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Abstract

Semidefinite programs (SDPs) and their solvers are powerful tools with many
applications in machine learning and data science. Designing scalable SDP solvers
is challenging because by standard the positive semidefinite decision variable is an
n×n dense matrix, even though the input is often an n×n sparse matrix. However,
the information in the solution may not correspond to a full-rank dense matrix as
shown by Bavinok and Pataki. Two decades ago, Burer and Monterio developed an
SDP solver SDPLR that optimizes over a low-rank factorization instead of the full
matrix. This greatly decreases the storage cost and works well for many problems.
The original solver SDPLR tracks only the primal infeasibility of the solution,
limiting the technique’s flexibility to produce moderate accuracy solutions. We use
a suboptimality bound for trace-bounded SDP problems that enables us to track the
progress better and perform early termination. We then develop SDPLR+, which
starts the optimization with an extremely low-rank factorization and dynamically
updates the rank based on the primal infeasibility and suboptimality. This further
speeds up the computation and saves the storage cost. Numerical experiments
on Max Cut, Minimum Bisection, Cut Norm, and Lovász Theta problems with
many recent memory-efficient scalable SDP solvers demonstrate its scalability up
to problems with million-by-million decision variables and it is often the fastest
solver to a moderate accuracy of 10−2.

1 Introduction

Semidefinite programs (SDPs) are an extremely capable class of convex optimization problems.
Conceptually, they generalize the class of vector decision variables used in linear programs to matrix
decision variables. This creates optimization problems where the solution is a symmetric, positive
semidefinite matrix. The class of semidefinite programs has many applications in machine learning
including: matrix completion [18], k-means clustering [35, 65], combining SAT solvers and deep
learning [64], along with many more applications in control theory [14]. In addition, SDPs have
offered a systematic way of designing approximation algorithms for many NP-hard combinatorial
problems, for instance, graph cut problems [6, 27, 30], graph clustering, and matrix cut-norm [3].

We consider SDPs of the following linear form

minimize
X∈Sn

⟨C,X⟩ subject to A(X) = b,X ⪰ 0 (SDP)

where Sn is the set of symmetric matrices with size n× n, C ∈ Sn is a cost matrix, ⟨·, ·⟩ denotes the
inner product of two matrices ⟨A,B⟩ =

∑
ij AijBij , and A : Sn → Rm is a linear operator encoding

m linear constraints with right-hand side vector b. The constraint notation A(X) corresponds to
the vector [⟨A1,X⟩, . . . , ⟨Am,X⟩]T . As a convex problem, (SDP) can be solved to high accuracy
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via interior point methods on small problem instances [11, 59, 61]. Interior point methods, however,
cannot solve large problem instances due to the memory needed to store the decision variable with
n2 entries and the second-order information. This property has made scaling SDPs to large problem
instances, where n is in the millions, challenging and, consequently, has focused a long and continuing
thread of research on scaling SDPs.

Among scalable SDP solvers, possibly the most famous one is the Burer and Monterio solver
SDPLR [15–17]. It was developed based on the observation that (SDP) admits an optimal solution
with rank O(

√
m) based on a bound by Bavinok and Pataki [9, 49]. Therefore, they factorize the

decision variable X into Y Y T with Y having size n× r where r = Θ(
√
m) and transform (SDP)

into the following (BM-SDP).

minimize
Y ∈Rn×r

⟨C,Y Y T ⟩ subject to A(Y Y T ) = b (BM-SDP)

This transformation naturally eliminates the hard-to-optimize positive semidefiniteness constraint and
SDPLR tackles (BM-SDP) using the augmented Lagrangian (ALM) framework. The drawback of this
transformation is that it leads to a nonconvex problem and the convergence to the global optimum is
not guaranteed. Recent research [12, 19] has shown that for a generic problem instance, any local
optimum of (BM-SDP) is a global optimum when r = Ω(

√
m), and non-generic exceptions are

possible [47].

Also recently, another line of research studies memory-efficient SDP solvers based on the Frank-
Wolfe method [31]. Regardless of how the Frank-Wolfe method is integrated into the SDP solvers,
it typically requires an easy-to-characterize compact domain for solving the linear optimization
subproblems efficiently [29, 50, 55, 56, 68, 69]. Often this is a class of trace-bounded SDPs

minimize
X∈∆α

⟨C,X⟩ subject to A(X) = b (Trace-Bounded SDP)

where ∆α =
{
X ⪰ 0 : Tr(X) ⩽ α

}
is the convex cone of positive semidefinite matrices with trace

bounded by a constant α ⩾ 0. For this set, the linear optimization subproblem involved in Frank-
Wolfe turns into an eigenvalue problem. One can see (Trace-Bounded SDP) has the same optimum
with (SDP) if we pick α ⩾ Tr(X∗) where X∗ is an optimal solution. While (Trace-Bounded SDP) is
only a subclass of (SDP), many SDPs used in applications directly have a trace bound encoded by the
constraints, or have a trace bound that can be estimated. Examples include k-means [35, 65], graph
cuts [24, 30], phase retrieval [7], correlation clustering [8], and those we test in the experiments.

One advantage of these Frank-Wolfe methods over SDPLR is they have an easy-to-compute surrogate
duality bound for tracking the suboptimality. This enables them to track the progress more precisely
and terminate the optimization efficiently. Numerical experiments demonstrate their scalability on
large-scale problems, especially for moderately accurate solutions [50, 69]. We note that SDPLR does
not track the suboptimality because the dual problem of (SDP) has a feasible region with a tricky
constraint that requires a particular matrix to be positive semidefinite.

