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Abstract
Let F be a set-valued mapping from an N-element metric space (M, ρ) into the family of all

closed half-planes in R2. In this paper, we provide an efficient algorithm for a Lipschitz selection
of F, i.e., a Lipschitz mapping f :M→ R2 such that f (x) ∈ F(x) for all x ∈ M. Given a constant
λ > 0, this algorithm produces the following two outcomes: (1) The algorithm guarantees that
there is no Lipschitz selection of F with Lipschitz constant at most λ; (2) The algorithm returns
a Lipschitz selection of F with Lipschitz constant at most 3λ.

The total work and storage required by this selection algorithm are at most CN2 where C is
an absolute constant.
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1. Introduction.

1.1 Main results.
In this paper we study some aspects of the following selection problem formulated by C. Fefferman

[29] (see also [30] and [31, Section 8.7]).

Problem 1.1 Let (M, ρ) be an N-point metric space. For each x ∈ M, let F(x) ⊂ RD be a convex
polytope.

How can one compute a map f : M → RD such that f (x) ∈ F(x) for all x ∈ M, with Lipschitz
norm as small as possible up to a factor C(D)?

This is a big ill-conditioned linear programming problem. Can we do better than just applying
general-purpose linear programming? How does the work of an optimal algorithm scale with the
number of points N?

For this problem we want an efficient algorithm that require a minimal use of computer resources.
In [36] C. Fefferman and B. G. Pegueroles suggested such an algorithm which solves a (general)

version of Problem 1.1 related to the so-called “approximate” m-smooth selections. In this version
the metric space (M, ρ) is an N-point subset E ⊂ Rn, and we allow the point f (x), x ∈ E, to belong to
a certain enlargement of F(x), the set (1 + τ)♢F(x). Here τ > 0 and (1 + τ)♢F(x) denotes the convex
set obtained by dilating F(x) about its center of mass by a factor of (1 + τ).

In the present paper we consider a special case of this result related to C1-selections. Using stan-
dard transitions from C1-functions to Lipschitz functions and back, we can reformulate the main
result of [36] for the case m = 1 in the following equivalent form.

Theorem 1.2 (An Approximate Selection Algorithm [36]) Let n,D, L,N be positive integers and let
M, τ > 0. Let E ⊂ Rn be an N-point set, and let F be a mapping on E which to every x ∈ E assigns
a compact, convex polytope F(x) ⊂ RD. We suppose that each F(x) is defined by at most L linear
constraints. Under these conditions, we produce one of the following two outcomes:

Outcome 1 (“No-Go”): We guarantee that there does not exist a Lipschitz function f : E → RD

with Lipschitz constant at most M such that f (x) ∈ F(x) for all x ∈ E.
Outcome 2 (“Success”): We return a Lipschitz function f : E → RD, with Lipschitz constant at

most γ(n,D)M such that f (x) ∈ (1 + τ)♢F(x) for all x ∈ E.
This Selection Algorithm requires at most CN log N computer operations and at most CN units of

computer memory. Here, the constant C depends only on n,D, L and τ.

Our paper is inspired by this striking result. As the authors of [36] point out, the approach de-
veloped in that paper does not work for the case τ = 0, i.e., for “exact” (rather than “approximate”)
Lipschitz selections.

In our paper, we study the Lipschitz selection Problem 1.1 for the case τ = 0 and D = 2, i.e.,
for the special case of set-valued mappings defined on finite metric spaces and taking values in the
family of all convex polygons in R2.

In what follows, it will be more convenient for us to consider the problem in a somewhat broader
context of pseudometric spaces (M, ρ), that is, we assume that the “distance function” ρ :M×M→
[0,+∞] satisfies

ρ(x, x) = 0, ρ(x, y) = ρ(y, x), and ρ(x, y) ≤ ρ(x, z) + ρ(z, y)

for all x, y, z ∈ M. Note that ρ(x, y) = 0 may hold with x , y, and ρ(x, y) may be +∞. We call a
pseudometric space (M, ρ) finite ifM is finite, but we say that the pseudometric ρ is finite if ρ(x, y)
is finite for every x, y ∈ M.
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Also note that each polygon is the intersection of a finite number of half-planes. This allows us,
instead of Problem 1.1, to study its equivalent version, in which the metric space and the family
of convex polygons are replaced by the pseudometric space and the family HP(R2) of all closed
half-planes in R2.

Let us formulate our main result. By Lip(M) we denote the space of all Lipschitz mappings from
M into R2 equipped with Lipschitz seminorm

∥ f ∥Lip(M) = inf{ λ ≥ 0 : ∥ f (x) − f (y)∥ ≤ λ ρ(x, y) for all x, y ∈ M}.

Hereafter ∥ · ∥ denotes the uniform norm in R2, i.e., ∥x∥ = max{|x1|, |x2|} for x = (x1, x2) ∈ R2.
Let F be a set-valued mapping which to each element x ∈ M assigns a nonempty convex closed

set F(x) ⊂ R2. A selection of F is a map f : M → R2 such that f (x) ∈ F(x) for all x ∈ M. A
selection f is said to be Lipschitz if f ∈ Lip(M).

We introduce the quantity |F|M by letting

|F|M = inf{ ∥ f ∥Lip(M) : f is a Lipschitz selection of F} (1.1)

whenever F has a Lipschitz selection, and we set |F|M = +∞ otherwise.
Thus, we are given a positive parameter λ, an N-element pseudometric space M = (M, ρ) and a

set-valued mapping F :M→HP(R2). We want to either compute a Lipschitz function f :M→ R2

such that f (x) ∈ F(x) onM, with ∥ f ∥Lip(M) ≤ γ λ, or show that there is no Lipschitz selection of F
with Lipschitz constant at most λ. (Here γ > 0 is an absolute constant.)

We want to solve the above problem with an algorithm, to be implemented on an (idealized)
computer with standard von Neumann architecture, able to work with exact real numbers. We hope
our algorithm will be efficient, i.e., it requires few computer operations. (By “operation” we mean
an arithmetic operation (comparison, multiplication, division, addition and subtraction of two real
numbers) or fetching a number from RAM. Also, by “running time” or “work” we mean the number
of computer operations.)

In Sections 1.2 and Sections 3-6 we present and study an algorithm which satisfies all these require-
ments. We call this algorithm the Projection Algorithm. This simple five-step geometric algorithm is
the main object of our study. Its construction involves such basic geometric operations as intersec-
tions of half-planes in R2, rectangular hulls of these intersections, and metric projections onto closed
convex sets (in the uniform norm in R2). See Section 1.2 and Figures 1-4.

Let us formulate the main result of the paper.

Theorem 1.3 The Projection Algorithm receives as input a real number λ > 0, an N-element pseu-
dometric space (M, ρ) and a half-plane F(x) ⊂ R2 for each x ∈ M.

Given the above input, we produce one of the two following outcomes:
• Outcome 1 (“No Go”): We guarantee that there does not exist f ∈ Lip(M) with Lipschitz

seminorm ∥ f ∥Lip(M) ≤ λ such that f (x) ∈ F(x) for all x ∈ M.
• Outcome 2 (“Success”): The algorithm produces a mapping f : M → R2 with Lipschitz

seminorm

∥ f ∥Lip(M) ≤ 3λ (1.2)

satisfying f (x) ∈ F(x) for all x ∈ M.
This algorithm requires at most CN2 computer operations and at most CN2 units of computer

memory. Here C > 0 is an absolute constant.
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Theorem 1.3 implies an analog of Theorem 1.2 (for the case τ = 0 and D = 2) for set-valued map-
pings defined on a pseudometric space and taking values in the family of all convex (not necessarily
bounded) polygons in R2. This is Theorem 6.10 which we prove in Section 6.6.

Remark 1.4 (The efficiency of the Projection Algorithm) Recall, that for Problem 1.1 we want an
efficient algorithm that requires minimal use of computer resources, i.e., the number of computer
operations and the amount of computer memory. Our input data requires at least 3N units of computer
memory for the N half-planes F(x), x ∈ M, and N(N + 1)/2 units for the pseudometric ρ(x, y),
x, y ∈ M, defined on the N-point pseudometric space (M, ρ). In general, we need to read all this
information to produce an optimal Lipschitz selection of F, so any algorithm will require at least
N2/2 computer operations and at least N2/2 units of memory.

Theorem 1.3 above states the Projection Algorithm requires at most CN2 computer operations and
at most CN2 units of computer memory where C > 0 is an absolute constant. From this point of view,
the Projection Algorithm being considered on the family of all N-element pseudometric spaces, is
maximally efficient, i.e., it requires minimal (up to some absolute factor) use of computer resources.

This result leads to another interesting problem: Let (M, ρ) be some special non-trivial N-element
(pseudo)metric space. Under what condition on (M, ρ) can we construct a Lipschitz selection algo-
rithm with significantly fewer computer operations than O(N2) as in Theorem 1.3? For example, let
(M, ρ) be an N-point subset of Rn equipped with the Euclidean metric. Can the projection algorithm
in Theorem 1.3 be replaced by an algorithm that requires at most O(N log N) computer operations
and at most O(N) storage (as in Theorem 1.2 for the Approximate Selection Algorithm [36])? (This
question was formulated by C. Fefferman [30].)

We note that the answer to this question is not clear even in the one dimensional case, i.e., for
set-valued mappings taking values in the family of all closed intervals in R. ◀

Remark 1.5 Recall that in the two dimensional case, Problem 1.1 is the problem of constructing an
efficient algorithm (with minimal use of computer resources) which given an N-element pseudomet-
ric spaceM = (M, ρ) and a set-valued mapping F :M→HP(R2), provides a Lipschitz selection f
of F with Lipschitz seminorm at most γ|F|M. Here γ > 0 is an absolute constant.

Recall that |F|M is defined by (1.1). This definition allows us to reformulate Theorem 1.3 as
follows: given λ > 0 the Projection Algorithm states that either |F|M ≥ λ (the outcome “No Go”) or
the Lipschitz selection f̃ of F produced by this algorithm, has Lipschitz seminorm ∥ f̃ ∥Lip(M) ≤ 3λ
(the outcome “Success”).

Therefore, in this case the following inequality

|F|M ≤ ∥ f̃ ∥Lip(M) ≤ 3λ

holds. Thus, Theorem 1.3 provides a certain (rather efficient) tool for obtaining lower (for the out-
come “No Go”) and upper (for the outcome “Success”) bounds for |F|M. However, this result does
not provide a complete solution to Problem 1.1.

Nevertheless, if we could compute the value of |F|M within some absolute constant γ, and then
apply Theorem 1.3 with λ = γ |F|M, Problem 1.1 would be completely solved. Indeed, in this case,
the Projection Algorithm would provide the outcome “Success” and produce a Lipschitz selection f̃
of F with

∥ f̃ ∥Lip(M) ≤ 3γ |F|M

as required in this problem.
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We study the problem of efficient algorithms for computing the quantity |F|M and related problems
in forthcoming paper [67]. For first results in this direction we refer the reader to [66, Section 6.3].
In particular, in this preprint we present an algorithm which, given an N-element pseudometric space
M = (M, ρ) and a set-valued mapping F : M → HP(R2), computes the value of |F|M (up to an
absolute constant) using work and storage at most C N3 for a universal constant C. ◀

Problem 1.1 is a special case of the general Lipschitz selection problem, which studies the exis-
tence and properties of Lipschitz selections of set-valued mappings from (pseudo)metric spaces into
various families of convex subsets of Banach spaces. This problem can be viewed as a search for a
Lipschitz mapping that approximately agrees with the data.

There is an extensive literature devoted to various aspects of the Lipschitz selection and related
smooth selection problems. Among the many results known so far, let us mention those contained in
papers and monographs [3, 5, 32, 36, 37, 45–47, 56–58, 61–64]. We refer the reader to all these works
and references therein, for numerous results and methods related to this topic..

The Lipschitz selection problem is of great interest in recent years, mainly because of its close
connection with the classical Whitney Extension Problem [70]: Given a positive integer m and a
function f defined on a closed subset of Rn, how can one determine whether f extends to a Cm-
function on all of Rn?

Over the years (since 1934) this problem has attracted a lot of attention, and there is an extensive
literature devoted to this problem and its analogues for various spaces of smooth functions. For a
detailed account of the history of extension and restriction problems for m-smooth functions, as well
as various references related to this topic, we refer the reader to [7,8,25,26,28,31,33,34,44,64] and
references therein.

As an example, let us illustrate the connection between the Lipschitz selection problem and the
Whitney problem for the space C2(Rn). In [8, 60, 62] we showed that the Whitney problem for the
restrictions of C2-functions to finite subsets of Rn can be reduced to a certain Lipschitz selection
problem for affine-set valued mappings. The solution to this special case of the Lipschitz selection
problem given in [61–63] led us to an interesting property of the restrictions of C2-functions, called
by C. Fefferman [26] (for the general case of Cm-spaces) the Finiteness Principle.

This principle allows us to reduce the Whitney problem for C2(Rn)-restrictions to an arbitrary
finite subsets of Rn to a similar problem but for C2(Rn)-restrictions to finite sets consisting of at most
k# = 3 ·2n−1 points. See [60]. In [25], C. Fefferman showed that the Finiteness Principle holds for the
space Cm(Rn) for arbitrary m, n ≥ 1 with a certain constant k# = k#(m, n) depending only on m and n.

Furthermore, in [62] we solved the Lipschitz selection problem for the special case of the line-set
valued mappings in R2 and showed how constructive geometric criteria for Lipschitz selections of
such mappings are transformed into purely analytical descriptions of the restrictions of C2-functions
to finite subsets of the plane.

These close connections between these two problems, the geometric Lipschitz selection problem
and the analytic Whitney extension problem, allow us to transform efficient Lipschitz selection algo-
rithms into efficient algorithms for various extension problems for spaces of smooth functions. Note
also that efficient algorithms for solving Cm-interpolation problems were developed by C. Fefferman
and B. Klartag in [27, 34, 35].
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1.2 The Projection Algorithm: main steps and main properties.

In this section we present a geometric description of the general version of the Projection Algo-
rithm for the family Conv(R2) of all convex closed subsets of R2.

The input data of this algorithm are:
(•1) Two real numbers λ1, λ2 ≥ 0;
(•2) An N-point pseudometric space (M, ρ);
(•3) A set-valued mapping F :M→ Conv(R2).

Let us prepare the ingredients that are needed for this geometric description.

Definition 1.6 Given a constant λ ≥ 0 we define a set-valued mapping F[1][· : λ; ρ] onM by letting

F[1][x : λ; ρ] =
⋂
y∈M

[
F(y) + λ ρ(x, y) Q0

]
, x ∈ M. (1.3)

We refer to the mapping F[1][· : λ; ρ] as the (λ; ρ)-metric refinement of F. If the pseudometric
ρ is clear from the context, we omit ρ in this notation and call the mapping in (1.3) the λ-metric
refinement of F.

Given a convex set S ⊂ R2, we letH[S ] denote the smallest closed rectangle (possibly unbounded)
with sides parallel to the coordinate axes, containing S . We refer toH[S ] as the rectangular hull of
the set S .

By Pr(·, S ) we denote the operator of metric projection onto a closed convex subset S ⊂ R2.
Finally, we let center (·) denote the center of a centrally symmetric bounded set in R2.

The Projection Algorithm 1.7 Given a vector λ⃗ = (λ1, λ2) with non-negative coordinates λ1 and
λ2, a finite pseudometric space M = (M, ρ), and a set-valued mapping F : M → Conv(R2), the
Projection Algorithm which we define below either produces a selection fλ⃗;F of F (the outcome
“Success”) or terminates (the outcome “No go”). This procedure includes the following five main
steps.

STEP 1. At this step we construct the λ1-metric refinement of F, i.e., the set-valued mapping

F[1][x : λ1] =
⋂
y∈M

[
F(y) + λ1 ρ(x, y) Q0

]
. (1.4)

If F[1][x : λ1] = ∅ for some x ∈ M, the algorithm produces the outcome “No go” and terminates.

STEP 2. Let us assume that the above condition does not hold, i.e., for every element x ∈ M the
λ1-metric refinement F[1][x : λ1] is nonempty.

In this case, for each x ∈ M, we construct the rectangular hull of F[1][x : λ1], the set

TF,λ1(x) = H[F[1][x : λ1]]. (1.5)

Thus, TF,λ1 mapsM into the family R(R2) of all rectangles in R2.
See Fig. 1.
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Fig. 1: The second step of the Projection Algorithm.

STEP 3. For every x ∈ M, we construct the λ2-metric refinement of the mapping TF,λ1 , i.e., the
rectangle T [1]

F,λ1
[x : λ2] defined by

T
[1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2] =
⋂
y∈M

[
TF,λ1(y) + λ2 ρ(x, y) Q0

]
. (1.6)

See Fig. 2.

Fig. 2: The third step of the Projection Algorithm.

If
T

[1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2] = ∅ for some x ∈ M,

the algorithm produces the outcome “No go” and terminates.

STEP 4. At this step, we assume that for each x ∈ M the rectangle T [1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2] , ∅. Let
O = (0, 0) be the origin.

We define a mapping gF :M→ R2 by letting

gF(x) = center
(
Pr

(
O,T [1]

F,λ1
[x : λ2]

))
, x ∈ M. (1.7)

See Fig. 3.
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Fig. 3: The mapping gF :M→ R2, a selection of the set-valued mapping TF,λ1 .

STEP 5. We define the mapping fλ⃗;F :M→ R2 by letting

fλ⃗;F(x) = Pr(gF(x), F[1][x : λ1]), x ∈ M. (1.8)

See Fig. 4.

Fig. 4: The final step of the Projection Algorithm.

At this stage, the algorithm produces the outcome “Success” and terminates. ■

To specify the dependence on the parameters λ1 and λ2, we call the above algorithm the λ⃗-
Projection Algorithm (λ⃗-PA for short) or (λ1, λ2)-Projection Algorithm ((λ1, λ2)-PA). We refer to
(λ, λ)-Projection Algorithm as λ-Projection Algorithm (λ-PA for short).

Remark 1.8 Let us note the following important properties of the (λ1, λ2)-Projection Algorithm
which are immediate from the construction of this algorithm presented above:

(i) The (λ1, λ2)-PA produces the outcome “No Go” if and only if

there exists x ∈ M such that either F[1][x : λ1] = ∅ or T [1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2] = ∅; (1.9)

(ii) The (λ1, λ2)-PA produces the outcome “Success” if and only if

F[1][x : λ1] , ∅ and T [1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2] , ∅ for every x ∈ M. (1.10)

8



The next theorem describes the main properties of the λ⃗-Projection Algorithm.

Theorem 1.9 Let λ1, λ2 ≥ 0, and let λ⃗ = (λ1, λ2). Let M = (M, ρ) be a finite pseudometric space,
and let F :M→ Conv(R2) be a set-valued mapping.

(i) If λ⃗-Projection Algorithm produces the outcome “No go”, then we guarantee that there does
not exist a Lipschitz selection of F with Lipschitz seminorm at most min{λ1, λ2}.

(ii) Suppose that the λ⃗-Projection Algorithm produces the outcome “Success”. In this case this
algorithm returns the mapping fλ⃗;F :M→ R2, see (1.8), with the following properties:

(⋆A) The mapping fλ⃗;F is well defined. This means the following:
(a) For every x ∈ M, the set F[1][x : λ1] and the rectangle T [1]

F,λ1
[x : λ2] are nonempty;

(b) The mapping gF (see (1.7)) is well defined;
(c) The metric projection defined by the right hand side of (1.8) is a singleton.
(⋆B) fλ⃗;F is a Lipschitz selection of F with Lipschitz seminorm

∥ fλ⃗;F∥Lip(M) ≤ λ1 + 2λ2.

In Section 5 we show that these properties of the λ⃗-Projection Algorithm are immediate from a
stronger result, Theorem 1.10, which we formulate below.

Given λ ≥ 0 and x, x′, x′′ ∈ M, we letWF[x, x′, x′′ : λ] denote a (possibly empty) subset of R2

defined by

WF[x, x′, x′′ : λ] = H[{F(x′) + λ ρ(x′, x) Q0} ∩ {F(x′′) + λ ρ(x′′, x) Q0}].

We recall that byH[·] we denote the rectangular hull of a set.

Theorem 1.10 Let M = (M, ρ) be a finite pseudometric space, and let F : M → Conv(R2)
be a set-valued mapping. Given non-negative constants λ̃ and λ, let us assume that for every
x, x′, x′′, y, y′, y′′ ∈ M the following condition

WF[x, x′, x′′ : λ̃] ∩ {WF[y, y′, y′′ : λ̃] + λ ρ(x, y) Q0} , ∅ (1.11)

holds. Then F has a Lipschitz selection with Lipschitz seminorm at most 2λ + λ̃.

We refer to Theorem 1.10 as the key theorem. This theorem is the most technically difficult part of
the present paper. We prove Theorem 1.10 in Sections 3 and 4, and Theorem 1.9 in Section 5.

In Section 5 we also show that these theorems imply the following result.

Theorem 1.11 Let M = (M, ρ) be a finite pseudometric space, and let F : M → Conv(R2)
be a set-valued mapping. Given λ̃, λ ≥ 0, let us assume that condition (1.11) holds for every
x, x′, x′′, y, y′, y′′ ∈ M. Then the λ⃗-PA with λ⃗ = (λ̃, λ) produces the outcome “Success” and returns
the mapping fλ⃗;F :M→ R2 which has the following properties:

fλ⃗;F is a Lipschitz selection of F with ∥ fλ⃗;F∥Lip(M) ≤ 2λ + λ̃. (1.12)

In other words, Theorem 1.11 states that the mapping fλ⃗;F provides a selection of the set-valued
mapping F mentioned in the statement of Theorem 1.10.

