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Abstract

We study the Minimum Submodular-Cost Allocation problemS®A). In this problem we are given
a finite ground set’ and k non-negative submodular set functiofis. .., fx on V. The objective is to
partition V" into k (possibly empty) setd, - - - , Ax such that the surﬁ:le fi(A;) is minimized. Several
well-studied problems such as the non-metric facility taoaproblem, multiway-cut in graphs and hyper-
graphs, and uniform metric labeling and its generalizaticem be shown to be special cases of MSCA. In
this paper we consider a convex-programming relaxatioainét via the Lovasz-extension for submodular
functions. This allows us to understand several previolaxations and rounding procedures in a unified
fashion and also develop new formulations and approximatigorithms for several problems. In partic-
ular, we give a1.5 — 1/k)-approximation for the hypergraph multiway partition pieh. We also give a
min{2(1—1/k), H}-approximation for the hypergraph multiway cut problem wheis the maximum hy-
peredge size. Both problems generalize the multiway cuilpnoin graphs and the hypergraph cut problem
is approximation equivalent to the node-weighted multiwayproblem in graphs.

*An extended abstract of this paper will appeaPimoc. of ICALR July 2011.
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1 Introduction

We consider the following allocation problem with subma@duosts.

Minimum Submodular-Cost Allocation (MSCA). LetV be a finite ground set and ¢, - - - , fi bek non-
negative submodular set functions dn That is, forl < i < k, f; : 2 — Ry and f;(A) + fi(B) >
filAUB)+ fi(AnB)forall A, B C V. Inthe MSCA problem the goal is to partition the groundigento
k (possibly empty) setd,, - - - , A, such that the surEf’:1 fi(4;) is minimized.

We observe that the problem is interesting only if s are different for otherwise allocating all &f
to f1 is trivially an optimal solution. We assume that the functigf; are given as value oracles, although in
specific applications they may be available as explicit fimhe computable functions of some auxiliary input.
The special case of this problem in which all of the functiars monotonef(A) < f(B) if A C B) has been
previously considered by Svitkina and Tardos [22]. In ttapgr, we consider the problem with both monotone
and non-monotone functions. We show that several wellistiigroblems such as non-metric facility location,
multiway cut problems in graphs and hypergraphs, uniforrtrigkabeling and its generalization to hub location
among others can be cast as special cases of MSCA. In partiawd investigate the integrality gap of a simple
and natural convex-programming relaxation for MSCA thath&ined via the use of the Lovasz extension of
a submodular function.

Lovasz extension and a convex program for MSCALet V' be a finite ground set of cardinality. Each
real-valued set function ol corresponds to a functiofi: {0,1}" — R on the vertices of the-dimensional
hypercube. The Lovasz extension ofo the continuous domaii, 1|" denoted byf is defined a5

foo= & [560)] = [ 16has

 6e0,1]

wherex? € {0, 1}" for a given vectox € [0, 1]" is defined asz! = 1 if ; > 6 and0 otherwise.

Lovasz showed thaﬁ is convex if and only iff is a submodular set function [17]. Moreover, it is easy to
see that, givex, the valuef’(x) can be computed in polynomial time by using a value oracleffovia this
extension, we obtain a straightforward relaxation for MS®@i¢h a convex objective function and linear con-
straints. Let, - - - , v, denote the elements &f. The relaxation has variablegv, i) forv € V andl <i < k
with the interpretation that(v, ) is 1 if v is assigned tol; and0 otherwise. Lek; = (z(v1,1), -, z(vp,1)).
The relaxation is given below.

LE-REL

k
min Z fl(xl)
i=1
k

Z:ﬂ(v,i) =1 Yo
i=1
z(v,i) >0 Yo, i

Throughout, we use OPT and OR:Jc to denote the value of an optimal integral and an optimaltivael
solution to LE-ReL (respectively).

We remark that LE-RL can be solved in time that is polynomial inandlog (maxgscy f(.S)) via the
ellipsoid method; we give some of the details in Apperidix Aorkbver, for some problems of interest the

The definition is not the standard one but is equivalent &ei&[24] or AppendiXA. This definition is convenient to us @scribing
and understanding rounding procedures.



above convex program can be rewritten into an equivaleaafiprogram. We now describe several problems
that can be cast as special cases of MSCA, and also how sowieystg considered linear-programming
relaxations can be seen as being equivalent to the convgrgonoabove.

1.1 Problems related to MSCA

Monotone MSCA (MoNOTONE-MSCA) and Facility Location: In facility location, we have a set of fa-
cilities 7 and a set of clients or demand@s There is a non-negative cost; to connect facility: to client

4 (we do not necessarily assume that these costs form a me@jmning facilityi € F costsf;. The goal

is to open a subset of the facilities and assign each clieahtopen facility so as to minimize the sum of the
facility opening cost and the connection costs. Svitkind Bardos([22] considered the setting where the cost of
opening a facilityi is a monotone submodular functignof the clients assigned to it, and gave(ant In | D|)-
approximation, and matching hardness via a reduction fretnc@ver. We note that this problem is equivalent
to MSCA when all thef; are monotone submodular functions, which we refer to as\BiTONEMSCA. In

[22] a greedy algorithm via submodular function minimipatiis used to derive the approximation. Here we
prove that the integrality gap of LER is (1 + In |D|), and describe how certain rounding algorithms achieve
this bound. These algorithms are useful when consideringtions that are not necessarily monotone.

Submodular Multiway Partition (S us-MP): We define an abstract problem and then specialize to known
problems. Letf : 2V — R, be a submodular set function oviérand letS = {s1, so, ..., s;} bek terminals

in V. The submodular multiway partition problem is to find a pimti of V' into A4, ..., A, such thats; € A;
ande’:1 f(A;) is minimized. This has been previously considered by Zhagawochi and Ibaraki[27]. This
can be seen as a special case of MSCA as follows. Define thadysmi to bd”/ = V' \ S and, forl <i < k,

fi : 2¥" = R, is the function defined ag(S) = f(SU{s;}). If in addition f is symmetric {(A) = f(V — A)

for all A) we call this the symmetric 8-MP problem (YM-SuB-MP). Note that although the problem is
based on a single functiofy & different submodular functions (induced by the terminal®) needed to reduce

it to MSCA. We now discuss some important special cases situblem.

Multiway Cut in Graphs(GRAPH-MC): The input is an edge-weighted undirected gréph= (V, E) and

k terminal verticesS = {s1,..., sx}; the goal is to remove a minimum-weight set of edges to diseonthe
terminals. This can be seen as a special case of the symsdirmodular multiway partition problem by simply
choosingf to be the cut-capacity function 6f scaled down by a factor & That is,f(A) = % 2865(A) w(e)
wherew(e) is the weight of edge. We observe that LE-R. for this problem is equivalent to the well-known
geometric LP relaxation of Calinescu, Karloff and Rabahi\izhich led to significant improvement$.6 —1/k

in [2] and 1.3438 in [14]) over the2(1 — 1/k)-approximation obtained via the isolating-cut heuris4g [

Multiway Cut and Partition in Hyper-GraphsGiven an edge-weighted hypergragh= (V, &) and terminal
setS C V, the HYPERGRAPHMULTIWAY CuUT problem (HrPERGRAPHMC) (see [18| 26, 18]) asks for the
minimum weight subset of hyperedges whose removal disctsitiee terminals. This can be seen as a special
case of B-MP [18]; this reduction requires some care and the undeglgubmodular function igssymmetric

A related problem is the MPERGRAPHMULTIWAY PARTITION problem (HrPERGRAPHMP) introduced by
Lawler [16] where the cost for hyperedges proportional to the number of non-trivial pieces it istgamed
into. This can be seen as a special case of the-Sus-MP with f being the hypergraph cut capacity function.
We note that @APH-MC is a special case of both##ERGRAPHMC and HYPERGRAPHMP.

