arXiv:2402.07863v1 [cs.DS] 12 Feb 2024

An approximation algorithm for Maximum DiCut vs. Cut^*

Tamio-Vesa Nakajima University of Oxford

tamio-vesa.nakajima@cs.ox.ac.uk

Stanislav Živný University of Oxford

standa.zivny@cs.ox.ac.uk

14th February 2024

Abstract

Goemans and Williamson designed a 0.878-approximation algorithm for Max-Cut in undirected graphs [JACM’95]. Khot, Kindler, Mosel, and O’Donnel showed that the approximation ratio of the Goemans-Williamson algorithm is optimal assuming Khot’s Unique Games Conjecture [SICOMP’07]. In the problem of maximum cuts in directed graphs (Max-DiCut), in which we seek as many edges going from one particular side of the cut to the other, the situation is more complicated but the recent work of Brakensiek, Huang, Potechin, and Zwick showed that their 0.874-approximation algorithm is tight under the Unique Games Conjecture (up to a small delta) [FOCS’23].

We consider a promise version of the problem and design an SDP-based algorithm which, if given a directed graph 𝐺 that has a directed cut of value 𝜌, finds an undirected cut in 𝐺 (ignoring edge directions) with value at least 𝜌.

1 Introduction

The maximum cut problem in undirected graphs (Max-Cut) is a fundamental problem, seeking a partition of the vertex set into two parts while maximising the number of edges going across. While Max-Cut is NPcomplete [Kar72], a random assignment leads to a 1/2-approximation algorithm. In their influential work, Goemans and Williamson gave the first improvement and presented an SDP-based 𝛼_{GW}-approximation algorithm [GW95], where 𝛼_{GW} ≈ 0.878. Under Khot’s Unique Games Conjecture (UGC) [Kho02], this approximation factor is optimal [KKMO07, MOO10]. The currently best known inapproximability result not relying on UGC is 16/17 ≈ 0.941 [TSSW00] (obtained by a gadget from Håstad’s optimal inapproximability result [Hås01]).

The maximum cut problem in directed graphs (Max-DiCut) is a closely related and well-studied NPcomplete problem, seeking a partition of the vertex set into two parts while maximising the number of edges going across in the prescribed direction. A random assignment leads to a 1/4-approximation algorithm. In the first improvement over the random assignment, Goemans and Williamson presented an SDP-based 0.796-approximation algorithm [GW95]. By considering a stronger SDP formulation (with triangle inequalities), Feige and Goemans later presented an 0.859-approximation algorithm for Max-DiCut [FG95], building on the work of Feige and Lovász [FL92]. Follow-up works by Matuura and Matsui [MM03] and by Lewin, Livnat, and Zwick [LLZ02] further improved the approximation factor. On the hardness side,

*This work was supported by UKRI EP/X024431/1 and by a Clarendon Fund Scholarship. For the purpose of Open Access, the authors have applied a CC BY public copyright licence to any Author Accepted Manuscript version arising from this submission. All data is provided in full in the results section of this paper.

the best inapproximability factor under NP-hardness is 12/13 ≈ 0.923 [TSSW00] (again, via a gadget from a result in [Hås01]). In recent work, Brakensiek, Huang, Potechin, and Zwick gave an 0.874-approximation algorithm for Max-DiCut, also showing that the approximation factor is UGC-optimal (up to a small delta) [BHPZ23].

Contributions Our main contribution is an SDP-based algorithm for Max-DiCut-vs.-Cut. This algorithm achieves the best possible performance on the problem: given a directed graph 𝐺 that has a directed cut of value 𝜌, it finds a cut in 𝐺 (ignoring directions) of value at least 𝜌.^1

For the following, we define DiCut(𝐺) to be the maximum value of any directed cut in 𝐺, and Cut(𝑐) to be the value of a cut 𝑐 of 𝐺. (These and other notations will be defined fully in Section 2.) We prove our result in two steps. First we provide a randomised algorithm.

Theorem 1. There is a randomised algorithm which, if given a directed graph 𝐺 and 𝜀 ∈ (0, 1), finds a cut 𝑐 in 𝐺 with expected value at least DiCut(𝐺) − 𝜀 in polynomial time in |𝐺| and log(1/𝜀).

Second, we derandomise the algorithm from Theorem 1.

Theorem 2. There is a deterministic algorithm which, if given a directed graph 𝐺, finds a cut 𝑐 of 𝐺 with Cut(𝑐) ≥ DiCut(𝐺) in polynomial time in |𝐺|.

We note that the guarantee of the algorithm from Theorem 2 does not have an 𝜀 and is exact. Indeed, as the value of a cut is a number of the form 𝑘/|𝐸 (𝐺)|, this can be achieved by setting the error parameter in Theorem 1 small enough.

Our algorithm in Theorem 2 uses a T H RESH rounding scheme (indeed, our rounding scheme, as we shall discuss later, can be seen as a distribution of ROT rounding schemes — these are a subfamily of the T H RESH family). The T H RESH rounding scheme was introduced in [LLZ02], whereas the ROT rounding scheme was first introduced in [FG95], but named in [LLZ02]. They have been used ever since then; for instance, recently to create an (almost) optimal algorithm for Max-DiCut [BHPZ23]. That we use such a rounding scheme is not surprising: it is known by a slight generalisation of [Aus10] established in [BHPZ23] that, assuming UGC and Austrin’s positivity conjecture [Aus10, Conjecture 1.3], the optimal algorithm for approximately solving any Boolean 2-CSP uses such a rounding scheme; and this result can be easily extended to promise CSPs. The challenge is specifying precisely which rounding scheme in the T H RESH family to use: each member of this family is specified by an enormous amount of information. This family of rounding schemes is extremely vast, including the state-of-the-art algorithms for, e.g., Max-Cut [GW95], Max-DiCut [BHPZ23], Max-2Sat [LLZ02] and Max-2And [BHPZ23]. We remark that, whereas many of the algorithms using such a rounding scheme have a numerical flavour [LLZ02, BHPZ23], i.e., their rounding scheme is often given by a distribution over a set of functions that linearly interpolate some points, our algorithm has a more analytic flavour. We also find it more natural and selfcontained to explain the rounding scheme by itself, rather than as an instance of the T H RESH family; thus we will take this direct, self-contained approach.

We now give a brief, informal overview of our algorithm from Theorem 1. Given a directed graph 𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸) with a directed cut of value 𝜌, we will try to place each vertex 𝑢 ∈ 𝑉 at a point x_𝑢 ∈ R^𝑁 , for some large enough 𝑁 , such that ||x_𝑢||^2 = 1. In R^𝑁 we select a distinguished direction, given by a unit vector x_0. We will place these points so as to maximise an objective function that is a sum, over (𝑢, 𝑣) ∈ 𝐸, of a linear combination between ||x_𝑢 − x_𝑣 ||^2 = 2 − x_𝑢 · x_𝑣 and x_0 (x_𝑣 − x_𝑢); in addition the placement must

1No better approximation ratio than 1 is possible. For example, given a directed graph 𝐺 with a directed cut of value 2/3, it is not possible to find a cut of value greater than 2/3 in general, since we might get the input graph ([5], {1 → 2, 3 → 4, 5 → 5}), which doesn’t have such a cut.