We return to the (λ1, λ2)-Projection Algorithm for the family HP(R2) of all closed half-planes
in R2. STEPS 1-5 contain a geometric description of this algorithm. However, this description is
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incomplete because we do not specify the algorithms for constructing several geometric objects that
occur in STEPS 2-5. Given x ∈ M, such objects include:

STEP 1: The set F[1][x : λ1], i.e., the λ1-metric refinement of F. See (1.4).
STEP 2: The rectangle TF,λ1(x), see (1.5), i.e., the rectangular hull of the set F[1][x : λ1].
STEP 3: The rectangle T [1]

F,λ1
[x : λ2], see (1.6), i.e., the λ2-metric refinement of TF,λ1 .

STEP 4: The point gF(x), the center of the metric projection of the origin onto T [1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2].
See (1.7).
STEP 5: The point fλ⃗;F(x) defined by formula (1.8), i.e., the metric projection of gF(x) onto the

set F[1][x : λ1].
The corresponding computational algorithms for these objects are presented in Section 6.1 - 6.5.

In these sections, we also show that for each x ∈ M, the work and storage required to execute each
of these algorithm are linear in N (with some absolute constants).

Algorithms of this kind are more or less elementary for the objects in STEPS 3-5. However, at
STEP 1 and STEP 2 we encounter classical problems of linear optimization for finite families of
half-planes in R2. In particular, at STEP 2 this is the problem of an efficient algorithm for computing
the rectangle hull of a polygon determined by N linear constraints. In this case, to solve these
problems, we use classical results on low-dimensional linear programming by N. Megiddo [52] and
M. E. Dyer [21], which provide the required efficient algorithms with O(N) running time and O(N)
units of computer memory.

Finally, by successively applying all these algorithms to our problem, we obtain the required algo-
rithm for Lipschitz selection satisfying the conditions of Theorem 1.3.

We complete the paper with Section 7 devoted to some generalizations of Theorem 1.3. First of
them relates to wider families of convex subsets in R2 than the family HP(R2) of all closed half-
planes. We also discuss efficiency of a polynomial algorithm for Lipschitz selection which provides
the same outcomes as in Theorem 1.3, but with the estimate ∥ f ∥Lip(M) ≤ λ instead of inequality (1.2).
Our last generalization relates to a variant of Problem 1.1 where the metric ρ is replaced with an
arbitrary non-negative function defined onM×M.

Acknowledgements. I am very grateful to Charles Fefferman for stimulating discussions and
valuable advice.

2. Notation and preliminaries.

2.1 Background notation.

Let A and B be nonempty subsets of R2. We let A + B = {a + b : a ∈ A, b ∈ B} denote the
Minkowski sum of these sets. Given λ ≥ 0, by λA we denote the set λA = {λa : a ∈ A}.

We write
dist(A, B) = inf{∥a − b∥ : a ∈ A, b ∈ B}

to denote the distance between A and B. For x ∈ R2 we also set dist(x, A) = dist({x}, A). We put
dist(∅, A) = 0 provided A is an arbitrary (possibly empty) subset of R2.

We let dH(A, B) denote the Hausdorff distance between A and B in the Banach space ℓ2∞ = (R2, ∥·∥):

dH(A, B) = inf{r > 0 : A + rQ0 ⊃ B, B + rQ0 ⊃ A} (2.1)

where Q0 = [−1, 1]2.
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Given a, b ∈ R2, by [a, b] we denote the closed interval (or a point if a = b) with the ends in a and
b. Thus, [a, b] = {x ∈ R2 : x = (1 − t) a + t b, 0 ≤ t ≤ 1}.

We write [x]+ = max{x, 0} for the positive part of the real x. We also use the natural convention
that

0
0
= 0,

a
0
= +∞ for a > 0, a − b = 0 if a = b = ±∞, and (±∞) − (∓∞) = ±∞. (2.2)

If S is a finite set, by #S we denote the number of elements of S .
We let ⟨·, ·⟩ denote the standard inner product in R2. By

Ox1 = {x = (t, 0) : t ∈ R} and Ox2 = {x = (0, t) : t ∈ R}

we denote the coordinate axes in R2.
Let I(Oxi), i = 1, 2, be the family of all nonempty convex closed subsets of the coordinate axis

Oxi. In other words, I(Oxi) is the family of all nonempty closed intervals (bounded or unbounded)
and points lying on the Oxi axis. Given I ∈ I(Ox1), let

L(I) = inf{s ∈ R : (s, 0) ∈ I} and R(I) = sup{s ∈ R : (s, 0) ∈ I}. (2.3)

We call the numbers L(I) and R(I) the left end and right ends of I, respectively.
In the same way we define the left and right ends of an interval I ∈ I(Ox2):

L(I) = inf{t ∈ R : (0, t) ∈ I} and R(I) = sup{t ∈ R : (0, t) ∈ I}. (2.4)

Note that the numbers L(I) and R(I) my take the values {−∞} or {+∞} provided I is unbounded.
By Pri, i = 1, 2, we denote the operator of the orthogonal projection onto the axis Oxi; thus, given

x = (x1, x2) ∈ R2, we have Pr1[x] = (x1, 0) and Pr2[x] = (0, x2). Given i = 1, 2, and a convex closed
S ⊂ R2, we let Pri[S ], denote the orthogonal projection of S onto the axis Oxi. Thus,

Pr1[S ] = {(s, 0) : (s, t) ∈ S for some t ∈ R} and Pr2[S ] = {(0, t) : (s, t) ∈ S for some s ∈ R}.

Remark 2.1 Note that the orthogonal projections of a convex closed set S ⊂ R2 onto the coordinate
axes are determined by the numbers

σ1(S ) = inf{s : (s, t) ∈ S }, σ2(S ) = sup{s : (s, t) ∈ S }, (2.5)

and

τ1(S ) = inf{t : (s, t) ∈ S }, τ2(S ) = sup{t : (s, t) ∈ S }. (2.6)

This means that
σ1(S ) = L(Pr1[S ]), σ2(S ) = R(Pr1[S ])

and
τ1(S ) = L(Pr2[S ]) and τ2(S ) = R(Pr2[S ]),

i.e., σi(S ), i = 1, 2, are the left and right ends of Pr1[S ], and τi(S ), i = 1, 2, are the left and right ends
of Pr2[S ]. See (2.3) and (2.4). More specifically, Pr1[S ] = {(s, 0) : σ1(S ) ≤ s ≤ σ2(S )} provided S
is bounded, and

Pr1[S ] = {(s, 0) : −∞ < s ≤ σ2(S )} or Pr1[S ] = {(s, 0) : σ1(S ) ≤ s < +∞}

provided σ1(S ) = −∞, σ2(S ) < ∞, or −∞ < σ1(S ), σ2(S ) = +∞, respectively. Finally, Pr1[S ] =
Ox1 if σ1(S ) = −∞ and σ2(S ) = +∞.

In the same fashion the numbers τ1(S ) and τ2(S ) determine the set Pr2[S ]. ◀
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Given sets Ai ⊂ Oxi, i = 1, 2, we let A1 × A2 denote a subset of R2 defined by

A1 × A2 = {a = (a1, a2) ∈ R2 : (a1, 0) ∈ A1, (0, a2) ∈ A2}. (2.7)

Given a ∈ R2 and r > 0, we let Q(a, r) denote the square with center a and length of side 2r:

Q(a, r) = {y ∈ R2 : ∥y − a∥ ≤ r}.

In particular, Q0 = [−1, 1]2 = Q(0, 1) is the unit ball of the Banach space ℓ2∞ = (R2, ∥ · ∥).
Let S be a nonempty convex closed subset of R2. By Pr(·, S ) we denote the operator of metric

projection onto S in ℓ2∞-norm. To each a ∈ R2 this operator assigns the set of all points in S that are
nearest to a on S in the uniform norm. Thus,

Pr(a, S ) = S ∩ Q(a, dist(a, S )). (2.8)

Clearly, the set Pr(a, S ) is either a singleton or a line segment in R2 parallel to one of the coordinate
axes.

If S ⊂ R2 is convex bounded and centrally symmetric, by center(S ) we denote the center of S .
Given non-zero vectors u, v ∈ R2 we write u ∥ v if u and v are collinear, and we write u ∦ v

whenever these vectors are non-collinear. We say that the vectors u, v ∈ R2 are co-directed if u, v , 0,
u and v are collinear and have the same direction, i.e., v = αu for some α > 0.

Let ũ and ṽ be the unit vectors in the direction of the vectors u and v respectively. By θ(u, v) ∈
[0, 2π) we denote the angle of rotation from ũ to ṽ in the counterclockwise direction. (Thus, θ(v, u) =
2π − θ(u, v).) We refer to θ(u, v) as the angle between the vectors u and v.

Let ℓ1 and ℓ2 be two non-parallel straight lines in R2; in this case, we write ℓ1 ∦ ℓ2. Let V = ℓ1∩ℓ2.
These two lines form two angles φ1, φ2 ∈ [0, π), φ1 + φ2 = π, with the vertex at the point V . Let

φ(ℓ1, ℓ2) = min{φ1, φ2}; clearly, φ(ℓ1, ℓ2) ∈ [0, π/2].

We refer to φ(ℓ1, ℓ2) as “the angle between the straight lines ℓ1 and ℓ2”. If ℓ1 ∥ ℓ2 (i.e., ℓ1 and ℓ2
are parallel), we set φ(ℓ1, ℓ2) = 0.

2.2 Rectangles and rectangular hulls.
Recall that I(Oxi), i = 1, 2, is the family of all nonempty convex closed subsets of the axis Oxi.

We set

R(R2) = {Π = I1 × I2 : I1 ∈ I(Ox1), I2 ∈ I(Ox2)}. (2.9)

We refer to every member of the family R(R2) as a “rectangle”. Furthermore, throughout the paper,
the word “rectangle” will mean an element of R(R2), i.e., a closed rectangle (possibly unbounded)
with sides parallel to the coordinate axes.

Clearly, thanks to definition (2.9),

Π = Pr1[Π] × Pr2[Π] for every rectangle Π ∈ R(R2). (2.10)

Because Pri, i = 1, 2, is a continuous operator, for every convex closed set S ⊂ R2 its orthogonal
projection Pri[S ] onto the axis Oxi is a convex closed subset of Oxi, i.e., Pri[S ] ∈ I(Oxi). Thus,
thanks to this property and (2.7), we have the following:

a convex closed set Π belongs to R(R2) if and only if Π = Pr1[Π] × Pr2[Π]. (2.11)

We use the following elementary property of the intersection of rectangles in Section 6.
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Claim 2.2 Let R ⊂ R(R2) be a finite collection of rectangles in R2. Then the following equality⋂
Π∈R

Π =

⋂
Π∈R

Pr1[Π]

 ×
⋂
Π∈R

Pr2[Π]

 . (2.12)

holds. In particular, the intersection of all rectangles of the family R is nonempty if and only if

both
⋂
Π∈R

Pr1[Π] , ∅ and
⋂
Π∈R

Pr2[Π] , ∅.

The proof of this claim is obvious.
We also note that any closed interval in R2 lying on a line parallel to a coordinate axis is a “rect-

angle”. In particular, every closed interval on the axis Ox1 or Ox2 belongs to the family R(R2).
Finally, given a bounded rectangle Π ∈ R(R2) we let center(Π) denote the center of Π.
We recall that Conv(R2) denotes the family of all nonempty convex closed subsets of Rn. Given a

set S ∈ Conv(R2), we letH[S ] denote the “rectangular hull“ of S , i.e., the smallest (with respect to
inclusion) rectangle containing S . Thus,

H[S ] = ∩{Π : Π ∈ R(R2),Π ⊃ S }. (2.13)

Combining this definition with (2.12), we conclude that

H[S ] = Pr1[S ] × Pr2[S ]. (2.14)

Thus, given S ∈ Conv(R2), its rectangular hullH[S ] is the only rectangle Π for which

Pr1[Π] = Pr1[S ] and Pr2[Π] = Pr2[S ]. (2.15)

Let us also note the following elementary property of rectangles: for every closed convex set
S ⊂ R2 and every r ≥ 0 we have

H[S + rQ0] = H[S ] + rQ0. (2.16)

In this section we present two important auxiliary results. The first of them is a variant of the
classical Helly’s intersection theorem for rectangles.

Lemma 2.3 Let K ⊂ R(R2) be a finite collection of rectangles in R2. Suppose that the intersection
of every two rectangles from K is nonempty. Then there exists a point in R2 common to all of the
family K .

Proof. Representation (2.10) reduces the problem to the one dimensional case. In this case the
statement of the lemma is a variant of Helly’s theorem in R. See, e.g. [19]. ■

The second auxiliary result is a Helly-type theorem formulated in terms of the orthogonal projec-
tions onto the coordinate axes.

Proposition 2.4 Let C be a finite family of convex closed subsets in R2 such that

Pr1[C1 ∩C′1] ∩ Pr1[C2 ∩C′2] , ∅ (2.17)

for every C1,C′1,C2,C′2 ∈ C. Then

∩{C : C ∈ C} , ∅. (2.18)

Furthermore, in this case

H [∩{C : C ∈ C}] = ∩{H[C ∩C′] : C,C′ ∈ C} . (2.19)
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Proof. Condition (2.17) tells us that for every C,C′ ∈ C the set C ∩ C′ is a nonempty. Because
C∩C′ is a convex subset of R2, its projection onto Ox1, the set Pr1[C∩C′] ⊂ Ox1, is convex as well,
i.e., this set is a closed interval in Ox1.

LetW = {Pr1[C ∩ C′] : C,C′ ∈ C}. ThenW is a finite family of intervals, and, thanks to (2.17),
every two members of this family have a common point. Helly’s theorem tells us that in this case
there exists a point in Ox1 common to all of the familyW. See Lemma 2.3. Thus,

V =
⋂

C,C′∈C

Pr1[C ∩C′] , ∅ . (2.20)

Fix a point v ∈ V . Then, thanks to (2.20),

v ∈ Pr1[C ∩C′] for every C,C′ ∈ C. (2.21)

Let

L = {w ∈ R2 : Pr1[w] = v} (2.22)

be the straight line through v orthogonal to the axis Ox1.
Given C ∈ C, we set K(C) = C ∩ L. Thanks to (2.21), v ∈ Pr1[C ∩C] = Pr1[C] so that there exists

uC ∈ C such that Pr1[uC] = v. From this and (2.22), we have uC ∈ C ∩ L proving that K(C) , ∅ for
every C ∈ C. Clearly, each K(C) is a closed interval lying on the straight line L. Let us show that
there exists a point in L common to all these intervals.

Property (2.21) tells us that for every C,C′ ∈ C there exists a point ũ ∈ C∩C′ such that Pr1[ũ] = v.
Hence, thanks to (2.22), ũ ∈ L so that

ũ ∈ L ∩C ∩C′ = (L ∩C) ∩ (L ∩C′) = K(C) ∩ K(C′).

This proves that any two members of the family K = {K(C) : C ∈ C} have a common point.
Furthermore, K is a finite (because C is finite) family of intervals lying in L. Helly’s theorem tells us
that in this case ∩{K(C) : C ∈ C} , ∅. Thus,

∩{K(C) : C ∈ C} = ∩{L ∩C : C ∈ C} = L ∩ (∩{C : C ∈ C}) , ∅

proving (2.18).
Let us prove (2.19). Clearly, the left hand side of the equality (2.19) is contained in its right hand

side. Let us prove the converse statement.
Fix a point

u = (u1, u2) ∈ ∩{H[C ∩C′] : C,C′ ∈ C} (2.23)

and prove that u ∈ H [∩{C : C ∈ C}]. Thanks to (2.14), property (2.23) is equivalent to the following
one: u1 ∈ Pr1[T ] and u2 ∈ Pr2[T ] where T = ∩{C : C ∈ C}.

Prove that u1 ∈ Pr1[T ]. We let L1 denote the straight line in R2 through the point u = (u1, u2)
orthogonal to the axis Ox1. Thus,

L1 = {w ∈ R2 : Pr1[w] = u1}. (2.24)

Let us show that L1 ∩ T , ∅. Indeed, thanks to (2.23), u ∈ H[C ∩ C′] provided C,C′ ∈ C so
that, thanks to (2.14), u1 ∈ Pr1[C ∩ C′] for every C,C′ ∈ C. Combining this property with definition
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(2.24), we conclude that L1 ∩ C ∩ C′ , ∅ for all C,C′ ∈ C. Thus, every two members of the (finite)
family K1 = {L1 ∩ C : C ∈ C} have a common point. Therefore, thanks to Helly’s theorem, there
exists a point ũ ∈ R2 such that

ũ ∈ ∩{L1 ∩C : C ∈ C} = L1 ∩ {C : C ∈ C} = L1 ∩ T .

Thus, ũ ∈ L1 so that, thanks to (2.24), u1 = Pr[ũ]. Furthermore, ũ ∈ T = ∩{C : C ∈ C} so that
u1 ∈ Pr1[T ].

In the same way we prove that u2 ∈ Pr2[T ] completing the proof of the proposition. ■

We conclude the section with the following claim, which we use in Section 6.4 below.

Claim 2.5 Let Ii ∈ I(Oxi), be a closed interval on the axis Oxi, i = 1, 2, and let T = I1 × I2 ∈ R(R2)
be a rectangle in R2. Let ai = L(Ii) and bi = R(Ii), i = 1, 2, be the left and right ends of the interval Ii

respectively. See (2.3) and (2.4).
Then the distance dist(O,T ) from the origin O(0, 0) to T can be calculated as follows:

dist(O,T ) = max{|a1|+, | − b1|+, |a2|+, | − b2|+}. (2.25)

Furthermore, let g = (g1, g2) = center ( Pr (O,T )) be the center of the metric projection of the
origin O(0, 0) onto the rectangle T , see (2.8). Then

g1 = (L1 + R1)/2 and g2 = (L2 + R2)/2 (2.26)

where

Li = max{− dist(O,T ), ai} and Ri = min{dist(O,T ), bi}, i = 1, 2. (2.27)

We leave the proof of this claim to the reader as an easy exercise.

2.3 Rectangles: intersections, neighborhoods and selections.

In this section we present several criteria and several constructive formulae for the optimal Lips-
chitz selections of set-valued mappings taking values in the family R(R2) of all closed rectangles in
R2 with sides parallel to the coordinate axes. See (2.9).

Let I(R) be the family of all closed intervals and all points in R, and let I0 = [−1, 1]. Given a ∈ R
and r ≥ 0, we set rI0 = [−r, r]. We also recall that, given a bounded interval I ∈ I(R), by center(I)
we denote the center of I.

Lemma 2.6 Let K ⊂ R(R2) be a family of rectangles in R2 with nonempty intersection. Then for
every r ≥ 0 the following equality ⋂

K∈K

K

 + rQ0 =
⋂
K∈K

{K + rQ0 } (2.28)

holds.

Proof. Obviously, the right hand side of (2.28) contains its left hand side. Let us prove that ⋂
K∈K

K

 + rQ0 ⊃
⋂
K∈K

{K + rQ0 } . (2.29)
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This inclusion is based on the following simple claim: Let I be a family of convex closed subsets
of R (intervals) with nonempty intersection. Let K = [a, b] ⊂ R, be a closed bounded interval such
that K ∩ I , ∅ for every I ∈ I. Then there exists a point common to K and all of the members of the
family I. (The proof is immediate from Helly’s theorem in R applied to the family I∪ {K} of closed
intervals.

This claim implies the following one dimensional variant of inclusion (2.29): Let I be a family of
intervals in R with nonempty intersection. Then⋂

I∈I

I

 + rI0 ⊃
⋂
I∈I

{ I + rI0 } where I0 = [−1, 1]. (2.30)

Indeed, if u ∈ ∩{I + rI0 : I ∈ I} then [u − r, u + r]∩ I , ∅ for every I ∈ I. Therefore, thanks to the
above claim, [u − r, u + r] ∩ (∩{I : I ∈ I}) , ∅ proving that u belongs to the left hand side of (2.30).

Now, let us prove (2.29) using (2.30) and properties (2.11) and (2.12) of rectangles. For every
i = 1, 2, we have

Pri

 ⋂
K∈K

K

 + rQ0

 =  ⋂
K∈K

Pri[K]

 + r Pri[Q0] = Ui.

Furthermore,

Pri

⋂
K∈K

{K + rQ0 }

 = ⋂
K∈K

{Pri[K] + r Pri[Q0]} = Vi.

Thanks to inclusion (2.30), Ui ⊃ Vi, i = 1, 2, proving that the orthogonal projections onto the
coordinate axes of the left hand side of (2.29) contain the corresponding projections of its right hand
side. Because the left and right hand sides of (2.29) are rectangles, inclusion (2.29) holds.

The proof of the lemma is complete. ■

We will also need the following simple claim.

Claim 2.7 (i) Let A and B be two closed intervals in R. Then

dH(A, B) = max{| inf A − inf B|, | sup A − sup B|}. (2.31)

(See also our convention (2.2) for the cases of inf A, inf B = −∞ and sup A, sup B = +∞.)
(ii) LetA,B ∈ R(R2) be two bounded rectangles in R2. Then

∥ center(A) − center(B)∥ ≤ dH(A,B). (2.32)

Proof. (i) Let

r = dH(A, B) and δ = max{| inf A − inf B|, | sup A − sup B|}.

Then, thanks to (2.1), A + rI0 ⊃ B proving that sup A + r ≥ sup B and inf A − r ≤ inf B. By
interchanging the roles of A and B we obtain also sup B + r ≥ sup A and inf B − r ≤ inf A proving
that δ ≤ r.

