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Abstract

Symmetric submodular maximization is an important class of combinatorial optimization
problems, including MAX-CUT on graphs and hyper-graphs. The state-of-the-art algorithm for
the problem over general constraints has an approximation ratio of 0.432 [16]. The algorithm
applies the canonical continuous greedy technique that involves a sampling process. It, there-
fore, suffers from high query complexity and is inherently randomized. In this paper, we present
several efficient deterministic algorithms for maximizing a symmetric submodular function un-
der various constraints. Specifically, for the cardinality constraint, we design a deterministic
algorithm that attains a 0.432 ratio and uses O(kn) queries. Previously, the best deterministic

algorithm attains a 0.385− ǫ ratio and uses O
(
kn(10

9ǫ
)

20

9ǫ
−1

)
queries [12]. For the matroid con-

straint, we design a deterministic algorithm that attains a 1/3− ǫ ratio and uses O(kn log ǫ−1)
queries. Previously, the best deterministic algorithm can also attains 1/3 − ǫ ratio but it uses
much larger O(ǫ−1n4) queries [24]. For the packing constraints with a large width, we design
a deterministic algorithm that attains a 0.432 − ǫ ratio and uses O(n2) queries. To the best
of our knowledge, there is no deterministic algorithm for the constraint previously. The last
algorithm can be adapted to attain a 0.432 ratio for single knapsack constraint using O(n4)

queries. Previously, the best deterministic algorithm attains a 0.316 − ǫ ratio and uses Õ(n3)
queries [2].

Keywords: symmetric submodular maximization; deterministic algorithm; approximation al-
gorithm

1 Introduction

Submodular set functions have non-increasing marginal values as the set gets larger, which captures
the effect of diminishing returns in reality. The maximization of submodular functions is one of the
central topics in combinatorial optimization. It has found numerous applications, including viral
marketing [22], data summarization [13, 34], causal inference [32, 37], facility location [1], maximum
bisection [3]. The study of the submodular maximization problem has attracted a lot of attention in
the literature. Currently, the best algorithm achieves a 0.401 approximation ratio under a general
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down-closed constraint [7]. On the other hand, no algorithm can achieve an approximation ratio
better than 0.478 under the cardinality constraint [28] and the matroid constraint [20].

When the objective function enjoys additional properties, the problem often admits better
approximation. A well-studied case is the monotone submodular function. With this objective, the
problem admits 1 − e−1 approximation under a general down-closed constraint [10]. This ratio is
optimal even under the cardinality constraint [26].

In the absence of monotonicity, symmetry can also lead to better approximation. A symmetric
submodular function satisfies that any set and its complement have the same function value. Exam-
ples include cut functions over undirected graphs and mutual information functions. The study of
symmetric submodular functions has received much attention in the literature [19, 29, 21, 16, 2, 11].
Currently, the best algorithm attains a 0.432 approximation ratio for maximizing symmetric sub-
modular functions under a general down-closed constraint [16].

The algorithm in [16] is based on the continuous greedy technique that involves a sampling
process [10, 17]. Consequently, it is inherently randomized and suffers from high query complex-
ity. This hinders its applications in the real world and there is a demand for designing efficient
deterministic algorithms for symmetric submodular maximization. However, most such algorithms
in the literature are designed for general non-monotone submodular functions. To the best of our
knowledge, we only found two deterministic algorithms that are designed for symmetric functions.
One is a 1/3− ǫ approximation algorithm for matroid constraint [24], which uses O(ǫ−1n4) queries.
Another is the 0.316− ǫ approximation algorithm for the knapsack constraint [2], which uses Õ(n3)
queries. For the cardinality constraint, the best deterministic algorithm attains a 0.385−ǫ ratio and

uses O
(
kn(109ǫ )

20

9ǫ
−1
)
queries [12]. This algorithm is designed for general non-monotone submodular

functions.

1.1 Our Contributions

In this paper, we present several efficient deterministic algorithms with improved approximation ra-
tios or query complexity for maximizing symmetric submodular functions under various constraints.
Specifically,

1. For the cardinality constraint, we design a deterministic algorithm that attains an approxi-
mation ratio of 1

2(1−e−2) ≈ 0.432 and uses O(kn) queries, where n is the number of elements
and k is the size constraint. We also give a tight example showing that 1

2(1− e−2) is the best
ratio that our algorithm can achieve. To accelerate the algorithm, we further design a ran-
domized algorithm that attains an approximation ratio of 0.432− ǫ and uses O(k2+n log ǫ−1)
queries. Note that the algorithm is linear when k = O(

√
n).

2. For the matroid constraint, we design a deterministic algorithm that attains an approximation
ratio of 1

3−ǫ and uses O(kn log ǫ−1) queries, where k is the rank of the matroid. Our algorithm
achieves the same approximation ratio as the previous best deterministic algorithm [24], but
with a considerably lower query complexity.

3. For the packing constraints with a large width, we present a deterministic algorithm that
attains an approximation ratio of 0.432 − ǫ and uses O(n2) queries. For the knapsack con-
straint, the algorithm can be adapted to attain an approximation ratio of 0.432 and use O(n4)
queries.

