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Abstract. Many online platforms, ranging from online retail stores to social media platforms, employ algorithms to optimize their
offered assortment of items (e.g., products and contents). These algorithms often focus exclusively on achieving the platforms’
objectives, highlighting items with the highest popularity or revenue. This approach, however, can compromise the equality of
opportunities for the rest of the items, in turn leading to less content diversity and increased regulatory scrutiny for the platform.
Motivated by this, we introduce and study a fair assortment planning problem that enforces equality of opportunities via pairwise
fairness, which requires any two items to be offered similar outcomes. We show that the problem can be formulated as a linear
program (LP), called (FAIR), that optimizes over the distribution of all feasible assortments. To find a near-optimal solution to
(FAIR), we propose a framework based on the Ellipsoid method, which requires a polynomial-time separation oracle to the dual of
the LP. We show that finding an optimal separation oracle to the dual problem is an NP-complete problem, and hence we propose
a series of approximate separation oracles, which then result in a 1/2-approx. algorithm and an FPTAS for Problem (FAIR). The
approximate separation oracles are designed by (i) showing the separation oracle to the dual of the LP is equivalent to solving an
infinite series of parameterized knapsack problems, and (ii) leveraging the structure of knapsack problems. Finally, we perform
numerical studies on both synthetic data and real-world MovieLens data, showcasing the effectiveness of our algorithms and

providing insights into the platform’s price of fairness.
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1. Introduction

Algorithms are widely used by modern digital platforms to optimize decisions ranging from assortment
planning, pricing, ranking and resource allocation. However, these algorithms, while enhancing efficiency,
can inadvertently compromise fairness, marginalizing certain items or creators. In assortment planning, fair-
ness concerns are prevalent across online retail stores, social media, job search sites, etc. These platforms
often favor top-selling or well-established entities over lesser-known ones in their offered assortments, thus
creating disparities among their items. For instance, Amazon highlights best-sellers on its front page (Search
Engine Journal|2018), and Instagram prioritizes posts with high engagement or advanced features, sidelin-
ing content from smaller businesses (The New York Times|2022). Such disparities risk reduced platform
loyalty, decreased content diversity, and could lead to regulatory scrutiny on fair competition principles

(e.g., Digital Markets Act (Official Journal of the European Union/|2023))).



Consequently, platforms must prioritize not only efficiency but also equality of opportunity for all enti-
ties. Some companies are beginning to address this issue. For instance, LinkedIn’s initial recommendation
algorithms favored users with more connections and activity, disadvantaging newer or less active members
with relevant skills. To address this, LinkedIn recently introduced fairness toolkits to “provide equal oppor-
tunities to equally qualified members” (LinkedIn|2022). In this work, we present a universal framework to
promote equality of opportunity in assortment planning, fostering industry-wide equitable practices.

Fair assortment planning problem. We consider an online platform hosting n items, representing prod-
ucts, social media contents, job candidates in respective contexts. Each item ¢ has a popularity weight w;
and generates revenue r; when chosen. The platform offers an assortment of up to K items to maximize
expected revenue, with user choices following a multinomial model based on popularity weights w;.

To ensure fairness, we introduce a parameterized notion based on pairwise parity of outcomes, ensuring
comparable opportunities across items. Our framework also seamlessly integrates normalized outcomes,
where an item’s outcome is scaled by its quality score—determined by factors such as popularity, revenue,
and relevance. This allows for merit-based considerations while maintaining fairness.

Defining fairness in assortment planning involves balancing the platform’s revenue goals with equitable
treatment of items. Traditional fairness notions, such as alpha fairness (Mo and Walrand|2000, [Lan et al.
2010), often prioritize social welfare but may neglect the platform’s revenue (see Section[A|for a related dis-
cussion). To address this, we formulate the fair assortment planning problem as a constrained optimization
problem (Problem (FAIR))), which maximizes revenue while ensuring fairness through constraints.

Fair Ellipsoid-Based Assortment Planning Algorithms. In Section[d] we present a framework for near-
optimal algorithms to solve Problem using the Ellipsoid method and a (near-)optimal polynomial-
time separation oracle for its dual, Problem (FAIR-DUAL). While the Ellipsoid method ideally requires an
optimal separation oracle to verify feasibility or provide a separating hyperplane, designing such an oracle
is generally NP-complete (Theorem [I)). However, we show that a 3-approx. separation oracle for Problem
suffices to construct a 3-approx. solution to Problem (FAIR), where 8 € (0,1] (Theorem [2).

Separation oracle via transformation to infinite knapsack problems. In Section [5] we develop near-
optimal separation oracles for Problem (FAIR-DUAL), which requires maximizing cost-adjusted revenue
over sets of at most K items, where costs depend on dual variables from fairness constraints. We show
that this optimization is equivalent to solving an infinite series of parameterized, cardinality-constrained
knapsack problems. Leveraging this transformation, we design a series of polynomial-time 3-approx. algo-
rithms to efficiently solve these infinite knapsack problems. Here, our approximation algorithms for Problem
more broadly apply to cardinality-constrained assortment planning problem with arbitrary
fixed costs, which can be of independent interest to our readers; see Section [2|for details.

1/2-approx. and FPTAS separation oracles. While solving one knapsack problem approximately is

doable in polynomial time, we cannot possibly solve an infinite number of them. In Section [6] we first



present an 1/2-approx. algorithm that leverages the structure of the parameterized knapsack problems to

overcome the challenge. As an important technical contribution, we note that for each knapsack problem, an

1/2-approx. solution can be obtained using a concept called profile, which records the set of items that are
fully added, fractionally added, and not added to the knapsack at the optimal basic solution to the problem’s

LP relaxation. We observe that the profiles associated with these solutions undergo at most ©(nK) changes

as the knapsack parameter W varies. Inspired by this, our 1/2-approx. algorithm (Algorithm [1)) adopts a

key procedure called adaptive partitioning, which dynamically detects changes in the profile, updates it,

and collects the corresponding 1/2-approx. solution in polynomial time.

Building on this, Section [7]presents a fully polynomial-time approximation scheme (FPTAS) that further
refines the approximation. Our approach combines dynamic programming with a dual-partition strategy
over [0, 00) while leveraging both the 1/2-approx. algorithm and the problem structure.

Numerical studies and managerial insights. We evaluate our algorithms (1/2-approx. and FPTAS)
against some benchmark algorithms on various synthetic real-world-inspired instances (Section [8.1)), and
a real-world case study on MovieLens data (Section [8.2). Our findings offer key managerial insights for
platforms implementing fair policies:

* The 1/2-approx. algorithm is shown to be well-suited for real-world deployment, given its good solu-
tion quality and runtime efficiency. Specifically, its adaptability allows it to exploit problem structures,
reducing the number of partitions needed and consistently outperforming other benchmarks.

* In real-world scenarios such as the movie recommendation setting in Section[8.2] it is possible to imple-
ment fair policies that come with minimal tradeoff for the platform. This is also a setting where fairness
can create impact for a wide range of contents, especially given that item qualities are similar.

* Finally, we propose that platforms consider the price of fairness, alongside key business metrics like
visibility, when selecting fairness parameters. Our analysis also underscores how fairness parameters,

problem settings, and market conditions—such as price sensitivity—affect the price of fairness.

2. Related Work

Our research is relevant to or contributes to several lines of works:

Fairness in supervised learning. The rise of machine learning algorithms has spurred extensive research
on algorithmic fairness in supervised learning, particularly in binary classification and risk assessment
(Calders et al.|2009, Dwork et al.[2012] [Hardt et al.[2016, /Goel et al.[2018| [Ustun et al.[2019). These works
are typically categorized into individual fairness (Dwork et al.|2012| |[Kusner et al.|[2017), group fairness
(Calders et al.|2009, Hardt et al.|[2016), and subgroup fairness (Kearns et al.[[2018). Our work focuses on
achieving individual fairness for every item on a platform. However, instead of addressing prediction prob-

lems using labeled data, we solve an assortment optimization problem while integrating fairness constraints.



Fairness in resource allocation. Our problem involves an online platform allocating exposure (an intan-
gible resource) to items fairly while optimizing its objective. Works on fair resource allocation study two
settings: (i) a static setting where allocation occurs in a single shot and the trade-off between fairness and
efficiency is investigated (Bertsimas et al.|[2011}, |2012, Hooker and Williams|[2012, [Donahue and Klein-
berg|2020); see, also,(Cohen et al.|[2021a) and (Deng et al.|2022) that study fairness in price discrimination
and individual welfare in auctions, respectively; (ii) a dynamic setting where resources are allocated over
time, including fairness in online resource allocation (Manshadi et al.|2021} Balseiro et al.|[2021, |Bateni
et al.|2021), online matching (Ma et al.[2021), sequential allocation (Sinclair et al.[2021)), scheduling (Mul-
vany and Randhawal[2021), bandit (Baek and Farias|2021)), content spread (Schoeffer et al.[2022), search
(Aminian et al.[|2023) and recommendation (Chen et al.|2023)). Our work aligns more closely with the first
stream, focusing on fairness and efficiency trade-offs. However, it stands out as the first to explore fairness
in assortment planning.

Fairness in ranking. Our work also intersects with the literature on fairness in ranking, which focuses
on optimizing permutations of items displayed to users (Patro et al.[[2022). We can view our assortment
planning problem as a specialized ranking problem, where items in the top K positions are chosen for the
assortment. Several works, such as (Singh and Joachims|2018| Biega et al.|2018),|Singh and Joachims|2019),
emphasize the importance of ensuring equal opportunities for items and devise ranking methods that aim to
achieve proportional exposure or visibility based on item relevance or quality. However, the aforementioned
works lack theoretical guarantees. In contrast, our algorithms offer provable performance guarantees. We
believe our fairness notion and mathematical framework can be easily extended to product ranking settings.

Fairness in assortment planning. Fairness remains largely unexplored in the context of assortment plan-
ning. A potentially relevant work by [Chen et al.| (2021) briefly considers fairness but within a partitioned
display policy, where sellers (items) are divided into disjoint groups assigned to different traffic segments.
This approach can lead to significant disparities between partitions in terms of the number of sellers, prod-
uct quality, and customer volume. The authors incorporate fairness constraints to ensure that marketshare
and attractiveness are similar across partitions. In contrast, our work focuses on the standard assortment
planning framework, where items are not partitioned for different user segments. We impose item fairness
by similarly introducing fairness constraints but also by incorporating randomization over the entire family
of assortments that can be shown to customers, which further distinguishes our approach from theirs.

To the best of our knowledge, our work is the first to integrate fairness into assortment planning. Since our
initial manuscript, follow-up studies have emerged. For example, |Lu et al.|(2023)) introduces a fairness con-
straint that ensures minimum item visibility. As discussed in Section [A} under pairwise fairness, tuning the
fairness parameters allows the platform to focus on high-quality items. In contrast, a uniform lower bound

across all items could lead to oversaturation with low-quality items, ultimately reducing user engagement.



Another follow-up by Barré et al.| (2023) considers a multi-period setting, where fairness is enforced by
ensuring each item is displayed to a minimum number of customers, differing from our single-shot model.

