arXiv:1508.00142v2 [cs.DS] 14 Oct 2015

Online Contention Resolution Schemes

Moran Feldmah Ola Svensson Rico Zenkluseh

October 15, 2015

Abstract

We introduce a new rounding technique designed for onlirtienigation problems, which is related
to contention resolution schemes, a technique initialisoitiuced in the context of submodular function
maximization. Our rounding technique, which we aalline contention resolution schem@CRSSs),
is applicable to many online selection problems, includdayesian online selection, oblivious posted
pricing mechanisms, and stochastic probing models. Itallifor handling a wide set of constraints,
and shares many strong properties of offline contentionutsn schemes. In particular, OCRSs for
different constraint families can be combined to obtain &RS for their intersection. Moreover, we
can approximately maximize submodular functions in thénargettings we consider.

We, thus, get a broadly applicable framework for severaherdelection problems, which improves
on previous approaches in terms of the types of constrdiatcan be handled, the objective functions
that can be dealt with, and the assumptions on the strengtreadversary. Furthermore, we resolve
two open problems from the literature; namely, we presenfitht constant-factor constrained oblivious
posted price mechanism for matroid constraints, and thedosstant-factor algorithm for weighted
stochastic probing with deadlines.

Keywords: contention resolution schemes, online algorithms, masrgirophetinequalities, oblivious posted pricing,
stochastic probing

*School of Computer and Communication Sciences, EPFL. Epmairanfe3@gmail.com. Supported by ERC Starting Grant
335288-OptApprox.

fSchool of Computer and Communication Sciences, EPFL. Einkilsvensson@epfl.ch. Supported by ERC Starting Grant
335288-OptApprox.

fDepartment of Mathematics, ETH Zurich, and Department gfl#gol Mathematics and Statistics, Johns Hopkins Universit
Email: ricoz@math.ethz.ch.


http://arxiv.org/abs/1508.00142v2
mailto:moranfe3@gmail.com
mailto:ola.svensson@epfl.ch
mailto:ricoz@math.ethz.ch

1 Introduction

Recently, interest has surged in Bayesian and stochadtieearptimization problems. These are problems
where we can use limited a priori information to select eletm@rriving online, often subject to classical
combinatorial constraints such as matroids, matchingskaafdsack constraints. Examples include posted
pricing mechanisms [8, 24, 18], prophet inequalities [p8pbing models [17,11], stochastic matchings [3],
and secretary problems| 2,120, IbBimultaneous with this development, interest has aroseimlgener-
alizing the optimization of linear objective functions &levant nonlinear objective functions. A particular
focus was set on submodular functions, which is a functiasscthat captures the property of diminishing
returns, a very natural property in many of the above-meeticsettings [21,/1,/4, 16].

A very successful approach for these problems is based onidirg the a priori information to formu-
late an (often linear) relaxation whose optimal fractios@lutionz* upper bounds the performance of any
online (or even offline) algorithm. Then; is used to devise an online algorithm whose goal is to recover
a solution of a similar objective value a$. Such an online algorithm can also be interpreted as aneonlin
rounding procedure for rounding’. In particular, online rounding approaches have recergbnbused to
obtain nearly optimal and surprisingly elegant resultsstochastic matchings (see Bansal et al. [3]), and for
a very general probing model introduced by Gupta and Nagaidi7] with applications in posted pricing
mechanisms, online matching problems and beyond.

A key ingredient in the general rounding algorithms presei [17] are so-called contention resolution
schemes (CRSs), a rounding technique introduced by Chekali[10] in the context of (offline) submodu-
lar function maximization. CRSs are defined with respectdorsstraint family, like matroids, matching, or
knapsack constraints. Interestingly, the existence of@fledorderedCRS for the given constraint family
is all that is needed to apply the techniques of [17]. Whett@agyenerality is very appealing, there are some
inherent barriers in current CRSs that hinder a broadercgiplity to online settings beyond the probing
model defined in [17]. More precisely, most settings congidén [17] require that thalgorithm can choose
the orderin which to obtain new online information about an underyground set over which the objective
is optimized. This is due to the fact that most CRSs need toddle components of a fractional poirit
step by step in a particular order.

In this paper we introduce a stronger notion of contenti@oligion schemes that overcomes this restric-
tion and allows for the online information to be presergeldersarially We show that such schemes exist
for many interesting constraint families, including madroonstraints and knapsack constraints. As we dis-
cuss in Sectiop 113, this leads to a broadly applicable emtiinding framework that works in considerably
more general settings than previous approaches. Furthermor techniques answer two open problems
from the literature: we show the existence of a constraifdivious posted-pricing mechanism (COPM)
for matroids, intersection of matroids, and further ccaists families (a question first raised [n [8]); and
we get anO(1)-competitive algorithm for the weighted probing problenttwdeadlines introduced ih [17].
Additionally, our rounding approach yields optimal gudesas (up to moderate constant factors) for a class
of online submodular function maximization problems.

Before we formally define our rounding framework (Sectfioff)1state our results (Sectign 11.2) and
describe the aforementioned applications (Sedtioh 1t ®,Helpful to introduce our rounding framework
in the light of a concrete example. Consider the followingy®@san online selection problem studied by
Kleinberg and Weinberd [18] in the context of prophet indijies. There is a finite selvV of items or
elements, and a nonnegative random varighléor eache € N, where all{ Z. }.c y are independent. The
distributions of allZ, are known and for simplicity we assume they are continuougthErmore, a matroid

1strictly speaking, secretary problems have no a prioririnftion. However, as items arrive in a random order, mosirahms
first observe a fraction of the elements (serving as the aipnformation), and then devise an online strategy basedhen
information.



M = (N,F)onN is givend Let {zc}cen be realizations of the random variableB, }.c . The goal is to
select a subset C N of the elements that is independein,, I € 7, and whose value(l) := > p 2
is as large as possible. The way how elements can be seleotkd as follows. Elements € N reveal
one by one their realizatiog,, in a fixed prespecified order that is unknown to the algorithhenever a
valuez. Is revealed, one has to choose whether to selectdiscard it, before the next element reveals its
realization.

A natural way to approach this problem is to define a threshold 0 for eache € N and only accept
elementss €¢ N whose realization is at least the threshald, z. > t.; we call such elementasctive Let
z. be the probability ok being active,.e, z. = Pr[Z. > t.]. Notice that the set of all active elements
is distributed like a random set that contains each elemamependently with probability.. We denote
such a set by?(x). As we show in Sectiol 4, using a convex relaxation one cartfireholdg,. such that:
() x = (z¢)een Is in the matroid polytopeP;E and (ii) an algorithm that disregards the matroid constrain
and accepts any active element would have an expected r@tleast as good as the one of an optimal
offline algorithm.

Our goal is to design an online algorithm that only selectvaelements, such that an independent set
I is obtained wher@®r[e € I] > ¢ - z. for all e € E, wherec € (0,1] is a constant as large as possible.
It is not hard to check that such a procedure would lead to gttite value of at least times the offline
optimum. The guarantee we are seeking closely resemblestiom of c-balanced CRSs as defined[in[[10],
which is anoffline algorithm that depends anand returns for any sét C N a (potentially random) subset
7(S) C S with 7(S) € F such thatPr[e € w(R(z))] > ¢ - xz.. The only reason why this procedure is
not applicable in the above context is that, in generalgeds to know the realization of the full Sefx)
in advance to determine(R(z)). However,R(x) is revealed element by element in the above selection
problem. A key observation in [17] is that some CRSs do notdrieeknow the full setR(x) upfront, but
can round step by step if the elements come in some presaiided chosen by the algorithm. However, in
the above setting, as in many other combinatorial onlinelpros, the order cannot be chosen freely.

We overcome this limitation through a considerably strormggtion of CRSs, which we calbnline
contention resolution schem@CRSS).

1.1 Online contention resolution schemes

OCRSs, like classical contention resolution schemes, efieat! with respect to a relaxation of the feasible
sets of a combinatorial optimization problem. Consider gefiground setV = {ey,...,e,}, and a family
of feasiblesubsetsF C 2V, which is down-closed,e., if I € F andJ C I thenJ € F. Let Pr C [0,1]¥
be the polytope corresponding to the feasible &tse., Pr is the convex hull of all characteristic vectors
of feasible sets:

Pr=conv({1lp | I € F}) .

We highlight that throughout this paper we focus on dowrsetbfeasibility constraints.

Definition 1.1 (relaxation) We say that a polytop® C [0, 1] is a relaxation ofPr if it contains the same
{0, 1}-points, i.e.,P N {0,1}" = Prn {0, 1}V,

We start by defining online contention resolution schemeSRO) simply as algorithms that can be
applied to the online selection problem highlighted in thiedduction. The performance of an OCRS is
then characterized by additional properties that we defitee. |

2We recall that a matroid/ = (N, F) consists of a finite ground séf and a nonempty family¥ C 2% of subsets ofV
satisfying: () IfI € F,J C I,thenJ € F, and (i) if I, J € F,|J| > |I|, thende € J\ I with I U {e} € F. If not stated
otherwise, we assume that matroids are given by an indepeadgacle that, for everfy C N, returns whethef € F.

3The matroid polytopePr is the convex hull of all characteristic vectors of indepamidsets. In particular it can be described
by Pr = {z € RY, | #(S) < rank(S) VS C N}, whererank(S) = max{|I| | I C S, T € F} is therank functionof M.
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Definition 1.2 (Online contention resolutions scheme (OCR&)pt us consider the following online selec-
tion setting. A pointc € P is given and letR(x) be a random subset dctive elements The elements

e € N reveal one by one whether they are active, ke, R(xz), and the decision whether to select an active
element is taken irrevocably before the next element isatede An OCRS foP is an online algorithm that
selects a subsgtC R(x) such thatl; € P.

Most of the OCRSs that we present follow a common algorithtiméene, which leads us to the definition
of greedy OCRS

Definition 1.3 (Greedy OCRS)Let P C [0,1]" be a relaxation for the feasible sefs C 2V. A greedy
OCRSr for P is an OCRS that for any € P defines a down-closed subfamily of feasible 3gts C F,
and an element is selected when it arrives if, together with the alreadgstdd elements, the obtained set
isin Fr ;.

If the choice ofF; . givenz is randomized, we talk aboutrandomizedyreedy OCRS; otherwise, we
talk about adeterministicgreedy OCRS. We also simplify notation and abbrevigtg. by 7, when the
OCRGSr is clear from the context.

For simplicity of presentation, and because all our mainltesre based on greedy OCRSSs, we restrict
our attention to this class of OCRSs, and focus on greedy G@R8n defining and analyzing properties.

As mentioned in the example shown in the introduction, ardbk property of OCRSs would be that
every element € N gets selected with probability at least x, for a constant: > 0 as large as possible.
This property is called-balancednesi the context of classical contention resolution scherhzsvever,
to be precise about such properties in the online contekite@onsider, one has to specify the power of the
adversary who chooses the order of the elements. Advessaribifferent strengths have been considered in
various online settings. For example, one arguably weak dfadversary is aoffline adversarywho has
to choose the order of the elements upfront, before any eienget revealed. On the other end, the most
powerful adversary that can be considered is what we calhliméghty adversaryan almighty adversary
knows upfront the outcomes of all random events, which ohefuthe realization aR(x) and the outcome
of the random bits that the algorithm may query. An almighdyexsary can thus calculate exactly how
the algorithm will behave and reveal the elements in a waseorder. A typical adversary type that is
in between these two extremes is amline adversarywho can choose the next element to reveal online
depending on what happened so far; thus, it has the samenation as the online algorithm. Throughout
this paper, when not indicated otherwise, we assume to glayst the almighty adversary.

In the context of greedy OCRSs, we define a considerably giromotion tharc-balancedness, which
we call c-selectability and which leads to results even against the almighty admerén words, a greedy
OCRS isc-selectable if with probability at least the random seR(z) is such that an elementis selected
no matter what other elemenif R(x) have been selected so far as long/as F,.. Thus, it guarantees
that an element is selected with probability at leaagainst any (even the almighty) adversary.

