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Better Approximation for Weighted k-Matroid Intersection

Neta Singer ∗ Theophile Thiery ∗†

Abstract

We consider the problem of finding an independent set of maximum weight simultaneously

contained in k matroids over a common ground set. This k-matroid intersection problem appears

naturally in many contexts, for example in generalizing graph and hypergraph matching prob-

lems. In this paper, we provide a (k + 1)/(2 ln 2)-approximation algorithm for the weighted

k-matroid intersection problem. This is the first improvement over the longstanding (k − 1)-

guarantee of Lee, Sviridenko and Vondrák (2009). Along the way, we also give the first improve-

ment over greedy for the more general weighted matroid k-parity problem.

Our key innovation lies in a randomized reduction in which we solve almost unweighted

instances iteratively. This perspective allows us to use insights from the unweighted problem for

which Lee, Sviridenko, and Vondrák have designed a k/2-approximation algorithm. We analyze

this procedure by constructing refined matroid exchanges and leveraging randomness to avoid

bad local minima.
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1 Introduction

k-Matroid Intersection is a fundamental question in combinatorial optimization where the goal is

to find a maximum weight independent set in the intersection of k matroids defined on a common

ground set. This problem generalizes many classical optimization tasks, including finding maxi-

mum matchings in bipartite graphs and k-partite hypergraphs. Beyond its versatile formulation,

it provides a rich mathematical environment capturing the success of popular approximation algo-

rithms heuristics. For k = 1, the problem is solvable in polynomial time using Greedy. Moreover,

any independence system (or downward closed family of sets) for which Greedy is optimal is a

matroid [Rad57, Gal68]. For k = 2, Edmonds’ celebrated polynomial-time algorithm for matroid in-

tersection, generalizing the Hungarian Method, finds the largest independent set in the intersection

of two matroids [Edm03].

As soon as the intersection is taken over 3 or more matroids, no algorithm is known to have optimal

approximation guarantee. For k ≥ 3, k-Matroid Intersection was recently shown to be APX-hard to

approximate within a factor k/12 unlessNP ⊆ BPP [LST24], improving on the bound of [HSS06].

Currently, the best approximation ratio for the unweighted problem stands at k/2 [LSV10]. Notably,

this result does not extend to settings with arbitrary weights. In fact, for weighted k-Matroid Inter-

section Lee, Sviridenko and Vondrák obtained a tight k−1-approximation algorithm, which remains

the best known to date [LSV09].

Since Lee, Sviridenko and Vondrák’s result, most algorithmic research has been devoted to the study

of special cases of weighted k-Matroid Intersection. A notable case is k-Set Packing (technically k-

Dimensional Matching), which consists of finding a maximum weight matching in a k-partite hy-

pergraph. After a series of work [AH98, CH99, Ber00, BK03, Neu21, Neu22, TW23, Neu23], the

state-of-the-art approximation algorithm for the weighted problem is equal to k
2.006 [Neu23]. Despite

great algorithmic progress, known algorithms for k-Set Packing don’t appear to extend naturally to

the more general k-Matroid Intersection. The simplest method accomplishing a (k+1)/2 approxima-

tion factor is due to Berman [Ber00]. This method performs a local-search procedure on an instance

with squared-weights and is used and refined in [BK03, Neu21, Neu22, TW23, Neu23]. However,

their analyses rely on properties that are only true for the intersection of partition matroids. This

situation highlights our limited understanding of k-Matroid Intersection beyond k-Set Packing and

the need for a clean and universal algorithm for the more general problem. Our main result is a

novel algorithm for weighted k-Matroid Intersection, which is the first to improve upon the k − 1

approximation algorithm of [LSV09].

Theorem 1. There is k+1
2 ln(2) -approximation algorithm for weighted k-Matroid Intersection.

Our algorithm is the first approximation algorithm asymptotically improving overGreedy for weighted

k-Matroid Intersection. This improvement over Greedy is substantial since the ratio 1
2 ln(2) ≃ 0.722

improves the leading constant to more than halfway between Greedy and the state-of-the-art ratio

of k/2 for the unweighted setting. Our algorithm applies the standard local-search algorithm in an it-

erative fashion and thus also provides an alternative method to the w2-algorithm of Berman [Ber00]

for weighted k-Set Packing. We, in fact, design a k+1
2 ln(2) -approximation algorithm for a more general
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problem: weighted Matroid k-Parity. In this problem, we are given a collection of weighted hyper-

edges each incident to k vertices, and we aim to find the largest weight hypergraph matching whose

groundset is independent in a matroid over the vertices of the hypergraph. k-Matroid Intersection

is a special case of this problem. Matroid (2-)Parity was proposed by Lawler [Law01] to general-

ize non-bipartite matching and 2-Matroid Intersection. It is solvable in polynomial time for linear

matroids as shown by Lovász in the unweighted setting [Lov80] and by Iwata and Kobayashi with

general weights [IK17]. With an arbitrary matroid, the problem requires exponentially many calls

to the independence oracle [JK82]. This problem has a wide variety of applications across different

areas . A non-exhaustive list of applications of this problem include Path Packing, Minimum Pinning

Set, Maximum Genus Embedding, and Maximum Planar Subgraph which have connection to ap-

proximation algorithms, combinatorial rigidity and electric ciruits. We refer the reader to [CLL14]

for an in-depth literature review of the problem. For unweighted Matroid k-Parity with k ≥ 3, Lee,

Vondrák and Sviridenko [LSV10] designed a k
2 approximation algorithm. Meanwhile, Greedy is

still the best known algorithm for handling the problem with general hyperedge weights, giving a

k-approximation factor. Our contribution is thus to also give the first improvement over Greedy for

weighted Matroid k-Parity. This answers the question by Lee, Vondrák and Sviridenko [LSV10] who

asked about the existence of improved local search algorithms for the weighted version of Matroid

k-Parity.

1.1 Our local search algorithm

The vast majority of approximation algorithms for k-Matroid Intersection and k-Set Packing, includ-

ing ours, use a local-search heuristic as a subroutine. Local-search procedures repeatedly improve a

solution A by adding some small number of elements S ⊆ V \A and removing conflicting elements

T ⊆ A, while preserving the independence of the solution. The pair (S, T ) is called a swap. The

algorithm terminates when there is no improving swap. The absence of improving swaps then allows

to compare the value of the algorithm’s output A with the value of an optimal solution. The approx-

imation ratio is dictated by the size of the local search swaps. For example, if A is obtained using

Greedy then there is no improving swap of size 1, and implies that Greedy is a k-approximation

algorithm. Prior improvements over the factor k were obtained by looking at larger swaps as in

[LSV10, LSV09] for k-Matroid Intersection and [HS89, Cyg13, Neu21, TW23] for k-Set Packing.

However, for weighted k-Matroid Intersection the standard local-search algorithm fails even with

large swaps and yields a tight k−1-approximation in the worst-case [AH98, LSV09]. Our algorithm

instead attempts to apply unweighted algorithms that are known to perform well in a black-box

manner. It partitions the instance into several weight classes, where each class is an almost un-

weighted instance. It then performs local-search on each weight class in an iterative fashion. By

processing the whole instance greedily over decreasing weight classes, we are able to leverage Lee,

Sviridenko and Vondrák’s k/2-approximation algorithm for the unweighted problem [LSV10] and

avoid the k−1 local-optima. Crucially, this iterative procedure allows us to construct non-improving

swaps based on the currently processed weight class. This approach differs from known algorithms

which apply various local search methods over the entire instance directly. Beyond our result, our

algorithm is a blueprint for solving a weighted maximization problem by decomposing it in many

unweighted instances. Using our framework, it seems very likely that an improved local-search algo-
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rithm for unweighted k-Matroid Intersection will yield an improved approximation for the weighted

problem surpassing our guarantees. Note that for unweighted k-Set Packing, there is a (k + 1)/3-

approximation algorithm [Cyg13]. We hope that our work will resonate with other problems where

weighted variants are challenging.

1.2 Construction of matroid exchanges

The bulk of our work consists of defining a collection of non-improving swaps between our current

solution A and the optimal solution O. By processing the instance greedily over decreasing weight

classes, we are able to understand the algorithm as follows. After processing the ith weight class,

any element of O in the ith weight class conflicts with the items that were already added to A. The

optimal elements in the ith weight class are necessarily conflicting as otherwise we could have added

them to A to improve the value of our solution. Thus, each optimal element is either conflicting be-

fore or while processing the ith weight class. We can therefore split the optimal elements contained

in the ith interval into two sets: (1) the elements that conflict within their own weight class, and (2)

the elements that conflict with our choices from the previous i− 1 weight classes.

