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Abstract

A topological space is said to be cardinality homogeneous if every nonempty open sub-
set has the same cardinality as the space itself. Let X and Y be cardinality homogeneous
metric spaces of the same cardinality. If there exists a d-surjective d-isometry between such
equicardinal cardinality homogeneous metric spaces X and Y, then there exists a bijective
(d+ 26)-isometry between X and Y. This result allows us to reduce the Dilworth-Tabor theo-
rem to the Gevirtz—Omladié-Semrl theorem on approximation by isometries and, in particular,
to questions concerning the isometry of Banach spaces.

Keywords: metric space, Gromov—Hausdorff distance, J-surjective mapping, d-isometry,
isometry.

1 Introduction

The celebrated Mazur—Ulam theorem of 1932 states that every surjective isometry f: V. — W
between real normed spaces is affine [I]. One direction for strengthening this theorem arose from
the 1945 work of Hyers and Ulam [2]. D. H. Hyers and S. M. Ulam posed the following question:
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Is there a constant K, depending only on the Banach spaces V- and W, such that for every d > 0
and every surjective d-isometry f: V. — W there exists a surjective isometry U: V — W satisfying

If = Ull = sup{||f(z) - U(z)|| : 2 € V} < K d?

They noted that the surjectivity assumption for f is essential and provided an affirmative answer
in the case V=W = {5, the Hilbert space (with K = 10).

The efforts of numerous mathematicians over many years culminated in a complete affirmative
resolution by J. Gevirtz in 1983 [3]. In 1995, M. Omladi¢ and P. Semrl [4] established the sharp
constant K = 2.

S.J. Dilworth [5] and J. Tabor [6] relaxed the surjectivity condition:

Ifd,6 > 0 and f: V — W is a d-isometry between Banach spaces with f(0) = 0 that maps V
0-surjectively onto a closed subspace L C W (i.e., dy(L, f(V)) < 0), then there exists a bijective
linear isometry U: V — L such that

(1) |f—U|| <M =12d+ 55 (Dilworth); M =2d+ 356 (L =W, Tabor).

In 2003, P. Semrl and J. Viiséli [7] showed that the right-hand side of can be replaced by
M = 2d + 2§. They also proved that when L = W, the universal bound M = 2d holds.

Inspired by the proof technique of the Cantor—Bernstein theorem, the present paper approxi-
mates two mappings f: X — Y and ¢g: Y — X between sets by a bijection (Theorem [3.1)).

Two applications of this approximation are presented. First, we show that for cardinality homo-
geneous metric spaces of the same cardinality, the Gromov—Hausdorff distance can be characterised
using bijective mappings (Theorem [4.6)).

Theorem and its corollaries also permit a reduction of the approximation problem for d-
isometric d-surjective mappings of Banach spaces (onto a closed linear subspace) to the approxima-
tion of (d 4+ 2§)-isometric (or (d + 66)-isometric) surjective mappings (see the general Theorems
and and Propositions and for Banach spaces). This yields a simpler reduction, in our
view, of the Dilworth-Tabor theorem to the theorem of J. Gevirtz (see Corollaries 6.5 and [6.7). A
further application of the Semrl-Vaisild theorem shows that the coefficient d + 20 arising in this
reduction is non-essential.

2 Preliminaries and Notation

Let (X,d) be a metric space (distances may be infinite). For ¢ > 0, 2,y € X, and M C X, we
denote by

lzy| = d(x,y) the distance between x and y;
Uc(z)={y e X : |zy| < e} the open e-ball centered at x;
U.(M) = U Ue(z) the e-neighborhood of M;
reM
diam M = sup{|zy| : z,y € M} the diameter of M.

For subsets A, B C X, the Hausdorff distance is

dy(A,B) =inf{e >0: AC U.(B) and B C U.(4)}.



The Gromov-Hausdorff distance dgp(X,Y) between metric spaces X and Y is the infimum of
dp(X,Y) over all isometric embeddings of X and Y into a common metric space Z; see [, 9] [10]
for details.

