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Abstract. The restarted primal-dual hybrid gradient method (rPDHG) is a first-order method that has recently received significant
attention for its computational effectiveness in solving linear program (LP) problems. Despite its impressive practical performance,
the theoretical iteration bounds for rPDHG can be exponentially poor. To shrink this gap between theory and practice, we show that
rPDHG achieves polynomial-time complexity in a high-probability sense, under assumptions on the probability distribution from
which the data instance is generated. We consider not only Gaussian distribution models but also sub-Gaussian distribution models as
well. For standard-form LP instances with 𝑚 linear constraints and 𝑛 decision variables, we prove that rPDHG iterates settle on the
optimal basis in 𝑂

(
𝑛2.5𝑚0.5

𝛿

)
iterations, followed by 𝑂

(
𝑛0.5𝑚0.5

𝛿
ln

( 1
𝜀

) )
iterations to compute an 𝜀-optimal solution, with probability

at least 1− 𝛿 for 𝛿 that is not exponentially small. The first-stage bound further improves to 𝑂

(
𝑛2.5

𝛿

)
in the Gaussian distribution

model. Experimental results confirm the tail behavior and the polynomial-time dependence on problem dimensions of the iteration
counts. As an application of our probabilistic analysis, we explore how the disparity among the components of the optimal solution
bears on the performance of rPDHG, and we provide guidelines for generating challenging LP test instance.
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1. Introduction Linear program (LP) has been one of the most fundamental optimization problems since
the 1950s, with applications spanning many domains. For over 70 years, researchers and practitioners have
extensively studied and refined LP solution methods, primarily through two major algorithmic frameworks:
the simplex method, introduced by Dantzig in 1947, and the interior-point method, developed by Karmarkar
in 1984. The profound impact of these methods on both academia and industry cannot be overstated.

While the two classic methods (simplex and interior-point methods) are successful in solving many
LP problems, both of them rely on frequent matrix factorizations, whose computational cost grows
superlinearly with problem dimensions. Moreover, these matrix factorizations cannot efficiently utilize
modern computational architectures, especially graphics processing units (GPUs). These limitations have
motivated the development of the restarted primal-dual hybrid gradient method (rPDHG), a first-order method
that eliminates the need for matrix factorizations. By utilizing primarily matrix-vector products for gradient
computations, rPDHG achieves better scalability by exploiting problem sparsity and leveraging parallel
architectures. It directly addresses the saddle-point formulation (see Applegate et al. [8]), and also solves
conic linear programs (see Xiong and Freund [59]) and convex quadratic programs (see Huang et al. [26], Lu
and Yang [33]).

The rPDHG method has demonstrated performance comparable to, and sometimes exceeding, that of
classical simplex and interior-point methods on many LP instances. Its implementations span both CPUs
(PDLP by Applegate et al. [7]) and GPUs (cuPDLP and cuPDLP-C by Lu and Yang [31] and Lu et al. [34]).
Recognizing its effectiveness, leading commercial solvers including COPT 7.1 (see Ge et al. [20]), Xpress 9.4
(see Biele and Gade [9]), and Gurobi 12.0 (see Rothberg [40]) have integrated rPDHG as a third foundational
LP algorithm alongside simplex and interior-point methods. The method has also been adopted by other
solvers such as Google OR-Tools (see Applegate et al. [7]), HiGHS (see Ge et al. [20]), and NVIDIA cuOpt
(see Blin [10]).

A persistent challenge in LP algorithm development has been the “embarrassing gap” between the practical
experience of these LP algorithms’ efficiency and their worst-case iteration bounds. The efficiency is typically
measured by the iteration count (to solve the problem) as a function of problem dimensions. For simplex
methods, empirical evidence suggests it is usually a low degree polynomial or even a linear function of the
dimensions (see, for example, Shamir [44]), but worst-case analyses reveal this function could potentially be
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exponentially large (see, for example, Klee and Minty [28]). For interior-point methods, worst-case iteration
bounds are usually a polynomial of the dimension times the “bit-length” 𝐿 of the problem, but the practical
performance is usually much better than the worst-case analyses would suggest. This gap between theory and
practice has motivated extensive research into average-case complexity analysis for both classic LP methods,
which we review shortly after.

A similar gap exists between the theoretical bound and empirical performance for rPDHG. While the
method demonstrates strong practical performance on most LP problems (see, e.g., Applegate et al. [7], Lu
and Yang [31]), its theoretical worst-case iteration bounds can be exponentially poor. Recent work has made
significant progress in understanding rPDHG’s convergence behavior. Applegate et al. [8] establish the first
linear convergence rate of rPDHG using the global Hoffman constant of the matrix of the KKT system
that defines the optimal solutions. Xiong and Freund [57, 58] provide a tighter computational guarantee
for rPDHG using two natural properties of the LP problem: LP sharpness and the “limiting error ratio.”
Furthermore, Xiong [56] gives a closed-form iteration bound for LPs with unique optima and demonstrates
that rPDHG has a two-stage performance. In the first stage the iterates settle on the optimal basis (and thus
this basis is identified), and this is followed by a second stage with faster local convergence to compute the
optimal solution. However, all of the existing computational guarantees at least linearly depend on certain
condition measures that can be exponentially large in the worst case, which leaves unexplained the strong
practical performance of rPDHG observed in many applications.

To address this gap between theory and practice, this paper primarily aims at answering the following
question:

Q1. Can we prove in theory that rPDHG has good efficiency in a high-probability sense, so that to shrink
the gap between the theoretical complexity and the observed practical performance?

Here the “good efficiency” means polynomial-time complexity, to be specific. An affirmative answer to this
question would help explain rPDHG’s consistently strong empirical performance and provide theoretical
justification for its widespread adoption. We approach this question through probabilistic analysis and give an
affirmative answer in this paper.

Using probabilistic analysis, people have successfully shrunk the similar theory-practice gaps for classic
LP methods. By assuming the probability distributions according to which the problem data was generated
(or equivalently, the distributions on the input data), researchers can provide bounds of the expected number
of iterations. For the simplex method, breakthrough results in the 1980s have established various polynomial
iteration bounds under various probabilistic assumptions; see, for example, Adler et al. [1, 2], Adler and
Megiddo [3], Borgwardt [12, 13, 14, 15], Haimovich [22], Megiddo [35], Smale [45, 46]. Similarly, for
interior-point methods, Todd [51] proposes a probabilistic model. Various versions of this model lead
to polynomial expected iteration bounds in terms of problem dimensions, independent of the bit-length
𝐿; see, for example, Anstreicher et al. [5, 6], Huang [24, 25], Ji and Potra [27], Ye [61]. More recently,
another probabilistic analysis approach called smoothed analysis provides a new framework that bridges
worst-case and average-case analyses. Polynomial-time complexity bounds have also been established under
this framework for both simplex and interior-point methods for LP instances; see, for example, Dadush and
Huiberts [17], Dunagan et al. [19], Spielman and Teng [47, 48].

Probabilistic analysis may also provide new tools for revealing new insights into rPDHG. Some practical
observations of rPDHG, such as the two-stage performance and sensitivity under perturbations, have
been partially explained by the worst-case iteration bounds established by Xiong [56] and others. If using
probabilistic analyses, we may have complementary perspectives and clearer insights on these behaviors of
rPDHG.

Despite the above, it should be admitted that real-life LP problems often differ significantly from the
probabilistic models that people assume for probabilistic analyses. For example, almost all the existing
probabilistic models are based on either the Gaussian distribution or the sign-invariant distribution; see, e.g.,
Shamir [44] and Todd [51]. These distributional assumptions rarely match the data generation processes of
practical LP instances. Consequently, extending these models to broader distribution classes remains an
important research direction; see the survey by Shamir [44].
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Therefore, beyond the main question Q1, this paper also addresses two additional questions:

Q2. Can the probabilistic analysis be extended beyond Gaussian distributions to more general distribution
families?

Q3. What novel insights into rPDHG’s performance can be gained through probabilistic analysis?

To address the above three questions, we study a probabilistic model that is built on the classic probabilistic
model proposed by Todd [51]. Our model considers standard-form LP instances where components of
the constraint matrix follow specified probability (Gaussian or any sub-Gaussian) distributions, while the
right-hand side and the objective vectors are constructed based on random primal and dual solutions. This
approach builds on Todd [51]’s framework, which has been dominant in probabilistic analyses of interior-point
methods; see, e.g., Anstreicher et al. [5, 6] and Ye [61]. Compared with existing probabilistic models, our work
generalizes the input data’s distribution beyond the Gaussian distribution to any sub-Gaussian distributions,
which include Bernoulli and bounded distributions. This generalization brings our probabilistic model closer
to real-world LP instances. Our analysis leverages recent advances in nonasymptotic random matrix theory
developed over the past two decades; see, e.g., Rudelson and Vershynin [42]’s ICM 2010 lecture.

1.1. Outline and contributions In this paper, we consider LP instances in standard form:

min
𝑥∈R𝑛

𝑐⊤𝑥 s.t. 𝐴𝑥 = 𝑏 , 𝑥 ≥ 0 (1.1)

where the constraint matrix 𝐴 ∈ R𝑚×𝑛 with 𝑚 ≤ 𝑛, denoting that the problem has 𝑚 linear equation constraints
and 𝑛 decision variables. We also denote by 𝑑 := 𝑛−𝑚 their difference. Any LP instance can be reformulated
equivalently in the standard form (1.1). The dual to the problem (1.1) can be expressed as:

max
𝑦∈R𝑚,𝑠∈R𝑛

𝑏⊤𝑦 s.t. 𝐴⊤𝑦 + 𝑠 = 𝑐 , 𝑠 ≥ 0 (1.2)

with 𝑠 ∈ R𝑛 denoting the slack. We let 𝑥★ be any optimal solution of (1.1) and let 𝑠★ be any optimal dual
slack of (1.2). The rest of the paper is organized as follows.

Section 2 introduces the rPDHG algorithm for solving linear programs.
Section 3 presents our main result: the high-probability polynomial-time complexity of rPDHG. We begin

by introducing our probabilistic model with sub-Gaussian input data in Section 3.1. Building on rPDHG’s
two-stage behavior, where the first stage settles on the optimal basis and the second stage achieves fast local
convergence, Section 3.2 presents high-probability iteration bounds for both stages. Section 3.3 then presents
improved bounds under Gaussian input data. Table 1 contains a preview of these results in the case where 𝑚

is not too close to 𝑛. Here 𝜀 denotes the target error tolerance of the desired solution. These results establish
the first high-probability polynomial-time complexity bound for a practical first-order LP method (addressing
Q1), and present the first iteration bound for probabilistic models with sub-Gaussian input data (addressing
Q2).

Sections 4 and 5 present the proofs of our results in Sections 3.2 and 3.3 respectively.
Section 6 presents the experimental results. They confirm the tail behavior of the iteration counts for both

stages (the linear dependence on 1
𝛿
), and also validate the polynomial dependence on problem dimensions in

the high-probability iteration counts.
Section 7 provides new insights using probabilistic analysis (addressing Q3). We investigate how the

disparity ratio 𝜙 :=
1
𝑛
·∑𝑛

𝑖=1(𝑥★𝑖 +𝑠★𝑖 )
min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 (𝑥★𝑖 +𝑠

★
𝑖
) among the optimal solution components of 𝑥★, 𝑠★ influences rPDHG’s

performance, by deriving a high-probability iteration bound conditioned on 𝑥★, 𝑠★ that grows linearly in this
disparity ratio 𝜙. This result yields practical insights for generating challenging test LP instances, which we
validate experimentally.
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Table 1. High-probability iteration bounds for computing an 𝜀-optimal solution using rPDHG (in the
case where 𝑚 is not too close to 𝑛).

Distribution Stage I Stage II

Section 3.2
(Theorem 3.1) sub-Gaussian 𝑂

(
𝑛2.5𝑚0.5

𝛿

)
𝑂

(
𝑛0.5𝑚0.5

𝛿
· ln

(
1
𝜀

))
Section 3.3

(Theorem 3.2) Gaussian 𝑂

(
𝑛2.5

𝛿

)
𝑂

(
𝑛0.5𝑚0.5

𝛿
· ln

(
1
𝜀

))
Section 7

(Theorem 7.1)
sub-Gaussian

(conditioned on 𝑥★, 𝑠★) 𝑂

(
𝑛1.5𝑚0.5𝜙

𝛿

)
𝑂

(
𝑛0.5𝑚0.5

𝛿
· ln

(
1
𝜀

))
Note. These iteration bounds hold with at least probability 1− 𝛿 when 𝛿 is not exponentially small in terms

of 𝑚 and 𝑛−𝑚. Here 𝜙 :=
1
𝑛
·∑𝑛

𝑖=1 (𝑥★𝑖 +𝑠★𝑖 )
min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 (𝑥★𝑖 +𝑠

★
𝑖
) denotes the disparity ratio among the optimal solution components,

𝑂 (·) denotes bounds up to distribution-related constant factors, and 𝑂 (·) hides additional logarithmic factors.

1.2. Related works In addition to the above worst-case analysis of rPDHG (Applegate et al. [8], Xiong
[56], Xiong and Freund [57]), Hinder [23] proves that rPDHG has a polynomial iteration bound for total
unimodular LPs. Xiong and Freund [59] provide computational guarantees of rPDHG for general conic
linear programs based on geometric measures of the primal-dual (sub)level set. Lu and Yang [30, 32] study
the vanilla PDHG and the Halpern restarted PDHG using trajectory-based analysis, and demonstrate the
two-stage convergence characterized by Hoffman constants of a reduced linear system defined by the limiting
iterate. These deterministic worst-case analyses apply broadly, but these iteration bounds are parameterized
by instance-specific constants that can be exponentially large in the worst case. The focus of this paper is
complementary: we explain the empirically observed strong practical performance of rPDHG through a
probabilistic analysis. Probabilistic analysis provides a different axis of insight: bridging the gap between the
worst-case bounds and the empirical performance observed in practice.

Probabilistic analyses of LP algorithms beyond simplex and interior-point methods are very limited. Blum
and Dunagan [11] show that the perceptron algorithm, a simple greedy approach, achieves high-probability
polynomial smoothed complexity 𝑂 ( 𝑑3𝑚2

𝛿2 ) for finding feasible solutions with probability at least 1− 𝛿 for LP
instances with 𝑚 constraints and 𝑑 variables.

There are some recent works of average-case analyses for some first-order methods on unconstrained
quadratic optimization problems, such as Paquette et al. [37, 38], Pedregosa and Scieur [39], Scieur and
Pedregosa [43]. More recently, Anagnostides and Sandholm [4] study the high-probability performance of
some first-order methods for zero-sum matrix games to get rid of condition number dependence.

1.3. Notation For any positive integer 𝑛, let [𝑛] denote the set {1,2, . . . , 𝑛}. For a matrix 𝐴 ∈ R𝑚×𝑛,
we denote by 𝐴·,𝑖 its 𝑖-th column (𝑖 ∈ [𝑛]) and by 𝐴 𝑗 , · its 𝑗-th row ( 𝑗 ∈ [𝑚]). For any subset Θ of [𝑛],
𝐴Θ denotes the submatrix formed by columns indexed by Θ. For vector 𝑣, ∥𝑣∥ denotes the Euclidean
norm, and ∥𝑣∥1 denotes the ℓ1 norm. For a matrix 𝐴, ∥𝐴∥ denotes the spectral norm and ∥𝐴∥𝐹 denotes
the Frobenius norm. For scalars 𝑎 and 𝑏, we use 𝑎 ∧ 𝑏 and 𝑎 ∨ 𝑏 to denote their minimum and maximum,
respectively. We denote the singular values of 𝐴 ∈ R𝑚×𝑛 with 𝑚 ≤ 𝑛 by 𝜎1(𝐴), 𝜎2(𝐴), . . . , 𝜎𝑚(𝐴), where
𝜎1(𝐴) ≥ 𝜎2(𝐴) ≥ · · · ≥ 𝜎𝑚(𝐴) ≥ 0. The notation 0𝑚 denotes the 𝑚-dimensional zero vector. Throughout this
paper, 𝑂 (·) denotes upper bounds, and Ω(·) denotes lower bounds, both up to absolute constant factors if
not specified. Similarly, 𝑂 (·) and Ω̃(·) denote upper and lower bounds respectively, while hiding additional
logarithmic factors. For an event 𝐸 , we use 𝐸𝑐 to denote the complement of 𝐸 .

2. Restarted PDHG for Linear Programming Recall that this paper studies the standard-form LP
problem (1.1). When rows of 𝐴 are linearly independent, a basis of 𝐴 contains 𝑚 columns. We denote by
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𝑑 := 𝑛−𝑚 the number of nonbasic columns, which is also the difference between 𝑛 and 𝑚. The corresponding
dual problem of (1.1) is (1.2). A more symmetric form of the dual problem can be obtained by eliminating 𝑦.
Let 𝑄 be any matrix so that the null space of 𝑄 is equal to the image space of 𝐴⊤, and let 𝑥 be any feasible
primal solution. Then (1.2) can be equivalently reformulated in terms of 𝑠 alone as follows:

min
𝑠∈R𝑛

𝑥⊤𝑠 s.t. 𝑄𝑠 =𝑄𝑐, 𝑠 ≥ 0. (2.1)

This reformulation of the dual was first proposed by Todd and Ye [52]. The optimal slack 𝑠★ of (1.2) is
identical to the optimal solution 𝑠★ of (2.1). With 𝑠★, any (𝑦, 𝑠★) such that 𝐴⊤𝑦 + 𝑠★ = 𝑐 forms an optimal
solution for (1.2). Similarly, if 𝑦★ is an optimal dual solution, then (𝑦★, 𝑐 − 𝐴⊤𝑦★) is optimal for (1.2) and
𝑐 − 𝐴⊤𝑦★ is optimal for (2.1).

The optimality conditions state that 𝑥★ and 𝑠★ are optimal if and only if they are feasible for (1.1) and (2.1)
and satisfy the complementary slackness condition (𝑥★)⊤𝑠★ = 0. Since 𝑥⊤𝑠 = 𝑥⊤(𝑐 − 𝐴⊤𝑦) = 𝑥⊤𝑐 − 𝑏⊤𝑦 for
any feasible solution 𝑥 of (1.1) and feasible (𝑦, 𝑠) of (1.2), the objective vector 𝑥 of (2.1) can be replaced by
any primal feasible solution 𝑥 without altering the optimal solutions 𝑥★ and 𝑠★. Likewise, 𝑥★ and 𝑠★ remain
optimal if the objective vector 𝑐 of (1.1) is replaced with any 𝑐 satisfying 𝑄𝑐 =𝑄𝑐 (namely, 𝑐 = 𝑐 + 𝐴⊤𝑦0
for some 𝑦0 ∈ R𝑚). In later sections, we frequently assume 𝑐 has been replaced by 𝑐 := 𝑐 + 𝐴⊤ 𝑦̄ during
presolving, where 𝑦̄ := arg min𝑦 ∥𝑐 + 𝐴⊤𝑦∥. This substitution simplifies the analysis without affecting the
optimal solutions (𝑥★, 𝑠★).

