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Abstract— We show that the Goemans-Linial semidefinite  Next we discuss the significance of Theoreml 1.1 in the
relaxation of the Sparsest Cut problem with general demaads  context of approximation algorithms. The Sparsest Cut prob
integrality gap (log)*. This is achieved by exhibiting-point  |om with general demands is a fundamental combinatorial

metric spaces of negative type whokse distortion is (logn)®®. Lo L . .
Our result is based on quantitative bounds on the rate ofndege optimization problem which is defined as follows. Given

eration of Lipschitz maps from the Heisenberg group_tovhen N € N and two symmetric functions
restricted to cosets of the center.
C.D:{L....nx{L....n} — [0, 00)

Key_words—Sparsz_est Cut pro_blem; se_midefinite programming; in-
tegrality gap; metric embeddings; Heisenberg group. (called capacities and demands, respectively) and a subset
S c({1,...,n}, write

n n P ; ;
The L; distortion of a metric spaceX(d), commonly D(S) = Zifl Zri]:lc(ll’J.)"lS(l_)_ 1S(J_)|,
denotedc; (X, d), is the infimum oveiD > 0 for which there Yit1 2= D, J) - 11s(1) — 1s())I
exists a mapping : X — L; such that% € [1,D]
for all distinct x,y € X. (If no such D exists we set
c1(X, d) = ). (X, d) is said to be a metric space of negative ®*(C,D):= min ®(S)
type, or a squared., metric space, if the metric space SelL..n)
(X, ‘/a) admits an isometric embedding into Hilbert space.ijs the minimum over all cuts (partitions) ¢f, . .., n} of the
A key example of a metric space of negative type is theratio between the total capacity crossing the boundaryef th
Banach spacé;. The purpose of this paper is to prove the cut and the total demand crossing the boundary of the cut.
following result: Finding in polynomial time a cut for whickd*(C, D) is
Theorem 1.1. For every ne N there exists an n-point metric attained up to a definite m_ultilplicativeT const:_:mt is callbel t_
space(X, d) of negative type such that Spar;est Cut problem, which is a basic step in approximation
algorithms for several NP-hard problerns|[3L], [L]./[4010]1
ci(X,d) > (logn)®, Computing®*(C, D) exactly has been long-known to be NP-
hard [39]. More recently, it was shown in_[17] that there
existseg > 0 such that it is NP-hard to approximabé(C, D)
to within a factor smaller than % . In [25], [12] it was
The previous best known lower bound in the setting ofshown that it is Unique Games hard to approximiatéC, D)
Theoreni L1 i (X, d) = Q(log logn): this is proved in[[27]  to within any constant factor (see [24] for more information
as an improved analysis of the spaces constructed in then the Unique Games Conjecture).
breakthrough result of [25]. The best known upper bolind [3] The Sparsest Cut problem is the first algorithmic problem
for the L, distortion of finite metric spaces of negative type is for which bi-Lipschitz embeddings of metric spaces were
cu(X,d) = O((Iog n)%“’(l)), improving the previously known succes_sfull)_/ used _to design non-trlylal polynomial time
3 ) approximation algorithms [33], [6]. While early results e
bounds ofO((logn)#) from [11] and the earlier bound of ha5ed on a remarkable approach using linear programming,
O(logn) from [7] which holds for arbitraryn-point metric 51 improved approach based on semidefinite programming
spaces, i.e., without assuming negative type. (SDP) was put forth by Goemans and Linial in the late
*Research supported in part by NSF grant DMS-0704404. 1990s _(see_lh213]., I_ELZD. This approach yields the best known
TResearch supported in part by NSF grant DMS-0805939. approximation algorithm to the Sparsest Cut probléin [3],

fResearch supported in part by NSF grants DMS-0528387, CCFs, i ; ; $+0(1)
0635078 and CCF-0832795, BSF grant 2006009, and the Pagkantia-  V/ICN Nas an approximation guarantee®f(logn) :

tion. The SDP approach of Goemans and Linial is based on

1. INTRODUCTION

wherels is the characteristic function &. The value

where ¢> 0 is a universal constant which can be explicitly
estimated (see Sectigh 2).
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computing the following value: with (8), implies that actually*(Cq, Dg) = 1 and:
(6.0 i Z ZI DG 2 G DD __o(caDn)
S m Z?:l DG, NG, j) Y1 2j=1 Da(i, DG, ) c({L,....n},d)

Substituting the metrid from Theoreni I]1 into[{6) yields
({1,...,n},d) is a metric space of negative ty})e (1) the following theorem:

(6)

o ) . Theorem 1.2. For every n € N there exist symmetric
The minimization problem in{1) can be cast as a semidefs,nctions CD:{L....,n}x(L...,n} — [0, c0) such that
inite program, and hence can be solved in polynomial time

with arbitrarily good precision (see the explanation in) [3] M > (logn)®,

is also trivial to check thaM*(C, D) < ®*(C, D), i.e., () is M*(C, D)

arelaxationof the problem of computing@*(C, D). Thein-  where ¢> 0 is the constant from Theorein 1..1. Thus, the
tegrality gapof this SDP is the supremum ﬁ% over all  integrality gap of the Goemans-Linial SDP for Sparsest Cut
symmetric function<, D : {1,...,n} x {1,...,n} — [0, o). is (logn)®®,

