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Interior Point Methods with a Gradient Oracle
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Abstract

We provide an interior point method based on quasi-Newton iterations, which only requires
first-order access to a strongly self-concordant barrier function. To achieve this, we extend
the techniques of Dunagan-Harvey [STOC ’07] to maintain a preconditioner, while using only
first-order information. We measure the quality of this preconditioner in terms of its relative
excentricity to the unknown Hessian matrix, and we generalize these techniques to convex
functions with a slowly-changing Hessian. We combine this with an interior point method
to show that, given first-order access to an appropriate barrier function for a convex set
K, we can solve well-conditioned linear optimization problems over K to ε precision in time
Õ
((
T + n2

)√
nν log (1/ε)

)
, where ν is the self-concordance parameter of the barrier function,

and T is the time required to make a gradient query.
As a consequence we show that:

• Linear optimization over n-dimensional convex sets can be solved in time
Õ
((
T n+ n3

)
log (1/ε)

)
. This parallels the running time achieved by state of the art

algorithms for cutting plane methods, when replacing separation oracles with first-order
oracles for an appropriate barrier function.

• We can solve semidefinite programs involving m ≥ n matrices in R
n×n in time

Õ
(
mn4 +m1.25n3.5 log (1/ε)

)
, improving over the state of the art algorithms, in the case

where m = Ω
(
n

3.5

ω−1.25

)
.

Along the way we develop a host of tools allowing us to control the evolution of our potential
functions, using techniques from matrix analysis and Schur convexity.

∗CNRS & IRIF, Université Paris Cité, vladu@irif.fr
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1 Introduction

Gradient methods are the most basic elements of continuous optimization [BTN01, Nes18, Bub15].
While they have been central to many important results in the theory of minimizing convex
functions, especially due to their simplicity, they are typically unable to provide high precision
solutions unless the functions they are used are extremely well behaved (smooth and strongly-
convex). In addition to this, their behavior can differ wildly when performing a change of basis, so
finding the appropriate basis turns out to be a challenging task that may have drastic effects on
their convergence [KOSZ13]. However, for many important scenarios a single good basis can simply
not exist.

In particular, when considering linear optimization objectives over general convex sets, methods
that are able to provide high precision solutions are cutting plane methods (CPM) or interior point
methods (IPM). These overcome the limitations of standard gradient methods, as they all implicitly
maintain a changing basis, which permit very fast convergence to a near minimizer of the objective.
Doing so is, however, very costly. In the case of cutting plane methods, one needs to carefully
maintain an appropriate center of the current domain, which needs to be updated fast when adding
new constraints, while in the case of interior point methods one needs access to the Hessian matrix
of an appropriate barrier function, whose mere evaluation may be extremely costly [NN92, JKL+20].

In the context of interior point methods, several works have tried to bridge the gap between
the standard version, which requires access to the Hessian matrix, and that where only gradients
are available, by resorting to quasi-Newton methods. These attempt to mimic the classical Newton
iterations performed in IPM’s (which can be thought of as gradient steps, preconditioned with
the Hessian matrix) by maintaining a “fake” Hessian matrix which gets corrected whenever the step
obtained using it certifiably points towards a wrong direction [GS19, GS22, Tun01]. A related line of
remarkable work has produced efficient quasi-Newton methods [Bro70, Fle70, Gol70, Sha70, BNS94],
which aim to match the performance of second order methods only by using a gradient oracle. While
extremely promising, it is unclear to what extent these methods yield good convergence bounds when
applied to standard tasks, such as those modeled by linear or semidefinite programs. Addressing
these questions will yield new and improved algorithms, opening a fresh research direction for
efficient optimization. Relatedly, Dunagan and Harvey [DH07] provided a beautiful method for
solving linear systems, partially inspired from the conjugate gradient method, which was based on
maintaining a dynamic preconditioner. While they explicitly stated the possibility of using their
algorithm inside quasi-Newton methods, for strange reasons this direction has not been pursued
until now.

As an important benchmark for optimization algorithms, we consider the semidefinite programs
(SDPs), which optimize a linear objective over the intersection between an affine space and the
cone of positive semidefinite matrices. These have broad applications in multiple scientific fields,
including theoretical computer science, operations research, and engineering [VB96].

We formally define semidefinite programming with n× n variables and m constraints.

Definition 1 (Semidefinite programming). Given symmetric matrices B,A1, . . . ,Am ∈ R
n×n, and

ci ∈ R for all i ∈ {1, . . . ,m} we aim to solve the optimization problem:

max {〈B,X 〉 : X � 0, 〈Ai,X 〉 = ci, for all 1 ≤ i ≤ m} , (1)

where 〈A,B〉 :=∑i,j AijBij is the trace product.
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Standard methods for solving SDPs to high precision rely either on cutting plane methods
or interior point methods. While the early works, as well as the more recent improvements to
the running time of SDP solvers have used cutting planes methods [Kha79, LSW15, JLSW20],
a recent trend has been to seek further improvements by using interior point methods instead
[JKL+20, HJS+22]. As stated before, one major bottleneck in obtaining fast algorithms via IPMs
for certain optimization problems consists of the unyieldingly large time required to evaluate the
Hessian matrix, and this is precisely one of the regimes where this obstacle occurs. While [NN92] use
a series of clever tricks to speed up the time to compute the Hessian, [JKL+20] develop a series of
sophisticated techniques based on rectangular matrix multiplication. It therefore appears that quasi-
Newton methods, which do not need access to the true Hessian matrix, could possibly represent a
valid path towards obtaining faster and more practical algorithms for semidefinite programming.

Hence the question we address in this paper is:

Can we obtain efficient interior point methods that rely only on gradient information?

1.1 Our Results

We present a fast interior point method for solving linear optimization problems over convex sets,
when only gradient access to a barrier function for these sets is available. In this paper we rely
on a slightly stronger notion of barriers functions than the one used in standard interior point
literature, namely strongly self-concordant barriers [LLV20]. We provide a more extensive overview
of these in Section 2.4. Strong self-concordance is a property implicitly used in many recent works
[CLS19], and is shared by standard barrier functions such as the logarithmic barrier [JKL+20], the
universal barrier [Nes18, Gül96], or the entropic barrier [BE15]. As shown in [LLV20], for the latter
two cases, strong self-concordance is a property that follows from recent developments on the KLS
conjecture [Che21, JLV22]. The number of iterations of an interior point method depends on the
quality of the barrier function, captured by the self-concordance parameter (see Definition 11). The
self-concordance parameter of the universal and entropic barriers for a set in R

n is Õ (n).
Our main result is the following theorem.

Theorem 2 (informal). Let K ⊆ R be a convex set. There is an interior point method that
solves linear optimization problems over K in time Õ

(√
νn
(
n2 + Tgradient

))
, where Tgradient is the

time required to evaluate the gradient of a ν-strongly self-concordant barrier function for K. Given
gradient access to the universal or entropic barriers, the running time is Õ

(
n3 + nTgradient

)
.

The gradient complexity of interior point methods. Interestingly, our running time parallels
the ones achieved by state-of-the-art cutting plane methods, when replacing the gradient oracle
with a separation oracle for K. While these two oracles are incomparable, our result contributes
to an exciting direction towards understanding the query complexity of optimization problems
under different access models [BBE+22]. Note that naively, one would expect a gradient query
complexity of Õ

(
n3/2

)
, as running Õ (

√
n) iterations of an interior point method would naively

require O (n) gradient queries per iteration, in order to approximate the Hessian matrix of the
barrier function. While recent works [CLS19, LSZ19, vdBLSS20, vdB20, JKL+20, HJS+22] have
exhaustively leveraged the stability of the Hessian matrix across iterations to obtain running time
improvements for interior-point methods, it is unclear how to use these in our setting, as their
amortized analysis crucially uses the structure of the underlying Hessian matrix.
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This raises several interesting questions concerning the adaptive query complexity of barrier
optimization. Notably, it would be interesting to know whether the parallel query complexity can
be reduced below Õ (n), and understand the trade-offs between the number of parallel rounds and
the total number of queries. In particular, achieving a parallel round complexity of o (

√
n) is likely

to have broad consequences, as it would plausibly lead to more efficient interior-point methods,
whenever fast solvers for structured linear systems are available.

Year References Method #Iters Cost per iter
2015 [LSW15] CPM n n2 + Tcutting plane

2020 [JLSW20] CPM n n2 + Tcutting plane

2022 Our Result IPM n n2 + Tgradient

Table 1: Comparison of linear optimization algorithms over convex sets K ⊆ R
n. CPM stands

for cutting plane method, and IPM for interior point method. Tcutting plane is the time required to
compute a cutting plane, while Tgradient represents the time required to evaluate the gradient of an
barrier function for K.

Semidefinite programming. Using Theorem 2 we obtain the following result on solving general
semidefinite programs, which follows from using a standard logarithmic barrier on the SDP cone.

Theorem 3 (informal). There is an interior point method that solves a general SDP with variable
size n× n and m constraints in time Õ

(
mn4 +m1.25n3.5

)
.

Our running time can be interpreted as follows: n is the number of iterations of the method,
mn2 is the input size, mn2 + nω is the time to evaluate on gradient of the barrier function, which
requires computing a weighted sum of the input matrices, and computing its inverse using fast
matrix multiplication. We note that when m ≥ n, which holds in the case of most standard SDP
applications, the running time is Õ

(
mn4 +m1.25n3.5

)
, even when using naive matrix inversion in

O
(
n3
)
. This may be an advantage for applications where matrix multiplication algorithms with

faster than O
(
n3
)

theoretical running require extensive tuning and dedicated hardware [Hua18].

Year References Method #Iters Cost per iter Cost when m = n4

1992 [NN92] IPM
√
n m2n2 +mnω +mω n10.5

2015 [LSW15] CPM m mn2 +m2 + nω n10

2020 [JLSW20] CPM m mn2 +m2 + nω n10

2020 [JKL+20] IPM
√
n mn2 +mω + nω n4ω+1/2

2021 [HJS+22] IPM
√
n m2+n4+

(
mω + n2ω

)
n−1/2

(amortized)
n4ω

2022 Our Result IPM n2 + n3/2m1/4 mn2 + nω n8.5

Table 2: Summary of key SDP algorithms. CPM stands for cutting plane method, and IPM for
interior point method. n is the size of the variable matrix, and m is the number of constraints.
Runtimes hide no(1),mo(1) and polylog (1/ε) factors, where ε is the accuracy parameter, as well as
factors depending on the bit complexity.
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1.2 Our Techniques

To achieve our results we build on the ideas of Dunagan and Harvey [DH07] to maintain a dynamic
preconditioner for the linear systems that show up when running an interior point method. In the
case of strongly self-concordant barriers these systems are strongly related to each other, so we can
recycle the preconditioner across multiple iterations of the interior point method.

Linear system solving with an adaptive preconditioner. In Section 3 we review the main
ideas from [DH07], as we will build on this framework to develop our gradient-based interior point
method. The basic idea is as follows: when one attempts to solve a linear system Hx = b using
the Richardson iteration, a standard measure of progress is the residual norm ‖b −Hx‖2. After
running the Richardson iteration for a single step, the change in the norm of the residual faces two
possibilities. In the first case, it decreases by a constant factor, which is the ideal scenario, since
this allows a very fast convergence towards the optimum. In the second case, the decrease is small.
This, however, can only happen because the underlying matrix has some very large or very small
eigenvalues, and our attempted descent direction happens to align well with these. Therefore, this
situation constitutes a certificate for the existence of very large or very small eigenvalues. We can
quantify this, by showing that we can use these directions to build a preconditioner, which will
prevent such occurrences in the future.

The main idea developed by Dunagan and Harvey is that this preconditioner can be maintained
by performing rank-1 updates involving the direction that certifies the existence of large/small
eigenvalues. While they can not directly show that this permanently reduces the impact of the
extreme eigenvalues certified by this direction, they make progress in the sense that a certain
potential function called excentricity, which measures the quality of our current preconditioner H̃ ,
gets reduced. Hence, in each step one either manages to reduce the gradient norm or excentricity
by a constant factor. This automatically yields an upper bound on the number of iterations which
depends on the quality of the preconditioner when the method is initialized.

We formally recover this argument in Section 3, and obtain a simple algorithm entirely based on
preconditioned Richardson. For completeness, we recover the convergence guarantees from [DH07]
using our simpler algorithm.

We stress the importance of our contribution, since [DH07] uses a slightly different set of updates,
for which theoretical guarantees are difficult to prove in the situation where quantities involving the
matrix can only be approximated (as we do in Section 4).

Newton steps on convex functions with a slowly moving Hessian. In Section 4 we extend
the analysis from Section 3 to the setting where access to the matrix H is restricted. While the
analysis from Section 4 only uses matrix-vector products, in the setting we care about we are even
more constrained, as this matrix represents the Hessian of a convex function g, which can only be
accessed through gradient queries. To handle this difficulty, we approximate matrix-vector products
using two gradient queries, since intuitively:

H yv ≈ 1

τ
(∇g (y + τv)−∇g (y)) ,

for some appropriate step size τ . To do so it is important to consider the conditioning of H y , as
obtaining an accurate estimate requires setting τ sufficiently large. However, we do not want τ to be
extremely large, as its magnitude determines among others the number of bits of precision required
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to evaluate this approximation. We therefore need to provide robust versions of the algorithms from
Section 3, and show that they satisfy similar guarantees, even though we only access the function
g through gradient queries.

While the proof roughly follows the same lines as before, it is significantly more involved, as even
picking the right step size for preconditioned Richardson requires estimating quantities that are not
directly available. Furthermore, since we aim to be mindful about the size of the bit representation
of our numbers, we always control the range of the preconditioner’s eigenvalues. These technical
difficulties require us to very carefully analyze the produced excentricity certificates. The main result
of the section is given in the Robust Step-or-Update Lemma (Lemma 20), and can be thought of as

a Newton step with an adaptive preconditioner H̃ , which either performs a step that reduces the
“fake” dual local norm ‖∇g (y)‖

H̃
−1 , or exhibits an excentricity certificate which we use to reduce

the excentricity potential.

Interior point method with an adaptive preconditioner. The main contribution of our
paper lies in using adaptive preconditioning inside interior point methods. In Section 5 we describe
the main path-following method. To do so, we approximately follow the central path constituted
by minimizers for the family of functions

gµ (y) =
〈c,y〉
µ

+ φ (y) ,

where φ is a ν-strongly self-concordant barrier function for K ⊆ R
n (see Section 2.4). In classical

interior point methods, path following consists of generating a sequence of iterates y which are
close to the central path, which represents the set of unique minimizers of gµ for all µ ∈ (0,∞).
Closeness to central path is measured in terms of the dual local norm of the gradients ‖∇gµ (y)‖H−1

µ
.

Classically, one generates these iterates by maintaining the invariant that ‖∇gµ (y)‖H−1
µ

≤ O (1),

dialing down µ by some factor, and restoring closeness to the central path by executing one (or a
few) Newton steps, corresponding to a sequence of linear system solves. The amount by which µ
gets dialed down is determined by the self-concordance parameter ν. Typically, one moves from µ
to µ′ = µ/ (1 +O (1/

√
ν)), which determines the total number of iterations of the path-following

method to be Õ (
√
ν).

In this work, we slow down the interior point method, by performing significantly shorter steps.
Specifically we dial down the centrality parameter only by a factor of 1+O (1/

√
nν) and we maintain

the invariant that ‖∇gµ (y)‖H−1
µ

≤ O (1/
√
n). The reason for doing this is that between two

subsequent iterates y and y ′ produced by path following methods, the Hessian matrix changes
significantly. Unfortunately, too large a change, which is likely to occur when using standard step
sizes, makes the preconditioner significantly worse, so the excentricity between the preconditioner
H̃ and the two Hessians H y , and H y ′ , respectively, can increase by a lot. Using very short steps
guarantees that this is not the case, and allows us to match the increases in excentricity that
occur when changing the iterate with the decreases in excentricity caused by rank-1 updates of the
preconditioner.

