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Abstract

Factorizations over cones and their duals play central roles for many areas of
mathematics and computer science. One of the reasons behind this is the abil-
ity to find a representation for various objects using a well-structured family
of cones, where the representation is captured by the factorizations over these
cones. Several major questions about factorizations over cones remain open even
for such well-structured families of cones as non-negative orthants and positive
semidefinite cones. Having said that, we possess a far better understanding of
factorizations over non-negative orthants and positive semidefinite cones than
over other families of cones. One of the key properties that led to this better
understanding is the ability to normalize factorizations, i.e., to guarantee that
the norms of the vectors involved in the factorizations are bounded in terms of
an input and in terms of a constant dependent on the given cone. Our work
aims at understanding which cones guarantee that factorizations over them can
be normalized, and how this effects extension complexity of polytopes over such
cones.
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1 Introduction

A convex cone is called regular, if it is closed, pointed and has nonempty interior. Let
C be a regular convex cone in Rn, then its dual C⋆ is defined as

C⋆ := {x ∈ Rn : 〈x, y〉 ≥ 0 for all y ∈ C} .

If C is a regular convex cone then so is its dual cone. Factorization problem over a
cone (and its dual) is described in [1, Definition 2.2]. Factorizations over cones play
an important role for several areas of mathematics and computer science [2], [3], [4],
[5],[6], etc. Intuitively, non-negative factorizations (and the related nonnegative rank)
allow to compress information about features of various objects to fewer key features.
In this spirit, Yannakakis established the connection between the nonnegative rank of
slack matrices and “compressing” polytopes. In particular, the work of Yannakakis [7]
showed that so-called linear extension complexity of a nontrivial polytope equals the
nonnegative rank of its slack matrix.

Now we know explicit families of 0/1-polytopes that do not admit any linear or pos-
itive semidefinite extension of polynomial size [8], [9] and [10]. Surprisingly, for several
decades after the work of Yannakakis [7], it was an open question whether every 0/1-
polytope in Rn has linear extension complexity that is polynomial in n. For the first
time this question was answered in negative by Rothvoss [11]. The arguments in the
work of Rothvoss [11] are based on counting and can be starightforwardly extended to
stronger collections of extensions, as long as these collections admit a normalization of
factorizations. By providing a normalization of factorizations for positive semidefinite
cones in [12], a negative answer was provided also for a stronger collection of exten-
sions, so-called positive semidefinite extensions. Later another possible normalization
for positive semidefinite cones was given in [6]. Our work is motivated by providing
normalization results for more general convex cones than the nonnegative orthant and
positive semidefinite cones and improving our understanding of normalizations for
convex cones.

The limitations of extended formulations were studied also in the context of
polytopes that are not necessarily 0/1. The normalization of factorizations plays an
important role for providing lower bounds on extension complexity for various families
of polytopes. For example, the extension complexity of even very small-dimensional
polytopes is not fully understood at the moment. In particular, for polytopes of dimen-
sion two, first non-trivial lower bounds for linear extension complexity were provided
in [8]: a lower bound of Ω(

√
n) for a general n-gon and Ω(

√
n/ log(n)) for an integral

n-gon, where the last result was building on the normalization and counting ideas
from [11]. There is a gap between these lower bounds and currently best upper bounds
on extensions complexity of polygons. Recently, Shitov[13] provided a sublinear upper
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bound of O(n2/3) for linear extension complexity of general n-gons. In some random-
ized constructions for polytopes with n vertices and with a constant dimension, in [14]
it was shown that the linear extension complexity is asymptotically almost surely
equal to Θ(

√
n). Thus, even for polytopes of dimension two, many questions about

linear extension complexity remain open.

1.1 Problem of Normalizing Factorizations

Before further discussion, let us formulate the question about normalization of convex
cones. Given a regular convex cone C we say that it is possible to normalize factoriza-
tions over this cone and its dual with a constant fC ∈ R+ if for every pair of compact

sets A ⊆ C and B ⊆ C⋆ there exists a pair of sets Ã ⊆ C and B̃ ⊆ C⋆ and two bijections
g : A → Ã, q : B → B̃ such that

〈a, b〉 = 〈g(a), q(b)〉 for all a ∈ A, b ∈ B (1)

‖ã‖2 ≤ fC sup
a∈A,b∈B

〈a, b〉 for all ã ∈ Ã (2)

‖b̃‖2 ≤ fC sup
a∈A,b∈B

〈a, b〉 for all b̃ ∈ B̃ . (3)

Informally, we will also say that in the above case the sets Ã and B̃ are being rescaled.
In Section 2, we prove that if a regular convex cone admits normalization of factor-

izations then such a normalization can be achieved via automorphisms of the cone. In
Section 3, for indecomposable symmetric cones C, we relate the normalization constant
fC to the Carathéodory number of C. More generally, for indecomposable homogeneous
cones C, we bound the normalization constant fC in terms of the barrier parameter
of certain self-concordant barriers for C. While we prove that normalization of fac-
torizations is possible over every homogeneous cone, we show that normalization of
factorizations is impossible for even some elementary hyperbolic cones. In Section 4,
we discuss the consequences of normalization of factorizations on extension complexity.

