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Abstract

In its Euclidean form, the Dense Neighborhood Lemma (DNL) asserts that if V is a finite
set of points of RN such that for each v ∈ V the ball B(v, 1) intersects V on at least δ|V |
points, then for every ε > 0, the points of V can be covered with f(δ, ε) balls B(v, 1+ ε) with
v ∈ V . DNL also applies to other metric spaces and to abstract set systems, where elements
are compared pairwise with respect to (near) disjointness. In its strongest form, DNL provides
an ε-clustering with size exponential in ε−1, which amounts to a Regularity Lemma with 0/1
densities of some trigraph.

Trigraphs are graphs with additional red edges. For instance, in the Euclidean case the
black edges would connect points at distance at most 1, and the red edges would connect
points at distance between 1 and 1 + ε. This paper is mainly a study of the generalization
of Vapnik-Cervonenkis dimension to trigraphs. The main point is to show how trigraphs
can sometimes explain the success of random sampling even though the VC-dimension of
the underlying graph is unbounded. All the results presented here are effective in the sense
of computation: they primarily rely on uniform sampling with the same success rate as in
classical VC-dimension theory.

Among some applications of DNL, we show that
(

3t−8
3t−5

+ ε
)

·n-regular Kt-free graphs have

bounded chromatic number. Similarly, triangle-free graphs with minimum degree n/3−n1−ε

have bounded chromatic number (this does not hold with n/3 − n1−o(1)). For tournaments,
DNL implies that the domination number is bounded in terms of the fractional chromatic
number. Also, (1/2 − ε)-majority digraphs have bounded domination, independently of the
number of voters.

1 Introduction

A classical way to form a graph from a metric space (X, d) is to fix a threshold τ (usually 1)
and connect two vertices by an edge if they are at distance at most τ . To get a finite graph,
we consider the induced subgraph on some finite subset V of X . The study of the properties of
such (threshold) graphs is generally delicate as some edges or non-edges may be very close to the
threshold and thus prone to being flipped by a small perturbation. A convenient way to overcome
this is to consider trigraphs instead of graphs, in which a new edge status, red edges, is introduced.
In general, a trigraph T = (V,E,R) consists of a set V of vertices, a set E of edges, and a set R
of red edges disjoint from E. Allowing a second status for edges offers a buffer zone which is very
convenient to study graphs both from a structural and from an algorithmic perspective.

Trigraphs were first introduced in [13] to study Berge Graphs, and red edges represented
undecided edges. Trigraphs also appear in the definition of twin-width [8], and red edges represent
errors occurring when both an edge and a non-edge connect two contracted sets of vertices. In
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both cases the red edges in some sense represent a frontier between the edges and the non-edges.
This is exactly the nature of pairs of vertices at distance close to the threshold in a metric space.
However, whereas red edges are neutral objects for Berge trigraphs and bad features for twin-
width, in this paper we view them as assets to bridge the integrality gap. Indeed, we allow the red
edges of a trigraph to be used to form a minimum dominating set (making it smaller) while not
considering them when computing the fractional domination number. With this convention, the
gap between fractional domination and domination is easier to bridge in trigraphs than in graphs.

In this paper, we will focus on two main types of trigraphs. The most intuitive ones, metric-
trigraphs, are obtained by selecting a metric space (X, d), a threshold τ and a sensitivity ε > 0, and
connecting two points x, y ∈ X by an edge if d(x, y) ≤ τ and by a red edge if τ < d(x, y) ≤ τ + ε.
A less intuitive class of trigraphs, disjointness-trigraphs, are more adapted to the study of graphs.
They are based on set systems.

Let us now illustrate the main point of the paper on the first result of the abstract, which,
in the Euclidean setting, explores the structure of sets of points in which every neighborhood is
dense. Here, when V is a set, a V -ball is a ball with center in V . The next result is proved in
Appendix A.

Lemma 1. Let V be a finite subset of RN . If every V -ball of radius 1 intersects V on at least δ|V |
points, then for all ε > 0, the set V can be covered by poly(δ−1, ε−1) V -balls with radius 1 + ε.

This Dense Neighborhood Lemma is a well-known result when the dimension N is bounded,
where it even holds with ε = 0. Indeed, in that case the VC-dimension is bounded, hence any
δ-net provides such a covering. This is no longer true when N is unbounded, hence the relaxation
on the radius of the balls of the covering. The reason why it is possible to trade dimension
for larger radius is easily interpreted in the associated metric-trigraph T with threshold 1 and
sensitivity ε. The key observation is that red edges are needed to shatter a large subset of T using
neighborhoods. A more intuitive point of view is that no large random-like bipartite subgraph G
of T can be constructed without using red edges. The reason for this is that the gap of ε between
the length of edges and non edges would produce an excessively sparse cut in G. The key point
then is that VC-dimension theory applies to trigraphs with no large shattered set, where we do
not allow red edges when shattering a set. Hence we can again find δ-nets, just like when the
dimension N is bounded.

We could have chosen another metric space. Natural examples include the spherical setting
where vertices belong to the unit sphere SN and the distance between x and y is the angle
xOy, or the Hamming setting in which vertices are 0/1 valued words and the distance is the
Hamming distance. All these cases admit equivalent statements of Lemma 1. Hamming distance
is well-suited for combinatorial applications (we can also show the main results of this paper via
Hamming distance), but using disjointness-trigraphs gives better bounds and smoother proofs.

Let F be a set system on ground set V . Given a vertex x, we denote by Fx the set of all sets in
F which contain x, and write Fxy = Fx ∩Fy. We denote by Dε(x) the set {y ∈ V : |Fxy| ≤ ε|F|}.
When ε = 0, we simply write D(x) := D0(x). By extension, when X ⊆ V we write Dε(X) =
⋃

x∈X Dε(x). The notation D stands for disjoint. An ε-covering of F is a subset X of vertices
such that Dε(X) = V . The disjointness-ratio of F is the minimum of |D(x)|/|V | over all x in V .

Lemma 2. Every set system with disjointness-ratio δ has an ε-covering of size O
(

1
εδ · log 1

δ

)

.

We can apply Lemma 2 in the particular case where the set system is the set of neighborhoods of
a graph G. For any ε ≥ 0 and any vertex v, define Dε(v) = {u ∈ V (G) : |N(v)∩N(u)| ≤ ε|V (G)|}.

Lemma 3. Let G be a graph such that |D0(v)| ≥ δ|V (G)| for any v ∈ V (G). Then for any ε > 0
there exists a set X of size O

(

1
εδ · log 1

δ

)

such that
⋃

x∈X Dε(x) = V .

Note that Lemma 3 does not only apply in the linear-density setting, but also provides mean-
ingful information to all graphs in which the minimum degree of disjointness is at least log2 n.
An application of Lemma 3 to graph theory is exemplified in the following result, first proved by
Thomassen [49] for ε > 0. The very short proof shows how DNL naturally applies to combinatorics.
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Theorem 4. Every n-vertex triangle-free graph G = (V,E) with minimum degree (1/3 + ε)n has
chromatic number O

(

1
ε

)

.

Proof. Note that N(v) ⊆ D0(v) for all v ∈ V since G is triangle-free, so |D0(v)| ≥ n/3. Let X be
the set obtained from Lemma 3 with sensitivity ε. For every vertex x, there is no edge uv inside
Dε(x) since we would then have |N(u) ∪ N(v) ∪ N(x)| ≥ 3(1/3 + ε)n − 2εn = n + εn. So V is
covered by |X | = O

(

1
ε

)

independent sets.

We can alternatively see this proof in the following way: form the trigraph T = (V,E,R) where
E = {xy : N(x) ∩N(y) = ∅} and R = {xy : 1 ≤ |N(x) ∩ N(y)| ≤ εn}. The key is the following
randomness transversal argument. In any large random-like bipartite subgraph of G with parts A
and B, there must exist some non-edge ab with a ∈ A and b ∈ B such that a and b have at most
εn common neighbors (otherwise G[A,B] would contain the complement of an excessively large
biclique). Therefore ab is either an edge or a red edge of T . In particular, T is a trigraph in which
there is no large random-like bipartite subgraph avoiding red edges (in other words, the red edges
form an edge-transversal of large random-like bipartite subgraphs). Since G has minimum degree
more than n/3, its fractional domination is less than 3 and thus by an adaptation to trigraphs
of a classical result in VC-dimension, G has a small dominating set X (possibly using red edges).
Thus, every vertex shares at most εn common neighbors with some vertex of X , and we conclude
as previously. This strategy can be thought of as starting from a graph with potentially large
VC-dimension and turning it into a trigraph with bounded VC-dimension. We will see several
other applications of this strategy.

We believe that DNL has already appeared in the literature in one form or another. However,
we feel that highlighting it as a specific tool can help in finding new applications. The main
interest here is the trigraph point of view of metric spaces, which reduces distances to only three
values (close, intermediate, far). This offers much more flexibility than merely threshold graphs,
and opens the way to the more general translation of graph parameters to trigraphs. We study
here VC-dimension, but the general idea of using red edges to concentrate the difficulty of the
problem (here the integrality gap of domination) could be applied to other optimization questions.

DNL also admits a much stronger clustering form, in which the set V is partitioned into clusters
consisting of similar elements. This clustering version directly implies a result of O’Rourke [43]
asserting that every (1/4 + ε)n-regular triangle-free graph has bounded chromatic number. Our
bound is exponential in 1/ε rather than tower-type in O’Rourke’s proof, and the argument is

considerably simpler. This ease of use of DNL allows us to extend this result: every
(

3t−8
3t−5 + ε

)

·n-
regular Kt-free graph has bounded chromatic number (and the constant is optimal). Another
application of the clustering form of DNL allows us to strengthen the n/3 threshold of triangle-
free graphs: minimum degree n/3−n1−ε is enough to obtain bounded chromatic number, and this
is essentially best possible. We also apply DNL to homomorphism thresholds of Kt-free graphs.

The second area in which DNL naturally applies is tournaments, which are dense structures
per se. Using again a randomness transversal argument, we show that in tournaments, domination
is bounded in terms of fractional chromatic number. These two very basic parameters were not
known to be related. This implies by Farkas Lemma that if a tournament T satisfies that all its out-
neighborhoods have bounded chromatic number, then T has bounded domination, hence bounded
chromatic number. This was already known with a tower-type bound [25], the use of DNL reduces
it to factorial-type. Finally, going back to one of the very first application of VC-dimension to
graphs, we extend a result of [4] on majority digraphs.

We feel that these applications are just a glimpse of the spectrum of use of Dense Neighborhood
type Lemmas, and more generally trigraphs for optimization problems. Here is a detailed overview
of the paper.

1.1 Examples of Dense Neighborhood Lemma

In all the various forms of DNL, the central definition is always the definition of the neighborhood
of a vertex. It can simply be based on the distance in the metric case, or on some counting as in
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the case of disjointness-trigraphs. In all cases, two different sizes of neighborhoods are considered,
with a gap depending of some ε, and DNL asserts that if the small neighborhoods are dense (i.e.
contain a linear fraction of the vertex set), then a bounded union of large neighborhoods covers
the whole vertex set. In the language of optimization this can be reformulated as: the minimum
cover by large neighborhoods is bounded by a function of the minimum fractional cover by small
neighborhoods. A series of examples of such small/large neighborhoods is listed in Table 1.

Structure Small neighborhood of v Large neighborhood of v

V ⊆ RN B(v, 1) = {u : d(u, v) ≤ 1} B(v, 1 + ε)

V ⊆ SN
{

u : 〈u, v〉 ≥ τ
} {

u : 〈u, v〉 ≥ τ − ε
}

V ⊆ {0, 1}N
{

u : dH(u, v) ≥ τ ·N
} {

u : dH(u, v) ≥ (τ − ε) ·N
}

Set system F = (V,E) {u : Fu ∩ Fv = ∅} {u : |Fu ∩ Fv| ≤ ε|F|}

Graph G = (V,E) {u : N(u) ∩N(v) = ∅} {u : |N(u) ∩N(v)| ≤ εn}

Digraph D = (V,A) {u : N−(u) ∩N+(v) = ∅} {u : |N−(u) ∩N+(v)| ≤ εn}

0-1 random variables Xv {Xu : P[Xu = Xv = 1] ≥ τ} {Xu : P[Xu = Xv = 1] ≥ τ − ε}

Majority voting on V {u : v is 1/2-preferred to u} {u : v is (1/2−ε)-preferred to u}

Table 1: Typical examples of small and large neighborhoods in various structures.

DNL also holds when considering complements of neighborhoods, as illustrated in the following
antipodal Hamming version, where the Hamming distance is denoted by dH .

Lemma 5. Let V ⊆ {0, 1}N be such that for every v ∈ V , the set {u ∈ V : dH(v, u) ≥ c ·N} has
size at least δ|V |. Then, there is a set X ⊆ V of size poly(ε−1, δ−1) such that for every v ∈ V ,
there exists x ∈ X such that dH(x, v) ≥ (c− ε)N .

For set systems, we saw how to apply Lemma 2 when the sets are the neighborhoods of a
graph G on n vertices. In that case, the small neighborhood D(v) is the set of vertices u such
that N(u) ∩ N(v) = ∅, in other words there is no path of length 2 from u to v. The large
neighborhood Dε(v) consists of vertices u admitting at most εn such paths. This surprising choice
of neighborhoods becomes clear in the context of triangle-free graphs: the set D(v) contains N(v).
DNL then asserts that every triangle-free graph with linear degree contains a bounded size set X
such that every vertex shares very few common neighbors with some vertex in X .

Interestingly, DNL also holds for the oriented analogue of the previous result. In a directed
graph we can define D+(v) as the set of vertices non reachable by a directed path of length 2
from v (and define D+

ǫ (v) analogously). Again, the minimum cover by sets of the form D+
ǫ (v) is

bounded in terms of the minimum fractional cover by sets of the form D+(v).
For another example, consider n boolean random variables (Xv)v∈V and say that Xu, Xv are

τ-close if P[Xu = Xv = 1] ≥ τ . Then if every Xv is τ -close to δn variables, there is a set Y of
bounded size such that every Xv is (τ − ε)-close to some Xy with y ∈ Y .
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Let us finish with a voting process where an odd set of voters ranks a set of applicants. For
every applicant x, its small neighborhood N1/2(x) is the set of applicants y such that at least half
(hence the majority) of the voters prefer x to y. Its large neighborhood N1/2−ε(x) is the set of
applicants y such that at least a (1/2− ε)-fraction of the voters prefer x to y. An application of
Farkas Lemma shows that the minimum fractional cover by sets N1/2(x) is at most 2. DNL then
implies that a bounded number of large neighborhoods N1/2−ε(x) covers all applicants.

1.2 VC-dimension of Trigraphs

We consider trigraphs T = (V,E,R) where V is the set of vertices, E is the set of (plain) edges,
and R is the set of red edges, with R∩E = ∅. We will always denote by n the number of vertices.
In graphs, we usually speak of “non-edges” to indicate pairs of nonadjacent vertices, we do the
same for trigraphs, and denote by W the set of non-edges. This stands for “without edge” or
more visually the fact that two nonadjacent vertices drawn on a whiteboard are connected by a
“white edge”. Therefore (E,R,W ) is a partition of the set of pairs of vertices. Given a vertex v,
we denote by R(v) its set of red neighbors and by W (v) its set of non-neighbors. We still denote
the (plain) neighborhood of v by N(v), or by N [v] for the closed neighborhood, including v.

Let us reinterpret some classical graphs parameters. The minimum degree δ(T ) of T is the
minimum size of N(v) over all v ∈ V . A dominating set of T is a set X of vertices such that
for every y ∈ V , there exists x ∈ X such that y ∈ N [x] ∪ R(x). We say that a subset X of V
is shattered if there exists a set S of 2|X| vertices with no red neighbor in X such that for every
Y ⊆ X , there exists vY ∈ S such that N [vY ] ∩ X = Y . The VC-dimension of a trigraph is the
largest size of a shattered set.

The Sauer-Shelah Lemma, see [44, 46], asserts that when a (usual) graph has VC-dimension
d, then for every subset X of vertices, the number of distinct neighborhoods of the vertices of V
on X is at most |X |d. Sadly, we were not able to adapt this result for trigraphs of bounded VC-
dimension. Consequently, we could not lift some classical results from VC-theory including notably
approximations. However, the existence of δ-nets, asserting that every trigraph with minimum
degree δn and bounded VC-dimension has bounded domination, is still valid, see Theorem 6.

Let us now argue why trigraphs with bounded VC-dimension are natural combinatorial objects.
The following proof is based on the random hyperplane argument of Goemans and Williamson [23].
Suppose that V is a set of points in the N -dimensional sphere SN . We measure the distance d(x, y)
between two vertices x, y of V by the angle x0y, or equivalently by the length of the circular arc
xy (e.g. π for antipodal points). Fix some ε > 0 and some angle c ∈ [ε, π] and form the trigraph
T = (V,E,R) where E consists of all pairs of vertices x, y such that d(x, y) ≥ c, and R consists of
all pairs such that c− ε ≤ d(x, y) < c. We claim that T has bounded VC-dimension.

To see it, consider a shattered set X of T and its corresponding shattering set S of size 2|X|.
Recall that S contains vertices realizing all possible neighborhoods on X , without any red edge.
Draw from S a random subset Z of size |X |. Observe that (with high probability) Z is disjoint
from X and that the set of edges between X and Z forms a random (semi induced) bipartite
graph G on X ∪ Z (say with |X | · |Z|/2 edges). Consider a random linear hyperplane P in RN+1.
Every pair (x, z) is separated by P with probability d(x, z)/π. This means that in expectation, the
number of edges xz which are cut by P is at least c · |X | · |Z|/(2π), and the number of non-edges
cut by P is at most (c− ε) · |X | · |Z|/(2π). This cannot happen in a large random bipartite graph,
hence showing that the size of X , and hence the VC-dimension of T is bounded. A more careful
analysis gives a O

(

1/ε2
)

bound, see Theorems 22 and 23 in Section 4.
In the case of set systems on a ground set V , we can also form a (disjointness) trigraph

T = (V,E,R) by letting uv ∈ E if v ∈ D(u) and uv ∈ R if v ∈ Dε(u) \ D(u). The bound
on the VC-dimension, proved in Lemma 30, is much cleaner: it is at most 1

ε . Because of that,
disjointness-trigraphs are often better choices than the more intuitive metric-trigraphs.

We generically call a trigraph gap-representable if it is obtained from the above constructions
based on metric spaces and set systems.
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1.3 Tri-hypergraphs

Tri-hypergraphs offer an alternative point of view to trigraphs, which is sometimes more adapted
to some specific proofs. The idea is very simple: instead of considering that a hyperedge is a
subset of vertices (hence implicitely describing a bi-partition), a hyperedge in a tri-hypergraph
is a tripartition (B,R,W ), standing for black, red, white, of the vertex set V . Therefore, a tri-
hypergraph H is a pair (V, E) where V is a finite set and E is a collection of partitions of V into
three (possibly empty) parts (B,R,W ). Each such triple is called a tri-edge of H . A standard
hypergraph can be seen as a tri-hypergraph in which R = ∅ for every (B,R,W ) ∈ E . When
defining a tri-edge, we will often only define B and R explicitly, W will then implicitly be defined
as the complement of B ∪R.

A set of vertices X ⊆ V is a transversal (or hitting set) of H if X ∩ (B ∪ R) 6= ∅ for every
(B,R,W ) ∈ E . One of the most central optimization problems on hypergraphs is to compute
a minimum (or at least a small) transversal. This is a considerably easier task when the VC-
dimension is bounded, as uniform sampling then gives very good results. The same holds for tri-
hypergraphs, for a suitable definition of VC-dimension. A notion closely related to tri-hypergraphs,
paired hypergraphs, was introduced in [36] to study chromatic thresholds, see also [2]. However,
the transversality of paired hypergraphs was not investigated. In a sense, this paper continues
this study with a slightly more adapted structure.

Given a tri-hypergraph H = (V, E) and a set X ⊆ V we define the trace of H on X as

trH(X) = {Y ⊆ X | ∃(B,R,W ) ∈ E such that Y = X ∩B = X ∩ (B ∪R)}.

A setX is shattered byH if trH(X) = 2X . The VC-dimension ofH is the largest size of a shattered
set. Note that when R = ∅ for every tri-edge, we recover the usual definition of VC-dimension
and transversal for hypergraphs.

Given a trigraph T = (V,E,R) we can form a tri-hypergraph HT on V with the tri-edges
(N [v], R(v),W (v)) for all vertices v ∈ V . Note that T and HT have the same VC-dimension. Also,
the dominating sets of T are exactly the transversals of HT . This allows us to conveniently switch
between the different points of view.

1.4 Domination in Trigraphs

Given a setX of vertices in a trigraph T = (V,E,R), a partition (X0, X1) ofX is a clean separation
if there exists a vertex v such that W (v)∩X = X0 and N [v]∩X = X1. The Sauer-Shelah Lemma
can be restated as: if T has VC-dimension d, the number of clean separations of a subset X of
vertices is at most |X |d. It is crucial here that no red edge is involved in the separations, i.e. that
T induces a proper graph between X and the vertices forming the clean separations.

We now show that every trigraph with bounded VC-dimension and linear minimum degree has
a small dominating set. This is a generalization of a classical result of Haussler and Welzl [27], but
the usual proof involves picking two samples of equal size, which is not suited for trigraphs as we
want to avoid having to consider red edges. We provide here an alternative proof of independent
interest.

Haussler-Welzl type results are based on sampling, and it is simpler to think of samples as
sets rather than as multisets. To this end, the following trick is very convenient: Substitute all
vertices by very large independent sets of equal sizes. Both the degree ratios (i.e. deg(x)/n) and
the VC-dimension are unchanged, and the domination does not decrease. Samples can now be
almost surely considered as sets. Another convenient trick to manipulate inequalities involving
logarithms is the following basic calculus fact, where a ≥ 0 and x ≥ 1 : if x ≤ a ln(x), then
x ≤ 2a ln(a), see Lemma 17 for a more general form. Ceilings and floors in the following proof
are hidden in the O(·) notation. The short proof we present here gives a slightly weaker bound
O(dδ · log d

δ ). The O(dδ · log 1
δ ) bound is proved in Section 3.

Theorem 6. Every n-vertex trigraph T with minimum degree δn and VC-dimension d has domi-
nation number γ(T ) = O(dδ · log 1

δ )
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Proof. Let k > 4d
δ ln 2d

δ and assume for contradiction that γ(T ) > k. Consider a random subset
X of vertices, of size i ≤ k. There exists a vertex v such that N [v]∪R(v) is disjoint from X . Since
|N(v)| ≥ δn, if we draw another random subset X ′ of size k − i, we have P[X ′ ⊆ N(v)] ≥ δk−i,
in which case (X,X ′) is a clean separation of X ∪ X ′. By double counting, the average number

of clean separations of a set Z of size k is at least
∑k

i=0

(

k
i

)

δk−i = (1 + δ)k. By the Sauer-Shelah
Lemma, (1+δ)k ≤ kd or equivalently k ln(1+δ) ≤ d ln k. Since 2 ln(1+δ) ≥ δ, we have kδ ≤ 2d lnk.
By the calculus trick k ≤ 4d

δ ln 2d
δ , a contradiction.

