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Abstract

We consider a monotone submodular maximization problem whose constraint is described by a
logic formula on a graph. Formally, we prove the following three “algorithmic metatheorems.”

(1) If the constraint is specified by a monadic second-order logic on a graph of bounded treewidth,
the problem is solved in n®(") time with an approximation factor of O(logn).

(2) If the constraint is specified by a first-order logic on a graph of low degree, the problem is
solved in O(n'*€) time for any € > 0 with an approximation factor of 2.

(3) If the constraint is specified by a first-order logic on a graph of bounded expansion, the
problem is solved in n®1°8%) time with an approximation factor of O(log k), where k is the number
of variables and O(-) suppresses only constants independent of k.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Problems and Results We consider monotone submodular mazimization problems whose
feasible sets are subgraphs specified by monadic second-order (MSO) formula and first-order (FO)
formula . Formally, we consider the following two problems.

DEFINITION 1.1. (MSO-CONSTRAINED MONOTONE SUBMODULAR MAXIMIZATION PROBLEM) Let
G = (V(G),E(G)) be an undirected graph, ¢(X) be a monadic second-order formula with a free
vertez-subset variable X, and f: 2V(©) — R be a nonnegative monotone submodular functiOnE Then,
the MSO-constrained monotone submodular mazximization problem is defined as follows.

maximize f(U) (1.1)
subject to G = ¢(U), U CV(G).3 .

DEFINITION 1.2. (FO-CONSTRAINED MONOTONE SUBMODULAR MAXIMIZATION PROBLEM) Let

G = (V(G),E(G)) be an undirected graph, ¢(z1,...,x5) be a first-order formula with free vertex
variables 1, ..., x5, and f: 2V — R be a nonnegative monotone submodular function. Then the
FO-constrained monotone submodular maximization problem is defined as follows.

maximize  f({u1,...,ux}) (12)
subject to G E ¢(uq,...,uk), ui,...,ux € V(Q). ’
In both the problems, we regard the length of the formula |¢| as a constant. In particular, in the
FO-constrained problem, we regard the number k of free variables (i.e., the cardinality of the solution)
as a constant.

Both problems are very difficult, even for finding feasible solutions; the MSO-constrained problem
contains the three-coloring problem. Therefore, unless P = NP, we cannot obtain a feasible solution
in polynomial time [23]. The FO-constrained problem can be solved in O(n*) time by an exhaustive
search, where n is the number of the vertices in the graph; however, it is difficult to improve this result,
because the problem contains the k-clique problem, which cannot be solved in n°®*) time unless the
exponential time hypothesis fails [§]. Therefore, in both the problems, we have to restrict the graph
classes suitably to obtain non-trivial results.

In this study, we show that the MSO- and FO-constrained monotone submodular maximization
problems are well solved if the graphs are in certain classes as follows (see Sections 2] B and @ for the
definition of these graph classes). Here, we assume that a submodular function is given by a value
oracle, and is evaluated in O(1) time.

THEOREM 1.1. Let G be a class of graphs having bounded trecwidth. Then, for each G € G, the MSO-
constrained monotone submodular mazimization problem is solved in n°®M) time with an approzimation
factor of O(log n)H [

T The first-order logic on graphs is a language that consists of vertex variables z, edge predicates e(z,y), and the usual predicate
logic symbols (V, 3, =, A, V, =, #, etc.) The monadic second-order logic on graphs extends the first-order logic by adding vertex
subset variables X and vertex inclusion predicate x € X. In this paper, a first-order formula is a formula expressed by the first-order
logic on graphs. A monadic second-order formula is defined similarly.

2 For a finite set V, a function f: 2V — R is nonnegative if f(U) > 0. f is monotone if f(U) < f(W) for all U,W C V with
UCW. fis submodular if f(U)+ f(W)> f(UUW)+ f(UNW) for all UyW C V.

3G |= ¢(U) means formula ¢(X) is satisfied on G when U is substituted to the free variable X. G = é(u1,...,uy) is defined
similarly.

4 An algorithm has an approximation factor of a if af (ALG) > f(OPT) holds. where ALG is the solution obtained by the algorithm
and OPT is the optimal solution.



THEOREM 1.2. Let G be a class of graphs having low degree. Then, for each G € G, the FO-
constrained monotone submodular maximization problem is solved in O(n'*€) time for any € > 0 with
an approximation factor of 2. |

THEOREM 1.3. Let G be a class of graphs having bounded expansion. Then, for each G € G,
the FO-constrained monotone submodular mazimization problem is solved in n®1°8%) time with an
approzimation factor of O(logk). Here, O(-) suppresses only the constants independent of k. |

1.2 Background and Motivation

1.2.1 Submodular maximization. The problem of maximizing a monotone submodular function
under some constraint is a fundamental combinatorial optimization problem, and has many applications
in machine learning and data mining [26]. This problem cannot be solved exactly in polynomially
many function evaluations even for the cardinality constraint [15]; therefore, we consider approximation
algorithms.

Under several constraints, the problem can be solved in polynomial time within a reasonable
approximation factor. Examples include the cardinality constraint [28], knapsack constraint [36], and
matroid constraint [6]. The problem is also solved on some graph-related constraints such as connectivity
constraint [27] and s-t path constraint [7].

Here, our research question is as follows:

What constraints admit efficient approximation algorithms for monotone submodular maxi-
mization problems?

One solution to this question is given by Goemans et al. [I8]: If we can maximize linear functions
on the constraint in polynomial time, the corresponding monotone submodular maximization problem
can be solved in polynomial time with an approximation factor of O(y/nlogn). This factor is nearly
tight since we cannot obtain a o(y/nloglogn/logn) approximate solution in polynomially many oracle
calls [5]. If a linear programming relaxation of the constraint has low correlation gap, we obtain an
algorithm with an approximation factor that depends on the correlation gap by using the continuous
greedy algorithm with the contention resolution scheme [39].

In this study, we consider another approach. As in Definitions [Tl and [I.2] we assume that the
feasible sets are subgraphs of a graph specified by a logic formula. To the best of our knowledge, no
existing studies have considered this situation, and we believe that this situation is important in both
practice and theory: In practice, such problems appear in sensor network design problems [7,27]; thus,
understanding classes of tractable problems helps practitioners to model problems. In theory, this may
provide new algorithmic techniques because we need to combine quite different techniques in submodular
maximization and mathematical logic.

1.2.2 Algorithmic metatheorem. In the field of algorithmic meatheorem, the constraints are
represented by logic formulas [20]. An algorithmic metatheorem claims that if a problem is described
in a certain logic and the inputs are structured in a certain way, then the problem can be solved with
a certain amount of resources [37]. There are many existing algorithmic metatheorems, and Table [I]
shows some existing results.

The model checking problem on a graph G asks whether the graph G satisfies a certain property
¢, G E ¢, or not. For the MSO formulas, Courcelle [9] showed that the model checking problem
can be solved in linear time for bounded treewidth graphs. This result is tight for minor-closed graph
classes [33]. For the first-order formulas, Seese [34] showed that the model checking problem can be solved
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Table 1: Existing results and our results on algorithmic metatheorems; the results without citations are
shown in this paper. Each entry for model checking, counting, and linear maximization shows the time
complexity, and each entry for submodular maximization column shows a pair of time complexity and
approximation factor.

