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Abstract

We study the problem of maximizing a non-monotone submodular function subject to a
cardinality constraint in the streaming model. Our main contribution is a single-pass (semi-)
streaming algorithm that uses roughly O(k/ε2) memory, where k is the size constraint. At the
end of the stream, our algorithm post-processes its data structure using any offline algorithm for
submodular maximization, and obtains a solution whose approximation guarantee is α

1+α − ε,
where α is the approximation of the offline algorithm. If we use an exact (exponential time)
post-processing algorithm, this leads to 1

2 − ε approximation (which is nearly optimal). If we
post-process with the algorithm of [8], that achieves the state-of-the-art offline approximation
guarantee of α = 0.385, we obtain 0.2779-approximation in polynomial time, improving over the
previously best polynomial-time approximation of 0.1715 due to [25]. It is also worth mentioning
that our algorithm is combinatorial and deterministic, which is rare for an algorithm for non-

monotone submodular maximization, and enjoys a fast update time of O( log k+log(1/α)
ε2 ) per

element.
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1 Introduction

In this paper, we study the problem of maximizing a non-monotone submodular function subject to
a cardinality (size) constraint in the streaming model. This problem captures problems of interest
in a wide-range of domains, such as machine learning, data mining, combinatorial optimization,
algorithmic game theory, social networks, and many others. A representative application is data
summarization, where the goal is to select a small subset of the data that captures the salient
features of the overall dataset [4]. One can model these problems as submodular maximization
with a cardinality constraint: the submodular objective captures how informative the summary is,
as well as other considerations such as how diverse the summary is, and the cardinality constraint
ensures that the summary is small. Obtaining such a summary is very beneficial when working
with massive data sets, that may not even fit into memory, since it makes it possible to analyze
the data using algorithms that would be prohibitive to run on the entire dataset.

There have been two main approaches to deal with the large size of modern data sets: the
distributed computation approach partitions the data across many machines and uses local compu-
tation on the machines and communication across the machines in order to perform the analysis,
and the streaming computation approach processes the data in a stream using only a small amount
of memory and (ideally) only a single pass over the data. Classical algorithms for submodular
maximization, such as the Greedy algorithm, are not suitable in these settings since they are cen-
tralized and require many passes over the data. Motivated by the applications as well as theoretical
considerations, there has been a significant interest in studying submodular maximization prob-
lems both in the distributed and the streaming setting, leading to many new results and insights
[33, 40, 4, 14, 17, 37, 6, 39, 5, 21, 38, 25, 44].

Despite this significant progress, several fundamental questions remain open both in the stream-
ing and distributed setting. In the streaming setting, which is the main focus of this paper, submod-
ular maximization is fairly well understood when the objective function is additionally monotone—
i.e., we have f(A) ≤ f(B) whenever A ⊆ B. For example, the Greedy approach, which obtains
an optimal (1− 1/e)-approximation in the centralized setting when the function is monotone [41],
can be adapted to the streaming model [33, 4]. This yields the single-threshold Greedy algorithm:
make a single pass over the data and select an item if its marginal gain exceeds a suitably chosen
threshold. If the threshold is chosen to be 1

2
f(OPT)

k , where f(OPT) is the value of the optimal
solution and k is the cardinality constraint, then the single-threshold Greedy algorithm is guaran-
teed to achieve 1

2 -approximation. Although the value of the optimal solution is unknown, it can
be estimated based on the largest singleton value even in the streaming setting [4]. The algorithm
uses the maximum singleton value to make O(ε−1 log k) guesses for f(OPT) and, for each guess,
it runs the single-threshold Greedy algorithm; which leads to (1

2 − ε)-approximation. Remarkably,
this approximation guarantee is optimal in the streaming model even if we allow unbounded com-
putational power: Feldman et al. [27] showed that any algorithm for this problem that achieves an

approximation better than 1
2 requires Ω

(
n
k3

)

memory, where n is the length of the stream. Addi-

tionally, the single-threshold Greedy algorithm enjoys a fast update time of O(ε−1 log k) marginal
value computations per item and uses only O(ε−1k log k) space.1

In contrast, the general problem with a non-monotone objective has proved to be considerably
more challenging. Even in the centralized setting, the Greedy algorithm fails to achieve any constant
approximation guarantee when the objective is non-monotone. Thus, several approaches have been
developed for handling non-monotone objectives in this setting, including local search [22, 35,
34], continuous optimization [26, 20, 8] and sampling [11, 24]. The currently best approximation

1A variant of the algorithm due to [31] has an even better space complexity of O(k/ε).
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guarantee is 0.385 [8], the strongest inapproximability is 0.491 [29], and it remains a long-standing
open problem to settle the approximability of submodular maximization subject to a cardinality
constraint.

Adapting the above techniques to the streaming setting is challenging, and the approximation
guarantees are weaker. The main approach for non-monotone maximization in the streaming setting
has been to extend the local search algorithm of Chakrabarti and Kale [14] from monotone to non-
monotone objectives. This approach was employed in a sequence of works [17, 25, 38], leading to the
currently best approximation of 1

3+2
√

2
≈ 0.1715.2 This naturally leads to the following questions.

• What is the optimal approximation ratio achievable for submodular maximization in the
streaming model? In particular, is it possible to achieve 1

2 − ε approximation using an algo-
rithm that uses only poly(k, 1/ε) space?

• Is there a good streaming algorithm for non-monotone functions based on the single-threshold
Greedy algorithm that works so well for monotone functions?

• Can we exploit existing heuristics for the offline problem in the streaming setting?

Our contributions. In this work, we give an affirmative answer to all of the above ques-
tions. Specifically, we give a streaming algorithm3 that performs a single pass over the stream and
outputs sets of size O(k/ε) that can be post-processed using any offline algorithm for submodu-
lar maximization. The post-processing is itself quite straightforward: we simply run the offline
algorithm on the output set to obtain a solution of size at most k. We show that, if the offline

algorithm achieves α-approximation, then we obtain
(

α
1+α − ε

)

-approximation. One can note that

if we post-process using an exact (exponential time) algorithm, we obtain (1
2 − ε)-approximation.

This matches the inapproximability result proven by [27] for the special case of a monotone ob-
jective function. Furthermore, we show that in the non-monotone case any streaming algorithm
guaranteeing (1

2 + ε)-approximation for some positive constant ε must use in fact Ω(n) space.4

Thus, we essentially settle the approximability of the problem if exponential-time computation is
allowed.

The best (polynomial-time) approximation guarantee that is currently known in the offline
setting is α = 0.385 [8]. If we post-process using this algorithm, we obtain 0.2779-approximation
in polynomial time, improving over the previously best polynomial-time approximation of 0.1715
due to [25]. The offline algorithm of [8] is based on the multilinear extension, and thus is quite
slow. One can obtain a more efficient overall algorithm by using the combinatorial random Greedy
algorithm of [11] that achieves 1

e -approximation. Furthermore, any existing heuristic for the offline
problem can be used for post-processing, exploiting their effectiveness beyond the worst case.

Variants of our algorithm. Essentially, every algorithm for non-monotone submodular max-
imization includes a randomized component. Oftentimes this component is explicit, but in some
cases it takes more subtle forms such as maintaining multiple solutions that are viewed as the
support of a distribution [7, 24] or using the multilinear extensions (which is defined via expecta-

2Chekuri et al. [17] claimed an improved approximation ratio of 1
2+e

− ε for a cardinality constraint, but an error
was later found in the proof of this improved ratio [16]. See Appendix A for more details.

3Formally, all the algorithms we present are semi-streaming algorithms, i.e., their space complexity is nearly
linear in k. Since this is unavoidable for algorithms designed to output an approximate solution (as opposed to
just estimating the value of the optimal solution), we ignore the difference between streaming and semi-streaming
algorithms in this paper and use the two terms interchangeably.

4This result is a simple adaptation of a result due to Buchbinder et al. [12]. For completeness, we include the
proof in Appendix B.
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tions) [26, 8]. We present in this work three variants of our algorithm based on the above three
methods of introducing a randomized component into the algorithm.

Perhaps the most straightforward way to introduce a randomized component into the single-
threshold Greedy algorithm is to use the multilinear extension as the objective function and include
only fractions of elements in the solution (which corresponds to including the elements in the so-
lution only with some bounded probability). This has the advantage of keeping the algorithm
almost deterministic (in fact, completely deterministic when the multilinear extension can be eval-
uated deterministically), which allows for a relatively simple analysis of the algorithm and a low
space complexity of O(k log α−1/ε2). However, the time complexity of an algorithm obtained via
this approach depends on the complexity of evaluating the multilinear extension, which in general
can be quite high. In Appendix C, we describe and analyze a variant of our algorithm (named
StreamProcessExtension) which is based on the multilinear extension.

To avoid the multilinear extension, and its associated time complexity penalty, one can use true
randomization, and pass every arriving element to single-threshold Greedy only with a given prob-
ability. However, analyzing such a combination of single-threshold Greedy with true randomization
is difficult because it requires delicate care of the event that the single-threshold Greedy algorithm
fills up the budget. In particular, this was the source of the subtle error mentioned above in one of
the results of [17]. Our approach for handling this issue is to consider two cases depending on the
probability that the budget is filled up in a run (this is a good event since the resulting solution
has good value). If this probability is sufficiently large (at least ε), we repeat the basic algorithm
O(ln(1/ε)/ε) times in parallel to boost the probability of this good event to 1− ε. Otherwise, the
probability that the budget is not filled up in a run is at least 1− ε, and conditioning on this event
changes the probabilities by only a 1−ε factor. Another issue with true randomness is that some el-
ements can be randomly discarded despite being highly desirable. Following ideas from distributed
algorithms [37, 6, 5], this issue can also be solved by running multiple copies of the algorithm in
parallel since such a run guarantees that with high probability every desirable element is processed
by some copy. Using this approach we get a variant of our algorithm named StreamProcess-

Randomized which can be found in Appendix D. StreamProcessRandomized is combinatorial
and fast (it has an update time of Õ(ε−2) marginal value computations per element), but due to
the heavy use of parallel runs, it has a slightly worse space complexity of Õ(k/ε3).

The two above discussed variants of our algorithm appeared already in an earlier conference
version of this paper [1]. Our main result, however, is a new variant of our algorithm (named
StreamProcess) based on the technique of maintaining multiple solutions and treating them
as the support of a distribution. In retrospect, creating a variant based on this technique is
natural since it combines the advantages of the two previous approaches. Specifically, we get an
algorithm which is deterministic and combinatorial, has a relatively simple analysis and enjoys a
low space complexity of O(kε−2 log α−1) and a low update time of O(ε−2 log(k/α)) marginal value
computations per element.

While the last variant of our algorithm has the best time and space guarantees, we give also
the two earlier variants for two reasons. The first reason is that they demonstrate the first use
of techniques such as continuous extensions and random partitions in the context of streaming
algorithms for submodular maximization, and thus, greatly expand the toolkit available in this
context. These techniques have proved to be quite versatile in the sequential and distributed
settings, and we hope that they will lead to further developments in the streaming setting as well.
The second reason is that, while the asymptotic approximation guarantees of all three variants
of our algorithm are identical given a black box offline α-approximation algorithm, they might
differ when the offline algorithm has additional properties. For example, the approximation ratio
of the offline algorithm might depend on the ratio between k and the number of elements in its
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input (see [11] for an example of such an algorithm). Given such an offline algorithm, it might be
beneficial to set the parameters controlling the number of elements passed to the offline algorithm
so that only a moderate number of elements is passed, which is a regime in which the three variants
of our algorithm produce different approximation guarantees. Hence, one of the first two variants of
our algorithm might end up having a better approximation guarantee than that of the last variant
if future research yields offline algorithms with relevant properties.

