After the rebuild,
we repeat the same argument again, choosing 4¢ fraction of the remaining M)’s to cause another
rebuild. Note that after the first batch of deletions, the current graph is no longer Gg,. Nevertheless,
we can still apply Lemma 4.12 by interpreting the future x’s as a fractional matching on Gy, by
assigning a mass of zero on deleted edges, showing that the mass of « is still concentrated on
the remaining M,’s. Before the number of intact matchings in M,,’s reaches 1/(2¢), there would
be at least log;_o.(4/(%k:)) = Q(log(e2ky)/e) reconstructions, if ek;/2 > 1/(2¢) or equivalently
ki < 4/£2. This completes the proof. ]

5 Decremental Algorithms for Fractional Matching

In Section 4 we showed that the decremental linear optimization problem reduces to computing an
approximate solution to the entropy-regularized problem to moderate accuracy. In the particular,
in the special case of decremental bipartite matching, i.e., when X is the matching polytope Mg,
it suffices to solve the entropy-regularized matching problem recalled below.
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Problem 3.8 (Entropy-Regularized Matching). Given an n-vertex m-edge graph G = (V, E) with
edge weights w € NF bounded by W = poly(n), a trade-off parameter p < 1, a v € R>p such
that M} (G) < v < n3W, and an accuracy parameter € € (0, 1), the entropy-reqularized matching
problem is to compute a (1 — ¢)-approximate solution * € Mg to

T Y
ma w' x+ g WL lO . 6
a:eAj(G{ a e ee gwewe} (6)

Consequently, in the remainder of the section we focus on solving Problem 3.8. We prove the
following theorem.

Theorem 3.9. For any ¢ > Q(n~Y/2), there are randomized O (me™% 4+ ne™13) and 9) (me™?) time
algorithms that solve Problem 3.8 w.h.p.

Our approaches for Theorem 3.9 follow from a generalization of the MWU-style algorithm of
[AG14] that solves the uncapacitated and capacitated versions of weighted matching. Given a graph
G = (V, E) and consider a downward closed convex set P C R, of interest. By modularizing and
generalizing the framework of [AG14], we derive the following Lemma 5.2 on concave function
optimization over the matching polytope. Informally speaking, Lemma 5.2 gives a reduction from
approximately maximizing a concave function P together with odd-set constraints to the same
task just in P by increasing the dependence on e~'. We then, in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 respectively,
instantiate the framework of Lemma 5.2 in two different ways with the entropy-regularized function
to obtain the two runtimes stated in Theorem 3.9.

Let xkp be the minimum number such that P C kp - Mg, which for both Pg and P§ that we
will consider later in this section are O(1). A function f : RE, — R_ is coordinate-separable con-
cave/linear if f is of the form f(x) =3, p fe(xe) where each f : R>g — R_o is concave/linear.
Specifically, if £ : Rgo — R is coordinate-separable linear, we use £ € R¥ to denote the linear

. . def
coefficients, i.e., {(x) = £ x

Definition 5.1. For § > 1 and 0 < ¢ < 1, an algorithm A is a (8,14, ()-oracle for (P, f), where
P C REO is convex and downward closed and f is concave, if given any concave function g of the
form g = f — ¢ for some coordinate-separable linear ¢ such that each £, is polynomially bounded,
with an additional guarantee that

max g(x) !

> — 20
wep I\ = poly(n)’ (20)

it outputs an x, € - P with g(x4) > (- maxzep g(x) in Ty(n,m) = Q(m) time.

We defer the proof and discussion on modularization and explicit dependence on e~! of the
following Lemma 5.2 to Appendix A for completeness. It is worth noting that the two stated
runtimes below are obtained by leveraging recently developed algorithms in certain components
(specifically the computation of Gomory-Hu trees) of [AG14].

Lemma 5.2 (adapted from [AG14]). For any e > Q(n~'/2), downward closed and convez P C RE,,
and concave function [ : Rgo — R_o such that maxgepnm, f(x) > 1, given an (B,TA,C)—ora?:le
A for (P, f) where kp - B < n, there are randomized 0] ((TA (n,m) +me !+ ns_g) . fip,@’E_4) and
9) (T (n,m) +me™") - kpBe™*) time algorithms that w.h.p. compute an xy € (8- P)N Me such
that f(xs) > (1 — €) maxgepnm, f(x).
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For instance, if we set P to be Pg, then kp = O(1) since for any € Pg we have

> < DS 181, 18]
2 2 2

e€E(B]

IN

for all odd sets B € Og. As such, optimizing concave functions (specifically the entropy-regularized
objective) over the general matching polytope reduces to optimizing over Pg, which may be sub-
stantially simpler to solve. In Sections 5.1 and 5.2 we will develop two incomparable algorithms
that both follow Lemma 5.2. These ultimately assemble into the two runtimes of Theorem 3.9 in
Section 5.3.

5.1 Almost-Linear Time Oracle via Convex Flow Algorithms

Using the convex flow algorithm of [CKL"22], we can indeed optimize any “efficiently-computable”
concave function over Pg. We then use that result to obtain an algorithm optimizing concave
functions over the general matching polytope in Lemma 5.4, with the help of Lemma 5.2. The
algorithm of [CKL"22] requires as input self-concordant barriers on the domain {(z,y) : y > he(z)},
where h, is the convex edge weight, that satisfy assumptions detailed in [CKL 22, Assumption 10.2]
which ensures the numbers encountered during the algorithm are quasi-polynomially bounded.

Lemma 5.3 ([CKL"22, Theorem 10.13] derandomized by [vdBCK™'23]). Given m-edge graph
G = (V,E), demands d € RV, convex h. : R — Ry, and v-self-concordant barriers b.(z,y) on
the domain {(z,y) : y > he(x)} that satisfy [CKLT 22, Assumption 10.2], there is a deterministic
m* oW time algorithm that computes a flow f € RE with Bgf =d such that

h(f) < min h(f*) + exp(—log”m)
Blf*=d

for any fized constant C' > 0, where h(f) < Yecr he(fe)-

The following is our main lemma in the section which turns the flow algorithm above into an
algorithm for optimizing concave functions over M¢. For simplicity of the construction of barriers,
we allow the functions f. to be decomposed into O(1) portions, each with its own barrier.

Lemma 5.4. Suppose we are given a graph G = (V, E), € > Q(n‘lﬂ), and a coordinate-separable
concave function f : Rgo — R_ such that maxgem,, f(x) > 1, where the function on each edge is
given as fo(z) = 2 (x)+-- -+fék€)(x) for some ke = O(1), each equipped with a v-self-concordant
barrier @/}éz) (z,y) on the domain {(z,y) : y > —fe(l) (x)} that satisfy [CKLT 22, Assumption 10.2].
Then, there is a randomized O(me~>) time algorithm that w.h.p. computes an & € Mg such that

(@) > (1—¢) max f(a).

r*EMg

Proof. By Lemma 5.2, to prove Lemma 5.4 it suffices to provide a (1, m'*°(1) 1 — ¢/2)-oracle for
(Pg, f). We achieve this by reducing the optimization problem over the relaxed matching polytope
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P to_a minimum cost circulation'® problem as follows. Consider the following directed graph
G = (V,E) with Vd:ef{vm cv € VU {vou : v € V} and

E % { (0, Vout) : v € VYU {(tout, vin) : {1,0} € E} U {(Vout, uin) : {u, v} € E}.

In other words, each vertex v is split into two copies viy and voyt, and each edge {u,v} is dlrected
from oyt t0 vin and from vous to uin. For each e = {u, v} in E, let e and e® denote (Uout, Vin) € E
and (Vout, Uin) € E respectively. Let e(®) € E for v € V be (Vin, Vout )-

Let ¢ S f — £ be the coordinate-separable concave function that the oracle needs to optimize

which we write as g(z) & 3 cep 9e(xe). We translate the concave edge weights g.’s on £ to convex
he’s on E as follows. For each e € F, let h ), h 2 : R = Ry be defined as
aet —Ge(T) —fe(z) | Lle()

hew (%) = hoe (z) = 5 + ¢(z) = 5 T + ¢(z),

where

(b(x):{o, fo<z<1

oo, otherwise

is a convex regularizer which enforces each edge having flow at most one. For each v € V, let
hew) : R — Ry be defined as

hew) () = ¢(2).

Observe that we can translate between circulations in G and relaxed fractional matchings in
G as follows. For a circulation f € RF with h(f) < oo, by definition of the edge weights we
may assume 0 < f, < 1 for every e € E. Setting x. = M for each edge e € F, we
see that by concavity of g. that ge(xe) > —h. ) (f.0)) — he@ (fo2). Conversely, for any relaxed
fractional matching x € Pg, let f.u) = fo» < 2. and few o x(v). It can be easily checked
that f is a circulation and has weight h(f) = —f(«). This shows that the optimal values of these
two problems are the same (up to negation). Consequently, if we get a J-additive-approximate
minimizing circulation f, then the corresponding relaxed fractional matching & would satisfy

g(@) > —h(f) > — min h(f*)— 6= max ga") -4
B[ f*=0 z*€Pc

We will then choose § to be sufficiently small to make x a (1 — £/2)-approximate maximizer of g
in Pg.

To apply the convex flow algorithm of Lemma 5.3 to minimize h(f), we need to provide self-
concordant barriers for the edge weights. Consider edges e(!),e(? € E for some e € E. The edge
weights h_a) and h, ) can be divided into k. + 2 parts Wthh we handle by splitting e and e
further into paths of length k.+2 (recall that k. the function f. is given to Lemma 5.4 as k. portions,
—1 (@)

2

each with its own barrier). Among the first k. parts, the i-th of which has weight which we

use 'IZ(:L' y) = = we (x,2y) as the barrier, where recall that wgi) is the given barrier to the ¢-th portion

of edge e; the second last part has weight ﬂ which we use w(ac y) —log ( @) as the
def def 1

barrier; and the last part has weight ¢(z) which we use ¢ (z,y) &= 2=+ (1—z) "~ for o = T000Tog T’

9 A circulation is a flow f such that routes the demand 0, i.e., BLf = 0.
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as the barrier. The barrier — log (y — @) is the same barrier that [CKL"22, Theorem 10.16]

used for linear functions (note that £, is polynomially bounded); the barrier = 4 (1 — )™ is the
same barrier that [CKL"22] used in their min-cost flow algorithm to enforce capacity constraints.
Both of the barriers were shown to satisfy the assumption in [CKL'22]. The barrier for ¢(z) is
also used for edges e) € E.

