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Abstract

We describe how the low-rank structure in an SDP can be exploited to reduce the per-

iteration cost of a convex primal-dual interior-point method down to O(n3) time and O(n2)
memory, even at very high accuracies. A traditional difficulty is the dense Newton subproblem

at each iteration, which becomes progressively ill-conditioned as progress is made towards the

solution. Preconditioners have previously been proposed to improve conditioning, but these can

be expensive to set up, and become ineffective as the preconditioner itself becomes increasingly

ill-conditioned at high accuracies. Instead, we present a well-conditioned reformulation of the

Newton subproblem that is cheap to set up, and whose condition number is guaranteed to

remain bounded over all iterations of the interior-point method. In theory, applying an inner

iterative method to the reformulation reduces the per-iteration cost of the outer interior-point

method to O(n3) time and O(n2) memory. We also present a well-conditioned preconditioner

that theoretically increases the outer per-iteration cost to O(n3r3) time and O(n2r2) memory,

where r is an upper-bound on the solution rank, but in practice greatly improves the convergence

of the inner iterations.

1 Introduction

Given problem data A : Sn → R
m and b ∈ R

m and C ∈ Sn, we seek to solve the standard-form
semidefinite program (SDP)

X⋆ = arg min
X∈Sn

{〈C,X〉 : A(X) = b, X � 0}, (1a)

to high accuracy, under the assumption of a unique low-rank solution

X⋆ is unique, r⋆
def
= rank (X⋆) ≪ n. (1b)

Here, Sn denotes the set of n × n real symmetric matrices with inner product 〈A,B〉 = tr(AB),
and we write A � B to mean that A − B is positive semidefinite. Without loss of generality, we
assume that the constraints in A are linearly independent, meaning that AT (y) = 0 holds if and
only if y = 0.

Currently, the low-rank SDP (1) is most commonly approached using the nonconvex low-rank
factorization of Burer and Monteiro [5]. The basic idea is to factor X = UUT into an n×r low-rank
factor U , in which r ≥ r⋆, and then to locally optimize over U . The dramatic reduction in the
number of variables, from O(n2) to as few as O(n), allows the approach to achieve state-of-the-art
results across many applications [3, 28, 12]. Unfortunately, the nonconvexity of the factorization
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can make the approach surprisingly ineffective elsewhere. As a motivating example, consider the ℓ1
linear regression problem with a trace regularizer [9, 13, 21],

min
X�0

‖A(X)− b‖ℓ1 + λ · tr(X), (2)

which can be recognized as an instance of (1) by rewriting

min
v,w∈Rm,X∈Sn

{

1T v + 1Tw + λ · tr(X) :
v − w +A(X) = b,
v ≥ 0, w ≥ 0,X � 0.

}

(3)

The Burer–Monteiro approach can be applied, by substituting X = UUT into either the original
formulation (2) or the SDP reformulation (3). But in both cases, local optimization can struggle
to converge, because the nonconvexity of the factorization exacerbates the problem’s underlying
nonsmoothness. To our best knowledge, no algorithm can consistently solve a generic instance of
(2) to high accuracy, particularly when the number of equations scales as m = O(n2) with respect
to the matrix order n.
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Figure 1: Reconstruction error ‖X − X⋆‖F v.s. runtime for solving an instance of (2) using our
proposed method (our method); spectrally preconditioned interior-point method by Zhang and
Lavaei [39] (ZL17); nonlinear programming solvers fmincon [23] and knitro [6]; and first-order
subgradient method method (GD). (See Section 7.2 for details.)

In this paper, we revisit classical primal-dual interior-point methods, because they maintain the
convexity of the SDP (1), and therefore enjoy simple and rapid global convergence to ǫ accuracy
in O(

√
n log(1/ǫ)) iterations, irrespective of any underlying nonsmoothness. Our contribution is to

use the low-rank structure to reduce the per-iteration cost of the interior-point method to O(n3)
time and O(n2) memory. As we explain below, the main difficulty is to be able to maintain these
figures even at high accuracies with very small values of µ.

1.1 Newton subproblem

A perennial difficulty for interior-point methods is the expensive Newton subproblem that must be
solved at each iteration. In its simplest form, an interior-point method works by applying Newton’s
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method (with fixed or adaptive stepsize) to the logarithmic penalized SDP and its dual

X(µ) = arg min
X∈Sn

{〈C,X〉 − µ log det(X) : A(X) = b},

y(µ), S(µ) = arg max
S∈Sn,y∈Rm

{〈b, y〉+ µ log det(S) : AT (y) + S = C},

while progressively decreasing the duality gap parameter µ > 0 after each iteration, noting that (1)
is recovered in the limit µ = 0+. At each iteration, Newton’s method computes its search direction
(∆X,∆y,∆S) by solving the least-squares problem

min
∆X∈Sn

{〈

C̃,∆X
〉

+
1

2
‖W−1/2(∆X)W−1/2‖2F : A(∆X) = b̃

}

, (4a)

max
∆S∈Sn,∆y∈Rm

{〈

b̃,∆y
〉

− 1

2
‖W 1/2(∆S)W 1/2‖2F : AT (∆y) + ∆S = C̃

}

, (4b)

in which the scaling point W ∈ Sn
++ and the residuals b̃ ∈ R

m, C̃ ∈ Sn are iteration- and algorithm-
dependent. In this paper, we will focus on the primal-dual Nesterov–Todd scaling [25, 26], which is
computed from the current iterates X,S as follows

W = X1/2(X1/2SX1/2)−1/2X1/2 = [S1/2(S1/2XS1/2)−1/2S1/2]−1, (4c)

and is used in popular solvers like SeDuMi [30], SDTP3 [34], and MOSEK [24].
Among all existing interior-point methods, a common critical issue is that the scaling point

W ∈ Sn
++ becomes dense and ill-conditioned with decreasing values of µ. While (4) can be solved

directly, the density of W renders its Karush–Kuhn–Tucker (KKT) equations dense and costly to
solve, even when the data C and A are themselves highly sparse. The Θ(n3m+m2n2 +m3) time
and Θ(n2m + m2) memory it takes to form and factor these dense equations limit m and n to
moderate values.

Alternatively, (4) can be solved iteratively, noting that if the data C and A are suitably sparse,
then each matrix-vector product with (4) can be evaluated in just O(n3) time. Numerically exact
methods iterate until reaching the numerical floor, hence yielding a search direction that is indis-
tinguishable from the true solution of (4) under finite precision [35], but the number of iterations
needed for numerical exactness can grow as O(1/µ). Inexact methods truncate after a much smaller
number of iterations [32], but the inaccurate search direction that result can slow the convergence
of the outer interior-point method. In the end, all existing interior-point methods face a steep cost-
accuracy tradeoff: one can pay as much O(n6) time per-iteration to achieve very high accuracy of
µ ≈ 10−12, or one can accept coarse accuracy of µ ≈ 10−2 to reduce costs to as low as O(n3) time
per-iteration.

1.2 Prior work: Spectral preconditioning

Toh and Kojima [33] first made the critical observation that the scaling point W ∈ Sn
++ becomes

ill-conditioned as cond(W ) = Θ(1/µ) only because its eigenvalues split into two clusters,

W = QΛQT

︸ ︷︷ ︸

top r eigenvalues

+ Q⊥Λ⊥Q
T
⊥

︸ ︷︷ ︸

bottom n−r eigenvalues

with Λ = Θ(1/
√
µ) and Λ⊥ = Θ(

√
µ), but that each cluster remained individually well-conditioned,

with cond(Λ) = Θ(1) and cond(Λ⊥) = Θ(1), under strict complementarity and nondegeneracy
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assumptions. Based on this insight, they formulated a spectral preconditioner to counteract the ill-
conditioning between the two clusters, and proved that the resulting preconditioned method solves
(4) to ǫ accuracy in O(log(1/ǫ)) iterations for all 0 < µ ≤ 1. While extremely effective, the cost
of setting up the preconditioner is unfortunately very high, and this made the overall solution time
comparable to a direct solution of (4).

Inspired by the above, Zhang and Lavaei [39] proposed a spectral preconditioner that is much
cheaper to set up. Their key idea is to rewrite the scaling point as the low-rank perturbation of a
well-conditioned matrix, and then to approximate the well-conditioned part by the identity matrix

W = Q(Λ− τ)QT

︸ ︷︷ ︸

low-rank

+ τ · (QQT + τ−1Q⊥Λ⊥Q
T
⊥)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

well-conditioned

≈ UUT + τI

where τ ≈ ‖Λ⊥‖. Substituting W ≈ UUT + τI into (4) reveals a low-rank perturbed problem that
admits a closed-form solution via the Sherman–Morrison–Woodbury formula, which they proposed
to use as a preconditioner. They proved that the preconditioner costs O(n3r3) time and O(n2r2)
to set up, assuming, for U, V ∈ R

n×r and y ∈ R
m, that the two matrix-vector products

(U, V ) 7→ A(UV T + V UT ) =
[〈
Ai, UV T + V UT

〉]m

i=1

(U, y) 7→ [AT (y)]U =
m∑

i=1

yiAiU

can both be performed in O(n2r) time and O(n2) storage. Under the same strict complementarity
and nondegeneracy assumptions as Toh and Kojima [33], they proved that the resulting precondi-
tioned method solves (4) to ǫ accuracy in O(log(1/ǫ)) iterations for all 0 < µ ≤ 1. Running the
iterations to the numerical floor yields a numerically exact search direction in O(n3r3) time and
O(n2r2) memory. This same preconditioning idea was also used in the solver Loraine [17].

While fast, a critical weakness of the Zhang–Lavaei preconditioner is that it abruptly stops work-
ing once the outer interior-point method reaches higher accuracies. This is an inherent limitation;
to precondition a matrix with a diverging condition number Θ(1/µ2), the preconditioner’s condition
number must also diverge as Θ(1/µ2). As µ approaches zero, it becomes impossible to solve the
preconditioner accurately enough for it to remain effective. This issue is further exacerbated by the
use of the Sherman–Morrison–Woodbury formula, which is itself notorious for numerical instabil-
ity. In practice, the Zhang–Lavaei preconditioner limits the outer interior-point method to medium
accuracies of µ ≈ 10−6.