Cardinality-Constrained Assortment Planning with Fixed Costs. In our Ellipsoid-based framework,
we design separation oracles to find a set .S with cardinality at most K that maximizes cost-adjusted revenue.
Our approximation schemes, including a 1/2-approx. algorithm and an FPTAS, can be directly applied to
general cardinality-constrained assortment planning problems with arbitrary fixed costs, which is a tech-
nical contribution that extends beyond prior work and could hold independent interests for our readers. As
shown in Table |1} existing studies that address assortment planning with fixed costs often focus on specific
cases, such as unconstrained problems or non-positive fixed costs, or have certain limitations. For exam-
ple, [Kunnumkal et al.| (2010) handles unconstrained problems with positive fixed costs, |[Kunnumkal and
Mart’inez-de Albéniz| (2019) only obtains solution upper bounds, while Lu et al.| (2023), our follow-up
work, only addresses non-positive fixed costs. In contrast, we uniquely address the challenge of cardinality
constraints while accommodating both positive and non-positive fixed costs. Notably, we overcome the dif-
ficulties introduced by positive fixed costs, which directly offset item revenues. Compared to other works,

our approach offers both stronger theoretical guarantees and broader applicability.

Table 1 Comparison of Works on Assortment Planning with Fixed Costs

Work Problem Setting Main Results Limitations

Kunnumkal et al.| (2010) Unconstrained planning with posi- | 1/2-approx. and PTAS | Does not address cardinality
tive fixed costs constraints.

“[Kunnumkal and Mart’inez| | Constrained and unconstrained | Solution upper bounds | No direct algorithms proposed.

de Albéniz (2019) planning with positive fixed costs

Lu et al (2023) (a follow- | Cardinality-constrained  planning | 1/2-approx. and FPTAS | Does not handle positive fixed
up work) with non-positive fixed costs costs.
This Work Cardinality-constrained  planning | 1/2-approx. and FPTAS

with arbitrary fixed costs

3. Model
3.1. User’s Choice Models

We consider a platform with n items, indexed by ¢ € [n]. Each item ¢ has a weight w; > 0 that measures
how popular the item is to the platform’s users. Upon offering an assortment/set S of items, the users
purchase/choose item ¢ € S according to the MNL model (Train/|[1986), with probability #@7 where
w(S) = > _,cs wi. The users may also choose not to purchase any item with probability #@; that is, the
no-purchase option (item 0) is always included in set .S. If item ¢ is purchased by the users, it generates
revenue 7; € (0,7]. The action of purchasing an item can be viewed as “taking the desired action” under
different contexts (e.g., purchasing a product in an online retail store, clicking on a post on a social media

platform, or watching a movie on a movie recommendation site). The main objective of the platform is to

optimize over its offered assortment that can contain at most K items in order to maximize its expected
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revenue, which we denote as REV(S) = S22 &



3.2. Fairness Notions

The platform aims to create a fair marketplace for all items, ensuring equitable allocation of outcomes
among items. Let p(.S) represent the probability that the platform offers set S with S C [n] and | S| < K. We
let O;(S) be the outcome received by item i upon offering a set S, and, with a slight abuse of notation, let
O; =Y ,c5 0i(9)p(S) be the expected outcome received by item ¢ given the platform’s assortment planning
decision {p(5)}s.s)<k. Given set S, let the outcome of item i € S take the following generic form:

w;

0,(S) = (ai.mmi) 1{ie S} 1)

for some a;,b; > 0. Note that an item not in the offered set always receives zero outcome.
Our generic definition of item outcome can encompass various metrics that an item may care about,

including: (1) visibility (a; = 0,b; = 1), where O; = ) .o p(S) is the probability that item i gets shown

T Wy

v,
1+w(S)
by item 4; (3) marketshare (a; = 1,b; = 0), where O; = .. #Z(S) -p(S) is the expected marketshare

to users; (2) revenue (a; = r;,b; = 0), where O; = > Siics (S) is the expected revenue generated
of item ¢. Here, the preferred interpretation of the outcome received by item ¢ varies by the context. For
instance, content creators on streaming platforms may prioritize visibility, while sellers on online market-
places may focus on revenues or profits. Under Eq. (I, any weighted combination of visibility, revenue,
and marketshare can serve as the outcome metric for items, accommodating different contexts.

To ensure a fair ecosystem, the platform aims to ensure the parity of pairwise outcome across different
items. We say that the platform is d-fair if the pairwise outcome between any two items (i, j) satisfies:

0:=0;<6 = Y p(S)-0:i(S)= > p(S)-0;(8)<6 ¥ i,jeln, )

5:ies 5:5€8

Here, the pairwise fairness constraints can be imposed with respect to any interpretation of item outcomes
as defined in Eq. @)EIA larger § in Eq. (2) generally allows for greater outcome disparityE] When § =0 (i.e.,
when the platform is O-fair), the above constraint can be written as O; = O}, indicating that all items receive
equal outcomes. For any ¢ > max;c,) O;, the fairness constraint is simply satisfied at the optimal solution
without the fairness constraint, achieved by always offering the single assortment with the largest expected
revenue. Nonetheless, the optimal solution without fairness constraints, while maximizing platform revenue,
can lead to very unfair outcomes for some of the items that are not included in the assortment.

Pairwise notions of fairness, such as the one defined in Eq. (2)), are widely studied and have been used
in recommendation systems (Beutel et al.[|2019), ranking and regression models (Narasimhan et al.|2020,
! Multiple sets of pairwise fairness constraints with respect to different outcome metrics can also be imposed simultaneously, such
as visibility and marketshare. In general, any fairness constraint can be incorporated as long as the dual counterpart of Problem

resembles Problem (FAIR-DUAL)) that we will present in Section[d.2] which involves solving a maximization problem similar
to Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)). All subsequent analysis and results remain consistent.

%It is also possible to consider a different fairness parameter &;; for each pair of items (4, §). To incorporate this, one simply needs
to replace § in Problems (FAIR) and (FAIR-DUAL) with §;;. All of our results would remain valid.




Kuhlman et al.[2019, [Singh et al.|2021)), and predictive risk scores (Kallus and Zhou|2019)). Our approach to
achieving pairwise fairness is closely related to the fairness notion employed in Biega et al.| (2018), |Singh
and Joachims|(2019)), Schoeffer et al.| (2022) for ranking problems, which, like our setting, aims to allocate
visibility in proportion to item quality. However, our formulation of pairwise fairness in the assortment
planning setting is not explored in prior work. See Section [A]for an expanded discussion on the benefits of
enforcing fairness via constraints and the advantages of pairwise fairness.

Normalized outcome scaled by quality. Our fairness notions can be flexibly imposed based on each
item’s normalized outcome, scaled by its quality score. These quality scores can be estimated by platforms
using metrics like ratings, purchase frequency, or engagement. Let g; be the quality of item i. We can then
define the following fairness constraints: % — % < ¢ for all i, j € [n]. Note that the normalized outcome,

0i(S) _ a; w;

scaled by quality, maintains the same affine structure: o T o Tre® T % Hence, to simplify the

exposition, we will, without loss of generality, assume ¢g; = 1 for all ¢ throughout this paper

3.3. Fair Assortment Planning Problem

Having defined the user’s choice model and the fairness notion, we define an instance of our fair assortment
planning problem using ® = (a,b,r,w) € RY", where a = {a;};c[n) and b = {b; } ¢}, determine outcomes
of items (see Eq. (1)), r = {r;};c[,, represents item revenues, and w = {w; };c[,] represents item weights.
We now define two specific instances of our problem.

* Revenue-fair instance. We call an instance with the form ® = (a, 0,r,w) a revenue-fair instance. Here,

item 7’s outcome when it gets offered in set S is O;(S) = a; - which can be its revenue if a; = r;.

In the special case when a; = 1, the outcome would be item’s marketshare.

* Visibility-fair instance. We call an instance with the form ® = (0,b,r,w) a visibility-fair instance.
Here, the expected outcome received by item i is O; = b; - Y., ¢ p(S), which is proportional to the
probability that item ¢ is shown to a user (i.e., the visibility of item ).

While our algorithms can be applied to Problem for any instance ® € R%", better results can be

achieved for revenue-fair instances. Specifically, we will show that there exists a polynomial-time optimal

algorithm for Problem for any revenue-fair instance.
Given any instance © € R?%", the platform wishes to maximize its expected revenue by optimizing over

its offered assortment with cardinality of at most K, subject to the fairness constraints in Eq. (2)). This gives

the platform’s optimization problem:

FAIR = max > p(S)-REV(S)
S:|S|<K
st. Y p(8)-0u8) = Y p(9)-0;(5) <5 Vi j€nli#]
S:es S:jes

3 We will revisit normalized outcome scaled by quality scores in our numerical experiments in Section



> p(s)<1, (FAIR)

S:|S|<K
where REV(S) = Zf%(rg;”l is the platform’s expected revenue upon offering assortment S C [n]. Here,
we slightly abuse the notation and denote both the platform’s problem and the optimal expected revenue

with the term In Problem (FAIR), the objective is the platform’s expected revenue. The first set of
constraints is the pairwise fairness constraints, while the second constraint enforces {p(5)}s./s/<x to be a
probability distribution. Our goal is to develop computationally efficient algorithms with provable perfor-
mance guarantees for Problem for any § > 0. Our algorithm should identify a family of assortments

for randomization, along with their corresponding probabilitiesﬂ

4. (Near) Optimal Algorithms for Problem (FAIR)

In this section, we present a general framework for developing (near-)optimal algorithms using the dual

counterpart of Problem (Section[4.2) and the Ellipsoid method (Section 4.3).

4.1. A Property of Problem (FAIR)

Before proceeding, we introduce a key property of Problem that informs our algorithm design. The

following proposition ensures that an optimal solution always randomizes over at most O(n?) sets.

PROPOSITION 1 (Randomization over at most O(n?) sets). For any § > 0, there exists an optimal solu-
tion p*(.) to Problem such that |{S : p*(5) >0} < n(n—1)+1.

This result motivates our development of (near-)optimal algorithms that also randomize over a polynomial
number of sets, easing practical implementation.
4.2. Dual Counterpart of Problem (FAIR)

Our framework relies on the dual counterpart of Problem (FAIR), which can be written as

n n
FAIR-DUAL = min p+z Z 0 2

p=0,220
i=1 j=1j#i

s.t. Zoi(S)-( zn: (zij—zji)> +p>REV(S), VS:|S|< K.

i€ j=1.j#i

(FAIR-DUAL)

Here, z = (zij)me[n]#i# > 0 and p > 0 are respectively the dual variables associated with constraints in
Problem (FAIR]). We call each constraint in Problem (FAIR-DUAL) a dual fairness constraint on set S. Note
that the constraints in Problem can be expressed as a single constraint:

p> max {REV(S) - ZOZ-(S) : ( 2”: (zi5 — zji))} := max REV-COST(S,z). 3)

T S:S|I<K el S:|S|I<K
J=1,j#i

* In this work, we focus on the platform’s problem in a static/offline setting, justified when the model primitives are well-estimated.
An online version, where the platform maximizes revenue under fairness constraints while learning model primitives, could leverage
an efficient offline algorithm (e.g., Niazadeh et al.[(2021]), Kakade et al.|(2007)). See Section[?]for future directions on such settings.