This gives us an exact reduction from maximizing concave weights over Pg to finding a cir-
culation minimizing convex weights in a graph with 6(m) edges. Applying Lemma 5.3 with the
constant C' chosen in such a way that exp(—log®m) < €/2 - maxgep, g(z) = ©(1/poly(n)) thus
results in a (1, m**°(M) 1 —¢/2)-oracle for (Pg, f). The theorem then follows from Lemma 5.2 with
accuracy parameter €/2. O

5.2 Near-Linear Time Reduction to Linear Optimization

To remove the n°(!) factors incurred by the almost-linear time flow algorithm in Lemma 5.4, we can

instead reduce concave function maximization over the matching polytope directly to a capacity-

constrained weighted matching problem at the cost of a larger e~! factor in the running time. For
def

cecl0,1)P let T, = {0<x. < ¢, Vec E})C Rgo be the capacity-constrained polytope. Let
Mgvdéf./\/lgﬂrc and P& d:“PGmFC.

Problem 5.5. In the capacity-constrained weighted matching problem, we are given a graph G =
(V, E), an accuracy € > 0, edge weights w € Rgm capacities ¢ € [0,1]¥, all polynomially bounded.
The goal is find an = € ME, such that

w'x>(1—¢) max w'z*.

T*e MG,

To solve Problem 5.5, we use the following constant-approximate algorithm to the “relaxed”
capacitated b-matching problem as an oracle and apply Lemma 5.2. Their algorithm works for
multigraphs with integral demands and capacities.

Lemma 5.6 ([AG14, Theorem 13]). Given an m-edge multigraph G = (V,E), edge weights
w € Rgm demands b € Zgo, capacities ¢ € Zgo, all polynomially bounded entrywise, there is

a deterministic 6(m) time algorithm that obtains a 1/8-approzimate mazimizer to the following
“relazed” capacitated b-matching problem:

maximize w'x

subject to x(v) <b,, VYoveV,

0<z.<ec.,, Veelk.

The criterion of b and ¢ being integral in Lemma 5.6 can be relaxed via scaling.

Corollary 5.7. For polynomially bounded b € R‘Z/O and c € Rgo there is an 5(m) time algorithm
that obtains a 1/16-approximate maximizer to (21).
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Proof. Since b and c are polynomially bounded, we can scale them to integers by replacing each
b, and c. with |b,/bmin] and |ce/cmin|, respectively. Observe that |by/bmin] > by/(2bmin) and
|Ce/Cmin] > €e/(2¢min), and thus we only lose a factor of 2 in the approximation ratio from
Lemma 5.6. ]

Using Corollary 5.7 as an oracle, Lemma 5.2 now implies the following algorithm for Problem 5.5.

Lemma 5.8. There is a randomized O(me = +ne=13) time algorithm for ¢ > Q(n~'/2) that solves
Problem 5.5 w.h.p.

Proof. Consider the function f,(x) “wle. By scaling w we may assume max.cg wece > 1 and
therefore maxgepenmg fuw () > 1. By running Corollary 5.7 and returning the vector « it outputs

by 16, we get a (16, 6(m), 1)-oracle for (P&, fw). Since Mg = P& N Mg, the lemma follows from
Lemma 5.2. O

Note that an immediate corollary of the above Lemma 5.8 is that we can solve the subproblem
in [ABD22] of finding an approximate maximum matching obeying capacity and odd-set constraints
in O (m - poly(e™!)) time. However, we remark again this does not suffice to make their framework
run in O (m . poly(@fl)) completely, as a dual variable to Problem 5.5 is still required to identify
the set of critical edges along which the capacity is increased.

We now present the reduction from maximizing convex objective to Problem 5.5 by approximat-
ing the objective with piecewise linear functions, thereby effectively splitting each edge into 5(5_1)
copies of different capacities and weights. Similar approaches were used before, e.g., in [MPRV17].

Lemma 5.9. Given an n-vertex m-edge graph G = (V,E) and a coordinate-separable concave
function f : Rgo — R satisfying

(1) fe(x) is polynomially bounded for x > 1/poly(n),
(2) each f. can be evaluated in O(1) time, and
(3) =+ argmax,co 1) fe(z) is given and satisfies z; > 1/poly(n),

for any € > ﬁ(n*1/2) there is a randomized 6(m576 + ne13) time algorithm that computes an
xy € Mg such that w.h.p.,

flzp) 2 (1—¢) max f(z).

Proof. Let us consider a fixed ¢’ = O(e) that we will set later. For each edge e € E, let r£°) = z¥ and

def

i) rgifl)/(l +¢&) fori e {1,...,k}, where k & {logHE, ’;—,2-‘ =O(eY). Let pTD 2, Splitting
each edge e into k + 1 copies e(® e e we get a graph G’ = (V, E') with m/ = 6(m€_1)

, . v ; o e Dy g o (1)
edges. Define ¢ € R¥" and w’ € R¥' with C,e(i) ot ré” — TG(EZH) ot %

and w’ for each
e(l)

(1)
ec€ Fandie€{0,...,k}. Note that c,u and w,u are both polynomially bounded by (1) and (3).
Recall that MS, is the capacity-constrained matching polytope of G’. We show the following two
claims.

Claim 5.10. For any ' € MS,, the vector © € RE| given by x. o x! o + o+, satisfies
xe Mg and f(z) > w2 B
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Proof. That & € Mg is immediate from &’ € MS,. Let
rs def r def ; 1
fe(z) = / We(y) dy, where w,.(y) = w!, for Pt <y < ()
0

be the piecewise linearized version of f.. By concavity of f., it holds that fo(z) < fe(z) for all
x € [0, zf]. We have

flz) > Z fe(ase) = Z Z w ;) - min {c'e(i),max {O,xe - réiﬂ)}} > w2,

ecl ecE 0<i<k

where the last inequality uses the fact that w’ ), > w/ (k1) > .- >w ) by concavity of f. so it is
always better to saturate e(? before putting mass on e(*=1). O

Claim 5.11. For any x € Mg, there exists an ' € MS, with w''a > (1—2)f(x).

Proof. Let x© € Rga by defined as

— det {min {c’e(i),max {O, Te — 1"6(3“'1)}} , ifi <k,

Lo(i) =
e , e
€1y ifi =k.

Observe that T, < &'/n? for every e € E by definition. As such we have Z o) + -+ + Z &) <
x. + &' /n?, which implies & € (1 + /)M, given € M. Letting 0 < t, < k be the smallest
(

integer such that i) < max{z, ¢, }, we also have

k ..
_ (i) @ 1
w'' > Z Z w! Cuy = Z fo(rite)) > T Z fe(ze) > (1 —¢€) f(=),

e€E i=t, e€E\F eckE

where (7) is by definition of w’ and ¢, and (i7) uses the fact that rite) > g, /(1 +¢") by definition

and concavity of f.. Therefore, the vector ® = Z/(1 + ¢') satisfies &’ € M and w’ Ta >

(1—-2¢")f(x). O

def

Going back to the proof of Lemma 5.9, with ¢ = e/4, we run Lemma 5.8 on the split
graph G’ with edge weights w’ and capacities ¢’ to accuracy 1 — ¢’ in time O (m'e™® +ne 1) =
9] (m8_6 + ns_lg), obtaining an &’ € MS,. Letting @ € Mg be derived from &’ as in Claim 5.10,
it follows that

flx) > w' x> (1-¢') max w2 > (1-¢)1-2¢) max f(z*) >(1—-¢) max f(z*),
a:”eMCG,, z*eMg z*eMg

where we used Claim 5.11. This concludes the proof. O
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5.3 Putting Everything Together

We can now prove Theorem 3.9 by combining Lemmas 5.4 and 5.9.

Proof of Theorem 3.9. Let f.(x) Ewer+ - wex log wiem so that the entropy-regularized matching

objective is a coordinate-separable concave function f(z) < 3 cer Je(xe).

The runtime of O(me=% + ne=13) follows from Lemma 5.9, since the function f satisfies (1)
wer < fe(z) < we + pwe log(y/w,) is polynomially bounded for = > 1/poly(n), (2) each f. can
be evaluated in O(1) time, and (3) 2z} = 1 since p < 1.

For the runtime of O(me™?), we use Lemma 5.4, in which each f.(z) is decomposed into
fe(l)(a:) + fe(Q)(a:), where fe(l)(a:) ' (w, + pw,logy))z is linear and fe(z)(x) - werlog wer.
We use the barriers @Z)él)(x,y) ' _log(y + (we + pwelogy)z) for {(z,y) : y > —fe(l)(:n)} and
wéZ) (z,y) = —log(wex) — log (y/pu — wex log(wez)) for {(z,y) : y > —fe(z)(x)}. The barrier zpﬁl)
is the same as the one used in [CKL 22, Theorem 10.16] for linear functions, and ¥ is the same
barrier that [CKL"22, Theorem 10.16] used for the entropy term. Both of the barriers were shown
to satisfy [CKL'22, Assumption 10.2] as long as the coefficients are polynomially bounded (note
that we apply an affine substitution for ¢§2) which preserves self-concordance [Nes03, Proposition
3.1.1]). O

6 Dynamic Rounding Algorithms

In Sections 4 and 5 we have shown how to solve the decremental fractional matching problem with
O(poly(e1)) amortized update time and O(m - poly(¢72)) recourse. Here we further show how
to obtain an integral matching from the fractional one with dynamic rounding algorithms whose
definition is recalled below.