Let us prove that r ≤ δ. Suppose that both A and B are bounded, i.e., A = [inf A, sup A] and
B = [inf B, sup B]. Let α ∈ [0, 1], and let

aα = α inf A + (1 − α) sup A and bα = α inf B + (1 − α) sup B.
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Then aα ∈ A, bα ∈ B, and |aα − bα| ≤ δ proving that dist(a, B) ≤ r for every a ∈ A and dist(b, A) ≤ r
for every b ∈ B. Hence, A + rI0 ⊃ B and B + rI0 ⊃ A, so that, thanks to (2.1), r ≤ δ. In a similar
way we prove this inequality whenever one of the intervals is unbounded. We leave the details to the
interested reader as an easy exercise.

(ii) By orthogonal projecting to the coordinate axes, we can reduce the problem to the one dimen-
sional case. In this case, given bounded intervals A, B ∈ I(R), we have

center(A) = (inf A + sup A)/2 and center(B) = (inf B + sup B)/2.

This and inequality (2.31) imply the required inequality

| center(A) − center(B)| ≤ dH(A, B)

proving the claim. ■

Let (M, ρ) be a finite pseudometric space and let T :M→ R(R2) be a set-valued mapping.
Given η ≥ 0, let

T [1][x : η] =
⋂
z∈M

[
T (z) + η ρ(x, z) Q0

]
, x ∈ M, (2.33)

be the η-metric refinement of T . See Definition 1.6.

Proposition 2.8 (a) If

T [1][x : η] , ∅ for every x ∈ M, (2.34)

then

dH

(
T [1][x : η],T [1][y : η]

)
≤ η ρ(x, y) for all x, y ∈ M. (2.35)

(b) If

T (x) ∩ {T (y) + η ρ(x, y)Q0} , ∅ for all x, y ∈ M, (2.36)

then properties (2.34) and (2.35) hold.
Furthermore, if the set T [1][x : η] is bounded for every x ∈ M, then the mapping

τ(x) = center
(
T [1][x : η]

)
, x ∈ M,

is a Lipschitz selection of T with ∥τ∥Lip(M) ≤ η.

Proof. (a) We know that T [1][x : η] , ∅ so that, thanks to (2.34), Lemma 2.6 and definition (2.33),
we have

T [1][x : η] + η ρ(x, y)Q0 =

⋂
z∈M

[
T (z) + η ρ(x, z)Q0

] + η ρ(x, y)Q0

=
⋂
z∈M

[
T (z) + (η ρ(x, z) + η ρ(x, y)) Q0

]
.

Hence, thanks to the triangle inequality, we have

T [1][x : η] + η ρ(x, y) Q0 ⊃
⋂
z∈M

[
T (z) + η ρ(y, z) Q0

]
= T [1][y : η].
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By interchanging the roles of x and y we also obtain

T [1][y : η] + η ρ(x, y) Q0 ⊃ T
[1][x : η].

These two inclusions imply the required inequality (2.35).
(b) Let us fix x ∈ M and prove that

{T (z) + η ρ(x, z) Q0} ∩ {T (z′) + η ρ(x, z′) Q0} , ∅ for every z, z′ ∈ M. (2.37)

Thanks to (2.36), there exist points g(z) ∈ T (z) and g(z′) ∈ T (z′) such that ∥g(z)−g(z′)∥ ≤ η ρ(z, z′).
From this and the triangle inequality, we have

∥g(z) − g(z′)∥ ≤ η ρ(z, x) + η ρ(x, z′).

This implies the existence of a point w ∈ R2 such that

∥g(z) − w∥ ≤ η ρ(z, x) and ∥g(z′) − w∥ ≤ η ρ(z′, x).

But g(z) ∈ T (z) and g(z′) ∈ T (z′) so that w belongs to the left hand side of (2.37) proving this
property. Then, thanks to (2.37) and Lemma 2.3, the set T [1][x : η] is nonempty which proves
property (2.34). In turn, inequality (2.35) follows from part (a) of the proposition.

Finally, inequalities (2.32) and (2.35) imply the required inequality ∥τ∥Lip(M) ≤ η completing the
proof of the proposition. ■

Let us give several explicit formulae for Lipschitz selections of set-valued mappings in the one
dimensional case. Let G :M→ I(R) be a set-valued mapping. We set

aG(x) = inf G(x) and bG(x) = sup G(x). (2.38)

Thus, aG and bG are two functions onM such that

aG :M→ R ∪ {−∞}, bG :M→ R ∪ {+∞} and aG(x) ≤ bG(x) for all x ∈ M.

Clearly,

dist(G(x),G(y)) = max{[aG(x) − bG(y)]+, [aG(y) − bG(x)]+}. (2.39)

(See our convention (2.2) for the case of aG(x) = −∞, bG(x) = +∞.)
Given η ≥ 0, we introduce the following functions onM:

a[1]
G [x : η] = sup

y∈M
{aG(y) − η ρ(x, y)} , b[1]

G [x : η] = inf
y∈M
{bG(y) + η ρ(x, y)} (2.40)

and

cG[x : η] =
(
a[1]

G [x : η] + b[1]
G [x : η]

)
/2. (2.41)

Let G[1][· : η] be the η-metric refinement of G, i.e., a set-valued mapping onM defined by

G[1][x : η] =
⋂
z∈M

[
G(z) + η ρ(x, z) I0

]
, x ∈ M. See (7.1). (2.42)

Comparing this definition with definitions (2.40) and (2.41), we conclude that for every x ∈ M,

a[1]
G [x : η] = inf G[1][x : η], b[1]

G [x : η] = sup G[1][x : η], (2.43)

provided G[1][x : η] , ∅ and

cG[x : η] = center
(
G[1][x : η]

)
(2.44)

provided G[1][x : η] is nonempty and bounded.
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Remark 2.9 We note that the function g+ = b[1]
G [· : η] mapsM into R if and only if g+ . +∞, i.e.,

g+(x+) < ∞ for some x+ ∈ M. Analogously, the mapping g− = a[1]
G [· : η] mapsM into R if and only

if g− . −∞. Finally, the mapping c[1]
G [· : η] = (g+ + g−)/2, see (2.41) and (2.44), is well defined if

and only if both g+ . +∞ and g− . −∞. ◀

Proposition 2.10 LetM be finite and let G :M→ I(R) be a set-valued mapping.
Given x ∈ M and η ≥ 0, the set G[1][x : η] is nonempty if and only if

a[1]
G [x : η] ≤ b[1]

G [x : η]. (2.45)

See (2.40). Furthermore, if (2.45) holds, then

a[1]
G [x : η] = inf G[1][x : η] and b[1]

G [x : η] = sup G[1][x : η]. (2.46)

Proof. Suppose that G[1][x : η] , ∅. Then for every y1, y2 ∈ M, we have

(G(y1) + η ρ(x, y1)Q0) ∩ (G(y2) + η ρ(x, y2)Q0) , ∅,

so that
inf(G(y1) + η ρ(x, y1)Q0) ≤ sup(G(y2) + η ρ(x, y2)Q0).

Therefore, thanks to (2.38),

aG(y1) − η ρ(x, y1) ≤ bG(y1) + η ρ(x, y2) for all y1, y2 ∈ M, (2.47)

so that, thanks to (2.40), inequality (2.45) holds.
Let us now assume that (2.45) holds. Then, for every y1, y2 ∈ M inequality (2.47) holds as well so

that
aG(y2) − bG(y1) ≤ η ρ(x, y1) + η ρ(x, y2).

By interchanging the roles of y1 and y2, we obtain also

aG(y1) − bG(y2) ≤ η ρ(x, y1) + η ρ(x, y2).

From these inequalities and formula (2.39), we have

dist(G(y1),G(y2)) ≤ η ρ(x, y1) + η ρ(x, y2).

But because G(y1) and G(y2) are two closed intervals in R, there exist points u1 ∈ G(y1) and u2 ∈

G(y2) such that ∥u1 − u2∥ ≤ η ρ(x, y1) + η ρ(x, y2). Therefore, there exists a point v ∈ R such that
∥u1 − v∥ ≤ η ρ(x, y1) and ∥u2 − v∥ ≤ η ρ(x, y2). Clearly,

v ∈ (G(y1) + η ρ(x, y1)Q0) ∩ (G(y2) + η ρ(x, y2)Q0).

This proves that any two closed intervals from the family G = {G(y) + η ρ(x, y)Q0 : y ∈ M} have a
common point. Therefore, thanks to Helly’s theorem in R, there exists a point w ∈ R common to all
of the intervals from G.

Thus, w belongs to the intersection of all these intervals, and therefore, thanks to definition (2.42),
w ∈ G[1][x : η] proving that G[1][x : η] , ∅.

Finally, it remains to note that property (2.46) coincides with (2.43), and the proof of the proposi-
tion is complete. ■
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Proposition 2.11 (The Finiteness Principle for Lipschitz selections in R.) Let M be finite and let
G :M→ I(R) be a set-valued mapping. Let η ≥ 0.

Suppose that for every x, y ∈ M the restriction G|{x,y} of G to {x, y} has a Lipschitz selection g{x,y}
with ∥g{x,y}∥Lip({x,y},R) ≤ η. Then G has a Lipschitz selection g : M → R with Lipschitz seminorm
∥g∥Lip(M,R) ≤ η.

Furthermore, one can set g = c[1]
G [· : η] provided there exist x+, x− ∈ M such that inf G(x−) > −∞

and sup G(x+) < ∞. Also, one can set g = b[1]
G [· : η] if G(x+) is bounded from above for some x+ ∈ M,

or g = a[1]
G [· : η] if G(x−) is bounded from below for some x− ∈ M.

Proof. The hypothesis of the proposition tells us that for every x, y ∈ M there exist points a ∈ G(x)
and b ∈ G(x2) such that ∥a − b∥ ≤ η ρ(x, y). Hence,

G(x) ∩ {G(y) + η ρ(x, y)I0} , ∅ for all x, y ∈ M.

Here I0 = [−1, 1]. Proposition 2.8 tells us that in this case G[1][x : η] , ∅ for every x ∈ M, and

dH

(
G[1][x : η],G[1][y : η]

)
≤ η ρ(x, y) for all x, y ∈ M.

From this, part (i) of Claim 2.7, and definitions (2.43) it follows that the inequality

max
{
|a[1]

G [x : η] − a[1]
G [y : η]|, |b[1]

G [x : η] − b[1]
G [y : η]|

}
≤ η ρ(x, y) (2.48)

holds for all x, y ∈ M.
Clearly, if G ≡ R then the constant mapping g ≡ {0} on M is a Lipschitz selection of G (with
∥g∥Lip(M,R) = 0). Otherwise, either g+ = b[1]

G [· : η] . +∞ or g− = a[1]
G [· : η] . −∞. Therefore, thanks

to Remark 2.9, either g+ :M→ R or g− :M→ R.
Let us note that if at least one of the sets G(x) is bounded, then the set G[1][x : η] is bounded as

well. In this case, the points

a[1]
G [x : η], b[1]

G [x : η] ∈ G[1][x : η] ⊂ G(x).

See definition (2.43). Therefore, in this case we can set either g = g+ or g = g−. Then, thanks to
(2.48), in both cases the mapping g :M→ R will be a Lipschitz selection of G with ∥g∥Lip(M,R) ≤ η.
Also from this it follows that the mapping g = cG[· : η] = (g+ + g−)/2, see (2.44), has the same
properties.

Note that, if g+ = b[1]
G [· : η] . +∞ but g− = a[1]

G [· : η] ≡ −∞, then each interval G[1][x : η] is
unbounded from below. BecauseM is finite, all these intervals have a common point, say A. Then
the constant mapping g ≡ {A} is a Lipschitz selection of G (with ∥g∥Lip(M,R) = 0). Analogously, if
g− . −∞ but g+ ≡ +∞, there is a constant mapping which provides a Lipschitz selection of G.

Let us suppose that both g+ = b[1]
G [· : η] . +∞ and g− = a[1]

G [· : η] . −∞. In this case, thanks to
Remark 2.9, the mapping c[1]

G [· : η] = (g+ + g−)/2, see (2.41) and (2.44), is well defined, i.e., each set
G[1][x : η] is nonempty and bounded. Clearly,

g(x) = c[1]
G [x : η] ∈ G[1][x : η] ⊂ G(x) for every x ∈ M,

proving that g is a selection of G. Thanks to (2.48), its Lipschitz seminorm ∥g∥Lip(M,R) ≤ η, and the
proof of the proposition is complete. ■

Proposition 2.11 implies the following Finiteness Principle for rectangles in R2.
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Proposition 2.12 Let η ≥ 0. Let (M, ρ) be a finite pseudometric space, and let T : M → R(R2)
be a set-valued mapping. Suppose that for every x, y ∈ M the restriction T |{x,y} of T to {x, y} has a
Lipschitz selection τ{x,y} with ∥τ{x,y}∥Lip({x,y}) ≤ η.

Then T has a Lipschitz selection τ :M→ R2 with Lipschitz seminorm ∥τ∥Lip(M) ≤ η.

Proof. By orthogonal projecting onto the coordinate axes, we reduce the problem to the Finiteness
Principle for Lipschitz selections in R proven in Proposition 2.11. ■

3. The key theorem: Lipschitz selections and rectangular hulls.

We proceed to the proof of Theorem 1.10. This proof is based on an essential refinement of the
approach developed in the author’s paper [62, Section 3.1].

Let M = (M, ρ) be a finite pseudometric space, and let F : M → Conv(R2) be a set-valued
mapping. We recall that, given λ ≥ 0 and x, x′, x′′ ∈ M, byWF[x, x′, x′′ : λ] we denote a (possibly
empty) subset of R2 defined by

WF[x, x′, x′′ : λ] = H[{F(x′) + λ ρ(x′, x) Q0} ∩ {F(x′′) + λ ρ(x′′, x) Q0}]. (3.1)

(Recall also thatH[·] denotes the rectangular hull of a set. See (2.13).)

We begin the proof of the key Theorem 1.10 in this section and conclude it in the next section.

Proof of Theorem 1.10. Suppose that for every x, x′, x′′, y, y′, y′′ ∈ M condition (1.11) holds. Let
us construct a Lipschitz selection f :M→ R2 of F with Lipschitz seminorm ∥ f ∥Lip(M) ≤ 2λ+ λ̃. We
will do this in three steps.

The First Step. We introduce the λ̃-metric refinement of F, see (1.3), i.e., a set-valued mapping on
M defined by the formula

F[1][x : λ̃] =
⋂
y∈M

[
F(y) + λ̃ ρ(x, y) Q0

]
, x ∈ M. (3.2)

Lemma 3.1 For each x ∈ M the set F[1][x : λ̃] is a nonempty closed convex subset of R2. Moreover,
for every x ∈ M the following representation holds:

H[F[1][x : λ̃]] = ∩{WF[x, y, y′ : λ̃] : y, y′ ∈ M}. (3.3)

Proof. Let us prove that

F[1][x : λ̃] , ∅ for every x ∈ M. (3.4)

Given x ∈ M, we set
Cx = {F(y) + λ̃ ρ(x, y) Q0 : y ∈ M}.

Then F[1][x : λ̃] = ∩{C : C ∈ Cx}. See (3.2).
Let us prove that for every y1, y′1, y2, y′2 ∈ M the sets

Ci = F(yi) + λ̃ ρ(x, yi)Q0 and C′i = F(y′i) + λ̃ ρ(x, y′i)Q0, i = 1, 2, (3.5)

satisfy property (2.17).
First, let us note that, thanks to (1.11), the setWF[x, y, z : λ̃] , ∅ for all x, y, z ∈ M.
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In particular, from this and definition (3.1), it follows that

{F(y) + λ̃ ρ(x, y) Q0} ∩ {F(z) + λ̃ ρ(x, z) Q0} , ∅ for every y, z ∈ M

proving that any two elements of Cx have a common point.
Property (1.11) tells us that

WF[x, y1, y′1 : λ̃] ∩WF[x, y2, y′2 : λ̃] , ∅ for every y1, y′1, y2, y′2 ∈ M.

Thanks to (3.1) and (3.5),

WF[x, y1, y′1 : λ̃] = H[C1 ∩C′1] and WF[x, y2, y′2 : λ̃] = H[C2 ∩C′2]

proving that

H[C1 ∩C′1] ∩H[C2 ∩C′2] , ∅ for every C1,C′1,C2,C′2 ∈ Cx.

Hence,
Pr1[H[C1 ∩C′1]] ∩ Pr1[H[C2 ∩C′2]] , ∅

so that, thanks to (2.15), Pr1[C1 ∩C′1] ∩ Pr1[C2 ∩C′2] , ∅ proving (2.17).
Because the setM is finite, the family Cx is finite as well. Therefore, thanks to Proposition 2.4,
∩{C : C ∈ Cx} , ∅ proving (3.4).

Finally, (2.19) and (3.1) imply formula (3.3) completing the proof of the lemma. ■

Following STEP 2 of the Projection Algorithm, given x ∈ M, we let TF,λ̃(x) denote the rectangular
hull of the set F[1][x : λ̃]. Cf. (1.5). Thus, TF,λ̃ is a set-valued mapping fromM into R(R2) defined
by

TF,λ̃(x) = H[F[1][x : λ̃]] = H
[
∩

{
F(y) + λ̃ ρ(x, y) Q0 : y ∈ M

}]
, x ∈ M. (3.6)

Let us note that formula (3.3) provides the following representation of the mapping TF,λ̃:

TF,λ̃(x) = ∩{WF[x, x′, x′′ : λ̃] : x′, x′′ ∈ M}, x ∈ M. (3.7)

Let us note that, thanks to Lemma 3.1, F[1][x : λ̃] , ∅ for every x ∈ M. Therefore, thanks to (3.6),

TF,λ̃(x) , ∅ for all x ∈ M. (3.8)

The Second Step. At this step we prove the existence of a Lipschitz selection of the set-valued
mapping TF,λ̃.

First, following STEP 3 of the Projection Algorithm, we let T [1]
F,λ̃

[· : λ] denote the λ-metric refine-
ment of the mapping TF,λ̃, see (1.6). Thus,

T
[1]
F,λ̃

[x : λ] =
⋂
z∈M

[
TF,λ̃(z) + λ ρ(x, z) Q0

]
, x ∈ M.

Proposition 3.2 (i) The set-valued mapping TF,λ̃ : M → R(R2) has a Lipschitz selection g : M →
R2 with Lipschitz seminorm ∥g∥Lip(M) ≤ λ;
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(ii) For every x ∈ M, the following property

T
[1]
F,λ̃

[x : λ] , ∅ (3.9)

holds. Furthermore, for every x, y ∈ M, we have

dH

(
T

[1]
F,λ̃

[x : λ],T [1]
F,λ̃

[y : λ]
)
≤ λ ρ(x, y). (3.10)

(Recall that dH denotes the Hausdorff distance between sets.)
(iii) If each rectangle T [1]

F,λ̃
[x : λ], x ∈ M, is bounded, then the mapping

gF(x) = center
(
T

[1]
F,λ̃

[x : λ]
)
, x ∈ M,

is a Lipschitz selection of TF,λ̃ with ∥gF∥Lip(M) ≤ λ.

Proof. (i) Proposition 2.12 tells us that the required Lipschitz selection g exists provided for
every x, y ∈ M the restriction TF,λ̃|{x,y} of TF,λ̃ to {x, y} has a Lipschitz selection g{x,y} with Lipschitz
seminorm ∥g{x,y}∥Lip({x,y}) ≤ λ. Clearly, this requirement is equivalent to the following property:

TF,λ̃(x) ∩ {TF,λ̃(y) + λ ρ(x, y)Q0} , ∅ for every x, y ∈ M. (3.11)

Let us prove that this property holds. Let x, y ∈ M and let

Tx = {WF[x, x′, x′′ : λ̃] : x′, x′′ ∈ M} and Ty = {WF[y, y′, y′′ : λ̃] : y′, y′′ ∈ M}.

Thanks to (3.7),

TF,λ̃(x) = ∩{W : W ∈ Tx} and TF,λ̃(y) = ∩{W : W ∈ Ty}. (3.12)

SinceM is finite, Tx and Ty are finite families of rectangles. Thanks to (3.8), the set TF,λ̃(z) , ∅
for every z ∈ M, so that each family has a nonempty intersection.

Let r = λ ρ(x, y). Then, thanks to (3.12) and Lemma 2.6,

TF,λ̃(y) + λ ρ(x, y)Q0 = ∩{W : W ∈ Ty} + rQ0 = ∩{W + rQ0 : W ∈ Ty}

so that

TF,λ̃(x) ∩ {TF,λ̃(y) + λ ρ(x, y)Q0} = [∩{W : W ∈ Tx}] ∩ [∩{W + rQ0 : W ∈ Ty}]. (3.13)

Let T̃ = Tx∪T
+
y where T+y = {W+rQ0 : W ∈ Ty}. Thanks to (3.13), property (3.11) holds provided

the family of rectangles T̃ has a common point. Because Tx and Ty are finite families, the family T̃ is
finite as well. Therefore, thanks to Helly’s intersection theorem for rectangles, see Lemma 2.3, there
exists a point common to all of the family T̃ provided W ′ ∩W ′′ , ∅ for every W ′,W ′′ ∈ T̃.

Clearly, W ′ ∩ W ′′ , ∅ if W ′,W ′′ ∈ Tx or W ′,W ′′ ∈ T+y because both Tx and T+y has a nonempty
intersection. Let W ′ = WF[x, x′, x′′ : λ̃], x′, x′′ ∈ M, and let W ′′ = WF[y, y′, y′′ : λ̃] + rQ0,
y′, y′′ ∈ M, be two arbitrary members of Tx and T+y respectively. Then, thanks to assumption (1.11)
of Theorem 1.10, W ′ ∩W ′′ , ∅.