Here, we refer to REV-COST(S,z) as the cost-adjusted revenue. Given that O;(S) = 11;;‘215) + b;, we can

thus reformulate the cost-adjusted revenue as:
a;w; (r; — a;ci(z))w;
REV-COST(S :REVS—E ———tb )G :E ——E bici(z), @
=5 (i ) e =S R

n
J=1.j#i

a;c;(z) as the post-fairness revenue of item i and c;(z) = b;c;(z) as the post-fairness cost of item i. The

where we define ¢;(z) =) (zi; — z;;) as the cost of item 4, Let us additionally define ;(z) = r; —

cost-adjusted revenue in Eq. (@) can be further simplified as:

B vi(z)w; B '
REV-COST(S,2) = ; T ZEZS ¢i(z). (5)

Determining the feasibility of any solution for Problem thus boils down to maximizing

the cost-adjusted revenue over all possible assortments. However, this problem, which we denote as

(SUB-DUAL(z, K)), is in general NP-complete:

THEOREM 1 (NP-Completeness of Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K))). Consider the following problem that

represents the first set of constraints in Problem (FAIR-DUAL)):

SUB-DUAL(z, K) = Ilnc?X REV-COST(S,2), (SUB-DUAL(z, K))
S:|S|<K

1. For revenue-fair instances where ® = (a,0,r,w), there exists an polynomial-time optimal algorithm for

Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)).

2. For visibility-fair and general instances where ® = (a,b,r,w), with b; # 0 for some i € [n], Problem

(SUB-DUAL(z, K)) is NP-complete.

4.3. Fair Ellipsoid-based Framework

We now present our framework for obtaining (near-)optimal solutions to Problem (FAIR)), leveraging the
Ellipsoid method and the dual problem (FAIR-DUAL)). We show that to obtain a $-approx. solution to Prob-
lem (FAIR), for 8 € (0, 1], it suffices to have a S-approx. solution to Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)).

Assume that A is a polynomial-time, 3-approx. algorithm for (SUB-DUAL(z, K)), where /3 € (0, 1]. Our

fair Ellipsoid-based algorithm has the following two steps:

Step 1. At each iteration, check the feasibility of the current solution using an approximate separa-
tion oracle as follows: (1) First, use A to find S; with |S4| < K such that REV-COST(S7,z) > 3 -
SUB-DUAL(z, K). (2) If REV-COST(S z,2) > p, the set Sz violates the dual fairness constraint. If not, (z, p)
is feasible. See Section [B|for details of the Ellipsoid method for Problem (FAIR-DUAL).

Step 2. Throughout the Ellipsoid method, we collect all sets violating the dual fairness constraint in ¢/,
the size of which is polynomial in n. We then solve primal problem by setting p(S) =0 for S' ¢ ¢/,
reducing non-zero variables to a polynomial size, and obtain an optimal basic feasible solution.

The following theorem shows that this fair Ellipsoid-based algorithm (i) gives a S-approx. solution for

Problem (FAIR)) that randomizes over O (n?) assortments, and (ii) runs in polynomial time.
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THEOREM 2 (5-Approx. Algorithm for Problem (FAIR)). Suppose that for any z > 0 and K € [n], we

have a polynomial-time B-approx. algorithm A for Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K))), for some 3 € (0, 1]. Then,

the fair Ellipsoid-based algorithm returns a [3-approx., feasible solution p(S), S C [n] to Problem (FAIR)

in polynomial time. In addition, the number of sets S such that p(S) > 0 is O(n?).

5. (Near) Optimal Algorithms for Problem (SUB-DUAL)

We now design a polynomial-time (-approx. algorithm for Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K))), which acts as a

(near-)optimal separation oracle for Problem (FAIR-DUALJ) within the Ellipsoid-based framework in Section
[.3] Since the dual variables z are fixed at each Ellipsoid iteration, in the rest of this paper, we will simplify

notation by suppressing their dependency and denote v; = z;(z) and ¢; = ¢;(z).

5.1. Optimal Algorithm for Revenue-Fair Instances

In revenue-fair instances, Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)) simplifies to a cardinality-constrained assortment

optimization problem, with z; being the revenue of item ¢ and ¢; = 0 for all i € [n]. This problem can be

solved optimally in polynomial time using the STATICMNL algorithm (Rusmevichientong et al.|[2010).

PROPOSITION 2. Given any revenue-fair instance ® = (a,0,r,w), the STATICMNL algorithm finds the

optimal assortment S* = arg maxg, < x REV-COST(S,2) in O(n?) time.

In this case, we have access to an exact separation oracle for Problem (FAIR-DUAL)), solving Problem
optimally in polynomial-time using the Ellipsoid-based algorithm in Section 4.3]

5.2. Near Optimal Algorithm for General Instances

In visibility-fair and general instances, Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)) is NP-complete and requires us to

design approximation algorithms. Given any instance ©, solving Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K))) is equivalent

to solving a capacitated assortment optimization problem with fixed costs, with ¢; being the revenue of item
7 and ¢; (which can be positive or negative) being the fixed cost of item ¢. Prior works have recognized
assortment planning with fixed costs as a challenging problem (see our detailed discussion in Section [2).
However, no existing work has addressed the added complexity of cardinality constraints with general fixed

costs, making this problem non-trivial to solve.

We start by first establishing an important equivalence that transforms Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, & )) to an

infinite series of parameterized knapsack problems. Consider the following knapsack problem with capacity

W >0 and cardinality upper bound K:

W,
Kp(W, K) :mgxiezs <1+W - ci> s.t. iezswi <W and |S|<K, (xp(W, K))

where for a given W, we denote the utility of item 4 as u; (W) := {15

terizes the relationship between Problems (KP(WW, K)), W > 0, and Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)).

— ¢;. The following theorem charac-




11

THEOREM 3 (Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)) as an infinite series of knapsack problems). For any z > 0

and K € [n], we have SUB-DUAL(z, K) = maxy>q KP(W, K).

° 9,
Despite this equivalence, solving maxy > KP(W, K) is also 0.75 9 0" e %a 0,
9 %
challenging as it involves solving infinite cardinality-constrained ;‘_0 50 ™
=7 °
knapsack problems. Further note that in Problem (Kp(W, K)), 3 ° .
0.25 o local maxima
increasing W enlarges the knapsack capacity but reduces item 0.00 o MPXKP(W.K)
0 2 4 6 8

utility w;(W) = 1%L — ¢;, introducing further complexity. As W
illustrated in Figure[I[f|the values of KP(W, K) are not monotonic ~ Figure 1: Evolution of KP(W, K) with W,
with respect to W, but rather can have many local maxima as W evolves. Hence, it can be difficult to tell
which W maximizes KP(W, K), or if our transformation has even simplified the problem.

A potential approach to solving maxy >, KP(W, K) is to discretize [0,00) using geometric grids and
approximate KP(W, K') at each grid point. This grid-based method achieves an 1/(2 + 2¢’) approximation
ratio, for ¢ > 0, as shown in Section However, we will later show in Sectionthat this static grid-based
enumeration fails to fully exploit the problem structure, resulting in suboptimal performance—particularly
in practical instances where structural properties can be more effectively leveraged.

In the next two sections, we introduce more adaptive approximation algorithms that not only leverage

the problem’s structure but also attain better theoretical guarantees. Specifically, we present a 1/2-approx.

algorithm (Section[6)) and an FPTAS (Section [7) for solving Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)) by relying on the

key transformation to an infinite series of knapsack problems.

6. 1/2-Approx. Algorithm for Problem (SUB-DUAL)

Leveraging the transformation to maxy,>o KP(W, K), we first devise a 1/2-approx. algorithm for general

instances of Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)). This, along with the fair Ellipsoid-based framework from Section

4.3| yields our 1/2-approx. fair Ellipsoid-based algorithm.

6.1. Relaxed Knapsack Problems and the Notion of Profile

Our algorithm crucially uses the LP relaxation of the original knapsack problem (KP(W, K))), defined as

LW;
KP-RELAX(W, K) = xg[l(%ﬁn Z(l W ¢)x; st Z w;x; < W and Z v, < K.

i€[n] i€[n] i€[n]

(KP-RELAX(W, K))

Here, the variable x; can be viewed as the fraction of item ¢ that we fit in the knapsack. For integer solutions

x € {0,1}" to Problem (KP-RELAX(W, K)), we sometimes use the term “sets” where the set associated

with x € {0,1}"is {1 € [n] : x; = 1}.

3For illustration in Figure we consider a random instance where n = 10, K = 5,w; ~ 1i.d.UNIF([0.5,1.5]),z; ~
i.i.d. UNIF([1,2]), ¢; ~i.i.d. UNIE([0, 1]), for all ¢ € [n]. We then solve Problem (KP(W, K)) for W € [0, 8].
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For any fixed W € [0, 00), the relaxed problem (KP-RELAX(W, K)) always has an optimal basic fea-

sible solutior’} which can have at most two fractional variables. We denote an optimal basic solution to
(KP-RELAX(W, K)) as x*(W)[| Let Pi(W) = {i € [n] : (W) = 1} be the set of items that are fully
added to the knapsack. Similarly, let P;(W) = {i € [n] : 0 < 2} (W) < 1} (respectively Po(W) = {i €

[n] : zf (W) = 0}) as the set of items that have a fractional value (respectively value of zero) in x*(W).

3

We denote P;(WW) by an ordered pair of items (i,j). When P;(1/) contains one (zero) item, we set
j =0 (i,j = 0) where O represents a dummy item; otherwise, we ensure w; < wj. We denote P (W) =
{P, (W), Ps(W), Py(W)} as the profile associated with the optimal basic solution x*(W).

The following lemma from |Caprara et al.|(2000) shows that an optimal basic solution to the relaxed Prob-

lem (KP-RELAX (W, K))) can be used to construct an integer 1/2-approx. solution for Problem (Kp (W, K)).

LEMMA 1 (1/2-Approx. Solutions to Problem (KpP-RELAX(W, K)) (Caprara et al.2000)). For a fixed

W € [0,00), let x*(W) be an optimal basic solution to Problem (KP-RELAX(W, K)) and let P(W) =

{PL (W), Ps(W), Py(W)} be its profile, where Pr(W) = (i, j). We have one of the following:

1. If P;(W)=(0,0), P,(W) is an integer optimal solution to Problem (KP-RELAX (W, K)).

2. If Py(W) = (i,0) for some i € [n], either Py(W) or {i} is an integer 1/2-approx. solution to Problem
(kP-RELAX(W, K)).

3. If P(W) = (I,)) for some I, j € [n] such that w; < wj, either P,(W)U{i} or {j} is an integer 1/2-approx.

solution to Problem (KP-RELAX(W, K)).

Lemma |l|shows that to find a 1/2-approx. solution for Problems (KP(W, K)) or (KP-RELAX (WY, K)), only

the profile (W) is needed, not the full optimal solution x* (). While x*(W) varies across different
knapsack problems KP(W, K'), as we will see later in Theorem & (W) changes only a polynomial number
of times. This enables partitioning the range of W (i.e., [0, 00)) into polynomially many sub-intervals where

»(W) is fixed, allowing us to construct a 1/2-approx. solution for maxy, >, KP(W, K) in polynomial time.

6.2. Description of the 1/2-Approx. Algorithm

As alluded above, a main challenge for solving maxy >, KP(W, K) is that the key components of our
knapsack problem (e.g., utilities and capacity constraint) keep evolving as W changes. To address this, we

first partition the interval [0, c0) into a number sub-intervals that is well-behaving, as defined below.

