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Abstract—Emerging applications such as autonomous driving
pose the challenge of efficient cost-driven offloading in edge-
cloud environments. This involves assigning tasks to edge and
cloud servers for separate execution, with the goal of minimizing
the total service cost including communication and computation
costs. In this paper, observing that the intra-cloud communication
costs are relatively low and can often be neglected in many
real-world applications, we consequently introduce the so-called
communication assumption which posits that the intra-cloud
communication costs are not higher than the inter-partition
communication cost between cloud and edge servers, nor the
cost among edge servers. As a preliminary analysis, we first
prove that the offloading problem without the communication
assumption is NP-hard, using a reduction from MAX-CUT.
Then, we show that the offloading problem can be modeled
as a submodular minimization problem, making it polynomially
solvable. Moreover, this polynomial solvability remains even when
additional constraints are imposed, such as when certain tasks
must be executed on edge servers due to latency constraints.
By combining both algorithmics and computational complexity
results, we demonstrate that the difficulty of the offloading
problem largely depends on whether the communication assump-
tion is satisfied. Lastly, extensive experiments are conducted to
evaluate the practical performance of the proposed algorithm,
demonstrating its significant advantages over the state-of-the-art
methods in terms of efficiency and cost-effectiveness.

Index Terms—Submodular minimization, edge-cloud environ-
ment, offloading, NP-hardness, communication assumption.

I. INTRODUCTION

The rapid advancement of AI technologies imposes signifi-
cant challenges for resource allocation in edge-cloud environ-
ments, necessitating the optimal integration of both edge and
cloud resources. As smart devices ranging from smartphones
and computers to internet-connected appliances are generating
vast volumes of data, more sophisticated resource allocation
strategies are increasingly needed to manage this data ex-
plosion effectively. Traditional cloud infrastructures, which
began showing their limitations decades ago, have struggled to
meet the demands of the expanding Internet of Things (IoT)
and intelligent mobile devices, primarily due to bandwidth
constraints and resource limitations [1]. In response, edge
computing has emerged as a promising solution, allowing
portions of computational tasks to be executed directly on
edge servers, thereby reducing dependence on distant cloud
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centers and alleviating latency issues [2]. Edge computing
is particularly advantageous in scenarios requiring real-time
processing and decision-making, such as autonomous driving.
Autonomous vehicles generate substantial real-time data that
must be processed instantly to ensure timely and safe naviga-
tion decisions [3]. Processing data locally on edge servers in
such cases significantly reduces latency compared to relying
solely on centralized cloud resources, thereby mitigating the
risks associated with delayed responses [4]. Moreover, edge
computing enhances privacy by enabling sensitive data — such
as that generated by wearable devices, industrial machinery,
and other equipment — to be processed closer to the data
source, reducing the need for transmission over potentially
insecure networks [1].

Among the emerging technologies edge-cloud environment
employs to effectively bridge the gap between centralized
cloud infrastructure and end-users where near-data computing
services are with minimum latency[5], offloading stands out as
one of the most promising strategies to enhance service qual-
ity, energy efficiency, and resource utilization in edge-cloud
environments. By leveraging the complementary advantages of
both edge and cloud computing, offloading ensures dynamic,
reliable, and quality-of-service (QoS)-optimized IT services
[6]. As illustrated in Fig. 1, a typical architecture of an edge-
cloud environment consists of three functional layers: cloud
servers, edge servers, and edge devices. Cloud servers possess
abundant computational power and resources but suffer from
high latency and potential privacy concerns. In contrast, edge
servers can provide timely processing, albeit with more limited
computational resources. The offloading problem, therefore,
aims to execute tasks collaboratively across cloud servers and
edge devices to optimize both computation costs and delays.

In this paper, we focus on the cloud offloading problem, as
studied in [7], [8], which involves assigning tasks to either
edge servers or cloud servers for separate execution. The
goal is to minimize the total service cost in the edge-cloud
environment, including both computation and communication
costs.

A. Related Work

The offloading problem has been intensively studied in
the context of mobile cloud computing [9], [10], for which
many offloading technologies were developed regarding the
edge-cloud environment [6]. For the offloading problem that
minimizes the total cost consisting of communication and
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Fig. 1. A typical configuration of the edge-cloud environment.

computation costs, the input can be modeled as a weighted
directed graph, where the vertices of the graph correspond
to the tasks (or databases) to be offloaded, and the directed
edge between two vertices represent the data communication
between two tasks (or two databases). The weight of the vertex
and edge denotes the computation cost and the communication
cost, respectively. The goal is to divide the graph into two
disjoint sub-graphs, one of which is executed at the edge server
while the other is at the cloud server. In the traditional model,
previous researches assume the communication costs between
two tasks on the same side can be ignored, while the costs
between two tasks on different sides are symmetric. Based on
such assumptions, many algorithms were designed to obtain
the minimum service cost in offloading [11], [12], [13], [14].
However, those assumptions do not represent real-world appli-
cations. Hence, Du et al. [15] proposed a more general model
called the heterogeneous model, in which they considered:
(1) The communication costs between any two tasks on the
same side can not be ignored; (2) The communication costs
between edge and cloud servers are asymmetric. Then they
showed that the offloading problem with the heterogeneous
model is NP-hard and designed an efficient greedy heuristic
algorithm. Moreover, they transferred offloading to a classical
Min-Cut problem when the model is homogeneous. Later, Han
et al. [16] studied the offloading problem in the heteroge-
neous model with cardinality constraint and proposed a 2

π -
approximation algorithm based on semidefinite programming.

