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Uniform Brackets, Containers, and Combinatorial

Macbeath Regions

Kunal Dutta ∗† Arijit Ghosh ‡ Shay Moran §

Abstract

We study the connections between three seemingly different combinatorial structures – uni-
form brackets in statistics and probability theory, containers in online and distributed learning
theory, and combinatorial Macbeath regions, or Mnets in discrete and computational geometry.
We show that these three concepts are manifestations of a single combinatorial property that
can be expressed under a unified framework along the lines of Vapnik-Chervonenkis type theory
for uniform convergence. These new connections help us to bring tools from discrete and com-
putational geometry to prove improved bounds for these objects. Our improved bounds help to
get an optimal algorithm for distributed learning of halfspaces, an improved algorithm for the
distributed convex set disjointness problem, and improved regret bounds for online algorithms
against σ-smoothed adversary for a large class of semi-algebraic threshold functions.

Keywords. Communication Complexity, Distributed Learning, Emperical Process Theory, Online
Algorithms, Discrete Geometry, and Computational Geometry

1 Introduction

A particularly pleasing situation in theoretical studies is when seemingly independent notions arising
in disparate areas with different applications and techniques, turn out to have a common theoret-
ical basis. In this article, we study a combinatorial notion whose manifestations appear in three
different areas as distinct combinatorial objects – as uniform brackets in statistical learning and
empirical process theory, containers in online and distributed learning theory, and Combinatorial
Macbeath regions, or Mnets in discrete and computational geometry – and show that these are con-
sequences of an underlying combinatorial property. The close connection between uniform brackets
and containers has been known [BKMS21, HRS20]. We connect these notions with Mnets, which
are discrete analogues of a classical theorem of Macbeath in convex geometry. This allows us to
import tools from discrete and computational geometry to solve problems and improve bounds in
each of these areas, in some cases proving optimal new bounds.

As we aim to keep this paper accessible to readers from all three communities, we begin with
a brief introduction to the notions involved. Given a probability space (X ,Ω, µ), together with a
family H of measurable sets in Ω and a parameter ε ∈ (0, 1), an ε-uniform bracket, or ε-bracket for
short, for H is a family B of measurable sets such that for every H ∈ H, there exist sets A, B ∈ B
with

A ⊆ H ⊆ B and µ(B \ A) ≤ ε.
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The ε-bracketing number N[ ](H, µ, ε) of H with respect to the measure µ, is the smallest possible
size of an ε-bracket for H. The logarithm of N[ ](H, µ, ε) is referred to as the bracketing entropy.

For a set system (X,F), where X is finite and F ⊆ 2X , a family of subsets B of X is an ε-bracket
if for all F ∈ F there exist B+ and B− in B such that

B− ⊆ F ⊆ B+ and |B+ \B−| ≤ ε|X|.

The significance of the bracketing number in empirical process theory stems from the fact that
bounds on N[ ](H, µ, ε) can be used to obtain simpler and more robust versions of uniform conver-
gence and the law of large numbers for the corresponding families of events. In particular, the proof
of uniform convergence using ε-brackets follows directly from standard concentration inequalities
together with a union bound, and does not require the symmetrization trick of Vapnik and Cher-
vonenkis [VC71]. Thus uniform convergence for families of bounded bracketing number, holds even
when the point sample X is generated using non-i.i.d. processes. Recently, ε-brackets were used by
Haghtalab, Roughgarden and Shetty [HRS20] for the smoothed analysis of online and differentially
private learning algorithms. For a more comprehensive introduction to these topics, we refer the
reader to [AN10, vH13].

Containers were recently introduced by Braverman, Kol, Moran and Saxena [BKMS21] to study
the communication complexity of distributed learning problems. The choice of the term containers
was inspired by the related notion of containers for independent sets in hypergraphs [BMS15, ST15].
Given a set system (X,F) consisting of a ground set X and a family of subsets F ⊂ 2X , together
with a parameter ε ∈ (0, 1), an ε-container C is a collection of subsets of X such that for every set
F ∈ F , there exists a member C ∈ C such that F ⊂ C and |C \ F | ≤ εn. A set system of points
and halfspaces in R

d has a set X of points in R
d and the collection F as all possible subsets of

X which can be generated via intersection with a halfspace in R
d. Braverman, Kol, Moran and

Saxena [BKMS21] proved a new dual version of the classical Carathéodory’s theorem for points and
halfspaces in R

d, and used it to show that systems of points and halfspaces in R
d have ε-containers

of size O
(

(d/ε)d
)

. This allowed them to design improved protocols for bounding the communication
complexity of learning problems such as distributed learning of halfspaces and distributed linear
programming.

A classical theorem of Macbeath [Mac52] in convex geometry states that for any ε ∈ (0, 1),
every convex body in R

d of unit volume contains a collection of subsets, each of volume Ω(ε),
such that any halfspace intersecting at least an ε-volume of the body must contain at least one of
the subsets from the collection. Since its introduction Macbeath regions have been an important
object of study in convex geometry [B0́0, B0́8]. More recently, Macbeath regions were used for
proving data structure lower bounds [BCP93, AMX12], and convex body approximation problems in
computational geometry [AdFM17a, AdFM17b, AAdFM20]. Mnets were proposed as combinatorial
analogues of Macbeath’s theorem by Mustafa and Ray [MR17], who showed their existence for
many geometrically defined classes of set systems. Later their result was generalized to hold for
semi-algebraic set systems with bounded shallow cell complexity by Dutta, Ghosh, Jartoux and
Mustafa [DGJM19]. A set system (X,S) is said to have a λ-heavy ε-Mnet, if there exists a collection
M of subsets of X such that for any set S ∈ S with at least ε|X| elements, there exists a member
M of M which is contained in S, and has at least λ|S| elements. Mnets can be used to prove the
existence of optimal-sized ε-nets for almost all studied classes of geometric set systems [DGJM19].

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we present our explicit results and
applications, together with some previous work. Next, we give some preliminary background in
Section 3, followed by our general results. The proofs of our results are in Section 5.
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2 Related work and outline of our results

Our contribution may be thought of as having two components – a conceptual component and a
technical one. Conceptually, our main contribution is to find the connection between three com-
binatorial concepts – ε-brackets, ε-containers, and Mnets. Roughly, we show that the existence of
any one of these structures in a set system implies the existence of the other two in the system or
in its complement. To quantify these connections, we introduce the notion of Property M, which
essentially represents the existence of Mnets of bounded size in a set system. These results, along
with the definition of Property M, are presented in Section 3 after the necessary background.

Our technical contribution is to exploit these connections to prove several new results improving
existing bounds as well as finding new applications for Mnets, ε-containers and ε-brackets. These
include improved bounds on the size of ε-brackets and ε-containers with optimal dependence on
the ambient dimension and showing the existence of λ-heavy ε-Mnets for arbitrary λ. We proceed
to give several applications of our improved bounds, such as in distributed learning of halfspaces
and distributed linear programming, and the smoothed analysis of online and differentially private
learning. We also extend the results of [MR17, DGJM19], who showed the existence of Λ-heavy
Mnets for a fixed Λ ∈ (0, 1/2), to show the existence of λ-heavy Mnets for any given λ ∈ (0, 1).
These results follow from the new connections between brackets, containers and Mnets we have
developed in this paper.

