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Abstract

Let x1,x9,...,2,, be elements of a convex cone K such that their sum, e, is in the relative
interior of K. An e-sparsification of the sum involves taking a subset of the x; and reweighting
them by positive scalars, so that the resulting sum is e-close to e, where error is measured in a
relative sense with respect to the order induced by K. This generalizes the influential spectral
sparsification model for sums of positive semidefinite matrices.

This paper introduces and studies the sparsification function of a convex cone, which mea-
sures, in the worst case over all possible sums from the cone, the smallest size of an e-sparsifier.
The linear-sized spectral sparsification theorem of Batson, Spielman, and Srivastava can be
viewed as a bound on the sparsification function of the cone of positive semidefinite matrices.
This result is generalized to a family of convex cones (including all hyperbolicity cones) that ad-
mit a v-logarithmically homogeneous self-concordant barrier with certain additional properties.
For these cones, the sparsification function is bounded above by [41/€%]. For general convex
cones that only admit an ordinary r-logarithmically homogeneous self-concordant barrier, the
sparsification function is bounded above by [(4v/€)?]. Furthermore, the paper explores how
sparsification functions interact with various convex geometric operations (such as conic lifts),
and describes implications of sparsification with respect to cones for certain conic optimization
problems.

1 Introduction

The starting point for this paper is the celebrated linear-sized spectral sparsification result of
Batson, Spielman, and Srivastava [BSS12], in the general rank form given in [SHS15]. This result
describes how a collection of d x d positive semidefinite matrices (elements of Si) that sum to a
positive definite matrix (i.e., element of int(Sjir)), can be approximated in a certain spectral sense
by keeping only a small number of terms in the sum and suitably reweighting them. Here, and
throughout, we use the notation X <Y to mean that Y — X is positive semidefinite.

Theorem 1.1. Let X1, Xo,..., X € Sﬁlr be such that Y " X; = E € int(Si) and let 0 < e < 1.
Then there exists a subset S C [m] with |S| < [4d/e?]| and positive scalars (\;)ics such that

1-eE =) \X; =2 (1+e)E.
€S

This result was motivated by the study of graph sparsification. Indeed a weighted graph G =
(V, E,w) with vertex set V, edge set F, and edge weights (w.)ccr, can be represented by its
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weighted Laplacian
Lo= ) wyglei—e)lei—e)T.
{i,j}€E

If ' C F and (w.)eecp is another weight function, a sparsification of Lg is a sum of the form

Lor= ) whj(ei—ej)ei—e))T

{i,jteE’

which can be interpreted as the weighted Laplacian of a new weighted graph G’ = (V, E/,w') with
fewer edges. If Lg and L satisfy (1 —€)Lg < Lgr = (1 + €)Lg for some 0 < € < 1 then many
quantitative properties of G are approximated by the corresponding properties of G’. This idea
was initially studied specifically in the context of graph cuts by Benczir and Karger [BK96]. The
idea of constructing spectral sparsifiers, i.e., those that approximate the Laplacian in this spectral
sense, was pioneered by Spielman and Teng [ST04]. Before [BSS12] the number of edges in the
known cut or spectral sparsifiers was O(|V|/€2), where the O(-) hides poly-logarithmic factors (see,
e.g., [BK96], [SS08]). The major breakthrough of [BSS12] was to obtain a linear-sized spectral
sparsifier, i.e., one with number of edges that is O(|V|/€2).

This paper investigates analogues of linear-sized spectral sparsification for general closed convex
cones. If K is a closed convex cone and x,y € span(K) then we use the notation x <x y to mean
that y — 2z € K. If K is, in addition, pointed (i.e., K N (—K) = {0}) then <k is a partial order
on span(K). The following definitions introduce concise language to help keep track of the extent
to which arbitrary sums of elements from a convex cone can be sparsified to within a given error
(measured relative to the cone).

Definition 1.2. Let K be a closed convex cone. A sparsification function for K is a monotonically
non-increasing upper semi-continuous function « : (0,1) — R such that for any x1,x9,..., 2, € K
satisfying > " x; = e € relint(K) and any 0 < € < 1, there exists S C [m] with |S] < a(e) and
positive scalars (\;);es, such that

(1 —6)6 <K Z)\Z{BZ <K (1+6)€. (1)
€S
Definition 1.3. Let K be a closed convex cone. Let Fx denote the collection of all sparsification
functions for K. The sparsification function of K, denoted spk : (0,1) — R, is defined by
SPx(€) = aler}fK a(e).

Note that the pointwise infimum of monotonically non-increasing upper semi-continuous func-
tions is again a monotonically non-increasing upper semi-continuous function. Therefore, SPx is a
well-defined sparsification function for K.

It follows directly from Carathéodory’s theorem for cones that sSPx (¢) < dim(K) for alle € (0, 1).
(See Lemma 3.1 in Section 3.) Sparsification functions are interesting if, for a non-trivial range
of €, they give bounds that are smaller than the dimension of the cone. In such cases there is a
meaningful trade-off between the approximation error (quantified by €) and the amount that conic
combinations of points can be sparsified.

The linear-sized spectral sparsification Theorem (Theorem 1.1), when stated in the language of

Definition 1.3, says that the sparsification function of S¢ satisfies sp s (e) < [4d/e*]. If d% <
d+1

e < 1 then SPga (€) is smaller than the trivial bound of dim(S8%) = (“3

theorem.

) from Carathéodory’s



1.1 Contributions

This paper develops methods to give upper bounds on sparsification functions of closed convex
cones, with a focus on bounds that are potentially much smaller than the dimension of the cone.
While the results are constructive, the emphasis is on the existence of constructions rather than
efficient algorithms. The most general result in this direction applies to arbitrary closed, pointed,
full-dimensional convex cones (which we refer to as proper cones) and is the subject of Section 4.
It gives a bound on the sparsification function that depends only on the barrier parameter of a
logarithmically homogeneous self-concordant barrier for the cone. (See Section 2.3 for definitions
of these terms.)

Theorem 1.4. If K is a proper cone with a v-logarithmically homogeneous self-concordant barrier
then spk(€) < [(4v/€)?] for all e € (0,1).

Section 7.2 considers examples where this bound on the sparsification function is independent
of the dimension of K, and so significantly improves over the bound from Carathéodory’s theorem.
However, in the case of the positive semidefinite cone, it is known that d is the smallest possible
parameter for a logarithmically homogeneous self-concordant barrier for Si [Nes18]. Therefore,
when specialized to the positive semidefinite cone, Theorem 1.5 cannot improve upon the trivial
dimension-based bound from Carathéodory’s theorem, let alone match Theorem 1.1.

The next contribution of this paper, and the focus of Section 5, is a bound on the sparsification
function of proper cones that admit a r-logarithmically-homogeneous self-concordant barrier with
certain additional properties. Such barriers will be called pairwise-self-concordant barriers in this
paper, see Definition 5.2. Remarkably, for pairwise-self-concordant barriers there is a bound on the
sparsification function that is linear in v, the barrier parameter. This result directly generalizes
Theorem 1.1, and is established by suitably generalizing the barrier method originally developed
in [BSS12].

Theorem 1.5. If K is a proper cone with a v-logarithmically homogeneous pairwise-self-concordant
barrier then SPx (€) < [4v/e?] for all € € (0,1).

Hyperbolic polynomials are multivariate polynomials with real coefficients that enjoy certain
real-rootedness properties (see Section 2.2 for the definition). Associated with a hyperbolic polyno-
mial is a convex cone called a hyperbolicity cone. Hyperbolicity cones include the positive semidef-
inite cone as a special case. If p is a hyperbolic polynomial of degree d, then it is well-known that
—logp is a d-logarithmically homogeneous self-concordant barrier for the associated hyperbolicity
cone [G1il97]. We will see that such hyperbolic barriers are, in fact, pairwise-self-concordant. As a
corollary we obtain a generalization of Theorem 1.1 for hyperbolicity cones.

Corollary 1.6. Suppose that p is a hyperbolic polynomial of degree d, hyperbolic with respect to e.
Let Ay denote the associated hyperbolicity cone. Then SPy, (€) < [4d/€?].

By taking the hyperbolic polynomial p to be the determinant restricted to d x d symmetric
matrices (a polynomial of degree d), the associated hyperbolicity cone is the positive semidefinite
cone Si. Theorem 1.1 is, therefore, a special case of Corollary 1.6.

Section 3 considers how some basic convex geometric operations affect sparsification functions.
(See Section 2.1 for notation and terminology related to convex geometry.) The main result in
this direction is that sparsification functions interact nicely with the following notion of lifted
representations (or extended formulations) of convex cones [GPT13, FGPT22].



Definition 1.7. Let C' and K be closed convex cones. We say that C' has a K-lift if there is a
linear subspace L C span(K) and a linear map 7 : span(K) — span(C) such that C' = n(L N K).
If, in addition, L Nrelint(K) is non-empty, we say that C' has a proper K-lift.

The following result is established in Section 3.

Proposition 1.8. Let C' and K be closed convex cones. If C' has a proper K-lift then sSPc(e) <
SPk(€) for all e € (0,1).

The main difficulty in establishing Proposition 1.8 is to show that if C' = 7w(K) where C' and
K are closed convex cones and 7 is a linear map, then the sparsification function of C' is bounded
above by the sparsification function of K (Lemma 3.3).

It is natural to consider whether Proposition 1.8 can be used in combination with either The-
orem 1.5 (for general convex cones) or Corollary 1.6 (for hyperbolicity cones) to obtain further
results. If C' has a proper K-lift then any v-logarithmically homogeneous self-concordant barrier
for K can be used to construct a v-logarithmically homogeneous self-concordant barrier for C' via
the implicit barrier theorem [Nesl18, Theorem 5.3.6]. Therefore, combining Proposition 1.8 with
Theorem 1.5 does not yield any further results. However, Proposition 1.8 can be used profitably in
combination with Corollary 1.6, to give the following result.

Corollary 1.9. Suppose that p is a hyperbolic polynomial of degree d, hyperbolic with respect to
e with associated hyperbolicity cone Ay . Let C be a closed convex cone. If C has a AL-lift then
spc(e) < [4d/e?] for all e € (0,1).