Definition 1.4 (c-selectability) Letc € [0,1]. A greedy OCRS faoP is c-selectable if for any: € P we
have
Pr[Iu{e} e F, VIC R(x),l € F;]>c¢ Vee N .

We highlight that the probability in Definition 1.4 is overethandom outcomes d®(z) when dealing
with a deterministic greedy OCRS; when the greedy OCRS woiaized, then the probability is ové(x)
and the random choice df,. We call an element € N selectablégor a particular realization oR(x) and
random choice ofF, if I U {e} € F, forall I C R(x) with I € F,.

As aforementioned, the-selectability is a very strong property that implies guéeas against any
adversary. Despite this strong definition, we show fhdt)-selectable greedy OCRSs exist for many natural
constraints.



Often, a larger factot can be achieved whenis supposed to be in a down-scaled versioiofT his is
similar to the situation in classical contention resolntsthemes.

Definition 1.5 ((b, c)-selectability) Letb,c € [0,1]. A greedy OCRS foP is (b, c¢)-selectable if for any
x € b- Pwe have
Pr[Iu{e} e F, VIC R(x),l € F;]>c¢ Vee N .

Notice that &b, c¢)-selectable greedy OCRS implies a randomizedelectable greedy OCRS because
we can “scale down’: online by only considering each elementith probability b independent of the
other elements.

Observation 1.6. A (b, c)-selectable greedy OCRS fBrimplies a (randomizedjc-selectable greedy OCRS
for P.

The existence of OCRSs is interesting even regardless ofegitly issues. Still, in many applications it
is important to have efficient OCRSs.

Definition 1.7 (efficiency) A greedy OCRS is efficientif there exists a polynomial time algorithm that, for
a given inputr, samples an efficient independence oracle for theFsgt That is, an oracle that answers
in polynomial time queries of the form: is a seiC N in 7 ,?

We next summarize our technical results before highlighthe implications of our results to various
online settings.

1.2 Our results

Ouir first technical result proves the existence of greedy 8€Rith constant selectability for relaxations
of several interesting families of constraints. All the epig OCRSs described by Theorém]1.8 are either
efficient, or can be made efficient at the cost of an arbiyramhall constant > 0 loss in the selectability
guarantee.

Theorem 1.8. There exist:
e Foreveryb € [0,1], a(b,1 — b)-selectable deterministic greedy OCRS for matroid polgsop
e For everyb € [0, 1], a (b, e~??)-selectable randomized greedy OCRS for matching ponE])pes

e Foreveryb € [0,1/2], a (b, :=2)-selectable randomized greedy OCRS for the natural relanaif a
knapsack constraint.

Interestingly, it turns out that there is i ¢)-selectabledeterministicgreedy OCRS for the natural re-
laxation of a knapsack constraint for any constaratadc. This stands in contrast to the case of the matching
polytope, for which the randomized greedy OCRS given by Tém®0l.8 can be made deterministic at the
cost of only a small loss in the selectability.

Like offline CRSs, greedy OCRSs can be combined to form gr&@@RSs for more involved con-
straints.

Theorem 1.9. If 7! is a (b, c;)-selectable greedy OCRS for a polytopg and#2 is a (b, cz)-selectable
greedy OCRS for a polytopB,, then there exists &, c¢; - c2)-selectable greedy OCRS for the polytope
P, N P,. Moreover, the last greedy OCRS is efficientlifand 72 are.

40ur greedy OCRS works also for a weaker relaxation of magehinich only bounds the degree of each node.



Notice that Theorern 1.9 can be applied repeatedly to cond®emeral OCRSs. Thus, Theorems| 1.8
and 1.9 prove together the existence of constant seldtyadiéedy OCRSs for any constant intersection of
matroid, matching and knapsack constraints.

It is easy to see that, given a non-negative increasingrliolgiactive function, &b, c)-selectable greedy
OCRS for a polytopeP can be used to round online a vecioe bP while losing only a factor ot in the
objective. Theorerh 1.10 proves this result formally, anbeds it to nonnegative submodildunctions.

To state this theorem, we need to define some notation. GiMendction f: 2V — R, the multilinear
extension off is a functionF: [0, 1] — R whose value for a vectar € [0,1]V is F(z) = E[f(R(x))].
Informally, F'(x) is the expected value gfover a set obtained by randomly rounding every coordinate of
independently.

Theorem 1.10.Given a nonnegative monothsubmodular functiorf : 2 — R and a(b, c)-selectable
greedy OCRS for a polytope, applying the greedy OCRS to an inputc bP results in a random sef
satisfyingE[f(S)] > ¢-F(x), whereF' is the multilinear extension gf. Moreover, even if is not monotone,
E[f(R(1/2-1g))] > (c¢/4) - F(z), where the random decisions used to calculgteé/2 - 1) are considered
part of the algorithm, and thus, known to the almighty adaeyrs

In many applications the use of Theorem 1.10 requires findfflige, using the available a priori infor-
mation, a vector: (approximately) maximizing the multilinear extensiéh This can often be done using
known algorithms. For example, Calinescu et[al. [7] pratred given a non-negative monotone submodular
function f: 2V — R>q and a solvabig polytope P C [0, 1]V, one can efficiently find a fractional point
x € P for which F(z) > (1 — e !) - max{f(S) | 15 € P}. Chekuri et al.[[10] showed that even when
f is not monotone, an analogous result can be obtained withrsewsmnstant factor d¥.325 instead of
1 — e~ ! whenP is solvable and down-closed. A simpler procedure with angfeo constant factor was later
presented by Feldman et al. [14], implying that one can efiiity find a fractional point € P for which
F(z) > (e7! —o(1)) - max{f(S) | 15 € P} as long as the polytopk is solvable and down-closed.

The result of Theorein 1.10 for a non-monotone submodulamtise can sometimes be improved when
assuming an online adversary (instead of an almighty ort&).class of OCRSs for which this can be done
is a bit involved to define, and we defer its definition to Smtf§. We state here only the following special
case of the result we prove.

Theorem 1.11. Let 7 be a(b, c)-selectable greedy OCRSfor a polytopeP that was obtained by using
Theoreni 1.9 to combine the OCRS of Thedremn 1.8. Then, for g@ven non-negative submodular function
f: 2NV — Ry there exists an OCRS for P that for every input vector € bP and online adversary
selects a random sét such thatE[f(S))] > ¢ - F(z).

The OCRSr’ guaranteed by Theorem 1]11 is not efficient. However, i$ efficient thent’ can be
made efficient at the cost of an additive los§ 81~ - max{f({e}) | z. > 0} in the guarantee (whergis
any positive constant).

1.3 Applications

In this section we present a few applications for our tecmiesults. All these applications were previously
studied in the literature, and connections have been foahiden them. In this work we show that all three
applications can be reduced to finding appropriate OCRSadfdiition to proving new results, we believe
that these reductions into one common setting clarify thmeotions between the three applications.

°A set functionf: 2V — R is submodular iff (A) 4+ f(B) > f(AU B) + f(A N B) for every two setsi, B C N.
®A set functionf: 2 — R is monotone iff (A) < f(B) for every two setsd C B C N.
A polytope issolvableif one can optimize linear functions over it.



Prophet inequalities for Bayesian online selection probieas

Consider again the Bayesian online selection problem wizlsid earlier in the introduction. We recall
that the setting in this problem consists of a matréid = (N, F) and independent non-negative ran-
dom variablesZ, for everye € N with known distributions. Moreover, the random variablessatisfy
max.cn E[Z.] < co. An offline adversary chooses upfront the order in which tleenentse € N reveal

a realizationz, of Z.. The task is to select online an independent set of elenfeatsF with total weight
2(I) =) 1 ze @s high as possible.

A fundamental result about the relative power of offline amtine@ algorithms in a Bayesian setting
was obtained by Krengel, Sucheston and Garling (see [19])hfo special case whel/ is the uniform
matroid of rank onei.e., precisely one element can be selected. They showed thatdRists a selection
algorithm returning a single element of expected WeighEast%E[maxeeN Z., i.e., half of the weight of
the best offline solution, which is the best solution obthiedy an algorithm that knows all realizations
upfront. Recently, Kleinberg and Weinberg [18] extendesd tasult considerably by showing that the same
guarantee can be obtained when selecting multiple elentemittave to be independent in the matroig
i.e., there exists an online algorithm returning a et F satisfying

> Z max{ZZe Se]—“}] . 1)

ecl eeS

Inequalities of typel(|1) are often call@dophet inequalitieslue to the interpretation of the offline adversary
as a prophet. Moreover, Kleinberg and Weinberg generalizei result to the setting whetg are the
common independent sets in the intersectiop wiatroids. For this setting, they present an online algarith
whose expected profit is at I(—:‘agij2 times the expected maximum weight of a feasible set. Klegbad
Weinberg’s algorithms work not just against an offline adaey, which is the adversary type typically
assumed in Bayesian online selection, but also againstlare@dversary.

Using a simple, yet very general link between greedy OCR8gamphet inequalities we can generate
prophet inequalities from greedy OCRSs.

E > -E

N |

Theorem 1.12.Let F C 2V be a down-closed set family arrd be a relaxation ofF. If there exists a
c-selectable greedy OCRS fBrthen there is an online algorithm for the Bayesian onlin@stbn problem
with almighty adversary that returns a sk F satisfying

SeF H

Z Ze max {Z Ze
ecl eeS
As we discuss in Sectidd 4, the above theorem can be madeivg in many cases, assuming that
the OCRS is efficient and some natural optimization problémslving the distributions of the random
weightsZ, can be solved efficiently.
Our results show that constant-factor prophet inequaliiee often possible even against an almighty
adversary. Moreover, we géX(1)-factor prophet inequalities for a wide set of new constrimilies.

E >c-E

Corollary 1.13. There are©(1)-factor prophet inequalities for the Bayesian online sttt problem
against the almighty adversary for any constraint familgttis an intersection of a constant number of
matroid, knapsack, and matching constraints.

In contrast, so far, the most general prophet inequalitthagiﬁ—factor prophet inequality of Klein-
berg and Weinberg for the intersection wimatroids. Interestingly, even for this specific setting lod t
intersection ofp matroids, considered by Kleinberg and Weinberg, our geeg@roach allows for obtain-
ing a better constant fgr > 4 (against a stronger adversary).
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Corollary 1.14. There is anm—factor prophet inequality for the Bayesian online selectproblem
against the almighty adversary when the feasible sets ageritied by the intersection pfmatroids.

That our results hold against an almighty adversary is itiquaar of importance for applications of
prophet inequalities to posted pricing mechanisms. Indeleel of the main technical difficulties that Klein-
berg and Weinberd [18] had to overcome to apply their redal{zosted pricing mechanism, was the fact
that their results were only with respect to an online admsrs

Oblivious posted pricing mechanisms

We start by introducing the Bayesian single-parameter mmds design setting (short BSMD), largely
following [8]. There is a single seller providing a skt of services, and for each servieee N there
is one agent interested &) whose valuation is drawn from a nonnegative random vaigbl The Z. are
independent and have known distributions. Furthermoegetts a down-closed familf C 2% representing
feasibility constraints faced by the sellee., the seller can provide any set of services F. The setting
is calledsingle-parametebecause every agent is interested in precisely one seieegoal in this setting
is to find truthful mechanisms maximizing the expected rereen

From a theoretical point of view, this setting is well undeosl and optimally solved by Myersons’s
mechanism[[22]. Unfortunately, the resulting mechanisnmisractical, and thus, rarely employed. Fur-
thermore, it does not extend to multi-parameter settingsrevn agent may, for example, be interested in
buying one out of several items, a setting knowrBagesian multi-parameter unit-demand mechanism de-
sign (BMUMD). Therefore, Chawla et al._[8] suggested considraiimpler and more robust alternatives
having many advantages while maintaining an almost optpaebrmancel[8, 24, 18]. The idea is to offer
to the agents sequentially take-it-or-leave-it pricediewws. Agents are considered one by one, in an order
chosen by the algorithm. Whenever an agert N is considered, the algorithm either makes no offer to
e—and thuse does not get served—or, dfcan be added to the elements selected so far without viglatin
feasibility, an offerp. € R>( is made toe. Agente will then accept the offer iZ. > p. and decline if
Ze < Pe-

This type of mechanism, with the additional freedom thatalgerithm can choose the order in which
to consider the agents, is calledequential posted price mechanisfnatural stronger version of sequen-
tial posted price mechanisms, calleahstrained oblivious posted price mechanig@®PM), suggested by
Chawla et al.[[8], allows for dealing with the multi-paramesetting BMUMD, and has many further inter-
esting properties. Formally, a COPM is defined by a typle ]Rigo, F"), wherep are the take-it-or-leave-it
prices, andr’ C F. A COPM defined by(p, 7’) works as follows. Consider the moment when a new agent
e arrives and lefS be the set of agents served so farSIf) {e} ¢ F', thene is skipped; otherwise; is of-
fered the price.. In short the COPM maintains a feasible set in the more otsttifamily 7/, and greedily
selects any agemtthat does not destroy feasibility i’ and has a valuation of at legst Furthermore, the
order of the agents is chosen by an adversary at the begiohihg procedure, knowing all valuations,
the pricegp, and the familyF’'. A COPM can also be randomized, in which case the tgplé”) is chosen
at random at the beginning of the algorithm.

