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Abstract

We consider the problem of maximizing a non-negative submodular set functionf : 2N → R+ over a ground set
N subject to a variety of packing type constraints including (multiple) matroid constraints, knapsack constraints, and
their intersections. In this paper we develop a general framework that allows us to derive a number of new results,
in particular whenf may be anon-monotonefunction. Our algorithms are based on (approximately) solving the
multilinear extensionF of f [6] over a polytopeP that represents the constraints, and then effectively rounding the
fractional solution. Although this approach has been used quite successfully in some settings [7, 27, 29, 14, 4], it has
been limited in some important ways. We overcome these limitations as follows.

First, we give constant factor approximation algorithms tomaximizeF over an arbitrary down-closed polytope
P that has an efficient separation oracle. Previously this wasknown only for monotone functions [42]. For non-
monotone functions, a constant factor was known only when the polytope was either the intersection of a fixed
number of knapsack constraints [29] or a matroid polytope [43, 36]. Second, we show thatcontention resolution
schemesare an effective way to round a fractional solution, even when f is non-monotone. In particular, contention
resolution schemes for different polytopes can be combinedto handle the intersection of different constraints. Via LP
duality we show that a contention resolution scheme for a constraint is related to thecorrelation gap[2] of weighted
rank functions of the constraint. This leads to an optimal contention resolution scheme for the matroid polytope.

Our results provide a broadly applicable framework for maximizing linear and submodular functions subject
to independence constraints. We give several illustrativeexamples. Contention resolution schemes may find other
applications.

1 Introduction

We consider the meta-problem ofmaximizinga non-negative submodular set function subject to independence con-
straints. Formally, letN be a finite ground set of cardinalityn, and letf : 2N → R+ be a submodular set function
overN .1 Let I ⊆ 2N be a downward-closed family2 of subsets ofN . Our problem is thenmaxS∈I f(S). We are
interested in independence families induced by natural anduseful constraints such as matroid constraints, knapsack
constraints, related special cases and their intersections. Throughout this paper we assume thatf is given via a value
oracle; that is, given a setS ⊆ N the oracle returnsf(S). The functionf could be monotone or non-monotone3;
monotone functions typically allow better approximation results.

Submodular function maximization has recently attracted considerable attention in theoretical computer science.
This is for a variety of reasons including applications, recognition of interesting algorithmic and structural properties,
as well as the use of submodular functions as utility functions in algorithmic game theory. A number of well-known
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1A set functionf : 2N → R is submodular ifff(A) + f(B) ≥ f(A ∪B) + f(A ∩ B) for all A,B ⊆ N .
2A family of setsI ⊆ 2N is downward-closed if for anyA ⊂ B ⊆ N , B ∈ I implies thatA ∈ I.
3f is monotoneif f(A) ≤ f(B) wheneverA ⊆ B.

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/1105.4593v1


problems can be seen as special cases of submodular functionmaximization. For example, the APX-hard Max-Cut
problem can be seen as (unconstrained) maximization of the cut functionf : 2V → R of a graphG = (V,E). (Note
thatf here is non-monotone.) Another well-known special case of our problem is the Max-k-Cover problem, which
can be viewed asmax{f(S) : |S| ≤ k} wheref(S) = |⋃j∈S Aj | is the coverage function for a collection of sets
{Ai}. Max-k-Cover is hard to approximate to within a factor of(1 − 1/e + ε) for any fixedε > 0, unlessP = NP
[17]. Hence we focus on approximation algorithms.4

Classical work in submodular function maximization was based on combinatorial techniques such as the greedy
algorithm and local search. We mention the work of Cornuejols, Fisher, Nemhauser and Wolsey [15, 35, 21, 34] from
the late 70’s which showed a variety of approximation boundswhenf is monotone submodular andI is induced by
multiple matroid constraints. Recent algorithmic work hasconsiderably extended and improved the classical results.
Local-search methods have been identified as particularly useful, in particular, for non-monotone functions. This has
led to the first constant factor approximation for the unconstrained submodular function maximization problem [18],
and a variety of approximation results for knapsack and matroid constraints [29, 30]. The greedy algorithm has also
been modified and made applicable to non-monotone functions[24].

Despite the above-mentioned results, combinatorial techniques have some limitations: (i) they have not been able
to achieve optimal approximation results, except in the basic case of a single cardinality or knapsack constraint [35, 39];
(ii) they are not very flexible in terms of the ability to combine constraints and develop more general techniques (e.g., a
(1−1/e)-approximation was known for maximizing a monotone submodular function subject to 1 knapsack constraint
[39], but little was known even for 2 knapsack constraints).A new approach which overcomes some of these obstacles
and brings submodular function maximization closer to the world of polyhedral techniques is via themultilinear
relaxation, introduced in this context in [6].

Multilinear relaxation. In this paper we focus on an algorithmic approach that is based on defining an extension
of a set functionf : 2N → R+ to a continuous functiong : [0, 1]N → R+. The Lovász extension [32] of a
submodular functionf is one such candidate; however, being a convex function, it is suitable for problems involving
minimizationof submodular functions. For maximization of submodular functions, the followingmultilinearextension
was introduced in [6], inspired by the work in [1].F (x) =

∑

S⊆N f(S)
∏

i∈S xi

∏

j 6∈S(1 − xj). The valueF (x) is
equivalently the expected value off(R) whereR is a random set obtained by picking each elementi independently
with probabilityxi. We observe that iff is modular5 thenF is simply a linear function.

Continuous extensions offer some advantages in the design of approximation algorithms. Suppose we have a
polytopePI ⊆ [0, 1]N that is a relaxation forI ⊆ 2N in the sense that{1I | I ∈ I} ⊂ PI . Moreover suppose there
is a polynomial-time separation oracle forPI (we call such polytopes solvable). Then we can hope to (approximately)
solve the continuous problemmaxx∈PI

F (x) to find a fractional solutionx∗ ∈ PI and then roundx∗ to an integral
solution. This is a standard paradigm in approximation via linear and convex programming relaxations. Two natural
questions arise in applying this paradigm to submodular functions, both due to the fact that the extensionF is neither
a convex nor concave function. First, can we (approximately) solve the problemmaxx∈PI

F (x)? Second, can we
round a fractional solution effectively?

Recent work has addressed the above questions in several ways. First, Vondrák [42] gave a continuous greedy
algorithm that gives an optimal(1 − 1/e)-approximation for the problemmaxx∈P F (x) whenf is monotone sub-
modular andP is a solvable polytope. Whenf is non-monotone, the picture is less satisfactory. Lee et al. [29] gave
a local-search based algorithm that gives a(1/4 − ε)-approximation to maximizeF over the polytope induced by a
fixed number of knapsack constraints. Vondrák [43] obtained a0.309-approximation for maximizingF over a single
matroid polytope, and this ratio has been recently improvedto 0.325 [36]. However, no approximation algorithm was
known to maximizeF over a general solvable polytopeP .

In terms of rounding a fractional solutionx, a natural strategy to preserve the value ofF (x) is to independently
round each coordinatei to 1 with probabilityxi. However, this rounding strategy does not typically preserve the
constraints imposed byI. Various dependent rounding schemes have been proposed. Itwas shown in [6] that ”pipage
rounding” can be used to round solutions in the matroid polytope without losing in terms of the objective functionF (x)
([14] achieves the same via ”swap-rounding”). In [27, 29, 4,28], randomized rounding coupled with alteration was

4If f is not assumed to be non-negative, even the unconstrained problem is inapproximable since deciding whether the optimumvalue is positive
or zero requires an exponential number of queries.

5A function is modular iff(A) + f(B) = f(A ∪B) + f(A ∩B) for all A,B ⊆ N . If f is modular thenf(A) = w0 +
∑

i∈A wi for some
weight functionw : N → R.
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used for knapsack constraints. More recently, [14] showed concentration properties for rounding in a single matroid
polytope whenf is monotone, and [44] showed concentration for independentrounding even whenf is non-monotone.
These led to a few additional results. Despite this progress, the “integrality gap” ofmax{F (x) : x ∈ P} has been
so far unknown even whenf is monotone andP the intersection of two matroid polytopes. (We remark that for pure
intersections of matroids, combinatorial algorithms are known to yield good approximations [29, 30].) However, even
for modular functions, combining constraints such as matroids and knapsack constraints has been difficult, and no
general result was known that matched the best bounds one canget for them separately.

Our contribution at a high level: In this paper we overcome existing limitations by obtaininga general framework
via the following results.

• We give the first constant factor approximation for the problemmax{F (x) : x ∈ P} whereP is any down-
monotone solvable polytope andF the multilinear extension of any non-negative submodular function.

• We propose a general (dependent) randomized rounding framework for modular and submodular functions under
independence constraints via what we callcontention resolution schemes(CR schemes). A key advantage is the
ability to easily combine schemes for different constraints to obtain a scheme for their intersection.

• We give anoptimal (1 − 1/e)-factor CR scheme for any matroid. Previously this was knownonly for the
uniform matroid of rank1 [19, 20]. More generally, we give a tight connection betweenCR schemes and the
correlation gapof the associated weighted rank functions.

The above ingredients can be put together to give a variety ofnew results that we discuss in more detail in Section 2.
We summarize some of our results in Table 1.

Constraint type Linear maximization Monotone submod. max. Non-negative submod. max.

O(1) knapsacks [1− ε] [1− 1/e − ε] 0.325 [0.25]

k matroids& ℓ = O(1) knapsacks 0.6/k 0.38/k [Ω(1/(k + ℓ))] 0.19/k [Ω(1/(k + ℓ))]

k-matchoid& ℓ-sparse PIP Ω(1/(k + ℓ)) Ω(1/(k + ℓ)) [Ω(1/kℓ)] Ω(1/(k + ℓ)) [Ω(1/kℓ)]

Unsplittable flow in paths and trees [Ω(1)] Ω(1) Ω(1)

Table 1: Approximation factors for different types of constraints and objective functions. Results in brackets were previously
known.

1.1 Maximizing the multilinear extension over a general polytope

We now give a more detailed description of our technical results and the general framework. First, we give a con-
stant factor approximation for the problemmax{F (x) : x ∈ P}, whereF is the multilinear extension of a non-
monotone submodular functionf andP is a down-monotone solvable polytope; the monotone case admits a(1−1/e)-
approximation [42] as we mentioned already. The condition of down-monotonicity of the polytope is necessary for
the non-monotone case; it follows from [43] that no constantfactor approximation is possible for the matroid base
polytope which is not down-monotone.

The main algorithmic technique for non-monotone functionsis local search. Fractional local search with additional
ideas has been the tool to solve the continuous problem in special cases of polytopes [29, 43, 36]. Previous fractional
local search methods for a constant number of knapsack constraints ([29] and [43]) improved a current solutionx
by considering moves along a small number of coordinates ofx. The analysis took advantage of the combinatorial
structure of the underlying discrete structure (knapsacksor matroids) which was sufficiently simple that swaps along
a few coordinates sufficed. How do we obtain an algorithm thatworks foranypolytopeP?

A new insight: Our key high-level idea is simple yet insightful. Any pointx ∈ P can be written as a convex
combination of the vertices ofP . We view the problem ofmax{F (x) : x ∈ P} as optimizing a submodular function
over the ground set consisting of the (exponentially many) vertices ofP (duplicated many times in the limit). From
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this viewpoint we obtain a new fractional local search procedure: given a current pointx, a local swap corresponds to
removing a vertex in the convex combination ofx and adding a new vertex ofP (with appropriate scalar multipliers).
To implement this efficiently we can use linear optimizationoverP . (We remark that the continuous greedy algorithm
for the monotone case [42] can also be interpreted with this insight.)

Our algorithms are derived using the above high-level idea.We note that when specialized to the matroid polytope
or knapsack polytope which have combinatorial structure, our algorithms become simpler and in fact resemble previ-
ous algorithms. Our algorithms and proofs of approximationguarantees are in fact simpler than the previously given
proofs for particular polytopes [29, 43, 36]. We present three algorithms of varying complexity. The first algorithm is
close in spirit to the local-search algorithm of Lee et al. for knapsack constraints [29] and gives a0.25-approximation.
The second algorithm uses some ideas of [43] for the case of a matroid polytope and gives a0.309-approximation with
respect to the bestintegersolution inP . The most involved algorithm is a generalization of a recentalgorithm inspired
by simulated annealing [36] which gives a0.325-approximation, also with respect to the best integer solution in P .
We remark that a known limit on the approximability ofmax{F (x) : x ∈ P} is a hardness of0.478-approximation in
the value oracle model, even in the special case of a matroid polytope, also due to [36]. We summarize our results in
the following theorem.

Theorem 1.1. For any nonnegative submodular functionf and a solvable down-monotone polytopeP , there is a0.25-
approximation algorithm for the problemmax{F (x) : x ∈ P} whereF is the multilinear extension off . There is also
an algorithm for this problem which returns a solutiony ∈ P of valueF (y) ≥ 0.325 ·max{F (x) : x ∈ P ∩{0, 1}N}.

1.2 Contention resolution schemes

We show that a certain natural class of rounding schemes thatwe call contention resolution schemes(CR schemes)
provides a useful and general framework for rounding fractional solutions under submodular objective functions. For
a ground setN , let PI be a convex relaxation of the constraints imposed byI ⊆ 2N , and letx ∈ PI . From
the definition ofF , a natural strategy to round a pointx is to independently round the coordinates; however, this
is unlikely to preserve the constraints imposed byI. Let R(x) ⊆ N be a random set obtained by including each
elementi ∈ N independently with probabilityxi. The setR(x) is not necessarily feasible. We would like to remove
(randomly) some elements fromR(x), so that we obtain a feasible setI ⊆ R(x). The property we would like to
achieve is that every elementi appears inI with probability at leastcxi for some parameterc > 0. We call such a
scheme “c-balanced contention resolution” forPI . We stress that the scheme needs to work for allx ∈ PI . In several
settings we need to first scale down the fractional solution,which calls for a more general definition below.