For the sake of comparison, we list the previous and our results in Table 1.
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Constraint Function Algo. Ratio Complexity Type

General Non-monotone 0.401 [7] poly(n) Rand
General Symmetric 0.432 [16] poly(n) Rand

Cardinality Non-monotone 0.385 − ǫ [12] O
(
kn(109ǫ )

20

9ǫ
−1
)

Det

Cardinality Symmetric 0.432 (Thm. 1) O(kn) Det
Cardinality Symmetric 0.432 − ǫ (Thm. 2) O(k2 + n log ǫ−1) Rand

Matroid Non-monotone 0.305 − ǫ [12] O
(
kn(109ǫ )

20

9ǫ
−1
)

Det

Matroid Symmetric 1/3 − ǫ [24] O
(
ǫ−1n4

)
Det

Matroid Symmetric 1/3 − ǫ (Thm. 3) O(kn log n
ǫ ) Det

Packing Symmetric 0.432 − ǫ (Thm. 4) O(n2) Det

Knapsack Non-monotone 0.25 [31] O(n4) Det
Knapsack Symmetric 0.316 − ǫ [2] O(1ǫn

3 log n) Det
Knapsack Symmetric 0.432 (Thm. 5) O(n4) Det

Table 1: Approximation algorithms for (symmetric) non-monotone submodular maximization under
various constraints. “Complexity” refers to query complexity. “Rand” is short for “Randomized”
and “Det” is short for “Deterministic”.

1.2 Related Work

Early studies of submodular maximization, which date back to 1978, mainly focus on monotone
submodular functions. It was shown that no algorithm can achieve an approximation ratio better
than 1 − e−1 [26]. On the algorithmic side, a canonical greedy algorithm can achieve the optimal
1− e−1 ratio under the cardinality constraint [27]. For the knapsack constraint, by combining the
enumeration technique with the greedy algorithm, one can also achieve the 1− e−1 approximation
ratio [23, 33]. Later, for the packing constraints with a large width, there is a multiplicative-updates
algorithm that achieves the 1− e−1 approximation ratio [4]. For the matroid constraint, the greedy
algorithm only attains a 1/2 approximation ratio [18]. Vondrák [36] made a breakthrough in 2008
by proposing the famous continuous greedy algorithm, which achieves a 1 − e−1 approximation
ratio under the matroid constraint. The continuous greedy algorithm was later generalized to work
for general down-closed constraints [17].

For constrained non-monotone submodular maximization, no algorithm can achieve an approx-
imation ratio better than 0.478 under the cardinality constraint [28] and the matroid constraint
[20]. The continuous greedy algorithm achieves 1/e approximation for this problem [17]. After
a series of works [8, 14, 6, 35], the best algorithm achieves a 0.401 approximation ratio under
a general down-closed constraint [7]. The algorithm is randomized and suffers from high query
complexity. For the cardinality constraint, Buchbinder and Feldman [5] designed a deterministic
algorithm with 1/e-approximation ratio and uses O(k3n) queries. Recently, Chen et al. [12] pro-

vided a deterministic (0.385 − ǫ)-approximation algorithm with O(kn(109ǫ )
20

9ǫ
−1) queries. They also

provided a deterministic (0.305− ǫ)-approximation for the matroid constraint with the same query
complexity. For the knapsack constraint, the best deterministic algorithm attains a 1/4 ratio and
uses O(n4) queries [31].

Feige et al. [15] first utilize the property of symmetric submodular function, they present a (1/2−
ǫ)-approximation algorithm for the unconstrained maximization problem of symmetric submodular
function. Lee et al. [24] show a deterministic (1/3 − ǫ)-approximation for maximizing symmetric
functions over matroid constraint. Both results are attained by the local search algorithm and they
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are not specially designed for the symmetric function. They only leverage the symmetric property
in their analysis but do not exploit this property to modify the algorithm. Their algorithms also
suffer from a high O(ǫ−1n4) query complexity. Feldman [16] was the first to design a specialized
algorithm for symmetric submodular maximization over general downward close constraints. Using
the continuous greedy technique, Feldman presented a 0.432-approximation algorithm. In the
case of the knapsack constraint, there exists a deterministic algorithm for symmetric submodular
functions that achieves a 0.316 − ǫ ratio and utilizes Õ(n3) queries [2].

1.3 Paper Structure

In Section 2, we introduce the symmetric submodular maximization problem formally. In Section
3, we present our results for the problem under the cardinality constraint. In Section 4, we present
our results for the problem under the matroid constraint. In Section 5, we present our results for
the problem under the packing constraints. Finally, we conclude our paper in Section 6.

2 Preliminaries

Let N be a finite ground set of n elements. For each set S ⊆ N and element u ∈ N , we use S+u to
denote the union S∪{u} and S−u to denote the difference set S \{u}. We also use S̄ to denote the
complementary set N \S. Let f : 2N → R be a set function defined over N . For any sets S, T ⊆ N
and element u ∈ N , we define f(u | S) := f(S + u) − f(S) and f(T | S) := f(S ∪ T ) − f(S).
f is non-negative if for any S ⊆ N , f(S) ≥ 0. f is symmetric if for any S ⊆ N , f(S) = f(S̄).
f is submodular if for any S, T ⊆ N , f(S) + f(T ) ≥ f(S ∪ T ) + f(S ∩ T ). Equivalently, f is
submodular if for any S ⊆ T and u /∈ T , f(S ∪{u})− f(S) ≥ f(T ∪{u})− f(T ). Finally, we define
[n] := {1, 2, . . . , n}.