Furthermore, the optimal solutions of primal problem (1.1) and dual problem (1.2) form the saddle point
of the Lagrangian 𝐿 (𝑥, 𝑦) that is defined as follows:

min
𝑥∈R𝑛+

max
𝑦∈R𝑚

𝐿 (𝑥, 𝑦) := 𝑐⊤𝑥 + 𝑏⊤𝑦 − (𝐴𝑥)⊤𝑦 . (2.2)

Any 𝑥★ and (𝑦★, 𝑐 − 𝐴⊤𝑦★) are optimal solutions of (1.1) and (1.2) if and only if (𝑥★, 𝑦★) is a saddle point
of (2.2), and vice versa. The formulation (2.2) is the problem that the primal-dual hybrid gradient method
directly addresses.

2.1. Restarted Primal-dual hybrid gradient method (rPDHG) A single iteration of PDHG, denoted
by (𝑥+, 𝑦+) ←OnePDHG(𝑥, 𝑦), is defined as follows:{

𝑥+← 𝑃R𝑛+ (𝑥 − 𝜏 (𝑐 − 𝐴⊤𝑦))
𝑦+← 𝑦 +𝜎 (𝑏 − 𝐴 (2𝑥+ − 𝑥)) (2.3)

where 𝑃R𝑛+ (·) denotes the projection onto R𝑛+, which means taking the positive part of a vector, and 𝜏 and 𝜎

are the primal and dual step-sizes, respectively. The OnePDHG iteration involves only two matrix-vector
multiplications, one projection onto R𝑛+ and several vector-vector products. These operations avoid the
computationally expensive matrix factorizations. Therefore, PDHG is well-suited for solving large LP
instances and exploiting parallel implementation on modern computational architectures such as GPUs.

Furthermore, Applegate et al. [8] introduce the use of restarts to accelerate the convergence rate of PDHG.
Here, the “restarts” mean that the method occasionally restarts from the average iterate of the previous
consecutive many iterates. We will refer to this scheme as “rPDHG” for the restarted PDHG. Compared with
the vanilla version, rPDHG can achieve linear convergence on LP instances and has shown strong practical
performance. The rPDHG, together with some heuristic techniques, is the base method used in most current
state-of-the-art first-order LP solvers.

In this paper, we organize PDHG iterations into outer loops, and restart at the averaged iterate of the current
inner loop. Following Applegate et al. [8], we use the 𝛽-restart criterion based on the normalized duality
gap (See, e.g., (4a) of Applegate et al. [8]): an outer loop restarts once the normalized duality gap of the
averaged iterate decreases to a 𝛽 fraction of its value at the start of that outer loop. Throughout this paper
(both theory and experiments), we take 𝛽 as a fixed absolute constant (we use 𝛽 = 1/𝑒). See Algorithm 1 in
Appendix A for the complete algorithm framework considered in this paper. Later in the paper, every time
when mentioning rPDHG, it refers to Algorithm 1 in Appendix A.
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Other restart triggers have also been used in practice. For example, Applegate et al. [8] discuss fixed-
frequency restarts in addition to the normalized-duality-gap restart, and Lu and Yang [30] considers alternative
triggers based on progress measures. These restart schemes have similar theoretical iteration bounds and
empirical performance; no single trigger is consistently better than the others. We use the normalized-duality-
gap-based restart scheme in this paper, as it is widely used in implementations such as Applegate et al. [7], Lu
and Yang [29].

Note that rPDHG actually contains double loops, but for simplicity of notation, we use only one superscript
that is indexed by the number of OnePDHG steps conducted already. We let the primal and dual solutions of
rPDHG after 𝑘 steps of OnePDHG be denoted by 𝑥𝑘 and 𝑦𝑘 . The corresponding slack 𝑐 − 𝐴⊤𝑦𝑘 is denoted
by 𝑠𝑘 .

3. High-Probability Computational Guarantees of rPDHG In this section, we describe the proba-
bilistic model used in our analysis and present the polynomial-time complexity of rPDHG when applied to
this model in a high-probability sense.

3.1. Probabilistic linear programming model Our probabilistic model builds on the classic model
proposed by Todd [51], in which the constraint matrix is drawn from a specific probability distribution, and
the right-hand side and the objective vector are computed based on given random primal and dual solutions.
Different versions of this model have been extensively studied in the average-case complexity analyses of
interior-point methods (see, for example, Anstreicher et al. [5, 6], Huang [24, 25], Ji and Potra [27], Ye [61]).

Compared with other probabilistic models, a significant difference of ours is in the distribution of the
constraint matrix. It is usually assumed that each component of the constraint matrix obeys a Gaussian
distribution (see, e.g., Anstreicher et al. [6] and Todd [51]). Our probabilistic model weakens this assumption
to the more generic case of sub-Gaussian distributions. Below, we provide the definition of sub-Gaussian
random variables along with some typical examples (see proofs and additional examples in Wainwright [54]):

Definition 3.1 (Sub-Gaussian random variable). A random variable 𝑋 is sub-Gaussian if there
exists 𝜎 > 0 such that E

[
𝑒𝜆(𝑋−E[𝑋] ) ] ≤ 𝑒 𝜎2𝜆2

2 for all 𝜆 ∈ R. The 𝜎 is referred to as the sub-Gaussian parameter.
Example 3.1 (Gaussian random variable). Let 𝑋 be a Gaussian random variable with mean 𝜇 and

variance 𝜎2. Then 𝑋 is sub-Gaussian with the parameter 𝜎.
Example 3.2 (Bounded random variable). Let a random variable 𝑋 be supported on the bounded

interval [𝑎, 𝑏]. Then 𝑋 is sub-Gaussian with a parameter 𝜎 that is less than or equal to 𝑏−𝑎
2 .

The family of sub-Gaussian distributions contains many commonly used distributions. In particular, it
contains any bounded distribution, such as the Bernoulli distribution and the uniform distribution on a closed
interval.

Our probabilistic model involves the notions of sub-Gaussian matrices and nonnegative absolutely
continuous sub-Gaussian vectors defined as follows.

Definition 3.2 (Sub-Gaussian matrix). A matrix 𝐴 is a sub-Gaussian matrix if its elements are
independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.), each obeying a mean-zero, unit-variance sub-Gaussian
distribution. The sub-Gaussian parameter of each component is denoted by 𝜎𝐴𝑖 𝑗

, and the sub-Gaussian
parameter of 𝐴 is defined to be 𝜎𝐴 := max𝑖 𝑗 𝜎𝐴𝑖 𝑗

.
Definition 3.3 (Nonnegative absolutely continuous sub-Gaussian vector). A vector 𝑢 is a non-

negative absolutely continuous sub-Gaussian vector if its components are independent (and potentially
different) nonnegative sub-Gaussian random variables whose probability density functions are bounded above
by one. The maximum of the means and sub-Gaussian parameters over all components of 𝑢 are denoted by
𝜇𝑢 and 𝜎𝑢, respectively.

With the above definitions, we now describe the probabilistic model considered in this paper.
Definition 3.4 (Probabilistic model). Instances of the probabilistic model are as follows:

min
𝑥∈R𝑛

𝑠⊤𝑥 , s.t. 𝐴𝑥 = 𝐴𝑥 , 𝑥 ≥ 0 . (3.1)
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The constraint matrix 𝐴 is a sub-Gaussian matrix in R𝑚×𝑛 as defined in Definition 3.2, where 𝑚 < 𝑛. The
right-hand side and the objective vectors are computed based on 𝐴 and the primal and dual solutions 𝑥 and 𝑠,
where 𝑥 and 𝑠 are generated as follows:

𝑥 =

(
𝑢1

0𝑑

)
and 𝑠 =

(
0𝑚
𝑢2

)
(3.2)

where 𝑢1 ∈ R𝑚+ and 𝑢2 ∈ R𝑑+ , and the vector 𝑢 := (𝑢1, 𝑢2) is a nonnegative absolutely continuous sub-Gaussian
vector in R𝑛 as defined in Definition 3.3. The random matrix 𝐴 and the random vector 𝑢 are independent.
(The objective vector 𝑠 can be replaced by any 𝑐 of the form 𝑐 = 𝑠 + 𝐴⊤𝑦 since the optimal solution sets
(X★,S★) remain unchanged. Optionally, 𝑠 can be replaced by 𝑐, the objective vector with the smallest norm,
defined as 𝑐 := 𝑠 + 𝐴⊤ 𝑦̂ where 𝑦̂ = arg min𝑦∈R𝑚 ∥𝑠 + 𝐴⊤𝑦∥, and so satisfies 𝐴𝑐 = 0.)

In the probabilistic model in Definition 3.4, the components of 𝐴 have unit variance and the probability
densities of the components of 𝑢 are at most one. If these requirements do not hold, they can be satisfied by
scalar rescaling of the data instances.

Instances of the probabilistic model have the option of using the objective vector 𝑐 instead of 𝑠. As
discussed above, this 𝑐 satisfies 𝐴𝑐 = 0 and does not change the optimal solution sets (X★,S★) because
𝑐 = 𝑠 + 𝐴⊤ 𝑦̂. Keeping 𝑠 would introduce an additional minor term involving the component in the image
space of 𝐴⊤ in the complexity bound (see Remark in Xiong and Freund [57]), which makes the bound look
unnecessarily complicated. Furthermore, computing 𝑐 (e.g., using the conjugate gradient method to compute
𝑦̂) is usually much less expensive than solving the LP itself, and 𝐴𝑐 = 0 is often assumed in rPDHG analyses
such as Xiong [56], Xiong and Freund [59]. To enhance clarity and to align with these previously established
results used in our analysis, we presume throughout this paper that the objective vector is set to 𝑐 during a
presolving step before applying rPDHG.

When applying rPDHG on instances of this model, we assume rPDHG regards them as regular standard-form
LP instances without knowing any prior information about the distribution of the input data.

The model in Definition 3.4 is analogous to the model of Anstreicher et al. [6] (the model TDMV1 to
be specific). It is an important case of Todd [51]’s classic probabilistic model and has been studied by
Anstreicher et al. [5], Ye [61, 62] and others for analyzing the average-case performance of interior-point
methods. Models of ours and Anstreicher et al. [6], Todd [51] all assume that the constraint matrix and a
pair of primal-dual feasible (and optimal) solutions are sampled from specific probability distributions, after
which the right-hand side 𝑏 and the objective vector 𝑐 of the random LP instance are computed by 𝑏 = 𝐴𝑥

and 𝑐 = 𝑠. One advantage of using this model is that any instance of this model is feasible and has a bounded
optimal solution that is randomly distributed.

Distribution of the constraint matrix. To the best of our knowledge, our probabilistic model is the
first LP model that uses the general family of sub-Gaussian input data for the probabilistic analysis of
linear programming. Generalizing assumptions on the probabilistic model has been crucial because it
highly relates to the extent to which the result matches the practical performance. For example, in the
probabilistic analysis of simplex methods, Borgwardt [14], Smale [45] assume that the polytopes come
from a special spherically-symmetric distribution. Later, Adler et al. [1], Adler and Megiddo [3], Todd [50]
assume that the constraint matrix is drawn from a sign-invariant distribution. Spielman and Teng [48] studies
Gaussian perturbations of input data to the simplex method. On the other hand, most probabilistic analyses of
interior-point methods have been built on Todd [51]’s probabilistic model, which assumes that the constraint
matrix is a Gaussian matrix. Examples include Anstreicher et al. [5, 6], Mizuno et al. [36], Ye [61].

We will show later in Section 3.2 that, for our model with general sub-Gaussian distributions, rPDHG
has polynomial-time complexity in a high-probability sense. Given the popularity of Gaussian distribution
in the literature on probabilistic analysis, later in Section 3.3, we will show that rPDHG has even better
high-probability polynomial-time complexity if the sub-Gaussian distribution is a Gaussian distribution.

Distribution of solutions 𝑥 and 𝑠. In our probabilistic model, 𝑥 and 𝑠 are optimal primal-dual solutions
because they are feasible primal and dual solutions and satisfy the complementary slackness condition.
Because rPDHG is invariant under permutations of variables, without loss of generality, in the model
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we arrange the indices of the possible nonzero components of 𝑥 and 𝑠 to {1, . . . , 𝑚} and {𝑚 + 1, . . . , 𝑛}.
We use 𝐵 and 𝑁 to denote the submatrices of 𝐴 corresponding to the column indices {1, . . . , 𝑚} and
{𝑚 + 1, . . . , 𝑛}, respectively, so that 𝐴 is represented as (𝐵, 𝑁). When 𝐵 is full-rank and (𝑥, 𝑠) satisfies the
strict complementary slackness condition, the optimal solution sets X★, Y★ and S★ are all singletons. It is
formally stated as follows (proof in Appendix B):

Lemma 3.1. For an instance of the probabilistic model, X★, Y★ and S★ are all singletons with X★ = {𝑥}
and S★ = {𝑠} if and only if 𝐵 is full-rank and (𝑥, 𝑠) satisfies the strict complementary slackness condition,
namely, 𝑢 = (𝑢1, 𝑢2) > 0.

Furthermore, once 𝑚 is sufficiently large, it is highly probable that the instance of the probabilistic model has
a unique primal and dual optimal.

Lemma 3.2. There exists a constant 𝜈 > 0 that depends only (and at most polynomially) on the sub-
Gaussian parameter of 𝐴, such that the probability of 𝐵 being full-rank is at least 1− 𝑒−𝜈𝑚.

The proof of Lemma 3.2 is provided in Section 4.1.
The distribution of 𝑥 and 𝑠 is also different between our probabilistic model and that of Anstreicher

et al. [6]. On the one hand, the model of Anstreicher et al. [6] permits varying numbers of nonzeros in
𝑥 and 𝑠 once the strict complementary slackness is still maintained. This may result in multiple optimal
solutions with high probability. On the other hand, the components of 𝑢 in their model are i.i.d. from a folded
Gaussian distribution (absolute value of a Gaussian distribution). In contrast, our model fixes the numbers of
nonzeros in 𝑥 and 𝑠 to 𝑚 and 𝑑 respectively, while allowing components of 𝑢 to follow potentially different
sub-Gaussian distributions.

We acknowledge that for a very large number of LP instances occurring in practice, the optimal solution is
not unique. But the unique optimum property is generic in theory, especially in probabilistic models, because
most randomly generated LP problems (unless specially designed) are nondegenerate; see, for example, Adler
et al. [1], Borgwardt [15], Spielman and Teng [47], Todd [50], Ye [61].

The flexibility in the distribution of 𝑢 in our model provides tools for various aims of analyses. When 𝑢 is a
random vector of the folded Gaussian distribution, the probabilistic model is for the average-case analysis.
When 𝑢 is a given fixed vector with random perturbations, the probabilistic model is for smoothed analysis
on the dependence of the optimal solution. Furthermore, we will show later in Section 7 that the performance
of rPDHG is highly influenced by the distribution of the optimal solution, and the unique optimum property
of our model is helpful in generating artificial LP instances of various difficulty levels.

It should be mentioned that Todd [51] also provides a model that allows control over the degree of
degeneracy in 𝑥 and 𝑠 (TDMV2 of Anstreicher et al. [6]). But Todd and Anstreicher et al. [6] later pointed
out that the analysis on it had a subtle error. Due to this error, several literatures, including Anstreicher et al.
[5] and Ye [62], that had claimed to analyze the average-case performance of interior-point methods on
this model actually only applied to the TDMV1 of Anstreicher et al. [6]. This subtle error also affected the
correctness of several papers that studied the version of Todd [51]’s probabilistic model with 𝑥 = 𝑒 and 𝑠 = 𝑒.
They were finally corrected after a few years by Huang [24] and Ji and Potra [27].

Next, in Section 3.2 we present our main results, the high-probability polynomial-time complexity of
rPDHG on instances of the probabilistic model with sub-Gaussian input data. And in Section 3.3, we consider
instances of the probabilistic model with Gaussian input data.

3.2. High-probability performance guarantees for LP instances with sub-Gaussian input data
In this subsection, we analyze the performance of rPDHG on instances of the probabilistic model defined
in Definition 3.4. Our focus is on the dependence of the iteration bounds on the dimensions 𝑚 and 𝑛. The
bounds may also contain some constants that depend only on the parameters of the distributions of 𝐴 and 𝑢,
namely 𝜎𝐴, 𝜇𝑢 and 𝜎𝑢 in Definitions 3.2 and 3.3. Below we define an 𝜀-optimal solution for the LP primal
and dual problems (1.1) and (1.2).

Definition 3.5 (𝜀-optimal solutions). The pair of primal-dual solution (𝑥, 𝑠) is an 𝜀-optimal solution
if there exists a pair of primal-dual optimal solution (𝑥★, 𝑠★) such that ∥(𝑥, 𝑠) − (𝑥★, 𝑠★)∥ ≤ 𝜀.
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It is often observed in practice (and shown in theory) that the performance of rPDHG exhibits a certain
“two-stage phenomenon”, wherein namely the rPDHG iterations can be divided into two stages as follows. In
the first stage the iterates eventually reach the point where the positive components of the iterates correspond
to the optimal basis, after which in the second stage there is fast local convergence to an optimal solution (see,
e.g., Lu and Yang [30, 32], Xiong [56]). In other words, there exists 𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 such that for all 𝑡 ≥ 𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠, the
positive components of 𝑥𝑡 correspond to the optimal basis, after which rPDHG exhibits faster local linear
convergence to an optimum, and where 𝑥𝑡

𝑖
> 0 if and only if 𝑖 is in the optimal basis. We let 𝑇𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙 denote

the number of additional iterations beyond 𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 iterations to compute an 𝜀-optimal solution (𝑥𝑡 , 𝑠𝑡 ). The
following theorem presents our high-probability bounds on 𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 and 𝑇𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙.

Theorem 3.1. Suppose that rPDHG is applied to an instance of the probabilistic model in Definition
3.4 (with objective vector 𝑐). Let 𝑐0 := 𝜇𝑢 + 2𝜎𝑢. There exist constants 𝐶0,𝐶1,𝐶2 > 0 that depend only (and at
most polynomially) on 𝜎𝐴 for which the following high-probability iteration bounds hold:

1. (Optimal basis identification)

Pr
[
𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 ≤

𝑚0.5𝑛3.5

𝑑 + 1
· 𝑐0𝐶1 · ln(3/𝛿)

𝛿
· ln

(
𝑚0.5𝑛3.5

𝑑+1 · 𝑐0𝐶1 ·ln(3/𝛿 )
𝛿

)]
≥ 1− 𝛿 − 6

(
1

𝑒𝐶0

)𝑚
−

(
1
2

)𝑑+1
(3.3)

for any 𝛿 > 0.
2. (Fast local convergence) Let 𝜀 > 0 be any given tolerance.

Pr
[
𝑇𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙 ≤ 𝑚0.5𝑛0.5 · 𝐶2

𝛿
·max

{
0, ln

(
𝛿

2𝑛𝜀

)}]
≥ 1− 𝛿 − 2

(
1

𝑒𝐶0

)𝑚
(3.4)

for any 𝛿 > 0.

In the above theorem we have divided the rPDHG iterations into the two stages, and the theorem presents
the probabilistic bounds for them separately. Technically speaking, once the iterates settle on the optimal basis,
the optimal solution (𝑥★, 𝑠★) could be directly computed by two linear systems – one for the primal basic
system and the other for the dual basic system. (This is a common approach in finite-termination approaches
for interior-point methods, such as Ye [60], where the critical effort lies in computing projections.) Indeed one
could compute optimal solutions in finite time using rPDHG by first running rPDHG for 𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 OnePDHG
iterations and then solving the two associated linear systems. However, this is not a practical approach for at
least two reasons. First, determining whether (𝑥𝑡 , 𝑠𝑡 ) has already settled on the optimal basis can be a difficult
task. And second, rPDHG automatically exhibits fast local convergence after identifying the optimal basis –
and so computing an 𝜀-optimal solution needs at most 𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 +𝑇𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙 iterations. When 𝜀 > 𝛿

2𝑛 , (3.4) indicates
that an 𝜀-optimal solution is likely to have already been computed in the first 𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 iterations. It should
also be noted that this result is not in conflict with the global linear convergence guarantee established by
Applegate et al. [8]. Actually rPDHG converges linearly in its first stage. We discuss this further in Remark
4.2 in Section 4.