1.3 This work: Well-conditioned reformulation and preconditioner

In this paper, we derive a well-conditioned reformulation of the Newton subproblem (4) that costs
just O(n3) time and O(n2) memory to set up. In principle, as the reformulation is already well-
conditioned by construction, it can be solved using any iterative method to ǫ accuracy in O(log(1/ǫ))
iterations. Running these iterations to the numerical floor yields a numerically exact solution in
O(n3) time and O(n2) memory, even as the scaling point W itself becomes arbitrarily ill-conditioned
with µ → 0+. In practice, the convergence rate can be substantially improved by the use of a well-
conditioned preconditioner. We prove, under the same fast matrix-vector product assumption as
Zhang and Lavaei, that the resulting preconditioned iterations also compute a numerically exact
solution in O(n3r3) time and O(n2r2) memory. But unlike Zhang and Lavaei, our well-conditioned
preconditioner continues to work even as the outer interior-point method reaches extremely high
accuracies like µ ≈ 10−12.
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Our main theoretical result is a rigorous guarantee that the reformulation and the preconditioner
both remain well-conditioned for all 0 < µ ≤ 1. The result hinges on two critical assumptions,
that can be interpreted as more precise versions of the strict complementarity and nondegeneracy
assumptions adopted by prior work. First, we assume that primal-dual iterates X,S used to compute
the scaling W in (4) satisfy the following

∥
∥
∥
∥

1

µ
X1/2SX1/2 − I

∥
∥
∥
∥
< 1, ‖X −X⋆‖ = O(µ), ‖S − S⋆‖ = O(1). (A1)

Indeed, (A1) is exactly equivalent to strict complementarity X⋆ + S⋆ ≻ 0 if the iterates are kept
perfectly centered 1

µX
1/2SX1/2 = I [20]. Therefore, (A1) is a stronger version of strict complemen-

tarity that additionally requires the solver to keep its iterates X,S sufficiently centered. In this
paper, we omit the rigorous details on how this is actually achieved, and instead verify experimen-
tally that the popular interior-point method SeDuMi [30] satisfies the assumption. Our experiments
suggest that the assumption is mild and holds generically; we defer a rigorous justification to future
work.

Second, we assume that the linear operator A is injective with respect to the tangent space
of the manifold of rank-r⋆ positive semidefinite matrices, evaluated at the unique primal solution
X⋆ = U⋆U⋆T :

A(U⋆V T + V U⋆T ) = 0 ⇐⇒ U⋆V T + V U⋆T = 0. (A2)

This is a stronger version of the dual nondegeneracy condition of Alizadeh, Haeberly, and Over-
ton [1], which under (A1), is equivalent to uniqueness of the primal solution X⋆. It is stronger
because it is possible for a rank-r⋆ primal solution to be unique with just m = 1

2r
⋆(r⋆ + 1) con-

straints, but (A2) can hold only when the number of constraints m is no less than the dimension of
the tangent space

m ≥ 1

2
r⋆(r⋆ + 1) + r⋆(n− r⋆) = nr⋆ − 1

2
r⋆(r⋆ − 1).

Fortunately, many rigorous proofs of primal uniqueness, such as for matrix sensing [27, 10], matrix
completion [8], phase retrieval [11], actually work by establishing (A2).

1.4 Related work

Our well-conditioned reformulation is inspired by Toh [31]. Indeed, the relationship between our
reformulation and the Zhang–Lavaei preconditioner [39] can be viewed as analogous to Toh’s re-
formulation with respect to the Toh–Kojima preconditioner [33]. Compared to prior work, we are
the first to elucidate a precise, experimentally-verified, numerical prediction of the condition num-
ber, based on quantifying the same assumptions of strict complementarity and nondegeneracy used
in prior work. In elucidating this dependence, we find that primal nondegeneracy is not actually
needed for well-conditioning to hold. However, conditioning is significantly improved by dual non-
degeneracy, which roughly corresponds to a steeper and more well-defined unique primal solution
X⋆ that is much better than nearby points.

We mention that first-order methods have also been derived to exploit the low-rank structure
of the SDP (1) without giving up the convexity [7, 37, 36]. These methods gain their efficiency
by keeping all their iterates low-rank, and by performing convex updates on the low-rank iterates
X = UUT while maintaining them in low-rank factored form X+ = U+U

T
+ . While convex first-order

methods cannot become stuck at a spurious local minimum, they still require poly(1/ǫ) iterations
to converge to an ǫ-accurate solution of (1). In contrast, our proposed method achieves the same in
just O(log(1/ǫ)) iterations, for an exponential factor improvement.
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Finally, for low-rank SDPs with small treewidth sparsity, chordal conversion methods [14, 18]
compute an ǫ accurate solution in guaranteed O(n1.5 log(1/ǫ)) time and O(n) memory [40, 38].
Where the property holds, chordal conversion methods achieve state-of-the-art speed and reliability.
Unfortunately, many real-world problems do not enjoy small treewidth sparsity [22]. For low-
rank SDPs that are sparse but non-chordal, our proposed method can solve them in as little as
O(n3.5 log(1/ǫ)) time and O(n2) memory.

Notations

Write R
n×n ⊇ Sn ⊇ Sn

+ ⊇ Sn
++ respectively as the sets of n × n real matrices, real symmetric

matrices, positive semidefinite matrices, and positive definite matrices. Write vec : Rn×n → R
n2

as
the usual column-stacking vectorization, and A⊗ B as the usual Kronecker product satisfying the
identity (B⊗A) vec(X) = vec(AXBT ). Write ‖ · ‖ and ‖ · ‖F as spectral norm and Frobenius norm,
respectively.

Let Ψn denote the n2 × n(n + 1)/2 basis for the set of vectorized real symmetric matrices
vec(Sn) ⊆ vec(Rn×n). Concretely, we have

ΨT
n vec(X) = (X1,1,

√
2X2,1, . . . ,

√
2Xn,1,X2,2,

√
2X3,2, . . . ,

√
2Xn,2, . . . ,Xn,n)

and ΨnΨ
T
n vec(X) = vec(X) for all X ∈ Sn. Like the identity matrix, we will frequently suppress

the subscript n if the dimensions can be inferred from context. Using the basis matrix, we define
the symmetric vectorization of X,

vecS : vec(Sn) → R
n(n+1)/2, vecS(X)

def
= ΨT

n vec(X),

and note that by vec(X) = Ψn vecS(X), it follows that

〈X,S〉 = 〈vecS(X), vecS(S)〉 = 〈vec(X), vec(S)〉 for all X,S ∈ Sn

Given A,B ∈ R
n×r, we define their symmetric Kronecker product as

A⊗S B = B ⊗S A
def
=

1

2
ΨT

n (A⊗B +B ⊗A)Ψr

so that (B ⊗S A) vecS(X) = vecS(AXBT ) holds for all X ∈ Sr. (See also [1, 33, 31] for earlier
references on the symmetric vectorization and Kronecker product.)

2 Preliminaries

2.1 MINRES

Given a system of equations Ax = b with a symmetric A and right-hand side b, we define the
corresponding minimum residual (MINRES) iterations with respect to preconditioner P , and initial
point x0 implicitly in terms of its Krylov optimality condition.

Definition 2.1 (Minimum residual). Given A ∈ Sn and P ∈ Sn
++ and b, x0 ∈ R

n, we define

MINRESk(A, b, P, x0)
def
= P 1/2yk where

yk = argminy{‖Ãy − b̃‖ : y ∈ y0 + span{b̃, Ãb̃, . . . , Ãk−1b̃}}

and Ã = P−1/2AP−1/2 and b̃ = P−1/2b and y0 = P−1/2x0.
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The precise implementation details of MINRES are complicated, and can be found in the stan-
dard reference [16, Algorithm 4]. We only note that the method uses O(n) memory over all iter-
ations, and that each iteration costs O(n) time plus the the matrix-vector product p 7→ Ap and
the preconditioner linear solve r 7→ P−1r. In exact arithmetic, MINRES terminates with the exact
solution in n iterations. With round-off noise, however, exact termination does not occur. Instead,
the behavior of the iterates are better predicted by the following bound.

Proposition 2.2 (Symmetric indefinite). Given A ∈ Sn and P ∈ Sn
++ and b, x0 ∈ R

n, let xk =
MINRESk(A, b, P, x0). Then, we have ‖Axk − b‖ ≤ ǫ in at most

k ≤
⌈
1

2
κ log

(
2‖Ax0 − b‖

ǫ

)⌉

iterations

where κ = cond(P−1/2AP−1/2).

Our main contribution is to propose a well-conditioned reformulation Ax = b for the Newton
subproblem (4), whose condition number κ = cond(A) remains bounded over all iterations of the
interior-point method. Therefore, applying Proposition 2.2 shows that it takes O(log(1/ǫ)) iterations
to solve this reformulation to ǫ accuracy.

2.2 PCG

Given a system of equations Ax = b with a symmetric A and right-hand side b, we define the
corresponding preconditioned conjugate gradient (PCG) iterations with respect to preconditioner
P , and initial point x0 explicitly in terms of its iterations.

Definition 2.3 (Preconditioned conjugate gradients). Given A,P ∈ Sn and b, x0 ∈ R
n, we define

PCGk(A, b, P, x0)
def
= xk where for j ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . , k}

xj+1 = xj + αjpj, P zj+1 = rj+1 = rj − αjApj , pj+1 = zj+1 + βjpj,

αj = 〈rj , zj〉 / 〈pj, Apj〉 , βj = 〈rj+1, zj〉 / 〈rj , zj〉 ,

and Pz0 = r0 = b−Ax0 and p0 = z0.

We can verify from Definition 2.3 that the method uses O(n) memory over all iterations, and that
each iteration costs O(n) time plus the the matrix-vector product p 7→ Ap and the preconditioner
linear solve r 7→ P−1r. The following is a classical iteration bound for when PCG is used to solve
a symmetric positive definite system of equations with a positive definite preconditioner.

