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A SEMIDEFINITE PROGRAMMING HIERARCHY FOR

COVERING PROBLEMS IN DISCRETE GEOMETRY

CORDIAN RIENER, JAN ROLFES, AND FRANK VALLENTIN

Abstract. In this paper we present a new semidefinite programming hierar-
chy for covering problems in compact metric spaces.

Over the last years, these kind of hierarchies were developed primarily
for geometric packing and for energy minimization problems; they frequently
provide the best known bounds.

Starting from a semidefinite programming hierarchy for the dominating set
problem in graph theory, we derive the new hierarchy for covering and show
some of its basic properties: The hierarchy converges in finitely many steps,
but the first level collapses to the volume bound when the compact metric
space is homogeneous.

1. Introduction

Let (X, d) be a compact metric space. Frequently one asks for specific configu-
rations of finitely many points in X . Various performance measures for such finite
point distributions are investigated. Homogeneous measures, like maximizing min-
imal distance between pairs of distinct points (packing), or minimizing energy with
respect to a potential function (energy minimization), are most commonly used.
These homogeneous measures have inhomogeneous counterparts: Finding a point
configuration which minimizes the maximal distance of an arbitrary point in X to
the finite point distribution (covering), or maximizing the minimal potential en-
ergy of an arbitrary point in X in the force field given by the charges of the point
configuration (max-min polarization). For a more detailed overview, we refer to
the book of Borodachov, Hardin, Saff [4].

Over the last years, semidefinite programming hierarchies, in the spirit of the
moment-SOS hierarchy in polynomial optimization, due to Lasserre, were developed
primarily for providing bounds for geometric packing and for energy minimization
problems; see de Laat, Vallentin [9], and de Laat [11]. Computing these semidefinite
programming bounds frequently yield the best known bounds.

In this paper we want to demonstrate that this approach is also applicable to
geometric covering problems.

We start by defining the covering problem formally. Let X be a compact metric
space with distance function d. We denote closed metric balls of radius r and
center x by B(x, r) = {y ∈ X : d(x, y) ≤ r}. A set of balls of radius r is uniquely
determined by the collection of its centers Y . A set Y of centers with the property
⋃

y∈Y B(y, r) = X is called a covering of X . Since X is compact, there always

exists a finite covering. The covering number N (X, r) of the space X and a positive
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number r is the smallest number of such balls with radius r one needs to cover X .
So,

N (X, r) = min







|Y | : Y ⊆ X,
⋃

y∈Y

B(y, r) = X







.

Determining the covering number is a fundamental problem in metric geometry
(see for example the classical book by Rogers [22]). Among others, applications
arise in the field of compressive sensing [13], approximation theory and machine
learning [7], in probability theory [16] and theoretical quantum computing [20].

So far, upper bounds for the covering number of several specific metric spaces are
known. For a survey on this, we refer to Naszódi [19]. Using a greedy approach, in
the spirit Chvátal’s greedy approximation algorithm for the set-covering problem,
Rolfes and Vallentin [23] provide upper bounds for a wider class of compact metric
spaces. They showed that for every ε with r/2 > ε > 0 the inequalities

(1)
1

ωr

≤ N (X, r) ≤
1

ωr−ε

(

ln

(

ωr−ε

ωε

)

+ 1

)

,

holds, where X is equipped with a probability measure ω satisfying the following
two conditions:

(a) ω(B(x, s)) = ω(B(y, s)) for all x, y ∈ X , and for all s ≥ 0,
(b) ω(B(x, ε)) > 0 for all x ∈ X , and for all ε > 0.

By (a) the measure of a ball does only depend on the radius s and not on the center
x, so we simply denote ω(B(x, s)) by ωs. These conditions are fulfilled when X
is a homogeneous space, that is, when the automorphism group acts transitively.
Then the Haar measure of the automorphism group induces an invariant probability
measure on X satisfying (a) and (b).

The trivial lower bound above is known as the volume bound. Stronger and more
sophisticated lower bounds have not yet been established. The central aim of this
paper is to develop a semidefinite programming hierarchy for geometric covering
problems giving such lower bounds.