Offloading with other optimization objectives was also
studied regarding the edge-cloud environment. Hao et al.
[17] investigated the problem of joint optimization of task
caching and offloading with computing and storage resource
constraints for the sake of energy efficiency of mobile devices
and meeting real-time requirements. They formulated the prob-
lem via mixed-integer programming and designed an efficient

algorithm. To minimize the offloading cost while maintaining
performance guarantees, Chen et al.[18] decomposed compu-
tation offloading into sub-problems and proposed a dynamic
algorithm based on stochastic optimization. Observing load
balancing as a great concern in the edge-cloud environment,
Lim et al. [19] proposed an algorithm by a graph coloring-
based implementation using a genetic algorithm to distribute
the offloaded tasks to nearby edge servers. To assign tasks
to the edge servers and minimize the total response time
for completing all the tasks, Fang et al.[20] and Tan et al.
[21] provided an online approximate algorithm. Luo et al.
[22] focused on optimizing device computation offloading and
proposed a DQN-based resource utilization task scheduling
algorithm to minimize overall task processing latency in the
system. To meet the maximum number of deadlines, Meng
et al. [23] proposed an online greedy algorithm by jointly
considering the management of network bandwidth and com-
puting resources. Ji et al. [24] transformed the application
offloading problem in heterogeneous edge cloud environments
into a minimum cut optimization problem to minimize total
latency under given boundary conditions. Intending to jointly
optimize the latency and energy consumption, Wang et al.
[25] proposed an intelligent task offloading scheme leveraging
off-policy reinforcement learning empowered by a Sequence-
to-Sequence (S2S) neural network. Kai et al. [26] proposed
a pipeline-based offloading scheme, formulating the problem
of minimizing the sum latency of all mobile devices as
a non-convex problem. They utilized the successive convex
approximation method to convert it into a convex optimization
problem for resolution.

Besides offloading between the edge and cloud servers,
some researchers focus on optimizing the layout of edge
servers for better utilization of edge resources and quality of
service. To maximize rewards, Pasteris et al.[27] designed an
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efficient offline algorithm with a constant approximate ratio for
the problem that is known as NP-hard. To improve the quality
of service, Gao et al. [28] formulated offline network selection
and service layout as an optimization problem and proposed a
competitive algorithm based on three delay assumptions. Fur-
thermore, to timely and efficiently schedule services concern-
ing their requests, Farhadi et al. [29] proposed a system model
that allows services to be migrated between different edge
servers. To improve the performance of personalized service,
Ouyang et al. [30] designed a new adaptive user management
service placement mechanism that can tune services according
to individual needs.

In the paper, we focus on the submodular function that has
a natural diminishing returns property and arises in various
fields of operations research such as approximation algorithms,
discrete optimization, game theory, and image collection sum-
marization [31]. We transform the offloading problem with
communication assumption (to be given later) to submodular
minimization, for which Grötschel et al. were the first to
design a polynomial algorithm [32]. Later, Cunningham et al.
[33] proposed a combinatorial strongly polynomial algorithm
to compute the minimum value of a general submodular
function. Meanwhile, Iwata et al. [34] independently devel-
oped another combinatorial strongly polynomial algorithm. In
contrast, submodular maximization is known as NP-hard [35]
but admits 1

2 -approximation when the function is non-negative
[36]. Differently, it is NP-hard to solve submodular minimiza-
tion with a simple constraint like cardinality constraint [37],
and submodular minimization with a cardinality constraint
admits no constant-factor approximation. Interestingly, there
exists

(
1− 1

e

)
-approximation algorithm for monotone sub-

modular maximization with a cardinality, knapsack or matroid
constraint [38].

B. Our Contributions

In this paper, we address the offloading problem in edge-
cloud environments, aiming to minimize the total service cost
that consists of both communication and computation costs.
Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

• Prove that the symmetric version of the offloading prob-
lem is NP-hard by reducing from MAX-CUT [39],
thereby resolving the open problem of whether the
symmetric offloading problem is NP-hard. This result
complements and generalizes the previous NP-hardness
proof for the asymmetric version by a reduction from
3SAT [15].

• Propose an optimal algorithm for the offloading problem
based on submodular minimization under the assumption
that the inter-partition communication cost (i.e., the com-
munication cost between edge and cloud servers) is not
less than the intra-cloud communication cost (i.e., the
communication cost between cloud nodes).

• Conduct extensive experiments to evaluate the practical
performance of our algorithm, demonstrating that it sig-
nificantly outperforms the state of the art.

To our knowledge, our algorithm is the first to use submod-
ular minimization to optimally solve the offloading problem

while achieving a polynomial runtime. Moreover, based on our
hardness and algorithmic analysis, the offloading problem is
NP-hard when the communication assumption is absent, but
becomes polynomially solvable when the assumption holds.
This result reveals that the communication assumption is the
key factor in determining whether the offloading problem is
NP-hard, serving as the dividing line between NP -hardness
and polynomial solvability.

II. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we present mathematical notations and sym-
bols to capture the characteristics of the offloading problem,
where some of them follow a similar line as in [15], [16]. We
describe the offloading problem with latency constraints as a
weighted directed graph G = (V, T, E, w, l).

