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Abstract

Given a finite set of points S C R%, a k-set of S is a subset A C S of size k which can be
strictly separated from S\ A by a hyperplane. Similarly, a k-facet of a generic point set S is a
subset A C S of size d such that the hyperplane spanned by A has k points from S on one side.
For a probability distribution P on R?, we study Ep(k,n), the expected number of k-facets of
a sample of n random points from P. When P is a distribution on R? such that the measure of
every line is 0, we show that Ep(k,n) = O(n®/*) when k = |cn] for any fixed ¢ € (0,1). Our
argument is based on a technique by Barany and Steiger. We study how it may be possible to
improve this bound using the continuous version of the polynomial partitioning theorem. This
motivates a question concerning the points of intersection of an algebraic curve and the k-edge
graph of a set of points.

We also study a variation on the k-set problem for the set system whose set of ranges consists
of all translations of some strictly convex body in the plane. The motivation is to show that the
technique by Bardny and Steiger is tight for a natural family of set systems. For any such set
system, we determine bounds for the expected number of k-sets which are tight up to logarithmic
factors.

1 Introduction

Let S be a set of points in R, A subset A of S is a k-set of S if there exists an affine hyperplane
which strictly separates A from S\ A. We use a4(k,n) to denote the maximal number of k-sets
over all configurations of n points in R?. The k-set problem asks one to determine the asymptotic
behavior of aq4(k,n).

The k-set problem in the plane was first raised by A. Simmons in unpublished work. Straus,
also in unpublished work, gave a construction showing an Q(nlogn) lower bound. Lovasz [13]
published the first paper on k-sets, establishing an O(n?’/ 2) upper bound. See also the paper [5]
of Erdo6s, Lovasz, Simmons, and Straus. Despite the efforts of many, the k-set problem is still
not well understood even in the plane. The best known bounds for the planar k-set problem are
as(k,n) = nefV1ogk) (90, 21, 17] and ag(k,n) = O(nk'/3) [3, 4]. See [23] for an overview of results
in higher dimensions.

If one is only concerned with asymptotics, it suffices to study the closely related k-facet problem.
Let S be a set of n points in general position in R, A subset A C S of size d along with some
orientation of the hyperplane aff A is a k-facet of S if the open halfspace on the positive side of
aff A contains exactly k points from S. We use e4(k,n) to denote the maximal number of k-facets
over all configurations of n points in general position in R?. It can be shown that for fixed d, the
functions e4(k,n) and aq(k,n) have the same asymptotic behavior [23]. In this paper, it is more
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convenient for us to work with k-facets. Furthermore, our main results are for the planar version
of the k-facet problem. In the plane, k-facets are also known as k-edges.

It is widely believed that the true value of eg(k,n) is closer to the best known lower bound than
to the best known upper bound. Indeed, Erdés et al. conjectured in [5] that ex(k,n) = O(n'*)
for any € > 0. Some support for this conjecture is provided by the results one can obtain for the
probabilistic version of the k-facet problem.

1.1 Expected number of k-edges

Barany and Steiger initiated the study of the probabilistic version of the k-facet problem [2]. Given
a probability distribution P on R?, what is the expected number Ep(k,n) of k-facets of X, a
sample of n independent random points from P?7 Recall that the k-facet problem is only defined
for point sets in general position. For this reason, in all of our results concerning Ep(k,n), we
restrict our attention to distributions P such that the measure of every hyperplane is 0. This is
the minimal assumption on distributions P which guarantees that a sample of points from P is in
general position with probability 1.

We refer to the original k-facet problem as the deterministic version. By the probabilistic version
of the k-facet problem, we mean the question of the value of Ep(k,n).

Part of the reason for the interest in the probabilistic version of the k-facet problem is that,
as noted in [23, Section 4.2], there is some reason to believe that the probabilistic version may
be more or less the same as the original: Circa publication of Bardny and Steiger’s paper [2], the
best known lower bound for the deterministic k-facet problem in R? was eq(52,n) = Q(nlogn)
[5]. Using the construction in [5], Bardny and Steiger construct a probability distribution P with
Ep(%52,n) = Q(nlogn). The Q(nlogn) lower bound for the deterministic k-facet problem was

n—2

improved to eq("5=,n) = ne?VIogn) in [21]. As noted in [23], it is possible to use the construction

in [21] to construct a distribution P’ with Ep/(252,n) = ne®(vV1ogm) - See [23] for some more details.

Upper bounds for the probabilistic k-facet problem which improve the upper bounds for the
deterministic version have only been established in special cases. Béarany and Steiger obtained
tight upper bounds for several families of distributions using an integral formula for Ep(k,n). We
also use the formula in the proofs of our main results so we describe it here. Let X1,..., X, be d
random points drawn from P. The assumption that the measure of every hyperplane is zero means
that aff(Xy,..., Xy) is a hyperplane with probability 1. We use aff(X1,..., X4)" to denote the
open half space on the positive side of aff(Xy,...,Xy) and aff(Xq,...,X4)” to denote the open
half space on the negative side of aff (Xy,..., Xy). Define

G(t) = P(P(aff(Xy,..., Xq)T) < t).
Then given a sample X of n random points from P, the expected number of k-facets of X is

Ep(k,n) = Z P(aff (F)" or aff(F)~ contains exactly k points of X)
Fe(3)

—9 (Z) <n . d) /01 tR(1 — )" kdG(t).

Barany and Steiger used Eq. (1) to show that Ep(k,n) = O(n?"!) if P is spherically symmetric.
Also, if P is the uniform distribution on a convex body in R?, they show that Ep(k,n) = O(n).

(1)



Finally, we remark that Eq. (1) can be used to immediately obtain an upper bound for the

expected number of ”T_d—facets of a sample of n points from any' probability distribution on R?.
The bound is much weaker than the bounds obtained by Bérany and Steiger for special cases of

the distribution, but it is still non-trivial.
Theorem 1.1. If P is a Borel probability distribution on R? such that the measure of any hyperplane
is zero, then Ep(25%,n) = O(nd=1/2).

Proof. From Eq. (1) and Stirling’s approximation,

Ep <%ln> = 2(2) <nn7jdd> /01 R (1 — )" kAG(t)
(00

= O(nd_l/z).
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In Section 2 we use the weak bound in the proof of Theorem 1.1 combined with a partition of
the plane to show an improved bound for the expected number of k-edges:

Theorem 1.2. Let P be a Borel probability distribution on R? such that the measure of every line
is zero. Then for any 1 <k <n-—1, Ep(k,n) = O( n/2

W) (where the constants in big-O are
universal).

The proof of Theorem 1.2 is in Section 2.2. In Section 2.1, we review the definition of the k-edge
graph (Definition 2.1) and state some results needed for the proof of Theorem 1.2. In particular,
we explain how the k-edge graph can be decomposed into convex chains. The proof of Theorem 1.2
also uses a divide and conquer approach where the plane is partitioned into cells by vertical lines.