Figure 1: Rotation function 𝑓_𝑎

arccos 𝑎 𝜋 − arccos 𝑎 𝜋 𝜋/2 𝜋 𝑥 𝑓_𝑎 (𝑥)

satisfy some extra constraints known as the “triangle inequalities”. This the standard SDP relaxation of the problem with triangle inequalities. The main novelty comes from our rounding procedure and its proof of correctness: if a vertex 𝑢 has |x_𝑢 · x_0 | large, then we round it to sgn(x_𝑢 · x_0); whereas if it has |x_𝑢 · x_0 | small, we round it according to the sides of a uniformly random hyperplane (as in the Goemans-Williamson rounding [GW95]).

The justification for this idea is the following. The vector x_0 represents the value +1 in our SDP. Thus, if x_𝑢 is very close to x_0 or −x_0 i.e., if |x_𝑢 · x_0 | is large, then we ought to prioritise the x_0 component in x_𝑢 and round according to sgn(x_𝑢 · x_0). Conversely, consider an edge (𝑢, 𝑣) where |x_𝑢 · x_0 | and |x_𝑣 · x_0 | are both small. Then the contribution of x_0 (x_𝑣 − x_𝑢) to the objective will likewise be small, and we care more about the contribution of ||x_𝑢 − x_𝑣 ||^2. But this is precisely the contribution given by the vectors in the SDP relaxation for Max-Cut; we intuitively want, therefore, to round as dictated by the best known algorithm [GW95], i.e., to round according to a random hyperplane. In the case where we mix the sizes of |x_𝑢 · x_0 | and |x_𝑣 · x_0 |, it can be seen that the contribution of the edge to the objective is approximately 1/2. Also, the probability of properly cutting the edge is 1/2. We have not specified the meaning of “large” or “small” in this description: it turns out to be sufficient to simply select the threshold between “large” and “small” values uniformly at random in [0, 1]!

To help visualise this algorithm, we briefly explain it as a distribution of ROT rounding schemes. In such a rounding scheme, one specifies a rotation function 𝑓 : [0, 𝜋] → [0, 𝜋], and then considers every vector x_𝑢. One then rotates x_𝑢 to x^′_𝑢 within the plane spanned by x_𝑢 and x_0 so that arccos(x^′_𝑢 · x_0) = 𝑓(arccos(x^′_𝑢 · x_0)), and finally rounds according to the sides of a random hyperplane. Our rounding scheme defines 𝑓_𝑎 : [0, 𝜋] → [0, 𝜋] as in Fig. 1, selects 𝑎 uniformly at random in [0, 1], then rounds according to the ROT family of rounding schemes with rotation function 𝑓_𝑎. By analysing this rounding scheme carefully, we then determine that it has the advertised performance. We contain the key required bound of this analysis within Lemma 5, stated and proved in Section 4.

We finish with mentioning a related (and in some sense dual) problem, which we call the Cut-Orient problem. Suppose we are given an undirected graph 𝐺 which has a maximum cut of value 𝜌. The problem asks us to orient the edges of 𝐺 so that the resulting oriented graph has a directed cut of as large a value as possible. Observe that this problem has a simple algorithm which produces an oriented graph with a directed cut of size 𝛼_{GW} 𝜌: find a cut in 𝐺 of size 𝛼_{GW} 𝜌 using the Goemans-Williamson algorithm, then orient the edges according to that cut. Our deterministic algorithm for Max-DiCut-vs.-Cut shows that, assuming UGC, nothing better is possible as our algorithm reduces Max-Cut to Cut-Orient.

Related work Max-Cut is one of the simplest examples of a Constraint Satisfaction Problems (CSPs) [KSTW00]. A celebrated result of Raghavendra showed that the basic SDP relaxation gives an optimal approximation algorithm to every CSP (assuming UGC) [Rag08]. While a breakthrough result, there are some caveats as as already discusses earlier in this Introduction and also discussed in more detail, e.g., in [MM17, BHPZ23]. In particular, the universal rounding scheme of Raghavendra can only go arbitrarily close to the integrality gap (in polynomial time), not match it exactly — thus it would only be able to have an approximation ratio of 1− 𝜀 for any fixed 𝜀, not exactly 1 as in our algorithm here. The exact performance of this rounding scheme is also nontrivial to find e.g. separating the optimal approximation ratio for Max-Cut and Max-DiCut was only recently shown in [BHPZ23]. Indeed, the algorithm of Raghavendra and Steurer [RS09] computes a gap instance for an SDP to error 𝜀 in doubly exponential time in poly(1/𝜀).

The studied Max-DiCut-vs.-Cut problem falls within the framework of so-called valued promise CSPs, recently investigated systematically by Barto et al. [BBK^+24]. Another valued promise CSP recently studied is the Max-𝑘-Col-vs.-ℓ -Col problem [NŽ23], in which one seeks an ℓ -colouring of a given graph 𝐺 with as many edges coloured properly as possible given that a 𝑘-colouring of 𝐺 exists with many edges coloured properly.

2 Preliminaries

Notation We use the Iverson bracket [𝜙], which is 1 when 𝜙 is true and 0 otherwise. We write [𝑛] = {1, . . . , 𝑛}. Whenever we write an expectation such as E_{𝑥 ∈ 𝑋} [𝑓(𝑥)], we implicitly mean that 𝑥 is uniformly distributed in 𝑋 .

We shall use two trigonometric functions: the cosecant function, defined by csc(𝑥) = 1/sin(𝑥), and its inverse, denoted by arccsc. Recall that arccsc is decreasing and, for 𝑥 ≥ 1, we have 0 < arccsc(𝑥) ≤ 𝜋/2.

A hyperplane is a function 𝐻 : R^𝑛 → {−1, 0, 1} of the form 𝐻 (x) = sgn(x · a). A uniformly random hyperplane is one in which a is selected from a rotationally symmetric distribution uniformly at random e.g. from the standard multivariate normal distribution. It is well known (cf. [GW95]) that Pr_𝐻 [𝐻 (x) ≠ 𝐻 (y)] = (1/𝜋) arccos(x · y) and that Pr_𝐻 [𝐻 (x) = 0] = 0. It is not difficult to see that this is the case even if we condition that, for some fixed vector x_0, we have 𝐻 (x_0) = 1 (this just standardises which side of 𝐻 is +1 and which is −1).

For a vector x ∈ R^𝑁 , we let ⟨x⟩ ⊆ R^𝑁 denote the subspace spanned by x. For a linear subspace 𝑆 ⊆ R^𝑁 , we let 𝑆^⊥ denote the subspace of vectors perpendicular to 𝑆.

Problem definitions Consider a directed graph 𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸). A cut in 𝐺 is a partition of𝑉 into two parts 𝐴, 𝐵. The undirected value of this cut is |( 𝐴 × 𝐵 ∪ 𝐵 × 𝐴) ∩ 𝐸 |/|𝐸 |. The directed value of the cut is |( 𝐴 × 𝐵) ∩ 𝐸 |/|𝐸 |. In other words, the directed value of a cut is the proportion of edges from 𝐴 to 𝐵, and the undirected value of a cut is the proportion of edges between 𝐴 and 𝐵 ignoring orientation.