1.1 Additional related work

The problem of maximizing a non-negative monotone submodular function subject to a cardinality
or a matroid constraint was studied (in the offline model) already in the 1970’s. In 1978, Nemhauser
et al. [43] and Fisher et al. [28] showed that a natural greedy algorithm achieves an approximation
ratio of 1 − 1/e ≈ 0.632 for this problem when the constraint is a cardinality constraint and an
approximation ratio of 1/2 for matroid constraints. The 1− 1/e approximation ratio for cardinality
constraints was shown to be optimal already on the same year by Nemhauser and Wolsey [42],
but the best possible approximation ratio for matroid constraints was open for a long time. Only
a decade ago, Calinescu et al. [13] managed to show that a more involved algorithm, known as
“continuous greedy”, can achieve (1− 1/e)-approximation for this type of constraint, which is tight
since matroid constraints generalize cardinality constraints.

Unlike the natural greedy algorithm, continuous greedy is a randomized algorithm, which raised
an interesting question regarding the best possible approximation ratio for matroid constraints that
can be achieved by a deterministic algorithm. Very recently, Buchbinder et al. [10] made a slight
step towards answering this question. Specifically, they described a deterministic algorithm for
maximizing a monotone submodular function subject to a matroid constraint whose approximation
ratio is 0.5008. This algorithm shows that the 1/2-approximation of the greedy algorithm is not the
right answer for the above mentioned question.

Many works have studied also the offline problem of maximizing a non-negative (not necessarily
monotone) submodular function subject to a cardinality or matroid constraint [8, 11, 19, 20, 23, 26].
The most recent of these works achieves an approximation ratio of 0.385 for both cardinality
and matroid constraints [8]. In contrast, it is known that no polynomial time algorithm can
achieve an approximation ratio of 0.497 for cardinality constraints or 0.478 for matroid constraints,
respectively [29].

The study of streaming algorithms for submodular maximization problems is related to the
study of online algorithms for such problems. A partial list of works on algorithms of the last kind
includes [3, 9, 12, 15, 30, 32].

2 Preliminaries

Basic notation. Let V denote a finite ground set of size n := |V |. We occasionally assume without
loss of generality that V = {1, 2, . . . , n}, and use, e.g., x = (x1, x2, . . . , xn) to denote a vector in R

V .
For two vectors x, y ∈ R

V , we let x ∨ y and x ∧ y be the vectors such that (x ∨ y)e = max{xe, ye}
and (x∧ y)e = min{xe, ye} for all e ∈ V . For a set S ⊆ V , we let 1S denote the indicator vector of
S, i.e., the vector that has 1 in every coordinate e ∈ S and 0 in every coordinate e ∈ V \ S. Given
an element e ∈ V , we use 1e as a shorthand for 1{e}. Furthermore, if S is a random subset of V ,
we use E[1S ] to denote the vector p such that pe = Pr[e ∈ S] for all e ∈ V (i.e., the expectation is
applied coordinate-wise).

Submodular functions. In this paper, we consider the problem of maximizing a non-negative
submodular function subject to a cardinality constraint. A set function f : 2V → R is submodular
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if f(A) + f(B) ≥ f(A ∩ B) + f(A ∪ B) for all subsets A, B ⊆ V . Additionally, given a set S ⊆ V
and an element e ∈ V , we use f(e | S) to denote the marginal contribution of e to S with respect
to the set function f , i.e., f(e | S) = f(S ∪ {e}) − f(S).

Continuous extensions. We make use of two standard continuous extensions of submodular
functions. The first of these extensions is known as the multilinear extension. To define this
extension, we first need to define the random set R(x). For every vector x ∈ [0, 1]V , R(x) is defined
as a random subset of V that includes every element e ∈ V with probability xe, independently.
The multilinear extension F of f is now defined for every x ∈ [0, 1]V by

F (x) = E
[
f
(
R(x)

)]
=
∑

A⊆V

f(A) · Pr[R(x) = A] =
∑

A⊆V



f(A) ·
∏

e∈A

xe ·
∏

e/∈A

(1− xe)



 .

One can observe from the definition that F is indeed a multilinear function of the coordinates of
x, as suggested by its name. Thus, if we use the shorthand ∂eF (x) for the first partial derivative
∂F (x)

∂xe
of the multilinear extension F , then ∂eF (x) = F (x ∨ 1e)− F

(
x ∧ 1V \{e}

)
.

The second extension we need is known as the Lovász extension. Unlike the multilinear extension
that explicitly appears in one of the variants of our algorithm, the Lovász extension is not part of
any of these variants. However, it plays a central role in the analyses of two of them. The Lovász
extension f̂ : [0, 1]V → R is defined as follows. For every x ∈ [0, 1]V , f̂(x) = Eθ∼[0,1][f({e ∈ V : xe ≥
θ})], where we use the notation θ ∼ [0, 1] to denote a value chosen uniformly at random from the
interval [0, 1]. The Lovász extension f̂ of a non-negative submodular function has the following
properties: (1) convexity: cf̂(x) + (1 − c)f̂(y) ≥ f̂(cx + (1 − c)y) for all x, y ∈ [0, 1]V and all
c ∈ [0, 1] [36]; (2) restricted scale invariance: f̂(cx) ≥ cf̂(x) for all x ∈ [0, 1]V and all c ∈ [0, 1]; (3)
it lower bounds the multilinear extension, i.e., F (x) ≥ f̂(x) for every x ∈ [0, 1]V [45, Lemma A.4].

3 Simplified Algorithm

The properties of our main algorithm (StreamProcess—the third variant discussed above) are
summarized by the following theorem.

Theorem 1. Assume there exists an α-approximation offline algorithm OfflineAlg for maximiz-
ing a non-negative submodular function subject to a cardinality constraint whose space complexity
is nearly linear in the size of the ground set. Then, for every constant ε ∈ (0, 1], there exists
an ( α

1+α − ε)-approximation semi-streaming algorithm for maximizing a non-negative submodular

function subject to a cardinality constraint. The algorithm stores O(kε−2) elements and makes
O(ε−2 log k) marginal value computations while processing each arriving element.5 Furthermore, if
OfflineAlg is deterministic, then so is the algorithm that we get.

In this section, we introduce a simplified version of the algorithm used to prove Theorem 1. This
simplified version (given as Algorithm 1) captures our main new ideas, but makes the simplifying
assumption that it has access to an estimate τ of f(OPT) obeying (1−ε/2)·f(OPT) ≤ τ ≤ f(OPT).
Such an estimate can be produced using well-known techniques, at the cost of a slight increase in the
space complexity and update time of the algorithm. More specifically, in Section 4 we formally show
that one such technique due to [31] can be used for that purpose, and that it increases the space

5Formally, the number of elements stored by the algorithm and the number of marginal value computations also
depend on log α−1. Since α is typically a positive constant, or at least lower bounded by a positive constant, we omit
this dependence from the statement of the theorem.
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complexity and update of the algorithm only by factors of O(ε−1 log α−1) and O(ε−1 log(k/α)),
respectively.

Algorithm 1 gets two parameters: the approximation ratio α of OfflineAlg and an integer
p ≥ 1. The algorithm maintains p solutions S1, S2, . . . , Sp. All these solutions start empty, and the
algorithm may add each arriving element to at most one of them. Specifically, when an element e
arrives, the algorithm checks whether there exists a solution Si such that (1) Si does not already
contain k elements, and (2) the marginal contribution of e with respect to Si exceeds the threshold
of cτ/k for c = α/(1+α). If there is such a solution, the algorithm adds e to it (if there are multiple
such solutions, the algorithm adds e to an arbitrary one of them); otherwise, the algorithm discards
e. After viewing all of the elements, Algorithm 3 generates one more solution So by executing
OfflineAlg on the union of the p solutions S1, S2, . . . , Sp. The output of the algorithm is then
the best solution among the p + 1 generated solutions.

Algorithm 1: StreamProcess (simplified) (p, α)

1 Let c← α
1+α .

2 for i = 1 to p do Let Si ← ∅.
3 for each arriving element e do

4 if there exists an integer 1 ≤ i ≤ p such that |Si| < k and f(e | Si) ≥ cτ
k then

5 Update Si ← Si ∪ {e} (if there are multiple options for i, pick an arbitrary one).

6 Find another feasible solution So ⊆
⋃p

i=1 Si by running OfflineAlg with
⋃p

i=1 Si as the
ground set.

7 return the solution maximizing f among So and the p solutions S1, S2, . . . , Sp.

Since Algorithm 1 stores elements only in the p+1 solutions it maintains, and all these solutions
are feasible (and thus, contain only k elements), we immediately get the following observation. Note
that this observation implies (in particular) that Algorithm 1 is a semi-streaming algorithm for a
constant p when the space complexity of OfflineAlg is nearly linear.

Observation 2. Algorithm 1 stores at most O(pk) elements, and makes at most p marginal value
calculations while processing each arriving element.

We now divert our attention to analyzing the approximation ratio of Algorithm 1. Let us denote
by Ŝi the final set Si (i.e., the content of this set when the stream ends), and consider two cases.
The first (easy) case is when at least one of the solutions S1, S2, . . . , Sp reaches a size of k. The
next lemma analyzes the approximation guarantee of Algorithm 1 in this case.

Lemma 3. If there is an integer 1 ≤ i ≤ p such that |Ŝi| = k, then the output of Algorithm 1 has
value of at least ατ

1+α .

Proof. Denote by e1, e2, . . . , ek the elements of Ŝi in the order of their arrival. Using this notation,
the value of f(Ŝi) can be written as follows.

f(Ŝi) = f(∅) +
k∑

j=1

f
(
ej | {e1, e2, . . . , ej−1}

) ≥
k∑

i=1

ατ

(1 + α)k
=

ατ

1 + α
,

where the inequality holds since the non-negativity of f implies f(∅) ≥ 0 and Algorithm 1 adds an
element ej to Si only when f

(
ej | {e1, e2, . . . , ej−1}

) ≥ cτ
k = ατ

(1+α)k . The lemma now follows since
the solution outputted by Algorithm 1 is at least as good as Si.
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Consider now the case in which no set Si reaches the size of k. In this case our objective is to
show that at least one of the solutions computed by Algorithm 1 has a large value. Lemmata 5
and 6 lower bound the value of the average solution among S1, S2, . . . , Sp and the solution So,
respectively. The proof of Lemma 5 uses the following known lemma.

Lemma 4 (Lemma 2.2 from [11]). Let f : 2V → R≥0 be a non-negative submodular function.
Denote by A(p) a random subset of A where each element appears with probability at most p (not
necessarily independently). Then, E[f(A(p))] ≥ (1− p) · f(∅).

Let O = OPT \⋃p
i=1 Ŝi, and let b = |O|/k.

Lemma 5. If |Ŝi| < k for every integer 1 ≤ i ≤ p, then, for every fixed set A ⊆ V , p−1 ·∑p
i=1 f(Ŝi∪

A) ≥ (1− p−1) · f(O ∪A)− αbτ/(1 + α).

Proof. The elements in O were rejected by Algorithm 1. Since no set Si reaches a size of k, this
means that the the marginal contribution of the elements of O with respect to every set Si at the
time of their arrival was smaller than cτ/k. Moreover, since Algorithm 1 only adds elements to its
solutions during its execution, the submodularity of f guarantees that the marginals of the elements
of O are below this threshold also with respect to Ŝ1 ∪A, Ŝ2 ∪A, . . . , Ŝp ∪A. More formally, we get

f(e | Ŝi ∪A) <
cτ

k
=

ατ

k(1 + α)
∀ e ∈ O and integer 1 ≤ i ≤ p .