Section 3 outlines how it may be possible to improve the bound in Theorem 1.2 by partitioning
the plane with algebraic curves rather than vertical lines. The existence of algebraic curves which
partition the plane in a useful way is a consequence of the continuous version of the polynomial
partitioning theorem of [8] (Theorem 3.5). Whether or not using algebraic curves rather than lines
leads to an improvement in the bound depends on a question we leave open (Question 3.1) which
asks for a bound on the maximum number of times that an algebraic curve of degree r can intersect
the k-edge graph of a set of n points. We show that this quantity is O(nr?) but, as far as the
authors know, it may be possible to improve this bound, see Section 5.

1.2 Tightness of the argument in Theorem 1.1: Translations of a fixed shape

In Section 4, we show that the two-step argument in the proof of Theorem 1.1 (Eq. (1) and the
general upper bound of the integrand in Eq. (2)) is not as loose as it seems, if one applies it to the
k-set problem on a set system other than half-planes (generalized in a natural way). More precisely,
let C' C R? be the interior of a fixed convex body. We consider the set system of translations of
C' and study the expected number of k-sets and k-edges. In addition, we show some deterministic
bounds to put our probabilistic bounds in context.

For the case where C' is strictly convex, we show:

'Recall we assume that hyperplanes have measure 0.



e A relation between k-sets and k-edges that allows one to derive upper bounds on the number
of k-sets from upper bounds on the number of k-edges (Lemma 4.6).

e For certain natural distributions, the expected number of k-sets and k-edges for a random
set of n points and some k proportional to n is @*(n3/ 2) (where * means that polylogarith-
mic factors are ignored) (Theorems 4.10 and 4.18). The upper bound uses the Barany and
Steiger technique, while the lower bound uses the uniform convergence theorem of Vapnik
and Chervonenkis [22].

e The growth function is O(n?) (Proposition 4.13).

For the case where C has C? boundary, we show that the maximum number of k-sets of n points
with k proportional to n is Q(n?) (Theorem 4.12).

Some of the assumptions above are chosen for readability, the actual theorems have weaker
assumptions in some cases.

2 Bounding the expected number of k-edges

In this section we study the original probabilistic k-set/k-facet problem in the plane and prove
Theorem 1.2.

2.1 Convex/concave chains

Here we recall the “convex chains” technique of [1] which was used in [3] to establish the O(n*/?)
bound for planar k-edges. First we need to define the k-edge graph.

Let S be a set of n points in general position in the plane and choose some (z,y) coordinate
system. With this choice, we assume without loss of generality that no line spanned by two points
in S is vertical. Let E} be the set of line segments connecting two points x,y € S such that there
are exactly k£ points from S in the halfplane below aff(x,y). Therefore, E} is a subset of the set
of all k-edges of S. Throughout, we assume without loss of generality that Fj contains at least
half the total number of k-edges. Indeed, we could repeat the analysis after rotating the plane 180
degrees. The line segments F}, define the k-edge graph:

Definition 2.1. Let S be a set of n points in general position in the plane and assume that no line
spanned by two points in S is vertical. For any 0 < k <n — 2, the (geometric) graph Gy = (S, E})
is called the k-edge graph of S.

The convex chains technique decomposes the k-edge graph G} of a point set S into the union
of a bounded number of conver chains. Each convex chain is the graph of a convex piece-wise
linear function defined on some interval of the z-axis. Each chain is formed by some subset of
the k-edges in Gy, = (S, Ej). A simpler version of the proof of the O(n*?3) bound was established
in [10] by observing that the k-edge graph can simultaneously be decomposed into the union of
concave chains. We use the known fact [13] that the convex/concave chain decompositions imply
that a vertical line can intersect the k-edge graph at most min(k — 1,n — k — 1) times.

Lemma 2.2 (Convex/concave chains [10, Lemma 9.10] ). Let Gy = (S, E}) be the k-edge graph of
a set S of n points in the plane. The graph Gy can be decomposed into the union of k—1 (piece-wise
linear) convex chains. Similarly, the graph can be decomposed into the union of n—k+1 (piece-wise
linear) concave chains.



These decompositions can be used to show that the total number of crossings in Gy is O(n?),
see [3] or [10].

2.2 Proof of Theorem 1.2

We are now ready to prove our bound on the expected number of k-edges. The idea of the proof
is to use vertical lines to divide the plane into a number of regions of equal probability. We then
bound separately the expected number of k-edges that intersect one of the vertical lines and the
expected number of k-edges that do not intersect any of the lines. We remark that a partition of
the plane using vertical lines was also used by Lovasz in [13] to establish the O(n*?) bound for the
deterministic k-set problem.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. For any fixed n, let m := m(n) be an integer whose value will be chosen
later and let L be the set consisting of m vertical lines which partition R? \(Uger ¥) into m + 1
open cells such that the measure according to P of each cell is equal to 1/(m + 1). Such a set of
lines exists because the measure (according to P) of every line is 0.

Let X = {Xy,...,X,,} be a sample of n iid points from P. Observe that the probability that
two points in X span a vertical line is 0 so we do not need to consider this case. Also, since the
measure of every line is 0, X is in general position with probability 1 so we can also ignore the case
when X is not in general position. Therefore, we can analyze the k-edges of X using the k-edge
graph Gy, of X.

We bound the expected number of k-edges in GG, by considering two different types of k-edges
separately. First we bound the expected number of k-edges formed by two points in different cells
of the partition. Then we bound the expected number of k-edges formed by two points in the same
cell of the partition. That is, the expected number of k-edges in GG, is equal to

E(number of k-edges in G formed by two points in different cells)

3)

+ E(number of k-edges in G}, formed by two points in the same cell).

If conv(Xy,X2) is a k-edge formed by two points Xj, Xo in different cells, then conv(Xy, X5)
intersects at least one line in L. So to bound the expected number of k-edges in G}, formed by two
points in different cells, it suffices to bound the expected number of k-edges in G} that intersect
a line in L. By Lemma 2.2, each line in L intersects at most min(k — 1,n — k — 1) k-edges in Gy.
Therefore, the first term in Eq. (3) is at most m - min(k — 1,n — k — 1)

Now we bound the second term. Recall that the measure according to P of each cell is equal
to 1/(m +1). Therefore, for any fixed i # j, the probability that X; and X; are in the same cell is
1/(m+1) <1/m.



We can bound the second term in Eq. (3) by

E(number of k-edges in Gj formed by two points in the same cell)
< Z P((X;, X;) is a k-edge AND X;, X; are in the same cell)
(X X)€(3)
= Z P((X;,X;) is a k-edge | X;, X; are in the same cell) - P(X;, X; are in the same cell)

= (g) -P((X1,Xp) is a k-edge | X1, X, are in the same cell) - P(X}, X are in the same cell)

[\

n

< 'P((Xl,Xg) is a k-edge ‘ X1, X5 are in the same cell).

m

(4)
Set T := P(aff (X1, X5)") and G(t) = P(T <t | X1, X are in the same cell). We then have that
IP’((Xl,Xg) is a k-edge | X1, X9 are in the same cell)

= E(]P’((Xl,Xg) is a k-edge | X1, X9, (X1, Xy are in the same cell)) ‘ X1, X5 are in the same cell>

-2
2<n k >E(Tk(1 — )2k | X1, X are in the same cell)

- 2(" . 2) /01 R (1 — )" 2 RdG(t)

() () ()

(5)