So far, COPMs with arD(1) gap with respect to the optimal mechanism were only knowrvéoy
restricted types of matroids, and the intersection of twiiggzn matroids[[8]. For general matroids, the best
previously known COPM was a non-efficient procedure with ptineality gap ofO(log(rank)), where
rank is the size of a largest feasible set of the matrbid [8]. Irtipalar, the existence of an COPM for
general matroids with constant optimality gap remainedmengroblem.

Exploiting a link between greedy OCRSs and COPMs, we resb/epen question aboGk(1)-optimal
COPMs for matroids raised inl[8], and show that even much rgereeral constraint families adnit(1)-
optimal COPMs.



Theorem 1.15. Let F C 2V be a down-closed family anfl be a relaxation ofF. If there is ac-selectable
greedy OCRS foP, then there is a COPM fo# that, even against an almighty adversary, is at most a
factor ofc worse than the optimal truthful mechanism.

Using the reduction from the multi-parameter setting todingle-parameter setting presented_in [8] we
obtain results for BMUMD under very general feasibility stnaints.

Corollary 1.16. Let F be the intersection of a constant number of matroid, knagsaed matching con-
straints. Then there is a posted price mechanism for BMUMDFomhose optimality gap with respect to
the optimal truthful mechanism is at most a constant.

Moreover, as we highlight in Sectidn 4, the mechanisms obththrough our greedy OCRSs can be
implemented efficiently under mild assumptions.

Stochastic probing

Recently, Gupta and Nagarajan [17] introduced the follgnstochastic probing model. Given is a finite
ground setN and each element € N is active with a given probabilityp. € [0, 1], independently of
the other elements. Furthermore, there is a weight funationN — Z, and two down-closed constraint
families Fi,,, F.u: € 2V on N, which are called thanner andouter constraintsrespectively. The goal is to
select a subset of active elements of high weight accordinibe following rules. An algorithm must first
probean element € N to select it. If a probed elementis active, there is selected, otherwise it is not.
The algorithm can choose the order in which elements aresgrobhe set) of all probed elements must
satisfy@Q € F,,: and the sef C @ of all selected elements must satisfy= F;,,. Hence, at any step of the
algorithm an element can only be probed if adding it to theenity probed elements does not viol&ig,;,
and adding it to the elements selected so far does not vidlateGupta and Nagarajan [17] showed that this
model captures numerous applications. Furthermore, thay sow so-calledrdered CRSsan be used to
get approximately optimal approximation factors for maagstraint families including the intersection of a
constant number of matroids. However, due to their use @dredlCRSs, the presented algorithms crucially
rely on the fact that the order in which elements are probedeachosen freely.

Replacing their use of ordered CRSs with OCRSs we can drepaljuirement.

Theorem 1.17.Let F;,,, Fou: € 2™V be two down-closed families. If there ardiac;, )-selectable greedy
OCRSmy, for a relaxation Py, of F;, and a (b, ¢, )-Selectable greedy OCRS,,; for a relaxation P,

of Fout, then there is &b - ¢y, - cout)-approximation for the weighted stochastic probing problehere
the order in which elements can be probed is chosen by an latynadversary and the inner and outer
constraints are given by, and F,.;, respectivelﬁ Moreover, ifr;, andr,,; are efficient and there are
separation oracles foP;,, and P,,;, then the above algorithm has a polynomial time complexity.

It turns out that the extension to arbitrary probing ordesoives an open question of [17] about stochas-
tic probing with deadline. In a probing problem with deadBrthere is a deadling € Zx, for each element
e € N, indicating thate can only be probed as one of the fifstelements that get probed. Using a clever
technique, Gupta and Nagarajan![17] presente® @ln-approximation for this problem setting for the un-
weighted cased,e., w is the all-ones vector, wheh;,,, Fou: arek:-systerr@, for k = O(1). They leftit as
an open question how to approach the weighted version diastic probing with deadlines. Using OCRSs

8Similar to [17] one can strengthen the theorem, and onlyrassan offline CRS fofF,...; and an OCRS fof;,,. The fact that
an offline CRS suffices faF,.: can sometimes be used to get better approximation factorssifplicity of presentation, we do
not go into these details here, and also in Thedrem 1.18 d8H 1.

°A k-systemF C 2V is a down-closed family such that, for asyC N, the ratio of the sizes of any two maximal sets/of
that are contained i is at mostk. In particular,k-systems generalize the intersectiorkohatroids.



we can leverage Theordm 1117 to consider elements in inogeasder of their deadlines, which allows for
addressing this open question.

Theorem 1.18.Let F;,,, F,u: € 2™V be two down-closed families. If there ardiac;, )-selectable greedy
OCRSm;,, for a relaxation Py, of F;,, and a(b, ¢, )-selectable greedy OCRS,; for a relaxation P,,,; of
Fout, then there is db(1 — b) - ¢;y, - cour)-approximation for the weighted stochastic probing witldiees
problem where the inner and outer constraints are givenfy and F,,,;, respectively. Moreover, if;,
and 7,,; are efficient and there are separation oracles f@y, and P,,;, then the above algorithm has a
polynomial time complexity.

We highlight that the stochastic probing problem with mamat submodular objectives but without
deadlines—in shorgubmodular stochastic probirgwas considered by Adamczyk et al. [1], who presented
for this setting a1 — 1/e)/(kin + kout + 1)-approximation wher¥;,, and F,,; are the intersection df;,,
and k,,,; matroids, respectively. Using our techniques we obta(n)-approximations for considerably
more general settings of submodular stochastic probingreNdeecisely, we can handle a very broad set
of constraints, with a probing order chosen by an almightyeegshry (instead of being choosable by the
algorithm).

Theorem 1.19. Let F;,,, Four C 2V be two down-closed families. If there ardlac;, )-selectable greedy
OCRS, for a relaxation Py, of F;,, and a(b, ¢, )-selectable greedy OCRS,; for a relaxation P,,,; of
Fout, then there is (1 — e — 0(1)) - ¢, - cour)-approximation for the submodular stochastic probing
problem where the order in which elements can be probed isezhby an almighty adversary and the inner
and outer constraints are given 3%, and F,,;, respectively. Moreover, if;,, and 7,,; are efficient and
there are separation oracles far;,, and P,,;, then the above algorithm has a polynomial time complexity.

We remark that the same idea used to derive Thebrem 1.18 fhreor&nt L. 17 can also be used to derive
from Theorent 1.119 a result for the submodular stochastibipgowith deadlines problem.

2 Constructing Online Contention Resolution Schemes

In this section we prove the existence (or non-existenc&)©@RSs for various polytopes. Sectidns| 2.1,
[2.2 and 2.8 study OCRSs for matroid polytopes, matchingtpps and the natural relaxation of knapsack
constraints, respectively. The results proved in thesgosecprove together Theorem 11.8. Theoreni 1.9,
which shows that greedy OCRSs for different polytopes caodmebined to create greedy OCRSs for the
intersection of these polytopes, is proved in Sedtioh 2.4.

2.1 OCRS for matroids

In this section we give a greedy OCRS for matroid polytopes.skandard matroidal concepts suchgs,
rank, contraction and restriction, we refer the reader to Appeld Also recall that, for a given matroid
M = (N,F), the matroid polytopePr is defined by{z € RY, | VS C N > g z. < rank(S)}. The
main result of this section can be stated as follows.

Theorem 2.1.Letd € [0, 1]. There exists &b, 1 — b)-selectable deterministic greedy OCRS for any matroid
polytopePr C [0, 1]V on ground setV.

Combining Theorerh 119 with Theordm P.1, we also get a greedR®for the intersection df ma-
troids.

Corollary 2.2. Letb < [0,1], and letP, ..., P, C [0,1]" bek matroid polytopes over a common ground
setN. Then there exists @, (1 — b)*)-selectable deterministic greedy OCRS for= NF_, P;.
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Note that the above corollary implies (by Observafior 108} there is &(1 — b)*-selectable greedy

OCRS forP. Moreover, choosing = 1+k in Corollary[2.2, we obtain the following.

Corollary 2.3. Let Pl, ..., P, C [0,1)V be matroid polytopes over a common ground Xetlet P =

P, and letc = (1 HL,C_) > 7- Then there exists aselectable greedy OCRS B

= e(k—i—l

The rest of this section is devoted to the proof of Thedrer @dnsider a matroid/ = (N, F) and let
Pr be the associated polytope. Our greedy OCRS is based onusingr to find achain decomposition
of the elements

G=NCNe1 G SN CNo=N .

It then accepts an active element N;\ N, if e together with the already accepted element¥jl V; 1
forms an independent set in the matrgid /N;;1)|n;,, i.e, the matroid obtained from/ by contracting
N;1 and then restricting t&V;. To see that this OCRS is a greedy OCRS, note that the abowetlafy is
equivalent to defining the familf,, = {I C N : Vi I N (N; \ Ni41) is independent ifiM /N;11)|n, }. The
family F, is clearly a down-closed family of sets (since e&sfy/ N, )|, is a matroid and its independent
sets are, thus, down-closed). Moreovél, is a subset of feasible sets because (seg, Theorem5.1
in [23]) if I; is an independent set ¢f\//N;.1)|n, for everyi, then the set;; is independent in\/.
Even though we do not need this fact, we highlight thatitself describes a family of independent sets of
a matroid. This follows from the fact thak, is the family of all (disjoint) unions of independent sets in
the matroids(M /N;+1)|n, fori € {0,...,¢ — 1}, implying thatF, are the independent sets of the union
matroid obtained by taking the union of all matroide /N;;1)|n, fori € {0,...,¢ —1}.

Having shown that the above algorithm is a greedy OCRS foichain decomposition of the elements,
we turn our attention to the task of defining a chain that maeasithe selectability of our greedy OCRS.
For a fixed chain, we have that the selectability of an elemaentV; \ N, is

Pr[IUu{e} € F, VIC R(z),I € F,] =Prle & span, (R(z) N (N; \ Ni+1)) \ {e})] ,

wherespan,(-) denotes the span function of matrdil/ /N;.1)|n,. Our objective is therefore to construct
a chain decomposition that maximizBsje ¢ span; ((R(x) N (N; \ Niy1)) \ {e})] or equivalently mini-
mizes

Prle € span; (R(z) N (Ni \ Ni1)) \ {e})] - (2)

We now describe an iterative procedure for constructingaanciecomposition so thdtl(2) is at maést
for each element. Initially, the chain only consists of theund setVy = N. We need to refine the chain if
there exists an elemeatc N such thatr|e € span(R(z) \ {e})] > b. We do that in a “minimal” way as
follows:

o LetS =0.

e While there existg € Ny \ S such thafPr[e € span ((R(x) US) \ {e})] > b, adde to S.