Node-weighted Multiway Cut in Graplislobe-wT-MC): In this problem|[[9] the graph has weights on nodes
instead of edges and the goal is to find a minimum weight sudiseides whose removal disconnects a given
set of terminals. It is not difficult to show thatW®ERGRAPHMC and NoDE-wT-MC are approximation
equivalent([[183].

Zhaoet al. [27] consider generalizations of the above problems whemgesset of terminals’' C V' andk
are specified and the goal is to partitibhinto k sets such that each set contains at least one terminal and the



total cost of the partition is minimized. We do not discusssth further since they are not directly related to
MSCA, although one can reduce them to MSCA i a fixed constant.

Uniform Metric Labeling and S uBMODULAR COST LABELING (SUB-LABEL): The metric labeling prob-
lem was introduced by Kleinberg and Tardbsl|[15] as a gendéaastification problem. We are given an undi-
rected edge-weighted gragh= (V, E) andk labels and the goal is to assign a label to each vertex to ridaim
the labeling cost and the edge-cut cost. Assigning labek incurs a cost;(v) and if an edge.v of weight
w(uv) hasu labeled withi andv labeled withj then the edge-cut cost incurredui$uv) - d(ij). The uniform
metric labeling problem is obtained whé(i;j) = 1 for all i # j. We consider the following generalization that
we call the BMODULAR COSTLABELING (SuB-LABEL) problem which is a special case of MSCA. The
labels correspond to thefunctionsf, . .., fr. We definef; as the sum of two functions, a monotone function
g; that models the label assignment cost, and a non-monoteridn / that models the cut-cost. The goal
then is to partition into A, ..., Ay to minimizerzl(gi(Ai) + h(A4;)). Note that uniform metric labeling
is the special case whep are modular and is the graph cut function, which is symmetric. We are mo&dat
to consider this generalization by problems that have beesidered previously, such as metric labeling on
hypergraphs, hub location problem [10], and the extensianatric labeling to handle label opening costs [5].

1.2 Overview of Results and Techniques

In this paper we examine the complexity of MSCA primarilydhigh the “integrality gap” of the convex
relaxation LE-ReL which can be optimized in polynomial time. All the problems wonsider are NP-hard and
our focus is on polynomial time approximation algorithms.

A significant portion of our contribution is to highlight tmaturalness of MSCA and the Lovasz-extension
based relaxation LE-R. by showing connections to previously studied problemgdirprogramming relax-
ations, and rounding strategies. Viewing these problenteérmore abstract setting of submodularity gives
insights into prior algorithms. In the process, we obtaiw aad interesting results. Although one would like to
obtain a single unifying algorithm that achieves a good axipration for MSCA, it turns out that LE-R. has
a large integrality gap and we believe that MSCA is hard ta@aamate to a polynomial factor. However, it is
fruitful to examine special cases of MSCA that admit goodrapimations via LE-RL. We describe several
applications below by summarizing our results; all of themlzased on LE-BRL.

e The integrality gap of LE-RL for MONOTONEMSCA is©(logn).
e Thereis 1.5 — 1/k)-approximation for Y PERGRAPHMP.

e Thereis anin{2(1 — 1/k), Ha }-approximation for WPERGRAPHMC, whereA is the maximum hy-
peredge size andi; is thei-th harmonic number. FoA = 2 this gives al.5-approximation and for
A = 3 this gives al.833-approximation.

e LE-REL for HYPERGRAPHMC gives a new mathematical programming relaxation famos-wT-MC
and a new2-approximation. Moreover, if all non-terminal nodes hawegre at moss we obtain a
1.833-approximation improving upon ti&1 — 1/k) known via the distance-based relaxatioh [9].

e The integrality gap of LE-RL for Sym-SuB-MP is at most — 2/k; this gives an alternative approxi-
mation to previous combinatorial algorithms [19] 27]. Wiseahe question as to whether the integrality
gap is at most.5.

e There is an0D(logn) for SUB-LABEL when the cut function is symmetric. We derive results foreoth
special cases of (@-LABEL.



Rounding the convex relaxation:Recall that the objective function in LE£R is Zle fi(x;), wheref;(x;) =
Egeo,1] [f(x?)]. How do we round while preserving the objective functionWéf focus on a specifit; the ob-
jective function suggests that we piékrandomly from|0, 1] and assign the elementsy'aﬁ to i; we call this
#-rounding. However, there are two issues to contend withst,Af we independently round for ea¢lthen the
same element may be assigned multiple times. Second, wemeadure that all elements are assigned, which
is not guaranteed by therounding. We remark that there is an integrality gap exanigl hypergraph metric
labeling that shows that there is no effective roundingtegpathat works in general.

Our approach is to understand the rounding process by argjdvarious special cases of interest. In par-
ticular, we consider monotone functions, symmetric funtdi the hypergraph separation cost function (which
is asymmetric), and combinations of such functions. Monotity helps in that if elements are assigned to a
label i, they can be removed without increasing the fractional.cahough one can use different strategies
to obtain anO(log n)-approximation and integrality gap, a useful strategy hernde rounding of Kleinberg
and Tardos[[15] that they introduced for metric labeling.isTias the additional property of ensuring that an
elementu is assigned to with probability exactlyz(u, ). We then consider the rounding process foBSMP,
in particular the symmetric caser8-SuB-MP. Here, we crucially take advantage of the fact that tleie
single underlying functiory, and moreover the fact that it is symmetric. We consider tK&REROUNDING
strategy from([2] and show its effectiveness for hypergsdphabstracting away some of the properties specific
to graphs that were previously exploited in the analysishéprocess, we also observe that a variant is equally
effective for graphs but is more insightful forr® -Sus-MP.

Finally, SuB-LABEL combines a monotone function and a non-monotone functiene Hve resort to KT-
ROUNDING since it is a reasonable strategy to approximately presbeveost of the monotone component.
For the uniform metric labeling problem, [15] showed that-ROUNDING approximately (to within a factor of
2) preserves the fractional connection cost in the case phgraWWe show bounds for hypergraph cut functions
in an analogous fashion. Our insights enable us to develaiant of the rounding that gives @ (logn)-
approximation for 8-LABEL when the cut function is an arbitrary symmetric submodularction.

Other Related Work: There has been much recent interest in optimizing with swliao set functions. In
particular, maximization problems have been examined smalinatorial techniques as well as the multilinear
relaxation[[1]. The submodular welfare problem|[23] is $amin spirit to MSCA except that one is interested in
maximizing the value of an allocation rather than minimgzihe cost. Minimization problems with submodular
costs have also received substantial attention [20, 12, X[3yith several negative results for basic problems as
well as positive approximation results for problems sucthasubmodular cost vertex cover problem|[13, 11].
Lovasz-extension based convex programs have been effigctised for these problems. Various submodular
cut and partition problems and their special cases sucheasyiergraph cut and partition have been studied
recently [27| 26, 18,18]; however, these papers have typit@tussed on greedy and divide-and-conquer based
approaches while we use LEER.

Recent Results for §mM-Sus-MP and Sus-MP: Very recently, building on the work in this paper and a
non-trivial new technical theorem, we showed [3] that thtegnality gap of ¥BMP-REL is at mostl.5 — 1/k
for Sym-SuB-MP and at mos? for Sus-MP.