An important feature of the excentricity potential is that while changes caused by rank-1 updates
of the preconditioner are easy to control, the changes caused by modifying the preconditioned
matrix are generally not. In particular using the notation defined in Section 2 we aim to compare

E
(
H̃

−1
H y

)
against E

(
H̃

−1
H y ′

)
.
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We are able to prove upper bounds on the increase in excentricity by leveraging properties
of strongly self-concordant barriers. To do so we show, using majorization techniques and Schur
convexity, that the change in excentricity depends on the eigenvalues of H−1

y H y ′ . These can be
tightly controlled using strong self-concordance. We prove this in Section 5.2.

We conclude that with each step along the central path excentricity increases by at most
a constant factor, while each rank-1 update caused by an excentricity certificate found by our
preconditioned Richardson iteration causes decrease in excentricity by at least a constant factor.
Therefore, when properly initialized, our interior point method only requires Õ

(√
nν log 1

ε

)
rank-1

updates to the preconditioner H̃ . Since all the rank-1 updates on H̃ and H̃
−1

, which we explicitly
maintain using the Sherman-Morrison formula, take O

(
n2
)

time, we bound the total running time
by

Õ

((
n2 + Tgradient

)√
nν log

1

ε

)
,

where Tgradient is the time required to perform a query on the gradient oracle which on input y

returns ∇φ (y).
The formal statement of the theorem is given in Theorem 25.
As a corollary we see that when given access to a gradient oracle for an Õ (n)-strongly

self-concordant barrier for the domain K, we can perform linear optimization in time
Õ
(
n3 + nTgradient log

1
ε

)
time. We give the formal statement in Corollary 26.

SDP via interior point methods. For our SDP application, instead of directly solving the
objective (1), just like in [JKL+20], we consider the dual problem

min

{
〈c,y〉 : B −

m∑

i=1

y iAi � 0

}
, (2)

which we optimize by solving the barrier formulation

gµ (y) =
〈c,y〉
µ

+ φ (y) , (3)

where φ is a strongly self-concordant barrier function for the set {y : B −∑m
i=1 y iAi � 0}.

Unfortunately, the standard log det barrier does not satisfy the required strong self-concordance
property required by our potential function analysis. We fix this by scaling it by a factor of

√
m,

which in exchange further slows down the interior point method. Specifically, in our case we use

φ (y) = −
√
m · log det

(
B −

m∑

i=1

y iAi

)
,

for which we can show that it satisfies the required strong self-concordance property with ν = n
√
m.

To evaluate gradients of the barrier it suffices to compute

[∇φ (y)]i =
〈
Ai,

(
B −

m∑

i=1

y iAi

)−1〉

which can be done in time O
(
mn2 + nω

)
. Compared to previous works on fast SDP solving our

crucial advantage is that we never need to compute the Hessian of φ, which involves very costly
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matrix multiplication, and hence additional running time dependence in m. In fact [NN92] use a
series of clever tricks to compute the Hessian matrix in time O

(
mnω +m2n2 +mω

)
, while [JKL+20]

develop a series of techniques based on rectangular matrix multiplication to reduce this running
time to the time required to multiply an m× n2 matrix by an n2 ×m matrix. Fortunately, we can
completely avoid these bottlenecks by using our dynamic preconditioner.

Together with our analysis on gradient-based interior point methods we obtain our final running
time of Õ

(
mn4 +m1.25n3.5

)
. We provide a formal statement in Theorem 32.

1.3 Related Work

The literature on optimization methods is truly extensive. Here we summarize a few relevant results
in literature.

Cutting plane methods. A class of optimization techniques known as cutting plane methods
repeatedly refine a convex set that contains the sought solution, via queries to a separation oracle.
Designing efficient cutting plane algorithms has been a long-running effort since its introduction in
the 1950s [Sho77, YN76, Kha80, KTE88, NN89, Vai89, AV95, BV04, LSW15, JLSW20].

Interior point methods. Interior point methods are fundamental optimization techniques for
minimizing linear functions over convex sets, provided first and second order access to a barrier
function for the set. Extensive early work [Fri55, KMY89, Meg89, FM90] has been beautifully
explained by Nesterov and Nemirovski [NN94], who developed the theory of self-concordant
barriers, and expanded the area of IPM applications to more general settings, including semidefinite
programming and more broadly conic optimization. Recent developments have used IPM theory to
provide important progress towards reducing the theoretical running time of linear and semidefinite
programming [LS14, CLS19, LSZ19, vdBLSS20, vdB20, JKL+20, HJS+22].

Quasi-Newton methods. An important series of developments has focused on quasi-Newton
methods, which attempt to obtain convergence guarantees comparable to those of Newton’s method
using only gradient access. A famous set of results is given by the BFGS and L-BFGS methods
[Bro70, Fle70, Gol70, Sha70, BNS94], which are used in practical settings. Also see [GS19, GS22,
Tun01] for applications of quasi-Newton methods to interior point solvers. We note that [GS19,
GS22] use quasi-Newton steps interspersed with standard Newton steps. Although their results do
not rely solely on gradient information, they provide important practical speedups since they reduce
the total number of linear system solves. In [Tun01], both zeroth and first order methods for linear
programming are provided, but they are only shown to converge in finite time, without an explicit
bound on the iteration complexity.

SDP solvers. Early SDP solvers have relied on cutting plane methods. Starting with the works
of Nesterov-Nemirovski [NN92] and Anstreicher [Ans00], several SDP solvers based on IPMs have
been developed. Recently, new techniques based on inverse matrix maintenance have provided fast
algorithms for SDPs [JKL+20, HJS+22].

8



2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notation

We write matrices and vectors in bold. We use 〈·, ·〉 to denote inner products. Given
a symmetric matrix A, we use ‖A‖ to represent the spectral norm of A, that is ‖A‖ =
max {−λmin (A) , λmax (A)}, where λmin (A) and λmax (A) denote the smallest and largest
eigenvalues of A, respectively. We use ‖A‖F to represent its Frobenius norm, that is the ℓ2 norm
of its eigenvalues. Similarly we use ‖A‖1 to denote the ℓ1 norm of its eigenvalues. For an arbitrary
symmetric matrix A, we use A≥1 to denote the matrix obtained from A by increasing all of its
sub-unitary eigenvalues to 1, and we define A<1 analogously.

Given a function g : K → R, where K ⊆ R
n is a convex set, we use ∇g (y) to represent the

gradient of g and ∇2g (y) for the Hessian matrix at y . To simplify notation, we use H y := ∇2g (y),
whenever the meaning is clear from the context. When solving linear systems, we maintain a
preconditioner which typically denote by H̃ .

2.2 The Excentricity Potential

One of our main tools for analyzing the method is the excentricity potential function, which has
been introduced by Dunagan and Harvey [DH07] in the context of analyzing a certain version of
the conjugate gradient method, without resorting to arguments based on the best interpolating
polynomial. In broad terms, excentricity measures how good of a preconditioner a matrix H̃ is for
some other matrix H . In standard analyses, one crucially aims to bound the spectral norm

‖X − I ‖

where
X = H−1/2H̃H−1/2 .

Naturally, the closer this is to 0, the better of a preconditioner H̃ is for H . As this function is not
necessarily the easiest one to work with, Dunagan and Harvey introduced the excentricity potential
defined as

E (X ) = det

(
X 1/2 +X−1/2

2

)
=

1

2n
det (X + I )√

det (X )
,

for which one can easily verify that it is minimized when X = I , in which case H̃ is a perfect
preconditioner. This potential function enjoys several favorable properties, including the fact that
its value is easy to track after performing rank-1 updates on either H̃ or H . In the following lemma
we see how how excentricity evolves after a rank-1 update (proof in Appendix A.1).

Lemma 4. A rank-1 update
X ′ = X + uu⊤

determines the multiplicative change in excentricity:

E (X ′)

E (X )
=

1 + u⊤ (I +X )−1
u√

1 + u⊤X−1u
.

We also show that if we have access to a vector u that aligns well with very small/large
eigenvectors of X , then we can use it to obtain a rank-1 update that significantly reduces excentricity.
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Lemma 5. If a unit vector u satisfies

1. u⊤X−1u ≥ γ, then
E(X+uu⊤)

E(X ) ≤ 2√
1+γ

,

2. u⊤Xu ≥ γ, then
E
(
X− Xuu⊤X

1+u⊤Xu

)

E(X ) ≤ 2√
1+γ

.

We show this in Appendix A.2. Crucially, both the proofs and our algorithm relies on the
Sherman-Morrison formula for the inverse of a matrix after performing a rank-1 update.

Lemma 6 (Sherman-Morrison). Suppose A ∈ R
n×n is an invertible matrix, and u , v ∈ R

n are
column vectors. Then A+ uv⊤ is invertible iff 1 + v⊤A−1u 6= 0. In this case,

(
A+ uv⊤

)−1
= A

−1 − A
−1uv⊤A−1

1 + v⊤A−1u
.

To simplify our proofs, we also state a useful property of excentricity.

Lemma 7. Excentricity is invariant under similarity transformations. Given invertible X , Y , we
have

E (X ) = E
(
YXY −1

)
.

Additionally
E
(
X−1

)
= E (X ) .

Finally, we strongly rely on the following Lemma, which relies on an eigenvalue bound that we
prove in Section 5 via majorization techniques. It allows us to control the change in excentricity
when the involved matrix changes slightly.

Lemma 8. Let A,B be invertible matrices. Then

E (AB) ≤ E (A) ·
√

det (B≥1)

det (B<1)
.

Proof. Using Lemma 27, we write:

E (AB) =
1

2n
det (AB + I )√

det (AB)
≤ 1

2n
· det (A+ I ) · det (B≥1)√

det (A) ·
√

det (B)
= E (A) ·

√
det (B≥1)

det (B<1)
.

2.3 Richardson Iteration

The Richardson iteration is probably the most important iterative method for solving linear systems
of equations. Generally, given a linear system Hx = b , the iteration consists of steps that attempt
to improve the current iterate by performing iterations of the form x ′ = x + η (b −Hx ), for some
appropriate step size η. Denoting the residual by r = b −Hx , this iteration updates the solution
by moving into it a small fraction of the residual. To improve the convergence rate of this iterative
method, one often uses preconditioning. Namely, by using a matrix H̃ which approximates H for
some appropriate notion of approximation, and whose inverse is available, we can instead run the

iteration x ′ = x + ηH̃
−1

(b −Hx ). This is equivalent to running the vanilla Richardson iteration

on the original system, after doing a change of basis by letting y = H̃
1/2

x and considering the
equivalent system

H̃
−1/2

HH̃
−1/2 · y = H̃

−1/2
b .
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2.4 Strongly Self-Concordant Barriers and Interior Point Methods

We solve general optimization problems of the form

min
y∈K

〈c,y〉 (4)

where K is a convex domain. To do so we resort to a path-following interior-point method which
solves a sequence of barrier objectives, which are convex minimization problems of the form

gµ (y) =
〈c,y〉
µ

+ φ (y) ,

where φ is a barrier function for the domain K. Each function gµ has a unique minimizer. The
set of minimizers y⋆

µ = argmin gµ (y), for all µ ∈ (0,∞) represent the central path corresponding
to the barrier objective. To solve (4), classical interior point literature (Lemma 21) shows that it
suffices to obtain a near minimizer to gµ for a sufficiently small value of the centrality parameter µ.

To do so we implement a path-following procedure. In each iteration of the procedure, for a
sufficiently small scalar δ, we solve the minimization problem form gµ/(1+δ)by warm starting it with
a (near) optimizer of gµ. The choice of δ depends on the properties of the barrier function, and
hence determine the speed of convergence of the method. The properties of the barrier function
are crucial to obtaining an efficient algorithm. While the standard theory of interior point methods
uses properties of self-concordant barrier functions [NN94], in this work we use a slightly stronger
property, namely the strong self-concordance property [LLV20].

This gives a slightly more powerful condition on the change in the Hessian when moving between
iterates than vanilla self-concordance. While not explicitly mentioned in the classical literature, it
is, however, enjoyed by many standard barrier functions including the logarithmic, universal, and
entropic barriers.

Definition 9 (strongly self-concordant function). Given a convex domain K and g : K → R, we
say that a convex function g is strongly self-concordant if for any y ∈ K, and h :

∥∥∥∥H
−1/2
y

d

dt
H y+thH

−1/2
y

∥∥∥∥
F

≤ 2 ‖h‖H y
.

We recall that standard self-concordance replaces the bound involving the Frobenius norm with
the weaker spectral norm.

Lemma 10. Given any strongly self-concordant function g : K → R, for any x , δ, such that
x ,x + δ ∈ K, ‖δ‖H y

< 1,

∥∥∥H−1/2
y (H y+δ −H y )H

−1/2
y

∥∥∥
F
≤

‖δ‖H y(
1− ‖δ‖H y

)2 .

Furthermore, if g is only self-concordant, then

H y ·
(
1− ‖δ‖H y

)2
� H y+δ � H y · 1

(
1− ‖δ‖H y

)2 .

11



In addition to these properties, we also use the notion of ν-strongly self-concordant barriers,
which is the analog of self-concordant barriers which also satisfy strong self-concordance.

Definition 11 (ν-strongly self-concordant barrier). Given a convex domain K and a strongly self-
concordant function g : K → R, we say that g is a ν-strongly self-concordant barrier if g (y) → ∞
as y → ∂K and

‖∇g (y)‖2H−1
y

≤ ν ,

for all y ∈ K.

The stronger property helps to obtain tighter bounds on the increase in excentricity when only
slightly changing the Hessian matrix. We rely on the following important lemma, which we prove
in Section 5:

Lemma 12. Let K ⊆ R
n be a convex set. Given any strongly self-concordant function g : K → R,

for any y , δ, such that y ,y + δ ∈ K, ‖δ‖H y
<
(
1− ‖δ‖H y

)2
< 1, and any preconditioner H̃ ,

E
(
H̃

−1
H y+δ

)
≤ E

(
H̃

−1
H y

)
· exp



1

2

√
n ·

‖δ‖H y(
1− ‖δ‖H y

)2
− ‖δ‖H y


 .

In addition, we require some guarantees involving the well-conditionedness of the points on the
neighborhood of the central path. This is captured by the following definition.

Definition 13 (κ(µ)-conditioned objective). A a barrier objective (5) is κ (µ)-conditioned if letting
yµ′ be the minimizer of gµ′ , one has that

max
{∥∥∥H yµ′

∥∥∥ ,
∥∥∥H−1

yµ′

∥∥∥
}
≤ κ (µ)

for all µ′ ≥ µ.

This captures how large or small the eigenvalues of the Hessian corresponding to points on the
central path can be, for all centrality parameters above a given threshold µ. While only implicitly
used in standard literature, this quantity is relevant in most instantiations of interior point methods,
as even in the case where one uses fast matrix multiplication for solving the linear systems involved,
the condition number of the barrier objective κ (µ) determines the number of bits of precision
required to store the Hessian matrices and their inverses. A standard feature of this upper bound
is that it also holds for points in the neighborhood of the central path, which we show in Appendix
A.4.

Lemma 14. Let gµ : K → R be a barrier objective with a self-concordant barrier function as in (5),
and let y ∈ int (K), such that ‖∇gµ (y)‖H−1

y
≤ 1/3. Then

max
{
‖H y‖ ,

∥∥H−1
y

∥∥} ≤ 4κ (µ) .

These facts determine the notion of ε-condition number of a barrier formulation, which we
formally define and discuss in Definition 22, which we will use to provide our convergence guarantees.

12



3 Solving Linear Systems with an Adaptive Preconditioner

We first consider the case of solving linear systems of the form Hx = b, and provide an algorithm
based on the techniques used by [DH07]. We stress the importance of our contribution, since [DH07]
uses a slightly different set of updates, for which theoretical guarantees are difficult to prove in the
situation where quantities involving the matrix can only be approximated, as we do in the following
Section 4.

While the analysis in this section assumes access to H , which will not be true in the subsequent
sections, we note that we only access it through matrix vector products. This will be important, as
estimating Hessian vector products can be done by making a constant number of gradient queries.