• V represents the node set, each node vi ∈ V correspond-
ing to a computational task (or database) ready to be
offloaded, which can be executed at either the edge or
the cloud server. We assume that there are n tasks in the
offloading, denoted by V = {v1, v2, · · · , vn}.
T ⊆ V represents the set of real-time tasks with latency
constraints, which can only be processed on edge servers.
When T ̸= ∅, the problem is called latency-constrained.

• E is the directed edge set that represents the set of
communication requirements between pairs of nodes.
Each directed edge e (vi, vj) that leaves vi and enters vj
indicates there exist communication requirements from
task vi to vj . Assume that there are m directed edges in
the offloading problem, i.e., |E| = m.

• Node weight wi indicates the computation cost for ex-
ecuting task vi. In real-world applications, task vi con-
sumes a computation cost at the cloud server different
from that at the edge server, because the configuration
and performance of the two sides are different. Thus, node
weight wi can be denoted as a 2-tuple:

wi =
(
wedg

i , wcld
i

)
, (1)

where wedg
i and wcld

i indicate the computation cost of
task vi executed at the edge and the cloud server, respec-
tively. In addition, there may exist some static tasks that
can not be offloaded to the other side. For example, if task
vi is with wi =

(
wedg

i , +∞
)

, then it must be computed
at the edge server; while if vi is with wi =

(
+∞, wcld

i

)
,

it must be processed at the cloud server.
• Each weight lij indicates the communication cost from

task vi to vj . Note that there are four possible values for
the communication cost lij , depending on whether i and
j are processed on the clouds or the edge server. More
precisely, we associate each edge with four weights as
follows:

lij =
(
l1ij , l

2
ij , l

3
ij , l

4
ij

)
, (2)

where each element in the 4-tuple has its own value:
l1ij = l

(
vedgi , vedgj

)
, l2ij = l

(
vedgi , vcldj

)
, l3ij =

l
(
vcldi , vedgj

)
and l4ij = l

(
vcldi , vcldj

)
. The element

vxi , x ∈ {edg (Edge) , cld (Cloud)} means the task vi
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is executed at x side (the edge or the cloud server), and
hence l

(
vxi , v

y
j

)
indicates the communication cost when

task vi located at x side and vj located at y side. Then
we say the offloading problem is symmetric if l1ij = l4ij
and l2ij = l3ij both hold, and is asymmetric otherwise.

For briefness, we call l1ij and l4ij as intra-edge and intra-
cloud costs, respectively, and call l1ij and l4ij as inter-partition
cost.

Definition 1 (communication assumption). We say the com-
munication assumption is true for an instance of the offloading
problem, if and only if l4ij ≤ l2ij , l

3
ij . In other words, the

assumption means, the intra-cloud communication cost is not
larger than the inter-partition cost.

Note that, the communication assumption is natural since
the intra-cloud communication costs are not higher than the
inter-partition communication costs in many real-world appli-
cations. The phenomenon is because there are significantly
better connections between the servers in clouds in comparison
to the network connections between clouds and edge servers
[40].

The offloading problem aims to find a partition for V , say
Vedg, Vcld with Vcld∪Vedg = V and Vcld∩Vedg = ∅, such that
the total service cost is minimized. Intuitively, Vcld ⊆ V and
Vedg ⊆ V represent the sets of tasks to be processed at the
cloud and the edge server, respectively. In the following, we
will further formally define the total cost of the offloading
problem. The total weight of nodes based on the partition
Vedg, Vcld as the total computation cost can be calculated by
the following formulation:

Ccomp (VG) =Ccomp (Vedg, Vcld)

=
∑

i∈I(Vedg)

wedg
i +

∑
i∈I(Vcld)

wcld
i , (3)

where I (X) denotes the index set of tasks in X . Moreover,
note that there is an overhead cost when transferring a task
from the cloud to the edge server (or the other way around,
i.e. edge to the cloud). However, this cost can be merged into
the computation cost. Denoting the cost of transferring task
vi by ti, we can easily combine the transferring cost with
the computation cost by incorporating ti into Equality (3) and
obtain:

Ccomp (VG) =
∑

i∈I(Vedg)

(
wedg

i + ti

)
+

∑
i∈I(Vcld)

wcld
i . (4)

Likewise, the total communication cost based on the parti-
tion P can be defined as follows:

Ccomm (EG) =Ccomm (Vedg, Vcld)

=Ccomm (Vedg, EVcld
) + Ccomm (G [Vedg])

(5)
+ Ccomm (G [Vcld]) , (6)

where E(Vedg, Vcld) (or equivalently EVedg, Vcld
) denote the

edges between Vcld and Vedg , and G [Vcld] is the contraction
of G on vertex set Vcld that is the set of edges between vertices
of Vcld in G.

Finally, the offloading problem is to minimize the total cost
as below:

Ctotal (G) =Ctotal (Vedg, Vcld)

=Ccomp (Vedg, Vcld) + Ccomm (Vedg, Vcld)

=
∑

i∈I(Vedg)

(
wedg

i + ti

)
+

∑
i∈I(Vcld)

wcld
i

+ Ccomm (E (Vedg, Vcld)) + Ccomm (G [Vedg])

+ Ccomm (G [Vcld]) . (7)

Throughout this paper, we use Offloading-CommA to de-
note the offloading problem with the communication assump-
tion and further use Offloading-LCCA to denote Offloading-
CommA the offloading problem with latency constraint. In the
following paragraph, we will first show the NP-hardness of the
offloading problem, and then provide polynomial algorithms
for both Offloading-CommA and Offloading-LCCA.