A similar argument shows that the transversal number τ (with respect to B ∪ R) of a tri-
hypergraph is bounded in terms of the linear programming relaxation τ∗ (with respect to B), and
its VC-dimension d.

Theorem 7. Every tri-hypergraph of VC-dimension d satisfies τ = O(dτ∗ log τ∗).

The previous results focus on dominating all vertices in trigraphs or intersecting all hyperedges
in tri-hypergraphs, but we can ask to only dominate large degree vertices, or intersect large
hyperedges. A set X of vertices of a tri-hypergraph H = (V, E) is a δ-net if X ∩ (B ∪ R) 6= ∅
for every (B,R,W ) ∈ E such that |B| ≥ δ|V |. We use here the term δ-net instead of ε-net since
we already use ε for the distance slack. In the next result about δ-nets, we explicitly give the
probability that a uniform sample forms a δ-net for a tri-hypergraph of bounded VC-dimension.

Theorem 8. Let H = (V, E) be a tri-hypergraph of VC-dimension d and let δ > 0. With probability
1− p, a random sample of τp elements from V is a δ-net of H, where

τp = 2 · d

ln(1 + δ)
· ln

(

e

ln(1 + δ) · p1/d
)

.

1.5 Clustering

In VC-theory, the natural step after transversals is clustering. In the case of usual graphs with
bounded VC-dimension, the key-observation is that the hypergraph of differences of neighbor-
hoods, that is all N(x) \N(y), still has bounded VC-dimension. Hence taking an ε-net X of this
hypergraph, and partitioning the vertices according to their neighborhoods on X , leads to a parti-
tion in which clusters consist of vertices which are near twins. This corresponds to an ultra-strong
regularity partition which can be a good partition to consider when VC-dimension is not bounded.

We tried in vain to obtain a clustering version of DNL for general trigraphs with bounded
VC-dimension. We show that VC-dimension remains bounded under intersections and differences.
The difficulty then resides mainly in the classification step since red edges in the difference are
not refined enough to distinguish vertices. Fortunately, a clustering result holds in the case of
gap-representable trigraphs. The reason is that they offer the opportunity to partition further
using the midpoint threshold ε/2. This extra precision enables to classify the vertices and then
get a clustering. Here are three examples of clustering versions of DNL:

Let F be a set system on ground set V . An ε-cluster is a subset X of V such that |D(x) \
Dε(y)| ≤ ε|V | for all x, y ∈ X . An ε-clustering of F is a partition of V into ε-clusters. The size
of a clustering is its number of clusters.

Lemma 9. Every set system has an ε-clustering of size 2poly(ε
−1).

Here is the Hamming clustering:

Lemma 10. Let V be a subset of {0, 1}N . There is a partition of V into 2poly(ε
−1) clusters such

that if u, v are in the same cluster, there are at most ε · |V | points w of V such that dH(u,w) ≥ c ·N
and dH(v, w) ≤ (c− ε) ·N .

A matching exponential lower bound on Hamming clustering is provided in Section 5.3. The
Euclidean version of clustering is:

7



Lemma 11. Let V be a finite subset of RN . There is a partition of V into 2poly(ε
−1) clusters

such that if u, v are in the same cluster, there are at most ε · |V | points w of V such that w ∈
B(u, 1) \B(v, 1 + ε).

We can further detail the structure between the clusters. This is done in the form of a Strong
Regularity Lemma discussed in Section 5.4. Roughly speaking, all pairs (C,C′) of clusters apart
from an η-fraction are homogeneous, in the sense that apart from an η-fraction of pairs (c, c′) of
elements of (C,C′), all are at distance at most τN or all are at distance at least (τ − ε)N .

1.6 Chromatic thresholds of Kt-free graphs

Triangle-free graphs are the perfect playground for DNL. Indeed, when each vertex x of a triangle-
free graph G is represented by its corresponding 0/1 column vector Vx in the adjacency matrix
AG of G, then every edge xy of G corresponds to vectors Vx and Vy which never agree on a 1
coordinate. In other words, edges in triangle-free graphs correspond to vertices which are far apart
with respect to the Hamming distance. This basic remark gives another short proof using DNL of
Theorem 4.

The existence of ε-clusterings, given by Lemmas 9 to 11, also offers surprisingly short argu-
ments. The following result was proved in the Master’s Thesis of O’Rourke [43]. He used the fact
that n-vertex regular graphs have no independent set of size more than n/2. We revisit his proof
using DNL instead of the Regularity Lemma.

Theorem 12. Every (1/4+ε)n-regular triangle-free graph has chromatic number at most 2poly(ε
−1).

Proof. Let F = {N(v) : v ∈ V } and let P be an ε/2-clustering of F as in Lemma 9. Assume
for contradiction that some cluster contains an edge xy. Since N(x) ⊆ D(x), the set X ′ = N(x) \
Dε/2(y) has size at most εn/2 (analogous definition for Y ′). Note that (N(x) \X ′) ∪ (N(y) \ Y ′)
has size at least 2(1/4+ ε)n− 2εn/2 > n/2, so contains an edge zt. As N(x), N(y), N(z), N(t) all
pairwise intersect on at most εn/2 elements, their union has size at least 4(1/4+ε)n−

(

4
2

)

εn/2 > n,
a contradiction. Thus clusters are independent sets, and χ(G) ≤ |P|.

Extremal constructions matching this 1/4 threshold are provided in Section 6. We do not
know if the bound on the chromatic number can be reduced. This threshold could even be a hard
one: every n/4-regular triangle-free graph might have bounded chromatic number (this holds with
n/3 in the non-regular setting). Theorem 12 extends to regular Kt-free graphs, where the (sharp)
threshold is 3t−8

3t−5 . The first difficulty (which we believe is the main reason why the regular threshold
was not more investigated in the past) is that the proofs in this area rely on edge-maximality, which
is not suited for regular graphs. To this end, adding red edges is very convenient to materialize
would-be edges. The second difficulty is that in the Kt-free case, the set system to consider is no
longer the set of neighborhoods of vertices, but the set of common neighborhoods of cliques of
size t− 2, making computations more tedious. Our proof is rather technical and can be found in
Section 6.4. We strongly believe that a much shorter argument exists.

Applications to homomorphism thresholds are discussed in Section 6.3. We obtain a bound
singly exponential in 1/ε2 with DNL, which is slightly worse than the singly exponential in 1/ε
dependency obtained in [32].

Finally, we unearth a surprising link between odd girth and chromatic thresholds. Let ogc(n)
be the minimum integer k such that every n-vertex graph with odd girth at least k has chromatic
number at most c. We show that every triangle-free graph with minimum degree n/3− n/8ogc(n)
has chromatic number bounded in terms of c. By a result of Kierstead, Szemerédi and Trotter [30],

ogc(n) = O
(

n
1

c−1

)

. This implies that triangle-free graphs with minimum degree n/3−n1−ε have

bounded chromatic number, when ε > 0 is fixed. This fully characterizes how far from n/3 we
can go since the so-called Schrijver-Hajnal graphs show that triangle-free graphs with minimum
degree n/3− n1−o(1) do not have bounded chromatic number. This is discussed in Section 6.2.
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1.7 Domination versus fractional chromatic number in tournaments

Tournaments (orientations of complete graphs) are genuinely simpler than graphs as they only
admit one type of simple substructure, transitive tournaments, whereas graphs admit both stable
sets and cliques. By analogy with graphs, the chromatic number of a tournament is the minimum
number of transitive tournaments needed to partition its vertex set. This parameter was investi-
gated for instance in [1, 14, 21, 31, 40]. In the paper initiating this study [7], the following question
was raised: If the out-neighborhood of every vertex of a tournament T has chromatic number at
most k (say that T is locally k-bounded), does T itself have chromatic number at most f(k)?

This “local to global” property does not hold for graphs, since triangle-free graphs with large
chromatic number have the property that the neighborhood of every vertex has chromatic number
1. The outcome is completely different for tournaments and the existence of such a function f(k)
was proved in [25]. The proof is constructive, but not completely satisfactory as the function f
is tower-type. We propose here a completely different argument based on a very simple relation
between tournament parameters:

Theorem 13. Every tournament T has domination number bounded in terms of its fractional
chromatic number.

Here, the fractional chromatic number of a tournament T is the minimum fractional cover
by transitive subtournaments. This is the exact analogue of the fractional chromatic number
of a graph, based on independent sets. Measuring how large and well-distributed the transitive
subtournaments are is particularly interesting, as the notorious Erdős-Hajnal conjecture for graphs
is equivalent to its tournament counterpart, see [6]. A study of a link between the number of
transitive subtournaments and the global structure can be found in [18]. Let us sketch now why
Theorem 13 holds. The first ingredient was proved in [17].

Theorem 14. Every tournament T has fractional domination number at most 2.

Indeed, a direct application of Farkas Lemma provides a probability distribution p on V such
that p(N+(v)) ≤ p(N−(v)) for all v ∈ V (i.e. the weight of the in-neighborhood of every vertex is
at least the weight of the out-neighborhood). Call this p a winning strategy and observe that if we
consider the weight function ω := 2p, then ω(N−[v]) ≥ 1 for all vertices v, hence ω is a fractional
domination function with total weight 2.

The second ingredient is an adaptation of the notion of trigraphs to tournaments. A tri-
tournament T = (V,A,R) consists of a set V of vertices, a set A of arcs and a set R of red arcs
which are not in A. Moreover, for every pair of vertices x, y in V , exactly one of the arcs xy or yx
belongs to A. We can then see T as a usual tournament with some additional red arcs forming
circuits of length two. A set X ⊆ V is a dominating set of T if for every vertex y ∈ V \X , there
exists x ∈ X such that xy ∈ A or xy ∈ R. In a tri-tournament T , a set of vertices X ⊆ V is
shattered if there exists a set S ⊆ V of size 2|X| such that there is no red arc (in any direction)
between X and S, and all the closed in-neighborhoods in X of the vertices of S are pairwise
distinct. The VC-dimension of T is the largest size of a shattered set. A direct application of
Theorems 7 and 14 gives:

Theorem 15. Every tri-tournament with VC-dimension d has domination number O(d).

The proof of Theorem 13 follows from a randomness transversal argument followed by a density
increase argument. We consider a tournament T with fractional chromatic number 1/c, i.e. there
exists a family F of transitive subtournaments T1, . . . , Tt such that every vertex belongs to ct of
them. Consider two large (but bounded) equal size disjoint subsets of vertices A,B of T which
induce a random-like bipartite subtournament in the following sense: all subsets A′, B′ of A,B of
size ε|A| induce a (directed) cycle of length 4. This implies that no Ti intersects both A and B on
ε|A| vertices, hence that there is an arc ab with a ∈ A and b ∈ B such that a and b appear together
in at most εt subtournaments Ti. For all such arcs ab, add the red arc ba, and call the resulting
tri-tournament T ′. By construction, every bipartite random-like subtournament of T ′ has a red
arc, hence T ′ has bounded VC-dimension, therefore bounded domination by Theorem 15. Let X
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be a dominating set of T ′. The vertices which are not dominated by X in the original tournament
T are dominated in red in T ′. The key-fact is that the red out-neighborhood R+(x) of a vertex x
in T ′ consists of vertices which do not share more than εt subtournaments Ti’s with x. This means
that they appear more on the Ti’s not containing x (density increase argument). The fractional
chromatic number of T [R+(x)] is then at most (1 − c + ε)/c, which is close to 1/c − 1, and we
conclude by induction. The full proof is in Section 7.

This result directly implies the local to global property of the chromatic number. Indeed, if T is
locally-k-bounded, we can fractionally distribute, via Theorem 14, the acyclic partitions induced by
the out-neighborhoods over the vertices in order to achieve fractional chromatic number 2k. Hence
T has domination bounded by some function g(k) by Theorem 13, and finally chromatic number at
most kg(k). The proof gives a factorial-type bound instead of a tower function and the algorithmic
construction of the dominating set is easy to describe: At each step we compute the winning
strategy, and draw some (large enough) subset X of vertices according to this distribution. We
then delete the vertices dominated by X , partition the other ones into at most |X | subtournaments
with smaller fractional chromatic number, and iterate the process in each of these subtournaments.

1.8 Domination in majority directed graphs

This section revisits one of the earliest applications of VC-dimension to graph theory, due to Alon,
Brightwell, Kierstead, Kostochka and Winkler in [4].

A committee of 2k + 1 referees is in charge of providing some grants. Each referee proposes a
total order on the set of applicants, and, as a result, an applicant x is preferred to y if it is ranked
before y by at least k+1 voters. The key-result of [4] is that the committee can select a bounded
(in terms of k) set X of applicants such that for every applicant y /∈ X , some x ∈ X is preferred to
y. This indeed certifies (in some way) why y was not chosen among the happy few selected for a
grant. Unfortunately, the bound on the size of X (and thus the number of grants a fair committee
needs to award) grows with k, a fact popularized by the authors as: “Large committees need more
money”.

To generalize the voting process, we consider n applicants, a committee of m voters, and some
c ∈ [0, 1]. Say that the applicant x is c-preferred to y if x is preferred to y by at least cm voters.
We obtain the c-majority directed graph Dc whose vertex set is the set of all applicants, with an
arc xy if x is c-preferred to y. The original result of [4] asserts that when m = 2k+1 and c = 1/2,
the digraph D1/2 is a tournament with bounded domination. However, when the number m of
voters is not bounded (but still odd), the tournament D1/2 no longer has bounded domination
number. A key observation is that when the number of voters is 2k + 1, the candidate x is
preferred to y if and only if more than k voters prefer x to y. This corresponds to a preference
ratio greater than k/(2k+1) < 1/2. This means that D1/2 is in fact a (1/2− ε)-majority digraph,

for any 0 ≤ ε < 1
4k+2 . One can wonder if, rather than from the fixed number of voters, bounded

domination follows from the fact that D is a c-majority directed graph with c < 1/2. This is
indeed the case:

Theorem 16. Every
(

1
2 − ε

)

-majority digraph has domination number at most O
(

1
ε2 log

1
ε

)

.

This result can be seen as an application of the Dense Neighborhood Lemma to some oriented
metric-trigraph on the n-torus. However, we prove it without this geometric point of view. It again
follows from a randomness transversal argument. Observe that when D is a (1/2 − ε)-majority
digraph, it is a supergraph of the 1/2-majority tournament T on the same set of voters. If the
arcs of D which are not in T are colored in red, every large random-like bipartite subtournament
of T contains a red edge. Thus D can be seen as a tri-tournament with bounded VC-dimension,
hence it has bounded domination.

Theorem 16 can be interpreted in a very concrete way: assume that the committee allows some
slack in the decision process, for instance selecting X such that for every applicant y not in X ,
there some x ∈ X is 0.49-preferred to y. In such a case, the set X , and thus the number of grants,
can be chosen of bounded size, hinting that “Sloppy committees need less money”. Unfortunately,
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our method so far only provides an upper bound of f(0.49) = 5227032 grants. Improving this
value would be necessary before any application in policy making.

Organisation of the paper

All relevant definitions are collected in Section 2. We start by proving the analogue of the result of
Haussler and Welzl in Section 3. In Section 4, we show how to bound the VC-dimension of various
classes of trigraphs and tri-hypergraphs. Combining the results of these two sections, we give all
statements of DNL and its variants in Section 5. We then move to the applications. In Section 6,
we investigate the chromatic and homomorphism thresholds of Kt-free graphs. We then turn to
tournaments in Section 7, and explore the connection between the fractional chromatic number
and domination. Finally, in Section 8 we prove that (1/2 − ε)-majority digraphs have bounded
domination.

2 Preliminaries

Set systems. A set system F is a family of sets on some ground set V . Given a vertex x, we
denote by Fx the set of all sets in F which contain x, and write Fxy = Fx ∩ Fy. We denote
by Dε(x) the set {y ∈ V : |Fxy| ≤ ε|F|}. When ε = 0, we simply write D(x) := D0(x). By
extension, when X ⊆ V we write Dε(X) =

⋃

x∈X Dε(x). The notation D stands for disjoint. An
ε-covering of F is a subset X of vertices such that Dε(X) = V . The disjointness-ratio of F is the
minimum of |D(x)|/|V | over all x ∈ V . We usually denote it by δ. An (ε, η)-cluster is a subset
X of V such that |D(x) \Dε(y)| ≤ η|V | for all x, y ∈ X , and an (ε, η)-clustering is a partition of
V into (ε, η)-clusters. The size of a clustering is its number of clusters. We will often refer to an
(ε, ε)-clustering as an ε-clustering.

Graphs. If G = (V,E) is a graph and V1, V2 are subsets of V , we denote by E(V1, V2) the set of
edges with one endpoint in V1 and the other in V2, and we set e(V1, V2) = |E(V1, V2)|. We also set
e(V1, V2) = |V1| · |V2| − e(V1, V2). Observe that e(V1, V2) is the number of non-edges between V1

and V2. We denote by e(G) the number of edges of G. A dominating set of G is a set X ⊆ V of
vertices such that every vertex not in X has a neighbor in X . The size of a smallest dominating
set of G is denoted by γ(G).

Trigraphs. A trigraph is a triple T = (V,E,R) where V is the set of vertices, E is the set of
(plain) edges, and R is the set of red edges, with R ∩ E = ∅. We will always denote by n the
number of vertices. In graphs, we usually speak of “non-edges” to indicate pairs of nonadjacent
vertices, we do the same for trigraphs, and denote by W the set of non-edges. This stands for
“without edge” or more visually the fact that two nonadjacent vertices drawn on a whiteboard
are connected by a “white edge”. Therefore (E,R,W ) is a partition of the set of pairs of vertices.
Given a vertex v, we denote by R(v) its set of red neighbors and by W (v) its set of non-neighbors.
We still denote the (plain) neighborhood of v by N(v), and by N [v] for the closed neighborhood,
including v.

Trigraph parameters. The minimum degree δ(T ) of a trigraph T is the minimum size of N(v)
over all v ∈ V . A dominating set of T is a set X of vertices such that for every y ∈ V , there
exists x ∈ X such that y ∈ N [x] ∪R(x). The size of a smallest dominating set of T is denoted by
γ(T ). We say that a subset X of V is shattered if there exists a set S of 2|X| vertices with no red
neighbor in X and such that for every Y ⊆ X , there exists vY ∈ S such that N [vY ]∩X = Y . The
VC-dimension of a trigraph is the largest size of a shattered set.

Classes of trigraphs. A trigraph T = (V,E,R) is a metric-trigraph if there exists a metric
space (X, d) such that V ⊆ X , a threshold τ and a sensitivity ε such that E = {uv : d(u, v) ≤ τ}
and R = {uv : τ < d(u, v) ≤ τ + ε}. Equivalently, for every u1, u2, v1, v2 such that u1v1 ∈ E and
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u2v2 /∈ E∪R, we have d(u2, v2)−d(u1, v1) ≥ ε. In particular, T = (V,E,R) is a Hamming-trigraph
if the metric space is ({0, 1}N , dH), where dH is the Hamming distance. Similarly, T = (V,E,R)
is a spherical-trigraph if the metric space is (SN , dS), where SN ⊆ RN+1 is the unit sphere, and
dS is the spherical distance, i.e. the angle x0y. Finally, T is a disjointness-trigraph if there exists
a set system F on ground set V and a sensitivity ε > 0 such that E = {xy : Fxy = ∅} and
R = {xy : 0 < |Fxy| ≤ ε|F|}.

Tri-hypergraphs. A tri-hypergraph H is a pair (V, E) where V is a finite set and E is a collection
of partitions of V into three (possibly empty) parts (B,R,W ). Each such triple is called a tri-
edge of H . A standard hypergraph can be seen as a tri-hypergraph in which R = ∅ for every
(B,R,W ) ∈ E . When defining a tri-edge, we will often only define B and R explicitly, W will then
implicitly be defined as the complement of B ∪R.

Parameters on tri-hypergraphs. Given a tri-hypergraph H = (V, E) and a set X ⊆ V we
define the trace of H on X as

trH(X) = {Y ⊆ X | ∃(B,R,W ) ∈ E such that Y = X ∩B = X ∩ (B ∪R)}.

A set X ⊆ V is shattered by H if trH(X) = 2X . The VC-dimension of H is the largest size of a
shattered set. A partition (X0, X1) of a set X ⊆ V is a clean separation if there exists an edge
(B,R,W ) ∈ E such that W ∩X = X0 and B ∩X = X1. Then, X is shattered if every partition
(X0, X1) of X is a clean separation. A set of vertices X ⊆ V is a transversal (or hitting set)
of H if X ∩ (B ∪ R) 6= ∅ for every (B,R,W ) ∈ E . A set of vertices X ⊆ V is a δ-net of H if
X ∩ (B ∪ R) 6= ∅ for every (B,R,W ) ∈ E such that |B| ≥ δ|V |. Note that when R = ∅ for every
tri-edge, we recover the definition of VC-dimension and transversal for hypergraphs.

Given a tri-hypergraph H = (V, E), a weight function ω : V → R+ is a fractional transversal if
for every (B,R,W ) ∈ E , it holds that ω(B) :=

∑

b∈B ω(b) ≥ 1. Its weight is ω(V ) :=
∑

v∈V ω(v).
The minimum weight of a fractional transversal of H is denoted by τ∗(H) (or simply τ∗ if H is
clear from the context), and the minimum size of a transversal of H is denoted by τ(H). Note
that if R = ∅ for every (B,R,W ) ∈ E , this coincides with the standard definitions of τ and τ∗

in hypergraphs. However, there are some key differences when compared to hypergraphs, one of
them being that the inequality τ∗ ≤ τ does not always hold, as τ∗ is not the fractional relaxation
of τ .

Operations on tri-hypergraphs. If H = (V, E) is a tri-hypergraph, let E = {(W,R,B) :
(B,R,W ) ∈ E} and H = (V, E). We say that H is the complement of H . Observe that H
and H shatter the same sets, and thus have the same VC-dimension. If e1 = (B1, R1,W1) and
e2 = (B2, R2,W2) are two tri-edges on the same ground set, the tri-edge e1 ∩ e2 is the tri-edge
(B,R,W ) whereB = B1∩B2 and R = ((B1∪R1)∩(B2∪R2))\B. Similarly, the tri-edge e1\e2 is the
the tri-edge (B,R,W ) whereB = B1∩W2 and R = ((B1∪R1)∩(W2∪R2))\B. Then, ifH1 = (V, E1)
andH2 = (V, E2) are two tri-hypergraphs on the same ground set, the tri-hypergraphH1∩H2 is the
tri-hypergraph (V, {e1∩e2 : e1 ∈ E1, e2 ∈ E2}), and the tri-hypergraphH1\H2 is the tri-hypergraph
(V, {e1 \ e2 : e1 ∈ E1, e2 ∈ E2}). Given two tri-hypergraphs H = (V, {(Be, Re,We) : e ∈ E}) and
H ′ = (V, {(B′

e, R
′
e,W

′
e) : e ∈ E}), we say that H refines H ′ if for every e ∈ E we have B′

e ⊆ Be

and W ′
e ⊆ We. Intuitively, if H refines H ′ then each tri-edge of H can be obtained from the

corresponding tri-edge of H ′ by moving some vertices from the red part to either the black or the
white part. Observe that if H refines H ′ then the VC-dimension of H ′ is upper bounded by the
one of H . If T = (V,E,R) is a trigraph, its corresponding tri-hypergraph is HT = (V, E) with
E = {(N [v], R(v),W (v)) : v ∈ V }. Observe that T and HT have the same VC-dimension, and
that the transversals of HT are exactly the dominating sets of T .