Logic Graph Model Checking  Counting  Linear Max. Submod Max.
MSO Bounded Treewidth O(n) [9] O(n) [2] O(n) 2] (n°M O(logn))
FO Low Degree O(n'*te) [M9]  O(n'*e) [13] O(n'*e) (O(n'*9), 2)
FO  Bounded Expansion O(n) [14] O(n) [25] O(n) [I7]  (n08k) O(logk))
FO Nowhere Dense o't 1]  O(n'*e) 27 open open

in linear time for bounded degree graphs. Later, this result was extended to low-degree graphs [19],
bounded expansion graphs [21] and nowhere dense graphs [22].

The counting problem on a graph G asks the number of subgraphs which satisfy a certain property
¢, that equals to the cardinality of the set F = {U C V(G) : G = ¢(U)} for the monadic second-order
logic case and the set F = {(u1,...,ux) € V(G)* : G = ¢(uy,...,ux)} for the first-order case. The
enumeration problem on a graph G outputs the elements in F one-by-one. As for the model checking
problem, there are results on the monadic second-order logic with bounded treewidth graphs [11[3],
and the first-order logic with bounded degree graphs [24], low degree graphs [13], bounded expansion
graphs [25], and nowhere dense graphs [32].

The linear mazimization problem on a graph G involves the maximization of a linear function on F
defined above. Compared with the model checking, counting, and enumeration problems, this problem
is less studied. There is a classical result on the monadic second-order logic with bounded treewidth
graphs [2]. To the best of our knowledge, the result on the first-order logic with low degree graphs has
not been explicitly stated yet. The result on the first-order logic with bounded expansion graphs has
also not been explicitly stated; however, it is obtained by the same technique as that of Gajarsky et
al. [17], which shows the existence of a linear-sized extended formulation. The possibility of extending
these results for nowhere dense graphs is still open.

Our problems (Definitions [L.T] [.2]) generalize linear functions to monotone submodular functions.
However, due to the submodularity, we need several new techniques to prove our theorems; see below.

1.3 Difficulty of Our Problems

Difficulty of MSO-Constrained Problem on Bounded Treewidth Graphs. A linear function
can be efficiently maximized on this setting [2]. Therefore, it seems natural to extend their technique
to the submodular setting. However, we see that such an extension is difficult.

Their method first encodes a given graph as a binary tree by tree-decomposition. Then, it converts
a given monadic second-order formula into a tree automaton [38]. Finally, it solves the problem using
the bottom-up dynamic programming algorithm. This gives the optimal solution in O(n) time.

This technique cannot be extended to the submodular setting because a monotone submodular
function cannot be maximized by the dynamic programming algorithm.

Difficulty of FO-Constrained Problem on Low Degree Graphs. There are no existing studies
on the linear maximization problem for low degree graphs. Therefore, we need to establish a new
technique. In particular, in the result on the counting problems [13], they performed an inclusion-
exclusion type algorithm. However, it is difficult to extend such a technique to the optimization
problems.

Difficulty of FO-Constrained Problem on Bounded Expansion Graphs. To describe the
difficulty of this case, we first introduce the algorithm for the linear maximization problem on bounded
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expansion graphsﬁ If a graph class G has bounded expansion, then there exists functions g: N — N and
w: N — N such that, for all G € G and k € N, there is a coloring c: V(G) — {1,...,g(k)} such that any
k colors induce a subgraph of treewidth bounded by w(k). Such coloring is referred to as low-treewidth
coloring [29,130].

The algorithm is described as follows. First, we remove the universal quantifiers from the formula
¢ using Lemma 8.21 in [20]. Let k' = k + [, where [ is the number of existentially quantified variables.
Then, we find a low-treewidth coloring of G with g(k’) colors. Here, we can see that k' colors are
enough to cover all the variables in the formula. Therefore, by solving the problems on all the k&’ colored
subgraphs using the algorithm for bounded treewidth graphs [2], we obtain the solution.

This technique cannot be extended to the submodular setting, because our result for the bounded
treewidth graphs only gives an n®®) time O(logn) approximation algorithm. Since we can obtain the
optimal solution in O(n*) = n®M time through an exhaustive search, it does not make sense to reduce
the problem to the bounded treewidth graphs.

In fact, most of the existing results for the first-order logic use the results for bounded treewidth
graphs as a subroutine [14l2T1[221[25]32]. However, the above discussion implies that we cannot use such
a reduction for the submodular setting.

1.4 Proof Outlines

1.4.1 Proof Outline of Theorem [I.I. We represent the feasible set {U C V(G) : G = ¢(U)} in
the structured decomposable negation normal form (structured DNNF) [10] using Amarilli et al. [I]’s
algorithm. Here, a structured DNNF is a Boolean circuit based on the negation normal form, where
the partition of variables is specified by a tree, called a vtree.

Then, we apply the recursive greedy algorithm [7] to the structured DNNF. We split the vtree at
the centroid. Then, we obtain constantly many subproblems whose numbers of variables are constant
factors smaller than the original problem. By solving these subproblems greedily and recursively, we
obtain an O(log n)-approximate solution in n®() time, since the recursion depth is O(logn) and the
branching factor is O(1).

1.4.2 Proof Outline of Theorem By using Gaifman’s locality theorem [16], we decompose a
given formula into multiple r-local formulas. We perform the greedy algorithm with exhaustive search
over the local formulas as follows: First, we perform the exhaustive search to obtain the optimal solution
for the first local formula in O(n'*€) time. Then, by fixing the obtained solution, we proceed to the
next local formula similarly. By continuing this process until all the local formulas are processed, we
obtain a solution.

In the above procedure, if each r-local part of the optimal solution are feasible to the corresponding
subproblem, then the obtained solution is a 2-approximate solution. Otherwise, we can guess an entry
of the optimal solution. Thus, for each possibility, we call the procedure recursively. Then we obtain a
recursion tree of size O(n€). We call this technique suspect-and-recurse. We show that there is at least
one solution that has an approximation factor of 2.

1.4.3 Proof Outline of Theorem [I.3l We also use the suspect-and-recurse technique for this
theorem; however, the tools used in each step are different.

By using the quantifier elimination procedure of Kazana and Segoufin [25], we decompose a given
formula into multiple “tree” formulas. We perform the greedy algorithm with the recursive greedy
algorithm over the tree formulas as follows. First, we perform the recursive greedy algorithm to obtain

°This is a simplified version of Gajarsky et al [I7]’s proof for their result on extended formulations.
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an O(log k)-approximate solution to the first tree formula in n@Uogk) time. Then, by fixing the obtained

solution, we proceed to the next tree formula similarly. By continuing this process until all the formulas
are processed, we obtain a solution.

In the above procedure, if each tree part of the optimal solution is feasible to the corresponding
subproblem, the obtained solution is an O(log k)-approximate solution. Otherwise, we can guess an
entry of a forbidden pattern that specifies which assignment makes the optimal solution infeasible. For
each possibility, we call the procedure recursively. Then, we obtain a recursion tree of size O(1). We
show that there is at least one solution in the tree that has an approximation factor of O(log k).