The integrality gap of the Goemans-Linial SDP is well
known to equal the largest; distortion of ann-point metric
space of negative type ih;. We recall the argument. The
cut cone representation of metrics [19] states that a finite
metric spaceX, d) is isometric to a subset af; if and only
if it is possible to associate to every sub&t X a non-
negative numbefs > 0 such that the distance between any
two pointsx,y € X can be computed via the formula:

Remark 1.1. The Sparsest Cut problem has an important
special case called the Uniform Sparsest Cut problem (or
also Sparsest Cut with uniform demands). This problem
corresponds to the case wh&§, j) € {0, 1} andD(i, j) =1

for all i,j € {1,...,n}. In this caseC induces a graph
structureG on V = {1,...,n}, where two distincti, j € V

are joined by an edge if and only &(i, j) = 1. Thus for

S € V we have thatb(S) is the number of edges joining
d(x,y) = Z/lslls(x) — 1s(y)l. andV \ S divided by|S|(n - |S]), and hencen®*(S) is, up

Scx to a factor of 2, theedge expansionf the graphG.

The best known approximation algorithm for the Uniform
Sparsest Cut probleni|[4] achieves an approximation ratio
oo of O(\/Iogn), improving upon the previously best known
®*(C,D)= min in=1 er1=1 C('.’ J.) I - XJ'”1. 2 bound [31] ofO(logn). The O(wllog n) approximation al-

skl Yty Y50g DG, J) - 1% = Xjlla gorithm of [4] also uses the Goemans-Linial SDP relaxation
described above. The best known lower bound [18] on the
integrality gap of the Goemans-Linial SDP relaxation in the

Ly 2-1 C(i, A, j) N ®*(C, D) 3 case of uniform demands &(log logn).

", ¥, DG, DG, ) T ead....nkLd) (3) Our integrality gap example in Theorl.l works for

the case of general demands, lm#nnotyield a lower

Relation [2) and the bounfl(3) explain how the resultof [3]pound tending tax in the case of uniform demands, for
quoted above yields an algorithm for Sparsest Cut withthe following reason. An inspection of the above argument
approximation guarantee @((Iog n)%“’(l) . shows that the integrality gap of the Goemans-Linial SDP

In the reverse direction, given any metdon {1,...,n}, in the case of uniform demands corresponds to the worst
by a duality argument (see Proposition 15.5.2 and Exercisaverage distortiorof negative type metricsl on {1,...,n}

4 in chapter 15 of[[34]) there exist symmetric functionsinto Ly, i.e., the infimum overD > 0 such that for all
Ca,Da:{L....n}x{1,...,n} = [0, ) (which arise in[[34] negative type metricd on{1,...,n} there exists a mapping
from an appropriate separating hyperplane between certaifi: {1.....n} — Ly for which

This fact immediately implies that for all symmetric func-
tionsC,D : {1,...,n} x{1,...,n} = [0, o) we have:

Thus, for allC, D and every metria on {1, ..., n} we have:

convex cones) satisfying for every, ..., X, € L1: IFG) = F(Q)ll < DA(xy) Vi,je(L....n},
n n n n
Cali, 1) -1 = xjll = D " Dl ) - 1% = Xjlb, (4) and n N
= w1 PN LOERIOE=IN ()}
and ij=1 ij=1
g X=1 Ca(i, j)d(i, J) 1 ) This connection between the Uniform Sparsest Cut problem
T Z?:l Da(i, A0, 1) -~ &(L....n),d) and average distortion embeddings is explained in detail

in [38]. The metric spaces in Theordm11.1 have doubling
A combination of [2) and[{4) shows th&t*(Cq4,Dg) > 1.  constaniO(1), and therefore by the proof in [38] they admit
Hence, choosingC = Cq and D = Dy in (3), together an embedding into the real line (and hence also injawith



average distortiorO(lﬂ. Thus our work does not provide 3. QUANTITATIVE CENTRAL COLLAPSE

progress on the problem of estimating the asymptotic behav- The main result of [14] states thatif € R3 is an open
ior of the integrality gap of the SDP for Uniform Sparsest g ;nset and iff : U — L1 is a Lipschitz function in the

Cut, and it remains an interesting open problem to determi”ﬁhetric,o defined in [[7) then for almost every (with respect
whether the currently best known lower bound, which is;, Lebesgue measure, §, 2) € U we have

Q(loglogn), can be improved to (log)®®.
im Y. z2+e) — T(xy. Dl _

=0. 8
- o 2. THE EXAMPLE =0 p((X,Y,Z2+ &), (X Y, 2)) (8)
Definep : R*xR* - [0, o) by Our main result is the following quantitative version ofghi
p((x¥,2), (¢, uv)) statement:
2 22 5|2 Theorem 3.1. There exists a universal constafite (0, 1)
= ([((t_ )"+ (Uu-y) ) + (V= 2Z+ 2xu~-2y1) with the following property. Let B2 R3 be a unit ball in
1 the metricp and let f: B — L; be a function which ig-
+H(t- %2+ (u-— y)2) _ ) Lipschitz with respect tp. Then for every: € (0, 1/4) there
exists r> ¢ and (x, Y, 2 € B such that(x,y,z+r) € B and:
It was shown in [[20] thatKZ,p) is a metric space of Iy, z+r) = f(XV, 2l < 1
negative type. The result df [14] gives(R3, p) = oo, which p((%Y,2+71),(%Y,2) ~ (log(1/s))’

implies thatcy ({0, 1, ..., ki°, p) tends toco with k (The proof

of this implication is via a compactness argument which
would fail if ¢;(R3, p) were defined using the sequence spac
¢1 rather than the function spadg). Theoren{_ Il follows
from a quantitative refinement of the statemer(®3, p) =

0!