We start by motivating our definition of the covering hierarchy by recalling the
Lasserre hierarchy for general 0/1 integer linear programs in Section 2. Then we
also recall the packing hierarchy of de Laat, Vallentin [9] in Section 3. The covering
hierarchy is based on the packing hierarchy. We will define our covering hierarchy
in Section 4 and show its basic properties in Theorem 4.2, which is the principal
result of the paper. In Section 5 we derive the dual covering hierarchy and use
the dual to show that for homogeneous compact metric spaces the first step of the
hierarchy collapses to the volume bound.

2. The Lasserre hierarchy for 0/1 integer linear programs

Consider the following integer linear program with 0/1-variables

ILP = min{cTx : x ∈ {0, 1}n, Ax ≥ b},

where the matrix A ∈ Rm×n and the vectors b ∈ Rm and c ∈ Rn are given as input.
In the by now classical paper [14] Lasserre showed how to systematically compute

a sequence of stronger and stronger lower bounds, converging in n+1 steps to ILP
by solving semidefinite programs of growing size.
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Lasserre’s original convergence proof relies on the Positivstellensatz of Puti-
nar [21] and on the flat extension theorem of Curto, Fialkow [8]. Laurent [15]
provided an elementary, combinatorial proof of the convergence. We shall repro-
duce her arguments below because they gave the inspiration for the semidefinite
hierarchies for geometric packing and covering problems. For good behavior we
note that the results of Lasserre and Laurent are much more general, as they apply
to nonlinear (polynomial) optimization problems with 0/1-variables.

2.1. Combinatorial moment and localizing matrices. To define the Lasserre
hierarchy for solving ILP we need a bit of notation.

Set X = [n] = {1, . . . , n}. We write P(X) for the power set of X . By Pt(X) we
denote the subsets of P(X) containing all J ∈ P(X) with |J | ≤ t. For t = 0, . . . , n
and J ⊆ X we define the (truncated) characteristic vector χJ

t ∈ {0, 1}Pt(X) by

χJ
t (J

′) =

{

1 if J ′ ⊆ J ,

0 otherwise.

A vector y ∈ RP2t(X) defines the (truncated) combinatorial moment matrix

Mt(y) ∈ SPt(X), which is a symmetric matrix with
∑t

i=0

(

n
i

)

many rows and
columns, by

[Mt(y)]J,J′ = y(J ∪ J ′), with J, J ′ ∈ Pt(X).

The following lemma dealing with t = n, the final step of Lasserre’s hierarchy, is
crucial. It is due to Lindström [17] and Wilf [27].

Lemma 2.1. A vector y ∈ RP(X) defines a positive semidefinite combinatorial mo-
ment matrix Mn(y) if and only if y lies in the (simplicial) polyhedral cone generated
by the characteristic vectors χJ

n, with J ∈ P(X). In short:

Mn(y) � 0 ⇐⇒ y ∈ cone{χJ
n : J ∈ P(X)}.

Proof. Sufficiency follows easily by the homomorphism property of the character-
istic vectors, which is

χJ
n(J

′ ∪ J ′′) = χJ
n(J

′) · χJ
n(J

′′) for all J, J ′, J ′′ ∈ P(X).

Now any y with

y =
∑

J∈P(X)

αJχ
J
n and αJ ≥ 0

defines a positive semidefinite combinatorial moment matrix

Mn(y) =
∑

J∈P(X)

αJχ
J
n(χ

J
n)

T.

For necessity, we first note that the characteristic vectors χJ
n form a basis of

RP(X). Let ψJ
n be the dual basis with respect to the standard inner product, so

that

(χJ
n)

TψJ′

n = δJ,J′ , where δJ,J′ =

{

1 if J = J ′

0 otherwise.

Now consider a vector y ∈ RP(X) which defines a positive semidefinite combinatorial
moment matrix Mn(y). Expand

y =
∑

J∈P(X)

αJχ
J
n,
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and so

0 ≤ (ψJ
n)

TMn(y)ψ
J
n = αJ . �

Consider the j-th row of the system Ax ≥ b which is the constraint aTj x ≥
bj, where the j-th row aj of matrix A is viewed as a column vector. Using this

information we can define the j-th (truncated) localizing matrix M j
t (y) of y ∈

RP2t+2(X) by

[M j
t (y)]J,J′ =

∑

i∈X

ajiy(J ∪ J ′ ∪ {i})− bjy(J ∪ J ′),

where J, J ′ ∈ Pt(X)1.