Our core contribution in this paper is that we design a faster and more scalable SDP solver called
SDPLR+ based on combining SDPLR with two techniques.

• We use the fact that the trace bound in (Trace-Bounded SDP) results in an unconstrained dual
problem where strong duality always holds (Theorem 1). This enables any solver with both
primal and dual estimates to have a suboptimality bound, including SDPLR (Section 3.1).

• The suboptimality bound and primal infeasibility bound allow us to design a solver tolerant
of smaller rank iterates. Since we can track progress better, we start the optimization from
an extremely small rank parameter r and dynamically update the rank when no progress is
made after a while. This speeds up the computation and reduces the memory cost.

• The code is available at https://github.com/luotuoqingshan/SDPLRPlus.jl.

We demonstrate the new solver through comprehensive experiments using over 200 instances of
Maximum Cut, Minimum Bisection, Lovász Theta, and Cut Norm SDPs. These experiments show
that this simple combination is often faster and more scalable than recently proposed Frank-Wolfe
based methods for computing moderately accurate solutions.
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2 Preliminaries

Matrices and vectors are written in bold. The norm ∥ · ∥ refers to the 2-norm of a vector and the
spectral norm of a matrix, and ∥ · ∥F denotes the Frobenius norm of a matrix.

Let G = (V,E) denote an undirected graph with vertex set V and edge set E. We let uv denote
the undirected edge between vertex u and v. Each edge uv ∈ E is assigned a weight w(uv). Non
edges have weight 0. For any vertex set S, let S̄ = V \ S be its complement and the value of the
cut induced by S is cut(S, S̄) =

∑
u∈S,v∈S̄ w(uv). Let L be the Laplacian matrix of an undirected

graph where Li,j = −w(ij) if i ̸= j and Li,i =
∑

j w(ij).

3 Methodology and Algorithm

In this section, we describe how we design SDPLR+ to provide more quality guarantees and make it
more scalable than SDPLR for (Trace-Bounded SDP). We begin with a theoretical result about SDPs.

3.1 Strong duality and a suboptimality bound

We design a suboptimality bound by using the fact that the trace bound in (Trace-Bounded SDP)
results in an unconstrained dual problem where strong duality always holds. In optimization, a
suboptimality bound tells us how far the current objective is away from the optimum, which gives
a precise measure of progress for the solver. In the context of (SDP), a suboptimality bound is any
valid upper bound of ⟨C,X⟩ − ⟨C,X∗⟩ where X∗ is the optimum of (SDP).

A key tool for deriving a suboptimality bound is duality. Consider the dual problem for (SDP)

sup
λ

λTb subject to C −A∗(λ) ⪰ 0, (SDD)

where A∗ : Rm → Sn is the adjoint of A. By duality of convex programs, any feasible solution to
(SDD) has a dual value at most ⟨C,X∗⟩. Therefore the gap between ⟨C,X⟩ and the dual value
serves as a suboptimality bound. However, finding a non-trivial feasible solution to (SDD) is not easy
because of the positive semidefinite constraint C −A∗(λ) ⪰ 0. Also, unless the SDP satisfies strong
duality, there may exist a gap between the primal and dual solutions – see an example in Appendix A.

The trace bound in (Trace-Bounded SDP), however, changes the picture entirely. Consider the dual
of (Trace-Bounded SDP)

sup
λ

λTb+ αmin{λmin(C −A∗(λ)), 0}, (Trace-bounded SDD)

we have the following result which characterizes the relation between (Trace-Bounded SDP) and
(Trace-bounded SDD).
Theorem 1. Strong duality always holds between (Trace-Bounded SDP) and (Trace-bounded SDD),
and the optimum of (Trace-Bounded SDP) can be attained.

Proof. Note that the space of n× n real matrices can be viewed as Rn2

. We first show that ∆α is a
compact set lying in this space. To show the compactness of ∆α, we use Heine–Borel theorem to
turn it into proving ∆α is closed and bounded. The set ∆α is closed as it is the intersection of two
closed sets: (a) the semidefinite cone {X ∈ Sn : X ⪰ 0} and (b) the set of trace-bounded matrices.
The set ∆α is bounded because

∥X∥F =
√

Tr(XXT ) =
√

Tr(X2) ⩽
√
λmax(A)Tr(X) ⩽

√
Tr(X)2 ⩽ α

where we used a known inequality Tr(AB) ⩽ λmax(A)Tr(B) for positive semidefinite matrices
(instances of this date back to at least [32]).

Now let f(X,λ) = ⟨C,X⟩ − λT (A(X) − b). Because ∆α is compact and convex, and both
f(·,λ) and f(X, ·) are linear, Sion’s minimax theorem [58] says

(Trace-Bounded SDP) = min
X∈∆α

sup
λ

f(X,λ) = sup
λ

min
X∈∆α

f(X,λ) = (Trace-bounded SDD).

The optimum of (Trace-Bounded SDP) can be attained because ∆α is compact.
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We suspect Theorem 1 may be known, although we cannot find a reference to it despite extensive
searching. To help understand why this result changes the picture of duality – and closes the duality
gap for SDPs – we present a study with a common example of a duality gap in Appendix A.
Corollary 2. Because (Trace-bounded SDD) is unconstrained, any λ is feasible for this dual problem.
As a result any dual solution lower bounds ⟨C,X∗⟩ and gives the following suboptimality bound

⟨C,X⟩ − ⟨C,X∗⟩ ⩽ ⟨C,X⟩ − λTb− αmin{λmin(C −A∗(λ)), 0}. (1)

The bound in this corollary is also present in [5, 22], although that bound is presented under the
assumption that strong duality holds. Our results show this is not necessary.