While these definitions are the most natural, it will be more convenient (and is standard in the literature) to work with the following equivalent ones instead. We define, for 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ R,

Cut(𝑥, 𝑦) =

1 − 𝑥𝑦 2 , DiCut(𝑥, 𝑦) =

1 − 𝑥𝑦 + 𝑦 − 𝑥 4 . For a graph 𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸), a cut is a function 𝑐 : 𝑉 → {±1}. The undirected value of 𝑐 is

Cut(𝑐) = E_{(𝑢,𝑣) ∈ 𝐸} [Cut(𝑐(𝑢), 𝑐(𝑣))] = 1 2 E_{(𝑢,𝑣) ∈ 𝐸} [1 − 𝑐(𝑢)𝑐(𝑣)].

The directed value of 𝑐 is

DiCut(𝑐) = E_{(𝑢,𝑣) ∈ 𝐸} [DiCut(𝑐(𝑢), 𝑐(𝑣))] = 1 4 E_{(𝑢,𝑣) ∈ 𝐸} [1 − 𝑐(𝑢)𝑐(𝑣) + 𝑐(𝑣) − 𝑐(𝑢)].

Now, we define the (directed/undirected) value of a directed graph 𝐺 as follows

Cut(𝐺) = max_{𝑐:𝑉 →{±1}} Cut(𝑐).

DiCut(𝐺) = max_{𝑐:𝑉 →{±1}} DiCut(𝑐).

The Max-Cut and Max-DiCut problems are simple to describe: given a directed graph 𝐺, find or approximate Cut(𝐺) or DiCut(𝐺) respectively.^2 The problem we are interested in is a promise problem bridging the gap between the two, which we now define.

Definition 3. The Max-DiCut-vs.-Cut problem is defined as follows. Given a directed graph 𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸), for which DiCut(𝐺) = 𝜌, find a cut 𝑐 : 𝑉 → {±1} such that Cut(𝑐) ≥ 𝜌.

We observe that such a cut must exist; indeed, a cut 𝑐 witnessing DiCut(𝐺) = 𝜌 works as DiCut(𝑐) ≤ Cut(𝑐) for every cut 𝑐.

Semidefinite programming We derive the basic SDP relaxation for Max-DiCut, including triangle constraints. This SDP has been used many times before, e.g. in [BHPZ23], and was first used in [FG95].

Max-DiCut can be formulated as a quadratic program, as follows. We introduce variables 𝑥_𝑣 ∈ R for 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 ; then we solve the following maximisation problem.

maximize

𝑥_𝑣 E(𝑢,𝑣) ∈ 𝐸 [DiCut(𝑥^𝑢, 𝑥^𝑣)] = E(𝑢,𝑣) ∈ 𝐸 � 1 − 𝑥_𝑢 𝑥_𝑣 + 𝑥_𝑣 − 𝑥_𝑢 4 �

subject to 𝑥^2_𝑣 = 1 ∀𝑣 ∈ 𝑉

We change this program in two ways. First, we add the so-called triangle constraints (which hold for 𝑥_𝑣 ∈ {±1}), to get the following:

maximize

𝑥_𝑣 E(𝑢,𝑣) ∈ 𝐸 � 1 − 𝑥_𝑢 𝑥_𝑣 + 𝑥_𝑣 − 𝑥_𝑢 4 �

subject to 𝑥^2_𝑣 = 1 ∀𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 , (1 ± 𝑥_𝑢)(1 ± 𝑥_𝑣) ≥ 0 ∀(𝑢, 𝑣) ∈ 𝐸 (1)

The main problem with this formulation is that it is not homogeneous i.e. there are linear terms. In order to fix this, we introduce a variable 𝑥_0 ∈ {±1},^3 with which we multiply all linear factors. The solutions to this new program will correspond to the solutions to the old program (1), where the correspondence is given by dividing by 𝑥_0 or by setting 𝑥_0 = 1.

maximize

𝑥_𝑣, 𝑡

E_{(𝑢,𝑣) ∈ 𝐸} � 1 − 𝑥_𝑢 𝑥_𝑣 + 𝑥_0𝑥_𝑣 − 𝑥_0 𝑥_𝑢 4 �

subject to 𝑥^2_𝑣 = 1 ∀𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 ∪ {0}, (𝑥_0 ± 𝑥_𝑢)(𝑥_0 ± 𝑥_𝑣) ≥ 0 ∀(𝑢, 𝑣) ∈ 𝑉 (2)

2In the way we have defined our problems, the instance of Max-Cut is a directed graph, but the directions are arbitrary and do not matter for the problem.

3Assume without loss of generality that 0 ∉ 𝑉 .

Unfortunately, (2) is a quadratic programming problem, which is NP-hard to solve in general (and in particular, solving this SDP would solve Max-DiCut, which is not possible assuming P ≠ NP). Thus we get the canonical SDP relaxation by allowing 𝑥_𝑢 to be vectors in an arbitrarily high-dimensional vector space, replacing products between real numbers with inner products. From the way we have derived this program it is clear that its value is at least as large as DiCut(𝐺).

maximize

x_𝑣, x_0 E(𝑢,𝑣) ∈ 𝐸 � 1 − x_𝑢 · x_𝑣 + x_0 · x_𝑣 − x_0 · x_𝑢 4 �

subject to ||x_𝑣||^2 = 1 ∀𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 ∪ {0}, (x_0 ± x_𝑢) · (x_0 ± x_𝑣) ≥ 0 ∀(𝑢, 𝑣) ∈ 𝐸 (3)

This semidefinite program can be solved with error at most 𝜀 ∈ (0, 1) in polynomial time in |𝐺| and log(1/𝜀), either by the ellipsoid method [GLS81] or by interior point methods [dKV16].^4

3 Results

In this section, we prove our main results.

Theorem 1. There is a randomised algorithm which, if given a directed graph 𝐺 and 𝜀 ∈ (0, 1), finds a cut 𝑐 in 𝐺 with expected value at least DiCut(𝐺) − 𝜀 in polynomial time in |𝐺| and log(1/𝜀).

Theorem 2. There is a deterministic algorithm which, if given a directed graph 𝐺, finds a cut 𝑐 of 𝐺 with Cut(𝑐) ≥ DiCut(𝐺) in polynomial time in |𝐺|.

In order to prove this, we will need the following technical lemma, which is proved in Section 4.