The inequalities (3.3) and (3.4) are high-probability upper bounds for 𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 and 𝑇𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙. The right-hand
sides of (3.3) and (3.4) both contain 1− 𝛿 as well as some additional terms that decrease exponentially in the
dimensions 𝑚 and 𝑑. In other words, if 𝑚 and 𝑑 are sufficiently large – essentially larger than 𝑂 (ln 1

𝛿
) – these

additional terms are negligible, and so (3.3) and (3.4) describe the upper bounds on 𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 and 𝑇𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙 with a
probability that is roughly equal to 1− 𝛿. Similar requirements on the dimensions being sufficiently large are
common in other probabilistic analyses of linear programming, such as Huang [25], Mizuno et al. [36], Ye
[61] for interior-point methods, and Adler et al. [1], Borgwardt [12], Shamir [44] for simplex methods.

The constants 𝑐0,𝐶0,𝐶1, and 𝐶2 in (3.3) and (3.4) depend only on the distribution parameters of the model,
namely 𝜎𝐴, 𝜇𝑢 and 𝜎𝑢. See Remark 4.1 in Section 4 for further discussions of these constants. The term
𝑚0.5𝑛3.5

𝑑+1 is at most as large as 𝑚0.5𝑛3.5

2 . When 𝑑 (recall 𝑑 := 𝑛−𝑚) is not too small compared to 𝑛 in the sense
that 𝑑 + 1 ≥ 𝑛/𝐶3 for some absolute constant 𝐶3 > 1, then the term 𝑚0.5𝑛3.5

𝑑+1 is 𝑂 (𝑚0.5𝑛2.5).
The corollary below summarizes the high-probability iteration bounds when (i) 𝑚 is not too close to 𝑛, and

(ii) 𝛿 is not exponentially small in 𝑑 and 𝑚:
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Corollary 3.1. Let 𝐶3 > 1 be a given absolute constant. Suppose that rPDHG is applied to an instance
of the probabilistic model (with objective vector 𝑐). When 𝑑 satisfies 𝑛

𝑑+1 ≤ 𝐶3, it holds with probability at
least 1− 𝛿 that rPDHG computes an 𝜀-optimal solution within at most

𝑂

(
𝑛2.5𝑚0.5

𝛿

)
+𝑂

(
𝑛0.5𝑚0.5

𝛿
· ln

(
1
𝜀

))
iterations for all 𝜀 ∈ (0,1) and any 𝛿 ∈ (0,1] satisfying 𝛿 > 11 ·max

{ (
1

𝑒𝐶0

)𝑚
,

(
1
2

)𝑑+1 }
. Moreover, 𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 is

at most 𝑂
(
𝑛2.5𝑚0.5

𝛿

)
. Here 𝑂 (·) omits factors of an absolute constant, 𝑐0,𝐶1,𝐶3 and logarithmic terms that

involve 𝑐0,𝐶1,𝐶3, 𝑚, 𝑛 and 1
𝛿
, and 𝑂 (·) omits factors of an absolute constant and 𝐶2.

Corollary 3.1 shows that under a mild assumption on 𝛿 and on the dimensions 𝑚 and 𝑑 (the interval for
𝛿 is nonempty only when 𝑚 >

ln(11)
𝐶0

and 𝑑 > log2(11) − 1 ≈ 2.4594), rPDHG settles on the optimal basis
within 𝑂

(
𝑛2.5𝑚0.5

𝛿

)
iterations and computes an 𝜀-optimal solution in additional 𝑂

(
𝑛0.5𝑚0.5

𝛿
· ln 1

𝜀

)
iterations,

with probability at least 1− 𝛿. To the best of our knowledge, the above result is the first result that shows the
high-probability polynomial-time complexity of a practical first-order method for linear programming. This
result hopefully helps close the gap between observed performance and theoretical worst-case complexity
of rPDHG, by showing probabilistic polynomial iteration bounds for rPDHG that do not contain any
instance-dependent condition numbers that can be exponentially poor. Moreover, it shows that the dependence
of the high-probability complexity on 𝑛 in the first stage of settling on the optimal basis is higher than in the
second stage of local convergence. This observation also aligns with the two-stage phenomenon reported in
worst-case complexity and practical experimental results; see Xiong [56] and Lu and Yang [30, 32].

Furthermore, to the best of our knowledge, the above result is the first probabilistic iteration bound for
linear programming on a probabilistic model with sub-Gaussian input data, instead of the more commonly
used Gaussian input data. The Gaussian matrix is relatively easy to analyze because it has nice symmetry
in the sense of geometry, its range is the unique orthogonally invariant distribution, and the corresponding
LP instance is nondegenerate with probability 1 (see Todd [51]). The more general sub-Gaussian random
matrix model is harder to analyze than it may look. Even the performance of extreme singular values of
sub-Gaussian matrices has not been well understood until about 15 years ago; see the invited lecture at ICM
2010 by Rudelson and Vershynin [42]. Our analysis approach relies on the nonasymptotic result of Rudelson
and Vershynin [41] on the smallest singular value of a sub-Gaussian matrix. Proofs of our results above are
presented in Section 4.

It should be noted that real-world LP instances often differ from our model by having multiple optimal
solutions or input data that are not well-approximated by sub-Gaussian distributions (e.g., heavy-tailed or
highly structured data). In such cases, we do not yet have high-probability performance guarantees. The
two-stage characterization used in Theorem 3.1 is not well-defined when the optimal basis is not unique, and
our probabilistic analysis relies on the accessible iteration bound of Xiong [56], which is for LP instances
with unique optimal solutions. A possible extension to general degenerate instances is to start from the global
convergence analyses that apply to general LPs, such as [8] and [57], and then study the typical size of the
condition measures used in these results under the probabilistic model. Moreover, sub-Gaussianity enables us
to invoke nonasymptotic random-matrix singular value estimates. Extending the analysis to heavy-tailed or
structured inputs would require different tools (e.g., Cook [16], Dumitriu and Zhu [18]). These are left for
future investigation.

3.3. High-probability performance guarantees for LP instances with Gaussian input data In
this subsection we analyze the performance of rPDHG under the probabilistic model wherein the constraint
matrix 𝐴 is a Gaussian matrix, which we now define.

Definition 3.6 (Gaussian matrix). A matrix 𝐴 is called a Gaussian matrix if its elements are i.i.d.,
each obeying the mean-zero Gaussian distribution with unit variance.
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A Gaussian matrix 𝐴 is a special case of a sub-Gaussian matrix in Definition 3.2, with its sub-Gaussian
parameter 𝜎𝐴 equal to 1 (see Wainwright [54]). In this section, we show that the high-probability iteration
bound of rPDHG, particularly for the first stage of identifying the optimal basis, can be further improved in
this classical Gaussian setting. Similar to Theorem 3.1, the theorem below presents high-probability bounds
on 𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 and 𝑇𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙 when the matrix 𝐴 is Gaussian.

Theorem 3.2. Suppose that rPDHG is applied to an instance of the probabilistic model in Definition
3.4 (with objective vector 𝑐) and suppose that the constraint matrix is a Gaussian matrix. Let 𝑐0 := 𝜇𝑢 + 2𝜎𝑢.
There exist absolute constants 𝐶0,𝐶1,𝐶2 > 0 for which the following high-probability iteration bounds hold:

1. (Optimal basis identification)

Pr

[
𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 ≤

𝑛3.5

𝑑 + 1
·
𝑐0𝐶1 · ln(6/𝛿)

√︁
ln(4𝑛/𝛿)

𝛿
· ln

(
𝑛3.5

𝑑+1 ·
𝑐0𝐶1 ·ln(6/𝛿 )

√
ln(4𝑛/𝛿 )

𝛿

)]
≥ 1− 𝛿 − (𝑛 + 5)

(
1

𝑒𝐶0

)𝑚∧𝑑 (3.5)

for any 𝛿 > 0.
2. (Fast local convergence) Let 𝜀 > 0 be any given tolerance.

Pr
[
𝑇𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙 ≤ 𝑚0.5𝑛0.5 · 𝐶2

𝛿
·max

{
0, ln

(
𝛿

2𝑛𝜀

)}]
≥ 1− 𝛿 − 2

(
1

𝑒𝐶0

)𝑚
(3.6)

for any 𝛿 > 0.

The inequalities (3.5) and (3.6) are high-probability upper bounds on 𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 and 𝑇𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙. When 𝑑 and 𝑚

are sufficiently large relative to 𝑛
𝛿
, specifically when 𝑚 ∧ 𝑑 ≥ Ω(ln 𝑛

𝛿
), the right-hand sides of each of these

inequalities approach 1− 𝛿. However, in the extreme case wherein 𝑚 or 𝑑 is too small compared with 𝑛, these
bounds become trivial for all 𝛿 ∈ (0,1) since their right-hand sides become nonpositive.

Notice in Theorem 3.2 that the constants 𝐶0,𝐶1 and 𝐶2 are actually absolute constants (unlike those in
Theorem 3.1). This is because the constants depend only on 𝜎𝐴, and 𝜎𝐴 = 1 for a Gaussian matrix. See
Remark 5.1 in Section 5 for further discussions of these constants. The term 𝑛3.5

𝑑+1 is at most as large as 𝑛3.5

2 .
When 𝑑 is not too small compared to 𝑛, then 𝑛3.5

𝑑+1 is 𝑂 (𝑛2.5). And similar to Corollary 3.1, the corollary
below summarizes the high-probability iteration bounds when (i) 𝑚 is not too close to 𝑛, and (ii) 𝛿 is not
exponentially small:

Corollary 3.2. Let 𝐶3 > 0 be any given absolute constant. Suppose that rPDHG is applied to an
instance of the probabilistic model (with objective vector 𝑐), and suppose that the constraint matrix 𝐴 is a
Gaussian matrix. If 𝑑 satisfies 𝑛

𝑑+1 ≤ 𝐶3, then it holds with probability at least 1− 𝛿 that rPDHG computes
an 𝜀-optimal solution within at most

𝑂

(
𝑛2.5

𝛿

)
+𝑂

(
𝑛0.5𝑚0.5

𝛿
· ln

(
1
𝜀

))
iterations, for all 𝜀 ∈ (0,1) and any 𝛿 ∈ (0,1] satisfying 𝛿 > 4(𝑛 + 5)𝑒−𝐶0 (𝑚∧𝑑) . Moreover, 𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 is at most
𝑂

(
𝑛2.5

𝛿

)
. Here 𝑂 (·) omits factors of constants 𝑐0 := 𝜇𝑢 + 2𝜎𝑢, an absolute constant and logarithmic terms

that involve an absolute constant, 𝑚, 𝑛 and 1
𝛿
, and 𝑂 (·) omits factors of an absolute constant.

Corollary 3.2 shows that under a mild assumption on 𝛿 and the dimensions 𝑚 and 𝑑 = 𝑛−𝑚 (the interval
for 𝛿 is nonempty only when 𝑚 ∧ 𝑑 > 1

𝐶0
ln

(
4(𝑛 + 5)

)
), rPDHG settles on the optimal basis within 𝑂

(
𝑛2.5

𝛿

)
iterations and computes an 𝜀-optimal solution in an additional 𝑂

(
𝑛0.5𝑚0.5

𝛿
· ln 1

𝜀

)
iterations, with probability

at least 1− 𝛿. Comparing Corollary 3.2 with Corollary 3.1 (for sub-Gaussian matrices), the dependence on
𝑚0.5 is eliminated in the first-stage iteration bound while the second-stage iteration bound remains almost
identical.



12 Xiong: High-Probability Polynomial-Time Complexity of Restarted PDHG for Linear Programming

Now we compare this high-probability iteration bound with the probabilistic bounds of interior-point
methods and simplex methods. In general, the interior-point method has far less dependence on the dimension
in the number of iterations, but the per-iteration complexity is significantly higher than that of rPDHG
because it needs to solve a normal equation of a dense normal matrix. The model of Anstreicher et al. [6] is
the most similar one to ours, and Anstreicher et al. [6] prove that the expected number of iterations of an
interior-point method is at most 𝑂 (𝑛 · ln(𝑛)). They also remark their proof can be easily modified for other
interior-point methods and devise an 𝑂 (𝑛2 ln(𝑛)) expected iteration bound for the interior-point methods
of Wright [55], Zhang [64], Zhang and Zhang [65] and others. Huang [25] shows that the expected and
high-probability numbers of iterations are both bounded above by 𝑂 (𝑛1.5) in another model of Todd [51]. Ye
[61] proves the number of iteration is at most 𝑂 (

√
𝑛 · ln 1

𝜀
) with a high probability on a different model.

As for simplex methods, direct comparison of the probabilistic bounds between rPDHG and simplex
methods is challenging because people use different models and forms of LP in probabilistic analyses.
Nevertheless, our high-probability iteration bound for rPDHG demonstrates comparable polynomial-time
complexity to those established for simplex methods, with the additional advantage that rPDHG requires only
two matrix-vector multiplications per iteration. To keep as fair as possible, we consider problems where the
number of constraints is of the same order as the number of variables, which we refer to as the dimension of
the problem. Adler et al. [2], Adler and Megiddo [3], Todd [50] prove that the expected number of steps of
several equivalent simplex methods on a certain probabilistic model is bounded by a quadratic function of
the dimension. Adler and Megiddo [3] also prove the dependence is tight. Spielman and Teng [48] use the
smoothed analysis framework to study models with Gaussian perturbations and show a polynomial bound
of the expected simplex pivots. Dadush and Huiberts [17] significantly simplify it and establishes a tighter
polynomial relationship that depends on the dimension with an order of up to 3.5.

We note that Theorem 3.2 does not imply a bound on the expected number of iterations of rPDHG.
Indeed, the tails of (3.5) and (3.6) do not decay to zero. In probabilistic analyses of linear programming,
high-probability complexity bounds are also established by Blum and Dunagan [11], Ye [61] and others. We
are unable to prove bounds on the expected number of iterations for rPDHG, which is in contrast to the case
of interior-point methods and simplex methods where such results are proven in Anstreicher et al. [6], Dadush
and Huiberts [17], Todd [50] and others.

4. Proof of Theorem 3.1 In this section, we prove Theorem 3.1. Section 4.1 introduces several useful
helper lemmas frequently used in the proofs, including concentration inequalities for sub-Gaussian random
variables, bounds on the extreme singular values of random matrices, and the tail bounds for the product of
two independent random variables. Section 4.2 recalls the worst-case iteration bound of rPDHG. Section 4.3
contains the detailed proofs of Theorem 3.1.

4.1. Lemmas of random variables and random matrices The Hoeffding bound provides a tail bound
for the sum of independent sub-Gaussian random variables (see Wainwright [54]).

Lemma 4.1 (Hoeffding bound). Suppose that the sub-Gaussian variables {𝑋𝑖}𝑛𝑖=1, are independent,
and each 𝑋𝑖 has the sub-Gaussian parameter 𝜎𝑖. Then for all 𝑡 ≥ 0, we have Pr

[∑𝑛
𝑖=1 (𝑋𝑖 −E[𝑋𝑖]) ≥ 𝑡

]
≤

exp
(
− 𝑡2

2
∑𝑛

𝑖=1 𝜎
2
𝑖

)
.

For a random matrix as defined in Definition 3.2, the following result from Rudelson and Vershynin [41]
provides a tail bound for the smallest singular value of the random matrix.

Lemma 4.2 (Theorem 1.1 of Rudelson and Vershynin [41]). Let 𝐴 be a random matrix as defined in
Definition 3.2, where 𝐴 ∈ R𝑚×𝑛 and 𝑛 ≥ 𝑚. For every 𝜀 > 0, we have

Pr
[
𝜎𝑚(𝐴) ≤ 𝜀

(√
𝑛−
√
𝑚 − 1

)]
≤ (𝐶𝑟𝑣1𝜀)𝑑+1 + 𝑒−𝐶𝑟𝑣2𝑛 (4.1)

where 𝐶𝑟𝑣1,𝐶𝑟𝑣2 > 0 depend only (and at most polynomially) on the sub-Gaussian parameter 𝜎𝐴.
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It is worth noting that the smallest singular value may not always be strictly greater than zero, which implies
that the matrix 𝐴 may not be full-rank. However, the above lemma shows that as 𝑛 increases, the probability
of 𝐴 being full-rank becomes very high. A direct application of this result is the proof of Lemma 3.2.

Proof of Lemma 3.2. According to Lemma 3.1, the probability of Condition 1 being true is
equal to Pr [𝜎𝑚(𝐵) > 0]. Since 𝐵 is a random matrix as defined in Definition 3.2 with 𝐵 ∈ R𝑚×𝑚,
Lemma 4.2 implies that Pr [𝜎𝑚(𝐵) = 0] = Pr [𝜎𝑚(𝐵) ≤ 0] ≤ lim𝜀↓0 Pr

[
𝜎𝑚(𝐵) ≤ 𝜀(

√
𝑚 −
√
𝑚 − 1)

]
≤

lim𝜀↓0
(
(𝐶𝑟𝑣1𝜀)1 + 𝑒−𝐶𝑟𝑣2𝑚

)
= 𝑒−𝐶𝑟𝑣2𝑚. This completes the proof. □

The largest singular value of random matrices is known to be upper bounded by𝑂 (
√
𝑛) with high probability.

It is formally stated in the following lemma.

Lemma 4.3. Let 𝐴 be a random matrix as defined in Definition 3.2, where 𝐴 ∈ R𝑚×𝑛 and 𝑛 ≥ 𝑚. Then,

Pr
[
𝜎1(𝐴) ≥ 5𝜎𝐴

√
𝑛
]
≤ 𝑒−6𝑛 .

Next, we prove a tail bound of the product of two independent random variables with known heavy tails.

Lemma 4.4. Let 𝑋 and 𝑌 be two independent nonnegative random variables, and suppose that there exist
𝐶1,𝐶2, 𝛿1, 𝛿2 > 0 such that for all 𝑇 > 0:

Pr[𝑋 ≥ 𝑇] ≤ 𝐶1

𝑇
+ 𝛿1 and Pr[𝑌 ≥ 𝑇] ≤ 𝐶2

𝑇
+ 𝛿2 . (4.2)

Then for any 𝛿 ∈ (0,1], the following inequality holds:

Pr
[
𝑋𝑌 ≥ 6𝐶1𝐶2 · ln(3/𝛿)

𝛿

]
≤ 𝛿 + 𝛿1 + 2𝛿2 . (4.3)

Proofs of Lemmas 4.3 and 4.4 are provided in Appendix C.

4.2. Worst-case iteration bounds of rPDHG According to Lemmas 3.1 and 3.2, for instances of the
probabilistic model, the probability of having full-rank 𝐵 and unique optimal solution X★ = {𝑥} and S★ = {𝑠}
is at least 1− 𝑒−𝜈𝑚. It happens with high probability when 𝑚 is sufficiently large. Therefore, in this subsection
we recall a theoretical iteration bound under the following condition of unique optimum.

Condition 1. The problem (1.1) has a unique optimal solution 𝑥★, and the dual problem (1.2) has a
unique optimal solution (𝑦★, 𝑠★).

