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Abstract

We consider hypergraph network design problems where the goal is to construct a hypergraph that
satisfies certain connectivity requirements. For graph network design problems where the goal is to
construct a graph that satisfies certain connectivity requirements, the number of edges in every feasible
solution is at most quadratic in the number of vertices. In contrast, for hypergraph network design
problems, we might have feasible solutions in which the number of hyperedges is exponential in the num-
ber of vertices. This presents an additional technical challenge in hypergraph network design problems
compared to graph network design problems: in order to solve the problem in polynomial time, we first
need to show that there exists a feasible solution in which the number of hyperedges is polynomial in the
input size.

The central theme of this work is to show that certain hypergraph network design problems admit
solutions in which the number of hyperedges is polynomial in the number of vertices and moreover, can
be solved in strongly polynomial time. Our work improves on the previous fastest pseudo-polynomial
run-time for these problems. In addition, we develop strongly polynomial time algorithms that return
near-uniform hypergraphs as solutions (i.e., every pair of hyperedges differ in size by at most one). As
applications of our results, we derive the first strongly polynomial time algorithms for (i) degree-specified
hypergraph connectivity augmentation using hyperedges, (ii) degree-specified hypergraph node-to-area
connectivity augmentation using hyperedges, and (iii) degree-constrained mixed-hypergraph connectivity
augmentation using hyperedges.
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1 Introduction

In the degree-specified graph connectivity augmentation using edges problem (DS-GRAPH-CA-USING-E), we
are given an edge-weighted undirected graph (G = (V, Eg),cc : E¢ — Z4), a degree-requirement function
m : V — Z>o, and a target connectivity function r : (‘2/) — Z>o. The goal is to verify if there exists an
edge-weighted undirected graph (H = (V,Eg),wy : Eg — Z4) such that the degree of each vertex u in
(H,wp) is m(u) and for every distinct pair of vertices u,v € V, the edge connectivity between u and v in the
union of the weighted graphs (G, ¢g) and (H,wp) is at least 7(u, v); moreover, the problem asks to construct
such a graph (H,wy) if it exists. Watanabe and Nakamura [65] introduced DS-GRAPH-CA-USING-E for the
case of uniform requirement function (i.e., r(u,v) = k for all distinct u,v € V for some k € Z) and showed
that this case is solvable in polynomial time in unweighted graphs. Subsequently, Frank [28] gave a strongly
polynomial-time algorithm for DS-GRAPH-CA-USING-E. Since then, designing fast algorithms as well as
parallel algorithms for DS-GRAPH-CA-USING-E has been an active area of research [5,6,10,12,29,32,44,49].
The last couple of years has seen exciting progress for the uniform requirement function culminating in a
near-linear time algorithm [13,14,15]. In addition to making progress in the algorithmic status of the problem,
these works have revealed fundamental structural properties of graph cuts which are of independent interest
in graph theory. In this work, we consider generalizations of these connectivity augmentation problems to
hypergraphs and design the first strongly polynomial-time algorithms for these generalizations.

We emphasize that DS-GRAPH-CA-USING-E is a feasibility problem, i.e., the goal is to verify if there
exists a feasible solution and if so, then find one. There is a closely related optimization variant: the input
to the optimization version is a graph (G = (V,Eg),cc : Eq — Z4) and a target connectivity function
r (‘2/) — Z4 and the goal is to find a graph (H = (V, Eg),wy : Eg — Z) with minimum total weight
Y ee By W r (e) such that for every pair of distinct vertices u,v € V, the edge connectivity between u and v in
the union of the weighted graphs (G, cg) and (H,wp) is at least r(u, v). This optimization version is different
from the NP-hard min-cost connectivity augmentation problems (like Steiner tree and tree/cactus/forest
augmentation) whose approximability have been improved recently [11,35,59,60,61]. All algorithms to solve
the optimization version [5,6,10,12,28,29,32, 44,49, 65] reduce it to solving the degree-specified feasibility
version, i.e., DS-GRAPH-CA-USING-E, so we focus only on the degree-specified feasibility variant and their
generalization to hypergraphs throughout this work. All our results can be extended to an optimization
variant, but we avoid stating them in the interests of brevity.

Hypergraphs. Edges are helpful to model relationships between pairs of entities. Hyperedges are helpful
to model relationships between arbitrary number of entities. For this reason, hypergraphs are more accurate
models for a rich variety of applications in bioinformatics, statistical physics, and machine learning (e.g.,
see [24,25,26,42,46,51,53,63,64,66]). These applications have in turn, renewed interests in algorithms for
hypergraph optimization problems [1,2,3,4,16,17,18,19,20,27,34,36,39,40,41,43,45,52,57]. A hypergraph
G = (V, E) consists of a finite set V of vertices and a set E of hyperedges, where every hyperedge e € E
is a subset of V. Equivalently, a hypergraph is a set system defined over a finite set. We will denote a
hypergraph G = (V, E) with hyperedge weights w : E — Z, by the tuple (G, w). Throughout this work, we
will be interested only in hypergraphs with positive integral weights and for algorithmic problems where the
input/output is a hypergraph, we will require that the weights are represented in binary. If all hyperedges
have size at most 2, then the hyperedges are known as edges and we call such a hypergraph as a graph.

We emphasize a subtle but important distinction between hypergraphs and graphs: the number of hy-
peredges in a hypergraph could be exponential in the number of vertices. This is in sharp contrast to graphs
where the number of edges is at most the square of the number of vertices. Consequently, in hypergraph
network design problems where the goal is to construct a hypergraph with certain properties, we have to be
mindful of the number of hyperedges in the solution hypergraph (to be returned by the algorithm). This
nuanced issue adds an extra challenging layer to hypergraph network design compared to graph network
design problems — e.g., membership in NP becomes non-trivial. Recent works in hypergraph algorithms
literature have focused on the number of hyperedges in the context of cut/spectral sparsification of hyper-
graphs [2,19,20,39,40,41,43,45,52,57]. We will return to the membership in NP issue after we define the
relevant problems of interest to this work.



Notation. Let (G = (V,E),w: E — Z.) be a hypergraph. For X CV let §¢(X) ={e€ E:enX #0,e\
X # 0} and Bg(X) = {e € E:enX # 0}. We define the cut function d(g . : 2" — Z>o by d(gw)(X) =
Decsq(x) wle) forevery X C V and the coverage function b(g,q) : 2V = Z>o by b, (X) = > eena(x) w(e)
for every X C V. For a vertex v € V, we use d(q,.)(v) and b(g . (v) to denote d(q ) ({v}) and b w)({v})
respectively. We define the degree of a vertex v to be b ) (v) — we note that the degree of a vertex is not
necessarily equal to d(g,.,)(v) since we could have {v} itself as a hyperedge (i.e., a singleton hyperedge that
contains only the vertex v). For distinct vertices w,v € V, the connectivity between v and v in (G, w) is
AGw) (u,v) = min{dg,.)(X) :u e X CV\{v}} —ie, \guw)(u,v) is the value of a minimum {u,v}-cut
in the hypergraph. For two hypergraphs (G = (V,Eg),cq : Eq — Z4) and (H = (V, Ey),wy : Eg — Zy)
on the same vertex set V', we define the hypergraph (G + H = (V, Eg+H), cc +wg) as the hypergraph with
vertex set V and hyperedge set Eq g = Eg U Ey with the weight of every hyperedge e € Eg N Eg being
ca(e) + wg(e), the weight of every hyperedge e € Eg \ En being ci(e), and the weight of every hyperedge
e € Ex \ Eg being wg(e).

Degree-Specified Hypergraph Connectivity Augmentation. We define the degree-specified hyper-
graph connectivity augmentation using hyperedges problem below.

Degree-specified Hypergraph Connectivity Augmentation using Hyperedges
(DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-H).
Given: A hypergraph (G = (V, Eq,cc : Eq — Z4),
target connectivity function r : (‘2/) — Z>0, and
degree requirement function m : V. — Zxo.
Goal: Verify if there exists a hypergraph (H = (V, En),wn : Ey — Z4) such that
b(r,w) (w) = m(u) for every u € V and
XNG+H,eq+wp) (U, v) > r(u,v) for every distinct u,v € V,
and if so, then find such a hypergraph.

We remark on certain aspects of the problem to illustrate the challenges.

Remark 1.1. There is a fundamental distinction between DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-H and DS-GRAPH-
CA-USING-E: it is clear that DS-GRAPH-CA-USING-E is in NP since YES instances admit a weighted graph
(H,wpy) as a feasible solution which serves as a polynomial-time verifiable certificate of YES instances;
i contrast, it is not immediately clear if DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-H is in NP. This is because, the
number of hyperedges in the desired hypergraph (H,w) could be exponential in the number of vertices, and
consequently, exponential in the size of the input. We give an example to illustrate this issue: suppose that
the input instance is given by the empty hypergraph (G,cg) on n vertices, the target connectivity function
r is given by r(u,v) := 2""Y — 1 for every pair of distinct vertices u,v € V and the degree requirement
function m : V. — Zsq is given by m(u) := 2"~ for every vertexr u € V. We note that the input specification
needs only n®Y) bits. Consider the hypergraph (H = (V, Ey),wy) where Ey == {e C V : |e| > 2} with
all hyperedge weights being one. The hypergraph (H,wp) is a feasible solution to the input instance but
the number of hyperedges in this hypergraph is 2™ —n — 1 which is exponential in the number of vertices
(and hence, the input size). Thus, in order to design a polynomial-time algorithm for DS-HYPERGRAPH-
CA-USING-H, a necessary first step is to exhibit the existence of a feasible solution in which the number of
hyperedges is polynomial in the input size, i.e., prove membership in NP. For the input instance mentioned
here, there is indeed a feasible solution with one hyperedge: the hypergraph (H' = (V, Ep/),wy+) containing
only one hyperedge, namely Er: = {V} with the weight of that hyperedge being 2"~ 1 — 1.

Remark 1.2. Given that membership in NP is non-trivial, it is tempting to constrain the target hypergraph
(H,wg) to be a graph. This leads to the degree-specified hypergraph connectivity augmentation using edges
problem (DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-E): here, we have the same input as DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-
H; the goal is to verify if there exists a graph (H = (V,Eg),wy : E — Z4) with the same properties as
above and if so, then find one. Clearly, DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-E is in NP since YES instances admit
a weighted graph (H,wy) as a feasible solution which serves as a polynomial-time verifiable certificate of
YES instances. However, DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-E is NP-complete [22, /7] (see Table 1).



Showing the existence of a feasible solution hypergraph with small number of hyperedges is a technical
challenge in hypergraph network design problems. During first read, we encourage the reader to focus on this
issue for all problems that we define and how it is addressed by our results and techniques. The algorithmic
results that we present are consequences of our techniques to address this issue (using standard algorithmic
tools in submodularity).

We now discuss the status of DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-H. Szigeti [58] showed that DS-HYPERGRAPH-
CA-usiNG-H can be solved in pseudo-polynomial time: in particular, if the target connectivity function
T (‘2/) — Z>¢ is given in unary, then the problem can be solved in polynomial time. Moreover, his result
implies that if the input instance is feasible, then it admits a solution hypergraph (H,wg) such that the
number of hyperedges in H is at most max{2!V! max{r(u,v) : {u,v} € (‘2/)}} In this work, we show that
feasible instances admit a solution with O(|V'|) hyperedges and give a strongly polynomial time algorithm.

Theorem 1.1. There exists an algorithm to solve DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-H that runs in time O(n” (n+
m)?), where n is the number of vertices and m is the number of hypergedges in the input hypergraph. More-
over, if the instance is feasible, then the algorithm returns a solution hypergraph that contains O(n) hyper-
edges.

Next, we consider a constrained-variant of DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-H. A hypergraph is uniform if
all hyperedges have the same size; a hypergraph is near-uniform if every pair of hyperedges differ in size
by at most one. We note that every graph is a near-uniform hypergraph. Uniformity/near-uniformity is a
natural constraint in network design applications involving hypergraphs — we might be able to create only
equal-sized hyperedges in certain applications. Requiring uniform (or near-uniform) hyperedges can also
be viewed as a fairness inducing constraint in certain applications. Bernath and Kiraly [8] showed that if
an instance of DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-H is feasible, then it admits a near-uniform hypergraph as a
solution. Moreover, their proof technique implies a pseudo-polynomial time algorithm to return a solution
hypergraph that is near-uniform for feasible instances. In this work, we show that feasible instances admit
a solution with O(|V|) near-uniform hyperedges and give a strongly polynomial time algorithm.

Theorem 1.2. There exists a strongly polynomial time algorithm to solve DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-H.
Moreover, if the instance is feasible, then the algorithm returns a solution hypergraph that is near-uniform
and contains O(n) hyperedges, where n is the number of vertices in the input hypergraph.

Next, we consider a variant of hypergraph connectivity augmentation where the goal is to simultaneously
augment two input hypergraphs to achieve certain target connectivities using the same degree-specified
hypergraph.

Degree-specified Simultaneous Hypergraph Connectivity Augmentation Hyperedges
(DS-SiMUL-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-H).
Given: Hypergraphs (G; = (V, E;), ¢ - By — Zy) for i € {1, 2},
target connectivity functions r; : (‘2/) — Z>o for i € {1,2} such that
max{r1(u, v) — Ag,,e;) (%, v) 1 u,v € V} = max{ra(u,v) — X\(@yg,c0) (4, v) : w,v € V}, and
degree requirement function m : V' — Z>o.
Goal: Verify if there exists a hypergraph (H = (V, En),wn : Exg — Z4) such that
br,wg)(u) = m(u) for every u € V and
NG+ H,ei+we) (U, ) > 7i(u,v) for every distinct u,v € V and 7 € {1,2},
and if so, then find such a hypergraph.

Bernath and Kiraly [8] proposed the above problem and showed that if the assumption max{r;(u,v) —
AGroen) (W, v) T u,v € Vi = max{ra(u,v) — AN@y,e)(1,v) + u,v € V} does not hold, then the problem is
NP-complete. So, we include this assumption in the definition of the problem statement. In the same
work, they gave a pseudo-polynomial time algorithm for DS-SiMUL-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-H; moreover,
they showed that if an instance of DS-SIMUL-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-H is feasible, then it admits a near-
uniform hypergraph as a solution. In this work, we show that feasible instances of DS-SIMUL-HYPERGRAPH-
CA-USING-H admit a solution with O(|V|?) near-uniform hyperedges and give a strongly polynomial time
algorithm.



Theorem 1.3. There exists a strongly polynomial time algorithm to solve DS-SIMUL-HYPERGRAPH-CA-
USING-H. Moreover, if the instance is feasible, then the algorithm returns a solution hypergraph that is
near-uniform and contains O(n?) hyperedges, where n is the number of vertices in the input hypergraph.

Our algorithm for Theorems 1.2 and 1.3 are LP-based. The associated LPs can be solved in strongly
polynomial time. However, the LP-solving time is large, so we refrain from stating the run-times explicitly. In
contrast, our algorithm for Theorem 1.1 is combinatorial and hence, we are able to provide an explicit bound
on the run-time. We refer the reader to Table 1 for a list of graph/hypergraph connectivity augmentation
problems using edges/hyperedges, previously known results, and our results.

Problem Complexity Status
DS-GRAPH-CA-USING-E Strong Poly [28§]
DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-E NP-comp [22,47]

Psuedo Poly [58]
O(n"(n +m)?) time (Thm 1.1)
Pseudo Poly [8]

Strong Poly (Thm 1.2)
Pseudo Poly [8]

Strong Poly (Thm 1.3)
Pseudo Poly [§]

Strong Poly (Thm 1.3)

DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-H

DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-NEAR-UNIFORM-H

DS-SiMUL-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-H

DS-SIMUL-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-NEAR-UNIFORM-H

Table 1: Complexity of Graph and Hypergraph Connectivity Augmentation Problems using Edges and
Hyperedges. Problems having “NEAR-UNIFORM” in their title are similar to the corresponding problems
without “NEAR-UNIFORM” in their title but have the additional requirement that the returned solution
hypergraph be near-uniform. Here, n and m denote the number of vertices and hyperedges respectively in
the input hypergraph.

1.1 Degree-specified skew-supermodular cover problems

We focus on more general function cover problems that encompass several applications in connectivity
augmentation (including all hypergraph connectivity augmentation problems mentioned above). Our main
contribution is the first strongly polynomial time algorithm for the more general function cover problems.
In Section 6, we will discuss several applications of our results for the general function cover problems and
in particular, will derive Theorems 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3. We recall certain definitions needed to describe the
general problem.

Definition 1.1. Let V be a finite set, (H = (V,E),w : E — Z.) be a hypergraph, and p : 2" — Z be a set
function.

1. The hypergraph (H,w) weakly covers the function p if b(g ) (X) > p(X) for every X C V.

2. The hypergraph (H,w) strongly covers the function p if d(g .)(X) > p(X) for every X C V.

We will be interested in the problem of finding a degree-specified hypergraph that strongly /weakly covers
a given function p. In all our applications (including DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-H), the function p of
interest will be skew-supermodular and/or symmetric.

Definition 1.2. Let p: 2¥ — Z be a set function. We will denote the mazimum function value of p by Ky,
i.e., Kp :=max{p(X): X CV}. The set function p
1. is symmetric if p(X) = p(V — X)) for every X CV, and
2. is skew-supermodular if for every X, Y C V, at least one of the following inequalities hold:
(a) p(X) +p(Y) < p(XNY)+p(X UY). If this inequality holds, then we say that p is locally
supermodular at X,Y.



(b) p(X) +p(Y) < p(X =Y)+p(Y — X). If this inequality holds, then we say that p is locally
negamodular at X,Y.

As mentioned above, we will be interested in the problem of finding a degree-specified hypergraph
that strongly/weakly covers a given skew-supermodular function p. We will assume access to the skew-
supermodular function p via the following oracle.

Definition 1.3. Let p : 2V — Z be a set function. p-max-sc-Oracle ((GO,CO) 7,S'O,To,yo) takes as input a
hypergraph (Go = (V, Ey), co : Eg — Z.4), disjoint sets So, Ty C V, and a vector yo € RV ; the oracle returns
a tuple (Z,p(Z)), where Z is an optimum solution to the following problem:

max {p(Z) —d(Goe)(Z) +yo(Z) Sy S ZCV — TO} . (p-max-sc-Oracle)

We note that p-max-sc-Oracle is strictly stronger than the function evaluation oracle' — in particular,
it is impossible to maximize a skew-supermodular function using polynomial number of function evaluation
queries [37]. However, we will see later that p-max-sc-Oracle can indeed be implemented in strongly poly-
nomial time for the functions p of interest to our applications. In our algorithmic results, we will ensure
that the size of hypergraphs (G, ¢p) used as inputs to p-max-sc-Oracle are polynomial in the input size (in
particular, the number of hyperedges in these hypergraphs will be polynomial in the size of the ground set
V). We now describe the general function cover problems that will be of interest to this work.

Strong Cover Problems. In all our applications, we will be interested in obtaining a degree-specified
strong cover of a function.

Degree-specified symmetric skew-supermodular strong cover using hyperedges problem
(DS-SYM-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-H).
Given: A degree requirement function m : V — Z>( and
a symmeric skew-supermodular function p : 2V — Z via p-max-sc-Oracle.
Goal: Verify if there exists a hypergraph (H = (V, E),w : E — Z) such that
ber,w)(u) = m(u) for every u € V, (H,w) strongly covers the function p,
and if so, then find such a hypergraph.

DS-SYM-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-H was introduced by Bernath and Kiraly [8] as a gener-
alization of DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-H (and various other applications that we will discuss in Section
6). They showed that it is impossible to solve DS-SYM-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-H using
polynomial number of queries to the function evaluation oracle. They suggested access to p-max-sc-Oracle
and we work in the same function access model as Bernath and Kirdly. We note that it is not immedi-
ately clear if feasible instances of DS-SYM-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-H admit solution hy-
pergraphs with polynomial number of hyperedges (see Remark 1.1), so membership of DS-SYM-SKEW-
SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-H in NP is not obvious.

Bernath and Kiraly [8] also introduced the following generalization of DS-SIMUL-HYPERGRAPH-CA-
USING-H.

Degree-specified simultaneous symmetric skew-supermodular strong cover using hyper-
edges problem (DS-SIMUL-SYM-SKEW-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-H).
Given: A degree requirement function m : V' — Z>¢ and
symmetric skew-supermodular functions ¢, : 2¥ — Z via g-max-sc-Oracle and
r-max-sc-Oracle, where K, = K.
Goal: Verify if there exists a hypergraph (H = (V, E),w : E — Z) such that
ber,w)(u) = m(u) for every u € V and (H,w) strongly covers both functions ¢ and r, and if
so, then find such a hypergraph.

We note that DS-SIMUL-SYM-SKEW-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-H without the assumption that
K, = K, is known to be NP-complete [§], so we include this assumption in the problem definition.

LFor a function p : 2V — Z, the function evaluation oracle takes a subset X C V as input and returns p(X).



Weak Cover Problems. Although our applications will be concerned with degree-specified strong cover,
our techniques will be concerned with degree-specified weak cover problems. There is indeed a close relation-
ship between strong cover and weak cover of symmetric skew-supermodular functions that we elaborate now.
If a hypergraph (H = (V, E),w : E — Z, ) strongly covers a function p : 2V — Z, then it also weakly covers
the function p. However, the converse is false — i.e., a weak cover is not necessarily a strong cover?. Bernath
and Kiraly [8] showed that if a hypergraph (H = (V,E),w : E — Z,) with ) _pw(e) = K, weakly covers
a symmetric skew-supermodular function p, then (H,w) strongly covers p. Moreover, Szigeti [58] showed
that if DS-SYM-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-H is feasible, then it admits a solution hypergraph
(H=(V,E),w: E — Zy)such that ) __pw(e) = K,. These two facts together imply that in order to solve
DS-SYM-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-H, it suffices to solve a degree-specified skew-supermodular
weak cover using hyperedges problem for the same function p. We define the latter problem now.

Degree-specified skew-supermodular weak cover using hyperedges problem
(DS-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H).
Given: A degree requirement function m : V' — Z>¢ and
a skew-supermodular function p : 2¥ — Z via p-max-sc-Oracle.
Goal: Verify if there exists a hypergraph (H = (V, E),w : E — Z.) such that
ber,w)(u) = m(u) for every u € V, (H,w) weakly covers the function p, and ) ., w(e) = Kp,
and if so, then find such a hypergraph.

We clarify the significance of the requirement ) ., w(e) = K, in the above problem (we note that this
requirement is not present in DS-SYM-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-H). In DS-SKEW-SUPMOD-
WEAKCOVER-USING-H, if we drop the requirement that ) ., w(e) = K, from the problem definition,
then the resulting problem admits a feasible solution if and only if a trivial hypergraph is feasible®. Impos-
ing this requirement makes the problem non-trivial. More importantly, imposing this requirement ensures
that we have a reduction from DS-SYM-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-H to DS-SKEW-SUPMOD-
WEAKCOVER-USING-H.

Next, in order to address DS-SIMUL-SYM-SKEW-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONG COVER-USING-H, Bernath and
Kiraly [8] showed the following two results: (1) If a hypergraph (H = (V, E),w : E — Z.) is a weak cover of
two symmetric skew-supermodular functions ¢,r with > ., w(e) = K, then (H,w) is also a strong cover
of p. (2) If DS-SIMUL-SYM-SKEW-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-H is feasible, then it admits a
solution hypergraph (H,w) such that »  _pw(e) = Kj,. These two facts together imply that in order to
solve DS-SIMUL-SYM-SKEW-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-H, it suffices to solve a degree-specified
skew-supermodular weak cover using hyperedges problem for the same functions ¢ and r. We define the latter
problem now.

Degree-specified simultaneous skew-supermodular weak cover using hyperedges problem
(DS-SIMUL-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H).
Given: A degree requirement function m : V' — Z>¢ and
skew-supermodular functions ¢, : 2¥ — Z via g-max-sc-Oracle and r-max-sc-Oracle.
Goal: Verify if there exists a hypergraph (H = (V, E),w : E — Z. ) such that
baw)(u) = m(u) for every u € V, (H,w) weakly covers both functions ¢ and r, and
> ecpw(e) = max{Kg, K, }, and if so, then find such a hypergraph.

1.2 Results

As mentioned in the previous section, reductions from DS-SYM-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-
H to DS-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H and also from DS-SIMUL-SYM-SKEW-SKEW-SUPMOD-

2For example, consider the function p : 2V — Z defined by p(X) = 1 for every non-empty proper subset X C V and
p(0) := p(V) :== 0, and the hypergraph (H = (V, E = {{u} :u € V}),w : E — {1}).

3Consider the hypergraph (H = (V,E),w : E — Z), where E := {{u} : v € V, m(u) > 1} with w({u}) := m(u) for every
{u} € E.



STRONGCOVER-USING-H to DS-SIMUL-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H were already known. Hence,
from a technical perspective, the central problems of interest to this work will be the weak cover problems,
namely DS-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H and DS-SIMUL-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-
H.

Remark 1.3. [t is not immediately clear if feasible instances of these two weak cover problems admit
solution hypergraphs in which the number of hyperedges is polynomial in the number of vertices. We illustrate
this issue for DS-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H with an example (that is a modification of the
example in Remark 1.1): let n := |V| and consider the degree requirement function m : V — Zxqo given by
m(u) := 2" —1 for every u € V and the function p : 2V — Z given by p(X) := 2"~ —1 for every non-empty
proper subset X CV, p(V) :=2" —n—1, and p(0) := 0. We note that this function p is skew-supermodular.
Consider the hypergraph (H = (V,Eg),wpy), where Eg = {e C V : |e| > 2} and all hyperedge weights
are one. The hypergraph (H,wpy) is a feasible solution to the input instance but the number of hyperedges
in this hypergraph is 2™ — n — 1 which is exponential in the number of vertices. Thus, a necessary step
in designing a polynomial-time algorithm for DS-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H is to show that
feasible instances admit a solution hypergraph in which the number of hyperedges is polynomial in the input
size. For the instance (m,p) mentioned above, the following hypergraph is feasible and has only 3 hyperedges:
pick an arbitrary vertex uw € V and consider the hypergraph (H' = (V,E"),w’ : E' — Z.), where the set of
hyperedges is E' == {{u},V —{u},V} and their weights are given by w'({u}) = 2"~ —n = w'(V —{u}) and
w'(V)=n-1.

Szigeti [58] gave a complete characterization for the existence of a feasible solution to DS-SKEW-SUPMOD-
WEAKCOVER-USING-H. His proof implies that if a given instance is feasible, then it admits a solution
hypergraph (H = (V,E),w : E — Z.) in which the number of hyperedges is K,; we note that K, need
not be polynomial in |V|. His proof also leads to a pseudo-polynomial time algorithm to solve DS-SKEw-
SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H (the algorithm is only pseudo-polynomial time and not polynomial time
since the number of hyperedges in the returned hypergraph could be K, and hence, the run-time depends
on K,). In this work, we show that feasible instances admit a solution with O(|V]) hyperedges and give a
strongly polynomial-time algorithm to solve DS-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H.

Theorem 1.4. There exists an algorithm to solve DS-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H that runs in
time O(|V|?) using O(|V|*) queries to p-max-sc-Oracle, where V is the ground set of the input instance.
Moreover, if the instance is feasible, then the algorithm returns a solution hypergraph that contains O(|V|)
hyperedges. For each query to p-max-sc-Oracle made by the algorithm, the hypergraph (Go, co) used as input
to the query has O(|V]) vertices and O(|V'|) hyperedges.

Bernath and Kiraly [8] strengthened Szigeti’s result via an LP-based approach. They showed that if an
instance of DS-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H is feasible, then it admits a solution hypergraph
that is near-uniform. Their approach is also algorithmic, but the run-time of their algorithm is only pseudo-
polynomial (again, owing to the dependence on K, which may not be polynomial in |[V]). In this work, we
give a strongly polynomial-time algorithm to solve DS-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H and return
a near-uniform solution hypergraph for feasible instances.

Theorem 1.5. There exists an algorithm to solve DS-SKEW-SUPMoOD- WEAKCOVER-USING-H that runs in
poly(|V]) time using poly(|V]) queries to p-max-sc-Oracle, where V is the ground set of the input instance.
Moreover, if the instance is feasible, then the algorithm returns a solution hypergraph that is near-uniform
and contains O(|V|) hyperedges. For each query to p-max-sc-Oracle made by the algorithm, the hypergraph
(Go, o) used as input to the query has O(|V|) vertices and O(|V'|) hyperedges.

Bernath and Kiraly’s [8] LP-based approach also helped in addressing DS-SIMUL-SKEW-SUPMOD-
WEAKCOVER-USING-H. They gave a complete characterization for the existence of a feasible solution to
DS-SIMUL-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H. Moreover, they showed that if an instance of DS-
SIMUL-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H is feasible, then it admits a solution hypergraph that is
near-uniform. Their proof is algorithmic, but the run-time of their algorithm is only pseudo-polynomial



(again, owing to the dependence on K, which may not be polynomial in |V]). In this work, we give a
strongly polynomial-time algorithm to solve DS-SIMUL-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H and return
a near-uniform solution hypergraph for feasible instances.

Theorem 1.6. There exists an algorithm to solve DS-SIMUL-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H that
runs in poly(|V]) time using poly(|V|) queries to g-max-sc-Oracle and r-max-sc-Oracle, where V is the
ground set of the input instance. Moreover, if the instance is feasible, then the algorithm returns a solution
hypergraph that is near-uniform and contains O(|V'|?) hyperedges. For each query to q-max-sc-Oracle and
r-max-sc-Oracle made by the algorithm, the hypergraph (Go,co) used as input to the query has O(|V])
vertices and O(|V'|?) hyperedges.

Our algorithm for Theorem 1.4 is combinatorial and hence, we are able to provide an explicit bound on
the run-time. In contrast, our algorithms for Theorems 1.5 and 1.6 are LP-based. These LPs are solvable in
strongly polynomial time, but their run-time is large, so we refrain from stating the run-times explicitly. We
refer to Table 2 for a list of degree-specified skew-supermodular cover using hyperedges problems, previously
known results, and our results. The results for strong cover problems follow from our results for weak cover
problems. We will later see that our results for strong cover problems imply Theorems 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3
respectively (in Section 6).

Problem Complexity Status
Pseudo Poly [58]
Strong Poly (Thm 1.4)
Pseudo Poly [8]
Strong Poly (Thm 1.5)
Pseudo Poly [8]
Strong Poly (Thm 1.6)
Pseudo Poly [58]
Strong Poly (Coro 6.4)
Pseudo Poly [8]
Strong Poly (Coro 6.5)
Pseudo Poly [8]
Strong Poly (Coro 6.6)

DS-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H

DS-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-NEAR-UNIFORM-H

DS-SIMUL-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-NEAR-UNIFORM-H

DS-SYM-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-H

DS-SYM-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-NEAR-UNIFORM-H

DS-SIMUL-SYM-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-NEAR-UNIFORM-H

Table 2: Complexity of degree-specified skew-supermodular cover using hyperedges problems. Problems
having “NEAR-UNIFORM” in their title are similar to the corresponding problems without “NEAR-UNIFORM”
in their title but have the additional requirement that the returned solution hypergraph be near-uniform.

1.3 Techniques: Structural and Algorithmic Results

In this section, we discuss our techniques underlying the proof of Theorems 1.4, 1.5, and 1.6. For a function
m:V — R, we denote m(X) =" m(u).

DS-SKEW-SUPMoOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H. Szigeti [58] showed that an instance (m : V — Z>o,p :
2V — Z) of DS-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H is feasible if and only if m(X) > p(X) for every
X CV and m(u) < K, for every u € V. We note that this characterization immediately implies that
feasibility of a given instance of DS-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H can be verified using two calls
to p-max-sc-Oracle. In the algorithmic problem, we are interested in finding a feasible solution (i.e., a
hypergraph (H,w)) under the hypothesis that m(X) > p(X) for every X C V and m(u) < K, for every
u € V. We show that every feasible instance admits a feasible solution (H,w) such that the number of
hyperedges in H is linear in the number of vertices and moreover, such a solution can be found in strongly
polynomial time.



Theorem 1.7. Let p : 2V — 7Z be a skew-supermodular function and m : V — Z>o be a non-negative
function such that:

(a) m(X) > p(X) for every X CV and

() m(u) < K, for everyu € V.
Then, there exists a hypergraph (H =(V,E),w: E— Z+) satisfying the following four properties:

(1) bzt (X) = p(X) for every X C V,

(2) bea,w)(u) =m(u) for everyu eV,

(3) 3 w(e) = Ky, and

(4) [E[Zo(v)).
Furthermore, given a function m : V. — Z>o and access to p-max-sc-Oracle of a skew-supermodular func-
tion p : 2¥ — Z where m and p satisfy conditions (a) and (b) above, there ewists an algorithm that runs
in time O(|V|?) using O(|V|*) queries to p-max-sc-Oracle and returns a hypergraph satisfying properties
(1)-(4) above. The run-time includes the time to construct the hypergraphs that are used as inputs to
p-max-sc-Oracle. Moreover, for each query to p-max-sc-Oracle, the hypergraph (Go, co) used as input to the
query has O(|V]) vertices and O(|V'|) hyperedges.

DS-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H with near-uniform hyperedges. Bernath and Kiraly
[8] generalized Szigeti’s result with an LP-based approach. They showed that every feasible instance of DS-
SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H admits a near-uniform hypergraph as a feasible solution. In the
algorithmic problem, we are interested in finding a feasible solution under the hypothesis that m(X) > p(X)
for every X C V and m(u) < K, for every u € V. We show that every feasible instance admits a feasible
near-uniform hypergraph (H,w) as a solution such that the number of hyperedges in H is linear in the
number of vertices and moreover, such a solution can be found in strongly polynomial time.

Theorem 1.8. Let p : 2V — Z be a skew-supermodular function and m : V. — Z>q be a non-negative
function satisfying the following two conditions:

(a) m(X) > p(X) for every X CV and

(0) m(u) < K, for everyu € V.
Then, there exists a hypergraph (H =(V,E),w: E— Z+) satisfying the following five properties:

(1) b(H,w)(X) > p(X) fO’I‘ every X CV,

(2) b(pw)(uw) =m(u) for everyu €V,

(3) Yeepw(e) = Kp,

(4) if K, > 0, then |e| € {{m(V)/K,|, [m(V)/K,]|} for every e € E, and

(5) || = O(V]).
Furthermore, given a function m : V — Z>o and access to p-max-sc-Oracle of a skew-supermodular func-
tion p : 2V — Z where m and p satisfy conditions (a) and (b), there exists an algorithm that runs in time
poly(|V]) using poly(|V'|) queries to p-max-sc-Oracle to return a hypergraph satisfying the above five proper-
ties. The run-time includes the time to construct the hypergraphs that are used as inputs to p-max-sc-Oracle.
Moreover, for each query to p-max-sc-Oracle, the hypergraph (G, co) used as input to the query has O(|V])
vertices and O(|V|) hyperedges.

DS-SiMUL-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H. Bernath and Kiraly [8] showed that an instance
(m:V = Zso,q: 2V — Z,r: 2V — Z) of DS-SIMUL-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H is feasible
if and only if m(Z) > p(Z) for all Z C V and m(u) < K,, for all u € V, where p : 2V — Z is the
function defined by p(Z) := max{q(Z),r(Z)} for all Z C V. Moreover, they also showed that every feasible
instance admits a near-uniform hypergraph as a feasible solution. We show that every feasible instance
(m:V = Zs0,q:2" — Z,r: 2V — 7Z) admits a near-uniform hypergraph (H,w) as a feasible solution such
that the number of hyperedges in H is quadratic in the number of vertices and moreover, such a solution
can be found in strongly polynomial time.

Theorem 1.9. Let q,r : 2V — Z be two skew-supermodular functions and p : 2V — 7Z be the function defined
as p(X) == max {q(X),r(X)} for every X C V. Furthermore, let m : V — Zxq be a non-negative function
satisfying the following two conditions:



(a) m(X) > p(X) for every X CV and

(0) m(u) < K, for everyu € V.
Then, there exists a hypergraph (H =(V,E),w: E— Z+) satisfying the following five properties:

(1) b(H,w)(X) > p(X) fOT every X C 'V,

(2) b(rw)(uw) =m(u) for everyu €V,

(3) Xeepw(e) = Kp,

(4) if K, > 0, then |e| € {{m(V)/K,|, [m(V)/K,]|} for every e € E, and

(5) || = O(IV[2).
Furthermore, given a function m : V. — Z>o and access to q-max-sc-Oracle and r-max-sc-Oracle of skew-
supermodular functions q,v : 2V — 7 where m, q, and r satisfy conditions (a) and (b), there ervists an
algorithm that runs in time poly(|V|) using poly(|V]) queries to g-max-sc-Oracle and r-max-sc-Oracle
to return a hypergraph satisfying the above five properties. The run-time includes the time to construct
the hypergraphs that are used as inputs to q-max-sc-Oracle r-max-sc-Oracle. Moreover, for each query to

g-max-sc-Oracle and r-max-sc-Oracle, the hypergraph (Go, co) used as input to the query has O(|V]) vertices
and O(|V|?) hyperedges.