Digraphs. In a directed graph (or digraph) D = (V,A), A is the set of arcs (oriented edges).
We denote by N−(v) the set of in-neighbors of a vertex v and by N+(v) its set of out-neighbors.
We adopt the notation N−[v] and N+[v] for the closed neighborhoods, that is, including v. The
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domination number γ+(D) of D is the minimum size of a (dominating) set X of vertices satisfying
that N−[v]∩X 6= ∅ for every vertex v. The fractional dominating number γ+

f (D) is the minimum

of ω(V ) taken over all weight functions ω : V → R+ such that ω(N−[v]) ≥ 1 for all v ∈ V .
The acyclic chromatic number χa(D) of a directed graph D = (V,A) is the minimum number
of acyclic induced subgraphs of D whose union covers V (or equivalently partitions V ). The
fractional acyclic chromatic number χa

f (D) is the minimum total sum of a weight function ω
on acyclic induced subgraphs, satisfying that for every vertex v, the sum of the weights of the
acyclic subgraphs containing v is at least 1. A tournament is a digraph where any two vertices
are connected by exactly one arc.

Tri-tournaments. A tri-tournament T = (V,A,R) consists of a set of vertices V , a set A of
arcs and a set R of red arcs which are not in A. Moreover for every pair of vertices x, y in V ,
exactly one of the arcs xy or yx belongs to A. We can then see T as a usual tournament with
some additional red arcs forming circuits of length two. A set X ⊆ V is a dominating set of T if
for every vertex y ∈ V \X , there exists x ∈ X such that xy ∈ A or xy ∈ R. In a tri-tournament
T , a set of vertices X ⊆ V is shattered if there exists a set S ⊆ V of size 2|X| such that there is
no red arc (in any direction) between X and S, and all closed in-neighborhoods in X of vertices
of S are pairwise distinct. The VC-dimension of T is the largest size of a shattered set.

Miscellaneous. We conclude this section with a technical Lemma, which we often use.

Lemma 17. If a, b, x > 0 satisfy ax ≥ 1 and x ≤ b ln(ax), then x ≤ 2b ln(ab)

Proof. Increase the value of x until reaching x = b ln(ax). We then want to show that
b ln(ax) ≤ 2b ln(ab), which is simply ln(ax) ≤ 2 ln(ab), hence ax ≤ a2b2. Substituting b by
x/ ln(ax), our target inequality is equivalent to ln(ax)2 ≤ ax, which holds since ax ≥ 1.

3 Transversals in bounded VC-dimension

The main result of this section is a generalization to tri-hypergraphs of the celebrated δ-net theorem
of Haussler and Welzl on hypergraphs [27], stating that in an n-vertex hypergraph of VC-dimension
d, there is a set of size O

(

d
δ log

(

1
δ

))

which intersects all hyperedges of size at least δn.

Theorem 18. Let H = (V, E) be a tri-hypergraph of VC-dimension d and let δ > 0. There is a
δ-net X such that

|X | < 2 · d

ln(1 + δ)
· ln

(

e

ln(1 + δ)

)

.

Using that ln(1 + x) ≥ x/2 for any 0 ≤ x ≤ 1, we recover the more classical upper bound
O
(

d
δ ln

(

1
δ

))

.
Observe that Theorem 6 follows immediately from Theorem 18 by considering the correspond-

ing tri-hypergraph HT , using that T and HT have the same VC-dimension, and that the δ-nets of
HT are the dominating sets of T .

To simplify some computations in the proof of Theorem 18, we will consider multisets of
vertices, which we will view as words on the alphabet V . For a word Z, we denote its length
by |Z|, and for any I ⊆ {1, . . . , |Z|} we denote by ZI (resp. ZI) the subword of Z obtained by
keeping (resp. removing) all letters with indices in I.

Given a tri-hypergraph H = (V, E), we say that a word X is separated from a word Y if there
exists an edge (B,R,W ) of H such that all letters of X belong to B and all letters of Y belong to
W . For a word Z we define the trace of H on Z, denoted trH(Z) by

trH(Z) =
{

I ⊆ {1, . . . , |Z|} such that ZI is separated from ZI

}

.

The following result, proved independently by Sauer [44] and Shelah [46] is the central ingre-
dient of the theory of VC-dimension.
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Lemma 19. If H = (V,E) is a hypergraph of VC-dimension d then |E| ≤ ∑d
i=0

(|V |
i

)

.

We extend the result of Sauer and Shelah to words.

Lemma 20. If H = (V, E) be a tri-hypergraph of VC-dimension d then every word Z satisfies

|trH(Z)| ≤ ∑d
i=0

(|Z|
i

)

.

Proof. Assume by contradiction that |Z| = t and |trH(Z)| > ∑d
i=0

(

t
i

)

. Consider the hypergraph
on ground set [t] with edge set trH(Z). By Lemma 19, there exists a shattered set I ⊆ [t] of size
at least d + 1. The corresponding subword ZI must contain pairwise distinct letters, and thus
corresponds to a subset of size d+1 of V that is shattered by H , contradicting the definition of d.

Lemma 21. Let H = (V, E) be an n-vertex tri-hypergraph and δ > 0. Let τ denote the minimum
size of a δ-net of H. Then for every t < τ ,

(1 + δ)t ≤ 1

nt

∑

|Z|=t

|trH(Z)|.

Proof. Any word X of length less than τ contains less than τ distinct letters, hence there exists
an edge (B,R,W ) ∈ E such that X ∩ (B ∪R) = ∅ and |B| ≥ δn. For any integer y, there exist at
least (δn)y words of length y using only letters from B. Hence, for any word X with |X | < τ :

|{Y ∈ V y, such that X is separated from Y }| ≥ (δn)y.

Now for t < τ we have:

1

nt

∑

|Z|=t

|trH(Z)| = 1

nt

∑

Z∈V t

∣

∣

{

I ⊆ [t] such that ZI is separated from ZI

}∣

∣

=
1

nt

∑

I⊆[t]

∣

∣

{

Z ∈ V t such that ZI is separated from ZI

}
∣

∣

≥ 1

nt

t
∑

i=0

(

t

i

)

ni(δn)t−i = (1 + δ)t.

Proof of Theorem 18. We combine the two previous Lemmas. For every t < τ we have

(1 + δ)t ≤ ∑d
i=0

(

t
i

)

≤
(

et
d

)d
. By denoting a = e

d and b = d
ln(1+δ) , we get t ≤ b ln(at), which yields

the desired bound by Lemma 17.

A similar proof actually yields that a random sample of O
(

d
log(1+δ) · log

(

e
log(1+δ)

))

elements

is a δ-net with constant probability. This gives a unified explanation for why various proofs based
on random sampling work so well. We state the result for completeness.

Theorem 8. Let H = (V, E) be a tri-hypergraph of VC-dimension d and let δ > 0. With probability
1− p, a random sample of τp elements from V is a δ-net of H, where

τp = 2 · d

ln(1 + δ)
· ln

(

e

ln(1 + δ) · p1/d
)

.

Using the generalization of δ-nets to tri-hypergraphs, we can easily prove that in tri-hypergraphs
of VC-dimension d, the inequality τ ≤ f(d, τ∗) also holds.

Theorem 7. Every tri-hypergraph of VC-dimension d satisfies τ = O(dτ∗ log τ∗).
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Proof. Since τ∗ is the solution of a linear programwith integer constraints, there exists a fractional
transversal ω : V → Q of weight τ∗. Let N be an integer such that N · ω(v) ∈ N for every v ∈ V ,
and set ω′(v) = N ·ω(v) for every v ∈ V . Let H ′ = (V ′, E ′) be the tri-hypergraph obtained from H
by creating ω′(v) copies of every vertex v ∈ V (if ω′(v) = 0 we simply delete v). Observe that the
VC-dimension of H ′ is at most d since there cannot be two copies of the same vertex in a shattered
set. Note also that |V ′| = ∑

v∈V ω′(v) = N · τ∗, and for every (B′, R′,W ′) ∈ E ′ corresponding
to (B,R,W ) ∈ E , we have |B′| = ∑

b∈B ω′(b) ≥ N since ω is a fractional transversal. Thus, H ′

is a tri-hypergraph of VC-dimension d where every (B′, R′,W ′) ∈ E ′ satisfies |B′| ≥ 1
τ∗

· |V ′|. By
Theorem 18, H ′ has a transversal of size O(d · τ∗ log(τ∗)). This transversal is also a transversal of
H .

4 Tri-hypergraphs with bounded VC-dimension

The aim of this section is to give bounds on the VC-dimension of several natural tri-hypergraphs,
and to provide various methods to prove such bounds. In order to give some geometric intuition,
we start with the most visual proofs, by considering metric-trigraphs.

We first show that metric-trigraphs have bounded VC-dimension. The proof is based on
a random cut argument to argue that some random-like graph has a separation which is too
unbalanced. We then prove that having bounded VC-dimension is preserved by taking intersections
or differences. The proof of this result uses double counting coupled with the Sauer-Shelah Lemma.
With that result in hand, we easily deduce a more subtle result about the intersection of metric-
trigraphs.

We then consider disjointness-trigraphs, for which we provide similar results. To show that
they have bounded VC-dimension, we argue that some random-like graph has a complete bipartite
subgraph which is too large. We finally show that a refined variant of the difference tri-hypergraph
of disjointness-trigraphs also has bounded VC-dimension. The proof of this results relies on the
existence of small transversals of dense set systems to obtain adjacency labellings which are too
short for random-like graphs.

4.1 Metric-trigraphs

We start by showing that Hamming-trigraphs have bounded VC-dimension. Importantly, the
bound on their VC-dimension depends on the sensitivity parameter ε but not on the dimension
of the ambient space.

Theorem 22. Every Hamming-trigraph with sensitivity ε has VC-dimension O(ε−2).

Proof. Let T = (V,E,R) be a Hamming-trigraph with sensitivity ε, threshold τ and V ⊆ {0, 1}N ,
for some integer N . If xy ∈ E then dH(x, y) ≤ τ ·N , and if xy /∈ E ∪R then dH(x, y) > (τ + ε) ·N .
Let HT = (V, E) be the tri-hypergraph corresponding to T , with E = {(B(v), R(v),W (v)) : v ∈ V }.
Let X ⊆ V be a shattered set: for every Y ⊆ X , there exists vY ∈ V such that B(vY ) ∩ X =
(B(vY ) ∪R(vY )) ∩X = Y .

Let Z be a random multi-subset of {vY : Y ⊆ X} of size |X | obtained by picking with repetition
uniformly random elements of {vY : Y ⊆ X}. Consider the bipartite graph Γ on vertex set X ∪Z
where xz is an edge if x ∈ X , z ∈ Z, and dH(x, z) ≤ τ ·N (or equivalently if dH(x, z) ≤ (τ +ε) ·N).
Then, Γ is a random bipartite graph where each edge between X and Z is present independently
of all others with probability 1/2. Let E0 be the event that there exist partitions (X1, X2) of X
and (Z1, Z2) of Z such that e(X1, Z2)+e(X2, Z1)−e(X1, Z2)−e(X2, Z1) ≥ ε

2 · |X | · |Z|. Informally,
E0 is the event that there exists a cut of Γ such that among all pairs (x, z) ∈ X × Z which are
separated by the cut, there are much more non-edges than edges.

First, by symmetry between the edges and the non-edges in Γ, we have P[e(Γ) ≤ |X | · |Z|/2] ≥
1/2. Suppose from now on that this inequality holds. Pick a random coordinate i ∈ [N ], and let
X1 = {x ∈ X : xi = 0} and X2 = {x ∈ X : xi = 1}, and define Z1 and Z2 similarly. If xz is
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an edge of Γ then x and z differ on at most τ ·N coordinates so the probability that x and z are
separated (meaning x ∈ Xa and z ∈ Z3−a) is at most τ . On the other hand, if xz is not an edge
of Γ then x and z differ on at least (τ + ε) · N coordinates so the probability that x and z are
separated is at least τ + ε. Thus,

E[e(X1, Z2) + e(X2, Z1)] ≤
|X | · |Z|

2
· τ

E[e(X1, Z2) + e(X2, Z1)] ≥
|X | · |Z|

2
· (τ + ε).

Putting together the previous two inequalities, we get

E[e(X1, Z2) + e(X2, Z1)− e(X1, Z2)− e(X2, Z1)] ≥
ε

2
· |X | · |Z|.

Therefore, there exist partitions (X1, X2) of X and (Z1, Z2) of Z such that e(X1, Z2)+e(X2, Z1)−
e(X1, Z2)− e(X2, Z1) ≥ ε

2 · |X | · |Z|. Overall, we get P[E0] ≥ 1/2.
We now give an upper bound on P[E0]. Fix a partition (X1, X2) of X and a partition (Z1, Z2)

of Z, and consider a random graph Γ on vertex set X ∪ Z. Let E1 be the event that e(X1, Z2) +
e(X2, Z1)− e(X1, Z2) − e(X2, Z1) ≥ ε

2 · |X | · |Z|. Consider the random variable K = e(X1, Z2) +
e(X2, Z1). Then, K is the sum of |X1| · |Z2| + |X2| · |Z1| independent Bernoulli variables with

success probability 1/2. Observe that E1 is the event that K ≥ |X1|·|Z2|+|X2|·|Z1|
2 + ε

4 · |X | · |Z| =
E[K] + ε

4 · |X | · |Z|. By Hoeffding’s inequality, we have

P[E1] ≤ exp

(

− 2 · ε2 · |X |2 · |Z|2
16 · (|X1| · |Z2|+ |X2| · |Z1|)

)

≤ exp

(

−ε2 · |X | · |Z|
8

)

.

There are 2|X|+|Z| possible choices for the partitions (X1, X2) and (Z1, Z2) so by the union bound

we have P[E0] ≤ 2|X|+|Z| · exp
(

− ε2·|X|·|Z|
8

)

.

Putting together the upper bound and the lower bound, and using that |X | = |Z|, we get

1/2 ≤ 22|X| · exp
(

− ε2·|X|2
8

)

. This inequality implies |X | ≤ 32
ε2 , which concludes the proof.

A similar result holds for spherical-trigraphs. One way to see it is to repeat the above proof,
except that to show that P[E0] ≥ 1/2, instead of defining X1, X2, Z1, Z2 according to a random
coordinate, we pick a random hyperplane and define X1 and Z1 as the vertices lying on one side
of this hyperplane, and X2 and Z2 as the vertices lying on the other side of this hyperplane. We
give an alternative proof by showing that every spherical-trigraph is a Hamming-trigraph. The
embedding is obtained by taking a large number of random hyperplanes and classifying the vertices
based on which side of the hyperplanes they lie. The details are given in Appendix B.

Theorem 23. Every spherical-trigraph with sensitivity ε is a Hamming-trigraph with sensitivity
ε
2π . In particular, every spherical-trigraph with sensitivity ε has VC-dimension O(ε−2).

The converse also holds: every Hamming-trigraph is a spherical-trigraph. This time the em-
bedding is even simpler: map every 0 coordinate to −1/

√
N and every 1 coordinate to 1/

√
N .

The proof is deferred to Appendix B.

Lemma 24. Every Hamming-trigraph with sensitivity ε is a spherical-trigraph with sensitivity 2ε.

We now show that the bound in Theorem 23 is essentially tight, up to constant factors. This
implies that the bound of Theorem 22 is also essentially tight.

Proposition 25. For every ε > 0, there exists a spherical-trigraph with sensitivity ε with VC-
dimension Ω(ε−2).
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Proof. Recall that arccosx = π/2 − x + o(x) when x → 0. Let N be large enough so that
arccos (−1/

√
N) > π/2 + 1/(2

√
N). Let B = {b1, . . . , bN} be an orthonormal basis of RN . Then,

b1, . . . , bN ∈ SN−1. For every subset S ⊆ [N ], let vS = 1√
N

(
∑

s∈S bs −
∑

t/∈S bt
)

∈ SN−1. Consider

the 1/(2
√
N)-trigraph T = (V,E,R) with V = B∪{vS : S ⊆ [N ]}, E = {uv : dS(u, v) ≤ π/2} and

R = {uv : π/2 < dS(u, v) ≤ π/2 + 1/(2
√
N)}.

We show that B is shattered in T , which will conclude the proof. Let B′ ⊆ B and let
S = {i ∈ [N ] : bi ∈ B′}. Then, for every b ∈ B′, we have 〈b, vS〉 = 1/

√
N and for every b /∈ B′,

we have 〈b, vS〉 = −1/
√
N . Thus, for every b ∈ B′, we have dS(b, vS) = arccos (1/

√
N) ≤ π/2

so bvS ∈ E and for every b /∈ B′, we have dS(b, vS) = arccos (−1/
√
N) > π/2 + 1/(2

√
N) so

bvS /∈ E ∪R. Therefore B ∩N [vS ] = B ∩ (N [vS ] ∪R(vS)) = B′.

Remark 26. Using similar ideas, we can show that the bound of Theorem 18 is almost tight.
Consider the trigraph T = (V,E,R) with V = Sn−1, E = {uv : dS(u, v) ≤ π/2 − 1/2

√
n} and

R = {uv : π/2 − 1/2
√
n < dS(u, v) ≤ π/2 − 1/4

√
n}. Then, the (plain) neighborhood of each

vertex represents at least a quarter of the ground set, and T has VC-dimension Θ(n). We show
that γ(T ) = Ω(n). Note that for any point v ∈ Sn−1, its neighborhood N [v] ∪ R(v) only consists
of vertices whose scalar product with v is > 0. Therefore, for any set S ⊆ Sn−1 of size at most
n− 1, there exists a point p ∈ Sn−1 which is orthogonal to all points in S, hence is not dominated
by S. This proves that γ(T ) ≥ n.

4.2 Operations on tri-hypergraphs

A standard result in VC-dimension theory states that if a hypergraph H has bounded VC-
dimension then the hypergraph whose edges are all pairwise intersections (resp. differences)
of edges of H also has bounded VC-dimension. We show that these results also hold for tri-
hypergraphs. Our proofs are somewhat different from the classical ones.

Lemma 27. Let H1 = (V, E1) and H2 = (V, E2) be two tri-hypergraphs of VC-dimension d. Let
I = H1 ∩H2 be their intersection tri-hypergraph. Then, I has VC-dimension O(d).

B(e1) R(e1)W (e1)

B(e2)

R(e2)

W (e2)

Figure 1: Edges of I

Proof. Let X ⊆ V be a set of size s which is shattered by I. For every subset Y ⊆ X , there
exists a pair (e1, e2) ∈ E1 × E2 such that for every y ∈ Y , y ∈ B(e1) ∩B(e2) and for every y 6∈ Y ,
y ∈ W (e1) ∪W (e2) (see Figure 1). So, one of W (e1),W (e2) contains at least half of the elements
of |X \ Y |. For every Y ⊆ X , fix a set φ(Y ) of size at least |X \ Y |/2 such that there exists an
edge e ∈ E1 ∪ E2 with Y ⊆ B(e) and φ(Y ) ⊆ W (e).

We construct a bipartite graph Γ whose two parts, A and B, are copies of 2X and add an
edge from Y ∈ A to every set Y ∪ Z for Z ⊆ φ(Y ) in B. Observe first that the degree of every
vertex of A corresponding to a subset of size k is at least 2(s−k)/2. Consider now a vertex z of B
corresponding to a subset Z ⊆ X . By definition of Γ, for every neighbor of z in A corresponding
to a set Y ⊆ X , we have Z \ Y ⊆ φ(Y ) so there exists an edge e ∈ E1 ∪ E2 such that Y ⊆ B(e)
and Z \ Y ⊆ φ(Y ) ⊆ W (e). Therefore, every neighbor of z in Γ corresponds to a clean separation
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on Z in H1 or in H2, and these traces are pairwise distinct. Since H1 and H2 have VC-dimension

d, the Sauer-Shelah Lemma implies that z has at most 2
∑d

i=0

(|Z|
i

)

≤ 2
(

e|Z|
d

)d

neighbors in A.

A double-counting of the edges of Γ then yields

s
∑

k=0

(

s

k

)

2(s−k)/2 ≤ e(Γ) ≤
s

∑

k=0

(

s

k

)(

2ek

d

)d

.

This implies that (1 +
√
2)s ≤ 2s · (2es/d)d so

(

1+
√
2

2

)s

≤ (2es/d)d. Thus, s ≤ d
α · ln(2es/d), for

α = ln
(

1+
√
2

2

)

, which implies by Lemma 17 that s ≤ 2d
α ln

(

2e
α

)

= O(d).

The analogue result for the difference of tri-hypergraphs follows immediately since H1 \H2 =
H1 ∩H2 and since the VC-dimension is invariant under complementation.

Lemma 28. Let H1 = (V, E1) and H2 = (V, E2) be two tri-hypergraphs of VC-dimension d. Let
D = H1 \H2 be their difference tri-hypergraph. Then, D has VC-dimension O(d).

4.3 Refined difference of metric-trigraphs

For technical reasons which will become clear when trying to prove clustering results (namely
Lemma 10), we need a stronger statement about the difference of tri-hypergraphs. We could not
prove this result in full generality for tri-hypergraphs of bounded VC-dimension, but the result
holds for metric-trigraphs. We first need some definitions.

Let T = (V,E,R) be a Hamming-trigraph with sensitivity ε and threshold τ . Let N be such
that V ⊆ {0, 1}N . We refine the trigraph T by classifying the red edges into two types. Formally,
let R1 = {vw ∈ R : dH(v, w) ≤ (τ + ε/2) · N} and R2 = {vw ∈ R : (τ + ε/2) · N < dH(v, w)}.
We consider two refinements of T , which are T1 = (V,E,R1) and T2 = (V,E ∪ R1, R2). The tri-
hypergraph D = T1\T2 is the refined tri-hypergraph of differences of T , see Figure 2. Observe that
both T1 and T2 are Hamming-trigraphs with sensitivity ε/2, so they have VC-dimension O

(

1/ε2
)

by Theorem 22. It then follows from Lemma 28 that D has VC-dimension O
(

1/ε2
)

.

Lemma 29. Let T be a Hamming-trigraph with sensitivity ε and let D be its refined tri-hypergraph
of differences. Then, D has VC-dimension O

(

1
ε2

)

.

