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Approximation Algorithms for Online Weighted Rank Functio n
Maximization under Matroid Constraints

Niv Buchbinder* Joseph (Seffi) Nabr  R. Ravi Mohit Singh?

Abstract

Consider the following online version of the submodular m@xation problem under a matroid
constraint: We are given a set of elements over which a nuhisalefined. The goal is to incrementally
choose a subset that remains independent in the matroidioer At each time, a new weighted rank
function of a different matroid (one per time) over the sar@ments is presented; the algorithm can
add a few elements to the incrementally constructed setyeaqus a reward equal to the value of the
new weighted rank function on the current set. The goal ofalgerithm as it builds this independent
set online is to maximize the sum of these (weighted rankpards: As in regular online analysis, we
compare the rewards of our online algorithm to that of anradfthptimum, namely a single independent
set of the matroid that maximizes the sum of the weighted remlards that arrive over time. This
problem is a natural extension of two well-studied streafieadier work: the first is on online set cover
algorithms (in particular for the max coverage version)letiie second is on approximately maximizing
submodular functions under a matroid constraint.

In this paper, we present the first randomized online algoritfor this problem with poly-logarithmic
competitive ratio. To do this, we employ the LP formulatidraccaled reward version of the problem.
Then we extend a weighted-majority type update rule alorth wicrossing properties of tight sets in
the matroid polytope to find an approximately optimal frantil LP solution. We use the fractional
solution values as probabilities for a online randomizashding algorithm. To show that our round-
ing produces a sufficiently large reward independent sepneee and use new covering properties for
randomly rounded fractional solutions in the matroid popd that may be of independent interest.

1 Introduction

Making decisions in the face of uncertainty is the fundamleptoblem addressed by online computation
[5]. In many planning scenarios, a planner must decide oreto&ution of features to a product without
knowing the evolution of the demand for these features frotré users. Moreover, any features initially
included must be retained for backward compatibility, ardde leads to an online optimization problem:
given a set of features, the planner must phase the addititmedeatures, so as to maximize the value
perceived by a user at the time of arrival. Typically, usexgehdiminishing returns for additional features,
so it is natural to represent their utility as a submodulacfion of the features that are present (or added)
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when they arrive. Furthermore, the set of features thatreu® monotonically added, are typically required
to obey some design constraints. The simplest are of thetfatypartition the features into classes and there
is a restriction on the number of features that can be degloyeach class. A slight extension specifies a
hierarchy over these classes and there are individual Isoovet the number of features that can be chosen
from each class. We capture these, as well as other much ranegaj restrictions on the set of deployed
features, via the constraint that the chosen features farimceependent set of a matroid. Thus, our problem
is to monotonically construct an independent set of feat(frem a matroid over the features) online, so as
to maximize the sum of submodular function values (usersjiag over time and evaluated on the set of
features that have been constructed so far.

This class of online optimization problems generalizes esaarly work of Awerbuch et al._[2]. They
considered a set-cover instance, in which the restrici@a thoose at mostsets with the goal of maximiz-
ing the coverage of the elements as they arrive over times iShprecisely the online maximization version
of the well-studied maximum coverage problem. Even thicisph&€ase of our problem already abstracts
problems in investment planning, strategic planning, addaron-demand scheduling.

1.1 Problem Setting, Main Result and Techniques

In our settinfl, we are given a universe of elemetts |E| = m, and a matroid\ = (E,Z(M)) whose
independent sets characterize the limitations on whichafetlements we can choose. At every time step
1 < i < n, aclient arrives with a non-negative monotone submodulaction f; : 2¥ — Z_ representing
her welfare function. The objective is to maintain a monatally increasing se¥’ € Z(M) over time;
that is, the sef;_; of elements (at timé — 1) can only be augmented t; after seeingf; at time step
i. The welfare of client is then f;(F;), and our objective is to maximizg_;" , f;(¥;). We compare our
performance to the offline optimumaxocz () iy fi(O).

In this paper, we are concerned with the case when each oftiimaglular functiong; is a weighted
rank function of some matroid/;, i.e., f;(S) = max;cgs, rez(N;) Y ecr Wie Wherew; : £ — Ry is an
arbitrary weight function. This class of submodular fuans is very broad and includes all the examples
discussed above; Furthermore, we believe it captures theutty of general submodular functions even
though we have not yet been able to extend our results to therglecase. Nevertheless, there are sub-
modular functions which are not weighted rank functions ehatroid, for example, multi-set coverage
function [1].

Theorem 1.1. There exists a randomized polynomial time algorithm whsof? (log2 nlog mlog fmtio)-
competitive, for the online submodular function maximaaproblem under a matroid constraint overel-
ements, when eagh, 1 < i < n, is aweighted rank function of a matroid afigh;;, = 2min_m‘j’_‘;f£i‘({)e}_)({e}).
In other words, the algorithm maintains monotonically iasing independent seks € I(ML) such that
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Our result should be contrasted with the lower bound prome{ﬁﬂ.