DEFINITION 1 (WELL-BEHAVING INTERVAL). Given a collection of n items, indexed by i € [n], we say

that an interval I = [Wy,i,, Winax) C [0, 00) is well-behaving if the following conditions are satisfied on I:

6 See Section@fer the definition of a basic (feasible) solution. In Problem (KP-RELAX (W, K)), the feasibility region is nonempty
(as x = 0 is feasible) and bounded (since x € [0,1]™). By Corollary 2.2 inBertsimas and Tsitsiklis|(1997), the problem has at least

one basic feasible solution. Furthermore, because its optimal objective is also bounded, by Theorem 2.8 in|Bertsimas and Tsitsiklis
(1997), it admits at least one optimal basic feasible solution.

" The optimal basic solution to Problem (KP-RELAX (W, K )), denoted as * (W), may not be unique. While one could represent
profile (W) as P (z*(W)), we opt to avoid this notation for simplicity.
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(i) For any given item ¢ € [n], it satisfies either w; < Wiy, or w; > Wiy
(i1) The signs of the utilities of items are the same for any W € I.
(iii)) The ordering of the utilities of items is the same for W € .

(iv) The ordering of the utility-to-weight ratios of items is the same for any W € I. Here, the utility-to-

Wy
vy (W) _ Tfw—% . _y KA
~

weight ratio of item i € [n] is T i

n uj (W) —u; (W)

Wi —Wj

(v) For any given item ¢ € [n] and two distinct items j # i, k # i, k # j, the ordering betwee

ug(W)—u; (W) -

and is the same for any W € [.

W —W;

We formally show in Lemma 2] that there are at most O (n®) sub-intervals to be considered.

LEMMA 2. There exists a partition of [0, 00) with at most ©(n?) sub-intervals such that each sub-interval

I C [0,00) in this partition is well-behaving, per Definition

Note that for each well-behaving interval I = [W,in, Wiax ), the set of items that can both fit into the
knapsack (i.e., w; < W) and have positive utility (i.e., u;(T¥) > 0) remains unchanged for all W € I. We
call this set of items the eligible items of I. Given each well-behaving interval I, we will focus exclusively
on the set of eligible items To ease the expositions and avoid reindexing, we will assume [n] refers to the
“eligible items” of I when presenting the algorithms, with a slight abuse of notation.

Our 1/2-approx. algorithm is formally presented in Algorithm [I} which returns a 1/2-approx. solution
Sy for maxy<; KP(W, K) for any well-behaving interval 1.

We define H; = {hy,...,h;} C [n] as the j items in [n] with the highest utility-to-weight ratios. Recall
that on a well-behaving interval I, the ordering of utility-to-weight ratios of items remains constant, so
the sets {H; }sz , are well-defined. Algorithmpartitions I = [Winin, Winax) into two intervals: I, = I N
[0, Wry) and Iygn = I N [Wry, 00), where Wy = w(H ) is the total weight of the K items with the highest

utility-to-weight ratios. We now discuss I, and Iy, separately.

Interval I,,, = I N [0, Wry). Solving Problem (KP-RELAX(W, K)) for any W € I, is straightforward

because the cardinality constraint is not binding. The solution involves filling the knapsack with items
with the highest utility-to-weight ratios until reaching capacity W. Consequently, the profile (W) =
{P,(W), Ps(W), Po(W)} of our optimal basic solution would be P, (W) = H,_; and P;(W) = (h;,0) for
some j € [K]. This explains why we consider sets H;, j € [K] in Step 2] of Algorithm(I]

Interval Iy, = I N [Wry,00). Solving Problem (KP-RELAX(W, K)) for W € Iy is more challenging

because profile of the optimal basic solution no longer maintains the structured form seen in interval [j,.
As capacity W exceeds Wy, the cardinality constraint becomes binding, making it suboptimal to simply
fill the knapsack with items having the highest utility-to-weight ratios. Inspired by Lemma |1} we partition
I} into a polynomial number of sub-intervals where the profile (1) remains unchanged, allowing us to

apply the same 1/2-approx. solution. However, these sub-intervals must be determined adaptively.

8 If the set of eligible items for I is empty, our 1/2-approx. algorithm will directly return the trivial solution (J.
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Algorithm 1 A, ;»(w,z, ¢, K,I): 1/2-approx. algorithm for maxy c; KP(W, K)
Input: weights w = {w; };c[n], post-fairness revenues ¢ = {z; };c[n], post-fairness costs ¢ = {¢; };¢[n], cardinality upper bound K,
a well-behaving interval I = [Winin, Winax) C [0, 00) per Definition|[1]
Qutput: assortment Sy.
1. Initialization. Rank the items by their utility-to-weight ratios, where the utility and weight of an item 4 are u; (W) = {45 —
¢; and wy, respectively. Let h; be the index of the item with the jth highest utility-to-weight ratio, for j € [n], and define
H; ={h1,...,h;}, for j € [K] and Wiy = w(Hg), and initialize C; = ). For j € [n], add {j} to C;.
2. Interval Iipy = I N[0, Wrn). If Tjow is non-empty:
(@) Forj=1,...,K,add Hj; to C;.
(b) Stopping rule. If up,. (Wrn) > 0, go to Step 3; otherwise, go to Step 4 (i.e., the termination step).
3. Interval Ihigh = I N [Wrn, 00). If Iign is non-empty:
(a) Initialize the profile.
i If Wiin < Wrn, set PL = Hi, Po = [n] \HK, and Wiexe = Wrh.
ii. If Wiin > Wrn, compute an optimal basic solution for Problem (KP-RELAX(Wmin, K)) with profile #(Wmin) =
{Pl(Wmin)7 (i,j),Po(Wmin)}, where w; < wj. Add P1(Wmin) U {I} to Cy. Set P, = Pl(Wmm) U {j}, Py =
[TL} \ Pl, and Wnext = w(Pl)
(b) Adaptively partitioning Inign. While there exist s € Py, j € P such that w; < w;:
i. Update indices i*,j* as follows:

(i*,j*) + argmax uj(Wnext) - ui(Wnexl)

i€P),jePy Wj — wW;
wi<w;

6

ii. Stopping rule. If Whext > Winax OF tix (Whext) > tj* (Whext) , g0 to Step 4 (i.e., the termination step).
iii. Swapping the two items. Update P1, Py, Whex as follows:

P PU{JI\{"} and Po+ PoU{i}\{j*} and Wiex ¢ Wiex — wix +wj .

Add P; to Cy.
4. Termination Step. Return the set S; = arg maxg o, REV-COST(S, z).

Adaptive partitioning. The algorithm iteratively updates: (i) capacity change points W, and (ii) profile
sets P, which contains all items completely added to the knapsack in Problem (KP-RELAX(W,ex, K)),
and Py, which contains all items not added to the knapsack. The next change point W, is chosen such
that P¢(Wiew) = (0,0). To update Py, Py, and Wiy, the algorithm identifies two items i* € P, and |* € P,
by solving a simple optimization problem stated in Step aiming to swap the pair that maximizes the
marginal utility increase. The swap—removing i* from P, and adding it to P,, while removing |* from P,
and adding it to P,—is a key innovation enabling a 1/2-approx. solution in polynomial time.

The following theorem is the main result of this section:

THEOREM 4 (1/2-Approx. Algorithm). Consider a well-behaving interval I C [0,00) per Definition
For any z > 0, set St returned by Algorithm |I| satisfies REV-COST(Sy,z) > %maxwg Kp(W,K). The
runtime of Algorithm|[l)is in the order of ©(n*logn + nk?).

We apply Algorithm to at most O(n?) well-behaving intervals and select the 1/2-approx. set S; with the
highest cost-adjusted revenue, which is the 1/2-approx. solution for maxyy co,o0) KP(W, K'). The overall

runtime of our 1/2-approx. algorithm is thus at most O(n®logn + n*K?).
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7. FPTAS for Problem (SUB-DUAL)

In this section, we further propose an FPTAS for general instances of Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K))). Similar

to what we did in the design of the 1/2-approx. algorithm, we start by pre-partitioning [0, 00) into ©(n?)
well-behaving intervals based on Definition[T]and Lemma[2] Then, for each of these well-behaving interval
I, we design an FPTAS for maxy <; KP(W, K), which is formally presented in Algorithm [2| Similar to
Section @ here we also assume that the items in [n], fed into Algorithm refers to the eligible items of I.

Algorithm 2 FPTAS(w, r, ¢, K,I): FPTAS for maxy¢; KP(W, K)
Input: weights w = {w; };c[n], post-fairness revenues « = {z; };c[n], post-fairness costs ¢ = {¢; };¢[n], cardinality upper bound K,
a well-behaving interval I C [0, 00) per Deﬁnition accuracy parameter € € (0,1).

Output: assortment Sy
1. Initialize the collection of assortments C; = ().
2. Adaptive partitioning via the 1/2-approx. algorithm. Apply the modified 1/2-approx. algorithm (Algorithm:

117, (*ﬂin/Q(W7Z7C7K7I)7

where IT; = {1} ¢c[] is a partition of T and D (I,) is the 1/2-approx. solution corresponding to interval 1.
3. Further partitioning via monotonicity. For each I, € II;, partition I, into at most O (n kK /¢) sub-intervals I such that the
rescaled utility @; (1), defined as follows, takes the same value for all ¢ € [N]:

L) iZi/emm) uy (W) e
4. Dynamic Programming (DP). For each I; = [Winin, Winax) C Ir, perform the following DP scheme.
(a) Re-scale the utilities. Let @; denote the rescaled utility of item ¢ on interval Iy, based on Eq. (7).
(b) Initialization. Let Ymax = [2- £ + K. Let MIN-WTg(0,0) = 0, SETo(0,0) = . Let MIN-WTo(, k) = oo for all
X €10,...,Xmax},and x € {0,..., K}. Finally, forany ¢ € {0,1,...,n}, set MIN-WT; (, k) = 0o and SET; (), k) =0
when either x or x are negative.
(¢c) Recursion. Fori=1,...,n,
» Forany x € {0,..., Xmax} and x € {0, ..., K}, compute the entries of MIN-WT;(.) as follows:

MIN-WT; (X, £) = min { MIN-WT;_1(x, &), MIN-WT;_1 (X — @i,k — 1) +w; }
o If MIN-WT;(x, k) < 0o, update its corresponding assortment:

SETi_1(x, ) if MIN-WT; (x, k) = MIN-WT;_1 (X, &)

SETi(X, k) = { ®)

SET;—1 (X — Ui, k — 1) U{i} if MIN-WT; (), k) = MIN-WT;_1 (X — Ui, &k — 1) +w;

(d) Collect assortments. For any x < Ymax and £ < K such that MIN-WT,, (), k) < Wiax, add SET, (X, ) to Cr.
5. Return the assortment S; = arg maxgco, REV-COST(S, z).

Adaptive partitioning via the 1/2-approx. algorithm. Given a well-behaving interval I, our FPTAS
starts by applying a slightly modified version of our 1/2-approx. algorithm, detailed in Algorithm [5| of
Section D] to handling I. Algorithm [5|remains largely consistent with Algorithm[I] with the key difference
being its keeping track of the partition generated by our adaptive partitioning process. Algorithm [5| returns
a partition of / containing at most ©(n k) sub-intervals, denoted by II; = {I,: £=0,1,..., L}, where I, =
(Wi, Weyq) with I = [Wy, W,) and Wy, < Wy < --- < Wp. Moreover, it produces a mapping @ assigning
each sub-interval I, a set @D (I,), which constitutes a feasible 1/2-approx. solution for any W € I,. In other
words, for any W € I,, we have 37, us(W) > 3KP(W, K) and 37, wi < W.
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Partitioning via monotonicity. We next focus on each sub-interval I, that is well-behaving and admits
a common 1/2-approx. solution @ (I,). Our FPTAS adopts a DP scheme that resembles the one used for a
single knapsack problem with cardinality constraint (Caprara et al.|2000). However, the DP scheme neces-
sitates rescaling each item’s utility, which is not straightforward for us.