III. NP-HARDNESS OF SYMMETRIC OFFLOADING

In this section, we mainly focus on the hardness of the
offloading problem without considering communication as-
sumptions, and actually demonstrate the NP-hardness of the
offloading problem — even when the inter-partition communi-
cation costs are symmetric and the computation costs could be
ignored (a.k.a. symmetric offloading problem) — by reducing
from MAX-CUT that is known NP-hard [39].

In an instance of MAX-CUT, we are given a positive integer
k and an undirected graph G = (N, A), where the numbers
of nodes and edges are respectively |N | = n and |A| = m.
The aim is to determine whether there is a cut that divides the
vertices of N into two components, such that the number of
edges in the cut is not less than k.

Theorem 2. The symmetric offloading problem is NP-hard.

We need only to give a reduction from MAX-CUT to
the symmetric offloading problem. The transformation from
MAX-CUT to the decision symmetric offloading problem
proceeds as below:
• Tasks (nodes):

– For each vertex ui ∈ N , add a task vi into task set V ;
– Set the cost of vi as wedg

i = wcld
i = 0.

• Relationship among tasks (edges):
– For each edge e (ui, uj) ∈ A, add to edge set E an edge

e (vi, vj) which corresponds to the data communication
between task vi and vj ;

– Set the cost of each edge e (vi, vj) ∈ E as l1ij = l4ij = m
and l2ij = l3ij = 1.

Then, the aim of the symmetric offloading problem is to
determine whether there exists a feasible partition for V with
the total cost not larger than C = m (m− k) + k.

Note that following the computation and communication
costs constructed above, the computation costs are all zero
while the communication costs are symmetric. Then the cor-
rectness of Theorem 2 can be immediately obtained from the
following lemma:
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Lemma 3. An instance of decision symmetric offloading
problem has an offloading solution with the total cost being
at most C = m (m− k) + k if the corresponding instance of
MAX-CUT is feasible.

Proof. Suppose there exists a feasible offloading solution
(Vedg, Vcld), whose total cost consisting of both computational
and communication costs is C ′. Then, C ′ ≤ C apparently
holds because (Vedg, Vcld) is a feasible solution. By choosing
the edges between N1 = Vedg and N2 = Vcld as the cut
(N1, N2), it remains only to show (N1, N2) is a feasible
solution to MAX-CUT. Firstly and obviously, (N1, N2) is
a cut of G because it includes every edge between N1 and
N2 and hence can separate them. Secondly, we will show the
number of edges in (N1, N2) is not less than k. Let the number
of edges between any two tasks at different sides be q. Then,
since l1ij = l4ij = m and l2ij = l3ij = 1 by the transformation,
we can calculate the total cost of the cut as below:

C ′ = m (m− q) + q.

On the other hand, we have C = m (m− k)+k and C ′ ≤ C.
Combining with the above inequality, we immediately have
q ≥ k, and get that (N1, N2), N1 = Vedg and N2 = Vcld, is
a feasible solution to the instance of MAX-CUT.

Conversely, assume that there exists a feasible cut (N1, N2)
with the number of edges therein being q ≥ k. Then we
partition the set of tasks V into Vedg = N1 and Vcld = N2,
according to the cut (N1, N2). Because the computation cost
of each task is zero by the transformation, the total cost of this
solution is equal to m (m− q)+ q, which is then bounded by
C = m (m− k) + k. This completes the proof.

Following the aforementioned transformation for proving
Theorem 2, we can get a more general computational com-
plexity result:

Corollary 4. The offloading problem is NP-hard even when
all the following conditions hold:

(1) The computation costs are zero;
(2) The intra-cloud and intra-edge communication costs are

equal to m;
(3) The inter-partition communication costs are symmetric

and equal to 1.

Interestingly, from the NP-hardness proof, we observe that
the hardness of symmetric offloading problem comes from
the lack of relationship of the communication costs. In fact,
the communication assumption essentially decides whether
the offloading problem is NP-hard: When the assumption is
true, even offloading-LCCA, a more general version that is
asymmetric and with a real-time constraint can be solved
in polynomial time; when without the assumption, even the
symmetric version of the problem is NP-hard.

In previous literature, Du et al. [15] presented an NP-hard
proof for the NP-hardness of the offloading problem with
asymmetric communication costs. It remains open whether the
offloading problem is NP-hard when the inter-partition cost is
symmetric. Thus, our result close the open problem and is
more general in comparison.

IV. LATENCY-CONSTRAINED Offloading-CommA

In this section, we first introduce an equivalent form of
Offloading-LCCA, and then arguably show that it can be
modeled with a submodular function. Thus, by employing the
existing polynomial algorithm for submodular minimization
[34], we obtain a polynomial-time algorithm that always
produces optimal solutions for Offloading-LCCA. Lastly, we
illustrate an instance of Offloading-LCCA for which the previ-
ous algorithm based on Min-Cut [15] fails while our algorithm
succeeds in finding the optimum solution, indicating that our
method is more general in comparison.

