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Abstract

Over the past two decades, fair resource allocation prableave received considerable attention in
a variety of application areas. Howevgrile progress has been made in the design of distributed algo-
rithms with convergence guarantees for general and commonly used o-fair allocations. In this paper,
we study weighted-fair packing problems, that is, the problems of maximizing objective functions
M >, wj:c;*a/(l —a)whena > 0, a # 1and (i) }; w; Inxz; whena = 1, over linear constraints
Az < b, x > 0, wherew; are positive weights and andb are non-negative. We consider the dis-
tributed computation model that was used for packing lipeagrams and network utility maximization
problems. Under this modelye provide a distributed algorithm for general o that converges to an
g¢—approximate solution in time (number of distributed itevas) that has an inverse polynomial depen-
dence on the approximation parameteand poly-logarithmic dependence on the problem sizkis
is the first distributed algorithm for weighted a—fair packing with poly-logarithmic convergence in the
input size. The algorithm uses simple local update rules and is statéhesnely, it allows asynchronous
updates, is self-stabilizing, and allows incremental awél adjustments). We also obtain a number of
structural results that characterize-fair allocations as the value af is varied. These results deepen
our understanding of fairness guaranteas-fair packing allocations, and also provide insight into the
behavior ofa.—fair allocations in the asymptotic cases— 0, a — 1, anda — oo.
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1 Introduction

Over the past two decadgsir resource allocation problems have received considerable attention in many
application areas, including Internet congestion cori82], rate control in software defined networks|[35],
scheduling in wireless networks [46], multi-resource @dliton and scheduling in datacenters|[12,20,21,24],
and a variety of applications in operations research, ao®) and game theory [1,123]. In most of these
applications, positive linear (packing) constraintseas a natural model of the allowable allocations.

In this paper, we focus on the problem of finding @ifair vector on the set determined by packing
constraintsdz < 1,z > 0 where all4;; > OE We refer to this problem as—fair packing. For a vector
of positive weightsw anda: > 0, an allocation vector™ of sizen is weighteda-fair, if for any alternative

—x

feasible vector: ) y wj%)f < 0 [38]. For a compact and convex feasible regiohcan be equivalently
J
defined as a vector that solves the problem of maximizing:) = Zj wj fo(z;) [38], where:

In(z;), fa=1

l-a”

a-fairness provides a trade-off between efficiency (sum located resources) and fairness (minimum al-
located resource) as a function @f the higher then, the better the fairness guarantees and the lower
the efficiency|[[4, 11, 31]. Important special cases are ptapw@l fairness ¢ = 1) and max-min fairness

(v = 0). Whena = 0, we have the “unfair” case of linear optimization.

Distributed algorithms forv—fair packing are of particular interest, as many applicatiare inherently
distributed (such as, e.g., network congestion contrdfjlenn others parallelization is highly desirable due
to the large problem size (as in, e.g., resource allocatiatatacenters). We adopt the model of distributed
computation commonly used in the design of packing lineag@amming (LP) algorithms [31[7/8,29,)33]42]
and which generalizes the model from network congestiorabf26]. In this model, an agent controls
the variabler; and has information about: (i) th& column of them x n constraint matrix4, (i) the weight
wj, (i) upper bounds on the global problem parameters:, wmax, and Ay, Wherewn.x = max; w;,
andA,.x = max;; A;;, and (iv) in each round, the relative slack of each congtéiamwhich z; takes part.

Distributed algorithms forv—fair resource allocations have been most widely studiedhénnietwork
congestion control literature, using a control-theorejiproach([25, 26, 32, 38,141,/46]. Such an approach
yields continuous-time algorithms that converge afteritéfhtime; however, the convergence time of these
algorithms as a function of the input size is poorly underdtdSome other distributed pseudo-polynomial-
time approximation algorithms that can addresfair packing are described in Talile 1. These algorithms
all have convergence times that are at least linear in thenpaters describing the problem.

No previous work has given truly fast (poly-log iteratiom3tributed algorithms for the general case of
a-fair packing. Only for the unfaire = 0 case (packing LPs), are such algorithms knawhi[3| 78, 24,33

Our Results. We provide the first efficient, distributed, and stateless algorithm for weighted o-fair
packing, namely, for the problemax{p,(z) : Az <1,z > 0}, where distributed agents update the values
of ;s asynchronously and react only to the current state of timstcaints. We assume that all non-zero
entriesA;; of matrix A satisfy A;; > 1. Considering such a normalized form of the problem is withoss
of generality (see Appendix]A).

The approximation provided by the algorithm, to which weereds thez-approximation, is (i)(1 +
e)-multiplicative fora # 1, and (ii) We-additivéd for o = 1, whereW = Zj w;. The main results
are summarized in the following theorem, where, to unify sketement of the results, we treatas a

Although in the network congestion control literature tlomstraint matrix4 is commonly assumed to be a 0-1 matfix|[25,
26/32[38, 411, 46], important applications (such as, e.gltimesource allocation in datacenters) are modeled byeergeneral
constraint matrixA with arbitrary non-negative elements [12]20/21, 24].

Note thatl¥ cannot be avoided here, as additive approximation is nariamt to the scaling of the objective.



constant that is either equal to 1 or bounded away from 0 aadd we also loosen the bound in terms of
el n,m, Ry, = max; ; w; /wg, and Ayax. FOr a more detailed statement, see Theofenis 4.1 — 4.3.
Theorem 1.1. (Main Result) For a given weighted o-fair packing problem max{zj wjfo(xj) « Az <
1,z > 0}, where fo(x;) is given by (L)), there exists a stateless and distributed algorithm (o-FAIRPSOLVER)
that computes an -approximate solution in O (e~ In*(R,nmApaxe ™)) rounds.

To the best of our knowledge, for any constant approximation parameter €, our algorithm is the first
distributed algorithm for weighted a-fair packing problems with a poly-logarithmic convergence time.

The algorithm isstateless according to the definition given by Awerbuch and Khandear[: it starts
from any initial state, the agents update the variablgs a cooperative but uncoordinated manner, re-
acting only to the current state of the constraints that thteserve, and without access to a global clock.
Statelessness implies various desirable properties ati@ited algorithm, such as: asynchronous updates,
self-stabilization, and incremental and local adjustradi].

We also obtain the following structural results that cheaze a—fair packing allocations as a function
of the value ofx:

e We derive a lower bound on the minimum coordinate ofdhefair packing allocation as a function of
and the problem parameters (Lemima #.29). This bound deepenmderstanding of how the fairness (a
minimum allocated value) changes with

e/4
In(nAmax/¢€)
packing LP solver (Lemma 4.80). This result allows us to foon theo > m cases.

e We prove that fory < , a—fair packing can b& (¢)—approximated by any—approximation

e We show that forla — 1| = O(e2/In?(e ™' RymnAmax)), a—fair allocation ise—approximated by a
1—fair allocation returned by our algorithm (Lemnias 4.31 a4

e We show that forv > In(R,,nAnax) /€, thea—fair packing allocation:* and the max-min fair allocation
z* aree-close to each other(l — ¢)z* < z* < (1 4 ¢)z* element-wise. This result is especially
interesting as (i) max-min fair packing is not a convex peof] but rather a multi-objective problem (see,
e.g., [271,44]) and (ii) the result yields the first convexasetion of max-min fair allocation problems with
al+egap.

We now overview some of the main technical detailsxefFAIRPSOLVER. In doing so, we point out
connections to the two main bodies of previous work, fromkpagLPs [7] and network congestion control
[25]. We also outline the new algorithmic ideas and prooé tirere needed to obtain the results.

The algorithm and KKT conditions. The algorithm maintains primal and dual feasible solutiand
updates each primal variablg whenever a Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditian® >, y;A;; = wj is
not approximately satisfied. In previous work, relevant update rules incly@B] (for o = 1), where the
update of each variable; is proportional to the difference; — z;* >, y;A;;, and [7] (fora = 0), where
eachz; is updated by a multiplicative factar+ 3, whenever:;* > . y; A;; = w; is not approximately sat-
isfied. For our techniques (addressing a geneyauch rules do not suffice and we introduce the following
modifications: (i) in thex < 1 case we use multiplicative updates by factars- ;) and(1 — g2), where
p1 # B2 and (i) we use additional threshold valugso make sure that;’s do not become too small. These
thresholds guarantee that we maintain a feasible soluigirthey significantly complicate (compared to the
linear case) the argument that each step makes a significzgreps.

Dual Variables. In a-FAIRPSOLVER, a dual variabley; is an exponential function of thé" con-
straint’s relative slacky;(z) = C - (25 447 —1) \whereC and« are functions of global input parameters
Q, Wmax, N, M, and Ap.x. Packing LP algorithms_[3]7]8,17,118,/28] 43] use similaaldtariables with
C = 1. Our work requires choosing' to be a function ofv, wy,ax, 7, M, Amax rather than a constant.



Paper Number of Distributed Iterations® | Statelessness Notes
[15] Qe Amax) Semi-statelegs| Only fora = 1
[9] Qe 'mnApay’) Not stateless
[39] poly(e =1, m, n, Amax) Semi-stateless
[this work] O(e°In" (RymnAmax /<)) Stateless

Table 1: Comparison among distributed algorithmsdetfair packing.

Convergence Argument. The convergence analysis of FAIRPSOLVER relies on the appropriately
chosen concave potential function that is bounded belowahige forz; € [d;,1], V4, and that increases
with every primal update. The algorithm can also be intdgateas a gradient ascent on a regularized
objective function (the potential function), using a getliged entropy regularizer (se€ [1, 3]). A similar
potential function was used in many works on packing and rhogdinear programs, such as, e.qg.,[in [7]
and (implicitly) in [47]. The Lyapunov function from [25] ialso equivalent to this potential function when
yi(z) = C - (254571 i As in these works, the main idea in the analysis is to showwthanever
a solutionz is not “close” to the optimal one, the potential functionrieases substantially. However, our
work requires several new ideas in the convergence prduodsiniost notable beingationary rounds. A
stationary round is roughly a time when the variableslo not change much and are close to the optimum.
Poly-logarithmic convergence time is then obtained by shguwhat: (i) there is at most a poly-logarithmic
number of non-stationary rounds where the potential fondticreases additively and the increase is “large
enough”, and (ii) in all the remaining non-stationary rosjithe potential function increases multiplicatively.
Our use of stationary rounds is new, as is the use of Lagramfyiality and all the arguments that follow.

Relationship to Previous Work. Very little progress has been made in the design of efficiesttiluted
algorithms for the general class affair objectives. Classical work on distributed rate cohtlgorithms
in the networking literature uses a control-theoretic apph to optimizex-fair objectives. While such an
approach has been extensively studied and applied to wanetuwork settings [25, 26,32,138)41] 46], it has
never been proven to have polynomial convergence time (aisdunclear whether such a result can be
established).

Sincea-fair objectives are concave, their optimization over @aaegletermined by linear constraints
is solvable in polynomial time in a centralized setting tlgh convex programming (see, e.d.,1[13, 40]).
Distributed gradient methods for network utility maximipa problems, such as e.d./[[9]39] summarized in
Table1, can be employed to address the problemfair packing. However, the convergence times of these
algorithms depend on the dual gradient’s Lipschitz congtaproduce good approximations. While[[9] 39]
provide a better dependence on the accugabwn our work, the dependence on the dual gradient’s Lifschi
constant, in general, leads to at least linear convergemeeas a function ofi, m, and A, ..
As mentioned before, some special cases have been addneasedilarly for max-min fairnessy—

oo) and for packing LPs{ = 0). Relevant work on max-min fairness includes|[10, 14, 2232734, 36], but
none of these works have poly-logarithmic convergence.tifinere is a long history of interesting work on
packing LPs in both centralized and distributed settings, E|3.7.8,18,19,28,29,83,/43/47]. Only a few of
these works are stateless, including the packing LP algordf Awerbuch and Khandekarl[7], flow control
algorithm of Garg and Young [19], and the algorithm of AwarhuAzar, and Khandekar![5] for the special
case of load balancing in bipartite graphs. Additionalig packing LP algorithm of Allen-Zhu and Orecchia
[3] is “semi-stateless”; the lacking property to make itakass is that it requires synchronous updates. The
a = 1 case ofa-fair packing problems is equivalent to the problem of fimdan equilibrium allocation

3The convergence times in|[9.]15]39] are not stated only imsesf the input parameters, but also in terms of intermediary
parameters that depend on the problem structure. Statedilepur lowest estimates of the worst-case convergenes.tim

“4A distributed algorithm is semi-stateless, if all the updatlepend only on the current state of the constraints, thatep are
performed in a cooperative but non-coordinated manneryanipdates need to be synchronous [3].



in Eisenberg-Gale markets with Leontief utilities (se€]J1imilar to the aforementioned algorithms, the
algorithm from [15] converges in time linear #m! but also (at least) linear in the input size (see Table 1).

In terms of the techniques, closest to our work is the work euch and Khandekar![7] and we
now highlight the differences compared to this woskme preliminaries of the convergence proof follow
closely those from [7]: mainly, Lemmas #[4, 4.6, 4.9 uselar arguments as corresponding lemmas
in [[7]. Some parts of the lemmas lower-bounding the potem@ease ik < 1, « = 1, anda > 1 cases
(Lemmad 4.710, 4.16, aid 4]22) use similar arguments|as ¢Wlever, even those parts require additional
results due to the existence of lower threshalds

The similarity ends here, as the main convergence argunaeatdifferent than those used [n [7]. In
particular, the convergence argument from [7] relying @tighary intervals cannot be applied in the setting
of a—fair objectives. More details about why this argument cabeampplied and where it fails are provided
in Section 4. As already mentioned, we rely on the appragiathosen definition of a stationary round.
To show that in a stationary round a solutieiis e —approximate, we use Lagrangian duality and bound the
duality gap through an intricate case analysis. We remakdiich an argument could not have been used
in [[7], since in the packing LP case there is no guaranteetieatolutiony is dual-feasible.

Organization of the Paper. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Sedtlon 2 gesvihe back-
ground. Sectiofi]3 describes the algorithm, and Setlion viges the convergence analysis and structural
results. Sectiohl5 concludes the paper.

2 Preliminaries

Weighted o-Fair Packing. Consider the following optimization problem with positilieear (packing)
constraints:(Q,) = max{p,(z) = E;‘ LW fa(zj) : Az < b,z > 0}, where f,(z;) is given by [1),z =
(x1,...,zy) is the vector of variablesd is anm x n matrix with non-negative elements, aie- (b1, ..., b,,,)
is a vector with strictly posﬂn@elements We refer t@Q),,) as the weighted-fair packing. The following
definition and lemma introduced by Mo and Walrand| [38] chemame weightedh-fair allocations. In the
rest of the paper, we will use the terms weightethir anda-fair interchangeably.

Definition 2.1. [38] Ler w = (w1, ..., wy,) be a vector with positive entries and o > 0. A vector ¥ =

(a7, ..., x}) is weighted a-fair, if it is feasible and for any other feasible vector x: ZJ 1 wj :B;m <0.

Lemma 2.2. [38] A vector x* solves (Qy) for functions fo(x %) if and only if it is weighted o-fair.

Notice in(Q,,) that sinceb; > 0, Vi, and the partial derivative of the objective with respeciny of the
variablesz; goes toco asz; — 0, the optimal solution must lie in the positive orthant. Maver, since the
objective is strictly concave and maximized over a convexorg the optimal solution is unique ari@,,)
satisfies strong duality (see, e.0.,/[13]). The same obengare true for the scaled version of the problem
denoted by P,) and introduced in the following subsection.

Normalized Form. We consider the weighted-fair packing problem in the normalized form:
(P,) = max{pa(ac) cAx <1,x2 > O},

wherep,(z) = Z?:1 wj fo(xj), fo is defined by[(ll)w = (w1, ...,wy) is a vector of positive weights,
x = (1, ..., ¢,) IS the vector of variablesd is anm x n matrix with non-negative entries, afids a sizem
vector of 1's. We letd,,.x denote the maximum element of the constraint matand assume that every
entry A;; of A is non-negative, and moreover, thaf; > 1 wheneverd;; # 0. The maximum weight is
denoted by, and the minimum weight is denoted by,;,. The sum of the weights is denoted By and
the ratio{mex by R,,. We remark that considering problef@,,) in the normalized forn{F,) is without
loss of generallty any probleif@),,) can be scaled to this form by (i) dividing both sides of eadyirality

®If, for somei, b; = 0, then triviallyz; = 0, for all j such thatd;; # 0.



i by b; and (i) working with scaled variables: x;, wherec = min{1, Ming j:A,. o} %} Moreover, such
scaling preserves the approximatiéd (A ).

