arXiv:2405.01208v1 [math.OC] 2 May 2024

ON GENERATORS OF k-PSD CLOSURES OF THE POSITIVE SEMIDEFINITE CONE

AVINASH BHARDWAJ, VISHNU NARAYANAN, AND ABHISHEK PATHAPATI

Abstract. Positive semidefinite (PSD) cone is the cone of positive semidefinite matrices, and is the object of interest in semidefinite programming (SDP). A computational efficient approximation of the PSD cone is the k-PSD closure, 1 ≤ k < n, cone of n × n real symmetric matrices such that all of their k × k principal submatrices are positive semidefinite. For k = 1, one obtains a polyhedral approximation, while k = 2 yields a second order conic (SOC) approximation of the PSD cone. These approximations of the PSD cone have been used extensively in real-world applications such as AC Optimal Power Flow (ACOPF) to address computational inefficiencies where SDP relaxations are utilized for convexification the nonconvexities. However a theoretical discussion about the geometry of these conic approximations of the PSD cone is rather sparse. In this short communication, we attempt to provide a characterization of some family of generators of the aforementioned conic approximations.

1. Introduction

Consider the vector space of n × n symmetric matrices, R^{n(n+1)/2} . In this vector space, a semidefinite programming (SDP) problem involves minimizing a linear function over the intersection of the convex cone of positive semidefinite matrices with an affine subspace. In particular, minimize ⟨C, X⟩_F (SDP) subject to ⟨A_i, X⟩_F = b_i i = 1, 2, . . . n X ∈ S^n_+ . where S^n_+ := { X ∈ R^{n×n} : X = X^⊤, y^⊤Xy ≥ 0 ∀ y ∈ R } denotes the cone of all n × n real symmetric positive semidefinite matrices. SDPs have been studied extensively in optimization literature, and have been used as convex relaxations of several non-convex optimization problems [1, 2, 3, 4]. As large-scale SDPs are difficult to solve computationally, a general approach is to consider relaxations of the problem where instead of the variable X, only k × k principal submatrices of X, for 2 ≤ k < n are constrained to be positive semidefinite [5, 6].

Definition 1. (k-PSD closure [7]) Given positive integers n and k where 2 ≤ k ≤ n, the k-PSD closure S^{n,k}_+ is the set of all n × n symmetric real matrices where all k × k principal submatrices are PSD (positive semidefinite).

In certain cases, these relaxations yield near accurate solutions to the (SDP) problem [3, 4, 6]. The question pertaining to quantifying the closeness of approximation of S^{n,k}_+ and S^n_+ has been explored recently [7, 8]. These works primarily utilize a projection metric to quantify the closeness of approximation. The convex cone of eigenvalues of matrices in S^{n,k}_+ is called the hyperbolicity cone and its properties are studied in [8, 9]. Using certain properties of the hyperbolicity cone, Blekherman et al. [8] improve upon the Frobenius distance bounds of an earlier work [7].

A different direction of research studies the number of k ×k psd cones needed to approximate the S^n_+ positive semidefinite cone [10, 11, 12]. It has been established that the number of cones needed to approximate the S^n_+ cone is exponential if k is small compared to n. Consequently, these works conclude that the k-PSD closure relaxations can be arbitrarily bad. There have been some explorations in the literature relating to the exactness of these relaxations under sparse affine constraints [3, 13, 14, 15].

Our motivation to study these relaxations of the positive semidefinite cone primarily stems from the following: Even though, in the worst case scenario, a k− PSD closure (k > 1) yields an arbitrarily bad relaxation of the PSD cone, the two cones do share some common faces/generators. In that case, given a linear objective 1

function, understanding the geometry of these relaxations might provide some insight into the quantifying the quality of the relaxation S^{n,k}_+ for S^n_+, which may not be arbitrarily bad. In fact, it may give a geometric insight into why some relaxations are exact. Specifically, we study the extreme rays of the relaxed convex cones S^{n,k}_+ and try to understand the number of new generators that are added to the generators of the PSD cone, as k varies. Gouveia et al. [16] characterize the extreme rays of S^{n,n−1}_+ and provide characterization of the dual cone of S^{n,k}_+ called the factor-width cone. Additionally, they completely characterize the extreme rays of S^{4,3}_+ . In the following, we characterize the extreme rays of S^{n,2}_+ and provide a different proof for characterization of the extreme rays of S^{n,n−1}_+ to the one already given in [16].