Thus, the hypothesis of Lemma 2.3 holds for T̃. Therefore, this family has a common point proving
the required property (3.11).
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Let us prove parts (ii) and (iii). We note that, thanks to property (3.11), the mapping T = TF,λ̃

satisfies the conditions of the hypothesis of part (b) of Proposition 2.8 with η = λ. This proposition
tells us that property (3.9) and inequality (3.10) hold proving part (ii). Furthermore, part (b) of
Proposition 2.8 proves part (iii).

The proof of Proposition 3.2 is complete. ■

The Third Step. At this step we construct a Lipschitz selection f of the set-valued mapping F with
Lipschitz seminorm at most 2λ + λ̃.

We recall that the set-valued mapping F[1][· : λ̃] and its rectangular hull, the set-valued mapping
TF,λ̃ = H[F[1][· : λ̃]], are defined by formulae (3.2) and (3.6) respectively.

Part (i) of Proposition 3.2 tells us that TF,λ̃ has a Lipschitz selection with Lipschitz seminorm at
most λ. In other words, there exists a mapping g :M→ R2 such that

g(x) ∈ TF,λ̃(x) = H[F[1][x : λ̃]] for every x ∈ M, (3.14)

and

∥g(x) − g(y)∥ ≤ λ ρ(x, y) for all x, y ∈ M. (3.15)

Proposition 3.3 Let g : M → R2 be an arbitrary Lipschitz selection of the set-valued mapping
TF,λ̃ : M → R(R2) with Lipschitz seminorm at most λ, i.e., a mapping satisfying conditions (3.14)
and (3.15).

We define a mapping f :M→ R2 by letting

f (x) = Pr
(
g(x), F[1][x : λ̃]

)
, x ∈ M. (3.16)

(Recall that Pr(·, S ) is the operator of metric projection onto a convex closed S ⊂ R2. See (2.8).)
Then the following properties hold:
(⋆1) The mapping f is well defined, i.e., f (x) is a singleton for every x ∈ M. In this case

f (x) = Pr
(
g(x), F[1][x : λ̃]

)
∈ F[1][x : λ̃] ⊂ F(x) for every x ∈ M,

so that f is a selection of F onM;
(⋆2) The mapping f :M→ R2 is Lipschitz with Lipschitz seminorm ∥ f ∥Lip(M) ≤ 2λ + λ̃.

The proof of this proposition is based on a number of auxiliary results. The first of these is the
following lemma.

Lemma 3.4 Let S ⊂ R2 be a nonempty convex closed set. Then for every point a ∈ H[S ] the
metric projection Pr(a, S ) is a singleton. Furthermore, Pr(a, S ) coincides with a vertex of the square
Q(a, dist(a, S )).

Proof. The proof of this lemma is given in [62, p. 301]. See also [65, p. 68]. For the convenience
of the reader, we give it here.

Clearly, if a ∈ S , nothing to prove. Suppose a < S so that r = dist(a, S ) > 0. Because S is closed,
Pr(a; S ) , ∅. Furthermore, Pr(a; S ) = S ∩ Q = S ∩ ∂Q where Q = Q(a, r).

Because Pr(a; S ) is a nonempty convex set lying on the boundary of Q, it belongs to a certain
side of the square Q. In other words, there exist two distinct vertices of Q, say A and B, such that
Pr(a; S ) ⊂ [A, B].
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Let us prove that

either Pr(a; S ) = {A} or Pr(a; S ) = {B}. (3.17)

Indeed, otherwise there exists a point p ∈ (A, B) ∩ Pr(a; S ). Let ℓ be the straight line passing
through A and B. Clearly, ℓ is parallel to a coordinate axis. Let H1,H2 be the closed half-planes
determined by ℓ. (Thus ℓ = H1 ∩ H2 and H1 ∪ H2 = R2.) Clearly, Q is contained in one of these
half-planes, say in H1. Because dist(a, ℓ) = r > 0, the point a ∈ Hint

1 where Hint
1 denotes the interior

of H1.
Prove that in this case S ⊂ H2, i.e., the straight line ℓ separates (not strictly) the square Q and

the set S . Indeed, suppose that there exists a point b ∈ S ∩ Hint
1 . Then also (p, b] ⊂ Hint

1 because
p ∈ ∂H1 = ℓ. But p ∈ (A, B) so that (p, b] ∩ Qint , ∅. On the other hand, because S is convex and
p ∈ ∂S , the interval (p, b] ⊂ S proving that S ∩ Qint , ∅. But S ∩ Q ⊂ ∂Q, a contradiction.

Thus, S ⊂ H2 and Q ⊂ H1. But a ∈ Hint
1 so that a < H2. Clearly, H2 ∈ R(R2), i.e., H2 is

an (unbounded) rectangle. Therefore H[S ] ⊂ H2, see definition (2.13). Therefore, thanks to the
lemma’s hypothesis, a ∈ H[S ] ⊂ H2, a contradiction.

This contradiction implies (3.17) completing the proof of the lemma. ■

Clearly, this lemma implies the statement (⋆1) of Proposition 3.3.
Let us prove the statement (⋆2) which is equivalent to the inequality

∥ f (x) − f (y)∥ ≤ (2λ + λ̃) ρ(x, y) for every x, y ∈ M. (3.18)

The proof of this inequality relies on a number of auxiliary results which we present in the next
section.

4. Proof of the key theorem: the final step.

Lemma 4.1 Let A, B ⊂ R2 be nonempty convex closed sets such that A ⊂ B, and let a ∈ H[A].
Then Pr(a, A) and Pr(a, B) are singletons having the following properties:

(i) Pr(a, B) ∈ [Pr(a, A), a];
(ii) The following equality holds:

∥Pr(a, A) − Pr(a, B)∥ = dist(a, A) − dist(a, B).

Proof. The proof of the lemma is given in [62, p. 302]. See also [65, p. 69]. For the convenience
of the reader, we present it here.

First, we note that if a ∈ B, the statement of the lemma is immediate from Lemma 3.4.
Suppose that a < B. In this case, Lemma 3.4 tells us that Pr(a; A) is one of the vertices of the

square Q(a, r) with r = dist(a, A) > 0. Because A ⊂ B, the point a ∈ H[B] so that, thanks to Lemma
3.4, Pr(a; B) is a vertex of the square Q(a, α) where α = dist(a, B) > 0.

Using a suitable shift and dilation, without loss of generality, we can assume that

a = (0, 0), r = dist(a, A) = 1, and Pr(a; A) = (1, 1).

Clearly, in this case 0 < α ≤ 1. Furthermore, under these conditions, the statement of the lemma is
equivalent to the property

Pr(a; B) = (α, α). (4.1)
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Suppose that this property does not hold, i.e., Pr(a; B) ∈ {(α,−α), (−α, α), (−α,−α)}.
In order to get a contradiction, we construct a straight line ℓA which passes through (1, 1) and

separates (not strictly) the square Q(a, r) = [−1, 1]2 and A. This line determines two closed half-
planes, S +A and S −A, with the common boundary (i.e., the line ℓA) such that R2 = S +A ∪ S −A. One of
them, say S +A, contains A, so that S −A ⊃ Q(a, r). We know that S +A contains (1, 1) and does not contain
intrinsic points of the square [−1, 1]2, so that Q(a, r) ∩ ℓA = (1, 1). Therefore, the half-plane S +A
admits the following representation:

S +A = {x = (x1, x2) ∈ R2 : (x1 − 1) h1 + (x2 − 1) h2 ≥ 0} (4.2)

where h1, h2 > 0 are certain numbers.
Let us assume that Pr(a; B) = (−α, α) and show that this assumption leads to a contradiction.

We let ℓB denote a straight line which passes through the point (−α, α) and separates the square
Q(a, dist(a, B)) = [−α, α]2 and the set B. Let S +B be the one of the two half-planes determined by ℓB
which contains B. Then the other half-plane, S −B, contains Q(a, dist(a, B)), and S +B ∩ S −B = ℓB.

We know that S +B contains the point (−α, α) on its boundary and does not contain intrinsic points
of the square [−α, α]2. Therefore, this half-plane can be represented in the form

S +B = {(x1, x2) ∈ R2 : −(x1 + α) s1 + (x2 − α) s2 ≥ 0} (4.3)

with certain s1, s2 > 0.
Thus, A ⊂ S +A and A ⊂ B ⊂ S +B, so that A ⊂ S +A ∩ S +B proving that for every x = (x1, x2) ∈ A we

have

(x1 − 1) h1 + (x2 − 1) h2 ≥ 0 and − (x1 + α) s1 + (x2 − α) s2 ≥ 0. (4.4)

See (4.2) and (4.3). Note also that since S +A ∩ S +B ⊃ A , ∅, we have h2 + s2 > 0.
Let us prove that inequalities (4.4) imply the following inclusion:

A ⊂ Hα = {x = (x1, x2) ∈ R2 : x2 ≥ α}. (4.5)

Indeed, it is easy to see that from (4.4) we have

x2 − α ≥
s1((1 + α)h1 + (1 − α)h2))

s1h2 + s2h1
≥ 0, x = (x1, x2) ∈ A,

proving (4.5).
Let us note that Hα ∈ R(R2) so that H[A] ⊂ Hα. Therefore, thanks to the lemma’s assumption,

a = (0, 0) ∈ Hα. But α > 0 so that a = (0, 0) < Hα, a contradiction.
In a similar way we get a contradiction provided Pr(a; B) = (α,−α) or Pr(a; B) = (−α,−α) proving

the required property (4.1) and the lemma. ■

Lemma 4.2 (i) Let u ∈ M, and let a ∈ H[F[1][u : λ̃]]. Then

dist(a, F[1][u : λ̃]) = max
z∈M

dist(a, F(z) + λ̃ ρ(u, z)Q0) = max
z∈M

[dist(a, F(z)) − λ̃ ρ(u, z)]+ ; (4.6)

(ii) Let u, v ∈ M, and let a ∈ H[F[1][u : λ̃]] and b ∈ H[F[1][v : λ̃]]. Then

| dist(a, F[1][u : λ̃]) − dist(b, F[1][v : λ̃])| ≤ ∥a − b∥ + λ̃ ρ(u, v). (4.7)
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Proof. (i) Let A = F[1][u : λ̃] and, given z ∈ M, let Az = F(z) + λ̃ ρ(u, z)Q0. Then, thanks to (3.2),
A = ∩{Az : z ∈ M}. Our goal is to prove that

dist(a, A) = max{dist(a, Az) : z ∈ M} provided a ∈ H[A]. (4.8)

Lemma 3.1 tells us that A is a nonempty convex and closed subset of R2. Because A ⊂ Az for each
z ∈ M, the left hand side of the above equality majorizes its right hand side.

Prove the converse inequality. If a ∈ A, nothing to prove.
Let a < A, and let ε ∈ (0, dist(a, A)) be arbitrary. We know that a ∈ H[A] so that, thanks to Lemma

4.1, Pr(a, A) is a singleton.
We let aε denote a point on the interval (Pr(a, A), a] such that ∥aε − Pr(a, A)∥ < ε. Because aε < A

and A = ∩{Az : z ∈ M}, there exists an element z̃ ∈ M such that aε < Az̃. Note that A ⊂ Az̃. Lemma
4.1 tells us that in this case Pr(a, Az̃) is a singleton such that Pr(a, Az̃) ∈ [Pr(a, A), a].

Then Pr(a, Az̃) ∈ [Pr(a, A), aε]; otherwise aε ∈ [Pr(a, A),Pr(a, Az̃)] ⊂ Az̃, a contradiction.
This proves that ∥Pr(a, A) − Pr(a, Az̃)∥ < ε. Hence,

dist(a, A) = ∥a − Pr(a, A)∥ ≤ ∥a − Pr(a, Az̃)∥ + ∥Pr(a, Az̃) − Pr(a, A)∥
≤ dist(a, Az̃) + ∥aε − Pr(a, A)∥ ≤ dist(a, Az̃) + ε.

Since ε > 0 can be chosen as small as desired, this implies the required inequality (4.8) proving
part (i) of the lemma.

(ii) Let A = F[1][u : λ̃] and B = F[1][v : λ̃]. Then, thanks to (4.6),

| dist(a, A) − dist(a, B)| = | sup
z∈M

[dist(a, F(z)) − λ̃ρ(u, z)]+ − sup
z∈M

[dist(a, F(z)) − λ̃ρ(v, z)]+|

≤ sup
z∈M
| [dist(a, F(z)) − λ̃ρ(u, z)]+ − [dist(a, F(z)) − λ̃ρ(v, z)]+|

≤ λ̃ sup
z∈M
|ρ(u, z) − ρ(v, z)|

so that, thanks to the triangle inequality,

| dist(a, A) − dist(a, B)| ≤ λ̃ ρ(u, v). (4.9)

Next,
| dist(a, A) − dist(b, B)| ≤ | dist(a, A) − dist(a, B)| + | dist(a, B) − dist(b, B)|.

Because dist(·, B) is a Lipschitz function, from this and (4.9), we have (4.7) completing the proof of
the lemma. ■

Let δ ≥ 0, and let

H1 and H2 be two half-planes with dist(H1,H2) ≤ δ. (4.10)

Let ℓi = ∂Hi be the boundary of the half-plane Hi, i = 1, 2. Let us represent the half-planes Hi,
i = 1, 2, in the form Hi = {u ∈ R2 : ⟨hi, u⟩ + αi ≤ 0} where hi is a unit vector and αi ∈ R. (Recall
that, given points a = (a1, a2), b = (b1, b2) ∈ R2, by ⟨a, b⟩ = a1b1 + a2b2 we denote the standard inner
product in R2.)

Thus the vector

hi is directed outside of Hi and hi ⊥ ℓi, i = 1, 2. (4.11)
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Proposition 4.3 Let a1 and a2 be two points in R2 such that

a1 ∈ H[H1 ∩ (H2 + δQ0)] and a2 ∈ H[H2 ∩ (H1 + δQ0)]. (4.12)

Suppose that

Pr(a1,H1) ∈ H2 + δQ0 and Pr(a2,H2) ∈ H1 + δQ0. (4.13)

Then the following inequality

∥Pr(a1,H1) − Pr(a2,H2)∥ ≤ 2∥a1 − a2∥ + δ (4.14)

holds.

Proof. We will need a number of auxiliary lemmas. Let us formulate the first of them. Let

S 1 = H1 ∩ (H2 + δQ0) and S 2 = H2 ∩ (H1 + δQ0). (4.15)

We know that dist(H1,H2) ≤ δ so that S 1 , ∅ and S 2 , ∅. Furthermore, thanks to (4.12) and (4.15),

a1 ∈ H[S 1] and a2 ∈ H[S 2]. (4.16)

Lemma 4.4 Both Pr(a1,H1) and Pr(a2,H2) are singletons. Furthermore, Pr(ai,Hi) = Pr(ai, S i) for
every i = 1, 2, and the following inequality

| dist(a1,H1) − dist(a2,H2)| ≤ δ + ∥a1 − a2∥

holds.

Proof. Thanks to (4.16), the point ai ∈ H[S i], so that ai ∈ H[Hi] because S i ⊂ Hi, i = 1, 2, see
(4.15). Therefore, thanks to Lemma 3.4, Pr(ai,Hi) is a singleton for every i = 1, 2.

Furthermore, thanks to (4.13), Pr(ai,Hi) ∈ S i. But S i ⊂ Hi so that Pr(ai,Hi) = Pr(ai, S i), i = 1, 2.
In particular, dist(ai,Hi) = dist(ai, S i), i = 1, 2.

Clearly,
dH(S 1, S 2) = dH(H1 ∩ [H2 + δQ0],H2 ∩ [H1 + δQ0]) ≤ δ.

See (2.1). Therefore,

| dist(a1,H1) − dist(a1,H2)| = | dist(a1, S 1) − dist(a1, S 2)| ≤ dH(S 1, S 2) ≤ δ.

Note also that the function dist(·,H2) is Lipschitz. Hence, we have

| dist(a1,H1)− dist(a2,H2)| ≤ | dist(a1,H1)− dist(a1,H2)|+ | dist(a1,H2)− dist(a2,H2)| ≤ δ+ ∥a1 − a2∥

proving the lemma. ■

Lemma 4.5 Inequality (4.14) holds provided either a1 ∈ H1 or a2 ∈ H2.

Proof. For example, suppose that a2 ∈ H2. Then Pr(a2,H2) = a2 and dist(a2,H2) = 0. Therefore,
thanks to Lemma 4.4, dist(a1,H1) ≤ δ + ∥a1 − a2∥. Hence,

∥Pr(a1,H1) − Pr(a2,H2)∥ = ∥Pr(a1,H1) − a2∥ ≤ ∥Pr(a1,H1) − a1∥ + ∥a1 − a2∥

= dist(a1,H1) + ∥a1 − a2∥ ≤ δ + 2∥a1 − a2∥
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proving the lemma. ■

Everywhere below, in the proof of inequality (4.14), we will assume that

a1 < H1 and a2 < H2. (4.17)

Recall that ℓi is the boundary of the half-plane Hi, i = 1, 2. Let us see that the assumption ai < Hi,
i = 1, 2, implies the following property:

ℓi ∦ Ox j for every i, j = 1, 2. (4.18)

Indeed, suppose that this statement is not true, say for i = 1, i.e., either ℓ1 ∥ Ox1 or ℓ1 ∥ Ox2.
Then H[H1] = H1. But a1 ∈ H[H1 ∩ (H2 + δQ0)] ⊂ H[H1] so that a1 ∈ H1 which contradicts our
assumption that a1 < H1.

Remark 4.6 Our next result, Lemma 4.5, deals with points ai and half-planes Hi, i = 1, 2, such that
the vectors

Pr(a1,H1) − a1 and Pr(a2,H2) − a2 are co-directed. (4.19)

Recall that this property means that

Pr(a2,H2) − a2 = β (Pr(a1,H1) − a1) for some β > 0.

We also recall the representation of H1 and H2 in the form Hi = {u ∈ R2 : ⟨hi, u⟩ ≤ αi}, i = 1, 2,
where each hi is a unit vector and αi ∈ R. Thanks to (4.11), hi ⊥ ℓi (= ∂Hi), so that from (4.18) we
have hi ∦ Ox j for every i, j = 1, 2. In particular, each hi, i = 1, 2, has non-zero coordinates.

Finally, let us note the following useful property of metric projections in the space ℓ2∞ = (R2, ∥ · ∥).
Let α ∈ R and let h = (h1, h2) with h1, h2 , 0 be a unit vector. Let

H = {u ∈ R2 : ⟨h, u⟩ + α ≤ 0}, and let a < H.

Clearly, in this case Pr(a,H) is a singleton, and Pr(a,H) , a. Then the vector

a − Pr(a,H) and the vector (sign h1, sign h2) are co-directed. ◀ (4.20)

Lemma 4.7 Inequality (4.14) holds provided condition (4.19) is satisfied.

Proof. Thanks to the triangle inequality,

∥Pr(a1,H1) − Pr(a2,H2)∥ ≤ ∥(Pr(a1,H1) − a1) − (Pr(a2,H2) − a2)∥ + ∥a1 − a2∥. (4.21)

Because the vectors Pr(a1,H1) − a1 and Pr(a2,H2) − a2 are co-directed,

∥(Pr(a1,H1) − a1) − (Pr(a2,H2) − a2)∥ = | ∥(Pr(a1,H1) − a1)∥ − ∥(Pr(a2,H2) − a2)∥ |
= | dist(a1,H1) − dist(a2,H2)|.

Therefore, thanks to Lemma 4.4,

∥(Pr(a1,H1) − a1) − (Pr(a2,H2) − a2)∥ ≤ δ + ∥a1 − a2∥.

Combining this inequality with (4.21), we obtain the required inequality (4.14). ■
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Lemma 4.8 (i) Inequality (4.14) holds provided

dist(a1,H1) + dist(a1,H2) ≤ δ. (4.22)

(ii) Inequality (4.14) holds if a1 ∈ H2.

Proof. (i) First, let us prove that

∥Pr(a1,H2) − Pr(a2,H2)∥ ≤ 2∥a1 − a2∥. (4.23)

Indeed, thanks to (4.18), ℓ2 ∦ Ox1 and ℓ2 ∦ Ox2 so thatH[H2] = R2. Hence, a1, a2 ∈ H[H2].
We know that a2 < H2. If a1 ∈ H2, then all conditions of Lemma 4.5 are satisfied provided H1 = H2

and δ = 0. This lemma tells us that in this case inequality (4.23) holds.
Now, suppose that a1 < H2. Then the vectors

Pr(a1,H2) − a1 and Pr(a2,H2) − a2 are co-directed.

Therefore, all conditions of Lemma 4.7 are satisfied for the same case, i.e., for H1 = H2 and δ = 0.
This lemma tells us that, in these settings, inequality (4.23) holds.

Thus, we have proved (4.23) for every a1 and a2 satisfying (4.12) and (4.17).
From (4.23) and the triangle inequality, we have

∥Pr(a1,H1) − Pr(a2,H2)∥ ≤ ∥(Pr(a1,H1) − a1) − (Pr(a1,H2) − a1)∥ + ∥Pr(a1,H2) − Pr(a2,H2)∥
≤ ∥Pr(a1,H1) − a1∥ + ∥Pr(a1,H2) − a1∥ + 2∥a1 − a2∥

= dist(a1,H1) + dist(a1,H2) + 2∥a1 − a2∥.

Combining this inequality with (4.22), we obtain inequality (4.14) proving part (i) of the lemma.
(ii) Prove that if a1 ∈ H2, then ∥Pr(a1,H1) − Pr(a1,H2)∥ ≤ δ. Indeed, this inequality is immediate

from Lemma 4.5 applied to the case a1 = a2. Now, from this and (4.23), we have

∥Pr(a1,H1) − Pr(a2,H2)∥ ≤ ∥Pr(a1,H1) − Pr(a1,H2)∥ + ∥Pr(a1,H2) − Pr(a2,H2)∥ ≤ δ + 2∥a1 − a2∥

proving (4.14) and the lemma. ■

Lemma 4.9 Inequality (4.14) holds provided ℓ1 ∥ ℓ2.