4.4 Disjointness-trigraphs

We now move to disjointness-trigraphs, for which we prove results analogous to Hamming-trigraphs.
The proofs are not more complicated, but are less visual than for Hamming-trigraphs. Recall that
a trigraph T = (V,E,R) is a disjointness-trigraph with sensitivity ε if there exists a set system F
on ground set V such that E = {uv : Fuv = ∅} and R = {uv : 0 < |Fuv| ≤ ε|F|}.

Lemma 30. Every disjointness-trigraph with sensitivity ε has VC-dimension at most 1
ε .

Proof. Let T = (V,E,R) be a disjointness-trigraph with sensitivity ε coming from a set system
F . Let X ⊆ V be a shattered set of T : for every Y ⊆ X there exists vY ∈ V such that
N [vY ]∩X = (N [vY ]∪R(vY ))∩X = Y . Let Y = {vY : Y ⊆ X}, and consider the bipartite graph
G on vertex set X ∪ Y where xvY is an edge if x ∈ W (vY ) (or equivalently if x /∈ N [vY ]). Since
Y shatters X , the 2|X| vertices in Y have all possible adjacencies on X . Thus, for any subset
X ′ ⊆ X , the number of common neighbors of the vertices of X ′ is 2|X|−|X′|, and therefore G has
no complete bipartite subgraph with more than |X ′|2|X|−|X′| edges, which is at most 2|X|−1 edges.

We show that G has a complete bipartite subgraph of size ε · |X | ·2|X|−1. Consider the following
experiment : take a uniformly random set S ∈ F and let Z be the random variable which counts
the number of pairs (x, vY ) ∈ X × Y such that S ∈ FxvY (i.e. such that {x, vY } ⊆ S). For every
edge xvY in G, we have that x ∈ W (vY ), which means that |FxvY | ≥ ε|F|, so the probability that
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0 τN (τ + ε/2)N (τ + ε)N
0

τN

(τ + ε/2)N

(τ + ε)N

Distance to v

D
is
ta
n
ce

to
w

Figure 2: Edge of D which is the difference between the tri-edge corresponding to the the neigh-
borhood of v in T1 and the tri-edge corresponding to the neighborhood of w in T2. Observe that
every vertex in the black zone is at distance at most τN of v and at least (τ + ε)N of w, and
every vertex in the white zone is either at distance at least (τ + ε/2)N of v or at distance at most
(τ + ε/2)N of w.

z ∈ FxvY is at least ε. Therefore, E[Z] ≥ ε · e(X,Y) = ε · |X | · 2|X|−1, so there exists S ∈ F for
which Z ≥ ε · |X | · 2|X|−1. Then, let X ′ = S ∩X and Y ′ = S ∩ Y. For every x ∈ X ′ and vY ∈ Y ′

we have S ∈ FxvY , so xvY /∈ E(T ), i.e. xvY ∈ E(G). Since |X ′| · |Y ′| = Z ≥ ε · |X | · 2|X|−1 then
G has a complete bipartite subgraph with at least ε · |X | · 2|X|−1 edges.

Putting together the upper bound and the lower bound, we get ε · |X | · 2|X|−1 ≤ 2|X|−1 so
|X | ≤ 1

ε .

Combining Lemma 30 with Lemma 27 immediately gives the following result.

Lemma 31. If T is a disjointness-trigraph with sensitivity ε then T ∩T has VC-dimension O
(

1
ε

)

.

The previous result can be generalized further, with essentially the same proof as Lemma 30,
see Appendix C. We first need a definition. Consider a set system F on ground set V , and let
T ⊆ V t be a set of t-tuples of elements of V . For v ∈ V , we set B(v) = {(w1, . . . , wt) ∈ T : ∀i ∈
[t],Fvwi = ∅} and R(v) = {(w1, . . . , wt) ∈ T : ∀i ∈ [t], |Fvwi | ≤ ε|F|} \ B(v). The tri-hypergraph
I = (T , E) with E = {(B(v), R(v),W (v)) : v ∈ V } is the ε-disjointness-tri-hypergraph of V on T .

Lemma 32. Let F be a set system on ground set V and T ⊆ V t be a set of t-tuples of elements
of V . Let I be the ε-disjointness-tri-hypergraph of V on S. Then, I ∩ I has VC-dimension at
most 1

ε .

The previous two results involved tri-hypergraphs arising from the intersection of disjointness-
trigraphs. We now investigate tri-hypergraphs arising from the difference of disjointness-trigraphs.
It follows immediately from Lemmas 28 and 30 that the difference tri-hypergraph of a disjointness-
trigraph has bounded VC-dimension. However, to prove the clustering result for disjointness-
trigraphs (Lemma 9), we need a stronger result, analogous to Lemma 29. We again need some
definitions.

Let T = (V,E,R) be a disjointess-trigraph with sensitivity ε, and consider a set system F on
ground set V such that E = {uv : Fuv = ∅} and R = {uv : 0 < |Fuv| ≤ ε|F|}. We refine the
trigraph T by classifying the red edges into two types. Formally, let R1 = {vw ∈ R : |Fvw| ≤
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ε|F|/2} and R2 = {vw ∈ R : |Fvw| > ε|F|/2}. We consider two refinements of T , which are
T1 = (V,E,R1) and T2 = (V,E ∪ R1, R2). The tri-hypergraph D = T1 \ T2 is the refined tri-
hypergraph of differences of T .

To prove that D has bounded VC-dimension, we would like to apply Lemmas 28 and 30.
However, even though T1 is a disjointness-trigraph, T2 is not, and we could only prove a bound of
O(1/ε2) on the VC-dimension of T2. We therefore take a different approach.

Lemma 33. Let T be a disjointness-trigraph with sensitivity ε and let D be its refined tri-
hypergraph of differences. Then, D has VC-dimension O

(

1
ε · log

(

1
ε

))

.

Proof. Write D = (V, E), with E = {(B(vw), R(vw),W (vw)) : v, w ∈ V } and consider a set
system F on ground set V with N := |F| sets such that E = {uv : Fuv = ∅} and R = {uv : 0 <
|Fuv| ≤ εN}. By definition of D, for every v, w ∈ V , if x ∈ B(vw) then Fxv = ∅ and |Fxw| ≥ εN/2,
and if x ∈ W (vw) then either |Fxv| ≥ εN/2 or Fxw = ∅.

Let X ⊆ V be a set which is shattered by D. For every subset Y ⊆ X , there exists a pair
pY = (vY , wY ) ∈ V 2 such that B(vY wY ) ∩ X = (B(vY wY ) ∪ R(vY wY )) ∩ X = Y . Let U be a
random multi-subset of {pY : Y ⊆ X} of size |X | obtained by picking with repetition uniformly
random elements of {pY : Y ⊆ X}. Consider the bipartite graph Γ on vertex set X ∪U where xu
is an edge if x ∈ B(u) (or equivalently if x /∈ W (u)). Then, Γ is a random bipartite graph where
each edge between X and U is present independently of all others with probability 1/2.

We say that a sub-set system S of F represents Γ if for every u = vw ∈ U and x ∈ X , ux is
an edge of Γ if and only if Svx = ∅ and Swx 6= ∅. Let E0 be the event that there exists a sub-set
system S of F of size ℓ := 2 ln(9|X |2)/ε which represents Γ.

We start by showing that there always exists such a sub-set system S, independently of Γ.
Let V ′ ⊆ V be the set of all vertices which either belong to X or belong to a pair vY wY ∈ U .
Note that |V ′| ≤ |X | + 2 · |U | = 3 · |X |. Observe that if S ⊆ F satisfies Svv′ 6= ∅ whenever
v, v′ ∈ V ′ satisfy |Fvv′ | ≥ εN/2 then S represents Γ. Consider the set system H = {Fvv′ : v, v′ ∈
V ′ and |Fvv′ | ≥ εN/2} on ground set F . Then, H consists of at most 9|X |2 sets, each of size at
least εN/2, from some universe of size N . Therefore, there exists a transversal S ⊆ F of H of size
at most 2 ln(9|X |2)/ε (which can be found by a greedy algorithm). Such an S represents Γ.

We now give an upper bound on P[E0]. For any sub-set system S of F of size ℓ, the probability

that S represents Γ is at most 2−|X|2 since Γ is a random bipartite graph with |X |2 edges. There
are at most 2ℓ|X| different set systems of size ℓ on X , therefore by a union bound, the probability
that one of them represents Γ is at most 2ℓ|X|−|X|2.

Then, 1 = P[E0] ≤ 2ℓ|X|−|X|2 so |X | ≤ ℓ. Thus, |X | ≤ 2 ln(9|X |2)/ε = 4
ε ln(3|X |). By

Lemma 17, we get |X | ≤ 8
ε · ln

(

12
ε

)

.

5 Dense Neighborhood Lemmas

Putting together the results of the previous two sections, we can finally state and prove several
variants of the Dense Neighborhood Lemma. In Section 5.1, we prove that dense disjointness-
trigraphs and dense metric-trigraphs have small dominating sets. In Section 5.2, we prove that
the corresponding intersection tri-hypergraphs have small δ-nets. In Section 5.3, we show that
disjointness-trigraphs and metric-trigraphs admit clusterings with a bounded number of parts.
Finally, in Section 5.4, we analyze more deeply the interactions between the clusters to obtain a
Regularity-Lemma-type partition into an exponential number of parts with 0/1 densities between
the parts.

5.1 Dominating dense trigraphs

We start by deriving Lemmas 2 and 5 from the results of Section 4 and from Theorem 6.
We first recall the relevant definitions for Lemma 2. If F is a set system on ground set V , Fx

is the set of hyperedges containing x, and Fxy = Fx ∩Fy. We set Dε(x) = {y ∈ V : |Fxy| ≤ ε|F|}
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and D(x) := D0(x). A set X is an ε-covering if Dε(X) = V . The disjointness-ratio of F is the
minimum of |D(x)|/|V | over all x ∈ V .

Lemma 2. Every set system with disjointness-ratio δ has an ε-covering of size O
(

1
εδ · log 1

δ

)

.

Proof. Let F be a set system on ground set V with disjointness-ratio δ. Consider the trigraph
T = (V,E,R) where E = {uv : Fuv = ∅} and R = {uv : 0 < |Fuv| ≤ ε|F|}. Then, T is
a disjointness-trigraph with sensitivity ε, so by Lemma 30 T has VC-dimension O

(

1
ε

)

. Since
N(v) = D(v) for every v ∈ V , we have |N(v)| ≥ δ|V | by assumption. Hence, by Theorem 6, T
has a dominating set X ⊆ V of size O

(

1
εδ log(

1
δ )
)

. We argue that X is an ε-covering of F . For
every v ∈ V , there is some vertex x ∈ X such that x ∈ N(v)∪R(v) = Dε(v), hence v ∈ Dε(X).

We now move to Hamming-trigraphs. The next result is stated in antipodal setting, but it also
holds in the local setting, with a similar proof.

Lemma 5. Let V ⊆ {0, 1}N be such that for every v ∈ V , the set {u ∈ V : dH(v, u) ≥ c ·N} has
size at least δ|V |. Then, there is a set X ⊆ V of size poly(ε−1, δ−1) such that for every v ∈ V ,
there exists x ∈ X such that dH(x, v) ≥ (c− ε)N .

Proof. Consider the trigraph T = (V,E,R) with E = {uv : dH(u, v) ≥ c · N} and R =
{uv : (c − ε) · N ≤ d(u, v) < c · N}. Note that the complement T of T is a Hamming-trigraph
with sensitivity ε. By Theorem 22 the VC-dimension of T is O(ε−2). Since the VC-dimension
is invariant under complementation, T also has VC-dimension O(ε−2). By Theorem 6, T has a
dominating set X of size |X | = poly(ε−1, δ−1).

Then, for any v ∈ V there exists x ∈ X such that x ∈ (B(v) ∪ R(v)), which means that
dH(x, v) ≥ (c− ε) ·N .

For future reference, we also state the analogous result for spherical-trigraphs in the antipodal
setting. Once again, it also holds in the local setting. The proofs of these results are very similar
to the proof of Lemma 5.

Lemma 34. Let V ⊆ SN be such that for every v ∈ V there are at least δ|V | points u such that
〈u, v〉 ≤ c. Then for every ε > 0, there exists a set X ⊆ V of size poly(1/ε) such that for every
v ∈ V there exists x ∈ X with 〈x, v〉 ≤ c+ ε.

5.2 δ-nets for intersection tri-hypergraphs

The take-away message from Section 5.1 is “Disjointness-trigraphs and metric-trigraphs have small
δ-nets”. With that in mind, the results of this section should be understood as “Intersection tri-
hypergraphs of disjointess-trigraphs and metric-trigraphs have small δ-nets”. The proofs are again
straightforward, simply combining results from Section 4 with Theorem 18.

Lemma 35. For every set system F on ground set V , there exists X ⊆ V of size O
(

1
εδ log

(

1
δ

))

such that whenever u, v ∈ V satisfy |D(u) ∩ D(v)| ≥ δ|V |, there exists x ∈ X such that x ∈
Dε(u) ∩Dε(v).

Proof. Consider the trigraph T = (V,E,R) with E = {uv : Fuv = ∅} and R = {uv : 0 < |Fuv| ≤
ε|F|}. By Lemma 31, the tri-hypergraph T ∩ T has VC-dimension O

(

1
ε

)

.

By Theorem 18, there exists a δ-net X ⊆ V of T ∩ T of size O
(

1
εδ log(

1
δ )
)

. Consider now
u, v ∈ V such that |D(u) ∩ D(v)| ≥ δ|F|. Then, in T ∩ T the tri-edge (B(uv), R(uv),W (uv))
satisfies |B(uv)| = |D(u)∩D(v)| ≥ δ|F| so there exists x ∈ X such that x ∈ B(uv)∪R(uv). This
means that |Fux| ≤ ε|F| and |Fvx| ≤ ε|F| so x ∈ Dε(u) ∩Dε(v).

This result can be generalized to the intersection of disjointness-tri-hypergraphs. However, the
statement might seem somewhat obscure. To get some intuition on how it can be used, see the
discussion after the statement of Theorem 46.
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If F is a set system on ground set V and T ⊆ V t is a set of t-tuples of elements of V , for every
v ∈ V , we set DT (v) = {(u1, . . . , ut) ∈ T : ∀i ∈ [t],Fvui = ∅} and DT

ε (v) = {(u1, . . . , ut) ∈ T :
∀i ∈ [t], |Fvui | ≤ ε|F|}.
Lemma 36. Let F be a set system on ground set V and let T ⊆ V t be a set of t-tuples of
elements of V . There exists C ⊆ T of size O

(

1
εδ log

(

1
δ

))

such that for every u, v ∈ V such that
|DT (u) ∩DT (v)| ≥ δ|T |, there exists C ∈ C such that C ∈ DT

ε (u) ∩DT
ε (v).

The proof is exactly the same as the previous one, except that we use Lemma 32 instead of
Lemma 31.

Similar results also hold for metric-trigraphs. We state the analogue of Lemma 35 in the
antipodal Hamming setting as an illustration. Analogous results also hold in the local setting, as
well as for spherical-trigraphs. The proofs again follow the proof of Lemma 35. An analogue of
Lemma 36 can be proved using an adaptation of Lemma 32 for metric-trigraphs.

Lemma 37. For every set V ⊆ {0, 1}N , there exists X ⊆ V of size poly(ε−1, δ−1) such that for
every u, v ∈ V such that there are at least δ|V | vectors w ∈ V at distance at least c · N of both u
and v, there exists x ∈ X at distance at least (c− ε) ·N of both u and v.

5.3 Clustering variants

Several results on graphs of bounded VC-dimension rely on the fact that their vertex set can
be partitioned into a bounded number of parts (often called clusters), such that vertices in the
same cluster almost have the same neighborhood, see e.g. [19, 39]. This is usually done using the
so-called Haussler Packing Lemma [26]. For trigraphs, the standard proofs of the Packing Lemma
break because the red edges cannot be used to classify the vertices. Without an analogue of the
Packing Lemma for trigraphs, we could not get the clustering results in the most general form.
Fortunately, we were able to recover these results for disjointness-trigraphs and metric-trigraphs,
which is sufficient for our applications. However, it would be very interesting to determine whether
similar results hold in full generality for trigraphs of bounded VC-dimension.

Note that in the statements of Lemmas 9 and 39, the bounds are of the form 2poly(1/ε,1/η),
while the corresponding bounds for graphs of VC-dimension d are of the form (1/η)O(d). In most
of our applications we will have η = poly(ε) and VC-dimension polynomial in 1/ε, hence the order
of our bound is actually not a bottleneck. Furthermore, Lemma 40 shows that this dependency
on ε is required, and not just an artifact of the proof.

We start with the clustering statement on disjointness-trigraphs. If F is a set system on ground
set V , recall that for v ∈ V , we have D(v) = {u ∈ V : Fuv = ∅}, and Dε(v) = {u ∈ V : |Fuv| ≤
ε|F|}. An (ε, η)-cluster is a subset X of V such that |D(u) \Dε(v)| ≤ η|V | for all u, v ∈ X , and
an (ε, η)-clustering is a partition into (ε, η)-clusters. Its size is the number of clusters. Observe
that the following result directly implies Lemma 9.

Lemma 38. Every set system has a (ε, η)-clustering of size 2poly(ε
−1,η−1).

Proof. Let F be a set system on ground set V . Consider the trigraph T = (V,E,R) where
E = {uv : Fuv = ∅} and R = {uv : 0 < |Fuv| ≤ ε|F|}. Let D be its refined tri-hypergraph of
differences, whose tri-edges are the triples {(B(uv), R(uv),W (uv)) : u, v ∈ V }. By Lemma 33, D
has VC-dimension poly(ε−1).

By Theorem 18, there exists an η-net X of D of size poly(ε−1, η−1). Note that by definition
of D, if x ∈ B(uv) ∪R(uv) then |Fux| ≤ ε|F|/2 and |Fvx| > ε|F|/2. Let C = (C1, . . . , Ct) be the
partition of V such that u, v ∈ V are in the same part if and only if for every x ∈ X , |Fux| ≤ ε|F|/2
if and only if |Fvx| ≤ ε|F|/2. Note that t = 2poly(ε

−1,η−1).
Consider any u, v ∈ V in the same cluster. Then, there is no x ∈ X such that |Fux| ≤ ε|F|/2

and |Fvx| > ε|F|/2. This means that no vertex of X belongs to B(uv) ∪ R(uv). Therefore,
|B(uv)| ≤ η · |V | as X is an η-net. This proves that |D(u) \ Dε(v)| ≤ η · |V |, so C is a (ε, η)-
clustering.
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The previous proof crucially relies on the fact that we considered the refined tri-hypergraph
of differences of T , and not just the standard tri-hypergraph of differences of T . Indeed, in the
standard hypergraph of differences of T , if x ∈ B(uv) ∪ R(uv) then it can be the case that
|Fux| = |Fvx| or even that |Fux| > |Fvx|. Then, defining the clusters according to the sizes of Fux

for all x ∈ X would not be sufficient to ensure that |B(xy)| ≤ η · n whenever u and v are in the
same cluster.

We next prove the corresponding statement for Hamming-trigraphs, which directly implies
Lemma 10. Again, using the refined tri-hypergraph of differences instead of the standard tri-
hypergraph of differences is key in the proof. Note that a similar result also holds for a finite set
of points in SN .

Lemma 39. Let V be an n-set of {0, 1}N and c, ε, η > 0. Then V can be partitioned into

2poly(η
−1,ε−1) clusters such that if u, v are in the same cluster, there are at most η · n points w of

V such that dH(u,w) ≥ c ·N and dH(v, w) ≤ (c− ε) ·N .

Proof. Consider the trigraph T = (V,E,R) where E = {uv : dH(u, v) ≥ c · N} and R = {uv :
(c− ε) ·N ≤ dH(u, v) < c ·N}. Let D be its refined tri-hypergraph of differences. Write D = (V, E)
with E = {(B(uv), R(uv),W (uv)) : u, v ∈ V }, see Figure 2. By Lemma 29, D has VC-dimension
poly(ε−1).

By Theorem 18, there exists an η-net X of D of size poly(ε−1, η−1). Note that if x ∈ B(vu) ∪
R(vu) then dH(v, x) ≤ (c − ε/2) · N and dH(u, x) > (c − ε/2) · N . Let C = (C1, . . . , Ct) be the
partition of V into clusters such that u, v ∈ V are in the same cluster if and only if for every
x ∈ X , dH(u, x) ≤ (c− ε/2) ·N if and only if dH(v, x) ≤ (c− ε/2) ·N . Observe that the number

of clusters is 2poly(ε
−1,η−1).

Consider any u, v ∈ V which belong to the same cluster. Then, there is no x ∈ X such that
dH(v, x) ≤ (c− ε/2) ·N and dH(u, x) > (c− ε/2) ·N . This means that no vertex of X belongs to
B(vu)∪R(vu). Therefore, |B(vu)| ≤ η · n. This proves that there are at most η · n vectors w ∈ V
such that w is at distance at least c ·N of u and at most (c− ε/2) ·N of v.

We now show that the dependency of the number of clusters on ε cannot be significantly
improved.

Lemma 40. There exists η > 0 such that for every large enough N , if {0, 1}N is partitioned into
clusters such that whenever u, v are in the same cluster, there are at most η ·2N points w ∈ {0, 1}N
such that dH(u,w) ≥ N/2 and dH(v, w) ≤ N/2−

√
N , then the number of clusters is at least 2Ω(N).

Proof. First, note that
(

N
N/2−2

√
N

)

∼
(

N
N/2

)

·e−8 ∼
√

2
π·N ·e−8 ·2N (see e.g. [48]). Set η =

√

2
π · e

−8

4

and let N be large enough so that
(

N
N/2−2

√
N

)

≥ 2η · 2N/
√
N . Observe then that

∣

∣

∣

{

x ∈ {0, 1}N : N/2− 2
√
N ≤ ‖x‖1 ≤ N/2−

√
N
}∣

∣

∣
≥ 2η · 2N .

Suppose that {0, 1}N is partitioned into clusters which satisfy the desired property, and consider
u, v ∈ {0, 1}N which belong to the same cluster. We first prove that dH(u, v) ≤ 6

√
N . Suppose

by contradiction that dH(u, v) > 6
√
N . Without loss of generality, we can assume that u =

0N . Let r ∈
[

N/2− 2
√
N,N/2−

√
N
]

, and pick x ∈ {0, 1}N uniformly at random such that

dH(u, x) = r, or equivalently ‖x‖1 = r. Let K be the number of 1-coordinates shared by x and v.
Then, K follows a hypergeometric distribution, so by standard tail bounds (see [47] for instance),

P

[

K − E[K] ≥
√
N
]

≤ exp

(

−2 ·
(√

N/r
)2

· r
)

= exp (−2N/r) ≤ exp(−4) since r ≤ N/2.

