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Abstract

We consider the problem of maximizing a non-negative suhbrawcet functionf : 2V — R, over a ground set
N subject to a variety of packing type constraints includimgiltiple) matroid constraints, knapsack constraints, and
their intersections. In this paper we develop a general draonk that allows us to derive a number of new results,
in particular whenf may be anon-monotondunction. Our algorithms are based on (approximately) inghthe
multilinear extensiort” of f [6] over a polytopeP that represents the constraints, and then effectivelydiogrthe
fractional solution. Although this approach has been ussie guccessfully in some settings[[7] 729,14, 4], it has
been limited in some important ways. We overcome thesediioits as follows.

First, we give constant factor approximation algorithmsnaximize F' over an arbitrary down-closed polytope
P that has an efficient separation oracle. Previously this kmasvn only for monotone functions [42]. For non-
monotone functions, a constant factor was known only whenpiblytope was either the intersection of a fixed
number of knapsack constrainfs [29] or a matroid polytd®; [BE]. Second, we show thabntention resolution
schemesire an effective way to round a fractional solution, evenmwfiés non-monotone. In particular, contention
resolution schemes for different polytopes can be comhinédndle the intersection of different constraints. Via LP
duality we show that a contention resolution scheme for atraimt is related to theorrelation gap[2] of weighted
rank functions of the constraint. This leads to an optimatention resolution scheme for the matroid polytope.

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

1 Introduction

We consider the meta-problem ofaximizinga non-negative submodular set function subject to indegrcel con-
straints. Formally, lefV be a finite ground set of cardinality, and letf : 2V — R, be a submodular set function
0verNE| LetZ C 2V be a downward-closed fanﬁ)of subsets ofV. Our problem is themaxgcr f(S). We are
interested in independence families induced by naturaluesedul constraints such as matroid constraints, knapsack
constraints, related special cases and their intersectitimoughout this paper we assume th# given via a value
oracle; that is, given a s&t C N the oracle returng(S). The functionf could be monotone or non-monot@ne
monotone functions typically allow better approximatiesults.

Submodular function maximization has recently attractenlsaerable attention in theoretical computer science.
This is for a variety of reasons including applicationsogmition of interesting algorithmic and structural proges,
as well as the use of submodular functions as utility fumgim algorithmic game theory. A number of well-known
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1A set functionf : 2V — R is submodular ifff (A) + f(B) > f(AUB) + f(An B)forall A,B C N.

2A family of setsZ C 2% is downward-closed if foranyd € B C N, B € T implies thatA € Z.

3 f ismonotondf f(A) < f(B) wheneverd C B.
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problems can be seen as special cases of submodular funwiiximization. For example, the APX-hard Max-Cut
problem can be seen as (unconstrained) maximization ofuthieiection f : 2V — R of a graphG = (V, E). (Note
that f here is non-monotone.) Another well-known special caseuofpooblem is the Maxe-Cover problem, which
can be viewed amax{f(5) : [S| < k} wheref(5) = [U,cs 4, is the coverage function for a collection of sets
{A;}. Max-k-Cover is hard to approximate to within a factor(af— 1/e + ) for any fixede > 0, unlessP = NP
[L7]. Hence we focus on approximation algorithiins.

Classical work in submodular function maximization wasdazaen combinatorial techniques such as the greedy
algorithm and local search. We mention the work of Cornisejeisher, Nemhauser and Wolsey|[15,/35,21, 34] from
the late 70’s which showed a variety of approximation boumntlsn f is monotone submodular afdis induced by
multiple matroid constraints. Recent algorithmic work leassiderably extended and improved the classical results.
Local-search methods have been identified as particuladfuly in particular, for non-monotone functions. This has
led to the first constant factor approximation for the unt@ised submodular function maximization problém|[18],
and a variety of approximation results for knapsack and eichtronstraints[29, 30]. The greedy algorithm has also
been modified and made applicable to non-monotone funciiijs

Despite the above-mentioned results, combinatorial igctes have some limitations: (i) they have not been able
to achieve optimal approximation results, except in thédxzse of a single cardinality or knapsack constraint[9%, 3
(i) they are not very flexible in terms of the ability to combiconstraints and develop more general techniques (e.g., a
(1—1/e)-approximation was known for maximizing a monotone subntexdunction subject to 1 knapsack constraint
[39], but little was known even for 2 knapsack constraindsiiew approach which overcomes some of these obstacles
and brings submodular function maximization closer to thleldvof polyhedral techniques is via thmultilinear
relaxation introduced in this context in [6].

Multilinear relaxation. In this paper we focus on an algorithmic approach that isdasedefining an extension
of a set functionf : 2% — R, to a continuous functiog : [0,1]Y — R,. The Lovasz extension [32] of a
submodular functiorf is one such candidate; however, being a convex functios siiitable for problems involving
minimizationof submodular functions. For maximization of submodulardiions, the followingnultilinearextension
was introduced in’[6], inspired by the work inl [1F/(x) = > g f(S) [Lics i [1j25(1 — ;). The valueF (x) is
equivalently the expected value ¢t R) whereR is a random set obtained by picking each elemiéntdependently
with probabilityx;. We observe that if is modulal thenF is simply a linear function.

Continuous extensions offer some advantages in the desigppsoximation algorithms. Suppose we have a
polytopePr C [0,1]V that is a relaxation fof C 2V in the sense thgtl; | I € Z} C Pr. Moreover suppose there
is a polynomial-time separation oracle B (we call such polytopes solvable). Then we can hope to (aqpegely)
solve the continuous problemaxycp, F'(x) to find a fractional solutiox* € Pz and then rouna* to an integral
solution. This is a standard paradigm in approximation wiadr and convex programming relaxations. Two natural
guestions arise in applying this paradigm to submodulactfans, both due to the fact that the extensiors neither
a convex nor concave function. First, can we (approximahve the problemnaxycp, F'(x)? Second, can we
round a fractional solution effectively?

Recent work has addressed the above questions in seversl Wagt, Vondrak[[42] gave a continuous greedy
algorithm that gives an optimdl — 1/e)-approximation for the problemaxycp F'(x) when f is monotone sub-
modular andP is a solvable polytope. Whefiis non-monotone, the picture is less satisfactory. Lee.gP8] gave
a local-search based algorithm that gived &4 — ¢)-approximation to maximizé' over the polytope induced by a
fixed number of knapsack constraints. Vondfak [43] obiae.309-approximation for maximizing” over a single
matroid polytope, and this ratio has been recently impraw€d325 [36]. However, no approximation algorithm was
known to maximizeF' over a general solvable polytope

In terms of rounding a fractional solution a natural strategy to preserve the valuggk) is to independently
round each coordinateto 1 with probability z;. However, this rounding strategy does not typically presehe
constraints imposed k. Various dependent rounding schemes have been proposeas #hown in[[B] that "pipage
rounding” can be used to round solutions in the matroid p@gtwithout losing in terms of the objective functififx)
([14] achieves the same via "swap-rounding”). In][27] [292&], randomized rounding coupled with alteration was

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

SA function is modular iff (A) + f(B) = f(AUB) + f(An B)forall A, B C N. If fis modular thenf(A) = wo + 3, 4 w; for some
weight functionw : N — R.



used for knapsack constraints. More recenfly] [14] shoveeatentration properties for rounding in a single matroid
polytope wherny is monotone, and [44] showed concentration for indepenaemiding even wherfi is non-monotone.
These led to a few additional results. Despite this progithss‘integrality gap” ofmax{F(x) : x € P} has been

so far unknown even whefiis monotone and’ the intersection of two matroid polytopes. (We remark tloatfure
intersections of matroids, combinatorial algorithms amewn to yield good approximatiors[29,130].) However, even
for modular functions, combining constraints such as nidérand knapsack constraints has been difficult, and no
general result was known that matched the best bounds orgetéor them separately.

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

e We give the first constant factor approximation for the peobiax{F(x) : x € P} whereP is any down-
monotone solvable polytope artithe multilinear extension of any non-negative submodulacfion.

e We propose a general (dependent) randomized roundingfvarkéor modular and submodular functions under
independence constraints via what we calhtention resolution schem@SR schemes A key advantage is the
ability to easily combine schemes for different constimiotobtain a scheme for their intersection.

e We give anoptimal (1 — 1/e)-factor CR scheme for any matroid. Previously this was knonly for the
uniform matroid of rankl [19,[20]. More generally, we give a tight connection betw&# schemes and the
correlation gapof the associated weighted rank functions.

The above ingredients can be put together to give a varietgwfresults that we discuss in more detail in Secfion 2.
We summarize some of our results in TdHle 1.

I Constraint type || Linear maximization| Monotone submod. max. Non-negative submod. ma¥.
O(1) knapsacks [1—¢] [1—1/e—¢] 0.325 [0.25]
k matroids& ¢ = O(1) knapsacks 0.6/k 0.38/k [Q(1/(k +0))] 0.19/k [Q(1/(k + 0))]
k-matchoid& ¢-sparse PIP Q1/(k+10)) Q1/(k+0) [QL/kO] | Q1/(k+10) [QL/kO)]
Unsplittable flow in paths and tregs [Q(1)] Q(1) Q(1)

Table 1: Approximation factors for different types of constraintsdeobjective functions. Results in brackets were previousl
known.

1.1 Maximizing the multilinear extension over a general pojtope

We now give a more detailed description of our technicalltesand the general framework. First, we give a con-
stant factor approximation for the problemux{F(x) : x € P}, whereF is the multilinear extension of a non-
monotone submodular functighandP is a down-monotone solvable polytope; the monotone casésdm —1/¢)-
approximation[[42] as we mentioned already. The conditibdawn-monotonicity of the polytope is necessary for
the non-monotone case; it follows from [43] that no consfantor approximation is possible for the matroid base
polytope which is not down-monotone.

The main algorithmic technique for non-monotone functisriscal search. Fractional local search with additional
ideas has been the tool to solve the continuous problem tidmases of polytopes [29,143,136]. Previous fractional
local search methods for a constant number of knapsackreartst ([29] and[[4B]) improved a current solutien
by considering moves along a small number of coordinates dfhe analysis took advantage of the combinatorial
structure of the underlying discrete structure (knapsacksatroids) which was sufficiently simple that swaps along
a few coordinates sufficed. How do we obtain an algorithmwwaks foranypolytopeP?

A new insight: Our key high-level idea is simple yet insightful. Any poit € P can be written as a convex
combination of the vertices d?. We view the problem ofnax{ F(x) : x € P} as optimizing a submodular function
over the ground set consisting of the (exponentially mamylices of P (duplicated many times in the limit). From



this viewpoint we obtain a new fractional local search pdare: given a current point, a local swap corresponds to
removing a vertex in the convex combinationsodnd adding a new vertex @t (with appropriate scalar multipliers).
To implement this efficiently we can use linear optimizatimer P. (We remark that the continuous greedy algorithm
for the monotone case [42] can also be interpreted with tisight.)

Our algorithms are derived using the above high-level iféanote that when specialized to the matroid polytope
or knapsack polytope which have combinatorial structuue abgorithms become simpler and in fact resemble previ-
ous algorithms. Our algorithms and proofs of approximatjoarantees are in fact simpler than the previously given
proofs for particular polytope5 29, 43,136]. We preseneéhalgorithms of varying complexity. The first algorithm is
close in spirit to the local-search algorithm of Lee et at.Hoapsack constraints [29] and give8.a5-approximation.
The second algorithm uses some ideas of [43] for the case afmiu polytope and gives@309-approximation with
respect to the besgttegersolution inP. The most involved algorithm is a generalization of a reedgrithm inspired
by simulated annealin@ [36] which gives)a@25-approximation, also with respect to the best integer gmiin P.