Our general bounds are in terms of shallow cell complexity and Property M and so can seem
somewhat abstract. Therefore we are deferring the conceptual connections in their full generality
to Section 3. For a set system (X,R), its projection on to a subset Y ⊂ X of the ground set is
the system (Y,R|Y ), where R|Y := {R ∩ Y | R ∈ R}. The VC dimension of (X,R) is the size of

the largest subset Y ⊂ X, such that R|Y ≡ 2Y , i.e. the entire power set of Y is expressible as a
collection of intersections with members of the family R. In this section, we will present a more
simplified version of the structural results, in terms of the VC dimension, and give applications of
these results to online and distributed learning.

2.1 Bounds for Semi-algebraic Set Systems

Semi-algebraic set systems, see the Definition 3.4, are systems where the family of subsets can be
described as the intersection of the ground set with a semi-algebraic family of inequalities, that
is, inequalities which can be formulated using a constant number of Boolean operations between
polynomials of bounded degree. These include halfspaces, balls, axis-parallel boxes, k-polytopes
(where k is a constant), etc. A set system (X,R) has shallow-cell complexity ψ(·, ·) if for any finite
subset Y of X, the number of subsets of Y of size at most ℓ, with ℓ ≤ |Y |, that can arise as
intersections with R is at most |Y | · ψ(|Y |, ℓ). We refer the reader to Section 3 for more precise
definitions and some further examples.

For semi-algebraic set systems of bounded shallow cell complexity, our bounds for Mnets, con-
tainers and brackets can be stated more explicitly, as given below.

Mnets of arbitrary heaviness. The Mnet construction of Mustafa and Ray [MR17] as well as
those obtained in [DGJM19] are λ-heavy where λ ≤ 1/2. In fact in the case of the Mnets obtained
in [DGJM19] λ is given by the multilevel polynomial partitioning theorem, and depends inversely
polynomially on the ambient dimension, the maximum degree of the polynomial family, and the
number of allowed Boolean operations. A natural question that arises is, can the heaviness of
the constructed Mnets be improved beyond 1/2 or even be made arbitrarily close to 1? A priori,
this does not seem possible using the previous techniques, as these rely on an application of the
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pigeonhole principle to choose a region from an integral number of regions, all of which are enclosed
by a range. Thus, in the best case, there are 2 regions inside a range and one is chosen, which gives
λ = 1/2.

Our first result is that for semi-algebraic systems, Mnets of arbitrarily small heaviness can be
boosted to get Mnets of any desired heaviness λ. This extends and generalizes the results of [MR17]
and [DGJM19], whose techniques, as we observed earlier, cannot give Mnets of heaviness more than
1/2.

Theorem 2.1 (Informal statement: Mnet for semi-algebraic set system). Let X ⊂ R
d, and (X,R)

be a set system induced by semi-algebraic regions in R
d of constant complexity with VC dimension

d0. Then there exists λ-heavy η-Mnets M of (X,R) of size at most

|M| ≤

Å

2

1− λ

ãc1d0

×

Å

c2
η

ã2d0

,

where c1 depends only on d and c2 is an absolute constant. (For a more precise bound in terms of
the shallow cell complexity see Theorem 4.8)

Containers. Generalizing the results of Braverman et al. [BKMS21] showing the existence of
containers for points and halfspaces, we show that containers can be obtained for semi-algebraic set
systems.

Theorem 2.2 (Informal statement: Containers for semi-algebraic set systems). Let X ⊂ R
d, and

(X,R) be a set system induced by semi-algebraic regions in R
d of constant complexity with VC

dimension d0. Then there exists an ε-container C for (X,R) of size at most

|C| ≤

Å

2

ε

ãcd0

,

where c depends only on d. (For a more precise bound in terms of the shallow cell complexity see
Theorem 4.10)

While the bounds on containers for points and halfspaces in [BKMS21] can be shown to hold for
semi-algebraic systems using operations like Veronese mappings and lifts, such operations can blow
up the ambient dimensionality – which appears in the exponent in the bounds – by a polynomial
factor. The general version of Theorem 4.10 (see Theorem 4.10) gives direct bounds on the size of the
container family in terms of shallow cell complexity, which in some case has a lower dimensionality,
and therefore better bounds, than those of [BKMS21]. This is usually the case for things like ε-nets
as shallow cell complexity captures the combinatorial complexity of set systems at a much finer
scale than for say VC dimension [AES09, Var10, CGKS12, MDG18, MV17].

More specifically, for set system of points and halfspaces in R
d we obtain the following improved

bound for containers for points and halfspaces.

Theorem 2.3 (Improved container bounds for points and halfspaces). Let X ⊂ R
d, and ε ∈ (0, 1).

Then there exists a collection of subset C of X of size at most
(

2
ε

)O(d)
such that for all halfspaces h

of Rd there exists Ch ∈ C such that

X ∩ h ⊆ Ch and |Ch \ (X ∩ h) | ≤ ε|X|.

The above theorem removes the multiplicative factor of dO(d) which appears in the bounds of
Braverman et al. [BKMS21], thus significantly improving the dependence on the ambient dimension,
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from superexponential to exponential. It is easier to see the improvement in Theorem 2.3 if we fix
some ε ∈ (0, 1) and make d tend to infinity. This dynamic plays a crucial role in getting the optimal
communication complexity of distributed learning of halfspace problem, see Theorem 2.9.

Uniform brackets. Finally, we combine Theorems 2.1 and 2.2 to get explicit bounds on the size
of ε-brackets.

Corollary 2.4 (Informal statement: Bracket for semi-algebraic set systems). Let X ⊂ R
d, and

(X,R) be a set system induced by semi-algebraic regions in R
d of constant complexity with VC

dimension d0. Then there exists an ε-bracket B for (X,R) of size at most

|C| ≤

Å

2

ε

ãcd0

,

where c depends only on d. (For a more precise bound in terms of the shallow cell complexity see
Theorem 4.11)

It is a simple exercise to see that any ε/2-container for points and halfspaces in R
d is also an

ε-bracket for the same set of points and halfspaces in R
d. Therefore, we get the following result

directly from Theorem 2.3.

Corollary 2.5 (Improved bracketing bounds for points and halfspaces). Let X ⊂ R
d, and ε ∈ (0, 1).

Then there exists a collection of subset B of X of size at most
(

2
ε

)O(d)
such that for all halfspaces

h of Rd, there exist sets B−
h and B+

h in B such that

B−
h ⊆ X ∩ h ⊆ B+

h and |B+
h \B−

h | ≤ ε|X|.

The above theorem directly implies an improved distribution-free1 bound for any collection of
halfspaces in R

d. See, Braverman et al. [BKMS21] and Haghtalab et al. [HRS20].

Corollary 2.6 (Improved bracketing number for halfspaces). Let H be a family of halfspaces in

R
d. For all ε ∈ (0, 1), and probability measure µ over R

d we have N[ ](H, µ, ε) ≤ (2/ε)O(d).