The last inequality follows from Stirling-type upper and lower bounds for factorials, see for example
[11]. Therefore, we have that Eq. (3) is at most

n n? vn—2
m\Ekvn—2 -k
nd/? ) makes this quantity O (L) Since we could
kY/4(n—k)1/4y/min(k,n—k) kl/4(n—k)1/4 )
repeat the argument after rotating the plane 180 degrees, the same bound applies to the expected
number of k-edges. O

m-min(k —1,n — k — 1)

and choosing m = @(

When k = |en] for some ¢ € (0,1), Theorem 1.2 shows that the expected number of k-edges of
a sample of n points is O(n5/ 4). An artifact of the proof is that when k grows much slower than
n, the bound we obtain on the expected number of k-edges is worse. For example, when k is a
constant and n grows, the theorem only tells us that the expected number of k-edges is O(ns/ 2).
However, we can combine Theorem 1.2 with the best known bound for the deterministic k-edge
problem to obtain a bound on the expected number of k-edges that gives a uniform bound for all



values of k. Indeed if P is any distribution on R? such that the measure of every line is zero, then

by Theorem 1.2 and the main result of [3], the expected number of k-edges of a sample of n points
Con™/4

) m) for some constants Cy, Cy. This quantity is O(n”/7)

from P is at most min(Cynk'/3
when k£ < (n —2)/2.

3 On the number of k-edges via the polynomial method

In this section we give another proof of Theorem 1.2. The new proof partitions the plane using
algebraic curves instead of vertical lines. Given a distribution on R? which has a density, we use
the continuous polynomial partitioning theorem of [8] (Theorem 3.5) to obtain an algebraic curve
which divides the plane into a number of cells of equal probability. The rest of the proof is nearly
the same as the proof in Section 2.2. The reason this alternative proof is interesting is because it
motivates the following open question which, if resolved, may lead to an improvement to the bound
in Theorem 1.2.

Question 3.1. What is the mazimum (finite) number of times that an irreducible non-singular®
degree r algebraic curve can intersect the k-edge graph of a set of n points in the plane?

It is clear that the quantity in Question 3.1 is Q(nr), and we have some reason to believe that
it may be ©(nr).The best bound we are able to prove is O(nr?) (Lemma 3.11). This bound is good
enough to reprove Theorem 1.2 using polynomial partitioning in the case where the distribution has
a density (Theorem 3.2). Any improvement to our O(nr?) bound would lead to an improvement in
the bound in Theorem 3.2: When £ is proportional to n, the bound in Theorem 3.2 is O(n5/ 4). An
O(nr) bound on the quantity in Question 3.1 would allow one to improve the bound in Theorem 3.2
from O(n°/*) to O(n™/%) when k is proportional to n.

An O(nr) bound on the quantity in Question 3.1 would also have an interesting application to
the deterministic k-set problem: It would give another proof of Dey’s O(nk'/?) bound [3, 4] on the
maximum number of k-edges of a set of n points in the plane in the case where k is proportional to
n. The idea of the proof is as follows. Given any set S of n points in general position in the plane,
for some r to be chosen later, use the discrete polynomial partitioning theorem (Theorem 3.3) to
find a degree O(r) polynomial f such that R?\Z(f) is the union of 2 pairwise disjoint open sets
(called cells) each of which contains at most n/r? points of S. The O(nr) bound on the quantity
in Question 3.1 implies that the number of k-edges formed by two points of S which are both in
different cells of the partition is O(nr). Also, the number of k-edges formed by two points which
are both in the same cell is at most r? - ("gz) = O(Z—;) Since we can assume that S is in general
position with respect to degree O(r) algebraic curves, we can assume that the number of points
contained in Z(f) is O(r?) and so the number of k-edges formed by two points both of which are
in Z(f) is O(r%). Finally, it is not hard to show that the number of k-edges formed by two points
where one point is in Z(f) and the other is not and the interior of the k-edge does not intersect
Z(f) is O(n). Moreover, the number of k-edges formed by two points where one point is in Z(f)
and the other is not and the interior of the k-edge does intersect Z(f) is O(nr), again by the O(nr)
bound on Question 3.1. Choosing r = ©(n'/3) shows that the total number of k-edges is O(n*/?).
See Section 5 for a discussion of why we believe the quantity in Question 3.1 may be ©(nr).

20mne could consider the same question for possibly singular curves, but, for our purposes, it suffices to consider
non-singular curves.



There is one technical issue introduced by our application of the polynomial partitioning theorem
to the probabilistic version of the k-edge problem: It can only be applied to distributions which have
a density. For this reason, the theorem we prove in this section is slightly weaker than Theorem 1.2
because it only applies to distributions which have a density. Although the following theorem is
simply a restatement of Theorem 1.2 with the added assumption that the distribution has a density,
we give a formal statement of the theorem for the sake of readability:

Theorem 3.2. Let P be a probability distribution on R? which has a density. Then for any

1<k<n-1, Ep(k,n) :0( n?/t

m) (where the constants in big-O are universal).

Before proving Theorem 3.2, in Section 3.1 we review the continuous polynomial partitioning
theorem. Section 3.2 establishes some necessary lemmas concerning algebraic curves.

We make one remark on the requirement that the probability distribution P in Theorem 3.2
has a density. As mentioned earlier, in [2], Barany and Steiger construct a probability distribution
P with Ep("T_z,n) = Q(nlogn). The distribution P does not have a density. However, if m;
is any decreasing sequence whose limit is zero, a slight modification to the previously mentioned
construction allows Bardny and Steiger to construct a probability distribution P’ which has a
density and with Ep/(252,n) = Q(my,nlogn). In particular, Ep/(252,n) can still be super-linear
even if P’ has a density. This shows that the class of distributions which have a density is an
important class of distributions to investigate in the context of the probabilistic k-facet problem.

3.1 Polynomial partitioning

The polynomial partitioning theorem of [9] has recently been used to solve a number of problems
in discrete and combinatorial geometry [7]. It has also been used to give alternative proofs of some
known results, see [14]. Perhaps the most commonly used version of the polynomial partitioning
theorem is the following, which we refer to as the discrete version;

Theorem 3.3 (Discrete polynomial partitioning [9]). Let S C R? be a set of n points. Then for
each v < n there is a non-zero polynomial f € Rlx1,...,24] of degree Oy(r) such that RI\Z(f) is
the union of a family O of r? pairwise disjoint open sets such that each O € O contains at most
n/r? points of S. (The notation Oy means that the constants in the bounds depend only on d.)

We are focused on bounding the expected number of k-edges of a sample of points from a
distribution on the plane. Therefore, we need a partitioning theorem which applies to probability
distributions rather than finite point sets. This type of result, which we refer to as the continuous
version of the polynomial partitioning theorem, has been used to establish improved bounds for
the restriction problem in harmonic analysis, see [8] as a starting point.

Theorem 3.4 (Continuous polynomial partitioning [8]). Let W € L'(R%) with W > 0. Then for
each r, there is a non-zero polynomial f € Rlxy1, ..., xq] of degree at most r such that RI\Z(f) is
the union of a family O of ©4(r?) pairwise disjoint open sets such that for all O € O, the integrals
fo W are equal.