2.2. The Lasserre hierarchy for ILP. For t = 1, . . . , n, the t-th step of the
Lasserre hierarchy for ILP is the (value of the) following semidefinite program

last = min
{

∑

i∈X

ciy({i}) : y ∈ RP2t(X), y(∅) = 1,

Mt(y) � 0, M j
t−1(y) � 0 (j ∈ [m])

}

.

The Lasserre hierarchy provides a monotonically increasing sequence of lower
bounds for ILP:

ILP ≥ lasn+1 ≥ lasn ≥ . . . ≥ las1 .

The sequence is monotonically increasing because every feasible solution y ∈
RP2t(X) of last can be truncated to a feasible solution y′ ∈ RP2t−2(X) of last−1

because Mt−1(y
′) and M j

t−2(y
′) are principal submatrices of Mt(y) and M

j
t−1(y).

We have ILP ≥ lasn+1 because if x∗ ∈ {0, 1}n is an optimal solution of ILP, then
y = χJ

n with J = {i ∈ X : x∗i = 1} is feasible for lasn+1; Positive semidefiniteness
of Mn(y) follows from Lemma 2.1 and positive semidefiniteness of M j

n(y) is again
due to the homomorphism property of the characteristic vector

[M j
n(y)]J′,J′′ =

∑

i∈X

ajiχ
J
n(J

′ ∪ J ′′ ∪ {i})− bjχ
J
n(J

′ ∪ J ′′)

= χJ
n(J

′ ∪ J ′′)

(

∑

i∈X

ajiχ
J
n({i})− bj

)

= χJ
n(J

′ ∪ J ′′)

(

∑

i∈X

ajix
∗
i − bj

)

,

and hence

M j
n(y) =

(

aTj x
∗ − bj

)

χJ
n(χ

J
n)

T � 0,

because aTj x
∗ ≥ bj .

Moreover, the Lasserre hierarchy converges to ILP in (at most) n + 1 steps
because the reverse inequality ILP ≤ lasn+1 holds. This can be seen by again
applying Lemma 2.1, which says that we can expand any feasible solution y of
lasn+1 as y =

∑

J∈P(X) αJχ
J
n with nonnegative coefficients αJ . If αJ > 0, then

xJ ∈ {0, 1}n with xJi = χJ
n({i}) is a feasible solution of ILP. This follows from

1In fact, the entries of y which are indexed by 2t+ 2-element subsets of X are not used here.
We keep them because the notation for the Lasserre hierarchy becomes simpler.
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the positive semidefiniteness of the localizing matrix. In particular, using the dual
basis ψJ

n ,

0 ≤ (ψJ
n)

TM j
n(y)ψ

J
n = αJ

(

∑

i∈X

ajiχ
J
n({i})− bj

)

holds, which implies aTj x
J ≥ bj. The normalization y({∅}) = 1 translates into

∑

J∈P(X) αJ = 1 and therefore the objective value of lasn+1 satisfies
∑

i∈X

ciy({i}) =
∑

i∈X

ci
∑

J∈P(X)

αJχ
J
n({i}) =

∑

J∈P(X)

αJc
TxJ ≥ ILP .

3. SDP hierarchy for geometric packing problems

Let X be a compact metric space with distance function d. By B(x, r) = {y ∈
X : d(x, y) < r} we denote open metric balls with radius r and center x.

One important geometric parameter of X and a positive r is the packing number

α(X, r) = max{|Y | : Y ⊆ X : B(x, r) ∩B(y, r) = ∅ for all x, y ∈ Y, x 6= y}.

The idea behind the paper [9] of de Laat and Vallentin is to consider α(X, r)
as an infinite integer linear program where every point in X corresponds to a 0/1-
variable. Then an appropriate semidefinite programming hierarchy is constructed
which can be used to determine upper bounds for α(X, r) and which eventually
converges to α(X, r). In this section we recall the main steps of [9] because our
semidefinite hierarchy for covering builds on this packing hierarchy. Whereas the
packing hierarchy only uses moment constraints, the covering hierarchy needs to
incorporate localizing constraints.

