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Abstract

The frame scaling problem is: given vectors U := {u1,...,un} C R¢, marginals ¢ € R% ,, and preci-
sion € > 0, find left and right scalings L € R¥*4 r € R™ such that (v1y-..yvn) := (Luiri, ..., Lupry)
simultaneously satisfies Y7 | viv; = Iz and ||v;||3 = ¢;,Vj € [n], up to error e. This problem has ap-
peared in a variety of fields throughout linear algebra and computer science. In this work, we give a
strongly polynomial algorithm for frame scaling with log(1/e) convergence. This answers a question of
Diakonikolas, Tzamos and Kane (STOC 2023), who gave the first strongly polynomial randomized algo-
rithm with poly(1/e) convergence for Forster transformation, the special case ¢ = %ln. Our algorithm is
deterministic, applies for general marginals ¢ € R%., and requires O(n® log(n/¢)) iterations as compared
to the O(n®d"" /e®) iterations of DTK. By lifting the framework of Linial, Samorodnitsky and Wigderson
(Combinatorica 2000) for matrix scaling to the frame setting, we are able to simplify both the algorithm
and analysis. Our main technical contribution is to generalize the potential analysis of LSW to the frame
setting and compute an update step in strongly polynomial time that achieves geometric progress in each
iteration. In fact, we can adapt our results to give an improved analysis of strongly polynomial matrix
scaling, reducing the O(n®° log(n/¢)) iteration bound of LSW to O(n®log(n/e)). Additionally, we prove
a novel bound on the size of approximate frame scaling solutions, involving the condition measure Y
studied in the linear programming literature, which may be of independent interest.

1 Introduction

In this work, we study the following problem:

Definition 1.1 (Frame Scaling). A set of vectors U := (u1, ..., u,) € R¥" is called a frame if the matriz
U s of full row rank. Given input frame U, marginals ¢ € R, , and precision € > 0, find a left scaling
L € R4 gnd a right scaling r € R", such that {v; := Lujr; }iem) are in e-approzimate (Ig, c)-position:
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We say V := (v1,...,v,) € R¥*" s (I, c)-scaled if ¢ = 0 in the above.

Scaling to approximate (I, ¢)-position can be thought of as a way to regularize a set of vectors. The first
error term is small when the vectors are globally balanced in the sense that ||V Tz||2 ~ ||z for all directions
x € R% and the second is small when the vector norms nearly match the desired marginals ¢ € R? . This
problem has appeared in a variety of areas including algebraic geometry [23], communication complexity
[20], functional analysis [4], coding theory and signal processing [9] [26]. The question of existence of frame
scalings has been asked and answered many times in the literature:

Theorem 1.2 ([4, 23]). Frame U € R¥"™ can be scaled to e-approzimate (14, c)-position for any € > 0 iff
VT Cn): {c1r) <rk(Ur) and (e,1,) =d.

We say (U, c) is feasible if this is the case, and otherwise we say it is infeasible.
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Some previous proofs of this existence statement use algebraic [23] or compactness [20] arguments, and
therefore are non-constructive. Recently, there has been significant focus on algorithms for computing frame
scalings [25], [38], which are are useful for data analysis or signal processing. Our work is greatly influenced
by two recent directions (scaling and learning theory), and we discuss these connections in more detail below.

The first is a recent line of work on a class of related problems such as operator scaling [21], [6] and
computing Brascamp-Lieb constants [22]. These problems fall into the so-called scaling framework, with
connections to algebraic geometry and invariant theory. In particular, there has been a great deal of progress
in new tractable algorithms for many problems in this framework (including frame scaling), which exploit
the underlying algebraic and geometric structure of scalings (see [7] for a detailed exposition).

The second is the recent application of frame scaling to problems in learning theory. In this context, the
special case of ¢ := %171 is known as the Forster transform, as it was originally studied by Forster [20] in the
context of communication complexity lower bounds. This has been used as a robust method to regularize a
dataset in order to speed up various downstream learning tasks [25], [27], [14], [15].

Many of the known algorithms for frame scaling exploit a convex formulation of this problem and then
apply standard optimization techniques, such as Ellipsoid, gradient descent, or interior point methods [25],
[8], [3], [27]. The standard analyses of these off-the-shelf methods as applied in these algorithms have weakly
polynomial guarantees, in that the number of iterations depends on the bit complexity of the input.

In very recent work, Diakonikolas, Tzamos and Kane [I5] gave the first strongly polynomial algorithm
for computing Forster transformations, the special case ¢ = %ln. They applied this result to give the first
strongly polynomial algorithm for halfspace learning in certain noise models. The running time of their
algorithm is polynomial in (d,n, 1/¢), so they asked whether it is possible to extend this strongly polynomial
result to the setting of exponentially small . In this work, we answer this question in the affirmative by
giving a strongly polynomial algorithm for the frame scaling problem with arbitrary ¢ € R’} that has log(1/¢)
runtime dependence.

Before presenting our main result, we discuss how our scalings are represented. First note that both
the isotropy and the norm condition are easy to satisfy individually simply by normalizing. Explicitly, for
any left scaling L, there is a simple way to compute a right scaling satisfying the norm condition, namely
7% = ¢j /|| Lu||3. Similarly, for any right scaling matrix R = diag(r1, ..., 7, ), there is a natural corresponding
left scaling L := (UR?UT)~1/2 satisfying the isotropy condition. As it is not possible to take square roots
in the strongly polynomial model, in our algorithm we choose to maintain the square of the right scaling

z:=(r?,...,r2) € R? while leaving the left scaling L := (UZUT)~/2 implicit. Our main result follows:

r'n

Theorem 1.3 (Main Theorem (Informal)). There is a deterministic strongly polynomial time algorithm
which, on input frame U € R¥"™ marginals ¢ € R", and precision € > 0, takes O(n3log(n/<)) iterations
each requiring poly(n,d) operations, and outputs either (1) the squared right scaling z € R, of an e-
approximate frame scaling solution; or (2) a certificate of infeasibility T C [n] satisfying (¢, 17) > rk(Ur).

As mentioned above, this answers the open question of [I5] regarding the dependence on ¢ and also
resolves the general marginal case. As added benefits, our algorithm is deterministic and substantially
simpler than that of [I5]. The main reason for the latter is that [I5] works with left scalings directly, which
are matrices, whereas we work directly with (squared) right scalings, which are just positive vectors. We then
follow a procedure similar to the classical work of Linial, Samrodnitsky, and Wigderson [33], which gave a
strongly polynomial poly(n, m)log(n/e)-time algorithm for the related, but simpler, matriz scaling problem.
In particular, we are able to lift the potential function analysis used in [33] to the frame setting and argue
geometric decrease in each iteration. Even for large e > 0, our algorithm is somewhat more efficient than
that of [I5] in terms of iterations, as our work requires O(n3 log(n/¢)) iterations to produce an e-approximate
solution, compared to O(n°d'!/e?) iterations required in [I5]. Both algorithms require a similar poly(n, d)
amount of work for each iteration, neither of which are claimed to be optimized. The formal complexity of
each iteration is left to the main body, along with a detailed comparison with prior work (see Theorem [2.4)).

Interestingly, applying our techniques to the simpler matrix scaling problem gives a tighter analysis than
the original algorithm [33]. As a consequence, we show that using a slightly optimized update step, one
can decrease the number of iterations needed for matrix scaling from O(n®log(n/¢)) to O(n?log(n/e)) while
maintaining roughly the same work per iteration. For a formal definition of the problem and our new result,
see Section



In the rest of the introduction, we give a high-level overview of the techniques (Section [IT]), a detailed
comparison between the different algorithms (Section [[L2)), and a discussion of subtleties in the definition of
strongly polynomial versus weakly polynomial algorithms (Section [[3]).

1.1 Techniques

In this subsection, we give technical overview of our improved algorithm for frame scaling. Our high-level
strategy is essentially the same as that of [33] for matrix scaling. We iteratively update the scaling so that
the norm square of the error decreases sufficiently. Each update step is a uniform scaling of a subset of
columns, and the goal is to find a step-size making sufficient progress. How precisely to choose the update
direction and step-size is the main technical work. The algorithm of [I5] for Forster transform is similar
in spirit, but the update step and analysis both involve eigenspaces and so are more complicated; we defer
more detailed comparison to Section

We begin by helpful simplification: to find an e-approximate scaling according to Definition [[1] it is
enough to compute z € R’ | such that 7Y (2) — ||} < &2 for

TJU(Z) = zju;r(UZUT)_luj.

This is equivalent to original frame scaling problem: applying the scalings L := (UZU T)’l/ 2 R:=+VZ,
we get that V := LUR automatically satisfies the isotropy condition VVT = I; and has squared column
norms {||v;]13 = 77 (2)}e[n)- The quantity 77 (2), j € [n], is the leverage score of the jth row of VZUT,
where Z := diag(z1, ..., z,), an extremely well studied quantity in numerical linear algebra which indicates
the “importance” of a row. Note that 7V (z) can be computed in strongly polynomial time as it involves
just matrix inversions and multiplications. This is a key simplification as we only have to maintain a vector
z € R% | instead of a matrix. This is the first reason that we choose to work with the squares of right scalings
and leave the left scaling implicit.

Now we can focus on the error 7Y (z) — ¢, which is just a vector. In order to decrease |7V (2) — c||3 in
each iteration, we follow the combinatorial approach of [33] and uniformly scale up a subset of columns with
large “margin”. Explicitly, we sort the error vector 77 (z) —c¢; < ... < 7Y(2) — ¢y, and choose T' = [k] to
be the prefix set maximizing margin 2y := (7, (2) — cx41) — (7 (2) — ¢&). In Proposition 26 we show
this maximum margin satisfies 72 > ||7Y(2) — ¢[|3/(2n?). From here, our main goal will be to compute a
new iterate 2’ € R% satisfying |7V (2) — ¢||3 — |7V () — ¢[|3 < +?, which decreases the squared error by a
(1 — Q(1/n?)) multiplicative factor, and in turn gives our O(n?log(n/¢)) iteration bound.

The next iterate is of the form 2’ < zo (154 alr) for some o > 1, where o denotes the entry-wise product
of vectors and 1¢ € {0,1}" is the indicator of T. It is straightforward to show that this scaling increases
all 7|7 and decreases all 7|7, the leverages scores indexed by T and T := [n] \ T respectively. The key of
our potential analysis is Lemma ZI1] where we show that the decrease in error ||7Y(2) — ¢||3 can be lower
bounded in terms of the total amount that the leverage scores increase and the initial margin . Formally,
we define the proxy function h(a) to be the sum of leverage scores 7|7 when scaling up z — z o (17 + alr).
And in Lemma 2T1] we show that the error ||7Y(2) — c||3 decreases additively by 2v(h(a) — k(1)) as long as
hia) —h(1) < 4.

In words, we show that as long as there is still a gap between 7|7 and 7|, then the error ||7Y(2) — ¢||3
is decreasing at a rate proportional to margin v and the difference in leverage scores 7|7.

If we could find an update « such that v/5 < h(a) — h(1) < =, then this analysis would show geometric
progress in each iteration, since we have already argued 42 is a polynomial fraction of the potential |79 (z) —
c||3. Following a similar argument as [33], we can show that such an update always exists in the feasible case.
Specifically, in Proposition 213 we show limg,—, o h(a) = tk(Ur), whereas the margin  of T effectively shows
h(1) < {¢,17) — 7. Using feasibility (¢, 17) < rk(Ur) and the fact that h is increasing, we must eventually
have an increase h(a) — h(1) > /2. In the contrapositive, this shows that a good update does not exist only
when the subset T gives a certificate of infeasibility, (¢, 17) > rk(Ur) according to Theorem [[2]

The rest of the algorithm, actually computing an update in the feasible case, is the main technical
contribution of this work. Formally, we want an update satisfying v/5 < h(a)—h(1) <+, which is essentially
an approximate root-finding problem. In our setting, the function h is non-increasing and concave, as we
show in Corollary 217, so we are able to use the classical Newton-Dinkelbach method, along with a refined
Bregman divergence-based analysis similar to [13], in order to efficiently compute the update.



We note that the concavity of h(a) is another helpful property that is a consequence of our choice of
representation as squares of right scalings z € R} .

The running time of the Newton-Dinkelbach method applied to our function h is proportional to O(log(1+
aw/ag)), where h(a,) = h(1)+/5 and «q is our initial guess. We emphasize that this is a special property of
our function h and our desire to just compute an update making sufficient progress; in general, the analysis
is more complicated (see [13]).

We rewrite the proxy function as

M&

h(a) = TrlaUr ZrUL(UZUT + (o — V)Ur Z7UF) ™

= 1+ (o — )y + (a— 1
where 1 > puy > -+ > ug > 0 are the eigenvalues of UTZTU}-(UZUT)_l. The eigenvalues are in the range
[0,1] as the matrix is similar to a principal submatrix of a projection matrix, and the number of non-zero
eigenvalues is precisely rk(Ur). Note that we do not have access to u, but only to evaluations of h(«)
and h/(a). In Lemma 216 we are able to use this implicit information to show that the solution lies in a
small multiplicative range, either close to 1 or close to v/us where pg := Zi:m<1/2 1; is the sum of small
eigenvalues.

Unfortunately, we cannot compute us in strongly polynomial time, but we only need a polynomial
approximation of this quantity in order to run Newton-Dinkelbach efficiently. By some preprocessing, we
can in fact reduce to the setting where there is a large gap between the small and large eigenvalues. In order
to compute the spectral sum us, our goal is to approximate the subspace of large eigenvectors. Under the
gapped assumption, all the vectors are close to the large eigenspace, so we can approximate this subspace
by the span of a column subset. To find a good column subset, we apply a classical combinatorial algorithm
of Knuth [3T] which finds a subset with large determinant, and adapt the analysis to show that this gives
a sufficiently accurate (but very weak) eigendecomposition in our setting. Using the resulting initial guess
with the Newton-Dinkelbach method allows us to efficiently compute the desired update.

The final piece of the algorithm is a regularization step that we use to maintain bounded bit complexity.
A similar idea was also used in [15] for the strongly polynomial Forster transform. But once again, the fact
that we only maintain the square of the right scaling z € R’} , instead of a matrix greatly simplifies our
regularization procedure while allowing us to give a more refined bound. Formally, in Theorem [£.6] we show
that we can always reduce the condition number log Z=2x by shrinking the (multiplicative) gaps between
the entries of z while maintaining small error. In fact "we are able to relate the required magnitude and
bit complexity of the scaling to the x condition measure of the frame U. This is an extremely well-studied
concept in the linear programming literature (see e.g. [I1]), and importantly is a much more refined condition
measure than just the bit complexity of the frame. We believe this relation and our regularization bounds
are of independent interest.