2 Monadic Second-Order Logics on Bounded Treewidth Graphs

2.1 Preliminaries

2.1.1 Bounded Treewidth Graphs Let G = (V(G), E(G)) be a graph. A tree decomposition of G
is a tree T = (V(T), E(T)) with map B: V(T) — 2V(%) satisfying the following three conditions [31].

e Uiev(r) B(t) = V(G).
e For all (u,v) € E(G), there exists t € V(T') such that u,v € B(t).

e For all s,t € V(T), B(s)N B(t) C B(r) holds for all » € V(T') on s and t.

The treewidth of G is given by miny max,cy 7y [B(t)| — 1. A graph class G has bounded treewidth if there
exists w € N such that the treewidth of all G € G is at most w.

2.1.2 Structured Decomposable Negation Normal Form. The decomposable negation normal
form (DNNF) is a representation of a Boolean function [I0]. Let V be a finite set, and b = {b,, | u € V'}
be a set of Boolean variables indexed by V. Then, the DNNF is recursively defined as follows.

e The constants T (always true) and L (always false) are in DNNF.
e The literals b, and —b, (u € V) are in DNNF.

e For any partition by, by of variables b and formulas hgi) (b1) and hgi) (b2) (i =1,...,W) in DNNF,
the following formula is in DNNF.

w
n(d) = \/ b (b1) A RS (o). (2.1)

We call hgi)(gl) and hg) (b2) factors of this decomposition.

By recursively applying the above decomposition to each factor, every Boolean function can be
represented as a DNNF [10]. The maximum number W of disjunctions in (2.I]), which appears in
the recursion, is called the width of the DNNF. A DNNF is usually represented by a Boolean circuit,
which is a directed acyclic graph D = (V (D), E(D)) whose internal gates are labeled “AND” or “OR”,
and the terminals are labeled T, L, b;, or —b;; see Example 2.1 below.

A vtree T = (V(T), E(T)) is a rooted full binary tredd whose leaves are the Boolean variables b. A
DNNF respects vtree T if, for any OR-gate of the DNNF, there exists an internal node t € V(7)) of the
vtree such that the partition b; and by of variables of the decomposition represented by the OR-gate
coincides with the leaves of the left and right subtrees of t. A structured DNNF is a DNNF that respects
some vtree [12].

6A binary tree 7 is full if every non-leaf vertex has exactly two children.
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bl bg bg b4

Figure 2: The vtree of the structured DNNF in
bl bg b3 b4 Figure m

Figure 1: Example of a structured DNNF.

EXAMPLE 2.1. This ezample is from Darwiche [11]]. Let b= {b1,ba,b3,bs}, and h(b) = (by Abg) V (by A
b3)V (b3 Aby) be a Boolean formula. We split b into {b1,ba} and {bs,bs}. Then, the formula is factorized
as

h(b) = ((bl VAN bg) VAN T) V (bg VAN bg) V (T VAN (bg A b4)) . (2.2)

This is in a structured DNNF. The circuit and the vtree are shown in Figures[ [2. The top OR-gate
in Figures [l represents the above decomposition and corresponds to the root node of the vtree shown in
Figure [2. O

A boolean function h can be used to represent a family of subsets of V. We identify a subset U C V'
as the indicator assignment 17, which is defined by b, = 1 (v € V) and b, = 0 (v € V). Then, h
represents a family of subsets {U C V' : h(1y) = 1}. For simplicity, we say U is in D if h(1ly) = 1
where h is a Boolean function represented by D. Amarilli et al. [I] showed that a family of subsets in a
bounded treewidth graph specified by a monadic second-order formula has a compact structured DNNF
representation.

THEOREM 2.1. (AMARILLI ET AL. [I]) Let G = (V(G), E(G)) be a bounded treewidth graph, ¢(X)
be a monadic second-order formula, and h is a Boolean function representing the family of subsets
{UCV(GQ): G E ¢(U)}. Then, h is represented by a structured DNNF with a bounded width[l The
structured DNNF is obtained in polynomial time. |

REMARK 2.1. The structured DNNF provides a “syntax sugar” of the Courcelle-type automaton
technique [9]. Actually, the theorem is proved as follows. First, a bounded treewidth graph is encoded by
a labeled binary tree using a tree-decomposition [4]. Then, the given formula is interpreted as a formula
on labeled trees, and is converted into a (top-down) tree automaton using a result of Thatcher and
Wright [38]. We consider the root vertex. For each tree-automaton transition, we construct structured
DNNFs for the subtrees. Then, by joining the DNNFs with an AND-gate, and by joining the AND-gates
with an OR-gate, we obtain the desired structured DNNF whose width is the number of states of the
automaton.

Amarilli et al. [I] did not claim the structuredness and the boundedness of the DNNF. However, by observing their construction,

these two properties are immediately confirmed.



Any proof with a structured DNNF' can be converted into a proof using a tree-decomposition and a
tree automaton by following the above construction. However, in our case, the former approach gives a
simpler proof than the latter one. O

2.2 Proof of Theorem [I.1] We propose an algorithm to prove Theorem [[Il First of all, we
encode a given bounded treewidth graph and a monadic second-order formula into a structured DNNF
D = (V(D),E(D)) and the corresponding vtree 7 = (V(T),E(T)) using Theorem 211 Then, the
problem is reduced to maximizing a monotone submodular function on D.

Our algorithm is based on Chekuri and Pal’s recursive greedy algorithm [7], which is originally
proposed for s-t path constrained monotone submodular maximization problem. In this approach, we
decompose the problem into several subproblems, and solve the subproblems one-by-one in a greedy
manner.

We use leaf separators to obtain the subproblems. An edge e € E(T) is a «-leaf separator if each
subtree, which is obtained by removing e, has at most ~ fraction of leaves. A full binary tree has a
(2/3)-leaf separator as follows.

LEMMA 2.1. A full binary tree T = (V(T), E(T)) withn > 2 leaves has a (2/3)-leaf separator e € E(T).
Such e is obtained in O(n) time.

Proof. This proof is almost the same as that of Lemma 3 in [40]. Let e € E(T) be the edge such that
the difference between the numbers of leaves of the subtrees obtained by removing e is the smallest.
Such e is easily obtained in O(n) time using a depth-first search. We show that e is a (2/3)-separator.

Let 71 and 73 be the subtrees obtained by removing e, and let n; be the number of leaves of 7;.
Without loss of generality, we assume ni < ny. Let T3 and 74 be subtrees of 75 obtained by removing
the other two edges adjacent to e. By the definition of nq, we have ny < ng 4+ n4. By considering the
cut separating T3 with the minimality of e, we have n3 + ngs — n; < |ng — ng — ny|. Therefore, we have
n3 < nq. Similarly, we have ny < ni. Therefore, we have nqy < ng + ng < 2nq. Since nq + no +ng = n,
we have 3n; < n and ng + ng < 2n/3. This shows that e is a (2/3)-separator. O

The subproblems are obtained as follows. Let (s,t) € E(T) be a (2/3)-leaf separator of the vtree
T, where t is a child of s. Let V; be the vertices corresponding to the leaves of the subtree rooted by
t, and let Vo = V' \ V4. By definition, there are OR-gates aq,...,awp € V(D) that correspond to a

factorization (2.1) induced by t. For each j =1,..., W, we define ng ), which is the structured DNNF
induced by the descendants (inclusive) of ;. Then, ng ) is a structured DNNF over Vi. We also define
ng) the structured DNNF obtained by replacing o to T and a1,...,a;-1,a;41,...,an to L. Then,

ng ) is a structured DNNF over V5. Through this construction, we obtain the following two properties.
LEMMA 2.2. The widths ofl)gj), Déj) (G =1,...,W) are at most that of D. d

