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—— Abstract

We consider the MAX-3-SECTION problem, where we are given an undirected graph G = (V, E)
equipped with non-negative edge weights w : £ — R and the goal is to find a partition of V'
into three equisized parts while maximizing the total weight of edges crossing between different
parts. MAX-3-SECTION is closely related to other well-studied graph partitioning problems, e.g.,
Max-Cut, MAX-3-CuT, and MAX-BISECTION. We present a polynomial time algorithm achieving
an approximation of 0.795, that improves upon the previous best known approximation of 0.673.
The requirement of multiple parts that have equal sizes renders MAX-3-SECTION much harder to
cope with compared to, e.g., MAX-BISECTION. We show a new algorithm that combines the existing
approach of Lassere hierarchy along with a random cut strategy that suffices to give our result.
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1 Introduction

In this paper we study the MAX-3-SECTION problem: given an undirected graph G = (V, E)
equipped with non-negative edge weights w : E — R, the goal is to partition the vertex
set V into three equisized parts while maximizing the total weight of edges that cross
between different parts. MAX-3-SECTION is closely related to other classic graph partitioning
problems, where given the same input as in MAX-3-SECTION the goal is to output a partition
of the vertex set V' (possibly given some problem specific constraint) while maximizing the
total weight of edges that cross between different parts. Perhaps the most famous of these
problems is MAX-CUT, whose constraint is that the partition contains only two parts with
no restriction on the size of these parts. MAX-CUT is one of Karp’s 21 NP-hard problems
[12] and in their seminal work Goemans and Williamson [10] presented an approximation of
0.8786 using semi-definite programming and random hyperplane rounding. It is known that
the latter result is tight, assuming the unique games conjecture, as proved by Khot, Kindler,
Mossel, and O’Donnell [13].
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A natural problem that generalizes MAX-CUT is MAX-k-CUT, whose constraint is that the
partition contains k parts with no restriction on the size of these parts. A simple algorithm
that returns a uniform random solution, i.e., every vertex is assigned independently and
uniformly to one of the k parts, achieves an approximation of 1 —1/k. Several works aimed at
improving the guarantee of this simple algorithm, e.g., [7, 9, 4, 15]. For example, a notable
case that attracted much attention is the MAX-3-CUT problem [7, 9, 4, 15], whose best
approximation is 0.836 and was given by Goemans and Williamson [9]. Interestingly, the
latter guarantee is worse than the approximation known for MAX-CUT. For general values
of k, it was shown by Frieze and Jerrum [7] that an approximation of 1 — 1/k + ©(In k/k?)
can be achieved. Further improvements for the approximation guarantee were presented by
de Klerk, Pasechnik and Warners [4].

Adding a single global constraint to MAX-CUT that requires both parts to be of equal size
leads to the classic problem of MAX-BISECTION. MAX-BISECTION was extensively studied
throughout the years, e.g., [7, 17, 11, 6, 16, 2]. This sequence of works currently culminates
with the works of Raghavendra and Tan [16], who present an approximation of 0.85 that
is based on rounding a Lasserre hierarchy semi-definite program, which was subsequently
improved to 0.877 by Austrin, Benabbas, and Georgiou [2] who improved the former rounding.
The question whether one can obtain for MAX-BISECTION the same approximation guarantee
that is known for MAX-CUT remains a tantalizing open problem.

Both MAX-3-SECTION and MAX-BISECTION are captured by the MAX-k-SECTION problem
[1, 8, 14, 3], which falls in the above broad family of graph partitioning problems and whose
constraint is that the partition contains k equisized parts. Similarly to MAx-k-CuUT, it
is known that the simple algorithm that returns a uniform random solution achieves an
approximation of 1 — 1/k. Thus, it is no surprise that the goal of past research, e.g., [1, 8, 14],
was to improve upon this guarantee. For the special case of MAX-3-SECTION, Ling [14]
presented an approximation of 0.6733 that is based on rounding a semi-definite programming
relaxation similarly to MAX-3-CuT [9]. For general values of k, Andersson [1] presented
an approximation of 1 — 1/k + ©(1/k?), again by rounding a suitable semi-definite program
relaxation. Additionally, Gaur, Krishnamurti, and Kohli [8] presented a local search algorithm
for a more general problem in which each part has a (possibly different) limit on its size.

The main focus of this work is the MAX-3-SECTION problem. For k& = 2, the best known
approximation for MAX-BISECTION (which is essentially MAX-CuUT with a single global
constraint on the size of the first part in the partition) equals 0.877 and is (almost) identical
to the best possible approximation of 0.878 for MAX-CuT. However, when k = 3, the best
known approximation for MAX-3-SECTION (which is essentially MAX-3-CUT with two global
constraints on the size of the first two pieces in the partition) equals 0.6733 and is far from
the best known approximation of 0.836 for MAX-3-CuUT. Moreover, the former approximation
guarantee of 0.6733 for MAX-3-SECTION only slightly improves upon the 2/3 approximation
guarantee of the trivial algorithm that simply returns a uniform random solution. Thus, we
aim to understand and minimize the gap that exists for k = 3.

1.1 Our Results and Techniques

We present the following main algorithmic result for the MAX-3-SECTION problem:

» Theorem 1. There is a polynomial time algorithm for MAX-3-SECTION that achieves an
approximation guarantee of at least 0.795.

It is important to note that the approximation guarantee of the above theorem improves upon
the previous best known algorithm for MAX-3-SECTION [14] that achieves an approximation
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of 0.6773. As proving the exact approximation guarantee of our algorithm is an involved
task (for reasons that will be clear soon), we also present the following conjecture that is
based on numerical evidence:

» Conjecture 2. The algorithm presented to prove Theorem 1 achieves an approximation of
0.8192 for MAX-3-SECTION.

We further show how the algorithm we present for proving Theorem 1 can be extended
to general values of k. First, we prove that the algorithm, alongside its analysis, cannot
provide an improved approximation as k increases (when compared to its approximation for
the case of k = 3). Second, using numeric evidence we conjecture that the approximation of
the algorithm remains 0.8192 for k ranging from 3 up to 6. Hence, the above gives rise to
the following extended conjecture:

» Conjecture 3. There is a polynomial time algorithm achieving an approzimation of 0.8192
for MAX-k-SECTION for k = 3,4,5.

The above conjecture provides, for k£ = 4,5, an improved approximation when compared to
the previous best known result. The current best is a small improvement over the trivial
randomized approximation algorithm by Andersson [1] which achieves an approximation of
1—1k+O(k3).

When considering our approach to MAX-3-SECTION we focus on two of its closely related
problems: MAX-3-CuUT and MAX-BISECTION and examine the approaches used to design and
analyze algorithms for both. Let us start with MAx-3-CuT. The approach used to obtain
the current best known algorithms for Max-3-CuT, e.g., [9, 4, 15], is based on the random
hyperplane rounding method due to Goemans and Williamson [10] (as well as extensions of
this method) of a semi-definite programming relaxation. This approach, when applied to
MAaX-3-SECTION, suffers a significant drawback since it does not preserve marginal values (a
marginal value is the likelihood the relaxation assigns to the event that vertex u belongs to
part 7). Specifically, the expected number of vertices assigned to every part by the rounding
algorithm might be incomparable to n/3 and therefore applying these ideas as was done by
Ling [14] leads only to a minor improvement over the random solution algorithm. It is worth
noting that this drawback is already present when considering MAX-BISECTION.

Let us now consider MAX-BISECTION, and specifically we focus on the approach of
Raghavendra and Tan [16] (as well as Austrin, Benabbas, and Georgiou [2] who build upon
[16]). First, a Lasserre hierarchy of a natural semi-definite programming relaxation for
MAX-BISECTION is solved. Second, a rounding procedure that preserves the marginal values
is applied to obtain a subset C; C V of vertices such that: (1) there are sufficiently many
edges crossing the cut C; defines; and (2) C; contains (roughly) n/2 vertices. Third, the
solution is re-balanced to obtain a perfect bisection, i.e., ensuring that |Cy| = n/2 without a
significant loss in the number of edges crossing between C; and Cy = V' \ C.

There are two main difficulties when considering this approach in the context of MAX-3-
SECTION. The first difficulty stems from the fact that we have three parts in MAX-3-SECTION,
whereas in MAX-BISECTION there are only two parts. Therefore, if we use the above rounding
procedure to find C; C V of size (roughly) n/3 with sufficiently many edges crossing the
cut Cy defines, it is not clear how to recurse and further partition V' '\ C;. We note that
in MAX-BISECTION no recursion is needed since Cj is chosen to be V'\ Cy. However, in
MaX-3-SECTION V' \ C] still needs to be partitioned into Cy and C5. Our solution to this
difficulty is to condition the marginal values of vertices remaining in V' \ Cy on the fact that
each remaining vertex was not chosen to C;. Such a conditioning, intuitively, ensures that
we preserve marginal values overall while recursing on V' \ Cj.
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The second difficulty in applying this apporach arises from the following observation:
we can show that if one first creates part Cy, and then creates part Co (and part Cs is all
remaining vertices), then if the analysis is performed edge-by-edge (as is the case in both
[16, 2]) no approximation better than 0.7192 can be achieved. Specifically, we present a
configuration of the vectors that correspond to the endpoints of an edge that satisfy: (1) the
vectors are feasible for the semi-definite programming relaxation; and (2) the ratio between
the probability of this edge being separated by the rounding algorithm and the contribution
of its vectors to the objective function of the relaxation is at most 0.7192 (refer to Section
4 for a formal definition of a configuration and to Observation 35 in Appendix D for the
specific configuration). An approximation of 0.7192, if possible given the above approach,
improves the current best known approximation of 0.6733 [14]. However, we aim for a much
larger improvement. Our solution to this difficulty is to uniformly permute the order in
which the parts are generated. Since the approach based on [16, 2] preserves marginals, this
permutation allows us to better cope with problematic configurations. It is important to
note that a permutation is meaningless for MAX-BISECTION, since whether a vertex belongs
to C immediately implies whether it belongs to C; and vice versa. In MAX-3-SECTION this
is obviously not the case.

