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Solving SDP Faster: A Robust IPM Framework and Efficient
Implementation
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Abstract

This paper introduces a new robust interior point method analysis for semidefinite program-
ming (SDP). This new robust analysis can be combined with either logarithmic barrier or hybrid
barrier.

Under this new framework, we can improve the running time of semidefinite programming
(SDP) with variable size n x n and m constraints up to e accuracy.

We show that for the case m = Q(n?), we can solve SDPs in m* time. This suggests solving
SDP is nearly as fast as solving the linear system with equal number of variables and constraints.
This is the first result that tall dense SDP can be solved in the nearly-optimal running time,
and it also improves the state-of-the-art SDP solver [Jiang, Kathuria, Lee, Padmanabhan and
Song, FOCS 2020].

In addition to our new IPM analysis, we also propose a number of techniques that might be
of further interest, such as, maintaining the inverse of a Kronecker product using lazy updates,
a general amortization scheme for positive semidefinite matrices.
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1 Introduction

Semidefinite programming (SDP) optimizes a linear objective function over the intersection of the
positive semidefinite (PSD) cone with an affine space. SDP is of great interest both in theory and in
practice. Many problems in operations research, machine learning, and theoretical computer science
can be modeled or approximated as semidefinite programming problems. In machine learning, SDP
has applications in adversarial machine learning [RSL18], learning structured distribution [CLM20],
sparse PCA [AW08, dEGJL07], robust learning [DKK*16, DHL19, JLT20]. In theoretical computer
science, SDP has been used in approximation algorithms for max-cut [GW94], coloring 3-colorable
graphs [KMS94], and sparsest cut [ARV09], quantum complexity theory [JJUW11], robust learning
and estimation [CG18, CDG19, CDGW19|, graph sparsification [LS17], algorithmic discrepancy and
rounding [BDG16, BG17, Ban19|, sum of squares optimization [BS16, FKP19], terminal embeddings
[CN21], and matrix discrepancy [HRS21].
SDP is formally defined as follows:

Definition 1.1 (Semidefinite programming). Given symmetric! matrices C, Ay,--+ , Ay € R™XT
and a vector b € R™, the goal is to solve the following optimization problem:

ax (C, X) subject to (A4;, X) =0b;, Vie[m], X >0, (1)
e nxn

where (A, B) =3, ; A; jB; j is the matriz inner product.

The input size of an SDP instance is mn?, since there are m constraint matrices each of size

n x n. The well-known linear programming (LP) is a simpler case than SDP, where X > 0 and
C, Ay, -, A, are restricted to be n x n diagonal matrices. The input size of an LP instance is thus
mn.

Over the last many decades, there are three different lines of high accuracy SDP solvers (with
logarithmic accuracy dependence in the running time). The first line of work is using the cut-
ting plane method, such as [Sho77, YN76, Kha80, KTE88, NN89, Vai89a, BV02, KM03, LSW15,
JLSW20|. This line of work uses m iterations, and each iteration uses some SDP-based oracle
call. The second line of work is using interior point method (IPM) and log barrier function such as
[NN92, JKL*20]. The third line of work is using interior point method and hybrid barrier function
such as [NN94, Ans00].

Recently, a line of work uses robust analysis and dynamic maintenance to speedup the running
time of linear programming [CLS19, Bra20, BLSS20, JSWZ21, Bra21|. One major reason made
solving SDP much more harder than solving linear programming is: in LP the slack variable is a
vector(can be viewed as a diagonal matrix), and in SDP the slack variable is a positive definite
matriz. Due to that reason, the gradient/Hessian computation requires some complicated and
heavy calculations based on the Kronecker product of matrices, while LP only needs the basic
matrix-matrix product [Vai89b, CLS19, JSWZ21|. Therefore, handling the errors in each iteration
and maintaining the slack matrices are way more harder in SDP. Thus, we want to ask the following
question:

Can we efficiently solve SDP without computing exact gradient, Hessian, and Newton steps?

In this work, we will answer the above question by introducing new framework for both IPM
analysis and variable maintenance. For IPM analysis, we build a robust IPM framework for arbitrary

"We can without loss of generality assume that C, Ai,--- , A, are symmetric. Given any A € R™*™, we have
A Xy =3 A X =3, j(AT)inij since X is symmetric, so we can replace A with (A 4+ AT)/2.



barrier functions that supports errors in computing gradient, Hessian, and Newton steps. For
variable maintenance, we provide a general amortization method that gives improved guarantees on
reducing the computational complexity by lazily updating the Hessian matrices.

For solving SDP using IPM with log barrier, the current best algorithm (due to Jiang, Kathuria,
Lee, Padmanabhan and Song [JKL*20]) runs in O(y/n(mn? +m® +n®)) time. Since the input size
of SDP is mn?, ideally we would want an SDP algorithm that runs in O(mn? + m* 4+ n®) time,
which is roughly the running time to solve linear systems®. The current best algorithms are still at
least a y/n factor away from the optimal.

Inspired by the result [CLS19] which solves LP in the current matrix multiplication time, a
natural and fundamental question for SDP is

Can we solve SDP in the current matriz multiplication time?

More formally, for the above formulation of SDP (Definition 1.1), is that possible to solve it in
mn? + m® + n¥ time? In this work, we give a positive answer to this question by using our new
techniques. For the tall dense SDP where m = Q(n?), our algorithm runs in m* + m2t1/4 time,
which matches the current matrix multiplication time. The tall dense SDP finds many applications
and is one of the two predominant cases in [JKLT20]%. This is the first result that shows SDP can
be solved as fast as solving linear systems.

Finally, we also show that our techniques and framework are quite versatile and can be used to
directly speedup the SDP solver via the hybrid barrier [NN89, Ans00].

Our results. We present the simplified version of our main result in the following theorem. The
formal version can be found in Theorem 8.1.

Theorem 1.2 (Main result, informal version of Theorem 8.1). For e-accuracy, there is a classical
algorithm that solves a general SDP instance with variable size n x n and m constraints in time*
O*((v/n(m? + n*) + m* +n>*)log(1/¢)), where w is the exponent of matriz multiplication.

In particular, for m = Q(n?), our algorithm takes matriz multiplication time m* for current
w == 2.373.

Remark 1.3. For any m > n?>=05/% ~ n™ with current w ~ 2.37286 [Wil12, LG14, AW21], our
algorithm runs faster than [JKLT 20].

Theorem 1.2 and [JKL20] are focusing on the log barrier method for solving SDP. However, the
area of speeding up the hybrid barrier-based SDP solver is quite blank. We also improve the state-
of-the-art implementation of the hybrid barrier-based SDP solver [NN89, Ans00] in all parameter
regimes. See Section 5 and Theorem 5.1 for more details.

Roadmap. In Section 2, we review the previous approaches for solving SDP and discuss their
bottlenecks. In Section 3, we introduce our robust framework for IPM. In Section 4, we show our
main techniques and sketch the proof of our main result (Theorem 1.2). In Section 5, we overview
the approach of applying our robust framework to speedup the hybrid barrier-based SDP solver.
Related works are provided in Section 6. We define our notations and include several useful tools in
Section 7. In Section 8, we give the formal version of our algorithm and the main theorem, where

ZWe note that a recent breakthrough result by Peng and Vempala [PV21| showed that a sparse linear system can
be solved faster than matrix multiplication. However, their algorithm essentially rely on the sparsity of the problems.
And it is still widely believed that general linear system requires matrix multiplication time.

3See Table 1.2 in [JKL'20] and Section 6.

*We use O*(-) to hide n°® and log®® (mn/e) factors, and O(-) to hide log®® (mn/e) factors.



the proof is given Section 9 and 10. Our general robust IPM framework is displayed in Section 11.
Our fast implementation of the hybrid barrier-based SDP solver can be found in Section 12.

2 An Overview of Previous Techniques

Under strong duality, the primal formulation of the SDP in Eq. (1) is equivalent to the following
dual formulation:

Definition 2.1 (Dual problem). Given symmetric matrices C, Ay,..., Ay € R™™ and b; € R for
all i € [m], the goal is to solve the following convex optimization problem:

in b bject to S = A —C,  S+=0. 2
min 'y subject to ;y - (2)

Interior point methods (IPM) solve the above problem by (approximately) following a central
path in the feasible region {y € R™ : § = >, y;A4; — C = 0}. As a rich subclass of IPM,
barrier methods [NN92, Ans00| define a point on the central path as the solution to the following
optimization problem parametrized by n > 0: minyegm fy(y) where

In(y) ==n-(b,y) + ¢(y) (3)

is the augmented objective function and ¢ : R™ — R is a barrier function® that restricts y to
the feasible region since ¢(y) increases to infinity when y approaches the boundary of the feasible
region. Barrier methods usually start with an initial feasible y for a small 1, and increase 7 in each
iteration until y is close to the optimal solution of the SDP. In short-step barrier methods with log
barrier, " = (1 + 1/y/n)n. It takes a Newton step —H (y) " 'g(y,n) in each iteration to keep ¥ in
the proximity of the central path. Here g(y,n) and H(y) are the gradient and the Hessian of f,(y).

Techniques and bottlenecks of existing algorithms

Fast solvers of SDP include the cutting plane method and interior point method. The fastest known
algorithms for SDP based on the cutting plane method [LSW15, JLSW20] have m iterations and
run in O*(m(mn? +n¥ +m?)) time. The fastest known algorithm for SDP based on the interior
point method [JKLT20] has y/n iterations and runs in O*(y/n(mn? + n® + m®)) time. In most
applications of SDP where m > n, interior point method of [JKL*20] runs faster. In the following
we briefly discuss the techniques and bottlenecks of interior point methods.

Central path. Interior point method updates the dual variable y by Newton step —H (y) 'g(y,n)
to keep it in the proximity of central path. This proximity is measured by the potential function
1H ()" 9(y,m) 11y -° In classical interior point literature, this potential function is well controlled
by taking exact Newton step (see e.g. [Ren01]). [JKLT20] relaxes this guarantee and allows PSD
approximation to the Hessian matrix H(y). However, their convergence also relies on exact compu-
tation of slack matrix S and gradient ¢g. This leads to a mn?® term in their running time.

®The choice of the barrier function leads to different numbers of iterations. Nesterov and Nemirovski [NN92]

utilize the log barrier function ¢iog(y) = — log det(S) which guarantees convergence in O(y/n) iterations. Anstreicher
[Ans00] uses the Hybrid barrier ¢nybria(y) = 225(1/m)? - (¢vol (y) + drog(y) - (m — 1)/(n — 1)) where ¢o1(y) is the

volumetric barrier ¢vol(y) = 3 log det(V>¢iog(y)). Hybrid barrier guarantees convergence in O((mn)'/*) iterations.
For symmetric PSD matrix A, let ||z]|4a = V2T Az denote matrix norm of z.



Amortization techniques. [JKL"20| keeps a PSD approximation H of the Hessian H and up-
dates H by a low rank matrix in each iteration. The running time of this low rank update is then
controlled by a delicate amortization technique. This technique also appears in linear programming
[CLS19] and empirical risk minimization |[LSZ19]. [JKL20| brings this technique to SDP, and
costs n%9m* time in computing the inverse of Hessian matrix. When m becomes larger, this term
dominates the complexity and becomes undesirable.

3 The Robust SDP Framework

Algorithm 1 The general robust barrier method framework for SDP.

1: procedure GENERALROBUSTSDP (A € RMxn? p e R™, C € R™>™)

2 Choose n and T

3 Find initial feasible dual vector y € R™ > Condition 0 in Lemma 3.1
4 fort=1— T do do > Iterations of approximate barrier method
5: = (L 555)

6 S + APPROXSLACK ()

7 H <+ APPROXHESSIAN () > Condition 1 in Lemma 3.1
8 g < APPROXGRADIENT () > Condition 2 in Lemma 3.1
9: dy < APPROXDELTA () > Condition 3 in Lemma 3.1
10: YV =y + oy

11: y — y v > Update variables
12: end for

13: end procedure

In section 3, we introduce our robust SDP framework. This framework works for general barrier
functions and finds applications in both Algorithm 3 and Algorithm 6-7. We consider self-concordant
barrier function ¢ with complexity 6 (Definition 11.3)". For the regularized objective f,, in Eq. (3),
we define the gradient g: R™ x R — R™ as

gy,n) =n-b—Vo(y).

Interior point method takes Newton step (V2¢(y)) 'g(y,n) and guarantees the variables in the
proximity of the central path by bounding the potential function ®(2,y,1) = |lg(y,n)ll(v2¢()-1-
In practical implementations, there are perturbations in the Newton step due to errors in slack
matrix S, gradient g(y,n), Hessian matrix V2¢(y) and Newton step (VZ¢(y))~' - g(y,n). Many fast
algorithms maintain approximations to these quantities to reduce the running time. We propose a
more general robust framework (compared with [Ren01, JKL*20]) which captures all these errors.
We show that as long as these errors are bounded by constants in the local norm®, the potential
function stays bounded, which guarantees the closeness to central path. Therefore this analysis is
currently the most robust possible. The main component of our robust analysis is the following one
step error control.

"The barrier function being “self-concordant” is a key assumption in the interior-point method [Nes88a, Nes88b,
NN89, Ren01]. It is also useful in many optimization tasks [Hill4, Nar16, LLV20].
8See condition 0-3 in Lemma 3.1 for details.



Lemma 3.1 (One step error control of the robust framework, informal version of Lemma 11.10).
Let the potential function of IPM defined by

\P(Z, Y, 77) = Hg(y7 77) ||(V2d>(z))71 .

Given any parameters ag € [1,1+ 1071, ¢y € [1071,1], €4,65 € [0,107%], and ey € (0,1071),
n > 0. Suppose that there is

e Condition 0. a feasible dual solution y € R™ satisfies ®(y,y,n) < en,

e Condition 1. a symmetric matriz H € SVS" satisfies cp - V2¢(y) = H < V2(y),

>0

e Condition 2. a vector g € R™ satisfies ||g—g(y, n"") lv2ey) -1 < €5 184 1)l (v2p(m))-1

e Condition 3. a vector gy € R™ satisfies Hgy - ﬁ_la\\vz¢(y) <eés- H]?I_lﬁﬂvz(z,(y).

Then ™V =n(1 + 28%) and y"v =y — gy satisfy

\I,(ynewjynewynnOW) < EN-

This result suggests that as long as we find an initial dual variable y in the proximity of central
path, ie. ®(y,y,n) < ey, Lemma 3.1 will guarantee that the invariant ®(y,y,n) < ey holds
throughout Algorithm 1, even when there exist errors in the slack matrices, Hessian, gradient and
Newton steps. As shown in Section 11, the duality gap is upper bounded by 0 - ®(y,y,n)/n. In at
most O(v/6 -log(6/e)) iterations,  will become greater than 6 - ®(y, y,n)/e. Therefore Algorithm 1
finds e-optimal solution within O(+/@ - log(#/¢)) iterations.

We note that [Ans00] and [Ren01] only consider Condition 0 and requires the cg = 1,5 = €5 = 0
in Condition 1, 2, and 3. [JKL"20] considered Condition 0 and Condition 1 in Lemma 3.1 and
requires the ¢, = €5 = 0 in Condition 2 and 3. Moreover, the Condition 1 in [JKL20] requires
cg to be very close to 1, and we relax this condition to support any constant in [107',1]. In
addition, our framework also relaxes the computation of gradient and Newton direction to allow
some approximations, which makes it possible to apply more algorithmic techniques in the interior-
point method. More details are provided in Section 11.2.

4 Our Techniques

In this section, we introduce our main techniques, and provide a self-contained proof sketch of our
main result Theorem 1.2. We tackle the two bottlenecks of m® cost per iteration in [JKLT20]| by
proposing two different techniques:

Bottleneck 1: Instead of inverting the Hessian matrix from scratch in each iteration, we make
use of the already-computed Hessian inverse of the previous iteration. We prove that using low-
rank updates, the change to the inverse of Hessian matrices (computed using Kronecker product)
is low-rank, and thus we can use Woodbury identity to efficiently update the Hessian inverse. In
Section 4.1 we introduce the low-rank update to the Hessian, and in Section 4.2 we describe how
to compute the Hessian inverse efficiently using Woodbury identity and fast matrix rectangular
multiplication.

Bottleneck 2: We propose a better amortization scheme for PSD matrices that improves upon
the previous m®“ amortized cost. We give a proof sketch of our amortized analysis in Section 4.3.



Algorithm 2 Informal version of Alg. 3. An implementation of GENERALROBUSTSDP

1: procedure SOLVESDP( A € R™xn? h e R™, C € Rm>m)
2 fort=1—Tdo >T = O(y/n)
3 " < n-(1+1/y/n)

4 Gyrew (y)j "V - b; —tr[STL- A)], Viem > Gradient computation
5: Oy ~H! - Grpew () > Compute Newton step
6 YV =y + oy > Update dual variables
7 SRV =D e (W )iAi = C > Compute slack matrix
8 Compute V7, Vo € R™ " such that Smew — § 4 i V2T > Step 1 of Sec. 4.1
9: Compute Vs, V4 € R such that (§™%)~1 = ()1 + V5. VT > Step 2 of Sec. 4.1
10: Compute AYy, AYy € R™ "t such that H™" = H + (AY}) - (AYy)T > Step 3 of Sec. 4.1
11: (H™")~1 « H~! + low-rank update > Sec. 4.2
12: Yy YoV, S Snev, S« gnew,ﬁ_l — (}NIHeW)_l > Update variables
13: end for

14: end procedure

4.1 Low rank update of Hessian

Low-rank approximation of Kronecker product itself is an interesting problem and has been studied
in [SWZ19]. In this section, we describe how the low-rank update of the slack matrix leads to a
low-rank update of the Hessian matrix that involves Kronecker product.