We remark that a known limit on the approximabilitymbx{ F'(x) : x € P} is a hardness df.478-approximation in
the value oracle model, even in the special case of a matodjdqpe, also due td [36]. We summarize our results in
the following theorem.

Theorem 1.1. For any nonnegative submodular functigiand a solvable down-monotone polytapethere is a).25-
approximation algorithm for the problemax{ F'(x) : x € P} whereF is the multilinear extension ¢f. There is also
an algorithm for this problem which returns a solutigne P of valueF (y) > 0.325-max{F(x) : x € PN{0,1}"}.

1.2 Contention resolution schemes

We show that a certain natural class of rounding schemessiaill contention resolution scheméSR schemes
provides a useful and general framework for rounding foael solutions under submodular objective functions. For
a ground setV, let Pr be a convex relaxation of the constraints imposedZby 2V, and letx € Pr. From

the definition of /', a natural strategy to round a poixtis to independently round the coordinates; however, this
is unlikely to preserve the constraints imposedZylet R(x) C N be a random set obtained by including each
elementi € N independently with probability;. The setR(x) is not necessarily feasible. We would like to remove
(randomly) some elements frofi(x), so that we obtain a feasible setC R(x). The property we would like to
achieve is that every elemehappears in/ with probability at leastz; for some parameter > 0. We call such a
scheme ¢-balanced contention resolution” fét-. We stress that the scheme needs to work fox @l P7. In several
settings we need to first scale down the fractional solutidnich calls for a more general definition below.

Definition 1.2. A (b, ¢)-balancedCR scheme fotP; is a scheme such that for ary € Pz, the scheme selects an
independent subsét C R(bx) with the following property:Pri € I | i € R(bx)] > c¢ for every element. The
scheme is said to bmonotonef Pr[i € I | R(bx) = R;] > Pr[i € I | R(bx) = Rz] wheneveri € R; C Ry. A
scheme is said to b&rictif Pr[i € I | i € R(bx)] = ¢ for everyi.

l.e., ac-balanced scheme is the same 4$,a)-balanced scheme. Furthermorépac)-balanced CR scheme can
easily be transformed intola-balanced CR scheme as follows. ket Pz and letR(x) be a random set obtained
from independent rounding of coordinatesxofIn a first step, for each elemeht R(x), we remove from R(x)
with probability 1 — b, hence obtaining a sét’ C R(x). Notice that the seR’ corresponds to a random set where
each elementappears iR’ independently with probabilityz;. Hence, we are now in the setting where we can apply
a (b, ¢)-balanced CR scheme leading to an independertaétere each elemenis present with probability at least
cbx;.

Monotonicity is needed in the context of submodular funttisaximization for the following reason. It is easy
to see that ifP; has ac-balanced CR scheme then it implies-approximation for maximizing a linear function over
Pr. If x is a fractional solution then its value }s, w;x; for some (non-negative) weights;; since each element
1 is present in the final solution produced by-dalanced CR scheme with probability at least, by linearity of
expectation, the expected weight of a solution is at ledst, w;z;. More generally, we would like to prove such
a bound for any submodular functighvia F'. However, this is no longer obvious since elements do noeapp
independently in the rounding scheme; recall thék) is the expected value gfon a set produced by independently
including each with probability z;. Monotonicity is the property that is useful in this contdx¢cause elements of
smaller sets contribute more to a submodular function tiements of larger sets. Moreover, we use the strictness



property in the case of non-monotone submodular functiding strictness property is not very restrictive, because
any non-strict(b, ¢)-balanced CR scheme can be transformed intb, a)-balanced CR scheme that is sufficiently
close to being strict for our purposes. We discuss this &uith Sectio 1.

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

Theorem 1.3. Let f : 2 — R, be a non-negative submodular function antle a point inPz, a convex relaxation
for Z C 2V, LetI(x) € Z be the random output of enonotone(b, ¢)-balancedCR scheme orx € Pz. If f is
non-monotone, let us assume in addition that@escheme is strict. Then

E[f(I(x))] = cE[F(bx)].

In Sectiori #, we furthermore show how one can remove therséss condition in the above theorem by performing
a simple pruning operation on the set output by the CR schémpessible drawback of the pruning operation is that
it depends on the submodular functipnwhereas the above theorem based on strict CR schemesivi®oblof f.

We emphasize that a CR scheme is defined with respect to disgedyhedral relaxatiorPz of Z. We observe
that several previous rounding procedures for packing &salcovering) problems rely on the well-known technique
of alteration of a set obtained via independent rounding and are exampleéRoschemes (seé [38] B, [8.113, 4]).
However, these schemes are oblivious in that they do notdepex itself (other than in picking the random sgj,
and the alteration is also deterministic. Our definitiomispired by the “fair contention resolution schemein|[19] 2
which considered the special case of contention for a sitegie The dependence anis necessary (even in this case)
if we want to obtain an optimal scheme.

Contention resolution via correlation gap and an optimal sbheme for matroids: A natural question is how one
proves the existence of a contention resolution scheme.eAm@ntioned, several existing rounding schemes are based
on deterministic and oblivious alteration to a set obtawviadndependent rounding. Most of these schemes have been
applied to constraint systems induced by linear ineqeslitif the formAx < b where A is a non-negative matrix.

Until recently there was no contention resolution schenmale matroid polytope; an optimé&b, 1‘lffb)—balanced
scheme was previously known for the very special case of tiifenn matroid of rank one [19, 20]. We note that
the recent work of Chawla et al. T10,111] implicitly contamé, 1 — b)-balanced scheme for matroids, although their

motivation was different. In this paper we develop an optiscaeme for an arbitrary matroid.

1—e”®

Theorem 1.4. There is an optimalb, ~——— )-balanced contention resolution scheme for any matroigtople. More-
over the scheme is monotone and efficiently implementable.

We use randomized schemes and view them abstractly as axcoowdination of deterministic schemes. This
allows us, via LP duality, to show that the best contenticsohation scheme for a constraint system is related to
the notion of correlation gap for weighted rank functiongtef underlying constraint. We reiterate that the scheme
depends on the fractional solutiarthat we wish to round; the alteration of the randomRgt) is itself a randomized
procedure that is tailored tg and is found by solving a linear program. We are inspiredd&erthe general connection
to correlation gap due to the recent work of Yan![45]; he agmph similar idea in the context of greedy posted-price
ordering schemes for Bayesian mechanism design, improk@gounds of [10, 11].

1.3 A framework for rounding via contention resolution schanes

We now describe our framework for the problemaxgscz f(S). The framework assumes the following: (i) there
is a polynomial-time value oracle fof, and (ii) that there is a polytopB; that contains the s€tls|S € Z} and
moreover that there is a polynomial-time separation orémle”z, and (iii) there is a strict and monotorg, c¢)-
balanced contention resolution schemefar Then we have the following simple algorithm:

1. Using an approximation algorithm, obtain in polynomiale a pointx* € Pr such that

F(x*) > a -max{F(x)|x € Prn{0,1}} > oz-rg}g%{f(S).



2. Use a strict and monotonig, c¢)-balanced contention resolution schemeorto find a random sef(x*) € Z.

Theorem 1.5. The above algorithm is a randomizé@l 325 bc)-approximation algorithm fomaxgez f(5). If f is
monotone then the approximation ratio(is— 1/e)be. If f is modular then the ratio isc and the contention resolution
scheme is not restricted to be monotone.

Proof. We haveF(x*) > «OPT with OPT = maxgez f(S). TheorenTIB shows that if we apply a strict and
monotongb, ¢)-balanced contention resolution schemetahen the random sdtoutput by it has the property that
E[f(I)] > bcF(x*), hence we have th&([f(I)] > « - (bc)OPT.

For non-monotone submodular functions, Theokenh 1.1 gives 0.325. For monotone submodular functions,
[42] givesa = 1 — 1/e. For modularf, F(x) is a linear function, and henee = 1 can be obtained by linear
programming. Moreover, if’(x) is a linear function, then by linearity of expectatid{f(I)] > bcF(x*) without
any monotonicity assumption on the scheme. O

Combining schemes for different constraints: We are particularly interested in the case whes N!'_, Z; is the
intersection of several different independence systems oeach system corresponds to a different set of constraints
that we would like to impose. Assuming that we can apply thevaliramework to eachi; separately, we can obtain
an algorithm forZ as follows.

Lemma 1.6. LetZ = N, Z; and Pz = N,; Pr,. Suppose eachRz, has a monoton@, c;)-balancedCR scheme. Then
Pr has amonoton@, [ [, ¢;)-balancedCR scheme. In the special case that each elemeht pérticipates in at most

k constraints and:; = c for all i then Pz has a monotoné, c¥)-balancedCR scheme. Moreover, if the scheme for
eachPy, is implementable in poly-time time then the combined sclien¥é; can be implemented in poly-time.

Therefore, we can proceed as follows. /&t be a polytope that is the relaxation Bf. In other words{1s :
S € I,} is contained inPz,. Let Pr = N; Pz,. It follows that{1g : S € 7} is contained inP; and also that there
is a polynomial-time separation oracle By if there is one for eaclz,. Now suppose there is a monotoftec; )-
balanced contention resolution schemefgr for some common choice éf It follows from Lemmd1b thaP’s has a
monotoneb, [ [, ¢;)-balanced contention resolution scheme. We can then ap@préni 15 to obtain a randomized
(ab[], ci)-approximation formaxsez f(S) wherea depends on whethef is modular, monotone submodular or
non-monotone submodular.

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

Remark 1.7. The framework involves approximately solving the probleax.c p, F'(x) to obtain a fractional solu-
tion x* and then using &b, ¢)-balancedCR scheme ox*. The first step in &b, ¢)-balancedCR scheme is to obtain

a random setR by independently picking eachwith probability b=}. More directly, we can find a solutiop* to
maxyepp, F(y) WherebPr = {bx | x € Pz}, and obtain a random se&k by picking each with probabilityy;. This
may be advantageous if the problemxy ¢, p, F(y) admits a better approximation than the problemxxc p, F(x).

A useful fact here is that the continuous greedy algorithmhfonotone submodular functioris 43, 7] finds for every
b € [0,1] a pointy € bPz such thatF'(y) > (1 — e~%) maxyep, F(x).

Remark 1.8. A non-negative submodular set functifins also subadditive, that isf(A) + f(B) > f(AU B). In
some settings when considering the probleaxscz f(.5), it may be advantageous to partition the given ground set
N into Ny, ..., N, and separately solve the problem on ea¢h This loses a factor of in the approximation but
one may be able to obtain a go@R scheme for eaclV; separately while it may not be straightforward to obtain one
for the entire setV.

Organization: The rest of the paper is divided into three parts. Some ilitise applications of our framework
are discussed in Sectigh 2. Constant factor approximatgorithms for maximizingF' over a solvable polytope
are described in Sectidd 3. The connection between coatergisolution schemes and correlation gap and its use
in deriving optimal schemes for matroids are discussed tti®@&4, as well as contention resolution schemes for
knapsack constraints, sparse packing systems, and UFkhsguad trees.



2 Applications

In this section we briefly outline some concrete results ¢hatbe obtained via our framework. The meta-problem we
are interested in solving imaxgsc7 f(S) whereZ is a downward-closed family over the given groundSeand f is

a non-negative submodular set function oxerMany interesting problems can be cast as special caseadiagen

the choice ofV, Z andf. In order to apply the framework and obtain a polynomialgiapproximation algorithm, we
need a solvable relaxatid?; and a correspondin@, c)-balanced CR scheme. Note that the framework is essentially
indifferent to f as long as we have a polynomial-time value oracle for it. Véedfore focus on some broad classes of
constraints and corresponding natural polyhedral relamstand discuss CR schemes that can be obtained for them.
These schemes are formally described in Sefion 4.