A correspondence between sets X and Y is a relation R C X X Y such that every z € X is
related to at least one y € Y, and vice versa.

For nonempty R C X x Y, its distortion is

dis R = sup{||zz'| — y¢/|| : (z,9), («',¢) € R}.
An equivalent expression for the Gromov—Hausdorff distance is [I1, Theorem 7.3.25]
1
dep(X,Y) = 3 inf{disR: R C X x Y is a correspondence}.

The co-distortion of nonempty R, R’ C X x Y is

codis(R, R') = sup{||za’| — lyy'|| : (x,y) € R, («',y') € R'}.
For mappings f: X — Y and ¢g: Y — X, the distortion of f is
dis f = sup{||f(z)f(2)| — |z2|| : w,2’ € X},
and the co-distortion is
codis(f, )—sup{ng N=1f@)yl|:z e X, yeY}.

The gmphﬂ of fis
Grf={(z, f(x)):z € X}.

For a relation Q C Y x X, we denote Q™! = {(z,y) € X x Y : (y,z) € Q} the converse relation.
We denote

Grlg=(Grg) " ={(9(y),y) :y € Y}.

The following facts are easily verified:

e R C X xY is a correspondence if and only if there exist f € YX and ¢ € XY with Gr f U
GrlgcCR;

o dis f = dis(Gr f);
e codis(f, g) = codis(Gr f,Gr™! g);
e dis(RU R') = max{dis R, codis(R, R'),dis R'}.
Thus,
den(X,Y) = inf{deu(f,9): f€ Y™, ge XV},
where 1
deu(f,9) = §max{dis [, codis(f, g),dis g}

This form is noted in [I2 Proposition 1(5), Remark 2] for bounded spaces.
The density of a topological space X is the cardinal

d(X)=min{|D|: D C X = D}.
!n set theory, the graph of a mapping is identified with the mapping itself. We use Gr f for clarity.




3 Approximation of Mappings by a Bijection

Theorem 3.1. Let X and Y be sets equipped with covers Lx and Ly such that | X| = |Y| = |V]|
Jor every V€ Lx and |U| for every U € Ly. Then for any mappings f: X =Y and g: Y — X,
there exists a bijection f: X — Y such that for every x € X at least one of the following holds:

(1) f(z) and f(z) lie in the same member of Ly
(2) g(f(x)) and x lie in the same member of Lx .

Proof. Choose functions U: X — Lx and V:Y — Ly with € U(z) and y € V(y). Enumerate
the points using the cardinal 7 = | X|=|Y|: X ={ap:a<7}and Y ={y,: a < 7}. For a < 7,
set Xo ={2p:f<a}and Y, ={ys: < a}.

By transfinite induction on « < 7, construct injective mappings fo: Xo = Y and g: Yo =& X
satisfying, for every 8 < a:

L4 fa|X5 = fﬁ and ga‘Ylg = 93;
o if fo(zg) € Yy, then 25 = go(fo(zs));
e if go(ys) € Xa, then ys = fo(9a(yp));

o cither fo(z5) € V(f(xg)) or ga(ys) € U(g(yp))-

If « is limit, take unions of the previous mappings. For successor o« = 3 + 1, extend f, and g,

as follows.
To define f,(z3):

)
Case 1: If x5 ¢ g5(Y3), choose y € V(f(xp)) \ (YU f3(Xp)) and set fo(zg) =y.
Case 2: If x5 € g3(Y3), set fo(xg) =y where y € Yz and z5 = g5(y).

To define g (yg):
Case 1: If yg ¢ fo(X4), choose x € U(g(yg)) \ (Xo Ugs(Ys)) and set go(yg) = .
Case 2: If yg € fo(X4), set go(ys) = x where z € X, and yg = fo(z).

The construction yields mutually inverse bijections f = f, and g, satisfying the required con-
ditions for all x € X. O

We write z € X if condition (1) holds for z, and z € X if (2) holds.