E

Lemma 1.2. [2] Any randomized algorithm for the submodular maximiaatiproblem under a matroid
constraint isQ2(log n log(m/r))-competitive, where is the rank of the matroid. This lower bound holds
even for uniform matroids and when dll are unweighted rank functions.

1For preliminaries and basic definitions, please see Setion
2The lower bounds iff]2] relate even to a special case of umifmatroid and very restricted sub-modular functions.



We note that theD(logm) factor in our analysis can be improved slightly to @log(m/r)) factor
with a more careful analysis. A lower bound @flog f,.ti,) also follows even when the functiorfs are
linear (see, for example,|[6]).

Main Techniques. To prove our results, we combine techniques from online egatpn and combinatorial
optimization. The first step is to formulate an integer Inpeogramming formulation for the problem.
Unfortunately, the natural linear program is not well-sdifor the online version of the problem. Thus, we
formulate a different linear program in which we add an exwastraint that each elementcontributes
roughly the same value to the objective of the optimal sotutiWhile this may not be true in general, we
show that an approximate optimal solution satisfies thisireqent.

We note that the online setting we study is quite differeoirfithe online packing framework studied by
[6] and leads to new technical challenges. In particulatdlare two obstacles in applying the primal-dual
techniques in[[6] to our setting. First, the linear formigdatwe obtain (that is natural for our problem) is
not a strict packing LP and contains negative variables &msion 8). Second, the number of packing
constraints is exponential, and hence the techniques ofdald give a linear competitive factor rather than
a polylogarithmic one. Nevertheless, we present in Se@ian online algorithm which gives a fractional
solution to the linear program having a large objective #alDne of the crucial ingredients is thecrossing
property of tight sets for any feasible point in the matroadyjpope.

To obtain an integral solution, we perform in Secfidon 4 a redttandomized rounding procedure to select
fractionally chosen elements. But, we have to be carefuldamtain that the selected elements continue to
form an independent set. The main challenge in the analydis tie the performance of the randomized
algorithm to the performance of the fractional algorithms & technical tool in our proof, we show in
Lemmal4.4 that randomly rounding a fractional solution ie thatroid polytope gives a set which can be
covered byO(log n) independent sets with high probability. This lemma may bedépendent interest and
similar in flavor to the results of Karger [14] who proved a imresult for packing bases in the randomly
rounded solution.

1.2 Related results

Maximizing monotone submodular function under matroid straints has been a well studied problem
and even many special cases have been studied widely (ses sayr Goundan and Schulz [13]). Fisher,
Nemhauser and Wolsey [12] gavg a— %)-approximation when the matroid is the uniform matroid and
showed that the greedy algorithm gives}aapproximation. This was improved by Calinesaual [7]
and Vondrak[[20] who gave @ — é)-approximation for the general problem. They also intradlithe
multi-linear extensiorof a submodular function and used pipage rounding intradilogeAgeev and Sviri-
denko [1]. The facility location problem was introduced bgrluejols et al.[[9] and was the impetus behind
studying the general submodular function maximizatiorbfmm subject to matroid constraints. The sub-
modular welfare problem can be cast as a submodular maxiorizaroblem subject to a matroid constraint
and the reduction appears in Fiskeal.[12] and the problem has been extensively studied [[18, 1GL3]7
The result of Vondrak [20] implies @l — %)—approximation for the problem. Despite the restrictedirsgt
of our benefit functions, we note that recent work in welfa@ximization in combinatorial auctions [10]
has focused on precisely the case when the valuations areithank sums (MRS) that we consider in our
model.

A special case of our online problem was studied by Awerbuaeth ¢2]. They studied an online variant
of the max-coverage problem, where givesets coveringn elements, the elements arrive one at a time,
and the goal is to pick up té sets online to maximize coverage. They obtained a randahalgorithm



that isO(log n log(m/k))-competitive for the problem and proved that this is optimaheir setting. Our
results generalize both the requirement on the cardinaflitie chosen sets to arbitrary matroid constraints,
and the coverage functions of the arriving elements to nam@submodular functions that are weighted
rank functions of matroids.

Another closely related problem with a different model otertainty was studied by Babaioff et al.
[B]. They studied a setting in which elements of a matroidvarin an online fashion and the goal is to
construct an independent set that is competitive with themmam weight independent set. They considered
the random permutation model which is a non-adversarigingetand obtained a®W(log k)-competitive
algorithm for general matroid, wheteis the rank of the matroid, and constant competitive raticcéveral
interesting matroids. Recently, Bateni et all [4] studied $ame model where the objective function is a
submodular function (rather than linear).

Chawla et al.[[8] study Bayesian optimal mechanism designdgimize expected revenue for a seller
while allocating items to agents who draw their values feritams from a known distribution. Their devel-
opment of agent-specific posted price mechanisms when #r@sagrrive in order, and the items allocated
must obey matroid feasibility constraints, is similar tar @etting. In particular, we use the ideas about
certain ordering of matroid elements (Lemma 7 in their pppethe proof that our randomized rounding
algorithm give sufficient profit.