One idea is to follow the approach in|Caprara et al.| (2000) and re-scale the utility of each item ¢ using a

factor that depends on K|, € and the total utility of the 1/2-approx. solution @D (1), as follows:

= [zf?m(m <l

Nonetheless, the hurdle here is that the utility of our 1/2-approx. solution 3, , u;(W) evolves with W

(&)

and the scaled utility a;(7/) might change its value within interval I,. To tackle this, we show that @, (V)

only changes monotonically within interval I,, as stated in the following lemma:

LEMMA 3. If an interval I, is well-behaving per Definition |l|and admits a common 1/2-approx. solution
D(1y), the re-scaled utility u;(W) defined in Eq. (7)) changes monotonically with respect to W.

A similar monotonicity property was also adopted by Holzhauser and Krumke, (2017), who designed an
FPTAS for a single parametric knapsack problem. Given Lemma [3| and given that @;(W) € [0,2K/€]
since we rescale the utility using the 1/2-approx. solution, we know that for any i € [n], the value of
4; (W) changes at most O(K/¢) times within the interval /,. This allows us to further divide I, into at most
O(nK/e) intervals, each denoted by I, such that on each interval I}, the re-scaled utility @;(1/) defined in
Eq. (7) takes the same value for all items i € [N].

The DP scheme. After two rounds of partitioning described above, we focus on each interval I; =
[Winins Winax) C I, such that I is well-behaving, admits a common 1/2-approx. solution D (1,), and the
rescaled utility @, (W) of each item i takes the same integer value for all W € I;. This allows us to simply
write the rescaled utility of each item i as @;(W) = @, for all W € I.

Recursion in DP. For any W € I, since the optimal value to our original knapsack problem Kp(W, K)

is bounded by twice our 1/2-approx. solution, 2 (1) U (W), the optimal value with re-scaled utilities

i€D
is thus bounded by 2 - £ + K := xax. For any x € {0,1,..., Xmax}, £ € {0,1,..., K}, and i € [n], let
MIN-WT;(x, x) denote the minimum total weight of « items from {1,... i} that can yield total utility y,
and let SET;(x, k) be the corresponding assortment consisting of these « items. If we cannot find exactly
k items from {1,...,7} whose total utility is x, we set MIN-WT;(, k) = co. We compute the values for
MIN-WT;(.) using values from MIN-WT;_;(.), and construct the assortment SET;(.) from SET; ;(.) in a

recursive manner. For any ¢t =1,...,n, we let:

MIN-WT; (X, £) = min {MIN-WTH(X, K),MIN-WT;_ (x — U,k — 1) + wi} . (10)
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In the first term, we do not include item 7 in the set, while in the second term, we include item ¢ in the
set. If MIN-WT;(, k) < oo, we update its corresponding assortment according to Eq. (8). ﬂThis then gives
us access to the matrix MIN-WT,,(, k). Set SET, (X, ), if MIN-WT, (x, k) < 0o, is the assortment with
minimum weight that satisfies » ;.. () @ = x and [SET,(x, k)| = k.

If we were to solve a single knapsack problem Kp(W, K) for a fixed W, a near-optimal solution value
would be given by max, .{x : MIN-WT, (x, ) < W}. Here, since our interval I, involves infinite knap-
sack problems, we instead consider all SET, (, ) that can fit into a knapsack of capacity W,.,, i.e.,
MIN-WT,,(x, k) < Wiax. One of these assortments is guaranteed to be an (1 — €)-approx. solution to
maxyy ¢, KP(W, K).

In the following theorem, which is the main result of Section we show that Algorithmachieves (1—¢)

approximation ratio with runtime polynomial in n, K, 1/e.

THEOREM 5 (Near-optimality of Algorithm[2). Consider a well-behaving interval I C [0, 00) per Def-
inition |I| For any € > 0 and z > 0, set S; returned by Algorithm |2| satisfies REV-COST(S7,z) > (1 —
e)maxywe; KP(W, K). The runtime of Algorithm[2)is in the order of ©(n®K*/€>).

Similar to Section[6] we apply Algorithm[2]to each well-behaving sub-interval I. The S; with the highest

cost-adjusted revenue is an (1 — €)-approx. solution to Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)). The overall runtime of

our FPTAS is O(n®K*/e?) since Algorithm 2]is applied to ©(n?®) well-behaving sub-intervals.

8. Numerical Experiments

In this section, we numerically evaluate our method’s efficacy and investigate the impact of fair policies in
assortment planning. Section [8.1|compares the 1/2-approx. algorithm, FPTAS, and benchmark algorithms
on synthetic data, highlighting 1/2-approx. algorithm’s practical performance. Section further presents

a real-world MovieLens case study, showcasing the impact of imposing fairness in practical settings.

8.1. Experiments on Synthetic Data

8.1.1. Setup. We consider an assortment planning problem with n = 10 items, where the offered
assortment can include up to K = 5 items, resulting in 637 possible assortments@] We generate 100
instances, drawing r; (item 4’s revenue) independently from Uniform[0, 1] and 6; (other item features) from
Uniform[0, 0.5]. Each item’s popularity score is defined as w; = exp (8- r; + 6;), correlating popularity with
revenue and items’ features (Train/2009). The price sensitivity parameter 3 is set to —1 (high sensitivity)
or —0.1 (low sensitivity), and ¢; = w;. The platform aims to maximize expected revenue while ensuring

d-fairness, where 6 € {0,0.2,0.4,0.6,0.8,1.0} and an item’s outcome is its visibility.

 When MIN-WT;(x, k) = o0, its corresponding set is not used by our algorithm, and hence we do not define it.

19 We have also experimented with synthetic instances with larger n, where n = 10, 15, . .. ,40, and the results remain consistent.
See Section@ for related discussions.
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We compare our 1/2-approx. and FPTAS (with 1 — e = 0.75) algorithms with the following benchmark
algorithms. In all algorithms, to enhance computational efficiency, we use a column generation method
instead of the theoretically polynomial-time Ellipsoid-based method. See Section [C|for details.

* Randomized greedy algorithm. As a benchmark, we include the randomized greedy algorithm from

Buchbinder et al.|(2014)), which iteratively selects items that maximize the objective function until no fur-

ther improvement is possible. While this algorithm achieves a 1 /e approximation ratio for non-monotone

submodular functions, the objective function in Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, /X)) is generally not submodular,

except in the special case when r; =7, i € [n].
* Grid-based enumeration algorithm. We also consider a grid-based enumeration method, which dis-
cretizes the interval I = [0, o0] using a geometric grid with ratio (1 + €’) for some €’ > 0. It solves the

LP relaxation and applies the rounding scheme from Lemma I|to achieve a 1/2-approx. solution at each

grid point. This method guarantees a 1/(2 + 2¢')-approx. for Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K))); see Section E]

for details. In our experiments, we set ¢’ = 1/49, resulting in an approximation ratio of 0.49.

While this method offers theoretical guarantee close to our 1/2-approx. algorithm, we will see that the
1/2-approx. algorithm outperforms in both solution quality and runtime. Unlike the enumeration method
that relies on a fixed partitioning scheme, the 1/2-approx. algorithm efficiently exploits and adapts to

problem structure, especially in cases with large § values or homogeneous revenues (see Tables[2]and [3).

8.1.2. Performance and Runtime Comparison. In Figure 2] we show the normalized expected rev-
enue obtained by different algorithms under varying fairness levels d. The normalized revenue is calculated
as the expected revenue divided by the maximum attainable revenue without fairness constraints. Our 1/2-
approx. algorithm and FPTAS produce results very close to the optimal solution to Problem across
all settings and fairness levels. The greedy algorithm performs poorly, as expected, due to the lack of the-
oretical guarantees. The enumeration method achieves comparable revenue to our methods in high price
sengsitivity settings but underperforms in low price sensitivity scenarios. This is because the enumeration
method is non-adaptive, where the geometric grid partitioning is determined solely by the item weights,
without accounting for the underlying structure of the problem (see Section [E). In the low price sensitivity
setting, insufficient partitioning of [0, c0) results in reduced performance.

Table[2]records the runtime of all algorithms on the synthetic instances. As expected, the greedy algorithm
is the fastest but it underperforms in terms of solution quality. The FPTAS is comparatively slow, as expected
from its runtime complexity, making it less practical for real-world deployment. However, its key value
lies in being the first algorithm to provide arbitrary accuracy guarantees, serving as a strong benchmark for
near-optimality. The enumeration method is also slow, as it relies on a static partitioning scheme, repeatedly
solving LPs regardless of problem structure. Our 1/2-approx. algorithm outperforms both the FPTAS and

the enumeration method in runtime while maintaining near-optimal solutions. Notably, as § increases, the
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Figure 2 Boxplots of expected revenue across algorithms under different fairness levels (§). The box spans the first to third
quartile, with a median line. The dashed line represents average optimal revenue without fairness constraints, and the
red star marks the median optimal solution to Problem (FAIR).

runtime gap between 1/2-approx. and enumeration widens. The adaptive partitioning in the 1/2-approx.

algorithm efficiently captures the expanded decision space, while the enumeration method remains static.

To highlight the adaptability of the 1/2-approx. algorithm, we provide a detailed comparison with the
enumeration method in Section There, we show as n increases, the 1/2-approx. algorithm remains

runtime efficient by exploiting problem structure.

Table 2 Average runtime comparison in the synthetic experiments.

| 5 |0 0.2 04 0.6 0.8 1.0
1/2-approx | 9.9x 1072 9.3x1072 87x1072 7.2x107% 50x1072 4.6x 1072
Time taken by a FPTAS 1.4 1.3 1.2 1.1 88x107" 8.0x107"
single execution (s) | Greedy [ 4.5x 107" 45x 107" 44x107" 45x107" 47x 107" 45x107"
Enumeration 1.4 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.3
1/2-approx 2.7 25 2.2 1.6 1.0 7.8x 1071
Total time taken in FPTAS 28.9 28.7 24.9 20.0 13.3 10.1
solving (s) Greedy |[1.3x107' 14x107' 1.3x107' 1.3x107' 9.2x107% 1.2x107!
Enumeration 26.4 24.6 24.4 22.5 19.6 16.3

8.1.3. Price of Fairness. We briefly examine the tradeoff between fairness and the platform’s expected
revenue, known as the price of fairness. This serves as a key indicator for selecting the appropriate fairness
level to balance fairness considerations with platform’s revenue goals. See, also, our expanded analysis of
price of fairness in our real-world case study in Section [§:2.2]

Figure [2] shows the clear tradeoff that as fairness constraints increase, the platform’s expected revenue
decreases, with this tradeoff varying between high and low price sensitivity settings. It is noteworthy that
in high price sensitivity markets, fairness constraints can (J € [0, 1]) lead to revenue losses from 36.8% to
10.6%, whereas in low price sensitivity markets, losses range from 29.8% to just 0.08%. This highlights the

need for caution in high-sensitivity markets, where fairness enforcement has a greater revenue impact.
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8.2. A Real-World Case Study on MovieLens Data

In this section, we conduct a real-world case study on the MovieLens data (Harper and Konstan|2015) to
illustrate the impact of fair policies in a realistic setting. Given our analysis in Section [8.1} in our case
study, we primarily applied the 1/2-approx. algorithm, given its practicality and effectiveness in yielding

near-optimal solutions.