1.2 Relation to Previous Work

In this subsection, we compare our algorithm and analysis to the previous strongly polynomial scaling
algorithms of [33] and [I5]. As mentioned in Section [[LT], the high-level iterative approach is similar, so we
focus on the differences in implementation and analysis that lead to our improvements.

We first give a formal definition of matrix scaling and compare it to frame scaling. Here, we are given a
non-negative matrix A € R"*", desired row and column sums (r, ¢) € R™ ™ and a tolerance ¢ > 0, and the
goal is to compute positive diagonal matrices L € diag, | (m), R € diag, | (n) such that the row and column
sums (RATL1,,, LAR1,) of the rescaled matrix LAR are within distance ¢ of (r,c). To make the analogy
to frame scaling clearer, for input U € R%*", the column sum condition corresponds to the column norm
condition on U, and the row sum condition corresponds to the isotropy condition. We will compare our
results with the classical work of [33], which gave a strongly polynomial poly(n, m)log(n/e)-time algorithm
for matrix scaling.

We recall the main components of the algorithm:

1. Reduce from finding a left and right scaling L € R%*¢ and r € R? ,, to just the square of a right
scaling z = (rf,...,r2) e R},



2. Use norm squared of the error ||c — 7Y (2)||3 as our potential function, and attempt to decrease it by a
(1 — O(1/n?)) multiplicative factor.

3. In each iteration, choose a subset T C [n] with large “margin” « > 0 to scale up uniformly by a factor
a > 1. That is, z = zo (17 + alr).

4. Relate the improvement to the proxy function h%(a), the sum of the leverage scores inside T', and find
a step-size o > 1 satisfying hr(a) € [y/5,7] to get the desired geometric decrease in potential.

5. Perform a regularization step to keep multiplicative range max; z;/ min; z; of the scaling uniformly
bounded. This enables us to maintain polynomial bit complexity.

In the remainder, we will discuss each of the above steps in more detail, specifically how they compare
across the different strongly polynomial algorithms, and how our new techniques give improved convergence.

Representation of Scalings: All three algorithms reduce to just one-sided scaling. In the matrix
setting, for each right scaling R € diag,  (n), there is a unique left scaling normalizing the rows, namely
L;; :==r;/(AR1,);. Note that we could equivalently work with column normalized matrices by transposing
the input. Therefore, the algorithm of [33] maintains a right scaling while implicitly choosing the left scaling
that matches the row condition.

In the frame setting, there are two inequivalent ways to perform this reduction: any right scaling R €
diag, , (n) induces a unique isotropic left scaling L := (U R?U T)_l/ 2. and similarly, any left scaling L € R?*4
induces a unique right scaling satisfying the norm conditions, 7‘]2- := ¢;j /|| Lu;||3. Our algorithm uses the first
approach, whereas the algorithm of [I5] uses the second. This ends up being a key reason that our algorithm
and analysis is quite a bit simpler. As an example, our representation is a positive vector, whereas the
algorithm of [I5] keeps track of the left scaling matrix. And the spectral properties of the left scaling
become crucial in their algorithm (e.g. condition number and singular vectors), which require a much more
complicated set of procedures, such as a strongly polynomial approximate eigendecomposition.

Potential Function: For the potential function, both our work and [33] measure the norm square of
the error of the column marginals, whereas the potential function in [I5] measures the error of the isotropy
condition VVT — I, which is a matrix quantity. This difference is another source of difficulty for the Forster
transform algorithm of [I5], as updates no longer just increase or decrease norms, but affect the whole error
matrix, and in particular its eigenvalues, in more complicated ways.

Update Direction: Both our work and [33] choose to uniformly scale up a set of columns with large
margin as defined in Section [T}

On the other hand, the potential function of [15] is a matrix quantity, and therefore the relevant notion
of “gap” is with respect to its eigenvalues. Assuming an exact eigendecomposition method, the analogous
update step would be to scale up the eigenspace corresponding to the small errors. While an exact eigende-
composition cannot be performed in strongly polynomial time, they developed a randomized power method
based algorithm to compute a very accurate approximation of the small eigenspace.

Update Step-Size: This is the simplest in the matrix scaling setting of [33], as the step-size can be
computed explicitly in terms of the input matrix and current scalings. In Section [6] we show how to adapt
our proxy function analysis to give an improved update step for matrix scaling that makes quadratically
more progress in each step and reduces the number of iterations by the same factor.

In [I5], the update is quite complicated for a few reasons: because the error is a matrix quantity, it is
harder to control how scaling up an eigenspace affects the error [|[VVT — I||4. Specifically, there is an off-
diagonal term in Lemma 3.3 of [I5] which detracts from the progress for large step sizes. For this reason, the
algorithm in [I5] breaks into two cases depending on how the off-diagonal term grows in terms of the scaling.
In both cases, the algorithm chooses a fixed step-size that is guaranteed to make poly(e/nd) progress. This
is one of the two main bottlenecks for the poly(1/e) runtime, as it is difficult to make geometric progress in
the presence of the off-diagonal term. The other main bottleneck is the requirement of a strongly polynomial
approximate eigendecomposition procedure.

In our work, we relate the error to a proxy function hr(«), which is the sum of leverage scores in T after
scaling up by « > 1. Then we use spectral properties of the column subset Vi to compute the appropriate
update step making geometric progress. Importantly, we only require a poly(n,d) factor approximation of
the sum of the small eigen values (i.e., of size at most 1/2), which corresponds to a very coarse eigende-
composition. We are therefore able to use a simple deterministic method to compute this simpler spectral



quantity, as opposed to the full eigendecomposition required in [I5]. Further, our potential function analysis
is tighter and allows us to make geometric progress in each iteration.

Controlling Bit Size: The algorithm in [33] does not use a regularization step, and instead relies on
the fact that the magnitude of the scalings at most squares in each iteration. While squaring can double the
bit length, the algorithm only requires the top O(log(n/e)) most significant bits of each number (scaling or
matrix entry) when computing the updates. This is because the algorithm only requires (1 4 poly(e/nd))
multiplicative approximations of partial row and column sums, and all of these quantities consist only of
non-negative numbers. This allows them to use a floating point representation of the entries and scalings,
keeping track of only the high order bits, and proving that the exponent of the floating point representation
grows by only a polynomial factor throughout the algorithm.

On the other hand, the frame scaling setting requires performing matrix operations (pseudo-inverses,
determinants, projections, rank computations) up to varying levels of accuracy, which are much more sensitive
to small errors than approximating sums of non-negative numbers as in matrix scaling. Therefore, both our
algorithm and that of [I5] involve an additional regularization step at the end to control the magnitude and
bit complexity of scalings. The regularization procedure in [15] is an iterative method involving approximate
eigendecompositions and projections of point sets to subspaces. In our setting, we benefit from the fact that
our scaling is just a vector of numbers, whereas the left scaling maintained in [I5] is a matrix. Therefore our
regularization procedure just involves arithmetic and comparison operations on the right scaling z € R} .
There are many previous results for bit complexity bounds for frame scaling in particular (see [38], [42], [8]),
and we use very similar techniques to achieve our bound. In particular, our procedure can be seen as an
explicit algorithmic version of the results of [42] and [8], which give an implicit algorithm for a more general
setting. Furthermore, we are able to relate the required bit complexity to the y condition measure of the
input, which gives a much more refined bound than just bit size (see Section Ml for details).

1.3 Strong and Weak Polynomial Time

The main result in this work is a faster strongly polynomial algorithm for frame scaling. In this subsection,
we will more precisely define the computational model used in this work, as well as some subtleties that
require clarification.

The “genuinely polynomial” model was first described by Meggido [34]: for input given as n real numbers,
a strongly polynomial algorithm can perform poly(n) elementary arithmetic and comparison operations;
further, if the input has bit complexity b, then the algorithm must have polynomial space complexity, in the
sense that intermediate quantities must remain poly(n,d) bit complexity. Subsequently, Smale introduced
the real model of computation, where the machine has RAM access to real numbers and an oracle for
performing exact arithmetic and comparison operations on these numbers. So a stricter definition is that a
strongly polynomial algorithm should work in the real model while magically maintaining polynomial space
complexity if the input is given in bounded bit representation. Note that in this interpretation, the algorithm
does not have knowledge of the bit representation of the input.

This work studies strongly polynomial algorithms for e-approximate frame scaling with log(1/e) conver-
gence. Formally, our algorithm performs poly(n,log(1/¢)) exact arithmetic and comparison operations in
the real model. In order to maintain polynomial space complexity, we require a regularization procedure
that rounds intermediate quantities to some precision depending on the bit complexity of the input frame.
Such a ‘rounding’ oracle is not present in the strictest definition of strongly polynomial, but is present in
slightly weaker variants that have been defined in [24]. Further, such an operation is implicitly required
in many other strongly polynomial algorithms in the literature. We give a more detailed discussion of this
model in Section [7

1.4 Notation

We use R, R} and R, to denote the reals, non-negative reals and positive reals respectively. For z € R"
we use Z := diag(z) € R"*". We use diag(n) and diag, | (n) to denote n x n diagonal matrices with real and
positive real diagonal entries respectively. For vectors {ui, ..., u,}, we will sometimes abuse notation and
let U be the matrix with columns (u1, ..., uy). For univariate function f(z) we use % to be the derivative



with respect to z. We use o for the entry-wise (Hadamard) product of vectors. That is, (z o y); = z;y; for
x,y € R™. For set T C [n] we use 17 to be the indicator vector of a set, and 1,, to be the all-ones vector.

1.5 Organization

The remainder of this work is structured as follows: in Section 2], we present our main iterative algorithm and
high level convergence analysis for the frame scaling problem (Definition [[T]). In Section B we present and
analyze a coarse eigendecomposition procedure that is used as a subroutine within each update iteration.
In Section ] we describe and analyze the procedure to round scalings in order to maintain bounded bit
complexity. In Section [Bl we present the convergence analysis of our main algorithm using the guarantees of
the previous sections. In Section [f] we show how our new techniques give an improved result for strongly
polynomial matrix scaling. In Section[[lwe give a more detailed discussion of the strongly polynomial model
and how it relates to the algorithm presented here. Finally in 8 we discuss how our frame scaling algorithm
fits into the known applications for halfspace learning.

2 Iterative Algorithm and Analysis

In this section, we describe the main iterative algorithm used to solve the frame scaling problem with log(1/¢)
convergence. The update in each iteration scales up a particular subset uniformly in order to make progress.
In the rest of this section, we describe how to choose the subset and step-size. Throughout this paper,
we assume for simplicity that the input frames U € R?*™ are full row rank, though this assumption can
be avoided by considering pseudo-inverses instead of inverses and replacing the factor d with rk(U) in the
analysis.

We first observe that we can just keep track of the right scaling, as any fixed » € R, induces a unique
L := (UR?UT)~Y/2 such that V := LUR satisfies the isotropy condition VVT = I;. Therefore, in the rest
of the work, we will leave the left scaling implicit. For technical reasons, we will keep track of the square of
the right scaling z € R} |, so the implicit left scaling is L := (UZUT)=1/2. As we show in 8 this implicit
representation is sufficient for downstream applications of frame scaling. With this reduction, we can focus
on matching the norms of the columns.

Definition 2.1. For frame U € R**™, applying right scaling z € R% | and transforming to isotropic position
gives norms
7/ (2) 1= 2u] (UZUT) ;= |(UZUT) V2, 755

J

We let 7V (z) € R denote the vector of norms.

These induced norms are known as leverage scores corresponding to the rows of the matrix v/ZUT and
are a well-studied linear algebraic parameter with many applications. Note that even though our left/right
scalings involve square roots, the norms 7V (z) can be computed exactly using matrix multiplication and
inversion, both of which can be performed in strongly polynomial time [I§].

The following simple property of leverage scores will be useful throughout our analysis.

Fact 2.2. For any frame U € R¥™"™ and scaling z € R% .,
(TU(2)10) = Y zuy (UZUT)tuy = TeUZUT (U ZUT) ] = Tr[ly] = d.
jeln]

This implies (c, 1,) = d is a necessary condition for feasibility of ¢ € R}, according to Theorem [[.2] and
we will assume this in the remainder. Therefore, by restricting to the isotropic setting, the frame scaling
problem simplifies to:

Definition 2.3 (Isotropic Frame Scaling Problem). Given frame U € R¥™, marginals ¢ € R} with
(¢,1,) = d, and e > 0, output either (1) scaling z € R, such that |7V (z) — c||3 < &%; or (2) certificate of
infeasibility: T C [n] such that {c,17) > rk(Ur).

We now present our main algorithm and convergence result.



Input: Full row rank frame U € R¥*"™, marginals ¢ € R% ., (¢, 1,) = d, precision € > 0
Output: Scaling z € R}, s.t. [|[7Y(2) — ¢||3 < €2, or certificate of infeasibility: (c, 17) > rk(Ur)
while [|7Y(2®) —¢||3 > 2 do
Sort 77 (M) —¢; < ... < 7Y (2M) — ¢
Let k := argmax;ey Tjﬂl(z(t)) -7y () be the index with largest gap;
Choose T = [k] with margin v := (17, ;(z®) — ¥/ (z®))/2 ;
if rk(Ur) < {¢,17) then
| Output Infeasible;
end
else
& + SubsetScaleUp(U, 2V, T, v) (Algorithm [2);
2D 2 o (15 + alg);
2+ < Regularize(z(**1) v/ poly(n,d)) (Theorem EG);
tet41;
end

end
Output z®);
Algorithm 1: Main(U, ¢, ¢)

Theorem 2.4. Algorithm [ either finds a certificate of infeasibility {(c, 17) > rk(Ur) or produces a scaling
z € RT | satisfying |7V (2)—c||3 < &% in at most O(n®log(n/¢)) iterations. Each iteration can be implemented
using O(nlogn) comparisons, and O(nd?logn) matriz operations involving d x d matrices (multiplication,
inverse, determinant), and O(1) Gram-Schmidt operations on d x n matrices. Further, if the entries of U
have bit complexity b, then all intermediate scalings have bit complezity O(n(db + log(nd/e))).

As stated in the introduction, our algorithm requires O(n?log(n/c)) iterations, as compared to the
O(n®d* /&) iteration bound given in [15]. We can also compare the runtime of each iteration, and we state
this in terms of matrix operations, such as multiplication, inverse, and determinant. In each iteration, our
algorithm requires O(nd? logn) matrix operations on d x d matrices (the precise runtime of each component
of the algorithm is presented in more detail within each relevant section). Each iteration in [I5] requires at
least O(nd + dSlog(d)/e?) matrix operations on d x d matrices.

We defer the proof of Theorem [Z.4] to Section [fl after we have collected all components. In the remainder
of this section, we motivate the steps in Algorithm [T

In order to decrease the error |7V (2) — ¢||2 while satisfying the strongly polynomial requirement, we
choose a combinatorial update step: uniformly scale up the coordinates in a set. The appropriate choice
of set is the one maximizing “margin” defined below. A similar notion appears in both the original matrix
scaling algorithm of [33] and the Forster transform algorithm of [15].