Proposition 2.4 (Symmetric positive definite). Given A,P ∈ Sn
++ and b, x0 ∈ R

n, let xk =
PCGk(A, b, P, x0). Then, both ‖Axk − b‖ ≤ ǫ holds in at most

k ≤
⌈
1

2

√
κ log

(
2
√
κ‖Ax0 − b‖

ǫ

)⌉

iterations

where κ = cond(P−1/2AP−1/2).

In the late 1990s and early 2000s, it was pointed out in several parallel works [19, 15, 29] that
PCG can also be used to solve indefinite systems, with the help of an indefinite preconditioner. The
proof of Proposition 2.5 follows immediately by substituting into Definition 2.3.
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Proposition 2.5 (Indefinite preconditioning). Given A,P ∈ Sn
++ and C ∈ Sr

++ and B ∈ R
n×r and

x0, f ∈ R
n and g ∈ R

r, let

[
uk
vk

]

= PCGk

([
A B
BT −C

]

,

[
f
g

]

,

[
P B
BT −C

]

,

[
x0

C−1(BTx0 − g)

])

, (5a)

xk = PCGk(A+BC−1BT , f +BC−1g, P +BC−1BT , x0). (5b)

In exact arithmetic, we have uk = xk and vk = C−1(BTxk − g) for all k ≥ 0.

Therefore, the indefinite preconditioned PCG (5a) is guaranteed to converge because it is math-
ematically equivalent to PCG on the underlying positive definite Schur complement system (5b).
Nevertheless, (5a) is more preferable when the matrix C is close to singular, because the two in-
definite matrices in (5a) can remain well-conditioned even as cond(C) → ∞, but their two Schur
complements in (5b) must become increasingly ill-conditioned. Once their condition numbers ap-
proach ≈ 1012, the preconditioning effect will abruptly fail in double-precision arithmetic. Also, even
if uk = xk if computed to high accuracy, (5b) would still require recovering vk = C−1(BTxk − g) by
inverting the near-singular matrix C.

3 Proposed method and summary of results

Given scaling point W ∈ Sn
++ and residuals b̃ ∈ R

m, C̃ ∈ Sn, our goal is to compute ∆X ∈ Sn and
∆y ∈ R

m in closed-form via the Karush–Kuhn–Tucker equations

∥
∥
∥
∥

[
−(W ⊗S W )−1 AT

A 0

] [
vecS(∆X)

∆y

]

−
[
vecS(C̃)

b̃

]∥
∥
∥
∥

≤ ǫ (Newt-ǫ)

where A = [vecS(A1), . . . , vecS(Am)]T , and then recover ∆S = C̃ −AT (∆y). We focus exclusively
on achieving a small enough ǫ as to be considered numerically exact.

As mentioned in the introduction, the main difficulty is that the scaling point W becomes
progressively ill-conditioned as the accuracy parameter is taken µ → 0+. The following is a more
precise statement of (A1).

Assumption 1. There exist absolute constants L ≥ 0 and 0 ≤ δ < 1 such that W = X1/2(X1/2SX1/2)−1/2X1/2

where X,S ∈ Sn
++ satisfy

∥
∥
∥
∥

1

µ
X1/2SX1/2 − I

∥
∥
∥
∥
≤ δ, ‖X −X⋆‖ ≤ L · µ, ‖S − S⋆‖ ≤ L,

with respect to X⋆, S⋆ ∈ Sn
+ satisfying X⋆S⋆ = 0 and χ−1

1 · I � X⋆ + S⋆ � I.

Under Assumption 1, the eigenvalues of W split into a size-r⋆ cluster that diverges as Θ(1/
√
µ),

and a size-(n− r⋆) cluster that converges to zero as Θ(
√
µ). Therefore, its condition number scales

as cond(W ) = Θ(1/µ), and this causes the entire system to become ill-conditioned with a condition
number like Θ(1/µ2).

Lemma 3.1. Under Assumption 1, let r = rank (X⋆) and 0 < µ ≤ 1. The eigenvalues of W satisfy

C1/
√
µ ≥ λ1(W ) ≥ λr(W ) ≥ 1/(C2

√
µ),

C1
√
µ ≥ λr+1(W ) ≥ λn(W ) ≥ √

µ/C1,

where C1 =
1+L
1−δ , and C2 = 4χ1 +

2L2χ1

1−δ .
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Proof. Write wi ≡ λi(W ) and x⋆i ≡ λi(X
⋆) and s⋆i ≡ λi(S

⋆), and let # denote the matrix geometric
mean operator of Ando [2]. Substituting the matrix arithmetic-mean geometric-mean [2, Corollary
2.1] inequalities

√
µW = X#(µS−1) � 1

2 (X + µS−1) and
√
µW−1 = S#(µX−1) � 1

2 (S + µX−1)

into ‖ 1
µX

1/2SX1/2 − I‖ ≤ δ yields

1

1 + δ
·X � √

µW � 1

1− δ
·X,

1

1 + δ
· S � √

µW−1 � 1

1− δ
· S,

which we combine with ‖X −X⋆‖ ≤ Lµ and ‖S − S⋆‖ ≤ L to obtain

√
µw1 ≤

x⋆1 + Lµ

1− δ
,

√
µw−1

n ≤ s⋆1 + L

1− δ
,

√
µwr+1 ≤

0 + Lµ

1− δ
,

√
µwr ≥

x⋆r − Lµ

1 + δ
,

√
µw−1

r ≤ 0 + L

1− δ
.

The first row yields
√
µw1 ≤ C1 for 0 < µ ≤ 1, and

√
µw−1

n ≤ C1 and wr+1 ≤ C1
√
µ. We can select

a fixed point µ̂ > 0 and combine the second row to yield

√
µwr ≥ max

{
x⋆r − Lµ

1 + δ
,
1− δ

L
µ

}

≥ min

{
x⋆r − Lµ̂

1 + δ
,
1− δ

L
µ̂

}

,

which is valid for all µ > 0. In particular, if we choose µ̂ such that x⋆r − Lµ̂ = 1
2x

⋆
r, then x⋆

r−Lµ
1+δ ≥

1
4x

⋆
r =

1
4χ1

≥ 1
C2

and 1−δ
L µ̂ = 1−δ

L ( x
⋆
r

2L ) ≥ 1−δ
2L2χ1

≥ 1
C2

.

To derive a reformulation of (Newt-ǫ) that remains well-conditioned even as µ → 0+, our ap-
proach is to construct a low-rank plus well-conditioned decomposition of the scaling matrix

W ⊗S W = QΣ−1QT

︸ ︷︷ ︸

low-rank

+ τ2 · E
︸ ︷︷ ︸

well-conditioned

.

First, we choose a rank parameter r ≥ rank (X⋆), and partition the orthonormal eigendecomposition
of the scaling matrix W into two parts

W = QΛQT

︸ ︷︷ ︸

top r eigenvalues

+ Q⊥Λ⊥Q
T
⊥.

︸ ︷︷ ︸

bottom n−r eigenvalues

(6a)

Then, we choose a threshold parameter τ = 1
2λr+1(W ) and define

E = E ⊗S E, E = QQT + τ−1 ·Q⊥Λ⊥Q
T
⊥, (6b)

Q = [Q⊗S Q,
√
2ΨT

n (Q⊗Q⊥)], (6c)

Σ = diag(Λ⊗S Λ− τ2I, (Λ− τI)⊗ Λ⊥)
−1. (6d)

The statement below characterizes this decomposition.

Proposition 3.2 (Low-rank plus well-conditioned decomposition). Given W ∈ Sn
++, choose 1 ≤

r ≤ n and 0 < τ < λr(W ), and define E,Q,Σ as in (6). Then, W ⊗S W = QΣ−1QT + τ2 ·E holds
with Σ ≻ 0, and E ≻ 0, and

colsp(Q) = {vecS(V QT ) : V ∈ R
n×r}, QTQ = Id

9



where d = nr − 1
2r(r − 1). Moreover, under Assumption 1, if r ≥ rank (X⋆) and τ = 1

2λr+1(W ),
then

4 ≥ λmax(E) ≥ λmin(E) ≥ 1/C4
1

C4
1 ≥ τ2 · λmax(Σ) ≥ τ2 · λmin(Σ) ≥ µ2/(4C4

1 )

for all 0 < µ ≤ 1, where C1, C2 are as defined in Lemma 3.1. If additionally r = rank (X⋆), then
µ · C3

1C2 ≥ τ2 · λmax(Σ) for all 0 < µ ≤ 1.

Proof. The result follows from straightforward linear algebra and by substituting Lemma 3.1. For
completeness, we provide a proof in Appendix A.

We propose using an iterative Krylov subspace method to solve the following
∥
∥
∥
∥

[
AEAT AQ

QTAT −τ2 ·Σ

] [
u
v

]

−
[
b+ τ2AEc
τ2 ·QT c

]∥
∥
∥
∥
≤ ǫ, (7a)

and then recover a solution to (Newt-ǫ) via the following

∆y = τ−2 · u, vecS(∆X) = E(ATu− τ2c) +Qv. (7b)

Our main result is a theoretical guarantee that our specific choice of E,Q,Σ in (6) results in a
bounded condition number in (7a), even as µ → 0+. Notably, the well-conditioning holds for any
rank parameter r ≥ rank (X⋆); this is important, because the exact value of rank (X⋆) is often not
precisely known in practice. The following is a more precise version of (A2) stated in a scale-invariant
form.

Assumption 2 (Tangent space injectivity). Factor X⋆ = U⋆U⋆T with U⋆ ∈ R
n×r. Then, there exists

a condition number 1 ≤ χ2 < ∞ such that

‖(AAT )−1/2A vecS(U
⋆V T + V U⋆)‖ ≥ χ−1

2 · ‖U⋆V T + V U⋆‖F for all V ∈ R
n×r.

Theorem 3.3 (Well-conditioning). Let Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 hold with parameters
L, δ, χ1, χ2. Given W ∈ Sn

++, select rank (X⋆) ≤ r ≤ n and τ = 1
2λr+1(W ), and define E,Q,Σ as

in (6). For G satisfying γmaxAAT � G � γminAAT with γmax ≥ γmin > 0, we have

cond

([
G AQ

QTAT −τ2 ·Σ

])

= O(cond(AAT ) · γ4max · γ−8
min · L12 · (1− δ)−11 · χ2

1 · χ6
2)

for all 0 < µ ≤ 1, with no dependence on 1/µ.