KKT Conditions and Duality Gap We will denote the Lagrange multipliers foP,) asy = (y1, ..., Ym)
and refer to them as “dual variables”. The KKT conditions (fBr,) are (see AppendixIB):

Yo Az <1, Vie{l,..,m}; z;>0, Vje{l,..,n} (primalfeasibility) (K1)
5=1
y; >0, Vie{l,..,m} (dualfeasibility) (K2)
Yi - ( > A — 1) =0, Vied{l,..,m} (complementary slackness) (K3)
j=1

;%Y yidiy =wj, Vje{l,..,m} (gradient conditions) (K4)
=1
The duality gap fokx # 1 is (see AppendikB):
n pi - o1 m n o a—1
Ga(mvy) = Z Wy ! (5] « = 1) + z Yi — z wjle' : éj x oy (2)
=1 T l-a i=1 j=1

ST v Ay .
where¢; = 221 v while fora = 1
J

G1<m,y>=—2wj1n(%zl‘=71y"4”)+zyi—w ©)
j=1 wj i=1

Model of Distributed Computation We adopt the same model of distributed computatiori &S [3,7, 8
29,33[42], described as follows. We assume that for gaeh{1, ..., n}, there is an agent controlling the
variablex;. Agent; is assumed to have information about the following problearameters: (i) thgt
column of A, (ii) the weightw;, and (iii) (an upper bound oy, n, Wmax, aNdApnax. In €ach round, agent
j collects the relative slalid — > j—1 Aijz; of all constraints for which A;; # 0.

We remark that this model of distributed computation is aegalization of the model considered in
network congestion control problems [26] where a variableorresponds to the rate of nogleA is a 0-1
routing matrix, such thatl;; = 1 if and only if a nodej sends flow over link, andb is the vector of link
capacities. Under this model, the knowledge about theivelatack of each constraint corresponds to each
node collecting (a function of) congestion on each link ihatilizes. Such a model was used in network
utility maximization problems witlw-fair objectives|[25] and general strongly-concave olyest[2].

3 Algorithm

The pseudocode for the-FAIRP SOLVER algorithm that is run at each nodeis provided in Fig 1. The
basic intuition is that the algorithm keeps KKT conditiof&l} and [K2) satisfied and works towards (ap-
proximately) satisfying the remaining two KKT conditioii§3) and [K4) to minimize the duality gap. The
algorithm can run in the distributed setting described int®a[2. In each round, an agepupdates the
value ofz; based on the relative slack of all the constraints in whithkes part, as long as the KKT con-
dition (K4)) of agentj is not approximately satisfied. The updates need not be symohs: we will require
that all agents make updates at the same speed, but witlergsaio a global clock.

To allow for self-stabilization and dynamic changes, ttgodathm runs forever at all the agents, which
is a standard requirement for self-stabilizing algorith(sese, e.g.,[16]). The convergence of the algorithm
is measured as the number of rounds between the round in iltechlgorithm starts from some initial
solution and the round in which it reachessarapproximate solution, assuming that there are no hard reset
events or node/constraint insertions/deletions in betwee

5The slack is “relative” because in a non-scaled version efptfoblem where one could habe # 1, agentj would need to
. R R 7’17 A:xs
have information about ZJ;? %




a-FAIRPSOLVER(g)

(Parameters;, C, , v, f1, andB, are set as described in the text below the algorithm.)
In each round of the algorithm:
: z; ¢ max{z;,d;}, z; = min{z;, 1}
: Update the dual variableg; = C - e*(E5r Asiwi—1) vy ¢ {1,...,m}
if S A < (1 — ) then
Z; (—Ij(l—i-ﬂl)
else o
if LR Vi > (14 ) then
Tj < max{xj . (1 — 52),6]‘}

Noa~w R

Figure 1: Pseudocode aefFAIRP SOLVER algorithm.

Without loss of generality, we assume that the input paramethat determines the approximation
quality satisfies < min{%, -} for anya, ande < 1=2 for a < 1. The parameters;, C, s, v, 1, and
B, are set as follows. For technical reasons (mainly due tdakiimg dominant multiplicative updates of
the variables:;), we set the values of the lower threshofdsbelow the actual lower bound of the optimal
solution that we derive in Lemnia 4]29:

1 .
5:(1._“’1 >1/a, () f0<a<1
J 2 Wpnax m, ifa>1

We denoted,,.x = max; d;, dmin = min; §;. The constanC' that multiplies the exponent in the dual
variablesy; is chosen ag’ = Znid Because; only depends om; and on global parameters, we also
j=19J

haveC = ;’J’—L Vj. The parametex that appears in the exponent of #)é is chosen as = 1 In (%ﬂ:")
The “absolute error” of{(K4)y is set toe/4. Fora > 1, we set3; = (2 = 3, where the choice of is
described below. Fax < 1, we sets, = 3, 8 = *(In(;2-)) "

Similar to [7], we choose the value gfso that if we seff; = 5, = 3, in any round the value of each

IJQZ%% changes by a multiplicative factor of at m@st+ ~/4). Since the maximum increase over
anyx; in each iteration is by a factdr+ 3, andz is feasible in each round (see Lemimal 4.4), we have that
> i—1 Aijzy < 1, and therefore, the maximum increase in eggis by a factor ofe™. A similar argument

holds for the maximum decrease. Hence, we chgbse that:
(1+8)% <1+~/4 and (1—p)% " >1-y/4,
and it suffices to set:

ﬁ:{%v if o<1

Remark: Inthea < 1 cases, sincgs = 4%(In(1/dmin)) !, the maximum decrease ﬁﬁ% is by
afactor(l — (v/4) - B(In(1/0min)) "), Vj.

4 Convergence Analysis

In this section, we analyze the convergence time-afAIRPSOLVER. We first state our main theorems
and provide some general results that hold fonalk 0. We show that starting from an arbitrary solution,
the algorithm reaches a feasible solution within poly-kithanic (in the input size) number of rounds, and
maintains a feasible solution forever after. Similar[to25,47], we use a concave potential function that,
for feasiblez, is bounded below and above and increases with any algotiffdate. Then, we analyze the
convergence time separately for three cases: 1, « = 1, anda > 1. With an appropriate definition of a



stationary round for each of the three cases, we show that in every statiooand;z approximates “well”
the optimal solution by bounding the duality gap. On the ottand, for any non-stationary round, we show
that the potential increases substantially. This largeese in the potential then leads to the conclusion that
there cannot be too many non-stationary rounds, thus bogridé overall convergence time.

We make a few remarks here. First, we require thde bounded away from zero. This requirement is
without loss of generality because we show that when e/4 anye—approximation LP provides

In(nAmax/€)’
a 3z—approximate solution t¢P,) (Lemmal4.30). Thus, whea < m we can switch to the

algorithm of [7], and whenx > m, the convergence time remains poly-logarithmic in the inpu

size and polynomial ir~!. Second, the assumption that< fTa in thea < 1 case is also without
loss of generality, because we show that wheis close to 1 (roughlyl — O(£%/In?(RymnAmax/€))),

we can approximatéP,) by switching to thew = 1 case of the algorithm (Lemnfa 4131). Finally, when
a > 1, the algorithm achieves an-approximation in timeO(a*e~*In?(RynmAmae™t)). We believe
that a polynomial dependence ans difficult to avoid in this setting, because by increasinghe gradient
of the a-fair utilities f, blows up on the interval0, 1): asa increasesf, (x) quickly starts approaching a
step function that is equal teco on the interval0, 1] and equal to 0 on the intervél, oo]. To characterize
the behavior ofhv—fair allocations asr becomes large, we show that when> ¢~ 'In(R,nAnay), all the
coordinates of the—fair vector are within d + ¢ multiplicative factor of the corresponding coordinates of
the max-min fair vector (Lemnia 4.34).

Finally, we note that the main convergence argument frantH&} uses an appropriate definition of
stationary intervals does not extend to our setting. The proof fram [7] “breaksthe part that shows
that the solution is—approximate throughout any stationary interval, statetlesama 3.7 in[[V]. The
proof of Lemma 3.7 in[[[7] is by contradiction: assuming the solution is not—approximate, the proof
proceeds by showing that at least one of the variables woualtéase in each round of the stationary interval,
thus eventually making the solution infeasible and comttanty one of the preliminary lemmas. Far>
1, unlike the linear objective ir_[7]x-fair objectives are negative, and the assumption that ohgign
is not e—approximate does not lead to any conclusive informationr d~o< 1, adapting the proof of

Lemma 3.7 from([F] leads to the conclusion that for at leagt jrin each round of the stationary interval

% < 1 — ~, wherex* is the optimal solution, and’ is the solution at round. In [7], where

a =0, thls implies thatz; increases in each round of the stationary interval, whileunsetting ¢ > 0) it
is not possible to draw such a conclusion.

Main Results. Our main results are summarized in the following three thexs. The objective is denoted
by po(z), ' denotes the solution at the beginning of roupdndz* denotes the optimal solution.
Theorem 4.1. (Convergence for o < 1) a-FAIRPSOLVER solves (P,,) approximately for o < 1 in time that

. . 7. In(nmAmax)
is polynomial in ———=+

. In particular, after at most

0 (a_25_5 In? (RymnAmax) In? (E‘lmenAmax)) 4)
rounds, there exists at least one round t such that po(z*) — pa(z') < epa(2t). Moreover, the total number
of rounds s in which po(x*) — pa(x®) > epa(x®) is also bounded by (H)).

Theorem 4.2. (Convergence for o = 1) a-FAIRPSOLVER solves (Py) approximately in time that is poly-
nomial in e~V In(RynmAmay). In particular, after at most

0] (5_5 In? (RynmAmax) In? (z—:_lanmAmaX)) (5)
rounds, there exists at least one round t such that p(xz*) — p(xt) < eW. Moreover, the total number of
rounds s in which p(z*) — p(x®) > eW is also bounded by ().

Theorem 4.3. (Convergence for « > 1) a-FAIRPSOLVER solves (P,,) approximately for o > 1 in time that



is polynomial in e~ ' In(nmAnax ). In particular, after at most:

0] (a45_4 In (RynmApax) In (E‘lanmAmaX)) (6)
rounds, there exists at least one round t such that po(z*) — pa(z') < e(—pa(')). Moreover, the total
number of rounds s in which pe,(2*) — po(2°) > e(—pa(x®)) is also bounded by (6)).

Feasibility and Approximate Complementary Slackness. The following three lemmas are preliminar-
ies for the convergence time analysis. Lenima 4.4 showstdrding from a feasible solution, the algorithm
always maintains a feasible solution. Lenimd 4.5 shows thatilated constraint becomes feasible within
poly-logarithmic number of rounds, and remains feasibiever after. Combined with Lemnha 4.4, Lemma
[4.3 allows us to focus only on the rounds with feasible sohgiz. Lemmal4.6 shows that after a poly-
logarithmic number of rounds, approximate complementéagksess (KKT condition[(K3)) holds in an

aggregate sens&_i" | yi(x) (Y7, Aijz; —1) =0,
Lemma 4.4. Ifthe algorithm starts from a feasible solution, then the algorithm maintains a feasible solution
x: x>0, Vjand Z?Zl Aijx; <1, Vi, in each round.

Proof. By the statement of the lemma, the solution is feasibleaitjti From the way that the algorithm
makes updates to the variables it is always true that; > 0, Vj.

Now assume that becomes infeasible in some round, andd&denote the (feasible) solution before
that roundz! denote the (infeasible) solution after the round. We have:

n n
ZAM:UQ <1, Vie{l,..m}, and ZAWC% > 1, forsomek e {1,...,m}.
=1 =1
For this to be truex must have increased over at least one coordipaech thatA,; # 0. For such a
change to be triggered by the algorithm, it must also be trae t

@D " i(a®) Ay < wy (1—7).

i=1

Since, by the choice g%, = 3, this term can increase by a factor of at mbst +/4, it follows that:
(@)Y wi(z")Aij < wi(1—7) (1 + %) < wj.
=1

This further implies:

() yr(a") Ay < wj,
and since whenevet;; # 0 we also haved;; > 1, we get:

() yr(x") < wj. ()
On the other hand, sincg > 4;, §,* = &, and)_7_; Az} > 1:
(@) p(a’) = - O e i A s
which contradicts[{7). O
Lemma 4.57.1 If for any i: Z;'L:1 Ajjx; > 1, then after at most Ty = O(é In(nAmax)) rounds, it is always
true that 3 7 Ajju; < 1.
Proof. Suppose thaE;.‘:1 Ajjx; > 1for somei. Theny; > C, and for everyr; with A;; # 0:

2% u(@) Ay > 2%yi(2) Aij > 6,°C > w; > wy(1 - ),
=1

and therefore, none of the variables that appeainoreases.



1A
Slncez 1 Aijz; > 1, there exists at least ong with A;, # 0 such thate, > by} Z anJ nAi‘ax'

For each suchk, sinceC > meaanmaX

Lk Zyl z)A; > C A > 2Wmax > wi(1+7),

N Amax

and thereforeg;, decreases (by a factot — 52)) As ;. < 1, after at mosO(iln(nAmaX)) rounds in

which > %, Ajjx; > 1, we must haver;, < ;5 —, and therefore} S\, A;;z; < 1.
Usmg the same arguments as in the proof of Lerhmia 4.4, theramts never gets violated again.J

Lemma 4.6. If the algorithm starts from a feasible solution, then after at most T % In <L) rounds, it
is always true that:

1. There exists at least one approximately tight constraint: max; { zyzl Ajjzi} > 1— (14 1/k)e,
2.3y < (1 43e) Y0y wj yoi yiAij, and
30 (1=3e) ity yi < 3 i w20 vidiy < 20 Y
Proof. Suppose thahax; Z;‘Zl Ajjx; < 1 —e. Then for eachy; we have:
—ke _ EWmin _ €Wmin
vi s e = O e T A
Due to Lemma 4J4, we have thatis feasible in every round, which implies that < 1 Vj. This further

gives:

m
l’ja ZyZAU § UJj€ § UJj(l — ’7),

i=1
and, therefore, all variables; increase by a factot + 3. From Lemmd_4J4, since the solution always
remains feasible, none of the variables can increase taua \@iger than 1. Therefore, after at magt=
logy 4 5 ( H}ﬂ) 11n <5 ) rounds, there must exist at least arseich thab 7| A;jz; > 1—e. Ifinany
roundmax; > %, Awaz] decreases, it can decrease by at st Ajja; < B0 Aoy < B < £
Therefore, in every subsequent round

n
1
m?X;Aijxj >1-— (1 + 5—R>E

For the second part of the lemma, = {i : Z?:l Ajjrj < MaXpe(i,. m} Z?:l Apjzj — “5—;15} be
the set of constraints that are at lea&tt<-looser” than the tightest constraint. Then fat S we have

e € e/5 €
Y, <e 5 max Y < —e max Y < 1.2— max Y.
k€{17"'7m} m k€{17"'7m} m k€{17"'7m}

This further gives:

m
Zyi = ZyZ—I-Zyk < (1-1—1.26)2];2-.
i=1

icS k¢S i¢S
Moreover, for eachi ¢ S we havey; > %_, Ajjz; > (1 — 1.2¢)y;, since fori ¢ S:

k—1 1 k—1
;mm>%wﬁﬁwj MEN_Q+§+5K%:L¢%



Therefore:

Z 1+12EZyZZA”x]

i=1 igs  j=1
< (1+3€)Zy22AU$J (fromz—: < 1/6)
i¢s  j=1

m n
<(1439) > wi y Ay
=1 =1

Interchanging the order of summation in the last line, wehdahe desired inequality.
The proof of the last part of the lemma follows from feastyili; A;;z; < 1, Vi (Lemma[4.4), and

from 1+3 — 3. O

Lemmas analogous o 4.4 dndl4.6 also appear in [7]. Howéneeprbofs of Lemmds 4.4 ahd 4.6 require
new ideas compared to the proofs of the corresponding lenmm@$. We need to be much more careful
in our choice of lower threshold$; and constanC' in the dual variables, particularly by choosiggas a
function of several variables, rather than as a constang. chioice ofj;’s is also sensitive as smalléj’s
would make the potential function range too large, whilgéas;'s would cause more frequent decrease of
“small” variables. In either case, the convergence timeld/mcrease.