This result is interesting because, in general, there are convex cones that have a Aj-lift for
some hyperbolicity cone but that are not, themselves, hyperboliticy cones. One way to see this is
to observe that hyperbolicity cones are always facially exposed [Ren06], but general convex cones
with Sfi—lifts—let alone hyperbolicity cone lifts—need not be facially exposed [RG95].

The astute reader will notice that Corollary 1.9 is not quite an immediate corollary of Theo-
rem 1.6 and Proposition 1.8. This is because Corollary 1.9 only assumes that C has a A4 (p, e)-lift,
not a proper A4 (p,e)-lift. The proof of Corollary 1.9 relies on certain properties of the faces of
hyperbolicity cones, and is given in Section 7.1.

1.2 Related work

Since the work of Benczir and Karger [BK96] and the spectral sparsification formulation of Spiel-
man and Teng [ST04], many variations and extensions on the problems of cut and spectral sparsifi-
cation have been studied. This section briefly discusses a selection of such generalizations, focusing
on existence results rather than algorithmic advances.

Spectral-like sparsification models have been developed for combinatorial objects such as linear
codes [KPS24], hypergraphs [SY19], or constraint satisfaction problems [KPS25]. For instance,
given a hypergraph with m hyperedges E1, Es, ..., E,, each of which is a subset of [n], the aim is
to find S C [m] and positive scalars ()\;);cs such that

(1—¢) Z j{gg)E(i(:L‘j —ap)? < ‘ i j{ggﬁ(xj —p)? < (1+e¢) Z jfilgé(xj — ;)% for all z € R™.
i1€[m] €S 1€[m]

This reduces to the spectral sparsification model for graphs when all hyperedges have degree two,

but appears to be structurally different to the model in Definition 1.3 in general. In this setting

spectral hypergraph sparsifiers exist with |S| of size O(e~2log(D)nlogn) where D is the maximum

size of a hyperedge [Lee23, JLS23].



Another family of sparsification problems comes from approximating sums of (semi-)norms on
R™ [JLLS23]. Given a collection Ny, No, ..., Ny, of semi-norms, the aim is to find S C [m] and
positive scalars (\;);es such that

(I1—¢) Z Ni(x) < Z/\iNi(UU) <(l1+¢) Z N;(x) for all z € R".
1€[m]

i€[m] i€S

This generalizes the problem of approximating a centrally symmetric zonotope with m generators
(or, more generally, a zonoid) by a centrally symmetric zonotope with a small number of generators
(see, e.g., [BLM89]). This is because the support function of the zonotope [—a1, ai|+- - -+ [—am, am]
(for a1,a2,...,am € R") is 3 ;e Ni(z) where Nij(z) = [{a;,z)|. For the general problem of
sparsifying sums of norms, the set S can be taken to be of size O(¢2nlog(n/¢)(log(n))?%) [JLLS23].

Related to spectral sparsification of quadratic forms (or equivalently positive semidefinite ma-
trices) is the Kadison-Singer problem, resolved by Marcus, Spielman, and Srivastava [MSS15]. In
one of its equivalent forms (see [PZ24, Theorem 1.2]), this says that given vy, va, ..., v, € R™, there
is a partition of [m] = T} U Ty such that, for j € {1, 2},

(; 5\/5) (ivwl) <3 va] < (; +5ﬁ> (ivid)

=1 iETj =1

_l’_
where o = max; UJT. (Zie[m] v;v] ) v; is the maximum of the leverage scores of the v;. This result

shows that the positive semidefinite matrix ), v;u] can be approximated well by summing over
either the terms in 77 or the terms in 75, without any reweighting. On the other hand, the
approximation quality depends on the leverage scores of the vectors, and is only small when all
of the vectors contribute in a balanced way to the sum. Paschalidis and Zhuang have shown that
this result implies linear sized spectral sparsification [PZ24, Theorem 1.1], but not with the refined
constants of Theorem 1.1. The solution of the Kadison-Singer problem has been generalized to
hyperbolicity cones by Bréandén [Bril8]. It seems likely that a similar reduction could be carried
out to deduce linear-sized spectral sparsification with respect to hyperbolicity cones, yielding a
qualitatively similar result to Corollary 1.6, but again without the refined constants.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Convex geometry

If S C R™, we use the notation cone(S) (resp., conv(S)) to denote the conic hull (resp., convex hull)
of S, i.e., the collection of all non-negative (resp., convex) combinations of elements of S. A convex
cone K C R" is pointed if K N (—K) = {0}, and full-dimensional if span(K) = R". If S C R"
we denote its closure with respect to the usual topology by cl(S) and its relative interior (i.e., its
interior taken relative to its affine span) by relint(S). We call a closed, pointed, full-dimensional
convex cone a proper cone. Let (-, ) denote a fixed choice of inner product on R™, which allows us to
identify R™ with its dual space. If S C R™ is a set then S* = {y € R" : (y,z) >0, for all z € S}
is a closed convex cone called the dual cone of S.

If K is a closed convex cone, then a convex subset F' C K is a face if v,y € K and x +y € F
implies that z,y € F. A face F' C K is exposed if there exists y € K* such that FF = {x € K :
(y,x) = 0}, i.e., if F' can be expressed as the intersection of K with a supporting hyperplane to K.



2.2 Hyperbolic polynomials and hyperbolicity cones

A polynomial p, homogeneous of degree d, in n variables with real coefficients is hyperbolic with
respect to e € R™ if p(e) > 0 and, for every fixed z € R”, if p(te — ) = 0 then ¢ is real. A
fundamental example to keep in mind is the determinant restricted to symmetric d X d matrices.
This is hyperbolic with respect to the d x d identity matrix because p(te — x) = det(tI — z) is the
characteristic polynomial of the symmetric matrix x, which has only real roots because symmetric
matrices have real eigenvalues.

If p is hyperbolic with respect to e and z € R" then we denote by )\gp,e) (x) > /\gp’e)(a:) > >
/\Elp’e) (x) the (real) roots of p(te —x) = 0, and call these the hyperbolic eigenvalues of x with respect
to (p,e).

Associated with any hyperbolic polynomial p, and direction of hyperbolicity e, is the hyperbol-
1city cone

Ai(pe)={x e R" : )\Z(»p’e)(a:) >0 foralli=1,2,...,d},

which turns out to be a closed convex cone [Gar59]. In the case of the determinant restricted
to d x d symmetric matrices, the hyperbolicity cone Ay (det, ) is the cone Si of d x d positive
semidefinite matrices. If p is hyperbolic with respect to e then p is also hyperbolic with respect to
any €' € int(A4(p,e)), and Ay(p,e) = Ay (p,€e') [Gar59].

If p is hyperbolic with respect to e, we say that p is complete if p(te — x) = t%p(e) implies that
x = 0 (i.e., the only point with all hyperbolic eigenvalues equal to zero is 0 € R™). If p is a complete
hyperbolic polynomial then it follows from the definitions that the associated hyperbolicity cone is
pointed.

2.3 Self-concordant barriers

This section summarizes the basic definitions and facts (following [Nes18]) about logarithmically
homogeneous self-concordant barriers for convex cones needed for subsequent developments.

For a k-times continuously differentiable function f with open domain, a point € dom(f) C
R™, and directions ui, us,...,u; € R", define

ak

DF =
f(x)[ub ,Uk] 6t18tk

flz+tiug + - + trug) .
t1=-=t,=0

Note that D* f(x)[u1, . .., us] is multilinear in the u; and that D* f(2)[u, ..., u] is the kth directional
derivative of f at x in the direction u.

Definition 2.1. A three-times continuously differentiable closed convex function ¢ : dom(p) — R
with open domain dom(yp) is standard self-concordant if

| DPp(2)[u, u,u]| < 2D (@) [u, u]*/?
for all z € dom(y) and all u € R™.

Definition 2.2. Suppose that ¢ is a standard self-concordant function and cl(dom(yp)) =: K
is a closed full-dimensional convex cone. We say that ¢ is a v-logarithmically-homogeneous self-
concordant barrier for K if p(tz) = p(x) — vlog(t) for all z € dom(p) and all ¢ > 0.

Suppose that ¢ is a v-logarithmically-homogeneous self-concordant barrier for a closed, full-
dimensional, convex cone K. Then we can associate with each point e € int(K) the Hessian
(semi- )Jnorm

lulle := D*p(e)[u, u]/?. (2)



If K is a proper cone (so is, in addition, pointed), then the Hessian semi-norm is non-degenerate [Nes18,
Theorem 5.1.6], and so is actually a norm.

For a full-dimensional closed convex cone K and x € int(K), for each u we can also define an
analogue of the spectral norm via

lulz :==1inf{t e R : —to <g u <k tx}. (3)

If K is, in addition, pointed then |u|, = 0 if and only if w = 0, and so | - | defines a norm. The
following result collects some standard facts about logarithmically homogeneous self-concordant
functions and these associated norms.

Lemma 2.3. Let K C R"” be a closed full-dimensional convex cone. Let ¢ be a v-logarithmically
homogeneous self-concordant barrier for K. Then the following properties hold.

(i) [Nes18, Theorem 5.4.3] If e € int(K) then Dy(e)le] = —v.

(i1) [Nes18, Theorem 5.1.14] If u € K and e € int(K) then —Dp(e)[u] > |Julle.
(i1i) [Nes18, Theorem 5.1.5] If e € int(K) then {z € R" : ||z —elle <1} C K.
(iv) If e € int(K) then ||ulle > |ule for all u.

Proof. We only establish (iv), since the other results are directly from [Nes18]. Let u be arbitrary.
To establish that |u|. < ||ulle, it is enough to show that

—llullee =x u 2k [[ullce. (4)
To establish (4) we observe that

[l

— <1
[ulle + €

I(e £ (Jlulle + &) u) —elle =

for all € > 0. It follows from (iii) that (|lulle + €)e £ u € K for all e > 0. Taking the limit as e — 0,
and using the fact that K is closed, establishes (4). O

An important example of a logarithmically homogeneous self-concordant barrier is the logarith-
mic barrier for a hyperbolicity cone.