It was shown in Remark 1.6 of [29] that Theorém]3.1
which was not known at the time) implies that{fc R3 is
ann-net in the unit ball with respect o centered at (@, 0)
for somen € (0,1/16) thency(X, p) = Q(1)(log(1/n))’. The
key point of [29] is that one can use a Lipschitz extension
theorem for doubling metric spaces [28] to extend an em-
Theorem 2.1. There exist universal constantsé > 0 such  bedding ofX into L; to a Lipschitz (but not bi-Lipschitz)
that for all ke N we have: function defined on all ofR® while incurring a universal
3 s multiplicative loss in the Lipschitz constant (in fact, ain
“ ({O’ Lok ’p) = y(logk)”. we are extending from a net, the existence of the required
The proof of Theore 211 is quite lengthy and involved. Lipschitz extension also follows from a simple partition of
Complete details are given in the forthcoming full versidn o unity argument and there is no need to use the general result
this paper([16]. Here we will give the key concepts and step®f [28]). Since the collapse result in Theorém]3.1 for this
in the proof. First we wish to highlight a natural concrete extended function occurs at a definite scale, one can use the
open question that arises from Theorem 2.1. Denote: fact that the function is bi-Lipschitz on the n¥tto obtain
| 0.1 e the required lower bound on the distortion. The metric space
5 = limsup og(cy(0.1.....K p)) (Ll 5 Bl 5 B2 p) s isometric to the metric space
koo log logk ({O, 1,..., k3, ‘E’) and it contains such apnetX with 5 ~ 1.
Combining the result of[[3] and Theorem 2.1 shows thatHence Theorem 3.1 in conjunction with the above discussion
6* € [6,1/2] for some universal constait > 0. In [16] implies Theoreni 2]1.
we will give an explicit (though non-sharp) lower estimate In the remainder of this extended abstract we will explain
on ¢ (just for the sake of stating a concrete bound inthe ingredients that go into the proof of Theoreml 3.1.
this paper, we can safely assert at this juncture that, say,
§ > 271009 proposition 7.10 in[[16] (which we need to 4. TuE HEISENBERG GROUP
iterate 6 times) is the most involved step and essentially EquipR? with the following group structure:
the only place in which sharpness has been sacrificed to .
simplify the exposition. We do not know how close an (@b,)-(a.f,7) = @+ a,b+p,C+y +36 —ba).
optimal version of our argument would come to yielding theThe resulting non-commutative group is called the Heisen-
constants* . Conceivablys* = 3. If so, the metric spaces berg group, and is denotétl Note that the identity element
from Theoreni 211 will already show that the integrality gapof H is e = (0,0,0) and the inverse ofa(b,c) € H is

of the Sparsest Cut SDP &((Iog n)%+°(1)). (—a, —b, —c). The center ofi is {0} x {0} x R. This explains
why we call results such aEl(8) “central collapse”.
Lin [38] this fact is not explicitly stated for doubling metsi, but the For everyg = (a,b,c) € H we associate a speciaffiae

proof only uses the so called “padded decomposability” ef mhetric d . . . .
(see [[26] for a discussion of this notion), and it is a cleasfact (which 2-plane, called the horizontal 2'p|anegitWh|Ch is defined

is implicit in [5]) that doubling metric spaces satisfy thisoperty. asHg =g- (Rz X {O}). ThusHg is simply thex,y plane. The



Carnot-Caratheodory metric d, denotedd™, is defined as  enforced to have any smoothness properties we need to work
follows: for g,h € H, d¥(g,h) is the infimum of lengths with a measure theoretical extension of the notion of serfac
of smooth curvesy : [0,1] — H such thaty(0) = g, area. Namely, define for evely € Cut(B), and an open set
y(1) = h and for allt € [0,1] we havey’'(t) € H,y UCcH

(i.e., the tangent vector at tinteis restricted to be in the

corresponding horizontal 2-plane. The standard Euclidean perg)(U) := inf {"minf f Lip,(h)du(x) : (hi},

norm onR? induces a natural Euclidean norm oty for = Ju

all g € H, and hence the norm af (t) is well defined for
all t € [0,1]. This is how the length ofy is computed).
For concreteness we mention that the metficrestricted )
to the integer gridz? is bi-Lipschitz equivalent to the word Here, angi in what follows, denotes th(? Lebesgue measure
metric onH induced by the following (and hence any finite) onH =R* and forh : H — R the quantity

canonical set of generator+1,0,0), (0, +1,0), (0,0, +1)} ) , lh(y) — h(xX)|

(in other words, this is simply the shortest path metric on Lip,(h) = “Tffpw

the Cayley graph given by these generators). The metric _ )
space I, d¥) is bi-Lipschitz equivalent toK3, p) via the denotes the local Lipschitz constanttoht x. Convergence