2 Preliminaries

Given a setF, a functionf : 2 — R, is calledsubmodularif for all setsA, B C E, f(A) + f(B) >
f(ANB)+f(AUB). Given setl and a collectiof C 2, M = (E,Z(M)) is amatroidif (i) forall A € T
andB C Aimplies thatB € 7 and (ii) for all A, B € Z and|A| > | B| then there exists € A\ B such that
B U {a} € Z. Sets inT are calledndependent setsf the matroidM. The rank function : 28 — R* of
matroid M is defined as(S) = maxrez.rcs |T|. A standard property of matroids is the fact that the rank
function of any matroid is submodular.

We also work with weighted rank functions of a matroid, dediss f (S) = max;cs rez(m) Doees We
for some weight functionv : 2 — R,. Given any matroidM, we define the matroid polytope to be
the convex hull of independent seB{M) = conv{l; : T € 7} C RIEl. Edmonds[[Ii] showed that
PM) ={x>0:z(5) <r(S) VS C E}. We also use the following fact about fractional points ia th
matroid polytope (The proof follows from standard uncrogsarguments. See Schrijvér [19], Chapter 40).

Fact 2.1. Given a matroidM = (E,Z(M)) with rank functionr and feasible pointt € P(M), let
T={S C E:xz(S)=r(S)}. Then,r is closed under intersection and union and there is a singigimal
setinr.

3 Linear Program and the Fractional Algorithm

We now give a linear program for the online submodular fuorctmaximization problem and show how
to construct a feasible fractional solution online whict®iSog m log nlog f.qti0)-cOMpetitive. Before we
give the main theorem, we first formulate a natural LP. QeC E denote the optimal solution with the
objective} " | fi(O). Since eacly; is the weighted rank function of matrojtf;, we have thatf;(O) =
w;(0;) = ZEEOZ- w;.. whereO D O; € Z(N;). For the sake of simplicity, we assume thgt. = 1. In
Sectiorl b, we show that this assumption can be removed witssaofO (log fq0) factor in the competitive



s.t.

VSCE > . cgze<1(5) @
Vi<i<n,SCE Zeeszi7e§ri(5) (2)
Vi<i<n,ee FE Zie < Te 3)
Vi<i<n,ee E Zie,Te 2> 0

Figure 1: LP for maximizing a sum of (unweighted) rank fuao8 subject to matroid constraint

LPy(a) : max > Y ek Yie
s.t.

VSCE Y.eswe <7(S) ()
Vi<i<n,SCE ) cg%e<ri(9) (5)
Vi<i<n,ee FE Zie < Te (6)

Vee B Y0 zie <oz (7)

Vec B >0z > %5e (8)
Vi<i<n,ee E Zie,Te 2> 0

Figure 2: A restricted LP for the submodular function maxation subject to matroid constraint

ratio. Observe that in this casg,(S) = r;(S), wherer; is the rank function of matroidv; for any set
SCE.

We next formulate a linear program whergis the indicator variable for whetherc O andz; . is the
indicator variable for whether € O;. SinceO € Z(M) andO; € Z(N;), we have that: € P(M) and
z; € P(N;) as represented by constrairits (1) and constrdihts (2ctgply in Figure 1.

We prove the following theorem.

Theorem 3.1. There exists a polynomial time algoriths that constructs a feasible fractional solution
(z, z) online toL P, which isO(log n log m)-competitive. That is, the algorithph maintains monotonically
increasing solution(z, z) such thaty~" | > 5z = Q(%) where O is the optimal integral
solution.

To prove Theorern 311, instead of working with the naturaddinprogram’. P;, we formulate a different
linear program. The new linear program is indexed by an ertegand places the constraints that each
e € O occurs in[g, o] different O;'s as represented by constrairit$ (7) ddd (8). The parametéh be
defined later.

The following lemma shows that if we piak(log n) different values ofv then the sum of the integer
solutions to the linear progranisP («) perform as well as the optimal solutifin.

3We assume that the algorithm knows the value.olih Sectiorib we show how to deal with an unknowfosing an additional
small factor.



Lemma 3.2. Let OPT denote the value of an optimal integral solution to lineaognam LP; and let
OPT, denote the optimal value of an optimal integral solution e tinear programL P, («/) for each
a€{1,2,4,...,2M°sm1} ThenOPT < >aci1,24,. 2noeny OPTh.

Proof. Consider the optimal (integral) solutign*, z*) to LP;. We decompose this solution in ftog |
integral solutiongy(a), z(a)) for eacha € {1,2,4, ..., 2M°8"11 where(y(a), z(a)) is feasible tal. P ().
Sety(a). = 7 for eache € F and eachn. Consider any € E. If o/2 < 377, 2/, < o then set
z(a);e = 1 for eachi such that:/, = 1. Setall other:(«a); . = 0. Clearly, (y(«), z()) is feasible and is a
decomposition of the solutiofx*, z*) and hence sum of the objectives(gf«), z(«)) equals the objective
of (z*, z*). O

Using the above lemma, a simple averaging argument showitheome guesg, the optimal integral
solution toL P,(«) is within alog n factor of the optimal integral solution tbP;. Hence, we construct an
algorithm which first guesses and then constructs an approximate fractional solutiohRg(«).

