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Abstract

In this paper, we study the stochastic probing problem under a general monotone norm
objective. We are given a ground set U = [n] = {1,2,...,n}, where each element i is associated
with an independent nonnegative random variable X; (with a known distribution). We may
probe these elements adaptively, and upon probing an element i, its value X; is realized. The
sequence of probed elements must satisfy a prefix-closed feasibility constraint F, such as a
matroid, an orienteering constraint, or any other downward-closed constraint. We also have a
monotone norm function f : R%, — R>¢. Let P C U be the set of probed elements. Then the
reward is f(Xp), where Xp is an n-dimensional vector whose i-th coordinate equals the realized
value of X; if i € P (i.e., element 7 is probed), and 0 otherwise. Our objective is to design a
probing strategy that maximizes the expected reward E[f(Xp)].

We study the adaptivity gap of the problem, defined as the ratio between the expected reward
of an optimal adaptive strategy and that of an optimal non-adaptive strategy. A small adaptivity
gap allows us to focus on designing non-adaptive strategies, which are typically simpler to
represent and analyze. Establishing tight adaptivity gaps is a central challenge in stochastic
combinatorial optimization and has been studied extensively for stochastic probing problems
with various objective functions. In this paper, we resolve a central open problem in this line of
research, posed in [GNS17, KMS24], by proving that the adaptivity gap for stochastic probing
with general monotone norms is bounded by O(log2 n). With a refined analysis, we can further
strengthen the bound to O(logrlogn/loglogn) where r is the maximum length of a sequence
in the feasibility constraint (2 < r < m). As a by-product, we obtain an asymptotically tight
adaptivity gap ©(logn/loglogn) for Bernoulli stochastic probing with binary-XOS objectives,
matching the lower bound in [GNS17]. We also obtain an O(log” n) upper bound for Bernoulli
stochastic probing with general subadditive objectives. Furthermore, for monotone symmetric
norms, we prove that the adaptivity gap can be bounded by O(1), answering an open question
posed in [PRS23] and improving upon their O(logn) upper bound.
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1 Introduction

In this paper, we investigate the stochastic probing problem, a fundamental framework in the algorithmic
study of optimization under uncertainty. This problem has been widely explored in the presence of various
combinatorial constraints and objective functions (see, e.g., [GN13, GNS16, GNS17, FLX18, BSZ19, PRS23,
KMS24]). Further discussions can be found in Section 1.1.

Stochastic probing has numerous applications across different domains, including Bayesian mechanism
design [GN13], online learning [CHL" 16|, influence maximization [GNS17], robot path planning [GNS16,
GNS17] and database management [LPRY08]. In this work, we focus on a general stochastic probing problem
characterized by a monotone norm objective function and general combinatorial constraints.

Definition 1.1 (Stochastic Probing). We are given a ground universe U = [n] = {1,2,...,n} of elements,
where each element ¢ is associated with an independent nonnegative random variable X; € R>¢ (with a
known distribution that may vary across elements). The exact values of the X;’s are initially unknown. We
are allowed to probe the elements adaptively, and upon probing an element, we observe the realized value of
the corresponding random variable. In addition, we are provided with an objective function f : Rgo — R>o
and a prefir-closed feasibility constraint F C U*,! such that probing is only allowed along sequences in
F (which captures combinatorial constraints like matroids, orienteering, or any arbitrary downward-closed
constraint). Let P C U denote the set of probed items. The reward is then given by f(Xp), where Xp € RY,
is defined by setting its i-th coordinate to X; if i is probed (i.e., if i € P) and to 0 otherwise. Our objective
is to design a probing strategy that maximizes the expected reward E[f(Xp)].

We also examine a special case where each random variable X; follows a Bernoulli distribution.

Definition 1.2 (Bernoulli Stochastic Probing). In the stochastic probing problem, each random variable X;
is 1 with probability p; and 0 with probability 1 — p; for each ¢ € U. If we probe element ¢ and X; is realized
to 1, we say that element i is active. The objective function f simplifies to a set function f : 2V — R>q. Let
P C U denote the set of probed items, and Ac(P) C P be the set of active elements in P. The reward in
this case is f(Ac(P)). All other settings are the same as Definition 1.1, and our goal is also to find a probing
strategy to maximize the expected reward E[f(Ac(P))].

In this work, we consider general objective functions, including monotone norms, subadditive functions,
fractionally subadditive (XOS) functions, and binary-XOS functions (a subclass of XOS functions where
weight vectors have 0/1 coordinates, see [BV22]). The detailed definitions and relationships among these
function classes are provided in Section 2.1.

In general, the optimal strategy for stochastic probing is adaptive, meaning that elements are probed
sequentially, with each decision based on previously observed outcomes. This decision process can be repre-
sented as an exponentially large tree, making it conceptually challenging and computationally expensive.

To address these difficulties, researchers often consider non-adaptive strategies, which commit in advance
to a probing sequence P € F without utilizing observed realizations. The expected reward in this case is
E[f(Xp)], where Xp contains the ‘revealed’ values in P with unprobed entries set to zero. Non-adaptive
strategies significantly simplify computation and storage by eliminating the need to maintain a large decision
tree.

To evaluate the effectiveness of non-adaptive strategies, we define the adaptivity gap as the ratio between
the expected reward of the optimal adaptive strategy and that of the best non-adaptive strategy.? A small
adaptivity gap justifies the use of non-adaptive strategies, which are typically easier to analyze. Consequently,
proving tight adaptivity gaps has been a central challenge in stochastic optimization, with prior studies
covering problems such as stochastic knapsack [DGV04], stochastic covering [GV06, AAK19], stochastic
matching [BGL*'12|, stochastic orienteering [BN14], stochastic TSP [JLLS20], and the general stochastic
probing problems with various objective functions [GNS16, GNS17, PRS23, KMS24].

LU* denotes the set of all sequences of distinct elements in U of length at most n. We use |F| to denote the
length of the sequence F for F' € U*. F is prefiz-closed means that if a sequence F' € F, then all its prefixes are also
included in F.

2Tt is known that one can restrict attention to deterministic adaptive strategies, which can be modeled as decision
trees; see Section 2.2 for further discussion.



We first review prior results on the adaptivity gap in stochastic probing. The Bernoulli stochastic
probing problem with general feasibility constraints was introduced in [GN13] and its adaptivity gap was
systematically studied by Gupta and Nagarajan [GNS16], who show a constant adaptivity gap for prefix-
closed constraints when f is a linear or weighted coverage function. Gupta, Nagarajan, and Singla [GNS17]
then extended these results by establishing constant adaptivity gaps for both monotone and non-monotone
submodular functions. In the same paper, they considered the more general subadditive functions,' and
conjectured that the adaptivity gap for all subadditive functions is poly-logarithmic in the size of the ground
set (Conjecture 1). Recall that a set function f : 2V — Rs is subadditive if f(XUY) < f(X)+ f(Y) for all
X,Y € 2V, The class of subadditive functions is very general and includes submodular functions and XOS
functions as special cases. They also showed that the adaptivity gap for XOS functions is O(log W), where W
denotes the width of the XOS representation. It is known that a subadditive function can be approximated
by an XOS function within a logarithmic factor [Dob07, BR11]. Therefore, to resolve Conjecture 1, it
suffices to provide a poly-logarithmic upper bound for XOS functions (for the Bernoulli case). However,
there are subadditive functions (even submodular functions) that require exponentially large width in XOS
representation [BH11, BDF12]. For lower bound, the authors also show that there are instances where the
adaptivity gap is at least Q(log W/ loglog W) for W = ©(n).

The conjecture has attracted significant attention in recent years. Patton et al. [PRS23] proved the con-
jecture for symmetric norm objectives and general non-negative random variables (not necessarily Bernoulli).
In particular, they showed the adaptivity gap for symmetric norms is O(logn), and posed the open question
that whether the true adaptivity gap is sub-logarithmic or even a constant (Conjecture 2). Kesselheim et
al. [KMS24] approached the problem from the notion of p-supermodularity for norms. In particular, a norm
is p-submodular if its pth power is supermodular. They showed that for p-supermodular norms, the adap-
tivity gap is at most O(p). Motivated by the conjecture of [GNS17], Kesselheim et al. [KMS24] extended the
conjecture to monotone norms,? and conjectured that the adaptivity gap for stochastic probing is polylogn
for any monotone norm (Conjecture 3).

In this paper, we resolve all three conjectures mentioned above. For the Bernoulli stochastic probing
problem, we prove the following theorem, thus answering Conjecture 1 [GNS17] affirmatively.

Theorem 1.1 (See also Corollary 6.4). The adaptivity gap for Bernoulli stochastic probing with any subad-
ditive objective f is upper bounded by O(log®n).

For the (general) stochastic probing problem with general monotone norms, we have the following theo-
rem, confirming Conjecture 3 [KMS24] affirmatively:

Theorem 1.2 (See also Corollary 6.5). The adaptivity gap for stochastic probing with any monotone norm

logrlogn

[ (not necessarily symmetric) is upper bounded by O Toz Tog

), where 2 < r < n is an upper bound for the

mazimal length of a sequence in F.

In view of the lower bound € (logn/loglogn) established in [GNS17], we reduce the gap between the
upper and lower bounds to a factor of O(logr). Moreover, as a by-product of our proof for Theorem 1.2,
we establish that the adaptivity gap for Bernoulli stochastic probing with binary-XOS objectives is upper
bounded by O(logn/loglogn). Notably, in the lower bound instance in [GNS17], the objective function f
is indeed a binary-XOS objective. Therefore, our upper bound is asymptotically tight, as it matches the
existing lower bound.

Theorem 1.3 (See also Theorem 4.3). The adaptivity gap for Bernoulli stochastic probing with binary-XOS

objective is © ( —8m_)
loglogn

Finally, we improve the result in [PRS23] by reducing the upper bound of the adaptivity gap for monotone
symmetric norms from O(logn) to O(1), thereby answering one of the open problems posed in that work
(Conjecture 2).

'Normally, the objective f is always supposed to be monotone and normalized (f(#) = 0 or £(0) = 0) unless
stated otherwise, see also Section 2.1. We usually omit the two conditions for clarity.

2A monotone norm can be also be written as the max over linear functions, hence can be seen as an extension of
XOS set functions to the domain RY,



Theorem 1.4 (See also Corollary 6.6). The adaptivity gap for stochastic probing with monotone symmetric
norm is O(1).

1.1 Other Related Work

Stochastic probing is a versatile framework that encompasses many well-studied problems in stochastic
combinatorial optimization. For instance, stochastic matching [CIK™09, Adall, BGL™12]-—with applications
in kidney exchanges [RSU05, AR12] and online dating—considers a random graph G where probing an edge
e reveals the outcome of an independent Bernoulli variable X., indicating whether e € E(G). Here, the
objective function f is the size of the maximum matching, and the feasibility constraints are the valid
matchings on the vertex set. Beyond matching, stochastic probing has been applied to Bayesian mechanism
design [GN13], robot path planning [GNS16, GNS17], orienteering [GM09, GKNR12, BN14], and stochastic
set cover problems in databases [LPRY08, DHK14].

The study of adaptivity in the Bernoulli stochastic probing problem with arbitrary prefix-closed con-
straints F was initiated by Gupta et al. [GNS17]. They showed that even with a simple cardinality constraint,
there exists a monotone function f : 2V — R>¢ for which the adaptivity gap is at least 22(v) “implying that
further structural assumptions are necessary for tighter bounds. They further proved that for non-negative
submodular functions f : 2V — Rxq, the gap is bounded by 3 (or 40 when f is non-monotone), with Bradac
et al. [BSZ19] later tightening the bound to 2 for monotone submodular functions.

For specific constraints, Asadpour and Nazerzadeh [AN16] established that the adaptivity gap for mono-
tone submodular functions under a single matroid constraint is exactly —%5. In addition, building on [GNS16],
Bradac et al. [BSZ19] demonstrated that the adaptivity gap for weighted rank functions of an intersection
of k matroids or a k-extendible system (see [Mes06, CCPV11]) lies between k and O(klogk).

Recent research has focused on general objectives such as ordered norms [BSS18, CS18] and symmetric
norms [CS19a, CS19b, 1S20, DLR23, ABB'23, KMS24]. Approximation algorithms for norm minimization,
initiated by Chakrabarty and Swamy [CS19a], have been applied to problems including generalized load bal-
ancing [DLR23, ABP23], stochastic optimization [IS20], online algorithms, and stochastic probing [PRS23],
as well as parameterized algorithms [ABB23]. A key technique in these works is to approximate general
norms by classical ones (e.g., ordered, Top-k, Orlicz, or super/submodular norms; see [KMS23, KMS24]),
which is particularly effective for analyzing the adaptivity gap.

In particular, Patton et al. [PRS23] showed that any monotone symmetric norm can be approximated
within a factor of O(logn) by a submodular norm, yielding an adaptivity gap of O(logn). Kesselheim
et al. [KMS24] introduced p-supermodular norms and established an O(p) adaptivity gap for this class,
further showing that any monotone symmetric norm can be approximated by an O(logn)-supermodular
norm, leading again to an O(logn) gap.

A summary of these results, along with a comparison of our findings on adaptivity gaps for stochastic
probing with prefix-closed constraints, is provided in Table 1.

1.2 Organization of the Paper

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 1.3, we provide a detailed overview of our
proof. In Section 2, we present the necessary background and preliminaries. In Section 3, we prove our
main theorem (Theorem 3.1), showing that the adaptivity gap for Bernoulli stochastic probing with any
XOS objective is upper bounded by O(logrlogn), where 2 < r < n is an upper bound for the maximum
length of a sequence in F. In Section 4, through more refined analysis, we further improve this bound to

O(logr . lolgoi gn> (see Theorem 4.2) and also obtain the tight bound @( 1og)fgo gn) of the adaptivity gap for

Bernoulli stochastic probing with binary-XOS objective. In Section 5, we establish that the adaptivity gap
for Bernoulli stochastic probing with any symmetric norm objective (defined in Definition 5.1) is O(1) (see
Theorem 5.4). Finally, in Section 6, we invoke a well-known result that any subadditive objective can be
approximated by an XOS function within logarithmic factors to obtain poly-logarithmic adaptivity gap for
Bernoulli stochastic probing with any subadditive objective (see Corollary 6.4). In the same section, we
present a reduction from the setting of general random variables to the Bernoulli setting, which leads to a
poly-logarithmic adaptivity gap for (general) stochastic probing with any monotone norm (see Corollary 6.5)
and O(1) gap for (general) stochastic probing with symmetric monotone norm (see Corollary 6.6).



Variables X;

Objective Class f*

Adaptivity Gap

Bernoulli Weighted rank of k-extendible system [k, O(klog k)] [BSZ19]
Bernoulli Submodular < 3 [GNS17] (= 2 in [BSZ19)])
Bernoulli Non-monotone submodular < 40 [GNS17]

Bernoulli XOS of width W O(log W) [GNS17]

Bernoulli binary-XOS 0k ) [GNS17)
Bernoulli binary-XOS O(log’ﬁ) Tg‘n) (Theorem 1.3)
Bernoulli X0S o(l?fgquggn") (Theorem 4.2)
Bernoulli Subadditive O(log®n) (Theorem 1.1)
General Symmetric norm O(logn) [PRS23, KMS24|
General Symmetric norm O(1) (Theorem 1.4)

General p-supermodular norm O(p) [KMS24]

General General norm O(l‘ffgq(l)oggf) (Theorem 1.2)

* All objectives are assumed to be monotone and normalized (f(0) = 0 or f(0) = 0) unless stated otherwise.
T2 <r < n denotes an upper bound for the maximal length of a sequence in feasibility constraint F.

Table 1: Adaptivity gaps for stochastic probing with prefix-closed constraints

1.3 Proof Overview

In this section, we provide an overview of the proof for Theorem 1.2, the main result of this paper. For a
roadmap of our proof, please refer to Fig. 1. For simplicity, we present only the main ideas that establish an
O(log2 n) upper bound on the adaptivity gap for any monotone norm objective.

Stochastic Probing
with Random Variables
and General Norm

Section 6 | Bernoulli Stochastic Probing

with General Norm

Section 3.1 | Losing O(log )

v

Bernoulli Stochastic Probing
with a Special XOS Norm

Sections 3.2 and 3.3
O(logn) Gap for Special XOS

O(lognlogr)
Adaptivity Gap

Figure 1: Roadmap for Theorem 1.2.

1.3.1 Step 1: Reduction to Bernoulli Setting

We first reduce general random variables to Bernoulli random variables. The idea of the reduction is standard
and already appears implicitly in [Sin18, GNS17]. Suppose that we aim to prove that the adaptivity gap is
bounded by the function A(n) > 2. We denote the expected reward for the optimal (adaptive) strategy by
OPT. Without loss of generality, we assume OPT = 1 by scaling.

We say that an outcome x; of X; is A\-large if f(x;) > XA - OPT.! Otherwise, we say it is A-small. Then,
for any probed sequence P C [n], we can decompose the random variable Xp into two parts: Ypx only

! f(x;) is a shorthand for f(0,0,---,0,2;,0,0,---,0).



contains A-large outcomes (with placeholder zero if an outcome is A-small), and Zp y = Xp — Yp ) contains
the remaining A-small outcomes. We also call a random variable A-small if all of its possible outcomes are
A-small. An analogue of the work in [GNS17] shows that, if E[f(Ypx)] > OPT/2, then the adaptivity gap
is at most O(1 + 1/)), see also Lemma A.2. Therefore, we can always assume E[f(Zp )] > OPT/2 using
subadditivity of f, if we set A = A(n)~!. Hence, we can replace X; by the random variables Z; , with only
A-small outcomes. Since OPT = 1, by the above procedure, we can assume that all outcomes of X; are
1 > 2A(n)"!-small. We can also ignore any outcome z; of X; such that f(x;) < 1/(2n) since their total
contribution is at most 1/2. Now, we round the outcome of X; to the nearest negative power of 2. Hence,
each random variable X; has at most 2logn different outcomes, which implies that each node in the decision
tree (corresponding to an adaptive strategy) has at most O(logn) children. We can replace the current
decision tree by a binary decision tree, which corresponds to a Bernoulli stochastic probing problem with
a monotone norm objective. The details can be found in Appendix C. Moreover, it is well known that the
restriction of any monotone norm on 2Y defines an XOS function, see Section 2.1 for details. Hence, we
obtain the following theorem.

Theorem 1.5 (See also Theorem 6.2). Suppose the adaptivity gap for Bernoulli stochastic probing with
XOS objective is Axos(n), then the adaptivity gap for stochastic probing with any general monotone norm is
O(Axos(nlog8n)).

1.3.2 A Natural Non-adaptive Strategy

In the following, it suffices to consider the Bernoulli setting. We first need to define some notations regarding
the decision tree for an adaptive strategy, and then introduce the construction of the non-adaptive strategy.

Adaptive Strategies. We denote the optimal adaptive strategy by ALGTREE, which can be represented
by a rooted binary tree T, where each internal node v represents an element ¢ € U, denoted as elt(v) = i. We
also say that the node v represents the element i. If i is active (with probability p; given in the definition
of Bernoulli setting), the Yes arc is followed; otherwise, the No arc is taken. We require that no element can
be represented by more than one node on any root-to-leaf path in the tree, so the length of each root-leaf
path is trivially bounded by n. Each root-to-leaf path must be feasible, i.e., the element sequence must be
contained in F. The leaves indicate the termination of the probing process but do not represent elements in
U.

Each leaf £ is associated with a unique path P, which consists of all nodes visited from the root to £.
For a node v, we call an ancestor u of v its active ancestor if the Yes arc from wu is taken on the path from
root to v. Further, we call a node of depth k if it has k active ancestors. An illustration is shown in Fig. 4.
The set of active ancestors of £ on Py is denoted as Ay. Nodes in one single Ay must have different depth. A
node belongs to Ay if its corresponding element is active when probed in the adaptive strategy ALGTREE.
For any subset S C Py, we denote the corresponding set of elements as elt(S) = {elt(v) € U : v € S}.