In this section we show that failure to make a lot of progress within a single step of the Richardson
iteration produces a certificate which allows us to improve our current preconditioner. This analysis
roughly follows the same ideas as in Dunagan-Harvey, but is slightly simplified from a technical
point of view, as it does not attempt to match the conjugate gradient algorithm. Instead, it merely
performs the Richardson iteration with a step size chosen such that it minimizes the norm of the
residual. We provide the essential lemmas, then we show how they can be used to recover the main
result in [DH07]. In the following section we will extend these to the case where the Hessian is
non-constant, for which we will leverage additional techniques from matrix analysis.

3.1 Minimizing Residual Norm via the Richardson Iteration

We give the lemma which provides the certificate of excentricity in case a single step of (non-
preconditioned) Richardson update fails to reduce gradient norm significantly. In Appendix B.1 we
proceed by providing an analysis for the non-preconditioned case (see Lemma 34). As a corollary,
we obtain a general version of the Lemma corresponding to making a preconditioned step.

Lemma 15. Let H , H̃ ∈ R
n×n, and vectors b ,x ∈ R

n. Let r = b −Hx , and consider the step

x ′ = x +

∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H∥∥∥HH̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H̃
−1

H̃
−1

r .

Let β ∈ (0, 1) be a scalar. Provided that the new residual r ′ = b −Hx ′ satisfies

∥∥r ′
∥∥2
H̃

−1 ≥ (1− β) ‖r‖2
H̃

−1 ,

we obtain at least one of the following excentricity certificates:

1.

∥∥∥H 1/2H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H−1/2H̃H−1/2∥∥∥H 1/2H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

2

≥ 1√
β
,

2.

∥∥∥H 1/2H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H1/2H̃
−1

H 1/2∥∥∥H 1/2H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

2

≥ 1√
β
.

The proof can be found in Appendix B.2. Finally, based on the certificates provided in Lemma

15 we can design a routine which updates our fake Hessian H̃
−1

. Its effect on excentricity is given
in the following lemma, which we prove in Appendix B.3.
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Lemma 16. Let H , H̃ ∈ R
n×n, and suppose that the inverse H̃

−1
is available. Given an

excentricity certificate of type 1 or 2 as provided by Lemma 15, there is an algorithm (Algorithm 1)

which performs a rank-1 update on H̃ and on its inverse to obtain a new preconditioner H̃ ′ such
that

E
(
H̃ ′

−1
H
)
≤ E

(
H̃

−1
H
)
· 2√

1 + 1√
β

.

This update can be implemented in O
(
n2
)

time. Furthermore, either

1. 1 ≤
∥∥∥∥H̃

−1/2
H̃ ′H̃

−1/2
∥∥∥∥ ≤

(
2 · E(H̃H−1)

E(H̃ ′H−1)

)2

, or

2. 1 ≤
∥∥∥∥H̃

1/2
H̃ ′

−1
H̃

1/2
∥∥∥∥ ≤

(
2 · E(H̃H−1)

E(H̃ ′H−1)

)2

.

Algorithm 1 Pseudocode for preconditioner rank-1 updates, given excentricity certificates.

Ensure: Updates the preconditioner H̃ and its inverse in O
(
n2
)

time, plus a constant number of
gradient queries.

1: procedure UpdatePreconditioner(H̃ , H̃
−1
, r , type)

2: if type = 1 then

3: H̃ ′ = H̃ − rr⊤
∥∥∥H̃−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H
+‖r‖2

H̃
−1

, H̃ ′
−1

= H̃
−1

+ H̃
−1

rr⊤H̃
−1

∥∥∥H̃−1
r

∥∥∥
2

H

4: else ⊲ type = 2

5: H̃ ′ = H̃ + HH̃
−1

rr⊤H̃
−1

H∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H

, H̃ ′
−1

= H̃
−1 − H̃

−1
HH̃

−1
rr⊤H̃

−1
HH̃

−1

∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H
+
∥∥∥HH̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
2

H̃
−1

6: end if

7: return
(
H̃ ′, H̃ ′

−1
)

8: end procedure

3.2 Taking Stock

Combining Lemma 15 and Lemma 16 (Algorithm 1) we obtain a procedure (Algorithm 2) which
either performs a step that reduces the residual ‖b −Hx‖2

H̃
−1 by a constant multiplicative factor,

or updates H̃ and H̃
−1

in O
(
n2
)

time, such that excentricity reduces by a constant factor. This
will be the main driver of the path following method described in the next section.

While this procedure suffices for our interior point method, we first provide as a warm-up an
analysis for the regime where we indent to solve a single linear system, thus recovering the main
result from [DH07]. Its full proof can be found in Appendix B.4.

Lemma 17. Consider the linear system Hx = b, where H is a symmetric positive definite matrix,
let x 0 be an initial solution, and let H̃ 0 = I be an initial preconditioner. Running the iteration

(
H̃ t+1, H̃

−1

t+1,x t+1

)
= StepOrUpdate

(
H , H̃ t, H̃

−1

t , b ,x t

)

for T = 100
(
log E (H ) + log 1

ε

)
steps, we obtain a vector xT such that

‖b −HxT ‖ ≤ ε · ‖b −Hx 0‖ .
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Algorithm 2 Pseudocode for the step problem.

Ensure: Returns a new iterate x ′ such that ‖b −Hx ′‖
H̃

−1 ≤ (1− β) ‖b −Hx‖
H̃

−1 , or returns a

new preconditioner H̃ ′ together with its inverse such that E
(
H̃ ′H−1

)
≤ E

(
H̃H−1

)
· 2√

1+ 1√
β

,

and either 1 ≤
∥∥∥∥H̃

−1/2
H̃ ′H̃

−1/2
∥∥∥∥ ≤

(
2 · E(H̃H−1)

E(H̃ ′H−1)

)2

, or 1 ≤
∥∥∥∥H̃

1/2
H̃ ′

−1
H̃

1/2
∥∥∥∥ ≤

(
2 · E(H̃H−1)

E(H̃ ′H−1)

)2

.

1: procedure StepOrUpdate(H , H̃ , H̃
−1
, b ,x )

2: r = b −Hx

3: x ′ = x +

∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H∥∥∥HH̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H̃
−1

H̃
−1

r , r ′ = b −Hx ′

4: if ‖r ′‖2
H̃

−1 ≤ (1− β) ‖r‖2
H̃

−1 then

5: return
(
H̃ , H̃

−1
,x ′

)
⊲ return new iterate

6: else

7: if
‖r‖2

H̃
−1

∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H

≥ 1√
β

then ⊲ test for type 1 excentricity certificate

8:

(
H̃ ′, H̃ ′

−1
)
=UpdatePreconditioner(H̃ , H̃

−1
, r , type = 1)

9: else ⊲ if test fails, then we must have a type 2 excentricity certificate

10:

(
H̃ ′, H̃ ′

−1
)
=UpdatePreconditioner(H̃ , H̃

−1
, r , type = 2)

11: end if

12: return
(
H̃ ′, H̃ ′

−1
,x
)

⊲ return new preconditioner

13: end if

14: end procedure
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4 Estimating Hessian-Vector Products

While the analysis in Section 3 provides a tight bounds on the evolution of the preconditioner’s
quality, the algorithms described there rely almost entirely on having access to the matrix H . In
our setting our matrix is a Hessian matrix for a convex function, which we can not directly access.
Instead, we note that our entire interaction with H occurs in the form of matrix-vector products.
Hence we should expect that rather than having to compute products of the form H yv we could
instead approximate them

H yv ≈ 1

τ
(∇g (y + τv)−∇g (y)) ,

for some appropriate step size τ . To do so it is important to consider the conditioning of H y , as
obtaining an accurate estimate requires setting τ sufficiently large. However, we do not want τ to be
extremely large, as its magnitude determines among others the number of bits of precision required
to evaluate this approximation.

In this section we provide robust versions of the algorithms from Section 3, and show that they
satisfy similar guarantees, even though we only access the function g through gradient queries. In
Appendix C.2 we provide formal statements concerning the quality of the approximations py (v ) ≈
H y (v ) and ny (v) ≈ ‖v‖H y

that we employ.
At this point we are ready to present the appropriate modifications to the algorithms from

Section 3.

Lemma 18. Let g : K → R be a self-concordant function, let y ∈ int (K), let

H y = ∇2g (y), let H̃ ∈ R
n×n, and let vectors b,x ∈ R

n. Furthermore, suppose that

max
{
‖H y‖ ,

∥∥H −1
y

∥∥ ,
∥∥∥H̃

∥∥∥ ,
∥∥∥H̃

−1
∥∥∥ , ‖b‖2

}
≤ B, for some scalar B ≥ 1000. Let r = b − py (x ),

and consider the step

x ′ = x +
ny

(
H̃

−1
r
)2

∥∥∥py
(
H̃

−1
r
)∥∥∥

2

H̃
−1

H̃
−1

(b − py (x )) .

Let β ∈
(
1
B , 1

)
be a scalar. Let the new residual r ′ = b − py (x

′). Provided that

min
{
‖r‖

H̃
−1 , ‖r ′‖

H̃
−1

}
≥ 1

B , and

∥∥r ′
∥∥2
H̃

−1 ≥ (1− β) ‖r‖2
H̃

−1 ,

we obtain at least one of the following excentricity certificates:

1.

∥∥∥H 1/2
y H̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
2

H
1/2
y H̃

−1
H

1/2
y∥∥∥H 1/2

y H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

2

≥ 1√
20
9
β
,

2.

∥∥∥H 1/2
y H̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
2

H
1/2
y H̃

−1
H

1/2
y∥∥∥H 1/2

y H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

2

≥ 1√
20
9
β
.

The proof is laborious but not particularly insightful, so we defer it to Appendix C.3. The
approach is based on providing multiplicative error bounds between all the quantities involving
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Algorithm 3 Pseudocode for preconditioner rank-1 updates, given excentricity certificates.

Ensure: Updates the preconditioner H̃ and its inverse in O
(
n2
)

time, plus a constant number of
gradient queries.

1: procedure RobustUpdatePreconditioner(y , H̃ , H̃
−1
, r , type)

2: if type = 1 then

3: H̃ ′ = H̃ − rr⊤

ny

(
H̃

−1
r
)2

+‖r‖2
H̃

−1

, H̃ ′
−1

= H̃
−1

+ H̃
−1

rr⊤H̃
−1

ny

(
H̃

−1
r
)2

4: else ⊲ type = 2

5: H̃ ′ = H̃ +
py

(
H̃

−1
r
)
py

(
H̃

−1
r
)⊤

(
1+ 1

400·B20

)2
ny

(
H̃

−1∇g(y)
)2

6: H̃ ′
−1

= H̃
−1 −

H̃
−1

py
(
H̃

−1
r
)
py

(
H̃

−1
r
)⊤

H̃
−1

(
1+ 1

400·B20

)2
ny

(
H̃

−1
r
)2

+

∥∥∥∥py
(
H̃

−1
r
)2

∥∥∥∥
2

H̃
−1

7: end if

8: return
(
H̃ ′, H̃ ′

−1
)

9: end procedure

10: procedure py (v )
11: τ = 1

1000‖v‖B21

12: return 1
τ (∇g (y + τv)−∇g (y))

13: end procedure

14: procedure ny (v )
15: τ = 1

1000‖v‖B

16: return
(

1
1− 1

1000

)
·
√

1
τ · 〈v ,∇g (y + τv )−∇g (y)〉

17: end procedure
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Algorithm 4 Pseudocode for the step problem.

Ensure: Returns a new iterate x ′ such that ‖b −H yx
′‖

H̃
−1 ≤ (1− β) ‖b −H yx‖

H̃
−1 , or returns

a new preconditioner H̃ ′ together with its inverse such that E
(
H̃ ′H−1

y

)
≤ E

(
H̃H−1

y

)
· 2√

1+ 1√
β

,

and either 1 ≤
∥∥∥∥H̃

−1/2
H̃ ′H̃

−1/2
∥∥∥∥ ≤

(
2 · E(H̃H−1)

E(H̃ ′H−1)

)2

, or 1 ≤
∥∥∥∥H̃

1/2
H̃ ′

−1
H̃

1/2
∥∥∥∥ ≤

(
2 · E(H̃H−1)

E(H̃ ′H−1)

)2

.

1: procedure RobustStepOrUpdate(y , H̃ , H̃
−1
, b ,x )

2: r = b − py (x )
3: if ‖r‖

H̃
−1 ≤ 1/B then

4: return
(
H̃ , H̃

−1
,x
)

⊲ return the original iterate, since the residual is small

5: end if

6: x ′ = x +
ny (r)

2

∥∥∥py
(
H̃

−1
r
)∥∥∥

2

H̃
−1

H̃
−1

r , r ′ = b − py (x
′)

7: if ‖r‖
H̃

−1 ≤ 1/B then

8: return
(
H̃ , H̃

−1
,x ′

)
⊲ return the new iterate, since the residual is small

9: end if

10: if ‖r ′‖2
H̃

−1 ≤ (1− β) ‖r‖2
H̃

−1 then

11: return
(
H̃ , H̃

−1
,x ′

)
⊲ return new iterate

12: else

13: if
‖r‖2

H̃
−1

ny

(
H̃

−1
r
)2 ≥ 1√

20
9
β

then ⊲ test for type 1 excentricity certificate

14:

(
H̃ ′, H̃ ′

−1
)
=RobustUpdatePreconditioner(H̃ , H̃

−1
, r , type = 1)

15: else ⊲ if test fails, then we must have a type 2 excentricity certificate

16:

(
H̃ ′, H̃ ′

−1
)
=RobustUpdatePreconditioner(H̃ , H̃

−1
, r , type = 2)

17: end if

18: return
(
H̃ ′, H̃ ′

−1
,x
)

⊲ return new preconditioner

19: end if

20: end procedure
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H y and their approximations using py or ny . We obtain these by showing that approximations
introduce small additive errors, and use the upper bounds on matrix norms to show that these are
much smaller than the other quantities involved. To do so we also need to assume that the residuals
‖r‖

H̃
−1 , ‖r ′‖

H̃
−1 are sufficiently large. This, however, is automatically true by the hypothesis.

Using this assumption will not hurt us, since we always stop the iterative method once the norm
becomes small enough.

Finally, we need to show that the rank-1 updates performed in Algorithm 3, which involve the
approximations py and ny still provide a sufficient decrease in excentricity. To do so we require a
robust version of Lemma 16.

Lemma 19. Let g : K → R be a self-concordant function, let y ∈ int (K), let H y = ∇2g (y),

let H̃ ∈ R
n×n, and suppose that the inverse H̃

−1
is available. Furthermore, suppose that

max
{
‖H y‖ ,

∥∥H −1
y

∥∥ ,
∥∥∥H̃

∥∥∥ ,
∥∥∥H̃

−1
∥∥∥
}

≤ B, for some scalars B ≥ 1000. Given an excentricity

certificate of type 1 or 2 as provided by Lemma 18, there is an algorithm (Algorithm 3) which

performs a rank-1 update on H̃ and on its inverse to obtain a new preconditioner H̃ ′ such that

E
(
H̃ ′

−1
H
)
≤ E

(
H̃

−1
H
)
· 2√

1 + 99
100 · 1√

20
9
β

.

This update can be implemented in O
(
n2
)

time, plus the time required to make a constant

number of gradient queries for g. In addition, max
{∥∥∥H̃ ′

∥∥∥−
∥∥∥H̃

∥∥∥ ,
∥∥∥H̃ ′

−1
∥∥∥−

∥∥∥H̃
−1
∥∥∥
}

≤
2max

{
‖H y‖ ,

∥∥H −1
y

∥∥}2.

The proof is based on the one we gave for Lemma 16, and is presented in Appendix C.4. Finally,
combining Lemmas 18 and 19 we obtain the main result of this section.