4 Pseudometrics on Classes of Metric Spaces
Let metrics be defined on X and Y, with f: X — Y and g: ¥ — X. Define

d; = sup{lza’| — |f(2)f(2)] : x,2" € X}, di = sup{|f(x)f(2)] = |z2'| : x,2" € X},
47, = supllagw)l — |f@l 2 € Xy eV}, db . = sup{|f()yl — lagly)|: 2 € X,y € VY.



Then
(2) —dy <|f(2)f(2")] = |za’| < d} forall z,2" € X,
(3) —dg <|9()9(y)| —lyy'| < dj forallyy €Y,
(4) ~di; o S @)yl = lgly)| < df;,, forallze X, yeY.
Clearly,
+ g - gt
Aop = i) 4 dig gy = diy g

We have

dis f = max{d}, d;}, codis(f,g) = max{d&g),d&g)},

1 _ _ _
deu(f,9) = 3 max{d; ,d}', dg ,d;‘, d?}’g), d(ﬁg)}.

A mapping f is a d-isometry if dis f < d. One-sided bounds are also useful, e.g., d;{—non—expansive
mappings [13].
Define 1 1
mdeu(f,g9) = imax{disf7 disg} = 5 max{d;,d}',dg_,d;}.

Evidently, mdcu(f,9) < deu(f,9)-
For a class F C YX x XY, set

don(X. Y5 F) = inf{don(f.9)+ (f.9) € F},
mdeu(X,Y; F) = inf{mdcu(f.9) : (f,9) € F}.
Proposition 4.1. If 7' C F, then
mder(X,Y; F) < den(X,Y; F) < den(X,Y; F),
mden(X,Y;F) <mday(X,Y;F).
The standard Gromov-Hausdorft distance is
daa(X,Y) =dau(X,Y; VX x XV).
The modified Gromov—Hausdorff distance [I4], which is algorithmically simpler, is
(5) mdar(X,Y) = mdey(X,Y; Y™ x XY).
Define
M (X, Y)={f€YX:f is continuous},
Fe(X,Y) = M (X,Y) x MY, X).
The continuous Gromov-Hausdorff distance |15} [16] is
(6) 1 (X,Y) = dgn (X, V; Fu(X, V),
and its modified version is
mdgy(X,Y) =mdeu(X,Y; Fo(X,Y)).
From Proposition [£.1] we obtain

mdar < dony < dgy, mdgy < mdéy.



4.1 Distance Between Spaces of the Same Cardinality

Let X and Y be metric spaces of the same cardinality. Define

Min(X,Y) ={f: X =Y : fisinjective}, M (X,Y)={f: X =Y : [ is surjective},
M (X, Y)={f: X = Y : f is bijective},
Fin(X,Y) = Min(X,Y) x My (Y, X), Four(X,Y) = Mg (X, Y) x Maue (Y, X),
Fui(X,Y) = Mpi(X,Y) x Mpi(Y, X), F(X,Y)={(f, fH: f e Mu(X,Y)}

The corresponding (modified) distances are

(m) SC}JIr{(Xv Y) = (m)dGH(Xv Y;fsur(Xa Y))?

(m)dgy (X, Y) = (m)dau(X,Y; Fin(X,Y)),
(7) (m)dg(X,Y) = (m)dan (X, Y; Fui(X,Y)).
Also set ,

(m)dgy(X,Y) = (m)den (X, Y; Fi(X,Y)).

From Proposition [£.1]
mdEy < dfy  for xx € {i,in,sur, bi}

and

(m)den < (m)dgy < (m)dgy < (m)dgp,

(m)der < (m)dgy < (m)dgy.
Proposition 4.2. For a bijection f: X — Y between metric spaces,

=d7t

+
d £

_ gt+.
=d (F.f1)

+ _ — —
df—l_dfa d fo

ot d

(-1 = -
Consequently,
1. 1. .
mdan(f, f71) =dan(f,f71) = 5 disf = S dis f .