The manuscript is arranged as follows: Section 2 we state our results. In Section 3 we define the notation, definitions and some preliminary lemmas. Finally in Section 4 we provide proofs of stated results

2. Main results

Theorem 1. For X ∈ S^n, the following hold:

(1) X spans an extreme ray of S^{n,k}_+ if all k × k principal submatrices of X are rank-1 and positive semidefinite.

(2) X spans an extreme ray of S^{n,2}_+ if and only if all 2 × 2 principal submatrices of X are rank-1 and positive semidefinite.

(3) X spans an extreme ray of S^{n,n−1}_+ if and only if all (n − 1) × (n − 1) principal submatrices of X are positive semidefinite and (a) either rank-1, (b) or rank-(n − 2) such that det(X) < 0.

The corollary follows from Theorem 1.3.

Corollary 2. For n ≥ 3 and 2 ≤ k ≤ n − 1, G(n, k) = k k − 1 I− 1 k − 1 11^⊤ spans an extreme ray of S^{n,k}_+ .

A related structure termed as non-singular locally singular (NLS) matrices was introduced by Blekherman et al. [8] as following:

Definition 2 (NLS Matrix [8]). A matrix M ∈ S^{n,k}_+ is (NLS ) for n ≥ 5 and 3 ≤ k ≤ n − 2 if all the k × k principal minors are zero and det(M) ≠ 0.

NLS matrices are diagonally congruent to G(n, k) matrices which are used derive distance bounds between S^{n,k}_+ and S^n_+ [8]. The following result with respect to NLS matrices follows from Corollary 2.

Corollary 3. An NLS matrix M ∈ S^{n,k}_+ , for n ≥ 5 and 3 ≤ k ≤ n − 2, spans an extreme ray of S^{n,k}_+ .

3. Preliminaries

3.1. Notation. R^n denotes the n−dimensional Euclidean space and the set S^n := { X ∈ R^{n×n} : X = X^⊤ } defines the set of n × n symmetric real matrices. By [n], we denote the index set {1, 2, . . . , n}. Additionally, Q ∈ S^n is a positive semidefinite matrix, denoted by Q ⪰ 0, if and only if Q ∈ S^n_+. For M ∈ S^n we denote by M_I , the k × k principal sub-matrix of M indexed by columns and rows I ⊆ [n], |I| = k. Analogously, for v ∈ R^n , v_J denotes the subvector of v corresponding to the index set J ⊆ [n]. Additionally, for i, j ∈ [n], M_{ij} represents the submatrix of M indexed by rows [n] \ {i} and columns [n] \ {j}. It follows that, for some i ∈ [n], M_{[n]\{i}}, the (n−1)×(n−1) principal sub-matrix of M can also be represented as M_{ii}. The element of a matrix M indexed by i^{th} row and j^{th} column is represented as m_{ij} . Similarly, v_j is the j^{th} element of the vector v_j . We denote by tr(M) and adj(M) the trace and adjugate of the matrix M, respectively. I_n and 1_n represent the n × n identity matrix and the n dimensional vector of all ones, respectively. sign represents signum function. ⟨ . , .⟩_F denotes Frobenius inner product on the set of symmetric matrices.

3.1.1. Preliminary Lemmas.

Lemma 4. [Matrix Determinant Lemma, [17]] Given a matrix M ∈ S^n and u, v ∈ R^n , det(M + uv^⊤) = det(M) + tr(adj(M) uv^⊤) . Lemma 5. Consider M ∈ R^{n×n} . If ∃ i ∈ [n] such that rank(M_{ii}) = r. Then rank(M) ≥ r. Lemma 6. Consider M ∈ S^n. Let J = [n] \ {i} and m^{(i)} be the i^{th} row of M. Then det(M) = m_{ii} det(M_J ) − m^{(i)⊤}_J adj(M_J ) m^{(i)}_J .

Proof. Without loss of generality, let i = 1. From Laplace’s equation, by expanding along the first row we have, det(M) = n∑ j=1 (−1)^{(1+j)}m_{1j} det(M_{1j} ) = m_{11} det(M_{11}) + n∑ j=2 (−1)^{(1+j)}m_{1j} det(M_{1j} ). (1)

Let m^1 be the first column of the matrix M and J := [n] \ {1}. One can obtain the sub-matrix M_{1j} from M_{11} by performing two operations on M_{11}.