A. Function of Cost Difference

Observing the hardness of analyzing the original objective
function of Offloading-LCCA, we describe an equivalently
complementary form of Offloading-LCCA by considering the
cost increment when respectively executing task sets X ⊆
(V \T ) and V \X in the cloud and the edge, comparing with
offloading all the tasks V including X from the cloud to the
edge server. Let Γ (Y ) = Ctotal (V \ Y, Y ) for briefness. That
is, Γ (Y ) denotes the total cost when executing Y in the cloud
and the other part in the edge. Then, we define the function
F (X) capturing the cost increment formally in the following:

F (X) =Γ(X)− Γ(∅) (8)
=Ctotal (V \X, X)− Ctotal (V, ∅) . (9)

In particular, we have F (∅) = 0. Then we show finding an op-
timum X with F (X) minimized is equivalent to Offloading-
LCCA, as stated below:

Lemma 5. Offloading-LCCA can be optimally solved by
finding X∗ with

F (X∗) = min
X⊆V \T

{F (X)} ≤ 0.

Proof. First of all, following the minimality of F (X∗), we
immediately have

F (X∗) ≤ F (∅) = 0.

Let SOL denote a solution to Offloading-LCCA. Recall that
we initially offload all the tasks V to the edge server, where
the initial cost is denoted by Γ (∅) = Ctotal (V, ∅). Assume
that we offload a set of tasks X to the cloud server afterward,
then

f (SOL) = Γ (∅) + F (X) .

Thus, the cost of Γ (∅) is fixed as V is given at the beginning.
Therefore, we need only to find X∗ with minimized F (X)
so as to minimize f (SOL). This completes the proof.

B. Submodularity of the function

Formally, a submodular function can be defined as follows:

Definition 6. [31] Let Ω be a finite set and 2Ω denote the
power set of Ω. Then set function F : 2Ω → R is submodular
if and only if it satisfies the following condition: For every
A, B ⊆ Ω with A ⊆ B and every x ∈ Ω \B, we have that
F (A ∪ {x})− F (A)≥ F (B ∪ {x})− F (B).
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Then we show the main result of this section that the
cost increment function F (X) as in Equality (9) satisfies
the above condition and hence is submodular. Recall that
F (X) represents the cost increment incurred by offloading
the task set X ⊆ (V \T ) from the edge servers to the
cloud, we then immediately conclude that Offloading-LCCA
can be optimally solved in polynomial runtime by employing
submodular minimization.

Theorem 7. The cost increment function F (X) of Offloading-
LCCA is submodular.

Proof. Assume that all tasks of V are initially located at the
edge server, including the tasks of T that must be executed at
the edge server because of the latency constraint. We consider
two sets A and B, A ⊆ B ⊆ (V \T ). Let vm ∈ (V \T ) \B be
the task to be offloaded.

Following Definition 6, we use F : 2V → R as the function
for capturing the cost decrement of offloading, where 2V

denotes the power set of V . Then it remains only to show

F (A ∪ {vm})− F (A) ≥ F (B ∪ {vm})− F (B) .

For the left side, we have

F (A ∪ {vm})− F (A) (10)
=(Γ (A ∪ {vm})− Γ(∅))− (Γ (A)− Γ(∅)) .
=Γ (A ∪ {vm})− Γ (A) .

By the definition of (Γ) and by denoting T1 = A ∪ {vm},
we have

Γ (T1 = A ∪ {vm})
=Ccomp (V \ T1, T1) + Ccomm (V \ T1, T1) . (11)

By the definition of Ccomp (·), we have

Ccomp (V \ T1, T1) =
∑

i∈I(T1)

wcld
i +

∑
i∈I(V \T1)

wedg
i . (12)

Similarly, by the definition of Ccomm (·), we have

Ccomm (V \ T1, T1) (13)
= Ccomm

(
EV \T1, T1

)
+ Ccomm (G [T1])

+Ccomm (G [V \ T1])

=
∑

j∈I(V \ T1)

∑
i∈I(T1)

l (vi, vj) +
∑

j∈I(T1)

∑
i∈I(T1)

l (vi, vj)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Vcld=T1=A∪{vm}

+
∑

j∈I(V \T1)

∑
i∈I(V \T1)

l (vi, vj)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Vcld=T1=A∪{vm}

,

where l (vi, vj) represents the corresponding communication
cost between task vi and vj as stated in Section II, and if there
is no communication requirement between task vi and vj or
i = j, we have l (vi, vj) = 0.

Combining Equalities (11) (12) and (13) immediately
yields:

Γ (T1 = A ∪ {vm}) (14)

=
∑

i∈I(T1)

wcld
i +

∑
i∈I(V \T1)

wedg
i +

∑
j∈I(V \ T1)

∑
i∈I(T1)

l (vi, vj)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Vcld=T1=A∪{vm}

+
∑

j∈I(T1)

∑
i∈I(T1)

l (vi, vj) +
∑

j∈I(V \T1)

∑
i∈I(V \T1)

l (vi, vj)︸ ︷︷ ︸
.

Vcld=T1=A∪{vm}

Similarly, for A, we have

Γ (T2 = A) (15)

=
∑

i∈I(T2)

wcld
i +

∑
i∈I(V \T2)

wedg
i + Ccomm

(
EV \T2, T2

)
+ Ccomm (G [T2]) + Ccomm (G [V \ T2])

=
∑

i∈I(T2)

wcld
i +

∑
i∈I(V \T2)

wedg
i +

∑
j∈I(V \ T2)

∑
i∈I(T2)

l (vi, vj)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Vcld=T2=A

+
∑

j∈I(T2)

∑
i∈I(T2)

l (vi, vj) +
∑

j∈I(V \T2)

∑
i∈I(V \T2)

l (vi, vj)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Vcld=T2=A

.