The open sets O in Theorems 3.3 and 3.4 are called the cells of the partition.

Using the density of the non-singular polynomials in the space of all polynomials of fixed degree
in d variables, it is possible to obtain, as a corollary of the continuous polynomial partitioning
theorem, a version where all the irreducible components of the dividing surface Z(f) are non-
singular varieties.



Theorem 3.5 (Non-singular continuous polynomial partitioning [8]). Let W € L*(R) with W > 0.
Then for each r, there is a non-zero polynomial f € Rlxy,...,x4] of degree at most r such that
RINZ(f) is the union of a family O of ©4(r?) pairwise disjoint open sets such that for all O € O,
the integrals fo W are within a factor of 2 of each other. Furthermore, all irreducible components
of Z(f) are non-singular.

Notice that the above theorems do not allow us to partition an arbitrary probability distribution,
they only apply to those for which there exists a density W. This is the reason why our proof in
this section only applies to distributions which have a density.

3.2 Counting intersection points of an algebraic curve and the k-edge graph

Any polynomial f € Rz, 5] defines an algebraic curve Z(f) := {z € R? : f(x) = 0}.

Our use of the polynomial partitioning technique requires us to bound the number of times the
k-edge graph G}, of a set of n points can intersect a degree r algebraic curve Z(f), i.e., we must
give some answer to Question 3.1. Note that the number of points of intersection of Gy and Z(f)
could be infinite if Z(f) contained one of the lines spanned by a k-edge in Gj. However, for our
purposes, it suffices to bound the number of intersection points in the case when it is finite.

In order to establish our O(nr?) bound on the quantity in Question 3.1, we first show how
to partition an irreducible algebraic curve into the union of O(r?) convex and concave pieces
(Proposition 3.9). Combining the convex/concave chains decomposition of the k-edge graph Gy
with the partition of a degree r algebraic curve into O(r?) convex and concave pieces allows us to
show that a degree r algebraic curve intersects the k-edge graph of a set of n points at most O(nr?)
times assuming the number of intersections is finite (Lemma 3.11).

First, we show how to partition an irreducible curve Z(f) into the union of a finite number of
points and a finite number of convex/concave z-monotone connected curves.

Definition 3.6. A connected curve C C R? is xz-monotone if every vertical line intersects it in at
most one point.

Definition 3.7. An x-monotone curve C is convex (respectively, concave) if for every three points
(x1,y1), (22,y2), (z3,y3) € C with 1 < x5 < x3, the point (x2,y2) is below (respectively, above) or
on the line joining (r1,y1) and (x3,ys).

In order to break Z(f) into convex/concave pieces, we need to use the inflection points of Z(f).

Definition 3.8 ([12]). A non-singular point (a,b) of an algebraic curve Z(f) is an inflection point
if the Hessian curve Hy(z,y) = fy2f:c:c — 2fufyfey + F2fyy is equal to zero at (a,b). (The notation
fa denotes the partial derivative with respect to x.)

Proposition 3.9. A non-singular irreducible curve Z(f) C R? of degree r that is not a vertical
line can be partitioned into the union of at most 4r? points and at most 61> x-monotone curves
where each x-monotone curve is either convex or concave.

Proof. If Z(f) is a non-vertical line, the conclusion is clearly true. So assume that Z(f) is not a
line. Let F' = Z(f)NZ(f,). We know that f depends on y and not just x because otherwise Z(f)
would be a vertical line. This means that f, is not identically zero. Now because f is irreducible
and the degree of f, is less than the degree of f, the polynomials f and f, cannot have a common
factor. Therefore, by Bézout’s theorem, |F| < r(r —1).



Let I be the set of inflection points of Z(f). An irreducible curve of degree r > 2 has at most
3r(r — 2) inflection points [12, Proposition 3.33] so |I| < 3r(r — 2). Let C be the set of connected
components of Z(f)\ (I U F). Because of the removal of the points in F, every curve in C is
z-monotone.

Now we show that, because of the removal of the inflection points I, every curve in C is either
a convex x-monotone curve or a concave x-monotone curve. Each curve in C is the graph of a
function defined in an interval. We claim that, for each curve in C, the second derivative of the
associated function exists everywhere and is never zero. Let C' € C. Since C does not contain a
point where f, = 0, using the implicit function theorem, for each (u,v) € C, there exists a smooth
function ¢ : (u — €,u + €) — R that gives a local parameterization of the curve near (u,v) [18,
Theorem 4.22]. Now a simple calculation shows that if ¢”(x) is equal to 0 at =, then the Hessian
curve fj fow — 2o fy Loy + 2 fyy equals zero at (x, ¢(x)). The inflection points of Z(f) are precisely
the points where the Hessian curve is zero. Therefore, since all inflection points were removed, the
second derivative of the function whose graph is C' is never zero. This means that the function is
either strictly convex of strictly concave, and so C'is either a convex or concave z-monotone curve.

Now we determine how many distinct curves C can contain. The number of connected com-
ponents of Z(f) is at most 2r? by either [15, Theorem 2] or [19, Theorem 2.7]. We removed at
most r(r — 1) + 3r(r — 2) points from Z(f). Because Z(f) is non-singular, it has no points of self-
intersection. Therefore, each point which is removed increases the number of connected components
of Z(f)\ (IUF) by at most 1. Therefore, the number of connected components of Z(f)\ (I UF)
is at most 272 +r(r — 1) + 3r(r — 2) < 672, O

The decomposition into convex/concave pieces is useful because of the following fact:

Lemma 3.10. Let C' be an x-monotone convex curve and D an x-monotone concave curve. If the
number of points of intersection of C and D is finite, then it is at most 2.

Proof. Assume that C' and D intersect in three points (x1,y1), (2,¥2), (x3,y3). Observe that
the three points (z1,y1), (x2,92), (x3,y3) must be contained in a line £ and we may assume that
r1 < 22 < x3. We claim that C' and D must both contain the line segment connecting the three
points. Indeed, assume that C' does not contain the line segment connecting (x1,y1) and (x2,y2).
Then there must be a point (zg,yp) € C with 1 < zy < x2 and (zg,yg) strictly below the line
connecting (z1,y1) and (z2,y2). But then the point (z2,y2) is above the line connecting (xg, yo)
and (x3,ys3), a contradiction to convexity of C'. The argument for the other cases is similar. O

Now we can establish the bound on the number of intersection points between Z(f) and Gj.

Lemma 3.11. Let S C R? be a set of points in general position, Gy = (S, E},) the k-edge graph
of S, and f € Rlxy,x2] a degree r polynomial such that all irreducible components of Z(f) are
non-singular and SN Z(f) = 0. If the number of points of intersection of Z(f) and Gy, is finite,
then it is at most 13nr2.