Proof. Because ℓ1 ∥ ℓ2 and ℓi ∦ Ox j, i, j = 1, 2 (see (4.18)), we have

H[H1 ∩ (H2 + δQ0)] = H[H2 ∩ (H1 + δQ0)] = R2

Let us note that, since ℓ1 ∥ ℓ2 and hi ⊥ ℓi (see (4.11)), the vectors h1 and h2 are collinear unit
vectors. Therefore, either h1 = h2 or h1 = −h2.

If h1 = h2, then H2 is a shift of H1, i.e., H2 = H1 + p for some p ∈ R2.
Thanks to (4.20), in this case the vectors

Pr(a1,H1) − a1 and Pr(a2,H2) − a2 are co-directed.

See Fig. 5-1. Therefore, thanks to Lemma 4.7, inequality (4.14) holds.
Let us prove (4.14) for h2 = −h1. Part (ii) of Lemma 4.8 tells us that (4.14) holds provided a1 ∈ H2.
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Now, let us suppose that a1 < H2 and prove that (4.14) holds as well. In this case a1 < H1 ∪ H2

(because a1 < H1, see (4.17)) so that H1 ∩ H2 = ∅ as it shown on Fig. 5-2.

Fig. 5: Metric projections onto the half-planes H1 and H2 with the parallel boundaries.

Let us prove that in this case inequality (4.22) holds. Let T be the closure of the set R2 \ (H1∪H2).
Clearly, T is the strip between the half-planes H1 and H2, and ∂T = ℓ ∪ ℓ2. Recall that ℓ1 ∥ ℓ2 and
dist(H1,H2) ≤ δ so that

dist(x,H2) ≤ δ for x ∈ ℓ1 and dist(x,H1) ≤ δ for x ∈ ℓ2.

We define a function f on T by letting f (x) = dist(x,H1) + dist(x,H2). Clearly, f is a convex
continuous function on T . Therefore, supT f = sup∂T f . But

f (x) = dist(x, ℓ2) ≤ δ on ℓ1 and f (x) = dist(x, ℓ1) ≤ δ on ℓ2

so that sup∂T f ≤ δ. Hence, supT f ≤ δ proving (4.22). Therefore, thanks to part (i) of Lemma 4.8,
inequality (4.14) holds, and the proof of Lemma 4.9 is complete. ■

Thanks to Lemma 4.5, part (ii) of Lemma 4.8 and Lemma 4.9, it remains to prove that inequality
(4.14) holds provided ℓ1 ∦ ℓ2,

a1 and a2 satisfy (4.12), a1 < (H1 ∪ H2) and a2 < H2. (4.24)

Clearly, without loss of generality, we may assume that ℓ1 ∩ ℓ2 = {0}. Then

Hi = {u ∈ R2 : ⟨hi, u⟩ ≤ 0}, i = 1, 2,

where hi, i = 1, 2, are non-collinear unit vectors. In these settings,

ℓi = {u ∈ R2 : ⟨hi, u⟩ = 0}, i = 1, 2. (4.25)

Let

hi = (cosφi, sinφi) where the angle φi ∈ [0, 2π), i = 1, 2. (4.26)
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Because the uniform norm on the plane is invariant under reflections with respect to the coordinate
axes and with respect to the bisectors of the coordinate angles, we can also assume that the angles φ1

and φ2 satisfy the following conditions:

φ1 ∈ (π/2, π) and φ2 ∈ (φ1, φ1 + π).

We know that hi ⊥ ℓi, i = 1, 2 so that h1 ∦ h2 (because ℓ1 ∦ ℓ2). Let us also recall that hi is directed
outside of Hi, i = 1, 2. We also note that, in the case under consideration, H1 ∩ H2 is a convex cone
with the vertex at 0. Moreover, the sets

S 1 = H1 ∩ (H2 + δQ0) and S 2 = H2 ∩ (H1 + δQ0)

are convex cones in R2. Let

X1 = (s1, s2) and X2 = (t1, t2) (4.27)

be the vertices of the cones S 1 and S 2 respectively.
Thus, X1 is the point of intersection of the line ℓ1 = ∂H1 and the line ℓ̃2 = ∂(H2 + δQ0). In turn,

X2 = ℓ2 ∩ ℓ̃1 where ℓ2 = ∂H2 and ℓ̃1 = ∂(H1 + δQ0).

Moreover, thanks to (4.15), we have the following representations of the cones S 1 and S 2:

S 1 = H1 ∩ H2 + X1, S 2 = H1 ∩ H2 + X2. (4.28)

Let us give explicit formulae for the points X1 and X2. First, we note that

Hi + δQ0 = {u ∈ R2 : ⟨hi, u⟩ ≤ δ ∥hi∥1}, i = 1, 2.

Here, given u = (u1, u2) ∈ R2 we let ∥u∥1 = |u1| + |u2| denote the ℓ12-norm in R2. Hence,

ℓ̃i = {u ∈ R2 : ⟨hi, u⟩ = δ ∥hi∥1}, i = 1, 2. (4.29)

Let

A =
(

cosφ1 sinφ1

cosφ2 sinφ2

)
and let ∆ = det A = sin(φ2 − φ1). (4.30)

See (4.26). (Clearly, ∆ , 0 because h1 ∦ h2.) We know that

X1 = (s1, s2) = ℓ1 ∩ ℓ̃2

so that, thanks to (4.25) and (4.29), the vector (s1, s2) is the solution of the system of linear equations

A
(

s1

s2

)
=

(
0

δ ∥h2∥1

)
.

Therefore,

s1 =
1
∆

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 0 sinφ1

δ ∥h2∥1 sinφ2

∣∣∣∣∣∣ = − δ∆ ∥h2∥1 sinφ1 and s2 =
δ

∆
∥h2∥1 cosφ1. (4.31)

Thus,

X1 =
δ

∆
∥h2∥1 (− sinφ1, cosφ1). (4.32)

In the same way we prove that

X2 =
δ

∆
∥h1∥1 (sinφ2,− cosφ2). (4.33)
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Lemma 4.10 Inequality (4.14) holds provided φ1 ∈ (π/2, π) and φ2 ∈ (φ1, π).

Proof. We recall that in the case under consideration

hi = (cosφi, sinφi) where φi ∈ (π/2, π), i = 1, 2.

Hence, (sign(cosφi), sign(sinφi)) = (−1, 1).
This equality and property (4.20) imply the following: for every i = 1, 2, the vector (1,−1) and the

vector Pr(ai,H) − ai are co-directed. See Fig. 6.

Fig. 6: The half-planes H1 and H2 with the non-parallel boundaries: the first case.

This proves that

Pr(a1,H) − a1 and Pr(a2,H) − a2 are co-directed vectors.

Therefore, thanks to Lemma 4.7, (4.14) holds, and the proof of the lemma is complete. ■

Lemma 4.11 Inequality (4.14) holds provided φ1 ∈ (π/2, π) and φ2 ∈ (π, φ1 + π).

Proof. First, let us prove the following important inequality: Let T = ∆(X1, X2,O) be the triangle
with vertices at X1, X2 and O = 0. Then

D(x) ≤ δ where D(x) = dist(x,H1) + dist(x,H2), x ∈ T. (4.34)

Indeed, D is a convex continuous function on T so that its maximum is attained on the set of
vertices of the triangle T , i.e., at the points O, X1 and X2. But D(O) = 0, D(X1) = δ (because
X1 ∈ ℓ̃2 = ∂(H2 + δQ0)) and D(X2) = δ (because X2 ∈ ℓ̃1 = ∂(H1 + δQ0)) proving the required
inequality (4.34).
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We begin the proof of inequality (4.14) with the case φ1 ∈ (π/2, π) and φ2 ∈
(
π, 3

2π
)
. See Fig. 7.

Fig. 7: The half-planes H1 and H2 with the non-parallel boundaries: φ2 ∈
(
π, 3

2π
)
.

In this case, the following inequalities hold:

cosφ1 < 0, sinφ1 > 0, cosφ2 < 0 and sinφ2 < 0. (4.35)

Therefore, thanks to (4.20), the vector Pr(a1,H1)−a1 is co-directed with the vector (1,−1), and the
vector Pr(a2,H2)−a2 is co-directed with (1, 1). Moreover, in this case the convex cone H1∩H2 (with
the vertex in 0) contains the positive semi-axis Ox+1 (= {(t, 0) : t ≥ 0}). This implies the following
properties of the rectangular hulls of the sets S 1 = H1 ∩ (H2 + δQ0) and S 2 = H2 ∩ (H1 + δQ0):

H[S 1] = {(u1, u2) ∈ R2 : u1 ≥ s1} and H[S 2] = {(u1, u2) ∈ R2 : u1 ≥ t1}.

We recall that X1 = (s1, s2) and X2 = (t1, t2). See (4.27) and Fig. 7.
Let αi ∈ (0, π/2), i = 1, 2, be the angle between the straight line ℓi = ∂Hi and the axis Ox1. On Fig.

7 we consider the case α2 ≤ α1. We note that no necessity in the additional consideration of the case
α2 > α1 because it can be obtained from the case α2 < α1 with the help of a suitable reflections with
respect to the coordinate axes and the bisectors of the coordinate angles.

Let us prove that if α2 ≤ α1, then

t1 ≤ s1 ≤ 0. (4.36)

First, let us note that, thanks to (4.30), ∆ = sin(φ2 − φ1) > 0 (because φ2 − φ1 ∈ (0, π).) Also note
that, thanks to (4.35), sinφ1 > 0. Hence, thanks to formula (4.32), s1 ≤ 0.
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Let us see that

s1 − t1 =
δ

∆
sin(φ1 + φ2) =

δ

∆
sin(α1 − α2). (4.37)

Indeed, thanks to (4.35),

∥h1∥1 = − cosφ1 + sinφ1 and ∥h2∥1 = − cosφ2 − sinφ2,

so that, thanks to formulae (4.32) and (4.33),

s1 − t1 = (δ/∆){−∥h2∥1 sinφ1 − ∥h1∥1 sinφ2}

= (δ/∆){−(− cosφ2 − sinφ2) sinφ1 − (− cosφ1 + sinφ1) sinφ2}

= (δ/∆){cosφ2 sinφ1 + cosφ1 sinφ2} = (δ/∆) sin(φ1 + φ2).

We note that α1 = φ1 − π/2 and α2 =
3
2π − φ2. Hence, we have

φ1 + φ2 = α1 − α2 + 2π

proving (4.37). It remains to note that sin(α1 − α2) > 0 (because 0 < α2 ≤ α1 < π/2) and ∆ > 0 so
that, thanks (4.37), t1 ≤ s1 proving (4.36).

In particular, this inequality implies the inclusionH[S 1] ⊂ H[S 2] as it shown on Fig. 7. Further-
more, thanks to (4.24)

a1 < H1 ∪ H2 and a1 ∈ H[S 1] = H[H1 ∩ (H2 + δQ0)]. (4.38)

Let Y be the point of intersection of the line ℓ2 (the boundary of H2) and the line ℓ̂ passing through
the point X1 = (s1, s2) and parallel to the axis Ox2. (Thus, Y = (s1, y2) for some y2 ∈ R). Recall that
the point X2 = (t1, t2) lies on the line ℓ2, and, thanks to inequality (4.36),

t1 ≤ s1 ≤ 0.

In particular, these observations shows that Y ∈ [X2,O] where O = 0 is the origin.
Conditions (4.38) shows that the point a1 belongs to the triangle T̃ = ∆(X1,Y,O) with the vertices at

the points X1, Y and O. Because Y ∈ [X2,O], the triangle T̃ is a subset of the triangle T = ∆(X1, X2,O)
with the vertices at X1, X2 and O = 0. Hence, a1 ∈ T .

Therefore, thanks to (4.34),

D(a1) = dist(a1,H1) + dist(a1,H2) ≤ δ. (4.39)

Thus, condition (4.22) of Lemma 4.8 holds. Thanks to this lemma, inequality (4.14) holds proving
Lemma 4.11 for the angles

φ1 ∈ (π/2, π) and φ2 ∈
(
π, 3

2π
)
.

Let us prove Lemma 4.11 for

φ1 ∈ (π/2, π) and φ2 ∈

(
3
2
π, φ1 + π

)
. See Fig. 8. (4.40)
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Fig. 8: The half-planes H1 and H2 with the non-parallel boundaries: φ2 ∈
(

3
2 π, φ1 + π

)
.

In this case,

cosφ1 < 0, sinφ1 > 0, cosφ2 > 0 and sinφ2 < 0. (4.41)

Therefore, thanks to (4.20), the vector Pr(a1,H1) − a1 is co-directed with (1,−1), and the vector
Pr(a2,H2) − a2 is co-directed with (−1, 1). Moreover,

H[S 1] = {(u1, u2) ∈ R2 : u1 ≥ s1, u2 ≥ s2} and H[S 2] = {(u1, u2) ∈ R2 : u1 ≥ t1, u2 ≥ t2}.

Let us prove that

X1 − X2 = δ(1,−1). (4.42)

(Recall that X1 = (s1, s2) and X2 = (t1, t2) are the points defined by (4.27).) For explicit formulae for
si, ti, i = 1, 2, see (4.32) and (4.33).

Thanks to (4.41), we have

∥h1∥1 = | cosφ1| + | sinφ1| = − cosφ1 + sinφ1, ∥h2∥1 = | cosφ2| + | sinφ2| = cosφ2 − sinφ2.

Therefore, thanks to (4.32) and (4.33),

X1 =
δ

∆
(cosφ2 − sinφ2) (− sinφ1, cosφ1) and X2 =

δ

∆
(− cosφ1 + sinφ1) (sinφ2,− cosφ2).

Hence,

X1 − X2 =
δ

∆
((cosφ2 − sinφ2) (− sinφ1) − (− cosφ1 + sinφ1) sinφ2,

(cosφ2 − sinφ2) cosφ1 − (− cosφ1 + sinφ1)(− cosφ2))

=
δ

∆
(− cosφ2 sinφ1 + cosφ1 sinφ2,− sinφ2 cosφ1 + sinφ1 cosφ2)

=
δ

∆
sin(φ2 − φ1)(1,−1).
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Thanks to (4.30), ∆ = sin(φ2 − φ1), and the proof of (4.42) is complete.
Thanks to this equality, t1 = s1 − δ and t2 = s2 + δ. Furthermore, (4.42) and (4.28) imply the

following:
S 2 = S 1 + δ(−1, 1) and H[S 2] = H[S 1] + δ(−1, 1).

Let us prove that

t1 ≤ s1 ≤ 0 and s2 ≤ t2 ≤ 0. (4.43)

In fact, we know that

φ1 ∈ (π/2, π) and φ2 ∈ ((3/2) π, φ1 + π).

Hence, 0 < φ2 − φ1 < π proving that ∆ = sin(φ2 − φ1) > 0. We also know that sinφ1 > 0 so that,
thanks to (4.31), s1 ≤ 0. In addition, t1 = s1 − δ ≤ s1 proving the first inequality in (4.43).

Next, thanks to (4.33),
t2 = −(δ/∆) ∥h1∥1 cosφ2.

But ∆ > 0 and cosφ2 > 0 so that t2 ≤ 0. Moreover, s2 = t2 − δ, so that s2 ≤ t2, and the proof of (4.43)
is complete.

We recall that the point a1 satisfies conditions (4.38). Therefore,

a1 ∈ T = ∆(X1, X2,O).

See Fig. 8. From this and (4.39) it follows that condition (4.22) of Lemma 4.8 is satisfied. This
lemma tells us that inequality (4.14) holds proving Lemma 4.11 for the case (4.40).

The proof of Lemma 4.11 is complete. ■

Finally, the results of Lemmas 4.4 – 4.11 imply the required inequality (4.14) completing the proof
of Proposition 4.3. ■

We are in a position to complete the proof of Proposition 3.3.
Proof of inequality (3.18). Let us fix elements x, y ∈ M. We set

A1 = F[1][x : λ̃], A2 = F[1][y : λ̃]

and a1 = g(x), a2 = g(y). Recall that g :M→ R is the mapping satisfying (3.14) and (3.15).
We also recall that the mapping F[1][· : λ̃] is defined by (3.2). Thus,

Ai = ∩{A
[u]
i : u ∈ M}, i = 1, 2, (4.44)

where given u ∈ M, we set

A[u]
1 = F(u) + λ̃ ρ(u, x)Q0 and A[u]

2 = F(u) + λ̃ ρ(u, y)Q0. (4.45)

Lemma 3.1 tells us that each Ai, i = 1, 2, is a nonempty closed convex subset of R2.
Thanks to inequality (3.15), we have

∥a1 − a2∥ ≤ λ ρ(x, y), (4.46)

and, thanks to (3.14),

ai ∈ H[Ai], i = 1, 2. (4.47)
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Furthermore, formula (3.16) tells us that

f (x) = Pr(a1, A1) and f (y) = Pr(a2, A2).

(We also recall that, thanks to Lemma 3.4, the metric projection Pr(ai, Ai) is well defined, i.e.,
Pr(ai, Ai) is a singleton.)

In these settings, the required inequality (3.18) reads as follows:

∥Pr(a1, A1) − Pr(a2, A2)∥ ≤ (2λ + λ̃) ρ(x, y). (4.48)

Let us note that this inequality is immediate from (4.46) provided ai ∈ Ai, i = 1, 2, (because in this
case Pr(ai, Ai) = ai).

Suppose that either a1 < A1 or a2 < A2. Without loss of generality, we may assume that a1 < A1.
Fix ε > 0 and prove that there exists a half-plane H1 ∈ HP(R2) such that

H1 ⊃ A1, H1 + λ̃ ρ(x, y)Q0 ⊃ A2, (4.49)

and

∥Pr(a1, A1) − Pr(a1,H1)∥ < ε. (4.50)

We construct the half-plane H1 as follows: Because a1 < A1, we have Pr(a1, A1) , a1 so that
(Pr(a1, A1), a1] is a nonempty semi-open interval in R2. Let us pick a point

a(ε) ∈ (Pr(a1, A1), a1]

such that

∥a(ε) − Pr(a1, A1)∥ < ε. (4.51)

Because Pr(a1, A1) is the nearest to a1 point on A1, we have

(Pr(a1, A1), a1] ∩ A1 = ∅.

Therefore,
a(ε) < A1 = ∩{A

[u]
1 : u ∈ M}.

See (4.44). This implies the existence of an element u ∈ M such that a(ε) < A[u]
1 . We let B denote

the set A[u]
1 . Thus,

a(ε) < B = A[u]
1 = F(u) + λ̃ ρ(u, x)Q0. (4.52)

See (4.45). Thanks to (4.47) and (4.44),

a1 ∈ H[A1] and A1 ⊂ B. (4.53)

Therefore, thanks to Lemma 4.1, the metric projections Pr(a1, A1) and Pr(a1, B) are singletons such
that

Pr(a1, B) ∈ [Pr(a1, A1), a1].

See Fig. 9.
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Fig. 9: Metric projections of a1 onto A1 and B.

We note that Pr(a1, B) ∈ [Pr(a1, A1), a(ε)]; indeed, otherwise a(ε) ∈ [Pr(a1, A1),Pr(a1, B)] ⊂ B, a
contradiction. See (4.52). Hence, thanks to (4.51),

∥Pr(a1, A1) − Pr(a1, B)∥ ≤ ∥a(ε) − Pr(a1, A1)∥ < ε. (4.54)

Let Q̃ = Q(a1, r) where r = dist(a1, B). Thus, Q̃ ∩ B = {Pr(a1, B)}. Therefore, thanks to the
separation theorem, there exists a half-plane H1 ∈ HP(R2) which contains B and separates (not
strictly) Q̃ and B. Thus, B ⊂ H1 and Q̃ ∩ H1 = Pr(a1, B) as it shown on Fig. 9. In particular, these
properties imply the equality Pr(a1,H1) = Pr(a1, B).

Let us see that inclusions (4.49) and inequality (4.50) hold for the half-plane H1. In fact, (4.50) is
immediate from (4.54) and the last equality.

Prove (4.49). We know that A1 ⊂ B, see (4.53), so that A1 ⊂ B ⊂ H1. We also recall that
B = F(u) + λ̃ ρ(u, x)Q0 (see (4.52)). Therefore,

H1+ λ̃ ρ(x, y)Q0 ⊃ B+ λ̃ ρ(x, y)Q0 = F(u)+ λ̃ ρ(u, x)Q0+ λ̃ ρ(x, y)Q0 = F(u)+ λ̃ (ρ(u, x)+ρ(x, y)) Q0.

Therefore, thanks to the triangle inequality, (4.44) and (4.45), we have

H1 + λ̃ ρ(x, y)Q0 ⊃ F(u) + λ̃ ρ(u, y) Q0 = A[u]
2 ⊃ A2

proving (4.49).

Next, let us construct a half-plane H2 ∈ HP(R2) having the following properties:

H2 ⊃ A2, H2 + λ̃ ρ(x, y)Q0 ⊃ A1, (4.55)

and

∥Pr(a2, A2) − Pr(a2,H2)∥ < ε. (4.56)

If a2 < A2, we define H2 in the same way as we have defined H1 for a1. In this case, properties
(4.55), (4.56) are a complete analog of properties (4.49) and (4.50) obtained for the point a1.
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If a2 ∈ A2, we set
H2 = H1 + λ̃ ρ(x, y)Q0.