Then by comparing Equality (14) and (15), we obtain

F (A ∪ {vm})− F (A) (16)
=Ccomp (V \ T2, T2) + Ccomm (V \ T2, T2)

=
(
wedg

m − wcld
m

)
+
∑

j∈I(A)

l (vm, vj) +
∑

j∈I(V \A\T )

l (vm, vj)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Vcld=A∪{vm}

−
∑

j∈I(A)

l (vm, vj)−
∑

j∈I(V \A\T )

l (vm, vj)︸ ︷︷ ︸
.

Vcld=A

Similarly, we have

F (B ∪ {vm})− F (B) (17)
=Γ (B ∪ {vm})− Γ (B)

=
(
wedg

m − wcld
m

)
+
∑

j∈I(B)

l (vm, vj) +
∑

j∈I(V \B\T )

l (vm, vj)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Vcld=B∪{vm}

−
∑

j∈I(B)

l (vm, vj)−
∑

j∈I(V \B\T )

l (vm, vj)︸ ︷︷ ︸
.

Vcld=B

Then, we get the following conclusion by immediately com-
bining Equality (16) with (17) and simple calculation:

(F (A ∪ {vm})− F (A))− (F (B ∪ {vm})− F (B))

=
∑

j∈I(B\A)

(
l (vm, vj)︸ ︷︷ ︸

Vcld=A∪{vm}

− l (vm, vj)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Vcld=B∪{vm}

)

+
∑

j∈I(B\A)

(
l (vm, vj)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Vcld=B

− l (vm, vj)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Vcld=A

)
. (18)
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Fig. 2. An instance of Offloading-LCCA with a solution

In the above formulation, for the first term of the second
line, when Vcld = A ∪ {vm}, we have j /∈ I (Vedg) since
j ∈ I (B \A), and hence m and j are in different partitions.
So l (vm, vj) is inter-partition communication cost in the case.
In contrast, when Vcld = B ∪ {vm}, m and j are in the same
partition and hence l (vm, vj) is intra-cloud communication
cost. Following the communication assumption, for each j ∈
I (B \A), we have

l (vm, vj)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Vcld=A∪{vm}

− l (vm, vj)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Vcld=B∪{vm}

≥ 0.

So the first term of Equality (18) is at least zero, since it sums
up the left side of the above inequality over j ∈ I (B \A).
Similarly, we also have the second term of Equality (18) is
not less than zero. This completes the proof.

By Lemma 5, Offloading-LCCA can be equivalently solved
by computing the following formulation

min
X⊆(V \T )

F (X) . (19)

Moreover, by Theorem 7, the above formulation is to minimize
a submodular function, for which many famous efficient algo-
rithms exist, including the combinatorial strongly polynomial
algorithm [34]. Hence, we can polynomially and optimally
solve Offloading-LCCA.

In particular, when T = ∅, the Offloading-LCCA problem
is actually equivalent to Offloading-CommA. That is because
for T = ∅, two sets A and B for which A ⊆ B ⊆ V holds,
and a task vm ∈ V \B, we can similarly get F (A ∪ {vm})−
F (A) ≥ F (B ∪ {vm})−F (B). Thus, for Offloading-CommA
we have the following corollary:

Corollary 8. Offloading-CommA can be optimally solved in
strongly polynomial time.

C. Examples of Offloading-LCCA

1) An instance of Offloading-LCCA with a solution: In
Fig. 2, we demonstrate an instance of the Offloading-LCCA
problem that consists of 7 nodes with T = {v1, v6} together
with its possible solution. In Fig. 2a, the elements of the
2-tuple associated with each node indicate the computation
cost of task vi at the edge and the cloud server, respectively.

The 4-tuple associated with each directed edge represents the
communication cost from task vi to vj of 4 cases: edge to
edge, edge to cloud, cloud to the edge, and cloud to cloud, in
which the communication assumption l1ij , l

4
ij ≤ l2ij , l

3
ij holds.

As illustrated in Fig. 2b, the dashed line indicates a partition
dividing the task graph into two disconnected sets respectively
for the edge (in red) and cloud sever (in green), and each task
in T is executed at the edge server. We use black lines to
denote the communication requirements between the edge and
the cloud server, while the red line for data communication
inside edge servers and the green line for that inside cloud
servers. The communication cost and computational cost are
labeled as 4-tuple and 2-tuple incident to the corresponding
edges and nodes.

2) Failure of the Min-Cut Based Algorithm: We will give
a counterexample illustrating how the previous best algorithm
[15] fails to solve Offloading-CommA when the communica-
tion cost is asymmetric. The previous algorithm was shown
to work correctly for homogeneous communication cost (i.e.
l1ij = l4ij ≤ l2ij = l3ij), employing a key idea of transforming
into Min-Cut.