Theorem 2.4 (Giiler [Giil97]). Let p be a polynomial, homogeneous of degree d, that is hyper-
bolic with respect to e. Then —logp is a d-logarithmically homogeneous self-concordant barrier for

Ay(p,e).

If A4 (p, e) is the hyperbolicity cone associated with a hyperbolic polynomial p, then we refer to
the deg(p)-logarithmically homogeneous self-concordant barrier —logp as a hyperbolic barrier for

Ay (pe).

2.4 Operator monotone functions

Let J C R be an interval and let Sf]l denote the collection of d x d symmetric matrices with
eigenvalues in J. Given a function h : J — R, the associated spectral function A : Sf”,’ — S is
defined by



where A1 > --- > A are the distinct eigenvalues of X, and each P; is the orthogonal projector onto
the eigenspace of X corresponding to the eigenvalue A;.

A function h : J — R is n-monotone for some positive integer n if X, Y € S§% and X = Y
together imply that h(X) = h(Y). A function that is n-monotone for all positive integers n is
called operator monotone. Lowner’s theorem characterizes operator monotone functions. Indeed,
any operator monotone function A : (0,00) — R, defined on the positive half-line, can be expressed

in the form
1 —
h(t) = h(1) + /0 )\(ttl)1+1 du(2) for all £ € (0,00) (5)

where p is a positive Borel measure p supported on [0, 1]. Note that similar integral representations
hold for operator monotone functions defined on other intervals. Moreover, there are many different
equivalent ways to write integral representations of operator monotone functions [Sim19]. For a
version of Lowner’s theorem written in the form of (5), see [F'SP19, Theorem 4].

3 Basic results about sparsification functions

3.1 Upper bounds

This section establishes some bounds on sparsification functions of convex cones arising from basic
convex geometric considerations.

Lemma 3.1. If K is a closed convex cone then SPk(€) < dim(K) for all € € (0,1).

Proof. Let z1,...,z, € K, let e € (0,1), and let e = )" | x; € relint(K). Let C be the conic hull
of the z;, i.e, C' = cone{zy,...,zy,} C K. By Carathéodory’s theorem, there exists S C [m] with
|S| < dim(C) < dim(K) and positive scalars ();)ies such that >, g \iz; = e, and so

- 12
(1—€e=<ge= Z)\x (1+e)e.
i€S

It follows that dim(K) is a sparsification function for K, and hence that spPx(e) < dim(K) for all
e € (0,1) by the definition of sPg. O

The following result shows that sparsification functions do not increase under taking the inter-
section with a subspace that meets the relative interior of a cone.

Lemma 3.2. Let K be a closed convex cone and let L be a linear subspace such that relint(K)NL #
0. If C = KN L then spc(e) < sPk(e) for all e € (0,1).

Proof. Suppose that z1,x2,...,2;m, € C = KNLand ) ", z; =e € relint(K NL) and 0 < e < 1.
Since relint(K) N L # 0 it follows that relint(K) N L = relint(K N L) [Roc97, Corollary 6.5.1].
Therefore e € relint(K). From the definition of SPy, there exists some S C [m] with |S| < sPx/(e)
and positive scalars ()\;);es such that

(1—-ee =g Z)\il‘z‘ =<r (1 +e)e.
i€S
Since e € L and ) ;g \iz; € L it follows that
(1 —e)e Z¢ Z)\ixi =c (1 +€)e,
€S
and so that SPx (e) is a sparsification function for C. The inequality SPc(e) < SPx(€) then follows
from the definition of Sp¢. ]



Sparsification functions also do not increase under linear projections.

Lemma 3.3. Let K be a closed convex cone and let 7 : span(K) — RF be a linear map. Then
SPr(k)(€) < SPk(e€) for all e € (0,1). Moreover, if T is a linear isomorphism then SP(k)(e) =
SPk(€) for all e € (0,1).

Proof. Suppose that 1, x2,...,2m € 7(K) and > ;" x; = e € relint(n(K)) and 0 < e < 1. Let
zh,xh, ...z, € K be such that m(z}) = x; for i € [m]. Let ¢ = Y ", ;. Since 7 is linear,
m(e’) = e. Since 2} € K for all ¢, it follows that ¢’ € K. There are two cases to consider, depending
on whether or not €’ € relint(K).

If ¢ € relint(K) then, by the definition of SPg, there exists S C [m] with |S| < sPx(e) and
positive scalars (\;)ics such that (1 —e)e =g > ;g Nix; <k (1 + €)e’. By applying 7(-) it follows
that (1 — €)e (k) Djes Ni%i Zx(x) (1 + €)e, implying that sPx is a sparsification function for
m(K), as required.

If ¢ is in the relative boundary of K then x),2},...,z), and € all lie in a proper face of
K, and hence in a proper exposed face of K (due to the existence of a supporting hyperplane
to K at ¢’). Therefore there is a linear functional £ € K* such that &[z}] = 0 for all ¢ and
¢le'] = 0. Since relint(m(K)) = m(relint(K)) [Roc97, Theorem 6.6], there exists é € relint(K)
such that w(é) = m(e’) = e. Let 6 > 0, let x],,; = dé, and consider the collection of points
ah, @y, .. ah,al, € K. Note that 71! 2! = ¢/ + 6¢ =: ¢” € relint(K) since a2/, ; € relint(K)
and 2, € K for all i € [m]. By the definition of sPx there exists S C [m] with |S| < sPg (ﬁ),

positive scalars (););cs, and a non-negative scalar A1, such that

‘ €
<1 — T 25) e <K )\m+1$;n+1 + ;)\ZCC; <K (1 + 1_|_25> e (6)

To complete the argument, we need to control the value of A, +1. Recall that there is a linear
functional £ € K* such that £[z}] = 0 for all i and {[e'] = 0. Applying this to both sides of (6) gives

(1= 1535 60 = (1 1335 €1 < dmrélo] = Bl

= (1 1 f25> = (1 1 +€25> o¢lel.

Since € € relint(K) it follows that £[é] > 0. Therefore, (1 — ﬁ) < A1 < (1 + ﬁ)

Now we will consider the image of (6) under 7. Since w(e”) = 7(e’ + dé) = (1 4 d)e, we have

€ €
1-— 1 =< T = 1 1 .
< 1 +25> ( +5)€ =r(K) )\m+156+iezs)\,xl =r(K) < + 1 +25> (I+0d)e

Using the fact that ¢ (1 — ﬁ) € 2r(K) OAm+1€ Zx(K) <1 + ﬁ) de gives

(1= €)e Znr) D Aiti Zn(rey (14 €)e.
€S
It follows that sPx(e/(1 + 26)) is a sparsification function for 7(K). Since 6 > 0 was arbitrary, it
follows that a(e) := infs~0 SPx(¢/(1+29)) is a sparsification function for 7(K). Since sparsification
functions are (by definition) upper semi-continuous and non-increasing, it follows that «a(e) =
SPk (€), and so SPg is a sparsification function for 7(K), as required.



In the case where 7 is a linear isomorphism, we have that C is the image of K under a linear
map and K is also the image of C' under a linear map. Therefore SPx(¢) < SPc(€) < sPg(e) for all
e€ (0,1). O

Since sparsification functions do not increase under (proper) intersections with a subspace and
under projections, it follows that the sparsification functions do not increase under proper lifts (see
Definition 1.7), allowing us to establish Proposition 1.8.

Proof of Proposition 1.8. This follows directly from Lemmas 3.2 and 3.3. O

We defined the sparsification function for any closed convex cone. The following result shows
that we can, without loss of generality, consider proper cones.

Lemma 3.4. Let K be a closed conver cone and let L = K N (—K) be the lineality space of K.
Then the sparsification functions of K and the closed pointed cone K' = K N L+ are equal.

Proof. If L = {0} then K = K’ so there is nothing to prove. Otherwise, we have the direct sum
decomposition K = K’ + L [Roc97, Page 65]. Note that if z € K’ and v € L then (z,v) € K if and
only if z € K" and v € L. If, in addition 2z’ € K" and v' € L then (z,v) =g (Z/,v) if and only if
(z —2,v—7") € K’ + L which holds if and only if z <p/ 2/

Since K’ is the image of K under a linear map, sPg/(€) < sPx(e) for all € € (0,1). For the
reverse inequality, let (z1,v1),..., (2m,vm) € K be such that Eie[m](zi,vi) = (20, vp) € relint(K).
Then, by the definition of SPg(€) there exists S C [m] with |S| < spg/(e) and positive scalars
(A\i)ies such that

(1 —€)z0 2 Z Nizi 2r (14 €)zo.
€S
But this holds if and only if

(1 —¢€)(20,v0) =K Z)\i(ziavi) =<k (14 ¢€)(20,v0),
ics

showing that sPx(€) < sPx/(€). O

3.2 Faces

This section considers how sparsification functions interact with the facial structure of a convex
cone. It is reasonable to hope that sparsification functions might be monotone along faces, in the
sense that if ¥ C K is a face of K then sPp(e) < sPg(e) for all € € (0,1). However we are only
able to establish this result under additional technical assumptions on the face F'. The technical
assumptions we involve are related to certain strong notions of facial exposedness. The first of
these is the notion of a face being projectionally exposed. This was first introduced by Borwein
and Wolkowicz [BW81] in their study of facial reduction methods for abstract convex optimization
problems.

Definition 3.5. Let K be a closed convex cone. A face F' of K is projectionally exposed if there
is an idempotent linear map = : span(K) — span(K) such that m(K) = F'.

Lemma 3.6. If K is a closed convex cone and F is a projectionally exposed face of K then
SPr(e) <SPk (e) for all e € (0,1).

Proof. If F is a projectionally exposed face of K then there exists an idempotent linear map 7 such
that 7(K) = F. The result then follows from Lemma 3.3. O
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Another, more recent, strengthening of facial exposedness is the notion of an amenable face,
introduced by Lourencgo [Lou2l1] in the context of developing error bounds for conic optimization
problems in the absence of constraint qualification.

Definition 3.7. Let K be a closed convex cone. A face F' of K is amenable if there is a positive
constant x such that
d(z,F) < kd(z,K) for all x € span(F).