The Hessian matrix is defined as H = A- (St ® S~1)-AT. We take the following three steps to
construct the low-rank update of H.

Step 1: low-rank update of the slack matrix. We use an approximate slack matrix that
yields a low-rank update. In the t-th iteration of Algorithm 2, we use S to denote the current
approximate slack matrix, and S™Y to denote the new exact slack matrix. We will use S and S™°V
to find the new approximate slack matrix Gnew

Define Z = (S™V)~1/28(8"V)~1/2 — I which captures the changes of the slack matrix. We
compute the spectral decomposition: Z = U - diag(\) - U . We show that

NN = |5 2em s g = O(1),
=1

which implies that only a few eigenvalues of Z are significant, say e.g. Aq,...,A,,. We only keep
these eigenvalues and set the rest to be zero. In this way we get a low-rank approximation of Z:
Z = U-diag(\)-U" where A = [A1,--- ,A,,0,...,0] . Now we can use Z to update the approximate
slack matrix by a low-rank matrix:

gmew __ §+ (SHGW)1/2 7. (Snew)l/2 _ §+ Vi - V2T7

where V4 and Vs both have size n x r,. Since Z is a good approximation of Z, Snew i g PSD
approximation of S™Y  which guarantees that y still lies in the proximity of the central path.

Step 2: low-rank update of inverse of slack. Using Woodbury identity, we can show that
(gneW)—l _ (§+ Vi V2T)—l _ §—1 + V?’V;l—rv

where V3 = —§_1V1(I + V2T§_1V1)_1 and Vy = §_1V2 both have size n x r;. Thus, this means
(Smew)~1 — §=1 has a rank r; decomposition.



Step 3: low-rank update of Hessian. Using the linearity and the mixed product property
(Part 2 of Fact 7.7) of Kronecker product, we can find a low-rank update to (")~ @ (Sm¥)~1.
More precisely, we can rewrite (S™%)~1 ® (S7V)~! as follows:

(Sl (S L= (ST BV @ (ST 1Y) = STE e ST+ Sun.
The term Sy is the difference that we want to compute, we can show

Sar =S~ @ (VaV)) + (VaV,1) @ S+ (1BV)1) @ (VaVyT)
=(S2eV) - (STV2PeV)+ (e SV (V] e STV) + (e Vs) - (V] o V)
=Y;- Y2T

2

where Y7 and Y5 both have size n® x nry. In this way we get a low-rank update to the Hessian:

HY = A ((S") L @ (S5e)~1) L AT = H 1 (AY)) - (AYs)T.

4.2 Computing Hessian inverse efficiently

In this section we show how to compute the Hessian inverse efficiently.
Using Woodbury identity again, we have a low rank update to H~':

(H™")™' = (H + (AY})- (AYy)T) ™"

= H'—H ' AY; - I+ Y, AT -AY)) LY, AT - H?
The second term in the above equation has rank nr. Thus (I;T new)—1 _ H™! has a rank nr
decomposition. To compute (ﬁ new)=l in each iteration, we first compute AYy,AYy € R™Xnrt
and multiply it with H™1 e Rm™*m o get H™'. AYl,ﬁ_l - AY; € R™ ™t Then we compute
I+ (Y,FAT) - (AY]) € ReXt and find its inverse (I + Y,' AT - AYy)~t € R™*"t Finally, we
multiply H-1 -AYl,ﬁ_l “AYy € R™X™e and (I 4 Y,T AT - AY7)™1 € R™tX"t together to obtain
(H)"'AY; - (I + Y,' AT AY) ! 'YQTAT(}?)_I € R™*™ " as desired. Using fast matrix multiplication
in each aforementioned step, the total computation cost is bounded by

O(Tmat (m, n2, nre) + Tmat (M, m,nry) + (nry)*). (4)

4.3 General amortization method

As mentioned in the previous sections, our algorithm relies on the maintenance of the slack matrix
and the inverse of the Hessian matrix via low-rank updates. In each iteration, the time to update
S and H to gnew~and Hypew is proportional to the magnitude of low-rank change in S , namely
ry = rank(Spew — 5). To deal with r;, we propose a general amortization method which extends the
analysis of several previous work [CLS19, LSZ19, JKL*20]. We first prove a tool to characterize

intrinsic properties of the low-rank updates, which may be of independent interest.

Theorem 4.1 (Informal version of Theorem 10.8). Given a sequence of approrimate slack matrices
ONICN. ,§(T) € R™™ generated by Algorithm 3, let ry = rank(S(tH) — S(t)) denotes the rank
of update on S, Then for any non-increasing vector g € R%, we have

T
St gr, < O(T - gll2):
t=1

Next, we show a proof sketch of Theorem 4.1.



Proof. For any matrix Z, let |A\(Z )\m denotes its i-th largest absolute eigenvalue. We use the follow-
ing potential function ®4(Z) := > g - [\(Z)|;). Further, for convenient, we define ®,(Sy, S2) :=

<I>g(51_1/25251_1/2—f). Our proof consists of the following two parts (Lemma 10.10 and Lemma 10.11):

e The change of the exact slack matrix increases the potential by a small amount, specifically

By (5", S) — 2y (S, 5) < llg]l2-

e The change of the approximate slack matrix decreases the potential proportionally to the
update rank, specifically ®,(S"Y, S"V) — &, (S, S) < —r¢ - gy,

In each iteration, the change of potential is composed of the changes of the exact and the approximate
slack matrices:

B, (S, SPV) — $,(S, ) = By(S7V, 5) — Dy(S, ) + By (S, SV) — B, (S, S).

Note that ®,(S, 5’) = 0 holds in the beginning of our algorithm and ®,(S, 5’) > 0 holds through-
out the algorithm, combining the observations above we have T"-||g||2 —Zz;l r¢-gr, > 0 as desired. [

Amortized analysis. Next we show how to use Theorem 4.1 to prove that our algorithm has an
amortized cost of m*“~1/* +m? cost per iteration when m = Q(n?). Note that in this case there are
/i = m!/* iterations.

When m = Q(n?), the dominating term in our cost per iteration (see Eq. (4)) is Tmat (m, m, nry).
We use fast rectangular matrix multiplication to upper bound this term by

9 2_a(w72) w—2 w=2
Tmat(ma m, nTt) S m-+m l—a .pl-a . Ty

w—2
We define a non-increasing sequence g € R" as ¢g; = iima ' This g is tailored for the above

w=2) .
equation, and its o norm is bounded by |[|g|ls < n'T-= /2 Then using Theorem 4.1 we have
T L., T o T
w=2 w=2_ 4 (w=2)
Zrtlwzzrt'rtka :Zrt'gn <T -ni-a 12,
t=1 t=1 t=1

Combining this and the previous equation, and since we assume m = 2(n?), we have

2 a(w—2) 2(w—2)

T
S T (mom,nr) < T - (m? +m? 55 7m0 Y2 = T (m? 4 me 1Y),
t=

[y

Since T = 6(m1/ 4), we proved the desired computational complexity in Theorem 1.2.

5 Solving SDP With Hybrid Barrier

Volumetric barrier was first proposed by Vaidya [Vai89a| for the polyhedral, and was generalized to
the spectrahedra {y € R™ : y1 A1 + -+ 4+ ym A = 0} by Nesterov and Nemirovski [NN94|. They
showed that the volumetric barrier ¢y, can make the interior point method converge in \/ﬁnl/ 4
iterations, while the log barrier ¢,s need \/n iterations. By combining the volumetric barrier and
the log barrier, they also showed that the hybrid barrier achieves (mn)l/ 4 jterations. Anstreicher
[Ans00] gave a much simplified proof of this result.

We show that the hybrid barrier also fits into our robust IPM framework. And we can apply our
newly developed low-rank update and amortization techniques in the log barrier case to efficiently
implement the SDP solver based on hybrid barrier. The informal version of our result is stated in
below.



Theorem 5.1 (Informal version of Theorem 12.12). There is an SDP algorithm based on hybrid
barrier which takes (mn)Y/*log(1/€) iterations with cost-per-iteration O* (m?n® +m*).

In particular, our algorithm improves [Ans00] in nearly all parameter regimes. For example, if
m = n?, our new algorithm takes n®™ time while [Ans00] takes n'*™ time. If m = n, our new

algorithm takes n®T25 time, while [Ans00] takes n%® time.

The hybrid barrier function is as follows:

o) =225 2 (60a) + 2 ).

where ¢yo1(y) = 1 log det(V2¢iog(y)). According to our general IPM framework (Algorithm 1), we
need to efficiently compute the gradient and Hessian of ¢(y). Recall from [Ans00]| that the gradient
of the volumetric barrier is:

(Vovor(y))i = —tr[H(S) ™1 - A(ST1A;:8 P 0 STHAT] Vie [m)].
And the Hessian can be written as V201 (y) = 2Q(S) + R(S) — 2T(S), where for any i, j € [m],

Q(S);; = tr[H(S)'A(ST14;:571 4,87 @g STHAT],
R(S)i; = tr[H(S)'A(S1A;57 @5 ST1A; 5 HAT], (5)
T(S)i; = tr[H(S)'A(ST 1 4;:8 7 @5 STHATH(S)'A(S1A4;57 @5 STHAT).

Here, ®g is the symmetric Kronecker product’.

A straight-forward implementation of the hybrid barrier-based SDP algorithm can first compute
the matrices S71A; and S71A4;S71A; for all i € {1,2,--- ,m} for all j € {1,2,---,m} in time
O(m?n®). The gradient Ve(y) and the Hessian of ¢iog(y) can be computed by taking traces of
these matrices. To compute Voo (y), Q(S), R(S),T(S), we observe that each entry of these ma-
trices can be written as the inner-product between H(S)~! and some matrices formed in terms of
tr[STLA;STLA; ST AL and tr[ST1A; ST A; ST ARSTLA)] for i, 4, k, 1 € [m]. Hence, we can spend
O(m?*n?)-time computing these traces and then get Vo1 (), Q(S), R(S),T(S) in O(m**+?)-time.
After obtaining the gradient and Hessian of the hybrid barrier function, we finish the implementa-
tion of IPM SDP solver by computing the Newton direction &, = —(V2¢(y)) "1 (nb— Vé(y)). (More
details are given in Section C).

To speedup the straight forward implementation, we observe two bottleneck steps in each iter-
ation:

1. Computing the traces tr[S_lAiS_lAjS_lAkS_lAl] for i,j,k,l € [m].
2. Computing the matrices Q(S), R(S),T(S).

To handle the first issue, we use the low-rank update and amortization techniques introduced
in the previous section to approximate the change of the slack matrix S by a low-rank matrix. One
challenge for the volumetric barrier is that its Hessian (Eq. (5)) is much more complicated than the
log barrier’s Hessian H(S). For H(S), if we replace S with its approximation S, then H(S) will
be a PSD approximation of H(S). However, this may not hold for the volumetric barrier’s Hessian
if we simply replace all the S in V2¢(y) by its approximation S. We can resolve this challenge
by carefully choosing the approximation place: if we approximate the second S in the trace, i.e.,

X ®sY =2(X®Y+Y®X).



tr[S‘lAig_lAjS_lAkS_lAl], then the resulting matrix will be a PSD approximation of V2¢(y).
In other words, the Condition 1 in our robust IPM framework (Lemma 3.1) is satisfied. Notice that
in each iteration, we only need to maintain the change of tr[S™1A;S71A;S71A,S~1 4], which by
the low-rank guarantee, can be written as

tr[A; ST A; - VBV, A8 ALSTY,
where V3, Vg € R™ ™. Then, we can first compute the matrices

{AS7 A Vs € RV and {V,' A;S714,571 e R}

Yiaeim jokelm)’

It takes m? - Tmat(n,n,7¢)-time. And we can compute all the traces tr[S_lAig_lAjS_lAkS_lAl]
simultaneously in Tmat(m?, nry, m?) by batching them together and using fast matrix multiplication
on a m?-by-nr; matrix and a nri-by-m? matrix. A similar amortized analysis in the log barrier
case can also be applied here to get the amortized cost-per-iteration for the low-rank update. One
difference is that the potential function ®4(Z) (defined in Section 4.3) changes more drastically in
the hybrid barrier case. And we can only get Si, ¢ - g, < O(T - (n/m)** - ||g||2 - log n).

For the second issue, we note that computing the 7°(S) matrix is the most time-consuming
step, which need m“*2-time. In [Ans00], it is proved that %Q(S) = V2¢u01(y) = Q(S). With this
PSD approximation, our robust IPM framework enables us to use Q(S) as a “proxy Hessian” of the
volumetric barrier. That is, in each iteration, we only compute Q(S) and ignore R(S) and T'(S).
And computing Q(S) only takes O(m?)-time, which improves the m“*2 term in the straight forward
implementation.

Combining them together, we obtain the running time in Theorem 5.1. More details are provided
in Section 12.

Lee-Sidford barrier for SDP? In LP, the hybrid barrier was improved by Lee and Sidford [LS19]
to achieve O*(y/min{m, n}) iterations. For SDP, we hope to design a barrier function with O*(y/m)
iterations. However, the Lee-Sidford barrier function does not have a direct correspondence in SDP
due to the following reasons. First, [LS19] defined the barrier function in the dual space of LP which
is a polyhedron, while for SDP, the dual space is a spectrahedron. Thus, the geometric intuition
of the Lee-Sidford barrier (John’s ellipsoid) may not be helpful to design the corresponding barrier
for SDP. Second, efficient implementation of Lee-Sidford barrier involves a primal-dual central path
method [BLSS20]. However, the cost of following primal-dual central path in SDP is prohibitive since
this involves solving Lyapunov equations in R™*™. Third, the Lewis weights play an important role
in the Lee-Sidford barrier. Notice that in LP, the volumetric barrier can be considered as reweighing
the constraints in the log barrier based on the leverage score, and the Lee-Sidford barrier uses Lewis
weights for reweighing to improve the volumetric barrier. However, in SDP, we have observed that
the leverage score vector becomes the leverage score matrix. Thus, we may need some matrix version
of Lewis weights to define the Lee-Sidford barrier for SDP. Section D studies several properties of
the leverage score matrix and give an algorithm to efficiently maintain this matrix in each iteration
of the IPM, which might be the first step towards improving the SDP hybrid barrier.

6 Related Work

Other SDP solvers. The interior point method is a second-order algorithm. Second-order al-
gorithms usually have logarithmic dependence on the error parameter 1/e. First-order algorithms
do not need to use second-order information, but they usually have polynomial dependence on 1/e.
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There is a long list of work focusing on first-order algorithms [AK07, JY11, ALO16, GH16, AZL17,
CDST19, LP20, YTF*19, JLL*20]. Solving SDPs has also attracted attention in the parallel setting
[JY11, JY12, ALO16, JLL*20].

Cutting plane method. Cutting plane method is a class of optimization algorithms that itera-
tively queries a separation oracle to cut the feasible set that contains the optimal solution. There
has been a long line of work to obtain fast cutting plane methods [Sho77, YN76, Kha80, KTESS,
NN89, Vai89a, AV95, BV02, LSW15, JLSW20].

Low-rank approximation Low-rank approximation is a well-studied topic in numerical linear
algebra [Sar06, CW13, BWZ16, SWZ17, SWZ19|. Many different settings of that problem have

been studied. In this paper, we are dealing with Kronecker product type low rank approximation.

Applications of SDP. As described by [JKL*20|, m = Q(n?) is an essential case of using SDP
to solve many practical combinatorial optimization problems. Here we provide a list of examples,
e.g., the sparsest cut [ARV09], the c-balanced graph separation problem [FHLOS| and the minimum
uncut [ACMMO5] can be solved by SDP with m = Q(n?). The optimal experiment design [VBW9S],
Haplotype frequencies estimation [HH06| and embedding of finite metric spaces into £2 [LLR95] need
to solve SDPs with m = Q(n?).
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7 Preliminary

7.1 Notations

Basic matrix notations. For a square matrix X, we use tr[X] to denote the trace of X.

We use || - |2 and || - |7 to denote the spectral norm and Frobenious norm of a matrix. Let us
use || - ||1 to represent the Schatten-1 norm of a matrix, i.e., | A} = tr[(A*A)'/2].

We say a symmetric matrix A € R™*" is positive semi-definite (PSD, denoted as A = 0) if for
any vector x € R, 2" Az > 0. We say a symmetric matrix A € R"*" is positive definite (PD,
denoted as A > 0) if for any vector z € R”, 2" Az > 0.

We define S{{"™ to be the set of all n-by-n symmetric positive definite matrices.

Let us define SI§" to be the set of all n-by-n symmetric positive semi-definite matrices.

For a matrix A € R™*", we use A\(A) € R" to denote the eigenvalues of A.

For any vector v € R", we use vj; to denote the i-th largest entry of v.

For a matrix A € R™*" and subsets S; C [m], Sa C [n], we define Ag, g, € RIS1XI92l to be the
submatrix of A that only has rows in S; and columns in Sy. We also define Ag, . € RIS1X7 65 be
the submatrix of A that only has rows in Sy, and A. g, € R™<I%2| to be the submatrix of A that
only has columns in Ss.

For two symmetric matrices A, B € R"*" we say A < B (or equivalently, B = A), if B — A is
a PSD matrix.

Fact 7.1 (Spectral norm implies Loewner order). Let A, B € R"*"™ be two symmetric PSD matrices.
Then, for any e € (0,1),

o] <.
implies
(1—e)A=<B=<(1+¢A.

Fact 7.2 (Trace property of matrix Loewner order). Given symmetric PSD matrices A, B € R™.
Suppose (1+ €)1 A= A=< (1+¢)- A, then

(14 €)' tr[AB] < tr[AB] < (1 4 ¢) - tr[AB].