Proof. Substitute x = f~!(y) and 2/ = f~1(y/) into . The remaining equalities follow from
substituting y = f(z') into . O

Corollary 4.3. For metric spaces X and 'Y of the same cardinality,
mdi g (X,Y) =dsg(X,Y) = %inf{dis [:of € Mu(X,Y)}
= %inf{disg 19 € Mpi(Y, X))}
Proposition 4.4. For metric spaces X and Y of the same cardinality,

deig (X,Y) = mdgiy (X,Y) = diy (X, Y).



Proof. Since mdPi,; < db, < di, = mdsy, it suffices to prove di;; < mdRi,;. From Corollary 4.3]
; 1
mdng(Xa Y) = 5 inf{max{dis f7 dng} : f S Mbi(X7 Y)7 g € Mbi(}/’ X)}

= %max{inf{disf D f e Mu(X,Y)}, inf{disg: g € M (Y, X)}}
= dgp(X,Y).

O

4.2 Distance Between Cardinality Homogeneous Spaces of the Same
Cardinality

A topological space X is cardinality homogeneous if every nonempty open subset U C X has
cardinality |U| = | X].
The following refines Theorem [3.1] for metric spaces.

Proposition 4.5. Let X, Y, Lx, Ly, f, g, and f be as in Theorem , Additionally, let X and
Y be metric spaces and ex, €y > 0 finite with diamU < ex for all U € Lx and diamV < ey for
allV e Ly.

Forz,x' € X,
~ 3% ifv e Xy,
z)f(z)] < .
F@)f@)] < {d&g)ﬂx e
—d;—Zeyg\f(m)f(x')|—\xa:'|§d}'—|—2sy if v, 2’ € Xy,
—df —2ex < |f(x)f(2))] - |aa’| < dj +2ex if v,2’" € Xy,
—d; ) —ex —ey < |f(2)f(@)] - |v2] < d?},g) +ex +ey ifre Xy, 2’ € Xqg.

Consequently, with e = max{ex, ey},

—wax{dy, df diy )} =2 < |F(@)F@)] — o] < max{dfdy dy b+ 2,

1 -
gdisf < deu(f,9) +e.

Proof. We provide the detailed estimates for each case.
To bound |f(z)f(x)|: } 5
If x € X7, then f(x) and f(z) lie in the same member of Ly, so [f(z)f(z)| < ey.

If 2 € Xyr,let g = f~! and y = f(z). Then
[f@)yl < lzg(y)l +d ) < |2g(W)| +ex +df; ) =ex +d -
For z,2' € Xy,

jwa'| = df —2ey <|f(2)f(2')] = 2ey < |f(x)f(@")] < |f(2)f(a")] + 26y < |2a| +df +2ey.



For z,2' € Xy,
jw2'| = 2ex — df < |wgf(z)|+|gf(z)gf(x
lgf(x)gf ()| —df <|f
lg

O+ lgF(@)a'| - 2ex —df <
F@)F@)] < lof@)gf (@) +d; <
F@)z] + lax'| + 2/ gf (@) + dy < |ea’| +2ex +d; .

For x € X; and 2’ € Xy,

|za’| —ex —d; ) —ey < |za’| - g f(2)| - diz g — €y <
(w9 f (@) — gy, — ev < 1@ @)~ |f@)f(@)] <
[f(@)f )] < |f(@)f@)] +|f(@)f(2')] < ey +|egf(@)] +df; ) <
jwa!| + o' gf (/)| + df; ) +ev < |aa’| +ex +dfy ) +ev.
O
Theorem 4.6. For cardinality homogeneous metric spaces X and Y of the same cardinality,
den(X,Y) = d”‘ H(X,Y) =d¥(X,Y) =dM,(X,Y) =dipy(X,Y)
=3 inf{disf i f: X =Y is a bijection}.
Proof. Tt suffices to consider dgg(X,Y) < co. From the inequalities in Section Corollary
and Proposition we need only show d%,(X,Y) < dgu(X,Y).
Given € > 0, choose f: X =Y andg: Y — X with deu(f,g) < deu(X,Y) +e¢.
Cover X and Y by open balls of radius €. By Proposmon 4.5) the bijection f from Theorem .

satisfies ;dlsf < dgu(f,g)+e. By Corollary E g(X,Y) < 3 dlsf < deu(X,Y) +e. Since
€ > 0 is arbitrary, the result follows. O

5 Approximation of )-Surjective Mappings

A mapping f: X — Y is d-surjective if dy(f(X),Y) < 6. We say f maps X d-surjectively onto
LcYifdy(f(X),L) <.