Braverman et al. [BKMS21] and Haghtalab et al. [HRS20] showed that distribution-free ε-

bracketing number for halfspaces in R
d is

(

d
ε

)O(d)
. Note that our result is an improvement over this

bound by a factor of dO(d). More detailed calculations reveal the constant in the O(d)-exponent to
be less than 7.03 in our case.

Further, the following lower bounds show that the upper bounds established above are best
possible up to dimension-independent constants in the exponent

Theorem 2.7 (Lower bounds for ε-containers). There exists Cd that depends only on d such that
the following holds:

• Given positive integers d ≥ 2, n, and ε ∈ (0, 1), there exists a set X of n points in R
d such

that any ε-container for the set system induced by the set X and halfspaces has size at least

Cd ·
1

ε⌊(d+1)/3⌋
.

1Our upper bound on the ε-bracketing number for halfspaces in R
d is called distribution-free because the bound

does not depend on the probability measure µ.
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• For all integers d ≥ 2, n ≥ 0, and ε ∈ (0, 1), there exists a set Y of n points in R
d such that

any ε-container for the set system induced by the set Y and hyperplanes has size at least

Cd ·
1

εd
.

Remark 2.8. 1. The lower bounds in Theorem 2.7 directly follow from [MR17, Corollary 4.1]
and [DGJM19, Theorem 4.6].

2. Note that the set systems induced by halfspaces and hyperplanes in R
d have VC dimension

d+ 1 and d respectively.

3. Family of hyperplanes and halfspaces in R
d belong to the semi-algebraic family Γd,1,1.

2.2 Applications

Our improved bounds have applications in several areas such as the smoothed analysis of online
learning algorithms as well as in distributed learning algorithms, e.g. the disjointedness of convex
bodies and LP feasibility. Some of these applications are described below.

Distributed learning of halfspaces. Linear classifiers are objects of central importance in many
machine learning algorithms, beginning from the original perceptron model of Rosenblatt [Roo58] to
modern algorithms like neural networks, kernel machines, etc. A basic problem in machine learning
therefore, relates to the learning of linear classifiers, which are essentially halfspaces. The distributed
learning of halfspaces problem has received considerable attention [CZW+07, FCG10, MHM10,
BBFM12, IPSV12, KLMY19, BKMS21]. Balcan et al. [BBFM12] and Daumé III et al. [IPSV12]
proved an upper bound of O(d log2 n) bits on the communication complexity of learning halfspaces
over a domain of n points in R

d, and Kane et al. [KLMY19] proved that any randomized protocol
for the above problem will require Ω (d+ log n) bits of communication. Braverman et al. [BKMS21]
gave an improved a deterministic protocol with communication complexity O(d log d log n), and
proved an almost matching lower bound of Ω(d log(n/d)).

Let U be a known set of n points in R
d. In distributed learning of halfspaces problem, two players,

Alice and Bob are given sets Sa and Sb where Sa, Sb ⊆ U × {±1} respectively such that the sets
{(x,+1) ∈ Sa ∪ Sb : x ∈ U} and {(x,−1) ∈ Sa ∪ Sb : x ∈ U} can be separated by a hyperplane in
R
d. The goal is for both the players, using to agree classifier H : U → {±1}, such that

• if (x,+1) ∈ Sa ∪ Sb then H(x) = +1, and

• if (x,−1) ∈ Sa ∪ Sb then H(x) = −1.

Using the communication protocol of Braverman et al. [BKMS21] for the problem together
with Corollary 4.5 we get the following upper bound which tightly2 meets the lower bound when
n ≥ d1+Ω(1).

Theorem 2.9. Let U be a known n-sized subset of Rd. Then, there exists a deterministic protocol
for Learning Halfspaces over U with communication complexity O (d log n) bits.

We note that in this context previous works typically assume that the number of domain points
n is much larger than the euclidean-dimension, and often even that n = exp(d). (Consider e.g. the
natural case when the domain

U = {0, 1}d

2That is, up to a universal multiplicative constant.
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consists of all binary vectors in R
d.) In such cases, the above upper bound completely resolves the

communication complexity of distributed learning of halfspaces.

Distributed convex set disjointness problem and LP feasibility. Kane et al. [KLMY19]
introduced the distributed convex set disjointness problem in communication complexity, where, like
in the case of distributed learning of halfspaces, there is a known n-sized domain U ⊂ R

d and two
parties Alice and Bob are given as inputs Sa and Sb, with Sa, Sb ⊂ U , respectively. The goal is for
both parties to decide if the convex hulls3 conv(Sa) and conv(Sb) intersect or not. Note that the
distributed convex set disjointness problem is equivalent to the fundamental problem of two-party
distributed Linear Programming (LP) feasibility. For a more detailed discussion on this equivalence,
see [BKMS21].

Vempala et al. [VWW20] gave the first O
(

d3 log2 n
)

upper bound for the distributed convex set
disjointness problem, and Ω (d log n) and Ω (log n) lower bounds for the deterministic and random-
ized settings respectively. Braverman et al. [BKMS21] gave an improved O

(

d2 log d log n
)

upper
bound for the distributed convex set disjointness problem, and they also proved a randomized
Ω(d log n) bits lower bound. Observe that Theorem 2.10 gives an log d factor improvement over the
bound of Braverman et al. [BKMS21].

Using the Braverman et al. [BKMS21] communication protocol for the distributed convex set
disjointness problem together with Corollary 2.5 we get the following result.

Theorem 2.10. Let U be an n-sized subset of Rd. Then there exists a deterministic communication
protocol for Convex Set Disjointness problem over U with communication complexity O

(

d2 log n
)

bits.

Improved bracketing number and online algorithms. The bracketing number of a set sys-
tem is a fundamental tool in statistics for proving uniform laws of large numbers for empirical
processes [AN10]. More recently, Haghtalab, Roughgarden and Shetty [HRS20] used bracketing
numbers for smoothed analysis of online and differentially private learning algorithms.

Haghtalab, Roughgarden and Shetty [HRS20], using the Braverman et al. [BKMS21] ε-container
bound for points and halfspaces, showed that

N[ ]

Ä

Pn,d, µ, ǫ
ä

≤ exp
Ä

c1n
d ln
Ä

nd/ǫ
ää

, and N[ ]

Ä

Qd,k, µ, ǫ
ä

≤ exp (c2nk ln (nk/ǫ)) . (1)

where Pn,d denotes the class of d-degree polynomial threshold functions in R
n and Qn,k be the class of

k-polytopes in R
n, and c1 and c2 are absolute constants. Using Corollary 2.6, together with [HRS20,

Theorem 3.7], we can directly improve the distribution-free bounds for ε-bracketing numbers:

Theorem 2.11. Let (Rn,Ω, µ) be a probability space. Then

1. N[ ]

(

Pn,d, µ, ǫ
)

≤ exp
(

c1n
d ln (1/ǫ)

)

, where c1 is an absolute constant.

2. N[ ]

(

Qd,k, µ, ǫ
)

≤ exp (c2nk ln (1/ǫ)), where c2 is an absolute constant.