Lemma 4 (Configuration lemma). Suppose we have three unit vectors x_𝑢, x_𝑣, x_0 ∈ R^𝑁 such that (x_0 ± x_𝑢) · (x_0 ±x_𝑣) ≥ 0. Let y_𝑢, y_𝑣 be the normalised projection of x_𝑢, x_𝑣 onto ⟨x_0⟩^⊥ (if x_𝑤 ∈ ⟨x_0⟩ then set y_𝑤 to be some vector perpendicular to all other vectors in the problem). Suppose 𝑎 is selected uniformly at random from [0, 1], and 𝐻 is a hyperplane selected uniformly at random such that 𝐻 (x_0) = 1. Suppose 𝑐(𝑢), 𝑐(𝑣) are defined as follows: 𝑐(𝑤) = 1 if x_𝑤 · x_0 ≥ 𝑎 or if x_𝑤 · x_0 > −𝑎 and 𝐻 (y_𝑤) = 1; otherwise 𝑐(𝑤) = −1. Then, we have

Pr_{𝑎,𝐻} [𝑐(𝑢) ≠ 𝑐(𝑣)] ≥

1 − x_𝑢 · x_𝑣 + x_0 · x_𝑣 − x_0 · x_𝑢 4 . Proof of Theorem 1. Suppose we are given an input graph 𝐺 with DiCut(𝐺) = 𝜌. Then, we first solve the semidefinite program (3), with error 𝜀; suppose that the solution vectors we get are x_𝑢 ∈ R^𝑁 for 𝑢 ∈ 𝑉 ∪{0}, where 𝑁 can be taken to be equal to the number of vectors in the problem i.e. |𝑉 | + 1.^5 The value of these vectors is at least 𝜌 − 𝜀. Now, we randomly round this SDP solution into a solution to our original problem. We first intuitively explain our rounding scheme.

Observe that the vector x_0 corresponds to +1 in our problem, whereas the vector −x_0 corresponds to −1. If some vector x_𝑢 were equal exactly to x_0 or −x_0, then intuitively we should round it to ±1 accordingly. Now, similarly, if |x_𝑢 · x_0 | is large enough, then we should also round x_𝑢 according to sgn(x_𝑢 · x_0). On the other hand, if |x_𝑢 · x_0 | is small enough, then we may as well throw away the component of x_𝑢 parallel to x_0. Thus, we set y_𝑢 to be the normalised projection of x_𝑢 onto ⟨x_0⟩^⊥. In the case x_𝑢 ∈ ⟨x_0⟩, then of course

4For simplicity we will ignore issues of real precision.

5Indeed, the SDP algorithm actually computes the inner products between all vectors x0, x𝑣 — the actual vectors can be reconstituted using a Cholesky decomposition i.e. writing a positive semidefinite matrix 𝐴 ∈ R𝑛^×𝑛 as a product 𝑋 𝑇 𝑋 for 𝑋 ∈ R𝑛^×𝑛. If 𝐴 is the matrix containing the inner products, then the columns of 𝑋 form the vectors x0, x𝑣 in the solution.

|x_𝑢 ·x_0 | is large, so the value we assign y_𝑢 shouldn’t matter; we set it to some vector perpendicular to all other vectors seen so far for simplicity. (This requires increasing the dimension of all the vectors by |𝑉 |, but this does not affect the complexity.)

Consider now an edge (𝑢, 𝑣) where both |x_𝑢 · x_0 | and |x_𝑣 · x_0 | are small. In this case, we see that x_𝑣 · x_0 − x_𝑢 · x_0 does not contribute much to the objective function. Indeed, the major contribution is by 1−x_𝑢 ·x_𝑣 = 2 Cut(x_𝑢, x_𝑣). Thus, it intuitively makes sense to round these vectors by a random hyperplane.

We are now ready to describe precisely the operation of the algorithm. First we sample a threshold 𝑎 ∈ [0, 1] uniformly at random. (This threshold separates “large” from “small” values in the informal discussion above.) If |x_𝑢 · x_0 | ≥ 𝑎 then set 𝑐(𝑢) = sgn(x_𝑢 · x_0). For all 𝑢, compute y_𝑢 as described above, namely set

y_𝑢 = x_𝑢 − (x_𝑢 · 𝑡)x_0 � 1 − (x_𝑢 · x_0)^2

whenever |x_𝑢 · x_0 | < 1, and otherwise y_𝑢 is set perpendicular to all other vectors seen so far. Sample a hyperplane 𝐻 uniformly at random such that 𝐻 (x_0) = 1. Now, for all 𝑢 for which |x_𝑢 · x_0 | < 𝑎, we set 𝑐(𝑢) = 𝐻 (y_𝑢).

For any edge (𝑢, 𝑣) ∈ 𝐸, what is the probability that this edge is correctly cut by our method? We observe that the rounding method we described is exactly the same as the one mentioned in Lemma 4, hence

Pr_{𝑎,𝐻} [𝑐(𝑢) ≠ 𝑐(𝑣)] ≥

1 − x_𝑢 · x_𝑣 + x_0 · x_𝑣 − x_0 · x_𝑢 4 . Thus, noting that E_{𝑎,𝐻} [Cut(𝑐(𝑢), 𝑐(𝑣))] = Pr_{𝑎,𝐻} [𝑐(𝑢) ≠ 𝑐(𝑣)], we have

E_{𝑎,𝐻} [Cut(𝑐)] ≥ E_{(𝑢,𝑣) ∈ 𝐸} � 1 − x_𝑢 · x_𝑣 + x_0 · x_𝑣 − x_0 · x_𝑢 4 � ≥ 𝜌 − 𝜀,

as required. □

We now derandomise our algorithm. This derandomisation scheme essentially uses the fact that our rounding scheme is a family of ROT rounding schemes i.e. schemes that essentially rotate our vectors by some angle towards/away from x_0.

Proof of Theorem 2. We first slightly modify our algorithm. For every vector x_𝑢 where |x_𝑢 · x_0 | < 𝑎 we set z_𝑢 = y_𝑢; otherwise we set z_𝑢 = sgn(x_𝑢 · x_0)x_0.

For any hyperplane where 𝐻 (x_0) = 1 and any 𝑢 ∈ 𝑉 where |x_𝑢 ·𝑡 | ≥ 𝑎, we have that 𝐻 (z_𝑢) = sgn(x_𝑢 · x_0). Thus, the following algorithm has the exact same characteristics as the algorithm from Theorem 2: compute an SDP solution x_0, x_𝑢, then select a uniformly random threshold 𝑎 ∈ [0, 1] and compute y_𝑢, z_𝑢 as described. Now, select a uniformly random hyperplane 𝐻 , with 𝐻 (x_0) = 1. Finally, set 𝑐(𝑢) = 𝐻 (z_𝑢). This algorithm will in fact output exactly the same cut 𝑐 as our original one as long as the same values of 𝑎, 𝐻 are selected.

Now, observe that the performance bound on our original algorithm says that the expected value of a cut 𝑐 created by selecting 𝑎 uniformly at random from [0, 1] and setting 𝑐(𝑢) = 𝐻 (z_𝑢) is at least 𝜌 − 𝜀. First, we observe that the exact value of 𝑎 doesn’t matter, only its value relative to |x_𝑢 · x_0 | for 𝑢 ∈ 𝑉 . Thus there are essentially 𝑂 (|𝑉 |) choices for 𝑎, and we can try all of them. Now, for the best 𝑎, we know that the expected value of the cut given by 𝑐(𝑢) = 𝐻 (z_𝑢) is at least 𝜌 − 𝜀. It is well known that given such vectors z_𝑢 we can compute a colouring of 𝐺 with value at least 𝜌 − 𝜀 − 𝜀^′ in polynomial time in |𝐺| and log(1/𝜀^′) for 𝜀 ∈ (0, 1) — indeed this amounts to derandomising the original Goemans-Williamson Max- Cut algorithm. One classic algorithm for this is given in [MR99], whereas a simpler and more optimised algorithm is given in [BK05].