8.2.1. Setup. The MovieLens 100K dataset contains 100,000 ratings (1-5) from 943 users on 1,682
movies. We focus on n = 20 drama movies with at least five ratings and an average rating of at least 3.
Movies are ordered by average rating p;, ranging from p; = 4.09 to pyg = 3.14. The popularity weight
is set as w; = s - p; with s = 1/20, and we use ¢; = w; as the quality measure for each movie We
consider a platform that recommends at most 5 of the 20 drama movies, yielding 22:1 (2k0) = 21,699
possible assortments. Since movies lack associated revenues, the platform aims to maximize marketshare—
the likelihood that a user selects a recommended movie from the assortment—while enforcing d-fairness

with respect to movie visibilities, with J ranging from O to 5.

8.2.2. Managerial insights. Our case study provides key managerial insights in a real-world setting.

We first note that fairness can come with minimal tradeoff for the platform in a setting such as movie
recommendation, where item qualities do not differ by that much and maintaining fairness is not in contrast
with platform’s goal of providing high-quality contents. Figure [3] illustrates the price of fairness in terms
of both the loss in marketshare and the number of sets to randomize over. In terms of the marketshare,
a clear tradeoff between fairness level and platform marketshare still exists: as fairness constraints relax
(4 increases), marketshare approaches the maximum attainable in the absence of fairness. However, even
under strict fairness (6 = 0), marketshare drops by only 4%, showing fairness can be achieved with minimal
impact. On the other hand, the number of sets required for randomization ranges from 1 to 20, with the
number of sets needed decreasing as ¢ increases. This suggests that a platform needs to randomize over a

small number of sets even when strict fairness is enforced, reinforcing the practicality of our approach.
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Figure 3 Price of fairness in the MovieLens case study. Left: platform’s marketshare obtained under different fairness param-
eters . The dashed line is the optimal marketshare attainable in the absence of fairness. Right: Number of sets to
randomize over under different fairness parameters J.

"' The scaling factor s determines how movies compare to the no-purchase option. Results remain consistent with s = 1/10, and
with s = 1/20, the weights are close, making fairness constraints crucial. Our experiment results are also consistent across genres.
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Here, the minimal tradeoff is because the MovieLens setting comes with homogeneous revenues, which
naturally aligns fairness with marketshare maximization, making fairness constraints highly cost-effective.
When determining fairness levels § in real-world settings beyond that of movie recommendation, it is also
important to note that fairness constraints are more costly in heterogeneous revenue settings, particularly in
high price sensitivity markets, as observed in Section[8.1] This occurs when high-quality items might gen-
erate lower revenue, whereas fairness considerations could result in the platforms allocating more visibility
to them in the expense of its own revenue. This suggests that in such cases, the platform may need to adopt
more conservative fairness parameters to balance fairness with its revenue goals.

Beyond the price of fairness, a platform can also rely on other key performance metrics to guide the
selection of §. Figure E] illustrates how visibility changes under different fairness levels given our 1/2-
approx. solution. Generally, lower-quality movies receive less visibility, and for each 9, there is a threshold
quality score beyond which movies receive nonzero visibility. As § increases, this threshold decreases,
allowing lower-quality movies to gain more exposure. The observed behavior provides a practical approach
for dynamically adjusting fairness: by analyzing the visibility distribution, platforms can identify when

certain items drop out of the recommended set and fine-tune § accordingly.

1.0 -y
0.8 ®--e--e-o | -*- 6=00
\‘n\'l‘ 6=1.0
206 --e-e-e__o} —e- 5=20
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Figure 4  Visibility received by each movie under different §. The movie indices are decreasing based on qualities.
9. Conclusion and Future Directions

Our work develops a novel framework and viable approaches for fair assortment planning, which contributes
to promoting equal opportunities for items on digital platforms. We also provide managerial insights on
the impact of incorporating fairness in practical assortment planning settings and how platforms can assess
the tradeoff between revenue and fairness to inform its fair policies. This work has opened several exciting
future directions. One is exploring how our framework adapts to different settings, such as alternative choice
models or more constraints on the feasible set of assortments. Another is studying fair assortment planning
in a dynamic environment, where item quality or popularity evolves based on past decisions. Ensuring
fairness in such settings is crucial, as platform choices can shape item attributes, potentially reinforcing the
“winner-takes-all” effect. While we do not address the dynamic case here, incorporating fairness constraints
could promote long-term equity. Overall, fairness remains an underexplored aspect of operational decisions

on online platforms, and we hope this work inspires further research in this area.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Discussions on Our Pairwise Fairness Notion

In this section, we discuss the motivations and justifications for our fairness notions in Section [3.2]

Fairness through constraints. In existing literature, fairness is often addressed through social welfare
functions like alpha fairness (Mo and Walrand| 2000, Lan et al.[2010), which combine fairness and welfare
metrics. However, these approaches either overlook the platform’s revenue, which is crucial in assortment
planning, or improperly merge it into the social welfare function, mistreating the platform as an equivalent
to its items. Such a conflict of interests, where the platform’s revenue goals clash with the maximization
of social welfare, leads to fairness being sidelined by many platforms. The concern that dominant online
platforms may leverage their power to funnel users towards the most profitable services or products has
drawn regulatory attention, notably with initiatives like the proposed Digital Markets Act (DMA) by the
European Union (Official Journal of the European Union|2023)).

To reconcile the conflict of interests, we prioritize revenue maximization as the platform’s primary goal,
while introducing fairness in the form of constraints. Similar fairness-through-constraints approaches are
seen in Singh and Joachims| (2018}, 2019)) for fair rankings, |Cohen et al. (2021alb) for fair pricing, |[Zafar
et al.|(2019) for fair classification, |Kasy and Abebe|(2021]) for fair algorithmic decision-making, Hggsgaard
et al.| (2023) for fairness-welfare trade-offs, and |Chen et al.| (2023) for fair recommendations.

Advantages of pairwise fairness. In our work, we focus on pairwise fairness due to its intuitive compari-
son of fairness across individuals or items, aligning well with our goal of ensuring “equality of opportunity”.
As we remarked in Section [3.2] this notion is widely used in applications like recommendation systems and
ranking models (e.g., Beutel et al.| (2019), |Singh and Joachims|(2019))). To the best of our knowledge, we
are the first that incorporates pairwise fairness in assortment planning.

Our pairwise fairness also offers a more nuanced and practical approach to alternative fairness notions,
such as applying a uniform lower bound to all item outcomes. By ensuring that items are treated equitably in
a relative rather than absolute manner, pairwise fairness strikes a balance between equitable treatment and
maintaining content quality. As seen in our MovieLens case study (Figure ] Section [8.2)), under pairwise
fairness, the platform can adaptively selects a subset of high-quality items that receive nonzero visibility
(exposure). In contrast, a uniform lower bound on all item outcomes could potentially oversaturate the
platform with too many low-quality items, hence diluting user engagement.

Generality of our fairness notion. We also highlight the rationale for considering a broad fairness
framework that accommodates multiple outcome metrics, such as visibility, revenue, and market share, as
done in Section [3.2] From the platform’s perspective, no single metric should be universally prioritized for
fairness, as the impact of fairness constraints is influenced by factors such as market price sensitivity, pur-

chasing power, and the distribution of item popularity and revenue. As shown in Figure [5] being fair with
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respect to different outcome metrics can yield varying effects depending on market conditions, with no sin-
gle approach consistently outperforming the others. Our generalized fairness formulation enables platforms

to flexibly adapt fairness constraints to their specific objectives and operational considerations.
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(a) Low price sensitivity (8 = —0.1). (b) High price sensitivity (5 = —1).
Figure 5  We solve Problem forn =10 and K € [n]. Each item ¢ has r;~ i.i.d. UNIF([0, 1]), and w; = exp(B-r; + 0;),
where [ is price sensitivity, 6; ~ i.i.d. UNIF([0.4,1]) for ¢ < m and UNIF([0.2,0.4]) for ¢ > m, where 1 < m <
[n/4] are highly attractive items. We set ¢; = w; for all 7. For each (K, m, 3), we generate 50 instances and compute
Problem (FAIR)’s objective when being 0-fair w.r.t. different item outcomes. In markets with lower price sensitivity
(Figure [5a), fairness based on item visibility leads to higher platform revenue, while in markets with higher price
sensitivity, fairness based on item revenue is more profitable (Figure ﬂ

Appendix B: Details on the Ellipsoid Method

In this section, we provide more details on the Ellipsoid method used in Step 1 of the fair Ellipsoid-

based algorithm, proposed in Section [4.3] Recall that in Section .3 we assume that we have access to a

polynomial-time algorithm A that gives a S-approx. solution for Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K))). We will use

algorithm A within the Ellipsoid method, as part of our approximate separation oracle.

In Step 1 of the fair Ellipsoid-based algorithm, we apply the Ellipsoid method, outlined in Algorithm 3]
to solve Problem (FAIR-DUAL). Here, we restate Problem (FAIR-DUAL):

n n
FAIR-DUAL = min p+z Z 0 2ij

p>0,z>0
i=1 j=1,j#i
(FAIR-DUAL)

n

st Y 0u(S) | D (z—2) | +p=REV(S), VS:[S| < K.

ies j=1,j#i
For simplicity of notation, we can rewrite Problem in the form of min{d"s: As >b,s > 0}.
Here, s = (z,p) € R"*+1 s the vector of decision variables. d is a vector of size n2 + 1 chosen such that
dis=p+3 >0 40 2. Aisa N x (n®+1) matrix and b is a vector of size N, where N = |{S C
[n] : |S| < K}|. Let each row of A and b be indexed by a set S with |.S| < K. The matrix A is chosen such
that ajs =, < O;(S) - (Zje[nL#i(zij - zji)> + p, where ag is the row vector in A indexed by set S.
The vector b is chosen such that bg = REV(S), where bg is component of b indexed by set S.

Within the Ellipsoid method, we keep track of the following quantities: (i) (z, p) € ]R”2+1, the center of
the current ellipsoid, which is also the current solution to the dual problem; note that this solution might not

be feasible for the dual problem. (ii) (z*, p*), the best feasible solution to the dual problem we have found
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so far. We initialize (z*, p*) to be (0,2, 1), where 0,,2 is a zero vector of length n?; this is always a feasible
solution to Problem (FAIR-DUAL). (iii) the current best objective OBJ. We initialize it to be 1, which is the
objective of (0,,2,1). (iv) a positive-definite matrix D € R("L2+1)X(”2+1), which represents the shape of the
ellipsoid. (v) a collection  of sets that have violated the dual fairness constraint during the execution of the
Ellipsoid method.