Using the submodularity of f again, this implies that for every integer 1 ≤ i ≤ p

f
(

Ŝi ∪O ∪A
) ≤ f(Ŝi ∪A) +

∑

e∈O

f(e | Ŝi ∪A) ≤ f(Ŝi ∪A) + |O| · ατ

k(1 + α)
= f(Ŝi ∪A) +

αbτ

1 + α
.

Adding up the above inequalities (and dividing by p), we get

p−1 ·
p
∑

i=1

f(Ŝi ∪A) ≥ p−1 ·
p
∑

i=1

f
(
Ŝi ∪O ∪A

)− αbτ

1 + α
.

We now note that p−1 ·∑p
i=1 f

(
Ŝi ∪O ∪A

)
can be viewed as the expected value of a non-negative

submodular function g(S) = f(S ∪ O ∪ A) over a random set S that is equal to every one of the
sets Ŝ1, Ŝ2, . . . , Ŝp with probability 1/p. Since the sets Ŝ1, Ŝ2, . . . , Ŝp are disjoint, S contains every
element with probability at most 1/p, and thus, by Lemma 4,

p−1 ·
p
∑

i=1

f
(

Ŝi ∪O ∪A
)

= E[g(S)] ≥ (1− p−1) · g(∅) = (1− p−1) · f(O ∪A) .

The lemma now follows by combining the last two inequalities.

As mentioned above, our next step is to get a lower bound on the value of f(So). One easy way
to get such a lower bound is to observe that OPT \O is a subset of

⋃p
i=1 Ŝi of size at most k, and

thus, is a feasible solution for the instance faced by the algorithm OfflineAlg used to find So;
which implies E[f(So)] ≥ α ·f(OPT\O) since OfflineAlg is an α-approximation algorithm. The
following lemma proves a more involved lower bound by considering the vectors (b1Ŝi

)∨1OPT\O as
feasible fractional solutions for the same instance (using rounding methods such as Pipage Rounding
or Swap Rounding [13, 18], such feasible factional solutions can be converted into integral feasible
solutions of at least the same value).
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Lemma 6. If |Ŝi| < k for every integer 1 ≤ i ≤ p, then E[f(So)] ≥ αbτ(1 − p−1 − αb/(1 + α)) +
α(1 − b) · f(OPT \O).

Proof. Fix some integer 1 ≤ i ≤ p, and consider the vector (b1Ŝi
) ∨ 1OPT\O. Clearly,

∥
∥
∥(b1Ŝi

) ∨ 1OPT\O

∥
∥
∥

1
≤ b · |Ŝi|+ |OPT \O| ≤ |O|+ |OPT \O| = |OPT| ≤ k ,

where the second inequality holds by the definition of b since |Ŝi| < k. Given the last property
of the vector (b1Ŝi

) ∨ 1OPT\O, standard rounding techniques such as Pipage Rounding [13] and

Swap Rounding [18] can be used to produce from this vector a set Ai ⊆ Ŝi ∪ (OPT \O) ⊆ ⋃p
i=1 Ŝi

of size at most k such that f(Ai) ≥ F ((b1Ŝi
) ∨ 1OPT\O). Since So is produced by the algorithm

OfflineAlg whose approximation ratio is α and Ai is one possible output for this algorithm, this
implies E[f(So)] ≥ α · f(Ai) ≥ α · F ((b1Ŝi

) ∨ 1OPT\O). Furthermore, by averaging this equation
over all the possible values of i, we get

E[f(So)] ≥ αp−1 ·
p
∑

i=1

F ((b1Ŝi
) ∨ 1OPT\O)

≥ αp−1 ·
[

(1− b) ·
p
∑

i=1

f(OPT \O) + b ·
p
∑

i=1

f(Ŝi ∪ (OPT \O))

]

≥ α(1 − b) · f(OPT \O) + αb[(1 − p−1) · f(OPT)− αbτ/(1 + α)] ,

where the second inequality holds since the submodularity of f implies that F ((t·1Ŝi
)∨1OPT\O) is a

concave function of t within the range [0, 1] (and b falls is inside this range), and the last inequality
holds by Lemma 5 (for A = OPT \O). The lemma now follows by recalling that f(OPT ) ≥ τ .

Combining the guarantees of the last two lemmata we can now obtain a lower bound on the
value of the solution of Algorithm 1 in the case that |Si| < k for every integer 1 ≤ i ≤ p which is
independent of b.

Corollary 7. If |Ŝi| < k for every integer 1 ≤ i ≤ p, then the output of Algorithm 1 has value of

at least
(

α
α+1 − 2p−1

)

τ .

Proof. The corollary follows immediately from the non-negativity of f when p = 1. Thus, we may
assume p ≥ 2 in the rest of the proof.

Since Algorithm 1 outputs the best solution among the p + 1 solutions it creates, we get by
Lemma 5 (for A = ∅) and Lemma 6 that the value of the solution it outputs is at least

max

{

p−1
p
∑

i=1

f(Ŝi), f(So)

}

≥ max{(1− p−1) · f(O)− αbτ/(1 + α),

αbτ(1− p−1 − αb/(1 + α)) + α(1− b) · f(OPT \O)}

≥ α(1− b)

α(1− b) + 1− p−1
·
[

(1− p−1) · f(O)− αbτ/(1 + α)
]

+
1− p−1

α(1− b) + 1− p−1
·
[

αbτ(1 − p−1 − αb/(1 + α)) + α(1 − b) · f(OPT \O)
]

.
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Note now that the submodularity and non-negativity of f guarantee together f(O)+f(OPT\O) ≥
f(OPT) ≥ τ . Using this fact and the non-negativity of f , the previous inequality yields

max
{

p−1∑p
i=1 f(Ŝi), f(So)

}

ατ
≥

max

{

0,
(1− b)(1− p−1)− αb(1− b)/(1 + α) + b(1− p−1)(1− p−1 − αb/(1 + α))

α(1− b) + 1− p−1

}

≥ max

{

0,
(1− b)(1− p−1)− αb(1− b)/(1 + α) + b(1− p−1)(1− p−1 − αb/(1 + α))

α(1 − b) + 1

}

≥ (1− b)− αb(1− b)/(1 + α) + b(1− αb/(1 + α))

α(1− b) + 1
− 2p−1 ,

where the last two inequalities hold since α ∈ (0, 1], b ∈ [0, 1] and p ≥ 2. Simplifying the last
inequality, we get

max
{

p−1∑p
i=1 f(Ŝi), f(So)

}

ατ
≥ (1− b)(1 + α)− αb(1 − b) + b(1 + α− αb)

(1 + α)[α(1 − b) + 1]
− 2p−1

=
1 + α(1 − b)

(1 + α)[α(1 − b) + 1]
− 2p−1 =

1

1 + α
− 2p−1 .

The corollary now follows by rearranging this inequality (and recalling that α ∈ (0, 1]).

Note that the guarantee of Corollary 7 (for the case it considers) is always weaker than the
guarantee of Lemma 3. Thus, we can summarize the results we have proved so far using the
following proposition.

Proposition 8. Algorithm 1 stores O (pk) elements, makes at most p marginal value calcula-
tions while processing each arriving element and its output set has an expected value of at least
(

α
α+1 − 2p−1

)

τ .

Using the last proposition, we can now prove the following theorem. As discussed at the
beginning of the section, in Section 4 we explain how the assumption that τ is known can be
dropped at the cost of a slight increase in the number of of elements stored by the algorithm and
its update time, which yields Theorem 1.

Theorem 9. Assume there exists an α-approximation offline algorithm OfflineAlg for maximiz-
ing a non-negative submodular function subject to cardinality constraint whose space complexity is
nearly linear in the size of the ground set. Then, for every constant ε ∈ (0, 1], there exists a semi-
streaming algorithm that assumes access to an estimate τ of f(OPT) obeying (1− ε/2) · f(OPT) ≤
τ ≤ f(OPT) and provides ( α

1+α − ε)-approximation for the problem of maximizing a non-negative

submodular function subject to cardinality constraint. This algorithm stores O(kε−1) elements and
calculates O(ε−1) marginal values while processing each arriving element.

Proof. Consider the algorithm obtained from Algorithm 1 by setting p = ⌈4/ε⌉. By Proposition 8
and the non-negativity of f , this algorithm stores only O(pk) = O(kε−1) elements, calculates only
p = O(ε−1) marginal values while processing each arriving element, and the expected value of its
output set is at least

max

{

0,

(
α

α + 1
− 2p−1

)

τ

}

≥
(

α

α + 1
− ε

2

)

· (1− ε/2) · f(OPT) ≥
(

α

α + 1
− ε

)

· f(OPT) ,

where the first inequality holds since p ≥ 4/ε and τ obeys, by assumption, τ ≥ (1−ε/2)·f(OPT).
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4 Complete Algorithm

In this section, we explain how one can drop the assumption from Section 3 that the algorithm has
access to an estimate τ of f(OPT). This completes the proof of Theorem 1.

Technically, we analyze in this section the variant of Algorithm 1 given as Algorithm 2. It gets
the same two parameters α and p received by Algorithm 1 plus an additional parameter ε′ ∈ (0, 1)
controlling the guaranteed quality of the output. The algorithm is based on a technique originally
due to Kazemi et al. [31]. Throughout its execution, Algorithm 2 tracks in m a lower bound on the
value of f(OPT). The algorithm also maintains a set T = {(1+ε′)i | m/(1 + ε′) ≤ (1 + ε′)i ≤ mk/c}
of values that, given the current value of the lower bound m, are (1) possible estimates for f(OPT)
at the current point and (2) are not so large that they dwarf this lower bound (of course, T includes
only a subset of the possible estimates obeying these requirements). For every estimate τ in T , the
algorithm maintains p sets Sτ

1 , Sτ
2 , . . . , Sτ

p . We note that the set of solutions maintained is updated
every time that T is updated (which happens after every update of m). Specifically, whenever a
new value τ is added to T , the algorithm instantiate p new sets Sτ

1 , Sτ
2 , . . . , Sτ

p , and whenever a
value τ is dropped from T , the algorithm deletes Sτ

1 , Sτ
2 , . . . , Sτ

p .
While a value τ remains in T , Algorithm 2 maintains the sets Sτ

1 , Sτ
2 , . . . , Sτ

p in exactly the same
way that Algorithm 1 maintains its sets S1, S2, . . . , Sp given this value τ as an estimate for f(OPT).
Moreover, we show below that if τ remains in T when the algorithm terminates, then the contents
of Sτ

1 , Sτ
2 , . . . , Sτ

p when the algorithm terminates are equal to the contents of the sets S1, S2, . . . , Sp

when Algorithm 1 terminates after executing with this τ as the estimate for f(OPT). Thus, one
can view Algorithm 2 as parallel execution of Algorithm 1 for many estimates of f(OPT) at the
same time. After viewing the last element, Algorithm 2 calculates for every τ ∈ T an output set
S̄τ based on the sets Sτ

1 , Sτ
2 , . . . , Sτ

p in the same way Algorithm 1 does that, and then outputs the
best output set computed for any τ ∈ T .

Algorithm 2: StreamProcess (p, α, ε′)

1 Let c← α
1+α .

2 Let m← f(∅) and T ←
{

(1 + ε′)h | m/(1 + ε′) ≤ (1 + ε′)h ≤ mk/c
}

.

3 for each arriving element e do

4 Let m′ ← max{f({e}), maxτ∈T,1≤i≤p f(Sτ
i )}.

5 if m < m′ then

6 Update m← m′, and then T ←
{

(1 + ε′)h | m/(1 + ε′) ≤ (1 + ε′)h ≤ mk/c
}

.

7 Delete Sτ
1 , Sτ

2 , . . . , Sτ
p for every value τ removed from T in Line 6.