2 Normalization and Automorphisms

In this section, we show that if a regular convex cone allows a normalization of factor-
izations, then there exists a normalization induced by automorphisms of this cone and
its dual. First, we show that if we are rescaling sets A ⊆ C, B ⊆ C⋆ which span Rn,
then the bijections g : A → Ã, q : B → B̃ as in Section 1.1 will always be invertible
linear maps.
Lemma 1. Let C be a regular convex cone and let C∗ be its dual. Let A and B be
subsets of C and C∗ respectively. If A and B both span Rn and there exist two sets
Ã ⊆ C and B̃ ⊆ C⋆ and two bijections g : A → Ã, q : B → B̃ such that

〈a, b〉 = 〈g(a), q(b)〉 for all a ∈ A, b ∈ B,
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then g and q are invertible linear maps. Moreover, q is the inverse-adjoint of g.

Proof. Let us select n linearly independent vectors a1, a2, . . . , an in A and n linearly
independent vectors b1, b2, . . . , bn in B. Let us construct matrices R, R̃, L, L̃ ∈ Rn×n,
where for each i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n} the matrices R, R̃, L and L̃ have as i-th row the
vector a⊤i , g(ai)

⊤, b⊤i and q(bi)
⊤, respectively. Clearly, the matrices R and L are non-

singular. The matrices R̃ and L̃ are also non-singular, since R · L⊤ is a non-singular
matrix and R · L⊤ = R̃ · L̃⊤.

For all a ∈ A we have L ·a = L̃ ·g(a), so for all a ∈ A we can write g(a) = L̃−1 ·L ·a,
showing that g is a linear map. Analogously, for all b ∈ B we have q(b) = R̃−1 · R · b,
showing that q is a linear map.

From the formula R · L⊤ = R̃ · L̃⊤, we can rearrange to get

R−1 · R̃ = L⊤ · (L̃)−⊤ =
(
L−1 · L̃

)−⊤

.

Since we noted that g(a) = L̃−1 ·L · a and q(b) = R̃−1 ·R · b, we conclude that q is the
inverse-adjoint of g.

Now we show that if any compact subset of a given cone can be normalized, then
they can be normalized by automorphisms of the cone itself.
Theorem 2. Let C ⊆ Rn be a regular convex cone. Suppose there exists a constant
fC ∈ R+ such that for every pair of compact sets A ⊆ C and B ⊆ C⋆, there exist a

pair of sets Ã ⊆ C and B̃ ⊆ C⋆ and a pair of bijections g : A → Ã, q : B → B̃ such
that (1), (2), (3) hold. Then, there exist bijections g : A → Ã, q : B → B̃ such that
(1), (2), (3) hold and g is an automorphism of C and q is an automorphism of C⋆.

Before we start the proof of Theorem 2, let us outline the idea behind it. In the
proof, we construct A′ ⊆ C and B′ ⊆ C⋆ such that A ⊆ A′, B ⊆ B′ and

sup
a∈A,b∈B

〈a, b〉 = sup
a′∈A′,b′∈B′

〈a′, b′〉 .

Since we assume that it is possible to normalize factorizations over C and C⋆ with
respect to the constant fC, there will exist a pair of sets Ã′ ⊆ C and B̃′ ⊆ C⋆ and
bijections g′ : A′ → Ã′, q′ : B′ → B̃′ such that such that the analogues of (1), (2), (3)
hold for these sets. Clearly, then the restriction of g′ to A and the restriction of q′ to
B can be used to define a normalization for a factorization corresponding to A and
B. The structure of the constructed A′ and B′ forces the bijections g′ and q′ to be an
automorphism of C and an automorphism of C⋆, respectively.

Proof of Theorem 2. First of all, let us consider a special case, when supa∈A,b∈B〈a, b〉
equals 0. In this case, both g and q can be defined as g : x 7→ ε · x and q : x 7→ ε · x
for a sufficiently small ε, ε > 0, because both A and B are compact and so bounded.
Clearly, for every cone such maps g and q are automorphisms. In the rest of the proof,
we assume that γ := supa∈A,b∈B〈a, b〉 is strictly larger than 0.

Since A and B are compact sets, there exists M , M > 0 such that

‖a‖2 ≤ M and ‖b‖2 ≤ M for all a ∈ A, b ∈ B .
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Now let us define A′ ⊆ C and B′ ⊆ C⋆

A′ := A ∪
{
x ∈ C : ‖x‖2 ≤ min

{ γ

M
,
√
γ
}}

B′ := B ∪
{
x ∈ C⋆ : ‖x‖2 ≤ min

{ γ

M
,
√
γ
}}

.

It is straightforward to check that both A′ and B′ are compact sets and that
supa∈A,b∈B〈a, b〉 equals supa′∈A′,b′∈B′〈a′, b′〉.

By assumption, there exist bijections g′ : A′ → Ã′ and q′ : B′ → B̃′ satisfying the
analogues of (1), (2), (3). Since C is full dimensional the sets A′ and B′ are spanning,
so Lemma 1 implies that g′ and q′ are invertible linear maps.

Now let us show that the bijections g′ and q′ are automorphisms of C and C⋆,
respectively. For this, it is enough to show g′(cone(A′)) = C and q′(cone(B′)) = C⋆,
since cone(A′) = C and cone(B′) = C⋆. By definition, we have g′(cone(A′)) ⊆ C and
q′(cone(B′)) ⊆ C⋆. So it is enough to show that g′(cone(A′)) ⊇ C and q′(cone(B′)) ⊇
C⋆. Let us assume, that we have g′(cone(A′)) ) C, i.e. let us assume that there exists
ã′ ∈ C such that ã′ is not in g′(cone(A′)). The preimage (g′)−1(ã′) has a nonnegative
scalar product with all vectors b′ ∈ B′. Since cone(B′) = C⋆, we have that (g′)−1(ã′)
is in C. However, since ã′ is not in g′(cone(A′)), we know that (g′)−1(ã′) is not in
cone(A′) = C, contradiction. Analogously, we have q′(cone(B′)) ⊇ C⋆, finishing the
proof.