We note that conditions (a) and (b) and properties (1)-(4) in Theorems 1.8 and 1.9 are identical, but the
hypothesis about the function p is different between the two theorems. Moreover, property (5) also differs
between the two theorems.

Theorem 1.7 is a strengthening of Szigeti’s result [58] in two ways. Szigeti showed that if m and p are two
functions satisfying conditions (a) and (b) of the theorem, then there exists a hypergraph satisfying properties
(1)-(3). Our Theorem 1.7 strengthens his result by additionally showing property (4) (i.e., the number of
hyperedges is polynomial in the number of vertices) and designing a strongly polynomial time algorithm that
returns a hypergraph satisfying the four properties. Theorems 1.8 and 1.9 are strengthenings of Bernath and
Kiraly’s results [8] in two ways. Bernath and Kiraly showed that if conditions (a) and (b) of the theorem
hold, then there exists a hypergraph satisfying properties (1)-(4). Our Theorems 1.8 and 1.9 strengthen their
result by additionally showing property (5) (i.e., the number of hyperedges is polynomial in the number of
vertices) and designing a strongly polynomial time algorithm that returns a hypergraph satisfying the five
properties. Although Szigeti’s result [58] and Bernath and Kiraly’s results [8] are existential, their proof of
their result is algorithmic. However, their proof is based on induction on K, and consequently, the upper
bound on the number of hyperedges in the returned solution as well as their run-time is O(K,). Thus, the
best run-time known for their algorithms is only pseudo-polynomial. Our main contribution is analyzing an
adaptation of their algorithm to bound the number of hyperedges and the run-time.

Our algorithm for Theorem 1.7 is combinatorial while the algorithms for Theorems 1.8 and 1.9 are LP-
based. We show that the underlying LPs are solvable in strongly polynomial-time in the technical sections.
Theorems 1.7, 1.8, and 1.9 imply Theorems 1.4, 1.5, and 1.6 respectively.

1.3.1 Proof Technique for Theorem 1.7

In this section, we describe our proof technique for Theorem 1.7. The algorithmic result in Theorem 1.7
follows from our techniques for the existential result using known tools for submodular functions. So, we
focus on describing our proof technique for the existial result here. Let p : 2V — Z be a skew-supermodular
function and m : V — Zx>( be a non-negative function such that m(X) > p(X) for every X C V and
m(u) < K, for every u € V. Our goal is to show that there exists a hypergraph (H = (V,E),w: E — Z,)
such that (1) (H,w) weakly covers the function p, (2) b(g,w) = m(u) for every u € V, (3) 3_.cpw(e) = Kp,
and (4) |E| = O(]V]). Our proof of the existential result builds on the techniques of Szigeti [58] who proved
the existence of a hypergraph (H = (V, E),w : E — Z,) satisfying properties (1)-(3), so we briefly recall
his techniques. His proof proceeds by picking a minimal counterexample and arriving at a contradiction.
Consequently, the algorithm implicit in the proof is naturally recursive. We present the algorithmic version
of the proof since it will be useful for our purposes.

For the purposes of the algorithmic proof, we assume that m is a positive-valued function. We show that
this assumption is without loss of generality since an arbitrary instance can be reduced to such an instance
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(for details, see the proof overview paragraph immediately following the restatement of Theorem 1.7 in
Section 4). The main insight underlying the proof is the following characterization of hyperedges in a
feasible hypergraph.

Proposition 1.1. Let p: 2"V — Z be a skew-supermodular function and m :V — Z, be a positive function
such that m(X) > p(X) for every X CV and m(u) < K, for every u € V. Let A C V. Then, there ezists a
hypergraph (H = (V, E),w : E — Z) satisfying properties (1)-(3) such that A € E if and only if A satisfies
the following:

(i) A is a transversal for the family of p-maximizers,

(1) A contains the set {u € V :m(u) = Kp},

(iii) m(v) > 1 for each v € A, and

(iv) m(X) —|ANX]| > p(X)—1 for every X C V.

Algorithm of [58]. Proposition 1.1 leads to the following natural recursive strategy to compute a feasible
hypergraph. If K, = 0, then the algorithm is in its base case and returns the empty hypergraph (with no
vertices) — here, we note that 0 < m(u) < K, = 0 for every u € V, and consequently, V = @ and thus,
the empty hypergraph satisfies properties (1)-(3) as desired. Alternatively, if K, > 0, then the algorithm
recurses on appropriately revised versions of the input functions p and m. In particular, the algorithm picks
an arbitrary minimal transversal T' for the family of p-maximizers and computes the set A :=TU{u €V :
m(u) = K,}. It can be shown that this set A satisfies properties (i)-(iv) of Proposition 1.1; consequently,
there exists a feasible hypergraph containing the hyperedge A. In order to revise the input functions, the
algorithm defines (Hy, wq) to be the hypergraph on vertex set V consisting of the single hyperedge A with
weight wo(A) = 1 and constructs the set Z := {u € A : m(u) = 1}. Next, the algorithm defines revised
functions m” : V — Z — Z and p"” : 2V=% — Z as m"(u) :== m(u) — 1 if u € A — Z and m” (u) := m(u)
ifueV—-A—-Zand p"(X) := max{p(X UR) — by wy) (X UR) : R C Z} for every X CV — Z. The
algorithm recurses on the revised input functions m” and p” to obtain a hypergraph (H” w"). Finally,
the algorithm obtains the hypergraph (G, ¢) by adding vertices Z to (H”,w"), and returns the hypergraph
(G+ Hy, c+wp). It can be shown that p” is a skew-supermodular function and m’ is a positive function such
that m”(X) > p”(X) for all X C V—2Z and m” (u) < K, for every u € V—2Z. We note that K,,» = K,—1by
the definition of the function p” and the choice of set A being a transversal for the family of p-maximizers.
Consequently, by induction on K, and Proposition 1, the algorithm can be shown to terminate in K,
recursive calls and return a hypergraph (H,w) satisfying properties (1)-(3). Furthermore, we observe that
the number of distinct hyperedges added by the algorithm is at most the number of recursive calls since each
recursive call adds at most one new hyperedge to (H,w). Thus, the number of distinct hyperedges in (H, w)
is also at most K. Consequently, in order to reduce the number of distinct hyperedges, it suffices to reduce
the recursion depth of Szigeti’s algorithm. We note that there exist inputs for which Szigeti’s algorithm
can indeed witness an execution with exponential recursion depth, and consequently may construct only
exponential sized hypergraphs on those inputs (see example in Remark 1.3). So, we necessarily have to
modify his algorithm to reduce the recursion depth.

Our Algorithm. We now describe our modification of Szigeti’s algorithm to reduce the recursion depth.
We observe that the hyperedge A chosen during a recursive call of Szigeti’s algorithm could also be the
hyperedge chosen during a subsequent recursive call. In fact, this could repeat for several consecutive
recursive calls before the algorithm cannot pick the hyperedge A anymore. We avoid such a sequence of
consecutive recursive calls by picking as many copies of the hyperedge A as possible into the hypergraph
(Ho,wp) (i-e., set the weight to be the number of copies picked) and revising the input functions m and p
accordingly for recursion. We describe this formally now. Let (p, m) be the input tuple and A C V be as
defined by Szigeti’s algorithm. Let

o = min {m(u) : u € A}
a=min{ a® =min {K, - p(X): X CV — A}
a® = min {K, —m(u) :u eV — A}
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We construct the hypergraph (Hp,wp) on vertex set V consisting of a single hyperedge A with weight
wp(A) = a. Next, we proceed similarly to Szigeti’s algorithm as follows: We construct the sets Z := {u €
A:m(u) = a} and V” := V — Z. Next, we define the set function p” : 2V — Z as p”(X) := max{p(X U
R) = bty w0)(XUR) : R C Z} for every X C V", and the function m” : V' — Z as m” (u) := m(u) —alyea
for every u € V", where 1,c4 evaluates to one if u € A and evaluates to zero otherwise. Next, we recurse on
the input tuple (p”’,m”) to obtain a hypergraph (H”,w"); obtain the hypergraph (G, ¢) by adding vertices
Z to (H”,w"), and return (G + Ho, ¢+ wp).

Recursion Depth Analysis. By induction on K, (generalizing Szigeti’s proof), it can be shown that our
algorithm returns a hypergraph satisfying properties (1)-(3) of Theorem 1.7 and also terminates within finite
number of recursive calls. We now sketch our proof to show a strongly polynomial bound on the recursion
depth of our modified algorithm. For this, we consider how the value « is computed. We recall that by our
min-max relation, o is the minimum of the three values {a(V), a(® a(3}. Using this, we identify a potential
function which strictly increases with the recursion depth. For this, we consider three set families that we
define now. Let ¢ be the recursion depth of the algorithm on an input instance and let ¢ € [¢]. Let Z;
be the set Z and D; be the set {u € V : m(u) = K,,} in the i'" recursive call. Let J; be the family of
inclusionwise minimal p-maximizers where p is the set function input to the i*" recursive call (a set X is a
p-maximizer if p(X) = Kj). Let Z<; := U, Z; and Fg; := U’_,; F;. We consider the potential function
(i) == | Z<i| + |F<i| + |D;| and show that each of the three terms in the function is non-decreasing with 3.
Furthermore, if o is determined by ('), then |Z<;| strictly increases; if « is determined by a(?), then | F<|
strictly increases; and if « is determined by a(®); then |D;| strictly increases (see Lemma 4.7). We note that
Z<p CV and Dy C V. Moreover, we examine how the input functions p across recursive calls relate to each
other (see Lemma 4.8) and exploit skew-supermodularity of p to show that the family F<, is laminar over
the ground set V' (see Lemma 3.2). These facts together imply that the recursion depth is at most 4|V] —1.

Remark 1.4. Our main algorithmic contribution is the modification to Szigeti’s algorithm to pick as many
copies of a chosen hyperedge as possible during a recursive call, i.e., pick hyperedge A with weight « as opposed
to weight 1. Without our modification, there exist inputs for which Szigeti’s original algorithm can indeed
witness an execution with exponential recursion depth, and consequently may construct only exponential sized
hypergraphs on those inputs (see example in Remark 1.3). Our main analysis contribution is identifying an
appropriate potential function to show that our modified algorithm indeed has linear recursion depth.

1.3.2 Proof Technique for Theorems 1.8 and 1.9

In this section, we describe our proof technique for Theorems 1.8 and 1.9. The algorithmic result in both these
theorems follow from our techniques for the existential result using known tools for submodular functions.
So, we focus on describing our proof technique for the existential results here. We will consider the setting
of Theorem 1.9 since it is more general than the setting of Theorem 1.8. We will distinguish between the
two settings later after we set up the background.

Let p: 2¥ — Z be a function such that p(X) := max{q(X),r(X)} for every X C V, where ¢,7: 2" — Z
are skew-supermodular functions (we note that if p itself is skew-supermodular, then it corresponds to the
setting of Theorem 1.8). Let m : V — Z>( be a non-negative function satisfying (a) m(X) > p(X) for
every X C V and (b) m(u) < K, for every u € V. Our goal is to show that there exists a hypergraph
(H=(V,E),w: E — Z,) such that (1) (H,w) weakly covers the function p, (2) bg,) = m(u) for every
ueV,3) Y.cpwle) = Ky (4) le] € {[m(V)/Kp],Im(V)/K,]} for every e € E if K, > 0, and (5)
|E| = O(|]V]). Our proof of the existential result builds on the techniques of Bernath and Kiraly [8] who
proved the existence of a hypergraph (H = (V, E),w : E — 7. ) satisfying properties (1)—(4), so we briefly
recall their techniques. We present the algorithmic version of their proof since it will be useful for our
purposes.

For the purposes of the algorithmic proof, we assume that m is a positive-valued function. We show that
this assumption is without loss of generality since an arbitrary instance can be reduced to such an instance
(for details, see the proof overview paragraph immediately following the restatement of Theorem 1.8 and
Theorem 1.9 in Sections 5.6 and 5.7 respectively). The proof in [8] is inductive, and consequently, the
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algorithm implicit in their proof is recursive. Central to their proof is the following polyhedron:

(i) 0< 2z, <min{l,m(u)} YueV

(i) z(Z)>1 VZCV: p(Z)=K,
Q(p,m) = zecRY (ili) z(u) =1 VueV: mu) =K,

(iv) 2(Z2) <m(Z) —p(Z) +1 VZCV

) |22 <a(v) < [22]

Bernath and Kiraly showed the following three properties of the polyhedron Q(p, m):
(I) An integer vector y is in Q(p, m) if and only if it is the indicator vector of a hyperedge* in a hypergraph
(H=(V,E),w: E — Z,) satisfying properties (1)—(4),
(IT) the polyhedron Q(p, m) is non-empty, and
(III) The polyhedron Q(p, m) is the intersection of two generalized polymatroids (see Appendix B.2 for the
definition of generalized polymatroid) and consequently, all its extreme points are integral.

Algorithm of [8]. With these three properties, Bernath and Kiréaly’s algorithm proceeds as follows. If K, =
0, then the algorithm is in its base case and it returns the empty hypergraph (with no vertices). Otherwise,
K, > 0; the algorithm picks a set A C V whose indicator vector x 4 is in Q(p, m) — we note that such a set A
exists owing to Properties (II) and (III); with this choice of the set A, the algorithm defines (Hy, wo) to be
the hypergraph on vertex set V consisting of the single hyperedge A with weight wo(A) = 1. The fact that
we have one hyperedge of the needed hypergraph allows us to revise the functions m and p and recursively
solve the problem by relying on Property (I). We elaborate on how to revise and recursively solve it now.
The algorithm constructs the set Z := {u € A : m(u) = 1}. Next, the algorithm defines revised functions
m":V—2Z = Zandp"':2V"% = Zasm”(u) := m(u) — Ly for every u € V — Z, where 1,¢4 evaluates to
one if u € A and evaluates to zero otherwise, and p” (X) := max{p(XUR)=b(z,,u,)(XUR) : R C Z} for every
X CV—Z. Next, the algorithm recurses on the inputs m” and p” to obtain a hypergraph (H§,wg). Finally,
the algorithm obtains the hypergraph (G, ¢) by adding vertices Z to (Hg,wg), and returns the hypergraph
(G+ Hy, c+wyp). It can be shown that m” is a positive function and there exist skew-supermodular functions
q",r" : 2V — 7Z such that p”(X) = max{q"(X),r"(X)} for each X C V (if p is skew-supermodular, then
p” is also skew-supermodular). Moreover, it can also be shown that the functions p”, m’ satisfy conditions
(a) and (b), and K,» = K, — 1. Consequently, by induction on K, and Property (I), the algorithm can
be shown to terminate in K, recursive calls and returns a hypergraph (H,w) satisfying properties (1)-(4).
Furthermore, we observe that the number of new hyperedges added by the algorithm is at most the number
of recursive calls since each recursive call adds at most one new hyperedge to (H,w). Thus, the number of
hyperedges in (H, w) is also at most K. Consequently, in order to reduce the number of new hyperedges, it
suffices to reduce the recursion depth of this algorithm.

Our Algorithm. We now describe our modification of the above-mentioned Bernath and Kiraly’s algorithm
to reduce the recursion depth. We make two major modifications to their algorithm. First, we observe that
the hyperedge A chosen for the input tuple (p,m) could be such that x4 € Q(p”, m”), where (p”, m") is the
input for the next recursive call and consequently, could be chosen as the hyperedge for the next recursive
call. In fact, this could repeat for several consecutive recursive calls before we cannot use the hyperedge A
anymore. We avoid such a sequence of consecutive recursive calls by picking as many copies of the hyperedge
A as possible into the hypergraph (Hy,wg) (i.e., set the weight to be the number of copies picked) and
revising m and p accordingly. We describe this formally now: Let (p, m) be the input tuple and A C V be as
defined by Szigeti’s algorithm. For 5 € Z, let (Hg , wg ) denote the hypergraph on vertex set V' consisting
of a single hyperedge A with weight wg (A) = 3. Let

o= max{ﬁ €Zy:xa€Q (p_b(Hg,w{j)’m_ﬂXA)}~

4The indicator vector of a hyperedge e of a hypergraph (H = (V,E),w : E — Z) is the vector x. € {0,1}V such that
Xe(u) =1 if and only if u € e.
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We construct the hypergraph (Hy,wg) = (HY, wg), sets Z2 = {u € A: m(u) = a}, V" =V — Z, and
proceed similar to Bernath and Kiraly’s algorithm. In particular, we define the revised inputs p” : V' 57
as p"(X) = max{p(X UR) — bigyw) (X UR): RC Z} and m" : V" — Z as m"(u) := m(u) — alyea for
every u € V" where 1,4 evaluates to one if u € A and evaluates to zero otherwise. Our algorithm then
recurses on the revised input tuple (p”,m”) to obtain a hypergraph (H,wg), obtains the hypergraph (G, c)
by adding vertices Z to (H§,wg), and returns (G + Hy, ¢ + wy).

Our second modification to Bernath and Kiraly’s algorithm is regarding the hyperedge A" chosen in the
subsequent recursive call. To initialize for an arbitrary input (p, m), we pick an arbitrary hyperedge A such
that x4 € Q(p, m). However, in the subsequent recursive call, we force the chosen hyperedge to be correlated
with the hyperedge chosen in the current call. Their algorithm would have picked an arbitrary set A” C V"
whose indicator vector x4~ is in Q(p”, m”). Instead, we pick a set A” that has the largest overlap with the
set A chosen in the immediate previous recursive call subject to x4~ € Q(p”, m”).

Recursion Depth Analysis. By induction on K, (generalizing Bernath and Kiraly’s proof), it can be
shown that our algorithm returns a hypergraph satisfying (1)—(4) and also terminates within finite number
of recursive calls. Here, we sketch our proof to show that the recursion depth of our modified algorithm
is polynomial in the number of vertices. For this, we consider how the value « is computed: We have
five constraints describing the polyhedron Q(p, m). Consequently, the largest positive integer « such that
XA € Q(p — b(ag wg), M — axa) is determined (i.e., constrained tightly) by one of the five constraints. We
show that « can be determined by constraint (v) in at most one recursive call (Lemma 5.6). Hence, it
suffices to bound the number of recursive calls where « is determined by one of the constraints (i)—(iv).
Next, we bound the number of recursive calls where « is determined by one of the constraints (i)—(iii). For
this, we consider three set families that we define now: Let ¢ be the recursion depth of the algorithm on
an input instance and let ¢ € [¢]. Let Z; be the set Z and D; be the set {u € V : m(u) = K,} in the
it" recursive call. Let F; be the family of inclusionwise minimal p-maximizers where p is the set function
input to the i'" recursive call. Let Z<; := u§:1zj and Fc; := Ué»:l]-'j. We consider the potential function
(i) := |Z<i| + |F<i| + |D;| and show that each of the three terms in the function is non-decreasing with
i. Furthermore, if o is determined by constraint (i), then |Z<;| strictly increases; if « is determined by
constraint (ii), then |F<;| strictly increases; if « is determined by constraint (iii), then |D;| strictly increases
(see Lemma 5.10). We note that Z<; CV and Dy C V. We exploit skew-supermodularity to show that F<,
is the union of two laminar families over the ground set V' (see Lemma 3.2 and Claim 5.8 in Lemma 5.25).
These facts together imply that the number of recursive calls where « is determined by one of the constraints
(1)—(iii) is at most 6|V|. It remains to bound the number of recursive calls where « is determined by constraint
(iv). This is the challenging part of the proof. Our proof strategy for covering one function differs from that
for covering two functions and we will describe them next.

Covering one function. Here, we consider the case where the input function p is skew-supermodular. As
mentioned before, the algorithm’s input function in each recursive call is also skew-supermodular. To bound
the number of recursive calls where « is determined by constraint (iv), we consider another set family. For
an input tuple (p,m), we say that a set X is (p, m)-tight if p(X) = m(X). Let i € [¢]. We define T; to be the
family of (p, m)-tight sets where the tuple (p, m) is the input to the i*" recursive call and 7; to be the family of
inclusionwise maximal sets in 7;. In contrast to F<; = Ug»:lfj, it is possible that U§:17} is not laminar. To
overcome this challenge, we define 7<; differently by considering the projection of all tight sets to the ground
set V; of the i*" recursive call: we define T<1:=T1 and T<; := T, U{X NV, : X € T<;,_1} for integers ¢ where
2 < < {. We show that 7<; is laminar for every i € [¢] (see Lemma 5.19). However, |7T<;| is not necessarily
non-decreasing with ¢ since projection of a set family to a subset could result in the loss of sets from the
family. To circumvent this issue, we consider the potential function ®(¢) := |F<;| + |T<i| + 3| Z<i—1| and
show that it is non-decreasing with ¢ (see Lemma 5.22). Next, it is tempting to show that if « is determined
by constraint (iv), then ®(4) strictly increases, but this is not necessarily true. Instead, by exploiting the
second modification in our algorithm — i.e., by correlating the hyperedge chosen in the current recursive
call with the hyperedge chosen in the immediate previous recursive call, we show that if ®(i) = ®(i + 1)
and « is determined by constraint (iv) (but none of the other constraints) in the i'* recursive call, then
®(i+2) > ®(i) (see Lemma 5.22 which in turn relies on Lemmas 5.20 and 5.21). We emphasize that this is
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the most challenging part of the proof — it involves showing that new tight sets are formed at the end of the
(i + 1)*" recursive call assuming no progress to the potential function in the i** recursive call; we prove this
by exploiting the correlated choice of A” with A. The above arguments together imply that the number of
recursive calls where « is determined by constraint (iv) is O(|V]).

Covering two functions. Here, we consider the case where the input function p : 2¥ — Z is such that
p(X) = max{q(X),r(X)} for every X C V, where ¢,7 : 2V — Z are skew-supermodular functions. We
recall that the goal is to bound the number of recursive calls where « is determined by constraint (iv). In
the setting of covering two functions, we are unable to adapt the strategy mentioned above for covering one
function — we were unable to show that new tight sets are formed at the end of the (i + 1)*" recursive call
assuming ®(i) = ®(i + 1) and « is determined by constraint (iv) in the i** recursive call. So, our proof
strategy here is different.

For an input tuple (p,m), we define the pairwise (p,m)-slack function 7, ,,({u,v}) = min{m(X) —
p(X) :u,v € X C V} for every pair {u,v} € (‘2/) As mentioned before, the algorithm’s input function
(pi : 2Y" = Z,m; : V; — Z>o) in the i** recursive call satisfies m;(X) > p;(X) for every X C V;. Conse-
quently, the pairwise slack function 7y, m, ({u,v}) is non-negative for every pair u,v € (‘g) We show that
Ypisrsmies {1 0}) < Yppom: ({u, v}) for every pair {u,v} € (Vi;l) — i.e., the pairwise slack function is non-
increasing (see Lemma 5.23). Moreover, if « is determined by constraint (iv) in the i*" recursive call, then
there exists a set Z C V such that [ANZ| > 2 and vy, m,y, {u,v}) <min{|ANZ| = 1,7, m,({u,v})} for
every pair {u,v} € (AQZ), where A is the hyperedge chosen in the i*" recursive call (see Lemma 5.24). Now,

3 3 7\ e — Vo, m; (u’v)
we define the potential function ®(i) := Z{u’v}e(?) i

Moreover, if a is determined by constraint (iv) in the i*" recursive call, then ®(i+1) < ®(i) —1/4 (Claim 5.7
in Lemma 5.25). Finally, we have that ®(1) = O(|V|?). Consequently, the number of recursive calls where
« is determined by constraint (iv) is O(|V|?). We emphasize that our proofs for covering two functions do
not exploit the third modification that we made to Bernath and Kiraly’s algorithm.

(1/4%) and show that it is non-increasing.

Remark 1.5. Our algorithmic contributions are the two modifications to Berndth and Kirdly’s algorithm:
(1) We allow picking as many copies of a chosen hyperedges as possible during a recursive call (i.e., pick
hyperedge A with weight o as opposed to weight 1). (2) We correlate the choice of the hyperedge A in the
current recursive call with the immediate previous recursive call. The first modification is necessary to bound
the recursion depth to be polynomial in the size of the ground set V. The second modification is not necessary
to bound the recursion depth to be polynomial in the size of the ground set V. The first modification already
suffices for this purpose. We exploit the second modification in the setting of covering one function to improve
the recursion depth from quadratic to linear in the size of the ground set.

Remark 1.6. Our main analysis contribution is identifying appropriate potential functions to measure
progress of our modified algorithm. For covering two functions, we identified the notion of pairwise slack
functions, showed progress for these functions, and devised a potential function that combined pairwise slack
functions to show global progress. For the improved bound for covering one function, we exploited the corre-
lated choice of the hyperedges chosen in two consecutive recursive calls to show quantifiable progress within
two recursive calls.

1.4 Related Work

In network design problems, the goal is to construct a graph that has certain pre-specified properties. This
is a broad family of problems encompassing polynomial-time solvable problems like minimum cost spanning
tree and shortest (s,t)-path as well as NP-hard problems like Steiner Tree and Tree Augmentation. The
polynomial-time solvable network design problems have been studied from the perspective of fast algorithms
while the NP-hard network design problems have been studied from the perspective of approximation algo-
rithms leading to a rich toolkit of techniques on both fronts (e.g., see [30,48,54,55,56,62]). In this section,
we mention related works on hypergraph network design problems.
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Hypergraph cut /coverage /spectral sparsifiers can be viewed as special cases of hypergraph network design
problems. Here, the input is a hypergraph and the goal is to construct a sub-hypergraph (i.e., the hyperedges
in the constructed hypergraph form a subset of the hyperedges of the input hypergraph and their weights are
allowed to be different from the input hypergraph) with few hyperedges in order to approximately preserve cut
and/or coverage values of all subsets of vertices and/or spectral values of all vectors on V' coordinates where
V is the vertex set of the input hypergraph. Recent works have shown the existence of cut/coverage/spectral
sparsifiers where the number of hyperedges is near-linear in the number of vertices and that they can be
constructed in time that is near-linear in the size of the input hypergraph [2,19,20,39,40,41,43, 45,52, 57].
These results do not have direct implications for the problems that we study in our work since we focus
on degree-specified network design problems. Even if we relax the degree-specification requirement, these
results only imply the existence of hypergraphs with near-linear number of hyperedges that satisfy certain
kinds of cut/coverage requirements approzimately. In contrast, our work focuses on efficient algorithmic
construction of small-sized hypergraphs that satisfy cut/coverage requirements exactly.

The rank of a hypergraph is the size of its largest hyperedge. Degree-specified hypergraph local connectiv-
ity augmentation using rank-t hyperedges of minimum total weight problem is a variant of DS-HYPERGRAPH-
CA-UsING-H where the returned hypergraph is additionally required to have rank at most ¢ (where ¢ is an
input integer). Thus, DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-E is a special case of degree-specified hypergraph local
connectivity augmentation using rank-2 hyperedges. Although DS-GRAPH-CA-USING-E is polynomial-time
solvable [5,6,10,12,28,29,32,44,49,65], DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-E is NP-hard (i.e., hypergraph local
connectivity augmentation using edges of minimum total weight is NP-hard) [22]. In a surprising twist,
independent works by Cosh [21]|, Nutov [50], and Bernath and Kiraly [9] have shown that feasible instances
of DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-H admit a solution with at most one hyperedge of size at least 3 while all
other hyperedges are in fact size-2 edges. Their results are also applicable to DS-SYM-SKEW-SUPMOD-
STRONGCOVER-USING-H. We note that their proof technique does not generalize to obtain near-uniform
hyperedges or to address simultaneous cover of two functions.

2 Preliminaries

Projection of Laminar Families. We recall that two sets X, Y C V are said to cross if the sets X —
Y,Y — X, X NY are non-empty. A family £ C 2V is laminar if no two sets in £ cross. We will be interested
in the projection of a laminar family, i.e., the restriction of a laminar family £ C 2" to a ground set V — Z
for some Z C V. The next lemma from [7] says that the size of the projection is comparable to that of the
original family L.

Lemma 2.1 (Lemma 2.1 of [7]). Let £ C 2V be a laminar family and Z C V be a subset of elements. Let
L ={X - Z:X e L}—{0}. Then, the family L' is a laminar family and |L| < |L'| + 3| Z|.

Maximization Oracles. We recall that in our algorithmic problems, we have access to the input set function
p via p-max-sc-Oracle. We describe two additional oracles that will simplify our proofs. We will show that
both oracles defined below can be implemented in strongly polynomial time using p-max-sc-Oracle.

Definition 2.1 (p-maximization oracles). Let p : 2V — Z be a set function. We define two oracles for the
set function p. Both oracles take as input disjoint sets So, Ty €V, and a vector yo € RV .
1. p-max-wc-Oracle ((Go,wo) ,SO,TO,yO) additionally takes a hypergraph (Go = (V, Ey),co : Eg — Z>0)
as input and returns a tuple (Z,p(Z)), where Z is an optimum solution to the following problem:

max {p(Z) —b(Goeo)(Z) +yo(Z) 1 S0 CZCV — TO} . (p-max-wc-Oracle)

2. p-max-Oracle(So, Ty, yo) returns a tuple (Z,p(Z)), where Z is an optimum solution to the following
problem:

max {p(Z) +yo(Z) : S0 € Z CV —To} . (p-max-Oracle)
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The evaluation oracle for a function p can be implemented using one query to p-max-Oracle; p-max-Oracle
can be implemented using one query to p-max-wc-Oracle where the input hypergraph is the empty hyper-
graph. The next lemma from [7] shows that p-max-wc-Oracle can be implemented using at most |V| + 1
queries to p-max-sc-Oracle where the hypergraphs used as input to p-max-sc-Oracle queries have size of
the order of the size of the hypergraph input to p-max-wc-Oracle. We note that the p-max-wc-Oracle as
defined in [7] does not include the vector yg as an input parameter. The proof of the next lemma follows by
modifying the proof of the lemma from [7] to incorporate the parameter yo. We omit details here for brevity.

Lemma 2.2 (Lemma 2.2 of [7]). Let p : 2V — Z be a set function, (G = (V,E),w : E — Z,) be a
hypergraph, and S, T CV be disjoint sets. Then, p-max-wc-Oracle((G,w),S,T) can be implemented to run
in O(|[V|(|V] + |E])) time using at most |V| + 1 queries to p-max-sc-Oracle. The run-time includes the
time to construct the hypergraphs used as input to the queries to p-max-sc-Oracle. Moreover, each query to
p-max-sc-Oracle is on an input hypergraph (Go,co) that has at most |V| vertices and |E| hyperedges.

3 Minimal Maximizers of Skew-Supermodular Function Sequences

In this section, we consider set families of maximizing sets of skew-supermodular functions. We state certain
structural properties of these families which we leverage in subsequent sections to show rapid convergence
of our algorithms.

For a function p : 2V — Z, a set X C V is a p-mazimizer if p(X) = K,. We let F, denote the
family of minimal p-maximizers. The following lemma says that the family F,, is disjoint if the function p
is skew-supermodular. An important consequence of this lemma is that a transversal for the family F, has
polynomial (in particular, at most linear) size, a fact that we will use in our analyzing the runtime of one of
our algorithms in subsequent sections.

Lemma 3.1. Letp: 2V — 7Z be a skew-supermodular function. Then, the family F, is a disjoint set-family.

The structural property of Lemma 3.1 is in fact a special case of a more general structural property of
certain sequences of skew-supermodular functions. Let pi,pa,...,ps be a sequence of skew-supermodular
functions defined over a ground set V. We will be interested in the structure of the family of minimal
maximizers across the entire sequence of functions. In particular, we will focus on the family F,_,, where
the family F,_, for i € [¢] is defined as follows: B

‘Fpsi::U}—i
]

jEli

We note that for a general sequence of skew-supermodular functions, the sets of the family F,_, may
not be well-structured. Consequently, Lemma 3.1 applied to each function in the sequence implies that
| Fpo,| < OWU|V]). However, we will focus on a specific structured sequence of skew-supermodular functions
that will arise in the analyses of all our algorithms in later sections. The next lemma shows that for such a

=0o(IV1]))-

sequence, the family F;,_, is laminar (which in turn, will be helpful to conclude later that ’fpg .

Lemma 3.2. Let { € Z, be a positive integer. Let the sequence Vi, Vo, ..., Vy and Z1,29,..., 2y be such
that Viy1 CV; and Z; :=V; — Viqq fori € [£ —1]. Let g1,92,-..,9¢ be a sequence of non-negative monotone
submodular functions such that g; : 20 — Zxq for each i € [{]. Let p1,pa,...,pe be a sequence of functions
such that p; : 2¥i — 7Z for i € [¢], the function p; is skew-supermodular, and p;+1 = (p; — g:)/z, for each
i € [0 —1]. Then, the family F,_, is a laminar family over the ground set V;.

We prove Lemma 3.2 in Appendix B.1. For completeness, we also include a simplified proof of the special
case Lemma 3.1 in the same section.
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4 Weak Cover with Linear Number of Hyperedges

In this section we prove Theorem 1.7. We restate it below.

Theorem 1.7. Let p : 2V — Z be a skew-supermodular function and m : V. — Z>q be a non-negative
function such that:

(a) m(X) > p(X) for every X CV and

(0) m(u) < K, for everyu € V.
Then, there exists a hypergraph (H =(V,E),w: E— Z+) satisfying the following four properties:

(1) b w)(X) = p(X) for every X CV,

(2) b(pw)(uw) =m(u) for everyu €V,

(3) Yecepwle) = Kp, and

(1) 1E[Z o(v)).
Furthermore, given a function m : V — Z>o and access to p-max-sc-Oracle of a skew-supermodular func-
tion p : 2V — Z where m and p satisfy conditions (a) and (b) above, there ewists an algorithm that runs
in time O(|V|°) using O(|V|*) queries to p-max-sc-Oracle and returns a hypergraph satisfying properties
(1)-(4) above. The run-time includes the time to construct the hypergraphs that are used as inputs to
p-max-sc-Oracle. Moreover, for each query to p-max-sc-Oracle, the hypergraph (Go,co) used as input to the
query has O(|V]) vertices and O(|V'|) hyperedges.

We first describe our proof of Theorem 1.7 under the assumption that the input function m : V. — Z,
is a positive function. In Section 4.1, we present our algorithm (see Algorithm 1). In Section 4.2, we show
that our algorithm terminates within a finite (pseudo-polynomial) number of recursive calls and returns a
hypergraph satisfying properties (1), (2) and (3) of Theorem 1.7 (see Lemma 4.4). In Section 4.3, we give
a tighter bound on the number of recursive calls witnessed by our algorithm and show that the hypergraph
returned by algorithm also satisfies property (4) of Theorem 1.7 (see Lemma 4.9). Finally, in Section 4.4,
we show that our algorithm runs in strongly polynomial time, given the appropriate function evaluation
oracle (see Lemma 4.11). Lemmas 4.4, 4.9, and 4.11 together complete the proof of Theorem 1.7 under the
assumption that the input function m : V. — Z, is a positive function.

We now briefly remark on how to circumvent the positivity assumption on the input function m in the
above proof. We note that if Z := {u € V : m(u) = 0} # 0, then p/z : 2V~ — Z is a skew-supermodular
function and m\ z : V—2 — Z, is a positive function satisfying the two hypothesis conditions of Theorem 1.7,
ie. m\z(X) > p/z(X) for every X CV — Z and m\z(u) < K, for every u € V — Z. Furthermore, we
observe that a hypergraph satisfying properties (1)-(4) for the functions p/z and m)\ z also satisfies the four
properties for the functions p and m. Finally, p/z-max-sc-Oracle can be implemented using p-max-sc-Oracle
in strongly polynomial time.

4.1 The Algorithm

Our algorithm takes as input (1) a skew-supermodular function p : 2" — Z, and (2) a positive function
m : V — Z, and returns a hypergraph (H = (V,E),w). We note that in contrast to the non-negative
function m appearing in the statement of Theorem 1.7, the function m that is input to our algorithm should
be positive.