Thus, following the above discussion, our approach builds upon the approach for MAX-
BIsECTION with two added ingredients. The first is altering the marginal values the semi-
definite programming relaxation provides via appropriate conditioning when recursing. The
second is uniformly permuting the order in which the rounding algorithm generates the parts.
We note that these two added ingredients introduce two main additional obstacles. The first
obstacle relates to the last re-balancing step. In both [16, 2] the re-balancing succeeds since
it is proved that with a high probability each part by itself is close to being the desired size.
The method this is proved is by bounding the variance of the size of each part alone. However,
in our approach for MAX-3-SECTION the bound on the variance of the size of a given part
depends on the other parts as well. This introduces technical issues and hence bounding of
the variance requires much care. The second obstacle relates to the computer assisted proof
via branch and bound method we employ in order to lower bound the performance ratio of our
algorithm. The expression of the separation probability of an edge by the rounding algorithm
is involved, as both marginal values are altered when recursing and we employ a random
permutation over the order in which the parts are generated. Moreover, a configuration
describing how the semi-definite programming relaxation encodes an edge involves 7 different
vectors (see Sections 3 and 4). Thus, we had to incorporate many technical ingredients, e.g.,
analytically bounding the gradient of the separation probability and restricting the search
to specific type of configurations while analytically bounding the error this incurs, to make
the computer assisted proof terminate faster. This results in about 150,000 hours of CPU,
which is roughly 20 CPU years, to prove Theorem 1.

1.2 Additional Related Work

The MAX-BISECTION problem has a long and rich history. Frieze and Jerrum [7] presented
an approximation of 0.6514 based on rounding a semi-definite program. Later on, Ye [17],
Halperin and Zwick [11], and Feige and Langberg [6] further improved the approximation
guarantee to 0.699, 0.7016, and 0.7027, respectively. They achieved the above by strengthening
the semi-definite programming relaxation, e.g., by adding triangle inequality constraints,
and presenting better rounding methods. The next leap in approximating MAX-BISECTION
came with the work of Raghavendra and Tan [16]. They utilized a higher-level Lasserre
hierarchy semi-definite program, together with an elegant rounding algorithm, and obtained



D. Katzelnick, A. Pillai, R. Schwartz, and M. Singh

a 0.85-approximation. Later on, Austrin, Benabbas, and Georgiou [2] showed an improved
rounding algorithm, pushing the approximation guarantee up to 0.877. It should be noted
that the latter is very close to the best possibloe approximation of 0.878 for MAX-CUT.

Focusing on MAX-k-CUT, Frieze and Jerrum [7] presented an approximation algorithm
with better guarantee than the naive random algorithm. They utilized a semi-definite
program relaxation alongside an elegant rounding algorithm that samples k& random vectors
and assigns every vertex v € V to the cluster of the random vector that is closest to v’s vector
in the relaxation. Goemans and Williamson [9] presented an improved approximation of
0.836 for MAX-3-CUT by using a complex semi-definite program. In [4], de Klerk, Pasechnik,
and Warners presented further improved bounds for MAX-k-CuUT. Please refer to Table 1 by
Newman [15] for a summary of approximation guarantees.

1.3 Paper Organization

We start by presenting preliminary definitions in Section 2. Next, in Section 3 we present our
semi-definite program for MAX-3-SECTION and show that it can be strengthened to obtain a
solution which is globally uncorrelated. In Section 4 we present our rounding algorithm and
its analysis. To obtain a bound on the approximation guarantee of our rounding algorithm,
we present an analysis which is based on a computer-assisted proof in Section 5. Furthermore,
we discuss the generalization of our algorithm, and its numerical estimation, in Section 6.
Missing proofs appear in the appendix.

2 Preliminaries

We denote by ® : R — [0, 1] the cumulative distribution function of the normal gaussian
distribution and by ®~1 : [0,1] — R its inverse. Specifically, if R ~ N[0,1] then: (1)
Vr € R: Pr[R < z] = ®(z) (or equivalently Pr[R > z] = 1 — ®(x)); and (2) Vz € [0,1]:
Pr[R < ®~!(z)] = x (or equivalently Pr[R > ®~!(x)] = 1 — x). Moreover, we say that a
vector g is a random gaussian vector if its coordinates are i.i.d standard gaussian N(0,1)
random variables.

We denote by T : [0,1]> — [0, 1] the probability that a standard bi-variate gaussian
distribution with correlation ¢ has both its coordinates at most the given quantiles, i.e.,

Yo € 0105 Tl ) £ Prix <07y <o (3) ~ 3 ((0)-() 1))

We define the mutual information between two random variables.

» Definition 4. Let X, Y be jointly distributed random variables taking values in [q]. The
mutual information of X and Y is defined as

I(X,Y)& > Pr(X =4i,Y = j)log (Piﬁﬁi?ﬁlﬁ;i)ﬁ) '

i,5€[q]

For any two disjoint subsets of vertices A, B C V', we denote by §(A, B) the collection of
edges having one endpoint in A and another endpoint in B. Hence, |§(A4, B)| denotes the
number of edges crossing between A and B.!

! For simplicity of presentation, we assume from this point onward that the graph is unweighted. All
of our results apply to graphs equipped with non-negative edge weights, in which case one should
substitute [6(A, B)| with the total weight of edges crossing between A and B.
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3 The SDP Relaxation for Max-3-Section

In this section, we present a semi-definite programming (SDP) formulation and prove that
it is a relaxation for the MAX-3-SECTION problem. Similarly to previous works on MAX-
BISECTION, e.g., [2, 16], we strengthen this formulation and obtain additional properties
that will be useful to our rounding algorithm. We define the following SDP formulation for
MAX-3-SECTION:

3
(SDP) maximize Z <1 - Zyz . yﬁ,) (1)
i=1

e=(u,v)€E

st lyell® =1 2)
Iyell* = yo - ¥ YoeV,¥i=1,2,3 (3)
lysl® + llys ) + ly3l? =1 VeV  (4)
Yo ¥l = YweVi£j (5)
Yo ¥, >0 Vuv € V,Vi,j=1,2,3 (6)
> lyillP =n/3 Vi=1,2,3 (7)
veV

We note that in the above and what follows, for every vector y a square norm of a vector
ly||? is with respect to the ¢; (Euclidean) norm and equals y -y. Next, we prove that
the formulation is a relaxation for our problem. Intuitively, for every vertex v € V the
formulation SDP assigns a distribution over the three clusters via the vectors y!, y2, and y3.
Specifically, yp is a unit vectors (Constraint (2)) that denotes true whereas the zero vector
(that does not appear explicitly in SDP) denotes false. Each vector y? indicates how much
vertex v is likely to be assigned to the i*® cluster by SDP. Hence, ||y ||?,
v’ - yp (see Constraint (3)), denotes the marginal probability of assigning vertex v to the i*®
cluster by SDP. For every vertex v € V, the sum of these marginal probabilities needs to
sum up to one (Constraint 4). Since every vertex v € V can be assigned to a single cluster
in any integral solution, SDP enforces that the vectors yi and y? for i # j are orthogonal
(Constraint (5)). Intuitively, the joint probability SDP assigns for vertices u and v to belong
to the i*M and ;' clusters, respectively, is non-negative (Constraint (6)). Finally, since the
three clusters are required to be of size n/3 each Constraint (7) is added to SDP. When

focusing on the objective of SDP (see (1)), for every edge (u,v) € E the inner product y?, -y
th

or equivalently

intuitively indicates the joint probability of both u and v to be assigned to the i*" cluster
by SDP. Therefore, intuitively 1 —yi -yl —y2 . y2 —y3 . y3 indicates the likelihood of
separating an edge (u,v) by SDP. Thus, this is the objective of SDP.

The following lemma proves that SDP is a relaxation to the MAX-3-SECTION problem,
i.e., the value of an optimal solution OPTgpp to SDP is an upper bound on the value of an

integral optimal solution OPT.

» Lemma 5. Given an instance of MAX-3-SECTION let OPTgpp be the value of an optimal
solution of SDP (1) and OPT be the value of an optimal integral solution. Then, OPTgpp >
OPT.

Proof. Let {CT,C5,C5%} be an optimal solution for the given instance of MAX-3-SECTION
whose value is OPT. Construct the following vector solution to SDP. First, fix an arbitrary
unit vector yg. Second, for every v € V define y! to be the zero vector if v ¢ C; and
y: =yp if v € Cf. One may notice that all the constraints hold for this solution and the
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value of the objective of SDP equals the value of the optimal solution {C},C5,C5}. Hence,
OPTspp > OPT. <

For simplicity of presentation, we denote by Y a solution to SDP. Thus, Y consists of
{yi ueviz123 and yg. A useful property that any feasible solution Y to SDP satisfies is
that y! +y2 +y3 always equals the vector yg. This is summarized in the following lemma.

» Lemma 6. LetY be a feasible solution to SDP. Then, for every vertexu € V: yL+y2+y3 =
Yo-

An immediate corollary of the above lemma is that for every pair of vertices u,v € V:
i (yy +¥5 +y3) = lyi|? (via Constraint (3)).

3.1 Globally Uncorrelated Solution

Next we define when a solution Y to SDP is globally uncorrelated following the framework of
[16]. Global uncorrelation implies that our rounding algorithm returns a solution that has
close to % vertices in each part with high probability (see Lemma 15). The sizes then can
be corrected with a minor loss in approximation ratio by randomly shifting the imbalanced
vertices (see Lemma 16).

A simple fact about any SDP solution is the following: given any two vertices u,v,
there exists a local probability distribution /i, on {1,2,3}? such that Pr,,  [X, =i, X, =
jl = (yi,yi) for every i,j € {1,2,3} and Pr,,,  [Xu = 4] = ||y%|?* for every i € {1,2,3}.
The distribution implies that, at least, locally the semi-definite program is a distribution
over integral solutions that satisfy correct correlations. The last property states that the
distributions are consistent on their intersection which can be at most one vertex.

» Definition 7. A solution Y to SDP is e-independent if E, o[, , (Xu, Xo)] < € where iy
is the local probability distribution associated with vertices u and v.

The following lemma is an application of Theorem 4.6 from [16] to our SDP for MAX-
3-SECTION and it shows how to obtain a e-independent solution. The algorithm proving
Lemma 8 follows from solving the ©(t?)-level Lasserre hierarchy semi-definite program for
SDP and then inductively conditioning on variables.