The packing number can also be seen as the independence number of the, po-
tentially infinite, packing graph P (X, r) with vertex set X in which two distinct
vertices x, y are adjacent whenever B(x, r) ∩ B(y, r) 6= ∅. Generally, the indepen-
dence number of a graph is the maximum cardinality of an independent set, where
a subset of the vertex set is called an independent set if it does not contain a pair
of adjacent vertices.

For a finite graph G = (V,E), with vertex set V = {1, . . . , n} and edge set E,
one can formulate the independence number of G as an integer linear program with
0/1-variables, which is

α(G) = max

{

n
∑

i=1

xi : x ∈ {0, 1}n, xi + xj ≤ 1 for all {i, j} ∈ E

}

,

and apply the Lasserre hierarchy.
Laurent [15, Lemma 20] observed that one can write the Lasserre hierarchy for

α(G) more compactly, only by considering combinatorial moment matrices, without
using localizing matrices. To state this compact version of the Lasserre hierarchy,
we slightly change the definitions introduced in Section 2. We hope that this will
not cause confusion. The first change is that instead of working with the complete
power set of the vertex set we consider only independent subsets. By It we denote
the set of all independent sets with at most t elements, then the t-th step of the
Lasserre hierarchy is

(2) lasαt (G) = max

{

n
∑

i=1

y({i}) : y ∈ RI2t
≥0, y(∅) = 1, Mt(y) � 0

}

,
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where we define Mt(y) ∈ RIt×It by

[Mt(y)]J,J′ =

{

yJ∪J′ if J ∪ J ′ ∈ I2t,

0 otherwise,

which is the second change. The third and last change, requiring y to be a nonneg-
ative vector, enables us to say that the first step lasα1 (G) coincides with ϑ

′(G), the
strengthened version of Lovász ϑ-number [18] due to Schrijver [25]. We obtain

ϑ′(G) = lasα1 (G) ≥ lasα2 (G) ≥ . . . ≥ lasαα(G)(G) = α(G).

In [9] this semidefinite programming hierarchy (2) is generalized to give a hierar-
chy for the packing number α(X, r). In particular, independence numbers of topo-
logical packing graphs are introduced, which include the packings graphs P (X, r)
on compact metric spaces.

Since X can have infinitely many points, some topology is needed to generalize
the objects in (2). The natural distance on nonempty subsets of X is the Hausdorff
distance

dH(J, J ′) = inf{ε : J ⊆ J ′
ε and J ′ ⊆ Jε},

where Jε =
⋃

x∈J B(x, ε) is the ε-thickening of the set J .
Using the Hausdorff distance on It instead of Pt(X) has an important advantage.

By considering α(X, r) we are interested in cardinalities and generally elements in
Pt(X) with non-equal cardinality can be topologically close. However, because we
work with It and not with Pt(X), independent sets having different cardinality, lie
in separate connected components; see the discussion in [9, Section 2].

In the generalization, the vector y ∈ RI2t
≥0 is replaced by a measure λ ∈ M(I2t)≥0

in the cone of non-negative Radon measure. The idea is that an independent set S
determines a feasible solution

λ =
∑

R∈I2t:R⊆S

δR, where δR is the delta measure at R,

of the t-th step of the packing hierarchy.
The map which assigns y the truncated combinatorial moment matrix y 7→Mt(y)

is replaced by a dual construction using the adjoint map.
By the Riesz representation theorem the dual space of the space of real-valued

continuous functions C(I2t), equipped with the supremum norm, is the space of
signed Radon measures M(I2t). The dual cone of nonnegative continuous functions
we denote by M(I2t)≥0. Similarly, the dual space of symmetric, real-valued contin-
uous kernels C(It×It)sym is the space of symmetric Radon measures M(It×It)sym.
The dual cone of positive definite kernels, that is kernels K ∈ C(It × It)sym which
satisfy

(K(Ji, Jj))
m
i,j=1 � 0 for all J1, . . . , Jm ∈ I2t, m ∈ N,

we denote by M(It × It)�0.
We define the map

At : C(It × It)sym → C(I2t) by AtK(S) =
∑

J,J′∈It:J∪J′=S

K(J, J ′),

where K ∈ C(It × It)sym and S ∈ I2t Note that the above sum has at most 22t

summands. Therefore, the adjoint map

A∗
t : M(I2t) → M(It × It)sym,
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(well-)defined by