in L'l"C(B) means, as usual, convergenceli(K, u) for all
compact subset& < B. (To get some intuition for this
notion, consider the analogous definition in the Euclidean
spaceR?, i.e., when the functiongh;};*, are assumed to be
Lipschitz with respect to the Euclidean metric rather thamn t
BQIOW’ forr > OHandx G_H’ we denote byB(x) the OPEN " metric d. In this case, for set& with smooth boundary,
ball in the metricd™ of radiusr centered ak. The following the quantity Pef)(U) is the surface area of the part of the

terminology will be used throughout this paper. A half Spaceboundary ofE which is contained irJ). PerE)(-) can be

in H is t.he 3S?t of points '-‘/‘”9 on one side Of_ SOMBrE oy iended to be a Radon measurdb(see for example [2]).
2-plane inR?, including the points of the plane itself. A half A key insight of [14] is that the fact that is 1-Lipschitz
space is called horizontal if its associated 2-plane is ef thimplies that for e{/ery open subsetc B we have:

form Hy for someg € H. Otherwise the half space is called
vertical. An dfine line in R® which passes through some f

PerE)(U)dx¢(E) < C- u(U), 11
pointg € H and lies in the planédy is called a horizontal cut®) E)V)dz(E) Hw) (1)
line. The set of all horizontal lines iH is denoted line&().

Lipschitz functions tending tdg in L'l"C(B)}. (20)

mapping &V, 2) — (% %z) (this follows from the “ball-
box theorem”—see for example [36]). Hence in what follows
it will suffice to prove Theoreni 3.1 with the metric
replaced by the metrid™.

where C is a universal constant (independent 9f Also

5. CUT MEASURES AND SETS OF FINITE PERIMETER there is an induced total perimeter measuyedefined by:
In what follows we setB = B;(€) = B1((0,0,0)) and fix
a 1-Lipschitz functionf : B — Ly (in the metricd®). The A¢() = j;ut(B) PerE)()dz+(E). (12)

cut (semi)-metric associated to a subBet B is defined as

dE(X, y) = |1E(X) - ]_E(y)| Let Cut(B) denote the space of In [14] the inequality[(I]l) was used to show tltatdoes
all measurable cuts (subsets) Bfequipped with the semi- notadmit a bi-Lipschitz embedding intq by exploiting the
metric given by the Lebesgue measure of the symmetrighfinitesimal regularity of sets of finite perimeter. Specifi
difference. In[[14] a measure theoretic version of the cutcally, let E € H be a set with finite perimeter. Then, as
cone representation was studied. It states that there is Rfoved in [20], [21], with respect to the measure Egy(

canonical Borel measu®; on Cut@) such that for aimost for almost everyp € E, asymptotically under blow up the
all x,y € B we have: measure of the symmetricftBrence ofE and some unique

vertical half space goes to 0. Intuitively, this means that (in
di(xy) = If(x) = f(YIL = f de(x,¥)dZ¢(E). (9) a measure theoretic sense) almost every ppiaE has a
Cut®) tangent 2-plane which is vertical. Observe that a cut semi-
A key new ingredient of the result of [14] is that the metric associated to a vertical half-space, when resttitie
Lipschitz condition onf forces the measur&: to be a coset of the center @, is identically 0. This fact together
supported on cuts with additional structure, namely cutswith (@) suggests that under blow-up, at almost all poifts,
with finite perimeter. For sets with smooth boundary thebecomes degenerate in the direction of cosets of the center,
perimeter is a certain explicit integral with respect to theand therefored does not admit a bi-Lipschitz embedding
surface area measure on the boundary (and, in the case ioto L. This is the heuristic argument behind the main result
R® equipped with the Euclidean metric, it simply coincides of [14]. What is actually required is a version of the results

with the surface area for smooth sets). However, since thef [20], [21] for measured families of finite perimeter cuts
sets appearing in the representatibh (9) cannot be a priocorresponding to the representatibh (9).

ut(l



The verticality, which played a key role above, is an ini- to verify that this metric orL is not bi-Lipschitz equivalent
tially surprising feature of the Heisenberg geometry, \whic to a metric onL satisfying [I3B).
in actuality, can easily be made intuitively plausible. W# w In proving Theoren 311, the mostfficult part by far is a
not do so here since below we do not use it. What we datability theorem stating in quantitative form that indival
use is a quantitative version of a cruder statement, which ituts which are “approximately monotone” are close to half
effect ignores the issues of verticality and uniqueness of gerspaces; see Theordm17.1. Here, it is important to have the
eralized tangent planes. ThisfBoes for our purposes. Our right notion of “approximately monotone”. We also show
approach incorporates ideas from a second and simpler protifat on a controlled scale, modulo a controlled error, we can
of the (non-quantitative) bi-Lipschitz non-embeddapilif =~ at most locations reduce to the case when the cut measure
H into L;, which was obtained in_[15]. The second proof, is supported on cuts which are approximately close to being
which did not require the results df [20], [21], is based onmonotone so that Theordm .1 can be applied, and such that

the notion ofmonotone setwvhich we now describe. in addition there is a bound on the total cut measure. For
this, the bound({11) is crucially used to estimate the scale a
6. MONOTONE SETS which the “total non-monotonicity” is appropriately small

At such a good scale and location, it now follows that up
to a small controlled errof {13) holds. In the next section
we introduce the notion of-monotone sets and state the
stability theorem which ensures th&tmonotone sets are
close to half spaces on a ball of controlled size.