» Lemma 8. There is an algorithm which, given an integer t > 0 and an instance of MAX-3-
SECTION, runs in time n®®°W1) and outputs a set of vectors Y consisting of {yi Yoevie123
and yy such that:

1. Y is a feasible solution to SDP.

2. The objective value of SDP (1) when plugging in'Y is at least OPTspp — %

3. Y is %—z’ndependent.

4 The Rounding Algorithm

In this section we present our rounding algorithm for SDP, which appears in Algorithm 1.
The algorithm receives as input a solution to SDP and outputs a partition {C1,Cs,C5} of V
that: (1) has high value compared to the SDP value of the input solution; and (2) is (nearly)
balanced, i.e., for every i = 1,2,3: |C;| is close to n/3. We will conclude the analysis by
proving that one can re-balance the partition without a significant loss in the value of the
solution.
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In order to state the algorithm, we require the following definition. For every vertex
u €V and i =1,2,3 we denote by z!, the normalized component of y? that is orthogonal to
Yo, i-e, o = [¥ul?yo + VIyill? = [yillz;,. Equivalently,
s Yu—llyul?yo

Iyall? = llyLll*

Clearly, z¢, is a unit vector that is orthogonal to yg. We note that if the marginal of vertex
w and cluster 4 is integral, i.e., |y’ ||? € {0,1}, then z, is not defined. In this case one can
simply choose an arbitrary unit vector in the space orthogonal to yp to be z¢,.

Algorithm 1 Max-3-Section Rounding Algorithm

i
u

(®)

Input: solution {y* }ucv,i=123 and yy to SDP.

Output: a partition of V into three parts.
1 Draw uniformly at random a permutation 7 € Ss.
2 Draw independently two random Gaussian vectors g; and gs.
3 Define the following sets:

Seey £ {ueViaW g = o7t (1- yi0)2)
Sey 2 {ueVim® gy > 07t (1= @ )2/(1 - |yz %)}

4 Return {01,02,03} where: C’ﬂ.(l) = S,T(l), Cﬂ-(g) = S,T(Q) \Sﬂ.(l),
Crz) £V \ (Sr(1) U Sx2))-

We first prove that Algorithm 1 preserves the marginal probabilities of SDP, i.e., [|y% ||
is the probability vertex u is assigned to cluster C;. This is summarized in the following
lemma.

» Lemma 9. For every u € V and i = 1,2,3, it holds that Prfu € C;] = ||y, >

Proof. Fix a permutation m € S3, and let us calculate the probability that v € C; conditioned

on the event that = was chosen in the first step of Algorithm 1. Hence, the following holds

for Cﬁ(l):

Pr [u€ Crql] = Pr[u € Syquln] = Pr 2z g1 > (1= 07 (1= yz®)12) ) Ir] = vz

We observe that the sets Sy (1) and Sy(2) are constructed with independent vectors g; and
go. Therefore, similarly to the above, the following holds for Cr(2):

Pr[u € Crp)lm] = Pr[u ¢ Sr) A € Sxyln]
= Pr [u ¢ Sﬂ.(l)lﬂ'] -Pr [u S SW(Q)‘T@

w(1))12 7(2) -1 ||yZ(2)||2
:(1*”3% ||)~Pr z, " g >|1-0 1*W ‘W
— lyn

(2
_ (1 _ ||y7r(1)||2) . ||Yu( )”2
(1= [ya™)2)

= lya®%.

Finally, since the events {u € Cy)|7}, {u € Cra)|m}, and {u € Cr(3)|7} are disjoint and
exactly one of them occurs, i.e., every vertex u € V belongs to exactly one cluster in the
output, we can conclude that:

Pr [u € Crz)|m] = 1-Pr [u € Crpyy|] —Pr [u € O] = 1 lyTD |2~y @)% = |ly=®) |2

u
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In the above the last equality follows from Constraint (4). Unfixing the conditioning on 7 by
using the law of total probability concludes the proof. <

Our goal is to write an expression for the probability that an edge crosses between two
different parts in the partition that Algorithm 1 outputs. Given a fixed pair of vertices
u,v € V and i = 1,2,3, we denote by ¢; the inner product between z!, and z{. One should
note that Constraint 3 in SDP 1 implies:

t— (YZ—%'W)‘(Y%—U/%Y@) _ Qy — TjW; )
i = - )

V(@i —af) - (wi —wf) V(@i —af) - (wi — wj)
where x; = ||y’ ||? and w; = ||y’ ||? are the marginal values the SDP assigns to vertices u and

v, respectively, with respect to the i*!' cluster, and a; = y? - y¢ is the correlation the SDP
assigns for both « and v being assigned to the i*" cluster. The following lemma gives the
desired expression. We require the following claim for its proof:

> Claim 10. Let (X,Y) be a standard bi-variate Gaussian with correlation ¢. Then for
every q1,q2 € [0,1], we have Pr[X > ®71(1 —¢q),Y > & (1 — ¢2)] = T4(q1, q2)-

» Lemma 11. For every u,v € V, let A, , be the event that Algorithm 1 separates u and v:

6
TES3

Lr(2) Wr(2) Tr(2) W (2)
(o (1= 2 2 Y, (E e ]
m(1) W (1) T (1) Wr (1)

Proof of Lemma 11. Fix a permutation 7. For this fixed permutation 7, vertices v and v
are not separated by Algorithm 1 if both vertices are in Cr (1), or Cr(2y, or Crz). Let us
write the probability of these three events. First,

1
Pr(d, ) =1-2 %" lth) (@r(1)s wa()) + ey (1= 2r)s 1 = wany) -

Pr [u S Cﬂ(l),’l} S C‘/r(l)|77] = Pr [u S Sﬂ(l),v S Sﬂ(1)|71']
=Pr [gl ~zZ(1) > ¢! (1 - xﬂ(l)) -3 -zf)(l) > ¢! (1 - wﬂ(l)) |7r}

=Tt ) (Tn(1), Wa(r)) -

The last equality follows from Claim 10, since (g - 25(1)7 g1 zg(l)) is a standard bi-variate
gaussian with correlation Z(1).

Second, both u and v are in Cr(9) if both are not in S;(;) and both are in Sy (2). The
former and latter events are independent since g; and go are chosen independently in
Algorithm 1. Hence,

Pr [u € Oﬂ(g),v S Cﬂ(2)|7T] =Pr [u ¢ Sﬂ(l),v ¢ Sﬂ(l), (A Sﬂ(g),v S Sﬂ(2)|7T]

= Pr [u ¢ Sﬂ(l),v ¢ SW(1)|7T] - Pr [u S Sﬂ(g),v S Sﬂ.(g)lﬂ'} .

The probability of the former event equals:

Pr [u ¢ Sﬂ.(l),l} ¢ SW(1)|7T] = Pr |:g1 ~ZZ(1) S (1371 (1 — :17ﬂ.(1)) , 81 Zg(l) S @71 (1 — w,r(l)) |7T}

=Tt (1= 2xq), 1 = waqn) s
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whereas the probability of the latter event equals:

Pr [u € Sr(2),V € SW(2)|7r] =Pr [gg . zZ(Q) > ¢! <1 - :%(2)) , 82 ~zg(2) > ¢! (1 — wﬂ(2)> 7r]
1-— Tr(1) 1-— Wr(1)

_ F 937‘—(2) wﬂ-(2)
T\l —zpy 1 —w '
m(1) m(1)

As before, last equality follows from Claim 10, since (gs - 25(2)7g2 . ZS(Q)) is a standard
bi-variate gaussian with correltation ¢,(2). Thus, we can conclude that:

Tr(2) Wr(2)
Pr[u € Cr(z),v € Crealn] =Ty (1= Zr(1), 1 = wr) - Ty (1 — e 1~ ww(1)> '

Third, both u and v are in Crs) if both are not in S;(;) and both are not in S;(2).
The former and latter events are independent since g; and go are chosen independently in
Algorithm 1. Hence,

Pr [U € Cﬂ-(g),'l} S Cﬂ-(g)|’ﬂ'] =Pr [’LL ¢ S‘rr(l)vv ¢ Sﬂ'(l)au ¢ STF(Q)?U ¢ ST"(2)|7T]
=Pru¢ Szq),v & Spylm] - Pr[u ¢ Spa),v & Srz)lm] .

Recall, as proved above, that the probability of the former event equals:

Pr [u ¢ S‘n’(l)av ¢ Sﬂ'(l)|7r] = Ftw(l) (1 - x‘n’(l)a 1- le'(l)) P

whereas the probability of the latter event equals:

Pr(u ¢ Sr2),v & Sp2)|r] =Pr [gz 27 < @t (1 - x”(z)) g2zl P <ot (1 W) ﬂ]

1-— 1'71-(1) B 1-— wﬂ(l)
Tr(2 Wr(2
=T (1- 21— ),
1 xﬂ.(l) 1 ’wﬂ.(l)

Thus, we can conclude that:

Tr(2) Wr(2)
Pr [u S Cﬂ.(3),v S Cﬂ(3)|7r] = Ft,,(l) (1 — Tr(1)s 1-— wﬂ(l))-l“twm (1 - 1= Tr(1) 11— 1-— w‘ﬂ'(l)) .

The proof is concluded since:

3
. 1
Pr [Algorithm 1 separates u and v] =1 — 5 Z ZPI‘ [u € Cr(jy,v € C’W(j)|7r] )

TeS3 j=1
<

Our goal now is to lower bound the expected value of the output of Algorithm 1, before
it is re-balanced (with a negligible loss) to ensure the size of each cluster is exactly n/3. As
our analysis is performed edge-by-edge, i.e., for every edge we lower bound the ratio of the
probability Algorithm 1 separates the edge to the contribution of this edge to the objective
of SDP (1), we introduce the notions of a configuration and a feasible configuration.

A configuration is a vector ¢ = (z1, T2, T3, w1, W, W3, A1, 2, a3, t1,t,t3) € R2 such
that for every i = 1,2, 3: z;,w;,a; € [0,1] and ¢; € [—1,1]. We say that a configuration c is
a feasible configuration if it can be realized by vectors in a feasible solution to SDP (as the
following definition states).
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» Definition 12. A configuration c = (x1,xa, T3, w1, Wa, W3, 1, g, 3,11, ta, t3) € [0,1]% x
[—1,1]2 is called a feasible configuration if there are vectors y., y2, y2, yL, v2, y2 and yy
satisfying:

1. The vectors yL, y2, y3, yi, y2, y3 and yy satisfy Constraints (2) to (6) in SDP.

2.z = I¥il%, wi = Y817 and a; = ¥, - yi, Vi=1,2,3.

3. t; = (a; — zqw;)/((w; — x2) (w; — w?))V/?, Vi =1,2,3.

The vectors yL, y2, y2, yi, y2, y3 and yy are called a realization of c. The set of all feasible
configuration is denoted by C.

We note that there is some redundancy in the above definition. First, we can reduce the
dimension of the configuration by two simply by substituting x3 with 1 — z; — 22 and w3
with 1 —w; —wsy. Second, we can remove ¢y, to and t3 (or a1, ae and ag) since each t; (or «y)
can be derived from all the parameters excluding ¢, ¢, and t3 (or excluding aq, ag, and as).
In Lemma 21, we give a characterization of C after projecting out ¢, s, t3. This description
consists of linear constraints and we utilize the description for our computer-assisted proof.
For simplicity of the analysis, we will keep all the parameters.