LEMMA 2.3. Let Uy CVj and Uy C Va. Then Uy UUs is in D if and only if there exists j € {1,..., W}
such that Uy is in ng) and Uy is in ng). O

By Lemma 23] for some j = 1,...,W, the optimal solution U* C V(G) is partitioned to U;
and U; that satisfy ng) and Déj), respectively. In the algorithm, we guess such j. Then, we

solve the problem on D%j ) recursively to obtain Ul(j ), Then, by modifying the function f(X) to

fU(j)(U) = f( l(j) ul) — f(Ul(j)), we solve the problem on ng) recursively to obtain U2(J). By taking
1
)

the maximum over all j, we obtain a solution U = Ul(j U Uz(j for some j. The precise implementation

is shown in Algorithm [I. We analyze this algorithm.
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Algorithm 1 Recursive Greedy Algorithm on structured DNNF
1: procedure RECURSIVEGREEDY (D, f)
2 Compute an edge separator (s,t) € E(7), where t is a child of s.
3 Let aq,...,aw be the AND-gates associated with .
4 for j=1,...,W do
5: Construct D%j ) and Déj ),
6
7
8

Let Ul(j ) RECURSIVEGREEDY(D? ), f)-
Let UY) « RECURSIVEGREEDY(DY, fo)-
1

end for '
9: return Ul(J Iy U2(J ) that maximizes f-
10: end procedure

LEMMA 2.4. Algorithm [ runs in n®Y) time with an approzimation factor of O(logn).

Proof. First, we analyze the running time. Since the number of vertices in each subproblem is at most
2/3 to the original one, the depth of the recursion is O(logn). The branching factor is W = O(1), which
is the width of the DNNF. Here, we used Lemma[Z2 Therefore, the size of the tree is O(1)°8" = nO1),
Therefore, the running time is n®®).

Next, we analyze the approximation factor. Let a(n) be the approximation factor of the algorithm
when it is applied to the problem on n variables. Let U* be the optimal solution. By Lemma 23] U*
is partitioned into U7 and Uj, and these are feasible to D%j ) and Déj ) for some 7, respectively. Let U

and Us be solutions returned at the j-th step. Then, by the definition of «, we have

a(2n/3)f(Ur) = f(U7) (2.3)
a(2n/3)(f(U1 U U2) — f(Uh)) = f(U1UU3) — f(Th). (2.4)

By adding these inequalities, we have
a(2n/3)f(Uy UU2) > f(U1 UU3) — f(Ur) + f(UY). (25)

We simplify the right-hand side of the above inequality. Here, we prove a slightly general lemma, which
will also be used in later sections.

LEMMA 2.5. Let f: V. — R be a nonnegative monotone submodular function, and let
Up,...,Ug, Uy, .., Uc’l C V be arbitrary subsets. Then, the following inequality holds.

d
S (fhU--UUUT)) = fULU--UUi)) = fUT U UUY) — fF(ULU--UUg).  (2.6)
=1

Proof. We prove the lemma by induction. If d = 1, the inequality is reduced to
FUy) = f(U7) = f(U). (2.7)

This holds since f is a nonnegative function. If d > 2, we have

d
S (fUU---UUUT)) = (UL U UT;-1))
=1
d
=fUD+> (fu,(U2U---UT; 1 UT)) = fir, (U U+~ U U;)) (2.8)

1=2
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where fi, (U) = f(U1UU) — f(Uy). Since fy,: V — R is also a nonnegative monotone submodular
function, we can use the inductive hypothesis as

(LHS) > f(U7) + fu,(UyU--- U Ug) — fu, (U2 U -+ - U Ug)
= f(U) + fhUU3U---UUy) — f(UrU---UUy)
> U N (UL UULU---UUY) + f(UL WU UUSU---UUY) — f(UL U+ Uy)
>0 fUTUUS U U — f(UL U Uy), (2.9)

where (x) is the submodularity on the first two terms, and (*x*) follows from the nonnegativity of the
first term and monotonicity of the second term. This proves the lemma. O

By using this lemma in (2.5]), we obtain the inequality
(a(2n/3) + 1) f (U1 UTs) = f(Uf UU3), (2.10)
which shows that the approximation factor of the algorithm satisfies the following recursion.
an) < a(2n/3) + 1. (2.11)

By solving this recursion, we have a(n) = O(logn).

This lemma proves Theorem [Tl

3 First-Order Logics on Low Degree Graphs

3.1 Preliminaries In the first-order case, we work on tuples of variables and vertices. To simplify the
notation, we use T to represent a tuple (z1,...,xy) of variables and @ to represent a tuple (uq,...,u)
of vertices. We denote by u; € @ to represent u; an element of u. For a set function f: V(G) — R and
a set of tuples @y, ..., ax, we define f(ay,...,ax) = f(UK, Uuea, {u})-

3.1.1 Low Degree Graphs. A graph class G has low degree if for any ¢ > 0, there exists n. € N
such that for all G € G with n = |V(G)| > ne, the maximum degree of G is at most n¢ [20]. A typical
example of low degree graph class is the graphs of maximum degree of at most (logn)¢ for some constant
c. The low degree graph class and the bounded expansion graph class, which we consider in the next
section, are incomparable [20].

3.1.2 Gaifman’s Locality Theorem Let dist: V(G) x V(G) — Z be the shortest path distance
between the vertices of G. For a vertex u € V(G) and an integer r € Z, we denote by N(u,r) =
{v € V(G) : dist(u,v) < r} the ball of radius r centered at u. Also, for a tuple u of vertices
and an integer r € Z, we define N(u,7) = (J,cq NV(u,7). For tuples @,u’ of vertices, we define
dist(@, @) = minyeqeq dist(u, w'). For variables x and y, and integer r € Z, we denote by dist(z,y) < r
the first-order formula that represents the distance between x and y is less than or equal to r. For tuples
z,@ of variables, we denote by dist(Z,z’) < r the formula \/ ,dist(z,2’) < r. Note that it is a
first-order formula.
A first-order formula ¢(x1,...,xx) is r-local if it satisfies the property

G ¢(u) < GIN(u,r)] = ¢(u), (3.1)

where G[] denotes the induced subgraph. Intuitively, a formula is r-local it is determined by the
r-neighborhood structure around the variables.
One of the most important theorems on the first-order logic is the Gaifman’s locality theorem.

11
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THEOREM 3.1. (GAIFMAN [16]) Ewvery first-order sentencd] ¢ is equivalent to a Boolean combination
of sentences of the form

l
Jyr,5 3y |\ @ i) AN dist(ysyy) > 2r | (32)
i=1 i#]

where ¢'(y) is an r-local formula. Furthermore, such a Boolean combination can be computed from ¢.
|

We can obtain the Gaifman’s locality theorem for formulas by considering all the partitions of the
variables as follows.