Definition 3.11 (Dynamic Rounding Algorithm). A dynamic rounding algorithm, for a given n-
vertex graph G = (V, E), edge weights w € N¥ bounded by W = poly(n), and accuracy parameter
e > 0, initializes with an * € M and must maintain an integral matching M C supp(x) with
w(M) > (1 — &)w '« under entry updates to  that guarantee & € M after each operation.

Note that although the previous sections of our paper focus on the decremental setting, the
rounding algorithm as defined in Definition 3.11 and given below in Theorem 3.12 is fully dynamic.
In other words, it works under arbitrary updates to the fractional matching @, irrespective of
how the underlying fractional algorithm maintains . Our rounding algorithms are obtained by
maintaining a sparse subgraph in which the maximum weight matching is approximately preserved.

Definition 6.1. For a fractional matching € Mg, a subgraph H C supp(x) is an s-sparse e-
sparsifier for s = s(n,m,e) of G if |[H| < s-||a||1 and M (H) > (1 —e&)w . We call a fractional
matching ) € My a certificate of H if w' &) > (1 — )w .

Following standard techniques of periodic recomputation, if we can maintain an 5(poly(5_1))—
sparse O(e)-sparsifier under updates to x, then this gives the desired fully-dynamic rounding algo-
rithm using the below static algorithm of [DP14].
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Proposition 6.2 ([DP14]). There is an O(me™') time algorithm that given an m-edge graph
G = (V, E) weighted by w € Rgo computes a matching M C E such that

M)>(1—¢)- M.
w( >_( 8) matchrirrllg)j/l’ng( )

The notion of sparsifier maintenance is formalized as follows.

Definition 6.3. An algorithm & is an (s, Tinit, Tupdate, Loutput) -sparsifier-maintainer if given a frac-
tional matching @ and parameter ¢ > 0, it initializes in Tinit(n,m,€) time, processes each entry
update to © in Typdate(n, M, €) amortized time, and outputs an s-sparse e-sparsifier H of the cur-
rent  in Toutput(n, m, €) - [H| time.

Lemma 6.4 (rounding via sparsification). Given an (s, Tinit, Tupdate, Toutput)-sparsifier-maintainer
S, there is a dynamic rounding algorithm that initializes in O (m et Tinit(n,m,s/él)) time and
maintains an integral matching M C supp(zx) with w(M) > (1 —¢)w ' in amortized

o) Toutpu ,m,e/4 1
0 <Tupdate(n,m7€/4) +8(7’L,m,5/4) W < tp t(zm E/ ) + >>

-2

€

time per update to . The dynamic rounding algorithm has the same properties as S does in terms
of being deterministic/randomized and being fully/output-adaptive.

Proof. Let M be an initial (1 — %)—approximate maximum weight matching over supp(x) obtained
by the static algorithm of [DP14]. We initialize S and feed every update to x to it to maintain an
¢/4-sparsifier H of @ in Typdate(n, m,e/4) time per update. If x. is set to zero for some e € M,
we remove e from M. Every time w(M) < (1 — ¢)w 'z, we query S to get an s(n,m,/4)-sparse
e/4-sparsifier H and re-compute M as a (1 — £)-approximate matching of H, again using [DP14].
This step takes time
O (Toutpur(n,m./4) - s(n,m, /4) - |||y + s(n,m,e/4) - [[z]1-e7") .

By definition of an e/4-sparsifier, we have w(M) > (1—%) (1 - §)w'x > (1 — 5) w'x. The re-

2
computation happens at most once every 55 - w'z > o - ||2]l; updates, as we need that many up-

dates to either decrease w(M) by %-wTac or increase the value of the maximum weight matching size
Tz, so the time of re-computation amortizes to O (s(n, m,e/4) - W - (w + 6%))

time per update. Combined with the update time of S, the lemma follows.

by §-w

In Section 6.1 we design a determinstic (O(e72),0(m), O(We™1), O(1))-sparsifier-maintainer in
Lemma 6.13. This together with Lemma 6.4 prove the following theorem.

Theorem 3.12. There is a deterministic dynamic rounding algorithm for general graphs with
amortized update time O(We™?).

In Section 6.3 we further obtain a rounding algorithm specifically for Theorem 3.10, proving
the following.

Theorem 6.5 (informal, see Theorem 3.13). We can round the entropy-regularized matching main-
tained in Theorem 3.10 in O((n?/m) - e~%) additional amortized time per update.

We emphasize that while Theorem 6.5 has a near-optimal dependence on W, it is not a generic
dynamic rounding algorithm as defined in Definition 3.11. See Section 3.4 for a more detailed
exposition on this. We leave obtaining a generic, fully-dynamic weighted rounding algorithm that
has polylogarithmic or even better dependence on W as an important open question. No such
algorithms are known even for bipartite graphs.
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6.1 Deterministic Sparsifier

To obtain a deterministic sparsifier, we employ the “bit-by-bit” rounding approach of [BKSW23b]
that iteratively sparsifies the support of & while maintaining the degree value of each vertex. For
bipartite graphs, [BKSW23b] showed that using this approach, we can directly round to an integral
matching without resorting to periodic re-computation, e.g., as in Lemma 6.4. However, it is unclear
how to extend this approach to general graphs due to odd-set constraints. Our key observation
here is that, nevertheless, if we stop the bit-by-bit rounding process earlier, we still get a sparsifier
on which we can then perform periodic re-computation.

Lemma 6.6. For any ¢ > 0, given a fractional matching x € Mg and a vector € REO such that
(1) supp(Z) C supp(x), (2) w'E > (1 — /2w @, (3) T(v) < x(v) +&/4 for allv € V, and (4)
|e — x| < %24 for all e € E(G), we can conclude that H ™S supp(Z) is an e-sparsifier of « and it
has a certificate ) satisfying xgH) = O(x,) for alle € E.

def

Proof. Let & & g/4 and let ' = % whose support is supp(«’) = supp(@) = H C supp(x). We
have &/(v) = ﬂ?, < 1 for each v € V. For each odd set B € Og of size |B| < 3/¢', it follows
from |z, — x| < 6 that |x(B) — x(B)| < E§,IB| As such, we have #'(B) = ?SFB;/) < E(B)if;,‘BV‘g <

||B|/2]. Therefore by Fact 2.1 we have (D) & 2 gatisfies ) € Mg and this fractional

1+’
matching has weight w ' 2#) > (1 —¢/2)(1 —&')?w @ > (1 —&)w " x. This shows that H is indeed
an e-sparsifier of . That meH) = O(&,) is obvious from definition of (). O

The pipage-rounding algorithm of [BKSW23b] is based on the following degree-split algo-
rithm for dividing a graph into a collection of cycles and paths.

Proposition 6.7 ([BKSW23b, Proposition 2.4]). There exists an algorithm degree-split, which
on multigraph G = (V, E) with maximum edge multiplicity at most two (z' e., no edge has more than
two copies) computes in O(|E|) time two (simple) edge- sets EW and E(? of two disjoint sub-graphs

of G, such that EV), E?® and the degrees dg(v) and d®(v) of v in G and HD < (V, ED) satisfy:
(1) ‘E(I)’ = {@-‘ and ‘E(Q)‘ = L@J and

(2) d(v) € %) — 1,980 1] forallv e V.

The rounding algorithm of [BKSW23b] works in a bit-by-bit fashion, and thus for = € [0,1]¥
we encode each entry x. as a binary string . =) . (x.); - 27%. The following observation suggests
that it is without loss of optimality to focus only on the first O(¢~!) bit of this encoding.

Observation 6.8 (similar to [BKSW23b, Observation 2.2]). For an ® € Mg with w'z > 1 and

accuracy parameter € > 0, the matching x’' obtained fmm x by zeroing out edges e with T < 55

and setting (2.); = 0 for alle € E and i > L for L %< 1+ {l og 2n W—‘ satisfiesw'x' > (1—e)w' x.

Proof. Direct calculation shows

T/ n € i T T
w'zs >w ac—W.<<2).2n2W+ZZQ )wa z—e>(1l—c)w .

ecE i>L
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Algorithm 4: DETSPARSIFIER

global: edge weights w € N¥ and accuracy parameter ¢ € (0,1).

global: fractional matching « € Mg.

global: maximum and minimum level Lyax, Linin € N.

global: edge sets E; C supp;(x) and F; C E; for i € {Lyin + 1,..., Lmax}-
global: counters ¢; € N for i € {Lyin + 1,..., Limax}-

1 function Initialize(G = (V,E,w),x € Mg such that (x.); =0 for all i > L,e € (0,1))
2 Save w, ¢, and x as global variables.
3 Set Liin + [log 20{_?#1 and Lpyax < L.

4 | Call Rebuild(Lmax)-

function Rebuild(7)

if i < Ln then return.

E; < supp;(x) and ¢; « 0.

Let (EW, E®) « degree-split(G[E; U Fy)).

Set Fj_; to be the E® for b € {1,2} with larger weight, i.e., the one that satisfies
w(E®) > w(EG-Y).

10 Call Rebuild (i — 1).

© 00 N o o

11 function Update(e, v such that (v); =0 for all i > Lyax)

12 Te V.

13 for i = Liax, Lmax — 1, ..., Lmin + 1 do

14 if e € E; then remove e from FE;.

15 if e € F;_1 then remove e from F;_;.

16 else remove one edge adjacent to each endpoint of e from F;_; (if there is one).
17 ci ¢+ 1.

18 if ¢; >2072. % then call Rebuild(:) and return.