Lemma 20 (Robust Step-or-Update). Let g : K → R be a self-concordant function, let y ∈
int (K), let H y = ∇2g (y), let H̃ ∈ R

n×n, and let vectors b,x ∈ R
n. Furthermore, suppose that

max
{
‖H y‖ ,

∥∥H −1
y

∥∥ ,
∥∥∥H̃

∥∥∥ ,
∥∥∥H̃

−1
∥∥∥ , ‖b‖2

}
≤ B, for some scalar B ≥ 1000. Let β ∈

(
1
B , 1

)
be a

scalar. There is an algorithm (Algorithm 4) which has exactly one of the following two outcomes:

1. Returns new iterate x ′ such that ‖b −H yx
′‖2

H̃
−1 ≤ max

{
2
B ,
(
1− β

2

)
‖b −H yx‖2

H̃
−1

}
,

2. Updates H̃ and to obtain a new preconditioner H̃ ′ such that

E
(
H̃ ′

−1
H
)
≤ E

(
H̃

−1
H
)
· 2√

1 + 99
100 · 1√

20
9
β

.

This step can be implemented in O
(
n2
)

time, plus the time required to make a constant

number of gradient queries for g. In addition, max
{∥∥∥H̃ ′

∥∥∥−
∥∥∥H̃

∥∥∥ ,
∥∥∥H̃ ′

−1
∥∥∥−

∥∥∥H̃
−1
∥∥∥
}

≤
2max

{
‖H y‖ ,

∥∥H −1
y

∥∥}2.
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Proof. In addition to invoking Lemmas 18 and 19 we perform two checks. First we verify if the

H̃
−1

norm original residual r = b − py (x ) is too small, in which case we return the iterate
unchanged. Then, after computing the new iterate and the corresponding residual, we again verify
whether r ′ is too small, in which case we again return it. Following these checks we verify whether
the norm ‖r ′‖

H̃
−1 ≤ (1− β) ‖r‖

H̃
−1 . If this check fails, then we call Algorithm 3 to update

the preconditioner. The total time required to run this routine is again dominated by the gradient
queries used in the estimation procedures, and the time to perform a rank-1 update which is O

(
n2
)
.

Finally, we need to convert the guarantees involving the residual r ′ = b − py (x
′) to guarantees

involving the linear function b −H yx
′.

Note that in the former, using the same approximations we proved in Lemma 18 (equation (15)),
we have that the bound ‖b − py (x

′)‖2
H̃

−1 ≤ 1
B implies

∥∥b −H yx
′
∥∥
H̃

−1 ≤
(
‖b − py (x )‖

H̃
−1 +

1

400 · B16

)
1

1− 1
400·B18

≤ 2

B
.

In the other case using (16) we have

∥∥b −H yx
′
∥∥
H̃

−1

(
1− 1

200 ·B15

)
≤
∥∥b − py

(
x ′
)∥∥2

H̃
−1

≤ (1− β) ‖b − py (x )‖2
H̃

−1 ≤ (1− β) ‖b −H yx‖
H̃

−1

(
1 +

1

200 ·B15

)
,

and so

∥∥b −H yx
′
∥∥
H̃

−1 ≤ (1− β) ‖b −H yx‖
H̃

−1

(
1 +

1

200 · B15

)
1

1− 1
200·B15

≤ (1− β/2) ‖b −H yx‖
H̃

−1 ,

which concludes the proof.

Handling matrices with a null space. While we have previously assumed that the underlying
matrix H y is full-rank, our analysis carries over to the case where it has a non-trivial null space
S, if the right hand side vector b ∈ S⊥, i.e. it is orthogonal to S. To show this, we note that the
analysis of Algorithm 4 can be restricted to S⊥. Note that by self-concordance the Hessian of the
underlying function g always has S as null space. If this were not true, by slightly perturbing the
argument we could move to a new point where the new Hessian fails to approximate the original
one because one entire direction in the span gets zeroed out, so the two Hessians fail to approximate
each other, which contradicts self-concordance. This shows that py (v) always outputs a vector
orthogonal to S, and therefore the estimated residuals r are always orthogonal to S. Similarly,
ny (v) zeroes out the components of v parallel to S, so everything it evaluates occurs in S⊥. While

we do not explicitly impose restrictions on the preconditioner H̃ , we can replace it in the analysis
with the projection ΠS⊥H̃ΠS⊥ without affecting the provided guarantees, since this does not affect
the excentricity certificates.

Numerical precision aspects. The exposition of the analysis so far is under the assumption
of exact arithmetic. Our algorithms do in fact tolerate finite fixed-point precision on the scale of
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the natural parameters of the problem (n, ε, B). Assuming we represent numbers using a number
of bits that is polylogarithmic in these parameters, we can ensure that all the round-off errors are
bounded by 1/poly (n, ε,B). These add only a polynomially small additive errors to our evaluations
of the residual norm, which are already captured by the analysis. Crucially, we need to ensure
that these errors do not affect the excentricity potential. First, polynomially small additive error
does not affect the excentricity certificates – they still certify the existence of a poorly conditioned
direction, potentially suffering a polynomially small multiplicative decrease in the quality of the
bound provided by Lemma 18. Second, and more importantly, we need to argue that the rank-1
updates to the fake preconditioner and its inverse still decrease excentricity as needed, even though
round-off errors are introduced. This is because we can view the round-off errors as an adversarial
perturbation ∆ done on the preconditioned matrix X = H

−1/2
y H̃H

−1/2
y such that all entries of ∆

are polynomially small. We show that such perturbations do not significantly increase excentricity.
Indeed, since the determinant is multiplicatively stable under small perturbations,

det (A+∆) = det (A) det
(
I +A

−1/2∆A
−1/2

)
≤ det (A) ·

(
1 +

‖∆‖∥∥A−1
∥∥

)n

≤ det (A) ·
(
1 +

nmaxi,j |∆ij |∥∥A−1
∥∥

)n

,

we can make increases in excentricity caused by the noise in ∆ only affect by a 1 + 1
poly(n,ε,B)

multiplicative factor. Thus polynomially small error is sufficient, requiring only logarithmically
many bits.

5 Path Following with a Fake Hessian

The robust version of Lemmas 15 and 16 (Lemmas and 18 and 19) give us a method for maintaining
a preconditioner for the Hessian of a self-concordant function g at a fixed point y . To use them
within a path following method, we need to be able to control the quality of the preconditioner H̃

as we move to a new point on the central path. Fortunately, strong self-concordance turns out to

be exactly the property required to ensure that the excentricity E
(
H̃

−1
H y

)
does not drastically

increase as we move to a new point y ′.
Here we crucially rely on Lemma 12, whose proof we provide at the end of the section. To prove

Lemma 12 we use a determinant inequality (Lemma 27) which we prove by using a majorization
bound for the eigenvalues of the sum of two matrices, together with some properties related to the
Schur convexity of elementary symmetric polynomials.

5.1 Setup

We consider the barrier formulation

gµ (y) =
〈c,y〉
µ

+ φ (y) , (5)

where φ : K → R is a ν-strongly self-concordant barrier for a convex set K. Our goal is to obtain
a near-minimizer for gµ, for a sufficiently small µ. This is quantitatively given by the following
lemma, which is standard in interior point methods.

21



Lemma 21 (Approximate optimality [Ren01]). Suppose that εN ≤ 1/10, a feasible solution y ∈ R
m

and the parameter µ ≤ 1 satisfy the following bound on the Newton step size

‖∇gµ (y)‖H−1
y

≤ εN .

Let y⋆ be an optimal solution to the objective original objective min {〈c,y〉 : y ∈ K}. Then 〈c,y〉 ≤
〈c,y⋆〉+ µν (1 + 2εN ) .

Having established via Lemma 21 that to solve the problem to precision ε we require finding the
minimizer of gµ for µ > ε

2ν , we know that throughout the entire execution of a standard interior
point method the matrices in the neighborhood of the central path will have eigenvalues (and their
inverses) that are bounded by the ε-condition number of the barrier formulation

Definition 22 (ε-condition number). Given a barrier formulation (5), where φ is a ν-strongly
self-concordant barrier, we define the ε-condition number of the formulation as

κ⋆ := 4κ
( ε

2ν

)
. (6)

This parameter determines the precision to which we have to estimate Hessian-vector products,
as well as the number of iterations of the entire algorithm. The latter is true because, being unable
to measure the true dual local norm of our gradients, we generally do not know whether we have
managed to be close enough to the central path, that we can advance by dialing down µ. The
promise on the Hessian eigenvalues, together with upper bounds we maintain on the eigenvalues of
the preconditioner and its inverse, enable us to approximate ‖∇g (y)‖H−1

y
.

Throughout the entire execution of the algorithm we will maintain the following invariant on
the preconditioner and the Hessian matrices in the neighborhood of the central path.

Invariant 1. For BH = 4κ⋆ and B
H̃

= 109 · κ2⋆ ·
(
n log κ⋆ +

√
νn log nν

ε

)
, we always have

max
{
‖H y‖ ,

∥∥H−1
y

∥∥} ≤ BH and max
{∥∥∥H̃

∥∥∥ ,
∥∥∥H̃

−1
∥∥∥
}
≤ B

H̃
.

While the upper bound on BH automatically holds if we always stay close to the central path,
per Lemma 14 provided that we stop the interior point method at µ = ε

2ν , we also need to show

that the preconditioner H̃ never becomes too poorly conditioned. This will show that this holds by
tracking its evolution throughout the execution of the interior point method.

Lemma 23. Let y such that ‖∇gµ (y)‖H−1
y

≤ 1
20

√
n
. Then Algorithm 5 returns a new iterate y ′

such that

∥∥∥∥∇gµ/
(
1+ 1

20
√

νn

) (y ′)

∥∥∥∥
H−1

y′

≤ 1
20

√
n
.

Proof. The algorithm essentially corresponds to performing a single Newton step to restore
centrality, followed by adjusting the centrality parameter µ. Over the course of its execution, it may
call the RobustStepOrUpdate routine several times, as it may need to adjust its preconditioner.
When calling it we use the parameters B = B10

H̃
, and β = 1/100. First we show that indeed, at the

end of the execution, the returned iterate still has a small dual local norm.
After a successful call when the preconditioner does not change, per the guarantees of Lemma

20, we have that

∥∥∇gµ (y)−H yx
′
∥∥
H̃

−1 ≤ max

{
2

B10
H̃

,

(
1− β

2

)
‖∇gµ (y)−H yx‖2

H̃
−1

}
.
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and the counter t gets increased. Since the counter stops after T = 100
β log

(
BHBH̃

)
successful

iterations, at the end of the execution the returned variable x satisfies

‖∇gµ (y)−H yx‖
H̃

−1 ≤ max

{
2

B10
H̃

,

(
1− β

2

)T

‖∇gµ (y)‖2
H̃

−1

}

≤ max

{
2

B10
H̃

,

(
1− β

2

)T

‖∇gµ (y)‖2H−1
y

· ‖H y‖
∥∥∥H̃

−1
∥∥∥
}

≤ 2

B10
H̃

.

Therefore

‖∇gµ (y)−H yx‖H−1
y

≤
∥∥H−1

y

∥∥
∥∥∥H̃

∥∥∥ 2

B10
H̃

≤ 2

B8
H̃

.

From a standard argument shown in Lemma 38 we obtain that

∥∥∇gµ
(
y ′
)∥∥

H−1

y′
≤ 4

B8
H̃

+ 7 · ‖∇gµ (y)‖2H−1
y
.

Thus moving from centrality µ to µ/
(
1 + 1

200
√
νn

)
we obtain via Lemma 39 that

∥∥∥∥∇gµ/
(
1+ 1

200
√

νn

) (y ′
)∥∥∥∥

H−1

y′

=

∥∥∥∥
(
1 +

1

200
√
νn

)
∇gµ

(
y ′
)
− 1

200
√
νn

∇φ
(
y ′
)∥∥∥∥

H−1

y′

≤
(
1 +

1

200
√
νn

)∥∥∇gµ
(
y ′
)∥∥

H−1

y′
+

1

200
√
νn

∥∥∇φ
(
y ′
)∥∥

H−1

y′

≤
(
1 +

1

200
√
νn

)∥∥∇gµ
(
y ′
)∥∥

H−1

y′
+

1

200
√
n

≤
(
1 +

1

200
√
νn

)(
4

B8
H̃

+ 7 · ‖∇gµ (y)‖2H−1
y

)
+

1

200
√
n

≤
(
1 +

1

200
√
νn

)(
4

B8
H̃

+ 7 ·
(

1

20
√
n

)2
)

+
1

200
√
n

≤ 1

20
√
n
.

Next we prove an upper bound on the total number of calls to the preconditioner update routine.

Lemma 24. Let y0 such that ‖∇gµ (y0)‖H−1
y0

≤ 1
20

√
n
, for µ = nO(1), and let H̃ 0 = I be the

preconditioner at initialization. In Õ
(√
νn log

(
nν
ε

))
calls to Algorithm 5 we obtain a new point y ′

such that 〈c,y ′〉 − 〈c,y⋆〉 ≤ ε. Over the entire course of the execution, the algorithm, makes at
most O

(
log E

(
H y0

)
+

√
νn log nν

ε

)
preconditioner updates.

Proof. First, by Lemma 23, in a single call to Algorithm 5, the centrality parameter µ gets reduced
by a factor of 1 + 1

20
√
νn

while maintaining an upper bound of 1/ (20
√
n) on the dual local norm.

By Lemma 21, stopping once µ ≤ ε
ν(1+2· 1

20)
ensures that error in the objective is at most ε, so we

are done. Therefore in O
(√
νn log nν

ε

)
calls, the algorithm can return a solution with ε additive
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error. We bound the number of preconditioner updates by analyzing the evolution of excentricity.
In each call to Algorithm 5, excentricity can increase exactly once, whenever we move from y to y ′

and hence we replace E
(
H̃

−1
H y

)
with E

(
H̃

−1
H y ′

)
.

When doing so, from Lemma 38, we have that the change in iterate ‖δ‖H y
= ‖y − y ′‖H y

≤
2

B10
H̃

+ ‖∇gµ (y)‖H−1
y

≤ 1
10

√
n
. Thus by Lemma 12,

E
(
H̃

−1
H y ′

)
≤ E

(
H̃

−1
H y

)
· exp



1

2

√
n ·

‖δ‖H y(
1− ‖δ‖H y

)2
− ‖δ‖H y


 ≤ E

(
H̃

−1
H y

)
· exp

(
1

10

)
.

In addition all the other changes in excentricity are only due to preconditioner updates. And we
know by Lemma 20 that these decrease excentricity in the sense that

E
(
H̃ ′

−1
H y

)
≤ E

(
H̃

−1
H y

)
· 2√

1 + 99
100 · 1√

20
9
β

≤ E
(
H̃

−1
H y

)
· 3
4
.

As over the entire course of the algorithm excentricity can increase by at most exp
(
O
(√
νn log nν

ε

))
,

and each other preconditioner update decreases it by at least a factor of 3/4, the total number of
preconditioner updates can not be too large (as excentricity is always at least 1). Hence we bound
the total number of preconditioner updates to

O
(
log E

(
H̃

−1

0 H y0

)
+

√
νn log

nν

ε

)
= O

(
log E

(
H y0

)
+

√
νn log

nν

ε

)
,

which concludes the proof.

Finally we need to argue that over the entire execution Invariant 1 is preserved. To do this we

need to bound
∥∥∥H̃

∥∥∥,
∥∥∥H̃

−1
∥∥∥. This is easy to see, as from Lemma 20 each step increases both of

these norms by at most 2max
{
‖H y‖ ,

∥∥H−1
y

∥∥}2 ≤ 2κ2⋆, so by the end we have

max
{∥∥∥H̃

∥∥∥ ,
∥∥∥H̃

−1
∥∥∥
}
≤ 2κ2⋆ ·

(
log E

(
H y0

)
+O

(√
νn log

nν

ε

))

≤ 2κ2⋆ ·
(
n log κ⋆ +O

(√
νn log

nν

ε

))
,

which shows that invariants hold throughout the entire execution.
Putting everything together, together with classical techniques involving initializing interior

point methods [Nes98] the main theorem of this section follows.

