arXiv:2404.13737v2 [cs.DS] 9 Jul 2024

Stochastic Multi-round Submodular Optimization with Budget^∗

Vincenzo Auletta^{†1}, Diodato Ferraioli^{‡2}, and Cosimo Vinci^{§3}

1,2Department of Information Engineering, Electrical Engineering and Applied Mathematics, University of Salerno, Italy.

3Department of Mathematics and Physics “Ennio De Giorgi”, University of Salento, Italy.

Abstract

In this work we study the problem of Stochastic Budgeted Multi-round Submodular Maximization (SBMSm), in which we would like to adaptively maximize the sum over multiple rounds of the value of a monotone and submodular objective function defined on a subset of items, subject to the fact that the values of this function depend on the realization of stochastic events and the number of items that we can select over all rounds is limited by a given budget. This problem extends, and generalizes to multiple round settings, well-studied problems such as (adaptive) influence maximization and stochastic probing.

We first show that, if the number of items and stochastic events is somehow bounded, there is a polynomial time dynamic programming algorithm for SBMSm. Then, we provide a simple greedy approximation algorithm for SBMSm, that first non-adaptively allocates the budget to be spent at each round, and then greedily and adaptively maximizes the objective function by using the budget assigned at each round. Such algorithm guarantees a (1 − 1/e − ϵ)-approximation to the optimal adaptive value.

Finally, by introducing a metric called budget-adaptivity gap, we measure how much an optimal policy for SBMSm, that is adaptive in both the budget allocation and item selection, is better than an optimal partially adaptive policy that, as in our greedy algorithm, determined the budget allocation in advance. We show a tight bound of e/(e − 1) on the budget-adaptivity gap, and this result implies that our greedy algorithm guarantees the best approximation among all partially adaptive policies.

Keywords: Combinatorial Optimization; Stochastic Adaptive Optimization; Submodularity.

1 Introduction

Consider the well-known problem of influence maximization: here we are given a (social) network, with edge probabilities encoding the strength of the relationships among network’s components; these probabilities describe how easily influence (e.g., an information or an innovation) spreads over the network starting from a limited set of nodes, usually termed seeds; the goal is then to find the set of seeds that maximizes the expected number of “influenced” nodes. The non-adaptive version of the problem, in which all the seeds are chosen before that influence starts, has been widely studied, with numerous successful algorithms [32, 12, 8] and applications ranging from viral marketing [32], to election manipulation [39, 16, 10], campaigns to contrast misinformation [2] to infective disease prevention [40]. Recently, focus moved to the adaptive variant of this problem (in which seeds can be added even when the influence is spreading from previously placed

∗This work is partially supported by: GNCS-INdAM; the PNRR MIUR project FAIR - Future AI Research (PE00000013), Spoke 9 - Green-aware AI; the Project SERICS (PE00000014) under the NRRP MUR program funded by the EU – NGEU; MUR - PNRR IF Agro@intesa; the Italian MIUR PRIN 2017 project ALGADIMAR - Algorithms, Games, and Digital Markets (2017R9FHSR 002).

†auletta@unisa.it ‡dferraioli@unisa.it §cosimo.vinci@unisalento.it (corresponding author)

seeds) [26, 34, 17]. This variant happens to have strong relationship with some Stochastic Probing problems [4, 3], in which there are n items whose states are stochastically defined according to (not necessarily equal) independent distributions and the goal is to choose a feasible subset of items maximizing the expected value of a non-negative, monotone and submodular set function. Several stochastic probing settings can be also encountered in expert hiring [30], online dating and kidney exchange [27, 9], Bayesian mechanism design and sequentially posted pricing [11, 1].

Research both in influence maximization and stochastic probing focused almost exclusively on the singleround setting. Recently, there is an increasing interest in those cases in which the optimization is run in a multi-round setting. This is highlighted both by the increasing amount of literature on the topic (see Related Works), and by the numerous applications that are evidently deployed over multiple rounds, as it is the case, e.g., for many real-word marketing, electoral and misinformation/disinformation contrasting campaigns. Moreover, it is often the case that in these contexts we are interested both in maximizing the total effectiveness of the campaign, and in limiting the total budget spent. Note that, in order to achieve this goal it may be insufficient to limit the budget spent at each round, since this may lead in general to very inefficient outcomes (see Remark 1 below for more details). However, this makes the problem much more complex: we do not only need to care about which actions to take at each round, but also we need to care about how large must be the portion of the budget spent at that round.

In this work, we aim to extend the study of above cited problems (and their generalizations) by jointly considering all these properties: multiple-rounds, total budget, and adaptivity.

Related Works. Previous works indeed never consider all these three properties jointly.

The interest in multi-round variants of the above discussed problems is testified by the increasing amount of papers focusing on this aspect: for example, [35] considered an influence maximization problem over multiple and independent rounds of diffusion, where the goal is to maximize the number of nodes selected in at least one round, subject to the selection of at most k seeds for each round (thus, in contrast to our setting, they have a limit only on per-round budget); in the work of [36], instead, a round denotes a time step in which either a node is selected, or the already active nodes influence some of their neighbors, and the goal is to select at most k seeds that maximize the influence spread within T rounds.

Moreover, running a campaign over multiple rounds can be very useful (maybe necessary) to the designer of the campaign in order to gain the necessary knowledge about the environment to address the desired goal. This approach has been widely studied under the lens of online learning [25]. Specifically, online learning algorithms for some submodular maximization processes (including the simplest form of our multi-round influence maximization problem) have been proposed [37, 15, 38]. In particular, these works introduced an approach, named Combinatorial Upper Confidence Bound (CUCB), that extended the well-known UCB bandit algorithm [5] with the aim of designing online learning algorithms with good guarantees for a wide class of optimization problems. However, such approach has been defined only for non-adaptive optimization frameworks, e.g., standard influence maximization problems in which the diffusion is not observed after each seed selection, but only at the end of the selection process. [24] presented CUCB algorithms for a class of adaptive optimization problems simpler than the one considered in this work, since, e.g., the seeding is subject to a limit on per-round budget and the underlying combinatorial structure is not sufficiently rich to represent influence maximization problems. Budget constraints without any limit on per-round quotas have been considered by [19], that still achieves good guarantees, but considers an even simpler setting than the one by [24], that in fact does not apply to influence maximization.

The analysis of optimization advantages of adaptive w.r.t. non-adaptive algorithms has been initiated by [21, 20] on classical packing problems, mainly trough the adaptivity gap, a metric defined as the worst-case ratio between the value achieved by an optimal adaptive algorithm and the optimal non-adaptive value. Only recently, this kind of analysis has been applied to stochastic maximization problems, including singleround influence maximization and stochastic probing. In particular, [26] showed that whenever the objective function satisfies a property named adaptive submodularity (see Definition 2 below), an approximate greedy algorithm achieves a (1 − 1/e − ϵ)-approximation of the optimal greedy algorithm, with e ≈ 2.718 denoting the Nepero number (that is, 1 − 1/e ≈ 0.632) and ϵ > 0 being an arbitrarily small constant. [34, 13] also proved constant bound on the adaptivity gap for some influence maximization problems, i.e., by using a non-adaptive optimal algorithm we lose only a constant approximation factor w.r.t. the optimal adaptive algorithm. Some bounds on the approximation ratio of adaptive algorithms and on the adaptivity gap have been recently improved by [17, 18, 14]. The adaptivity gap of stochastic probing problems has been also extensively studied [4, 3, 28, 29, 9].

While our model and results are clearly inspired by these works, machineries defined therein cannot be directly applied to our setting since we are also interested in allocating the budget among multiple rounds (for further details see, for instance, Remark 2 below).

Our Contribution. In order to provide results that hold for both influence maximization and stochastic probing (and for variants or generalizations of them), we will first introduce the framework of Stochastic Budgeted Multi-round Submodular Maximization (SBMSm) problems. These problems are defined by the following quantities: a number T of rounds; a ground set V of n items, whose state is drawn at each time step from an item-specific set according to some time-dependent distributions; a monotone submodular objective function f_t at each round t, defined on subsets of V ; a budget B on the possible selectable items within the time-horizon T . The problem is to choose which items to select in each of the T rounds, subject to the budget limit, in order to maximize the expected total value of the objective functions over the T rounds. Furthermore, the items can be selected in an adaptive way, that is, after selecting an item, one observes the related state and the new value of function f_t, and based on this information one can decide whether to select other items in the current round, or whether to save the budget to select items in subsequent rounds.

This problem extends and generalizes both the influence maximization and stochastic probing problems (more details will be provided below). In the first case, an item is a node v that can be selected as a seed, the state of an item v defines which nodes would be influenced if v is a seed, with the distribution of the state of v depending on edges’ probabilities, and the objective function counts the number or the total weight of influenced nodes. In the second case, the state of an item can be active or inactive, and we can observe the state of selected items only; the value of the submodular set function depends on the set of selected items which are active. Note that SBMSm not only generalizes influence maximization and stochastic probing problems to multiple round settings, but it also allows to model more realistic settings where states can change over time: e.g., in the influence maximization setting, we may allow edge probabilities or node weights to change in different rounds or be discounted over time.

We will start by characterizing when the problem can be optimally solved. In particular, we first define a certain optimization problem parametrized by a round t ≤ T and a budget b ≤ B, called Single-Round Maximization (SRm(t, b)). Then we show that, whenever SRm(t, b) can be optimally solved in polynomial time, there is a polynomial time dynamic programming algorithm that returns the optimal solution for the general multi-round problem SBMSm. Note that the optimal adaptive selection of items over a multipleround window, as required by SBMSm, is assumed to be very strong: at each time step, based on observations both in the past and in the current round, the algorithm decides if to spend a further unit of budget in the current round to select a new item, or to stop the selection of items for the current round, and save budget for next rounds. Note that this will allow the optimum to react immediately to very negative events (e.g., the currently chosen seeds have influenced much less nodes than expected) or to very positive events (e.g., the currently chosen seeds have influenced much more nodes than expected). Hence, we find it is quite surprising that the optimality of the single-round problem straightly extends to multiple rounds.

Unfortunately, SRm(t, b) turns out to usually be a hard problem to solve. Indeed, it can be easily reduced from the (deterministic) monotone submodular maximization problem, that is known to be APX-hard [23], and there is no algorithm that approximates this problem in general instances within a factor better than 1 − 1/e (unless P=NP). Nevertheless, we show that there are non-trivial instances for which the problem can be effectively solved in polynomial time, essentially corresponding to the cases in which there are a few items and the possible states of the underlying stochastic environment are polynomial in the size of the input instance. The obtained findings imply that both SRm(t, b) and SBMSm are fixed-parameter-tractable (FTP) problems [22] w.r.t. to the number of items, if the outcomes of the stochastic environment are polynomially bounded.

A natural direction would be to extend our framework so that it would work also with similar but more general instances where, for example, one may compute an arbitrarily good approximation in polynomial time. However, within our dynamic programming framework, this approximation ratio would explode with the number of rounds, and hence fails to provide good approximation guarantees.

For this reason, we need to resort to a different framework. Interestingly, we will show that a greedy polynomial time algorithm, that is arguably simpler than the previous one, provides a (1−1/e−ϵ)-approximation of the optimal adaptive solution for every instance, where ϵ > 0 is an arbitrarily small constant due to the use of some randomized sampling procedures. Hence, the obtained approximation matches that guaranteed in the much simpler single-round case by [26] and cannot be substantially improved in light of the hardness result of [23]; we also point that the machinery of [26] cannot be directly applied to our multi-round problem to obtain the same approximation guaranteed for the restricted single-round setting (see Remark 2 below), and this further made the introduction of a new and more general algorithmic approach necessary.

Interestingly, our greedy approximation algorithm relies on a result that can be of independent interest. Indeed, we prove that in a SBMSs problem, a non-adaptive allocation of budget to rounds can be sufficient to guarantee a constant approximation of the optimal adaptive solution. Even more surprisingly, we can achieve such result by allocating the budget to rounds greedily, i.e., by assigning each unit of budget to the round in which it is expected to produce the largest expected value of the objective function, given the amount of budget still available. Our (1 − 1/e − ϵ)-approximate algorithm then follows by composing this greedy allocation of budget, with the algorithm that chooses the items to observe up to the allocated budget in a greedy adaptive way, i.e., it chooses an item that is expected to achieve the approximate maximum value of the objective function with high probability (with both approximation and probability depending on the choice of ϵ > 0), observes the realization of the state for this item, and then it chooses the next item among the ones that are expected to maximize the objective function given the state realization for the first item, and so on. In other words, our result shows that the powerful optimal adaptive solution for an SBMSs problem, that is adaptive both in the allocation of budget to rounds and in the choice of selected items within rounds, can be well-approximated by an algorithm that is only partially adaptive, i.e., it is adaptive in the choice of selected items, but not in the allocation of budget to rounds.

Apart from the good approximation guarantees achieved by our greedy algorithm, the non-adaptive budget allocation is of independent interest, as it makes sense for several multi-round settings arising, for instance, from marketing or political campaigns. In fact, assuming that the considered campaign must be planned in multiple periods (i.e. rounds), it may be preferable to allocate the budget to be spent for each period in advance, due to organizational and management reasons. Therefore, for this and other settings, it would be good to measures how much an optimal policy for SBMSm, that is adaptive in both the budget allocation and the choice of the selected items, is much better than a simpler partially adaptive policy that, instead, determines the budget to be spent for each round in a non-adaptive way (that is, before starting the adaptive selection of the items and without observing their realizations).

To this aim, we introduce a metric called budget-adaptivity gap (see Definition 3 below), defined as the worst-case ratio between the fully optimal adaptive value and that guaranteed by a partially adaptive policy that non-adaptively allocates the budget. The notion of budget-adaptivity gap can be seen as a novel and interesting variant of the standard adaptivity gap [21, 20], that compares optimal adaptive strategies with fully non-adaptive ones, mainly for single-round optimization problems. Indeed, our variant still estimates the impact of non-adaptivity, but on the budget allocation only, that is a fundamental aspect to be taken into account to adaptively maximize the objective functions in multi-round settings.

We show that the budget-adaptivity gap is exactly e/(e − 1) ≈ 1.582, that is, the non-adaptive budget allocation, in general, cannot be used to reach the fully adaptive optimum but still constitutes a good approximation of the fully adaptive ones; this result also implies that the above greedy algorithm essentially guarantees the best approximation among all partially adaptive policies. We point out that the effectiveness of a partially adaptive approach for multi-round adaptive optimization has been left as prominent research direction by [6], and to the best of our knowledge, our results are the first that consider such an approach and guarantee, at the same time, a good approximation to the optimal solution in polynomial time.