Matroids and matchoidstet M = (NV,Z) be a matroid constraint oN. A natural candidate foPz is the integral
matroid polytope{z € [0,1]" | z(S) < (S),S C N} wherer : 2V — Z, is the rank function ofM. We
develop an optima(l — 1/e)-balanced CR scheme for the matroid polytope. More genefalt anyb € (0,1]

we design ab, 1*fob)-balanced CR scheme, which lends itself well to combinatiaith other constraints. The
CR scheme for the matroid polytope extends via Lerimh 1.6da#se whelT is induced by the intersection of
k matroid constraints olvV. A more general result is obtained by considerirgniform matchoids, a common
generalization ofc-set packing and intersection &fmatroids [31], defined as follows. L&t = (V, N) be ak-
uniform hypergraph; we associate the edges of the hyperguéh our ground sefV. For eachv € V, there is a
matroid M, = (N,,Z,) over N,, set of hyperedges iV that contairv. This induces an independence faniilyn
N whereZ = {SC N | SNN, € Z,,v € V}. k-uniform matchoids generalize the intersectiork shatroids in that
they allow many matroids in the intersection as long as angglement of the ground set participates in at nitost

them. A natural solvable relaxation fdris the intersection of the matroid polytopes at eackiia the CR scheme for

the single matroid we obtain @, (1*§7b)k)-balanced CR scheme for ahye (0, 1] for k-uniform matchoids. The
choice ofb = 27 gives aﬁ-balanced CR scheme for evéryuniform matchoid.

Knapsack / linear packing constraintd:et N = {1,2,...,n}. Given a non-negativex x n matrix A and non-
negative vectob, letZ = {S | A1s < b} wherelg is the indicator vector of sef C N. Itis easy to see that

T is an independence family. A natural LP relaxation for thebpem isP; = {x | Ax < b,z € [0,1]"}. The
width of the system of inequalities is defined &5 = |min, ; b; /A4, ;|. Some special cases of interest are4i)s

a {0, 1}-matrix, (ii) A is column-restricted, that is, all non-zero entries in easlumn are the same and (i) is
k-column sparse, that is at mgshon-zero entries in each column. Several combinatoridilpros can be captured
by these, such as matchings and independent sets in grapphgergraphs, knapsack and its variants, and maximum
throughput routing problems. However, the maximum indejeah set problem in graphs, which is a special case as
mentioned, does not allowsrg —<-approximation for any fixed > 0, unless B-NP [25]. Therefore attention has
focused on restrictingl in various ways and obtaining upper bounds on the integrgdip of the relaxatio®s when

the objective function is linear. Several of these resuktdmsed on randomized rounding of a fractional solution and
one can interpret the rounding algorithms as CR schemesoWader a few such results below.

e For a constant number of knapsack constrainis£ O(1)), by guessing and enumeration tricks, one can
“effectively” geta(l — ¢,1 — ¢)-balanced CR scheme for any fixed- 0.

e When A is k-column sparse, there is(&, 1 — 2kb)-balanced CR scheme. if has in addition width1” > 2,
there is ab, 1 — k(2eb)"V~1) CR scheme for any € (0, 1). These results follow from[4].

e WhenA is a{0, 1}-matrix induced by the problem of routing unit-demand patha capacitated path or tree,
thereis ab,1 — O(b)) CR scheme implicit in[5,18,13]. This can be extended to theplitiable flow problem
(UFP) in capacitated paths and trees via grouping and sc@ahnique< 26, 13, 12].

Sectior 4 has formal details of the claimed CR schemes. Tdrerether rounding schemes in the literature for
packing problems, typically developed for linear funcpthat can be reinterpreted as CR schemes. Our framework
then can be used to obtain algorithms for non-negative sdotapset functions. Segl[9] for a recent and illuminating
example.

Approximation algorithms. The CR schemes mentioned above when instantiated withbiiifmrameters and
plugged into our general framework yield several new randechpolynomial-time approximation algorithms for



problems of the formmaxgcz f(S), wheref is non-negative submodular. We remark that these res@tfoasome-
what abstract problems and one can obtain more concretisreguspecializing them and improving the constants.
We have not attempted to do so in this paper.

e If Z is the intersection of a fixed number of knapsack constraivesachieve @.325-approximation, improving
the (0.2 — ¢)-approximation from[[20] and a recef@.25 — ¢)-approximation[[28]. This is obtained via the
(1 —e,1 —¢)-balanced CR scheme for a fixed number of knapsack constraint

e If Z is the intersection of &-uniform matchoid and knapsack constraints witha fixed constant, we obtain an
Q(#)-approximation (constant independent/pfwhich improves the bound (ﬂ(ﬁz) from [23]. We remark
that this is a new result even for linear objective functiov& obtain this by choosinly= Q(1/k) and using
the (b, (1*—lf4’)’“)—balanced CR scheme féruniform matchoids and th@l — ¢, 1 — ¢)-balanced CR scheme

for a fixed number of knapsack constraints (this requireparsee preprocessing step).

e If Zis the intersection of &-uniform matchoid and afrsparse knapsack constraint system of widthwe give
an Q(W)-approximation, improving th€ () approximation from([28]. This follows by combining the

CR schemes fok-uniform matchoid and-column sparse packing constraints with a choice ﬁfQ(W).

e \We obtain a constant factor approximation for maximizingoa-imegative submodular function of routed re-
quests in a capacitated path or tree. Previousl{@h) approximation was known for linear functiong [5, 8,
[13,[12] but no prior approach that we are aware of could olata@ionstant factor for non-monotone submodular
functions.

3 Solving the multilinear relaxation for non-negative subnodular functions

In this section, we address the question of solving the prabhax{F(x) : x € P} whereF is the multilinear
extension of a submodular function. As we already mentipded to [42[7], there is @l — 1/e)-approximation for

the problemmax{F'(x) : x € P} wheneverF' is the multilinear extension of a monotone submodular fiemcand

P is any solvable polytope. Here, we consider the maximinatiba possiblynon-monotone submodular function
over a down-monotone solvable polytope. We assume in thanfiolg thatP C [0, 1]V is a down-monotone solvable
polytope and- : [0, 1Y — R is the multilinear extension of a submodular function. Wesent three algorithms for
this problem. As we noted in the introduction, there is nostant factor approximation for maximizing non-monotone
submodular functions over general solvable polytopes [#8& approximation that can be achieved for matroid base
polytopes is proportional téd — 1/ wherev is the fractional packing number of bases, and in fact tladeroff
generalizes to arbitrary solvable polytopes; we discuissntSectiod 3.4.

3.1 Continuous local-search 0.25-approximation

First we consider the following natural local-search aidyon.

Algorithm 3.1. Initialize x := 0. As long as there ig € P such thatly — x) - VF(x) > 0 (which can be found by
linear programming), move continuously in the directiogr — x. If there is no sucly € P, returnx.

Naturally, a polynomial-time implementation of this algbm would move in discrete steps and continue only as
long as the improvements are sufficiently large. We defesghiechnicalities to Sectign 8.5. For now, we assume that
when the algorithm terminates, we hayge— x) - VF(x) < 0 for everyy € P. The basic lemma in the analysis of
this algorithm as well as the improved algorithms is thediwihg.

Lemma 3.2. For any two pointx,y € [0,1]V: (y —x) - VF(x) > F(xVy)+ F(x \y) — 2F(x).

Proof. By submodularityF" is concave along any line with a nonnegative direction vestech agx Vy) —x > 0.
Therefore,
((xVy)—x)-VF(x), and similarly

<
F(xAy) - F(x) < (xAy) —x) - VF(x),



because of the concavity &f along(x A y) — x < 0. Adding up these two inequalities, we géfx V y) + F(x A
y)—2F(x) < ((xVy)+ (xAy)—2x)- VF(x). Itremains to observe thék Vy) + (x Ay) = x+y, which proves
the lemma. O

Corollary 3.3. If x is a local optimum such thdy — x) - VF(x) < 0,then2F (x) > F(xVy) + F(x Ay).

Next, we show that if we combine this local optimum with a abie “complementary solution”, we getla4-
approximation to the global optimum. The following is oug@fithm.

Algorithm 3.4. Using Algorithn 3111, find a local optimusiin P. Then definé) = {y € P : y < 1 — x} and again
using Algorithni 311, find a local optimumin Q. If F(x) > F(z) returnx, otherwise returre.

We use the following property of the multilinear extensiéa submodular function. Let us replace each coordinate
by a0, 1] interval and let us represent a certain valyef thei’th coordinate by a subset {f, 1] of the corresponding
measure.

Definition 3.5. Let X € £V, whereL denotes the set of all measurable subsetf dfl. We say thaft’ represents a
vectorx € [0, 1]V, if X; has measure; for eachi € N.

From a "discrete point of view”, we can imagine that each domate is replaced by some large number of elements
M and a value of; is represented by any subset of sie:;. This can be carried out if all the vectors we work with
are rational. In the following, we consider functions on setis of this new ground set. We show a natural property,
namely that a function derived from the multilinear extemsof a submodular function is again submodular. (An
analogous property in the discrete case was proved1n [33, 29

Lemma 3.6. Let F : [0,1]Y — R be a multilinear extension of a submodular functignDefine a function™* on
LN, by F*(X) = F(x), wherex € [0,1]" is the vector represented By. ThenF* is submodular:

F(XUY)+ F(XNY) < F(X)+ F()),
where the union and intersection is interpreted compongsé.

Proof. We haveF'(x) = E[f(x)] wherez; = 1 independently with probability;. An equivalent way to generateis
to choose any set ¢ £V representing, generate uniformly and independently a numbet [0, 1] for eachi € N,
and seti;; = 1 iff r; € X;. Since the measure &f; is z;, Z; = 1 with probability exactlyz;. Therefore,

E[f({i:r € X})].

~
*
=
I
o
2
I
m
~
%
I

Similarly,
F*(Y) =E[f({i: i € Vi})].
This also holds fot U Y andX N Y: since(X UY), = X; UY; and(X NY); = X; N Y;, we get
Fr(xXu))=E[f{i:rie X} U{i:r € V;})]

and
F*(X n y) = E[f({z NS Xl} N {Z NS yz})]

Hence, by the submodularity ¢f

F*(Xuy) +F*(me) E[f({l 1T € Xz} U {Z T € yl}) +f({2 T € Xl} ﬁ{i 1T € yl})]
Elf({i:ri € Xi}) + f({i i € Vi})]

= F*(X)+ F ().

IN

From here, we obtain our main lemma - the average of the tvatidrzal local optima is at Iea%tOPT.



Lemma 3.7. LetOPT = max{F(x) : x € P}. Letx be a local optimum irP, 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 optimum € P satisfies
2F(x) > F(xVx*) 4+ F(x Ax"). 1)

In the restricted polytop&® = {y € P : y < 1 — x}, consider the point* = (x* —x) V0 € Q. Again by
Corollary[3.3, the local optimura € Q satisfies

2F(z) > F(zVz")+ F(zA\z"). (2)

Now we use a representation of vectors by subsets as deddnitizef.[3.5. We choos&’, X*, Z, Z* € LV to
represenk, x*, z, z* as follows: foreach € N, X; = [0,2;), Z; = [z, z; + z;) (note thate; + z; < 1), X = [0, 27)
andZ’ = [0, z) = [0, max{z} — z;,0}). Note that X N Z); = () forall i € N.