Proposition 5.1. For metric spaces X, Y and mappings f: X - Y, g: Y — X,
du(f(X),Y) < df, .
Thus, if dz;f 5 < 0, then f is §-surjective.
Proof. For any y € Y, set = g(y). Then gives
[f@)yl < 1f(g)yl = 9wyl = l9W)g)] < df; -

Hence dy (f(X),Y) < d(+f 5



Proposition 5.2. For a §-surjective mapping f: X — Y between metric spaces, there exists g: Y —
X such that

+ - - + +
df <d; +25, dy <df+25, d

+ —
(f.g) Sdf +0, d

(f.g) < df 0

Consequently,
1
dan(X,Y) < dgu(f,9) < 5dis f+0.

Proof. Define g on f(X) by g(f(z)) = z. For y ¢ f(X), choose y' € f(X) with |yy’| < § and set

g(y) = g(v').
Then

l9(y1)g(y2)l = lg(w1)g(ya)| = |zizs| < [f(a)) f(@h)] +df = [yysl +df < |yiyel +20 +d,
! ! !

and similarly
l9(y1)g(y2)| = |xy25] > | f(2}) fah)] — d}r > [y1ya| — 26 — d}r-
Also,
|f(@)yl < |f(@)y'|+0 = |f(x)f(2")| + 6 < [aa’| +df +6 = |zg(y')| + df +9,

and analogously

[f @)yl > 1f(@)y'| =0 = [f(2)f@)] =6 = |wa’| —df =6 = |xg(y)| — df — 0.

Proposition 5.3. If dgy(X,Y) < d, then there exists a d-surjective (2d)-isometry f: X =Y.

Proof. There exist f: X — Y and g: Y — X with dgp(f,g9) < d. By Proposition fis
d-surjective. Since & dis f < dapu(f,9) <d, f is a (2d)-isometry. O

From Propositions and we obtain:
Corollary 5.4. For metric spaces X and Y, the following are equivalent:
(1) deu(X,Y) < oo;
(2) there exist finite d,6 and a §-surjective d-isometry f: X =Y
(3) there exist finite d', 0" and a &'-surjective d'-isometry g: ¥ — X.

Theorem 5.5. Let X and Y be cardinality homogeneous metric spaces of the same cardinality.
If there exists a §-surjective d-isometry f: X — Y, then there exists a bijective (d 4 20)-isometry
f+ X—=Y.

Proof. By Proposition there exists g: ¥ — X with dgy(X,Y) < %disf +4 < %d + 6. Theo-
rem [4.6] yields a bijection f: X — Y with dgu(X,Y) < S dis f < $d+0. Thus dis f <d +24. O
Proposition 5.6. If f: X =Y maps X ¢-surjectively onto a subset L C'Y with 6 > 0, then there
exists f: X — L with |f(z)f(x)| < § for all x € X. Hence

du(f(X),L) < 2, dft < df +26, d; <dj +29,

so f is (20)-surjective onto L.
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Proof. For each x € X, choose f(z) € L with |f(z)f(x)| < 6. O

Proposition 5.7. If f: X — Y is a d-isometry that maps X d-surjectively onto L C'Y (6,d > 0),
then there exists a (20)-surjective (d + 29)-isometry f: X — L.