The next remark is due to the fact that to normalize a factorization over a Cartesian
product of two cones, we can normalize the factorizations over each of these cones
separately.
Remark 3. Let us be given two regular convex cones C and D, such that it is possible
to normalize factorizations with respect to them with constants fC and fD, respectively.
Then, for the cone C × D it is possible to normalize factorizations with a constant
max(fC , fD).

3 Normalization of Cones

In our normalization of the cones, we will construct the scaling automorphisms by
utilizing a convex optimization approach via some special classes of strictly convex
functions whose domains are the interiors of regular convex cones in consideration.
We start with the so-called ϑ-logarithmically homogeneous self-concordant barrier
(LHSCB) F (see, Definition 2.3.2 in [15]). Given a function f : Rn → R ∪ {+∞}, we
define the Legendre-Fenchel conjugate of f , f∗ : Rn → R ∪ {+∞} as

f∗(v) := sup
x∈Rn

{−〈v, x〉 − f(x)} .

In the next lemma, we collect some of the properties of ϑ-LHSCB.
Lemma 4. Every regular convex cone C ⊂ Rn admits a ϑ-LHSCB F , where
1 ≤ ϑ ≤ n. Moreover, every ϑ-LHSCB F for C satisfies the following:
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(a) For every sequence
{
x(k)

}
⊂ int(C) such that x(k) → x̄ ∈ bd(C), we have

F
(
x(k)

)
→ +∞ and

∥∥∥∇F
(
x(k)

)∥∥∥→ +∞;

(b) 〈−∇F (x), h〉2 ≤ ϑ〈∇2F (x)h, h〉, for all x ∈ int(C), ∀h ∈ Rn;

(c) ∇2F (x)x = −∇F (x), for all x ∈ int(C);

(d) ∇F : int(C) → int(C∗) is a bijection and ∇F∗ is its inverse;

(e) ∇2F∗(−∇F (x)) =
[
∇2F (x)

]−1
, for all x ∈ int(C);

∇2F (−∇F∗(u)) =
[
∇2F∗(u)

]−1
, for all u ∈ int (C∗);

(f) 〈∇2F (x)h, h〉1/2 ≤ 〈−∇F (x), h〉, for all x ∈ int(C), ∀h ∈ C;

(g) 〈
(
∇2F (x)

)−1
h, h〉1/2 ≤ 〈x, h〉, for all x ∈ int(C), for all h ∈ C∗.

Proof. The fact that every regular cone in Rn admits a ϑ-LHSCB F , where 1 ≤ ϑ ≤ n,
follows from Theorem 2.5.1 in [15] and [16]. The properties (a) and (b) are essentially
parts of a definition of ϑ-LHSCB. For part (c), see [15, Proposition 2.3.4, eqn. (2.3.12)].
For parts (e) see [17, eqn. (2.11)]. For part (d) see [18, Proposition 5.1]. For parts (f)
and (g) see [19, Theorem 1.1 and eqns. (1.17 and (1.18)], as well as [20, Section 4].

A regular convex cone C is called homogeneous if the automorphism group of C
acts transitively on the interior of C. That is, for every pair of interior points x, y of C,
there exists a nonsingular linear map A such that A(C) = C and Ax = y. For a recent
source on homogeneous cones, see [21].

A regular convex cone is called self-dual, if there exists an inner product under
which the cone is equal to its dual.

3.1 Symmetric Cones

A regular convex cone is called symmetric if it is homogeneous and self-dual. Let C
be a symmetric cone. A ϑ-self-scaled barrier for C is a closed, at least three times
continuously differentiable, strictly convex function whose domain is the interior of C,
it is ϑ-logarithmically homogeneous for ϑ ≥ 1, and has many additional properties (see
Definition 2.1 in [17] also see [22]). In the next lemma, we collect only those properties
that we will need from self-scaled barriers in this paper.
Lemma 5. Every symmetric cone C ⊂ Rn admits a ϑ-self-scaled barrier F , where ϑ
is the Carathéodory number of C. Every ϑ-self-scaled barrier F for C is a ϑ-LHSCB
for C. Moreover, every ϑ-self-scaled barrier F for C satisfies the following:

(a) ∇2F (x),
[
∇2F (x)

]1/2 ∈ Aut(C), ∀x ∈ int(C);
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(b) for every u ∈ C the function fu : int(C) → R, fu(x) := 〈−∇F (x), u〉, is convex.

Proof. It was shown in Section 3 of [17] that every symmetric cone C admits a ϑ-self-
scaled barrier, where ϑ = O(dim(C)). Theorem 4.1 and Lemma 4.1 of [23] combined
with Theorem 5.5 of [24], establish that every symmetric cone C admits a ϑ-self-scaled
barrier, where ϑ is the Carathéodory number of C. By Definition 2.1 of [17], every ϑ-
self-scaled barrier for C is a ϑ-LHSCB for C. Property (a) follows from Theorem 3.1
part (iii) of [17] (establishing that the Hessians yield automorphisms) and Theorem
4.1 from [18] and Theorem 5.5 of [24]. Property (b) is Lemma 3.1 of [17].