Let us now define two functions over C. The first function f, given a feasible configuration
c € C, returns the probability that Algorithm 1 cuts an edge whose associated vectors are a
realization of c¢. Formally, following Lemma 11:

flo21-2 3 [Ft«m (@r), wrn) + Tepry (1= a1y, L = wan)) -

Tr(2) W (2) Tr(2) W (2)
Ar, (1= - r , .
( tr(2) ( 1= a0, l—wﬂ(1)> + 1o (1—$7r(1) 1—wﬂ(1)>>]

The second function g, given a feasible configuration ¢ € C, returns the contribution to

the objective of SDP of an edge whose associated vectors are a realization of c. Formally,
following (1):

g(c)él—al—ag—ag.

It is important to note that both f and g can be evaluated for every configuration ¢ €
[0,1]° x [~1,1]® which might not be necessarily feasible. However, for such a (non feasible)
configuration ¢, f(c) and g(c) lose their “meaning”.

To lower bound the value of the solution {C1,Ca,C5} Algorithm 1 outputs, we introduce
the following;:

ve i { S} 1o

Clearly, from the above definition of u, the value of the output {Cy,Cy, Cs} of Algorithm 1
is at least: u- OPTgpp > - OPT (where the inequality follows from Lemma 5 which states
that SDP is a relaxation). Hence, if the output {Cy,Ca, C35} of Algorithm 1 was perfectly
balanced, i.e., |C1| = |C2| = |C3| = n/3, Algorithm 1 would achieve an approximation of y to
the MAX-3-SECTION problem. In what follows we show that one can re-balance {C1, Cs, Cs}

without a significant loss in the value of the solution. Thus, our goal is to lower bound p.

For now, as formally proving the exact value of p is a challenging task, we state the following
conjecture that follows from numeric estimation of u.

» Conjecture 13. p > 0.8192.

11
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Assuming the above conjecture regarding p (Conjecture 13), there are two things that
are left in order to conclude the analysis of our algorithm. First, we show that if the solution
Y to SDP is independent (as in Definition 7 and Lemma 8 ) then with a sufficiently high
probability every cluster C; is close to the desired size of n/3. This gives rise to the following
Definition 14 and Lemma 15. Second, we show that a solution {C7, C2,C3} that is close to
being perfectly balanced can be efficiently re-balanced without a significant loss in its value.
The latter is summarized in Lemma 16.

» Definition 14. A partition {C1,C2,C3} of a graph on n nodes is e-unbalanced if for every
i=1,2,3:
n
3
» Lemma 15. LetY bea %-independent solution to SDP where t = Q(e~'®), and {C1, Co, C3}
be the partition that Algorithm 1 outputs on Y. Then for every i = 1,2,3 it holds that:

(1—e) < |Ci| < §(1+s).

Pr{||C;| —n/3| > %"] <e.

Next, we show that such unbalanced partition can be balanced without a large loss in
the objective. That is, we present an algorithm that given a e-unbalanced partition, finds in
polynomial time a balanced partition with small loss in the objective, in expectation.

» Lemma 16. There is a polynomial-time algorithm that given a e-unbalanced partition
{C1, Cs, C3} with value A = |6(Cy, Ca)| + |6(C2, C3)| + |6(C1, Cs)| finds a balanced partition
{C1,C%, C%} with expected value E[A'] > (1 — 2¢)A.

The proofs of Lemma 15 and Lemma 16 appear in Appendix B. We combine these lemmas
and prove the following result.

» Theorem 17. For every constant € > 0, there exists a polynomial-time approximation
algorithm for MAX-3-SECTION, that runs in time no(p‘”y(g_l)), achieving an approximation
of (1—2)(1i — O(c)).

Proof. Let ¢ > 0 be a constant, and ¢ an integer satisfying ¢ = Q(e~'®). Lemma 8 shows
that we can compute in polynomial time a solution Y to SDP that is %—independent with
only an additive loss of 1/¢ in the objective. We repeatedly apply Algorithm 1 to round
the above Y until we obtain a solution {C7,Cy,Cs} that is e-unbalanced, and then apply
Lemma 16 to re-balance it an obtain our final output.

Let us now analyze the approximation guarantee of the above algorithm. First, It follows
form Lemma 15 and a simple union bound over the three clusters that with a probability
of at least 1 — 3¢, applying Algorithm 1 to round the above solution Y yields a clustering
{C4,Cs,C5} that is e-unbalanced (as in Definition 14). Let us denote by A the event that
{Cy, Cy, O3} is e-unbalanced. Hence, Pr[A] > 1 — 3¢ and Pr[A] < 3. Moreover, as before,
let us denote by A the value of the solution {C,Cs, C5}. Thus, the expected value of this
solution conditioned on it being e-unbalanced is at least:

E[A] — Pr[A] - E[A]A]
Pr[A]

The inequality follows from the facts that: (1) E[A|A] < (3/2) - OPT (since A < m and

OPT > (2/3)m); (2) E[A] > u-OPTgpp_p (definition of x (10)); and (3) Pr[A] < 1,Pr[A4] <

3e. We note that OPTspp_g > OPTgspp — gl® > OPT — ¢!8. Hence,

E[A]A] > OPT(u — O(e)).

18)

9
E[A|A] = > 41 OPTspp_n — gopT.

Applying Lemma 16 concludes the proof. |
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Moreover, in Observation 34 in the appendix we present a configuration ¢ that has a
ratio of chég = 0.8192, hence that is an upper bound on .

4.1 Towards Estimating ; via a Computer Assisted Proof

For our computer assisted proof, we consider a slightly different version of 1 which speeds
up our code. Consider the following, for some fixed ¢’ > 0:

@2 inf {f(c) } (11)

ceC,g(c)>s" | g(c)

The following lemma shows the loss we incur when using i/ rather than p is bounded.

» Lemma 18. Let {Cy,Cs,C3} be the output of Algorithm 1 when run on a solution Y to
SDP 1 with objective value SDPvyay,. Then we have that

6/
B[(C, Ca)| +16(Cs, )l + 15(C2, Ca)] = (1= 5rr s ) - SDPua,
The following theorem summarizes the approximation guarantee when p’ is used instead
of u.

» Theorem 19. For any constant € > 0, there is an algorithm that outputs a partition of the
vertex set {C1, Ca, C3} with |Cy| = |Ce| = |C3| satisfying,

/

E[|6(C1, C2)|+16(C1, C3)| +10(C2, C3)[] > (1 —2¢) (1 b

with an expected run-time of n®1/).

Proof. First we use Lemma 8 to get a %—independent solution Y for ¢t = Q(e 1®). Let
OPTspp_pg denote the objective value of this solution. Next we run Algorithm 1 on Y and
repeat until it outputs sets C], C%, C% that are e-unbalanced. We note that by Lemma 15
(C1,C%, C4) is not e-unbalanced with probability at most 3¢, so we run Algorithm 1 at most
1/3e times in expectation. Since Cf, C4, C4 are e-unbalanced, applying the random shifting
of Lemma 16 to C1, C%, C4 we get C1, Ca, Cs satisfying

E[|6(C1, C2)|+[0(Cy, Cs)[ +16(Ca, Ca)l] = (1=26)E[|6(C1, C2)|+10(C, Ca) +16(Ca, C3)l,

From Lemma 18 we have,

!

E[S(C Ca)l +18(C1, Ca)| + 16(Ca, Col) = (1~ 20) (1= 55 ) WOPTspen.

Then applying second item of Lemma 8 gives us that OPTspp_yg > OPTspp — 0(63/2) since
we set t = Q(e18). <

5 Computer Assisted Proof

The goal of this section is to lower bound y’. We use a branch and bound procedure to lower

u' and which gives a guarantee for the approximation factor of our algorithm (Theorem 19) .

We recall the definition of p/

W= cec,igr(lcf:)zal {ggz)) } ' (12)

The following claim gives a simple, yet useful, bound on the probability that our rounding

algorithm will separate two vertices in the graph.

13
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> Claim 20. Let u,v € V, let z; = |ly’]|* and w; = [|y¢||* for i = 1,2,3 and c be a
configuration corresponding to this pair. Then it holds that

|21 — wi| + |22 — wa| + |23 — ws]
> .

(@) .

We characterize the configuration space C which we will consider in the computer assisted
proof.

» Lemma 21. Let ¢ = (z1, x2, T3, w1, Wa, W3, A1, 2, 3, t1,l2,t3) € C. Then c satisfies the
following:
1. 21 + 29+ 23 =w; +ws +w3 = 1.
2. 0 < «; < minf{a;,w;} foralli=1,2,3.
3. max{0, 25 — ag + a1 — wi,wy —as + a3 — 21} < min{wy — ag, 23 — a3, T2 + T3 — w1 +
a) —ag — agl.
4. t; = % forie [3].
We define the following two polytopes which we will consider when verifying bounding 1’
These polytopes help us to speed up the branch and bound procedure.
1. S & {(x1, 2, T3, w1, W, W3, a1, A2, a3, L1, ta, t3)|x1 < min(ze, wyi, ws, w3, x3), 12 < 3}
2. £ {c = (z1, 72,23, W1, Wwa, w3, 01, 2, 3, 1, t2, t3) } such that

3
T; — W;
> % < pgle),g(c) > §'}.
=1

The following claim shows why we can restrict to configurations in S and follows from
the symmetry of f,g.
> Claim 22. Let ¢ € C —S. Then there exists ¢/ € C NS such that f(c) = f(¢’) and
g(c) = g(c’).
Then Claim 22 and Claim 20 imply the following.
> Claim 23. If infeecnsne % > p then u’ > p.

Proof. By Claim 22 we get the following: p' = infcee g(c)>or ggg = infeeens,g(e) > %.
f(e)

Assume for contradiction that p' = mincecns,g(c)>sr o < P Then Ic¢’ € C N S with

g(c’) > ¢’ and gg:; < p. We have that ¢’ ¢ £ otherwise g(c’) > p by the assumption of the

lemma. Then by definition of &, Zle w > pg(c’), but this is a contradiction by Claim
20 since f(c/) > 320, % > pg(c). <

Thus our goal for the computed assisted proof is to show infccensne % > p for some value
of p. Given 12 intervals (I1,..., I12) we define the following polytopes to divide our feasible

region into hypercubes. Consider the following polytope,
P(I17...,112) = (Il X IQ X I12)OC.