3.1 Online Algorithm for a Fractional LP Solution

Given a fractional solutior, we call a setS C E tight (with respect ta) if 2(S) = r(.5).

Guessing Algorithm:

e Guessthevalue €r {1,2,4...,n}.
e Run AlgG with valuea.

AlgG:

Initialize z. < 1/m? (wherem = |E|), setz; . = 0 for eachi, e.
When functionf; arrives, order the elements arbitrarily.

For each elementin order:

If VSle € S, z(S) < r(S) andz;(S) < r;i(S) — 1/2:

810%7”) , min {r(S) — x(S \ {e})}} ©)

Te < min {:Ue - exp <
« SleeS
Zie — Xef2 (10)

Using an independence oracle for each of the matroids, ddboh oonditions can be checked in polyno-
mial time by reducing it to submodular function minimizati(See Schrijver [19], Chapter 40) and therefore
the running time of the algorithm is polynomial. Note thag finactional algorithm is carefully designed.
For example, it is very reasonable to update greedily theevaf z; . even when the algorithm does not
update the value, (of course, ensuring that € P(N;)). While such an algorithm does give the required
guarantee on the performance of the fractional solutiois, ot clear how to round such a solution to an
integral solution. In particular, our algorithm for findiagfractional solution is tailored so as to allow us to
use the values as rounding probabilities in a randomizeatithgn.

Before we continue, we define some helpful notation regarttie online algorithm. Let; .(«) be the
value of the variable:. after the arrival of usei for some guesa. Let Az; .(«) be the change in the value
of z. when user arrives. Letr.(«) be the value of. at the end of the execution. Similarly, lgt.(«) be
the value ofz; . at the end of the execution. We start with the following lenthrat follows from the update

rule (9).




Lemma 3.3. For any element € F, and guessy,

1
Z “ e - 48 logm <xe(a) B W) (11)

wherez. () is the value at the end of the execution of AlgG.

Proof. Fix e, if o < 8logm, then the consider the last. that we update (if there are none, the claim
follows trivially). In this iterationz; . < z.(e)/2 > 5 (ze(@) — 51z). Otherwise, ifa: > 8logm
then,

zz,e = Z $i,e(a)/2 > Z $i—1,e(a)/2
=1 : Az o (0)>0 :Az; e (0)>0
« «o 1
48 logmi xz(:a) Avie(a) = 48logm <xe(a) B W) (12)

where Inequality [(TI2) follows since® — 1 < 3z for 0 < z < 1, and thereforeAz; . < z; -
exp (318m) 1) < ;. 22%8™ if 4, is updated by the first condition in the equatignl(12). If it is
updated by the second condition, the inequality still hsidseAx; . is even smaller. O

Next we prove that the solution produced by AlgG is almossifda with respect to the optimal solution
to LP, (Oé)

Lemma 3.4(Feasibility Lemma). Let(x(«), z(«)) be the fractional solution generated by AlgG at the end
of the sequence. Then, it satisfies all constrainté Bf(«) except constraints [8).

Proof. We prove that the solution is feasible.

Matroid constraints (B). Clearly, the algorithm never violates the matroid constsaby the second term
in the equation(9) in the algorithm.
Constraints (8) and constraints [(6). z; . < z;(«)/2 < z.(a)/2, thus constraintg {6) hold. Finally, by

the algorithm behavior we only update, if for all Sle € S, z;(S) < r;(S) — 1/2. Since by the above
observationsg; . < z.(«)/2 < 1/2, we never violate constraints] (5) after the update.

Constraints (7). This constraint follows since

n

Y die= Y wie(a)/2 < z(a)|{i : Az > O}

=1 1:Az; >0

However, after augmentationsy. («) > # exp (810% . a) > 1. Thus,z, must be in a tight set and so
by design we never update and anyz; . O

In order to evaluate the performance of the algorithm we $insiv that thesizeof the solution returned
by the algorithm is large as compared to the optimal integpition. Later in LemmA_3l7, we relate the
objective value of the solution to its size. This lemma usasially the properties of the matroid.



Lemma 3.5(Large Fractional Size). Let (z*(«), 2*(«)) be an optimal integral solution té P»(«). Let
(z(), z(«)) be the fractional solution generated by AlgG at the end ofdbgquence. Then we have,

ZeEE 1’8(04) Z %6 ZeeE w:(a)'

Proof. For any element € E, let P, = {i | 2 .(a) = 1}. By constraint[(B) of the linear formulation
|P.| > /2. Observe that there can be at mgsiterations whereAz; .(«) > 0 or equivalentlyz; . > 0.
Otherwise aftef} updates, the value af, () would be

1 exp <78 log n;(oz/4)> > 1 (13)

m?2

which is a contradiction. By this observation we get thaterere two possibilities for any elemensuch
thatz?(a) = 1. Sincea is fixed we user instead ofz(«).

1. There exist$ C E, e € S such that:(S) = r(5) (recall that we term such elements “tight”).

2. There exists at leagtiterationsi € P. such that; .(S;) > 7;(5;) — % for somesS; containinge.

Let n, be the number of elements such thta) = 1. Then, either the first condition holds fer, /2
elements, or the second condition holdssigy/2 elements. We prove that the Lemma holds in each of these
options.