The tree induces a probability distribution 77 over its leaves. Given a monotone function f, the expected
reward of ALGTREE is:

Adap(T,f) = E [f(elt(Ar))].

b7

A Natural Non-adaptive Strategy. We consider a natural non-adaptive strategy which is derived from
ALGTREE (with tree 7). The non-adaptive strategy first selects a leaf ¢ < 7, probes all elements on
the path P, and selects the active elements. Clearly, this non-adaptive strategy satisfies the feasibility
constraint. We denote such strategy as ALGPATH. The same non-adaptive strategy has been studied in
[GNS16, GNS17, BSZ19]. Note that the realization of the elements during the probing process of ALGPATH
is independent of that in ALGTREE (e.g., a node v € Ay may be inactive in ALGPATH). To capture the
randomness of the realizations in the probing process of ALGPATH, we define Pg, which is a distribution
of the random subset R of nodes on 7. In particular, R is obtained as follows: for each element e, with
independent probability pe, all nodes v that elt(v) = e are included in R. In other words, each node v € P,
is included in R with probability peje(,), which means that its corresponding element is active in ALGPATH.
Hence, we can describe the non-adaptive strategy ALGPATH as first sampling a leaf ¢ < 77, then collecting
all elements in RN Py, where R ~ Pg. Therefore, the expected reward of ALGPATH is:

Nadp(T, f):= E E [f(elt(RN Fp))]| -

b7 | R~PR

7



By a similar argument as in Section 1.3.1, we can assume without loss of generality that there is no
"large” elements (those e with f(e) > A(n)~*Adap(T, f)). Hence, by scaling the function f, it suffices to
focus on the case where Adap(T, f) = A(n) and f(e;) < 1,Vj € U, and we need to show that Nadp(7, f) > 1.

1.3.3 Step 2: Reduction to a Special XOS Norm

Now, we would like to further simplify the XOS norm to a special family of XOS norms. We first recall the

XOS norm as f(5) = maxie[w]{zjes wj(-l)}, where W is the width of the XOS norm and wy) > 0 for all
i,7. Since f(e;) < 1, we have all wgz) < 1for all i € [W],j € U. Next, by rounding each weight wj(-l) to
a negative power of 2 and ignoring those less than 1/(2n), we are left with an instance with only O(logn)
possible weights. By picking the one with the largest contribution (suppose it is the one with weight 277),
by losing a factor of at most O(logn), it suffices to deal with the case where all weights are 277 or zero.

Through the above manipulations (see the full details in Lemma 3.2), we arrive at a special family of
XOS norms as follows: for each ¢, there is a subset A, C Ay, and the special XOS norm objective (with
respect to the subsets A}) is

Jxos(S) = max {lelt(A}) N S|}.

Suppose that we can prove the following statement: when Ee ., [|A}]] = Q(ﬁ)(g"i), we always have
logn
E E [fros(elt(RN Py))]| > E (A7l
JE LB enlek(ROP)]| > 225 B (4]

Then, we can use f > 279 f o and Epr, [|A)]] = Q (2j0%> (by the maximality of the contribution of

weight 2770) to prove that:

Nadp(7, f) > 277°Nadp(T, fxos) =277 E []E [fxos (elt(R N Py))]

l+m1 | R~PR
I
Z E&—WT_ HAZH . logn — (1) )
270 A(n)

Thus, we can conclude that the adaptivity gap is O(A(n)). We encapsulate the above argument as follows:

Lemma 1.6 (See also Lemma 3.2). Suppose that for any decision tree T and any choice of subsets A, C A,
satisfying Eeer, [|A}]] > 20logn, the following condition holds:

Nad xo0s) — X0S It P, Z
adp(T, fxos) WE|LE. [fxos (elt(R N Fy))] 0logn o

(14411

Then, the adaptivity gap of Bernoulli stochastic probing with XOS Objective is upper bounded by O(log2 n).

1.3.4 Warm Up: A Simplified Setting

From the previous sections, we can see that it suffices to prove the condition of Lemma 1.6 holds. To begin
with, we consider the following simplified case, where the number of leaves of T is O(n). The simplified case
motivates the most technical part of the proof, presented in Section 1.3.5.

When the number of leaves of 7 is O(n), we can directly see the lower bound

fxos(elt(RN Py)) > [elt(RN Pp) Nelt(A})| = |[RN A (1.1)

for any leaf ¢. Then, by definition of the distribution 77, p, is the probability of reaching the leaf £, which is
the product of the probability for each node on P, taking the corresponding Yes or No arc. Therefore, using
AM-GM inequality, we can see that

| A%l
ZuGA’ pelt(u) ¢
Pe = H Delt(u) - H (1 _pelt(u)) < H Delt(u) < (Mj/g .

uC€Ap uw€ P\ (A,U{e}) ucAj



Moreover, it is clear that the Er~p, |[RN A} = ZueA; PDelt(w)- Putting together, we have

Nadp(T, fxos) = E []E [fxos(elt(RﬂPe))]F E {E [|ROA2|]}
f(—ﬂ'T R~PR @(—TFT R~PRr
> E [l = ST aplp .
f(—ﬂ'T P

Now, suppose that Egqr, |[A)] = D>, pe|Ay| > 10logn. We only need to consider the “good” leaves ¢ such
that |A)| > logn and p, > 1/n?, since the contribution of other leaves at most logn + O(n)/n? (using the
number of leaves bounded by O(n)), and is at most half of E¢~, |A}]. Now, for a good leaf ¢, we have

p}”Au > n~2/1gn — (1), Therefore, we can conclude

Nadp(T. fros) = D Al ™/ = Q1) - Y |4ilpe 2 21) - E (|4
¢ good ¢ good temr

Therefore, the condition for Lemma 1.6 indeed holds for this special case (with even better factor).
However, for the general setting, the above proof does not work anymore since the probability py of
each leaf can be extremely small. In fact, simply lower bounding fyos(elt(R N P)) by |[R N Aj| as in (1.1)
is no longer sufficient in the general case. Indeed, one can consider the example where Ay = A} and T is a
complete binary rooted tree of height i, where each node has probability A to be active. Simple calculation
shows that B¢y, |A¢] = M and Ereny |[R N Ag| = A2h. Therefore, in the case that A\h = logk n, and
A= log_zlC n, where k = w(1), the above proof does not yield a poly-logarithmic ratio (the number of nodes
is 2" > n in this example). Therefore, it is crucial to consider the structure of the tree and consider leaf ¢’
other than ¢ itself to make |elt(RN Py) Nelt(Aj )| as large as possible (thus improving lower bound of (1.1)).
Although the above proof does not extend to the general case, there are still some key insights in it. One
key observation is that we can view the set RN Aj as the output of the following algorithm: on input (¢, R),
we start at leaf £ and climb up the path P, while we greedily grab nodes in Aj that turns out to be in R and
eventually obtain and output the whole set RN A). This motivates us to construct an algorithm that starts
from leaf ¢, climbs along P, and try to select a subset of nodes in RN P, that is guaranteed to be contained
within A}, for some other leaf ¢'. In fact, in the main proof (ideas presented below in Section 1.3.5), we
design an (inefficient) algorithm on input £ and each possible outcome of R, starting from leaf ¢ and change
the leaf ¢’ greedily to make the intersection |elt(R N P;) Nelt(A} )| larger. We prove a tailored tail bound to

prove the probability that the algorithm terminates with small intersections is exponentially small.

1.3.5 Step 3: The Main Proof Ideas

In this section, we sketch the main idea of the proof. To avoid confusion, we recall that the word active
ancestor refers to the active nodes in ALGTREE, while we use v € R to indicate that elt(v) is realized active
in the probing of ALGPATH. We only consider the case A, = A for simplicity: extending to the general
case follows essentially the same idea but with more technical details. Recalling the form of Lemma 1.6, in
this section, we aim to prove that under condition E[|A¢|] > 20logn, it holds that

E | E [fros(elt(RNF))]| = E
71 | R~PR [Fos (ett( ) 20logn ¢cnr
where fyos(S) = maxy {|elt(A¢) N S|}

As alluded in Section 1.3.4 above, for each (¢, R), we want to find a leaf £y to make |elt(RN P;) Nelt(Ay,)]
as large as possible. The intuition is to use a greedy algorithm to find this £;. We describe the algorithm as
follows. The input of the algorithm is (£, R). We iterate from the leaf ¢ to the root in Py, while maintaining

[1Acl] (1.2)

a sequence B = (e1,...,ey), where e; are elements in U. B is initialized as an empty sequence. At each
node v € P, we examine whether the following two conditions hold:
(1) veR.

(2) There is a leaf ¢’ of v such that v € Ay, and for each element e; in the current sequence B, there is a
descendant of v (not allowed to be v itself) in Ay that represents e;.
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u3

uy

l3

L 14}

Figure 2: In the decision tree, red edges indicate Yes arcs, and blue edges indicate No arcs. We suppose
nodes labeled with the same letters (but with different number of primes) represent the same element:
elt(vy) = elt(v]) = elt(v)) = elt(v]’), elt(vy) = elt(vh) = elt(vy), etc. vy is the root of the whole tree.
Suppose that the specific outcome Ry includes all green nodes in Ry, but excludes all white nodes. The
algorithm with input (¢, Ry) first visits £ and next discovers that v; € A, satisfies both conditions. Thus,
B « {elt(v1)}. After moving up one step without updating, the algorithm detects vy € Ry N Ay, has a
descendant vj such that vy, v] represent the same element. Then B « {elt(v),elt(v2)}. One should note
that we do not require v € Ay, so we are considering all nodes in P from the leaf to the root, not just the
nodes in A;. After two steps, v3 € Ro N Ay, is detected, and B < {elt(v1), elt(v2), elt(vs)}. The same thing
happens for vy € Ry N Ay, where B < {elt(vy), elt(vs), elt(vs), elt(v4) }, and the algorithm terminates with
output B(¢, Rg) := B = {elt(v1), elt(va), elt(v3), elt(vq) }.

If both conditions hold, we append elt(v) to the end of sequence B. Otherwise, we do nothing. Then we
continue to consider the parent of v. Finally, the algorithm outputs B, denoted as B(¢, R). We use |B(¢, R)|
to denote the number of elements in the sequence B(¢, R). An example of the algorithm is illustrated in
Fig. 2, where only a portion of the binary tree is drawn for clarity.

Recall that different nodes in P, represents distinct elements. Therefore, due to the two conditions in the
algorithm, |elt(R N P;) Nelt(Ay)| > |B| always holds throughout the algorithm, where ¢’ is the descendant
leaf of v that satisfies condition (2) and incurs the last update for B. Thus, upon termination, the reward
for the non-adaptive strategy is at least the output |B(¢, R)|. Hence, we just need to prove the following
lower bound )

E _ [IB(¢,R)]] = E|A¢/201ogn.
Lm, R~PR ‘

The idea to prove this result is to bound the tail of the probability that |B(¢, R)| is at most 0.1|A,|/logn
over £ < w7 and R ~ Pg. In particular, for any 0 < s < n, and any possible sequence By, we can prove that
if |By| < 0.1s/logn (here, |By| denotes the number of elements in the sequence By),

Pr  [B({,R) = By, |As| = 5] <279%, (1.3)

f(—TrT,RN]P’R

Before presenting the proof of (1.3), we first show how (1.3) leads to (1.2). Notice that for each fixed size
m = | By|, there are at most n™ different By’s, since elements are in U. We consider the total contribution
of (¢, R) such that |Ay| > 10logn|B(¢, R)| inside E¢[|A¢|] by summing all possible By and |A;|. When n is
sufficiently large,

E [114,/>1010g n|B(e,R)|| | Ae]] < Z 27095 .. s < 22_0'88 -7 =0(1).

~P
temr RoPr m>0,s>10m log n s>1
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Using the condition that E¢«qr-[|A¢]] > 201logn,

1
B, R 1 oz .- A
f(—TrTI,ERN]P’RH &Rl 2 10logn ZefrTH?RMP’R[ Aci<101og | B ) 1 Ael]
Eteny(|Ael] = O(1) | Eveny[|Ae]
- 10logn — 20logn ’

which confirms the condition of Lemma 1.6 as promised.

Proof of Inequality (1.3): Now, the only remaining piece of the proof is to prove the tail probability (1.3),
which is the most technical part of the whole proof. In the following, we fix the algorithm output By and
only consider the leaves £ that |Ay| = s. Let S(Bp) be the set of all leaves £ such that there exists some
R ~ Pg satisfying B(¢, R) = By. Note that the set S does not depend on the specific choice of R.

In the following, we would like to identify nodes w in the tree with the following property (the property
is independent of R): if a leaf ¢ which is a descendant of u and the outcome R satisfy B(¢, R) = By, then
it is guaranteed that w not in R (this is a consequence of u being an impossible node, a notion formally
defined later). We collect all such nodes to form a set 7. We can see that we have the inclusion of the event
(over £ and R)

[B(t,R) = Bo] C [¢ € S(Bo)| A (PN T) N R = 0]

(because the latter event is a consequence of the former). We will show that if the length of By is small
enough compared to s, the number of impossible nodes in each A, (for £ € S(By),|A¢| = s) is large, hence
the probability that (P, N'T) N R = ( is negligible. Therefore, by the inclusion of the event, the probability
(over £, R) of B({, R) = By is also small.

Recall that in one single execution with input (¢, R), when the iterator reaches a node u, whether u
updates B depends on two conditions: (1) u € R; (2) there is a leaf ¢ of u such that u € Ay, and for
each element e; in sequence B, there is a (strict) descendant of w in Ay that represents e;. The following
observation is crucial to our analysis:

Observation 1.1. For any descendant leaf £ of u and any outcome R that B(¢, R) = By, in such execution
with input (¢, R), the maintained sequence B must be a prefix of By at the time the iterator visits u (inde-
pendent of £ and R). Specifically, the prefix B contains all elements e; in By excluding those represented by
the ancestors of u (including ).

From the above observation, whether condition (2) is satisfied does not depend on the particular input R
or leaf ¢, as long as ¢ is a descendant of v and B(¢, R) = By. We then call node u an impossible node (for
fixed By) if elt(u) ¢ Bo and condition (2) is satisfied. As a direct consequence, in any execution such that ¢
is a descendant of u and B(¢, R) = By, u must not trigger an update (since elt(u) ¢ By) and hence v must
not be in R since it already satisfies condition (2). We conclude that for any impossible node u (for By), if
B(¢, R) = By and { is a descendant of u, then u ¢ R. We note that the conclusion holds for any descendant
leaf ¢ of u, no matter £ is in u’s Yes or No subtrees (note that if £ is in the No subtree of u, u & Ay).

An illustration is drawn in Fig. 3. The main portion of the decision tree is essentially the same as Fig. 2,
where nodes of the same letters stand for the same nodes. In addition, some irrelevant parts are abbreviated,
while other crucial parts are emphasized.

Now, we need to show that impossible nodes are not rare. From the example in Fig. 3, one may guess
that for each £ € S(By), any node u in A, that elt(u) ¢ By is an impossible node. In fact, this is the case. We
consider the specific input Ry and ¢ such that B(¢, Ry) = By, whose existence is guaranteed by ¢ € S(By).
When the iterator approaches u, we consider the node v below u in P, that incurs the latest update (v # u
because elt(u) ¢ Bj). The node v must have a descendant leaf ¢’ that satisfies condition (2). Note that ¢ is
also a descendant of u and hence u € Ay because £ and ¢’ share the same active ancestors above v. Since
condition (2) does not depend on the input R or leaf ¢, u is indeed an impossible node. Therefore, for each
¢ € S(By), the number of impossible nodes in Ay is at least |A¢| — | Bo|, counting the nodes mentioned above.

Now we present the crucial ‘tail’” bound.

Lemma 1.7 (See also Lemma 3.9). Let S be a subset of leaves in the tree T. There is a subset T of nodes in
T, which does not contain any leaf of T. There exists an integer h € N such that for each £ € S, |A¢eNT| > h.
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Figure 3: The decision tree is essentially the same as Fig. 2, where nodes of the same letters stand for the
same nodes. The notation A means an abbreviated subtree. Suppose By = {elt(v1), elt(va), elt(vs), elt(vg)}
is the fixed sequence. By the execution B(¢, Ry) = By shown in Fig. 2, we have ¢ € S(By). Now, nodes
u1, Uz, u3 are marked black (they are in A, and represent elements ¢ By). Recall that the nodes v; for
1 < j < 4 trigger updates for B in the execution B(¢, Ryg) = By. Therefore, we can deduce that among
elt(vj)’s (1 < j < 4), only elt(vs), elt(vs) are represented by nodes above w;, because different nodes in P,
represent distinct elements. Similarly, only elt(vs) is represented by nodes above us, us.

Now, we focus on an input (¢*, R) that satisfies B(¢*, R) = By, where £* is an arbitrary descendant leaf of u;.
In such execution, some nodes that represent elt(v;) for 1 < j < 4 must update B. Since only elt(vs), elt(vs)
are represented by nodes above uq, when the iterator approaches u in the execution B(¢*, R), the current B
must be {elt(vy), elt(v2)}, confirming Observation 1.1. Now, u; satisfies condition (2) by taking ¢ = ¢; and
hence is an impossible node. Similarly, us, u3 are impossible nodes by taking ¢/ = /5.

It is straightforward to see u; ¢ R, since otherwise u; would trigger update for B. Similarly, for any
descendant leaf ¢y of u; (where £y can be ¢; or any leaf in the left subtree of v}), if B({y, R) = By then
u1 ¢ R. Similarly, for any descendant leaf ¢y (including all leaves drawn in the figure, and possibly leaves in
the subtree 77) of impossible nodes ug or us, if B(¢y, R) = By, then us,us ¢ R.

Then the following inequality holds:

E |les Pr [RNP,NT =0]| <27
LT R~PR

The proof of this lemma is simply applying induction on the length of the maximum root-leaf path. In
each induction step, we consider whether the tree root r( is in 7', then divide the tree into two parts and use
induction hypothesis respectively.

With this lemma, if we fix By and s > 10logn - |Bg|, we define S = S(By) N {¢ : |A¢| = s} and put
all impossible nodes (for By) into T' (again, we emphasize that the defined S, T do not depend on R). The
above discussion shows that for each £ € S, |4, NT| > h := s — |By|. Then by Lemma 1.7,

Pr  [B({,R) =By, |Ai=s]< E {1565 Pr [{impossible nodes in Py} N R = 0]
LT R~Pr

b7 ,R~PR

< E |:1€€S Rplg [Rﬂ Pg NT = (Z)] S 2‘30‘—3 S 2—0.93.
~IR

- €<—7T7'

Remark: We need to point out that the algorithm and the definition of B here are different from the actual
proof in the main part, mainly because the actual proof needs to deal with A}, a subset of A;. In the formal
proof, we need depths d; of the elements e; to be included in the sequence B and also construct an additional
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sequence y; (the depth of the last jlogn-th node in Aj) to control the positions of nodes in Aj. At the
same time, the nodes in A, for £ € S(By) that represent elements not in By are no longer ensured to be
impossible nodes, since they may not be in Aj,. Thus, the arguments presented in the current subsection do
not work directly. However, these problems can be remedied by refining the definition of sequence B, which
is technically more involved.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Mathematical Preliminaries and Notations

This subsection introduces basic mathematical definitions and results. Throughout the paper, all objective
and functions (whose domain can be 2V or RY) are assumed to be monotone (f(u) < f(v) if u < v, or
f(S) < f(T) if S C T) and normalized (f(f)) = 0 or f(0) = 0). We denote the ground set by U = [n].
Throughout this paper, log denotes the logarithm to base 2.

Definition 2.1 ((Monotone) Norm Objective). A function f : Rgo — Rxg is a norm objective, if the
following holds:

(1) f(0) =0;
(2) f(
3) flut+v) < f(u)+ f(v) for all u,v € Rgo;
(4) f(0v) = 0f(v) for all v € RY,0 € Rxo.

Definition 2.2 ((Monotone) Symmetric Norm). A norm f : R, — Rx is a symmetric norm if and only if f
remains unchanged under any permutation of its coordinates, i.e., f(v) = f ((’Uﬂ-(i))ie[]), for any permutation
m:U— U and v = (v;)icv € Rgo-

u) < f(v) for any u < v, that is, u; < v;, V1 <4 < n, where u = (u;);cy and v = (v;);cv € Rgo.

Definition 2.3 (XOS (set) Function). A set function f :2Y — Rs¢ is XOS (max-of-sums)’ if there exist
non-negative weight vectors w®, w® ....wW) € RY, such that f(S) = m[%{zjes w](»z)}, VS CU.
= 1€

Definition 2.4 (binary-XOS (set) Function). A set function f : 2V — Rsq is binary-XOS if there exist
weight vectors w™, w®, ... w™) € {0,1}Y, such that f(S) = m[%{Zjes w]@}, VS CU.
1€

Definition 2.5 (Subadditive (set) Objective). A function f : 2V — R is a subadditive objective, if and
only if the following holds:

(1) £(0) =o0.
(2) f(S)<f(T)forall SCTCU.
(3) f(SUT) < f(S)+ f(T) for all S, T CU.

It is clear that a binary-XOS set function is a special case of an XOS set function, and every XOS
function is subadditive. Furthermore, Feige [Fei06] established that a set function is (monotone) fractionally
subadditive if and only if it belongs to the XOS class, where a set function f : 2V — R>g is defined as
(monotone) fractionally subadditive if it satisfies f(T") < >, a; f(.S;) for any collection of sets that 1p <
Zi a;ls, and a; > 0. Here, 17 denotes the indicator function of the subset T C U.