In matroid terminology, each iteration i defines a large swap between the vertices added to the

current solution and conflicting vertices of O. Using Rota’s exchange property, we refine this swap

by constructing two disjoint swaps of smaller size between A and just the vertices from O in the

ith weight-class, and A and just the vertices from O outside the ith weight-class. The existence of

these two swaps allows us in the first case to apply Lee, Sviridenko and Vondrák [LSV10] analysis

and recover their guarantees. This involves another refinement of the large constructed swap that

we break this into many small swaps. We point out that our analysis is conceptually different than

that for k-Set Packing. We start from the existence of a large matroid exchange that we gradually

refine to obtain small swaps that our algorithm can find. This top-to-bottom approach diverges from

other local-search analyses which typically have a bottom-to-top approach. In fact, a fundamental

step in the analysis of Berman’s algorithm [Ber00] lies in the ability to combine two swaps (S1, T1)

and (S2, T2) to obtain a larger swap (S1 ∪ S2, T1 ∪ T2). Berman’s analysis [Ber00] heavily relies on

this fact to group optimal elements by their individual conflicts with edges in A to get a larger swap,

and the same is used for [CH99]. Unfortunately, for general matroids the union of two swaps is not

necessarily a feasible swap. One such example is the graphic matroid on the complete graph with

4 vertices, K4. The techniques used in [LSV10] are also not directly applicable, as their algorithm

can informally be understood as solving 2-Matroid Intersection and greedily extending the solution.

This essentially reduces the number of matroid dependencies by 1 to obtain a k − 1-factor.

1.3 Computing the approximation ratio

The final approximation ratio depends on the following two factors: (1) the fraction of the optimal

elements conflicting only within their weight class, and (2) the fraction of optimal elements which

conflict with a prior but adjacent weight class. As explained, the contribution of (1) can essentially

be reduced to the unweighted analysis of Lee, Sviridenko and Vondrák [LSV10]. Given that the

weights within a weight class differ at most by a factor of (1− ε) for some ε > 0, we obtain a k
2(1−ε) -

approximation of the optimal elements conflicting only within their weight class. The difficulty then
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lies in understanding the effect of optimal elements that conflict with a previous weight class. This

event is bad if it behaves like Greedy in that an element in the current solution (from the previous

interval) conflicts with up to k optimal elements (in the next interval), all of which have roughly the

same weight. This suggests that a careful weight class partitioning is needed. We use a randomized

weight class partitioning to avoid the greedy bottleneck. Instead of choosing the ith weight class as

[W (1−ε)i,W (1−ε)i−1], whereW is the largest weight of the instance we randomly shift all intervals

by a small factor. Using this randomized procedure, we argue that, with high probability, an optimal

element is far from being in an anterior weight class. This shows that even if o was conflicting with

some element in a prior weight class the weight difference is large enough to improve over the factor

k that Greedy attains (with high probability). We achieve an improved approximation guarantee

by choosing the parameter ε that balances these two factors.

2 Preliminaries

For any integer k ∈ N, we use the convention [k] = {1, . . . , k}. We assume that the reader is familiar

with basic matroid definitions (for a good survey, see [S+03]). We define the k-matroid intersection

and matroid k-parity problems. All of our results will hold for a more general problem, Matroid

k-Parity, which is the main focus of this paper.

k-Matroid Intersection: Given k matroids {Mi = (V,Ii)}i∈[k] defined on the same groundset V

and a linear weight function w : V → R≥0, the goal is to find a set S ⊆ V of maximum weight

independent in each matroid, i.e. such that S ∈ Ii for all i ∈ [k].

Matroid k-Parity: We are given an edge-weighted hypergraph G = (V,E) on a set of vertices V

with linear weight function w : E → R≥0 and a matroidM = (V,I) defined on V . Each hyperedge

e ∈ E has size at most k. The goal is to find a maximum weight collection of disjoint hyperedges

M ⊆ E such that the vertices incident to M are independent in I. We assume access to a matroid

independence oracle, which for any set S ⊆ V answers whether S ∈ I. Throughout the document,

we will denote by e(V ′) the set of edges incident to V ′ ⊆ V with V ′ ∈ I, and conversely let v(E′)

be the set of vertices contained in E′ ⊆ E. We say that A ⊆ E is a feasible solution if v(A) ∈ I.

Observe that ifM is the free matroid (where I = 2V ), then the problem is known as k-Set Packing.

As shown by Lee, Sviridenko and Vondrák [LSV10] finding a maximum weight independent set in

the intersection of k-matroids can be cast as a matroid k-parity problem in which all the edges e ∈ E

are disjoint. In fact without loss of generality, we may assume that the input graph G = (V,E) has

the property that each vertex v belongs to a unique hyperedge. Repeating [LSV10], we provide a

proof of these two facts in Appendix E for completeness. As Matroid k-Parity generalizes k-Matroid

Intersection, we provide all algorithms and analyses for the Matroid k-Parity. It will also be helpful

to define a vertex-weighted function.

Definition 1. Let A ⊆ E be a collection of disjoint hyperedges, we define c : v(A) → R≥0 where

cv = we where v ∈ e, and c(S) =
∑

v∈S cv for all S ⊆ v(A). Thus, cv is the cost of the hyperedge

e ∈ A covering v. This function is well defined since A is a collection of disjoint hyperedges.
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Our analyis will use the following two theorems (proved in Appendix C) about matroid exchanges.

Theorem 2. LetM = (V,I) be a matroid and S, T be independent sets ofM with |S| ≤ |T |. For

any partition S1, . . . , Sm of S, there are disjoint sets T1, . . . , Tm ⊆ T such that |Si| = |Ti| and

Si ∪ (T\Ti) ∈ I.

In particular, if |S| = |T |, then the sets Ti partition T .

This is a slightly more general version of a Rota-exchange where S and T are not necessarily bases

ofM. The second proposition, which is an almost immediate corollary, will be useful in our analysis.

It states that we can construct exchanges in a top-to-bottom fashion. We can use the existence of a

large matroid exchange to repartition into disjoint smaller matroid exchanges.

Theorem 3. Let M = (V,I) be a matroid and S, T be independent sets. Suppose that there is

NS ⊆ T such that |NS | = |S| and S∪ (T\NS) ∈ I. Then, for any partition of S into S1, . . . , Sm there

is a partition {NSi
}i∈[m] of NS such that |NSi

| = |Si| and Si ∪ (T\NSi
) ∈ I.

Other Notations: We denote by W , maxe∈E,v(e)∈I w(e) the maximum weight of any feasible

edge and denote an interval by I ⊆ [0,W ]. For simplicity, we overload the notation of I and also

let I refer to the set of edges e ∈ E where we ∈ I. Thus, given a set of edges R ⊆ E, we let

R ∩ I , {e ∈ R : we ∈ I}. An interval is then a weight class. Finally, given a collection of intervals

{Ij}
m
j=1 withm ∈ N and a set of edgesR ⊆ E, we will denote R≤i =

⋃i
j=1R∩Ij , R≥i =

⋃m
j=iR∩Ij .

3 Sliding Local-Search Algorithm

We describe our main algorithm Sliding Local-Search (Algorithm 2), abbreviated by SlidingLS.

SlidingLS iteratively runs a local-search algorithm over disjoint intervals of bounded-length in order

of decreasing weights.

3.1 Interval Local-Search

Interval Local-Search (Algorithm 1) is a standard local-search algorithm which attempts to im-

prove the current solution by finding improving (A, I, I)-swaps where I ⊆ [0,W ].

Definition 2 ((A, I, J)-swap). LetA ⊆ E be any feasible solution, and I, J ⊆ [0,W ] be two intervals.

A pair (S,N) is a (A, I, J)-swap if S ⊆ (E\A) ∩ I and |S| ≤ 2, N ⊆ A ∩ J and |N | ≤ 2k, and

(A \N) ∪ S is a feasible solution. We further say that (S, T ) is improving if w(S) > w(N).

We recall that without loss of generality (see Appendix E.2) all edges of our k-Matroid Parity instance

are disjoint. Thus, performing an (A, I, J)-swap necessarily yields a feasible collection of disjoint

hyperedges.