Although this may look simple, it turns out better and cleaner than existing suboptimality bounds.
Boumal et al. [12] give one suboptimality bound from the Riemannian optimization perspective, which
however requires a strong assumption that the gradient of all constraints A(Y Y T ) are independent
for all Y on the manifold M = {Y ∈ Rn×r : A(Y Y T ) = b}. Yurtsever et al. [69] also address
(Trace-Bounded SDP) but gives one suboptimality bound by considering the Frank-Wolfe surrogate
duality gap for the augmented Lagrangian. Their suboptimality bound has a more complicated form
and by simple algebraic manipulation, one can discover it has some inherent connection with (1) but
worse, which we illustrate in Appendix B.

3.2 Implicit links to the trace-bounded dual in SDPLR

The goal of this section is to explain that the augmented Lagrangian strategy in SDPLR should do
a reasonable job of producing primal and dual iterates that are tight in terms of the suboptimality
bound (1). To do so, we need a brief recap of the augmented Lagrangian method, before describing
how the subproblems map into our setting.

The augmented Lagrangian method is a popular framework for constrained optimization problems
(see [46] for example). Consider constrained problems of the following form

minimize
x∈D

f(x) subject to g(x) = 0 (Constrained Optimization)

where f : D → R is a real-valued objective function and g : D → Rm encodes m con-
straints. From a minimax perspective, (Constrained Optimization) can be equivalently formulated as
minx∈D maxλ f(x)− λT g(x) where λ is the Lagrangian multipliers. However, the inner maxλ can
be nonsmooth. The ALM framework tackles this by introducing a quadratic proximal term penalizing
λ deviating from the prior estimate λ̄, which in turn gives the following minimax problem

min
x∈D

max
λ

f(x)− λT g(x)− 1

2σ
∥λ− λ̄∥2. (2)

We can see that the inner maximum of (2) is attained at

λ = λ̄− σg(x) (3)

and plug it into (2) simplifies the outer minimization problem to

min
x∈D

f(x)− λ̄
T
g(x) +

σ

2
∥g(x)∥2. (4)

A standard ALM implementation involves solving the inner and outer optimization problems of
(2) alternatively and (3), (4) are usually referred to as dual and primal updates. Usually σ will
increase across iterations to sharpen the proximal term, which is quite intuitive as (2) is equivalent to
(Constrained Optimization) when σ → ∞.

We use the ALM method to provide good primal and dual estimates for (Trace-Bounded SDP) and
(Trace-bounded SDD) in SDPLR+, as it was used in SDPLR. In particular, the primal update is

minimize
X∈∆α

⟨C,X⟩ − λ̄
T (

A(X)− b
)
+

σ

2
∥A(X)− b∥2,

and the dual update is λ = λ̄ − σ(A(X) − b). Using the Burer-Monterio factorization over the
factors Y Y T of X turns the primal and dual updates into

minimize
Y ∈Rn×r:Tr(Y Y T )⩽α

⟨C,Y Y T ⟩ − λ̄
T
(
A(Y Y T )− b

)
+

σ

2
∥A(Y Y T )− b∥2
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and λ = λ̄− σ(A(Y Y T )− b). There is a strong parallelism between these updates and the primal,
dual updates of SDPLR. The only difference is the constraint Tr(Y Y T ) ⩽ α, which is usually not
violated badly because the trace bound encoded in the constraints implicitly prevent it from deviating
too much. Intuitively, this shows that although originally designed to provide estimates for (SDP)
and (SDD), SDPLR is implicitly optimizing the primal and dual of the trace-bounded version. This
shows why this particular bound is likely to be successful.

3.3 The overall SDLPR+ algorithm and dynamic rank updates

In the interest of space, we state the full SDPLR+ algorithm in Appendix C. We briefly summarize key
points of the overall approach here. Like SDPLR, we use the augmented Lagrangian approach overall.
The minimization problem in the primal update is approximately solved using L-BFGS [41]. The
line search in L-BFGS is performed by solving a cubic equation [15].

Eigenvalue Computation One critical computation involved in evaluating the suboptimality bound
is evaluating the minimum eigenvalue of C −A∗λ. We use the Lanczos method with random start
[34] and adopt the memory-efficient implementation from [69]. In our case, we mainly compute the
minimum eigenvalue when evaluating the suboptimality to determine if to terminate, hence we run
the Lanczos method for more steps to gain a higher accuracy. In particular, we take 2

√
t log n steps,

where t is the number of L-BFGS iterations we have performed.

Dynamic Rank Update Although Burer-Monterio based methods have good theoretical guarantees
when r = Ω(

√
m), a decision variable Y with Ω(n

√
m) non-zero entries is still far from scalable.

Hence in practice, a much smaller rank is usually picked to speed up the computation and save
the storage cost. The downside is that Burer-Monterio based methods may fail to converge to the
optimum. A common strategy is to increase the rank dynamically. SDPLR and Manopt+ [12, 16]
both dynamically increase the rank from a small number to Ω(

√
m), but they either do not consider

early termination or implement early termination based on the heuristic that the answer is close to the
optimum if the change of objective value is small across two consecutive iterations. Now because we
have an easy-to-compute suboptimality bound, we can terminate the dynamic rank update once the
desired suboptimality precision is achieved.

4 Related Work

For detailed discussions on solving Semidefinite programs, see the surveys [43, 66], and for discussion
of low-rank solutions, see [36]. This section discusses the most relevant related work.