2 Model and Definitions

Before describing the framework of Stochastic Budgeted Multi-round Submodular Maximization, we introduce some preliminary notation, a general class of maximization problems over multiple rounds, and the main tools of adaptive optimization.

Preliminary Notation. Given two integers k_1, k_2, let �k_1, k_2� := {k_1, . . . , k_2} be the discrete interval from k_1 to k_2 (that is empty if k_1 > k_2); furthermore, let [k] denote the discrete interval �1, k�. Given an event A, let 1_A denote the boolean variable that is equal to 1 if A is true/happens, and equal to 0 otherwise.

2.1 A Setting of Multi-round Maximization

We consider a setting I := (T, B, V, H, (P_t)_{t∈[T ]}, (f_t)_{t∈[T ]}) whose parameters and connected properties are described as follows.

T ≥ 2 is a finite and integral horizon, where each t ∈ [T ] denotes the t-th round. B ≥ 0 is a given budget. V is a ground set of n ≥ 2 items. For any fixed v ∈ V , let H(v) be a set of possible local states for item v, and let H := ×_{v∈V} H(v) be the set of global states, that is, a global state η ∈ H is a collection of local states (η(v))_{v∈V} (with η(v) ∈ H(v) for any v ∈ V ). In the following, the global states may be simply called states.

For any round t, a state η_t ∈ H is picked according to a probability distribution P_t over H, that is called (global) state distribution at round t. The state distributions P_1, . . . , P_T are assumed to be independent; however, for any fixed round t ∈ [T ], the probability distributions induced by local states η_t(v) from P_t may be dependent. We observe that, even if we assumed that each tuple η := (η(v)) with η(v) ∈ H(v) is a global state, we can impose the unfeasibility of η at some round t by setting P_t(η) = 0 (i.e., η never occurs at round t). In the following, we will adopt bold letters to denote the random variables, and non-bold letters to denote their realization (e.g., η(v) is a random local-state, and η(v) denotes a possible realization of η(v)).

Finally, for any round t ∈ [T ], f_t : 2^V × H → R_{≥0} is the objective function at round t, that associates a non-negative real-value f_t(S_t, η_t) with each subset of items S_t ⊆ V and state η_t. Note that objective functions are allowed to be different at each time step. Such a variability in both the state distribution and objective function, immediately makes inefficient to allocate the same budget to each round: indeed, it is immediate to build a setting in which many rounds may lead to very poor outcomes, and only few of them may lead to a very large outcome, and hence all the budget allocated to the former rounds is wasted (see Remark 1 for further details).

Let f̄ : (2^V × H)^T → R_{≥0} be the aggregated objective function, that assigns the value f̄(⃗S, ⃗η) := ∑_T t=1 f_t(S_t, η_t) to each aggregated subset ⃗S := (S_1, . . . , S_T ) and aggregated state ⃗η := (η_1, . . . , η_T ), i.e., it returns the cumulative value of the objective function f_t over all rounds t ∈ [T ].

We consider then the problem of selecting an aggregated subset ⃗S = (S_1, S_2, . . . , S_T ) such that f̄(⃗S, ⃗η) is maximized subject to the budget constraint ∑_T 1 |S_t| ≤ B, for a fixed aggregated state ⃗η drawn from the aggregated state distributions (η_1, . . . , η_T ). Unfortunately, we need to solve this problem without knowing the aggregated state, and we have access to the state distributions and objective functions only.

2.2 Maximization via Adaptive Policies

We here focus on algorithms for selecting the aggregated subset ⃗S achieving (an approximation of) the optimal value of f̄(⃗S, ⃗η) that are adaptive, i.e., they select items over subsequent rounds, observe the partial states of the probed items and use these observations to guide the future choices in an adaptive fashion.

We next provide a formal definition for this adaptive behavior. Let us first introduce some further notation. For a given state η_t at round t, we let ⟨S_t, η_t⟩ = (η_t(v))_{v∈St} be the partial state observed when selecting the items in S_t at round t. As the state η_t is generally unknown, we will simply denote ⟨S_t, η_t⟩ as ⟨S_t⟩. An aggregated partial state is a vector ⟨⃗S⟩ := (⟨S_1⟩, . . . , ⟨S_T ⟩) of partial states, one at each round, and collects the observations done at each round.

We look for a multi-round (adaptive) policy π, that on input the (unknown) aggregated state ⃗η returns an aggregated subset ⃗S := π(⃗η), according to the following procedure:

1. It initially starts from the first round and an empty aggregated set, and it initializes the adaptive strategy by setting t = 1 (the actual round), ⃗S := (S_1, . . . , S_T ) := (∅, . . . , ∅) (the actual aggregated set), and i = 1 (the actual step at round t)^1.

2. At each round t and step i, either it (a) selects an item v_{t,i} ∈ V not included in S_t yet, or (b) it decides to stop and proceed to next round.

(a) If it selects an item v_{t,i}, it adds it to S_t and sets i ← i + 1, i.e., the policy is ready for the next item selection in the same round. Having selected the item v_{t,i}, it can observe the local state η_t(v_{t,i}). Hence, the policy knows the partial state ⟨S_t, η_t⟩ and it can use such knowledge to select the (eventual) next item to be probed and included in S_t.

(b) If the policy decides to cease in selecting items in the current round, then it sets t ← t + 1 and i ← 1. 3. Repeat step 2 until t > T (i.e., the horizon has been exceeded) or ∑_t t^′=1 |St^′ | = B (i.e., all the budget

has been used).

Among the possible multi-round policies, we are interested in the ones that return (an approximation of) the maximum σ(π) := E_{⃗η ∼P} T [¯ f(π(⃗η), ⃗η) ] , (where π(⃗η) is the aggregated set returned by π and P^T denotes the product distribution ×_{t∈[T ]}P_t). Note that the optimal value achievable by a multi-round adaptive policy can be not so high as that obtained if we knew the input aggregated state, but it is the best we can hope by inferring the aggregated state via the adaptive probing of the items, based on the knowledge of the state distribution.

An interesting class of the above policies is that of partially adaptive policies, in which the number of items that must be selected at each round (i.e., the budget per round) is determined non-adaptively in advance, and then the adaptive selection of items is performed within each round independently. Partially adaptive policies are computationally simpler than general adaptive ones, but it might have worse performance guarantees. Actually, we will show that this worsening is limited for our problem.

Next, with a little abuse of notation, we will often use the notation π(I, a_1, . . .) to denote a policy applied to I, where a_1, . . . are further parameters defining the policy, and the (unknown) aggregated state ⃗η will be included as further input parameter.

2.3 Properties of the Objective Functions

In the following, we list some additional properties that the objective functions must verify in our setting.

The first subset of properties will focus on the complexity of the objective function. Specifically, we assume that each objective function f_t is representable and computable in polynomial time. Moreover, we also constraint the maximum value of an objective function, as follows.

Definition 1. An objective function f_t is polynomially bounded if there exist real values λ, Λ > 0, with Λ and 1/λ being polynomially bounded in the size of I, such that the following conditions hold: (i) f_t({v} ∪ S_t, η_t) − f_t(S_t, η_t) ≤ Λ for any v ∈ V , S_t ⊆ V and state η_t; (ii) there exist t ∈ [T ] and v ∈ V such that λ ≤ E_{ηt ∼Pt} [f_t({v}, η_t)]. The second subset of properties instead extends the typical feature of monotonicity and submodularity to our multi-round adaptive setting. Specifically, we assume that, for any fixed state η_t, the function f_t satisfies the following monotonicity property: f_t(S_t, η_t) ≤ f_t(S^′_t, η_t) if S_t ⊆ S^′_t.

1We highlight that we will use the term round to define the T phases over which our optimization problem is defined. In each round, the adaptive policy can be in turn executed over multiple phases: these will be termed steps. Finally, we use the term time only with reference to computational time.

We further assume that objective functions satisfy a certain property connected with the notion of submodularity. Given two partial states ⟨S_t⟩ := ⟨S_t, η_t⟩ and ⟨S^′_t⟩ := ⟨S^′_t, η^′_t⟩, we say that ⟨S_t⟩ is a sub-state of ⟨S^′_t⟩ (equivalently, we say ⟨S_t⟩ ⪯ ⟨S^′_t⟩) if S_t ⊆ S^′_t, and η_t(v) = η^′_t(v) for any v ∈ S_t, that is, the local states observed in ⟨S_t⟩ coincide with those observed in the restriction of ⟨S^′_t⟩ to set S_t; we observe that ⟨V, η_t⟩ = η_t holds for any state η_t (by definition). Given a partial state ⟨S_t⟩ at round t and v ∈ V , let Δ_t(v | ⟨S_t⟩) := E_{ηt ∼Pt} [f_t(S_t ∪ {v}, η_t) − f(S_t, η_t)|⟨S_t⟩ ⪯ η_t] i.e., the expected increment of f_t obtained when adding item v to S_t, conditioned by the observation of partial state ⟨S_t⟩.

We then have the following definition, that adapts the notion of adaptive submodularity introduced by [26] to our setting.

Definition 2 ([26]). An objective function f_t : 2^V → R_{≥0} is adaptive submodular if, for all ⟨S_t⟩ ⪯ ⟨S^′_t⟩ and v ∈ V we get Δ_t(v | ⟨S_t⟩) ≥ Δ_t(v | ⟨S^′_t⟩).

Henceforth, we assume that objective functions satisfy all the properties described above.

2.4 The Stochastic Budgeted Multi-round Submodular Maximization Problem

We denote the setting described above as Stochastic Budgeted Multi-round Submodular Maximization Problem (SBMSm), that looks for a multi-round policy π maximizing σ(π) = E_{⃗η ∼P} T [¯ f(π(⃗η), ⃗η) ] on an input instance I = (T, B, V, H, (P_t)_{t∈[T ]}, (f_t)_{t∈[T ]}). In particular, we will focus on policies with guaranteed approximation, defined as follows. Given an instance I = (T, B, V, H, (P_t)_{t∈[T ]}, (f_t)_{t∈[T ]}) of SBMSm, α ∈ [0, 1], and a multi-round policy π for I, we say that π is α-approximate (or, equivalently, α is the approximation factor of π), if σ(π) ≥ α · σ(π^∗), where π^∗ denotes an optimal multi-round policy for I;

We observe that the size of the input instance I generally depends on the succinct representation of all the parameters defining I. For the sake of simplicity, in the remainder of the paper we will implicitly assume that the size of the input instance is polynomial in n and T . The polynomial dependence in the number of items n is a standard assumption/property of problems connected with the optimization of functions defined on subset of items. The polynomial dependence in T holds since the input instance I can be seen as a collection of T single-round sub-instances (one for each round t ∈ [T ]), which are assumed to be explicitly listed. Furthermore, we will implicitly assume that B < nT , where B is the budget of the input instance. Indeed, if B ≥ nT , we could select a set V at each round so that the objective function is trivially maximized at each round. Thus, the assumption B < nT implies that the budget B is also polynomial in the size of I. Finally, we allow the size of the remaining parameters defining I (i.e., local and global states, probability distributions and objective functions) to be exponential when explicitly represented, although the size of their succinct representation is not; this is the case, for instance, of influence maximization problems, which are described below.

Compatibly with several stochastic optimization problems, we also assume the existence of a polynomialtime oracle that works as follows: (i) for each t ∈ [T ], S ⊆ V and state η ∈ H given in input, it is able to compute f_t(S, η); (ii) for each t ∈ [T ], sets S, S^′ with S ⊆ S^′ ⊆ V and partial state ⟨S⟩, the oracle is able to pick a partial state ⟨S^′⟩ ⪰ ⟨S⟩, drawn from the distribution P_t conditioned by the observation of ⟨S⟩.

Before providing our results, we will provide a description on how to apply our framework to multi-round and adaptive variants of influence maximization and stochastic probing.

2.5 Applications

2.5.1 Influence Maximization

The Influence Maximization problem has been extensively studied in the last years under different models of information diffusion. Here we focus on the Independent Cascade diffusion model but a similar approach can be used to model the Influence Maximization under different diffusion models. Before to show how this problem can be fitted in the class of SBMSm, let us first define the problem of Influence Maximization under the Information Cascade model and introduce its adaptive and multi-round variants.

Definition. The Independent Cascade diffusion model (IC) [32], given a graph G = (V, E), a probability p: E → [0, 1] defined on edges and a set of seeds S_0 ⊆ V , returns a set A = IC(G, p, S_0) of active nodes iteratively computed over multiple (discrete) diffusion rounds^2 as follows: (i) at diffusion round 0, the set of activated nodes A_0 coincides with S_0; (ii) given a diffusion round h ≥ 1, the set of nodes A_h activated at time step h is determined by including in A_h, for each edge (u, v) with u ∈ A_{h−1}, the node v with probability p_{(u,v)}, independently of the other edges; (iii) when the diffusion process reaches a diffusion round k with A_k = ∅, that is, no further node can be activated, the diffusion process ends and the overall set of active nodes is A := ⋃_{k−1} h=0 A_h. We observe that, in the IC model, each active node has only one chance to activate each of its neighbors, the activation process associated with each edge is independent from the others.