8 Initialize Sτ
i ← ∅ for every value τ added to T in Line 6 and integer 1 ≤ i ≤ p.

9 for every τ ∈ T do

10 if there exists an integer 1 ≤ i ≤ p such that |Sτ
i | < k and f(e | Sτ

i ) ≥ cτ
k then

11 Update Sτ
i ← Sτ

i ∪ {e} (if there are multiple options for i, pick an arbitrary one).

12 for every τ ∈ T do

13 Find another feasible solution Sτ
o ⊆

⋃p
i=1 Sτ

i by running OfflineAlg with
⋃p

i=1 Sτ
i as

the ground set.
14 Let S̄τ be the better solution among Sτ

o and the p solutions Sτ
1 , Sτ

2 , . . . , Sτ
p .

15 return the best solution among {S̄τ}τ∈T , or the empty set if T = ∅.

We begin the analysis of Algorithm 2 by providing a basic lower bound on the value of each set

11



Sτ
i . This lower bound can be viewed as a generalized counterpart of Lemma 3.

Lemma 10. At every point during the execution of the algorithm, for every τ ∈ T and 1 ≤ i ≤ p

it holds that f(Sτ
i ) ≥ ατ ·|Sτ

i
|

(1+α)k .

Proof. Denote by e1, e2, . . . , e|Sτ

i
| the elements of Sτ

i in the order of their arrival. Using this notation,
the value of f(Sτ

i ) can be written as follows.

f(Sτ
i ) = f(∅) +

|Sτ

i
|

∑

j=1

f
(

ej | {e1, e2, . . . , ej−1}
) ≥

|Sτ

i
|

∑

i=1

ατ

(1 + α)k
=

ατ · |Sτ
i |

(1 + α)k
,

where the inequality holds since the non-negativity of f implies f(∅) ≥ 0 and Algorithm 2 adds
an element ej to Sτ

i only when f
(
ej | {e1, e2, . . . , ej−1}

) ≥ cτ
k = ατ

(1+α)k .

Using the last lemma we can now prove the following observation, which upper bounds the size
of each set Sτ

i maintained by Algorithm 2, and thus, serves as a first step towards bounding the
space complexity of this algorithm.

Observation 11. At the end of the every iteration of Algorithm 2, the size of the set Sτ
i is at most

mk/(cτ) + 1 for every τ ∈ T and integer 1 ≤ i ≤ p.

Proof. Let S̄τ
i denote the content of the set Sτ

i at the beginning of the iteration. Since at most a
single element is added to Sτ

i during the iteration, we get via Lemma 10 that the value of the set
S̄τ

i is at least
ατ · |S̄τ

i |
(1 + α)k

≥ ατ · (|Sτ
i | − 1)

(1 + α)k
=

cτ · (|Sτ
i | − 1)

k
.

The way in which Algorithm 2 updates m guarantees that immediately after the update of m at
the beginning of the iteration, the value of m was at least as large as the value of S̄τ

i , and thus, we
get

m ≥ cτ · (|Sτ
i | − 1)

k
,

which implies the observation.

We are now ready to bound the space complexity and update time of Algorithm 2.

Lemma 12. Algorithm 2 can be implemented so that it stores O(pk(ε′)−1 log α−1) elements and
makes only O(p(ε′)−1 log(k/α)) marginal value calculations when processing each arriving element.

Proof. We begin the proof with two technical calculations. First, note that the number of estimates
in T is upper bounded at all times by

1 + log1+ε′

(
km/c

m/(1 + ε′)

)

= 2 +
ln k − ln c

ln(1 + ε′)
≤ 2 +

ln k − ln c

2ε′/3
= O((ε′)−1(log k − log c)) .

Second, note that

∑

τ∈T

p
∑

i=1

(|Sτ
i | − 1) ≤

∑

τ∈T

min

{

pk,
pmk

cτ

}

≤
∑

h∈Z

(1+ε′)h+1≥m

min

{

pk,
pmk

c(1 + ε′)h

}

≤ pk ·
∣
∣
∣
∣

{

h ∈ Z | m

1 + ε′ ≤ (1 + ε′)h < m/c

}∣
∣
∣
∣+

∞∑

h=0

pk

(1 + ε′)h

≤ pk ·
(

log1+ε′

(
m/c

m

)

+ 2

)

+
pk

1− 1/(1 + ε′)
≤ pk · (ln c−1 + 2)

ln(1 + ε′)
+

pk(1 + ε′)
ε′

= O(pk(ε′)−1 log c−1) + O(pk(ε′)−1) = O(pk(ε′)−1 log c−1) ,
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where the first inequality follows from Observation 11 and the fact that all the sets maintained by
Algorithm 2 are of size at most k; and the second inequality follows from the definition of T .

We now observe that, while processing each arriving element, Algorithm 2 makes p marginal
value calculations in association with every value τ ∈ T and another set of O(p) such calculations
that are not associated with any value of T . Thus, the total number of marginal value calculations
made by the algorithm during the processing of an arriving element is

p · |T |+O(p) = p ·O((ε′)−1(log k− log c))+O(p) = O(p(ε′)−1(log k− log c)) = O(p(ε′)−1 log(k/c)) .

We also note that Algorithm 2 has to store only the elements belonging to Sτ
i for some τ ∈ T and

integer 1 ≤ i ≤ p. Thus, in all these sets together the algorithm stores O(pk(ε′)−1 log c−1) elements
since

∑

τ∈T

p
∑

i=1

|Sτ
i | =

∑

τ∈T

p
∑

i=1

(| supp(Sτ
i )| − 1) + p|T |

= O(pk(ε′)−1 log c−1) + p ·O((ε′)−1(log k − log c)) = O(pk(ε′)−1 log c−1) .

To complete the proof of the lemma, it remains to note that c = α/(1 + α) ≥ α/2.

A this point we divert our attention to analyzing the approximation gaurantee of Algorithm 2.
Let us denote by m̂ and T̂ the final values of m and T , respectively.

Observation 13. c ∈ (0, 1/2], and thus, T̂ is not empty unless m̂ = 0.

Proof. Since α ∈ (0, 1] and α/(α + 1) is an increasing function of α,

c =
α

α + 1
∈
(

0

0 + 1
,

1

1 + 1

]

= (0, 1/2] .

The last observation immediately implies that when T̂ is empty, all the singletons have zero
values, and the same must be true for every other non-empty set by the submodularity and non-
negativity of f . Thus, OPT = ∅, which makes the output of Algorithm 2 optimal in the rare case
in which T̂ is empty. Hence, we can assume from now on that T̂ 6= ∅. The following lemma shows
that T̂ contains a good estimate for f(OPT) in this case.

Lemma 14. The set T̂ contains a value τ̂ such that (1− ε′) · f(OPT) ≤ τ̂ ≤ f(OPT).

Proof. Observe that m̂ ≥ max
{

f(∅), maxe∈V

{

f
({e})}}. Thus, by the submodularity of f ,

f(OPT) ≤ f(∅) +
∑

e∈OPT

[f({e})− f(∅)] ≤ max






f(∅),

∑

e∈OPT

f
({e})






≤ km̂ ≤ km̂

c
.

In contrast, one can note that m is equal to the value of f for some feasible solution, and thus,
f(OPT) ≥ m̂. Since T̂ contains all the values of the form (1 + ε′)i in the range [m̂/(1 + ε′), km̂/c],
the above inequalities imply that it contains in particular the largest value of this form that is still
not larger than f(OPT). Let us denote this value by τ̂ . By definition, τ̂ ≤ f(OPT). Additionally,

τ̂ · (1 + ε′) ≥ f(OPT)⇒ τ̂ ≥ f(OPT)

1 + ε′ ≥ (1− ε′) · f(OPT) .
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Let us now concentrate on the value τ̂ whose existence is guaranteed by Lemma 14, and let
Ŝ1, Ŝ2, . . . , Ŝp denote the sets maintained by Algorithm 1 when it gets τ̂ as the estimate for f(OPT).
Additionally, let us denote by e1, e2, . . . , en the elements of V in the order of their arrival, and let ej

be the element whose arrival made Algorithm 2 add τ̂ to T (i.e., τ̂ was added to T by Algorithm 2
while processing ej). If τ̂ belonged to T from the very beginning of the execution of Algorithm 2,
then we define j = 1

Lemma 15. All the sets Ŝ1, Ŝ2, . . . , Ŝp maintained by Algorithm 1 are empty immediately prior to
the arrival of ej .

Proof. If j = 1, then lemma is trivial. Thus, we assume j > 1 in the rest of this proof. Prior to the
arrival of ej , τ̂ was not part of T . Nevertheless, since τ̂ ∈ T̂ , we must have at all times

τ̂ ≥ m̂

1 + ε′ ≥
m

1 + ε′ ,

where the second inequality holds since the value m only increases over time. Therefore, the reason
that τ̂ did not belong to T prior to the arrival of ej must have been that m was smaller than cτ̂/k.
Since m is at least as large as the value of any singleton containing an element already viewed by
the algorithm we get, for every two integers 1 ≤ t ≤ j − 1 and 1 ≤ i ≤ p,

cτ̂

k
> f({et}) ≥ f({et} | ∅) ≥ f

(

et | Ŝi ∧ 1{e1,e2,...,et−1}) ,

where the second inequality follows from the non-negativity of f and the last from its submodularity.
Thus, et is not added by Algorithm 1 to any one of the sets Ŝ1, Ŝ2, . . . , Ŝp, which implies that all
these sets are empty at the moment ej arrives.

According to the above discussion, from the moment τ̂ gets into T , Algorithm 2 updates the
sets S τ̂

1 , S τ̂
2 , . . . , S τ̂

p in the same way that Algorithm 1 updates Ŝ1, Ŝ2, . . . , Ŝp (note that, once τ̂ gets

into T , it remains there for good since τ̂ ∈ T̂ ). Together with the previous lemma which shows
that Ŝ1, Ŝ2, . . . , Ŝp are empty just like S τ̂

1 , S τ̂
2 , . . . , S τ̂

p at the moment ej arrives, this implies that

the final contents of S τ̂
1 , S τ̂

2 , . . . , S τ̂
p are equal to the final contents of Ŝ1, Ŝ2, . . . , Ŝp, respectively.

Since the set S̄τ̂ is computed based on the final contents of S τ̂
1 , S τ̂

2 , . . . , S τ̂
p in the same way that

the output of Algorithm 1 is computed based on the final contents of Ŝ1, Ŝ2, . . . , Ŝp, we get the
following corollary.

Corollary 16. If it is guaranteed that the approximation ratio of Algorithm 1 is at least β when
(1−ε′) ·f(OPT) ≤ τ ≤ f(OPT) for some choice of the parameters α and p, then the approximation
ratio of Algorithm 2 is at least β as well for this choice of α and p.

We are now ready to prove Theorem 1.