The notion of regret minimization is a standard measure of the effectiveness of machine learning
algorithms. In the context of online learning, which has arisen from the need to design learning
algorithms robust to small changes in the input data, worst-case online learnability is character-
ized by having finite Littlestone dimension [ALMM19, BPS09, BLM20]. However, this can be a
very restrictive condition, as there are instances of problems which have constant VC dimension,

3For any subset S of Rd, convex hull of S will be denoted by conv(S).
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yet their Littlestone dimension is infinite [AHW87, ALMM19, BPS09, BLM20]. Recently, going be-
yond worst-case analysis, Haghtalab et al. [HRS20] have introduced the smoothed analysis paradigm
of Spielman-Teng [ST04] to the context of online learning algorithms. Using this paradigm, they
designed online learning no-regret algorithms for several problems with infinite Littlestone dimen-
sion, even for the case of adaptive adversaries, provided the adversaries choose from a σ-smooth
distribution. For an introduction to online regret minimization against an σ-smoothed adversary
see [HRS20].

Using Theorem 2.11, together with [HRS20, Theorem 3.3] we will get the following improved
online algorithm whose regret against an adaptive σ-smoothed adversary on Pn,d and Qn,k satisfies:

Theorem 2.12. There exists an online algorithm against an adaptive σ-smoothed adversary whose
regret after T -steps is

1. O
(
»

T ·VCdim (Pn,d) log T
σ

)

if the class of functions is Pn,d.

2. O
(
»

T ·VCdim (Qn,k) log T
σ

)

if the class of functions is Qn,d.

Remark 2.13. Theorem 2.12 is an improvement over [HRS20, Corollary 3.8] where the regret
bounds were

O

Ç
 

T ·VCdim (Pn,d)

Å

log
T

σ
+ logVCdim (Pn,d)

ã

å

and

O

Ç
 

T ·VCdim (Pn,d)

Å

log
T

σ
+ logVCdim (Pn,d)

ã

å

for the class of functions Pn,d and Qn,d respectively.

3 Notations, definitions, and background results

In this section, we formally define various notions, definitions, and necessary background used in
this work.

Notations

We use the following notational conventions throughout the paper. The complement of a set R with
respect to some ground set X, is denoted by Rc := X \ R. The complement family of a family of
subsets R of the ground set X, is denoted by R(c) := {X \R | R ∈ R}. Given two sets A and B,
A∆B denotes the symmetric difference between the two sets, that is, A∆B = (A\B)∪ (B \A). For
a family of subsets R ⊂ 2X , the sub-family of subsets of size at most t, is denoted by R≤t := {R |
R ∈ R and |R| ≤ t}, and similarly we can define R≥t, R<t and R>t. For an open interval I = (a, b),
the family of ranges R ∈ R with |R| ∈ I, are denoted by R(a,b). We use the corresponding notations
for closed and half-open intervals.

Definitions and background results

Lemma 3.1 (Sauer-Shelah Lemma [Sau72, She72]). Let (X,S) be a set system with |X| = n, having
VC dimension d0. Then the number of sets in the family S satisfies

|S| ≤
d0
∑

i=0

Ç

n

i

å

≤

Å

en

d0

ãd0

.
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As mentioned in the Introduction, the shallow cell complexity is a finer characterization of the
complexity of a set system than its VC dimension, and it has been shown that for most geometric
set systems, the shallow cell complexity yields optimal bounds on the sizes of ε-nets and related
structures.

Definition 3.2. A set system (X,R) has shallow-cell complexity ψ(·, ·) if for any finite subset Y
of X, we have that the number of subsets in R|Y of size at most ℓ is at most |Y | · ψ(|Y |, ℓ).

Next, we formally define semi-algebraic families in R
d and the set systems generated by them.

Definition 3.3. Given d, s,∆ ∈ N, the semi-algebraic family Γd,∆,s denotes the class of all subsets
of R

d which can be defined by a boolean formula with at most s Boolean operations (i.e. union,
intersection, and complementation) on sets definable by polynomial inequalities of the type f(x) ≥ 0,
where f : Rd → R is a d-variate polynomial of degree at most ∆.

Definition 3.4. A range space (X,R) where X is a set of n points in R
d, is said to be a semi-

algebraic system generated by Γd,∆,s if for every R ∈ R, there exists a set S ∈ Γd,∆,s such that
R = S ∩X.

The existence of Mnets of bounded size for semi-algebraic systems of bounded VC dimension
was proved in [DGJM19].

Theorem 3.5 (Mnets for semialgebraic set systems [DGJM19]). Let d, d0, ∆ and s be integers and
(X,R) be a semialgebraic set system generated by Γd,∆,s, with |X| = n and VC dimension at most
d0. Then there exists a constant Λ = Λd,∆,s ∈ (0, 1) such that for any ε > 0 the system (X,R) has
a Λ-heavy ε-Mnet of size

K ·
(c

ε

)d0
,

where K = Kd,∆,s depends only d, ∆ and s, and c is an absolute constant independent of n, d, d0, s
and ∆.

We shall require the following lower bound for Mnets, proved by Mustafa and Ray [MR17].

Theorem 3.6 (Mnets lower bound for points and halfspaces [MR17]). Given integers d ≥ 2 and
n ≥ 0, there exists a set of n points in R

d, such that for any ε ∈ (0, 1) the set system generated by
half-spaces cannot have Mnets of size less than

Cd ·
1

ε⌊(d+1)/3⌋

where Cd depends only on d.

The following upper bound was also proved in [MR17].

Theorem 3.7 (Mnets for points and halfspaces [MR17]). Let X be a set of n points in R
d, and

(X,R) be a primal set system generated by halfspaces in R
d. Then there exists an 1

2-heavy ε-Mnet

for R of size at most
Ä

O(1)
ε

ä⌊d/2⌋
.

Next, we come to packing bounds for set systems having bounded VC dimension.

Definition 3.8 (Shallow Packings). Let (X,R) be a set system, and δ and k be positive integers.

• δ-packing: A subset of ranges P ⊆ R is a δ-packing if for any two distinct sets R1 and R2

in P we have |R1∆R2| > δ.

9



• k-shallow δ-packing: P ⊆ R is a k-shallow δ-packing if P is a δ-packing, and for all R ∈ P
we have |R| ≤ k.

Haussler [Hau95] proved the following seminal result about packing and VC dimension.

Theorem 3.9 (Haussler’s Packing Lemma [Hau95]). Let (X,R) be a set system with |X| = n and

VC dimension at most d0 and let δ ≤ n. Then, if S ⊆ R is a δ-packing then |S| ≤
(

cn
δ

)d0 , where c
is an absolute constant.

Recently, following several developments, Mustafa [Mus16] gave optimal packing bounds for set
systems in terms of their shallow cell complexity.

Theorem 3.10 (Shallow Packing Lemma [Mus16]). Let (X,R) be a set system with |X| = n and
shallow cell complexity ϕR. If VC dimension of (X,R) is at most d0, and (X,R) is a k-shallow
δ-packing then

24d0n

δ
· ϕR

Å

4d0n

δ
,
12d0k

δ

ã

.

A δ-packing P ⊆ R is maximal if no other range in R can be added to P so that the resulting
family is still a δ-packing. Maximal δ-packings have the following property, which shall be very
useful for us:

Proposition 3.11. Let (X,R) be a set system, and P ⊂ R be a maximal δ-packing. For every range
R ∈ R, there exists a range P ∈ P, called a nearest neighbour of R in P, such that |R∆P | ≤ δ.