We then letN; = S. Note that if V; is a strict subset olvy then we have made progress and we repeat

the above procedure (on the matroid induced\y to obtainN, C Ny, and so on, until we obtaiy, = @
Thus, if we assume that the procedure terminates, then,rstragtion, the chain satisfies

Prispan; ((R(xz) N (N; \ Ni+1)) \ {e})] <b  foralliande € N; \ Ni;+1 .

The rest of this section is devoted to show that the chaintnmt®n always terminates. As described
above, this implies &, 1 — b)-selectable greedy OCRS, and thus proves Thebrem 2.1.
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2.1.1 Proof of termination of chain construction

To prove that the chain decomposition terminates, it is@sfit to show thatv; = S C Ny = N for any
(non-empty) matroid as the chain decomposition then resuns the matroid induced kY, (so the same
argument implies thalvy C N7 assuminglV; # &, and so on). Notice that the definition §fimplies that
S can only increase as coordinatesyoéire increased. Hence, it is safe to assumethatb - Pg, where
Pg = {x € Pr | (N) = rank(N)} is the base polytope of the matrald, which is the set of all maximal
vectors inPr.

For proofs in the rest of the section it will be convenient &vd the following equivalent view of the
construction ofS = Ny in the refinement procedure.

o LetSy = @, and letS; = {e € N | Prle € span (R(z) \ {e})] > b} be the set of elements that are
“likely” to be spanned.

e Assuming we have definesh, S, ..., 5;_1, let

Si = {e € N | Prle € span ((R(z) U Si—1) \ {e})] > b} ,

that is, S; contains those elements that are likely to be spanned asguthat the elements &f;_;
are contracted (or equivalently appear with probability

Notice thatS;_; C S; for everyi > 1, andS; = S;_ implies S; = S; for everyj > i. Thus, we must have
Ny =S5 = S|n|. The key technical part of the termination analysis is thiefang lemma.

Lemma 2.4. It always holds that:

> e Prle € span (R(x) US)] < b (#(N) + (1 — b) rank(S5)) .
eeN
Moreover, the inequality is strict ¥ # .
Before proving the lemma, let us see that it implies what wetwa

Corollary 2.5. If N # @ thenN; =S C N.

Proof. The corollary is clearly true it = @. Otherwise, by Lemmia 2.4,

x(S) < z(span (R(z) U S)) = Z x. Pr[e € span (R(z) U S)]
eeN
< b(x(N) + (1 — b)rank(S)) < brank(N) .

As z(S) < b-rank(N) andz(N) = b - rank(N) by our assumption that € bPg, we getz(S) < z(N),
which impliesN \ S # @. O

Let us now continue with the proof of the our technical lemma.

Proof of LemmaZl4Let S’ = {ej,eq,..., e} be a basis of the matroidi/|s obtained by first greedily
selecting elements frorfiy, then greedily adding elements frash, and so on. Consider the distributign
over2" defined according to the following sampling procedure:

1. Let A be arandom set originally distributed li&(x).

2. Forj =1,2,... k,if e; & span(A), adde; to A.

3. OutputA.

11



Observe that this sampling procedure guarantees thatgtréodtions ofspan(S U R(z)), span(S’ U R(z))
andspan(A) are identical. Therefore,

Prle € span (R(z) U S)] = Pra.,le € span(A)] .
Now simple calculations yield

Y eenTePraule € span(A)] = Eay[z(span(A))]
< b-E4~y[rank(span(A))] (usingz € b - Pr)
=b-Eaxpufrank(A)] < b-Eau[lA4]] .

We complete the proof by showing that..,[|A|] < z(N) + (1 — b) rank(S). To see this, note that
k
Eanpul| Al = 2(N) + Y Prlej & span(R(z) U {er,...,ej-1})]
j=1
<z(N)+ (1-bk=axz(N)+ (1L —D>)- rank(S) ,

where the inequality follows from the following argumeritwie let: be the smallest index so that € S;,

then by the construction &’ we havePr[e; € span(R(z) U {ei,...,ej_1})] > Prle; € span(R(x) U
Si—1)] > b. Finally, we remark that the strict inequaliBt[e; € span(R(z) U S;—1)] > b implies that the
inequality in the statement is strict$f = &. O

Efficient implementation

The only step that is not constructive in the description wf ©CRS for matroids is the computation of
probabilities of the typ@r[e € span((R(x) U Si—1) \ {e})]. One can easily get around this issue by using
good estimates through Monte-Carlo sampling, leadingaddhowing.

Lemma 2.6. For anye > 0 anda > 0, there is a randomized construction of a chéin= N, C Ny C

... € N1 € Ny = N such that with probability at least — | N|~“ the greedy OCRS defined by the chain
is (b, 1 — b — €)-selectable. Furthermore, the time needed for this corsitn isO(« - eiz -poly(|NJ) - T),
whereT is the time for a single call to the independence oracle ointla¢roid, and we assume that we can
sample a Bernoulli random variable if(1) time.

Proof. For simplicity we defing, s = Pre € span((R(z) US) \ {e})] fore € N andS C N. As before,
we focus on the construction 6f;; the algorithm is then applied recursively. We recall timathe above-
mentioned construction we sat, = S, whereS was constructed fron§ = @ by adding elements € N
satisfyingp. s > b. To perform this step constructively we will, whenever weaa probability. s, use an
estimatep,. s obtained through Monte-Carlo sampling. By standard resaitMonte-Carlo sampling (see,
e.g, [11]) it suffices to us& (« - eiz -log | N'|) many samples to obtain a valigs such that

Pr [ﬁe,S € [Pe,s - Eape,SH >1- |N|_3_a .

Hence, to construct, we start withS = @ and successively add elements N \ S with p. ¢ > b. There
are at mostN| elements we add t§, and to add one element fowe may have to check the valugss
of all elements inV \ S. Hence, to construct we use at mosO(|N|?) estimates of the typg. 5. At
the end of this procedure we sk = S and repeat. Since there are at mO$t/N|) sets in the final chain
) =N, C...C Ny = N, the total number of estimates we need is bounded @y |?), which implies
the claimed running time of our algorithm. Moreover, witlopability at leastt — |N|~, all our estimates

12



Pe,s Satisfype s € [pe,s — €, pe,s]. To prove the lemma, we assume from now on that all our estisrfatfil
this property and show that this implies that the OCRS weinligb, 1 — b — ¢)-selectable.

Notice that during our construction Sfwe only add elementsto S satisfyingb < p. s < p. 5. Hence,
the elements we add would also have been addefiitothe construction that uses the true probabilities
pe,s- Therefore, for the same reasons showing $hal N when using the true probabilities s, we also
haveS C N. It remains to observe that at the end of the constructiofi, @e., when we setV; = S, the
probability 1 — p. ¢ = Prle & span((S U R(x)) \ {e})] of an element € N \ S being selectable is at least
1 — b — e. This indeed holds since

l—pes>1—pes—€e>1—-b—e. ]

2.2 OCRSs for matchings in general graphs

In this section we describe an OCRS that works for a relanafie of matching in a general graphl =
(V, E). Specifically, the relaxation polytop®; is defined as:

deg(u)lﬂg é 1 VUGV
Tg >0 VgeFE |

whered(u) is the set of edges incident to the nadeDbserve that this relaxation is weaker than the matching
polytope, hence, our results hold also for the matchingtpply. We would like to stress that the ground set
in this section is the set of edges, and thus, unlike in thieafethe paper, we denote it by. Some ideas
from the proof of Theorem 2.7 can be traced to offline CRSsrglb;e[M-]

Theorem 2.7. For everyb € [0,1], there exists gb, e~2")-selectable randomized greedy OCRS for the
relaxation Pe C [0, 1) of matching in a graptG = (V, E).

Proof. Let z € bP; be the input point to the OCRS, and ldt ~ R(z) be the set of active elements.
Our OCRS begins by selecting a sub&ebf potential edges, where every edge E belongs toK with
probability (1 — e~*9) /x4, independently (observe that this probability in indeeslagls within the range
[0, 1]). Whenever an edggreveals whether it is active, the OCRS selects gt & A N K and the addition
of g to the set of already selected edges does not make this siétgal matching. Observe that for any
fixed choice ofK this OCRS is a deterministic greedy OCRS, and thus, for aorand it is a randomized
greedy OCRS.

Next, let us show that our OCRS (&, ¢ ~2*)-selectable. Consider an arbitrary edde= uv € E. We
need to prove that with probability at least?® the edge;’ is in K, and can be added to any matching which
is a subset oA N K. Formally, we need to prove:

Prlg e K,ANKN(6(u)Udw)\{g}) =2]>e 2 .

Clearly, every edgg € E belongs toA N K with probability z, - (1 — e™"9)/xy = 1 — e~%s. Since the
membership of every edge I§ and A is independent from the membership of other edges in thésevee
get:

Prlg € K,ANKnN(§(u)Ud(v)\{d'}) = 2] =Prl¢ € K]- H Prlg ¢ AN K]
g9€8(u)Us(v)\{g"}
_ (=) H o—Ta — (A—e?) e~ 2ges(wus(v\{g'} L9
T ges(uUs)\g') T
> L= 2y €€ =) oy
Ty Zg!

*The details of these CRSs are omitted’in [14], but can be faufis3].
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where the first inequality holds since the membership of b P, guarantees that the totatvalues of the
edges im(u) \ {¢'} (oré(v) \ {¢'}) is at mosth — z,,. O

Remark: If one is interested in deterministicgreedy OCRS, it is possible to skt equal toF determin-
istically in the greedy OCRS described by the last proof. Age modification of the proof shows that the
resulting deterministic greedy OCRS(is (1 — b)?)-selectable.

2.3 OCRSs for knapsack constraint
In this section we consider the problem of defining an OCR& foolytopeP C |
0,1

0, 1]V defined by a single
knapsack constraint. That is, each elemeat N has an associated sizee€ [0, 1]

andP is defined by

ZeEN Sele S 1
Ze €[0,1] foree N .

We begin with an interesting simple observation.

Proposition 2.8. For everyn > 1, there exists a knapsack constraint over a ground sete&Ements such
that no deterministic greedy OCRS for the polytope defingbibygonstraint igb, ¢)-selectable for any pair
ofb € [0,1] andc > (1 — b)" L.

Proof. Consider the knapsack constraint defined by the groun&/set{1,2,... ,n} and sizes; = sg =
-+ = 8,1 = 1/n, s, = 1. Assume towards a contradiction that there exists a detéstici greedy OCRS
that is(b, c)-selectable for some € [0,1] andc > (1 — b)"~ !, and consider the familyF, of feasible sets
used by this OCRS for the possible inpyt=z9 = --- = 2,1 = b, 2, = b/n.

Since the OCRS g, ¢)-selectable for: > 0, each element € N must be included in at least one set
of the family F,.. Thus, by the down-monotonicity of, it must contain the sefe} for everye € N. On
the other hand, for everye N \ {n} we have{e,n} ¢ F, and thus, als¢e,n} ¢ F,.. Combining all these
observations, we get:

PrIU{n} € F, YICR(z),IcF,]<Prle¢R(z) Veec N\{n}]=1-b"'<ec,
which contradicts théb, c)-selectability of the assumed OCRS. O

The next theorem shows that randomized greedy OCRSs canciolmtter. Some of the ideas used by
this theorem can be traced back to an offline CRS presentetObydr knapsack constraints.

Theorem 2.9. For everyb € [0, 1/2], there exists a(b, %j—%i)-selectable randomized greedy OCRS for any
polytopeP defined by a knapsack constraint.