First condition holds for n,/2 elements: In this case, leG be the set of all elementswith z}(a) = 1
for which there exists a sét containinge with z(S) = 7(S). The first condition implies thdtz| > %> Let
T =4S :x(S) = r(S)} be the set of all tight sets. FActP.1 implies that there inglsimaximal set irr,
say,S. Moreover, each element ¢f is in one of the sets an@ € Z(M). Therefore

Here the first inequality follows by summing only on elemethiat are in maximal tight sets. The second
inequality follows since the maximal tight set contain/2 elements of the optimal solution that satisfies
the matroid constraints.

Second condition holds forn,, /2 elements: In this case, we have that there are at legst i € P, there
exists a seb; C E, e € S; such that;(S;) > r;(.S;) — 1/2.
We next define for each iteratiarthe following set:

G; = {e|eisnottight, 2}, = 1,2, = 0}

Then we have) " |G;| > % - § and by Lemm&3]4 the solutian € P(N;). We now show the following
claim.

Claim 3.6. Given a matroid\V' = (F,Z) and a vectorz € P(N') and a seti € Z such that for alle € G,
there exists a sef containinge such thatz(S) > r(S) — 3. Then}_ . 2 > @



Proof. Consider the elements &f in some order. When considering increasez, as much as possible
while ensuring that remains inP(\). Call the new solutiory. Observe that for each< G, there exists

a setS such thaty(S) = r(S). Consider the set of tight setswith respect tay and letS be the maximal
set inT as given by Fadt 211. Thep .,y > y(S) = r(S) > |G| sinceG € T andG C S. But

S ecr Ze = D oeer Ye — Yecc 3 SiNce only variables i are increased to a fraction of at most half. Thus
G|
2

we have) " 2. > 5 as required. O

Applying the claim for eacl@; sinceG; € Z(N;), we obtain that for each

Zzi,e > |Gil/2 = Zzzi,e > noiéa

ecl i=1eck

Since Lemma_3l4 implies that for each element_;" , z; . < ax., we have
AD ecpTe > D eer Doiet Zie > 5%, Which concludes the proof. O

Finally, we prove a lemma bounding the performance of therétgm.
Lemma 3.7. For any guess valua, the algorithm maintains a fractional solution foP(«) such that:

% zi(a) = 0 (if;?> |

ecl i=1

whereO PT, is objective of an optimal integral solution foPs(«).

Proof. Let (z*, z*) denote the optimal integral solution faP(«). If x} = 0 for eache, then the lemma
follows immediately. We have the following

ZeEE Z?:1 Zie(a) = 48lggm ZeeE (we(a) - #) (LemmaB3)
> I3 lggm deer (xel(ﬁa) - #) (Lemma[B.E)

= Q <log1m zeeE zzn:l z;‘k,e(a))
where the last equality follows since i («) for each elemen} ", 2} () < ax} and) gzl >
1. This completes the proof of Lemma. O
Finally, we get our main theorem.
Theorem 3.8. The online algorithm for the fractional LP solution (6f;) is O(log m log n)-competitive.

Proof. The proof follows by combining Lemma(3.4), Lemna(3.7), lteen[3.2) and the observation that
there are)(log n) possible values ok each is guessed with probability(1/ log n). O



4 Randomized Rounding Algorithm

In this section we present a randomized algorithm for theaighted problem that i€)(log? n log m)-
competitive when each submodular functiginis a rank function of a matroid. The algorithm is based
on the fractional solution designed in Sectidn 3. Althougin munding scheme is extremely simple, the
proof of its correctness involves carefully matching thef@enance of the rounding algorithm with the
performance of the fractional algorithm. Indeed, here #wt thatL P,(«) has extra constraints not present
in LP; is used very crucially.

Theorem 4.1. The expected profit of the randomized algorithr@iélﬁ).

ogmlog’n

The randomized algorithm follows the following simple ralimg procedure.

Matroid Randomized Rounding Algorithm:

o [+ 0.
e Guessthevalue €r {1,2,4...,n}.
e Run AlgG with valuea.

— Wheneverz, increases bAz,, if F'U{e} € Z(M) thenF <« F' U {e} with probability
Aze
4

In order to prove our main theorem, we prove several crueianhas. The main idea is to tie the
performance of the randomized algorithm to the performaridbe fractional solution that is generated. In
the process we lose a factor ©flog n). We first introduce some notation. All of the following notat is
with respect to the execution of the online algorithm for @dixalue ofx and we omit it from the notation.
Let F; denote the solution formed by the randomized algorithmettid of iteration and letF' denote the
final solution returned by the algorithm. Lgf denote the indicator random variable that elememds been
selectedill iterationi. Let AY, denote the indicator random variable that elemeistselected in iteration
i. Lety! = Pr[Y} = 1] andAy! = Pr[AY} = 1]. Finally, lety. denote the probability elemeantis in
the solution at the end of the execution. Recall thatdenotes the value of the variabtg in the fractional
solution after iteration and letz, denote the fractional value of element the end of the execution of the
fractional algorithm, and lefAz; . be the change in the value ofn iterations.