Theorem 25. Given a convex set K ⊆ R
n, with a ν-strongly self-concordant barrier φ : K →

R, which we can access through a gradient oracle, and given an initial point y0 ∈ int (K),
‖∇φ (y0)‖H−1

y0
≤ 1

20
√
n
, in time

O
((

log E
(
H y0

)
+

√
νn log

nν

ε

)
·
(
n2 + Tgradient

))

we can obtain an iterate y ′ such that 〈c,y〉 ≤ 〈c,y⋆〉+ ε, where y⋆ is the minimizer of the original
objective min {〈c,y〉 : y ∈ K}. Furthermore, all the matrices we encounter, together their inverses

have eigenvalues bounded by
(
κ⋆nν log

1
ε

)O(1)
, where κ⋆ is the ε-condition number of the barrier

formulation (Definition 22).
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Note that the condition on the dual local norm on the barrier gradient corresponds to being
close to the central path. This is usually handled through appropriately modifying the optimization
problem such that the guarantee is enforced.

It is important to note that for as long as κ⋆ is quasi-polynomially bounded, all the involved
quantities are quasi-polynomial, hence we can implement the interior point method using only
poly-logarithmically many bits of precision for each number.

Additionally this implies the following important corollary for optimizing linear functions over
convex domains. This follows from the Õ (n)-strong self-concordance of the universal and entropic
barriers [LLV20], which in turn results from recent progress on the KLS conjecture [Che21, JLV22].
While [LLV20] prove that the universal and entropic barriers satisfy an approximate version of
Definition 9, with a polylogarithmic constant in front of the right-hand side, they can be brought
to satisfy it exactly by slightly scaling them down. In exchange they suffer a small polylogarithmic
increase in the self-concordance parameter, but this does not affect our bounds.

Corollary 26. Given a convex set K ⊆ R
n, with query access to a gradient oracle for the universal

or entropic barrier φ : K → R, and given an initial point y0 ∈ int (K), ‖∇φ (y0)‖H−1
y0

≤ 1
20

√
n
, in

time
O
(
log
(nκ⋆
ε

)
·
(
n3 + nTgradient

))

we can obtain an iterate y ′ such that 〈c,y〉 ≤ 〈c,y⋆〉+ ε, where y⋆ is the minimizer of the original
objective min {〈c,y〉 : y ∈ K}. Furthermore, all the matrices we encounter, together their inverses

have eigenvalues bounded by
(
κ⋆nν log

1
ε

)O(1)
, where κ⋆ is the ε-condition number of the barrier

formulation (Definition 22).

Algorithm 5 Path Following.

Require: ‖∇gµ (y)‖H−1
y

≤ 1
20

√
n
, BH = 4κ⋆, BH̃

= 109 · κ2⋆ ·
(
n log κ⋆ +

√
νn log nν

ε

)
,B = B10

H̃
,

β = 1/100

Ensure: Returns a new iterate y ′ such that
∥∥∥∇gµ/(1+ 1

10ν )
(y ′)

∥∥∥
H−1

y′

≤ 1
20

√
n
.

1: procedure PathFollowing(y , H̃ , H̃
−1
, µ)

2: t = 0, T = 100
β log

(
BHBH̃

)
,x = 0

3: while t < T do

4:

(
H̃ ′, H̃ ′

−1
,x ′

)
=RobustStepOrUpdate(y , H̃ , H̃

−1
,∇gµ (y) ,x )

5: if H̃ ′ = H̃ then ⊲ preconditioner did not change, so progress was made
6: x = x ′, t = t+ 1
7: end if

8: end while

9: return
(
y − x , H̃ , H̃

−1
, µ/

(
1 + 1

200
√
nν

))

10: end procedure

5.2 Excentricity Proofs

First we provide the proof of Lemma 12.
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Proof of Lemma 12. Using Lemma 8 we write

E
(
H̃

−1
H y+δ

)
= E

(
H̃

−1
H y ·H−1

y H y+δ

)
≤ E

(
H̃

−1
H y

)
·

√√√√√√
det

((
H

−1/2
y H y+δH

−1/2
y

)
≥1

)

det
((

H
−1/2
y H y+δH

−1/2
y

)
<1

) .

Let λ1, . . . , λn be the eigenvalues of H
−1/2
y H y+δH

−1/2
y . Since g is strongly self-concordant, we also

have by Lemma 10, for α =
‖δ‖Hy(

1−‖δ‖Hy

)2 , that

√√√√
n∑

i=1

(λi − 1)2 ≤ α .

Therefore, using 1
1−x ≤ 1 + βx whenever 0 ≤ x ≤ 1− 1

β , we have

|λi − 1| ≤ α = 1− 1

(1− α)−1 ,

so that
1

1− |λi − 1| ≤ 1 +
1

1− α
|λi − 1| .

Thus,

n∏

i=1

max

{
λi,

1

λi

}
=

n∏

i=1

max

{
1 + (λi − 1) ,

1

1 + (λi − 1)

}
≤

n∏

i=1

max

{
1 + |λi − 1| , 1

1− |λi − 1|

}

≤
n∏

i=1

max

{
1 + |λi − 1| , 1 + 1

1− α
|λi − 1|

}

≤
n∏

i=1

(
1 +

1

1− α
|λi − 1|

)

≤
(
1 +

1

n

n∑

i=1

1

1− α
|λi − 1|

)n

(AM-GM)

≤


1 +

1

1− α

√√√√ 1

n

n∑

i=1

|λi − 1|2



n

(QM-AM)

≤
(
1 +

α

1− α

√
1

n

)n

≤ exp

(√
n · α

1− α

)
.
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Plugging this back into the bound on the new excentricity we obtain

E
(
H̃

−1
H y+δ

)
≤ E

(
H̃

−1
H y

)
· exp

(
1

2

√
n · α

1− α

)

= E
(
H̃

−1
H y

)
· exp



1

2

√
n ·

‖δ‖H y(
1− ‖δ‖H y

)2
− ‖δ‖H y


 ,

which concludes the proof.

To prove Lemma 12 we rely on the following important inequality.

Lemma 27. Let A and D be symmetric positive definite matrices. Let D≥1 denote the matrix
obtained from D by increasing all the sub-unitary eigenvalues to 1, and let D<1 be defined
analogously. Then

det (AD + I ) ≤ det (A+ I ) det (D≥ 1)

The proof follows from majorization bounds on the eigenvalues of a sum of two PSD matrices.

Definition 28 (majorization). Given x ,y ∈ R
d we say that y majorizes x (denoted by x ≺ y) iff

k∑

i=1

x i ≤
k∑

i=1

y i , for all 1≤ k ≤ d,

and

d∑

i=1

x i =
d∑

i=1

y i .

Given two symmetric positive definite matrices, one can show a majorization relation involving
their eigenvalues. The following lemma follows from [And94].

Lemma 29 ([And94]). Given a symmetric PSD matrix M , let λ↑ (M) and λ↓ (M ) denote the
eigenvalues of M in ascending and descending order, respectively. Then

λ↓ (A) + λ↑
(
D

−1
)
≺ λ↓

(
A+D

−1
)
.

Such bounds are helpful, since the theory of Schur convexity allows to prove inequalities involving
functions applied to vectors related by a majorization relation.

Definition 30 (Schur-convexity). A function f : Rd → R is called Schur-convex if for any x ,y ∈ R
d

such that x ≺ y , one has f (x ) ≤ f (y). A function f is called Schur-concave if the reverse inequality
holds, i.e. x ≺ y implies f (x ) ≥ f (y).

There is extensive theory on Schur-convex/Schur-concave functions [VR73]. Here we are only
concerned with a particular function which is the elementary symmetric polynomial.

Lemma 31. The function f : Rd
>0 → R defined by f (x ) =

∏d
i=1 x i is Schur-concave.

Using Lemma 31, together with 29 we are ready to prove Lemma 27.
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Proof of Lemma27. Let λ↑ (M) and λ↓ (M) denote the eigenvalues of M in ascending and
descending order, respectively. By Lemma 29, the eigenvalues satisfy the majorization relation:

λ↓ (A) + λ↑
(
D

−1
)
≺ λ↓

(
A+D

−1
)
.

Using 31 we know that the map (x1, . . . , xn) → ∏n
i=1 xi is an elementary symmetric function,

it is Schur concave whenever all xi > 0. Applying it to λ↓ (A) + λ↑
(
D

−1
)

and λ↓
(
A+D

−1
)
,

respectively, we obtain:

det
(
A+D

−1
)
=
∏

j

λ↓j
(
A+D

−1
)
≤
∏

j

(
λ↓j (A) + λ↑j

(
D

−1
))

≤
∏

j

{(
λ↓j (A) + 1

)
λ↑j
(
D

−1
)

λ↑j
(
D

−1
)
≥ 1

λ↓j (A) + 1 λ↑j
(
D

−1
)
≤ 1

=
∏

j

(
λ↓j (A) + 1

)
·
∏

j

max
{
1, λ↑j

(
D

−1
)}

= det (A+ I ) ·
∏

j

1

min
{
1, λ↑j (D)

}

= det (A+ I )
1

det (D<1)
.

Therefore

det (AD + I ) = det (D) det
(
A+D

−1
)
≤ det (D) det (A+ I )

1

det (D<1)

= det (A+ I ) det (D≥1) ,

which concludes the proof.

6 Solving SDPs

Here we provide the main theorem on solving semidefinite programs. We provide a statement that
matches the form of the one in [JKL+20].

Theorem 32. Consider a semidefinite program with variable size n × n and m ≥ n constraints of
the form

max {〈B,X 〉 : X � 0, 〈Ai,X 〉 = ci, for all 1 ≤ i ≤ m} .
Assume that any feasible solution X � 0 satisfies ‖X ‖ ≤ R. Then for any error parameter 0 < ε <
0.01, there is an algorithm that outputs in time

Õ

(
mn4 +m1.25n3.5 log

1

ε

)

a matrix X � 0 such that
〈B,X 〉 ≥ 〈B,X⋆〉 − ε ‖B‖R
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and
m∑

i=1

|〈Ai,X 〉 − ci| ≤ 4nε

(
R

m∑

i=1

‖Ai‖1 + ‖c‖1

)
.

Furthermore, provided that the barrier objective (3)) has a quasi-polynomial ε-condition number
(Definition 22), all the matrices we encounter, together with their inverses, have quasi-polynomially
bounded eigenvalues.

To prove this statement we require mapping back the solution obtained from the solution to
the barrier objective to a solution to the primal objective. We point the reader to Theorem 5.1 of
[JKL+20] for a careful treatment of this matter. Similarly for initializing the interior point method,
please consult Section 9 from [JKL+20]. With these technicalities settled, it suffices to understand
how fast one can solve the corresponding barrier objective.

To apply Theorem 25 we need to find an appropriate strongly self-concordant barrier for the
feasible set. Unfortunately, in the case of SDPs we can not prove that the standard logarithmic
barrier is strongly self-concordant. In fact, this does not even appear to be true. Instead, we show
that after scaling it up by a factor of

√
m it becomes strongly self-concordant. The corresponding

self-concordance parameter of this scaled barrier becomes ν = n
√
m. We prove this in Lemma 33.

Note that the gradients of the scaled barrier

φ (y) = −
√
m · log det

(
B −

m∑

i=1

y iAi

)

defined by

[∇φ (y)]i =
√
m ·

〈
Ai,

(
B −

m∑

i=1

y iAi

)−1〉

can be evaluated in time Tgradient = O
(
mn2 + nω

)
. To do so we first evaluate the slack matrix

Sy = B −∑m
i=1 y iAi in time O

(
mn2

)
, we invert it in time O (nω), then we evaluate all the inner

products
〈
Ai,S

−1
y

〉
in time O

(
mn2

)
.

Next we use Theorem 25. Here, although the fake Hessian we maintain has dimension m×m,
we note that its rank is always at most n2. This is because

∇2φ (y) =
√
m · A⊤ (

S
−1
y ⊗ S

−1
y

)
A ,

where A ∈ R
n2×m is the matrix whose ith column is obtained by flattening Ai into a vector

vec (Ai) of length n2. Therefore, per our discussion from Section 4 we can run the entire analysis
in a subspace of ambient dimension min

{
m,n2

}
. By Theorem 25, after bounding log E

(
H y0

)
=

Õ
(
min

{
m,n2

})
, we require time

Õ

((
min

{
m,n2

}
+

√
n
√
m ·min {m,n2} log nm

ε

)
·
(
n2 + Tgradient

))

= Õ

((
n2 + n3/2m1/4 log

1

ε

)(
mn2 + nω

))

to solve the dual problem to ε precision. Assuming that m ≥ n, this time is

Õ

(
mn4 +m1.25n3.5 log

1

ε

)
,

which gives our claimed bound.
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Lemma 33. The barrier φ (y) = −√
m · log det (B −∑m

i=1 y iAi) is a strongly self-concordant
barrier function with ν = n

√
m.

Proof. Let ψ (y) = − log det (B −∑m
i=1 y iAi) be the standard logarithmic barrier. Let H y =

∇2ψ (y). We will show that for any h it satisfies
∥∥∥∥H

−1/2
y

d

dt
H y+thH

−1/2
y

∥∥∥∥
F

≤ 2√
m

‖h‖H y
.

Hence scaling it up by a factor of
√
m yields a n

√
m-self-concordant barrier function that matches

the requirements from Definition 9. To verify this, we first compute the entries of the Hessian matrix

(H y )ij = tr
(
S

−1
y AiS

−1
y Aj

)
,

which allows us to write
H y = A⊤ (

S
−1
y ⊗ S

−1
y

)
A ,

where Sy = B −∑m
i=1 y iAi is the slack matrix, A ∈ R

n2×m is the matrix whose ith column is
obtained by flattening Ai into a vector of length n2, and ⊗ denotes the Kronecker product. For any
h ∈ R

m, let ∆S (h) = Sy+h − Sy = −∑i h iAi. Therefore, using the expansion (X + tY )−1 =
X−1 − tX−1YX−1 +OX ,Y

(
t2
)
I , we calculate :

d

dt
H y+th = lim

t→0

1

t
· A⊤

(
S

−1
y ⊗ S

−1
y − S

−1
y+tδ ⊗ S

−1
y+tδ

)
A

= lim
t→0

1

t
· A⊤

(
S

−1
y ⊗ S

−1
y − (Sy +∆S (tδ))−1 ⊗ (Sy +∆S (tδ))−1

)
A

= lim
t→0

1

t
· A⊤ (

S
−1
y ⊗ S

−1
y −

(
S

−1
y − tS−1

y ∆S (δ)S−1
y

)
⊗
(
S

−1
y − tS−1

y ∆S (δ)S−1
y

))
A

= lim
t→0

1

t
· A⊤ (

S
−1
y ⊗ S

−1
y −

(
S

−1
y − tS−1

y ∆S (δ)S−1
y

)
⊗
(
S

−1
y − tS−1

y ∆S (δ)S−1
y

))
A

= A⊤ (
S

−1
y ⊗ S

−1
y ∆S (δ)S−1

y + S
−1
y ∆S (δ)S−1

y ⊗ S
−1
y

)
A .