2 Monotone MSCA

In this section we consider ®™NOTONEMSCA wheref1, ..., fr are monotone submodular functions. We
will assume for simplicity thatf;(()) = 0 for all i. Svitkina and Tardos [22] considered this problem in the
context of facility location and gave @ + Inn)-approximation and matching hardness via an approximation
preserving reduction from set cover. Let= mingcyi<i<x fi(S)/|S|. The main observation in [22] is that

a < OPT/n, and moreover a paitS, i) such thatf;(S)/|S| = « can be computed in polynomial time via



submodular function minimization. One can then iterategig greedy scheme, by using the monotonicity
of the functions, to obtain @l + In n)-approximation. Using a similar argument, we can prove ttiewing
theorem.

Theorem 2.1. The integrality gap ofLE-REL for MONOTONEMSCA is at most(1 + Inn). In particular,
a < OPTFRA(:/TL.

MONOTONE-MSCA-GREEDY:
let = be a solution to LE-RL
A; + Oforalli (1 <i< k) (the set of vertices that will be assigned Yo
U « V ((the set of unassigned vertiges
while U # 0
let & be the restriction of to U
for eachd, let A(i,0) = {v | v € U, &(v,i) > 6}
let0 =6, < 6;2 <--- <6, = 1Dbe the distinct entries of;
let (i, /) be the pair of indices in the s¢fi, j) | 1 <i < k,1<j < ¢}
that minimizes the ratig; (A(¢, 6; ;)) /| A(3, 6; ;)|
Ay +— Ay U A(i/, Gi/ﬂj/)
U+—U- A(i/, Gi/ﬂj/)

Theorem 2.2. MONOTONEMSCA-GREEDY achieves arfd,,-approximation forMONOTONEMSCA.

Before we prove Theorerin 2.2, we introduce some notation. siden iteration of MONOTONEMSCA-
GREEDY. Consider an iteration of the while loop of BNOTONEMSCA-GREEDY. Let U be the set of
elements that are unassigned at the beginning of the @arathd let: denote the restriction afto U; more pre-
cisely,z(v, i) = z(v, ) for all terminalsi and all vertices) € U. For anyd, Let A(i,0) = {v | v € U, Z(v,3) >
f}. Let0 = ;1 < ;2 < --- < b4, = 1 be the distinct entries of;. Let OPTerac = Y.+, fi(x;). Theo-
rem[2.2 follows from the following lemma.

Lemma 2.3. .
min fi(Aglaei,j)) < OPTerac
1<i<k0<j<t; |A(i,6; ;)] |U|
In order to prove Lemma_2.3, we will show that, if we chooseranteal i € {1,2,--- ,k} and a threshold

6 € [0, 1] uniformly at random, the rati@[f;(A(7,0))]/ E[|A(3, 6)]] is at most OPFrac/|U|. The following
propositions give a bound on the two expectati@ig;(A(:,0))] andE[|A(i,6)]]; their proofs are relatively
straightforward and they have been moved to Appehndlix B.

Proposition 2.4.
. 1
Zl%[f@(A(Z,Q))] < EOPTFRAC-

Proposition 2.5.
1

Ell4G.0)[] = £1UI.
Proof of Lemmal[2.3: Let i be a terminal selected uniformly at random. Kebe a threshold selected uni-
formly at random from the intervdD, 1]. It follows from Propositiori 24 and Proposition 2.5 tha thatio
E[fi(A(:,0))]/ E[|A(3,0)] is at most OPErac/|U|. By linearity of expectation,

o OPTFRAC.

2T FRAC A3, 0)|| <0
T 1A 0)

E | fi(A(,9))



and therefore there exists a termiahnd a threshold’ for which the ratiof;: (A(i’,0"))/|A(7',6")| is at most
OPTerac/|U|. Letj’ be the smallest index that satisfie®) < j < ¢y and6; ; > 6. SinceA(i', 0y ;1) =
A(i',0"), (¢,7) is the desired pair. O

In the remainder of this section, we consider a differenbitigm that achieves af(log n)-approximation for
MONOTONEMSCA. We will use this algorithm as a building block for subdular cost labeling algorithms
(see Sectionl4). The algorithm KTERNDING is derived from the work of Kleinberg and Tardos on metric
labeling [15].

KT-R OUNDING
let = be a solution to LE-RL
S0 ((set of all assigned verticgs
{(set of vertices that are eventually assignetitd
A+ Qforalli (1 <i<k)
while S # V
picki € {1,2,--- , k} uniformly at random
pick 6 € [0, 1] uniformly at random
A — AU {v | z(v,i) >0} = S)
S+ SUA,
return(Ay, - -, Ax)

We prove the following theorem by building on some usefulperties that are shown in [15]; one of these is
that the probability that gets assigned toin the rounding is precisely(v,7). In particular, this yields an
optimal algorithm for modular functions.

Theorem 2.6. KT-ROUNDING achieves a randomized(ln n)-approximation foMONOTONE MSCA.

Proof Sketch: It is shown in [15], and not difficult to see, that the roundtegminates irO(k log n) iterations
of the while loop with high probability. In each iterationetlalgorithm does é-rounding on an index chosen
uniformly at random. Let be the random index and(i,6) = {v | z(v,i) > 0}. Then it is easy to see that
E[f;(A(3,0))] = SF_, Lfi(x;) = tOPTerac. Since the functions are monotone, we have B{g( A (i, 0) —
S)] < %OPTFRAC. Since the algorithm terminates @ (% log n) iterations, by linearity of expectation and the
sub-additivity of the functions (since the functions arbreadular andf()) = 0), the total expected cost is
O(log n)OP Terac- d

3 Submodular Multiway Partition

We consider MSCA when thg; can be non-monotone. We can show that the integrality gapEsREL

even for a special case of labeling on hypergraphs cafi(bg, and we suspect that the problem is hard to
approximate to a polynomial factor in We therefore focus ont88MODULAR MULTIWAY PARTITION (SuB-

MP) and YBMODULAR COSTLABELING (SUB-LABEL); these are broad special cases which capture several
problems that have been considered previously.

The reduction of 88-MP to MSCA requires one to work with the non-termina$ as the ground set.
It is however more convenient to work with the terminals aod-terminals. In particular, we work with the
relaxation below. Recall that; = (z(vy,1), -+, z(vp,1)).



SuBMP-REL
k
min f (i)
i=1
k
Zx(u,i) =1 Yo
i=1
x(si,1) =1 Vi
x(v,1) >0 Vv, i

As before, a starting point for rounding the relaxation is thasicf-rounding that preserves the objective
function. Suppose we dé-rounding for each to obtain setsA(1,0),..., A(k,0) where each4(i,0) C V.
Here we could use independent randéwelues for eacli or the samé. Note that the constraints ensure that
s; € A(y,0) iff © = j. However, the setdl(1,0), ..., A(k,0) may intersect and also may not cover the entire
setV, in which case we have to allocate the remaining elementsriredashion. First we show how to take
advantage of the case whgis symmetric and then discuss how to obtain results for lgrpeh problems that
are special cases oUB-MP.

A 2(1 — 1/k)-approximation for SYm-SuB-MP: A 2(1 — 1/k)-approximation for $M-SuB-MP is known
via greedy combinatorial algorithms [19,127]. However, nathematical programming formulation for the
problem has been previously considered. Here we show thdhstances of $M-Sus-MP, the integrality
gap of LE-ReL is2(1 — 1/k) by using an uncrossing property of symmetric functions.

The following lemma is standard and it has been used in puswaork [21].