Definition 2.5. For input (U € R¥" z € R%,, ¢ € R" ) the margin of T C [n] is defined as the largest
v > 0 such that there exists a threshold v € R satisfying
max(7 (2) = ¢;) Sv =7 Sv+y <min(rf(2) - ¢j).
We note that 7,¢ € [0,1]", so 7 — ¢ € [—1,1]™ and therefore the margin is at most 1. We will relate the

decrease in error to the margin of 7', so v controls how much progress we can make by scaling up 7. The
next result shows that we can compute a set with large margin:

Proposition 2.6. For input (U € R*", z € RT ,c € R"), if 7Y (2) — ¢ is in non-decreasing order T C [n]
is the prefix set with largest margin -y, then
1

U
7?2 5l - el



Proof. We will use the property (7Y(2),1,) = d by Fact and (c,1,) = d by assumption. Letting
x 1= 7Y(2) — ¢ for shorthand, we have

2n||z||3 = Z (zi —x)* < n? ma[x](:v — ;)% < n?(2ny)? = 4n'y?
o ©,j€n
i,J€[n]

where the first step uses (z,1,) = 0, and the fourth step uses that the max margin is 7 so the maximum
distance between two consecutive values is < 2. Rearranging gives the result. O

Remark 2.7. This can be compared with Lemma 4.7 in [33], where they give a very similar argument for
the matriz scaling setting.

On the other hand, the improving step in Algorithm 2 of [15] involves increasing and decreasing quantities.
Therefore the update step in [T5] is much more complicated and requires a strongly polynomial and highly
accurate approximate eigendecomposition algorithm.

In the following Section 211 we discuss how we use the margin to analyze the improvement of |7 — c||3
due to uniformly scaling up subset 7. Then in the remainder of the section, we give a strongly polynomial
algorithm to compute an update making sufficient progress.

2.1 Update Requirement

In this section we give explicit conditions for our chosen update step to make sufficient progress in decreasing
the error |7 — c||3. We also show that these conditions are always satisfied when the input is feasible, and
otherwise the set T" provides a certificate of infeasibility.

Our plan is to show that our uniform scaling of the coordinates zr decreases the margin v, which leads to
a decrease in the error. We first observe that the uniform scaling has a simple effect on the leverage scores.

Fact 2.8. 7; Y(z 0 (15 + aly)) is increasing in « for j € T, and decreasing in o for j € T.

Proof. We use MT = UTZTU; s Mg = Uz Z= U T for shorthand and calculate the following matrix deriva-
tives, using - for univariate derivative with respect to a:

d
@(MT + CYMT)il = —(MT'F OéMT)ilMT(MT—F OéMT)71 j O,

@a(MT +aMyp) ™t = (M= + aMyp)~t — adi(Mf-i- aMyp)~!
= (Mz+ aMrp) ™ (Mg + oMy — OéMT)(MT +aMr)~!
= (Mg + aMr) ' Mz(Mz 4+ aMz)™t =0,
where we used the fact =X 1 = -X (L X)X !, and the inequalities were because My, Mz = 0.

We can now use this to show the required properties of the leverage score:
TJ%T(ZO (17 +alr)) = Zju, (U T UT—i—aUTZTUT) uj = zju -(Mf—i—aMT)_luj,
TjUET(z o(lz+aly)) = zju; (U L UT + aUTZTUT) uj = zju; a(M +aMyp)™? uj,

by Definition 2.1 of 7 and the definitions of My, Mz. Therefore 7j¢7 is non-increasing as the derivative is
the quadratic form of a negative semi-definite matrix, and 7jer is non-decreasing as the derivative is the
quadratic form of a positive semi-definite matrix. O

This implies the margin is decreasing, as all leverage scores less than the threshold are increasing and
all leverage scores greater than the threshold are decreasing. We want to use this to show the error is also
decreasing, so we define the following natural proxy function as a way to measure progress:

Definition 2.9. For frame U € R¥*"™ and scaling z € R% ., the following function is used to measure the
effect of uniformly scaling up T C [n]:

hp*(e) =Y 7/ (20 (Ip + alr)) = TrlaUr Zr UL (UpZgUF + aUr ZrU7) ™
JeT



Remark 2.10. For our update procedure, we will need to perform computations involving our prozxy function
in strongly polynomial time. We note the following explicit expressions:

h(a) = Tr[aMr(Mz + aMr) '], W (a) = Tr[Mp(Mz + aMr) ™ Mz(Mz + aMr) ™Y,

where we use the shorthand My = UTZTU%-, Mz = UTZTU% and calculations given in Fact[2Z.8. Therefore
both h,h’' can be computed using simple matriz multiplication and inversion.

With these definitions in hand, we prove a structural lemma showing that the update step decreases the
error proportional to the margin of the set and the proxy function h. This simple lemma is the key to our
improved iteration bound.

Lemma 2.11. Forinput (U € R¥", 2z € R?,c € RY ), let T C [n] have margin v according to Definition[Z3]
and let h = hg’z be the progress function given in Definition[2.9d. Then for any scaling 2’ := z o (15 + alr)
with o > 1 satisfying 0 < h(a) — h(1) < 7,

179 (2) = ¢ll3 = I77(2") = cll3 > 27(h(@) = h(1)).

Proof. For shorthand, let 7 :=7Y(z) and 7’ := 77/ (2’). Then

e — el | —el3 = lIr — e~ vial3 = |7 — e~ w1l = 3 (o = 79+ 205 — )(x] — ;)
J€[n]
=> (1] - Tj)(2V— (15 —¢j) — (7} — Cj)) +) (- T})((Tj —¢j) 4+ (1] —¢j) — 2V)
JeT JET

where in the first step we subtract the threshold difference of norms as (7 — ¢, 1,) = (' — ¢, 1,,) by Fact

Now we focus on the first sum. Since we are uniformly scaling up 7" with a@ > 1, we have 7']’» > 7 for all
j € T by Fact 2.8 Further, by definition of margin, we have v — (1; — ¢;) >y for all j € T

Finally, our condition on h := hg’z implies

T =1 < Z(TJ’ —1;) = h(a) — h(1) <7,
JET

where we used 7} > 7; for all j € T' by Fact 2.8 and our assumption h(a) — h(1) <.
r— ¢j) > 0 for all j € T, so we can lower bound

This implies v — (7
S =) (2= (=) = (7 =) = Y (7 =)

J
jeT JET

We can use a symmetric argument to lower bound the j ¢ 7' terms, noting 7/ < 7;, (7; — ¢;) — v > 7 in this
case, along with the fact that (17,7 —7') = (17,7 — 7) by Fact
Putting these together, we have

IT = cll3 = 7" = ¢ll3 > 7<Z(T§ —) Y (1 - T;’-)) =2y (1] — 7)) = 27(h(a) — A(1)),

JeT JigT JjeT
where in the second step we used (7' — 7, 17) = (1 — 7/, 1) and the last step was by Definition Z9of h. O

Remark 2.12. This can be compared with Lemma 4.7 in [33)], where they give a lower bound on the progress
in terms of the largest entry-wise change. In Theorem [Z.19, we show how to compute an update making v?
progress by a more refined analysis of the progress function h. Applying our analysis in the matriz setting
gives an O(n?) improvement in the runtime, as discussed in Section [B.

The algorithm of [15] measures error in terms of the difference of the matriz VV'T to the identity.
Therefore, their analysis of the update in Lemma 3.8 includes “off-diagonal” terms which may increase the
error. In order to guarantee that the error decreases, their step size is bounded by poly(e), which leads to
their poly(1/e) convergence.
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Note that by Proposition 2.6l we can always find a set with margin at least a polynomial fraction of the
error |7 — c||3. Therefore if we could find v > h(a) — h(1) > 7/ poly(n,d) in each iteration, this would give
log(1/¢) convergence. In Section 2:2] we prove some structural lemmas about the progress function h and
use it to give an explicit expression for a good update. Then in Section [2.3] we show how to compute this
update in strongly polynomial time.

2.2 Update Range

The goal of this subsection is to give an explicit expression for a good update step which allows us to make
geometric progress in each iteration.
We first show that a good update always exists in the feasible case.

Proposition 2.13. For progress function h := hg’z as in Definition [2.9,
1. h is an increasing function of «;
2. limg 00 h() = rk(Ur);
3. {¢,17) — h(1) > v where v is the margin of set T according to Definition [2.3};

4. If vk(Ur) > (e, 17), then for margin v and any 6 € [0,7), there is a finite solution o < oo to the
equation h(a) = h(1) + 6.

Proof. (1) follows simply from Fact [Z§ as h is the sum of 7;cr which are increasing.
For item (2), we have

lim h(a) = lim Tr[aUr ZrUf (UpZzUrk + aUr ZoUT) ™Y

a—r 00 a—r 00
= lim Te[Ur ZrUy, (NUzZ7Ug + Ur ZpUr) ™'
—
= Te[(Ur ZrU}) (Ur ZrUL) ) = tk(Ur ZrUJ) = rk(Ur),
where we used change of variable \ := a1
In the remainder of the proof, we use 7 := 7Y(z) for shorthand. Because T has margin ~, it must be the
case that either max;er 7; — ¢; < —v or minjgr 7; — ¢; > 7. By Fact Z2lwe have (c — 7, 17) = —(c — 7, 17),
so in either case we have (¢, 17) — h(1) = (¢ — 7, 17) > min{|T|,|T"|}~, which establishes item (3).
For the final item, we can lower bound the maximum possible progress

sup h(a) —h(1) = lim h(a) — h(1) =rk(Ur) — (1, 17) = (k(Ur) — (¢, 17)) + {c — 7, 11) > 7,

a€(l,00] Q=00

where the first step was by item (1), the second was by item (2), and in the last step we used rk(Ur) > (¢, 11)
by feasibility and lower bounded the second term using item (3).
Therefore for every d € [0,7), there is a finite solution to the equation h(a) = h(1) + 6. O

Remark 2.14. This can be compared to Theorem 4.1 in [33] on matriz scaling, where they show that for
feasible inputs there is always an update decreasing the error by a (1 — 1/ poly(n)) multiplicative factor.

Similarly, at the end of Proposition 3.8 in [15]], the authors show that if the update step does not succeed,
then it produces a certificate of infeasibility.

Item (4) in the contrapositive implies that the only reason we cannot make sufficient progress Q(v) in
the proxy function h is when the set T gives a certificate of infeasibility (c,1r) > rk(Ur) according to
Theorem [[.2l Combining this with the analysis in Lemma 2.TT]shows that in the feasible case we can always
make 1/ poly(n) multiplicative progress in the error.

We will use structural properties of the proxy function to compute our update, so for this purpose we
rewrite h as a sum of simple constituent functions.

11



Lemma 2.15. For fmme U € R, scaling z € R, and set T C [n], let p:= spec((UZU )~ UrZrUJ).
The function h := hT given in Definition [Z.9 can be rewritten as

d d d
_ Qi e (o= Dpi(1 — i) 1 - m)
_gl—m—i-aui’ h(a)_h(l)_z 1+ (=1 Z

Proof. Let V := (UZUT)~'/2UZ"/?, and note that V4 V' is similar to (UZUT)flUTZTU:I and so has the

same spectrum p. Therefore we can rewrite
h(a) = Tr[aUr ZrUG (Up Z7Uk + aUr ZrUT) ] = a Te[Ve Vi (Ia + (o = D)VpV) ™ Z o 1

where in the last step we used that V7Vl and (I + (o — 1)Vr VT ) ™1 can be simultaneously diagonalized.
The remaining expressions are straightforward calculations.
O

Note that this gives very simple proofs of certain properties shown above using matrix methods: e.g.

Proposition2.T3[(1) follows from the fact that o — % is increasing, and (2) follows from limg 0 % =

1 — p. We now state the main result of this subsection.

Lemma 2.16. Consider feasible input (U, z,T) according to Proposition[Z13 with progress function h := haz
and gap v € (0,1]. Assume limq_,o0 h(a) > h(1) + v, and let o satisfy h(a.) = h(1) + /5.

1. If B'(1) > ~v/4, then a, < 4.
2. Otherwise, if h'(1) < /4, let ps := Zi:m<1/2' Then ps >0 and o, < 1+ % More generally, for any
a:=1+08/us with 6 € [0,1]:

4 gl
7 Sh@)—h(1) <5 +4

In the remainder of this subsection, we collect some structural results in order to prove the above lemma.

Corollary 2.17. In the setting of Lemma 21, the proxy function h is increasing and concave.

Proof. This follows simply from Lemma .15 by noting h is a sum of functions of the form 172:‘;#, which
can be easily verified to be increasing and concave for u € [0, 1]. O

Root-finding for increasing concave functions is exactly the setting for the Newton-Dinkelbach method,
and we show how to use this method to compute the solution in Section

We next establish a structural inequality of our function h, showing it is approximately linear in a small
neighborhood.

Claim 2.18. Consider input (U, z) and T C [n] with progress function h := hg’z according to Definition[2.9.
Then for any 1 < a < o,
a
J(o/ —a)l/(a) < h(d) = h(a) < (o — )l ().
Equivalently, for Bregman divergence D(B|a) := h'(a)(8 — a) + h(a) — h(8),

/

0< D(d]a) < <% - 1> (h(a) — h(a)).

Proof. We focus on proving the first statement, as the second line is a simple rearrangement. The upper
bound is direct from concavity of h according to Corollary 217 For the lower bound, we write out the
expression for progress as given in Lemma 2.5

h(a!) — h(a) = ; o't - (@ —a)pi(1 — pa)
(o) = (a)_;(l—i—(a—l) 1+ a—l ) z; 1+ (o — Dpa)(1 + (o — Dpg)
d
@il —p) 1+ (=D ax~ (@ —a)u(l—pw) o, /
—2 T+ (= Dp)? 1+ (o FJ; 0 e-Dm)? o @ @,

12



where the inequality follows since % > S for 1 < a <o and p € [0,1] and we substitute the

expression for the derivative h'(«) in the final step. O
We can now prove the explicit expression for our update.

Proof of Lemma[Z16. The case (1) h/(1) > ~/4 follows simply from the previous claim:

(o = 1) SH(D)(an — 1) < aulhlan) = h(D) = a3,
where in the first step we used assumption h'(1) > ~/4, the second step was by the lower bound in Claim 2.T8]
and the final step was by definition h(a.) = h(1) 4+ /5. Rearranging gives o, < 4.