LEMMA 3.1. (EQUATION (1) IN SEGOUFIN AND VIGNY [35]) Every first-order formula ¢(x1,..., xx)
is equivalent to a formula of the form

K
V ( o1 (Z1) ADH(HJl,---,xK)) : (3.3)
1

n=(z1,...,Z i ):partition of {x1,...xx} =
where  $11(Z1),..., 8% (Zk) are r-local formulas, and D™ (Zi,...,Zf) expresses the fact that
dist(Zy,zy) > 2r for all I # J, and no refinement of 11 satisfies this property. Furthermore, such
a formula can be computed from ¢(x1,..., k). |

3.2 Proof of Theorem First of all, we transform the given formula into the form (B3) in O(1)
time. Then, we solve the problem for each disjunction of the formula. By taking the maximum of the
solutions for the disjunctions, we obtain a solution. Thus, we now consider the case where formula
¢(x1,...,x) is in the following form:

K
(b(azl,...,xk): /\(Zﬁ](.’i’])/\D(i’l,...,fK), (34)
I=1
and the optimal solution (uj,...,u} ) also satisfies this formula.

To design an approximation algorithm, we introduce the following concept. A feasible solution
(tq,...,ux) is an a-prefix dominating solution if

a(f(ay,...,ur) — f(ay,...,ar-1)) > f(us,...,a7) — f(U1,...,°7-1) (3.5)
forall I =1,..., K.

LEMMA 3.2. Let (4y,...,ux) be an a-prefic dominating solution. Then, it is an o + l-approximate
solution.

Proof. By adding (BH) over I =1,..., K, we obtain

K

af (@, ak) >y (f@,. . 05) = f(a,.. . ar)) 2 f(@,. . a%) = f(a,. .. ak). (3.6)
I=1

Here, (x) follows from Lemma By moving the right-most term to the left-hand side, we obtain the

lemma. ]
BA sentence is a formula without free variables.
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Lemma B2l implies that we only have to construct a prefix dominating solution. A natural approach
will be a greedy algorithm. Suppose that we have a partial solution (1,...,47—1). Then, we find a
solution @ for the I-th component by solving the subproblem. Here, the exact I-th solution is efficiently
obtained as follows.

LEMMA 3.3. For giwen 1ui,...,ur—1, we find the ezact solution u; to max{fa,  a, ,(ur)
1, ...,y satisfies ¢ restricted on these variables} in O(n'T<®) time.

Proof. We guess vertex u; € V(G) that is assigned to the first variable of ;. Then, by Lemma [3.1]
all the other variables should be assigned by the vertices in the r-neighborhood of u;. The number of
vertices in the r-neighborhood of w; is at most n"; thus, we can check all the assignments in O(n")
time. Therefore, we can check all the assignments in O(n!'*<"*) time. O

By iterating this procedure, we obtain a (possibly partial) solution. In this procedure, if the obtained
solution is not a partial, and I-th component %} of the optimal solution is feasible to the I-th subproblem
for all I, the obtained solution is a 1-prefix dominating solution, which is a 2-approximate solution. We
call such a situation @* is prefix feasible to u. When is @* not prefix feasible to 4?7 By observing (3.3]),
we can see that it is infeasible only if the distance between %y, ...,%;—1 and @7 is less than or equal to
2r for some I. If we know @*, it is easy to avoid such a solution. Here, we develop a method to avoid
such a solution without knowing u*.

Our idea is the following. Suppose that we have a (possibly partial) solution @ such that @* is not
prefix feasible to w. Then, there exist u; € @} such that dist(zs,w}) < 2r for some J < I. This means
that, at least one u} is in N(@,2r) = N(uy,2r) U --- U N(ug,2r). Since the number of possibilities (i
and u}) is k*n?", we can suspect it by calling the procedure recursively until we suspect k assignment.
We call this technique suspect-and-recurse.

The detailed implementation is shown in Algorithm [2] which calls Algorithm [3] as a subroutine. The
algorithm maintains a current guess of some entries of optimal solution as a list F C N x V(G), i.e.,
(i,v) € F means that we guess the i-th entry of the optimal solution is v. Then, the feasible set to the
I-th subproblem when the J-th solutions (J < I) and F' are specified is given by

Fr=qar: @) A N dist(ag,an) >2rn N\ dist(a,v) > 2r 5 (3.7)
J<I (i,v)eF:x;&xr

LEMMA 3.4. Algorithm 3 runs in O(n'+3*) time with an approzimation factor of 2.

Proof. First, we analyze the running time. The algorithm constructs a recursion tree, whose depth is
k, and the branching factor is k|N(@,2r)| < k?n2?". Thus, the size of the tree is at most k2¢n2ek,
In each recursion, the algorithm calls Algorithm B that runs in O(n'T) time by Lemma B3] (with a
modification to handle F'). Therefore, the total running time is O(n!T3"%).

Next, we analyze the approximation factor. By the above discussion, the algorithm seeks at least
one solution @ such that u* is prefix feasible to @. Such a solution has an approximation factor of 2
because of Lemma, Therefore, we obtain the lemma. O

We obtain Theorem immediately from this lemma. We replace € by €¢/3rk. If n < n., we solve
the problem by an exhaustive search, which gives the exact solution in O(1) time. Otherwise, we apply
Algorithm [Bl This gives the desired result.
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Algorithm 2 Greedy algorithm for low degree graphs.

1: procedure GREEDYLOWDEG(F)

2 for/=1,...,K do

3 uy < argmax{f(uy,...,ur—1,uy7) : uy € Fr}
4: end for
5
6

return uy,...,Uxg
: end procedure

Algorithm 3 Suspect-and-recurse algorithm for low degree graphs.
1: procedure SUSPECTRECURSELOWDEG(F)
2 @ < GREEDYLOWDEG(F)
3 if |F| <k then

4 fori=1,...,k do

5: for v € N(u,2r) do

6

7

8

9

Ui < SUSPECTRECURSELOWDEG(F U {(7,v)})
end for
end for
end if
10: return best solution among u and u; ,
11: end procedure

REMARK 3.1. If f is a linear function, we can obtain the exact solution using Algorithm [3 as follows.
First, we enumerate all the possibilities that which variables take the same wvalue. Then, for each
possibility, we apply Algorithm [3 after removing the redundant variables. We see that, if the variables
in a 1-prefiz dominating solution @ = (u1,...,ux) are pairwise disjoint, instead of ([B.6]), the following
inequality holds.

K
flan, k) 2 ) (fan,. @) = fa,. .o are)) = @) (3.8)

This means that a 1-prefix dominating solution is the optimal solution. Therefore, this procedure gives
the optimal solution. O

4 First-Order Logics on Bounded Expansion Graphs

4.1 Preliminaries

4.1.1 Bounded Expansion Graphs. Let G = (V(G), E(G)) be a directed graph. A 1-transitive
fraternal augmentation is a minimal supergraph H = (V (H), E(H)) of G such that
) €

E(H), and
(fraternality) if (u,v) € E(G) and (u,w) € E(G) then at least (v,w) € E(H) or (w,v) € E(H)

(transitivity) if (u,v) € E(G) and (v, w) € E(G) then (u,w

holds. By the minimality condition, we must have V(H) = V(G). A transitive fraternal augmentation is
a sequence of 1-transitive fraternal augmentations G =Gy C Gy C---. Note that a transitive fraternal
augmentation is not determined uniquely due to the freedom of choice of the fraternal edges.

We say that a class G of graphs has bounded expansion [29] if there exists a function IV: N — N
such that, for each G € G, there exists an orientation G and a transitive fraternal augmentation

14



G =Gy C Gy C--- where 6 (G;) <T'(i), where 6 (G;) is the maximum in-degree of G:B I a class of
graphs having bounded expansion, we compute a suitable transitive fraternal augmentation efficiently
as follows.