In the problem of Influence Maximization under Independent Cascade diffusion model (IM-IC) [32] we are given a graph G = (V, E), a weight function w : V → R_{≥0} defined on nodes, a probability p: E → [0, 1] defined on edges, and a budget B, and we are asked to select the set S^∗ of at most B nodes that maximizes the expected sum of weights of active nodes returned by the IC diffusion model on input G and p i.e., S^∗ = arg max_{S⊆V : |S|≤B} E_p [∑ v∈IC(G,p,S) w(v) ] . Recently, an adaptive variant of the problem has been proposed where seeds are introduced one at a time, using an adaptive policy. To define the adaptive variant of the problem we need first to define the concept of adaptive policy. For any graph G = (V, E) and set U ⊆ V of nodes, let G[U] denote the subgraph of G induced by the nodes in U. Given a graph G = (V, E), a probability p: E → [0, 1] defined on edges, and a budget B, an adaptive policy π for IM-IC works as follows: it selects a first vertex v_1, observes the set A_1 of nodes activated by seed v, i.e., A_1 = IC(G, p, {v_1}), then selects a new vertex v_2 ∈ V \ A_1, observes the set A_2 of newly activated nodes, i.e., A_2 = IC(G[V \ A_1], p, {v_2}), then selects a new node v_3 ∈ V \ (A_1 ∪ A_2), observes the set A_3 of newly activated nodes, i.e., A_3 = IC(G[V \ (A_1 ∪ A_2)], p, {v_3}), and so on until either there is no node that can be selected or B nodes have been already selected. The set of nodes activated through an adaptive policy π is A(π) = ⋃ i∈[B] Ai. In the problem of Adaptive Influence Maximization under Independent Cascade diffusion model [26] we are given a graph G = (V, E), a weight function w : V → R_+ defined on nodes, a probability p: E → [0, 1] defined on edges, and a budget B, and we are asked to select the adaptive policy π^∗ that maximizes the expected sum of weights of activated nodes, i.e., π^∗ = arg max_π E_p [∑ v∈A(π) w(v) ] . In this paper we are interested to multi-round settings. Hence, we need to extend previous concepts to the multi-round setting. Given a graph G = (V, E), a probability p_t : E → [0, 1] defined on edges (for each round t), a budget B, and a time horizon T , a multi-round adaptive policy π for IM-IC works as follows: at each round t ∈ [T ], let S^t(π) be the set of seeds selected by π in round t and A^t_v(π) be the set of nodes activated by v ∈ S^t(π) (we will next omit the reference to π when clear from the context). Note that both S^t and A^t_v are initially empty. Then, the policy at each round t ∈ [T ], if the total number of selected nodes is lower than B, works as follows:

1. It decides whether to choose another seed in the current round or to move to the next round (note that if all nodes have been activated in the current round, then the policy must necessarily choose to move to the next round).

2. In the first case, the policy selects a node v that has not been yet activated in the current round, i.e., v /∈ A^t_St := ⋃ u∈S^t A t u, observes the set A^t_v of newly activated nodes, i.e., A^t_v := IC(G[V \ A^t_St ], p, {v}), adds v to S^t, and repeat from step 1.

Finally, in the problem of Multi-Round Adaptive Influence Maximization under Independent Cascade diffusion model (MR-IM-IC) we are given a graph G = (V, E), a time horizon T , a weight function w_t : V → R_+ defined on nodes for every t ∈ [T ], a probability p_t : E → [0, 1] defined on edges for each round t ∈ [T ], and a budget B, and we are asked to select the multi-round adaptive policy π^∗ that maximizes the expected sum of weights of activated nodes over t rounds, i.e., π^∗ = arg max_π ς(π) where ς(π) = E_{(pt )t∈[T ]} [∑ t∈[T ] ∑ v∈A^t_{St} (π) wt(v) ] . 2Here, “diffusion round” has a different meaning from the term “round” considered in SBMSm.

We stress that our definition allows that both nodes’ weights and edge probabilities may change from one round to the next: this can be useful to implement a variable discount factor (e.g., we care more about the number of people influenced in the last phases of the campaign) or to implement a dynamic environment in which the members of a population are known to appear and disappear over time, or the relevance of population members changes over time (e.g., in liquid democracy settings [7] at the beginning we are more interested in influencing a large portion of the population for manipulating the choice of delegates, while later in the campaign we are more concerned in influencing those members that have more chances to be chosen as delegates, in order to manipulate the outcome of their voting process).

Mapping between IM and SBMSm. We start by showing how an instance of the MR-IM-IC problem can be mapped to an instance of SBSMm. Let M = (T, B, V, E, (p_t)_{t∈[T ]}, (w_t)_{t∈[T ]}) be an instance of MR-IM- IC and let I = (T, B, V, H, (P_t)_{t∈[T ]}, (f_t)_{t∈[T ]}) denote the generic instance of SBSMm. The mapping works as follows:

• T and B are exactly the same as in M (hence, we use exactly the same name).

• The set V of items is the set of nodes in the social network.

• The set H(v) of possible local states of v corresponds to the possible sets of nodes influenced by an independent cascade starting from node v, i.e., H(v) = {X ⊆ V | x is reachable from v in G, ∀x ∈ X}; we observe that |H(v)| is in general exponential in the input size, despite it can be succinctly represented in polynomial space.

• For any global state η_t ∈ H and v ∈ V , P_t(η_t(v)) is the probability that an independent cascade influences exactly the η_t(v) ∈ H(v) nodes when started from v. We can succinctly define P_t through the concept of live edges [32]. The live-edge graph G^L_t = (V, E^L) at round t is a random subgraph of G obtained by including each edge (u, v) ∈ E in E^L_t with probability p_{t,(u,v)}, independently of the random inclusion of the other edges; each edge (u, v) ∈ G^L_t is called live as it can be used to spread the influence from u to v, while each edge (u, v) /∈ G^L_t is called dead as it cannot do it. We observe that the probability of a given subgraph G = (V, E^′) to be the live-edge graph is P[G^L_t = G^′] = ∏ (u,v)∈E^′ pt,(u,v) ∏ (u,v)∈E\E^′ (1 − pt,(u,v)). Then, Pt(ηt(v)) can be equivalently defined as the sum of

P[G^L_t = G^′], over all subgraphs G^′ = (V, E^′) of G such that the set of nodes reachable from v in G^′ coincides with η_t(v), i.e., P_t(η_t(v)) is the probability that the set of nodes reachable from v in G^L_t is exactly η_t(v).

• The objective function f_t is defined as f_t(S, η_t) = ∑ v∈ ⋃ u∈S η_t (u) wt(v). The mapping between a multi-round policy π for IM-IC and a multi-round policy π^′ for SBMSm is determined as follows. The multi-round policy π, at a certain step of round t, either moves to the subsequent round, or adds a new seed v ∈ V to the previously selected seeds set S^t and observes the newly activated nodes. For the sake of simplicity, we will assume that π, after selecting an item v as a seed, is even able to observe the entire set of nodes that v would have activate in graph G if no seed had been previously selected. This assumption is not restrictive, as knowing if a seed v would have or not influence some already active nodes does not give useful information to the policy, and will be used below only to define the mapping with SBMSm. The corresponding multi-round policy π^′ of SBMSm, at a certain step of round t, either moves to the subsequent round, or adds a new seed v ∈ V to the previously selected items S^t and observes the local state η_t(v). Considering that η_t(v) represents the set of nodes influenced by a cascade starting from node v, the mapping between π and π^′ easily follows.

According to the mapping between M and I and that between the multi-round policies of such instances, it is immediate to check that ς(π) = σ(π^′), and thus finding the policy maximizing the latter is equivalent to find a policy maximizing the former.

Properties of f_t. In order to establish that I is a valid instance for SBMSm we need also to prove that f_t is polynomially computable and representable, it is polynomially bounded, and it satisfies monotonicity and adaptive submodularity. Polynomial representation and computation immediately follows from the definition above. As for polynomial boundedness, this property is satisfied if there exist constants c, C > 0 such that w_t(v) ≤ C for every v and every t, and there exist a round t and a node v such that c ≤ w_t(v); we observe that for standard unweighted influence maximization problems, where the objective function simply counts the number of influenced nodes, we can set C = c = 1. Given the constants c, C defined above, the values Λ := Cn and λ := c immediately satisfy the polynomial boundedness.

The properties of monotonicity and adaptive submodularity have been formally shown for the standard single-round adaptive influence maximization problem by [26], and clearly extend to the multi-round setting considered here. For the sake of completeness, we provide the main intuitions on how these properties can be checked. Monotonicity is immediately satisfied since the information diffusion does not decrease if the set of seeds expands. As for the adaptive submodularity, it is not hard to check that this condition is satisfied: intuitively, for each realization of the live-edge graph, as described above, the increment of f_t due to the selection of a new seed v is given by nodes reachable from v in this live graph, but not reachable by previously selected seeds, and it is clearly impossible to expand this subset with more previously selected seeds.

2.5.2 Stochastic Probing

Definition. In general stochastic probing problems, we have n items, each one associated with a random state independent from the others, and the goal is to choose a feasible subset of items maximizing the value of a certain function depending on the states of the selected items. Several classes of stochastic probing problems arise from particular choices of the states and the function to be maximized.

The stochastic probing problem we consider here, denoted as binary submodular stochastic probing (BSS), is defined as follows: We have a set V of n items, and a non-negative, monotone and submodular set function g : 2^V → R_{≥0} that we aim at maximizing. Each item v has a binary state ϕ_v in the set {active, inactive}, the probability that v is a active is p(v), and the distributions associated to all items are independent. Given a subset S ⊆ V and a realization ϕ = (ϕ(v))_{v∈V} of the states, let act(S, ϕ) ⊆ S denote the subset of active items in S. For a given budget B ≥ 0, the goal is to find a subset S^∗ ⊆ V of at most B items that maximizes E_ϕ [g(act(S^∗, ϕ))] (i.e., the expected value of g applied to the selected items which are active).

The multi-round adaptive variant of this problem, denoted as multi-round binary submodular stochastic probing (MR-BSS), assumes that the probabilities and the submodular set functions are time/round specific (i.e., we have a probability distribution p_t and a function g_t for any round t), the budget (i.e., the number of items we can select) can be adaptively allocated over all possible rounds, and the goal is to maximize the sum of the values achieved by all functions g_t. In the adaptive variant of the problem, one considers adaptive multi-round policies that adaptively select the items at each round. Furthermore, we assume that there are two quantities λ, Λ > 0 that are polynomial in the input instance such that: (i) the increment caused to g_t, when probing a new item v, is upper bounded by Λ; (ii) there exists one round t and an item v such that the expected value of g_t when probing item v at round t is at least λ.

Mapping between MR-BSS and SBMSm. Let M = (T, B, V, (p_t)_{t∈[T ]}, (g_t)_{t∈[T ]}) be an instance of the MR-BSS problem, and let us now show how this instance can be modelled as an SBMSm instance I = (T, B, V, H, (P_t)_{t∈[T ]}, (f_t)_{t∈T} ): T , B, and V are exactly the same as in M; H(v) = {0, 1}, with 0 meaning that item v is inactive, and 1 meaning that it is active, and thus H = {0, 1}^n; P_t(v) = p_t(v); and f_t(S, η_t) = g_t({v ∈ S : η_t(v) = 1}), i.e., we evaluates among the set S of probed items, only the ones that happens of being active.

According to this mapping between M and I, we have an obvious mapping between a multi-round policy π for MR-BSS and a multi-round policy π^′ for SBMSm, thus finding the policy maximizing the latter is equivalent to find a policy maximizing the former.

Properties of f_t. The polynomial boundedness of f_t holds by using the same values of λ and Λ defined for g_t. The monotonicity and the adaptive submodularity of f_t immediately follow from the monotonicity and the submodularity of g_t, respectively.

3 Optimal Algorithm

In this section we first describe a single-round optimization problem of interest, and how its solution is used to provide a dynamic programming algorithm that will return the optimal policy in polynomial time as long as the single-round optimization problem can be efficiently addressed. Then, we will discuss a few of cases in which the single-round optimization problem can be efficiently addressed.

These results will imply that, if the number of states |H| is polynomially bounded^3 in the size |I| of the input instance, SBMSm is fixed-parameter tractable (FTP) [22] w.r.t. the number of items n, that is, the complexity of the (optimal) dynamic programming algorithm is O(F (n) · |I|^p ) for some computable function F and p > 0.

Finally, we will highlight the limits of this dynamic programming framework, by discussing when it can be extended to provide a good approximation of the optimal policy, even if the single-round optimization problem can only be approximated.

3.1 A Dynamic Programming Algorithm based on Single-round Optimization

Let us fix a round t and a budget b available. Given i ∈ �0, min{n, b}�, let R(t + 1, i) denote the optimal expected value of ∑_T t^′ =t+1 ft^′ achievable in rounds t+1, . . . , T by a multi-round policy π≥t+1 that is restricted

to such rounds only and uses at most i units of budget; we observe that R(t + 1, i) = 0 for t = T . We assume that R(t + 1, i) has been already determined for any i ∈ �0, b�. The single-round maximization problem at round t and budget b (SRm(t, b)) asks to find a policy π_t at round t that adaptively computes the budget i(π_t, η_t) ∈ �0, b� to be allocated at round t in such a way that the expected value

E_{ηt ∼Pt} [f_t(π_t(η_t), η_t) + R(t + 1, b − i(π_t, η_t))] (1)

of objective function f_t plus R(t + 1, b − i(π_t, η_t)) is maximized, where the random budget i(π_t, η_t) used at round t depends on the chosen policy π_t and the state η_t.

We observe that the optimal value of (1) coincides with R(t, b), that is, the optimal expected value of ∑_T t^′=t ft^′ achievable in rounds t, . . . , T . Thus, the following recursive relation holds: R(t, b) = { 0, if t = T + 1 max_{πt} E_{ηt ∼Pt} [f_t(π_t(η_t), η_t) + R(t + 1, b − i(π_t, η_t))], if t ∈ �0, T �. (2) Suppose that there is an algorithm for SRm(t, b), that is, by resorting to the recursive relation (2), we can efficiently compute R(t, b) as a function of R(t+1, i) for any i ∈ �0, b�, together with the optimal single-round policy. Such algorithm can be used as a sub-routine for a more general dynamic programming algorithm that computes an optimal policy for the general SBMSm problem.

Specifically, the dynamic programming algorithm first sets R(T + 1, b) = 0 for every b ∈ �0, B�. By resorting to the recursive relation (2), we can compute R(T, b) for any b ∈ �0, B�, as a function of the values R(T + 1, b − i) with i ∈ �0, min{n, b}�. Iteratively, going from t = T − 1 to t = 1, we can compute R(t, b) for any b ∈ �0, B�, as a function of the values R(t + 1, b − i) with i ∈ �0, min{n, b}�. Finally, we observe that R(1, B) is the optimal value for the SBMSm problem. Thus, starting from round t = 1 and budget B, we can reconstruct the optimal multi-round policy achieving the optimal value (this can be done by resorting to standard dynamic programming techniques).

3.2 How to Solve Single-round Optimization Efficiently?

In the above dynamic-programming algorithm, we assumed the existence of a sub-routine that solves SRm(t, b) for any round t and budget b, i.e., that allows to compute recurrence (2). Unfortunately, the

3In the model definition, we already observed that |H| might be exponential (e.g., for influence maximization problems).

SRm(t, b) problem can be easily reduced from the submodular monotone optimization problem, that is NP-hard [23]. To deal with the intractability of the single-round optimization problem, we will describe an algorithm that is in general inefficient, but that can be run in polynomial time in a few cases.

The Single-round Optimization Problem as a Game. To design a single-round policy π_t that computes R(t, b) for any round t and budget b, it is useful to describe the SRm(t, b) problem at round t in terms of a suitable two-player extensive form game between two players [33]: (i) the policy π_t, that decides, at each step, either to interrupt the game and collecting a reward or to continue by selecting another item; (ii) the nature N , that reveals a partial state after each item selection.