We will also use the well-known Chernoff bound:

Fact 2.1 (Chernoff Bound, see [MUO5]). X1, Xo,...,X, is a sequence of independent random variables.
Each X; is a Bernoulli random variable with parameter p; € [0,1], i.e., X; ~ B(p;). Let X = 1", X;, and
the expected value p = E[X]| = > "1 | p;. Then, for any 0 < e <1,

Pr[X < (1— )] < exp (—;‘) |

'Note that here we implicitly require f to be monotone and normalized.
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2.2 Bernoulli Stochastic Probing

Recall that we have defined Bernoulli stochastic probing in Definition 1.2. In this section, we introduce basic
definitions and ideas, following the framework of [GNS17].

Definition 2.6 (Bernoulli stochastic probing with XOS (binary-XOS, subadditive, resp.) Objective). In
this special case of the stochastic probing problem, each random variable X; follows a Bernoulli distribution:
X; = 1 with probability p; and X; = 0 with probability 1 — p; for all ¢ € U. The objective function f
simplifies to an XOS (binary-XOS, subadditive, resp.) set function f : 2V — Rsg. Let P C U denote the
set of probed items, and Ac(P) C P be the set of active elements in P. The reward in this case is given by
f(Ac(P)). All other settings are the same as in Definition 1.1, and our goal is also to find a probing strategy
to maximize the expected reward E[f(Ac(P))].

In the Bernoulli setting, the objective degenerates into a set function: f(S) for S C U = [n] is defined as
f(v) where v is an n-dimensional vector where the i-th coordinate is 0 if i ¢ S and is 1 otherwise. We can
always assume without loss of generality that p; > 0 for all i. If p; = 0, we can remove the corresponding
element from the ground set U and modify the norm accordingly by inserting a zero placeholder at the
corresponding position. This modification does not affect the reward or any properties of the objective
function f.

We denote the supremum of the adaptivity gap for Bernoulli Stochastic Probing with any XOS Objective
and any prefiz-closed feasibility constraint F with max |F| <71 as Agos(n, 7). We also denote the supremum

of the adaptivity gap for Bernoulli Stochastic Probing with any binary-XOS Objective and any prefiz-closed
feasibility constraint F as Apxos(n).
Now we formally introduce the decision tree model of an adaptive strategy.

Adaptive Strategies. An adaptive strategy tree, denoted by 7T, is a binary rooted tree where each internal
node v represents an element ¢ € U, denoted by elt(v) = i. Every internal node has two outgoing arcs: the
Yes arc, which leads to the next node if the element i = elt(v) is active (with probability p;) when probed,
and the No arc, which leads to a different node if ¢ is not active (with probability 1 — p;). We require that
no element can be represented by more than one node on any root-to-leaf path in the tree. Additionally,
any root-to-leaf path in 7 must satisfy the feasibility constraint J, meaning it represents a valid sequence
of probes for both adaptive and non-adaptive strategies. Each leaf ¢ in T is associated with a unique root-
to-leaf path, denoted by Py, where the elements probed along this path are given by elt(P). For any subset
S C P,, we denote the distinct elements represented by the nodes in S as elt(S) = {elt(v) € U : v € S}.
Let Ay represent the active nodes along the path P, i.e., the nodes on P, where the Yes arc is taken. It is
important to note that the leaves of the tree do not represent elements in U; rather, they simply signal the
termination of the probing process.

The tree 7 naturally gives us a probability distribution 7w over its leaves: start at the root, at each
node v, follow the Yes branch with probability pei(,) and the No branch otherwise, and finally reach a leaf
upon termination.

Given a monotone function f and a tree 7T, the associated adaptive strategy probes elements following
a root-to-leaf path, observes the realized values until we reach a leaf ¢, and receives the reward f(elt(Ar)).
Let Adap(T, f) denote the expected reward obtained this way; it can be written compactly as

Adap(T. )= B [f(elt(Ar))].

Z(—TFT

In fact, any deterministic adaptive strategy can be modeled by such a decision tree model. Moreover,
it can be easily proven that the reward of any randomized adaptive strategy is bounded by the reward of
some deterministic adaptive strategy. Since the cardinality of a decision tree is finite, the optimal adaptive
strategy exists. With the central theme to upper bound the gap between optimal adaptive strategies and
optimal non-adaptive ones in mind, we will only consider deterministic adaptive strategies and the decision
tree model described above. We denote the optimal adaptive strategy by ALGTREE.

A Natural Non-adaptive Strategy. We can also define a natural non-adaptive algorithm given the
optimal adaptive strategy ALGTREE (with tree T): just pick a leaf ¢ « 7y from the distribution given
by T, probe all elements on that path, and choose the active elements to get the reward. Clearly, such
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strategy satisfies feasibility constraint. We denote this non-adaptive strategy as ALGPATH. We note that
the same non-adaptive strategy has been studied in [GNS16, GNS17, BSZ19]. Since the objective f is always
assumed to be monotone throughout the paper, the reward is actually the function value of the set of all
active elements. To capture the randomness of the realizations in the probing process of ALGPATH, we
define Py, which is a distribution of the random subset R of nodes on 7. A node u is in the random subset
R, if the element elt(u) is active in the probing process of ALGPATH. Specifically, for each element e, with
independent probability p., all nodes v such that elt(v) = e are included in R. Otherwise, with probability
1 — pe, these nodes are not included.
We denote the expected reward of ALGPATH by Nadp(T, f), and we can see that

Nadp(7,f):= E | E [f(elt(RN Pp))]

[(771’7* R~PR
Another way to view the distribution RN Py is to first sample ¢ < 77, then sample R only on the path,
with each node v € P included of independent probability peji(y)-
Bounding the Adaptivity Gap. A common technique for bounding the adaptivity gap, employed in
[GNS16, GNS17, BSZ19], is to bound the ratio between the optimal adaptive strategy ALGTREE and its

corresponding non-adaptive strategy ALGPATH. Formally, for the optimal tree 7%, if we can show that the
following holds for the function A(n) when n is sufficiently large:

A(n) - Nadp(T™, f) = Adap(T™, f),

then the true adaptivity gap of the problem is at most A(n).
Throughout the paper, we also need the following definitions for trees.

Definition 2.7 (Depth). We say a node has depth k if there are k Yes arcs on the path from the root to
this node.

Definition 2.8 (Active Ancestor). For a node v, we call an ancestor u of v its active ancestor if the Yes arc
from w is taken on the path from root to v. Thus, a node of depth k has k active ancestors. Also recall that
for a leaf £ of T, Ay is exactly the set of active ancestors of £.

In the following, we will use the definition of depth and active ancestors extensively. It is useful to think
of the original tree T as being layered by depth, and forms a new layered tree, see Fig. 4.

Figure 4: A binary decision tree of height 3 is transformed to a layered tree of depth 3. Note that
A is an active ancestor of B and C, but not for D. The active ancestor set Ac = {root, A}.

It is clear from definition that different nodes in A, have distinct depths. This fact will be frequently
used in the algorithm and proofs in Section 3.2 and Section 3.3.

Now, we introduce some tools for the adaptivity gap problem in the Bernoulli setting. As usual, we
denote OPT = Adap(T*, f), the expected reward for ALGTREE.

Definition 2.9 (A-large (small) elements). For any A > 0, an element e is A-large if f(e) > A - OPT and
A-small otherwise, where f(e) means the f value when only e is active.
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The following lemma already appears implicitly in [GNS17], and the proof is deferred to Appendix A.

Lemma 2.2. For any A > 0, suppose that the adaptivity gap in the Bernoulli setting is upper bounded by
A(n) > 1 for a certain subadditive objective f and a feasibility constraint F, under the condition that every
element is A-small with respect to f. Then, the adaptivity gap in the Bernoulli setting for general instances
(with general random variables, the same f, and F) is at most max{2A(n), 2+ 4/A}.

3 Adaptivity Gap for Bernoulli Stochastic Probing

In this section, we analyze Bernoulli stochastic probing with XOS objective, as defined in Definition 2.6.
We follow the notations introduced in Section 2.2. Furthermore, recall that 2 < r < n denotes an upper
bound on the maximal length of a sequence in F. Intuitively, r serves as an upper bound on the maximum
cardinality of elements that a strategy can probe. Consequently, r also bounds the length of any root-to-leaf
path in any adaptive strategy tree 7. Formally, for any leaf ¢, |Ay| < |Pp| < 7.

The primary result of this section is the following theorem:

Theorem 3.1. For 2 <r < n, the adaptivity gap of Bernoulli Stochastic Probing with any XOS Objective
under any prefiz-closed F with max |F| <71 is Axos(n,7) = O(logrlogn).
€

3.1 Reduction to a Special XOS Norm

In this subsection, we present a reduction from the original arbitrary XOS Objective to a specific norm that
is more amenable to analysis. Recall the definition of the active ancestor set A, in Definition 2.8. For each
leaf ¢, we define a subset A, C A, (in the proof of Lemma 3.2). Using these subsets, we define a new norm
fxos as follows:

fxos(S) = max {lelt(A};) N S|}, (3.1)

for any subset S C U = [n].
We establish the following lemma:

Lemma 3.2. Let A(n) > 2 be an increasing function of n. Suppose that for any decision tree T and any
choice of subsets A, C A, satisfying

E [4]] > A(n),
f(—ﬂ'T
the following condition holds:
1
xos(elt(RN P, > — All].
VLB [alet(ROP)]| 2 o & (4]

Then the following two results hold:
(a) Forr > 2, Axos(n,r) is upper bounded by O(A(n)logr).
(b) Abxos(n) is upper bounded by O(A(n)).

Proof. (a) We first consider Axos(n,r) and the case where f is an XOS (set) function. From Lemma 2.2, we
only need to address the case where all elements are A = 1/(5A(n) log 7)-small, since 1+ A~! = O(A(n) log 7).
We further assume that OPT = Adap(T, f) = 5A(n)logr by scaling f, and T is the optimal decision tree.

Let f(S) = max 1> ;¢ wy) , where w;i) > 0foralli € [W],j € U. Since all elements are 1/(A(n) logr)-
i€[W]

small, f({j}) = m[%l)/(] w§i) < 1 implies wj(-i) < 1 for all 7, j. We note that this XOS function f is the objective
1€

function of the stochastic probing problem, which is different from fy5(5) defined in Eq. (3.1).
For each leaf ¢, let I(¢) be the index i € [W] such that the linear function w®) attains the value f(elt(A))

at the set elt(4y), that is, arg max {ZjEelt(A[) w;ﬁ)} (breaking ties arbitrarily). Now, for each ¢ and integer
i€[W]
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1< j<logr+1, we define Ay ; = {u tu € Ay, 277 < wiﬁe))) 2’j+1} We define an additional A, to be

A \UUOgTJ'H . It is clear that for any node u € Ay, éltgu) <1/r.
Therefore the reward for the adaptive strategy ALGTREE is

llog r|+1
[Aej| | |Aeol

u€Ay j=1

5A(n)logr =0PT = E [f(elt(A4r))]

b—T1T

Using the assumption on the maximal length of a sequence in F, which implies that |Aso| < |A¢| < r, we
obtain

llogr|+1 llogr]+1

n)logr < Z 57 (B el + < Z =, E 40+

Thus, there exists 1 < jo < logr+1 such that Egr, [|Agj,[] /27071 > 4A(n)logr/(log r+1) by the averaging
principle. Thus,
4 -290=1A(n)logr
E [lAcsll =
lmr logr +1

Consider the fyos that is defined by the subsets Aj = Ay j, for each ¢. Then by the lemma condition,

> 270A(n) > A(n).

VE B Ul P)l| 2 15 B A = s B (Aeall 220

Notice that for each set S C U, when fyxos(S) = s for some nonnegative integer s, there is a leaf ¢ such
that [S Nelt(Asj,)| > s. Thus,

(1(0)) (1e0) _ (1) 5 1SN elt(Arjo)| _ fros(S)
$) =2 wP > Y w = > Welt(u) = e = gk
JjES JESNelt(As,jq) u€Ay jq elt(u)es

where in the last inequality we use wéft%?)) > 2770 when u € Apjo, 1 < jo < logr + 1. Therefore, combining
the above two inequalities, the reward for the non-adaptive strategy ALGPATH is

e(elt(RN P > 1.
> 5 B | B Uslek(®nP)

E elt(RN P,
JE|LB [fen(rnr))]| >
Thus, the adaptivity gap is upper bounded by O(A(n)logr).

(b) Next, we consider the case when f is a binary-XOS (set) function. From Lemma 2.2, we only need
to address the case where all elements are A = 1/A(n)-small, since 1+ A~! = O(A(n)). We further assume
that OPT = Adap(T, f), and T is the optimal decision tree.

Let f(S) = m[%‘);] {Z s w!’ )}, where w® € {0,1}V for all i € [W],j € U. Since all elements are
1€

1/A(n)-small, f({j}) = m[%vx] w( )< f\)(PT) shows that, either f is the zero function (trivial), or OPT > A(n).

Similarly, for each leaf ¢, let I(¢) be the index i € [W] such that the linear function w(?) attains the value

f(elt(Ay)) at the set elt(Ay), that is, arg max {Z]&It(m) w( } (breaking ties arbitrarily). Then, we directly
i€[W]

set Ay ={ue€ Ay: wiigi))) = 1}. Since different nodes in A, represent distinct elements in U,

E [|4] = [/ (elt(A¢))] = OPT > A(n).

ZETFT 7'

Then, by the lemma condition, we obtain

ef?w RNPR [fros(elt(RN P))]| > = An) (_ET“AZ
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However, we have the following lower bound of the reward of the path Pp:

F(elt(RN P,)) = max DT R = max S Wl = max {[elt(R N Pr) Nelt(A7)]},
iew j€elt(RNPy) j€elt(RNPy)

where clearly the last term is exactly fxos(elt(R N Pp)). Hence, we obtain Nadp(7, f) as

OPT
oLer [REEPR Fei(&n Pgm} 2, [RE%R Fron(elt(ROP)]| = 705,
which shows that Apxes(n) = O(A(n)). .

The remaining task is to show the premise of Lemma 3.2 holds. This is highly nontrivial, and we make
it a theorem as follows, and prove it in the next two subsections.

Theorem 3.3. Let A, be a subset of Ay for each leaf ¢ € T. Assume that

E [|A}]] > 200logn.

é<—7‘r7—
Then for n > 100,

1
vos(elt(R N P, > — Al
eiEﬂT RrI\[:ZPR [os (elt( | 2 200logn eErTH d

We can see that taking A(n) = 200logn in Lemma 3.2, and Theorem 3.3 completes the proof of Theo-
rem 3.1.

3.2 Main Algorithm to Categorize Outcomes (¢, R)

In this section, we present a novel greedy algorithm on the decision tree 7. We will use the definitions
of depth in Definition 2.7 and active ancestors in Definition 2.8 introduced in Section 2.2 to further
exploit the structure of the tree. To prove Theorem 3.3, the intuition is to show that for each ¢, R, one
can find a leaf {y such that [elt(R N Pp) Nelt(Aj )| is large. As explained in Section 1.3.5, our goal is
to design an algorithm with input (¢, R) and output a sequence B({, R) such that fyxes(elt(R N P)) =
lelt(RN Py) Nelt(Ay )| > |B(¢, R)| — 1, where the subtraction of 1 is only due to technical reasons. Here, the
length |B(¢, R)| does not refer to the standard notion of length and will be defined explicitly later. Thus,
we can relate Eoerr [Er~Pg [fxos(elt(R N Pp))]] to Ererny r~py |B(¢, R)| — 1. Moreover, for a fixed output
sequence B(¢, R) = By and a non-negative integer s > 0 such that | By| < s/logn, the design of the algorithm
ensures a small upper bound on the probability Pry. ., rp,[B(¢, R) = By, |4)| = s].

In this section, we describe the core algorithm with a fixed parameter K € N and establish its basic
properties, including the proof that fxes(elt(R N P;)) > |B(¢, R)| — 1. In Section 3.3, we provide an upper
bound on the probability Pre . rpg[B(¢, R) = By, |A}| = s], for each fixed By and s > 0. Combining the
two sections, we obtain the main theorem. In this section, we let K = ©(logn).

First, we formally define the set of possible outputs for (¢, R). We define B as the set of sequences of
the form (m;s;dy,...,dm;€1, - emiY1,---, Yl s ), satisfying the following conditions:

e 0<s<n,m=>0;
en>di>dy>...>dp2>20,n2y1 >2y2>... 2y | >0;
® e9,..., ey, are distinct elements in U = [n], with e; = 0 serving as a placeholder.

We refer to such a sequence B € 9B as a label. In our context, m is called the length of the label (the
notation |B(¢, R)| mentioned above denotes the length m of the label B(¢, R), analogous to the notation
| - | used in Section 1.3.5). The main difference from Section 1.3.5 is that, since we consider general A, we
need the depths d; and an additional sequence y; to control the depths of nodes in Aj. This information
ensures that the cardinality of impossible nodes (as introduced in Section 1.3.5) can be lower bounded by
a quantity related to m and s, see Lemma 3.6.
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In the following, we introduce the notion of a prefiz of a label in B. The prefiz of length 1 < a < m of
a label B = (m;s;dl,...,dm;el,...,em;yh...,yL%J) is defined to be

Prefo(B) = (a;8;d1,. .., daj €1, .- €a5Y1, - Y| 2 |)-

Additionally, the prefiz of length 0 of any label is defined as (0) for uniformity. It is straightforward to verify
that 9B is prefiz-closed (a prefix of a label is also in B).

We first outline the ideas behind Definition 3.1 and Algorithm 1 (see below). Algorithm 1 serves as the
main algorithm that, given an input pair (¢, R), produces a label B(¢, R) € B as output. Definition 3.1
provides the preparatory framework for Algorithm 1 by defining m sets of nodes Ly, Lo, ..., L, (called the
level sets) for a given label B of length m.

Intuitively, the a-th level set L, consists of the nodes that can potentially trigger the a-th update of the
maintained sequence. Roughly speaking, a node u is in L,(B) if u is at depth d,, elt(u) = e,, and there
exists a leaf ¢ (subject to additional conditions) such that u € A} and the unique node in A} at depth d;
represents e; for every 1 < i < a. Moreover, if multiple leaves satisfy these conditions, one must be uniquely
chosen to resolve ambiguity; our convention is to select the ‘leftmost’ leaf (solely for tie-breaking) and define
the set A, (B), which we call the special-ancestor set of u with respect to B, as the set of nodes in Aj with
depths less than d, for that particular ¢ (note that all such nodes are active ancestor of u).

Specifically, the notion of ‘leftmost’ is determined by the dictionary order of the root-to-leaf path in the
binary tree 7, where at each internal node, No path is ordered to be larger than Yes path.

Then, based on the definition of the level set L,(B), Algorithm 1 implements the greedy algorithm which,
on input (¢, R), maintains a label B, progresses upward along P, and at each node encounteredu secks a
label B’ of length a + 1 (where a denotes the current length of B) that satisfies w € R N Lyy1(B’), then
updates B to B’. Note that Algorithm 1 is essentially the same as the algorithm presented in Section 1.3.5,
albeit with additional details.

Now, let us present the formal description of Definition 3.1, with an example illustrated in the first
item of Fig. 5. Recall that in a single A), C Py, different nodes have different depths and represent distinct
elements.

Definition 3.1 (Level sets L,(B) and Special-Ancestor sets A,(B)).
Let B = (m;s;dl,...,dm;el,...,em;yl,...,yL%J) € B be a label with length m > 1. Given a positive
integer 1 < a < m, we define L,(B) and A,(B) for u € L,(B) as follows.

(a) When a = 1, a node u belongs to L1(B) if and only if it is a leaf at depth dy, satisfies |A},| = s, and
for each 1 <4 < | ], the depth of the iK-th node from the bottom of A/, (i.e., counted upward from
the leaf toward the root) is equal to y;. We define A, (B) to be the set of nodes in A/, that are at
depths less than d;.

(b) When a > 2, a node u belongs to L, (B) if and only if it is at depth d,, satisfies elt(u) = e,, and there
exists a leaf ¢ € Li(B) such that the unique node in Aj at depth d; represents e; for all 2 < i < a
(which implies u € A}). Among all such leaves, we select the leftmost one (for tie-breaking), and
define A, (B) to be the set of nodes in A that lie at depths less than d,.

In both cases, any node v € A, (B) is of depth less than d,, the depth of u. Moreover, v € A,(B) C 4]
shows that v is an active ancestor of £, thus on the path from root to ¢, the Yes arc from v is taken. At the
same time, when a > 2, u € Aj, must be a descendant of v (also true for @ = 1). Therefore, we conclude:

Observation 3.1. For any 1 < a < m, the special ancestor set A, (B) is a subset of active ancestors of u.