Thus, by setting 𝜀 + 𝜀^′ = 1/2|𝐸 |, we get a cut 𝑐 with value at least 𝜌 − 1/2|𝐸 | = DiCut(𝐺) − 1/2|𝐸 |. But observe that DiCut(𝐺) = 𝑘/|𝐸 |, where 𝑘 is the number of edges in the optimal directed cut in 𝐺, and also Cut(𝑐) = 𝑘^′/|𝐸 |, where 𝑘^′ is the number of edges properly cut by 𝑐. It follows therefore, as 𝑘, 𝑘^′ ∈ N and 𝑘^′/|𝐸 | ≥ 𝑘/|𝐸 | − 1/2|𝐸 | i.e. 𝑘^′ ≥ 𝑘 − 1/2 that 𝑘^′ ≥ 𝑘, and hence Cut(𝑐) ≥ DiCut(𝐺). □

4 Analysis

In this section we prove the following lemma.

Lemma 4 (Configuration lemma). Suppose we have three unit vectors x_𝑢, x_𝑣, x_0 ∈ R^𝑁 such that (x_0 ± x_𝑢) · (x_0 ±x_𝑣) ≥ 0. Let y_𝑢, y_𝑣 be the normalised projection of x_𝑢, x_𝑣 onto ⟨x_0⟩^⊥ (if x_𝑤 ∈ ⟨x_0⟩ then set y_𝑤 to be some vector perpendicular to all other vectors in the problem). Suppose 𝑎 is selected uniformly at random from [0, 1], and 𝐻 is a hyperplane selected uniformly at random such that 𝐻 (x_0) = 1. Suppose 𝑐(𝑢), 𝑐(𝑣) are defined as follows: 𝑐(𝑤) = 1 if x_𝑤 · x_0 ≥ 𝑎 or if x_𝑤 · x_0 > −𝑎 and 𝐻 (y_𝑤) = 1; otherwise 𝑐(𝑤) = −1. Then, we have

Pr_{𝑎,𝐻} [𝑐(𝑢) ≠ 𝑐(𝑣)] ≥

1 − x_𝑢 · x_𝑣 + x_0 · x_𝑣 − x_0 · x_𝑢 4 . We define the value 𝜌_{𝑥𝑦𝑧}. When 𝑥 = ±1 or 𝑦 = ±1, we define 𝜌_{𝑥𝑦𝑧} = 0; otherwise,

𝜌_{𝑥𝑦𝑧} = 𝑧 − 𝑥𝑦 √ 1 − 𝑥^2 � 1 − 𝑦^2 .

In order to prove Lemma 4, we will need the following fact.

Lemma 5. Consider 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ [−1, 1] with |𝑥| ≤ 𝑦, and take 𝑧 ∈ [𝑥 + 𝑦 − 1, 1 − 𝑦 + 𝑥]. Then

1 − 𝑦 𝜋 arccos 𝜌_{𝑥𝑦𝑧} ≥

1 − 𝑧 + 𝑥 − 𝑦 4 . (4)

To prove this fact we define the following functions:

𝐹 (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) = arccos 𝜌_{𝑥𝑦𝑧} − 𝜋 4 1 − 𝑧 + 𝑥 − 𝑦 1 − 𝑦 , Δ_{𝑥𝑦} = 4𝜋^4 (1 − 𝑥^2)(1 − 𝑦^2) − 64𝜋^2 (1 − 𝑦)^2,

𝛼_{𝑥𝑦} = 𝜋 4 √ 1 − 𝑥^2 � 1 − 𝑦^2 1 − 𝑦 , 𝐺(𝑥, 𝑦) = 𝜋 − arccsc 𝛼_{𝑥𝑦} − 𝜋 4 (1 + 𝑥) − � 𝛼^2_{𝑥𝑦} − 1.

For the function 𝐺(𝑥, 𝑦) to be defined (over the reals), it is necessary for | 𝛼_{𝑥𝑦} | ≥ 1; in particular this is certainly true when Δ_{𝑥𝑦} ≥ 0, which is the only case when we will use this function. For many other of these functions, we require 𝑦 < 1; this will also always be the case when they are invoked.

Lemma 6. Assume 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ (−1, 1), 𝑦 ≥ |𝑥|, Δ_{𝑥𝑦} ≥ 0 and 𝑥𝑦 −

√_{Δ𝑥𝑦}

2𝜋^2 ≥ 𝑥 + 𝑦 − 1. Then 𝐺(𝑥, 𝑦) ≥ 0.

Proof. We observe that for 𝑥𝑦 −

√_{Δ𝑥𝑦}

2𝜋^2 ≥ 𝑥 + 𝑦 − 1 to be true, we must have

0 ≤ 1 + 𝑥𝑦 − 𝑥 − 𝑦 − � Δ_{𝑥𝑦} 2𝜋^2

= (1 − 𝑥)(1 − 𝑦) − � Δ_{𝑥𝑦} 2𝜋^2 = 1 (1 − 𝑥)(1 − 𝑦) +

√_{Δ𝑥𝑦}

2𝜋^2 � (1 − 𝑥)^2 (1 − 𝑦)^2 −

Δ_{𝑥𝑦} 4𝜋^4 � = 2(1 − 𝑦)

𝜋^2 (1 − 𝑥)(1 − 𝑦) +

√_{Δ𝑥𝑦} 2 � 8(1 − 𝑦) − 𝜋^2 (1 − 𝑥)(𝑥 + 𝑦) � .

This is true if and only if 8(1 − 𝑦) ≥ 𝜋^2 (1 − 𝑥)(𝑥 + 𝑦). Thus 𝑦 ≤ (𝜋^2 𝑥 − 𝜋^2 𝑥^2 − 8)/(𝜋^2 𝑥 − 8 − 𝜋^2).

We observe now that 𝛼_{𝑥𝑦} is an increasing function of 𝑦 on (−1, 1), hence by taking 𝑦 = (𝜋^2 𝑥 − 𝜋^2 𝑥^2 − 8)/(𝜋^2𝑥 − 8 − 𝜋^2), we find that

𝛼_{𝑥𝑦} ≤ � 1 + 𝜋^2 16 (1 − 𝑥)^2.

Furthermore, note that 𝜕 𝜕 𝛼_{𝑥𝑦}

𝐺(𝑥, 𝑦) = − � 𝛼^2_{𝑥𝑦} − 1 𝛼_{𝑥𝑦}

< 0.

Hence we minimise 𝐺 by selecting 𝑦 so as to maximise 𝛼_{𝑥𝑦}. Thus, taking 𝑦 so that 𝛼_{𝑥𝑦} = � 1 +^{𝜋 2}_{16} (1 − 𝑥)^2, we find that

𝐺(𝑥, 𝑦) ≥ 𝜋 − arccsc � 1 + 𝜋^2 16 (1 − 𝑥)^2 � − 𝜋 4 (1 + 𝑥) − � 1 + 𝜋^2 16 (1 − 𝑥)^2 2 − 1 =

𝜋 − arccsc � 1 + 𝜋^2 16 (1 − 𝑥)^2 � − 𝜋 2 ≥ 0,

as required. □

Lemma 7. Assume 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ (−1, 1) and Δ_{𝑥𝑦} ≥ 0. If 𝑧 = 𝑥𝑦 −

√_{Δ𝑥𝑦}

2𝜋^2 , then arccos 𝜌𝑥𝑦𝑧 = 𝜋 − arccsc 𝛼𝑥𝑦.