We now give an informal description of the algorithm (refer to Algorithm 1 for a formal description). Our
algorithm is recursive. If V' = (), then the algorithm is in its base case and returns the empty hypergraph.
Otherwise, the algorithm is in its recursive case. First, the algorithm computes an arbitrary minimal transver-
sal T' C V for the family of p-maximizers — i.e., an inclusionwise minimal set T" C V such that TN X # ()
for every X C V with p(X) = K. Next, the algorithm computes the set D = {u € V : m(u) = K,} and
defines the set A := T UD. Next, the algorithm uses the set A to compute the following three intermediate
quantities 04(1), oz(Q), a®:

o oV :=min{m(u): u € A},

o a? = min{Kp —p(X): XCV - A}, and
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o o® :=min{K, —m(u):ueV — A},

and defines « := min {a(l),a(Q), a(3)}. Next, the algorithm computes the set Z = {u € V : m(u) — a = 0}
and defines (Hy,wq) to be the hypergraph on vertex set V' consisting of a single hyperedge A with weight
wo(A) = a. Next, the algorithm defines the two functions m’' : V.— Zand m” : V-2 — Z asm/ := m—ayxa,
and m” := m/\z. Next, the algorithm defines the two functions p’ : 2¥ — Z and p” : 2% — Z as
P =P — b(Hy,w) and p” = p'/z. The algorithm then recursively calls itself with the input tuple (p”,m”)

to obtain a hypergraph (H” =(V"=V-2ZE") ,w”). Finally, the algorithm extends the hypergraph H"’
with the set Z of vertices, adds the set A with weight « as a new hyperedge to the hyperedge set E”, and

returns the resulting hypergraph. If the hyperedge A already has non-zero weight in (H”,w"), then the
algorithm increases the weight of the hyperedge A by «, and returns the resulting hypergraph.

Algorithm 1 Weak covering with hyperedges

INPUT: Skew-supermodular function p : 2" — Z and positive function m : V — Z
OutpuT: Hypergraph (H = (V,E),w: E — Z,)

ALGORITHM (p,m) :
1: if V = 0 then return Empty Hypergraph ((@, 0) ,@).

2: else:

3: D={ueV:m(u)=K,}

4: T := an arbitrary minimal transversal for the family of p-maximizers
5: A=TUD

min {m(u) : u € A}

6: a:=min{ a® =min{K, —p(X): X CV — A}
o® = min {K, —m(u) :u eV — A}

7: Z={ued:mu)—a=0}

8: Construct (Ho = (V, Ey := {A}) ,wo : By — {a})

9: m' :=m —ayxs and m” =m'\z
10: P =D = by we) and p’ =p'/z
11:  (H",w"”):= ALcORITHM (p”,m")

12: Obtain hypergraph (G, ¢) from (H”,w"”) by adding vertices Z.
13: return (G + Hy, ¢+ wp)

4.2 Termination and Partial Correctness

In this section, we show that Algorithm 1 terminates within a finite (pseudo-polynomial) number of recursive
calls, and moreover, returns a hypergraph satisfying properties (1)-(3) of Theorem 1.7. The ideas in this
section are modifications of the results due to Szigeti [58]; we suggest first time readers to skip this section
and return to it as needed. Lemma 4.4 is the main result of this section and is included at the end of the
section. The next lemma states useful properties of Algorithm 1.

Lemma 4.1. Suppose that V # 0 and the input to Algorithm 1 is a tuple (p,m), where p : 2V — Z is a
skew-supermodular function and m 'V — Zy is a positive function such that m(X) > p(X) for all X CV
and m(u) < K, for allu € V. Let o, Z,m" be as defined by Algorithm 1. Then, we have that

(a) a>1,

(b) m"(V - 2) <m(V),

(¢) m(X) > p(X)+alAN X| — « for every X C V.
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Proof. We note that K, > m(u) > 1 for every u € V, where the final inequality is because m is a positive
function, and consequently K, > 0 since V # (). We now prove each property separately below.

(a)

We note that oV e Zy since the function m is a positive integer valued function. Thus, it suffices
to show that a(?,a®) € Z,. Our strategy to show this will be to assume otherwise and arrive at a
contradiction to the algorithm’s choice of the set A.
First, we recall that a(?) = min{K, —p(Z) : Z C V — A}. We note that a® € Z since p : 2"V — Z.
Thus, it suffices to show that a® > 1. By way of contradiction, say a® < 0. Since K, > p(X) for
all X C V by definition, we have that a® > 0. Thus, a® = 0. Let X C V be a set that witnesses
a® =0,ie a® =K, —p(X)and X CV — A. We note that X # (J, since otherwise we have that
0=a® =K,—p) > K, —m() = K, > 0, a contradiction. Since a(?) = 0, we have that p(X) = K,
and thus, the set X is a p-maximizer that is disjoint from the set A, contradicting that A contains a
transversal for the family of p-maximizers by Steps 4 and 5.
Next, we recall that a(®) = min{K, — m(u) : u € V — A}. We note that a®) € Z since K, € Z and
m : V — Z. Thus, it suffices to show that a(® > 1. By way of contradiction, say a® < 0. Since
K, > m(u) for all w € V, we have that a®) > 0. Thus, a® = 0. Consequently, there exists a vertex
v € V that witnesses a® =0, i.e. a® =0 = K, —m(v) and v € V — A, contradicting Steps 3 and 5.
Let m’,m”, Z be as defined by Algorithm 1. We note that by Steps 4 and 5, the set A contains a
transversal for the family of p-maximizers. If {) is the only p-maximizer, then we have that 0 < K, =
p(@) < m(P) = 0, a contradiction. Thus, there exists a non-empty p-maximizer and consequently
A # (). Moreover, by part (a) of the current lemma, we have that o > 1. Then, the following shows
the claim.

m"(V—-2)=m"\z(V-2)=m'(V)=m(V) —axa <m(V).

Let X CV be arbitrary. We will show the claim by induction on |X|. We first consider the base case
|X| = 0. Then, we have that m(X) > p(X) > p(X) —a = p(X) +a]AN X| — a, and so the claim holds.
Next, we consider the inductive case of | X| > 1. Let T and D be as defined by Algorithm 1 for input
tuple (p,m). Let D := D — T so that A = T'& D. We now prove the claim by considering two cases.
First, suppose that D N X # (). Then, we have the following;:

m(X) > m(ANX)
=m(TNX)+mDNX)
>ao|TNX|+K,-|DNX|
>Ky+aTNX|+alDNX|-1)
>p(X)+alANX]| — a.

Here, the second inequality is because m(u) > a®) > o for each u € A by Step 6 and m(u) = K, for
each v € D. The third inequality is because K, > m(u) > o) > o foreachu € A by Step 6. The
final inequality is because K, > p(X) and A=T W D.

Next, suppose that D N X = (). Suppose that TN X = (). Then, we have that AN X = @ since
A =TwD. Consequently, we have that m(X) > p(X) > p(X) —a = p(X) + a]AN X| — a, and hence,
the claim holds. Here, the first inequality is because m(Z) > p(Z) for every Z C V. We henceforth
assume that TNX # (. Let y € TNX be an arbitrary element. Since the set T is a minimal transversal
of p-maximizers, there exists a p-maximizer Y C V such that TNY = {y}. In particular, we have that
|[AN(X —Y)| =|ANX|—1. We now consider two cases based on the skew-supermodularity behavior
of the function p at the sets X and Y.
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First, suppose that p(X) +p(Y) < p(X NY) 4+ p(X UY). Then, we have the following:

p(X)+p¥)<p(XNY)+p(XUY)
<p(XNY)+pY)
<m(XNY)+p(Y)
=m(X) —m(X =Y)+p(Y)
<m(X) —m(AN(X =Y)) +p(Y)
<m(X) —alAN(X =Y)|+pY)
=m(X)—a(|[ANX|-1)+p(Y).

Here, the second inequality is because the set Y is a p-maximizer. The third inequality is because
m(Z) > p(Z) for every Z C V. The fourth inequality is because m is a positive function. The fifth
inequality is because m(u) > o) > « for each u € A by Step 6. The final equality is because
|[AN(X —Y)| =]|AN X| — 1. We note that rearranging the terms gives us the claim.

Next, suppose that p(X) 4+ p(Y) < p(X —=Y) + p(Y — X). Then, we have the following:

P(X) +p(Y) < p(X —¥) + p(Y — X)
< p(X — )+ p(Y)
<mX-Y)—aAN(X =Y)|+a+pY)
=m(X)—-m(XNY)—aAN(X -Y)|+a+p)
=m(X)—-mXNY)—aAnX|+aANXNY|+a+pl)
<m(X)—alANX|+a+pY).

Here, the second inequality is because the set Y is a p-maximizer. The third inequality is by the
inductive hypothesis for the set X —Y: we note that |X — Y| < |X| since y € X NY # 0. The
final equality is because [AN (X —Y)| = [ANX| —|AN X NY|. The final inequality is because
AANXNY|<m(ANXNY)<m(XNY) since m(u) > oM > « for each u € A by Step 6.

O

The next two lemmas will allow us to conclude that if the input functions p and m to a recursive call
of Algorithm 1 satisfy conditions Theorem 1.7(a) and (b), then the intermediate functions p’,m’ and the
input functions to the subsequent recursive call p”’, m’ as constructed by Algorithm 1 also satisfy conditions
Theorem 1.7(a) and (b). Such recursive properties will be useful in inductively proving the existential version
of Theorem 1.7.

Lemma 4.2. Suppose that V # () and the input to Algorithm 1 is a tuple (p,m), where p : 2V — 7Z is a
skew-supermodular function and m : V. — Zy is a positive function such that m(X) > p(X) for all X CV
and m(u) < K, for allu € V. Let a,p’,m' be as defined by Algorithm 1. Then, we have that

(a) The function m’' : V. — Zxq is a non-negative function,

(b) Ky =K, — a,

(c) m'(u) < K, forallue V', and

(d) m'(X) > p'(X) forall X CV'.

Proof. We prove each property separately below.

(a) Let u € V be a vertex. If u ¢ A, then m’(u) = m(u) > 0. Otherwise u € A and we have that
m'(u) = m(u) —a > m(u) — a®) >0, where the last inequality is by definition of a(1).

(b) Let X C V be a p-maximizer and ¥ C V be a p’-maximizer. By Steps 4 and 5, the set A is a
transversal for the family of p-maximizers, and consequently, |[A N X| > 1. Thus, K, = p'(Y) >
P (X) = p(X) — a = K, — a. Here, the inequality is because Y is a p’-maximizer, and the equality
P (X) = p(X) — «a is by the definition of the function p’ and because |A N X| > 1. We now show
that K,y < K, — «a. If the set Y is also a p-maximizer, then the claim holds since we have that
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K,y =p'(Y)=p)—a= K, — «a, where the second equality is because the set A is a transversal for
the family of p-maximizers. Thus, we may assume that Y is not a p-maximizer. If |ANY| > 1, then
we have that

Kp—a=pX)-a=p(X)<K,=p'(Y)=pY)-a<pX)-a,

where the third equality is because Y is a p’-maximizer, the fourth equality is because of |[ANY| > 1
and the definition of p’, and the final inequality is because the set X is a p-maximizer. Thus, all
inequalities are equations and the claim holds. Otherwise, suppose that |A NY| = 0. Here, we have
that

K, —a=p(X)—a>p(X)—a® >p(X) - (p(X) = p(Y)) =p(Y) =p/(Y) = Ky,

where the first inequality is by definition of c, the second inequality is by definition of a(?) and the
fact that the set X is a p-maximizer, and the third equality is because of [ANY| = 0 and definition of
the function p’.

(c) First, consider a vertex u € A. Then, we have that m'(u) = m(u) — o < K, — a = K/, where
the inequality is because m(v) < K, for every v € V, and the final equality is by part (b) of the
current lemma. Next, consider a vertex u € V — A. Thus, m/(u) = m(u). In particular, we have that
K, —m'(u) = K, — m(u) > a® > a. Rearranging the terms, we get that K, = K, — a > m/(u),
where the first equality is again by part (b) of the current lemma.

(d) Let X CV be arbitrary and let the hypergraph (Hp,wq) be as defined in Step 8. First, suppose that
|X N Al =0. Then, we have that b, .,))(X) = 0, and consequently m/(X) = m(X) > p(X) = p/(X).
Thus, the claim holds. Next, suppose that | X N A| > 1. Then, we have the following:

m'(X) =m(X) — a| X NA| 2 p(X) — a = p(Z) = by, (X) = p'(X).

Here, the inequality holds by Lemma 4.1(c). The final equality is because | X N A| > 1.
O

Lemma 4.3. Suppose that V # () and the input to Algorithm 1 is a tuple (p,m), where p : 2V — Z is a
skew-supermodular function and m 'V — Z, is a positive function such that m(X) > p(X) for all X CV
and m(u) < K, for allue V. Let o, Z,p",m" be as defined by Algorithm 1. Then, we have that

(a) p" = (p = b(ywe))/ z; moreover, the function p” is skew-supermodular,

(b) the function m” : V. — Z — 7, is a positive function,

(c) Kpr = K —a,

(d) m"(u) < Ky for allue V", and

(e) m"(X) > p"(X) forall X CV".

Proof. We prove each property separately below.

(a) We note that p” = (p— b(w,,uw,))/z by Step 10. Moreover, the function p” is skew-supermodular
because b, ) is submodular and function contraction is known to preserve skew-supermodularity
(see Proposition 4 of [58]).

(b) We have that m”(u) = m/(u) > 0 for each u € V — Z, where the inequality is by Lemma 4.2(a) and
the definition of the set Z in Step 7.

(c) By Lemma 4.2(b), it suffices to show that K,» = K,/. Let X & Rx be a p’-maximizer, where Rx C Z
and X CV — Z. Furthermore, let Y C V — Z be a p’-maximizer such that p”(Y) = p/(Y W Ry') where
Ry C Z. Then, we have the following:

Ky =p(XWRx) <max{p(XWR): R CZ}=p"(X) <K,y =p"(Y)=p'(YWRy) < K.
Thus, all inequalities are equations.

(d) Let w € V — Z. Then we have that m”(u) = m/(uv) < K, = K,, where the inequality is by
Lemma 4.2(a) and the final equality is by Lemma 4.2(b) and part (c) of the current lemma.
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(e) Let X C V — Z be arbitrary. Let R C Z such that p”(X) = p/(X W R). Then, we have that
m’(X) = m' (X W R) > p(XWR) = p’(X). Here, the first equality is because R C Z and the
inequality is by Lemma 4.2(a).

O

We conclude the section with the main result of the section.

Lemma 4.4. Suppose that the input to Algorithm 1 is a tuple (p,m), where p : 2V — Z is a skew-
supermodular function and m 1V — Z4 is a positive function such that m(X) > p(X) for all X C V
and m(u) < K, for all w € V. Then, Algorithm 1 terminates within a finite (pseudo-polynomial) number
of recursive calls. Furthermore, the hypergraph (H =(V,E),w: E— Z+) returned by Algorithm 1 satisfies
the following three properties:

1. b,y (X) 2 p(X) forall X CV,

2. bgw)(u) =m(u) for allu €V, and

3. Y epwle) =K.

Proof. We prove the lemma by induction on the potential function ¢(m) := m(V'). We note that ¢(m) > 0
since m is a positive function. For the base case of induction, suppose that ¢(m) = 0. Then, we have that
V = () since m is a positive function. Consequently, Algorithm 1 is in its base case (Step 1) and terminates.
Moreover, Step 1 returns an empty hypergraph which satisfies properties (1)-(3) and so the lemma holds.

For the inductive case, suppose that ¢(m) > 0. Since m is a positive function, we have that V #
and so Algorithm 2 is in its recursive case. Thus, by Lemma 4.3(a), (b), (d) and (e), the tuple (p”,m")
constructed by Algorithm 1 satisfy the hypothesis of the current lemma. We note that the tuple (p”, m"”)
is the input to the subsequent recursive call of Algorithm 1 by Step 11. Moreover, ¢(m”) < ¢(m) by
Lemma 4.1(b). Thus, by induction, the subsequent recursive call to Algorithm 1 terminates and returns
a hypergraph (H” = (V",E"),w") satisfying properties (1)-(3) for the tuple (p”,m”). Consequently, the
entire execution of Algorithm 1 terminates within a finite number of recursive calls. Let (H = (V, E), w)
be the hypergraph returned by Step 11 and let (Hp,wy), Z, A, @ be as defined by Algorithm 1 for the input
tuple (p,m). We first show that the hypergraph (H,w) satisfies property (1). Let X C V be arbitrary.
Then, we have that

b(r,w) (X) = b(arr ) (X = Z) + b(rg,u0) (X)
> (X = Z) + b(ry,w0) (X)
> p/(X) + b(Ho,wo)(X)
=p(X).
Here, the first inequality holds by the inductive hypothesis property (1) and the second inequality is because

p"" = p'/z by Step 10. Next, we show that hypergraph (H,w) satisfies property (2). Let u € V be arbitrary.
Then, we have the following:

b(H,w) (u) = b(H”,w”)(u) + b(Ho,wo)(u)
= b(H,,M,/)(u) + axa(u)
=m" (u) + axa(u)

=m(u).

Here, the third equality is by the inductive hypothesis property (2). Next, we show that the hypergraph
(H,w) satisfies property (3). We have the following:

Z w(e) = Z w(e) +w(A) = Z w’(e)+a= Ky +a=K,.

eeE ecE” ecE"

Here, the third equality is by induction hypothesis property (3), and the final equality is by Lemma 4.3(c). O
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4.3 Recursion Depth and Hypergraph Support Size

In this section, we give an upper bound on the number of recursive calls witnessed by an execution of
Algorithm 1. The main result of this section is Lemma 4.9 which we show at the end of the section. We
begin with some convenient notation that will be used in this section as well as the next section.

Notation. By Lemma 4.4, the number of recursive calls made by Algorithm 1 is finite. We will use
¢ to denote the depth of recursion. We will refer to the recursive call at depth i € [{] as recursive
call i or the i*" recursive call. We let V; denote the ground set at the start of recursive call i, and
pi 2 2% = Z and my 1 V; — Z>o denote the input functions to recursive call i. Furthermore, we let

D;, Ty, A;, i, agl), al@, 041(-3), Z;, (HE, wh), ph, mb, pYf,m! denote the quantities D, T, A, o, o), a?) a3 Z_ (Hy, wy),
p',m’,p", m" as defined by Algorithm 1 during the i*" recursive call for i € [¢(—1]. For convenience, we also de-
fine the relevant sets, values and functions during the base case (£*" recursive call) as follows: Ay, Dy, Z¢ = ),
ag,aél),af),af) =0, mjy,my,me1 = my, and pj, py/, pey1 := pe. Finally, let (Hz = (Vi, E;) ,wi) denote
the hypergraph returned by the i*" recursive call.

We note that Lemma 4.3 and induction on the recursion depth ¢ immediately imply the following lemma

which says that for every ¢ € [¢], the input tuple (p;, m;) satisfies the hypothesis of Theorem 1.7.

Lemma 4.5. Suppose that the input to Algorithm 1 is a tuple (py,m1), where py : 2Y* — Z is a skew-
supermodular function and mq : Vi — Zy is a positive function such that m1(X) > p1(X) for all X C V4
and my(u) < K, for allu € Vi. Let £ € Zy be the number of recursive calls witnessed by the execution of
Algorithm 1 and, for all i € [{], let (p;,m;) be the input tuple to the i'" recursive call of the execution. Then,
for all i € [¢] we have that p; : 2 — 7 is a skew-supermodular function and m; : V; — Z, is a positive
function such that m;(X) > p;(X) for all X CV; and m;(u) < K,,, for all u € V;.

Set Families. For our analysis, we will focus on certain set families associated with an execution of
Algorithm 1. Let i € [(] be a recursive call of Algorithm 1. We define Z<; = Uj¢;Z;. We use F; and F;
to denote the families of minimal p;-maximizers and p;-maximizers respectively, i.e., F; is the collection of
inclusionwise minimal sets in the family {X C V; : p;(X) = K,,,} and F] is the collection of inclusionwise
minimal sets in the family {X C V; : p;(X) = K }. Lemma 4.6 below shows the progression of these families
across recursive calls of an execution of Algorithm 1. We will also be interested in families of all minimal
maximizers of the input functions witnessed by the algorithm up to a given recursive call. Formally, we

define the family F<; := U;j¢[;)F;. Lemma 4.7 below summarizes useful properties of the stated families.

Lemma 4.6. Suppose that the input to Algorithm 1 is a tuple (py,m1), where py : 2V — Z is a skew-
supermodular function and my @V — Z4 is a positive function such that mi(X) > p1(X) for all X C V3
and mi(u) < K, for allu € Vi. Let £ € Zy be the number of recursive calls witnessed by the execution of
Algorithm 1 and, for all i € [€], let (p;, m;) be the input tuple to the it" recursive call of the execution. Then,
for all i € [£], we have the following:

(a) if Y CV; is a p;-mazimizer, then Y is also a pi-mazimizer, and

(b) if Y CV; is a pi-mazimizer such that Y — Z; # 0, then Y — Z; is a p;+1-mazimizer.

Proof. We note that both properties trivially hold if ¢ = ¢, and so we consider the case where when i < /—1
(i.e. Algorithm 1 is in its recursive case). We recall that by Lemma 4.5, p; is a skew-supermodular function
and m; is a positive function such that m;(X) > p;(X) for all X C V; and m;(u) < K, for all u € V;. We
prove both parts separately below.

(a) Let Y C V; be a p;-maximizer. We recall that by Steps 4 and 5 during the i*" recursive call, the set A, is
a transversal for the family of p;-maximizers. Thus, we have that p}(Y') = p;(Y) —a; = Kp, —a; = Ky,
where the first equality is because A;NY # () and the third equality is by Lemma 4.5 and Lemma 4.2(b).

(b) Let Y CV; be a pi-maximizer such that Y — Z; # (. We have the following:

K

Pi+1

> pit (Y — 2,) = max{p(Y UR) : RC 2} > pl(Y) = Ky = K

Pit+1
where the final equality is by Lemma 4.2(b) and Lemma 4.3(c). Thus, all inequalities are equations
and we have that p;1(Y — Z;) = K,

Pit1-
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Lemma 4.7. Suppose that the input to Algorithm 1 is a tuple (p1,m1), where py : 2V — Z is a skew-
supermodular function and my 1V — Z4 is a positive function such that mi(X) > p1(X) for all X C Wy
and mq(u) < K, for allu € Vi. Let £ € Zy be the number of recursive calls witnessed by the execution of
Algorithm 1 and, for all i € [€], let (p;, m;) be the input tuple to the i*" recursive call of the execution. Then,
for all i € [£ — 1], we have the following:

(a) Z<; C Z<;y1; furthermore, a; = agl) if and only if Z; #0 (i.e., Z<; C Z<it1),

(b) F<i C F<iy1; furthermore, if a; = a§2) < agl), then F<; C F<iyi,
(¢) D; C D, CDiy1; furthermore, if a; = a§3), then D; C Di.

Proof. We recall that by Lemma 4.5, p; is a skew-supermodular function and m; is a positive function such
that m;(X) > p;(X) for all X C V; and m;(u) < K, for all u € V;. We prove each property separately
below.
(a) We have that Z<; C Z<;11 by definition. We now show the second part of the claim. The reverse
direction follows because the function m is a positive function. For the forward direction, suppose that

a; = agl). Let u € A; be a vertex that witnesses «; = agl), ie. m;(u) = a;. Then, we have that

my(u) = m;(u) — aixa,(u) = 0. Thus, u € Z,.

2
(b) We note that F<; C F<;4+1 follows by definition. We now show the second part of the claim. Suppose
that a; = aZ@) < %(1)_ Then by part (a) of the current lemma, we have that Z; = (). Consequently
P} = pi+1 by the definition of the two functions. We consider the family F; of minimal p/-maximizers.
By Lemma 4.6(a), we have that F; C F] = F,11, and thus, F<; C F<; UF] = F<it1, where the
equalities in both the previous expressions are because p; = p;+1. We now show that the first inclusion
is strict. For convenience, we let F., := F<; UF/. By way of contradiction, suppose that F<; = F_,.

Let X CV; — A; be a set such that o; = ozZ@) = K, — pi(X) (such a set exists since o; = ozZ@)). Then,

we have that p}(X) = p;(X) = K, — az@ = K. Here, the first equality is because X C V; — A;, the
second equality is because our choice of X satisfies 041(»2) = K,, — pi(X), and the final inequality is by
Lemma 4.2(b). Thus, the set X is a pj-maximizer. Furthermore, X is not a p;-maximizer since A; is a
transversal for the family of p;-maximizers by Step 5, but A; N X = (). Consequently, there exists a set
Y C X such that Y € F] — F;. Since F<; = F.,, we have that Y € F<,_;. In particular, there exists
a recursive call j € [i — 1] such that Y € F;. Since Y C V;, by Lemma 4.6(a), (b) and induction on j,
we have that Y € F;. Thus, the set Y is a p;-maximizer and so A; N'Y # () by Step 5, a contradiction
to Az M X = (Z]
(c) First, we show that D; C D;. Let u € D;. Then we have the following:

mi(u) =mi(u) — aixa,(u) = Kp, — aixa, (u) = K, —a; = K.

Here, the second equality is because u € D;, the third equality is because D; C A;, and the final
equality is by Lemma 4.2(b). Thus, u € D} and we have that D; C D;. Next, we show that D, C D, ;.
Let u € D}. We note that if u € Z;, then we have that 0 = m/(u) = K, and thus i = £, contradicting
i €[1,£—1]. Thus, u & Z;, i.e. u € Viy1. Then, we have that m; 1 (u) = mj(u) = Ky = K, ,, where
the final equality is by Lemma 4.2(b) and Lemma 4.3(c). Thus, u € D;1; and we have that D, C D; ;.

We now show the second part of the claim. Suppose that a; = agg) and let v € V; — A; be the vertex
(3)

which witnesses a; = o™, i.e. a; = K, — m;(v). Then, we have that:

m;(v) = ml(v) — QXA (U) = mi(v) = quz — oy = Kpi+1 .

Here, the second equality is because v € V; — A;. The third equality is because the vertex v witnesses
o; = 0453). The final equality is by Lemma 4.3(c). Thus, v € D;11\D;.
O
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The next lemma shows how the function input to an arbitrary recursive call is related to the function
input to the first recursive call. This expression will be useful in implementing Algorithm 1 since it will allow
us to construct function maximization oracle for p; using only polynomially many queries to the function
maximization oracle of p;.

Lemma 4.8. Suppose that the input to Algorithm 1 is a tuple (py,m1), where py : 2V — Z is a skew-
supermodular function and my @V — Z4 is a positive function such that m1(X) > p1(X) for all X C V3
and my(u) < K, for allu € Vi. Let £ € Zy be the number of recursive calls witnessed by the execution of
Algorithm 1. For i € [{], let (p;, m;) be the input tuple to the it" recursive call; moreover, fori € [ —1], let
Z;, (HE, wh) be as defined by Algorithm 1 for the input (p;,m;). Then, for each i € [f] we have that

bi=|pP1— Z b(f_ljﬂf)j) /Uje[i,l]z’

Jeli—-1]
where (ﬁé, wY) denotes the hypergraph obtained by adding the vertices Ujeli—1)Z; to the hypergraph (H§,wh).

Proof. We show the lemma by induction on i. The base case ¢ = 1 trivially holds. For induction, suppose
that ¢ > 2. Then, we have the following;:

jE[i—2]

- Z b(HJ ) /Uje[i—z] b(H" RRTEa /Zi—l
jE€[i—2]

= Z b(HJ ~J /U].E[i_2]2]‘ /Zi—l

j€li—1]

Here, the first equality is by Step 10, the second equality is by the inductive hypothesis, and the third and
fourth equalities are because b(gi-1 i)é—l)(X) = b wg-l)(X NV;_1) for all X C V by definition of the
coverage function, where V; is the ground set at the i*" recursive call. Simplifying the final RHS gives the
claimed expression. O

We now show the main result of the section which says that an execution of Algorithm 1 witnesses O(|V])
recursive calls. Since every recursive call adds at most one new hyperedge to the hypergraph returned by the
execution, this also implies that the number of hyperedges in a solution returned by Algorithm 1 is O(|V]).
This shows property (4) of Theorem 1.7.

Lemma 4.9. Suppose that Vi # 0 and the input to Algorithm 1 is a tuple (p1,m1), where py : 2V* — Z is
a skew-supermodular function and my : Vi — Zy is a positive function such that m1(X) > p1(X) for all
X C Vi and mi(u) < Kp, for alluw € Vi. Let £ € Z, be the number of recursive calls witnessed by the
execution of Algorithm 1. Then,
1. the recursion depth ¢ of Algorithm 1 is at most 4|V4| — 1, and
2. the number of hyperedges in the hypergraph (H = (V1,E),w) returned by Algorithm 1 is at most
A[Vi| —1.

Proof. We note that part (2) of the current lemma follows from part (1) since every recursive call adds at
most one new hyperedge to the hypergraph returned by the execution in Step 11. Thus, it suffices to show
part (1). We define a potential function ¢ : [¢{] — Z>¢ as follows: for each i € [{],

o(i) = [Z<i| + | F<i| + |Dil-
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By Lemma 4.7, we have that ¢ is a monotone increasing function, since each of the three terms is non-
decreasing and at least one of the three terms strictly increases with increasing ¢ € [¢]. Consequently, the
number of recursive calls witnessed by the execution of Algorithm 1 is at most ¢(£) — ¢(0) < |Z<4|+ | F<¢| +
|D| < 2|V] + |F<e| < 4]V| — 1. Here, the final inequality is because the family F,_, is laminar by the
following: let (p;,m;) denote the input to the i*" recursive call of Algorithm 1. By Lemma 4.3(a) and
induction on i, we have that p;11 = (pi — b wi))/ 2, for every recursive call i € [¢ —1]. Then, laminarity
of the family F,_, is obtained by applying Lemma 3.2 to the sequence of functions p1, ..., pe. O

4.4 Runtime

In this section, we show that Algorithm 1 can be implemented to run in strongly polynomial time provided
that the input function p is skew-supermodular. Lemma 4.11 is the main lemma of this section. Let
i € [ — 1] be a recursive call of an execution of Algorithm 1. In order to show that the i'" recursive call
can be implemented in polynomial time, we will require the ability to compute a minimal transversal for
the family of p;-maximizers in strongly polynomial time (Step 4). We recall that the function p; is skew-
supermodular by Lemma 4.5. Consequently, F,, is a disjoint family by Lemma 3.1. Thus, in order to
compute a transversal for the family F,, in strongly polynomial time, it suffices to explicitly compute the
family F,,, itself in strongly polynomial time, and pick an arbitrary vertex from each set of the family. We
note that disjointness of the family guarantees that it contains at most a linear number of sets. The next
lemma shows that F,, can be computed in strongly polynomial time using the function maximization oracle
for p;.

Lemma 4.10. Let p: 2V — 7Z be a skew-supermodular function. Then, the family F, can be computed in
O(|V|?) time and O(|V|?) queries to p-max-Oracle. The run-time includes the time to construct the input
to the queries to p-max-Oracle.

Proof. We describe a recursive procedure that takes a p-maximizer X C V as input and returns a minimal
p-maximizer contained in X. For every u € X, let Z* be the set returned by querying p-max-Oracle(Sy :=
0, Ty := (V — X) U {u},yo := {0}V). If there exists a vertex u € X such that the set Z“ is a p-maximizer,
then recursively compute a minimal p-maximizer contained in Z*. Otherwise, return the set X.

The correctness of the above procedure is because of the following. The above procedure terminates (in
at most |V| recursive calls) because the cardinality of the input set X strictly decreases during each recursive
call (i.e., |X'| > |X]). Let Y C X be a minimal p-maximizer contained in the set X. If Y = X, then there
are no p-maximizers that are strictly contained in the set X. Here, the procedure correctly returns the
set X. Alternatively, suppose that Y C X and let u € X — Y. Then, there exists a p-maximizer Z such
that Y C Z C X — {u}. Consequently, the set Z* computed by the procedure will be a p-maximizer that is
strictly contained in the set X. Using this fact, the procedure can be shown to return a minimal p-maximizer
contained in the set X by induction on |X]|.

We now describe a slight modification of the above procedure that leads to an improved runtime and a
smaller number of queries to p-max-Oracle. Let u € X be a vertex. If the set Z" is a p-maximizer, then
we include w in the input set Ty to all p-max-Oracle queries in subsequent recursive calls of the procedure.
Alternatively, if the set Z* is not a p-maximizer, then we include v in the input set Sy to all p-max-Oracle
queries in subsequent recursive calls procedure. Consequently, the number of queries to p-max-Oracle (and
number of recursive calls of the procedure) is at most |V|. We note that constructing the input to each query
and verifying whether the set returned by the query is a p-maximizer can be done in O(|V'|) time. Thus, the
procedure terminates in O(|V'|?) time. Here, the runtime includes the time to construct the inputs to the
p-max-Oracle queries.

We note that by Lemma 3.1, the family F,, is disjoint. Moreover, one can compute a set from the family
Fp using the procedure from above. Thus, the entire family F,, can be computed by iteratively applying
the procedure from above — each time a set from the family F,, is found, it will be included in the input set
Ty to all p-max-Oracle queries in subsequent iterations of the procedure. The lemma follows because each
iteration of this new procedure runs in O(|V|?) time and uses at most |V | queries to p-max-Oracle; moreover,
there are at most O(|V|) iterations of this new procedure since |F,| = O(|V]) by the disjointness of F,. O
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We now show the main lemma of the section which says that Algorithm 1 can be implemented in strongly
polynomial time and polynomial number of calls to p-max-sc-Oracle. We remark that the maximization
oracle used in Lemma 4.11 is stronger than the one used in Lemma 4.10. This stronger version is needed for
the input function p in order to be able to construct the required p;-max-Oracle for all recursive calls i € [¢].

Lemma 4.11. Suppose that the input to Algorithm 1 is a tuple (p,m), where p : 2V — Z is a skew-
supermodular function and m :'V — Zy is a positive function such that m(X) > p(X) for all X CV and
m(u) < K, for all uw € V. Then, Algorithm 1 can be implemented to run in O(|V|®) time using O(|V|*)
queries to p-max-sc-Oracle. The run-time includes the time to construct the hypergraphs used as input to
the queries to p-max-sc-Oracle. Moreover, for each query to p-max-sc-Oracle, the hypergraph (Go, co) used
as input to the query has |V| vertices and O(|V]) hyperedges.

Proof. We recall that ¢ € Z, denotes the number of recursive calls witnessed by the execution of Algorithm 1
and that (p;, m;) denotes the input tuple to the i*" recursive call of the execution. Let i € [f] be a recursive
call. The next claim shows that all steps of Algorithm 1 except for Steps 10 and 11 in the i*" recursive
call can be implemented to run in strongly polynomial time and strongly polynomial number of queries to
p;-max-Oracle.

Claim 4.1. All steps except for Steps 10 and 11 in the it" recursive call can be implemented to run in
O(|Vi|?) time using O(|Vi|?) queries to p;-max-Oracle. The run-time includes the time to construct the
inputs for the queries to p;-max-Oracle.

Proof. We note that the value K, can be computed by querying p;-max-Oracle(Sy := 0, Ty := 0, yo := {0}"7).
Step 3 can be computed in O(|V;|) time by explicitly checking the condition m;(u) = K, for every u € V;.
By Lemma 4.5 we have that the function p; is skew-supermodular. Consequently, the family of minimal
pi-maximizers is a disjoint family by Lemma 3.1. Moreover, by Lemma 4.10, this family can be computed
in O(|V;]?) time using O(]V;|?) queries to p;-max-Oracle, where the runtime includes the time to construct
the inputs for queries to p;-max-Oracle. Consequently, by picking an arbitrary vertex from each set of the

family, Steps 4 and 5 can be implemented in O(|V;|?) time using O(|V;|?) queries to p;-max-Oracle, where
¢9) (3)

the runtime includes the time to construct the inputs for queries to p;-max-Oracle. The values o;”’ and o

can be computed in O(|V;]) time by iterating over all vertices in V;. The value %(2) can be computed by
the single query p;-max-Oracle(Sy := 0, Ty := A, yo := {0}"%). Thus, Step 6 can be implemented in O(|V;|)
time using a single query to p;-max-Oracle, where the runtime includes the time to construct the inputs for
the query to p;-max-Oracle. Steps 7 and 9 can be computed in O(|V;|) time by iterating over all vertices in
Vi:. We note that the number of distinct hyperedges in the hypergraph obtained from recursion (Step 11)
is at most ¢ — i since each recursive call adds at most one distinct hyperedge to the returned. Thus, Steps
12 and 13 can be implemented in O(|V;| 4+ £) = O(|V4]) time, where the equality is because £ = O(|V4]) by
Lemma 4.9. O

Next, we focus on the time to implement a query to p;-max-Oracle using p;-max-sc-Oracle, where we
recall that p; = p is the input function to the initial call to Algorithm 1.