Recently, Xiong [56] proves an accessible iteration bound for rPDHG applied to LPs under Condition 1.
This new iteration bound is in closed form of the optimal solution and optimal basis. Suppose that the optimal
basis of 𝑥★ is {1,2, . . . , 𝑚}. We still let 𝐵 and 𝑁 denote the submatrices of columns indexed in {1,2, . . . , 𝑚}
and {𝑚 + 1, 𝑚 + 2, . . . , 𝑛}. By Lemma 3.1, 𝐵 must be invertible. Then the iteration bound relies on the key
quantity Φ defined as follows:

Φ :=
(
∥𝑥★ + 𝑠★∥1

)
·max

 max
1≤ 𝑗≤𝑑

√︃

(𝐵−1𝑁)·, 𝑗


2 + 1

𝑠★
𝑚+ 𝑗

, max
1≤𝑖≤𝑚

√︃

(𝐵−1𝑁)𝑖, ·


2 + 1

𝑥★
𝑖

 . (4.4)

If Condition 1 does not hold, for notation simplicity, we let Φ :=∞. Then we have the following worst-case
iteration bounds for 𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 and 𝑇𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙:

Theorem 4.1 (Theorem 4.1 of Xiong [56]). Suppose that 𝐴𝑐 = 0 and rPDHG is applied to solve the
LP instance (1.1). The following iteration bounds hold:

1. (Optimal basis identification) There exists an absolute constant 𝑐1 > 1 such that:

𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 ≤ 𝑐1 · 𝜅Φ · ln (𝜅Φ) . (4.5)
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2. (Fast local convergence) There exists an absolute constant 𝑐2 > 0 such that:

𝑇𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙 ≤ 𝑐2 · ∥𝐵−1∥∥𝐴∥ ·max

{
0, ln

(
min1≤𝑖≤𝑛

{
𝑥★
𝑖
+ 𝑠★

𝑖

}
𝜀

)}
. (4.6)

Besides the “complex” expression of Φ in (4.4), Φ has the following simpler upper bound:

Lemma 4.5 (Proposition 3.1 of Xiong [56]). When Condition 1 holds, Φ ≤ ∥𝑥★+𝑠★∥1
min1≤𝑖≤𝑛{𝑥★𝑖 +𝑠★𝑖 }

· ∥𝐵−1𝐴∥.

Furthermore, it is actually indicated by Xiong [56] that Φ is equal to ∥𝑥
★+𝑠★∥1
𝜁𝑝∧𝜁𝑑 in which 𝜁𝑝 and 𝜁𝑑 are

equivalent to three types of condition measures for primal and dual problems respectively. They are (i)
stability under data perturbations, (ii) proximity to multiple optima, and (iii) the LP sharpness of the instance.

4.3. Proof of Theorem 3.1 In this section, we prove Theorem 3.1. Let 𝐵 be the 𝑚×𝑚 submatrix formed
by the first 𝑚 columns of 𝐴. We denote the condition number of 𝐴 by 𝜅, defined as 𝜅 := 𝜎1 (𝐴)

𝜎𝑚 (𝐴) . In addition,
we let 𝜑 denote the quantity 𝜑 as follows:

𝜑 :=
∥𝑥 + 𝑠∥1

min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 (𝑥𝑖 + 𝑠𝑖)
. (4.7)

We set 𝜑 :=∞ when min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 (𝑥𝑖 + 𝑠𝑖) = 0, 𝜅 :=∞ when 𝜎𝑚(𝐴) = 0, and ∥𝐵−1∥ :=∞ when 𝐵 lacks full rank.
We then establish the following upper bound for 𝜅Φ:
Lemma 4.6. For the random LP defined in Definition 3.4, if 𝑥 and 𝑠 satisfy the strict complementary

slackness condition, the following inequality holds:

𝜅Φ ≤ 𝜅 · ∥𝐵−1∥∥𝐴∥ · 𝜑 . (4.8)

Proof. When 𝐵 is full-rank, Lemma 3.1 implies that Condition 1 holds with X★ = {𝑥} and S★ = {𝑠}. In
this case, by Lemma 4.5, (4.8) holds. When 𝐵 is not full-rank, Lemma 3.1 implies that Condition 1 does not
hold and by definition, Φ=∞. Simultaneously, ∥𝐵−1∥ =∞ so inequality (4.8) still holds in this case. □

Roadmap of the proof of Theorem 3.1. The above Lemma 4.6 indicates that in order to analyze the tail
behavior of 𝜅Φ, we can study the tails of its components: 𝜅, ∥𝐵−1∥∥𝐴∥ and 𝜑. Therefore, below we study
them in Steps 1 to 3, after which we will combine these results to derive a tail bound for 𝜅 · ∥𝐵−1∥∥𝐴∥ · 𝜑
(Step 4) and complete the proof of Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.1 (Step 5).

Step 1. Tail bound of 𝜅. Before showing the result, we define some constants that will be frequently used
in the following analysis:

𝑐1 :=𝐶𝑟𝑣2 ∧ 6, 𝑐2 := 10𝜎𝐴𝐶𝑟𝑣1, 𝑐3 := 2𝑐2
2 . (4.9)

Note that here 𝑐1, 𝑐2 and 𝑐3 depend only on 𝜎𝐴, the sub-Gaussian parameter of 𝐴, and are independent of the
distribution of (𝑥, 𝑠) and the values of 𝑚 and 𝑛, because 𝐶𝑟𝑣1 and 𝐶𝑟𝑣2 are the constants in Lemma 4.2 that
depend only on 𝜎𝐴.

Lemma 4.7. The following inequality holds for 𝜅:

Pr
[
𝜅 ≥ 2𝑐2 ·

𝑛

𝑑 + 1

]
≤

(
1
2

)𝑑+1
+ 2𝑒−𝑐1𝑛 (4.10)

Proof. We apply Lemma 4.2 and Lemma 4.3 to bound the largest and smallest singular values of 𝐴. For
any 𝜀 > 0, let 𝐸1 denote the event 𝜎𝑚(𝐴) > 𝜀(

√
𝑛−
√
𝑚 − 1) and let 𝐸2 denote the event 𝜎1(𝐴) < 5𝜎𝐴

√
𝑛. In

the event 𝐸1 ∩ 𝐸2, it holds that 𝜅 = 𝜎1 (𝐴)
𝜎𝑚 (𝐴) <

5𝜎𝐴

√
𝑛

𝜀 (
√
𝑛−
√
𝑚−1)

=
5𝜎𝐴

𝜀
·
√
𝑛(
√
𝑛+
√
𝑚−1)

𝑑+1 ≤ 10𝜎𝐴

𝜀
· 𝑛
𝑑+1 . and thus

Pr
[
𝜅 ≥ 10𝜎𝐴

𝜀
· 𝑛

𝑑 + 1

]
≤ 1−Pr [𝐸1 ∩ 𝐸2] ≤ Pr

[
𝐸𝑐

1
]
+Pr

[
𝐸𝑐

2
]
≤ (𝐶𝑟𝑣1𝜀)𝑑+1 + 𝑒−𝐶𝑟𝑣2𝑛 + 𝑒−6𝑛 (4.11)

for any 𝜀 > 0. Here the last inequality is due to Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3. Therefore, setting 𝜀 as 1
2𝐶𝑟𝑣1

and we can
conclude that for 𝑐1 and 𝑐2 defined in (4.9), the desired inequality (4.10) holds. □
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Step 2. Tail bound of ∥𝐵−1∥∥𝐴∥. Next, we analyze the tail bound of ∥𝐵−1∥∥𝐴∥.
Lemma 4.8. For any 𝑡 > 0, the following inequality holds:

Pr
[
∥𝐵−1∥∥𝐴∥ ≥ 𝑡

]
≤ 𝑐2
√
𝑚𝑛

𝑡
+ 2𝑒−𝑐1𝑚 . (4.12)

Proof. The proof follows a similar structure to that of Lemma 4.7. We use Lemmas 4.2 and 4.3 to bound
the largest singular value of 𝐴 (equal to ∥𝐴∥) and the smallest singular value of 𝐵 (equal to 1/∥𝐵−1∥). For
any 𝜀 > 0, let 𝐸1 denote the event 𝜎𝑚(𝐵) > 𝜀(

√
𝑚 −
√
𝑚 − 1) and let 𝐸2 denote the event 𝜎1(𝐴) < 5𝜎𝐴

√
𝑛. In

the event 𝐸1 ∩ 𝐸2, it holds that ∥𝐵−1∥∥𝐴∥ = 𝜎1 (𝐴)
𝜎𝑚 (𝐵) <

5𝜎𝐴

√
𝑛

𝜀 (
√
𝑚−
√
𝑚−1)

=
5𝜎𝐴

𝜀
·
√
𝑛(
√
𝑚 +
√
𝑚 − 1) ≤ 10𝜎𝐴

𝜀
·
√
𝑚𝑛.

and thus

Pr
[
∥𝐵−1∥∥𝐴∥ ≥ 10𝜎𝐴

𝜀
·
√
𝑚𝑛

]
≤ 1−Pr [𝐸1 ∩ 𝐸2] ≤ Pr

[
𝐸𝑐

1
]
+Pr

[
𝐸𝑐

2
]

≤ 𝐶𝑟𝑣1𝜀 + 𝑒−𝐶𝑟𝑣2𝑚 + 𝑒−6𝑛 ≤ 𝐶𝑟𝑣1𝜀 + 𝑒−𝐶𝑟𝑣2𝑚 + 𝑒−6𝑚
(4.13)

where the third inequality uses Lemma 4.2 and 4.3, and the last inequality is due to 𝑚 ≤ 𝑛. Finally, replacing
𝜀 with 10𝜎𝐴

𝑡
·
√
𝑚𝑛 and using the definitions of 𝑐1 and 𝑐2 from (4.9), we conclude the inequality (4.12). The

result is valid for any 𝜀 > 0 and the corresponding 𝑡 > 0. □

Step 3. Tail bound of 𝜑. Before showing the result, we define two constants 𝑐4, 𝑐5 > 0 that will be
frequently used:

𝑐4 := 𝜇𝑢 + 2𝜎𝑢 and 𝑐5 :=𝐶𝑟𝑣2 ∧ 2 . (4.14)

Recall that here 𝜇𝑢 and 𝜎𝑢 denote the maxima of the means and the sub-Gaussian parameters of 𝑢’s
components, respectively.

Lemma 4.9. For all 𝑡 > 0, the following tail bound holds:

Pr [𝜑 ≥ 𝑡] ≤ 𝑐4𝑛
2

𝑡
+ 𝑒−2𝑛 . (4.15)

Furthermore, for all 𝛿 > 0, the probabilistic bound holds:

Pr
[

min
1≤𝑖≤𝑛

(𝑥𝑖 + 𝑠𝑖) ≤ 𝛿
]
≤ 𝑛𝛿 . (4.16)

Proof. Recall that the vector 𝑢 := (𝑢1, 𝑢2) equals 𝑥 + 𝑠 by definition, and

min
1≤𝑖≤𝑛

(𝑥𝑖 + 𝑠𝑖) = min
1≤𝑖≤𝑛

𝑢𝑖 , 𝜑 =
∥𝑥 + 𝑠∥1

min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 (𝑥𝑖 + 𝑠𝑖)
=

∑𝑛
𝑖=1 𝑢𝑖

min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 𝑢𝑖
. (4.17)

In the remainder of the proof we will mainly work on 𝑢.
We first derive the probabilistic upper bound of

∑𝑛
𝑖=1 𝑢𝑖. Suppose that for each 𝑢𝑖, its sub-Gaussian

parameter is 𝜎𝑖. Using Lemma 4.1, it holds for all 𝑡 > 0 that

Pr

[
𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑢𝑖 ≥ 𝑛𝜇𝑢 + 𝑡
]
≤ Pr

[
𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑢𝑖 ≥
𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

E[𝑢𝑖] + 𝑡
]
≤ exp

{
− 𝑡2

2
∑𝑛

𝑖=1 𝜎
2
𝑖

}
≤ exp

{
− 𝑡2

2𝑛𝜎2
𝑢

}
. (4.18)

Here the first inequality is due to E[𝑢𝑖] ≤ 𝜇𝑢 for all 𝑖 = 1,2, . . . , 𝑛, the second inequality uses Lemma 4.1, and
the last inequality is due to 𝜎𝑢 ≥ 𝜎𝑖 for all 𝑖 = 1,2, . . . , 𝑛.

Next we analyze the probabilistic lower bound of min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 𝑢𝑖 . Because the probability density of each 𝑢𝑖
is bounded by 1, we have Pr[𝑢𝑖 < 𝑡] ≤ 𝑡 and Pr[𝑢𝑖 ≥ 𝑡] ≥ 1− 𝑡 for any 𝑡 > 0, so

Pr
[

min
1≤𝑖≤𝑛

𝑢𝑖 ≥ 𝑡
]
= Pr

[
𝑢𝑖 ≥ 𝑡 for all 𝑖 = 1,2, . . . , 𝑛

]
=

𝑛∏
𝑖=1

Pr[𝑢𝑖 ≥ 𝑡] ≥ (1− 𝑡)𝑛 ≥ 1− 𝑛𝑡 . (4.19)
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This proves (4.16) if substituting 𝑡 = 𝛿 and min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 𝑢𝑖 = min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 (𝑥𝑖 + 𝑠𝑖).
We use 𝐸1 to denote the event

∑𝑛
𝑖=1 𝑢𝑖 ≥ 𝑛𝜇𝑢 + 2𝑛𝜎𝑢 and then the inequality (4.18) with 𝑡 = 2𝑛𝜎𝑢 implies

that Pr[𝐸1] ≤ 𝑒−2𝑛. For all 𝛿 > 0 we use 𝐸2, 𝛿 to denote the event min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 𝑢𝑖 ≤ 𝛿
𝑛
. By (4.19) we have

Pr[𝐸2, 𝛿] ≤ 𝛿. Therefore, for all 𝛿 > 0, it holds that

Pr
[ ∑𝑛

𝑖=1 𝑢𝑖

min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 𝑢𝑖
≥ 𝑛2(𝜇𝑢 + 2𝜎𝑢)

𝛿

]
≤ Pr

[
𝐸1 or 𝐸2, 𝛿

]
≤ Pr[𝐸1] +Pr[𝐸2, 𝛿] ≤ 𝑒−2𝑛 + 𝛿 . (4.20)

Replacing 𝛿 in (4.20) with 𝑐4𝑛
2

𝑡
and noting that 𝜇𝑢 +2𝜎𝑢 = 𝑐4 and

∑𝑛
𝑖=1 𝑢𝑖

min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 𝑢𝑖
= 𝜑, we can conclude (4.15). □

Step 4. Tail bound of 𝜅Φ. With the tail bounds of 𝜅 and ∥𝐵−1∥∥𝐴∥ provided in Lemmas 4.7 and 4.8, we
can derive a tail bound on their product. Using this tail bound, we then have the following tail bound of 𝜅Φ.

Lemma 4.10. For any 𝛿 ∈ (0,1], the following bound holds:

Pr
[
𝜅Φ ≥ ln(3/𝛿)

𝛿
· 6𝑐3𝑐4 ·

𝑛3.5𝑚0.5

𝑑 + 1

]
≤ 𝛿 +

(
1
2

)𝑑+1
+ 6𝑒−𝑐5𝑚 . (4.21)

Proof. First of all, we prove the following tail bound of 𝜅∥𝐵−1∥∥𝐴∥. For any 𝑡 > 0, we claim the following:

Pr
[
𝜅∥𝐵−1∥∥𝐴∥ ≥ 𝑡

]
≤ 1

𝑡
· 𝑐3𝑛

1.5𝑚0.5

𝑑 + 1
+

(
1
2

)𝑑+1
+ 4𝑒−𝑐1𝑚 . (4.22)

Let 𝑡0 be an arbitrary positive scalar, and we use 𝐸1 and 𝐸2 to denote the events 𝜅 ≥ 𝛼1 := 2𝑐2 · 𝑛
𝑑+1 and

∥𝐵−1∥∥𝐴∥ ≥ 𝛼2 := 𝑡0 · 𝑐2
√
𝑚𝑛, respectively. Then we have

Pr
[
𝜅∥𝐵−1∥∥𝐴∥ ≥ 𝑡0 · 2𝑐2

2 ·
𝑛1.5𝑚0.5

𝑑 + 1

]
= Pr

[
𝜅∥𝐵−1∥∥𝐴∥ ≥ 𝛼1𝛼2

]
≤ Pr

[
𝜅 ≥ 𝛼1 or ∥𝐵−1∥∥𝐴∥ ≥ 𝛼2

]
= Pr[𝐸1 ∪ 𝐸2] ≤ Pr[𝐸1] +Pr[𝐸2]

≤
(

1
2

)𝑑+1
+ 2𝑒−𝑐1𝑛 + 1

𝑡0
+ 2𝑒−𝑐1𝑚 ≤ 1

𝑡0
+

(
1
2

)𝑑+1
+ 4𝑒−𝑐1𝑚

(4.23)

where the second inequality uses the union bound, and the third inequality uses Lemmas 4.7 and 4.8 on
Pr[𝐸1] and Pr[𝐸2], and the last inequality is due to 𝑚 ≤ 𝑛. The above inequality holds for any 𝑡0 > 0. Note
that in the above (4.23), 2𝑐2

2 is equal to 𝑐3. Let 𝑡0 = 𝑡 ·
(
𝑐3 · 𝑛

1.5𝑚0.5

𝑑+1

)−1
and then (4.23) simplifies to (4.22).

This proves the tail bound claim (4.22).
With the tail bound of 𝜅∥𝐵−1∥∥𝐴∥ and the tail bound of 𝜑 from Lemma 4.9, we can now derive a tail

bound of 𝜅∥𝐵−1∥∥𝐴∥ · 𝜑 using Lemma 4.4. In the rest of the proof we use 𝑍 to denote 𝜅∥𝐵−1∥∥𝐴∥.
From the definition of the probabilistic model, 𝑍 and 𝜑 are independent. Then we can use Lemma 4.4 to

conclude the high-probability bound of 𝑍𝜑. Specifically, for any 𝛿 ∈ (0,1]:

Pr
[
𝑍𝜑 ≥ ln(3/𝛿)

𝛿
· 6𝑐4𝑛

2 · 𝑐3𝑛
1.5𝑚0.5

𝑑 + 1

]
≤ 𝛿 +

(
1
2

)𝑑+1
+ 4𝑒−𝑐1𝑚 + 2𝑒−2𝑛 ≤ 𝛿 +

(
1
2

)𝑑+1
+ 6𝑒−𝑐5𝑚 . (4.24)

Here the last inequality holds by noting that 𝑐5 :=𝐶𝑟𝑣2 ∧ 2 is no larger than either 2 or the 𝑐1 defined in (4.9),
and 𝑛 ≥ 𝑚.