Since the algorithm tosses a coin for elemeni iteration with probability Az; /4, therefore the
probability that an elemeutis included in the solution till iteratiofis at mostz; . /4. Our first lemma states
that the expected number of elements chosen by the algoisthieast half that amount in expectation and
is comparable to the total size of the fractional solutiohud, Lemma 4]2 plays the role of Lemfmal3.5 in
the analysis of the randomized algorithm.

Lemma 4.2. Let F’ be the solution returned by the randomized rounding alpamitthenE[|F|] = > . p ye >
ZeGE Te
£

Proof. For every element in thei*" iteration, the algorithm tosses a coin with probabilixy; . /4 > 0
and includes it inF' if the element shows up in the toss aAdJ {e} is in Z(M) for the currentF’. We
maintain a sef{ in which we include an element which shows up in the toss bohatbe included irF'.
For any iteration; and element, we havePrle € F| + Prle € H| = Ax; /4. Let F denote the final
set thus obtained. We now do the following random experimeat every element € span(F) \ F, we
toss a coin with probabilitys and include it in a seH’. Since every element iff must be inspan(F'),
by a simple coupling of the random tosses in these two experisn we obtaifH| < |H’|. Moreover,
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E[H|] < E[[H'|] = 3 ccspan(r) Te/4 < |F| where the expectation is taken over the random tosses used
for constructingH’ sincex € Py andF' € Z(M) . Taking expectations over the coin tosses used for

finding F', we obtainE[|H|] < E[|F|]. ButE[|F|] 4+ E[|H|] = > cp ze/4. TAUsE[|F|] > ZETEE O

Our second lemma relates the change in the probability anegieis chosen to the change in the frac-
tional solution. This lemma shows that a crucial propertyhef exponential update rule for the fractional
solution is also satisfied by the integral solution.

Lemma 4.3. For each element and iterations, Ayye < Bie < Hlogm

7
e Tie

Proof. First, we prove tha% < 81"%. This follows from the exponential update rule.alf< 8log m,
then we have™e < 1 < 211%™ Otherwise,

LUe'eXp((Sloagm) _1) 241log m
< <

Aw,- e

)

Tie Te - «

where the second inequality foll_ows singe— 1 <3z for0 <z <1.

We next show thatole < Y implying the claim. To showele < Y- it suffices to showele <

izé whenever;j < i since% — %

Now, observe that for any, we haveAy! = Prleisincluded inF in the j*" iteratio] = Axl -
Pr(F;_1 U{e} € Z(M)]. Therefore,i—ﬁ = Pr[Fj—1 U{e} € Z(M)] which is a decreasing function
of j sinceF;_; is an increasing set as a function;of O

We next prove a general lemma regarding randomized roundiagy matroid polytope. The proof of
the lemma utilizes a lemma proven in Chawla et[zl. [8].

Lemma 4.4. Given a matroid\V' = (FE,Z) and a solutionz such that for allS C FE, z(S) < r(95)/2,
construct a sef’ by including ine € F with probability z. for eache € E independently. Then, with high
probability (1 — #), F can be covered b@(log m + log n) independent sets where = |N|.

Proof. The lemma follows by a coupling argument on the followinggass. Define the following process:
e SetS « E,setly, Is,..., I, + 0.
e Aslong asS is not empty iteraté = 1,2,...,m.

— In each iteration, order the elements by any order (we later define a good agleri

— Go over the elements ifi one-by-one according to the ordering. For each elemghtl; U {e}
is independent in\:

x Toss a coin foe and include it in/; with probability z..
x S« S\ {e}.
— Otherwise, skip in iterationsi.

11



Observe that we always remove the first element in the omglanieach iteration fron¥, so there are at
mostm iterations. Also, note that eadhis an independent set. We first claim that this process isvalgumit
to the process of tossing a coin for each element indepegd@iat is, for eachs’” C E:

PriiuLu.. UL, =87= ]z [](1-2) (14)
e€S’  egS

This is very simple. For each elemefjtthere exists a single iteratian< j < m, in which we toss
a coin fore. In this iteration it is included with probabilitg. that is independent of all other choices.
Thus, the process actually defines a covering by indepersggsiof the process of selecting each element
independently with probability.. If we can prove that with high probabilitg is empty after only a
logarithmic number of rounds we are done. This might not be tor any ordering, however, we prove that
there exists some ordering for which this is true. The follmMemma essentially follows from Lemma 7
in [8]. We include a proof here for completeness.

Claim 4.5. Given a matroidV' = (E, Z) with a rank function- and a fractional solutiorx such that for all
S C E,z(S) <r(S)/2, there exists an ordering of the elements, such that far allE, the probability we
toss a coin fok is at leastl /2.

Proof. We prove that there always an elemerthat we can put last and if is the independent set con-
structed by including rest of the elements in any orfler {¢} € Z(N\) with probability at Ieas%. The
claim then follows from recursing on rest of the elements.