(1) The first operation is to replace (j −1)^{th} column of M_{11} with m^1_{J1} . Let the matrix obtained from the first operation be M^′_{1j} . Then M^′_{1j} is same as M_{11} except the (j − 1)^{th} column. Therefore (j − 1)^{th} row of adj(M_{11}) and adj(M^′_{1j} ) are the same.

adj(M^′_{1j} )M^′_{1j} = det(M^′_{1j} )I_{n−1}.

Here I_{n−1} is the (n − 1) × (n − 1) identity matrix. Let the (j − 1)^{th} row of adj(M_{11}) be (a^{j−1})^⊤. We have, det(M^′_{1j} ) = (a^{j−1})^⊤m^1_{J1} . (2) (2) The second operation is to sequentially interchange columns of the matrix M^′_{ij} i.e, interchange the (j − 1)^{th} column with the (j − 2)^{th}, then the (j − 2)^{th} with the (j − 3)^{th}, and so on till m^1_{J1} is the first column. Each column interchange changes the sign of the determinant by −1. As there are j − 2 column interchanges we have, det(M_{1j} ) = (−1)^j det(M^′_{1j} ). (3) From (2) and (3), we obtain det(M_{1j} ) = (−1)^j a_{j−1}m^1_{J1} . (4) Combining (1) and (4),

det(M) = m_{11} det(M_J ) + n∑ j=2 (−1)^{1+j} m_{1j} det(M_{1j} )

= m_{11} det(M_J ) + n∑ j=2 (−1)^{1+j} m_{1j} (−1)^j (a^{j−1})^⊤m^1_J

= m_{11} det(M_J ) − (m^1_J )^⊤ adj(M_{11})m^1_J . □ Lemma 7 ([18]). Consider M ∈ S^n. If rank(M) = n − 1 then rank(adj(M)) = 1. Furthermore, if M ∈ S^n_+ then adj(M) ⪰ 0 i.e, adj(M) = uu^⊤ for some u ∈ R^n .

Lemma 8. Let J_1, J_2, . . . , J_k ⊂ [n] be pairwise distinct subsets of [n] with |J_i| = n − 1. Then k⋂ i=1 J_i ≠ ∅.

Proof. As |J_i| = n − 1 we can write J_i = [n]\{j_i} for some j_i ∈ [n]. Let J = [n]\{j_1, j_2, . . . , j_k}. Observe

that J ⊂ J_i ∀i ∈ [k]. As |J| ≥ 1, we have that J ⊆ k⋂ j=1 J_i ≠ ∅. □

4. Proofs

4.1. Proof Strategy. The idea for characterizing the extreme rays of S^{n,2}_+ is to construct a perturbation of the matrix M ∈ S^{n,2}_+ if any of the 2 × 2 principal sub-matrix has rank 2. And if a M ∈ S^{n,2}_+ such that all its 2 × 2 principal minors are rank 1 then the result follows.

The idea for characterizing the extreme rays of S^{n,n−1}_+ is to characterize the ranks of the (n − 1) × (n − 1) principal sub-matrices of a M ∈ S^{n,n−1}_+ which span an extreme ray. We first eliminate the cases for which the M ∈ S^{n,n−1}_+ under given ranks of (n − 1) × (n − 1) principal sub-matrices. The characterization of the (n − 1) × (n − 1) principal sub-matrices is divided into as follows,

• There exists at least one (n − 1) × (n − 1) principal sub-matrix whose rank is less than or equal to n − 3. We prove that these matrices do not span an extreme rays.

• There exists at least one (n − 1) × (n − 1) principal sub-matrix whose rank is n − 1. We prove this by constructing a perturbation of X for M ∈ S^{n,n−1}_+ which satisfies the aforementioned hypothesis.

The final case is if all the (n − 1) × (n − 1) principal sub-matrices have rank n − 2. If all the (n − 1) × (n − 1) sub-matrices have rank n − 2 and det(M) ≥ 0 then this matrix is positive semidefinite matrix of rank n − 2, therefore it doesn’t span an extreme ray of S^{n,n−1}_+ . Finally, we prove that if a matrix M ∈ S^{n,n−1}_+ and its (n − 1) × (n − 1) principal sub-matrices have rank n − 2 and det(M) < 0 then it spans an extreme ray of S^{n,n−1} + . 4.2. Proof of Theorem 1.1.