Decrease of Small Variables. The following lemma is also needed for the convergence aizlit
shows that if some variable; decreases by less than a multiplicative fa¢tor- 3,), i.e.,z; < % andz;
decreases, ther; must be part of at least one approximately tight constrdihis lemma will be used later
to show that in any round the increase in the potential dukdalecrease of “small” variables is dominated
by the decrease of “large” variables (i.e., the variables decrease by a multiplicative factdr— 32)).
Lemma 4.7. Consider the rounds that happen after the initial 71 = O(ﬁ—l2 In(nAmax)) rounds. If in some

round there is a variable x; < % that decreases, then in the same round for some 1 with A;; # 0 it holds

that: yl( ) > 2iz1 Aiy(@) and EZ 1Aik$k >1-— g.

M Amax

Proof. Suppose that somg < 1
is easy to show, simply by using the argument that at leasteyneof a summatlon must be higher than the
average, i.e., there exists at least omgth A;; # 0 such that:

yi(z) Ay > >oiey Ajyi(x) N > > ey Ajui(x)

7= m T mAmax

For the second part, ag < % we have that:
x> iey Ayyi(w)

mAmaX

(1= Bo)* @ o1y Ayjyu( )

a
(5]' mAmaX

Sincex; decreases, we have thgt* > " | y;(x)A;; > w;(14+), and thereforey; (x) > “” (A+)(1=52)%

M Amax

i yi(x) = yi(z) >
Moreover, agj;(z) = C - e(Xk=14ik7—1) andC = 5%, it follows that:

(k=1 Aigzrp—1) - (1+ ’Y)(l — B2)”*
mAmaX '

(8)

Observe that fory < 1:

(1+9) (1= B2)* > (1+7)(1—B) > (1+Z) (1-@) > 1> E, (9)

10



while for o > 1, sincesa <
(1L+9)(1 = B)" 2 (1 +9) (1 —aBy) = (147) (1- ) 21 (10
where we have used the generalized Bernoullls inequatity(f — 52)¢ > (1 — aﬁg) [37], and then

Amax
B2 = B = 5545y < F- Recalling that = L <CL
€ EWmin

) , and combining[(8) with{9) and (1L0):

1301 ARk

()

CmAmax mAmax'
2
H Wmin€ EWmin \/E 1
F_lnally, asC > 2wpaxnMmAmax, it follows that e < ST (m Amax> < 1, which
gives:

1—->7 A -
Zk_l ik < == E Az >1— %
e
k=1

1
2

Potential. We use the following potential function to analyze the cageace time:

D) = pale) - > wi(a)
=1

wherep, (x) = 2?21 w;j fo(x;) and f, is defined byl[(fL). The potential function is strictly concavel its
partial derivative with respect to any variableis:
0P(x) wj “ wj 2% >y yi(z) Ay
_ Y () Ay = —— (1 — i= . 11
The following fact (given in a similar form ir_[7]), which fldws directly from the Taylor series repre-

sentation of concave functions, will be useful for the pttdrincrease analysis:
Fact 4.8. For a diﬁ"erentiable concave function f : R™ — R and any two points 2°,z' € R":

01 (a") "~ of (")
Z (xj —29) > fa") = f(2°) = Y 5= (a] — o).
: 0z ; 0z
7=1 7j=1

Using Fact4.B and(11), we show the following lemma:
Lemma 4.9. Starting with a feasible solution and throughout the course of the algorithm, the potential
function ®(z) never decreases. Letting x° and x' denote the values of x before and after a round update,
respectively, the potential function increase is lower-bounded as:

g —wgi‘l (@) X i) Ay .

d(z!) — o(2°) > ij

=7 (@) wj
Proof. Since® is concave, using Falct 4.8 and(11) it follows that:
"ap—ad (@) TR (e Ay
o(z') — d(2) > S SN 2. 12
(«) @)_;wj T w (12)

If 2} = 29, then the term in the summatidn {12) corresponding to thegiinz; is equal to zero, and,
has no contribution to the sum in_(12).

. . 0y S~y (0) Ay
If 21 — 29 > 0, then, asr; increases over the observed round, it mus Zl;l_y @Ay 5.
J

11



1ya y~m (gl . 20 m (2O)A
By the choice of the parameters. Zﬁjyl( i < (1+73) <( D i il )A”), and therefore

Jj wj
() 3 yi(z") Ay v 3.9

§(1+Z>(1—’y):1—1’y—z<1—%’y. (13)

wj
1\« m . 1 B
It follows that1 — ) Zijﬂl_y@(l‘ )Aij
J
i (1 _ @) yi(‘nl)Aij) = w; |z} — )] 1—
- %

(e (@

> 34 > 0, and therefore

()" S )y |

Wj

wj

wj
) Y yi(a®)A

wj

> 1+ ~. By the choice of the parameters,

Finally, if 2} — 29 < 0, then it must be

() ity vie") Ay A ((ED T yi@®) A\ -
; o > (1-13) ( g o ) implying

(z)* 3o, yi($l)Aij 3 42 1
= 1-1) 145y -1 > 1424, 14
w; ( 4>(+’Y) e >y (14)
1) m (1) A
We get thatl — () Zﬁjjyl( JAs < —%7 < 0, and therefore
w58 (@R A g el | @) S w4y
7 (x)e wj T (ap)e w; ’
completing the proof. O

4.1 Proof of Theorem 4.1]

The outline of the proof is as follows. We first derive a loweuhd on the potential increase (Lemma 4.10),
which will motivate the definition of a stationary round. Thdor the appropriate definition of a stationary
round we will first show that in any stationary round, solatis O(¢)—approximate. Then, to complete
the proof, we will show in any non-stationary round there sufficiently large increase in the potential
function, which, combined with the bounds on the potentiilig will yield the result.

The following lemma lower-bounds the increase in the paéfinction in any round of the algorithm.
Lemma 4.10. If o < 1 and ®(2°), 2°, y(2°) and ®(a'), ', y(x') denote the values of ®, x, and y before
and after a round, respectively, and S~ = {j : xj decreases}, then if 20 is feasible:

(Z‘O‘)lfa

1. ®(z') — ®(2°) > Q(B%y/ In(1/0min)) Zjes, Wi
2 0(eh) — @) 2 QB) (1 - %) Koy )" — T 03(a) Sy Ayt

2

3. @(ah) = (%) = Q(grdsry ) (S0 we®) )y Agal = (14 7) iy wi@))=*).

Proof.
Proof of 1. Observe that foj € S~ :z: = max{d;, (1 52)33?}. From the proof of Lemm@a 4.9, we have
that:
a) — i (x> 30, yi(zh) A
d(zh) ij 33-0‘ ( w; —-1].
JES—

The proof that

Z wj(l'?)l_a ((3331)0‘ Z%jyi(l'l)/lij B 1) _ @( Z wj(xg)l_o‘ ((le)oc Z%jyi(l'l)Aij B 1) )

JjES™ _
{jes m]_l ﬁ2}

12



is implied by the proof of part 3 of this lemma (see below). achj € S—, we have that:
((w})a Sty yi(ah) Ay

wj

- 1) > (14+y)(1—7/4) —1>7v/2,

Therefore:

Proof of 2. Let ST denote the set of's such thatz; increases in the current round. Then, recalling that
for j € S+ (@) it yi(e%)A (23)* 2 yile') Ay

w; ? < 1 -~ and that from the choice of parameters o <
(1 + /) @A
wj
S (@) wleh) Ay
<I>(x1) — (ID(xO) > Wil "3 (1 - 22 i=1 J
JZ::l ’ (‘T})a w;
S (1 @R, yi@%)
2 i~ g '
jest (3:]) W
zj —aj 2N yi(a0) Ay
> > Wi | (1 gy ) i i) Ay
. (xh)e w5
jest J

- Z wa’% ((1 —7) — (@) y"(wo)Aij> .

Sincej € ST, zj = (14 3)aY, it follows that

3 o (=) 3o, vi(2®) Ay
®(z') — () > mjgwj<x9) ((1—7) 0 wlj J) .

z0)e m (20
Observing that for any; ¢ St we have thafl — ) — (=) leul‘%( i 0, we get:

J

B - —a (=)™ 3L, yi(2) Ay
(I)(fﬂl) - (I)(iﬂo) > m ij(ﬂfg)l ((1 —7) - wlj J)

i=1

= Q(p) ((1 )Y wi(a)' T =Y al Y yi($0)Aij) :
j=1 j=1 =1

Proof of 3. Let S~ denote the set of's such thatr; decreases in the current round. In this case not all the
x;'s with j € S~ decrease by a multiplicative factor— . ), since forj € S~: 3:]1 = max{(1 —52)335?, d;}-
We will first lower-bound the potential increase ouers that decrease multiplicatively{j : j € S~ A

0 1 _ .0 . L @) pi(e%) Ay
z;(1 — B2) > 65}, so thatr; = z7(1 — B2). Recall that forj € S — > 1+~ and

J
1) m (1 .. 20 m (20 .. 20 m (20 ..
(}) Zzzljyz( M s —’Y/41n(1/%m,))( 7 Zzzljyz( i 5 (1 = /a2 leuljyl( 445 1t follows
that:
(#)" S i)
(2 —<I>;UO>L w; (zH1—e J = |
( ) ( )— (1—,82)a Z J( ]) w;

{j:7€5~na9(1-B)>6;}

13



s Y wade ((1 PG

{j:j€S~Ax)(1-B2)>6;}

/82 0y1— (x?)a z:ll yi(wO)Aij
=0 —— () @ — (1 .
<ln(1/5min)) Z wj(:EJ) ] ( +7)
{j:jes— /\x (1—B2)>6;}
(15)
Next, we prove that the potential increase due to decreasesafch that{; : j € S~ A :1:9(1 — f2) < 05}
is dominated by the potential increase due s that decrease multiplicatively by the factdr— ).
e s Y (20
Choose any:; such that{; : j € S~ A z9(1 — ) < §;}, and leté;(2°) = (z) leule“yl( )
Lemmé& 4.7, there exists at least angith A;; # 0, such that:
w;(x9)* " yi(a0) Ay 1 wi(l— ) w;j
I\ .Zz—ly( ) IS ]( 52) £j(3:0) > — 2 Jfg( )’ and (16)

wj (w?)a MAmax MAmax 0;* mAmax 5;”

. From

i Z

> Aga > 1- g (17)

From (17), there exists at least opsuch that4;, # 0 and
1—¢
Apa) > —2. (18)

n

Sincex) € (0,1] ande € (0, 1), using [I8), we have that;,(z))* > A;pz)) > 1_75 Recalling [(16):
Z Apyi(°) > () Aipyi ()

1-5 1-— 52 W,
> : gzufj (z°).
n mAmax 0
C > 2Wmaxn®>mApmax, it further follows that:

wJ_

Recalling that

ZAlpyl >2(1=2) (1= B2) -1~ Winax - (a°). (19)
Because < : andf; < 8 = 5(H+1) = qo0e77) < 59- it follows that2 (1—£) (1 — B2) > 1. Therefore:
« m « m 0\« m 0
()" S Ap ) @D S A ) o TS A
Wp Wmax (o

w;

As o < 1, we have thad;~ > ¢;, andwj > 5 = C'. Similar to [16), we can lower-boung as:

1 -5 &%Ezyz( T)Ajj S 11—/ ﬂngzyz(:ﬂ)z‘lm

: > 21
vilz) 2 mAmaX d; wj MAmax  0; wj (21)
Then, recalllngApr > 12 , and using[(21), it is simple to show that:

0 Zyl Alp >n- I'j ZAl]yl ) (22)

=1

As&;(2°) > (1+~) andz) > = 62 ).

In the rest of the proof we show that (20) ahdl(22) imply that rm:rease in the potential due to the
decrease of variable, dominates the increase in the potential due to the decréaseiablex; by at least
a factorn. This result then further implies that the increase in thieipital due to the decrease of variable
x, dominates the increase in the potential due to the decrdéagésmall z;’s that appear in the constraint

14



i (x’s are such thatl;, # 0, 2§ < > k and(mk) Zlf’( ) Aue >147).
Consider the following two casewp( DI > (wiaf) > andw, (29)' 7 < (wjad) ',
Case 1: wy(z))'~* > (w;z)' . Then, using[(ZO):

wp(mO)l—a <($g)a Z;L Alpyl(x ) —qa _|_7)> (wﬂo)1—a ((xg)a eril Alpyl(wo) —a +7)>

Wp Wp
NS Ay (2°
> (wjx?)l—a (’I’L ( ]) Zl;)l lj l( ) _ (1 +7)>
j
) S Ay (2©
>n - (wjx?)l—a <( ]) Zl;)l lj l( ) _ (1 +7)> ‘
j
(23)
Case 2: wy ()"~ < (w;z9)'~*. Then, using[{22):
o (G Aua®) .
wp(xg)l < P luj P (I+~) ] = prAlpyl (1+y)wp(x 0)1
p

> ) Z Apy(2®) — (1 + V)Wj(iﬂ?)l_a
=1

>n-af Y Ayyi(a®) — (1+y)w;(29)
=1

> - (wal)l—e <(x?)a Sty Ay (2°) _a +’y)> .

J w;
(24)
Combining [(ZB8) and_(24) with_(15), it follows that:
0yo y~m 0
O(a') — 0(2%) > Q(By) Y wi(af)' ™ (W Zij,yi(w i +’Y)> .
jes— J
(D)™ 3 yi(a) Ay

wj

Finally, since forj ¢ S—: < -1 +7)> <0:

n Al ; 20 ij
(I)(I'l) _ (I)(xO) > 9(52) ij(wg)l—a <( ]) Zz:ly ( )A _ (1 —|—fy)>

W
j=1 J

Q(ln 1/5mm ) (Z Zzyz - (1+’Y);wj(x?)”) :

completing the proof. O

Parts 2 and 3 of Lemmal[7] appear in a somewhat similar forid]irHowever, part 3 requires significant
additional results for bounding the potential change dutetrease of small;’s (i.e., z;'s that are smaller

than-5 % )that were not needed inl[7]. The rest of the results in thepare new.

ConS|der the following definition of a stationary round:
Definition 4.11. (Stationary round.) Let S~ = { J @ xj decreases}. A round is stationary if it happens after
the initial 7o + 11 rounds, where Ty = + ln( )and 71 = 1 ln(nAmaX) and both of the following two
conditions hold:

mln
11—« n 11—«
1. Zjes, (o < 72]':1 wjz; %, and

15



2. Sy S wil) iy < (14 5y/4) S5 wyy e

In the rest of the proof, we first show that in any stationaynay we have a0 (s)—approximate
solution, while in any non-stationary round, the poterftigction increases substantially.

We first prove the following lemma, which we will then be usadounding the duality gap.
Lemma 4.12. After the initial o + T rounds, where 1o = %ln(ﬁ
round of the algorithm: &j(x) = @Uw >1-— %, Vj.
Proof. Suppose without loss of generality that the algorithm staith a feasible solution. This assumption
is w.l.o.g. because, from Lemrha 4.5, after at mgstounds the algorithm reaches a feasible solution, and
from Lemmd 4.4, once the algorithm reaches a feasible saluti always maintains a feasible solution.

Choose anyj. Using the same argument as in the proof of Lenima 4.4, aftmoat% ln(%) <19
rounds, there exists at least one round in whiiglx) > 1 — ~ (otherwisez; > 1, which is a contradiction).

Observe that in any round for whigh(z) < 1 —~, z; increases by a factdr+ 5, = 1 + . Therefore,
the maximum number of consecutive rounds in whighr) < 1 — v is at mostg In(5-) < m, otherwise
x; would increase to a value larger than 1, makinigfeasible, which is a contradiction due to Lemimd 4.4.
The maximum amount by whicfy(z) can decrease in any round is bounded by a facte - % =
-7 % Therefore, using the generalized Bernoulli’'s inequalitfollows that in any round:

1

5@ z0-7 (1-1 )" 20-9 (1-2)>1- 2

) and 11 = 6_12 In(nAmax), in each

O

A simple corollary of Lemm&4.12 is that:
Corollary 4.13. After the initial 1o + 11 rounds, where 79 = %ln(ﬁ) and 7 = é In(nAmax), in each

round of the algorithm: }_, x; >, yi(x)Aij > (1- %) > wjz;te

Proof. From Lemma4.12, after the initial + 1 rounds, it always hold$;(z) = :”Jazww >1-2,
J

V3. Multiplying both sides of the inequality hng:jl—“, Vj and summing oveyf, the result follows. [

Recall thatp,, (z) = Zj wj fo(z;) denotes the primal objective. The following lemma states #my
stationary round holds & + 6¢)-approximate solution.
Lemma 4.14. In any stationary round: p(z*) < (1 + 6¢)p(x), where x* is the optimal solution to (P,).