Proof. The proof follows from the inclusion-maximality of P. Given R ∈ R, if R ∈ P, then we are
done, as |R∆R| = 0 ≤ δ, and therefore R is its own nearest neighbour in P. Suppose for every
range P ∈ P we have |R∆P | > δ. Then R could be added to P to get a larger δ-packing, which
would contradict the maximality of P.

4 General Theorems

Now we come to our general results – the conceptual connections between brackets, containers and
Mnets. To state our results in their full generality, we first need to define Property M.

4.1 Property M: Brackets, Containers, and Mnets

Let (X,R) be a set-system with a finite VC dimension d0. We say that (X,R) satisfies Property M

with bound f(.), if there exists Λ ∈ (0, 1) and a function f = fΛ,d0 : (0, 1) → R+, such that for any
finite subset Y of X and for all ε ∈ (0, 1), the set system (Y,R|Y ) has a Λ-heavy ε-Mnet of size at
most f(ε). The key distinction here from the definition of Mnets is that Λ is fixed, whereas in the
definition of Mnets we require Λ-heavy ε-Mnets of bounded size for every Λ and every ε.

Remark 4.1. It is not too hard to see that having Property M is stronger than having bounded VC
dimension, since having Mnets of bounded size implies having ε-nets of bounded size (see [DGJM19]
for an optimal extraction of ε-nets from Mnets), which implies bounded VC dimension. However, as
shown in [DGJM19], all geometrically defined set systems having bounded semi-algebraic complexity,
have this property. Thus Property M lies somewhere between having bounded VC dimension and
having bounded semi-algebraic complexity, and with this new definition we can get a VC-type theory
connecting Mnets, containers and brackets. It might be interesting to determine whether property
M can be characterized with a simple combinatorial parameter, in the spirit of the VC dimension.

10



We now state our general results. Our first result is a boosting lemma showing that the existence
of a 1/2-Mnet in a set system implies the existence of an ε-Mnet for any ε ∈ (0, 1).

Lemma 4.2 (ε-Boosting Lemma). Let (X,R) be a set system with VC dimension at most d such
that for all Y ⊆ X, the set system (Y,R |Y ) has a λ-heavy 1

2-Mnet of size at most ∆, for some
λ ∈ (0, 1). Then for all ǫ ∈ (0, 1) and η ∈ (0, 1), (X,R) has an λ′-heavy ǫ-Mnet of size at most

O
(

(2c)d∆
ǫd

max
¶

2d, 1
ηd

©

)

where λ′ = λ(1− η).

Next, in Lemma 4.3, we show that Mnets and containers have a complementary relationship
– the existence of Mnets in a set system implies the existence of containers in the complementary
system, and vice versa.

Lemma 4.3. Given a set system (X,R) with |X| = n, δ0 ∈ (0, 1] and λ ∈ (0, 1).

(a) If M is a λ-heavy (1 − δ0)-Mnet for
(

X,
(

R≤δ0n
)(c)
)

then M(c) is a (1 − λ + λδ0)-container

family for
(

X,R≤δ0n
)

.

(b) If C is a (1− λ)-container family for
(

X,R≤δ0n
)

, then C(c) is an (λ− δ0)-heavy (1− δ0)-Mnet

for
(

X,
(

R≤δ0n
)(c)
)

.

Our next result can be thought of as an analogue of Lemma 4.2 for the heaviness, that is, a
Λ-heavy ε-Mnet for some Λ ∈ (0, 1) can be boosted to λ-heavy ε-Mnets for any λ ∈ (0, 1). Given k,
l ≥ 0, let pR(k, l) be the maximum size of an l-shallow k-packing of R (see Definition 3.8).

Theorem 4.4 (Arbitrarily heavy Mnets). Let (X,R) be a set system with |X| = n, having VC
dimension at most d0, and Property M for some Λ ∈ (0, 1), with bound M∗(.) = M∗

Λ,d0
(.). Then

given any η, λ ∈ (0, 1), there exists t0 = t0(λ,Λ) := 1 + log 4/(1−λ)
log(1−Λ/2)−1 , and sequences (δk)k, (lk)k

k = 0, 1, . . ., with 0 ≤ δk, lk ≤ 1, given by δk =
(

1 + 1−λ
4

)k
η2, and lk =

(

1 + 1−λ
4

)k+1
η, such that

(X,R) has a λ-heavy η-Mnet M of size at most

|M| =M∗(1/2)t0 ·

Ñ

∑

k≥0

pR(δkn, lkn)

é

.

Using Theorem 3.9, the above bound implies the existence of λ-heavy η-Mnet M of size at most

|M| =
4M∗(1/2)t0

1− λ
×

Å

c

η2

ãd

,

where the constant “c” the same as the one in Theorem 3.9.

Following this, we show that Property M in a set system, i.e. having Mnets of bounded size, also
implies the existence of ε-containers in the complement system. This quantifies the complementary
relation proved in Lemma 4.3.

Theorem 4.5 (ε-Containers). Let (X,R) be a set system with |X| = n, having VC dimension at
most d0, such that (X,R(c)) has Property M with bound M̄∗(.) = M̄∗

Λ,d0
(.), for some Λ ∈ (0, 1).

Then given any ε ∈ (0, 1), there exists t0 = t0(ε,Λ) := 1 + log 1/ε
log(1−Λ/2)−1 , and sequences (δk)k, (lk)k

11



k = 0, 1, . . ., given by δk = (1 + ε)k ε2, and lk = (1 + ε)k+1 ε, 0 < δk, lk ≤ 1, such that (X,R) has
an ε-container C of size at most

|C| = M̄∗(1/2)t0 ·

Ñ

∑

k≥0

pR(c)(δkn, lkn)

é

.

Using Theorem 3.9, the above bound implies the existence of ε-container C of size at most

|C| =
M̄∗(1/2)t0

ε
×
( c

ε2

)d
,

where the constant “c” the same as the one in Theorem 3.9.

The following corollary on ε-uniform brackets can be easily deduced by applying the above
theorem on the set system and its complement set system.

Corollary 4.6 (ε-Uniform brackets). Let (X,R) be a set system with |X| = n, having VC dimension
at most d0. Additionally, assume that (X,R) and (X,R(c)) both have Property M with bounds
M∗(.) =M∗

Λ,d0
(·) and M̄∗(.) = M̄∗

Λ,d0
(·) for some Λ ∈ (0, 1), respectively. Then given any ε ∈ (0, 1),

there exists t0 = t0(ε,Λ) := 1 + log 2/ε
log(1−Λ/2)−1 , and sequences (δk)k, (lk)k k = 0, 1, . . ., given by

δk =
(

1 + ε
2

)k ε2

4 , and lk =
(

1 + ε
2

)k+1 ε
2 , 0 < δk, lk ≤ 1, such that (X,R) has an ε-uniform bracket

B of size at most

b(ε) :=M∗(1/2)t0 ·

Ñ

∑

k≥0

pR(δkn, lkn)

é

+ M̄∗(1/2)t0 ·

Ñ

∑

k≥0

pR(c)(δkn, lkn)

é

.