Algorithm 1: Interval Local-Search(A, I)

Input: Feasible solution A ⊆ E, and interval I ⊆ [0,W ]

while There exists (S,N) that is an improving (A, I, I)-swap do

A← A\N ∪ S // Improve the solution

return A

5



3.2 Sliding Local-Search

Sliding Local-Search iteratively calls Interval Local-Search on geometrically decreasing bounded

length intervals (except the last one). Formally, the interval [0,W ] is partitioned into L+ 1 disjoint

intervals {Ij}
L+1
j=1 , for some L ∈ N. Each interval Ij ⊆ [0,W ] for j = 1, . . . , L+ 1 is defined by two

markers. We let Ij = (mj ,mj−1] where mj ∈ [0,W ] is the jth-marker. The size of each interval is

controlled by a parameter ε > 0, which will be optimized later, such that
mi−1

mi
= 1 − ε. Instead

of deterministically choosing mi = W (1 − ε)i, SlidingLS chooses a random threshold τ ∼ U [0, ε),

where U [a, b) is the uniform distribution between a and b, to shift the marker placement and lets

mi = W (1− τ)(1− ε)i−1.

Definition 3 (Markers). Each interval Ij is defined by two markers mj−1 and mj such that Ij =

(mj ,mj−1] for j ∈ [L] and IL+1 = [mL+1,mL]. For some τ sampled from U [0, ε), the markers are

chosen as: mj = W · (1− ε)j−1(1− τ) for j = 0, 1, . . . , L and mL+1 = 0.

SlidingLS then calls Interval Local-Search on I1, then I2 and so on. More precisely, it runs

Interval Local-Search on I1 = (m1,m0] to find an initial solution A≤1 ⊆ I1. It then seeks to

improve the solution using edges of the next interval. It runs Interval Local-Search(A≤1, I2) to

obtain solution A≤2 ⊆ I1 ∪ I2, where I2 = (m2,m1]. Since, Interval Local-Search attempts to

find improving (A≤2, I2, I2)-swap, the edges in A≤1 ⊆ I1 aren’t discarded when processing I2. This

implies that A≤1 ⊆ A≤2. We denote by A≤i+1 the output of Interval Local-Search(A≤i, Ii+1).

Similarly, we have that A≤i ⊆ A≤i+1.

Remark 1. When SlidingLS terminates, there is no improving (A≤i, Ii, Ii)-swap for all i ∈ [L+ 1].

In Appendix D, we prove, using standard weight-scaling techniques [LSV09, LSV10, Ber00] that

SlidingLS terminates in polynomial time as long as k is constant. We note this is also needed in

[Ber00, Cyg13, LSV10]. Additionally, broadly inspired by streaming algorithms such as [BMKK14,

KMZ+19], we prove that we can "discard" edges in the last interval.

Proposition 1. Let L , ⌈− log1−ε(|E| δ
−1)⌉ + 1. Let O be the optimal solution and let A be the

output of SlidingLS, and O≤L = {o ∈ O : wo ≥ mL}. Then, w(O\O≤L) ≤ δw(O).

Algorithm 2: Sliding Local-Search(δ, ε)

Input: Parameters δ, ε that quantify the number and the size of the intervals

Let 1− τ ∼ U(1− ε, 1] // Random marker placement

Let L , ⌈− log1−ε(|E| δ
−1)⌉+ 1 // Number of intervals

Let W = maxe∈E,v(e)∈I w(e)

Let m0 = W (1− τ)/(1− ε), mi = W (1− τ)(1 − ε)i−1 for i ∈ [L], and mL+1 = 0

for i← 0 to L by 1 do

A← Interval Local-Search(A, (mi+1,mi])

return A

4 A better-than-k approximation guarantee

In this section, we give a simplified analysis of Algorithm 2 and obtain a 9
10 (k+1)-approximation al-

gorithm. In Appendix B, we show that the approximation factor can be improved to (k+1)/(2 ln(2)).

Formally,
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Theorem 4. For any k ≥ 3, there is a randomized 9
10 (k + 1)-approximation algorithm for weighted

Matroid k-Parity.

This is the first result that improves overGreedywhich yields a k-approximation forMatroid k-Parity

and over the k− 1-approximation algorithm of Lee, Sviridenko and Vondrák [LSV09] for k-Matroid

Intersection. We show in Appendix D.3 that this guarantee holds with high probability. To analyze

the approximation guarantee of Algorithm 2, we will construct (A, I, J)-swaps (Definition 2) in

Lemma 2. In Section 4.1, we detail our approach, give key definitions and state our main technical

lemma (Lemma 2). We prove Lemma 2 in Section 4.2 using the local optimality of our solution

within intervals. In Section 4.3, we analyze the contribution of the swaps across different intervals.

4.1 Approach and Definitions

To find a collection of local swaps between A and O we think of our algorithm as the following

process. Before the start of iteration i, our algorithmmaintains a solution v(A≤i−1), where v(A0) = ∅

and a set Ti−1 ⊆ v(O) such that v(A≤i−1)∪(v(O)\Ti−1) is independent. The set Ti−1 are the vertices

conflicting with v(Ai−1). At the end of iteration i, we have extended v(A≤i−1) by finding a set v(Ai).

This set further blocks new vertices – the set Ti\Ti−1. Lemma 1 makes this construction precise.

This, however, doesn’t define local swaps yet. We repeatedly apply Rota’s exchange (Theorem 2 and

Theorem 3) to define the set of optimal edges that are blocked at any iteration, and then construct

local swaps in Lemma 2.

Lemma 1. There exists a nested sequence of sets ∅ = T0 ⊆ T1 ⊆ . . . ⊆ TL+1 ⊆ v(O) such that

v(A≤i) ∪ (v(O)\Ti) ∈ I and |Ti\Ti−1| = |v(Ai)|. Moreover, for any i ∈ [L + 1], and any o ∈ O ∩ Ii
such that wo > 0, there exists some j ≤ i such that v(o) ∩ Tj 6= ∅.

Lemma 1 shows the existence of a set of vertices Ti\Ti−1 ⊆ v(O) which conflict with v(Ai) at the

ith iteration and thus have to be discarded. The proof is in Appendix A.1. This implies that some

optimal edges conflict with the solution A≤i and we define these edges as follows.

Definition 4. Let O(i) , {o ∈ O : v(o) ∩ Ti 6= ∅, and v(o) ∩ Ti−1 = ∅} be the edges of O which

conflict with A for the first time when processing interval i ∈ [L+ 1].

We will construct swaps for edges in O(i). In particular, it will be convenient to expand Definition 2

for a partial solution A≤j at a jth iteration of the algorithm.

Definition 5 (Local swap). Let A be any feasible solution, and let (S,N) be a pair of sets. We say

that (S,N) is a local swap if there exists i ∈ [L+1] and j ≤ i such that (S,N) is a (A≤j , Ii, Ij)-swap.

4.1.1 Recovering the Unweighted Guarantees

To leverage the power of local-search in almost unweighted sub-instances, consider the edges of

O(i) ∩ Ii that lie in Ii and are blocked for the first time at the ith iteration of Algorithm 2. We will

prove that these sets behave like an unweighted k-matroid parity instance. As their weights differ

by only a small factor 1−ε, this implies that the local-search gives a nearly k/2-approximation using

[LSV10]. For every i ∈ [L], we define the unweighted portion of the instance as follows,
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• O
(i)
s =

{

o ∈ O(i) ∩ Ii : |v(o) ∩ Ti| = 1
}

is the set of blocked edges in the ith interval with a

single vertex conflict, and let Os =
⋃

i∈[L]O
(i)
s be the set of singles.

• O
(i)
d =

{

o ∈ O(i) ∩ Ii : |v(o) ∩ Ti| ≥ 2
}

is the set of blocked edges in the ith interval with a

double vertex conflict, and let Od =
⋃

i∈[L]O
(i)
d be the set of doubles.

Note that these sets are only defined up to the Lth interval. Equipped with the above definitions, we

state our main result that constructs local swaps {(o, e(No))}o∈O between A and O at each iteration

of Algorithm 2. Each swap is non-improving and satisfies a nice partition property such that each

edge a ∈ A isn’t part of more than k swaps. Additionally, every a ∈ A appears in the local swap of at

most 1 single optimal edge. We also show that for every o ∈ Od, its weight is much smaller than the

weight of its neighborhood. This will allow us to obtain two straightforward corollaries. The first

one says that Algorithm 2 is always a k-approximation. The second bounds the total weight of Os

(similarly to [LSV10]).