Theorem 1. Assume there exists an α-approximation offline algorithm OfflineAlg for maximiz-
ing a non-negative submodular function subject to a cardinality constraint whose space complexity
is nearly linear in the size of the ground set. Then, for every constant ε ∈ (0, 1], there exists an
( α

1+α−ε)-approximation semi-streaming algorithm for maximizing a non-negative submodular func-

tion subject to a cardinality constraint. The algorithm stores O(kε−2 log α−1) elements and makes
O(ε−2 log(k/α)) marginal value computations while processing each arriving element. Furthermore,
if OfflineAlg is deterministic, then so is the algorithm that we get.
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Proof. The proof of Theorem 9 shows that Algorithm 1 achieves an approximation guarantee of
α

1+α − ε when it has access to a value τ obeying (1 − ε/2) · f(OPT) ≤ τ ≤ f(OPT) and its
parameter p is set to ⌈4/ε⌉. According to Corollary 16, this implies that by setting the parameter
p of Algorithm 2 in the same way and setting ε′ to ε/2, we get an algorithm whose approximation
ratio is at least α

1+α − ε and does not assume access to an estimate τ of f(OPT).
It remains to bound the space requirement and update time of the algorithm obtained in this

way. Plugging the equalities p = ⌈4/ε⌉ and ε′ = ε/2 into the guarantee of Lemma 12, we get
that the algorithm we have obtained stores O(kε−2 log α−1) elements and makes O(ε−2 log(k/α))
marginal value calculations while processing each arriving element.
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A Details about the Error in a Previous Work

As mentioned above, Chekuri et al. [17] described a semi-streaming algorithm for the problem of
maximizing a non-negative (not necessarily monotone) submodular function subject to a cardinality
constraint, and claimed an approximation ratio of roguhly 0.212 for this algorithm. However, an
error was later found in the proof of this result [16] (the error does not affect the other results
of [17]). For completeness, we briefly describe in this appendix the error found.

In the proof presented by Chekuri et al. [17], the output set of their algorithm is denoted by
S̃. As is standard in the analysis of algorithms based on single-threshold Greedy, the analysis
distinguishes between two cases: one case in which S̃ = k, and a second case in which S̃ < k. To
argue about the second case, the analysis then implicitly uses the inequality

E

[

f(S̃ ∪OPT) | |S| < k
]

≥ (1−max
e∈V

Pr[e ∈ S̃]) · f(OPT) . (1)

It is claimed by [17] that this inequality follows from Lemma 4 (originally due to [11]). However,
this lemma can yield only the inequalities

E

[

f(S̃ ∪OPT)
]

≥ (1−max
e∈V

Pr[e ∈ S̃]) · f(OPT)

and
E

[

f(S̃ ∪OPT) | |S| < k
]

≥ (1−max
e∈V

Pr[e ∈ S̃ | |S| < k]) · f(OPT) ,

which are similar to (1), but do not imply it.

B Inapproximability

In this appendix, we prove an inapproximability result for the problem of maximizing a non-negative
submodular function subject to cardinality constraint in the data stream model. This result is given
by the next theorem. The proof of the theorem is an adaptation of a proof given by Buchbinder et
al. [12] for a similar result applying to an online variant of the same problem.

Theorem 17. For every constant ε > 0, no data stream algorithm for maximizing a non-negative
submodular function subject to cardinality constraint is (1/2 + ε)-competitive, unless it uses Ω(|V |)
memory.

Proof. Let k ≥ 1 and h ≥ 1 be two integers to be chosen later, and consider the non-negative
submodular function f : 2V → R

+, where V = {ui}k−1
i=1 ∪ {vi}h

i=1 ∪ {w}, defined as follows.

f(S) =







|S| if w /∈ S ,

k +
∣
∣
∣S ∩ {ui}k−1

i=1

∣
∣
∣ if w ∈ S .

It is clear that f is non-negative. One can also verify that the marginal value of each element in V
is non-increasing, and hence, f is submodular.

Let ALG be an arbitrary data stream algorithm for the problem of maximizing a non-negative
submodular function subject to a cardinality constraint, and let us consider what happens when we
give this algorithm the above function f as input, the last element of V to arrive is the element w
and we ask the algorithm to pick a set of size at most k. One can observe that, before the arrival of
w, ALG has no way to distinguish between the other elements of V . Thus, if we denote by M the
set of elements stored by ALG immediately before the arrival of w and assume that the elements
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of V \ {w} arrive at a random order, then every element of V \ {w} belongs to M with the same
probability of E[|M |]/|V \ {w}|. Hence, there must exist some arrival order for the elements of
V \ {w} guaranteeing that

E

[

|M ∩ {ui}k−1
i=1 |

]

=
k−1∑

i=1

Pr[ui ∈M ] ≤ k · E[|M |]
|V \ {w}| .

Note now that the above implies that the expected value of the output set produced by ALG
given the above arrival order is at most

k +
k · E[|M |]
|V \ {w}| .

In contrast, the optimal solution is the set {ui}k−1
i=1 ∪ {w}, whose value is 2k − 1. Therefore, the

competitive ratio of ALG is at most

k + k · E[|M |]/|V \ {w}|
2k − 1

=
1 + E[|M |]/|V \ {w}|

2− 1/k
≤ 1

2
+

1

k
+

E[|M |]
|V \ {w}| .

To prove the theorem we need to show that, when the memory used by ALG is o(|V |), we can choose
large enough values for k and h that will guarantee that the rightmost side of the last inequality
is at most 1/2 + ε. We do so by showing that the two terms 1/k and E[|M |]/|V \ {w}| can both
be upper bounded by ε/2 when the integers k and h are large enough, respectively. For the term
1/k this is clearly the case when k is larger than 2/ε. For the term E[|M |]/|V \ {w}| this is true
because increasing h can make V as large as want, and thus, can make the ratio E[|M |]/|V \ {w}|
as small as necessary due to our assumption that the memory used by ALG (which includes M) is
o(|V |).

C Multilinear extension based algorithm

The properties of the multlinear extension based variant of our algorithm are summerized by the
following theorem.

Theorem 18. Assume there exists an α-approximation offline algorithm OfflineAlg for maxi-
mizing a non-negative submodular function subject to cardinality constraint whose space complexity
is nearly linear in the size of the ground set. Then, for every constant ε ∈ (0, 1], there exists
an ( α

1+α − ε)-approximation semi-streaming algorithm for maximizing a non-negative submodular

function subject to a cardinality constraint. The algorithm stores at most O(kε−2 log α−1) elements.

For ease of the reading, we present below only a simplified version of the multlinear extension
based variant of our algorithm. This simplified version (given as Algorithm 3) captures our main
new ideas, but makes two simplifying assumptions that can be avoided using standard techniques.

• The first assumption is that Algorithm 3 has access to an estimate τ of f(OPT) obeying
(1 − ε/8) · f(OPT) ≤ τ ≤ f(OPT). Such an estimate can be produced using well-known
techniques, such as a technique of [31] used in Section 4, at the cost of increasing the space
complexity of the algorithm only by a factor of O(ε−1 log α−1).

• The second assumption is that Algorithm 3 has value oracle access to the multilinear extension
F . If the time complexity of Algorithm 3 is not important, then this assumption is of no
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consequence since a value oracle query to F can be emulated using an exponential number of
value oracle queries to f . However, the assumption becomes problematic when we would like
to keep the time complexity of the algorithm polynomial and we only have value oracle access
to f , in which case this assumption can be dropped using standard sampling techniques (such
as the one used in [13]). Interestingly, the rounding step of the algorithm and the sampling
technique are the only parts of the extension based algorithm that employ randomness. Since
the rounding can be made deterministic given either exponential time or value oracle access
to F , we get the following observation.

Observation 19. If OfflineAlg is deterministic, then our multinear extension based al-
gorithm is also deterministic when it is allowed either exponential computation time or value
oracle access to F .

A more detailed discussion of the techniques for removing the above assumptions can be found in
an earlier version of this paper (available in [2]) that had this variant of our algorithm as one of its
main results.

Algorithm 3 has two constant parameters p ∈ (0, 1) and c > 0 and maintains a fractional
solution x ∈ [0, 1]V . This fractional solution starts empty, and the algorithm adds to it fractions of
elements as they arrive. Specifically, when an element e arrives, the algorithm considers its marginal
contribution with respect to the current fractional solution x. If this marginal contribution exceeds
the threshold of cτ/k, then the algorithm tries to add to x a p-fraction of e, but might end up
adding a smaller fraction of e if adding a full p-fraction of e to x will make x an infeasible solution,
i.e., make ‖x‖1 > k (note that ‖x‖1 is the sum of the coordinates of x).

After viewing all of the elements, Algorithm 3 uses the fractional solution x to generate two sets
S1 and S2 that are feasible (integral) solutions. The set S1 is generated by rounding the fractional
solution x. As mentioned in Section 3, two rounding procedures, named Pipage Rounding and
Swap Rounding, were suggested for this task in the literature [13, 18]. Both procedures run in
polynomial time and guarantee that the output set S1 of the rounding is always feasible, and that
its expected value with respect to f is at least the value F (x) of the fractional solution x. The set
S2 is generated by applying OfflineAlg to the support of the vector x, which produces a feasible
solution that (approximately) maximizes f among all subsets of the support whose size is at most
k. After computing the two feasible solutions S1 and S2, Algorithm 3 simply returns the better
one of them.

Algorithm 3: StreamProcessExtension (simplified) (p, c)

1 Let x← 1∅.
2 for each arriving element e do

3 if ∂eF (x) ≥ cτ
k then x← x + min{p, k − ‖x‖1} · 1e.

4 Round the vector x to yield a feasible solution S1 such that E[f(S1)] ≥ F (x).
5 Find another feasible solution S2 ⊆ supp(x) by running OfflineAlg with supp(x) as the

ground set.
6 return the better solution among S1 and S2.

Let us denote by x̂ the final value of the fractional solution x (i.e., its value when the stream
ends). We begin the analysis of Algorithm 3 with the following useful observation. In the statement
of observation, and in the rest of the section, we denote by supp(x) the support of vector x, i.e.,
the set {e ∈ V | xe > 0}.
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Observation 20. If ‖x̂‖1 < k, then x̂e = p for every e ∈ supp(x̂). Otherwise, ‖x̂‖1 = k, and the
first part of the observation is still true for every element e ∈ supp(x̂) except for maybe a single
element.

Proof. For every element e added to the support of x by Algorithm 3, the algorithm sets xe to p
unless this will make ‖x‖1 exceed k, in which case the algorithm set xe to be the value that will
make ‖x‖1 equal to k. Thus, after a single coordinate of x is set to a value other than p (or the
initial 0), ‖x‖1 becomes k and Algorithm 3 stops changing x.

Using the last observation we can now bound the space complexity of Algorithm 3, and show
(in particular) that it is a semi-streaming algorithm for a constant p when the space complexity of
OfflineAlg is nearly linear.

Observation 21. Algorithm 3 can be implemented so that it stores at most O(k/p) elements.

Proof. To calculate the sets S1 and S2, Algorithm 3 needs access only to the elements of V that
appear in the support of x. Thus, the number of elements it needs to store is O(| supp(x̂)|) = O(k/p),
where the equality follows from Observation 20.

We now divert our attention to analyzing the approximation ratio of Algorithm 3. The first
step in this analysis is lower bounding the value of F (x̂), which we do by considering two cases,
one when ‖x̂‖1 = k, and the other when ‖x̂‖1 < k. The following lemma bounds the value of F (x̂)
in the first of these cases. Intuitively, this lemma holds since supp(x̂) contains many elements,
and each one of these elements must have increased the value of F (x) significantly when added
(otherwise, Algorithm 3 would not have added this element to the support of x).

Lemma 22. If ‖x̂‖1 = k, then F (x̂) ≥ cτ .

Proof. Denote by e1, e2, . . . , eℓ the elements in the support of x̂, in the order of their arrival. Using
this notation, the value of F (x̂) can be written as follows.

F (x̂) = F (1∅) +
ℓ∑

i=1

(

F
(
x̂ ∧ 1{e1,e2,...,ei}

)− F
(
x̂ ∧ 1{e1,e2,...,ei−1}

))

= F (1∅) +
ℓ∑

i=1

(

x̂ei
· ∂ei

F
(
x̂ ∧ 1{e1,e2,...,ei−1}

))

≥ F (1∅) +
cτ

k
·

ℓ∑

i=1

x̂ei
= F (1∅) +

cτ

k
· ‖x̂‖1 ≥ cτ ,

where the second equality follows from the multilinearity of F , and the first inequality holds since
Algorithm 3 selects an element ei only when ∂ei

F
(
x̂∧1{e1,e2,...,ei−1}

) ≥ cτ
k . The last inequality holds

since f (and thus, also F ) is non-negative and ‖x̂‖1 = k by the assumption of the lemma.