Claim 4.2. For disjoint subsets S, T C V; and a vectory € 7"+, the answer to the query p;-max-Oracle(Sy :=
S, Ty := T, yo := y) can be computed in O(|V1|?) time using at most |V1| + 1 queries to p;-max-sc-Oracle.
The run-time includes the time to construct the inputs for the queries to p;-max-sc-Oracle. Moreover, for
each query to p;-max-sc-Oracle, the hypergraph (Go,co) used as input to the query has |Vi| vertices and
O(|V1]) hyperedges.

Proof. We prove the claim in two steps. In the first step, we will use the expression for the function
p; given by Lemma 4.8 to construct an answer for the query p;-max-Oracle(S,T,y) using a single query
to pi-max-wc-Oracle. In the second step, we will obtain the desired runtime using p;-max-sc-Oracle by
invoking Lemma 2.2. o

For every j € [i], let (Hj, ) denote the hypergraph obtained by adding the vertices Urej—1]2k to the
hypergraph (HE,w§). We now show the first step of the proof via the following procedure. First, construct
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the hypergraph (G, ¢) and the vector y; € Z"1, where G := 2jeli-1] H), c:= Zje[ifll,u?g and y1 (u) = yo(u)
for every u € V;, y1(u) := 0 otherwise Next, obtain (Z, p;(Z)) by querying p;-max-wc-Oracle((G,c), S, T,y1).

Finally, return (Z — U;;lle, p(Z)) as the answer to the query p;-max-Oracle(S,T,y). We note that correct-
ness of the procedure is because p; = (Pl - Zje[z‘ﬂ] b(gj,ﬂ)j))/uje[i—l] z, by Lemma 4.8.

We now show the second step of the proof. We observe that the hypergraph (G, c) constructed above
has vertex set Vi since for every j € [i — 1], the vertex set of (ﬁ'g?u?g) is contained in Vj. Moreover,
(G,c) has i — 1 < ¢ = O(|V1]) hyperedges because for every j € [i — 1], the hypergraph (ﬁg,ﬁ/g) has
exactly 1 hyperedge by Step 8, and ¢ = O(|V4]) by Lemma 4.9. Consequently, by Lemma 2.2, the answer
to the query pj-max-wc-Oracle((G,c),S,T,y1) in the above procedure can be computed in O(|V;]?) time
using |Vi| + 1 queries to p;-max-sc-Oracle, where the runtime includes the time to construct the inputs to
pi-max-sc-Oracle; moreover, the hypergraph used as input to each p;-max-sc-Oracle query has at most |V
vertices and O(|V;|) hyperedges. Finally, we note that the construction of hypergraph (G, ¢) and returning
the (set, value) pair returned by the above procedure can be implemented in O(|V;|?) time and so the claim
holds. O

We now complete the proof using the two claims above. By Claim 4.1, all steps except for Steps 10 and 11
in the i*" recursive call can be implemented to run in O(|V;|?) time using O(|V;|?) queries to p;-max-Oracle.
By Claim 4.2, an answer to a single p;-max-Oracle query can be computed in O(|V;|?) time using at most
|V1| + 1 queries to p;-max-sc-Oracle. Thus, all steps except for Steps 10 and 11 in the i** recursive call can
be implemented to run in O(|V;|*) time and O(|V;|?) queries to p;-max-sc-Oracle. By Claims 4.1 and 4.2,
the run-time also includes the time to construct the inputs for the queries to p;-max-sc-Oracle. Moreover,
by Claim 4.2, the hypergraph (Gg,co) used as input to each p;-max-sc-Oracle query has |V;| vertices and
O(|V1]) hyperedges.

We note that Steps 10 and 11 need not be implemented explicitly for the purposes of the algorithm.
Instead, p;,1-max-Oracle can be used to execute all steps except for Steps 10 and 11 in the (i 4 1)!" recursive
call. We note that Claim 4.2 also enables us to answer a p; ;-max-Oracle query in O(|V;|?) time using at most
|[V1] + 1 queries to p;-max-sc-Oracle. Thus, we have shown that each recursive call can be implemented to
run in O(|V4[*) time and O(|V;|?) queries to p;-max-sc-Oracle. Moreover, each query to p;-max-sc-Oracle is
on an input hypergraph (G, ¢o) that has |V;| vertices and O(|V;]) hyperedges. By Lemma 4.9, the number of
recursive calls witnessed by the execution of Algorithm 1 is O(|V;|). Thus, Algorithm 1 can be implemented
to run in O(|V1]%) time and O(|V1]*) queries to p;-max-sc-Oracle, where each query to p;-max-sc-Oracle is
on an input hypergraph (Go, ¢o) that has |V;| vertices and O(|V;]|) hyperedges. O

5 Weak Cover using Near-Uniform Hyperedges

In this section, we present an algorithm to obtain a degree-specified near-uniform weak cover of a function.
We emphasize that our algorithm does not require any assumption on the structure of the input set-function
p other than it being integer-valued and satisfying certain conditions with the input degree bounds. In
subsequent sections where we prove Theorem 1.8 and Theorem 1.9, we will show that this algorithm, when
executed on inputs satisfying the theorem-specific hypotheses (regarding skew-supermodularity of p), returns
hypergraphs with the claimed properties of the respective theorems.

In Section 5.1, we present our algorithm (See Algorithm 2). Our algorithm is recursive in nature. We
define the notion of a feasible execution of our algorithm in the same section. In Section 5.2, we prove that a
feasible execution of the algorithm terminates within finitely many recursive calls. Here, we also show that it
returns a hypergraph satisfying properties (1)—(4) of Theorem 1.8 and Theorem 1.9. In Section 5.3, we bound
the number of recursive calls of a specific type during feasible executions of our algorithm—we use this bound
in subsequent sections to show properties of our algorithm when the input function is skew-supermodular or
the maximum of two skew-supermodular functions. In Section 5.4, we turn our attention to the case where
the input is a skew-supermodular function or the maximum of two skew-supermodular functions. Here, we
show that the execution of our algorithm is a feasible execution on such inputs. In Section 5.5, we bound
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the run-time of the algorithm as a function of the recursion depth for skew-supermodular functions and
maximum of two skew-supermodular functions as inputs.

Finally, in Sections 5.6 and 5.7, we use the results from the preceding sections to prove our main results.
In Section 5.6, we bound the number of recursive calls of type not considered in Section 5.3 for when the
input function p is a skew-supermodular function and complete the proof of Theorem 1.8. In Section 5.7,
we bound the number of recursive calls of type not considered in Section 5.3 for when the input function p
is the maximum of two skew-supermodular functions and complete the proof of Theorem 1.9.

5.1 The Algorithm

Our algorithm takes as input (1) a function p : 2V — Z, (2) a positive function m : V — Z,, and (3)
a set J C V and returns a hypergraph (H = (V,E) ,w). We note that in contrast to the non-negative
function m appearing in the statements of Theorem 1.8 and Theorem 1.9, the function m that is input to
our algorithm should be positive. However, the algorithm in this section will not require the function p to be
skew-supermodular. The algorithm is recursive. The input set J C V is used to share information between
subsequent recursive calls and is thus a consequence of the recursive nature of the algorithm. This input
parameter can be suppressed if the algorithm is implemented in an iterative manner.

Our algorithm is LP-based. We define the polyhedron associated with the LP now. For a set function
p:2Y — Z and a function m : V — Rsq, we define the polyhedron Q(p,m) as:

(i) 0<z(u) <min{l,m(u)} VueV
(ii)) z(Z2) > 1 VZCV: p(Z)=K,
[ V| (i) z(u) =1 VueV: mu) =K, \ -polvhedron
Qe m) SR 52 < m(2) - p(2) 41 VZCV (Q-polyhedron)
() |22] <) < [22]

We now give an informal description of the algorithm (refer to Algorithm 2 for a formal description). If
V = (0, then the algorithm returns the empty hypergraph. Otherwise, the algorithm computes an extreme
point optimum solution y to the LP max{} ., v. :y € Q(p,m)} and defines A to be the support of y. The
algorithm uses the set A to compute the following five intermediate quantities a(*),a(®,a®), a® ().

e oM = min{m(u) : u € A},
e a® :=min{K, - p(X): X CV - A},

o a® :=min{K, —m(u):ueV — A},

o o = min{{m(x)p(X)J AN X > 2}, and

[ANX]|—1
m(V) mod K, if [A] = [m(V)/K,| >m(V)/K,,
o o :={ K, — (m(V) mod K,) if|A|=|m(V)/K,| <m(V)/K,,
+00 otherwise
and defines a = min{a®, a® o o o) L Next, the algorithm computes the set Z = {ueV:

m(u) —a = 0} and defines (Hp, wp) to be the hypergraph on vertex set V' consisting of a single hyperedge A
with weight wo(A) = «. Next, the algorithm defines the two functions m’ : V. — Z and m” : V — Z - Z as
m' := m—axa, and m” := m’\ z. Next, the algorithm defines the two functions p’ : 2V — Z and p" : 2V =% —
Z as p' = p —b(py,w,) and p”’ = p'/z. The algorithm then defines the set J” := A — Z and recursively calls
itself with the input tuple (p”,m”,J”) to obtain a hypergraph (H” =(V"=V-2ZE" ,w”). Finally,
the algorithm extends the hypergraph H” with the set Z of vertices, adds the set A with weight o as a new
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hyperedge to the hyperedge set E”, and returns the resulting hypergraph. If the hyperedge A already has
non-zero weight in (H"”,w"), then the algorithm increases the weight of the hyperedge A by «, and returns
the resulting hypergraph.

The definition of the polyhedron Q(p, m) immediately implies the following lemma.

Lemma 5.1. Let p: 2V — Z be a set function with K, >0andm:V — Zy be a function. Lety be an
integral vector in Q(p,m) and A :={u €V :y, > 0}. Then, the following properties hold:

(1) The set A is a transversal for the family of p-maximizers,

(2) {ueV:m(u)=K,} CA,

(3) |ANZ| <m(Z)—p(Z)+1 forall Z CV, and

(4) |Al € [lm(V)/Kp], [m(V)/Kp]].

We recall that a polyhedron is integral if all its extreme points are integral. Non-emptiness and integrality
of the polyhedron Q(p, m) will be an important requirement to show properties about Algorithm 2. We will
denote recursive calls of Algorithm 2 during which Q(p,m) is a non-empty integral polyhedron as feasible
recursive calls and say that an execution of Algorithm 2 is a feasible execution if every recursive call during
the execution is feasible or V' = ) in that recursive call. We note that if V' = () in a recursive call, then the
algorithm terminates with that recursive call.

Algorithm 2 Weak covering with hyperedges

INPUT: Function p : 2V — Z and positive function m : V — Z
OutpuT: Hypergraph (H = (V,E),w: E — Z;)

ALGORITHM (p,m, J) :
1: if V = () then return Empty Hypergraph (((Z), 0) ,@).

2: else:
3: Compute an extreme point optimum solution y to max {EuEJ yu 1Y € Q(p, m)}

4 A={ueV:y, >0}

o := min {m(u) : u € A}

o :=min {K, —p(X): X CV — A}
o® = min {K, —m(u) :u eV — A}

e o mind a® ::min{vme:|AﬁX|22

[ANX]|—1
m(V) mod K, if [A] = [m(V)/K,| >m(V)/K,,

a® = K, — (m(V) mod K,) if |[A] = |m(V)/K,| <m(V)/K,,
+00 otherwise.

Z:={ueAd:mu)=a}

Let (Hy == (V,Eq == {A},wo : Ey — {a})

m' ==m —ayxa and m"” :=m/\z

P =D = b(ag,uw) and p" :=p'/ 2

10: (H”,w") := ALGORITEM (p”,m",J" := A — Z)
11: Obtain (G, ¢) from (H”,w") by adding vertices Z
12: return (G + Hy, ¢+ wp)

5.2 Termination and Partial Correctness of Algorithm 2

This section is devoted to proving that a feasible execution of Algorithm 2 terminates within finite number
of recursive calls and returns a hypergraph satisfying properties (1)—(4) of Theorem 1.8 and Theorem 1.9-see
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Lemma 5.5. We also prove certain additional properties in this section about the execution of Algorithm 2
that will help in subsequent analysis. We emphasize that all lemmas that appear in this section do not
require the function p to be skew-supermodular. The ideas to prove Lemma 5.5 are modifications of the
results due to Bernath and Kiraly [8]; we suggest first time readers to skip reading this section until this
lemma and return to them as needed.

We begin with the following lemma which shows that the value o computed in Step 5 is positive and the
function value of the entire ground set for function m strictly decreases in each feasible recursive call.

Lemma 5.2. Suppose that the input to Algorithm 2 is a tuple (p,m,J), where J C V is an arbitrary set,
p: 2V = 7 is a set function, and m : V. — Z, is a function such that m(X) > p(X) for all X C V,
m(u) < K, for allw € V, and Q(p,m) is a non-empty integral polyhedron. Let a, Z and m” be as defined
by Algorithm 2. Then, we have that

(a) > 1, and

(b)) m"(V—2Z)<m(V).

Proof. We note that since Q(p, m) is non-empty, we have that V # ). Consequently, Algorithm 2 is in its
recursive case. We prove both properties separately below.
(a) Let y, A, a®, a® o o® o) be as defined by Algorithm 2. Since Q(p,m) is a non-empty integral

polyhedron, the vector y is the indicator vector of the set A. We note that oY) € Z_ since the function
m is a positive integer valued function. Thus, it suffices to show that a(?), a3 o® o®) ¢ 7.
First, we recall that o(?) = min{K, — p(Z) : Z C V — A}. We note that a?) € Z since p : 2V — Z.
Thus, it suffices to show that o(?) > 1. By way of contradiction, say a(?) < 0. Since K, > p(X) for
all X C V by definition, we have that a® > 0. Thus, a® = 0. Let X C V be a set that witnesses
a? =0, ie a? =K, —p(X)and X CV — A. Since a? = 0, we have that p(X) = K,, and thus,
the set X is a p-maximizer that is disjoint from the set A. This contradicts Lemma 5.1(1).
Next, we recall that ® = min{K, — m(u) : u € V — A}. We note that a® € Z since K, € Z and
m : V — Z. Thus, it suffices to show that a(® > 1. By way of contradiction, say a(® < 0. Since
K, > m(u) for all u € V, we have that a® > 0. Thus, a®) = 0. Let v € V be a vertex that witnesses
a® =0, ie a® =K, —m(v) and v € V — A. Since a(® = 0, we have that m(v) = K,. However,
this contradicts Lemma 5.1(2).

Next, we recall that o® = min { \‘%J AN X| > 2} We note that a®) € Z by definition

and so it suffices to show that a(*) > 1. By way of contradiction, say a® < 0. Since m(X) > p(X)
for every X C V, we have that a® > 0. Thus, a® = 0. Let Z C V be a set that witnesses o = 0,

m(X)—p(X) m(Z)—p(Z)
[ANX]|—-1 [ANZ]—1

this gives us that m(Z) — |[AN Z| < p(Z) — 1, contradicting Lemma 5.1(3).
Finally, we recall that

i.e. Z:= argmin { { J JANX| > 2}. Consequently, we have that < 1. However,

m(V) mod K, if [A] = [m(V)/K,| >m(V)/K,,
al® = K, — (m(V) mod K,) if |[A] = |m(V)/K,] <m(V)/K,,
+o00 otherwise.

If a®® = oo, then we are done. Suppose that a(® # co. Then, m(V)/K, is not an integer. By
definition, this immediately implies that a(%) > 1.

(b) Let A,m’ be as defined by Algorithm 2. Since Q(p,m) is non-empty, we have that A # (). By part

(1) of the current lemma, we have that o > 1. Hence, m/(V) = m(V) — axa < m(V) by Step

8. Since the function m” : V — Z — Z is defined as m” = (m — axa)\z by Step 9, we have that
m"(V —2)=m/(V) <m(V) and the claim holds.

[

The next two lemmas will allow us to conclude that if the input functions p and m to a feasible recursive
call of Algorithm 2 satisfy certain conditions, then the intermediate functions p’, m’ and the input functions
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to the subsequent recursive call p”’,m’ also satisfy the same conditions. Such recursive properties will be
useful in inductively proving properties about Algorithm 2.

Lemma 5.3. Suppose that the input to Algorithm 2 is a tuple (p,m,J), where J C V is an arbitrary set,
p:2Y — Z is a set function, and m : V — Z, is a function such that m(X) > p(X) for all X C V,
m(u) < K, for all w € V, and Q(p,m) is a non-empty integral polyhedron. Let p’, m’ and o be as defined
by Algorithm 2. Then, the following hold:

(a) The function m’ : V' — Zsq is a non-negative function,

(b) Kpl = Kp —Q,

(¢c) m'(u) < Ky for allue V', and

(d) m'(X)>p(X) forall X CV".

Proof. We note that since Q(p,m) is non-empty, we have that V' # @. Consequently, Algorithm 2 is in
its recursive case. Moreover, since since Q(p,m) is an integral polyhedron, the vector y is the indicator
vector of the set A, where y and A are as defined by the algorithm. Let o™, a®) a® o) o, and
(Ho = (V,Ey := {A},wp : Ey — {a}) be as defined by the algorithm. We show that the functions m’ and p’
satisfy each of the properties (a)-(d) below.
(a) The function m’ is non-negative due to the following: if the vertex u ¢ A, then m’(u) = m(u) > 0.
Otherwise u € A and we have that m/(u) = m(u) — a > m(u) — a®) > 0, where the last inequality is
by definition of a!) in Step 5.
(b) Let X C V be a p-maximizer and Y C V be a p’-maximizer. We recall that the set A is a transversal
for the family of p-maximizers by Lemma 5.1(1), and consequently, |AN X| > 1. Thus, K,y =p'(Y) >
P (X) = p(X) — o = K, — a, where the inequality is because the set Y is a p’-maximizer, and the
second equality is because |A N X| > 1 and the definition of the function p’ in Step 9. We now show
that K,y < K, —a. If the set YV is also a p-maximizer, then the claim holds since we have that
K, =p'(Y)=p{Y)—a= K, — a, where the second equality is because the set A is a transversal for
the family of p-maximizers. Thus, we may assume that Y is not a p-maximizer. If [ANY]| > 1, then
we have that
p(X) —a <P (¥) =p(¥) —a < p(X) - a,

where the first inequality is because we have already shown that K, > K, — «, the equality is because
of JANY| > 1 and the definition of p’ in Step 9, and the final inequality is because the set X is
a p-maximizer. Thus, all inequalities are equations and the claim holds. Otherwise, suppose that
|[ANY|=0. Here, we have that

p(X) —a>p(X)—a® >p(X) - (p(X) - p(Y)) =p(Y) =p'(Y),

where the first inequality is because o < a(?) in Step 5, the second inequality is by definition of o(?)
in Step 5 and the fact that the set X is a p-maximizer, and the final equality is because of |ANY| =0
and definition of the function p’ in Step 9.

(c) Suppose u € A. Then, we have that m'(u) = m(u) — a < K, — o = K/, where the first equality is
by definition of m’ in Step 8 and the final equality is by part (b) of the current lemma. Next, suppose
u € V — A, implying m’(u) = m(u). In particular, we have that K, —m'(u) = K, — m(u) > o® > q,
where the first inequality is by definition of a(® and the second inequality is by definition of « in Step
5. Rearranging the terms, we get that K, = K, —a > m/(u), where the first equality is again by part
(b) of the current lemma.

(d) Let X C V be arbitrary. Suppose that |[X N A| = 0. Then, bz, u,)(X) = 0 and hence m/(X) =
m(X) > p(X) = p'(X), so the claim holds. Suppose that |X N A| > 1. Then, we have the following:

m/(X) =m(X) — alX N A] 2 p(X) = a = p(X) = b(y,u) (X) = p'(X).

Here, the inequality holds trivially if | X N A| = 1, while for | X N A| > 2 it holds because o > a(¥) in
Step 5. The last equality is because | X N A| > 1.
O
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Lemma 5.4. Suppose that the input to Algorithm 2 is a tuple (p,m,J), where J C V is an arbitrary set,
p:2Y = 7 is a set function, and m : V — Z, is a function such that m(X) > p(X) for all X C V,
m(u) < K, for allu € V, and Q(p,m) is a non-empty integral polyhedron. Let «, a® Z p" and m" be as
defined by Algorithm 2. Then, the following hold:

(a) The function m” : V — Z — Z is a positive function,

(b) Ky = K, — a,

(c) m"(u) < Kp» for allue V",

(d) m"(X) > p"(X) for all X C V", and

(e) either Ky =0 orm/"(V—Z2)/Kyn € [|[m(V)/K,|, [m(V)/K,]]; furthermore, if Ky» >0 and a < a®,

then we have that

|(m"(V = 2)/Kpr | = [(m(V)/K,| and [(m"(V = 2)/Ky| = [m(V)/K,]|.

Proof. We note that since Q(p, m) is non-empty, we have that V' # (). Consequently, Algorithm 2 is in its
recursive case. Let A, p’ : 2V — Z, and m’ : V — Z be as defined by the Algorithm 2. We show that the
functions m’ and p”’ satisfy each of the properties (a)-(d) below.
(a) We have that m” (u) = m/(u) > 0 for every u € V — Z, where the inequality is by Lemma 5.3(a) and
the definition of the set Z in Step 6.
(b) By Lemma 5.3(b), it suffices to show that K,» = K,/. Let X & Rx be a p’-maximizer, where Rx C Z
and X CV — Z. Furthermore, let Y C V — Z be a p”-maximizer such that p”(Y) = p(Y W Ry ) where
Ry C Z. Then, we have the following:

Ky =p(XWRx) <max{p(XWR): R CZ} =p"(X) <Ky =p"(Y)=p'(YWRy) < K.

Thus, all inequalities are equations.

(c) Let w € V — Z. Then we have that m”(u) = m/(uv) < K, = K,, where the inequality is by
Lemma 5.3(c) and the final equality is by Lemma 5.3(b) and part (b) of the current lemma.

(d) Let X C V — Z be arbitrary. Let R C Z such that p”(X) = p/(X W R). Then, we have that
m’(X) = m' (X W R) > p(XWR) = p’(X). Here, the first equality is because R C Z and the
inequality is by Lemma 5.3(d).

(e) We note that K, > 0 because K,» = K, —a > K,—a) > K, —m(u) > 0 for every u € A, where the
final inequality is because m(u) < K, for every w € V. Suppose that K, > 0. By Lemma 5.1(4), we
know that |A| € [|[m(V)/K,], [m(V)/K,]]. First, we consider the case where m(V)/K, € Z. Then,
we have that |A| = m(V)/K, and hence,

m'(V—2) _m(V) oA _m(V)—aTgd  m(V) =g )

Kpu B Kp// Kp// N Kp—Oé N Kp ’

where the third equality is by Lemma 5.3(b). Here, we also observe that the second part of the
claim holds (regardless of the value of @). Next, suppose that m(V)/K, € Z. Let d,r € Z+ be
positive integers such that m(V) = d - K, + r with r < K, (such a d and r exist since m is a positive
function, m(Z) > p(Z) for every Z C V, and m(V)/K, ¢ Z). We note that d = [m(V)/K,| and
d+1 = [m(V)/K,] and hence, it suffices to show that m”(V —2)/K, € [d, d+1]. We consider two cases.
For he first case, suppose that |A| = |[m(V)/K,|. This implies that |A] = d and a < a®® = K, — 7.
Then, we have the following:

m"(V—-2) m(V)—-alA] dK,+r—ad c
Kp// Kp — N Kp —

[d,d +1].

For the second case, suppose that |A| = [m(V)/K,]. This implies that |A| =d + 1 and a < a® = 7.
Then, we have the following:

m'(V-2) m(V)-—alA _ dK, +r—a(d+1)

Kp// Kp — Kp —

€(d,d+1].
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Then, the first part of the claim holds by the final inclusions in both cases above. Furthermore, we
observe that in both cases, the final inclusions are in the range (d,d + 1) if a < a®). Consequently,
Lm”(v”)/Kp,,J =d and [m”(V”)/Kpﬂ = d + 1 and so the second part of the claim also holds.

O

We recall that an execution of Algorithm 2 is feasible if the Q(p,m) polyhedron is integral for every
recursive call of the algorithm. We now show the main lemma of the section which says that a feasible
execution of Algorithm 2 terminates within a finite number of recursive calls and returns a hypergraph
satisfying properties (1)—(4) of Theorem 1.8 and Theorem 1.9.

Lemma 5.5. Suppose that the input to Algorithm 2 is a tuple (p,m,J), where J C V is an arbitrary set,
p: 2V — Z is a set function, and m : V — Zy is a function such that m(X) > p(X) for all X C V
and m(u) < K, for all w € V, and the execution of Algorithm 2 for the input tuple (p,m,J) is feasible.
Then, Algorithm 2 terminates in a finite (weakly-polynomial) number of recursive calls. Furthermore, the
hypergraph (H =(V,E),w:E— Z+) returned by Algorithm 2 satisfies the following properties:

(1) bg,w)(X) > p(X) forall X CV,

(2) br,w)(u) =m(u) for allu eV,

(9) 3epwle) = Ky, and

(4) if K, >0, then |e] € [[m(V)/K,], [m(V)/K,]] for alle € E.

Proof. We prove the lemma by induction on the potential function ¢(m) := m(V'). We note that ¢(m) > 0
since m is a positive function. For the base case of induction, suppose that ¢(m) = 0. Then, we have that
V = () since m is a positive function. Consequently, Algorithm 2 is in its base case (Step 1) and terminates.
Moreover, Step 1 returns an empty hypergraph which satisfies properties (1)-(4) and so the lemma holds.
Here, we note that K, < 0 since otherwise, we have that 0 = m(0) > p(0)) > 0, a contradiction.

For the inductive case, suppose that ¢(m) > 0. We note that since m is a positive function, we have
that V' # 0 and K, > m(u) > 0 for every u € V. Consequently, Algorithm 2 is in its recursive case. Since
the execution of Algorithm 2 is feasible for the input tuple (p,m,J), we have that Q(p, m) is a non-empty
integral polyhedron. By Lemma 5.4(a), (¢) and (d), the tuple (p”, m”, J") constructed by Algorithm 2 satisfy
the hypothesis of the current lemma. We note that the tuple (p”,m”,J") is the input to the subsequent
recursive call of Algorithm 2 by Step 10. Moreover, ¢(m”) < ¢(m) by Lemma 5.2(b). Thus, by induction,
the subsequent recursive call to Algorithm 2 terminates and returns a hypergraph (H” = (V" E"),w")
satisfying properties (1)-(4) for the tuple (p”,m”,J"). Consequently, the entire execution of Algorithm 2
terminates within a finite number of recursive calls. Let (H = (V, E),w) be the hypergraph returned by
Step 10 and let (Hy,wp), Z, A, a be as defined by Algorithm 2 for the input tuple (p, m,J). We first show
that the hypergraph (H,w) satisfies property (1). Let X C V be arbitrary. Then, we have that

b(H’w)(X) = b(Huywu)(X - Z) + b(Hoywo)(X)
> (X = 2) + by w0) (X)
> p'(X) + b(Hy o) (X)
= p(X).

Here, the first inequality holds by the inductive hypothesis property (1) and the second inequality is because
p"" =p'/z by Step 9. Next, we show that hypergraph (H,w) satisfies property (2). Let u € V be arbitrary.
Then, we have the following:

b(va) (u) = b(H”)w”)(u) + b(Ho,wo)(u)
= by (u) + axa(u)
=m"(u) + axa(u)
=m(u).
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Here, the third equality is by the inductive hypothesis property (2). Next, we show that the hypergraph
(H,w) satisfies property (3). We have the following:

dwle)= > wle)+w(d)= Y w'(e)+a=EKy+a=K,

ecE ecE ecE"

Here, the third equality is by induction hypothesis property (3), and the final equality is by Lemma 5.4(b).
Next, we show that property (4) holds. Let e € E be an arbitrary hyperedge. We consider two cases.
First, suppose that ¢ € E — E”. Then, we have that e = A by Steps 7, 11 and 12. Consequently, we
have that |e| = |A] € [[m(V)/K,],[m(V)/K,]] by Lemma 5.1(4). Alternatively, suppose that e € E”.
We note that |E”| > 0 implies that K, > 0 by property (3) of the inductive hypothesis. Moreover,
le|] € [Im"(V")/Kp |, [m"(V")/Ky 1] by the induction hypothesis property (4). By Lemma 5.4(e), we
have that m"”(V")/K,» € [[m(V)/K,], [m(V)/K,]]. Thus, the interval [|m”(V")/ Ky |, [m"(V")/K,]] is
contained in the interval [|m(V)/K, |, [m(V)/K,]] and so property (4) holds. O

We conclude the section by showing two properties of Algorithm 2 which we will leverage in subsequent
sections while analyzing the recursion depth and runtime of the algorithm. The first lemma below shows
that any feasible execution of Algorithm 2 can witness o = a(®) in at most one recursive call. The second
lemma below shows that the set A chosen during a feasible recursive call of Algorithm 2 is not feasible for
the subsequent recursive call. As a consequence, the value o computed in Step 5 during a feasible recursive
call of Algorithm 2 is the maximum value such that the input tuple (p”, m”, J"”) to the subsequent recursive
call in Step 10 satisfy the hypothesis of Lemma 5.5.

Lemma 5.6. Suppose that the input to Algorithm 2 is a tuple (p,m,J), where J C V is an arbitrary set,
p:2Y — 7 is a set function, and m : V — Z, is a function such that m(X) > p(X) for all X C V,
m(u) < K, for all w € V, and Q(p,m) is a non-empty integral polyhedron. Let A,a® a, Z p" m" be
as defined by Algorithm 2. If a = a® and K,» > 0, then m(V)/K, ¢ Z, m"(V — 2)/K,» € Z, and
m”(V — Z)/KPN # |A|

Proof. We note that since Q(p, m) is non-empty, we have that V # () and consequently Algorithm 2 is in its
recursive case. Since a = a(® it follows that a®) < co (because a®) = a < o)) < max,cy m(u) < oo,
where final inequality is because the range of m is Z). and hence, m(V)/K, € Z by definition of o) in
Step 5. Next, we prove the conclusions about m”(V — Z)/K,». Let d,r € Z be positive integers such that
m(V) =d- K, +r with r < K, (such a d and r exist since m is a positive function, m(Z) > p(Z) for every
Z CV,and m(V)/K, ¢ Z). We note that d = [m(V)/K,| and d+1 = [m(V)/K,]. We consider two cases:
Firstly, suppose that |A| = [m(V)/K,|. It implies that |A] = d and a = a®) = K,, — r. Then, we have the
following:

m"(V—-2) m(V)—-alA| dK,+r—(K,—r)d

Ky,  K,—a Ky—K,—r
and hence, m"(V — 2)/K,» € Z and m"(V — 2Z)/K,» # |A|. In the above, the first equality is by definition
of m"” in Step 8 and by Lemma 5.4(b). Next, suppose that |A| = [m(V)/K,]. It implies that |A] =d +1
and a = a(®) = 7. Then, we have the following:

—d+1,

m"(V—-2) m(V)—alA]  dK,+r—r(d+1)

Ky, K,—« K,—r

:d’

and hence, m"(V — 2)/K,» € Z and m"(V — 2Z)/K,» # |A|. In the above, the first equality is by definition
of m” in Step 8 and by Lemma 5.4(b).
O

Lemma 5.7. Suppose that the input to Algorithm 2 is a tuple (p,m,J), where J C V is an arbitrary set,
p:2Y — 7 is a set function, and m : V — Z, is a function such that m(X) > p(X) for all X C V,
m(u) < K, for allu € V, and Q(p, m) is a non-empty integral polyhedron. Let A, Z,p",m" be as defined by
Algorithm 2. If AN Z =0 and K, > 0, then the indicator vector xa € {0,1}V =% is not in Q(p”,m").
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Proof. We note that since Q(p, m) is non-empty, we have that V # () and consequently Algorithm 2 is in its
recursive case. By way of contradiction, suppose that AN Z = ) and the indicator vector x4 € {0,1}V =% is
in Q(p”’',m"). Consequently, the set A satisfies the properties Lemma 5.1(1)-(4) with respect to the functions
p” and m”. We recall the definition of o below:

o := min {m(u) : u € A}
o :=min {K, —p(X): X CV — A}
a® =min {K, —m(u) :ueV — A}

- X)—p(X
= min { @ ::mm{{mlim)xlp(l)J AN X 22}

m(V) mod K, if [A] = [m(V)/K,]| >m(V)/K,,
a® = { K, — (m(V) mod K,) if |4 =|m(V)/K,| <m(V)/K,,
+00 otherwise.

First, suppose that o = a(1). Let u € A be a vertex such that & = m(u). Then, we have that v € Z # §.
Thus, we have that u € ACV — Z CV — {u}, a contradiction.

Next, suppose that & = a(®. Let X C V — A be a set such that a = K, — p(X). Then, we have that
p’(X) =p(X) = K, — o = K. Here, the first equality is because X C V — A and the final equality is by
Lemma 5.4(b). Thus, the set X is a p”-maximizer and hence X N A # () since the set A satisfies Lemma 5.1(1)
with respect to the functions p” and m”, a contradiction to X C V — A.

Next, suppose a = a®). Let u € V — A be a vertex such that a = K, — m(u). Then, we have that
m” (u) = m(u) = K, — o = K. Here, the first equality is because u € V' — A, and the final equality is by
Lemma 5.4(b). Thus, m”(u) = K, and consequently u € A since the set A satisfies Lemma 5.1(2) with
respect to the functions p” and m”, a contradiction to u € V — A.

m(X)—p(X)

Next, suppose that a = a(¥). Let X C V be such that [AN X| > 2 and o = { TAAX| =T J First, we

consider the case where a = %. Then, we have that m”(X) = m(X)—a|]ANX| = p(X)—a = p"(X),
where the first and final equalities are because |A N X| > 1. This gives us the required contradiction as
follows: p""(X) -1 <m"(X)—-|ANX]| =p"(X)—-|ANX| < p’(X) — 1, a contradiction. Here, the first
inequality is because the set A satisfies Lemma 5.1(3) with respect to the functions p” and m’ and the final
inequality is because |A N X| > 2. Next, we consider the case where o < mX)—p(X) Then, it follows that

TANX|—1
a+1> %. Rewriting this shows that p(X) —a+ [AN X|— 1> m(X) — a|A N X|. Consequently,

m'(X)=m(X) —alANX|<p(X)—a+|ANX|—-1=p"(X)+ |ANX| — 1. This gives us the required
contradiction as follows: p/(X)—1 < m/(X)—|ANX| < p”(X)—1, a contradiction. Here, the first inequality
is because the set A satisfies Lemma 5.1(3) with respect to the functions p” and m”.

Next, suppose that a = a®). By Lemma 5.6, we have that m”(V — Z)/K,» is an integer and m” (V —
Z)/Kp+ # |A|. This contradicts Lemma 5.1(4) with respect to the functions p” and m”. O

5.3 Number of Recursive Calls of Algorithm 2 with a € {a®,a® o o>}

In this section, we bound the number of recursive calls of Algorithm 2 that witness o € {a(M), a(? a3 o)},
The main result of this section is Corollary 5.1 which we show at the end of the section.

Notation. We first set up some convenient notation that will be used in the remainder of this section
as well as in subsequent sections. By Lemma 5.5, the number of recursive calls made by the algorithm is
finite. We will use ¢ to denote the depth of recursion of the algorithm. We will refer to the recursive call
at depth i as recursive call i or the i*" recursive call. Let V; denote the ground set at the start of recursive
call 5, and p; : 2V = Z, m; : V; — Zy, and J; C V; denote the inputs to recursive call ¢. Furthermore,
let A;, v, agl), 041(-2), agg), a§4), az(s), Z;,pl,, m/, denote the quantities A, o, o), a(?) a®) o) a®) Z p m’ de-
fined by Algorithm 2 at recursive call . For notational convenience, we define Z,, D, = (. Finally, let
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(Hi = (V,, E;), wi) denote the hypergraph returned by recursive call i.
We note that Lemma 5.4 and induction on the recursion depth 7 immediately imply the following lemma
which says that for every i € [¢], the input tuple (p;, m;, J;) satisfies the hypothesis of Lemma 5.5.