The symmetric submodular maximization problem can be formulated as max{f(S) : S ∈ I},
where f is the objective function and I is the constraint specifying the collection of feasible sets.
The function f is assumed to be non-negative, symmetric and submodular. Any algorithm for the
problem can access the function via a value oracle, which returns the function value f(S) when set
S ⊆ N is queried. The efficiency of the algorithm is measured by the query complexity, i.e. the
number of queries to the oracle. The quantity should be polynomial in |N | = n. Some well-studied
constraints in the literature include:

• Cardinality constraint. For some k ∈ N+, I = {S : |S| ≤ k}.

• Matroid constraint. A matroid system M = (N,I) consists of a finite ground set N and a
collection I ⊆ 2N of the subsets of N , which satisfies a) ∅ ∈ I; b) if A ⊆ B and B ∈ I, then
A ∈ I; and c) if A,B ∈ I and |A| < |B|, then there exists an element u ∈ B \ A such that
A ∪ {u} ∈ I. A matroid constraint I is such thatM = (N,I) forms a matroid system. For
M, each A ∈ I is called an independent set. If A is inclusion-wise maximal, it is called a
base. All bases of a matroid have an equal size, known as the rank of the matroid. In this
paper, we use k to denote the rank.

• Packing constraints. Given a matrix A ∈ [0, 1]m×n and a vector b ∈ [1,∞)m, the constraint
can be written as I = {S : AxS ≤ b}, where xS represents the characteristic vector of S.
When m = 1, the constraint reduces to the canonical knapsack constraint. The width of the
constraint is defined as W = min{bi/Aij : Aij > 0}.
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Algorithm 1: Delete

Input: set S ⊆ N .
1 foreach u ∈ S do \\ In arbitrary order
2 if f(u | S − u) < 0 then S ← S − u.
3 return S.

2.1 Properties of Symmetric Submodular Functions

The following lemma exploits the properties of the function and plays a central role in our algorithm
design. It is used for lower bounding f(S ∪ T ) in terms of f(T ) in the absence of monotonicity. A
similar version for the multilinear extension of the function can be found in [16].

Lemma 1. Given a non-negative symmetric submodular function f : 2N → R+ and a set S ⊆ N
such that f(R) ≤ f(S) for any R ⊆ S, then f(S ∪ T ) ≥ f(T )− f(S) for any T ⊆ N .

Proof. Since f is non-negative, symmetric and submodular,

f(T )− f(S ∪ T ) = f(T̄ )− f(S̄ ∩ T̄ ) ≤ f(T̄ \ S̄)− f(∅) ≤ f(T̄ ∩ S) ≤ f(S).

The last inequality follows from the condition of the lemma.

At first glance, the condition of Lemma 1 looks difficult to meet. Nonetheless, we introduce
the Delete procedure, described as Algorithm 1, to turn any set S into one that satisfies the
condition. The procedure can be regarded as the “delete” operation of the local search algorithm,
see e.g. [24].

Lemma 2. Given a non-negative symmetric submodular function f : 2N → R+ and a set S returned

by Algorithm 1, then f(R) ≤ f(S) for any R ⊆ S.

Proof. Let S′ be the value of S before Algorithm 1 and S \R = {v1, v2, . . . , vℓ}, where vj′ is visited
before vj for j′ < j in Algorithm 1. Let Svj be the value of S′ just before vj is visited. Clearly,
S ⊆ Svj ⊆ S′ and hence R ∪ {vj+1, vj+2, . . . , vℓ} ⊆ S − vj ⊆ Svj − vj. By submodularity,

f(S) = f(R) +
∑

vj∈S\R

f(vj | R ∪ {vj+1, vj+2, . . . , vℓ}) ≥ f(R) +
∑

vj∈S\R

f(vj | Svj − vj).

Finally, observe that vj ∈ S implies that it is not removed in Algorithm 1. It follows that f(vj |
Svj − vj) ≥ 0 and therefore f(S) ≥ f(R).

By combining Lemmas 1 and 2, we have

Corollary 1. Given a non-negative symmetric submodular function f : 2N → R+ and a set S
returned by Algorithm 1, then f(S ∪ T ) ≥ f(T )− f(S) for any T ⊆ N .

3 Cardinality Constraint

In this section, we present two algorithms for maximizing symmetric submodular functions under
the cardinality constraint I = {S : |S| ≤ k}. In Section 3.1, we present a deterministic algorithm
that has an approximation ratio of 1

2 (1− e−2) ≈ 0.432 and uses O(nk) queries. In Section 3.2, we

present a fast randomized algorithm that has an approximation ratio of 1
2 (1− e−2(1−ǫ)) ≈ 0.432− ǫ

and uses O(k2 +n log ǫ−1) queries. In Section 3.3, we present a tight example for our deterministic
algorithm.
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Algorithm 2: Greedy-Cardinality

Input: ground set N , objective function f , cardinality k.
1 S0 ← ∅.
2 for i = 1 to k do

3 ui ← argmaxu∈N f(u | Si−1).
4 Si ← Si−1 + ui.
5 Si ← Delete(Si).

6 return Sk.

3.1 The Greedy Algorithm

In this section, we present a greedy algorithm for maximizing a symmetric submodular function
under the cardinality constraint. The overall procedure is depicted as Algorithm 2. Compared with
the canonical greedy algorithm for maximizing monotone submodular functions, Algorithm 2 has
an extra step that executes the Delete procedure to update Si immediately after the addition
of ui in each round. This helps lower bound f(Si ∪ O) in the absence of monotonicity, where
O ∈ argmax{f(S) : |S| ≤ k}. We now analyze Algorithm 2 by a standard argument.