Fig. 3a demonstrates an example of 4 tasks with l1ij = l4ij ≤
l2ij ̸= l3ij for each link. The computation costs of each node

are given in the form of
(
wedg

i , wcld
i

)
, where the former and

the latter are the computation costs for executing the task in
edge and cloud server, respectively. Besides,

(
l1ij , l

2
ij , l

3
ij , l

4
ij

)
represent the four costs of the four types of data communi-
cation between task vi and vj : edge to edge, edge to cloud,
cloud to edge, and cloud to cloud. Then we execute both our
algorithm based on submodular minimization and the previous
algorithm based on Min-Cut. Fig. 3b is the output of our
algorithm, which is probably an optimal solution. The dashed
line divides the tasks into two sets, the set of red nodes, say
{v1, v3, v4}, will be executed at the edge server and {v2} the
other set (of green nodes) at the cloud server. Consequently,
the red edges turn out to be intra-cloud communication, while
the black edges are inter-partition communication. Summing
up the computation communication costs, the output of our
algorithm consumes a total cost of 28. In contrast, according
to the procedure of the algorithm based on Min-Cut [15], Fig.
3c is the configuration when the algorithm stops. Thus, the
previous algorithm can not produce a feasible solution for the
instance. The reason for the failure is that each edge in the
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Fig. 3. An instance of Offloading-CommA with outputs of the algorithms based on submodular minimization and Min-Cut

instance could be with four different communication costs,
and hence can not transform to the graph in which the Min-
Cut algorithm can correctly work. As shown in Fig. 3c, the
values of the blue edges can not be determined according to
the transformation as in the algorithm based on Min-Cut [15].

V. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we first experiment on several different real-
world datasets to evaluate the practical performance of our al-
gorithm based on submodular minimization (denoted by SMA)
for Offloading-CommA. Then, we further analyze its perfor-
mance subject to various conditions: (1) Validate the algorithm
across different graph sizes to demonstrate its scalability
and robustness; (2) Assess the algorithm’s performance under
different communication cost ratios to verify its adaptability
to diverse network conditions; (3) Evaluate the algorithm’s
efficiency in graphs with varying densities, confirming its
capability to handle different levels of complexity. All the
experiments were conducted under two experimental settings:
adhering to the communication assumptions and violating the
communication assumptions.

Furthermore, we validate our SMA’s solution quality by
using the solution of Integer Linear Programming (ILP) for-
mulation as a benchmark while also comparing with the HETO
algorithm proposed by Du et al. [15].

A. Experimental Setup

To demonstrate the scalability of the SMA, we conducted
experiments using graphs from the SNAP ego-Facebook
dataset [41], the SNAP soc-Pokec dataset [42], the SNAP

soc-Slashdot dataset [43] and synthesized datasets. In the
experiments, we use graph nodes to represent computing
tasks, and edges between nodes to represent communication
between tasks. Both computation and communication costs
are generated using uniform distributions. Each data set was
tested across an average of 10 experiments to derive results.
All these algorithms were implemented in Python 3.10 while
using the SFO toolbox in Matlab [44] to solve the transformed
submodular minimization problem optimally. The experiments
were carried out on a PC with Microsoft Windows 11, AMD
Ryzen 5 4600H, and 16GB 3200MHZ DDR4 Memory.

B. SNAP Dataset

Adhering to the Communication Assumption
1) Different dataset: In this study, we selected three

datasets from SNAP: ego-Facebook, soc-Pokec, and soc-
Slashdot. From each dataset, we extracted 500 nodes and their
connected edges to construct graphs. The number of edges
varied across the datasets, with ego-Facebook having 4,337
edges, soc-Pokec having 3,084 edges, and soc-Slashdot having
5,080 edges.

As shown in Fig. 4a, the costs produced by SMA (depicted
in blue) align with those of ILP (depicted in yellow) and are
consistently significantly lower than those of HETO (depicted
in red). Because it is known that ILP always provides an
optimal solution while SMA and ILP produce identical results,
we get that SMA can find the optimal offloading strategy
when the communication assumptions are valid. Moreover,
the service cost of SMA and ILP is much smaller than that of
HETO. Additionally, Fig. 4b highlights that SMA maintains
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Fig. 5. Offloading results over graph datasets of different sizes.

a lower and more stable runtime across different datasets
compared to HETO.

2) Different graph sizes: For this research, we delve into
evaluating our algorithm’s performance using the SNAP ego-
Facebook dataset. Initially, we partitioned the task graphs
within the dataset, which contained between 100 and 300
nodes. This approach enabled us to conduct a detailed com-
parative analysis of task offloading effectiveness among three
distinct algorithms: SMA, HETO, and ILP. We specifically
focused on understanding how these algorithms perform across
various graph sizes, offering insights into their scalability and
efficiency in different scenarios.

As illustrated in Fig. 5a, the cost incurred by SMA con-
sistently remains significantly lower than that of HETO. As
the problem scale increases, the performance gap between the
two algorithms widens, clearly indicating the superiority of
SMA’s offloading strategy over HETO. The Fig. 5b illustrates
the runtime of the SMA, ILP, and HETO across different
instances. It can be observed from the figure that SMA requires
less time compared to HETO, and the disparity in runtime
between the two algorithms increases sharply as the problem
size grows. This trend is attributed to the HETO’s exponential
growth in runtime, which aligns with its time complexity of
O(E2). Consequently, SMA not only consistently reaches
the optimal solution on different graph sizes, but it also
offers a more reduced running time compared to HETO,

facilitating more efficient management of a wide range of
datasets.