Note that intervals I; correspond to possible values of z; for j € [3], intervals I3, Iy, I5
correspond to values of wy,ws,ws, intervals I, I, Iy correspond to values of ay,as,as,
and intervals I, I11, 112 correspond to tq,to,t3. Our computer assisted proof enumerates
I, ..., I3 so that the union of all P(Iy,...,I12)NSNE covers CNSNE. For each I4,..., 119
we show one of the following three:
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1. P(Il,...7_[12) NSNé&E= [Z)

infeep(r,,...12)nsNe % > p.

3. Divide (I,...,I12) into a collection U whose union equals (I1,...,I12) so that each
(I1,...,I15) € U satisfies one of the first two items.

which implies the hypothesis of Claim 23. The third item is the branching step and the first

two items are how we eliminate branches. For our computer assisted proof we will only consider

N

T1,Ta, Wi, Wws,t1,ta, t3 as independent variables. The remaining variables ws, x3, a1, asg, as
will always take values wg = 1 —wy — w2, 13 = 1 — 1 — 22, o = Tw; +t;\/(z; — 22)(w; — w?)
for i € [3]. Our algorithm runs in stages. In the first stage we use an LP to eliminate
hypercubes. The first stage works as follows,

1. Enumerate all Z = (Iy,. .., I12) such that |[;| = n; for j € {1,2,4,5} and |I;| = 1 for j =
10,11, 12 that the union of all (Iy, I, I3, Iy, I1o, I11, I12) covers the region [0, 1]* x [—1,1]3.
Note that intervals I5, I, I7 can be determined by the bounds on the other intervals, I;
such that j ¢ {5,6,7}. This follows since bounds on z;, w;, ¢; imply bounds on «; because
a; = tiy/(v; — 22)(w; — w?) + z;w;. Similarly, I3, Ig are determined by Iy, I and Iy, I
respectively since x3 =1 — 21 — 22 and wg =1 — wy; — wo.

2. For each hypercube Z enumerated in the previous step, check that P(Z) N E NS contains
a feasible point by solving an LP. If yes, save Z for further processing.

Partial Derivatives

A crucial ingredient of the branch and bound procedure is to obtain a lower bound on the
function f(c) for any configuration ¢ € Z in any cube. This we do by computing f(c*) for
some well chosen ¢* € 7 and then using bounds on the partial derivatives to infer a bound
f(c) for all other ¢ € Z. A tight bound on partial derivatives ensures a smaller branch and
bound tree. We detail the partial derivatives and bounds thus obtained now. Previously, we
defined the notion of configuration and the function f as a function of 12 variables. Since
we only consider (z1, za, wy, wa, t1, ta,t3) as variables we have aa—jg = aégg = % =0and f,g
are functions of 7 independent variables. We recall the definition of f

1
flawant) =1 =< > [th) (Zr(1)s Wa (1)) + Tty (1= 21y, 1 = wagry) -

: (Ftw(2> (1 - @) 71 - il ) +Ftw(2) ( e ) D) )) .
1-— l’ﬂ.(l) 1-— wﬂ(l) 1-— Iﬂ.(l) 1-— wﬁ(l)

Moreover, for our use we can assume that the domain of fis0 < z;+xz2 < 1,0 < wi;+ws <1,
ay, a9, a3 € [0,1] and ¢y, t9,t3 € [—1,1]. In the following, we are going to prove bounds on
the partial derivatives of f(z,w, a,t) with respect to z;, w; and ¢;.

» Lemma 24. For each (x,w,a,t) in the domain of configuration, the following bounds on
the partial derivatives of f hold:
1. %f(m,w,a,t) <0, fori=1,2,3.
2. |6%if(x,w,a,t)| < g — %(1 —x3_4), fori=1,2.
3. |52 flw,w, b)) < 5 — (1 —wsy), fori=1,2.
The proof of the lemma is technical and appears in appendix C. We now have the following

claim that gives a lower bound on all configurations in the hypercube as compared to the
point m in it.
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> Claim 25. Let Z be a hypercube and Q £ P(Z)NSNE. Let m € R'2 be a point where the
coordinates corresponding to x1,xs,ws, we are the midpoints I, I, I, Is respectively and
the last 3 coordinates corresponding are t1, {9, 3 which are the upper bounds of I1g, I11, I12.
Then the following holds,

2

min BT 2 fm) - o Y Y6 (- m)E - )

c=(z1,...,t1,t2,t3)€Q sefmw} im1
, =

» Lemma 26. Let Z,m, Q be defined as in Claim 25. Then mineego % > pif,

1 2 N
flm) — 2 Ze%;w} ;(5 ~(1-%5))(F — z) > pmaxg(e)

where Z;, z; for z € {w,x} are the upper and lower bounds given by their corresponding
interval in T.

Proof. We use the fact that f is non-increasing in ¢; and Claim 25 to get,

~ > i T o
gélgf((:) o C:(ﬂil,aizf?,lgﬂfzis)egf(xl 2 b 3)
2
1 N /—
> f(m) - = YD B-(-zmm)(E - )
ze{z,w} i=1

The first inequality follows since f is non-increasing in ¢, a by Lemma 24. The third inequality
follows by Claim 25. Thus by the inequality in the lemma and the relation above, we have
shown: mineeco f(c) > pmaxceg g(c). <

Now we describe the final stage of the experiment which eliminates all remaining cubes
from the first stage.

1. For all remaining hyper cubes Z from stage 1 run the following steps until all cubes are
eliminated.

2. Split the intervals I, I, Iy, I5 corresponding to x1, za, w1, we into halves to get 16 smaller
sub-hypercubes (I1,..., I}, I10, I11, [12). We note that this also tightens the intervals
corresponding to x3,ws, ay, ag, as. Check if each smaller hypercube has a feasible point
in P(Iy,...,15, 1o, I11, T12) NS N E. If yes, then the sub-hypercube can be eliminated.

3. Otherwise, verify if the inequality in 26 holds. If yes, the sub-hypercube can be eliminated.

4. Otherwise, split the ¢, o, t3 intervals into halves to get 8 sub-hypercubes
' =(1y,..., 1§, Iy, 11y, I15). This also tightens the intervals for ay, ag, ag. Check if each
smaller hypercube 7' has a feasible point in P(Z') NS NE. If yes, then the sub-hypercube
can be eliminated.

5. Otherwise, split the sub-hyper cube into 16 smaller hyper-cubes using Step 2. Repeat
Steps 2-5 until all sub cubes are eliminated.

We ran this branch and bound procedure with p = 0.80, 4" = 0.01 giving a final approximation

of 0.795.

6 Max-k-Section

Our algorithm for Max-3-Section can be generalized for larger number of sections in the
following way. For a natural number k£ > 4, one can write a similar SDP formulation, where
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each node v € V has k vectors y},...,y¥ with similar constraints and objective for the SDP
for Max-3-Section: maximize » , 1ep(1— Zle v’ - y?). The rounding algorithm will
work in a similar way. For example, we consider £ = 4. We draw a random permutation 7 in
S* and three random gaussian vectors g1, g2, g3 with coordinates independently distributed
by N(0,1). Then, we define Sr(1) and S;(3) in the same way like in the algorithm for
MAX-3-SECTION. Next, we define

Sr(3z) = {u eV:zl®.gy>a7! (1 - lya |2 ) }
1—[lya® 2 — [lya®)2

and the four clusters in the output will be Cﬂ(l) = Sﬂ(l), Cﬂ(g) = Sr(2) \ S.,T(l), Cﬂ(g) =
Sr3) \ (Sr2) USr1y) and Crgy = V' \ (Sr(1) U Sr2) U Sr(3))- Then, for any constant k, we
can claim that with high probability the solution is concentrated and can be re-balanced,
similarly to Lemma 15 and Lemma 16.

Our goal now is to bound the approximation factors that these algorithms achieve, for each

k. As we discussed in the previous sections, computing the worst approximation guarantee,
or even bounding it analytically is not an easy task. For k = 3, we used the branch and
bound algorithm and presented a lower bound on the approximation ratio. For larger values
of k, the computer-assisted proof method becomes computationally harder. However, one
possible approach is to try and give a numerical estimation for the approximation factor. We
will do that in the following way: for each k, one can write an optimization problem over k2
variables that represent the inner products y?, -yJ, for each 4, j € [k], or as we denoted before,
a feasible configuration. Then, we wish to minimize the ratio of the probability that u,v are
separated and the contribution of the edge {u, v} to the SDP, which is 1 — Zle vy -yl. To
solve that optimization problem, we use Matlab and the fmincon functionality which can
find a local minimum for this optimization problem, but only a local minimum. Therefore,
we repeat the experiment for numerous random starting points in the feasible region. The
results of the numerical estimations of the approximation for k = 3,4,5 are presented in
Conjecture 3.

We note that given a configuration of vectors y.,y2,y> yl y2,y> that has a ratio of
p between the separation probability and the contribution of the edge (u,v) to the SDP
solution for Max-3-section, one can construct a configuration for max-4-section by adding
two zero vectors y4,y2. That configuration will have the same contribution for the SDP
for max-4-section, and the separation probability will also be the same, even though the
algorithm admits four sections. Therefore, in that way of analysis, the approximation ratio
of our algorithm can only decrease as k increases. However, our numerical estimations show
that for £ < 5, the approximation is not worse than 0.8192. In addition, we note that the
simple algorithm that returns a random balanced k-partition achieves a 1 — % approximation,
hence for k = 3,4, 5 our algorithm surpasses it.

%
u

—— References

1  Gunnar Andersson. An approximation algorithm for max p-section. In STACS 99: 16th
Annual Symposium on Theoretical Aspects of Computer Science Trier, Germany, March 46,
1999 Proceedings, pages 237—247. Springer, 2002.

2 Per Austrin, Siavosh Benabbas, and Konstantinos Georgiou. Better balance by being biased:
A 0.8776-approximation for max bisection. ACM Trans. Algorithms, 13(1):2:1-2:27, 2016.

3 Etienne De Klerk, Dmitrii Pasechnik, Renata Sotirov, and Cristian Dobre. On semidefinite
programming relaxations of maximum k-section. Mathematical programming, 136(2):253-278,
2012.

17



18

An Improved Approximation Algorithm for the Max-3-Section Problem

4  Etienne de Klerk, Dmitrii V Pasechnik, and Joost P Warners. On approximate graph colouring
and max-k-cut algorithms based on the O-function. Journal of Combinatorial Optimization,
8:267-294, 2004.

5  Zvi Drezner and G. O. Wesolowsky. On the computation of the bivariate normal integral.
Journal of Statistical Computation and Simulation, 35(1-2):101-107, 1990.