Lemma 3. For every i ∈ [k], f(Si)− f(Si−1) ≥ 1
k · (f(O)− 2 · f(Si−1)).

Proof. Let S′
i = Si−1 + ui be the value of Si just before Delete was executed. By the choice of

ui, f(ui | Si−1) ≥ f(o | Si−1) for any o ∈ O. Then,

f(S′
i)− f(Si−1) = f(ui | Si−1) ≥

1

k

∑

o∈O

f(o | Si−1) ≥
1

k
· f(O | Si−1)

=
1

k
· (f(Si−1 ∪O)− f(Si−1)) ≥

1

k
· (f(O)− 2 · f(Si−1)).

The second inequality follows from submodularity and the last inequality follows from Corollary 1,
since Si−1 is the output of Delete in the last round. The lemma follows by observing that the
value of Si only increases during the execution of Delete and hence f(Si) ≥ f(S′

i).

Theorem 1. Algorithm 2 has an approximation ratio of 1
2(1− e−2) and uses O(kn) queries.

Proof. For the query complexity, note that Algorithm 2 has k rounds. In each round, the selection
of ui needs O(n) queries and the Delete procedure needs O(k) queries since Si contains at most
k elements. Therefore, Algorithm 2 uses O(kn) queries in total.

Next, we show by induction that for i ∈ [k],

f(Si) ≥
1

2

(
1−

(
1− 2

k

)i
)
· f(O).

The claim holds for i = 0 since f(∅) ≥ 0. Assume that it holds for i′ < i. By Lemma 3,

f(Si) ≥
(
1− 2

k

)
· f(Si−1) +

1

k
· f(O)

≥
(
1− 2

k

)
· 1
2

(
1−

(
1− 2

k

)i−1
)
· f(O) +

1

k
· f(O)
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Algorithm 3: Sample-Greedy-Cardinality

Input: ground set N , objective function f , cardinality k.
1 S0 ← ∅.
2 for i = 1 to k do

3 Ri ← a random subset obtained by sampling r = ⌈nk ln ǫ−1⌉ random elements from
N \ Si−1.

4 ui ← argmaxu∈Ri
f(u | Si−1).

5 Si ← Si−1 + ui.
6 Si ← Delete(Si).

7 return Sk.

=
1

2

(
1−

(
1− 2

k

)i
)
· f(O).

By plugging i = k and ex ≥ 1 + x for x ∈ R, we have

f(Sk) ≥
1

2

(
1−

(
1− 2

k

)k
)
· f(O) ≥ 1

2
(1− e−2) · f(O).

3.2 The Sample Greedy Algorithm

In this section, we present a randomized algorithm for maximizing symmetric submodular functions
under the cardinality constraint. By using randomness, its query complexity is reduced to O(k2 +
n log ǫ−1), which is linear when k = O(

√
n). Our algorithm is based on the Sample Greedy algorithm

[25, 9], with an extra step that executes the Delete procedure to update Si immediately after the
addition of ui in each round. The formal procedure is depicted as Algorithm 3.

Let O ∈ argmax{f(S) : |S| ≤ k}. We now give an analysis of Algorithm 2.

Lemma 4. For every i ∈ [k], E[f(Si)]− E[f(Si−1)] ≥ 1−ǫ
k · (f(O)− 2 · E[f(Si−1)]).

Proof. Fix i ∈ [k] and all the random choices of Algorithm 3 up to round i − 1. Then, Si−1 is
determined. Conditioned on this, consider the random choice in round i. Let us estimate the
probability that Ri ∩ (O \ Si−1) 6= ∅. By the construction of Ri,

Pr[Ri ∩ (O \ Si−1) = ∅] =
(
1− |O \ Si−1|
|N \ Si−1|

)r

≤ exp
(
− r

n
|O \ Si−1|

)
.

The inequality follows from 1 − x ≤ e−x for x ∈ R and |N \ Si−1| ≤ n. Next, by the concavity of
1− e−

r
n
x as a function of x and the fact that x = |O \ Si−1| ∈ [0, k], we have

Pr[Ri ∩ (O \ Si−1) 6= ∅] ≥ 1− exp
(
− r

n
|O \ Si−1|

)
≥
(
1− e−

rk
n

) |O \ Si−1|
k

≥ (1− ǫ)
|O \ Si−1|

k
.

The last inequality is due to the value of r.
Let S′

i = Si−1 + ui be the value of Si just before Delete was executed. Under the event that
Ri ∩ (O \ Si−1) 6= ∅, the marginal value of ui is at least that of a uniformly random element from
Ri ∩ (O \ Si−1). Since Ri contains each element of O \ Si−1 with equal probability, a uniformly

7



random element from Ri∩(O\Si−1) is actually a uniformly random element from (O\Si−1). Thus,
we have

E[f(S′
i)− f(Si−1)] = E[f(ui | Si−1)] ≥ Pr[Ri ∩ (O \ Si−1) 6= ∅]×

1

|O \ Si−1|
∑

o∈O\Si−1

f(o | Si−1)

≥ 1− ǫ

k
(f(Si−1 ∪O)− f(Si−1)) ≥

1− ǫ

k
(f(O)− 2 · f(Si−1)).

The second inequality is due to submodularity and the last follows from Corollary 1, since Si−1 is
the output of Delete in the last round. By taking the randomness of Si−1, we have

E[f(S′
i)− f(Si−1)] ≥

1− ǫ

k
(f(O)− 2 · E[f(Si−1)]).