Theorem 6. Let C ⊆ Rn be a symmetric cone and let A,B be finite sets such that
A ⊆ C ⊆ Rn, B ⊆ C⋆ ⊆ Rn and that

〈a, b〉 ≤ ∆ for all a ∈ A, b ∈ B

for some given ∆, where C∗ = C under 〈·, ·〉. Further assume that cone(A) intersects the
interior of C and cone(B) intersects the interior of C⋆. Then, there exists a self-adjoint
automorphism x 7→ Lx of C such that

〈La, La〉 ≤ ϑ∆ and 〈L−1b, L−1b〉 ≤ ϑ∆ for all a ∈ A, b ∈ B ,

where ϑ is the Carathéodory number of C.
Proof. Let C ⊆ Rn be a symmetric cone and A,B be given as above. Suppose that both
of the sets cone(A) ∩ int(C), cone(B)∩ int(C⋆) are nonempty. Let F be a ϑ-self-scaled
barrier for C, where ϑ is the Carathéodory number of C (such F exists by Lemma 5).
Consider the following optimization problem, where w ∈ Rn and t ∈ R are variables.

inf t

subject to

〈−∇F (w), a〉 ≤ t for all a ∈ A
〈w, b〉 ≤ t for all b ∈ B
w ∈ int C .

(SYM1)

By Lemma 5 part (b), the solution set of each constraint in the first group of con-
straints is a convex set; the second set of constraints define a polyhedron (in fact,
a polyhedral cone), the third constraint is a convex set constraint and the objective
function is linear. Therefore, the optimization problem (SYM1) is a convex optimiza-
tion problem. The problem is not infeasible (pick any w in the interior of C and set
t := 1 + max {maxa∈A {〈−∇F (w), a〉} ,maxb∈B {〈w, b〉}}) and is not unbounded (by
definition of the dual cone, A and B, t is nonnegative for every feasible solution).
Hence, the optimal value is finite.

Claim: The optimal value of (SYM1) is attained.
Proof of Claim: By Lemma 4, part (a),

∥∥∇F
(
w(k)

)∥∥→ +∞, for every sequence in
the interior of C converging to a boundary point of C. Since cone(A)∩ int(C) 6= ∅, due
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to the first group of constraints, for every sequence in the feasible region converging
to a boundary point of C, t → +∞. Thus, the optimal value can only be attained
in the interior of C. Hence, there exists a positive integer M such that the closed

set

{(
w
t

)
∈ int(C)⊕ R+ : F (w) ≤ M

}
contains all minimizers of (SYM1). Since,

in addition, cone(B) ∩ int(C⋆) 6= ∅, the set

{(
w
t

)
∈ int(C)⊕ R+ : 〈w, b〉 ≤ t ∀b ∈ B, t ≤ t, F (w) ≤ M

}
,

where t is the optimal value, is nonempty, compact and contains all optimal solutions.
By the above arguments, we proved that the convex optimization problem (SYM1)
can be written equivalently as the minimization of a linear function over a nonempty,
compact set. Therefore, this latter problem as well as (SYM1) attain their optimal
value in the interior of C. ♦

Note that the feasible solution mentioned before the above claim is a Slater point for
(SYM1). Thus, by necessary (and sufficient) conditions for optimality, every optimal
solution

(
w, t
)
satisfies the following conditions for some λ ∈ RA, and µ ∈ RB.

∇2F (w)

(
∑

a∈A

λaa

)
=

(
∑

b∈B

µbb

)
(4)

∑

a∈A

λa +
∑

b∈B

µb = 1 (5)

〈−∇F (w), a〉 ≤ t for all a ∈ A (6)

〈w, b〉 ≤ t for all b ∈ B (7)

λa ≥ 0, µb ≥ 0 for all a ∈ A and b ∈ B (8)

λa > 0 =⇒ 〈−∇F (w), a〉 = t for all a ∈ A (9)

µb > 0 =⇒ 〈w, b〉 = t for all b ∈ B (10)

w ∈ int C. (11)

Let us define a′ and b′ as follows

a′ :=
∑

a∈A

λaa and b′ :=
∑

b∈B

µbb .

Using (11) and Lemma 4 part (c) together with (4) we have

〈−∇F (w), a′〉 = 〈∇2F (w)w, a′〉 = 〈w,∇2F (w)a′〉 = 〈w, b′〉 .

By (8), (9) and (10), we get

〈−∇F (w), a′〉 = t
∑

a∈A

λa

8



and
〈w, b′〉 = t

∑

b∈B

µb ,

and so t
∑

a∈A
λa = t

∑
b∈B

µb and consequently by (5) we have

∑

a∈A

λa =
∑

b∈B

µb = 1 .

Now, we consider another optimization problem (with w and τ as variables) which
gets us closer to finding a scaling:

inf τ

subject to

〈∇2F (w)a, a〉 ≤ τ for all a ∈ A
〈
(
∇2F (w)

)−1
b, b〉 ≤ τ for all b ∈ B

w ∈ int C .

(SYM2)

By Lemma 4 parts (f) and (g),
(
w, t

2
)
is a feasible solution to (SYM2) with objective

value t
2
. By Lemma 4 part (b), we have

ϑ〈∇2F (w)a′, a′〉 ≥ 〈−∇F (w), a′〉2 = t
2
.

Since
〈∇2F (w)a′, a′〉 = 〈b′, a′〉 ≤ ∆ ,

we have that the objective value of the feasible solution
(
w, t

2
)
of (SYM2) is at most

ϑ∆. To finish the proof, we define L as
(
∇2F (w)

)1/2
and use Lemma 5 part (a).

The statement of the theorem is invariant under switching C and C⋆. Indeed, the
proof of the theorem also has this primal-dual symmetry. For self-scaled barriers, for
the choice of inner-product which results in C⋆ = C, F and F∗ may only differ by a
constant. As a result, the derivatives of F and F∗ are the same.