The following result is strictly stronger that Lemma 3.6, since it is known that there are cones
with faces that are amenable but not projectionally exposed [LRS25].

Lemma 3.8. If K is a closed convex cone and F is an amenable face of K then SPr(€) < SPx(€)
for all e € (0,1).

Proof. Let e € relint(K), let S = span(F U {e}) and consider K = KN S. If F = K then the result
trivially holds. As such, from now on we assume that F is a proper subset of K. Therefore F' is
disjoint from the relative interior of K, so e ¢ F. It follows that dim(F) = dim(S) —1 = dim(K)—1
(where the last equality holds because S meets the relative interior of K). Moreover, FFNS = F' is
afaceof K =KnNS§S.

By assumption, F' is an amenable face of K. As such, there exists x > 0 such that

d(z,F) < kd(z,K) for all x € span(F).
Since K C K it follows that d(z, K) < d(x, K) for all z. Therefore,
d(z, F) < kd(z, K) < kd(z, K) for all z € span(F).

Hence F is a codimension one amenable face of K. From [LRS22, Theorem 6.2, it follows that
F is a projectionally exposed face of K. From Lemma 3.6 we see that sPp(e) < SP i (€). Finally,
since S meets the relative interior of K, it follows from Lemma 3.2 that SP () < SPg(e) for all
e€ (0,1).

Overall, we have that SPr(e) < SPx(€), as required. O

4 Sparsification and self-concordant barriers

This section develops a very simple method for sparsficiation with respect to a general proper convex
cone K. The basic idea is to find a point that is close to e = Zie[m] x; in the appropriate sense
by running the Frank-Wolfe algorithm on an optimization problem with a quadratic objective and
a constraint set with extreme points that are scaled versions of the input points z1,...,x, € K.
Since each iteration of the Frank-Wolfe algorithm steps in the direction of an extreme point, the
number of iterations bound the number of terms in the decomposition of the current iterate. We
use, as the objective, the squared Hessian norm of a v-logarithmically homogeneous self-concordant
barrier for K. Such an objective is related (by part (iv) of Lemma 2.3) to the spectral norm |- |,
with respect to K, the quantity we truly would like to control. By taking the extreme points of
the constraint set to be scaled in a way that is also informed by the self-concordant barrier, we
obtain a bound on the curvature constant of the objective that depends only on v. Combining
these ingredients gives a bound (Theorem 4.2) on the sparsification function that depends only on
v and e.

Theorem 4.2 is not strong enough to give a non-trivial sparsification result for the positive
semidefinite cone. However, it does give interesting examples of convex cones for which dimension-
independent sparsification is possible. We discuss this further in Section 7.2.
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4.1 The Frank-Wolfe algorithm

The approach we will use to construct a sparsifier with respect to a general convex cone will be
based on an algorithm for minimizing smooth convex functions over compact convex sets, known
as the Frank-Wolfe (or conditional gradient) algorithm [FW56]. Let f be a differentiable convex
function, and let X be a compact convex subset of the domain of f. Consider the optimization
problem

f* = min f(2).

zeX

The Frank-Wolfe algorithm, given in its most basic form in Algorithm 1, is a method to solve this
problem.

Algorithm 1 Frank-Wolfe algorithm
Input: Differentiable convex function f, compact convex set X C dom(f)
Initialize: Initial point 2y € X
fort=0,1,... do
o = H%
vy € arg mingex (Vf(2¢),v)
Zip1 = (1 — o)z + ooy
end for

Each step of the algorithm involves minimizing a linear functional over X’ to obtain a direction
v;. The next iterate is then a convex combination of the current iterate and the direction v¢. Since
linear optimization over a compact convex set always has an optimal point that is an extreme
point of the set, we can always choose v; to be an extreme point of X. If we do this, the Frank-
Wolfe algorithm (as stated in Algorithm 1) has the property that the tth iterate, z;, is a convex
combination of at most ¢ extreme points of X.

The main parameter of the objective function that appears in typical convergence results for
the Frank-Wolfe algorithm (see Theorem 4.1, to follow) is the curvature constant of f with respect
to X, defined as

Cpi= sup 5By(1~7)z+s]]2)

z,8€X, Y
v€[0,1]

where By(x|ly) := f(x) — f(y) = (Vf(y),z — y) is the Bregman divergence associated with f.

Theorem 4.1 ([Jagl3, Theorem 1]). Let f be a differentiable convexr function with curvature
constant Cy and let X be a compact convexr set contained in the domain of f. Then the iterates z
of Algorithm 1 applied to f and X satisfy

20y
— < — > 1.
flz) = fF < P forallt > 1

4.2 A bound on the sparsification function

In this section we establish a general bound on the sparsification function of a convex cone in terms
of the barrier parameter of a logarithmically homogeneous self-concordant barrier for the cone.

Theorem 4.2. Let K C R"” be a closed, pointed, full-dimensional convex cone. Let ¢ be a logarith-
mically homogeneous self-concordant barrier for K with parameter v. Then SPr(e) < [(4v/€)?].
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Proof. First, we will find scalars u; > 0, and define rescaled points Z; := p;x; for i = 1,2,...,m,
such that e is a convex combination of the Z;. Given such scalars, if there exists a set S C [m] and
positive scalars ; for i € S such that (1 —e)e <g Yics N\iZi < (14 €)e, then Theorem 4.2 follows
by taking A\; = S\iui for i € S. As such, it is enough to work with the z;.

To find the scalars ;, we note that since > ;" z; = e, by property (i) of Lemma 2.3 we have
that

=" De(e)lai] = ~De(e)le] = 1.

Let w; = —Dy(e)[z;] /v fori =1,2,...,m. Since z; € K fori =1,2,...,m, it follows from property
(ii) of Lemma 2.3 that w; > ||z;]le/v > 0 for i = 1,2,...,m (since K is pointed so || - ||e is non-
degenerate). Furthermore, Y ;" w; = 1. As such, let #; = wi_la:i. Then z; € K fori=1,2,...,m
and Z:’il w;T; = Zﬁl T; = e, so e is a convex combination of the Z;. Therefore we can take
i = w; " for i € [m].

Let X := conv{Z1,Za,...,%n} and let f(z) = 3|z —e||2. Consider the optimization problem

min f(z).

zeX

Since e € X, it follows that the optimal value f* of this problem is zero. Moreover, since
—Dyp(e)[z;] =v for all i,

and —Dy(z)[-] is a linear functional, it follows that —Dep(e)[z] = v for all z € X.
We next compute the curvature constant of f with respect to X. A straightforward computation
shows that

By(ally) = F(x) — f() ~ (VI (W)@ —9) = 5o I

Therefore, the curvature constant can be bounded as

2
Cp = sup 5 By((1— )z +7s]]2)
z,5€X, Y
v€[0,1]

1 2
= sup —||v(s—=
sup, 72|| (s —2)z
v€[0,1]
= sup s —z|?
z,s€X,
v€[0,1]

zeX

< 4sup(—Dy(e)[z])?
zeX

= 42

2
< (2 sup HzHe> (by the triangle inequality)

where the last equality uses the fact that —Dy(e)[z] = v for all z € X.
After T = [1(2—2”21 steps of the Frank-Wolfe algorithm, we obtain a point zp that is a convex

combination of at most T" elements of {Z1, ..., %, }. Moreover,
2C; 812

— = < < — < €22

fler) = f f(ZT)_T+2— T <€/



Therefore, ||zr — €|l < €. From Lemma 2.3 part (iv) we have that |zp — el < ||zr — el < € and so
(1 — 6)6 <K 217 K (1 + 6)6,

as required. O

5 Generalizing Batson-Spielman-Srivastava sparsification

This section shows that if a closed, pointed, full-dimensional convex cone admits a v-self-concordant
barrier with certain additional properties (see Definition 5.2), then the sparsification function is
bounded by an expression that is linear in the barrier parameter v. This is an exact generalization
of the linear-sized spectral sparsification result of Batson, Spielman, and Srivastava (Theorem 1.1).

Theorem 5.1. Let K be a closed, pointed, full-dimensional, convex cone. If K has a v-logarithmically
homogeneous pairwise-self-concordant barrier then SPx (€) < [4v/€?].

The additional ‘pairwise-self-concordance’ property constrains the change of the barrier function
along pairs of directions in the cone K, whereas the usual notion of self-concordance is a constraint
that relates the second and third derivatives along arbitrary lines.

Definition 5.2. Let K be a closed, pointed, full-dimensional convex cone. A logarithmically
homogeneous self-concordant barrier ¢ for K is pairwise-self-concordant if, for all u,v € K and all
x € int(K),

0 < D)o, u,u] < 2D%(w)[v, ul ul. (7)

It seems that this additional property has not been considered before, so we discuss it in more de-
tail in Section 6. In particular, we give a sufficient condition that implies pairwise-self-concordance
(see Lemma 6.1). The d-logarithmically homogeneous self-concordant barrier —logdet(-) for the
positive semidefinite cone satisfies this sufficient condition, and so is pairwise-self-concordant (see
Lemma 6.2 in Section 6). Therefore Theorem 5.1 exactly generalises Theorem 1.1. Furthermore,
hyperbolic barriers also satisfy the sufficient condition for being pairwise-self-concordant. This tells
us that Theorem 5.1 implies Theorem 1.6, our main sparsification result for hyperbolicity cones.

The aim of the rest of this section is to establish Theorem 5.1, by appropriately generalizing
the deterministic sparsification argument of Batson, Spielman, and Srivastava [BSS12].

5.1 Barrier functions and the generalized BSS algorithm

The sparsification method of Batson, Spielman, and Srivastava applies to the positive semidefinite
cone and the problem of sparsifying a collection (X;);g[, of positive semidefinite matrices that sum
to the identity, i.e., Zie[m] X, =1

If 1 < X < ul then they define upper and lower barrier functions
(X)) =tr[(ul — X)™'] and ®,(X) =tr [(X —¢I)7].

Their algorithm uses these barrier functions as a guide to control the eigenvalues of the current
iterate and to take steps in the direction of X; for some i € [m], in such a way that the eigenvalues
of the new matrix become more uniform.