Clearly, H2 is a half-plane. Let us see that inclusions (4.55) and inequality (4.56) hold for this
choice of H2. Indeed, thanks to the second inclusion in (4.49), we have H2 ⊃ A2. In turn, thanks to
the first inclusion,

H2 + λ̃ ρ(x, y)Q0 = (H1 + λ̃ ρ(x, y)Q0) + λ̃ ρ(x, y)Q0 ⊃ H1 ⊃ A1,

proving (4.55). Finally, inequality (4.56) is trivial because Pr(a2, A2) = Pr(a2,H2)(= a2). (Recall
that a2 ∈ A2 ⊂ H2.)

Now, we set

δ = λ̃ ρ(x, y) + ε. (4.57)

Let us prove that the points a1, a2 and the half-planes H1 and H2 satisfy conditions (4.10), (4.12)
and (4.13).

Thanks to (4.49), H1 ⊃ A1, and, thanks to (4.55), H2 + λ̃ ρ(x, y)Q0 ⊃ A1. Hence,

H1 ∩ (H2 + λ̃ ρ(x, y)Q0) ⊃ A1.

Note that λ̃ ρ(x, y) < δ; see (4.57). Therefore,

H1 ∩ (H2 + δQ0) ⊃ A1. (4.58)

We also know that A1 , ∅ so that H1 ∩ (H2 + δQ0) , ∅ as well. This proves that dist(H1,H2) ≤ δ
so that the condition (4.10) is satisfied.

Let us prove that the points a1 and a2 satisfy condition (4.12). Indeed, inclusion (4.58) tells us that

H[A1] ⊂ H[H1 ∩ (H2 + δQ0)].

But, thanks to (4.47), a1 ∈ H[A1] proving that a1 ∈ H[H1 ∩ (H2 + δQ0)].
In the same fashion we show that a2 ∈ H[H2 ∩ (H1 + δQ0)] proving that condition (4.12) holds.
Let us show that condition (4.13) is satisfied as well. Thanks to (4.55),

Pr(a1, A1) ∈ A1 ⊂ H2 + λ̃ ρ(x, y) Q0,

and, thanks to (4.50),
Pr(a1,H1) ∈ Pr(a1, A1) + εQ0 ⊂ A1 + εQ0.

Therefore, thanks to (4.57),

Pr(a1,H1) ∈ A1 + εQ0 ⊂ (H2 + λ̃ ρ(x, y) Q0) + εQ0 = H2 + δQ0.

In the same way we show that Pr(a2,H2) ∈ H1 + δQ0 completing the proof of (4.13).

Therefore, thanks to Proposition 4.3, inequality (4.14) holds. This inequality together with (4.46)
and (4.57) imply the following:

∥Pr(a1,H1) − Pr(a2,H2)∥ ≤ 2∥a1 − a2∥ + δ ≤ 2λ ρ(x, y) + λ̃ ρ(x, y) + ε.
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From this, (4.50) and (4.56), we have

∥Pr(a1, A1) − Pr(a2, A2)∥ ≤ ∥Pr(a1, A1) − Pr(a1,H1)∥ + ∥Pr(a1,H1) − Pr(a2,H2)∥
+ ∥Pr(a2,H2) − Pr(a2, A2)∥ ≤ (2λ + λ̃) ρ(x, y) + 3ε.

Since ε > 0 is arbitrary, this implies (4.48) proving the required inequality (3.18) and completing
the proof of Proposition 3.3. ■

Finally, combining part (i) of Proposition 3.2 with Proposition 3.3, we conclude that the mapping
f defined by formula (3.16), is a Lipschitz selection of the set-valued mapping F with Lipschitz
seminorm at most 2λ + λ̃.

The proof of Theorem 1.10 is complete. ■

5. The λ⃗-Projection Algorithm and its versions.

5.1 Main properties of the Projection Algorithm: proofs.

Proof of Theorem 1.9. (i) Let us assume that the λ⃗-PA produces the outcome “No go” and prove
that there does not exist a Lipschitz selection of F with Lipschitz seminorm at most λmin = min{λ1, λ2}.
We recall that, thanks to (1.9), in this case there exists a point x̃ ∈ M such that

either F[1][x̃ : λ1] = ∅ or T [1]
F,λ1

[x̃ : λ2] = ∅.

Let us suppose that F has a Lipschitz selection f :M→ R2 with ∥ f ∥Lip(M) ≤ λ
min, and prove that

F[1][x̃ : λ1] , ∅ and T [1]
F,λ1

[x̃ : λ2] , ∅.
Indeed, we know that f (x) ∈ F(x) and

∥ f (x) − f (y)∥ ≤ λmin ρ(x, y) ≤ λ1 ρ(x, y) for all x, y ∈ M.

Therefore, f (x) ∈ F(y) + λ1 ρ(x, y)Q0 for all x, y ∈ M so that f (x) ∈ F[1][x : λ1] for every x ∈ M.
See definition (1.3). In particular, f (x̃) ∈ F[1][x̃ : λ1] proving that F[1][x̃ : λ1] , ∅.

Let us show that T [1]
F,λ1

[x̃ : λ2] , ∅ as well. Indeed,

f (x) ∈ F[1][x : λ1] ⊂ H[F[1][x : λ1]] = TF,λ1(x) for every x ∈ M.

See (1.5). Therefore, f (x̃) ∈ TF,λ1(x̃), f (y) ∈ TF,λ1(y) and

∥ f (x̃) − f (y)∥ ≤ λmin ρ(x̃, y) ≤ λ2 ρ(x̃, y) for every y ∈ M.

Hence,
f (x̃) ∈ TF,λ1(y) + λ2 ρ(x̃, y)Q0 for every y ∈ M,

so that, thanks to (1.6), f (x̃) ∈ T [1]
F,λ1

[x̃ : λ2]. Hence, T [1]
F,λ1

[x̃ : λ2] , ∅, a contradiction.

(ii) Let us assume that the (λ1, λ2)-PA produces the outcome “Success”. Then, thanks to (1.10),
for every x ∈ M, we have

F[1][x : λ1] , ∅ and T [1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2] , ∅. (5.1)

Let us prove property (⋆A). Clearly, the part (a) of this property is immediate from (5.1). Prove
part (b). Let us note that for every x ∈ M, the metric projection of the origin O onto the rectangle
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T
[1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2], is either a singleton or a compact line segment parallel to one of the coordinate axes.
Therefore, the point gF(x), the center of the line segment Pr(O,T [1]

F,λ1
[x : λ2]), see (1.7), is well

defined.
Let us prove part (c). Thanks to (1.5), (1.6) and (1.7),

gF(x) ∈ T [1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2] ⊂ TF,λ1(x) = H[F[1][x : λ1]]. (5.2)

Therefore, thanks to Lemma 3.4 and definition (1.7), fλ⃗;F(x), the metric projection of gF(x) onto
F[1][x : λ1], see (1.8), is a singleton, and the proof of property (⋆A) is complete.

Let us prove property (⋆B) of the theorem. We will follow the scheme of the proof of the key
Theorem 1.10 for the special case

λ̃ = λ1 and λ = λ2. (5.3)

Thanks to (5.1), T [1]
F,λ̃

[x : λ] , ∅ for every x ∈ M. Part (a) of Proposition 2.8 tells us that in this

case the mapping T [1]
F,λ̃

[· : λ] is Lipschitz with respect to the Hausdorff distance. See (2.35). Thus,

dH

(
T

[1]
F,λ̃

[x : λ],T [1]
F,λ̃

[y : λ]
)
≤ λ ρ(x, y) for all x, y ∈ M. (5.4)

Let δ(x) = dist(O,T [1]
F,λ̃

[x : λ]). (Recall that O = (0, 0) is the origin.) It is known that the distance
from a fixed point to a set is a Lipschitz function of the set (with respect to the Hausdorff distance).
Therefore,

|δ(x) − δ(y)| = | dist(O,T [1]
F,λ̃

[x : λ]) − dist(O,T [1]
F,λ̃

[y : λ])| ≤ dH

(
T

[1]
F,λ̃

[x : λ],T [1]
F,λ̃

[y : λ]
)

so that, thanks to (5.4),

|δ(x) − δ(y)| ≤ λ ρ(x, y) for every x, y ∈ M. (5.5)

We note that
Pr(O,T [1]

F,λ̃
[x : λ]) = Q(O, δ(x)) ∩ T [1]

F,λ̃
[x : λ].

From this and Lemma 2.6, we have

Pr(O,T [1]
F,λ̃

[x : λ]) + λ ρ(x, y)Q0 = {Q(O, δ(x)) + λ ρ(x, y)Q0} ∩ {T
[1]
F,λ̃

[x : λ] + λ ρ(x, y)Q0}

= Q(O, δ(x) + λ ρ(x, y)) ∩ {T [1]
F,λ̃

[x : λ] + λ ρ(x, y)Q0}.

Note that, thanks to (5.5), δ(y) ≤ δ(x) + λ ρ(x, y), and, thanks to (5.4),

T
[1]
F,λ̃

[y : λ] ⊂ T [1]
F,λ̃

[x : λ] + λ ρ(x, y)Q0.

Hence,

Pr(O,T [1]
F,λ̃

[x : λ]) + λ ρ(x, y)Q0 ⊃ Q(O, δ(y)) ∩ T [1]
F,λ̃

[y : λ] = Pr(O,T [1]
F,λ̃

[y : λ]).

By interchanging the roles of x and y, we obtain also

Pr(O,T [1]
F,λ̃

[y : λ]) + λ ρ(x, y)Q0 ⊃ Pr(O,T [1]
F,λ̃

[y : λ]).

These two inclusions imply the following inequality:

dH

(
Pr(O,T [1]

F,λ̃
[x : λ]),Pr(O,T [1]

F,λ̃
[y : λ])

)
≤ λ ρ(x, y), x, y ∈ M. (5.6)
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As we have noted above, the set Pr(O,T [1]
F,λ̃

[x : λ]) is either a singleton or a compact line segment.

Thus Pr(O,T [1]
F,λ̃

[x : λ]) is a bounded rectangle, so that, thanks to part (ii) of Claim 2.7 and (5.6), the
mapping gF defined by formula (1.7) is Lipschitz with Lipschitz seminorm at most λ.

Let us also not that, thanks to (5.2) and (5.3), for every x ∈ M, we have

gF(x) ∈ TF,λ̃(x) = H[F[1][x : λ̃]].

These properties of gF show that the mapping g = gF satisfies conditions (3.14) and (3.15).
Furthermore, comparing (3.16) with (1.8), we conclude that f = fλ⃗;F where f is the mapping

defined by the formula (3.16). Proposition 3.3 tells us that this mapping is a selection of F with
Lipschitz seminorm

∥ f ∥Lip(M) = ∥ fλ⃗;F∥Lip(M) ≤ λ̃ + 2λ = λ1 + 2λ2.

The proof of Theorem 1.9 is complete. ■

Proof of Theorem 1.11. Let M = (M, ρ) be a finite pseudometric space, and let F : M →

Conv(R2) be a set-valued mapping. We know that, given λ̃, λ ≥ 0, condition (1.11) holds for every
x, x′, x′′, y, y′, y′′ ∈ M. Lemma 3.1 tells us that, in this case the set F[1][x : λ̃] is nonempty for every
x ∈ M. Furthermore, part (ii) of Proposition 3.2 tells us that, for every x ∈ M, the set T [1]

F,λ̃
[x : λ] is

nonempty as well. See (3.9).
Therefore, thanks to (1.10), the λ⃗-PA with λ⃗ = (λ̃, λ) produces the outcome “Success”. Further-

more, part (ii) of Theorem 1.9 tells us that, in this case the λ⃗-PA returns the mapping fλ⃗;F :M→ R2

having the following properties: fλ⃗;F is a Lipschitz selection of F with

∥ fλ⃗;F∥Lip(M) ≤ 2λ + λ̃.

Thus, (1.12) holds and the proof of Theorem 1.11 is complete. ■

5.2 Other versions of the Projection Algorithm.

Theorems 1.9 and 1.11 hold for various versions of the λ⃗-Projection Algorithm relating to the
particular choice of the mapping gF in STEP 4 of the algorithm. In particular, the proof of Theorem
1.9 presented above shows that the only requirement for gF is that it be a Lipschitz selection of the
set-valued mapping

TF,λ1 = H[F[1][· : λ1]] with ∥gF∥Lip(M) ≤ λ2.

In other words, gF have to satisfy (3.14) and inequality (3.15) with constants λ̃ = λ1 and λ = λ2.
Let us indicate some of these versions.
(⋆1) We can define gF by formula (1.7) with replacing the origin O by an arbitrary point in R2;

(⋆2) Suppose that

for every x ∈ M the set F[1][x : λ1] is bounded. (5.7)

Then the rectangle T [1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2] (see (1.6)) defined at STEP 3 of the algorithm is also bounded for all
x ∈ M. In this case, we can define gF by the formula

gF(x) = center
(
T

[1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2]
)
, x ∈ M. (5.8)

See Fig. 10.
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Fig. 10: STEP 4 of the Projection Algorithm: the case of bounded sets F[1][x : λ1].

Then, thanks to part (iii) of Proposition 3.2, gF is Lipschitz with ∥gF∥Lip(M) ≤ λ2. Thus, for this
choice of gF both property (3.14) and inequality (3.15) hold.

We note that, thanks to Lemma 3.1, property (5.7) holds provided the setM is infinite, so that in
this case we can define gF by formula (5.8).

Of course, in general we cannot guarantee that property (5.7) holds. However, in this case, the
following property of the rectangles {T [1]

F,λ1
[x : λ2] : x ∈ M} maybe useful: if one of the rectangles

of this family is a bounded set, then all rectangles from this family are bounded as well, i.e., (5.7)
holds. This property is immediate from the fact that at STEP 4 the mapping T [1]

F,λ1
[· : λ2] is Lipschitz

with respect to the Hausdorff distance. See inequality (5.4). (Recall that λ̃ = λ1 and λ = λ2.)
(⋆3) BecauseM is finite, there exists R > 0 such that,

T
[1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2] ∩ Q(O,R) , ∅ for every x ∈ M.

This enables us to define gF by the formula

gF(x) = center
(
T

[1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2] ∩ Q(O,R)
)
, x ∈ M.

Clearly,
gF(x) ∈ T [1]

F,λ1
[x : λ2] ⊂ TF,λ1(x) on M

so that property (3.14) holds. The proof of (3.15) in this case follows the same scheme as the proof
of this inequality for gF defined by formula (1.7). We leave the details to the interested reader.

6. From geometric description to analytical: five basic algorithms.

Let us proceed to a detailed analytical description of the λ⃗-Projection Algorithm.
First, let us describe the input data.

Statement 6.1 The inputs of the λ⃗-PA are the following objects:
(•1) A positive integer N;
(•2) A vector λ⃗ = (λ1, λ2) with non-negative coordinates λ1 and λ2;
(•3) An N × N distance matrix D = {ri j : i, j = 1, ...,N} with real entries ri j ≥ 0 satisfying the

standard (pseudo)metric axioms:
(i) rii = 0 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ N;
(ii) ri j = r ji for all 1 ≤ i, j ≤ N, i.e., D is a symmetric matrix;
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(iii) ri j ≤ rik + rk j for all i, j, k = 1, ...,N (the triangle inequality).
(•4) N two dimensional non-zero vectors hi = (ai, bi) ∈ R2, and N real numbers αi, i = 1, ...,N.

These inputs generate a finite pseudometric space

M = (M, ρ) with elements xi = i, i = 1, ...,N, (6.1)

a pseudometric

ρ(xi, x j) = ri j, i, j = 1, ...,N, (6.2)

and two mappings, h :M→ R2 \ {0} and α :M→ R defined by the formulae

h(x) = hi and α(x) = αi for x = i ∈ M, i = 1, ...,N. (6.3)

We also define a set-valued mapping F :M→HP(R2) by letting

F(x) = {u ∈ R2 : ⟨h(x), u⟩ + α(x) ≤ 0}, x ∈ M. (6.4)

Thus, each F(x) is a half-plane in R2 and h(x) is a vector directed outside of F(x) and orthogonal its
boundary, the straight line ℓ(x) = {u ∈ R2 : ⟨h(x), u⟩ + α(x) = 0}.

Given these inputs, the λ⃗-Projection Algorithm produces the outcomes described in Theorem 1.9.
This procedure follows the approach outlined in Section 1.2 and includes five main algorithms, which
we present in this section.

As we noted in Section 1.2, our approach to the corresponding algorithms at STEPS 1-2 of the
λ⃗-PA relies on a classical result on low-dimensional linear programming which we cite below.

Consider a linear program in Rd expressed in the inequality form

maximize z = ⟨c, x⟩ subject to Ax ≤ b (6.5)

where c ∈ Rd, b ∈ Rm and the matrix A ∈ Rm×d are the input data, and x ∈ Rd. (The vector inequality
Ax ≤ b in (6.5) is with respect to the componentwise partial order in Rm.)

M. E. Dyer [21] and N. Megiddo [52] found, independently, an efficient algorithm for the linear
programming problem (6.5) in the cases d = 2.

Theorem 6.2 The algorithms presented in [21] and [52] give a solution (or say it is unbounded or
unfeasible) to the linear program (6.5) in two variables and m constraints.

The total work and storage required by this algorithm are at most Cm where C is an absolute
constant.

Remark 6.3 As usual, the notion of “feasibility” that we use in the statement of Theorem 6.2 means
the following: in O(m) running time and O(m) storage, the above algorithm determines whether the
feasible set of a linear program (i.e., the set of points x ∈ Rd satisfying the constraints Ax ≤ b) is
empty or not. ◀

Remark 6.4 Let us recall something of the history of algorithms for the linear programming prob-
lem, where the running time is analyzed as a function of the number of constraints m and the number
of variables d. See [13] for more details.

First, we note that it is also shown in [52] that Theorem 6.2 holds in the three dimensional case.
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N. Megiddo [53] generalized Theorem 6.2 to an arbitrary d, proving that a linear program in d
variables and m constraints can be solved in 2O(2d)m) time. This result has become a cornerstone of
computational geometry, with many applications in low-dimensional settings. See also [24].

It was improved by K. L. Clarkson [17] and M. E. Dyer [22] to O((5/9)d3d2
m) and O(3(d+2)2

m)
respectively. Further improvements were obtained by P. K. Agarwal, M. Sharir and S. Toledo [1] to
O(d)10d(log d)2dm, by B. Chazelle and J. Matoušek [15] to O(d)7d(log d)dm and H. Brönnimann, B.
Chazelle and J. Matoušek [6] to O(d)7d(log d)dm. The fastest algorithm known to the moment is due
to T. M. Chan [13] with the running time O(d)d/2(log d)3dm. ◀

6.1 The λ-metric refinement of the set-valued mapping - STEP 1.

The goal of this section is to provide an efficient algorithm for recognizing whether, for each
x ∈ M, the the set F[1][x : λ1] defined by formula (1.4) (the λ1-metric refinement of F) is nonempty
or not.

Algorithm 6.5 There exists an algorithm with the inputs given in Statement 6.1, which produces one
of the following outcomes:

Outcome 1: We guarantee that there exists x ∈ M such that the set F[1][x : λ1] is empty.
Outcome 2: We guarantee that for each x ∈ M, the set F[1][x : λ1] , ∅.
The total work and storage required by this algorithm are at most CN2 where C is an absolute

constant.

Explanation: We recall that, for every x ∈ M,

F[1][x : λ1] =
⋂
y∈M

H(x; y) (6.6)

where
H(x; y) = F(y) + λ1 ρ(x, y) Q0, y ∈ M.

See (1.3). Thanks to (6.4),

H(x; y) = {u ∈ R2 : ⟨h(y), u⟩ + α(y) ≤ 0} + λ1 ρ(x, y) Q0.

Thus, H(x, y) is also a half-plane having the following representation:

H(x; y) = {u ∈ R2 : ⟨h(y), u⟩ + α(y) ≤ λ1 ρ(x, y) ∥h(y)∥1}, y ∈ M. (6.7)

Here ∥h∥1 = |h1| + |h2| for h = (h1, h2) ∈ R2 is the ℓ21-norm in R2.
Fix x ∈ M and consider a system of linear inequalities in two variables (u1, u2) = u:

⟨h(y), u⟩ + α(y) ≤ λ1 ρ(x, y) ∥h(y)∥1, y ∈ M. (6.8)

Thanks to (6.6) and (6.7), this system has a solution if and only if the set F[1][x : λ1] , ∅.
We apply Theorem 6.2 to the system (6.8) of linear inequalities with respect to two variables. This

theorem tells us that in O(N) running time with O(N) storage we can check the feasibility of this
system, i.e., to say whether it has a solution or not.

We apply this procedure to each x = i ∈ M, i = 1, ...,N, starting from x = 1. If for a certain
element x̂ = i0, 1 ≤ i0 ≤ N, Theorem 6.2 will tell us that the system has no a feasible solution, then
F[1][x̂ : λ1] = ∅. In this case we produce Outcome 1.
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Recall that in this case the λ⃗-Projection Algorithm also produces the outcome “No Go” (see The-
orem 1.3) and terminates.

If Theorem 6.2 tells us that for every x ∈ M the system (6.8) has a solution, we produce Outcome
2. In this case, the set F[1][x : λ1] , ∅ for every x ∈ M which corresponds to the outcome “Success”
in Theorem 1.3.

Since we apply the algorithm of Theorem 6.2 at most N times, and each time this algorithm pro-
duces an answer in O(N) running time with O(N) storage, the work and storage required to perform
all steps of this procedure are O(N2). ■

6.2 The rectangular hulls of metric refinements - STEP 2.

In this section we present an efficient algorithm for computing the rectangle TF,λ1(x), see (1.5), i.e.,
the rectangular hull of the set F[1][x : λ1], x ∈ M.