19 function Output ()

20 L return H & suppy(z)U--- U suppy,_. () U F .. as the sparsifier.

min

Our algorithm for deterministically maintaining a dynamic sparsifier is Algorithm 4, which is
almost identical to [BKSW23b, Algorithm 2] except that we only run it until level Ly,;, instead of 0
(modulo rather straightforward changes needed for generalization to the weighted case). Stopping
the algorithm early disallows us from having the same “straight-to-integral” property as [BKSW23b,
Algorithm 2] does but enables rounding in general graphs.

For simplicity of analysis, we depart from [BKSW23b] in the implementation of Rebuild (i) in
that we are using a tail-recursion style implementation while they use a loop from j = i to Lyin + 1.
These two implementations are equivalent, and we choose the current one to emphasize that a call
to Rebuild (i) causes a Rebuild (i — 1).

Notation from [BKSW23b]. For x € Mg, let supp,(x) be the set of edges e whose x, has its
i-th bit set to one, i.e., supp;(z) & {e € E : (xc); = 1}. Let Fj(v) and S;(v) be the number of
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def def

edges in F; and supp;(z) incident to v respectively. Let Fj(e) = [e € F;] and E;(e) = [e € E;].
Let ) e RZ, be given by

IIlll'l 7’
a() 27 4 ZS )-277 4+ Y Ejle)-277. (22)
J=Lmin+1
for Lmin < { < Lmax-

Lemma 6.9 (similar to [BKSW23b, Lemma 3.8)). Ifx € Mg at all time, then £ (v) < z(v)+¢/2
for all Lyin <1 < Lyax at all time.

Proof. We adopt a similar proof strategy except that the degree-split subroutine can only give
us a weaker guarantee in non-bipartite graphs. By backward induction from ¢ = Lyax t0 Lmin — 1
we show that

LII’]BX
2 )" S5(0) 277 | 4 Lunax — 1. (23)
j=it1
The base case when i = Ly, is trivial as the left-hand side is 0 and the right-hand side is non-
negative. Now consider an i < Ly,x and suppose first that a Rebuild(i + 1) happened right before
the current moment. Then F;41 is set to S;+1 and we have

L max

(i) S, F; (i) 1 4
Fi(v) < “(”)‘; “()+1§§ Sipi(v)+ | 271 37 85(v) + Lonax — (i +1) +1
=142
( ) . 27]' + Lmax - ’i,

where (i) is by Property (2) and (ii) is by the inductive hypothesis. On the other hand, if the
Update(e, ) operation did not cause a Rebuild(i + 1), then the right-hand side might decrease
by at most one as an edge incident to v is removed. If e € F;, then the left-hand side was also
decreased by one so the inequality holds. If e & F;, then we still decrease the left-hand side by
one via removing an edge in F; adjacent to v unless it is empty, for which the left-hand side was
already 0 so the inequality holds again. Observe that by definition

Lmax
z(v) =Y Sv)-277,
=0
and therefore
2V() -2 = F)-27 = | Y, S0)-27- > B2
j:Lmil1+1 j:Lmin+1

‘ i
< Lipax - 270 — Yoo S 2 - Y Ej(v)-277
J=Lmin+1 J=Lmin+1
<eg/2,
where (i) uses (23) and that Sj(v) > Ej(v) for all j since E; C supp;(z) and (ii) is by our choice
of Lipin and Lyax. O



Let & % g(lmin)  In particular Lemma 6.9 shows that &(v) < a(v) 4+ ¢/2 for all v € V.
Also observe that x is a vector supported on H, the sparsifier outputted by Algorithm 4. The
following helper lemmas analogous to ones in [BKSW23b] can be shown, and to avoid repeating
their arguments we defer the formal proofs to Appendix B.

Lemma 6.10 (analogous to [BKSW23b, Lemma 3.10]). supp(z®) C supp(zx) holds for each
Lnin <4 < Lpax after each operation.

Lemma 6.11 (analogous to [BKSW23b, Lemma 3.11]). w'Z > (1 — ¢)w'x holds after each
operation.?”

Lemma 6.12 (analogous to [BKSW23b, Lemma 3.13]). The amortized time per Update(e,v) of
Algorithm 4 is O(W - €72 - Liax)-

Using these helper lemmas we show that Algorithm 4 maintains a deterministic sparsifier.
Lemma 6.13. There is a deterministic (O(e~2),0(m), O(We™1), O(1))-sparsifier-maintainer.

Proof. By preprocessing the input fractional matching x to a &’ with large-enough entries and low
bit-complexity as in Observation 6. 8 with accuracy parameter /2, we may run Algorithm 4 on '
with accuracy parameter €/2 and LE1+4 [log 4n Ww The initialization, update, and output time
of Algorithm 4 follow from definition and Lemma 6.12. Observe that since the rounding algorithm
is only run until level Ly, we have |z, — x| < 2 Lmintl < (6/2) for all e € E. By Lemma 6.10
we also have supp(z) C supp(a’) C supp(x). Therefore, together with Lemmas 6.9 and 6.11,
Lemma 6.6 applies and the H = supp () returned by Algorithm 4 is an e/2-sparsifier of @’ with
certificate ) hence an e-sparsifier of . Finally, as 2 = O(&.) > Q2 Lmin) = Q(e?), H is
O(e2)-sparse. O

6.2 Randomized Degree Sparsifier

Toward getting the near-optimal weighted rounding algorithm for decremental dense graphs, in this
section we consider the following notion of degree sparsifiers. We remark that Property (1) below in
fact is not used later in Section 6.3. Nevertheless, we choose to include it to make degree-sparsifier
a stronger notion than the sparsifier in previous sections on unweighted graphs.?! This, as we will
demonstrate later, also shows that the simple and standard sampling approach previously studied
for bipartite graphs can also be used for rounding in general graphs.

Definition 6.14 (Degree Sparsifiers). For a fractional matching € M, a subgraph H C supp(x)
is an s-sparse e-degree-sparsifier for s <= s(n,m,e) of Gif |[H| < s-||x||; and there exists a fractional
matching 1) € M supported on H, which is similarly called a certificate of H, such that

1 2], 2 (1 =)l

20Unlike [BKSW23b], we assume the input matching @ is already preprocessed by Observation 6.8, and thus the
bound stated here is (1 — ) instead of (1 — 2¢).

210ne can fairly directly extend Property (1) to be weighted, i.e., w2 > (1 — e)w ", at the cost of an O(W)
blow-up in the sparsity.
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(2) &) (v) > x(v) —eforallv € V.

(3) 2M)(B) > &(B) — 5 - |B| > «(B) — ¢ - ||B|/2] for all odd sets B € Og.

Given x € Mg, our randomized degree sparsifier H is obtained from a simple sampling scheme
that includes each edge e into H independently with probability

£2

320-d-1nn’ (24)

€ . w €
P, < min (1, e) where o
Y

where d & max{c, 1} for ¢ > 0 a given constant to Lemma 6.15 below.

Lemma 6.15 (Degree Sparsification). For any fractional matching x € Mg with ||x|; > 1 and
constant ¢ > 0, the random subgraph H obtained by sampling each edge e independently with
probability p, defined in (24), is an O(e~2)-sparse e-degree-sparsifier with probability at least 1—n=°.

To prove Lemma 6.15, we will use the following version of Chernoff bounds to show concentration
on all the constraints.

Proposition 6.16 (Chernoff Bounds). Given m independent random variables X1, . .., Xy, in [0, ],
for X =377 X; and any 6 > 0 it holds that

Pr(|X —E[X]| >0 -E[X]) < 2exp <m> .

Let ' € R be a random vector conditioned and supported on H defined by

T, ifxe >,
def .
. =<~ ifx.<yandecH,

0, ifxz,<yandeec E\H.

Equivalently, for z. < ~, «. is a random variable that takes value v with probability p, = x./v and

0 with probability 1 — p,. Therefore, ' is an unbiased estimator of x. Let F © {e€ E:x. <~}
We prove the following claims about «’.
Claim 6.17. With probability at least 1 —2-n=2% we have |2'(v) — z(v)| < 5.

Proof. By definition, |z'(v) — x(v)| = )Haz’Fv

. — lzr,ll1]; and thus it suffices to bound the right-

hand side. Using Chernoff’s bounds with § & m, we have
CRINE

2
13
J— [ . w
(2\\901%\\1) H FvH1
2+ € g2
2lzF,|l, ) 320-dInn

< 2exp (—20dInn) < 2-n~204

Pr ([[l@, [l = Izl > 5 ) < 2exp

using that zp, < 1. O
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Claim 6.18. With probability at least 1 — 2 -n~24Bl we have |2'(B) —x(B)| < e- 5.

Proof. Again |z/(B) — x(B)| = ‘Hm’F[B]H - HwF[B]H‘ and therefore we will bound the right-hand

def |B|5

size. We set § = and apply Chernoff bounds, giving
1

B\
€
~(esr) llersil,

2 | Ble g2
+ fer]l, ) F20dTan

< Yex —26d Inn|B|?
=T\ ey, + 18

Pr <H‘wlF[B]H1 - HwF[B]M > |1E;’ '€> < 2exp <

Since HacF[B]Hl g‘, we get

pr (|[etin], ~ ool > 2 <) <20

O

Claim 6.19. With probability at least 1 —2-n =32 we have (1 — ) ||z, < [|«'|; < (1+£) ||,

Proof. An application of Chernoff’s bound shows that
€
Pr ([llll = =] > 5lelh) =P ([l ~ =] > 5hel)
Yl )2
B (fnfﬂt) el
e ||| 2
(2 + 2~|pr|1\1> 590-dTon

< 2exp (—32||z||, Inn) < 2n 32

< 2exp

using that ||z p||; < ||z|; and |||, > 1. -

def a’

Proof of Lemma 6.15. Take () = The/2
over Claims 6.17 to 6.19 (note that there are at most n* odd sets of size k), with probability

1-n"%>1-n"° we have () (v) = 191(;})2 < 1forallv eV, 2(B) = ﬂ(s/z < LIBl/2]

for all B € Og, and (1 —¢) - |lz]1 < Haz Hl < (1 +¢€) - |jx|;. This implies ) € Mg and

shows Property (1). Claim 6.17 also implies that :1:( )(v) = ﬁf_: /)2 > x(v) — ¢ which establishes

Property (2). Similarly, Claim 6.18 implies that ") (B) = 1+(5% > x(B) — 5 -|B| which establishes

Property (3). For the sparsity of H, note that zl > Q(e?) and by Hm(H)Hl < O(||lx||;) we have
|H| < O(e~2)-||z||1. Finally, H C supp(z) is apparent by definition. This concludes the proof. [

as the fractional matching over H. By union bounds

Combining the above sampling scheme with the dynamic set sampler of [BKSW23b], we get
the following algorithm for maintaining a degree sparsifier.
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Lemma 6.20 ([BKSW23b, Theorem 5.2]). There is an output-adaptive data structure that, given
p € [0,1]¢ with the guarantee that Mine(q).p 20 P; > 1/poly(n) at all times, initializes in O(d) time
and supports (1) updating an entry p; in O(1) time and (2) sampling a set T C [d] in O(1 + |T|)
time such that each i € [d] is included independently with probability p;.