Fix an open set C H. Let lines{U) denote the space of
unparametrized oriented horizontal lines whose inteisect
with U is nonempty. Let\y denote the unique left invariant
measure on line&() normalized so thatvy (linesU)) = 1.
A subsetE C U is monotone with respect to @ for Ny-
almost every lind_, bothEnL and U\ E)NL are essentially 7. SIABILITY OF MONOTONE SETS
connected, in the sense that there exist connected subset
FL=FL(E).F| = F/(E) c L (i.e., each ofF, F| is either
empty, equald, or is an interval, or a ray ith) such that
the symmetric dferencesEnL)aF. and (U \E)nL)aF|
have 1-dimensional Hausdbmeasure 0.

When U = H, a non-trivial classification theorem was
proved in [15], stating that iE is monotone with respect to
H then eitherE or H\ E has measure zero, or there exists
a half spaceP such thatu(EaP) = 0. Note for the sake
of comparison with the Euclidean case that if we drop the ] N
requirement that the lines are horizontal in the definition NCg, 9(E. L) = '”f{jL‘ 5 |1| - 1EﬂmBr(X)|d7{L 5
of monotone sets then monotonicity would essentially mean ne
that (up to sets of measure 0) bdthand the complement I CLnB(X) subinterva}. (14)
of E are convex sets, and henEeis a half space up to a
set of measure 0. The non-trivial point in the classificationThe non-monotonicity of &, L) on B,(X) is defined as:
result of [15] is that we are allowed to work only with a
codimension 1 subset of alffme lines inR3, namely the
horizontal lines. The non-monotonicity oE on B;(x) is defined as:

Using the above classification result for monotone sets, 1
in [15] the non-embedding result fdf in L, is proved by NMsg,x(E) := _f NMsg, x (E, L)AN(L)

lines(B;(x))

%DenoteN = Ng, i.e., N is the left invariant measure on
lines() normalized so that the measure of the horizontal
lines that intersecB is 1. For a horizontal lind € lines(H)
let 7{,} denote the 1-dimensional Haustfomeasure or_
with respect to the metric induced frod¥.

Fix a ball B/(x) € B. For every measurablE ¢ H and
L € lines(B;(x)) we define the non-convexity off(L) on
Br(X) by:

NMB,(x)(E, L) = NCBr(x)(E, L) + NCBr(x)(H \ E, L).

using once more a blow-up argument (or metriffedienti- r
ation) to reduce the non-embedding theorem to the special — _ 1 NMg,x(E, L) AN ().
case in which the cut measuzeg is supported on sets which N(linesBr (X)) Jinese ) r

are monotone with respect . Thus, the cut measure ygie that b
is actually supported on half spaces. It follows (after they aasur
fact) that the connectedness condition in the definition ofy,
monotone sets holds for every lihe not just for horizontal

lines. This implies that foevery gfineline L, if X3, X2, X3 € L
and x, lies betweerx; andxz then Theorem 7.1. There exists a universal constant-é0 such

that if a measurable set E B;(X) is é€2-monotone on EXx)
1T (x1) = F)llL = 1T (x1) = Tl + 1T (%2) = F(xa)llz. (13)  then there exists a half-spad such that

y design N (E) is a scale invariant quantity.
able seE is said to bes-monotone onB;(X) if

8. (E) < 6. Our stability result for monotone sets is the
following theorem:

But if L is vertical thend”|_ is bi-Lipschitz to thesquare 1 ((EN B (X)aP) <3
root of the diference of thez-coordinates, and it is ftrivial H(Ber (X))



The proof of Theoreni_7l11 constitutes the bulk of thewhere
full version of this paper[[16]. Formally, it follows the
steps of the argument of [115] in the case of sets which As = {E € Cut(B) : Per€)(B(p)) = O}.
are precisely monotone. However, substantial additioes a\arkov's inequality combined with [{11)

required arising from the need to work with certain ap-zf(An) < Z for all n, while (IB) implies that for each € A,
propriate quantitatively defined notions of “fuzzy” measur we hav; 0
theoretical boundaries of sets, and by the need to make a

. . - 9 \4/3
certain existence statement bf [15] quantitative. (B (p) N E)u(Bi(p) \ E) < r?¥3 (%)

implies that

8. SPLITTING THE CUT MEASURE and for E e A., we haveu(B:(p) N E)u(B:(p) \ E) = 0. We

Theorent Z1L will allow us to control individual integrands therefore obtain the estimate:
in the cut representation](9) (assuming that we can find a

scale at which the total non-monotonicity is small enough— llds — dgllL, B (p)xB: () = f

this is discussed in Sectidn 9 below). But, such point-wise Br(p)xB:(p)

estimates do not $iice since we do not have any a priori (f 11e(X) - 1E(y)|d2f(E)) du(x)du(y)
control on the total mass of the cut meastifeTo overcome Cut(B:(p))\Ds

this problem we split the measulg into two parts in such >
a way that one part has controlled total mass, while the other = Z fAn 2u(Br(p) N E)u(B:(p) \ E)dZ¢(E)
part contributes a negligible amount to the mettjc n=0

: ; 0 4/3
Fix a ball B,(p) € B. In what follows we will use the < Z Z_nrzs/s(ﬁ) / < 12813913, (16)

notationg, > to denote the corresponding inequalities up to - — 0 2n -

universal factors. We shall also use the fact tid@<(2) =

34#(51(2) for all s> 0 andze H. 9. CONTROLLING THE SCALE AT WHICH THE TOTAL
For9>0 defineDe C CUt(B) by NON-MONOTONICITY IS SMALL