4.1 Scalable SDP solvers

The two most related classes of scalable SDP solvers are Burer-Monterio based methods and Frank-
Wolfe based methods. As mentioned before, the core idea of Burer-Monterio based methods is to
optimize over the low-rank factors of the decision matrix. Besides SDPLR, another line of Burer-
Monterio methods is Riemannian optimization based, which optimizes the low-rank factors on the
Riemannian manifolds with or without extra constraints, instead of in the Euclidean space [12, 40].
Concurrently to our research, Monterio et al. [44] proposed an efficient augmented Lagrangian
method for (Trace-Bounded SDP) based on combining an adaptive inexact proximal point method
with inner acceleration and Frank-Wolfe steps.

Roughly the Frank-Wolfe based methods can be categorized into two classes: (1) Yurtsever et al.
propose a solver CGAL [68] that tackles the constrained problem (SDP) via the augmented Lagrangian
method where the primal update is performed by one Frank-Wolfe update instead of the conventional
minimization. Furthermore, they propose a more scalable solver which uses efficient sketching
techniques for symmetric positive semidefinite matrices to cut the memory usage [62, 69]. (2)
Another line is similar to the penalty method that integrates the constraints into the objective with
properly chosen penalty function and coefficient, and optimizes the objective efficiently using Frank-
Wolfe method [29]. In this vein, Shinde et al. [55, 56] recently observed that for SDPs that are
designed for combinatorial problems and have a hyperplane rounding algorithm, one can cut the
memory cost by only tracking one random vector with a distribution N (0,X). In this way, X is
implicitly encoded and is not required to be stored. Recently, Pham et al. [50] combined this extreme
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point sampling idea with a reformulation from Nesterov [45] to design a scalable SDP solver SCAMS
for Max Cut.

Concurrent to our work, Angell and McCallum designed USBS which adapts spectral bundle and
combines it with sketching [5]. This demonstrates a scalable solver in tests with n in the millions.

4.2 Theoretical Guarantees of Burer-Monterio Methods

Due to the great empirical success of Burer-Monteiro method, there has been an extensive effort for
developing theory for it. Recently Boumal et al. [12, 13] showed that by assuming the feasible set is a
smooth manifold, cost matrix C is generic and r satisfied r(r+1)/2 > m, then equality-constrained
SDPs have no spurious 2nd-order critical points. Put another way, all 2nd-order critical points are
global optimums under the forementioned conditions. Cifuentes [19] generalized their result to
broader classes of SDPs. On the other hand, Waldspurger and Waters [63] show that the Barvinok-
Pataki bound is essential as the 2nd-order critical points of Burer-Monteiro are not generically
optimal even if the SDP admits a global optimal solution with rank lower than Barvinok-Pataki
bound. O’Carroll et al. [47] show that the assumption that the cost matrix is generic is necessary
and construct examples where Burer-Monteiro has spurious 2nd-order critical points. Finally, in the
setting of smooth analysis, Cifuentes and Moitra [20] show that for r larger than the Barvinok-Pataki
bound, the Burer-Monteiro method can provide an SDP solution to any accuracy in polynomial time.

5 Experiments

We evaluate our algorithm and a variety of other solvers on over 200 problems in a test set we describe
in the following section. While we would have hoped to test all of the recently proposed solvers, we
were unable to find code available for [44] and found the code for [5] too late to include in the results
(the code was not linked in the paper, we do some limited comparison in Appendix E to show that
we are likely faster in many scenarios). Since the remaining solvers are written in many different
programming languages, we evaluate all solvers in a single threaded scenario with many single
threaded solvers running concurrently. This should be the most energy efficient and representative
scenario given the dynamic frequency scaling of modern CPUs. We ran our evaluation on different
servers with slightly different processors. In order to compare across problems, we guarantee that all
solvers on a given problem instance were run on the same server. We also limit total RAM access for
each solver to 16GB and limit each solver to a runtime of 8 hours. On all problem instances, we start
the dynamic rank update of SDPLR+ from 10, and set the L-BFGS history size to 4. More details are
included in Appendix D.

Through all the evaluations, we stop all the optimizers according to the following quality metrics:

∥A(X)− b∥
1 + ∥b∥

(Primal Infeasibility)
⟨C,X⟩ − ⟨C,X∗⟩

1 + |⟨C,X⟩|
(Suboptimality)

We study the solvers on four distinct problems: Max Cut, Minimum Bisection, Lovász Theta, and Cut
Norm. We only evaluated a solver if the authors provided an implementation for solving SDP or if it
could be implemented in a way where we were confident would accurately represent performance.

5.1 Datasets

The SDPs we use correspond to graph problems. As such, there is a wealth of possible data for
benchmarking the solvers. We chose these graphs based on other comparisons of SDP solvers.

• Gset [21]: This is a set of 71 randomly generated square matrices with either binary or −1, 0,+1
values. Sizes range from 800 to 20000 rows and up to 80000 non-zero entries.

• SNAP Datasets [37]: We pick a list of 4 web graphs and 11 community graphs from SNAP,
including ca-AstroPh [38], web-BerkStan [39], and com-youtube [67].

• DIMACS10 [21]: This is a set of 151 different kinds of graphs from the 10th DIMACS Implementa-
tion Challenge for graph partitioning and graph clustering subtasks. We pick a subset of 116 graphs
with the largest ones having n = 1,048,576 and 89,239,674 nonzeros.