Using the inequality
∥∥∥∥
(
M

⊤XM

)−1/2 (
M

⊤YM

)(
M

⊤XM

)−1/2
∥∥∥∥
F

≤
∥∥∥X−1/2YX−1/2

∥∥∥
F
=
∥∥X−1Y

∥∥
F
,

we can bound the Frobenius norm
∥∥∥∥H

−1/2
y

d

dt
H y+thH

−1/2
y

∥∥∥∥
F

≤
∥∥∥
(
S

−1
y ⊗ S

−1
y

)−1 (
S

−1
y ⊗ S

−1
y ∆S (δ)S−1

y + S
−1
y ∆S (δ)S−1

y ⊗ S
−1
y

)∥∥∥
F

=
∥∥(Sy ⊗ Sy )

(
S

−1
y ⊗ S

−1
y ∆S (δ)S−1

y + S
−1
y ∆S (δ)S−1

y ⊗ S
−1
y

)∥∥
F

=
∥∥Im ⊗∆S (δ)S−1

y +∆S (δ)S−1
y ⊗ Im

∥∥
F

≤ 2
∥∥Im ⊗∆S (δ)S−1

y

∥∥
F

= 2 ‖Im‖F
∥∥∆S (δ)S−1

y

∥∥
F

= 2
√
m
∥∥S−1

y ∆S (δ)
∥∥
F
. (7)
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Give a matrix X let vec (X ) be its flattening into a vector. Using the identity
(
B

⊤ ⊗A
)
vec (X ) =

vec (AXB) we obtain:

‖h‖2H y
= h⊤A⊤ (

S
−1
y ⊗ S

−1
y

)
Ah

= vec (∆S (δ))⊤
(
S

−1
y ⊗ S

−1
y

)
vec(∆S (δ))

=
〈
vec (∆S (δ)) , vec

(
S

−1
y ∆S (δ)S−1

y

)〉

=
〈
∆S (δ) ,S−1

y ∆S (δ)S−1
y

〉

=
∥∥S−1

y ∆S (δ)
∥∥2
F
. (8)

Combining (7) and (8) we obtain the desired bound on the relative change in Hessian.
Finally, since ψ (y) is n-self-concordant by standard arguments, scaling it by

√
m shows that

∇φ (y)⊤
(
∇2φ (y)

)−1∇φ (y) =
√
m · ∇ψ (y)⊤

(
∇2ψ (y)

)−1∇ψ (y) ≤ n
√
m. This concludes the

proof.
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A Proofs from Section 2

A.1 Proof of Lemma 4

Proof. We use the identity

E (X ) = det

(
X 1/2 +X−1/2

2

)
=

1

2n
det
(
(X + I )X−1/2

)

=
1

2n
det (X + I ) det

(
X 1/2

)−1
=

1

2n
det (X + I )√

det (X )
.

(9)

Therefore we have

E
(
X ′
)
=

1

2n
det (X ′ + I )√

det (X ′)
=

1

2n
det
(
X + I + uu⊤)

√
det (X + uu⊤)

=
1

2n

det (X + I ) ·
(
1 + u⊤ (I +X )−1

u
)

√
det (X )

(
1 + u⊤X−1u

)

= E (X ) · 1 + u⊤ (I +X )−1
u√

1 + u⊤X−1u
,

where we used the identity det
(
X + vv⊤) = det (X )

(
1 + v⊤X−1v

)
.

A.2 Proof of Lemma 5

Proof. Per Lemma 4 we need to upper bound

1 + u⊤ (I +X )−1
u√

1 + u⊤X−1u
≤ 1 + u⊤u√

1 + γ
=

2√
1 + γ

.

We analyze the second case using the fact that E (X ) = E
(
X−1

)
and hence we can make a rank-1

update on X−1. More precisely, via the Sherman-Morrison formula (Lemma 6) we have:

E
(
X − Xuu⊤X

1+u⊤Xu

)

E (X )
=

E
((

X−1 + uu⊤)−1
)

E (X )
=

E
(
X−1 + uu⊤)

E
(
X−1

) ≤ 2√
1 + γ

.

A.3 Proof of Lemma 7

Proof. We apply the formula from (9), and using det (AB) = det (A) det (B):

E (X ) =
1

2n
det (X + I )√

det (X )
=

1

2n
det (Y ) det (X + I ) det

(
Y −1

)
√

det (Y ) det (X ) det
(
Y −1

)

=
1

2n
det
(
YXY −1 + I

)
√

det
(
YXY −1

) = E
(
YXY −1

)
.

The second property holds by definition.
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A.4 Proof of Lemma 14

Proof. From the self-concordance property we have that if y⋆ is the minimizer of gµ, then from
standard arguments [Ren01] it follows that

‖y − y⋆‖H y⋆
≤

‖∇gµ (y)‖H−1
y

1− ‖∇gµ (y)‖H−1
y

≤ 1

2
.

Therefore

H y ·
(
1− ‖y − y⋆‖H y

)2
� H y⋆ � H y ·

(
1

1− ‖y − y⋆‖H y

)2

which gives

H y⋆ · 1
4
� H y � H y⋆ · 4 .

Using the bound from the hypothesis we obtain max
{∥∥H y⋆

∥∥ ,
∥∥∥H−1

y⋆

∥∥∥
}
≤ κ (µ), which yields the

claim.

B Proofs from Section 3

B.1 Excentricity Certificates from the Richardson Iteration

Lemma 34. Let H ∈ R
n×n, and vectors b,x ∈ R

n. Let r = b −Hx , and consider the step

x ′ = x +
〈r ,Hr〉
‖Hr‖22

r .

Let β ∈ (0, 1) be a scalar. Provided that the new residual r ′ = b −Hx ′ satisfies

‖r‖22 − ‖r ′‖22
‖r‖22

≤ β ,

we obtain at least one of the following excentricity certificates:

1.
‖r‖2H
‖r‖22

≤
√
β ⇐⇒ ‖H 1/2r‖2

H−1

‖H 1/2r‖2

2

≥ 1√
β
,

2.
‖Hr‖22
‖r‖2H

≥ 1√
β

⇐⇒ ‖H 1/2r‖2

H

‖H 1/2r‖2

2

≥ 1√
β
.

Proof. We note that the step size we consider is the one that minimizes the ℓ2 norm of the new
residual r ′. Using this update, we measure the new norm:

∥∥r ′
∥∥2
2
=
∥∥b −Hx ′

∥∥2
2
=
∥∥b −Hx −H

(
x ′ − x

)∥∥2
2
=
∥∥r −H

(
x ′ − x

)∥∥2
2

=

∥∥∥∥∥r −H · 〈r ,Hr〉
‖Hr‖22

r

∥∥∥∥∥

2

2

= ‖r‖22 +
〈r ,Hr〉2

‖Hr‖42
‖Hr‖22 − 2 · 〈r ,Hr〉2

‖Hr‖22

= ‖r‖22 −
〈r ,Hr〉2

‖Hr‖22
.
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Therefore we can write multiplicative progress as:

‖r‖22 − ‖r ′‖22
‖r‖22

=
〈r ,Hr〉2

‖Hr‖22 ‖r‖
2
2

≤ β .

Hence failure to make a lot of progress gives us that one of the two following conditions must be
true. Either ‖r‖2 ≥ ‖Hr‖2, in which case the upper bound on multiplicative progress implies that

‖r‖4H
‖r‖42

≤ β ⇐⇒ ‖r‖2H
‖r‖22

≤
√
β ⇐⇒

∥∥∥H 1/2r

∥∥∥
2

H−1∥∥∥H 1/2r

∥∥∥
2

2

≥ 1√
β
.

Otherwise we must have ‖Hr‖2 ≥ ‖r‖2, in which case we have

‖Hr‖42
‖r‖4H

≥ 1

β
⇐⇒ ‖Hr‖22

‖r‖2H
≥ 1√

β
⇐⇒

∥∥∥H 1/2r

∥∥∥
2

H∥∥∥H 1/2r

∥∥∥
2

2

≥ 1√
β
.

This concludes the proof.

B.2 Proof of Lemma 15

Proof. We perform the change of variable y = H̃
1/2

x and consider the equivalent system

H̃
−1/2

HH̃
−1/2 · y = H̃

−1/2
b . Let the non-preconditioned residual r = b − Hx , and let the

preconditioned residual r̂ = H̃
−1/2

(
b −HH̃

−1/2
y

)
= H̃

−1/2
r . Per Lemma 34, the iteration

y ′ = y +

〈
r̂ ,

(
H̃

−1/2
HH̃

−1/2
)
r̂

〉

∥∥∥∥
(
H̃

−1/2
HH̃

−1/2
)
r̂

∥∥∥∥
2

2

· r̂

maps back to

x ′ = H̃
−1/2

y ′ = H̃
−1/2


y +

〈
r̂ ,

(
H̃

−1/2
HH̃

−1/2
)
r̂

〉

∥∥∥∥
(
H̃

−1/2
HH̃

−1/2
)
r̂

∥∥∥∥
2

2

· r̂




= x +

〈
H̃

−1/2
r ,

(
H̃

−1/2
HH̃

−1/2
)
H̃

−1/2
r

〉

∥∥∥∥
(
H̃

−1/2
HH̃

−1/2
)
H̃

−1/2
r

∥∥∥∥
2

2

· H̃−1/2 · H̃−1/2
r

= x +

∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H∥∥∥HH̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H̃
−1

· H̃−1
r ,
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in the original parametrization. The condition on the decrease in ‖r̂‖ maps back to

‖r̂‖22 − ‖r̂ ′‖22
‖r̂‖22

=
‖r‖2

H̃
−1 − ‖r ′‖2

H̃
−1

‖r‖2
H̃

−1

≤ β .

Finally, the provided excentricity certificates are either

‖r̂‖2
H̃

−1/2
HH̃

−1/2

‖r̂‖22
=

∥∥∥∥H̃
−1/2

r

∥∥∥∥
2

H̃
−1/2

HH̃
−1/2

∥∥∥∥H̃
−1/2

r

∥∥∥∥
2

2

=

∥∥∥H 1/2H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

2∥∥∥H 1/2H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H−1/2H̃H−1/2

≤
√
β

or ∥∥∥∥H̃
−1/2

HH̃
−1/2 · r̂

∥∥∥∥
2

2

‖r̂‖2
H̃

−1/2
HH̃

−1/2

=

∥∥∥H 1/2H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H 1/2H̃
−1

H 1/2

∥∥∥H 1/2H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

2

≥ 1√
β
,

which concludes the proof.

B.3 Proof of Lemma 16

Proof. We analyze each of the two types of certificates.

Type 1. Letting X = H−1/2H̃H−1/2 and u = H 1/2H̃
−1

r , we have u⊤Xu ≥ 1√
β
u⊤u . Using

Lemma 5 we obtain that changing the preconditioner to H̃ ′ such that

H−1/2H̃ ′H −1/2 = H−1/2H̃H−1/2 −
H−1/2H̃H−1/2

(
H 1/2H̃

−1
r
)(

H 1/2H̃
−1

r
)⊤

H−1/2H̃H−1/2

∥∥∥H 1/2H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

2
+
∥∥∥H 1/2H̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
2

H−1/2H̃H−1/2

= H−1/2H̃H−1/2 − H−1/2rr⊤H−1/2

∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H
+ ‖r‖2

H̃
−1

,

and equivalently setting

H̃ ′ = H̃ − rr⊤
∥∥∥H̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
2

H
+ ‖r‖2

H̃
−1

,

we obtain

E
(
H̃ ′H−1

)
≤ E

(
H̃H−1

)
· 2√

1 + 1√
β

.
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Type 2. Letting X = H−1/2H̃H−1/2 and u = H 1/2H̃
−1

r , we have u⊤X−1u ≥ 1√
β
u⊤u .

Using Lemma 5 we obtain that changing the preconditioner to H̃ ′ such that

H −1/2H̃ ′H−1/2 = H−1/2H̃H−1/2 +

(
H 1/2H̃

−1
r
)(

H 1/2H̃
−1

r
)⊤

∥∥∥H 1/2H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

2

,

and equivalently setting

H̃ ′ = H̃ +
HH̃

−1
rr⊤H̃

−1
H

∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H

,

we obtain

E
(
H̃ ′H−1

)
≤ E

(
H̃H−1

)
· 2√

1 + 1√
β

.

We describe the preconditioner updates in Algorithm 1. The updates to the inverse preconditioner

H̃
−1

follow from applying the Sherman-Morrison formula (Lemma 6).

Change in preconditioner norm. Now, we verify that the updates do not increase the norms

of H̃ ′ and H̃ ′
−1

by too much compared to those of H̃ and H̃
−1

, respectively. Whenever the
preconditioner norm increases, it is because of a type 2 certificate, in which case we have:

H̃ ′ = H̃ +
HH̃

−1
rr⊤H̃

−1
H

∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H

= H̃
1/2


I +

H̃
−1/2

HH̃
−1

rr⊤H̃
−1

HH̃
−1/2

∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H


 H̃

1/2
,

and therefore

∥∥∥∥H̃
−1/2

H̃ ′H̃
−1/2

∥∥∥∥ ≤ 1 +

∥∥∥∥H̃
−1/2

HH̃
−1

rr⊤H̃
−1

HH̃
−1/2

∥∥∥∥
∥∥∥H̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
2

H

= 1 +

∥∥∥H 1/2H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H 1/2H̃
−1

H 1/2

∥∥∥H 1/2H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H

.

At this point we use the fact that the decrease in excentricity is determined by the magnitude
of the eigenvalue proved by the certificate. In fact, setting β to match exactly the ratio β =
u⊤X−1u/u⊤u , we have:

E
(
H̃ ′H−1

)
≤ E

(
H̃H−1

)
· 2√√√√1 +

∥∥∥H 1/2H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H1/2H̃
−1

H1/2∥∥∥H 1/2H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H

,

and combining with the previous inequality we can now upper bound:

∥∥∥∥H̃
−1/2

H̃ ′H̃
−1/2

∥∥∥∥ ≤


2 ·

E
(
H̃H−1

)

E
(
H̃ ′H−1

)




2

.
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The other case is similar. Whenever the inverse preconditioner norm increases, it is because of a
type 1 certificate, in which case we have:

H̃ ′
−1

= H̃
−1

+
H̃

−1
rr⊤H̃

−1

∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H

= H̃
−1/2


I +

H̃
−1/2

rr⊤H̃
−1/2

∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H


 H̃

−1/2
,

so

∥∥∥∥H̃
1/2

H̃ ′
−1

H̃
1/2
∥∥∥∥ ≤ 1 +

∥∥∥∥H̃
−1/2

r

∥∥∥∥
2

2∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H

.

Again we use the fact that the decrease in excentricity is determined by the magnitude of the
eigenvalue proved by the certificate. Setting β to match exactly the ratio β = u⊤Xu/u⊤u , we
have:

E
(
H̃ ′H−1

)
≤ E

(
H̃H−1

)
· 2√√√√1 +

∥∥∥H 1/2H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H−1/2H̃H−1/2∥∥∥H 1/2H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

2

= E
(
H̃H−1

)
· 2√√√√√1 +

∥∥∥∥H̃
−1/2

r

∥∥∥∥
2

2∥∥∥H̃−1
r

∥∥∥
2

H

,

and combining with the previous inequality we upper bound:

∥∥∥∥H̃
1/2

H̃ ′
−1

H̃
1/2
∥∥∥∥ ≤


2 ·

E
(
H̃H−1

)

E
(
H̃ ′H−1

)




2

.

B.4 Proof of Lemma 17

Proof. Let r t = b −Hx t. We note that for any vector v , and any H̃ , H̃ ′,

‖v‖2
H̃

−1 =

∥∥∥∥H̃
−1/2

v

∥∥∥∥
2

2

=

∥∥∥∥H̃
−1/2

H̃ ′
1/2 · H̃ ′

−1/2
v

∥∥∥∥
2

2

≤
∥∥∥∥H̃

′
1/2

H̃
−1

H̃ ′
1/2
∥∥∥∥ · ‖v‖

2

H̃ ′
−1 .

Using this inequality, we can write:

‖rT ‖2 ≤
(

T−1∏

t=0

∥∥∥∥H̃
1/2

t+1H̃
−1

t H̃
1/2

t+1

∥∥∥∥

)∥∥∥∥H̃
−1/2

T rT

∥∥∥∥
2

2

=

(
T−1∏

t=0

∥∥∥∥H̃
1/2

t+1H̃
−1

t H̃
1/2

t+1

∥∥∥∥

)



t−1∏

t=0

∥∥∥∥H̃
−1/2

t+1 r t+1

∥∥∥∥
2

∥∥∥∥H̃
−1/2

t r t

∥∥∥∥
2




∥∥∥∥H̃
−1/2

0 r0

∥∥∥∥
2

2

≤
T−1∏

t=0



∥∥∥∥H̃

1/2

t+1H̃
−1

t H̃
1/2

t+1

∥∥∥∥ ·
‖r t+1‖2

H̃
−1

t+1

‖r t‖2
H̃

−1
t


 · ‖r0‖2

H̃
−1

0

= ΦT · ‖r0‖2
H̃

−1

0

,
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where we use the potential function Φ defined as

Φt =





1 , if t = 0 ,

∏t−1
t=0

(∥∥∥∥H̃
1/2

t+1H̃
−1

t H̃
1/2

t+1

∥∥∥∥ ·
‖rt+1‖2

H̃
−1
t+1

‖r t‖2
H̃

−1
t

)
, if t ≥ 1 .