Finally, observe that the value of Si only increases during the execution of Delete and hence
f(Si) ≥ f(S′

i). By taking the randomness of Si−1 and ui, we have E[f(Si)] ≥ E[f(S′
i)]. The lemma

follows immediately.

Theorem 2. Algorithm 3 has an approximation ratio of 1
2(1− e−2(1−ǫ)) and uses O(k2+n log ǫ−1)

queries.

Proof. For the query complexity, note that Algorithm 3 has k rounds. In each round, it costs
O(nk log ǫ−1) queries to find ui and the Delete Procedure needs O(k) queries since S contains at
most k elements. Therefore, Algorithm 2 uses O(k2 + n log ǫ−1) queries in total.

Next, we show by induction that for every i ∈ [k],

E[f(Si)] ≥
1

2

(
1−

(
1− 2(1− ǫ)

k

)i
)
· f(O).

The claim holds for i = 0 since f(∅) ≥ 0. Assume that it holds for i′ < i. By Lemma 3,

E[f(Si)] ≥
(
1− 2(1 − ǫ)

k

)
· E[f(Si−1)] +

1

k
· f(O)

≥
(
1− 2(1 − ǫ)

k

)
· 1
2

(
1−

(
1− 2(1 − ǫ)

k

)i−1
)
· f(O) +

1

k
· f(O)

≥ 1

2

(
1−

(
1− 2(1− ǫ)

k

)i
)
· f(O).

By plugging i = k and ex ≥ 1 + x for x ∈ R, we have

E[f(Sk)] ≥
1

2

(
1−

(
1− 2(1 − ǫ)

k

)k
)
· f(O) ≥ 1− e−2(1−ǫ)

2
· f(O).

3.3 A Tight Example for Algorithm 2

In this section, we give a tight example for Algorithm 2, showing that our analysis for it is tight.
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Consider an instance of MAX-CUT on a bipartite graph G = (O,S ∪ T,E) as follows. Assume
that k ≥ 3. Let O = {o1, o2, . . . , ok}, S = {u1, u2, . . . , uk}, and T = {vij}1≤i≤k,1≤j≤c for some
constant c satisfying

c =

⌈
1 + (1− 2/k)k

2(1 − 2/k)k−1

⌉
.

For i, j ∈ [k], (oi, uj) ∈ E and its weight is 1
k

(
1− 2

k

)j−1
. For i ∈ [k] and j ∈ [c], (oi, vij) ∈ E and its

weight is 1+(1−2/k)k

2c . Then, f(oi) =
∑k

j=1
1
k

(
1− 2

k

)j−1
+ c · 1+(1−2/k)k

2c = 1. The optimal solution

is O and f(O) =
∑k

i=1 f(oi) = k. We will argue that Algorithm 2 may pick uj in round j and

finally return S. Since f(S) =
∑k

j=1

(
1− 2

k

)j−1
= k

2

(
1− (1− 2/k)k

)
= 1

2

(
1− (1− 2/k)k

)
· f(O),

this proves our claim.
Define S0 = ∅ and Sj = {u1, u2, . . . , uj} for j ∈ [k]. Assume that Algorithm 2 selects Sj−1 =

{u1, u2, . . . , uj−1} before round j. In round j, for i ≥ j, f(ui | Sj−1) = (1 − 2/k)i−1. For i ∈ [k],

f(oi | Sj−1) = 1 − 2
∑j−1

j′=1
1
k (1 − 2/k)j

′−1 = (1 − 2/k)j−1. For i ∈ [k], j′ ∈ [c], By the definition

of c, f(vij′ | Sj−1) = f(vij′) =
1+(1−2/k)k

2c ≤ (1 − 2/k)k−1 ≤ (1 − 2/k)j−1. Therefore, only uj and
elements in O attain the maximum marginal gain (1 − 2/k)j−1 in this round. Thus, Algorithm 2
may select uj during its execution. Finally, it is easy to see that f(u | Sj − u) ≥ 0 for any u ∈ Sj .
Hence, Sj remains unchanged after the Delete procedure.

4 Matroid Constraint

In this section, we present a greedy-based algorithm for maximizing a symmetric submodular
function under the matroid constraint I = {S : S ∈ I}, where M = (N,I) forms a matroid
system. The overall procedure is depicted as Algorithm 4.

For ease of description, we turn the original instance (N, f,M) to a new one (N ′, f ′,M′) by
adding a set D of 2k “dummy elements” in the following way.

• N ′ = N ∪D.

• f ′(S) = f(S \D) for every set S ⊆ N ′.

• S ∈ I ′ if and only if S \D ∈ I and |S| ≤ k.

Clearly, the new instance and the old one refer to the same problem. By overloading notations, we
still denote by (N, f,M) the instance with dummy elements. Another ingredient of Algorithm 4 is
the well-known exchange property of matroids, which is stated as Lemma 5.

Lemma 5 ([30]). If A and B are two bases of a matroid M = (N,I), there exists a one-to-one

function g : A→ B such that

• g(u) = u for every u ∈ A ∩B.

• for every u ∈ A, B + u− g(u) ∈ I.