For the first part of (2), first assume for contradiction that ps = 0 so w;<, > 1/2 where r := rk(Urp).
Then this gives

T

=S ) 2 5 3000 = ) = 5(Jim_A(a) — h(1)) 2

4 a—00
=1

B2

where the first step was by assumption h'(1) < 7/4, in the second step we used that p;<, > 1/2, in the
third step we applied lim,—,o0 h(a) = r by Proposition ZI3(2) and h(1) = >._, u;, and the final step was
by assumption. This gives the required contradiction, so we must have ps =, <12 i > 0.

Next, the bound a, <1+ 7/us follows from the general statement applied with § = ~:

h(1+7/ps) > (1) +7/4 > ha.) = 1+7/ps >

where the implication was by monotonicity of h according to Corollary 217
To prove the general claim, we separate into two terms, depending on large and small eigenvalues:

d
h(a)—h(l)zz(a_l)”i(l_“i) _ Z (o — Dy /141 N Z (1 — i)

= 1+la-Duw Gpi>1/2 1+ (- i <1/2 (o =1

as given by Lemma 2.151 We can bound the large eigenvalue term as

- Z 1+ a—l) ul)g >, =) <2 3 il =) < 2W(1),

G >1/2 G >1/2 i >1/2

where non-negativity is clear, in the second step we used the simple bound (o — 1)u < 1+ (o — 1)p, in the
third step we used p; > 1/2, and in the final step we used the expression in Lemma 215 for the derivative.
For the other term, we substitute & =1 + /s for ps := Z’L:}Li<1/2 i and upper bound

(@ —Dpi(l—pi) _ 06 _
Z T+ (a- D <— Z Hi = 0,

i <1/2

using the simple bound H(la_if‘w < 1. Similarly, we can lower bound

Oé—lil—i ) 1/2 1)
y o Dulom 0 ﬁz_

i <1/2 L+ (=D Hs \Gieiy2 4

where first step was by 1 — u; > 1/2 for the numerator and u;/ps < 1 for the denominator, and the last
step was by our assumption § < 1. Putting together the bounds for both terms and using the condition
R'(1) < /4 gives the statement

IR

< h(1+6/ps) — h(1) < 20/ (1) + 6 < % +6.

In the following subsection, we show how to find such an update in strongly polynomial time.
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2.3 Computing the Update

The goal of this section is to compute an update & for which we can apply Lemma [Z11] to get polynomial
progress. If we had access to the spectrum pu, then we could compute a good update using the explicit
expression given in Lemma 2,16l In our setting, we only have access to the frame U, so one approach would
be to approximate the eigenvalues. It turns out that we can bypass this procedure and use a more implicit
method to compute the solution.

Below we give the pseudocode and analysis for our update algorithm.

Theorem 2.19. Given input (U, z,T,~) that is feasible according to Proposition [213, Algorithm [2 runs in
strongly polynomial time and finds & > 1 satisfying

/5 < h(&) —h(1) <7,

where h := hg’z according to Definition [2.9.

Input: U € R 1k(U) = d, scaling z, T C [n], margin v € (0, 1] satisfying sup,~; h(a) > h(1) + 1.
Output: & > 1s.t. v/5 < h(a) — h(1) <~ for h:= h* (Definition 23]
if /(1) > v/4 then
ap +— 1;
else
it + Approx-Small-Eigen-Sum(U, z, T') (Algorithm H);
ap < 14 55
end
Output ND(h, a, b’ := h(1) +~v/4,b:= h(1) + ) (Algorithm B);
Algorithm 2: Update(U, z,T,~)

The key observation is that our function h is increasing and concave by Corollary 217l Therefore, we can
apply the Newton-Dinkelbach method to compute an approximate solution to the equation h(&) — h(1) = .
The method and its analysis are given below.

Input: Differentiable and increasing concave function f : R — R, lower bound &', upper bound b
satisfying sup, f(a) > b and b’ < b, starting guess f(cg) < b.

Output: & satisfying f(&) € [V, b]
t <+ 0;
while f(a;) < b’ do

Q41 1= Qg + —b;/{iﬁ);

t—t+1;
end
Output ay;

Algorithm 3: ND(f, ao, ', b)

The convergence of this method is well-known, and we used a refined iteration bound using Bregman
divergence arguments similar to the work in [13].

Theorem 2.20. Let f : R — R be a differentiable increasing concave function with b’ < b € R. Let . € R
satisfy f(a.) = b and let ap € R satisfy f(ap) < b.

Then the Newton-Dinkelbach method in Algorithm[3 applied with starting guess o outputs: ag if f(ag) >
b'; otherwise it outputs & satisfying f(&) € [b',b] in at most T iterations, where

T:=1+ {logl_ls (max{l,%})—‘ ,

for e € (0,1) satisfying e(b— f(a)) <b—"0", and Ds(B|a) := f'(a) (8 — a) + f(a) — f(B) which is known as
the Bregman divergence of f.

14



Proof. The first case b/ < f(ag) < b is trivial, so we assume f(ag) < V. Let ap < a1 < ag,... denote
the iterates of the Newton Dinkelbach algorithm. By concavity of f, every iterate az, t > 1, satisfies
flag) < f(ap—1)(ay — a4—1) + f(ar—1) = b. Thus, it suffices to upper bound the index of the first iterate
satisfying f(a;) > b'.

We will use the Bregman divergence as a potential function to show convergence, so for shorthand, let
g(a) := Dy¢(ax | @) = (f(a) = b) + f'(a)(cx — @). For any any t > 1,

b— f(at—l)
f'(ai—1)
= glar1) = flla—1)(ow — 1) + flag1) =0 > b =1

Oy > 0 = Q1 + — ff(p—1)(s — 1) >b— flap_1)

Therefore, the first time g(az—1) < b — b, then we will be done in the next iteration.
In the sequel, we show that for every step that we have not yet converged, i.e. f(az) < b, we have

glar) < (1 —e)g(ai-). (1)

This combined with the argument above gives the iteration bound.
We first recall a classical inequality due to from Radzik [37]: for ¢t > 1,

b— flo) + fl(at)

1) <b = <1
fle) b o) Flaer) =
This inequality is derived using concavity as follows:
ai—1)—b
flar1) =b < flow) =0+ f'(au) (-1 — o) = flaw) —b+ fl(at)%
t7

flag) —b I (o)
= ) b T ey

where we divided by f(at—1) —b < 0.
Now assuming that f(az) < ¥, t > 1, by Radzik’s inequality we have that

b— o b—fla) o fon)

l-e>1————>1

b—flao) = b= flou—1) = fllar—1)’

Since f is increasing, we conclude that 0 < f’(ay) < (1 — &) f'(cs—1). That is, at every non-terminating
iteration, the derivative drops by a 1 — ¢ factor.
To prove Eq. (), define o} := a1 + % for any ¢ > 1 with f(a;—1) <b’. We have
flot) < fllara)(of — ara) + flaa) =1,

where the first step was by concavity, and the second was by substituting «}. Therefore we can rewrite

glar—1) = f'(aw—1)(o — ar—1) + flaz—1) — (o) = f'(as-1) (s — o)),

where we substituted the above expression for f(a.) = b'. If f(a;) < b for t > 1, then we can apply the
above to show

(2)

") (e — o Q. — o
g(Oét) _ f/( t)( * t-‘r];) S (1 _E) t-i—l S 1 — ¢,
glar1)  fla)(a. —ap) ay —
where in the first and last step we substituted the expressions for g(c:),g(az—1) in the numerator and
denominator, in the second step we used Eq. (2)), and the final step was by o) < oy < ap ;.
Let T be as in the statement of the theorem, and assume f(a;) < b for all t <T — 1. Then we have

glar—1) < (1 —e)"glao) =b -V,

where the first step was by Eq. ({{l) and the second was by definition of 7. But this implies that a; > a.,
ie. f(ay) > b as shown above.
O
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We will apply the method with f = haz and targets v/, b = h(1) + Q(v). The above analysis bounds the
number of iterations of Newton-Dinkelbach, depending on the quality of the initial guess. For this purpose,
we have Lemma which gives explicit bounds on the solution. In the following Section Bl we show how
to compute an approximation of us in this our setting to give a good initial guess. The guarantee of the
guessing algorithm is as follows:

Theorem 2.21. Algorithm [f] runs in strongly polynomial time and outputs [i satisfying

Z wi < i< ( 1—|—8nd2 Z i

G <1/2 G <1/2

At this point we have all the necessary pieces to prove the guarantees of the update algorithm.

Proof of Theorem[2.19. Our plan is to apply the Newton-Dinkelbach method for f := h with ¥ = h(1) +
~v/5, b = h(1) + v, and appropriately chosen guess g > 1. Note that we are in the feasible case, so by
Proposition 2Z13|(4), there is a solution «, satisfying h(a.) = b = h(1) + v/5. Therefore, by Theorem 2.20]
the number of iterations is bounded by

et oy, (mae {1, 2220001 Y], o

where ¢ depends on our choice of «y.
For the case h/(1) > /4, we choose ap = 1 and claim that a single iteration suffices. Indeed, we have

b—b'  _ 4y/5 _ 4 _.
bhag) = 4 — 5 =€ Further,

Di(axlag) < aw(h(on) = h(1)) < 4(v/5),

where the first step was by Claim 2.I8 and in the second step we used the bound a, < 4 given in
Lemma 2.T6(1) and the definition h(a.) = h(1) + /5. This gives iteration bound

T=1+ {log5 (max{l 4”’;:})} =1,

where we substituted 1/(1 —¢) = 5, Dp(a|ag) < 47v/5 and b — b’ = 4+/5 into Eq. @)).

In the other case, we use the value [i approximating ps given by Theorem [2.21] and choose guess & :=
1+ % In order to apply the Newton-Dinkelbach method, we want to show that this is a feasible guess, i e.
h(a&) < b= h(1)+~. For this, we note i > us by the lower bound in Theorem 22T] so we have & < 1+ 2u ,
which implies

h(@) < h(1) +7,
where the first step was by monotonicity of h according to Corollary 217 and the second step was by the
upper bound in Lemma [ZT0(2) applied with § = /2.
Now we argue that T < log(nd). As & > 1, we have h(&) > h(1) so we can maintain € := 3 < V_;Y/5.
We can bound the Bregman divergence as

Diasla) < (% - 1><h< 0= h(@) < T 5) < Ot

where the first step was by Claim 218 in the second step we used the bound «, < 1+ v/us from
Lemma 2.T6(2), and in the final step we used i < O(nd?)us by Theorem 22T} This gives iteration bound

T=1+ [log5 <max{1, %ﬁw}ﬂ < O(log(nd)),

where we substituted 1/(1 —¢) = 5, D (ax|ag) < O(nd?y) and b — b’ = 4~/5 into Eq. (@).

By Theorem [Z20] the update algorithm 2] converges in O(log(nd)) iterations of the Newton-Dinkelbach
method. To show that this is strongly polynomial, we note that each iteration requires us to evaluate h, h/,
for which we have the expressions

h(a) = Tr[aMr(aMr + Mz) "], HW(a) = Te[Mr(aMr + Mz) ™ Mp(aMr + Mz) ™',
with Mrp = UTZTUT, 7 = UsZz UT as discussed in Remark 2,101 O
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The above analysis shows that in each iteration the update is strongly polynomial. In order for our full
algorithm to be strongly polynomial, we will the following useful bounds on the updates in each iteration.

Corollary 2.22. For input (U,z,T,~) as in Theorem[Z19, the update & satisfies
1 S o S 1 + O(’Y/:“min)a
where i 1= spec(UTZTU-Tr(UZUT)_l) and pmin denotes the smallest non-zero eigenvalue.

Proof. In the case when h/(1) > ~/4, the proof of Theorem [Z19]shows that the Newton-Dinkelbach method
only requires a single iteration, so we can bound

T Wla) = TS/
where the first step was by definition of the Newton step, and in the second step we substituted ap = 1 and
h'(1) > v/4 by assumption.
In the other case, & = ay for ¢ the last iteration of the Newton-Dinkelbach method. Note h(az_1) <
h(1)4/5 = h(ax) as otherwise we would be done in the previous iteration, so we have a;—1 < e < 147/ ps
by Lemma 2.T06(2), where p, := Ei;m<1/2 wi. To bound the denominator, we have

d

/ _ d ﬂi(l_ﬂz
W(en-1) _Z 1+

pi(1 — Mz > Z Mz’/2 > &7
P (-1 = Dpi)* — = (1 +ypi/ps)? ( 8

2
i <1/2 1+ 7)

where the first step was by the expression in Lemma 2.T5] in the second step we used az—1 < 14 v/us as
shown above, in the third step we consider the p; < 1/2 terms to bound 1 — p; > 1/2 in the numerator and
i < s in the denominator, and the final step was by v < 1. Putting this together, we bound the output

h(1) +v — haz-1) gl v, 8
<t Ly T <o 1420
h'(a—1) s B (ap—1) s s
where the first step was by definition of the Newton-Dinkelbach method, in the second step we used that
h(az—1) > h(1) and az—1 < o <1+ v/ps as shown above, and the final step was by the bound A'(az—1) >
fts/8 shown above. The theorem follows as s := >, pi<1/2 = Hmin > 0. O

a=ai1+

In the following section we prove the approximation guarantee required for the starting guess.

3 Guessing Starting Point

In this section, we present the guessing algorithm in [2] and prove its approximation guarantee:

Theorem 3.1 (Restatement of Theorem 2.21]). Algorithm []] outputs value i satisfying

Yoo om<a<(A+8nd) Y

G <1/2 G <1/2

where p = spec(Ur ZrUL(UZUT)™1). Purthermore, the algorithm runs in strongly polynomial time and
uses O(nd?logn) matriz computations involving d x d matrices (multiplication, determinant, inverse).

Throughout this section we will use shorthand V := (UZUT)~/2UZ'/2. Note that VVT = I;, VTV is
the orthogonal projection onto im(VT) = im(v/ZUT), and

spec(Vp V) = spec((UZUT) YV 2Urp Zp UL (U ZUT)™Y?) = spec(Ur ZrUS(UZUT)™Y) = .

Ignoring the edge cases p € {0,rk(Ur)}, there are essentially two main steps in the algorithm, whose
guarantees we prove in the following two subsections: (1) finding a local optimum for subdeterminant, and
(2) computing the norm of the vectors after projection. In the remainder of the section, we motivate this
algorithm and prove the approximation result assuming the guarantees of these two steps.