Proof. Since, by definition, a stationary round can only happermn #feeinitial 7o + 7, rounds, we have that
z in that round is feasible, and also from Lemma 4£6; y; < (1 +3¢) >_; x; >, yi(z)Ai;. Therefore,

recalling Eq. [(2) for the duality gap and denotifidz) = % we have that:
X l—a

11—« 1—a _l-a
p(x*) — p(z) < G(z,y(x)) = ijlj——a <g]_a _ 1> + Zyl(:n) — ijmjl—agj =

-«

J
7 %

11—« 1-a
gzwﬁa@@aqym+mzwzmm% (25)
7 7

J

From Lemma4.125; > 1 — %, V4. Partition the indices of all the variables as follows:

; 5y 5y . 5y
Sl:{]:§j€<1_171+z>}7 522{]2§j21+z}.

Then, using[(25):
p(x*) —p(z) < Gi(z) + Ga(x),
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where:

d1—a l—a
_ Ty - . . y
Gi(x) = Z Wiy <a§j - 1) + (14 3¢) Z x; Zyl(:n)AU
JEST JEST 1
and

T '1—0( _l-a
GQ(%‘) = Z wjlj——a <Oé§j > = 1> + (1 + 36) Z Zj Zyl(l')A”
JES2 JES2 7
The rest of the proof follows by upper-boundigg (z) andGs(z).
Bounding G (z). Observing that/j: z; 3, vi(z)Ai; = wjz;'72¢;, we can writeG; () as:
T 11—« 1-a
Gi(z) = Z wjlj——a (ozéj © +(1+3)(1 - ) — 1> : (26)
JESL
1-a

Denoter(§;) = afj_ > 4+ (14 3¢)(1 — a)§; — 1. Itis simple to verify thatr(¢;) is a convex function.
Since¢; € <1 - Eﬂ%, 1+ E{%),Vj € Sy, itfollows thatr(§;) < max{r(1 —5vy/4),7(1 + 5v/4)}. Now:

11—«

r(1— 5v/4) = a(l - %’U_T +(1-a)1 +3€)(1 - %) 1
o

< a(l - Z>_T 4 (1—a)(1+3) 1.

If =2 <1, thenag1 — 5y/4)~! < (1 + 2), it follows that(1 — 57/4)‘177& < 1+ 2. Therefore:
r(1—=5v/4) <a(l+2y)+(1—a)(1+3) -1
:2704—1—3-(1—oz)5:oz%+3-(1—oz)z—:

=3¢ <1 — §a> . 27)
6
If =2 > 1, then (using generalized Bernoulli’s inequality anet =)

r(1—5v/4) < « +(1—-a)(1+3)—1

(1—57/4)="
— 5. l-a
§04(1+%7 _O‘) F(1—a)(l+3) 1
<(1- a)(iT7 +3 )
< 4e(1 — a). (28)
On the other hand:
r(1+5y) = a(1+ %’Y)_T +(1-a) —1—35)(1—1— %’Y) 1
<a+(l—a)(l+4e) -1
=4e(1 — o). (29)
Combining [2¥)-+(20) with[ (26):
Gi(z) < 4e - Z wj ?i_:. (30)

Bounding G(z). Because the round is stationary afg C S—, we have that:} ., wiz;tTe <
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DY = w;z;'~. Using the second part of the stationary round definitiontbatd g, z; 30" vi(w)Aij >
(1=57/4) 3 jes, wijz; ~ (follows from Lemmd 4.1P):

Z T Zyi(fﬂ)Aij = Ziﬂk Zyi(l')Aik - Z ) Zyz VA

jeSy =1 k=1  i=1 ¢S, 1=1

< (L+57/4) > wprp ™ = (L= 57/4) Y wyay' ™

k=1 1¢S5

)
< (1+5v/4) Z wijz;' T + 77 Z wyz

JESs 1¢S5

n n
5
<y(1+5v/4) E wre' T + % E wyzy'
=1

k=1

n n
< 4~ Z Wz T =€ Z wrzp T (31)
k=1

k=1

Above, first inequality follows fromd_ |z Y0 vi(2) A < (1 +57/4) Yp_ wpzg' ™ (part 2 of the
stationary round definition) and Corolldry 4113. Secondjuradity follows by breaking the left summation
into two summations: those withe S, and those withi ¢ Ss. The third inequality follows fromb, C S
and part 1 of the stationary round definition.

Observe that ag; > 1 + 5v/4 > 1, we have tha{ R < 1. Using [31), it follows that:

G2<x>=2w]~fia<a5 - —1> (1+3¢) Z%Z%

JES2 JES?
(a—1) ijl (1+3¢) ijZyz
JES2 ]ESQ i
T 11—« Cu
S(a—l)Zwyl_ +e(1+ 3¢) Zwkajk
JES2 k=1
-« n 1-a
x; 3 Tk
<—-(1-a) ijm—kgs(l—a)Zwkl_
JES? k=1

3 _ xkl_a
< 55(1—@);wk1_

n xkl—a
<2E;wkl_a (32)
Finally, combining[(3D) and (32):
*) — plx 4e + 2 w-wjl_a
p(*) —plx) < (4= + )Zsj i
= 6ep(z).
]

Proof of Theorem 4.1l From Lemma4.14, in any stationary roungz*) < p(z)(1 + 6¢). Therefore, to
prove the theorem, it suffices to show that there are at qsts In? (R, mnAmax) In? (R, 2w ))
non-stationary rounds in total, whef, = wpyax/wmin, because we can always run the algorithm for

18



¢/ = ¢/6 to get ane—approximation, and this would only affect the constant en¢bnvergence time.

To bound the number of non-stationary rounds, we will shost the potential increases by a “large
enough” multiplicative value in all the non-stationary nois in which the potential is not too “small”. For
the non-stationary rounds in which the value of the potéigismall”, we show that the potential increases
by a large enough value so that there can be only few such sound

In the rest of the proof, we assume that the initigh- 7 rounds have passed, so thais feasible, and
the statement of Lemnfa 4.6 holds. This does not affect theathimund on the convergence time, as

0+ = %ln ( nllm) + % In(nAmae) = O <% (1 Amaxc) In <5nlnn)>

=0 <L In(nAmax) In? <Rw%>
et 5

In (menAmax)> . (33)

11—«
To bound the minimum and the maximum values of the poteqtjalve will bound Zj wj% and

13, vi(z). Recall thatb(z) = Z wjH— — L5 yi(2).

1

Sinces; = (L) > (“’—)7 z is always feasible, and; < 1, V4, we have

2wmaxn2mAmax 2wmaxn2mAmax

that:
w Wi o xile %74
. min < 4y < 34
1—o <2wmaxn2mAmax> - Ej:wj l—a " 1—-a’ (34)
and
1 C
- () < —. 35
0<—> wilw) < — (35)

Thus, we have:

>——-m-C
K
> _O(mznzAmaxwmax)7 (36)
and
= 1 W
Pax < j = . 37
jz_; W l—-a 11—« 37)

Recall from Lemma 419 that the potential never decreasesoh&der the following three cases for the
value of the potential:

Case 1: Qi < @ < —O(32i2). Since in this casé) < 0 we have thad ; yi(z) > Kk, wj:”fi—;a. From
Lemmad.8) ", ;> vi(x)Aij > (1 —3e) Y-, wj 5=, thus |mpIy|ng

1-3
Z:Ejzyl AUZ Ezwjl

ask > l ands < l Comblnlng Part 3 of Lemrr-o and{38), the potentlal ases by at least:

e 5 Em = () v = (g =)o

- () )

(38)

19



Since the potential never decreases, there can be at most

0 </<;ln(1/25min) In < —Pin >> —0 <li In2 (RypnmAmax) In (wa>>
v aed £

wmin/Amax

Case 1 rounds. e
Case 2: —O(42in) < ¢ < O(% : (W—)T> From Lemmd46, there exists at least dne

max 2Wmaxn?mMAmax

such thad >, Ajjz; > 1 — (1 + 1/k)e. SinceA;; < Apax Vi, j, itis also true thad . z; > 1=(+1/r)e

and asz;'~* > z; andk > 1, it follows that_; wiz;'m > (1 —e(1+¢)) (h) From [34), we also

11—«

havey; w;4 — > W (w—) “ . Therefore:

—a = 1-a 2wmaxn2mAmax
l1—a
Z; I—a 1 Wmin w Wmin e
. > —_ . . .
Zj:wj l—a = max {(1 e(1+¢)) l—a Ap 11—« <2wmaxn2mAmaX> } (39)

1-a
1 1 Wmin W . Wmin «
If & < ip - Inax {(1 - E(l + E)) T—a  Amax’ 1—-a (ZwmaxnﬁmAmax) }' then

Zy,(m) > gli-
- “10 1-«a

11—«
1 min min i
z%m-max{(l—s(l—ks)) v W < v ) }

[
-
S
8
<
Q

l—0Apax 1 —a \2Wmaxn?mAmax
From Lemma4.6,

Zyl ZAZ]{L'J (1—3e Zyz

2(1_35)3,{.1@3}{{(1—6(14-6)) 1 'wmin, w < Win )T}

10 l—a Apax 1—a \2wWmaxn?mAmax

From the third part of Lemna 4.110, the potential increasetiadly by at least
l—«

QO BZH ma 1 Wmin w Wmin K
In(1/8min) 11-a Apax 1 —a \ 2Wpnaxn?mAmax ’

and, thereforep = Q) (% : (%)1%&) after at most

2wmaxn2 M Amax

O (M) =0 (Cly El In (RynmAmax) In <Rw%>>

A2
rounds. -
Case 3: Q(% N —r e — )

2WmaxN*MAmax

stationary, then from Lemnia 4114(z*)
4113, either:

® < . In this case® = O(Z w; S ) If the round is

<¢<
< (14-6¢)p(x). If the round is not stationary, then from Definition

1 Zkesf wkﬂfkl_o‘ >y 2?21 wjle_o‘, or
5
2. E?lej z;ilyl( )Azj > (1—|— 'Y)Z 1?,UJQZ‘J1 o

If the former is true, then using the first part of Lemima #. he,potential increases by at Ie$<m>

S wia T =0 (%) (1—c)®. Ifthe latter is true, from the third part of Lemrna 4l 10, toeemtial

increases by at leas (1n(1/5mm ) >, wiz T =Q (

B2y

W) (1 — a)®. It follows that there are at
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most

w
O 1 1H(1/5m1n) l 11—«
. n l—a
-« B2y W (o tgm )T
1— 2wmaxn2mAmax

=0 <ii In? (Ry - mnAmax) In? <Rw . %))

a2 ed
non-stationary Case 3 rounds.
Combining the three cases with the boundrpa- 7, (33), the total convergence time is at most:

1 Amax
O <ﬁ In? (RymnAmax) In? <Rw . w))
a“ce &
rounds, as claimed. O

4.2 Proof of Theorem (4.2

The proof outline for the convergence @fFAIRPSOLVER in thea = 1 case is as follows. First, we show
that in any round it cannot be the case that only “smajI5 (i.e., z;’s that are smaller thaﬁfs_f;ﬁ) decrease.
In fact, we show that the increase in the potential due to tgsdaf “small” variables is dominated by the
increase in the potential due to those variables that deemaltiplicatively by a factofl — 82) = (1 — )
(Lemmas 4.75 and 4.116). We then define a stationary roundhawd that: (i) in any non-stationary round
the potential increases significantly, and (ii) in any stadiry round, the solutiom at the beginning of the
round provides an additivellV e—approximation to the optimum objective value.

Lemma 4.15. Starting with a feasible solution, in any round of the algorithm:

T Zz yi(z)A; Ly Zz yb( )Aij
2. z{keS*:xkzli—kﬁ} : 11Uk = 2 22]657 - 1
Proof. Fix any round, and let®, y(2°) andz!, y(x!) denote the values af, y at the beginning and at the
end of the round, respectively. If for @lle S~ 3:0 >4 % there is nothing to prove.

Suppose that there exists sonrfe< that decreases Then from Lemma 4.7 there exists at least one
i € {1,...,m} such thatd,; # 0, and:

o > h  Agx) >1- &, and

o yila) > Bl (g _ g AEE A

0; MmAmax w;

M Amax

Since} ", Agx) > 1 — 5, there exists at least onpesuch thatd;,z) > 12, Recalling that®’ = % >

J
2 .
2WmaxN“MAmax-

(1-8) 1-35 258 uE)Ay

mMAmax n w;

(1-8) 1-35 250 uE)Ay,

mMAmax n w;

> 2nWmax(1 — B) (1 _ %) e e yi(xV) Ay

05 0 (20) Ay,
> Ml 22 iz () “ (40)
wj

(;Ug)AlpyZ(ﬂj‘O) >C -

> 2wmaxn2mAmax .

wj
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A .
Sincez; decreases, it must bekM > 1+ ~. Using [40):
o ) 205~ 0y 4, .
le:l yi(x )Alp > (%)Awyz( ) >n Ly Zl:l yi(x )Alj > 147,
Wy Wmax w;
and, thereforepp decreases as well. Moreover, sir-(40) implies
m
w
) Z yi(”) Ay > > o Z yi(a®) Ay > > 29> () Ay,
{jGS*:mj<li—jﬁAAij7$0} {j6572$j<1i—j/3/\14ij750} =1

the proof of the first part of the lemma follows. The second fmlows from (40) as well, since:
1) S w() Ay () Aipyi(a)

Wp B Wmax
33? eril yl("EO)Alj
>n ,
Wi
which, given thatr; was chosen arbitrarily, implies:
2y 2oy yi(20) Ay S Z xp Doy yi(a®) Ay ‘
Wy o W

. 5
{J€S— R <yE5AA#0}
O

Lemma 4.16. Let 2°,y(2°) and x',y(x') denote the values of x,vy at the beginning and at the end of any
fixed round, respectively. If 2 is feasible, then the potential increase in the round is at least:

1. ®(z!) — ®(2°) > Q(BY) > jes+ Wi
2. @(at) — 0(x%) = (B) (1 =)W = Xjy a9 X, wi(20) Ay ).

3. @(at) = 0(2) > Q(8) () 2 Ty wi(@®) Ay — (1+7)W).

Proof.
Proof of It Recall that:

n 1_ .0 _ 1S~m (VAL
<I>(x1)—<1>(x0)22wj$jx1% (1 Ly it vile zy) Z wyx —~ 33 < 1% > i1 Vi@ )Aw>‘

j wj jes+ j Wj

Let&;(a) :—Zz 1@ ) A ey

If j € ST, thenxj = (1+5)wj and¢;(z%) < 1—+. Since from the choice of parametgrsincreases by
at most a factor of ++/4, it follows that: £;(z!) < (1—v)(14+/4) < 1—3~, which givesl —¢;(z!) > 3.
Therefore:

0y — 2 307 i (20) Ay

wj

B
o(a') — (") > 2. > w
1+ B 4 ot
Proof of 2t The proof is equivalent to the proof of the second part of Lexdni0 and is omitted.

Proof of 3: Using that forj € S~ we have thatM > 1+~ andz; = max{(1 — §)z9,9;},
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we can lower bound the increase in the potential as:

1 0 1 m o1 B
o) -t > S w1 iz Uil >Au>
- J

1 .
xj W

3 5,
{jes—a%> L}

Y
H‘
g
<
/N
—~
—_
|
2
~
iy
S—
O
,_.
&
/—\
\_/
S
—_
N—

0)Ajj

B ) Y il
21—(1—7/4) > w(E=ES
Wy
{jes—uaf>1 B}

Now considerk € S~ such thatrg < 15_—1“6. From the proof of Lemma_4.15, for each sueh there

exists a constraint and a variabler,, > 1‘5_—Pﬁ with p € S~ such thatd, # 0, Agpzo, 2 > yi(2¥) Ay >

0 0y A 0 0y A
n - 332 Zz yz(ﬂfo)Alk, and% > - M_ If wy, < w, then

1+ 7)>. (41)

wp<$2 @)y NE z:k (n- NG 7)
Wp W
> g (22 ziz)ixo)f‘kp ~(1+7).