6  Uriel Feige and Michael Langberg. The rpr2 rounding technique for semidefinite programs.
Journal of Algorithms, 60(1):1-23, 2006.

7  Alan Frieze and Mark Jerrum. Improved approximation algorithms for max k-cut and max
bisection. Algorithmica, 18(1):67-81, 1997.

8 Daya Ram Gaur, Ramesh Krishnamurti, and Rajeev Kohli. The capacitated max k-cut
problem. Mathematical Programming, 115:65-72, 2008.

9  Michel X Goemans and David Williamson. Approximation algorithms for max-3-cut and other
problems via complex semidefinite programming. In Proceedings of the thirty-third annual
ACM symposium on Theory of computing, pages 443-452, 2001.

10  Michel X Goemans and David P Williamson. Improved approximation algorithms for maximum
cut and satisfiability problems using semidefinite programming. Journal of the ACM (JACM),
42(6):1115-1145, 1995.

11  Eran Halperin and Uri Zwick. A unified framework for obtaining improved approximation
algorithms for maximum graph bisection problems. Random Structures € Algorithms, 20(3):382—
402, 2002.

12 Richard M Karp. Reducibility among combinatorial problems. Complezity of Computer
Computations, 1972.

13  Subhash Khot, Guy Kindler, Elchanan Mossel, and Ryan O’Donnell. Optimal inapproximability
results for MAX-CUT and other 2-variable csps? SIAM J. Comput., 37(1):319-357, 2007.

14 Ai-fan Ling. Approximation algorithms for max 3-section using complex semidefinite pro-
gramming relaxation. In Combinatorial Optimization and Applications: Third International
Conference, COCOA 2009, Huangshan, China, June 10-12, 2009. Proceedings 3, pages 219-230.
Springer, 2009.

15 Alantha Newman. Complex semidefinite programming and max-k-cut. In SIAM Symposium
on Simplicity in Algorithms, 2018.

16 Prasad Raghavendra and Ning Tan. Approximating csps with global cardinality constraints
using SDP hierarchies. In SODA, pages 373-387. STAM, 2012.

17  Yinyu Ye. A .699-approximation algorithm for max-bisection. Mathematical Programming,
90(1):101-111, Mar 2001.

A Missing Proofs from Section 3

Proof of Lemma 6. Consider the product (yL +y2 +y2) - (yL +y2 +y3). It follows from
Constraints 4 and 5 that this product equals 1. Thus, y. +y2 +y?3 is a unit vector. Moreover,
Constraints 3 and 4 give that y-(y.,+y2+y>) = 1. Since yg is also a unit vector (Constraint
2), they must be the same vector. |

B Missing Proofs from Section 4

Proof of Claim 10. We observe that Pr[X > ® (1 — ¢;),Y > ®71(1 — ¢o)] = Pr[X <
-0 (1 —q1),Y < —®71(1 - go)] since (X,Y) has the same distribution as (—X, —Y). The
fact that —®~1(z) = ®~1(1 — ), Va € [0, 1], concludes the proof. <

Proof of Lemma 18. For each edge e = {u,v} in the graph let ¢, denote the configuration
corresponding to that edge determined by the SDP solution Y. Let Es = {e € El|g(c.) > ¢'}.
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For a set S C E we denote g(S) = > .g9(ce) and f(S) = > .4 f(ce). Then g(E) =
SDPVAL and f(E) = E[|(5(Cl702)| + |§(01,Cg,)| + ‘(5(02,03)”

Now we show that |E,| < %. This follows since g(E) > 2|E| so we have,

2 — — _
3Bl < g(E) = g(Eo) + g(Ey) < |E| + '|E| = [E| = (1= 0")|Ey].

The second inequality follows since g(c.) < 1 for all e € E and g(c.) < §’ for e ¢ E;. Now
we conclude the proof using this fact since

f(E) > f(Es)
> 1 g(Es) = i/ (g(E) — g(Ey))
/ _ s |
> 4(g(E) — §|E)) > ( 1—5'))
2ot (o8 - 05 2 ) = (1 ~ 3 SO

The second inequality follows by the definition of ', the fourth inequality follows from the
upper bound on the size of E;, and the last inequality follows since %|E | < g(E). <

Proof of Lemma 15. Fix i and let R}, denote the random variable that indicates that vertex
u is assigned to part i. Let P* £ 13> Rl We have |C;| = nP® where C; is the set of
vertices assigned to part ¢ by Algorithm 1.

For every i = 1,2,3 and v € V, it follows from Lemma 9 that Pr[v € C;] = Pr[R} = 1] =
4 3. Hence,

1 ) 1 ) 1
Pl == 1] 712 P
veV veV
where the last equality follows from Constraint (7) of SDP. Let us now bound the variance

of P

1 1
Var[P'] = — | > Var[R{]+2 ) Cov(R!, ) | < o + Z Cov(Rl, R).  (13)
uFv

ueV uFv

The inequality in (13) follows since:

> Var[R{]= ) E[R{] - ) E[R{*< Y E[RI]=) Iyil*=7

ueV ueV ueV ueV ueV

where the last equality above follows again from Constraint (7) of SDP. Let us now focus on
the second term in (13):

Cov(Ri,R!) = Pr[R! =1, R} = 1] — Pr[R! = 1] - Pr[R! =1].
We require the following claim which follows from [2].

> Claim 27. Let (X,Y) be a standard bi-variate gaussian with correlation p. Then for every
q1,92 € [05 1]

Lp(1—q1,1—¢q2) < (1—-q1)(1 - g2) + min{2|p|,q1 (1 — g2), q2(1 — q1)}-
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Proof. We have that I'y(1 —¢1,1 —¢2) < (1 —¢1)(1 — g2) + 2|p| which is shown in Lemma 2.7
of [2]. Next we have I';(1 —¢1,1 —¢2) < min{l —gq;,1—g2}. Then the claim follows from the
factthat 1 —go=(1—-q1)(1—q@)+q(l—g)and 1—gg = (1—-q1)(1—q2) + ¢2(1 —q1). <«

We also require the following claim for our proof. Recall that for every vertex u € V' and
i =1,2,3, the vector Z! is the unscaled component of y?, in the direction orthogonal to yy,

ie., z, = Ilyil? - lyil*z.

> Claim 28. For every u,v € V and any i € [3], Pr[R, =1, R} = 1] < zyw; + % Z?:j |ZJ, -
Al

Proof. Without loss of generality, we show the inequality for i = 1 and by symmetry the
proof follows for ¢ = 2,3. First we condition the permutation 7 and look the following three
cases: (1) =1,7(2) = 1,7(3) = 1. For each case the probability contribution is,
1. %Ftl (1171, wl)
2. %I‘tg(l —1'27]. wQ)Ftl(ﬁ, 1w11U2) + %Ft3(1 —LE371 UJ3)Ft1(1 ;3, 1“2}3)
3. il (1= o, 1 —wa)Ty, (1 — )+ §0t (1= 23,1 —w3)Tp, (1 — £22-,1— 12-)
= %th( x2>1_w2)rt3(ﬁa 1— w2)+ FtS( — 3,1 — w3)rt2(ﬁa 1w11u3)
Let R;,Y; ~ N(0,1) with Cov(R;,Y;) = t; for i = 1,2,3. The first case follows since 7(1) =1
with probability 1/3 and u,v go in C; if Ry > ®~1(1 —x1),Y; > ®~1(1 — w;). For case two,
with 1/6 probability the m(1) = 2,7(2) = 1. Then for both u,v to go in C; they cannot go to
Sr(1) = S2 and must go to Sy = S1 (which are independent events). The vertices u,v do
not go to Srq) = Sy if Ry < L1 —29), Yo <O 11 —wy) which occurs with probability
Ty, (1—x2,1—ws). Then, u,v go to Cy if X7 > 1—— Y1 >
gives the probability for when 7(1) = 3,7(2) = 1. For the third case w1th 1/6 probability
m(1) = 2,7(2) = 3 and u,v go to C; if they do not go to both Sr(1y,Sr2) which are
independent events. The vertices u,v do not go to Sr(1) = S2 with probability Iy, (1—29,1—
wo) and do not go to Sr(2) = S3 with probability I', (1— 1= =, ) A similar calculation
follows for when m(1) = 3,7m(2) = 2. Let m; = min{2|t;|, z; (1 wl) wz(l - xl)} fori=1,2,3
and my = min{2|t1 T3 Towg? Tog Tog b 6 = mm{2|t3|’ Ty Tows Touy Togg o
min{2|ta|, 1= L 17”12%, 1“’11”3 = Is}’ and my = min{2[t;|, 1~ L 1“’3)3, 1’”1103 = TJ} Applying the

upper bounds from Claim 27 on I" each term is at most
1. %(xlwl +mq)

2. 3 (((1 = 22) (1 = w2) + ma) (=Bt + ma) )+ 4 (1= 23)(1 = ws) + ms) (=28

3. % (((1 —x2)(1 — wa) +ma) ((1_;23% + m5))+% (((1 —x3)(1 —w3) +m3) (%
We show the following four bounds which we use to simplify the above expression,

— w2

(1 — .’1?2)(1 — wg)m4 S mq

(1 — $2)(1 — ’lUQ)ms S ms

(1 — 1‘3)(1 — wg)mg S mo

4. (1 —z3)(1 —ws)mrz < my.
We observe that (1—x3)(1—ws)my = min{2|t; |(1—22)(1—w2), z1ws, w3} < min{2|t1|, 21 (1—
wy ), w1 (1 —21)} = my which follows since (1 —22)(1 —wq) < 1,ws < 1—wq, and 23 < 1—a;.
A similar calculation can be used to show the remaining three items. Applying these upper
bounds and summing the three cases we get

my ma 1wy maingy my m3 T1wy
U T S A ) —wa) 6 6 6 (1—a5)—ws)
mamry ms3 m2 T1wW1 mamms m2 m3 T1W1 ms3ime

6 "6 6 l-m)l-w) 6 6 "6 U-wml-ws 6
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Then using the fact that z;/(1 — z;) <1 and w;/(1 —w;) <1 for i # j and simplifying we
get that the last expression is at most

maMmay msmry maomms msme 2m 7

2m 7
Tiwy + —— +7+7+ + + + <ziwi + —F— Jr —-mo + —Mmg3.