Definition 1.2. A (b, c)-balancedCR scheme forPI is a scheme such that for anyx ∈ PI , the scheme selects an
independent subsetI ⊆ R(bx) with the following property:Pr[i ∈ I | i ∈ R(bx)] ≥ c for every elementi. The
scheme is said to bemonotoneif Pr[i ∈ I | R(bx) = R1] ≥ Pr[i ∈ I | R(bx) = R2] wheneveri ∈ R1 ⊆ R2. A
scheme is said to bestrict if Pr[i ∈ I | i ∈ R(bx)] = c for everyi.

I.e., ac-balanced scheme is the same as a(1, c)-balanced scheme. Furthermore, a(b, c)-balanced CR scheme can
easily be transformed into abc-balanced CR scheme as follows. Letx ∈ PI and letR(x) be a random set obtained
from independent rounding of coordinates ofx. In a first step, for each elementi ∈ R(x), we removei from R(x)
with probability1 − b, hence obtaining a setR′ ⊆ R(x). Notice that the setR′ corresponds to a random set where
each elementi appears inR′ independently with probabilitybxi. Hence, we are now in the setting where we can apply
a (b, c)-balanced CR scheme leading to an independent setI where each elementi is present with probability at least
cbxi.

Monotonicity is needed in the context of submodular function maximization for the following reason. It is easy
to see that ifPI has ac-balanced CR scheme then it implies ac-approximation for maximizing a linear function over
PI . If x is a fractional solution then its value is

∑

i wixi for some (non-negative) weightswi; since each element
i is present in the final solution produced by ac-balanced CR scheme with probability at leastcxi, by linearity of
expectation, the expected weight of a solution is at leastc

∑

iwixi. More generally, we would like to prove such
a bound for any submodular functionf via F . However, this is no longer obvious since elements do not appear
independently in the rounding scheme; recall thatF (x) is the expected value off on a set produced by independently
including eachi with probabilityxi. Monotonicity is the property that is useful in this context, because elements of
smaller sets contribute more to a submodular function than elements of larger sets. Moreover, we use the strictness
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property in the case of non-monotone submodular functions.The strictness property is not very restrictive, because
any non-strict(b, c)-balanced CR scheme can be transformed into a(b, c)-balanced CR scheme that is sufficiently
close to being strict for our purposes. We discuss this further in Section 4.

The theorem below proves that under a contention resolutionscheme with suitable properties, one can claim an
expectation bound for submodular functions. A similar lemma was shown in [4]. We state and prove ours in a form
suitable for our context.

Theorem 1.3. Let f : 2N → R+ be a non-negative submodular function andx be a point inPI , a convex relaxation
for I ⊆ 2N . Let I(x) ∈ I be the random output of amonotone(b, c)-balancedCR scheme onx ∈ PI . If f is
non-monotone, let us assume in addition that theCR scheme is strict. Then

E[f(I(x))] ≥ cE[F (bx)].

In Section 4, we furthermore show how one can remove the strictness condition in the above theorem by performing
a simple pruning operation on the set output by the CR scheme.A possible drawback of the pruning operation is that
it depends on the submodular functionf , whereas the above theorem based on strict CR schemes is oblivious off .

We emphasize that a CR scheme is defined with respect to a specific polyhedral relaxationPI of I. We observe
that several previous rounding procedures for packing (andalso covering) problems rely on the well-known technique
of alteration of a set obtained via independent rounding and are examples of CR schemes (see [38, 5, 8, 13, 4]).
However, these schemes are oblivious in that they do not depend onx itself (other than in picking the random setR),
and the alteration is also deterministic. Our definition is inspired by the “fair contention resolution scheme” in [19, 20]
which considered the special case of contention for a singleitem. The dependence onx is necessary (even in this case)
if we want to obtain an optimal scheme.

Contention resolution via correlation gap and an optimal scheme for matroids: A natural question is how one
proves the existence of a contention resolution scheme. As we mentioned, several existing rounding schemes are based
on deterministic and oblivious alteration to a set obtainedvia independent rounding. Most of these schemes have been
applied to constraint systems induced by linear inequalities of the formAx ≤ b whereA is a non-negative matrix.
Until recently there was no contention resolution scheme for the matroid polytope; an optimal(b, 1−e−b

b )-balanced
scheme was previously known for the very special case of the uniform matroid of rank one [19, 20]. We note that
the recent work of Chawla et al. [10, 11] implicitly containsa (b, 1− b)-balanced scheme for matroids, although their
motivation was different. In this paper we develop an optimal scheme for an arbitrary matroid.

Theorem 1.4. There is an optimal(b, 1−e−b

b )-balanced contention resolution scheme for any matroid polytope. More-
over the scheme is monotone and efficiently implementable.

We use randomized schemes and view them abstractly as a convex combination of deterministic schemes. This
allows us, via LP duality, to show that the best contention resolution scheme for a constraint system is related to
the notion of correlation gap for weighted rank functions ofthe underlying constraint. We reiterate that the scheme
depends on the fractional solutionx that we wish to round; the alteration of the random setR(x) is itself a randomized
procedure that is tailored tox, and is found by solving a linear program. We are inspired to make the general connection
to correlation gap due to the recent work of Yan [45]; he applied a similar idea in the context of greedy posted-price
ordering schemes for Bayesian mechanism design, improvingthe bounds of [10, 11].

1.3 A framework for rounding via contention resolution schemes

We now describe our framework for the problemmaxS∈I f(S). The framework assumes the following: (i) there
is a polynomial-time value oracle forf , and (ii) that there is a polytopePI that contains the set{1S|S ∈ I} and
moreover that there is a polynomial-time separation oraclefor PI , and (iii) there is a strict and monotone(b, c)-
balanced contention resolution scheme forPI . Then we have the following simple algorithm:

1. Using an approximation algorithm, obtain in polynomial time a pointx∗ ∈ PI such that

F (x∗) ≥ α ·max{F (x) | x ∈ PI ∩ {0, 1}N} ≥ α ·max
S∈I

f(S).
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2. Use a strict and monotone(b, c)-balanced contention resolution scheme forPI to find a random setI(x∗) ∈ I.

Theorem 1.5. The above algorithm is a randomized(0.325 bc)-approximation algorithm formaxS∈I f(S). If f is
monotone then the approximation ratio is(1−1/e)bc. If f is modular then the ratio isbc and the contention resolution
scheme is not restricted to be monotone.

Proof. We haveF (x∗) ≥ αOPT with OPT = maxS∈I f(S). Theorem 1.3 shows that if we apply a strict and
monotone(b, c)-balanced contention resolution scheme tox∗ then the random setI output by it has the property that
E[f(I)] ≥ bcF (x∗), hence we have thatE[f(I)] ≥ α · (bc)OPT.

For non-monotone submodular functions, Theorem 1.1 givesα = 0.325. For monotone submodular functions,
[42] givesα = 1 − 1/e. For modularf , F (x) is a linear function, and henceα = 1 can be obtained by linear
programming. Moreover, ifF (x) is a linear function, then by linearity of expectation,E[f(I)] ≥ bcF (x∗) without
any monotonicity assumption on the scheme.

Combining schemes for different constraints:We are particularly interested in the case whenI = ∩h
i=1Ii is the

intersection of several different independence systems onN ; each system corresponds to a different set of constraints
that we would like to impose. Assuming that we can apply the above framework to eachIi separately, we can obtain
an algorithm forI as follows.

Lemma 1.6. LetI = ∩h
i=1Ii andPI = ∩iPIi . Suppose eachPIi has a monotone(b, ci)-balancedCR scheme. Then

PI has a monotone(b,
∏

i ci)-balancedCRscheme. In the special case that each element ofN participates in at most
k constraints andci = c for all i thenPI has a monotone(b, ck)-balancedCR scheme. Moreover, if the scheme for
eachPIi is implementable in poly-time time then the combined schemefor PI can be implemented in poly-time.

Therefore, we can proceed as follows. LetPIi be a polytope that is the relaxation ofIi. In other words{1S :
S ∈ Ii} is contained inPIi . Let PI = ∩iPIi . It follows that{1S : S ∈ I} is contained inPI and also that there
is a polynomial-time separation oracle forPI if there is one for eachPIi . Now suppose there is a monotone(b, ci)-
balanced contention resolution scheme forPIi for some common choice ofb. It follows from Lemma 1.6 thatPI has a
monotone(b,

∏

i ci)-balanced contention resolution scheme. We can then apply Theorem 1.5 to obtain a randomized
(αb

∏

i ci)-approximation formaxS∈I f(S) whereα depends on whetherf is modular, monotone submodular or
non-monotone submodular.

In this paper we focus on the framework with a small list of high-level applications. We have not attempted to
optimize for the best possible approximation for special cases. We add two remarks that are useful in augmenting the
framework.

Remark 1.7. The framework involves approximately solving the problemmaxx∈PI
F (x) to obtain a fractional solu-

tion x∗ and then using a(b, c)-balancedCR scheme onx∗. The first step in a(b, c)-balancedCR scheme is to obtain
a random setR by independently picking eachi with probability bx∗

i . More directly, we can find a solutiony∗ to
maxy∈bPI

F (y) wherebPI = {bx | x ∈ PI}, and obtain a random setR by picking eachi with probabilityy∗i . This
may be advantageous if the problemmaxy∈bPI

F (y) admits a better approximation than the problemmaxx∈PI
F (x).

A useful fact here is that the continuous greedy algorithm for monotone submodular functions [43, 7] finds for every
b ∈ [0, 1] a pointy ∈ bPI such thatF (y) ≥ (1− e−b)maxx∈PI

F (x).

Remark 1.8. A non-negative submodular set functionf is also subadditive, that is,f(A) + f(B) ≥ f(A ∪ B). In
some settings when considering the problemmaxS∈I f(S), it may be advantageous to partition the given ground set
N into N1, . . . , Nh and separately solve the problem on eachNi. This loses a factor ofh in the approximation but
one may be able to obtain a goodCR scheme for eachNi separately while it may not be straightforward to obtain one
for the entire setN .

Organization: The rest of the paper is divided into three parts. Some illustrative applications of our framework
are discussed in Section 2. Constant factor approximation algorithms for maximizingF over a solvable polytope
are described in Section 3. The connection between contention resolution schemes and correlation gap and its use
in deriving optimal schemes for matroids are discussed in Section 4, as well as contention resolution schemes for
knapsack constraints, sparse packing systems, and UFP in paths and trees.
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2 Applications

In this section we briefly outline some concrete results thatcan be obtained via our framework. The meta-problem we
are interested in solving ismaxS∈I f(S) whereI is a downward-closed family over the given ground setN andf is
a non-negative submodular set function overN . Many interesting problems can be cast as special cases depending on
the choice ofN , I andf . In order to apply the framework and obtain a polynomial-time approximation algorithm, we
need a solvable relaxationPI and a corresponding(b, c)-balanced CR scheme. Note that the framework is essentially
indifferent tof as long as we have a polynomial-time value oracle for it. We therefore focus on some broad classes of
constraints and corresponding natural polyhedral relaxations, and discuss CR schemes that can be obtained for them.
These schemes are formally described in Section 4.

Matroids and matchoids:Let M = (N, I) be a matroid constraint onN . A natural candidate forPI is the integral
matroid polytope{x ∈ [0, 1]n | x(S) ≤ r(S), S ⊆ N} wherer : 2N → Z+ is the rank function ofM. We
develop an optimal(1 − 1/e)-balanced CR scheme for the matroid polytope. More generally, for any b ∈ (0, 1]

we design a(b, 1−e−b

b )-balanced CR scheme, which lends itself well to combinations with other constraints. The
CR scheme for the matroid polytope extends via Lemma 1.6 to the case whenI is induced by the intersection of
k matroid constraints onN . A more general result is obtained by consideringk-uniform matchoids, a common
generalization ofk-set packing and intersection ofk matroids [31], defined as follows. LetG = (V,N) be ak-
uniform hypergraph; we associate the edges of the hypergraph with our ground setN . For eachv ∈ V , there is a
matroidMv = (Nv, Iv) overNv, set of hyperedges inN that containv. This induces an independence familyI on
N whereI = {S ⊆ N | S ∩Nv ∈ Iv, v ∈ V }. k-uniform matchoids generalize the intersection ofk matroids in that
they allow many matroids in the intersection as long as a given element of the ground set participates in at mostk of
them. A natural solvable relaxation forI is the intersection of the matroid polytopes at eachv. Via the CR scheme for
the single matroid we obtain a(b, (1−e−b

b )k)-balanced CR scheme for anyb ∈ (0, 1] for k-uniform matchoids. The
choice ofb = 2

k+1 gives a 2
e(k+1) -balanced CR scheme for everyk-uniform matchoid.