The following observation is immediate from the definition, since membership of a node in L, (B) depends
only on m, s,y; (for 1 < j < |4]) and d;, e; (for i < a); furthermore, the tie-breaking process depends solely
on the tree structure.

Observation 3.2. For any two labels By, Bs € B of lengths m and m/, respectively, and for any 1 <
a < min{m,m’}, the level sets L,(B1) = Lo(B2), provided that Pref,(B1) = Pref,(Bs). Moreover, for any
u € Lo(By) = Lo(Bz2), the special ancestor sets A,(B1) = Ay (B2).

The following observation will be used in the description of Algorithm 1.
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Observation 3.3. For any two distinct labels B1,Bs € B, both of length m > 1, if Pref,,_1(B1) =
Prefm,l(Bg), then Lm(Bl) N Lm(BQ) = 0.

Proof. Assume, for contradiction, that w € Ly, (B1) N Ly, (B2). When m = 1, the contradiction is immediate
since any node u € L (B), with B = (m; s;d;; e;;y;), must be a leaf with s = |A,|, the quantity y; being the
depth of the last iK-th node in A/, and d; the depth of u. Moreover, by definition, e; is fixed as 0, hence
the label B is uniquely determined by w, which gives B; = Bs.

For m > 2, Definition 3.1(b) implies that if u € L,,(B) for B = (m; s;d;; e;;y;), then d,, must be equal to
the depth of u, and e,, = elt(u). Since Pref,,_1(B1) = Pref,,,_1(B2), it follows that By = Bs, contradicting
the assumption. Thus, the result is established. O

We now proceed to present a detailed description of Algorithm 1. The goal of the algorithm is to classify
each pair (¢, R) using appropriate labels from the set 8. Initially, the algorithm sets the iterator u to the
leaf ¢ and initializes the maintained label B to (0), with the length variable a set to 0.

The core functionality of the algorithm is implemented through a while loop. Within each iteration, the
algorithm examines whether there exists a label By € B that satisfies three conditions: it has length a + 1,
its prefix matches the current label (i.e., B = Pref,(B1)), and the current node belongs to the corresponding
level set (i.e., u € Lgt1(B1)).

When such a label exists and the additional condition that either u € R or u is the starting leaf is met,
the algorithm identifies the unique label By (whose uniqueness is guaranteed by Observation 3.3). It then
updates B to By, increments a by 1 and advances u to its parent node in the tree. If then u becomes the
root of T, then the loop terminates. Upon termination, the algorithm returns the final label B.

It should be noted that Algorithm 1 is essentially identical to the algorithm presented in Section 1.3.5,
with the interpretation that nodes in the level sets L,11(B1) represent those capable of extending the length
of the maintained label B.

The pseudocode of the algorithm is defined as follows:

Algorithm 1: Categorizing (¢, R)
Input: (¢, R)
Output: B = (m;s;di;...,dmi€1,. . €miY1,..-, Y 2|) €B
u+¥4; B+ (0);a+0 > Initialization of output
while the depth of u>0 do
if 3B; € B of length a + 1, s.t. B =Pref,(B1), u € L,1+1(B1) then
if u€ Ror u=/{ then

find such unique By; > Uniqueness by Observation 3.3
B+ Bijja+a+1

S I S

<

u <— u.parent; > Climbing up the path P,. If u is already the root of 7", jump out while loop

s return B;

By the algorithm, it is clear that any (¢, R) is given a unique label. As mentioned above, we denote this
label by B(¢, R). We also need certain entries of the label. To stress the dependency of the input (¢, R), the
length of the label is denoted as m(¢, R), the second entry as s(¢, R), etc.

Before proceeding, we need to examine further the properties of the output label B produced by Algo-
rithm 1. It is also worth mentioning that v = ¢ always updates the label B to length 1, where d; is the
depth of 4, e; = 0, each y; is the depth of the jK-th node in A} (counted from ¢), and s = |A}|. These
statistics never change after such initialization. Moreover, one can observe the greedy nature of this algo-
rithm. Specifically, when traversing upward along P, the algorithm always processes lower nodes before
higher ones. When conditions Line 3 and Line 4 are satisfied, the maintained label B is irrevocably updated.
Consequently, when we consider a fixed label By, the fact that an outcome (¢, R) satisfies B(¢, R) = By al-
ready imposes specific constraints on R. This concept is illustrated in Fig. 5. The following lemma formalizes
these properties:

Lemma 3.4. For each (¢, R) pair, assume B({,R) = By = (m;s;d;;e;5y;) € B. Then the following holds
foreach 1 <a<m:
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(a) ¢ € L1(By) and it updates B from length O to 1, hence the length m is always at least 1.

(b) For a > 2, there exists a unique node v, of depth d, in Py, elt(v,) = e, such that v, € RN Ly (By)

and the label B is updated from length (a — 1) to a at node v,.

(c) There does not exist any node z € RN Py satisfying the two conditions:

Proof.

(1) z is a descendant of vat1 (ignore this condition when a =m);
(2) 3By € B of length a + 1 such that Pref,(By) = Pref,(B1) and z € Lay1(By).

In particular, condition z € Py N A,(By) for some v € L,(By) is sufficient to ensure condition (2).

(a) For any leaf ¢, we define a label By = (1;s;d1;el;yj)1§j5L%J, where d; is the depth of £,
e1 = 0, each y; is the depth of the last jK-th node in A}, and s = |A}|. We can verify that B; € ‘B, as
0<d; <n,e; =0,and m =1 > 0. Tt follows directly from Definition 3.1 that ¢ € L{(B;). Therefore,
when u = ¢, the conditions in Line 3 are satisfied, causing B to be updated by B; from length 0 to
1. It is evident from the algorithm that the length of B never decreases during updates. Therefore,
¢ € Ly1(By) = L1(Byp) by Observation 3.2, since By = Pref(By).

From part (a), we know that the first update of B always occurs at the leaf £. We observe from
Line 3 that the transition of B from length (a — 1) to length a corresponds to a label By € B of
length a, where w € RN L,(B1) when a > 2. Let us denote this node u as v,. Since the length
of B only increases throughout the algorithm, we have By = Pref,(By), which by Observation 3.2
implies L,(B1) = Lq(Bp). According to Definition 3.1, if v, € Lo(B1) = La(By), then the depth of v,
equals d,, and elt(v,) = €4, matching the assertion. The uniqueness of v, follows from the fact that
nodes in P, represent distinct elements. Furthermore, even for different outcomes Ry and Ry such
that B(¢, Rg) = By = B(¢, R1), the corresponding nodes v, remain identical for this same reason.

Let us assume, for contradiction, that there exists a node z satisfying the two conditions. Then,
assume By = (a + 1;s;dy, -+ ,da,d,1;€;y;). Then, 2 € L,y 1(B1) shows the depth of z is d,,; by
Definition 3.1, which should be strictly less than d, since By € 8. When examining the execution
of Algorithm 1, we find a contradiction as follows. Between the updates of B from length a — 1 to a
at node v,, and then from length a to a + 1 at node v,41 (or maintaining length m till termination
if a = m), no intermediate node should trigger an update. However, the node z would appear in the
iterator u after processing v, (dj,,; < d,) but before reaching ve; (it is a descendant of v,41). At
this point, B equals Pref,(By). z € R matches the conditions for updating B in Line 3, forcing an
update of B, which gives a contradiction. Therefore, no such node z can exist.

Now we show that z € A,(By) for some v € Lq(By) suffices to ensure condition (2). We define d, ,,
as the depth of z, v € L,(Byp)) and e;, | = elt(z). Then we define:

B, :(a—|—1;$;d1...,da,dfﬂ_l;el,...,ea,e:l_‘_l;yl,...,yL%J).

We now verify that By € 8. By Observation 3.1, the special ancestor set A, (Bp) only contains nodes
of depth less than d,. Thus, 0 < d,, < d,. Moreover, from part (b), the nodes v; € P, ensure that
elt(v;) = e; differ from elt(z) = e}, for 2 < i < a, as they appear in a same P;. Thus, B; € B. Given
that z € A,(By), there must exist a leaf £ € Ly(By) = L1(By) (since Pref,(By) = Pref,(B1)), such
that the unique node at depth d; in A} represents e; for 2 < i < @, and z € A,(By) C Aj}. Since the
depth of z is dj, ,, and elt(z) = e/, the leaf £ satisfies the conditions in Definition 3.1 that ensures
z € Lqt1(B1). Hence, condition (2) is satisfied since Pref,(By) = Pref,(By).

O

From the above lemma, we can relate fyos(elt(RN P)),|Aj| with the entries of B(¢, R).

Lemma 3.5. For any ({,R), we have feos(elt(RN Pp)) > m(¢,R) — 1, |A)| = s({, R).

Proof. Assume that the label of (£, R) is By = (m; s;d1, ..., dm;€1, .« €m; Y1, .- . 2Y| &), and m > 2. Then,
by Lemma 3.4 (b), nodes v, are of depth d, and v, € RNPyNL,(By) for any 2 < a < m. From Definition 3.1
(b), vq € Lq(Bp) implies elt(v,) = eq. In particular, v, € L,,(By) shows that there exists a leaf £y € L1(By)
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No, Yes

Figure 5: In the decision tree, red edges indicate Yes arcs, and blue edges indicate No arcs. Nodes with the
same depth are connected using dashed lines, and their depth is labeled on them. Nodes higher than v4 and
in the Yes subtree of v4 are not drawn. Let us assume that K is large and |A)| = 4K and the depth of the
K-th, 2K-th, 3K-th, 4K-th nodes of A} (counted from ¢) have depths 4K + 10,3K + 10,2K + 10, K + 10
for all leaves £ = o, ¢, £",£""". Moreover, we assume vy € A , vy € Ay, vy € Apy, vy" € Al, v3 € Ay Al
but vy ¢ Ay, Ajp. Regarding elements, elt(va) = elt(vy) = elt(vy) = elt(vy’). Consider the label By =
(4;4K;6K,6K — 1,6K — 3,6K — 4;0, elt(vs), elt(vs), elt(va); 4K + 10,3K + 10,2K + 10, K + 10).

o All leaves £y, ¢/, 0", 0" are in L1(By), and all vy, vh,v4 vy’ are in La(By). vs is in L3(By), but note that
the satisfying ¢ in the definition can only be ¢ or £”, and hence A, (By) is defined to be the nodes of depth
less than 6K — 3 in A}, (as ¢ is on the ‘left’ of ¢").

e Suppose that the specific outcome Ry includes all green nodes, but does not include white nodes and the
nodes above vy. The algorithm with input (£y, Rg) updates B at £y, va,v3,v4, and hence B({y, Ry) = By
(note that vz € L3(Bo) can trigger an update, even though vz ¢ Ay ).

e Note that u is a descendant of vz = v3(fy), and u € A, (Bo) for vy € La(Bp). These facts imply the
existence of the label By = (3;4K;6K,6K — 1,6 K — 2;0, elt(vs), elt(u); 4K 4+ 10,3K + 10,2K + 10, K + 10)
that Prefy(B;) = Prefy(By) by Lemma 3.4 (c). This means that w € Imp(£y, By). Intuitively u ¢ Ry, since
otherwise, it can update B at u before vs.

such that the unique node of depth d; in AQO represents e;, for any 2 < ¢ < m. This already means that
ea € elt(RNPy)Nelt(Ay ), V2 < a < m. Hence, the conclusion fxos(elt(RNF;)) = max lelt(A}, )Nelt(RNPy)| >
1

lelt(Aj, ) Nelt(RN Py)| > m — 1 follows. For the second assertion, Lemma 3.4 (a) implies that ¢ € L1(Bo)
and |A)| = s = s({, R). O

We now proceed to derive consequences of Lemma 3.4. We first define the subset S(By) of leaves as in
Section 1.3.5.

Definition 3.2 (Generating Set S(Bj) of By and the a-th Triggering Node v, (¢)).
For a label By = (m, s,d;, e;,y;) € B, we define the generating set of By, denoted as S(By), as the set of
leaves ¢ for which there exists some outcome R such that B(¢, R) = By, i.e.,

S(By) = {fis aleaf of T : 3R such that B({,R) = By} .

For any leaf ¢ € S(By), Lemma 3.4 (b) ensures the existence of a unique node v, of depth d, elt(v,) = e,
such that v, € Py N La(Byp) for each 2 < a < m. wv, triggers the a-th update of the label, and we call
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it the a-th triggering node of /. We make the dependency on ¢ explicit, and denote it as v, (¢), but omit
its dependency on By, since we fix By in the rest of this section. For notational convenience, we define
v1(€) := £ € L1(Byp). Note that the definitions of S(By) and v, (£) do not depend on the specific choice of R.

Part (c) of Lemma 3.4 tells us that when B({,R) = By, there are constraints on the active nodes
(in ALGPATH) along P,. In detail, there does not exist a node in R N P, that satisfies the following two
conditions: it is a descendant of v,11(f); it is in L,y1(B;) for some By € B of length a + 1 such that
Pref,(By) = Pref,(By). Therefore, for each ¢ € S(By), we define the subset of Py that cannot be active (i.e.
¢ R) as follows (the condition on vp,4+1(¢) when a = m is ignored):

Imp(¢, By) := U {u € PpNLyy1(By) : By € B, Pref,(By) = Pref,(By), u is a descendant of v,11(¢)}. (3.2)

a=1

Notice that Imp(¢, By) is defined with respect to only ¢ and By, and does not depend on R, since after
fixing £ € S(By) and By, the sets L,(By), Ay (Bo) and the nodes vy () are the same for any R that satisfies
B(¢,R) = By as mentioned in Lemma 3.4 (b).

As discussed in the beginning of this section, we can view nodes in L, (Byp) as nodes that can potentially
trigger an update in Section 1.3.5. Therefore, the set Imp(¢, By) defined here corresponds to the notion of
impossible nodes defined there. In the following lemma, we investigate the properties of Imp(¢, By) and
provide a lower bound on the cardinality of Imp(¢, By) N Ay, as we did in Section 1.3.5.

Lemma 3.6. For a fized label By = (m; s; d;; e5;y;) € B, we define Imp(¢, By) for £ € S(By) as above. Then
Imp(¢, By) does not contain any leaf of the original tree T. Moreover, |Imp(£, By) N A¢| > s — mK.

Proof. First, for any v € Imp(¢, By) in the a-th union, the depth of v € Py N Ly41(B1) is the (a + 1)-th
entry of the depth sequence of By, which is strictly smaller than its a-th entry d,. Thus, u is an ancestor of
v (€) # u (they are both in Py), hence not a leaf of 7.

Second, we consider the following subset of Imp(¢, By), where v,(¢) is defined for ¢ € S(By) in Defini-
tion 3.2 (in the following, we abbreviate v, (¢) to v,, and the special-ancestor set of v, i.e., A, (Bo), to A,,,
since the leaf and label are fixed):

Imp = U {u € A,, : depth of u € (dg+1,dq)}-

a=1

We first prove Imp C A,. By Observation 3.1, any node u € A,, is an active ancestor of v, € Pp. In
particular, u € P, and on the path from root to ¢, the Yes arc from w is taken, and hence u € A,. Now,
we take v = v, € L,(Bp) in the last sentence of Lemma 3.4 (¢) shows that Imp C Imp(¢, Bg) (note that
Vat1,U € Py, so the depth of u > d,41 implies that it is a descendant of vg41).

Next, we lower bound |Imp(¢, Bo)NA| using |Imp|. By Lemma 3.4 (a), £ € S(By) shows vy := ¢ € L1(By),
hence dy is the depth of £. Moreover, d, is strictly decreasing since By € B. For any 1 < a < m, we
consider the node v, € Ly(By). Moreover, we denote the ‘leftmost’ leaf for v, € L,(By) in Definition 3.1 as
la € L1(By). Therefore, the depth of the last jK-th node in A, 2 A,, is y;, for 1 <j < |&].

Now, all | %] indices from 1 < j < | % of y; divide the interval [y = |,d1) into | %] intervals [y;,y;-1)
(denote yo = di). However, there are at most m — 1 indices of d;, 2 < i < m in [y = |,d1). Therefore,
there are at least | 7| —m + 1 indices 1 < j < | %], such that the interval [y;,y;_1) contains no dg, for any
2 < a < m. See Figure 6 for an example. We define I(By) as the union of such intervals [y;,y;_1). For each
of such intervals, there must be some interval (dq+1,d,) containing the entire interval [y;,y;—1), 1 < a < m,
as (dm+1 = —1,d1) 2 [y = ,d1). Now, the cardinality of nodes in A,, of depth in [y;,y;-1) is exactly K,
since the depth of the jK-th, (j — 1)K-th node in A) (counted from the bottom /) is y;,y;—1, and A,, is
defined to be all nodes in Aza with depth less than d, > y;—1. All such K nodes are entirely contained in the
subset {u € A,, : depth of u € (da+1,dq)}. Summing up over all intervals in I(By) (all intervals [y;,y;-1)
are disjoint), we obtain |[Imp(¢, Bo) N Ag| > [Imp| > K(| 3] —m +1) > s —mK. O
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[ K nodes ) [ K nodes )
] ° dv , dy ° ° d

Low U Yo Y3 Y2 Y Y High
I(Bo) I(Bo)

Figure 6: [y2,v1) and [ys5,y4) do not contain any d;, hence contained in (ds,ds) and (—1,dy) respectively.
A, is defined to be nodes in A’Z2 with depth less than dy > y;, hence contain all K nodes at depth [y2,y1).
Similarly, Ay, contain all K nodes at depth [ys,ya).

Remark 3.7. In the proof, we have defined 1(By) as the union of intervals [y;,y;—1) for 1 < j < | 3] such
that no d, (2 < a <m) is in the interval. Then the nodes in Imp(¢, By) N Ay whose depths are in I(By) are
at least |I(By)| > s —mK. This fact is not immediately used in this section, but will be used in Section 4.

We define the subset T'(By) of nodes in T as T(By) = UZES(BO) Imp(¢, By). The following lemma captures
the constraints on the nodes P, to be in R. This result is similar to the one mentioned in Section 1.3.5: if
B(¢, R) = By, then any impossible node above ¢ can not be in R.

Lemma 3.8. Fiz a label By € B. For any { € S(By), R where B({, R) = By, we have RN P, NT(By) = 0.

Proof. Assume that B(¢, R) = By. Also, assume that there is a u € T'(Bp) such that w € RN P;. By the
definition of T'(By), v € Imp(¢’, By) for some ¢’ € S(Bp). Expanding further Definition 3.2, there exists
1<a<m,ué€ Py is a descendant of v,1(¢') and w € Ly41(By) for some By € B, Pref,(By) = Pref,(By).
To derive a contradiction, we show that u is also a descendant v,41(¢). Thus, we arrive at a contradiction
to Lemma 3.4 (c) via taking z = u. Note that the result holds trivially when a = m, where conditions for
Um+1(€) and v,,41(¢) are ignored.

Hence, we will now assume by contradiction that a < m, and w is not a descendant of v,41(¢). Since
U, Vq+1(¢) € Py, u must be an ancestor of vg41(€) (including ve41(€) itself). However, this implies that
Vat+1(€) is a descendant of u, and also a descendant of vg41(¢'). Therefore, v,41(¢') € Py, which implies
Va+1(€) = va+1(¢), because the two nodes represent the same element e, in Pp. This is a contradiction.
Then, the conclusion follows. O

3.3 Proof for Theorem 3.3

In this section, we prove Theorem 3.3. Recall that we need to lower bound E[fxos(elt(R N P))] for the fios
defined in the beginning of this section. We set K = [25logn] + 25 in this subsection.
First, we need to prove the following lemma:

Lemma 3.9. Let S be a subset of leaves in the tree T. There is a subset T' of nodes in T, not containing
any leaf of T. There exists an integer h € N, such that for each £ € S, |A¢ NT| > h. Then the following
inequality holds:
E |lies Pr [RNP,NT =0]| <27M

R~Pg

Z(—TI'T

Here, 15 denotes the indicator function of the event E.

Proof. The result is trivial for h = 0, as the right-hand side is 1. Therefore, in the following, we may assume
that h > 1. We use induction on the height (the length of the longest root-leaf path, not the depth) of T to
prove the desired statement.

Assume now that the claim holds for trees of smaller height. For the current tree 7T, let 73 and 75 denote
the subtrees corresponding to the Yes and No arcs from the root rg, respectively. Let A be the probability
that the root is active (if 7o has only one child, we set A = 0 or 1 accordingly). Then, the path distribution
w7 assigns probability A to the Yes subtree 71 and 1 — A to the No subtree 75, preserving the distributions
T and Ty

Now, we treat the following two cases separately. We denote

Ei:= E 1ycs Pr [RﬁpgﬂT:m],Eg = E l:]_ges Pr [RﬂPgﬁT:(Z)] .
RPr RPr

[(—71'7'1 Z(—Tr7'2
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Case 1. rg € T.