Proof. Observe that 𝑧 − 𝑥𝑦 = −

√_{Δ𝑥𝑦}

2𝜋^2 . So

𝜌_{𝑥𝑦𝑧} = − � Δ_{𝑥𝑦}

2𝜋^2 √ 1 − 𝑥^2 � 1 − 𝑦^2 = − 1 2𝜋^2 � 4𝜋^4 (1 − 𝑥^2)(1 − 𝑦^2) − 64𝜋^2 (1 − 𝑦)^2 (1 − 𝑥^2)(1 − 𝑦^2) =

− 1 2𝜋^2 � 4𝜋^4 − 64𝜋^2

(1 − 𝑦)^2 (1 − 𝑥^2)(1 − 𝑦^2) = − � 1 − 16 𝜋^2

(1 − 𝑦)^2 (1 − 𝑥^2)(1 − 𝑦^2) = − � 1 − 1/𝛼^2_{𝑥𝑦}.

Thus recalling the trigonometric identity arccos(− � 1 − 1/𝛼^2) + arccsc 𝛼 = 𝜋, we have

arccos 𝜌_{𝑥𝑦𝑧} = arccos(− � 1 − 1/𝛼^2_{𝑥𝑦}) = 𝜋 − arccsc 𝛼_{𝑥𝑦}. □

Figure 2: Plot of 𝐹 (0.14, 0.36, 𝑧)

−0.5−0.4−0.3−0.2−0.10.10.20.30.40.50.60.70.8 0.640.66 0.680.7 0.72 𝑧 𝐹 (0.14, 0.36, 𝑧)

Lemma 8. Assume 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ (−1, 1) and Δ_{𝑥𝑦} ≥ 0. If 𝑧 = 𝑥𝑦 −

√_{Δ𝑥𝑦}

2𝜋^2 , then 𝜋 4 1 − 𝑧 + 𝑥 − 𝑦 1 − 𝑦 = 𝜋 4 (1 + 𝑥) + � 𝛼^2_{𝑥𝑦} − 1.

Proof. We have 𝜋 4 1 − 𝑧 + 𝑥 − 𝑦

1 − 𝑦 = 𝜋 4 1 − 𝑥𝑦 + 𝑥 − 𝑦 1 − 𝑦 + 1 8𝜋 (1 − 𝑦) � 4𝜋^4 (1 − 𝑥^2)(1 − 𝑦^2) − 64𝜋^2 (1 − 𝑦)^2 = 𝜋 4 (1 + 𝑥)(1 − 𝑦) 1 − 𝑦 + � 𝜋^2 16 (1 − 𝑥^2)(1 − 𝑦^2) (1 − 𝑦)^2

− 1 = 𝜋 4 (1 + 𝑥) + � 𝛼^2_{𝑥𝑦} − 1,

as required. □

Lemma 9. Take 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ (−1, 1) such that |𝑥| ≤ 𝑦, and 𝑥 + 𝑦 − 1 ≤ 𝑧 ≤ 1 − 𝑦 + 𝑥. Then 𝐹 (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) ≥ 0.

For the purpose of illustration, we plot 𝐹 (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) for 𝑥 = 0.14, 𝑦 = 0.36 and 𝑧 ∈ [𝑥 + 𝑦 −1, 1− 𝑦 + 𝑥] in Fig. 2; these values for 𝑥 and 𝑦 have been chosen to highlight the more difficult case in our proof i.e. when there is a local minimum. We observe that the triangle inequalities (i.e. 𝑧 ∈ [𝑥 + 𝑦 − 1, 1 − 𝑦 + 𝑥]) seem to be necessary for our rounding scheme to work; for example, 𝑥 = 0.03, 𝑦 = 0.99, 𝑧 = −0.01 leads to 𝐹 (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) ≈ −2.07.

Proof. Fixing 𝑥, 𝑦, we want to find the 𝑧 that minimises the value of 𝐹 (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧). We consider the extreme values of 𝑧, then inspect the local minima.

Case 1: 𝒛 = 𝒙 + 𝒚 − 1. In this case, 1 − 𝑧 + 𝑥 − 𝑦 = 2 − 2𝑦, so 𝜋 4 1 − 𝑧 + 𝑥 − 𝑦 1 − 𝑦 = 𝜋 2 .

Furthermore, 𝑧 − 𝑥𝑦 = −1 + 𝑥 + 𝑦 − 𝑥𝑦 = −(1 − 𝑥)(1 − 𝑦), so

𝜌_{𝑥𝑦𝑧} = −

(1 − 𝑥)(1 − 𝑦) √ 1 − 𝑥^2 � 1 − 𝑦^2

< 0.

Thus in this case arccos 𝜌_{𝑥𝑦𝑧} > 𝜋/2, so 𝐹 (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) > 0.

Case 2: 𝒛 = 1 − 𝒚 + 𝒙. In this case 1 − 𝑧 + 𝑥 − 𝑦 = 0, so

𝐹 (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) = arccos 𝜌_{𝑥𝑦𝑧} − 0 ≥ 0.

Case 3: 𝒙 + 𝒚 − 1 < 𝒛 < 1 − 𝒚 + 𝒙. We are now looking for local minima of 𝐹 (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) with respect to 𝑧. Thus, we compute 𝜕 𝜕 𝑧 𝐹 (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) = 𝜋^2 (1 − 𝑥^2 − 𝑦^2 − 𝑧^2 + 2𝑥𝑦𝑧) − 16(1 − 𝑦)^2

4(1 − 𝑦) � 1 − 𝑥^2 − 𝑦^2 − 𝑧^2 + 2𝑥𝑦𝑧(𝜋 � 1 − 𝑥^2 − 𝑦^2 − 𝑧^2 + 2𝑥𝑦𝑧 + 4(1 − 𝑦)) .

We observe that the denominator of this fraction is always positive, and thus the sign of^𝜕_{𝜕 𝑧} 𝐹 (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) is given be the numerator, namely

𝜋^2 (1 − 𝑥^2 − 𝑦^2 − 𝑧^2 + 2𝑥𝑦𝑧) − 16(1 − 𝑦)^2.

We compute the discriminant of this quadratic, and observe that it equals Δ_{𝑥𝑦}. Thus, if Δ_{𝑥𝑦} < 0 there are no stationary points; if Δ_{𝑥𝑦} = 0 then there is one stationary point but it is neither a local minimum nor a local maximum; and if Δ_{𝑥𝑦} > 0 there are two stationary points, located at

𝑧 = 𝑥𝑦 ± � Δ_{𝑥𝑦} 2𝜋^2 . The first of these is a local minimum, and the second is a local maximum. Thus we are interested in 𝑧 = 𝑥𝑦 −

√_{Δ𝑥𝑦}

2𝜋^2 . Of course if this value does not satisfy our boundary conditions, then there are no

local minima; so we can assume that 𝑥𝑦−

√_{Δ𝑥𝑦}

2𝜋^2 ≥ 𝑥+𝑦−1. By Lemmas 7 and 8, when 𝑧 = 𝑥𝑦−

√_{Δ𝑥𝑦}

2𝜋^2 ,

we have 𝐹 (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) = 𝜋 − arccsc 𝛼_{𝑥𝑦} − 𝜋 4 (1 + 𝑥) − � 𝛼^2_{𝑥𝑦} − 1 = 𝐺(𝑥, 𝑦).