Consider now the case in which ‖x̂‖1 < k. Recall that our objective is to lower bound F (x̂) in
this case as well. To do that, we need to a tool for upper bounding the possible increase in the
value of F (x) when some of the indices of x are zeroed. The next lemma provides such an upper
bound.

Lemma 23. Let f : 2V → R≥0 be a non-negative submodular function, let p be a number in the
range [0, 1] and let x, y be two vectors in [0, 1]V such that

• supp(x) ∩ supp(y) = ∅,
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• and ye ≤ p for every e ∈ V .

Then, the multilinear extension F of f obeys F (x + y) ≥ (1− p) · F (x).

Proof. Let us define the function Gx(S) = E[f(R(x) ∪ S)]. It is not difficult to verify that Gx is
non-negative and submodular, and that Gx(∅) = F (x). Additionally, since supp(x)∩ supp(y) = ∅,
R(x + y) has the same distribution as R(x) ∪ R(y), and therefore,

F (x + y) = E
[

f
(

R(x + y))
]

= E
[

f
(

R(x) ∪ R(y)
)]

= E[Gx(R(y))] ≥ (1− p) ·Gx(∅) = (1− p) · F (x) ,

where the inequality follows from Lemma 4.

Using the last lemma, we now prove two lemmata proving upper and lower bounds the expression
F (x̂ + 1OPT\supp(x̂)).

Lemma 24. If ‖x̂‖1 < k, then F
(
x̂+1OPT\supp(x̂)

) ≥ (1−p)·[p·f(OPT)+(1−p)·f(OPT\supp(x̂)
)]

.

Proof. Since ‖x̂‖1 < k, Observation 20 guarantees that x̂e = p for every e ∈ supp(x̂). Thus
x̂ = p · 1OPT∩supp(x̂) + p · 1supp(x̂)\OPT, and therefore,

F
(
x̂ + 1OPT\supp(x̂)

)
= F

(
p · 1OPT∩supp(x̂) + p · 1supp(x̂)\OPT + 1OPT\supp(x̂)

)

≥ (1− p) · F (p · 1OPT∩supp(x̂) + 1OPT\supp(x̂)

)

≥ (1− p) · f̂(p · 1OPT∩supp(x̂) + 1OPT\supp(x̂)

)

= (1− p) ·
[

p · f(OPT) + (1− p) · f(OPT \ supp(x̂)
)]

,

where the first inequality follows from Lemma 23, the second inequality holds since the Lovász
extension lower bounds the multilinear extension, and the last equality follows from the definition
of the Lovász extension.

In the following lemma, and the rest of the section, we use the notation b = k−1 ·|OPT\supp(x̂)|.
Intuitively, the lemma holds since the fact that the elements of OPT \ supp(x̂) were not added to
the support of x by Algorithm 3 implies that their marginal contribution is small.

Lemma 25. If ‖x̂‖1 < k, then F
(

x̂ + 1OPT\supp(x̂)

) ≤ F (x̂) + bcτ .

Proof. The elements in OPT \ supp(x̂) were rejected by Algorithm 3, which means that their
marginal contribution with respect to the fractional solution x at the time of their arrival was
smaller than cτ/k. Since the fractional solution x only increases during the execution of the
algorithm, the submodularity of f guarantees that the same is true also with respect to x̂. More
formally, we get

∂eF (x̂) <
cτ

k
∀ e ∈ OPT \ supp(x̂) .

Using the submodularity of f again, this implies

F
(
x̂ + 1OPT\supp(x̂)

) ≤ F (x̂) +
∑

e∈OPT\supp(x̂)

∂eF (x̂) ≤ F (x̂) + |OPT \ supp(x̂)| · cτ

k
= F (x̂) + bcτ .

Combining the last two lemmata immediately yields the promised lower bound on F (x̂). To
understand the second inequality in the following corollary, recall that τ ≤ f(OPT).
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Corollary 26. If ‖x̂‖1 < k, then F (x̂) ≥ (1−p) ·
[

p ·f(OPT)+ (1−p) ·f(OPT\ supp(x̂)
)]− bcτ ≥

[p(1− p)− bc]τ + (1− p)2 · f(OPT \ supp(x̂)
)
.

Our next step is to get a lower bound on the expected value of f(S2). One easy way to get such
a lower bound is to observe that OPT∩supp(x̂) is a subset of the support of x̂ of size at most k, and
thus, is a feasible solution for OfflineAlg to return; which implies E[f(S2)] ≥ α·f(OPT∩supp(x̂))
since the algorithm OfflineAlg used to find S2 is an α-approximation algorithm. The following
lemma proves a more involved lower bound by considering the vector (bx̂) ∨ 1OPT∩supp(x̂) as a
fractional feasible solution (using the rounding methods discussed above it, it can be converted into
an integral feasible solution of at least the same value). The proof of the lemma lower bounds the
value of the vector (bx̂)∨ 1OPT∩supp(x̂) using the concavity of the function F ((t · x̂)∨ 1OPT∩supp(x̂))
as well as ideas used in the proofs of the previous claims.

Lemma 27. If ‖x̂‖1 < k, then E[f(S2)] ≥ αb(1 − p− cb)τ + α(1− b) · f(OPT ∩ supp(x̂)).

Proof. Consider the vector (bx̂) ∨ 1OPT∩supp(x̂). Clearly,

∥
∥
∥(bx̂) ∨ 1OPT∩supp(x̂)

∥
∥
∥

1
≤ b · ‖x̂‖1 +

∥
∥
∥1OPT∩supp(x̂)

∥
∥
∥

1

≤ |OPT \ supp(x̂)|+ |OPT ∩ supp(x̂)| = |OPT| ≤ k ,

where the second inequality holds by the definition of b since ‖x̂‖1 < k. Thus, due to the existence
of the rounding methods discussed in the beginning of the section, there must exist a set S of size
at most k obeying f(S) ≥ F ((bx̂) ∨ 1OPT∩supp(x̂)). Since S2 is produced by OfflineAlg, whose
approximation ratio is α, this implies E[f(S2)] ≥ α · F ((bx̂) ∨ 1OPT∩supp(x̂)). Thus, to prove the
lemma it suffices to show that F ((bx̂) ∨ 1OPT∩supp(x̂)) is always at least b(1 − p − cb)τ + (1 − b) ·
f(OPT ∩ supp(x̂)).

The first step towards proving the last inequality is getting a lower bound on F (x̂∨1OPT∩supp(x̂)).
Recall that we already showed in the proof of Lemma 25 that

∂eF (x̂) <
cτ

k
∀ e ∈ OPT \ supp(x̂) .

Thus, the submodularity of f implies

F (x̂ ∨ 1OPT) ≤ F (x̂ ∨ 1OPT∩supp(x̂)) +
∑

e∈OPT\supp(x̂)

∂eF (x̂)

≤ F (x̂ ∨ 1OPT∩supp(x̂)) +
cτ · |OPT \ supp(x̂)|

k
= F (x̂ ∨ 1OPT∩supp(x̂)) + cbτ .

Rearranging this inequality yields

F (x̂ ∨ 1OPT∩supp(x̂)) ≥ F (x̂ ∨ 1OPT)− cbτ ≥ (1− p) · f(OPT)− cbτ ≥ (1− p− cb)τ ,

where the second inequality holds by Lemma 23 since Observation 20 guarantees that every coor-
dinate of x̂ is either 0 or p. This gives us the promised lower bound on F (x̂ ∨ 1OPT∩supp(x̂)).

We now note that the submodularity of f implies that F ((t · x̂) ∨ 1OPT∩supp(x̂)) is a concave
function of t within the range [0, 1]. Since b is inside this range,

F ((bx̂) ∨ 1OPT∩supp(x̂)) ≥ b · F (x̂ ∨ 1OPT∩supp(x̂)) + (1− b) · f(OPT ∩ supp(x̂))

≥ b(1− p− cb)τ + (1− b) · f(OPT ∩ supp(x̂)) ,

which completes the proof of the lemma.
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Using the last two claims we can now obtain a lower bound on the value of the solution of
Algorithm 3 in the case of ‖x̂‖1 < k which is a function of α, τ and p alone. We note that both the
guarantees of Corollary 26 and Lemma 27 are lower bounds on the expected value of the output of
the algorithm in this case since E[f(S1)] ≥ F (x̂). Thus, any convex combination of these guarantees
is also such a lower bound, and the proof of the following corollary basically proves a lower bound
for one such convex combination—for the specific value of c stated in the corollary.

Corollary 28. If ‖x̂‖1 < k and c is set to α(1−p)
α+1 , then E[max{f(S1), f(S2)}] ≥ (1−p)ατ

α+1 .

Proof. The corollary follows immediately from the non-negativity of f when p = 1. Thus, we may
assume p < 1 in the rest of the proof.

By the definition of S1, E[f(S1)] ≥ F (x̂). Thus, by Corollary 26 and Lemma 27,

E[max{f(S1), f(S2)}] ≥ max{E[f(S1)],E[f(S2)]}
≥ max{[p(1 − p)− bc]τ + (1− p)2 · f(OPT \ supp(x̂)

)
,

αb(1 − p− cb)τ + α(1 − b) · f(OPT ∩ supp(x̂))}

≥ α(1− b)

α(1 − b) + (1− p)2
·
[

[p(1 − p)− bc]τ + (1− p)2 · f(OPT \ supp(x̂)
)]

+
(1− p)2

α(1 − b) + (1− p)2
· [αb(1− p− cb)τ + α(1 − b) · f(OPT ∩ supp(x̂))] .

To keep the following calculations short, it will be useful to define q = 1− p and d = 1− b. Using
this notation and the fact that the submodularity and non-negativity of f guarantee together
f
(

OPT \ supp(x̂)
)

+ f
(

OPT ∩ supp(x̂)
) ≥ f(OPT) ≥ τ , the previous inequality implies

E[max{f(S1), f(S2)}]
ατ

≥ (1− b)[p(1 − p)− bc] + b(1− p)2(1− p− bc) + (1− b)(1− p)2

α(1 − b) + (1− p)2

=
d[q(1 − q)− (1− d)c] + q2(1− d)[q − (1− d)c] + dq2

αd + q2

=
d[q − (1− d)c] + q2(1− d)[q − (1− d)c]

αd + q2
=

[d + q2(1− d)][q − (1− d)c]

αd + q2

=
q[d + q2(1− d)](dα + 1)

(α + 1)(dα + q2)
=

d2α + dαq2 − d2αq2 + d + q2 − dq2

dα + q2
· q

α + 1
, (2)

where the fourth equality holds by plugging in the value we assume for c.
The second fraction in the last expression is independent of the value of d, and the derivative

of the first fraction in this expression as a function of d is

(2dα + αq2 − 2dαq2 + 1− q2)[dα + q2]− α(d2α + dαq2 − d2αq2 + d + q2 − dq2)

[dα + q2]2

=
1− q2

[dα + q2]2
· [q2(1− α) + dα(dα + 2q2)] ,

which is always non-negative since both q and α are numbers between 0 and 1. Thus, we get that
the minimal value of the expression (2) is obtained for d = 0 for any choice of q and α. Plugging
this value into d yields

E[max{f(S1), f(S2)}] ≥ qατ

α + 1
=

(1− p)ατ

α + 1
.
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Note that Lemma 22 and Corollary 28 both prove the same lower bound on the expectation
E[max{f(S1), f(S2)}] when c is set to the value it is set to in Corollary 28 (because E[max{f(S1),
f(S2)}] ≥ E[f(S1)] ≥ F (x̂)). Thus, we can summarize the results we have proved so far using the
following proposition.