Knapsack / linear packing constraints:Let N = {1, 2, . . . , n}. Given a non-negativem × n matrix A and non-
negative vectorb, let I = {S | A1S ≤ b} where1S is the indicator vector of setS ⊆ N . It is easy to see that
I is an independence family. A natural LP relaxation for the problem isPI = {x | Ax ≤ b, x ∈ [0, 1]n}. The
width of the system of inequalities is defined asW = ⌊mini,j bi/Ai,j⌋. Some special cases of interest are (i)A is
a {0, 1}-matrix, (ii) A is column-restricted, that is, all non-zero entries in eachcolumn are the same and (iii)A is
k-column sparse, that is at mostk non-zero entries in each column. Several combinatorial problems can be captured
by these, such as matchings and independent sets in graphs and hypergraphs, knapsack and its variants, and maximum
throughput routing problems. However, the maximum independent set problem in graphs, which is a special case as
mentioned, does not allows an1−ε-approximation for any fixedε > 0, unless P=NP [25]. Therefore attention has
focused on restrictingA in various ways and obtaining upper bounds on the integrality gap of the relaxationPI when
the objective function is linear. Several of these results are based on randomized rounding of a fractional solution and
one can interpret the rounding algorithms as CR schemes. We consider a few such results below.

• For a constant number of knapsack constraints (m = O(1)), by guessing and enumeration tricks, one can
“effectively” get a(1 − ε, 1− ε)-balanced CR scheme for any fixedε > 0.

• WhenA is k-column sparse, there is a(b, 1 − 2kb)-balanced CR scheme. IfA has in addition widthW ≥ 2,
there is a(b, 1− k(2eb)W−1) CR scheme for anyb ∈ (0, 1). These results follow from [4].

• WhenA is a{0, 1}-matrix induced by the problem of routing unit-demand pathsin a capacitated path or tree,
there is a(b, 1−O(b)) CR scheme implicit in [5, 8, 13]. This can be extended to the unsplittable flow problem
(UFP) in capacitated paths and trees via grouping and scaling techniques [26, 13, 12].

Section 4 has formal details of the claimed CR schemes. Thereare other rounding schemes in the literature for
packing problems, typically developed for linear functions, that can be reinterpreted as CR schemes. Our framework
then can be used to obtain algorithms for non-negative submodular set functions. See [9] for a recent and illuminating
example.

Approximation algorithms. The CR schemes mentioned above when instantiated with suitable parameters and
plugged into our general framework yield several new randomized polynomial-time approximation algorithms for
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problems of the formmaxS∈I f(S), wheref is non-negative submodular. We remark that these results are for some-
what abstract problems and one can obtain more concrete results by specializing them and improving the constants.
We have not attempted to do so in this paper.

• If I is the intersection of a fixed number of knapsack constraints, we achieve a0.325-approximation, improving
the (0.2 − ε)-approximation from [29] and a recent(0.25 − ε)-approximation [28]. This is obtained via the
(1− ε, 1− ε)-balanced CR scheme for a fixed number of knapsack constraints.

• If I is the intersection of ak-uniform matchoid andℓ knapsack constraints withℓ a fixed constant, we obtain an
Ω( 1k )-approximation (constant independent ofℓ), which improves the bound ofΩ( 1

k+ℓ ) from [23]. We remark
that this is a new result even for linear objective functions. We obtain this by choosingb = Ω(1/k) and using

the (b, (1−e−b

b )k)-balanced CR scheme fork-uniform matchoids and the(1 − ε, 1 − ε)-balanced CR scheme
for a fixed number of knapsack constraints (this requires a separate preprocessing step).

• If I is the intersection of ak-uniform matchoid and anℓ-sparse knapsack constraint system of widthW , we give
anΩ( 1

k+ℓ1/W
)-approximation, improving theΩ( 1

kℓ ) approximation from [23]. This follows by combining the

CR schemes fork-uniform matchoid andℓ-column sparse packing constraints with a choice ofb = Ω( 1
k+ℓ1/W

).

• We obtain a constant factor approximation for maximizing a non-negative submodular function of routed re-
quests in a capacitated path or tree. Previously anO(1) approximation was known for linear functions [5, 8,
13, 12] but no prior approach that we are aware of could obtaina constant factor for non-monotone submodular
functions.

3 Solving the multilinear relaxation for non-negative submodular functions

In this section, we address the question of solving the problemmax{F (x) : x ∈ P} whereF is the multilinear
extension of a submodular function. As we already mentioned, due to [42, 7], there is a(1 − 1/e)-approximation for
the problemmax{F (x) : x ∈ P} wheneverF is the multilinear extension of a monotone submodular function and
P is any solvable polytope. Here, we consider the maximization of a possiblynon-monotone submodular function
over a down-monotone solvable polytope. We assume in the following thatP ⊆ [0, 1]N is a down-monotone solvable
polytope andF : [0, 1]N → R+ is the multilinear extension of a submodular function. We present three algorithms for
this problem. As we noted in the introduction, there is no constant factor approximation for maximizing non-monotone
submodular functions over general solvable polytopes [43]. The approximation that can be achieved for matroid base
polytopes is proportional to1 − 1/ν whereν is the fractional packing number of bases, and in fact this trade-off
generalizes to arbitrary solvable polytopes; we discuss this in Section 3.4.

3.1 Continuous local-search 0.25-approximation

First we consider the following natural local-search algorithm.

Algorithm 3.1. Initialize x := 0. As long as there isy ∈ P such that(y − x) · ∇F (x) > 0 (which can be found by
linear programming), movex continuously in the directiony − x. If there is no suchy ∈ P , returnx.

Naturally, a polynomial-time implementation of this algorithm would move in discrete steps and continue only as
long as the improvements are sufficiently large. We defer these technicalities to Section 3.5. For now, we assume that
when the algorithm terminates, we have(y − x) · ∇F (x) ≤ 0 for everyy ∈ P . The basic lemma in the analysis of
this algorithm as well as the improved algorithms is the following.

Lemma 3.2. For any two pointsx,y ∈ [0, 1]N : (y − x) · ∇F (x) ≥ F (x ∨ y) + F (x ∧ y) − 2F (x).

Proof. By submodularity,F is concave along any line with a nonnegative direction vector, such as(x ∨ y) − x ≥ 0.
Therefore,

F (x ∨ y) − F (x) ≤ ((x ∨ y)− x) · ∇F (x), and similarly

F (x ∧ y) − F (x) ≤ ((x ∧ y)− x) · ∇F (x),
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because of the concavity ofF along(x ∧ y) − x ≤ 0. Adding up these two inequalities, we getF (x ∨ y) + F (x ∧
y)− 2F (x) ≤ ((x∨y)+ (x∧y)− 2x) ·∇F (x). It remains to observe that(x∨y)+ (x∧y) = x+y, which proves
the lemma.

Corollary 3.3. If x is a local optimum such that(y − x) · ∇F (x) ≤ 0, then2F (x) ≥ F (x ∨ y) + F (x ∧ y).

Next, we show that if we combine this local optimum with a suitable “complementary solution”, we get a1/4-
approximation to the global optimum. The following is our algorithm.

Algorithm 3.4. Using Algorithm 3.1, find a local optimumx in P . Then defineQ = {y ∈ P : y ≤ 1− x} and again
using Algorithm 3.1, find a local optimumz in Q. If F (x) ≥ F (z) returnx, otherwise returnz.

We use the following property of the multilinear extension of a submodular function. Let us replace each coordinate
by a[0, 1] interval and let us represent a certain valuexi of thei’th coordinate by a subset of[0, 1] of the corresponding
measure.

Definition 3.5. LetX ∈ LN , whereL denotes the set of all measurable subsets of[0, 1]. We say thatX represents a
vectorx ∈ [0, 1]N , if Xi has measurexi for eachi ∈ N .

From a ”discrete point of view”, we can imagine that each coordinate is replaced by some large number of elements
M and a value ofxi is represented by any subset of sizeMxi. This can be carried out if all the vectors we work with
are rational. In the following, we consider functions on subsets of this new ground set. We show a natural property,
namely that a function derived from the multilinear extension of a submodular function is again submodular. (An
analogous property in the discrete case was proved in [33, 29].)

Lemma 3.6. LetF : [0, 1]N → R be a multilinear extension of a submodular functionf . Define a functionF ∗ on
LN , byF ∗(X ) = F (x), wherex ∈ [0, 1]N is the vector represented byX . ThenF ∗ is submodular:

F ∗(X ∪ Y) + F ∗(X ∩ Y) ≤ F ∗(X ) + F ∗(Y),

where the union and intersection is interpreted component-wise.

Proof. We haveF (x) = E[f(x̂)] wherex̂i = 1 independently with probabilityxi. An equivalent way to generatêx is
to choose any setX ∈ LN representingx, generate uniformly and independently a numberri ∈ [0, 1] for eachi ∈ N ,
and set̂xi = 1 iff ri ∈ Xi. Since the measure ofXi is xi, x̂i = 1 with probability exactlyxi. Therefore,

F ∗(X ) = F (x) = E[f(x̂)] = E[f({i : ri ∈ Xi})].

Similarly,
F ∗(Y) = E[f({i : ri ∈ Yi})].

This also holds forX ∪ Y andX ∩ Y: since(X ∪ Y)i = Xi ∪ Yi and(X ∩ Y)i = Xi ∩ Yi, we get

F ∗(X ∪ Y) = E[f({i : ri ∈ Xi} ∪ {i : ri ∈ Yi})]

and
F ∗(X ∩ Y) = E[f({i : ri ∈ Xi} ∩ {i : ri ∈ Yi})].

Hence, by the submodularity off ,

F ∗(X ∪ Y) + F ∗(X ∩ Y) = E[f({i : ri ∈ Xi} ∪ {i : ri ∈ Yi}) + f({i : ri ∈ Xi} ∩ {i : ri ∈ Yi})]
≤ E[f({i : ri ∈ Xi}) + f({i : ri ∈ Yi})]
= F ∗(X ) + F ∗(Y).

From here, we obtain our main lemma - the average of the two fractional local optima is at least14OPT.
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Lemma 3.7. Let OPT= max{F (x) : x ∈ P}. Letx be a local optimum inP , andz a local optimum inQ = {y ∈
P : y ≤ 1− x}. Then2F (x) + 2F (z) ≥ OPT.

Proof. Let OPT= F (x∗) wherex∗ ∈ P . By Corollary 3.3, the local optimumx ∈ P satisfies

2F (x) ≥ F (x ∨ x∗) + F (x ∧ x∗). (1)

In the restricted polytopeQ = {y ∈ P : y ≤ 1 − x}, consider the pointz∗ = (x∗ − x) ∨ 0 ∈ Q. Again by
Corollary 3.3, the local optimumz ∈ Q satisfies

2F (z) ≥ F (z ∨ z∗) + F (z ∧ z∗). (2)

Now we use a representation of vectors by subsets as described in Def. 3.5. We chooseX ,X ∗,Z,Z∗ ∈ LN to
representx,x∗, z, z∗ as follows: for eachi ∈ N , Xi = [0, xi), Zi = [xi, xi+zi) (note thatxi+zi ≤ 1),X ∗

i = [0, x∗
i )

andZ∗
i = [0, z∗i ) = [0,max{x∗

i − xi, 0}). Note that(X ∩ Z)i = ∅ for all i ∈ N .
Defining F ∗ as in Lemma 3.6, we haveF ∗(X ) = F (x), F ∗(X ∗) = F (x∗) = OPT, F ∗(Z) = F (z) and

F ∗(Z∗) = F (z∗). Using relations like[0, xi) ∪ [0, x∗
i ) = [0,max{xi, x

∗
i }), we also getF ∗(X ∪ X ∗) = F (x ∨ x∗)

andF ∗(X∩X ∗) = F (x∧x∗). Furthermore, we have(X ∗
i \Xi)∪Zi = [xi,max{x∗

i , xi+zi}) = [xi, xi+max{z∗i , zi}).
This is an interval of lengthmax{z∗i , zi} = (z∨z∗)i and henceF ∗((X ∗ \X )∪Z) = F (z∨z∗), where(X ∗ \X )∪Z
is interpreted component-wise.

The property of the first local optimum (1) can be thus writtenas2F (x) ≥ F ∗(X ∪ X ∗) + F ∗(X ∩ X ∗). The
property of the complementary local optimum (2) can be written as2F (z) ≥ F ∗((X ∗ \ X ) ∪ Z) (we discarded the
nonnegative termF (z ∧ z∗) which is not useful in the following). Therefore,2F (x) + 2F (z) ≥ F ∗(X ∪ X ∗) +
F ∗(X ∩ X ∗) + F ∗((X ∗ \ X ) ∪ Z). By Lemma 3.6,F ∗ is submodular. Hence we get

F ∗(X ∩ X ∗) + F ∗((X ∗ \ X ) ∪ Z) ≥ F ∗((X ∩ X ∗) ∪ (X ∗ \ X ) ∪ Z)

= F ∗(X ∗ ∪ Z)

(we discarded the intersection term). Finally, using the fact thatX ∩Z = ∅ and again the submodularity ofF ∗, we get

F ∗(X ∪ X ∗) + F ∗(X ∗ ∪ Z) ≥ F ∗((X ∪ X ∗) ∩ (X ∗ ∪ Z)) = F ∗(X ∗)

(we discarded the union term). To summarize,

2F (x) + 2F (z) ≥ F ∗(X ∪ X ∗) + F ∗(X ∩ X ∗) + F ∗((X ∗ \ X ) ∪ Z)

≥ F ∗(X ∪ X ∗) + F ∗(X ∗ ∪ Z)

≥ F ∗(X ∗) = OPT.

Corollary 3.8. For any down-monotone polytopeP ⊆ [0, 1]N and multilinear extension of a submodular function
F : [0, 1]N → R+, Algorithm 3.4 is a14 -approximation to the problemmax{F (x) : x ∈ P}.