Lemma 5.8. Consider a feasible execution of Algorithm 2 with £ € Z, recursive calls. For every i € [{],
suppose that the input to the i'" recursive call of Algorithm 2 is a tuple (p;,ms,J;), where J; C Vi is an
arbitrary set, and the functions py : 2V — Z and my : V. — Z are such that m1(X) > pi(X) for every
X CV and my(u) < K, for every u € Vi. Then, for every i € [{], we have that the function p; : 2¥i — Z
and positive function m; : Vi — Zy satisfy m;(X) > pi(X) for all X CV; and m;(u) < K, for allu € V.

Set Families. = We now define certain set families that will be useful in the analysis. We recall that
Z; ={u € V;:mj(u) = 0}. We let the family Z<; = U;c[;2;. We also let D; := {u € V; : m;(u) = Kp, } and
D; = {u € V; : mj(u) = K}, }. We use F; to denote the families of minimal p;-maximizers. Lemma 5.9 below
shows the progression of minimal p;-maximizer families across recursive calls of an execution of Algorithm 2.
We will also be interested in families of all minimal maximizers of the input functions witnessed by the
algorithm up to a given recursive call. Formally, we define the family F<; := U;j¢[;)F;. Lemma 5.10 below
summarizes the properties of the stated families that will help in subsequent analysis.

Lemma 5.9. Consider a feasible execution of Algorithm 2 with £ € Z, recursive calls. For every i € [{],
suppose that the input to the i'" recursive call of Algorithm 2 is a tuple (p;,ms,J;), where J; C Vi is an
arbitrary set, and the functions py : 2V — Z and my : V. — Z are such that m1(X) > pi1(X) for every
X CV and mi(u) < K, for every u € V1. Then, for every i € [{ — 1] we have the following:

(a) if Y CV; is a p;-mazimizer, then Y is also a pi-maximizer, and

(b) if Y CV; is a pi-mazimizer such that Y — Z; # 0, then Y — Z; is a p;1+1-mazimizer.

Proof. By Lemma 5.4 (a), (c), and (d), we have that for every i € [¢], the function m; : V; — Z is a positive
function, and the functions p; : 2o — Z and m; are such that m;(X) > p;(X) for every X C V; and
m;(u) < K, for every u € V;. We prove both claims below for a fixed ¢ € [£].

(a) Let Y C V; be a p;-maximizer. By Lemma 5.1(1), the set A; is a transversal for the family of p;-
maximizers. Thus, we have that p;(Y) = p;(Y) — a; = K, — a; = K, where the first equality is
because A; NY # () and the third equality is by Lemma 5.3(b). /

(b) Let Y C V; be a pi-maximizer such that Y — Z; # (). We have the following:

K

Pi+1

> pir1 (Y = Zi) =max{p;(YUR) : RC Z;} > pi(Y) = Ky, = K},
where the final equality is by Lemma 5.4(b). Thus, all inequalities are equations and we have that
pi+1(Y - ZZ) = KP«;+1'

O

Lemma 5.10. Consider a feasible execution of Algorithm 2 with £ € Zy recursive calls. For every i € [{],
suppose that the input to the i*" recursive call of Algorithm 2 is a tuple (p;,m;, J;), where J; C V is an
arbitrary set, and the functions py : 2V — Z and my : V. — Z are such that m1(X) > pi(X) for every
X CV and mi(u) < K, for every u € V1. Then, for every i € [{ — 1] we have the following:

(a) Z<; C Z<it1; furthermore, a; = 041(.1) if and only if Z; # 0 (i.e., Z2<; C Z<iy1),

(b) F<i C F<iy1; furthermore, if a; = agz) < agl), then F<; C F<it1,

(c) D; C D} C Dit1; furthermore, if o = agg), then D; C D}, and

(d) if F<i = F<iy1 and Z; = 0, then F; = Fit1-

Proof. By Lemma 5.4 (a), (c), and (d), we have that for every i € [], the function m; : V; — Z is a positive
function, and the functions p; : 25 — Z and m; are such that m;(X) > p;(X) for every X C V; and
m;(u) < K, for every u € V;. We prove each claim separately below.

(a) We have that Z<; C Z<;11 by definition. We now show the second part of the claim. For the forward

direction, suppose that a; = agl). Let u € A; be a vertex such that m;(u) = «; (such a vertex exists
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since a; = az(-l)). Then, we have that m/(u) = m;(u) — a;xa,(u) = 0. Thus, u € Z;. The reverse

direction of the claim follows because the function m is a positive function.
We note that F<; C F<it1 follows by definition. We now show the second part of the claim. Suppose

that o; = a(2) < ozl(»l). Then by part (a) of the current lemma, we have that Z; = (§, and consequently
i = pit1 by the definition of the two functions. We consider the family F, of minimal p,-maximizers.
By Lemma 5.9(a), we have that 7; C F/ = F;11, and thus, F<; C F<; UF] = F<it1, where the
equalities in both the previous expressions are because p; = p;+1. We now show that the first inclusion
is strict. For convenience, we let ., := F<; UF,. By way of contradiction, suppose that F<; = F_,.

Let X C V; — A; be a set such thatiai = 0‘1(2) = K, — pi(X) (such a set exists since o; = a( )) Then,
we have that pj(X) = pi(X) = K, — 0%(‘2) = K. Here, the first equality is because X C V; — 4;,

the second equality is because our choice of X satisfies aEQ) = K,, — pi(X), and the final inequality is
by Lemma 5.3(b). Thus, the set X is a p}-maximizer. Furthermore, the set X is not a p;-maximizer
since the set A; is a transversal for the family of p;-maximizers by Lemma 5.1(1), but A; N X = 0.
Consequently, there exists a set Y C X such that Y € F] — F;. Since F<; = F.,, we have that
Y € F<;—1. In particular, there exists a recursive call j € [i — 1] such that Y € F;. Since Y C V;, by
Lemma 5.9(a), (b) and induction on j, we have that ¥ € F;. Thus, the set Y is a p;-maximizer and
consequently A; NY # () by Lemma 5.1(1), a contradiction to A; N X = (.

First, we show that D; C D] for every i € [¢]. Let u € D;. Then we have the following:

m;(u) = ml(u) — QXA (u) = Kpi — QXA (u) = Kpi - Q= KPQ'

Here, the second equality is because u € D;, the third equality is because D; C A; by Lemma 5.1(2),
and the final equality is by Lemma 5.3(b). Thus, u € D) and we have that D; C D,. Next, we
show that D, C D;;1. Let u € D). We note that if u € Z;, then we have that 0 = m}(u) = Ky,
and thus ¢ = ¢, contradicting ¢ € [1,£ — 1]. Thus, v ¢ Z;, i.e. u € V;41. Then, we have that
mit1(u) = mj(u) = K, = Kp,,,, where the final equality is by Lemma 5.4(b). Thus, u € D;11 and
we have that D} C D;44.

(3)

We now show the second part of the claim. Suppose that «; = ;" and let v € V; — A; be a vertex

such that o; = K, —m;(v) (such a vertex exists since a; = 04(3)) Then, we have that:

mi(v) = mi(v) - aixa, (v) = mi(v) = Ky, — a; = K,

Here, the second and third equalities are by the choice of v and the final equality is by Lemma 5.3(b).
Thus, v e Dz+1\Dz

We note that since Z; = ), the function p, = p;y1. Consequently, F;y1 = F; and F<;y1 = FL,.
Since F<;y1 = F<;, we have that F<; = F.,. By Lemma 5.9(a), we have that F; C F/. Thus, it
suffices to show the reverse inclusion F; C F; By way of contradiction, let X € F/ — F; # 0. Since
Fi C .7-"’<z = F<;, we have that X € F<;. By definition of the family F<; and our choice of the set X,
there exists j € [i — 1] and YV € F; U F} such that Y N'V; = X. By Lemma 5.9(a), (b) and mductlon
on j, we have that X € F;, a contradlctlon to the choice of set X.

O

We now show the main result of the section which says that the number of recursive calls of a feasible
execution of Algorithm 2 for which « € {a(l), a? o) a(5)} is at most |F</|+ 2|V|+ 1. We derive this as
a consequence of Lemma 5.10.

Corollary 5.1. Consider a feasible execution of Algorithm 2 with £ € Z, recursive calls. Suppose that the
input to Algorithm 2 is a tuple (p1,m1,J1), where J, C V is an arbitrary set, and the functions py : 2V — Z
and my : V — Zy are such that mi(X) > p1(X) for every X CV and mq(u) < K, for everyu € Vi. Then,
we have that

< |Fee +2IV]+ 1.

{i ef—1]:; € {agl)ﬂgz),ags)’ags)}}
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55) is at most one. Let i € [¢ — 1] be

the least index such that «; = ag‘t’). Then, by Lemma 5.6, we have that m;(V;)/K,, ¢ Z and one of the
eZ It K =0, then ¢ = ¢ — 1 and this is the only

following holds: either K, =0 or mi11(Viy1)/K, Pitt
iteration where a; = a§5). If mip1(Vig1)/Kp,,, € Z, then a§-5) = oo for every j > ¢ + 1 by definition and

Proof. We first show that the number of iterations ¢ for which «; = «
i+1

consequently, o # a§-5) for every j > i+ 1.

By the above arguments, it suffices to show that the number of iterations ¢ for which «; € {agl), 0‘52)7 a§3)}
is at most |.7:§[’ + 2|V|. For this, we define a potential function ¢ : [¢] = Z>( as follows: for every i € [(],

¢(i) = [2<i| + [F<il +|Dil.

By Lemma 5.10, we have that the function ¢ is non-decreasing as each of the three terms of ¢ are non-
decreasing. By Lemma 5.10, we also have that if a; € {agl), 0452), a(g)}, then ¢(i) < ¢(i +1). In particular,

we have that the number of recursive calls of the algorithm with a € {a(l), a?), a(3)} is at most ¢p(¢) —¢(0) <
[Z<tl + [Fpee| + Dol < 2IV] + [Fel- O

5.4 Feasibility of Execution for Skew-supermodular Functions

In this section, we show that the execution of Algorithm 2 is feasible under a skew-supermodularity assump-
tion on the input function. We recall that a call to Algorithm 2 is feasible if the input functions p and m
are such that the polyhedron Q(p, m) is non-empty and integral. Moreover, the execution of Algorithm 2 is
feasible if for every recursive call to the algorithm during its execution, either Algorithm 2 is in its base case
or recursive call is feasible Bernath and Kiraly showed the following result.

Lemma 5.11 ([8]). Let q,r : 2V — Z be skew-supermodular functions and p : 2V — 7 be the function
defined as p(X) = max{q(X),r(X)} for every X C V. Furthermore, let m : V — Z>o be a non-negative
function satisfying m(X) > p(X) for every X CV and m(u) < K, for every u € V.. Then, the polyhedron
Q(p,m) is a non-empty integral polyhedron.

Using Lemma 5.11 in conjunction with Lemma 5.8 leads to the following corollary showing feasibility of
the execution of Algorithm 2.

Corollary 5.2. Let q,r : 2V — Z be skew-supermodular functions. Suppose that the input to Algorithm 2 is a
tuple (p,m, J), where J C V is an arbitrary set, p : 2V — Z is a function defined by p(X) = max{q(X),r(X)}
for every X CV with K, >0 and m : V — Zy is a positive integer-valued function such that m(X) > p(X)
for every X CV and m(u) < K, for every uw € V. Let Z,(Hy,wp),p",m",J" be as defined by Algorithm 2.
Then, the input tuple (p”,m”, J") for the subsequent recursive call in the execution of the algorithm either
has Ky = 0 or satisfies the following properties:

(1) the functions " and r" defined by q" = (q — b(ry,we))/z and 1" == (r — b(ry wy))/ z, where (Ho,wo), 2
are as defined by Algorithm 2, are skew-supermodular; furthermore p”(X) = max{q"(X),r"(X)} for
every X CV,

(2) m" is a positive integer-valued function,

(8) m"(X) > p"(X) for every X CV,

(4) m"(u) < Kp» for everyu € V", and

(5) Q(p",m") is a non-empty integral polyhedron.

In particular, the execution of Algorithm 2 on the input tuple (p,m,J) is a feasible execution with finite
recursion depth.

Proof. We note that the function bg, ., is submodular, and consequently, the functions ¢" and r” are

40



skew-supermodular by definition. Let V" :=V — Z. Consider a set X C V”. Then, we have the following:
P (X) = (P = b(ro,we))/2(X)
= (max{g. 7} = brto ) ) /2(X)

= (max{q - b(Ho,wo)’ r—= b(Hoywo)}) /Z(X)
= max{q"(X), " (X)},

where the first equality is by Step 9. Thus, property (1) of the claim holds. Furthermore, properties (2), (3)
and (4) of the claim hold by Lemma 5.4. Finally, property (5) of the claim holds by Lemma 5.11 and the
previously shown properties (2), (3) and (4) of the claim.

We now show that the execution of Algorithm 2 on the input tuple (p, m, J) is a feasible execution with
finite recursion depth using (reverse) induction on the value K,. For the base case, suppose that K, = 0.
Then, we have that V = () since m : V' — Z, is a positive function with m(u) < K, for every u € V. Thus,
Step 1 returns the empty hypergraph and the claim holds. For the induction step, suppose that K, > 0. We
recall that K,» = K, —a < K, — 1, where the equality is by Lemma 5.4 and the inequality is by Lemma 5.2.
By the inductive hypothesis, we have that the execution of Algorithm 2 on the input tuple (p”, m”, J"), where
J" C V" is the set defined by Algorithm 2, is a feasible execution with finite recursion depth. Furthermore,
by Lemma 5.11, Q(p, m) is a non-empty integral polyhedron. Consequently the execution of Algorithm 2 on
the input tuple (p,m,J) is also feasible execution with finite recursion depth. O

Lemma 5.11 implies the following for skew-supermodular functions.

Lemma 5.12 ([8]). Let p : 2V — Z be a skew-supermodular function and m : V — Zsq be a non-negative
function satisfying m(X) > p(X) for every X CV and m(u) < K, for every u € V.. Then, the polyhedron
Q(p,m) is a non-empty integral polyhedron.

Using Lemma 5.12 in conjunction with Lemma 5.8 leads to the following corollary (similar to the proof
of Corollary 5.2).

Corollary 5.3. Suppose that the input to Algorithm 2 is a tuple (p,m,J), where J C'V is an arbitrary set,
p:2Y = Z is a skew-supermodular function with K, > 0, and m : V — Z, is a positive integer-valued
function such that m(X) > p(X) for every X C V and m(u) < K, for every u € V. Then, the input
(p":2YV" = Z,m” V" = Z,J" C V") for every recursive call in the execution of the algorithm either has
Ky, =0 or satisfies the following properties:

(1) p" is skew-supermodular,

(2) m" is a positive integer-valued function,

(8) m"(X) > p"(X) for every X CV,

(4) m" (u) < K, for every u € V", and

(5) Qp",m") is a non-empty integral polyhedron.
In particular, the execution of the algorithm is a feasible execution with finite recursion depth.

5.5 Run-time for Skew-supermodular Functions

In this section, we bound the run-time of Algorithm 2 for skew-supermodular functions assuming a bound
on the recursion depth of the algorithm. Lemma 5.16 and Lemma 5.17 are the main lemmas of this section.

In order to show that each recursive call of Algorithm 2 can be implemented in polynomial time, we will
require the ability to solve certain optimization problems in polynomial time. In the next two lemmas, we
summarize these optimization problems and show that they can be solved in polynomial time. The proofs of
these lemmas use combinations of several known tools in submodular minimization. We note that Lemma
5.14 below does not require the input function p to be skew-supermodular while Lemma 5.13 below requires
the input functions ¢ and r to be skew-supermodular.
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Lemma 5.13 concerns optimizing over the polyhedron Q(p,m). We note that p-max-Oracle is the sep-
aration oracle for constraint (iv) of the polyhedron Q(p,m). Consequently, given access to p-max-Oracle,
we can optimize over the polyhedron Q(p, m) in weakly polynomial time using the ellipsoid algorithm. The
following lemma shows that given access to g-max-Oracle and r-max-Oracle, where functions ¢,r : 2V — Z
are skew-supermodular, we can optimize over the Q-polyhedron associated with the function p defined as
p(X) := max{q(X),r(X)} for every X C V in strongly polynomial time. We defer the proof of the lemma
to Appendix B.2.

Lemma 5.13. Let q,r: 2¥ — Z be skew-supermodular functions and let p : 2V — 7 be the function defined
as p(X) := max{q(X),r(X)} for every X C V. Then, the following optimization problem can be solved in
poly(|V]) time using poly(|V|) queries to g-max-Oracle and r-max-Oracle: for a given non-negative function
m :V — Z>q such that Q(p,m) # 0 and a given cost vector ¢ € RY, find an extreme point optimum solution
to the following linear program:

max Z Cully T € Q(p,m)

ueV

Lemma 5.14 defines a ratio-maximization problem and shows that it can be solved in strongly polynomial
time using polynomial number of maximization-oracle queries. This will be helpful in computing the value
of a® in Algorithm 2 Step 5. We defer the proof of the lemma to Appendix B.3.

Lemma 5.14. For a function p : 2V — Z, the following optimization problem can be solved in poly(|V|)
time using poly(|V|) queries to p-max-Oracle: for a given vector y € RV and a given set A CV, compute a
set Z satisfying |AN Z| > 2 that mazimizes (p(Z) —y(Z))/(|ANZ| —1) i.e.,

p(Z) —y(2)

ANZ -1 :|AOZ|22}.

arg max {

The next lemma shows how the function input to an arbitrary recursive call of Algorithm 2 is related to

the function input to the first recursive call. We will use this expression in proving the main lemma of the

section. The proof of the lemma follows by induction on the recursion depth and is exactly the same as that
of Lemma 4.8. We omit the proof for brevity.

Lemma 5.15. Suppose that the input to Algorithm 2 is a tuple (p1,m1), where p; : 2" 5 Z and my 2 Vi —
Zy are functions such that m1(X) > p1(X) for all X C Vi and my(u) < K, for allu € Vq. Let £ € Z be
the number of recursive calls witnessed by the execution of Algorithm 2. For i € [€], let (p;,m;) be the input
tuple to the it recursive call; moreover, fori € [ — 1], let Z;, (HE, w}) be as defined by Algorithm 2 for the
input (p;, m;). Then, for each i € [¢] we have that

pi=|P1— Z b(Hj,tbj) /Uje[i—llzﬂ"
jeli—1]

where (HY,wh) denotes the hypergraph obtained by adding the vertices Ujeli—11Z; to the hypergraph (H{, wf).

We now bound the run-time of Algorithm 2 in terms of its recursion depth. In subsequent sections, we will
get strongly polynomial bounds on the recursion depth of the Algorithm 2 when the input function p is skew-
supermodular (or is defined to be the maximum of two skew-supermodular functions). Then, Lemma 5.16
(or respectively, Lemma 5.17) below will imply an overall strongly polynomial runtime for Algorithm 2, given
access to the appropriate function maximization oracle for p.

Lemma 5.16. Suppose that the input to Algorithm 2 is a tuple (p,m,J), where J C V is a set, p: 2V — Z is
a skew-supermodular function, and m : V — Z, is a positive integer-valued function such that m(X) > p(X)
for every X CV and m(u) < K, for every u € V. Let £ € Zy denote the recursion depth of Algorithm 2
on the input tuple (p,m,J) is L. Then, Algorithm 2 can be implemented to run in time poly(|V|,£) using
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poly(|V'|,€) queries to p-max-sc-Oracle. The run-time includes the time to construct the hypergraphs used
as input to the queries to p-max-sc-Oracle. Moreover, for each query to p-max-sc-Oracle, the hypergraph
(Go, co) used as input to the query has |V| vertices and O(¢) hyperedges.

Proof. By Corollary 5.3, the execution of Algorithm 2 is a feasible execution and ¢ is finite. For ¢ € [¢], let
the tuple (p;, m;, J;) denote the input to the i*" recursive call — we note that (py,my,J1) = (p,m,J). The
next claim shows that all steps of Algorithm 2 except for Steps 9 and 10 in the i** recursive call can be
implemented to run in poly(|V],¢) time and poly(|V|) number of queries to p;-max-Oracle.

Claim 5.1. All steps except for Steps 9 and 10 in the it" recursive call can be implemented to run in
poly(|V;|)+O(¥) time using poly(|V;|) queries to p;-max-Oracle. The run-time includes the time to construct
the inputs for the queries to p;-max-Oracle.

Proof. Step 3 can be implemented in poly(|V;|) time using poly(|V;|) queries to p;-max-Oracle since we can
find an extreme point optimum solution y to the LP max{}_ c; vu : ¥ € Q(pi,m;)} in poly(|Vi]) time
using poly(|V;|) queries to p;-max-Oracle by Lemma 5.13. Step 4 can be implemented in O(|V;]) time by
explicitly checking y,, > 0 for every u € V;. Next, we show that Step 5 can be implemented in poly(|V;|)
time using poly(|V;|) queries to p;-max-Oracle. We note that the value K, can be computed by querying
pi-max-Oracle(Sy := 0,7y := 0,50 := {0}"?). Then, the values al(.l), a®, a® and a® can be computed
in O(|V;]) time as follows: %(1) and agg) can be computed by iterating over all vertices in V;, az(-z) can be
computed by the single query p;-max-Oracle(Sy := 0, Ty := A,y := {0}"?), and a® can be computed by
checking the relevant conditions. Moreover, a(*) can be computed in poly(|V;|) time using poly(|V;|) queries
to p;-max-Oracle by Lemma 5.14. Consequently, Step 5 can be implemented in in poly(|V;|) time using
poly(|Vi]) queries to p;-max-Oracle. Steps 6, 7 and 8 can be implemented in O(]V;|) time by iterating over
V;. We note that the number of distinct hyperedges in the hypergraph obtained from recursion (Step 10) is
at most £ — 7 since each recursive call adds at most one distinct hyperedge to the returned. Thus, Steps 11
and 12 can be implemented in O(|V| + ¢) time. O

Next, we focus on the time to implement a query to p;-max-Oracle.

Claim 5.2. For disjoint subsets S, T C V; and a vectory € 7"+, the answer to the query p;-max-Oracle(Sy :=
S, Ty :=T,yo :=y) can be computed in O(|V1|(|V1|+L)) time using at most |V1|+1 queries to p; -max-sc-Oracle.
The run-time includes the time to construct the inputs for the queries to p;-max-sc-Oracle. Moreover, for
each query to p;-max-sc-Oracle, the hypergraph (Go, co) used as input to the query has |Vy| vertices and O(7)
hyperedges.

Proof. We prove the claim in two steps. In the first step, we will use the expression for the function p;
given by Lemma 5.15(b) to construct an answer for the query p;-max-Oracle(S,T,y) using a single query
to pp-max-wc-Oracle. In the second step, we will obtain the desired runtime using p;-max-sc-Oracle by
invoking Lemma 2.2. o

For every j € [i], let (ﬁé , W) denote the hypergraph obtained by adding the vertices Uye[;_1) 2k to the hy-
pergraph (HY, wk). We now show the first step of the proof via the following procedure. First, construct the
hypergraph (G, ¢) and the vector y; € Z"1, where G := Zje[i—l] f{g), c:= Zje[i_l],ﬁ)é) and y1(u) := yo(u)
for every u € V;, y1(u) := 0 otherwise. Next, obtain (Z, p1(Z)) by querying p;-max-wc-Oracle((G,c), S, T, y1).
Finally, return (Z — U;;lle,p(Z)) as the answer to the query p;-max-Oracle(S,T,y). We note that correct-
ness of the procedure is because p; = (Pl =2 jeli-1) b(gjﬂifj))/uje[i—l] z; by Lemma 5.15(b).

We now show the second step of the proof. We observe that the hypergraph (G, c) constructed above has
vertex set V; since for every j € [i — 1], the vertex set of (Hj, 1) is contained in V;. Moreover, (G, ¢) has at
most ¢ — 1 distinct hyperedges because for every j € [i — 1], the hypergraph (ﬁg, u?g)) has exactly 1 hyperedge
by Step 7. Consequently, by Lemma 2.2, the answer to the query p;-max-wc-Oracle((G,c),S,T,y1) in the
above procedure can be computed in O(|V1|(|V1]|+4)) time using |V1|+1 queries to p;-max-sc-Oracle, where

the runtime includes the time to construct the inputs to p;-max-sc-Oracle; moreover, the hypergraph used
as input to each p;-max-sc-Oracle query has at most |V;]| vertices and O(i) hyperedges. Finally, we note that
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the construction of hypergraph (G, c¢) and returning the (set, value) pair returned by the above procedure
can be implemented in O(|V1|(|V1]| +4)) time and so the claim holds. O

We now complete the proof using the two claims above. By Claim 5.1, all steps except for Steps 9 and
10 in the i'" recursive call can be implemented to run in poly(|V;|) + O(¢) time using poly(|V;|) queries to
p;-max-Oracle. By Claim 5.2, an answer to a single p;-max-Oracle query can be computed in O(|V1|(|V1]|+¥))
time using at most O(|V4|) queries to p;-max-sc-Oracle. Thus, all steps except for Steps 9 and 10 in the ‘"
recursive call can be implemented to run in poly(|V4],£) time and poly(]V1|) queries to p;-max-sc-Oracle.
By Claims 5.1 and 5.2, the run-time also includes the time to construct the inputs for the queries to
pi1-max-sc-Oracle. Moreover, by Claim 5.2, the hypergraph (G, ¢o) used as input to each p;-max-sc-Oracle
query has |V;| vertices and O(¢) hyperedges.

We note that Steps 9 and 10 need not be implemented explicitly for the purposes of the algorithm. Instead,
piy1-max-0racle can be used to execute all steps except for Steps 9 and 10 in the (i + 1)*" recursive call. We
note that Claim 5.2 also enables us to answer a p;1-max-Oracle query in O(|V1|(|Vi|+¥)) time using at most
[Vi|+1 queries to p;-max-sc-Oracle. Thus, we have shown that each recursive call can be implemented to run
in poly(|V1],¢) time and poly(|V1]) queries to p;-max-sc-Oracle. Moreover, each query to p;-max-sc-Oracle
is on an input hypergraph (Go, cp) that has |V;| vertices and O(¢) hyperedges. Since there are ¢ recursive
calls, Algorithm 2 can be implemented to run in poly(|V1],¢) time and ¢ - poly(|V1|) = poly(|V1]|,£) queries
to p1-max-sc-Oracle where each query to p;-max-sc-Oracle is on an input hypergraph (Gg, ¢o) that has |V|
vertices and O(¢) hyperedges. O

For simultaneous covering of two skew-supermodular functions, we have the following lemma whose proof
is similar to the proof of Lemma 5.16. We omit the proof in the interests of brevity.

Lemma 5.17. Let q,r : 2V — Z be skew-supermodular functions. Suppose that the input to Algorithm 2 is
a tuple (p,m,J), where J CV is a set, p : 2V — 7Z is the function defined as p(X) := max{q(X),r(X)}
for every X CV, and m : V — Z, is a positive integer-valued function such that m(X) > p(X) for every
X CV and m(u) < K, for everyu € V. Let { € Z denote the recursion depth of Algorithm 2 on the input
tuple (p,m, J). Then, Algorithm 2 can be implemented to run in time poly(|V|, £) using poly(|V'],£) queries to
g-max-wc-Oracle and r-max-wc-Oracle. The run-time includes the time to construct the hypergraphs used as
input to the queries to g-max-sc-Oracle and r-max-sc-Oracle. Moreover, for each query to g-max-sc-Oracle
and r-max-sc-Oracle, the hypergraph (Go, co) used as input to the query has |V | vertices and O(¢) hyperedges.

5.6 Weak Cover of One Function with Linear Number of Near-Uniform Hyper-
edges

In this section, we prove the following result.

Theorem 1.8. Let p : 2V — Z be a skew-supermodular function and m : V. — Z>q be a non-negative
function satisfying the following two conditions:

(a) m(X) > p(X) for every X CV and

(0) m(u) < K, for everyu € V.
Then, there exists a hypergraph (H =(V,E),w: E— Z+) satisfying the following five properties:

(1) b(H,w)(X) > p(X) fOT every X C 'V,

(2) b(rw)(uw) =m(u) for everyu €'V,

(3) Xeepw(e) = Kp,

(4) if K, > 0, then |e| € {{m(V)/K,|, [m(V)/K,]|} for every e € E, and

(5) |E| = O(IV]).
Furthermore, given a function m : V — Z>o and access to p-max-sc-Oracle of a skew-supermodular func-
tion p : 2V — Z where m and p satisfy conditions (a) and (b), there exists an algorithm that runs in time
poly(|V]) using poly(|V'|) queries to p-max-sc-Oracle to return a hypergraph satisfying the above five proper-
ties. The run-time includes the time to construct the hypergraphs that are used as inputs to p-max-sc-Oracle.
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Moreover, for each query to p-max-sc-Oracle, the hypergraph (G, co) used as input to the query has O(|V|)
vertices and O(|V|) hyperedges.

We first describe how to prove Theorem 1.8 under the assumption that the input function m : V. — Z,
is a positive function. Under this extra assumption, we prove Theorem 1.8 by running Algorithm 2 on the
input instance (p, m, (). By Corollary 5.3, the execution of Algorithm 2 is a feasible execution with a finite
recursion depth. Furthermore, by Lemma 5.5, the hypergraph returned by Algorithm 2 satisfies properties
(1), (2), (3) and (4) of Theorem 1.8. In this section, we show that the hypergraph returned by Algorithm 2
also satisfies property (5) of Theorem 1.8 and that the recursion depth of the algorithm is polynomial. By
Lemma 5.16 and the observation that each recursive call of the algorithm adds at most one hyperedge, it
suffices to bound the recursion depth of the Algorithm 2 by O(|V]).

The rest of this section is devoted to bounding the recursion depth. In Section 5.6.1, we define a family
of cumulative projected mazimal (p, m)-tight sets (w.r.t. an execution of Algorithm 2) and prove certain
properties about this family that will be useful in bounding the recursion depth. In Section 5.6.2, we define
a notion of good wvectors and prove certain properties which we subsequently use to bound the number of
recursive calls not considered by the bound in Corollary 5.1. In Section 5.6.3, we use the tools which we
developed in Section 5.6.1 and Section 5.6.2 to show that the recursion depth of the algorithm is linear in
the size of the ground set (see Lemma 5.22). Thus, the returned hypergraph also satisfies property (5) of
Theorem 1.8. Lemma 5.22 and Lemma 5.16 together show that Algorithm 2 can be implemented to run in
strongly polynomial time given the appropriate function evaluation oracle (see Lemma 5.16). Corollary 5.3,
Lemma 5.5, Lemma 5.22, and Lemma 5.16 complete the proof of Theorem 1.8 under the assumption that
the input function m is positive.

We now briefly remark on how to circumvent the positivity assumption on the input function m in the
above proof. We note that if Z := {u € V : m(u) = 0} # 0, then p/z : 2V~ — Z is a skew-supermodular
function with K,,, = max{p/=z(X): X CV — Z} and m\z : V — Z — Z, is a positive function such
that m\z(X) > p/z(X) for every X CV — Z and m\z(u) < K,/ for every u € V — Z (i.e., the functions
p/z and m)\ z satisfy conditions (a) and (b) of Theorem 1.8). Furthermore, we observe that a hypergraph
satisfying properties (1)—(5) of Theorem 1.8 for the functions p/z and m\ z also satisfies the five properties
for the functions p and m. Thus, our final algorithm is to return the hypergraph returned by Algorithm 2
on the instance (p/z,m\z,0). Finally, p/z-max-sc-Oracle can be implemented using p-max-sc-Oracle in
strongly polynomial time. This completes the proof of Theorem 1.8.

5.6.1 Laminarity of Projected Maximal Tight Sets Across Recursive Calls

In this section, we define (p, m)-tight set families and investigate how they interact with the family of minimal
p-maximizers. We will also investigate the progression of these families during an execution of Algorithm 2.
The properties we prove in this section will be useful in the next section where we bound the runtime of
Algorithm 2 as well as the number of hyperedges in the hypergraph returned by the algorithm.

Definition 5.1. Let p:2Y — Z and m : V — Z be set functions. A set X CV is said to be (p, m)-tight if
p(X) =m(X). WeletT,,, denote the family of (p, m)-tight sets and T, ,,, denote the family of inclusion-wise
maximal (p, m)-tight sets.

The next lemma says that if p is a skew-supermodular function and m is positive function satisfying
m(Z) > p(Z) for each Z C V, then the family 7, ., is disjoint. Furthermore, if the set X € 7, ., is a
maximal tight set w.r.t. functions p and m, and the set Y € F, is a minimal p-maximizer, then either the
sets X and Y are disjoint, or the maximal tight set X is contained in the minimal p-maximizer Y.

Lemma 5.18. Let p : 2¥ — Z be a skew-supermodular function and m : V — Z, be a positive function
such that m(Z) > p(Z) for all Z C V. Then, we have the following:

(a) if XY € Ty, such that XNY #0, then XNY,XUY €T, ,,

(b) the family T, is a disjoint set-family, and

(c) if X € Tpm andY € Fp, then either XNY =0 or X C Y.
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Proof. We prove the claims below.
(a) If X CY or Y C X, the claim holds. Suppose that X —Y,Y — X # (). We consider two cases
based on the behavior of the function p at the sets X and Y. First, suppose that p(X) + p(Y) <
p(X —=Y)+p(Y — X). We have the following:

p(X) +p(Y) <p(X =Y) +p(Y = X) <m(X =Y) +m(Y - X) <m(X) +m(Y) = p(X) +p(Y),

which gives a contradiction. Here, the second inequality is because m(Z) > p(Z) for every Z C V.
The third inequality is because the function m : V — Z, is a positive function and X NY # (. The
final equality is because X,Y € T, ,,. Next, suppose that p(X) +p(Y) < p(XUY)+p(X NY). We
have the following:

p(X) +p(Y) <p(XUY)+p(XNY) <m(XUY)+m(XNY)=m(X)+m(Y)=pX)+pY).

Here, the second inequality is because m(Z) > p(Z) for every Z C V. The final equality is because
the sets X,Y € T, ,,. Thus, we have that all inequalities are equations. In particular, the second
inequality is an equation and consequently the set p(X UY) =m(X UY) and p(X NY) =m(X NY).

(b) By way of contradiction, let X, Y € T, ,,, be distinct maximal tight sets such that X NY # (). We note
that since the sets X,Y are distinct and maximal, X —Y,Y — X # . Since X,Y € T}, ,,,, by part (a)
of the current lemma (shown above), we have that X UY € T}, ,,, contradicting maximality of the sets
XY € Tpm.

(¢) Let X NY # 0 and suppose by way of contradiction that X —Y # (). We consider two cases based
on the behavior of the function p at the sets X,Y and arrive at a contradiction in both cases. First,
suppose that p(X) 4+ p(Y) < p(X UY) 4+ p(X NY). Then, we have that

p(X) +p(Y) <p(XUY)+p(XNY) <p(Y)+m(XNY) <p(Y)+m(X) =p(Y) +p(X),

which is a contradiction. Here, the second inequality is because the set Y € F, is a p-maximizer
and m(Z) > p(Z) for every Z C V. The third inequality is because the function m : V. — Z, is
a positive function and X —Y # (. The final equality is because X € T,,,. Next, suppose that
p(X)+pY) <p(X -Y)+p(Y — X). Then, we have that:

p(X) +p(Y) <p(X =Y)+pY = X) <m(X -Y) +p(Y) <m(X) +p(Y) = p(X) + p(Y),

which is a contradiction. Here, the second inequality is because the set Y € F), is a p-maximizer and
m(Z) > p(Z) for every Z C V. The third inequality is the function m : V' — Z, is a positive function
and X —Y # (. The final equality is because X € T .

O

In the remainder of the section, we will examine the progression of the maximal (p, m)-tight set family
across an execution of Algorithm 2. Consider an execution of Algorithm 2 with ¢ € Z, recursive calls.
Suppose that the input to the i*" recursive call is the tuple (p;, m;, J;). For every i € [ —1], we let T}, T}, T;,
and 7, denote the families T}y, 1, Tpt m!, Tp; mi» and Ty o respectively. For convenience, we also define the

families Ty, T; = Tp, m, and T¢, T/, = Tp,,m,. Furthermore, we define the family of cumulative projected
mazimal (p;, m;)-tight sets as
Ti ifi=1, ‘
Tei =23 ! ) Vi € [4].
- T<i—1|v, UT; otherwise.

In the next lemma, we prove several useful properties of these set families during feasible executions of
Algorithm 2.