Proposition 29. Algorithm 3 is a semi-streaming algorithm storing O (k/p) elements. Moreover,
for the value of the parameter c given in Corollary 28, the output set produced by this algorithm
has an expected value of at least ατ(1−p)

α+1 .

Using the last proposition, we can now prove the following theorem. As discussed at the
beginning of the section, the assumption that τ is known can be dropped at the cost of a slight
increase in the number of of elements stored by the algorithm, which yields Theorem 18.

Theorem 30. For every constant ε ∈ (0, 1], there exists a semi-streaming algorithm that assumes
access to an estimate τ of f(OPT) obeying (1 − ε/8) · f(OPT) ≤ τ ≤ f(OPT) and provides
( α

1+α −ε)-approximation for the problem of maximizing a non-negative submodular function subject

to cardinality constraint. This algorithm stores at most O(kε−1) elements.

Proof. Consider the algorithm obtained from Algorithm 3 by setting p = ε/2 and c as is set in
Corollary 28. By Proposition 29, this algorithm stores only O(k/p) = O(kε−1) elements, and the
expected value of its output set is at least

ατ(1− p)

α + 1
≥ α(1 − ε/8)(1 − ε/2)

α + 1
· f(OPT) ≥ α(1− ε)

α + 1
· f(OPT) ≥

(
α

α + 1
− ε

)

· f(OPT) ,

where the first inequality holds since τ obeys, by assumption, τ ≥ (1− ε/8) · f(OPT).

D Algorithm with true randomization

The variant of our algorithm that involves true randomization is shown in Algorithm 4. For
simplicity, we describe the algorithm assuming the knowledge of an estimate of the value of the
optimal solution, f(OPT). To remove this assumption, we use the standard technique introduced
by [4]. The basic idea is to use the maximum singleton value v = maxe f({e}) as a k-approximation
of f(OPT). Given this approximation, one can guess a 1 + ε approximation of f(OPT) from a set
of O(log(k/α)/ε) values ranging from v to kv/α (recall that α is the approximation guarantee of
the offline algorithm OfflineAlg that we use in the post-processing step). The final streaming
algorithm is simply O(log(k/α)/ε) copies of the basic algorithm running in parallel with different
guesses. As new elements appear in the stream, the value v = maxe f({e}) also increases over time
and thus, existing copies of the basic algorithm with small guesses are dropped and new copies
with higher guesses are added. An important observation is that when we introduce a new copy
with a large guess, starting it from mid-stream has exactly the same outcome as if we started it
from the beginning of the stream: all previous elements have marginal gain much smaller than the
guess and smaller than the threshold so they would have been rejected anyway. We refer to [4] for
the full details.

Theorem 31. There is a streaming algorithm StreamProcessRandomized for non-negative,
non-monotone submodular maximization with the following properties (ε > 0 is any desired accuracy
and it is given as input to the algorithm):

• The algorithm makes a single pass over the stream.
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• The algorithm uses O
(

k log(k/α) log(1/ε)
ε3

)

space.

• The update time per item is O
(

log(k/α) log(1/ε)
ε2

)

marginal gain computations.

At the end of the stream, we post-process the output of StreamProcessRandomized using any
offline algorithm OfflineAlg for submodular maximization. The resulting solution is a α

1+α − ε
approximation, where α is the approximation of OfflineAlg.

Algorithm 4: Streaming algorithm for max|S|≤k f(S). PostProcess uses any offline algo-
rithm OfflineAlg with approximation α. Lines shown in blue are comments. The algorithm
does not store the sets Vi,j, they are defined for analysis purposes only.

1 f : 2V → R≥0: submodular and non-negative
2 k: cardinality constraint
3 ε ∈ (0, 1]: accuracy parameter
4 κ: threshold
5 StreamProcessRandomized(f, k, ε, κ)

6 r ← Θ(ln(1/ε)/ε)
7 m← 1/ε
8 Si,j ← ∅ for all i ∈ [r], j ∈ [m]
9 Vi,j ← ∅ for all i ∈ [r], j ∈ [m] // not stored, defined for analysis purposes only

10 for each arriving element e do

11 for i = 1 to r do

12 choose an index j ∈ [m] uniformly and independently at random
13 Vi,j ← Vi,j ∪ {e} // not stored, defined for analysis purposes only
14 if f(Si,j ∪ {e}) − f(Si,j) ≥ κ and |Si,j| < k then

15 Si,j ← Si,j ∪ {e}

16 return {Si,j : i ∈ [r], j ∈ [m]}
17 PostProcess(f, k, ε)

18 Assumes an estimate for f(OPT), see text on how to remove this assumption
19 Uses any offline algorithm OfflineAlg with approximation α
20 κ← α

1+α · 1
k · f(OPT) // threshold

21 {Si,j} ← StreamProcessRandomized(f, k, ε, κ)
22 if |Si,j| = k for some i and j then

23 return Si,j

24 else

25 U ← ⋃

i,j Si,j

26 T ← OfflineAlg(f, k, U)
27 return arg max {f(S1,1), f(T )}

In the remainder of this section, we analyze Algorithm 4 and show that it achieves a α
1+α − ε

approximation, where α is the approximation guarantee of the offline algorithm OfflineAlg.
We divide the analysis into two cases, depending on the probability of the event that a set Si,1

(for some i ∈ [r]) constructed by StreamProcessRandomized has size k. For every i ∈ [r],
let Fi be the event that |Si,1| = k. Since each of the r repetitions (iterations of the for loop of
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Algorithm 5: Single threshold Greedy algorithm. The algorithm processes the elements
in the order in which they arrive in the stream, and it uses the same threshold κ as
StreamProcessRandomized.

1 STGreedy(f, N, k, κ):

2 S ← ∅

3 for each e ∈ N in the stream order do

4 if f(S ∪ {e}) − f(S) ≥ κ and |S| < k then

5 S ← S ∪ {e}

6 return S

StreamProcessRandomized) use independent randomness to partition V , the events F1, . . . ,Fr

are independent. Additionally, the events F1, . . . ,Fr have the same probability. We divide the
analysis into two cases, depending on whether Pr[F1] ≥ ε or Pr[F1] < ε. In the first case, since we
are repeating r = Θ(ln(1/ε)/ε) times, the probability that there is a set Si,j of size k is at least
1− ε, and we obtain the desired approximation since f(Si,j) ≥ κ |Si,j| = κk = α

1+αf(OPT). In the

second case, we have Pr
[

F1

]

≥ 1− ε and we argue that
⋃

i,j Si,j contains a good solution. We now

give the formal argument for each of the cases.

D.1 The case Pr[F1] ≥ ε

As noted earlier, the events F1, . . . ,Fr are independent and have the same probability. Thus,

Pr
[

F1 ∪ · · · ∪ Fr

]

≤ (1− ε)r ≤ exp(−εr) ≤ ε

since r = Θ(ln(1/ε)/ε). Thus Pr[F1 ∪ · · · ∪ Fr] ≥ 1− ε.
Conditioned on the event F1∪· · ·∪Fr, we obtain the desired approximation due to the following

lemma. The lemma follows from the fact that the marginal gain of each selected element is at least
κ.

Lemma 32. We have f (Si,j) ≥ κ |Si,j| for all i ∈ [r], j ∈ [m].

Proof. To simplify notation, let S = Si,j. Let e1, . . . , e|S| be the elements of S in the order in which

they were added to S. Let S(t) = {e1, . . . , et}. We have f(S(t)) − f(S(t−1)) = f(S(t−1) ∪ {et}) −
f(S(t−1)) ≥ κ and thus

f(S)− f(∅) =

|S|
∑

t=1

(

f(S(t))− f(S(t−1))
)

≥ κ|S|

We can combine the two facts and obtain the desired approximation as follows. Let S be the
random variable equal to the solution returned by PostProcess. We have

E[f(S)] ≥ E[f(S)|F1 ∪ · · · ∪ Fr] Pr[F1 ∪ · · · ∪ Fr] ≥ (1− ε)κk = (1− ε)
α

1 + α
f(OPT) .
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D.2 The case Pr[F1] < ε

In this case, we show that the solution arg max {f(T ), f(S1,1)}, which is returned on the last line
of PostProcess, has good value in expectation. Our analysis borrows ideas and techniques from
the work of Barbosa et al. [5]: the probabilities pe defined below are analogous to the probabilities
used in that work; the division of OPT into two sets based on these probabilities is analogous to
the division employed in Section 7.3 in that work; Lemma 34 shows a consistency property for
the single threshold greedy algorithm that is analogous to the consistency property shown for the
standard greedy algorithm and other algorithms by Barbosa et al. We emphasize that Barbosa et
al. use these concepts in a different context (specifically, monotone maximization in the distributed
setting). When applied to our context—non-monotone maximization in the streaming setting—the
framework of Barbosa et al. requires Ω(

√
nk) memory if used with a single pass (alternatively, they

use Ω(min{k, 1/ε}) passes) and achieves worse approximation guarantees.
Notation and definitions. For analysis purposes only, we make use of the Lovasz exten-

sion f̂ . We fix an optimal solution OPT ∈ arg max{f(A) : A ⊆ V, |A| ≤ k}. Let V(1/m) be the
distribution of 1/m-samples of V , where a 1/m-sample of V includes each element of V indepen-
dently at random with probability 1/m. Note that Vi,j ∼ V(1/m) for every i ∈ [r], j ∈ [m] (see
StreamProcessRandomized). Additionally, for each i ∈ [r], Vi,1, . . . , Vi,m is a partition of V
into 1/m-samples.

For a subset N ⊆ V , we let STGreedy(N) be the output of the single threshold greedy
algorithm when run as follows (see also Algorithm 5 for a formal description of the algorithm):
the algorithm processes the elements of N in the order in which they arrive in the stream and it
uses the same threshold κ as StreamProcessRandomized; starting with the empty solution and
continuing until the size constraint of k is reached, the algorithm adds an element to the current
solution if its marginal gain is above the threshold. Note that Si,j = STGreedy(Vi,j) for all
i ∈ [r], j ∈ [m]. For analysis purposes only, we also consider STGreedy(N) for sets N that do not
correspond to any set Vi,j.

For each e ∈ V , we define

pe =

{

PrX∼V(1/m) [e ∈ STGreedy(X ∪ {e})] if e ∈ OPT

0 otherwise .

We partition OPT into two sets:

O1 = {e ∈ OPT: pe ≥ ε}
O2 = OPT \O1 .

We also define the following subset of O2:

O′
2 = {e ∈ O2 : e /∈ STGreedy (V1,1 ∪ {e})} .

Note that (O1, O2) is a deterministic partition of OPT, whereas O′
2 is a random subset of O2.

The role of the sets O1, O2, O′
2 will become clearer in the analysis. The intuition is that, using the

repetition, we can ensure that each element of O1 ends up in the collected set U =
⋃

i,j Si,j with good
probability: each iteration i ∈ [r] ensures that an element e ∈ O1 is in Si,1∪· · ·∪Si,m with probability
pe ≥ ε and, since we repeat r = Θ(ln(1/ε)/ε) times, we will ensure that E[1O1∩U ] ≥ (1−ε)1O1 . We

also have that E

[

1O′
2

]

≥ (1− ε)1O2 : an element e ∈ O2 \O′
2 ends up being picked by STGreedy

when run on input V1,1∪{e}, which is a low probability event for the elements in O2; more precisely,
the probability of this event is equal to pe (since V1,1 ∼ V(1/m)) and pe ≤ ε (since e ∈ O2). Thus
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E

[

1(O1∩U)∪O′
2

]

≥ (1 − ε)1OPT , which implies that the expected value of (O1 ∩ U) ∪ O′
2 is at least

(1− ε)f(OPT). However, whereas O1 ∩U is available in the post-processing phase, elements of O′
2

may not be available and they may account for most of the value of O2. The key insight is to show
that S1,1 makes up for the lost value from these elements.