〈K,A∗λ〉 = 〈AtK,λ〉,

is the natural replacement for y 7→ Mt(y).
After these preparations one can define the t-th step of the packing hierarchy by

lasαt (P (X, r)) = max{λ(I=1) : λ ∈ M(I2t)≥0, λ({∅}) = 1, A∗
t (λ) ∈ M(It × It)�0, }

where I=1 denotes the set of independent subsets with cardinality exactly 1. Again,
and this is the main result of [9],

ϑ′(P (X, r)) = lasα1 (P (X, r)) ≥ lasα2 (P (X, r)) ≥ . . . ≥ lasαα(X,r)(P (X, r)) = α(X, r)

holds.
The first step coincides with the generalization of the ϑ′-number for the graph

P (X, r), defined in [2]. If for instance the compact metric space is the unit sphere,
X = Sn−1, then the first step coincides with the linear programming bound of
Delsarte, Goethals, Seidel [10].

The convergence follows from a Choquet-type variant (cf. Simon [26]) of the
crucial Lemma 2.1, where finite convex combinations are replaced by integrals with
respect to probability measures, which reads:

Lemma 3.1. (de Laat, Vallentin [9, Proposition 1]) Let I = Iα(X,r) be the set
of all independent sets of P (X, r). Let λ ∈ M(I) be so that λ({∅}) = 1 and
A∗

α(X,r)λ ∈ M(I×I)�0. Then there exists a unique probability measure σ ∈ M(I)≥0

so that λ can be represented as

λ =

∫

χR dσ(R), where χR =
∑

Q⊆R

δQ.

Next to putting the linear programming bound into perspective and giving the-
oretical convergence, the packing hierarchy has turned out to be useful in various
applications, especially for the unit sphere or for Euclidean space where the presence
of symmetries makes it possible to simplify the computations. Bachoc, Vallentin
[1] used semidefinite constraints from lasα2 to find new upper bounds for the kiss-
ing number. de Laat [11] used the second step of the hierarchy in the context of
energy minimization on the sphere S2. de Laat, Machado, de Munick Keizer [12]
computed lasα2 and lasα3 for the problem of equiangular lines; they were even able
to turn these computations in an asymptotic analysis. Cohn, Salmon [6] showed
that the packing hierarchy converges to the packing density for Euclidean space.
Cohn, de Laat, Salmon [5] used constraints from lasα2 to find new upper bounds for
sphere packing densities in dimensions 4 through 7 and 9 through 16.

4. SDP hierarchy for geometric covering problems

The finite graph analog of the covering number is the domination number. For a
finite graph G = (V,E), with vertex set V = {1, . . . , n} and edge set E a subset of
the vertex set D ⊆ V is called a dominating set if for every vertex i ∈ V either the
vertex lies itself in the dominating set or there is vertex j ∈ D, in the dominating
set, which is adjacent to i. The domination number γ(G) of G is the cardinality
of a smallest dominating set. One can formulate γ(G) as an integer linear program
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with 0/1-variables:

γ(G) = min







n
∑

i=1

xi : x ∈ {0, 1}n,
∑

i∈V :{i,j}∈E

xi ≥ 1 (j ∈ V )







,

and apply the Lasserre hierarchy. Here the t-th step of the Lasserre hierarchy is

lasγt (G) = min
{

n
∑

i=1

y({i}) : y ∈ RP2t(V ), y(∅) = 1,

Mt(y) � 0, M j
t−1(y) � 0 (j ∈ V )

}

where the linear constraint that every vertex j ∈ V either should lie in the dom-
inating set or should be adjacent to a vertex in the dominating set determines a
truncated localizing matrix

[M j
t−1(y)]J,J′ =

∑

i∈V :{i,j}∈E

y(J ∪ J ′ ∪ {i})− y(J ∪ J ′),

where J, J ′ ∈ Pt−1(V ).
In the geometric setting we consider the covering graph C(X, r) with vertex

set X in which two vertices x, y ∈ X are adjacent whenever d(x, y) ≤ r. Then, as
dominating sets in C(X, r) determine the centers of balls with radius r of a covering
of X , and vice versa, we have γ(C(X, r)) = N (X, r).