Lemma 2. For any random choice of τ , there exists a collection {(o, e(No))}o∈O of local swaps such

that

1. for all i ∈ [L+ 1], and every o ∈ O(i), we have ∅ 6= No ⊆ v(Ai) and wo ≤ c(No),

2. each v ∈ v(A) appears in at most one of the sets {No}o∈O,

3. for every o ∈ Os, c(No) = w(e(No)) and for o′ 6= o ∈ Os, we have e(No) ∩ e(N ′
o) = ∅,

4. for every o ∈ Od, we have that |No| ≥ 2 and wo ≤
1

2(1−ε)c(No).

Corollary 1. Let {(o, e(No))}o∈O be the collection from Lemma 2, then
∑

o∈O

c(No) ≤ kw(A). In

particular, we have that w(O) ≤ kw(A).

Proof of Corollary 1. By Lemma 2, each v ∈ v(A) appears at most once in one set No for o ∈ O.

Since every a ∈ A contains at most k vertices of v(A) we get that,

∑

o∈O

c(No) =
∑

a∈A

wa

∑

o∈O

|v(a) ∩No| ≤
∑

a∈A

wa · k = k · w(A).

Applying Property 1 of Lemma 2 and the previous bound, we get that: w(O) ≤
∑

o∈O c(No) ≤

kw(A).

Corollary 2. By the properties 1 and 3 of Lemma 2, we have w(Os) ≤ w(A).

4.2 Proof of Lemma 2

Proof of Lemma 2. Let {Ti}
L+1
i=1 be the sequence of sets obtained from Lemma 1. We apply Rota

exchange properties (Theorem 2) onMi, the matroid contracted on v(A≤i−1)∪(v(O)\Ti), to obtain

local swaps {(o, e(No))}o∈O. By Lemma 1, the sets Ti\Ti−1 and v(Ai) are independent inMi and

|v(Ai)| = |Ti\Ti−1|. We partition Ti\Ti−1 as follows: let Bs = v(O
(i)
s )∩Ti and B′ = v(O(i)\O

(i)
s )∩Ti

and B′′ = (Ti\Ti−1)\(Bs ∪ B′). Note that this is a partition of Ti\Ti−1 by definition of O(i). Here

Bs is simply empty when i = L + 1. By Theorem 2, there exist disjoint sets Ns, N
′ ⊆ v(Ai) such
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that v(Ai)\Ns ∪ Bs and v(Ai)\N
′ ∪ B′ are independent inMi and |Ns| = |Bs|, and |N

′| = |B′|

respectively. Property 3 follows from the following two claims which we now prove. Let i ∈ [L],

then

1. For all a ∈ Ai, we have that |v(a) ∩Ns| ≤ 1,

2. Ns =
⊔

o∈O
(i)
s

No, and |No| = 1 for o ∈ O
(i)
s .

We start with the first claim. Suppose conversely that there exists an edge a ∈ Ai such that

|v(a) ∩Ns| ≥ 2. This implies that |v(Ai)\(Ns ∪ v(a)) ∪ Bs| = |v(Ai)| − (|Ns| + |v(a)| − |Ns ∩

v(a)|) + |Bs| ≥ |v(Ai − a)|+ 2 since |Ns| = |Bs|. Because v(Ai)\(Ns ∪ v(a)) ∪Bs and v(Ai − a) are

independent inMi, we can find an extension b, b′ ∈ Bs such that v(Ai−a)∪{b, b
′} ∈ Ii. Observe that

the vertices b, b′ belong to distinct hyperedges in O
(i)
s , which we denote by e, e′ ∈ O

(i)
s , respectively.

Since v(Ai − a) ∪ {b, b′} is independent inMi, we have that (v(A≤i − a) ∪ {b, b′} ∪ (v(O)\Ti) ∈ I.

In particular, A≤i\{a} ∪ {e, e
′} is feasible since {e, e′} ⊆ {b, b′} ∪ (v(O)\Ti) by definition of O(i). We

prove that this yields an improving (A≤i, Ii)-swap as long as ε ∈ (0, 0.5) and i ∈ [L]. We have that

a ∈ Ai ⊆ Ii and e, e′ ∈ O
(i)
s ⊆ Ii. Since Ii = (mi,mi−1], we have

we + w′
e − wa > 2mi −mi−1 = 2(1− ε)mi−1 −mi−1 = mi−1(1− 2ε) > 0,

where we use mi = (1− ε)mi−1 for i ∈ [L], contradicting the absence of improving (A≤i, Ii)-swaps.

We prove the next claim together with Property 1 and 2. For every i ∈ [L + 1], we partition Bs

into {v(o) ∩ Bs}o∈O(i)
s

and B′ into {v(o) ∩ B′}
o∈O(i)\O

(i)
s
. Applying Theorem 3, we get that there

are collections of disjoints sets {No}o∈O(i)
s

and {N ′
o}o∈O(i)\O

(i)
s

partitioning Ns and N ′ such that

v(Ai)\No ∪ (v(o) ∩ Bs) ∈ Ii for all o ∈ O
(i)
s and v(Ai)\N

′
o ∪ (v(o) ∩ B′) ∈ Ii for all o ∈ O(i)\O

(i)
s ,

respectively. Theorem 3 further says that |N ′
o| = |v(o) ∩B′| ≥ 1 and |No| = |v(o) ∩Bs| = 1, where

the second equality uses that |v(o) ∩ Ti| = 1 for all o ∈ O
(i)
s . We prove that {(o, e(No))}o∈O(i)

s
and

{(o, e(N ′
o))}o∈O(i)\O

(i)
s

are local swaps. Fix i ∈ [L+1] and let o ∈ O
(i)
s together with its pair (o, e(No)).

The proof is identical for o ∈ O(i)\O
(i)
s . We prove that the swap is independent:

v(A≤i)\{v(e(No))} ∪ v(o) ⊆ v(A≤i)\No ∪ v(o)

⊆
(

v(Ai)\No ∪ (v(o) ∩ Ti)
)

∪
(

v(A≤i−1) ∪ (v(O)\Ti)
)

⊆
(

v(Ai)\No ∪ (v(o) ∩ (Ti\Ti−1))
)

∪
(

v(A≤i−1) ∪ (v(O)\Ti)
)

where we used in the last containment that v(o) ∩ Ti−1 = ∅ for all o ∈ O(i). The last term is inde-

pendent since v(o) ∩ Bs = v(o) ∩ Ti\Ti−1 and v(Ai)\No ∪ (v(o) ∩ Bs) is independent inMi. We

have that (o, e(No)) is, in fact, a (A≤i, Iℓ, Ii)-swap for some ℓ ≥ i, since o ∈ Iℓ by the second part of

Lemma 1. We now prove Property 1. Let v ∈ No (which exists since |No| ≥ 1) and let a be the edge

incident to v. If i = ℓ, then the property follows from the absence of (A≤i, Ii)-swap, which implies

that wo ≤ w(e(No)) ≤ c(No). Then, suppose i < ℓ, we have that wo ≤ mℓ−1 ≤ mi < wa ≤ c(No) by

definition of the markers. Property 2 follows from the fact that that {v(Ai)}i∈[L+1] are disjoint sets

of vertices and that the sets No are also disjoint.
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Lastly, we show these local swaps satisfy Property 4 for o ∈ Od. Let i ∈ [L] be any index and fix o ∈

O
(i)
d . By construction of the local swaps (o, e(N ′

o)), we have |N
′
o| = |v(o) ∩B′| = |v(o) ∩ Ti\Ti−1| ≥ 2.

Let v1, v2 ∈ No be two distinct vertices . Further, let a1, a2 ⊆ e(No) ⊆ Ai be the edges incident to

v1 and v2. It is possible that a1 = a2. Since aj ∈ Ai, we have that mi−1 ≥ waj > mi for j = 1, 2.

Additionally, we have that o ∈ O
(i)
d , so o must lie in Ii. This means that wo ≤ mi−1. Therefore,

wo =
wo

c(v1) + c(v2)
(c(v1) + c(v2)) ≤

mi−1

2mi
c(No) =

1

2(1 − ε)
c(No).

4.3 Escaping local-optima using randomness

By Property 3 and 4 of Lemma 2 we are able to analyze the absence of improving swap in a given

interval. Unfortunately, the optimal edges in the ith interval might already be blocked after process-

ing an anterior interval j < i. This poses problems as an edge in a ∈ Ai−1 may block up to k edges

in O∩ Ii that differ in weight only slightly. If this happens, then SlidingLS has the same guarantees

as Greedy. Importantly, this situation can be avoided by slightly shifting the ith-marker. We use the

random marker placement to show that such events occur with low probability. This motivates the

following definitions. Let γ ∈ (0, 1) be a fixed constant.

Definition 6. For each o ∈ O, we define by mo the closest marker to wo such that mo ≥ wo.