The most obvious way to use this result is to solve the well-conditioned indefinite system in (7a)
using MINRES, and then use (7b) to recover a solution to (Newt-ǫ). In theory, this immediately
allows us to complete an interior-point method iteration in O(n3) time and O(n2) memory.

Corollary 3.4. Given W ∈ Sn
++, A ∈ R

m× 1

2
n(n+1), b̃ ∈ R

m, C̃ ∈ Sn, suppose that Assumption 1
and Assumption 2 hold with parameters L, δ, χ1, χ2. Select rank (X⋆) ≤ r ≤ n and τ = 1

2λr+1(W ),
and define E,Q,Σ as in (6). Let

[
uk
vk

]

= MINRESk

([
AEAT AQ

QTAT −τ2 ·Σ

]

,

[
b̃+ τ2AE vecS(C̃)

τ2 ·QT vecS(C̃)

]

, I, 0

)

and recover ∆Xk and ∆yk from (7b). Then, the residual condition (Newt-ǫ) is satisfied in at most

k = O

(

cond(AAT ) · L20 · (1− δ)−19 · χ2
1 · χ6

2 · log
(

L4

µ · ǫ · (1− δ)4

))

iterations

10



for all 0 < µ ≤ 1, with a logarithmic dependence on 1/µ. Moreover, suppose that X 7→ A vecS(X)
and y 7→ AT y can be evaluated in at most O(n3) time and O(n2) storage for all X ∈ Sn and y ∈ R

m.
Then, this algorithm can be implemented in O(n3k) time and O(n2) storage.

In practice, while the condition number of the augmented matrix in (7a) does remain bounded
as µ → 0+, it can grow to be very large, and MINRES can still require too many iterations to be
effective. We propose an indefinite preconditioning algorithm. Below, recall that PCGk(A, b, P, x0)
denotes the k-th iterate generated by PCG when solving Ax = b using preconditioner P and starting
from an initial x0.

Assumption 3 (Fast low-rank matrix-vector product). For U, V ∈ R
n×r and y ∈ R

m, the two matrix-
vector products (U, V ) 7→ A(UV T + V UT ) and y 7→ [AT (y)]U can both be performed in at most
O(n2r) time and O(n2) storage.

Corollary 3.5. Given W ∈ Sn
++, A ∈ R

m× 1

2
n(n+1), b̃ ∈ R

m, C̃ ∈ Sn, suppose that Assumption 1
and Assumption 2 hold with parameters L, δ, χ1, χ2. Select rank (X⋆) ≤ r ≤ n and τ = 1

2λr+1(W ),

and define E,Q,Σ as in (6). Let v0 = −Σ−1QT c̃ where c̃ = vecS(C̃), and let

[
uk
vk

]

= PCGk

([
AEAT AQ

QTAT −τ2 ·Σ

]

,

[
b̃+ τ2AEc̃
τ2 ·QT c̃

]

,

[
βI AQ

QTAT −τ2 ·Σ

]

,

[
0
v0

])

where β is chosen to satisfy λmin(AEAT ) ≤ β ≤ λmax(AEAT ), and recover ∆Xk and ∆yk from
(7b). Then, the residual condition (Newt-ǫ) is satisfied in at most

k =

⌈

κE · κA
2

log

(

κE · κA · ‖b̃+A vecS(WC̃W )‖
2ǫ

)⌉

iterations

where κE = cond(E) =
√

cond(E) and κA =
√

cond(AAT ), with no dependence on 1/µ. Under
Assumption 3, this algorithm can be implemented with overall cost of O(n3r3k) time and O(n2r2)
storage.

As we explained in the discussion around Proposition 2.5, the significance of the indefinite pre-
conditioned PCG in Corollary 3.5 is that both the indefinite matrix and the indefinite preconditioner
are well-conditioned for all 0 < µ ≤ 1 via Theorem 3.3. Therefore, the preconditioner will continue
to work even with very small values of µ.

In practice, the iteration count in Corollary 3.5 closely matches experimental observations.
The rank parameter r ≥ r⋆ controls the tradeoff between the cost of the preconditioner and the
reduction in iteration count. A larger value of r leads to a montonously smaller cond(E) and faster
convergence, but also a cubically higher cost.

4 Proof of Well-Conditioning

Our proof of Theorem 3.3 is based on the following.

Lemma 4.1. Suppose that γmaxAAT � G � γminAAT . Then,

cond

([
G AQ

QTA −τ2Σ

])

= O(γmax · γ−5
min · cond(AAT ) · cond(C))

where C = τ2Σ+QTATG−1AQ.

11



Proof. Block diagonal preconditioning with P = (AAT )−1/2 yields

M =

[
G AQ

QTAT −τ2Σ

]

=

[
P−1 0
0 I

] [
PGP PAQ

QTATP −τ2Σ

] [
P−1 0
0 I

]

.

Let G̃ = PGP and Ã = PA. We perform a block-triangular decomposition

M̃ =

[
G̃ ÃQ

QT ÃT −τ2Σ

]

=

[
I 0

QT ÃT G̃−1 I

] [
G̃ 0
0 −C

] [
I G̃−1ÃQ

0 I

]

,

where C = τ2Σ +QT ÃT G̃ÃQ = τ2Σ +QTATG−1AQ. Substituting ‖G̃‖ ≤ γmax and ‖G̃−1‖ ≤
γ−1
min yields cond(M̃) ≤ (1 + γ−1

min)
4(γmax + ‖C‖)(γ−1

min + ‖C−1‖). The desired estimate follows from
cond(M) ≤ (1 + ‖AAT ‖)(1 + ‖(AAT )−1‖) cond(M̃).

Given that G is already assumed to be well-conditioned, Lemma 4.1 says that the augmented
matrix is well-conditioned if and only if the Schur complement C is well-conditioned. Proposition 3.2
assures us that ‖C‖ is always bounded as µ → 0+, so the difficulty of the proof is to show that
‖C−1‖ also remains bounded.

In general, we do not know the true rank r⋆ = rank (X⋆) of the solution. If we choose r > r⋆,
then both terms τ2Σ and QTATG−1AQ will become singular in the limit µ = 0+, but their sum
C will nevertheless remain non-singular. To understand why this occurs, we need to partition the
columns of Q into the dominant r⋆ = rank (X⋆) eigenvalues and the r− r⋆ excess eigenvalues, as in

W = Q1Λ1Q
T
1

︸ ︷︷ ︸

top r⋆ eigenvalues

+ Q2Λ2Q
T
2

︸ ︷︷ ︸

next r−r⋆ eigenvalues

+ Q⊥Λ⊥Q
T
⊥.

︸ ︷︷ ︸

bottom n−r eigenvalues

(8)

We emphasize that the partitioning Q = [Q1, Q2] is done purely for the sake of analysis. Our key
insight is that the matrix Q inherents a similar partitioning.

Lemma 4.2 (Partioning of Q and Σ). Given W ∈ Sn
++ in (8), choose 0 < τ < λr(W ), let

Q = [Q1, Q2] and Λ = diag(Λ1,Λ2). Define

Q = [Q⊗S Q,
√
2ΨT

n (Q⊗Q⊥)], Σ = diag(Λ⊗S Λ− τ2I, (Λ− τI)⊗ Λ⊥)
−1.

Then, there exists permutation matrix Π so that QΠ = [Q1,Q2] where

Q1 = [Q1 ⊗S Q1,
√
2ΨT

n (Q1 ⊗ [Q2, Q⊥])], Q2 = [Q2 ⊗S Q2,
√
2ΨT

n (Q2 ⊗Q⊥)],

and ΠTΣΠ = diag(Σ1,Σ2) where

Σ1 = diag(Λ1 ⊗S Λ1 − τ2I, Λ1 ⊗ diag(Λ2,Λ⊥)− τI ⊗ diag(I,Λ⊥))
−1,

Σ2 = diag(Λ2 ⊗S Λ2 − τ2I, (Λ2 − τI)⊗ Λ⊥)
−1.

Proof. Let [Q1, Q2, Q⊥] = In without loss of generality. For any B ∈ Sr and N ∈ R
n×(n−r), we

verify that

Q

[
vecS(B)√
2 vec(N)

]

= vecS

([
B NT

N 0

])

= vecS









B11 BT
21 NT

1

B21 B22 NT
2

N1 N2 0









=Q1





vecS(B11)
√
2 vec

([
B21

N1

])



+Q2

[
vecS(B22)
vec(N2)

]

= [Q1,Q2]Π
T

[
vecS(B)√
2 vec(N)

]

,
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where we have partitioned B and N appropriately. Next, we verify that

QΣ−1

[
vecS(B)√
2 vec(N)

]

= Q

[
vecS(ΛBΛ− τ2I)√
2 vec[Λ⊥N(Λ− τI)]

]

=Q1





vecS(Λ1B11Λ1 − τB11)
√
2 vec

([
Λ2B21Λ1

Λ⊥N1Λ1

]

− τ

[
B21

Λ⊥N1

])



+Q2

[
vecS(Λ2B22Λ2 − τB22)
vec[Λ⊥N(Λ2 − τI)]

]

=Q1Σ
−1
1





vecS(B11)
√
2 vec

([
B21

N1

])



+Q2Σ
−1
2

[
vecS(B22)
vec(N2)

]

.

Applying Lemma 4.2 allows us to further partition the Schur complement C into blocks:

ΠTCΠ =

[
τ2Σ1

τ2Σ2

]

+

[
QT

1

QT
2

]

ATG−1A
[
Q1 Q2

]
.

In the limit µ = 0+, the following two lemmas assert that the two diagonal blocks τ2Σ2 and
QT

1 A
TG−1AQ1 will remain nonsingular. This is our key insight for why C will also remain non-

singular.

Lemma 4.3 (Eigenvalue bounds on Σ2). Given W ∈ Sn
++, choose τ = 1

2λr+1(W ), and define Σ2

as in Lemma 4.2. Under Assumption 1, τ2λmin(Σ2) ≥ 1/(4C4
1 ) where C1 is defined in Lemma 3.1.