Now we see how Φt evolves. There are two cases. In the former, ‖r t+1‖2
H̃

−1

t+1

≤ (1− β) ‖r t‖2
H̃

−1

t

and thus the preconditioner stays unchanged, so Φt ≤ (1− β)Φt−1. In the latter we perform a
preconditioner update, but keep the iterate unchanged r t+1 = r t. Based on Lemma 16, there are
two possibilities.

If 1 ≤
∥∥∥∥H̃

−1/2

t H̃ t+1H̃
−1/2

t

∥∥∥∥ ≤
(
2 · E(H̃H−1)

E(H̃ t+1H
−1)

)2

, then ‖r t+1‖
H̃

−1

t+1

≤ ‖r t+1‖
H̃

−1

t

, but
∥∥∥∥H̃

1/2

t+1H̃
−1

t H̃
1/2

t+1

∥∥∥∥ =

∥∥∥∥H̃
−1/2

t H̃ t+1H̃
−1/2

t

∥∥∥∥ and therefore

Φt ≤ Φt−1 ·


2 ·

E
(
H̃H−1

)

E
(
H̃ t+1H

−1
)




2

.

If 1 ≤
∥∥∥∥H̃

1/2

t H̃
−1

t+1H̃
1/2

t

∥∥∥∥ ≤
(
2 · E(H̃H−1)

E(H̃ t+1H
−1)

)2

, then

∥∥∥∥H̃
1/2

t+1H̃
−1

t H̃
1/2

t+1

∥∥∥∥ = 1∥∥∥∥H̃
1/2
t H̃

−1
t+1H̃

1/2
t

∥∥∥∥
≤ 1,

but
‖r t+1‖2

H̃
−1
t+1

‖rt‖2
H̃

−1
t

=

∥∥∥∥H̃
−1/2

t r t

∥∥∥∥
2

H̃
1/2
t H̃

−1
t+1H̃

1/2
t∥∥∥∥H̃

−1/2

t r t

∥∥∥∥
2

2

≤
∥∥∥∥H̃

1/2

t H̃
−1

t+1H̃
1/2

t

∥∥∥∥, and therefore

Φt ≤ Φt−1 ·


2 ·

E
(
H̃H−1

)

E
(
H̃ t+1H

−1
)




2

.

Finally since whenever the preconditioner changes, excentricity gets reduced in the worst case by
a factor of 2√

1+ 1√
β

≥ β1/4 (Lemma 34), this can happen at most Tprec = 4 log E(X 0)
log(1/β) times, since

E (X ) ≥ 1 at all times. Therefore letting

T = Tprec + log1−β ε =
4 log E (X 0)

log
(

1
β

) +
log (1/ε)

log (1/ (1− β))

we are guaranteed that
ΦT ≤ Φ0 (1− β)T−Tprec = Φ0 · ε = ε ,

which yields ‖rT ‖22 ≤ ε ‖r0‖22. Finally, setting β = 1
2 , we obtain T = O

(
log E (X 0) + log 1

ε

)
, which

concludes the proof.
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C Proofs from Section 4

C.1 Robustness Proofs

Lemma 35. Let a vector u and an over-estimate for its norm n (u) such that ‖u‖ ≤ n (u) ≤ ‖u‖·α
for some α ≥ 1. If u satisfies

1. u⊤X−1u ≥ γ · u⊤u , then
E
(
X+ uu⊤

n(u)2

)

E(X ) ≤ 2√
1+ γ

α2

,

2. u⊤Xu ≥ γ · u⊤u , then
E
(
X− Xuu⊤X

n(u)2+u⊤Xu

)

E(X ) ≤ 2√
1+ γ

α2

.

Proof. We use a similar proof to the one for Lemma 5. In the first case, using Lemma 4, we obtain

E
(
X + uu⊤

n(u)2

)

E (X )
=

1 + u⊤(I+X )−1u

n(u)2√
1 + u⊤X−1u

n(u)2

≤ 2√
1 + u⊤X−1u

n(u)2

≤ 2√
1 + u⊤X−1u

α2‖u‖2
≤ 2√

1 + γ
α2

.

For the second case we use the fact that excentricity is invariant under inversion, and hence

E
(
X − Xuu⊤X

n(u)2+u⊤Xu

)

E (X )
=

E
(
X −

Xuu⊤X

n(u)2

1+ u⊤Xu

n(u)2

)

E (X )
=

E
((

X−1 + uu⊤

n(u)2

)−1
)

E (X )
=

E
(
X−1 + uu⊤

n(u)2

)

E
(
X−1

)

≤ 2√
1 + γ

α2

.

C.2 Lemmas for Estimating Hessian-Vector Products

The following two estimation lemmas use properties of self-concordant functions.

Lemma 36. Let g : K → R be a self-concordant function, let y ∈ int (K) and let H y := ∇2g (y)
be the Hessian at y , which satisfies ‖H y‖ ≤ B. Then for any vector v ∈ R

n, using two calls to a
gradient oracle for g we can obtain an estimate

ny (v) =

(
1

1− 1
1000

)
·
√

1

τ
· 〈v ,∇g (y + τv )−∇g (y)〉 ,where

τ =
1

1000 ‖v‖B ,

such that

‖v‖H y
≤ ny (v) ≤ ‖v‖H y

·
(

1

1− 1
1000

)2

.
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Proof. We proceed to analyze the quality of the approximation. Since

∇g (y + τv )−∇g (y) =
(∫ 1

0
∇2g (y + t · τv ) dt

)
· (τv ) ,

we have

ny (v ) =
1

1− 1
1000

·
√

1

τ
·
〈
v ,

(∫ 1

0
∇2g (y + t · τv ) dt

)
τv

〉

=
1

1− 1
1000

·
〈
v ,

(∫ 1

0
∇2g (y + t · τv) dt

)
v

〉1/2

.

Using the bound

‖τv‖H y
≤ τ · ‖v‖ · ‖H y‖ ≤ τ · ‖v‖ · B =

1

1000
,

we apply self-concordance to sandwich

(
1− ‖τv‖H y

)2
·H y � ∇2g (y + t · τv ) �

(
1

1− ‖τv‖H y

)2

·H y ,

which also implies that our query point is feasible, since the Hessian stays bounded throughout the
entire path between y and y + τv .

(
1− 1

1000

)2

·H y � ∇2g (y + t · τv ) �
(

1

1− 1
1000

)2

·H y .

Plugging this back into our identity for ny (v) we have that

1

1− 1
1000

·
(
1− 1

1000

)
· ‖v‖H y

≤ ny (v ) ≤
(

1

1− 1
1000

)2

· ‖v‖H y
,

which concludes the proof.

Lemma 37. Let g : Rn → R be a self-concordant function, let y ∈ R
n and let H y := ∇2g (y) be

the Hessian at y , which satisfies ‖H y‖ ≤ B, for B ≥ 1. Then for any vector v ∈ R
n, using two

calls to a gradient oracle for g we can obtain an estimate for the Hessian vector product:

py (v) =
1

τ
(∇g (y + τv)−∇g (y)) ,where

τ =
1

1000 ‖v‖B21
,

such that

‖py (v )−H yv‖H−1
y

≤ 1

400 · B20
‖v‖H y

.
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Proof. We proceed to analyze the error. For the same reason as in the proof of Lemma 36, the
query point is feasible. Letting H τ =

∫ 1
0 H y+tτvdt, we can write py (v ) = 1

τH τ · (τv) = H τv .
Therefore using self-concordance we bound:

‖py (v )−H yv‖H−1
y

=
∥∥∥H−1/2

y

(
H τ −H y

)
H

−1/2
y ·H 1/2

y v

∥∥∥
2
≤
∥∥∥H−1/2

y

(
H τ −H y

)
H

−1/2
y

∥∥∥ ‖v‖H y

≤



(

1

1− τ ‖v‖H y

)2

− 1


 ‖v‖H y

≤
((

1

1− τ · ‖H y‖ ‖v‖

)2

− 1

)
‖v‖H y

≤



(

1

1− 1
1000·B20

)2

− 1


 ‖v‖H y

≤ 1

400 ·B20
‖v‖H y

.

C.3 Proof of Lemma 18

Proof. We perform the appropriate error analysis by comparing the residual obtained using the
estimators py and ny to the one we would have obtained had we used exact access to the matrix
H y instead. First we use the fact that

∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
H y

≤ ny

(
H̃

−1
r
)
≤
∥∥∥H̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
H y

·
(

1

1− 1
1000

)2

and ∥∥∥py
(
H̃

−1
r
)∥∥∥

H̃
−1 =

∥∥∥H yH̃
−1

r +
(
H y

(
H̃

−1
r
)
− py

(
H̃

−1
r
))∥∥∥

H̃
−1 ,

We bound
∥∥∥H y

(
H̃

−1
r
)
− py

(
H̃

−1
r
)∥∥∥

H̃
−1 (10)

=

∥∥∥∥H̃
−1/2

H
1/2
y ·H−1/2

y

(
H y

(
H̃

−1
r
)
− py

(
H̃

−1
r
))∥∥∥∥

2

≤
∥∥∥∥H̃

−1/2
H

1/2
y

∥∥∥∥
∥∥∥H y

(
H̃

−1
r
)
− py

(
H̃

−1
r
)∥∥∥

H−1
y

≤
∥∥∥∥H̃

−1/2
H

1/2
y

∥∥∥∥ ·
1

400 ·B20
·
∥∥∥H̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
H y

≤
∥∥∥∥H̃

−1/2
H

1/2
y

∥∥∥∥ ·
1

400 ·B20
·
∥∥∥∥H

−1/2
y H̃

1/2
∥∥∥∥
∥∥∥∥H̃

−1/2
H

1/2
y ·H 1/2

y H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥∥
2

=

∥∥∥∥H̃
−1/2

H
1/2
y

∥∥∥∥
∥∥∥∥H

−1/2
y H̃

1/2
∥∥∥∥ ·

1

400 ·B20
·
∥∥∥H yH̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
H̃

−1

≤ 1

400 ·B18
·
∥∥∥H yH̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
H̃

−1 , (11)

which gives us that

∥∥∥H yH̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
H̃

−1 ·
(
1− 1

400B18

)
≤
∥∥∥py

(
H̃

−1
r
)∥∥∥

H̃
−1 ≤

∥∥∥H yH̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
H̃

−1 ·
(
1 +

1

400B18

)
. (12)
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Thus we can sandwich
∥∥∥H̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
H y∥∥∥H yH̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
H̃

−1

· 1(
1 + 1

400B18

) ≤
ny

(
H̃

−1
r
)

∥∥∥py
(
H̃

−1
r
)∥∥∥

H̃
−1

≤

∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
H y∥∥∥H yH̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
H̃

−1

·

(
1

1− 1
1000

)2

(
1− 1

400B18

) . (13)

Additionally, we can measure the residual error. Given an arbitrary vector v , we have

‖b − py (v)‖
H̃

−1 = ‖b −H yv +H yv − py (v)‖
H̃

−1 ,

and we bound

‖H yv − py (v)‖
H̃

−1 =

∥∥∥∥H̃
−1/2

H
1/2
y ·H−1/2

y (H yv − py (v ))

∥∥∥∥
2

≤
∥∥∥∥H̃

−1/2
H

1/2
y

∥∥∥∥ · ‖H yv − py (v)‖H−1
y

≤
∥∥∥∥H̃

−1/2
H

1/2
y

∥∥∥∥ ·
1

400 · B20
· ‖v‖H y

≤
∥∥∥∥H̃

−1/2
H

1/2
y

∥∥∥∥ ·
1

400 · B20
·
∥∥∥∥H̃

1/2
H

−1/2
y

∥∥∥∥
∥∥∥∥H̃

−1/2
H

1/2
y ·H 1/2

y v

∥∥∥∥
2

=

∥∥∥∥H̃
−1/2

H
1/2
y

∥∥∥∥
∥∥∥∥H̃

1/2
H

−1/2
y

∥∥∥∥ ·
1

400 · B20
· ‖H yv‖

H̃
−1

≤ 1

400 · B18
· ‖H yv‖

H̃
−1

≤ 1

400 · B18
· ‖b −H yv‖

H̃
−1 +

1

400 ·B18
‖b‖

H̃
−1

≤ 1

400 · B18
· ‖b −H yv‖

H̃
−1 +

1

400 ·B16
· , (14)

from where we conclude that

‖b −H yv‖
H̃

−1

(
1− 1

400 ·B18

)
− 1

400 ·B16
≤ ‖b − py (v)‖

H̃
−1

≤ ‖b −H yv‖
H̃

−1

(
1 +

1

400 · B18

)
+

1

400 ·B16
.

(15)

Hence provided that
1

B
≤ ‖b − py (v )‖

H̃
−1 ,

as guaranteed in the statement, we additionally have 1
400·B16 ≤ 1

400·B15 · ‖b − py (v )‖
H̃

−1 , and thus

‖b −H yv‖
H̃

−1

(
1− 1

400 · B18

)(
1 +

1

400 · B15

)−1

≤ ‖b − py (v)‖
H̃

−1 ≤ ‖b −H yv‖
H̃

−1

(
1 +

1

400 · B18

)(
1 +

1

400 · B15

)
,

which implies the simpler condition that

‖b −H yv‖
H̃

−1

(
1− 1

200 ·B15

)
≤ ‖b − py (v )‖

H̃
−1 ≤ ‖b −H yv‖

H̃
−1

(
1 +

1

200 ·B15

)
. (16)
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Performing a similar analysis we can show that

∥∥∥H yH̃
−1

(b −H yv)
∥∥∥
H̃

−1

(
1− 1

200 ·B9

)

≤
∥∥∥H yH̃

−1
(b − py (v))

∥∥∥
H̃

−1 ≤
∥∥∥H yH̃

−1
(b −H yv)

∥∥∥
H̃

−1

(
1 +

1

200 ·B9

)
, (17)

∥∥∥H̃
−1

(b −H yv )
∥∥∥
H y

(
1− 1

200 · B9

)

≤
∥∥∥H̃

−1
(b − py (v ))

∥∥∥
H y

≤
∥∥∥H̃

−1
(b −H yv )

∥∥∥
H y

(
1 +

1

200 · B9

)
. (18)

Now we consider the new residual ‖r ′‖2
H̃

−1 . Provided that ‖r ′‖2
H̃

−1 ≥ 1
B , as specified in the

hypothesis, we can bound it as

∥∥r ′
∥∥2
H̃

−1 =
∥∥b − py

(
x ′
)∥∥2

H̃
−1 ≤

∥∥b −H yx
′
∥∥2
H̃

−1

(
1 +

1

200 · B15

)2

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
b −H yx −H y
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r
)2
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(
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r
)∥∥∥

2

H̃
−1

H̃
−1

(b − py (x ))




∥∥∥∥∥∥∥

2

H̃
−1

·
(
1 +

1

200 ·B15

)2

=

(
‖b −H yx‖2

H̃
−1 +

ny

(
H̃

−1
r
)4

∥∥∥py
(
H̃

−1
r
)∥∥∥

4

H̃
−1

·
∥∥∥H yH̃

−1
(b − py (x ))

∥∥∥
2

H̃
−1

− 2 ·
ny

(
H̃

−1
r
)2

∥∥∥py
(
H̃

−1
r
)∥∥∥

2

H̃
−1

〈
H̃

−1/2
(b −H yx ) , H̃

−1/2
H yH̃

−1
(b − py (x ))

〉)
·
(
1 +

1

200 ·B15

)2

.
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We lower bound, using ‖b − py (x )‖
H̃

−1 ≥ 1/B,

〈
H̃

−1/2
(b −H yx ) , H̃

−1/2
H yH̃

−1
(b − py (x ))

〉

=
∥∥∥H̃

−1
(b − py (x ))

∥∥∥
2

H y

−
〈
H̃

−1/2
(b − py (x )) , H̃

−1/2
H yH̃

−1/2 · H̃−1/2
(H yx − py (x ))

〉

≥
∥∥∥H̃

−1
(b − py (x ))