Suppose we put somee F last in the order. LeD be the set constructed by selecting each element
with probability z.. When we reacla, we will toss a coin for only if e ¢ span(D \ {e}). Letp, be the
probability e is being tossed when it is put last. Thus,

pe = Prle ¢ span(D \ {e})] = Prle ¢ span(D)]
Let B be any base for the matroid and kebe the rank of the matroid. Then we know that:

Zpe > Z Prle ¢ span(D)] (15)

eeB ecB

= Y Pr[D](k — rank(D))
D

= k— Efrank(D)]
k— E[|D|] = k/2 (16)

v

Inequality (16) follows since by our assumptiéii| D|] = > . z. < k/2. Averaging we obtain that there
exists an element i® such thap, > % We put this element last in the order and recurse. O

Suppose in each iteration we choose an ordering given byn@d. Then for each elemeatc E and
roundi, the probability it “survives” inS given that it “survived” previous iterations is at mdst2. Thus,
the probability there exists an elementdrafter O(log m + log n) iterations is at most/(mn)¢ for some
large constant. O
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We now prove a relation between the profit obtained by therdkgo at iterationi, denoted by the
random variable; (F;), and the events that a particular set of elements are choglea solution. For any,
Let H; denote the set of elements such that > 0. Note thatz; . > 0 iff Az; . > 0.

Lemma 4.6. Y7 E[ri(F;)] > w7 Y ey Docen, Yer Wherec is some constant.

— clogn
Proof. Let F! = F; N H; = {e € F; : z;. > 0}. In other words,F/ is the set of elements included by
the algorithm in iteratiori. Observe that each elemenis included inF; with probability at mostz; /4 =
zi /2 and is dropped sometime even when the toss comes up coreettiifge violates the independence
constraints for matroid\. Now consider the sdf;” where each element is included with probabikity. /2
with no regard to the matroid constraints. Coupling the ésssf the two random experiments, we get
F! C F!'. Sincez; € P(N;) by Lemmd 3.4, Lemma 4.4 implies thAf' is covered by at mog? (log(mn))
independent sets with high probability— 1/(mn)¢ for some large constamt Let A; be the evenf” can
be covered by at mog?(log(mn)) independent sets iV;, wherem = |E|. Therefore, we get that:

E[ZeEFi’ YZ|AZ]
log(mn)
Let A be the event that for all F/ can be covered b (log(mn)) independent sets. Then,

- cer Ye 4]

ZE[H(E-)] > Z Z Z—clog (mn) Pr{A]
clog ( Z Z Ye] = nm- PT[A]) - <1og (mn) Z Z ye)

i=1ecH; i=1ecH;

Elri(F))|Ai] >

Here the last inequality follows sinde< > | 3", 4t < m - n andPr[A] <

— for some constant
mn)

d(F Y D e, y! < 1 then the statement follows easily). O

Now we have all the ingredients to prove Theofem 4.1.
Proof of Theorem[4.1: We prove that the expected profit of the algorithm with a guess at least

Q (%) Since eachy is guessed with probability/log n and the value of OPT is the sum over

logmlogn

all valuesa we get the desired. The expected profit of the algorithm wheiguess. is at least.

Y EUi(F)] > g iy Yoeen, Vi (Lemma L5)
> Y1 Deen, mﬁyé (Lemma 3))
= Leen TlogmlognYe (Xieer, Ave = ye)
> Y ccE 57Tog miogn Le (Lemma £2))
= Q (W) =Q (%) (LemmaBE)

5 Extensions

In this section, we give simple reductions to deal with vasi@xtensions including the case of arbitrary
weighted rank functions and the case when the algorithm doethe number of arrivals in advance.
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Extension to the weighted version

In this section we show a simple reduction from the weightatkrfunction case to the unweighted case
losing an additional factor aP(log f4ti0). The same reduction should be used when considering the ran-
domized algorithm in Sectidd 4. We first deal with the casehici f,..;;, is known in advance. In this case,
to solve the weighted version, first guess a vaglee{0, 1, . .., fratio}- L8t finin = min; c. 1, (fey>0 fil{e})-
Then for eachi, replacef; with the following f;; which has a restriction on the elements’ weighfig(S) =
maxscg rez(m) {€ € 1,27+ frnin < Wie < 27+1. f ). Itis clear that for anyf; and anys:

fi(S) <2- Z 27 frin - fi5(S)

J=0,1,.... fratio

As for eachj we get a competitive algorithm, we lose an extrdog f.4+i0) due to the guess at the beginning.
If f.aio IS Unknown, we modify our guess slightly. We guess valuaith probability W

for a suitablec that depends oa. We then make the same changes as before with this value.edisis

to verify that with a suitable, the sum of probabilities over all valugss at mostl. Moreover, the prob-

ability of each weightw class isQ(lng(logllng)Hs = e (logllogf —rre, and so we lose an extra

O(log fratio(log log fratio)1+6) due to the guess.

Dealing with an unknown n

In many cases the number of submodular functionis unknown in advance. We show here a simple
modification to the algorithm that can handle such casesewbsling an additionalog log n factor. The
idea is simply to replace the guessing stage in the algorithriihe modified guessing stage, we guess value
a = 2¢ with probability W wherec is a constant that depends anWe then run the algorithm
with our guess. First, note that (with a suitable vaijigéhe total sum of probabilities of all values is
bounded.