Algorithm 3 The Ellipsoid method for Problem (FAIR-DUALY)

Input: Starting solution (2o, po), starting matrix Dy, maximum number of iterations tmax, a 3-approx. algorithm A for Problem

(SUB-DUAL(z, K)). Here, we rewrite Problem (FAIR-DUAL)) in the form of min{d "s: As > b,s > 0}. The matrix A is chosen
— 2ji)

such that als = Y ies Oi(S) - (Zje[n]y#i(zij + p, where as is the row vector in A indexed by set .S. The vector b is

chosen such that bs = REV(S), where bs is component of b indexed by set S.
Output: (i) A collection ¥/ of sets that have violated constraints. (ii) An optimal, feasible solution (z*, p*) > 0 (iii) optimal objective
OBJ.
1. Initialization. (z, p) = (2o, po), (z*,p*) = (0,1),0B1=1,D =Dy, =0, and t = 0.
2. While t < tpax:
(a) Find a violated constraint.
* Check if we can reduce the objective further. If p+ 377 37, ;0 - 25 > OBJ, set a = —d and go to Step
2(b).
* Check if the non-negativity constraints hold. If p < 0, seta = e,z ; 1; else if z;; < 0 for some (4, j), set a = €.n4j,
where ey, is the unit vector with a 1 in the kth coordinate. Go to Step 2(b).
» Check if the dual fairness constraints holds using the approximate separation oracle.
— Apply the B-approx. algorithm A to Problem that returns Sz with |Sz| < K such that
REV-COST(S7,2) > 8- SUB-DUAL(z, K).
—If REV-COST(Sx,2) > p, then set Sz is violating the constraint. Set a = ag and add Sz to V.
 If we have found no violated constraint, update our best feasible solution and its objective:

(z*,p") < (z,p) and 0BJ<—p*+Z Z 527,
i=1 j=1,j#i

Then, go back to the start of Step[2|and re-enter the while loop.
(b) Use the violated constraint to decrease the volume of the ellipsoid and find a new solution.

1 D
(2,0) = (2,0) + 55—
n?+2+/aTDa
. (n?+1)2 (D_ 2 DaaTD)
(n?2+1)2-1 n?2+2 a'Da

(©) t+t+1.
3. The ellipsoid is sufficiently small. Return ¢, (z*, p*), OBJ.

At a high level, the Ellipsoid method for Problem (Algorithm [3) works as follows. At each

iteration, it generates an ellipsoid F centered at the current solution s = (z, p), which is defined as:

E={x:(x—s)'D}(x—s)<1}.

By design of the Ellipsoid method, the ellipsoid £ always contains the intersection of the feasibility region
of Problem (FAIR-DUALJ) and the half space {s:d s < OBJ}.

In Step 2(a), the algorithm first attempts to check if the current solution is feasible and improves our
objective, via finding a violated constraint. There are three types of violated constraints that we consider:

(i) the objective constraint is violated if the current solution (z, p) does not yield an objective less than
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OBJ; (ii) the non-negativity constraint is violated if any of the entries in (z, p) is negative; (iii) the dual
fairness constraint is violated if we can find a set S with |S| < K such that REV-COST(.S,z) > p. Note that
when examining the dual fairness constraint, instead of examining the dual fairness constraint for every S

such that |S| < K, we instead use an approximate separation oracle that relies on algorithm 4. First, it

applies the 3-approx. algorithm A to Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)), and gets Sz with |Sz| < K such that

REV-COST(S7,2) > 3 - SUB-DUAL(z, K). Then, if REV-COST(S 7,2z) > p, set Sz has violated the dual
fairness constraint. Otherwise, the solution (z, p) is declared feasible. In the proof of Theorem 2] we will
show that the use of the approximate separation oracle might cause the solution (z*, p*) returned by the
Ellipsoid method to be infeasible for Problem (FAIR-DUAL)); however, the objective OBJ returned by the
Ellipsoid method would stay close to the true optimal objective

If we have found one of the constraints violated in Step 2(a), which can be written as a's < b for some
acR 1 andbe R, we then go to Step 2(b) and construct a new ellipsoid £’. We do so by updating the
center of the ellipsoid (z, p) and the positive-definite matrix D that defines our ellipsoid; see Step 2(b) (with

slight differences in notations).

(Z',p') + (z )+71 _Da_ and D’<—7(n2+1)2 ( 2 DaaTD)
P P n?+2+/aTDa (n2+1)2-1 n2+2 a’Da /°

The volume of the new ellipsoid E’ defined by (z,p’) and D’ is only a fraction of the volume of the
previous ellipsoid E. In addition, this new ellipsoid has a new center s’ = (z’, p’) that satisfiesa’s’ > a's.
We then start a new iteration, in which we check whether the new solution (z’, p’) is feasible and improves
our objective.

On the other hand, if we have found no violated constraint, this means that our current solution (z, p)
is (approximately) feasible and also improves the objective OBJ obtained by the previous best feasible
solution (z*, p*). If this happens, we then set the current solution to be our current best feasible solution, i.e.,
(z*,p*) < (z, p), and update the current optimal objective OBJ to be the objective obtained by the current
solution. Then, we start a new iteration by re-entering Step 2, and seeks to find a feasible solution that can
further reduce our objective function.

The Ellipsoid method for Problem terminates when the ellipsoid E is sufficiently small, by
selecting a sufficiently large t,,.,. Recall that the ellipsoid F always contains the intersection of the feasi-
bility region of Problem and the half space {s:d"s < oBJ}. Intuitively, when the ellipsoid
gets reduced to a sufficiently small volume, it is unlikely that there exists a feasible solution that can further
reduce our objective. It is shown, in Bertsimas and Tsitsiklis| (1997), that given a separation oracle, the
Ellipsoid method is guaranteed to terminate in t,,,, = O(n'?log(n)) iterations. When the Ellipsoid method
terminates, it returns the following: (i) the collection ¥ of sets that have violated the dual fairness constraint;

(ii) the optimal solution (z*, p*) and (iii) the optimal objective OBJ. Note that this collection ¥/ would then
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play an important role in Step 2 of the fair Ellipsoid-based algorithm. As discussed in Section {.3] we
use the collection ¥ to reduce the number of variables to be considered in the primal problem (FAIR)) to a

polynomial size.

Appendix C: Details on the Column Generation Method

In this section, we provide a brief description of the column generation method for Problem (FAIR)
(see Bertsimas and Tsitsiklis| (1997) for more information on this method). We have employed this

method, in combination with our approximation algorithms (1/2-approx. algorithm and FPTAS) for Prob-

lem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)), to numerically solve the fair assortment planning problems in Sections [§] While

there is no polynomial-time guarantee for the column generation method, it is often computationally effi-
cient in practice and serves as a viable alternative to the fair Ellipsoid-based framework in Section {.3]
which theoretically establishes that Problem can be solved near-optimally in polynomial time.

In Algorithm 4] we outline the column generation method for Problem (FAIR). At a high level, the column
generation considers two optimization problems—a master problem and a subproblem. The master problem
is a simplified version of the original optimization problem, which, in our case, is Problem (FAIR)), restricted
to a subset of variables. The subproblem is a new problem that identifies one additional variable that we

can consider in the master problem, which would further improve the objective function. In our case, the

subproblem reduces to solving Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)).

Algorithm 4 Column generation method for Problem (FAIR))
Input: Problem instance ® = (a, b, r, w), a 8-approx. algorithm A for Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)).
Output: A S-approx. solution p(.S) to Problem (FAIR).

1. Initialization. Initialize the collection of sets to include only sets with size one: {/ = {{1}, U {n}}

2. Repeatedly solve the master and the subproblem until the stopping rule is satisified.
(a) Solve the master problem. Solve Problem with p(S) =0 for all S ¢ ¢/, which returns primal solution p(.S) and
dual solution (z, p).
(b) Solve the subproblem. Apply the S-approx. algorithm A to solving Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)), which returns Sz
with |Sz| < K, Sz ¢ ¥ such that REV-COST(S.7,2) > 3 - SUB-DUAL(z, K).
(c) Check whether Sz can improve the objective of Problem
o If REV-COST(Sx,2) > p, then set Sz is an improving variable. Add Sz to ¥ and go back to Step 2(a).
o Stopping rule. If REV-COST(S.7,2) < p, return the solution p(.5).

At each iteration of the column generation method, we first solve the master problem, i.e., Problem
(FAIR), with only a subset of variables under consideration. That is, we only consider a restricted collection
of sets ¥ C {S C [n]: |S| < K} when solving Problem (FAIR)), and let p(.S) =0 for all S ¢ {/. We then need
to solve a subproblem to determine if there is an additional set S ¢ ¢/ that we wish to consider, in order to
improve the objective of Problem (FAIR). To do that, we can simply compute the reduced cost associated
with each S such that S ¢ ¢ (see Section [M] for a formal definition of the reduced cost) and pick the set
S with the highest reduced cost. Given problem instance ® = (a, b,r, w) and the dual variables (z, p), the

reduced cost C's associated with each set S ¢ 1/ is:

Cs =REV-COST(S,2) — p.
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Hence, if we found S ¢ { such that REV-COST(.S,z) > p, adding it to the collection {/ and resolving Prob-
lem would allow us to obtain a better objective. On the other hand, if there exists no set S ¢ ¥ with a
positive reduced cost (i.e., REV-COST(S,z) < p for all S ¢ {/, the optimality conditions of Problem (FAIR))
are satisfied (see Section[M)) and the current solution of Problem (FAIR) is optimal. In Algorithm] in order

to solve the subproblem and find the set .S with the highest reduced cost, we apply a 3-approx. algorithm A

for Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)), which returns a 3-approx. solution S5 for maxg. s|<x REV-COST(S, ).

We then compare REV-COST(SS 7, z) with the dual variable p: (i) if REV-COST(S 7,2) > p, adding S 7 to the
collection ¥ and resolving Problem would improve the objective; (ii) otherwise, we simply terminate
our algorithm and return the current solution.

Using the same proof presented in Segment 1 of proof for Theorem [2] it can be shown that Algorithm
utilizing the column generation method, returns a 3-approx. feasible solution p(S), S C [n], to Problem
(FAIR). Since the number of columns (variables) is finite, the column generation method is also guaranteed

to terminate in finite, but not necessarily polynomial, number of iterations.

Appendix D: Details on a Modified 1/2-Approx. Algorithm as a Subroutine of FPTAS

In this section, we present a slightly modified version of the 1/2-approx. algorithm (Algorithm [I), from
Section [6] which we use as a subroutine of our FPTAS (Algorithm [2) from Section [7] The algorithm is
detailed in Algorithm[5] Similar to what we did in Sections[6]and[7] given the well-behaving interval I, the
collection of item [n] that we feed into Algorithm [5|refers to the eligible items of I.

Algorithm 5 A7), (w,z, ¢, K, I): Modified 1/2-approx. algorithm for maxye; KP(W, K)
Input: Same input as Algorithm|[T]
Output: In addition to assortment S, return partition II; = {I, : £ =0,1,..., L}, where I, = [Wy, Wy41) with I = [Wy, Wp)
and Wy < Wi < --- < Wg, and a mapping @ that maps each I, to its 1/2-approx. solution.
1. Initialization. In addition to step (1a) and (1b) in Algorithm initialize partition IT; = (), and mapping @.
2. Interval Iipy, = I N[0, Wrn). If Tjow is non-empty:
(a) Forj=1,..., K — 1, in addition to step (2a) in Algorithm[1] if w(H;) € I,let I' = [w(H;), w(H,+1)) NI and update:

(H17 CD) — update(1/7 Hj7 {hj+1}7 H17®)

(b) Same stopping rule as step (2b) in Algorithm/[I]
3. Imterval Iyign = I N [Wrh, 00). If Inign is non-empty:
(a) Initialize the profile. In addition to step (3a)-i and (3a)-ii, of Algorithm [I| when Wyyin > Wrn, with the parameters
obtained in step (3a)-ii, let I’ = [Winin, w(P1 (Winin)) + wj) NI and update

(H17@) — update([', Pl(Wmiﬂ) U {|}7 {j}7HI7 @) .
(b) Adaptively partitioning Ipin. While there exist ¢ € Py, j € P such that w; < wj:

In addition to and after steps (3b)-i, (3b)-ii, and before step (3b)-iii in Algorithm let I' = [Whexts Whexe — wix +
wj~ ) N I and update:

(I1;,D) +update(l’, P1,{j"},11;,D).