Defining F'* as in Lemmd_316, we have*(X) = F(x), F*(X*) = F(x*) = OPT, F*(Z) = F(z) and
F*(Z2*) = F(z*). Using relations likd0, z;) U [0, 2F) = [0, max{x;, z}}), we also gef™ (X U X*) = F(x V x¥)
andF*(XNXx™) = F(xAx*). Furthermore, we have¥; \ X;)UZ; = [z;, max{z],x;+2}) = [x;, z;+max{z], z}).
Thisis an interval of lengtinax{z}, z;} = (zVvz*); and hencd™*((X*\ X)UZ) = F(zVz*), where(X*\ X)UZ
is interpreted component-wise.

The property of the first local optimurfil(1) can be thus writts2F'(x) > F*(X U X*) + F*(X N X*). The
property of the complementary local optimulnh (2) can be emiths2F(z) > F*((X* \ X) U Z) (we discarded the
nonnegative tern¥'(z A z*) which is not useful in the following). ThereforeF(x) + 2F(z) > F*(X U X™) +
F*(XnXx*)+ F*((X*\ X)U Z). By Lemmd3.BF* is submodular. Hence we get

F'XNX)+ F((X*\X)UZ) > F((XNX)U X"\ X)U2Z2)
= F*(X*U 2)
(we discarded the intersection term). Finally, using th flaatX’ N Z = () and again the submodularity 6, we get
Fr(XUX" )+ F(X*UZ) > F*(XUX" )N (X" UZ)) = F*(Xx")
(we discarded the union term). To summarize,
2F(x)+2F(z) > FF (X UX")+ F*(XNX") + F* (X" \X)U 2)
>F(XUX")+ F(X"U2Z2)
> F*(X*) = OPT.
|
Corollary 3.8. For any down-monotone polytoge C [0, 1] and multilinear extension of a submodular function
F:[0,1]N — Ry, Algorithm3.4 is ak-approximation to the problemnax{F(x) : x € P},
3.2 Restricted local-search 0.309-approximation

Next, we present a modified local-search algorithm whichdeeralization of the algorithm for matroid polytopes
from [43]. We remark that this algorithm is in fact simpleaththei—approximation from the previous section, in that
it does not require a second-stage complementary locaitsear

Algorithm 3.9. Initialize x := 0 and fix a parametet € [0,1]. As long as there iy € P [0,#" such that
(y —x)-VF(x) > 0 (which can be found by linear programming), moveontinuously in the directiog — x. Return
X.

This algorithm also works for any down-monotone polytdpeWith the choice ot = %(3 —/5), it achieves a

i(—l +4/5) ~ 0.309-approximation (with respect to the optintail 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 i® N [0, ]V, in the sense thdly — x) - VF(x) < 0 foranyy € Pn[0,¢]".
Definet € [0,1]" byt; = tif z; = t andt; = 1if z; < t. Letz be any pointinP and letz’ = z A t. Then

2F(x) > F(xVz)+ F(xAZ).

We remark that the above inequality would be immediate framo€ary[3.3, ifz’ € P N [0,t]". Howeverz' is
not necessarily constrained [y V.

Proof. Considerz’ = z A t as defined above. By down-monotonicity,c P. Also, the coordinates wherg > ¢
are exactly those where < t. So there is > 0 such thatk + ¢(z' — x) € P N [0,¢". By the condition of a local
optimum,

(z' —x)-VF(x) <0.

The rest follows from Lemmia3.2. O
In the rest of the analysis, we follow [43].

Definition 3.11. For x € [0, 1] and X € [0, 1], we define the associated “threshold set"Bs, (x) = {i : z; > A}.

Lemma 3.12. Letx € [0, 1]". For any partitionN = C U C,

F(x) > E[f(T5a(x) N C) U (T5x(x) N C))]
where), N € [0, 1] are independently and uniformly random.

This appears as Lemma A.5 [n[43]. We remark that the rigmidhgde withC' = () or C = N gives the Lovasz
extension off and the lemma follows by comparing the multilinear and Lswvéxtension. For a non-trivial partition
(C, ), the lemma follows by two applications of this fact. The nlexhma is exactly as i [43] for the special case of
a matroid polytope; we rephrase the proof here in our moremgsetting.

Lemma 3.13. Assume that € [0, 2(3—/5)]. Letx be a local optimum i’ N[0, ¢} and letz = 1. be any solution
in PN {0,1}". Then

F(x) > (t - %ﬁ) f(C).

Proof. DefineA = {i : z; = t} and lett = t14 + 14, 2 = z A t as in Lemm&3.70. Since = 1., we have
z' =tlanc + 1o\ a- By Lemme3.ID, we get

2F(x) > F(xVz)+ F(xAZ). 3)

First, let's analyzeF'(x A z'). Sincez’ = t1anc + 1\ 4 andx € [0,¢]Y, we havex A z' = x A 1. We apply
Lemmd3.1P, which states that

F(xAz')=F(xA1lc) > E[f(T-A(x) N CO)].

Due to the definition off%. »(x), with probabilityt we have\ < ¢ andT x(x) containsA = {i : x; = t}. Then,
fIsa(x)NC)+ f(C\ A) > f(C) by submodularity. We conclude that

F(xnz') 2 t(f(C) = f(C\ A)). 4)
Next, let’s analyze”(x v z’). We apply Lemm&3.32. We get
F(xVvZ)>E[f(Tox(xVZ)NC)U (Tsx(xVZ)NO)).

The random threshold sets are as follo@s; (x vV z') N C' = T5 \(x V 1\ 4) N C is equal toC with probability
t, and equal ta’ \ A otherwise. 7% (x vV z') N C = Ty (x) N C is empty with probabilityl — ¢. (We ignore the
contribution wheril's. ) (x) N C' # ().) Because\, \' are independently sampled, we get

Fxvz) = (1=t)(tf(C)+ 1 -1)f(C\ A)).

11



Provided that € [0, (3 — v/5)], we havet < (1 —t)2. Then, we can write
F(xVz) > t(1 - )f(C) +Lf(C\ A). 5)
Combining equation§13).1(4) and (5), we get
2F(x) > F(xV2) + F(x AZ') 2 t(1 = )f(C) + 1 f(C\ A) + t(f(C) — F(C\ A)) = (2t — ) {(C).
|

Corollary 3.14. For t = 1(3—/5), Algorithn{3.9 achieves f(—1++/5)-approximation with respect taax{ F () :
z e Pn{0,1}N).

3.3 Simulated annealing 0.325-approximation

Finally, we present the algorithm with the best ratio, basedhe ideas of simulated annealing and the recent work
of [36]. This algorithm can be seen as an extension ofitBe9-approximation, where local search is applied to a
restricted polytopé’n|[0,¢]V. Here, we vary the "temperature parametegdntinuously front to 1, while performing
local search in the restricted polytope.

Algorithm 3.15. Initialize x := 0 and¢ := 0. As long ag < 1, repeat the following:
1. Run alocal search inside N [0, ¢V, until (y —x) - VF(x) < 0forally € Pn|[0,¢".

2. Generate\ uniformly at random iff0, t], let 75>z (x) = {i : @; > A} and@ = {z € P : Vi € T>(x); z; = 0}.
Initialize z := 0 and run a local search insid@, to find an auxiliary local optimum € Q. Remember the best
auxiliary local optimum, maximizing'(z).

3. Findy € P maximizingy - VF(x), modifyx := x + & (y — x), t := t + §, and go to step 1.
Eventually, return the better of and the best auxiliary local optimum

Note that the poink evolves throughout the process, while the search fatarts separately in each iteration. In
Step 3, we look for a poing in the full polytopeP rather than the restricted polytogen [0,¢]"V. Sincex € [0, ]V
andy € [0, 1]", the modified poink + 2 (y — x) has coordinates; + 12 (y; — 2;) < t + 6, and so it is contained
in PN [0,t+6]Y. Coming back to Step 1, we continue local search from thistpoi

Since the analysis of this process is somewhat involved amchrof it overlaps with the analysis df [36], we
present the key lemmas and point out where we differ fiforh.[B6]in [36], suppose thatq is an optimal solution of
max{F(x) : x € PN{0,1}"}, and define the following function:

G(x) = (1¢ —x) - VF(x).

First, we have the following lemma characterizing the iny@raent in Step 3, similar to Lemma 4.3 in[36] (note that
our proof here is much simpler).
Lemma 3.16. If x(¢) denotes the solution at temperaturbefore Step 1, we have

F Rt +8)) — FGx()] > Glx(0) - 0(n%).

Proof. Letx be the solution before Step 3. In Step 1, the valug'@f) cannot decrease, so we havéx) > F(x(t)).
In Step 3, we optimizg - VF'(x) overy € P. Sincel¢ is a feasible solution,

(y —x)-VF(x) > (1¢ — x) - VF(x) = G(x).

Step 3 modifies the current solution as follows$:= x + %(y — x). Using the first-order approximation éfin the
vicinity of x, we have

F(x') = F(x) + %(y —x)-VF(x) £ 0(n??) > F(x) + %G(x) — 0(n?*8?)
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(for more detailed estimates of the error term, [36])\wAsrgued, we havE'(x) > F(x(t)) andF(x(t + 0)) =
F(x’). To conclude:

F(x(t+9)) - F(x(t) > F(x') - F(x) > mG(x(t)) — 0(n?6%).

The next lemma relateS(x) = (1¢ — x) - VF(x) to the optimum OPE f(C).

Lemma 3.17. If x is a local optimum inP N [0,¢]" andz is a local optimuminQ = {z € P: z; =0 Vi € T>,(x)}
for arandomh € [0, t], then
G(x) + 2F(x) + 2tE[F(z)] > OPT.

Proof. By Lemmd 3.2, we have
G(x) +2F(x) = (1c — %) - VF(x) + 2F(x) > F(xV 1¢) + F(x A 1¢).
By the threshold lemma (Lemrha3]12), we get
G(x) +2F(x) = Ex[f(Tor(x) UC)| + Ex[f(T5a(x) N O)).

Sincex € [0,t]V, the sefl. ,(x) is empty whenevek > ¢, which happens with probability — ¢. Therefore,

G(x) +2F(x) > (1 — ) £(C) + tEA[f (Tor(x) UC) + f(Toa(x) N C) | A < 1]. ()
To extract some value from the conditional expectation, sethe auxiliary optimuna. By Corollary[3.3,

2F(z) > F(zV 11, (x)) t F(ZA1lo\r. (%) = F(z2V 1o, (x) )

becausd 1., (x) € Q- (Recall that) is equal toP restricted to the complement 8. 5 (x).) Now, by definition of
F, for afixed\ we haveF(z V 1o\r., (x)) = Ez[f((Z U C) \ T'\(x))] whereZ is some random set relatedzo(It
is not important now what exactly this set is; the importaat fis that botte and1\ 7, (x) are nonzero only on the
complement off%. ,(x).) Using submodularity,

F(Tox(x)NC) + f(Tor(x) UC) + F(z V 11, (x))
Ez[f(Toa(x)NC) + f(T5A(x) UC) + fF((ZUC)\ TA(x))]
J(Tsx(x) N C) + fF(C\Tsa(x))

f(O).

This holds for any fixed\. Combining with [6) and{7), we get

(AVARAYS

G(x) + 2F(x) + 2tE[F(z) | A < t]
(1 =) f(C) +EAf(Toa(x) N C) + f(T5r(x) U C) + F(zV Ienr () | A <]
(1 =) f(C) +tf(C) = £(C).

AV

Combining Lemm&3.16 aid 3117, we get the following.

Corollary 3.18. If x(¢) denotes the solution at temperaturbefore Step 1, and(¢) the auxiliary solution found in

Step 2, then

SRt +8)) — Fx()] > OPT — 2F(x(1)) — HE[F(s(1))] — O(n%6).
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We can assume th&{F(z(t))] < S whereg is some target value we want to achieve H]f'(z(¢))] > (3 at some
point, then we are done.) We consider the behavior of theritihgo whené — 0. Denoting®(t) = F(x(t)), this
yields the following differential equation:

(1— 1)@/ (t) > OPT— 2d(¢) — 2t5.