Using Theorem 3.9, the above bound implies the existence of ε-bracket B of size at most

|B| =
M∗(1/2)t0 + M̄∗(1/2)t0

ε
×
( c

ε2

)d
,

where the constant “c” the same as the one in Theorem 3.9.

Remark 4.7. Note that the VC dimension of an set system (X,R) and its complement set system
(X,R(c)) is same.

4.2 Bounds for semi-algebraic set system in terms of shallow cell complexity

The bounds on brackets, containers, and Mnets given in Section sec:rel-work-our-contribution can
be made more explicit using the notion of shallow cell complexity. The corresponding theorems are
presented below. The reader may recall the appropriate definitions from Section 3.

Theorem 4.8 (Mnet bounds for semi-algebraic set system). If (X,R) is a semi-algebraic set system
generated by Γd,∆,s with VC dimension d0 and shallow cell complexity ψ(·, ·), then there exists λ-
heavy η-Mnets M of (X,R) of size at most

|M| ≤ (c0e)
d0

Å

4

1− λ

ã1+
d0

log(1−Λ/2)−1

·

Å

24d0
η2

ψ

Å

4d0
η2

,
15d0
η

ãã

,

where Λ can depend on d, ∆ and s, c0 can depend on ∆, s and Λ, c0 are independent of d0, η, λ
and n. e = 2.71 . . . is the base of the natural logarithm.
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Remark 4.9. The value of Λ for a semi-algebraic set systems can be computed from the proof of
Theorem 3.5 in [DGJM19], where it is the heaviness constant. More specifically for points and
halfspaces in R

d the value of Λ is 1/2, see Theorem 3.7.

Theorem 4.10 (Container bound for semi-algebraic set systems). If (X,R) is a semi-algebraic set
system generated by Γd,∆,s with VC dimension d0 and shallow cell complexity of (X,Rc) is ψ(·, ·),
then there exists an ε-container C for (X,R) of size at most

|C| ≤ (c0e)
d0

Å

4

ε

ã1+
d0

log(1−Λ/2)−1

·

Å

24d0
ε2

ψ

Å

4d0
ε2
,
15d0
ε

ãã

,

where c0 and Λ dependent on d, ∆, and s, and are independent of d0, η, λ and n, and e = 2.71 . . .
is the base of the natural logarithm.

Theorem 4.11 (Bracket bound for semi-algebraic set systems). If (X,R) is a semi-algebraic set
system generated by Γd,∆,s with VC dimension d0 and the shallow cell complexities of (X,R) and
(X,Rc) are ψ(·, ·) and ψ′(·, ·) respectively, then there exists an ε-bracket B for (X,R) of size at
most

|B| ≤ (c0e)
d0

Å

8

ε

ã1+
d0

log(1−Λ/2)−1

×
96d0
ε2

Å

ψ

Å

8d0
ε2
,
30d0
ε

ã

+ ψ′

Å

8d0
ε2
,
30d0
ε

ãã

,

where c0 and Λ are dependent on d, ∆, and s, and are independent of d0, η, λ and n, and e = 2.71 . . .
is the base of the natural logarithm.

5 Proofs

We begin with the proof of the Boosting Lemma 4.2.

Proof of Lemma 4.2. Let η′ := min
{

1
4 ,

η
2

}

. Let ǫi := (1 + η′)iǫ and δi := η′ǫi where i ∈ {0, . . . , t}

and t =
†

1
log(1+η′) log

1
ǫ

£

. Let Pi denote a maximal (ǫin, δin)-packing of (X,R). From Theorem 3.9,

we have |Pi| ≤
Ä

cn
δi

äd
where c is an absolute constant. For each P ∈ Pi, let M(P ) denote a λ-heavy

1
2 -Mnet of size at most ∆ for the set system (P,R |P ). Let

M :=

t
⋃

i=0

Ñ

⋃

P∈Pi

M(P )

é

.

Observe that

| M |=
t
∑

i=0

Ñ

∑

P∈Pi

| M(P ) |

é

≤ ∆

(

t
∑

i=0

|Pi|

)

= O

Ç

(2c)d∆

ǫd
max

ß

2d,
1

ηd

™

å

.

We will show that M is an λ′-heavy ǫ-Mnet of (X,R). Let R ∈ R be such that ǫi−1n ≤ |R| < ǫin.
Since Pi is an (ǫin, δin)-packing of (X,R), therefore there exists P ∈ Pi such that

| P∆R | = | P \R | + | R \ P | < δin.

This implies that

|P ∩R| = |R| − |R \ P | ≥
ǫin

1 + η′
− η′ǫin ≥ ǫin

(

1− 2η′
)

.
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Note that 1− 2η′ ≥ 1
2 , and therefore |P ∩R| ≥ |P |/2. Observe that as M(P ) is a λ-heavy 1

2 -Mnet

of (P,R |P ), there exists Q ∈ M(P ) such that Q ⊆ P ∩ R and |Q|
|R∩P | ≥ λ. Therefore Q ⊆ R, and

using the facts |R| < ǫin, |P ∩R| ≥ ǫin (1− 2η′) and |Q|
|R∩P | ≥ λ we get

|Q|

|R|
=

|Q|

|R ∩ P |
×

|R ∩ P |

|R|
> λ(1− 2η′) ≥ λ(1− η) = λ′

This completes the proof that M is a λ′-heavy ǫ-Mnet of (X,R).

Next we’ll prove Lemma 4.3 which shows that Mnets and containers have a complementary
relationship – the existence of Mnets in a set system implies the existence of containers in the
complementary system, and vice versa.

Proof of Lemma 4.3. We will denote R≤δ0n by S.

(a) Suppose that M is a λ-heavy (1− δ0)-Mnet for
Ä

X,S(c)
ä

. Observe that for all R ∈ S we have

|Rc| ≥ (1− δ0)n. Since M is a λ-heavy (1− δ0)-Mnet for S(c), there exists M ∈ M such that
M ⊆ Rc and |M | ≥ λ(1 − δ0)n. Therefore, we have that M c ⊇ R, and using the facts that
|M | ≥ λ (1− δ0)n and λ ∈ (0, 1), we have

|M c \R| = |M c| − |R| = n− |M | − |R| ≤ n− λ (1− δ0)n = (1− λ+ λδ0)n.

(b) Suppose C is a (1− λ)-container family for (X,S). For all R ∈ S, there exists C ∈ C such that
C ⊇ R and |C \R| ≤ (1−λ)n. Therefore, Cc ⊆ Rc, and using the facts that |C \R| ≤ (1−λ)n
and |R| ≤ δ0n, we have

|Cc| = n− |C| = n− |C \R| − |R| ≥ (λ− δ0)n.

Now we come to the proofs of our main theorems, beginning with Theorem 4.4. First we show
that the complementary relation between Mnets and range-containers proved above, can be used
recursively to get ε-containers for small sets in R.