We want to define a semidefinite hierarchy which converges in finitely many steps
to the covering number N (X, r). For the proof we will make use of Lemma 3.1.
Therefore, we have to assume that we know a lower bound ε > 0 so that an optimal
covering X determines a packing of balls with radius ε. Clearly such a positive
lower bound always exists as optimal coverings consist of finitely many pairwise
distinct balls. We define It to be the set of subsets of X with at most t elements
which are independent in the packing graph P (X, ε).

For y ∈ X we define the map

By
t : C(It × It)sym → C(I2t+2)

by

By
tK(S) =

∑

x∈B(y,r),J,J′:J∪J′∪{x}=S

K(J, J ′)−
∑

J,J′∈It:J∪J′=S

K(J, J ′),

where K ∈ C(It × It)sym and S ∈ I2t+2. The adjoint map (By
t )

∗ : M(I2t+2) →
M(It × It)sym gives the analog of the map which assigns y to the truncated com-
binatorial moment matrix.

Definition 4.1. For t = 1, 2, . . . , we define the t-th step of the covering hierarchy
by

lasγt (C(X, r)) = inf
{

λ(I=1) : λ ∈ M(I2t)≥0, λ({∅}) = 1,

A∗
t (λ) ∈ M(It × It)�0,

(By
t−1)

∗(λ) ∈ M(It−1 × It−1)�0 (y ∈ X)
}

.

Theorem 4.2. The covering hierarchy gives a monotonically increasing sequence
of lower bounds for the covering number and converges to the covering number in
at most α(P (X, ε)) steps:

lasγ1 (C(X, r)) ≤ lasγ2(C(X, r)) ≤ . . . ≤ lasγ
α(P (X,ε))(C(X, r)) = N (X, r).
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We split the proof of this theorem in three lemmas.

4.1. Every step of the covering hierarchy gives a lower bound for the

covering number.

Lemma 4.3. For every t = 1, 2, . . . the inequality lasγt (C(X, r)) ≤ N (X, r) holds.

Proof. We verify this inequality by showing that every finite covering Y of X gives
a feasible solution

λ =
∑

Z∈I2t: Z⊆Y

δZ

of the t-step of the covering hierarchy with objective λ(I=1) = |Y |.
Indeed, we have

λ ({∅}) =
∑

Z∈I2t:Z⊆Y

δZ ({∅}) = δ∅ ({∅}) = 1.

Then, for every K ∈ C(It × It)�0:

〈A∗
tλ,K〉 = 〈λ,AtK〉

=
∑

Z∈I2t:Z⊆Y

∑

J,J′∈It:Z=J∪J′

K(J, J ′)

=
∑

J,J′∈It:J,J′⊆Y

K(J, J ′)

≥ 0,

as well as, for every y ∈ X and every K ′ ∈ C(It−1 × It−1)�0

〈(By
t−1)

∗λ,K ′〉

= 〈λ,By
t−1K

′〉

=
∑

Z∈I2t:Z⊆Y

(

∑

x∈B(y,r), J,J′:Z=J∪J′∪{x}

K ′(J, J ′)−
∑

J,J′:Z=J∪J′

K ′(J, J ′)
)

=
∑

x∈Y ∩B(y,r)

∑

J,J′: J,J′⊆Y

K ′(J, J ′)−
∑

J,J′:J,J′⊆Y

K ′(J, J ′)

= (|Y ∩B(y, r)| − 1)
∑

J,J′∈It−1:J,J′⊆Y

K ′(J, J ′)

≥ 0.

where the last inequality is implied by the fact that Y ∩ B(y, r) 6= ∅ since Y is a
covering. �

4.2. The covering hierarchy is monotonically increasing with t.

Lemma 4.4. For every t = 1, 2, . . . the inequality lasγt (C(X, r)) ≤ lasγt+1(C(X, r))
holds.

Proof. Increasing t strengthens the bound by imposing more constraints to the set
of feasible solutions. To be precise, if the measure λ ∈ M(I2t+2)≥0 is feasible
for lasγt+1(C(X, r)), then its restriction to M(I2t) is also feasible for lasγt (C(X, r)).
Furthermore, λ and its restriction have the same objective value, namely λ(I=1). �
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4.3. The covering hierarchy converges to the covering number. Before we
can prove this, we need a technical, topological observation.