Specifically, the game is modeled as a directed rooted tree T_t of depth 2n + 1. The policy π_t will play at all nodes at even depth, whereas the nature N plays at all nodes at odd depth. We will denote with T^o_t the set of nodes in which π_t plays, and with T^e_t the set of nodes in which N plays. Each leaf of the tree corresponds to an outcome of the game, in which the policy π_t collects a reward depending on the reached leaf.

In the following, we define the tree T_t, so as the game between π_t and N , starting from the nodes at depth d ∈ {0, 1}, then at depth d ∈ {2, 3}, and iteratively at depth d ∈ {2(i − 1), 2i − 1}, for any i ∈ [n + 1].

Base Case (d ∈ {0, 1}): The root u^∗ = u_0 of T_t, that belongs to T^o_t (as its depth is 0), is the initial configuration of the game. The root has n + 1 outgoing edges, where each edge (u_0, u_1) has a label a = L(u_0, u_1) corresponding to the action a that π_t can perform at step 1. In particular, either the action/label a is a string STOP that will denote the termination of the single-round policy, or a is an item v_1 ∈ V that π_t can select at step 1. Given the action a chosen by π_t at step 1, the new configuration of the game is obtained by following the corresponding labeled edge (i.e., the edge (u_0, u_1) such that a = L(u_0, u_1)), and it corresponds to a node u_1 at depth 1. If a =STOP then the reached node u_1 is a leaf and the game ends. In such a case, the reward of π_t is R(t + 1, b), as π_t did not select any node and the whole budget b can be used in rounds t + 1, . . . , T . Otherwise, the reached node u_1 has as many outgoing edges as partial states ⟨{v_1}⟩ that can be observed after selecting the item v_1, and each outgoing edge (u_1, u_2) is labeled with a distinct partial state. At this point the nature N picks a partial state ⟨{v_1}⟩, drawn according to the probability distribution induced by P_t on partial states of type ⟨{v_1}⟩ (i.e., observable after selecting v_1). Then, the new configuration of the game is obtained by following the outgoing edge labeled with the picked partial state (i.e., the edge (u_1, u_2) such that ⟨{v_1}⟩ = L(u_1, u_2)), and it corresponds to a node u_2 at depth 2, that belongs to T^o_t .

General Case (d ∈ {2(i − 1), 2i − 1}): Iteratively, for any i ∈ [n + 1], each node u_d ∈ T_t at depth d = 2(i − 1) corresponds to a possible outcome of policy π_t obtained at the end of step i − 1, where i − 1 items v_1, . . . , v_{i−1} have been already selected and a partial state ⟨{v_1, . . . , v_{i−1}}⟩ has been observed. u_d has n − i + 2 outgoing edges (u_d, u_{d+1}), each one labeled with the action a = L(u_d, u_{d+1}) that π_t can performs at step i: either a=STOP, or a is equal to an item v_i ∈ V \ {v_1, . . . , v_{i−1}} that π_t can select at step i; we observe that, for i = n + 1, there is a unique outgoing edge labeled with action a =STOP. Again, given the action a chosen by π_t at step i, the new configuration of the game is obtained by following the corresponding labeled edge and reaching a node u_{d+1} at depth d+1. If a =STOP, then u_{d+1} is a leaf, the game ends and the profit for π_t is the expected value of f_t constrained by the observation of partial state ⟨{v_1, . . . , v_{i−1}}⟩, plus the optimal expected value R(t+1, b−i+1) achievable in the subsequent rounds by using the residual budget (i.e., b−i+1 units). Otherwise, u_{d+1} has as many outgoing edges as partial states ⟨{v_1, . . . , v_i}⟩ that can be observed after selecting v_i (constrained by the previous observation of ⟨{v_1, . . . , v_{i−1}}⟩), and each outgoing edge is labeled with a distinct partial state. At this point the nature N picks a partial state ⟨{v_1, . . . , v_i}⟩ drawn according to the probability distribution induced by P_t on partial states of type ⟨{v_1, . . . , v_i}⟩, conditioned by the observation of ⟨{v_1, . . . , v_{i−1}}⟩. The new configuration of the game is obtained by following the outgoing edge labeled with the picked partial state, and it corresponds to a node u_{d+1} at depth d + 1.

From the Game to the Optimal Solution. Given a node u ∈ T^o_t , let ⟨S(u)⟩ denote the partial state observed when the configuration of the game is determined by u. We have that the above surjective map between nodes of T^o_t and partial states defines an equivalence between the tree-based game and the problem of finding a policy π_t that maximizes (1). Indeed, let a^∗(u) denote the action that maximizes the expected value of the reward collected by π_t, assuming that the actual configuration of the game is u, and let R(u) denote the resulting optimal expected value. We have that a^∗(u) is also the action that π_t must follow for any partial state ⟨S(u)⟩ in order to maximize (1). Then, denoting the root of T_t by u^∗, we have that R(u^∗) coincides with R(t, b), that is the optimal value of the SRm(t, b) problem.

We observe that, by following standard approaches to find the optimal strategy of a player in extensiveform games [33], a^∗(u) and R(u) can be computed for any u ∈ T^o_t by recursively exploring the tree T . By the equivalence between the tree-based game and the single-round maximization problem, the optimal strategy for the former can be easily turned into an optimal solution for the latter.

When the Single-round Problem can be Efficiently Solved? The tree-based algorithmic procedure to compute an optimal policy for SRm(t, b) can be run in linear time w.r.t. the size of the game tree T_t, as it simply requires to recursively visit all the nodes in tree. Thus, SRm(t, b) can be solved efficiently whenever the game tree T_t contains a number of nodes that is polynomial in the size of the input instance. To this aim, in the proposition below, we relate the size of T_t to the number of items and states, and we next show that there may be practical settings in which this is not rare.

Proposition 1. T_t has O(2^nn!|H|) nodes.

Proof. Let z denote the number of leaves of T_t, and let |T_t| denote the number of nodes of T_t. We first show that |T_t| ∈ O(z). (3) By exploiting the structure of T_t, we have that each non-leaf node u ∈ T_t has exactly one child node that is a leaf. Then, denoting as y the number of non-leaf nodes of T_t, we have y ≤ z. Thus, we have |T_t| = y + z ≤ 2z, and then (3) follows.

Now, we show that z ∈ O(2^nn!|H|). (4) Let G be the function that maps each sequence s of distinct items in V and partial state state η_t ∈ H, to the leaf u = G(s, η_t) of T_t associated with the outcome of π_t obtained when the realized state is η_t and s is the sequence of items selected by π_t at round t. We observe that, by the structure of T_t, function G is surjective. Thus, as the number of sequences of distinct items in V is at most 2^nn! (at most n! orderings for each of the 2^n subsets of V ), we have that the number of leaves is at most 2^nn!|H|, and this shows (4).

By putting (3) and (4) together, the claim of the proposition follows.

Since the tree-based algorithm for SRm(t, b) can be run in linear time w.r.t. to the size of T_t and, by Proposition 1, such size is O(2^nn!|H|), we then have the following corollary:

Corollary 1. SRm(t, b) can be solved in O(2^nn!|H|) time.

Furthermore, by observing that the dynamic programming algorithm for SBMSm executes SRm(t, b) once for each pair round-budget (t, b) ∈ [T ] × �0, B�, i.e., O(BT ) ⊆ O(nT^2) times, we have the following further corollary:

Corollary 2. SBMSm can be solved in O(2^nn!nT^2|H|) time.

If n! and |H| are polynomial in the input instance of SBMSm, then 2^nn!|H| is polynomial, too. Thus, by Corollaries 1 and 2, both SRm(t, b) and SBMSm can be run in polynomial time in such case. Note that n! is polynomial if, for instance, the number n of items is very small, e.g., constant. Such a limitation is not so rare in several scenarios of interest, as it often occurs that in large populations only few items are really relevant (e.g., among the many friends on social networks only few of them are able to affect our opinions, or among the many potential job candidates only few effectively satisfy all the requirements at which one may be interested in). The limitation on the number of states |H| occurs in many settings where the number of observable events is not so high. For instance, it could be the case of certain influence maximization problems where edge probabilities are correlated, and depends on a few possible stochastic events. Furthermore, it often occurs that, if the number of items is constant, the number of states |H| is constant, too. For instance, in both influence maximization and stochastic probing, we have that the number of states, even if it grows exponentially in the number of items, it depends on such quantity only. Therefore, in such a case, if the number of items is constant, the number of states will be constant, too.

Finally, by exploiting again the complexity bounds provided in Corollaries 1 and 2, we have the following result on fixed-parameter-tractability:

Corollary 3. Both SRm(t, b) and SBMSb are fixed-parameter-tractable problems w.r.t. to n, if |H| is polynomially bounded in the size of the input instance.

What Happens if the Single-round Problem cannot be Efficiently Solved? While the singleround optimization problem is known to be NP-hard, it would be still possible to efficiently find arbitrarily good approximation of their optimal solution in many settings. Hence, it would be natural to replace in our dynamic programming framework the optimal solution to the single-round optimization problem with its approximation. However, it is not hard to observe that this causes an explosion on the approximation guarantee: indeed, an α-approximation of the optimal policy at round t evaluated on a game tree in which the values of R(t + 1, b) for the different choices of b are only β-approximations of the maximum expected revenue achievable in round t + 1, . . . , T with budget b, may be not able to return a policy guaranteeing an approximation better than α · β of the the maximum expected revenue achievable in round t + 1, . . . , T with the given budget. Hence, by running a ρ-approximation algorithm for all T steps, may only allows to compute a ρ^T -approximation of the optimal multi-round adaptive policy, that is clearly an unsatisfying approximation guarantee for every constant ρ.

While it would be possible to fix our dynamic programming framework in order to do not cause such an explosion in the approximation guarantee, and to provide an (1 − 1/e − ϵ)-approximation to the optimal multi-round policy, we next prove that the same bound can be actually achieved by a simpler and less computationally expensive greedy algorithm.

4 Partially Adaptive Approximation Algorithm

In this section, we will design and analyze a partially adaptive policy as approximation algorithm for SBMSm. In general, a partially adaptive policy, in a first part, determines how to distribute the budget B over all rounds by computing a budget vector ⃗b = (b_1, . . . , b_T ), so that b_t is the budget assigned to round t; this budget assignment is done in a non-adaptive way, that is, without knowing the particular realization of the stochastic environment, but only based on the knowledge of the input instance I. Subsequently, for each round t ∈ [T ], the policy adaptively selects b_t items to be observed in round t; differently from the the first part, now the realization of the stochastic environment is partially revealed after each observation. It is worth to notice that an optimal solution for SBMSm, in general, dynamically allocates the budget after each item selection. Instead a partially adaptive policy allocates all the budget to the rounds at the beginning.

The specific partially adaptive policy we will consider is based on the greedy approach: (i) it first determines the budget allocation by repeatedly assigning each unit of budget to the rounds in a non-adaptive greedy way, and then (ii) greedily selects the items in an adaptive way (according to the budget previously allocated to each round). Despite partially adaptive policies are in general weaker than fully adaptive ones (because of the relaxation on budget adaptivity), we will show that our policy still guarantees a good approximation of the optimal adaptive value. In particular, we will show that its approximation factor is 1 − 1/e − ϵ ≈ 0.632 − ϵ, where e ≈ 2.718 denotes the Nepero number and ϵ > 0 is an arbitrarily small error due to some sampling procedures. Furthermore, as a consequence of the hardness result of [23] (holding for non-adaptive single-round submodular maximization), we have that SBMSm cannot approximated within a factor better than 1 − 1/e (unless P=NP). Thus, the approximation guaranteed by our partially adaptive policy cannot be substantially improved.

Remark 1. Despite a partially adaptive policy decides the budget allocation in advance, it must strongly takes into account the heterogeneity of the input instance over all rounds, in order to obtain a good approximation of the optimal adaptive value. Indeed, if the budget was allocated without considering the structure of the input instance (e.g., by distributing uniformly the budget), the resulting approximation could be non-constant.

To show this, assume that the budget allocation is determined by a budget vector ⃗b = (b_1, . . . , b_T ) that depends on the number of rounds T and the budget B only, and let t^∗ be the index t minimizing b_t (among b_1, b_2, . . . , b_T ). Now, consider an instance I = (T, B, V, H, (P_t)_{t∈[T ]}, (f_t)_{t∈[T ]}) where |V | = B = T and |H| = 1. As |H| = 1, the underlying problem is deterministic, thus we can avoid at all the presence of states. Each f_t is defined as follows: f_t(S) = |S| for any S ⊆ V if t = t^∗ (that is, the objective function at round t^∗ counts the number of selected items) and f_t(S) = 0 if t ≠ t^∗ (that is, the objective function at any round t ≠ t^∗ is zeroed).

We have that the optimal policy π^∗ for I simply selects all items at round t^∗ (that is, the unique round that produces a positive value of the aggregated objective function) and does not select any item at rounds t ≠ t^∗; the resulting value of π^∗ is σ(π^∗) = B = T . Instead, the value guaranteed by any policy π that allocates the budget according to vector ⃗b is σ(π) = b_t∗ = min_{t∈[T ]} b_t ≤ B/T = T/T = 1. Thus, policy π is only α-approximate with α = b_t∗ /B ≤ 1/T (that is non-constant due to dependence on T ).

Below, we provide the detailed description of such policy and the analysis of its approximation factor.

4.1 Estimating Objective Functions

In order to solve the desired maximization problems through our greedy partially adaptive policy, we first need to estimate the expected value of the objective functions achieved when selecting an item. However, this is not an easy task due to the stochastic nature of the problem. We first introduce a standard Monte-Carlo algorithm, called Oracle1, that can be used to give a good estimation, with high probability, of the expected value of the objective function when selecting an item: such algorithm can be used to find an item that approximately maximizes the expected influence spread of an objective function, under a given partial state.

Then, we provide another Monte-Carlo algorithm, called Oracle2, that can be used to estimate the expected increment of the objective function achieved by a given adaptive policy π when selecting the j-th item (in order of selection) at any round t; as in Oracle1, the precision of such estimation will be good with high probability. By exploiting the Chernoff-Hoeffding’s inequality [31], we show that, for any δ, ξ > 0 both algorithms can be set to guarantee a precision with an additive error of at most δ with probability at least 1 − ξ, and to run in polynomial time w.r.t. to the size of the input instance, 1/δ and 1/ξ. See the SM for a complete description of algorithms Oracle1, Oracle2 and their properties.