Proof. First assume that Z(f) is irreducible. If Z(f) is a line, then it follows from Lemma 2.2 that
the number of intersection points is at most max(k—1,n—k+1) < 13n and we are done. So assume
that Z(f) is not a line. First, we need to decompose the curve Z(f) into the union of convex and
concave pieces. By Proposition 3.9, Z(f) can be partitioned into the union of 612 convex/concave
z-monotone curves and at most 472 points Let A be the set of convex 2z-monotone curves, B the
set of concave z-monotone curves, and N the set of points in the partition.
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By Lemma 2.2, GGi, can be decomposed into the union of k — 1 convex chains C1,...,Ck_1, or

n — k4 1 concave chains Dy, ..., Dy_g11.
Recall that we are assuming that no line spanned by two points from .S is vertical. Therefore,
the convex chains C1,...,C;_1, and the concave chains Dy,..., D, _j1+1 never contain two points

on a vertical line. Furthermore, we claim that any convex or concave chain C; or D; intersects
Z(f) in only finitely many points. Indeed, if one of these chains intersected Z(f) in infinitely many
points, one of the line segments in the chain would have to intersect Z(f) in infinitely many points.
Recall the fact that if a degree r algebraic curve intersects a line in more than r points, then the
curve must contain the line. Since we are assuming that Z(f) does not contain any of the points
in S, this is not possible. Thus, we can apply Lemma 3.10 and the concave chain decomposition
of Gi, to show that the number of k-edges in G}, that intersect Z(f) at a point contained in one of
the convex z-monotone curves in A is at most 2(n — k + 1)6r2. Similarly, the number of k-edges
in G, that intersect Z(f) at a point contained in one of the concave z-monotone curves in B is at
most 2(k — 1)6r2. Additionally, there are 472 points in the set N C Z(f) which are not contained
in any of the convex/concave z-monotone curves. Therefore, the total number of intersections is
at most 2(n — k + 1)6r2 + 2(k — 1)6r2 + 4r% < 13nr2.

If Z(f) is not irreducible, then say Z(f) is the union of m irreducible components f1, fo,..., fm

of degrees r1,79,...,7y,. By the above, the number of intersection points of Z(f;) and Gy is at
most 13nr?. So the total number of intersection points of Z(f) and Gy, is at most Y | 13nr? <
13nr2. O

3.3 Proof of Theorem 3.2

Proof. Let W be the density of P. For any fixed n, we use Theorem 3.5 applied to W to find a
degree r := 7(n) (to be chosen later) polynomial f which divides R?\Z(f) into a family O of ©(r?)
pairwise disjoint open sets such that for all O € O, the integrals fo W are within a factor of 2 of
each other. Furthermore, all irreducible components of Z(f) are non-singular.

Let X = {Xy,...,X,} be a sample of n points from P. Observe that the probability that two
points in X span a vertical line is 0 so we do not need to consider this case. Also, since P has a
density, the measure of every line is 0. This means that X is in general position with probability 1
so we may assume this as well. Therefore, we can analyze the k-edges of X using the k-edge graph
Gy, of X. Also, since the Lebesgue measure of Z(f) is zero, X N Z(f) = () with probability 1 so we
assume this as well.

We compute the expected number of k-edges in G by considering two different types of k-edges
separately. First we bound the expected number of k-edges formed by two points in different cells
of the partition. Then we bound the expected number of k-edges formed by two points in the same
cell of the partition. That is, the expected number of k-edges in GG, is equal to

E(number of k-edges in Gy, formed by two points in different cells) (©)

+ E(number of k-edges in Gj, formed by two points in the same cell).
If conv(X,X2) is a k-edge formed by two points Xp, Xo in different cells, then conv(Xj, X5)
intersects Z(f). So to bound the expected number of k-edges in Gy formed by two points in
different cells, it suffices to bound the expected number of k-edges that intersect Z(f). We claim
that the number of points of intersection between Gy and Z(f) is finite. This is true because
otherwise some k-edge would have to intersect Z(f) infinitely many times. If a degree r algebraic
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curve intersects a line more than r times it must contain that line. If this were true, then Z(f)
would have to contain the two points of X forming the line, but we are assuming that XNZ(f) = 0.
Therefore, the number of points of intersection between Gy, and Z(f) is finite and so we can apply
Lemma 3.11 to show that the first term in Eq. (6) is at most 13nr2.

Now we bound the second term. Recall that Z(f) divides R*\Z(f) into a family O of O(r?)
pairwise disjoint open sets (called cells) such that for all cells O € O, the integrals fo W are within
a factor of 2 of each other. Therefore, for any fixed 7 # j, the probability that X; and X; are in
the same cell is at most C'/r2 for a universal constant C > 0.

Now, the second term in Eq. (6) can be bounded using nearly the same argument which we used
to bound the second term in Eq. (3) in the proof of Theorem 1.2. This argument is given in Eqgs. (4)
and (5) in the proof of Theorem 1.2. The only change is that for any X;, X; € X, the probability
P(X1, Xo are in the same cell) is now upper bounded by C/r? instead of 1/m. Therefore, we have

that Eq. (6) is at most
n_2 vn —2
2 \VEkvn—2—k

and choosing r? = @(%) gives O(W). Since we could repeat the argument

13nr? + C

after rotating the plane 180 degrees, the same bound applies to the expected number of k-edges. [

4 Tightness of the argument in Theorem 1.1: Translations of a
fixed shape

In this section we study a natural variation of the k-set problem for translations of a fixed convex
set on the plane, namely, the number of ways in which one can enclose k points out of a given finite
set of points by a translation of a convex set so that its boundary strictly separates them from the
rest. We will show nearly matching upper and lower bounds on the expected number of ways.

For our lower bound, one of our tools will be the uniform convergence theorem of Vapnik
and Chervonenkis [22]. This introduces a minor technical complication: their theorem is about
abstract set systems without regard to whether sets have a boundary, while the standard k-set
problem for lines on the plane ask for strict separation by a line and therefore the natural choice
for our generalization is to ask for strict separation by a curve.

Similarly, the other side of our argument, our upper bound, is a variation on the two-step
argument in the proof of Theorem 1.1 (Eq. (1) and the general upper bound of the integrand in
Eq. (2)), which uses k-edges and therefore also uses the boundary curve in a fundamental way.

A convex body is a compact convex set with non-empty interior. A set C' is strictly convex if
for all z,y € C with x # y and for all A\ € (0,1) we have \x + (1 — N)y € int C. A set system
is a pair (X,R), where X is a set and R is a family of subsets of X. The elements of R are
called ranges. For a set C' C R?, let (R?,T¢) be the set system of translations of C' (that is, T¢
is the family of translation of C'). We are interested in translations of convex sets and it will be
notationally convenient to set C' to be the interior of a fixed convex body. So, for this section, C
will be restricted (at least) to be the interior of a convex body. In this case, when we say that a
point lies on the boundary of a range, the point does not lie in the range.

Definition 4.1. For a finite subset S C R?, a To-k-set of S is a subset T C S of k points such
that for some Q € Tc, SNbdQ =0 and T = SNQ.
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4.1 Upper bound for T -k-sets, probabilistic, k£ proportional to n

This section establishes our upper bound on the expected number of To-k-sets of a set of n iid
points when C'is the interior a strictly convex body and k is proportional to n. So for Section 4.1,
let C C R? be the interior of a strictly convex body.

Definition 4.2. A set of points in R? is in general position relative to C if no three points lie on
the boundary of some range in Te (i.e., some translation of C').

Lemma 4.3. Let (p,q) be a pair of distinct points in R2. Then there are at most two ranges x + C
satisfying p,q € bd(z + C).