The above theorem and its proof generalize to the case that A and B are not
necessarily finite sets, but they are bounded. Next, let us consider the simpler direction
(specialization) when A = {a}, B = {b} (both sets are singletons). If they satisfy the
hypotheses of Theorem 6, then a ∈ int(C) and b ∈ int(C⋆). In this case, the “good”
feasible solution (w, t) of the optimization problem (SYM2) used in the proof above
is determined by the unique solution of

∇2F (w)a = b, w ∈ int(C).

This unique solution leads to ∇2F (w) which is called the Nesterov–Todd scaling in
the area of interior-point methods in convex optimization.
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Our optimization problem is trying to find the smallest possible radius
√
τ of a

pair of primal-dual ellipsoids such that

- ellipsoids are centred at the origin;
- primal ellipsoid contains a, the dual ellipsoid contains b;
- the primal ellipsoids are defined by the Hessians of a self-scaled barrier for C (and
hence in each instance, the dual ellipsoid is defined by the inverse of the specific
Hessian chosen for the primal cone, due to the definition of the dual norm).

This optimization problem is a kind of a dual problem to Todd’s largest primal-
dual ellipsoids problem [25]. Todd asks “ given interior points a and b for C and C∗

respectively, what are the largest primal-dual ellipsoids centred at a and b respectively
and contained in C and C⋆ respectively?” Here, “largest” means the geometric mean
of the radii of the primal and dual ellipsoids is maximized. So, this problem aims to
construct largest inner ellipsoidal approximations to primal and dual cones simulta-
neously, a very useful and fundamental object in theory and algorithms for convex
optimization. Todd [25] proves that w (mentioned above) yields an optimal solution
for his problem.

Let κ(C) denote the Carathéodory number and ℓ(C) denote the longest chain of
nonempty faces of a regular convex cone C. Then, κ(C) ≤ ℓ(C)− 1 [26]. Interestingly,
in Averkov [27] as well as in Saunderson [28] where extension complexity of a regular
convex cone in terms of products of ”low-complexity” cones is studied the geometric
measure of complexity ℓ(C) of the representing cones plays a key role. In the case of
symmetric cones, C, κ(C) = ℓ(C)− 1.

Our results in this subsection and the next provide bounds on the normalization
constant fC which depend on the barrier parameter ϑ. The latter is additive under
products of cones while the former is bounded by the maximum of fC (see, Remark
3). Therefore, our results in this subsection and the next are strongest, when they are
applied to indecomposable cones.

3.2 Homogeneous Cones

In the next lemma we collect the properties that we will need from certain ϑ-LHSCB
barriers for homogeneous cones.
Lemma 7. Every homogeneous cone C ⊂ Rn admits a ϑ-logarithmically homogeneous
self-concordant barrier F , such that
(a) ϑ ≤ n;

(b) there exists a real-valued function g such that

F (L(x)) = F (x) + g(L), for every L ∈ Aut(C);

(c) for every u ∈ C the function fu : int(C) → R, fu(x) := 〈−∇F (x), u〉, is convex;

(d) for every x ∈ int(C), there exists L ∈ Aut(C) such that ∇2F (x) = L⋆L.

Proof. For parts a, b and c see [29, Section 8 and Theorem 6.1]. For part d see [21,
Theorem 5.3].
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Theorem 8. Let C ⊂ Rn be a homogeneous cone. Also let A, B be finite sets such
that A ⊆ C, B ⊆ C⋆ and

〈a, b〉 ≤ ∆ for all a ∈ A, b ∈ B

for some given ∆. Further assume that cone(A) intersects the interior of C and cone(B)
intersects the interior of C⋆. Then, there exists an automorphism x 7→ Lx of C such
that

〈La, La〉 ≤ ϑ∆ and 〈L−⋆b, L−⋆b〉 ≤ ϑ∆ for all a ∈ A, b ∈ B ,

where L−⋆ is inverse-adjoint to L, and ϑ is the parameter of a ϑ-LHSCB satisfying
the properties listed in the statement of Lemma 7.

Proof. Let F be a ϑ-LHSCB for C satisfying the hypothesis (such F exists by
Lemma 7). Again by Lemma 7 for every point w ∈ int C, ∇2F (w) can be represented
as L⋆L such that the linear map x 7→ Lx defines an automorphism of C. Similarly,(
∇2F (W )

)−1
can be represented as L−1L−⋆ where the linear map x 7→ L−⋆x defines

an automorphism of C⋆.
Similarly, to the proof of Theorem 6 we can write the optimization problems in

variables (w, t) and (w, τ) respectively:

inf t

subject to

〈−∇F (w), a〉 ≤ t for all a ∈ A
〈w, b〉 ≤ t for all b ∈ B
w ∈ int C

(HOM1)

and

inf τ

subject to

〈∇2F (w)a, a〉 ≤ τ for all a ∈ A
〈
(
∇2F (w)

)−1
b, b〉 ≤ τ for all b ∈ B

w ∈ int C .

(HOM2)

Also in the case of a homogeneous cone, the program (HOM2) is convex (this
time by Lemma 7) and therefore we can apply the same analysis as in Theorem 6 to
show that the optimal objective value of (HOM2) is bounded above by ϑ∆.

The following example demonstrates that the normalization through automor-
phisms is not applicable to some non-homogeneous cones.
Example 9. Consider the cone C := {x ∈ R3 : x2

1 + x2
2 ≤ x2

3 , x1 ≥ 0 , x3 ≥ 0}.