3 2 2 6 6 6 6 3 6

The last inequality follows since my < 2|t1| < 2, my < 2, my < 2, and mg < 2. We now
show that for i € [3], m; < 2|z, - 2|'/? which will finish the proof. We use the fact that
|28, - 7| = |t:|\/7;(1 — w;)y/w;(1 — ;) which implies that at least one of the following holds
L |t <z, -z,

2. (1 —w;) < |2, -2 >3

3. wi(l—ay) < |2, - 21 /3.

Since one of these holds and m; = min{2|¢,|, z;(1 — w;), w;(1 — x;)} we get that

i 11/3

m; < max{(2|z,, - 7,|"/%, |2}, - 7/} = 2|2, - 7}

where the last inequality follows since 0 < |Z¢, - z¢| < 1. <

Using the above we prove the following:
Now Claim 28 implies that:

Cov(R,, R,) = E[R;, R,] — E[Ri] B[R]

< llyul3llyaliz + ZI Zo, 2 = yul3 Ny 3

3

7 T F5
S PR

i=1
Now, Lemma 5.5 [16] implies the following claim in our notation.
> Claim 29. For all u # v € V, we have that Cov(R, RY) < 81, (X, Xu)Y6.

Proof. By Fact 4.3 in [16] we have that for any i € [3],

1 . . _
I sy lyulllys ) =

Mo, v

(X, X,) = %(Pr[Xu — i, X, = i]=Pt[X, = i| Pr[X, = i])® =

Then by raising each side to the the power 1/6 and taking the average over i = 1,2, 3 we get

5 ~1 1/3
I, 3X21/GZ| w? v|

Mo, v

(Xu7X )1/6

1 i i
> WCOV(R’U’ Ru)
The second inequality follows by Claim 28. <

Now, using the fact that Y is %—independent we obtain that

Euyv[‘[#u,v (Xua Xv)} S

S

where p,,, is the local distribution as given by the SDP solution.
Now, as in [16], we obtain that

1
52

i
v

*Z

21

51

W
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i 1 2 i i
Var[P'] < o+ — > Cov(Ri, R})

uF#v
1 16
116 I X X \1/6
<ot 3 D T (X Xo)
u#v
1
= — 16Eu v I X’u.aX’U 1/6
3 + ol y‘u,'u( )]
1
< oo+ 6By [Ly, (X0, X))
n
1 1 3
< 5o+ 1655 = 0()

The third inequality follows since '/ is concave and the last inequality follows since

t = Q(e7'®). Thus by applying Chebyshev’s Inequality we have that Pr[||C;| — 2| > ] =

PrPi— 1] > 5] < Yaltl < ¢ <

Proof of Lemma 16. Without loss of generality we will assume |C4] < |Ca| < |C3|. We split
the analysis into two cases and in the first case both C5, C35 will have excess vertices. We

have,
n
|C1|:§*m1 0<m; <ne/3
|02|:g+€2 0<es <ne/3
|03|:%+€3 O§62§n6/3

mi = eg + e3.

In this case we will sample a uniformly random set Sy C C with |S3| = e3 and a uniformly
random set S3 C C5 with |S3| = e3. Out new cut will be C] = C1US3US5,C = Cy— S5, C4 =
Cs — S3 which clearly satisfies |C]| = |Cy| = |C3] = §. We observe that the amount of
edges lost in the objective value is |§(S2, C1)|,|d(S3, C1)|, |0(S2,53)|. Next we have that
E[|6(S2, C1)]] = |6(CQ,C1)\£;—2| and E[|0(S3,C1)|] = |(5(03,Cl)\|(‘:;—33| which follows since S, S3
are uniformly random sets. To bound the third term we use, [0(S2,.53)| < |§(S2, C3)| and so
E[|6(S2, S5)|] < E[|d(S2, C3)|] = |6(C4, C3)|ﬁ. Thus the total expected loss is at most

€3 €2 €3 €2
0(C5,Ch) == 4+ — (|6(C2,C3)| + [6(Co, C1)]) <A —— 4+ —
B(Can ol + ey (B(Ca, Cl + 3G, COD < A (162 + 122
which follows since [6(C3,C1)] < A and [6(Cs, C3)| + [6(Ca, C1)| < A. Then we need to

maximize,

+
|Cy| |Gyl

= —9_ =
Cs|  |C |Cs] |C2 3

es ea  |Cs]—n/3 N |Ca] —n/3 n ( 1 1 )

Using Jensen’s inequality and m; < ne/3 we conclude this case since % (ﬁ + |0713\> >
2 _ 2 6 - : - 4\ _ 2A

[T+ 1G] = T, > FpRws] implying that the loss is at most A(2 — Q—Jrﬁ) = 2+: < 2Ae.

In the second case both C7,Cy will have missing vertices and C5 will have all the excess.
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We have,
n
|C’1|:§—m1 0<my <ne/3
|CQ|:%—’ITL2 O§m2§n6/3
|03|=%+€3 0<e3<mne/3

es3 = my + Mmo.

In this case we first sample a set S C C5 of size ez then we sample a uniformly random set
Sy C S of size mg. We set C] = C1 — (S —52),Ch = CyUS2,C = C3 —S. The loss of edges
in the solution is given by §(S2,C3),d(S — Sa,C1). We observe that |§(S2, Ca)| < [0(S, Cy)]
and |6(S — Sa,C1)| < |6(S,Cy)| so we can bound the expected loss by

€3

E[|0(S2, C2)[|[+E[|6(S—S2, C1)[] < E[|6(S, Co)[I+E[[6(S, Ch)l] = \5(03,02)\673+\5(C3,01)\@

|Cs]
and continue with

€3

€3 €3
§(C, )22 118(C5, )2 <A [ 2 ) =a(1-
10(Cs, o)l H10(Cs, AUl <|03|> (

The first inequality follows since |§(C5, C1)| + [6(C3, C2)| < A, the second inequality follows
since |C3] < (1 + ¢), and the third inequality follows since € > 0. <

C Proofs of Partial Derivatives from Section 5

The following derivative is shown by [5].

» Lemma 30. For q1,q2 € [0,1] and p € [—1,1] we have,
1 _ ol tem 22072 (a1)p

gfp(ql,qa) = —F—c¢ 20-p%)
dp 2m+/1 — p2

» Lemma 31. For any (z,w,a,t) in the domain of f , we have that

0
o (x,w,a,t) <0

for eachi=1,2,3.

Proof. Lemma 30 shows %Fii (g1, q2) is non-negative. In addition, we have that %I‘ti (1,92) =
0 for j # i. We notice that f(x,w, a,t) has the following three types of terms: (1) I' terms
with a negative sign, (2) products of two I' terms with negative sign and (3) a constant.
Since T' terms are positive (they are probabilities) and have non-negative derivatives with
respect to t;, the claim follows. |

Now we compute the partial derivative of the cut probability with respect to x; and w;.
We need the following lemma from [2].

» Lemma 32. Let T'y(q1,q2) = Pr[X < &' (q1),Y < &7 (q2)] where Cov(X,Y) = p and
q1,q2 € [0,1] p € [-1,1]. Then we have,

0 (2 ge) = p® ()
%Fp(qh(p) =0 ( 1_ .2 2 > )

" Va1 L YoaA S <Al
31C;| T+e 1+e

23
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Note that it follows from Lemma 32 that a%ll"p(ql, g2) € 10, 1].

» Lemma 33. For any i
1. |8%if(x,w,a,t)\ <3 1l(1—w3y).
2. |aiwif(9c,w,a7t)|§§ (1 — wz—;).

€ {1,2}, we have the following bounds on the partial derivatives:

Proof. Without loss of generality, we will take the partial derivative with respect to x;.
We will consider all possible permutations 7 € S® separately. We denote D,(q1,92) :=
%I‘p(ql,qg) whose expression is given in Lemma 32 and we will only use the fact that
0 < D,(g1,q2) < 1 since it is a probability. First, we assume that 7 = (1,2,3). That is,
m(1) =1,7(2) = 2,7(3) = 3. Then the expression in f(z,w, a,t) that corresponds to = is

X w x w
Ft1($17w1)+rt1(1 _‘rlvl _wl) (th(l_icl’ 1 _2wl) +Ft2(1 - 2 1= 1 _2wl )) .

and its derivative is given by,

Dy, (z1,w1) — Dy, (1 — 21,1 — wy) (Ft2(13c1’ T
- - 1

.TQFtl(l—.’El,l—wl) ( Zo w2 )_
(17&81)2 t2 1 1’171711)1

We have that the expression in 14 is in the range [—2 4 23,2 — 23]. These bounds follows
since
1. 0 < Dy (zq,w1) < 1.

2.0< Dy (1— 21,1 —wy) (rtz(1 2, 122 ) 4 T, (1 —1%1,1—11“;1)) <1.
3. —1+a; <w(m(“ ) = Dy (1— 1 mll—ﬁ))<1—m3

(1 {L’l)2 1 :El’l w1

The first item follows since D is a probability. The second item follows since I'y, ({22, :22-)+

Iyl — %1 - *2) ¢ [0,1] since by definition of I' these are the sums of disjoint

1711 ) 17’(1)1
probability events and therefore are also probabilities. For upper bound of the third item

we have =251, (1 — 21,1 — wy) <

'y, (1—2z1,1—w;1) < 1—27 and the second inequality follows since zrﬁ =1- m2+zg <1-—xz3.
The lower bound in the third item follows since Dy, (%2, 1#2-)—Dy, (1—1—, 1—7%2-) > —1
1 w1 T w1
and0<w<l—x3.
Next, we consider the permutation 7 = (1,3,2). Since z3 and ws are not in the

configuration, we use x3 = 1 — x7 — 9 and w3 = 1 — w; — wy. Hence the expression that
corresponds to 7 is

1—$1—$2 1—’LU1—’LU2)+F (1 1
t3 - ) -

Ftl(x17w1)+rt1(1_x171_w1) (Ptg( 1 — ) 1 —

which equals to

To wWa T2 w2
r Iy (1— 1-— Iy, (1— 1- Iy, (—— .
t (@1, wi) + Ty (1 — 2, wl)( ta =2y 1_w1)+ td(l—xl’l—w1)>

We observe that this expression is the same as the expression for 7 = (1,2, 3) except ts is
replaced with ¢3. Since t3 and t3 are independent constants in our configuration, the same
bounds for expression 14 hold for the derivative in this case.
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Next, we consider 7 = (2, 1,3). The expression in f that corresponds to 7 is

and its partial derivative with respect to x; is given by

Iy, (1— 22,1~
1o (1 — o, wy) (Dtl(lxl w1 )= Dy, (1 1 1 wy ))