In total we build a collection of 202 graphs. More information and statistics of datasets we use are
included in Appendix D.1. For all the graphs, we drop directions and symmetrize the adjacency
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Figure 1: Results on Max Cut. We set tolerance ε = 10−2, and test each solver on all 202 graphs.
We time out each solver after 8 hours. Figure 1a and 1b display how the running time of each
solver scales with the problem size n and the running time performance profile plot of all the solvers
respectively. Note that SDPLR+ is the fastest solver for most of the problem instances and is within a
small factor of the optimal solver for the other instances. While SCAMS also exhibits good scalability,
from Figure 1c, we see that it usually produces smaller cuts.

matrix if they are directed. For SNAP datasets, we take the largest components of the graphs and
remove self-loops.

5.2 Performance Profile Plots

We use performance profile plots [23, 48] to compare the solvers across this range of problems. Since
each solver may not be the fastest or best on every problem instance, this shows a profile of how
often the solvers are within a τ -bound of the best. It’s reminiscent of a receiver-operator curve or
precision-recall curve. The goal is to be “up and to the left” in this case. This means that a given
solver was the best or within a small factor of being the best on the largest number of problems. For
all performance profile plots throughout this paper, the x-axis τ represents the ratio between the
current solver and the best one with regard to a specific metric (time or discrete objective value). The
point on the right of a solver curve corresponds to what fraction of the total set of problems it solved
within the time bound.

5.3 Max Cut

Max Cut is a combinatorial problem which aims at finding the maximum cut induced by any vertex
set S, i.e. solving maxS⊆V cut(S, S̄). Because Max Cut is NP-hard to solve, a common strategy is
relaxing it to the following semidefinite program and then rounding the real solution to a discrete
partition (S, S̄) [27],

maximize
X⪰0

1
4 ⟨L,X⟩ subject to diag(X) = 1. (Max Cut)

On Max Cut, we compare our method against the following solvers:

1. CSDP [11]: A C library for solving (SDP) using predictor and corrector algorithm. CSDP provides
both primal and dual solutions.

2. SketchyCGAL [69]: A low-rank variant of CGAL method which sketches the primal variable of
CGAL using Nystrom Sketching, which has great scalability for producing moderately accurate
solutions. We set the sketching size R = 10 throughout all experiments.

3. SCAMS [50]: A memory-efficient Frank-Wolfe based solver designed specifically for (Max Cut).

4. Riemannian Optimization Methods: We adopt one efficient Riemannian optimization implemen-
tations designed for (Max Cut) in [12], Manopt. They turn the diagonal-constrained (Max Cut)
into an unconstrained optimization problem on the Oblique manifold OB(r, n) = {Y ∈ Rn×r :

diag(Y Y T ) = 1} and apply Riemannian Trust Region method [1]. Manopt sets r = ⌈
√
8n+1
2 ⌉

which satisfies the Barvinok-Pataki bound.
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Figure 2: Results on Minimum Bisection. We set tolerance ε = 10−2, and test each solver on all 202
graphs. We time out each solver after 8 hours. Figure 2a and 2b display how the running time of each
solver scales with the problem size n and the running time performance profile plot of all the solvers
respectively. Note that SDPLR+ is overall the fastest solver. The constrained Riemannian optimization
methods fail on over half of the problems. From Figure 2c, we see SDPLR+ often provides a better
rounded minimum bisection than SketchyCGAL.

Because SCAMS requires positive degrees, we preprocess all graphs to take the absolute value of edge
weights to make sure all edge weights are positive for Max Cut.

For a given tolerance parameter ε, we stop SDPLR+, SketchyCGAL and Manopt when their
(Primal Infeasibility) and (Suboptimality) are both smaller than ε. Manopt originally terminates
based on the norm of the Riemannian gradient, we exploited the suboptimality bound for Max Cut
introduced in [12] to let it stop based on the suboptimality. In particular, we exponentially decay the
Riemannian gradient norm tolerance from an initial value of 10 by a factor of 5 until the suboptimality
reaches the desired accuracy ε. Because SCAMS is solving a reformulation whose optimum is the
square root of the optimum of (Max Cut), we set its tolerance as ε

2 . Besides (Primal Infeasibility),
CSDP has two more metrics, dual infeasibility and relative duality gap (we introduce them more
in Appendix D.3), we set their tolerance all to ε. We pick the trace bound α as n for SDPLR+ and
SketchyCGAL. Furthermore, as Max Cut has a nice hyperplane rounding algorithm to extract discrete
solutions from the SDP solutions, we compare the quality of the rounded cuts induced by SDP
solutions of different solvers. The results are summarized in Figure 1. Overall, SDLPR+ shows better
scalability and solution quality.

5.4 Minimum Bisection

Minimum Bisection [26] tries to find a good bisection which minimizes the bisection width, which
has numerous applications [54, 57]. Formally, it aims at dividing the vertex set V into two sets S, S̄
with equal size, i.e. |S| = |S̄| and minimizing cut(S, S̄). The corresponding SDP relaxation is

minimize
X⪰0

1
4 ⟨L,X⟩ subject to diag(X) = 1,1TX1 = 0. (Minimum Bisection)

Because the original minimum bisection aims to divide the graph into two equal-size pieces, we add
one dummy isolated vertex if needed. In addition to comparing the generic SDP solvers SketchyCGAL
and CSDP, we compare with three simple constrained Riemannian optimization solvers implemented
in [40], which are Riemannian Augment Lagrangian method (RALM), exact penalty method with
smoothing via the log-sum-exp function (Qlse) and via a pseudo-Huber loss and a linear-quadratic
loss (Qlqh). Because RALM, Qlse, Qlqh have quite complicated terminating conditions, we keep them
unchanged. We pick the trace bound α as n for SDPLR+ and SketchyCGAL. We also apply hyperplane
rounding to extract bisections from SDP solutions. We regard solutions provided by RALM, Qlse, Qlqh
with objective 1

4 ⟨L,X⟩ larger than (1 + ε) times the size of the best minimum bisection extracted
underoptimized and discard them. The results are summarized in Figure 2. Again, we see a clear
advantage to SDPLR+ in speed and accuracy.