In this case, we see that for leaves £ in SN 7Ty, there are at least h — 1 active ancestors of it inside TN 77.
Moreover, we denote the corresponding root-leaf path in 77 or 7z as P, = P\{ro}, then the corresponding
relation Prrp, [RNP,NT = 0] = (1—X) Prrp, [RN P, NT = (0] holds, as the root r¢ has an independent
probability of 1 — A to be active. Therefore, by the induction hypothesis for 77,

Ei=1-) E [1565 Pr [RNP,NT = (Z)]} < (1—N\)27 L
b7y R~PR

Similarly, for the No subtree 75, each leaf has at least h active ancestors inside T'N 7y, since the root is not

an active ancestor for leaves in the No subtree. Hence,

Ey=(1-)) E |:1Z€SRPHI; [RmPéﬂT=®]}<(1—>\)2‘h.
~Pr

@(—7‘(‘7—2

Putting together,

E |les Pr [RNP,NT = (2)}] =AEL+ (1= NE; <27"2X1 =N + (1= N)?) <27h,
~IER

b—TT

Case 2. 10 ¢ T.

In this case, we see that for leaves £ in both subtrees SN7T; and SN 73, there are at least h active ancestors
of it inside TN 7Ty and T'N 7, since ro ¢ T. Moreover, we denote the corresponding root-leaf path in 77
or T as P} = P,\{ro}, then the corresponding relation Prgp, [RN P, NT = 0] = Prrp, [RN P, NT = ()
holds, as the root 7o ¢ T. Therefore, by the induction hypothesis on 77 and 73, we obtain Ej, By < 27"
Putting together, Etenr [1€ES PrRNPR [R NPNT = @H =A\F; + (1 - )\)EQ < 2N,

In conclusion, the result holds for all binary trees T . O

Lemma 3.10. For a fived label By = (m; s;d;; ei;y5) € B, the probability that the label of a random leaf and
outcome (¢, R) is By is at most 2™5=5 .e.,
_ < mK—s.
Z(—WEII.%N]P’R [B(¢,R) = By <2

Proof. The result is trivial when s < mK, so we assume s > mK. Define S = S(By) as in Defini-
tion 3.2 and T = T'(By) as in the discussion preceding Lemma 3.8. Recall that S(By) = {¢ is a leaf of T :
3R such that B(¢, R) = By}, and T(By) is the union of all Imp(¢, By) for ¢ € S(By).

It is clear from Lemma 3.6 that T does not contain any leaf of 7. Moreover, for any ¢ € S, we have
[Imp(¢, Bo) N Ag| > h:=s—mK > 0. Hence, by Lemma 3.9,

E lycs Pr [Rﬂpgﬂsz] SQ_hZQmK_S.
b—T1 R~PRr

By Lemma 3.8 and the definition of S, for any (¢, R), the condition B(¢, R) = By implies that RN P,NT =
and £ € S. As a result,

Pr  [B((,R)=Bo< E [ues Pr [RNP,NT =] <2mK—s.
b—TT R~PRr

ZH‘ITT,RNPR

O

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 3.3 (formally stated in Section 3.1). Recall that we aim to prove

the following:
1
vos(elt(R N P, > — Al
LTy RPPR Lfos (elt( e))}] — 200logn £<—]E7r7— LAzl
Here, fyos is defined as
ron(8) = max {Jelt(47) N S}

where A is a subset of the active ancestors of ¢, and E¢ ., [|A}|] > 2001ogn.
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Proof of Theorem 3.3. Before proceeding, we first give an upper bound on the number of labels in % with
s > 2mK. For a fixed 1 < s < n, there are at most s/2K < n choices for 1 < m < s/2K, and for each m,
there are at most (n 4+ 1)™ x n™ x (n + 1)¥/% < (2n)?%/K possible combinations of d;, e;, y;-.

From Lemma 3.5, we can express the term Adap := E¢er, [|A)|] a8 Erery [Er~py [s(¢, R)]]. Since for
any outcome of RN Py, the label is unique,

S([, R) = Z S(Bo) . 13(573)230.
Boe®B

Plugging in this formula and exchanging the order of summation, we obtain

E 4= Y s(B))-  Pr  [B(t.R)=By.

LT Boew L, R~PR

We use (m; s;*) to denote a label of the form (m; s;d;; e;;y;). Now we split the sum over By = (m;s;*) € B
into two cases: s > 2mK and s < 2mK. For the former, we apply Lemma 3.10 to bound the probability for
each s > 1, and then sum over all such terms. For the latter, we bound the contribution using the length of
the random variable m(¢, R).

In detail, we have the bound for the case s > 2mK:

S s P [BUR=Bl< Y. somE

KHWT,RNPR
Bo=(m;s;*)EeB Bo=(m;s;*x)EeB
1<m<n,s>2mK 1<m<n,s>2mK
+00 [s/2K]|
< E 8'2_3/2 E 2—K(s/2K—m) E 1
m=1

s=2K Bo=(m;s;*)€B

+oo 400
S Z 3.278/2.2.(271)25/1( S Z (2”)1+25/K'278/2.
s=2K s=2K

We also have the bound for the case s < 2mK:

> s Pr[B(,R)=By)|<2K > m E [Pr [B(E,R):BO]}
Bo=(m;s;x)€B temr iePr Bo=(m;s;*)eB temr [RFr
1<m<n,s<2mK m,s

=2K+2K E [E [m(&R)—l]}’

b<—77 | R~PR

where the last equality splits m into (m — 1) 4+ 1, and uses the identity 1 = > 15(,R)=B,-
Bo=(m;s;*)€B
m,s

Finally, by Lemma 3.5, we have

e<—7'r7* R~Pg <77 | R~PRr

Nodpi= B [ B (fun(et(RnP)]] 2 B [ B (meR)-1].

Moreover, for K = [25logn] + 25, when s > 2K, we have:

S 2s s s

2s s
1+1 142s/K)—s/2<1+1 5 "5 S & :
(1+logn)(1+2s/K)—s/2 < tlognt or =5 S5t T3S 7]

Combining all the expressions, we obtain that for K = [25logn] + 25,
Adap= E [|A}[] = P B(l, R) = By + P B((,R) = B
p=E [l4] > s v [B(t,R) = Bo] > s v [B(,R) = B

<+~ l+<—771,R~PR b<771,R~PR
T Bo=(m;s;*)eB ™ Bo=(m;s;x)€B T
1<m<n,s>2mK 1<m<n,s<2mK

+oo
< Y (@2n)'TK T2 49K 42K R [ E [m(E,R)l]]

s—2K Z<—7r7— R~Pg
+oo —+00

= ) oUHlosm(2s/K)=s/2 4 9 4 2K -Nadp < Y | 27°/* 4+ 2K (1 + Nadp) < 1+ 2K(1 + Nadp).
s=2K s=2K
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Assuming that Adap = Erer, [|A7]] > 200logn, we conclude that

1 Adap — 1 Ad
(Adap — 2K — 1) > 2P ap

Nadp > — Adap— L g _Adap
AP =9k ~ 90logn ~ 200logn’

as desired, provided that n > 100. O

4 Tight Bounds for Binary-XOS

In this section, we improve upon the result in Section 3. In light of Lemma 3.2, we only need to consider the
special norm fyos. Specifically, we define a subset A, C A, for each leaf £. As usual, we define a new norm
with respect to A} as fxos(S) = maxy {|elt(A}) NS|}. Our improvement to Theorem 3.3 is summarized in
the following theorem:

Theorem 4.1. Let A} be a subset of Ay for every leaf £ € T, and define K = 50[1055):;”1 +50. Assume that
Eoery[|A}|]] > 6K. Then, when n is sufficiently large,

1
wos(elt(RN P, > — ALl
VE B Uelermnm)l| 2 o B (4]

By combining Lemma 3.2 and setting A(n) = 6K = O (101;1%), we obtain the desired bound:

Theorem 4.2. For 2 <r < n, the adaptivity gap of Bernoulli stochastic probing with XOS objective under

. . 1
any prefiz-closed F with max |F| <r is Axos(n, ) = O <logr log‘)ign) .

Using the same lemma, we obtain an upper bound of O (10?1%) gn) for the binary-XOS objective. On the

other hand, the lower bound construction in [GNS17] demonstrates that there exists an instance of Bernoulli

logn
loglogn

stochastic probing with binary-XOS objective for which the adaptivity gap is €2 ( ) This example

shows that our adaptivity gap upper bound for the binary-XOS objective is tight up to a constant factor.
Therefore, we conclude the following:

Theorem 4.3. The adaptivity gap of Bernoulli stochastic probing with binary-XOS objective is © ( logign) .

The proof of Theorem 4.1 relies heavily on the results in Sections 3.2 and 3.3, using essentially the same
notation and algorithms. However, the analysis is significantly more technical and intricate.

4.1 Technical Inequalities

In this section, we introduce a technical function g(h,p) defined as

g(h,p) = p-exp(—0.1hp'/"),

where h € N and p € [0, 1]. For completeness, we define g(0, p) = p for p € [0,1]. This is a natural extension
since limy,_,o+ g(h,p) = p - exp(—0.1 - 0) = p. We now list some useful properties of g. Fix h € N;. Since
0.1p'/" < 0.1 < 1 for p < 1, we have:

99

6—p(h,p) = exp(—0.1hp*/")(1 = 0.1p'/") > 0. (4.1)

Furthermore,
i
op?

These equations show that, for fixed h, the function g is increasing and concave on [0, 1].

1
(h,p) = —0.1p*" L exp(—0.1np*/") <1 +3 - 0.1p1/h> <0. (4.2)
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The following result is analogous to Lemma 3.9, but with a more careful treatment when the proportion
of S is given by p. In fact, it is a stronger result (up to a constant in h when setting z, = 1), since

g(h,p) = pexp(fO.lhpl/h) = exp (h (logpl/h — O.lpl/h)) < exp(—0.1h),

where the inequality uses logz < 0.1(z — 1) for z = p*/* € (0,1]. The looseness of Lemma 3.9 for p < 27"
is evident, as the left-hand side is trivially bounded by p. The tightness of Lemma 4.4 when p = n= (") ig
what allows us to strengthen the main result from Theorem 3.3 to Theorem 4.1.

Lemma 4.4. Let S be a subset of leaves in the tree T. Suppose there exists a subset T of nodes in T, not
containing any leaves, and an integer h € N such that for every £ € S, |Ay NT| > h. Furthermore, assume
that each £ € S is assigned a weight x; € [0,1] such that Eeer, [T¢locs]) = p. Then,

E |x¢lycs- Pr [RﬂPgOT:@] < g(h,p).
Z(*‘ITT RN]PR

The proof follows the same strategy as in Lemma 3.9: we analyze separately the cases where the root
ro € T and ro ¢ T. For the former, we use a corresponding technical inequality (see Lemma B.1); for the
latter, the concavity in Eq. (4.2) suffices. The complete proof is deferred to Appendix B.

4.2 Proof for Theorem 4.1

We now present the improved proof of Theorem 3.3. Although this proof employs the same Definition 3.1,
Algorithm 1, and Lemma 3.5 as before, we refine the construction of the set T, choose a different parameter
K, and perform a more detailed analysis using conditional probability, which improves the adaptivity gap
by a loglogn factor.

To begin, we introduce a refined set T” for a fixed label By, which differs from the one defined in the
discussion before Lemma 3.8.

Fix a label By = (m;s;d;;ei;y5) € B. We consider all intervals I;(Bo) = [y;,y;-1), where 1 < j < | ]
and additionally yo := d1. Let J(By) be the set of all j such that d; € I;(By) for some 2 < i < m. We define
I(By) = UjéJ(Bo),léjSL%J I;(By). Therefore, d; ¢ I(By), for any 1 <1i < m.

Recall the definition of Imp(¢, By) in Eq. (3.2), S(By) = {fisaleaf of T : 3R, B({,R) = By} in Defini-
tion 3.2, and T'(By) as the union of all Imp(¢, By) for £ € S(By). For each label By € B, we define T"(By)
to be the set of nodes in T(By) whose depth lies in 1(By). Formally,

T'(Bo) = |J {u:uelmp(¢,By), depth of u € I(By)}.
£eS(By)

Clearly, T"(By) is a subset of T'(Byp), and every node in it has depth in I(By). Thus, we obtain:

Lemma 4.5. Fiz a label By € B. Define T'(By) as above. Then T'(By) does not contain any leaf of T,
and for every ¢ € S(By), there are at least (s — mK) active ancestors in T'(By).

Proof. Since T'(By) C T(By) and by Lemma 3.6, T'(By) contains no leaves. Furthermore, by Remark 3.7,
for any ¢ € S(By), the nodes in Imp(¢, By) whose depths lie in I(By) contribute at least (s — mK) active
ancestors. O

We now recall some consequences of the assumption that £ € S(By). From Lemma 3.4 (a), £ € Ly(By)
implies s = |4}|, and y; is the depth of the jK-th node of A} (counted from ¢).

By part (b) of the same lemma, for 2 < a < m, there exists a unique node v, = v,(¢) of depth d,,
representing e,, in PN L,(By) (see also Definition 3.2). Moreover, Lemma 3.4 (c) states that if B(¢, R) = By,
then ve (€) must be the ‘lowest’ active (i.e., in R) node in Py and satisfy the condition in Line 3 of Algorithm 1;
that is, there exists By € 9B of length a such that Pref,_1(By) = Pref,_1(Bg) and u € L,(B;) (here ‘lowest’
refers to the descendant-ancestor order in the tree and should not be confused with the notion of ‘depth’).

We now define an event on R, denoted D({, By), for each label By € B and each leaf £ € S(By) as
follows. The event D(¥¢, By) occurs if:
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e For every 2 <a <m, v,({) € R.
e For every node u € P, N (T(By) \ T'(By)), it holds that u ¢ R.

The following lemma summarizes key properties of the event D(¢, By) for fixed ¢ and By. In particular,
part (c) asserts that if we fix £ and group the labels with respect to certain technical conditions, then any
outcome R cannot satisfy two distinct D events in the same group simultaneously. This reflects the fact that
Vg (£) is the unique ‘lowest’ node meeting the condition in Line 3 of Algorithm 1, as mentioned above.

Lemma 4.6. Fiz a label By and a leaf ¢ € S(By). Define the event D({, By) as above. Then:

(a) The following event inclusion holds:

[B(Rﬂ Pg) = Bo] - D(é, Bo) n [Rﬁ P, ﬂT/(BQ) = @]

(b) The event D(¢, By) is independent of the event [RN P, NT'(By) = 0].
(c) Let |A)| = s, and fix a subset J C [[]]. Let B’ denote the set of all labels B" such that J(B') = J

and £ € S(B’). Then,
> Pr[D(,B)] < 1.

B'e®B’

Proof. Since we assume £ € S(By), the nodes v,(¢) (for 2 < a < m, where m is the length of By) are uniquely
determined by By. We work within a single path Py, so any two nodes in P, are in a descendant-ancestor
relation, and two nodes represent the same element if and only if they are identical. For clarity, we abbreviate
V4 (£) to v, though these nodes may differ with respect to different labels.

(a)

(b)

This inclusion follows directly from part (b) of Lemma 3.4 and from Lemma 3.8:

[B(RNP;) =By C | [RNPNT(By) =0l A J\ [va €R]|=D(tBo)N[RNP,NT(By) = 0].

2<a<lm

It is clear that D(¢, By) or [RNP,NT'(By) = (] are just conditions on certain nodes in Py being in R or
not. The nodes involved in D(¥¢, By) are either v4(¢), which is at depth d, ¢ I(By), or in T'(By)\T"(By),
hence disjoint from 7" (By). Therefore, nodes involved in D(¢, By) and [RNP,NT"(By) = 0] are disjoint.
Since different nodes in P, represents distinct elements, the two events are independent.

We show that the events D (¢, B’) for all B’ € 8B’ are mutually disjoint—that is, any outcome R can
satisfy at most one such event.

Suppose, for contradiction, that there exist two labels B!, B? € %8’ such that R € D(¢, BY)nD(¢, B?).
From Lemma 3.4(a), £ € S(B') N S(B?) implies ¢ € Ly (B') N L1(B?). Thus, in both labels, s = |4,
and y; is the depth of the jK-th node of A} (counted from £). We write B! = (m!;s;d};e};y;) and
B? = (m?;s;d?; €2, ;).

Let a > 2 be the first index such that el # €2 (note that el = €2 = 0, and we allow a = min{m*, m?} +
1). By Definition 3.2 and the assumption that ¢ € S(B') N S(B?), assume without loss of generality
that the corresponding node v} := vl(¢) € L,(B%) is an ancestor of v2 := v2({) € L,(B?), and v} # v?2
(if either node does not exist due to a = min{m?', m?} + 1, we define the non-existent one to be v}, a
virtual node).

Since e = e? forall 2 < i < a, it follows that v; = v?, and hence d} = d?. Consequently, Pref,_;(B') =
Pref,_1(B?). Furthermore, since B!, B2 € B, we have J(B') = J(B?) = J, so I(B') = I(B?), as all
y; values are equal.

Because d? ¢ I(B?) = I(B'), the node v?2 at depth d2 is not contained in 7"(B!). On the other hand,
the label Pref,(B?) (of length a) satisfies Pref,_;(Pref,(B?)) = Pref,_1(B') and v2 € P, N L,(B?).
Then v2 satisfies all conditions in the (a — 1)-th union in Eq. (3.2) for B!, since v?2 is a descendant of
v} (this still holds even when a = min{m?!, m?} + 1).

Thus, v2 € Imp(¢, B') C T(B'). Since v2 ¢ T'(B'), it follows that v € P, N (T(B') \ T'(B")), and
therefore v2 ¢ R because D({, B*) occurs. But this contradicts the assumption that D(¢, B?) occurs,
which would imply v2 € R.
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O

We now proceed with the proof of the main theorem Theorem 4.1. Intuitively, in Lemma 3.9 we ”con-
sume” the condition RN P, N T(By) = 0, yet the set T'(By) N Ay can be much larger than (s — mK). In
this proof, we only ”consume” the condition RN P, NT"(By) = 0 and instead employ Lemma 4.4 in place of
Lemma 3.9. By leveraging the concavity and monotonicity of g(h, -), we can combine conditional probabilities
to obtain the desired bound.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. First, using Lemma 3.5, we can express

Adap:= E [4)]= Y s E {RPI% [B({,R) = BO]} :
f(—ﬂ'ﬁr Bo=(m;s;*)€‘3 f(—ﬂ'T ~IR
where (m; s; *) denotes a sequence of the form (m;s;d;;e;;y;).
We split the sum over By = (m; s;*) € B into two cases: s > 2mK and s < 2mK. We bound the latter
case using Lemma 3.5:

> s Pr [B(,R)=By)|<2K > m E [Pr [B(Z,R):Bo]]

b7, R~PRr 0 R~Pr
Bo=(m;s;*x)€B Bo=(m;s;x)€B T
1<m<n,s<2mK

=2K+2K E {IE [m(&R)l]}

Z(*‘II'T R~PR

<2K+4+2K E { E [fxos(elt(RmP@))]] . (4.3)
l—m1 | R~PR

We denote the target quantity Nadp := Erery [Er~ps [fros(elt(R N Pp))]] .

Now, we aim to bound the remaining term where s > 2mK.

For each fixed label By = (m; s;*) with s > 2mK, we define T"(By) and S(By) as in the discussion pre-
ceding Lemma 4.5. Moreover, for each ¢ € S(By), we define x4 € [0, 1] to be the probability Prrp, [D (¢, By)]
that the event D(¢, By) occurs.

From Lemma 4.6 (a) and the definition of S(Bp), we have the inclusion of events:

[B(RNP;) =By S D, By)NRNP,NT =0]N [l € S(Boy)-

Taking expectations, we obtain:

E |: Pr [B(Z, R) = Bo]:| S E |:1€ES(B()) - Pr [D(g, Bo) N [R n P[ N T/ = 0]]:| .
€<—7r7— R~PR Zeﬂ"r R~PR

Furthermore, from Lemma 4.6 (b), for fixed By and ¢ € S(By), the event D(¢, By) is independent of [R N
P, NT" = 0]. Therefore,

E Pr [Bl,R)=DBy]|= E |z¢-1 - Pr RﬂPﬁT’:@].
Ly |:RN]P’R B, R) 0]} P { ¢ 2eS(Bo) R~Pr [ ¢ ]

This is exactly the form required by Lemma 4.4. Hence, using Lemma 4.5, we denote pp, := E¢r, [xg . 1Z€S(30)]
with h:= K | 5% | < s—mK (since s > 2mK), taking T = T"(By), S = S(By), we apply Lemma 4.4 to get:

s
P (B R) = Bol| <9 (K |55 | v, ) -
JE | B R = 51| <o (K 7] o
Let so := | 5% |. Now, we use the fact that the function g(h,p) is concave for fixed h > 1 and p € [0, 1], as
shown via Jensen’s inequality (see Eq. (4.2)). We then sum over all labels with a fixed sq (i.e., we sum over
all s such that 2Ksy < s < 2K (sg + 1) and m satisfying 1 < m < s¢), and define

2K (so+1)—1 2K (so+1)—1
Qsg = § E [pBo] = E E : ‘ E [xé]-ZeS(BO)]~
s=2Kso Bo=(m;s;x)EB s=2Kso Bo=(m;s;x)EB T
1<m<sgp 1<m<sp
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Furthermore, we denote by rs, the number of labels satisfying By = (m;s;*) € B with 1 <m < s¢ and
2Ksp < s < 2K(sp+ 1). We can bound 7, as follows.