Proof. Up to a rotation we can assume that r := g — p is vertical. Suppose for a contradiction that
there are three ranges x + C satisfying p,q € bd(z + C). This implies there are three points pq,
p2, ps such that py,pa2,ps,p1 +7,p2 +7,p3+7r € bdC. Let f(x1) denote the length of segment “C'
intersected with the vertical line at 1 € R.” Function f is positive in a non-empty interval (a,b),
is strictly concave in [a,b] and takes value ||r|| at three points in [a,b]. But there is no such function
so this is a contradiction. O

From the lemma we conclude:

Corollary 4.4. Let V C (R?)? be the set of pairs of distinct points that can appear on the boundary
of some range. Then there exists a continuous onto function C :V — T¢.

Proof. Every pair in V' can appear on the boundary of one or two ranges. When a pair appears on
the boundary of exactly one range, map both orderings of the pair to that range. When a pair (p, q)
appears on the boundary of two ranges, let C; and C5 be the two translations of C' containing p and ¢
on their boundaries. Let C(p, ¢) be the unique translation that solves max;e g1 oy area(C;Naff(p, ¢) ™)

(where aff(p,q)* = {r: —(¢ = p)a(r —p)y + (¢ = p)y(r —p)a > 0}). O

From now on we let C(-,-) denote the function given by Corollary 4.4 (with a slight abuse of
notation).

Definition 4.5. For a set of points S in general position relative to C, let a (oriented) Te-k-edge
be an ordered pair of points (p,q) € V with p,q € S (p # q) such that C(p,q) contains k points of
S.

We now show a bound relating To-k-sets and Tp-k-edges, which follows from a variation of
known continuous deformation arguments [10, Lemma 5.15], [14, Chapter 11]. For a finite set of
points S in general position relative to C, let e (S) be the number of To-k-edges of S and let ag(S)
be the number of T-k-sets of S.

Lemma 4.6. For a finite set of points S in general position relative to C and k > 2 we have
ar(S) < 4(ex—2(S) + ex-1(5) + ex(9)).

Proof. To prove the claim we will construct an injective function f from T-k-sets of .S to a labelled
extension of the set of To-k-edges. The function is defined as follows: Let Q C S be a To-k-set
induced by some range Cy. Translate Cy in the z direction until some point p € S lies on its
boundary to obtain range C’, then translate C’ while keeping p on its boundary (letting p slide
along the boundary) until another point ¢ € S lies on the boundary to obtain a range C” (there
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may be more than one choice here, pick arbitrarily). We have that ¢l C” contains @ and between
zero and two other points from S. From the general position assumption, bd C” contains exactly
two points from S. Swap points p, g if needed so that C” = C(p, ¢). Pick labels l,,,l, € {IN,OUT'}
for p and ¢ according to whether they are in (). This completes the definition of an f from To-k-sets
of S to §% x {IN,OUT}?, namely f(Q) = (p,q,1p, ).

We now show that f is injective. Let @, Q' be two Te-k-sets of S induced by ranges Cp, CY,
respectively, and so that f(Q) = f(Q) = (p,q,p,ly). By definition of f we have that @ is equal to
SN C(p,q) with p and g added according to the labels. But then by definition of f we have that
Q' is also equal to that set and therefore equal to (). This establishes that f is injective.

To conclude, the image of f contains only pairs (p,q) that are To-r-edges of S for r € {k —
2,k —1,k}. The claim follows. O

Assumption 4.7. Given C, probability distribution P on R? is such that P(bd(x + C)) =0 for
all x € R2.

(In particular the assumption on P holds if P has a density.)

Proposition 4.8. Let P be a Borel probability distribution satisfying Assumption 4.7. Let Y, Z be
a pair of iid points, each according to P. ThenY # Z a.s.

Proof. Fix a point b on the boundary of C' (so that the origin is on the boundary of —b+ C'). Note
that P(Y = Z) = E(P(Y = Z | Z)) < E(P(Y €bd(Z —b+C) ]| Z)) ~0. O

Proposition 4.9. Let P be a Borel probability distribution satisfying Assumption 4.7. Let X be a
random set of n iid points, each according to P. Then X is in general position relative to C a.s.

Proof. 1t is enough to prove the claim for n = 3. Let Y, Z, W be three iid random points according
to P. By Proposition 4.8, Y # Z a.s. Then

P((3a)Y, Z,W € bd(a+ C)) = B(Y # Z,(3a)Y, Z,W € bd(a + C))
- E(P((Ha)Y, Z,W €bd(a+C)|Y,2) ‘ Y # Z>

E(IP(W €bdC(Y,Z) or W € bdC(Z,Y) | Kz)‘ Y + Z)
0.

O

Theorem 4.10 (T¢-k-set/edge upper bound, probabilistic, k proportional to n). Let ¢ € (0,1).
Let P be a Borel probability distribution satisfying Assumption 4.7. Let X be a random set of n iid
points, each according to P. Let A, (resp. E,) be the number of Tc-k-sets (resp. To-k-edges) of
X for k= |cen|. Then

E(E,) < O(n®/?)

and
E(A,) < On®?)

(where the constants in big-O depend only on c).
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Proof. Let C(p,q) and V be as in Corollary 4.4. From Proposition 4.9, X is in general position
relative to C' a.s.

Let X = {X1,...,X,}. Let T = P(C(X1, X3)) with the additional convention that C(p,q) =0
if (p,q) ¢ V. In this way T is defined whenever X7 # Xo, that is, a.s. by Proposition 4.8. Let
G(t) = P(T < t) for t € R. Using a variation of Eq. (1) and the argument in the proof of
Theorem 1.2 we get:

P((X1,X2) is a Te-k-edge of X) =P(|C(X1,X2) N (X \ {X1,X2})| = k)
= E(P(IC(X1, X2) N (X\ {X1, Xo})| =k | X1, X))

and

9 n—2
\/E\/n —2—k

This proves the first inequality. From this, the second inequality is immediate using Lemma 4.6. [

4.2 Lower bound for T-k-sets, deterministic, £ proportional to n

In this section we show a lower bound on the maximum number of To-k-sets of a broad family
of set systems of the form (R? T¢) for k proportional to n. We illustrate the main idea of the
argument in Proposition 4.11 for the case where C is a unit square. In Theorem 4.12, we then use
the argument for the case where C' is the interior of a convex body with C? boundary (actually,
slightly more general than that).

While the sets of points in the following results may not be in general position, this is not a
true weakness of the results. The reason is that, like in the case of the standard k-set problem for
lines, the number of Tx-k-sets of a given set of points cannot decrease by applying any sufficiently
small perturbation to the points, because any range inducing a To-k-set must by definition contain
no point on its boundary. Thus, the maximum number of Tr-k-sets among set in general position
is no smaller than the number of T-k-sets among unrestricted sets of points.

Proposition 4.11 (idea of lower bound for maximum, the cross). Let C' be the open unit square.
Let 0 < ¢ < ¢ <1. Then for cn < k < ¢'n we have max|g|—, ar(S) = Q(n?) (where the constants
in Q depend only on ¢ and ).