Observe that E[K] = r ·‖v‖1 /N = r ·dH(u, v)/N ≤ dH(u, v)/2 and dH(x, v) = r+dH(u, v)−K.
Suppose that dH(x, v) ≤ N/2. Then, K ≥ r+dH(u, v)−N/2 soK−E[K] ≥ r+dH(u, v)/2−N/2 ≥√
N . Thus, P[dH(x, v) ≤ N/2] ≤ P

[

K − E[K] ≥
√
N
]

≤ exp(−4) < 1/2.
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This proves that

∣

∣

∣
B
(

u,N/2−
√
N
)

\B (v,N/2)
∣

∣

∣
> 1/2·

∣

∣

∣

{

x ∈ {0, 1}N : N/2− 2
√
N ≤ ‖x‖1 ≤ N/2−

√
N
}∣

∣

∣
≥ η·2N .

This contradicts the fact that u and v belong to the same cluster.
Therefore, the number of points in a cluster is at most

6
√
N

∑

i=0

(

N

i

)

≤
(

eN

6
√
N

)6
√
N

≤ 26
√
N ·log(e

√
N/6).

This in turn implies that the number of clusters is at least 2N−6
√
N·log(e

√
N/6) = 2Ω(N).

5.4 Ultra-Strong Regularity Lemma

Given a graph G and two vertex subsets V1 and V2 of G, the edge density between V1 and V2 is
|E(V1,V2))|
|V1|·|V2| , where E(V1, V2) is the set of edges of G with one endpoint in V1 and the other in V2.

A pair of subsets (V1, V2) is ε-homogeneous if the edge density between V1 and V2 is at most ε or
at least 1− ε.

Lovász and Szegedy [34] proved that the Regularity Lemma can be strengthened for graphs
of bounded VC-dimension. More precisely they proved that for every integer d and every ε > 0,
there exists an integer M = M(ε) such that for every graph G of VC-dimension at most d, there
exists a partition of V (G) into at most M parts such that all but at most an ε-fraction of the

pairs are ε-homogeneous. They obtained a bound of the form M(ε) ≤ (1/ε)O(d2). Alon, Fischer
and Newman [5] later improved the bound to (d/ε)O(d) for bipartite graphs. Fox, Pach and Suk
[19] generalized these results to hypergraphs, and obtained the bound M(ε) ≤ Od

(

1/ε2d+1
)

for
graphs.

A straightforward adaptation of their proof yields the same result for trigraphs of bounded
VC-dimension. Given a trigraph T = (V,E,R) and two vertex subsets V1 and V2 of V , the edge

density between V1 and V2 is |E(V1,V2))|
|V1|·|V2| . The non-edge density between V1 and V2 is |W (V1,V2))|

|V1|·|V2| ,

where W (V1, V2) is the set of non-edges of T with one endpoint in V1 and the other in V2. A pair
of subsets (V1, V2) is ε-homogeneous if either the edge density between V1 and V2 is at most ε, or
the non-edge density between V1 and V2 is at most ε.

A key tool in the proof of Fox, Pach and Suk is Haussler’s Packing Lemma, which they use
to do clustering. We will mimick this by using Lemmas 38 and 39. In a bipartite trigraph
B = (V1 ∪ V2, E,R), a V1-conflict is a triple (v1, v2, v

′
2) ∈ V1 × V2 × V2 such that one of v1v2, v1v

′
2

is in E, while the other is not in E ∪R, i.e. one is an edge and the other is a non-edge. A conflict
is a V1-conflict or a V2-conflict. The other key Lemma of the proof of Fox, Pach and Suk can be
adapted as follows.

Lemma 41. Let 0 < η < 1/4 and B = (V1 ∪ V2, E,R) be a bipartite trigraph such that |V1| =
|V2| = m. If (V1, V2) is not η-homogeneous and has at most ηm2/2 red edges then there are at
least ηm3/4 conflicts.

Proof. Let η1 be the fraction of triples (v1, v2, v
′
2) ∈ V1×V2×V2 which are V1-conflicts, and define

η2 similarly. It suffices to show that η1 + η2 ≥ η/2. Pick v1, v
′
1 ∈ V1 and v2, v

′
2 ∈ V2 uniformly at

random with repetition. Let e0 = {v1, v2}, e1 = {v1, v′2} and e2 = {v′1, v′2}. Let X be the event
that one of e0, e2 is in E while the other is not in E ∪R. Observe that e0 and e2 are independent
uniformly random pairs of vertices from V1 × V2.

Let p = P[e0 ∈ E]. Then, P[e0 /∈ E ∪ R] ≥ 1 − p − η/2 since there are at most ηm2/2
red edges between V1 and V2. By symmetry between e0 and e2 we have P[e2 ∈ E] = p and
P[e2 /∈ E ∪R] ≥ 1− p− η/2. By independence between e0 and e2 we get P[X ] ≥ 2p(1− p− η/2).
Since (V1, V2) is not η-homogeneous then p ≥ η and 1 − p − η/2 ≥ η so p ≤ 1 − 3η/2. The
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value 2p(1 − p − η/2) is minimized either for p = η or for p = 1 − 3η/2. In both cases we have
2p(1− p− η/2) = 2η(1− 3η/2) so P[X ] ≥ 2η(1− 3η/2) ≥ η since η ≤ 1/4.

Let X1 be the event that (v1, v2, v
′
2) is a V1-conflict and X2 be the event that (v′2, v1, v

′
1) is a

V2-conflict. Let Y be the event that at least one of X1, X2 occurs. Then, P[Y ] ≤ P[X1] +P[X2] =
η1 + η2. On the other hand, if X occurs then either Y occurs or e1 ∈ R, so η1 + η2 ≥ P[Y ] ≥
P[X ]− P[e1 ∈ R] ≥ η − η/2 = η/2.

We can now prove the Ultra-Strong Regularity Lemma for disjointness-trigraphs. Replacing the
application of Lemma 38 by Lemma 39 would show that the same result also holds for Hamming-
trigraphs.

Theorem 42. Let ε ∈ (0, 1) and η ∈ (0, 1/4). Let T = (V,E,R) be an n-vertex disjointness-
trigraph with sensitivity ε such that |R| ≤ η2·n2/8. Then, there is an equitable partition (V1, . . . , VK)

of V with 8/η ≤ K ≤ 2poly(ε
−1,η−1) parts such that all but an η-fraction of the pairs of parts are

η-homogeneous.

Proof. Set δ = η2

16 . By Lemma 38, there exists a partition Q = (U1, . . . , Ut) of V with t =

2poly(ε
−1,δ−1) = 2poly(ε

−1,η−1) such that whenever x, y belong to the same part, |(N(x) ∩W (y)) ∪
(W (x) ∩N(y))| ≤ 2δ · n. Set K = 4t/η, and partition arbitrarily each Ui into parts of size n/K
and possibly one additional part of size less than n/K. Put these additional parts together and
partition the resulting set into parts of size n/K to obtain an equitable partition P = (V1, . . . , VK)
into K parts. By construction, there are at most t parts Vi which are not contained in a part of
Q. Thus, the fraction of unordered pairs (Vi, Vj) such that at least one of them is not contained
in a part of Q is at most t/K = η/4. Since there are at most η2 · n2/8 red edges, the number
of unordered pairs (Vi, Vj) with at least η · (n/K)2/2 red edges between them is at most ηK2/4.
Let X denote the set of unordered pairs (Vi, Vj) such that both Vi and Vj are contained in a part
of Q (not necessarily the same), which are not η-homogeneous and such that there are at most
η · (n/K)2/2 red edges between them.

Let C be the set of all conflicts (u, v, w) appearing in the pairs (Vi, Vj) ∈ X . For every
(Vi, Vj) ∈ X , we have that (Vi, Vj) is not η-homogeneous and that there are at most η · (n/K)2/2
red edges between Vi and Vj so by Lemma 41, (Vi, Vj) yields at least η/4 ·(n/K)3 conflicts (u, v, w)
in C. Therefore, |C| ≥ |X | · η/4 · (n/K)3. On the other hand, given Vi and b, b′ ∈ Vi, consider
all the Vj-conflicts (a, b, b′) ∈ C where a ∈ Vj and (Vi, Vj) ∈ X . Since (Vi, Vj) ∈ X then Vi is
contained in a part of Q, so |(N(b) ∩W (b′)) ∪ (W (b) ∩N(b′))| ≤ 2δ · n. Therefore, given b and b′,

there are at most 2δ · n corresponding conflicts (a, b, b′) ∈ C. Thus, |C| ≤ K ·
(

n
K

)2 · 2δ · n.
Putting together the previous two bounds, we get |X | ≤ η

2 · K2. Therefore, the number of
unordered pairs (Vi, Vj) which are not η-homogeneous is at most ηK2, which is an η-fraction of
all pairs (Vi, Vj).

6 Chromatic Threshold of Kt-Free Graphs

The main reason why DNL is particularly suited to triangle-free graphs is that adjacent vertices
are pairwise far apart. Indeed whenever uv is an edge, the corresponding vectors Vu and Vv of the
adjacency matrix of G are at Hamming distance deg(u) + deg(v). From a different angle, in the
neighborhood set system F , if uv is an edge then Fuv = ∅. The main difference when using DNL,
compared with the existing proofs of chromatic thresholds, is that we do not need to assume that
our graphs are maximal triangle-free (i.e. that every pair of vertices is at distance at most 2).
Indeed, the trigraph point of view offers the opportunity to consider as red edges the non-edges
which are close to being edges (for instance which could be replaced by an edge without creating
a triangle).

In general, DNL does not provide better bounds than other methods based on variants of VC-
dimension, and we merely reprove already known results. However, it can yield strikingly short
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and simple proofs, as illustrated in the introduction. Furthermore, in the case of Kt-free dense
regular graphs, assuming edge maximality is not possible, as the edge-closure would violate the
regularity condition. Our main contribution here is to give a full characterization of chromatic
thresholds of Kt-free graphs in the regular case.

All the results discussed here produce very simple randomized algorithms. Our proofs only
rely on uniform sampling, sometimes with a round of classification. The main interest of this
section is to offer a (hopefully) simple explanation for why uniform sampling works so well in
dense triangle-free graphs.

6.1 A spherical viewpoint and Borsuk-Hajnal extremal examples

We revisit the proof given in the introduction stating that a triangle-free graph with minimum
degree at least (1/3 + ε)n has bounded chromatic number. The question was first raised in 1973
by Erdős and Simonovits [16], who conjectured that minimum degree n/3 would imply 3-colorable.
This was disproved almost 10 years later by Häggkvist in [24], with a 10-regular, 4-chromatic
graph on 29 vertices, based on the Grötzsch graph. In 1997, Chen, Jin and Koh [12] showed that
minimum degree greater than 10n/29 implies 3-colorable. In 2004, Brandt and Thomassé [10]
finally proved that 4 is the correct bound. See Luczak, Polcyn and Reiher [37] for the most recent
results on this subject. Our first use of DNL for the (1/3 + ε)n bound was inspired by vector
coloring, see [29] for a general introduction. We used the following antipodal spherical version of
DNL.

Lemma 34. Let V ⊆ SN be such that for every v ∈ V there are at least δ|V | points u such that
〈u, v〉 ≤ c. Then for every ε > 0, there exists a set X ⊆ V of size poly(1/ε) such that for every
v ∈ V there exists x ∈ X with 〈x, v〉 ≤ c+ ε.

The idea proposed in [11] is to associate to every vertex vi a unit vector in such a way that
adjacent vertices form an angle of more than 2π/3. The remarkable fact is that this representation
certifies by itself that G is triangle-free.

Specifically, when the vertex set of G is {v1, . . . , vn}, we select for each vi a set Zi of (1/3+ε)n
of its neighbors. Associate to vi the n-vector Vi whose j-th coordinate is a := 2/3−ε if vj ∈ Zi, and
is a−1 = −1/3−ε otherwise. Note that 〈Vi, Vi〉 = a2(1−a)n+a(a−1)2n = a(1−a)n for all vi, and
that 〈Vi, Vj〉 = 2(1−a)(a− 1)an+(1− 2(1−a))(a− 1)2n = −(1−a)2n for every edge vivj . When
vivj is an edge, the angle Vi0Vj is arccos ((a− 1)/a), where (a−1)/a = −(1+3ε)/(2−3ε)< −1/2.
Therefore edges form angles greater than 2π/3 + c for some c > 0. It was asked in [11] if this
representation could be used to obtain a bound on the chromatic number. This is indeed the case,
and this was our main motivation for the introduction of DNL. Observe that the proof in the
spherical setting does not achieve a O(1/ε) bound but rather a O

(

1/ε2
)

one. This is because the
VC-dimension is quadratic in 1/ε, and explains why we use set systems rather than metric spaces.

Theorem 4. Every n-vertex triangle-free graph G = (V,E) with minimum degree (1/3 + ε)n has
chromatic number O

(

1
ε

)

.

Proof. To get a O
(

1
ε2

)

bound, associate to every vertex vi the n-vector Vi as above. Since G has
linear degree, Lemma 34 provides a bounded size subset X of vectors such that every Vi forms an
angle at least 2π/3 with some vector Vj ∈ X . As the set of vectors forming an angle at least 2π/3
with some fixed vector Vj is a stable set, G has chromatic number at most |X |.

This spherical point of view is particularly attractive since the extremal examples with degree
less than n/3 can also be expressed as points on the sphere, and the large chromatic number follows
from the Borsuk-Ulam Theorem. Here is the construction of Borsuk-Hajnal graphs BHε with
arbitrarily large chromatic number and minimum degree (1/3− ε)n. Consider the d-dimensional
unit sphere Sd and pick two finite well-distributed sets X and Y in Sd with |X | << |Y |. Consider
also an (abstract) set Z of size |Y |/2, unrelated to Sd. The vertex set of BHε is X∪Y ∪Z. Add all
edges between Y and Z, all edges inside X between vertices at spherical distance at least π− ε in
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Sd, and all edges between vertices of X and Y at spherical distance at most π/2−ε. The resulting
graph is triangle-free, its minimum degree is arbitrarily close to |Y |/2 (hence can be fixed to a
(1/3 − ε)-fraction of the number of vertices) and its chromatic number is d + 2 by applying the
Borsuk-Ulam Theorem to the subgraph induced on X .

Adding balanced complete multipartite graphs completely joined to BHε results in Kt-free
graphs with minimum degree arbitrary close to 2t−5

2t−3n. These bounds are sharp and discussed in
Section 6.3. In Section 6.4, we present analogous constructions, proposed by O’Rourke, for regular
Kt-free graphs with degree almost 3t−8

3t−5n.

6.2 The vicinity of the n/3 chromatic threshold

The n/3 degree threshold is an intriguing value with respect to triangles in graphs. Notably, it
also appears as a critical value for the Triangle Removal Lemma. More precisely, the dependence
between the parameters is linear above that threshold, and super-polynomial below that threshold,
see [20]. We explore in this section the chromatic number of triangle-free graphs whose minimum
degree is slightly less than n/3. In particular, we show that minimum degree n/3− n1−ε suffices
to bound the chromatic number of a triangle-free graph. This is essentially best possible.

It was already known that n/3 is not only a soft threshold but also a hard one: every triangle-
free graph with minimum degree more than n/3 has bounded chromatic number. The first proof
was given in [10] where the full structure of these graphs was provided, showing that their chromatic
number is at most 4. A much simpler proof (giving the bound 1665 instead of 4) was given in [36].
Both proofs critically use that every maximal triangle-free graph with minimum degree more than
n/3 does not induce a cube (this was proved by Brandt in [9]). Therefore, they have bounded VC-
dimension, hence bounded domination since the degree is linear, and finally bounded chromatic
number (this gives the 1665 bound of [36]). Brandt’s cube-free Lemma is a very nice and finely
crafted graph theoretical argument. It asserts that if a maximal triangle-free graph with minimum
degree more than n/3 contains an induced cube, then it must contain the graph in Figure 3, which
is a contradiction since Brandt’s graph has no independent set of size 5 and by double counting
some vertex must be adjacent to more than 12/3 of its vertices.

u1 u2 u3 u4

x v2 v3 y

w1 w2 w3 w4

Figure 3: Brandt’s graph.

Brandt’s graph is very useful to characterize the full structure, but is too razor-edged to dig very
far below the threshold. The proof of 4-colorability needs the n/3 bound, and the VC-dimension
proof allows to consider minimum degree n/3 minus a constant, to the price of increasing the
1665 bound. Our goal here is to provide a “cube-free free” proof of the n/3 threshold in a much
smoother way, which is reminiscent of stability techniques in Regularity Lemma. In fact, the whole
argument of this subsection could have been done using the Regularity Lemma, albeit with less
ease of use and significantly worse bounds. The idea is to first find a large approximate structure,
here a large almost-complete bipartite graph of size close to (2n/3, n/3), and then discuss the
structure of the remaining vertices.
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This allows to shave off a function from n/3 rather than a constant. The function itself is a bit
surprising and involves the odd girth parameter (length of a shortest odd cycle). Let ogc(n) be the
minimum integer k such that every n-vertex graph with odd girth at least k has chromatic number
at most c. We show that every triangle-free graph with minimum degree at least n/3− n/8ogc(n)
has chromatic number bounded in terms of c. Answering a question of Erdős [15], Kierstead,

Szemerédi and Trotter [30] showed that ogc(n) = O
(

n
1

c−1

)

. This implies that triangle-free graphs

with minimum degree n/3− n1−ε have bounded chromatic number, when ε > 0 is fixed.
The following result explores via DNL the landscape of dense triangle-free graphs with mini-

mum degree between n/4 and n/3. This is inspired by the argument of O’Rourke in the regular
case. Here, α(G) denotes the maximum size of an independent set of G. The proof is identical to
the one of Theorem 12.

Theorem 43. Let ε > 0 and δ ≥ 1/4 + ε. If G is a triangle-free graph with δ(G) = δn and such
that α(G) < (2δ − ε)n, then G has bounded chromatic number.

Proof. Let P be a ε/2-clustering of F = {N(v) : v ∈ V } as in Lemma 9. Assume for contra-
diction that some cluster contains x and y such that xy is an edge. Note that if z ∈ N(x) then
z ∈ D(x). Then, X ′ = N(x) \Dε/2(y) has size at most εn/2 by definition of ε/2-cluster. Define
Y ′ analogously and note that (N(x) \X ′) ∪ (N(y) \ Y ′) has size at least 2δn− 2εn/2 > α(G), so
contains an edge zt. As N(x), N(y), N(z), N(t) all pairwise intersect on at most εn/2 elements
their union has size at least 4(n/4 + εn)−

(

4
2

)

εn/2 > n, a contradiction. Hence each cluster is an
independent set, thus χ(G) ≤ |P |.

We can now state the main result of this section, which holds for any small η > 0.

Theorem 44. Every triangle-free graph G with δ(G) ≥ n/3−n1−η has bounded chromatic number.

Proof. We show in this proof that G has chromatic number bounded in terms of c if δ(G) ≥
n/3−n/8ogc(n). Since ogc(n) = O

(

n
1

c−1

)

, we then choose c such that 1/(c− 1) < η and consider

a large enough value of n to conclude.
Denote n/8ogc(n) by g. Pick some small ε, ε′ > 0 with 1/g << ε << ε′. By Theorem 43, we

can conclude if α(G) < (2/3− ε)n, so we can assume that G contains a maximum independent set
I of size at least (2/3 − ε)n. Let A be the set of vertices with at least (1 − ε′)|I| neighbors in I,
and R = V \ (A ∪ I). Note that |I| · (n/3− g) ≤ e(I, V \ I) ≤ |R| · (1− ε′)|I|+ (n− |R| − |I|) · |I|,
hence n/3− g ≤ −|R|ε′ + n− |I|, and finally |R| ≤ (2n/3− |I|+ g)/ε′ ≤ εn/ε′ + g/ε′. Thus R is
a very small set. Moreover, vertices in I are adjacent to all but at most εn+ g vertices outside of
I, so they see most of A.

Assume for contradiction that a vertex r of R has a neighbor x in A. Since x is adjacent to at
least (1 − ε′)|I| elements of I, the vertex r is adjacent to at most ε′|I| elements of |I|. Therefore
r is adjacent to at least (n/3 − g) − ε′|I| − εn/ε′ − g/ε′ vertices outside of I ∪ R, hence to most
vertices in A. In particular, r cannot be adjacent to a vertex of I since it would then form a
triangle with some vertex in A. This would contradict the maximality of I.

Since there are no edges between R and A, every vertex of R is adjacent to at least nearly
half of the vertices of I. Thus, there is no C5 (cycle of length 5) in G[R], as some vertex of
I would have three neighbors on this cycle, and form a triangle. This means that the second
neighborhood (in G[R]) of every vertex of R forms an independent set. Let S be the set of vertices
in R with at most |I|/2− 2g neighbors in I. Note that G[R \ S] does not contain an odd cycle C
of length 2k + 1 ≤ ogc(n). Indeed, the total number of edges between C and I would be at least
(2k + 1)|I|/2 − ogc(n) · 2g = k|I| + |I|/2 − n/4 > k|I|, so some vertex of I would have at least
k + 1 neighbors in C, thereby forming a triangle. So the odd girth of G[R \ S] is at least ogc(n),
therefore G[R \ S] has chromatic number at most c.

Now, every vertex s ∈ S has at least n/3 − g − |I|/2 + 2g neighbors in R and since |R| ≤
(2n/3 − |I| + g)/ε′, the size of the neighborhood of s in R divided by the size of R is at least
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n/3−|I|/2+g
2n/3−|I|+g · ε′ ≥ ε′/2. Hence S consists of vertices with linear degree in G[R] while G[R] does not

induce a C5. Consider a maximum packing P of vertices of S at pairwise distance at least 3 in
G[R]. Observe that |P | ≤ 2/ε′. The union of the first and the second neighborhoods in G[R] of
the vertices of P (which are independent sets for every v ∈ P ) covers S and has chromatic number
at most 2|P | ≤ 4/ε′.

Finally, G has bounded chromatic number if α(G) < (2/3− ε)n, and when α(G) ≥ (2/3− ε)n,
we have χ(G) ≤ 2+c+4/ε′ by bounding the chromatic number of G[I], G[A], G[R\S] and G[S].

This bound is essentially best possible as having minimum degree n/3−n1−o(1) is not sufficient
to bound the chromatic number. Recall for this the construction of the Schrijver graph S(ℓ, k)
(see [45]): its vertices are the independent sets of size ℓ of the cycle C of length 2ℓ+k and its edges
are the pairs X,Y such that X∩Y = ∅. The chromatic number of S(ℓ, k) is k+2, identical to that
of its supergraph, the Kneser graph (see [33]). Assume that the cycle C is on vertex set [2ℓ+k] with
ℓ >> k. Select some large constantK >> k and form the following Schrijver-Hajnal graph SH(ℓ, k):
add to S(ℓ, k) an independent set A of size (2ℓ + k)ℓK divided into subsets A1, . . . , A2ℓ+k of size
ℓK . Connect every vertex X of S(ℓ, k), seen as a subset of [2ℓ+ k], to every vertex of Ai for every
i ∈ X . Finally, add an independent set B of size |A|/2 completely connected to A. By construction,
SH(ℓ, k) is triangle-free, has chromatic number at least k+2 and has roughly n := 3|A|/2 vertices
(we neglect the size O((2ℓ + k)k) of the copy of S(ℓ, k) in this argument). Let us compute the
difference d between n/3 and the minimum degree of SH(ℓ, k). The vertices of B have degree
close to 2n/3 and the vertices of A have degree more than n/3, so we just have to consider the
vertices of S(ℓ, k). Then, d = |A|/2− dA(X) = |A| · (1/2− ℓ/(2ℓ+ k)) = |A| · k/(4ℓ+2k) = kℓK/2.
Thus d has order of magnitude ℓK while the order of magnitude of n = 3(2ℓ + k)ℓK/2 is ℓK+1.