This is the same differential equation that appears in tladyais of the matroid constraint iE[BG] It can be shown that
if we solve the differential equation fgr = 0.325 and initial conditions, = 1 (3—+/5), ®(tg) > 1(—1++/5)OPT~
0.309-OPT (the properties of a local optimum that we proved in tlewijous sectlon) then we obtam a solution which
achievesb(t) > 0.325 - OPT fort ~ 0.53. This proves the second part of Theofen 1.1.

3.4 Approximation for general polytopes

In this section, we formulate an approximation result far groblemmax{F(x) : x € P} whenP is a general
solvable polytope (not necessarily down-monotone). Tésslilt is included only for the sake of compleness; we do
not have any concrete applications for it. Our result gdizes (while losing a factor of 4) the result for matroid base
polytopes from([4B], which states that@l — o(1))-approximation can be achieved, provided that the fraation
base packing number is at least [1,2]. As observed in[43], the fractional base packing numberdpat least is
equivalent to the conditio® N [0, V] = (). This is the condition we use for general polytopes.

Algorithm 3.19. Lett € [0,1] be a parameter such that N [0, ¢ # 0. Initializex € P N [0,¢Y arbitrarily. As
long as there iy € PN [0,4(1+ ¢)]" such thatly — x) - VF(x) > 0 (which can be found by linear programming),
movex continuously in the directioyr — x. If there is no sucly € PN [0, 3 (1 + ¢)]", returnx.

Note that even though we requiRn [0, ]V +# (), the local search works inside a larger polytdpe|0, %(1 +)]V
This is necessary for the analysis.

Theorem 3.20. For any solvable polytope such th&t N [0,¢]Y # (), Algorithm[3ID approximates the problem
max{F(x) : x € P} within a factor of% (1 — ¢).

Proof. The algorithm maintains the invariarte P N [0, %(1 +t)]¥. Suppose that the algorithm returns a point
Then we know that for every € PN [0,3(1 + ¢)]V, (y — x) - VF(x) < 0. We use a particular poirgt defined
as follows: Letx* be the optimum, i.eF(x*) = max{F(x) : x € P}, and letx, be any point in? N [0, ¢V, for
example the starting point. Then we define- %(xo—i—x*). By convexity, we havg € P, and sincec* € [0, 1], we
also havey € [0, 3(1+1)]". Therefore, by the local-search condition, we héwe- x) - VF(x) < 0. By Lemmd3.2,

2F(x) > F(xVy)+ F(xAy)>F(xVy).

Letx’ = x Vy. The pointx’ has the following propertiest’ = x V §(xo + x*) > ix*, and alsax’ € [0, 3 (1 +¢)]".
Considering the ra%x* +&(x — —x *) parameterized by > 0. Observe that th|s ray has posmve direction in all
coordinates, and it is p055|ble to go beygnd 1 and still stay insidéo, 1]V: in particular, for¢ = 1+t we get a point

X"+ 1—+t(x —1x*) < 1—+tx € [0, 1], Using this fact, we can expreséas a convex combination:

L1+t 1*+2(,1*) 1—t 1,
X =—- | =x —(x - =x .
2 2 1+¢ 2

F(x) > 1+tF (2 2 - %x*)) + %F (%x) .

As we arguedyx* + 1%t(x’ — 3x*) € [0,1]", so we can just lower-bound the respective valué ynd we obtain

1—-t 1 1—-t

N> ——F|=x")]>— ).
F(x') > 5 F(2x) 1 F(x*)
Finally, our solution satisfies
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3.5 Technical details of continuous local search

Finally, we address the question of polynomial running tforeour local-search procedures. One possible implemen-
tation, which is in line with our intuitive description in 8#on[1, would be as follows.
Let M = maxg,|fs(i)| be the maximum absolute marginal value of any element. Thidiés easily that

|aF | < M and| 63 7 | < 2M for all 4, j (seel[48]). We pick a parameter= n* for some sufficiently large constant
1

a and maintain a convex combinatisn= % "7 | v;, wherev; are certain vertices aP (with possible repetition).
Each discrete step corresponds to replacing a vertex irotineex combination by another. A typical local-search step
that we used is: If there ig € P such thaly — x) - VF(x) > 0, then move in the directiop — x. We implement
this as follows: We find a poing by solving a linear optimization problemaxycp(y — x) - VF(x), where the
coordinates oV I’ are estimated by random sampling (within additive errerd//n®). The optimal solutiory can

be assumed to be a vertex Bf Then, if (y — x) - VF(x) > 3M/n%"!, we remove a random vertax from the
current convex combination and replace ityayDenote the new fractional solution ky. The expected effect of this
changeis

E[P(x) - Fx)] = g;( (x+ 2w =vi) - () = LSy v V)

2
q i=1

wherex; is some point betweer andx + %(y —v;). Sinceq = n*, we get by standard bounds tH&¥ F'(x;) —
F(x)|h <2-2M = 2. Therefore,

, 1< o M L o L 2M 1 M
BP0~ P00 2 5 3 (w0 P00 = 2 ) = L (0 VP - T ) 2

na 1 na—l

assuming thaty — x) - VF(x) > 22, Therefore, if we exchangg for the vertexv; which maximizes our gain,
we getF(x') — F(x) > WL’I = n}j r. In other words, each step gains at leagf—, and also we have the
trivial bound OPT< nMM; therefore the number of steps is boundedBy. When the local search stops, we have
(y —x)-VF(x) < 34

be carried out with this error term, which inducesMripoly(n) additive loss in the performance of the algorithm.

In case of a down-monotone polytope that corresponds to an independence fafijlywe can assume that each
singleton is feasible (otherwise we can remove it from ttetance). Therefore, OP® max; f({i}), and OPT is
also at Ieast};M whereM is the maximum absolute marginal value of any element. Tleiama that the additive loss
in the performance of our algorithms is at most QBdly(n). Additional care is needed when considering general
polytopes that are not necessarily down-monotone as indd€8# (for example when considering the matroid base
constraint as in[43]). However, in this paper our focus islown-monotone polytopes.

4 Contention resolution schemes

In this section we prove our results on the existence of cuinte resolution schemes and their application to submod-
ular maximization problems. First, we supply the missinggfs from Sectiofill.

4.1 Contention resolution basics

The inequality that relates contention resolution to suthnfar maximization is given in Theordm 1..3. This inequality
also appears i [4]; we give the proof here for completeness.

Proof of Theoreri I13We decompose the expectationfdfl) as follows:

Elf(D)] = f(@)+ZE[f(Iﬂ [i]) = FI Ol = 1))
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We estimate the expectation of each marginal value separBiesubmodularity,

E[f(IN[i]) = fUN[i—1])] = E[Licr frni—1(2)] > E[Lier frnpi—1)(9)]

wherel;c; is the indicator variable which is 1 ife I and O otherwise. Let us take the expectation in two steps, firs
over conditioned onR, and then oveR:

E[fUn[i])—fUINn[i—1])] > Eg[Er[licrfr-1)(i) | R]]
= Eg[Prli € I | B] frrn—1)(9)]-

Note thatPr[i € I | R] can be nonzero only if € R, therefore we can restrict our attention to this event:
E[f(IN[{]) — fIN[i —1))] > Prfi € R] - E[Pr[i € I | R]fgnj;—1)() | i € R].

On the product space associated with the distributioR ebnditioned oni € R, bothPr[i € I | R} and fg~p;i—1)(7)
are non-increasing functions, due kdeing monotone with respect #®, and f being submodular. Therefore, the
FKG inequality (se€ [3]) implies that

EnlPrfi € 1| R)fan1(i) | € R > EqlPrii € 1| R]|i€ R)-Exlfaypy(i) i€ B
= Prliel]i€R] E[frnu-1()]

since the marginal valugz ;1) (i) does not depend anc R. By the(b, c)-balanced propert®r[i € I | i € R] > ¢;
in addition, f is either monotone or we assume thafi € I | ¢ € R] = c¢. In both casesPr[i € I | i €
R - E[frrpi-1)(8)] = ¢+ E[frrpi—1)(4)]. We summarize:

EfIN[]) - fUIN[i-1)] = Prli € R]- cE[frngi—1 ()]
= cE[f(RN[i]) - f(RN[i —1])].

Therefore,

E[f(D)] = fO)+ Y_EFUND) = FINE—1D)] > f@) +¢ d_E[F(RN[) = F(RN [ - 1)] > cEIf(R)].

In the following, we will see how the strictness assumptiartite CR scheme in Theordm 1.3 can be dropped by
post-processing the solutidhobtained by a (possibly non-stridt), ¢)-balanced CR scheme, to obtain a $e€ 7
which we call theprunedversion ifI. To prunel, an arbitrary ordering of the elementsifis fixed: N = {1,...,n}.
Starting with.J = I, the final set/ is constructed by going through all elementd ah the order induced by, and
when considering an element/ is replaced by/ \ {4} if f(J\ {i}) > f(J). Using pruning, we obtain the following
variation of Theoreri 113, which does not anymore rely orstess.

Theorem 4.1. Let f : 2V — R, be a non-negative submodular function antle a point inPz, a convex relaxation
forZ C 2V. LetI = I(x) € Z be the random output of monotongb, c¢)-balancedCR scheme ox € Pz, and.J be
a pruned version of. Then

E[f(J)] = cE[F(bx)].

Proof. Let N = {1,...,n} be the ordering of the elements used by the pruning. By diefinitf the pruning operation
we hence have
fini-1(i) > 0ifand onlyifi € J. (8)

Again we decomposg(.J) as follows:

n

E[f())] = f(0)+ Y _E[f(JN[i]) = f(J N [i —1])],

i=1
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and analogous to the proof of Theorem| 1.3 it suffices to prioagfor any fixed € {1,...,n},

E[f(JN[i]) = f(JN[i—=1])] > cE[f(RN[i]) = f(RN[i = 1])]. )
We have

E[f(JNli]) = f(IN[i = 1)) = E[Lies foni-1 (7))

rli € R]-E[1 zleJm[z 1] (i) | i € R

rfi € R] - E[licymax{0, fsn;—1j(i)} | i € R]

rfi € R] - E[Lics max{0, frnp-1)(9)} | i € R]

- E[Lier max{0, frap—11(i)} | i € R

-E[E[1ier max{0, frap—1)(@)} | B] | i € R]

-E[E[1lier | Rl max{0, frapi—1)(4)} | i € R].

On the product space associated with the distributioR ebnditioned ori € R, both of the term&[1,c; | R] and

max{0, frni—1](7)} are non-increasing functions, because of the monotoricitie CR scheme used to obtain
from R andf being submodular, respectively. Hence, by the FKG inetuai¢ obtain

Prli € R] - E[E[Lies | Rlmax{0, frrp—1)(i)} | i € R]
> Prli € R]-E[lies | i € R] - E[max{0, frrpi—1)(i)} | i € R]
=Prli e R]-Prli € I | i€ R]-E[max{0, frrpi—1)(1)} | i € R]
Pr[i € R] - E(max{0, fraji—11(7)} | i € R]

>c ]

> cPrli € R] - E[fgrpi—1)(i) | i € R]
] -
N

cPrli € R] - E[frapi—1)(7)]
= cE[f(RN[i]) - f(RN[i —1])],

where in the second to last equality we use again the propieaty ;1) (¢) is independent of € R. Hence, this
shows[(®) as desired, and completes the proof. O

Next, we discuss how to combine contention resolution s&sdior different constraints. We consider a constraint
7= ﬁleL- and its polyhedral relaxatioR; = N, Pz,, such thatPr, has a monotoné, ¢;)-balanced CR scheme.
We produce a contention resolution schemeZarhich works with respect to the natural combination of coaist
relaxations — an intersection of the respective polytaBes This ensures that the relaxed problem is still tractable
and we can apply our optimization framework.