Lemma 3.1. Let f be a symmetric submodular set function oVeand letA;, ..., A; be subsets df. Then
there exist setsl), ..., A} such that ()4, C A; for 1 < i < k, (i) A],..., A}, are mutually disjoint (iii)
U AL = U A; and (iv) Y, f(AL) < . f(A;). Moreover, given thel;’s a collection of setst! satisfying the
above properties can be found in polynomial time via a valaele for f.

Proof: Since f is symmetric, it satisfies posi-modularity; that §.X) + f(Y) > f(X - Y) + f(Y — X).
From this we see that eithgi( X) + f(Y — X) or f(Y) + f(X — Y) is no larger tharf(X) + f(Y). This
allows us to uncrosdl,, ..., Ay as follows. If theA;’s are mutually disjoint then we can séf = A; for each

i and they satisfy the desired properties. Otherwise, thast distinct: andj such that4; N A; # 0. We can
replaced; andA; with A; andA; — A; if f(A4;) + f(4A; — Ai) < f(A;) + f(A,); otherwise, we replace them
by A; — A; and A;. We repeat this process to get the desired sets. O

Theorem 3.2. The integrality gap ofLE-REL for Sym-SuB-MP is < 2(1 — 1/k).

Proof: Letx be an optimal solution to LE-R. for a given instance of ®v-Sus-MP. LetA(1,6),..., A(k,0)

be sets obtained by applyifigrounding to eacli. By the property of-rounding, we observe that, E[f(A(4,0))] =
> f(xi) = OPTerac- Note thats; belongs only toA(i, ). We now apply Lemma3l1td(1,6),..., A(k,0)

to obtainA}, ..., A;. We haved ", f(A]) < >, f(A(:,0)). LetV' =V — U; AL. By symmetry off, (V') =
f(U;A%) and, sincef is sub-additive,f (V') = f(U;A)) < Y. f(AL) < >, f(A(4,6)). We can allocatd”

to any index; and the total cost of the allocation is upper bounded by’) + >, f(A}) < 23, F(A(i,0)).
Thus the expected cost of the allocation is at m@3P T.z.c. The allocation is feasible sineg belongs only

to A(4,0) and hence tod;. One can refine this argument slightly to obtai(a — 1/k) bound; we give the
details in Appendix C. O

In a previous version of this paper, we raised the followingstion.

Question. Is the integrality gap of LE-RL for Sym-Sus-MP at mostl.5?
As we already noted, we have shown in subsequent work [3ttledahtegrality gap is at modt5 — 1/k.
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Rounding for HYPERGRAPH-MC and H YPERGRAPH-MP: Calinesciet al.[2] gave a new geometric relax-
ation for GRAPH-MC, and a rounding procedure that gavd & — 1/k)-approximation; the integrality gap was
subsequently improved to a boundlo$438 — ¢, in [14], while the best known lower bound&g(7+1/k—1)

[7]. Calinescuet al.[2] derived their relaxation as a way to improve the inteityaap of2(1 — 1/k) for a natu-

ral distance based linear programming relaxation; in faoffen goes unnoticed that/[2] shows the equivalence
of their geometric relaxation to that of another relaxatitmained by adding valid strengthening constraints to
the distance based relaxation. Interestingly, when weiaizge MSCA to GRAPH-MC, LE-REL becomes the
geometric relaxation of [2]' The rounding procedurelih [2hdoe naturally extended to rounding LE=Rfor
SuB-MP and we describe it below.

CKR-ROUNDING

let 2 be a solution to 8BMP-REL

pick a random permutationof {1,2,--- , k}

pick 6 € [0, 1) uniformly at random

S0 ((set of all assigned verticgs

fori=1t0k—1
Ary — ({v | z(v,7(i)) > 0} = 5)
S+ SU Aﬂ.(i)

Aw(k) «~ V-5

return(A,--- , Ag)

CKR-ROUNDING uses the samgfor all i and a random permutation, both of which are crucially usdtien
1.5-approximation analysis for @pPH-MC. In this paper we investigate CKRERINDING and other round-
ings for HyPERGRAPHMC and H'PERGRAPHMP.

Although HYPERGRAPHMC and H'PERGRAPHMP appear similar, their objective functions are différen
The objective of WPERGRAPHMC is to remove a minimum weight subset of hyperedges sughttie ter-
minals are separated, whereas the objective WPERGRAPHMP is to minimize)__w(e)p(e), wherep(e)

is the number of non-trivial parts thatis partitioned into (a part is non-trivial if some vertex ofs in that
part but not all ofe). For graphs we have that eithgfe) = 0 or p(e) = 2, and therefore the two problems
HYPERGRAPHMC and HrPERGRAPHMP are equivalent; this is the reason why one can viesa@H-MC
as a partition problem as well. However, when the hyperedge$ave size larger th&nthe objective function
values are not related to each other (it is easy to see th&ttheRGRAPHMP objective is always larger).

HYPERGRAPHMP and HrPERGRAPHMC have been studied for their theoretical interest and gz
plications. It is easy to see from its definition that #ERGRAPHMP is a special case ofY#-SuB-MP. It
has been observed by a simple yet nice reductioh [18] ty&sRrGRAPHMC is a special case ofB-MP.
In addition, it has been observed thav#RGRAPHMC is approximation-equivalent to theodeweighted
multiway cut problem in graphs (Bbe-wT-MC) [9].

We show that CKR-RUNDING gives a(1.5 — 1/k)-approximation to WPERGRAPHMP and a tightH A -
approximation for PERGRAPHMC with maximum hyperedge siz&. Note that whemA = 2, Hx = 1.5
and whenA = 3, Ha ~ 1.833. ForA > 3, CKR-ROUNDING gives a worse tha@ bound while we give an
alternate rounding which gives21 — 1/k)-approximation. Our analysis of CKR&RINDING differs from
that in [2] since we cannot use the “edge alignment” propertif the fractional solution that hold for graphs
and were exploited ir_[2]; our analysis foriHERGRAPHMC is inspired by the proof given by Williamson
and Shmoyd [25].

It is natural to wonder whether CKR&RINDING is crucial to obtaining a bound that is better ttafor
these problems, and in particular whether it gives®mapproximation for SM-Sus-MP. We show that a
1.5 — 1/k-approximation for WPERGRAPHMP (and hence 8APH-MC also) can be obtained via a different
algorithm as well; in particular, the crucial ingredient@KR-ROUNDING for GRAPH-MC when viewed as
a special case of HPERGRAPHMP is the correlation provided by the use of the saifer all i; one can
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replace the random permutation by the uncrossing schemermma 3.1l.. We describe this algorithm in the
next section. However, for HERGRAPHMC, the random permutation is important in proving fig -bound.

3.1 Al.5-approximation for H YPERGRAPH MULTIWAY PARTITION

We start by understanding the objective function ofB®P-REL in the context of WPERGRAPHMP. Let
x be a feasible fractional solution, and ket = (z(v1,1),--- ,z(vn,?)) be the allocation ta. Recall that
f here is the hypergraph cut function. What)3" , f(xi)? For each terminal and each hyperedge let
I(e,i) = [min,e. z(v, 1), max,ece x(v,7)]. Letd(e, i) denote the length af(e, ), and letd(e) = Zle d(e,1).
Note thatd(e) € [0, |e]].

Lemma3.3. 8 f(x;) = 3, w(e)d(e).