3.2 Restricted local-search 0.309-approximation

Next, we present a modified local-search algorithm which is ageneralization of the algorithm for matroid polytopes
from [43]. We remark that this algorithm is in fact simpler than the1

4 -approximation from the previous section, in that
it does not require a second-stage complementary local search.

Algorithm 3.9. Initialize x := 0 and fix a parametert ∈ [0, 1]. As long as there isy ∈ P ∩ [0, t]N such that
(y−x) ·∇F (x) > 0 (which can be found by linear programming), movex continuously in the directiony−x. Return
x.

This algorithm also works for any down-monotone polytopeP . With the choice oft = 1
2 (3 −

√
5), it achieves a

1
4 (−1 +

√
5) ≃ 0.309-approximation (with respect to the optimal0-1 solution; we are not sure currently whether the

analysis extends to optimal fractional solutions).
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Lemma 3.10. Letx be a local optimum inP ∩ [0, t]N , in the sense that(y−x) · ∇F (x) ≤ 0 for anyy ∈ P ∩ [0, t]N .
Definet ∈ [0, 1]N by ti = t if xi = t andti = 1 if xi < t. Letz be any point inP and letz′ = z ∧ t. Then

2F (x) ≥ F (x ∨ z′) + F (x ∧ z′).

We remark that the above inequality would be immediate from Corollary 3.3, ifz′ ∈ P ∩ [0, t]N . However,z′ is
not necessarily constrained by[0, t]N .

Proof. Considerz′ = z ∧ t as defined above. By down-monotonicity,z′ ∈ P . Also, the coordinates wherez′i > t
are exactly those wherexi < t. So there isǫ > 0 such thatx + ǫ(z′ − x) ∈ P ∩ [0, t]N . By the condition of a local
optimum,

(z′ − x) · ∇F (x) ≤ 0.

The rest follows from Lemma 3.2.

In the rest of the analysis, we follow [43].

Definition 3.11. For x ∈ [0, 1]N andλ ∈ [0, 1], we define the associated “threshold set” asT>λ(x) = {i : xi > λ}.

Lemma 3.12. Letx ∈ [0, 1]N . For any partitionN = C ∪ C̄,

F (x) ≥ E[f((T>λ(x) ∩ C) ∪ (T>λ′(x) ∩ C̄))]

whereλ, λ′ ∈ [0, 1] are independently and uniformly random.

This appears as Lemma A.5 in [43]. We remark that the right-hand side withC = ∅ or C = N gives the Lovász
extension off and the lemma follows by comparing the multilinear and Lovász extension. For a non-trivial partition
(C, C̄), the lemma follows by two applications of this fact. The nextlemma is exactly as in [43] for the special case of
a matroid polytope; we rephrase the proof here in our more general setting.

Lemma 3.13. Assume thatt ∈ [0, 1
2 (3−

√
5)]. Letx be a local optimum inP ∩ [0, t]N and letz = 1C be any solution

in P ∩ {0, 1}N . Then

F (x) ≥
(

t− 1

2
t2
)

f(C).

Proof. DefineA = {i : xi = t} and lett = t1A + 1Ā, z′ = z ∧ t as in Lemma 3.10. Sincez = 1C , we have
z′ = t1A∩C + 1C\A. By Lemma 3.10, we get

2F (x) ≥ F (x ∨ z′) + F (x ∧ z′). (3)

First, let’s analyzeF (x ∧ z′). Sincez′ = t1A∩C + 1C\A andx ∈ [0, t]N , we havex ∧ z′ = x ∧ 1C . We apply
Lemma 3.12, which states that

F (x ∧ z′) = F (x ∧ 1C) ≥ E[f(T>λ(x) ∩C)].

Due to the definition ofT>λ(x), with probabilityt we haveλ < t andT>λ(x) containsA = {i : xi = t}. Then,
f(T>λ(x) ∩ C) + f(C \A) ≥ f(C) by submodularity. We conclude that

F (x ∧ z′) ≥ t(f(C)− f(C \A)). (4)

Next, let’s analyzeF (x ∨ z′). We apply Lemma 3.12. We get

F (x ∨ z′) ≥ E[f((T>λ(x ∨ z′) ∩C) ∪ (T>λ′(x ∨ z′) ∩ C̄))].

The random threshold sets are as follows:T>λ(x ∨ z′) ∩C = T>λ(x ∨ 1C\A) ∩C is equal toC with probability
t, and equal toC \ A otherwise.T>λ′(x ∨ z′) ∩ C̄ = T>λ′(x) ∩ C̄ is empty with probability1 − t. (We ignore the
contribution whenT>λ′(x) ∩ C̄ 6= ∅.) Becauseλ, λ′ are independently sampled, we get

F (x ∨ z′) ≥ (1 − t)(tf(C) + (1− t)f(C \A)).
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Provided thatt ∈ [0, 12 (3−
√
5)], we havet ≤ (1− t)2. Then, we can write

F (x ∨ z′) ≥ t(1 − t)f(C) + tf(C \A). (5)

Combining equations (3), (4) and (5), we get

2F (x) ≥ F (x ∨ z′) + F (x ∧ z′) ≥ t(1 − t)f(C) + t f(C \A) + t(f(C)− f(C \A)) = (2t− t2)f(C).

Corollary 3.14. For t = 1
2 (3−

√
5), Algorithm 3.9 achieves a14 (−1+

√
5)-approximation with respect tomax{F (x) :

x ∈ P ∩ {0, 1}N}.

3.3 Simulated annealing 0.325-approximation

Finally, we present the algorithm with the best ratio, basedon the ideas of simulated annealing and the recent work
of [36]. This algorithm can be seen as an extension of the0.309-approximation, where local search is applied to a
restricted polytopeP∩[0, t]N . Here, we vary the ”temperature parameter”t continuously from0 to1, while performing
local search in the restricted polytope.

Algorithm 3.15. Initialize x := 0 andt := 0. As long ast ≤ 1, repeat the following:

1. Run a local search insideP ∩ [0, t]N , until (y − x) · ∇F (x) ≤ 0 for all y ∈ P ∩ [0, t]N .

2. Generateλ uniformly at random in[0, t], letT>λ(x) = {i : xi > λ} andQ = {z ∈ P : ∀i ∈ T>λ(x); zi = 0}.
Initialize z := 0 and run a local search insideQ, to find an auxiliary local optimumz ∈ Q. Remember the best
auxiliary local optimum, maximizingF (z).

3. Findy ∈ P maximizingy · ∇F (x), modifyx := x+ δ
1−t (y − x), t := t+ δ, and go to step 1.

Eventually, return the better ofx and the best auxiliary local optimumz.

Note that the pointx evolves throughout the process, while the search forz starts separately in each iteration. In
Step 3, we look for a pointy in the full polytopeP rather than the restricted polytopeP ∩ [0, t]N . Sincex ∈ [0, t]N

andy ∈ [0, 1]N , the modified pointx+ δ
1−t (y− x) has coordinatesxi +

δ
1−t (yi − xi) ≤ t+ δ, and so it is contained

in P ∩ [0, t+ δ]N . Coming back to Step 1, we continue local search from this point.
Since the analysis of this process is somewhat involved and much of it overlaps with the analysis of [36], we

present the key lemmas and point out where we differ from [36]. As in [36], suppose that1C is an optimal solution of
max{F (x) : x ∈ P ∩ {0, 1}N}, and define the following function:

G(x) = (1C − x) · ∇F (x).

First, we have the following lemma characterizing the improvement in Step 3, similar to Lemma 4.3 in [36] (note that
our proof here is much simpler).

Lemma 3.16. If x(t) denotes the solution at temperaturet before Step 1, we have

1− t

δ
[F (x(t+ δ))− F (x(t))] ≥ G(x(t)) −O(n2δ).

Proof. Letx be the solution before Step 3. In Step 1, the value ofF (x) cannot decrease, so we haveF (x) ≥ F (x(t)).
In Step 3, we optimizey · ∇F (x) overy ∈ P . Since1C is a feasible solution,

(y − x) · ∇F (x) ≥ (1C − x) · ∇F (x) = G(x).

Step 3 modifies the current solution as follows:x′ = x+ δ
1−t (y−x). Using the first-order approximation ofF in the

vicinity of x, we have

F (x′) = F (x) +
δ

1− t
(y − x) · ∇F (x)±O(n2δ2) ≥ F (x) +

δ

1− t
G(x) −O(n2δ2)
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(for more detailed estimates of the error term, see [36]). Aswe argued, we haveF (x) ≥ F (x(t)) andF (x(t+ δ)) =
F (x′). To conclude:

F (x(t+ δ))− F (x(t)) ≥ F (x′)− F (x) ≥ δ

1− t
G(x(t)) −O(n2δ2).

The next lemma relatesG(x) = (1C − x) · ∇F (x) to the optimum OPT= f(C).

Lemma 3.17. If x is a local optimum inP ∩ [0, t]N andz is a local optimum inQ = {z ∈ P : zi = 0 ∀i ∈ T>λ(x)}
for a randomλ ∈ [0, t], then

G(x) + 2F (x) + 2tE[F (z)] ≥ OPT.

Proof. By Lemma 3.2, we have

G(x) + 2F (x) = (1C − x) · ∇F (x) + 2F (x) ≥ F (x ∨ 1C) + F (x ∧ 1C).

By the threshold lemma (Lemma 3.12), we get

G(x) + 2F (x) ≥ Eλ[f(T>λ(x) ∪ C)] + Eλ[f(T>λ(x) ∩ C)].

Sincex ∈ [0, t]N , the setT>λ(x) is empty wheneverλ ≥ t, which happens with probability1− t. Therefore,

G(x) + 2F (x) ≥ (1− t)f(C) + tEλ[f(T>λ(x) ∪ C) + f(T>λ(x) ∩ C) | λ < t]. (6)

To extract some value from the conditional expectation, we use the auxiliary optimumz. By Corollary 3.3,

2F (z) ≥ F (z ∨ 1C\T>λ(x))) + F (z ∧ 1C\T>λ(x)) ≥ F (z ∨ 1C\T>λ(x)) (7)

because1C\T>λ(x) ∈ Q. (Recall thatQ is equal toP restricted to the complement ofT>λ(x).) Now, by definition of
F , for a fixedλ we haveF (z ∨ 1C\T>λ(x)) = EZ [f((Z ∪ C) \ T λ(x))] whereZ is some random set related toz. (It
is not important now what exactly this set is; the important fact is that bothz and1C\T>λ(x) are nonzero only on the
complement ofT>λ(x).) Using submodularity,

f(T>λ(x) ∩ C) + f(T>λ(x) ∪ C) + F (z ∨ 1C\T>λ(x))

= EZ [f(T>λ(x) ∩ C) + f(T>λ(x) ∪ C) + f((Z ∪ C) \ T λ(x))]

≥ f(T>λ(x) ∩ C) + f(C \ T>λ(x))

≥ f(C).

This holds for any fixedλ. Combining with (6) and (7), we get

G(x) + 2F (x) + 2tE[F (z) | λ < t]

≥ (1− t)f(C) + tEλ[f(T>λ(x) ∩ C) + f(T>λ(x) ∪ C) + F (z ∨ 1C\T>λ(x)) | λ < t]

≥ (1− t)f(C) + tf(C) = f(C).

Combining Lemma 3.16 and 3.17, we get the following.

Corollary 3.18. If x(t) denotes the solution at temperaturet before Step 1, andz(t) the auxiliary solution found in
Step 2, then

1− t

δ
[F (x(t + δ))− F (x(t))] ≥ OPT− 2F (x(t))− 2tE[F (z(t))] −O(n2δ).
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We can assume thatE[F (z(t))] ≤ β whereβ is some target value we want to achieve. (IfE[F (z(t))] > β at some
point, then we are done.) We consider the behavior of the algorithm whenδ → 0. DenotingΦ(t) = F (x(t)), this
yields the following differential equation:

(1− t)Φ′(t) ≥ OPT− 2Φ(t)− 2tβ.

This is the same differential equation that appears in the analysis of the matroid constraint in [36]. It can be shown that
if we solve the differential equation forβ = 0.325 and initial conditionst0 = 1

2 (3−
√
5),Φ(t0) ≥ 1

4 (−1+
√
5)OPT≃

0.309 ·OPT (the properties of a local optimum that we proved in the previous section), then we obtain a solution which
achievesΦ(t) ≥ 0.325 · OPT fort ≃ 0.53. This proves the second part of Theorem 1.1.

3.4 Approximation for general polytopes

In this section, we formulate an approximation result for the problemmax{F (x) : x ∈ P} whenP is a general
solvable polytope (not necessarily down-monotone). This result is included only for the sake of compleness; we do
not have any concrete applications for it. Our result generalizes (while losing a factor of 4) the result for matroid base
polytopes from [43], which states that a12 (1− 1

ν − o(1))-approximation can be achieved, provided that the fractional
base packing number is at leastν ∈ [1, 2]. As observed in [43], the fractional base packing number being at leastν is
equivalent to the conditionP ∩ [0, 1

ν ]
N 6= ∅. This is the condition we use for general polytopes.

Algorithm 3.19. Let t ∈ [0, 1] be a parameter such thatP ∩ [0, t]N 6= ∅. Initialize x ∈ P ∩ [0, t]N arbitrarily. As
long as there isy ∈ P ∩ [0, 12 (1 + t)]N such that(y − x) · ∇F (x) > 0 (which can be found by linear programming),
movex continuously in the directiony − x. If there is no suchy ∈ P ∩ [0, 12 (1 + t)]N , returnx.