Proof. Let X ∈ S^{n,k}_+ with all k ×k principal submatrices being rank-1 positive semidefinite, and suppose that X =^1_2 (Y + Z) for some Y, Z ∈ S^{n,k}_+ . Additionally, let I_k denote the set of all index subsets of {1, 2, . . . , n} of cardinality k and for I ∈ I_k, X_I = [x_{ij} ]_{i,j∈I} . For any I ∈ I_k, we have

X_I = 1 2 Y_I + 1 2 Z_I .

As X_I , Y_I , and Z_I all belong to S^k_+, and X_I is of rank 1, we see that Y_I and Z_I must be scalar multiples of X_I . By iterating I over all elements of I_k , we see that Y and Z must be scalar multiples of X. □

4.3. Proof of Theorem 1.2.

Proof. From definition of S^{n,2}_+ , all 2 × 2 principal submatrices of X are positive semidefinite. Now, if a

particular minor [ x_{ii} x_{ij} x_{ij} x_{jj} ] has rank 2, i.e., x_{ii}x_{jj} −x^2_{ij} > 0, then X =^1_2 (Y+Z), where Y = X−ε(F_{ij} +F_{ji}),

and Z = X + ε(F_{ij} + F_{ji}) for some sufficiently small ε > 0. Here, F_{ij} is the matrix with 1 in the (i, j)-th entry and 0 elsewhere. Sufficiency follows from Theorem 1.1. □

4.4. Proof of Theorem 1.3.

Proposition 9. Consider M ∈ S^{n,n−1}_+ such that rank(M) > 1. If ∃ i ∈ [n] such that rank(M_{ii}) < n − 2 then M does not span an extreme ray of S^{n,n−1}_+ .

Proof. Without loss of generality assume rank(M_{11}) < n − 2. The principal sub-matrix M_{11} and the submatrix M_{1j} have n − 2 columns in common for j = 2, 3, . . . , n. These n − 2 columns will have a rank of at most n − 3 and adding a column to these n − 2 common columns will make the rank of M_{1j} at most n − 2. Since det(M_{1j} ) = 0 ∀j = 1, . . . , n, det(M) = 0. As all the principal minors are non-negative, this implies that M ⪰ 0. As M ⪰ 0 and rank(M) > 1, we can write M as a conic combinations of rank-1 psd matrices. Hence M does not span an extreme ray. □ Proposition 10. Let M ∈ S^{n,n−1}_+ and all of its (n − 1) × (n − 1) principal sub-matrices have rank at least rank n − 2. If M has at least one full rank (n − 1) × (n − 1) principal sub-matrix, then M does not span an extreme ray of S^{n,n−1}_+ .

Proof. Observe that as M has a full rank (n − 1) × (n − 1) principal sub-matrix it follows that M can have at most one zero column. If M has a zero column, then det(M) = 0 and consequently M is positive semidefinite matrix. As M ⪰ 0 and rank(M) = n−1 hence it can be expressed as a conic combination of rank 1 matrices. Alternatively, if M does not have any zero columns then we prove the existence of a rank 1 matrix, εuu^⊤ where u ∈ R^n and ε ∈ R_{++} , such that M + εuu^⊤, M − εuu^⊤ ∈ S^{n,n−1}_+ . However, M + εuu^⊤ ∈ S^{n,n−1}_+ since εuu^⊤ ∈ S^{n,n−1}_+ for all ε > 0 and u ∈ R^n . It suffices to show that, there exists ε > 0 and u ∈ R^n \{0} such that M − εuu^⊤ ∈ S^{n,n−1}_+ . Alternatively, it suffices to show that

sign(det(M_H − εu_H u^⊤_H )) ≥ sign(det(M_H )) ∀H ⊂ [n] and |H| ≤ n − 1. (5)

Let H_{f r} := {J ⊂ [n] : rank(M_J ) = |J| and |J| ≤ n − 1} and H_{nr} := {J ∈ [n] : rank(M_J ) < |J| and |J| ≤ n − 1}. From the matrix determinant lemma and (5), we need to show that

det(M_H − εu_H u^⊤_H ) = det(M_H ) − εu^⊤_H adj(M_H )u_H > 0 ∀H ∈ H_{f r}, and (6)

det(M_H − εu_H u^⊤_H ) = −εu^⊤_H adj(M_H )u_H = 0 ∀H ∈ H_{nr}. (7) Rewriting (6) and (7) we get, ε < min_{H∈Hf r} det(M_H ) u^⊤_H adj(M_H )u_H (8) adj(M_H )u_H = 0 ∀H ∈ H_{nr}. (9)