Algorithm 4 starts with a set of k dummy elements denoted by S0. It runs K := ⌈k3 ln ǫ−1⌉
rounds in total to update S0 and the solution by the end of round i is denoted by Si. At round i,
it finds a base Mi ⊆ N \ Si−1 whose marginal value is maximized, a mapping gi between Mi and
Si−1 defined in Lemma 5, and the element ui ∈Mi that maximizes f(Si−1+ui− gi(ui))− f(Si−1).
It then sets Si = Si−1 + ui − gi(ui) and executes the Delete procedure to update Si. Finally, it
returns SK .

9



Algorithm 4: Greedy-Matroid

Input: ground set N , objective function f , matroidM = (N,I).
1 S0 ← an arbitrary base containing only elements of D.

2 K ← ⌈k3 ln ǫ−1⌉
3 for i = 1 to K do

4 Let Mi ⊆ N \ Si−1 be a base ofM maximizing
∑

u∈Mi
f(u | Si−1).

5 Let gi be the mapping defined in Lemma 5 by plugging A = Mi and B = Si−1.
6 ui ← argmaxu∈Mi

f(Si−1 + u− gi(u)) − f(Si−1).
7 Si ← Si−1 + ui − gi(ui).
8 Si ← Delete(Si).

9 return SK .

Note that the task of finding Mi involves solving an additive maximization problem over a
matroid. It is well known that this problem can be efficiently addressed using a simple greedy
algorithm, which bears resemblance to Kruskal’s algorithm. The algorithm begins by sorting the
elements {f(u | Si−1)}u∈N\Si−1

in descending order. Then, proceeding in this descending order,
each element u is added to the solution set if its inclusion does not violate the matroid constraint.
Note that we can always extend the subset obtained by the above procedure to a matroid base by
adding some dummy elements to it. Also, gi can be found by invoking an algorithm that finds a
perfect matching in a bipartite graph.

We now give an analysis of Algorithm 4. Let O = argmax{f(S) : S ∈ I}, we have

Lemma 6. For every i ∈ [K], f(Si)− f(Si−1) ≥ 1
k · (f(O)− 3 · f(Si−1)).

Proof. Observe that O \Si−1 plus enough dummy elements in D \Si−1 forms a valid candidate for
Mi. By the construction of Mi,

1

k

∑

u∈Mi

f(u | Si−1) ≥
1

k

∑

u∈O\Si−1

f(u | Si−1) ≥
1

k
· (f(O ∪ Si−1)− f(Si−1))

≥ 1

k
· (f(O)− 2 · f(Si−1)). (1)

The second inequality is due to submodularity. The last inequality follows from Corollary 1, since
Si−1 is the output of Delete in the last round. On the other hand, by submodularity and non-
negativity,

1

k

∑

u∈Mi

f(gi(u) | Si−1 − gi(u)) ≤
f(Si−1)− f(∅)

k
≤ f(Si−1)

k
. (2)

Let S′
i = Si−1 + ui − gi(ui) be the value of Si just before Delete is executed. By the choice of ui,

we have

f(S′
i) = f(Si−1 + ui − gi(ui))

≥ 1

k

∑

u∈Mi

f(Si−1 + u− gi(u))

≥ 1

k

∑

u∈Mi

(f(Si−1 + u) + f(Si−1 − gi(u)) − f(Si−1))

10



=
1

k

∑

u∈Mi

(f(Si−1) + f(u | Si−1)− f(gi(u) | Si−1 − gi(u)))

≥ f(Si−1) +
1

k
· (f(O)− 2 · f(Si−1))−

f(Si−1)

k

= f(Si−1) +
1

k
· (f(O)− 3 · f(Si−1)).

The second inequality is due to submodularity. The last inequality is by Eq. (1) and (2). Finally,
observe that the value of Si only increases during the execution of Delete and hence f(Si) ≥ f(S′

i).
The lemma follows immediately.

Theorem 3. Algorithm 4 has an approximation ratio of (1− ǫ)/3 and uses O(kn log n
ǫ ) queries.

Proof. For the query complexity, note that Algorithm 4 has K = ⌈k3 ln ǫ−1⌉ rounds. In each round,
the construction of Mi needs O(n log n) queries and the Delete procedure needs O(k) queries
since Si contains at most k elements. Therefore, Algorithm 4 uses O(kn log n

ǫ ) queries in total.
Next, we show by induction that for i ∈ [k],

f(Si) ≥
1

3

(
1−

(
1− 3

k

)i
)
· f(O).

The claim holds for i = 0 since f(∅) ≥ 0. Assume that it holds for i′ < i. By Lemma 6,

f(Si) ≥
(
1− 3

k

)
· f(Si−1) +

1

k
· f(O)

≥
(
1− 3

k

)
· 1
3

(
1−

(
1− 3

k

)i−1
)
· f(O) +

1

k
· f(O)

=
1

3

(
1−

(
1− 3

k

)i
)
· f(O).

By plugging i = K and ex ≥ 1 + x for x ∈ R, we have

f(SK) ≥ 1

3

(
1−

(
1− 3

k

)(k ln ǫ−1)/3
)
· f(O) ≥ 1− ǫ

3
· f(O).

5 Packing Constraints

In this section, we present a deterministic algorithm for maximizing symmetric submodular func-
tions under the packing constraints with a large width. Our algorithm is based on the multiplicative
updates approach in [4] for maximizing monotone submodular functions, with an extra step that
executes the Delete procedure to update the current solution S at the end of each iteration. The
complete procedure is depicted as Algorithm 5. For ease of description, we identify N with [n] and
use j ∈ [n] to denote an element.