We equip the non-empty sets in It with the Hausdorff distance

dH(Y, Z) = max

{

sup
y∈Y

inf
z∈Z

d(y, z), sup
z∈Z

inf
y∈Y

d(y, z)

}

and extend this distance to a metric

dH(Y, Z) =











dH(Y, Z) if Y, Z 6= ∅

0 if Y = Z = ∅

supx,y∈X d(x, y) otherwise,

which also takes care of ∅ ∈ It.

Lemma 4.5. Let B = B(x, r) be a ball in X. Consider the function k : It → R
defined by

k(J) =

{

(−1)|J| if J ⊆ B

0 otherwise.

Then there exists a continuous function g ∈ C(It) such that k and g agree ν-almost
surely for every ν ∈ M(It).

Proof. First we observe that one can write k in terms of indicator functions

k(J) =





|J|
∑

r=0, r even

1I=r
(J)−

|J|
∑

r=0, r odd

1I=r
(J)



 1B(J).

Due to the continuity of 1I=r
, given by [9, Lemma 2], it suffices to show that there

is a continuous function g such that g(J) = 1B(J), ν-almost surely.
We further consider {J ∈ It : J * B} and show that it is an open set in

It. Because J * B, implying J 6= ∅, there is an element y0 ∈ J \ B. Due to the
Hausdorff property of X we have d(y0, b) > δ for every b ∈ B. Thus we can consider
the ball B(J, δ) defined by the Hausdorff metric and show that dH(B,B(J, δ)) ≥
supy∈B(J,δ) infb∈B d(b, y) ≥ infb∈B d(b, y0) > 0 holds. This implies that B(J, δ) ⊆

{J ∈ It : J * B} and thus

C = {J ∈ It : J * B} is open and D = {J ∈ It : J ⊆ B} is closed.

As a metric space (It, dH) is a normal space and thus we can apply Urysohn’s
lemma, which gives us that for any compact subset of C, say C′ and D there exists
a continuous function g with g(c) = 0 for every c ∈ C′ and g(d) = 1 for every
d ∈ D. In the case of our metric space (It, dH) one concrete g that satisfies the

constraints can be shown to be g(J) = dH(J,C′)
dH(J,C′)+dH(J,D) . This g is bounded by 0

and 1. For an arbitrary Radon measure ν ∈ M(It) and every compact C′ ⊆ C we
consider

∫

It

|1B − g|dν =

∫

C\C′

|1B − g|dν ≤ ν(C \ C′).

Thus
∫

It

|1B − g|dν ≤ inf
C′⊆C, C′ compact

ν(C \ C′) ≤ ν(C) − sup
C′⊆C, C′ compact

ν(C′) = 0,

where the last step is due to the inner regularity of every Radon measure ν. �
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Lemma 4.6. Equality lasγ
α(P (X,ε))(C(X, r)) = N (X, r) holds.

Proof. Set α = α(P (X, ε)) We consider a feasible measure λ for the program
lasγα(C(X, r)) and its representation λ =

∫

χR dσ(R), which exists due to Lemma 3.1.
Now we have to verify that σ-supported subsets R ⊆ X determine a covering.

For contradiction, suppose R does not determine a covering. Then there exists
y ∈ X so that B(y, r) ∩R = ∅. Consider the map k : Iα → R, with k(J) = (−1)|J|

if J ⊆ B(y, r) and k(J) = 0 otherwise, as defined in Lemma 4.5 and let g be its
continuous version. Then

0 ≤ 〈(By
α)

∗χR, g ⊗ g〉

= χR(By
α(g ⊗ g))

=
∑

x∈B(y,r),J,J′:J∪J′∪{x}⊆R

g ⊗ g(J, J ′)−
∑

J,J′∈It:J∪J′⊆R

g ⊗ g(J, J ′).

= |B(y, r) ∩R|
∑

J,J′:J∪J′∪⊆R

g ⊗ g(J, J ′)−
∑

J,J′∈It:J∪J′⊆R

g ⊗ g(J, J ′)

= −
∑

J,J′∈It:J∪J′⊆R

g ⊗ g(J, J ′)

= −





∑

J:J⊆B(y,r)∩R

(−1)|J|





2

= − 1.