Lemma 6.21. There is a randomized output-adaptive (O(c=2),O(m), O(1), O(1))-degree-sparsifier-
maintainer for any € > 1/poly(n) that succeeds w.h.p.

Proof. For a given € > 0, let &’ e /2. We can preprocess the matching « to be &’ by zeroing out
edges with x, < % By Observation 6.8, we have |||, > (1—¢')||x||. Moreover, |&'(v)—x(v)| < &
and |2 (B) — x(B)| < & hold for all v € V and B € Og. Now we can simply run the dynamic
sampler of Lemma 6.20, with p, being the probability defined in (24) with accuracy parameter &’
and constant ¢ > 0 chosen to make Lemma 6.21 succeed w.h.p. Note that as x] > % > 1/poly(n)
for all e with non-zero ., p,’s are polynomially bounded and thus the runtime of Lemma 6.20
holds. Every time there is an update to @, we interpret that as an update to x, (by again zeroing
out the coordinate if . < %), and hence to p,, and feed it to the dynamic sampler. Every time
we are asked to output a sparsifier, we use the dynamic sampler to sample each edge independently
with probability p,, obtaining a subgraph H, in time O(1 +|H|). By Lemma 6.15, H is an O(c~2)-
sparse ¢’-degree-sparsifier for ' w.h.p. This implies that H is an e-degree-sparsifier for x as well.
Thus, we have Tinit(n,m,e) = O(m), Tupdate(n, m,€) = O(1), and Toutput(n, m,e) = O(1). The
algorithm works against an output-adaptive adversary as Lemma 6.20 does. O

As alluded to at the beginning of the section, by including Property (1) into the definition, we
get the following immediate corollary. This can straightforwardly be generalized to the weighted
setting by imposing a linear dependence on W, but we omit this part since it is irrelevant to this
paper.

Corollary 6.22. For ¢ > 1/poly(n) there is a randomized (O(e72),0(m),0(1),0(1))-sparsifier-
maintainer for unweighted graphs that works against an output-adaptive adversary.

6.3 Weighted Rounding for Entropy-Regularized Matching

While the rounding algorithms presented previously work with weights, their dependence on W is
polynomial, which in general might incur a poly(n) or e~001/9) runtime overhead. As such, here we
further leverage the primal-dual properties of entropy-regularized matchings and provide a weighted
rounding algorithm in the decremental setting that has near-optimal update time in dense graphs,
proving Part (II) of Theorem 3.10. Before diving into the technical calculations that form the rest
of the sections, we first give a short and intuitive explanation of this weighted rounding algorithm.
It leverages the following properties.

(1) For any fractional matching x., deleting edges e with . = O(e/n) does not affect the weight
of by more than an O(e) factor.

(2) For the entropy-regularized fractional matching, a degree-sparsifier obtained from the un-
weighted rounding algorithm keeps most of its weight.

As such, (1) ensures that we can only consider edges with @, > Q(e/n). This implies that any
deletion to the integral matching that we maintain will also delete a comparable portion from the
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underlying fractional matching, which bounds the number of rebuilds of the integral matchings.
Rounding with nearly optimal dependence on W is then made possible by (2).

With this intuition we now proceed to the proofs. Let G = (V, E) be the input graph to the
decremental matching problem with edge weights w € N¥. In the remainder of this section we
consider a fixed set of input G() = (V, E(t)), p, and v to Problem 3.8, where E®) C E is the edge

% def

set in Algorithm 1 for the ¢-th rebuild. Fixing ¢, we let * = ! € M) be the unique optimal

E®
entropy-regularized fractional matching. Note that we adopt the notations from Section 4 for the
special case of X S Mg, and thus the subscripts of certain notations are changed to E from S.

For instance, Z* B0 A denotes the optimal value of the entropy-regularized matching problem on G®)
with parameters ,u and y.

Lemma 6.23. There exists a pair of dual solutions (y,z) € RV x RO¢ such that for every edge

e € EW it holds that ) ,
CB _ 2ﬁ_1_ g Hlog o

)

where s¢ = y, + y, + > Bo{uw} 2B for € = {u,v}. Further, the optimal objective value zt

E®) ~
TR S R ]|

ecE(t) veV BeOg

satisfies

Proof. Denote

L(xz,y, z,r) = g(t),«,(m)"’_zy” 1-— Z . | + Z VB\J Z Te | + Z TeXe

veV ecE BeOq ecEM[B] ecE®

as the Lagrangian of Problem 3.8 (see (2) for the definition of M¢). Strong duality of Problem 3.8
(by Slater’s condition) implies that

ZH

B0y = fg(t)ﬁ(m*) =max min L(x,y,z,7)= min maxL(x,y,z,7).

x y,z,rzﬂ Y,z 'I">0 €T

Suppose (y, z, ) is the minimizer of the dual problem. From the stationarity of the KKT condition,
the corresponding optimal primal solution x* satisfies that

= 2 e T T8 (25)

for every edge e € E®. From the complementary slackness of the KKT condition, we know

rext = 0 for every e € E®. Since * > 0 from (25), we have 7 = 0, and therefore

1_1__se

m = 2n pwe

+10g =

Further, by plugging in (x*,y, z,7) to L and expanding the formula, we can see that the optimal
objective value can be written as

Z

g(t)’V:L( Y, %) Z W, +Zyv Z zZp - V?J

ecE® veV BeOg
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An immediate corollary of Lemma 6.23 that will be used throughout is the following.

Corollary 6.24. It holds that

Zgw o 2 > vt ZzB'V';‘J‘

veV BeOga

Fore >0 and = € Rgéﬂ, let E( £ { c EY |z, > } Recall from Table 1 that v* , <

E®)
maXze M, g(t)ac which satisfies v/} < nW.

E®)

Lemma 6.25. Fore > 0, vy <7 < m- vy, and p < the optimal dual solution

8 log(rLE4W/s) ’
(y,z) approzimately covers all edge weights, i.e., for every e € E® it holds that s, > (1 — /8)we,.
Moreover, the covering is almost tight on the subgraph Es(t)(ac), i.e., S¢ < (14 ¢/8)w, holds for

every e € Eét)(a:).

Proof. From Problem 3.8 and the choice of 7, we have max, g we < v},
Lemma 6.23 shows that

3
B <Y S mevp <ntW.

s ol
:B _ZE—I— ee+10gwfe‘

Since the optimal primal solution is feasible, we have } < 1, implying
Se > (1 — p)we + pwelo l>(1—i)w
e Z H)We T (W, 10 w, = 3 e

for all e € E®) because v > w, and p < /8. Similarly, for all e € Eét)(w), we have

n €
Se < (1—u+ulog (g))’we%-,u’welogwl < (1+§) Wwe,

e
since vy S TlSW and j2 S W ]
We argue that E®) (e, x) for any fractional matching € M) keeps most of the weight of x.

Lemma 6.26. For any fractional matching € € M), accuracy parameter € > 0, I/E(t) <~ <L
* €
m- Vi, and g < SToanTWye) We have

D wexe> Y wewe - ng

eGE(t)(m) ecE®)
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Proof. For those edges in Es(t) (x), we have

(@) 1
Z WeTe < m Z Se * T

ecEO\EL () ccEO\EL ()

1
- 1—5/82%

1
TEON\ED () 1+1—7€/8 Z zBH“’EWB]\Eé”(m) 1

G
(i7) ’B|
< yv ZB——
3(1— /8 Z 6/8 Bg(;c

(444) c < \‘|B|J
< s——Wh 5 ZB | o

3(1—5/8)” I 2(1 —¢/8) ng 2
(iv) 4¢

n
= 7 ZE(“W’

where (i) is by Lemma 6.25 which shows that s, > (1 — ¢/8)w, for all e € E®_ (ii) is because

1 B
Z wegg and Z we§§-z Z <§ |2|,

ec ESNEY (2) ce EO[B)\EL (z) VEB ce ENED (a)
(iii) is by |B| > 3, and (iv) is by Corollary 6.24. O

Now, we consider a fractional matching © € M) that is close to *. We show that a degree-
sparsifier of & preserves most of its weight. This is perhaps surprising as the definition of degree-
sparsifier (Definition 6.14) is purely unweighted, while we can use it to sparsify this particular
weighted matching.