Our goal is to compute the sum of eigenvalues s := 3. pi<1)2 Mi for VoV, in strongly polynomial time,
where p = spec(V{ Vr) as defined in Lemma The following characterization of spectral projections
gives some intuition for our guessing algorithm.
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Input: U € R>" 1k(U) =d, 2 € R? |, T C [n] with p := spec(Up ZrUL(UZUT)™1),
S mill =) <1/4

Output: [ satisfying Zi:m<1/2 wi < i < (1+8nd?) Zi:m<1/2 i

p <« |Te[UrZrULUZUT) ;s

if p = rk(Vr) then

| Output 0;
end
if p =0 then
| Output Tr[Up ZpUJ(UZUT)™;
end
else

D « DetLocalOpt(U, z, T, p) (Algorithm [H);
Output Tr[(I; — Up(UN(UZUY)Up)tUN(UZUT) " YUr Zr UL (UZUT) ;s
end
Algorithm 4: Approx-Small-Eigen-Sum(U, z,T')

Theorem 3.2 (Ky-Fan). For any symmetric matriz with eigendecomposition X = Zle Nieiel and X € R?
in non-increasing order,

k k
N(X) = ei, Xe;) = max Tr[PX],
; i(X) ;< i i) rk(P))ik [ ]
where the maz runs over all orthogonal projections of rank k.
Letting X := VTVTT , this tells us that we can approximate the spectral sum pu, if we can guess the
number p := [{i : p; > 1/2}| and then compute a projector which approximates the projector onto the top

p eigenvalues. The conditions p € [0,1]? and Ele wi(1 — p;) < 1/4 guarantee that all of the eigenvalues
are either close to 0 or close to 1, so Tr[VTVTT] ~ p. Furthermore, in the gapped setting, all vectors have
very little mass away from the large eigenspace. Therefore we could hope that the span of a “representative”
column subset gives a good approximation of the large eigenspace.

Formally, we want to choose a subset D such that all vectors vjer are close to im(Vp) in Euclidean
distance, and we can use the determinant as a proxy for this property. Therefore, we will compute an
approximate local optimum for subdeterminants, and use this as our “representative” set.

Definition 3.3. For input I1 € R™*™ D C [m] is a B-approzimate local optimum for subdeterminant if
VieD,j¢D: det(Ilp—i4j,p—i+;) < Bdet(Ilp,p),
where Ilg s denotes the S x S principal submatriz.

In Section 3] we show how to compute a S-local optimum for the subdeterminant of U}- (UZU")~"YUrZr,
or equivalently VTT Vr, using a classical algorithm of Knuth [31]. Then, in Section B2l we show that this local
optimum subdeterminant property suffices to approximate us in our setting.

We can now give the proof of our approximation result assuming these two components.

Proof of Theorem [31l. Recall V := (UZUT)~'/2UZ"/? for shorthand with VVT = I; and p = spec(Vy V).
We compute p := | Tr[V7 V'] in the first step of our algorithm, and we want to show that p = |{i : p; > 1/2}].

We have 4
>Z/Li(1—ui)2 Z %4' Z 7(1_2%)7
i=1

i <1/2 i >1/2

RNy

where the first step was by assumption, and in the second step we used 1 — p; > 1/2 for the first sum and
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w; > 1/2 for the second sum. Therefore, we can bound

Te[Vr V)] Zlh_ Do+ > <t >1/24+1/2

Qi >1/2 i <1/2
Te[Vr Vi ] Zﬂz_ D= —m)+ Y, 0> [{iim>1/2}-1/2
it >1/2 iy <1/2

where in both lines the first step was by definition of p, in the second step we used 0 = VTVQT =< 14 so

€ [0,1], and the final step was by the calculation above. This shows that the nearest integer to Tr[Vp V']
is exactly the number of large eigenvalues |{i : pu; > 1/2}].

Now assuming we have the correct value of p, we first consider the easy cases: if p = 0 then there are
no large eigenvalues and we output ji = Tr[Vp V] = ps; similarly if p = rk(Vr) then there are no small
eigenvalues and we output i =0 = pus.

In the remaining case, we can apply the analysis of Proposition [3.7] and Proposition [3.8] to our input Vr
with Tr[VTVTT ] > p—1/2 to give the approximation guarantee in the theorem. O

In the remainder of the section, we show how to compute an approximate local optimum for the de-
terminant, and give guarantees the projection step. We will use the following linear algebraic facts in our
analysis.

Fact 3.4. For V € R™* and vector u € R?,

[(Ia — Pv)ull2 = min [[Vy + ullz,
yERF

where Py := V(VTV)™VT is the orthogonal projection onto im(V').
Fact 3.5. For linearly independent V € R¥¥ and vector v € RY, let V = [V, v] be the concatenation. Then
det(VTV) = det(VTV)||(Iq — Pv)vl|3,

where Py := V(VTV)™VT is the orthogonal projection onto im(V').

Lemma 3.6. For matriz V € R¥™™ with column subset Vs of full column rank,
det(Vy;Vsts) 1
— 2 7 — P)v;||2 > ——— Tr[(I; — Ps)VVT],
T e (VIVe) I(Za = Ps)vsllz 2 —— 5] [(la = Ps)VV']

where Ps := Vg(Vd Vs)~Vs is the orthogonal projection onto im(Vs).
Proof. The first equality det(VST_HVSJrj) = det(V4 Vs)||(Ia — Ps)v;||3 is due to Fact For the inequality,

we can bound

1
Iy — Ps)v;||2 > — Ps) ——Tr[(I; — Ps)VVT],
max Ita = Ps)villz = — |S|Z” s)vjll5 = TS r[(la — Ps)VV']

where the first step was by averaging, and in the second step we used that I; — Pg is a projection and that
(]g——f@)vj::Oifj es. O

3.1 Local Optimum

In this section we present the algorithm to compute the required local optimum satisfying Definition 3.3l and
show it runs in strongly polynomial time.

The first part is a simply greedy maximization, and the second is a local search. This strongly polynomial
algorithm appears in [29], where it is used (along with a strongly polynomial algorithm for approximate John’s
position) to compute an exponential approximation for max subdeterminant. The guarantees are as follows:
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Input: U € R¥>*" 1k(U) =d,z € R?,,T C [n], 0 <p <1k(Ur), Tr[Ur ZrUL(UZUT) " > p—1/2
Output: [ = 2-local maximizer for determinant D € (:;) according to Definition B.3]
for k=1,...pdo
| G + argmax;er_g det(Ug:—+i(UZUT)71UGJrfL'ZGJri);

end
while True do

(’L,]) < arg maX;ep jeT—D det(U},_H_j(UZUT)*lUD,iHZD,iH);

if det(Ug_i_H(UZUT)flUD_Z-JerD_iH) S 2 det(UE(UZUT)JFUDZD) then

| Output D;

end

D+ DA{i,j};
end

Algorithm 5: DetLocalOpt(U, z, T, p)

Proposition 3.7. The Greedy and Local Search Algorithm [ applied to input (U, z,T,p) computes a § = 2-
approzimate local mazimum according to Definition [33. This can be implemented using O(nd + nd?logn)
determinant computations on sub-matrices of UL (UZUT)"*UrZr.

Proof. Recall that we use V := (UZUT)~Y/2UZ'/? for shorthand, and note that for any S C [n]
det(Vq Vs) = det(US(UZUT) " Us Zs)

by multiplicativity of determinant. Therefore we can equivalently analyze our algorithm in terms of V.

In each iteration that the local search algorithm finds an improvement, the subdeterminant increases by
a factor of 8 = 2. As VTVQT < VVT = I;, we must have that all subdeterminants are upper bounded by 1.
Therefore the runtime bound holds if we can give exp(— poly(d, n)) lower bound on the initial subdeterminant.
For the k-th greedy iteration, we can lower bound

det(Vd  Va,.)) det(VZ . Ve, +j) 1
SRR = Tmax karj 2 _k“[(fd—PGk)VTVTT]
det(Vg, Va,)  i€T=Ge  det(Vg, Va,) 7]
1 p—k—1/2
>_— (Te[Ve V] — || P VoV [lop) = =
> e (BT - Ve ) > R 222

where the first step was by definition of the greedy algorithm, in the second step we applied Lemma [3.6] in
the third step we applied Holder’s inequality for the second term, and in the final step we used the conditions
Te[VeVLE] > p—1/2, VoV < 14, and ||P||1 < rk(P) = k for orthogonal projection P := Pg, .

Taking the product of the above bound for kK =0, ...,p — 1 shows that the greedy initialization satisfies

T 1 |Z| !
det(V-V, >—< >
(GG)—2

As described above, VTVQT =< I so the maximum subdeterminant is < 1, which implies the local search
algorithm starting with Vi finds 8 = 2-local maximizer in a bounded number of iterations

log, ———— < log, 2 <O(plo .

For the runtime, the greedy algorithm requires p iterations, each with < |T'| determinant computations;
the local search algorithm requires O(plog |T|) iterations, each with p(|7’|—p) determinant computations. [

3.2 Analysis of Projection Step

In this subsection we analyze the output of the projection step in Algorithm @ assuming that we have an
approximate local optimum to the subdeterminant according to Definition [3.3
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Proposition 3.8. Consider input (U, z,T,p) for Algorithm[J] and let D C T be the 8 = 2-local optimum
according to Definition[3.3. The output of the algorithm satisfies

d d
> i < T[(Ia = Up(ULUZUT) Up) UL U ZUT) YU Zo U (UZUT) Y < (14 8nd®) > pus,
1=p+1 1=p+1

where p,p are defined in the algorithm.
Letting V := (UZUT)~Y2UZ"/? for shorthand, we have u = spec(UrZ7UJ(UZUT)™') = spec(Vz V),

and we can rewrite the above guarantee

d d
> i <T[(Ia— Pp)VeVE] < (1+8nd®) > i,
i=p+1 1=p+1

where Pp := Vp(VAVp)~1V] is the orthogonal projection onto im(Vp). So intuitively, we want to show
that for local optimum D, the subspace im(Vp) = im(Pp) is a good approximation for the top-p eigenspace
of V7 V1. In the sequel, we use eigendecomposition V3Vl = Z'Z:l pieiel, and Ep, := [e1, ..., e,] € R¥P and
Eq :=[ep+1,....eq] € R**(@=P) the matrices corresponding to big and small eigenvectors, respectively.

We first show the vectors Vp are well-invertible for local optimum D.

Lemma 3.9. Let (Vr,p) be as defined above and D € (g) be a B = 2-local mazimum for the subdeterminant
of VAV according to Definition[3.3. Then,

UP(VD)2 >

1
= g’ and op(Ey Vp)? > 0p(Vp)? = | E{Vpl|2

op?

for Ey, Es the eigenvector matrices of Vr V' defined above

Proof. The second inequality follows simply as [Ep, E] is an orthonormal basis for R¢:

ETVDI 2 . VDI 2 - E;I—VD:E 2
|| b ||2 _ ” H2 ” ”2 Z Up(VD)2 _ HE;I—VD”Q

U;D(EbTVD)2 = min op?

seR?  [zl3  oer® [EdlE

where we used |D| = p so |[Vpz|2 > 0,(Vp)|z|l2 and |EIVpz|l2 < [|EIVD|lop|lz|l2 by definition.

In the rest, we prove the first inequality. We first show that the columns of Vp are “well-separated”
in the sense that each is far from the hyperplane spanned by the rest. For any S C T such that Vg has
linearly independent columns, we let Pg := VS(VST Vs)_lVST be the orthogonal projection onto im(Vy) and
Pé- := I; — Pg be the orthogonal complement. Then by local optimality, for any i € D,j ¢ D we have

2det(Vp_;Vp—i)lIP5_;vill3 = 2det(V V) > max det(Vp_s1;VD—itj) = max det(V3_;Vo_i)|lP5_;v;l13,
VIS je

where the first and last step was by Fact 3.5l and the middle inequality was by 3 = 2 local optimality of D
according to Definition This then implies

maxjer [Po_vjll3 _ Trlla = Po-)Ve V] _ (p=1/2) = (p—1) _ 1

Ph ]2 >
I1P5_ivillz > 5 = T -(p-1) = 2n 4n’

where the first step was by the calculation above, in the second step we applied the lower bound in Lemma[3.0]
in the third step we used lower bound Tr[VTVTT ] > p — 1/2 by assumption, and applied upper bound

Te[Po—i VeV ] < | Po—ill | VeV llop < p — 1

by Holder’s inequality, ||Pp_;|l1 = rk(Pp_;) = |D| — 1 =p—1 and VoV < I,.
This implies a lower bound on the p-th singular value of Vp as follows: for x € RP with |z;| = |2 s,

e | =l
dn — 4dnp

Vb3 > |1 P5_;Vpz|3 = | P5_jzvill3 >
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where the inequality in the first step is because P3_; is an orthogonal projection, in the second step we
used that P _,v; = 0 for all j € D — i, in the third step we used the lower bound || P35 _,v;]|3 > 1/4n shown
above, and the final step was by our assumption |z;| = ||z||« so ||z||3 < |D|||z||% = p|z:|?. Since z € RP
was arbitrary, this gives the required lower bound o, (Vp)? > 1/4np. O

Next, we bound the projection in terms of the overlap of Vp with the large eigenspace.

Lemma 3.10. For (V,T,p, D) as defined above

d
Te((Ia — Po)VeVi ] < (L4 [(BfVD) M IZ,) D ws
1=p+1

where p = spec(VrV}}) and E, € R¥¥P is the matriz of top-p eigenvectors.

Proof. 1f EJ Vp € RP*P ig not invertible, then the lemma is trivial as the RHS is co. Otherwise, we show
that the quantity | EJ V' |lop gives an upper bound on the distance between subspaces im(E;) and im(Vp).

Let Pp = VD(VEVD)*VE be the orthogonal projection onto im(Vp) and Pﬁ := I; — Pp be the
orthogonal complement. Now for arbitrary a € im(E),

Tpl 1 . Ty, \—1/mT T Ty, \—1pT
a'Ppa = |Ppal3 = Jnin [|Vp — all3 < |Vo(Ey Vp) ™ (Eja) — a3 = | B, Vb (E; VD)™ Ey a3,
where the first step was because Pﬁ is an orthogonal projection, in the second step we applied Fact [3.4] in

the third step we substituted x = (EJ Vp) 1 EJa for invertible EJ Vp € RP*P, and in the final step we used
that EJ] Vp(E] Vp) ' (EJa) = EJa. Therefore, we can bound

d P d
T[P5VeVE] = mie] Prei <> |EIVD(By VD) Eeills+ > i = (EIVD)(Ey Vo) 5+ > i
i=1 i=1 i=p+1 i>p

where the first step was by eigendecomposition VTV:,T = E?:l pieie], in the second step we used the
calculation above for e;ep,) € im(Ep) to bound the first p terms and (e;, Pje;) < 1 for the remaining terms,
and in the last step we used {E/e1, ..., Ele,} = I,. We can complete the proof as

d
ICETVD)(E VD) T I3 < I ESVDIEN(ET VD) T2, < IESVElRI(E VD)~ 2, = BT VD) M2, D iy

op —
i=p+1

where the first step was by sub-multiplicativity || XYz < || X||#||Y]|op, in the second step we used that Vp
is a submatrix of Vi, and the final step was because E; is the matrix of eigenvectors of VTVTT corresponding
to small eigenvalues {upy1, ..., tha}-

O

Combining these two steps gives the approximation guarantee for the projected norm.