Proof. We show the case where n is a multiple of 4 and k& = n/2, the rest is similar. Consider
a set of points equally spaced on the x and y axes forming a cross. Say, for A = 4/n, let S =
MZ? N (z-axis U y-axis) N [-n/4,n/4]* \ (0,0)). Then |S| = n and the claim follows. O
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For the next result we assume that the boundary of C is well approximated by its unique
tangent line at certain points (locally of class C?). See [6, Section 5.1, subsection “Second-Order
Differentiability”] for basic facts about differentiability of the boundary of a convex body.

Theorem 4.12 (lower bound for maximum, the cross). Assume that C C R? is the interior of a
convez body such that there exist linearly independent unit vectors u,v € R? and points a,b,c,d €
bd C such that bd C is C? in a neighborhood of a,b,c,d with outer normals u,v, —u, —v, resp. Let
0<c<d <1 Then for cn <k < ¢'n we have max|g—, ai(S) = Q(n?) (where the constants in Q
depend only on ¢, ¢ and C).

Proof. We show the case where n is a multiple of 8 and k = n/2, the rest follows easily. Up to
an invertible linear transformation, we can assume u = e; and v = ey, without loss of generality.
Let U = {e1,e2, —e1, —ea} and for p € U let v(p) be a locally C? point on the boundary of C' and
having outer normal p.

For p € U and some ¢t > 0, consider the segment of length 2¢ perpendicular to the boundary
of C at v(p) and centered at v(p), namely s(p) := conv{v(p) — tp,v(p) + tp}. Finally, consider a
(one-dimensional) grid g(p) of n/4 equally spaced points on segment s(p). Let our set of points
be S = Uperg(p). By construction |S N C| = n/2. Let € := 2t/(n/4 — 1) be the gap between
consecutive points in each segment.

We will now show that we can choose t > 0 small enough so that there are Q(n?) small
translation of C' that induce different subsets of S, each containing n/2 points. The idea of the
argument is to translate C' independently in the vertical and horizontal direction, to pick (n)
different subsets of n/4 points among the pair of vertical segments and similarly for the horizontal
segments. The translations, notated p + C and parameterized by p, form the following grid around
the origin: G := {(ke,le) € R? : k,l € Z N [-n/8,n/8]}. By Taylor’s theorem and compactness
there exist constants a > 0,%37 > 0 (that depend only on C) such that the boundary of C has a C?
parametrization y = ¢(z) in a neighborhood of (g, o) := v(—e3) such that |¢(x) —yo| < a(z—x0)?
for z € [zg — tar, 2o + tas] (and similarly for v(e1),v(—e1),v(e2)). In particular, |¢(x) — yo| < at3,.
We choose ¢ > 0 small enough so that C' contains the same subset of g(—es) when translated
distance less than or equal to t in the horizontal direction. Note that this also ensures that the
boundaries of those translations contain no point of g(—ez2). The nearest point from g(—e2) to the
line y = yo is at distance €/2 = % > 4t/n so it is enough to have at? < 4t/n, that is, we set
t = min{ta, =}

With these choices, every p € G induces a different T-k-set of S with k = n/2 and therefore
ay2(S) > |G| > n?/16. O

To understand the scope of Theorem 4.12, note that the condition on C' is satisfied when C
is the interior of a convex body with C? boundary. Also, no triangle satisfies the assumptions of
Theorem 4.12.

4.3 Bounds on the growth function

To put our results on the number of T-k-sets and T¢-k-edges in context, we state some basic
bounds on the growth function of set system (R?,T¢), namely the maximum number of subsets of
a set of n point in R? induced by translations of C. For simplicity some of our bounds have extra
assumptions on C that may not be necessary.
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The growth function [22] of set system (R? T¢) is given by

SN C):x e R%Y.
n’_)sgg%%(\:n‘{ (x4+C):z H

Proposition 4.13. Let C C R? be the interior of a strictly convex body. The growth function of
(R%,T¢) is at most n? —n + 2.

Proof. For the proof we use the notions of a dual set system and dual growth function. Given
set system (X,R), its dual set system is (R, X*), where X* is the family of sets of the form
{ReR:xz € R} for x € X. The dual growth function of (X, R) is the growth function of its dual
set system.

The first step is to notice that (R?,T¢) corresponds to the dual set system of (R?,7_¢): a
range © — C' € T_¢ is corresponds to point z € R? and a point y € R? corresponds to range y + C,
together with the equivalence “y € x — C' is equivalent to x € y + C”. In this way, the growth
function of (R?,T¢) is the dual growth function of (R?,T_¢).

The second step is to bound the dual growth function of (R?, T_¢). Its value at n is bounded
by the number of connected components of the complement of n translations of bd(—C), or, equiv-
alently, bd(C'). Adding n translations of C' one by one, this number of connected components is
2 for n = 1 and, using the fact that two translations of bd(C') intersect in at most two points, it
increases by at most 2(k— 1) when the kth translation is added. Therefore the number of connected
components is at most n? — n + 2. O

For clarity we state the following summarizing result:

Theorem 4.14. Let C C R? be the interior of a strictly convex body with C? boundary. The growth
function of (R?, T¢) is ©(n?) (where the constants in © depend only on C).

Proof. Immediate from Proposition 4.13 and Theorem 4.12. O

In order to prove our results in Section 4.4 in more generality, we state here a weaker bound on
the growth function with weaker assumptions on C.

Theorem 4.15. Let C C R? be the interior of a convex body. The VC-dimension of (R%,T¢) is at
most 3. The growth function of (R*, T¢) is at most () + (1) + (5) + (3) < (en/3)3.

Proof. A special case of a result in [16] establishes that the VC-dimension of (R?, T¢) is at most 3
when C' C R? is a convex body. The bound extends to our case (interior of a convex body) using
the observation that if translations of the interior a convex body C shatter a given finite set of
points then translations of a scaled down cl C also shatter the same set. The rest follows from the
Sauer-Shelah lemma. O

The VC-dimension bound is tight: C' equal to any fixed triangle is a tight example.

4.4 Lower bound for T.-k-sets, probabilistic, some k£ proportional to n

In this section we show, for some k proportional to n, an Q*(ng/ 2) lower bound for the expected
number of To-k-sets for a random sample of n points from the uniform distribution in a set A C R?
sufficiently large to contain translations of C. The restriction to a subset A is necessary as there
is no uniform distribution in R?. Our argument uses crucially the fact that translations of C that
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are contained in A have the same probability under the uniform distribution in A. The minor
technical complications introduced by the fact that A is bounded could be avoided by considering
a similar set system of translations of a disk (say) on the surface of the two-dimensional sphere (or
translations of a shape on the flat torus) with the uniform distribution (a version not studied in
this paper).

The idea of the proof is the following: First show that for a random sample X of n points in A,
with high probability the number of induced subsets by translations of C' contained in A is Q*(n?)
(Lemma 4.17). Then, by VC’s uniform convergence theorem, with high probability each translation
of C contained in A contains cn + O*(y/n) points from X for some c. Therefore, by the pigeonhole
principle there are Q*(ng/ 2) induced subsets of X that contain exactly the same number of points,
that is, X has Q*(n3/?) To-k-sets for some k.