Proof. By Proposition there exists f: X — L that is (26)-surjective onto L and satisfies
|f(z)f(x)] < for all x € X. Thus f is a (d + 20)-isometry. O

Theorem 5.8. If f: X — Y is a d-isometry mapping X §-surjectively onto L CY (6,d > 0) and
both X and L are cardinality homogeneous with |X| = |L|, then there exists a bijective (d + 60)-
isometry f: X — L.

Proof. Propositionyields a (20)-surjective (d+26)-isometry f: X L. Theoremthen gives
a bijective (d + 64)-isometry f: X — L. O

6 Application to Banach Spaces

Proposition 6.1. FEvery topological vector space is cardinality homogeneous.

Proof. Let U be a nonempty open subset of a topological vector space X and let x € U. Then U and
V =U-z={y—=:y e U} are equicardinal. Since X =(J.2, nV, V and X are equicardinal. [

Proposition 6.2. If there exists a §-surjective d-isometry between Banach spaces X and Y (for
finite 6 and d), then | X| =Y.

Proof. We show d(X) = d(Y). Let Z C X be dense with |Z| = d(X). The restriction f = f|z: Z —
Y is e-surjective with e = d + 8, so dg(f(Z),Y) < ¢ and f(Z) is an e-net in Y. Then 1 f(Z) is a
£-net, and S = J,—; £ f(Z) is dense in Y with |S| < |Z|.

By Corollary there exists a §’-surjective d’-isometry g: Y — X (for finite d’ and ¢’). Sym-
metrically, d(X) < d(Y). Thus d(X) = d(Y). By Toruriczyk’s theorem [I7], X and Y are homeo-
morphic, so | X| = |Y]. O

Remark 6.3. In [6, Theorem 1], any d-surjective mapping f: V. — W between Banach spaces
V, W without low-cardinality dense subsets can be transformed into a surjection F': V — W with
IIf — F|| <76. The proof of Proposition 2 in [5] similarly constructs a surjective F with || f — F| <
2d+ 4. This reduces the approximation of §-surjective d-isometries to that of (2d+ §)- or (d+ 146)-
isometric surjections.

Below, we construct, from a d-isometric J-surjective f: V — W, a mapping g: W — V such
that Theorem applies to the pair (f, g). This yields a simpler derivation of the Dilworth-Tabor
theorem.

Proposition 6.4. If there exists a J-surjective d-isometry f: X — Y between Banach spaces X
and Y, then there exists a bijective (d + 26)-isometry f: X — Y.

Proof. Proposition [6.1] implies that X and Y are cardinality homogeneous, and Proposition [6.2
gives | X| = |Y'|. The result follows from Theorem O

Combining Proposition with the theorem of M. Omladi¢ and P. Semrl [4] yields:
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Corollary 6.5 (Tabor [0]). If there exists a 0-surjective d-isometry f: X — Y between Banach
spaces, then there exists a bijective affine isometry U: X — Y with || f — Ul| < 2d + 49.

S.J. Dilworth proved his result for mappings whose image is close to a closed subspace rather
than the whole space. The same technique applies here.

Proposition 6.6. If f: X — Y is a d-isometry between Banach spaces that maps X §-surjectively
onto a closed linear subspace L C'Y, then there exists a bijective (d 4 66)-isometry f: X — L.

Proof. By Proposition X and L are cardinality homogeneous. Proposition [5.7] gives a (26)-

surjective (d + 2d)-isometry f: X — L. Proposition yields |X| =|L|. Apply Theorem O
Combining Proposition with [4] yields:

Corollary 6.7 (Dilworth [5]). If f: X — Y is a d-isometry between Banach spaces mapping X

d-surjectively onto a closed linear subspace L C Y, then there exists a bijective affine isometry
U: X — L with ||f = U|| <2d+ 124.

Remark 6.8. The theorem of Semrl-Viisili [7, Theorem 3.2] improves the bound in Corollary (6.7
to ||f = U|| < 2d 4 26, which is sharp. Combining Corollaries and shows that two Banach
spaces are isometric if and only if their Gromov—Hausdorff distance is finite [I8, Theorem 0.3].
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