We start the analysis with two helper lemmas, which follow from standard arguments that have
been used in previous works. The first of these lemmas follows from an argument based on the
Lovasz extension and its properties.

Lemma 33. Let 0 ≤ u ≤ v ≤ 1. Let S ⊆ V \ OPT and O ⊆ OPT be random sets such that
E[1S ] ≤ u1V \OPT and E[1O] ≥ v1OPT. Then E[f(S ∪O)] ≥ (v − u)f(OPT).

Proof. Let f̂ be the Lovasz extension of f . Using the fact that f̂ is an extension and it is convex,
we obtain

E[f(S ∪O)] = E

[

f̂ (1S∪O)
]

≥ f̂ (E[1S∪O]) = f̂ (E[1S ] + E[1O])

Let x := E[1S ] + E[1O]. Note that

xe =

{

Pr[e ∈ S] ≤ u if e ∈ V \OPT

Pr[e ∈ O] ≥ v if e ∈ OPT .

Thus, we have

f̂(x) =

∫ 1

0
f ({e ∈ V : xe ≥ θ}) dθ ≥

∫ v

u
f ({e ∈ V : xe ≥ θ}) dθ = (v − u)f(OPT) .

The first equality is the definition of f̂ . The inequality is by the non-negativity of f . The second
equality is due to the fact that, for u < θ ≤ v, we have {e ∈ V : xe ≥ θ} = OPT.

The following lemma establishes a consistency property for the STGreedy algorithm, analogous
to the consistency property shown and used by Barbosa et al. for algorithms such as the standard
Greedy algorithm. The proof is also very similar to the proof shown by Barbosa et al.

Lemma 34. Conditioned on the event |S1,1| < k, STGreedy (V1,1 ∪O′
2) = STGreedy (V1,1) =

S1,1.

Proof. To simplify notation, we let V1 = V1,1 and S1 = S1,1. Let X = STGreedy(V1∪O′
2). Suppose

for contradiction that S1 6= X. Let e1, e2, . . . , e|V1∪O′
2| be the elements of V1 ∪ O′

2 in the order in
which they arrived in the stream. Let i be the smallest index such that STGreedy({e1, . . . , ei}) 6=
STGreedy({e1, . . . , ei} ∩ V1). By the choice of i, we have

STGreedy({e1, . . . , ei−1}) = STGreedy({e1, . . . , ei−1} ∩ V1) := A .

Note that |A| < k, since A ⊆ S1 and |S1| < k by assumption. Since STGreedy({e1, . . . , ei}) 6=
STGreedy({e1, . . . , ei}∩V1), we must have ei /∈ V1 (and thus ei ∈ O′

2\V1) and f(A∪{ei})−f(A) ≥
κ. The latter implies that ei ∈ STGreedy(V1 ∪ {ei}): after processing all of the elements of V1

that arrived before ei, the partial greedy solution is A; when ei arrives, it is added to the solution
since |A| < k and f(A ∪ {ei})− f(A) ≥ κ. But then ei /∈ O′

2, which is a contradiction.

We now proceed with the main analysis. Recall that PostProcess runs OfflineAlg on U
to obtain a solution T , and returns the better of the two solutions S1,1 and T . In the following
lemma, we show that the value of this solution is proportional to f(S1,1 ∪ (O1 ∩ U)). Note that
S1,1 ∪ (O1 ∩ U) may not be feasible, since we could have |S1,1| > |O2|, and hence the scaling based

on |O2|
k .
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Lemma 35. We have max {f(S1,1), f(T )} ≥ α

1+α

(

1− |O2|

k

)f(S1,1 ∪ (O1 ∩ U)).

Proof. To simplify notation, we let S1 = S1,1. Let b = |O2|. First, we analyze f(T ). Let X ⊆ S1 be
a random subset of S1 such that |X| ≤ b and E[1X ] = b

k 1S1 . We can select such a subset as follows:
we first choose a permutation of S1 uniformly at random, and let X̃ be the first s := min {b, |S1|}
elements in the permutation. For each element of X̃, we add it to X with probability p := |S1|b/(sk).

Since X ∪ ((O1 ∩ U) \ S1) is a feasible solution contained in U and OfflineAlg achieves an
α-approximation, we have

f(T ) ≥ αf(X ∪ ((O1 ∩ U) \ S1)) .

By taking expectation over X only (more precisely, the random sampling that we used to select
X) and using that f̂ is a convex extension, we obtain:

f(T ) ≥ αEX [f(X ∪ ((O1 ∩ U) \ S1))] = αEX

[

f̂
(

1X∪((O1∩U)\S1)

)]

≥ αf̂
(

EX

[

1X∪((O1∩U)\S1)

])

= αf̂

(
b

k
1S1 + 1(O1∩U)\S1

)

.

Next, we lower bound max {f(S1), f(T )} using a convex combination (1 − θ)f(S1) + θf(T ) with

coefficient θ = 1/(1+α
(

1− b
k

)

). Note that 1−θ = θα
(

1− b
k

)

. By taking this convex combination,

using the previous inequality lower bounding f(T ), and the convexity and restricted scale invariance
of f̂ , we obtain:

max {f(S1), f(T )} ≥ (1− θ)f(S1) + θf(T ) = θα

(

1− b

k

)

f(S1) + θf(T )

≥ θα

(

1− b

k

)

f̂ (1S1) + θαf̂

(
b

k
1S1 + 1(O1∩U)\S1

)

= θα

(

2− b

k

)(

1− b
k

2− b
k

f̂ (1S1) +
1

2− b
k

f̂

(
b

k
1S1 + 1(O1∩U)\S1

))

≥ θα

(

2− b

k

)

f̂

(

1− b
k

2− b
k

1S1 +
1

2− b
k

(
b

k
1S1 + 1(O1∩U)\S1

))

= θα

(

2− b

k

)

f̂

(

1

2− b
k

1S1∪(O1∩U)

)

≥ α

1 + α
(

1− b
k

)f(S1 ∪ (O1 ∩ U)) .

Next, we analyze the expected value of f(S1,1 ∪ (O1 ∩ U)). We do so in two steps: first we
analyze the marginal gain of O′

2 on top of S1,1 and show that it is suitably small, and then we
analyze f(S1,1 ∪ (O1 ∩ U) ∪ O′

2) and show that its expected value is proportional to f(OPT). We
use the notation f(A | B) to denote the marginal gain of set A on top of set B, i.e., f(A | B) =
f(A ∪B)− f(B).

Lemma 36. We have E[f (O′
2 | S1,1)] ≤ κb + εf(OPT).

Proof. As before, to simplify notation, we let S1 = S1,1 and V1 = V1,1. We break down the
expectation using the law of total expectation as follows:

E
[
f
(
O′

2 | S1
)]

= E
[
f
(
O′

2 | S1
) | |S1| < k

] · Pr[|S1| < k]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

≤1

+E
[
f
(
O′

2 | S1
) | |S1| = k

]

︸ ︷︷ ︸

≤f(OPT)

·Pr[|S1| = k]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

≤ε

≤ E
[
f
(
O′

2 | S1
) | |S1| < k

]
+ εf(OPT) .

32



Above, we have used that f(O′
2 | S1) ≤ f(O′

2) ≤ f(OPT), where the first inequality follows by
submodularity. We have also used that Pr[|S1| = k] = Pr[F1] ≤ ε. Thus, it only remains to show
that E[f (O′

2 | S1) | |S1| < k] ≤ κb.
We condition on the event |S1| < k for the remainder of the proof. By Lemma 34, we have

STGreedy(V1∪O′
2) = S1. Since |S1| < k, each element of O′

2\S1 was rejected because its marginal
gain was below the threshold when it arrived in the stream. This, together with submodularity,
implies that

f
(

O′
2 | S1

) ≤ κ
∣
∣O′

2

∣
∣ ≤ κb .

Lemma 37. We have E[f(S1,1 ∪ (O1 ∩ U) ∪O′
2)] ≥ (1− 2ε)f(OPT).

Proof. We apply Lemma 33 to the following sets:

S = S1,1 \OPT

O = (S1,1 ∩OPT) ∪ (O1 ∩ U) ∪O′
2 .

We show below that E[1S ] ≤ ε1V \OPT and E[1O] ≥ (1 − ε)1OPT. Assuming these bounds, we can
take u = ε and v = 1− ε in Lemma 33, which gives the desired result.

Since S ⊆ S1,1 ⊆ V1,1 and V1,1 is a (1/m)-sample of V , we have E[1S ] ≤ 1
m1V \OPT = ε1V \OPT.

Thus it only remains to show that, for each e ∈ OPT, we have Pr[e ∈ O] ≥ 1 − ε. Since
(O1 ∩ U) ∪ O′

2 ⊆ O, it suffices to show that Pr[e ∈ (O1 ∩ U) ∪O′
2] ≥ 1 − ε, or equivalently that

Pr[e ∈ (O1 \ U) ∪ (O2 \O′
2)] ≤ ε.

Recall that (O1, O2) is a deterministic partition of OPT. Thus e belongs to exactly one of O1

and O2 and we consider each of these cases in turn.
Suppose that e ∈ O1. A single iteration of the for loop of StreamProcessRandomized

ensures that e is in Si,1 ∪ · · · ∪ Si,m with probability pe ≥ ε. Since we perform r = Θ(ln(1/ε)/ε)
independent iterations, we have Pr[e /∈ U ] ≤ (1− ε)r ≤ exp(−εr) ≤ ε.

Suppose that e ∈ O2. We have

Pr
[
e ∈ O2 \O′

2

]
= Pr[e ∈ STGreedy (V1,1 ∪ {e})] = pe ≤ ε ,

where the first equality follows from the definition of O′
2, the second equality follows from the

definition of pe and the fact that V1,1 ∼ V(1/m), and the inequality follows from the definition of
O2.

Lemmas 36 and 37 immediately imply the following:

Lemma 38. We have E[f (S1,1 ∪ (O1 ∩ U))] ≥ (1− 3ε)f(OPT)− κb.

Proof. Recall that we use the notation f(A | B) = f(A ∪B)− f(B). We have

f (S1,1 ∪ (O1 ∩ U)) = f
(

S1,1 ∪ (O1 ∩ U) ∪O′
2

)− f
(

O′
2 | S1,1 ∪ (O1 ∩ U)

)

≥ f
(
S1,1 ∪ (O1 ∩ U) ∪O′

2

)− f
(
O′

2 | S1,1
)

,

where the inequality is by submodularity.
By taking expectation and using Lemmas 36 and 37, we obtain the desired result.

Finally, Lemmas 35 and 38 give the approximation guarantee:

Lemma 39. We have E[max {f(S1,1), f(T )}] ≥
(

α
1+α − 3ε

)

f(OPT).
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Proof. By Lemmas 35 and 38, we have

E[max {f(S1,1), f(T )}] ≥ α

1 + α
(

1− b
k

)E[f (S1,1 ∪ (O1 ∩ U))]

≥ α

1 + α
(

1− b
k

) ((1− 3ε)f(OPT)− κb)

=
α

1 + α
(

1− b
k

)

(

(1− 3ε)f(OPT)− α

1 + α

b

k
f(OPT)

)

≥
(

α

1 + α
− 3ε

)

f(OPT) .
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