In particular, we can reach chromatic number k with the minimum degree being n1− 1
K+1 -close to

n/3. This shows that shaving n1−o(1) from n/3 cannot guarantee bounded chromatic number.

6.3 Homomorphism threshold of Kt-free graphs

Answering a question of Thomassen, Luczak [35] showed that there exists a finite family Gε of
triangle-free graphs such that every triangle-free graph with minimum degree (1/3 + ε)n has a
homomorphism to some graph in Gε. Brandt and Thomassé [10] completely described triangle-
free graphs with minimum degree (1/3+ ε)n, and proved that they are all homomorphic to one of
two graphs of size O(1/ε), called Vega graph and Andrásfai graph. Goddard and Lyle [22], and
independently Nikiforov [41] extended the result of Luczak to arbitrary cliques. Oberkampf and
Schacht [42] gave a bound on the size of Gε doubly exponential in 1/ε, and showed that this can be
achieved by a simple sampling, followed by two rounds of classification. This bound was recently
reduced to singly exponential by Liu, Shangguan, Skokan and Xu [32]. Their ingenious proof relies
on VC-dimension theory and classical tools from discrete geometry. Even more recently, Huang,
Liu, Rong and Xu [28] proved that for every t ≥ s ≥ 3, dense Ks-free graphs with bounded
VC-dimension have a homomorphic Kt-free image of bounded size, where the density threshold
depends on s and t. Interestingly, for t = s this is the usual homomorphism threshold, and
when t → ∞ this corresponds to the usual chromatic threshold (for Ks-free graphs of bounded
VC-dimension).

The main goal of this section is to give an alternative, arguably more natural, proof of a bound
singly exponential in poly(1/ε), using DNL. The proof is direct: take a uniformly random sample
of vertices, of size polynomial in 1/ε, and classify the vertices according to the size of their common
neighborhood with the sampled vertices. Then, the classes are independent sets and the graph
obtained after contraction is Kt-free.

To highlight the simplicity of the argument, we start by presenting it on triangle-free graphs.

Theorem 45. For every ε > 0, there exists a family Gε of triangle-free graphs, each of size
exponential in poly(1/ε), such that every n-vertex triangle-free graph with minimum degree (1/3 +
ε)n has a homomorphism to some graph in Gε.
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Proof. Let G = (V,E) be an n-vertex triangle-free graph with minimum degree (1/3 + ε)n.
Consider the set system F = {N(v) : v ∈ V }. By Lemma 35, there exists X ⊆ V of size poly(1/ε)
such that for every u, v ∈ V such that |D(u) ∩ D(v)| ≥ ε|V |, there exists x ∈ X such that
x ∈ Dε(u) ∩ Dε(v). Let P = (P1, . . . , Pt) be the partition of V such that u, v ∈ V are in the
same part if and only if for every x ∈ X , x ∈ Dε(u) if and only if x ∈ Dε(v). Note first that
t ≤ 2poly(1/ε). Note also that by definition, if x ∈ Dε(u) then |N(u) ∩N(x)| ≤ εn.

Observe that for every v ∈ V we have N(v) ⊆ D(v) so |D(v)| ≥ εn. Thus, by definition of X
(by taking u = v), for every v ∈ V there exists x ∈ X ∩ Dε(v). Now, consider any two vertices
u, v in the same part Pi and suppose that uv ∈ E(G). Consider x ∈ X ∩ Dε(v). Since u and v
are in the same part then x ∈ Dε(u). Thus, |N(u) ∪N(v) ∪N(x)| ≥ 3 · (1/3 + ε)n − 2εn > n, a
contradiction. This proves that each Pi is an independent set.

Thus, G → G/P is a homomorphism. To conclude, it suffices to show that G/P is triangle-free.
To do so, we argue that whenever there is an edge between Pi and Pj , then |N(vi) ∩N(vj)| < εn
for every vi ∈ Pi and vj ∈ Pj . This implies that G/P is triangle-free, otherwise we would have
three vertices u, v, w such that |N(u) ∪N(v) ∪N(w)| > 3 · (1/3 + ε)n− 3εn = n, a contradiction.

Consider two parts Pi, Pj such that there is an edge pipj ∈ E(G) between Pi and Pj , and
suppose by contradiction that there exist vi ∈ Pi and vj ∈ Pj such that |N(vi) ∩ N(vj)| ≥ εn.
Then, |D(vi)∩D(vj)| ≥ εn so by definition of X , there exists x ∈ X such that x ∈ Dε(vi)∩Dε(vj).
Since vi and pi are in the same part and x ∈ X then x ∈ Dε(pi), and similarly x ∈ Dε(pj). Then,
|N(pi) ∪N(pj) ∪N(x)| ≥ 3 · (1/3 + ε)n− 2εn > n, a contradiction.

Observe that in the previous proof, a uniformly random sample of poly(1/ε) vertices satisfies the
same properties as X with constant probability. This gives a simple polynomial-time randomized
algorithm for constructing a homomorphism from G to a graph in Gε.

We now state and prove the statement for abitrary cliques.

Theorem 46. For every ε > 0, every Kt-free n-vertex graph with minimum degree
(

2t−5
2t−3 + ε

)

n

has a Kt-free homomorphic image of size 2poly(1/ε).

The proof of this result is exactly the same as the proof of Theorem 45, with a key subtlety,
which is that in the classification step, instead of considering the neighborhoods we consider the
(t − 2)-clique neighborhoods. Formally, for every vertex v, we denote by Nk(v) the set of cliques
K of size k such that {v}∪K is a clique of size k+1. Observe that N1 is the usual neighborhood
of a vertex. The key object is the clique incidence matrix Ak = (aK,v) of G, whose columns are
indexed by the vertices v, and whose rows are indexed by the cliques K of size k of G, such that
aK,v = 1 if K ∈ Nk(v) and aK,v = 0 otherwise. Note that A1 is the adjacency matrix of G. For
every clique K of size k, let E(K) = {v ∈ V : K ∈ Nk(v)} be the set of vertices which extend
K to a clique of size k + 1. When G is Kt-free, the matrix At−2 is the incidence matrix of the
set system F = {E(K) : K is a clique of size t − 2}, which has the property that every set is an
independent set, i.e. that Fuv = ∅ whenever uv ∈ E(G).

To give some intuition, we say that two vertices u, v are distant if Fuv is small. Once more, if
u and v are distant, we think of them as being adjacent, and otherwise we think of them as being
non-adjacent. Using that G is Kt-free with large minimum degree, we show that there cannot be
t pairwise distant vertices. Using DNL, we then find a family C of cliques of size t− 2 in G, of size
poly(1/ε), such that whenever two vertices are distant to many cliques of size t − 2, at least one
of these cliques is in C. We then classify the vertices according to their distances to the cliques in
C. Using the properties of C and the fact that there are no t pairwise distant vertices, it follows
that each partition class is an independent set and that the quotient graph is Kt-free.

Once again, such a family C can actually be obtained with constant probability by sampling
uniformly random vertices. Hence, this proof also gives a simple polynomial-time randomized
algorithm for constructing the desired homomorphism.

We start with a Lemma stating that in a graph with large minimum degree, every large subset
of vertices contains many large cliques. We will use multiple times in the course of the proofs of
Theorems 46 and 52.
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Lemma 47. If G is an n-vertex graph with minimum degree (1−c)n and X is a subset of vertices

of size at least (sc+ ε)n, there are at least ε·cs·ns+1

(s+1)! cliques of size s+ 1 in G[X ].

Proof. Take a random tuple S of s+1 vertices of G by sampling with repetition uniformly random
vertices. Let E0 be the event that S ⊆ X and induces a clique in G. Write S = (x1, . . . , xs+1).
Since |X | ≥ (sc + ε)n and since every vertex has at most cn non-neighbors, for every i ≥ 1 we
have P[xi ∈ X ∩ N(x1, . . . , xi−1)] ≥ sc + ε − (i − 1)c = (s − i + 1)c + ε. By the chain rule,

P[E0] ≥
∏s+1

i=1 ((s− i+ 1)c+ ε) ≥ cs · ε. Since every clique of size s+ 1 is created exactly (s+ 1)!

times in this process, the number of cliques of size s+ 1 in G[X ] is at least ε·cs·ns+1

(s+1)! .

We now move to the proof of Theorem 46.

Proof of Theorem 46. Let G be such a graph and set γ = (2/2t−3)t−3

(t−2)! . We can assume that

n ≥ t
(t−1)ε , otherwise G has size 2poly(1/ε). Let K be the set of all cliques of size t− 2 in G.

Consider the set system F = {E(K) : K ∈ K}. Note that |F| = |K| < nt−2 (assuming t ≥ 4).
For u, v ∈ V and ε′ > 0, say that u and v are ε′-disjoint if |Fuv| ≤ ε′ · |F|. Note that if uv ∈ E(G)
then u and v are 0-disjoint.

Claim 48. There cannot be t vertices which are pairwise γε-disjoint.

Proof. By contradiction, suppose that there are t vertices x1, . . . , xt which are pairwise γε-disjoint.
Take such a set X = {x1, . . . , xt} which induces as many edges as possible. Since G is Kt-free,
there is a non-edge in G[X ]. Furthermore, by maximality of e(G[X ]), no vertex is adjacent to all
vertices of X .

Let Y be the set of vertices of G which have t − 1 neighbors in X , and let |Y | = β · n. On

the one hand,
∑

x∈X d(x) ≥
(

2t−5
2t−3 + ε

)

· n · t. On the other hand,
∑

x∈X d(x) =
∑

v∈V dX(v) ≤
(t − 1) · β · n + (t − 2) · (1 − β) · n. This implies β ≥ 2t−6

2t−3 + ε · t. Since n ≥ t
(t−1)ε then

|Y −X | ≥ |Y | − t ≥
(

2t−6
2t−3 + ε

)

n.

Since there exists a vertex outside of X with degree t − 1 on X , the maximality of e(G[X ])
implies that every vertex of X has degree t − 1 or t − 2 on X . Furthermore, if a vertex outside
of X has degree t − 1 on X , its non-neighbor cannot be a vertex of degree t − 2, again by max-
imality of e(G[X ]). Consider x ∈ X of degree t − 2 in X (which exists since there is a non-edge
in G[X ]), and let x′ ∈ X be the non-neighbor of x in X . Then, x and x′ are adjacent to all the

vertices in Y −X . Since |Y −X | ≥
(

2t−6
2t−3 + ε

)

n, Lemma 47 applied with c = 2
2t−3 and s = t− 3

implies that there are at least γ · ε · nt−2 many cliques of size t− 2 in G[Y −X ]. This means that
|Fuv| ≥ γ · ε · nt−2 > γ · ε · |F| so u and v are not γε-disjoint, a contradiction.

For ε′ > 0, u ∈ V and C = {v1, . . . , vt−2} ∈ K, say that u is ε′-disjoint of C if u is ε′-disjoint of
every vi. We denote by DK(v) the set of all C ∈ K which are 0-disjoint of v and by DK

ε′(v) the set
of all C ∈ K which are ε′-disjoint of v. By Lemma 36 there exists C ⊆ K, a family of (t−2)-cliques
of size poly(1/ε) such that for every u, v ∈ V such that |DK(u) ∩DK(v)| ≥ γε|K|, there exists a
clique C ∈ C such that C ∈ DK

γε(u) ∩DK
γε(v).

Write C = {C1, . . . , Cs} with s = |C| = poly(1/ε). Consider the partition of V into clusters,
such that u, v ∈ V belong to the same cluster if and only if for every C ∈ C we have C ∈ DK

γε(u)

if and only if C ∈ DK
γε(v). Observe that the number of clusters is 2poly(1/ε).

Claim 49. If u, v ∈ V belong to the same cluster and w ∈ V is γε-disjoint of u then w is
γε-disjoint of v.

Proof. Suppose by contradiction that w ∈ V is γε-disjoint of u and not γε-disjoint of v. Then,
|Fvw| ≥ γ · ε · |F| = γ · ε · |K|. This means that v and w extend at least γ · ε · |K| common
cliques. However, if v and w extend a clique C ∈ K then u and w are 0-disjoint of C. Thus,
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|DK(v) ∩ DK(w)| ≥ γ · ε · |K| so there exists Ci ∈ C which is γε-disjoint of both of them. Since
u and v are in the same cluster, u is also γε-disjoint of Ci, and u,w, V (Ci) give t points pairwise
γε-disjoint, a contradiction.

Claim 50. Every cluster is an independent set.

Proof. By contradiction, suppose that u, v belong to the same cluster and uv ∈ E(G). Then,
u and v are γε-disjoint. By Claim 49 applied with w = v, v is γε-disjoint of v. However, by
Lemma 47 applied with c = 2

2t−3 and s = t− 3, there are at least γ · ε · nt−2 > γ · ε · |F| cliques in
G[N(v)], contradicting that v is γε-disjoint of itself.

The clusters define a partition P of V (G) into independent sets, let G/P denote the corre-
sponding quotient graph.

Claim 51. The graph G/P is Kt-free.

Proof. First, Claim 49 implies that if Pi, Pj are two different parts of the partition (i.e. two
different clusters) then either every vertex in Pi is γε-disjoint of every vertex in Pj , or every vertex
in Pi is not γε-disjoint of every vertex in Pj .

If there exists a Kt in G/P , there are t parts P1, . . . , Pt with an edge between Pi and Pj for
every i 6= j. Thus, for every i 6= j, some point of Pi is γε-disjoint of some point of Pj , so all points
of Pi are γε-disjoint of all points of Pj . Therefore, there would be t vertices pairwise γε-disjoint,
a contradiction.

6.4 Chromatic Threshold of Regular Kt-free Graphs

The goal of this section is to extend Theorem 12, which shows that the chromatic threshold for
regular triangle-free graphs is 1/4, to arbitrary cliques. This was investigated in the Master’s
Thesis of O’Rourke [43], in which he generalized the constructions of (1/4− ε)n-regular triangle-
free graphs Gε with arbitrarily large chromatic number to the Kt-free case. As a first step, adding
an independent set of size 3n/4 + εn completely joined to Gε yields an n-regular K4-free graph
with 7n/4 + εn vertices. This construction shows that the regular chromatic threshold of K4-free
graphs is at least 4/7. O’Rourke investigated whether 4/7 is indeed the threshold for K4, and
more generally whether rt := 3t−8

3t−5 could be the regular chromatic threshold for Kt-free graphs.
These bounds are matched by constructions obtained from Gε by adding a balanced complete
multipartite graph, see Figure 4.

We confirm that O’Rourke’s constructions are optimal:

Theorem 52. For every ε > 0, every (rt + ε)n-regular n-vertex Kt-free graph has bounded chro-
matic number.

Similarly to the proof of Theorem 46, the key object is the clique incidence matrix At−2. We
recall the relevant definitions. For every vertex v, let Nk(v) be the set of cliques K of size k such
that {v}∪K is a clique of size k+1. For every clique K of size k, let E(K) = {v ∈ V : K ∈ Nk(v)}
be the set of vertices which extend K to a clique of size k + 1. An important observation is that
if G is Kt-free then the set system F = {E(K) : K is a clique of size t− 2} has the property that
every set is an independent set, i.e. that Fuv = ∅ whenever uv is an edge of G.

Given ε′ > 0 and a Kt-free graph G, we say that two vertices u, v ∈ V (G) are ε′-disjoint if
|Fuv| ≤ ε′|F|. Note that adjacent vertices are 0-disjoint since they cannot extend the same Kt−2.
As usual for DNL, almost-disjoint vertices will emulate the edges of the graph. A key tool in the
proof of Theorem 12 was that n-vertex triangle-free (1/4 + ε)n-regular graphs do not have four
vertices which are pairwise ε/2-disjoint. This is indeed a general feature:
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B n

I

(3/4 + ε)n (3/4 + ε)n

Figure 4: O’Rourke’s construction of a (7/10 − ε)N -regular K5-free N -vertex graph with large
chromatic number. The graph B is a Borsuk graph, triangle-free with large chromatic number.
The neighborhoods of the vertices of I in B give a 2 + ε′-fractional coloring of B.

Lemma 53. For every ε > 0, there exists ε′ > 0 such that every n-vertex (rt+ε)n-regular Kt-free
graph does not contain t+ 1 vertices which are pairwise ε′-disjoint.

Proof. Consider for contradiction a set F = {x1, . . . , xt+1} of vertices which are pairwise ε′-
disjoint (with ε′ to be defined later), and assume that F spans as many edges as possible under
this constraint. Since G is Kt-free, some vertices in F are non-adjacent. If some vertex u were
adjacent to all vertices in F , we could exchange it with any vertex in F incident to a non-edge
in G[F ], and this would increase the number of edges of G[F ]. Hence there is no vertex adjacent
to all t + 1 vertices of F . Denote by X the set of vertices with t neighbors in F , by Y the set of
vertices with t− 1 neighbors in F , and by Z the other vertices.

On the one hand,
∑

u∈F d(u) = (t+ 1) ·
(

3t−8
3t−5 + ε

)

· n =
(

t− 1 + 3t−13
3t−5 + (t+ 1) · ε

)

· n. On

the other hand,
∑

u∈F d(u) =
∑

v∈V dF (v) ≤ t · |X |+ (t− 1) · (n− |X |), hence the size of X is at

least
(

3t−13
3t−5 + (t+ 1) · ε

)

· n = n− 8n
3t−5 + (t+1) · ε · n. Note that this does not give anything for

t ≤ 4, but we will not need it.
Using the condition on the minimum degree and the large size of X , we will show that there

are many cliques of size t− 2 which are extended by two vertices in F , which will contradict that
all vertices in F are pairwise almost disjoint.

Assume first that |Z| ≤ n
3t−5 . By Lemma 47, applied with c = 3/(3t− 5) and s = t− 5 there

exists γ1 > 0 such that G[X ] has at least γ1 · nt−4 cliques of size t − 4. Consider any clique K
of size t − 4 in G[X ]. Then, the common neighborhood of the vertices of K has size at least
n − (t − 4) · 3−ε

3t−5 · n ≥ 7
3t−5 · n. Thus, since |Z| ≤ n

3t−5 , they have at least 6
3t−5 · n common

neighbors outside of Z. By Lemma 47 applied with c = 3−ε
3t−5 and s = 2, there exists γ2 > 0 such

that there are at least ε · γ2 · n3 cliques of size 3 inside this common neighborhood outside of Z.
Therefore, any clique K of size t− 4 in X can be extended to a clique of size t− 1 avoiding Z in
at least ε · γ2 · n3 different ways. Overall, there exists a constant γ3 such that there are at least
ε · γ3 · nt−1 cliques of size t− 1 which avoid Z and have at least t− 4 vertices in X . Note that all
this previous reasoning also applies for t = 4.

Consider any such clique K ′ of size t− 1, and fix a subset K of K ′ ∩X of size t− 4. Consider
F ′ ⊆ F of size 5 which is complete to K. Note that each of the three vertices of K ′ \ K has
at least three neighbors in F ′, hence there are two vertices x, y in F ′ which are adjacent to two
vertices u, v of K ′ \K. In particular, both x and y extend the clique K ∪ {u, v} of size t− 2, i.e.
E(K ∪ {u, v}) ∈ Fxy.

Iterating this process over all such cliquesK ′ of size t−1, we obtain that there exist two vertices
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x, y ∈ F for which there are at least ε·γ3·nt−1

(t+1

2 )
cliques K ′ for which there exists a subclique K ′′ of

size t−2 such that E(K ′′) ∈ Fxy. Note that two different cliques K ′ of size t−1 can yield the same
cliqueK ′′ of size t−2, but at most n of them can yield it. Therefore, |Fxy| ≥ ε·γ3

(t+1

2 )
·nt−2 > ε·γ3

(t+1

2 )
·|F|,

which is a contradiction if ε′ ≤ ε·γ3

(t+1

2 )
.

Assume now that n
3t−5 < |Z| ≤ 4n

3t−5 . Since there are at least n
3t−5 vertices with degree at

most t − 2 on F , the lower bound on the size of X is increased by at least n
3t−5 . Therefore,

|X | ≥
(

3t−12
3t−5 + ε

)

n. As before, using Lemma 47 twice, we get that there exists a constant γ4

such that there are at least ε2 ·γ4 ·nt−2 cliques K ′ of size t−2 with at least t−3 vertices in X and
the last vertex outside of Z. Now observe that there are two vertices x, y in F which are complete
to K ′. We conclude as previously.

If |Z| > 4n
3t−5 , again by Lemma 47, there exists a constant γ5 > 0 such that there are at least

ε ·γ5 ·nt−2 cliques K ′ of size t−2 in X . Again, there are two vertices x, y in F which are complete
to K ′ and we can conclude as previously.

Before proving Theorem 52, we prove a technical Lemma whose only positive side (other than
being useful in the proof) is that it relies on a very nice fact about the minimum fractional vertex
cover of a graph. Recall that a minimum vertex cover of a graph G is a minimum size subset of
vertices which intersects all edges. Its fractional relaxation, a minimum fractional vertex cover, is
a non-negative weight function ω on the vertices of G such that ω(x)+ω(y) ≥ 1 for every edge xy
of G. Nemhauser and Trotter [38] proved that the polytope of minimum fractional vertex covers is
half-integral and moreover has the following property: Every graph has a minimum vertex cover
C and a minimum fractional vertex cover ω with values 0, 1/2 and 1 such that every vertex v with
ω(v) = 1 is in C, and every vertex v with ω(v) = 0 is not in C.

Lemma 54. Let 0 ≤ b ≤ a ≤ 1 be some values. Let G be a graph on (2 + 2a+ 2ε)n vertices and
m edges with minimum vertex cover value bn. Then the minimum value vc∗(G) of its fractional
vertex cover satisfies

D(G) := (3− a) · vc∗(G) · n−m+ 3a2n2/2 + 3aεn2 ≥ 0

Proof. We prove the result by induction on m. This is clearly true if m = 0. Let C be a minimum
vertex cover of size bn and ω be a minimum fractional vertex cover such that every vertex v with
ω(v) = 1 is in C, and every vertex v with ω(v) = 0 is not in C. We denote by C1 the vertices of C
with weight 1, and by C1/2 the vertices of C with weight 1/2. If some vertex v /∈ C has weight 1/2,
consider the graph G′ obtained by removing all its incident edges (no more than bn of them as v
can only be adjacent to vertices of C, and at least one otherwise v would have weight 0). Note that
vc∗(G′) ≤ vc∗(G)− 1/2 since we can simply set ω(v) = 0. Then, D(G) ≥ D(G′)− bn+(3− a)n/2.
By induction, G′ satisfies D(G′) ≥ 0. Observe that (3 − a)/2 − b = (3 − a− 2b)/2 ≥ 0 since a, b
are at most 1, hence D(G) ≥ 0.