8



n
103 104 105 106

tim
e(
s)

100

102

104

(a) Lovàsz Theta
Runtime by Prob. Size

𝜏

20 25 210

P
ro
po

rt
io
ns

0.0

0.5

1.0

(b) Lovàsz Theta
Runtime Perf. Prof.

n
103 104 105 106

tim
e(
s)

100

102

104

(c) Cut Norm
Runtime by Prob. Size

𝜏

20 25 210

P
ro
po

rt
io
ns

0.0

0.5

1.0

(d) Cut Norm
Runtime Perf. Prof.

SDPLR+

Sketchy-
-CGAL

CSDP

Figure 3: Results on Lovàsz Theta and Cut Norm.

5.5 Lovàsz Theta

The Lovàsz theta function [42] of an undirected graph G = (V,E), ϑ(G), can be computed by

ϑ(G) = maximize
X⪰0

1TX1 subject to Tr(X) = 1,Xij = 0 for all ij ∈ E. (Lovàsz Theta)

Computing ϑ(G) reveals key characteristics of a graph because of the sandwich result α(G) ⩽
ϑ(G) ⩽ χ(Ḡ) where α(G) is the size of the maximum independent set in G and χ(Ḡ) is the chromatic
number of the complement of G. We pick the trace bound α as 1 for SDPLR+ and SketchyCGAL.
Figure 3 summarizes results and shows that SketchyCGAL is often faster than SDPLR+ for this SDP.

5.6 Cut Norm

The cut norm is relevant to a variety of graph and matrix problems [4, 25]. For any A ∈ Rm×n, its
cut norm is defined as ∥A∥cut = maxS⊆[m],T⊆[n] |

∑
i∈S

∑
j∈T Aij |. While computing the cut norm

is not tractable, Alon and Naor gave a 0.56-approximation algorithm based on solving the following
SDP and rounding its solution [3]

maximize
X

1
2 ⟨
[

0 A
AT 0

]
,X⟩ subject to diag(X) = 1. (Cut Norm)

We compare SDPLR+ against SketchyCGAL and CSDP. We pick the trace bound α as m + n for
SDPLR+ and SketchyCGAL. The results are summarized in Figure 3, which show that SDPLR+ is
often much faster than SketchyCGAL for this SDP.

5.7 Ablation studies

In the appendix, we do two ablation studies. Appendix F shows how the changes in SDPLR+ compare
to SDPLR in runtime. As would be expected, SDPLR+ is faster on the vast majority of instances.
Appendix G studies a number of solvers with a fixed rank or fixed sketch size. This eliminates the
dynamic behavior in some of the solvers.

6 Limitations and Conclusions

Limitations Empirical studies of solvers are always challenging. Do we pick optimal parameters
for each solver via hyperparameter search or results with default options? In this case, we chose to
use default options. To address some of the limitations that this imposes, we did a fixed rank study
in Appendix G that compares the solvers in a directly comparable parameter regime. Performance
profile plots also can be misleading [28]. This is why we show both runtime and size as well – which
typically highlights the same trend. For one recent solver, we were unable to obtain an implementation
to compare [44] and data from the paper is from a very different accuracy regime. For another recent
solver [5], we encountered issues when trying to complete a full evaluation. In this case, we present a
comparison against values from their paper in Appendix E.

Although we target trace bounded SDPs, this is a very general setting as many problems have easy
to compute bounds on the maximum possible trace of the solution. For those that don’t, doubling
approaches could be used to scale the upper bound through a variety of choices.
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Conclusion The research field has made tremendous progress on solving large SDPs. This paper
continues this thread of research and proposes a new solver for trace-bounded SDPs that adds a
suboptimality bound to SDPLR to improve it into the new solver SDPLR+. We were impressed at the
improvement from this straightforward improvement to the solver. This further supports the idea that
there remains large potential speed improvements in SDP solvers.
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A Example for strong duality

We give one example to help understand why a trace bound gives strong duality. One classical
example for demonstrating the duality gap may exist between (SDP) and (SDD) is

min y1

s.t.

 0 y1 0
y1 y2 0
0 0 y1 + 1

 ⪰ 0.

Because any principal submatrix of a symmetric positive semidefinite matrix has to be positive
semidefinite, we get y21 ⩽ 0 and the optimum of it is 0. Writing it in the standard (SDP) form gives us

minimize
X⪰0

⟨
[ 0 1

2 0
1
2 0 0
0 0 0

]
,X⟩ (Example SDP)

subject to ⟨
[
0 0 1
0 0 0
1 0 0

]
,X⟩ = 0, ⟨

[
0 0 0
0 0 1
0 1 0

]
,X⟩ = 0, ⟨

[
1 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

]
,X⟩ = 0, ⟨

[
0 1 0
1 0 0
0 0 −2

]
,X⟩ = −2,

whose dual is
max
λ∈R4

− 2λ4 (Example SDD)

s.t.