Proof. Letz € bP be the input point to the OCRS, and 8t = {e € N | s, > 1/2} be the subset of
elements that are big. We ubgy to denote the total part of the knapsack occupied by big elésria the
fractional solutionz. Formally,

bpig = Z SeTe -

eENbig

Observe thabyg is always within the rangé0, b]. The randomized greedy OCRS we use is defined as
follows. With probabilitypnig accept greedily the elements Bfig while respecting the knapsack inequality,
wherepyig is the probability

1 — 2b + 2bpig

Pio = 5 "9
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With the remaining probability accept greedily the smadheénts ofV \ Vpig While respecting the knapsack
inequality. It is easy to see that this OCRS is indeed a raimkuhgreedy OCRS.
We continue to analyze the selectability of the above OCRfSe@ve that for any big elemeeite Nyig:

PrIU{/} € F, VIC R(z),I€ F,]>Pr [{e’} € For Lecntaynipg®e <1 = 50| -+ ()

The event{¢'} € F, is simply the event that the OCRS decides to accept big elsm&iven that this event
occurs, the conditio . g, Npig 5¢ = 1 — s, guarantees that for every subdedf R(x) N Npig one can

add the element’ without violating the knapsack constraint. We can lowerrigb(B) as follows.

Pr[{e'} € Far Xeenunnpg®e < 1 = 5] = poig - Pr{R(z) N (Noig \ {'}) = ]

1 — 2b + 2bpig 1 — 2b + 2bpig 1-2b
> 0000 9. [ e~ Y _ ) >
= 2% 2 — 2 (1= 2boig) = 5,

where the first inequality follows from the union bound anel second inequality uses the fact that> 1/2
for everye € Npig. Similarly, for an element ¢ Npig we have:

(1 — 2(Nbig)) >

Pr[lU{e'} e F, VIC R(z),I € F,] >Pr [{e'} € Fu, ZeeR(x)\Nbigse <1- se,}

“—%@P$@M\wwuwm§vmzQ_iﬁﬁﬁ@)(yﬁ—wﬂ

2 —2b 1/2
1—2bbig 1-2b
Z__77h9q > 7

where the third inequality follows from Markov’s inequalit O

v

2.4 Combining constraints

Like offline CRSs (se€ _[10]), greedy OCRSs can be combinedrta fijreedy OCRSs for more involved
constraints.

Definition 2.10. Given two greedy OCRS$ and#? for polytopesP; and P,, thecombinationof 7! andr?
is a greedy OCRS for the polytopeP = P; N P,. For every inputr € P, 7 is defined by the down-closed
family 7 » = Fr p N Frz .

Theorenm 1.B is an immediate implication of the next lemma.

Lemma 2.11. Let 7' and 72 be (b, ¢, )-selectable andb, ¢, )-selectable greedy OCRSs, respectively. The
combination ofr! and7? is (b, ¢1 - c2)-selectable.

Proof. Let P, and P, be the polytopes of! and=?, respectively. Additionally, let € b(P; N P»), and let
e be an arbitrary element df. We need to prove that:

Pr[IuU{e} € FrigNFr2, VIC R(x),I € Frig N ]:Wz’x] >c-co .

For ease of notation, let us denote hy(A4, F, F') an indicator for the event thatu {e} € F for ev-
ery setl C A obeyingl € F'. Using this notation, the inequality that we need to proveobees:
Prxe(R(z), Fr1 p N Fr2 gy Frt o N Fr2 z)] > €1 - ca.

On the other hand, observe thate b(P; N P,) C bP;. Hence, theb, c; )-selectability ofr! implies
that:

Pr[Xe(R('m)»]_—wl,m]:wl,m m]:7r2,:v)] > Pr[Xe(R('m)»]:wl,m]:wl,m)]
=Pr[fu{e}e Fn, YICR(@),IcFn,]>c .
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where the first inequality follows since. is a non-increasing function of its third argument (whendtieer
two arguments are fixed). Similarly, we also gBt[x.(R(x), Fr2 o, Fr1 » N Fr2 ;)] > c2. Next, observe
that x. is also non-increasing in its first argument (when the otiverdrguments are fixed). Hence, if we
let R be a random set distributed like(z), then, by the FKG inequality:

Pr[XB(R(m)w]:Wl,x N ]:7r2,:m]:7r1,:v N ]:7r2,m)]
= PI‘[Xe(R, ]:7r1,m7]:7r1,:v N ]:7r2,m) : Xe(vaw2,:mf7r1,r N ]:7r2,:v)]
> Pr[XB(R($)>‘7:7r1,:m‘7:7r1,m N ]:7r2,:v)] : Pr[Xe(R(x)v}-WQ,rv]:wl,x N ]:7r2,r)] >c-cg . U

3 From Selectability to Approximation

In this section we prove Theoreris 1.10 and 11.11 which studyrahation between the value of a vector
x and the the expected value of the output produced by an OCRS this vector as input. Following

is a restatement of Theorédm 1.10. Unlike the original stat@nof the theorem, this restatement uses the
notationS(p), whereS' is a set angh is a probability, to denote a random set containing evenyetee € S
with probability p, independently. Observe théitp) has the same distribution &p - 1g).

Theorem[1.10. Given a non-negative monotone submodular funcfiog”¥ — Rsq and a(b, c)-selectable
greedy OCRS for a polytope, applying the greedy OCRS to an inputc bP results in a random sef
satisfyingE[f (S)] > ¢-F(x), whereF' is the multilinear extension gf. Moreover, even if is not monotone,
E[f(S(1/2))] > (c¢/4) - F(z), where the random decisions used to calculgfe/2) are considered part of
the algorithm, and thus, known to the almighty adversary.

To prove Theorern 1.10 we need to define some concepts regaffline CRSs. Recall that a CRS for
a polytopeP is a (possibly random) function: 2 — 2V that depends on an input vectorc P, and for
every setS C N returns a subset(S) C S that obeys the polytop# (i.e., 1.(s) € P).

Definition 3.1. A CRSr for a polytopeP is:

e (b,c)-balancedsome forb, ¢ € [0,1] if Pr[e € n(R(z)) | e € R(z)] > ¢ - z. whenever the input
vectorz belongs taP andx, > 0.

e monotonef Pr[e € 7(S1)] > Prle € m(S2)] whenevee € S; C Ss.

We now define and analyze an interesting notion that allovts asnnect the world of OCRSs with that
of CRSs.

Definition 3.2 (characteristic CRS)The characteristic CR% of a greedy OCR% for a polytopeP is a
CRS for the same polytop®. It is defined for an input: € P and asetA C N by7(A) = {e € A |
Tu{e} e Frp VICA I € Frp}.

The following observation shows that A) obeys the polytopé and7(A) C A. Thus, the character-
istic CRS7 is a true CRS for the polytopE.

Observation 3.3. For every setd C N and a characteristic CR% of a greedy OCRS, the setr(A) is
always a subset of the elements selected ren the active elements are the elements.of

Proof. Fix an element € 7(A), and letT be the set of elements selected by the greedy OCRme-
diately beforee reveals whether it is active. The definition ®fA) guarantees that U {e} € F, , since
T € Fr ., and thuse is accepted byt. O
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Lemma 3.4. The characteristic CR% of a (b, c)-selectable greedy OCRSis (b, ¢)-balanced and mono-
tone.

Proof. Let P denote the polytope of the greedy OCRSand its characteristic CRB), and fix a vector
x € bP. Sincer is (b, c)-selectable, we get for a seit distributed like R(x) and an arbitrary element
e € N:

Prleem(A) |e€ Al = Pr[IU{e} € Fry VICAIEF,,|ecA
= Prllu{e} e Fry VICAITEFr]>c.

The last inequality implies, by definition, thatis a (b, c)-balanced CRS.

Next, let us prove that is monotone. Fix an instantiation df; ,, an element € N and two sets
e€ Ay C Ay C N. If e € (A3), then we know thaf U {e} € F; , for everyl C Ay, I € F, .. Thus,
clearly, I U {e} € F,, foreveryl C A; C Ay, I € F, ., which impliese € 7(A;). In summary, we got
that:

e c 77‘(142) = ec 77‘(141) ,

and thus, even when we do not fix the instantiatiodgFgf; :
Prle € m(As)] < Prle € w(41)] ,
which completes the proof thatis monotone. O

To continue the proof of Theorem 1110 we need to state somerkmesults. The following lemma
follows from the work of [10] (mostly from Theorem 1.3 in thabrk).

Lemma 3.5. For every given non-negative submodular functipn2V — R, there exists a function
ny: 2V — 2N that always returns a subset of its argument (kg (S) C S for everyS C N) having the
following property. For every monotorié, c¢)-balanced CR& for a polytopeP and input vector: € bP:

E[f(ny(m(R(2))))] = ¢ F(x) ,
whereF'(x) is the multilinear extension of.

The following two known lemmata about submodular functibase been rephrased to make them fit
our notation better.

Lemma 3.6(Lemma 2.2 of[[12]) Letg: 2 — R be a submodular function, and I&tbe an arbitrary set
T C N. For every random sek, C 7" which contains every elementDBfwith probability p (not necessarily
independently):

Elg(Tp)] = (1 —p)g(@) +p-9(T) .

Lemma 3.7 (Lemma 2.2 of[[5]) Letg: 2% — R, be a non-negative submodular function. For every
random setNV, C N which contains every element &t with probability at mosfp (not necessarily inde-
pendently):

Elg(Np)] =z (1 —p)g(2) .
We are now ready to prove Theorém 1.10.

Proof of Theorerh 1.10Let 7 be the characteristic CRS of the OCRSve consider, and lett ~ R(x) be
the set of active elements. For notational convenienceslatso denote by’ the set;;(7(A)). Notice that
S’ is a subset of the sétof accepted elements singéA) is a subset of by Observation 313. LemmdiaB.4
and 3.5 imply together the inequaliB{f (S")] = E[f(n;(7(A)))] > ¢- F(z). To complete the proof of the
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first part of the theorem, it is now enough to observe that byntlonotonicity off: E[f(S)] > E[f(S")] >
c- F(x).

To prove the second part of the theorem, let us fix thedsand the familyF . which, for brevity, we
denote byF, in the rest of the proof. Observe that the Seis deterministic oncel and.F,, are fixed, and let
us denote this set by, » . Hence, we can think of(1/2) as obtained by first calculating a s¢ » (1/2)
containing every element cﬁ‘;xfw with probability 1/2, independently, and then adding to it a random set
A C N\ S’A,ﬁ. By controlling the order in which elements reveal whetlimytare active, the adversary
can make the distribution ak depend onf; ~ (1/2); however,A is guaranteed to contain every element
with probability at mostl /2 for every given choice OS/A’}-I(I/Q). Using this observation we get:

E[f(S(1/2)) | A, Fo] = E[f(S'(1/2) UA) | A, F,]
= > Pr[SL£(1/2) = B| A, F -E[f(BUA) | S £,(1/2) = B, A, F.)

BES) 7,

> Pl (12 = Bl aF) B IAR] BV A7
BES) 7,

, VS AR

where the first inequality follows from Lemnia 8.7 since thediion hp(7T) = f(B U T) is non-negative
and submodular for every sé& C N, and the second inequality follows from Lemimal3.6. Taking an
expectation over the possible values of the4eaind the familyF,, we get:

E[f(5(1/2))] = Ea 7 [E[f(5(1/2)) | A, Fz]]

> Bz, | AL BN - pia) .

Notice that the result proved by Theorém 1.10 for non-mam®tfunctions loses a factor dfin the
guarantee. To avoid that, we also consider online advessatnfortunately, we do not have an improved
result for greedy OCRSs against online adversaries. ltisteastudy the performance of a different family
of ORCSs against such adversaries.

Definition 3.8 (element-monotone OCRSAN element-monotone OCRS is an OCRS characterized by a
down-closed familyF, C 2V\{¢} for every element € N, where the familied F.}.cn can be either
deterministic (a deterministic element-monotone OCR&)kan from some joint distribution (a randomized
element-monotone OCRS). Such an OCRS accepts an actiwnedafrand only if A<¢ € F,., whereA<¢

is the set of active elements that revealed that they argeabeforee does so.

One can observe that all the results we prove for greedy OGRS paper can be easily applied also
to element-monotone OCRSs with the following modified d&éniof (b, ¢)-selectability.