[e.e]

1
D e iflog(1 L) !

i=1
To analyze the performance, assume that the number of sutbanddnctions is», then by Lemma 3|7,
for anya < n our profit is2 (%). Thus, the total expected profit of the algorithm is at least:

logn logn

S 1 OPT, 3~ 1 OPT. _ OPT
c-i(log(l+44))tte logm — - c-logn(loglogn)lte logm log mlog n(loglog n)l+e

=

The same strategy also applies to the randomized roundjyogithim.

References

[1] Alexander A. Ageev and Maxim Sviridenko. Pipage roungdi\ new method of constructing algo-
rithms with proven performance guarantdeComb. Optim.8(3):307-328, 2004.

[2] Baruch Awerbuch, Yossi Azar, Amos Fiat, and Tom Leightdlaking commitments in the face of
uncertainty: how to pick a winner almost every time (extehdbstract). Il'5TOC '96: Proceedings
of the twenty-eighth annual ACM symposium on Theory of congpyages 519-530, 1996.

14



[3] Moshe Babaioff, Nicole Immorlica, and Robert Kleinbemglatroids, secretary problems, and online
mechanisms. IACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithrpages 434-443, 2007.

[4] MohammadHossein Bateni, MohammadTaghi Hajiaghayd,Morteza Zadimoghaddam. Submodular
secretary problem and extensions ARPROX-RANDONpages 39-52, 2010.

[5] Allan Borodin and Ran El-YanivOnline computation and competitive analyStambridge University
Press, 1998.

[6] Niv Buchbinder and Joseph Naor. The design of competitwline algorithms via a primal-dual
approach.Foundations and Trends in Theoretical Computer ScieB(2-3):93-263, 2009.

[7] Gruia Calinescu, Chandra Chekuri, Martin Pal, and Jandvak. Maximizing a submodular set func-
tion subject to a matroid constraint (extended abstractPCO '07: Proceedings of the 12th interna-
tional conference on Integer Programming and Combinatd@iptimization pages 182-196, 2007.

[8] Shuchi Chawla, Jason D. Hartline, David L. Malec, andadabramanian Sivan. Multi-parameter
mechanism design and sequential posted pricindAQM Symposium on Theory of Computipgges
311-320, 2010.

[9] Gerard Cornuejols, Marshall L. Fisher, and George L. Raoser. Location of bank accounts to opti-
mize float: An analytic study of exact and approximate athans. Management Scienc3(8):789—
810, 1977.

[10] Shaddin Dughmi, Tim Roughgarden, and Qigi Yan. Fromvearoptimization to randomized mech-
anisms: toward optimal combinatorial auctions.AGM Symposium on Theory of Computipgges
149-158, 2011.

[11] J. Edmonds. Submodular functions, matroids, and icep@lyhedra. InProceedings of the Calgary
International Conference on Combinatorial Structures #melr Application, Gordon and Breach, New
York pages 69-87, 1969.

[12] Marshall L. Fisher, George L. Nemhauser, and Laurenc@/dlsey. An analysis of approximations
for maximizing submodular set functions - parthlathematical Programmingl4:265-294, 1978.

[13] P.R. Goundan and A.S. Schulz. Revisiting the greedyaamh to submodular set function maximiza-
tion. Preprint, January 2009.

[14] David R. Karger. Random sampling and greedy sparsificafior matroid optimization problems.
Mathematical Programming2:99-116, 1998.

[15] Subhash Khot, Richard J. Lipton, Evangelos Markakigl Aranyak Mehta. Inapproximability results
for combinatorial auctions with submodular utility furanis. Algorithmicg 52(1):3-18, 2008.

[16] Benny Lehmann, Daniel J. Lehmann, and Noam Nisan. Coatbiial auctions with decreasing
marginal utilities. INACM Conference on Electronic Commerpages 18-28, 2001.

[17] Vahab S. Mirrokni, Michael Schapira, and Jan Vondréight information-theoretic lower bounds for
welfare maximization in combinatorial auctions. ACM Conference on Electronic Commerpages
70-77, 2008.

15



[18] G. L. Nemhauser and L. A. Wolsey. Best Algorithms for Apxmating the Maximum of a Submod-
ular Set FunctionMathematics of Operations Resear&i3):177-188, 1978.

[19] A. Schrijver. Combinatorial optimization - polyhedaad efficiency.Springer-Verlag 2005.

[20] Jan Vondrak. Optimal approximation for the submodulaifare problem in the value oracle model.
In STOC '08: Proceedings of the 40th annual ACM symposium onorylodé computingpages 67—74,
2008.

16



	1 Introduction
	1.1 Problem Setting, Main Result and Techniques
	1.2 Related results

	2 Preliminaries
	3 Linear Program and the Fractional Algorithm
	3.1 Online Algorithm for a Fractional LP Solution

	4 Randomized Rounding Algorithm
	5 Extensions