Note that even though we requireP ∩[0, t]N 6= ∅, the local search works inside a larger polytopeP ∩[0, 1
2 (1+t)]N .

This is necessary for the analysis.

Theorem 3.20. For any solvable polytope such thatP ∩ [0, t]N 6= ∅, Algorithm 3.19 approximates the problem
max{F (x) : x ∈ P} within a factor of18 (1− t).

Proof. The algorithm maintains the invariantx ∈ P ∩ [0, 1
2 (1 + t)]N . Suppose that the algorithm returns a pointx.

Then we know that for everyy ∈ P ∩ [0, 12 (1 + t)]N , (y − x) · ∇F (x) ≤ 0. We use a particular pointy defined
as follows: Letx∗ be the optimum, i.e.F (x∗) = max{F (x) : x ∈ P}, and letx0 be any point inP ∩ [0, t]N , for
example the starting point. Then we definey = 1

2 (x0+x∗). By convexity, we havey ∈ P , and sincex∗ ∈ [0, 1]N , we
also havey ∈ [0, 1

2 (1+ t)]N . Therefore, by the local-search condition, we have(y−x) ·∇F (x) ≤ 0. By Lemma 3.2,

2F (x) ≥ F (x ∨ y) + F (x ∧ y) ≥ F (x ∨ y).

Letx′ = x∨y. The pointx′ has the following properties:x′ = x∨ 1
2 (x0 + x∗) ≥ 1

2x
∗, and alsox′ ∈ [0, 12 (1 + t)]N .

Considering the ray12x
∗ + ξ(x′ − 1

2x
∗) parameterized byξ ≥ 0. Observe that this ray has positive direction in all

coordinates, and it is possible to go beyondξ = 1 and still stay inside[0, 1]N : in particular, forξ = 2
1+t we get a point

1
2x

∗ + 2
1+t (x

′ − 1
2x

∗) ≤ 2
1+tx

′ ∈ [0, 1]N . Using this fact, we can expressx′ as a convex combination:

x′ =
1 + t

2
·
(

1

2
x∗ +

2

1 + t
(x′ − 1

2
x∗)

)

+
1− t

2
· 1
2
x∗

(the reader can verify that this is an identity). By the concavity of F in positive directions, we get

F (x′) ≥ 1 + t

2
F

(

1

2
x∗ +

2

1 + t
(x′ − 1

2
x∗)

)

+
1− t

2
F

(

1

2
x∗

)

.

As we argued,12x
∗ + 2

1+t (x
′ − 1

2x
∗) ∈ [0, 1]N , so we can just lower-bound the respective value by0, and we obtain

F (x′) ≥ 1− t

2
F

(

1

2
x∗

)

≥ 1− t

4
F (x∗).

Finally, our solution satisfies

F (x) ≥ 1

2
F (x ∨ y) =

1

2
F (x′) ≥ 1− t

8
F (x∗) =

1− t

8
OPT.
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3.5 Technical details of continuous local search

Finally, we address the question of polynomial running timefor our local-search procedures. One possible implemen-
tation, which is in line with our intuitive description in Section 1, would be as follows.

Let M = maxS,i |fS(i)| be the maximum absolute marginal value of any element. This implies easily that

| ∂F∂xi
| ≤ M and| ∂2F

∂xi∂xj
| ≤ 2M for all i, j (see [43]). We pick a parameterq = na for some sufficiently large constant

a and maintain a convex combinationx = 1
q

∑q
i=1 vi, wherevi are certain vertices ofP (with possible repetition).

Each discrete step corresponds to replacing a vertex in the convex combination by another. A typical local-search step
that we used is: If there isy ∈ P such that(y − x) · ∇F (x) > 0, then move in the directiony − x. We implement
this as follows: We find a pointy by solving a linear optimization problemmaxy∈P (y − x) · ∇F (x), where the
coordinates of∇F are estimated by random sampling (within additive errors≪ M/na). The optimal solutiony can
be assumed to be a vertex ofP . Then, if (y − x) · ∇F (x) ≥ 3M/na−1, we remove a random vertexvi from the
current convex combination and replace it byy. Denote the new fractional solution byx′. The expected effect of this
change is

E[F (x′)− F (x)] =
1

q

q
∑

i=1

(

F

(

x+
1

q
(y − vi)

)

− F (x)

)

=
1

q2

q
∑

i=1

(y − vi) · ∇F (x̃i)

wherex̃i is some point betweenx andx + 1
q (y − vi). Sinceq = na, we get by standard bounds that||∇F (x̃i) −

∇F (x)||1 ≤ n
q · 2M = 2M

na−1 . Therefore,

E[F (x′)− F (x)] ≥ 1

q2

q
∑

i=1

(

(y − vi) · ∇F (x)− 2M

na−1

)

=
1

q

(

(y − x) · ∇F (x) − 2M

na−1

)

≥ 1

q
· M

na−1

assuming that(y − x) · ∇F (x) ≥ 3M
na−1 . Therefore, if we exchangey for the vertexvi which maximizes our gain,

we getF (x′) − F (x) ≥ M
qna−1 = M

n2a−1 . In other words, each step gains at leastMn2a−1 , and also we have the
trivial bound OPT≤ nM ; therefore the number of steps is bounded byn2a. When the local search stops, we have
(y − x) · ∇F (x) < 3M

na−1 for all y ∈ P . It is straightforward to verify that the analysis of each ofour algorithms can
be carried out with this error term, which induces anM/poly(n) additive loss in the performance of the algorithm.

In case of a down-monotone polytopePI that corresponds to an independence familyI, we can assume that each
singleton is feasible (otherwise we can remove it from the instance). Therefore, OPT≥ maxi f({i}), and OPT is
also at least1nM whereM is the maximum absolute marginal value of any element. This means that the additive loss
in the performance of our algorithms is at most OPT/poly(n). Additional care is needed when considering general
polytopes that are not necessarily down-monotone as in Section 3.4 (for example when considering the matroid base
constraint as in [43]). However, in this paper our focus is ondown-monotone polytopes.

4 Contention resolution schemes

In this section we prove our results on the existence of contention resolution schemes and their application to submod-
ular maximization problems. First, we supply the missing proofs from Section 1.

4.1 Contention resolution basics

The inequality that relates contention resolution to submodular maximization is given in Theorem 1.3. This inequality
also appears in [4]; we give the proof here for completeness.

Proof of Theorem 1.3.We decompose the expectation off(I) as follows:

E[f(I)] = f(∅) +
n
∑

i=1

E[f(I ∩ [i])− f(I ∩ [i− 1])].
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We estimate the expectation of each marginal value separately. By submodularity,

E[f(I ∩ [i])− f(I ∩ [i− 1])] = E[1i∈IfI∩[i−1](i)] ≥ E[1i∈IfR∩[i−1](i)]

where1i∈I is the indicator variable which is 1 ifi ∈ I and 0 otherwise. Let us take the expectation in two steps, first
overI conditioned onR, and then overR:

E[f(I ∩ [i])− f(I ∩ [i− 1])] ≥ ER[EI [1i∈IfR∩[i−1](i) | R]]

= ER[Pr[i ∈ I | R] fR∩[i−1](i)].

Note thatPr[i ∈ I | R] can be nonzero only ifi ∈ R, therefore we can restrict our attention to this event:

E[f(I ∩ [i])− f(I ∩ [i − 1])] ≥ Pr[i ∈ R] · E[Pr[i ∈ I | R]fR∩[i−1](i) | i ∈ R].

On the product space associated with the distribution ofR conditioned oni ∈ R, bothPr[i ∈ I | R] andfR∩[i−1](i)
are non-increasing functions, due toI being monotone with respect toR, andf being submodular. Therefore, the
FKG inequality (see [3]) implies that

ER[Pr[i ∈ I | R]fR∩[i−1](i) | i ∈ R] ≥ ER[Pr[i ∈ I | R] | i ∈ R] · ER[fR∩[i−1](i) | i ∈ R]

= Pr[i ∈ I | i ∈ R] · E[fR∩[i−1](i)].

since the marginal valuefR∩[i−1](i) does not depend oni ∈ R. By the(b, c)-balanced property,Pr[i ∈ I | i ∈ R] ≥ c;
in addition, f is either monotone or we assume thatPr[i ∈ I | i ∈ R] = c. In both cases,Pr[i ∈ I | i ∈
R] · E[fR∩[i−1](i)] ≥ c · E[fR∩[i−1](i)]. We summarize:

E[f(I ∩ [i])− f(I ∩ [i− 1])] ≥ Pr[i ∈ R] · cE[fR∩[i−1](i)]

= cE[f(R ∩ [i])− f(R ∩ [i − 1])].

Therefore,

E[f(I)] = f(∅) +
n
∑

i=1

E[f(I ∩ [i])− f(I ∩ [i− 1])] ≥ f(∅) + c

n
∑

i=1

E[f(R ∩ [i])− f(R ∩ [i− 1])] ≥ cE[f(R)].

In the following, we will see how the strictness assumption on the CR scheme in Theorem 1.3 can be dropped by
post-processing the solutionI obtained by a (possibly non-strict)(b, c)-balanced CR scheme, to obtain a setJ ⊆ I
which we call theprunedversion ifI. To pruneI, an arbitrary ordering of the elements ofN is fixed:N = {1, . . . , n}.
Starting withJ = I, the final setJ is constructed by going through all elements ofI in the order induced byN , and
when considering an elementi, J is replaced byJ \ {i} if f(J \ {i}) ≥ f(J). Using pruning, we obtain the following
variation of Theorem 1.3, which does not anymore rely on strictness.

Theorem 4.1. Let f : 2N → R+ be a non-negative submodular function andx be a point inPI , a convex relaxation
for I ⊆ 2N . LetI = I(x) ∈ I be the random output of amonotone(b, c)-balancedCR scheme onx ∈ PI , andJ be
a pruned version ofI. Then

E[f(J)] ≥ cE[F (bx)].

Proof. LetN = {1, . . . , n} be the ordering of the elements used by the pruning. By definition of the pruning operation
we hence have

fJ∩[i−1](i) > 0 if and only if i ∈ J. (8)

Again we decomposef(J) as follows:

E[f(J)] = f(∅) +
n
∑

i=1

E[f(J ∩ [i])− f(J ∩ [i− 1])],
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and analogous to the proof of Theorem 1.3 it suffices to prove that for any fixedi ∈ {1, . . . , n},

E[f(J ∩ [i])− f(J ∩ [i − 1])] ≥ cE[f(R ∩ [i])− f(R ∩ [i− 1])]. (9)

We have

E[f(J ∩ [i])− f(J ∩ [i− 1])] = E[1i∈JfJ∩[i−1](i)]

= Pr[i ∈ R] · E[1i∈JfJ∩[i−1](i) | i ∈ R]

(8)
= Pr[i ∈ R] · E[1i∈J max{0, fJ∩[i−1](i)} | i ∈ R]

(8)
= Pr[i ∈ R] · E[1i∈I max{0, fJ∩[i−1](i)} | i ∈ R]

≥ Pr[i ∈ R] · E[1i∈I max{0, fR∩[i−1](i)} | i ∈ R]

= Pr[i ∈ R] · E[E[1i∈I max{0, fR∩[i−1](i)} | R] | i ∈ R]

= Pr[i ∈ R] · E[E[1i∈I | R] max{0, fR∩[i−1](i)} | i ∈ R].

On the product space associated with the distribution ofR conditioned oni ∈ R, both of the termsE[1i∈I | R] and
max{0, fR∩[i−1](i)} are non-increasing functions, because of the monotonicityof the CR scheme used to obtainI
fromR andf being submodular, respectively. Hence, by the FKG inequality we obtain

Pr[i ∈ R] · E[E[1i∈I | R] max{0, fR∩[i−1](i)} | i ∈ R]

≥ Pr[i ∈ R] · E[1i∈I | i ∈ R] · E[max{0, fR∩[i−1](i)} | i ∈ R]

= Pr[i ∈ R] · Pr[i ∈ I | i ∈ R] · E[max{0, fR∩[i−1](i)} | i ∈ R]

≥ cPr[i ∈ R] · E[max{0, fR∩[i−1](i)} | i ∈ R]

≥ cPr[i ∈ R] · E[fR∩[i−1](i) | i ∈ R]

= cPr[i ∈ R] · E[fR∩[i−1](i)]

= cE[f(R ∩ [i])− f(R ∩ [i− 1])],

where in the second to last equality we use again the propertythatfR∩[i−1](i) is independent ofi ∈ R. Hence, this
shows (9) as desired, and completes the proof.

Next, we discuss how to combine contention resolution schemes for different constraints. We consider a constraint
I = ∩h

i=1Ii and its polyhedral relaxationPI = ∩iPIi , such thatPIi has a monotone(b, ci)-balanced CR scheme.
We produce a contention resolution scheme forI which works with respect to the natural combination of constraint
relaxations — an intersection of the respective polytopesPIi . This ensures that the relaxed problem is still tractable
and we can apply our optimization framework.

The combined contention resolution scheme performs the first stage—generating a random setR—without con-
sidering the different constraints, and then removes elements as needed, independently for each constraint. A straight-
forward union bound would state that if we have a(b, 1 − ci)-scheme for eachPIi then the combined scheme is
(b, 1 −∑i(1 − ci))-balanced forPI . Using the FKG inequality, we obtain a stronger result, a(b,

∏

i ci)-balanced
scheme in this setting. Moreover, if each constraint admitsa (b, c)-balanced scheme and each element participates in
at mostk constraints, then we obtain a(b, ck)-balanced scheme. This is the statement of Lemma 1.6 which weprove
here.