Proof. Consider the spectral decomposition of B: B =" | )\,-v,-viT where \; > 0. Then

tr[AB] = tr[A - (Zn: Aiviv; )]
i=1

1=1
< (I+e)- (Z vy Av;)
i=1
= tr[AB]
Similarly, tr[AB] > (1 +¢)~! - tr[AB]. O
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RmXTL

Matrix related operations For two matrices A, B € , we define the matrix inner product

(A, B) := tr[AT B].
We use vec[] to denote matrix vectorization: for a matrix A € R™*" vec[A] € R™" is defined

to be vec[A](j_1).p4; = Aij for any i € [m] and j € [n], i.e.,
A:,l
vec[A] = | 1 | e R™.
A,

3]

We use ® to denote matrix Kronecker product: for matrices A € R™*" and B € RP*Y, AQ B €
RP™XA™ is defined to be (A® B)p(i—1)+s,q(j—1)+t = Aij - Bsy for any i € [m], j € [n], s € [p], [t] € [q],
ie.,

A171-B A172-B Al,n’B
dopo |A20 B A B A By
Ami B Am2-B ... Apn-B
Definition 7.3 (Stacking matrices). Let Ay, Ag,--- , Ay, € R™ ™ be m symmetric matrices. We use
A € R™*"* 1o denote the matriz that is constructed by stacking the m vectorizations vec[A],- - - ,vec[An] €
R™ as rows of A, i.e.,
vec[Aq] T
A= 3 e R™¥"°,
vec[A,] "

Fact 7.4. For any €1,¢e2 € (0,1/10). Let D € R™™ be a diagonal matriz with non-negative entries
and such that |D? —I||r < €. Let X € R™ " be a matriz that has bounded norm, e.g., | X|2 < ea.
Then

||DXD—X||F < 3'61 * €9.
Proof. Denote D = diag(oq,...,0,). We have

IDXD — X||p < (D - DX(D—1I)+ (D —1)X + X(D - I)||r
< [I(D=DX(D=Dr+2-[(D=DX][r
<3-(D—=DX]lr

< 3. (tr[(D — I)*X?)
<3-(&-tr[(D - 1))

n 1/2
— 3.6y (Z(ai - 1)2>

1/2

1/2

=1
n 1/2
S (z«fs g 1>2)
=1
<3-€-€

where the second step uses triangle inequality, the third step uses —1 < D — I < I, the fifth step
uses || X||2 < €2, the penultimate step uses o; > 0, and the last step uses |[D? — I|r < €. O
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7.2 Tools: Woodbury identity

We state a common fact on matrix inverse update in [Woo49, Woo50].

Fact 7.5 (Woodbury matrix identity). Given two integers n and k. Let n > k. For square matrix
A € R™" | tall matriz B € R™*, square matriz C € R¥** | fat matric D € RF>",

(A+BCD)'=A"' —A7'B(C™' + DAT'B)"'DA™L.

7.3 Tools: Properties of matrix operations

Fact 7.6 (Matrix inner product). For two matrices A, B € R™ " we have (A, B) = tr[AT B] =
vec[A] T vec[B].

Fact 7.7 (Basic properties of Kronecker product). The Kronecker product ® satisfies the following
properties.

1. For matrices A € R™™ and B € R®™™, we have (A® B)" = AT @ BT € R"mxab,

2. For matrices A € R¥™, B € R™>™™ (O ¢ R™¢ D ¢ R™¢ we have (A® B) - (C ® D) =
(AC ® BD) € Rbxcd,

Fact 7.8 (Spectral properties of Kronecker product). The Kronecker product satisfies the following
spectral properties.

1. For matrices A, B, if A and B are PSD matrices, then A ® B is also PSD.
2. For two PSD matrices A and B € R"™", if A< B, then A A< B®B.
The following result is often used in SDP-related calculations.

Fact 7.9 (Kronecker product and vector multiplication). Given A € R™*" B € R C ¢ RFX!,
D € R™™  we have

1. vec[ABC] = (CT ® A) - vec|[B].
Note that ABC € R™*! CT @ A € R™>*"k  and vec[B] € R™.

2. trf[ABCD] = vec[D]" - (CT ® A) - vec[B].
Note that ABCD € R™*™  vec[D] € R™, CT @ A € R™*"  and vec[B] € R,

We state a standard fact for Kronecker product.

Fact 7.10 (Positive Semidefinite property of Kronecker product). Let m,n denote two positive
integers. Given a matrix A € RmX" let S, S € R™" be two PSD matrices. Define

H:=A-(S'9S5 . ATeR™™, and H:=A (S'®S5 ') AT e R™™,

Then, for any accuracy parameter o > 1, if§ is an a-PSD approzimation of S, i.e., a~1S = S <
S, then

a 2H < H < o%H.
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Proof. Given any vector v € R™, we can write v' Hv and v Hv in the following way:

’UTH’U = f: f: UinHiJ' = f: f: ’L)Z”L)jtl“[S_lAiS_lAj]

i=1 j=1 i=1 j=1

_ t1«[5—1/2( Z viAi)S_1< Z UZ.Ai)S—l/ﬂ

i€[m] i1€[m]

= ||vec [S_l/2< Z viAi>S_1/2}

i€[m] 2
— (5_1/2 ® S_l/2>vec[§: Uz’Az}
i=1

where the last line follows from Fact 7.9. Similarly,

2

2

, (6)

2

v Hy = H <§—1/2 ® §—1/2)Vec[2m:v,~Ai] 2 (7)

i=1

2

Since the right hand side of Eq. (6) and Eq. (7) are non-negative for any v € R™, both H and H
are PSD matrices. _
Since 1S < S < aS, we have

a” 1§71 < §7 < sl
By Fact 7.8, it further implies that
a5 'St <SSt <afsT e s

Let b := vec[Y/", v;A;]T. We have

H <§—1/2 2 §—1/2>sz — T (520 512 (G112 @ §-12)

=b" (S-S
<a? b (St Ss
2

_ 2. ~1/2 ~1/2 H
S S b 8
- |(s7e s ®)
And
~ ~ 2 2
T o
2 2
Combining Egs. (6)-(9), we come to
a2 . v Ho < v Ho <a?- v Ho.
Since v can be arbitrarily chosen from R™, we complete the proof. O

We state another fact for Kronecker product in below:
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Fact 7.11 (Kronecker product with equivalence for matrix norm). Given a constraint matriz A €
R™ " gnd vector b € R™. Let n > 0 denote a parameter. Let g(y,n) € R™ be defined as

g(y,m)i = nb; — tr[S™14;] Vi€ [m].
Let X € R™"™ denote a matriz that
(X, A;) =nb; Yie[m)].
Let H := A(S™' @ SHAT. If matriz S is a PSD matriz, then we have
g(y,m)"H 'g(y,n) =v"BT(BB') 'Bu,

where v := vec[SY2X SV2—1) € R" and B € R™*"” is a matriz that i-th row is B; = vec[S—Y/24;571/2] ¢
2

Rn
Proof. We start with re-writing g(y,n) € R™ as follows: for each i € [m]
9y m)i = bin — tr[STHA]
= tr[XA] — tr[S_lAi]
tr[(X — S Al
tr[Sl/2(X STHgl/2. 5712 4,671/2)
= tr[(SY2XSY2 — 1) By).

Thus, using the definition of v, we have

g9(y,n) = Bu.

Our next step is to rewrite H as follows: for each i,j € [m] x [m]
H@j = tr[AiS_lAjS_l]
= tr[STY24,871/2 . §712 4,571/
= tr[Bi . Bj]

which implies that H = BBT.
Thus, combine all the above computations, we have

g(y,m)"H ' g(y,n) =v BT (BBT) 'Bu.

Therefore, we complete the proof. O

7.4 Tools: Fast matrix multiplication

We use Tmat(a, b, ¢) to denote the time of multiplying an a x b matrix with another b x ¢ matrix.
Fast matrix multiplication [Cop82, Will2, LG14, GU18, CGLZ20, AW21] is a fundamental tool in
theoretical computer science.

For k € Ry, we define w(k) € R, to be the value such that Vn € N, Tat(n, n,nF) = O(n<®).

For convenience we define three special values of w(k). We define w to be the fast matrix
multiplication exponent, i.e., w := w(l). We define @ € R4 to be the dual exponent of matrix
multiplication, i.e., w(a) = 2. We define 5 := w(2).

The following fact can be found in Lemma 3.6 of [JKL"20], also see [BCS97].
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Fact 7.12 (Convexity of w(k)). The function w(k) is conver.
The following fact can be found in Lemma A.5 of [CLS19].

Fact 7.13 (Fast rectangular matrix multiplication). For any two integers r < n, the time of mul-
tiplying an n x n matriz with another n X r

9 w=2 2_a(w72)
Tmat(n,n,7) <n’ 4 riza .p” T,

The following fact can be found in Lemma A.4 of [CLS19].

Fact 7.14 (Relation of w and «). ¥=2 — 1 < 0; that is, w + a < 3.

8 Our Algorithm and Result

We state our main result of Algorithm 3 as follows:

Theorem 8.1 (Main result for Algorithm 3). Given symmetric matrices C, Ay, -+ , Ay € R
and a vector b € R™. Define matriz A € RmXn? by stacking the m wvectors vec[Aq],--- ,vec[A,,] €
R™ as rows. Consider the following SDP instance:

max (C,X)
XeRnxn
st. (A, X) =b;, Vi€ [m],

X =0,

There is a SDP algorithm (Algorithm 3) that runs in time
O*( (Vn(m? +n') + m? + n*) - log(l/e)).
and outputs a PSD matriz X € R™™ that satisfies
(C.X) 2 (CX) e |Clla R and 3] (40X) —b) <dne- (R [Ad + o), (10)
i=1 =1

where X* is an optimal solution of the SDP instance, and ||A;||1 is the Schatten 1-norm of matriz

A;.

Proof. The correctness (Eq. (10)) follows from Theorem 9.1. The running time follows from Theo-
rem 10.1. n

Remark 8.2. For current matriz multiplication time w ~ 2.373 ([LG14]), the running time of our
algorithm can be written as

O(max{n®’ ,m*} - log(1/€)).
Therefore, when m > n?~%5/% ~ 7 we have max{n?’, m*} < \/n-m¥ and thus our algorithm is

better than [JKL'20]. For the regimes when m is smaller, we can apply Algorithm 6-7 in Section 12
or Algorithm 1 in [JKLT 20)].

Corollary 8.3 (Tall SDPs). When m = Q(n?), we can solve SDP in O(m® -log(1/€)) time for

current w ~ 2.373.
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Proof. When m = 2(n?), the running time of Theorem 8.1 is
O((m2 VA mE 4t 4 ). log(l/e)> = O((m? - v/n+m®) -log(1/e)).

For current w ~ 2.373 , m? - \/n = m?>% < m¥. O

Note that the running time of [JKLT20] is O(y/n - (n® + m¥ + mn?)) = O(m*+%%5) when
m = Q(n?).

Algorithm 3 Our SDP solver with log barrier.
: procedure SOLVESDP (m,n,C,{A4;}7*,, A € R™X" b e R™)
: > Initialization
Construct A € R™*"* by stacking m vectors vec[A;], vec[Ag], - - -, vec[Ap,] € R

1
2
3
1 40 n

4 N e L oov/nlog(l)

5: Find initial feasible dual vector y € R™ according to Lemma A.1
6

7

8

9

S i ¥i-Ai—C, S« S > 3,5 € R<n
G+ (A-(S 1S 1. AT)! > G € Rmxm
> Maintain G = H~* where H := A- (S~ @ §~1). AT
fort=1—1T do > Iterations of approximate barrier method
10: v - (1+ 28%)
11: for j=1,--- ,mdo
12: Gyrew (y)j < bj - "V — tr[S™ - A)] > Gradient computation, gynew (y) € R™
13: end for
14: Oy — —G - gypew (y) > Update on y € R™
15: YV =y + oy
16: SV = e (WY )i - A = C N
17: V1, Vo <~ LOWRANKSLACKUPDATE (S™V, S) > Vi, Vo € R ", Algorithm 4.
18: Smew o Gy V1V2T > Approximate slack computation
19: Vs =S IVi(I +V, §71vy)! > Vg € R1X7e
20: Vi + §_1V2 > Vy € Rxme
21: Vi (S22 0 V3), (Va@ 812, (Vs @ V3] > Y] € R x@nretry)
22: Yo [(STV2 @ V), (Vaw §1/2), (Vi@ V1)) > Yy € R X@nretri)
23: GV« G —G-AY:- (I + Y,  ATAY)) "L Y AT . @ > GV € RMX™
24: > Hessian inverse computation using Woodbury identity
25: y — y"w
26: S < Snew
27: S« Gnew
28: G+ G™V > Update variables
29: end for
30: return an approximate solution to the original problem > Lemma A.1

31: end procedure

9 Correctness

In this section we prove the correctness of our SDP solver Algorithm 3. In Section 9.1 we prove
that S € R™ "™ updated by Algorithm 4 is a PSD approximation to the true slack matrix S €
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Algorithm 4 Low Rank Slack Update

1. procedure LOWRANKSLACKUPDATE(S"" , S)

2 > Sew G e SZE™ are positive definite matrices
3 €+ 107° _ > Spectral approximation constant
4 Zmid (Snew)—1/2 . 9. (Snew)—1/2 -1,

5: Compute spectral decomposition Z™d = U - diag(\) - U T

6 > A= [\, , M) € R are the eigenvalues of Z™9, and U € R™*" is orthogonal
7 Let 7 : [n] — [n] be a sorting permutation such that [Azy| > [Ar(it)]

8 if ’)‘w(l)’ < eg then

9

: SV «— S
10: else
11: r1
12: while r < n/2 and (|[Ar(2r)| > €5 o1 [Ariom| > (1 —1/logn)|Ar(y|) do
13: r—r+1
14: end while
s (Av) o 0, ifi= 1', 2,27,

Ar(i),  otherwise.

16: L + supp(A™¥ — \) > |L| = 2r
17: Vi ((S"™)V2. U - diag(A™™ — \))..1 > Vi € Rx2r
18: Vo < ((S*W)Y/2.1). > Vo € RPX2
19: > V- ‘/21— _ (Snew)1/2 .U - diag()\new _ )\) Ut (Snew)l/2
20: end if
21: return S"v

22: end procedure

R™ ™ In Section 9.2 we prove that the algorithm maintains G = H'e R™*™ " and H is a PSD
approximation to the true Hessian matrix H € R™*™,

Theorem 9.1 (Correctness of Algorithm 3). Consider an SDP instance as in Definition 1.1 with no
redundant constraints. Let us assume that the feasible region is bounded, i.e., any feasible solution
X e RU" satisfies | X||2 < R. Then for any error parameter 0 < € < 0.01 and Newton step size €

satisfying /e < ex < 0.1, Algorithm 3 outputs, in T = 40ey"/nlog(n/e) iterations, a PSD matriz
X € RLS" that satisfies

<C7X> > <C7X*>_€' HC||2R7 and (11)
S A X) = byl < dne - (R [[Aill + b1l ).
where X* is any optimal solution to the SDP instance, and ||A;||1 is the Schatten 1-norm of matrix

A;.
Furthermore, in each iteration of Algorithm 3, the following invariant holds for ag =1+ 107°:

|S7Y28m Y2 _ Il < ag - en. "

Proof. Combining Lemma 9.2 and Lemma 9.3 we have that agls < S = ags for ag =1+ 1075.
Therefore condition 1’ in Lemma 11.10 is satisfied by Fact 7.10 and condition 2 & 3 holds trivially.

Notice 6, = n. Then directly applying Theorem 11.17 completes the proof.
O
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9.1 Approximate slack maintenance

The following lemma gives a closed-form formula for the updated S1eW in each iteration.

Lemma 9.2 (Closed-form formula of slack update). In each iteration of Algorithm 3, the update of
the slack variable S™ (on Line 18) satisfies

gnow _ §+ (SHCW)1/2 U - diag(/\now o )\) . UT . (SHOW)1/2’

where S is the slack variable in previous iteration, and U, \, \"*" are defined in Algorithm 4.
Moreover, it implies that S™V is a symmetric matriz in each iteration.

Proof. From Line 17 and 18 of Algorithm 4 we have Vi - V| = (S"W)Y/2. U - diag(A"V — \)- U T -
(§meW)1/2 " Therefore

gnew _ §+ Vi - ‘/2T _ §+ (SHCW)1/2 U - diag()\now o )\) . UT . (SHOW)1/2‘

In the first iteration, we have S = S which is a symmetric matrix.
By the definition of Vi, V2, we know that V; -V, is symmetric. Hence, S™V is also symmetric
in each iteration. O

The following lemma proves that we always have S~S throughout the algorithm.

Lemma 9.3 (Approximate Slack). In each iteration of Algorithm 3, the approzimate slack variable
S satisfies that 0@15 < S < agS, where ag =1+ 1072,

Proof. Notice that
Foow _ 4 (SN2 1T diag (AN — A) - UT - (7)1
_ (Snow i (Snew)1/2zmid(snow)1/2) I (SHCW)1/2 U - diag(A™™ — A) - UT. (SHCW)1/2
— SOV 4 (572 ) djag(ATW) . U T - (SeVYL/2)

where the first step comes from Lemma 9.2, the second step comes from definition Z™d = (SnCW)_l/ 2.
S-(S"e%)~1/2_ T (Line 4 of Algorithm 4), and the final step comes from Z™4 = U -diag(Ay, -+ , Ap)-
UT (Line 5 of Algorithm 4).