Algorithm 6.6 There exists an algorithm which for any inputs from Statement 6.1 such that the set
F[1][x : λ1] , ∅ for every x ∈ M, produces 4N numbers

s1(x), s2(x), t1(x), t2(x) ∈ R ∪ {±∞}, s1(x) ≤ s2(x), t1(x) ≤ t2(x), x ∈ M,

which determine the rectangle TF,λ1(x) = H[F[1][x : λ1]] for every x ∈ M.
This means the following: TF,λ1(x) = I1(x) × I2(x) where I1(x) ∈ I(Ox1) and I2(x) ∈ I(Ox2) are

nonempty closed intervals on the axes Ox1 and Ox2. These intervals have the following properties:
s1(x) and s2(x) are the left and right ends of I1(x), see (2.3), and t1(x) and t2(x) are the left and right
ends of I2(x), see (2.4).

The work and storage required by this algorithm are at most CN2 where C is an absolute constant.

Explanation: Note that

Ii(x) = Pri[TF,λ1(x)] = Pri[F[1][x : λ1]], i = 1, 2.

Following Remark 2.1 and formulae (2.5) and (2.6), we set S = F[1][x : λ1],

s1(x) = σ1(S ), s2(x) = σ2(S ) and t1(x) = τ1(S ), t2(x) = τ2(S ), x ∈ M.

Remark 2.1 tells us that in this case the numbers si(x), ti(x), i = 1, 2, determine the rectangle TF,λ1(x)
in the sense of Algorithm 6.6. Thus,

s1(x) = inf{⟨ξ1, u⟩ : u ∈ S }, s2(x) = sup{⟨ξ1, u⟩ : u ∈ S }, (6.9)

and

t1(x) = inf{⟨ξ2, u⟩ : u ∈ S }, t2(x) = sup{⟨ξ2, u⟩ : u ∈ S } (6.10)

provided S = F[1][x : λ1], ξ1 = (1, 0) and ξ2 = (0, 1).
We recall, that, thanks to (6.6) and (6.7), given x ∈ M, the set S = F[1][x : λ1] is a polygon

determined by N linear constrains given in (6.8).
Given ξ ∈ R2, let us consider a linear program in R2

maximize z = ⟨ξ, u⟩ subject to u ∈ S . (6.11)
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Then, thanks to (6.9) and (6.10), the numbers s2(x) and t2(x) are solutions to this problem where ξ
equals to (1, 0) or (0, 1) respectively. In turn, the numbers s1(x) and t1(x) are solutions to the linear
program

minimize z = ⟨ξ, u⟩ subject to u ∈ S , (6.12)

with the same vectors ξ = (1, 0) or ξ = (0, 1).
Theorem 6.2 tells us that each of these four linear programs (i.e., the linear programs (6.11) and

(6.12) for computing the numbers s1(x), s2(x), t1(x) and t2(x)) can be solved in O(N) running time
with O(N) storage.

Then, we apply this procedure to every xi ∈ M, i = 1, ...,N, starting from i = 1. After N steps, we
will determine all N rectangles TF,λ1(xi), i = 1, ...,N, so that the total work and storage required to
proceed all steps of this procedure are O(N2). ■

6.3 The metric refinements of the rectangular hulls - STEP 3.

At this step of the λ⃗-Projection Algorithm our inputs are 4N numbers

s1(x), s2(x), t1(x), t2(x) ∈ R ∪ {±∞}, s1(x) ≤ s2(x), t1(x) ≤ t2(x), x ∈ M,

obtained in Algorithm 6.6. These numbers determine the rectangles {TF,λ1(x) : x ∈ M}, which means
that for each x ∈ M the numbers s1(x) and s2(x) are the left and right ends of Pr1[TF,λ1(x)], and t1(x)
and t2(x) are the left and right ends of Pr2[TF,λ1(x)]. Let us also note the following properties of these
numbers:

s1(x), t1(x) < +∞ and s2(x), t2(x) > −∞.

Our aim is to give an efficient algorithm to recognize whether for every x ∈ M the λ2-metric
refinement of the rectangle TF,λ1 , i.e., the set

T
[1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2] =
⋂
y∈M

[
TF,λ1(y) + λ2 ρ(x, y) Q0

]
(6.13)

is nonempty or not. Recall that, according to STEP 3 of the λ⃗-Projection Algorithm, if this set is
empty for some x ∈ M, this algorithm produces the outcome “No Go” and terminates. If the set
T

[1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2] , ∅ for all x ∈ M, we produce the ends of the projections of this set onto the coordinate
axes and turn to STEP 4 of the λ⃗-PA.

Algorithm 6.7 There exists an algorithm with the inputs {s1(x), s2(x), t1(x), t2(x) : x ∈ M} which
produces one of the following outcomes:

Outcome 1: We guarantee that there exists x ∈ M such that the set T [1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2] is empty.
Outcome 2: We guarantee that, for every x ∈ M, the set T [1]

F,λ1
[x : λ2] , ∅.

Furthermore, at this stage the algorithm produces 4N numbers

s[1]
1 (x), s[1]

2 (x), t[1]
1 (x), t[1]

2 (x) ∈ R ∪ {±∞}, s[1]
1 (x) ≤ s[1]

2 (x), t[1]
1 (x) ≤ t[1]

2 (x), x ∈ M, (6.14)

which for each x ∈ M determine the rectangle T [1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2].

The total work and storage required by this algorithm are at most CN2 where C is a universal
constant.
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Explanation: Let us note that the numbers s[1]
i (x) and t[1]

i (x), i = 1, 2, determine the rectangle
T

[1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2] in the same sense as in formulation of Algorithm 6.6: the rectangle

T
[1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2] = Ĩ1(x) × Ĩ2(x) where Ĩi(x) ∈ I(Oxi), i = 1, 2,

are nonempty closed intervals on the axes Ox1 and Ox2. Thus,

Ĩi(x) = Pri[T
[1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2]], i = 1, 2.

These intervals have the following properties: s[1]
1 (x) and t[1]

2 (x) are the left and right ends of Ĩ1(x),
see (2.3), and t[1]

1 (x) and t[1]
2 (x) are the left and right ends of Ĩ2(x), see (2.4).

We define the numbers from (6.14) as follows: we set

s[1]
1 (x) = max{s1(y) − λ2 ρ(x, y) : y ∈ M}, s[1]

2 (x) = min{s2(y) + λ2 ρ(x, y) : y ∈ M},

and
t[1]
1 (x) = max{t1(y) − λ2 ρ(x, y) : y ∈ M}, t[1]

2 (x) = min{t2(y) + λ2 ρ(x, y) : y ∈ M}.

We turn to the description of the promised algorithm. It includes the following two steps:
(⋆1) If there exist x ∈ M such that

either s[1]
1 (x) > s[1]

2 (x) or t[1]
1 (x) > t[1]

2 (x) (6.15)

then we produce Outcome 1. We state that in this case the set T [1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2] = ∅.
(⋆2) If for every x ∈ M, we have

s[1]
1 (x) ≤ s[1]

2 (x) and t[1]
1 (x) ≤ t[1]

2 (x), (6.16)

we produce Outcome 2. In this case we guarantee that T [1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2] , ∅ for every x ∈ M. Further-
more, we state that the rectangle T [1]

F,λ1
[x : λ2] is determined by the numbers s[1]

i (x), t[1]
i (x), i = 1, 2.

Let us explain part (⋆1) of this algorithm. We have to prove that the set T [1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2] , ∅ provided
(6.15) holds. Let us suppose, for instance, that

s[1]
1 (x) > s[1]

2 (x). (6.17)

Let
R = {Π = TF,λ1(y) + λ2 ρ(x, y) Q0 : y ∈ M}.

Then, thanks to (6.13),

T
[1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2] =
⋂
Π∈R

Π. (6.18)

Let us show that ⋂
Π∈R

Pr1[Π] = ∅ (6.19)

provided (6.17) holds. Indeed, thanks to (2.16),

Pr1[Π] = Pr1[TF,λ1(y)] + λ2 ρ(x, y) Q0] = Pr1[TF,λ1(y)] + λ2 ρ(x, y) I1 (6.20)
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where I1 = Pr1[Q0] = [(−1, 0), (1, 0)].
We know that the closed interval I(y) = Pr1[TF,λ1(y)] has the ends at s1(y) and s2(y), i.e., L(I(y)) =

s1(y) and R(I(y)) = s2(y), see (2.3).
Let us identify the axis Ox1 with R and every interval I(y), y ∈ M, on O(x1) with a closed interval

in R with the ends in s1(y) and s2(y). Let us denote this interval by G(y). Thus, we have a set-valued
mapping G :M→ I(R) such that inf G(y) = s1(y) and sup G(y) = s2(y) for every y ∈ M.

This identification implies the following: thanks to (6.20), property (6.19) holds provided the set

G[1][x : λ2] =
⋂
y∈M

[
G(y) + λ2 ρ(x, y) I0

]
, ∅. (6.21)

Let us apply Proposition 2.10 to the mapping G. But first, let us align our settings with the settings
of this proposition. We note that, thanks to (2.38), we have

aG(x) = inf G(x) = s1(x) and bG(x) = sup G(x) = s2(x). (6.22)

Furthermore, thanks to (2.40),

a[1]
G [x : λ2] = s[1]

1 (x) and b[1]
G [x : λ2] = s[1]

2 (x). (6.23)

Therefore, thanks to assumption (6.17), a[1]
G [x : λ2] > b[1]

G [x : λ2].
Proposition 2.10 and the criterion (2.45) tell us that in this case the set G[1][x : λ2] = ∅, i.e., (6.21)

holds. This proves (6.19) and guarantees that the set T [1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2] = ∅ justifying Outcome 1.
We turn to the part (⋆2) of the algorithm. In the same fashion, using Proposition 2.10, we show

that if both inequalities in (6.16) hold, then T [1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2] , ∅.
Indeed, suppose that s[1]

1 (x) ≤ s[1]
2 (x) onM. In this case,

a[1]
G [x : λ2] ≤ b[1]

G [x : λ2] for every x ∈ M.

Therefore, thanks to (2.45) and Proposition 2.10, we have ∩{Pr1[Π] : Π ∈ R} , ∅. In the same way
we prove that ⋂

Π∈R

Pr2[Π] , ∅ provided t[1]
1 (x) ≤ t[1]

2 (x) for all x ∈ M.

Therefore, thanks to (6.18) and Claim 2.2,

T
[1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2] =
⋂
Π∈R

Π , ∅ for every x ∈ M.

Furthermore, equalities (6.23) and (2.46) tell us that s[1]
1 (x) and s[1]

2 (x) are the ends of the set
G[1][x : λ2] defined by (6.21). Because the projection Pr1[T [1]

F,λ1
[x : λ2]] can be identified with the

interval G[1][x : λ2], we conclude that Pr1[T [1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2]] has the ends at s[1]
1 (x) and s[1]

2 (x).
In the same way we prove that Pr2[T [1]

F,λ1
[x : λ2]] has the ends at t[1]

1 (x) and t[1]
2 (x).

Let us estimate the running time of the algorithm. Clearly, given x ∈ M, thanks to (6.22), we
need N arithmetic operation to compute s[1]

1 (x). The same is true for the numbers s[1]
2 (x), t[1]

1 (x) and
t[1]
2 (x). This shows that for each x ∈ M, the algorithm requires O(N) running time to compute all

numbers s[1]
i (x), t[1]

i (x), i = 1, 2. Therefore, the total running time for computing these numbers for
all N-element set is O(N2).

Furthermore, if the numbers s[1]
i (x), t[1]

i (x), i = 1, 2, x ∈ M, are computed, we need O(N) opera-
tions of comparison to check (6.15) and (6.16). Therefore, the total work of the algorithm suggested
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in (⋆1) and (⋆2) is O(N2). It is also clear this algorithm requires at most CN2 units of the compute
memory where C is a universal constant. ■

6.4 The centers of the metric projections onto rectangles - STEP 4.
At this stage of the Projection Algorithm our inputs are 4N numbers

s[1]
1 (x), s[1]

2 (x), t[1]
1 (x), t[1]

2 (x) ∈ R ∪ {±∞}, s[1]
1 (x) ≤ s[1]

2 (x), t[1]
1 (x) ≤ t[1]

2 (x), x ∈ M, (6.24)

obtained with the help of Algorithm 6.7. These numbers determine the rectangles T [1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2],
x ∈ M. Our goal is to present an algorithm that, based on these inputs, constructs the mapping
gF :M→ R2 defined by formula (1.7).

Algorithm 6.8 There exists an algorithm which for the inputs (6.24) produces N points gF(x) ∈ R2

defined by the formula

gF(x) = center
(
Pr

(
O,T [1]

F,λ1
[x : λ2]

))
, x ∈ M.

The work and storage required by this algorithm are at most CN where C is an absolute constant.

Explanation: We compute the coordinates of the points gF(x) = (g1(x), g2(x)) ∈ R2, x ∈ M, using
the explicit formulae for these coordinates given in Claim 2.5. Indeed, we know that for each x ∈ M,
the rectangle

T
[1]
F,λ1

[x : λ2] = I1(x) × I2(x)

where Ii(x) ∈ I(Oxi) are closed intervals on the axes Oxi determined by the numbers s[1]
i (x), t[1]

i (x),
i = 1, 2, from the inputs (6.24). More specifically, s[1]

1 (x) and s[1]
2 (x) are the left and right ends of

I1(x) while t[1]
1 (x) and t[1]

2 (x) are the left and right ends of I2(x).
Claim 2.5 tells us that we can compute the required coordinates g1(x) and g2(x) by letting g1(x) =

g1 and g2(x) = g2 where the numbers g1 and g2 are determined by formulae (2.25), (2.26) and (2.27)
with the initial parameters

a1 = s[1]
1 (x), b1 = s[1]

2 (x), a2 = t[1]
1 (x) and b2 = t[1]

2 (x).

Clearly, for every x ∈ M, we need at most C arithmetic operations and C units of computer
memory to calculate the coordinates of the point gF(x). Here C is a universal constant.

Therefore, the total work and storage required by this algorithm for computing the mapping gF on
M are at most CN. ■

6.5 The final step: metric projections onto the metric refinements - STEP 5.
We move on to the final part of the Projection Algorithm. At this stage our input data are the

inputs given in Statement 6.1 and the mapping gF constructed in Algorithm 6.8. Below we give an
efficient algorithm which produces the mapping fλ⃗;F : M → R2 defined by formula (1.8), i.e., the
metric projection of gF(x) onto the set F[1][x : λ1], x ∈ M. The mapping fλ⃗;F is the finite goal of the
λ⃗-Projection Algorithm. Theorem 1.9 tells us that fλ⃗;F is a Lipschitz selection of F with Lipschitz
seminorm at most λ1 + 2λ2.

Algorithm 6.9 There exists an algorithm that, for the mapping gF and the inputs given in Statement
6.1, produces the mapping fλ⃗;F defined by the formula

fλ⃗;F(x) = Pr
(
gF(x), F[1][x : λ1]

)
, x ∈ M. (6.25)

The work and storage required by this algorithm are at most CN2 where C is a universal constant.
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Explanation: First, we present several simple formulas related to calculating the distance from a
point g ∈ R2 to a half-plane H, as well as the closest point to g on H in the ℓ2∞-norm.

Let h = (h1, h2) be a point in R2 with coordinates h1 , 0 and h2 , 0, and let α ∈ R. Let
H ∈ HP(R2) be a half-plane determined by h and α:

H = {u ∈ R2 : ⟨h, u⟩ + α ≤ 0}.

Let g = (g1, g2) ∈ R2. The following formula is well known:

dist(g,H) = |⟨h, g⟩ + α|+ / ∥h∥1. (6.26)

(Recall that ∥h∥1 = |h1| + |h2|.)
Let f = ( f1, f2) ∈ R2 be a point in H nearest to g (in ∥ · ∥-norm). (Since hi , 0, i = 1, 2, such a

point is well defined and unique.) Clearly,

f = g provided ⟨h, g⟩ + α ≤ 0 (6.27)

(because in this case g ∈ H).
Suppose that ⟨h, g⟩ + α > 0. Then

f1 =
h2(g1 − g2) − α

h1 + h2
and f2 =

h1(g2 − g1) − α
h1 + h2

if h1 · h2 > 0, (6.28)

and

f1 =
h2(g1 + g2) − α

h2 − h1
and f2 =

h1(g2 + g1) − α
h1 − h2

if h1 · h2 < 0. (6.29)

The proof of these formulae we leave the reader as an easy exercise.
Let us also recall that, for every x ∈ M, the set F[1][x : λ1] is given by the formula

F[1][x : λ1] =
⋂
y∈M

H(x; y) (6.30)

where

H(x; y) = {u ∈ R2 : ⟨h(y), u⟩ + α(y) − λ1 ρ(x, y) ∥h(y)∥1 ≤ 0}, y ∈ M. (6.31)

See (6.6) and (6.7).
Given x ∈ M, we construct the point f (x) = fλ⃗;F(x), defined by the formula (6.25), in two steps.
LetH = {H(x; y) : y ∈ M}. Clearly, thanks to representation (6.30),

dist
(
gF(x), F[1][x : λ1]

)
= max {dist (gF(x),H(x; y)) : y ∈ M} . (6.32)

At the first step of our algorithm, we fix a half-plane H0 = H(x; y0) ∈ H for which the maximum
in the right hand side of the equality (6.32) is attained. We can find y0 in N-steps because, thanks to
(6.26) and (6.31), for each y ∈ M, we have an explicit formula for the distance from gF(x) to H(x; y):

dist(gF ,H(x; y)) = |⟨h(y), gF(x)⟩ + α(y) − λ1 ρ(x, y) ∥h(y)∥1|+ / ∥h(y)∥1.

Thus, in N steps we calculate the maximum in the right hand side of (6.32) using at most C
operation at each step. This enables us in at most CN running time to determine the half-plane
H0 = H(x; y0) with the property

dist
(
gF(x), F[1][x : λ1]

)
= dist (gF(x),H(x; y0)) .
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We know that the point gF(x) belongs to the rectangular hull of the set F[1][x : λ1], i.e., to the set
H[F[1][x : λ1]]. Because F[1][x : λ1] ⊂ H0, we have gF(x) ∈ H[H0], so that, thanks to Lemma 3.4,
the metric projection Pr (gF(x),H0) of gF(x) onto H0 is a singleton. This proves that

Pr
(
gF(x), F[1][x : λ1]

)
= Pr (gF(x),H0) .

Hence, thanks to (6.25),
f (x) = fλ⃗;F(x) = Pr (gF(x),H0) .

It remains to calculate the coordinates of the point f (x) = ( f1(x), f2(x)) as the nearest point to gF(x)
on the half-plane H0 = H(x; y0). Recall that, thanks to (6.31),

H(x; y0) = {u ∈ R2 : ⟨h(y0), u⟩ + α(y0) − λ1 ρ(x, y0) ∥h(y0)∥1 ≤ 0}.

This enables us to make use of the formulae (6.27), (6.28) and (6.29). We set in these formulas

g = gF(x), h = h(y0) and α = α(y0) − λ1 ρ(x, y0) ∥h(y0)∥1,

and get the required point f (x) = fλ⃗;F(x). Clearly, these formulas require at most C computer opera-
tions to calculate f (x) = fλ⃗;F(x). Here C is an absolute constant.

Summarizing, we conclude that, following the above procedure, for every x ∈ M we need O(N)
running time and O(N) storage to compute the coordinates of the point fλ⃗;F(x).

Therefore, the total work and storage required by this algorithm for computing the desired mapping
fλ⃗;F onM are at most CN2. ■

We are in a position to prove the main Theorem 1.3.
Proof of Theorem 1.3. Let

λ1 = λ2 = λ and let λ⃗ = (λ1, λ2) = (λ, λ).

Without loss of generality we can assume that our pseudometric space (M, ρ) and the set-valued
mapping F are generated by the inputs given in Statement 6.1 and formulas (6.1) - (6.4).

We successively apply Algorithms 6.5 - 6.9 to these initial data. These algorithms corresponds to
STEP 1 - STEP 5 of the λ⃗-Projection Algorithm. They produces the outcome (“No Go”) and the
outcome (“Success”) described in Theorem 1.9. This theorem tells us that in the case of the outcome
“No go” we guarantee that there does not exist a Lipschitz selection of F with Lipschitz seminorm
at most

min{λ1, λ2} = min{λ, λ} = λ.

Thus, this outcome coincides with Outcome 1 (“No Go”) of Theorem 1.3.
Theorem 1.9 also tells us that in the case of the outcome “Success”, the λ⃗-Projection Algorithm

returns the mapping fλ⃗;F : M → R2, which is a Lipschitz selection of F on M with Lipschitz
seminorm

∥ fλ⃗;F∥Lip(M) ≤ λ1 + 2λ2 = λ + 2λ = 3λ.

Thus, this outcome coincides with Outcome 1 (“Success”) of Theorem 1.3.
Let us also note that the work and memory space needed for each of Algorithms 6.5 - 6.9 are at

most O(N2). Therefore, the total work and storage used by λ⃗-Projection Algorithm are at most CN2,
where C > 0 is a universal constant.

The proof of Theorem 1.3 is complete. ■
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6.6 Lipschitz selections of polygon-set valued mappings.

As promised in Section 1.1, in this section we give an analogue of Theorem 1.2 for the case τ = 0
and D = 2.

Let L be a positive integer, and let PGL(R2) be the family of all polygons in R2 (not necessarily
bounded), each of which is defined by at most L linear constraints.

Theorem 6.10 There exists an algorithm which, given an N-element pseudometric space (M, ρ), a
set-valued mapping F :M→ PGL(R2), and a constant λ > 0, produces the following two outcomes:

Outcome 1 (“No-Go”): The algorithm guarantees that there does not exist a Lipschitz mapping
f :M→ R2 with Lipschitz constant at most λ such that f (x) ∈ F(x) for all x ∈ M.