Lemma 6.27. For any accuracy parameter € > 0, v, <y < m- vy, and pp < given

e
— 64log(8niW/e)’
an x € Mg with

g
Z We ‘xe - x:‘ < g : Zg(t)ﬂ7 (26)
ecE®)

for any edge subset E' C E® such that
Z'w x> (1—¢/8) Z WL,
ecE’ ec E(t)

we have that any ¢/8-degree-sparsifier H of x satisfies

ENE (@)
M (H) > (1 - 7) 3 wea..
ecE’

Let ) be the certificate of H being an

Proof. Letting &’ o /8, we have p < W‘;VV/E)'

¢/8-degree-sparsifier. It suffices to prove that > _p wexe
Lemma 6.26 with accuracy parameter ¢, we have

5
Z Wexe < 14 Zjé,77 < = ¥ Zg“)ﬁ and Z wex, < 14 Zg“)ﬂ' (27)
e B\EL), () c€B\EL), (x*)

1 —¢/2) % cp weke. From
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y (26), (27), and triangle inequality we have

N N 3e
Y. were< Y wealt Y welwe—@l < T T
e€EN\E ) (x*) eCEN\E ) (%) e€EN\E ) (x*)
and thus 0
Z Weke < — Zg(”v' (28)
eeEf\(Eg’;)S(m)uEgj)S(m*Q
Applying Lemma 6.25 with accuracy parameter ¢/, for every edge e € E®) N Es(j)g(:n*), we have

def

< (1 + 64) w,. Therefore, letting EY Y (x) and EYEnN E(j)B( *) for clarity, we have

/8
Z wemgH) > Zwemgm > (1 — —) Zse

eck’ ecE ecE

w3 s,
BeO,

G

Zyv

€
HlJr Z ZBHmE[B}Hl 8 Il + Z #B
B

€O¢g BeOg

,_
l\D‘U:]
| I

(zyv o+ 3 wsleam], ) -5 (Wl 3 s {'f'J
V BGOG BGOG
(

where (i) uses the assumption of /) being an e/8-degree-sparsifier of x

Lemma 6.25 and Corollary 6.24, and (iii) uses (28). Finally, (iv) follows from

BB @)’ (ii) uses

Z wezce > (1 — 7> Z WeTe > (1 — %) Z W, — %ngw

ec kR’ ecE(t) ec E)

(©) € € 5
o {7 o
2 (=) (0= 55) 2~ 5780) = (1 552) Zho

where (a) and (b) follow from the input assumption, and (c) is from Lemma 4.7 with accuracy
parameter ¢’. This concludes the proof. O

We are now ready to finish the proof of Theorem 3.13. For completeness we repeat the proof
of Theorem 3.10 with a different set of parameters which allows us to perform rounding afterward.
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Theorem 3.13. There are randomized output-adaptive algorithms that solve Problem 1.1 w.h.p.
with amortized update times O(e~* + (n?/m) - e75) and O(e~17 + (nz/m)A £79). Additionally, if
G is bipartite then there is such an algorithm with amortized update time O((n?/m)-7©).

Proof. Let us assume & > /7\1_1/ 6 for general G and € > n~! for bipartite G, as the update time
of O(e™*1), O(e™!7), and O(¢7%) can be obtained by re-running the static algorithm of [DP14]

after every update. Letting X = Mg, Theorem 3.5 with accuracy parameter & o e/8 and p ©

/ ’2
W shows that by using Theorem 3.9 with accuracy parameter £ inside Algorithm 2 as

the subroutine Rebuild (), there will be at most 5(5*2) calls to Rebuild () until the graph becomes
empty. As such, we can maintain a (1 — ¢/8)-approximate fractional maximum weight matching
in amortized update times O(e~#!) and O(c~17) for general G. As in the proof of Theorem 3.10,
for bipartite GG, the update time improves to 5(5_2) by using [CKL 22, Theorem 10.16] instead of
Theorem 3.9.

Consider the t-th rebuild, where the current graph is GO = (V, E(t)). Until the next rebuild,
let E/ C E® be the current edge set, i.e., the adversary has deleted E(®) \ E’ from the graph.
To round the fractional matching into an integral matching, right after the ¢-th rebuild we run

Lemma 6.21 to maintain an e/8-degree-sparsifier H of x EnE®. (z)° where # & z(® is the new
e/8

fractional matching that we just got from Rebuild(). We then run the static algorithm of [DP14]
to get a (1 — ¢/4)-approximate matching M in H in time O(ne~?), since |H| < O(ne2) by the
sparsity guarantee of Lemma 6.21. We use M as the output integral matching, and let v be the
value of w(M) right after running [DP14]. Until the next rebuild happens, for every deletion,

we feed the update of x BrEY. (z) to Lemma 6.21 to maintain a degree sparsifier. Whenever the
c/8

deletions make w(M) < (1—¢/8)rv, we query the degree-sparsifier-maintainer of Lemma 6.21 to get
a new H over which we reconstruct an integral (1 — ¢/4)-approximate matching M and its value v
using [DP14].

We first analyze the quality of M. By Lemma 4.10, the ® returned by Rebuild() satisfies?

Z w, |zl — (x%f)w)e

ecE®)
By definition of Algorithm 1, until the next rebuild happens, we have

3" wea > <1_ E’) S wal) = (1-5) Y weal?.
[ — 2 [ 16 [

cCE’ 0) ecE®)

3
nw
< 0

the conditions of Lemma 6.27 are satisfied, showing that the ¢/8-degree-
we maintain indeed has M (H) > (1 — §) (ZeEE’ 'wea:g)>. This implies

: e
Since p < 641og(8ntW/e)?

sparsifier H of T rnp®, ()
/8

that
w(M) > (1—5) (1—5) Zw z® | > 1—¥ <1—£) Z wez) > 1—E M, (Q)
- 4 2 e = 4 16 e = g) "
eck’ ecE()
(29)
22Note that there is a change of notation here, so D et We z) — (m*};(t)ﬁ)e is the same as Hm(t) — m’;(t)ﬁ 0,60

from Section 4. See also Table 1.
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holds right after we run [DP14] since ) was a (1 — ¢/ /2)-approximate fractional matching after
the rebuild. Because we re-run [DP14] whenever w(M) < (1 — §) v, we have that M is always a
(1 — ¢)-approximate maximum weight matching.

We now analyze the additional update time spent in rounding. By (29), whenever we have to
re-run [DP14], we must have deleted a set of edges D C E®) \ E from M whose weights sum to at
least ) . cpwe > §v. Because M C ES)S(SC(t)), we have z{) > Q(e/n) for all e € M, and thus the

adversary also deletes Q(v - £2/n) units of weight from x®), i.e., Y eeD wezl) > Q(v-€2/n). As a

result, until the next rebuild of () happens (i.e., when the weight of ® drops by an ©(¢) fraction),
we will run [DP14] at most O(n/e) times. Since there are O(e~2) rebuilds of () by Theorem 3.5,
rounding incurs an O(n2e~%) additional running time, which is amortized to O((n2/m) - £~°) time
per update. This proves the update times of the algorithms. Finally, the algorithms are output-
adaptive as Lemma 6.21 is. O
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A Generalizing [AG14]

As mentioned in Section 5, [AG14] can be generalized to prove Lemma 5.2 in a fairly straightforward
manner. Their results, however, only claimed a poly(¢~!) dependence in the runtime instead of an
explicit one. As we will swap out certain components in their algorithms with recently developed
counterparts, for completeness we give a proof of Lemma 5.2 with explicit dependence on e . Most
of the proofs in this section are slight variants of analogous proofs in [AG14], and we do not claim
novelty of them.

Overview. Here we outline the overall approach of [AG14] to make it easier to understand what
the subsequent lemmas and proofs are about. To begin, note that by Fact 2.1 and concavity of the
objective we can focus only on Mg.. Since the constraints of the matching polytope Mg . are
linear and each « € - P returned by the oracle only violates these constraints by a factor of kp - 3,
the main idea of [AG14] is to use the multiplicative weights update (MWU) framework to produce
a sequence of vectors in - P whose average only violates the constraints by a factor of (1 + O(¢)).
Here, the width of the MWU algorithms is xp - 5. As long as each vector in the sequence is an
approximate maximizer of the objective, the average of them will be one as well (again we use the
concavity of the objective). However, classic MWU algorithms need to spend Q(nnz(A)) time in
each iteration where A is the constraint matrix, which is exponential for the matching polytope
even only considering small odd sets. Thus, to circumvent to issue, [AG14] showed that (1) a
variation of the classic MWU algorithms where only constraints that are violated significantly are
evaluated still works and (2) for (a slightly perturbed) Mg ., these maximally-violated constraints
can be found and evaluated efficiently. In what follows we adopt several lemmas from [AG14],
reproving them analogously in the form we need if necessary.

Lemma A.1 ([AG14, Theorem 8(1)]). Suppose we are given an (3,T4,()-oracle A for (P, f),
e > m, concave function f, non-negative linear function £ where all £.’s are polynomially
bounded, v1 > Q(1) and o > 0. If

{x eP: f(x) 2y and l(z) < 72} # 0, (30)

then in O(Ta(n,m)) time we can find an @ € 8- P such that f(x) > ((1 — &)y and () < 7.

€

Proof. The proof strategy is the same as that of [AG14, Lemma 6.1]. Let g,(x) = f(z) — p- £(z).

We can use a binary search to find 0 < p~ < p™ < % and x,-,z,+ € B-P such that pT—p < %

with £(z,-) > 2 and £(x,+) < 72 in O (T4(n,m)) time as follows. For p = 0, the @ returned by
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A on input gg satisfies f(xg) > (1. If (xg) < 72 then we can simply return xo as the solution.