On the other hand, if, > w,, then:
<w2 > ui(a) Ay

Wp

-1+ ) Ly Z yi(x Alp (1 +7)wp)

p
>n-xy Zyl )Akp — (1 + y)wy,

zp > yi(x0)A

Wi

Zn'wk(

% (149)).
It follows from (41) that:

- 9 i i 0 Ajj
0(a) - 0a) > (2SI 5 (MBI ),

JES™

_ . e 0T () iy
Finally, since forj ¢ S~ we have thatZ 1wj g

— & 2057 yi(20) Ay
¢<w1>—¢><x°>z%l ;/4ij( Jz“luf’j( 25 (14 y)

<1+

j—l

(Z Zyz 1+’Y)ij>-

j=1
O
Consider the following definition of a stationary round:
Definition 4.17. A round is stationary if it happens after the initial 7o+ 711 rounds, where 79 = % In(1/0min),
=1 ln(nAmax) and if both of the following conditions hold:
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o > s+ wj < W/,
o (1—29)W <30 2 >0 y) Ay < (14 27)W.

We first show that in any non-stationary round there is a sefftqprogress towards tlze-approximate
solution.
Lemma 4.18. In any non-stationary round the potential function increases by at least Q(B~ - W/ ).

Proof. A round is non-stationary if either of the two conditionsrfrefinition[4.1Y does not hold. If the
first condition does not hold, then from the first part of LeniES, the potential increases 8y5~y-W /).
If the second condition does not hold, then from either treosé or the third part of Lemnla_4J16 the
potential increases by at led¥(syW) > Q(8v - W/). O

Before proving that in every non-stationary round, the sofuis O(¢)—approximate, we will need the
following intermediary lemma.

Lemma 4.19. Starting with a feasible solution and after at most 9 = % In ( 1

émin

> rounds, in any round of
the algorithm:

in > iy Yi(@)Aij > (1= )™
J wj
Proof. First, we claim that after the algorithm reaches a feasibletion it takes at most; + 1 additional
rounds for each agentto reach a round in whlcﬁw > 1 — ~. Suppose not, and pick any
agentk for which in each of thery 4+ 1 rounds foIIowmg the first round that holds a feasible soluti
w < 1 —~. Thenzy increases in each of the rounds and agén( -) < 719 rounds we have
TR > 1 Therefore, after at most, + 1 rounds the solution becomes |nfea5|ble which is a cordtiadi
(due to Lemma4l4). ,
Now choose any:; and observe; = M over the rounds that happen after the figst- 1

rounds. The maximum number of consecutive rounds for which< 1 — yis7; = 3 Ln($ ) < 7o,

otherwise we would have; > 1, a contradiction. Since in any round, due to the choice oiatgerlthm

parameters¢; decreases by at most a factor Iof- v/4, the minimum value thag; can take is at least

(1 —~)(1 —~/4)%/% > (1 —~)™, thus completing the proof. O
Now we are ready to prove that a solution in a stationary rasiid{ ) —approximate.

Lemma 4.20. In any stationary round: p1(x*) — p1(z) < 5¢W, where x* is the optimal solution.

Proof. Since, due to Definition 4.17, a stationary round can onlykaafter the initiaky + 7, rounds, we
have that in any stationary round the solution is feasiblenimag 44 and 4.5) and approximate comple-
mentary slackness (Lemrha$4.6) holds.

Recall the expression for the duality gap:

ij <Zw—1‘%Al> —|—Zyi—W.
j

=1
From the second part of Lem@ 6

n m

Zyz = 1+35 Zl'j ZyZAZ]

Therefore:

m

n ZAZ n
Gi(z,y) < Zwﬂn(M)+(1+3£)ij2yiAij—W
j=1 j=1  i=1

wy
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Since the round is stationary, we have t@}_ x> YAy < (14 2y)W, which gives:
ZAZ
Gi(z,y) ij In <M> + 4eW. (42)
J=1 v

Leté; = M . The remaining part of the proof is to bourdy "/ w; In(&;) < — 3¢ <1 w; In(§).

For¢; € (1 — ’y, 1), we have that-w; In(§;) < yw;. To bound the remaining terms, we will use Lemma
[4.19 and the bound of the sum of the weighitsfor which¢; € ST (thatis,{; < 1 — ). It follows that:

N wihE) < - Y wn@) - > win(g)
j=1 k:£p€(1—y,1) les+

<7 > wk—ln( )Zwl (from Lemmd 4.1D

k:pe(1—,1) les+t

w
S’YW+TO’Y'T—O

=27W
- %W. (43)
Combining [42) and_(43), and recalling that(z*) — pi(z) < G1(z,y(z)), the result follows. O

Proof of Theorem 4.2l Consider the values of the potential in the rounds followthmginitial 7o +7; rounds,
wherery = + 5 In(1/0min), 11 = 1 5 In(nAmax) (so that the solution: is feasible in each round and the

AmaxRuw m
approximate complementary slackness holds). Observethat; = In? (nm Ao )€1n ( Fu)

We start by bounding the minimum and the maximum values tlmpbtentlal can take. Recall (from
Lemmd 4.9) that the potential never decreases.
Due to Lemma4l4s; € [6;, 1], Vj, and therefore we can bound the two summations in the patersti

S wjn(zy) > S witn(e;) = —0(W - In (222 pmA,,,, ), (44)
j ] mln
ij In(z;) < ij In(1) <0, (45)
] J
mC 2. 2
- — Zyz Z —— 6 > —mC = _O(wmaxn m Amax)a (46)
and
1
——Zy,-(x) < —m—C'e_“<O. (47)
K p K
From [44) and[(46):
Drin > _O(wmaxn2m2Amax)- (48)
On the other hand, frond (45) ard {47):
Prax < 0. (49)

Consider the following two cases:
Case 1: 15 y;(z) > W -In (e . %nm/lmax). Thend > yi(z) < —®(z) < 23, yi(z) and

min

15, yi(z) > W. From the third part of Lemnia4.6, we have that ;> vi(x)Aij > (1-32) 32, yi(w) >
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2W. Thus using the Pdrt 2 of Lemrha 416, we get that the potentiedases by
B)- > x Y wilx)Aij = Q (5 : Zw(@) = Q(BK) - (—2(z)).
i 1 )
Finally, sincefr = ©(y), there can be at moél (% In (Wﬁm)) Case 1 rounds.
Case 2: %ZZ yi(x) < W -1In (e . %nm/lmax). Then—-2W - 1n (e . %nm/lmax) < ®(z) < 0.
From Lemma 4.20, if a round is stationary, theix*) — p(x) < 5¢W. If a round is non-stationary, from

Lemmd4.18B, the potential increases (additively) by at|@48~ - 1W /7). Therefore, the maximum number
of non-stationary rounds is at most:

w ln(nmAmaxwmax/wmin) 1
O ( W, > (0] <ﬂT In? (anmAmaX)>

—0 < D2 (anmAmax) 1D2 (Rw nm!grnax) ) .

o5
Combining the results for the Case 1 and Case 2, the theottaws$dy invokinga-FAIRP SOLVER for the
approximation parametef = /5. O

4.3 Proof of Theorem

The outline of the proof of Theorem 4.3 is as follows. Firsg show that in any round of the algorithm
the variables that decrease by a multiplicative fa¢tor 52) dominate the potential increase dueitbthe
variables that decrease (Lemrha4l21). This result is then used in Léf@azao show the appropriate lower
bound on the potential increase. Observe thabfaor 1 the objective functiorp, (x), and, consequently,
the potential functionP(x) is negative for any feasible. To yield a poly-logarithmic convergence time in
R, m,n, andA,.x, the idea is to show that the negative potentid(z) decreases by some multiplicative
factor whenever is not a “good” approximation te* — the optimal solution t@F, ). This idea, combined
with the fact that the potential never decreases (and thveref®(x) never increases) and with upper and
lower bounds on the potential then leads to the desired cgeree time.

Lemma 4.21. In any round of the algorithm in which the solution x° at the beginning of the round is
feasible:

)DIETD SICOVIEl ST SIRCO VN
{j:jES*/\x?Z%} =1 JEST =1
and
1 m
S ) S ) EE D M ) ST R R
{j:jES*/\xQ>—jﬁ}

Proof. If a:o > 1 /3’ Vj, there is nothing to prove, so assume that there existssitdea; with :n < 1 B
The proof proceeds as follows. First, we show that for eafir which x; decreases by a factor less than
(1—p) there exists at least ong, that appears in at least one constraimwhich z; appears and decreases
by a factor(1 — ). We then proceed to show thay is in fact such that

Ozyz VA, = Q(n Ozyz A
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and

Ozyl A1y — (14 )y (2 = <°zyl . 1+'v)wj(w?)1‘“>-

This will then imply that the terms >~ | 4;(2") Ay, anda) > yi(2%) Ay — (14+7)wp (29) '~ dominate
the sum of all the terms corresponding tg’s with 4;; # 0 andz; < 15_—95 thus completing the proof.

From Lemma4l7, for eache S~ with z; < 1(5—_j/3 there exists at least one constraisuch that:
o > h i Agxl >1- g, and

o yi(a®) > ZEuEAy 00y (1 - gpe Ly EDTRE Ay

mAmax mMAmax 5]' wj

Therefore, there exists at least angwith A;, # 0 such thatd, =) > ! 2 , which further givesd;, («9)* >
A=9)* 4 1-a 5 (=5)*
1P - no

2 Apmax' ~%, where the last inequality foIIows from< A;) < Apay anda > 1.
Combining the inequality foﬂip(acg)a with the inequality fory;(z°) above:

Z 20) Ay > () Aipyi (2°)

(1 . %)a Lw N 1 ( ) Zl 1 yl( )Alj
> 27 . -

= ne Amax (1 /8) mAmax 5 s a wj

_ (1-3) o @D i (2®) Ay -

= A P w; fome =)

J

0\« m 0
T; - ) Ay,
2 27’LUJmaX(1 — ﬁ)a <1 —_ E)OZ ( J) Zl_l yl( ) Ly
2 wj
Using the generalized Bernoulli’'s inequalitf/l — é)o‘ >1-— 5 and(1 - 3)”
recalling thata < 10, T = 2; < 1509, We further get:

Zyl VA > 2nwmax <1 — ) > <1 _ g) ) (x?)a > yl(wO)Alj

10 - 120 20 w;
(29)* 2200 yi(2®) Ay

wj

(from C > 2wmaxna+1mAmax2a_1).

> (1 — Ba) [37], and

> NWmax

which further implies:

()" Yz =) A >n- (@)™ 2Ly (@) Ay 7 (50)
wp = w;
aswy, < wmax. Sincex; decrease () Eity w (@)

[
el
wj

Using similar arguments, aAipr2 > 1n2 and recalling tha@i($0) > ngl Aljyl(lﬂo) >
1 1
A -B 29 ST Ay (20):

A .
Y>14 7, and thereforer,, decreases as well.

1-5 1 1-8 -
Ozyl VA > zp Aipyi(2°) > 2 =2y Ayy(a®

n MmAmnax

> nal Y Ayui(a?), (51)

=1
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asd; < W and2!/%(1 — §)(1— 8) > 25°(1 — §)(1 — 5) > 1 (sincee € (0,1/6]).

From (51), it foflows that

m
OZw JAip 2 2 7 2 (@) Au
(k€S < 1ok - AA#0} =1
which further implies the first part of the lemma.
For the second part, consider the following two cases:
Case 1: wy(20)! = > w;(«9)' . Then:

20 Zyl Alp 1 + ,Y)wp(wg)l—a _ wp(wg)l_a ((xg)a Z;il yl(xO)Al;D . (1 + ’Y))

Wp

> wy(af)' <<wg)a EE e w)

0)1_a <n (33?)04 Z%jyl(xO)Alj —a _1_7)) (from (50))

> nw;(z)' <($9)a i)y (1+ 7)>

Wj

= ( 92 Al] 1 + ’Y)Mj(l’?)l_a> ,

implying the second part of the lemma.

Case 2: wp( DI <wj(2))!7*. Then:

Ozyz )Ap — (14 y)wp(p) '~ > wozyl VA — (1 +7)wj(25) 7

>nm02yl )Ay; — (1+y)w; (@)= (from (1)

>n (1‘0 Zyl Al] (1+ ’y)wj(x?)l_o‘> ,

thus implying the second part of the lemma and completlng)tbef. O

The following lemma lower-bounds the increase in the paénh each round.
Lemma 4.22. Let 2° and ' denote the values of = before and after any fixed round, respectively, and let
St={j: 3:]1 > :E?}, S—={y: 3:]1 < :L'?} The potential increase in the round is lower bounded as:

Lo®(z') = @(2°) > Q(B7) Xjeqsrus— L) 2oimy vila®) Aijs
2. 0(a") = 0(2%) = @ (5w ) (X5 2y 7 (@) = (L4+7) Xy wy @9)1);
3. @(at) = 0(20) 2 @ (e ) (1= 7) Shoy wi(@))=e = Xy ad S wila?) ).

Proof.
Proof of 1. From Lemma&4.9:

o Jj — xo! (@) Xy wilah) Ay
G Z_: x - wy .
a7 x j ¥
Let &(z!) = ;) szulj%( D% From the proof of LemmB&4.9, if} — 27 > 0, thenl — &;(z') >
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3y > 3¢g(at), as0 < &(a') < 1— 24, If 27 — 29 < 0, thenl — (') < -7, which implies
1< &)1+ 3t and thusl — &(ah) < &) (1 +7/2)7 = 1) = &(a h&% < —&(=Y) Y5 =
_%6]( ) Therefore: |1 - gj( )| > %6](331) & |1 — (m;)a 2ita yi(zh) Ay (z ) >ieq yilz 1Ay

wj Wy
further gives:

n _ .0 o ;
(I)( >Z ‘.Z' o ’(Z']) ZZH)ljy %Z: z} —1'0‘ Zyz U

.Z'

, which

pl
>3

Ifj € S+,then:n. = (1—|—ﬁ)3:-, and theref0r¢m}—:p9|-zi:1 yi(z') Ay = <1 - m) 3:]1 S yi(ah) Ay >

(1 - _) %JE? = 1y2( )AU
Similarly, if j € S~ andz) > 1 125, thenz} = (1 — B)a, and thereforér} — 9] - Y7, yi(x') Ay =
(T - 1) wy Yo yi(ah) Ay > (1-3) %azgz " 1 vi(z°)A;;. Using part 1 of Lemma4.21:

B
1 0 7B 20
(I)($)_q>(x)261+5 Z Zyz 2]'
je{Stus—} =1

(@)™ X yi(=h)As

> 7> (1+7),

Proof of 2: Considerj € S~ such thatr} > 5. Thenz} = (1 — §)z, o
and using Lemm@a 4.9:

()™ 2oty vila) Ay

d(z!) — ®(2°) > Z w;j @)e

{jesS—a9>1 B} J

S (]‘ - /8)0(
{]657::(:0>ﬁ}
B (@) 30 yi(a®) A
= —pp > 5 wj(a3)! <(1 —7/4) wlj . 1)
{]637::2?21%}
1.0 [0 Wi i A”
> (1 _ 7/4) _ﬁ = Z w; (wg])l—a ( j) Zz—lly ( ) (1 i ’Y)
(1-5) 5 Wy
{jesS— m0>ﬁ}

= (1—7/4)ﬁ Z < ]Zyz — (1 +7)wj(z 0)1_a> :

{jes—: 1‘321 ,5'}

Using the second part of Lemrhia4.21 and the fact thak f@rS—: (z3) Z%lkyi(xomik < (14 ), we get
the desired result:

o(z') — () > %(1—7/4)( 55 (Z Zyl (1+7)ij(xg)1a).
j=1

=1 i=1
Proof of 3: The proof is equivalent to the proof of Lemima 4.10, part 2, israinitted for brevity. O

Consider the following definition of a stationary round:
Definition 4.23. (Stationary round.) A round is stationary, if both:

m 11—«
1. Zje{SﬂJS*}"E? i=1 yi(ﬂj)Aw > VZJ 1w]( 0) , and

29



1-
2. (1—=2v) Z?:l wj(l"?) ‘< Z] 1T g i1 yi(ﬂfo)Aij
hold, where ST = {j : :L'jl > :139} S—={j: :L'j < :139} Otherwise, the round is non-stationary.