Otherwise, all vertices outside of C have weight 0. In particular, every vertex v with ω(v) = 1/2
is only adjacent to vertices of C. In that case, we can apply the same argument as before. Finally,
we can assume that C = C1 and ω is a 0,1 function. In the worst case, all vertices of C are
adjacent to all vertices of G. This gives:

D(G) = (3− a) · bn · n− bn · (2n+ 2an+ 2εn− bn)−
(

bn

2

)

+ 3a2n2/2 + 3aεn2

≥ n2(b− 3ab− 2εb+ b2 − b2/2 + 3a2/2 + 3aε)

≥ n2(b− 3ab+ b2/2 + 3a2/2 + ε(3a− 2b))

= n2(3(a− b)2/2 + b− b2 + ε(3a− 2b))

≥ 0
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We now have all the tools for the proof of Theorem 52:

Proof of Theorem 52. To simplify the calculations, we slightly change the value of ε and assume
that G is Kt-free and

3t−8+ε
3t−5 ·n-regular with n vertices. We denote by ε′ the constant of Lemma 53

and consider a very small η << ε′.
Let K denote the set of all cliques of size t − 2 in G. Consider the set system F = {E(K) :

K ∈ K}. By Lemma 38, F has a (ε′, η)-clustering of size 2poly(1/ε
′,1/η).

Let us now consider two vertices u, v in the same cluster, and assume for contradiction that
they are adjacent. We denote by I the intersection of their neighborhoods, by U their union, by
D the set U \ I and finally by R the set V \ U . By definition of a (ε′, η)-clustering, apart from a
subset Q of at most 2ηn vertices, all vertices of U are ε′-disjoint of both u and v. Therefore by
Lemma 53, there is no clique of size t−1 inside U \Q. In the rest of the proof, we will disregard the
set Q in all computations (one can think of it as deleted from the graph). Since the contradiction
involves values much larger than ηn, this will not change the final conclusion, and avoids writing
corrective terms 2ηn in all (already tedious) future equations. From now on, we simply assume
that U is Kt−1-free. Note that since G is Kt-free, I is also Kt−2-free.

Assume for contradiction that |I| ≤ 3t−10
3t−5 ·n, thus |U | ≥ |N(u)|+|N(v)|− 3t−10

3t−5 ·n = 3t−6+2ε
3t−5 ·n.

By Lemma 47 applied with c = (3−ε)/(3t−5) and s = t−2, there is a clique of size t−1 in G[U ],
a contradiction. Assume for contradiction that |I| ≥ 3t−9

3t−5 · n. In this case, by Lemma 47, there is

a clique of size t− 2 in G[I], again a contradiction. We can then suppose that |I| = 3t−9−a
3t−5 · n for

some 0 ≤ a ≤ 1 (in fact 0 < a < 1 as ε offers some slack in the previous contradictions). Therefore
|D| = 2 · 3t−8+ε

3t−5 · n− 2|I| = 2+2a+2ε
3t−5 · n and |R| = 2−a−2ε

3t−5 · n.
Let us denote by x the number of edges between I and D, by y the number of edges between

I and R and by z the number of edges between D and R, see Figure 5.

U

Kt−1-free

I
3t−9−a
3t−5

Kt−2-free

D
2+2a+2ε

3t−5

R
2−a−2ε
3t−5

x

y z

Figure 5: Setup for the end of the proof of Theorem 52.

The total number of edges leaving R is simply upper bounded by the product of the size of R
and the degree of the vertices:

y + z ≤ (2− a− 2ε)n

3t− 5
· (3t− 8 + ε)n

3t− 5

Which we restate as:

(2− a− 2ε)(3t− 8 + ε) ≥ (3t− 5)2

n2
· (y + z) (1)

By Turán’s Theorem, since I is Kt−2-free, the maximum number of edges inside I is achieved
by a balanced (t − 3)-partite graph. So the number of edges leaving I is at least the sum of the
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degrees of the vertices in I minus the total degree of a balanced (t− 3)-partite graph inside I. In
total this gives:

(3t− 5)2

n2
· (x+ y) ≥ (3t− 9− a)(3t− 8 + ε)−

(

1− 1

t− 3

)

(3t− 9− a)2

≥ (3t− 9− a)

(

1 + a+ ε+
3t− 9− a

t− 3

)

Which we restate as:

(3t− 5)2

n2
(x + y) ≥ (3t− 9− a)

(

4 + a · t− 4

t− 3
+ ε

)

(2)

We now turn to a lower bound on the edges leaving D. Denoting by en2

(3t−5)2 the number of

edges inside D, we then have:

(3t− 5)2

n2
(x+ z) = (2 + 2a+ 2ε)(3t− 8 + ε)− 2e (3)

Adding the inequalities (1), (2) and (3), we get:

(3t− 5)2

n2
2x ≥ (3t− 9− a)

(

4 + a · t− 4

t− 3
+ ε

)

+ (2 + 2a+ 2ε)(3t− 8 + ε)− 2e− (2− a− 2ε)(3t− 8 + ε)

≥ (3t− 9− a)

(

4 + a · t− 4

t− 3
+ ε

)

+ (3t− 8 + ε)(3a+ 4ε)− 2e

= 12t− 36− 4a+ (3t− 9− a) · a · t− 4

t− 3
+ 3a(3t− 8)− 2e+ ε(3t− 9− a+ 12t− 32 + 4ε+ 3a)

≥ 12t− 36− 28a+ 9at+ (3t− 9− a) · a · t− 4

t− 3
− 2e+ ε(15t− 41 + 2a)

= 12t− 36− 40a+ 12at− a2 +
a2

t− 3
− 2e+ ε(15t− 41 + 2a)

Thus
(3t− 5)2

n2
x ≥ 6t− 18− 20a+ 6at− a2/2− e+ ε(15t/2− 41/2 + a) (4)

We now turn to an upper bound on x, which is here simply expressed as the number of pairs
of vertices (i, d) ∈ I ×D minus the number of non-edges between these two sets, which we denote

by e′n2

(3t−5)2 . Hence:

(3t− 9− a)n

3t− 5
· (2 + 2a+ 2ε)n

3t− 5
− e′n2

(3t− 5)2
≥ x

Which we restate as:

(3t− 9− a)(2 + 2a+ 2ε)− e′ ≥ (3t− 5)2

n2
x

Finally giving the equation:

6t− 18 + 6at− 20a− 2a2 − e′ + ε(6t− 18− 2a) ≥ (3t− 5)2

n2
x (5)

We then sum the equations (4) and (5) to get:

e′ − e+ 3a2/2 + ε(3t/2− 5/2 + 3a) ≤ 0 (6)
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Since t ≥ 3, we have ε(3t/2− 5/2) > 0. Thus, to reach a contradiction, it suffices to show that

the number of edges en2

(3t−5)2 inside D cannot exceed the number of non-edges e′n2

(3t−5)2 between D

and I plus 3a2n2

2(3t−5)2 + 3aεn2

(3t−5)2 . Let us analyse e′ in more details.

Let x be a vertex of D. Denote by ω(x) the number of non-neighbors of x in I. If xy ∈ E(G[D])

is such that ω(x)+ω(y) < (3−a)n
3t−5 , the vertices x and y have more than 3t−9−a−(3−a)

3t−5 ·n = 3t−12
3t−5 ·n

common neighbors in I. By Lemma 47, this implies that xy can be extended with a clique of size
t− 3 in I to form a clique of size t− 1 in U , which is impossible.

So we can assume that ω(x) + ω(y) ≥ (3−a)n
3t−5 for every edge xy ∈ E(G[D]). In other words,

the function ωf = (3t−5)ω
(3−a)n is a fractional vertex cover of the induced subgraph G[D]. Denoting by

cf the total sum of ωf , we get e′n2

(3t−5)2 =
cf (3−a)n

3t−5 .

Let us now consider a clique K in I of size t− 3 (which exists by Lemma 47). The intersection

IK of the neighborhoods of the vertices of K has size at least n− 3(t−3)
3t−5 · n = 4n

3t−5 . Note that IK
is disjoint from I since I is Kt−2-free. In particular IK contains all but at most an

3t−5 vertices of D

(since |V \ I| = |D ∪R| = 4+a
3t−5 · n). Observe that D ∩ IK is an independent set since otherwise K

could be extended to a clique of size t− 1 in U . Denoting by bn
3t−5 the size of a minimum vertex

cover of G[D], we get bn
3t−5 ≤ an

3t−5 .

Finally, G[D] has 2+2a+2ε
3t−5 · n vertices, has en2

(3t−5)2 edges, fractional vertex cover vc∗(D) and

vertex cover size bn
3t−5 with 0 ≤ b ≤ a ≤ 1. So we can apply Lemma 54 to obtain that

D(G[D]) = (3− a) · vc∗(D) · n

3t− 5
− en2

(3t− 5)2
+

3a2n2

2(3t− 5)2
+

3aεn2

(3t− 5)2
≥ 0

Since 3−a
3t−5 ·vc∗(D) ≤ 3−a

3t−5 ·cf = e′n
(3t−5)2 , we finally get e′−e+3a2/2+3aε ≥ 0 which contradicts

(6).

7 Domination versus fractional chromatic number

We start by giving the proof of the central result on tri-tournaments.

Theorem 15. Every tri-tournament with VC-dimension d has domination number O(d).

Proof. From a tournament T , form the tri-hypergraph HT on vertex set V by adding for every
v ∈ V the hyperedge (B(v), R(v),W (v)) such that B(v) = N−

A [v] and R(v) = N−
R (v). Observe

that HT has VC-dimension d, and fractional transversal value at most 2 by Theorem 14. By
Theorem 7, HT has a transversal X (thus intersecting B(v) ∪R(v) for every v ∈ V ) of size O(d).
In particular, X is a dominating set of T .

We now turn to the main result of this section, whose main point is to illustrate how easily
the randomness transversal argument comes into play. Since the proof repeatedly uses a density
increase argument, we do not try to get the best estimates in all computations. The proof gives a

bound of the form γ+ ≤ 2O(χ
a
f ·logχa

f).

Theorem 13. Every tournament T has domination number bounded in terms of its fractional
chromatic number.

Proof. We show that there exists a function h such that every tournament T = (V,A) satisfying
χa
f (T ) ≤ x has a dominating set of size at most h(x). We can set h(x) = 1 when x < 3/2 since

every tournament with χa
f (T ) < 3/2 does not contain a circuit of length 3, and hence is transitive.

We now assume that h
(

χa
f (T )− 1/2

)

exists, and we show that we can bound γ+(T ) in terms of
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h
(

χa
f (T )− 1/2

)

. We write c := 1/χa
f(T ), where c is a rational number since it is a solution of a

linear program with integer coefficients.
Let F be a family of transitive sub-tournaments T1, . . . , Tt such that every vertex belongs to

ct of them. Let s = 4
c2 . If T has no shattered set of size s then its VC-dimension is bounded and

therefore its domination as well.
If T contains shattered sets of size s, our strategy is then to find an arc transversal of all

such shatters, in order to reduce to a tri-tournament T ′ with bounded VC-dimension. To do so,
consider a shattered set X of size s, and let S be a set of 2|X| vertices with all possible adjacencies
on X . Observe that in a Ti which contains k vertices of X , there are at most k + 1 possible
adjacency types on X , so Ti contains at most k+1

2k ·2s vertices of S. Therefore, Ti contains at most
k(k+1)

2k
· 2s ≤ 2s+1 arcs between X and S.

Hence there is an arc of T (in any direction) between X and S which is contained in at most
2s+1

s2s · t = 2
s · t = c2t/2 of the Ti’s.

To form the tri-tournament T ′ = (V,A,R), add to R all the arcs yx such that xy is an arc of
T contained in at most c2t/2 of the Ti’s. By construction, T ′ has VC-dimension at most s.

Therefore, by Theorem 15, T ′ has a bounded size dominating set X . Thus for every vertex
y /∈ X , there exists x ∈ X such that xy is an arc of T , or xy is a red arc of T ′. Hence, the
only vertices which are left to dominate are in the red out-neighborhood of X . To conclude, we
just have to dominate (in T ) each set R+(x), for x ∈ X . Let Fx be the subfamily of all Ti’s
which contain x. By construction of R, given x ∈ X , every y ∈ R+(x) appears in at most c2t/2
elements of Fx. In particular, Fy \ Fx has size at least (c − c2/2)t. Thus y appears at least in a
c−c2/2
1−c -fraction of F \ Fx. Since 1−c

c−c2/2 < 1
c − 1

2 , the family F \ Fx is a 1
c − 1

2 -fractional acyclic

coloring of R+(x).

Finally, we obtain that h
(

χa
f (T )

)

≤ |X |+ |X | · h
(

χa
f (T )− 1/2

)

.

An obvious open problem is to investigate whether the function in Theorem 13 can be reduced.
Is it true that for tournaments the domination is polynomially bounded in terms of the fractional
acyclic chromatic number?

This result has a direct corollary in the field of “local to global” properties. We can rephrase
our discussion on chromatic thresholds of triangle-free graphs as: Under some minimum degree
condition, if the neighborhood of every vertex is an independent set (hence has chromatic number
1), then the whole graph has bounded chromatic number. The direct generalization of this result
to tournaments (dropping any requirement on degree, since tournaments are already dense) was
conjectured in [7]: If a tournament T satisfies that for every vertex v, the out-neighborhood N+(v)
satisfies χa (T [N+(v)]) ≤ k (say that T is locally k-bounded), then χa(T ) is bounded by a function
of k. This was positively answered in [25]. Theorem 13 sheds some light on this question, and
shows that the fractional acyclic chromatic number is a versatile tool for tournaments:

Theorem 55. Every locally k-bounded tournament T satisfies χa
f (T ) ≤ 2k.

Proof. Let p be the winning strategy of T . For every vertex v, assign weight 2p(v) to each of the
transitive tournaments T 1

v , . . . , T
k
v which partition {v}∪N+(v). The total weight is 2k, and since

p(v ∪N−(v)) ≥ 1/2, every vertex is covered with weight at least 1.

Corollary 56. Every locally k-bounded tournament has bounded acyclic chromatic number.

Proof. Apply Theorem 55, and then Theorem 13 to find a bounded size dominating set X . Since
every out-neighborhood has acyclic chromatic number k, we have χa(T ) ≤ k|X |.

The following was proposed to generalize locally k-bounded tournaments. Given an arc uv
of T , we denote by DT (uv) the set of vertices w forming a directed triangle uvw. We say that
T is arc-locally k-bounded if χa(DT (uv)) ≤ k for all arcs uv. It was independently proved by
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Klingelhöfer and Newman [31], and Nguyen, Scott and Seymour [40] that arc-locally k-bounded
tournaments have bounded domination, which easily implies bounded chromatic number (though
less directly than for the locally k-bounded case). The following argument shows that tournaments
where every vertex has positive weight in the winning strategy (full support tournaments) indeed
have bounded fractional chromatic number (and thus bounded domination). We were not able to
find an easy argument to drop the full support requirement.

Theorem 57. Every arc-locally k-bounded tournament T with full support satisfies χa
f (T ) ≤ 4k+1.

Proof. Consider a winning strategy p for T . Let ω be the following weight ditribution on subsets
of V : Every singleton x has weight p(x), and each of the k transitive tournaments in a set DT (xy)
has weight 8p(x)p(y). We claim that every vertex x belongs to a family of sets which receives total
weight at least 1. To see this, observe that by complementary slackness p(N+(x)) = p(N−(x))
whenever p(x) > 0. Hence by flow conservation, the total weight of the arcs (i.e. the product of
the weights of their endvertices) from N+(x) to {x}∪N−(x) is exactly half the total weight of the
cut, that is (p(x)+p(N−(x)) ·p(N+(x))/2 = (1−p(x)2)/8. Thus the total weigth of the transitive
tournaments in a DT (yz) which contain x is 1− p(x)2, and the extra p(x) weight achieves a total
cover of 1.

This fractional coloring has weight 1 plus 8k times the weight of the triangle family. However,
∑

xy∈A p(x)p(y) ≤ 1
2 ·∑(x,y)∈V 2 p(x)p(y) = 1/2, so the total weight is at most 4k + 1.

8 Dominating majority digraphs

Our goal in this section is to show that every (1/2− ε)-majority digraph has bounded domination
number. Let us first introduce some definitions. Let ≤1, . . . ,≤m be total orders on the same
ground set V . For c ∈ [0, 1], the c-majority digraph Dc of (≤1, . . . ,≤m) is the digraph on vertex
set V where xy is an arc if |{i ∈ [m] : x <i y}| ≥ c ·m. In other words, if xy is an arc of Dc, the
vertex x comes before y in at least a c-fraction of the orders ≤i. Given ε > 0, observe that the
(c − ε)-majority directed graph Dc−ε on vertex set V based on the same orders ≤1, . . . ,≤m is a
supergraph of Dc. For more about majority digraphs, see [3].

Theorem 16. Every
(

1
2 − ε

)

-majority digraph has domination number at most O
(

1
ε2 log

1
ε

)

.

Proof. Let ≤1, . . . ,≤m be a set of total orders on a vertex set V of size n. Let D1/2 and D1/2−ε be
the corresponding majority digraphs. Note that when m is even, D1/2 is a semi-complete digraph
(i.e. a tournament with possibly some additional arcs forming circuits of length 2 in case of a draw
in the vote), but we will think of it as a tournament T = (V,A) for simplicity (the argument is
unchanged). We form the tri-tournament T ′ = (V,A,R) where R consists of all the arcs of D1/2−ε

which are not arcs of T . By Theorem 15, we just have to show that the VC-dimension of T ′ is at
most O

(

1
ε2 log

1
ε

)

.
To do so, consider a shattered set X ⊆ V of T ′. There exists a set of vertices S such that there

is no red arc between X and S in T ′ (in any direction), and such that for every Y ⊆ X , there exists
a unique y ∈ S such that Y = N−

T [y] ∩X (the closed in-neighborhood of y in X in T ). Consider
a multiset Z of size |X | obtained by uniformly picking random vertices in S, with repetition. Let
s =

∑

z∈Z

∣

∣N−
T [z] ∩X

∣

∣. By definition of S and since each element z of Z is uniformly chosen,

for every x ∈ X , we have x ∈ N−
T [z] with probability 1/2, and all these events are independent.

Therefore, P[s ≤ |X | · |Z|/2] is at least 1/2. From now on, we assume that s ≤ |X | · |Z|/2.
Given a linear order � on X ∪ Z, a pair (x, z) ∈ X × Z is forward if � and T agree, that is if

x � z and x ∈ N−
T [z], or if z � x and x ∈ N+

T [z]. Let C� ⊆ X × Z be the set of all forward pairs
(x, z) for �.

We claim that there exists a linear order � on X ∪ Z such that |C�| ≥
(

1+ε
2

)

· |X | · |Z|. Pick
for this i ∈ [m] uniformly at random and consider the order � := ≤i. Since every z ∈ Z is in S,
we have X ∩N−

D1/2
[z] = X ∩N−

D1/2−ε
[z]. Thus, if x ∈ N−

D1/2
[z] then P[x � z] ≥ 1/2 by definition of
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D1/2. On the other hand, if x /∈ N−
D1/2

[z] then x /∈ N−
D1/2−ε

[z] so P[x � z] ≤ 1/2− ε by definition

of D1/2−ε. Thus, if x ∈ N+
D1/2

[z] then P[z � x] ≥ 1/2 + ε. Summing over all (x, z) ∈ X × Z, we

have

E[|C�|] ≥ s/2 + (1/2 + ε) · (|X | · |Z| − s)

= (1/2 + ε) · |X | · |Z| − sε

≥
(

1 + ε

2

)

· |X | · |Z|.

Therefore there exists some i ∈ [m] such that |C≤i | ≥ (1+ε
2 ) · |X | · |Z|. Let E0 be the event

that there exists a linear order � on X ∪ Z such that |C�| ≥
(

1+ε
2

)

· |X | · |Z|. We just showed
that P[E0] ≥ 1/2 when choosing Z uniformly at random.

We now give an upper bound for P[E0]. Consider an arbitrary order � on X ∪ Z. Recall that

for every (x, z) ∈ X × Z we have P

[

x ∈ N−
D1/2

[z]
]

= 1/2, and these events are all independent.

Therefore, by a Chernoff bound, we get P
[

|C�| ≥ (1+ε
2 ) · |X | · |Z|

]

≤ exp
(

− ε2·|X|·|Z|
2

)

. By union

bound on all orders � on X ∪ Z, we get P[E0] ≤ (|X |+ |Z|)! · exp
(

− ε2·|X|·|Z|
2

)

.

Putting together the upper bound and the lower bound, and using that |Z| = |X |, we get 1/2 ≤
(2|X |)! · exp

(

− ε2·|X|2
2

)

. Thus, e−1 ≤ exp
(

2|X | ln(2|X |)− ε2|X|2
2

)

so ε2|X|2
2 ≤ 2|X | ln(2|X |)+1 ≤

3|X | ln(2|X |). Setting y = 2|X |, we get ε2y2

8 ≤ 3
2y ln(y) so y ≤ 12

ε2 ln(y). By Lemma 17, this
implies that y ≤ 24

ε2 ln
(

12
ε2

)

. Finally |X | = O( 1
ε2 log

1
ε ).

For ε = 0.01, the solution to ε2|X|2
2 = 2|X | ln(2|X |) + 1 is close to 556934. Thus for c = 0.49,

the VC-dimension of any majority digraph D0.49 is at most 556934. Since the fractional chromatic
number of D1/2 is at most 2, Theorem 18 implies that D0.49 has a dominating set of size at most
5227032. We feel that this bound is far from being optimal, and more generally we do not know
if the quasi-quadratic upper bound is optimal.

Remark 58. We could have proved that the tri-tournament T ′ has bounded VC-dimension in a
more geometric fashion, using that T ′ is “gap-representable” on the torus. To see it, consider
the m-dimensional torus Tm = S1 × . . . × S1 and fix an embedding φ : V → Tm such that for
every coordinate i ∈ [m], all the φ(v)i belong to an interval of size ε/2, and are ordered along
this interval according to ≤i. Then, if u comes before v in at least a (1/2)-fraction of the orders,
the oriented distance between φ(u) and φ(v) is at most 1/2 + ε/4, whereas if u comes before v
in at most a (1/2 − ε)-fraction of the orders, the oriented distance between φ(u) and φ(v) is at
least (1/2 + ε) · (1 − ε/2) ≥ 1/2 + ε/2 if ε is small enough. Then, we could have used arguments
similar to the proof of Theorem 23 to show that tri-tournaments gap-representable on the torus
have bounded VC-dimension.
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A The Euclidean Setting

In this section, we prove the Euclidean variants of DNL, which we restate below.

Lemma 1. Let V be a finite subset of RN . If every V -ball of radius 1 intersects V on at least δ|V |
points, then for all ε > 0, the set V can be covered by poly(δ−1, ε−1) V -balls with radius 1 + ε.