Proof: Consider a hyperedge Let A(i,#) be the set whose characteristic vectorxfs For eachd ¢
[0, minye. z(v,17)], the setA(s,0) contains all the vertices of, and thuse ¢ §(A(i,6)). For eachd <
(minyee (v, 1), maxyee 2(v,1)], the setA(i,0) contains at least one vertex efbut not all of the vertices
of e, and thuse € §(A(i,0)). Finally, for each¥ € (max,e. z(v,4), 1], the setA(i, #) does not contain any
vertex ofe, and thuse ¢ 6(A(é,0)). Therefore the contribution of to f(x;) is equal to(maxye, z(v,i) —
minge, (v, 1))w(e) = d(e,i)w(e). O
A crucial technical lemma that we need is the following whithtes that the contribution of anyo d(e) is at
mostd(e)/2.

Lemma 3.4. For anyi, d(e, i) < d(e)/2.

Proof: Letu = argmax,c.x(v,7), andw = argmin, (v, 7). We have

dle,i) = x(u,i) —z(w,q)

— <1Zx(u,j)) — (1235(?07,7))
i J#i

= S (@(w, ) - 2(u, )

ji
< 3 (maxa(v, ) - mina(v, )
J#i
= > de,j)
i
= d(e) —d(e,1)
Therefored(e, i) < d(e)/2. O

The algorithm M SUBMP-ROUNDING that we analyze is described below. We can prove that CKRANDING
gives the same bound; however M8SUBMP-ROUNDING and its analysis are perhaps more intuitive in the
context of symmetric functions. The algorithm daksounding to obtain setd(1,6),..., A(k,6) and then
uncrosses these sets to make them disjoint without incrgdise expected cost (see Lemimd 3.1).



SYM SUBMP-ROUNDING
let = be a feasible solution tod MP-REL
pick 6 € [0, 1] uniformly at random
A(i,0) + {v | x(v,i) > 0} foreachi (1 < i < k)
{uncrossA(1,0),--- , A(k,0))
Al + A(i,0) foreachi (1 <i <k)
while there exist # j such thatd; N A’ # 0
it (A7) + F(A) — A} < F(AD + [(4)))
Al Al — A
else
Al AL = A
return(Aj, -+, A,V — (41 U--- AL )

Theorem 3.5. SYMSUBMP-ROUNDING achieves ar.5-approximation forHYPERGRAPHMP.

We remark that we can change the algorithm and the analygiglglto achieve d1.5 — 1/k)-approximation;
we give the details in AppendixID.

Lemma 3.6. Let i* be the index such that the intervéle,i*) has the rightmost ending point among the
intervals I(e, 7). More precisely,(e,i*) is an interval such thatmax,c, z(v,i*) = max; max,c. (v, 1); if
there are several such intervals, we choose one arbitratibt Z, be an indicator random variable equal fo
iff ec o(V —(A(1,0)U---UA(k,0))). ThenE[Z.] < d(e,*).
Proof: Note thatZ, is equal tol only if (1) for any terminal;, 6 is at leastnin,c. (v, 7) and(2) there exists a
terminal? such that) € I(e, (). If there exists a terminalsuch tha# is smaller thamin,e, = (v, 7), all of the
vertices ofe are inA(i, 0). If there does not exist a terminébuch that < I(e, ¢), either all of the vertices of
are inA(z, 0) for some; or all of the vertices oé are inV — (A(1,0)U---U A(k, 0)). Finally, we note that1)
and(2) imply thatf is in I(e,i*). By (2), 0 is at mostmax,c. (v, ¢*) and, by(1), 8 is at leasinin, . (v, i*).

O

Proof of Theorem[3.5: It follows from the sub-additivity off and Lemma_3]1 that the cost of the partition
returned by SMSUBMP-ROUNDING is at most

k

k
DAY+ F(V = (AL U---UAL) <D fAGL0)) + F(V = (A(L,0) U--- U A(k, 0)))
i=1

=1
Let OPTerac = S, f4(x;). By Lemmd3.6 and Lemnia 3.4,

6) _ OPTFRAC
2

E[f(V — (A(LO) U---UAR0))] < w(e)zd(

Finally, E[Zle f(A(7,0))] = OPTerac, and therefore the expected cost of the allocation is at MOOP T ac.
O

3.2 Algorithms for HYPERGRAPH MULTIWAY CuUT

Now we consider MPERGRAPHMC. For each hyperedge pick an arbitrary representative nodg) € e.
Define the functionf : 2 — R, as follows: forA C V, let f(A4) = D er(e)eacga w(e) be the weight
of hyperedges whose representatives ard sind they crossi. It is easy to verify thaif is asymmetric and
submodular. 88-MP with this functionf captures HMPERGRAPHMC [18].

Let x be a feasible fractional allocation asg be the allocation foi. For each hyperedge and each
terminali, let I(e, i) = [minye. (v, 1), max,ece (v, 1)]. Letd(e,i) = xz(r(e), i) — minyee z(v,7) andd(e) =

Zf:l d(evi)'
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Lemma3.7. Y5 f(x;) = 32, w(e)d(e).

Proof: Consider a hyperedge Let A(i,0) be the set whose characteristic vectorxfs For eachd ¢
[0, minye z(v,17)], the setA(i,0) contains all the vertices of and thereforee ¢ §(A(4,6)). For each
0 € (minyee (v, 1), z(r(e), )], the setd(i, ) contains the representativée) of e ande € §(A(7,0)). Finally,
for eachd € (z(r(e), 1), 1], the setA(:, #) does not contain the representatie). Therefore the contribution
of e to f(x;) is equal to(x(r(e), i) — minyee z(v,4))w(e) = d(e,i)w(e). O

HALF-ROUNDING
let z be a solution to 8BBMP-REL
pick 6 € (1/2, 1] uniformly at random
fori=1t0k -1
A1, 0) + {v | z(v,i) > 0}
UO)+V—-(AQ,0)U---UAk —1,0))
return(A(1,6),--- , A(k—1,0),U(9))

The main goal of this section is to show thatlH-ROUNDING is a2-approximation, and CKR-BUNDING

is a H-approximation for WPERGRAPHMC, whereA is the maximum hyperedge size. We remark that we
can show that the integrality gap of LEER s at mos2(1 — 1/k) using a connection between the distance LP
for NODE-wT-MC considered in[9] and LE-R. for HYPERGRAPHMC; we give the details in AppendiX E.

Lemma 3.8. Lete be any hyperedge, and letbe any vertex ir. Let R(z) = {i | z(z,1) = maxy,e. z(v,1)}.
Then e g, | (e,9)] < de).

Proof. Let u be the representative ef If z = u, the lemma is immediate. Therefore we may assume that
z # u. We partition{1,2,--- , k} into two sets: the sef(z) consisting of all coordinatessuch thatz(z, 1) is
smaller thanz(u,7), and the seB(z) consisting of all coordinatessuch thatz(z, ) is at least(u, ). Since
S @(z,4) and S2F_ | x(u, i) are both equal td, the total difference between(u,i) andz(z,i) over all
coordinates € S(z) is equal to the total difference betwee(x, i) andz(u, i) over all coordinates € B(z).
Therefore

Y (@(zi) —w(ud) = Y (w(ui) —a(z1)

1€B(z) 1€5(z)
< Z <$(u> Z) - Ivﬂeiill‘(’U, Z))
1€5(2)
<dle) = > (i)~ mina(v,i))
1€B(z)
SinceR(z) is a subset oB(z), the lemma follows. O

Corollary 3.9. For eachi, the length of the interval(e, ) is at mostd(e).