THEOREM 4.1. (NESETRIL AND OssONA DE MENDEZ [30]) For a class Q of graphs of bounded expan-
sion, we can compute a transitive fraternal augmentation Gy C Gy C --- C G; such that 6~ (G;) < T'(i)
for some function I': N — N[ |

Below, we fix the transitive fraternal augmentation computed by Theorem [Z.1]

4.1.2 Kazana—Segoufin’s Normal Form. Here, we introduce Kazana—Segoufin’s normal form,
which is proposed for the counting and enumeration problems for first-order formulas.

Let us consider the i-th graph G; in the transitive fraternal augmentation. We can represent the
graph structure by I'(i) functions p1,...,pr@): V(G) — V(G) such that p,(u) represents the p-th
adjacent vertex of u. For 51mphclty, we define pg(u) = u for all u € V(G ). Now, we take a 1-transitive
fraternal augmentation G,+1 of G Since GZ+1 is a supergraph of G,, and the in-degrees of G,+1 are
bounded by T'(i + 1), we also represent the graph structure by I'(i + 1) functions py, ..., pr(+1), where
P1,- - Pr(;) represent the graph structure of Gi. Now, we store the information of newly added edges as

follows. Suppose that the edge (u,w) € E(Gy;1) is added because of the transitivity of (u,v) € E(G;)
and (v,w) € E(G;). Let pp(w) = v, pg(v) = u, and u = p,(w). Then we add the label “p, = p, 0 p,”
to vertex w. Similarly, suppose that edge (u,w) € E(éi+1) is added because of the fraternality of
(u,v) € BE(G;) and (w,v) € E(G;). Let py(w) = v, pg(u) = v, and u = p,(w). Then we add the label
“pr = pgop,'” to vertex w. The number of labels required to represent all the relations is I'(i +1)I'(4)?.

By Gaifman’s locality theorem (Theorem [B.]), any first-order formula ¢(z) is r-local for some
constant r € N. Therefore, by taking an r-transitive fraternal augmentation, we can eliminate all the
quantifiers from the formula. Kazana and Segoufin [25] showed that the quantifier eliminated formula

is in the following form.

THEOREM 4.2. (KAZANA AND SEGOUFIN [25]) Any first-order formula ¢(z1,...,z5) on a class of
graphs having bounded expansion is equivalent to the quantifier free formula

(ﬁ(ﬂ:l, - ,ij) = v¢y(x1,. .. ,xk_l) /\Ty(xk) AN Af(a:l,. .. ,xk) /\Af(a:l, - ,ij), (4.1)

where v runs over O(1) disjunctions, 7,(xk) is a formula containing constantly many labels on xy
and terms of the form f(g(xg)) = h(xg), A (x1,...,2x) consists of at most one term of the form
pp(xj) = pglay), and A7 (z1,...,x) consists of constantly many terms of the form pp(xj) # pe(xr).
Such a formula is obtained in O(1) time. [

4.2 Proof of Theorem [1.3] The proof of Theorem [I.3] follows a similar strategy to the proof of
Theorem First, we solve the problem. Then, we guess some information about the optimal solution.
By constructing a recursion tree of bounded size, we find at least one good solution in the tree.

First of all, we convert the given formula into a tractable form. By expanding Kazana and Segoufin’s
normal form (4.1]), we obtain the following result.

9There are several equivalent definitions for bounded expansion. We choose the transitive fraternal augmentation for the definition

because it is a kind of degree boundedness, and therefore, it looks similar to degree lowness.
107(4) can be constant factor larger than the optimal IV (7).
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LEMMA 4.1. Any first-order formula ¢(x1,...,x) on a class of graphs having bounded expansion is
equivalent to

$lrr, .. mn) =\ mo(@n, . m) AAT (@, k) AAT (21, 3p) (4.2)

v
where T5(z1,...,2k) = Ty (1) A -+ ATy (zk) s a formula that depends on the labels of x1,. ..,z
independently, A7 (z1,...,x) is a conjunction of terms of the form pp(z;) = pg(z;) such that the

equality graph Xy = (V(A5), E(Xp)) of A (x1,...,2k), which is defined by V(X5) = {x1,...,2%} and
E(Xy) = {(xi,xj) © “pp(xi) = pg(z;)” € AT (x1,...,2)}, forms a forest, and A7 (x1,...,21) consists
of constantly many terms of the form py(x;) # pe(x;j). Such a formula is obtained in O(1) time.

Proof. By expanding ¢(z1,...,x)) using Theorem recursively, we obtain (£.2)). In each disjunction,
each variable x; appears in at most one equality constraint p,(x;) = pg(x;) for i < j. Therefore, it
forms a forest. 0

As in the proof in Theorem [[.2] without loss of generality, we assume that the given formula is in
the form

d(xr, .. xp) =7(x1, .., 28) ANAT (21, . ,ij) A A;A({L'l,. .. ,ij), (43)

and the optimal solution @* also satisfies this formula. Let )3 = (V(Qh),E(1)),...,.Vx =
(V(Vk),E(VK)) be the connected components (trees) of the equality graph X. Then, the solution
is decomposed into 41, ..., U, where @y is the variables of J-th tree };. We try to construct a prefix
dominating solution.

4.2.1 Simpler Case: No Inequality Constraints. First, we consider the case where
A#(xy,...,z;) is empty. Suppose that we have a partial solution (iy,...,% 1) and try to find a
solution @y to the J-th subproblem. Here, an O(log k)-approximate solution is obtained by the recur-
sive greedy algorithm as follows.

LEMMA 4.2. For given 4y,...,u;—1, we find an O(logk)-approzimate  solution 1wy to
max{ fa,, .a, ,(Qr):U1,...,ur satisfies ¢ restricted on these variables} in nOUogk) time.
Proof. For notational simplicity, we omit subscript, and suppose that the variables of ) are z1,..., z.

First, we find a centroid x € V() of the tree. Here, a centroid is a node such that all the subtrees
YO, Y@ of Y\ {z} have at most k/2 vertices. We guess the assignment u € V(G) of x, and modify
the function by f,. We call the procedure recursively to the first subtree Y() to obtain a solution @(!)
to Y that is consistent with the the assignment of u. Then, we modify the function by fuqm and

call the procedure recursively to find a solution @® of Y@, where the assignment 7 <+ @3 should
be consistent with the assignments y + u and §") < @(®). By continuing this procedure, we obtain
a sequence of solutions u, @™, ..., a®. The solution to the previous trees and this tree is given by
u = (u, a®, ... ,ﬂ(d)). The detailed implementation is shown in Algorithm @l The algorithm maintains
a partial assignment as a list A C N x V(G) such that (i,u;) € A implies u; is assigned to ;.