Proof. Write wi ≡ λi(W ). Indeed, τ−2λ−1
min(Σ2) ≤ 4w2

r⋆+1/w
2
n since λ−1

min(Σ) ≤ max{λmax(Λ2 ⊗
Λ⊥), λmax(Λ2 ⊗S Λ2)} ≤ w2

r⋆+1. Substituting Lemma 3.1 yields the desired bound.

Lemma 4.4 (Tangent space injectivity). Given U ∈ R
n×r, let Q = orth(U) and let Q⊥ to be its

orthogonal complement, and define Q = [QB ,QN ] where QB = Q⊗S Q and QN =
√
2ΨT

n (Q⊗Q⊥).

Then, we have λ
1/2
min(Q

TATAQ) = ηA(U) where

ηA(U)
def
= min

V ∈Rn×r

{‖A vecS(UV T + V UT )‖ : ‖UV T + V UT ‖F = 1}.

Proof. Let rank (U) = k. The characterization of Q = [QB ,QN ] where QB = Q ⊗S Q and
QN =

√
2ΨT

n (Q⊗Q⊥) in Proposition 3.2 yields

λ
1/2
min(Q

TATAQ) = min
‖h‖=1

‖AQh‖ (a)
= min

‖Qh‖=1
‖AQh‖ (b)

= ηA(U).

Step (a) follows from QTQ = Id with d = nk − 1
2k(k − 1). Step (b) is by substituting colsp(Q) =

{vecS(QV T ) : V ∈ R
n×k} = {vecS(UV

T
) : V ∈ R

n×r}.

In order to be able to accommodate small but nonzero values of µ > 0, we will need to be able
to perturb Lemma 4.4.

Lemma 4.5 (Injectivity perturbation). Let Q, Q̂ ∈ R
n×r have orthonormal columns. Then, |ηA(Q)−

ηA(Q̂)| ≤ 10‖A‖‖(I − Q̂Q̂T )Q‖.

We will defer the proof of Lemma 4.5 in order to prove our main result. Below, we factor
X⋆ = Q⋆Λ⋆Q⋆T . We will need the following claim.
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Claim 4.6. Under Assumption 1, ‖(I −Q⋆Q⋆T )Q1‖2 ≤ µ · C2L√
1−δ

.

Proof. Lemma 3.1 says W � λr⋆(W )Q1Q
T
1 � (C2

√
µ)−1Q1Q

T
1 and therefore

1

C2
√
µ
‖QT

1 Q
⋆
⊥‖2 ≤

〈
W,Q⋆

⊥Q
⋆T
⊥
〉
=
〈

(X1/2SX1/2)−1/2,X1/2Q⋆
⊥Q

⋆T
⊥ X1/2

〉

≤ ‖(X1/2SX1/2)−1/2‖ ·
〈
X,Q⋆

⊥Q
⋆T
⊥
〉

= λ
−1/2
min (X1/2SX1/2) ·

〈
X −X⋆, Q⋆

⊥Q
⋆T
⊥
〉
≤ µ · L

√

(1− δ)µ
.

Proof of Theorem 3.3. Write Kij
def
= QT

i A
TG−1AQj for i, j ∈ {1, 2}. Under Assumption 1, sub-

stituting Claim 4.6 into Lemma 4.5 with B = (AAT )−1/2A and taking ηB(U
⋆) = 1/χ2 from

Assumption 2 yields

λ
1/2
min(Q

T
1 B

TBQ1) = ηB(Q1) ≥ ηB(Q
⋆)− 5‖B‖‖(I −Q⋆Q⋆T )Q1‖

≥ 1

χ2
− µ · 5L

C2

√
1− δ

.

In particular, if 0 < µ ≤ µ0
def
= C2

√
1−δ

6L , then λ
1/2
min(Q

T
1 B

TBQ1) ≥ 1
6χ2

and

K11 = QT
1A

TG−1AQ1 �
1

γmax
QT

1A
T (AAT )−1AQ1

=
1

γmax
QT

1B
TBQ1 �

1

36χ2
2γmax

. (9)

This implies C ≻ 0 via the steps below:

ΠTCΠ =

[
τ2Σ1

τ2Σ2

]

+

[
K11 KT

21

K21 K22

]

�
[
0 0
0 τ2Σ2

]

+

[
I

K21K
−1
11 I

] [
K11

0

] [
I K21K

−1
11

I

]

=

[
I

K21K
−1
11 I

] [
K11

τ2Σ2

] [
I K21K

−1
11

I

]

.

Indeed, substituting ‖K−1
11 ‖ ≤ 36χ2

2γmax from (9) and ‖(τ2Σ2)
−1‖ ≤ 4C4

1 from Lemma 4.3 and
C1 = O(L · (1− δ)−1) yields

‖C−1‖ ≤ (1 + ‖K21K
−1
11 ‖)2(‖K−1

11 ‖+ ‖(τ2Σ2)
−1‖)

≤
(
1 + 36χ2

2γmax · γ−1
min

)2 (
36χ2

2 · γmax + 4C4
1

)

= O(γ3max · γ−2
min · χ6

2 · L4 · (1− δ)−4).

The second line uses the hypothesis G � γminAAT ≻ 0 to bound

‖K21‖ ≤ ‖ATG−1A‖ ≤ γ−1
min‖AT (AAT )−1A‖ = γ−1

min.

Otherwise, if µ0 < µ ≤ 1, then substituting ‖(τ2Σ)−1‖ ≤ 4C4
1/µ

2 from Proposition 3.2 and C2 =
O(χ1 · L2 · (1− δ)−1) yields

‖C−1‖ ≤ ‖(τ2Σ)−1‖ ≤ 4C4
1/µ

2
0 = 4C4

1 · 36L
2C2

2

1− δ
= O(L8 · χ2

1 · (1− δ)−7).
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Finally, for all 0 < µ ≤ 1,

‖C‖ ≤ ‖τ2Σ‖+ ‖QTATG−1AQ‖ ≤ C4
1 + γ−1

min = O(γ−1
min · L4 · (1− δ)−4).

Substituting ‖C‖ and ‖C−1‖ into Lemma 4.1 with the following simplification

ξ(1 + γ−1
min)

4(γmax + ‖C‖)(γ−1
min + ‖C−1‖) = O(γmax · γ−5

min · cond(AAT ) · cond(C))

yields the desired bound.

We now turn to the proof of Lemma 4.5. We first need to prove a technical lemma on the distance
between orthogonal matrices. Below, Orth(n) denotes the set of n× n orthonormal matrices.

Lemma 4.7. Let Q, Q̂ ∈ R
n×r and Q⊥, Q̂⊥ ∈ R

n×(n−r) satisfy [Q,Q⊥] ∈ Orth(n) and [Q̂, Q̂⊥] ∈
Orth(n). Then,

max

{

min
R∈Orth(r)

‖Q− Q̂R‖, min
R⊥∈Orth(n−r)

‖Q⊥ − Q̂⊥R⊥‖
}

≤
√
2‖QT Q̂⊥‖.

Proof. Let σmax(Q̂
T
⊥Q) = sin θ. Define polar(M) = argmaxR∈Orth(n) 〈M,R〉 = UV T where M =

UΣV T is the usual SVD. The choice of R = polar(Q̂TQ) yields

‖Q− Q̂R‖2 = ‖Q̂−QRT‖2 ≤ ‖I − Q̂TQRT ‖2 + ‖Q̂T
⊥QRT ‖2

(a)
= [1− σmin(Q̂

TQ)]2 + σ2
max(Q̂

T
⊥Q)

(b)
= (1− cos θ)2 + sin2 θ ≤ 2 sin2(θ) for θ ∈ [0, π/2].

Step (a) is because our choice of R renders Q̂TQRT = RQT Q̂ � 0. Step (b) is because of
σmin(Q̂

TQ) = cos θ, which follows from λmin(Q
T Q̂Q̂TQ) = λmin(Q

T [I−Q̂⊥Q̂T
⊥]Q) = 1−λmax(Q

T Q̂⊥Q̂T
⊥Q).

The proof for ‖Q⊥−Q̂⊥R⊥‖2 ≤ 2 sin2(θ) follows identical steps with the choice of R⊥ = polar(Q̂T
⊥Q⊥).

We will now use Lemma 4.7 to prove Lemma 4.5.

Proof of Lemma 4.5. Given that η(Q) = η(QR) for R ∈ Orth(r), we assume without loss of gen-
erality that ‖Q − Q̂‖ ≤

√
2‖QT Q̂⊥‖ and ‖Q⊥ − Q̂⊥‖ ≤

√
2‖QT Q̂⊥‖ as in Lemma 4.7. Applying

Weyl’s inequality for singular values yields

|η(Q) − η(Q̂)| = |σd(AQ)− σd(AQ̂)| ≤ ‖AQ−AQ̂‖ ≤ ‖A‖‖Q − Q̂‖.
Next, observe that

(Q− Q̂)

[

vecS(B)
1√
2
vec(N)

]

= vecS

(
[
Q Q⊥

]
[
B
N

]

QT −
[

Q̂ Q̂⊥
]
[
B
N

]

Q̂T

)

= vecS

(
[
Q Q⊥

]
[
B
N

]

(Q− Q̂)T
)

+ vecS

(
([
Q Q⊥

]
−
[

Q̂ Q̂⊥
])
[
B
N

]

Q̂T

)

,

and therefore

1√
2
‖Q− Q̂‖ ≤ ‖Q− Q̂‖+ ‖[Q,Q⊥]− [Q̂, Q̂⊥]‖

≤ ‖Q− Q̂‖+
√

‖Q− Q̂‖2 + ‖Q⊥ − Q̂⊥‖2 ≤ (1 +
√
2) · ‖QT Q̂⊥‖.