By Line 15 of Algorithm 4 we have (A\"V); < eg for all i € [n], so

H(SneW)—l/Q . Gnew . (gnewy=1/2 _ IH2 _ HU - diag(A™™) - UTH2 < e

This implies that for ag = 1 + €g, by Fact 7.1, in each iteration of Algorithm 3 the slack variable
S satisfies agls <S5 <agS. O

9.2 Approximate Hessian inverse maintenance

The following lemma shows that the maintained matrix G equals to the inverse of approximate
Hessian.

Lemma 9.4 (Close-form formula for Hessian inverse). In each iteration of Algorithm 3, we have
G=H"1'ecR™™ where H:=A-(S7'®S7!)-AT ¢ R™*™,
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Proof. We prove this lemma by induction.
In the beginning of the algorithm, the initialization of G (Line 7 of Algorithm 3) satisfies the
formula G = H~L. N
Assume the induction hypothesis that G = H ~1 in the beginning of each iteration, next we
will prove that G*" = (H"™¥)~!. Note that G**" is updated on Line 23 of Algorithm 3. And
H = A ((S7%) 7L @ (SmW)~1) - AT € R™*™ where 5™V is updated on Line 18 of Algorithm 3.
We first compute (S%V)~1 € R™*™
(gncw)—l _ (§+ V1V2T)—1
=S STV T+ VST )T TS
L A T (13)

where the reason of the first step is Snew — § +W V2T (Line 18 of Algorithm 3), the second step follows
from Woodbury identity (Fact 7.5), and the third step follows from V3 = —S™ V3 (I+V,1 S711;)7! €

R™" and Vy = 571V, € R™*" (Line 19 and 20 of Algorithm 3).
We then compute a close-form formula of (S7%)~! @ (Snew)~1 ¢ Rr*xn?,
(gneW)—l ® (vaneW)—l
ICEEA A/ EICRERAAY
=58+ 5 e (B + (B e ST+ (BN @ (BY)
=S5 leS T+ (T2 W) - (ST eV, )+ (V3o SY2) . (v, @ §7Y/2)
U ORUACAAY
=SS vy, (14)
where the first step follows from Eq. (13), the second step follows from linearity of Kronecker product,
the third step follows from mixed product property of Kronecker product (Part 2 of Fact 7.7),
the fourth step follows from Yy = [(S™V/2 @ W3), (Vs ® S~Y/2), (V3 @ V5T)] € R™**@nretr?) and
Yo =[(SY2@Vy), (Va® S~Y2), (Vy @ V)] € RP**2nretr?) (Line 21 and 22 of Algorithm 3), and
the transpose of Kronecker product (Part 1 of Fact 7.7).
Thus we can compute (H"V)~t € R™*™ as follows:
(f_jHCW)—l _ (A . ((§HCW)—1 ® (§HCW)—1) . AT)—l
~ ~ -1
- (A (S 'eS Y AT LA VY, AT)
=G—-G-AY;-(I+Y, AT ALY, AT . @
=G"V, (15)
where the first step follows from the definition of H "W the second step follows from Eq. (14), the
third step follows from Woodbury identity (Fact 7.5) and the induction hypothesis that G = H b
(A-(S7t®@871) - AT)=1 € R™*™ the fourth step follows from the definition of G"V on Line 23 of

Algorithm 3.
The proof is then completed. O

10 Time Analysis

In this section we analyze the running time of Algorithm 3. We first present the main theorem.
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Sec. | Statement | Time Comment
10.1 | Lem 10.2 Troat (m,n?, n?) + m< Initialization
10.2 | Lem 10.3 Toat (M, 12, nry) + Tmat (M, m,nre) + (nry)® +m? +mn? | Cost per iteration

=2 =2
10.4 | Lem 10.12 m2 4 nt 4 n2-1/2 4§ 2 e Amortized cost

Table 1: Summary of Section 10.

Theorem 10.1 (Running time of Algorithm 3). Algorithm 3 runs in time
O* ((m* - vn+m* +n*® +n?) -log(1/e)) .
Specifically, when m > n? the total running time is

O* ((m* +m?* - v/n) - log(1/e)) .

Proof. The running time of Algorithm 3 consists of two parts:
1. Imitialization. O(Tyat(m,n?,n?) +m*) < O*(n? +m¥) time from Lemma 10.2.
2. Cost of T iterations.

T
Z (Tmat(m, n2,nre) + Tmat (M, mynre) + (nry)® +m? + mn2>
t=1

_a(w=2) 2w—2)
<T-Om?+nt4n2 12 pm?* T .pia V2

_ow=2)  2w=2)
_ O*<(m2.\/ﬁ+n4'5+n2w+m2 o .p i-a )'log(1/€)>

<o ((m2 VR4t ) log(l/e))
where the first step follows from Lemma 10.3, the second step follows from Lemma 10.12 and

mn? < O(m? + n%), the third step follows from T = O(y/nlog(1/€)), the fourth step follows from
the inequalities in two cases:

2 a(w—2) 2(w—2)

g_alw=2)  2(w=2) (n?)*""i=a .p e =np% when m < n?,
m l—a .m 1-a < 2_04(4,.)72) 1/2 2(w—2) 9
m* e - (mY?)7T=a =m* when m > n’.
Adding the costs of these two parts completes the proof. O

This section is organized as follows:

e Section 10.1 provides the analysis of initialization cost (Lemma 10.2).

e Section 10.2 studies the cost per iteration of our algorithm (Lemma 10.3).
e Section 10.3 present the property of low rank update (Theorem 10.8).

e Section 10.4 use the tools of Section 10.3 to bound the amortized cost of our algorithm
(Lemma 10.12).
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10.1 Initialization cost

The goal of this section is to prove Lemma 10.2.
Lemma 10.2 (Initialization cost). Initialization of Algorithm 3 (Line 3 to 7) takes time
O(Tmar(m,n?,n?) + m®).
Proof. We compute the cost of each line during initialization.
e Line 3 of Algorithm 3. Constructing A € Rmxn” by stacking vectors takes O(mn?) time.

e Line 6 of Algorithm 3. Computing S = Zie[m} yi - A; — C takes O(mn?) time.

e Line 7 of Algorithm 3. This step computes G = (A- (5‘1 ®§_1) -AT)~1. We first compute
S~ ® S~ e R"**"* which takes O(n?) time. We then compute A - (571 ® S~1) - AT, which
takes O(Tmat(m,n%,n?) 4+ Tmat(m,n?,m)) time. Finally computing the inverse takes O(m®)
time. Since n* < Tmat(m,n?,n?) and Tmar(m, n?,m) < Tmat(m,n?,n?) +m®, this step takes

O(Tmat(m, Tl2, Tl2) + m¥) time in total,

Combining the cost of these three steps, and since mn? < Tat(m, n?, n?), we have the total cost as
presented in the lemma statement. O

10.2 Cost per iteration

The goal of this section is to prove Lemma 10.3.

Lemma 10.3 (Cost per iteration). Fort € [T, let ry be the rank of the update in the t-th iteration
of Algorithm 3. The t-th iteration takes time

O(Tmat (m, n?, nre) + Tmat(m, m,nry) + (nry)” + m? + mn2).

Proof. We compute the cost of each line of Algorithm 3 in the t-th iteration.

Line 12 of Algorithm 3: gradient computation, O(mn?) time.

This step computes gynew (y); <= 7" - b; — tr[S™1 - A4j].

Computing one tr[S~!- Aj;] takes n? time, and computing all traces for j € [m] takes mn? time.

Line 14 of Algorithm 3: §, computation, O(m?) time.

This step computes d, —(H o)L < G (Y).

Computing the matrix vector multiplication of H ()71 € R™™ with gyuew(y) € R™ takes
O(m?) time.

Line 16 of Algorithm 3: S"V computation, O(mn?) time.

This step computes S™ < 37,1 (y"")i4i — C.

Brute-forcely adding all (y"°V); A4; € R™ " takes mn? time.

Line 17-18 of Algorithm 3: S computation, O(n%) time.

Line 17 makes a call to procedure LOWRANKSLACKUPDATE, and this takes O(w) time by
Lemma 10.4.

Line 18 computes S™% + § + ViVy", which takes O(Tpmat(n,7¢,n)) < O(n®) time.

Line 19-23 of Algorithm 3: Hessian inverse computation, O (Tt (m, n2, nry)+Tmat (m, m, nre )+
(nry)®) time.

Computing V3, Vs € R"*" on Line 19 and 20 takes O(n®“) time.
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Computing Y7,Ys € R *@nretr?) on Line 21 and 22 takes the same time as the output size:
O(n? - ry).

We compute G*V «+ G — G -AY; - (I + Y,  ATAY;)™1- Y,JAT - G on Line 23 in the following
order:

1. Compute AY7,AY; € RmX@nretr?) iy O(Tmat(m, n%,nry)) time since A € R™*"* and Y1,Y5 €
an X (2nri+r?) )

2. Compute I 4 (Y, AT) - (AY}) € R@wretri)x@nretr?) in O(Tpae(nry, m, nry)) time. Then com-
pute the inverse (I + Y, AT - AY}) 1 € R@metrd)x@nretr) in O((nry)*) time.

3. Compute G - AY; € Rmx (2nretrd) iy O(Tmat(m, m,nry)) time since G € R™*™ and AY; €
RmMX(2nry +r2) )

4. Finally compute GAY; - (I +Y," AT - AY})7L-Y,TATG € R™™ in O(Tiat(m, nry, m)) time.

Thus in total computing G™V takes O(Tmat(m, 1%, n7¢) + Tmat (M, m, nry) + (nry)®) time.
Combined. Combining the time of the four steps on Line 12, 23, 14, and 16 of Algorithm 3, it
is easy to see that the t-th iteration takes time

Time per iteration
= Line 12 4+ Line 14 + Line 16 + Line 17-18 4+ Line 19-23
= O(mn?)+0(m?)+0(mn?)+ O(n*) + Tmat(m,n%,nry) + Tar(m, m, nre) + (nry)”
—_—— N N — N——
Line 12 Line 14 Line 16 Line 17-18 Line 19-23
=0 (Tmat(m, n2, 1) 4 Tmat (M, m, nry) + (nrg)” 4+ m? + mnz) .

Thus, we complete the proof.
O

Lemma 10.4 (Cost of LOWRANKSLACKUPDATE (Algorithm 4)). A call to procedure LOWRANKSLACK-
UPDATE (Algorithm }) takes O(n®) time.

Proof. In procedure LOWRANKSLACKUPDATE, the most time-consuming step is to compute the

spectral decomposition of Z™4 € R™*" and this takes O(n®) time. O

10.3 Property of low rank update

The goal of this section is to prove Theorem 10.8.
We first make the following definitions.

Definition 10.5 (Potential function). Let g € R’} be a non-increasing vector. For any matriz
Z € R™M et IN(Z)];;) to denote the i-th largest absolute eigenvalue of Z. We define a potential
function @4 : R™" — R,

y(2) = g M2y
i=1

In the ¢-th iteration of Algorithm 3, let .S, S € R be the slack matrix and the approximate
slack matrix in the beginning of the iteration, and let S™V, 5"V be the updated matrices. We
define the following matrices to capture their differences.
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Definition 10.6 (Difference matrices). Define the following matrices Z, Z™4, ZveW ¢ R?x";
Z:=812.8.5712 1,
Zmid . (gnew)=1/2. 3. (Snewy=1/2 _
ZReW . (gnew)=1/2, Gnew (Srewy=1/2 .

Assumption 10.7 (Closeness of ™" and S from S). We make the following two assumptions
about S, S, S"W € R"*":

1 ||s1/2 . gnev . §=1/2 _ [||p < 0.02,
2. 5712 8. 872 ]|y < 0.01.
Next we present the main theorem of this section.

Theorem 10.8 (General amortized guarantee). Let T' denote the total number of iterations in
Algorithm 3. Let ry denote the rank of the update matrices Vi, Vo € R™ " generated by Algorithm /
in the t-th iteration. The ranks r’s satisfy the following condition: for any vector g € Rt which s
non-increasing, we have

T
> i g <O(T-|gllz - logn).
t=1

Proof. Part 1 of Assumption 10.7 is proved in Theorem 9.1, and Part 2 of Assumption 10.7 is proved
in Lemma 9.3. Thus we can use Lemma 10.10.
Combining Lemma 10.10 and Lemma 10.11, we have

By (Z7) = @y(Z) = (Rg(Z™) — @y(Z)) — (Pg(Z™) — Dy(Z2™™))

< llgll2 -

€s
. "" . .
10logn ' Ire
With an abuse of notation, we denote the matrix Z in the t-th iteration as Z®. Since in the

beginning ®,(Z®) = 0 and ®,(Z™)) > 0, we have

0< By(2T) — 2,(2)

N

T
P CHVADEE HCA)
t=1

T

€s
<T-llgle ~ Jgiogm - Do e
t=1

This completes the proof. O

10.3.1 S move

Lemma 10.9 (Eigenvalue change). Let matrices Z, Z™4 € R™ ™ be defined as in Definition 10.6.
Under Assumption 10.7, we have

n

> (@) = MZ™)? <1077,

i=1

where X\(Z)(; denotes the i-th largest eigenvalue of Z.
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Proof. We notice
112 (57) TESH2 — I||F = [l = 113
where {v;};c[n) are the eigenvalues of S —1/2gnew g-1/2 By Assumption 10.7, we have

max\vZ — 1] £0.02,

Zen

which implies that min;ep, v; > 0.98.
Assumption 10.7 also gives

v — 1,]3 < 0.0004.
Then, we have
vt = 1,]3 <5 x 1074 (16)

Define F := (§*V)~1/281/2 and F = UDV" be its SVD decomposition. Let Z' := V' ZV.
Notice that

zvd — pzpt L PFT — 1.

Combining with Eq. (16),

3

ANZ*)g = AMFZFT))? < 2™ - FZFT |
7,:1
= |[FFT —I|[%
= [lv™ = 1.3

<5x107%

Since |D? — I||2 = [|[FF" —I|2 <5-107* and || Z'||]2 = || Z||2 < 0.01, Fact 7.4 gives

> (A2 = MFZF))? = Y (M2)y — ADZ' D))
i=1 =1

< ||pZ'D - Z'||%

<107°.

Combining the above inequalities, we have

n

> A2 = MZ™))? <1072,

i=1

The following lemma upper bounds the increase in potential when S changes to S™V.

Lemma 10.10 (S move). Consider the t-th iteration. Let matrices Z,Z™4 € R™ " be defined as
in Definition 10.6. Let g € R} be a non-increasing vector, and let ®, : R™*"™ — R, be defined as in
Definition 10.5.

Under Assumption 10.7, we have

Py (Z™) — 0g(Z) < ||gl2.

28



Proof. Let 7 : [n] — [n] be a sorting permutation such that [A(Z™9) )| > [A(Z™4) )] > - -
|)\(Zmid)7r(n)|, ie., |)\(Zmid)7r(i)| = |)\(Zmid)|m. Then we have

v

Zmld Z gi - Zmld ﬂ_ z)|

IN

Zgi AMD) @y | + Zgz AZ™) i) = M2 )|

< Z gi - + Z gi - Zmld w(i) — )‘(Z)w(z)‘
i€[n] i€[n]
/
< Zg’ . (Z > (Z’)‘ Zmid) —)‘(Z)w(i)P)M
i€[n] i€[n] i€[n]

< 0y(2) + llgll2

where the first step follows from the definition of ®, (Definition 10.5) and 7, the second step follows
from triangle inequality, the third step follows from g € R is non-increasing and |[A\(Z )][i] is the
i-th largest absolute eigenvalue of Z, the fourth step follows from Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the
last step follows from definition of ®, and Lemma 10.9.

Thus we have ®,(Z2™4) — &,(Z) < |g]|2. O

10.3.2 § move

The following lemma lower bounds the decrease in potential when S is updated to Gnew

Lemma 10.11 (§ move). Consider the t-th iteration. Let matrices Z™4, Z"V ¢ R™™ be defined
as in Definition 10.6. Let g € R} be a non-increasing vector, and let ®, : R"*"™ — Ry be defined
as in Definition 10.5.

Let ry denote the rank of the update matrices Vi,V € R™ "t generated by Algorithm J in the t-th
iteration. We have

€s

Og(27) = @g(Z7) 2 Jri g

Proof. Note that ry = 2r, where r is the variable of Algorithm 4. We define A € R™ and U € R™"*"
(Line 5), 7 : [n] — [n] (Line 7) and A"V € R™ (Line 15) to be the same as Algorithm 4. We extend
the definition and let A = 0 for ¢ > n. We have

Znew — (grew)=1/2 _ gnew (guew)=1/2 _ g
— (§mew)~1/2, (§+ (S92 7 - diag(ARY — \)-UT - (Snew)1/2> S(Snew)=1/2 g
= 7% L U diag(A™vV — ) -UT
= U - diag(\""¥)-U"

where the first step follows from definition of Z"*" (Definition 10.6), the second step follows from
closed-form formula of S"% (Lemma 9.2), the third step follows from definition of Z™4 (Defini-
tion 10.6), the fourth step follows from Z™d = U/ - diag(\) - U (Line 5 of Algorithm 4).
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Thus from the definition of ®, (Definition 10.5), we have

n

Oy (2™ = g Pals  @g(Z°) =D gi - Pagarra- (17)
i=1 =1

We consider two different cases of the outcome of the while-loop on Line 12 of Algorithm 4.

Case 1. No i < n/2 satisfies both |\ (o) < €5 and [A;25)] < (1 —1/logn)[Aqe |-

In this case, the while-loop exits with » = n/2, and hence r;, = 2r = n. Thus using Eq. (17) we
have ®,(Z"") = 0. We consider two sub-cases.

e Case 1(a). For all i € [n], |Ar;] > es.