First, we analyze the running time. The algorithm constructs a recursion tree. Since the depth is
log k and the branching factor is n, the size is n?1°8¥) In each recursion, the complexity is polynomial.
Therefore, the running time is n@gk),

Next, we analyze the approximation factor. Let u* be the optimal solution, and u* be a component

of w* that is assigned to x. The algorithm tries all the assignments; thus, we consider a step when u*
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Algorithm 4 Recursive greedy algorithm for bounded expansion graph (no inequality constraints).
procedure RECURSIVEGREEDYBDDEXP’ (), A)
Find a centroid x; € V()
Let Y, ..., Y@ be the trees of Y \ x;
for u € V(G) do
if the assignment (i,u) is consistent with A then
A(u) = AU{(i,u)}
for j=1,...,ddo
A(u) < RECURSIVEGREEDYBDDEXP' (V)| A(u))
end for
end if
end for
return the best assignment among A(u)
end procedure

Algorithm 5 Greedy Algorithm for bounded expansion graphs (no inequality constraints).
1: procedure GREEDYBDDEXP’()
2 A=10
3 for/=1,...,K do

4: A < RECURSIVEGREEDYBDDEXP’ ()7, A)

5

6

7

end for
return the solution % corresponds to assignment A
end procedure

is assigned to z. Let @™,..., @@ be the solutions obtained by calling the algorithm recursively. Let
a(k) be the approximation factor of the algorithm. Then, we have

a(k/2) (f(,a®,.... a0, a0) - gt @, b))
> (f,a®, ., al a0 - pla®, . at)). (4.4)

This implies that (u*,a(,...,a®) forms an a(k/2)-prefix dominating solution. Therefore, by
Lemma [32] it gives an (a(k/2) + 1)-approximate solution. Hence, the approximation factor of the
algorithm satisfies a(k) < a(k/2)+1 < --- < logk. Therefore, it gives a solution with an approximation
factor of O(log k). O

By iterating this procedure, we obtain a solution (j,...,ux). The procedure is shown in
Algorithm Bl Since there are no constraints between the variables in different trees, the optimal solution
u* is prefix feasible to w; therefore, @ is a O(logk)-prefix dominating solution, which is a O(log k)-

approximate solution.

4.2.2 General Case. Next, we extend the procedure when the formula contains inequalities. Suppose
that we obtain a solution (a1, ..., U ) by calling the algorithm. If @* is prefix feasible to 4, it is a desired
solution. We try to extract some information when @* is not prefix feasible.

By the normal form ([4.2]), the interactions between the different trees only come from the inequalities.
More precisely, the solution @ is infeasible to the J-th subproblem only if there is some u; € uy (I < J)
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Algorithm 6 Recursive greedy algorithm for bounded expansion graphs.
procedure RECURSIVEGREEDYBDDEXP()Y, A, F)
Find a centroid x; € V()
Let YO, ..., Y@ be the trees of Y \ x;
for u € V(G) do
if the assignment (i, u) is consistent with A and satisfies F' then
Au) = AU{(i, )}
for j=1,...,ddo
A(u) < RECURSIVEGREEDYBDDEXP(YVY), A(u), F)
end for
end if
end for
return the best assignment among A(u)
end procedure

and u} € u} such that p,(u;) # pg(u}) fails for some “p,(z;) # py(w;)" € A7 (21,...,x1). If we know
u*, it is easy to avoid such a solution. Thus, we develop a suspect-and-recurse type algorithm.

In the proof of Theorem [[.2, we directly guessed an entry of 4*; however, in this case, it is impossible
because the number of candidates {v € V(G) : pp(u;) = pg(v)} can be Q(n). To overcome this issue,
we guess an entry of the forbidden pattern. A forbidden pattern is a set of tuples FF C N x N x V(G),
and a solution (uy,...,uy) satisfies the forbidden pattern F if p,(u;) # v for all (i,p,v) € F. Then, u*
is prefix feasible to u if and only if @ satisfies the forbidden pattern

F* ={(1,p, pq(u;)) e NXNXV(G) : “pp(x;) # pg(z;)” € A7é(:n1, cooxp) (4.5)

The size of this forbidden pattern is |F*| = |A%(zy,...,x;)| = O(1). If @* is not prefix feasible to ,
we can guess one entry of the forbidden pattern since it must contain (i,p, pp(u;)) for some i and p.
Therefore, we can implement the suspect-and-recurse type algorithm for F'.

The detailed implementation is shown in Algorithm [

O(log k)

LEMMA 4.3. Algorithm[8 runs in n time with an approzimation factor of O(logk).

Proof. First, we analyze the running time. The algorithm constructs a recursion tree. Since the depth
and the branching factor are |A7(zy,...,2)| = O(1), the size of the tree is O(1). In each recursion,
the algorithm calls Algorithm [7, whose running time is n®1°8%) by the same analysis as Lemma
Therefore, the running time of Algorithm Bl is n@Uogk).

Next, we analyze the approximation factor. If the optimal solution is prefix feasible to the current
solution u, the approximation factor is obtained by the same analysis as Lemma [£.2l Otherwise, by the
construction, it suspects at least one entry in F*. By enumerating all possibilities up to the size of ™,

we find at least one solution that makes @* prefix feasible in the tree. O
This lemma proves Theorem [L3l
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Algorithm 7 Greedy Algorithm for bounded expansion graphs.

1:
2
3
4:
5
6
7

procedure GREEDYBDDEXP(F)
A=10
for I=1,...,K do
A < RECURSIVEGREEDYBDDEXP(Yr, A, F)
end for
return the solution % corresponds to assignment A
end procedure

Algorithm 8 Suspect-and-recurse algorithm for bounded expansion graphs.

1: procedure SUSPECTRECURSEBDDEXP(F)
2 = (ui,...,u;) < GREEDYBDDEXP(F')
3 if |F| <|A7(z1,...,7;)| then
4 for “p,(x;) # py(z;)” € A7 (x1,...,21) do
5: Ui p,jq < SUSPECTRECURSEBDDEXP(F U {(7,p, pg(ui))}
6 end for
7 end if
8 return the best solution among % and ; ;4
9: end procedure
References
[1] A. AMARILLI, P. BOURHIS, L. JACHIET, AND S. MENGEL, A circuit-based approach to efficient enumer-
ation, in Proceedings of the 44th International Colloquium on Automata, Languages, and Programming
(ICALP’17), 2017, pp. 111:1-111:15.
[2] S. ARNBORG, J. LAGERGREN, AND D. SEESE, Fasy problems for tree-decomposable graphs, Journal of
Algorithms, 12 (1991), pp. 308-340.
[3] G. BAGAN, Mso queries on tree decomposable structures are computable with linear delay, in International
Workshop on Computer Science Logic, 2006, pp. 167-181.
[4] H. L. BODLAENDER, A linear-time algorithm for finding tree-decompositions of small treewidth, SIAM
Journal on Computing, 25 (1996), pp. 1305-1317.
[5] S. BRUGGMANN AND R. ZENKLUSEN, Submodular mazimization through the lens of linear programming,
arXiv preprint arXiv:1711.11316, (2017).
[6] G. CaLiNEscu, C. CHEKURI, M. PAL, AND J. VONDRAK, Mazimizing a monotone submodular function
subject to a matroid constraint, STAM Journal on Computing, 40 (2011), pp. 1740-1766.
[7] C. CHEKURI AND M. PAL, A recursive greedy algorithm for walks in directed graphs, in Proceedings of the
46th Annual IEEE Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS’05), 2005, pp. 245-253.
[8] J. CHEN, X. HuaNg, I. A. KaNJ, AND G. XIA, Strong computational lower bounds via parameterized
complezity, Journal of Computer and System Sciences, 72 (2006), pp. 1346-1367.
[9] B. COURCELLE, The monadic second-order logic of graphs. I. recognizable sets of finite graphs, Information
and computation, 85 (1990), pp. 12-75.
[10] A. DARWICHE, Decomposable negation normal form, Journal of the ACM, 48 (2001), pp. 608—647.
[11) A. DARWICHE, SDD: A new canonical representation of propositional knowledge bases, in Proceedings of
the 20th International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence (IJCAT’11), vol. 22, 2011, p. 819.
[12] A. DARWICHE AND P. MARQUIS, A knowledge compilation map, Journal of Artificial Intelligence Research,
17 (2002), pp. 229-264.
[13] A. DURAND, N. SCHWEIKARDT, AND L. SEGOUFIN, Enumerating answers to first-order queries over

databases of low degree, in Proceedings of the 33rd ACM SIGMOD-SIGACT-SIGART Symposium on
Principles of Database Systems (PODS’14), 2014, pp. 121-131.