Finally, we note that (1 +
√
2) · 2 ≈ 4.828 < 5.
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5 Solution via MINRES

Let us estimate the cost of solving (7) using MINRES, as in Corollary 3.4. In the initial setup, we
spend O(n3) time and O(n2) memory to explicitly compute the diagonal matrix Σ, and to implicitly
set up E,Q via their constituent matrices E ∈ Sn, Q ∈ R

n×r, and Q⊥ ∈ R
n×(n−r). Afterwards, each

matrix-vector product with E,Q,QT can be evaluated in O(n3) time and O(n2) memory, because
E vecS(X) = vecS(EXE) and

Q

[
vecS(B)
vec(N)

]

= vecS

(
[
Q Q⊥

]
[

B√
2N

]

QT

)

, QT vecS(X) =

[
vecS(QTXQ)√
2 vec(QT

⊥XQ)

]

.

Therefore, the per-iteration cost of MINRES, which is dominated by a single matrix-vector product
with the augmented matrix in (7a), is O(n3) time and O(n2) memory, plus a single matrix-vector
product with A and AT . This is also the cost of evaluating the recovery equation in (7b).

We now turn to the number of iterations. Proposition 2.2 says that MINRES converges to ǫ
residual in O(κ log(1/ǫ)) iterations, where κ is the condition estimate from Theorem 3.3, but we
need the following lemma to ensure that small residual in (7a) would actually recover through (7b)
a small-residual solution ∆X,∆y to our original problem (Newt-ǫ).

Lemma 5.1 (Propagation of small residuals). Given D = QΣ−1QT + τ2 ·E where QTQ = I and
E ≻ 0 and Σ ≻ 0. Let

[
AEAT AQ

QTAT −τ2Σ

] [
u
v

]

−
[
b+ τ2 ·AEc
τ2 ·QT c

]

=

[
p
d

]

. (10)

Then, y = τ−2 · u and x = E(ATu− τ2c) +Qv satisfy the following

[
−D−1 AT

A 0

] [
x
y

]

−
[
c
b

]

=

[
τ−2E−1QC−1d

p

]

(11)

where C = τ2Σ+QTE−1Q.

Proof. Define (x⋆, u⋆, v⋆) as the exact solution to the following system of equations





−E−1 AT E−1Q

A 0 0
QTE−1 0 −C









x⋆

u⋆

v⋆



 =





τ2c
b
0



 .

Our key observation is that the matrix has two possible block factorizations





I
−AE I 0
−QT 0 I









−E−1

AEAT AQ

QTAT −τ2Σ









I −EAT −Q

I 0
0 I



 (12)

=





I 0 −E−1QC−1

0 I 0
I









−τ2D−1 AT

A 0
−C









I 0
0 I

−C−1QTE−1 I



 , (13)

where τ2D−1 = E−1 − E−1QC−1QTE−1 is via the Sherman–Morrison–Woodbury identity. We
verify from (12) and (13) respectively that

[
AEAT AQ

QTAT −τ2Σ

] [
u⋆

v⋆

]

=

[
b+ τ2 ·AEc
τ2 ·QT c

]

,

[
−τ2D−1 AT

A 0

] [
x⋆

u⋆

]

=

[
τ2c
b

]

,
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and x⋆ = EATu⋆ +Qv⋆. Now, for a given (x, u, v), the associated errors are

[
AEAT AQ

QTAT −τ2Σ

] [
u− u⋆

v − v⋆

]

=

[
p
d

]

, x− x⋆ =
[
EAT Q

]
[
u− u⋆

v − v⋆

]

,

and these can be rearranged as





−E−1

AEAT AQ

QTAT −τ2Σ









I −EAT −Q

I 0
0 I









x− x⋆

u− u⋆

v − v⋆



 =





0
p
d



 .

It follows from our first block-triangular factorization (12) that





−E−1 AT E−1Q

A 0 0
QTE−1 0 −C









x− x⋆

u− u⋆

v − v⋆



 =





I
−AE I 0
−QT 0 I









0
p
d



 =





0
p
d



 .

It follows from our second block-triangular factorization (13) that





−τ2D−1 AT

A 0
−C









I 0
0 I

−C−1QTE−1 I









x− x⋆

u− u⋆

v − v⋆



 =





E−1QC−1d
p
d



 .

We obtain (11) by isolating the first two block-rows, rescaling the first block-row by τ−2, and then
substituting (x⋆, u⋆) as an exact solution.

It follows that the residuals between (7) and (Newt-ǫ) are related as

∥
∥
∥
∥

[
−D−1 AT

A 0

] [
x
y

]

−
[
b
c

]∥
∥
∥
∥
≤ 16C4

1C
2
2

µ
·
∥
∥
∥
∥

[
AEAT AQ

QTAT −τ2Σ

] [
u
v

]

−
[
b+ τ2 ·AEc
τ2 ·QT c

]∥
∥
∥
∥

where we used ‖τ−2E−1QC−1‖ ≤ τ−2‖E−1‖‖E‖, and substituted τ = 1
2λr+1(W ) ≥ √

µ/C1 where
C1 = 1+L

1−δ from Lemma 3.1, and ‖E‖ ≤ 4 and ‖E−1‖ ≤ C4
1 from Proposition 3.2. We obtain

Corollary 3.4 by substituting Theorem 3.3 into Proposition 2.2, setting γmax = ‖E‖ = 4 and
γ−1
min = ‖E−1‖ = C4

1 and then performing enough iterations to achieve a residual of µǫ
16C4

1

.

6 Solution via indefinite PCG

Let us estimate the cost of solving (7) using indefinite PCG, as in Corollary 3.5. After setting up
E,Q,QT in the same way as using MINRES, we spend O(d · n2r) = O(n3r2) time and O(d2) =
O(n2r2) memory to explicitly form the d× d Schur complement of the preconditioner

C = τ2Σ+ β−1QTATAQ,

where d = nr − 1
2r(r − 1). This can be done using d matrix-vector products with AQ and QTAT ,

which under Assumption 3, can each be evaluated in at O(n2r) time and O(n2) memory:

AQ

[
vecS(B)
vec(N)

]

= A(QUT + UQT ), QTAT y =

[
vecS(QT )√
2 vec(QT

⊥V )

]
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where U = QB +
√
2Q⊥N and V = AT (y)Q. Once C is formed, the indefinite preconditioner can

be applied in its block triangular form

[
βI AQ

QTAT −τ2Σ

]−1

=

[
I −AQ

0 I

] [
βI 0
0 −C−1

] [
I 0

−QTAT I

]

as a linear solve with C, and a matrix-vector products with each of AQ and QTAT , for O(d3) =
O(n3r3) time and O(d2) = O(n2r2) memory. Moreover, note that under Assumption 3, each matrix-
vector product with A and AT costs O(n3) time and O(n2) memory. Therefore, the per-iteration
cost of PCG, which is dominated by a single matrix-vector product with the augmented matrix in
(7a) and a single application of the indefinite preconditioner, is O(n3r3) time and O(n2r2) memory.

We now turn to the number of iterations. Proposition 2.5 says that indefinite PCG will generate
identical iterates uk to regular PCG applied to the following problem

A(E+ τ−2QΣ−1QT )AT

︸ ︷︷ ︸

H

uk = b+ τ2A(E+ τ−2QΣ−1QT )c
︸ ︷︷ ︸

g

with preconditioner H̃ = βI + τ−2AQΣ−1QTAT and iterates vk that exactly satisfy

QTATuk − τ2 ·Σvk = τ2 ·QT c.

Plugging these iterates back into (7a) yields

[
AEAT AQ

QTAT −τ2Σ

] [
uk
vk

]

−
[
b+ τ2 ·AEc
τ2 ·QT c

]

=

[
Huk − g

0

]

,

and plugging into Lemma 5.1 and Proposition 2.4 shows that the ∆X,∆y recovered from (7b) will
satisfy

∥
∥
∥
∥

[
−D−1 AT

A 0

] [
x
y

]

−
[
b
c

]∥
∥
∥
∥
= ‖Huk − g‖ ≤ 2

√
κ

(√
κ− 1√
κ+ 1

)k

‖g‖

where κ = cond(H̃−1/2HH̃−1/2). We use the following argument to estimate κ.

Claim 6.1. Let E ≻ 0 satisfy λmin(E) ≤ β ≤ λmax(E). Then

cond((βI +UUT )−1/2(E+UUT )(βI +UUT )−1/2) ≤ cond(E).

Proof. We have E+UUT � λmax(E)I +UUT � (λmax(E)/β)(βI +UUT ) because λmax(E)/β ≥ 1.
We have E+UUT � λmin(E)I + UUT � (λmin(E)/β)(βI + UUT ) because λmin(E)/β ≤ 1.

Therefore, given that λmin(AEAT ) ≤ β ≤ λmax(AEAT ) holds by hypothesis, it takes at most
k iterations to achieve ‖Huk − g‖ ≤ ǫ, where

k =

⌈
1

2

√

cond(AEAT ) log

(
cond(AEAT ) · ‖g‖

2ǫ

)⌉

.

Finally, we bound cond(AEAT ) ≤ cond(E) · cond(AAT ) and cond(E) ≤ cond(E)2.
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7 Experiments

The impetus of this paper is to solve the robust low-rank matrix recovery problem [9, 21, 13],
which seeks to recover a low-rank ground truth matrix X⋆, given a linear measurement operator
A : R

n×n → R
m and linear measurements b ≈ A(X⋆). Specific to the robust variant is the

assumption that some of the measurements are grossly corrupted, meaning that ε = b − A(X⋆)
contains mostly zero elements, except for a small number of outliers. The problem admits a well-
known convex relaxation

min
X∈Rn×n

‖A(X)− b‖ℓ1 + λ‖X‖∗ (14)

where ‖b‖ℓ1 ≡ ∑i |bi| denotes the usual vector ℓ1 norm, and the nuclear norm regularizer ‖X‖∗ ≡
∑

i σi(X) is used to encourage lower rank in X.
Despite its ostensibly familiar form, the nonsmooth nature of (14) makes the problem surprisingly

difficult to solve. The classical way of reformulating (14) into an SDP and applying a general-
purpose interior-point method incurs at least Ω((n+m)3) time and Ω((n +m)2) memory. This is
particularly concerning for problem instances with m = O(n2) measurements, such as the robust
PCA problem [4], as the per-iteration cost would scale at least Ω(n6) time.