4.1.1 Oracle1

Oracle1 takes in input an integer q ≥ 1, an instance I of the SBMSm problem, a round t ∈ [T ], a partial state ⟨S_t⟩ for round t, an item v, and picks q samples X^1_{t,v,⟨St⟩}, . . . , X^q_{t,v,⟨St⟩} of the random variable X_{t,v,⟨S⟩} := f_t(S_t ∪ {v}, η_t) − f_t(S_t, η_t) conditioned by the observation of ⟨S_t⟩. Then, Oracle1 returns the value Oracle1(q, I, t, ⟨S_t⟩, v) := Δ̃_t(v|⟨S_t⟩) := ∑_q j=1 X^j_{t,v,⟨St⟩}/q. Given δ, ξ > 0, Oracle1 satisfies the following property.

Proposition 2. If q ≥ q(δ, ξ) := 2^{Λ2}_{δ2} ln(2n/ξ), then:

(i) any item ṽ maximizing Δ̃_t(ṽ|⟨S_t⟩) verifies P [max_{v∈V} Δ_t(v|⟨S_t⟩) − Δ_t(ṽ|⟨S_t⟩) ≤ δ] ≥ 1 − ξ;

(ii) If q ≤ P (q(δ, ξ)) for some polynomial P , Oracle1 runs in polynomial time w.r.t. the size of the input instance, 1/δ and 1/ξ.

Proof. Let t ∈ [T ], ⟨S⟩ be a partial state at round t and, for any v ∈ V , let X_{t,v,⟨S⟩} and X^1_{t,v,⟨S⟩}, . . . , X^q_{t,v,⟨S⟩} be the random quantities considered in the definition of Oracle1. As X_{t,v,⟨S⟩} has values in interval [0, Λ] (by the polynomial boundedness of the objective function), we have that

P ∃v ∈ V : | | | | | q∑ j=1 X^j_{t,v,⟨S⟩} q − E [ X_{t,v,⟨S⟩} ] | | | | | ≥ δ/2 ≤ ∑ v∈V P | | | | | q∑ j=1 X^j_{t,v,⟨S⟩} q − E [ X_{t,v,⟨S⟩} ] | | | | | ≥ δ/2

≤ n · 2 exp ( − 2(δ/2)^2q

Λ^2 )

≤ n · 2 exp ( − 2(δ/2)^2q(δ, ξ) Λ^2 )

= ξ. where the second inequality follows by the Chernoff-Hoeffding’s inequality, and the last equality holds by construction of q(δ, ξ). The above inequalities imply that

P [ |Δ(v|⟨S_t⟩) − Δ̃(v|⟨S_t⟩)| ≤ δ/2 ∀v ∈ V ] = P | | | | E [ X_{t,v,⟨S⟩} ] − q∑ j=1 X^j_{t,v,⟨S⟩} q | | | | ≤ δ/2 ∀v ∈ V ≥ 1 − ξ. (5)

Now, fix v^∗ ∈ arg max_{v∈V} Δ_t(v|⟨S_t⟩) and ṽ ∈ arg max_{v∈V} Δ̃_t(v|⟨S_t⟩). For any q ≥ q(δ, ξ), we have that P [ max_{v∈V} Δ(v|⟨S_t⟩) − Δ(ṽ|⟨S_t⟩) ≤ δ ] = P [Δ(v^∗|⟨S_t⟩) − Δ(ṽ|⟨S_t⟩) ≤ δ] ≥ P [ (Δ(v^∗|⟨S_t⟩) − Δ̃(v^∗|⟨S_t⟩)) + (Δ̃(ṽ|⟨S_t⟩) − Δ(ṽ|⟨S_t⟩)) ≤ δ ] (6) ≥ P [ |Δ(v|⟨S_t⟩) − Δ̃(v|⟨S_t⟩)| ≤ δ/2 ∀v ∈ {ṽ, v^∗} ]

= P | | | | | E [ X_{t,v,⟨St⟩} ] − q∑ j=1 X^j_{t,v,⟨S⟩} q | | | | | ≤ δ/2 ∀v ∈ {ṽ, v^∗} (7)

≥ P | | | | E [ X_{t,v,⟨St⟩} ] − q∑ j=1 X^j_{t,v,⟨St⟩} q | | | | ≤ δ/2 ∀v ∈ V ≥ 1 − ξ, (8) where (6) holds as −Δ̃(v^∗|⟨S_t⟩) + Δ̃(ṽ|⟨S_t⟩) ≥ 0 (by the optimality of ṽ for Δ̃(ṽ|⟨S_t⟩)), (7) holds since Δ(v|⟨S_t⟩) = E [ X_{t,v,⟨St⟩} ] and Δ̃(v|⟨S_t⟩) = ∑_q j=1 X^j_{t,v,⟨S⟩} q , and (8) follows from (5). Finally, Property (i) follows from (5).

Property (ii) immediately follows from: (a) the polynomial boundedness property, that polynomially relates the quantity Λ (appearing in q(δ, ξ)) to the size of the input instance; (b) the existence of an oracle that picks samples drawn from the underlying probability distributions (whose existence has been implicitly assumed in the model definition of Section 2).

4.1.2 Oracle2

Oracle2 takes in input an integer q ≥ 1, an instance I of the SBMSm problem, a polynomial adaptive policy π(t) that only works at round t and selects all the items in n steps, an integer i ∈ [n], and picks q samples Y^1_{t,i}, . . . , Y^q_{t,i} of the random variable Y_{t,i} := f_t({v_1, . . . , v_i}, η_t) − f_t({v_1, . . . , v_{i−1}}, η_t), that denotes the increment of f_t achieved by π(t) when selecting the i-th item v_i at round t, where v_1, . . . , v_n are the random nodes chosen by π(t) in order of selection. Then, Oracle2 returns the empirical mean Oracle2(q, I, π(t), i) := Δ̃_{t,i} := ∑^q_{j=1} Y^j_{t,i}/q.

Proposition 3. If q ≥ q^′(δ, ξ) :=^{Λ2}_{2δ2} ln(2T n/ξ), then:

(i) P [ |Δ_{t,i} − Δ̃_{t,i}| ≤ δ, ∀t ∈ [T ], i ∈ [n] ] ≥ 1−ξ, where Δ_{t,i} is the (exact) expected increment of f_t achieved by π(t) when selecting the i-th item;

(ii) if q ≤ P (q^′(δ, ξ)) for some polynomial P , Oracle2 runs in polynomial time w.r.t. the size of the input instance, 1/δ and 1/ξ.

Proof. Given t ∈ [T ], i ∈ [n] and q ≥ 1, let Y_{t,i} and Y^1_{t,i}, . . . , Y^q_{t,i} be the random quantities considered in the definition of Oracle2. As Y_{t,i} has values in [0, Λ] we have that: P ∃t ∈ [T ], i ∈ [n] : | | | | q∑ j=1 Y^j_{t,i} q − E [Y_{t,i}] | | | | ≥ δ ≤ ∑ t∈[T ] ∑ i∈[n] P | | | | q∑ j=1 X^j_{t,v,⟨S⟩} q − E [ X_{t,v,⟨S⟩} ] | | | | ≥ δ

≤ T · n · 2 exp ( − 2δ^2q Λ^2 )

≤ T · n · 2 exp ( − 2δ^2q^′(δ, ξ) Λ^2 )

= ξ. where the second inequality holds by the Chernoff-Hoeffding’s inequality, and the last equality holds by construction of q^′(δ, ξ). The above inequalities imply that P [ |Δ̃^′_{t,i} − Δ^′_{t,i}| ≤ δ, ∀t ∈ [T ], i ∈ [n] ] = P | | | | q∑ j=1 Y^j_{t,i} q − E [Y_{t,i}] | | | | ≤ δ, ∀t ∈ [T ], i ∈ [n] ≥ 1 − ξ, and this shows property (i).

Property (ii) holds by similar arguments as in Proposition 2.

4.2 Single-Round Adaptive Policy

In order to define our approximate policy we first introduce the greedy framework adopted at each round, given the available budget for that round. The greedy single-round (adaptive) policy SingleGr_{δ,ξ}(I, t, b) (see Algorithm 1 for the pseudo-code) greedily selects b items (in b steps) at round t only, and at each step selects an item maximizing the expected increment of f up to an addend δ and with prob. at least 1−ξ, conditioned by the previous observations; the item selected at each step can be determined by calling Oracle1 for each item v not yet included, and then choosing that maximizing the value Oracle1(q(δ, ξ), I, t, ⟨S_t⟩, v).

Algorithm 1: SingleGr_{δ,ξ}

Require: an input instance I of SBMSm, a round t, a budget b ≥ 0, an (unknown) state η_t for round t; Ensure: a subset S_t := SingleGr_{δ,ξ}(I, t, b, η_t); 1: let S_t ← ∅;

2: while |S_t| ≤ b do 3: v ← arg max_v′_{∈V} Oracle1(q(δ, ξ), I, t, ⟨S_t⟩, v^′);

% Δ_t(v|⟨S_t, η_t⟩) ≥ max_v′_{∈V \St} Δ_t(v^′|⟨S_t, η_t⟩) − δ with prob. at least 1 − ξ by Proposition 2. 4: S_t ← S_t ∪ {v}; 5: end while 6: return S_t.

Notice that SingleGr_{δ,ξ} is equivalent to an approximate variant of the adaptive greedy policy defined by [26], that provides a (1 − 1/e − ϵ)-approximation to the best policy when considering a unique round.

4.3 Budget Allocation Algorithm

In order to allocate the budget over rounds, we consider an algorithm called BudgetGr_{δ,ϵ}(I) (see Algorithm 2 for the pseudo-code), that greedily assigns (in a non-adaptive way) each unit of budget to the round t that maximizes the expected increment of the objective function achieved by the greedy single-round (adaptive) policy; the above expected increment is well-approximated with high probability by algorithm Oracle2, in which the single-greedy policy is executed many times to collect a sufficiently high number of samples on the objective function increments.

Algorithm 2: BudgetGr_{δ,ξ}

Require: an input instance I of SBMSm; Ensure: a vector ⃗b := (b_1, . . . , b_T ) = BudgetGr_{δ,ξ}(I); 1: for t = 1, . . . , T do 2: Δ_{t,0} ← ∞;

3: for i = 1, . . . , n do 4: Δ̃_{t,i} ← Oracle2(q′(δ, ξ), I, SingleGr_{δ,ξ}(I, t, n), i); 5: Δ_{t,i} ← min{Δ_{t,i−1}, Δ̃_{t,i}}; 6: end for 7: Δ_{t,n+1} ← −∞; % This is done to impose the unfeasibility of selecting n + 1 items at each round t. 8: end for 9: % By Proposition 3 applied to SingleGr_{δ,ξ}(I, t, n), the event “|Δ_{t,i} − Δ̃_{t,i}| ≤ δ, ∀t ∈ [T ], i ∈ [n]” holds with prob. at least 1 − ξ, where Δ_{t,i} denotes the (exact) expected increment of objective function f_t, achieved by SingleGr_{δ,ξ}(I, t, n) when selecting the i-th item, in order of selection. Furthermore, as Δ_{t,i} is non-increasing in i up to a small addend (by adaptive-submodularity), we also have that the distance |Δ_{t,i} − Δ_{t,i}| is small with prob. at least 1 − ξ.

10: (b_1, . . . , b_T ) ← (0, . . . , 0); 11: for h = 1, . . . , B do 12: t^∗ ← arg max_{t∈[T ]} Δ_{t,bt +1}; 13: b_t∗ ← b_t∗ + 1; 14: end for 15: return ⃗b := (b_1, . . . , b_T );

4.4 Multi-Round Adaptive Policy

Let ⃗b := (b_1, . . . , b_T ) be the output of BudgetGr_{δ,ϵ}(I). The greedy multi-round (adaptive) policy MultiGr_{δ,ξ}(I) (see Algorithm 3 for the pseudo-code) applies the greedy single-round policy with budget b_t at each round t ∈ [T ] to determine a subset S_t, and returns the aggregated subset ⃗S = (S_1, . . . , S_T ).

Algorithm 3: MultiGr_{δ,ξ}

Require: an input instance I of SBMSm, an (unknown) aggregated state ⃗η := (η_1, . . . , η_t); Ensure: an aggregated subset ⃗S := MultiGr_{δ,ξ}(I, ⃗η); 1: ⃗b := (b_1, . . . , b_T ) ← BudgetGr_{δ.ξ}(I); 2: for t = 1, . . . , T do 3: S_t ← SingleGr_{δ,ξ}(I, t, b_t, η_t); 4: wait the end of round t; 5: end for 6: return ⃗S := (S_1, . . . , S_T ).

Theorem 1 shows that, for any fixed ϵ > 0 and opportune choices of δ and ξ, MultiGr_{δ,ξ}(I) achieves a (1 − 1/e − ϵ) approximation to the optimal adaptive policy. In the following remark, we first explain why the approaches previously adopted to deal with the single-round case [26] could not be directly applied to the general multi-round framework to obtain the same approximation, thus showing that a new approach like ours was somehow necessary.

Remark 2. As the adaptive greedy algorithm of [26] returns a (1 − 1/e − ϵ)-approximation for (adaptive) single-round submodular maximization problems, one could reasonably believe that their approach guarantees the same approximation for the multi-round generalization considered in this work; if this was the case, our partially adaptive algorithm would not guarantee a better approximation than their fully adaptive algorithm, and it would be of interest only because partial adaptivity is easier to implement in various realistic contexts. However, a direct application of the adaptive greedy algorithm of [26] would require to represent the input multi-round instance as a union of T independent single-round sub-instances (i.e., one for each round) and, similarly as in the greedy-single round policy (see Algorithm 1), would greedily and adaptively select B items (in B steps), possibly moving back and forth between rounds. Despite our model allows to move from one round to the subsequent ones, it forbids to return to selecting items in previously abandoned rounds (as this would mean go back in time and cancel the choices previously made). Thus, due to this constraint, the greedy choices suggested by the algorithm of [26] may not be valid when applied to our multi-round framework.