Lemma 5.1 (Container for small size sets). Let (X,R) be a set system having VC dimension at
most d0, such that there exists a Λ ∈ (0, 1), such that given any ε ∈ (0, 1], for any Y ⊂ X, the
system (Y,R|Y ) has a Λ-heavy ε-Mnet of size M∗ =M∗

Λ,d0
(ε). Then for any given 0 < ρ ≤ ε, there

exists a ρ-container Cε for
(

X,R≤εn
)

of size at most

M∗

Å

1

1 + ε/ρ

ãt0

,

where t0 := 1 + log(1/ε)
log(1−Λ/2)−1 .

Proof. The idea is, given that ranges are of size at most εn, we construct a Λ-heavy (1 − ε)-Mnet
M for the complement family R(c) := {X \R | R ∈ R}. We associate with (X,R) the set M(c),
and recurse in the following way: Let M = {C1, . . . , Cl}. For each Ci in the family M, we recurse
on the set system (Xi,Ri), where

Xi = X \ Ci and Ri = {R ∈ R | R ⊆ Xi and |Xi \R| > ρn} .
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Observe that

|Xi| = |X \ Ci| ≤ n− |C| ≤ n− Λ(1− ε)n <

Å

1−
Λ

2

ã

n, (2)

where the last two inequalities follow from the facts that |C| ≥ Λ(1−ε)n and ε < 1/2. We construct

a Λ-heavy (1 − εi)-Mnet Mi for the set system
Ä

Xi,R
(c)
i

ä

where εi = maxR∈Ri

|R|
|Xi|

, and associate

the Mnet M
(c)
i with the set system (Xi,Ri).

For any set (Z,S) in this recursion tree with S 6= ∅, observe that for all R ∈ S we have

|R|

|Z|
=

|R|

|R|+ |Z \R|
=

1

1 + |Z \R|/|R|
<

1

1 + ρ/ε
.

The last inequality follows from the fact that |R| ≤ εn and |Z \R| > ρn. Therefore, we have

min
R∈S

|Z \R|

|Z|
> 1−

1

1 + ρ/ε
=

1

1 + ε/ρ
.

Therefore to reduce the size of Z \R further, we need to find a
Ä

1
1+ε/ρ

ä

-Mnet MZ for (Z,S)(c), and
recurse by removing a member of MZ . By the premise of the Lemma, MZ has size at most

M∗

Å

1

1 + ε/ρ

ã

.

This gives the size of the branching factor at each step of the recursion. After every step, the size
of the universe is reduced by a factor

(

1− Λ
2

)

, see Equation (2).

Let im denote the height of the recursion tree. Therefore, we have
(

1− Λ
2

)im−1
≥ ε, that is, the

maximum height of the recursion tree satisfies

im ≤ 1 +
log
(

1
ε

)

log 1

(1−Λ
2 )

.

To get a container family C, we do the following: For each node v in the recursion tree, take the
union of the Mnet-members Ci which were removed at each node along the path from the root to v,
and add the complement of this union to the collection C. By our choice of stopping the recursion,
the size of the container set is at most εn + ρn ≤ 2εn. The size of the container family is at most
the number of root-to-node paths in the recursion tree, i.e. at most the number of nodes, which is
bounded by

M∗

Å

1

1 + ε/ρ

ã1+
log(1/ε)

log(1−Λ/2)−1

=M∗

Å

1

1 + ε/ρ

ãt0

.

To extend these small-set containers to containers for the entire set system, we divide the range
of possible sizes of members of R (i.e. [1, n]) into a collection of disjoint intervals. We then use an
idea similar to that in the proof of the Boosting Lemma 4.2, to extend the small-set containers, to
a container family for sets having size in any given interval. This is done in the following lemma.

Lemma 5.2 (Bootstrapping Lemma). Given ε ∈ (0, 1/2], δ ∈ (ε, 1], and a set system (X,R)
with |X| = n and VC dimension at most d0, and Property M for some Λ ∈ (0, 1), with bound
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M∗(ε) = M∗
Λ,d0

(ε) then there exists a (1 − 4ε)-heavy δ-Mnet for
Ä

X,R[δn,(1+ε)δn]
ä

, of size at most

M∗(1/2)t0 · p(εδn, (1 + ε)δn), where t0 = t0(ε,Λ) := 1 + log 1/ε
log(1−Λ/2)−1 .

Proof. Let P be a maximal εδn-packing of R(δn,(1+ε)δn]. For each P ∈ P, let S = S(P ) :=
¶

A ∈ R(δn,(1+ε)δn]
∣

∣ |A∆P | ≤ εδn
©

. Fix P ∈ P, and consider the projected set system (P,S|P ).

Following our usual notation, let (S|P )
(c) denote the collection of complements of the projected

ranges, in S|P , i.e.

S
(c)
|P =

¶

P \ P ∩A
∣

∣ A ∈ R(δn,(1+ε)δn], & |A ∩ P | ≤ δεn
©

.

We claim the following.

Claim 5.3. For all B ∈ (S|P )
(c), |B| ≤ ε′|P |, where ε′ := 3ε

2+2ε ≤ 3ε/2.

Proof. The proof follows using the fact that |A|+ |P | = |A∆P |+2|A∩P |. Since |A∆P | ≤ δεn and

|A|, |P | ≤ (1 + ε)δn, we get that |A ∩ P | ≥ δ(1 − ε/2)n. Therefore the ratio |P\A|
|P | can be bounded

as
|P \ A|

|P |
= 1−

|P ∩A|

|P |
≤ 1−

Å

1− ε/2

1 + ε

ã

=
3ε

2 + 2ε
= ε′. (3)

Next, we’ll show that an ε′-container for (P,S
(c)
|P ) can yield a (1−O(ε′))-heavy Mnet for S.

Claim 5.4. Let C be an ε′-container for (P,S
(c)
|P ). Then C(c) is a (1− 4ε)-heavy δ-Mnet for S.

Proof. By Claim 5.3, each projected rangeB ∈ S
(c)
|P satisfies |B| ≤ ε′|P |. Therefore, by Lemma 4.3 (b),

the collection of the complements of C in P , i.e. C(c) is a (1 − 2ε′)-heavy (1− ε′)-Mnet for the
set system (P,S). Given any R ∈ S, i.e. R ∈ R(δn,(1+ε)δn] and |R∆P | ≤ εδn. By Claim 5.3,
|R ∩ P | ≥ (1 − e′)δn. Then there exists M ∈ C(c) such that M ⊆ R ∩ P and |M | ≥ (1 − 2ε′)δn.
Therefore, using that |R| ≤ (1 + ε)δn and |M | ≥ (1− 2ε′)δn, we get

|M |

|R|
≥

|M |

(1 + ε)δn
≥

1− 2ε′

1 + ε
=

1− 2ε

(1 + ε)2
≥ 1− 4ε,

where in the penultimate step we substituted ε′ = 3ε/2(1 + ε), and in the last inequality we used
ε ≤ 1/2 to bound the Taylor series of (1 − 2ε)(1 + ε)−2. Since such an M ∈ C(c) exists for any
R ∈ S, it follows that C(c) is a (1− 4ε)-heavy δ-Mnet for S.

Applying Lemma 5.1 (with ρ = ε) to the set system (P,S
(c)
|P ), we get a family C = C(P ) of

ε′-containers for the set system (P,S
(c)
|P

) of size

|C(P )| =M∗

Å

1

2

ãt0

.