Finally, Lemma 4.6 states that 𝜅Φ ≤ 𝑍𝜑 when (𝑥, 𝑠) satisfies the strict complementary slackness, which is
almost surely true. Therefore, for any 𝑇 > 0, Pr[𝜅Φ ≥ 𝑇] ≤ Pr[𝑍𝜑 ≥ 𝑇]. Substituting this relationship into
(4.24) completes the proof. □

Step 5. Proof of Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.1. Finally, we finish the proof.
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Proof of Theorem 3.1. Let 𝐸1 denote the event 𝜅Φ ≤ 𝛼1 := ln(3/𝛿 )
𝛿
·6𝑐3𝑐4 · 𝑛

3.5𝑚0.5

𝑑+1 . Using (4.5) of Theorem
4.1, 𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 ≤ 𝑐1𝜅Φ · ln(𝜅Φ) for an absolute constant 𝑐1 > 1, and we have:

Pr[𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 ≤ 𝑐1𝛼1 ln(𝑐1𝛼1)] ≥ Pr[𝑐1𝜅Φ · ln(𝜅Φ) ≤ 𝑐1𝛼1 ln(𝛼1)] = Pr[𝐸1] ≥ 1−
(
𝛿 +

(
1
2

)𝑑+1
+ 6𝑒−𝑐5𝑚

)
where the first inequality uses 𝑐1 > 1 and the last inequality follows from Lemma 4.10. This inequality is
exactly (3.3) if letting 𝑐0 be 𝑐4, 𝐶1 be 6𝑐1𝑐3 and 𝐶0 be 𝑐5. Furthermore, 𝐶1 and 𝐶0 depend only (and at most
polynomially) on 𝜎𝐴.

Now, let 𝐸2 denote the event ∥𝐵−1∥∥𝐴∥ ≤ 𝛼2 := 2
𝛿
· 𝑐2𝑛

0.5𝑚0.5 and let 𝐸3 denote the event min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 𝑢𝑖 ≥
𝛼3 := 𝛿

2𝑛 . From (4.6), there exists 𝑐2 > 0 such that 𝑇𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙 ≤ 𝑐2∥𝐵−1∥∥𝐴∥ ·max
{
0, ln

(
min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 𝑢𝑖

𝜀

)}
. In the joint

event 𝐸2 ∩ 𝐸3, it holds that 𝑇𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙 ≤ 𝑐2𝛼2 ·max
{
0, ln

( 𝛼3
𝜀

)}
. Using this, we have:

Pr
[
𝑇𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙 ≤ 𝑐2𝛼2 ·max

{
0, ln

( 𝛼3
𝜀

)}]
≥ Pr [𝐸2 ∩ 𝐸3] ≥ 1−Pr

[
𝐸𝑐

2
]
−Pr

[
𝐸𝑐

3
]
≥ 1− 𝛿 − 2𝑒−𝑐1𝑚 (4.25)

where the second inequality uses the union bound and the last inequality is due to Lemma 4.8 and (4.16) in
Lemma 4.9. Since 𝑐1 ≥ 𝑐5, 1− 𝛿 − 2𝑒−𝑐1𝑚 ≥ 1− 𝛿 − 2𝑒−𝑐5𝑚. Therefore, the inequality (4.25) yields (3.4) if
letting 𝐶2 be 2𝑐2𝑐2 and still letting 𝐶0 be 𝑐5. □

Remark 4.1. From the above proof, we may conclude that the constants 𝐶0,𝐶1,𝐶2 in Theorem 3.1 can
be explicitly represented as 𝐶0 := (𝐶rv2∧2), 𝐶1 := 1200 𝑐1 𝜎

2
𝐴
𝐶2

rv1, and 𝐶2 := 20 𝑐2 𝜎𝐴𝐶rv1. Here (𝐶rv1,𝐶rv2)
are the constants from Theorem 1.1 of Rudelson and Vershynin [41] (used in Lemma 4.2), and 𝑐1, 𝑐2 are the
absolute constants in Theorem 4.1 of Xiong [56] (used in Theorem 4.1). Here (𝐶rv1,𝐶rv2) depend only (and
at most polynomially) on the sub-Gaussian parameter 𝜎𝐴 of 𝐴.

Remark 4.2. The main idea of the proof of (3.3) is to establish the high-probability upper bound for 𝜅Φ
in Lemma 4.10. Theorem 3.1 of Xiong [56] shows a global linearly convergent rate of iteration complexity
𝑂 (𝜅Φ · log( 𝜅Φ( ∥𝑥

★∥+∥𝑠★∥ )
𝜀

)) for reaching an 𝜀-optimal solution. Since this complexity bound heavily relies
on 𝜅Φ as well, it is possible to use Lemma 4.10 to derive a high-probability bound on the global linearly
convergent rate of rPDHG. When 𝜀 ≥ 𝛿

2𝑛 or when 𝑇𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙 is equal to 0, rPDHG is essentially also linearly
convergent.

Proof of Corollary 3.1. The inequality (3.4) holds trivially for 𝛿 = 𝛿0 > 1. For 𝛿 = 𝛿0 < 1, we
can relax ln

(
𝛿0

2𝑛𝜀

)
to ln

(
1
𝜀

)
for simplicity. Then max

{
0, ln( 1

𝜀
)
}
= ln( 1

𝜀
) for 𝜀 ∈ (0,1). When 𝛿0 >

max{
(

1
𝑒𝐶0

)𝑚
,

(
1
2

)𝑑+1
}, the right-hand sides of (3.3) and (3.4) are lower bounded by 1 − 8𝛿0 and 1 − 3𝛿0,

respectively. Therefore, the probability of the events in (3.3) and (3.4) both happen is at least 1−11𝛿0. Finally,
replacing 𝛿 with 11𝛿0 completes the proof. □

5. Proof of Theorem 3.2 In this section, we prove Theorem 3.2. Section 5.1 introduces a few lemmas of
random matrices, such as the probabilistic lower bounds of intermediate singular values of a random matrix
and the Hanson-Wright inequality. Section 5.2 contains the detailed proof of Theorem 3.2.

5.1. Useful helper lemmas of random matrices In this subsection, we introduce some useful lemmas.
The first lemma below shows that the 𝑘-th largest singular value of a random matrix in R𝑛×𝑛 grows linearly
as Ω

(
𝑛+1−𝑘√

𝑛

)
with high probability for all 𝑘 = 1,2, . . . , 𝑛.

Lemma 5.1. Let 𝑊 be a random matrix of Definition 3.2 in R𝑛×𝑛. For every 𝛿 > 0, we have

Pr
[
𝜎𝑘 (𝑊) ≥

𝛿(𝑛− 𝑘 + 1)
4𝐶𝑟𝑣1

√
𝑛

for all 𝑘 = 1,2, . . . , 𝑛
]
≥ 1− 𝛿 − 𝑛𝑒−𝐶𝑟𝑣2𝑛 , (5.1)

where 𝐶𝑟𝑣1 and 𝐶𝑟𝑣2 are constants from Lemma 4.2.
The proof of the above lemma uses the min-max principle for singular values and Lemma 4.2 on submatrices

of the random matrix. The proof is deferred to Appendix D.
The second lemma is the Hanson-Wright inequality, which provides a tail bound on the quadratic form of a

random vector.
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Lemma 5.2 (Hanson-Wright inequality, Theorem 6.2.1 of Vershynin [53]). Let 𝑣 ∈ R𝑛 be a random
vector with i.i.d. components, each following a sub-Gaussian distribution with mean zero, unit variance, and
parameter 𝜎. Let 𝑀 be a matrix in R𝑛×𝑛. Then for all 𝑡 ≥ 0, we have

Pr
[��𝑣⊤𝑀𝑣 −E

[
𝑣⊤𝑀𝑣

] �� ≥ 𝑡] ≤ 2 · exp

[
−𝐶ℎ𝑤 ·min

(
𝑡2

𝜎4∥𝑀 ∥2
𝐹

,
𝑡

𝜎2∥𝑀 ∥

)]
, (5.2)

where 𝐶ℎ𝑤 is a positive absolute constant.
With the Hanson-Wright inequality, a direct application is obtaining the tail bound for ∥𝑊−1𝑣∥2, where 𝑣

is a random vector and 𝑊 is a matrix in R𝑛×𝑛 with a guaranteed lower bound on all its singular values. The
proof is deferred to Appendix D.

Lemma 5.3. Suppose 𝑊 ∈ R𝑛×𝑛 satisfies the condition that there exists a constant 𝑐0 > 0 such that for all
𝑘 = 1,2, . . . , 𝑛 it holds that

𝜎𝑘 (𝑊) ≥
𝑐0(𝑛− 𝑘 + 1)
√
𝑛

. (5.3)

Let 𝑣 ∈ R𝑛 be a random vector with i.i.d. components that follow a zero-mean, unit-variance, sub-Gaussian
distribution of parameter 𝜎. Then for all 𝛾 ≥ 0, the following inequality holds:

Pr

[
∥𝑊−1𝑣∥2 ≥ 2𝑛(1+𝜎2𝛾)

𝑐2
0

]
≤ 2 · exp

(
−2𝐶ℎ𝑤 min{𝛾2, 𝛾}

)
. (5.4)

Here 𝐶ℎ𝑤 is the constant in Lemma 5.2.

5.2. Proof of Theorem 3.2 In the proof of Theorems 3.1, we used Lemma 4.5 to derive an upper bound
for 𝜅Φ. However, directly using the expression of Φ in Definition 4.4, we can derive a tighter upper bound for
𝜅Φ in the case of the probabilistic model with Gaussian constraint matrices. The proof of Theorem 3.2 is
organized into four steps.

Roadmap of the proof of Theorem 3.2. In Step 1, we show that 𝜅Φ can be bounded as 𝜅Φ ≤ 𝜅 ·𝜑 · (𝑍𝑝∨𝑍𝑑),
where 𝑍𝑝 and 𝑍𝑑 are newly defined random variables. We have already established probabilistic upper
bounds for 𝜅 and 𝜑 in Section 4, so in Step 2, we derive probabilistic upper bounds for 𝑍𝑝 ∨ 𝑍𝑑 . In Step 3,
we combine these results to obtain a new high-probability bound for 𝜅Φ. Finally, we complete the proof of
Theorem 3.2 and Corollary 3.2 in Step 4.

Step 1. A new upper bound of 𝜅Φ. We start with some useful properties of Gaussian matrices. Gaussian
matrices are invariant under orthogonal complementary. Specifically, suppose that 𝐴 is an 𝑚 × 𝑛 Gaussian
matrix where 𝑚 < 𝑛. The null space of 𝐴 has the same distribution as the image space of another 𝑑 × 𝑛
Gaussian matrix 𝑄 that depends on 𝐴. With this property, the probabilistic model has some useful properties,
such as the symmetry of the primal and dual problems (see more in Todd [51]). In other words, for an instance
of the probabilistic model with a Gaussian constraint matrix, the dual problem (2.1) is itself an instance of
the probabilistic model with a Gaussian constraint matrix.

Lemma 5.4 (Theorem 2.4 of Todd [51]). For an instance of the probabilistic model in Definition 3.4
with a Gaussian constraint matrix 𝐴 ∈ R𝑚×𝑛, the dual problem (2.1) is also an instance of the probabilistic
model with a Gaussian constraint matrix 𝑄 ∈ R𝑑×𝑛.

According to Lemma 3.1, instances of the probabilistic model with Gaussian constraint matrices satisfy
Condition 1 almost surely withX★ = {𝑥} and S★ = {𝑠}, because Gaussian matrices are full-rank almost surely.
Consequently, the optimal basis of the primal problem is almost surely {1,2, . . . , 𝑚}, while the optimal
basis of its dual problem (2.1) is almost surely {𝑚 + 1, 𝑚 + 2, . . . , 𝑛}. Let Θ denote the primal optimal basis
{1,2, . . . , 𝑚}, and let Θ̄ denote its complement {𝑚 + 1, 𝑚 + 2, . . . , 𝑛}. Then 𝐴Θ is exactly 𝐵 and 𝐴Θ̄ is 𝑁 . For
the primal problem, the simplex tableau 𝐴−1

Θ
𝐴Θ̄ at the optimal solution is 𝐵−1𝑁 . For the dual problem, it is

𝑄−1
Θ̄
𝑄Θ, where 𝑄−1

Θ̄
𝑄Θ is equal to −(𝐵−1𝑁)⊤, as stated below:
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Lemma 5.5 (Lemma 3.6 of Xiong [56]). The matrix 𝑄−1
Θ̄
𝑄Θ is equal to −(𝐵−1𝑁)⊤.

Using Lemma 5.5, the terms ∥(𝐵−1𝑁)·, 𝑗 ∥2 in Definition 4.4 of Φ can be converted into ∥(𝑄−1
Θ̄
𝑄Θ)·,𝑖 ∥2.

Given that Condition 1 holds almost surely with X★ = {𝑥} and S★ = {𝑠}, we can rewrite Φ as follows:

Φ=
(
∥𝑥 + 𝑠∥1

)
·max

 max
1≤ 𝑗≤𝑑

√︃
∥(𝐵−1𝑁)·, 𝑗 ∥2 + 1

𝑠 𝑗+𝑚
, max

1≤𝑖≤𝑚

√︃
∥(𝑄−1

Θ̄
𝑄Θ)·,𝑖 ∥2 + 1

𝑥𝑖


≤ ∥𝑥 + 𝑠∥1

min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 (𝑥𝑖 + 𝑠𝑖)︸                 ︷︷                 ︸
Denoted by 𝜑

·max

{
max

1≤ 𝑗≤𝑑

√︃
∥(𝐵−1𝑁)·, 𝑗 ∥2 + 1︸                           ︷︷                           ︸

Denoted by 𝑍𝑝

, max
1≤𝑖≤𝑚

√︃
∥(𝑄−1

Θ̄
𝑄Θ)·,𝑖 ∥2 + 1︸                             ︷︷                             ︸

Denoted by 𝑍𝑑

} (5.5)

in which the first term of the product is denoted by 𝜑, and the two terms in the bracket are denoted by 𝑍𝑝 and
𝑍𝑑 , respectively. Therefore, almost surely, we have

𝜅Φ ≤ 𝜅 · 𝜑 · (𝑍𝑝 ∨ 𝑍𝑑) . (5.6)

Tail bounds for 𝜅 and 𝜑 have already been established in Lemma 4.7 and Lemma 4.9, respectively. Thus, the
primary focus will be on deriving a tail bound for 𝑍𝑝 ∨ 𝑍𝑑 .

Step 2. Tail bound of 𝑍𝑝 ∨ 𝑍𝑑 . Although 𝑍𝑝 and 𝑍𝑑 are not independent, they are of a symmetric structure
and the matrices 𝐵 and 𝑄Θ̄ are both Gaussian random matrices, which provide convenience for our analysis.
To simplify notations, we define the following parameters for any 𝛾 ≥ 0:

𝑐6 :=
√︃

256 ·𝐶2
𝑟𝑣1 + 1 and 𝛿𝛾 := 2𝑛 · exp

(
−2𝐶ℎ𝑤 min{𝛾2, 𝛾}

)
+ 𝑛 · 𝑒−𝐶𝑟𝑣2 · (𝑚∧𝑑) . (5.7)

Here 𝑐6 is a fixed absolute constant as 𝐶𝑟𝑣1 depends only on 𝜎𝐴, which is equal to 1 for Gaussian matrices.
Additionally, 𝛿𝛾 decreases exponentially with 𝛾, 𝑚 and 𝑑, so for sufficiently large 𝛾, 𝑚 and 𝑑, the 𝛿𝛾 becomes
negligible compared to 𝛿.

Lemma 5.6. For all 𝛿 > 0 and 𝛾 ≥ 1, the following bound holds:

Pr
[
𝑍𝑝 ∨ 𝑍𝑑 ≥

𝑐6
√
𝑛𝛾

𝛿

]
≤ 𝛿 + 𝛿𝛾 (5.8)

for 𝑐6 and 𝛿𝛾 defined in (5.7).
Proof. When 𝛿 > 1, (5.8) is trivial. Later we consider the case 𝛿 ∈ (0,1].
We first study the upper bound for 𝑍𝑝. The same reasoning will apply symmetrically to 𝑍𝑑 . For the matrix

𝐵, let 𝐸𝛿 denote the event 𝜎𝑘 (𝐵) ≥ 𝛿
4𝐶𝑟𝑣1

· 𝑚−𝑘+1√
𝑚

for all 𝑘 = 1,2, . . . , 𝑚. By Lemma 5.1, we have

Pr [𝐸𝛿] ≥ 1− 𝛿 −𝑚𝑒−𝐶𝑟𝑣2𝑚 . (5.9)

Next, Lemma 5.3 implies that for each 𝑗 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑑},

Pr
∥𝐵−1𝑁·, 𝑗 ∥2 ≥

2𝑚(1+𝜎2𝛾)
𝛿2

16𝐶2
𝑟𝑣1

������ 𝐸𝛿

 ≤ 2 · exp
(
−2𝐶ℎ𝑤 min{𝛾2, 𝛾}

)
. (5.10)

Here 𝜎 = 1 because 𝑁·, 𝑗 is a standard Gaussian vector (unit variance entries). Using the union bound over all
𝑗 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑑}, it follows that:

Pr

[
max

1≤ 𝑗≤𝑑
∥𝐵−1𝑁·, 𝑗 ∥2 ≥

32𝑚𝐶2
𝑟𝑣1(1+ 𝛾)
𝛿2

����� 𝐸𝛿

]
≤ 2𝑑 · exp

(
−2𝐶ℎ𝑤 min{𝛾2, 𝛾}

)
. (5.11)
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Combining (5.9) and (5.11), we have:

Pr

[
max

1≤ 𝑗≤𝑑
∥𝐵−1𝑁·, 𝑗 ∥2 ≥

32𝑚𝐶2
𝑟𝑣1(1+ 𝛾)
𝛿2

]
≤ 2𝑑 · exp

(
−2𝐶ℎ𝑤 min{𝛾2, 𝛾}

)
+ 𝛿 +𝑚𝑒−𝐶𝑟𝑣2𝑚 . (5.12)

Similarly, for max1≤𝑖≤𝑚 ∥𝑄−1
Θ̄
𝑄Θ∥2, we have:

Pr

[
max

1≤𝑖≤𝑚
∥(𝑄−1

Θ̄
𝑄Θ)·,𝑖 ∥2 ≥

32𝑑𝐶2
𝑟𝑣1(1+ 𝛾)
𝛿2

]
≤ 2𝑚 · exp

(
−2𝐶ℎ𝑤 min{𝛾2, 𝛾}

)
+ 𝛿 + 𝑑𝑒−𝐶𝑟𝑣2𝑑 . (5.13)

Combining (5.12) and (5.13), and noting that 𝑛 =𝑚 + 𝑑, we have:

Pr
𝑍𝑝 ∨ 𝑍𝑑 ≥

√︄
32𝑛𝐶2

𝑟𝑣1(1+ 𝛾)
𝛿2 + 1

 ≤ 2𝑛 · exp
(
−2𝐶ℎ𝑤 min{𝛾2, 𝛾}

)
+ 2𝛿 + 𝑛 · 𝑒−𝐶𝑟𝑣2 · (𝑚∧𝑑) . (5.14)

Replacing 𝛿 in (5.14) with 𝛿/2 proves:

Pr
𝑍𝑝 ∨ 𝑍𝑑 ≥

√︄
128𝑛 ·𝐶2

𝑟𝑣1(1+ 𝛾)
𝛿2 + 1

 ≤ 𝛿 + 2𝑛 · exp
(
−2𝐶ℎ𝑤 min{𝛾2, 𝛾}

)
+ 𝑛 · 𝑒−𝐶𝑟𝑣2 · (𝑚∧𝑑) . (5.15)

To show (5.8), note that for 𝛾 ≥ 1 and 𝛿 ∈ (0,1],√︄
128𝑛 ·𝐶2

𝑟𝑣1(1+ 𝛾)
𝛿2 + 1 ≤

√︄
256𝐶2

𝑟𝑣1 · 𝑛𝛾
𝛿2 + 1 ≤

√︄
(256𝐶2

𝑟𝑣1 + 1) · 𝑛𝛾
𝛿2 =

𝑐6
√
𝑛𝛾

𝛿
.