_ c _ We shall require a formula, known as a kinematic formula,
Dy = {E € Cut(B) : PerE)(Br(p)) > u(Br(p))}- which expresses the perimeter of a $#etC H as an

Markov's inequality combined with [{11) implies that integral over the space of linek of the perimeter of

£(Dy) < . Define a semi-metrid, on H by the 1-o_li_mensi0nal set&€ N L. This formula (proved in
Proposition 3.13 of [35]) asserts that there exists a cahsta

de(X.Y) = d ds: (E). v = y(H) such that for every open subset C H and a

b(X. y) j;g e(x Y)dZ¢(E) measurable subs& c H with PerE)(U) < « the function

L — PerE n L)(U n L) from linesyU) to [0,) is in

We claim that even though we do not have a bound or]_ (linesU), A") and satisfies the identity:
1 ) :

¥¢(Cut(B)) we can still control the distance betweel
andd, in L1(By(p) x Br(p)). This can be deduced from the 3
isoperimetric inequality ol (see [9]) which implies that Per€)(U) = 7[ Per€nL)(UnL)dN(L).  (17)

linesU)
for everyE € Cut(B) we have ) ] ] )
Here we used the notion of one dimensional perimeter,

u(Br(p) NE) u(Bi(p)\ E) r 413 which is defined analogously t{10). For one dimensional
u(B:(p)) ' u(B:(p)) s u(B:(p)) Per€)(Br(p)| . sets with finite perimeter the notion of perimeter has a stmpl
characterization (see Proposition 3.52 in [2]). Whenever
PergE n L)(U NL) < o there exists a unique collection of
#(B:(p) N E)u(Br(p) \ E) < r* (Per@)(B(p))**.  (15) finitely many disjoint intervals

or

The argument is as follows: for each non-negative integer I(E,L,U) = {I1(E,L,U),....In(E,L,U)}

define
which are relatively closed i N U and such that the

symmetric diference ofE n L and U?:llj(E, L,U) has

An = {E € Cut(B) : measure 0. The perimeter measure Ben(L) is the sum

0u(B 0u(B of delta functions concentrated at the end points of these
w < Per€)(B(p)) < W} intervals and hence P&(L)(U NL) is the number of these
end points.
Then . Fix 6 € (0,1/2). For every non-negative integer let
_ Ci(E,L) denote the collection of intervals id(E, L, B)
Cut(B) \ Dy = , | - _ )
®)\ Do (HAn]UAw whose length is |n(26”1,251]. Let &;(E,L) denote the



collection of all end points of intervals i€;(E,L). For a
measurabléA C B write:

wWi(E)(A) =
Ané&;(E, L ANn&jH\E, L
f I (B, D)+ j(H\ )|dN(L), (18)
lines@®) 2
wherey is as in [[17). We also set:
w@= [ wE@dEE). 19)
Cut(B)
The kinematic formula{17) implies that
As = ZWJ'. (20)
i=0
It follows from (20) that
ij (B) = 1 (B) < 1. (21)
=0

Thus there exist§ < 671 for which w; (B) < 6. We shall
fix this integerj from now on. The ballB containsz 6~
disjoint balls of radiuss!. Thus there existy € B such that
Bsi(y) € B andw; (Byi(y)) < 6%*1. We shall fix this point
y € B from now on.

Fix E ¢ H with finite perimeter. ForN-almost every
Le Iines(ij(y)) the setZ (E, L, Bsi(y)) consists of finitely
many intervalsly, ..., l,. Note that each of the intervals
l1,...,1h (including both endpoints) is contained in the
closure of Bsi(y), and hence its length is at mosti2 It
follows that each of these intervals lies@(E, L) for some
k > j. By the definition [I#) we have:

n
NCs, () (E. L) < Z length(s) < Z §4Bsi(y) N E(E, L)I.
s=1 k>j

Arguing similarly forH \ E yields:

NMsg ) (E, L) <

> 64 (1Bsi(y) N EE, L) +1Bsi () N E(H N\ E, L)) (22)
k>j

Averaging [22) ovelL € lines(Bsi(y)) gives a bound on the
total non-monotonicity:

NMg, ) (E) s 674 )" o f

] lines(B;; (v))
(IBsi(y) N E(E, L)I + [Bsi(y) N Ex(H \ E, L)) dN(L)
DY W) Bal). (23)

k>j

Integrating [2B) with respect t& € Cut(B) and using[(1I9)
yields the bound:

f NM g, ) (E)IZ1(E) < 674 > o' (Byi(y)
Cut(B) k]
673w (Byi(y)) + 674 - 67412 (Bsi(y))

6*3ij (Bsi(y)) + 6f3j*1u (Bsi (y))
67 3w; (Bsi(y)) + 6t < 6, (24)

UNIRIN = 7N S

where in the last inequality above we used our choicg of
and j which ensures thaw; (Bsi(y)) < 64*.

10. GuT METRICS CLOSE TO ONES SUPPORTED ON ALMOST HALF
SPACES

Let X» be a measure on Cl) which is supported on
half spaces. Assume that

lldp — dtllL,BxB) < €.