There are at most so possibilities for m and 2K possibilities for s. For each m, s, there are at most
(n+1)™ x n™ x (n+ 1)%/K < (2n)?s/K possibilities for d;, e;,y;. Therefore,

o < 2K s0(2n)? K < (2n)?/ K < (an)hots,

Applying Jensen’s inequality, we obtain:

2K (so+1)—1 2K (so+1)—1 ¢
> > E | mmen-ms Y S gokom) < (sf 2.
b7 R~PR TSO
s=2Ksy Bo=(m;s;x)EB s=2Kso Bo=(m;s;*x)€B
1<m<sgp 1<m<sgp

(4.4)

dsg
Tsg Tso

1/(soK)
Note that the quantity rs,¢ (SOK, qs”) = @5, €XP (—0.130[( ( ) ) is an increasing function of

rs, for fixed ¢,,. Hence,

qSO 4s0+5 qso _ qSO %
Ts0g (SoK, 7’30) < (2n) 0oy (SoK, W’) = (s, €XpP (—O.ISOK (W’) ) . (4.5)
To bound ¢s,, we expand its definition:
qso = ) E [Lees(ny) Pr [D(E Bo)l] < E > [Lees(no) Pr [D(Z Bo)ll,
T R~Pr L7 R~Pr
Bo=(m;s;*)eB Bo=(x;s;%)€B
1<m<sg 250 K <s<2(so+1)K

250 K <s<2(so+1)K

where the last inequality follows by exchanging summation and relaxing the range of m.

For fixed ¢, note that ¢ € S(By) implies s = |A}| by Lemma 3.4 (a). Thus, if ¢ contributes to the above
sum, then 250K < |A4)] < 2(so +1)K.

Now we group all labels By = (x; s; %) and £ € S(By) with respect to J(By) C [[+]]. For a fixed group,
Lemma 4.6 (c) ensures that the sum of Pr[D(¢, By)] over all such labels By is at most 1.

Therefore,

40 = E Z [Lees(py) Pr [D(¢, Bo)]
bemr Bo=(m;s;*)€B E~Pr
250 K<s<2(sop+1)K
< max > > Pr[D(¢, By)]
280Kg1222|(7s:+1)1< JC[L 4] Bo:J(Bo)=J,teS5(Bo)
< 1 < 2%0th
- QSOKSSH<la2‘€§o+1)K Z -
IC[L#]]

Combining Eq. (4.4), Eq. (4.5), the monotonicity of g(soK,p) in p (from Lemma B.1), and the bound
s, < 225071 we get (for so > 1,n > 100):

2K (so+1)—1

2 2 E {REIER [B(¢, R) = BO]} < gs ©XP (0.150[( (@;m) °1K>

O
s=2Ksg BO:(m;s;*)E% T
1<m<sgp

< 220+ exp (—0.130Kn*10/K) .
Therefore, summing over all sy (when n is large enough and s > 2K):
+oo
> s,E { Pr [B((,R) = Bo]} < 3 2K(so+ 1) - 220+ exp(—0.1s0 K n 1K),

2. R~Pr
Bo=(m;s;*)€B T
1<m<r,s>2mK

80:1
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Since K = 50[1023%0;”] + 50, we have nl0/K = 25R" < 2555 — 10g1/% n < K/40 for sufficiently large
n. Hence,
+00 s
Z 2K (sg + 1) - 220t eXp(—O.lsOKn_w/K) < Z 2K (5o + 1) - 2250 exp(—4s0)
so=1 so=1
“+oo
<2K Y (s + 1) 220700 <9k
so=1

Combining this with Eq. (4.3) and the partition strategy of s > 2mK and s < 2mK, we conclude:

Adap

-2
2K

Adap < 2K + 2K - Nadp + 2K <= Nadp >

Thus, when Adap = E¢er, [|4)]] > 6K, it follows that Nadp > % -2> /zd;p. The result follows. [

5 Adaptivity Gap for Symmetric Norm
We first introduce the Bernoulli setting for monotone symmetric norms.

Definition 5.1 (Bernoulli Stochastic Probing with Symmetric Norm Objective). In this special case of the
Stochastic Probing problem, each random variable X; takes value ¢; € R>o with probability p;, and 0 with
probability 1 — p;, for all ¢ € U. Also, the objective function f is a monotone symmetric norm. Other
settings are the same as Definition 1.1.

It is important to emphasize that the definition here is slightly different from Definition 2.6 (in which the
Bernoulli random variable is 0/1). In Definition 5.1, the random variable may take values ¢; € R>q, which
is crucial for our analysis. The reason that we do not absorb ¢; into the objective function f, as doing so
would destroy the symmetry property of f.

Without loss of generality, we may assume that p;, ¢; > 0 for all i. We denote by f(S) (for S C U = [n])
the value f(v), where the n-dimensional vector v has its i-th coordinate equal to ¢; if i € S and 0 otherwise,
as we did in Definition 2.6.

Let Agym(n) denote the supremum of the adaptivity gap for Bernoulli stochastic probing with any sym-
metric norm objective and any prefiz-closed feasibility constraint F. We show in this section that the
adaptivity gap for this problem is bounded by a constant, namely, Agym(n) = O(1) (with an explicit upper
bound of 2050).

In the remainder of this section, we adopt the binary decision tree model and use the notation for active
ancestors Ay C P, and the random variable R ~ Pg introduced in Section 2.2. For simplicity, we write
f(Ay) instead of f(elt(Ay)), as our analysis here avoids the complicated method of changing the maximizer
leaf employed in Section 3 and Section 4.

In view of Lemma 2.2 (whose proof in Appendix A applies to this setting as well), by setting A = 4~% and
possibly incurring a factor of 2 loss in the adaptivity gap, we may assume that all elements are 4~ 4-small.
By scaling f by a constant, we normalize the optimal reward (the optimal binary decision tree denoted by
To) to

OPT = Adap(T, /) = E [f(A0)] = 1.
b7

Furthermore, we assume that f(1,0,0,---,0) = 1. Indeed, if f(1,0,0,---,0) = % > 0, we can simply
divide each ¢; by a and define a new function fi(v) = f(av) to replace f. This transformation preserves
the A-smallness, the adaptivity gap, and the value of OPT. Consequently, we have f(z,0,0,---,0) =
xf(1,0,0,---,0) = =z, which we denote by f(x). Now, for any internal node u € Ty, we round each
Cett(u) = f(Cert(u)) < 47% to the largest negative power of 4 strictly smaller than ce(u). After rounding, each
ceir(u) < 475, Using linearity of the norm objective, the final reward OPT is still at least 1/4.

Next, we modify the optimal decision tree 7y slightly into another decision tree 7 with some additional
requirements, as in the following lemma.
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Lemma 5.1. There exists a decision tree T satisfying the following requirements:

1. FEach root-leaf path is a subsequence of some root-leaf path in Ty. Thus, the corresponding element
sequence satisfies the feasibility constraint F;

2. For any leaf L € T, f(Ap) < 2;
5. Beenr [F(AD] 2 1/8.

Proof. In the original adaptive strategy, the algorithm starts at the root of 7g, follows the decision tree
based on the probing outcomes, and eventually terminates at a leaf ¢, obtaining the set A,. In our modified
strategy, the algorithm still follows Ty, but before probing any node wu, it checks whether A, (the set of
active ancestors of u) satisfies f(A,) > 1. If it does, the algorithm terminates at node u. Looking into the
decision tree model, the new decision tree T is obtained by replacing, for each node w in T where f(A,) > 1
but f(A,) < 1 (v is the parent of u), the entire subtree T, rooted at u with a single leaf u. Clearly, no
termination signs in the new strategy have an ancestor-descendant relationship in 7.

We now argue that the reward for the new decision tree is at least 1/8. To see this, consider any
execution of the new strategy terminating at a node u in the original tree 7. By the subsequence property
(see the formal definition in Lemma A.1; the precise statement is not critical for understanding), the expected
additional reward after u is at most 1; otherwise, a better adaptive strategy could be constructed by first
following the tree to w and then applying the adaptive strategy at the subtree 7,. Formally, if w7, denotes
the original distribution of leaves w7 conditioned on ¢ € T, then

24771'7*“’
Hence, when f(A,) > 1, by subadditivity we have

€<—7r7—u €<_7T7'u

When f(A,) < 1, then v must be a leaf in the original tree, and we have

L1,

Now, we take expectation with respect to the leaf distribution u < w7 (note that now u is a leaf in m7), we
obtain

OPT,= E E [f(A)]<2 E [f(AJ)],
US—TOT L—T07, U—TTT
hence Ey«r,[f(Ay)] > OPT,/2 > 1/8.
Moreover, in the new tree T, we have f(A,) < 2 for every leaf u. To see this, let v be the parent of .
Then,
f(Au) < f(Av) + f(u) <1+ Celt(u) <1+ 4_5 < 27

where we have used the fact that after rounding, each ceje(n) < 475 for any internal node u € T C Tg. O

By the above lemma, it suffices to lower bound the non-adaptive reward Nadp(7, f) for the modified
decision tree T, using the natural non-adaptive strategy ALGPATH discussed in Section 2.2.

For each internal node u € T, if ce(u) = 47 we place u into a set Qy, and refer to u as being in class k.
Note that no leaf is included in any Qy, as leaves do not represent any elements. Recall that after rounding,
Celt(u) < 475 for each internal node v € 7. Therefore, in the current tree, only classes Q) with k > 5 are
nonempty.

For each leaf ¢, let Dy C A, be the union of the sets A, N Qy for all & > 5 satisfying the condition
| Ay N Qp| > 2%, Thus, since each node is in exactly one Qy, we have the following relation:

D, = U  Amnewanbe= () AnQs
k‘lA[ﬂQk|Z2k k>5
[AeNQy|<2"
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Thus, the contribution from A,\ D, to the optimal reward is small, leaving a remaining contribution that is
at least a constant:

Zf;w[f(Ae N Dy)] > ZEFT[f(Ae) — f(A\Dy)]
= zErT[f(AZ)] - ZETT[f(Az\Dé)]
£ E U~ E Z2kf(4"“)]
T e | s
—1/8—1/16 = 1/16. (5.1)

Note that the inequality marked (*) uses the fact that f is subadditive and symmetric. This bound implies
that for each ¢, we need only consider the classes in which a sufficiently large number of nodes in A, appear.
Now, we introduce a technical definition.

Definition 5.2. For each k > 5, we call a leaf £ a k-bad leaf if |4, N Q| > 2*, but the following holds:

1
§ Pe= E [[RNPNQk|] < <|ArN Q4
R~Pg 8
eEeIt(PgﬂQk)

Intuitively, a k-bad leaf is one for which the non-adaptive algorithm is unlikely to achieve a comparable
reward from class Q. However, we are able to show that the proportion of k-bad leaves (with respect to
the distribution m7) is small. The following lemma, whose proof is analogous to those of Lemma 3.9 and
Lemma 4.4 (by induction on the height of the tree), establishes this bound.

Lemma 5.2. Let S be a subset of leaves in the tree T, and let T C T be a subset of nodes that does not
include any leaf. Suppose that for every ¢ € S, the number of active ancestors of £ in T is at least h, i.e.,
|A¢NT| > h. Furthermore, assume there exists a real number ¢ € R such that for every £ € S, the following
inequality holds:
ANT| =8 > peta.
ecelt(P,NT)

Then, the following bound holds:
Pr (e S < e h—a,
b7
Proof. We prove the claim by induction on the height of 7.

When the height of 7 is 1, h = 0,q < 0, since T' does not contain any leaf. Hence, the base case is
trivial. Assume now that the claim holds for trees of smaller height. For the current tree 7, let 7; and
T2 denote the subtrees corresponding to the Yes and No arcs from the root rg, respectively. Let A be the
probability that the root is active (if ro has only one child, we set A = 0 or 1 accordingly). Then, the path
distribution 77 assigns probability A to the Yes subtree 73 and 1 — A to the No subtree 73. Conditioning
on the Yes subtree (No subtree resp.), 77 has the same distribution of leaves as in wr; (77, resp.). Denote
Procrp, [eS]=u and Procrrp [¢ € S] = v. Then, we have Proe . [¢ € S] = Au+ (1 — M.

We now consider two cases.

Case 1. 10 ¢ T.

In this case, the two subtrees inherit essentially the same conditions (h,q) as the original tree because
7o ¢ T. Thus, by the induction hypothesis, u,v < e~"79, so that Prp . [{ € S] = M+ (1 — N)v < e h79,

Case 2. g€ T.
In this case, for leaves ¢ in S N Ty, there are at least h — 1 active ancestors in T'N 7;. We denote

P} = P\{ro} and A, = A/\{ro} for £ € SNT;. Then, for £ € SN Ty,

ApNT|>8 > pe+8i-1+g.
ecelt(P;NT)
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Applying the induction hypothesis on 77, we deduce u < e~"*+2=8A=4_ Similarly, for the No subtree, every
leaf has at least h active ancestors in T'N 73, and

AyNT|>8 > pet+8i+q.

e€elt(P;NT)

By the induction hypothesis on 73, we obtain v < e~»~8)~9, Combining these estimates and applying Fact 2
to the inequality marked (x), we have

)
, PrteS=M+(1-Nv<e 8. (N2 4+ (1)) <e h 978, (@D L omh—a,
T
which completes the proof. O
Thus, for each k > 5, if we take the set of k-bad leaves as S and the nodes in class k as T = @y, then
by choosing h = 2* and ¢ = 0, the proportion of k-bad leaves is at most e=2". For each £, let

Ge = U (Aéka)-

¢ is a k-bad leaf

Note that for any leaf ¢, since f is monotone, f(Gy) < f(As) < 2. Therefore,

“+o0 —+o0 “+o0
G <2 Pr |G <9 Pr [(is a k-bad leafl <2y 272" <2 9-27-k < 9-30 (59
K(_IE;TT[f( 0)] < e<—£7[ ¢ #0] < kzzsé‘_f”[ is a k-bad leaf] < kZ:5 < ;25 < (5.2)

We now state the following lemma, which shows that if £ is not a k-bad leaf, then we can always obtain
comparable non-adaptive reward.

Lemma 5.3. For any fixed leaf ¢, we have that

E [f(RNP,NDy)]>

Rk 2 6i4f((Az N Do)\G).

Proof. For each k > 5 such that by, := |4 N Qx| > 2% and ¢ is not a k-bad leaf, we include such % in a set
K; C N. For each k € K, consider the probability over R that |[RN P, NQy| is at least by x/32. Observe that
|RNP;NQg| is the sum of tyx = |[P,NQk| > by Bernoulli random variables Y7, ---, Y}, , each corresponding
to an element in elt(P; N Q). Since E[Y:2% Y;] = E[|[RN Py N Qk|] > bei/8 (as £ is not a k-bad leaf), the
Chernoff bound (see Fact 2.1) with e = 3/4 implies that

tek

ok bk
Vv < < _bk ) < _2
200 ]—QXP( 16>—6Xp< 16

By the union bound, the probability that there exists such a k is at most 21?;5 exp (—2k_4) < % Therefore,
we have that

Pr

be.k
32

) < oxp (—2Y).

be ke
327

Vk:ng}z .

]i’%r|:|RﬁPgﬂQk‘ >

N |

Next, we observe that

(AeNDO\Ge = | (AN Qu).

keK,

Since this set is a subset of P, and each node represents a distinct element, its corresponding vector has
exactly by copies of 47% for each k € K,. By the symmetry and subadditivity of f, the f-value of this
vector is at most 32 times the f-value of a vector with [bs1/32] copies of 47%. We have shown that, with
probability at least 1/2, |[RN Py N Qk| > [ber/32] for every k € K. For such R, it follows that

1
f(R NP N Dz) > @f((Ag n Dg)\Gg)
Averaging over all R (and using the fact that f > 0), the lemma follows. O
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Finally, we are in a position to lower bound Nadp(7, f) by a constant.

Theorem 5.4. The adaptivity gap for Bernoulli Stochastic Probing with Symmetric Norm Objective is
o(1).

Proof. By Lemma 5.3, Eq. (5.1) and Eq. (5.2), we have

Nadp(T, f) =

v

v

—_

> — ! > L .
— 1024 64-230 — 1025
This completes the proof, as the original OPT = 1. O

6 Generalization to non-Bernoulli Case and Other Objectives

In this section, we generalize our results on Bernoulli Stochastic Probing to general random variables based
on the previous results for Bernoulli variables.

We state the following three theorems, where n denotes the cardinality of the ground set, and 2 <r <n
denotes an upper bound for the maximal length of a sequence in F (the same as in Section 3.1). Recall the
adaptivity gap functions Axos(n,7) and Agym(n) for the two Bernoulli settings defined in Definition 2.6 and
Definition 5.1.

Theorem 6.1 ([GNS17]). The adaptivity gap for Bernoulli stochastic probing with any subadditive objective
under any prefix-closed F with max |F| <71 is O(Axos(n,7)logn).

Theorem 6.2. The adaptivity gap for stochastic probing with any monotone norm under any prefix-closed
F with max |F| <71 is O(Axos(nlog8r,rlog8r)).
€

Theorem 6.3. The adaptivity gap for stochastic probing with monotone symmetric norm is O(Asym(nlog 8n)).

The first theorem is a direct consequence of the relationship between (monotone, normalized) subadditive
objectives and XOS functions, and already appear informally in [GNS17]. The proofs of the other two
theorems are very similar to the classical methods in [Sin18] but in slightly different settings. All three
proofs are deferred to Appendix C.

Combining the three theorems with the upper bounds of adaptivity gap for Bernoulli settings: Theo-
rem 4.2 and Theorem 5.4, we obtain the promised results for general random variables, subadditive objectives
and monotone symmetric norms.

Corollary 6.4. For 2 < r < n, the adaptivity gap for Bernoulli stochastic probing with any subadditive
objective under any prefiz-closed F with 1}1&}( |F| < r is upper bounded by
€

1 2
O log;rM = O(log® n).
loglogn

Corollary 6.5. For 2 < r < n, the adaptivity gap for stochastic probing with any monotone norm under
any prefix-closed F with max |F| < r is upper bounded by
€

O | log TM .
loglogn

Corollary 6.6. The adaptivity gap for stochastic probing with monotone symmetric norm is O(1).
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7 Conclusion and Future Directions

In this paper, we investigated the stochastic probing problem under a general monotone norm and subadditive
objectives. First, we resolved a central open problem posed in [GNS17, KMS24] by establishing that the
adaptivity gap for stochastic probing with general monotone norms is bounded by O(log2 n), which can be

further refined to O(logr . log’i gn) where 7 is the maximum number of elements that can be probed under

the feasibility constraint. As a by-product, we obtain an asymptotically tight adaptivity gap @(bg’lgo gn) for

Bernoulli stochastic probing with binary-XOS objectives. We also derived an O(log3 n) upper bound for
Bernoulli stochastic probing with general subadditive objectives. Second, for the special case of monotone
symmetric norms, we prove that the adaptivity gap is O(1) (in fact, bounded by 2050), answering an open
question raised in [PRS23] and improving upon their O(logn) bound.

Several intriguing open questions remain. Notably, while our upper bound for general monotone norms

logn
loglogn

requires deeper understanding of the non-binary weight vectors in the XOS representation of the objective
function f, representing an important direction for future research. In addition, refining the constant for
monotone symmetric norms to obtain a tight bound remains an appealing challenge. Finally, extending our
techniques to more general stochastic optimization settings and further exploring algorithmic applications
of our insight in stochastic combinatorial optimization remain interesting further directions.

shows an O(logr) gap compared to the best known lower bound of Q( ), bridging this gap likely
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Appendix

A Basic Lemmas for Stochastic Probing

In this section, we introduce several key tools for analyzing the general stochastic probing problem, as defined
in Definition 1.1. The lemmas and proofs here closely resemble those in [GNS17]. However, unlike [GNS17],
which focuses on the case where all random variables X; follow Bernoulli distributions, we extend the analysis
to handle multi-valued random variables and present the arguments using our own notation. These results
play an important role in the proof of Lemma 2.2 and are also applied in Appendix C (i.e., the arguments
given in Section 6).