Substituting this inequality into (5.15) yields (5.8). □

Step 3. Tail bound of 𝜅Φ. We now combine the tail bounds established in Lemma 4.7, Lemma 4.9, and
Lemma 5.6 to derive a tail bound for 𝜅 · 𝜑 · (𝑍𝑝 ∨ 𝑍𝑑), which directly provides a probabilistic upper bound
for 𝜅Φ. To simplify the notation, we define two absolute constants:

𝑐7 :=𝐶𝑟𝑣2 ∧ ln(2) and 𝑐8 := max
{
1, 1√

2𝐶ℎ𝑤

}
. (5.16)

Here 𝑐7 is an absolute constant because 𝐶𝑟𝑣2 only depends on the sub-Gaussian parameter 𝜎𝐴, which is
always equal to 1 for Gaussian matrices.

Lemma 5.7. For all 𝛿 ∈ (0,1), the following inequality holds:

Pr


𝜅Φ ≥ 24𝑐2𝑐4𝑐6𝑐8 ·

𝑛3.5

𝑑 + 1
·

ln
(

6
𝛿

) √︂
ln

(
4𝑛
𝛿

)
𝛿


≤ 𝛿 + (𝑛 + 5)

(
1
𝑒𝑐7

)𝑚∧𝑑
. (5.17)

Proof. First of all, we study the tail bound of 𝜅 · (𝑍𝑝 ∨ 𝑍𝑑). According to Lemma 4.7, using the union
bound, we obtain the following probabilistic upper bound of 𝜅 · (𝑍𝑝 ∨ 𝑍𝑑):

Pr
[
𝜅 · (𝑍𝑝 ∨ 𝑍𝑑) ≥

𝑐6
√
𝑛𝛾

𝛿
· 2𝑐2 ·

𝑛

𝑑 + 1

]
≤ 𝛿 + 𝛿𝛾 +

(
1
2

)𝑑+1
+ 2

(
1
𝑒𝑐1

)𝑛︸                ︷︷                ︸
Denoted by 𝛿0

(5.18)
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for all 𝛾 ≥ 1 and 𝛿 > 0. Replacing 𝑐6
√
𝑛𝛾

𝛿
· 2𝑐2 · 𝑛

𝑑+1 by 𝑡 yields the following tail bound:

Pr
[
𝜅 · (𝑍𝑝 ∨ 𝑍𝑑) ≥ 𝑡

]
≤

2𝑐2𝑐6
√
𝑛𝛾 · 𝑛

𝑑+1
𝑡

+ 𝛿𝛾 + 𝛿0 . (5.19)

Next, observe that 𝜅 · (𝑍𝑝 ∨ 𝑍𝑑) and 𝜑 are independent, and 𝜑 already has a tail bound in Lemma
4.9. Let 𝑋 = 𝜅 · (𝑍𝑝 ∨ 𝑍𝑑) and 𝑌 = 𝜑. Using Lemma 4.4, we can derive the probabilistic upper bound for
𝑋𝑌 = 𝜅 · 𝜑 · (𝑍𝑝 ∨ 𝑍𝑑):

Pr

[
𝜅 · 𝜑 · (𝑍𝑝 ∨ 𝑍𝑑) ≥

6 · 2𝑐2𝑐6
√
𝑛𝛾 𝑛

𝑑+1 · 𝑐4𝑛
2 · ln(3/𝛿)

𝛿

]
≤ 𝛿 + 𝛿𝛾 + 𝛿0 + 2 · 𝑒−2𝑛 (5.20)

for all 𝛿 > 0 and 𝛾 ≥ 1. According to (5.6), 𝜅Φ ≤ 𝜅 · 𝜑 · (𝑍𝑝 ∨ 𝑍𝑑) so

Pr
[
𝜅Φ ≥ 12𝑐2𝑐4𝑐6 ·

𝑛3.5

𝑑 + 1
·
√
𝛾 · ln(3/𝛿)

𝛿

]
≤ 𝛿 + 𝛿𝛾 + 𝛿0 + 2 · 𝑒−2𝑛 . (5.21)

Then we simplify the right-hand side of (5.21). Substituting the values of 𝛿𝛾 and 𝛿0, we have:

𝛿 + 𝛿𝛾+𝛿0 + 2 · 𝑒−2𝑛 = 𝛿 + 2𝑛 · exp(−2𝐶ℎ𝑤 min{𝛾2, 𝛾}) + 𝑛 ·
(

1
𝑒𝐶𝑟𝑣2

)𝑚∧𝑑
+

(
1
2

)𝑑+1
+ 2

(
1

𝑒𝐶𝑟𝑣2∧6

)𝑛
+ 2 ·

(
1
𝑒2

)𝑛
≤ 𝛿 + 2𝑛 · exp(−2𝐶ℎ𝑤 min{𝛾2, 𝛾}) + (𝑛 + 5)

(
1
𝑒𝑐7

)𝑚∧𝑑 (5.22)

where the last inequality follows from 𝑐7 =𝐶𝑟𝑣2 ∧ ln(2), as defined in (5.16). We now choose:

𝛾 = max
{
1,

1
2𝐶ℎ𝑤

· ln
(
2𝑛
𝛿

)}
. (5.23)

In this way, since 𝛾 ≥ 1 we have min{𝛾2, 𝛾} = 𝛾, and hence 2𝑛 ·exp
(
−2𝐶ℎ𝑤 min{𝛾2, 𝛾}

)
= 2𝑛 ·exp(−2𝐶ℎ𝑤𝛾) ≤

𝛿. From (5.22) we conclude that 𝛿 + 𝛿𝛾 + 𝛿0 + 2 · 𝑒−2𝑛 is further upper bounded by 2𝛿 + (𝑛 + 5)
(

1
𝑒𝑐7

)𝑚∧𝑑
.

Substituting the value of 𝛾 into (5.21) yields

Pr


𝜅Φ ≥ 12𝑐2𝑐4𝑐6 ·

𝑛3.5

𝑑 + 1
·

ln
(

3
𝛿

)
·max

{
1,

√︂
1

2𝐶ℎ𝑤
· ln

(
2𝑛
𝛿

)}
𝛿


≤ 2𝛿 + (𝑛 + 5)

(
1
𝑒𝑐7

)𝑚∧𝑑
. (5.24)

Finally, since max
{
1,

√︂
1

2𝐶ℎ𝑤
· ln

(
2𝑛
𝛿

)}
≤ 𝑐8

√︂
ln

(
2𝑛
𝛿

)
for 𝛿 < 1

2 (as per (5.16)), replacing 𝛿 with 𝛿
2 in the

above inequality yields the desired probabilistic bound (5.17). □

Step 4. Proof of Theorem 3.2 and Corollary 3.2. Finally, we finish the proof.

Proof of Theorem 3.2. Let 𝐸 denote the event 𝜅Φ ≤ 𝛼 := 24𝑐2𝑐4𝑐6𝑐8 · 𝑛
3.5

𝑑+1 ·
ln

( 6
𝛿

)√︃
ln( 4𝑛

𝛿 )
𝛿

. Due to (4.5) of
Theorem 4.1, 𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 ≤ 𝑐1𝜅Φ · ln(𝜅Φ) for an absolute constant 𝑐1 > 1, and thus we have:

Pr[𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 ≤ 𝑐1𝛼 · ln(𝑐1𝛼)] ≥ Pr[𝑐1𝜅Φ · ln(𝜅Φ) ≤ 𝑐1𝛼 · ln(𝛼)] ≥ Pr[𝐸] ≥ 1− 𝛿 − (𝑛 + 5)
(

1
𝑒𝑐7

)𝑚∧𝑑
. (5.25)

where the first inequality uses 𝑐1 > 1 and the last inequality is due to Lemma 5.7. The inequality (5.25) yields
(3.5) if letting 𝑐0 be 𝑐4, 𝐶0 be 𝑐7, and 𝐶1 be 24𝑐1𝑐2𝑐6𝑐8. Here 𝑐2, 𝑐6, 𝑐7 and 𝑐8 are all absolute constants
because 𝜎𝐴 = 1 for a Gaussian matrix 𝐴, so 𝐶0 and 𝐶1 are absolute constants as well. This proves (3.5) in
which 𝐶0 = 𝑐7.
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As for 𝑇𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙, the proof follows exactly the proof of Theorem 3.1 because the Gaussian matrix is also
a sub-Gaussian matrix. But 𝐶0 can still take value 𝑐7 because 𝑐1 = 𝐶𝑟𝑣2 ∧ 6 ≥ 𝑐7 = 𝐶𝑟𝑣2 ∧ ln(2) and thus
the right-hand side of (4.25) is further lower bounded by 1− 𝛿 − 2𝑒−𝑐1𝑚 ≥ 1− 𝛿 − 2𝑒−𝑐7𝑚 = 1− 𝛿 − 2𝑒−𝐶0𝑚.
Compared with the proof of Theorem 3.1, now 𝐶2 and 𝐶0 are absolute constants because 𝜎𝐴 must be 1. This
completes the proof of Theorem 3.2. □

Remark 5.1. From the above proof, (𝐶0,𝐶1,𝐶2) may be explicitly given by 𝐶0 := (𝐶rv2 ∧ ln 2), 𝐶1 :=
24 𝑐1 (10𝜎𝐴𝐶rv1)

√︃
256𝐶2

rv1 + 1 · max
{
1, (2𝐶hw)−1/2

}
, and 𝐶2 := 20 𝑐2 𝜎𝐴𝐶rv1. Here (𝐶rv1,𝐶rv2) are the

constants from Theorem 1.1 of Rudelson and Vershynin [41], 𝑐1, 𝑐2 are the absolute constants in Theorem
4.1 in Xiong [56], and 𝐶hw is the absolute constant in the Hanson-Wright inequality as stated, e.g., in
Theorem 6.2.1 of Vershynin [53] (used in Lemma 5.2). Note that (𝐶rv1,𝐶rv2) depend only on 𝜎𝐴 but for the
Gaussian matrix 𝐴 defined in Definition 3.6, 𝜎𝐴 is equal to 1, so (𝐶0,𝐶1,𝐶2) are also absolute constants.

Proof of Corollary 3.2. Since 𝜀 ∈ (0,1), we have ln
(

𝛿0
2𝑛𝜀

)
to ln

(
1
𝜀

)
, and max

{
0, ln( 𝛿0

2𝑛𝜀 )
}
≤

max
{
0, ln( 1

𝜀
)
}
= ln( 1

𝜀
) for all 𝜀 ∈ (0,1). When 𝛿0 > (𝑛 + 5)

(
1

𝑒𝐶0

)𝑚∧𝑑
, it also holds that 𝛿0 > 2

(
1

𝑒𝐶0

)𝑚
, so

the right-hand sides of (3.5) and (3.6) are lower bounded by 1− 2𝛿0. The probability of the events in (3.5)
and (3.6) both occurring is then at least 1− 4𝛿0. Finally, replacing 4𝛿0 with 𝛿 completes the proof. □

6. Experimental Confirmation of the High-Probability Polynomial-Time Complexity This section
presents the experimental results of rPDHG applied to randomly generated LP instances to validate our
high-probability complexity analysis. Section 6.1 confirms the tail behavior of the iteration counts in both
stages. Section 6.2 demonstrates the polynomial dependence of the number of iterations on the dimension 𝑛.

We implement rPDHG for the standard-form problem (1.1), following Algorithm 1 in Appendix A. In
our numerical experiments, we regard an LP instance successfully solved if rPDHG computes a primal-dual
solution pair (𝑥𝑘 , 𝑦𝑘) within a Euclidean distance 10−4 to the optimal solution, namely, ∥(𝑥𝑘 , 𝑦𝑘) − (𝑥★, 𝑦★)∥ ≤
10−4. Compared with the regularly used KKT errors, the Euclidean distance is a more straightforward measure
of optimality, and the probabilistic model with Gaussian input data ensures easy access to (𝑥★, 𝑦★). It is also
the same criterion used in the experiments of Xiong [56]. We manually classify the iterations into two stages.
Stage I comprises all iterations until the support set of 𝑥𝑘 settles down to the optimal basis, while Stage II
consists of all subsequent iterations. These stages correspond to the optimal basis identification and fast local
convergence stages analyzed in Section 3.

6.1. Tail behavior of the iteration count This subsection presents experimental confirmation of the
tail of the Stage-I and Stage-II iteration counts. We apply rPDHG to 1,000 LP instances generated according
to Definition 3.4 for 𝑛 = 100 and 𝑚 = 50. The constraint matrix 𝐴 is a Gaussian matrix. The vectors 𝑥 and 𝑠

are constructed with i.i.d. nonzero components, each drawn from the folded Gaussian distribution (absolute
value of a Gaussian random variable of zero mean and unit variance). In all experiments, we use the objective
vector 𝑐 so that 𝐴𝑐 = 0. Figure 1 shows the number of iterations required to complete Stages I and II of at
least a (1− 𝛿) fraction of instances, for different values of 𝛿 in (0,1).

Theorems 3.1 and 3.2 theoretically predict that the number of iterations for completing the Stage I and
Stage II with (1 − 𝛿) success rate should grow with 1

𝛿
(at rates 𝑂 ( 1

𝛿
) or 𝑂 ( 1

𝛿
), respectively), except for

exponentially small 𝛿. If the theory is exact, in Figures 1a and 1b (log-log plots with reversed horizontal
axes), the slopes should be roughly equal to 1, meaning that the number of iterations required has a reciprocal
relationship with 𝛿. Indeed, it can be observed from Figure 1 that the slopes are both of approximately 1,
particularly for 𝛿 in the range between 0.1 and 0.01. These observations confirm our theoretical prediction in
the dependence with 𝛿, the tail behavior of the iteration counts.

6.2. Polynomial dependence of the iteration count on the problem dimension This subsection
examines how iteration counts of the two stages scale with the problem dimension (number of variables) in
practice. We generate LP instances according to Definition 3.4 with 𝑚 = 𝑛/2 for 𝑛 in {4,8,16,32, . . . }. As
in Section 6.1, the constraint matrix 𝐴 is a Gaussian matrix, and the vector 𝑢 has i.i.d. components, each
obeying the folded Gaussian distribution. For each value of 𝑛, we generate 100 LP instances and compute the
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Figure 1. Number of iterations required to complete Stages I and II of at least a (1− 𝛿) fraction of instances
(a) Stage I
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(b) Stage II
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Figure 2. The median values and interquartile range (IQR) of Stage-I and Stage-II iteration counts for various
dimensions 𝑛 (for LP instances with Gaussian input data).
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(b) Stage II
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first quantile, median, and the third quantile of both Stage-I and Stage-II iteration counts. Figure 2 shows the
relation between these statistics of the iteration counts and the number of variables 𝑛.

Theorem 3.2 predicts that in most cases, the Stage-I and Stage-II iteration counts should scale as 𝑂 (𝑛2.5)
and 𝑂 (𝑛), respectively. If the theory is exact, since Figures 2a and 2b are log-log plots, the slopes should be
approximately 2.5 and 1, respectively, corresponding to polynomial dependencies of degree 2.5 and 1 on 𝑛.
Based on these insights, we fit prediction models to the median iteration counts using slopes of 2.5 and 1 for
Stages I and II; the predicted iteration counts using these models are shown by the dashed lines in the two
figures for Stage I and Stage II respectively. Figure 2a shows that the Stage-I iteration count performs better
than our theoretical bound 𝑂 (𝑛2.5) in Theorem 3.2 as it does not grow as fast as the dashed line. Instead, the
practical iteration count dependence on 𝑛 is roughly 𝑂 (𝑛) times less than our model. As for Stage II, Figure
2b shows that the iteration count aligns well with our model, the linear relation 𝑂 (𝑛) predicted by Theorems
3.1 and 3.2. Overall, the slower growth of Stage-II iterations relative to Stage-I validates the insight that the
local linear convergence is faster, particularly for larger problem dimensions.
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A similar gap between the observed practical performance and the probabilistic analysis is common in
the average-case analysis literature of classic methods as well. For instance, Shamir [44] summarizes many
reported practical experiences of the simplex method performance on real-life LP problems, and concludes
that the number of iterations for real-life problems is usually observed no higher than 𝑂 (𝑚) for LP instances
with 𝑚 linear constraints, but the average-case analyses of Adler and Megiddo [3], Todd [50] and Adler et al.
[1] all prove a quadratic dependence of the expected iteration count on the problem dimension in theory.
Similarly, the interior-point method iteration count often shows logarithmic growth in the problem dimension
𝑛 in practice, despite the polynomial dependence on 𝑛 proven in the probabilistic analyses by Anstreicher
et al. [6], Dunagan et al. [19], Ye [61] and others. Our high-probability iteration bound for Stage I iterations
(shown by Theorem 3.2) also overestimates the empirical scaling by a factor of 𝑂 (𝑛), while our Stage-II
bound accurately predicts the observed dependence on 𝑛. In addition to revealing that the complexity of
rPDHG is polynomial in dimension with high probability, an interesting research question is how to further
shrink the gap between theory and practice in terms of the polynomial dependence on 𝑛? We conjecture that
the Stage-I iteration count might actually be bounded by 𝑂 ( 𝑛1.5

𝛿
) within a probability at least 1− 𝛿 for 𝛿 that

is not exponentially small. Clearly, this issue and the question merit more research in the future.
From Figure 2a, a small prefactor (about 1.906) multiplying 𝑛2.5 already upper-bounds the median Stage-I

iteration counts over the tested range. Similarly, Figure 2b suggests that a modest prefactor (about 135.0)
multiplying 𝑛 already upper-bounds the median Stage-II iteration counts. These observations empirically
suggest that the constants 𝑐0𝐶1 and𝐶2 need not be large for the bounds in Theorem 3.2 to hold with probability
at least one half.

Furthermore, we conducted the same experiment for LP instances with sub-Gaussian input data as well.
The only difference is that each entry of 𝐴 is i.i.d. Rademacher (takes values 1 and −1 with probability 1/2).
The experimental results are shown in Figure 3. Theorem 3.1 predicts that in most cases, the Stage-I and
Stage-II iteration counts should scale as 𝑂 (𝑛3) and 𝑂 (𝑛), respectively. Based on these insights, we also fit
prediction models to the median iteration counts using slopes of 3 and 1 for Stages I and II. The insights from
this sub-Gaussian input data case (including the gap with the theoretical predictions) are no different from
the experiment with Gaussian input data.

Figure 3. The median values and interquartile range (IQR) of Stage-I and Stage-II iteration counts for various
dimensions 𝑛 (for LP instances with sub-Gaussian input data).
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(b) Stage II
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7. How the Disparity among Optimal Solution Components Affects the Performance of rPDHG
In this section, we use probabilistic analysis to investigate how the disparity among the optimal solution
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components affects the performance of rPDHG. When X★ = {𝑥★} and S★ = {𝑠★}, we define the disparity
ratio as follows:

𝜙 :=
1
𝑛
·∑𝑛

𝑖=1
(
𝑥★
𝑖
+ 𝑠★

𝑖

)
min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 (𝑥★𝑖 + 𝑠★𝑖 )

. (7.1)

Note that 𝜙 ≥ 1, with equality holding if and only if 𝑥★ + 𝑠★ is a scalar multiple of the all-ones vector 𝑒. Let
𝐸𝑥★,𝑠★ denote the event of having optimum X★ = {𝑥★} and S★ = {𝑠★}, and we conduct probabilistic analysis
on the iteration bound conditioned on the event 𝐸𝑥★,𝑠★. Our result shows that with high probability, 𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠
depends linearly on the disparity ratio 𝜙, while 𝑇𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙 is nearly independent of 𝜙.