The combined contention resolution scheme performs thestisge—generating a random getwithout con-
sidering the different constraints, and then removes ai¢sraes needed, independently for each constraint. A straigh
forward union bound would state that if we havétal — ¢;)-scheme for eacli’;, then the combined scheme is
(b,1 —>,(1 — ¢;))-balanced forPz. Using the FKG inequality, we obtain a stronger resulthd [, ¢;)-balanced
scheme in this setting. Moreover, if each constraint adenfts c)-balanced scheme and each element participates in
at mostk constraints, then we obtain(a, c*)-balanced scheme. This is the statement of Leinnia 1.6 whigirove
here.

Proof of Lemm& 116 The desired scheme fét; is as follows. Giverx € Pr, let R be a random subset of obtained
by picking eachi € N independently with probabilityz;. For eachl < i < h, independently run th@, ¢;)-balanced
scheme on the sét and letl; € Z; be the set output by this scheme. For each constfajnte work only with the
elements that participate ify; the other elements always remainfin Output! = (), ;. We claim that this is a
monotongb, [ [, ¢;)-balanced scheme fdr;.

Let us consider thé constraints that elemeitparticipates in. For simplicity we assumie= 2; the general
statement follows by induction. Conditioned & the choices ofy, /> are independent, which means that

PI‘[Z'EIlmIQ|R]=Pf[i€[1&i€[2|R]=PI‘[iEIl |R]PI‘[ZEIQ|R]
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Taking an expectation ovét conditioned ont € R, we get
Pr[iEIl N1y |Z€R] :ER[Pr[iEIl N1y | R] |Z€R] :ER[PY[iEIl |R]Pf[i€[2 | R] |Z€R]

BothPr[i € I | R] andPr[i € I1 | R] are non-increasing functions & on the product space of sets containingo
by the FKG inequality,

Egr[Prlie I, | R|Pri€ I, | R]|i€ R| > Eg[Pr[i € I | R] |i € R|-Eg[Pr[i € I | R] | i € R].
Since these expectations are simply probabilities camtiiil oni € R, we conclude:
Prie 1Nl |i€ R >Prlicel |ic R|Prlic Iz |i<€ R).
Monotonicity of the above scheme is also easily implied. Sderj € 73 C T C N:

Pr[j € I|R =Ty = [[Prlj € LIR=T1] > [[Prlj € L|R = To] = Pr[j € I|R = Ty).

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

4.2 Connection with the correlation gap

In this section we highlight a close connection between GReises and a concept knownasrelation gap[2], and
discuss how to obtain an asymptotically optintalc)-balanced CR scheme for matroids.

Definition 4.2. For a set functionf : 2% — R_, thecorrelation gajs defined as

N VES)

xelo, ¥ f(x)

r(f) =

)

wheref*(x) = max{}_ g asf(S) : Y gasls =x,> gas = 1,ag > 0} is the maximum possible expectation of
f over distributions of expectatiat, andx is the product distribution with expectation Furthermore, for a class of
functionsC, the correlation gapz:(C) is the infimum of correlation gaps over all function<in

In other words, the correlation gap is the worst-case rataben the multilinear extensidn(x) = E[f(x)] and
the concave closurgt (x). We define the correlation gap as a numbet [0, 1], to be in line with the parameterin
our notion of ac-balanced CR scheme (the higher the better). The definiti{2] iuses the inverse ratio.

Relation betweenCR schemes and the correlation gap:The relationship between CR schemes and correlation
gap arises as follows. L& C 2V denote the set of feasible solutions. Consider a produttlison on2" with
expectatiorp € Pr, in other words a random s&twhich contains elements independently with probabiljtied et T

be the family of all deterministic CR schemes.e. ways to choose a subs€t?) C R such thatr(R) € Z. (Although

the scheme is deterministic, there is randomness here diig tAny randomized CR scheme can be written as a
convex combination of such deterministic schemes; let nstggthe coefficients by,.. Defineg; » = Prg[i € 7(R)],

the probability that elemenitis chosen in the scheme Hence, when executing a randomized CR scheme with
coefficients\, first with probability A, a deterministic CR schemeis chosen, and then(R) is returned. The goal

of our randomized scheme is to achieve the property thay@lement appears inr(R) with overall probability at
leastep;. Let us write down a linear program describing the optimati@mized CR scheme, and its dual.

max C
(Lp1) St Leenlizde 2 pic ViEN
71'61_[)\77 =1
= > 0 Vo ell
min p
op1) St YienGiayi < p Vrell
ZieNpiyi = 1
yi > 0 Vie N
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We can interpretthe dual as follows. Given an assignmehttwdriableg;, the value of the dual isiax e >, ¢i,ryi =
maxger p_; Yi Prr(i € m(R)] = max en ER[ZZ’E#(R) y;]. Sincer can choose an arbitrary feasible subset for each
R, the optimalr is given by choosing for each the maximum-weight subse{ R) under the weightg;, and the dual
value iISEgr[maxscr,ser ) ;cq¥il- In words, this is the expected value one can extract frormdaa setR with
marginals;, when the weights are normalized by, p;y; = 1. Minimizing over the choices of weighig, we obtain
what we call the correlation gap of the solution Bet

Definition 4.3. For Z C 2V, we define the correlation gap a$Z) = infpep; y>0 mE[mangRysg >ies Vil
whereR contains elementindependently with probability;.

Theorem 4.4. The correlation gap of is equal to the maximumsuch thatZ admits ac-balancedCR scheme.

Proof. As discussed above, the correlation gag @$ equal to the optimum value of the dual LP. By LP dualitysthi
is equal to the optimum of the primal LP, which is the best gadtic for which there is a-balanced CR scheme

The following lemma shows a close connection between thelation gap of a solution s&tand the correlation
gap of the respective rank function. More precisely, theelation gap ofZ corresponds to the worst (i.e. smallest)
correlation gap of the respective rank function over allghéivectors.

Lemma 4.5. For Z C 2V and weight vectoly > 0, let ry(R) = maxgscp, ser > ics yi denote the associated
weighted rank function. Thet(Z) = infy>q k(ry).

Proof. Using the notatiorry (R) for the weighted rank functions with weighgs the correlation gap of can be

rewritten ask(Z) = infpep, y>0 %, whereR contains elements independently with probabilipgsWe first

observe that for anp € Pz, we haver; (p) = >, piyi. Consider a convex combinatign= ) ¢ ; asls, > as =
1, as > 0with 7 (p) = > ge7 asy(S). Since the weighted rank function of a feasibleSet 7 is simply its weight

we obtain
ry(P) =) asy(S)=y-> asls=y-p=»_ pi
SeT Sez i
E E . .
and hence:(Z) =  inf Elry (R)] = inf w To prove the claim it remains to show that
PEPLY>0 Y . Dili pPEPry>0 1y (p)
Elry(R Elry(R
[:y( I _ [7°+y( )] (10)
pEPr,y>0 1y (p) pe[0,1]V y>0 7y (p)

Lety > 0. We will prove [10) by showing that for any poipt € [0,1]" there is a poinp’ € Pr with p’
p (coordinate-wise), and satisfying (p’) > = (p). Sincer, is monotone, we then obtal[ry (R)]/r} (p)
E[ry(R)]/r (p’), showing that the infinum ovep on the right-hand side of (10) can indeed be restricted to the
polytopePr. Letp = 3 gy asls, D gcyas = 1,as > 0 be a convex combination gf such thaty (p) =

Yo scn asry(S). ForeveryS C N, letI(S) C S be a maximum weight independent set, henggs) = y(1(.5)).
The pointp’ = > sy asly(g) Clearly satisfiep’ < p, and furthermore

T;r(p/) > Z < Z aS) ry(S) = Z asry(S) = T;zr(p)-

Se€T \WCN,I[(W)=S SCN

<
2

O

Monotonicity, efficiency and strictness:In the discussion above, we have ignored two issues: the tonicity of
our CR scheme, and the question whether we can find it effigiéfiese 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 dé&ffiteebe the family of all deterministic monotone
CR schemes. (It is not true that all monotone randomized GRrmees can be obtained as convex combinations of
deterministic ones, but certainly this construction ysetdonotone randomized CR schemes.) LP duality implies that
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if there is a family ofmonotoneCR scheme$l’ C II that certifies that (DP1) is lower-boundeddy.e. for any weight
y > 0with ),y piy; = 1 we havemaxy e ), v ¢,x¥i > ¢, then there exists a monotoadalanced CR scheme
which is a convex combination of schemeglih Rephrased in the context of correlation gdp'sis a family certifying
that the correlation gap df is lower-bounded by, sincex(Z) > infpep, y>o0 ﬁ maxrcrr E[y(m(R))] > ¢
where the first inequality follows from, (R) > E[y(n(R))] for all 7 € II.

Similarly, the question of efficiency translates into theldas follows. If for each weight vectgr we have an
efficient procedure to compute an efficient CR scheme2” — T with Y ien Gixyi > ¢, then we can use this
procedure to approximately separate over the dual. Thosvalls to find efficiently a polynomial-sized collection of
constraints that certify that the dual optimum is at leasience, by solving (LP1) only over the variables correspond
ing to those constraints,abalanced CR scheme can be obtained efficiently. Noticelteahus obtained CR scheme
is efficient, since it is a mixture of a polynomial number di@ént schemes. Without further details, we formulate
these extensions in the following theorem.

Theorem 4.6. There is an efficient-balancedCR scheme fof iff there is an efficient algorithm which for any weight
vectory > 0, and a setR containing elements independently with probabiliies P(Z), returns a feasible subset

m(R) C R such thatEg {Zieﬂ(R) yz} > ¢, yipi- In addition, if the algorithm can be chosen so thdtR) is a

monotone function aR (i.e., ifi € R; C Ro, andi € ©(Rs), theni € w(R;y)), then there is an efficient monotone
c-balancedCR scheme fof.

Finally, we comment on the issue of strictness (i.e. obigjrain exact conditional probabiliyr[i € I | i € R] =
¢), which is useful in the case of non-monotone submodulactfans. If we have a contention resolution scheme
guaranteeing a lower bourtt[i € I | i € R] > ¢, then we can simulate this scheme for a given distributio® of
and estimate the actual probability for each elemént: Pr[i € I | ¢ € R] > ¢, within a polynomially small error
(assuming that is a constant). Then we can modify the contention resolwg@reme by removing elemeitvith
probabilityl — ¢/c}. The resulting scheme is arbitrarily close to being steotl the approximation factor will not be
affected significantly. We omit the details.

The above framework easily extends(tg c)-balanced CR schemes by restrictipgo be in the scaled-down
polytopeb - Pz. In the following, we discuss how for any fixéd> 0 an asymptotically optimalb, 1*54’ )-balanced
and monotone CR schemes for matroids can be obtained usiradptve approach.