By Lemma 6, 𝐺(𝑥, 𝑦) ≥ 0, so in this case it follows that 𝐹 (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) ≥ 0 also.

Thus, our conclusion follows in all cases. □

Proof of Lemma 5. We first deal with the edge cases, when 𝑥, 𝑦 = ±1, then with the typical case. As 𝑦 ≥ |𝑥| ≥ 0, for either 𝑥 or 𝑦 to be ±1, it must be the case that 𝑦 = 1, so suppose this is the case. Then the left side of (4) is 0, whereas the right side is (𝑥 − 𝑧)/4. By assumption 𝑥 + 𝑦 − 1 ≤ 𝑧, but since 𝑦 = 1 this is the same as 𝑥 ≤ 𝑧, hence (𝑥 − 𝑧)/4 ≤ 0 as required. We can thus assume that 𝑦 < 1 and thus 𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ (−1, 1). In this case, (4) is equivalent to 𝐹 (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧) ≥ 0, which is implied by Lemma 9. □

Having proved Lemma 5, we return to the proof of Lemma 4.

Proof of Lemma 4. Suppose we let 𝑥 = x_𝑢 · x_0, 𝑦 = x_𝑣 · x_0 and 𝑧 = x_𝑢 · x_𝑣. Then (x_0 ± x_𝑢) · (x_0 ± x_𝑣) ≥ 0 amounts to

1 + 𝑥 + 𝑦 + 𝑧 ≥ 0, 1 − 𝑥 − 𝑦 + 𝑧 ≥ 0, 1 − 𝑥 + 𝑦 − 𝑧 ≥ 0, 1 + 𝑥 − 𝑦 − 𝑧 ≥ 0,

or equivalently |𝑥 + 𝑦| − 1 ≤ 𝑧 ≤ 1 − |𝑦 − 𝑥|. With this reformulation, we must show that

Pr_{𝑎,𝐻} [𝑐(𝑢) ≠ 𝑐(𝑣)] ≥

1 − 𝑧 + 𝑦 − 𝑥 4 . (5)

We first consider the effect of swapping 𝑢 and 𝑣, and/or negating x_0 has on the problem. Observe that all of these transformations maintain the requirement (x_0 ± x_𝑢) · (x_0 ± x_𝑣) ≥ 0. These transformations do not change 𝑧, but they have the effect of mapping (𝑥, 𝑦) ↦→ (𝑦, 𝑥) (for swapping) and (𝑥, 𝑦) ↦→ (−𝑥, −𝑦) (for negating). Thus, by swapping we can achieve (𝑥, 𝑦) ↦→ (𝑦, 𝑥), and by swapping and negating we can achieve (𝑥, 𝑦) ↦→ (−𝑦, −𝑥).

We claim that these transformations mean we can consider only the case 𝑥 ≤ 𝑦, |𝑥| ≤ |𝑦|. Indeed, if 𝑥 > 𝑦 then by swapping x_𝑢 and x_𝑣 we can reduce to the case 𝑥 ≤ 𝑦 while increasing the right side of (5) (i.e. reducing to a necessary subcase). Furthermore, once we are in this case, if |𝑥| > |𝑦|, then by both swapping and negating we can get to the case |𝑥| ≤ |𝑦| while remaining in the case 𝑥 ≤ 𝑦 (and not changing the values in (5)). Henceforth we assume that 𝑥 ≤ 𝑦 and |𝑥| ≤ |𝑦|.

Observe that 𝑥 ≤ 𝑦 and |𝑥| ≤ |𝑦| are equivalent to |𝑥| ≤ 𝑦; hence we know that 𝑦 − 𝑥 ≥ 0 and 𝑥 + 𝑦 ≥ 0, so |𝑥 + 𝑦| − 1 ≤ 𝑧 ≤ 1 − |𝑦 − 𝑥| becomes 𝑥 + 𝑦 − 1 ≤ 𝑧 ≤ 1 − 𝑦 + 𝑥.

Now, what is the inner product of y_𝑢 and y_𝑣? We observe that, as long as |x_𝑤 · x_0 | < 1, we have

y_𝑤 = x_𝑤 − (x_𝑤 · x_0)x_0 � 1 − (x_𝑤 · x_0)^2 . Hence in this case we have

y_𝑢 · y_𝑣 =

(x_𝑢 − (x_𝑢 · x_0)x_0)(x_𝑣 − (x_𝑣 · x_0)x_0) � 1 − (x_𝑢 · x_0)^2 � 1 − (x_𝑣 · x_0)^2 = x_𝑢 · x_𝑣 − (x_𝑢 · x_0)(x_𝑣 · x_0) � 1 − (x_𝑢 · x_0)^2 � 1 − (x_𝑣 · x_0)^2 = 𝑧 − 𝑥𝑦 √ 1 − 𝑥^2 � 1 − 𝑦^2 .

Conversely if |x_𝑤 · 𝑡 | = 1, then y_𝑤 is perpendicular to all other vectors y_𝑤′ , so we have y_𝑢 · y_𝑣 = 0. Hence we observe that in all cases y_𝑢 · y_𝑣 = 𝜌_{𝑥𝑦𝑧}.

Now, let us investigate what Pr_{𝑎,𝐻} [𝑐(𝑢) ≠ 𝑐(𝑣)] is. There are two main cases, depending on the sign of 𝑥. Case 1: 𝒙 ≤ 0. In this case, with probability −𝑥 we have that 𝑎 ≤ |𝑥| ≤ |𝑦|, and hence 𝑐(𝑢) = −1, 𝑐(𝑣) = 1. With probability |𝑦| − |𝑥| = 𝑥 + 𝑦, we have |𝑥| < 𝑎 ≤ |𝑦|, in which case 𝑐(𝑣) = 1 but 𝑐(𝑢) is uniformly randomly distributed in {±1}. With probability 1 − |𝑦| = 1 − 𝑦 we have 𝑎 > |𝑦| ≥ |𝑥|, in which case y_𝑢, y_𝑣 are separated by the random hyperplane 𝐻 with probability (1/𝜋) arccos 𝜌_{𝑥𝑦𝑧}. So Pr_{𝑎,𝐻} [𝑐(𝑢) ≠ 𝑐(𝑣)] = −𝑥 + 𝑥 + 𝑦 2 + 1 − 𝑦 𝜋 arccos 𝜌_{𝑥𝑦𝑧}.