Proof of Proposition[3.8. The lower bound follows from the Ky-Fan Theorem

P

Z,ui = max Tr[PVyV3] > Te[PpVrVy,
m1 rk(P)=p

as Pp is an orthogonal projection with rk(Pp) = p.
If ppy1 > 1/8nd, then the upper bound is trivial as

d
IP5Vrll3 < IVrl% < d < (8nd®)ppir < 8nd® Y i,
i=p+1

where in the second step we used the assumption VTVQT =< I, and in the third we used pp41 > 1/8nd.
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In the remaining case pp+1 < 1/8nd, we can apply the analysis of Lemma B.I0l For this, we bound

1 1
Ty, \—1(—2 Ty, \2 2 T 2
H(Eb VD) Hop = UP(Eb VD) 2 UP(VD) - HES VD”op 2 m - %7
where the first step is by definition of singular values for EbT Vp € RP*P the second step was by the second
inequality from Lemma B9 and in the final step we used the lower bound o, (Vp)? > ﬁ by Lemma
and the upper bound ||EJVpl|Z, = pip41 < g by assumption.

Therefore, we can bound the projection as

d d
1P5 V|7 = Te[PEVEVE] < (L4 [(By VD) 12,) D i < (1+8nd) > s,
1=p+1 1=p+1

where the second step was by Lemma B.10 applied to local optimum D, and in the final step we used

[(E; VD)2, < 8nd as shown above. O

4 Regularization

In this section we explain the regularization step in Algorithm[Il This allows us to maintain the property that
all intermediate scaling have bit complexity bounded by poly(n,b,log(1/¢)), where b is the bit complexity
of the input vectors U € R%*™. In Section B.I], we show how to control the magnitude or condition number
of the scaling iterates. Then in Section we show how this implies strongly polynomial bit complexity by
a simple rounding procedure. Finally, we discuss the relation to previous work in Section

We begin by presenting a condition measure of frames.

Definition 4.1. For input U € R¥*™, et

Ko (0) = (WU 20 oy, X(U) 1= s 0 (V).

pr(0) = [(UUT) 2U2) |2, =1, p(U) = max pr(U)
Note that these condition measures depend only on im(UT), as UT(UUT)~1/2 is invariant under trans-
formations U — LU for invertible L € R4*4,
In Section 22 we relate the update step for input (U, z,T) to u = spec((UrZrUZL)(UZUT)~1). We can
relate this to our condition number as follows.

Fact 4.2. For V € R™" and column subset T C [n], let Amin denote the smallest non-zero eigenvalue. Then
Aamin (V2 (VYD) V) = (VA (VVT) T V) F lop = 1+ pr(V).

In our algorithm, we are always dealing with frames V' that are column scalings of our original frame U.
In the next lemma, we show how to relate the condition number p between column scalings.

Lemma 4.3. For frame U € R¥™"™ and scaling z € RY .,

max;gr zj

VI Cnl: pr(UVZ)< pr(U).

minjeT Zj

Proof. For shorthand let V := Uv/Z and B := VT (VVT)~/2 be the orthonormal basis for W := im(VT).
Further, let Br. € RT*4 denote the restriction to rows in 7. We first rewrite ||[(VF (VV )T ||op as

IBLI2, = |BFyll3 . Julz min | Bul|3
T lop = 1 2 = _ 2 = L 2
yeim(Br.) |yll3 yeim(Br.) ueR®:(Bu)r=y [|yl|3  yeim(Br.) (Buyr=y |[|y[|3
2 2
= max min Hw||22 = max min (1—|— |w7|§>,
yeim(VD) weim(VT)wlr=y [[Y[3  yeim(V]) weim(VT)w|r=y w3
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where the first step was by definition of operator norm, the second step was by definition of the pseudo-
inverse, in the third step we used that B has orthonormal columns, i.e. BTB = I, the fourth step was by
definition of im(V'T) = im(B), and in the final step we used that wr = y.

Now note that scaling U — Uv/Z =: V gives a scaling of subspaces w € im(U") «— /zZow € im(VT).
Therefore, we can upper bound

we=||2 . 2 0 w)||2
pT(V) _ ||B,1—tng 1= I_Il&X . || TH% _ ; . mi ||(\/— )T”g
yeim(Vy) weim(VT),wlr=y [|wrl]3  yeim(UL) weimUT)wir=y ||(v/2 o w)r]3

max;gr 2 Jwpl3  maxjer z

< max min - 5= —
yeim(UTL) weim(UT),w|r=y Miljer 2; [|wr||3 minjer 2;

r(U),
where the first step was by Definition Bl and the definition B := VT(VVT)~1/2  the second step was
by the expression above for HB:,JC,ng, in the third step we used the correspondence between subspaces

im(VT) = v/Zim(UT), and the final step by the same calculation as above for pz(U). O

Remark 4.4. Above we used the “lifting map” interpretation of [11] for condition measures X and p.
Specifically, they use Eim(UT)(T) = /pr(U) to denote the “lifting score” of the coordinates T with respect to
subspace im(UT). We use notation p for simplicity, and point the reader to [11)] for other interpretations of
these condition measures, as well as a more detailed bibliography of the relation to linear programming.

In Section 421 we will show that p(U) is a singly exponential function of dimension and bit complexity
of U. But in fact, the main message of this section is that p is a more refined complexity measure than bit
complexity. For example if A € R"*™ is the node-edge incidence matrix of a (directed) graph, then A has
entries of constant bit complexity, but it can be shown that p(A4) < poly(n), which is significantly better
than the naive 2P°Y(®) bound derived just using bit complexity. As a further benefit, p is continuous and
therefore is robust to perturbation.

Using these definitions, we can prove a bound on the growth in magnitude of scaling z in a single iteration.

Proposition 4.5. For input U and scaling 2, line 8 of Algorithm [ produces update 21 satisfying
[log 2|0 < 2| 1og 2| + log p(U) + O(1).

Proof. By Corollary 222, we have update 2(*1) = 2 o (1 + @1r) for
smallest non-zero eigenvalue of Ur ZrUJ(UZUT)~! for update set T C [n].
We can bound this quantity by

& < O(1/timin), where fimin is the

1 max;gr zj
=1+ pr(UVZ) <1+ <#>PT(U},
fimin (Z3 PUR (U ZUTY U7 Z3/?) minjer z;

where the first step was by applying Fact for V := U+/Z, and the second was by Lemma @3l Without
loss, we can assume zpyi, = 1, as uniform scaling of z has no effect on frame scaling, so we can bound the
multiplicative term 222 — exp(||log z||o) and pr(U) < p(U) by Definition A1

This gives a bound on the update

o

min

log 2+l — [[log =@ c < log < log ( ) < |[Tog 2®||s + log p(U) + O(1),

where the second step was by the bound & < O(1)/pimin from Corollary 2.22] and in the final step we used
the lower bound on p_ ! < exp(||log z||oc)p(U) as shown above. O

This result tells us that if the iterate z(¥) is bounded, then the update z(**1) will also be bounded. Of
course, applying this for many iterations could cause the magnitude to blow up. Therefore, in the next
subsection we show that for the purpose of approximate frame scaling, we can always regularize our scalings
so that the magnitude is bounded by a function of the measure p. Finally, in Section we use a simple
rounding procedure to maintain bounded bit complexity of scalings throughout the algorithm.
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4.1 Controlling Magnitude of Scalings

In this subsection, we show that we can approximate any marginal using a bounded scaling. Similar results
are crucially used in the analysis of previous weakly polynomial time algorithms for frame scaling, and we
discuss the relation to these results in Section .3l We believe this result is of independent interest.

Theorem 4.6. Given frame U € R4*"™ and scaling z € R%,, for any 0 < 0 < 1, thereis 2 € R | such that

Zms
17V (z) = 7Y (2)h <2ndd and  log === < nlog(p(U)/9).

Zmin
Proof. Assume z is in non-increasing order z; > ... > z,, and apply uniform scaling so that z,, = 1. For each
prefix set k € [n], if

U
2k < P[k]( )
Zk+1 5

then the current scaling z already satisfies the stated bound, so we are done. Otherwise, we show that we
can round down the ratio to this value while incurring little error in leverage scores.

)

So assume there is a set T := [k] such that the above bound is violated. Then we scale down to
~1
U
Vi<k: 2= zj (Z_k> <M)
Zk+1 o
and 2|7 = z|7. Note that this rounding is of the form z = 2o (17 + alr) for a := Z:il pT(U) > 1. Therefore

we can analyze the change in leverage scores using progress function h := hU 5 as

I79(2) = 77 () = Y (7 (2) = 7 () + D (7] (2) = 7 (2)) = 2(h(er) — h(1))

jeT JET

_22 O[_l'uz 'ul <2Z <2d( ,Umin)

where the first step is because we are scaling up the set T so 77 (z) > 7V(2) for j € T and 77 (2) < 7/ (2)
for 7 & T, the second step was by Definition 2.9 of the progress functlon in the third step we used the
expression from Lemma 215l to rewrite h in terms of p := spec(UTZTU-Tr(UZUT)_l), in the fourth step we
have p;5, = 0 and the remaining terms can be bounded using (o« — 1)u <1+ (o — 1)u. We can bound this
minimum eigenvalue as

N —1 —1
= max. . 1
min — 1 U\/E -1 > 11 73X3¢T i, U 1 ZkJrl U =—>1-9
0 (1+ pr( ) _< + iijTéjPT( ) + % pr(U) 552 ,

where the first step was by the eigenvalue bound in Fact applied to V :=U Z'2 in the second step we
applied Lemma [£.3] in the third step we used that Z is in increasing order, the fourth step was by our choice
of % =2 T(U) , and the final step was by Taylor approximation for 0 < § < 1.

Putting thls together gives the bound ||7Y(2) — 7Y (2)||1 < 2d§, and applying this bound for each of the
< n prefix sets gives the result.

O

Remark 4.7. In the above procedure, we only round prefiz sets, so we can strengthen the nlogp term to

X k; log pr,, (U)

We conjecture that the guarantee in Theorem [{.6 can be improved to log Z;m"_"‘ <log(p/d). This and further
improvements we leave to future work.

Actually, it is well known that ¥ and p are NP-hard to approximate even to exponential accuracy [43].
But note that the procedure described in the proof above only requires us to evaluate py(U) for polynomially
many sets T C [n]. In the following Section 2] we show how to turn the above Theorem [£.6] into a strongly
polynomial algorithm by using simple overestimates for pr.
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4.2 Bit Complexity Bound

So far we have only given bounds on (relative) magnitudes of scalings and updates. In order to bound the
bit complexity, we first show that leverage scores are robust to small multiplicative perturbations of scalings.

Lemma 4.8. For input U € R*"™ and scaling z € R, if 2 € (1 £8)z for 0 < § < 1/2, then
V(%) € (1 £30)7Y(2).
Proof. This follows by a straightforward Taylor approximation

TV (2) = ul (UZUT) ;€ (1 £ 6)zjul (L £)UZUT) u; € (1 £38)77 (2).
where in the second step we used 2; € (1+46)z; and Z € (1 + §)Z which implies UZUT € (1+6)UZUT and
therefore (UZUT)~! € (14 6)""(UZUT), and in the final step we used [ 1] <35for0<6<1/2. O

Therefore, if the relative magnitude of our scalings remain bounded, then we can always round to sufficient
accuracy to maintain our guarantees with bounded bit complexity. This is the only place in our work that
requires a rounding oracle and therefore does not fit into the real model. For further discussion, see Section[7l

The following well-known result allows us bound p in terms of bit complexity.

Theorem 4.9 (Theorem 6 in [44]). For U € R4*™ with each entry having bit compleity b,
log X(U) < O(d(b+ logd) + logn), log p(U) < O(d(b + logd) + logn).

As a consequence, we can maintain bounded bit complexity for all intermediate scalings. We emphasize
that the procedure below is the only time we require the ‘rounding’ oracle described in Section [7l

Corollary 4.10. Given any frame U € R¥™ of bit complexity b, for any scaling z € R?, and precision
0 <6 < 1/2, there is 2 € R}, with (entry-wise) bit complexity O(n(db + logn + log(1/0))) that satisfies
7Y (2) — 7Y (2)|l1 < O(ndS). Further, 2 can be computed in strongly polynomial time, involving O(nlogn)
comparisons and O(n) matriz operations on dxd and dxn matrices (Gram-Schmidt, inverse, multiplication).

Proof. We follow the same procedure as in Theorem .6 but all quantities are maintained only up to bounded
precision by using the ‘rounding’ oracle described in Section [7l
We first note that in strongly polynomial time, we can compute an overestimate for pp(U) as

L+ pr(U) = |(UUT)"V2Ur) |3, < [(OUT)20r) "% = Te[(UF(UUT) ' U7) ] < d(1 + pr(U)),

to get a slightly worse guarantee in Theorem FGt there exists 2 € R", such that |7V (z) — 7Y (2)||1 < 2ndd
and log ‘Z‘;ﬁ < nlog(d(1+ p(U))/9).
By dividing 2 < %/Znin, we can assume without loss that Z,i, = 1 and log 2i,.x < nlog(d(1 4 p(U))/9).

Therefore, we can use N := [nlog(d(1 + p(U))/d) + log(1/4)] bits for each entry and maintain a good
approximation. Explicitly, we apply the rounding oracle described in Section [T to get z + |z/d]d, so
that Z has entrywise bit complexity < N. Further, Z € (1 &+ §/2)2 which by Lemma implies 7Y (2) €
(14 0(68))7Y(2). Since 7 € [0,1]", we can combine this with the error guarantee of Theorem L6 to get

I77(2) =77 (@)1 < 177 (2) = 77 (D)l + 77 (2) = 77 (2)llr < O(ndd).

And applying the bound log(p(U)) < O(d(b + logd) + logn) from Theorem [A.9] gives the required bound on
bit complexity. O

Remark 4.11. In the above procedure, we computed upper bounds for pr for sets {T = {k}}rcjn). To reduce
runtime, we note the following fact:

S CT,rky(S) =1ku(T) = ps(U) = pr(U).

Therefore we can perform a single Gram-Schmidt and just compute pr for the d sets where the rank increases.
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4.3 Comparison to Prior Work

In this subsection we will compare our regularization Theorem to similar results in the literature on
algorithms for frame scaling.

The strongly polynomial algorithm of [I5] for Forster transformation (the special case of Definition [I.1]
with ¢ = %1,1) maintains left scaling L € R?*¢ while keeping the right scaling implicit. The regularization
result given in Theorem 5.1 of [15] is therefore much more complicated, as they need to show how to round
the left scaling matrix L € R%*? to bounded bit complexity while maintaining small error with respect to
the frame scaling problem Definition [T}

All other results come from weakly polynomial algorithms from frame scaling. The line of works [25], [3],
138], [42], [8] all study a convex formulation for frame scaling and show that, for any desired precision § > 0,
there exists a scaling with magnitude bounded by a function of 1/4, that achieves optimality gap 0, and
therefore has marginals that are d-close to the desired marginals. This is then combined with off-the-shelf
optimization methods to give a weakly polynomial algorithm to solve the convex formulation.