Lemma 5.19. Consider a feasible execution of Algorithm 2 on an input instance that terminates in £ € Z,
recursive calls. For every i € [{], suppose that the input to the i'" recursive call of Algorithm 2 is a tuple
(pi,mi, J;), where py : 2V — Z is a skew-supermodular function with K, >0, my:V — Z, is a positive
function, and J; €V is an arbitrary set such that m1(X) > p1(X) for every X CV and mi(u) < K, for
every u € V. Then, for every i € [{ — 1] we have that
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(a) T, C TV,

(b) Tilv;

Vit - T+17

(C) ng g T’w
(d) the family T<; is laminar, and
(e) if Z; =0 and T<; = T<i+1, then T; = Tiy1.

Proof. Let i € [¢ — 1] be a recursive call. By Corollary 5.3 and induction on i, we have that p; : 2 — Z is
skew-supermodular function with K,, > 0, m; : V; = Z, is a positive function such that m,;(X) > p;(X)
for every X C Vi, m;(u) < K,, for every u € V; and Q(p;, m;) is a non-empty integral polyhedron. We now
prove each claim separately below.

(a)

Let X € T;. We first show that |A; N X| < 1. By way of contradiction, let |4; N X| > 2. Then, we
have the following;:

mi(X) = mi(X) — aixa, (X)

= pZ(X) — QXA (X)

< pi(X) — 2a;

< pi(X) = aib; {4, (X)
= pi(X),

which is a contradiction to the functions m}(X) > p/(X) by Lemma 5.3(d). Here, the second equality
is because X € T;, the first inequality is by our assumption that |A; N X| > 2 and the second inequality
is because b(v; {4,1)(X) = 1. We now show that X € T]. We have the following:

mi(X) = mi(X) — o] Ai N X| = pi(X) — ciby;, a,1)(X) = pi(X).

Here, the second equality holds because X € Tj, and by, 1a,3)(X) = |4; N X| since [4; N X[ < 1.
We note that each set in the family 77|y, , is of the form Y — Z; for some set Y € 7. Thus, it suffices
to consider an arbitrary set X € T/ and show that X — Z; € T;;1. We have the following:

mip1 (X — Z;) = mi(X) = pi(X) < pi1(X — Z) <mip1 (X — Z5).

Thus, all inequalities are equations and we have that X — Z € T}, ;. Here, the first equality is because
m/(Z;) = 0. The second equality is because X € T/. The first inequality is because p;11 = p;/z,. The
final inequality is because the functions m;41 and p;41 satisfy condition m;y1(Z) > p;y1(Z) for every
Z C Viy1. We remark that the statement (and proof) of this part can be strengthened to say that
T}|v,,, = Ti+1, but the weaker statement suffices for our purposes and so we omit the details.

By way of contradiction, let ¢ € [¢ — 1] be the smallest recursive call such that the claim is false. We
note that ¢ > 2 because 7<1 = 71 € Ti. Thus, we have that T<; = T<;_1|y; U T;. We observe that
T<ic1 €T3 C T!_,, where the first inclusion is by our choice of i € [¢ — 1], and the second inclusion
is by part (1) of the current lemma (shown above). CT! |v, CT;
, where the second inclusion is by part (2) of the current lemma (shown above) Thus T<; CT;.

By way of contradiction, let ¢ € [¢ — 1] be the smallest recursive call such that the family 7<; is not
laminar. We note that ¢ > 2 since the family 7<; = 77 is disjoint by Lemma 5.18(b). Thus, we have
that T<; = T<i—1 T is also disjoint by Lemma 5.18(b). Furthermore,
the family 7<;_1 is laminar by our choice of i € [¢ —1]. Since the family 7<; is not laminar, there exist
distinct sets X € T<;—1]v, and Y € 7; such that X — Y)Y — X, X NY # (. By part (c) of the current
lemma (shown above), we have that X € T;. Consequently, there exists Z € T; such that X C Z. We
note that Y # Z because X —Z = () and X —Y # (. Thus, by Lemma 5.18(b) we have that ZNY = 0.
Therefore, X NY = (), contradicting our choice of sets X and Y.

We first show that 7;.1 C 7;. By way of contradiction, let X € T;11 — T; # (). We note that since
Titv1 C T<i+1 = T<i, the set X € T<;. Furthermore, since X ¢ T;, we have that X € T<;_1|y;, by
definition of the family 7<;. By part (c) of the current lemma (shown above) and Z; = ), we have that
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X € T;. Thus, there exists a Y € 7; such that X C Y, where the inclusion is strict because X ¢ 7T;.
By parts (a) and (b) of the current lemma (shown above), we have that Y € T;;;, contradicting
maximality of X € T;41.
Next, we show that 7; C 7;11. By way of contradiction, let X € 7; — T;11 # (. By parts (a) and (b)
of the current lemma (shown above) and Z; = (), we have that X € T;,,. Thus, there exists Y € T; 14
such that X C Y, where the strict inclusion is because X ¢ 7; 1. By the previous paragraph, we have
that 7,41 C 7;. Consequently Y € 7;, contradicting maximality of the set X € 7;.

O

5.6.2 Adding Good Hyperedges

In this section, we show an important property of the set A chosen during a recursive call of Algorithm 2.
This property will be useful to bound the number of recursive calls of the algorithm and the number of
hyperedges returned by the algorithm. We now formally define the property.

Definition 5.2 (a-good Sets). Let p:2Y — Z and m : V — Z be functions defined over a finite set V and
a be a non-negative real value. A set A CV is a-good for a set Z C V w.r.t. the functions p and m if the
following three properties hold:

(1) xa € Q(p,m),
(2) a|lANZ|=m(Z) —p(Z)+ «, and (a-Good-Set)
(3) there is no Y € Tpm such that Z C Y.

Furthermore, the set A CV is a-good w.r.t the functions p and m if there exists a set Z CV such that A
is a-good for the set Z w.r.t functions p and m.

Before showing the main lemma of the section, we show the following lemma which highlights the use of
a-good sets. It shows that during a feasible recursive call where the set A chosen by the algorithm is a-good
for a set Z C V, some superset of Z is added to the maximal tight set family (prior to function contractions).

Lemma 5.20. Suppose that the input to Algorithm 2 is a tuple (p,m,J), where p : 2V — Z is a skew-
supermodular function with K, >0, m : V — Z, is a positive function, and J C V is an arbitrary set such
that m(X) > p(X) for every X CV, m(u) < K, for every uw € V and Q(p,m) is an integral polyhedron.
Let A,a,p',m' be as defined by Algorithm 2. Suppose that the set A is a-good w.r.t. the functions p and m.
Then, we have that Ty m/ — Tp.m # 0.

Proof. Let Z C V be such that the set A is a-good for the set Z w.r.t. the functions p and m. We first show
that |ANZ| > 2. We note that by (a-Good-Set) property (3), the set Z is not a tight set for the functions p
and m, i.e. m(Z) > p(Z). Thus, we have that [ANZ| = 1 (m(Z) — p(Z) + a) > 1, where the equality is by
(a-Good-Set) property (2) and Lemma 5.2(1) — we note that x4 € Qp.m # 0 by (a-Good-Set) property (1).

Then, the following sequence of equations shows that the set Z is a tight set for the functions p’ and m/.
This implies the existence of a maximal tight set Y € T,/ ns such that Z C Y and the claim follows as a
consequence of (a-Good-Set) property (3).

§(2) = p(Z) - abyzap(Z) = p(Z) — a = m(2) = a| AN Z| = w(2)
Here, the second equality is because |ANZ| > 1. The third equality is due to (a-Good-Set) property (2). O

The following is the main lemma of this section. It shows that if a recursive call of Algorithm 2 witnesses
a = a® < min{a® a® a® o)} then at least one of the following happens: (1) Fpr —Fp 0, (2)
Tp mr — Tpm # 0, and (3) the hyperedge selected by the algorithm in the subsequent recursive call is 1-good
w.r.t. the functions p” and m”.
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Lemma 5.21. Suppose that the input to Algorithm 2 is a tuple (p,m,J), where p : 2V — Z is a skew-
supermodular function with K, >0, m : V — Z, 1is a positive function, and J C V is an arbitrary set such
that m(X) > p(X) for every X CV and m(u) < K, for everyu € V. Let A a,a® a®@ a® @ oG p m!,
p",m" be as defined by Algorithm 2. Suppose that o = o' < min{a®,a®, a®) a®)} and Ky > 0. Then,
at least one of the following properties hold:

(1) Fpr = Fp #0,

(2) Tpram = Tpom # 0, and

(3) lety be an extreme point optimum solution to max {ZueA Yyu iy € QP m”)}; then the set T = {u €

V i yy > 0} is 1-good w.r.t. functions p” and m”.

Proof. Suppose by way of contradiction that the claimed properties (1)-(3) of the claim do not hold. Let Z
be the set defined by Algorithm 2. Since a < o), we have that Z = (). Consequently, V' =V, p/ = p” and
m' = m/”. By Corollary 5.3, we have that the execution of Algorithm 2 is a feasible execution. Then, by
Lemma 5.9(a) and (b), our contradiction assumption, and minimality of sets in the families 7, and F,~, we
have that F, = F,~. Similarly, by Lemma 5.19(a) and (b), our contradiction assumption, and maximality
of sets in the families 7, ,, and 7T, v, we have that 7, ,,, = T, m~. We note that by Corollary 5.3, we also
have the following: p” is a skew-supermodular function, m” is a positive function, m” (X) > p”(X) for every
X CV,m"(u) < K, for every u € V and Q(p”,m"), Q(p,m) are non-empty integral polyhedra.
Let y be an extreme point optimum solution to the LP max{}> ., v. : y € Q(p”,m") and let T :=
{u € V :y, > 0}. Since the polyhedron Q(p”,m”) is integral, we have that y = yr, where xr € {0,1}V
is the indicator vector of the set T. Let xa € {0,1}V be the indicator vector of the set A. We recall
that x4 € Q(p,m) by definition of the set A and since the polyhedron Q(p,m) is integral. However,
xa € Q(p”,m") by Lemma 5.7. Thus, we have that A # T. Since x4 € Q(p, m), it follows by Lemma 5.1(1)
that the set A contains a transversal for the family 7, = F,». Similarly, since x7 € Q(p”,m”), it follows by
Lemma 5.1(1) that the set T' contains a transversal for the family F, = F,». Let Tp C T and Ay C A be
minimal transversals for the family 7, = F,~ such that:
(1) |To N Ag| is maximum, and
(2) the set {{u,v}:ue€TyNX,ve€ AgNX for some X € Ty = Tpm} is inclusion-wise maximal sub-
ject to condition (1).
Let Tl =1 - To and A1 =A— Ao.

Claim 5.3. We have that |Ao| = |To| and |A1| —|T1] € {0,1, —1}.

Proof. The sets Ag and T are minimal transversals for the family 7, = F,~ which is a disjoint family by
Lemma 3.1. This implies that |F,| = |4o| = |T]-
We note that |A| € [[m(V)/K,], [m(V)/K,]]. Moreover, we have that

T] € [[m" (V) Ky | [m" (V) B ]| = [ [m(V)/ B ] [m(V)/ B

where the equality is by Lemma 5.4(e). Hence, |A| — |T| € {0,1,—1}. Since A = AgwW Ay, T =Ty W T3, and
|Ag| = |To], it follows |A;| — |T1] € {0,1,—1} . O

Based on the sets Tg, Ag,T1, and A, we consider different cases to pick vertices ¢ € T and a € A and
define a set B as follows:

(i) If Ty # Ap, then we pick a € Ay — Ty and t € Ty — Ag such that both vertices a and ¢ are contained
in the same minimal p-maximizer. Such a pair exists due to the following: the sets Ay and T are
minimal transversals for the family F, = F,» which is a disjoint family by Lemma 3.1. This implies
that |F,| = |Ag| = |To| and |4 N X| = |To N X| = 1 for every minimal p-maximizer X € F,. Since
Ao # Ty, there exists a minimal p-maximizer X € F, such that Ao N X # Tp N X. Then, we may
choose the pair a,t as {a} == AgN X and {t} =Ty, N X.

Here, we note that a ¢ T7 and ¢ € A; by condition (1) of our choice of sets Ty and Ay which maximize
|To N Ag|. We define B:=T —t +a.
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(ii) Suppose Ty = Ag. Since A # T but Ty = Ay, it follows that either Ay — Ty # ) or Ty — Ay # 0. We
consider three cases:

(a) If Ay — Ty and Ty — Ay are non-empty, then we pick a € A1 — T} and ¢t € T} — Ay such that
both vertices a and t are contained in the same maximal tight set if such a pair of vertices exists.
Otherwise, we choose a pair of vertices a € A; — 17 and t € T} — Ay arbitrarily. We define
B=T-t+a.

(b) If Ay — Ty = 0, then A; C Ty. Since A # T, it follows that A; # Tj. Claim 5.3 implies that
T, contains exactly one element apart from the elements of A;. Let ¢t be the unique element of
T, — A;. We define B :=T —t. We note that B = A.

(¢c) f Ty — Ay = 0, then T} C A;. Since A # T, it follows that A; # Tj. Claim 5.3 implies that
A, contains exactly one element apart from the elements of 77. Let a be the unique element of
A; —T;. We define B :=T + a. We note that B = A.

In all cases above, we will show in Claim 5.4 below that the indicator vector x5 € {0,1}V of the set B is
a feasible point in the polyhedron Q(p”,m”). In cases (i) and (ii)(a), this leads to a contradiction as follows:

ITNAl<[BNA <max{ Y x,:zeQ(p,m") p =[TNA|
u€eA

In cases (ii)(b) and (ii)(c), the fact that xp = x4 € Q(p”, m”) contradicts Lemma 5.7.

Claim 5.4. xg € Q(p",m").

Proof. We recall the definition of Q(p”,m”):

(i) 0 <y <min{l,m"”(u)} YueV

(i) «(2)>1 VZCV: pl(Z) = Ky
Q' m") = { zerVI| (i) z(u) =1 VueV: m'(u) =Ky

(iv) 2(2) <m"(Z) —p"(Z) +1 VZCV

™) || < a(v) < [%20]

We will show that the vector xp satisfies constraint (iv) in Claim 5.5. Thus, it suffices to show that
constraints (i), (ii), (iii) and (v) are satisfied. The vector x g satisfies constraint (i) since m”(a) = m(a) —a >
m(a) — a® >0, where the first equality is because a € A, and the first inequality is because a < a1,

Next, we show that y p satisfies constraint (ii), i.e. the set B is a transversal for the set Fp,». If Ag # T,
then constraint (ii) holds by choice of a,t being contained in the same minimal p-maximizer. Otherwise,
Ap = Ty and so we have that Ag = Ty C B by choice of a € Ay and ¢t € T;. Thus the set B is a transversal
for F,» and constraint (ii) holds.

Next we show that constraint (iii) holds. Since T'—t C B, it suffices to show that m” () # K,». By way
of contradiction, suppose m’(t) = K,~. Thus, we have that

K,—a® >K,—a® >mt)=m"(t) = Ky = K, —a =K, — a¥,
which is a contradiction. Here, the first inequality is due to a(® < a(®). The second inequality is by the
definition of a(®. The first equality is because t € A by our choice of t € T — A. The third equality is by
Lemma 5.4(b) and the final equality is because o = a(%).

Finally, we show that constraint (v) holds. We consider the different cases that define our set B and
show that the vector xp satisfies constraint (v) of the polyhedron Q(p”, m”) in each case. First, suppose
that either (i) Ao # To or (ii)(a) Ag = Ty, A1 —T1 # 0, and T} — A; # 0 holds. Then, |B| = |T|, and
since xr satisfies constraint (v) of the polyhedron Q(p”’,m”), it follows that x5 also satisfies constraint (v)
of the polyhedron Q(p”,m"). Next, suppose that (ii)(b) Ag = Tp and A; — T} = () holds. Then, |B| = |A|
and |T| = |A| + 1. Since |A] € {|m(V)/K,|,[m(V)/K,|} and |T| € {|m"" (V")/ Ky |, [m"(V")/Ky |} =
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{|m(V)/K,]|, [m(V)/K,]}, where the final equality is by Lemma 5.4(e) and o < a(®), it follows that |A| =
lm(V)/K,| and |T| = |[A]+ 1 = [m(V)/K,]. Consequently, |B| = |A| = |m(V)/K,| = |[m"(V")/Ky|
and so constraint (v) holds. Next, suppose that (ii)(c) Ag = Tp and Ty — Ay = 0 holds. Then, |B| = |4]
and |T| = |A| — 1. By the same argument as in the previous case, we have that |A| = [m(V)/K,] and
IT| = |A] =1 = [m(V)/Kp]. Consequently, |B| = |A] = [m(V)/K,| = [m"(V")/K,| and so constraint
(v) holds. O

Claim 5.5. |BNZ| <m"(Z) —p"(Z) + 1 for every Z C V.
Proof. First, suppose that (ii)(b) Ag = Ty and A; —T1 = §) holds. For an arbitrary set Z C V, we have that
BNZ|=|(T-t)NZ|=TNZ| - Lz <m"(Z) —p"(Z) + 1= Liez <m"(Z) —p"(Z) + 1.

where the first inequality is because x7 € Q(p”, m”) satisfies constraint (iv) of the polyhedron Q(p”, m”).
For the rest of the proof, we will assume that either (i) Ay # Tp or (ii)(a) A9 = Ty, Ay — Ty # 0, and
Ty — Ay # 0 or (ii)(c) Ag = Ty and Ty — A7 = () holds. If (ii)(c) holds, then we define the element ¢ to be a
dummy element that is not in V.

Let Z C V be a counter-example to the claim such that |Z] is maximum. We will need the following
observation.

Observation 5.1. (1) |[TNZ|=m"(Z)—p"(Z)+1, (2)ac€ Z, and (3)t & Z.
Proof. We have the following:
BNZ|=|(T—t+a)NZ| =|TNZ| - Liez + Lacz <m"(Z) = p"(Z) + 1 — Liez + Lacz,

where the final inequality is because x7 € Q(p”,m”) satisfies constraint (iv) of the polyhedron Q(p”,m”).
We note that if any of (1)-(3) are false, then the set Z is not a counter-example to the claim, contradicting
the choice of the set Z. O

We first show that there exists a set Y in 7, such that Y contains Z. By way of contradiction, suppose
that there is no set in 7, ,,,» containing the set Z. We recall that xr € Q(p”’,m”). By Observation 5.1, we
have |TNZ| =m"(Z) —p"(Z) + 1. Thus, the set T satisfies all three (a-Good-Set) properties for « = 1 and
so we have that the set T is 1-good for the set Z w.r.t. to the functions p” and m”, a contradiction.

Next, we consider two cases based on whether the set Z is a set in 7, »,, and arrive at a contradiction
in both cases. First, suppose that there exists a set Y € Tp» v such that Z C Y. Then, we have that

IBNZ| <|BNY|<m"(Y)-p"Y)+1=1<m"(Z)-p"(Z) +1,

a contradiction to the set Z being a counterexample to the claim. Here, the first inequality is because Z C Y.
The second inequality is by our choice of the set Z being a counter-example of maximum cardinality. The
equality is because the set Y € T, v and consequently p”(Y) = m”(Y'). The final inequality is because
the functions m/” and p” satisfy m”(X) > p”(X) for every X C V" by Corollary 5.3.

Next, suppose that Z € T, . Here, we have the following two crucial observations.

Observation 5.2. ANZ = {a}.

Proof. We recall that a € A by choice of the vertex a and a € Z by Observation 5.1. Thus, we have that
a € AN Z. Furthermore, we have that x4 € Q(p,m) by definition of A and the fact that Q(p,m) is an
integral polyhedron. Thus, the vector x 4 satisfies constraint (iv) of the polyhedron Q(p, m). Then, we have
the following:

1<|ANZ|<m(Z)-p(Z)+1=1.

Here, the first inequality is because a € AN Z. The second inequality is because x4 satisfies constraint (iv)
of the polyhedron Q(p,m). The final equality is because Z € T, m» = T, m and hence p(Z) = m(Z). Thus,
all inequalities are equations and the claim follows. O
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Observation 5.3. There exists an elementy € T — (AN Z) such that TNZ = {y} and y & {a,t}.

Proof. We have that [T N Z| = m"(Z) —p"(Z) + 1 = 1, where the first equality is by Observation 5.1 and
the second equality is because p’(Z) = m”(Z) since Z € Tp» . Let y be the unique element in T'N Z.
We note that the vertices ¢t and y are distinct since y € Z but ¢ € Z by Observation 5.1. Furthermore, the
vertices y and a are distinct since y € T but a ¢ T by our choice of the vertex a € A —T. Thus, y ¢ {a,t}.
Furthermore, by Observation 5.2 we have that y ¢ ANZ and soy € T — (AN Z) as claimed. O

With the previous observations established, we now consider the three subcases (i), (ii)(a) and (ii)(c) and
arrive at a contradiction in all three subcases. Firstly, we consider subcase (ii)(c): suppose that Ag = Tp
and Ty — Ay = (). Then, it follows that 7" C A. Thus, there cannot be an element y € T — (AN Z) such that
y € T'N Z. This contradicts Observation 5.3.

We refer to Figure 1a and Figure 1b for a visualization of the interaction of the specified sets and elements
under subcases (i) and (ii)(a).

A A z A 4

T
T

(a) Subcase (ii)(a). (b) Subcase (i).

Figure 1: Subcases in the proof of Claim 5.5 for Z € Tpr .

Secondly, we consider subcase (ii)(a): suppose that Ty = Ag, A1 —T1 # 0, and T; — A7 # 0 (see Figure 1a).

By Observation 5.2 and Observation 5.3, we have the following three properties:

(i) ygAbutye T andsoy € Th — Ay,

(i) a,y € Z € Ty, and

(ii) t & Z.
Furthermore, there does not exist a set Z' € Ty, distinct from Z that contains the vertices a and t
as otherwise a € Z’ N Z and hence Z' N Z # (), contradicting the disjointness of the family T,/ by
Lemma 5.18(b). Then, by property (iii), the pair a,t are not contained in any set of 7y~ . Thus, by
properties (i) and (ii), the pair of vertices a,y contradicts the choice of the pair of vertices a, t.

Thirdly, we consider subcase (i): suppose that Ty # Ag (see Figure 1b). Here, we first recall that the
vertices a and t belong to the same minimal p”-maximizer by choice of the pair a,t. Let Y € F,» be
the (unique) minimal p”-maximizer such that a,t € Y. Next, we recall that y,a € Z by Observation 5.2
and Observation 5.3. Furthermore, Z € T,/ y,» by our case assumption. Thus, we have that a € Y N Z
and hence, Y N Z # (. In particular, this implies that Z C Y by Lemma 5.18(c) and so y € Y. Thus,
the set T§ == Tp — t + y is also a minimal transversal for F, contained in the set 7. We note that
|T§ N Ag| = |To N Ag| (i.e., the sets T, Ag do not contradict condition (1) of our choice of the sets Ty, Ag)
since y ¢ A by Observation 5.3. However, we have that

{{u,v} :u e Tp,v € Ag,u € X,v € X for some X € Ty v
C {{u,v}:ueTgveAy,ue X,veX for some X € Tpr ymr }
contradicting the maximality condition (2) in the choice of the sets Ay and Tp. Here, we note that the
LHS set is contained in the RHS set because A9 NY = {a}, To NY = {t}, and the unique set Z € Ty ym»

containing the vertex a does not contain the vertex ¢. Furthermore, the containment is strict because the
RHS set contains the pair {y, a}, but the LHS set does not. O
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5.6.3 Number of Recursive Calls and Hypergraph Support Size

In this section, we show that the number of recursive calls of Algorithm 2 is linear in the size of the ground set
V. Since Algorithm 2 adds at most one new hyperedge in each recursive call, we obtain that the number of
hyperedges in the hypergraph returned by the algorithm is linear in the size of the ground set. Consequently,
this shows that the hypergraph returned by Algorithm 2 satisfies property (5) of Theorem 1.8.

Lemma 5.22. Suppose that the input to Algorithm 2 is a tuple (p,m,J), where p : 2V — Z is a skew-
supermodular function with K, >0, m : V — Z, is a positive function, and J C V is an arbitrary set such
that m(X) > p(X) for every X CV and m(u) < K, for every u € V.. Then, we have that:

(1) the recursion depth £ of Algorithm 2 is at most 11|V |+ 1, and

(2) the number of hyperedges in the hypergraph returned by Algorithm 2 is at most 11|V].

Proof. We note that part (2) of the lemma follows from part (1) of the lemma since at most one new
hyperedge is added during each recursive call and the base case adds no new hyperedge. We now show part
(1) of the lemma. Let ¢ € [{] be a recursive call of the algorithm’s execution. We recall that p; and m;
are the input functions to the j** recursive call for j > 2. Since p; is skew-supermodular, it follows that
the function p; : 2% — Z is skew-supermodular, m; : V; — Z, is a positive function, m;(X) > p;(X) for
every X C V;, m;(u) < K, for every u € V;, and the execution of Algorithm 2 on the instance (p,m,J) is
a feasible execution. We recall that for the sequence of functions pi,ps,...,pe, the family F; denotes the
family of minimal p;-maximizers, and F<; = Uje[;Fj. Then, we have the following:

{i € [f— 1] toy € {agl),al(Q)’az(3)7a§5)}}

< <|f§g| +2|V]+ 1) +(7|V]) +1
< 1|V]+1.

0= - +1

(3

{z’ €lt—1: o =¥ < min {a§1)7 o, a®, a§5>}}

Here, the first inequality is by Corollary 5.1 and Claim 5.6 below. The final inequality is because the family
F<y is laminar over the ground set V' by Lemma 3.2 and hence, has size at most 2|V| — 1. O

Claim 5.6. <17V].

i

{i el—1]:a; = a§4) < min {agl),a?),agg’),a@}}

Proof. We define the potential function ¢ : [¢{] — Z>¢ as follows: for every i € [¢ — 1]

O(0) = | Fes| + | Tei] +3|Z<ia] .

First, we show that the potential function ¢ is non-decreasing over [¢ — 1]. We have the following:

$(i) = |Fai| + |T<i] +3[2<ii
< |F<i| + | T<ilviin | + 312 + 3| Z<i1]
< |F<i UFia| + [T<ilvig, U Tisa | + 3120 + 3| 2<i—a |
= |Feip| + |T<is1| + 3| 2<i
=¢(i+1).

Here, the first inequality is because of the following. By Lemma 5.19(d), the family 7<; is laminar. Further-
more, T<;|v;,, is the projection of the family 7<; onto the ground set V;;1 = V; — Z;. The inequality then
follows by Lemma 2.1 — we note that if Z; # (), then Lemma 2.1 says that the inequality is strict. We will
use this observation in the next part of the proof.
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Let i € [¢ — 3] be a recursive call such that o; = a§4) < min{agl),agz),ags),ags)}. We now show that
(i) < (i + 2). For the sake of contradiction, suppose that ¢(i) > ¢(i + 2). Since the function ¢ is non-
decreasing, we have that ¢(i) = ¢(i + 1) = ¢(i + 2). By the observation in the last sentence of the previous
paragraph, we have that Z;, Z;41 = 0,1.e. V; = Vj11 = Vijo and Z<,_1 = Z<; = Z<;41. By Lemma 5.10(b),
we have that F<; C F<;y1 C F<iy2. Furthermore, by the definition of the families 7<;y; and T<;i2, we
have that 7<; C T<;+1 C T<ite. Thus, F<; = F<iy1 = F<iye and T<; = T<iy1 = T<it2 since if any of
the inclusions are strict, then ¢(i) < ¢(i + 2) by definition of the function ¢, a contradiction. Moreover, by
Lemma 5.10(d) we have that F; = F;y1 = Fiye, and by Lemma 5.19(e) we have that 7; = Tiy1 = Tito.
Since i < £ — 2, we also observe that K, K, , > 0. Then, by Lemma 5.21, the set A;;1 added by the
Algorithm 2 is a 1-good set w.r.t. the functions p;;1 and m;y;. Furthermore, by Lemma 5.20, we have that
T{1 — Tix1 # 0. However, we observe that the functions p; 2 = pj,; and m; o = mj , since Z;11 = 0.
Consequently, Tiyo = 7, and so Tiyo — Tiy1 # (0, contradicting T;11 = Tito-
Then, as a consequence of the previous two properties of our potential function, we obtain that:

<ol =3)—(0) <7V -2,

9

{i €l—3:a; = az(-4) < min{a§1)7a(2),a£3),a§5)}}

Here, the final inequality is because |F<,—3| < 2|V| — 1 since the family F<,_3 is laminar by Lemma 3.2,
| T<¢—3| < 2|V| — 1 since the family T<,_3 is laminar by Lemma 5.19(d), and |Z<,—3| < |V|. O

5.7 Weak Cover of Two Functions with Quadratic Number of Near-Uniform
Hyperedges

In this section we show the following main result.

Theorem 1.9. Let q,7 : 2V — Z be two skew-supermodular functions and p : 2V — Z be the function defined
as p(X) == max {q(X),r(X)} for every X C V. Furthermore, let m : V. — Zxq be a non-negative function
satisfying the following two conditions:

(a) m(X) > p(X) for every X CV and

(0) m(u) < K, for everyu € V.
Then, there exists a hypergraph (H =(V,E),w: E— Z_,.) satisfying the following five properties:

(1) b w)(X) = p(X) for every X CV,

(2) b(pw)(uw) =m(u) for everyu € 'V,

(3) Xeepw(e) = Kp,

(4) if K, >0, then |e| € {{m(V)/K,|, [m(V)/K,]|} for every e € E, and

(5) |E| = O(IV[2).
Furthermore, given a function m : V. — Z>o and access to q-max-sc-Oracle and r-max-sc-Oracle of skew-
supermodular functions q,v : 2V — 7 where m, q, and r satisfy conditions (a) and (b), there ewists an
algorithm that runs in time poly(|V|) using poly(|V]) queries to g-max-sc-Oracle and r-max-sc-Oracle
to return a hypergraph satisfying the above five properties. The rTun-time includes the time to construct
the hypergraphs that are used as inputs to q-max-sc-Oracle r-max-sc-Oracle. Moreover, for each query to

g-max-sc-Oracle and r-max-sc-Oracle, the hypergraph (Go, co) used as input to the query has O(|V]) vertices
and O(|V|?) hyperedges.

We first describe how to prove Theorem 1.9 under the assumption that the input function m : V. — Z,
is a positive function. Under this extra assumption, we prove Theorem 1.8 by running Algorithm 2 on the
input instance (p,m, ). By Corollary 5.2, the execution of Algorithm 2 is a feasible execution with finite
recursion depth. Furthermore, by Lemma 5.5, the hypergraph returned by Algorithm 2 satisfies properties
(1), (2), (3) and (4) of Theorem 1.9. In this section, we show that the hypergraph returned by Algorithm 2
also satisfies property (5) of Theorem 1.9 and that the recursion depth of the algorithm is polynomial. By
Lemma 5.16 and the observation that each recursive call of the algorithm adds at most one hyperedge, it
suffices to bound the recursion depth of the Algorithm 2 by O(|V|?).
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The rest of this section is devoted to bounding the recursion depth. In Section 5.7.1, we introduce the
notion of pairwise-slack functions and prove certain properties about them which we subsequently use in
Section 5.7.2 to show that the recursion depth of the algorithm is at most quadratic in the size of the ground
set (see Lemma 5.25). Thus, the returned hypergraph also satisfies property (5) of Theorem 1.9. Lemma 5.22
and Lemma 5.16 together show that Algorithm 2 can be implemented to run in strongly polynomial time
given the appropriate function evaluation oracle (see Lemma 5.16). Corollary 5.2, Lemma 5.5, Lemma 5.25,
and Lemma 5.17 complete the proof of Theorem 1.8 under the assumption that the input function m is
positive. The positivity assumption on the function m can be circumvented in the same manner as in the
proof of Theorem 1.8 (see beginning of Section 5.6).

5.7.1 Slack and Pairwise Slack Functions

In this section, we define slack and pairwise-slack functions. We then show a few key properties about how
these functions behave throughout the execution of the algorithm. In subsequent sections, we will use these
properties to define a notion of progress of the algorithm in order to bound the number of recursive calls (see
Section 5.7.2). We remark that the slack function is an intermediate function only defined for convenience
and that the proof of Theorem 1.9 will only require the properties of the pairwise-slack function.

Remark 5.1. We emphasize that the properties to be shown in this section were not needed in the proof
of Theorem 1.8 where the input function p was skew-supermodular. Unlike the proof of Theorem 1.8, it is
unclear whether good hyperedges (see Section 5.6.2) even exist under the hypothesis of Theorem 1.9 — we
recall that the existence of good hyperedges was crucial in showing that the recursion depth of Algorithm 2 is
linear when the input function p is skew-supermodular (see Section 5.6.3). We will subsequently use properties
of the pairwise-slack function to show a quadratic bound on the recursion depth of Algorithm 2 when the input
function p is the maximum of two skew-supermodular functions.

We now define slack and pairwise-slack functions. For functions m : V — Z and p : 2V — Z, the (p,m)-
slack function T, : 2V — Z is defined as T, (X) = m(X) — p(X) for every X C V, and the pairwise
(p, m)-slack function vyp m : (‘2/) — Z is defined as vy, ({u,v}) = min{Ty,,,(Z) : u,v € Z} for every pair
{u,v} € (‘2/) The following two lemmas summarize useful properties of the pairwise slack function during
the execution of Algorithm 2.

Lemma 5.23. Suppose that the input to Algorithm 2 is a tuple (p,m,J), where p : 2V — Z is a function
and m 'V — Z, is a positive function, and J C V is an arbitrary set such that m(X) > p(X) for every
X CV, m(u) < K, for every u € V, and Q(p,m) is a non-empty polyhedron. Let A,a,p’,m/,p"”, m" be as
defined by Algorithm 2. Then, we have the following:
(1) Tprr i (Z) < Tpr i (Z2) < Ty o (Z) for every Z CV — Z; furthermore, for a set Z C V', we have that
Ty m(Z) <Tpm(Z) if and only if |[ANZ| > 2, and
(2) Y ({1, 03) < Ypr e ({ws v}) < ypm({u,0}) for every {u, v} € (V;Z) ; furthermore, ypr s ({u,v}) <
Yp.m({u, v}) for each pair {u,v} € (’3)

Proof. We prove both properties separately below.
(1) Let Z CV — Z. Then, we have the following:

Ly (Z) =m"(Z) = p"'(Z) = m'\2(Z) = p'/ 2(Z) < m/(Z) = p'(Z) = Tp 1 (2),

where the inequality is because m’\z(Z) = m(Z) by definition of Z = {u € V : m/(u) = 0} and
Z CV — Z. Let (Hp,wp) be the hypergraph computed by Algorithm 2. Then, we have that

Ly (Z) = (m—axa)(Z) = (p=b(t,w0))(Z) = m(Z)=p(Z)—=al ANZ|+b(11y,00) (Z) < M(Z)=p(Z) = Tpm(2).

The claim then follows by observing that the inequality in the previous sequence is strict if and only
if|[AnZ| > 2.
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(2) We note that the first part of the statement, i.e. v’ ({u,v}) <~ ({u,v}) < v({u,v}) for every {u,v} €
(V;Z ), follows from part (1) of the current lemma. We now show the second part of the statement.

Let Z be a set witnessing v, m ({u,v}), i.e. Z :=argmin{m(Z) —p(Z) : u,v € Z}. Then, we have that

Vp,m (U v) = Tpm(Z)
=m(Z) —p(Z)
=(m'(Z) +alANZ]) - (' (Z2) + a)
>m'(Z) —p'(Z)
=Ty m (Z)
2 Y m ({u, v}).

Here, the strict inequality in the previous sequence is because |[A N Z| > 2 since u,v € AN Z.
O

Lemma 5.24. Suppose that the input to Algorithm 2 is a tuple (p,m,J), where p : 2V — Z is a func-
tion, m : V. — Z is a positive function, and J C V is an arbitrary set such that m(X) > p(X)
for every X C V, m(u) < K, for every u € V, and Q(p,m) is a non-empty integral polyhedron. Let
A a, 0, a(2) a(?’) a® a®) p” andm” be as defined by Algorithm 2. Suppose that @ = o' < min{a®, a? o) o)}

and K, > 0. Then, there exists an optimum solution Z to the problem min { {MJ ANZ|>2,Z C V}

[AnZ|-1
such that
(1) Fp//7m//(Z) <|ANnZ| -1, and
(2) Y ({u,v}) <min {|AN Z| = 1,7pm({u,v})} for every pair {u,v} € (AHZ).