By Lemma 5, we have ((1 − 𝑦)/𝜋) arccos 𝜌_{𝑥𝑦𝑧} ≥ (1 − 𝑧 + 𝑥 − 𝑦)/4, so

Pr_{𝑎,𝐻} [𝑐(𝑢) ≠ 𝑐(𝑣)] ≥ −𝑥 + 𝑥 + 𝑦 2 + 1 − 𝑧 + 𝑥 − 𝑦 4 = 1 − 𝑧 + 𝑦 − 𝑥 4 . Case 2: 𝒙 > 0. In this case, with probability 𝑥 we have 𝑎 ≤ |𝑥| ≤ |𝑦|, and hence 𝑐(𝑢) = 1, 𝑐(𝑣) = 1. With probability |𝑦| − |𝑥| = 𝑦 − 𝑥, we have |𝑥| < 𝑎 ≤ |𝑦|, in which case 𝑐(𝑣) = 1 but 𝑐(𝑢) is uniformly randomly distributed in {±1}. With probability 1 − |𝑦| = 1 − 𝑦 we have 𝑎 > |𝑦| ≥ |𝑥|, in which case y_𝑢, y_𝑣 are separated by 𝐻 with probability (1/𝜋) arccos 𝜌_{𝑥𝑦𝑧}. So, applying Lemma 5 as before, we have

Pr_{𝑎,𝐻} [𝑐(𝑢) ≠ 𝑐(𝑣)] = 𝑦 − 𝑥 2 + 1 − 𝑦 𝜋 arccos 𝜌_{𝑥𝑦𝑧} ≥ 𝑦 − 𝑥 2 + 1 − 𝑧 + 𝑥 − 𝑦 4 ≥ 1 − 𝑧 + 𝑦 − 𝑥 4 . Hence our conclusion follows in all cases. □

References

[Aus10] Per Austrin. Towards Sharp Inapproximability for Any 2-CSP. SIAM J. Computing, 39(6):2430–2463, 2010. doi:10.1137/070711670.

[BBK^+24] Libor Barto, Silvia Butti, Alexandr Kazda, Caterina Viola, and Stanislav Živný. Algebraic approach to approximation, 2024. arXiv:2401.15186.

[BHPZ23] Joshua Brakensiek, Neng Huang, Aaron Potechin, and Uri Zwick. Separating MAX 2- and, MAX DI-CUT and MAX CUT. In Proc. 64th IEEE Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS’23), pages 234–252. IEEE, 2023. arXiv:2212.11191,

doi:10.1109/FOCS57990.2023.00023.

[BK05] Ankur Bhargava and S. Rao Kosaraju. Derandomization of dimensionality reduction and SDP based algorithms. In Proc. 8th International Workshop on Algorithms and Data Structures (WADS’05), pages 396–408. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 2005. doi:10.1007/11534273\_35.

[dKV16] Etienne de Klerk and Frank Vallentin. On the Turing Model Complexity of Interior Point Methods for Semidefinite Programming. SIAM J. Optim., 26(3):1944–1961, 2016. doi:10.1137/15M103114X.

[FG95] Uriel Feige and Michel X. Goemans. Aproximating the Value of Two Prover Proof Systems, With Applications to MAX 2SAT and MAX DICUT. In Proc. 3rd Israel Symposium on Theory of Computing and Systems (ISTCS’95), pages 182–189. IEEE Computer Society, 1995.

doi:10.1109/ISTCS.1995.377033.

[FL92] Uriel Feige and László Lovász. Two-prover one-round proof systems: Their power and their problems (extended abstract). In Proc. 24th Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing (STOC’92), pages 733–744. ACM, 1992. doi:10.1145/129712.129783.

[GLS81] Martin Grötschel, László Lovász, and Alexander Schrijver. The ellipsoid method and its consequences in combinatorial optimization. Comb., 1(2):169–197, 1981. doi:10.1007/BF02579273.

[GW95] Michel X. Goemans and David P. Williamson. Improved approximation algorithms for maximum cut and satisfiability problems using semidefinite programming. J. ACM, 42(6):1115–1145, 1995.

doi:10.1145/227683.227684.

[Hås01] Johan Håstad. Some optimal inapproximability results. J. ACM, 48(4):798–859, jul 2001.

doi:10.1145/502090.502098.

[Kar72] Richard M. Karp. Reducibility among combinatorial problems. In Complexity of Computer Computations: Proceedings of a symposium on the Complexity of Computer Computations, pages 85–103. Springer US, 1972. doi:10.1007/978-1-4684-2001-2_9.

[Kho02] Subhash Khot. On the power of unique 2-prover 1-round games. In Proc. 34th Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing (STOC’02), pages 767–775. ACM, 2002. doi:10.1145/509907.510017.

[KKMO07] Subhash Khot, Guy Kindler, Elchanan Mossel, and Ryan O’Donnell. Optimal Inapproximability Results for MAX-CUT and Other 2-Variable CSPs? SIAM J. Comput., 37(1):319–357, 2007.

doi:10.1137/S0097539705447372.

[KSTW00] Sanjeev Khanna, Madhu Sudan, Luca Trevisan, and David P. Williamson. The approximability of constraint satisfaction problems. SIAM J. Comput., 30(6):1863–1920, 2000.

doi:10.1137/S0097539799349948.

[LLZ02] Michael Lewin, Dror Livnat, and Uri Zwick. Improved Rounding Techniques for the MAX 2-SAT and MAX DI-CUT Problems. In Proc. 9th International Conference on Integer Programming and Combinatorial Optimization (IPCO’02), volume 2337 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 67–82. Springer, 2002. doi:10.1007/3-540-47867-1\_6.

[MM03] Shiro Matuura and Tomomi Matsui. New approximation algorithms for MAX 2SAT and MAX DICUT. Journal of the Operations Research Society of Japan, 46(2):178–188, 2003.

doi:10.15807/jorsj.46.178.

[MM17] Konstantin Makarychev and Yury Makarychev. Approximation Algorithms for CSPs. In Andrei A. Krokhin and Stanislav Živný, editors, The Constraint Satisfaction Problem: Complexity and Approximability, volume 7 of Dagstuhl Follow-Ups, pages 287–325. Schloss Dagstuhl - Leibniz-Zentrum für Informatik, 2017. doi:10.4230/DFU.VOL7.15301.11.

[MOO10] Elchanan Mossel, Ryan O’Donnell, and Krzysztof Oleszkiewicz. Noise stability of functions with low influences: invariance and optimality. Ann. of Math. (2), 171(1):295–341, 2010.

doi:10.4007/annals.2010.171.295.

[MR99] Sanjeev Mahajan and H. Ramesh. Derandomizing approximation algorithms based on semidefinite programming. SIAM J. Comput., 28(5):1641–1663, 1999. doi:10.1137/S0097539796309326.

[NŽ23] Tamio-Vesa Nakajima and Stanislav Živný. Maximum 𝑘- vs. ℓ -colourings of graphs, 2023.

arXiv:2311.00440.

[Rag08] Prasad Raghavendra. Optimal algorithms and inapproximability results for every CSP? In Proc. 40th Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing (STOC’08), pages 245–254, 2008.

doi:10.1145/1374376.1374414.

[RS09] Prasad Raghavendra and David Steurer. How to round any CSP. In Proc. 50th Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS’09), pages 586–594. IEEE Computer Society, 2009.

doi:10.1109/FOCS.2009.74.

[TSSW00] Luca Trevisan, Gregory B. Sorkin, Madhu Sudan, and David P. Williamson. Gadgets, approximation, and linear programming. SIAM J. Comput., 29(6):2074–2097, 2000.

doi:10.1137/S0097539797328847.