Proof: Let 8 = max’_; max,c. z(v,). Lets, be a terminal and let be a vertex ire such thate(b, ) = 3.
Sincel is in R(b), the corollary follows from Lemmia 3.8. O

Theorem 3.10. Let F' be the set of all hyperedges crossing the partition returbge#iALF-ROUNDING. For
each hyperedge, Prle € F] < 2d(e).

Proof: Let I(e,i*) be the interval with the rightmost right interval among theeivalsi (e, 1),--- , I(e, k); if
there are several such intervals, we pick one arbitrarilyteNhate is in F' only if 6 is in the intervall (e, i*).
Therefore the probability thatis in F' is at mos®|I(e,:*)|. By Corollary[3.9, the length of(e, i*) is at most
d(e). O
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Theorem 3.11. Let F' be the set of all hyperedges crossing the partition returbe€ KR-ROUNDING. For
each hyperedge, Prle € F] < Hy- d(e).

Proof Sketch: We say that; splitse if 8 € I(e,i). Let X; be the event that; splitse. We say thak; touches
e if § < maxyee x(v,4). (Note thatmax, . (v, 7) is the right endpoint of the intervdle, 7).) We say thas;
settlese if s; is the first terminal in the permutationthat toucheg. LetY; be the event that; settlese.

Note that the edge is in F' only if there is a termina; that splitsand settlese. Therefore we can upper
bound the probability thatis in F by S-%_ Pr[X; A Yj).

We relabel the terminals so that the ordering of the inter{éle, i) },<;<j from right to left according to
their ending pointid (e, 1),I(e,2),--- ,I(e, k). (If there are several intervals with the same ending puiet,
break ties arbitrarily.) After relabeling the intervalg,settlese only if, for eachj < i, 7(s;) < m(s;). This
observation, together with the fact thasplitse with probability |1 (e, )|, implies thalPr[X; AY;] < |I(e,i)|/i.

Finally, letL(z) = {i | z(z,1) = max,ec. x(v,7)}. If an index: belongs to more than one getz), we only
addi to one of the sets (chosen arbitrarily). Note that, by Lerhn8a tBe total length of the interval&(e, 7)
wherei € L(z) is at mostd(e). This, together with the fact that the sdisz) are disjoint and their union is
{1,2,--- ,k}, implies thaty";_, Pr[X; A Y;] is at mostH|.- d(e). 0

Proposition 3.12. The analysis in Theorem 3]11 is tight.

Proof: Let e be a hyperedge with representativelLete € (0, 1) be such that|e| < 1. Consider a solution
x that assigns the following values to the verticescofFor each terminal > |e| and each vertex € e,
we havez(z,i) = 0. For each terminal such thatl < i < |e|, we havex(u,i) = (|e|] —i)e. Finally,
z(u,1) =1— Z?:z x(u,i). Letvy, - ,v), denote the remaining vertices ofother thanu). Now consider
an index;j such tha < j < |e|. We havex(v;,1) = ¢, z(v;,j) = x(u,j) — €, andx(v;, 1) = z(u,i) for
all ¢ # j. Note thatzlex(v,z') is equal tol for all verticesv € e and the distancé(e) is equal toe. It is
straightforward to verify that is in /' with probability at least{ .- d(e). O

4 Submodular Cost Labeling

In this section we consider®-LABEL, which generalizes MNOTONEMSCA, uniform metric labeling, hub
location, and other problems. A natural algorithm here isRGUNDING, which we have already introduced
in Section 2. We also describe a different algorithmyMSUBL ABEL-ROUNDING, which is appropriate for
SuB-LABEL when the cut function is an arbitrary symmetric submoduliacfion. We obtain several results
that we state below.

The next two results consider the/&-L ABEL problem on hypergraphs in whichis the following function.
For each edge hyperedggpick an arbitrary representative node) < e. We define the function : 2V — R
as follows: forA C V, let f(A) = 3", ()ca g4 w(e) be the weight of hyperedges whose representatives are
in A and they crossl. We refer to this function as the hypergraph separationfoostion.

Theorem 4.1. If h is the hypergraph separation cost function and egdls modular,KT-ROUNDING achieves
a A-approximation forSus-LABEL.

Theorem 4.2. If h is the hypergraph separation cost function and eacis a monotone submodular function,
KT-ROUNDING achieves arD(Inn + A) approximation forSus-LABEL.
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SyM SUBL ABEL -ROUNDING
let x be a solution to LE-RL
S0 ((set of all assigned verticgs
A+ Qforalli (1 <i<k)
while S # V
picki € {1,2,--- , k} uniformly at random
pick 6 € [0, 1] uniformly at random
A+~ A; U {v | z(v,3) >0}
S« Su{v]x(v,i) > 6}
{uncrossAy, - -+, Ag)
A+ A;foralli (1 <i<k)
while there exist # j such thatd] N A} #
if (f(A7) + f(A] = A)) < (A7) + f(A)))
Al AL — A
else
Aj — A - A
return(Aj,---, A})

Theorem 4.3. If h is a symmetric submodular function and eaghis a monotone submodular function,
SYMSUBLABEL-ROUNDING achieves a0 (In n) approximation forSus-LABEL.

Let PARTerac = S, h(x;) be the partition cost of LE-R., and let COSTrac = Y., 4i(x;) be the
assignment cost of LE-R..

Consider the 8B-LABEL problem in whichh is the hypergraph separation cost function. For each hyper-
edgee, letd(e) = Zf’:l(ac(r(e), i) — min,e. 2(v,1)). By Lemmd3.V, PARTzac = >, w(e)d(e). In order to
bound the expected partition cost of the labeling constibly KT-ROUNDING, we consider each hyperedge
separately, and we give an upper bound on the probabilitthlechyperedge has at least two vertices with dif-
ferent labels. We say that a hyperedgs split in some iteration of KT-RUNDING if there exists an iteration
¢ such that at least one vertexofs assigned a label in iteratiaghbut not all vertices ot are assigned a label
in iteration/. The following lemma gives an upper bound on the probahiligt a hyperedge is split.

Lemma 4.4. For each hyperedge, the probability that is split is at mostAd(e).

Using Lemma 44, we can complete the proofs of Thedrein 4. Tardreni 4.2 as follows.

Proof of Theorem[4.]: Let (Ay,--- , Ax) be the partition returned by KT-BUNDING, and let PARTyr =
K h(4;) and COSTyr = ¥ | gi(A;). As shown in[[15], KT-ROUNDING assigns labef to v with
probability z:(v, 7). ThRUSE[COSTyr] = COSTerac.

By Lemma3.Y, PART:ac = >, w(e)d(e). Therefore, by Lemma4.&[PART\r] < A- PARTegrac. O

Proof of Theorem[4.2: Let (A44,--- , Ax) be the partition returned by KT-®UNDING, and let PARTy; =
Zle h(A;) and COSTyr = Zle 9i(A;). Using the argument in the proof of Theoreml|2.6, we can shaiv th

Now we turn our attention to the proof of Lemimal4.4.

Proof of Lemmal4.4: Consider iteratiorf of KT-ROUNDING, and leti, andf, be the label and threshold in
iteration ¢. We say that iteratiod cutse if 6, € [min,ec. x(v,iy), max,ce x(v,i7)]. We say that iteratiod
touchese if 6, is in the interval[0, max,c. (v, i¢)]. Let X, and Z, be the events that cuts and touches
(respectively). The probability thatis split in iteration? is at mostPr[X,]/ Pr[Z,]. We have

vEe vEe - k

k
Pr[X,] < %z:: (maxw v, 1) minx(v,z‘)) < Ad(e)
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where the last inequality follows from Lemrha3.8. Additiipa

1 b 1
Pr[Z,] 3 Iilggw(v,z) e

The last inequality follows from the fact that, for any verte € e, Zle xz(w,i) = 1. It follows that the
probability thate is split in iteration; is at mostAd(e). O

Proof of Theorem[4.3: Let i, andf, be the label and value chosen in thé-th iteration of thefirst while
loop SYMSUBLABEL-ROUNDING. For eachi, let A; = Up.;,—i{v | z(v,i) > 6;}. Let PARTgas =
Zle f(A;) and COSTas = Ele 9i(A;). (Note thatA; is the setd; at the end of thdirst while loop of
SYMSUBLABEL-ROUNDING.)