Proof. We note that part (2) of the lemma is a consequence of part (1) of the lemma and Lemma 5.23(2).
Hence, we focus on showing part (1) of the lemma. We say that a set Z C V is a witness set if it is an
optimum solution to the problem

min{{MJ :AﬂX|22,X§V}.

By way of contradiction, suppose that I'y v (Z) > |AN Z| — 1 for every witness set Z C V. Let (Hp, wo)
and Z be as defined by Algorithm 2. Since a < a(!), we have that Z = (). In particular, we have that
ANZ=0,p" =p',m" =m’, and Ty v = T . Our strategy will be to show that the indicator vector
xa € {0,1}V of the set A is in the polyhedron Q(p”,m”), thus contradicting Lemma 5.7. We recall the
definition of Q(p”, m”") — we note that constraint (v) is well-defined since K~ > 0:

(i) 0<zy <min{l,m"(u)} YueV

(i) 2(2)>1 YZCV: p(Z) =Ky
QW' m") = {zecRV (iii) z(u) =1 VueV:m'(u) =Ky

(iv) 2(Z2) <m"(Z) - p"(Z) + 1 VZCV

) |50 <a(v) <[]

Since o < M, it follows that y 4 satisfies constraint (i) of the polyhedron Q(p”,m"). Since o < a?),
the set A is a transversal for the family of minimal p”-maximizers. Hence, x 4 satisfies constraint (ii) of the
polyhedron Q(p”,m"). Since a < o, we have that {u € V : m(u) = K,} = {u € V : m"(u) = K,n}.
Hence, x4 satisfies constraint (iii) of the polyhedron Q(p”, m").

Next, we show that y4 satisfies constraint (iv) of the polyhedron Q(p”,m”). Consider a set X C V.
Suppose that the set X is a witness set. Then, we have that m”(X) — p"(X) = Tpr mr(X) > [ANX| — 1,
where the final inequality is by our contradiction assumption. Thus, the vector x 4 satisfies constraint (iv) of
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the polyhedron Q(p”,m”) for subsets X that are witness sets. Next, suppose that the set X is not a witness
set. Here, we consider two cases. First, suppose that |X N A] < 1. Then, we have the following:

m"(X) = p"(X) =Ty (X) = Tpm(X) = m(X) = p(X) = |[ANX]| -1,

where the second equality is by Lemma 5.23(1) and the final inequality is because xa € Q(p,m). Next,
suppose that |[X NA| > 2. By way of contradiction, suppose that constraint (iv) of the polyhedron Q(p”, m")
does not hold for the set X, i.e. m”(X)—p”(X) < |[ANX|—1. Then, we have that m(X)—a|ANX|—p(X)+a <
|AN X| —1 and hence, m(X) —p(X) < (e +1)(JAN X|—1). Thus,

where the first inequality is because the set X is not a witness set. The above is a contradiction since all
m(X)—p(X)
\AmX|p71

than the integer o and strictly smaller than the integer a + 1.

Finally, we show that the vector y 4 satisfies constraint (v) of the polyhedron Q(p”,m"). Since @ < o),
we have that [m”(V")/Ky| = [m(V)/K,| and |m”(V")/K, | = |m(V)/K,| by Lemma 5.4(e), i.e.
constraint (v) of Q(p,m) is equivalent to constraint (v) of Q(p”,m”). Since xa € Q(p,m), it follows that
XA satisfies constraint (v) of the polyhedron Q(p,m), and hence, x4 also satisfies constraint (v) of the
polyhedron Q(p”,m"). O

three quantities «, { J , and a+ 1 are integers, but we cannot have an integer that is strictly larger

5.7.2 Number of Recursive Calls and Hypergraph Support Size

In this section, we show that Algorithm 2 witnesses O(|V|?) recursive calls. Since the algorithm adds at
most one new hyperedge during every recursive call, we will obtain that the hypergraph returned by the
algorithm has O(]V|?) distinct hyperedges.

Remark 5.2. Consider a feasible execution of Algorithm 2 with £ € Z. recursive calls. Let p; : 2¥i — 7Z
denote the input function to the i recursive call. We recall that Fp; denotes the family of minimal p;-
mazimizers, and Fp_, = Uje;)Fp,; denotes the family of cumulative minimal mazimizers w.r.t. the sequence
of functions pi1,...pe. In the previous section, a necessary step towards bounding the number of recursive
calls and hypergraph support size was to show that the size of the family F,_, is linear (see Lemma 5.22 in
Section 5.6). In particular, we had that the function py, and consequently the function p; for every i € [f],
was skew-supermodular. However, here we have that the function p; is the maximum of two individually
skew-supermodular functions, and so it is not necessarily skew-supermodular. Nevertheless, we will see (in
the proof of the next lemma) that the size of the family F,_, is still linear in the size of the ground set.
Consequently, the bottleneck in bounding the recursion depth of the algorithm is analyzing the number of
recursive calls for which o = a® < {a(l), a® a®) a(5)}.

Lemma 5.25. Let ¢,r : 2V — 7 be skew-supermodular functions. Suppose that the input to Algorithm 2 is a
tuple (p, m, J), where J C V is an arbitrary set, p : 2V — Z is a function defined by p(X) := max{q(X),r(X)}
for every X CV with K, >0 and m : V — Zy is a positive integer-valued function such that m(X) > p(X)
for every X CV and m(u) < K, for every uw € V. Then, we have that:

(1) the recursion depth { of Algorithm 2 is at most 14|V|2, and

(2) the number of hyperedges in the hypergraph returned by Algorithm 2 is at most 14|V|? — 1.

Proof. We note that property (2) of the claim follows from property (1) of the claim since at most one
new hyperedge is added during each recursive call of the algorithm and no hyperedges are added during the
base case. We now show property (1) of the claim. By Corollary 5.2, the execution of Algorithm 2 on the
instance (p,m,J) is a feasible execution with finite recursion depth ¢. Let i € [¢ — 1] be a recursive call
of the algorithm’s execution. We recall that p; and m; denote the input functions to the recursive call for
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i > 2. We recall that for the sequence of functions p1,pa, ..., pe, the family F; denotes the family of minimal
pi-maximizers, and F<; = Uje[;F;j. Then, we have the following.

0= {z eEf—-1]:a; € {a51),a22)’a§3)’a§5)}} + {z efl—-1:a;= a§4) < min{agl),a?),ags),ags)}} +1
< (\]—"SA +2|V] + 1) F VP +1
< 14|V]2.

Here, the first inequality is by Corollary 5.1 and Claim 5.7 below. The final inequality is by Claim 5.8
below. O

Claim 5.7. {z el—-1]:a; = a§4) < min {a(l),a?),a(?’),a@)}} < 8|V|%.

7 % 7

Proof. Let i € [{ — 2] be a recursive call of the algorithm. By Corollary 5.2 and induction on 4, we have that

pi : 2V — Z with and m; : V; — Z, are functions such that m;(X) > p;(X) for every X C V;, m;(u) < K,

for every u € V; and Q(p;, m;) is a non-empty integral polyhedron. We note that since i < £ — 1, we have

that K, Kp,,, > 0. For notational convenience, let v; := 7y, 1, denote the pairwise (p;, m;)-slack function.
We define the potential function ¢ : [¢ — 2] — Z>( as

ZOETED DEND DR

(uwye() iebiuon)?

We note that the function ¢ is non-increasing over the domain [¢—2] because V; 1 C V; and ;41 ({u,v}) <
~vi({u,v}) for every {u,v} € (Vlé“) by Lemma 5.23(2). We now show that the potential function strictly
decreases in value after a recursive call witnessing o = o/ < min{a® a® a® a®}. Let i € [ — 2|
be such a recursive call. We recall that a set Z C V; is a witness set if Z is an optimum solution to the
problem min { {%J JANX][>2,X C Vi}. By Lemma 5.24(2), there exists a witness set Z C V;

such that ;11 ({u,v}) < min{|AN Z| — 1,7 ({u,v})} for every pair {u,v} € (A'i;Z). Then, we have the
following:

. . 1 1
d(i)—pli+1)= oo oS- ) > 2
{uwe(%) €bvi({uv})] {uwye(Vipt) d€bir {uvh)]
1
- 2
¥ >
{uvv}e(‘gi)je[7i+1({u)v})+177i({uvv})]

> > !

{uwye(*i5?) (1 + Yig1({u, v}))2

A,NZ 1
> -
- 2 |A; N Z|?

>1/4.

Here, the second equality is because Vit1 = V; and 711 ({u,v}) < vi({u,v}) for every {u,v} € (%) by
Lemma 5.23(2). The first inequality is because A;, Z C V;, the pairwise-slack function is non-negative, and
vit1({u,v}) < 1 ({u,v}) for every pair {u,v} € (A";Z). The second inequality is because ;11 ({u,v}) <
|A; N Z| — 1 by Lemma 5.24(2). The final inequality is because |A; N Z| > 2.
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By the previous two properties, we obtain the claimed bound as follows:

{i el—2:a; = 04§4) < min {al(l), 041(-2), a§3), a§5)}} <4 (cZ)(l) — ol — 2))

TIDYD I

(uope(Y) i€l qua)

1

oy oyl
{u,v}G(‘z/) Jj=1

<8V,

where the final inequality holds because ;- 1/ j2=72/6 < 2. O
Claim 5.8. |F,_,| < 4|V| -2

Proof. We recall that the functions ¢1,7 are skew-supermodular, and ¢; = (¢;—1 — b( Hi w:’)—l)) /z,_, and
r; = (ri—1 = by wé—l))/zi_l for ¢ > i > 2, where (H},w}) is the hypergraph (Hg,wp) and Z; is the
set Z defined by the algorithm during the i** recursive call (we define (H§,w§) as the empty hypergraph
and Z; == (}). Let i € [{] be a recursive call. By Corollary 5.2 and induction on ¢, we have that p;(X) =
max{q;(X),r;(X)} for every X C V;. Consequently, every p;-maximizer is either a g;-maximizer or a r;-
maximizer. We consider the two sequences of functions ¢q,qs,...,qe and r1,79,..., 7, and the corresponding
cumulative minimal maximizer families F,_, and F,_, respectively. By the previous observation and the

g<e
definition of the families, we have that F,_, C F,_, UF,_,. In particular, we have the following:

q<e

%

< |Fu,

+ |Fres

<@VI=-D+@V]-1),

where the final inequality is because the families F,_, and F,._, are laminar over the ground set V by
Lemma 3.2, and hence, both of them have size at most 2|V| — 1. O

Remark 5.3. We recall that the proof of Theorem 1.8 (in particular, Lemma 5.22) crucially leveraged the
following property of Algorithm 2: let p,m and p”,m” be input functions during two consecutive recursive
calls of Algorithm 2 and let A and A" be the hyperedges chosen during these recursive calls respectively;
then, A” is a set that has mazximum intersection with the set A subject to the indicator vector x a» of the
set A" satisfying x4 € Q(p”,m'). We note that this property is ensured by Steps 3 and 4 of Algorithm 2,
where the vector y is chosen to be an optimum (integral) extreme point solution of the polyhedron Q(p”,m’)
that mazimizes along the objective direction x4, the indicator vector of the set A. Furthermore, the set
A" is defined as the support of this (integral) vector y. We do not know how to take advantage of this
mazimum intersection property in the analysis for two functions (i.e., under the hypothesis of Theorem 1.9).
We conjecture that Algorithm 2 can be used to prove a stronger version of Theorem 1.9 — namely that the
number of hyperedges in the support is O(|V]) as opposed to O(|V'|?) and leave this as an open question.

6 Applications

In this section, we discuss applications of Theorems 1.7, 1.8, and 1.9. In Section 6.1, we discuss a reduc-
tion from symmetric skew-supermodular strong cover to symmetric skew-supermodular weak cover prob-
lems. This reduction will be useful in the three connectivity augmentation applications that we discuss
subsequently: We consider DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-H and DS-SiMUL-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-H in
Section 6.2, hypergraph node-to-area connectivity augmentation using hyperedges in Section 6.3, and degree-
constrained mixed-hypergraph global connectivity augmentation using hyperedges in Section 6.4.
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6.1 Strong cover to weak cover reduction for symmetric skew-supermodular
functions

In this section, we recall a reduction from symmetric skew-supermodular strong cover using hyperedges
problem to symmetric skew-supermodular weak cover using hyperedges problem due to Bernath and Kiraly [8]
and state implications of their reduction in conjunction with our main results. These implications will be
useful in subsequent applications. Bernath and Kirédly showed Lemma 6.1 below.

Lemma 6.1 ([8]). Letp: 2V — Z be a symmetric skew-supermodular function and (H = (V,E),w : E — 7.
be a hypergraph with ) . pw(e) = K,. If (H,w) weakly covers the function p, then (H,w) strongly covers
the function p.

Our results for DS-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H and DS-SIMUL-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-
USING-H (i.e., Theorems 1.7, 1.8, and 1.9) showed the existence of a hypergraph (H = (V, E), w) that weakly
covers the function p such that ) ., w(e) = K. Hence, using Lemma 6.1 in conjunction with Theorems 1.7,
1.8, and 1.9 lead to the corollaries below regarding strong cover for symmetric skew-supermodular functions.

Corollary 6.1. Let p : 2V — Z be a symmetric skew-supermodular function and m : V. — Zso be a
non-negative function satisfying the following two conditions:

(a) m(X) > p(X) for every X CV,

(b) m(u) < K, for everyu € V.
Then, there exists a hypergraph (H =(V,E),w: E— Z_,.) satisfying the following four properties:

(1) dip,w)(X) = p(X) for every X CV,

(2) b ,w)(uw) =m(u) for everyu € 'V,

(3) 2ecpw(e) = Kp, and

(4) 1EI= o(v)).
Furthermore, given a functionm : V — Zx>( and access to p-max-sc-Oracle of a symmetric skew-supermodular
function p : 2V — Z where m and p satisfy conditions (a) and (b), there exists an algorithm that runs in time
O(|V|?) using O(|V|*) queries to p-max-sc-Oracle and returns a hypergraph satisfying the above four proper-
ties. The run-time includes the time to construct the hypergraphs that are used as inputs to p-max-sc-Oracle.

Corollary 6.2. Let p : 2V — Z be a symmetric skew-supermodular function and m : V. — Z>q be a
non-negative function satisfying the following three conditions:

(a) m(X) > p(X) for every X CV,

(b) m(u) < K, for everyu eV,
Then, there exists a hypergraph (H =(V,E),w: E— Z+) satisfying the following five properties:

(1) d(H,w) (X) > p(X) fO’I’ every X C V,

(2) b w)(uw) =m(u) for everyu €'V,

(3) Yeepw(e) = Kp,

(4) lel € {Im(V)/Kp|, [m(V)/Kp]} for every e € E, and

(5) |E| = O(V).
Furthermore, given a functionm : V — Zx>q and access to p-max-sc-Oracle of a symmetric skew-supermodular
function p : 2V — Z where m and p satisfy conditions (a) and (b), there exists an algorithm that runs in time
poly(|V]) using poly(|V'|) queries to p-max-sc-Oracle to return a hypergraph satisfying the above five proper-
ties. The run-time includes the time to construct the hypergraphs that are used as inputs to p-max-sc-Oracle.
Moreover, for each query to p-max-sc-Oracle, the hypergraph (G, co) used as input to the query has O(|V|)
vertices and O(|V|) hyperedges.

Corollary 6.3. Let q,r : 2V — Z be two symmetric skew-supermodular functions with K, = K,, and
p 2V — Z be the function defined as p(X) = max {q(X),r(X)} for every X C V. Furthermore, let
m:V — Z>o be a non-negative function satisfying the following three conditions:

(a) m(X) > p(X) for every X CV,

(b) m(u) < K, for everyuw € V, and
Then, there exists a hypergraph (H =(V,E),w: E— Z+) satisfying the following five properties:
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(I)de( ) > p(X) for every X CV,

(2) ber,uw)( ):m( ) for every u € 'V,

(3) Soeaule) =

) TSmO K, [V ) for every € B, and

(5) |E| = O(IV[2).
Furthermore, given a function m : V. — Z>q and access to g-max-sc-Oracle and r-max-sc-Oracle of sym-
metric skew-supermodular function q,r : 2V — Z where m, q, and r satisfy conditions (a) and (b), there exists
an algorithm that runs in time poly(|V|) using poly(|]V|) queries to g-max-sc-Oracle and r-max-sc-Oracle
to return a hypergraph satisfying the above five properties. The run-time includes the time to construct the
hypergraphs that are used as inputs to g-max-sc-Oracle and r-max-sc-Oracle. Moreover, for each query
to p-max-sc-Oracle, the hypergraph (Go,co) used as input to the query has O(|V|) vertices and O(|V|?)
hyperedges.

For the setting of Corollary 6.1, Szigeti [58] showed that conditions (a) and (b) are necessary to achieve
properties (1) and (2), and the same conditions are sufficient to achieve properties (1)-(3). Thus, using
Lemma 6.1 and Szigeti’s results, we have a reduction from DS-SYM-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-
H to DS-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H. Consequently, Corollary 6.1 implies the following result.

Corollary 6.4. There exists an algorithm to solve DS-SYM-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-H that
runs in time O(|V|%) using O(|V|*) queries to p-max-sc-Oracle, where V is the ground set of the input
instance. Moreover, if the instance is feasible, then the algorithm returns a solution hypergraph that contains
O(|V']) hyperedges. For each query to p-max-sc-Oracle, the hypergraph (Go,co) used as input to the query
has O(|V]) vertices and O(|V]) hyperedges.

For the setting of Corollary 6.2, Bernath and Kiraly [8] showed that conditions (a) and (b) are necessary to
achieve properties (1) and (2), and the same conditions are sufficient to achieve properties (1)-(4). Thus, using
Lemma 6.1 and their results, we have a reduction from DS-SYM-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-
NEAR-UNIFORM-H to DS-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-NEAR-UNIFORM-H. Consequently, Corollary
6.5 implies the following result.

Corollary 6.5. There exists an algorithm to solve DS-SYM-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-H that
runs in poly(|V]) time using poly(|V|) queries to p-max-sc-Oracle, where V is the ground set of the input
instance. Moreover, if the instance is feasible, then the algorithm returns a solution hypergraph that is near-
uniform and contains O(|V|) hyperedges. For each query to p-max-sc-Oracle, the hypergraph (Go,co) used
as input to the query has O(|V|) vertices and O(|V|) hyperedges.

For the setting of Corollary 6.3, Bernath and Kiraly [8] showed that conditions (a) and (b) are nec-
essary to achieve properties (1) and (2), and the same conditions are sufficient to achieve properties (1)-
(4). Thus, using Lemma 6.1 and their results, we have a reduction from DS-SIMUL-SYM-SKEW-SKEW-
SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-H to DS-SIMUL-SKEW-SUPMOD-WEAKCOVER-USING-H (and also from
DS-SIMUL-SYM-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-NEAR-UNIFORM-H to DS-SIMUL-SKEW-SUPMOD-
WEAKCOVER-USING-NEAR-UNIFORM-H). Consequently, Corollary 6.6 implies the following result.

Corollary 6.6. There exists an algorithm to solve DS-SYM-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-H that
runs in poly(|V|) time using poly(|V|) queries to p-max-sc-Oracle, where V is the ground set of the input
instance. Moreover, if the instance is feasible, then the algorithm returns a solution hypergraph that is near-
uniform and contains O(|V'|?) hyperedges, where V is the ground set of the input instance. For each query
to p-max-sc-Oracle, the hypergraph (Go,co) used as input to the query has O(|V|) vertices and O(|V|?)
hyperedges.

The run-times in Corollaries 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3 include the time to construct the hypergraphs that are used
as inputs to p-max-sc-Oracle, ¢g-max-sc-Oracle, and r-max-sc-Oracle.
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6.2 Hypergraph local connectivity augmentation using hyperedges

In this section, we prove Theorems 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3. We will need the following lemma from [7] showing
that a certain set function p : 2¥ — Z is symmetric skew-supermodular and admits efficient algorithms
to implement p-max-sc-Oracle. We restate and prove Theorem 1.1 below the lemma, and remark how to
modify the proof to obtain the proofs of Theorems 1.2, and 1.3.

Lemma 6.2 (Lemma 3.1 of [7]). Let (G = (V,E),c: E — Z1) be a hypergraph. Let r : (‘2/) — Z>o be a
function on pairs of elements of V and R, p(G,c,r) 2V — 7 be functions defined by R(X) := max{r({u,v}) :
ue X,veV\X} forevery X CV, R(0) =0, R(V) =0, and p(G,c,r)(X) = R(X) — d(g,e)(X) for every
XCV.
1. The function p(q,cr) is symmetric skew-supermodular.
2. Given hypergraph (G, c), function r, hypergraph (Go = (V, Ey),co : Ey — Z4.), disjoint sets So, Ty C V,
and yo € RY, the oracle p(g,. ) -max-sc-Oracle ((Go,co), S0, To,yo) can be computed in O(|V3(|V]+
[Fol + | EJ)(|Eo| + |E) time.

Theorem 1.1. There exists an algorithm to solve DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-H that runs in time O(n” (n+
m)?), where n is the number of vertices and m is the number of hypergedges in the input hypergraph. More-
over, if the instance is feasible, then the algorithm returns a solution hypergraph that contains O(n) hyper-
edges.

Proof. Let the input instance be specified by ((G,¢),r,m), where (G = (V,E),c : E — Z,) is the input
hypergraph, r : (‘2/) — Z>¢ is the input target connectivity function, and m : V' — Zx is the input degree-
specification. We consider the set function R : 2V — Zq defined by R(X) = max{r({u,v}) : u € X,v €
V' \ X} for every non-empty proper subset X C V, R(#) := 0, and R(V) := 0. Next, we consider the
function p : 2V — Z defined by p(X) = R(X) — d(g,¢)(X) for every X C V. By Lemma 6.2, the function
p is symmetric skew-supermodular. Moreover, for a given hypergraph (Go = (V, Ey),co : Ey — Z4),
and disjoint sets Sy, Ty C V, the oracle p-max-sc-Oracle ((Go, o), So,Tp) can be implemented to run in
O(n(n+m + |Eo|)(m + |Ep|)) time.

We observe that a hypergraph (H = (V,Egn),w : Eg — Z.) is a feasible solution for the input instance
((G, ¢),r,m) of DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-H if and only if the hypergraph (H, w) is a feasible solution for
the instance (p, m) of DS-SYM-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-H. By Corollary 6.4 there exists an
algorithm to solve DS-SYM-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-H that runs in time O(n®) using O(n?)
queries to p-max-sc-Oracle, where for each query to p-max-sc-Oracle, the hypergraph (Gy, cp) used as input
to the query has O(n) vertices and O(n) hyperedges. Thus, using our implementation of p-max-sc-Oracle
from the first paragraph, this algorithm can be implemented to run in O(n”(n + m)?) time. O

Theorem 1.2 follows using the same same reduction as in the proof of Theorem 1.1 and using Corollary
6.5. Similarly, Theorem 1.3 follows using the same reduction as in the proof of Theorem 1.1 and using
Corollary 6.6: construct a pair of symmetric skew-supermodular functions p; and p, using functions r; and
ro respectively similar to the proof of Theorem 1.1 and apply Corollary 6.6.

We note that an optimization variant of hypergraph connectivity augmentation problem is closely related:
Szigeti [58] proposed and studied the following optimization variant of DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-H: the
input is a hypergraph (G = (V, E),c: E — Z,) and a target connectivity function r : (‘2/) — Z>o. The goal
is to find a hypergraph (H = (V,Ey),w : Eg — Z4) with minimum .5 |efw(e) (i.e., minimum total
weighted size), such that A\g 4 g cw)(u,v) > 7({u,v}) for every u,v € V. Szigeti gave a pseudo-polynomial
time algorithm for this optimization problem. Our results imply a strongly polynomial time algorithm for this
optimization problem via a standard reduction (which is well-known in the graph connectivity augmentation
literature); moreover our algorithm also returns a near-uniform hypergraph as an optimum solution. We
refrain from stating the results for the optimization variant in the interests of brevity.
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6.3 Hypergraph node-to-area connectivity augmentation using hyperedges

The graph node-to-area connectivity augmentation using edges problem was solved by Ishii and Hagiwara
[38]. Bernath and Kiraly [8] proposed a hypergraph variant of this problem that we describe now. We recall
that for a hypergraph (H = (V,E),w : E — Z4), a subset W C V and a vertex u € V — W, the min
(u, W)-cut value is denoted by A(g,.)(u, W) := min{d(g,.,)(X) : w € X €V — W}. In the degree-specified
hypergraph node-to-area connectivity augmentation using hyperedges problem (denoted DS-HYPERGRAPH-
NODE-TO-AREA-CA-USING-H), the input is a hypergraph (G = (V, E),c: E — Z,), a collection W C 2V of
subsets of V', a target connectivity function r : W — Z_, and a degree-specification m : V' — Zxq . The goal
is to verify if there exists a hypergraph (H = (V, Ey),w : Eg — Z4) such that Agy g cqw)(u, W) > (W)
for every W € W and u € V — W and by ,,)(u) = m(u) for every u € V, and if so, then find such a
hypergraph.

Bernath and Kiraly [8] showed that feasible instances of DS-HYPERGRAPH-NODE-TO-AREA-CA-USING-
H admit a near-uniform hypergraph as a feasible solution and such a solution can be found in pseudo-
polynomial time. Our results imply a strongly polynomial-time algorithm for this problem. The next lemma
shows that the appropriate function maximization oracle can be implemented in strongly polynomial time.
We defer the proof of the lemma to Appendix A. We state and prove the main result of the section below
the lemma.

Lemma 6.3. Let (G = (V,E),c: E — Zy) be a hypergraph and r : W — Z>q be a function defined over a
family W C 2V, Let D(Geyr) 2V 7Z be the function defined as follows: for every X C 'V,

max {r(W): WeWWNX=00orWCX}—dgeX) if0CXCV,

(X) 1=
PG e (X) {0 otherwise, i.e. X € {0, V}.

Then, we have that
1. the function p(g.cr) is symmetric skew-supermodular, and
2. given hypergraph (G, c), the family W, the function r : W — Z>q, hypergraph (Go = (V, Ey),co : Ey —
Z.,.), disjoint sets So, Ty €V, and vectoryy € RY, the oracle P(G,e,r)-max-sc-0racle ((Go, co), So, To, %o)
can be computed in poly(|V|],|E|,|Eo|) time.

Theorem 6.1. There exists a strongly polynomial time algorithm to solve DS-HYPERGRAPH-NODE-TO-
AREA-CA-USING-H. Moreover, if the instance is feasible, then the algorithm returns a solution hypergraph
that is near-uniform and contains O(n) hyperedges, where n is the number of vertices in the input hypergraph.

Proof. Let the input instance of DS-HYPERGRAPH-NODE-TO-AREA-CA-USING-H be ((G, ¢), W, r, m), where
(G=(V,E),c: E — Zy) is a hypergraph, W C 2" is a collection of subsets, r : W — Z, is the target con-
nectivity function, and m : V' — Zx( is the degree-specification. We consider the set function R : 2V - Z>g
defined by R(X) = max{r(W): W e W, WNX = or W C X} for every non-empty proper subset X C V,
R(0) :=0, and R(V) := 0. Next, we consider the function p : 2" — Z defined by p(X) = R(X) — d(g ¢ (X)
for every X C V. The function p is symmetric skew-supermodular by Lemma 6.3. Moreover, for a given
hypergraph (Go = (V, Ey),co : Eg — Z), and disjoint sets Sy, Ty C V, and vector yg € RY, the oracle
p-max-sc-Oracle ((Go,co), S0, Tp) can be implemented to run in poly(|V],|E|, |Eol|) time.

We observe that a hypergraph (H = (V,Ey),w : Eg — Z4) is a feasible solution for the input in-
stance ((G,c),W,r,m) of DS-HYPERGRAPH-NODE-TO-AREA-CA-USING-H if and only if the hypergraph
(H,w) is a feasible solution for the instance (p, m) of DS-SYM-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-H. By
Corollary 6.5 there exists an algorithm that returns a near-uniform hypergraph solution for DS-SYM-SKEW-
SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-H that runs in time poly(]V]) using poly(|V|) queries to p-max-sc-Oracle,
where for each query to p-max-sc-Oracle, the hypergraph (Gg, ¢g) used as input to the query has O(|V|) ver-
tices and O(|V'|) hyperedges. Thus, using our implementation of p-max-sc-Oracle from the first paragraph,
this algorithm can be implemented to run in poly(|V],|E|) time. O

We note that a simultaneous version of DS-HYPERGRAPH-NODE-TO-AREA-CA-USING-H can be defined
(analogous to DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-H and DS-SIMUL-HYPERGRAPH-CA-UsING-H) and Corollary 6.3
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can be applied to derive a strongly polynomial time algorithm for it. The optimization variants instead of
the degree-specified variants can also be solved in strongly polynomial time. We refrain from stating the
details in the interests of brevity.

6.4 Degree-constrained mixed-hypergraph global connectivity augmentation us-
ing hyperedges

The notion of mixed-hypergraph generalizes undirected graphs/hypergraphs and directed graphs/hypergraphs
(e.g., see [30]). A mixed-hypergraph (G = (V,A),c : A — Z,) consists of a finite set V of vertices
and a set A of hyperarcs with weights c(e) for every e € A, where each hyperarc e € A is specified by
an ordered tuple (tails(e), heads(e), heads-tails(e)) satisfying tails(e), heads(e), heads-tails(e) C V with
tails(e) Nheads(e) = 0, tails(e) Nheads-tails(e) = @, heads(e) Nheads-tails(e) = 0, tails(e) Uheads-tails(e) # 0
and heads(e) U heads-tails(e) # 0. For an undirected hypergraph (H = (V,Egy),wyg : Eyg — Zy),
we define an associated mixed-hypergraph (ﬁ = (V, EH),wﬁ : Eg — Z.) where for every hyperedge
eg € By, we introduce a hyperarc e = (tails(es;) = 0, heads(es) = 0, heads-tails(e;) = en) into
E—H> with weight w4 (e) = wu(en). For a set X C V, we define 6%(X) = {e € A : (heads(e) U
heads-tails(e)) N A # 0, (tails(e) U heads-tails(e)) N (V \ A) # 0} and the function d’('g’w) 12V = Zso
defined by d?cb:,w)(X)_:: Zeeégl(x)w(e) for every X C V. For distinct vertices u,v € V, we define
AGw) (u,v) = min{dzg,w)(X) v e X CV —{u}}. We note that A\ .)(u,v) is not necessarily equal
to A(@w) (v, u) for distinct vertices u,v € V. Let r € V be a designated root vertex. If A .)(v,7) > k and
A@G,w)(r,v) > L for every v € V' \ {r}, then the mixed-hypergraph is said to be (k, £)-rooted-arc-connected.
We consider the degree-constrained mixed-hypergraph global connectivity augmentation using hyperedges
problem (denoted DC-MIXED-HYPERGRAPH-GLOBAL-CA-USING-H): the input is a degree-bound function
m : V — Z>o, a mixed-hypergraph (G = (V,A),c: A — Z.), a designated root vertex r € V, and values
k., € Zy. The goal is to verify if there exists an undirected hypergraph (H = (V,Eg),w : Eg — Z4)
such that b(g . (u) < m(u) for every u € V and the mixed-hypergraph (G + H,c + wg) is (k,£)-rooted-
arc-connected, where (G + ﬁ = (V, EG+ﬁ)’ ¢+ wy;) is the mixed-hypergraph on vertex set V' and hyperarc
set EG+ﬁ = AU ET; with the weight of every hyperarc e € AN E—H> being c(e) + wy(e), the weight of

every hyperarc e € A\ ETLI) being c(e) and the weight of every hyperarc e € ETLI} \ A being w; (e); moreover,
the goal involves finding such a hypergraph if it exists. Bernath and Kiraly [8] introduced this problem and
showed a complete characterization for the existence of a feasible solution. They also showed that for feasible
instances, there exists a feasible solution that is also near-uniform. Our results imply a strongly polynomial-
time algorithm for this problem. The next lemma shows that the appropriate function maximization oracle
can be implemented in strongly polynomial time. We defer the proof of the lemma to Appendix A. We state
and prove the main result of the section below the lemma.

Lemma 6.4. Let g : 2V — 7Z be a submodular function, v € V, and k., € Z>q. Let p : 2V — Z be the
function defined by

0 YX=0orX=1V,
p(X) = k= g(X) if0£XCV\{r}, and
(—g(X) ifrexcy,

and let psym : 2V — Z be the function defined by psym(X) = max{p(X),p(V \ X)} for every X C V. Then
we have that
1. the function p is symmetric skew-supermodular, and
2. given access to the evaluation oracle of the function g, a hypergraph (Go = (V, Ey),co : Ey — Z4),
disjoint sets So, Ty C V, and vector yo € RV, the oracle p-max-sc-Oracle ((Go,co), So,To,y0) can be
computed in poly(|V|, |Eopl|) time.
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Theorem 6.2. There exists a strongly polynomial time algorithm to solve DC-MIXED-HYPERGRAPH-
GLOBAL-CA-USING-H. Moreover if the instance is feasible, then the algorithm returns a solution hypergraph
that is near-uniform and contains O(n) hyperedges, where n is the number of vertices in the input hypergraph.

Proof. Let the input instance of DC-MIXED-HYPERGRAPH-GLOBAL-CA-USING-H be ((G,c),r,m,k,{),
where (G = (V,A),w: A — Z,) is a mixed hypergraph, r € V is the designated root vertex, m : V. — Zx
is the degree-bound function, and k,¢ € Z,. We note that the function dzg P 2V — Z is submodular.

Consider the function p : 2V — Z defined by

0 fX=0or X =1,
p(X) =gk —di (X) if0#XCV\{r} and
(—di (X)) HreXcV.

We define psym : 2V — Z as psym (X) = max{p(X),p(V \ X)} for every X C V. The function p is symmetric
skew-supermodular by Lemma 6.4. Moreover, for a given hypergraph (Go = (V, Ep),co : Ey — Z4),
and disjoint sets Sp, Ty C V, and vector yo € RV, the oracle p-max-sc-Oracle ((Go,co),So,To) can be
implemented to run in poly(|V],|A|, |Eo|) time—we note that the evaluation oracle for the function dz("éoyc(])
can be implemented in poly(|V], |A]) time.

We observe that a hypergraph (H = (V,Ep),w : Eg — 7Z,) is a feasible solution for the input in-
stance ((G,¢),r,m,k,£) of DC-MIXED-HYPERGRAPH-GLOBAL-CA-USING-H if and only if the hypergraph
(H,w) is a feasible solution for the instance (p, m) of DS-SYM-SKEW-SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-H. By
Corollary 6.2 there exists an algorithm that returns a near-uniform hypergraph solution for DS-SYM-SKEW-
SUPMOD-STRONGCOVER-USING-H that runs in time poly(]V]) using poly(|V|) queries to p-max-sc-Oracle,
where for each query to p-max-sc-Oracle, the hypergraph (G, cg) used as input to the query has O(|V|) ver-
tices and O(|V'|) hyperedges. Thus, using our implementation of p-max-sc-Oracle from the first paragraph,
this algorithm can be implemented to run in poly(|V],|A4|) time. O

We note that a simultaneous version of DC-MIXED-HYPERGRAPH-GLOBAL-CA-USING-H can be defined
(analogous to DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-H and DS-SIMUL-HYPERGRAPH-CA-USING-H) and Corollary 6.3
can be applied to derive a polynomial-time algorithm for it. We refrain from stating the details in the interests
of brevity.

7 Conclusion

The central theme of this work is showing that certain hypergraph network design problems admit solution
hypergraphs with polynomial number of hyperedges and moreover, can be solved in strongly polynomial time.
Our algorithms also return solution hypergraphs that are near-uniform. Our results are for certain abstract
function cover problems but they have numerous applications; in particular, they enable the first strongly
polynomial time algorithms for (i) degree-specified hypergraph connectivity augmentation using hyperedges,
(ii) degree-specified hypergraph node-to-area connectivity augmentation using hyperedges, and (iii) degree-
constrained mixed-hypergraph global connectivity augmentation using hyperedges. Previous best-known
run-time for these problems were pseudo-polynomial. We believe that the abstract function cover problems
might find more applications in the future.

The abstract function cover problems were introduced by Szigeti [58] and Bernath and Kiraly [8]. Previ-
ously known algorithms for these problems were pseudo-polynomial and there exist instances on which these
algorithms necessarily take exponential time. Our main contributions are modifying these algorithms and
introducing suitable potential functions to bound the recursion depth of the modified algorithms.