Furthermore, if we apply the algorithm of [26] by restricting the greedy choice, at each step, to items of the current or the subsequent rounds, the resulting approximation could be arbitrarily low (i.e., inefficient). To show this, we consider a simple instance I defined as follows: we have two rounds, a set of n items and a budget B := n + 1; a special item v^∗ has weight weight 1 for each round, and the remaining items have weight 1/2 at round 1 and weight 0 at round 2; the objective function, at each round, simply counts the total weight of selected items. We observe that the considered instance can be easily modelled as a (fully deterministic) binary submodular stochastic probing problem (see Section 2.5). An optimal policy for I requires to select all items at round 1 and the special item at round 2, and then guarantees a value of (n − 1)/2 + 2 = n/2 + 3/2. However, the solution returned by the considered adaptation of the greedy algorithm of [26] selects the special item at round 1, moves to the subsequent round and then selects all the available n items (as it cannot go back to round 1); in such a case the obtained value is 2, and then only guarantees a 2/(n/2 + 3/2) = 4/(n + 3) = O(1/n)-approximation of the optimal value, that becomes arbitrarily low as n increases.

Theorem 1. Let I = (T, B, V, H, (P_t)_{t∈[T ]}, R, (f_t)_{t∈[T ]}) be an input instance of SBMSm. The greedy multiround policy MultiGr_{δ,ξ}(I) is a (1 − 1/e − ϵ)-approximate policy for δ := ξ :=^{λcϵ}_{B(1+Λ)} and any constant c such that 0 < c ≤ 1/4, and it is polynomial in the size of I and 1/ϵ.

Before to provide the full proof of this theorem (given in the next subsection), we would like to describe the main proof arguments necessary to get a (1 − 1/e)-approximation assuming that the probabilistic oracles are exact (i.e., assuming that Oracle1 and Oracle2 can be run with δ := ξ := 0).

Sketch of the proof (approximation factor for the case of exact oracles). For any k ∈ �0, B�, let ⃗b(k) := (b_1(k), . . . , b_T (k)) be the budget vector obtained by algorithm BudgetGr_{δ,ϵ}(I) (see Algorithm 2) after the assignment of k-th unit of budget. Let MultiGr_{0,0}(I) be the greedy multi-round policy that uses exact oracles (i.e., with δ = ξ = 0), π^∗ be an optimal adaptive policy, π(k) be the greedy multi-round policy MultiGr_{0,0}(I) applied to budget vector ⃗b(k); we observe that π(B) coincides with the policy MultiGr_{0,0}(I). Consider the following artificial adaptive policy π̂^∗(k) that works in two phases: in the first phase, π̂^∗(k) runs policy π(k); in the second phase, π̂^∗(k) restarts from round 1 and, by observing the partial state of the previous item selections, selects further min{nT − k, B} items in an optimal adaptive way over all T rounds.

Fix k ∈ �0, B − 1�. By the monotonicity of the objective functions and since π̂^∗(k) selects as many items as in the optimal adaptive policy π^∗, the performance of π̂^∗(k) is not worse than that of π^∗, that is,

σ(π̂^∗(k)) ≥ σ(π^∗). (9) Furthermore, by exploiting the greedy assignment of the budget chosen by BudgetGr_{δ,ϵ}(I) and the adaptive submodularity, one can show that σ(π(k + 1)) − σ(π(k)) (that is, the expected increment of the objective functions achieved by MultiGr_{0,0}(I), when selecting the item associated with the (k + 1)-th unit of budget assigned by BudgetGr_{δ,ϵ}(I)) is at least equal as the expected increment of the objective functions achieved by each item selected in the second phase of π̂^∗(k). Thus, considering that the overall expected utility achieved in the second phase of π̂^∗(k) is σ(π̂^∗(k)) − σ(π(k)) and, in such phase, at most B items are selected, we necessarily have that σ(π(k + 1)) − σ(π(k)) ≥ σ(π̂^∗(k)) − σ(π(k)) B ≥ σ(π^∗) − σ(π(k)) B , where the first inequality can be formally shown by setting δ := ξ := 0 and π^′(k) := π(k) in Lemma 1 (see the full proof of Theorem 1 below) and the last one follows from (9). By rearranging the above inequalities we obtain σ(π(k + 1)) ≥ ( 1 − 1 B ) σ(π(k)) + ( 1 B ) σ(π^∗). (10)

By applying recursively (10) from k = 0 to k = B − 1 we obtain σ(π(k)) ≥

(_1 B ) σ(π^∗) ∑_{B−1} k=0 ( 1 −^1_B )_k . Thus, we have

MultiGr_{0,0}(I) = σ(π(B)) ≥ ( 1 B ) σ(π^∗) B−1∑ k=0 ( 1 − 1 B )_k = ( 1 B ) σ(π^∗) ( 1 − ( 1 −^1_B )_B 1 − ( 1 −^1_B ) )

= ( 1 − ( 1 − 1 B )_B ) σ(π^∗) ≥ ( 1 − 1 e ) σ(π^∗), (11)

where (11) follows from the known inequality (1 + x)^r < e^{rx}, holding for any x ≥ −1 and r > 0, applied with x = −1/B and r = B. By (11), we have that MultiGr_{0,0}(I) is a (1 − 1/e)-approximate policy, and this shows the claim.

4.5 Full Proof of Theorem 1

Fix δ := ξ :=^{λcϵ}_{B(1+Λ)} , where c ∈ (0, 1/4] is a constant that can be arbitrarily fixed. We first show the polynomial-time complexity of the algorithm. First of all, by Propositions 2 and 3 we have that both Oracle1 and Oracle2 run in polynomial time w.r.t. the size of I, 1/δ and 1/ξ. Then, as 1/ϵ = O (_{nT Λ} λδ ) = O (_{nT Λ} λξ ) , by the polynomial boundedness property (that polynomially relates quantities Λ and 1/λ to the size of I) we conclude that Oracle1 and Oracle2 are polynomial in 1/ϵ and the size of I. Finally, the polynomial-time complexity of the whole greedy multi-round policy follows from the fact that such policy applies n · T times algorithm Oracle2 to compute the budget vector (via algorithm BudgetGr_{δ,ξ}(I)) and ∑ t∈[T ] bt = B < n · T times the algorithm Oracle1 to select b_t items at each round t (via algorithm SingleGr_{δ,ξ}(I, t, b_t)); the other steps of the greedy multi-round policy are less significant in terms of time-complexity.

Now, we will show the approximation guarantee of the greedy multi-round policy. Let π^∗ denote an optimal adaptive policy for instance I. Let Δ_{t,i} be the expected increment of the objective function at round t achieved by SingleGr_{δ,ξ}(I, t, n) when selecting the i-th item at round t, and let Δ̃_{t,i} be the estimation of Δ_{t,i} computed in algorithm BudgetGr_{δ,ξ}(I) via Oracle2. Let BudgetGr^′_{δ,ξ}(I) be a variant of BudgetGr_{δ,ξ}(I) working assuming that the estimation Δ̃_{t,i} of Δ_{t,i} is correct, that is, Oracle2 (differently from Oracle1) is run with δ := ξ := 0 and then Δ̃_{t,i} = Δ_{t,i} holds with probability 1. For any fixed k ∈ �0, B�, let ⃗b′(k) = (b′_1(k), . . . , b′_T (k)) be the budget vector achieved by BudgetGr^′_{δ,ξ}(I), immediately after the assignment of k-th unit of budget. Let π^′(k) denote the variant MultiGr^′_{δ,ξ}(I) of the greedy multi-round policy that uses the budget vector ⃗b^′(k) = (b^′_1(k), . . . , b^′_T (k)) to distribute k units of budget over all T rounds; we observe that MultiGr^′_{δ,ξ}(I) coincides with policy π^′(B). Furthermore, consider the following artificial adaptive policy π̂^∗(k) that works in two phases: in the first phase, π̂^∗(k) runs policy π^′(k), so that k items are selected; in the second phase, π̂^∗(k) restarts from round 1 and, by using also the observations from the first phase, selects further min{nT − k, B} items in an optimal adaptive way over all T rounds.

In the remainder of the proof, we will first relate the value achieved by MultiGr^′_{δ,ξ}(I) with the optimal adaptive one achieved by π^∗, and then we will relate MultiGr_{δ,ξ}(I) with MultiGr^′_{δ,ξ}(I) to obtain the desired approximation guarantee.

Fix k ∈ �0, B − 1�. By the monotonicity of the objective functions and since π̂^∗(k) selects as many items as in the optimal adaptive policy π^∗, the performance of π̂^∗(k) is not worse than that of π^∗, that is,

σ(π̂^∗(k)) ≥ σ(π^∗). (12)

In the following lemma, by exploiting the adaptive submodularity, we show that σ(π^′(k + 1)) − σ(π^′(k)) (that is, the expected increment of the objective functions achieved by MultiGr^′_{δ,ξ}(I), when selecting the item associated with the (k+1)-th unit of budget assigned by BudgetGr^′_{δ,ϵ}(I)) is at least equal as σ(π̂^∗(k))−σ(π^′(k)) (that is, the overall expected increment of the aggregated objective function achieved in the second phase of σ(π̂^∗(k))) divided by B, up to an error δ + ξΛ (due to the sampling procedure of Oracle1).

Lemma 1. We have σ(π^′(k + 1)) − σ(π^′(k)) ≥^{σ(π̂∗(k))−σ(π′ (k))}_B − (δ + Λξ).

Proof of Lemma 1. Given a round t ∈ [T ] and i ∈ [n], let v_{t,i} denote the (random) i-th item selected at round t by the greedy single-round policy SingleGr_{δ,ξ}(I, t, n) and let S_{t,i} denote the (random) set {v_{t,1}, . . . , v_{t,i}}. We recall that Δ_{t,i} = E_{⟨St,i−1 ⟩}[Δ(v_{t,i}|⟨S_{t,i−1}⟩)] is the expected increment of the objective function at round t achieved by SingleGr_{δ,ξ}(I, t, n) when selecting the i-th item.

In the remainder of the proof, we will show several inequalities (Parts i-iv) that will lead to the claim (Final part).

Part i: Given a round t ∈ [T ] and i ∈ [n], let v^∗_{t,i} be the (random) item that maximizes Δ(v^∗_{t,i}|⟨S_{t,i−1}⟩) and Δ^∗_{t,i} := E_{⟨St,i−1 ⟩}[Δ(v^∗_{t,i}|⟨S_{t,i−1}⟩)]. Furthermore, let A_{t,i} denote the event “Δ(v^∗_{t,i}|⟨S_{t,i−1}⟩) ≤ Δ(v_{t,i}|⟨S_{t,i−1}⟩) + δ”; by the property (i) of Proposition 2, we have that event A_{t,i} is true with probability at least 1 − ξ, and then, its complementary event A_{t,i} is false with probability at most ξ. Thus, we have Δ^∗_{t,i} = E_{⟨St,i−1 ⟩}[Δ(v^∗_{t,i}|⟨S_{t,i−1}⟩)] = P[A_{t,i}] · E_{⟨St,i−1 ⟩}[Δ(v^∗_{t,i}|⟨S_{t,i−1}⟩) | A_{t,i}] + P [ A_{t,i} ] · E_{⟨St,i−1 ⟩} [ Δ(v^∗_{t,i}|⟨S_{t,i−1}⟩) | A_{t,i} ] ≤ P[A_{t,i}] · E_{⟨St,i−1 ⟩}[Δ(v_{t,i}|⟨S_{t,i−1}⟩) + δ | A_{t,i}] + P [ A_{t,i} ] · Λ ≤ P[A_{t,i}] · E_{⟨St,i−1 ⟩}[Δ(v_{t,i}|⟨S_{t,i−1}⟩) + δ | A_{t,i}] + ξΛ ≤ P[A_{t,i}] · E_{⟨St,i−1 ⟩}[Δ(v_{t,i}|⟨S_{t,i−1}⟩) + δ | A_{t,i}] + P[A_{t,i}] · E_{⟨St,i−1 ⟩}[Δ(v_{t,i}|⟨S_{t,i−1}⟩) + δ | A_{t,i}] + ξΛ = E_{⟨St,i−1 ⟩}[Δ(v_{t,i}|⟨S_{t,i−1}⟩) + δ] + ξΛ = E_{⟨St,i−1 ⟩}[Δ(v_{t,i}|⟨S_{t,i−1}⟩)] + δ + ξΛ = Δ_{t,i} + δ + ξΛ.

(13)

Part ii: Now, let t be the round to which the (k + 1)-th unit of budget is assigned by BudgetGr^′_{δ,ξ}(I); then, ⃗b′(k) = (b′_1(k), . . . , b′_T (k)) is the budget vector obtained before the above assigned. For any round q ≠ t, we have that

σ(π^′(k + 1)) − σ(π^′(k)) = Δ_{t,b}′_{t(k)+1} ≥ Δ_{q,b}′_{q (k)+1} ≥ Δ^∗_{q,b}′_{q (k)+1} − (δ + ξΛ), (14)

where the first inequality holds by the greedy choice of BudgetGR^′_{δ,ξ}(I) and the second one follows from (13).

Part iii: For any h ∈ [min{B, T n − k}], let Δ̂^∗_h(k) denote the expected increment of the h-th item selected by π̂^∗(k) during the second phase. By construction, we have that ∑ h∈[min{B,T n−k}] Δ̂ ∗ h(k) is equal to the expected increment achieved in the second phase of π̂^∗(k), that is, ∑ h∈[min{B,T n−k}] Δ̂^∗_h(k) = σ(π̂^∗(k)) − σ(π^′(k))). (15)

Part iv: For a given h ∈ [min{B, T n − k}], let t̂_h be the (random) round in which the h-th item of the second phase is selected by π̂^∗(k). By exploiting the adaptive submodularity, we can show that Δ^∗_{t̂h ,b′t̂h (k)+1}

(i.e., the expected increment of the objective functions obtained by selecting optimally an item in round t̂_h, at the end of the first phase of π̂^∗(k)) is at least equal as Δ̂^∗_h(k) (i.e., the expected increment of the objective functions achieved by π̂^∗(k) when selecting the h-th item during the second phase), independently on the particular realization of t̂_h. Indeed, let ⟨S⟩ denote the partial state in round t̂_h, observable immediately after the first phase, let v^∗ be an item that can be optimally selected in the same round after observing ⟨S⟩, and let ⟨Ŝ⟩ denote the partial state in the same round, but observed immediately before the selection of the h-th item v̂^∗ in the second phase of π̂^∗(k). We have Δ^∗_{t̂h ,b′t̂h (k)+1} = E_{⟨S⟩} [Δ(v^∗|⟨S⟩)] ≥ E_{⟨Ŝ ⟩}[Δ(v̂^∗|⟨S⟩)] ≥ E_{⟨Ŝ ⟩}[Δ(v̂^∗|⟨Ŝ⟩)] = Δ̂^∗_h(k), (16) where the first inequality holds by the optimality of v^∗ and the last one holds since ⟨S⟩ ⪯ ⟨Ŝ⟩ and by the adaptive submodularity.