Using the argument in the proof of Theorem|2.6, we can shotv tha
E[COSTBALLS] < O(lnn)COSTFRAC

and
E[PARTgaLs] < O(Inn)PARTeRAC

Let (47,--- , A}) be the partition returned byv® SUBL ABEL-ROUNDING. Let PARTy; = Zle f(A}) and
COSTr = 3%, g;(A"). By Lemmd 31,

]E[PARTH\IT] < E[PARTBALLS] < O(ln n)PARTFRAC
Since eacly; is monotone,
E[COSTi] < E[COSToaus] < O(Inn)COSTrpac.

d

Integrality Gap Example: We remark that we can generalize the integrality gap exawif&5] in order to
show that the integrality gap of LER is at leastA(1 — 1/k) for SuB-LABEL whenh is the hypergraph
separation cost function, even if eaghs modular.

Consider aA-uniform complete hypergraph dnvertices; aII( ﬁ) edges are present, and each edge has unit
weight. For each vertek the cost of assigning labglto i is zero ifi # j, and infinity otherwise.

It is easy to see that an optimal integral solution picks allaland assigns labélto all vertices except,
and it assigns some other labelitoThus the integral optimum i§!). Settingz(i, j) = 1/(k — 1) for all

i # j gives us a fractional solution of cof) /(k — 1).
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A Definition of the Lovasz extension

Let f : {0,1}" — R be a function. The Lovasz extensignof f is the functionf : [0,1]" — R defined as
follows. Letx be a vector iH0, 1]”. We relabel the vertices ds2,--- ,n so thatzy > x93 > -+ > x,; for
ease of notation, let) = 1 andz,, = 0. LetS; = {1,2,--- ,i}. The value off atx is equal to

n

Fx) = (@ip1 — ) £(S)
=0
It is straightforward to verify thal_" (zi11 — #:) f(Si) = Egepo,[f (x?)].

Another useful extension for a functioghis its convex closure, which is defined as follows. For ea¢h se
S C V, we letlg denote the characteristic vector®fthat is, thei-th coordinate ofl g is equal tol if ¢ isin S
ando otherwise. The convex closufés the functionf~ : [0, 1]" — Rwheref~(x) = min{} gy Asf(5) :

Yogcy Asls =x,) gy Ag = 1,Ag > 0}. The Lovasz extensiofi of f is equal to the convex closugfe™ of
f iff fis submodular; see for instance [6]. Using this result, westeow that LE-RL can be solved in time
that is polynomial im andlog (max; scv fi(S)) via the ellipsoid method.

Sincef is equal tof ~, we can write LE-RL as follows.

LE-REL-Primal

k

min Y Y A(S,4)fi(S)

=1 SCV

DS ) =z(v,d) Vi
S:wes

DS i) =1 Vi
SCV

k

Zx(v,i) =1 Yo
i=1
A(S,3) >0 VS, i
z(v,1) >0 Vv,

LE-REL-Primal is an LP with exponentially many variables and polynomiatiany constraints. Its dual
LE-R EL-Dual has polynomially many variables and exponentially manystamts.

LE-REL-Dual

k
max 3+
=1

veV
Za(v,i)+ﬁi < fi(S) VS, 1
veES
Yo < a(v,i) Vv, i

Separation oracle for LE-REL-Dual. Fix an assignment of values to the variabtes;, v in LE-R EL-Dual.
It is easy to check in polynomial time whether < «(v, ) for all v, i since there are onlyk such constraints.
Let g;(S) = > ,cq @(v,i) + B;. Note thatg; is amodular function and thereforef; — g; is a submodular
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function. Using a polynomial time algorithm for submodufanction minimization, for a giver, we can
check whetherf;(S) — ¢;(S) > 0 for all setsS C V.

Therefore we can solMeE-R EL-Dual in time that is polynomial im andlog (max; scv fi(S)) using the
ellipsoid method. Using standard techniques, we can algstagct an optimal solution for the primal; we omit
the details here.

B Omitted proofs from Section[2

Proof of Proposition[2.4: Consider a terminad. For any6, A(i,0) is a subset ofv | v € V,z(v,i) > 6}.
Sincef; is monotone f;(A(7,0)) < fi({v | v € V,z(v,i) > 0}). Therefore

1
E [AG,0)] = /O F(AG,0))d0

0€[0,1]
1
< / fil{v | v € Via(v,i) > 0})do
AO
= fi(x)
Finally,

1 1
= — < —
[fz A ;:1 961[%71 [fi(A(i,0)] < 7 OP Terac

Proof of Proposition[2.5: Note that

|Az€

k
Z |A29

We can prove by induction on the sizelﬁtzifthatZi?:1 Egeo,1[|A(4,0)|] is equal toU].

If U is empty, the claim trivially holds. Therefore we may assuhs U contains at least one element
LetU’ = U — {z}, and let?’ be the restriction of: to U’; more preciselyz’' (v, i) = Z(v, ) for all v € U’ and
all terminalsi. Let A'(i,0) = {v | v € U', &' (v,i) > 6}. Note thatd’(i,0) is equal toA(i,0) — {z} if O is
smaller thane(z, ), and A’ (i, 0) is equal toA(s, #) otherwise. Therefore

k k 1
Zee[ L Aol = Z/ |A(i,6)|d6
= Z/ ]A’ze U{z}]d9+2/ |A'(1,60)|dO
= ]A’(z‘,@)]dHJr 2(z,0)
k 1
_ ;/0 A/ (i,0)|d6 + 1

U’ +1 (By induction)
U|

MH

7
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C Onmitted proofs from Section[3

Theorem C.1. The integrality gap olLE-REL for Sym-SuB-MP is at mos®2(1 — 1/k).

Proof: Letx be an optimal solution to LE-R_ for a given instance of 8v-Sus-MP. Without loss of general-
ity, f(x;) = max; f(x;). LetA(1,6),..., A(k —1,0) be sets obtained by applyifgrounding with respect to
the firstk — 1 terminals. By the property @f-rounding, we observe th& "~ E[f(A(i,0))] = ¢! f(xi) <
(1 — 1/k)OPTerac. The last inequality follows from the fact thﬁ(xk) > OPTerac/k. Note thats; belongs
only to A(z,6). We now apply Lemma_3l1 tal(1,0),...,A(k — 1,6) to obtainA},..., A, _,. We have
SR F(AD) < S F(AGL9)). Let Ay = V — Urgicr—1 Af. By symmetry off, f(A}) = f(Ur<i<k—14%)
and, sincef is sub-additivef (A},) = f(Ui<ick 14} < Y11 F(A) < S F(A(,60)). We allocated,
to indexk and the total cost of the allocation is upper bounded byf(A.) < 2 Zf;ll (A(3,6)). Thus the
expected cost of the allocation is at m@ét — 1/k)OPTerac. The allocation is feasible since, for eact k,
s; belongs only to4(7, §) and hence tol], ands;, belongs toA; . O

D Omitted proofs from Subsection 3.1

Sym SUBMP-ROUNDING
let = be a feasible solution tolBMP-REL
relabel the terminals so th#tx;) = max; f(x;)
pick # € [0, 1] uniformly at random
A(i,0) + {v ]| z(v,i) > 0} foreachi (1 <i<k—1)
{uncrossA(1,0),--- , Ak —1,0))
Al + A(i,0) foreachi (1 <i<k-—1)
while there exist # j such thatd; N A} # 0
if(F(AD) + F(A — AD) < J(A]) + f(4))
Al AL — Aj
else
Al A= A
return(Aj,--- A,V —(AjU--- AL _)))

Theorem D.1. SYym SUBMP-ROUNDING achieves arj1.5 — 1/k)-approximation forHYPERGRAPHMP.