Outcome 2 (“Success”): The algorithm returns a Lipschitz mapping f :M → R2, with Lipschitz
constant at most 3λ such that f (x) ∈ F(x) for all x ∈ M.

This Selection Algorithm requires at most CL2 N2 computer operations and at most CL2 N2 units
of computer memory. Here C > 0 is a universal constant.

Proof. We know that for every x ∈ M the polygon F(x) can be represented as an intersection of at
most L half-planes. We denote this family of half-planes by HF(x). Thus, #HF(x) ≤ L and

F(x) = ∩{H : H ∈HF(x)} for every x ∈ M. (6.33)

Let us introduce a new pseudometric space M̃ = (M̃, ρ̃) whose elements are all couples u = (x,H)
where x ∈ M and H ∈HF(x). We define a pseudometric ρ̃ on M̃ by letting

ρ̃(u, u′) = ρ(x, x′) for every u = (x,H), u′ = (x′,H′) ∈ M̃. (6.34)

Finally, we define a new set-valued mapping F̃ : M̃ → HP(R2) by letting

F̃((x,H)) = H provided x ∈ M and H ∈HF(x). (6.35)

In particular,

ρ̃((x,H), (x,H′)) = 0 for every x ∈ M and H,H′ ∈HF(x).

It is also clear that
#M̃ =

∑
x∈M

#HF(x) ≤ L · N.

Let us apply Theorem 1.3 to the constant λ, the pseudometric space M̃ = (M̃, ρ̃) and the set-valued
mapping F̃ : M̃ → HP(R2). Theorem 1.3 tells us that the Projection Algorithm with these inputs
produces one of the two following outcomes:

(•1̃) Outcome (“No Go”): We guarantee that there does not exist f̃ ∈ Lip(M̃, ρ̃) with Lipschitz
seminorm ∥ f̃ ∥Lip(M̃,ρ̃) ≤ λ such that f̃ (u) ∈ F̃(u) for all u ∈ M̃.

(•2̃) Outcome (“Success”): The algorithm produces a mapping f̃ : M̃ → R2 with Lipschitz
seminorm ∥ f̃ ∥Lip(M̃,ρ̃) ≤ 3λ such that f̃ (u) ∈ F̃(u) for all u ∈ M̃.

Furthermore, this algorithm requires at most C(#M̃)2 computer operations and at most C(#M̃)2

units of computer memory. Here C > 0 is an absolute constant.
Our algorithm produces Outcome 1 (“No-Go”) if the outcome (•1̃) holds, and it produces Outcome

2 (“Success”) provided the outcome (•2̃) holds.
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Prove that these outcomes satisfy the requirements of Theorem 6.10. Indeed, let us show that in
the case of the outcome (•1̃) the algorithm guarantees that there does not exist a Lipschitz mapping
f :M→ R2 with Lipschitz constant at most λ such that f (x) ∈ F(x) for all x ∈ M.

Suppose that it is not true, i.e., there exist a mapping f ∈ Lip(M) with

∥ f ∥Lip(M) ≤ λ (6.36)

such that f (x) ∈ F(x) for all x ∈ M. This mapping generates a new mapping f̃ : M̃ → R2 defined as
follows:

f̃ ((x,H)) = f (x) for every x ∈ M and H ∈HF(x).

Then, thanks to (6.33), (6.34) and (6.35), for every x ∈ M and H ∈HF(x), we have

f̃ ((x,H)) = f (x) ∈ F(x) = ∩{H : H ∈HF(x)} ⊂ H = F̃((x,H))

which proves that f̃ (u) ∈ F̃(u) for every u ∈ M̃.
Furthermore, let u = (x,H), u′ = (x′,H′) ∈ M̃, i.e., H ∈ HF(x) and H′ ∈ HF(x′). Then, thanks to

(6.36),

∥ f̃ (u) − f̃ (u′)∥ = ∥ f̃ ((x,H)) − f̃ ((x,H′))∥ = ∥ f (x) − f (x′)∥ ≤ λ ρ(x, x′) = λ ρ̃(u, u′).

Hence, ∥ f̃ ∥Lip(M̃,ρ̃) ≤ λ.
The existence of the mapping f̃ with these properties contradicts the requirement of the outcome

(•1̃) proving that the statement of Outcome 1 (“No-Go”) of Theorem 6.10 holds.
Let us see that if the outcome (•2̃) holds, then Outcome 2 (“Success”) of Theorem 6.10 holds

as well. In fact, let us define a mapping f : M → R2 as follows: given x ∈ M let us fix some
H ∈HF(x) and set

f (x) = f̃ ((x,H)). (6.37)

Prove that f is well defined on M, i.e., the value of f (x) does not depend on the choice of the
half-plane H ∈HF(x) in definition (6.37).

Indeed, thanks to (6.34), for every H,H′ ∈HF(x), we have

∥ f̃ ((x,H)) − f̃ ((x,H′))∥ ≤ 3λ ρ̃(u, u′) = 3λ ρ(x, x) = 0.

Thus, f̃ ((x,H)) = f̃ ((x,H′)) for every H,H′ ∈ HF(x) proving that the value of f (x) in (6.37) is well
defined.

Furthermore, given x, x′ ∈ M and H ∈HF(x) and H′ ∈HF(x′), we have

∥ f (x) − f (x′)∥ = ∥ f̃ ((x,H)) − f̃ ((x,H′))∥ ≤ 3λ ρ̃((x,H), (x,H′)) = 3λ ρ(x, x′)

proving that ∥ f ∥Lip(M) ≤ 3λ.
Finally, let x ∈ M and H ∈HF(x). Then,

f (x) = f̃ ((x,H)) ∈ F̃((x,H)) = H.

From this and (6.33), we have

f (x) ∈ ∩{H : H ∈HF(x)} = F(x)
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proving that f is a selection of F.
Thus, f satisfies all the requirements of Outcome 2 (“Success”) of Theorem 6.10 proving that this

outcome holds.
It remains to note that the Projection Algorithm produces the outcomes (•1̃) and (•2̃) using the

work and storage at most C(#M̃)2 where C > 0 is an absolute constant. Therefore, the Selection
Algorithm proposed in this proof produces Outcome 1 (“No-Go”) and Outcome 2 (“Success”) using
the work and storage at most CL2 N2.

The proof of the theorem is complete. ■

Let PG(R2) be the family of all (not necessarily bounded) polygons in R2. Each of these polygons
is determined by a finite number of linear constraints. Given a polygon P ∈ PG(R2) we let L(P)
denote the number of linear constraints determining this polygon.

The method of proving Theorem 6.10 allows us to show that the following, slightly more general
version of this theorem holds.

Theorem 6.11 There exists an algorithm which, given a finite pseudometric space (M, ρ), a set-
valued mapping F : M → PG(R2), and a constant λ > 0, produces Outcome 1 (“No-Go”) and
Outcome 2 (“Success”) described in Theorem 6.10.

This Selection Algorithm requires at most CM2 work and storage where C > 0 is a universal
constant and

M =
∑
x∈M

L(F(x))

is the total number of linear constraints determining the polygons {F(x) : x ∈ M}.

7. Further results and comments

7.1 Generalizations of the PA: sets determined by polynomial inequalities and more.

Theorem 1.3 can be generalized to wider families of convex subsets in R2 than the familyHP(R2)
of all closed half-planes. (We study this problem in the forthcoming paper [67].) Let us discuss some
of these generalizations.

Let T be a family of convex closed subsets of R2. Analyzing the projection algorithm for family
T, we conclude that STEP 1 and STEP 2 are the most complicated parts of this algorithm.

For instance, at STEP 2 we construct the rectangular hull H[F[1][x : λ]] of the set F[1][x : λ]
defined by formula (1.4). The problem of computing of this rectangular is equivalent to the following
problem of convex optimization:

maximize z = u1 subject to u = (u1, u2) ∈
⋂
y∈M

[
F(y) + λ ρ(x, y) Q0

]
. (7.1)

Here λ > 0, x ∈ M and the set-valued mapping F : M → T defined on the pseudometric space
(M, ρ) are the input data.

As we have noted in Section 6.2, if T = HP(R2) is the family of all closed half-planes in R2, then,
thanks to the results of N. Megiddo [52] and M. E. Dyer [21], the program (7.1) can be solved in
O(m) time provided #M = m. See Theorem 6.2. This allows us, for each x ∈ M, to construct the set
H[F[1][x : λ]] in O(m) time. Applying this algorithm to all elements x ∈ M, we build the family of
rectangles {H[F[1][x : λ]] : x ∈ M} using at most O(m2) computer operations.
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Thus, if we want to have at STEP 2 similar estimates for a set T of convex closed subsets in R2,
we need an analog of Theorem 6.2 for the convex program (7.1).

A family of sets T with this property was described by J. Puerto, A. M. Rodrı́guez-Chı́a and
A. Tamir in [59]. Let k be a positive integer. Let us consider the following convex programming
problem, defined on R2:

maximize z = u1 subject to u = (u1, u2) ∈
m⋂

i=1

S i. (7.2)

Here
S i = {x ∈ R2 : Pi(x) ≤ 0}, i = 1, ...,m,

where each Pi = Pi(x1, x2), i = 1, ...,m, is a convex polynomial on R2 of degree at most k. It is shown
in [59, Section 3] that this problem can be solved in O(m) time. The proof of this statement relies on
the results of the works [2] and [15].

Basing on this property, we can show that the convex program (7.1) also can be solved in O(m)
time provided each set S ∈ T can be represented in the form

S = {x ∈ R2 : P(x) ≤ 0}

where P is a convex polynomial on R2 of degree at most k.
We let PCk(R2) denote the family of all such sets S . For instance, if k = 2, as a family T we can

take the family of all disks or all ellipses in R2.
Another approach to the problem (7.2) with the family of convex sets even wider than PCk(R2)

was suggested by M. E. Dyer in [23].

T. M. Chan [9] proposed an approach that solves the problem (7.2) for a very large family S =
{S 1, ..., S m} of convex closed subsets of R2, but with somewhat more computer operations.

Let us introduce two operations with the sets from S:
(D1) Given S , S ′ ∈ S find the ends the points vmin, vmax ∈ S ∩ S ′ such that the projections of the

line segment [vmin, vmax] and the intersection S ∩ S ′ onto the axis Ox1 coincide;
(D2) Given S ∈ S and a straight line ℓ ⊂ R2, compute the line segment S ∩ℓ. We refer to (D1)and

(D2) as primitive operations.
The main result of [9] states that the convex program (7.2) in R2 with m constraints can be solved

using O(m log m) primitive operations.
Applying this result to the optimization problem (7.1) we can essentially extend the class of sets in

the Projection Algorithm. But in this version, this algorithm will require at most CN2 log N computer
operations (and CN2 units of computer memory). Here C > 0 is an absolute constant.

7.2 A polynomial algorithm for the sharp selection problem.

Let λ > 0, an N-point pseudometric space (M, ρ), and a set-valued mapping F :M→HP(R2) be
the same as in Theorem 1.3. We ask the following question: Does there exist a polynomial algorithm
which provides the same outcomes as in this theorem, but with the estimate ∥ f ∥Lip(M) ≤ λ instead of
inequality (1.2)?

We refer to this problem as the sharp selection problem. The next theorem gives an affirmative
answer to this problem.
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Theorem 7.1 There exists a polynomial algorithm which receives as input a real number λ > 0, a
finite pseudometric space (M, ρ) with #M = N, and a set-valued mapping F : M → HP(R2), and
produces the same outcomes as in Theorem 1.3 (i.e., (“Success”) and (“No Go”)) with the following
refinement of the outcome (“Success”): in this case the algorithm produces a Lipschitz selection f
of F with Lipschitz seminorm ∥ f ∥Lip(M) ≤ λ.

This algorithm requires at most CN4 log N computer operations and at most CN3 units of computer
memory. Here C > 0 is an absolute constant.

Proof. This result is immediate from polynomial algorithms for solving systems of linear inequali-
ties of order m×n with at most two variables per inequality. N. Megiddo [51] was the first to discover
such an algorithm requiring O(mn3 log m) computer operations. Then E. Cohen and N. Megiddo [16]
obtained a new O(mn2(log m + log2 n)) running time algorithm. The fastest algorithm known so far
for this problem is by D. S. Hochbaum and J. Naor [43] with O(mn2 log m) running time. Note also
that all these algorithms require O(mn) units of computer memory.

Let us apply these algorithms to our problem. This problem can be formulated as follows: con-
struct an algorithm which, in polynomial time, given λ > 0, (M, ρ) with #M = N and F : M →
HP(R2), either tells us that no exists a Lipschitz selection of F with Lipschitz seminorm at most λ
(outcome (“No Go”)) or produces such a selection (outcome (“Success”)).

In turn, this problem is equivalent the feasibility of the following linear programming problem:
LetM = {x1, ..., xN} and let

F(xi) = {(u, v) ∈ R2 : aiu + biv ≤ ci}, i = 1, ...,N.

Let us consider the system of linear inequalities with respect to the 2N variables u1, v1, ..., uN , vN

defined as follows:

Linear Program: aiui + bivi ≤ ci, i = 1, ...,N, (7.3)
ui − u j ≤ λ ρ(xi, x j), vi − v j ≤ λ ρ(xi, x j),
u j − ui ≤ λ ρ(xi, x j), v j − vi ≤ λ ρ(xi, x j),
i, j = 1, ...,N.

This is a system of m = N + N(N + 1) = N(N + 2) linear inequalities with respect to n = 2N
variables u1, v1, ..., uN , vN where each inequality involves at most two variables.

Our goal is either find a point that satisfies the all inequalities (the feasible solution of the system)
or conclude that no such point exists (i.e., Linear Program (7.3) is infeasible).

Applying to this Linear Program the algorithm suggested by D. S. Hochbaum and J. Naor in [43],
we conclude that this algorithm solves this problem in

O(mn2 log m) = O(N(N + 2)(2N)2 log N(N + 2)) = O(N4 log N)

running time. Also, this algorithm requires

O(mn) = O(N(N + 2)(2N)) = O(N3)

units of computer memory.
The proof of the theorem is complete. ■

Remark 7.2 Let us note that applying to Linear Program (7.3) general-purpose linear programming
we obtain algorithms with running time depending on N exponentially.
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For instance, as we noted in Remark 6.4, the fastest of them known to the moment is the algorithm
presented in T. M. Chan [13]. For solving linear programs with m constraints and n variables this
algorithm requires O(n)n/2(log n)3nm running time. In case of Linear Program (7.3), we have n = 2N
and m = N(N + 2) which leads to an algorithm with the exponential grough on N of the number of
computer operations. ◀

7.3 Distance oracle and intrinsic metrics.

In this section we give some remarks related to the following version of Problem 1.1 formulated
by C. Fefferman [31, Chapter 8.7].

Problem 7.3 Let D, L be positive integers. Suppose that (M, ρ) is an N-point metric space. Given
x, y ∈ M, we suppose that a distance oracle tells us ρ(x, y) (perhaps only up to a universal constant
factor). For each x ∈ M, suppose we are given a convex polytope F(x) ⊂ RD, defined by at most L
linear constraints.

We would like to compute a function f : M → RD satisfying f (x) ∈ F(x) for all x ∈ M, with
Lipschitz seminorm as small as possible up to a factor C(D). How many computer operations does it
take?

Our remarks concern the concept of the distance oracle mentioned in Problem 7.3. In many cases,
in applications, we do not know the true value of the distance ρ(x, y) between any two elements
x, y ∈ M (even up to an absolute constant factor). Instead of this exact value of ρ(x, y), we often
know only a certain upper bound for this distance. In other words, our input is a non-negative weight
function W :M×M→ [0,+∞] defined on pairs of elements ofM. We assume that

W(x, x) = 0 and W(x, y) = W(y, x) for all x, y ∈ M. (7.4)

Note that, in general, W does not necessarily satisfy the triangle inequality. We refer to the function
W as a “pre-metric” onM.

The following selection problem arises in various applications.

Problem 7.4 Let W be non-negative weight function onM satisfying conditions (7.4). For each x ∈
M, suppose we are given a convex closed set F(x) ⊂ RD. Find an efficient algorithm for constructing
a nearly-optimal selection f of F which is “Lipschitz” with respect to W, i.e., f (x) ∈ F(x) onM, and
for some constant λ ≥ 0 we have

∥ f (x) − f (y)∥ ≤ λW(x, y) for all x, y ∈ M. (7.5)

Here “nearly-optimal” means “with λ as small as possible” (up to a universal constant factor).

Let us note that Problem 7.4 easily reduces to an equivalent problem where the pre-metric W is
replaced with a certain pseudometric ρW generated by W. The pseudometric ρW is the classical object
of the graph theory known in the literature as the intrinsic pseudometric induced by the pre-metric
W. We recall that ρW is defined as follows: given x, y ∈ M, we set

ρW(x, y) = inf
{u0,...,uk}

k−1∑
i=0

W(ui, ui+1), (7.6)

where the infimum is taken over all subsets {u0, ..., uk} ⊂ M such that u0 = x and uk = y.
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Clearly, ρW is a pseudometric. It is also clear that a function f :M→ RD satisfies inequality (7.5)
if and only if f is λ-Lipschitz with respect to ρW , i.e.,

∥ f (x) − f (y)∥ ≤ λ ρW(x, y) for every x, y ∈ M.

This observation shows that the problems of constructing a nearly optimal Lipschitz selection
with respect to W and with respect to ρW are equivalent. Therefore, at the preparatory stage of our
algorithm we can construct ρW , and then, at the following stages of the algorithm, deal with the
pseudometric ρW rather than the pre-metric W.

The problem of computing the intrinsic metric ρW is one of the classic problems in the algorithmic
graph theory. Let us recall something of the history of this problem.

Let G = (V, E) be a graph with the sets of the nodes V and the sets of the edges E. Let n = #V and
m = #E be the number of nodes and the number of edges respectively. Finally, let W : E → [0,∞]
be a length function. (In particular, in these settings, the intrinsic pseudometric ρW(x, y) induced by
W (see (7.6)) is the infimum of the lengths of all paths from x to y in the complete graph with the
nodes inM.)

Let us note several results related to two problems known in the literature as the Single Source
Shortest Path problem, SSSP in short, and the All Pairs Shortest Path problem, APSP in short.

The SSSP problem is the problem of finding the length of the shortest path from a single-source
node x ∈ V to all other nodes y ∈ V . The APSP is to find, for each pair of nodes, x, y ∈ V , the length
of the shortest path from x to y. (A length of a path is defined as the sum of the length of its edges.)
We refer the reader to the papers [4,10–12,14,18,20,38,40–42,48,50,68,71] and references therein
for numerous results on the SSSP and APSP algorithms.

Among the multitude of results devoted to the SSSP we mention the classical Dijkstra’s algorithm
[20] which solves the SSSP in O(n2) time; see also Bellman’s algorithm [4] with running time O(mn).
Let us note various improvements of these result: O(m) [68] (W(x), x ∈ V , are non-negative integers),
O((m + n) log n) [48], O(m + n log n) [40] and O(m + n log n/ log log n) [41].

There is also an extensive literature devoted to different aspects of the APSP problem. We refer the
reader to the papers [10, 71] for the detailed reviews of the results obtained in this directions. Here
we mention the algorithms with the following running time: O(n3) [38, 69] (the classical Floyd -
Warshall algorithm), O(n3(log log n/ log n)1/3) [39], O(n3/ log n) [10], O(n3(log log n)3/ log2 n) [11],
O(n3 log log n/ log2 n) [42]. Finally, the algorithm suggested by T. M. Chan and R. Williams [14]
improves the running time to O(n3/230(log n)1/2

).
For the case of the sparse graphs (i.e., the graphs in which the number of edges is much less than

the maximal number of edges) we mention the algorithms of the papers [48,49] with the running time
O(mn + n2 log n), [54] with O(mn logα(m, n)) (here α is the inverse-Ackermann function), and [55]
with the running time O(mn + n2 log log n). See also [12] for a faster algorithm which provides
running time o(mn).

Remark 7.5 In Problem 7.4, sparse graphs appear in a natural way for a weight W that takes the
value +∞. Indeed, we introduce a graph structure on M, allowing x, y ∈ M to be joined by an
edge if and only if W(x, y) < +∞. Clearly, in definition (7.6) of the intrinsic pseudometric ρW it
suffices to consider only paths {u0, ...uk} from x to y such that ui and ui+1 are joined by an edge for all
i = 0, ..., k − 1. In other words, ρW is the intrinsic pseudometric induced by the graph G = (M, E)
and the weight function W |E where E = {(x, y) ∈ M ×M : W(x, y) < +∞}.

It may happen that G is a sparse graph, i.e., #E << n(n + 1)/2.
This will allow us to use the above-mentioned fast APSP algorithms for sparse graphs when con-

structing the pseudometric ρW . ◀
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[19] L. Danzer, B. Grünbaum, V. Klee, Helly’s Theorem and its relatives. in: AMS Symposium on
Convexity, Seattle, Proceedings of Symposium on Pure Mathematics, Vol. 7, Amer. Math. Soc.,
Providence, RI, 1963, pp. 101–180.

[20] E. W. Dijkstra, A note on two problems in connexion with graphs. Numer. Math. 1 (1959),
269–271.

[21] M. E. Dyer, Linear time algorithms for two- and three-variable linear programs. SIAM J. Com-
put. 13 (1984), no. 1, 31–45.

[22] M. E. Dyer, On a multidimensional search problem and its application to the Euclidean one-
centre problem, SIAM J. Comput. 15 (1986), no. 3, 725–738.

[23] M. E. Dyer, A Class of Convex Programs with Applications to Computational Geometry. 8th
Annual Computational Geometry, 6/92, Berlin, Germany, 9–15.
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