We now give an analysis of Algorithm 5. Assume that the algorithm added t+ 1 elements into
S in total. For each r ∈ [t + 1], let Sr be the value of S at the end of round r, jr be the element
selected in round r. For each i ∈ [m] and r ∈ [t+ 1], let wir be the value of wi at the end of round
r and βr =

∑m
i=1 biwir. Let O ∈ argmax{f(S) : AxS ≤ b}.

We first show that the algorithm outputs a feasible solution.

11



Algorithm 5: Multiplicative-Updates-Packing

Input: ground set N , objective function f , λ > 1, matrix A ∈ [0, 1]m×n and vector
b ∈ [1,∞)m.

1 S ← ∅.
2 for i = 1 to m do wi ← 1/bi.
3 while

∑m
i=1 biwi ≤ λ and S 6= [n] do

4 j ← argmaxj∈N\S
f(j|S)∑m
i=1

Aijwi
.

5 if f(j | S) ≤ 0 then break.
6 S ← S + j.
7 S ← Delete(S).

8 for i = 1 to m do wi ← wiλ
Aij/bi .

9 return S if S is feasible and S − j∗ otherwise, where j∗ is the last element added into S.

Lemma 7. Algorithm 5 outputs a feasible solution.

Proof. By our notations, the algorithm returns St+1 if it is feasible and St otherwise. The lemma
clearly holds in the former case. For the latter case, let ℓ be the first element whose addition into
S leads to a violation in some constraint. That is, suppose ℓ was added in round t′, then St′−1 is
feasible but for some i ∈ [m],

∑
j∈St′

Aij > bi. Then, we have

biwit′ = biwi0

∏

j∈St′

λAij/bi = λ
∑

j∈S
t′
Aij/bi > λ.

Thus, the while loop breaks immediately at the beginning of the next round. This means that ℓ
is the last element added into S and therefore t′ = t+1. It follows that the returned solution St is
feasible.

Next, we present two useful lemmas for our analysis.

Lemma 8. Given a set function f : 2N → R+, a collection of sets S0, S1, . . . , St ⊆ N satisfying

f(S0) ≤ f(S1) ≤ . . . ≤ f(St) and a set O ⊆ N satisfying f(O) > 2f(St), then

t∑

r=1

f(Sr)− f(Sr−1)

f(O)− 2f(Sr−1)
≤ 1

2
ln

f(O)− 2f(S0)

f(O)− 2f(St)
.

Proof. For each r ∈ [t], observe that

f(Sr)− f(Sr−1)

f(O)− 2f(Sr−1)
=

∫ f(Sr)

f(Sr−1)

1

f(O)− 2f(Sr−1)
dx ≤

∫ f(Sr)

f(Sr−1)

1

f(O)− 2x
dx.

The inequality holds since 1/(f(O) − 2x) is monotonically increasing for x ∈ [0, f(O)/2). Conse-
quently, we have

t∑

r=1

f(Sr)− f(Sr−1)

f(O)− 2f(Sr−1)
≤

t∑

r=1

∫ f(Sr)

f(Sr−1)

1

f(O)− 2x
dx =

∫ f(St)

f(S0)

1

f(O)− 2x
dx =

1

2
ln

f(O)− 2f(S0)

f(O)− 2f(St)
.
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Lemma 9. For every r ∈ [t],

f(Sr)− f(Sr−1)∑m
i=1 Aijrwi(r−1)

≥ f(O)− 2f(Sr−1)

βr−1
.

Proof. Let S′
r = Sr−1 + jr be the value of Sr just before Delete was executed. By the choice of

jr, for any j ∈ O \ Sr−1,
f(jr | Sr−1)∑m
i=1 Aijrwi(r−1)

≥ f(j | Sr−1)∑m
i=1 Aijwi(r−1)

.

By summing over j ∈ O \ Sr−1, we have

f(S′
r)− f(Sr−1)∑m

i=1Aijrwi(r−1)

∑

j∈O\Sr−1

m∑

i=1

Aijwi(r−1) ≥
∑

j∈O\Sr−1

f(j | Sr−1) ≥ f(O | Sr−1)

= f(Sr−1 ∪O)− f(Sr−1) ≥ f(O)− 2f(Sr−1).

The second inequality is due to submodularity and the last inequality follows from Corollary 1,
since Sr−1 is the output of Delete in the last round. On the other hand,

∑

j∈O\Sr−1

m∑

i=1

Aijwi(r−1) =
m∑

i=1

∑

j∈O\Sr−1

Aijwi(r−1) ≤
m∑

i=1

biwi(r−1) = βr−1.

The inequality holds since O \ Sr−1 is feasible. Combining the two inequalities,

f(S′
r)− f(Sr−1)∑m

i=1 Aijrwi(r−1)
≥ f(O)− 2f(Sr−1)

βr−1
.

The lemma follows by observing that the value of Sr only increases during the execution of Delete

and hence f(Sr) ≥ f(S′
r).

Theorem 4. Given ǫ ∈ (0, 1) and assume that W ≥ max{lnm, 1}/ǫ2, by setting λ = eǫW , Algo-

rithm 5 has an approximation ratio of 1
2(1− e−2(1−3ǫ)) and uses O(n2) queries.

Proof. For the query complexity, observe that some element j must be added into S, otherwise, the
main loop will break immediately. Thus, Algorithm 5 has at most n rounds. In each round, the
selection of j needs O(n) queries, and the Delete procedure needs O(n) queries since S contains
at most n elements. Therefore, Algorithm 2 uses O(n2) queries in total.