We conclude that

σ(π^′(k + 1)) − σ(π^′(k)) ≥ Δ^∗_{t̂h ,b′t̂h (k)+1} − (δ + ξΛ) ≥ Δ̂^∗_h(k) − (δ + ξΛ), (17)

where the first inequality holds by (14) (with q := t̂_h) and the last one holds by (16).

Final Part: By putting together (15) and (17), we obtain

B(σ(π^′(k + 1)) − σ(π^′(k))) ≥ min{B, T n − k} · (σ(π^′(k + 1)) − σ(π^′(k))) ≥ ∑ h∈[min{B,T n−k}] (Δ̂^∗_h(k) − (δ + ξΛ)) (by (17)) ≥ ∑ h∈[min{B,T n−k}] Δ̂^∗_h(k) − B(δ + ξΛ)

= σ(π̂^∗(k)) − σ(π^′(k)) − B(δ + ξΛ) (by (15))

and, by dividing all members by B, the claim of the lemma follows.

By Lemma 1, we obtain

σ(π^′(k + 1)) − σ(π^′(k)) ≥ σ(π̂^∗(k)) − σ(π^′(k)) B − (δ + ξΛ) ≥ σ(π^∗) − σ(π^′(k)) B − (δ + ξΛ)

where the last inequality follows from (12). By rearranging the above inequalities we obtain

σ(π^′(k + 1)) ≥ ( 1 − 1 B ) σ(π^′(k)) + ( 1 B ) σ(π^∗) − (δ + ξΛ). (18)

By applying recursively (18) from k = 0 to k = B − 1 we obtain σ(π^′(k)) ≥

(_1 B ) σ(π^∗) ∑_{B−1} k=0 ( 1 −^1_B )_k − B(δ + ξΛ). Thus, we have

MultiGr^′_{0,0}(I) = σ(π^′(B)) ≥ ( 1 B ) σ(π^∗) B−1∑ k=0 ( 1 − 1 B )_k − B(δ + ξΛ)

= ( 1 B ) σ(π^∗) ( 1 − ( 1 −^1_B )_B 1 − ( 1 −^1_B ) ) − B(δ + ξΛ)

= ( 1 − ( 1 − 1 B )_B ) σ(π^∗) − B(δ + ξΛ) ≥ ( 1 − 1 e ) σ(π^∗) − B(δ + ξΛ), (19)

where (19) follows from the known inequality (1 + x)^r < e^{rx}, holding for any x ≥ −1 and r > 0, applied with x = −1/B and r = B. By (19), we have that MultiGr^′_{0,0}(I) is a (1 − 1/e)-approximate policy.

In the following lemma, we relate the value of MultiGr_{δ,ξ}(I) with that of its variant MultiGr^′_{δ,ξ}(I); this result, combined with (19), will be used to show the approximation factor of MultiGr_{δ,ξ}(I).

Lemma 2. We have σ(MultiGr_{δ,ξ}(I)) ≥ σ(MultiGr^′_{δ,ξ}(I)) − 3B(δ + ξΛ).

Proof of Lemma 2. As in Lemma 1, we will first show several inequalities (Parts i-v), and then we will combine them to show the claim (Final Part).

Part i: We recall that Δ_{t,i} denotes the expected increment of the objective function considered in algorithm SingleGr_{δ,ξ}(I, t, n), when selecting the i-the item at round t; by construction of policy MultiGr^′_{δ,ξ}(I) and budget vector ⃗b^′ = (b^′_1, . . . , b^′_T ), we have that

σ(MultiGr^′_{δ,ξ}(I)) = ∑ t∈[T ] ∑ i∈[b^′_t ] Δ_{t,i}. (20)

Let ⃗b = (b_1, . . . , b_T ) be the (random) vector returned by BudgetGr_{δ,ξ}(I); by construction, we have that

σ(MultiGr_{δ,ξ}(I)) = E ∑ t∈[T ] ∑ i∈[b_t ] Δ_{t,i} , (21)

where the expectation is over the possible realizations of ⃗b.

Part ii: By exploiting similar arguments as in Parts i and iv of Lemma 1, we can show that the Δ_{t,i} is non-increasing in i up to addend (δ + ξΛ), that is,

Δ_{t,i}′ ≥ Δ_{t,i} − (δ + ξΛ) (22)

for any t ∈ [T ] and i, i^′ ∈ [n] such that i^′ ≤ i. Indeed, let Δ^∗_{t,i} be the maximum expected increment obtained by selecting an item at round t in an optimal way, assuming that i − 1 items have been already selected in that round by policy SingleGr_{δ,ξ}(I, t, n) (see Part i of the proof of Lemma 1 for a formal definition of Δ^∗_{t,i}). Inequality (22) can be shown by observing that Δ_{t,i}′ +δ +ξΛ ≥ Δ^∗_{t,i}′ ≥ Δ^∗_{t,i} ≥ Δ_{t,i}, where the first inequality holds because of the approximate greedy choice of SingleGr_{δ,ξ}(I, t, n) (similarly as in (13)) and the second one holds by the adaptive submodularity (similarly as in (16)).

Part iii: Now, let Δ̃_{t,i} be the random quantity considered in algorithm Oracle2 to estimate Δ_{t,i} with high probability and arbitrarily high precision. Let A be the event “|Δ_{t,i} − Δ̃_{t,i}| ≤ δ, ∀t ∈ [T ], i ∈ [n]”; by the property (i) of Proposition 3, we have P[A] ≥ 1−ξ. Then, given a realization (Δ̃_{t,i})_{t∈[T ],i∈[n]} ∼ (Δ̃_{t,i})_{t∈[T ],i∈[n]} such that event A is true we have that |Δ_{t,i} − Δ̃_{t,i}| ≤ δ. (23)

Part iv: Let Δ_{t,i} := min_i′_{∈[i]} Δ̃_{t,i}′ be the (random) values considered in BudgetGr_{δ,ξ}(I) to assign the budget in a greedy way. Given a realization (Δ_{t,i})_{t∈[T ],i∈[n]} ∼ (Δ_{t,i})_{t∈[T ],i∈[n]} of the above values, and the corresponding budget vector ⃗b = (b_1, . . . , b_T ) returned as output by BudgetGr_{δ,ξ}(I), we have that ∑ t∈[T ] ∑ i∈[b_t ] Δ_{t,i} ≥ ∑ t∈[T ] ∑ i∈[b^′_t ] Δ_{t,i}. (24)

Indeed, as Δ_{t,i} is non increasing in i (by definition of minimum), one can easily show that the vector ⃗b∗ = (b∗_1, . . . , b∗_T ) maximizing ∑_{i∈[b∗t ]} Δ_{t,i} subject to ∑_{t∈[T ]} b∗_t = B can be computed in a greedy way as in algorithm BudgetGr_{δ,ξ}(I), that is, the budget vector ⃗b^∗ can be set equal to ⃗b, and then (24) holds by the optimality of ⃗b.

Part v: Let (Δ̃_{t,i})_{t∈[T ],i∈[n]} be a realization of (Δ̃_{t,i})_{t∈[T ],i∈[n]} such that event A is true, and let Δ_{t,i} be the corresponding realization of Δ_{t,i} = min_i′_{∈[i]} Δ̃_{t,i}′ . Given t ∈ [T ], i ∈ [n], let i^′ ∈ [i] be the lowest integer such that Δ̃_{t,i}′ = Δ_{t,i}. By exploiting (22), we get: Δ_{t,i} − Δ_{t,i} = Δ_{t,i} − Δ̃_{t,i}′ ≤ Δ_{t,i}′ + δ + ξΛ − Δ̃_{t,i}′ (25) ≤ 2δ + ξΛ, (26)

where (25) holds by (22) and (26) holds by (23).

Final Part: We recall that A denotes the event “|Δ_{t,i} − Δ̃_{t,i}| ≤ δ, ∀t ∈ [T ], i ∈ [n]” and that P[A] ≥ 1 − ξ; furthermore, let A denote the complementary set of A, so that P[A] ≤ ξ. We conclude the proof by using all the above inequalities as follows:

σ(MultiGr^′_{δ,ξ}(I)) − σ(MultiGr_{δ,ξ}(I)) = ∑ t∈[T ] ∑ i∈[b^′_t] Δ_{t,i} − E ∑ t∈[T ] ∑ i∈[b_t ] Δ_{t,i} = ∑ t∈[T ] ∑ i∈[b^′_t ] Δ_{t,i} − E ∑ t∈[T ] ∑ i∈[b^′_t] Δ_{t,i}

+ E ∑ t∈[T ] ∑ i∈[b^′_t] Δ_{t,i} − E ∑ t∈[T ] ∑ i∈[b_t] Δ_{t,i} + E ∑ t∈[T ] ∑ i∈[b_t] Δ_{t,i} − E ∑ t∈[T ] ∑ i∈[b_t] Δ̃_{t,i}

+ E ∑ t∈[T ] ∑ i∈[b_t] Δ̃_{t,i} − E ∑ t∈[T ] ∑ i∈[b_t] Δ_{t,i}

= E ∑ t∈[T ] ∑ i∈[b^′_t ] (Δ_{t,i} − Δ_{t,i}) + E ≤0 (by (24)) ∑ t∈[T ] ∑ i∈[b^′_t ] Δ_{t,i} − ∑ t∈[T ] ∑ i∈[b_t ] Δ_{t,i} + E ∑ t∈[T ] ∑ i∈[b_t ]

≤0 (Δ_{t,i} − Δ̃_{t,i})

+ E ∑ t∈[T ] ∑ i∈[b_t] (Δ̃_{t,i} − Δ_{t,i})

≤ E ∑ t∈[T ] ∑ i∈[b^′_t ] (Δ_{t,i} − Δ_{t,i}) + E ∑ t∈[T ] ∑ i∈[b_t ] (Δ̃_{t,i} − Δ_{t,i})

= ≤1 P [A] E ∑ t∈[T ] ∑ i∈[b^′_t ]

≤2δ+ξΛ (by (26)) (Δ_{t,i} − Δ_{t,i}) | | | | A + ≤ξ P [ A ] E ∑ t∈[T ] ∑ i∈[b^′_t ]

≤Λ (Δ_{t,i} − Δ_{t,i}) | | | | A

+ ≤1 P [A] E ∑ t∈[T ] ∑ i∈[b_t ]

≤δ (by (23))

(Δ̃_{t,i} − Δ_{t,i}) | | | | A + ≤ξ P [ A ] E ∑ t∈[T ] ∑ i∈[b_t]

≤Λ (Δ̃_{t,i} − Δ_{t,i}) | | | | A ≤ B(2δ + ξΛ) + BξΛ + Bδ + BξΛ = 3B(δ + ξΛ).

(27)

By (27), the claim follows.

By exploiting the polynomial boundedness property, the following lemma provides a lower bound on the optimal adaptive value.

Lemma 3. We have λ ≤ σ(π^∗).

Proof of Lemma 3. By definition of λ, there exist t ∈ [T ] and v ∈ V such that λ ≤ E_{ηt ∼Pt} [f_t({v}, η_t)]. By the optimality of policy π^∗, we necessarily have E_{ηt ∼Pt} [f_t({v}, η_t)] ≤ σ(π^∗). Thus, by combining the obtained inequalities, the claim of the lemma follows.

Finally, putting together the above results, we obtain

σ(MultiGr_{δ,ξ}(I))σ(MultiGr^′_{δ,ξ}(I)) − 3B(δ + ξΛ) ≥ ( 1 − 1 e ) σ(π^∗) − 4B(δ + ξΛ) ≥ ( 1 − 1 e ) σ(π^∗) − ( 4B(δ + ξΛ) λ ) σ(π^∗) ≥ ( 1 − 1 e ) σ(π^∗) − ( B(δ + ξΛ) cλ ) σ(π^∗) = ( 1 − 1 e − ϵ ) σ(π^∗), where the first inequality follows from Lemma 2, the second one holds by (19), the third one follows from Lemma 3, the fourth one holds since 0 < c ≤ 1/4, the last equality holds since δ = ξ =^{λcϵ}_{B(1+Λ)} and shows the desired approximation factor.

5 Budget-adaptivity Gap

In this section, we introduce and quantify the budget-adaptivity gap, to measure how much a fully adaptive optimal policy is better than an optimal partially adaptive policy that, as in the greedy multi-round policy considered above (see Section 4.4), allocates the budget in advance.

Definition 3. Given an instance I of SBMSm, the budget-adaptivity gap of I is defined as BGap(I) := σ(π^∗)/σ(π), where π^∗ is an optimal adaptive policy for I, and π is a policy that is optimal among all partially adaptive policies in which we first choose the budget b_t to be spent for each round t (i.e., nonadaptively) and then we adaptively select b_t items at each round t. Furthermore, the budget-adaptivity gap of SBMSm is defined as BGap := sup_{I∈SBMSm} BGap(I).

In the following theorem we provide a tight constant bound on the adpativity gap, thus showing that the fully adaptive optimum is, in general, strictly higher than the partially adaptive one, but it can still be approximated well by resorting to partial adaptivity.

Theorem 2. The budget-adaptivity gap of SBMSm is e/(e − 1) ≈ 1.582.

Proof. We first show that BGap ≤ e/(e−1). Let I be an arbitrary input instance of SBMSm, π^∗ be an optimal adaptive policy for I and π be an optimal partially adaptive for I (that allocates the budget in advance); furthermore, let MultiGr_{0,0}(I) denote the multi-round greedy policy defined in Section 4.4, assuming that the probabilistic oracles (Oracle1 and Oracle2 of Section 4.1) works with δ = ξ = 0, that is, they are able to return with probability 1 the exact expected increment of the objective functions. If δ = ξ = 0, the same analysis as that provided in Theorem 1 holds with ϵ = 0, thus showing that the approximation factor of MultiGr_{0,0}(I) is 1 − 1/e = (e − 1)/e. Thus, we have^1_{BGap(I)} =^{σ(π)}_{σ(π∗)} ≥^{σ(MultiGr0,0 (I))}_{σ(π∗)} ≥^{e−1}_e , that is, BGap(I) ≤ e/(e − 1), and by the arbitrariness of I we obtain BGap ≤ e/(e − 1).

To show the claim, it remains to prove that BGap ≥ e/(e − 1). We equivalently show that, for any ϵ > 0, there exists an instance I(ϵ) of SBMSm parametrized by ϵ such that BGap(I(ϵ)) > e/(e − 1) − ϵ; then, by the arbitrariness of ϵ we obtain BGap ≥ e/(e − 1).