The following two technical propositions are used in Lenin#Z84or bounding the duality gap in sta-
tionary rounds.
Proposition 4.24. After the initial the initial 7o+ 1| rounds, where 7o) = % In(1/0min), 1 = % In(nAmax), it

. pl-o a—1 203 yi(x) Agj
is always true that G (z,y(x)) < Z 1w]a 1<1+(1—|—3€)(a—1)£j_a£ja >,where£j _ % ij

Proof. Recall from [[2) that the duality gap far, y in (P, ) is given as:

11—«

a—1
o, gl PR SR 2" S A\
2: J J 1—a J J=1-"09%
T,Yy) = w; — 1]+ Yi— wirs ¢ ——— 7
) = ]1—a<<$j“2721%142‘j> = H w;

From Lemma 4.6, after at most initia} + 7 roundS'

Zyz— L+3¢) Z%Zyz i
1=
l-a <9€ja > ?/z'Aij>

Wj

= (1 + 36) Z W55

and lettingé; = ””JQZM;J”“‘J we get:

i g™ /e a-1
Ga(iﬂ,y)ézwg‘lj_a(@“ —1+(1+3s)(1—a)5j—<1—a)5ﬁ)
—Z

l‘

:;w]a

a< T 4 (1439)(1 - ) — 1)

—Q

1 <1 + (1 +3e)(a - 1)g; —Ozéjaal> .

U
a1 Ay A
Proposition 4.25. Let 7, () = (1 + (1 +3e)(a—1)§ —ag;° > where §; = m]Z{U;lelA” Ifa>1

and & € (1 —~,1+v)Vje{1,...,n}, thenr,(§;) < e(3a — 2).
Proof. Observe the first and the second derivative g ):

dra(g') . —1/ay .
S = (o143
d*ro(§;) 1 —1/a-1
d§j2] = E(OZ — 1)6) .

As¢; > 0, r(&;) is convex fora > 1, and thereforer(¢;) < max{r(1 —~),r(1 +v)}. We have that:
r(l—y)=r(l—c/4)=1— (1 - Z) (1= a)(1+3e) + a(l —e/4)~1/)

<1- (1_1) (1—a+3e(l —a) + a(l +e/4)H)

IN

1 (1 - Z) (1+e/4+3:(1—a)) (from(1+e/4)Y% > 1+ ¢/(4a))

:1—1—Z+35(a—1)+1(14—5—:/4—35(@—1))
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g
—E+3E(a—l) (1—1)
<e(Ba—2).
On the other hand:
(L+7) =r(1+e/4) =1 (1+5) (1= a)(1+32) +a(l +/4)71/*)
<1- <1+§) (1 — o+ 3 — 3ea + a(l — e/4)/)

IN
—_
|
/N
—_
_|_
™

11
Z) <1 + ZE — 3€a>
11
<1- <1+Z6—35a>

<e(Ba—2),
completing the proof. O

The following lemma states that in any stationary roundentrsolution is atil+¢(4a—1))-approximate
solution.

Lemma 4.26. In any stationary round that happens after the initial the initial 7o + T rounds, where 15 =
%ln(l/émin), T = %ln(nAmax), we have that p,(z*) — po(z) < e(da — 1)(—pa(x)), where x* is the
optimal solution to (P,) and x is the solution at the beginning of the round.

Proof. Observe that for any ¢ {S* U S~} (by the definition ofS™ and S~) we have thatl — v <
WZ%U% < 1+ =, which is equivalent to:

(1-— wkw,lf ‘< kay, A < (1 +’y)wkw,1€ ® Vk¢{STuST}. (52)

Using stationarity and (52):

(1=29) ) wjm; ™ <D a0y vile)Ay
j=1 j=1 =1
= > @D u@Aa+ Y wm )y vila)An

le{stus-} i=1 kg{stus-} =l
< Z wjzn}_a +(1+7) Z wyr, . (53)
j=1 k¢ {S+US—}

H - __ n 2l 11—« H .
Since) e grus—y Wiy ¢ = 207wy = D haqsrus—y weey,  using [B3):

n
(1-2v) Z wyry " < Wijx]l_o‘ +(1+7) Z wiz, = (1 —27) Z wz,

le{5+Us-} j=1 k¢ {S+US—} k¢ {S+US—}
n
= Z wjle-_o‘ + 3y Z wkaz}g @
j=1 k¢{STUS—}

n
1—
<4y we
j=1

and therefore:

Z wl:nll @ 1_2 Zw] 1= a<572w] 1o (54)

le{S+uS—}
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asy = £ ande < 3. N
As po(z*) — pa(z) < G(x,y(x)), from Proposition 4.24:

n -«

» a-1
Pa(r™) — pa(x) < ]Z::leﬁ <1 + (1 +3e)(a—1)§ —af; ° >
:L,l—a a—1
= Z W, k—l <1+(1+3E)(a—1)§k—a§k“ )
k¢{stus—y O
]~ a-1
b Y wi (1 ae-ng-agT).
le{Stus—}
From Proposition 4.25:
l’llg_a aTA xllf—a
Z Wy L4+ (1+3¢e)(a — 1)& — a,, <e(Ba—2) Z We
kg{STuS—} kg{STuS—}
n xl—a
< — J
< e(3a Q)Zw]a_ ]
j=1
= &(3a = 2)(=pa(x)). (55)
11—« a—1 11—«
ObServed” s+, s-) Wi (1 + (1+3e)(a—1)§ —ag, * ). Sincea > 1, eachw;".— > 0, and

therefore:

-«
T a—1
Z wlal—l <1+(1+3€)(a—1)§l—a§l“ )
le{S+tus—}
l—a
x
< J —
< Y wl(@+3)a-Da+1)
le{S+tus-}
-« m
P yi(x)A;
D DR <(1+3€)(a i b@da 1>
a—1 wy
le{S+tus—}
m 11—«
T
=(1+32) D @ @A+ Y wzal_ T
le{Stus—-} =1 le{S+tus—}
Now, from stationarityd g+ 5-1 21 2230 vi(2) Au < v 227 wjle.‘a and using[(54) we get:
l—a n 11—
x a—1 €T
Z wlal_ T <1 + (1 +3e)(a—1)§ —ag; ° > < ijh(y(l +3e)(a — 1) + 57)
le{Stus—} j=1
< —pa(x) <3§€a + €> : (56)
Finally, combining[(55) and (36, (z*) — pa(z) < e(4a — 1)(—pa(z)). O

The following two lemmas are used for lower-bounding theeptiail increase in non-stationary rounds.
Lemma 4.27. Consider any non-stationary round that happens after the initial o + 11 rounds, where
T = %ln(l [Omin)s T1 = +In(nApax). Let 2° and x' denote the values of x before and after the round

~ B
G

update. If 3", ya®) > — > Wi, then d(x!) — ®(2°) > Q(3)(—2(2)).
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xq)lfa

Proof. Observe thatag >, ya®) > — > wj( 4

l-a ?
m

1 2(1 — 3¢
—0(r0) <2 =3 y’) < % > a5 D ui(a) Ay,
; j=1 =1

where the last inequality follows from Lemra}.6.
Since the round is not stationary, we have that either:

1 Zjesfus+ x?Z.y,( )Aij >’YZ; le(aco)l «,or
2. (1= 2y) X5y wi(a)) = > 300 ) ST yi(20) Ay
Case 1: 37 cg-yg+ 75 22 il )AU >'yZJ L wi(a) eI

Zx?Zyi(wO) < (1+2y) ij(x?)l_o‘,
j=1 i=1 j=1

then

v ‘- m

Z z§ Z%(@Aij > 17 5 Z ) Zyi(wo)Aij = Q(v) Z ) Z yi(2%) Ay,
jeS—usS+ i j=1 i=1 j=1 i=1

and, from the first part of Lemnia 4]22, the potential increasewer bounded as:

o(2') — B(2) > Q(B2) Z )Y yi(a®) Ay
j i=1

= Q(Bry? )( o(2"))
= Q(y*)(—®(2")).
On the other hand, if:

n m n
D45 wil@®) > (1421 ) wieh)' ™
j=1 i=1 7j=1

then, from the second part of Lemia 4.22:
O(a') — (2°) > Q(B) 33? Zyi($0)Aij
j=1 =1
= Q(Byr)(—®(2"))
—Q( ) (—2(2?)).
Case 2: (1—27) > " w;(} 0)l-a >3 J ™ vi(2°) A;;. Then, using the third part of Lemrha 4] 22:

q)(:L'l) - q>(33‘0) 2 < 1 _1_5 a7> Z Zyz zy
B) D=3 ) wila’

j=1 =1
= Q(Byr) (— (")
Q(y*)(~2(%),
where in the second line we have used th&L) ©(pB). This can be shown using the generalized
Bernoulli's inequality ando < -2 15 as follows:
1 « € 9

T ge 229" 21208 =1 o0 5 21— 555 = 6(1).
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O

Lemma 4.28. Consider any non-stationary round that happens after the initial o + 11 rounds, where

T = %ln(l /Omin), T1 = %ln(nAmaX). Let 2° and x' denote the values of = before and after the round

o\ 1l—«a
(Ij)

update. If 137, ya%) < — > W=, then ®(zt) — ®(2°) > Q(87?) (a — 1)(—2(a?)).
20 -«
Proof. Observe thatag >~ y(z%) < —3_; wj%,

(1’0 -«
~®(wg) < -2 w; 13
J

) 2 01—
-« :a—lzwj($j) '
J
From the definition of a stationary round, we have either effthlowing two cases:
Case 1: Y rgrus @5 2oy Ui@) Ay > v 327 wiz;~. From the first part of Lemmia 4.p2, the in-
. . . _ 1—
crease in the potential |$I>.(:c1.) — ®(a0) > Q(By?) X wimi % As —D(20) < Ep 3T wy(al) Y,
the increase in the potential is at least:
O(z') — @(2%) > Q(By?)(a — 1)(—0(2")).
Case 2: (1 —27)> ", wj:n}‘a > >0 x>ty yi(x) Aij. Using part 3 of Lemma 4.22, the increase in

the potential is thed (z') — ®(20) > Q (ﬁ’y) >0, wiz;~*. Therefore, using th%fT)a = 0(p)
as in the proof of Lemma 4.27:
O(z') — @(2%) > Q(By) (e — 1) (= (2")).
]

Proof of Theorem We will bound the total number of non-stationary rounds tizgipen after the initial
70+ 71 rounds, wherey = %ln(l/émin), T = %ln(nAmaX). The total convergence time is then at most the
sum ofry + 7 rounds and the number of non-stationary rounds that hapfpertlze initial y + 71 rounds,
since, from LemmBa 4.26, in any stationary roupdt*) — p(z) < (4o — 1)(—p(x)).

Consider the non-stationary rounds that happen after tti@ iny + 7; rounds. Asz; € [§;,1], V7, itis
simple to show that:

w xlme w a-1
< ) < 2R, e 2(a—1) a—lAmaX2a—1 57
a—l_zj:wja—l_a—l R " m ’ (57
and
0<lz -()<—C<z—: C (58)
pA yi(x) < — = mC.

Recall thatb(z) = — 3, wjﬁ — 15~ y;(x) and that the potentiab(z) never decreases.

a—1
d—a . .
There can be two cases of non-stationary rounds: those i w; “L_— dominates in the absolute
value of the potential, and those in Whiéhzi y;(x) dominates in the absolute value of the potential. We
bound the total number of the non-stationary rounds in saskxas follows.
17& - - - -
Case 1: 15 yi(z) > > w;“—. From [57) and[(58), in any such round, the negative poteitial
bounded as:

a —
Moreover, from Lemma 4.27, in each Case 1 non-stationarymdothe potential increases by at least

Q( W1> < —®(z) < O (emC).
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Q(v®)(—®(z)). Itimmediately follows that there can be at most:

1 mC 1
o) <$ In (E% )) =0 <$ In((a — 1)5anmAmax)>

=0 <E—13 In (anmAmaX)> (59)

Case 1 non-stationary rounds,(@s— 1)e < ae < %

Case 2: %Ei yi(x) < 32, wj%. From (57) and[(58), in any such round, the negative poteitial
bounded as:

Q <£> S _(I)(x) S O <£ ’ RwaTln2(a_1)ma_1Amax2a_l> .
a—1 a—1

Moreover, from Lemm&4.21, in each such non-stationaryddhe potential increases by at le@sf3+?) (a—
1)(—®(2")). Therefore, there can be at most:

O 1 . % . Rw%n2(a_1)ma_1AmaX2(X—1 _ O <i ln(R l7’L777,14 ))
nyz(a — 1) w 5’}/2 w max

a—1
=0 <i4 In(RynmAmpax) In <Rw . %>>
€ €

(60)
Case 2 non-stationary rounds.
The total number of initiak, + 71 rounds can be bounded as:
1 1
0o+ T = B In(1/0min) + B In(nAmax)
1 Amax
=0 (?2 In (RynmAmax) In <Rw : ”mf» . (61)

Combining [(59),[(6D), and (61), the total convergence tisnat imost:
O <i4 In (Ry - nmApax) In <Rw . %>> .
£ 3

Finally, runninga-FAIRPSOLVER for the approximation parameter= ¢/(4« — 1), we get that in any
stationary roungh, (z*) — pa(z) < —epa(x), while the total number of non-stationary rounds is at most:

4
O <a—41n(Rw'nmAmax)ln <Rw%>>
£ £

U
4.4 Structural Properties of a—Fair Allocations

Lower Bound on the Minimum Allocated Value. Recall (from Sectiofl2) that the optimal solutioh
to (P,) must lie in the positive orthant. We show in Lemma 4.29 thatamdy doesz* lie in the positive
orthant, but the minimum element of can be bounded below as a function of the problem parameters.
This lemma motivates the choice of parameters «-FAIRPSOLVER (Sectior{ 3).
Lemma 4.29. Let z* = (27, ..., z},) be the optimal solution to (P,). ThenVj € {1,...,n}:

ey by

* wj - 1 1/a .
i x] 2 (’Ll)maxj\/[ man:Aij;AO TLZA,LJ) 4 UCO < o S 1’

* (1—a)/a(_wj \l/a . 1
i x] Z Amax (’Ll)maxj\/[) man:Ai];éO TLiAij’ U(‘Oé > 1’

where n; = Z?Zl 1y Aiﬂéo}ﬁ] is the number of non-zero elements in the i'™ row of the constraint matrix A,

"With the abuse of notatiorl, ., is the indicator function of the expressieni.e., 1 ife holds, and 0 otherwise.
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and M = min{m,n}.
Proof. Fix a. Let:

—2i _ min, — e fa<l1
() = | Nt P20 708 ) =1
] Aoy 1700 (2 Ve min, L ifa>1
max Wmax M 1: A5 #0 nid;

For the purpose of contradiction, suppose thiat= (z7,...,z}) is the optimal solution t¢~, ), and
z; < pj(a) for some fixedj € {1,...,n}.

To establish the desired result, we will need to introduadditemhal notation. We first break the set of
(the indices of) constraints of the fordw < 1 in which variablex; appears with a non-zero coefficient into
two setsU andT™

e Let U denote the set of the constraints fr@i#,) that are not tight at the given optimal solutieh,
and are such that,, ; # 0 foru € U. Lets, = 1 — > ;_, Ay, denote the slack of the constraint
ueU.

e LetT denote the set of tight constraints frqifi, ) that are such that,; # 0 for t € T". Observe that
sincex* is assumed to be optimal; # (.

Z, minyey su/Auj}. Notice that by increasing; to acj + ¢, none of the
constraints fronJ can be violated (although all the constraintsZimwill; we deal with these violations in
what follows).