Similarly, for p = %, the vector x., /,, & 0 satisfies Uz, /4,) < 72. Starting from the left endpoint

p~ = 0 and the right endpoint p* = %, we do a binary search on p € [p~, p*] using A to optimize
gp- Let x, be the returned vector on g,. We maintain that {(z,-) > 92 and {(z,+) < 42 until
pt—p < %, Le., if £(x,) > 72, then we set p~ < p; otherwise, we set p™ < p. This takes
O(T4(n,m)) time. To see that each gp is indeed a valid function for A to optimize, observe that
by the guarantee of (30), we have maxgzep g,(x) > 71 — py2. Since the binary search is terminated

when pt — p~ < %, we have 41 — py2 > § and therefore maxgzep g,(x) > —L__ for each p that

= poly(n)
we invoke the oracle. This verifies (20). In the end, we take a linear combination of z,- and x,+

to get an = = (1 — a)x,- + ax,+ for some a € [0,1], which is in 8- P by convexity of P, with
{(x) = 2. This x is then returned as the solution.
To analyze the quality of @, we use by the guarantee of (30) that

9p- (@) = (1 —p 2) and gy (zp0) > ¢ — pF ). (31)
It then follows that
F@) 2 (1= a)f(wy) +af (@) D (1— ) (g (@) + 5 Upm)) + 0 (g0 (p0) + 5 o)
(=) (1 — p72) +a (31— p72)) + (1 — @)™ Llz,-) + apt U,
(g) ((m—a-e-m—p 1) +0(1-a)p z,-+apTx,)
2 (1= ehm = o 9 E(@) + gt — g )@ye) 2 (1 -

where (i) is by concavity of f, (ii) is by definition of g,, (iii) is by (31), (iv) is by pt — p~ < %
and linearity of ¢, and (v) is by definition of & and again linearity of ¢. This proves the lemma. [J
In addition to the oracle optimizing the objective, as described in the overview we also need to

find constraints that are violated by the current solution significantly. Let

—— 4 < YoeV ~ def ~ ae | |B] €2|B‘2
Myt @) < b, NRZ,, where b, & 1—4e and by & { - 32
Ge { 2(B) <bp, VBe g, =0, WHERe S ;62

be a slightly perturbed version of M¢ .. Formally, for € Rgo, let

e e o B
A & max {max Az, Max Ag B} . where Ay, = a:~(v) and \p g = & (33)
veEV BeOg . ’ ’ bv 7 bB

An algorithm B is a Tg-evaluator for Mg if given any vector x € Rgm when Ap > 1+ 8¢, it

computes Ay and the subset of small odd sets L, ef {B €0qe:A\aB > Ag — 63/10} in T(n,m)
time. On the other hand, it correctly identifies when Ay > 1 + 8¢ in the same runtime. Let

Az,0¢.. o maxpeog. {Az,5}. The following theorem from [AG14] characterizes the structure of
L.

Proposition A.2 ([AG14, Theorem 5]). If Ay 0g. > 1+ 3¢, then Ly forms a laminar family.
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We also give the following simple algorithm which helps us compute the multiplicative weights

induced by a laminar family without any dependence on 1.

Lemma A.3. Given any x € Rgo, a laminar family £ C Og., and value pp associate with each
B € L, there is an O (m+ Y per |Bl) time algorithm that computes

Ee = Z bB

BeL:uweB
for each edge e = {u,v} in E.

Proof. Let T be a tree on LU {V} U{{v} : v € V} such that U is an ancestor of W if and only if
W C U. By laminarity of £ such a tree exists and can be constructed in O (m+ > ger |Bl) time.
Observe that for each e = {u,v} € E, the sets of B € £ containing both u and v correspond to a
path from the root of 7 to the lowest common ancestor (LCA) of {u} in {v} in the tree. The LCAs
of all edges can be computed in O(m) time [GT83], so can the sum of pp’s of all root-to-vertex
paths be populated in O(n) time. O

The following claim is proven in [AG14].

Claim A.4. It holds that Ma. C Mg C 2 - M.

Proof. Consider an © € Mg, which clearly satisfies the degree constraints and odd set constraints
of size at most 1/e. For an odd set B € O¢ with |B| > 1/e, it follows that

1 1—4¢)|B B
w(B)SQZw@)S(;)"g {‘;J

veEB

That Mg C T~ 1 = /T/l\(; follows from
|B| | B| 62|B|2
(1—4e) { 2 2 4

We now present the algorithm for concave optimization over the matching polytope. Algo-
rithm 5 is a specialization of [AG14, Algorithm 2] to the case that the constraint matrices A and

O]

b correspond to that of the perturbed matching polytope Mg, and then modified to work for
concave function optimization. The algorithm is divided into superphases, where each superphase
contains several phases, and each phase contains several iterations. The only real difference be-
tween Algorithm 5 and [AG14, Algorithm 1] is that we substitute the subroutine optimizing linear
objective (e.g., the solver for LP8 in [AG14]) to an oracle capable of optimizing general concave
objective. Other changes to the algorithm are for consistency with the notations and terminolo-
gies that we are using throughout the paper and to highlight when each superphase, phase, and
iteration begins and ends. What may appear confusing at first is that [AG14] used ¢ for the input
accuracy parameter and & as the variable used in their algorithm that gradually decreases from
1/8 to 0. Instead, we use ¢ for the accuracy parameter, and thus the roles of these two symbols
are interchanged. Also, [AG14, Algorithm 2] has other degrees of freedom where they can choose
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Algorithm 5: Concave function optimization over matching polytope
Input: n-vertex m-edge graph G = (V, E) and ¢ € (3/y/n,1/16).
Input: convex, downward closed P C Rgo and concave f : Rgo — R_4.
Input: (8,714, §)-oracle A for (P, f) and Tp-evaluator B for Mg .

1 Let § «+ %, a + 50e 3 1nn, and \g S Kkp - .

2 Use A on f to find an @ € 8- P with f(x) > maxgyep f() and set OPT = f(x). Note
that Ay < Ag by definition of kp and .

3 while true do

4 Compute A\, and L, using the evaluator B in Ts(n,m) time.?

5 if A, <1+ 8¢ then return acfd:efﬁ.

6 Repeatedly set 0 < max{2§/3,¢} until Ay > 1 + 86.

7 Let p, 4 exp (g, — @Ag) /gv for v € V with A\g, > A\g — £3/10, and p, =

otherwise.

8 Let pp & exp (g, B — )y) /bg for B e L, and pp &£ 0 for B & L.

9 Let 7z < D vev pvgv + ZBGOG,E PEbs.

10 Compute £, = p, + p, + > Beryupen PB for each e = {u, v} in O(m) time by
Lemma A.3, using that £, forms a laminar family.

11 Use Lemma A.1 with f, v = OPT, 4(z') € £"a/, and 73 = ~, to find an & € §- P
such that f(Z) > ¢(1 — £)OPT and 4(Z) < 7 in O(Ta(n,m)) time.

12 while Lemma A.1 failed to find such an © do

13 L OPT < (1 —¢)OPT and re-run Lemma A.1 with the new OPT.

[
dadg *

14 Update by @, + (1 — 0)x, + cx, Where o 4

a function f(g) < e (which is not to be confused with the concave function f in our context) and
def

a < ﬁ In ME’\O. Nevertheless, for simplicity, we fix f(g) €310 and o & 50e31nn as in the

uncapacitated b-matching algorithm in [AG14].

Lemma A.5 ([AG14, Algorithm 2, Theorem 16, and Lemma 18]). For any e > Q(n~'/2), downward
closed, convex P C Rgm concave function f : ]Rgo — R such that maxgepnm, f(x) > 1, given an

(8,T4,()-oracle A for (P, f) and a Tg-evaluator B for /T/l\(_;;, if kp- B < n, then Algorithm 5 takes
O ((Tia(n,m) + Tp(n,m)) - Brpe ™)

time and computes an xy € (- P) N Mg such that f(xy) > ((1 — 13¢) maxgzepnm, f().

Proof. Let us assume ¢ < 1/16. Let f* < maxgepamy f(x) and z* < argmaxgepaa f (€). The

vector & in Algorithm 5 is in 3-P at all times, and thus &y € 3-P as well. Lemma A.1 never fails
after OPT decreases to (1 — 4¢) f*: we can take &* - (1 — 4¢) with f(a*- (1 —4¢)) > (1 — 4e) f* and
by Claim A4, z*- (1 —4e) € PN Ja\(; and in particular ¢ (x* - (1 —4¢)) < v is guaranteed. This
shows that indeed the value of v; in Lemma A.1 is (1) as f(x*) > Q(1). Also, all &’s returned
by Lemma A.1 have f(x) > ((1 —¢)(1 — 4e) f*, proving f(x) > ((1 —e)(1 — 4¢) f* and therefore
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flxyg) > C(lﬁ)rislskf* > ((1 —13¢) f* by concavity of f. At the end of the algorithm, we have that

Az < 1+8¢ and thus xy € MG,S C Mg by Claim A.4. The numbers p,,’s are polynomially bounded
since Agp > Az — €3/10 and thus n™° < exp(adg, — a)g) < 1. Similarly pp’s are polynomially
bounded. This ensures that £(z) = €7« is a valid input to Lemma A.1.

It thus remains to bound the number of iterations in Algorithm 5 until it terminates since each
iteration takes O(T4(n,m) + T(n,m)) time. Let &y = Y vy €XP(AAz ) + D peo, . eXP(QAg B)
as defined in [AG14, Definition 4]. [AG14, Theorem 16] showed that [AG14, Algorlthm 2] converges
in 6()\0 (72 4+ ae™1)) iterations if we start with @, < 7y, + 57‘” . This can be verbatim carried to
Algorithm 5 since the analysis is oblivious to the function f we are optimizing: it applies as long
as the vector & we found in each iteration satisfies £' & < 7, which is guaranteed by Lemma A.1.
Roughly speaking, in [AG14, Lemma 15] they showed that ®, decreases after every iteration if the
initial condition ®g < vz + 57“’ is satisfied. The proof only used how ®, can change for the new x
given by @, + (1 — o)z, + aace via the fact that £'Z < . [AG14, Theorem 16] then used [AG14,
Lemma 15] to argue the total decrease of @5 after O(Xg - (€72 4 as~1)). Finally, we use [AG14,
Lemma 18] which showed that indeed for the specific value of a that we choose, when \g < n the
initial condition @, < v, + 51‘”” is satisfied. This shows that the number of iterations Algorithm 5

has is O(kpBe4). O

A.1 Finding Maximally-Violated Constraints

It remains to give an evaluator for ﬂc_:/e that finds all the maximally-violated odd sets. [AG14,
Lemma 17] reduces this to the case where Ay 0., > 1+ 3e. In this regime, [AG14, Theorem
5] applies (recall that it says L, forms a laminar family), and [AG14, Theorem 6] presents an
5(m +n - poly(e~!)) algorithm. We briefly sketch the algorithm and analyze its dependence on
e~! in the remainder of the section.