4.3 Contention resolution for matroids

Let M = (N,Z) be amatroidj € (0, 1], and letx € Pz be the given point for which we want to find & c)-balanced
CR scheme fot as large as possible. We denotehy= b - x the scaled-down point, which puts us notation-wise in
the same setting as discussed above. R@l) be the random set including each elemert N independently with
probabilityp; = bx,;. Consider the separation problem for (DP1), which asks fgivan weight vectoy > 0 with

>, piyi = 1 and some, whethemax,crr ), ¢i,-y: < p. As discussed above, the maximum is achieved for any CR
schemer that returns for any sd®(b) a maximum weight subset with respectytoHowever, in the case of matroids,
such a CR scheme corresponds exactly to the greedy algorithynfor finding a maximum weight independent set
with respect to the weightg. Hence, to separate over the dual, it suffices to compute for i € N and check
whether) . v i, y: < p. Using sample average approximations we can, forzany0, check with high probability
whether) ,_ y ¢ixyi < p+ € in time polynomial in the input andl/e A. Using this approximate separation oracle
for the dual we get the following result due to the ellipsoidthod, where we get rid of the “with high probability”
statement by absorbing the small probability of an unsisfakestimate in the of the claimed(b, ¢ — ¢)-balanced
CR scheme.

Theorem 4.7. For anye > 0 and any matroid\ that admits &b, ¢)-balancedCR scheme, we can obtain(g, ¢ —¢)-
balanced and monotor@R scheme forM running in time polynomial in the input and'e.

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

8Exact computation of the; -, can be shown to bg P-hard even for graphic matroids by a reduction from ¢hereliability problem.

20



combinations of greedy algorithms lead to the strongest @Rmses. Since all greedy CR schemgsre monotone,
this implies that only considering monotone CR schemestisastrictive in the case of matroids.

To convert Theorem 4.7 into a concrete statement about tlne wait suffices to prove the existence of a good
(b, ¢)-balanced CR scheme. The existence @f-a 1/¢)-balanced CR scheme for matroids follows by the fact that the
correlation gap of monotone submodular functions is 1/¢ [6]: by Lemmd4.b this implies that the correlation gap
of the independent sets of any matroid is bounded by1/e, and the result follows by applying Theoréml4.4. The
result about the correlation gap of monotone submodulaztioms can be refined to obtain the following statement
about the existence @b, ¢)-balanced CR schemes for matroids.

1fe*b+sz(m))_
b

Theorem 4.8. For any matroid M onn elementsh € (0,1], andx € Py, there exists a(b,
balancedCR scheme.

The proof is based on the following lemma which can be seem axi@nsion of the property that the correlation
gap for monotone submodular functiondis- 1/e [6].

Lemma 4.9. If f : 2V — R, is a monotone submodular functiof,: [0,1]Y — R, its multilinear extension, and
ft:00,1]V — R, its concave closure, then for ahye [0, 1],

F(by) > (1—e ") f*(y).

Proof. We use another extension of a monotone submodular functédimed in [6]:

o= 19+ Suso).

It is shown in [6] thatf*(y) > f*(y) forally € [0,1]". Consider the function(t) = F(ty) fort € [0,1], i.e. the
multilinear extension on the line segment betwemdy. We prove that)(t) satisfies a differential equation similar
to the analysis of the continuous greedy algorithin [7], WwH&ads immediately to the statement of the lemma. We
have

d¢
7Y VE(ty) = Zyzaxz

=E[f(R+1) — f(R—1)] > E[fr(:)], whereR is a
random set sampled mdependently with probabllmg& tyyl (seel[T] for more details). Therefore,

= S0 |y = 0] = B S (0)] 2 EL ) ~ ()

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

X2 1) - o)

under the initial conditiom(0) > 0. We solve this as followsZ (e*¢(t)) = e'p(t) + et% > ¢! f*(y) which implies
that

xty

xty_

b
o) = Co0)+ [ @ =11 ()
Considering that(b) = F(by) and f*(y) > f*(y), this proves the lemma. O

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

Lemma 4.10. If f : 2V — R, is a monotone submodular functiofi,: [0, 1]V — R, its multilinear extension, and
fr:0,1]Y — R, its concave closure, then for ahye [0, 1],

F(by) > (1 —e P40 (m» ).
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Corollary 4.11. For any matroidM = (N, Z), if r,(S) = max{}_,.;w; : I € S,I € I} is the corresponding
weighted rank function for some weights, p € b - P(M) for someb € [0, 1], and R is sampled independently with
probabilitiesp;, then
1—e '+ 0(—2)
poly(n)
E[Tw (R)] > b Xi:wipi-

Proof. Sincep € b- P(M), we havep = bz wherez is a convex combination of vertices &f(M). By the
definition of concave closure,! (z) > > w;z;. The multilinear extension of,, evaluated ap = bz is E[r,,(R)]. By

Lemmd4.1D,
-tz (- (i)

e Q1 )
_ poly(n) }: .
= b Wi P -

Efrw (1))

Y

O

_eb 1
The above corollary implies Theordm#.8, since it impliezt (DP1) is lower-bounded \ +§;(P°Ly(") ). con-

sider the constraints of (DP1). For apy< b - Pr and weight vectoyy > 0 with >, _\ piy; = 1, we have by

Corollary[4.11
1—e 4+ Q(—1—)

o > poly(n)
max > iy = Elry (R)] > : :
i€EN
whereR is a random set containing each elemeatN independently with probability; . O

By combining Theoreri 417 afid 4.8, and choosing O (
the context of matroids.

7—-— ), We obtain our main result for CR schemes in
b-poly(n)

Corollary 4.12. For any matroidM, b € (0,1], andx € Pr, we can efficiently construct an efficiefdt l‘gfb)-
balanced and monotor@R scheme.

As shown by the following theorem, the CR schemes that carblsred according to Corollafy 4]12 are, up to
an additivez, asymptotically optimal.

Theorem 4.13. For anyb € (0, 1] ande > 0, there is no(b, 1*547 + s)—balancedCR scheme for uniform matroids
of rank one.

Proof. Let M = (N, Z) be the uniform matroid of rank overn = |N| elements, and consider the poitc Pz
given byz; = 1/nfori € N. Let R be a random set containing each elemeatN independently with probability
x;. The expected rank ok is given by

b n
E[r(R))=1-Pr[R=0]=1- <1 — ﬁ) . (11)
Moreover, any(b, ¢)-balanced CR scheme returning a ket 7 satisfies
be
E[I]] = ' — = be.
[11]] Z Pr[i € I] > Z — =be (12)
€N iEN

Sincel is an independent subsetBfwe haveE[r(R)] > E|[|I]], and the claim follows by (A1) (12) and by considering
the limit casen — occ. O
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4.4 Contention resolution for knapsacks

Here we sketch a contention resolution scheme for knapsattraints. This essentially follows from known tech-
niques; we remark that Kulik, Shachnai and Tarhir| [28] showed to round a fractional solution to the problem
max{F(x) : x € P} for any constant number of knapsack constraints and anynegative submodular function,
while losing a(1—¢) factor for an arbitrarily smal > 0. Our goal is to show that these techniques can be implemented
in a black-box fashion and integrated in our framework. Wavprthe following lemma.

Lemma 4.14. For anyd, s > 0 and a knapsack constraitfl = {S : ), ¢ a; < 1} such thata; < ¢ for all i, there is
amonotondl — ¢, 1 — e~%(<*/%))-balanced contention resolution scheme.

Proof. The CR scheme works as follows: givene Pr = {x > 0: Y a;x; < 1}, we sampleR with probabilities

(1 —¢)z;. Thenwesel = Rif ), pa; < landl = () otherwise. This is obviously a monotone scheme. To
prove the balance guarantee, we use a Chernoff bound: Siac€r, we have) , a;z; < landu =E[Y ;. ai] =
(1—¢)> ax; <1—e. If p>1/2,thens < 1/2 and by the Chernoff bound (using € [0, d])

Zai>1

i€ER

Pr

S PI. S 6_62H/36 S 6_52/65.

Zai > (1+e)p

i€ER

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

Pr lz a; > 1‘| <Pr lz a; > 2,LL‘| < e—(1/9) < 6751(62/5).

i€ER i€R
O

This contention resolution scheme is directly applicallly if the item sizes are relatively small compared to the
knapsack capacity. However, standard enumeration triths @as to apply this scheme to general instances as well.
This can be done for any constant number of knapsack comistr&éi/e formulate this as follows.

Corollary 4.15. For any constant > 1 ande > 0, there is a constant, (that depends only o#) such that for any
submodular maximization instance involvibggnapsack constraints (and possibly other constraintgyelis a setr’
of at mostn, elements and a residual instance on the remaining elemanksthat

e Any «-approximate solution to the residual instance togethehwi is an«(1 — ke)-approximate solution to
the original instance.

¢ Inthe residual instance, each knapsack constraint admfts-ae, 1 — ¢)-balancedCR scheme.

Proof. Givene > 0, letd = O(¢?/log(1/¢)) andng = 1/(d¢). SelectF greedily from the optimal solution, by
picking elements as long as their marginal contributiort isasticOPT; note thatF'| < ny. We define the residual
instance so that' is feasible in the residual instance HfU F' is feasible in the original instance. In addition, in the
residual instance we remove all elements whose size for &oagesack constraint is more thar residual capacity.
The number of such elements in a knapsack can be atiffdsind hence they can contribute at meStP T; we forgo
this value for each knapsack. We obtain a residual instamegenall sizes are at modk capacity. By LemmfaZ.14,
each knapsack admits(a— ,1 — e~ */9) = (1 — £,1 — ¢)-balanced CRS. O

An advantage of this black box approach is that knapsacki@nts can be combined arbitrarily with other types
of constraints. They do not affect the approximation ratgmiicantly. However, the enumeration stage affects the
running time by arO(n"°) factor.
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4.5 Sparse packing systems

We now consider packing constraints of the tyfore < b, wherex € {0, 1}* is the indicator vector of a solution.
We can assume without loss of generality that the right-reael isb = 1. We say that the system issparse, if
each column ofd has at mosk nonzero entries (i.e., each element participates in at lbisear constraints). The
approximation algorithms in [4] can be seen to give a coianesolution scheme fdr-sparse packing systems.

CR scheme fork-sparse packing systems:

e We say that element participates in constraint if a;; > 0. We call an elemeni big for this constraint, if
a;; > 1/2. Otherwise we call elemeritsmallfor this constraint.

e SampleR with probabilitiesbz;.

e For each constraint if there is exactly one big element i that participates in, mark all the small elements
in R for this constraint for deletion; otherwise check whether_ a;; > 1 and if so, mark all elements
participating ini for deletion.

e Definel to be R minus the elements marked for deletion.
Based on the analysis inl[4], we obtain the following.

Lemma 4.16. For anyb € (0, ﬁ), the above is a monotorié, 1 — 2kb)-balancedCR scheme fok-sparse packing
systems.

Proof. Consider a fixed elemepit. It appears imk? with probabilitybx ;- . We analyze the probability that it is removed
due to some constraint where it participates. First, naewtnether big or small, elemejit cannot be removed due
to a constraint if the remaining elements have size less thap, i.e. if >, p\ ;. aij < 1/2. Thisis because in
this case, there is no other big element participating and elemenj* is either big in which case it survives, or it is
small and therzjGR a;; < 1,i.e. the constraint is satisfied.

Thus it remains to analyze the eveﬁtjeR\{j*} a;; > 1/2. Note that this is independent of itejti appearing
in 1. By the feasibility of the fractional solutioE[> ", p\ -} aij] = 225+ bajai; < b. By Markov's inequality,
Pr[}° cpy iy @ij = 1/2] < 2b. So an element is removed with probability at maisfor each constraint where it
participates. By the union bound, it is removed by probgbét most2kb.

O

Recall the notion of width for a packing systef: = | ——— |, wherea;; are the entries of the packing matrix

max; j Qqj
(recall that we normalize the right-hand side totbe- 1). Assujmi]ng that¥ > 2, one can use a simpler CR scheme
and improve the parameters.

CR scheme fork-sparse packing systems of widthV:
e SampleR with probabilitiesbz;.
e For each constraintfor which ZjeR a;; > 1, mark all elements participating irfor deletion.
e Definel to be R minus the elements marked for deletion.