Lete; = min {,uj(a) — ¥

. . . 1
In each constraint € 7', there must exist at least one variablg such thatz; > I because

N Atk
>oimi Ayxy =1, as eacht € T'is tight, andz’ < p;j(a) < ming.a,;-0 n—zj < mi‘tj. Select one suchy,
in each constraint € 7', and denote by the set of indices of selected variables. Observe|iiat< |T'|
(< M), since anc;, can appear in more than one constraint.
For eachk € K, let T}, denote the constraints in whiafj is selected, and let
Asies
ma. ﬂ
teT:Ap#0  Agg
If we increaser; by ¢; and decreasg;, by €5, Vk € K, each of the constraintsc 7" will be satisfied since,
from (62) and from the fact that only ong gets selected per constraink T, €Ay — > 1o kA < 0.
Therefore, to construct an alternative feasible solutigwe setr, = o7 + ¢;, ), = zj, — ¢ for k € K,
andz; = z; for all the remaining coordinatdss {1,...,n}\(K U {j}).
Sincej is the only coordinate over whichgets increased in’, all the constraintsiz’ < 1 are satisfied.
For 2’ to be feasible, we must have in addition thgt> 0 for £ € K. We show thatr} = =} —; > 0 as
follows:

(62)

€k =

€ € max Atj
k = ;. _
T teT A0 Ay
Ay
- max ——
t€Ty: A 70 Atk
1 Ay
< min - max —=
i:AZ’j;ﬁO n,AU t€Ty: A #0 Atk
1 A
< max —A
teTy: A 70 TLtAtj Ay
1
< max
teTy: Ay £0 Ny Ay

< (o)

< xg,
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where the second line follows froey < () — 27 < pj(a), and the last line follows from the choice of
T
The last part of the proof is to show that;" 1wl > 0, which contradicts the initial assumption
l
thatz* is optimal, by the definition ofi-fairness from Section 2. We have that:

n ZL'/—QZ‘*
l l

Swt —w—h - Y =
Ty

=1

J keK
€k
= |w wR] e
keK |K| Tk
wie;xt® — wrepait| K
=Z< = ’;mxm,m] | ‘)- (63)
keK 7Tk

Consider one term from the summatiénl(63). From the choicg 'sf we know that for each;, there exist

€5 At 1
t € T such that;, = , and at the same time (by the choicerg) we haver; > ——, so that
Atk ne A,
. 1 Y wpwier Aw, 1 *
wig;ry® > w ( > > J B2 ) 64
7Rk i Atj Ageng Wmax Atj Ay (64)

Case 1. Suppose first that < 1. Thenz“ > (;)a > km ,asAy # 0= Ay > 1. Plugging into

Aggnt
(&4), we have:
*Q WEW;EE 1

WiE;T . (65)
IRk Wmax ntAtj
i . , l/a
By the initial assumptiony’ < () = (w“’—JM ming. 4,40 #) , and therefore
max 414

wpwieg | K 1 wrpwier 1

wrepa " | K| < M| | min < kTitk , (66)
Wmax M A #0 njA;j Wmax Nt At

since it must be K| < M (= min{m, n}). From [65) and[(66), we get that every term in the summation
(63) is strictly positive, which implies:

) 7 — ]
wy o > 0,
- Z
I=1
and therefore:* is not optimal.

Case 2. Now suppose that > 1. Then

N
() = A e (Wi
;< pi(a) oM ) i o a,

. 1/a 1
< (1—a) /o Wi
— Amax M

Wmax ntAtj '
Therefore:

W, 1 @
K| < I Apax K
wrepr; | K| Wik Amax <nt Atj) | K|

w; 1 \*Ap”
< W / Amaxl_agk < ) ik

Wmax Atknt Atja
o i En A (Au/Ay)* T ( 1 )a
F Wmax Atj Amax®™ ! Aoy
(0 5kAtk 1 «
< J 67
= Wk Wmax Atj <Atknt> ’ ( )

as|K| < M, andﬁ—tt’; < Apax (since for anyi, j: 1 < A;; < Apax).

37



Finally, from (64) and[(67) we get that every term in the surioma(63) is positive, which yields a
contradiction. O

Asymptotics of o—Fair Allocations The following lemma states that for sufficiently small (buit n
too small) o, the values of the linear and the-fair objectives at their respective optimal solutions are
approximately the same. This statement will then lead torelogion that tee—approximately solve an
a—fair packing problem for a very smaill, one can always use an-approximation packing LP algorithm.
Lemma 4.30. Let (P,) be an a—fair packing problem with optimal solution x*, and (Py) be the LP with
the same constraints and the same weights w as (P,,) and an optimal solution z*. Then if a < £/4

— In(nAmax/€)’
we have that 3 ; w;z7 > (1 —3¢) 3, (xl) , where ¢ € (0,1/6].
Proof. The proof outline is as follows. First, we show that the fair objective p,(z*) can be upper-
bounded by a linear objective as(z*) = _; wj = < (14+0(¢)) X2 wyzj. Then, to complete the

proof, we use the optimality of* for the LP:3 ", w;z7 > >~ wiz; (= (1 — O(¢)) > wy —— from the
first part of the proof).

Letg(z;) = x{f — (1 +¢)x;. Consider the case whetiz;) < 0. Solvingg(z;) < 0 for z;, we get

«

that it should be

1 Ve 1 \Ve
S . , 68
:EJ_(l—a) (1+z—:> (68)
Choosen so that )1/a < (nj{fax), which is equivalent tax < %. Then to have(z;) < 0,
it suffices to haver; > . —-=—, because (iXﬁ)l/a € [e,4] for o € [0,1/2], wheree is the base of the
natural logarithm, and (||(1Jr o < (ni{fw) by the choice ofv.
Now, asa < %, summing ovelj such thabcj > nAfnax we have:
()" " "
Z Wi T (1+¢) Z w;T; = Z w;g(x;) <0 (69)
T2 A I3 2 e A I3 2
Now we bound the rest of the terms jin(z*), i.e., we considey : z; < —£—. Observe that since
T; = #ﬁx orj={1,...,n}is afeasible solution toF, ) andz* is the optimal solution t9F~, ), we have
thaty"; w M <Yw 20 which gives:
(xj)l ¢ 1—a (U”AmaX)l_a
_ Z i -« =€ _ Z i -«
j Z“7< 7LAIEII'<IX j Z“7< 7LAIEII'<IX
n ¥ -«
< El—azwj<1f) _
j:l

Therefore:

(@)™ )
>, wi— 1—25§:w]1_a. (70)

JixiE>

J = nAmax
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Combining [69) and (70), we now get:

n *)1—a

(fﬂj 1+¢

. . o 71
ij 1—a <1_2€ _ Z W;jT; (1)
Jj=1 Jixi>

J = nAmax

Finally, sincez* optimally solves(F) (which has the same constraints and weight&/a3), we have that
x* is feasible for( F), and using[(711) and optimality af, it follows that:

n n
* *
E w;z; > E w;x;
Jj=1 Jj=1
(xsf)l—a

1— 2 —
> A
— 1+e¢ ij 1«

1 @
1—3€§:w]1_a,

as claimed. O

11—
Observing that for anyx € (0,1), (1)a > z; (since, due to the scaling,’ € [0,1]), a simple

corollary of Lemmd 4.30 is that an-approximationz to (F) (3_; wjz; > (1 —¢) >, w;z7) is also an

O(e)—approximation to( P, ), for a < W. Thus, to find are—approximate solution forx <

W, the packing LP algorithm of [7] can be run, which means thatd is a stateless distributed

algorithm that converges in poly((s ~! R, mnAnax ) /<) time for o arbitrarily close to zero.

The following two lemmas show that whenis sufficiently close to 1(P,) can bez—approximated by
e—approximately solvind P, ) with the same constraints and weights.
Lemma 4.31. Let © be an c—approximate solution to a I-fair packing problem (Py) returned by -
FAIRPSOLVER. Then, for any o € [1 —1/79,1), where 19 = B L1In(5 n), x is also a 2e—approximate
solution to (P, ), where the only difference between (Py) and (P,) is in the value of o in the objective.

| V

Proof. Suppose that is a solution in some stationary round, provideddb¥AIRPSOLVER run fora = 1.
Fix that round. It is clear that if is feasible in(P;), it is also feasible i P, ), since all the constraints in
(Py) and(P,) are the same by the initial assumption. All that is requidafdual solutiory to be feasible
is thaty; > 0, for all 7, and thereforey(z) is a feasible dual solution fd>, ). The rest of the proof follows
by bounding the duality ga@, (z, y(x)). Recall from[(2) that:

" g™ e g et m n TS A g oL
Gal,y(@) = Y wpi—( (2 iz ¥ I D e B 2ic1 e
o e Wi pur | wj

(72)
Sincez is a solution from a stationary round, from the second pathi@flefinition of a stationary round
(Definition[4.17), we have that:

Z:@Zyl x)Ai; < (1+29) Zwk

k=1
Further, from Lemmga4l6:
m n
Zyl( (1+3¢) Z@Zyz x)Ai; < (1+3e)(14+27) > wy. (73)
=1 k=1
Next, we show that:
7> 11—, Vi (74)
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Rearranging the terms and taking logarithms of both side@4), we obtain the equivalent inequality
1—a < W Recall froma-FAIRPSOLVER that in every (except for, maybe, the first) round
xj > 0j > Omin- AsIn(1/(1 —~)) > v, it therefore suffices to show that— o < But from the

statement of the lemma,— a < 1/79 < W completing the proof of (714).
Combining [(7B) and_(74), we get that:

m

1+ 38)(1 +27) — ~ " ~
> yilx) < ( 16)_(7 B D wja T < (1456) > wa T (75)
i=1 j=1 j=1

where the second inequality follows fram< 1/6, v = /4.
Using [75%), we can bound the duality gap (Eqg.l(72)) as:

Golz,y(2)) < En: L2 <a<xja iy yiA“)aTl 14 (1—a)1+ 5e)> . (76)

w
‘ 1 -« W
Jj=1

To complete the proof, recall from Lemina4.19 that in any bafthe algorithm, for alj: % >
(I —v)™. Asa < 1andz; € [0,1], V7, it holds thatz;* > z;, Vj, and therefore:

20N () Ay . .
- E’—uﬂfy() L2 (1-)", Vi (77)
J
Finally, recalling thafl — « < 1/, and combining[(77) witi (76), we get:

n 11—« o
) < ij?_a <a(1i7)l/ —1+(1—a)(1+55)>
<Z“’J
<Z“’J
< 2€j§::lealcj—a’

where the third inequality follows from > 1 -1/ >1- %X >1— %, and the fourth inequality follows
from1l —a <e/2ande < 1/6. O

-7
In(1/6min)

(1 +29)Y* =14 (1 — a)(1 4 5¢))

(1 —a)(1+ 5¢))

Lemma 4.32. Let © be an c—approximate solution to a I-fair packing problem (Py) returned by -
FAIRPSOLVER. Then, for any o € (1,1 + 1/7], where 19 = B Lln(z -),  is also a 2c—approximate
solution to (P, ), where the only difference between (Py) and (P,) is in the value of « in the objective.

Proof. Similar to the proof of Lemmia 4.81, we will fix anfrom some stationary round af FAIRP SOLVER
run on(P;), and argue that the same2e—approximateg P, ) by bounding the duality ga@',,(z, y(z)),
although we will need to use a different set of inequalitieses nowa > 1. Similar to the proof of Lemma
4.31, ase is (primal-)feasible fof P, ),  andy(x) are primal- and dual-feasible foF, ).

By the same token as in the proof of Lemma 4.31:

Zy, < (1+3¢)(1 +27) ij

j=1
Asa > 1 andz; € (0,1], Vj, we have that:; 1~ > 1, V4, and therefore:

m

Zyz (1+3¢)(1 +27) Zw,x] < (1+4e) > wia (78)

7j=1 7j=1
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Therefore, we can write for the duality gap:

n :L"l_a ¢ Zﬂl yA a—1
< ) J i=1Yiij \ o B
Ga(z,y(z)) < ;wg I o <a< w, ) I+ (1—a)(1+ 45)> (79)
n l1—a [e% m a—1
— ;wjl_a < a( m ) +1+(a 1)(1—1—45)). (80)

Notice that, asx > 1, the objective for( ), >°7_; wjx{i—;a, is now negative.
Using the same arguments as in the proof of Lerhmal 4.31, itagktforward to show that; ! >
1 — 7, V4. From Lemma&4.19, we have th&% > (1 —~)™, V], and therefore:

2 Yo yi(@) Ay w3 yi(w) Ay

Wi wj
> (1 =)™t (81)
Recalling thatx — 1 < 1/79 (by the statement of the lemma) and using (81), we have:

a m a—1
<xj D iy %Aij) © > (1 — )/ (o4 /7))
Wj

=(1-9). (82)
Finally, plugging [(82) into[(80), we have:

n x,l—a
Galz,y(z)) < — ij J = (—a(l =)+ 14 (a—1)(1+4e))
i=1

1—
n 11—«
j 1
= —ijgljj_ - (a . 154—45(@ - 1)>
j=1
n T 11—«

< —e¢ Z wy 13_ o (83)

j=1

where the equality follows frony = £, and the last inequality follows from — 1 < T—lo < 55- O

Finally, we consider the asymptotics@#fair allocations, as becomes large. This result complements
the result from[[38] that states that-fair allocations approach the max-min fair onenas» oo by showing
how fast the max-min fair allocation is reached as a funatiom, R,,, n, andA,.x. First, for completeness,
we provide the definition of max-min fairness.

Definition 4.33. (Max-min fairness [10].) Let R C R’} be a compact and convex set. A vector v € R is
max-min fair on R if for any vector z € R it holds that: if for some j € {1,...,n} z; > xj, then there exists
ke {1,...,n} such that z, < xj, and xj, < x;j.

On a compact and convex st C R", the max-min fair vector is unique (see, e.Q.,/[44, 45]). The
following lemma shows that fotv > ¢~ In(R,nAnax), the a—fair vector and the max-min fair vector
arees—close to each other. Notice that because of a very largeegradfp, (x) asa becomes large, the
max-min fair solution provides only afl(s«r)—approximation tq P, ).

Lemma 4.34. Let x* be the optimal solution to (P,) = max{p,(z) : Az < 1,2 > 0}, z* be the max-
min fair solution for the convex and compact set determined by the constraints from (P,). Then if a >
e~ In (RynAmayx), we have that:

1. po(x*) < (1 —e(a—1))pa(2*), i.e, 2* is an e(a — 1)—approximate solution to (P,,), and

2. (1—e)z] <af <(1+e¢)zj, forall j € {1,..,n}.
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Proof. Suppose that, starting witti', we want to construct a solutionthat is feasible ir{ P,) and is such
thatp,(z) > po(2z*). Then we need to increase at least one coordipafez*. Suppose that we increase a
coordinatej by a factorl + ¢, so thatz; = (1 +s)z;. Sincez* is the max-min fair vector, to keepfeasible,
the increase over th@" coordinate must be at the expense of decreasing some otbefiratesk that
satisfy z;, < z7. We will assume that whenever we decrease the coordinate=ethe solution feasible,
we keep the solution Pareto optimal (i.e., we decrease tleeted coordinates by a minimum amount).
Using Fact 4.8, we have:

" 2k zi — 2%
Pa(2) = pa(z*) <D w zézl*)zl <Y Zzi*)a] =e-w;(£) 7" (84)
1=1 J
Now, suppose that we want to further increasejtheoordinate by some small Call that new solution
2. Then, the total amount by which other coordinates mustedeser to keep the solution feasible is at
least >— 9 since the feasible region is determined by packing conssrand it must bedz < 1, where
1< AU g Amax, Vi, j. Moreover, since:* is max-min fair, each coordinatie that gets decreased must
satisfy z; < z; It follows that:

p(z <Zwl _Zl

_ Z'k _Zk
(1+z—: at Z o
kz <z
“ 5 o 5/Amax
— max (1 + 5)0‘(,2 )a min (Z*)a

J
5(wmax - (1 + 5)awmin/Amax)
(1+e)*(z)*
<0. (85)
The last inequality can be verified by solving the inequality., — (1 + €)*Wmin/Amax < 0 for a, and
verifying that it is implied by the initial assumption that> ¢~ In(R,nAmax ).

Therefore, the maximum amount by which any coordinate*afan be increased to improve the value
of the objectivep,(.) is by a multiplicative factor of at mostl + ). Since we can construat*, the
optimal solution to( P, ), starting withz* and by choosing a set of coordinatgthat we want to increase
and by only decreasing coordinatesuch that:; < z; whenever coordinatg is increased, it follows that
z; < (1+¢)z}, Vj.

Moreover, from[(84) and (85):

Pa(z') = pa(z") = p(z') = p(2) +p(2) = p(z") < e-w;(z) 77,
and we can conclude that:

Pala®) = pal(z") < 3 e wi(z) " = (1 — a) - pal"),
i=1

which means that* is ans(a — 1)—approximate solution t¢F,,).