171‘2 7172,17102 _171‘2 _17’LU2

This derivative is the interval [—1,1] since 0 < T4, (1 — 22,1 —ws2) < 1 — 23 < 1 and
-1 < Dy (755, 125;) — D (1 — £255,1 — 15~ < 1 since this is the difference of two
probabilities. The same bounds hold for = = (2,3, 1) since the corresponding expression will

be

x w x w
I, (22, w2) + Ty, (1 — 22,1 — wo) (th(l—gxg’ l —?;Uz) + T, (1 — - _3x2’1 1 —3102 ))

which equals

xr1 w1 1 w1
r Iy, (1— 1-— Iy, (1— 1-—- Iy, (——
tz(x27w2)+ tg( T2, U)Q)( t3( 1_1_27 1_w2)+ t3(1_x271_w2))

and its derivative is the same as (2,1, 3) except ¢; is replaced with ¢3.
Next we consider the permutation 7= = (3,2,1). The expression for 7 is given by

) wo Z2 w2
Iy, (1—21—x9, 1—wy — r r Iy, (1— 1-
(1m0 4T (ot ) (T (2 )T (- 2 )

and the derivative is

To wWoy p) w2
— Dy, Dy (1 — 1— I Ty (1 — 1-—
to (23, w3) + Dy, (1 — 3, w3)( t2(x1+az2’w1+w2)+ ta( P w1+w2))+
xT9 wa

X2 T2 w2
—— T (v1 + 22, w1 +w Dy, (1 — , 1= - D , .
(@1 + x2)? (1 2 2)( ta T1 + 22 w1+w2) tz(ﬂcl + 22wy +w2)>

This derivative is in the range [—2 + 1,2 — x1]. This is true since the following three bounds
hold:

1.0 § Dts(l’g,’wg) § 1.

2. 0< Dyy(1— 35,1 — wy) (Ftl(L wa )y, (1 -T2 ] )) <1.

1+’ witws r1tw2’ w1 twsz

3. *1+5171 S (xlf_iiz)zlﬂ% (931+932,M1+W2) (Dt1(1 — L2 1-— W2 ) — Dtl(*&mﬁi@’ W2 )) S

r1+x2’ w1 twsz w1 twsz
1-— Z1.
The proof of these are similar to the three items proven earlier, except (3613”_712)21}3 (1 +
Zo, w1 +wsy) < s, = 1= - < 1—u;. Finally, we consider the permutation 7 = (3,1,2).
Its expression is
1 w1 1 w1y
T (1—x1—22, 1—wy —wa )+, (21422, w1 +w r , Ty, (1 - ,1—
t5( 1—T2 1—wa)+T; (21422, w1+ 2)( tl(x1+x2 w1+w2)+ t ( 71+ 7o w1—|—w2)>
which equals to
To wWa T2 W2
Iy, (1—21—29, 1—wy—wo )+, (x1 422, w1 +w Iy, (1— ,1— r ,
tB( ! 2 1 2)+ tS( 1+ 2 1+ 2)< tl( x1+x2 w1+w2)+ tl(il?1+l‘2 w1+w2)>

Hence the derivative will be the same as (3,2, 1) except ts is replaced with ¢;. Let D(m) be
the derivative of the expression that corresponds to the permutation 7 = (i, j, k) € S3. We
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sum all bounds and get } s D(m) < 10 — 221 — 223 and ) g5 D(m) > —10 + 22 + 223.
Finally, since

if(x,w,oz,t) = —% Z D(m),

8331 TeS3
it holds that
0 5 1
—_— < =—==(1- .
|axlf(xaw,a7 )|— 3 3( $2)

The rest of the partial derivatives follow from symmetry between z; and zo and symmetry
between x1, o and wq, wo. |

D Missing Proofs from Section 5

Proof of Claim 20. It follows from Lemma 9 that our algorithm preserves marginals. That
is, the probability that u goes to cluster C; is x;. Hence the probability that both u and v
go to cluster C; is at most min{z;,w;}. Therefore,

3
Pr[Algorithm 1 separates u and v] > 1 — Zmin{mi, w; .
i=1
Since ), x; = >, w; = 1, it holds that 1 — >, min{z;, w;} = ), max{x;,w;} — 1. Note
that |z; — w;| = max{x;, w;} — min{x;, w;}, hence 1 3", |z; — w;| is the average between
1=, min{z;,w;} and ), max{x;,w;} — 1, and that concludes the proof. <

Proof of Claim 25. By the Mean Value Theorem, we have for any differentiable function
g:S — R and points a,b € S there exits A € [0,1] such that

9(b) > g(a) — [Vg(ha + (1 - \)b) - (b — a)l.

We use this fact and set g to f, b to the optimizer of the LHS in the lemma, S to Z, and

a=m. Let Aa+ (1 — \)b = (27, 73, 23, w?, w), w}, at, ay, a3, t1, tz, t3). Then we have

of
Bzi

|Z: — 2

2

min flay, . Bt ts) > fm) = Y D |2 (Aa+ (1= M)

c=(x1,...,t1,t2,t3)EQ A
(z1 1,t2,t3) cefmaw) i1

which follows a is the midpoint of variables x1, x2, w1, ws in Z so the distance between
a, b in the marginal variables is at most half the length of their respective intervals in Z. We
note that the partial derivatives with respect to x3,ws are 0 since their values are determined
by 1,22, w1, ws. By Lemma 33 we have that,

DY NS WS WS W S WD W Wl
8f(x17$27$3,w17’(1)27’(1]3,0(1,062,063,t1,t2,t3)

aZi

(1- Zi’})\fi)
3

(1—235)
T

5 5
| <z - <g-
3 3
The last inequality follows since Z is convex so a + (1 — A\)b € Z and the marginal variables
lie in their corresponding intervals of Z. <

Proof of Lemma 21. The last item of the Lemma follows immediately from the last item of
Definition 12. Given c our goal is to see if there exist vectors yl, y2, y3 yl y2 y?3 satisfying
the first two conditions of Definition 12. We define (3 ... 8¢ which will represent the inner
products of y? - yJ for i # j. We note that these variables do not appear in c since we will
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project these variables out (in this Lemma) since they do not contribute f or g and only affect
feasibility of c. Let 81 £ yL-y2, B2 £ yL-y3, Bs £ y2-yl, Ba =y2y2, Bs £ y3-y2, 86 £ yi-y2.
Constraint (4) of SDP 1 and the corollary of Lemma 6 give us constraints on the z, w, a, 8
variables. Consider Q = {(z1, 22, x3, w1, W, w3, a1, a2, a3, 1, B2, B3, Ba, Bs, Be)} the set of
vectors in R that satisfy the following constraints:

wy = a1 + B3+ G5 r1 =01+ B+ B2

wy = P11+ az + B Ty = f3+az+ P4

w3 = P2+ B4+ az 3 = fB5 + fs + a3
3 3

o= wi=1 o1, g, 03, b1, B2, B3, Ba, Bs, B = 0.
i=1 i=1

We define P to be the projection of @ on the first 9 coordinates. That is, a vector
(21,22, T3, w1, wa, w3, a1, a2, 3) € P if and only if there exists f1,..., 86 € R such that
(21,22, 23, w1, W2, W3, a1, A2, 3, B1, B2, B3, Ba, B5, Bs) € Q. Let C[9] be the projection of the
first 9 coordinates of C. Note that C[9] C P, since @ corresponds to the constraints in the
SDP relaxation. We present the necessary constraints of P by eliminating 31, ...,8s. We
start by eliminating 8y using 81 = wy — as — B¢ and get

w1 =o1+ P3+ Bs r1 = a; + (w2 — az — f6) + B2
wg —ag — 620 g = f3+az+ P4
wg = P2+ 1+ a3 3= P5+ B6 + a3
T+ T+ r3=wi +we +wz =1 a1, a2, as, B2, B, Ba, B, B > 0.

Then, we eliminate 83 using 83 = w1 — a1 — B5 and get

wy —ay =5 >0 71 =1+ (w2 — g — fs) + o
wy —ag — P >0 Ty = (w1 — a1 —P5) +az+ Py
wy = P2+ Pa+as T3 = f5+ s + a3
r1+ T2+ x3=w +wy+w3z =1 ai, ag, as, e, Ba, Bs, B = 0.

Next, we eliminate 8o using 82 = x1 — a3 — (ws — s — Bg)

wy—ap—f5>0 T —oy — (w2 — g — f) >0
wg —ag — 6 >0 Ty = (wy — a1 — fB5) +az + P4
wy =1z —ay — (w2 —az — f6) + 4 + az 3 =5+ Ps + a3
r1+ T2+ a3 =w twr+ws=1 ai, ag, ag, Ba, Bs, B > 0.

We eliminate 84 using 84 = 22 — as — (w1 — a1 — B5)

wy —aq —B5 >0 z1—oq — (w2 —ag—f6) >0
wy —ag — B >0 xg —ag — (w1 —a; —f5) >0
wsg =21 — w2 + B¢ + T2 — w1 + B5 + a3 x3 = fB5 + fs + a3

T+ T2 +x3 =w; +we +wz =1 ay,a, a3, 05, 86 > 0.

27



28

An Improved Approximation Algorithm for the Max-3-Section Problem

Finally, we eliminate 85 using 85 = 3 — B¢ — a3 and get

wy —ay — (v3— B —az) >0 Ty — oy — (w2 —ag —fB6) >0
wy —az — 6 >0 Ty — g — (w1 — oy — (23 — s —3)) >0
w3 =T1 — W2 + Ty — w1 + T3 x3 — P —az >0
T+ 22+ 23 =w; +wa +wz =1 ag, g, az, fs > 0.

To sum up, the conditions that we get are:

X +.’£2+.’E3:’LU1 +’lU2+’LU3:]..

0 < a; < min{z;,w;} for all i =1,2,3.

max{0,z3 — ag + a1 — wy,ws — as + a3 — 21} < min{wy — ag, x3 — a3, + T3 — W +
a) —ag — ag}.

W=

<

» Observation 34. The configuration ¢ = (x1, T2, T3, w1, Wa, W3, A1, 2, a3) where

x1 = 0.4146, 25 = 0.0657, 3 = 0.5197,
wy = 0.0657, wy = 0.4146, w3 = 0.5197,
a1 = 0,0(g = 0,053 = 0.0393

admits a ratio of

1e)
[t ~ 0.8192.

» Observation 35. The following configuration admits a ratio of = 0.7192 between the
probability of separation without taking a random permutation on the clusters, and the
contribution to the SDP.

21 = 0.25,29 = 0.25, 73 = 0.5,
wy = 0.25,ws = 0.25, w3 = 0..5,

aq :0,()42 :0,043 =0.
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