We partition the remaining edges of O\(Os ∪Od) into those that are close to mo and

• Ob =
{

o ∈ O\(Os ∪Od) : wo ≥ (1 + γ)−1mo

}

is the set of blocked edges whose weight is close

to mo. These edges are bad for the analysis.

• Og =
{

o ∈ O\(Os ∪Od) : wo < (1 + γ)−1mo

}

is the set of blocked edges whose weight is far

from mo. These edges are good for the analysis as shown in Lemma 3 proved in Appendix A.2.

Lemma 3. Let o ∈ Og ∩O≤L and (o, e(No)) be its local swap given by Lemma 2. Then,

(1 + γ)wo ≤ c(No).

Motivated by Lemma 3, our objective is then to estimate the expected weight of Ob. In Lemma 4,

we use the random threshold to argue that the expected weight is small.

Lemma 4. Let ε > 0 be the parameter from Algorithm 2. For any o ∈ O and γ ∈
[

0, (1 − ε)−1 − 1
)

,

we have that

Pτ [o ∈ Ob] ≤ Pτ

[

wo ≥ (1 + γ)−1mo

]

≤
γ

ε(1 + γ)
.

In particular, the following holds: E [w(Ob)] ≤
γ

ε(1+γ)w(O).

The first inequality follows from the definition of Ob. Thus, Lemma 4 tells that it is sufficient to

compute the probability that an edge o lands close to mo to bound the contribution of Ob.
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Proof of Lemma 4. Fix any o ∈ O. We start by proving the lemma when wo ∈ [1− ε, 1] ·W and split

the proof into two computations depending on the value of wo. Suppose that wo ∈ [1− ε, 1
1+γ

] ·W .

Then, the only marker for which wo ≥ (1 + γ)−1mo is if mo = m1. Thus,

Pτ

[

wo ≥ (1 + γ)−1mo

]

= Pτ [m1 ∈ [wo, wo(1 + γ)]] =
1

ε ·W
· (wo(1 + γ)− wo) ≤

γ

ε(1 + γ)
.

In the second inequality, we used that m1 = (1 − τ)W ∼ U(1− ε, 1] ·W and that [wo, wo(1 + γ)] ⊆

[1 − ε, 1] ·W . The last inequality uses that wo ≤
W
1+γ

. Suppose alternatively that wo ∈ [ 1
1+γ

, 1] ·W .

Then, we have:

Pτ

[

wo ≥ (1 + γ)−1mo

]

= Pτ [(m1 ∈ [wo, 1]) ∨ (m0 ∈ [1, (1 + γ)wo])]

= Pτ [m1 ∈ [wo, 1]] + Pτ [m1 ∈ [1− ε, (1 − ε)(1 + γ)wo]]

=
1

ε ·W
· (ε+ wo ((1− ε)(1 + γ)− 1))

≤
1

ε
·

γ

1 + γ
.

In the second equality, we use that events are disjoint from each other and thatm0(1−ε) = m1. The

third equality uses thatm1 ∼ U(1−ε, 1] ·W . In the last inequality, we observe that 1+γ ≤ (1−ε)−1

so (1− ε)(1 + γ) − 1 ≤ 0. Substituting wo ≥ (1 + γ)−1W into the last inequality yields the desired

result. This proves the result when wo ∈ [1− ε, 1] ·W .

Suppose now that wo ∈ [(1 − ε)i, (1 − ε)i−1] · W for some i ∈ [L + 1], we reduce this case to

the previous computation. Indeed, the probability that wo ∈ [ 1
1+γ

mj,mj ] for some j is equal to the

probability that the point wo

(1−ε)i−1 is in [ 1
(1+γ)mj−i+1,mj−i+1]. Note that

wo

(1−ε)i−1 ∈ [1−ε, 1] ·W , thus,

by the previous computation, we get that o is in Ob with probability at most γ
ε(1+γ) . Lastly, suppose

that wo ∈ [0, (1 − ε)L+1] · W . Then as mL = W (1 − τ)(1 − ε)L−1, we have that (1 + γ)−1mo =

(1 + γ)−1mL ≥W (1− ε)L+1 ≥ wo, where we used that (1− τ) ≥ 1− ε and (1 + γ)−1 ≥ 1− ε. This

implies that o ∈ Og.

4.4 Obtaining an Ω(k) approximation ratio

We combine the improvements due to the local-search analysis of Lemma2 and to the randommarker

analysis of Lemma 4 to show that Algorithm 2 is an Ω(k)-approximation algorithm for weighted k-

Matroid Intersection and weighted k-Matroid Parity. The full proof is in Appendix A.3.

Theorem 5. Let ε ∈ (0, 1/2), δ ∈ (0, 1) be the parameters of Algorithm 2, and let γ ∈ (0, 1) be a

constant such that γ ≤ (1− ε)−1− 1 and γ ≤ 2(1− ε)− 1. Let A be the output of Algorithm 2. Then,

w(O) ≤
k + γ

1 + γ
(

1− γ
ε(1+γ)

)

− δ
· E [w(A)] .

Setting ε = 0.3873, γ = 0.2253 and δ small enough we get that w(O) ≤ 9(k+1)
10 · E [w(A)].

4.5 Conclusion and Open Questions

We study weighted k-matroid intersection and its generalization as weighted matroid k-parity. In

contrast to special cases, such as k-set packing, both problems are not as well understood. Prior
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to this work, Greedy was the state-of-the-art algorithm with a k-approximation. We significantly

improve over this bound and provide a k+1
2 ln(2) ≃ 0.722(k + 1)-approximation which largely reduces

the gap between the unweighted and weighted setting. Our algorithm is conceptually simple and

provides an alternative to the current algorithms for special cases such as Berman’s algorithm. We

iteratively apply a weighted local-search over random intervals which prevents the algorithm from

reaching certain bad local optima. Beyond an improved constant, our algorithm offers a blueprint

for transforming algorithms over the unweighted setting into algorithms over the weighted setting.

This may be of independent interest and could lead to improvements for other problems beyond

Matroid k-Parity.

OpenQuestions: It remains interesting to close the gap between the unweighted and the weighted

setting, even in the simpler case of k-Set Packing for which there is still a gap [Cyg13, Neu23]. On the

hardness front, as mentioned in [LST24], better hardness of approximation for k-CSP might improve

the k/12-hardness of k-Dimensional Matching which would extend to k-Matroid Intersection. Finally,

a clear direction for future improvements is to investigate whether there exists a k+1
3 -approximation

for unweighted k-matroid intersection similarly to unweighted k-set packing or give a separation.
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A Omitted Proofs

For completeness, we provide the missing proofs from Section 4.

A.1 Proof of Lemma 1

Lemma 1. There exists a nested sequence of sets ∅ = T0 ⊆ T1 ⊆ . . . ⊆ TL+1 ⊆ v(O) such that

v(A≤i) ∪ (v(O)\Ti) ∈ I and |Ti\Ti−1| = |v(Ai)|. Moreover, for any i ∈ [L + 1], and any o ∈ O ∩ Ii
such that wo > 0, there exists some j ≤ i such that v(o) ∩ Tj 6= ∅.

Without loss of generality, we may assume that |v(O)| ≥ |v(A)| by adding disjoint edges of weight

equal to 0, each incident to k new dummy vertices independent with everything else. We prove the

statement by induction on i. Let v(A1) be the vertices incident to A1 and apply Theorem 2 to find a

set T1 ⊆ v(O) such that v(A1)∪(v(O)\T1) ∈ I and |T1| = |v(A1)|. This concludes the proof for i = 1.

By the induction hypothesis, we have a collection T0 ⊆ . . . ⊆ Ti−1 ⊆ v(O) such that v(A≤i−1) ∪

(v(O)\Ti−1) ∈ I and |Ti−1\Ti−2| = |v(Ai−1)|. LetM′ = (V,I ′) be the matroidM contracted on

v(A≤i−1). Observe that v(O)\Ti−1 and v(Ai) are independent inM
′. Moreover, by the induction hy-

pothesis 0 ≥ |v(A≤i)|− |v(O)| = |v(A≤i−1)|+ |v(Ai)|− |v(O)\Ti−1|− |Ti−1| = |v(Ai)|− |v(O)\Ti−1 |.

So |v(O)\Ti−1| ≥ |v(Ai)|. Thus, applying Theorem 2 to v(Ai) and v(O)\Ti−1 inM′, we get that

there exists a set Ti\Ti−1 ⊆ v(O)\Ti−1 such that v(Ai) ∪ (v(O)\Ti−1)\(Ti\Ti−1) ∈ I
′ and that

|Ti\Ti−1| = |v(Ai)|. We finish the induction by uncontracting the matroid.