11



x1

x3

x2

The dual cone C⋆ is not facially exposed and therefore is not homogeneous [30]. So
the results in this section are not applicable to the cone C. Note however that C is a
hyperbolic cone (intersection of two well-known hyperbolic cones: a closed half-space
and a three-dimensional second-order cone) and its dual C∗ is not [31, Example 4].

Let us show that no appropriate rescaling is possible for C and C⋆ in some cases.
Automorphisms of the cone C can be parametrized by α, β ∈ R, α > 0 as follows

x 7→ α



1 0 0

0
√
β2 + 1 β

0 β
√
β2 + 1


x and x 7→ α



1 0 0

0 −
√
β2 + 1 −β

0 β
√
β2 + 1


 x

with the corresponding automorphisms of the dual cone C⋆

x 7→ 1

α



1 0 0

0
√

β2 + 1 −β

0 −β
√
β2 + 1


 x and x 7→ 1

α



1 0 0

0 −
√
β2 + 1 −β

0 β
√
β2 + 1


x .

Let us define sets A and B as the sets consisting of single elements (M, 0,M) and
(−M, 0,M), respectively, where M is a large number. It is straightforward to check
that no suitable rescaling of these A and B is possible through the above pairs of auto-
morphisms. Therefore, the normalization results of this section cannot be generalized
to hyperbolic cones.

4 Rescaling of Cones and Extension Complexity

This section is dedicated to the implications of factorization normalizations on the
expressive power of cones. The expressive power of a cone C ⊆ Rn will be reflected in
the pairs V , F that admit a factorization over the cone C, where 〈v, f〉 ≥ 0 for every
v ∈ V and f ∈ F . In other words, we are interested in the pairs V , F such that for
every v ∈ V and for every f ∈ F there are av ∈ C and bf ∈ C⋆ with 〈v, f〉 = 〈av, bf〉
for every v ∈ V and for every f ∈ F .

The intuition behind the study of limitations in the expressive power of a cone C
is as follows. First, we consider a specific collection of pairs V , F , where 〈v, f〉 ≥ 0

12



for every v ∈ V and f ∈ F . We plan to prove that some of the pairs in the collection
cannot be factorized using the cone C. Second, for the sake of argument, let us consider
a pair V , F that can be factorized using the cone C. Consider the sets

A := {av : v ∈ V} and B := {bf : f ∈ F} .

We show that there exists a set Γ (which does not depend on V and F) and there exist
at most 2n vectors in Γ, such that the whole pair V and F can be identified from these
2n vectors in Γ. The 2n vectors in Γ are obtained by carefully selecting a set of at most
2n vectors from B and then for each of them picking a “closest” vector from Γ. Third,
the cardinality of the constructed set Γ depends only on the cone C, in particular, it
depends only on the dimension of its ambient space n and the normalization constant
fC . Now using the counting argument, for a sufficiently large collection of pairs V , F
we would not be able to identify each of them using at most 2n vectors from Γ. This
leads to the statement that the cone C does not have enough of expressive power to
capture all of the studied pairs V , F .

4.1 Relationship to Polytopes

Let us now consider how the pairs V , F appear in the context of polytopes. We assume
that a set V is a subset of P ⊆ Rd and F is a subset of H ⊆ Rd. For example, P can
correspond to the set of all 0/1 points in Rd−1 and H can correspond to the set of all
possible hyperplanes spanned by d− 1 affinely independent 0/1 points in Rd−1. The
next theorem corresponds to representing the convex hull of X ⊆ {0, 1}d through its
outer and inner descriptions, i.e. once as a set of linear inequalities, say F , and as a
set of its extreme points, say V . The upper bound on M in the below theorem can be
obtained for example through a straightforward application of Cramer’s rule.
Theorem 10. Given a nonnegative integer d, there is a way to assign to each X ⊆
{0, 1}d−1 a unique V ⊆ {0, 1}d−1 × {1} and a unique F ⊆ Zd such that
(i) ‖f‖∞ ≤ M , ‖v‖∞ ≤ 1 for all v ∈ V and f ∈ F ;
(ii) 〈v, f〉 ≥ 0 for all v ∈ V and f ∈ F ;
(iii) for all v ∈ {0, 1}d−1 × {1}, v /∈ V there exists f ∈ F such that 〈v, f〉 ≤ −1,
where M = 2d log(2d).

Similarly, the next theorem corresponds to outer and inner descriptions of cyclic
polytopes. We can use Lemma 5 in [8] to estimate the coefficients in an outer
description of a cyclic polytope, i.e., to obtain an upper bound on M .
Theorem 11. Given a nonnegative integer d, there is a way to assign to each subset
X of the set

{
(k, k2, . . . , kd−1) : k ∈ {0, . . . , t}

}
a unique V ⊆ Zd−1×{1} and a unique

F ⊆ Zd such that
(i) ‖f‖∞ ≤ M , ‖v‖∞ ≤ td−1 for all v ∈ V and f ∈ F ;
(ii) 〈v, f〉 ≥ 0 for all v ∈ V and f ∈ F ;
(iii) for all v ∈ Zd−1 × {1}, v /∈ V there exists f ∈ F such that 〈v, f〉 ≤ −1,
where M = ((d+ 1)td)d.
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4.2 Compact Encoding

In this section, we show Lemma 13 that guarantees that under some conditions, the
pairs V and F can be compactly encoded. Before stating and proving Lemma 13 we
need some technical result about “nets”. The next lemma gives us a way to round
the vectors in one of the factorization parts such that the rounded vectors lie in a
set Γ, where Γ depends only on the cone C and the set Γ has an appropriate bound
on its cardinality. Later, ρ in the lemma will be a bound on the norms of the vectors
in the factorization over the cone C and its dual and; ǫ will indicate the precision of
rounding. The lemma below follows from a classical result of Rogers [32], also see [33].
The lemma is used for going from exact factorizations to “approximate” factorizations,
where one of the factors can use a bounded number of vectors.
Lemma 12. Fix a dimension n ≥ 3, radius ρ > 0, and ǫ > 0 such that ρ/ǫ ≥ n. Then
there exists a set Γ := Γ(n, ρ, ǫ) ⊆ Rn such that
(i) for all u ∈ B0(ρ) := {x ∈ Rn : ‖x‖2 ≤ ρ} there is u ∈ Γ such that ‖u− u‖2 ≤ ǫ,

and
(ii) |Γ| ≤ exp(1)(n lnn+ n ln lnn+ 5n) (ρ/ǫ)

n
.