Unfortunately, as we explained in the introduction, the Burer–Monteiro approach is not able
to solve (14) satisfactorily. For the symmetric, positive semidefinite variant of (14) that we intro-
duced earlier as (2), the Burer–Monteiro approach would either solve the unconstrained nonsmooth
problem

min
U∈Rn×r

f(U) = ‖A(UUT )− b‖ℓ1 + λ‖U‖2F , (15)

or the constrained twice-differentiable problem

min
U∈Rn×r ,v,w∈Rm

1T v + 1Tw + λ‖U‖2F s.t.
v − w +A(UUT ) = b,

v ≥ 0, w ≥ 0,
(16)

in which r ≥ rank (X⋆) is a search rank parameter. The machine learning area prefers to locally
optimize the nonsmooth objective in (15) using the subgradient method Unew = U − α · ∂f(U)
with step-size α ∈ (0, 1], which is commonly called GD in this context. The operations research
area prefers applying a nonlinear programming (NLP) solver like fmincon [23] and knitro [6] to
(16). But in either case, convergence can both be very slow, due to the underlying nonsmoothness
of the problem, and also very unreliable, due to sensitivity to the initial point. In the end, both
approaches can fail by getting stuck at a spurious local minimum.

Instead, we present experimental evidence to show that our proposed approach is the most
reliable way of solving instances of (14) to high accuracies. In the remainder of this section, we
consider the symmetric, positive semidefinite instance (2) with λ = 1 and A chosen according to
the “matrix completion” model, meaning that A(X) = Pm vecS(X) where Pm is the matrix that
randomly permutes and then subsamples m out of n(n+1)/2 elements in vecS(X). In Section 7.1,
we validate Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 for the SDP reformulation (3) with this particular choice of A,
as well as the bounded condition number predicted in Theorem 3.3, and the cubic time complexity
predicted in Corollaries 3.4 and 3.5. In Section 7.2 , we compare the practical performance of our

method against GD, fmincon, and knitro, and also the prior approach of Zhang and Lavaei [39]
denoted as ZL17. In Section 7.3, we confirm that our method consistently reaches accuracies of
µ ≈ 10−12, whereas ZL17 is fundamentally limited to accuracies of µ ≈ 10−6.

All of our experiments are performed on an Apple laptop in MATLAB R2021a, running a silicon
M1 pro chip with 10-core CPU, 16-core GPU, and 32GB of RAM. In each case, the ground truth is
chosen as X⋆ = GGT in which the elements of G ∈ R

n×r⋆ are sampled vec(G) ∼ N (0, Inr⋆). A small
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number mo of Gaussian outliers ε are added to the measurements, meaning that b = A(X⋆) + ε

where εi = 0 except mo randomly sampled elements with ǫi
i.i.d.∼ N (0, 104). We implement our

method by modifying the source code of SeDuMi [30] to use (7) to solve (Newt-ǫ) while keeping all
other parts unchanged. Specifically, we decompose the scaling point W at each iteration as in (6)
with the rank parameter r = argmaxi≤r̂ λi(W )/λi+1(W ) for some fixed r̂, and then solve (7) using
PCG as in Corollary 3.5 with β = 3. We choose to modify SeDuMi in order to be consistent with
ZL17.

7.1 Validation of our theoretical results

We start by validating Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 for the SDP reformulation (3). It is obvious that
Assumption 3 holds for our choice of measurement operator A(X) = Pm vecS(X) because for
any U, V ∈ R

n×r and Y ∈ Sn, y ∈ R
m such that vecS(Y ) = P T

my, both A(UV T + V UT ) =
Pm vecS(UV T + V UT ) and AT (y)U = Y U can be performed in O(n2r) time and O(n2) storage. In
Figure 7.1, using a small-scaled robust matrix completion problem on a rank-2, size 50× 50 ground
truth matrix, with 1275 constraints and 25 outliers, we empirically verify Assumption 1 holds with
δ = 0.9 and L = 10, and Assumption 2 holds with χ2 = 2.7. For this result, we run our method and
extract the primal variable X, dual variable S, and scaling point W at each iteration. For each X,
S and W , the corresponding µ is chosen such that ‖ 1

µX
1/2SX1/2 − I‖ = 0.1, and the corresponding

matrix Q is constructed as in (6) with the rank parameter r = argmaxi≤5 λi(W )/λi+1(W ).
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Figure 2: Verifying Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 hold for robust matrix completion problem (3).
Left. Verifying Assumption 1, ‖ 1

µX
1/2SX1/2 − I‖ ≤ δ, ‖X −X⋆‖ ≤ Lµ and ‖S − S⋆‖ ≤ L, holds

for (3) with δ = 0.9 and L = 10. Right. Verifying Assumption 2, minx ‖(AAT )−1/2AQx‖/‖Qx‖ ≥
χ−1
2 , holds for (3) with χ2 = 2.7.

As the three assumptions hold for (3), Theorem 3.3 provides an upper bound on the condition
number of the corresponding augmented system (7), which is independent of µ. In contrast, the
condition number of KKT (Newt-ǫ) explodes as µ → 0. In the left-hand-side of Figure 7.1, we
plot the condition number of the augmented system (7) and KKT equations (Newt-ǫ) with respect
to different values of µ, as well as the upper bound predicted in Theorem 3.3. Here, we use the
same choice of W and µ in Figure 7.1. For each pair of W and µ, the corresponding augmented
system is constructed as in (7) using the rank parameter r = argmaxi≤5 λi(W )/λi+1(W ), and the
corresponding KKT equations is constructed as in (Newt-ǫ). We see that the condition number of
the augmented system is upper bounded by the bound predicted in Theorem 3.3. On the other
hand, the condition number of the KKT equations explodes as µ → 0 (we note that it get stuck at
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1025 due to finite precision).
Corollaries 3.4 and 3.5 show that the system can be efficiently solved using either MINRES or PCG.

In practice, PCG is much more preferable as the preconditioner rapidly speeds up the convergence
compared to MINRES. In the right-hand-side of Figure 7.1, we plot the relative residual of MINRES

and PCG for solving the augmented system (7) obtained using different values of rank parameter
r = {2, 5, 10, 15, 20}. For this result, we run our method with a fixed rank parameter r and
extract the augmented system at the last iteration. We then solve the system using both MINRES

(as in Corollary 3.4) and PCG (as in Corollary 3.5) with the same initial point. As predicted in
Corollaries 3.4 and 3.5, PCG converges significantly faster than MINRES.

Finally, we verify Corollary 3.5 that our method achieves cubic time complexity for robust matrix
completion problems when rank (X⋆) ≪ n, with no dependence on the number of constraints m. In
this experiment, we consider two cases, m = O(n) and m = O(n2), to verify the time complexity
of our method is indeed invariant to m. In Figure 7.1, we plot the average setup time for the
augmented system (7) and the average per PCG iteration time against the size of the ground truth n.
In particular, the setup time includes the time to decompose W = QΛQT +Q⊥Λ⊥QT

⊥ and construct
E = QQT +τ−1Q⊥Λ⊥QT

⊥ in order to implicitly setup Q, E and explicitly construct Σ as in (6), and
explicitly form the Schur complement C = τ2Σ+ β−1QTATAQ via O(nr) matrix-vector product
with AQ and QTAT and compute its Cholesky factor. In order to accurately measure the cubic
time complexity, we fix mo = 0 and set rank (X⋆) = 2 so that rank (X⋆) ≪ n for sufficiently large
n. We set the number of constraints to be m = 20n for the case of m = O(n), and m = n(n+1)/2
for the case of m = O(n2). As shown in Figure 7.1, the setup time and per PCG time exhibit cubic
time complexity for both cases.

7.2 Comparison against other approaches

We compare the practical performance of our method against fmincon, knitro, GD, and also the
prior approach of Zhang and Lavaei [39] denoted as ZL17. We start by demonstrating the efficiency
and efficacy of our method by solving a robust matrix completion problem on a rank-2, size 200×200
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Figure 3: Verifying Theorem 3.3, Corollary 3.4 and Corollary 3.5 on robust matrix completion
problem (3). Left. Verifying the condition number upper bound predicted in Theorem 3.3 for the
augmented system (7). The upper bound is independent of µ. In contrast, the condition number
of the KKT equations (Newt-ǫ) explodes as µ → 0. Right. Convergence of PCG and MINRES for
solving augmented systems (7) constructed using different values of rank parameter r. As predicted
in Corollaries 3.4 and 3.5, PCG converges significantly faster then MINRES.
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Figure 4: Verifying cubic time complexity of our method for solving rank-2 robust matrix com-
pletion problems (3) with m = O(n) and m = O(n2) number of constraints. In both cases, our
method exhibits cubic time complexity. Left. Average setup time and per PCG iteration time for
solving (3) with m = O(n) constraints. Right. Average setup time and per PCG iteration time for
solving (3) with m = O(n2) constraints.

ground truth matrix X⋆, with m = 20100 constraints and mo = 100 outliers. In Figure 1, we plot
the reconstruction error ‖X−X⋆‖F against runtime for our method, ZL17, fmincon, knitro and GD.
Here, the maximum rank parameter r̂ for our method, and the search rank r for fmincon, knitro
and GD are all set to be r = 15. We initialized fmincon, knitro and GD at the same initial point
that is drawn from standard Gaussian. The step-size of GD is set be α = 10−6. From Figure 1,
we see that our method is the only one that is able to achieve reconstruction error below 10−8.
Though ZL17 achieves reconstruction error 10−6 at the fastest rate, it unfortunately becomes ill-
conditioned and therefore is unable to make any progress. Comparing to nonlinear programming
solvers, both fmincon and knitro eventually reach the same reconstruction error similar to ZL17

but at a significantly slower rate than our method. Finally, GD converges extremely slowly for this
problem.

We also compare the reconstruction error and runtime for solving several instances of rank-2
robust matrix completion problem to demonstrate that our method can consistently achieve the
smallest reconstruction error under reasonable runtime. The results are shown in Table 1. Here,
the maximum rank parameter r̂ for our method, and the search rank r for fmincon, knitro and
GD are all set to be min{n/10, 15}. We run fmincon and knitro for 1000 iterations, and GD for
300, 000 iterations, starting at the same initial point that is drawn from unit Gaussian. For these
three methods, we report their best reconstruction error and the time they achieve their best
reconstruction error in Table 1. We note that we tune and use the best possible step-size for GD in
each case.