It remains to prove the second part of the statement. Let o ∈ O ∩ Ii be such that wo > 0 for some

i ∈ [L+ 1]. Suppose by contradiction that v(o) ∩ Tj = ∅ for all j ≤ i. This implies that:

v(A≤i) ∪ v(o) ⊆ v(A≤i) ∪ v(o) ∪ (v(O)\Ti) = v(A≤i) ∪ (v(O)\Ti) ∈ I,

where we used the first part of the lemma to claim the independence of the right-hand side. So

v(o) can be added to v(A≤i) without violating the independence constraint. Since wo > 0, the pair

({o}, ∅) is an improving (A≤i, Ii, Ii)-swap contradicting the termination of Algorithm 2.

A.2 Proof of Lemma 3

Lemma 3. Let o ∈ Og ∩O≤L and (o, e(No)) be its local swap given by Lemma 2. Then,

(1 + γ)wo ≤ c(No).

Let o ∈ Og∩O≤L and let (o, e(No)) be its local swap from Lemma 2. Let j ∈ [L] be the index such that

o ∈ Ij . Since o /∈ Os ∪ Od, there exists an index i < j such that o ∈ O(i)\(O
(i)
d ∪ O

(i)
s ). In particular,

by Property 1 of Lemma 2, we have that ∅ 6= e(No) ⊆ Ai. This implies that mo = mj−1 ≤ mi so

wo ≤ (1 + γ)−1mo ≤ (1 + γ)−1mi < (1 + γ)−1c(No).
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A.3 Proof of Theorem 5 and Theorem 1

Theorem 5. Let ε ∈ (0, 1/2), δ ∈ (0, 1) be the parameters of Algorithm 2, and let γ ∈ (0, 1) be a

constant such that γ ≤ (1− ε)−1− 1 and γ ≤ 2(1− ε)− 1. Let A be the output of Algorithm 2. Then,

w(O) ≤
k + γ

1 + γ
(

1− γ
ε(1+γ)

)

− δ
· E [w(A)] .

Setting ε = 0.3873, γ = 0.2253 and δ small enough we get that w(O) ≤ 9(k+1)
10 · E [w(A)].

Recall that O≤L , {o ∈ O : wo ≥ mL}. The proof follows from the fact that the probability of being

in Ob is small (Lemma 4). As a consequence,

(

1−
γ

ε(1 + γ)

)

w(O) ≤ E [w(Os ∪Od ∪Og)]

≤ E [w(Od)] + E [w(Og ∩O≤L)] + E [w(Og\O≤L)] + E [w(A)]

≤ E [w(Od)] + E [w(Og ∩O≤L)] + E [w(O\O≤L)] + E [w(A)]

≤ E [w(Od)] + E [w(Og ∩O≤L)] + δw(O) + E [w(A)] ,

where the first inequality comes from Lemma 4 and the fact that O = Og⊔Ob⊔Os⊔Od. The second

inequality uses that w(Os) ≤ w(A) (Corollary 2). The last inequality uses Proposition 1. Next, recall

that (1+ γ)wo ≤ c(No) for every o ∈ Od ∪ (Og ∩O≤L) whenever (1+ γ) ≤ 2(1− ε) by Lemma 2 and

Lemma 3. Then by Proposition 1,

w(O) +

(

γ

(

1−
γ

ε(1 + γ)

)

− δ

)

w(O) ≤ w(O) + γ (E [w(Od)] + E [w(Og ∩O≤L)] + E [w(A)])

= (1 + γ) (E [w(Od)] + E [w(Og ∩O≤L)])

+ γ · E [w(A)] + E [w(Ob ∪Os ∪ (Og\O≤L)]

≤
∑

o∈O

E [c(No)] + γE [w(A)]

≤ k · E [w(A)] + γE [w(A)] ,

where the last inequality uses Corollary 1. Rearranging the terms yields the desired result.

Corollary 3. Let A be the output of Algorithm 2. Then,

w(O) ≤
k + 0.2253

1.118
· E [w(A)]

Proof of Corollary 3. Substituting the following values for ε = 0.3873 and γ = 0.2253 and δ = .0001

we obtain the desired result. We check that γ ≤ (1−ε)−1−1 and that γ ≤ 2(1−ε)−1. We have that

(1−ε)−1−1 > 0.6322 and 2(1−ε)−1 > 0.2254. On the other hand, 1+γ
(

1− γ
ε(1+γ)

)

−δ ≥ 1.118.

Note that as 1/1.118 ≤ 9
10 Corollary 3 guarantees the approximation factor Theorem 1.
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B Improved (k + 1)/(2 ln 2) approximation ratio

In Section 4.3, we defined the sets Ob and Og as a function of γ measuring the distance between wo

and the closest marker of greater weight mo. We have split O\(Os ∪ Od) into the set of o ∈ O such

that wo ≥ (1 + γ−1)mo and those for which wo < (1 + γ)−1mo. However, an optimal edge is only

bad if it is very close to the marker, otherwise a small factor improvement can still be made in the

analysis. Given this, we analyze the probability that any o falls within any prescribed range frommo.

This motivates the definition of the following sets. Let m ∈ N and let δj =
εj

m−εj
for j = 0, . . . ,m.

Definition 7. For j ∈ [m], we define Rj ,
{

o ∈ O : wo ∈ ((1 + δj)
−1, (1 + δj−1)

−1] ·mo

}

as the set

of optimal edges in a factor between δj and δj−1 close to their closest larger weight marker.

Remark 2. Observe that for any o ∈ O≤L, there exists an index j ∈ [m] such that o ∈ Rj. This is by

definition of δ as δ0 = 0 and δm = ε
1−ε

. In particular, we get (1 + δm)−1 = 1 − ε which is equal to

multiplicative gap between two consecutive markers.

Observe that the set Rj is a random set due to the random choice to τ . We show that we can derive

stronger swap properties than those derived in Lemma 2 and Lemma 4.

Lemma 5. Let {(o, e(No))}o∈O be the local swaps given by Lemma 2. Then, for any j ∈ [m] and any

o ∈ (O≤L\Os) ∩Rj, we have

(1 + δj−1)wo ≤ c(No).

Proof of Lemma 5. Suppose first that o ∈ O
(i)
d ∩ Rj for some i ∈ [L] and let (o, e(No)) be its local

swap given by Lemma 2. We have that |No| ≥ 2 for all o ∈ O
(i)
d . Let v1, v2 be two distinct vertices,

and let a1, a2 ⊆ e(No) ⊆ Ai be the edges incident to v1 and v2. It is possible that a1 = a2. Since

aj ∈ Ai, we have that mi−1 ≥ waj > mi for j = 1, 2. Additionally, we have that o ∈ O
(i)
d , so o must

lie in Ii and mo = mi−1. This means that wo ≤ (1 + δj−1)
−1mi−1, where we used the definition of

Rj . Therefore,

wo =
wo

c(v1) + c(v2)
(c(v1) + c(v2)) ≤

(1 + δj−1)
−1mi−1

2mi
c(No) =

1

2(1− ε)(1 + δj−1)
c(No),

where the second equality follows from mi/mi−1 = (1 − ε) for i ∈ [L]. This proves that Lemma 5

holds for o ∈ Od ∩Rj using that (2(1 − ε))−1 ≤ 1 for ε ∈ (0, 1/2).

Suppose that o ∈ (O≤L\(Od ∪Os)) ∩Rj and let (o, e(No)) be its local swap given by Lemma 2. Let

ℓ ∈ [L] be the index such that o ∈ Iℓ. Since o /∈ Os ∪ Od, there exists an index i < ℓ such that

o ∈ O(i)\(O
(i)
d ∪ O

(i)
s ). In particular, by Lemma 2, we have that ∅ 6= e(No) ⊆ Ai. This implies that

mo = mℓ−1 ≤ mi so wo ≤ (1 + δj−1)
−1mo ≤ (1 + δj−1)

−1mi < (1 + δj−1)
−1c(No).

Then by Lemma 4, we get the following result:

Corollary 4. Let ε > 0 be the parameter from Algorithm 2. For any o ∈ O, we have that

P
[

wo ≥ (1 + δj)
−1 ·mo

]

≤
δj

ε(1 + δj)
=

εj
m−εj

ε
(

1 + εj
m−εj

) =
j

m
.
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B.1 Improved Approximation Ratio

Compared to the 9(k + 1)/10 approximation that we have shown so far, we obtain an improved

approximation ratio arbitrarily close to (k + 1)/(2 ln(2)).