Now consider the coordinates we need to decrease when wws solutionz from z*, such that
pa(z) > pa(z*). Suppose that to increase some other coordinates, a cat@diis decreased by a factor
(1—¢): 2z = (1—¢)z;. Asz* is max-min fair, only coordinates larger thafican increase at the expense of
decreasing;. Suppose now that we decrease tHecoordinate further by some small Call that solution
z!. Then the maximum number of other coordinajethat can further increase igin{n — 1,m} < n.
Moreover, each coordinatethat gets increased satisfigs > z;, and can be increased by at malsf..d.
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Using Fact 4.B, it follows that:

2 — 2]
Pa(z") = palz) <Y w—
—~ " (a)
Zi T Zj
= —Wg + Z Wy
1— *) o *\ o
-aG)r "oz 7 @
< —w d —+ nw Amax
S TS [P e P T

5(nwmaxAmax(1 - E)a - wmin)
()

< (86)

07
where the last inequality follows frofl —¢)® < (R,nAmax) ", Which is implied by the initial assumption
thata > e 'In(RynAmax)-
Therefore, usind (86), the" coordinate can decrease by at most a multiplicative fgdter <). Using
similar arguments as for increasing the coordinates, livied thatz} > (1-— s)zj, vj. O

5 Conclusion

We presented an efficient stateless distributed algoritmthe class ofe-fair packing problems. To the best
of our knowledge, this is the first algorithm with poly-loghmic convergence time in the input size. Addi-
tionally, we obtained results that characterize the fasrand asymptotic behavior of allocations in weighted
«a—fair packing problems that may be of independent interestinderesting open problem is to determine
the class of objective functions for which the presentethiizpies yield fast and stateless distributed al-
gorithms, together with a unified convergence analysis.s phoblem is especially important in light of
the fact thatx-fair objectives are not Lipschitz continuous, do not havgpschitz gradient, and their dual
gradient’s Lipschitz constant scales at least linearlhwitand A,,,... Therefore, the properties typically
used in fast first-order methods are lacking [2, 40]. Findty applications ofn-fair packing that do not
require uncoordinated updates, it seems plausible thatehendence o' in the convergence bound can
be improved frome—> to ¢ 3 by relaxing the requirement for asynchronous updates|aiyias was done

in [3] over [7].

Acknowledgements

We thank Nikhil Devanur for pointing out the equivalence loé &-fair packing fora = 1 and the problem
of finding an equilibrium allocation in Eisenberg-Gale nmetekwith Leontief utilities.

43



References

[1]

(2]

(3]

[4]
[5]

[6]

[7]

(8]

[9]

[10]
[11]

[12]

[13]
[14]

[15]

[16]
[17]

[18]

[19]
[20]

[21]

[22]
(23]

[24]

Z. Allen-Zhu and L. Orecchia. Nearly-linear time pogéiLP solver with faster convergence rate Phac. ACM
STOC’15, 2015.

Z. Allen-Zhu and L. Orecchia. A novel, simple interpriite of Nesterov’s accelerated method as a combination
of gradient and mirror descent, Jan. 2015. arXiv preghiitp://arxiv.org/abs/1407.1537.

Z. Allen-Zhu and L. Orecchia. Using optimization to bkethe epsilon barrier: A faster and simpler width-
independent algorithm for solving positive linear progsaimparallel. InProc. ACM-SIAM SODA’15, 2015.

A. B. Atkinson. On the measurement of inequalifyurnal of Economic Theory, 2(3):244-263, 1970.

B. Awerbuch, Y. Azar, and R. Khandekar. Fast load balagaiia bounded best response.Hmc. ACM-SIAM
SODA’08, 2008.

B. Awerbuch and R. Khandekar. Greedy distributed omation of multi-commodity flows. IProc. ACM
PODC’07,2007.

B. Awerbuch and R. Khandekar. Stateless distributedigre descent for positive linear prograrS8sAM Journal
on Computing, 38(6):2468-2486, 2009.

Y. Bartal, J. Byers, and D. Raz. Global optimization wgiacal information with applications to flow control. In
Proc. IEEE FOCS’97,1997.

A. Beck, A. Nedic, A. Ozdaglar, and M. Teboulle. An(1/k) gradient method for network resource allocation
problems.EEE Transactions on Control of Network Systems, 1(1):64—73, 2014.

D. Bertsekas and R. Gallagébata Networks. Prentice Hall, 1992.

D. Bertsimas, V. F. Farias, and N. Trichakis. On the @fficy-fairness trade-off. Management Science,
58(12):2234-2250, 2012.

T. Bonald and J. Roberts. Multi-resource fairness: éotiyes, algorithms and performance. Rroc. ACM
SIGMETRICS’15, 2015.

S. Boyd and L. Vandenbergh€onvex optimization. Cambridge university press, 2009.

A. Charny, D. D. Clark, and R. Jain. Congestion contrahvexplicit rate indication. InProc. IEEE ICC’95,
1995.

Y. K. Cheung, R. Cole, and N. Devanur. Tatonnement bdypnss substitutes?: Gradient descent to the rescue.
In Proc. ACM STOC’13, 2013.

S. Dolev. Self-stabilization. MIT press, 2000.

L. Fleischer. Approximating fractional multicommaylflow independent of the number of commoditi§gaM
Journal on Discrete Mathematics, 13(4):505-520, 2000.

N. Garg and J. Kbnemann. Faster and simpler algorifiomsiulticommodity flow and other fractional packing
problems.SIAM Journal on Computing, 37(2):630-652, 2007.

N. Garg and N. Young. On-line end-to-end congestiortdnin Proc. IEEE FOCS’02, 2002.

A. Ghodsi, M. Zaharia, B. Hindman, A. Konwinski, S. Slken and |. Stoica. Dominant resource fairness: Fair
allocation of multiple resource types. Rroc. USENIX NSDI'11, 2011.

S. Im, J. Kulkarni, and K. Munagala. Competitive algbms from competitive equilibria: Non-clairvoyant
scheduling under polyhedral constraints Pitoc. ACM STOC’ 14, 2014.

J. Jaffe. Bottleneck flow controlEEE Transactions on Communications, 29(7):954—962, 1981.

K. Jain and V. Vazirani. Eisenberg-gale markets: Aitfons and structural properties. Rroc. ACM STOC’07,
2007.

C. Joe-Wong, S. Sen, T. Lan, and M. Chiang. Multiresealiocation: Fairness-efficiency tradeoffs in a unifying
framework.IEEE/ACM Transactions on Networking, 21(6):1785-1798, 2013.

44


http://arxiv.org/abs/1407.1537

[25] F. Kelly, A. Maulloo, and D. Tan. Rate control for comnication networks: shadow prices, proportional fairness
and stability.Journal of the Operational Research Society, 49(3):237-252, 1998.

[26] F. Kelly and E. YudovinaStochastic networks, volume 2. Cambridge University Press, 2014.
[27] J. Kleinberg, Y. Rabani, anid. Tardos. Fairness in routing and load balancingPisr. IEEE FOCS’99, 1999.

[28] C. Koufogiannakis and N. Young. Beating simplex forctianal packing and covering linear programs Phiac.
IEEE FOCS’07, 2007.

[29] F. Kuhn, T. Moscibroda, and R. Wattenhofer. The pricdeing near-sighted. IRroc. ACM-SIAM SODA’06,
2006.

[30] A. Kumar and J. Kleinberg. Fairness measures for resoaltocation. InProc. IEEE FOCS’00, 2000.

[31] T. Lan, D. Kao, M. Chiang, and A. Sabharwal. An axiomalieory of fairness in network resource allocation.
In Proc. IEEE INFOCOM’10, 2010.

[32] S. Low, F. Paganini, and J. Doyle. Internet congestiomi®l. I[EEE Control Systems, 22(1):28-43, 2002.

[33] M. Luby and N. Nisan. A parallel approximation algonithfor positive linear programming. |Rroc. ACM
STOC’93,1993.

[34] J. MaraSevit, C. Stein, and G. Zussman. Max-min faie mllocation and routing in energy harvesting networks:
Algorithmic analysis. InProc. ACM MobiHoc’ 14, 2014,

[35] B. McCormick, F. Kelly, P. Plante, P. Gunning, and P. Aslod-Smith. Real time alpha-fairness based traffic
engineering. IiProc. ACM HotSDN’14, 2014.

[36] N. Megiddo. Optimal flows in networks with multiple sa@s and sinksMathematical Programming, 7(1):97—
107, 1974.

[37] D. Mitrinovic and P. VasicAnalytic inequalities, volume 1. Springer, 1970.

[38] J. Mo and J. Walrand. Fair end-to-end window-based estign control/JEEE/ACM Transactions on Network-
ing, 8(5):556-567, Oct. 2000.

[39] D. Mosk-Aoyama, T. Roughgarden, and D. Shah. Fullyriiated algorithms for convex optimization problems.
In Proc. DISC’07, 2007.

[40] Y. Nesterov. Introductory lectures on convex optimization, volume 87. Springer Science & Business Media,
2004.

[41] F. Paganini, Z. Wang, J. Doyle, and S. Low. Congestiamtrab for high performance, stability, and fairness in
general networkslEEE/ACM Transactions on Networking, 13(1):43-56, 2005.

[42] C. Papadimitriou and M. Yannakakis. Linear programgnirithout the matrix. InProc. ACM STOC’93, 1993.

[43] S. Plotkin, D. Shmoys, anl. Tardos. Fast approximation algorithms for fractional4dag and covering prob-
lems. Mathematics of Operations Research, 20(2):257—-301, 1995.

[44] B. Radunovit and J.-Y. L. Boudec. A unified framework foax-min and min-max fairness with applications.
IEEE/ACM Transactions on Networking, 15(5):1073-1083, 2007.

[45] S. Sarkar and L. Tassiulas. Fair allocation of disctetadwidth layers in multicast networks. Rroc. IEEE
INFOCOM’00, 2000.

[46] Y.Yiand M. Chiang. Stochastic network utility maxinaitson - a tribute to Kelly’s paper published in this journal
a decade agdturopean Transactions on Telecommunications, 19(4):421-442,2008.

[47] N. Young. Sequential and parallel algorithms for mixeatking and covering. |Rroc. IEEE FOCS’01, 2001.

45



A Scaling Preserves Approximation

Let thea-fair allocation problem be given in the form:
n In(z;), fa=1
(Qa) max{ ijfa(ajj) Az < b,z > O}, wheref,(z;) = w}_o‘ . ’
j=1 m, |f [0 ;é 1
w is ann—length vector of positive weights, is the vector of variablesd is ann x m constraint matrix,
andb is anm—length vector with positive entries. Dengig(z) = 3 _7_; w; fa(7;).

It is not hard to see that the assumptign= 1 Vi is without loss of generality, since foy # 1 we can
always divide both sides of the inequality byand obtain 1 on the right-hand side, since for (nhon-trivial)
packing problems; > 0. Therefore, we can assume that the input problem has conistd the form
A -z <1, although it may not necessarily be the case that> 1 VA;; # 0.

The remaining transformation that is performed on the impablem is:

fj:C'.%j, Aij:Aij/C-
where
o= mini,j:Ai#O Aij7 if mini,j:Ai#O Aij <1
1, otherwise '
The problem(@,,) after the scaling becomes:

n
ijfa(@) et (P,) max Zw]fa z;)
— - p=
st. Az <1 s.t. A@ <1
z>0 >0,

asc!~“ is a positive constant. Recall thatFAIRPSOLVER returns an approximate solution (&,,), and
observe that is feasible for(Q,) if and only if z is feasible for( P,).
Choose the dual variables (Lagrange multipliers) for thgial problem(Q,,) as:

y; = Ca—lc . eﬁ(Z;L:l Agjr;—1) _ Ca—lc . 65(2?21 AyZi—1) _ Ca_li'/ji, (87)

and notice that

m

m

wja ZyiAij - f? e Z(Ca ! /y\z C- =¥ Zyz e (88)
= =1

It is clear thaty;’s are feasible dual solutions, since the only reqwremethe duals is non-negativity.

A.1 Approximation for Proportional Fairness

Recall (from [2)) that the duality gap for a given primal- ahdl-feasibler andy is given as:
x y) = ij ln(wj) - ij In (l’j ZyZAZ]> + Zyz — 1.
j=1 j=1 i=1 i=1

Sincea = 1, we have thaf; = y; for all 7, and using[(88), it follows that
G(@,y) = G(z,y).

Since we demonstrate an additive approximation for thegutagmal fairness via the duality gap(z*) —
p(T) < G(7,7), the same additive approximation follows for the originabi-scaled) problem.

A.2 Approximation for o-Fairness and o # 1

Fora # 1, we show that the algorithm achieves a multiplicative apipnation for the scaled problem. In
particular, we show that after the algorithm converges we lthat: p,, (z*) — po (Z) < rapo (), wherez*
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is the optimal solutionz is the solution returned by the algorithm, andis a constant.
Observe that sincé = c - z, we have thap, (z*) = c!~*p(z*) andp,(Z) = c'~p, (). Therefore:

Pa(7*) = pa(z) = 7 (pa(T*) — pa(T))
< rapa(T)
= roPa(T).

B Primal, Dual, and the Duality Gap

B.1 Proportionally Fair Resource Allocation

In this section we considé€iv, 1)-proportional resource allocation, often referred to @sikeighted propor-
tionally fair resource allocation. Recall that the pringbf the form:

(P1) max Z wj In(x;)
j=1
s.t. Ar <1,
xz > 0.
The Lagrangian for this problem can be written as:

n
1(x;y, 2 ijlnmj +Zy2 1—2142‘]'1'3'_22' )
j=1

wherey, ..., y., are Lagrange multlpllers, amd, ..., z,, are slack variables. The dual to this problem is:
(D1) min  g(y)
st. y>0,

whereg(y) = max, ;>0 L(x;y,2). To maximizeL;(z;y, z), we first differentiate with respect to;,
jef{l,...,n}:

OLy(x5y,2) _ wj 3 yidi; =0
i=1

al’j l’j

which gives:
Tj- ZyZAZ] = Wy, Vj e {1, ,TL} (89)

Plugging this back into the expression fr(z;y, z), and noticing that, sincg;, z; > 0Vi € {1,...,m},
Li(z;y, z) is maximized forz; = 0, we get that:

Zwﬂn( )+ zyz ZZ%ZZA”“’]

k1 YAk

:;wj In(wj) ij In <Zyz zg) +Zyz ijlz: Zk ZlykAkj
= ij In(w;) — ij In <Z yz'Az'j> + Zyz -Ww,
j=1 j=1 i=1 i=1

yzAzg

S A
k=1 Ykkj
Letp(z) = 23_1 wj In(z;) denote the primal objective. The duality gap for any pairrafial-feasible

since) " =1Vje{l,...,n},and} " w; = W.
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x and dual-feasible (nonnegative)s given by:
Gi(2,y) = g1(y) — p1(z)

T SN TS S

7j=1
Since the primal problem maximizes a concave function owmlystope, the strong duality holds [13], and
thereforeG, (z,y) > 0 for any pair of primal-feasible: and dual-feasible, with equality if and only ifz
andy are primal- and dual- optimal, respectively.

B.2 «-Fair Resource Allocation for o # 1
Recall that fora: £ 1 the primal problem is:

(P,) max ijlj_azpa(w)
=1

sit. Ax <1,
x> 0.
The Lagrangian for this problem can be written as:

olz3y, 2 ijl —|—Zy, (1ZAZ]35J ,-),

wherey; andz;, fori € {1,...,m}, are Lagrangian multipliers and slack variables, respelgti
The dual to( P,,) can be written as:
(Do) min  g(y)
s.t. y>0,
whereg, (y) = maxg >0 La(2;y, 2).
SinceL,(z;y, ) is differentiable with respect to; for j € {1,...,n}, itis maximized for:

OLa(x;y,2)  wj <
— . T o iAij =0
8:L'j :L'ja Zz:;y J
= Wj = :L'ja Z yiAZ-j. (90)
i=1
As z; - y; > 0Vi € {1,...,m}, we get that:
n wj wj PTQ /e
9a\¥) = m + Yi — Yi Aij <7>
v JZ:; 1—a <Zi:1 yz'Aij> Z ZZ: Z TN\ vk Arj

—1/a oy

Z ( o T >Q+Zyi—zw}/a (Zw&%) > Ay
j=1 > it Yidij i=1 j=1 k=1 i=1
a—1
_ Wi L A
Z:l—()é ZZ 13/@ ij ""Z% Zw Z ijYi

7=1
Similarly as before, for primal-feasible and dual feaS|bI@, the duallty gap is given as:
Goz(xy y) = goz(y) - pa(x)
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n w w 1o m n / m % n wl—a
j j “ , 1o s _ =
1—a<2’71 y2A2> +Zyl_zwj ZA”‘% ijl—oz
=1 J i=1 j=1 i=1 7j=1

Jj=1

a—1

@

11—«

n xl—a W o Ui - 1/ =
J J “
=3 w; 1)+ > Aijyi
2 ’1—a<<wja2?llyw4ij> ) ; Z ; : <; .

Jj=1

Observing that:

a—1 a—1

1/ m @ a1 a—1 m
@ —a—2 l-a % & E
w; E Aljyl =wjowj e T T x o Aijyi
i=1 i=1

a—1

—a <=’L"y’°‘ >im Az‘jl/z‘) K
bl

= ZUj:L'j w]

[e3

we finally get:

a—1 a—1

n 3;‘1._0‘ @ Z”i yA Ta m n B et eri Ay <
e (S R B e
=1 =1 =1
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