In our work, we require an algorithm to produce a bounded scaling that satisfies the weaker condition
that the marginals are close, instead of small optimality gap. The results given in the previous works often
give an existential proof of the bound on scalings, whereas in our work we need a constructive version. Our
regularization procedure, sorting the entries of the scaling and then shrinking gaps to appropriate size, can
in fact be seen as a special case of the implicit procedures used in [42] and [§] for the more general ‘geometric
programming’ setting. Our main contribution is therefore to make this procedure explicit, and to give a
refined analysis of the error bound in our frame scaling setting. We believe that our relation to the refined
p parameter is of independent interest for scaling.

5 Putting it Together

Now that we have all the pieces, we can analyze the convergence of Algorithm [

Proof of Theorem[2.]] We show that in each iteration we either get a certificate of infeasibility (c,17) >
tk(Ur) or make 1 —1/0(n?) multiplicative progress in the error |7 — ¢||3, where 7 := 7Y for input frame U.
This suffices to give the iteration bound as 7, ¢ € [0,1]" so |7 — ¢||3 < n.

Fix iteration ¢ and let z := z(). By Proposition we can compute a set T C [n] with margin

72 > |7(2) — ¢l|3/2n®. For h := h$’* according to Definition 23, and assuming we are in the feasible case,
we can compute & > 1 satisfying v/5 < h(&) — h(1) <~ by Theorem [ZT9 Applying Lemma [ZTT] to update
z' =z o (lx + alr) gives

I7(2) = €ll = lI7(=") = ell3 = 2v(h(&) — h(0)) = 2+%/5.

We show this progress lower bound holds up to a constant factor even after regularization: let Z be the
output of Corollary [4.10] with parameter § chosen later. Then we can bound

I7(2) = cll2 = I7(2) = ell2 < I7(2) = 7(z)ll2 < I7(2) — 7(z")llx < 2nds,

where the first step was by triangle inequality and the final step was by the guarantee of Corollary .10l For
d € (0,1/2) chosen later, this implies
I7(2) = ell3 = I7(z") = ¢ll3 = (I7(2) = cll2 + [7(z") = ell2)(|7(2) = ¢ll2 = I7(=") = ¢]l2)
< 4(+/2n342 + ndd)(ndd),
where we bounded ||7(2) —c|l2—||7(2") —¢||2 < 2ndd by the calculation above and ||7(2") —c|l2 < ||7(2) —¢|l2 <

v/2n3+2, as our update z’ decreases the error as shown above, and the second inequality is by Proposition 2.6l
for margin . Choosing § = /(15n°/2d), we can bound this whole expression by 42/5. In total this gives

I7(2) = cll3 = I7(2) = cllz = (I7(2) = ell3 = I7(z') = cll2) = (I7(2) = cllz = I7(z') —¢ll3) = 2% - %
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where in the second step we lower bounded the progress term by 2v2/5 and upper bounded the regularization
term by 72/5 as shown above. By Proposition 2.6, we have v2 > ||7(z) — ¢||3/2n, so this implies that in
O(n?log(n/e)) iterations we have

< 1. e~Ollog(n/e) < .2

3

1 O(n? log(n/¢))
(1) = el < lr = el (1~ s )
where we bounded ||7 — ¢||3 < n in the second step as 7, ¢ € [0, 1]™.

Next, we bound the number of operations in each iteration. We can find the set T using O(n) matrix
multiplications and inversions of d x d matrices, along with O(nlogn) comparison operations. Verifying
feasibility requires a rank computation, which can be performed using Gram-Schmidt applied to a d X n
matrix. For the Newton-Dinkelbach iterations we compute h and h’ using the explicit expressions described
in Remark [ZT0] which can be done using O(1) matrix multiplications and inversions involving d x d matrices.

For the guessing Algorithm Ml we require O(nd + nd?logn) determinants, inverses, and multiplications
with d x d matrices. For the regularization procedure in Corollary .10, we sort the entries in O(nlogn)
time and compute pr(U) for n sets, each of which requires a Gram-Schmidt on a d x n matrix, along with
O(1) matrix multiplications and inversions of d x d matrices.

Finally, assuming that the bit complexity of the input U is b, the regularization step guarantees that the
(entry-wise) bit complexity of the scaling at the end of each iteration remains bound by

nlog(p/d) < O(n(db + log(nd/<))),

by Corollary LT0l and our choice § = Q(y/ poly(nd)) applied above for v > €Q(e). Further, Proposition
implies that the bit complexity of the scaling after the update step, before regularization, is also bounded
by the same quantity up to constant factor.

Therefore the algorithm is strongly polynomial with given operation counts.
O

6 Improvement of Matrix Scaling

In this section we show how our techniques give a faster strongly polynomial algorithm for the matrix scaling
problem. In this setting, we are given A € R7"™"™ and want to find diagonal scalings L € diag,, (m),R €
diag, , (n) such that B := LAR satisfies B1,, = r, B'1,, = c. Formally:

Definition 6.1 (Matrix Scaling Problem). For input A € RT"™", let (r(A),c(A)) € R™ x R™ be the row and
column sums. Explicitly,
’I”l(A) = Z Aij7 Cj(A) = Z A’L]
J€[n] 1€[m]

Given desired marginals (r,c) € R x R} and precision € > 0, find diagonal scalings L € diag, , (m),R €
diag, . (n) such that B := LAR is e-approzimately (r, c)-scaled:

Ir(B) =73 + lle(B) — ¢l < €.
We will also use the combinatorial structure of the input A (i.e. supp(4)) in our algorithms.
Definition 6.2. For input A € R"*" and column subset T C [n], the neighborhood is
NT):={iem]|3jeT:A; >0}

If we interpret A € R"*" as the incidence matrix of a weighted bipartite graph, then N(T') corresponds
to the neighborhood in this graph.

In [33], the authors give the first strongly polynomial algorithm for this problem. By adapting our frame
scaling analysis to this setting, we are able to reduce the number of iterations from O(n®log(n/e)) as given
n [33] to O(n3log(n/e)) iterations, matching our Main Theorem 24l Further, each iteration can still be
performed in nearly linear time, so this gives a quadratic improvement in runtime over the algorithm in [33].
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In order to deal with the polynomial bit complexity requirement, the work of [33] does not use a rounding
step, but instead maintains quantities in floating point representation and argues that the exponent remains
of polynomial bit size.

We show that we can also adapt our regularization procedure from Section [l to the matrix setting, giving
a new stronger bound on the size and bit complexity of scalings required for e-approximate matrix scaling.
This also allows us to avoid the complications that arise from merging floating point precision with the real
model as discussed in Section [7

Our main result is as follows:

Theorem 6.3. Given input A € R"™" with desired marginals (r,c) € RT x R satisfying s := (r, 1) =
(¢, 1,), and precision € > 0, there is a strongly polynomial algorithm to produce e-approximate scalings
or a certificate of infeasibility. This algorithm takes O(n3log(sn/c)) iterations, each of which require
O(nnz(A)) arithmetic operations (here nnz(A) is the number of non-zero entries of A). Further, if the
input A has entrywise bit complexity < b, then the intermediate scalings all have bit complexity bounded by

poly(n, m, b)log(1/e).

Matrix scaling is a fundamental problem that has appeared in a variety of fields throughout science
and engineering (for a thorough survey, see [28]). Recently, there has been a renewed interest in fast
algorithms for this problem. In particular, [10] and [I] study a convex formulation for matrix scaling and
use sophisticated optimization techniques to solve it in near-linear time. While this gives fast runtime in
terms of the input dimensions, the number of iterations of these algorithms depends on quantities such as
Amin := min{4;; | (¢,7) € supp(4)}, and so these are weakly polynomial algorithms.

In the remainder of the section, we discuss how to adapt our algorithm and analysis to the matrix setting.
We first recall the high-level outline for frame scaling: (1) reduce to just the right scaling; (2) use the norm of
the column error as a potential function; (3) find a set with large ‘margin’ to scale up; (4) reduce the analysis
of the potential decrease to a proxy function; (5) find a good update making sufficient progress for the proxy
function; (6) finally, apply regularization procedure to control the size and bit complexity of intermediate
scalings. The matrix case will follow same outline, so we mainly focus on the necessary modifications and
omit most proofs.

We begin by reducing to row-scaled matrices. Specifically, for any column scaling y € R} | we implicitly
match the desired row sums, namely using row scaling x; = r;/ Zje[n] A;jy;. This allows us to just keep
track of column scalings y and the column sums of X AY induced by this implicit row scaling.

Definition 6.4 (Matrix version of Definition [Z1]). For matriz scaling input (A,r,c) as in Theorem[G.3, for
any right scaling y € RYy ,,
Ayj y]
e 4
23 2keln)

We use potential function ||c*"(y) — ¢||3 and attempt to compute an update in each step that decreases
this by a multiplicative factor. We follow the same update strategy, computing set T' C [n] with largest
margin, where we recall the margin of T C [n] is defined as the largest v > 0 such that there exists a
threshold v € R satisfying

zk yk

A,’I‘ . _ ] Av”‘ — .
gleaTx(cj (y)—¢;))<v—y<v+y< %lg(cj (y) — ¢j)-

This allows us to apply the lower bound from Proposition [Z.6] verbatim:
Proposition 6.5 (Matrix version of Proposition[Z6). For input A € R"*", desired marginals (r, c) € RTJF",
and current scaling y € R% ., sort A7 (y) — ¢ in non-decreasing order, and let T C [n] be the prefix set with

mazximum margin y. Then

1 A
72 et (y) - ol

Now we want to show that we can make €2(72) progress by scaling up 7. For this purpose, we define a
proxy function as follows.
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Definition 6.6 (Matrix version of Definition [Z9). In the setting of Proposition [6, the proxy function is
defined as

Aiiyi s
hmY (a My o (Iq + alr)) T i385 = ri———
ORI =2 Z S At oS Ar -~ 2 T a-Tm

JeET JET i€[m i€EN(T)

Z]ET AI]yJ

where N(T) is the neighborhood according to Definition[62 and p; = S Ao
je[n] AiiYj

Note this is also positive sum of terms ap/(1+ (v—1)u) for p € (0, 1), so many of the desirable properties
in our previous analysis carry to this new proxy function. In particular, cjer is increasing in o and cjgr is
decreasing, so we can apply the same potential analysis in Lemma 2.1t

Lemma 6.7 (Matrix version of Lemma 2TT)). Consider proxy function h := h?’r’y according to Defini-
tion [6.6, where subset T C [n] has margin v. Then for any « satisfying 0 < h(a) — h(1) < =, the scaling
Y :=yo (lx + aly) results in

¢4 ) = €llg = e (') = el = 2(h(a) = h(D)).

Our goal is now to find an update such that v > h(a) — h(1) 2 v, which will give the required iteration
bound. In order to guarantee that such an update exists, we need to use the fact that the input A can be
scaled to (r,c). Feasibility of scalings has the following characterization:

Theorem 6.8 (Prop 2.2 in [33]). For matriz scaling input (A,r,c) as in Definition [61], the following are
equivalent:

o for every € > 0, there is L. € diag(m), R. € diag(n) such that B := L.AR. is e-approzimately
(r,¢)-scaled according to Definition [6.1);

e (¢,1,) = (r, 1) and for every T C [n], o(T) 1= 3 ;e ¢ < X ien(ry Ti = 1(N(T')) where N(T) is the
neighborhood according to Definition [6.2.

(A, r, c) satisfying the above conditions is called feasible, and otherwise it is infeasible and T C [n] satisfying
e(T) > r(N(T)) is a certificate of infeasibility.

Therefore, we can use a similar argument as in the frame case to guarantee that, for a feasible input, it
is possible to find an update o making sufficient progress.

Proposition 6.9 (Matrix version of Proposition Z.13). Consider progress function h := h?’r’y according to
Definition [6.8, where T C [n] has margin v > 0. If r(N(T)) > ¢(T), then for any 6 € [0,7), there is a finite
solution a < 00 to the equation h(a) = h(1) + 6.

Proof. As h is increasing, we compute the limit of the progress function:

Jim hle) = Jim 3 gy = N
1€N(T)

The result then follows from exactly the same calculations as in the frame case, replacing 7 with ¢ and
using feasibility »(N(T)) > ¢(T). O

Therefore in the feasible case, there is always a good update v > h(a) — h(1) = =, so by Lemma [G.7]
we have the required iteration bound. In fact, this is the main source of our quadratic improvement in
iterations: in [33], they use a different analysis to guarantee some entry must make Q(72/n?) progress. By
using our proxy function, we are able to measure progress of the whole subset T' C [n] and guarantee Q(v?)
progress.

All that remains is to actually compute an update making good progress. In the matrix setting, this is
a much simpler task as we have access to u. Specifically, we use the following simple approximation

ap ap ap

ez br el T @D S TF (e D~ max(L (a— D}
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Therefore, we have explicit access to the following piece-wise linear approximation satisfying g(a)/2 <
h(a) —h(1) < g():

0+ (a—1) 3 ner) riti(1 — pi) for a—1€]0, #L]
g(a) == Eigk ri(l = i) + (@ = 1) Xis g i (1 — pia) for a—1e€ [Hk H%H] )
>ien(r) il —pi) +0 for a—1¢€ [H‘Nlm‘ , 0]

where we sorted p1 > ... > pyn(r) > 0 and pis (7)) = 0.

Note that g is increasing, so we can find the update by computing g at the breakpoints {g(1/1x)}refr),
finding the segment containing the solution g(&) = +y, which must exist by Proposition 5.9} and then solving
the linear equation in that segment. With some care, this can be performed in O(HHZ(A)) time: first sort p,
and then note that the linear equation for the k-th and (k + 1)-st piece differs by O(1) terms, so we compute
them in order. This gives

7/2=9(@)/2 < h(a) = h(1) < g(&) = 1.
Combined with the potential analysis in Lemma [6.7 and gap lower bound in Proposition gives

e (5™ = eld = e (") = el = 2v(Ala) = h(1) 2 4 > [l (y")) = c]3/(2n°).

Finally, we can adapt our regularization argument to keep the magnitude and bit complexity of scalings
bounded. The appropriate condition number for matrix scaling is much simpler than in the frame case.

Definition 6.10 (Matrix version of Definition E1)). For matriz input A € RI"*",

> 7 Aij
A) := max L A) := max A),
pr(A) B S or Ay p(A) Tgn}pT( )

where N(T') denotes the neighborhood of T according to A as discussed above.