Throughout this section, we only assume that the objective function f satisfies the standard properties
of being normalized, monotone, and subadditive, as described in conditions (1), (2), and (3) of Definition 2.1.
We also assume that the feasibility constraint is prefiz-closed. In our model, the random variables X; are
allowed to take on multiple values. Let OPT denote the expected reward achieved by the optimal adaptive
strategy.

Definition A.1 (A-large (small) outcomes and variables). For any A > 0, we call an outcome z; of X; A-large
if and only if f(0,0,---,0,2;,0,0,---,0) > A-OPT, and A-small otherwise. If every possible outcome of X;
is A-large (or A-small), then we say that X; is a A-large (or A-small) variable.

Definition A.2 (M-large decomposition). For any A > 0 and any coordinate i € [n], define the random
variable Y; ) by

X;, if X; is a A-large outcome,
Yix= .
0, otherwise.

Similarly, define Z; » by replacing “large” with “small” in the above definition.

We begin by proving a subsequence property, which is analogous to the subtree property in [GNS17,
Assumption 5.3]. In adaptive strategies, the decision of which element to probe next can depend on the
outcomes observed so far. Suppose that during the execution of an adaptive strategy we have already
probed a sequence P; € F (recall that F is prefix-closed) and obtained the outcome Xp, (that is, the n-
dimensional vector whose ith coordinate equals X; if ¢ € P; and 0 otherwise). Then, the remaining probing
process produces a distribution of final outcomes, which we denote by Dp,. For any Xp < Dp,, the difference
Xp — Xp, represents the outcomes obtained after probing P;.

Lemma A.1 (Subsequence Property). For any adaptive strategy and any sequence Py € F probed during
its execution, we have

E_ [f(Xp—Xp)] < OPT.

Xp(—'Dpl

Proof. Consider an alternative adaptive strategy that first probes the sequence P; € F and receives X p,, and
then follows the original adaptive strategy. Since the overall strategy still satisfies the feasibility constraint,
its expected reward is at least Ex,« p, [f(Xp)]. By the monotonicity of f, we have f(Xp) > f(Xp — Xp,),
so that the expected reward is at least Ex,«p, [f(Xp — Xp,)]. Since OPT is the reward of the optimal
adaptive strategy, the claim follows. O

For any probed sequence P C U = [n], the A-large decomposition of Xp is given by Xp = Yp\ + Zp,
where Yp , and Zp ), consist of the outcomes Y; x and Z; », respectively, for each coordinate i € P (with
coordinates for ¢ ¢ P set to 0).

Lemma A.2. Assume that the adaptive strategy is optimal. If E[f(Yp )] > OPT/2, then there exists a

non-adaptive algorithm whose expected reward is at least %.

Proof. We begin by constructing an intermediate strategy derived from the optimal adaptive strategy. This
new strategy stops probing as soon as it encounters a A-large outcome. Let OPT’ denote the expected reward
from the (at most one) A-large outcome under this strategy. Let OPT( be the expected contribution from
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any additional A\-large outcomes that would be probed in the original optimal strategy after the first one is
found.

By construction, every A-large outcome seen in any execution of the optimal strategy is either the first
such outcome (counted in OPT’), or a later one (counted in OPTy). Since the objective f is subadditive, we
have: OPT' 4+ OPTy > E[f(Yp,)] > OPT/2.

Next, consider one execution of this intermediate strategy. There are two cases:

Case 1. The strategy encounters a A-large outcome and terminates. By definition of A-large, this outcome
has f-value at least A - OPT. Now imagine continuing to probe as in the original optimal strategy. By the
subsequence property (Lemma A.1), the expected total reward of these further probes is at most OPT. Thus,
the expected value contributed by any additional A-large outcomes is also at most OPT by monotonicity.

Case 2. The strategy finds no A-large outcome and continues to the end. In this case, the expected
contribution by further A-large outcomes is zero.

Thus, in either case, the intermediate strategy achieves at least a A fraction of the expected value
contributed by later A-large outcomes in the original strategy. Taking expectation over all executions gives:
A-OPTy < OPT'. Combining with OPT" + OPTy > OPT/2, we derive OPT’ > %.

Now, we construct a non-adaptive strategy that matches the reward of the intermediate adaptive strategy.
This strategy simulates the behavior of the original optimal strategy. Whenever the adaptive strategy
probes an element, the non-adaptive strategy samples an element by itself from the same known distribution
conditioned on the outcome being A-small. It then probes the same element as the adaptive strategy does
upon receiving this (unreal) conditioned outcome sampled by the non-adaptive strategy itself.

This strategy is clearly feasible and non-adaptive. We show, by induction on the height of the decision
tree for the intermediate strategy, that it achieves at least the same expected reward as the intermediate
strategy.

The base case is trivial when the decision tree is of height 1 (the outcome of the probed element has same
distribution in both strategies). For the general case, suppose the root element gives a A-large outcome with
probability p, and a A-small outcome with probability 1 — p. The intermediate strategy achieves expected
reward A and terminates with probability p, and with probability 1 — p, continues probing based on the
received A-small outcome, say distributed with probabilities {¢;} (so that }_¢; =1 —p).

For the non-adaptive strategy, it occurs with probability p (independent of the strategy) that the first
probe gives a A-large outcome. Under this condition, by monotonicity, the expected reward is at least the f
value of only the A-large outcome for the first probe, which is exactly A.

There is also another 1 — p probability (independent of the strategy) that the first probe gives a A-small
outcome. Hence, conditioning on such event, the probability that the strategy chooses the i-th element to
probe is exactly ¢;/(>_ ¢;) x (1 — p) = ¢;, the same as the probability of the intermediate adaptive strategy
chooses the i-th element to probe. Hence, we use induction on the sub-execution of both strategies. Together
with the p probability discussed above, we conclude that the reward of the non-adaptive strategy is at least
that of the intermediate strategy.

Hence, the non-adaptive strategy achieves expected reward at least OPT’ > %, as desired. O

We now present the proof of Lemma 2.2.

Proof. Note that the Bernoulli settings for XOS, subadditive, and binary-XOS objectives described in Def-

inition 2.6, as well as the Bernoulli setting for symmetric norm objectives in Definition 5.1, can both be

understood as cases where the random variables X; take values in the set {0, ¢;} for some fixed constant c;.
By applying Lemma A.2, either the adaptivity gap is at most 2(1 + 1/)), or we are in the case where

E[f(Zpa)] = E[f(Xp)] — E[f(Yp)] =2 OPT — OPT/2 = OPT/2,

which follows from the subadditivity of f.

In this second case, we analyze the adaptivity gap under the modified random variables Z; 5. Since for
each coordinate Xp > Zp ), the best non-adaptive strategy on Zp » cannot outperform the best non-adaptive
strategy on Xp. Therefore, the adaptivity gap for the Z; \ variables is at most twice the original gap.

Moreover, since the optimal reward is at least E[f(Zp,x)] > OPT/2, the random variables Zp 5 can be
considered 2A-small. The final result then follows by substituting A with 2. O
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B Missing Proof of Lemma 4.4

This section provides the whole proof for Lemma 4.4. Recall the function g(h,p) = p - exp(—O.lhp%) where
h € Ny, and p € [0,1]. Additionally, we define ¢g(0,p) = p, where p € [0,1]. Eq. (4.1) and Eq. (4.2) shows
that ¢ is increasing and concave on [0, 1] when fixing h € N.

We first prove the following technical inequality lemma.

Lemma B.1. For any reals p,q, A € [0, 1], positive integer h > 1, the following inequality holds:
g(h, Ap+ (1= A)g) = (1 = M[Ag(h —1,p) + (1 = N)g(h, g)]. (B.1)

Proof. The idea is that, first we use concavity of function g(h,-) as well as the slackness in the coefficient
(say, the coefficient (1 — A) outside the squared brackets in Eq. (B.1)) to rule out most of the non-tight case.
The remaining possibility indicates that A is relatively small, and p is larger than a constant multiple of q.
In such case, we directly use the derivative of g(h,-) to approximate g(h, Ap + (1 — A)q) — g(h, q). In either
case, we need to upper bound g(h — 1,p) by g(h,-) using the so-called Young’s inequality bellow:

Fact 1 (Young’s Inequality, see [Youl2]). If a,b > 0 are non-negative real numbers, and x,y > 1 are real
numbers such that 1 + % =1, then ab < a”/x 4+ bY /y.

The inequality can be equivalently stated in another form, by substituting x = ”:”7 y = “;"”,

a <+ a T b+ btV if a,b > 0, and u,v > 0, then (u+ v)(ab)ﬁ < uav +vbv.
We may also use the following two fundamental inequalities related to the natural logarithm e.

and

Fact 2. e >z + 1,Vz € R. (14 1) <e,Vz € R;.
Now we treat the following two cases respectively, as mentioned ahead.
Case 1. (0.2 —1.2\)p < (1 — X\)g.

By Young’s inequality (Fact 1), (h — l)pﬁ +1 > hp# for h > 2. Then, for such h > 2
g(h—1,p) =pexp(—0.1(h — l)pﬁ) < pexp(f().lhp% +0.1)<1.2 exp(fO.lhp%) = 1.2g(h, p).

Note that the above also holds for A = 1, as the first inequality 0 < 0.1 — 0.1p still holds for p € [0, 1].
Now we utilize the property that g(h,-) is a concave function, and g(h,0) = 0 for h € N,. Then the
following holds for any real a,b > 0 satisfying a + b < 1:

ag(h,p) + bg(h, q) = ag(h,p) + bg(h,q) + (1 —a — b)g(h,0) < g(h,ap + bg+ (1 —a = b) - 0) = g(h, ap + bq).
Taking a = 1.2A(1 = X), b= (1—X)2, a+b= (1 — A\)(1+0.2X) < (1 —A)(1+ ) < 1 in the above inequality,
(1=X)[Ag(h—1,p) + (1 = Ng(h, )] < 1.2A(1 = N)g(h,p) + (1 = X)?g(h, q)
< g(h,1.2X(1 = N)p + (1 — N)?q)

=g(h,Ap+ (1 = N)g+ N[(0.2—1.2X))p — (1 — N)q])
< g(h, Ap+ (1= N)g),

where the last inequality uses the monotonicity of g(h,-) and the condition given in this case.
Case 2. (0.2 —-1.2X\)p> (1 —N)g.

Note that the condition already implies 0.2 — 1.2\ > 0, or A < %, and p > ﬁq > 5q > 0. We see that

Ap+ (1 —=XN)g>(1+4N)g>q, as well as Ap+ (1 — A)g < (0.2 — 0.2)\)p < 0.2p. Putting together,

g<Ap+(1—-XNg<0.2p. (B.2)
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Since g(h, ) is concave when we fix h, the partial derivative %Z(h’ -) with respect to the second variable is

monotonically decreasing. In the following, we use ¢’(-) to denote the partial derivative %i(h’ -). Therefore,

Ap+(1-N)g
g(h, Ap+ (1 = N)g) — g(h,q) = / g'(h,x)dx > Xp — q)g'(h, Ap 4 (1 = N)q).

Thus, by dividing A in the target inequality Eq. (B.1), we only need to prove that
(P =a)g' (h, Ap+ (1= N)g) + (2= Ng(h,q) = (1 = N)g(h — 1,p).
For clarity, we denote Ap + (1 — A\)q = r. Using the derivative formula in Eq. (4.1), we have
g (h,r) = exp(—O.lhr%)(l - O.lr%) > exp(—0.1hr7 ) exp(—0.2r7) = exp(—0.1(h + 2)r%),

where the first inequality uses a small inequality that 1 — z > exp(—2x), when z = 0.1r% € [0,0.1]. One
can check that it indeed holds since €?* > 1 4 22 > ﬁ, for x < % Therefore, the target inequality can be
relaxed further to be

(p— q) exp(—0.1(h + 2)r%) + (2 = N)g(h,q) > (1 — N)g(h — 1,p). (B.3)

Now we bound the right-hand side. Similar as in the previous case, we use Young’s inequality (Fact 1) and
obtain for h > 2 (using the implicit fact that p > 0 mentioned in the first line in the current case),

h 1
1 r 1 h+2 r 1 h+2 (r\*" 1
h—1)pr= 22> (h—1)pr= — =) = >hp* ) =(h+2)rr
( )p 1+€p*( )p 1+<h)pph>< h (p) (h+2)rn,

. . . . . . . . . . _ h
where the first inequality is given by the second inequality in Fact 2 together with the substitution » = 3.

In the following, we still need another small inequality that exp(0.1e?z) < 1 + z,V2 < 0.2. One can

also check it indeed holds since exp(—0.1e2z) > exp(—0.8z) > 1 — 0.8z > 1-%907 for z < 0.2. Therefore, by

Eq. (B.2), taking x = % = w < 0.2 in the above inequality, we obtain for h > 2:

g(h—1,p) =pexp(—0.1(h — 1)pﬁ) < pexp (—0.1(h + 2)7‘% + 0.162;>

< pexp (~0.1(h +2)rF) <1 + ;)
= (L+Np+ (1= V) exp (<0.1(h + 27} ).

Note that the above also holds for h = 1, as the first inequality 0 < —0.3r + 0.1622 = (0.1e% — O.3p)% still
holds for p € [0,1]. Thus, in either case, the right-hand side of Eq. (B.3) can be upper bounded as:

(1 — /\)g(h - 1,p) < ((1 — )\2)p+ (1 — /\)2(]) exp (—O.l(h + 2)7"%) < (p + (1 _ )\)q) exp (—0.1(h n 2)7“%) .
Plugging in the upper bound above in Eq. (B.3) and dividing 2 — A in both sides, we are left to prove
g(h,q) > qexp (—0.1(h + 2)7%) .

By expressing g(h,q) by definition and using the monotonicity of exp(-), such inequality is equivalent to
hqn < (h+ 2)r%. But this is obvious, as we've already mentioned in Eq. (B.2) that r = Ap+ (1 — A\)g > ¢,
Thus, hq% < hri < (h+ 2)7”%7 as desired. O

Now we prove Lemma 4.4. Recall the setting as follows: S is a subset of leaves in the tree 7. There is
a subset T' of nodes in T, not containing any leaf of 7. There exists an integer h € N, such that for each
e S, |A;NT| > h. Moreover, each ¢ € S is assigned a real weight z,; € [0,1], we denote E¢er, [Telrcs] = p.
We need to prove the following inequality:

E |x¢lecs- Pr [RﬂPgﬂT:@] Sg(h,p).
R~Pgr

b7
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Proof of Lemma 4.4. First, the result is trivially true for h = 0, since

E |2elees Pr [RNPNT =0]| < E [zlees]=p=g(0,p).
b1 R~Pr l—mrr
Therefore, we may assume h > 1 for the rest of the proof. We proceed by induction on the height of T .
When the height of 7 is 1, then h can only be 0, since T" does not contain any leaf. Hence, the base
case is already covered. Assume the statement holds for trees of height less than that of 7. Let the root of
T be rg. Let 71 and 75 be the subtrees rooted at the Yes and No children of rq, respectively. Denote the
probability for the root to be active is A € [0, 1] (note that we can also handle the case where 7y has only one
child by setting A = 0 or 1). It is clear that the path distribution 77 is A probability to Yes subtree 77 and
1 — X to No subtree 73, then preserves the distribution given by 71, and 7r,. Denote E¢err, [2elocs] = u,
and E¢«rr, [z¢1lees] = v. Then Eper, [Teloes] =p = Au+ (1 — A)v.
Now we treat the following two cases respectively, as in Lemma 3.9.
Let By := Etenp, [Telees - Prrapg [ROPNT = 0]], B2 := Etcny, [Telies - Prrapy, [ROPNT = 0]].

Case 1. rg € T.

In this case, for leaves £ in S N 77, there are at least h — 1 active ancestors of it inside TN T;. More-
over, we denote the corresponding root-leaf path in 77 or 7z as P, = P,\{ro}, then the corresponding
relation Prrp, [RNP,NT = 0] = (1—X) Prrp, [RN P, NT = (0] holds, as the root r¢ has an independent
probability of 1 — X to be active. Therefore, by the induction hypothesis on 77, we obtain:

Ei=(01-)\) E [:r41Z€S~RPN’]1I; [RﬁPéﬂTZ@]]<(1—)\)g(h—17u).

f(—ﬂ'Tl

Similarly, for the No subtree, each leaf has at least h active ancestors inside 7' N T3, since the root is not an
active ancestor for leaves in the No subtree. Hence,

Egz(l—)\) E [melgeS.REIgR [RﬂPgﬁT:(Z)]:| < (1—)\)g(h,1})

Z(—‘IT'TQ

Putting together,

, E |ze¢lees - REHE [RNP,NT = (Z)]} =AE1+ (1= NE; < (1= X)[Aglh—1,u) 4+ (1 = N)g(h,v)].

Since h > 1, and u,v, A € [0,1] being expectation of a random variable in [0, 1], we use Lemma B.1 and
concludes:

(1 =NPAg(h =1 u) + (1= Ng(h, v)] < g(h, Au+ (1 = A)v) = g(h, p)-
Case 2. 10 ¢ T.

In this case, for leaves ¢ in both subtrees S N 77 and S N 7Tz, there are at least h active ancestors of
it inside TN 77 and T N Ty, since 7o ¢ T. Moreover, we denote the corresponding root-leaf path in 7; or
T3 as P; = P;\{ro}, then the corresponding relation Prg.p, [RN P NT =0] = Prrp, [RNP,NT = 0]
holds, as the root rg ¢ T. Therefore, by the induction hypothesis on 71 and Tz, we obtain E; < g(h,u) and
Es < g(h,v). Putting together,

E |zlees- Pr [RNP,NT =0 =AE; + (1 — XN)E2 < Ag(h,u) + (1 — N)g(h,v)
é(—TrT R~PR

< g(h Au+ (1= N)v) = g(h,p),

where the last inequality uses the concavity of g(h,-) as in Eq. (4.2). O
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C Missing Proof for Section 6

Recall that n represents the size of the ground set, and r is an upper bound on the length of a sequence in
F. We first present the proof of Theorem 6.1, the idea has already appeared implicitly in [GNS17].

Proof of Theorem 6.1. We consider the Bernoulli setting with a subadditive objective function f : 2V —
R>o. It is a known result that any monotone and normalized (f(0) = 0) subadditive set function can be
approximated within a factor of log|U| = O(logn) by an XOS function [DFF21, BR11]. Consequently, the
adaptivity gap for Bernoulli Stochastic Probing with Subadditive Objective is O(Axos(n,r)logn). O

For the remaining two theorems, both settings require that the objective f is a monotone norm.
At the same time, we consider general random variables. We define f(z;) = f(0,0,...,0,2;,0,...,0)
and likewise treat f(X;) as the corresponding random variable. Since f is a norm, we can assume that
£(0,0,...,0,1,0,...,0) > 0, since otherwise f(z;) = 0 for any x;. Then, we can remove the element from U
and modify the norm accordingly by inserting a zero placeholder at the corresponding position.

We first establish the following lemma.

Lemma C.1. Suppose the adaptivity gap for general random variables X; and a monotone norm objective
f under a feasibility constraint F is A > 1, provided that each X; takes value either O or in a geometric
progression of ratio 2 and length at most log4dr. Then, the adaptivity gap for general random variables with
the same f and F is at most 8A.

Proof. By appropriately scaling the objective f, we may assume without loss of generality that the optimal
adaptive reward is OPT = 1 in both cases. As explained in Section 1.3.1, we apply the 1-large decomposition
introduced in Definition A.2: Xp = Yp1 + Zp;. Under the optimal adaptive strategy. If E[f(Yp1)] > 1/2,
Lemma A.2 implies an adaptivity gap of at most 4. Otherwise, we consider the 1-small random variables
Zp1. Since the original optimal strategy ensures E[f(Zp1)] > 1/2, and the non-adaptive strategy cannot
exceed this value due to monotonicity, the adaptivity gap for the original variables is at most twice that for
Zp1. Reusing the notation, we assume that the current random variables X; satisfy f(X;) < 1.

We can further simplify X; by setting H; = X; if f(X;) < 1/(4r) and H; = 0 otherwise. This gives
E[f(Hp)] <r-1/(4r) <1/4. Thus, replacing X; with H; reduces the expected adaptive reward by at most
1/4, and the non-adaptive reward does not increase. So, the adaptivity gap increases by at most a factor of
2. Now, all f(X;) are either zero or within [1/(4r), 1], and the optimal reward is at least 1/4.