19



[14]

Z. DvorRAK, D. KRAL, AND R. THOMAS, Testing first-order properties for subclasses of sparse graphs,
Journal of the ACM, 60 (2013), p. 36.

U. FEIGE, A threshold of In n for approzimating set cover, Journal of the ACM, 45 (1998), pp. 634—652.
H. GA1FMAN, On local and non-local properties, in Studies in Logic and the Foundations of Mathematics,
vol. 107, Elsevier, 1982, pp. 105-135.

J. GAJARSKY, P. HLINENY, AND H. R. TIWARY, Parameterized extension complexity of independent set
and related problems, Discrete Applied Mathematics, (2017).

M. X. GoEMANS, N. J. HARVEY, S. IWATA, AND V. MIRROKNI, Approximating submodular functions
everywhere, in Proceedings of the 23th Annual ACM-STAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms (SODA’09),
2009, pp. 535—544.

M. GROHE, Generalized model-checking problems for first-order logic, in Proceedings of the 18th Annual
Symposium on Theoretical Aspects of Computer Science (STACS’01), 2001, pp. 12-26.

M. GROHE AND S. KREUTZER, Methods for algorithmic meta theorems, Model Theoretic Methods in Finite
Combinatorics, 558 (2011), pp. 181-206.

M. GROHE, S. KREUTZER, AND S. SIEBERTZ, Deciding first-order properties of nowhere dense graphs,
Journal of the ACM, 64 (2017), p. 17.

M. GROHE AND N. SCHWEIKARDT, First-order query evaluation with cardinality conditions, in Proceedings
of the 35th ACM SIGMOD-SIGACT-SIGAI Symposium on Principles of Database Systems (PODS’18),
2018, pp. 253-266.

R. M. KARP, Reducibility among combinatorial problems, in Complexity of computer computations,
Springer, 1972, pp. 85-103.

W. KAZANA AND L. SEGOUFIN, First-order query evaluation on structures of bounded degree, Logical
Methods in Computer Science, 7 (2011).

W. KAzANA AND L. SEGOUFIN, Enumeration of first-order queries on classes of structures with bounded
expansion, in Proceedings of the 32nd ACM SIGMOD-SIGACT-SIGAI Symposium on Principles of Database
Systems (SIGMOD’13), 2013, pp. 297-308.

A. KRAUSE AND D. GOLOVIN, Submodular function maximization, in Tractability: Practical Approaches
to Hard Problems, Cambridge University Press, 2014.

T.-W. Kvo, K. C.-J. LN, AND M.-J. TSAl, Mazimizing submodular set function with connectivity
constraint: Theory and application to networks, IEEE/ACM Transactions on Networking (TON), 23 (2015),
pp. 533-546.

G. L. NEMHAUSER, L. A. WOLSEY, AND M. L. FISHER, An analysis of approximations for mazximizing
submodular set functions — I, Mathematical Programming, 14 (1978), pp. 265—294.

J. NESETRIL AND P. O. DE MENDEZ, Grad and classes with bounded expansion I. decompositions, European
Journal of Combinatorics, 29 (2008), pp. 760-776.

J. NESETRIL AND P. O. DE MENDEZ, Grad and classes with bounded expansion II. algorithmic aspects,
European Journal of Combinatorics, 29 (2008), pp. 777-791.

N. ROBERTSON AND P. D. SEYMOUR, Graph minors. II. algorithmic aspects of tree-width, Journal of
Algorithms, 7 (1986), pp. 309 — 322.

N. SCHWEIKARDT, .. SEGOUFIN, AND A. VIGNY, Enumeration for fo queries over nowhere dense graphs,
in Proceedings of the 35th ACM SIGMOD-SIGACT-SIGAI Symposium on Principles of Database Systems
(PODS’18), 2018, pp. 151-163.

D. SEESE, The structure of the models of decidable monadic theories of graphs, Annals of Pure and Applied
Logic, 53 (1991), pp. 169-195.

D. SEESE, Linear time computable problems and first-order descriptions, Mathematical Structures in
Computer Science, 6 (1996), pp. 505-526.

L. SEGOUFIN AND A. VIGNY, Constant delay enumeration for fo queries over databases with local bounded
expansion, in Proceedings of the 20th International Conference on Database Theory (ICDT’17), vol. 68,
2017, pp. 20:1-20:16.

M. SVIRIDENKO, A mnote on mazimizing a submodular set function subject to a knapsack constraint,
Operations Research Letters, 32 (2004), pp. 41-43.

T. TANTAU, A gentle introduction to applications of algorithmic metatheorems for space and circuit classes,

Algorithms, 9 (2016), p. 44.

20



[38] J. W. THATCHER AND J. B. WRIGHT, Generalized finite automata theory with an application to a decision
problem of second-order logic, Mathematical systems theory, 2 (1968), pp. 57-81.

[39] J. VoNDRAK, C. CHEKURI, AND R. ZENKLUSEN, Submodular function mazimization via the multilinear
relazation and contention resolution schemes, in Proceedings of the 43rd Annual ACM Symposium on Theory
of Computing (STOC’11), 2011, pp. 783-792.

[40] M. X1a0, T. FUKUNAGA, AND H. NAGAMOCHI, Fptass for trimming weighted trees, Theoretical Computer
Science, 469 (2013), pp. 105-118.

21



	1 Introduction
	1.1 Problems and Results
	1.2 Background and Motivation
	1.2.1 Submodular maximization.
	1.2.2 Algorithmic metatheorem.

	1.3 Difficulty of Our Problems
	1.4 Proof Outlines
	1.4.1 Proof Outline of Theorem 1.1.
	1.4.2 Proof Outline of Theorem 1.2.
	1.4.3 Proof Outline of Theorem 1.3.


	2 Monadic Second-Order Logics on Bounded Treewidth Graphs
	2.1 Preliminaries
	2.1.1 Bounded Treewidth Graphs
	2.1.2 Structured Decomposable Negation Normal Form.

	2.2 Proof of Theorem 1.1

	3 First-Order Logics on Low Degree Graphs
	3.1 Preliminaries
	3.1.1 Low Degree Graphs.
	3.1.2 Gaifman's Locality Theorem

	3.2 Proof of Theorem 1.2

	4 First-Order Logics on Bounded Expansion Graphs
	4.1 Preliminaries
	4.1.1 Bounded Expansion Graphs.
	4.1.2 Kazana–Segoufin's Normal Form.

	4.2 Proof of Theorem 1.3
	4.2.1 Simpler Case: No Inequality Constraints.
	4.2.2 General Case.