The next lemma tells that under some conditions on V , F , the set V can be
reconstructed using at most 2n vectors from a sufficiently small Γ, i.e. V can be
reconstructed from a relatively small amount of information.
Lemma 13. Let C ⊆ Rn be a regular convex cone that can be normalized with coeffi-
cient fC. Let us have two families of vectors P, H ⊆ Rd, nonnegative integer M , and
sets V ⊆ P, F ⊆ H such that
(i) ‖f‖∞ ≤ M , ‖v‖∞ ≤ 1 for all f ∈ F and v ∈ V;
(ii) 〈v, f〉 ≥ 0 for all v ∈ V and f ∈ F ;
(iii) for all v ∈ P, if v /∈ V then there exists f∗ ∈ F such that 〈v, f∗〉 ≤ −1;
(iv) the pair V, F can be factorized using the cone C.
Let us define ρ :=

√
(d+ 1)M · fC and ǫ := (4(n+ d)ρ)

−1
. Then for every i ∈

{1, . . . , n+ d} there exists
(1) a vector fi ∈ H such that ‖fi‖∞ ≤ M ,
(2) a vector ufi ∈ Γ := Γ (n, ρ, ǫ), where Γ is as in Lemma 12;
such that the following holds

V = {x ∈ P : there exists y ∈ C∗ ∩B0(ρ) such that

|〈fi, x〉 − 〈ufi , y〉| ≤
1

4(n+ d)
for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n+ d}}.

Proof. By assumption there is a C-factorization (av)v∈V ⊆ C, (bf )f∈F ⊆ C∗ for V and
F such that for every v ∈ V and every f ∈ F we have

〈v, f〉 = 〈av, bf 〉 .

Due to normalization of the cone C, we may assume that ‖av‖2 ≤
√
dM ·fC for all v ∈ V

and that ‖bf‖2 ≤
√
dM ·fC for all f ∈ F . Let us now select a “subsystem of maximum

volume”, as in [11] and [12]. For linearly independent set of vectors x1, . . . , xk ⊆ Rn
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denote the k-dimensional parallelepiped volume

vol

(
k∑

i=1

λixi : λi ∈ [0, 1] for all i

)
= det

(
(x⊤

i xj)ij
)1/2

.

Clearly, if the vectors x1, . . . , xk ⊆ Rn are dependent the volume is zero. Let us define

W := span ({(f, bf) : f ∈ F}) ,

and let I ′ ⊆ F be a subset of size |I ′| = dim(W ) such that vol({(f, bf) : f ∈ I ′}) is
maximized. Note that |I ′| ≤ n + d since the dimension of the linear space W is at
most n+ d.

Now, for each f ∈ F let bf be an element of Γ such that

‖bf − bf‖2 ≤ ǫ =
(
4(n+ d)

√
(d+ 1)M · fC

)−1

,

which exists by property (i) of Γ. Let us define the set V as the following set

V := {v ∈ P : there exists y ∈ C ∩B0(ρ) such that
∣∣〈v, f〉 −

〈
bf , y

〉∣∣ ≤ 1

4(n+ d)
for all f ∈ I ′}.

In the remaining part of the proof we show that V = V as desired in the statement
of the lemma, by selecting fi, i ∈ {1, . . . , n + d} to be the vectors in I ′ (duplicating
them, if needed) and setting uf := bf for f ∈ I ′.

First, we show that V ⊆ V. Let us consider some v in V , and then let us show that
v is also in V . For every v ∈ V we have ‖av‖2 ≤ ρ =

√
(n+ 1)M · fC , so for every

f ∈ I ′ we have

|〈v, f〉 −
〈
bf , av

〉
| = |〈v, f〉 − 〈av, bf 〉+

〈
bf − bf , av

〉
| = |

〈
bf − bf , av

〉
|

≤ ‖bf − bf‖2‖av‖2 ≤
1

4(n+ d)
,

where the last line follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Thus, by the definition
of V , we conclude that v lies in V.

Now we show the reverse inclusion that V ⊆ V . For this, suppose that there exists
v ∈ P that is not in V and let us show that v is also not in V . Since v is not in V ,
by (iii) we know that there exists some f∗ ∈ F such that 〈f∗, v〉 ≤ −1.

Now, it may not be the case that f∗ is in I ′. However, the vector (f∗, bf∗) is
in the linear space W , and so we can express (f∗, bf∗) as a linear combination of

the vectors (f, bf ), f ∈ I ′. In particular, there are unique multipliers ν ∈ RI′

such
that (f∗, bf∗) =

∑
f∈I′ νi(f, bf ). Using the choice of subsystem I ′ as a system with a
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maximum volume and using Cramer’s rule, we have that for every f ′ ∈ I ′

|νf ′ | = vol({(f, bf) : f ∈ I ′\{f ′} ∪ {f∗}})
vol({(f, bf ) : f ∈ I ′}) ≤ 1 .