Theorem 6. For any η > 0, there exists a choice of parameters ε ∈ (0, 1) and δ ∈ (0, 1) for Algo-

rithm 2 such that its output A satisfies:

w(O) ≤
k + 1

2 ln(2)− η
· E [w(A)] .

Proof of Theorem 6. For any ε > 0, define δ ,
ε(1−ε)η
− ln(1−ε) . For each o ∈ O, let (o, e(No)) be the

local swap defined by Lemma 2. Then, either o ∈ Os or o ∈ (O≤L\Os) ∩ Rj for some j ∈ [m] or

o ∈ O\O≤L. In the first and last case, we have that wo ≤ c(No). In the second case Lemma 5 shows

that (1 + δj−1)wo ≤ c(No). By Remark 2 and any outcome τ , we have that

w(O) = w(Os) +

m
∑

j=1

w((O≤L\Os) ∩Rj) + w(O\O≤L)

≤
∑

o∈O

c(No)−
m
∑

j=1

δj−1w((O≤L\Os) ∩Rj)

≤ kw(A) −
m
∑

j=1

δj−1w((O≤L\Os) ∩Rj), (B.1)

where in the last inequality, we used that
∑

o∈O c(No) ≤ kw(A) by Corollary 1. Our proof continues

by estimating the rightmost term. Let Ō , {o ∈ O : wo ≥ (1 − ε)L−1 · W}. Since δj ≤ 1 for

ε ∈ (0, 1/2), we have that:

m
∑

j=1

δj−1w((O≤L\Os) ∩Rj) ≥
m
∑

j=1

δj−1w(Ō ∩Rj)− w(Os)

≥
m
∑

j=1

δj−1w(Ō ∩Rj)− w(A), (B.2)

where we used Corollary 2 in the last inequality. Let pj = P [o ∈ Rj ] be the probability that

o ∈ Rj. Note that this probability depends only on the outcome τ that determines the place-

ment of the markers and is therefore equal for every o ∈ Ō. Taking the expectation we get that,
∑m

j=1 δj−1E
[

w(Ō ∩Rj)
]

= w(Ō) ·
∑m

j=1 pj · δj−1. We now lower bound the quantity
∑m

j=1 pj · δj−1.

By Corollary 4,

m
∑

i=j

pi = 1− P
[

wo ≥ (1 + δj−1)
−1mo

]

≥ 1−
j − 1

m
for all j ∈ [m].

We claim that

m
∑

j=1

pj · δj−1 ≥
m
∑

j=1

δj−1

m
whenever (p1, . . . , pm) satisfy

m
∑

i=j

pi ≥ 1 −
j − 1

m
for all

j ∈ [m]. Suppose otherwise that there exists some p′ ∈ [0, 1]m that achieves the minimum value
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of

m
∑

j=1

pj · δj−1 and that is not (1/m, . . . , 1/m). Let ℓ be the largest index where p′ℓ 6= 1/m. Then

p′ℓ > 1/m otherwise

m
∑

i=ℓ

p′i < 1 −
ℓ− 1

m
. Moreover, there exists an index q such that p′q < 1/m

since otherwise the summed value cannot be less than

m
∑

j=1

δj−1

m
. Let q be the largest such index and

observe that q < ℓ as otherwise

m
∑

j=q

p′j < 1−
q − 1

m
contradicting the constraint. Let p′′ be the vector

identical to p′ except p′′q = p′q + λ and p′′ℓ = p′ℓ − λ for some small enough λ > 0. Then since δℓ ≥ δq,

we have that summed values are strictly smaller for p′′ and that p′′ still satisfies

m
∑

i=j

p′′i ≥ 1 −
j − 1

m

for all j ∈ [m]. This is a contradiction to the minimality of p′. This implies that:

m
∑

j=1

pjδj−1 ≥
m
∑

j=1

δj−1

m
(B.3)

=
1

m

m−1
∑

j=0

εj

m− εj

≥
1

m

∫ m−1

0

εx

m− εx
dx

=
−1

m
·

[

m ln(m− εx)

ε
+ x

]m−1

0

=
−1

m

(

m

ε
ln

(

m− ε(m− 1)

m

)

+m− 1

)

= −
ln(1− ε+ ε/m)

ε
− 1 +

1

m
(B.4)

Taking the expectation of Equation (B.2) and substituting Equation (B.4) and Equation (B.2) into

Equation (B.1), we obtain the following result

w(O) ≤ (k + 1)E [w(A)] − w(Ō) ·

(

−
ln(1− ε+ ε/m))

ε
− 1 +

1

m

)

(B.5)

Similar to the proof of Proposition 1, observe that: w(O\Ō) ≤ |E| (1 − ε)L−1W ≤ δ
1−ε

w(O). Thus,

w(Ō) ≥ (1− δ
1−ε

)w(O). Substituting the above bound, using that − ln(1−x)
x
≥ 1 for all x ∈ (0, 1), and

using the definition of δ, we get that, as m→∞,

w(O) + w(Ō) ·

(

−
ln(1− ε)

ε
− 1

)

≥ w(O)

(

1 +

(

1−
δ

1− ε

)(

−
ln(1− ε)

ε
− 1

))

≥ w(O)

(

− ln(1− ε)

ε
− η

)

≥ w(O)

(

− ln(1− ε)− η

ε

)

,
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Substituting the above bound in Equation (B.5), we get that:

w(O) ≤
ε

− ln(1− ε)− η
(k + 1)E [w(A)] .

Taking the limit as ε→ 1/2 yields the desired result.

C Proof of Matroid Properties

In this section, we prove Theorem 2 and Theorem 3. Both theorems are based on the following

known result about matroid exchanges:

Theorem 7. [Proposition 6, [Las15]] LetM = (V,I) be a matroid and A,B be bases ofM. Then,

for any partition A1, . . . , Am of A, there exists a partition B1, . . . , Bm of B such for each i ∈ [m], we

have:

Ai ∪ (B\Bi) is a basis ofM.

C.1 Proof of Theorem 2

We extend the previous Theorem 7 to handle the case where A and B aren’t necessarily bases.

Theorem 2. LetM = (V,I) be a matroid and S, T be independent sets ofM with |S| ≤ |T |. For

any partition S1, . . . , Sm of S, there are disjoint sets T1, . . . , Tm ⊆ T such that |Si| = |Ti| and

Si ∪ (T\Ti) ∈ I.

In particular, if |S| = |T |, then the sets Ti partition T .

Proof of Theorem 2. Suppose first that |S| = |T |. If S is a basis then we can apply Theorem 7.

Suppose then, that S, and T aren’t bases of M. Let M′ = M|S∪T be the matroid restricted to

S ∪ T . More precisely,M′ = {A ⊆ S ∪ T : A ∈ I}. Let B be any basis ofM′. By matroid extension

property, there exists D ⊆ T\S and D′ ⊆ S\T such that S ∪ D and T ∪ D′ are basis ofM. Let

M′′ = {R ⊆ (S ∪ T )\(D ∪D′) : R ∪ (D ∪D′) ∈ M′} be the matroidM′ contracted on D ∪D′. For

R ⊆ S ∪ T , the rank of R is equal to

rank
M′′

(R) = rank
M′

(R ∪ (D ∪D′))− rank
M′

(D ∪D′)

Let n = rank(M′), then n = |S ∪D| = |T ∪D′|, and letm = rank(M′′). SinceD∪D′ ⊆ T ∪D′ ∈ I,

we have that rankM′ (D ∪D′) = 2d where |D| = d. The equation above implies that m = n − 2d,

and observe that rankM′′(S) = rankM′(S ∪D)− rankM′(D ∪D′) = n− 2d = m. This computation

shows that S\D′ is a base ofM′′. An identical computation shows that T\D is a base ofM′′.

Constructing the swaps: We will apply Theorem 7 to S\(D ∪D′) and T\(D ∪D′) inM′′. Before

doing so, we define an arbitrary bijection π : D′ → D between D′ and D. This is well defined

as |D| = |D′|. Using Theorem 7 with starting partition S′
i = Si\D

′ of S\D′, we find a partition

20



T ′
1, . . . , T

′
m ⊆ T\D such that |S′

i| = |T
′
i | and ((T\D)\T ′

i ) ∪ S′
i ∈ I

′′. We extend these swaps toM′

and define Ti = T ′
i ∪π(Si ∩D

′). Clearly, we have |Ti| = |Si|. We prove that (T\Ti)∪Si ∈ I. Indeed,

T\Ti ∪ Si =
(

(T\Ti ∪ Si) ∩ (D ∪D′)
)

∪
(

(T\Ti ∪ Si)\(D ∪D′)
)

.