 −λ3
1
2 − λ4 −λ1

1
2 − λ4 0 −λ2

−λ1 −λ2 2λ4

 ⪰ 0.
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Similarly, we have ( 12 − λ4)
2 ⩽ 0, which leads to λ4 = 1

2 and (Example SDD) having optimum −1.
A duality gap does exist.

However, if we add one trace bound Tr(X) ⩽ 1 to (Example SDP), its optimum stays unchanged
and its dual becomes

max
λ∈R4

−2λ4 + min

0, λmin


 −λ3

1
2 − λ4 −λ1

1
2 − λ4 0 −λ2

−λ1 −λ2 2λ4



 ,

whose optimum is also 0 (plug in λ1 = λ2 = λ3 = 0, λ4 = − 1
2 ).

B Connections between Different Suboptimality Bounds

Here for completeness, we include a concise proof for the surrogate duality bound from [69]. We
slightly adjust their proof because the compact domain we consider is ∆α = {X ⪰ 0 : Tr(X) ⩽ α},
which is slightly different from {X ⪰ 0 : Tr(X) = α}. The adjustment is straightforward.

For convenience, we let p(X) := A(X)− b denote the primal violation of X . They consider the
following augmented Lagrangian

f(X) = ⟨C,X⟩ − λT p(X) +
σ

2
∥p(X)∥2 (5)

and the corresponding minimization problem

minimize
X∈∆α

f(X)

where σ > 0. Because (5) is convex, we have the following surrogate duality bound by applying the
surrogate duality bound in Frank-Wolfe [31] to f ,

max
H∈∆α

⟨∇f(X),X −H⟩ ⩾ f(X)− min
Z∈∆α

f(Z) ⩾ f(X)− f(X∗) = f(X)− ⟨C,X∗⟩ (6)

where X∗ is one optimal solution for (Trace-Bounded SDP). The last inequality is because f(X∗) ⩾
minZ∈∆α

f(Z) and the last equality is due to X∗ is feasible, i.e. p(X∗) = 0.

Let λ′ = λ− σp(X), we note that ∇f(X) = C −A∗(λ′) and

max
H∈∆α

⟨∇f(X),−H⟩ = − min
H∈∆α

⟨∇f(X),H⟩ = −αmin{0, λmin(∇f(X))},

hence we have

max
H∈∆α

⟨∇f(X),X −H⟩ = ⟨C −A∗(λ′),X⟩ − αmin{0, λmin(∇f(X))} (7)

Also we can rewrite f as

f(X) = ⟨C,X⟩ − (λ′)T p(X)− σ

2
∥p(X)∥2. (8)

Thus we have

⟨C,X⟩ − ⟨C,X∗⟩

= f(X)− ⟨C,X∗⟩+ (λ′)T p(X) +
σ

2
∥p(X)∥2

⩽ max
H∈∆α

⟨∇f(X),X −H⟩+ (λ′)T p(X) +
σ

2
∥p(X)∥2

= ⟨C −A∗(λ′),X⟩ − αmin{λmin(C −A∗(λ′)), 0}+ (λ′)T p(X) +
σ

2
∥p(X)∥2

= ⟨C,X⟩ − bTλ′ − αmin{λmin(C −A∗(λ′)), 0}+ σ

2
∥p(X)∥2 (9)

where the first equality is due to (8), the first inequality is due to (6), the second equality is due to (7)
and the third equality is due to ⟨A∗(λ′),X⟩ = (λ′)TA(X) = (λ′)T (p(X) + b).

We can see (9) has a clear relation to (1) as λ′ is feasible for (Trace-bounded SDD). Also we notice
by (1), the term σ

2 ∥p(X)∥2 is unnecessary and will result in a worse bound. Interestingly, λ′ is
exactly the updated dual in the classical augmented Lagrangian framework.
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C The SDPLR+ algorithm

We give the pseudocode of the core algorithm of SDPLR+. We use η, ω, ξ to denote the stationarity
tolerance, primal infeasibility tolerance and suboptimality tolerance respectively. We let ω∗, ξ∗

denote the desired primal infeasibility and suboptimality tolerances input by the user. We use λ to
denote the Lagrangian multipliers estimated and σ denote the smoothing parameter in the augmented
Lagrangian method. The augmented Lagrangian function is

f(Y ) = ⟨C,Y Y T ⟩ − λT (A(X)− b) +
σ

2
∥A(X)− b∥2. (10)

We generate the initial Y and λ randomly. The pseudocode is summarized in Algorithm 1. The main

Algorithm 1 Pseudocode of the core algorithm of SDPLR+
Require: C,A,b, ω∗, ξ∗, α, r,Y ,λ.
Ensure: Y satisfying desired primal infeasibility and suboptimality precision

1: σ = 2, η = 1
σ , ω = 1

σ0.1 , cnt = 4
2: repeat
3: Use L-BFGS to find a new Y such that ∥∇f(Y )∥F ⩽ η(1 + ∥C∥F ) where f is defined in

Equation (10).
4: if ∥A(Y Y T )− b∥ ⩽ ω(1 + ∥b∥) then
5: if ∥A(Y Y T )− b∥ ⩽ ω∗(1 + ∥b∥) then
6: if ⟨C,Y Y T ⟩ − λTb− α{λmin(C −A∗(λ)), 0} ⩽ ξ∗(1 + |⟨C,Y Y T ⟩|) then
7: Break
8: else
9: cnt = cnt− 1

10: end if
11: end if
12: λ = λ− σ(A(Y Y T )− b)
13: η = η

σ , ω = ω
σ0.9

14: else
15: σ = 2σ, η = 1

σ , ω = 1
σ0.1

16: end if
17: if cnt = 0 then
18: r = min{2r, ⌊

√
2m+ 1⌋}, regenerate Y and λ accordingly, set cnt = 4.