Proof of Lemma 1.6.The desired scheme forPI is as follows. Givenx ∈ PI , letR be a random subset ofN obtained
by picking eachi ∈ N independently with probabilitybxi. For each1 ≤ i ≤ h, independently run the(b, ci)-balanced
scheme on the setR and letIi ∈ Ii be the set output by this scheme. For each constraintIi, we work only with the
elements that participate inIi; the other elements always remain inIi. OutputI =

⋂

i Ii. We claim that this is a
monotone(b,

∏

i ci)-balanced scheme forPI .
Let us consider thek constraints that elementi participates in. For simplicity we assumek = 2; the general

statement follows by induction. Conditioned onR, the choices ofI1, I2 are independent, which means that

Pr[i ∈ I1 ∩ I2 | R] = Pr[i ∈ I1 & i ∈ I2 | R] = Pr[i ∈ I1 | R] Pr[i ∈ I2 | R].
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Taking an expectation overR conditioned oni ∈ R, we get

Pr[i ∈ I1 ∩ I2 | i ∈ R] = ER[Pr[i ∈ I1 ∩ I2 | R] | i ∈ R] = ER[Pr[i ∈ I1 | R] Pr[i ∈ I2 | R] | i ∈ R].

BothPr[i ∈ I1 | R] andPr[i ∈ I2 | R] are non-increasing functions ofR on the product space of sets containingi, so
by the FKG inequality,

ER[Pr[i ∈ I1 | R] Pr[i ∈ I2 | R] | i ∈ R] ≥ ER[Pr[i ∈ I1 | R] | i ∈ R] · ER[Pr[i ∈ I2 | R] | i ∈ R].

Since these expectations are simply probabilities conditioned oni ∈ R, we conclude:

Pr[i ∈ I1 ∩ I2 | i ∈ R] ≥ Pr[i ∈ I1 | i ∈ R] Pr[i ∈ I2 | i ∈ R].

Monotonicity of the above scheme is also easily implied. Considerj ∈ T1 ⊂ T2 ⊆ N :

Pr[j ∈ I|R = T1] =
∏

i

Pr[j ∈ Ii|R = T1] ≥
∏

i

Pr[j ∈ Ii|R = T2] = Pr[j ∈ I|R = T2].

where the inequality follows from the fact that each of the schemes is monotone. The polynomial time implementability
of the composed scheme is trivial to see.

4.2 Connection with the correlation gap

In this section we highlight a close connection between CR schemes and a concept known ascorrelation gap[2], and
discuss how to obtain an asymptotically optimal(b, c)-balanced CR scheme for matroids.

Definition 4.2. For a set functionf : 2N → R+, thecorrelation gapis defined as

κ(f) = inf
x∈[0,1]N

E[f(x̂)]
f+(x)

,

wheref+(x) = max{∑S αSf(S) :
∑

S αS1S = x,
∑

S αS = 1, αS ≥ 0} is the maximum possible expectation of
f over distributions of expectationx, andx̂ is the product distribution with expectationx. Furthermore, for a class of
functionsC, the correlation gapκ(C) is the infimum of correlation gaps over all functions inC.

In other words, the correlation gap is the worst-case ratio between the multilinear extensionF (x) = E[f(x̂)] and
the concave closuref+(x). We define the correlation gap as a numberκ ∈ [0, 1], to be in line with the parameterc in
our notion of ac-balanced CR scheme (the higher the better). The definition in [2] uses the inverse ratio.

Relation betweenCR schemes and the correlation gap:The relationship between CR schemes and correlation
gap arises as follows. LetI ⊆ 2N denote the set of feasible solutions. Consider a product distribution on2N with
expectationp ∈ PI , in other words a random setR which contains elements independently with probabilitiespi. LetΠ
be the family of all deterministic CR schemesπ, i.e. ways to choose a subsetπ(R) ⊆ R such thatπ(R) ∈ I. (Although
the scheme is deterministic, there is randomness here due toR.) Any randomized CR scheme can be written as a
convex combination of such deterministic schemes; let us denote the coefficients byλπ . Defineqi,π = PrR[i ∈ π(R)],
the probability that elementi is chosen in the schemeπ. Hence, when executing a randomized CR scheme with
coefficientsλ, first with probabilityλπ a deterministic CR schemeπ is chosen, and thenπ(R) is returned. The goal
of our randomized scheme is to achieve the property that every elementi appears inπ(R) with overall probability at
leastcpi. Let us write down a linear program describing the optimal randomized CR scheme, and its dual.

(LP1)

max c
s.t.

∑

π∈Π qi,πλπ ≥ pic ∀i ∈ N
∑

π∈Π λπ = 1
λπ ≥ 0 ∀π ∈ Π

(DP1)

min µ
s.t.

∑

i∈N qi,πyi ≤ µ ∀π ∈ Π
∑

i∈N piyi = 1
yi ≥ 0 ∀i ∈ N
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We can interpret the dual as follows. Given an assignment to the variablesyi, the value of the dual ismaxπ∈Π

∑

i qi,πyi =
maxπ∈Π

∑

i yi PrR[i ∈ π(R)] = maxπ∈Π ER[
∑

i∈π(R) yi]. Sinceπ can choose an arbitrary feasible subset for each
R, the optimalπ is given by choosing for eachR the maximum-weight subsetπ(R) under the weightsyi, and the dual
value isER[maxS⊆R,S∈I

∑

i∈S yi]. In words, this is the expected value one can extract from a random setR with
marginalspi, when the weights are normalized by

∑

i piyi = 1. Minimizing over the choices of weightsyi, we obtain
what we call the correlation gap of the solution setI,

Definition 4.3. For I ⊆ 2N , we define the correlation gap asκ(I) = infp∈PI ,y≥0
1∑

i piyi
E[maxS⊆R,S∈I

∑

i∈S yi],

whereR contains elementi independently with probabilitypi.

Theorem 4.4. The correlation gap ofI is equal to the maximumc such thatI admits ac-balancedCR scheme.

Proof. As discussed above, the correlation gap ofI is equal to the optimum value of the dual LP. By LP duality, this
is equal to the optimum of the primal LP, which is the best value ofc for which there is ac-balanced CR scheme.

The following lemma shows a close connection between the correlation gap of a solution setI and the correlation
gap of the respective rank function. More precisely, the correlation gap ofI corresponds to the worst (i.e. smallest)
correlation gap of the respective rank function over all weight vectors.

Lemma 4.5. For I ⊆ 2N and weight vectory ≥ 0, let ry(R) = maxS⊆R,S∈I

∑

i∈S yi denote the associated
weighted rank function. Thenκ(I) = infy≥0 κ(ry).

Proof. Using the notationry(R) for the weighted rank functions with weightsy, the correlation gap ofI can be

rewritten asκ(I) = infp∈PI ,y≥0
E[ry(R)]∑

i piyi
, whereR contains elements independently with probabilitiespi. We first

observe that for anyp ∈ PI , we haver+
y
(p) =

∑

i piyi. Consider a convex combinationp =
∑

S∈I αS1S ,
∑

αS =
1, αS ≥ 0 with r+

y
(p) =

∑

S∈I αSy(S). Since the weighted rank function of a feasible setS ∈ I is simply its weight
we obtain

r+
y
(p) =

∑

S∈I

αSy(S) = y ·
∑

S∈I

αS1S = y · p =
∑

i

piyi,

and henceκ(I) = inf
p∈PI ,y≥0

E[ry(R)]
∑

i piyi
= inf

p∈PI ,y≥0

E[ry(R)]

r+y (p)
. To prove the claim it remains to show that

inf
p∈PI ,y≥0

E[ry(R)]

r+y (p)
= inf

p∈[0,1]N ,y≥0

E[ry(R)]

r+y (p)
. (10)

Let y ≥ 0. We will prove (10) by showing that for any pointp ∈ [0, 1]N there is a pointp′ ∈ PI with p′ ≤
p (coordinate-wise), and satisfyingr+

y
(p′) ≥ r+

y
(p). Sincery is monotone, we then obtainE[ry(R)]/r+

y
(p) ≥

E[ry(R)]/r+
y
(p′), showing that the infinum overp on the right-hand side of (10) can indeed be restricted to the

polytopePI . Let p =
∑

S⊆N αS1S ,
∑

S⊆N αS = 1, αS ≥ 0 be a convex combination ofp such thatr+
y
(p) =

∑

S⊆N αSry(S). For everyS ⊆ N , let I(S) ⊆ S be a maximum weight independent set, hencery(S) = y(I(S)).
The pointp′ =

∑

S⊆N αS1I(S) clearly satisfiesp′ ≤ p, and furthermore

r+
y
(p′) ≥

∑

S∈I

(

∑

W⊆N,I(W )=S

αS

)

ry(S) =
∑

S⊆N

αSry(S) = r+
y
(p).

Monotonicity, efficiency and strictness: In the discussion above, we have ignored two issues: the monotonicity of
our CR scheme, and the question whether we can find it efficiently. These issues can be also related to the concept of
correlation gap, using LP duality.

If we want to obtain a monotone CR scheme, we can simply defineΠ to be the family of all deterministic monotone
CR schemes. (It is not true that all monotone randomized CR schemes can be obtained as convex combinations of
deterministic ones, but certainly this construction yields monotone randomized CR schemes.) LP duality implies that
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if there is a family ofmonotoneCRschemesΠ′ ⊂ Π that certifies that (DP1) is lower-bounded byc, i.e. for any weight
y ≥ 0 with

∑

i∈N piyi = 1 we havemaxπ∈Π′

∑

i∈N qi,πyi ≥ c, then there exists a monotonec-balanced CR scheme
which is a convex combination of schemes inΠ′. Rephrased in the context of correlation gaps,Π′ is a family certifying
that the correlation gap ofI is lower-bounded byc, sinceκ(I) ≥ infp∈PI ,y≥0

1∑
i piyi

maxπ∈Π′ E[y(π(R))] ≥ c

where the first inequality follows fromry(R) ≥ E[y(π(R))] for all π ∈ Π.
Similarly, the question of efficiency translates into the dual as follows. If for each weight vectory we have an

efficient procedure to compute an efficient CR schemeπ : 2N → I with
∑

i∈N qi,πyi ≥ c, then we can use this
procedure to approximately separate over the dual. This allows us to find efficiently a polynomial-sized collection of
constraints that certify that the dual optimum is at leastc. Hence, by solving (LP1) only over the variables correspond-
ing to those constraints, ac-balanced CR scheme can be obtained efficiently. Notice thatthe thus obtained CR scheme
is efficient, since it is a mixture of a polynomial number of efficient schemes. Without further details, we formulate
these extensions in the following theorem.

Theorem 4.6. There is an efficientc-balancedCRscheme forI iff there is an efficient algorithm which for any weight
vectory ≥ 0, and a setR containing elements independently with probabilitiesp ∈ P (I), returns a feasible subset

π(R) ⊆ R such thatER

[

∑

i∈π(R) yi

]

≥ c
∑

i yipi. In addition, if the algorithm can be chosen so thatπ(R) is a

monotone function ofR (i.e., if i ∈ R1 ⊆ R2, andi ∈ π(R2), theni ∈ π(R1)), then there is an efficient monotone
c-balancedCR scheme forI.

Finally, we comment on the issue of strictness (i.e. obtaining an exact conditional probabilityPr[i ∈ I | i ∈ R] =
c), which is useful in the case of non-monotone submodular functions. If we have a contention resolution scheme
guaranteeing a lower boundPr[i ∈ I | i ∈ R] ≥ c, then we can simulate this scheme for a given distribution ofR
and estimate the actual probability for each element,c′i = Pr[i ∈ I | i ∈ R] ≥ c, within a polynomially small error
(assuming thatc is a constant). Then we can modify the contention resolutionscheme by removing elementi with
probability1− c/c′i. The resulting scheme is arbitrarily close to being strict,and the approximation factor will not be
affected significantly. We omit the details.

The above framework easily extends to(b, c)-balanced CR schemes by restrictingp to be in the scaled-down

polytopeb · PI . In the following, we discuss how for any fixedb > 0 an asymptotically optimal(b, 1−e−b

b )-balanced
and monotone CR schemes for matroids can be obtained using the above approach.

4.3 Contention resolution for matroids

LetM = (N, I) be a matroid,b ∈ (0, 1], and letx ∈ PI be the given point for which we want to find a(b, c)-balanced
CR scheme forc as large as possible. We denote byp = b · x the scaled-down point, which puts us notation-wise in
the same setting as discussed above. LetR(b) be the random set including each elementi ∈ N independently with
probabilitypi = bxi. Consider the separation problem for (DP1), which asks for agiven weight vectory ≥ 0 with
∑

i piyi = 1 and someµ, whethermaxπ∈Π

∑

i qi,πyi ≤ µ. As discussed above, the maximum is achieved for any CR
schemeπ that returns for any setR(b) a maximum weight subset with respect toy. However, in the case of matroids,
such a CR schemeπ corresponds exactly to the greedy algorithmπy for finding a maximum weight independent set
with respect to the weightsy. Hence, to separate over the dual, it suffices to computeqi,πy

for i ∈ N and check
whether

∑

i∈N qi,πy
yi ≤ µ. Using sample average approximations we can, for anyε > 0, check with high probability

whether
∑

i∈N qi,πyi ≤ µ + ε in time polynomial in the input and1/ε 6. Using this approximate separation oracle
for the dual we get the following result due to the ellipsoid method, where we get rid of the “with high probability”
statement by absorbing the small probability of an unsuccessful estimate in theε of the claimed(b, c − ε)-balanced
CR scheme.