Observe that the second term ((T\Ti ∪ Si)\(D ∪D
′)) ⊆ ((T\D)\T ′

i )∪ S
′
i ∈ I

′′ so is independent on

the matroid contracted onD∪D′. Additionally, we have that the first term ((T\Ti∪Si)∩(D∪D
′)) ⊆

D ∪D′. Combining both observations implies that: T\Ti ∪ Si ∈ I
′ and so is independent in I.

It remains to prove the theorem whenever |S| ≤ |T |. Since T has larger size than S, there exists a

set T ′ ⊆ T\S such that S ∪ (T\T ′) ∈ I and |S ∪ (T\T ′)| = |T |. In particular, |T ′| = |S|. Moreover,

both T ′ and S are independent in the matroidM′ = (V,I ′) contracted on T\T ′. By the first part of

the statement, for any partition S1, . . . , Sm of S, there is a partition T ′
1, . . . , T

′
m such that |Si| = |T

′
i |

and such that (T ′\T ′
i ) ∪ Si ∈ I

′. Therefore, we have that (T\T ′) ∪ (T ′\T ′
i ) ∪ Si = T\T ′

i ∪ Si ∈ I.

This concludes the proof.

C.2 Proof of Theorem 3

Theorem 3. Let M = (V,I) be a matroid and S, T be independent sets. Suppose that there is

NS ⊆ T such that |NS | = |S| and S∪ (T\NS) ∈ I. Then, for any partition of S into S1, . . . , Sm there

is a partition {NSi
}i∈[m] of NS such that |NSi

| = |Si| and Si ∪ (T\NSi
) ∈ I.

Proof of Theorem 3. We contractM on T\NS and observe that both S and NS are independent in

the contracted matroid. By Theorem 2, we have that there exists a partition {NSi
}i∈[m] such that

|NSi
| = |Si| and NS\NSi

∪ Si is independent in the contracted matroid. In particular, we have that

T\NS ∪ (NS\NSi
∪ Si) = T\NSi

∪ Si ∈ I.

D Runtime and probability guarantee of Algorithm 2

D.1 Polynomial runtime

Let n = |E|. Sliding Local-Search calls Interval Local-SearchL times. Hence, Sliding Local-Search

runs inO(L·|LS|)-time, where |LS| is the run time of Interval Local-Search. The latter algorithm

runs in polynomial time. Finding an (A, I, I)-swap uses O(nO(k)) calls to the independence matroid

oracle. Indeed, for all possible subsets of size 2, i.e., O(n2) of them, we verify the existence of a set

of size 2k that we can discard by checking O(n2k) possible sets. Although the number of improving

(A, I, I)-swaps can be exponential, standard weight-scaling techniques [LSV09, LSV10, Ber00] can

be used to reduce the number of iterations to ensure polynomial-time convergence and termination.

D.1.1 Weight rescaling

Suppose that A is a locally-optimal solution with respect to the improvement considered in Algo-

rithm 1. Let W , maxe∈E,v(e)∈I we be the maximum weight in our instance, let ε > 0 be an

arbitrarily small constant. We apply Algorithm 2 on the instance where we rescale the weights of

the instance as follows. For each e ∈ E, we define w̃(e) = ⌊Mw(e)⌋, where M , n
εW

.
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First, we prove that the weight-scaling doesn’t affect the approximation guarantee of Algorithm 2.

Let A be the solution output by Algorithm 2, let O be the optimal solution and let α > 0 be be the

approximation factor, such that αw(A) ≥ w(O). By definition of w̃, we have that Mw(a) ≥ w̃(a) ≥

Mw(a) − 1. Combining the above properties, we get that

αMw(A) ≥ αw̃(A) ≥ w̃(O) ≥Mw(O)− |O| ≥Mw(O)− n.

Dividing through by M , using that M = n
εW

and that W ≤ w(O), we get that

αw(A) ≥ w(O)−
n

M
≥ w(O)− εW ≥ (1− ε)w(O).

This proves that the weight-scaling doesn’t affect the approximation guarantee of Algorithm 2. It

remains to prove that the technique makes the local-search run in polynomial-time.

Here, we use the fact that w̃(e) is an integer. Indeed, the optimal solution has value at most w̃(O) ≤

|O|M ·W = n2

ε
. Thus, there is at most n2ε−1 improving (A, I, I)-swaps.

D.2 Last interval has negligible weight – Proof of Proposition 1

Proposition 1. Let L , ⌈− log1−ε(|E| δ
−1)⌉ + 1. Let O be the optimal solution and let A be the

output of SlidingLS, and O≤L = {o ∈ O : wo ≥ mL}. Then, w(O\O≤L) ≤ δw(O).

Using that L = ⌈− log1−ε

(

|E| δ−1
)

⌉+ 1, we show that w(O\O≤L) is small.

w(O\O≤L) ≤ |O\O≤L| ·mL ≤ |E| (1− ε)− log1−ε(|E|δ−1)(1− τ)W ≤ δW ≤ δw(O),

where we used that w(O) ≥W sinceW is the largest weight of an independent edge and (1−τ) ≤ 1

for all outcomes τ .

D.3 Probability of Algorithm 2 succeeding

We prove that Sliding Local-Search succeeds with high-probability. LetA be the solution returned

by SlidingLS, and let α be the approximation factor such that E [A] ≥ (α/k) · w(O). We show that

w(A) ≥ (α/k) · w(O) with high probability. This follows from a reverse Markov inequality.

Theorem 8. Let X be a random variable such that P [X ≤ a] = 1 for some constant a. Then, for any

d < E [X], the following holds:

P [X > d] ≥
E [X]− d

a− d
.

Applying Theorem 8 with a = w(O) and d = α(1 − ξ)/kw(O) for some small parameter ξ, we get

that

P [X > α(1− ξ)/k · w(O)] ≥
αξ

k − α(1− ξ)
.

RunningO(k/ξ) independent copies of Sliding Local-Search and taking the best solution ensures

that the expected guarantee of Sliding Local-Search holds with probability arbitrarily close to 1.
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E Reduction and Simplifying Assumptions

E.1 Reduction from k-Matroid Intersection to Matroid k-Parity

For completeness, we provide the reduction from k-Matroid Intersection toMatroid k-Parity as shown

by Lee, Sviridenko and Vondrák [LSV10]. Let Π be an instance of k-Matroid Intersection. We are

given k-matroidM1 = (V,I1), . . . ,Mk = (V,Ik) on the same groundset V . We would like to con-

struct an instance Π′ = (G = (V ′, E),M) of Matroid k-Parity.

The set of vertices V ′ consists of k copies of V , which we denote by V1, . . . , Vk. For each copy, we

define the matroid M′
i = (Vi,Ii) that is the matroid Mi on the ith copy of V . Our hypergraph

G = (V ′, E) then contains n = |V | parallel (disjoint) hyperedges on the k copies of the same ele-

ment from V . Observe that a collection of hyperedges such that, for all i ∈ [k], the set of incident

vertices in the ith copy is independent defines an independent set in the intersection of k matroids

and vice-versa.

It remains to prove that this property can be encoded as a single matroid. In fact, we simply define

M as the union of the matroidM′
1, . . . ,M

′
k. More precisely, we letM =M′

1 ∨ . . . ∨M′
k defined

on the groundset V ′ so that I = {I1 ∪ . . . ∪ Ik : Ij ∈ Ij for all j ∈ [k]}. In contrast to matroid

intersection,M is in fact a matroid (See [S+03] for a proof).

E.2 Disjointness Assumption

In this section, we show that, given an instance of k-Matroid Parity Π = (G = (V,E),M), we may

assume that each vertex belongs to a unique hyperedge. This assumption is proved in [LSV10]. We

recall the proof here. Let Π be our k-Matroid Parity instance. We create a novel instance Π′ = (G′ =

(V ′, E′),M′) equivalent to Π. For each vertex v ∈ V , create nv ∈ V ′ copies of v, where nv is the

degree of v in the hypergraph G. We replace each hyperedge in G by a collection of distinct copies

of its elements, so that the new hyperedges are disjoint. It remains to defineM′. A set S′ ⊆ V ′ is

independent inM′ if S contains at most 1 copy of each vertex V and the respective set S ⊆ V is

independent inM. It is simple to check thatM′ is a matroid.
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