Our work raises two natural open questions. Algorithmic question: Is it possible to solve DS-HYPERGRAPH-
CA-UsING-H in near-linear time? Structural question: For feasible instances of DS-HYPERGRAPH-CA-
USING-H, does there exist a solution hypergraph whose size is linear in the number of vertices? We define
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the size of a hypergraph to be the sum of the sizes of the hyperedges (and not simply the number of hyper-
edges). Our results show that there exists a solution hypergraph in which the number of hyperedges is linear
and hence, the size of such a solution hypergraph is quadratic in the number of vertices. We believe that
an affirmative answer to the algorithmic question would also imply an affirmative answer to the structural
question. On the other hand, answering the structural question would be a helpful stepping stone towards
the algorithmic question. We note that recent results have shown that DS-GRAPH-CA-USING-E for the case
of uniform requirement function can be solved in near-linear time [13, 14, 15].
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A Maximization oracles for functions arising in applications

In this section, we show that certain set functions p : 2¥ — Z arising in our applications are skew-
supermodular and admit efficient algorithms to implement p-max-sc-Oracle. We prove Lemmas 6.3, and
6.4. These lemmas have been observed in the literature before. We include their proofs for the sake of
completeness.

Lemma 6.3. Let (G = (V,E),c: E — Z) be a hypergraph and v : W — Z>¢ be a function defined over a
family W C 2V, Let P(Geyr) 2V — 7Z be the function defined as follows: for every X C 'V,

max {r(W): W eW,WNX=0o0rWCX}—deo(X) f0CXCV,

X):=
P(Gen(X) {0 otherwise, i.e. X € {0,V}.

Then, we have that
1. the function p(g,cr) s symmetric skew-supermodular, and
2. given hypergraph (G, c), the family W, the function r : W — Z>q, hypergraph (Go = (V, Ep),co : Eg —
7)), disjoint sets Sy, Ty €V, and vectoryy € RV, the oracle P(G,e,r)-max-sc-0racle ((Go, co), So, To, Yo)
can be computed in poly(|V],|E|,|Eo|) time.

Proof. For ease of notation, let p := p,,) We note that the function p was shown to be symmetric
skew-supermodular by Bernath and Kiraly [8]. We show the second part of the lemma. Let the input
to the oracle be the hypergraph (Go = (V, Ep),co : Ey — Z), disjoint subsets Sp,Ty C V, and vector
yo € RY. For a subset Z C V, we use yo(Z) = Y., yo(z). Let Wy, == {W e W: W NSy =0} and
Wr, ={W eW: WnTy=0} We define the following;:

1. For every W € Wy, let

MW) = min{dic.0)(Z) + diGye)(Z) = 10(Z) : So+ W S Z SV =Ty }

and Z}V be a set that achieves the minimum.
2. For every W € Wg,, let

Ao (W) = min {d(G7c)(Z) +diGyee)(Z) —yo(Z): So CZCV — Ty — W}

and Z3V be a set that achieves the minimum.
For W € Ws, UWr,, let

min{)\l(W), )\Q(W)} if W e WSO N WTO
AW) =L A (W) i W € W,
Ao (W) i W € W,

ZV = ZWV it W e Wy,
Z;}V it W e Wg,.

For every W € Ws, UWr,, the value A(W) and the set Z" can be computed in poly(|V|, |E|, |Ep|) time via
submodular minimization. For ease of notation, let R := p + d(g,). Now, we observe that

max {p(Z) —d(Goe)(Z) +yo(Z) 1 So CZCV — TO}
= max {R(Z) —de.)(Z) = dicye)(Z) +190(Z) : So C ZCV — To}
=max {r(W) = AX(W): W € Ws, UWr, } .
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The RHS problem can be solved in poly(|V], |E|,|Eo|) time by iterating over all W € Wg, U Wy, and
returning a set W for which the objective function r(W) — A(W) is maximum. Let W € Wg, U Wr, be a
set which achieves the maximum in the RHS problem. Then, we observe that the set Z" is the maximizer
of the LHS problem. Thus, it suffices to return Z" and the value p(Z") = R(Z") — d (g, ,c)(Z") which
can also be computed in poly(|V],|E|, |Eo|) time. This completes the proof that p-max-wc-Oracle can be
implemented in poly(|V], |E|, | Eo|) time. O

Lemma 6.4. Let g : 2V — 7Z be a submodular function, r € V, and k,{ € Z>q. Let p: 2V — Z be the
function defined by

0 FX=0o0rX=V,
p(X)=k—g(X) fO0#£XCV\{r}, and
(—g(X) frexcv,

and let psym : 2V — Z be the function defined by psym(X) = max{p(X),p(V \ X)} for every X C V. Then
we have that
1. the function p is symmetric skew-supermodular, and
2. given access to the evaluation oracle of the function g, a hypergraph (Go = (V, Ep),co : Eg = Z4.),
disjoint sets Sp, Ty C V, and vector yo € RV, the oracle p-max-sc-Oracle ((Go,co), S0, To,yo) can be
computed in poly(|V|, |Eopl|) time.

Proof. We note that the function p was shown to be symmetric skew-supermodular by Bernath and Kiraly [8].
We show the second part of the lemma. Let the input to the oracle be the hypergraph (Go = (V, Ey), co :
Ey — Z.), disjoint subsets Sp,Ty C V, and vector yo € RY. For a subset Z C V, we use yo(Z) =
> .ez¥o(2). Let p1,py: 2V\{"} 5 7 be functions defined by

P1(X) = p(X) = d(Gg,e0)(X) =90(X) VX CV\ {r} and
P2(X) = p(X U{r}) = dgy.eo) (X U{r}) = go(X U{r}) ¥V X C VA {r}.

Then, the functions p; and py are intersecting supermodular since the function g and the coverage function
b(Go,co) are submodular (see [30] for the definition of intersecting submodular functions). For an intersecting
submodular function f : 2" — Z and given disjoint subsets S, 7 C V using the evaluation oracle for f, we can
find an optimum solution to min{f(X): S C X CV — T} in strongly polynomial time [30]. Consequently,
using access to the evaluation oracle of the function g, we can find sets Z;,Zy C (V' \ {r}) — Ty such that
So C Z1, Z and p1(Z1) > p1(X) and pa(Zs2) > pa(X) for every X C V'\ {r} via submodular minimization in
poly(|V],|Eol|). Let Z := argmin{p(Z1), p(Z2+r)}. Then, we observe that the set Z is an optimum solution
to
max {p(Z) — d(Go.c0)(Z) + 0(2) : S0 S Z SV ~To}.

Hence, it suffices to return Z and its function value p(Z) which can be computed in poly(|V|,|Ep|) time

using access to the evaluation oracle of the function g. O

B Properties of Laminar Families and Skew-Supermodular Func-
tions

In this section, we prove Lemma 3.1, Lemma 3.2, Lemma 5.13 and Lemma 5.14.

B.1 Cumulative Minimal Maximizer Family Across Function Sequences

We recall that for a function p : 2 — Z, the family of minimal p-maximizers is denoted by F,. We now
restate and prove Lemma 3.1 which says that this family is disjoint if p is a skew-supermodular function.
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Lemma 3.1. Letp: 2V — Z be a skew-supermodular function. Then, the family F, is a disjoint set-family.

Proof. By way of contradiction, let X,Y € F, be distinct sets such that X NY = 0. We note that
X -Y,Y — X # () as otherwise either X C Y or Y C X which contradicts the minimality of the sets Y and
X respectively. We consider two cases based on the behavior of the function p on the sets X, Y. First, suppose
that p(X)+p(Y) < p(XUY)+p(XNY). Then we have that p(X)+p(Y) < p(XUY)+p(XNY) < p(X)+p(Y),
a contradiction. Here, we have p(X UY) < p(X) since X is a p-maximizer and p(X NY) < p(Y) since Y
is a minimal p-maximizer. Next suppose that p(X) + p(Y) < p(X —=Y) + p(X —Y). Then we have that
p(X)+p(Y) <pX -Y)+p(X -Y) < p(X) +p(Y), a contradiction. Here, the inequality is because

p(X —Y) <p(X) and p(Y — X) < p(Y) since the sets X and Y are minimal p-maximizers. O
Let ¢ € Z, be a positive integer. Let p1,pe,...,ps be a sequence of skew-supermodular functions defined
over a ground set V. We recall that the family F,_, for every i € [{] is defined as follows:
Fp <= U Fp,-
jeld]

We now restate and prove Lemma 3.2 which says that the family F,_, is laminar for a specific sequence of
functions. -

Lemma 3.2. Let { € Z, be a positive integer. Let the sequence Vi, Va,...,V, and Z1,29,...,2y be such
that Viz1 CV; and 2, :=V; — Viqy fori € [ —1]. Let g1,9a,...,9¢ be a sequence of non-negative monotone
submodular functions such that g; : 2¥i — Zsq for each i € [{]. Let p1,pa,...,pe be a sequence of functions
such that p; : 2¥i — Z for i € [{], the function py is skew-supermodular, and p;yv1 = (p; — g;)/z, for each
i € [0 —1]. Then, the family F,_, is a laminar family over the ground set V1.

Proof. We first show a useful claim that establishes a relationship between two arbitrary functions in the
sequence p1, Pz, - - - Pe-

Claim B.1. Let a,b € [¢] with a < b. Then, we have that

p(X)=max<p, | Xw [ Ri|- > g |Xw W Re|:R;CZforjelab—1]
j€la,b—1] j€la,b—1] kelj+1,b—1]

Proof. We prove the claim by induction on b — a. The claim for the base case b = a + 1 is because
Dat+1 = Pa/z, — ga- We consider the inductive case b > a + 1. We have the following:

po(X) =max {py_1 (X W Ry 1) —gp1(X): Rp-1 € Zp 1}

=max{ p, | X W L—}j R; | — Z g;i | X4 H—J Ry | :R; C Z, for j € [a,b—1]
j€la,b—1] j€la,b—1] ke[j+1,b—1]

Here, the first equality is because p, = pp—1/z,_, —gp—1 and the second equality is by the inductive hypothesis.
O

By way of contradiction, suppose that the family F,_, is not laminar. Then, there exist sets A, B € F,_,
such that A—B,B—A,ANB # (). Let a :==min{i € [¢(] : A€ F, } and b= min{i € [{] : B € F,,}. We have
that a # b as otherwise the sets A, B are disjoint by Lemma 3.1, contradicting our choice of the sets A, B.
We assume without loss of generality that a < b. We note that B C V,, since B C V;, C V,,. By Claim B.1,
we have that

pp(B) =max { p, | BY L—lj R; | — Z g; | BW L—Ij Ry | :R; C Z, for j € [a,b—1]
j€lab—1] j€lab—1] ke[j+1,b—1]
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Consequently,

Kpa, + Kpb
= pa(A) +pp(B)

=pa(A) + max < p, | BW L—lj R; | — Z gi | BY L—lj Ry | :R; C Zjforjeab—1]
j€la,b—1] j€la,b—1] k€[j+1,b—1]
=pa(A)+pa | By | Ri|- DY g |Bw | R,
j€la,b—1] j€la,b—1] ke[j+1,b—1]

for some sets Ry, C Zj, for every k € [a,b— 1]. For notational convenience, we denote S := B Wicran—1 R;.
Now, we consider two cases based on the behavior of the function p, at the sets A, S.

First, we consider the case where the function p, is locally supermodular at the sets A and S, i.e.
Pa(A) + 0a(S) < pa(AUS) + pa(ANS). Then we have the following:

Kpa + Kpb

=pa(A) +pa(S) = D g (B&J O B?k>
] ]

j€la,b—1 ke[j+1,b—1

<pa(AUS) +pa(ANS)— Y gj(BLﬂ ) Rk)
kel ]

j€la,b—1] j+1,6—1

<Ky, +pa(AnS)— 3 gj((AﬂB)Lﬂ o Rk>
]

j€la,b—1] kelj+1,b—1

j€la,b—1] la,b—1 kelj+1,b—1]

= Kp, + Pa Aﬂ(BEd H Rj> - > gj<(AﬂB)ErJ H Rk)
je€lab—1]

=K,, + pa (AmB)w(Am ) ~j> - > gj<(AﬁB)L+J ) Rk)
]

j€la,b—1] j€la.b—1 ke[j+1,b—1]

<Ky, +max{p, [(ANB)w | R |- > g |(AnB)w | Ri|:R;CZforjelab—1]
j€la,b—1] j€la,b—1] keE[j+1,b—1]

= Kp, +po(AN B)
< Kp, + Ky, .

Here, the second inequality is by the monotonicity of the functions g, for every j € [¢], while the last equality
is by Claim B.1. Thus, all inequalities are equations and we have that py(A N B) = K,,, contradicting
minimality of the set B € F,.

Next, we consider the case where the function p, is locally negamodular at the sets A and S, i.e.
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Pa(A) + pa(S) < pa(A—S5)+ pa(S — A). Then we have the following:
KPa + Kpb

= pa(A) +pa(S) = D gj(BLﬂ ) Rk)
) [ )

j€la,b—1 kelj+1,b—1

<pa(A=S)+pa(S—A)— > 9j<BL+J O, Rk)
]

j€la,b—1] ke[j+1,b—1

<Ky tpa(S—A) = Y gj(<B—A)L+J o Rk)
1] ]

j€la,b— kelj+1,b—1

= Kp, + Pa (B&J L-!-J Rj)A - Z g]-((BA)ErJ L—ﬂ Rk>
[ ] [

j€la,b—1 j€la,b—1] ke[j+1,b—1]

= Kpa + Pa (B—A)L‘U ( L—H Rj) — Al - Z g ((B—A) ] L—ﬂ Rk>
j —1] ]

j€la,b—1] ke[j+1,b—1

< Kp, +max<pa | (B—A)W L—l_-J R; | — gi | (B—A)uY H-J Ry | :R; C Zj for j € [a,b—1]
j€la,b—1] j€la,b—1] ke[j+1,b—1]

= Kp, +puo(B — A)
S Kpa + Kpb .
Here, the second inequality is by the monotonicity of the functions g; for every j € [¢] and the last equality

is by Claim B.1. Thus, all inequalities are equations and we have that p,(B — A) = K,,, contradicting
minimality of the set B € F), . O

B.2 Optimizing over ()-polyhedron in Strongly Polynomial Time

In this section, we prove Lemma 5.13. Let p: 2" — Z and m : V — Rx( be two functions and let k > K.
We will require the following generalization of the polyhedron Q(p, m) from [8].

(i) 0<xu§mm{1 My, } VueV
(i) 2(2) > it p(7) = k

Op,ke,m) =z eRY (iii) z(u) = 1 if m(u) =k
(iv) 2(Z) <m(Z) —p(Z)+ 1 VZCV
v) |20 <a(v) < [29]

We note that Q(p,m) = Q(p, K, m). We will also require the following definitions and results from [30, 31].
Let f:2Y — R be a set function. We define the following two polyhedra w.r.t the function f:

C(f) = {x eRY :2>0,2(2) > f(Z) for every Z C V},
B(f) = {x eRY :2(V)=f(V),2(Z) > f(Z) for every Z C V}.

If the set function f is supermodular, then the polyhedron C(f) is called the contrapolymatroid with border
function f. Furthermore, if the function f is also finite, then the polyhedron B(f) is called the base-
contrapolymatroid with border function f. The following result by [30] shows properties of the polyhedron
C(p) whose border function p : 2V — Z U {—o0} is skew-supermodular.

Theorem B.1 ([30]). Let p:2Y — Z U {—o00} be a skew-supermodular function. We have the following:
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1. for a given vector ¢ € RV, an optimum solution to the problem min{}", .y
computed in poly(|V|) time using poly(|V]) queries to p-max-Oracle, and
2. there exists a unique supermodular function p' : 2V — Z U {—oc} such that C(p) =C (pT).

cuZy € C(p)} can be

A function v” : 2V — Z is crossing-submodular if b"(A) + b"(B) > b"(A N B) + b"(A U B) for every
A, B C V for which the four sets A — B,B— A, AN B and V — (AU B) are non-empty. For convenience,
we define the minimization oracle f-min-Oracle for a set function f : 2" — R as follows: for given disjoint
sets So, Ty C V and vector yo € RY, f-min-Oracle(Sy, Ty, yo) returns a set Z and its value f(Z) such
that So € Z CV — Ty and f(Z) — yo(Z) < f(X) — yo(X) for every Sy € X C V — Ty (i.e., it returns
the output of (—f)-max-Oracle(Sy,To, —yo)). The following result is implicit in [31] and says that given
access to b’-min-Oracle of a crossing-submodular function b”, we can optimize over the polyhedron B(b")
in strongly polynomial time.

Theorem B.2 ([31] Section IV). Let b” : 2V — Z U {—o00} be a crossing-submodular function. Then, for
a given vector ¢ € RV, argmin{}_, .y, o, : € B(Y")} can be computed in poly(|V]) time using poly(|V])
queries to b -min-Oracle.

We recall that our goal is to show Lemma 5.13 which says that for a non-negative function m : V.— Z>q
and a function p : 2V — Z defined as the maximum of two skew-supermodular functions, we can optimize over
the polyhedron Q(p,m) in strongly polynomial time using poly(|V]) queries to the function maximization
oracles of the individual skew-supermodular functions. As a step towards showing Lemma 5.13, we first
show that we can optimize over the polyhedron Q(p,m) when the function p is itself a skew-supermodular
function. In fact, we will show the following stronger statement that we can optimize over the polyhedra
Q(p, k,m) for every given positive integer k > K,.

Lemma B.1. Let p: 2V — Z U {—oc} be a skew-supermodular function. Then, the following optimization
problem can be solved in poly(|V|) time using poly(|V|) queries to p-max-Oracle: for a given non-negative
function m : V — Zsq and a positive integer k such that Q(p,k,m) # 0 and a given cost vector c € RV, find
an extreme point optimum solution to the following linear program:

max Z Culy T € Q(p, k,m)

ueV

Proof. We consider the family F, ; :={Z CV : p(Z) = k but p(Z') < k for every Z' C Z}. We note that if
k = K,, then F, ; = F,, the family of minimal p-maximizers; furthermore, if k > K,,, then F, , = 0. We
let Ry =V —Uxez,, X denote the set of elements not contained in any set of the family ), . We define
the family £, = Fpr U{Rpr} and let L, :={Z CU : U € L, } denote the family of all subsets of the
members of £, ;. We note that £, is the family of maximal sets in the family L, .. For every U € L, 1,
we let p}; : 2V — Z U {—00} be the function defined as p};(Z) == p(Z) — 1 for every Z C U. We note that
the function pj; is skew-supermodular for every U € Ly, ;. Then, by Theorem B.1, there exists a unique fully
supermodular function (p’U)T : 2V — Z U {—o0} such that C ((p’U)T> = C(py;). We will need the following
claim which is implicit in [8].

Claim B.2 ( [8, Proof of Lemma 2.4]). For every U € L, 1, and for every Z C U, we have that

(v)'(2) =min{ > iz e (())
ue”zZ

The next claim says that an evaluation oracle for the function (p’U)T

polynomial time.

can be implemented in strongly

Claim B.3. For every U € L, and each Z C U, the value (p’U)T(Z) can be evaluated in poly(|V]) time
using poly(|V|) queries to p-max-Oracle.
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Proof. Let U € L, ;, and Z C U. By Claim B.2 and Theorem B.1, we have that

(p’U)T(Z) = min Z Ty 2z €C ((p’U)T) = min Z 2,2 €C (py)

uezZ uezZ

Thus, it suffices to solve the RHS optimization problem. We recall that the function pj; is skew-supermodular.
Furthermore, we note that a query to pj;-max-Oracle can be implemented in O(|V|) time using one query
to p-max-Oracle. Then, by Theorem B.1 we can solve the RHS optimization problem in poly(|V|) time and
poly(|V]) queries to p-max-Oracle. O

We now define a central function that will allow us to optimize over the polyhedron Q(p, k, m). For con-
venience, we define this function in three stages using two intermediate functions. Let the first intermediate
function f, 1 : 2V — Z U {—o00} be defined as follows: for every Z C V,

T
Z for every Z € L, i,
fp,k(Z> — {(pU) ( ) y p.k

—00 otherwise.

For the second stage, we will require a larger ground set. Let V'’ := V W {t} be the ground set extended with
a new element t. Let the second intermediate function b}, , ., : 2V — Z.U {+00} be defined as follows: for
every Z C V',
m(Z) -1 ifZeFpr
b’km(Z):z 400 ift¢g Zand Z & Fpr
—fx(V—=2) ifteZ.

We now define our central function of interest. Let D, = {u € V : m(u) = k}. Let the function

o km 12V 5 Z U {400} be defined as follows: for every Z C V',

b km(2) if Z is not a singleton or complement of a singleton
min < b7 (u), m(u) — ]luepm),c} if X ={u} CV
o 2) = min {0 (8, —m(V) + [m(V) /k]} it X = {t}
min | by, . (Z), —m(u) + 1} if X =V’ —{u} for some u e V
min {8, (V),m(V) - Lm(V)/kJ} if X =V.

The next claim is also implicit in [8] and says that the projection of the base contrapolymatroid with
border function bg k.m onto the ground set V' is a translated reflection of the polyhedron Q(p,k,m). We
formally define the projection of the base contrapolymatroid onto the ground set V as pro v (B, m)) =

{r eRY : 3z, e Rsit. (z,21) € BV, )}
Claim B.4 ([8]). projy (B(b) s ,,)) =m — Q(p, k,m).

By Claim B.4, it follows that if we can optimize over B(bgkm) in poly(|V]) time using poly(|V])
queries to p-min-Oracle, then we can optimize over Q(p, k,m) in poly(|V]) time using poly(|V|) queries to
p-min-Oracle. We now show that we can optimize over the base-contrapolymatroid B(bg k, m) in two steps.
Firstly, we show that the function b, .m 18 crossing-submodular. Thus, by Theorem B.2, we can optimize
over the base-contrapolymatroid B(bp k.m) 0 poly(|V]) time using poly(|V|) queries to b, , -min-Oracle.
Secondly, we show that b ; . -min- Oracle can be implemented in poly(|V|) time using poly( [V|) queries to
p-max-Oracle. This will complete the proof of the lemma.

We now show the first step, i.e. the function b” is crossing-submodular. We prove this as Claim B.6

p,k,m
after the next claim which is also implicit in [8].
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Claim B.5 ( [8, Proof of Lemma 2.4]). The function b/ is crossing-submodular.

p,k,m
Claim B.6. The function b;’D’)k’m s crossing-submodular.
Proof. The function bgk)m is obtained from the function b;)k,m by decreasing values on singletons and

complement of singletons. This operation is known to preserve crossing submodularity (for example, see
part (¢) in Section 2 of [33]) and so the claim follows from Claim B.5. O

We now show the second part, i.e. b, -min-Oracle can be implemented in poly(|V|) time using

poly(]V]) queries to p-max-Oracle. Let the in’p’ut to by ;. ,,-min-Oracle be disjoint sets A, B C V’ and a vector

Yy € RY'. The goal is to answer b”7k,m—min—[]racle(A7 B.,y), i.e., we would like to find an optimum solution to
min{by ;. .(Z) —y(Z) : AC Z C V' — B}. By definition of the function b7, ., it follows that if we can find
an optimum solution to min{—f, x(V —Z)+y(Z) : AU{t} C Z C V' — B} in poly(|V]) time using poly(|V])
queries to p-max-Oracle, then we can find an optimum solution to min{b} , .(Z) —y(Z): AC Z C V' - B}
in poly(]V]) time using poly(]V]) queries to p-max-Oracle. We have that

min {—f,x(V - 2Z)+y(Z2): Au{t} CZCV' - B}
=max {fpx(Z)—y(V' —=Z): BCZCV' —(Au{t})}.

By definition of the function f, s, in order to solve the RHS optimization problem in poly(|V|) time using
poly(|V]) queries to p-max-Oracle, it suffices to solve the following problem in poly(|V]) time using poly(|V])
queries to p-max-Oracle:

max{ max {(p’U)T(Z) —yU-2):BCZC U—A}}.
UeL, i

We note that the family £, = F,r U {Rp} can be computed in poly(|V]) time using poly(|V|) queries to
p-max-Oracle: if k = K, then the family F, ; = F, which can be computed by Lemma 4.10. Otherwise
(ie., if & > K,) the family F,; = 0, and consequently, £, = {V}. Thus, in order to solve the above
optimization problem in poly(|V|) time using poly(|V]) queries to p-max-Oracle, it suffices to solve the
following optimization problem in poly(|V'|) time using poly(|V]) queries to p-max-Oracle for every U € L, j:

max{(p’U)T(Z)—y(U—Z):BgZQ U—A}.

We recall from Claim B.2 that the function (p’U)T is supermodular and we also have an evaluation oracle
for this function that runs in poly(]V]) time using poly(|V|) queries to p-max-Oracle by Claim B.3. Thus,
we can solve the above optimization problem for every U € L, using supermodular maximization (i.e.,
submodular minimization) in poly(]V]) time using poly(|V]) queries to the evaluation oracle of pr. This
completes the proof of the lemma. O

Armed with the ability to optimize over Q(p,k,m) for skew-supermodular functions p, we now move
on to show Lemma 5.13, i.e. optimizing over Q(p,m) when p is the maximum of two skew-supermodular
functions. We will show that this reduces to optimizing over the intersection of two Q-polyhedra which we
already know how to optimize over by Lemma B.1. We will need the following additional definitions and
results from [30].

Definition B.1. Let p : 2V — Z U {—o0} and b : 2V — Z U {400} be two set functions. The pair (p,b)
is paramodular (or is a strong pair) if p(0) = b(@) = 0, the function p is supermodular, the function b is
submodular, and the functions p and b satisfy the cross-inequality: b(X) —p(Y) > b(X -Y) —p(Y — X) for
every pair of subsets X, Y C V. If (p,b) is paramodular, then the polyhedren

G(p,b) ={z eRY :p(Z) < x(Z) < b(Z) for every ZC V}

is said to be a generalized polymatroid (or g-polymatroid) with border pair (p,b). Here, p is the lower
border function and b is the upper border function.

7



The following theorem says that a g-polymatroid uniquely determines its border paramodular pair.

Theorem B.3 ( [30, Theorem 14.2.8]). Let @ C RY be a g-polymatroid. Then, there exists a unique
paramodular pair (p : 2V — Z U {—c0},b: 2V — Z U {+oc}) such that Q = G(p,b). Furthermore, for every
ZCV,b(Z)=max{z(Z):z € Q} and p(Z) = min{z(2) : x € Q}.

We will also need the following theorem by [31] which says that for a crossing-submodular function, there
exists a unique fully submodular function that realizes the same base polymatroid and can be evaluated in
strongly polynomial time given access to a function minimization oracle.

Theorem B.4 ( [31, Section IV.4]). Let b : 2V — 7Z be a crossing submodular function. We have the
following:
(1) if B(b) is non-empty, then there exists a unique fully submodular function b** : 2V — Z U {+o00} such
that B(b) = B (b)), and
(2) bY(Z) can be computed in poly(|V|) time using poly(|V|) queries to b-min-Oracle.

We now restate and prove Lemma 5.13.

Lemma 5.13. Let q,r: 2¥ — Z be skew-supermodular functions and let p : 2V — 7 be the function defined
as p(X) := max{q(X),r(X)} for every X C V. Then, the following optimization problem can be solved in
poly(|V]) time using poly(|V|) queries to g-max-Oracle and r-max-Oracle: for a given non-negative function
m: V — Zso such that Q(p,m) # 0 and a given cost vector ¢ € RV, find an extreme point optimum solution
to the following linear program:

max Z Cuy T € Q(p,m)

ueV

Proof. We note that K, = max{K,, K, }. Consequently, Q(p,m) = Q(p, K,,m) = Q(q, K,, m)NQ(r, K,, m).
Thus, it suffices to optimize over the intersection of the polyhedra Q(q, K, m) and Q(r, K, m) both of which
are non-empty. The following claim from [8] says that the polyhedra Q(r, K,,m) and Q(q, K,,m) are g-
polymatroids.

Claim B.7 ( [8, Lemma 2.4]). Let p : 2V — Z U {—oc} be a skew-supermodular function with K, > 0
and m : V. — Z>o be a non-negative function. Then, for every k € Z, such that k > K,,, the polyhedron
Q(p, k,m) is a g-polymatroid.

Thus, by Claim B.7 and Theorem B.3, there exist functions p1,ps : 2" — Z U {—o00} and by, by : 2V —
Z U {400} such that Q(q, K,,m) = G(p1,b1) and Q(r, K},, m) = G(p2,b2). By Lemma B.1, we can optimize
over the polyhedra Q(q, K}, m) and Q(r, K, m) in poly(|V]) time using poly(|V]) queries to g-max-wc-Oracle
and r-max-wc-Oracle respectively. Thus, by Theorem B.3, we can implement the evaluation oracle for the
functions py, pa, b1, ba in poly(]V]) time using poly(]V]) queries to g-max-wc-Oracle and r-max-wc-Oracle.

Let V' :== V' w V2 denote an extended ground set, where V! and V2 are disjoint copies of the ground set
V. We define the function b: 2V — Z U {+0o0} as follows: for every Z C V,

b1(2) if ZzCvt
-p1(Z) V' —ZcCVl
b(Z) = ba(2) if ZCV?
—pa(Z2) V' —ZCV?
400 otherwise.
The function b can be shown to be crossing submodular (implicit in [30]).

Claim B.8 ( [30, Proof of Theorem 16.1.7]). The function b is crossing submodular.
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Thus, by Theorem B.4(1), there exists a unique fully-submodular function b* : 2V 5 ZU {+o0} such
that B(b) = B (b“). Using the results in [30], it can be shown that Q(q, K,, m)NQ(r, K, m) is in fact a sub-
flow polyhedron constrained by the function b. This allows us to optimize over Q(r, K,,m) N Q(g, K, m)
in poly(|V]) time using poly(]V|) queries to b*-min-Oracle. We note that that we will not require any
technical details regarding subflow polyhedra beyond this connection and so we refrain from defining subflow
polyhedra. We refer the reader to [30, Section 16.1] for an extensive survey of the topic.

Claim B.9 ( [30, Section 16.3.2]). For a given vector ¢ € RV, we can find an optimum solution to
min{}", ey cutu : T € Q(q, Kp, m)NQ(r, K, m)} inpoly(|V]) time using poly(|V]) queries to b*-min-Oracle.

Thus, by Claim B.9, it suffices to implement b**-min-Oracle in poly(|V]) time using poly(|V|) queries to
g-max-wc-Oracle and r-max-wc-Oracle. We note that since the function b** is submodular, b*-min-Oracle
can be implemented in poly(|V|) time using poly(|V|) queries to the function evaluation oracle of b+ (via
submodular minimization). By Theorem B.4(2), the function evaluation oracle of b* can be implemented in
poly(]V|) time using poly(|V|) queries to b-min-Oracle. By definition of the function b, b-min-Oracle can be
implemented in poly(|V|) time using poly(|V|) queries to b;-min-Oracle, by-min-Oracle, (—p;)-min-Oracle,
and (—pz)-min-Oracle. We note that b;-min-Oracle, by-min-Oracle, (—p; )-min-Oracle, and (—p3)-min-Oracle
can be implemented in poly(|V]) time using poly(|V|) queries to respective function evaluation oracles via
submodular minimization since by, by are submodular functions and pq, po are supermodular functions. We
recall that the evaluation oracles for pi,pa,b1,be can be implemented in poly(|V|) time using poly(|V])
queries to g-max-wc-Oracle and r-max-wc-Oracle. This completes the proof of the lemma. O

(4

B.3 Computing o¥: Ratio Maximization Oracle in Strongly Polynomial Time

In this section, we prove Lemma 5.14. We will need the following general result that is implicit in the work
of Cunningham [23]. We include a proof of the result for completeness.

Proposition B.1 ([23]). Let f:2Y = 7Z, g: 2V — Z, be two functions given by evaluation oracles. Given
an oracle that takes A € Q as input and returns arg max{f(X) — Ag(X) : X C V'}, there exists an algorithm

that runs in time O(K,) and returns arg max {% X C V}, where K, == max{g(X): X CV}.

Proof. We will show that Algorithm 3 (Algorithm 3 is a generalization of Algorithm 1 of [23]) satisfies the
claimed property. Since the input function ¢ is a positive function, we have that max{f(X)/g(X) : X C
V} = Xif and only if max { f(X) — Ag(X) : X CV} = 0. If Algorithm 3 terminates, then for the set Z
returned by the algorithm and for A = f(Z)/g(Z), we have that f(Z) — Ag(Z) = 0 by definition of A and
max{f(X) — Ag(X) : X C V} < 0 by termination condition of the algorithm, which together imply that
max{f(X)—Ag(X): X CV} =0. Consequently, if Algorithm 3 terminates, then the set Z returned by the
algorithm indeed maximizes the ratio f(X)/g(X).

Algorithm 3 Ratio Maximization
Algorithm(f,g):
1 Z=V,A=f(V)/g(V)
2: while max { f(X) — A\g(X): X CV} >0do
3: Z =argmax {f(X) —Ag(X): X CV}
4 A= f(Z)/9(2)
5: return 7

Consider an arbitrary while-loop iteration of Algorithm 3 in which max{f(X)—Ag(X): X CV} > 0. Let
X and Z' denote by the value A and the set Z C V in the subsequent while-loop iteration of the algorithm.
Furthermore, let \” and Z” denote the value A and the set Z C V after two while-loop iterations of the
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algorithm. In particular, we have that

7" = argmax{f(X) — \g(X): X CV},
= f(2")/9(2"),
Z" = argmax{f(X) - Ng(X): X CV},
"= f(2")/9(Z").
Then the following claim says that either the algorithm returns the set Z”, or g(Z’) < g(Z").
Claim B.10. Either f(Z")—XNg(Z") =0 or g(Z") > g(Z").

Proof. Suppose that f(Z") — X g(Z") > 0. Then, we have the following:

0< f(Z2")—=Ng(Z")
(Z") Ag(Z") +Xg(Z2") = Ng(Z")
HZ") = A ( )+ Ag(Z2") = Ng(Z2")
) '9(Z2") = Xg(Z") + Ng(Z") = Ng(Z")
=W\ =92 -9(Z2")
<9(Z') —g(Z")

Here, the second inequality is by definition of the set Z’. The second equality is by the definition of the
value X'. The final inequality is because A < f(Z')/g(Z") = X. O

By Claim B.10, we have that during every iteration of the while-loop, the value g(Z’) > g(Z). Since the
range of the function g is the set of positive integers, the number of while-loop iterations of the algorithm
cannot exceed K. O

Lemma 5.14. For a function p : 2V — 7Z, the following optimization problem can be solved in poly(|V|)
time using poly(|V]) queries to p-max-Oracle: for a given vector y € RY and a given set A CV, compute a
set Z satisfying |AN Z| > 2 that mazimizes (p(Z) —y(Z))/(|ANZ| —1) i.e.,

p(Z) —y(2)
— " ANZ|>2;.
argmax{Ale_l |[ANZ| >

Proof. For every pair of vertices u,v € (’3), we consider f,, : 2V (v} 5 7 and Juw oV—{uv} Zy
defined as follows:

fuo(Z) =p(ZU{u,v}) —y (ZU{u,v}) forevery Z CV — {u,v},
Juo(Z) =1+ ’(A —{u,v}) N Z‘ for every Z CV — {u,v}.

Then, we have that

urfez?)g){max{gzzggg ZCV —{u, U}}}_max{w AN Z| > 2, ZCV}

Moreover, for a pair u,v € (’3) and a set Z C V — {u,v} that achieves the maximum in the LHS, the set

Z U {u,v} achieves the maximum in the RHS. Hence, it suffices to solve the optimization problem
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for every pair u,v € (2) Fix a pair u,v € (’3) By Proposition B.1, we can solve the above optimization

problem in strongly polynomial time given access to evaluation oracles for f,, and g,,, and the maximiza-
tion oracle arg max { fuv(Z) — Aguv(Z) : Z CV — {u,v}} for given XA € Z. We note that the value g,,(Z)
can be computed explicitly in time O(|V]). Furthermore, the value f,,(Z) can be computed by querying
p-max-Oracle with inputs Sop = Z U {u,v}, To =V — (Z U {u,v}), and using the same yo. Finally, the maxi-
mization oracle arg max { fu,(Z) — Aguv(Z) : Z C V — {u,v}} for a given A can be implemented in poly(|V|)
time by querying p-max-Oracle with inputs So = {u,v}, To = 0, and yo = —AXA-{uw} — Y-

O
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