In this case we have

Oy (Z™9) = ®y(Z27) = Y gi Ayl = 0
i—1

Z N gp €S

= €5 Tt Gre-

e Case 1(b). There exists a minimum i* < n/2 such that |A\;(y;)| < es for all 7 > i*.
The condition of Case 1 and Case 1(b) means that for all i > i*, we must have [A;o;| >
(1 —1/logn)[Az;)|- And since i* is the minimum index such that [Ar(g+)| < €s, we have
|Ax(i+)| > €5. Thus we have

|)\7r(n)| > (1 — 1/10gn)|)\ﬂ'(n/2)| >l > (1 _ 1/10gn)10g(n/i*)

)\ﬂ—(i* )

So we have

Oy (Z™) = By (Z7) = D gi - [Aep| =0
i=1

>N gn- |/\7r(n)|
€s

= — Tt Gr-
e

Case 2. There exists a minimum r < n/2 such that both |\ | < €5 and [A;o| <
(1 —1/logn)|Ar| are satisfied.

This 7 is the outcome of the while-loop in Algorithm 4. Next we prove [Arq)| > <.

Let i* < n/2 be the minimum index such that [A;(;)| < es for all i > *. Note that this
implies [Ar(+)| > €s. We have r > i* since [Ar(2,)| < €5 and 7" is the minimum such index. Hence
[Ar(2iy| > (1 —1/logn)[ Azl for all i € [i*,7).

If r/2 <i*, we have [\ | = [Ar2r/2))| = €s. If 7/2 > i*, we have

Arr)| > (1= 1/10g 1) [An(rj)| > - > (1= 1/logn)' B0/ ] >

[

€s
’ (% )’— e

Thus we have [Arq)| > <2 in either cases.
We have
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Thus we can bound the potential decrease as follows:

q)g(Zmid) Znew Zgl ’ (|)‘7r(z)| - |)‘7T(i+2r)|)
> Zgz : (‘)\71’(7“)‘ - ’)\W(QT)‘)
i=1

4 1
> it —— | Ar(r
_Z:g logn‘ ()‘

€3

Ert‘grt'm7

where the first step follows from Eq. (17), the second step follows from \)\W(i)] is decreasing, the
third follows from Part 2 of Eq. (18), the fourth step follows from Part 1 of Eq. (18), r; = 2r, and
that g is non-increasing. ]
10.4 Amortized analysis

The goal of this section is to prove Lemma 10.12 using Lemma 10.13.

Lemma 10.12 (Amortization of Hessian computation). Let T' denote the total number of iterations
in Algorithm 3. For t € [T], the cost of Hessian computation in the t-th iteration can be amortized
as follows:

(m, n%,nre) 4 Tna (M, mynry) + (nrre)*)

M’ﬂ

t:l

a(w—2 2(w—2
< T-0*(m? +n* + n*~ 12 fm? = n¥ 1/2)

PTOOf. We have (n,rt)w < Tmat (n27 n27 nrt)? and Tmat (m7 n27 nTt) < Tmat (m7 m, nrt)"i_Tmat (n27 n27 nTt)7
thus we can bound the cost of hessian computation as

Tnat(m, n2, nre) + Tmat(m, m,nry) + (nry)” < Tmas(m, m,nry) + Tmat(n2, n2, nre). (19)

From Theorem 10.8 we know that for any vector g € R’} which is non-increasing, we have
Zthl Tt gr, < O(T - ||g|l2 - logn), so we can use Lemma 10.13:

T

_a(w—2) 2(w—2)
ZTmat(mamanTt) <O (m?+m? 1ma .n 1=a ?) when m > n?,
t=1
T

4 2a(w—2) 2(w—2)

Timat(n?,n%,nr) < O*(nt 4+ n*" 12 .nﬁ—lﬂ) — O*(n* + n21/2),

t

Il
—

Combining these two inequalities and Eq. (19) completes the proof. O

Lemma 10.13 (Helpful lemma for amortization of Hessian computation). Let T denote the total
number of iterations. Let vy € [n] be the rank for the t-th iteration fort € [T|. Assume 1y satisfies
the following condition: for any vector g € R} which is non-increasing, we have

T
S - gn <O lgll).
t=1
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If the cost in the t-th iteration is O(Tmat(d,d,nre)) where d = Q(n?) is an integer, then the
amortized cost per iteration is

a(w—2) 2(w—2)
O*(d2+d2_ T—a .qp I-a 1/2)

Proof. Let w be the matrix multiplication exponent, let « be the dual matrix multiplication expo-
nent, and let 3 = w(2) (see Section 7.4 for more details). Since d > n? > nry, we have

w—2 a(w—2)
Toat(d, d,nry) < d2 + (nry)i=a - d®™ 1-a
9 poow=n) w2 w22
- d + l-a .pl-a . Tt , (20)

where we use Fact 7.13 in the first step.

w—2
Define g € R’} such that Vr € [n], g, = ri—a~' We observe that g is a non-increasing vector
because % — 1 <0 (Fact 7.14). Then using the condition in the lemma statement, we have

T, T
Dot = o
t=1 t=1
<T-|gll2
n 2(w—2) 1/2
ST-(/ zia 2dx)
x:l
=T- O(n = 1/2) (21)

w—2
where the first step follows from the definition that g, = rﬁ_l, Vr € [n], the second step follows
from the assumption 37 ¢ - gr, < T - ||g|l2 in the lemma statement, the third step follows from

2w=2) _ 2w—=2) _

upper bounding the £, norm g3 = Y, 92 = S e 2 < T % and the last
2(w—2) 2(w—2) 2(w—2)

step follows from computing the integral [ a 1-a 2= ¢.x a 1‘1 = O(n 1=a ') where

=132 ),
Thus we have

T

T o
Z Tmat(d, d, nrt) Z <d2 + d2_a(w 2) X ’I’L% . T‘ﬁ)

t=1 t=1

IN

—2

T
p-ole=?) w2 =
=T -d*+d -nl-a . E T

a(w=2)

2 2_— w=2 ( 2
<T-d*+d" "T=a .pi=a.T-0(nT=

e )

where the first step follows from Eq. (20), the second step follows from moving summation inside,
the third step follows from Eq. (21), and the last step follows from adding the terms together.
Thus, we complete the proof. O

11 The Robust Interior Point Method Framework For SDP

One of the contributions in this work is a more robust interior point method framework that allows
errors in the Hessian matrices, the gradient vectors, and the Newton steps. We will first introduce
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the necessary backgrounds and definitions in Section 11.1. Then we will perform the one step error
analysis based on Newton decrements in Section 11.2. We also list the corresponding error analysis
in previous framework for comparison. In Section 11.3-11.5, we prove several supporting Lemmata
that are used in the proof of Section 11.2. In Section 11.6, we include several classical results that
bound the duality gap by the Newton decrements and provide the proofs. Finally, we state the
main result in Section 11.7.

11.1 Definitions

We start with some definitions.

Definition 11.1. Let C € R™". Let A € R™*"* denote the matriz where the i-th row matriz
A; € R™™. Consider a barrier function ¢ : R™ +— R defined on the dual space {y € R™ :
> iy yiAi — C = 0}

We define function S : R™ — R™ "™ such that

S) = yi-Ai—C.
=1

We define function V2¢ : R™ — R™*™ that maps the dual variable to the Hessian matriz of barrier
function ¢. Notice V2¢ = V2f, for the reqularized objective f,(y) in Eq. (3), since f, adds ¢ with
a linear function of y. In particular, for logarithmic barrier:

V2(y) =A-(S(y) 'Syt AT.

We abuse the notation of V¢ and also write V3¢ : R™™ — R™*™ qs a function of the slack matriz.
In particular, for logarithmic barrier:

Vip(S) =A-(Ste s AT

We define g : R™ x R — R™ that maps the dual variable y and the learning rate n to the gradient of
the regularized objective fy(y) in Eq. (3), i.e. g(y,n) =n-b—Vé(y). In particular, for logarithmic
barrier:

gly,n) =n-b—A-vec(S(y)™").

We abuse the notation of g and also write g(S,n) as a function of slack variable S and learning rate
n. For example, in logarithmic barrier g(S,n) is given by

g(S,m) =n-b—A-vec(S™").
We define function n : R™ x R — R™ as the Newton step taken at y with learning rate n:

n(y,n) = (V)" - gy, n).

Definition 11.2 (Local norm). We will frequently use local inner product defined w.r.t. function ¢ as
follow: for u,v € R™, (u,v), := (u, V2¢(z)v). It induces a local norm defined by ||ul|, := (u,u), =
lAz]|
Izl

In the Hilbert space equipped with local norm (-,-),, the gradient at z is denoted by Vo, (z)
and satisfies Vo (2) = (V2¢(x))"'Ve(2). The Hessian at z is denoted by V2¢,(z) and satisfies

V2¢,(2) = (V2¢(2)) "' V(). Similarly, g.(z,n) = (V?¢(x))'g(z,n).

(u, V2¢(z)u). It also induces an operator norm for matrices defined by ||A||. := sup,
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Definition 11.3 (Self-concordant functional and barrier). Given a function with domain Dy. Let
B, (y,r) denote the open ball of radius r centered at y, where radius is measured with respect to the
local norm || - ||z = || - [v2f(x) defined w.r.t. f. The functional f is called self-concordant if for all
x € Dy we have By(x,1) C Dy, and if whenever y € By(x,1) the following holds for all v # 0

o, 1

L= ly —=fls < = :
T vl T 1=y = 2l

A self-concordant functional f is called a self-concordant barrier or barrier functional if

0 := sup ||V fe(2)]2 < 0.
IEGDf

05 is referred to as the complexity of self-concordant barrier f.

Remark 11.4. The complexity of logarithmic barrier ¢1og(y) = —log det(S(y)) is n ([NN94[). The

complezity of Hybrid barrier 225(n/m)"? - (¢vor(y) + Slog(y) - (m —1)/(n — 1)) is \/mn ([Ans00]).
For any barrier function ¢ with complexity 0, since fy, adds ¢ with a linear function, f, is also a
self-concordant function with complexity 6.

We will use the following properties of self-concordance functions, from [Ren01].

Theorem 11.5 (Self-concordant function, [Ren01]). Given a self-concordant function f: Dy — R.
For any two points a,b € Dy, if [|a — b|[v25(,) < 1/4, then we have

1
2 12 2 —1x72
[(VZf(a) Vo O)lv2p@). IV7F(0)Vf(a)llvzs@ < A= T6—alver (22)
Further,
1
2 12 2 —1y72
11— (V7f(a) VfO)lv2 s 1T = (V7F(0) "V f(a)llvzf@) < A= To—alveya® 1 (23)

Theorem 11.6 (Proposition 2.2.8 in [Ren0l1]). Given a self-concordant function f : Dy — R.
Define n(a) := —(V*f(a)) 'V f(a). If [[n(a)llv2f@) < 1/4 then f has a minimizer z and

3ln(a)llv2 f(a)
L —In(a)lv2f())?

|2 = a™" w250 < (

where a"¥ = a + n(a) and

3[ln(a)llv2 pa)
1—In(a)llv2fa))?

2 = allv2fa) < lIn(a)llv2 @) + (

Theorem 11.7 (Theorem 2.3.4 in [Ren01]). Assume f is a self-concordance barrier with domain
Dy. Let 0y denote its complexity. If x,y € Dy then

(Vf(x),y —z) < 0.
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11.2 One step error analysis

Classical interior point literature controls the deviation from the central path in each step by bound-
ing the Newton decrements, given by the potential function ||g(y,n)||(v2¢(y))-1- When the exact
Newton step is taken, this is achieved by the following result.

Lemma 11.8 ([Ren01] exact framework). Given ey € (0,1072), n > 0, and ™V = n(1 + 20\/_)
Suppose that ¢ is a self-concordant barrier with complexity @ > 1 and there is

e Condition 0. a feasible solution y € R™ satisfies |g(y, n)|l(v2¢(y))-1 < €N,
Then y*™ =y — (V2 (y))~'gly,n"*™) satisfies
”g( new OW)H(Vz(z)(yncw))fl < en.

Further, [JKLT20] relaxes the exact H to a PSD approximation version. This framework allows
errors in the Hessian matrices.

Lemma 11.9 ([JKL*20] semi-robust framework). Given parameters ex € (0,1072), n > 0, ay €
(1,14 1074, and n"*™ = n(1 + 20\[) Suppose that ¢ is a self-concordant barrier with complexity
0 > 1 and there is

e Condition 0. a feasible solution y € R™ satisfies

ey, Mll(v2ew)-1 < €n,

e Condition 1. a symmetric matriz He S"X" has

ay' V3e(y) = H < agV3e(y).

Then y"¥ =y — H'g(y, n"v) satisfies

”g( new new)H(V2¢(y“eW)) 1 < epn.

We propose a more general framework in the following Lemma and we believe it will be useful
in the future optimization tasks for semi-definite programming. This framework allows errors in
the Hessian matrices, the gradient vectors, and the Newton steps. Also notice that this framework
allows even more errors in the Hessian matrices. In Lemma 11.9, oy - H must satisfy a; 2.v2p <
ag - H < V2¢ while aH should be close to 1 as aH2 € [0.99,1]. In Lemma 11.10, ¢y can set
to smaller constants that are close to 0 as cy € [107!,1]. This fact is important to the efficient
implementation of hybrid barrier in Section 12.

Lemma 11.10 (Our robust Newton step). Given any parameters €4, €5 € [0, 1074, ey € 1071, 1],
0<ey <1072, 7 >0, and "V = n(1 + 20\[) Suppose that ¢ is a self-concordant barrier with

complexity 6 > 1. Consider the following conditions.

e Condition 0. a feasible dual solution y € R™ satisfies ||g(y,n) || (v2¢) -1 < €n,

e Condition 1. a symmetric matriz H e SUE" has

ci - V3(y) = H < V2¢(y).

35



e Condition 2. a vector g € R™ satisfies

19 — &y, " )l(v20))-1 < €+ 81" ™)l (v20(5))-1-
e Condition 3. a vector §(y) € R™ satisfies
16() = (CH'Dlivzo0) < &5 I1H ' Gllwzp00)
Suppose Condition 0,1,2,3 hold. Then y"*% =y + g(y) satisfies

”g( new new)H(V2¢(y“°w)) 1 < en.

Furthermore, Condition 1 can also be replaced by the following

San

e Condition 1’. a symmetric matrix He satisfies

azl-V3(y) = H < ay - V3¢(y),

where ay € [1,1+1074].

Remark 11.11. Notice that the error parameters ey, €4, €5, g, ¢y do not depend on the dimension
nor the number of iterations. The constants 1074,1072,1/10 are chosen only for simplicity. In
general, if one needs smaller ey, then one should inflict smaller errors in €q, €5, gy, .

Proof. First consider the case when Condition 0, 1’, 2, 3 hold. Condition 1 is a slightly different
condition than Condition 1’. Then, we explain how to modify the proof from condition 1’ to
condition 1.

By triangle inequality of local norm we have

16(y) = (=n(y, ™))l
< 16(y) = (=H 9y + 1" = (V20()) " )glly + 1(V26)'G = nly, ")y (24)
For the second term, Condition 1 and 2 give
[ = (V2() gl = 57 (H™ = (V26(9)) ") V2e(S)(H ™ = (V26(5) g
g (HWPe(S)H ™ —2H 7+ (V26(5)) g
(o = 205" +1) -G (V6(S) g
= (af — 2aH +1)- ”g”%VQ(b(y))*l

(af — 205" +1) - (L4 ¢9)” - gy 1™ ) {260
< 0.001 - [y, n"™™)|I2.

IN

IN

For the first term, Condition 1, 2, 3 give
16(y) = (—H'9)lly < &5+ |H "Gy
< e5-am - [[(V2(5)) gl
= e o gl w290
€5 am - (1+¢g) - 18y, 1" ™)l (v2e(y)
0.001 - [[n(y, n"™)lly-
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For the third term, Condition 2 gives

I(V26(y) ™ g — nly, ")y = (V26 () ™7 — (Vo)) gy, ")y

eg - [1(V20(y) " gy, 1"y

<
< 0.001 - [|n(y, ™) |-

Combining the above bounds, we have

[6(y) — (=n(y, ")y < 0.1+ [In(y, n"™™)ly- (25)

Combing with Lemma 11.12 and Eq. (25),

1)y < 1.1+ n(y, ")y < 2en, and [[5(y) = (—n(y, "))y < 0.3 en (26)

Using Lemma 11.13, we have

I 7 lypew < 2+ (IS + 15) — nly, 7))
<2-(4-€4+03-ep)
< en
where the second step follows from Eq. (26) and the last step follows from choice of ey .

Next, we consider the case when Condition 0, 1, 2, 3 hold. By triangle inequality of local norm
we still have

Hg(y) — (=n(y, "N ly
< 16(y) — (HPlly + I(H = (V26(y)™)dlly + 1(V20() g — nly, n") |y

For the second term,

I(H™" = (V26(9) Mdlly = 11 — VZ6(S)H )3l (v2e(s))-1
< | = V2o(S)H ™ (w2051 + 1]l (w26(5))-1

B Y () e 0 L ST
vER™ (v, (V26(S))~1v) (V2¢(5))~!

(1= ca) - |gll(v2e(s))-

)_
< 1
< (L —cu)- (1 +eg) - [InCy, n™")lly

where the second step comes from Hélder’s inequality, the third step comes from the definition of
matrix norm, the penultimate step comes from 0 < (V2¢(S))~! — H™1 < (1 — cg) - (V2¢(S)) L,
and the final step comes from Condition 2.