To see this, observe that if M has non-zero columns, and given that M ∈ S^{n,n−1}_+ , then we have that the diagonal elements of M are non-zero. This implies that {j} ∈ H_{f r} ∀j ∈ [n]. As u ≠ 0, we have that ∃i ∈ [n] such that u_i ≠ 0. This implies that for H = {i} we have that u_i adj(M_H )u_i is non-zero as adj(M_H ) = 1. Therefore, the right-hand side term of the inequality (8) is positive and finite. Hence ε has to satisfy (8) and u has to satisfy (9). Note that, if H_{nr} is empty, then one can find ε > 0 for any u ≠ 0 from (8). Let J := {J ∈ [n] : |J| = n − 1} and I := {I ∈ [n] : rank(M_I ) = n − 2}. Observe that rank(M_J ) = n − 1 ∀J ∈ J \I. If I = ∅ then H_{nr} is empty. To see this, observe that M_J is positive definite ∀J ∈ J and all of the principal sub-matrices of M_J are also positive definite if I = ∅. Hence for any u ≠ 0 we can find an ε > 0 from (8) such that it satisfies (5). If I ≠ ∅ and given that |I| ≤ n − 1, then there exists a k ∈ ⋂ J∈I J from Lemma 8. Let K := [n]\{k} and M_K is positive definite as K ∈ J \I.

Let H ∈ H_{nr} then |H ∩ K| = |H| − 1 and k ∈ H. To see this, if H ⊂ K then M_H is positive definite matrix and this would imply that H ⊂ H_{f r}. As M_{H∩K} is principal sub-matrix of the matrix of M_K therefore it is full rank matrix. Hence rank(M_{H∩K} ) = |H ∩ K| = |H| − 1. Observe, |H| − 1 = |H ∩ K| ≤ rank(M_{H∩K} ) ≤ rank(M_H ) ≤ |H| − 1. It follows that rank(M_H ) = |H| − 1∀H ∈ H_{nr}. This further implies that adj(M_H ) ⪰ 0 and rank(adj(M_H )) = 1. Let m^k be the k^{th} column in the matrix M then m^k_H is a column M_H as k ∈ H. We have,

adj(M_H )M_H = det(M)I_{n−1} = 0, which implies adj(M_H )m^k_H = 0.

Therefore u = m^k satisfies (9) and ε = 1 2 min H∈H_{f r} det(M_H ) u^⊤_H adj(M_H )u_H . □

Proposition 11. Let M ∈ S^{n,n−1}_+ and rank(M_J ) = n − 2 ∀J ∈ [n] where |J| = n − 1 and det(M) < 0. If there exists A, B ∈ S^{n,n−1}_+ such that M = A + B, then there exists n linearly independent vectors {v^i}^n_{i=1} such that M_{Ji} v^i_{Ji} = 0 A_{Ji} v^i_{Ji} = 0 B_{Ji} v^i_{Ji} = 0 where J_i = [n]\{i} and i ∈ [n]. Furthermore, all the diagonal elements of M are non-zero.

Proof. From Lemma 7, we have that adj(M_{Ji} ) = w^iw^{i⊤} where J_i := [n]\{i} and i ∈ [n]. M_{Ji} adj(M_{Ji} ) = det(M_{Ji} )I M_{Ji} w^iw^{i⊤} = 0 (w^i)^⊤M_{Ji} w^i = 0

M_{Ji} w^i = 0 (As M_{Ji} positive semidefinite.) Let v^i := { w^i_j for j ∈ J_i 0 otherwise Observe that v^i_{Ji} = w^i. As M = A + B, we have that M_{Ji} = A_{Ji} + B_{Ji} (w^i)^⊤M_{Ji} w^i = (w^i)^⊤A_{Ji} w^i + (w^i)^⊤B_{Ji} w^i 0 = (w^i)^⊤A_{Ji} w^i + (w^i)^⊤B_{Ji} w^i

As A_{Ji} , B_{Ji} ∈ S^{n−1}_+ , we have that (w^i)^⊤A_{Ji} w^i = (w^i)^⊤B_{Ji} w^i = 0 A_{Ji} w^i = B_{Ji} w^i = 0 We now show that {v^i}^n_{i=1} is linearly independent. Assume to the contrary that {v^i}^n_{i=1} are linearly dependent. Let

V = (v^1)^⊤ (v^2)^⊤ . . (v^n)^⊤ .