Our goal is to use this assumption to deduce thamust
collapse some pair of points lying on the same coset of
the center whose distance is controlled from below by an
appropriate power of. Namely, we will show that there
existx, y € B lying on the same coset of the center such that

di(xy) 2 e/ yet di(xy) s /B (x y).

This step is a quantitative (integral) version of the argome
that was sketched in Sectibh 6, which relies on the fact that
dp is additive along everyfhne line.

Defineu = (0,0,h) whereh > 0 is a small enough
universal constant such th%t < d¥(u,e < % Consider
the setA C B x B consisting of pairs of points which lie
on a line segment joining a point € B,us(€) and a point
g € B,s(u). Thenu x u(A) 2 £8/°, so that our assumption
implies that

Ly - il < &40
pxu®" W=

By a Fubini argument it follows that there exigte B, us(€)
and(q € B,us(u) such that if we denote bly= [p, g] the line
segment joiningp andq then

lldp — dillL,axy s &¥°.

Fix an integem ~ £7Y/4%, Fori € {0,...,n} let
2i 2i+1

— —— | C X
2n+1’2n+1 clo.1

Then for every 1y, ...,t,) € Jox---x J, the additivity ofdp
on the line segmernit implies that

n-1
dp (th’ VtO) = Z dp (Vti > Vti+1) :
i=0



Integrating this equality ovedy x - - - x J, we get

n-1
f dp(vs,vt)dsdt:Z f dp (Vs, Vp) dsdlt
JnxJo i=0 JixJis1

Since|ldp — dillL,ax1y < €¥° it follows that
n-1

Z f ds (Vs, v) dsdt< f ds (Vs, Vt) dsdt+ ne’®.
i—0 Y JixJis1 JnxJo

Assume that for all € {0,...,n—1} and s, ) € Ji X Jis1
we haveds(vs, ) > %. Then using the fact that is 1-
Lipschitz we arrive at the bound- n—lz% < & +ns?®, and
therefores < n%2g%9 < /18,

We proved above that there existg {0,...,n— 1} and
(Vs, Vt) € Ji X Ji41 such that

1/18
di(vs, vt) < W

Writing vs = (ay, ag, ag) andv; = (b, by, b3) one checks that
lag — by, |az — by| < V2 and|ag — bs| ~ \/iﬁ Therefore if we
setw = (&, ap, b3) thenvs andw lie on the same coset of
the center and™(vs, w) = % ~ £1/90 while

1/18

di (Ve W) < di(Vs, Vo) + d (vi, W) 5 —— + &/°
NG

< /%% (vs, ),
as required.

11. RUTTING THINGS TOGETHER

Fix & > 0 and takes = X for a large enoughk > a that
will be determined presently, wheeeis as in Theorern 311.
Let j andy be as in Sectioh]9 for this value 6f i.e., [24)
is satisfied. Thug < ™. We now define

M = {E € Cut(B) : NMa(,(E) < &%}.

will be determined presently. Define two semi-metricsB®n
by

ds(u,Vv) = anD de(u, v)d=¢(E)

and

p(u,v) = j’;m dp, (U, v)dZ¢ (E)

(hereDy C Cut(B) is as in Section]8). Then

lIds = pllLy (8 (xB () < f

MNDy

( f I1e(u) - 1o (U)] + |1e(v) - 1¢>E(v)||) dz¢(E)
Br (y)x B (y)

(i) gl/3r8

< Zt(Dg)e¥3r8 < o (26)

where in the last inequality of_(26) we used the bound
Z¢(Dy) < % from Sectiorl 8. Note that withy as in Sectiofl8
we have the point-wise inequality
|dg—ds] < dp < gh-agl = gh-aly,
Now,

lldt = pllLy (B, (v)xB: ()

u(Br(y))?
llds — dollLy(e g)xB () | 11do = DallL (B (y)xB: ()
< +
ré r8é
lids — pllL (8 ()8 ()
+
r8
@@NE8) 28/3gY3 4 gK-a-1p . (8 4 1/38g-1
< 5
£1/3
= B3y Kealy (27)

Then by Markov'’s inequality applied t& (P4) we are ensured

that '
2 (Cut(B) \ M) < K351,

Define two semi-metrics oB by
ch(p.c) = | de(p.chdz(E)

and
da(p. Q) = f de(p. dZ((E) = dr — di.
CutB)\M

Then for all p, q € Bgi(y) we haved,(p, q) < K261,
By the definition ofM, for all E € M Theoreni ZlL implies
that there exists a half spa¢g for which

1 ((E N Busi ()aPe) < 673 (561) (25)

The optimal choice of in (Z7) is 6 ~ Slrl This yields the
bound

llds = pllL, (B, (y)xB: ()
u(Br(y))? -

provided thatk —a—1 > %2 The result of Sectioh10 now
implies that there existv, z € B;(y) which lie on the same
coset of the center and

A

r(81/12+ SK—a—l) < 81/12r,

d¥(w,2) = ¥1%%  yet di(w,2) < Y2 8dH(w, 2).

Sincej < 1 ands = & we see that

—2K

; K
dH(W, Z) > 81/1080' 86] > 82+Ka > @€

We shall now use the splitting of the cut measure from

Sectior[ 8 withr := £81, p =y, and a parametet > 0 which

for £ small enough. The proof of Theordm 3.1 is complete.