For the first term,

18(y) = (H'9)lly < e5- | H 3,

< e5- [(V26(9) " Glly

= €5 - [|9ll(v2g(y) -
€5 (1+€g) - llg(y, 1" | (w2
0.001 - [l (y, n" ™)y

IA A
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where we use Condition 3 in the first step, we use H~1 < (V24(S))~! in the second step, the
penultimate step uses condition 2, and the final step uses the choice of €s, €.
For the third term, Condition 2 gives

(Vo) "G — nly, n")ly = 1(V*6(y)"'g — (VZo(y) gy, ™)y

< e (V20(y) gy, n"™")|ly
< 0.001 - [[n(y, ") |-

Thus we can replace the Eq. (25) by

[6(y) — (=n(y, ")y < (0.01 +1.004 - (1 —cqr)) - In(y, 0" )y
< 0.92 - [|n(y, n")ly- (27)

Combining with Lemma 11.12 and Eq. (27), we have
16()]ly < 2en < 0.02.
Using the above inequality and Lemma 11.13, we have

(™, ") [[gnew < 0.9872 - (6117 + 16(y) — n(y, n"™)ly)
< 0.9872 . (463 + 0.92¢n)
< en.

Thus, we complete the proof. O

11.3 7 move

Lemma 11.12 (n move). Let ex € (0,1072), |[n(y,n)|ly < en and n**% = n(1 + 281"0). Suppose ¢

is a self-concordant barrier with complexity 8 > 1. We have
In(y, 1"y < (1 + en/20)[|In(y, )lly + en/20 < 1.06€ -

Proof. Denote the Newton step by n(y,n) = (V2é(y)) tg(y,n), thus
n(y,n) = (V2¢(y)) ™ (nb — g(y)) = nby — (V?é(y))~'g(y) = nby — gy (y)

(here g(y) is the gradient of barrier function).
We also have

new )

n(y,n"") = n"Vb, — gy (y)

Combining the above two equations, we have

(n(y,n" ™) +gy(y))n = (n(y,n) +gy(y)) - "™

which implies that

new
new ) 77

— . (n(y,n) + gy(y)) - gy(y)

_m n

n(y,n

— 1)gy(y)
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Since the complexity value of barrier functional ¢ is 0,

new new

Hn(y,n“ew)\lyz( ; n(y.n) + (! —1)gy(y)Hy

nnCW nnow
it mily + 7 - 1|0

T,new ,r]]flCW B 1 | \/5

6N+‘
EN EN
<(1l+——=) ey + —

< 1.06 - ey,

Ui

IN

IN

where the second step follows from triangle inequality and ||g, (y)|, < V0, we use ||n(y,n)|ly < en
in the third step (see Lemma statement), we use definition of 7"V in the forth step (see Lemma
statement), and we use both § > 1 and ey € (0,1072) in the last step. O

11.4 y move

Lemma 11.13 (y move). Let y™V =y +6(y) and ||0(y)||y < 1/4. Suppose ¢ is a self-concordant
barrier with complexity 0 > 1. We have

[ B\ 15) = (—nlw ),
In(™"m )”y““‘(l—uaymy) T TR,

Further, we have

(™ 177 lygnewe < 2= (185 + 16(y) — (=nly, 7)) lly)-

Proof. We compute the improvement by approximate Newton step. First notice that

(™ ") [gmew = 1V20(y), (4" gy (", ") e
= (V23" ") V20, (") " gy ("™ ™), V20, (") "Ly (57, ™))
= (V2o(y)gy (", 1), V2, (") gy (v, "))
= (g (" 0"™"), V20, (y"") gy (v ")),
< N(V26, (™) - gy (™ n™)I[5- (28)

where we use definition of operator norm in the final step.
By Eq. (22) (in Theorem 11.5),

2 new\\—1 1 _ 1
IV, ™)l < T e =312 = T Towly)® (29)

By Lemma 11.14, we have
1
gy (Y™, ™) = gy (y, ") + /0 V26, (y + ty"™ — y) (Y — y)dt
1
= ™)+ [ VR0 =) = )

1
= (n(y,n™™) + "V —y)) + /0 (V20 (y + t(y"™ —y)) — D) (Y™ —y)dt
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We can upper bound the first term under local norm as follow:

Iy, ") + " = w)lly = | = nly, ™) = 6(y)lly- (30)

We can upper bound the second term under local norm as follow:

| [ (70, = =) = 1)~y

1
< ly™v — yHy/O V20, (y + t(y"™ —y)) — I||,dt

1
1
< ||y —y / < —1>dt
| b |y \T= e =, 2

_ Dy =yl
L — [y —ylly

2
IO o
1—1[6)lly
where the first step comes from triangle inequality of local norm, the second step comes from Eq. (23)
(property of self-concordance function, Theorem 11.5), we use simple integration in the third step
comes, finally we use y"V = y 4 d(y) in the final step.
Plugging Eq. (29), Eq. (30), and Eq. (31) into Eq. (28), we have

1

||n(ynew,77new)||y“ew S m . ||gy(ynew’nneW)Hy
1 15(»)12 P
=TTl (1—u6<y>uy ot =t ))”y>
s@w)lly \> . 16) — (=nly, ")y
= (1—\\a<y>uy> T,
This completes the proof. O

11.5 Integral under local norm

Lemma 11.14. Let H = ¢’ and x,y € Dy. It holds that

1
(VZ(x) ' (gly) — g(z)) = / (VZ¢(2)) ' V3o(z + t(y — 2))(y — x)dt

0

Proof. It is sufficient to show

1
g(y) - g(z) = /0 V2p(x + tly — 2)(y — z)dt

By definition of the integral, it is sufficient to prove that for all w

1
(8(0) ~ g@).w) = | (F0la+ tly — )y ) wha.
Fix arbitrary w and consider the functional

P(t) = (g(z + ty — ), w).
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The basic Calculus gives

1
B(1) — $(0) = /O & (t)dt

which by definition of 1 is equivalent to

1
(g(y) —g(z),w) = /0 (V2p(x + tly — 2))(y — ), w)dt.

11.6 Approximate dual optimality
We make use of the following lemma that bounds the duality gap by 1 and the Newton decrement.

Lemma 11.15 (Approximate optimality). Suppose 0 < ey < 1072. Let > 1 denote a parameter.
Let y € R™ be dual feasible solution. Assume

gly.n) " (V2o(y) 'gly.n) < X

Assume that y* is an optimal solution to the Eq. (2). Suppose ¢ is a self-concordant barrier with
complexity 6 > 1. Then we have

. 0
Proof. Let y(n) denote the optimal solution to the following optimization problem:

min 7 - (b, y) + ¢(y)
yeR

where ¢(y) = —logdet S(y) is the log barrier. Then due to optimality condition, nb+ g(y(n)) = 0.
Therefore

{b;y(n) — (b, y") = 5<g(y(77))7y —y(m))) < p (32)
where the last step comes from Theorem 11.7.
Furthermore, we have
1
(b,y) = (b:y(n)) = S &), y(m) =)
1
< 5||g(y(77))\|(v2¢(y(n)))fl Ny =yl w26m))
0
< h ly =y Iv26m)) (33)
where the last step used the complexity value of barrier is 0. For ||y — y(n)|[v24(,), we have
2 2 ||U||2V2¢(y(n))
1y = M2 < 1Y = ¥MIIS26(y) - S,
v Pl92(y)
= lly =y |20 - 1Y) V2b ()l v26(s)
<y = yZ200) - 1= lly = y)[T240)) (34)
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where the second step comes from the definition of operator norm and the third step comes from
Theorem 11.5. By Theorem 11.6,

2/[n(ys M) 13244
3
(1= lIn(y, ) lv26(y))

ly —y(Mliv2e) < In(y.m)lv2ee) + <12-ep,

thus back to Eq. (34), we have ||y — y(n)|lv2¢y()) < 2€n- Therefore in Eq. (33), we obtain

0
(b,y) — (b,y(n)) < y e (35)
Combining Eq. (35) and Eq. (32), we complete the proof. O

Theorem 11.16 (Robust barrier method). Consider a semidefinite program in Eq. (2). Suppose in
each iteration, the §, ﬁ, g, S are computed in Line 7, Line 8, Line 9, Line 10 of Algorithm 5 such that
Condition 1 or 1’ & Condition 2 & Condition 3 in Lemma 11.10 hold. Suppose ¢ is a self-concordant
barrier with complexity @ > 1. Assume y* is an optimal solution to the dual formulation Eq. (2).
Then given a feasible initial solution that satisfies the invariant g(y,n)" (V2é(y)) " ‘e(y,n) < €&, for
any error parameter 0 < € < 0.01 and Newton step size ey satisfying \/e < ex < 0.01, Algorithm 5
outputs, in T = 40ex VO log(0/¢) iterations, a vector y € R™ s.t.

by <b'y* + €% (36)
Further, for logarithmic barrier ¢iog, in each iteration of Algorithm 5, the following invariant holds:
[|S~1/28mews—1/2 _ I||p < 1.03 - ep. (37)

Proof. Since the invariant g(y,n) " (V2¢(y))"tg(y,n) < €% holds at initialization, by Lemma 11.10
it then holds at any iteration. After T = 406]_\,1\/§log(9/ €) iterations, the step size becomes 7 =

(1+ 28%)T/(9 +2) >20/e%. By Lemma 11.15, we have

0

This completes the proof of Eq. (36).
Finally we prove Eq. (37) for the log-barrier ¢joq. It gives

2
LHS in Eq. (37) = tr [(5—1/2(Sncw ~5)5717) }

=t (ST 64057 byA)
i€[m] i€[m]
= Z Z gy7igy7jtr[5_1AiS_1Aj]
i€[m] j€[m]
~7 ~
= 5y V2¢(y)5y

= 110324,
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where the second step comes from S™V — S =3, gyﬂ-Ai. It suffices to bound Hgy”v%(y)- In
fact we have

new )

10yllw260) < Iy, 1™)Iv26) + 116y = (=n(y, 1)) lw26y)
< L.O1n(y, 7" w26y
< 1.01- (14 en/20)[In(y, n)llv24(y) + €/20)
< 1.03-en
where we use triangle inequality in the first step, we use Eq. (25) in the second step, we use

Lemma 11.12 in the third step and the last step comes from choice of €5 . This completes the proof
of Eq. (37). O

11.7 Owur main result

Algorithm 5 Our robust barrier method for SDP.

1: procedure SOLVESDP(m,n,C,{A4;}",, A€ RM*n? p e R™)

2: > Initialization
3 neﬁ, Te%\/glog(g)

4 Find initial feasible dual y € R™ according to Lemma A.1 > Condition 0 in Lemma 11.10
5: fort=1— 7T do do > Iterations of approximate barrier method
6 e (L4 52

7 S<— APPROXSLACK() ’

8 H <+ ApPPROXHESSIAN() > Condition 1 in Lemma 11.10
9: g < APPROXGRADIENT () > Condition 2 in Lemma 11.10
10: 0(y) < APPROXDELTA() > Condition 3 in Lemma 11.10
11: YV —y+9(y)

12: Y <y v > We update variables
13: end for

14: return an approximate solution to the original problem > Lemma A.1

15: end procedure

Theorem 11.17 (Robust central path). Consider an SDP instance defined in Definition 1.1 with no
redundant constraints. Assume that the feasible region is bounded, i.e., || X||2 < R. Suppose in each
iteration, the S, H,q,0 are computed in Line 7, Line 8, Line 9, Line 10 of Algorithm 5 that satisfy
Condition 1 or 1’ & Condition 2 & Condition 3 in Lemma 11.10. Suppose ¢ is a self-concordant
barrier with complexity 0 > 1. Assume X* is an optimal solution to the semidefinite program in
Definition 1.1. Then for any error parameter 0 < € < 0.01 and Newton step size ey satisfying
Ve < ey <0.01, Algorithm 5 outputs, in T = 4061_\,1\/§log(9/e) iterations, a positive semidefinite
matriz X € RLG™ s.t.

(C.X) > (C.X*) —¢-||Clls- R, and

S [ B) = ] < dne- (RS Al + 1), (38)

Furthermore, for logarithmic barrier ¢iog, in each iteration of Algorithm 5, the following invariant

holds:
|5~1/25mew g=1/2 _ || p < 1.03 - en. (39)
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Proof. First, we use Lemma A.l to rewrite the semidefinite programming and obtain an initial
feasible solution near the dual central path with n = 1/(6 + 2). Thus, the induction hypothesis

gy, m) " (Vo(y) 'eg(y.n) < ey

holds at the initial of algorithm.

Say y is the modified semidefinite programming’s dual solution. Theorem 11.16 shows that y
has duality gap < €.

Finally, we use Lemma A.1, to get an approximate solution to the original semidefinite program-
ming satisfying Eq. (38). O

12 Hybrid Barrier-Based SDP Solver

The hybrid barrier [NN89, Ans00] is another useful barrier function to solve SDP and converges
within a smaller number of iteration when m < n. However, it is hard to be implemented efficiently
due to the complex form of Hessian matrices. In this section, we give an efficient algorithm for
solving SDP using the hybrid barrier in [Ans00| that improves the naive implementation in all
parameter regimes'".

In Section 12.1, we review some basic facts on the hybrid barrier for SDP. In Section 12.2, we
give the formal version of the algorithm and time complexity result. In Section 12.3, we show how
to low-rank approximate the change of Q(S). In Section 12.4, we prove that the slack variable S
changes slowly in each iteration. Section 12.5 contains the amortized analysis for our hybrid barrier

SDP solver. Combining them together, we prove the main theorem (Theorem 12.12) in Section 12.6.

12.1 Basic facts on the hybrid barrier

The barrier function is defined as follows:

o) = 25 [ (9ua) + )

qbvol(y) =05 IOg det(H(y))7
Prog(y) == — logdet(S(y)),

Note H(y) and S(y) are defined in Definition 11.1.
According to our robust IPM framework, for every iteration, we have to calculate/estimate the
gradient and Hessian of ¢y (y), whose closed-forms are computed in [Ans00]. More specifically,

with

(Vv (y))i = —tr[H(S)"L-A(STI4;5 @ STHAT] Vie [m],
and

v2¢vol(y) = ZQ(S) + R(S) - 2T(S)7

10We also improves our straightforward algorithm in most parameter regimes. See Remark C.2 for the different
implementations of [Ans00].
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where for any i, 5 € [m],
Q(S)i; = tr[H(S) 'A(STTA;STTA; ST @g STHATY,
R(S)i; = tr[H(S)'A(S1A;57 @5 ST1A; 5 AT,
T(S)ij = tr[H(S)'A(ST 4,8 @s STHATH(S)'A(ST14;8 7 @s STHAT].
The following fact in [Ans00| shows that Q(S) is a good PSD approximation of the Hessian
v2¢vol(y)'
Fact 12.1 (|Ans00]). For S > 0,

LH(S) 2 Q(S) = V2dvarly) < 3Q(S).

We also need the following lower bound on the quadratic form of hybrid barrier’s Hessian.

Fact 12.2 ([Ans00]). Let S > 0. For any { € R™, we have

() + B ms) 62 20 H 5o/ (Z@ ) 12

2

2

12.2 Efficient implementation via robust SDP framework

Lemma 12.3. In Algorithm 6, the (amortized) cost/time for every iteration is

1 1
O*<(g)4 (n?m + m¥n 1/4)+m2nw+m4+m2‘nw—;'<£>4>‘
m m

Proof. Consider iteration ¢t. In Line 17-22 of Algorithm 6, we update S™V, Suew ¢ Rnxn iy O(mn?+
n*) time.

In Line 3-4 in Algorithm 7, we can first compute S~14;S71A4; € R™*™ and S~14; € R™*" for
all 4,j € [m], in O(m?n®) time. Notice

(Voo (y))i = — tr[H(S) ™ - A(ST 487 @ 5THAT]

k=11

—H(S)y7 - tr[ApS™1 4,87 A, 87,

Ms

1

Then it takes O(m?3n?) to find tr[4,S~t4;S71A;S~Y for all 4,k,l € [m] and subsequently O(m?)-
time to compute Vo (y). Hence, the cost of Line 3-4 in Algorithm 7 is O(m2n“ + m>3n? + m3).
For Line 12-13 of Algorithm 7, we first compute

Ai STIA Vs, AVs,, VT ASTIAST STIAWS, VITA;L VT A,
for every i € {1,--- ,m}, for every j € {1,--- ,m}, in O(m? - Tyat(n,n,7¢)) time. Notice

ﬁi,j = tr[g_lAig_lAj]
= H,; ; +tr[ST A VRV, A + tr[STEA VBV, ALl 4 te[Va V)T A VsV, AL
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Algorithm 6 Hybrid Barrier SDP solver.