Definition 3.9 ((b, c)-selectability for element-monotone OCRSEEtb, ¢ € [0, 1]. An element-monotone
OCRS forP is (b, c)-selectable if for any: € b - P we have

Pr[R(z)\ {e} € F] > ¢ Vee N .

Moreover, the greedy OCRSs we describe for specific polgtaaa be converted into similar element-
monotone OCRSs with the sanik c)-selectability guarantee (in fact the greedy OCRS we desdor
matroids is already an element-monotone OCRS without angifioations). Our objective in the rest of
this section is to prove the next theorem. Notice that Thedkell is a special case of this theorem.
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Theorem 3.10.Given an element-monotolk c)-selectable OCRSB and a non-negative submodular func-
tion f: 2V — R, there exists an OCRS that for every input vectar € bP and online adversary selects
arandom sefS such thatE[f(S))] > ¢- F(x).

To prove Theorern 3.10, we need some notation.dl,&tenote an arbitrary fixed absolute order over the
elements ofV. Given element € N and a vectoy € [0, 1]V, let F'(e | y) denote the marginal contribution
obtained by increasing the coordinateedh y to 1. Formally, F'(e | y) = F'(y V 14.)) — F(y). Finally, we
say thatr is non-reducibleif F(e | z A 1,<c) > 0 for every element € A havingz. > 0, whereo; ¢ is
the set of elements that appear befeie the ordero,.

Observation 3.11.If z is reducible, then there exists a non-reducible veetor z obeyingF(z') > F(x).

Proof. Consider the vectox’ obtained fromz by the following process. Start with’ <~ z. Scan the
elements in the order,. For every element, if F'(e | 2’ A 1,<c) < 0, then reducer, to 0. Clearly this
process ends up with a non-reducible veatorMoreover, every step of the process only increases the valu
of F(z'), and thus, this value ends up at least as large as its inglaé¥'(x). To see why this is the case,
consider a step in which the value of is reduced t@ for some element € N, and letz! andz? be the
vectorz’ before and after the reduction. Then,

F( Z:L’ e|x /\1<e Z :L' e|x /\1<e)
e’eN e’eN\{e}
Z zl - F(e | 2? /\1<e):F(x2),
eEN\{e}

where the first inequality holds sindé(e | 2! A 1,<¢) < 0, and the second inequality holds by submodu-
larity. O

Observation 3.11 shows that it is enough to prove Thebred 8rinon-reducibler. If x is reducible,
the OCRSr’ can calculate a non-reducibié having F'(2’) > F(z), and then “pretend” that some active
elements are in fact inactive in a way that makes every elemactive with probabilityz/,, independently.
Determiningz’ requires exponential time, but even if one wants a polynbtimee OCRS~’ it is possible
to use sampling to get, for every constdnt 0, a non-reducible vectar’ having F'(z') > F(z) — |[N|~¢ -
max{f({e}) | zc > 0}.

The OCRSt’ we use in the proof of Theorem 3110 works as follows: whenet&rarns that an element
e is active it complements the sdt=¢ to have the distributior(x A 1n\{e}), and then checks whether the
resulting random set is iF,. More formally, leto be the order in which the elements reveal whether they
are active, and let~¢ be the set of elements that appears after the orders. Then, where reveals that
it is active, the OCRS’ decides to accept it il<¢ U R(z A 1,>¢) € F. (for a random realization of the
random seRR(z A 1,>¢).

Observation 3.12. The OCRS’ always selects a sét € F.

Proof. Fix the setA of active elements, the familiesF. }.cy and the ordew in which elements reveal
whether they are active. We prove that the observation Hoftdsny possible choice for these fixed values.
Let S’ be the set of elements selectedhyThe fact thatr’ selects some elemeate N (i.e., e € S)
means thatS N o<¢) U R(z A 1,>¢) € F. for some realization of the random sB{z A 1,>¢). Hence,
S nNo<¢e F., which implies thatr also selects (i.e, e € S’). This argument implies thaf C S’. The
observation now follows by the down-monotonicity Bfsincer always returns a set i. O

Next, we need to prove the following technical lemma.
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Lemma 3.13. Let X7, X5 be two random sets that never contain elements € N. Additionally, letY;
andY; be two random sets distributed like(x A 1.,) which are independent from each other and from
X1, Xy and .. Then, assumingr[ X, € F.] > 0,

E[f(e| X,UY1) | XoUYs € F] <E[f(e| X1 UY}) | X2 UY; € F] .

Proof. It is enough to prove the lemma for fixed valuesdf, X, and.F, obeyingX, € F.. If XoU{e'} €
Fe, then the condition(, UY; € F. and X, UY; € F, always hold and the lemma is trivial, thus, we also
assumeX, U {¢'} € F.. Then, conditioned on the values &f, X, and 7.:

E[f(e|X1UY1)|X2UYé G]:e] SE[f(€|X1)|X2UY2€fe]:E[f(€|X1)|Y2:@]
Elf(e| X1UY1) | Y1 = 2]
E

[fle] X1UY1) [ XoUY) € Fe

where the inequality holds by submodularity. O

Using the last lemma we can now prove the following one, wiagter bounds the contribution of an
elemente to the value of the solution selected by

Lemma 3.14. Let A ~ R(z) be the set of active elements, and $ebe the output ofr’ given A and
an arbitrary online adversary. Then, for every element N havingz. > 0 and Pr[@ € F.] > 0,
Prle € S|e € Al = Pr[R(x) \ {e} € Fe]andE[f(e | ANos®) e € S] > Fle|x Al <e).

Proof. Observe that the conditions. > 0 andPr[@ € F.] > 0 are equivalent t@rfe € S] > 0, and
thus, the second expectation we want to bound is well defioe@very element havingx. > 0 and
Prjo € F.| > 0.

The strategy of an online adversary for determining therdrderhich elements reveal whether they are
active, up to the point when the elemerdoes so, can be characterized by a binary tree with the folgpw
properties:

e Every leaf is marked by.

e Every internal node is marked by some other elemaégt e and has two children called the “accepted

child” and the “rejected child”.

e The path from the root of the tree to every leaf does not corgaingle element more than once.

The semantics of understanding the tree as a strategy aodiavgst The adversary starts at the root of the
tree, and moves slowly down the tree till reaching a leaf. iMine adversary is at some nogét makese’

the next element that reveals whether it is active! i§ accepted by the OCRS, then the adversary moves to
its “accepted child”, otherwise it moves to its “rejectedid¢h Notice that strategies defined by such trees
do not allow the adversary to use the information whetfavas active or not when the OCRS rejects it,
however, since the activation of elements is independahbanOCRS behaves in the same way under both
cases, this information cannot help the adversary.

In the rest of this proof, we show by induction on the numbeleafs in the strategy of the adversary
that the lemma holds for every online adversary. Let us sidht the case of the single strategy having a
single leaf. In this strategy the adversary mak#se first element to reveal whether it is active. This means
that:

Prle e S| e € A] = Pr[R(x) \ {e} € F¢] ,

and

E[f(e| ANos) |e € 8] =E[f(e| ANos®) | R(@)\ {e} € Foe € 4]
—E[f(e| AN05)] = Fle | o A,z) |
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where the second equality holds sin¢e o€ is independent of the conditiod®(z) \ {e} € F. ande € A.

Next, assume the lemma holds for strategies hatingl > 1 leaves, and let us prove it for a strategy
T having/ leaves. Since every internal node’bfhas two children;]” must contain a node (marked by
an element’ = ¢) having two leaves as children. L&t be the strategy resulting frofii by removing the
two children ofw and makingw itself a leaf (by marking it witke). Since7” has/ — 1 leaves, it obeys the
lemma by the induction hypothesis. Hence, it is enough twshatPr[e € S | e € A] is identical under
both7 and7” andE[f(e | AN o5 ¢) | e € S]is at least as large und@r as undef7”.

Let x,, be the event that the adversary reaches the nodts strategy. Clearl¥r|y., | 7] = Prxw |
T'], where by conditioning a probability on a strategy of theeadary we mean that the probability is
calculated for the case that the adversary uses this strdfdbe last two probabilities are strictly smaller
than1 we also have:

Prlee S|e€ A, ~xw, T]=Prlee S|e€ A —xuw T'] -

On the other hand, observe that for both strate@iesd 7’ the eventy,, implies the same (deterministic)
fixed values for the seB,, of the elements that revealed whether they are active upet@aint that the
adversary reached, and the setl,, = AN B,,. Thus, whenevePr[x,, | 7] = Pr[xw | 7] > 0:

Prle€ S |e € A, xuw, T'] = Pr[Ay, U (R(x) \ (By U{e})) € Fe
= Prl[A, U(ANn{e'}) U (R(z)\ (ByU{e,e'})) € F]=Prlec S|ee A xu,T] -

In conclusion, we gotPrje € S | e € A, 7] = Prle € S | e € A, T']. Notice that both probabilities must
be strictly positive by the induction hypothesis.
By Bayes’ law we now get:

Prix, |e€ A, T]

Pr[xw\T,eES]:Pr[xw\eeA,T,eES]ZPr[ees‘eeAaT,Xw]‘Pr[eesyeeA7-]

Prixw | e € A, T']

N /4 _ /
PieeslecAr] hwleeAT e€S] =Pl [T, ee5],

=PrleeS|lec AT xu

and when the probabilitieBr[x., | 7,e € S| = Pr[x. | 7', e € S] are strictly smaller thah we also have:
Elf(e| ANos®) |e€ S, ~xuw, T]=E[f(e | ANo) e €S, ~Xu, T'] .

Hence, to prove thak[f(e | ANo¢) | e € S]is at least as large und@r as under7’ we are only left to
show the inequality:

E[f(e| Anoz®) | e€ S xuw T] 2 E[f(e| AN0og®) [ e €S, xw, T']

whenevePr|y,, | T, e € S] > 0. The last inequality holds since:
E[f(e| ANos®) e €S, xuw, T']
= IEl[f(e | (Aw U (AN By)) Nog€) | Aw U ((R(z) \ Buw) \ {e}) € Fe

Ay U(AN{D) U((R@) \ Bu) \ {¢e}) € 7]

< E[ﬂe | (Aw U (A\ By)) N5
=E[f(e| AN %) |e€ S Xuw T] ,

where the inequality holds by Lemrna 3.13. O
We are now ready to prove Theorém 3.10.
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Proof of Theorerh 3.10If ¢ = 0, then the theorem is trivial. Thus, we may assume 0. Recall thatS

is the set produced by the OCRS and letA ~ R(z) be the set of active elements. Sineeis a (b, ¢)-

selectable element-monotone contention resolution sehdry {¢} must belong taF,, for every element

e € N, with a positive probability. By the down-monotonicity &%, we get thatz € F, for everye € N.
Next, observe that:

E[f(S)]=f(@)+ Y PrleeS]-E[f(c|SNa;®)|ees]

e€EN,xe>0

> f(@)+ Y PrleeS]-E[f(e| Ano;®) eS|
e€N,xe>0

>f(@)+ Y. Pr[R(z)\{e} € Fo,e€ A]- Fle |2 A1,=)
e€EN,x.>0

Z ze - PriR(z) \ {e} € Fe] - Fe |z AN 1,<e) .

e€N,xe>0

where the first inequality holds by submodularity and theordcby Lemmd 3.14. Since is a (b, ¢)-
selectable contention resolution scheme, the probalitiify2(z) \ {e} € F.] must be at least for every
elemente € N. Additionally, since we assumed thats non-reducible, we also havé(e [ z N1,<c) > 0
for every element € N obeyingz. > 0. Plugging both observations into the previous inequaliteg

E[f(S)] > + Y cwe-Fle|oAle)=c-Fa)+(1—-c)-f(@) >c-Fz) . O

e€N,xe>0

4 Details on applications

In this section we prove the theorems stated in Se€tidn Id3panvide some additional information. We
reuse notation introduced in Section]1.3.

4.1 Prophet inequalities for Bayesian online selection pldems
Proof of Theorem[1.12

We start by introducing a relaxation for the expected valub®prophetj.e., Emax{}_ ¢ Z. | S € F}].
Similar relaxation techniques to the one we use here have lbeen used previously for different related
problems (sees.q, [24]).