Lemma 11. Let V be a finite subset of RN . There is a partition of V into 2poly(ε
−1) clusters

such that if u, v are in the same cluster, there are at most ε · |V | points w of V such that w ∈
B(u, 1) \B(v, 1 + ε).

To prove Lemma 11, we actually prove the following stronger statement.

Lemma 59. Let V be a finite subset of RN . There is a partition of V into 2poly(ε
−1,η−1) clusters

such that if u, v are in the same cluster, there are at most η · |V | points w of V such that w ∈
B(u, 1) \B(v, 1 + ε).

We start by recalling some well-known properties of the normal distribution, the last item is
just a Chernoff bound.

Lemma 60. If X ∼ N
(

0, π
2n

)

then:

• E[|X |] = 1√
n
,

• E[X2] = π
2n , and

• For every β > 0, P[|X | ≥ β] ≤ 2 exp
(

−β2·n
π

)

.

The following result is the key ingredient for the proofs of Lemmas 1 and 59. Intuitively, given
a set V of points in Rn with small norm, it provides an embedding φ of V into {0, 1}N so that
vertices which are at distance at most 1 in Rn will be significantly closer in this embedding than
vertices which are at distance at least 1+ε in Rn. We will then be able to apply all the DNL tools
on the corresponding Hamming-trigraph.

The idea of the proof is the following: we pick many uniformly random vectors U1, . . . , UN

from the standard normal distribution in RN , and random thresholds t1, . . . , tN from some interval
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I. We set the i-th coordinate of φ(v) to 0 if 〈U i, v〉 ≤ ti and to 1 otherwise. Then, the probability
that φ(v) and φ(w) disagree on the i-th coordinate is the probability that ti lies in the interval
between 〈U i, v〉 and 〈U i, w〉, whose expected length is E[|〈U i, v − w〉|], which is proportional to
d(v, w). Thus, intuitively the proportion of coordinates on which φ(v) and φ(w) will differ will be
proportional to d(v, w). The proof is mainly technical calculations to show that this intuition is
indeed correct.

However, we run into many technical complications in the proof, mainly because we need to
handle the cases where some of the scalar products 〈U i, v〉 do not lie in the interval I.

Lemma 61. Let V be a finite set of Rn such that ‖v‖ ≤ 3 for every v ∈ V . For every small enough
ε > 0, there exists N ∈ N and an embedding φ : V → {0, 1}N such that whenever v1, v2, w1, w2 ∈ V
satisfy d(v1, w1) ≤ 1 and d(v2, w2) ≥ 1 + ε then dH(φ(v2), φ(w2))− dH(φ(v1), φ(w1)) ≥ ε2 ·N .

Proof. Set α = ε2/(4π) and β =
√

π · ln(2/α). Let N be large enough so that exp
(

−2 · ε4 ·N
)

<
1/|V |2.

Let U1, . . . , UN be uniformly random vectors from N
(

0, π
2n · In

)

(where In is the n×n identity
matrix) and t1, . . . , tN be uniformly random values in [−3β/

√
n, 3β/

√
n]. For every i ∈ [N ] and

v ∈ V , set φ(v)i = 0 if 〈U i, v〉 ≤ ti and φ(v)i = 1 if 〈U i, v〉 > ti. This defines an embedding
φ : V → {0, 1}N . We now show that φ satisfies the desired properties with positive probability.

Let v, w ∈ V and i ∈ [N ]. Then, φ(v)i 6= φ(w)i if and only if ti lies in the interval between
〈U i, v〉 and 〈U i, w〉. Let A be the event that |〈U i, w〉| ≤ 3 · β/√n and |〈U i, w〉| ≤ 3 · β/√n. First,
by rotational invariance of the normal distribution in Rn, the variables |〈U i, v〉| and ‖v‖ · |(U i)1|
have the same distribution. Observe that since U i ∼ N

(

0, π
2n · In

)

then (U i)1 ∼ N
(

0, π
2n

)

. If

v = 0 then P

[

|〈U i, v〉| ≥ 3·β√
n

]

= 0 ≤ α, and if v 6= 0 then by Lemma 60, using that ‖v‖ ≤ 3 and

by definition of β, we have

P

[

|〈U i, v〉| ≥ 3 · β√
n

]

≤ P

[

|〈U i, v〉| ≥ ‖v‖ · β√
n

]

= P

[

‖v‖ · |(U i)1| ≥
‖v‖ · β√

n

]

= P

[

|(U i)1| ≥
β√
n

]

≤ α.

Thus,
P[A] ≥ 1− 2α. (7)

Consider v, w ∈ V such that that d(v, w) ≤ 1. Let Z be the random variable |〈U i, v − w〉|.
Then,

P[φ(v)i 6= φ(w)i] = P[A] · P[φ(v)i 6= φ(w)i | A] + P[A] · P[φ(v)i 6= φ(w)i | A]
≤ P[φ(v)i 6= φ(w)i | A] + P[A].

However, since ti is a uniformly random vector in [−3β/
√
n, 3β/

√
n],

P[φ(v)i 6= φ(w)i | A] =
E[|〈U i, v〉 − 〈U i, w〉| | A]|

6β/
√
n

=
E[Z | A]
6β/

√
n

.

Using Equation (7), we get

E[Z] = P[A] · E[Z | A] + P[A] · E[Z | A] ≥ (1− 2α) · E[Z | A].

Thus, using Lemma 60 and that ‖v − w‖ ≤ 1,

E[Z | A] ≤ E[Z]

1− 2α
=

‖v − w‖ · E[|(U i)1|]
1− 2α

≤ 1

(1− 2α)
√
n
.
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Using Equation (7), we finally obtain

P[φ(v)i 6= φ(w)i] ≤
1

(1 − 2α)6β
+ 2α. (8)

Consider now v, w ∈ V such that that d(v, w) ≥ 1+ε. Let Z be the random variable |〈U i, v−w〉|.
Then,

E[Z] = E[Z · 1A] + E [Z · 1A]

= P[A] · E[Z | A] + E [Z · 1A]

≤ E[Z | A] + E [Z · 1A]

Thus,
E[Z | A] ≥ E[Z]− E [Z · 1A] .

By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, using Lemma 60 and Equation (7) we get

E [Z · 1A] ≤
√

E[Z2] · E
[

(1A)
2
]

= ‖v − w‖
√

E[|(U i)1|2] · P
[

A
]

≤ ‖v − w‖ ·
√

π · 2α
2n

.

Thus, again using Lemma 60 and Equation (7), we have

E[Z | A] ≥ ‖v − w‖√
n

·
(

1−√
πα

)

.

Note that

P[φ(v)i 6= φ(w)i | A] =
E[|〈U i, v〉 − 〈U i, w〉| | A]

6β/
√
n

=
E[Z | A]
6β/

√
n

≥ ‖v − w‖
6β

·
(

1−√
πα

)

.

Then,

P[φ(v)i 6= φ(w)i] = P[A] · P[φ(v)i 6= φ(w)i | A] + P[A] · P[φ(v)i 6= φ(w)i | A]
≥ P[A] · P[φ(v)i 6= φ(w)i | A]

≥ (1 − 2α) · ‖v − w‖
6β

·
(

1−√
πα

)

.

Using that ‖v − w‖ ≥ 1 + ε, we finally obtain

P[φ(v)i 6= φ(w)i] ≥
1 + ε

6β
·
(

1−√
πα

)

· (1− 2α). (9)

We now show that

1

(1 − 2α)6β
+ 2α+ 3ε2 ≤ 1 + ε

6β
·
(

1−√
πα

)

· (1− 2α). (10)
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Using the definition of α, we get

1 + ε

6β
·
(

1−√
πα

)

· (1− 2α) =
(1 + ε)(1− ε/2)

6β
·
(

1− ε2

2π

)

=
(1 + ε/2− ε2/2) · (1− ε2/(2π))

6β

=
1 + ε/2− ε2/2− ε2/(2π)− ε3/(4π) + ε4/(4π)

6β

≥ 1 + ε/2− ε2

6β
.

Using that 1
1−x ≤ 1 + 2x for 0 ≤ x ≤ 1/2, and the definition of α, we also have

1

(1− 2α)6β
+ 2α ≤ 1 + 4α

6β
+ 2α ≤ 1 + ε2/π

6β
+

ε2

2π
≤ 1 + ε2

6β
+ ε2.

To prove Equation (10), it then suffices to prove that

1 + ε2

6β
+ ε2 + 3ε2 ≤ 1 + ε/2− ε2

6β
.

We have:

1 + ε2

6β
+ ε2 + 3ε2 ≤ 1 + ε/2− ε2

6β
⇐⇒ 1 + ε2 + 24ε2β ≤ 1 +

ε

2
− ε2

⇐⇒ 2ε+ 24εβ ≤ 1

2
.

Since β =
√

π · ln(2/α) =
√

π · ln(8π/ε2) =
√

2π · ln(
√
8π/ε) then εβ −−−→

ε→0
0 so for ε small

enough, Equation (10) indeed holds.
Let v, w ∈ V and let D be the random variable dH(φ(v), φ(w)). If d(v, w) ≤ 1 then D is a sum

of N independent Bernoulli random variables with success probability at most 1
(1−2α)6β + 2α by

Equation (8). By Hoeffding’s inequality, and using the definition of N , we get

P

[

D ≥
(

1

(1− 2α)6β
+ 2α+ ε2

)

·N
]

≤ P[D − E[D] ≥ ε2 ·N ]

≤ exp

(

−2ε4 ·N2

N

)

= exp
(

−2ε4 ·N
)

<
1

|V |2 .

If d(v, w) ≥ 1 + ε then D is a sum of N independent Bernoulli random variables with success
probability at least 1+ε

6β · (1−√
πα) · (1 − 2α) by Equation (9). By Hoeffding’s inequality, and

using the definition of N , we get

P

[

D ≤
(

1 + ε

6β
·
(

1−√
πα

)

· (1− 2α)− ε2
)

·N
]

≤ P[D − E[D] ≤ −ε2 ·N ]

≤ exp

(

−2ε4 ·N2

N

)

= exp
(

−2ε4 ·N
)

<
1

|V |2 .
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By a union bound, the probability that dH(φ(v), φ(w)) ≤
(

1
(1−2α)6β + 2α+ ε2

)

·N whenever

d(v, w) ≤ 1 and that dH(φ(v), φ(w)) ≥
(

1+ε
6β · (1−√

πα) · (1 − 2α)− ε2
)

· N whenever d(v, w) ≥
1 + ε, is positive so there exists φ which satisfies these conditions.

Given such a φ, consider v1, v2, w1, w2 ∈ V such that d(v1, w1) ≤ 1 and d(v2, w2) ≥ 1 + ε. It
then follows from Equation (10) that dH(φ(v2), φ(w2))− dH(φ(v1), φ(w1)) ≥ ε2.

We now have all the tools to prove Lemmas 1 and 59.

Proof of Lemma 1. Let {z1, . . . , zc} be a maximal set of elements of V so that d(zi, zj) > 2
for every i 6= j ∈ [c]. Observe that the radius 1 balls around the zi are pairwise disjoint, and
by assumption each of them contains at least δ|V | elements of V , which implies c ≤ 1/δ. Fix
i ∈ [c] and let Vi = {v ∈ V : d(v, zi) ≤ 3}. Up to translating the elements of Vi, we can
assume that ‖v‖ ≤ 3 for every v ∈ Vi. By Lemma 61, there exists N ∈ N and an embedding
φi : Vi → {0, 1}N such that whenever u1, u2, v1, v2 ∈ Vi satisfy d(u1, v1) ≤ 1 and d(u2, v2) ≥ 1 + ε
then dH(φi(u2), φi(v2))− dH(φi(u1), φi(v1)) ≥ ε2 ·N .

Consider the trigraph Ti = (Vi, Ei, Ri) with Ei = {uv : d(u, v) ≤ 1} and Ri = {uv : 1 <
d(u, v) ≤ 1 + ε}. The embedding φi certifies that Ti is a Hamming-trigraph with sensitivity ε2.
By DNL, Ti has a δ-net Xi of size poly(ε−1, δ−1).

Let X = X1 ∪ . . . ∪Xc. Then, |X | = poly(ε−1, δ−1). Consider any v ∈ V . By maximality of
{z1, . . . , zc}, there exists i ∈ [c] such that d(v, zi) ≤ 2, and thus B(v, 1), the ball of radius 1 cen-
tered in v, is entirely contained in Vi. Then, B(v, 1) ⊆ NTi [v] so |NTi [v]| ≥ |B(v, 1)| ≥ δ|V | ≥ δ|Vi|
so there exists x ∈ Xi such that x ∈ NTi [v] ∪RTi(v), i.e. d(v, x) ≤ 1 + ε. Then, for every v ∈ V ,
there exists x ∈ X such that d(v, x) ≤ 1 + ε, so V is covered by the X-balls with radius 1 + ε.

Proof of Lemma 59. Let {z1, . . . , zc} be a maximal set of elements of V so that d(zi, zj) > 2 for
every i 6= j ∈ [c], and |B(zi, 1)| ≥ η · |V | for every i ∈ [c]. Observe that the radius 1 balls around
the zi are pairwise disjoint, and by assumption each of them contains at least η · |V | elements of
V , which implies c ≤ 1/η. Fix i ∈ [c] and let Vi = {v ∈ V : d(v, zi) ≤ 3}. Up to translating the
elements of Vi, we can assume that ‖v‖ ≤ 3 for every v ∈ Vi. By Lemma 61, there exists Ni ∈ N

and an embedding φi : Vi → {0, 1}Ni such that whenever u1, u2, v1, v2 ∈ Vi satisfy d(u1, v1) ≤ 1
and d(u2, v2) ≥ 1 + ε then dH(φi(u2), φi(v2))− dH(φi(u1), φi(v1)) ≥ ε2 ·Ni.

Consider the trigraph Ti = (Vi, Ei, Ri) with Ei = {uv : d(u, v) ≤ 1} and Ri = {uv : 1 <
d(u, v) ≤ 1 + ε}. The embedding φi certifies that Ti is a Hamming-trigraph with sensitivity ε2,

for some threshold ci − ε2. By Lemma 39, Vi can be partitioned into 2poly(ε
−1,η−1) pre-clusters

such that if u, v ∈ Vi are in the same pre-cluster, there are at most η · |Vi| points w of Vi such that
dH(φi(v), φi(w)) ≥ ci ·Ni and dH(φi(u), φi(w)) ≤ (ci − ε2) ·Ni.

We then partition V into clusters such that u, v are in the same cluster if and only for every
i ∈ [c], either both u and v are not in Vi, or they are both in Vi and they belong to the same

pre-cluster for Ti. Observe that the number of clusters is
(

2poly(ε
−1,η−1)

)c

= 2poly(ε
−1,η−1).

Consider now u, v ∈ V which belong to the same cluster. If |B(u, 1)| < η · |V | then |B(u, 1) \
B(v, 1 + ε)| ≤ η · |V | and we are done. Assume now that |B(u, 1)| ≥ η · |V |. By maximality
of {z1, . . . , zc}, there exists i ∈ [c] such that d(u, zi) ≤ 2, and thus B(u, 1), the ball of radius 1
centered in u, is entirely contained in Vi. Since u and v are in the same cluster then v ∈ Vi and
u and v are in the same pre-cluster for Ti. Consider w ∈ V such that w ∈ B(u, 1) \ B(v, 1 + ε).
Then, w ∈ Vi and uw ∈ Ei so dH(φi(u), φi(w)) ≤ (ci − ε2) · Ni. Furthermore, vw /∈ Ei ∪ Ri so
dH(φi(v), φi(w)) ≥ ci ·Ni. By definition of the pre-clusters in Ti, there are at most η · |Vi| ≤ η · |V |
such w ∈ V .
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B Proofs of Section 4.1

Theorem 23. Every spherical-trigraph with sensitivity ε is a Hamming-trigraph with sensitivity
ε
2π . In particular, every spherical-trigraph with sensitivity ε has VC-dimension O(ε−2).

Proof. Let T = (V,E,R) be a spherical-trigraph with sensitivity ε. There exists an integer N so
that V ⊆ SN−1 ⊆ RN , and a threshold τ such that if uv ∈ E then dS(u, v) ≤ τ , and if uv /∈ E ∪R
then dS(u, v) ≥ τ + ε.

Let m be such that exp
(

− ε2·m
8·π2

)

< 1
|V |2 . Pick m uniformly random points p1, . . . , pm ∈ SN−1.

Define φ : V → {0, 1}m by setting φ(v)i = 0 if 〈v, pi〉 ≤ 0 and φ(v)i = 1 if 〈v, pi〉 > 0.
For u, v ∈ V and i ∈ [m], φ(u)i 6= φ(v)i if and only if the hyperplane orthogonal to pi separates

u and v. This happens with probability dS(u, v)/π, and these events are pairwise independent.
Let D be the random variable dH(φ(u), φ(v)). Thus, D is the sum of m independent Bernoulli
random variables with success probability dS(u, v)/π.

Suppose first dS(u, v) ≤ τ . Then, by Hoeffding’s inequality, and using the definition of m, we
get

P

[

D ≥ τ + ε/4

π
·m

]

≤ P

[

D − E[D] ≥ ε

4π
·m

]

≤ exp

(

−2 · ε2 ·m2

16π2 ·m

)

exp

(

−ε2 ·m
8 · π2

)

<
1

|V |2 .

Suppose now that dS(u, v) ≥ τ + ε. Again, Hoeffding’s inequality gives

P

[

D ≤ τ + 3ε/4

π
·m

]

≤ P

[

D − E[D] ≤ − ε

4π
·m

]

≤ exp

(

−2 · ε2 ·m2

16π2 ·m

)

exp

(

−ε2 ·m
8 · π2

)

<
1

|V |2 .

By a union bound, with positive probability we have dH(φ(u), φ(v)) ≤ τ+ε/4
π · m whenever

d(u, v) ≤ τ , and dH(φ(u), φ(v)) ≥ τ+3ε/4
π ·m whenever d(u, v) ≥ τ + ε. This proves that G is a

ε
2π -Hamming-trigraph.

The last assertion then follows immediately from Theorem 22.

Lemma 24. Every Hamming-trigraph with sensitivity ε is a spherical-trigraph with sensitivity 2ε.

Proof. Let T = (V,E,R) be a Hamming-trigraph with sensitivity ε. Let N be such that
V ⊆ {0, 1}N , and τ be such that if uv ∈ E then dH(u, v) ≤ τ · N and if uv /∈ E ∪ R then
dH(u, v) ≥ (τ + ε) ·N . For every v ∈ V , let φ(v) ∈ SN−1 be defined by φ(v)i =

1√
N

if vi = 1 and

φ(v)i =
−1√
N

if vi = 0. For every u, v ∈ V , we have 〈φ(u), φ(v)〉 = dH(u, v)·−1
N +(N−dH(u, v))· 1

N =

1− 2·dH(u,v)
N , and thus dS(φ(u), φ(v)) = arccos

(

1− 2·dH(u,v)
N

)

. Let u1, u2, v1, v2 ∈ V be such that
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u1v1 ∈ E and u2v2 /∈ E ∪R. Then, dH(u1, v1) ≤ τ ·N and dH(u2, v2) ≥ (τ + ε) ·N . Using that if
−1 ≤ a ≤ b ≤ 1 then arccos(a)− arccos(b) ≥ b− a, we get

dS(φ(u2), φ(v2))− dS(φ(u1), φ(v1)) = arccos

(

1− 2 · dH(u2, v2)

N

)

− arccos

(

1− 2 · dH(u1, v1)

N

)

≥ 1− 2 · dH(u1, v1)

N
−
(

1− 2 · dH(u2, v2)

N

)

≥ 2 · dH(u2, v2)− 2 · dH(u1, v1)

N

≥ 2 · (τ + ε) ·N − 2 · τ ·N
N

= 2ε.

C Proofs of Section 4.4

Lemma 32. Let F be a set system on ground set V and T ⊆ V t be a set of t-tuples of elements
of V . Let I be the ε-disjointness-tri-hypergraph of V on S. Then, I ∩ I has VC-dimension at
most 1

ε .

Proof. Write I ∩ I = (T , E) with E = {(B(vw), R(vw),W (vw)) : v, w ∈ V }. Observe that if
(x1, . . . , xt) ∈ B(vw) then for every i ∈ [t] we have Fvxi = ∅ and Fwxi = ∅. On the other hand, if
(x1, . . . , xt) ∈ W (vw) then there exists i ∈ [t] such that either |Fvxi | ≥ ε|F| or |Fwxi | ≥ ε|F|.

Let X ⊆ T be a shattered set: for every Y ⊆ X there exists pY = (vY , wY ) ∈ V 2 such that
B(vY wY ) ∩ X = (B(vY wY ) ∪ R(vY wY )) ∩ X = Y . Let P = {pY : Y ⊆ X}, and consider the
bipartite graph G on vertex set X ∪ P where xpY is an edge if x ∈ W (pY ) (or equivalently if
x /∈ B(pY )). Since P shatters X , the 2|X| vertices in P have all possible adjacencies with respect
to X . Thus, for any subset X ′ ⊆ X , the number of common neighbors in P of the vertices of
X ′ is 2|X|−|X′|, and therefore there is no complete bipartite subgraph of G with more than 2|X|−1

edges.
We show that G has a complete bipartite subgraph with at least ε · |X | ·2|X|−1 edges. Consider

the following experiment : take a uniformly random set S ∈ F and let Z be the random variable
which counts the number of pairs (x, pY ) ∈ X × P with x = (x1, . . . , xt) and pY = (vY , wY ) such
that there exists i ∈ [t] such that S ∈ FvY xi∪FwY xi . For every edge xpY in Γ with x = (x1, . . . , xt)
and pY = (vY , wY ), we have that x ∈ W (pY ), which means that there exists i ∈ [t] such that either
|FvY xi | ≥ ε|F| or |FwY xi | ≥ ε|F|, so the probability that S ∈ FvY xi∪FwY xi is at least ε. Therefore,
E[Z] ≥ ε · e(X,P ) = ε · |X | · 2|X|−1, so there exists S ∈ F such that Z ≥ ε · |X | · 2|X|−1. Then,
let X ′ = {(x1, . . . , xt) ∈ X : S ∩ {x1, . . . , xt} 6= ∅} and P ′ = {(vY , wY ) ∈ P : S ∩ {vY , wY } 6= ∅}.
For every x = (x1, . . . , xt) ∈ X ′ and pY = (vY , wY ) ∈ P ′, there exists i ∈ [t] such that xi ∈ S, so
FvY xi ∪ FwY xi 6= ∅ so x /∈ B(pY ), i.e. xpY ∈ E(Γ). Since |X ′| · |P ′| = Z ≥ ε · |X | · 2|X|−1 then G
has a complete bipartite subgraph with at least ε · |X | · 2|X|−1 edges.

Putting together the upper bound and the lower bound, we get ε · |X | · 2|X|−1 ≤ 2|X|−1 so
|X | ≤ 1

ε .
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