1: members

[ T T
Lo 2

[ e T S

A W W oW W W W W W W NN NN NNNNN N

41:

S, S e Rxn > Slack variables
yeR™ > Dual variable
H,Q e Rm™*™ > Parts of the Hessian matrices
nelR > Learning rate
A € Rmxn? > Batched constraint matrix
G e Rmxm > The inverse of the Hessian matrix

end members

: procedure HYBRIDBARRIER(m, n, C, {4;}",, b € R™)

INITIALIZE(m, n, C, {A; }",, b € R™)

fort=1—Tdo > Iterations of approximate barrier method
eV <1 - (1 + 720(772%)1/4)
Gmpew (y) <= HYBRIDGRADIENT (0", b, C, {A; }7 )

Sy + —G - gyuew (v) > Update on y € R™
ynow —y 4 6y
SHeW — Zle[m} (ynew)l . AZ _ C
Vi, Vo « LOWRANKSLACKUPDATE (S™V, §) > Vi, Vo € Rt Algorithm 4.
Smew oGy V1V2T > Approximate slack computation
‘/'3 — _g—lvl(l + V2T§—1v*1)—1 > ‘/'3 c R™Xrt
Vi 571V, > Vi € R
Yy YoV S SV S §n0w7 n  nev > Update variables
(Q, H,G"*") + HYBRIDHESSIAN(V3, Vy) > GPeV e R™MX™
> Hessian inverse computation using Woodbury identity
Q + @, H + ﬁ, G+ GV > Update matrices
end for
return an approximate solution to the original problem > Lemma A.1

: end procedure

: procedure INTIALIZE(m,n,C,{A;}7%,, A€ RM*n? p e R™)

Construct A € R™*"* by stacking m vectors vec[A1], vec[As], - -+ ,vec[A,] € R"
7+ m, T %(mn)l/4 log (™)
Find initial feasible dual vector y € R™ according to Lemma A.1 B
S%Zie[m]yi'Ai—C, S« S > S, 5 € RP*"
H(S) « A(S~ '@ S~HAT
fori=1,---,m do
Q(S)i,j — tI‘[H_lA(S_lAZ‘S_lAjS_l Xg S_l)AT]
R(9)ij + tr[H'A(ST1A;5 P @g ST1A; S~ HAT]
O(S);; «+ tr[HIA(ST1A;S T @g STHATHIA(ST1A4;87 1 @5 STHAT]
end for

G+ (225 /Z - (20(5) + R(S) — 20(S) + =1 - H(S)))_l > G € Rmxm

n

42: end procedure
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Algorithm 7 Hybrid Barrier SDP solver, continued.
1: procedure HYBRIDGRADIENT(m,n,C, {4;}", b € R™)

2: fori=1,---,m do
3: Vg (y)i < —tr[S™1 - Aj] > Gradient of ¢jog
4: Vool (y)i « —tr[H(S) 1 - A(ST1A;S7 @ STHAT] > Gradient of ¢y
5: end for
6 gpen(y) Vb — 225/ (Vora(y) + 2L - Voiog(y) )
7: return gmew (y)
8: end procedure
9:
10: procedure HYBRIDHESSIAN(V3, V)
11: fori,j=1,---,m do
12: H; j « H;;+tr[ST A V3V Aj] + tr[STYA VBV, T Ay + te[Va VT A V5V, A
13: @i,j — inj + tr[H_lA(S_lA,-‘/E),V4TAjS_1 Xg S_I)AT]
14: end for
~ N\ -1
15 GOV (225-1.001-\@. (3-Q+Z;T—11-H)> € RmXm > G € Rmxm

16: return (@,ﬁ, G™")
17: end procedure

Hence, it takes Tmat(m, nry, m) to compute tr[S_lA,-VgVJAj],tr[V},VJAﬁ@,VfAﬂ for all 4,5 € [m)]
(by batching them together and using fast matrix multiplication on a m-by-nr; matrix and a nr-by-
m matrix) and subsequently O(m?)-time to compute Q. So the cost of Line 12 is Tpat(m, nry, m) +

m?. For (), notice that for any 4,5 € [m],
Qij = tr[H(S)'A(ST14;5714,5 7 @5 STHAT]
= Qij+ Em: Em: —H(S);,; - % (tr[AkS_lAlVgiAiS_lAjS_l]
—I—tr[AkS_lAiV})V4TAjS_1AgS_1]) .

Then it takes Tmat(m?,nre, m?) to compute tr[AkS_lAlV},VJAiS_lAjS_l] for all i,7,k,1l € [m]
(by batching them together and using fast matrix multiplication on a m?2-by-nr; matrix and a
nri-by-m? matrix) and subsequently O(m*)-time to compute @ Hence the cost of Line 13 is
Trat (M2, nrg, m?) + m.
In total, Line 12-13 of Algorithm 7 takes
Tmat (M2, nry, m?) + m?n® + m3n? + m* + m? - T (n,n, 7).

Summing up, the total cost in iteration t is therefore given by

Tmat(m2, nre, m2) +m?n® +m3n? +m* +m?. Tmat (1,1, 7).
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Using Theorem 12.7 with Lemma 12.5, and Fact 7.13,

T T w=2 a(w—2)
Z’Tmatnnrt Z *(n +rm —a>
t=1 t=1
a(w—2)
<O* <T n? 4+ T nia~ V2. 275 (n/m)411>
<O* (T n? 4 ne=1/2. (n/mﬁ))

Using Corollary 12.11,

Tonat(m?, nre, m?) < O <T (n/m)M* . (n2m+m°"n1/4)> ‘

Mﬂ

t=1

Now, let us compute the (amortized) cost per iteration

o ((2)

=0" ((2)}1 - (n%m 4+ m“nYY) + mPn® + mt +m? . n¥72 (—)}1> .

m

N

1
- (n%m 4 menMh) £ mPn® +mt 4+ m?. <n2 F e (2) 4>>
m

12.3 Approximation to @)
The following lemma shows that @ in our algorithm is a good PSD approximation of Q(S5).

Lemma 12.4. Let Q € R™*™ pe given by
Qi = tr[H(S)'A(S ™ 4,571 4,57 @5 STHAT].
Then suppose (1+e5) 1S = S < (14€5)S fores € (0,0.001), we have (1+€5)73Q < Q = (14€5)3Q
where @ := Q(S5).
Proof. Fix v € R™. We have

vIQu= Y vvtr[H(S)A(STTAS A ST @g STHAT]

i=1 j=1

=tr |[ATH(S)'A- (51 > wiA Zv] )5 ®s S )]
=1
_ % C(ATHTA - (ST'BSBS 0 57N + [ ATH A (S @ ST'BSIBS 1)

where we abbreviate B =Y v;A; and H = H(S).
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For tr[ATH A - (S~1BS~1BS~! ® S~1)], we have

tr[ATH'A- (ST'BST'BS ' @ S7Y)]

tr[(ST'BS V2o )TATH'A(S'BS 2o (I © 571
(1+es)-tr[(ST'BS™V2 @ )TATH'A(S!BS V2 0 I)(I ® §71))
= (1+es) tr[(ST'BRDTATH'A(ST'Bo I)(S~ @571
(1+es) - tr[(ST'Bo)TATHIASTIBa I)(S™ @ S™Y)

= (1+e)® tr[ATHIA - (ST'BS™IBS 1@ 571,

IN

IN

where we use Fact 7.7 in first step; we use 1 ® ™1 < (1+¢€)- (I ®S™') and Fact 7.2 in second step;
the third step comes from Fact 7.7; the fourth step comes from Fact 7.8; the last step comes from

Fact 7.7. _
Similarly, for tr[AT H7A - (S~! @ S71BS~1BS~1)], we have
tr[ATH'A- (S @ ST'BST'BS™Y)]
=tr[(ST2 0 ST'B)TATH'A(S V20 STIB) (T ® 571
< (14eg)-tr[(ST2 @S 'BYTATH'A(S™ 2@ S7IB)I © S71)]
= (1+eg) tr[ATHIA- ("' @S~ IBS™IBS™1)),
where we use Fact 7.7 in the first step; we use J @ S™1 < (1 4¢€) - (I ® S~!) and Fact 7.2 in second
step; the third step comes from Fact 7.7.
Summing up,
v Qu< (1+eg) tr[ATH'A-(ST'BST'BS 1@ S~1)]
+(1+es) tr[ATHIA- (ST @ S 1BSTIBS™)
< (14e5)? tr[ATHIA-(S7IBS™IBS L g S
= (14e€s5)® v Qu.

Similarly, v Qu > (1+ €)™ - v Qu. Therefore, (1 + e5)73Q < Q < (1 + €5)3Q, since v can be
arbitrarily chosen. O

12.4 S move in hybrid barrier

Lemma 12.5 (S move in hybrid barrier). Consider Algorithm 6-7, in each iteration, the following
tnvariant holds:

|S7H2Sm ST — I||p < 1.03 - ey - (n/m)"/?, “0)
|S~/28mew g=1/2 _ 1]12 < 0.002 - ey

Proof. We note that the robust framework and all corresponding results in Section 3 directly applies
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to hybrid barrier with § = (mn)/2. We have

2
”5—1/2Sn0w5—1/2 - IH% — tr |:<S—1/2(Sncw - S)S—l/2> :|

i€[m] i€[m]

= by.i0y jtr[STTA;STLA,)
i€[m] j€[m]

=0, H(y)d,

= 118yl1%y)

where the second step comes from S™V — S = "7, gy,iAi and the rest follows from algebra. It
suffices to bound |0y | f7(y)-

Since 6(y) = /& - ($vo1(y) + 254 - Guog(y) ), we have
V20(y) = (n/m) Vv (y) + (m/n) H(y).

By Fact 12.1, we have

And we also have

V2(y) = (n/m)'/2Q(S) + (m/n)"*H (y)
(G0/m)"/2 07" (/) 1?) H(y)
O((m/n)"/*)H (y).

Y

Y

Thus,
101315y < (/)M - (18132504
For Hngzv%(y), we have

new )

\I5y||%2¢(y> < In(y, 1" )lv2g() + 18y — (=n(y 1Y) Iv2()
< L.O1n(y, 7)) w260y
< 1.01- (14 en/20)[n(y, n)llv24(y) + €/20)
<1.03 en

where the first step comes from triangle inequality, the second step comes from Eq. (25), the third
step comes from Lemma 11.12 and the last step comes from choice of ep. Hence,

Hgy”%{(y) <1.03-€epy - (n/m)l/Q,
that is,

|5~1/28mew =12 _ [||p < 1.03 - ey - (n/m)"/2.
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Moreover, by Fact 12.2, we have

m 2
il = 2oy 205 (S ) 5702
= O(1) - ||[S~1/28m s~ — 1|3
Hence, we have
1§~ /28mew g=1/2 _ [)12 < 0.002 - .
This completes the proof of Eq. (40). 0

12.5 Property of low rank update for the hybrid barrier
Assumption 12.6 (Closeness of "V and S from S). We make the following two assumptions
about S, S, SV € R™*":

1. ||S~Y2 . 8mew . §=12 _ [||p < 0.02(n/m)"/?,

2. ||S~Y2 . gmew . 6=1/2 _ 1]y < 0.005,

3. 18712 8. 8712 — |jy < 0.01.
Theorem 12.7 (General amortized guarantee for the hybrid barrier). Let T denote the total number
of iterations in Algorithm 6-7. Let ry denote the rank of the update matrices Vi, Vo € R™"*"t generated

by Algorithm 4 in the t-th iteration. Suppose Assumption 12.6 hold. The ranks ri’s satisfy the
following condition: for any vector g € Rt which is non-increasing, we have

T
Y e gr < O(T - (n/m)"* - |lg||2 - logn). (41)
t=1

The proof of Theorem 12.7 relies on the following three lemmas:

Lemma 12.8 (Variant of Lemma 10.9). Let matrices Z,Z™4 € R™ " be defined as in Defini-
tion 10.6. Under Assumption 12.6, we have

n

> M2 = AZ™ ) )? <1073 (n/m)'2,
i=1

where \(Z)}; denotes the i-th largest eigenvalue of Z.

Proof sketch. The proof is very similar to Lemma 10.9 except the upper bound of the following
quantity:

[SY2(sme) TSR — Il = D 0t - 1),
i=1

where {v; };c[n) are the eigenvalues of S—1/2gnew g=1/2 Then, by Assumption 12.6 part 2, we have

max |v; — 1] < 0.005,
i€[n]
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which implies that v; > 0.995 for all i € [n]. By Assumption 12.6,

n

> (v = 1)? < 0.02(n/m)"2.

i=1
Then, it follows that

S it =12 <5 x 107t (n/m)'/2,

i=1

The remaining part does not change. O

Lemma 12.9 (S move). Consider the t-th iteration. Let matrices Z, Z™9 € R™" be defined as in
Definition 10.6. Let g € R"} be a non-increasing vector, and let @4 : R"*"™ — R be defined as in
Definition 10.5.

Under Assumption 12.06, we have

©y(2™) = 04(Z) < |lgllz - (n/m)"/*.

Proof sketch. The proof is basically the same as Lemma 10.10. We can upper bound the LHS as
follows:

mi mi 1/2
@,(2"%) = @,(2) < |g]l2 - (Z\AZ ey = MZ)ro )

< llgll2 - (n/m)1/4,
where the last step follows from Lemma 12.8. O

Lemma 12.10 (§ move). Consider the t-th iteration. Let matrices Z™4, Z7V ¢ R™ ™ be defined
as in Definition 10.6. Let g € R’} be a non-increasing vector, and let ®4 : R"*™ — R be defined
as in Definition 10.5.

Let r; denote the rank of the update matrices Vi, Vo € R™ " generated by Algorithm /4 in the t-th
iteration. We have

mi new €s
Dy(27) ~ 2y(2") 2 5 g,

The proof is exactly the same as Lemma 10.11. Now, we are ready to prove Theorem 12.7.

Proof of Theorem 12.7. Combining Lemma 12.9 and Lemma 12.10, we have
Oy (Z27) = Dg(Z) = (R4(Z™) = B4(2)) — (Rg(Z™) — By(Z7™))
< (n/m)"/* - |lgll> -

€s .
10logn Ire:

With an abuse of notation, we denote the matrix Z in the t-th iteration as Z®. Since in the

beginning ®,(Z®) = 0 and ®,(Z™)) > 0, we have
0 < 0,(Z) - 0,(2)

T
Y (@4(21) = @y (27))

t=1
1010 Z "t Gre-

This completes the proof. O

IN

< T (n/m)* - gl —
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Corollary 12.11. Given a sequence 11,...,rp € [0,n] that satisfies Eq. (41). We have

Mﬂ

Tonat(m?, nre, m?) < O <T (nJm)"* . (n2m+m°"n1/4)> ‘
t=1

Proof. Let a; = log, (r;) and b = log,,(m?). Then
Tmat (m27 nre, m2) = Tmat (nb7 nlto ) nb) = O*(nb.w«l—i_at)/b))'
For each i € {0,1,...,logn)}, define

Ty ={te[l]:2" <ry <21}

Let g, = 7~ %2, Theorem 12.7 indicates
logn
S 2% < 3% < (/)T log! ).
=1 t=1
This implies |T;| < O((n/m)Y* - T -log™3(n)/2/2. It thus follows that
Z m e, m < O* ( bw( (1+at) /b)>
t=1
logn
Z Z nbw (1+a¢)/b)
i=1 teT;

i€logn teT; 2i/2

1/4
(max max ———~——— (n/m) r nb'“((H“t)/b))

n/m 1/4 T. max n at/2+bw((1+at)/b)> )
atE[O 1]

Since w(-) is a convex function (Fact 7.12),

max —a;/2+b-w((1+a)/b) < max —a/2+b-w((1+a)/b)
ar€[0,1] ae{0,1}

< max{b+ 2,bw + 0.25}.
Combining the above inequalities, we have
T
ZTmat(m2,n7’t,m2) <o <(n/m)1/4 T nmax{b+2,bw+0.25})
t=1

< 0" (T (nfm)/* - (nPm -+ mn'/1))

This completes the proof.
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12.6 Our result

Theorem 12.12 (Main result for Algorithm 6 - 7). Given symmetric matrices C, Ay, -+ , Ay, €
R™ ™ and a vector b € R™. Define matrix A € Rm*n? by stacking the m vectors vec[Ay],- -+ ,vec[A,] €
R™ as rows. Consider the following SDP instance:

max (C,X)
XeRnxn
st (A, X) = b, Vi€ [m],

X =0,

Let X* be an optimal solution of the SDP instance. There is a SDP algorithm (Algorithm 6-7) that
runs in time

o~ ((mn)1/4 . (mznw + m4) 'log(1/6)>
and outputs a PSD matriz X € R™*" s.1.
CX) 2 (CX) — e [Cla- B and 37 (A0 X) —b] < dne- (RS [ A+ [bl1)
i=1 =1
Remark 12.13. We improve the running time of [Ans00]
O ((mn) - (mn + mn? + m+?) - og(1/e)))

for all parameters regime.

In particular, if m = n, the total cost of Algorithm 6-7 can be upper bounded by n“*2°. This
improves the n%5 total cost [Ans00].

If m = n?, this cost can be upper bounded by n®™. This improves the n'%™ total cost of [Ans00].

Proof. We first compute the running time. From Lemma 12.3, the amortized cost per iteration is
upper bounded by

1 1
o* ((2)4 - (n%m 4+ ment*) + min® + m? +m?oneTe <£>4> .
m

Since T'= O ((mn)1/4 -log(mn/e)), the Algorithm 6-7 run in time
* 3 241 Wil 441 1 w, 3
0 ((n2m+m an®Ta 4+ m TInI +m n4) 'log(l/e)> .
Under current matrix multiplication exponent w = 2.373 and 0 < m < n?, this simplifies to
o~ <<m2+in“+% + m4+in%) -log(l/e))
=Of ((mn)l/4- (m*n® +m*) 'log(l/e)>
Now we prove the correctness of Algorithm 6-7. We invoke the robust framework. From Fact 12.1

and Lemma 12.4, ¢, = €5 =0, and cyg = 1/3 - 1.0001~3. Therefore directly applying Theorem 11.17
for = (mn)'/* completes the proof. O
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Appendix

A Initialization

Let us state an initialization result which is very standard in literature, see Section 10 in [LSW15],
Appendix A in [CLS19], and Section 9 in [JKL*20]. It can be easily proved using the property of
special matrix/Kronecker product (Fact 7.11).

Lemma A.1. For an SDP instance defined in Definition 1.1 (m n X n constraint matrices, let X*
be any optimal solution to SDP.), assume it has two properties :

1. Bounded diameter: for any feasible solution X € RL(™, it has || X2 < R.
2. Lipschitz objective: the objective matriz C' € R™"™ has bounded spectral norm, i.e., ||C|l2 < L.