Theorem 7.1. Suppose that rPDHG is applied to an instance of the probabilistic model in Definition 3.4
(with objective vector 𝑐). There exist constants 𝐶0,𝐶1,𝐶2 > 0 that depend only (and at most polynomially) on
𝜎𝐴 for which the following high-probability iteration bounds hold:

1. (Optimal basis identification)

Pr
[
𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 ≤

𝑚0.5𝑛2.5

𝑑 + 1
· 𝐶1𝜙

𝛿
· ln

(
𝑚0.5𝑛2.5

𝑑+1 · 𝐶1𝜙
𝛿

) ���� 𝐸𝑥★,𝑠★

]
≥ 1− 𝛿 − 4

(
1

𝑒𝐶0

)𝑚
−

(
1
2

)𝑑+1
(7.2)

for any 𝛿 > 0.
2. (Fast local convergence) Let 𝜀 > 0 be any given tolerance.

Pr
[
𝑇𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙 ≤ 𝑚0.5𝑛0.5 · 𝐶2

𝛿
·max

{
0, ln

(
min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 (𝑥★𝑖 +𝑠

★
𝑖
)

𝜀

)} ���� 𝐸𝑥★,𝑠★

]
≥ 1− 𝛿 − 2

(
1

𝑒𝐶0

)𝑚
(7.3)

for any 𝛿 > 0.
The above theorem characterizes the high-probability performance of rPDHG conditioned on given optimal

solutions. Compared with Theorem 3.1, the constant 𝑐0 is absent and the only quantity related to the optimal
solution is the disparity ratio 𝜙. Instead, anything that is related to the optimal solution in (7.2) is the disparity
ratio 𝜙.

The quantity 𝑛2.5

𝑑+1 is at most as large as 𝑛2.5

2 . When 𝑑 (recall 𝑑 = 𝑛−𝑚) is not too small compared to 𝑛 in the
sense that 𝑑 + 1 ≥ 𝑛

𝐶3
for some absolute constant 𝐶3 > 1, the quantity 𝑛2.5

𝑑+1 is 𝑂 (𝑛1.5). The high-probability
iteration bound for the Stage I of optimal basis identification depends linearly on 𝜙, while that for the Stage
II of local convergence depends only logarithmically on min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 (𝑥★𝑖 + 𝑠★𝑖 ). Roughly speaking, the more
disparity the values of the components of 𝑥★ + 𝑠★ have, the larger 𝜙 becomes, making an LP instance more
challenging for rPDHG’s first stage according to our theory. For example, when 𝑥★ + 𝑠★ = 𝑒 (the all-ones
vector) and 𝑚 is not too close to 𝑛, the first-stage iteration count is bounded by 𝑂 ( 𝑛1.5𝑚0.5

𝛿
) with probability at

least 1−𝑂 (𝛿) for non-exponentially small 𝛿. This bound on 𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 is almost 𝑛 times smaller than the bound
of 𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 for the random LP instances in Theorem 3.1. Conversely, highly imbalanced components in 𝑥★ + 𝑠★
can lead to larger bounds on 𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 than those in Theorem 3.1.

It should be noted that metrics similar to the disparity defined above (such as the ratios between the
largest and smallest components, or the smallest positive component) also influence the complexity of other
methods, especially interior-point methods, for solving LPs. The proximity measures max𝑖 𝑥𝑖𝑠𝑖

min𝑖 𝑥𝑖𝑠𝑖 quantify the
distance from the central path and enter the design and analysis of interior-point methods (see Güler and Ye
[21], Terlaky [49]). The minimum positive coordinate scale over strictly complementary solutions is used
to determine when the iterates of interior-point methods can identify the optimal face (see, e.g., Terlaky
[49], Ye [60]). A quantity involving the ratio between the norm and the smallest positive component of a pair
of primal-dual strictly complementary optimal solutions directly appears in the finite-termination analysis
of interior-point methods (see, e.g., Anstreicher et al. [6]). For these methods, such metrics typically enter
the iteration complexity only logarithmically, unlike that for rPDHG. Beyond interior-point methods, the
strongly polynomial complexity analyses of the simplex method and policy-iteration methods for discounted
Markov decision problems rely on boundedness of ratios such as ∥𝑥★∥1

min
𝑖: 𝑥★

𝑖
>0 𝑥

★
𝑖

(see, e.g., Ye [63]). Additionally,
Lu and Yang [32] demonstrate that PDHG (without restarts) exhibits faster local linear convergence within
a neighborhood whose size relates to min1≤𝑖≤𝑛{𝑥★𝑖 + 𝑠★𝑖 }. In these two settings, such metrics have a larger
effect because they appear outside a logarithm.
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7.1. Application: Generating difficult LP instances Our analysis suggests that we can generate LP
instances with controlled difficulty levels for rPDHG by manipulating the distributions of 𝑥 and 𝑠 in our
probabilistic model. By Lemma 3.1, 𝑥 and 𝑠 are almost surely the unique primal and dual optimal solutions
if the constraint matrix is a Gaussian matrix. The larger the ratio

1
𝑛

∑𝑛
𝑖=1 ( 𝑥̂𝑖+𝑠𝑖 )

min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 ( 𝑥̂𝑖+𝑠𝑖 ) , the more difficult the LP
instance is likely to be. Such instances can serve as useful benchmarks for evaluating the performance of
rPDHG and other first-order LP methods. Below we present an approach to generate difficult random LP
instances.

Following Definition 3.4, we consider random instances with Gaussian constraint matrix 𝐴 ∈ R𝑚×𝑛, where
𝑛 = 2𝑚. The only difference from Definition 3.4 is that we define 𝑥 = 𝑥𝑙 and 𝑠 = 𝑠𝑙 for 𝑙 ≥ 0 to control 𝜙:

𝑥𝑙 :=
(
𝑢𝑙

0𝑚

)
and 𝑠𝑙 :=

(
0𝑚
𝑢𝑙

)
where 𝑢𝑙 :=

[
4−𝑙,4−𝑙, . . . ,4−𝑙︸              ︷︷              ︸
⌊𝑚/2⌋ copies

, 1, 1, . . . , 1︸        ︷︷        ︸
𝑚−⌊𝑚/2⌋ copies

]
. (7.4)

Here ⌊𝑚/2⌋ denotes the largest integer no greater than 𝑚/2. These instances have full row rank almost
surely, and 𝑥𝑙 and 𝑠𝑙 satisfy strict complementary slackness, ensuring that they are the unique pair of optimal
solutions. Therefore, the smallest nonzero of the optimal solution is

min
1≤𝑖≤𝑛

(𝑥★𝑖 + 𝑠★𝑖 ) = min
1≤𝑖≤𝑛

(𝑥𝑙𝑖 + 𝑠𝑙𝑖) = 4−𝑙 , (7.5)

and the corresponding disparity ratio 𝜙𝑙 is equal to

𝜙𝑙 =
1

2𝑚
· 2⌊𝑚/2⌋ · 4

−𝑙 + 2(𝑚 − ⌊𝑚/2⌋) · 1
4−𝑙

=
⌊𝑚/2⌋
𝑚
+

(
1− ⌊𝑚/2⌋

𝑚

)
· 4𝑙 . (7.6)

Note that 𝜙𝑙 is approximately equal to 22𝑙−1 when 𝑙 and 𝑚 are large enough. In this way, the parameter 𝑙
controls the magnitude of 𝜙𝑙. Instances with large values of 𝑙 have large 𝜙𝑙, unbalanced 𝑥★ + 𝑠★ and small
min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 (𝑥★𝑖 + 𝑠★𝑖 ).

Now we confirm the difficulty of these instances via experiments. We follow the same experimental setup
of rPDHG as in Section 6, and we still consider an instance solved when a primal-dual solution pair is within
Euclidean distance 10−4 to the optimal solution. We set 𝑚 = 50 and 𝑛 = 100. For each 𝑙 ∈ {0,1, . . . ,10}, we
generate 100 LP instances and compute the first quantile, median and the third quantile of both Stage-I
and Stage-II iteration counts of rPDHG. Figure 4 shows the relation between these statistics of the Stage-I
iteration count and the value of 𝜙, and the relation between these statistics of the Stage-II iteration count and
the value of min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 (𝑥★𝑖 + 𝑠★𝑖 ), for each family of instances (grouped by 𝑙).

Theorem 7.1 predicts that the Stage-I iteration count grows linearly with the value of 𝜙. If the theory is
exact, in the log-log plot Figure 4a, the slopes of the three statistics should all be equal to 1. It can indeed be
observed from Figure 4a that the three statistics of Stage-I iteration count all have a slope of approximately 1,
confirming the linear dependence on 𝜙 of the high-probability upper bound of 𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 in Theorem 7.1. This
also validates our approach of controlling the value of

1
𝑛

∑𝑛
𝑖=1 ( 𝑥̂𝑖+𝑠𝑖 )

min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 ( 𝑥̂𝑖+𝑠𝑖 ) to generate challenging LP instances for
rPDHG (and perhaps even other first-order LP methods). When 𝑙 = 10, 𝜙𝑙 ≥ 5× 105 and the corresponding
iteration count is likely to be higher than 107. These instances are significantly more difficult than the LP
instances we have studied in Section 6.2 for high-probability performance of rPDHG. See the data points in
Figure 2 along the horizontal axis of 𝑛 near 102 for comparison.

Additionally, Theorem 7.1 also predicts that the Stage-II iterates count grows at most logarithmically
with the value of min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 (𝑥★𝑖 + 𝑠★𝑖 ) in a high-probability sense. This relationship can indeed be observed
from Figure 4b, particularly for min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 (𝑥★𝑖 + 𝑠★𝑖 ) ≥ 10−3. Theorem 7.1 also indicates 𝑇𝑙𝑜𝑐𝑎𝑙 is likely to be
0 when min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 (𝑥★𝑖 + 𝑠★𝑖 ) is smaller than or equal to the tolerance 𝜀. Indeed, Figure 4b shows that when
min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 (𝑥★𝑖 + 𝑠★𝑖 ) ≤ 2 · 10−4, all quartiles of the Stage-II iteration count become zero, suggesting that an
optimal enough solution is found even before the iterates settle on the optimal basis. But it should be noted
that, in our instances, a smaller value of min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 (𝑥★𝑖 + 𝑠★𝑖 ) does not indicate an easier problem, as it leads to
larger values of 𝑙 and the corresponding 𝜙𝑙 (see (7.5) and (7.6)).

In the remainder of this section, we prove Theorem 7.1.
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Figure 4. The median values and the interquartile range (IQR) of Stage-I and Stage-II iteration counts for the
random LP instances with various values of 𝜙 and min1≤𝑖≤𝑛 (𝑥★𝑖 + 𝑠★𝑖 ).
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7.2. Proof of Theorem 7.1 The proof will use some lemmas established in Section 3.2. We first establish
a relationship between two conditional probability bounds for 𝜅Φ: one conditioned on the event 𝐸𝑥★,𝑠★ and
another conditioned on the event of 𝑥 = 𝑥★ and 𝑠 = 𝑠★.

Lemma 7.1. For all 𝑡 > 0:

Pr
[
𝜅Φ ≤ 𝑡

�� 𝐸𝑥★,𝑠★
]
≥ Pr

[
𝜅Φ ≤ 𝑡

�� 𝑥 = 𝑥★, 𝑠 = 𝑠★
]
. (7.7)

Proof. By Lemma 3.1, Condition 1 holds with X★ = {𝑥★} and S★ = {𝑠★} if and only if 𝑥 = 𝑥★, 𝑠 = 𝑠★,
and 𝐵 is full-rank. Therefore, for any 𝑡 > 0:

Pr
[
𝜅Φ ≤ 𝑡

�� 𝐸𝑥★,𝑠★
]
= Pr

[
𝜅Φ ≤ 𝑡

�� 𝑥 = 𝑥★, 𝑠 = 𝑠★, 𝐵 is full-rank
]

≥ Pr
[
𝜅Φ ≤ 𝑡, 𝐵 is full-rank

�� 𝑥 = 𝑥★, 𝑠 = 𝑠★
]
= Pr

[
𝜅Φ ≤ 𝑡

�� 𝑥 = 𝑥★, 𝑠 = 𝑠★
] (7.8)

where the last equality follows from 𝜅Φ <∞ implying 𝐵 is full-rank. □
With Lemma 7.1, the key question now reduces to analyzing the high-probability upper bound of 𝜅Φ

conditioned on the event 𝑥 = 𝑥★, 𝑠 = 𝑠★. Then we have the following lemma.

Lemma 7.2. For the random LP defined in Definition 3.4, let 𝑥★ and 𝑠★ be any possible unique optimal
solution. Then for any 𝛿 > 0, it holds that

Pr
[
𝜅Φ ≤ 1

𝛿
· 𝑐3𝑛

2.5𝑚0.5

𝑑 + 1
· 𝜙

���� 𝐸𝑥★,𝑠★

]
≥ 1− 𝛿 − 4𝑒−𝑐1𝑚 −

(
1
2

)𝑑+1
. (7.9)

Proof. By Lemma 4.6, we have 𝜅Φ ≤ 𝜅∥𝐵−1∥∥𝐴∥𝜑. Thus, for any 𝑡 > 0 and any (𝑥, 𝑠) with 𝜑 = 𝑛𝜙, we
have the following lower bound of Pr [𝜅Φ ≤ 𝑡 | 𝑥, 𝑠]:

Pr [𝜅Φ ≤ 𝑡 | 𝑥, 𝑠] ≥ Pr
[
𝜅∥𝐵−1∥∥𝐴∥ ≤ 𝑡

𝑛𝜙

���� 𝑥, 𝑠] = Pr
[
𝜅∥𝐵−1∥∥𝐴∥ ≤ 𝑡

𝑛𝜙

]
≥ 1−

(
1
𝑡
· 𝑐3𝑛

1.5𝑚0.5

𝑑 + 1
· 𝑛𝜙 +

(
1
2

)𝑑+1
+ 4𝑒−𝑐1𝑚

)
.

(7.10)
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The equality follows from independence of (𝑥, 𝑠) and matrices 𝐴, 𝐵, and the last inequality uses the tail bound
(4.22) of 𝜅∥𝐵−1∥∥𝐴∥ that we have proven in Lemma 4.10. Applying Lemma 7.1 on (7.10), we obtain:

Pr
[
𝜅Φ ≤ 𝑡

�� 𝐸𝑥★,𝑠★
]
≥ 1− 1

𝑡
· 𝑐3𝑛

2.5𝑚0.5

𝑑 + 1
· 𝜙−

(
1
2

)𝑑+1
− 4𝑒−𝑐1𝑚 . (7.11)

Setting 𝑡 =
𝑐3𝑛

2.5𝑚0.5𝜙
(𝑑+1) 𝛿 in (7.11) proves (7.9). □

Finally, we prove Theorem 7.1 as follows:
Proof of Theorem 7.1. Let 𝐸1 denote the joint event of 𝜅Φ ≤ 𝛼1 := 1

𝛿
· 𝑐3𝑛

2.5𝑚0.5

𝑑+1 · 𝜙 and 𝐸𝑥★,𝑠★. Due to
(4.5) in Theorem 4.1, 𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 ≤ 𝑐1𝜅Φ · ln(𝜅Φ) for an absolute constant 𝑐1 > 1. Therefore, we have the following
inequality:

Pr[𝑇𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑖𝑠 ≤ 𝑐1𝛼1 ln(𝑐1𝛼1) | 𝐸𝑥★,𝑠★] ≥ Pr[𝑐1𝜅Φ · ln(𝜅Φ) ≤ 𝑐1𝛼1 ln(𝛼1) | 𝐸𝑥★,𝑠★]

= Pr[𝐸1 | 𝐸𝑥★,𝑠★] ≥ 1− 𝛿 − 4𝑒−𝑐1𝑚 −
(

1
2

)𝑑+1
where the first inequality uses 𝑐1 > 1 and the last inequality follows from Lemma 7.2. This inequality proves
(7.2) if letting 𝐶0 = 𝑐1 and 𝐶1 = 𝑐1𝑐3. Furthermore, 𝑐1 and 𝑐3 depend only (and at most polynomially) on 𝜎𝐴.

The second half of the proof is straightforward. Since 𝐸𝑥★,𝑠★ is independent of the matrices 𝐴, 𝐵, directly
applying Lemma 4.8 on (4.6) of Theorem 4.1 proves (7.3) where 𝐶0 is still equal to 𝑐1 and 𝐶2 is equal to
𝑐2𝑐2. □

Appendix A: Restarted PDHG Method for Linear Programming Algorithm 1 presents the framework
of rPDHG. It requires no matrix factorizations. Line 4 of Algorithm 1 is an iteration of the vanilla PDHG

Algorithm 1: rPDHG: restarted-PDHG
1 Input: Initial iterate (𝑥0,0, 𝑦0,0) = (0,0), 𝑛← 0, 𝑘← 0, step-size 𝜏, 𝜎 ;
2 repeat
3 repeat
4 conduct one step of PDHG: (𝑥𝑛,𝑘+1, 𝑦𝑛,𝑘+1) ←OnePDHG(𝑧𝑛,𝑘) ;
5 compute the average iterate: (𝑥𝑛,𝑘+1, 𝑦̄𝑛,𝑘+1) ← 1

𝑘+1
∑𝑘+1

𝑖=1 (𝑥𝑛,𝑖 , 𝑦𝑛,𝑖) ;
6 𝑘← 𝑘 + 1 ;
7 until satisfying the restart condition;
8 restart the outer loop: (𝑥𝑛+1,0, 𝑦𝑛+1,0) ← (𝑥𝑛,𝑘 , 𝑦̄𝑛,𝑘), 𝑛← 𝑛 + 1, 𝑘← 0 ;
9 until (𝑥𝑛,0, 𝑦𝑛,0) satisfies some convergence condition ;

10 Output: (𝑥𝑛,0, 𝑦𝑛,0)

defined in (2.3). Line 5 can be efficiently computed by updating upon (𝑥𝑛,𝑘 , 𝑦̄𝑛,𝑘) incrementally. The restart
condition in Line 7 follows the 𝛽-restart criterion of Applegate et al. [8], which triggers when the “normalized
duality gap” of (𝑥𝑛,𝑘 , 𝑦̄𝑛,𝑘) reduces to a 𝛽 fraction of (𝑥𝑛,0, 𝑦𝑛,0)’s normalized duality gap. For the normalized
duality gap’s precise definition, see (4a) of Applegate et al. [8] for general primal-dual first-order methods
and Definition 2.1 of Xiong and Freund [59] for PDHG in conic linear optimization. The normalized duality
gap measures the violations of feasibility and optimality, and (𝑥𝑛,0, 𝑦𝑛,0) becomes approximately optimal
when its normalized duality gap is sufficiently small.

In practice, the restart condition is checked periodically (every few hundred iterations), and the normalized
duality gap can be easily approximated by a separable norm variant to a factor of an absolute constant. See
Section 6 of Applegate et al. [8] and Appendix A of Xiong and Freund [59] for its efficient approximation.
This approach is implemented in Applegate et al. [8], Lu and Yang [31] and our experiments in Section 6.