There exists a u ∈ R^n such that Vu = 0, this implies that rank(V) = r < n. Let the independent rows of V be i_1, i_2, . . . , i_r. As r < n, there exists a k ∈ r⋂ j=1 J_{ij} . Let m^k be the k^{th} column of the matrix M. We know

that adj(M_{Jij} )m^k_{Jij} = 0 since index k ∈ J_{ij} ∀j = 1, 2, . . . , r and M_{Jij} is rank-deficient matrix. This implies that m^k ∈ nullspace(V) and hence (w^k)^⊤m^k_{Jk} = 0 =⇒ adj(M_{Jk} )m^k_{Jk} = 0.

But from Lemma 6, we have that det(M) = −(m^k_{Jk} )^⊤ adj(M_{Jk} )m^k_{Jk} and det(M) < 0 which contradicts the given assumption. Hence V is a full rank matrix.

Assume to the contrary that M has at least one diagonal element which is zero. Let this element be m_{ii} = 0. As m_{ii} = 0 this implies that m_{ik} = 0 to see this m_{ii}m_{kk} − m^2_{ik} ≥ 0 ∵ M ∈ S^{n,n−1}_+ m^2_{ik} = 0.

This means that if M has a zero column, which is the i^{th} column, then det(M) = 0 which contradicts the assumption that det(M) < 0. □

Lemma 12. Let M ∈ S^{n,n−1}_+ and det(M) < 0. Let G_M(V, E) be a graph associated with the matrix M with V = [n] and ij ∈ E if m_{ij} ≠ 0. Then G_M(V, E) is a connected graph.

Proof. Assume to the contrary that G_M(V, E) is disconnected. Then V = ⋃_k i=1 V_i where the induced subgraph on V_i is connected and 1 ≤ |V_i| ≤ n − 1 and V_i ∩ V_j = ∅ for i ≠ j. We can partition the matrix M into the following form,

M = M_{V1} 0 . . . 0 0 M_{V2} . . . 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 0 0 M_{Vk} .

Each M_{Vk} is a positive semidefinite since M_{Vk} is a principal sub-matrix of size less than or equal to n − 1. For any x ∈ R^n ,

x^⊤Mx = Σ^k_{i=1}x^⊤_{Vi} M_{Vi} x_{Vi} ≥ 0.

From this we can conclude that det(M) ≥ 0. But this violates the given condition that det(M) < 0. Hence G_M(V, E) is a connected graph. □

4.4.1. Proof of Theorem 1.3.

Proof. Let M = A + B where A, B ∈ S^{n,n−1}_+ . We will show that A, B are positive scalar multiples of M. Let J_i = [n] \ {i}. From Proposition 11, there exists linearly independent vectors {v^i}^n_{i=1} such that M_{Ji} v^i_{Ji} = A_{Ji} v^i_{Ji} = B_{Ji} v^i_{Ji} = 0.

Now, S := { X ∈ S^n : X_{Ji} v^i_{Ji} = 0 ∀ J_i ∈ J } . S is a subspace of the vector sp space of symmetric matrices,

S^n. The number of equations that define S are n(n − 1) and X has a total of n(n − 1) 2 variables. Hence

dim(S) ≤ n(n − 1) 2 . Observe that M, A, B ∈ S.

Let i ∈ [n] and x^i be a column of X, then we claim that, (v^j )^⊤x^i = 0 ∀j ∈ J_i. (10)

To see this, v^j_{Jj} x^{(i)}_{Jj} = 0, ∑ k∈J_j v^j_kx^i_k = 0

As v^j = 0 from Proposition 11, we have ∑ k∈J_j v^j_kx^i_k + v^j x^i_j = 0 = (v^j )^⊤x^i

and (10) holds. Let V be the matrix defined in 11 and the rows of the matrix are {v^i}^n_{i=1}. Let V(J_i) be the rows of the matrix V indexed by J_i. Let x^i be the i^{th} row of the matrix of X. It follows from (10), that V(J_i)x^i = 0.

It follows from Proposition 11 that V(J_i) is an (n − 1) × n full-rank matrix. Select all the independent columns of V (J_i) and the (n − 1) × (n − 1) matrix formed by these columns is an invertible square matrix.

Denote by k, the column which is not part of the above invertible (n − 1) × (n − 1) matrix. Hence, we can express every x_{ij} in terms of x_{ik} .