In the general setting, we note that tr(X ') = —Dlogdet(X)[I]. Therefore, a natural general-
ization of the upper and lower barrier functions is to take

"“¢(z) = —Dy(ue — x)le] and (8)
Dy e(x) = —Dp(x — Le)le]. (9)
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This choice leads to what we call the generalized BSS algorithm (Algorithm 2), which is the exact
analogue of the original BSS algorithm [BSS12, Algorithm] in the abstract conic setting. The next

Algorithm 2 Generalized BSS algorithm for a proper cone K that admits a v-logarithmically
homogeneous pairwise-self-concordant barrier ¢ with associated upper and lower barrier functions
defined in (8) and (9).
Input: points x1, 22, ..., %, € K such that Zie[m} ri=re€eint(K);0<e<1
Output: A > 0 with at most 7" non-zero entries satisfying (1 — €)e =k > ;cp Ai%i 2k (1 + €)e.

Initialize: zp = 0 € span(K); yo =0 € R™; T = [4v/€?];

du=14+€/2;0,=1—¢€/2, up =2v/e, by = —2v/e.
fort=1,2,...,7 do
Set up = ug_1 + 0, and by = 41 + Oy

if there exists j € [m] and a > 0 such that the following three properties hold
(i) bre <Kk z—1 + azj <K we
(ii) @ (2i—1 + axj) < PU-1(z_q)
(ili) Py, e(2e—1 + axj) < Py, o(21-1)
then
Set 2y = 21 + o and [y); = {[ytl]i le #]:
[yi—1]i +a ifi=j

else
return fail
end if
end for
return \ = %yT

result tells us that as long as it is possible to simultaneously satisfy the conditions required to take
a step at each iteration, then the sparsification algorithm works.

Lemma 5.3. If the generalized BSS algorithm (Algorithm 2) for a proper cone K terminates
correctly (i.e., does not return ‘fail’) for all inputs, then SP(e) < [4v/e?].

Proof. Tt is enough to show that, for an arbitrary input, if the generalized BSS algorithm does
not return ‘fail’ then it returns A > 0 with at most 7" non-zero entries that satisfies (1 — €)e <k
Zz’e[m} Aizi =g (1+¢€)e.

Since at most one entry of y becomes non-zero at each iteration, it follows that yr (and hence \)
has at most 7" non-zero entries. It is straightforward to check (by induction on t) that the iterates
of the algorithm have the property

Z [Wilivi = 2z, forall t € [T].

1€[m]
Therefore Zie[m] \Nx; = %ZT. By construction %zT satisfies (¢7/T)e <k %ZT <x (ur/T)e.
Furthermore,
by Lo+ Top 2v/e
T T ey Tloe2zloe
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where the inequality follows from [x] > x. Similarly

ur  ug + Ty 2v/e
7 T e +14+€/2<1+c¢

It follows that
(1—ee =k (br/T)e =k > Nizi <k (ur/T)e 2k (1+ee.
i€[m]

O

To establish Theorem 5.1, it remains to establish that the generalized BSS algorithm always
terminates correctly.

The following result gives a sufficient condition relating the value of the barriers (e, and €;) and
the size of the barrier shifts (0, and dy), such that it is possible to take a step, ax; and ensure that
the shifted barriers do not increase in value.

Proposition 5.4. Let x1,...,2, € K\ {0} be such that Y ;" x; = e € int(K). Let ¢ be a v-
logarithmically homogeneous pairwise-self-concordant barrier for K with associated upper and lower
barrier functions defined in (8) and (9). Let u,l,0p,0y, €y, €0 > 0. Let le <xg © < ue and let
e (x) < €, and Bpe(r) < €. If0 < 01 + €, <6, — € then there exists j € [m] and a > 0 such
that

(i) (L+ 0p)e <k =+ azj <K (u+dy)e
(ZZ) (I)u—l—&u,e(x + (Ml)j) < (I)u,e(x)
(i) ®is,.e(T + azj) < By o)

The proof of this result, given in Section 5.3, builds on a number of intermediate properties
of pairwise-self-concordant barriers. With this result established, it is relatively straightforward to
show that the generalized BSS algorithm always makes progress.

Proposition 5.5. If K is a proper convex cone and v is a v-logarithmically homogeneous pairwise-
self-concordant barrier for K then the generalized BSS algorithm (Algorithm 2) terminates correctly
for any valid input.

Proof. We will to show that, at every iteration ¢, we can find a > 0 and j € [m] such that (i)—(iii)
are satisfied. We argue by strong induction on ¢.
For the base case, when t = 1, we know that

U0¢(29) = —Dp(uge)le] = ug'v = ¢/2,

where the second equality holds because ¢ is logarithmically homogeneous, so Dy is positively
homogeneous of degree —1. Similarly

Biye(20) = —Dipl(—oe)le] = (o) 'v = ¢/2.

Furthermore, {pe = —(2v/€)e <k 20 <K (2v/€)e = uge.
We can apply Proposition 5.4 with x = 29 = 0, u = ug = 2v/e, { = by = —2v /€, €, = € = €/2,
and 6, = 1+ ¢€/2 and 0, = 1 — €/2. Note that
_ 14 (€2 + (/2 1= (¢/2)+ (/2" _ o

0< ;' +ey= TP R 7y e T (10)

16



where the inequality holds because (1 —#)(1+t+t*) =1—13 <1+ = (1+¢)(1 —t +¢?) for all
t > 0.

Proposition 5.4 tells us that there exists & > 0 and j € [m] such that {1e < 20 + ax; < uie
and ®"1¢(zo+awxj) < PU0(2z) and @y, o(20+axj) < Py, e(20). So conditions (i)—(iii) are satisfied.

Suppose that at every iteration 1 < s < ¢ — 1 we can find @ > 0 and j € [m] such that
(i)—(iii) are satisfied. Then ¢;,_je <x 2zi—1 <K ug—1e and P¥-1¢(z_1) < PU0C(z5) = ¢/2 and
(I)ft_he(zt—l) < (I)Zo,e(z()) = 6/2~

We again apply Proposition 5.4 with x = 2,1, u = uy—1, € = l;_1, €, = €, = €/2, and §,, = 1+¢€/2
and 0y = 1 — €/2. From (10) we have that 0 < 6, + €, < 6, ' — ¢;. Therefore, there exists a > 0
and j € [m] such that fye <g 21 + ar; <k uwe and P (21 + az;) < PU-1°(z1) < €/2
and @, (zi—1+axj) < Py, | (2t—1) < €/2. Therefore conditions (i)—(iii) are satisfied and we can
conclude that the algorithm never returns ‘fail’, as required. O

We note that Theorem 5.1 follows directly from Lemma 5.3 and Proposition 5.5. Therefore, it
remains to prove Proposition 5.4.

5.2 Properties of pairwise-self-concordant barriers

In this section we summarize the key properties of the Hessian of pairwise-self-concordant barriers
that we will use in what follows. The first tells us about properties of the Hessian inner product of
two points in the cone under the assumption that the barrier is pairwise-self-concordant.

Lemma 5.6. Let ¢ : int(K) — R be a pairwise-self-concordant barrier for a closed, convex, pointed,
full-dimensional cone K. If v € int(K) and u,v € K then D*p(x)[u,v] > 0. If, in addition,
u € int(K) and v € K \ {0} then D?*p(x)[u,v] > 0.

Proof. First consider the case when |u|, = 0. Then v € K N (—K) and so, since K is pointed,
u = 0. In this case D?p(z)[u,v] = 0. Otherwise consider the case that |u|, > 0. In this case, the
definition of a pairwise-self-concordant barrier tells us that D?o(z)[u,v] > 0.

If u € int(K) then there exists some 7 > 0 such that u—nv € K. Therefore D?¢(x)[u—nv,v] > 0.
Since D?(x)[-,v] is linear, it follows that

D?p(x)[u,v] = nD*p(x)[v,v] = 7oz > 0,
where the final inequality holds because v # 0 and K is pointed. O

The other technical result we will need controls how the Hessian inner products between elements
of the cone change from point to point. The argument is similar to typical ways to control how the
Hessian norm changes for (ordinary) self-concordant functions.

Lemma 5.7. Let ¢ : int(K) — R be a pairwise-self-concordant barrier for a closed, convez, pointed,
full-dimensional cone K. Let x € int(K) and u,v € K be arbitrary. Then

1

D?p(x + tv)[u,v] > WDQQO(@ [u,v] forallt >0 (11)
D?p(x — tv)[u,v] < (1—tl|v|x)2D2s0($) [u,v] for all 0 <t < 1/|v|g. (12)

Proof. Consider the univariate functions g(t) = D?p(x — tv)[u,v] defined for t € (—o0,1/|v|;) and
h(t) = D%*p(z + tv)[u,v] defined for t € (—1/|v|,, 00). We have that

g )= —D3p(x — tv)[u,v,0] and K (t) = D3p(z + tv)[u,v,v].
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By the pairwise-self-concordance assumption

0 < g(t) <2D%p(z — tv)[u, v]|v]e—to = 29(t)|v]s—sn and
0> K(t) > —2D%*p(x + tv)[u, v]|v|sst0 = —2h(t)|[0]zst0-

Since v € K,
[V|geto = Inf{T : v g T(x —tv)} and |v|pqe =Inf{7T : v <k T(x +tv)}.

Now v < |v[z2z implies that (1 — |v|,t)v <k |v|z(x — tv), which implies that (for t < 1/|v];)

< —t
VSR T )
Clearly, then, |v|z—¢ < 1—‘1115|\Z|x A similar argument shows that |v];14, < % From Lemma 5.6,
g(t) > 0 and h(t) > 0. Therefore
gt < zg(t)& and 1/ (t) > —zh(t)ﬂ. (13)
- 1 —tlvl, - 1+ tllg

Then for 0 <t < 1/|v|,, using (13) gives

% [(1 = tlvl2)?g(8)] = —2Jvla(1=t[v]o) () +(1~t|v]e)?g (t) < —2|vlo(1~t]v]2)g(t)+2]v]z(1-tv]2)g(t) = 0.
Therefore, (1 — t|v|;)%g(t) is monotonically non-increasing so

(1= tlv]o)*D*p(x — t)[u, v] = (1 = t|vls)*g(t) < g(0) = D*¢(x)[u, ).
Similarly, for ¢t > 0,

% [(1+ t]v]2)?h(t)] = 2Jvls(1+to]a) () +(1+t|vle) B (t) = 20olo(1+t|v]s)h(t)—2[v](1+8) 2], () = 0.