12. CONCLUDING REMARKS differentiation equations. As a recent example one can take
the stability version of the isoperimetric theoremRh that

We have presented here the complete details of the progfias proved in[[22]. Another famous example of this type is
of Theoreni Ll assuming only Theorem 7.1 on the stabilitghe Sphere Theorem in Riemannian geometry (see [8] and
of monotone sets, whose proof constitutes the bulk of [16]tne references therein).

The obvious significance of Theorém1.1 is that it shows that |, [16] we explain how our argument can be viewed
the correct asymptotic “ballpark” of the integrality gaptbé
Sparsest Cut SDP is in the power of logange. But, this
result has other important features, the most notable aftwhi
is that it shows that thé; distortion of doubling, and hence
also decomposablaj)-point metric spaces can grow like

as a general scheme for proving such results. The crucial
point is to isolate a quantity which isoercive, monotone
over scales, and admits an a-priori bourld our case this
quantity is the total non-monotonicity. Coercivity refdws

the fact that if this quantity vanishes then a certain rigid

(logn)®® (we refer to [29] for an explanation of the signif- (highly constrained) structure is enforced. Such a statéeme
icance of this statement). Moreover, unlike the constancti s calied arigidity result, and in our setting it corresponds to

of [25] which was tailored especially for this problem, the o cjassification of monotone sets M [15]. More generally

Heisenberg group is a classical and well understood objec_Eand often much harder to prove), the coercive quantity is

which in a certain sense (which can be made precise), ikquired to have the followingimost rigidity property: if
the smallest possiblé; non-embeddable metric space of j; is |ess thane®. for somea e (0, ), then in a suitable

negative type which posses certain symmetries (an invariayense, the structure isclose to the one which is forced
metric on a group that behaves well under dilations). by the e = O case. In our setting this corresponds to

In addition to the above discussion, our proof containsthegren{ 711, and as is often the case, its proof is involved
several ideas and concepts which are of independent interegnq requires insights that go beyond what is needed for the
and might be useful elsewhere. Indeed, the monotonicity anﬂgidity result. The monotonicity over scales refers to the
metric diterentiation approach tb;-valued Lipschitz maps, decomposition[{20), and the a priori bound](21), which is a
as announced (and sketched) in Section 1.8 df [14], was alsgonsequence of the Lipschitz condition fhrimplies, as in
used in a much simpler form in_[30], in a combinatorial section®, the existence of a controlled scale at which the
context and for a dierent purpose. Our proof is in a sense coercivity can be applied. We point out the general characte
a “hybrid” argument, which uses ideas from [14], as well of the estimate for the scale thus obtained, which is the
as the simplified proof in[[15], with a crucial additional reason for the logarithmic behavior in Theorem 3.1: such an
ingredient to estimate the scale. We prove a stability versi astimate for the scale will appeaihenevewe are dealing
of the classification of monotone sets|(in[15], but unlike][15 with a nonnegative quantity which can be written as a sum of
we also need to work with perimeter bounds followingl[14] nonnegative terms, one controlling each scale, such the th
in order to deal with (using the isoperimetric inequality onjs a definite bound on the sum of the terms. We call such
H as in Sectiori18) the issue that the total mass of the cuj quantitymonotone over scale® reflect the fact that the
measure does not have an a priori bound. In addition, thgum is nondecreasing as we include more and more scales.
bound on the total perimeter is shown via the kinematicas gne example among very many, the framework that was

formula to lead to a bound on the total non-monotonicity,sketched above can be applied in the context of [13].
which in turn, leads to the scale estimate.

It is often the case in combinatorics and theoretical
computer science that arguments which are most natural
to discover and prove in the continuous domain need to[1] A. Agrawal, P. Klein, R. Ravi, and S. Rao, “Approximation
be discretized. The “vanilla approach” to such a discretiza  through multicommodity flow,” irB1st Annual Symposium on
tion would be to follow the steps of the proof of the Foundations of Computer SciencéEEE Computer Soc., Los
continuouganalytic theorem on the corresponding discrete Alamitos, CA, 1990, pp. 726-737.

. . . . 2] L. Ambrosio, N. Fusco, and D. PallarBunctions of bounded
object, while taking care to control various error termst tha variation and free discontinuity problemser. Oxford Math-

accumulate in the discrete setting, but previously did not  ematical Monographs. New York: The Clarendon Press
appear in the continuous setting. An example of this type of ~ Oxford University Press, 2000.

argument can be found in [B7]. Here we are forced to take[3] S. Arora, J. R. Lee, and A. Naor, “Euclidean distortiordan
a diferent path: we prove new continuous theorems, e.g.  the sparsest cutJ. Amer. Math. Sogvol. 21, no. 1, pp. 1-21
Theoremg3]1 anfd 7.1, which yield “rate” and “stability” (electronic), 2008.

versions of the previously established qualitative themre  [4] S 'zroégz S. Raoaa“d UH VaZi{?“ix,"E%P%?der ﬂg}NSr ge?'fﬁ]et
Once such a task is carid ou, passing o he required  SELearh S04 a6h partoning, Proceedns of e
discrete version is often quite simple. York: ACM, 2004, pp. 222-231 (electronic).

The need to prove stability versions of certain qualitative [5] p, Assouad, “Plongements lipschitziens d&f’ Bull. Soc.
results is a recurring theme in geometric analysis andglarti Math. France vol. 111, no. 4, pp. 429-448, 1983.
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