Theorem 4.7. For anyε > 0 and any matroidM that admits a(b, c)-balancedCR scheme, we can obtain a(b, c−ε)-
balanced and monotoneCR scheme forM running in time polynomial in the input and1/ε.

A consequence of the fact that it is sufficient to consider greedy algorithms for dual separation, is that all constraints
in the dual, that do not correspond to greedy algorithms, areredundant. Hence, for the case of matroids, convex

6Exact computation of theqi,πy
can be shown to be#P -hard even for graphic matroids by a reduction from thes-t reliability problem.
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combinations of greedy algorithms lead to the strongest CR schemes. Since all greedy CR schemesπy are monotone,
this implies that only considering monotone CR schemes is not restrictive in the case of matroids.

To convert Theorem 4.7 into a concrete statement about the value c, it suffices to prove the existence of a good
(b, c)-balanced CR scheme. The existence of a(1−1/e)-balanced CR scheme for matroids follows by the fact that the
correlation gap of monotone submodular functions is1− 1/e [6]: by Lemma 4.5 this implies that the correlation gap
of the independent sets of any matroid is bounded by1 − 1/e, and the result follows by applying Theorem 4.4. The
result about the correlation gap of monotone submodular functions can be refined to obtain the following statement
about the existence of(b, c)-balanced CR schemes for matroids.

Theorem 4.8. For any matroidM on n elements,b ∈ (0, 1], andx ∈ PI , there exists a
(

b,
1−e−b+Ω( 1

poly(n) )
b

)

-

balancedCR scheme.

The proof is based on the following lemma which can be seen as an extension of the property that the correlation
gap for monotone submodular functions is1− 1/e [6].

Lemma 4.9. If f : 2N → R+ is a monotone submodular function,F : [0, 1]N → R+ its multilinear extension, and
f+ : [0, 1]N → R+ its concave closure, then for anyb ∈ [0, 1],

F (by) ≥ (1− e−b)f+(y).

Proof. We use another extension of a monotone submodular function,defined in [6]:

f∗(y) = min
S

(

f(S) +
∑

i

yifS(i)

)

.

It is shown in [6] thatf∗(y) ≥ f+(y) for all y ∈ [0, 1]N . Consider the functionφ(t) = F (ty) for t ∈ [0, 1], i.e. the
multilinear extension on the line segment between0 andy. We prove thatφ(t) satisfies a differential equation similar
to the analysis of the continuous greedy algorithm [7], which leads immediately to the statement of the lemma. We
have

dφ

dt
= y · ∇F (ty) =

∑

i

yi
∂F

∂xi

∣

∣

∣

x=ty
.

By properties of the multilinear extension, we have∂F
∂xi

∣

∣

∣

x=ty
= E[f(R + i) − f(R − i)] ≥ E[fR(i)], whereR is a

random set sampled independently with probabilitiesxi = tyi (see [7] for more details). Therefore,

dφ

dt
=
∑

i

yi
∂F

∂xi

∣

∣

∣

x=ty
≥
∑

i

yiE[fR(i)] = E[
∑

i

yifR(i)] ≥ E[f∗(y) − f(R)]

by the definition off∗(y). Finally,E[f(R)] = F (ty) = φ(t), hence we obtain the following differential inequality:

dφ

dt
≥ f∗(y)− φ(t)

under the initial conditionφ(0) ≥ 0. We solve this as follows:ddt(e
tφ(t)) = etφ(t) + et dφdt ≥ etf∗(y) which implies

that

ebφ(b) ≥ e0φ(0) +

∫ b

0

etf∗(y)dt ≥ (eb − 1)f∗(y).

Considering thatφ(b) = F (by) andf∗(y) ≥ f+(y), this proves the lemma.

The proof of the above Lemma can be refined using ideas employed in the analysis of the continuous greedy
algorithm in [42] to obtain the following slightly strongerstatement.

Lemma 4.10. If f : 2N → R+ is a monotone submodular function,F : [0, 1]N → R+ its multilinear extension, and
f+ : [0, 1]N → R+ its concave closure, then for anyb ∈ [0, 1],

F (by) ≥
(

1− e−b +Ω

(

1

poly(n)

))

f+(y).
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Corollary 4.11. For any matroidM = (N, I), if rw(S) = max{∑i∈I wi : I ⊆ S, I ∈ I} is the corresponding
weighted rank function for some weightswi, p ∈ b · P (M) for someb ∈ [0, 1], andR is sampled independently with
probabilitiespi, then

E[rw(R)] ≥
1− e−b +Ω( 1

poly(n) )

b

∑

i

wipi.

Proof. Sincep ∈ b · P (M), we havep = bz wherez is a convex combination of vertices ofP (M). By the
definition of concave closure,r+w (z) ≥

∑

wizi. The multilinear extension ofrw evaluated atp = bz is E[rw(R)]. By
Lemma 4.10,

E[rw(R)] ≥
(

1− e−b + Ω

(

1

poly(n)

))

r+w (z) ≥
(

1− e−b +Ω

(

1

poly(n)

))

∑

wizi

=
1− e−b +Ω( 1

poly(n) )

b

∑

wipi.

The above corollary implies Theorem 4.8, since it implies that (DP1) is lower-bounded by
1−e−b+Ω( 1

poly(n)
)

b : con-
sider the constraints of (DP1). For anyp ∈ b · PI and weight vectory ≥ 0 with

∑

i∈N piyi = 1, we have by
Corollary 4.11

max
π∈Π

∑

i∈N

qi,πyi = E[ry(R)] ≥
1− e−b +Ω( 1

poly(n) )

b
,

whereR is a random set containing each elementi ∈ N independently with probabilitypi.
By combining Theorem 4.7 and 4.8, and choosingε = O

(

1
b·poly(n)

)

, we obtain our main result for CR schemes in
the context of matroids.

Corollary 4.12. For any matroidM, b ∈ (0, 1], andx ∈ PI , we can efficiently construct an efficient
(

b, 1−e−b

b

)

-
balanced and monotoneCR scheme.

As shown by the following theorem, the CR schemes that can be obtained according to Corollary 4.12 are, up to
an additiveε, asymptotically optimal.

Theorem 4.13. For anyb ∈ (0, 1] andε > 0, there is no
(

b, 1−e−b

b + ε
)

-balancedCR scheme for uniform matroids

of rank one.

Proof. Let M = (N, I) be the uniform matroid of rank1 overn = |N | elements, and consider the pointx ∈ PI

given byxi = 1/n for i ∈ N . LetR be a random set containing each elementi ∈ N independently with probability
xi. The expected rank ofR is given by

E[r(R)] = 1− Pr[R = ∅] = 1−
(

1− b

n

)n

. (11)

Moreover, any(b, c)-balanced CR scheme returning a setI ∈ I satisfies

E[|I|] =
∑

i∈N

Pr[i ∈ I] ≥
∑

i∈N

bc

n
= bc. (12)

SinceI is an independent subset ofR we haveE[r(R)] ≥ E[|I|], and the claim follows by (11), (12) and by considering
the limit casen → ∞.
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4.4 Contention resolution for knapsacks

Here we sketch a contention resolution scheme for knapsack constraints. This essentially follows from known tech-
niques; we remark that Kulik, Shachnai and Tamir [28] showedhow to round a fractional solution to the problem
max{F (x) : x ∈ P} for any constant number of knapsack constraints and any non-negative submodular function,
while losing a(1−ε) factor for an arbitrarily smallε > 0. Our goal is to show that these techniques can be implemented
in a black-box fashion and integrated in our framework. We prove the following lemma.

Lemma 4.14. For anyδ, ε > 0 and a knapsack constraintF = {S :
∑

i∈S ai ≤ 1} such thatai ≤ δ for all i, there is

a monotone(1 − ε, 1− e−Ω(ε2/δ))-balanced contention resolution scheme.

Proof. The CR scheme works as follows: givenx ∈ PF = {x ≥ 0 :
∑

aixi ≤ 1}, we sampleR with probabilities
(1 − ε)xi. Then we setI = R if

∑

i∈R ai ≤ 1 andI = ∅ otherwise. This is obviously a monotone scheme. To
prove the balance guarantee, we use a Chernoff bound: Sincex ∈ PF , we have

∑

i aixi ≤ 1 andµ = E[
∑

i∈R ai] =
(1 − ε)

∑

i aixi ≤ 1− ε. If µ ≥ 1/2, thenε ≤ 1/2 and by the Chernoff bound (usingai ∈ [0, δ])

Pr

[

∑

i∈R

ai > 1

]

≤ Pr

[

∑

i∈R

ai > (1 + ε)µ

]

≤ e−ε2µ/3δ ≤ e−ε2/6δ.

If µ < 1/2, then again by the Chernoff bound,

Pr

[

∑

i∈R

ai > 1

]

≤ Pr

[

∑

i∈R

ai > 2µ

]

≤ e−Ω(1/δ) ≤ e−Ω(ε2/δ).

This contention resolution scheme is directly applicable only if the item sizes are relatively small compared to the
knapsack capacity. However, standard enumeration tricks allow us to apply this scheme to general instances as well.
This can be done for any constant number of knapsack constraints. We formulate this as follows.

Corollary 4.15. For any constantk ≥ 1 andε > 0, there is a constantn0 (that depends only onε) such that for any
submodular maximization instance involvingk knapsack constraints (and possibly other constraints), there is a setF
of at mostn0 elements and a residual instance on the remaining elements such that

• Anyα-approximate solution to the residual instance together with F is anα(1 − kε)-approximate solution to
the original instance.

• In the residual instance, each knapsack constraint admits a(1− ε, 1− ε)-balancedCR scheme.

Proof. Given ε > 0, let δ = O(ε2/ log(1/ε)) andn0 = 1/(δε). SelectF greedily from the optimal solution, by
picking elements as long as their marginal contribution is at leastδεOPT; note that|F | ≤ n0. We define the residual
instance so thatS is feasible in the residual instance iffS ∪ F is feasible in the original instance. In addition, in the
residual instance we remove all elements whose size for someknapsack constraint is more thanδ× residual capacity.
The number of such elements in a knapsack can be at most1/δ and hence they can contribute at mostεOPT; we forgo
this value for each knapsack. We obtain a residual instance where all sizes are at mostδ× capacity. By Lemma 4.14,
each knapsack admits a(1 − ε, 1− e−Ω(ε2/δ)) = (1− ε, 1− ε)-balanced CRS.

An advantage of this black box approach is that knapsack constraints can be combined arbitrarily with other types
of constraints. They do not affect the approximation ratio significantly. However, the enumeration stage affects the
running time by anO(nn0 ) factor.
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4.5 Sparse packing systems

We now consider packing constraints of the typeAx ≤ b, wherex ∈ {0, 1}N is the indicator vector of a solution.
We can assume without loss of generality that the right-handside isb = 1. We say that the system isk-sparse, if
each column ofA has at mostk nonzero entries (i.e., each element participates in at mostk linear constraints). The
approximation algorithms in [4] can be seen to give a contention resolution scheme fork-sparse packing systems.

CR scheme fork-sparse packing systems:

• We say that elementj participates in constrainti, if aij > 0. We call an elementj big for this constraint, if
aij > 1/2. Otherwise we call elementj small for this constraint.

• SampleR with probabilitiesbxi.

• For each constrainti: if there is exactly one big element inR that participates ini, mark all the small elements
in R for this constraint for deletion; otherwise check whether

∑

j∈R aij > 1 and if so, mark all elements
participating ini for deletion.

• DefineI to beR minus the elements marked for deletion.

Based on the analysis in [4], we obtain the following.

Lemma 4.16. For anyb ∈ (0, 1
2k ), the above is a monotone(b, 1 − 2kb)-balancedCR scheme fork-sparse packing

systems.

Proof. Consider a fixed elementj∗. It appears inR with probabilitybxj∗ . We analyze the probability that it is removed
due to some constraint where it participates. First, note that whether big or small, elementj∗ cannot be removed due
to a constrainti if the remaining elements have size less than1/2, i.e. if

∑

j∈R\{j∗} aij < 1/2. This is because in
this case, there is no other big element participating ini, and elementj∗ is either big in which case it survives, or it is
small and then

∑

j∈R aij ≤ 1, i.e. the constraint is satisfied.
Thus it remains to analyze the event

∑

j∈R\{j∗} aij ≥ 1/2. Note that this is independent of itemj∗ appearing
in R. By the feasibility of the fractional solution,E[

∑

j∈R\{j∗} aij ] =
∑

j 6=j∗ bxjaij ≤ b. By Markov’s inequality,
Pr[
∑

j∈R\{j∗} aij ≥ 1/2] ≤ 2b. So an element is removed with probability at most2b for each constraint where it
participates. By the union bound, it is removed by probability at most2kb.

Recall the notion of width for a packing system:W = ⌊ 1
maxi,j aij

⌋, whereaij are the entries of the packing matrix
(recall that we normalize the right-hand side to beb = 1). Assuming thatW ≥ 2, one can use a simpler CR scheme
and improve the parameters.

CR scheme fork-sparse packing systems of widthW :

• SampleR with probabilitiesbxi.

• For each constrainti for which
∑

j∈R aij > 1, mark all elements participating ini for deletion.

• DefineI to beR minus the elements marked for deletion.

Lemma 4.17.For anyb ∈ (0, 1
2e), the above is a monotone(b, 1−k(2eb)W−1)-balancedCRscheme for anyk-sparse

system of packing constraints of widthW ≥ 2.