Following Theorem 3.1 of Xiong [56], we set the step-sizes as: 𝜏 = 𝜆min
2𝜆max

and 𝜎 = 1
2𝜆min𝜆max

, where 𝜆max
and 𝜆min denote the largest and the smallest nonzero singular value of 𝐴, respectively. The restart parameter
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𝛽 is set to 1
𝑒
, where 𝑒 is the base of the natural logarithm. The largest singular value 𝜆max can be efficiently

computed via power iterations. Even with imprecise estimates of 𝜆min, the method still converges to optimal
solutions, equivalent to applying rPDHG to a scalar-rescaled LP problem (Applegate et al. [8], Xiong [56]).
The rPDHG with the above parameter setup has been studied in analyses of Applegate et al. [8], Xiong
[56], Xiong and Freund [57, 58, 59].

Appendix B: Proof of Lemma 3.1
Proof of Lemma 3.1. First, observe that 𝑥 and 𝑠 are the optimal primal-dual solutions, so 𝑥 ∈ X★ and

𝑠 ∈ S★.
For sufficiency, suppose 𝐵 is full-rank. Then 𝑢1 ∈ R𝑚, 𝑢2 ∈ R𝑑, 𝑢1 > 0 and 𝑢2 > 0 imply that 𝑥 and 𝑠 are

both nondegenerate optimal solutions. Furthermore, since rows of 𝐴 are linearly independent, the instance has
unique primal and dual optimal solutions: X★ = {𝑥} and S★ = {𝑠}. Moreover, the corresponding 𝑦 satisfying
𝐴⊤𝑦 + 𝑠 = 𝑐 is also unique. Thus, X★, Y★ and S★ are all singletons with X★ = {𝑥} and S★ = {𝑠}.

For necessity, we consider two cases. If (𝑥, 𝑠) does not satisfy strict complementary slackness, at least a
pair of strictly complementary optimal solutions exists. Alternatively, if 𝐵 is not full-rank but 𝑢1 > 0 and
𝑢2 > 0, then any solution 𝑥 =

(
𝑥̃[𝑚]

0

)
satisfying 𝐵𝑥 [𝑚] = 𝐵𝑢1 and 𝑥 [𝑚] ≥ 0 is also optimal, where [𝑚] denotes

{1,2, . . . , 𝑚}. Multiple such 𝑥 [𝑚] exist because 𝐵 is not full-rank and 𝑢1 > 0. Therefore, in either case, the
optimal solution sets X★ and S★ cannot both be singletons with X★ = {𝑥} and S★ = {𝑠}. □

Appendix C: Proof of Section 4.1

C.1. Proof of Lemma 4.3 We actually have the following more general result.

Lemma C.1. Let 𝐴 be a random matrix as defined in Definition 3.2, where 𝐴 ∈ R𝑚×𝑛 and 𝑛 ≥ 𝑚. Then,
for all 𝑡 ≥ 5𝜎𝐴, we have:

Pr
[
𝜎1(𝐴) ≥ 𝑡

√
𝑛
]
≤ exp

(
− 𝑡2𝑛

4𝜎2
𝐴

)
. (C.1)

Lemma C.1 is taken from Proposition 2.3 of Rudelson and Vershynin [41]. The original statement does
not explicitly provide the values of some constants so here we show how to modify the original proof by
Rudelson and Vershynin [41] to prove Lemma C.1.

Proof. By the Hoeffding bound for sub-Gaussian variables, the constants 𝑐1 and 𝐶1 in the second
equation can take values 1

2𝜎2
𝐴

and 2 respectively, and the last term in the last equation then becomes

4 · 6𝑁 · 6𝑁 · 2 · exp
(
− 𝑡2𝑁

2𝜎2
𝐴

)
, which is bounded above by exp

(
− 𝑡2𝑁

4𝜎2
𝐴

)
when 𝑡 ≥ 5𝜎𝐴. This proves the lemma.

□
Now we can prove Lemma 4.3.
Proof of Lemma 4.3. By specifying 𝑡 = 5𝜎𝐴 in (C.1), exp

(
− 𝑡2𝑛

4𝜎2
𝐴

)
≤ 𝑒−6𝑛 and Lemma C.1 reduces to

Lemma 4.3. □

C.2. Proof of Lemma 4.4 We first present a technical result before proving Lemma 4.4.

Lemma C.2. For any 𝑦 ∈ (0, 1
𝑒
], if there exists 𝑥 ∈ (0, 1

𝑒
] such that 𝑥 ln( 1

𝑥
) = 𝑦, then 𝑥 ≥ 𝑦

2 ln(1/𝑦) .

Proof. Define 𝑓 (𝑥) := 𝑥 · ln(1/𝑥) and 𝑥0 := 𝑦

2 ln(1/𝑦) . Then we have 𝑓 (𝑥0) = 𝑦

2 ln(1/𝑦) · ln(2 ln(1/𝑦)/𝑦) =
𝑦

2 ln(1/𝑦) · [ln(2 ln(1/𝑦)) + ln(1/𝑦)] = 𝑦

2 +
𝑦

2 ·
ln(2 ln(1/𝑦) )

ln(1/𝑦) . Note that as 𝑦 ∈ (0,1/𝑒], 2 ln(1/𝑦) − ln(1/𝑦) ≤
max𝑡≥𝑒 [2 ln(𝑡) − 𝑡] = 2−𝑒 < 0, so ln(2 ln(1/𝑦) )

ln(1/𝑦) ≤ 1 and thus 𝑓 (𝑥0) ≤ 𝑦

2 +
𝑦

2 = 𝑦. Finally, since 𝑓 (𝑥) := 𝑥 · ln(1/𝑥)
is monotonically increasing on (0,1/𝑒], we have 𝑥0 ≤ 𝑥. This proves the statement. □

Now we prove Lemma 4.4.
Proof of Lemma 4.4. First of all, we prove that for all 𝑇 > 𝐶1𝐶2:

Pr[𝑋𝑌 ≥ 𝑇] ≤ 2𝐶1𝐶2
𝑇
+ 𝐶1𝐶2

𝑇
· ln

(
𝑇

𝐶1𝐶2

)
+ 𝛿1 + 2𝛿2 . (C.2)
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For a random variable 𝜂, let 𝐹𝜂 denote the distribution function of 𝜂. The probability Pr[𝑋𝑌 ≥ 𝑇] has the
following upper bound:

Pr[𝑋𝑌 ≥ 𝑇] =
∫ ∞

0
Pr

[
𝑋 ≥ 𝑇

𝑦

]
d𝐹𝑌 (𝑦)

(4.2)
≤ 𝛿1 +

∫ ∞

0
min

{
𝐶1𝑦
𝑇

,1
}
· d𝐹𝑌 (𝑦)︸                             ︷︷                             ︸

Denoted by I

,
(C.3)

in which

I =
∫ 𝑇

𝐶1

0

𝐶1𝑦
𝑇
· d𝐹𝑌 (𝑦)︸                  ︷︷                  ︸

Denoted by II

+
∫ ∞

𝑇
𝐶1

d𝐹𝑌 (𝑦) = II+Pr
[
𝑌 ≥ 𝑇

𝐶1

] (4.2)
≤ II+ 𝐶1𝐶2

𝑇
+ 𝛿2 .

(C.4)

The part II denotes 𝐶1
𝑇

∫ 𝑇
𝐶1

0 𝑦 · d𝐹𝑌 (𝑦) and 𝑇
𝐶1
· II has the following upper bound:

𝑇
𝐶1
· II =

∫ 𝑇
𝐶1

0
𝑦 · d𝐹𝑌 (𝑦) = 𝑦 · 𝐹𝑌 (𝑦)

���� 𝑇𝐶1

0
−

∫ 𝑇
𝐶1

0
𝐹𝑌 (𝑦) · d𝑦

= 𝑇
𝐶1
· Pr

[
𝑌 ≤ 𝑇

𝐶1

]
−

∫ 𝑇
𝐶1

0
(1−Pr [𝑌 > 𝑦]) d𝑦 ≤ 𝑇

𝐶1
− 𝑇

𝐶1
+
∫ 𝑇

𝐶1

0
Pr[𝑌 > 𝑦]d𝑦

(4.2)
≤

∫ 𝑇
𝐶1

0
min

{
𝐶2
𝑦
+ 𝛿2,1

}
d𝑦 ≤ 𝑇

𝐶1
· 𝛿2 +

∫ 𝑇
𝐶1

0
min

{
𝐶2
𝑦
,1

}
d𝑦

≤ 𝑇
𝐶1
· 𝛿2 +

∫ 𝐶2

0
1d𝑦 +

∫ 𝑇
𝐶1

𝐶2

𝐶2
𝑦

d𝑦 = 𝑇
𝐶1
· 𝛿2 +𝐶2 +𝐶2 ln

(
𝑇

𝐶1𝐶2

)
.

(C.5)

In other words,

II ≤ 𝐶1
𝑇

(
𝑇
𝐶1
· 𝛿2 +𝐶2 +𝐶2 ln

(
𝑇

𝐶1𝐶2

))
= 𝛿2 + 𝐶1𝐶2

𝑇
+ 𝐶1𝐶2

𝑇
· ln

(
𝑇

𝐶1𝐶2

)
. (C.6)

Finally, substituting the upper bound of II in (C.6) back to (C.4) and (C.3) yields (C.2)
We are particularly interested in (C.2) when 𝑇 ≥ 3𝐶1𝐶2, as otherwise the bound is trivial. We use 𝛿0 to

denote 𝐶1𝐶2
𝑇

(which takes value in (0,1/3]), and (C.2) reduces to Pr
[
𝑋𝑌 ≥ 𝐶1𝐶2

𝛿0

]
≤ 3𝛿0 · ln( 1

𝛿0
) + 𝛿1 + 2𝛿2.

We let 𝛿 := 𝛿0 · ln(1/𝛿0), and 𝛿 may take any value in (0, ln(3)
3 ]. Using Lemma C.2, the 𝛿0 is at least as large

as 𝛿

2 ln(1/𝛿 ) . Therefore,

Pr
[
𝑋𝑌 ≥ 2𝐶1𝐶2 ·ln(1/𝛿 )

𝛿

]
≤ Pr

[
𝑋𝑌 ≥ 𝐶1𝐶2

𝛿0

]
≤ 3𝛿 + 𝛿1 + 2𝛿2 . (C.7)

Finally, we replace 3𝛿 by 𝛿 (which may take any value in (0,1]) and (C.7) then becomes the desired inequality
(4.3). □

Appendix D: Proof of Section 5.1

D.1. Proof of Lemma 5.1
Proof of Lemma 5.1. According to the min-max principle for singular values, the 𝑘-th largest singular

value 𝜎𝑘 (𝑊) has the following equivalent representation:

𝜎𝑘 (𝑊) = max
𝑆:dim(𝑆)=𝑘

min
𝑥∈𝑆,∥𝑥 ∥=1

∥𝑊𝑥∥ . (D.1)
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Let 𝑆𝑘 := {𝑥 ∈ R𝑛 : 𝑥𝑘+1 = 𝑥𝑘+2 = · · · = 𝑥𝑛 = 0} denote the 𝑘-dimensional subspace of vectors with zeros in the
last 𝑛− 𝑘 components. Since dim(𝑆𝑘) = 𝑘 , (D.1) implies that 𝜎𝑘 (𝑊) has the following lower bound:

𝜎𝑘 (𝑊) ≥ min
𝑥∈𝑆𝑘 , ∥𝑥 ∥=1

∥𝑊𝑥∥ = min
𝑦∈R𝑘 , ∥𝑦 ∥=1

∥𝑊[𝑘 ]𝑦∥ = 𝜎𝑘 (𝑊[𝑘 ]) (D.2)

where 𝑊[𝑘 ] denotes the first 𝑘 columns of 𝑊 . Thus, 𝜎𝑘 (𝑊) is bounded below by the smallest singular value
of 𝑊[𝑘 ] .

Since 𝑊[𝑘 ] is also a sub-Gaussian matrix, it further holds that

(𝐶𝑟𝑣1𝛿0)𝑛−𝑘+1 + 𝑒−𝐶𝑟𝑣2𝑛 ≥ Pr
[
𝜎𝑘 (𝑊[𝑘 ]) < 𝛿0(

√
𝑛−
√
𝑘 − 1)

]
≥ Pr

[
𝜎𝑘 (𝑊[𝑘 ]) < 𝛿0 ·

𝑛− 𝑘 + 1
2
√
𝑛

]
(D.3)

for all 𝛿0 > 0, where the first inequality follows from Lemma 4.2 applied to 𝑊[𝑘 ] and the second inequality is
due to

√
𝑛−
√
𝑘 − 1 = 𝑛−𝑘+1√

𝑛+
√
𝑘−1
≥ 𝑛−𝑘+1

2
√
𝑛

. Therefore, this yields the following bound on all singular values for
all 𝛿0 > 0:

Pr
[
𝜎𝑘 (𝑊) ≥

𝛿0(𝑛− 𝑘 + 1)
2
√
𝑛

for 𝑘 = 1,2, . . . , 𝑛
]

≥ 1−
𝑛∑︁

𝑘=1
Pr

[
𝜎𝑘 (𝑊) <

𝛿0(𝑛− 𝑘 + 1)
2
√
𝑛

]
(D.2)
≥ 1−

𝑛∑︁
𝑘=1

Pr
[
𝜎𝑘 (𝑊[𝑘 ]) <

𝛿0(𝑛− 𝑘 + 1)
2
√
𝑛

]
(D.3)
≥ 1−

𝑛∑︁
𝑘=1
(𝐶𝑟𝑣1𝛿0)𝑛−𝑘+1 − 𝑛 · 𝑒−𝐶𝑟𝑣2𝑛 ≥ 1− 2𝐶𝑟𝑣1𝛿0 − 𝑛 · 𝑒−𝐶𝑟𝑣2𝑛 .

(D.4)

The final inequality holds because for 𝛿0 ∈ (0, 1
2𝐶𝑟𝑣1
),∑𝑛

𝑘=1(𝐶𝑟𝑣1𝛿0)𝑘 ≤
∑∞

𝑘=1(𝐶𝑟𝑣1𝛿0)𝑘 = 𝐶𝑟𝑣1 𝛿0
1−𝐶𝑟𝑣1 𝛿0

≤ 2𝐶𝑟𝑣1𝛿0.
Replacing 2𝐶𝑟𝑣1𝛿0 in (D.4) with 𝛿 establishes (5.1) for all 𝛿 ∈ (0,1). As for the case 𝛿 ≥ 1, (5.1) is trivial.

□

D.2. Proof of Lemma 5.3
Proof of Lemma 5.3. Let 𝑀 denote 𝑊−⊤𝑊−1, then ∥𝑊−1𝑣∥2 = 𝑣⊤𝑊−⊤𝑊−1𝑣 = 𝑣⊤𝑀𝑣. We will first

prove the following tail bound of 𝑣⊤𝑀𝑣 for all 𝛾 ≥ 0:

Pr

[
𝑣⊤𝑀𝑣 ≥ E

[
𝑣⊤𝑀𝑣

]
+ 2𝛾𝜎2𝑛

𝑐2
0

]
≤ 2 · exp

(
−2𝐶ℎ𝑤 min{𝛾2, 𝛾}

)
. (D.5)

To establish (D.5), we apply Lemma 5.2, which requires bounds on ∥𝑀 ∥ and ∥𝑀 ∥𝐹 . We begin by
characterizing the singular values of 𝑀 . For 𝑘 = 1,2, . . . , 𝑛:

𝜎𝑘 (𝑀) = 𝜎𝑘 (𝑊−⊤𝑊−1) = 1
𝜎2
𝑛+1−𝑘 (𝑊)

(D.6)

Then we have the following upper bounds for ∥𝑀 ∥2
𝐹

and ∥𝑀 ∥:

∥𝑀 ∥ = 𝜎1(𝑀)
(D.6)
=

1
𝜎2
𝑛 (𝑊)

(5.3)
≤ 𝑛

𝑐2
0

(D.7)

∥𝑀 ∥2𝐹 =

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜎2
𝑖 (𝑀)

(D.6)
=

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

1
𝜎4
𝑖
(𝑊)

(5.3)
≤

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑛2

𝑐4
0𝑖

4
≤ 𝑛2

𝑐4
0

∞∑︁
𝑖=1

1
𝑖4

=
𝑛2

𝑐4
0
· 𝜋

4

90
≤ 2𝑛2

𝑐4
0

. (D.8)

where the last equality uses the definition of the Riemann zeta function and the value of it at 4. With the
above upper bounds of ∥𝑀 ∥2

𝐹
and ∥𝑀 ∥, now we can use Lemma 5.2:

Pr
[
𝑣⊤𝑀𝑣 ≥ E

[
𝑣⊤𝑀𝑣

]
+ 𝑡

]
≤ 2 · exp

[
−𝐶ℎ𝑤 ·min

(
𝑐4

0𝑡
2

2𝜎4𝑛2 ,
𝑐2

0𝑡

𝜎2𝑛

)]
. (D.9)
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For any 𝛾 ≥ 0, set 𝑡 = 2𝛾𝜎2𝑛

𝑐2
0

. Substituting this choice into (D.9) yields:

Pr

[
𝑣⊤𝑀𝑣 ≥ E

[
𝑣⊤𝑀𝑣

]
+ 2𝛾𝜎2𝑛

𝑐2
0

]
≤ 2 · exp

[
−𝐶ℎ𝑤 ·min

(
𝑐4

0
2𝜎4𝑛2 ·

4𝛾2𝜎4𝑛2

𝑐4
0

,
𝑐2

0
𝜎2𝑛
· 2𝛾𝜎

2𝑛

𝑐2
0

)]
= 2 · exp

[
−2𝐶ℎ𝑤 ·min

{
𝛾2, 𝛾

}]
.

(D.10)

This proves (D.5).
We now use (D.5) to derive the tail bound of 𝑣⊤𝑀𝑣. We start from the following expression of E [𝑣⊤𝑀𝑣]:

E
[
𝑣⊤𝑀𝑣

]
= E[∥𝑊−1𝑣∥2] =

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

E
[
(𝑊−1𝑣)2𝑖

]
=

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1



(𝑊−1)𝑖,


2

= ∥𝑊−1∥2𝐹 =

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

1
𝜎2
𝑖
(𝑊)

(D.11)

where the third equality is because components of 𝑣 are independent and have zero mean and unit variance.
Furthermore, E [𝑣⊤𝑀𝑣] is upper bounded as follows:

E
[
𝑣⊤𝑀𝑣

] (D.11)
=

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

1
𝜎2
𝑖
(𝑊)

(5.3)
≤

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑛

𝑐2
0𝑖

2
≤ 𝑛

𝑐2
0

∞∑︁
𝑖=1

1
𝑖2

=
𝑛

𝑐2
0
· 𝜋

2

6
≤ 2𝑛

𝑐2
0
, (D.12)

where the last equality uses the definition of the Riemann zeta function and the values of it at 2. Therefore,
since ∥𝑊−1𝑣∥2 = 𝑣⊤𝑀𝑣, for all 𝑡 > 0:

Pr

[
∥𝑊−1𝑣∥2 ≥ 2𝑛

𝑐2
0
+ 𝑡

]
≤ Pr

[
𝑣⊤𝑀𝑣 ≥ E

[
𝑣⊤𝑀𝑣

]
+ 𝑡

]
. (D.13)

Finally, letting 𝑡 =
2𝛾𝜎2𝑛

𝑐2
0

and applying (D.5) to this inequality complete the proof. □
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