We finish the proof of the lemma by looking at the objective value of λ which is

λ(I=1) =

∫

χR(I=1) dσ(R) =

∫

|R| dσ(R) ≥

∫

N (X, r) dσ(R) = N (X, r),

because every R in the support of σ determines a covering and σ is a probability
measure. �

5. The dual covering hierarchy

In this section we assume that the automorphism group G of X acts transitively
on X so that X is the homogenous space G/H where H is the stabilizer subgroup
of a point in G. This is a natural assumption which is fulfilled in many examples;
for example when X is the unit sphere Sn−1 and G is the orthogonal group O(n)
and H is isomorphic to O(n−1). Then the Haar measure of G induces a probability
measure ω on G/H which satisfies conditions (a) and (b) given in Section 1.

Looking at the covering hierarchy this has the advantage, due to convexity, that
the constraints coming from the localizing matrix only have to required for one
arbitrary point of X . Let e ∈ X be this point, then

lasγt (C(X, r)) = inf
{

λ(I=1) : λ ∈ M(I2t)≥0, λ({∅}) = 1,

A∗
t (λ) ∈ M(It × It)�0,

(Be
t−1)

∗(λ) ∈ M(It−1 × It−1)�0

}

.
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We define the t-th step of the dual covering hierarchy by

lasγ,∗t (C(X, r)) = sup
{

y : y ∈ R,

1I=1
(S)− y1{∅}(S)−AtK(S)−Be

t−1K
′(S) ≥ 0

for all S ∈ I2t,

K ∈ C(It × It)�0, K
′ ∈ C(It−1 × It−1)�0

}

.

One can easily check that weak duality lasγ,∗t ≤ lasγt holds. Although we do not
need this here, we note that also strong duality holds; this was shown by Rolfes
in [24] using the framework of infinite dimensional conic optimization presented in
Barvinok [3, Chapter IV].

With the help of the dual covering hierarchy lasγ,∗t it is further possible to show
that the first step of the hierarchy coincides with the volume bound.

Theorem 5.1. If the automorphism group G acts transitively on X, then the first
step of the covering hierarchy collapses to the volume bound,

lasγ,∗1 (C(X, r)) =
1

ωr

.

Proof. Consider a probability measure ω satisfying properties (a) and (b). Then,
if t = 1, we observe that the measure

λ(S) =











1 if S = {∅},
ω(

⋃
{x}∈S{x})
ωr

if S ⊆ I=1,

0 otherwise.

is a feasible measure for lasγ1(C(X, r)). Its objective value is λ(I=1) =
1
ωr

and thus

implies lasγ1(C(X, r)) ≤
1
ωr

.
For the reverse inequality we have

Be
0K

′(∅) = −K ′(∅, ∅),

and

Be
0K

′ ({z}) =
∑

x∈B(e,r): {x}={z}

K ′(∅, ∅)

=

{

K ′(∅, ∅) if z ∈ B(e, r)

0 otherwise,

and

Be
0K

′ ({z1, z2}) =
∑

x∈B(e,r): {x}={z1,z2}

K ′(∅, ∅) = 0.

Thus,

K = 0, K ′(∅, ∅) =
1

ωr

and y = K ′(∅, ∅)

is a feasible solution for lasγ,∗1 (C(X, r)). So lasγ,∗1 (C(X, r)) ≥ 1
ωr

and by weak

duality lasγ1 (C(X, r)) ≥
1
ωr

. �

For the packing number α(Sn−1, r) for the unit sphere, the first step of the
packing hierarchy lasα1 (P (S

n−1, r)) coincides with the linear programming bound
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ϑ′(P (Sn−1, r)) of Delsarte, Goethals, Seidel, which often provides strong and some-
times even tight upper bounds. Now Theorem 5.1 gives an explanation why the
corresponding first step of the covering hierarchy lasγ1(C(S

n−1, r)), which also is,
after symmetry reduction, a linear programming bound, is not a strong bound for
the covering number. On the other hand, the first step of the dual covering hierar-
chy is implicitly used in the analysis of the greedy approach to construct efficient
coverings, see [23].
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