Every x_{ij} of the X is scalar multiple x_{ik} . The diagonal elements of the matrix X are non-zero, because if at least one of them is zero, let this element be the x_{ll} where l ∈ [n], then we would have that m_{ll} = 0 this impossible from Proposition 11. Therefore, x_{qq} ≠ 0 ∀q ∈ [n], x_{ii} = c_{ik−ii}x_{ik} , which implies that c_{ik−ii} ≠ 0. This further suggests that every x_{ij} is scalar multiple of x_{ii}. Similarly, one can obtain a relation between x_{kk} and x_{ik}. Hence, x_{kk} = c_{ik−kk} x_{ik} = c_{ik−kk} c_{ik−ii} x_{ii} = C_{ii−kk} x_{ii}, where C_{ii−kk} = c_{ik−kk} c_{ik−kk} . From the elimination of variables process let P be the set of indices such that x_{ij} = 0 regardless of the matrix in S. Let G_X(V, E) be the graph of X as defined in Lemma 12. From Lemma 12 we know that G_M(V, E) is a connected graph and is a subgraph of G_X. Therefore G_X is a connected graph. For each edge pq of the graph G_X one can establish a relation between p and q. As G_X is connected, one can find a path between any two nodes in the graph. For example, there is a path from i to i^′ let this path be i − p_1 − . . . − p_l − i^′. It follows that, x_{p1 p1} = C_{ii−p1 p1} x_{ii} x_{p2 p2} = C_{p1 p1 −p2 p2} x_{p1 p1} . . x_i′_i′ = C_{pl pl−i}′_i′ x_{pl pl} . This implies x_i′_i′ is a scalar multiple of x_{ii}. The constants c^′s and C^′s are obtained from the sub-matrix inverse of V and V is obtained from M and do not depend on X. Hence the rank of the system S is 1 and every matrix in S can be written as aM^′ where a ∈ R. Since A, B, M ∈ S^{n,n−1}_+ , we can write A = a_AM^′, B = a_BM^′, and C = a_CM^′ where a_A, a_B, a_M ∈ R. Therefore A = a_A a_M

M and B = a_B a_M

M . Hence M spans

an extreme ray of S^{n,n−1}_+ . □

Corollary 13. For n ≥ 3, G(n, n − 1) = n − 1 n − 2 I_n − 1 n − 2 1_n1^⊤_n spans an extreme ray of S^{n,n−1}_+

Proof. It suffices to prove that det(G(n, n − 1)) < 0 and all (n − 1) × (n − 1) principal sub-matrices of G(n, n − 1) are positive semidefinite and have rank n − 2 (Theorem 1.3).

Observe that the eigenvalues of G(n, n − 1) are^{−1}_{n−2} with multiplicity 1, and^{n−1}_{n−2} with multiplicity n − 1. We

have det(G(n, n − 1)) = −^1_{n−2} (_{n−1} n−2 )_{n−1} < 0. Furthermore, every (n − 1) × (n − 1) principle sub-matrix of G(n, n − 1) can be expressed as^{n−1}_{n−2} I_{n−1} −^1_{n−2} 1_{n−1}1^⊤_{n−1}. The eigenvalues of every (n − 1) × (n − 1) principle sub-matrix of G(n, n − 1) are thus 0 with multiplicity 1, and^{n−1}_{n−2} with multiplicity (n − 2). Consequently, every (n − 1) × (n − 1) principle sub-matrix of G(n, n − 1) is positive semidefinite with rank (n − 2). □

Corollary 2. For n ≥ 3 and 2 ≤ k ≤ n − 1, G(n, k) = k k − 1 I− 1 k − 1 11^⊤ spans an extreme ray of S^{n,k}_+ .

Proof. Assume that G(n, k) does not span an extreme ray of S^{n,k}_+ . Then G(n, k) = A+B where A, B ∈ S^{n,k}_+ . Let J ∈ [n] and |J| = k + 1. It follows,

(G(n, k))_J = G(k + 1, k)

G(n, k)_J = A_J + B_J G(k + 1, k) = A_J + B_J j = min(J) A_J = a_{jj} G(k + 1, k) B_J = b_{jj} G(k + 1, k).

This implies A = a_{11}G(n, k) and B = b_{11}G(n, k),and G(n, k) spans an extreme ray of S^{n,k}_+ . □

Corollary 3. An NLS matrix M ∈ S^{n,k}_+ , for n ≥ 5 and 3 ≤ k ≤ n − 2, spans an extreme ray of S^{n,k}_+ .