3) Different communication cost ratio: In this experiment,
we will examine how communication costs influence offload-
ing decisions while adhering to communication constraints.
To this end, we conducted a series of experiments using
three distinct datasets from the ego-Facebook dataset, each
consisting of 100, 200, and 300 nodes, respectively. In these
experiments, we established varying ratios for communication
costs, denoted by (l1ij , l

2
ij , l

3
ij , l

4
ij), specifically set at (3 : 5 : 4 :

2), (3 : 4 : 5 : 2), and (2 : 4 : 5 : 3) for each dataset. Moreover,
to simulate the enhancement of machine bandwidth in a cloud-
edge computing environment, we adjusted the communication
cost multipliers for each specified ratio, thereby mimicking the
effect of increased bandwidth on offloading efficacy.

As shown in Fig. 6, the lines of the same color denote
the same ratio of communication costs. When the ratio of
intra-cloud and inter-partition communication costs remains
fixed and scaled by a constant factor, SMA consistently yields
the same offloading strategy with the lowest total cost as
ILP, compared to HETO. Additionally, different colors denote
varying cost ratios, the consistent superiority of SMA’s per-
formance, regardless of fluctuations in communication cost
ratios. It underscores its efficacy as a solution for optimizing
task offloading amidst diverse and evolving communication
constraints in cloud-edge computing environments.
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Fig. 6. The influence of communication cost on the performance of algorithms.

Violating the Communication Assumption
Although our communication assumptions are designed to

reflect real-world application scenarios, we have still con-
ducted rigorous testing of the model under conditions where
these assumptions may not hold. To this end, we employed
the SNAP ego-Facebook graph datasets, featuring 100, 200,
and 300 nodes, to conduct a series of experiments with varied
communication cost ratios: (8 : 6 : 7 : 5), (8 : 5 : 6 : 7), and
(7 : 6 : 5 : 8). The experiments with the ratios (8 : 5 : 6 : 7)
and (7 : 6 : 5 : 8) were intentionally chosen to challenge the
model under conditions where the communication assumption
is violated, thereby evaluating the model’s adaptability and
robustness in complex environments.

The experimental outcomes in Fig. 7 reveal that SMA
achieves optimal results when the communication costs satisfy
the communication assumption, as seen with (8 : 6 : 7 : 5),
consistent with prior theoretical findings. Conversely, under
scenarios (8 : 5 : 6 : 7) and (7 : 6 : 5 : 8) where the commu-
nication assumption is not true, SMA does not guarantee to
compute the optimal solution, provided that the problem is NP-
hard at the point. Nevertheless, the performance of SMA still
surpasses HETO. Additionally, for each communication cost
ratio, SMA consistently outperforms HETO in terms of cost
across different graph sizes. Moreover, Fig. 7d demonstrates
that even without the communication assumption, SMA
compares favorably in time efficiency, computing near-
optimal solutions faster than HETO. This highlights that
SMA outperforms the state-of-the-art HETO in efficacy and
resilience for negative scenarios in which the communication
assumption is not true.

C. Synthesized Datasets

In this part, we evaluate our algorithm across graphs of
varying densities, a vital aspect considering the pivotal role
of node-to-node communication in computational offloading
as emphasized in [15]. To facilitate this analysis, we devised
a synthetic dataset designed to mirror variations in inter-node
communication by modulating the number of edges, which
in turn, alters the graph’s density. We employed a uniform
distribution approach for assigning weights to the nodes and
edges to maintain consistency in our evaluation.

Our analysis focuses on two distinct graph pairs to demon-
strate the algorithm’s performance under different density
scenarios. The initial graph pair consists of 67 nodes, where
the sparse version contains 169 edges, escalating to 1,328
edges in the dense graph. The subsequent pair features a graph
with 265 nodes, starting with 527 edges in its sparse form and
expanding to 3,672 edges in the dense version. This allows us
to analyze how our algorithm adapts and performs as the graph
density varies.

Adhering to the Communication Assumption
Fig. 8a. illustrates the outcomes of experiments under the

communication assumptions. It demonstrated that SMA out-
performed HETO in offloading cost and running time for both
sparse and dense graphs. Since the time complexity of the
HETO is O(E2), its running time is affected by the number
of edges, so SMA is more suitable for dense graph scenarios.

Violating the Communication Assumption
In Fig. 8b, we depict the experimental results where the

communication assumption is violated. We find that the per-
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Fig. 8. Offloading results comparison over the graph of different densities.

formance of HETO falls at around 60%, whereas SMA and
ILP both attain optimum. Hence, it is evident that SMA’s

offloading approach continues to surpass HETO in terms
of performance, regardless of whether the communication
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assumption is compromised, applicable to sparse and dense
graphs.

As shown in the above experiments, our new model exhibits
significant performance gain compared to the current state-of-
the-art algorithm, demonstrating its effectiveness in practical
applications.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose a communication assumption
for the offloading problem in the edge-cloud environment,
tailored to real-world applications, with the goal of minimizing
the total service cost, which consists of both computation
and communication costs. We first show that solving the
offloading problem becomes NP-hard—even with symmetric
edge costs—when the communication assumption does not
hold, through a reduction from MAX-CUT. As our main
result, we show that with communication assumption in place,
the offloading problem can be transformed to submodular
minimization, and is thus polynomially solvable. Notably, this
polynomial solvability persists even under additional real-time
constraints. By combining these findings regarding polynomial
solvability and NP-hardness, we revealed that the communi-
cation assumption is the crucial factor that determines the
difficulty of the offloading problem. Lastly, we evaluated
the practical performance of our algorithm through extensive
experiments, demonstrating that it significantly outperforms
the state of the art in practice.
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