Given € € (0,1/2], we can construct the following modified SDP instance in dimension n + 2 with
m + 1 constraints:

max (C, X)
X>0
st. (A, X) =b;, Vi€ [m+1]
where
A;= (0] 0 0 Vi€ [m], and Api1= |00 1 0
0F 0 & —tr[4] 0, 0 0
B 1, c.C 0, O,
b:[R },C: o 0 o
ntl of 0 -1

Moreover, it has three properties:

1. (X0,7o,S0) are feasible primal and dual solutions of the modified instance, where

B 0 B I,—C-£ 0, 0
XOZI,HQ,@O:“L} , So= 0, 1 0]. (42)
0, 0 1

2. For any feasible primal and dual solutions (X,7,8) with duality gap at most €2, the matric
X=R- X[n}x[n} where X[n]x[n] is the top-left n-by-n block submatriz of X. The matriz X
has three properties

(C,X)>(C,X*)— LR e,
X =0,
> 1Ai X) = bil < dne- (R Al + 1ol ),
i€[m] i€[m]

8. If we take € < e?v in Eq. (42), then the initial dual solution satisfies the induction invariant:

9o HTo) ' 9o m) < €x.
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B From Dual to Primal

We state a lemma about transforming a nearly optimal dual solution to a primal solution for SDP,
which is very standard in literature and follows directly from Section 10 in [LSW15] and Fact 7.11.

Lemma B.1. Given parameter ngna = %4_2(1 + 25%)T where T = 40e ' /nlog(n/¢), dual variable
y € R™ and slack variable S € R™*" such that

9(% nﬁnal)H(y)_lg(yy nﬁnal) < 6?\7
=1

by < by + —

1+ 2¢
Tlfinal ( N)

S>=0

with ey < 1/10. Then there is an algorithm that finds a primal variable X € R™ " in O(nvto()
time such that

(C,X) > (C,X*) — LR -¢
X =0 (43)
> (A X) = bi] < dne- (R || Ailly + [[blh)

i€[m] i€[m]

C Our Straightforward Implementation of the Hybrid Barrier SDP
Solver

Theorem C.1 (Our straight forward implementation of the hybrid algorithm [Ans00]). The original
hybrid barrier algorithm [Ans00] use

O*(m?n¥ + m*n? + m*+?)

cost per iteration.

Remark C.2. A naive implementation of hybrid barrier (e.g. Table 1.1 of [JKL*20]"!) takes time
O*(m3n® +m*n? + m“*2).

w—+2

Our implementation (Theorem C.1) improves it to m*n* +min?+m by reusing the computations

in the Hessian matriz.
Proof. In each iteration, the computation workload is comprised of the following:

e The slack variable S € R"*™, given by

S=58(y) =Y wdi-C.
i=1

"The bound claimed in [JKL20] is O*(m*n® + m*n?), since they want to consider the special parameter regime
where n < m < n?. In that regime, m“*2 is dominated by the first two terms.
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e The gradient of ¢y, denote by Voyoi(y) € R™, given by:

Vool (y)i = —te[H(S) - A(ST 4,5~ @ 57AT].

e The gradient of ¢1oe, denote by Ve (y) € R™, given by:

v¢log(y)i = —tr[S_l . Az]

e The Hessian matrix of ¢jog, denoted by H(S) € R™*™, given by:
H(S)=A-(Stos1. AT
e The first component of the Hessian matrix of ¢y, denoted by Q(S) € R™*™  (recall from
[Ans00], V2¢yo1(y) = 2Q(S) + R(S) — 2T°(S) € R™*™), given by:

Q(S)i; = tr[H(S)'A(ST14;S7 4,57 @g STHAT].

e The second component of Hessian matrix of ¢y.1, denoted by R(S) € R™*™  given by:

R(S);; = tr[H(S) ' A(ST1 4,8 ®g STTA;STHATY.

e The third component of Hessian matrix of ¢y, denoted by T'(S) € R™*™ given by:

T(S);; = tr[H(S) 'A(ST 4,8 ®s STHATH(S) PA(S 14,5 g STHAT].
e Newton direction, denoted by 6, € R™, given by
8y = =(V2¢()) ™" (nb — V(y))-
To find all these items, we carry out the following computations.

Step 1. We compute S € R™*™ in mn? time.

Step 2. We compute S714;571A4; € R™™ and S~1A; for all i € {1,--- ,m}, Vj € {1,--- ,m}.
This step costs n“m?. Since H(S);; = tr[S™1A;S71A;], it costs an additional nm? time to compute
H(S), and n“ time to find H(S)™! correspondingly. Since V¢iog(y); = —tr[S™! - A;], we already
find Vog(y). In total, this step costs n*m? time.

Step 3. We compute tr[S™' 4,5 14,571 4,;] and tr[S_lAkS_lAlS_lAiS_lAj] for all 4,4, k,1 €
[m]. For the former, we only need to sum up all diagonal terms of S™'1A4;,S~t4;S7!14;, and each
diagonal term is computed by multiplying one column of S~'A; and one column of S™1A4;S71A4;.
Therefore, the cost of finding tr[S™1A,S~1A4;S71A;] for all i,k,1 € [m] is m3n?. For the latter,
we only need to sum up all diagonal terms of S_lAkS_lAlS_lAiS_lAj, and each diagonal term is
computed by multiplying one column of S71A; S~ 4; and one column of S™1A4;S71A;. Therefore,
the cost of finding tr[S™1ALS™1A4;S71 4,571 A;] for all i, j,k,1 € [m] is m*n?.1? In total, this step

costs m*n? time.

121f we batch them together and use matrix multiplication, this term will be ﬁ,lat(m27 nz7 mz).
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Step 4. We compute Vo (y), Q(S), R(S), and T(S). We note

(A(ST14;87 @ STHAT),, = tr[A,S 714,571 A,571
(A(S™' @ STTA;S™HAT )iy = tr[A,S 1 A,571 4,57
and
(A(ST'A;871A; 8 @ STHAT )y = tr[Ap ST A ST A ST A ST
(A(ST' @S 14;87 A; S AT ) = tr[ApS™1 A 871 A;571 4,571
and

(A(ST14;87 @ STPA; S AT )y = tr[ARS ™1 A;871 A ST A S 7Y

Thus each coordinate of Vayoi(y), Q(S), R(S), and T(S) can be computed by multiplying the terms
in the second step (i.e. tr[ST1ARS™1A4;5714;] and tr[S™1ALS™1ASTLA,S7LA,] for all i, j,k,1 €
[m]) with H(S)~!, and then taking trace. These cost O(m**?2) time, in total. More specifically, for
the gradient Vyo1(y),

(Vowai(y))i = — tr[H(S)™" - A(ST 457 @ STHAT]
=Y > —H(9),; - tr[ApST A ST 4571,
k=11=1
Hence, it takes O(m?)-time to compute Vo1 (y).
For Q(9),
Q(S); = tr[H(S)_lA(S_lA-S_lAjS_l ®s S HAT]
=Y > -H(S = tr[AkS LA)ST A ST A ST + [ AR ST A ST 4,571 4,57Y).
k=11=1
Hence, it takes O(m*)-time to compute Q(S).
For R(S),
R(S)ij = tr[H(S)'A(ST'A; S @5 ST1A;SHAT]
=Y > -H(S - tr[AkS LA; STPAST A ST + e[ A ST A ST AS T A ST
k=1 1=1

Hence, it takes O(m?)-time to compute Q(S). For T(S),
T(S)i; = tr[H(S)'A(S™14;57 @5 STHATH(S)TA(ST1A;57 @5 STHAT]
= vec[A(ST1A; S5 @ STHATIT(H(S)™ @ H(S)  )vec|A(ST14;S 71 @s STHAT].
The matrix A(S714;57! ®5 S~1AT can be computed in O(m?)-time, via
1
(A(ST'A4;8 P s STHAT )y = 3 (tr[ApS™' A4S T A; ST + tr[Ap STTASTTASTH) .

Then, we vectorize this matrix and multiply with the Kronecker product H(S)™' @ H(S)~!. It
takes O(m®)-time to obtain the vector

(H(S)™ ' @ H(S) Mvec[A(S™14;S 7 @g STHAT] € R™,
Next, we do the inner product and get T'(S); ; in O(m?)-time. Thus, T(S) can be computed in

O(m**2)-time. Therefore, this step takes m“*? time in total.
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Step 5. We compute J, € R™. Since

m—1

V3p(y) = 225\/2' (Q(S) +R(S)+T(S)+ —— H(S)> ,

n—1

it can be found in m? time using the terms in the second and fourth step. Notice nb — Vé(y) =
nb—225,/-- (Vqﬁvol(y) + %_11 . Vqﬁlog(y)) , it can be computed in m time. Then, §, can be computed

in m® time. In total, this step costs m“ time.
Summing up, the total cost per iteration is given by

mn? +nm? + m'n® + n*m? + m*t? = m*n® + m'n® + me T2

O

D Maintain the Leverage Score Matrix of the Volumetric Barrier

It is observed in the LP that the volumetric barrier is roughly like the log barrier weighted by
the leverage score of the matrix A, := S~'A, which is defined to be the diagonal elements of the
orthogonal projection matrix A (Al A,)T A,. Similar phenomenon also appears in the SDP. we
first consider the orthogonal projection matrix P € R™*"* on the image of A(S~1/2 ® §~1/2):

-1
P(S) = (5—1/2 ® 5_1/2)AT <A(S_1 ® S—l)AT) A(S_1/2 ® 5_1/2) c R"QX"Q.

Then, we define the leverage score matrix as the block-trace of P(S):

Definition D.1 (Leverage score matrix). For S > 0, define the leverage score matriz ¥(S) € R™*"
as:

S(S)i; =tr [(e; ®1,) Ple; @ 1,)| Vi, j € [n].

In this section, we show how to efficiently compute the leverage score matrix in each iteration
of the IPM via low-rank update and amortization, which may be of independent interest.

D.1 Basic facts on the leverage score matrix

Fact D.2 (Gradient of the volumetric barrier). For S > 0, we have
Vowal(y) = —A(S™H2 @ 5712)vec(x).
The computation cost is mn? + n®.

Proof. The computation cost is mn? + Tiron(n), Where Tipon(n) is the time to compute (A ® B)v
for A,B € R"™"™ v € R,
By Fact 7.9, we have Tion(n) = n®. O

Fact D.3 (“Proxy” Hessian of the volumetric barrier). For S > 0, we have
Q(S) = A(S® (S71/2nSs~1/2))AT.
Fact D.4 (Trace of the leverage score matrix). It holds that

tr[X] = m.
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D.2 Efficient algorithm for the leverage score matrix

This section shows how to maintain X efficiently.

Lemma D.5. Let £(S);; = tr[(e; ® I,) TP(S)(e; ® I)]. S7Y% € R, §=1 € R™™ and
H(S)™! € R™*" are known. Then we can compute $(S) € R™" it in

min {n4 + Tr(s)s nwm2}
Proof. We provide two different approaches for computing the matrix ().

Approach 1. Each entry of 3(S) can be expressed as follows:

S8 = tr (e @ 1) P(S)(e; @ )]
— tr (e L)T (8712 STV2)ATH(S)A(S ™2 @ §71/2)(¢; ® In)}
= tr (7] @ s72) ATH(S) A ((572), 0 5717
= tr (7] @ 572) M(9) ((571/2); 0 $71/2)]
— tr ( S, @ - 1/2) ((5—1/2)2.T ® 5—1/2) M(S)}
= tr | (572,57 @ $71) m(s)]

where M(S) := ATH(S)"'A € R"**"*. Notice that
(572,57 @ 571) M(8)
= (72,57 @ 871) [veelM(S) 1)) veelM(S) )] -+ veelM ()]
= |veelS M (STVR)(STYRT] oo vee ST M (SRS ) ]]] € R,

where M;, ) € R™*" := mat[M(S) 4 ¢ is the matrix form of the (k,£)-th column of M(S) € R™* %1
for (k,¢) € [n] x [n]. Hence,

E(S)Z"j = Z ZVGC [S_IM(M)(5_1/2)1-(5_1/2);}

k=1 /(=1

= D (57 Mo (5T

k=1 /¢=1

=Y > el ST My (STVRi(STVE)] e

k=1 /(=1

= ZZ ¢ Mgy - (S72)i (S72)

k=1 /(=1

(k—1)n+¢
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Then, we get that

i=1 k=1 ¢=1

— ZZ ( (S™H, - Mij.0) - (57172, . ei) (57T

k=1 /(=1 =1
n n T
= S 3 ((87O - Mgy S7V2) (7]
k=1 (=1
= 225—1/2 . MJM) (87N, (872
k=1 (=1
=S TN Mgy (ST e el STV (44)
k=1 (=1

Therefore, once we have §71/2 € R"*" §=1 ¢ R™" and M(S) € R" > then the ©(S) can
be computed exactly in O(n?*)-time using Eq. (44). More specifically,

Step 1. For k,{ € [n], we form M, ¢ from M(S), which takes O(n?)-time.
Step 2. We compute the matrix

Wi = M(IM) ~(87H,- eg € Rnx™
in O(n?) time. And it takes O(n*)-time to compute Wi ek eeim)-

Step 3. We sum all the W}, , together in O(n*)-time. And
$(8) = 8§12, (ZZ WM> SRS
k=1 /(=1

which can be done in O(n®“)-time.
Hence, ¥(S) can be computed in

0] (nw + n? + TM(S)) =0 (n4 + TM(s))

time, where 7y(g) is the computation cost for computing M (S).
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Approach 2. Another approach for computing ¥(S) can be done in O (n“’mz)—time, without
maintaining M (S).
Recall that

S(S)i = tr [((5—1/2)1.T ® 5—1/2> AT H(S)L-A ((5—1/2)j ® 5—1/2)}
= tr [MZ- CH(S)L M]-T]
- <M]-TM,-,H(S)‘1>
Consider the matrix M;:
M; = ((5—1/2)2.T ® 5—1/2) AT
= ((5_1/2)Z-T ® 5_1/2) [vec[A1] vec[As] -+ vec[Ap]]
— [5_1/2141(5_1/2)2' . S_l/2Am(S_l/2)i] e R™Xm,
For k,l € [m], the (k,l)-entry of MJTM, is

(S—l/ZAk(S—l/Z)j)T . (5_1/2A1(5_1/2)i) _ S—I/Q)IAks—l/Z . S_l/2A[(S_1/2)i

S—I/Q)IAks—lAl(S—l/Q)i
STY2A,S7 A 872,
STY2 4,871 A,8712), 5.

~—~~ o~ —~

Hence, (4, j)-entry of 3(S) is

S(8)ij= > D> (STVPAST ALS ) (H(S) o
k=1 1=

[y
[y

It implies that

STV A 87 A8V (H(S)

)

NE

B8 =Y

k=11=1

We use the following steps to compute 3(S):
Step 1. We compute S~'/24;571A,S~1/2 for all k,1 € [m]. It can be done in O(n¥m?)-time.

Step 2.  We compute ¥(5) by summing the m? matrices with weights (H(S)™1)j;. It can be done
in O(m?n?)-time.

Hence, it takes O(n“m?)-time in total to compute %(S), assuming H(S)~*

is given. ]

D.3 Maintain intermediate matrix

The following lemma shows how to efficiently compute M (S) in each iteration:

Lemma D.6 (Compute M(S)). The matriz M(S) := ATH(S)'A € R"*"* can be computed as
follows:
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e Part 1. In the initialization, if H(S)™! € R™*™ js already known, then M(S) can be computed
in Tmat(n?,m,n?) time.

e Part 2. In ecach iteration, M(S) can be computed in Tras(n?,n?

,nry) time.

Proof. Part 1. Given H(S)™!, it costs Tmat(n?,m,n?) to compute M(S) = ATH(S)"'A € RV *n*,
Part 2. We can maintain M (S) in each iteration. Let S € R™" be the approximated slack
variable in the previous iteration and S™V € R™*™ be the current approximated slack variable. Let

G := H(S)™! € R™*™ and G := H(S"™%)~! € R™*™ By Lemma 9.4, we have
G =G —G-AY,-(I+Y, AT - AY) L.V AT .G
Then,
M(Sv’neW) _ ATGneWA
=ATGA-ATG-AY; - (T +Y, AT -AY)) 7L Y,TAT . GA
= M(S)—M(S)-Y1-(I+Y, AT -AY)~1. Y| - M(S),
where Y7,Y5 € R X (2nre+rf) and (I+Y, AT .AY;)" 1 € R@rre+ri)x(2nre+13)  Hence, we first compute
M(S)Y; € R™*"7t and Y, M(S) € R in Trae(n2,n2,nry). M(S™V) € R" %" can be directly
computed from G™V € R™ ™ in Ty a¢(n?, nry, n?)-time.
U
D.4 Amortized running time

Theorem D.7. There is an algorithm that compute X(S) in each iteration of Algorithm 6 with
amortized cost-per-iteration

min {n2w_%,nwm2}.
Proof. By Lemma D.5, we know that the cost-per-iteration to compute Sigma(S) is
: 4 w, 2
mm{n + Tam(s),nm },

where Tyr(g) = Tmat (12, nre, n?) by Lemma D.6.
Then, by Corollary 12.11, we have

T
ZTmat(n27nrt7n2) =0 (T . n2w_%) .

t=1

Therefore, the amortized running time per iteration is
. _1 . _1
min {n4 + n2 2,n°"m2} = min {nz‘” 2,n‘”m2}.

O

Remark D.8. The second term n“m?

use the maintenance technique. When m = Q(n
amortization is faster.

i the running time represents the approach that does not
0-94) " the first approach using low-rank update and
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