Therefore, Claim 5.4 can be applied to get a (1 − 4ε)-heavy δ-Mnet C(P )(c) for S. From Propo-
sition 3.11, for every A ∈ R(δn,(1+ε)δn], there exists a range PA ∈ P, such that |A∆PA| ≤ δεn.
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Then clearly R(δn,(1+ε)δn] =
⋃

P∈P S(P ). Therefore, taking the union of the Mnets C(P )(c) gives a

(1− 4ε)-heavy δ-Mnet M for R(δn,(1+ε)δn], of size

|M| = |P| · |C(P )| = p(εδn, (1 + ε)δn) ·M∗

Å

1

2

ãt0

.

Now we can combine the container families obtained in the previous lemma, for each of the
intervals, to get a container family for the entire set system.

Proof of Theorem 4.4. For convenience, let us set ε0 := 1−λ
4 , and recall from the statement of the

theorem, that δk = (1+ ε0)
kη. The proof follows from a direct application of Lemma 5.2 to each of

the families
Ä

R[δkn,δk+1n)
ä

k≥0
. Indeed, by applying Lemma 5.2 with parameters ε = ε0 and δ = δk,

we get a (1−4ε0)-heavy, i.e. λ-heavy δk-MnetMk forR
[δkn,δk+1n), of size p(ε0δkn, δk+1n)·M

∗(1/2)t0 .
Since the union R[δkn,δk+1n) is R[ηn,n], therefore we get that the union of the families Mk for k ≥ 0
gives the desired λ-heavy η-Mnet M for (X,R). So M has size bounded by

|M| ≤

Ñ

∑

k≥0

|Mk|

é

≤M∗(1/2)t0

Ñ

∑

k≥0

p(ε0δkn, δk+1n)

é

.

For the second part of the theorem, if (X,R) has shallow cell complexity ψ(., .) then we get from
Theorem 3.5 that M∗(1/2) can be bounded as

M∗(1/2) ≤
cd0
1/2

ψ

Å

8d0
1/2

, 48d0

ã

≤ 2cd0ψ (16d0, 48d0) ,

where c is independent of d0, n and Λ. Let c0 = max{2c, 16, 48}, then M∗(1/2) ≤ fs(c0d0), where
fs(r) is the shatter function at r, i.e. the maximum number of projections of R on any r-subset of
X. By the Sauer-Shelah Lemma 3.1, this is at most (c0ed0/d0)

d0 ≤ (c0e)
d0 . Therefore

M∗(1/2)t0 = ((c0e)
d0)

1+
log 1/ε0

log(1−Λ/2)−1 ≤ (c0e)
d0 ·

Å

1

ε0

ãd0/ log(1−Λ/2)−1

.

Also,
∑

k≥0 p(δkn, lkn) can be bounded as:

∑

k≥0

p(δkn, lkn) ≤
∑

k≥0

24d0n

δkn
ψ

Å

4d0n

δkn
,
12d0lkn

δkn

ã

≤
∑

k≥0

24d0
(1 + ε0)kη2

ψ

Å

4d0
(1 + ε0)kη2

,
12d0(1 + ε0)

η

ã

≤
1

ε0

24d0
η2

ψ

Å

4d0
η2

,
12(1 + 1/4)d0

η

ã

. (4)

Therefore, under the assumption that ψ(., .) is non-decreasing in both its arguments, we get that

∑

k≥0

p(δkn, lkn) ≤
24d0/ε0
η2

ψ

Å

4d0
η2

,
15d0
η

ã

.

17



Putting everything together, we get

|M| ≤ (c0e)
d0

Å

4

1− λ

ã1+
d0

log(1−Λ/2)−1

·

Å

24d0
η2

ψ

Å

4d0
η2

,
15d0
η

ãã

.

Proof of Theorem 4.5. The proof idea is identical to that of Theorem 4.4, except we’ll apply it to
the system (X,R(c)). Observe that (i) each range in R[(1−ε)n,n] is contained in X with at most εn
extra elements, and further (ii) for the ranges in R[0,εn], we can get an ε-container family C1 of
size M̄∗(1/2)t0 . So we only need to construct an ε-container family for the remaining ranges, i.e.
R[εn,(1−ε)n]. To do this, observe that R[εn,(1−ε)n] is the complement family of ((R(c))[εn,(1−ε)n]), so
by Lemma 4.3 it suffices to construct (1−ε)-heavy ε-Mnets for (R(c))[εn,(1−ε)n]. This can be done by
applying Theorem 4.4 to (R(c))[εn,(1−ε)n] with λ = 1− ε, η = ε. From Lemma 4.3, the complement
system of the obtained Mnet is an ε-container C2 for R[εn,(1−ε)n]. The desired ε-container for R is
then given by C = {X} ∪ C1 ∪ C2. Therefore C has size bounded by

|C| ≤ 1 + M̄∗(1/2)t0 + M̄∗(1/2)t0 ·

Ñ

∑

k≥0

pR(c)(εδkn, δk+1n)

é

,

which is at most 2M̄∗(1/2)t0 ·
Ä

∑

k≥0 pR(c)(εδkn, δk+1n)
ä

.

For set systems having shallow cell complexity ψ(., .), the bound can be worked out nearly
exactly as in the proof of Theorem 4.4, by replacing λ by 1− ε and η by ε. Thus we get

|C| ≤ (c0e)
d0

Å

4

ε

ã1+
d0

log(1−Λ/2)−1

·

Å

24d0
ε2

ψ

Å

4d0
ε2
,
15d0
ε

ãã

.

Proof of Corollary 4.6. First, we construct a ε/2-heavy ε-container M for (X,R(c)), using Theo-
rem 4.4. Next, we construct an ε/2-container C for (X,R), using Theorem 4.5. We can get an
ε-uniform bracket B by taking the union of M(c) and C. This gives the claimed bound on the
bracketing number of (X,R).

Proof of Theorem 2.5. The idea is to carefully check the dependence of the bound on the bracketing
number in terms of the VC dimension d0, which is d/2 (ignoring floor and ceiling functions). Using
Theorem 3.7 we get that M∗(1/2) is at most O(4d · 2d/2) = O(25d/2). Therefore, M∗(1/2)t0 =

(ε)
−

(5d/2) log2 2

log2(4/3) . Next, substituting d0 = d/2 in the Shallow Packing Bound, as used in the proof of
Theorems 4.4 and 4.5, we get a packing bound of

∑

k≥0

p(δkn, lkn) = O

Å

24d0
ε2

ã

ψ

Å

4d0
ε2
,
15d0
ε

ã

≤ O
Ä

(24ed0/d0ε
2)d0
ä

≤ O
Ä

B/ε)d
ä

,

where in the penultimate step we used the Sauer-Shelah lemma 3.1, and in the final step we took
B to be a large constant independent of d, and substituted d0 = d/2. Substituting these bounds in
Corollary 4.6, we get that the ε-bracketing number of halfspaces in R

d i.e. bhs(ε), is bounded by
Bd

1(ε)
−2d(1+(5/2)/ log(4/3)) ≤ (B2/ε)

O(d).
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