Therefore, (1 + t|v|;)?h(t) is monotonically non-decreasing so

(1 +tlvle)*Dp(x + tv)[u, v] = (1 +t[v]s)*h(t) = h(0) = D*p(x)[u, ).

5.3 Barrier progress results

The aim of this section is to establish Proposition 5.4 (stated in Section 5.1) which shows that
it is always possible to make progress in the generalized BSS algorithm. This result follows from
key intermediate results that control how the upper and lower barriers change (Propositions 5.10
and 5.11) as well as how to take steps that ensure both barriers remain under control 5.12. The
section concludes with a proof of Proposition 5.4.

Propositions 5.10, 5.11, and 5.4 play the role of the original Lemmas 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5 from [BSS12].
They are, however, not quite direct generalizations, since they are reformulated to streamline cer-
tain aspects of the proof (in particular, to completely avoid Claim 3.6 of [BSS12]).

Before stating and proving the barrier progress lemmas (Propositions 5.10, 5.11, and 5.12),
we establish some preliminary results that control how the upper and lower barriers change with
changes in their arguments.

18



Lemma 5.8. Let ¢ be a pairwise-self-concordant barrier for a proper cone K. Let e € int(K), let
u >0, let x be such that ue — x =k 0, and let v’ > u. Then

@“/’e(:v) — ®"°(x) = —Dp(u'e — z)[e] — (—Dy(ue — x)[e]) < —(u' — u)D?*p(u'e — x) e, €].

Proof. Consider the univariate function g : [u,00) — R defined by g(t) = —Dep(te—z)[e]. Note that
g (t) = —D%p(te — x)[e,e]) and ¢g"(t) = —D3p(te — x)[e, e, e]. Since p is pairwise-self-concordant,
g is a convex function. By convexity of g,

0 < g(u) = [g(u') + ¢'(u)(u — )] = ~Dyp(ue — z)[e] + Dp(u'e — z)[e] — D*p(u'e — z)[e, ] (u' —u).
Rearranging gives the desired inequality. O

Lemma 5.9. Let ¢ be a pairwise-self-concordant barrier for a proper cone K. Let e € int(K), let
>0, let © be such that v — l'e =k 0 and let ¢/ > £. Then

Py o(z) — Ppe(x) = —Dp(x — l'e)le] — (—Dp(z — Le)le]) < (¢ — f)DQQO(CC —le)le,e].

Proof. Consider the univariate function g : (—o0, '] — R defined by g(t) = —Dp(xz — te)le]. Note
that ¢'(t) = D?>p(x —te)[e, e] and ¢"(t) = —D3p(x —te)[e, e, e]. Since ¢ is pairwise-self-concordant,
g is a convex function. By convexity of g,

0<g() = [9(¢) +g' (") (£ = )] = —Dp(x — Le)[e] + Dyp(a — L'e)le] + D*p(a — L'e)le,e] (¢ — ).
Rearranging gives the desired inequality. O

Proposition 5.10 (Upper barrier shift). Let ¢ be a pairwise-self-concordant barrier for a proper

convex cone K. Let e € int(K), let v =u+ 8, > u >0, let  be such that ue — z =k 0, and let
A e K\{0}. If

1> D%p(u'e — x)[A, €]

~ duD%p(u'e — x)[e, €]

then u'e — (x + A) =k 0 and —Dp(u'e — (x + A))[e] < —Dp(ue — x)le].

— Dp(u'e —z)[A] =: U[A] (14)

Proof. For the first conclusion, we note that ue — z =5 0 implies that u'e — z = 0 since e €
int(K). Since K is pointed, D?*p(u'e — x)[e,e] > 0. Since e € int(K), by Lemma 5.6 we have that
D%p(u'e — x)[A,e] > 0. Therefore (14) implies that —Dp(u'e — x)[A] < 1. Then, from item (iv)
of Lemma 2.3, we know that |A|ye._, < 1, or equivalently, that —(v'e — z) <x A <i v'e — z.
Rearranging gives u'e — (z + A) > 0.

For the second conclusion, we write

— Do(u'e — (z + A))[e] + Dp(ue — z)[e] = [-Dy(u'e — x)[e] + Dp(ue — z)[e]]
+ [—Dgp(u'e — (z+ A))[e] + Do(u'e — ) [e]] (15)

and upper bound the two terms in (15) separately. Lemma 5.8 tells us that

—Dy(u'e — z)[e] — (—Dy(ue — z)[e]) < =6, D*p(u'e — x)[e, €.
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For the second term in (15) we use Taylor’s theorem with integral remainder together with the
Hessian control bound (Lemma 5.7) for . This gives

1
—Dy(u'e — (z+ A))[e] + Dp(u'e — z)[e] = /0 D?p(u'e — x — tA)[e, A] dt

1 1 /
S/o ( 2D2<p(ue—:c)[e,A] dt

1—t|Alye—z)
_ D?*p(ve — z)[e, Al
N 1-— ‘A’u’e—w

D?p(u'e — x)[e, A]
S 1= (-Dyp(we - D)[A))
< (5uD2cp(u/e —x)le, €],

where the second last inequality holds because |A|y e < —Dyp(u’e — x)[A] and the last inequality
follows from the assumption that U[A] < 1. Substituting into (15) we see that —Dy(u'e — (z +
A))[e] + Dy(ue — x)[e] < 0, as required. O

Proposition 5.11 (Lower barrier shift). Let ¢ be a pairwise-self-concordant barrier for a proper

cone K. Lete € int(K), let ¢/ = L+8p > £ > 0, let x be such that v —Lle =k 0, and let A € K\ {0}.
If & .(x) = —Dyp(x — Le)fe] < 6, " and

| < D%p(x — V'e)[A, €]

= 0D?>p(x — l'e)le, €]

then x + A —l'e = 0 and —Dp(x + A — l'e)[e] < —Do(z — Le)le].

+ Dy(z — U'e)|A] = L|A] (16)

Proof. For the first conclusion, we note that —Dy(z — le)[e] < &, " implies that |e|,_s < 6, (by
part (iv) of Lemma 2.3). This means that —d, '(z — fe) <k e < 6, * (v — fe). Rearranging we see
that © — fe — dpe =k 0. It follows that x — e = 0.

For the second conclusion, we write

— Dy(z+ A —le)[e] + Do(x — Lle)le] = [-Dy(z — le)[e] + Dp(x — le)le]]
+ [—Dap(az + A — E/e)[e] + Do(z — E’e) [e]] (17)
and bound the two terms in (17) separately. Lemma 5.9 tells us that
—Dy(z —l'e)[e] — (—Dp(x — Le)[e]) < 6;D*p(z — l'e)[e, e].

For the second term in (17) we use Taylor’s theorem with integral remainder together with the
Hessian control bound (Lemma 5.7) for ¢. This gives

1
—Dp(x + A —le)le] + Dp(x — l'e)[e] = — /0 D2p(z 4+ tA — l'e)[e, A] dt

1
1
: _/0 1+ t|Al,_p )zDQ‘P(éE —le)le,A] dt

_ _D2<p(ac —le)le, Al
L+ |Alp—pre
D%p(z — l'e)[e, A]
1+ (—Dp(x — 'e)[A])
< —8;D?p(z — l'e)le, €],
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where the second last inequality follows from the fact that |A|,_p. < —Dy(z — £'e)[A] and the
last inequality follows from the assumption that L[A] > 1. Substituting into (17) we see that
—Dp(z + A —l'e)le] + Dp(x — Le)le] < 0, as required. O

We conclude this section with a proof of the third key progress result used to prove the correct-
ness of the generalized BSS algorithm.

Proposition 5.12. Let z1,...,2, € K\ {0} be such that > ;" x; = e € int(K). Let §¢, 8y, €y, €0 >
0. Let le <g x <x ue and let —Dp(ue — z)le] < €, and —Dp(x — le)le] < €. Let U[-] and L[]
denote the linear functionals defined in (14) and (16), respectively. If 0 < §; ' + ¢, < 6, — ¢, then
there exists j € [m] and o > 0 such that Ulax;] < 1 < Liox;]

Proof. 1t is enough to show that
Lle)= Y Llzjl = Y Ulej] = Ulel.
j€m] j€m]

If this were the case then

> (Llz) = Ulay)) > 0

J€[m]

from which we can deduce that there exists some j such that L{z;] > Ulz;]. Furthermore, since
xzj € K\ {0} and e € int(K), it follows from the definition (14) of U[:] and from Lemma 5.6 that

Ulz;] > 0. Choosing o = m > 0 would complete the proof because
2 U<l e L] - Uz >0
Llz;] + Ulzs) 77~ ’ e
and 5
——— Ljz;|] >1 <= Llz;]-Ulx;] >0.
Tlas] + 0y ) 2 sl = Ul 2
It remains to show that L[e] > Ule]. To do so, we observe that the univariate function g(t) =
—Dyp(te — x)[e] is monotonically non-increasing and the univariate function h(t) = —Do(x — te)le]
is monotonically non-decreasing. This is because ¢'(t) = —D?p(te — x)[e,e] < 0 and /() =

D%p(x — te)[e, €] > 0. It then follows that
Lie] = —(—=Dy(z — l'e)[e]) + 55_1 > —(=Dp(x — Le)le]) + 5{1 > —€+ 6;1

and
Ule] = —Dp(u'e — z)[e] + 5;1 < —Dp(ue — x)[e] + 5;1 < €, + 5;1.

The inequality Lle] > Ule] then follows from our assumption that —e, + 6, * > €, + 0, . O

We conclude this section with a proof of Proposition 5.4. This completes all of the arguments
that constitute the proof of Theorem 5.1.