We start by showing that if two translations of C' are close then they have a large intersection.

Lemma 4.16. Let C C R? be the interior of a convex body that contains a unit ball. If ||z| < 1,
then
area(C N (z+C)) < (1 — ||z]|/2) area(C).

Proof. Consider the function f(z) = area(C N (z + C)). It is logconcave (by the Prékopa-Leindler
inequality and the fact that f(z) = 1o(x) * 1_¢(x)). Also, f(0) = area(C) > 7. In other words,
log f(x) is concave and, while it is not differentiable at z = 0, we can use directional derivatives
and tangent rays at @ = 0 to upper bound it by a function of the form x — log f(0) + ¢||z||, where
¢ < 0 is an upper bound on the one-sided directional derivative.

We calculate a suitable ¢ now. The one-sided directional derivative at 0 along unit vector v € R?
is

Df(0)(v) = —2length(projection of C' onto line perpendicular to v) < —4

(from the analysis of the movement of chords of C' parallel to v). Thus, log f(0) = log(areaC)
and D(log f)(0)(v) = Df(0)(v)/f(0) < —4/m < —1 (i.e. we can take ¢ = —1) and these estimates
with concavity of log f(z) give log f(z) < log(area(C)) — [lz||. That is, f(z) < area(C)e~lI#ll.
We use the inequality e™t < 1 — t(1 — 1/e) for t € [0,1] to conclude that if ||z|| < 1, then
f(z) < area(C)(1 — ||lz[|(1 — 1/e)). The claim follows. O

We show now that the number of ranges induced by translations of C' on certain random sets of
n points is Q*(n?). Because this is meant to be used in the context of To-k-sets, we show a slightly
stronger bound for ranges (induced by translations) that do not contain points on their boundaries.

Lemma 4.17 (lower bound on number of ranges, probabilistic). Let C C R? be the interior of a
convex body. Let A C R? be a compact set such that 2C C A. Let X be a set of n iid uniformly
random points in A. Let t > 0. Then there exists a constant c417 > 0 that depends only on A, C
and t such that with probability at least 1 — n!,

2
HXN@+C):a+CCAXNbdx+C) =0} >caar <$> .
Proof. Let X = {Xi,...,X,}. Let B be the ball with center 0 and radius 1. Without loss of
generality (up to scaling and translation), B C C.
We will first construct a packing of n?/(clogn)? translations of C' with centers in B with area
of pairwise symmetric difference at least about log(n)/n, for some ¢ > 0 to be determined later.
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Let G be an n/(clogn)-by-n/(clogn) grid of points with gap (clogn)/n between adjacent rows
and columns of points and contained in B. Every pair of points in G is then at distance at least
(clogn)/n, and therefore for all z,y € G with 0 < [l — y|| < 1 we have area((z + C)A(y + C)) =

2 (area(C’) —area(CN((y—xz)+ C’))) > area(C)||ly — z|| > area(C)(clogn)/n (using Lemma 4.16).
The bound extends to all z,y € G with = # y by monotonicity.

We will now show that with probability at least 1—o(1) each x+C with x € G induces a different
range on X. It is enough to show that for all z,y € G with z # y we have ((z+C)A(y+C))NX # 0.
Setting ¢ = (t + 2) area(A)/ area(C) , the probability of this event for some x,y is

P((Vi € [n])Xi ¢ (z+ C)A(y + C)) < <1 _ area(( :re(/;zj)(y + C)))

< <1 _ area(C) (clogn) > n

area(A) n

< e—(t+2) logn
— 1/7’Lt+2.

Thus, with probability at least 1 — n?/n!*2 = 1 — 1/n! our event holds for all pairs z,y.
Finally, X NUgzeg bd(z + C) = 0 a.s. The claim follows. O

We now state and prove our probabilistic lower bound for T¢-k-sets for some k proportional to
n:

Theorem 4.18. Let C' C R? be the interior of a convex body. Let A C R? be a compact set such
that 2C C A. Let X be a set of n iid uniformly random points in A. Let

ap(X) =[{XN(@+C):z+CCA|XN(z+C)|=kXnNbdx+C) =0}

(that is, the number of Tc-k-sets of X induced by translations of C contained in A). Let p
area(C')/area(A). Then there exists a function k(n) such that E(ak(n)(X)) > E(a;g(n)(X))
Q(n%/?/(ogn)®?) and |k(n) — pn| < O(v/nlogn) (where function k(n) and the constants in O,
depend only on A and C).

vl

Proof. Let (A, R) be the set system where R is the family of translations of C' contained in A.
From Theorem 4.15 we have that the growth function s(n) of (A, R) satisfies s(n) < n3.

Fix n. For § C A, let P(S) = |X N S|/n. From [22, Theorem 2] (VC’s uniform convergence
theorem) we have, for n > 2/€2,

P<Sup|13(5) —p| > e> < 48(271)6_62”/8. (7)
SeRr

Set € =44/ 310+2n so that the rhs is at most 1/n?. If we denote by G the complement of the event
in (7), we have P(G) =1 — o(1).
Let Ry ={XNS:S € R XNhbdS = (}. From Lemma 4.17 with ¢ = 1 and notation
f(n) = cp17(n/logn)?, we get
P(IRx| > f(n) = 1 o(1). (®)
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Let H denote the event in (8).
To conclude, we will show that there is a value k(n) that is independent of X and makes
E(a,(X)) large. We have P(X € GN H) =1 —o(1). Also for X € GN H we have

> a,(X) = |Rx| = f(n).

ke[pn—ne,pn+ne|

Therefore

E > a(X) | > f(n)P(X e GNH).

ke[pn—ne,pn+ne]
Reordering, zke[pn_%anrm}E(a;C(X)) > f(n)P(X € GN H). Thus, there exists k(n) € [pn —
ne, pn+ ne| such that E(a}, (X)) > f(n)P(X € GNH)/(2ne+1). That is (using ne = O(y/nlogn)),
E(a, (X)) > Q(n3/2/(logn)5/2).
For the bound on E(ay(X)), from the definitions we have aj(X) > a}(X). O

5 Conclusion and open questions

We conclude with some open questions and possible directions for future work.

e Bound on the number of points of intersection of Z(f) and Gj. Can the answer to
Question 3.1 given in Lemma 3.11 be improved? We believe it may be possible to improve the
bound to O(nr) for the following reason: The k-edge graph G of a set of n points behaves
somewhat like a degree n algebraic curve when it comes to intersecting it with a line. In
particular, a degree n algebraic curve and the k-edge graph of a set of n points both have
the property that a line can intersect them at most n times unless the line intersects them
infinitely many times. One might expect this phenomenon to also hold for arbitrary algebraic
curves, not just lines. If this is the case, the bound on the number of intersection points
between a degree r algebraic curve and the k-edge graph of a set of n points should be O(nr)
as in the case of the intersection of a degree r algebraic curve and a degree n algebraic curve.

e Higher dimensions. The polynomial partitioning theorem becomes more powerful in higher
dimensions. It may be possible to apply it to the k-set problem in dimensions higher than 2.
The issue is that there is no analogue of the convex chains decomposition in dimension higher
than 2, so this would likely require the discovery of a new property of k-sets or k-facets.
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