Next, we consider the approximation ratio of the algorithm.
First consider the case where

∑m
i=1 biwi(t+1) < eǫW . By the reasoning of Lemma 7, we know

that St+1 is returned as a feasible solution. Beside, this case happens because f(j | St+1) ≤ 0 for
any j ∈ N \St+1. By submodularity, f(O | St+1) ≤

∑
j∈O f(j | St+1) ≤ 0. Since St+1 is the output

of Delete in the last round, by Corollary 1,

f(O)− 2 · f(St+1) ≤ f(St+1 ∪O)− f(St+1) ≤ 0.

Thus, f(St+1) ≥ f(O)/2, which proves the lemma.
Next, consider the case where

∑m
i=1 biwi(t+1) ≥ eǫW . For every r ∈ [t], we have

βr =

m∑

i=1

biwir =

m∑

i=1

biwi(r−1) · (eǫW )Aijr /bi

13



≤
m∑

i=1

biwi(r−1) ·
(
1 +

ǫWAijr

bi
+

(
ǫWAijr

bi

)2
)

≤
m∑

i=1

biwi(r−1) + (ǫW + ǫ2W )

m∑

i=1

Aijrwi(r−1)

≤ βr−1 ·
(
1 +

(ǫW + ǫ2W )(f(Sr)− f(Sr−1))

f(O)− 2f(Sr−1)

)

≤ βr−1 · exp
(
(ǫW + ǫ2W )(f(Sr)− f(Sr−1))

f(O)− 2f(Sr−1)

)
.

The first inequality holds since ex ≤ 1 + x+ x2 for x ∈ [0, 1] and WAijr/bi ≤ 1 by the definition of
W . The second holds again by WAijr/bi ≤ 1. The third is due to Lemma 9. The last follows from
the fact that 1 + x ≤ ex for x ∈ R. By expanding the recurrence, we get

βt ≤ β0

t∏

r=1

exp

(
(ǫW + ǫ2W )(f(Sr)− f(Sr−1))

f(O)− 2f(Sr−1)

)

≤ exp

(
ǫ2W + (ǫW + ǫ2W )

t∑

r=1

f(Sr)− f(Sr−1)

f(O)− 2f(Sr−1)

)
.

The last inequality holds since β0 = m ≤ exp(ǫ2W ).
Then, we give a lower bound for βt. By the definition of βt,

βte
ǫ =

m∑

i=1

biwit · (eǫW )1/W ≥
m∑

i=1

biwit · (eǫW )Aijt
/bi =

m∑

i=1

biwi(t+1) ≥ eǫW .

The first inequality is due to the definition of W . Thus, we have βt ≥ eǫ(W−1).
Next, it is easy to see that f(S0) ≤ f(S1) ≤ . . . ≤ f(St) since the algorithm never added an

element with a negative marginal value. Besides, we can assume that f(O) > 2f(St) since otherwise
the lemma already holds. Thus, we can apply Lemma 8 to get

ǫ(W − 1)− ǫ2W

ǫW + ǫ2W
≤

t∑

ℓ=1

f(Sr)− f(Sr−1)

f(O)− 2f(Sr−1)
≤ 1

2
ln

f(O)− 2f(S0)

f(O)− 2f(St)
.

Finally, note that (ǫ(W − 1)− ǫ2W )/(ǫW + ǫ2W ) ≥ (1− 2ǫ)(1 + ǫ) ≥ 1− 3ǫ. One can obtain that

f(St) ≥
1

2

(
1− e−2(1−3ǫ)

)
· f(O).

When m = 1, Algorithm 5 reduces to a greedy algorithm for the knapsack constraint. By the
standard enumeration technique [23, 33], it is easy to remove the large-width assumption. We can
easily obtain the following result for the knapsack constraint.

Theorem 5. For symmetric submodular maximization under a knapsack constraint, there is an

algorithm that has an approximation ratio of 1
2(1− e−2) and uses O(n4) queries.
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6 Conclusion

In this paper, we present efficient deterministic algorithms for maximizing symmetric submodular
functions under various constraints. All of them require fewer queries and most of them achieve
state-of-the-art approximation ratios. However, our fast algorithm for the cardinality constraint
is randomized and linear only when k = O(

√
n). It is interesting to design a linear deterministic

algorithm for the constraint.
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[21] Michel X. Goemans and José A. Soto. Algorithms for symmetric submodular function
minimization under hereditary constraints and generalizations. SIAM J. Discret. Math.,
27(2):1123–1145, 2013.

[22] David Kempe, Jon M. Kleinberg, and Éva Tardos. Maximizing the spread of influence through
a social network. In Proceedings of the Ninth ACM SIGKDD International Conference on

Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining, Washington, DC, USA, August 24 - 27, 2003, pages
137–146. ACM, 2003.

16



[23] Samir Khuller, Anna Moss, and Joseph Naor. The budgeted maximum coverage problem. Inf.
Process. Lett., 70(1):39–45, 1999.

[24] Jon Lee, Vahab S. Mirrokni, Viswanath Nagarajan, and Maxim Sviridenko. Non-monotone
submodular maximization under matroid and knapsack constraints. In Proceedings of the 41st

Annual ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, STOC 2009, Bethesda, MD, USA, May

31 - June 2, 2009, pages 323–332. ACM, 2009.

[25] Baharan Mirzasoleiman, Ashwinkumar Badanidiyuru, Amin Karbasi, Jan Vondrák, and An-
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