∥∥∥
2

H y

−
∥∥∥∥H̃

−1/2
H yH̃

−1/2
∥∥∥∥ ‖b − py (x )‖

H̃
−1 ‖py (x )−H yx‖

H̃
−1

≥
∥∥∥H̃

−1
(b − py (x ))

∥∥∥
2

H y

−
∥∥∥∥H̃

−1/2
H yH̃

−1/2
∥∥∥∥ ‖b − py (x )‖

H̃
−1

(
1

400 ·B18
· ‖b −H yx‖

H̃
−1 +

1

400 ·B16

)

≥
∥∥∥H̃

−1
(b − py (x ))

∥∥∥
2

H y

− 1

400 ·B16
‖b − py (x )‖

H̃
−1 ‖b −H yx‖

H̃
−1

− 1

400 · B14
‖b − py (x )‖

H̃
−1

≥
∥∥∥H̃

−1
(b − py (x ))

∥∥∥
2

H y

− 1

200 ·B15
‖b − py (x )‖2

H̃
−1 − 1

400 ·B14
‖b − py (x )‖

H̃
−1

≥
∥∥∥H̃

−1
(b − py (x ))

∥∥∥
2

H y

(
1− 1

200 · B15
− 1

400 ·B14

)

≥
∥∥∥H̃

−1
(b − py (x ))

∥∥∥
2

H y

(
1− 1

200 · B14

)
. (19)
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Returning to our inequality on the new residual, using (16), (13),(19) we obtain:
∥∥r ′
∥∥2
H̃

−1

≤ ‖r‖2
H̃

−1 ·
(
1 +

1

200 ·B15

)4

+

∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
4

H y∥∥∥H yH̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
4

H̃
−1

∥∥∥H yH̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H̃
−1 ·

(
1

1− 1
1000

)8

(
1− 1

400B18

)4 ·
(
1 +

1

200 · B15

)2

− 2 ·

∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H y∥∥∥H yH̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H̃
−1

∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H y

(
1− 1

200 · B14

)2

· 1(
1 + 1

400B18

)
(
1 +

1

200 ·B15

)2

≤ ‖r‖2
H̃

−1 ·
(
1 +

1

200 ·B15

)4

−

∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
4

H y∥∥∥H yH̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H̃
−1

·


2

(
1− 1

200 · B14

)2

· 1(
1 + 1

400B18

)
(
1 +

1

200 · B15

)2

−

(
1

1− 1
1000

)8

(
1− 1

400B18

)4 ·
(
1 +

1

200 ·B15

)2




≤ ‖r‖2
H̃

−1 ·
(
1 +

1

200 ·B15

)4

−

∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
4

H y∥∥∥H yH̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H̃
−1

· 9

10
.

Therefore, the failure condition
‖r‖2

H̃
−1 − ‖r ′‖2

H̃
−1

‖r‖2
H̃

−1

≤ β

implies that

1−
(
1 +

1

200 · B15

)4

+

∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
4

H y∥∥∥H yH̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H̃
−1 ‖r‖2

H̃
−1

· 9

10
≤ 1−

‖r ′‖2
H̃

−1

‖r‖2
H̃

−1

≤ β

and so ∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
4

H y∥∥∥H yH̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H̃
−1 ‖r‖2

H̃
−1

≤ 10

9

(
β +

(
1 +

1

200 · B15

)4

− 1

)

∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
4

H y∥∥∥H yH̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H̃
−1 ‖r‖2

H̃
−1

≤ 20

9
β ,
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which just like in Lemma 15 shows that r is an excentricity certificate, and concludes the proof.

C.4 Proof of Lemma 19

Proof. It suffices to show that the rank-1 updates performed in Algorithm 3 still suffice to decrease
excentricity. To do so, we analyze each of the two types of certificates.

Type 1. Letting X = H
−1/2
y H̃H

−1/2
y and u = H

1/2
y H̃

−1
r , we have u⊤Xu ≥ 1√

20
9
β
u⊤u . As

the updated mandated by this certificate would require us, in order to apply Lemma 5, exact access

to the norm
∥∥∥H̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
H y

which we do not have available, we instead use a robust version (Lemma 35

in Appendix C.1). Since ‖u‖2 =
∥∥∥H̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
H y

, we have that per Lemma 36, ‖u‖2 ≤ ny

(
H̃

−1
r
)
≤

‖u‖2 ·
(

1
1− 1

1000

)2
, and thus using Lemma 35, we obtain that changing the preconditioner to H̃ ′ such

that

H−1/2H̃ ′H−1/2

= H−1/2H̃H −1/2 −
H−1/2H̃H−1/2

(
H 1/2H̃

−1
r
)(

H 1/2H̃
−1

r
)⊤

H−1/2H̃H−1/2

ny

(
H̃

−1
r
)2

+
∥∥∥H 1/2H̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
2

H−1/2H̃H−1/2

= H−1/2H̃H −1/2 − H−1/2rr⊤H−1/2

ny

(
H̃

−1
r
)2

+ ‖r‖2
H̃

−1

,

and equivalently setting

H̃ ′ = H̃ − rr⊤

ny

(
H̃

−1
r
)2

+ ‖r‖2
H̃

−1

,

we obtain

E
(
H̃ ′H−1

)
≤ E

(
H̃H−1

)
· 2√

1 + 1(
1

1− 1
1000

)4√
20
9
β

≤ 2√
1 + 99

100 · 1√
20
9
β

.

Type 2. Letting X = H
−1/2
y H̃H

−1/2
y and u = H

1/2
y H̃

−1
r , we have u⊤X−1u ≥ 1√

20
9
β
u⊤u .

As the update mandated by this certificate would require us, in order to apply Lemma 5, exact

access to the norm
∥∥∥H̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
H y

and the vector HH̃
−1

r , which we do not have available. Using

Lemma using 37, we obtain an approximation py

(
H̃

−1
r
)

satisfying:

∥∥∥py
(
H̃

−1
r
)
−H yH̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
H−1

y

≤ 1

400 · B20

∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
H y

=
1

400 · B20
‖u‖2 .
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Therefore letting u ′ = H
−1/2
y py

(
H̃

−1
r
)
, we have that u ′⊤X−1u ′ ≥

(
1− 1

100

1+ 1
100

)2
· u ′⊤u ′. This is

because

u ′⊤X−1u ′

u ′⊤u ′

=
‖u ′‖2X−1

‖u ′‖22
=

‖u ′ − u + u‖2X−1

‖u ′ − u + u‖22
≥ (‖u‖X−1 − ‖u ′ − u‖X−1)

2

(‖u‖2 + ‖u ′ − u‖2)
2

=

(
‖u‖X−1 −

∥∥∥H−1/2
y py

(
H̃

−1
r
)
−H

−1/2
y H yH̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
X−1

)2

(
‖u‖2 +

∥∥∥H−1/2
y py

(
H̃

−1
r
)
−H

−1/2
y H yH̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
2

)2

≥

(
‖u‖X−1 −

∥∥X−1
∥∥
∥∥∥py

(
H̃

−1
r
)
−H yH̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
H−1

y

)2

(
‖u‖2 +

∥∥∥py
(
H̃

−1∇g (y)
)
−H yH̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
H−1

y

)2

≥
(
‖u‖X−1 − 1

400·B20 ‖u‖2
)2

(
‖u‖2 + 1

400·B20 ‖u‖2
)2

≥
(
‖u‖X−1 −B2 · 1

400·B20 ‖u‖X−1

)2
(
‖u‖2 + 1

400·B20 ‖u‖2
)2

≥
(
1− 1

B17

)
· ‖u‖

2
X−1

‖u‖22
≥
(
1− 1

B17

)
· 1√

20
9 β

.

Additionally, from Lemma 36 we obtain an approximation ‖u‖2 ≤ ny (u) ≤
(

1
1− 1

1000

)2
‖u‖2. We

now show that ny (u) is a good approximation of ‖u ′‖2. Indeed following the same approach as
before, we have

∣∣∥∥u ′
∥∥
2
− ‖u‖2

∣∣ ≤
∥∥u ′ − u

∥∥
2
≤
∥∥∥py

(
H̃

−1
r
)
−H yH̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
H−1

y

≤ 1

400 · B20
‖u‖2 ,

and so,

‖u‖2
(
1− 1

400 ·B20

)
≤
∥∥u ′

∥∥
2
≤ ‖u‖2

(
1 +

1

400 ·B20

)
,

which gives:

∥∥u ′
∥∥
2
≤
(
1 +

1

400 · B20

)
ny (u) ≤

(
1

1− 1
1000

)2

·
1 + 1

400·B20

1− 1
400·B20

·
∥∥u ′

∥∥
2

≤
(

1

1− 1
1000

)2

·
(
1 +

1

100 ·B20

)
·
∥∥u ′

∥∥
2
.

Thus per the first case of Lemma 35, updating H̃ to H̃ ′ such that

X ′ := H
−1/2
y H̃ ′H

−1/2
y = H

−1/2
y H̃H

−1/2
y +

H
−1/2
y py

(
H̃

−1
r
)
py

(
H̃

−1
r
)⊤

H
−1/2
y

(
1 + 1

400·B20

)2 · ny
(
H̃

−1∇g (y)
)2
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and equivalently setting

H̃ ′ = H̃ +
py

(
H̃

−1
r
)
py

(
H̃

−1
r
)⊤

(
1 + 1

400·B20

)2
ny

(
H̃

−1∇g (y)
)2

improves excentricity. in the sense that

E (X ′)

E (X )
≤ 2√√√√√1 +


 1(

1

1− 1
1000

)2

·
(
1+ 1

100·B20

)




2

1√
20
9
β

≤ 2√
1 + 99

100 · 1√
20
9
β

.

Again, we note that the time to implement this update is dominated by making a constant
number of gradient queries, and performing a constant number of matrix-vector multiplications

involving H̃ and H̃
−1

, which takes O
(
n2
)

time.

Change in preconditioner norm. For the purpose of this proof we only require slightly weaker

guarantees on the norm increases suffered by
∥∥∥H̃

∥∥∥ or
∥∥∥H̃

−1
∥∥∥. Whenever the preconditioner norm

increases, it is because of a type 2 certificate, in which case we have:

H̃ ′ = H̃ +
py

(
H̃

−1
r
)
py

(
H̃

−1
r
)⊤

(
1 + 1

400·B20

)2
ny

(
H̃

−1
r
)2 ,

so

∥∥∥H̃ ′ − H̃

∥∥∥ ≤

∥∥∥py
(
H̃

−1
r
)∥∥∥

2

2

ny

(
H̃

−1
r
)2

and using Lemma 37, we know that

∥∥∥py
(
H̃

−1
r
)
−H yH̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
H−1

y

≤ 1

400 ·B20

∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
H y

.,

∥∥∥py
(
H̃

−1
r
)∥∥∥

H−1
y

≤
∥∥∥H̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
H y

(
1 +

1

400 · B20

)
,

∥∥∥py
(
H̃

−1
r
)∥∥∥

2
≤
∥∥H−1

y

∥∥ ·
∥∥∥H̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
H y

(
1 +

1

400 · B20

)
,

Also since by Lemma 36,
∥∥∥H̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
H y

≤ ny

(
H̃

−1
r
)
≤ ‖u‖2 ·

(
1

1− 1
1000

)2
, we conclude that

∥∥∥H̃ ′ − H̃

∥∥∥ ≤

(∥∥H −1
y

∥∥ ·
∥∥∥H̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
H y

(
1 + 1

400·B20

))2

∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H y

=
∥∥H−1

y

∥∥2
(
1 +

1

400 · B20

)2

.
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Similarly, in the case where H̃ ′
−1

increases, it is because of a type 1 certificate, in which case we
have:

H̃ ′
−1

= H̃
−1

+
H̃

−1
rr⊤H̃

−1

ny

(
H̃

−1
r
)2 ,

and thus

∥∥∥H̃ ′
−1 − H̃

−1
∥∥∥ ≤

∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

2

ny

(
H̃

−1
r
)2 ≤

∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

2∥∥∥H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

H y

=

∥∥∥H 1/2
y H̃

−1
r

∥∥∥
2

H−1
y∥∥∥H 1/2

y H̃
−1

r

∥∥∥
2

2

≤
∥∥H−1

y

∥∥ .

D Proof from Section 5

Lemma 38. Let gµ be self-concordant. Suppose that ‖∇gµ (y)‖H−1
y

≤ 1/20 and

‖∇gµ (y)−H yx‖H−1
y

≤ ε ≤ 1/20. Then setting y ′ = y − x ,

∥∥∇gµ
(
y ′
)∥∥

H
y′

≤ 2ε + 7 · ‖∇gµ (y)‖2H−1
y
.

Furthermore, ∥∥y ′ − y
∥∥
H y

≤ ε+ ‖∇gµ (y)‖H−1
y
.

Proof. Let H =
∫ 1
0 H y+(y ′−y)tdt, for which we know from self-concordance that

max
{∥∥∥H−1/2

y H y ′H
−1/2
y

∥∥∥ ,
∥∥∥H−1/2

y HH
−1/2
y

∥∥∥
}
≤
(

1

1− ‖y ′ − y‖H y

)2

=

(
1

1− ‖x‖H y

)2

.

Additionally we write

‖x‖H y
= ‖H yx‖H−1

y
≤ ‖∇gµ (y)−H yx‖H−1

y
+ ‖∇gµ (y)‖H−1

y
≤ ε+ ‖∇gµ (y)‖H−1

y
≤ 1

10
. (20)
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Using these, we can bound the new gradient as:

∥∥∇gµ
(
y ′
)∥∥

H−1
y

=
∥∥∇gµ (y) +H

(
y ′ − y

)
dt
∥∥
H−1

y

=
∥∥∇gµ (y)−Hx

∥∥
H−1

y

=
∥∥∇gµ (y)−H yx +

(
H y −H

)
x
∥∥
H−1

y

≤ ε+
∥∥(H y −H

)
x
∥∥
H−1

y

= ε+
∥∥∥
(
I −H

−1/2
y HH

−1/2
y

)
H

1/2
y x

∥∥∥
2

≤ ε+
∥∥∥I −H

−1/2
y HH

−1/2
y

∥∥∥
∥∥∥H 1/2

y x

∥∥∥
2

≤ ε+


1−

(
1

1− ‖x‖H y

)2

 ‖x‖H y

≤ ε+
2 ‖x‖2H y(

1− ‖x‖H y

)2

≤ ε+

(
10

9

)2

· 2 ‖x‖2H y
.

Using (20) we obtain that

∥∥∇gµ
(
y ′
)∥∥

H−1
y

≤ ε+

(
10

9

)2

· 2
(
ε+ ‖∇gµ (y)‖H−1

y

)2

≤ ε+

(
10

9

)2

· 4
(
ε2 + ‖∇gµ (y)‖2H−1

y

)

≤ ε

(
1 +

(
10

9

)2

· 1
5

)
+

(
10

9

)2

· 4 · ‖∇gµ (y)‖2H−1
y

≤ ε

(
1 +

1

4

)
+ 5 · ‖∇gµ (y)‖2H−1

y
.

Finally, changing the norm we have

∥∥∇gµ
(
y ′
)∥∥

H−1

y′
≤
∥∥∇gµ

(
y ′
)∥∥

H−1
y

·
∥∥∥H 1/2

y H−1
y ′ H

1/2
y

∥∥∥

≤
∥∥∇gµ

(
y ′
)∥∥

H−1
y

·
(

1

1− ‖x‖H y

)2

≤
(
ε

(
1 +

1

4

)
+ 5 · ‖∇gµ (y)‖2H−1

y

)
· 100
81

≤ 2ε + 7 · ‖∇gµ (y)‖2H−1
y
.

Lemma 39. Let gµ (y) =
〈c,y〉
µ + φ (y). Then ∇gµ/(1−δ) (y) = (1 + δ)∇gµ (y)− δ∇φ (y).
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Proof. We prove the identity as follows:

∇gµ(1−δ) (y) =
c

µ/ (1 + δ)
+∇φ (y) = (1 + δ)

(
c

µ
+∇φ (y)

)
− δ∇φ (y)

= (1 + δ)∇gµ (y)− δ∇φ (y) .
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