Proof of Proposition 5./. Proposition 5.12 tells us that there exists j € [m] and « > 0 such that
Ulax;] < 1. From the upper barrier shift result (Proposition 5.10), we can conclude that z+oz; <x
u + 6, and that —Do((u + d,)e — (v + axj))[e] < —Dp(ue — x)le].

Similarly, Proposition 5.12 tells us that Ljax;] > 1. Moreover, ®;.(x) = —Dy(z —le)le] < e <
6, " (from the assumption that 5, ' —e;, > 0). From the lower barrier shift result (Proposition 5.11),
we can conclude that (¢ + dy)e <x = + ax; and that —Do((z + ax;j) — (£ + d¢)e)[e] < —Dp(x —
le)le]. O
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6 Pairwise-self-concordant barriers

In this section, we establish a sufficient condition for a self-concordant barrier ¢ for a convex cone
K to be pairwise-self-concordant, i.e., to satisfy Definition 5.2. The sufficient condition is based on
the operator monotonicity of a famlly of univariate functions associated with .

Lemma 6.1. Let ¢ be a self-concordant barrier for a closed, pointed, full-dimensional convex cone
K. Given z € int(K), and u,v € K with |ul, <1, define h: (—1,00) = R by

h(t) = Do(z + tu)[v].

If h is operator monotone for all choices of x € int(K), and u,v € K with |ul, < 1 then ¢ is a
pairwise-self-concordant barrier for K.

Proof. We make an affine change of variables and consider g : (0,00) — R defined by g(t) = h(t—1).
This has the following properties:

e g(t) = Do(z + (t — u)[v];
o g'(t) = D*¢(z + (t — 1)u)[v,u] and so g'(1) = D*p(z)[v, ul;
e ¢"(t) = D3¢(z + (t — V)u)[v,u,u] and so ¢"(1) = D3p(x)[v, u, u].

By the integral representation (5) of operator monotone functions defined on the positive half-line
(from Section 2.4), there is a positive measure supported on [0, 1] such that

t—1

dp(N).
)\t—l—l—l H)

Differentiating under the integral sign, we have that, for all t € (1 —€,1+¢) (with 0 < e < 1/2,

say),
2\

1 1 1
'"(t) = ————— du(A d ¢'(t) = —————— du(N).
00 = | =i ) md o0 = [ G )
These formulas are valid by applying the dominated convergence theorem. Indeed, in each case
the integrand is uniformly bounded because, for all A € [0,1] and all t € (1 —¢,1 + €) we have

that [t — 1| < e and |A(t — 1) +¢| > [t| = At — 1] > 1 — 2e. Therefore, >\(tt—_11)+t)

€
< 153 and

‘ 1 1
(A(t—1)+t)2 (1—2¢)% "
Now ¢'(1) = fol dp(\) = D%¢(z)[v,u]. The inequality

0 < —D3p(x)[v,u,u] < 2D*p(z)[v, u]

follows from the observing that —g”(1) = 2 fol Adp(A), and 0 < fol Adp(X) < fol du(X) = ¢'(1).

To establish that ¢ is pairwise-self-concordant, we need to show that 0 < —D3p(z)[v, u,u] <
2D?p(x)[v, ul|u|, for all u € K, not just for u € K such that |u|, < 1. For a general (unnormalized)
u € K, we know that

0 < — D (@) vy u/luly, u/ uls] < 2D%0()[v, u/lul,).
The result follows by multiplying through by |u|2. O

It is fairly straightforward to check that the sufficient condition of Lemma 6.1 is satisfied by
the self-concordant barrier — log det(X) for the positive semidefinite cone.
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Lemma 6.2. Let X > 0 be any positive definite matriz, and U,V > 0 be positive semidefinite
matrices and assume that U <X X. Let p(X) = —logdet(X). Consider the function h : (—1,00) —
R defined by

h(t) = Dp(X +tU)[V] = —tr [(X +tU)"'V].

Then h is operator monotone.

Proof. For simplicity of notation let Ux = X /2UX 12 and let Vx = X 2V X~Y2. Since U
and V are positive semidefinite, it follows that Ux and Vx are also positive semidefinite. Using
this notation, then

h(t) = —tr[(I + tUx) " 'Vx].

Let Ux = E?:l i P; be an eigenvalue decomposition of Ux where P; is the (positive semidefinite)
orthogonal projector onto the eigenspace corresponding to the eigenvalue A;. Since Ux is positive
semidefinite, each of the )\; is positive. Then

1

d
=1

Each of the functions —1/(1 + ta) for a > 0 is operator monotone. Since tr(P;Vx) > 0 for all
i, we have expressed h as a non-negative combination of such functions, and so h is operator
monotone. ]

The same result holds for any hyperbolic barrier function. This can be established directly using
similar techniques to those employed to show that hyperbolic barriers have the negative curvature
property [Giil97, Theorem 6.1]. Another approach is to invoke the Helton-Vinnikov theorem', which
says that any three-variable hyperbolic polynomial can be expressed in terms of the determinant
restricted to a three-dimensional subspace of real symmetric matrices that contains the identity
matrix.

Theorem 6.3 ([HVO07]). Let p(z,y, z) be hyperbolic with respect to (1,0,0) € R3. Then there exists
a positive constant ¢ and real symmetric matrices A and B, such that

p(z,y,2) = cdet(z] +yA + zB) for all (z,y,z) € R3.

One interpretation of this result is that questions about hyperbolic polynomials and hyperbol-
icity cones that only depend on the restriction to a three-dimensional subspace can be reduced to
questions about real symmetric matrices and the positive semidefinite cone.

Corollary 6.4. Let p be a polynomial that is homogeneous of degree d and hyperbolic with respect
to e. Then —logp is a pairwise-self-concordant barrier for Ay (p,e).

Proof. Let x € int(A4(p,e)) and u,v € Ay(p,e) be such that x —u € A (p,e). Let ¢(w,y,z) =
p(wz + yu + zv) and note that ¢ is hyperbolic with respect to (1,0,0). By the Helton-Vinnikov
theorem there is a positive constant ¢ and real symmetric matrices U, V € S¢ such that q(w,y,z) =
cdet(wl + yU + zV'). Moreover the assumptions on U and V imply that V' = 0and 0 X U < I.
Then h(t) = Do(x + tu)[v] = —ctr[(I + tU)"1V]. Tt follows from Lemma 6.2 that h is operator
monotone, and hence from Lemma 6.1 that —logp is a pairwise-self-concordant barrier. 0

!Note that the result in [[TV07] is stated in an alternative, but equivalent, dehomogenized form. For a statement
similar to the one given here, see [LPRO5].
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7 Further results on sparsification functions

In this section, we discuss further bounds on sparsification functions of cones that can be obtained
by combining results from Sections 3, 4, and 5.

7.1 Cones having lifted representations with respect to hyperbolicity cones

We begin with the proof of Corollary 1.9, which says that if p is hyperbolic with respect to e and
C is a closed convex cone with a A, (p, e)-lift, then sPo(e) < [4deg(p)/€?] for all € € (0,1).

Proof of Corollary 1.9. If C has a proper A (p,e)-lift, then SPc(e) < SPp_ (pe)(€) for all e (by
Proposition 1.8), and so the bound follows from the bound on the sparsification function for a
hyperbolicity cone (Corollary 1.6).

As such, assume that that the lift is not proper. In other words, suppose that C' = (A4 (p,e)NL)
where 7 is a linear map and L a linear space that does not meet the relative interior of A (p,e).
Let F' be the smallest face of Ay(p,e) that contains A4 (p,e) N L. Then it follows, for instance,
from [LRS22, Proposition 2.2] that Ay (p,e) N L = F N L and that relint(F) N L is non-empty.
Furthermore, it follows from [[LRS24, Corollary 3.4] that F' is the hyperbolicity cone corresponding
to some hyperbolic polynomial ¢ with deg(q) < deg(p). Therefore, C = 7(F N L) has a proper
F-lift, and so

spo(e) < spr(e) < [4deg(q)/e?] < [4deg(p)/e?].

7.2 Sparsification functions and dual cones

Recall that Theorem 4.2 gives a bound of [(4r/€)?] on the sparsification function of any convex
cone that admits a v-logarithmically homogeneous self-concordant barrier. We have seen that this
result can be improved to [4v/e?] when K admits a v-logarithmically homogeneous pairwise-self-
concordant barrier. However, there are situations where Theorem 4.2 gives interesting sparsification
results.

For instance, suppose that K = A4 (p,e)* is the dual cone of a hyperbolicity cone associated
with a low-degree hyperbolic polynomial p. In general, the dual cone of a hyperbolicity cone is
not a hyperbolicity cone [RG95], and little is known about lifted representations of these cones.
Despite this, we can get a logarithmically homogeneous self-concordant barrier for A (p,e)* with
parameter deg(p) via the following result.

Theorem 7.1 ([NN94, Theorem 2.4.4]). Let K be a closed pointed full-dimensional convex cone and
let ¢ be a v-logarithmically homogeneous self-concordant barrier for K. Then ¢*(y) := sup,(x,y) —
o(z) is a v-logarithmically homogeneous self-concordant barrier for —K*.

Applying Theorem 4.2 immediately yields the following bound on the sparsification functions
of the dual cones of hyperbolicity cones.

Corollary 7.2. Suppose that p is a hyperbolic polynomial of degree d, hyperbolic with respect to e
with associated hyperbolicity cone Ay. Let A denote the associated dual cone. Then SPAx (e) <

[(4d/€)?] for all e € (0,1).

This is remarkable because it gives another source of convex cones, other than hyperbolicity
cones, where the sparsification function is bounded above by a quantity that is independent of the
dimension of the cone.
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We currently do not know, in general, whether the dual cone of a hyperbolicity cone admits
a pairwise-self-concordant barrier, let alone one that is v-logarithmically homogeneous for some
v < 4deg(p)®. As such, it is unclear whether there is any way to obtain an improved bound on
SPA+ (€) by directly applying Theorem 5.1.