Let I* € argmax{} ..;Z; | I € F} be an optimal (random) set for the prophet, and we define
pi = Prle € I*] for e € N. Our relaxation seeks probabilities that have the role of}. Observe first
that sincel* € F with probability 1, we have thap* is a convex combination of characteristic vectors of
feasible sets, and henge, € P (we recall thatP is a relaxation fotF).

Our relaxation assigns an optimistic objective value tdhgarobability vectorp € P. More precisely,
for anye € N we assume in the relaxation that elemegets selected whe#, takes one of itp.-fraction
of highest values. In particular, #. follows a continuous distribution with cumulative disuitipn function
F,, then we assume thaf. gets selected whenevef, > ¢. := F. (1 — p.) and, consequently, the
contribution ofe to the objective of the prophet is (p.) f x - dF,(z). More generally, whett, does
not follow a continuous distribution, the expected vaIuéZ@fon the highesp.-fraction of realizations can
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be described as follows:

Ge(pe) = (Pe — (1 — Fulge))) - e + / v dF.(z). where

€(qe,00)
de = Ge(pe) = min{a | Fe(o) > 1 —pe} .

In words, we assume thaigets selected whenevég > ¢.. Moreover, ifZ, = q., thene gets selected with
probability p. — 1 + Fe(qe)-
Putting things together, the relaxation we consider is ¢lewing.

max > ge(pe) (4)

eeEN

By the above discussion this is indeed a relaxation. Mone@ree can easily observe thatis a concave
functions, and thus, in many settings one can efficientlyiob& near-optimal solution to this relaxation
using convex optimization techniques. However, if we arly amerested in proving the existence of a
prophet inequality as stated in Theorem 1.12, we do not needfigient procedure to solve](4).

Letx € P be an optimal solution td{4). We now create an algorithm lerBayesian online selection
problem based on the poimte P and thec-selectable OCRS faP which exists by assumption. Whenever
an element € N reveals in the Bayesian online selection problem we saydlmiactive if its random
variableZ, realizes within the largest.-fraction of realizations. More formally, is active if either:

(i) Ze > ge(x), or

(i) if Ze = ge(x) (assumingPr[Z, = ¢.(z)] > 0), we toss a coin and declateto be active with
ze—14Fe(ge())

probability PrZe=a. (2]
Let A C N be the random set of active elements. Observedhatdistributed likeR(x), the random subset
of N that contains each elemant N with probability z. independently of the others. Also, by definition
of active elements we have
E[Ze : 1e€A] = ge(xe) Vee N . (5)

Our algorithm for the Bayesian online selection problemliapmac-selectable OCRS to the sétto obtain a
random sef C A, I € F. To prove the theorem, we show that the expected valdaat least a-fraction

of the optimal value offl{d).e., E[> . ; Zc] > ¢- > cn Ge(®e)-
Since the OCRS ig-selectable, we have

PrleeI]>c-x. Vee N . (6)

A key observation is that the distribution gt conditioned ore € I is the same as the distribution &t
conditioned ore € A. This follows from the fact that the OCRS does not considerpitecise value of.,
but only knows whethe¢ € A or not. In particular, this implies

E[Z.|ecI|=E[Z.|ec A] VYecN . (7
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Combining the above observations we get

E|> Z| =) Prlec]-E[Z |eecl
e€l eeEN

zc-er-E[Ze]eeA] (by (6) and[(7))
eeN

=c- Z Prle € A]-E[Z; - 1eca | € € 4] (sincePrle € A] = z.)
eeEN

=c- Y ge(e) (by ) -
eeEN

The last inequality shows that our procedure is worse by &t mdactor ofc compared to the value of the
relaxation [(4), which completes the proof.

4.2 Oblivious posted pricing mechanisms
Proof of Theorem[1.1%

The proof for Theorem 1.15 goes along the same lines as thégirdheorent 1.12 presented in Section 4.1,
but uses a different relaxation. The relaxation we emplajhéssame as the one used by Yan [24]. For
completeness and ease of understanding we replicate sahmearfjuments in [24] and refer to the excellent
discussion of this relaxation ih [24] for more details abibut

Consider the random set of agedtsC N, I* € F served by Myerson's mechanisirg., an optimal
truthful mechanism, and let’ = Pr[e € I*] be the probability that gets served. Since only feasible
subsets of agents can be served, we lgéve P, becauseP is a relaxation ofF.

For this fixedg* we can now define independent mechanism design problembdatifferent agents
as follows. For eacla € N, we are interested in finding a price distribution (for thegroffered toe),
that maximizes the expected revenue under the constraiht tpets served with probability equal tg.
Based on results by Myersan [22], it follows that the optimp@ate distribution can be chosen to be a two-
price distribution, which can be determined through a Wwetwn technigue in mechanism design known as
ironing (we refer to[[24] for details). We denote B (¢ ) the expected revenue of this optimal distribution,
which can be shown to be concavegh and byD,.(¢}) the distribution itself. Since the family of these
independent mechanism design problems for the agentsisdestrained than the original BSMD, in which
we also had to make sure that the set of all served agentsAs e have thad ., R.(q;) is an upper
bound to the expected revenue of an optimal mechanism farihi@al BSMD (we refer to [24] for a formal
proof). Hence, the following is a convex relaxation of thigioral BSMD.

max {Z Re(qe)

eeEN

q€ P} (8)

The COPM we construct needs probabilitiess P such thaty | __, Rc(z.) is an upper bound on the
revenue of Myerson’s mechanism. By the above discussighdids forz = ¢*, or for x being an optimal
solution to [8). To make this step constructive one can fgllior example, the sampling-based approach
of Chawla et al.[[9]; they estimate the probabilitigsby running Myerson’s mechanism sufficiently many
times. Alternatively, one could use convex optimizatiooht@iques to optimize the relaxationl @).Our

we highlight that even if only an approximately optimak P can be obtained,e., one such that - > een Relze) upper
bounds the optimal revenue for some> 1, then all of what follows still goes through simply with anditibnal loss of a factor
«. This will lead to a COPM that is at most a factor®f ¢ worse than Myerson’s mechanism.
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COPM is randomized and defined by the following randomizaetwer tuples(p, 7'). The price vector
p € RY, is drawn according to the product distributidty, . y;, De (), where eachp. for e € N is drawn
independently according to the two-price distributibp(x.). The family 7' is chosen to be equal to the
family F, of the c-selectable OCRS for the pointc P. Hence, if our OCRS is deterministic, then also
F' = F, is deterministic, in which case the randomization of our ®0# solely on the price vecta.

To prove Theorerh 1.15 we show that our COPM has an expecteduewof at least - )~y Re(ze).
We call an agent € N activeif its personal (random) valuatio#, is at least as large as the (random)
pricep.. In other words, we say thatis active if it would accept the offer presented by our COPM e
definition of the distribution®, (z. ), we have that each agenis active with probabilityz., independently
of all other agents. Notice that an agent N being active does not imply thatgets selected, because a
COPM is allowed to reject an agent if feasibility # is not maintained. However, because our OCRS is
c-selectable, we have that for anye N with probability at least, the agent can be added to the agents
served so far no matter which subset of the active agentsemasdiready served; furthermore, this event is
independent of whetheris active itself. The expected revenue that our COPM gets &gent is therefore
at leastc - R.(x.), which completes the proof.

Extension to other objectives

Finally, we notice that, as highlighted by Yéen [24], the useldxation can easily be extended to a much
larger class of objective functions that are decomposalile nespect to the agents. More precisely, these
are objectives of the forf[} |y 12.>p. - 9e(Ze, pe)], Where fore € N, g. is a function of the (random)
valuation Z, of e and the pricep. offered toe. In particular, the maximization of revenue which we dis-
cussed above correspondyt®Z,, p.) = p.. Similarly, one can deal with welfare maximization or suspl
maximization by defining.(Z., p.) = Z. andg.(Ze,pe) = Z. — pe, respectively. The above reasoning
why our COPM is at most a factor efworse than the optimal truthful mechanism extends to sujgctibes
without modifications.

4.3 Stochastic probing

We begin with the proof of Theorem 1]17. Consider the follogvielaxation. We use in the relaxation
to denote the natural extension fto vectors (formally,w(z) = > .y w(e) - z.). Additionally, the
relaxation uses the expressipr x to denote the element-wise multiplication of the probébii vectorp
and the variables vectar. Clearly this relaxation can be solved efficiently when ¢éhisra separation oracle
for the polytopes?;,, andP,,;.

(R1) max w(pox)
pox € Py
T € Py
z e [0, 1]V

The following lemma proves an important property(&fl). The proof of this lemma is based on the
observation that one feasible solution {dt1) is the vector: € [0, 1]V in which z., is equal to the marginal
probability that the optimal algorithm probes element

Lemma 4.1(Claim 3.1 of [17]) The optimal value of R1) upper bounds the the expected performance of
the optimal algorithm for the weighted stochastic probimglgem.

Let z* be an optimal solution fofR1). By Lemmd 4.1, to prove Theorem 1117 we only need to show
an algorithm for the weighted stochastic probing problenctvifinds a solution of expected weight at least
b(Cin - cout) - w(pox*). Our algorithm for the weighted stochastic probing problsmiven as Algorithni 1.
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Algorithm 1: Probing Algorithm

1 Let A,,; be arandom set distributed like(bz*).
2 Let F,u: € Foue be an instantiation of the random famify,,, bo-
3 Let £, C Fi, be an instantiation of the random family,  oo(ber)-

4 LetQ, S + 2.
for every element € N in the order chosen by the adversaty
if e € Agur, SU{e} € Fiy andQ U {e} € F,y then
Add e to @ and probee.
L if e is activethen Addeto S.

5
6
7
8

9 return S

The next observation shows that Algorittiin 1 is a legal atbarifor the weighted stochastic probing
problem.

Observation 4.2. The following always hold when AlgoritHm 1 terminates:
e The set) of probed elements is Rour € Fout-
e The setS of selected elements is #,, C Fi,.
e The setS contains exactly the active elementgbf

In the rest of the section we use notation and results intedin Sectiofl3. Let;,, andr,,; denote the
characteristic CRSs of the greedy OCRSsand ., respectively. We would like to use,, and7,,; to
lower bound the value of a subset$fand through that subset also the valu&'ofro achieve that objective
we first need to describe the said subse$ @s an expression af;,, anda,;.

Let A;, be the set of elements that belongAg,; and are also active. One can observe that is
distributed likeR(p o x). Additionally, let us couple the randomness of Algorithmntiahe CRSsr;,, and
Tour s follows: we use the same instantiations for the randonilié®¥ ., . (.+) andFr,,, v+ in both
Algorithm[1 and the definitions af;,, and 7., respectively. Notice that this coupling implies:

ﬁzn(Azn) = {6 € A,n ’ Ty {6} e -/.:;n VI C Aln,I € -/.:;n}

and
77'0ut(140ut) = {6 S Aout | Iy {6} S ﬁout VI C Aoutal € ]:—out} .

Observation 4.3. 7, (Ain) N Tout (Aout) € S.

Proof. Consider an elemente 7, (Ain) N Tout (Aout). Sincee € 7, (Ain) C A;pn, e must be both active
and inA,,;. Let S, andQ. denote the set§ and (@ immediately before: is processed by Algorithm] 1.
Clearly S, C A;, and S, € Fin. Together with the fact that € 7;,(A;y,), these observations imply that
SeU{e} € Fin. An analogous arguments shows also {Qat_ {e} € Fout. Hence, we proved thatis
an active element obeying all the conditions on Lihe 6 whatgssed by Algorithrnl 1, and thereforeis
added taS by the algorithm. O

We definedA,,; as a random set distributed like(bz*) and 4;,, as the intersection aofl,,; and the
set of active elements. However, for the purpose of anadyttie value of the set;,, (Ain) N Tout (Aout)
we can assume any construction procedure that results sathe joint distribution of4;,, and A,,:. The
following is a convenient construction that we are goingde trom this point on: the set;,, is a random
set distributed likeR(p o (bz*)). The set4,,, is calculated by starting witil;,, and adding to it every
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elemente ¢ A;, with probability bz} (1 — p.)/(1 — bpex}), independently. Notice that this construction
indeed produces the same joint distribution of the ggtsand A,.; as the original construction. For ease of
notation, let us denote bya vector in0, 1]V defined by:z, = bz} (1 — p.)/(1 — bp.x?) for everye € N.
Using this notation we get that,,; has the same distribution &s,, U R(z).