Proof. We know that M is diagonally congruent to G(n, k) [8]. Assume to the contrary that M doesn’t span an extreme ray then we have that M = M_1 +M_2 where M_1, M_2 ∈ S^{n,k}_+ and M_1 ≠ M_2. Since M is diagonally congruent to G(n, k) we have that there exists an invertible diagonal matrix such that M = DG(n, k)D. It follows,

M = M_1 + M_2

D^{−1}MD^{−1} = D^{−1}M_1D^{−1} + D^{−1}M_2D^{−1}.

From Sylvester’s law of inertia and as D^{−1} is a diagonal matrix we have that D^{−1}M_1D^{−1}, D^{−1}M_2D^{−1} ∈ S^{n,k}_+ . This contradicts corollary 2. Hence M spans an extreme ray of S^{n,k}_+ . □ References

[1] Michel X Goemans and David P Williamson. . 879-approximation algorithms for max cut and max 2sat. In Proceedings of the twenty-sixth annual ACM symposium on Theory of computing, pages 422– 431, 1994.

[2] Antoine Oustry, Claudia D’Ambrosio, Leo Liberti, and Manuel Ruiz. Certified and accurate sdp bounds for the acopf problem. Electric Power Systems Research, 212:108278, 2022.

[3] Somayeh Sojoudi and Javad Lavaei. Exactness of semidefinite relaxations for nonlinear optimization problems with underlying graph structure. SIAM Journal on Optimization, 24(4):1746–1778, 2014.

[4] Santanu S Dey, Aleksandr Kazachkov, Andrea Lodi, and Gonzalo Munoz. Cutting plane generation through sparse principal component analysis. SIAM Journal on Optimization, 32(2):1319–1343, 2022.

[5] Sunyonga Kim and Masakazu Kojima. Second order cone programming relaxation of nonconvex quadratic optimization problems. Optimization Methods and Software, 15(3-4):201–224, 2001.

[6] Burak Kocuk, Santanu S Dey, and X Andy Sun. Strong socp relaxations for the optimal power flow problem. Operations Research, 64(6):1177–1196, 2016.

[7] Grigoriy Blekherman, Santanu S Dey, Marco Molinaro, and Shengding Sun. Sparse psd approximation of the psd cone. Mathematical Programming, 191(2):981–1004, 2022.

[8] Grigoriy Blekherman, Santanu S Dey, Kevin Shu, and Shengding Sun. Hyperbolic relaxation of k-locally positive semidefinite matrices. SIAM Journal on Optimization, 32(2):470–490, 2022.

[9] Khazhgali Kozhasov. On eigenvalues of symmetric matrices with psd principal submatrices. Journal of Symbolic Computation, 119:90–100, 2023.

[10] Hamza Fawzi. On representing the positive semidefinite cone using the second-order cone. Mathematical Programming, 175(1-2):109–118, 2019.

[11] Hamza Fawzi. On polyhedral approximations of the positive semidefinite cone. Mathematics of Operations Research, 46(4):1479–1489, 2021.

[12] Dogyoon Song and Pablo A Parrilo. On approximations of the psd cone by a polynomial number of smaller-sized psd cones. Mathematical Programming, 198(1):733–785, 2023.

[13] Robert Grone, Charles R Johnson, Eduardo M Sá, and Henry Wolkowicz. Positive definite completions of partial hermitian matrices. Linear algebra and its applications, 58:109–124, 1984.

[14] Mituhiro Fukuda, Masakazu Kojima, Kazuo Murota, and Kazuhide Nakata. Exploiting sparsity in semidefinite programming via matrix completion i: General framework. SIAM Journal on optimization, 11(3):647–674, 2001.

[15] Lieven Vandenberghe, Martin S Andersen, et al. Chordal graphs and semidefinite optimization.

Foundations and Trends^® in Optimization, 1(4):241–433, 2015.

[16] Joao Gouveia, Alexander Kovačec, and Mina Saee. On sums of squares of k-nomials. Journal of Pure and Applied Algebra, 226(1):106820, 2022.

[17] David A Harville. Matrix algebra from a statistician’s perspective, 1998. [18] Roger A Horn and Charles R Johnson. Matrix analysis. Cambridge university press, 2012.

Avinash Bhardwaj,Indian Institute of Technology Bombay, Mumbai, India 400076

Email address: abhardwaj@iitb.ac.in

Vishnu Narayanan, Indian Institute of Technology Bombay, Mumbai, India 400076

Email address: vishnu@iitb.ac.in

Abhishek Pathapati, Indian Institute of Technology Bombay, Mumbai, India 400076

Email address: apathapati@iitb.ac.in