Note that p can be simply bounded by p(A) < n% where Apax min denote the largest and smallest
non-zero entries, and this is clearly bounded by n22? if all entries of A have bit complexity b. This already
gives a bound on how much the scalings grow in each iteration, as the update is bounded by 1/pmin where

ZjET Aijyj Ymin ZjET Aij Ymin 1
Mmin = min p; = > > 14+ pr(A))~".
e i€N(T) ' Zje[n] Aijyj Ymax Eje[n] Aij Ymax ( (4)

Following the same regularization procedure in the matrix setting gives the following guarantees:

Corollary 6.11 (Matrix version of Theorem and Corollary @I0). Given matriz A € R™*™, for row
sums v € R, scaling y € R"} ,, and precision 0 < § < 1/2, there is y € R'} | satisfying

log 2% < nlog(p(4)/3),  and [[eA"(y) — (@)l < 20 (r. L),

ymm

Further, § can be computed in strongly polynomial time using O(QTLZ(A)) arithmetic operations, and if the
entries of A have bit complezity b, then the bit complexity of § is O(nb).

Proof. The algorithm is exactly the same, sorting by y1 > ... > y, and shrinking any prefix gap. So assume
there is a prefix set T' = [k] with index k such that Ui’—il > p[%w, where p is according to Definition [6.10)

We scale this subset down to
-1
. N Yk pr(A
Vi<k: yj:—yj<—) < (g >>
Yk+1

and |7 = yl7. We once again note that y = g o (17 + alr) for o := UZL PT(A) > 1, so we can analyze the

change in column sums using progress function h := hﬁﬁg according to Definition as:

() AT @l < 2n(a) ~ a1 =2 Y R OTDEOZI) 5y

JEN(T) 1+ (o = i) JEN(T)
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Finally, we can bound 1 — pimin > 1 — § using the large gap -2 > p[%(m and Definition [6.10] of p. Thus

Yr+1
2 ZieN(T) ri(1 — p;) < 26{r,1,,). Since we perform this shrinking operation at most n times, once for each

prefix, the final error bound follows by the triangle inequality.
It remains to justify the nearly linear running time. Note we only need to compute upper bounds for
pr for prefix sets Ty, := [k] for k € [n]. In this setting N(T%) is a chain, i.e. N([1]) C ... € N([n]), so we

can upper bound the term % for each ¢ € [d] individually by considering the first time ¢ € N(T).
jeT Aij
Explicitly, for each row 4 in this ordering compute Y jer Aij for first time ¢ € N (T), and for each T just

. L Dier Aij
consider these as upper bounds for pr := max;e (1) ﬁ. O
Therefore, by regularizing to precision § = poly(y/sn) for s := (r,1,,) = (¢, 1,,), we still make Q(y?) >
Q(||c*" (y) — ¢||3/n®) progress in each iteration. Noting the original error ||c*"(1,) — c||3 < ns?, this gives
the required bound on the number of iterations. And by applying the regularization procedure with bounded
bit precision, we maintain poly(s, n,b)log(1/e) bit complexity for all intermediate scalings.

7 Strongly Polynomial Models of Computation

In this section, we discuss the precise sense in which our algorithm is strongly polynomial. We will also
place this model in context with other commonly used computational models and give motivation for its
use. Some of the below descriptions are inspired by the recent survey of Srivastava [41] on the complexity
of eigendecomposition.

1. Real Model: the input is given as n real numbers; the algorithm is allowed oracle access to exact
arithmetic gates, which take constant time; here, a polynomial time algorithm is one that makes poly(n)
calls to the arithmetic oracle. This model is studied in complexity theory and pure mathematics.

2. Bit model: the input is given as n numbers each consisting of b bits; the algorithm is able to perform
exact arithmetic operations, but the cost is the number of bit operations; since bit size can grow with
each operations, the algorithm is allowed the freedom to round arbitrarily; here, a polynomial time
algorithm performs poly(n,b) bit operations. Note that this automatically enforces a poly(n,b) space
constraint on all intermediate quantities. This is the most prominent computational model used to
define tractable problems from the perspective of theoretical computer science.

3. Finite precision model: the input is given as n numbers in floating point with fixed machine precision
b bits; the algorithm is allowed arithmetic operations but they are only performed approximately up to
adversarial multiplicative error that depends on the machine precision; here once again a polynomial
time algorithm performs poly(n, b) bit operations, but because all intermediate quantities remain at
fixed precision, this is equivalent to performing poly(n, b) arithmetic operations. This is the dominant
model used in numerical analysis.

As described in Section[[.3] the strongly polynomial model is a blend of the real and bit models: arithmetic
operations are performed using exact arithmetic and only take constant time, but the bit complexity of
intermediate quantities still needs to remain polynomially bounded in the input complexity.

The prototypical strongly polynomial algorithm in linear algebra is the computation of the determinant.
In practice, this is performed in the finite precision model by applying Gaussian elimination to reduce to
row-echelon form and computing an approximation of the determinant that depends on machine precision.
But this naive algorithm is not strongly polynomial, as it is well-known that Gaussian elimination with exact
arithmetic and arbitrary pivots could lead to an exponential size blow up in the bit complexity [19]. In [I8],
Edmonds gave a simple Schur-complement style algorithm that computes the determinant in the real model.
Furthermore, all intermediate quantities are k x k subdeterminants of the original matrix for k € [n], so have
polynomial bit complexity in the original input. This algorithm therefore satisfies all strongly polynomial
requirements.

Smale [40] famously conjectured the existence of strongly polynomial algorithms for general linear pro-
grams. Several such algorithms have been developed for special classes of LP’s, such as flow problems on
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graphs, but the general case is still open. In [I1], the authors build an interior point framework for LP whose
complexity depends only on the constraint matrix. This gives a unified strongly polynomial algorithm for
many known important cases of LP.

The algorithms we consider in this paper almost fit into this model, but require slightly extra power.
Specifically, we consider the stronger version of strong polynomial as defined in section 1.3 of [24] where we
are given an additional ‘rounding oracle’: given input z € R, b € N, output = rounded to the nearest multiple
of 27, Note that this is not oblivious to the bit representation of the input, and so does not fit into the real
model interpretation of strongly polynomial. We require this extra power only in our regularization step in
Section 4] and otherwise we only require exact arithmetic operations. This difficulty is encountered in many
other other strongly polynomial algorithms, such as the original matrix scaling algorithm of [33]. We believe
it may be possible to avoid this rounding step by maintaining scalings as small complexity combinations of
some ‘canonical scalings’, and we leave this as an interesting open problem.

8 Applications to Learning Theory

In this section we discuss two previous works that apply frame scaling in the context of machine learning.
In particular, we will show how our new algorithm for frame scaling can be used to improve the runtime of
the learning algorithms of [15] and [27].

8.1 Halfspace Learning [15]

We first discuss the application of frame scaling to halfspace learning. We begin by formally stating the
problem. In [I5], the goal is to learn an unknown affine halfspace defined by normal vector w € R<.

The algorithm gets labeled samples from an unknown distribution (z,y) ~ D, where z € R y =
sign({w, z)). And the main result is as follows:

Theorem 8.1 (Theorem 1.6 in [I5]). Given unknown halfspace defined by normal vector w € R and
unknown distribution D as above, there is a strongly polynomial algorithm that, for any § > 0, takes poly(d/d)
samples from D and with high probability outputs a hypothesis f : R® — {£1} satisfying

Prizg~plf(z) # y] < 0.

They are also able to extend this result to the inhomogeneous setting, where the halfspace has threshold
{z | (w,z) > t}, as well certain noisy models, where the labels only agree with the halfspace on some large
fraction of samples (see Theorem 1.8 in [I5]). We focus on showing that our new frame scaling algorithm can
also be applied in the simpler homogeneous setting with exact labels, noting that the ideas can be extended
in a straightforward way.

Frame scaling is helpful in this setting for two key reasons: (1) points with large “margin” can be easily
classified; (2) for point sets in approximate (Ig,c¢ = %1”)-p0sition7 a large fraction of points have large
“margin”. These two observations are formalized in Lemma 7.2 and 7.3 in [I5] respectively. We show that
these technical lemmas can be appropriately modified to work with our implicit frame scaling representation.

We first show that the large “margin” classifier can be modified to work in strongly polynomial time
for arbitrary inner product. We will apply this for inner product (u,v)q := u"(UZU")~!v for our frame
U € R¥™ and scaling z € R". This follows the “Improved Perceptron” algorithm given in Dunagan and
Vempala [39].

Lemma 8.2 (Lemma 7.2 in [15] (Perceptron)). Consider n labeled exzamples {(u;,y;) € R? x {£1}},epm)s

such that there is an unknown linear halfspace satisfying Vi € [n] : y; = sign({w,u;)q) for some inner
product (-,-)q. Then for any v € (0,1) and initial guess vy satisfying (vo,w)q > 0, there is an algorithm
<v07w>2

requiring 10g1_72(| ) iterations that outputs guess vr such that

Tool5 Tl

(v, uj)g > Vlvrlglluly = sign((vr, u;)) = y;.
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Proof. The algorithm is as follows: in each iteration, if there is some j € [n] such that v mis-classifies u; and
there is a large margin, then update

<’Ut7u'>
ifosude < =lwlloluille = v = v = SR,
IQ

We will use the correlation % as a potential function and show that it improves by a geometric

factor after each update. This will imply the iteration bound.
For shorthand, let v be our starting vector, and v’ be the vector after updating the j-th sample. First
note that, since w correctly classifies all the samples, we have

_<v’ Uj>Q<'UJj7 w>Q

<U/=w>Q - <U7w>Q =

where in the first step we used the definition of the update, and the final inequality was because v and w
disagree on the classification of the j-th sample: sign((w, u;)q) # sign({(v,u;)Q)-
Next, we can show that the norm of our guess is decreasing geometrically:

(v,uj)g (v, uj)3 (v, u)3
HU/HQQ = ||UH2Q - 2<U7U3>Qm + llu J”Q I JH4 = v HQ W <(1- )HU||Q7

where the final step was by the margin assumption.
Therefore, the correlation improves after each update:

(v, w)q 1 (v, w)q
Tl = V1I=22lvlelwle’

/112
15

where we used (v, w) > (v, w)q for the numerator and [|v'[|3, < (1—~2)|[v[|3,. Since we have initial correlation
(vo, w)g > 0 and the maximum is < 1 by Cauchy-Schwarz, this gives the required iteration bound. O

Next, if the points are in approximate radial isotropic position, then a large fraction of the points will
have large margin.

Lemma 8.3 (Lemma 7.3 in [I5]). Consider frame U € Ran with scaling z € R, is in e-approvimate
(Ia,c = £1,,)-position according to Definition I 1l with e < £, and inner product (u,v)q = u"(UZUT)~?

Then for any w € R4,
w,u;)2 1 T 1
T::{]E[]7< 1)q >—}:> uZ—-
lwllg[lusl?y — 4d n — 5d

Proof. By the approximate (I4, ¢)-position, we have Vj € [n] : 7Y (2) € (1£1/2)4 as |7V (2) — £1,,13 < (&£ )?

by assumption. Then, following the argument in Lemma 7.3 of [I5], for unknown w € R? we have
> zilwuy)g =w (UZUT) N UZUT YU ZUT)  w = w3
j€ln]

Also, by the approximate radial isotropy condition and Cauchy-Schwarz, we have

zj(w, > 3d

VL < lluill =Y (2) < ==
[l

Vj € [n]: 57

Therefore by a simple averaging argument, there must be (1/d) points with large margin:

ZJ<qu ]” u;|Z 1
1= 3 IR Sl + Y 2 <2y )

j€ln] lw HQ jeT jeT
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where the first step was by the isotropy assumption and calculation above, in the second step we used the
Cauchy-Schwarz bound for j € T and the low margin assumption for j ¢ T, and in the final step we used
the bound on the norms. Rearranging this gives the desired condition:

T 1

1 -1
_>Z(d__) >

1
n 4 5d

O

We trivially have that for each j € [n], one of +u; has non-negative margin (w,u;)q > 0. Therefore
Ju € {Fu;} el with large margin m > \/%. Therefore, we can run 2n instances of perceptron in
parallel using each +u; as a separate initialization, and the fastest one will converge in strongly polynomial
number of iterations by the margin lower bound.

Therefore, we can use our improved frame scaling algorithm in Theorem [2.4] to improve the runtime of
the strongly polynomial improper halfspace learner given in [I5]. In particular, we note that our implicit
representation of the left and right scaling for approximate radial isotropic position can still be used with
the perceptron algorithm to learn large margin points.

8.2 Point Location [27]

In this subsection, we discuss the application of frame scaling to point location problem studied in [27].
Here the input is a fixed set of n points and we are given query access to an unknown halfspace in the form
x — sign((w, x)). The goal is to learn the label of all n points using as few queries as possible.

In the following, we discuss how frame scaling is used for this problem in [27]. The first observation is
quite similar to that of [I5]: if the points are in approximate (I, ¢)-position according to Definition [[.1] then
there is a simple way to learn the label of a large fraction of points. The technical statement is as follows:

Lemma 8.4 (Lemma 4.6 in [27] (Informal)). Let S be a set of n labeled examples (x,y) € Rd x {£1}, such
that there is an unknown linear halfspace satisfying V(z,y) € S : y = sign({w, z)). Further, assume the input
is in approzimate (I4,c)-position according to Definition [[1l Then there is an algorithm “IsoLearn” with
the guarantee: for some integer k € [d], the algorithm makes O(kz) queries and correctly classifies a set of
points T C [n] with weight (¢, 17) > k.

In other words, we can learn a large weighted fraction of points according to the weighting c. In order
to learn all the labels, this is combined with a boosting procedure, which iteratively increases the weighting
of points whose label we have not yet learned (described in Algorithm 5 in [27]). Therefore, it is important
that we can compute frame scalings for arbitrary weighting ¢ € R’ | as given in Definition [Tl

Using our improved frame scaling result in Theorem [2.4] we are able to give a strongly polynomial time
procedure that can be used to place points in approximate (14, ¢)-position or give a certificate of infeasibility.
Recall that we keep track of the square of the right scaling and leave the left scaling is implicit. Following
the ideas in the previous subsection, this is sufficient if we once again switch to an appropriate inner product
that depends on our scalings.

There are a few steps in the learning algorithms given in this work that are not strictly strongly polyno-
mial, as the main goal is to give optimal query complexity for this problem. In particular, we are required to
query the halfspace on linear combinations of our points in approximate (14, ¢)-position. We can once again
simulate the left scaling by changing the inner product (z,z') — Q := 2" (UZUT)~'2’; but again for linear
combinations we will require square root operations. Further, a key technique in this work is the notion of
margin oracle, which requires queries on random Gaussian linear combinations of points. Both of these are
not strongly polynomial, and we leave to future work the question of whether these issues can be avoided.
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