The new construction ofl,,; implies thatA,,; is a random function of4;,,, and so is the expression
Tin(Ain) N Tout(Aout)- Thus, we can define a new CRSor P;, by the equalitym(A4;,) = Tin(Ain) N
Tout(Aout ). Notice thatr is a true CRS forP;,, in the sense that it always outputs a seFip sincer;, (A, )
is guaranteed to be i;,. Let us now study the properties of

Lemma 4.4. The CRSt is monotone.
Proof. We need to show that every element N and two sete € 71 C T C N obey the inequality:
Prle € T(Ai) | Ain = Th] = Prle € Tin(Ain) N Tout (Aout) | Ain = T1]
> Prle € Tin(Ain) N Tout(Aout) | Ain = To] = Prle € T(Ain) | Ain =T .
This is true since:
Prle € Tin(Ain) N Tout(Aout) | Ain = Th] = Prle € Tin(Th) N Tout(Th U R(2))]

= Prle € Tin(T1)] - Prle € Tout(T1 U R(2))] > Prle € T (T2)] - Prle € Tou (T2 U R(2))]
=Prle € Tin(T2) N Tout(To U R(2))] = Prle € Tin(Ain) N Tout(Aout) | Ain = T3]

where the inequality follows since both, and7,,; are monotone by Lemnia 3.4. O
The following lemma shows that obeys a weak variant of balanceness.

Definition 4.5. A CRSr for a polytopeP is (x, c¢)-balanced for a vector andc € [0, 1] if Pr[e € m(R(x)) |
e € R(z)] > cfor every element € N havingz, > 0.

Lemma 4.6. The CRSt is (p o (bz*), ¢in - cout)-balanced.

Proof. SinceA,, is distributed likeR(p o (bz*)), we need to show thdtrle € T, (Ain) N Tout (Aout) | € €
Ain] > 1 - co holds for every element € N havingbp.x) > 0.

SinceT;,, and7,,; are monotone by Lemnia 3.4, we get that bBtfe € 7;,,(T")] andPr[e € Ty (T U
R(z))] are decreasing functions @fas long a is in 7. Thus, by the FKG inequality:

Pr[e € ﬁ'zn(Azn) M ﬁout(Aout) ‘ e e Azn] = Pr[e € ﬁ'zn(Azn) N ﬁ'out(Ain U R(Z)) ‘ e e Azn]
> Prle € Tin(Ain) | € € Aip] - Prle € Tou(Ain UR(2)) | € € Az
= Prle € Tin(Ain) | € € Ain] - Prle € Tout(Aout) | € € Aout]

where the last equality uses the fact that the membershipesf eelement in the setd;,, and R(z) is
independent from the membership of other elements in tredse s

The setA;, is distributed likeR(p o (bz*)) and the vectop o (bz*) is inside the polytopéF;,. Thus,
since 7, is (b, ¢;,)-balanced by Lemmia 3.4, we ger(e € 7, (Ain) | € € Ain] > cin. Similarly, the
set A, is distributed likeR(bz*) and the vectobz* is inside the polytopéP,,;. Thus, sincer,,; is
(b, cout)-balanced by Lemma 3.4, we g&r[e € 7, (Aout) | € € Aout] > cour- The lemma now follows
by combining the above inequalities. O

In the following corollary we use to denote its natural extension to séts, w(T) = > .p w(e).

Corollary 4.7. E[w(S)] > b(cin - cout) - w(p o z*).
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Proof. By Lemmal4.6, linearity of the expectation and the obsewvathat A;,, is distributed likeR(p o
(bx*)), we get:

Efw (7 (Ai))] = ) w(e) - Prle € T(R(po (ba™)))]

eeEN

— S wle) - Prfe € Ripo (b"))] - Prle € m(R(po (b)) | ¢ € Rp o (ba"))]
eeEN

= Z w(e) - (pe © (bx7)) - (Cin * Cout) = b(Cin * Cout) - w(p o x™) .
eeN

Since all the weights are non-negative a@r;,) = Tin(Ain) N Tout (Aout) C S by Observationn 413, the
last inequality implieE[w(S)] > E[w(7(Ain))] > b(¢in - Cout) - w(p o x*). O

Following the above discussion, Theorém 1.17 is implied ey last corollary. We can now prove
Theoreni_1.118 as a direct consequence of Thebrem 1.17.

Proof of Theoreri 1.18Consider a down-closed s&t C 2V containing every seéf’ C N if and only if all
the elements df’ can be queried while respecting the deadlines. Formally,

f:{ngN\vlgdglN‘ |{eeT|de§d}|§d} .

By definition (IV, F) is a laminar matroid, thus, by Theoréml1.8 there exids & — b)-selectable greedy
OCRS for its matroid polytop&~. Together with the existence af,,; we get, by Theorer 1.9, @, (1 —
b)cout)-Selectable greedy OCRS for the polytale, = P,.: N Pr. Notice that this polytope is a relaxation
of the down-closed family*},,, = F,.+ N F. Moreover,P, . has a separation oracle whenevgy, has
such an oracle.

For convenience, let us ué&;, F»)-probing as a shorthand for the weighted stochastic prgiiaiglem
with F; and.F; as the inner and outer constraints, respectively. Contigédvest algorithm fofF;,,, Fout)-
probing with deadlines. Since this algorithm probes witbpext to the deadlines, the set of elements it
probes must be itF. Hence, the same algorithm is also an algorithm(t8y,, 7., )-probing. Thus, by
Theorent 1,17 we have an algoritdilL G for (F;,,, F/,,;)-probing whose approximation ratioli§l —b)-c;, -
cout cOmMpared to the best algorithm fQF;,,, F,.:)-probing with deadlines. Moreover, the approximation
ratio of ALG holds regardless of the order in whidll.GG can probe elements.

The algorithm we suggest fdtF;,,, Fo.:)-probing with deadlines isiLG when we allow it to probe
elements in increasing deadlines order. We have alreadseg@rthat ALG has the approximation ratio
guaranteed by the theorem, so we only need to explain whyitoespect the deadlines. Assume towards
a contradiction thatl LG probes element after timed.. This means thatl LG probes a sel” of at least
d. elements before it probes However, sinced LG can probe elements only in increasing deadlines order,
all the elements of' U {e} have a deadline of at mogt. The last observation implies th&tu {e} ¢ F,
which contradicts the fact that the set of elements probed b§ is always in*.,, C F. O

out

The rest of this section is devoted to proving Theofem]1.1& fl: 2V — R, be the non-negative
monotone submodular objective function of the problem, the value of an outpu$ of the probing algo-
rithm is f(.S). We need to introduce an extensionfofo [0, 1] studied by/[[6].

TCN

fH(z) = max { > ar- f(T)

Z ar <1,ar > 0andVecny Z ar < z,
TCN c€TCN
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Intuitively, £ is equal to the largest possible expected valug¢ ofrer a distribution of sets in which
every elemeng appears with a marginal probability at mast Using this extension, we can now introduce
a variant of the relaxatiofi?1) that works for monotone submodular objectives.

(R2) max fT(pox)
pox € P
T € Pout
x € [0, 1)V

Let us explain why we use the extensigh in (R2) instead of the simpler multilinear extension. An
algorithm for the submodular stochastic probing may chdbsenext element to probe based on the set
of elements previously probed and the results of these probaus, the membership of elements in the
solution produced by the algorithm is not independent, aiwdi$ captured by *. Using this intuition, the
work of [1]] implies the following counterpart of Lemrha %.1.

Lemma 4.8. The optimal value of R2) upper bounds the the expected performance of the optimatitign
for the submodular stochastic probing problem.

Additionally, [1] also shows that a variant of the contins@reedy algorithm of [7] can be used to find a
pointz obeying all the constraints ¢f22) and also the inequality’(pox) > (1 —e™!)- f*(pox*), where
F is the multilinear extension of andz* is the optimal solution fof R2). The same argument can also be
used to show that by stopping the continuous greedy algoréhtimebd, instead of letting it reach timg,
one gets a point € [0, 1]V obeyingpox € bP,,, ¥ € bP,,; andF(po#) > (1—e ?—o(1))- fT(poz*)

The algorithm we use to prove Theorém 1.19 is Algorifim 1 rfiediby replacing the vectdiz* with
Z. Additionally, we use the same definition of the CR$iven above, and observe that Lemniata 4.4 and
[4.9 still apply to this CRS (witht replacingbz* in the appropriate places). To analyze the output of this
CRS we observe that the proof of [10] for Lemmal 3.5 in fact psothe following stronger version of the
lemma. Note that this version strictly generalizes Leninthshce beingb, ¢)-balanced is equivalent to
being(x, ¢)-balanced for every vectar € bP.

Lemma 4.9. For every given non-negative submodular functipn2 — R, there exists a function
ny: 2NV — 2N that always returns a subset of its argument (kg (S) C S for everyS C N) having the
following property. For every input vectar € [0, 1]V and monotonéz, c)-balanced CRS:

E[f(ns(n(R(2))))] = ¢- F(x)
whereF'(x) is the multilinear extension of.
We are now ready to prove the next lemma, which together wétnind 4.8, proves Theorém 1.19.
Lemma 4.10. E[f(S)] > (¢in - cout) - F(p o T), whereS is the output set of the modified Algorithmn 1.

Proof. Let S be the setys(m(Ain)) C m(Ain) = Tin(Ain) N Tout(Aouwt) € S. By combining Lemmata 4.4,
4.6 and 4.P and using the observation thgf is distributed likeR(p o ), we get:

E[f(S)] > (Cin - Cout) - F(po ) .

Using the monotonicity of we now getE[f(S)] > E[f(S")] > (¢in  Cout) - F(p o ). O

2The idea of running the continuous greedy for less time ambst# scaling its output was first introduced byl[14].
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A Definitions of Matroidal Concepts

Recall that a matroid/ = (N, F) is a tuple consisting of a finite ground &t and a nonempty family
F C 2% of subsets of the ground set, caliedependensets, which satisfy:

) ICJeF=1¢eF,and
(i) I,Je F,|I| > |J|=3JecI\JstJU{e} € F.

Therank of a setS C 2V is the size of a maximum cardinality independent subse§.offhe rank
function of the matroidV/ is a functionrank: 2 — Z-( (whereZ is the set of all non-negative integers)
assigning each set its rank. More formally,

rank(S) = max{|I| | [ € F,I C S} .

Observe that the rank of an independent set is equal to d@s $lze rank of the matroid/ itself is defined
asrank(V). Notice thatrank(S) < rank(/N) for every subses C N. A setS C N is called abaseof M
if it is independent and has maximum rank,, |.S| = rank(S) = rank(N).

We say that an elemente N is spannedby a setS C N if addinge to S does not increase the rank
of S. On the other hand, thepanof a subsetS C N is the set of elements that are spanned by it. More
formally, the span of a set is span(S) = {e € N | rank(S + e) = rank(S)}.

Given a subselN’ C N, the restriction ofM/ to N’, denoted byM |y, is the matroid obtained from
M by keeping only the elements 8f'. Formally, M |- is the matroid N, F N 2N'). On the other hand,
contractingN’ in M results in another matroid, denoted bf/N’, over the ground se¥ \ N’. A setis
independent inV/ /N if and only if adding a base oV’ to it results in an independent set &f. It turns
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out that this definition is independent of the base that isehdor N'. Formally, M/ /N’ is the matroid
(N \ N, F'), where:

F'={S C N\ N |rank(SUN') = |S| +rank(N')} .
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