Furthermore, for any possible outcome x; of X;, we scale x; by a suitable constant 6 € [1/2,1] to make
f(0x;) = 0f(x;) the maximum negative power of 2 strictly below the original f(z;). Now, each f(X;) can
take at most log 8r possible values, namely 0 and negative powers of 2 contained in the interval [1/(4r),1/2].
Due to the homogeneity of the norm f, it follows that X; itself assumes 0 or values in a geometric progression
of ratio 2 and length at most log 4r (note that we are using f(0,0,...,0,1,0,...,0) > 0). Again, the adaptive
reward decreases by at most a factor of 2 by monotonicity, and the non-adaptive reward does not increase.
Thus, the adaptivity gap increases by another factor of 2.

Combining the three reductions, the adaptivity gap increases by at most a factor of 8. O

By incurring only a constant factor loss in the approximation, we may now assume that all X; satisfy
the condition of Lemma C.1. We can represent the optimal adaptive strategy using a decision tree T, where
each node corresponds to an element with at most log 8 children, each representing an outcome of X;.

For each 4, let X; take values 0 = ¢;0 < ¢;1 < --- < ¢k, (¢i,5,1 < j <k; forms a geometric progression

of ratio 2) with probabilities p;,...,pik (summing to 1, and p;o can be zero). Following the approach

in [Sinl8], we introduce k; new elements e;1,...,e;x,. For 1 < j < k;, we associate e; ; with a Bernoulli

random variable R; ; with activation probability infp It takes value in 0, 1 in the proof of Theorem 6.2,
h=0Pih

and ¢; ; in the proof of Theorem 6.3.

We construct a new decision tree 7' using these Bernoulli variables. At each node u with elt(u) = ¢ and
subtrees Ty, ..., T),, we replace u with k; nodes that represent elements e; 1,, ..., e;1 respectively. For each
J, the node represents e; ; proceeds to Tj if active or to the node represents e; ;1 otherwise. If none of e; ; is
active, the path leads to 7. Notice that the replacement is from root to leaf, so the replacement procedure

finally terminates. An example is illustrated in Fig. 7.
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Figure 7: Nlustration of How to Change the Tree

We can define a Bernoulli stochastic probing instance according to this decision tree. The elements are
all e; j, with Bernoulli random variables R; ;. In addition, we define the new feasibility constraint F’ to
contain all prefixes of element sequences that correspond to a root-leaf path for 7’. The new functions f are
defined in the proof sections of the two theorems, as they differ slightly in their definitions.

The following lemma demonstrates that the leaf distributions according to the two trees 7 and 7' are
essentially the same:

Lemma C.2. For each1 <i<n andl < j <k, the probability that e; ; is active while all e; j» with j' > j
are inactive is exactly p; ;.

Proof. This follows from direct computation of probability:

ki
Pi,j H (1 _ pi,j )
Di,0 +pi,1+"'+pi,jj Pio T Dia1+ -+ Dy

'=j+1
ki
_ Di,j Pio tPi1+ P
Pio ¥ Piy+ Py 25 Pio Pt i
bij
. = Pi,j-

_pi,o +pi1+ -+ Dik;
O

Note that we have defined a new tree 7’, a new feasibility constraint F’, new elements e; ; and their
associated Bernoulli random variables R; ;. The current number of elements e; ; is at most nlog 8r, and the
maximal length of a sequence in the feasibility constraint F’ is at most the height of the new decision tree,
which is clearly bounded by rlog8r. Let U’ be the set of all e; ;.

Now, based on the original objective f, we should define a new objective f’ in the new setting. We show
that the adaptivity gap for the new instances is at least that of the original instance.

First, we show the construction for the monotone norm and prove Theorem 6.2.

Proof of Theorem 6.2. We now define an objective f': Rga — R :

f/((xij)ieU,je[ki]) = f((max Ci,sz}j)ieU)'

J€E[ki]

Clearly, f’ is a monotone norm on Rgg. Thus, its restriction to a set function (as Definition 2.6 does) is
fractionally subadditive by Jensen’s inequality and therefore can be written as an XOS (set) function, see
[Fei06].
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Now, we first analyze the optimal reward for the new problem. Clearly, a valid adaptive strategy is to
probe elements according to the probed result, following the decision tree 7’. Given a path P’ for 7’ and all
the realized R;; along the path, the reward f'(Rp/) is equal to the value f(Xp), where P is a root-leaf path
in the original tree 7 that corresponds to P’ under the transformation. By Lemma C.2, the leaf distribution
of T and T is the same. Thus, we conclude that the expected reward following 77 with objective f’ is the
same as the original optimal reward. Therefore, the optimal adaptive reward is at least the original.

For the non-adaptive strategy in the new Bernoulli instance, it is clear that the feasibility constraint F’
requires the algorithm to probe a prefix of any root-leaf path (in each branch). Therefore, the best non-
adaptive strategy must correspond to a root-leaf path P’ in T (although in general, non-adaptive strategy,
such as ALGPATH is randomized, a standard averaging argument shows that there must exist an optimal
deterministic non-adaptive strategy). We compare the non-adaptive reward for P’ to that of P, the path
in the original tree T that corresponds to P’ under the transformation. We prove that for each coordinate
1, the random variable max;<;j<g, ¢; ; R; ; is dominated!' by the original variable X;, where ¢ means that
the path P’ leaves e;, and goes to T;. It is clear that max,<;j<, ¢; ;R ; takes the value ¢; ; if and only if
R;; = 1 and R;; for larger j are not active. By Lemma C.2, the probability is exactly p; ;, the same as
the random variable X;, for ¢t < j < k;. For the remaining probability Zj;é Dij—1, the random variable
max<j<k, Ci,jI ; takes zero, while X; > 0, hence the assertion of dominance holds.

Therefore, since dominated (multidimensional) random variables have a smaller f value for monotone
norm f, we conclude that the best non-adaptive strategy in the new instance is at most that of the original
instance. Therefore, the adaptivity gap of the worst case for Bernoulli setting is at least the adaptivity gap
for the underlying instance. Hence, the adaptivity gap is at most Ay.s(nlog8r, rlog8r). O

Finally, we prove Theorem 6.3.

Proof of Theorem 6.3. We now define an objective ¢’ : Rgg — R as follows:

9 (xij)icvjetr)) = [ (Top, (i5)) ,

where Top,, stands for the n largest values (break tie arbitrarily) in z;;. Clearly, ¢’ is a monotone symmetric
norm. The same proof as above shows that the expected gain following 7’ with objective ¢’ is the same as
the original optimal reward. Therefore, the optimal adaptive reward is at least the original.

For the non-adaptive strategy in the new instance, we use the norm f’ in the proof of Theorem 6.2:

' (@i)icv, jema) = f((max ivi,j)ieU)-
JElki]

We consider P, the path in the original tree T that corresponds to P’ under the transformation. The same
proof shows that the non-adaptive reward for P with norm f (note that the random variables R;; take value
{0,¢;,;}, so we change f’ correspondingly) is at least that for P’ with norm f’. We now prove that the
non-adaptive reward for P’ with norm f’ is least half the same path with norm ¢’. Indeed, it suffices to
prove for any input z; ; € {0,¢; ;}, 2f'(zi;) > ¢'(zi;). Among the n largest elements in z;;, we assume that
for each i, x; 4, = ¢;+, is taken, where t; € [0, k;] is the largest possible (if no z; ; appears in the n largest,
or its value is zero, set ¢; = 0). Then, by definition of f’, we have f'(z;;) > f(z:+,) = f(ci;). On the other
hand, we can partition x; ; appearing in Top,, (z;;) for each ¢ with respect to the distance ¢; — j. Therefore,
by symmetry, subadditivity and monotonicity of f (treat z;;,—; =0if ¢t; — j <0),

g (Top,, ( zi5)) Z (Tit;—j) < Z f(citi—5) Z ]f (cie.) = 2f(cit,) < 2f,(xij)‘

7=0 7=0 7=0

Therefore, the adaptivity gap of the worst case for Bernoulli setting is at least half the adaptivity gap for

the underlying instance. Hence, the adaptivity gap for general random variables is at most 2Asym (nlog 8n),

using r = maX{2,I}1aJ)__< |F|} <n in Lemma C.1. O
€

'A (non-negative) random variable X is dominated by another random variable Y if and only if for any z > 0,
Pr[X > 2] < Pr[Y > z].

45



References

[AAK19]

[ABB*23]

[ABP23]

[Adall]

[AN16]

[AR12]

[BDF*12]

[BGL*+12]

[BH11]

[BN14]

[BR11]

[BSS18]

[BSZ19)

[BV22]

Arpit Agarwal, Sepehr Assadi, and Sanjeev Khanna. Stochastic submodular cover with lim-
ited adaptivity. In Proceedings of the Thirtieth Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete
Algorithms, pages 323-342. STAM, 2019.

Fateme Abbasi, Sandip Banerjee, Jaroslaw Byrka, Parinya halermsook, Ameet Gadekar, Kam-
yar Khodamoradi, Daniel Marx, Roohani Sharma, and Joachim Spoerhase. Parameterized ap-
proximation schemes for clustering with general norm objectives. In 2028 IEEE 64th Annual
Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science (FOCS), pages 1377-1399. IEEE, 2023.

Nikhil Ayyadevara, Nikhil Bansal, and Milind Prabhu. On minimizing generalized makespan
on unrelated machines. Approximation, Randomization, and Combinatorial Optimization. Algo-
rithms and Techniques, page 21, 2023.

Marek Adamczyk. Improved analysis of the greedy algorithm for stochastic matching. Informa-
tion Processing Letters, 111(15):731-737, 2011.

Arash Asadpour and Hamid Nazerzadeh. Maximizing stochastic monotone submodular functions.
Management Science, 62(8):2374-2391, 2016.

Itai Ashlagi and Alvin E. Roth. New challenges in multihospital kidney exchange. American
Economic Review, 102(3):354-59, May 2012.

Ashwinkumar Badanidiyuru, Shahar Dobzinski, Hu Fu, Robert Kleinberg, Noam Nisan, and
Tim Roughgarden. Sketching valuation functions. In Proceedings of the Twenty-Third Annual
ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 12, page 1025-1035, USA, 2012. Society
for Industrial and Applied Mathematics.

Nikhil Bansal, Anupam Gupta, Jian Li, Julidn Mestre, Viswanath Nagarajan, and Atri Rudra.
When lp is the cure for your matching woes: Improved bounds for stochastic matchings. Algo-
rithmica, 63(4):733-762, August 2012.

Maria-Florina Balcan and Nicholas J.A. Harvey. Learning submodular functions. In Proceedings
of the Forty-Third Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 11, page 793-802,
New York, NY, USA, 2011. Association for Computing Machinery.

Nikhil Bansal and Viswanath Nagarajan. On the adaptivity gap of stochastic orienteering. In
Jon Lee and Jens Vygen, editors, Integer Programming and Combinatorial Optimization, pages
114-125, Cham, 2014. Springer International Publishing.

Kshipra Bhawalkar and Tim Roughgarden. Welfare guarantees for combinatorial auctions with
item bidding. In Proceedings of the Twenty-Second Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete
Algorithms, SODA ’11, page 700-709, USA, 2011. Society for Industrial and Applied Mathemat-
ics.

Jaroslaw Byrka, Krzysztof Sornat, and Joachim Spoerhase. Constant-factor approximation for
ordered k-median. In Proceedings of the 50th Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium on Theory of
Computing, pages 620-631, 2018.

Domagoj Bradac, Sahil Singla, and Goran Zuzic. (near) optimal adaptivity gaps for stochas-
tic multi-value probing. In Approzimation, Randomization, and Combinatorial Optimization.
Algorithms and Techniques, APPROX/RANDOM 2019, Leibniz International Proceedings in
Informatics, LIPIcs, September 2019.

Siddharth Barman and Paritosh Verma. Approximating nash social welfare under binary xos
and binary subadditive valuations. In Michal Feldman, Hu Fu, and Inbal Talgam-Cohen, editors,
Web and Internet Economics, pages 373-390, Cham, 2022. Springer International Publishing.

46



[CCPV11]

[CHL*16]

[CIK*09]

[CS18]

[CS19a]

[CS19D]

[DFF21]

[DGV04]

[DHK14]

[DLR23]

[Dob07]

[Fei06]

[FLX18]

Gruia Calinescu, Chandra Chekuri, Martin Pal, and Jan Vondrdk. Maximizing a monotone
submodular function subject to a matroid constraint. STAM Journal on Computing, 40(6):1740—
1766, 2011.

Wei Chen, Wei Hu, Fu Li, Jian Li, Yu Liu, and Pinyan Lu. Combinatorial multi-armed bandit
with general reward functions. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 29, 2016.

Ning Chen, Nicole Immorlica, Anna R. Karlin, Mohammad Mahdian, and Atri Rudra. Ap-
proximating matches made in heaven. In Proceedings of the 36th International Colloguium on
Automata, Languages and Programming: Part I, ICALP 09, page 266278, Berlin, Heidelberg,
2009. Springer-Verlag.

Deeparnab Chakrabarty and Chaitanya Swamy. Interpolating between k-median and k-center:
Approximation algorithms for ordered k-median. In /5th International Colloguium on Automata,
Languages, and Programming, volume 107 of LIPIcs, pages 29:1-29:14, 2018.

Deeparnab Chakrabarty and Chaitanya Swamy. Approximation algorithms for minimum norm
and ordered optimization problems. In Proceedings of the 51st Annual ACM SIGACT Symposium
on Theory of Computing, pages 126—137, 2019.

Deeparnab Chakrabarty and Chaitanya Swamy. Simpler and better algorithms for minimum-
norm load balancing. In 27th Annual European Symposium on Algorithms, volume 144 of LIPIcs,
pages 27:1-27:12, 2019.

Shahar Dobzinski, Uriel Feige, and Michal Feldman. Are gross substitutes a substitute for sub-
modular valuations? In Proceedings of the 22nd ACM Conference on Economics and Computa-
tion, EC 21, page 390-408, New York, NY, USA, 2021. Association for Computing Machinery.

Brian C Dean, Michel X Goemans, and Jan Vondrak. Approximating the stochastic knapsack
problem: The benefit of adaptivity. In Proceedings of the 45th Annual IEEE Symposium on
Foundations of Computer Science, pages 208-217, 2004.

Amol Deshpande, Lisa Hellerstein, and Devorah Kletenik. Approximation algorithms for stochas-
tic boolean function evaluation and stochastic submodular set cover. In Proceedings of the 25th
Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 2014, Proceedings of the Annual
ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, pages 1453-1467. Association for Computing
Machinery, 2014. 25th Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 2014 ;
Conference date: 05-01-2014 Through 07-01-2014.

Shichuan Deng, Jian Li, and Yuval Rabani. Generalized unrelated machine scheduling problem.
In Proceedings of the 2023 Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms (SODA),
pages 2898-2916. STAM, 2023.

Shahar Dobzinski. Two randomized mechanisms for combinatorial auctions. In Proceedings of the
10th International Workshop on Approximation and the 11th International Workshop on Ran-
domization, and Combinatorial Optimization. Algorithms and Techniques, APPROX ’07/RAN-
DOM 07, page 89-103, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2007. Springer-Verlag.

Uriel Feige. On maximizing welfare when utility functions are subadditive. In Proceedings of the
Thirty-Eighth Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC ’06, page 41-50, New
York, NY, USA, 2006. Association for Computing Machinery.

Hao Fu, Jian Li, and Pan Xu. A ptas for a class of stochastic dynamic programs. In 45th
International Colloquium on Automata, Languages, and Programming, ICALP 2018, page 56.
Schloss Dagstuhl-Leibniz-Zentrum fur Informatik GmbH, Dagstuhl Publishing, 2018.

47



[GKNR12]

[GMO09]

[GN13]

[GNS16]

[GNS17]

[GV06]

[1520]

[JLLS20]

[KMS23]

[KMS24]

[LPRYO08]

[Mes06]

[MUO5]

[PRS23]

Anupam Gupta, Ravishankar Krishnaswamy, Viswanath Nagarajan, and R. Ravi. Approximation
algorithms for stochastic orienteering. In Proceedings of the Twenty-Third Annual ACM-SIAM
Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 12, page 1522-1538, USA, 2012. Society for Industrial
and Applied Mathematics.

Sudipto Guha and Kamesh Munagala. Multi-armed bandits with metric switching costs. In Au-
tomata, Languages and Programming, pages 496-507, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2009. Springer Berlin
Heidelberg.

Anupam Gupta and Viswanath Nagarajan. A stochastic probing problem with applications. In
Integer Programming and Combinatorial Optimization, pages 205-216, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2013.
Springer Berlin Heidelberg.

Anupam Gupta, Viswanath Nagarajan, and Sahil Singla. Algorithms and adaptivity gaps for
stochastic probing. In Proceedings of the 2016 Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete
Algorithms (SODA), pages 1731-1747, 2016.

Anupam Gupta, Viswanath Nagarajan, and Sahil Singla. Adaptivity gaps for stochastic probing:
submodular and xos functions. In Proceedings of the Twenty-Eighth Annual ACM-SIAM Sym-
posium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 17, page 1688-1702, USA, 2017. Society for Industrial
and Applied Mathematics.

Michel Goemans and Jan Vondrdk. Stochastic covering and adaptivity. In Latin American
symposium on theoretical informatics, pages 532-543. Springer, 2006.

Sharat Ibrahimpur and Chaitanya Swamy. Approximation algorithms for stochastic minimum-
norm combinatorial optimization. In 61st IEEE Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer
Science, pages 966977, 2020.

Haotian Jiang, Jian Li, Daogao Liu, and Sahil Singla. Algorithms and adaptivity gaps for
stochastic k-tsp'In 11th Innovations in Theoretical Computer Science Conference (ITCS 2020),
volume 151, page 45. Schloss Dagstuhl-Leibniz-Zentrum fuer Informatik, 2020.

Thomas Kesselheim, Marco Molinaro, and Sahil Singla. Online and bandit algorithms beyond
¢, norms. In Proceedings of the 2023 Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms
(SODA), pages 1566-1593, 2023.

Thomas Kesselheim, Marco Molinaro, and Sahil Singla. Supermodular approximation of norms
and applications. In Proceedings of the 56th Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing,
STOC 2024, page 1841-1852, New York, NY, USA, 2024. Association for Computing Machinery.

Zhen Liu, Srinivasan Parthasarathy, Anand Ranganathan, and Hao Yang. Near-optimal algo-
rithms for shared filter evaluation in data stream systems. In Proceedings of the 2008 ACM
SIGMOD International Conference on Management of Data, SIGMOD ’08, page 133-146, New
York, NY, USA, 2008. Association for Computing Machinery.

Julidn Mestre. Greedy in approximation algorithms. In Proceedings of the 14th Conference on
Annual Furopean Symposium - Volume 14, ESA’06, page 528-539, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2006.
Springer-Verlag.

Michael Mitzenmacher and Eli Upfal. Probability and Computing: Randomized Algorithms and
Probabilistic Analysis. Cambridge University Press, New York, NY, USA, 2005.

Kalen Patton, Matteo Russo, and Sahil Singla. Submodular Norms with Applications To Online
Facility Location and Stochastic Probing. In Approximation, Randomization, and Combinatorial
Optimization. Algorithms and Techniques (APPROX/RANDOM 2023), volume 275 of Leibniz
International Proceedings in Informatics (LIPIcs), pages 23:1-23:22, 2023.

48



[RSU05] Alvin E. Roth, Tayfun Sénmez, and M. Utku Unver. Pairwise kidney exchange. Journal of
Economic Theory, 125(2):151-188, 2005.

[Sin18] Sahil Singla. The price of information in combinatorial optimization. In Proceedings of
the Twenty-Ninth Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algorithms, SODA 18, page
2523-2532, USA, 2018. Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics.

[Youl2] W. H. Young. On classes of summable functions and their fourier series. Proceedings of the
Royal Society of London. Series A, Containing Papers of a Mathematical and Physical Character,
87(594):225-229, 1912.

49



	Introduction
	Other Related Work
	Organization of the Paper
	Proof Overview
	Step 1: Reduction to Bernoulli Setting
	A Natural Non-adaptive Strategy
	Step 2: Reduction to a Special XOS Norm
	Warm Up: A Simplified Setting
	Step 3: The Main Proof Ideas


	Preliminaries
	Mathematical Preliminaries and Notations
	Bernoulli Stochastic Probing

	Adaptivity Gap for Bernoulli Stochastic Probing
	Reduction to a Special XOS Norm
	Main Algorithm to Categorize Outcomes (L,R)
	Proof for thm:sec3main

	Tight Bounds for Binary-XOS
	Technical Inequalities
	Proof for thm2

	Adaptivity Gap for Symmetric Norm
	Generalization to non-Bernoulli Case and Other Objectives
	Conclusion and Future Directions
	Appendices
	Basic Lemmas for Stochastic Probing
	Missing Proof of lih:induction
	Missing Proof for section 6