For a fixed ϵ > 0, consider an instance I(ϵ) of the multi-round binary stochastic probing problem (see Section 2.5) defined as follows: we have T rounds and a set V of n := T^{3/2} items, where T := T (ϵ) is a sufficiently large perfect square that will be fixed later; the budget is B := n = T^{3/2}; each item v ∈ V is active with probability p := 1/ √ T , for each round t ∈ [T ]; the objective function g_t of each round t is equal to 1 if the number of active items is at least 1, and 0 otherwise.

In the following, we will provide a lower bound on BGap(I(ϵ)), by comparing the value of an optimal partially adaptive policy π and a specific fully adaptive policy π^′ defined below. If we show that σ(π^′)/σ(π) > e e−1 − ϵ, this implies that BGap(I(ϵ)) ≥ σ(π^′)/σ(π) >^e_{e−1} − ϵ, that is, the desired lower bound.

Let π be the partially adaptive policy that non-adaptively selects the first B/T = √ T items at each round. Let π^′ be the fully adaptive policy that, at each round, repedeatly select all items until finding an active one, and then move to the subsequent round; the execution ends if all the budget has been spent or if there are no more rounds available. We have that σ(π) = ∑ t∈[T ] P[π has selected at least an active item at round t] = ∑ t∈[T ] (1 − P[π has selected no active item at round t])

= ∑ t∈[T ] 1 − B/T∏ k=1 P[the k-th item selected at round t by π is not active]

(28)

= ∑ t∈[T ] 1 − √ T∏ k=1 (1 − p) = T · ( 1 − ( 1 − 1 √ T )^√_T ) , (29)

where (28) holds by the independence of the items activation process.

Now, we determine a lower bound on σ(π^′). For any k ∈ [B], let X_k be an independent Bernoulli variable with parameter p. We observe that min{T, ∑ k∈[B] Xk} is distributed as the value of policy π

′. Indeed, π^′ is equivalent, in terms of total revenue, to a single-round policy that repeatedly selects B items, each one independently active with probability p = 1/ √ T , counts the number of selected active items and returns the maximum between such number and T .

For t := √ T , we have

σ(π^′) ≥ P[the value of π^′ is at least T − t] · (T − t) = P[π^′ selects at least T − t active items] · (T − t) = P min T, ∑ k∈[B] X_k ≥ T − t · (T − t) (30)

= P ∑ k∈[B] X_k ≥ T − t · (T − t) = P ∑ k∈[B] X_k − E ∑ k∈[B] X_k ≥ −t · (T − t) (31)

≥ ( 1 − 1 e^{2t2/B} ) · (T − t) (32) = ( 1 − 1 e^{2/√T} ) · (T − √ T ), (33)

where (30) holds by the above observations, (31) follows from E [∑ k∈[B] Xk ] = Bp = T^{3/2} · T^{−1/2} = T , (32)

holds by the Hoeffding’s inequality [31] and (33) follows from t = √ T and B = T^{3/2}. By combining (29) and (33) we obtain σ(π^′) σ(π) ≥ ( 1 −^1_{e2/}^√_T ) · (T − √ T ) ( 1 − ( 1 −^{1√}_T )^√_T ) · T . (34)

As the right-hand part of (34) tends to^1_{1− 1e} =^e_{e−1} for T tending to ∞, by taking a sufficiently large perfect square T := T (ϵ) in instance I(ϵ) we obtain σ(π^′) σ(π) ≥ ( 1 −^1_{e2/}^√_T ) · (T − √ T ) ( 1 − ( 1 −^{1√}_T )^√_T ) · T > e e − 1 − ϵ.

By the initial observations, the above inequality implies that the budget adaptivity gap of I(ϵ) is higher than e e−1 − ϵ, and by the arbitrariness of ϵ the claim follows.

The following corollary of Theorem 2 shows that the greedy algorithm provided in Section 4 cannot guarantee, in general, a better approximation factor than 1−^1_e , and then the analysis provided in Theorem 1 is tight; this fact also follows from the inapproximability result of [23], but, in that case, the P≠NP hypothesis is required.

Corollary 4. The approximation factor of the greedy multi-round policy MultiGr_{δ,ξ} is at least 1 −^1_e , for any δ, ξ > 0.

Proof. Assume by contradiction that the approximation factor α of MultiGr_{δ,ξ} is higher than 1 −^1_e , for some δ, ξ > 0. Let ϵ :=^e_{e−1} −^1_α > 0 be a fixed constant, I(ϵ) be the input instance considered in the proof of Theorem 2, π^∗ and π be respectively an optimal fully adaptive policy and an optimal partially adaptive policy for I(ϵ). In Theorem 2 we showed that the budget adaptivity gap of I(ϵ) is strictly higher than^e_{e−1} − ϵ =^1_α . Then, as MultiGr_{δ,ξ} is a partially adaptive greedy policy, we necessarily have that σ(π) ≥ σ(MultiGr_{δ,ξ}(I(ϵ))). We conclude that α >^1_{BGap(I(ϵ))} =^{σ(π)}_{σ(π∗)} ≥^{σ(MultiGrδ,ξ (I(ϵ)))}_{σ(π∗)} , but this contradicts the α-approximation assumed at the beginning.

6 Conclusions

In this paper we presented the first results for the problem of adaptively optimizing the value of a stochastic submodular function over multiple rounds with total budget constraints when the state distributions are known.

Our analysis aims to provide theoretical guarantees on the approximation that can be achieved in polynomial time. We proposed two algorithms: one based on a dynamic programming approach, that is able to compute the optimal multi-round adaptive policy in polynomial time whenever a single-round optimization problem associated with each round can be efficiently solved (e.g., if the number of items is constant and the number of random realizations is polynomial), and a simpler greedy algorithm that, despite being only partially adaptive, still returns a (1 − 1/e − ϵ)-approximation of the optimum, and such result is essentially optimal in light of the hardness result of [23] (holding for simpler non-adaptive single-round maximization problems). Furthermore, by introducing the budget-adaptivity gap, we measured how much is lost, in terms of value obtained, if we distribute the budget over all rounds in advance, i.e. in a non-adaptive way.

A first research direction is that of combining multiple rounds, budget and adaptivity in other classical optimization problems, as we did in submodular maximization problems, and then study computational complexity, approximation and budget-adaptivity gap.

Another interesting open question is related to the efficiency of the above greedy algorithm in terms of run-time. Indeed, even if the proposed approximation algorithm we provided is essentially simple and it is proved to run in polynomial time, it involve some routines, such as Monte Carlo simulations, that are known to limit their practical application. Anyway, we believe that, as occurred for many similar problems, our algorithm may foster further research towards more practical approaches, that, e.g., replace the more expensive routines with heuristics. Not only, but our algorithm will also serve as a benchmark for the evaluation of these heuristics.

Finally, we recall that the algorithms designed in this work assume that state distributions are known in advance, even if their realization is unknown. It would be undoubtedly interesting to explore the existence of algorithms with good approximation guarantees even if the state distributions must be learnt or they are provided by a some learning framework (without any precision guarantee).

References

[1] Marek Adamczyk, Allan Borodin, Diodato Ferraioli, Bart De Keijzer, and Stefano Leonardi. Sequential posted-price mechanisms with correlated valuations. ACM Transactions on Economics and Computation (TEAC), 5(4):1–39, 2017.

[2] Marco Amoruso, Daniele Anello, Vincenzo Auletta, Raffaele Cerulli, Diodato Ferraioli, and Andrea Raiconi. Contrasting the spread of misinformation in online social networks. J. Artif. Intell. Res., 69:847–879, 2020.

[3] Arash Asadpour and Hamid Nazerzadeh. Maximizing stochastic monotone submodular functions. Management Science, 62(8):2374–2391, 2016.

[4] Arash Asadpour, Hamid Nazerzadeh, and Amin Saberi. Stochastic submodular maximization. In WINE, pages 477–489, 2008.

[5] Peter Auer, Nicolò Cesa-Bianchi, and Paul Fischer. Finite-time analysis of the multiarmed bandit problem. Mach. Learn., 47(2-3):235–256, 2002.

[6] Vincenzo Auletta, Diodato Ferraioli, and Cosimo Vinci. On augmented stochastic submodular optimization: Adaptivity, multi-rounds, budgeted, and robustness. In CEUR Workshop Proceedings, volume 3345, pages 1–6, 2022.

[7] Christian Blum and Christina Isabel Zuber. Liquid democracy: Potentials, problems, and perspectives.

Journal of Political Philosophy, 24(2):162–182, 2016.

[8] Christian Borgs, Michael Brautbar, Jennifer Chayes, and Brendan Lucier. Maximizing social influence in nearly optimal time. In SODA, pages 946–957, 2014.

[9] Domagoj Bradac, Sahil Singla, and Goran Zuzic. (near) optimal adaptivity gaps for stochastic multivalue probing. In APPROX/RANDOM, pages 49:1–49:21, 2019.

[10] Matteo Castiglioni, Diodato Ferraioli, Nicola Gatti, and Giulia Landriani. Election manipulation on social networks: Seeding, edge removal, edge addition. Journal of Artificial Intelligence Research, 71:1049– 1090, 2021.

[11] Shuchi Chawla, Jason D Hartline, David L Malec, and Balasubramanian Sivan. Multi-parameter mechanism design and sequential posted pricing. In STOC, pages 311–320, 2010.

[12] Ning Chen. On the approximability of influence in social networks. SIAM Journal on Discrete Mathematics, 23(3):1400–1415, 2009.

[13] Wei Chen and Binghui Peng. On adaptivity gaps of influence maximization under the independent cascade model with full-adoption feedback. In ISAAC, pages 24:1–24:19, 2019.

[14] Wei Chen, Binghui Peng, Grant Schoenebeck, and Biaoshuai Tao. Adaptive greedy versus non-adaptive greedy for influence maximization. J. Artif. Intell. Res., 74:303–351, 2022.

[15] Wei Chen, Yajun Wang, Yang Yuan, and Qinshi Wang. Combinatorial multi-armed bandit and its extension to probabilistically triggered arms. The Journal of Machine Learning Research, 17(1):1746– 1778, 2016.

[16] Federico Corò, Emilio Cruciani, Gianlorenzo D’Angelo, and Stefano Ponziani. Exploiting social influence to control elections based on scoring rules. In IJCAI, pages 201–207, 2019.

[17] Gianlorenzo D’Angelo, Debashmita Poddar, and Cosimo Vinci. Better bounds on the adaptivity gap of influence maximization under full-adoption feedback. In AAAI, pages 12069–12077, 2021.

[18] Gianlorenzo D’Angelo, Debashmita Poddar, and Cosimo Vinci. Improved approximation factor for adaptive influence maximization via simple greedy strategies. In ICALP, pages 59:1–59:19, 2021.

[19] Debojit Das, Shweta Jain, and Sujit Gujar. Budgeted combinatorial multi-armed bandits. In AAMAS, pages 345–353, 2022.

[20] Brian C Dean, Michel X Goemans, and Jan Vondrák. Adaptivity and approximation for stochastic packing problems. In SODA, pages 395–404, 2005.

[21] Brian C Dean, Michel X Goemans, and Jan Vondrák. Approximating the stochastic knapsack problem:

The benefit of adaptivity. Mathematics of Operations Research, 33(4):945–964, 2008. [22] Rodney G. Downey and Michael R. Fellows. Parameterized Complexity. Monographs in Computer Science. Springer, 1999.

[23] Uriel Feige. A threshold of ln n for approximating set cover. J. ACM, 45(4):634–652, 1998. [24] Victor Gabillon, Branislav Kveton, Zheng Wen, Brian Eriksson, and Shanmugavelayutham Muthukrishnan. Adaptive submodular maximization in bandit setting. NeurIPS, 26, 2013.

[25] John C Gittins. Bandit processes and dynamic allocation indices. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Methodological), 41(2):148–164, 1979.

[26] Daniel Golovin and Andreas Krause. Adaptive submodularity: Theory and applications in active learning and stochastic optimization. Journal of Artificial Intelligence Research, 42:427–486, 2011.

[27] Anupam Gupta and Viswanath Nagarajan. A stochastic probing problem with applications. In IPCO, pages 205–216, 2013.

[28] Anupam Gupta, Viswanath Nagarajan, and Sahil Singla. Algorithms and adaptivity gaps for stochastic probing. In SODA, pages 1731–1747, 2016.

[29] Anupam Gupta, Viswanath Nagarajan, and Sahil Singla. Adaptivity gaps for stochastic probing: Submodular and XOS functions. In SODA, pages 1688–1702, 2017.

[30] Martin Hoefer, Kevin Schewior, and Daniel Schmand. Stochastic probing with increasing precision. In IJCAI, pages 4069–4075, 2021.

[31] Wassily Hoeffding. Probability inequalities for sums of bounded random variables. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 58(301):13–30, 1963.

[32] David Kempe, Jon Kleinberg, and Éva Tardos. Maximizing the spread of influence through a social network. In KDD, pages 137–146, 2003.

[33] Harold W. Kuhn. Lectures on the Theory of Games (AM-37). Princeton University Press, stu - student edition edition, 2003.

[34] Binghui Peng and Wei Chen. Adaptive influence maximization with myopic feedback. NeurIPS, 32, 2019.

[35] Lichao Sun, Weiran Huang, Philip S Yu, and Wei Chen. Multi-round influence maximization. In KDD, pages 2249–2258, 2018.

[36] Guangmo Tong, Ruiqi Wang, Zheng Dong, and Xiang Li. Time-constrained adaptive influence maximization. IEEE Transactions on Computational Social Systems, 8(1):33–44, 2020.

[37] Sharan Vaswani, Laks Lakshmanan, Mark Schmidt, et al. Influence maximization with bandits. arXiv preprint arXiv:1503.00024, 2015.

[38] Zheng Wen, Branislav Kveton, Michal Valko, and Sharan Vaswani. Online influence maximization under independent cascade model with semi-bandit feedback. NeurIPS, 30, 2017.

[39] Bryan Wilder and Yevgeniy Vorobeychik. Controlling elections through social influence. In AAMAS, pages 265–273, 2018.

[40] Amulya Yadav, Bryan Wilder, Eric Rice, Robin Petering, Jaih Craddock, Amanda Yoshioka-Maxwell, Mary Hemler, Laura Onasch-Vera, Milind Tambe, and Darlene Woo. Influence maximization in the field: The arduous journey from emerging to deployed application. In AAMAS, pages 150–158, 2017.