19: end if
20: until ∥A(Y Y T )− b∥ ⩽ ω∗(1 + ∥b∥) and (⟨C,Y Y T ⟩ − ⟨C,X∗⟩) ⩽ ξ∗(1 + |⟨C,Y Y T ⟩|)

difference with SDPLR is that we applied the two techniques we introduced. Also, we customized the
augmented Lagrangian update rules, we adopted one from [46].

D More Implementation and Experiment Details

In this section, we introduce more details about all the implementations and experiments. We first
introduce more dataset details and statistics. Then we introduce the experiment compute resources.

D.1 Dataset Details

For Gset, we include all the graphs. We pick the following two groups of graphs from the SNAP
dataset [37].

• 4 web graphs web-BerkStan, web-Google, web-Stanford [39], web-NotreDame [2].
• 11 community graphs ca-AstroPh, ca-CondMat, ca-GrQc, ca-HepPh, ca-HepTh [38], com-youtube,

com-dblp, com-amazon [67], email-Enron [33], musae-facebook [53], feather-deezer-social [52].

For DIMACS10, for the interest of benchmarking time, we sort graphs by the number of vertices they
contain and keep the first 116 graphs. The largest one rgg_n_2_20_s0 has n = 1048576.

We provide some statistics of these 202 graphs, which are summarized in Figure 4.
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Table 1: A comparison against USBS [5] using results from their paper. We were unable to run an
evaluation of USBS in time, but these results indicate that SDPLR+ is faster on many problems by a
considerable margin, albeit these are from different systems.
Problem/Time (s) fe_sphere hi2010 fe_body me2010 fe_tooth 598a 144 auto

USBS/warm (ε = 10−1) 31 125 273 417 348 636 810 3444
SDPLR+ (ε = 10−2) 7 160 38 613 43 192 170 634
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Figure 4: Statistics of n and the number of
non-zeros of 202 matrices we test on.
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Figure 5: Comparing SDPLR+ against SDPLR for solv-
ing Max Cut on Gset graphs.

D.2 Experiments Compute Resources

We ran our experiments on three servers, two of which had the same configuration.

• One server with 64 cores and each core has two threads. The CPU model is Intel(R) Xeon(R)
CPU E7-8867 v3 @ 2.50GHz.

• Two servers with 28 cores each and each core has two threads. The CPU model is Intel(R)
Xeon(R) CPU E5-2690 v4 @ 2.60GHz.

In our experiments, we let each solver solve each problem instance using only one thread. We use GNU
Parallel [60] to parallelize the benchmarking and timeout each solver after running for 8 hours by
setting ––timeout 28800. We limit the total RAM access to 16GB via ulimit -d 16777216.

D.3 Solver-Specific Implementation Details

CSDP CSDP has slightly different quality measures. First of all, the dual problem that CSDP tackles
is slightly different, which is

max
λ,Z⪰0

λTb subject to C −A∗(λ) = Z. (11)

Besides (Primal Infeasibility), they have two other quality measures for dual and the duality gap

∥A∗(λ)−C −Z∥F
1 + ∥C∥

(Dual Infeasibility)
⟨X,Z⟩

1 + |⟨C,X⟩|+ |λTb|
. (Relative Duality Gap)

SDPLR+ We implement SDPLR+ in Julia [10]. The code began as a port of the SDPLR library.

E Comparison against USBS

While we did not find the code for USBS [5] in time to run a full comparison, we are able to do a
preliminary comparison against the data reported in their paper. Specifically, we extract data from
their performance figures via the tool WebPlotDigitizer [51]. The results are shown in Table 1. We
were unable to learn if their solver was run with any multithreading. It was also run with a lower
accuracy than we run SDPLR+. Nonetheless, we see that SDPLR+ is faster on most problems.
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F Ablation Study: SDPLR vs. SDPLR+

We perform some simple comparison experiments to demonstrate SDPLR+ is faster than the original
SDPLR. We let them both solve Max Cut on Gset, which contains 71 small and moderate graphs.
We terminate SDPLR+ once both (Primal Infeasibility) and (Suboptimality) are smaller than ε and
SDPLR once (Primal Infeasibility) is smaller than ε. We slightly modified SDPLR to compute the
(Primal Infeasibility) in Euclidean scaling for fair comparison. The results are summarized in Figure 5.
As we can see, SDPLR+ is faster on the vast majority of instances.

G Ablation Study: Impact of Rank Parameter and Sketch Size

Recall that SDPLR+ and Manopt have a parameter r controls the rank of the low-rank factors they
optimize, and SketchyCGAL has a parameter R controls the size of the sketch S ∈ Rn×R they
store. We compare the performance of SDPLR+, Manopt and SketchyCGAL on Max Cut with various
rank parameters and sketch size and explore how these parameters affect their convergence speed to
moderately accurate solutions. For simplicity, we let the rank parameter and the sketch size be the
same. We slightly modified the Max Cut code of Manopt to achieve different ranks. The results are
summarized in Figure 6.
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Figure 6: Results on investigation of rank parameters and sketch sizes. We observe that if we decrease
the rank parameter used in Manopt, it has comparable performance against SDPLR+, although SDPLR+
remains the fastest solver. When r = R = 10, the runtime by size and the runtime performance plot
are similar to 6a and 6b, so we omit them. From the performance plot 6c, we can see that in general,
a higher rank parameter or sketch size will result in longer running time for moderate accuracy.
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