7.3 Example: epigraphs of the spectral and nuclear norms

As an illustration of the results in this section, let n > k be positive integers and consider the cones

Ko = {(X,t) ERF X R : oy(X) < t} and

k
Kyue = {(X7t) eRnXk xR : ZUZ(X) St}7

=1

where 01(X) > 09(X) > --- > 0;(X) are the singular values of the n x k matrix X (with k£ < n).
The cone Kg, is the epigraph of the spectral norm. The cone Ky, is the epigraph of the nuclear
norm. Consider the setting where k is fixed and n is growing. The special case k = 1 gives the
second order cone (or Lorentz cone).

It turns out that Ky = Ks*p, which follows from the duality of the spectral and nuclear norms.
Moreover, K, is the hyperbolicity cone associated with the hyperbolic polynomial — log det (21}, —
XTX) of degree 2k [BGLS01, Section 6]. Therefore the sparsification function of K, is bounded
above by [8k/e?], despite being a cone of dimension nk + 1.

Interestingly, K, also admits the (k + 1)-logarithmically homogeneous self-concordant barrier,

—logdet(tly — XTX/t) — log(t)

(see, e.g., [NN94, Proposition 5.4.6]), which is not a hyperbolic barrier. However, this means that
Kpue also admits a (k 4 1)-logarithmically homogeneous self-concordant barrier (by Theorem 7.1).
Theorem 4.2 then implies that the sparsification function of K. is bounded above by [(4(k +
1)/€)?], despite having dimension nk + 1.

8 Sparsification and packing and covering conic programs

This section considers a special class of conic programs that generalize packing and covering linear
programs. These are called covering and packing conic programs, respectively. Sparsification gives
structural information about near-optimal solutions of covering conic programs. Sparsification also
allows packing conic programs to be approximated by a potentially simpler problem instances.

A covering linear program is an optimization problem of the form

m
min bTy subject to Zyiai >c. (18)
yeRY i=1
where ¢ € le_, a; € Ri fori=1,2,...,n,and b € Ri. The corresponding dual problem, known as

a packing linear program, has the form

max c'z subject to alz <b; fori=1,2,...k (19)
zeRi

This section considers how natural conic generalizations of (18) and (19) can be sparsified in
certain ways. Let £ be a finite dimensional real inner product space. Let K C £ be a closed convex
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cone and let K* C £* be the corresponding dual cone. Let aq,...,a,, € K and ¢ € K. A natural
conic generalization of a covering linear program is an optimization problem of the form

k

COVER(b, ¢) := inf (b,y) subject to Zyi@i K C, (20)
yeR:, i=1

where b € Rﬁ. The corresponding dual problem has the form

PACK(b, ¢) :== sup (c,z) subject to (a;,z) <b; fori=1,2,... k, (21)
reK*
and is a natural conic generalization of a packing linear program. If each entry of b is strictly
positive then it is straightforward to check that strong duality holds for this pair of conic programs
since Slater’s condition holds.

The following result shows that if we replace the cost vector ¢ of (21) with a cost vector ¢
that is close to ¢ with respect to the ordering induced by K (e.g., obtained via sparsification
if ¢ is expressed as a sum of elements of K), then the optimal value of the resulting problem is
approximately preserved. This idea is used in the context of algorithms for the max-cut semidefinite
program where the cost is the Laplacian of a graph, and the modified cost is obtained via spectral
sparsification.

Proposition 8.1. Suppose that ¢ € relint(K) and ¢ =Y ;% ¢; where ¢y, ¢2,...,¢m € K. Let ¢ be
such that (1 —€)e 2 ¢ 2 (1+¢€)c. If b> 0 then

(1 — e)PacK (b, ¢) < PACK(b, ') < (1 + €)PACK(b, c).
Proof. Let z be any feasible point for (21). Then, since z € K*, we have that

(1—e){e,z) < (,2) < (1+€)c, 2).

But then
PACK(b, ') = sup (¢, z) > (¢, 2) > (e, 2)(1 — ¢).
reK*
Since z is an arbitrary point that satisfies z € K* and (a;,2) < b; for i = 1,2,...,k, we can take

the supremum of the right hand side over z to establish that PACK(b, ') > (1 — €)PACK(D, ¢).
For the reverse inequality, let y € Rﬁ be such that Zle yia; = i ¢ be any feasible point for the
dual problem (20). Then (1 + €)y € R% and satisfies

k k

Z(l +e)ya; = (1 +¢€) Zyiai =k (1+e)c=g .
=1 =1

Therefore, (1 + €)(b,y) > COVER(¢’). Taking the infimum over y € R% such that Ele Yia; Z K C
gives
(1 + €)COVER(b, ¢) > COVER(b, ).

By strong duality we have that COVER(b, ¢’) = PACK(b, ¢’) and COVER(b, ¢) = PACK(b, ¢), completing
the argument. O

Sparsification can be used in another way in the context of conic covering problems. Indeed, if
non-trivial sparsification with respect to K is possible, then it implies the existence of near-optimal
sparse solutions to conic covering problems (20).
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Proposition 8.2. Suppose that b > 0 and ¢ € relint(K) and let y € Ri be an optimal point
for (20). Then, for any € € (0,1), there exists y € RE such that

e y/ is feasible for (20);

e ¢ has at most SPk (€) non-zero entries; and

o 75(b,y/) < covER(b,c) < (b,y)

Proof. Consider the point e = Zle yia; =k c. Since ¢ € relint(K) it follows that e € relint(K).
Fix € € (0,1). From the definition of the sparsification function of K, there exists S C [k] with
|S| < spk(e), and positive scalars (\;);es, such that

(1—-¢€e =k Z Aiyia; 2k (1 + €)e. (22)
€S

Yics Aiviai/(1—€) =k e = c. Therefore y/ is feasible for (20). It follows that (b,3’) > COVER(D, c).
Let = be any optimal point for (21). Since b > 0, strong duality holds. Therefore, the primal-
dual optimal pair (y, z) satisfies the complementarity conditions

k
(c,z) = <Z yiai,x> = (e,z) and (23)
i=1

Let y, = \yi/(1 —¢) for i € S and y, = 0 for i € [k] \ S. Then y, > 0 for all ¢ and Zle yia; =

yibi = yi{a;,x) foralli=1,2,... k. (24)
We then have that
(a) ® 1 1 © 1 l—e, |,
= > AiYiQi, = Aiyilai, x) = Aiyib; = ——(b,
(e,2) = (e,0) = ZE; yiai, @ 1+e; yi{ai, x) 1+6; yibi = 7 (0.9)

where (a) follows from (23), (b) follows from (22) and the fact that z € K*, and (c) follows
from (24). The final result then follows from the fact that COVER(b, ¢) = PACK(b, ¢) = (c, x).
O

9 Discussion

This paper introduces the sparsification function of a closed convex cone, and develops basic bounds
on this quantity for different families of convex cones. Theorem 1.1 directly generalizes the cele-
brated linear-sized spectral sparsification results of Batson, Spielman, and Srivastava [BSS12] to
the setting of convex cones that admit a pairwise-self-concordant barrier, such as the hyperbolic
barriers for hyperbolicity cones. We conclude by discussing some natural questions raised by the
results in this paper.

Algorithms: Our proof of Theorem 5.1, which gives a bound on the sparsification function of
convex cones that admit a pairwise-self-concordant barrier, is algorithmic. However, the resulting
algorithm, while polynomial time in the case of the positive semidefinite cone, is not particularly
efficient. There has been a line of work [AZLO15, LS17, JRT24, LWZ25] that gives faster algorithms
for linear-sized spectral sparsification, i.e., for the case of sparsifying sums of elements of the positive
semidefinite cone. It would be interesting to understand the extent to which these algorithms can
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be generalized to the case of a convex cone that admits a v-logarithmically homogeneous pairwise-
self-concordant barrier.

Similarly, another approach to sparsification (for cuts [BK96], hypergraphs [SY19], sums of
norms [JLLS23], linear codes [KPS24], and in the spectral sparsification model [SS08]) is based on
importance sampling. The rough idea is that sampling the terms in the sum based on suitably
defined importance weights gives an appropriately sparsified sum, with high probability. In the
case of spectral sparsification, such randomized constructions come at the expense of a logarithmic
factor in the number of terms required. It would be interesting to see whether a natural analogue
of such randomized constructions can achieve, up to logarithmic factors, the same sparsification
results as we achieve here. The main challenge appears to be controlling the resulting empirical
process over the dual cone K*.

Sparsification with constrained weights: In the present paper, the only requirement on the
weights \; (for ¢ € [m]) is that they are non-negative. There are interesting graph sparsification
problems (for instance degree-preserving sparsification) where it is natural also to ask that the
weights also satisfy certain constraints, such as that they lie in a subspace. The discrepancy-
based approach to spectral sparsification is flexible enough to sparsify sums of positive semidefinite
matrices while ensuring that the weights lie in a given (high-dimensional) affine subspace [LWZ25].
It would be interesting to extend our abstract sparsification model to also capture this situation.

Pairwise-self-concordant barriers: We have seen strong bounds on the sparsification function
of convex cones that admit pairwise-self-concordant barriers. However, the most general family of
convex cones we are aware of that admit pairwise-self-concordant barriers are hyperbolicity cones.
It would be very interesting to construct other convex cones that admit such barriers. It seems
likely that this is possible, given that hyperbolicity cones enjoy the (apparently) stronger property
that t — Dy(x + tv)[u] is operator monotone whenever x € int(K) and u,v € K. It would be also
interesting to understand how this property of self-concordant barriers relates to other properties,
such as the negative curvature property [NT16].

Faces: We have seen, in Section 3.2, that if F' is a face of a convex cone K then, under certain
additional technical assumptions on the face, sPp(e) < sPg(e) for all € € (0,1). It would be
interesting to determine whether these additional technical assumptions are necessary or whether
sparsification functions are monotone (or even strictly monotone) along faces, in general. The main
challenge here appears to be that of relating errors with respect to the ordering induced by K to
errors with respect to the ordering induced by F'.

Duality: Our most general bound on the sparsification function of a cone (Theorem 4.2) is
invariant under duality, in the sense that it gives the same bound on the sparsification function
of K and K* (by using the fact that if K has a v-logarithmically homogeneous self-concordant
barrier, then so does K*). However, we do not know, in general how the sparsification functions of
K and K* are related.
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