Proof. Let us consider an elementj′ and a constraint
∑

i∈S aij ≤ 1 that j′ participates in. If we condition onj′

being present inR, we haveµi = E[
∑

j∈R\{j′} aij | j′ ∈ R] =
∑

j 6=j′ aijbxij ≤ b. By the width property, we have

aij′ ≤ 1/W ≤ 1/2. We use the Chernoff bound for[0, 1] random variables,Pr[X > (1+ δ)µ] ≤ (eδ/(1+ δ)1+δ)µ ≤
(e/(1 + δ))(1+δ)µ, with 1+ δ = (1− aij′ )/µi ≥ 1/(2b). Since our random variables are bounded by[0,max aij ], we
obtain by scaling

Pr





∑

j∈R

aij > 1 | j′ ∈ R



 = Pr





∑

j∈R\{j′}

aij > 1− aij′





24



≤
(

e

1 + δ

)(1+δ)µi/max aij

≤ (2eb)(1−aij′ )/max aij ≤ (2eb)W−1 .

Therefore, each element is removed with probability at most(2eb)W−1 for each constraint where it participates.

4.6 UFP in paths and trees

We consider the following routing/packing problem. LetT = (V,E) be a capacitated tree withue denoting the
capacity of edgee ∈ E. We are givenk node pairss1t1, . . . , sktk with pair i having a non-negative demanddi; we
assumedmax = maxi di ≤ umin = mine ue (the no-bottleneck assumption). LetN = {1, . . . , k}. We say that
S ⊆ N is routable if for eachi ∈ S a demanddi is routed along the unique path fromsi to ti, and the total flow on any
edgee is at mostue. Previously a constant factor approximation has been givenfor the problem of finding a maximum
weight subset of routable demands [13]; the problem is APX-hard even for unit-demands and unit-weights [22]. Let
I = {S ⊆ N | S is routable}. Here we considermaxS∈I f(S) for a non-negative submodular functionf . A natural
(packing) LP relaxation forPI has a variablexi ∈ [0, 1] for each pairi and a constraint

∑

i:e∈Qi
dixi ≤ ue for each

edgee whereQi is the uniquesi-ti path inT .

CR scheme for unit-demands:

• RootT arbitrarily. Let depth of pairsiti be the depth of the least common ancestor ofsi andti in T .

• SampleR with probabilitiesbxi. Let I = ∅.

• Consider pairs inR in increasing order of depth.

• Add i to I if I ∪ {i} is routable, otherwise rejecti.

• OutputI.

The techniques in [8, 13] give the following lemma.

Lemma 4.18. For anyb ∈ (0, 1
3e ) the above is a(b, 1− 2eb

1−eb )-balancedCR scheme.

Proof. Consider a fixed pairi∗ and letv be the least common ancestor ofsi∗ andti∗ in the rooted treeT ; note thatv
could be one ofsi∗ or ti∗ . LetP be the unique path inT from v to si∗ andP ′ be the path fromv to ti∗ . Without loss
of generality assume thatv 6= si∗ and henceP is non-empty. We wish to upper boundPr[i∗ 6∈ I | i∗ ∈ R], that is, the
probability thati∗ is rejected conditioned on it being included in the random set R. The reason thati∗ gets rejected is
that at least one edgee ∈ P ∪ P ′ is already full from the pairs that have been accepted intoI prior to consideringi∗.
We upper bound the probability of this event happening for some edge inP and use a symmetric argument forP ′.

Let e1, e2, . . . , eh be the edges inP fromv to si∗ . LetEj be the event thati∗ gets rejected atej , that is, the capacity
of ej is full when i∗ is considered for addition toI. Note that these events are correlated. We claim the following:
if j > h anduej ≥ ueh thenEj happens only ifEh happens. The reason for this is the order in which the pairs in
R are considered for insertion. Wheni∗ is considered, the only pairs inserted inI prior to it are those whose depth
is no larger, and hence the total capacity used on an edge decreases as we traverse the pathP from v to si. Thus, to
analyze the probability of rejection it suffices to considera subsequence ofe1, e2, . . . , eh starting withe1 such that the
capacity of the next edge in the sequence is strictly smallerthan the previously added one. For notational simplicity
we will therefore assume thatue1 > ue2 > . . . > ueh ≥ 1.

Let Sj = {i 6= i∗ | e ∈ Qi} be the set of pairs other thani∗ that containe in their pathQi. Let E ′
j be the event

that |R ∩ Sj | ≥ uej . It is easy to see thatPr[Ej ] ≤ Pr[E ′
j ]. Sincex is a feasible solution to the LP relaxation we have

∑

i∈Sj
xi < uej and hence

∑

i∈Sj
bxi < buej . LettingXi be the event thati ∈ R, andX =

∑

i∈Sj
Xi, we have

Pr[E ′
j ] = Pr[X ≥ uej ]. SinceX is the sum of independent[0, 1] random variablesXi, and has expectationbuej , we

obtain by standard Chernoff bounds:

Pr[E ′
j ] = Pr[X ≥ uej ] ≤ (eδ/(1 + δ)1+δ)µ ≤ (e/(1 + δ))(1+δ)µ,
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whereµ = buej andδ = 1/b − 1. Hence,Pr[E ′
j ] ≤ (eb)uej . Taking the union bound over all edges in the path, the

probability of rejection ofi∗ on some edge inP is at most
∑h

j=1(eb)
uej ≤∑∞

ℓ=1(eb)
ℓ = eb

1−eb , where the inequality
is due to the fact that the edge capacities are strictly decreasing and lower bounded by1, and the equality is due to the
fact thateb < 1 (recall thatb ∈ (0, 1

3e)). By a union bound overP andP ′ we have that the probability ofi∗ being
rejected conditioned on it being inR is at most 2eb

1−eb .

CRscheme for general demands:A CR scheme for general demands can be obtained as follows. The linear program
PI is a packing LP of the formAx ≤ b,x ∈ [0, 1] whereA is column-restricted (all the non-zero values in a column
have the same value). For such column-restricted packing integer programs (CPIPs), when demands satisfy the no-
bottleneck assumption, one can use grouping and scaling techniques first suggested by Kolliopoulos and Stein [26]
(see also [13]) to show that the integrality gap for a CPIP with matrixA is at most a fixed constant factor worse
than that of the underlying0-1 matrixA′ (obtained fromA by placing a1 in each non-zero entry). Note that in the
context of the UFP problem, the matrixA corresponds to the problem with arbitrary demands while thematrix A′

corresponds to the one with unit-demands. One can use the same grouping and scaling techniques to show that a
monotone(b, 1 − b′)-balanced CR scheme forA′ can be used to obtain a monotone(b/6, (1 − b′)/2)-balanced CR
scheme forA. We give a proof in the Section 4.7, see Theorem 4.19. Using this general conversion theorem and
Lemma 4.18, one can obtain a(b, b′)-balanced CR scheme for UFP in trees for some sufficiently small but absolute
constantsb andb′. This suffices to obtain a constant factor approximation formaximizing a non-negative submodular
function of routable requests in a capacitated tree. However, the(b/6, (1− b′)/2)-balanced CR scheme does not allow
composition with other constraints via Lemma 1.6 since(1 − b′)/2 does not tend to zero even ifb′ does. However,
Theorem 4.19 gives a more refined statement that is helpful inapplications in light of Remark 1.8.

Without the no-bottleneck assumption, the linear program has anΩ(n) integrality gap even for UFP on paths [8].
One can still apply the grouping and scaling techniques without the no-bottleneck assumption under a mild restriction;
we refer the reader to [12].

4.7 Column-restricted packing constraints

Here we consider CR schemes for CPIPs. We follow the notationfrom [13]. LetA be an arbitrarym × n {0, 1}-
matrix, andd be ann-element non-negative vector withdj denoting thejth entry ind. Let A[d] denote the matrix
obtained by multiplying every entry of columnj in A by dj . A CPIP is a problem of the formmaxwx, subject to
A[d]x ≤ b,x ∈ {0, 1}n. Note that all non-zero entries inA[d] for any given column have the same value and hence
the name column-restricted. Here we are interested in submodular objective functions and the goal is obtain a CR
scheme for the polytopePI induced by the relaxationA[d]x ≤ b,x ∈ [0, 1]n. Instead of focusing on the polytope for
a givend andb, we consider the class of polytopes induced by alld, b.

Theorem 4.19. Suppose there is a monotone(β, 1 − β′) CR scheme for the polytopeAx ≤ b, x ∈ [0, 1]n for every
b ∈ Z+ whereA is {0, 1}-matrix. Then there is a monotone(β/6, (1− β′)/2)-balancedCR scheme for the polytope
A[d]x ≤ b, x ∈ [0, 1]n for all d, b such thatdmax = maxj dj ≤ bmin = minj bj . Moreover there is a monotone
(β/6, 1− β′)-balancedCR scheme if alldj ≤ bmin/3 or if all dj ≥ bmin/3.

We sketch the proof of the above theorem which follows the grouping and scaling ideas previously used in [26, 13].
We have chosen some specific constants in the theorem for simplicity. One can obtain some generalizations and
variations of the above theorem via the same ideas.

Let N = {1, . . . , n} be a ground set corresponding to the columns. Givend, for integerh ≥ 0 we letNh = {j ∈
N | dj ∈ (dmax/3

h+1, dmax/3
h]}. We think of the columns inN0 aslarge and the rest assmall. The overall idea is

to focus either on the large demands or the small demands. Moreover, we will see that small demands can be treated
independently within each groupNh. Let z be a feasible solution to the systemA[d]x ≤ b,x ∈ [0, 1]n. For integer
h ≥ 0 we let zh denote the vector obtained fromz as follows:zhj = zj/6 if j ∈ Nh andzhj = 0 otherwise. The
vectorzh restricts the solutionz to elements inNh and scales it down by a small constant factor. We also define a
corresponding vectorbh wherebhi = ⌈Aiz

h⌉ for each rowi. We have the following lemma which is a restatement of
corresponding statements from [26, 13].

Lemma 4.20. For h ≥ 0, letyh ∈ {0, 1}n be a feasible integral solution toAx ≤ bh,x ∈ [0, 1]n such thatyj = 0 if
zhj = 0. ThenA[d]y0 ≤ b and

∑

h≥1 A[d]y
h ≤ b.
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Proof. Fix someh and consider thei-th row of A[d]yh which is equal to
∑

j∈Nh
djAijy

h
i . We upper bound this

quantity as follows:

∑

j∈Nh

djAijy
h
i ≤ dmax

3h

∑

j∈Nh

Aijy
h
i (from definition ofNh)

≤ dmax

3h
bhi (feasibility ofyh)

≤ dmax

3h



1 +
∑

j∈Nh

Aijz
h
i



 (definition ofbh and using⌈a⌉ ≤ 1 + a)

≤ dmax

3h



1 +
∑

j∈Nh

Aijzj/6



 (from definition ofzh)

≤ dmax

3h
+

1

2

∑

j∈Nh

Aijdjzj (dj > dmax/3
h+1 for j ∈ Nh).

For h = 0 we need a slight variant of the above where we replacebh
i by max{1, 2∑j∈N0

Aijz
h
i } since⌈a⌉ ≤

max{1, 2a}. Then we obtain that

∑

j∈N0

djAijy
0
i ≤ max{dmax,

∑

j∈No

Aijdjzj} ≤ bi,

sincedmax ≤ bmin andz is feasible. ThusA[d]y0 ≤ b.
For the second part of the claim, consider a rowi.

∑

h≥1

∑

j∈Nh

djAijy
h
i ≤

∑

h≥1





dmax

3h
+

1

2

∑

j∈Nh

Aijdjzj





≤
∑

h≥1

dmax

3h
+
∑

h≥1

1

2

∑

j∈Nh

Aijdjzj

≤ dmax

2
+

bi
2

≤ bi.

The penultimate inequality is from the feasibility ofz, and the last inequality is from the assumption thatdmax ≤
bmin.

With the above claim in place we can describe the CR scheme claimed in the theorem. Letz be a feasible solution
and letzh for h ≥ 0 be constructed fromz as described above.

CR scheme:

• For eachh ≥ 0 independentlyrun the(β, 1 − β′)-balanced CR scheme for the polytopeAx ≤ bh, x ∈ [0, 1]n

with fractional solutionzh to obtain integral vectorsyh, h ≥ 0.

• With probability1/2 outputy0, otherwise output
∑

h≥1 y
h.

We claim that the above scheme is a monotone(β/6, (1− β′)/2)-balanced CR scheme. Note that we use the unit-
demand scheme in a black-box fashion. First, we observe via Lemma 4.20 that the output of the scheme is a feasible
integral solution. An alternative description of the scheme is as follows. Obtain a setR ⊆ N by independently
sampling eachj ∈ N with probabilityβ/6 · zj. Let Rh = R ∩ Nh. For eachh obtainIh ⊆ Rh as the output of
the scheme forAx ≤ bh, x ∈ [0, 1]n given the random setRh. With probability1/2 outputI = I0 otherwise output
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I = ∪h≥1Ih. For j ∈ Nh we have thatPr[j ∈ Ih | j ∈ Rh] ≥ 1 − β′. Further,Pr[j ∈ I | j ∈ Ih] = 1/2 by the
choice of the algorithm in the second step. ThereforePr[j ∈ I | j ∈ R] ≥ (1− β′)/2. It is easy to verify the scheme
is monotone.

Further, if we only have large demands or only small demands then the second step is not necessary and hence we
obtain a(β/6, (1− β′))-balanced CR scheme.

Acknowledgments:We thank Mohit Singh for helpful discussions on contention resolution schemes for matroids.
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