The algorithm uses a binary search to find an estimate X such that A — %30 < )‘w,Oc,s < X, where
Az, 0. &t maxpeog . Ax,5- Fix a current value of . For each odd 3 < ¢ < 1/e, [AG14] constructs
an integral weighted graph Gw(ﬁ,X) with V(GW(E,X)) = V(G) U {s} with O(min{m,ne=°}) edges
whose weights sum up to O(ne?) in O(m) time. Let cut(B) for B €V be the sum of weights of
edges between B and (V(G) U {s}) \ B in GSO(E,X) If X is an accurate estimate, i.e., A — 16(;0 <
Az,0g. < A, then [AG14, Property 1] showed that

(1) every f-sized odd set B € L, satisfies cut(B, B) < ({), where x(f) © {cpﬂ)v\ (1 — 52;2” +
12@

+ 1 < 2¢ for gp = 504, and

(2) every fl-sized odd set B € Og,. that satisfies cut(B, B) < r(f) belongs to the collection
L= {B€0g:  Aap > a0, — )

They then applied the following algorithm of Lemma A.6 below with & & k(£) = O(e™%) to
obtain a collection of vertex sets £, for which they showed that £, C £ and therefore we can
extract all size-¢ sets in £, in O(m) time by simply checking their value of Ay 5.2* The value of

AQince L =L1U---U Lo(10gn) Where sets in L; are disjoint by Lemma A.6, for each 1 < 4 < O(logn) we can
compute A\, for B € £; in O(m) time.
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X can then be adjusted based on whether any size-¢ set in Ly is found (recall that we are doing a
binary search to determine an accurate estimate \).

To compute the collection £, [AG14] used the minimum odd-cut approach of [PR82] using the
construct of partial Gomory-Hu trees. A k-partial Gomory-Hu tree of a (possibly weighted) graph
G is a partition Y = {Uj,...,Ux} of V(G) and a weighted tree 7 on U such that each z,y € U;
belonging to the same set has minimum cut value greater than x in G, and each x € U; and y € U;
in different sets has minimum cut (both the value and the actual cut) equal to that induced by 7.

Lemma A.6 ([AG14, Lemma 19 and Algorithm 3]). Given a T'(n,m,k)-time algorithm G that
constructs a k-partial Gomory-Hu tree of an n-vertex m-edge graph, there is an algorithm that
computes an O(n)-sized collection L of odd sets in G where s € V(G) in O (T (n,m,k)) time such
that (i) s € B for every B € L, (ii) Eq(B,B) < k for every B € L, and (iii) every odd set B’
not containing s with Eq(B', B’) < k intersects with some B € L. Moreover, L is of the form
L1 U ULoogn), where each L; contains disjoint vertex subsets. The algorithm is deterministic

if G is.

Proof. The lemma is the same as [AG14, Lemma 19] modulo the additional guarantee that £ is
the union O(logn) collections of disjoint sets. This is manifest from the implementation of [AG14,
Algorithm 3], using that it has O(logn) iterations, and in each of them the sets it found are
disjoint. ]

We deliberately make the statement of Lemma A.6 flexible to the choice of partial Gomory-Hu
tree algorithm, given that faster algorithms were developed recently. [AG14] used the following
algorithm in the regime where  is small.

Lemma A.7 ([HKPBO07, HKP07)). There is a randomized O(m + nk?) time algorithm for con-
structing a k-partial Gomory-Hu tree on an m-edge n-vertex unweighted graph.

Alternatively, we can use the recent almost-linear time Gomory-Hu tree algorithm which does
not depend on k at the cost of having a subpolynomial factor m°®1). Note that contracting edges
greater than x in a Gomory-Hu tree trivially gives a x-partial Gomory-Hu tree.

Lemma A.8 ([ALPS23]). There is a randomized m**°() time algorithm that constructs a Gomory-
Hu tree on an m-edge weighted graph w.h.p.

Lemma A.9 ([AG14, Theorem 6 and Lemma 17]). There are randomized O(me ™' +ne~?)-evaluator

and O(me™")-evaluator for Mae.

Proof. The runtime of the algorithms can be analyzed as follows. The binary search takes 5(1)
iterations. In each iteration, O(e~') values of £ are enumerated, and for each of them we either use
Lemma A.7 for constructing partial Gomory-Hu tree in Lemma A.6, resulting in an O(m + ne~%)
time algorithm for computing size-¢ sets in L, or we use Lemma A.8 and get an 5(m) time
algorithm.

By [AG14, Lemma 17], if Ay > 14 8¢ but Ay o,. < 1+ 3¢, then L = (). Since the above
algorithms based on [AG14, Theorem 6] correctly identify £, when Az,0¢. = 1+ 3¢, by checking
whether there is indeed an odd set B returned with Az p > 1+ 3¢ we can deduce whether we should
return an empty set or not. Similarly, we can also deduce whether A\, < 1 + 8z by inspecting if
there is a vertex or returned odd set which is violated by a 1 + 8¢ factor by x. O
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With Lemmas A.5 and A.9, Lemma 5.2 follow by appropriately adjusting the parameter €.

Remark A.10. From the discussion above in combination with the deterministic rounding algorithm
in Section 6 we can also see that to obtain a deterministic 55(1) update time decremental match-
ing algorithm, it suffices to get a deterministic, 6H(m) time algorithm for constructing s-partial
Gomory-Hu tree. We leave this as an interesting open question and future direction.

B Omitted Proofs in Section 6

In this section we provide proofs of the following lemmas.

Lemma 6.10 (analogous to [BKSW23b, Lemma 3.10]). supp(x?) C supp(z) holds for each
Liin <1 < Liax after each operation.

Proof. By reverse induction on i we show that supp(z®) C supp(z("*1) C supp(). From (5) we
have supp(z®) = F; U U0<j<Lmin supp;(x) U ULmin+1<j<i E; and thus it suffices to show that F; C
supp(z) and E; C supp(«) for all Ly, +1 < j <1 at all times. That E; C supp(x) is immediate
as Ej is set to supp; () in Rebuild(), and in each subsequent update we will remove e from Ej if
x. is changed. By the property of degree-split, we have F; C E; 11U F; 11, which by the inductive
hypothesis satisfies E; 1 U Fjy1 C supp(z1) C supp(x), and thus F; C supp(z*+1) C supp(z)
after a call to Rebuild(). Similarly, in each update after the rebuild, we will remove e from F;
whose x, is changed, and thus the containment is maintained. This proves the lemma. O

Lemma 6.11 (analogous to [BKSW23b, Lemma 3.11]). w'2 > (1 — ¢)w'=x holds after each
operation.?®

Proof. Choosing the subgraph returned by degree-split with large weight ensures that, right

after a call to Rebuild (i), we have w(F;_1) > w and thus w20~ > w 'z by that

2 — 20 = F_(e) - 270D — (Fy(e) + Eyle)) - 27 (34)

On the other hand, there are at most 2¢72 . % updates between two calls to Rebuild (i) and

thus at most 2¢~ 1. % edges are deleted from Fj_;, decreasing w ' z*~1 by at most To— w' .

By (34), any change to Ej for j # i does not affect the difference between w'z(Y and w'a®.
Furthermore, E; and F; can only decrease until Rebuild (i) is called (if Rebuild(i+1) is called and
F; increases consequently, then Rebuild (i) will be called as well). This shows except for operations
that remove edges from F;_1, w2 — 1w 2@ cannot decrease, and as such

w2 >wla® S Ty (35)
Lmax

holds at all times for each i € {Lpyn + 1,..., Limax}. Chaining (35) for all i and noticing that

~ def (L

x = x(lmax) and = x(Emin) conclude the proof. O

Lemma 6.12 (analogous to [BKSW23b, Lemma 3.13]). The amortized time per Update(e,v) of
Algorithm 4 is O(W - £72+ Liax)-

25Unlike [BKSW23b], we assume the input matching @ is already preprocessed by Observation 6.8, and thus the
bound stated here is (1 — ¢) instead of (1 — 2¢).
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Proof. We first show using a similar argument as the proof of Lemma 6.9 that |F;| < O(2¢ - ||z|,).
By backward induction on ¢ we prove

Lmax

IFil < (20 ) 18277 . (36)
Jj=i+1

For ¢ = Lyax this is trivially true. For i < L.y, right after a call to Rebuild(i + 1) when
E;+1 < Sit1, by Property (1) of the subroutine degree-split we have

, il S Lmax 161 9-i Limax

1Siq1| + |Fig1l ’Sz+1‘+[ j=it2 2] : »

|Fi|§[ — | < 5 < 203 |sl-2
j=it1

On the other hand, for an update after which Rebuild(z 4+ 1) is not called, as in the proof of
Lemma 6.9, if the right-hand side decreases by one, then we will remove an extra edge from F; and
thus the inequality still holds. This proves the (36) which in turn implies |F;| < O(2¢ - ||z||,).

This shows that the call to degree-split in Rebuild(i) takes O(2' - |z||;) time. Since
Rebuild (i) causes Rebuild(¢ — 1), the total running time of Rebuild(7) is Z;":o o2 |z, =

T : .
cew T~ 9i—2, & lllly
Lmax'W - 2 Lmax'W

amortized update time of Algorithm 4 is 6(W g2, Lpax)- O

0(2° - lz||;). Because Rebuild(i) is called once every 2i=2.

updates, the
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