Lemma4.17.Foranyb € (0, 5-), the above is a monotoite, 1 —k(2eb)"” ~!)-balancedCR scheme for ang-sparse
system of packing constraints of widfh > 2.

Proof. Let us consider an elemeyit and a constrain} _, ¢ a;; < 1 that;j’ participates in. If we condition of’
being present iz, we haveu; = E[3 g\ ;3 aij | J' € Bl = 32, ;s aizbxi; < b. By the width property, we have
ai; < 1/W < 1/2. We use the Chernoff bound ffir, 1] random variabler[X > (1+68)u] < (e2/(1+6)1 ) <
(e/(1+6))FDr with1+6 = (1 —a;j)/ps > 1/(2b). Since our random variables are boundedbynax a;;], we
obtain by scaling

Pr Zaij>1|jI€R =Pr Z aij>1—aij/
JER jer\{j"}
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e (14-6)ps / max ayj a Y Wl
<[ < (2eb)(17aij1)/ maxaij g p\W—1
<(155) < (20t < (2ch)

Therefore, each element is removed with probability at ni@st)"V' —! for each constraint where it participates.]

4.6 UFP in paths and trees

We consider the following routing/packing problem. LBt= (V| E) be a capacitated tree with. denoting the
capacity of edge € E. We are giverk node pairssity, ..., sptx With pairi having a non-negative demadg we
assUM@ly,.x = max; d; < umin = min. u. (the no-bottleneck assumption). Lat = {1,...,k}. We say that
S C N isroutable if for each € S a demand; is routed along the unique path fromto ¢;, and the total flow on any
edger is at mostu.. Previously a constant factor approximation has been diethe problem of finding a maximum
weight subset of routable deman@s][13]; the problem is AR¥dteven for unit-demands and unit-weiglts| [22]. Let
7 ={S C N | Sisroutablé. Here we considemaxscz f(S) for a non-negative submodular functign A natural
(packing) LP relaxation foPz has a variable:; € [0, 1] for each pair and a constrainEizeGQi d;z; < u, for each
edgec whereQ); is the uniques;-t; path inT.

CR scheme for unit-demands:
e RootT arbitrarily. Let depth of paig;¢; be the depth of the least common ancestos;@ndt; in T'.
e SampleR with probabilitieshz;. Let I = (.
e Consider pairs iR in increasing order of depth.
e Add:toIif I U {i} isroutable, otherwise rejett

e Output/.

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

Lemma 4.18. For anyb € (0, --) the above is 4b, 1 — 2% )-balancedCR scheme.

Proof. Consider a fixed paii* and letv be the least common ancestorsef and¢;- in the rooted tred’; note thatw
could be one of;« ort;-. Let P be the unique path i from v to s;- and P’ be the path from to ¢;-. Without loss
of generality assume that# s;- and hence® is non-empty. We wish to upper bould[i* ¢ I | i* € R), thatis, the
probability that:* is rejected conditioned on it being included in the randotiseThe reason that gets rejected is
that at least one edgec P U P’ is already full from the pairs that have been acceptedintdor to considering*.
We upper bound the probability of this event happening fonsedge in? and use a symmetric argument fBf.

Letey, eq, ..., e, bethe edges i fromo to s;-. LetE; be the event that' gets rejected at;, that is, the capacity
of ¢; is full wheni* is considered for addition t6. Note that these events are correlated. We claim the faligwi
if j > handu., > u., then&; happens only i€, happens. The reason for this is the order in which the pairs in
R are considered for insertion. Whehis considered, the only pairs inserted/imprior to it are those whose depth
is no larger, and hence the total capacity used on an edgead®s as we traverse the patlirom v to s;. Thus, to
analyze the probability of rejection it suffices to considesubsequence of, es, . . ., e, starting withe; such that the
capacity of the next edge in the sequence is strictly smtiban the previously added one. For notational simplicity
we will therefore assume that, > ue, > ... > u., > 1.

LetS; = {i # i" | e € Q;} be the set of pairs other thah that contaire in their path@;. Let £} be the event
that| R N S;| > u,;. Itis easy to see thdtr[€;] < Pr[€}]. Sincex is a feasible solution to the LP relaxation we have
Ziesj r; < u; and henc@iesj br; < bu,;. Letting X; be the eventthat € R, andX = Ziesj X;, we have
Pr[€}] = Pr[X > u,]. SinceX is the sum of independeftt, 1] random variables(;, and has expectatidn.., we
obtain by standard Chernoff bounds:

Pr(€]] = Pr[X > ue,] < (e7/(1+6) ) < (e/(1+5)) T,
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wherep = bu.; andd = 1/b — 1. HencePr[€]] < (eb)"*s. Taking the union bound over aII edgesin the path the

probability of rejection of* on some edge i is at most) _ _l(eb)“ea <32 (eb)t =
is due to the fact that the edge capacmes are strictly aemg and lower bounded hyand the equality is due to the
fact thateb < 1 (recall thatb € (0, )) By a union bound oveP and P’ we have that the probability af being

rejected conditioned on it being lﬁ is at most;=* 25’7 O

CRscheme for general demandsA CR scheme for general demands can be obtained as follovedifdar program
Py is a packing LP of the formilx < b,x € [0, 1] whereA is column-restricted (all the non-zero values in a column
have the same value). For such column-restricted packiegén programs (CPIPs), when demands satisfy the no-
bottleneck assumption, one can use grouping and scalihgitaees first suggested by Kolliopoulos and Stéin [26]
(see also[[113]) to show that the integrality gap for a CPIFhwaitatrix A is at most a fixed constant factor worse
than that of the underlyin@-1 matrix A’ (obtained fromA by placing al in each non-zero entry). Note that in the
context of the UFP problem, the matrik corresponds to the problem with arbitrary demands whilentlagrix A’
corresponds to the one with unit-demands. One can use the gayaping and scaling techniques to show that a
monotoneb, 1 — b')-balanced CR scheme fef’ can be used to obtain a monoto@e6, (1 — b')/2)-balanced CR
scheme ford. We give a proof in the Sectidn 4.7, see Theofeml4.19. Usiisggteneral conversion theorem and
Lemmé&4.1B, one can obtain(a b')-balanced CR scheme for UFP in trees for some sufficientlyldmaabsolute
constant$ andb’. This suffices to obtain a constant factor approximatiomiaximizing a non-negative submodular
function of routable requests in a capacitated tree. How#we(b/6, (1 —b')/2)-balanced CR scheme does not allow
composition with other constraints via Lemimall.6 sifite- ’)/2 does not tend to zero eventif does. However,
Theoreni 4.19 gives a more refined statement that is helpapjtications in light of Remaik11.8.

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

4.7 Column-restricted packing constraints

Here we consider CR schemes for CPIPs. We follow the notdtam [13]. Let A be an arbitraryn x n {0,1}-
matrix, andd be ann-element non-negative vector witly denoting thejth entry ind. Let A[d] denote the matrix
obtained by multiplying every entry of columiin A by d;. A CPIP is a problem of the forrmax wx, subject to
Ald]x < b,x € {0,1}". Note that all non-zero entries i[d] for any given column have the same value and hence
the name column-restricted. Here we are interested in sdblaoobjective functions and the goal is obtain a CR
scheme for the polytopB; induced by the relaxatiod[d]x < b, x € [0, 1]". Instead of focusing on the polytope for

a givend andb, we consider the class of polytopes induced bylail

Theorem 4.19. Suppose there is a monotofig 1 — 8’) CR scheme for the polytopéx < b,z € [0, 1]™ for every
b € Z, whereA is {0, 1}-matrix. Then there is a monoto8/6, (1 — 8')/2)-balancedCR scheme for the polytope
Ald)x < b,z € [0,1]" for all d,b such thatd,,.x = max;d; < by, = min; b;. Moreover there is a monotone
(8/6,1 — B')-balancedCR scheme if alll; < by,i,/3 or if all d > bmin/3.

We sketch the proof of the above theorem which follows theigiteg and scaling ideas previously usedin [26, 13].
We have chosen some specific constants in the theorem foligiynp 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. Gikéar integerh > 0 we letN, = {j €
N | d; € (dmax/3""", dmax/3"]}. We think of the columns iV, aslarge and the rest asmall The overall idea is
to focus either on the large demands or the small demandsedver, we will see that small demands can be treated
independently within each group,. Letz be a feasible solution to the systeffd]x < b,x € [0, 1]™. For integer
h > 0 we letz" denote the vector obtained fromas follows:z” = z;/6 if j € N}, andz) = 0 otherwise. The
vectorz” restricts the solutiom to elements inV;, and scales it down by a small constant factor. We also define a
corresponding vectds” whereb? = [ A;z"] for each rowi. We have the following lemma which is a restatement of
corresponding statements from [26] 13].

Lemma 4.20. For h > 0, lety" € {0,1}" be a feasible integral solution tdx < b",x € [0, 1] such thaty; = 0 if
zl! = 0. ThenA[d]y® <band}, ., Aldly" <b.
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Proof. Fix someh and consider thé-th row of A[d]y" which is equal to}
guantity as follows:

ien, diAijyf. We upper bound this

dmax ]
Z d; Ayl < o Z Agjyl (from definition of N,
JENR JENH
dmax h T h
< 3 b; (feasibility of y™*)
dmax . ege .
< 3 1+ Z Aijz{l (definition ofb” and usinga] < 1 + a)
JENy,
dmax . s
< 2 1+ Z Aijzi/6 (from definition ofz")
JENy,
dmax 1 .
< 3h + 5 Z Aijdej (dj > dmax/3h+1 fij S Nh).

JENR

For h = 0 we need a slight variant of the above where we replaltdy max{1,2 "
max{1,2a}. Then we obtain that

seng Aijzit} sincefa] <

Z deijy? S max{dmax, Z Aijdej} S bi,
JENo JEN,

sinCedmax < bmin andz is feasible. Thusi[d]y® < b.

For the second part of the claim, consider a row

d 1
h max
Do diAuyl < Y| Sty Y Audiz
h>1j€EN h>1 JENR
dmax 1
< Dot )5 D Audiz
h>1 h>1" jEN,

< dmax + b’L

- 2 2

< b

The penultimate inequality is from the feasibility #f and the last inequality is from the assumption that, <
bmin- O

With the above claim in place we can describe the CR schenraatin the theorem. Let be a feasible solution
and letz" for h > 0 be constructed from as described above.

CR scheme:

e For eachh > 0 independentlyun the(3, 1 — 3’)-balanced CR scheme for the polytope < b" z € [0,1]”
with fractional solutionz” to obtain integral vectorg”, h > 0.

e With probability1/2 outputy”, otherwise outpu} -, vy

We claim that the above scheme is a monot@#, (1 — 5’)/2)-balanced CR scheme. Note that we use the unit-
demand scheme in a black-box fashion. First, we observeeasianhd 4.2 that the output of the scheme is a feasible
integral solution. An alternative description of the scleei® as follows. Obtain a sd¢ C N by independently
sampling eacly € N with probability 3/6 - z;. Let R, = RN N;. For eachh obtainl, C Rj as the output of
the scheme forx < b” x € [0, 1]" given the random sek;,. With probability1/2 output! = I, otherwise output
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I = Up>11p,. Forj € N, we havethaPr[j € I;, | j € Ry] > 1 — (. FurtherPr[j € I | j € I}] = 1/2 by the
choice of the algorithm in the second step. Therefrlg € I | j € R] > (1 — §’)/2. Itis easy to verify the scheme
iS monotone.

Further, if we only have large demands or only small demamels the second step is not necessary and hence we
obtain a(3/6, (1 — 8’))-balanced CR scheme.

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