Lemma D.2. Leti* be the index such that the intervBle, i*) has the rightmost ending point among the in-
tervals I(e,i), wherel < i < k — 1. More precisely,/(e,i*) is an interval such thatnax,c. z(v,i*) =
max<;<k—1 Maxye (v, 1); if there are several such intervals, we choose one arlilifatet Z, be an indi-
cator random variable equal toiff e € 5(V — (A(1,0) U--- U A(k — 1,0))). ThenE[Z,] < d(e,i*).

Proof: Note thatZ, is equal tol only if (1) for any terminali # k, 6 is at leastmin,c. z(v,7) and (2)
there exists a termindl # & such thaty € I(e, /). If there exists a terminal # k such thatd is smaller
thanmin,c. z(v, ), all of the vertices ot are in A(i,#). If there does not exist a terminél# k such that
0 € I(e,l), either all of the vertices of are in A(i,0) for somei # k or all of the vertices ok are in
V —(A(1,0)U---U A(k — 1,0)). Finally, we note tha{1) and(2) imply that@ is in I(e,i*): by (2), 6 is at
mostmax,e. (v, 7*) and, by(1), 6 is at leastmin,c. z(v,*). O

Proof of Theorem[D.1: It follows from Lemma_3.1l that the cost of the partition reted by M SusMP-
ROUNDING is at most

k—1 -1
YO FAD V= (AU U4 ))  F(AGLG) + f(V = (A(LO) U~ UA(k —1,6)))
1

N

i=1 7
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By LemmdD.2 and Lemnia 3.4,

w(e)d(e)  OPTerac
_ e — < =
E[f(V ~ (A(L,O) U UA(k = 1,0)))] < Z 5 5
Sincef(xy) > OPTrrac/k, We have
k—1 1
E AN < ([1—- =) OPT,
[;f( (17 ))] = ( k:> FRAC
Therefore the expected cost of the allocation is at Mibst— 1/k)OP Tegrac. O

E Improved integrality gap bound for H YPERGRAPH-MC

The main goal of this section is to establish a connectiowéen the distance LP fordbe-wT-MC considered
in [9] and LE-ReL for HYPERGRAPHMC. This connection gives us the following theorem.

Theorem E.1. The integrality gaph oHYPERGRAPHMC is at mos®(1—1/k) for instances oHYPERGRAPH
MC.

The reader may wonder whether we can prove the above theareathydwithout recourse to the result from
[Q]; we believe that it can be done but there are some techmicdles that we plan to address in a future version
of the paper. As we already notedy PERGRAPHMC and NODE-wT-MC are approximation equivalent. Oku-
motoet al. [18] gave an approximation-preserving reduction fromPERGRAPHMC to NODE-WT-MC. The
reduction maps an instance o IERGRAPHMC to an instance of BDE-wT-MC as follows. LetG = (V, E)
be an instance of PERGRAPHMC, namely a hypergraph with weights on the edges/adistinguished ver-
tices which we call terminals. We construct a bipartite grapas follows. We add all of the vertices 6fto
H, and we give them infinite weight. For each hyperedgé G, we add a vertex td/ of weightw,, and we
connect it to all of vertices oV that are contained in the hyperedge. The terminald @&re the terminals of
G, and it is straightforward to verify that a multiway cut@ corresponds to a node multiway cutkh of the
same weight and vice-versa.

We remark that there is an approximation-preserving réaluétom NoDe-wT-MC to HYPERGRAPHMC
as well. LetG = (V, E) be an instance of NDE-wT-MC, namely a graph with weights on the vertices @nd
distinguished vertices called terminals. We may assumieowitloss of generality that the terminals form an
independent set aff. We subdivide each edge 6f, except the edges incident to the terminals. Now we can
view the resulting grapli’ as a bipartite graph with the terminals and the subdividiegices on the left, and
all other vertices on the right. We construct a hypergréphs follows: the vertices aoff are the left vertices
of G’ and, for each vertex on the right,H has a hyperedge consisting of all neighbors ¢h the subdivided
graphG’). The weight of the hyperedge corresponding tis w(v). The terminals ofd are the terminals of
G, and it is straightforward to verify that a node multiway cutG corresponds to a multiway cut i of the
same weight and vice-versa.

Consider an instana@ of HYPERGRAPHMC, and letx be a feasible solution to LER for this instance.
Using the first reduction, we map an instarteef HYPERGRAPHMC to the instanced of NODE-wT-MC
described above. In the following, we show that we can mapdh&ionx to a solutiond to the distance LP
relaxation forH . The distance LP has a variahlg for each non-terminat with the interpretation that, is 1
if v is in the node multiway cut. L&, ;. denote the set of all paths &f from s; to s;.

)55
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(DISTANCE-LP) min Zdev

> d, >1  Vi#j,Vp € Py

dy >0 Voe V(H)—{s1, -+, Sk}

We map the solutiox to LE-REL to a solutiond to DISTANCE-LP as follows. For each vertaxe V, we set
d, = 0 (recall that all the vertices i have infinite weight). Let be a vertex ofH that corresponds to the
hyperedge: of G. Letu be the representative ef and let

k k

d, = ; (w(u,z) - Iglelglx(v,z)) =1- 2 r&lgw(v,z)
Now consider a patlp of H between two terminals, ands;. Letp = vg — 21 —v1 — 20 — -+ — 2p — Uy,
wherez; isinV(H) — V,v;isinV, vy = s, andvy = s;,. Lete; be the hyperedge corresponding:to node
thate; containsv;_; andv;. For each vertex € V, letz(v) = (x(v,1),--- ,z(v, k)) denote the point on the
k-dimensional simplex to which is mapped by the solutior, and let|| - ||; denote the/; norm of a vector.

‘ ‘ k
Zdzj = Z (1 — Ziléléll‘(?),l))

=1 =1 i=1
¢ k
> Z (1 — Zmin{m(vj_l,i),x(vj,i)}> (ej containsv;_; andv;)
=1 i=1
je k
= 33 (@(oy1,0) — mindw(v;1,1), 2(v;,0)})
=1 i=1
Jz k
= ZZmaX{O,w(Uj_1,i) — x(vj,1)}
=1 i=1
jl ¢k
LSS faloyo1i) = ol
j=1 i=1
1
= 3lIE(W;-1) = Z(v5)[h
> llE(sa) ~ F(su)lh =1

Therefored is a feasible solution to BTANCE-LP. Garg, Vazirany, and Yannakakis [9] showed that the in-
tegrality gap of DSTANCE-LP is at most2(1 — 1/k). Therefore the integrality gap of LEHR is at most
2(1 — 1/k) as well. The above argument also establishes that EE-R at least as strong a relaxation as
DisSTANCE-LP for NODE-wT-MC. Easy examples show that it is strictly stronger.
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