For every y ∈ C ∩B0(ρ), we have 〈bf∗ , y〉 ≥ 0 and so we also have

1 ≤ |−〈f∗, v〉+ 〈bf∗ , y〉| =

∣∣∣∣∣∣

∑

f∈I′

νf (−〈f, v〉+ 〈bf , y〉)

∣∣∣∣∣∣

≤
∑

f∈I′

|νf | |−〈f, v〉+ 〈bf , y〉| ≤ (n+ d)max
f∈I′

|−〈f, v〉+ 〈bf , y〉| .

Also for every y ∈ C ∩B0(ρ) and for every f ∈ I ′, we have

|−〈f, v〉+ 〈bf , y〉| =
∣∣−〈f, v〉+

〈
bf , y

〉
+
〈
bf − bf , y

〉∣∣

≤
∣∣−〈f, v〉+

〈
bf , y

〉∣∣+
∣∣〈bf − bf , y

〉∣∣

≤
∣∣−〈f, v〉+

〈
bf , y

〉∣∣+ 1

4(n+ d)
,

where the last inequality follows from ‖bf − bf‖2 ≤ ǫ = (4(n+ d)ρ)
−1

and ‖y‖2 ≤ ρ.
Combining this with the previous inequality

max
f∈I′

|−〈f, v〉+ 〈bf , y〉| ≥ 1/(n+ d) ,

we get

max
f∈I′

∣∣−〈f, v〉+
〈
bf , y

〉∣∣ ≥ max
f∈I′

|−〈f, v〉+ 〈bf , y〉| −
1

4(n+ d)

≥ 1

(n+ d)
− 1

4(n+ d)
≥ 1

2(n+ d)

which implies that v does not lie in V .

The next corollary outlines the strategy that is used for utilizing Lemma 13 for
establishing lower bounds for extension complexity.
Corollary 14. Let C ⊆ Rn be a regular convex cone that can be normalized with
coefficient fC. Let us have two families of vectors P, H ⊆ Rd and a nonnegative integer
M . Let us assume that we have a collection of N objects each of which leads to a
unique V ⊆ P and a unique F ⊆ H such that (i), (ii), (iii), (iv) in Lemma 13 are
satisfied. Let us define ρ :=

√
(n+ 1)M · fC and ǫ := (4(n+ d)ρ)

−1
.

If every above pair V, F can be factorized using the cone C then we have

|N | ≤ (Γ(n, ρ, ǫ) · |{f ∈ H : ‖f‖∞ ≤ M}|)n+d
.
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Proof. Indeed, by Lemma 13 each V can be uniquely identified by n + d vectors in
{f ∈ H : ‖f‖∞ ≤ M} × Γ(n, ρ, ǫ), leading to the desired inequality.

4.3 Relationship to Extension Complexity

Using Corollary 14 and Theorem 10, we can show that there are 0/1 polytopes in Rd

with no extension over a cone C ⊆ Rn if both fC and n are polynomial in n. The
statement is equivalent to showing that at least one of the pairs V , F from Theorem 10
cannot be factorized using the cone C. The proof of this fact follows the proofs of
[11] and [12]. For the sake of contradiction, let us assume that every pair V , F as in
Theorem 10 can be factorized using a cone C for each X ⊆ {0, 1}d, where C ⊆ Rn

can be normalized with coefficient fC . Thus by Lemma 12 and Lemma 13, the total
number of different possible elements Γ is at most

|Γ| ≤ exp(1)(n lnn+ n ln lnn+ 5n)
(ρ
ǫ

)n
=

exp(1)(n lnn+ n ln lnn+ 5n)
(
4 · ρ2 · (n+ d)

)n ≤
exp(1)(n lnn+ n ln lnn+ 5n)

(
4 · (d+ 1)M · f2

C · (n+ d)
)n ≤

n2 ·
(
3 · (d+ 1)M · f2

C · n
)n

.

Thus, the total number of different possible V is at most

((
2 · 2d log(2d) + 1

)d+1

· n2 ·
(
3 · (d+ 1)2d log(2d) · f2

C · n
)n)n+d

and so

22
d − 1 ≤

((
2 · 2d log(2d) + 1

)d+1

· n2 ·
(
3 · (d+ 1)2d log(2d) · f2

C · n
)n)n+d

,

showing that n · fC has to be exponentially large with respect to d in order for C to
lead to an extension of every 0/1 polytope of dimension d.

Similarly, Corollary 14 and Theorem 11 show that there are cyclic polytopes cor-
responding to Theorem 11 with no extension over a cone C ⊆ Rn if both fC and n are
polynomial in n and t. Lower bounds for cyclic polytopes were studied in [8] and this
proof would be analogous to theirs.
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[21] Tunçel, L., Vandenberghe, L.: Linear optimization over homogeneous matrix
cones. Acta Numerica 32, 675–747 (2023)

[22] Nesterov, Y.E., Todd, M.J.: Primal-dual interior-point methods for self-scaled
cones. SIAM J. Optim. 8(2), 324–364 (1998)
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[24] Hauser, R.A., Güler, O.: Self-scaled barrier functions on symmetric cones and
their classification. Found. Comput. Math. 2(2), 121–143 (2002)

[25] Todd, M.J.: Largest dual ellipsoids inscribed in dual cones. Math. Program.
117(1-2, Ser. B), 425–434 (2009)

[26] Ito, M., Lourenço, B.F.: A bound on the Carathéodory number. Linear Algebra
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