7.3 Comparison of accuracy vs ZL17

We confirm that our method consistently reaches accuracies of µ ≈ 10−12, whereas ZL17 is funda-
mentally limited to accuracies of µ ≈ 10−6 due to ill-conditioning. In Table 2, we show the number
of cumulative PCG iterations that our method and ZL17 perform before achieving accuracies of
µ ≈ 10−2, 10−4, 10−6, 10−8, 10−10 and 10−12. The number of cumulative PCG iterations is ∞ if the
corresponding accuracy is not achievable by the algorithm. For this result, the simulation settings
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Table 1: Reconstruction error (Error) and runtime (Time) for solving a size n × n robust matrix
completion problem (3) with m constraints and mo outliers. Our method consistently achieves
reconstruction error around 10−12 in all cases.

n m mo our method ZL17 fmincon knitro GD

Error Time Error Time Error Time Error Time Error Time

50 800 6 2.8e−122.8e−122.8e−12 1.3s 2.1e−09 1.1s 3.7e−07 8s 4.2e−08 1s 1.4e−02 53s

50 1000 12 2.5e−122.5e−122.5e−12 2.4s 8.0e−06 0.8s 1.6e−08 15s 1.1e−09 1.5s 1.3e−02 62s

50 1200 24 1.6e−121.6e−121.6e−12 3s 1.1e−05 1.0s 5.2e−10 125s 5.1e−10 2.4s 2.0e−02 70s

100 3000 12 2.2e−122.2e−122.2e−12 6.2s 9.7e−06 2.0s 1.2e−06 384s 1.3e−09 103s 3.5e−02 56s

100 4000 24 8.7e−128.7e−128.7e−12 7.3s 7.9e−07 2.2s 5.9e−07 231s 3.2e−09 111s 5.4e−02 69s

100 5000 48 5.2e−125.2e−125.2e−12 11s 1.1e−05 2.6s 1.3e−06 301s 7.3e−09 339s 9.5e−02 97s

200 12000 25 2.9e−122.9e−122.9e−12 20s 1.6e−06 8.0s 1.2e−02 846s 1.7e−03 475s 1.3e−01 258s

200 16000 50 3.3e−123.3e−123.3e−12 53s 2.0e−05 14s 4.6e−02 920s 1.3e−03 442s 1.6e−01 195s

200 20000 100 4.0e−124.0e−124.0e−12 52s 1.0e−05 15s 9.1e−07 436s 1.3e−03 390s 2.4e−01 198s

for our method and ZL17 is exactly the same as those in Table 1, and µ is selected using the same
procedure in Figure 7.1. As shown in Table 2, we see that our method is able to achieve the same
accuracies µ compared to ZL17 using fewer or similar number of cumulative PCG iterations. Most
importantly, our method consistently achieves accuracies µ ≈ 10−12 under reasonable cumulative
PCG iteration while ZL17 usually fails at µ ≈ 10−6.

Table 2: The number of cumulative PCG iterations required for our method and ZL17 to achieve
accuracies of µ ≈ 10−2, 10−4, 10−6, 10−8, 10−10 and 10−12 when solving a size n × n robust matrix
completion problem (3) with m constraints and mo outliers. The number of iterations is ∞ if
the corresponding accuracy is not achievable. Our method consistently achieves µ ≈ 10−12 under
reasonable number of PCG iterations while ZL17 fail to achieve accuracies below 10−6 in all cases.

n m mo our method ZL17

1e−2 1e−4 1e−6 1e−8 1e−10 1e−12 1e−2 1e−4 1e−6 1e−8 1e−10 1e−12

50 800 6 452 614 718 878 957 1038 290 614 878 ∞ ∞ ∞

50 1000 12 285 559 901 1250 1537 1826 213 559 833 ∞ ∞ ∞

50 1200 24 331 722 1048 1257 1362 2210 331 644 1048 ∞ ∞ ∞

100 3000 12 327 491 864 996 1128 1328 360 760 ∞ ∞ ∞ ∞

100 4000 24 403 655 905 1338 1681 2027 319 854 1775 ∞ ∞ ∞

100 5000 48 390 563 899 1081 1198 1549 584 1111 2339 ∞ ∞ ∞

200 10000 25 307 598 764 840 995 1511 386 491 804 ∞ ∞ ∞

200 15000 50 404 655 1244 1934 2399 3182 404 890 1553 ∞ ∞ ∞

200 20000 100 453 549 922 1679 2193 3105 453 643 1015 ∞ ∞ ∞
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A Proof of Proposition 3.2

We break the proof into three parts. Below, recall that we have defined Ψn as the basis matrix for

vec(Sn) on vec(Rn×n) = R
n2

, in order to define vecS(X)
def
= ΨT

n vec(X) = 1
2Ψ

T
n vec(X + XT ) for

X ∈ R
n×n, and A⊗S B = B ⊗S A

def
= 1

2Ψ
T
n (A⊗B +B ⊗A)Ψr for A,B ∈ R

n×r.

Lemma A.1 (Correctness). Let W = QΛQT +Q⊥Λ⊥QT
⊥ where [Q,Q⊥] is orthonormal, and pick

0 < τ < λmin(Λ). Define E = QQT + τ−1 · Q⊥Λ⊥QT
⊥, QB = Q ⊗S Q, QN =

√
2ΨT

n (Q ⊗ Q⊥),
Σ−1

B = Λ⊗S Λ− τ2I, and Σ−1
N = (Λ− τI)⊗ Λ⊥. Then

W ⊗S W = [QB ,QN ]

[
ΣB

ΣN

]−1

[QB,QN ]T + τ2 · E ⊗S E.

Proof. Write WX = τ · Q(Λ − τI)QT and WS = τ−1Q⊥Λ⊥QT
⊥. For arbitrary Y ∈ Sn, it follows

from W = τE + τ−1WX that

ΨT
n (W ⊗W )Ψn vecS(Y ) = vecS((τE + τ−1WX)Y (τE + τ−1WX))

= vecS
[
τ2 · EY E + 2 ·EYWX + τ−2 ·WXYWX

]
.

Now, substituting E = QQT +WS yields our desired claim:

=vecS
[
τ2 · EY E + 2 ·WSYWX +

(
2QQT + τ−2WX

)
YWX

]

=τ2 · vecS(EY E)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Ey

+vecS(2WSYWX)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

QNΣ
−1

N
QT

N
y

+vecS
[(
2QQT + τ−2WX

)
YWX

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸

QBΣ
−1

B
QT

B
y

.

Indeed, we verify that vec(2WSYWX) = (
√
2Q⊗Q⊥)[(Λ−τI)⊗Λ⊥](

√
2Q⊗Q⊥)T vec(Y ) = QN [(Λ−

τI)⊗Λ⊥]QT
N vec(Y ) and vecS

[(
2QQT + τ−2WX

)
YWX

]
= QB [(Λ+ τI)⊗S (Λ− τI)]QT

B vecS(Y ),
where we used (A+B)⊗S (A−B) = A⊗S A−B ⊗S B because A⊗S B = B ⊗S A.

Lemma A.2 (Column span of Q). Let [Q,Q⊥] be orthonormal with Q ∈ R
n×r. Define Q =

[QB,QN ] where QB = Q⊗S Q and QN =
√
2ΨT

n (Q ⊗Q⊥). Then, colsp(Q) = {vecS(V QT ) : V ∈
R
n×r} and QTQ = Id where d = nr − 1

2r(r − 1).

Proof. Without loss of generality, let [Q,Q⊥] = In. We observe that

Q

[
vecS(H1)
vec(H2)

]

= vecS

([

H1
1√
2
HT

2
1√
2
H2 0

])

= vecS

([
H1√
2H2

]

QT

)

holds for any arbitrary (possibly nonsymmetric) H1 ∈ R
r×r and H2 ∈ R

(n−r)×r, and that ‖Qh‖ =
‖h‖ for all h ∈ R

d, so QTQ = Id.

Lemma A.3 (Eigenvalue bounds on E and Σ). Given W ∈ Sn
++, write wi ≡ λi(W ) for i ∈

{1, 2, . . . , n}. Choose r ≥ 1 and τ = 1
2wr+1, and define E = E ⊗S E where E = QQT + τ−1 ·

Q⊥Λ⊥QT
⊥, and Σ = diag(ΣB ,ΣN ) where Σ−1

B = Λ⊗S Λ− τ2I, and Σ−1
N = (Λ− τI)⊗ Λ⊥. Then,

4 ≥ λmax(E) ≥ λmin(E) ≥ w2
n/w

2
r+1,

w2
r+1/(wnwr) ≥ τ2 · λmax(Σ) ≥ τ2 · λmin(Σ) ≥ w2

n/(4w
2
1).
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Proof. We have λmax(E) = λ2
max(E) and λmax(E) = max{1, λmax(Λ⊥)/τ} =

max{1, 2wr+1/wr+1} ≤ 2. Moreover, λmin(E) = λ2
min(E) and λmin(E) = min{1, λmin(Λ⊥)/τ} =

min{1, 2wn/wr+1} ≥ wn/wr+1. We have τ−2λ−1
max(Σ) ≥ (12wrwn)/(

1
2wr+1)

2 ≥ wrwn/w
2
r+1, because

λ−1
max(Σ) = min{λ−1

max(ΣB), λ
−1
max(ΣN )} and λ−1

max(ΣB) = λmin(Λ⊗S Λ− τ2I) ≥ w2
r − 1

4w
2
r+1 ≥ 3

4w
2
r ,

while λ−1
max(ΣN ) = λmin[(Λ−τI)⊗Λ⊥] ≥ (wr− 1

2wr+1)wn ≥ 1
2wrwn. Finally, we have τ−2λ−1

min(Σ) ≤
w2
1/(

1
2wr+1)

2 ≤ 4w2
1/w

2
r+1, because λ−1

min(Σ) = max{λ−1
min(ΣB), λ

−1
min(ΣN )} ≤ w2

1.
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