4. Termination Step. Return II; and mapping @.
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Algorithm [5] follows the same procedures as in Algorithm [I] The only difference is that it additionally
keeps track of the partition of the well-behaving interval I that we obtained in Step 2 and 3. Instead of
directly returning the 1/2-approx. solution to maxy, < KP(W, K), it returns the following:

1. Partition of I, denoted by I1; = {I,: ¢ =0,1,..., L} where I, = [W,,W,,) with I = [W,, W) and

Wo<Wy<---<W;p.
2. A mapping @ that maps each sub-interval I, to its 1/2-approx. solution @D (I,). That is, for any W € I,
> w(W) = %KP(VV, K) and ) w,<W.
i€ (Iy) €D (Iy)
Both the partition II; and the mapping % would be used in the design of our FPTAS (Algorithm [2) when
we rescale the utility for each item.

Whenever we find a well-behaving sub-interval I’ € I on which the profile (W) = (P1,{i,j}, Fo) is
the same for all W € I’, we know from Lemma that there are at most two candidate sets, denoted by .5
and S, that might serve as the 1/2-approx. solution for W & I'. For instance, if i,j # 0 and w; < wj, then
So =P, U{i} and S; = {j} would be the two candidates. Given this, the following procedure differentiates
our original 1/2-approx. algorithm (Algorithm and the modified algorithm (Algorithm :

1. In our original 1/2-approx. algorithm (Algorithm , we simply add both S and S, to the collection

of assortments C; without determining which set is the exact 1/2-approx. set.

2. In the slightly modified 1/2-approx. algorithm (Algorithm , we instead try to determine the exact

1/2-approx. set for every W € I'. Since the 1/2-approx. solution is limited to at most 2 candidates
So, and S and the ordering between », ¢ u;(W) and >, u;(W) only changes at W such that
Dicsy WilW) =2 cs, wi(W) (defined in Eq. (TI)), we would need to divide " at most once to create
a one-to-one mapping @ between a sub-interval and its 1/2-approx. solution.
Hence, in Algorithm [5| when we find an interval I’ on which the profile stays the same, we feed it and its
candidate 1/2-approx. sets Sy, S7 into our update subroutine (detailed in Algorithm E]) which determines
the exact 1/2-approx. solution for W € I’ using the idea above, and update our partition II; and mapping
® accordingly.

Using the same proof for Theorem 4] we have the following corollary:

COROLLARY 1 (Modified 1/2-Approx. Algorithm). Consider a well-behaving interval I C [0,00) per
Definition|l| For any z > 0, Algorithm|5| returns a partition 11; = {1} (1) of interval I and a mapping D
such that D (1) is a feasible 1/2-approx. set for any W € I, C11;. That is, for any W € I,
1
> w(W) = 5 KPW.K) and > w <W.
i€ (1) i€D(Iy)

The overall complexity of Algorithm 3|is in the order of ©O(n?logn +nK?).

The runtime of Algorithm remains identical to that of Algorithm |1} as identifying the 1/2-approx. set for

each well-behaving interval I’ with a shared profile using Algorithm@ is an O(1) operation.
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Algorithm 6 update(I’, Sy, Sy, 11;,D;)
Input: a well-behaving interval I’ = [W, W) on which the profile does not change, the two candidate 1,/2-approx. solutions So, S1,
partition II7, mapping ©

1. Compute the utility generated by S, S1 at two end points of I”:

Up= Y w(W), U= w(W), TUo=Y w(W), Ui=> u(W).

i€So 1€S i€So 1€S7

Compute the dividing point:
/W\ _ Z’iGSQ LiWi — Ziesl LiWs _
ZiESO Gi— Ziesl Ci

11

and let I) = [W, W) and I} = [W,W).
2. Update the partition I1;, the collection C; and the mapping @:
e Case 1: IfU, > U, and Ug > U1, So is the 1/2-approx. solution for all W € I'. Add I’ to T1;. Set D (I") + So.
e Case2:IfU, > U, and U1 > Uo, S is the 1/2-approx. solution for all W € I'. Add I’ to II;. Set D(I") « Si.
e Case3: If Uy > U, and Ui >Ug. So is the 1/2-approx. solution for W & Iy and S; is the 1/2-approx. solution for
W e Ii. Add I3, I to ;. Set D(I3) < So, D(I7) < Si.
e Cased: If U, > U, and Uy > U;. S is the 1/2-approx. solution for W € If, and Sy is the 1/2-approx. solution for
W e I1. Add Iy, I7 to T;. Set D(Ig) < S1,D(I1) < So.
3. Return the updated partition II; and mapping D.

Appendix E: Details on the Grid-Based Enumeration Algorithm

In this section, we introduce a grid-based enumeration algorithm as an alternative approach for solv-

ing Problem (SUB-DUAL(z,K)) via the transformation to an infinite series of knapsack problems

maxyy o KP(W, K) (Theorem 3).

E.1. Description of the Grid-Based Enumeration Method

The grid-based enumeration algorithm is presented in Algorithm

Algorithm 7 A grid-based enumeration algorithm for maxy >, KP(W, K)

Input: weights w = {w; };c[n], post-fairness revenues ¢ = {¢; };c[n], post-fairness costs ¢ = {¢; };¢[n] cardinality upper bound K,
parameter €’ > 0
Output: Assortment S.
1. Initialization. Initialize the collection of assortments C = ().
2. Fori=1,2,...,n,
e First, let W = w;.
e While W < n-w;,
(a) Compute an optimal basic feasible solution for Problem (KP-RELAX(W,K)) with profile @(W) =
{P (W), (i,])), Po(W)}, where w; < w;. Add P (W)U {i} and {j} to C.
(b) Proceed to the next geometric grid. Let W < W - (1 +¢€')
3. Termination Step. Return S = arg max g REV-COST(S, z).

The grid-based enumeration algorithm first enumerates over which item j € [n] is the item of the highest
weight in the optimal assortment that maximizes the revenue-adjusted cost. For each j € [n], we consider
the interval [w;,n - w;) and discretize it using a geometric grid with ratio (1 + ¢’) for some € > 0. We then
solve the LP relaxation KP-RELAX (W, K) at each grid point and use the rounding scheme from Lemmato
achieve a 1/2-approx. solution at each grid point. It can be shown that the grid-based enumeration algorithm

attains a 1/(2 + 2€') approximation ratio, as established in the following proposition.
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PROPOSITION 3. Given € > 0, the set S returned by Algorithm [7] satisfies REV-COST(Sy,z) > 1/(2 +
2¢') - maxy > KP(W, K) . The runtime of AlgorithmJ]is in the order of O(n?log(n)?/log(1+ ¢)).

Proof of Proposition ' Fix ¢ > 0. Let W* = argmaxyy (o .., KP(W, K') and let S* be the correspond-
ing set. Let k£ be the maximum-weight item in S*. Then, consider the interval I = [wy,n - wy). Since

we partition the interval using geometric grids, there exists grid point W such that —W* < W < W™,
1+e€

Consider the optimal basic feasible solution that we obtained at grid point W, with profile P(W) =
{P.(W),(i,j), Po(W)}. By Lemmal[l] we know that either P; (W) U {i} or {j} is a 1/2-approx. solution to
KP-RELAX(W, K). Let Sy, denote this 1/2-approx. solution. We have that

> w(W) >

i€ESw

- KP-RELAX(W, K). (12)

N

Now, note that we have the following inequalities:
KP(W*, K) < KP-RELAX(W™*, K), (13)

We also have that
KP-RELAX(W™*, K) < (1+¢€') - KP-RELAX(W, K) . (14)

To see why Equation (14) holds, one can first consider an auxiliary knapsack problem with utilities u;(W).
As one increases knapsack capacity from T to W*, the total utilities increase at most by W* /W > 1 +e.
Then, since we also have u; (W) > u,;(W*), Equation (14) thus holds.

Equations (12)),(13) and (14) together imply that

KP(W*, K) <KP-RELAX(W*, K) < (14 ¢€') - KP-RELAX(W, K) < (24 2¢) - Z w;(W).
€Sy
This suggests that the grid-based enumeration method will yield a 1/(2 + 2¢)-approx. solution.

In terms of the runtime, for each interval [w;,n - w;), the grid-based enumeration method will need to
consider O(log(n)/(log(1l + €’)) grid points. Solving the relaxed knapsack problem takes ©(nlog(n)).
Since the above procedure is repeated n times for each interval, the total runtime complexity is @(n .
log(n)/log(1+¢) - nlog(n)> =O(n?log(n)?/log(l1+¢)). M
E.2. Additional Runtime Comparisons with the 1/2-Approx. Algorithm
Recall that in Section [8.1] the grid-based enumeration method is one of the benchmarks that we evaluated
against our near-optimal algorithms (1/2-approx. algorithm and FPTAS). Our numerical experiments from
Section indicate that the 1/2-approx. algorithm excels in terms of efficiency. In particular, despite its
simplicity, the grid-based enumeration method suffers from lengthy runtimes due to its lack of adaptivity.
Unlike the 1/2-approx. algorithm, which dynamically adapts to problem instances, the enumeration method

always enumerates over the same number of LPs, regardless of the problem structure.
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In this section, we make a few additional remarks on the runtime differences between the grid-based enu-
meration method and the 1/2-approx. algorithm, reinforcing why the latter is a more practical and efficient
choice. Our key observations are as follows:

1. Our 1/2-approx. algorithm excels in realistic instances with exploitable structure, as demonstrated
in the MovieLens case study (Section[8.2). Specifically, when the platform optimizes for marketshare
with item visibility as the main outcome in the MovieLens case study, the runtime of the 1/2-approx.
algorithm improves significantly due to the simplicity of instances with homogeneous revenues. Table
shows that the time taken by the 1/2-approx. algorithm by a single execution and in solving Prob-
lem both reduced by a fair amount compared to more complex instances with heterogeneous
revenues presented in Table 2] The runtime improvement is driven by the algorithm’s adaptability to
simpler instances, allowing it to evaluate fewer partitions. As shown in Table[2} the 1/2-approx. algo-
rithm iterates over as few as 31-49 sub-intervals per execution, resulting in superior performance on
the MovieLens data.

In contrast, the runtime gap between the 1/2-approx. algorithm and the grid-based enumeration
method widened even further in the MovieLens case study. Table [3| shows that while the 1/2-approx.
algorithm manages to adapt to MovieLens data by drastically reducing the number of partitions it
evaluates, the enumeration method remains static, solving 1600 LPs per execution that result in heavy
runtime.

Many real-world problem instances, including the MovieLens case study, have exploitable structural

properties. This is where the adaptivity of the 1/2-approx. algorithm proves especially valuable.

Table 3 Comparison of our 1/2-approx. algorithm and grid-based enumeration method (with €’ = 1/49) on MovieLens data.

I . 0 1 2 3 4 5
Avg # sub-intervals 1/2-approx 49 34 31 33 33 42
per instance enumeration 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600 1600
Time taken by a 1/2-approx | 227 x 1072 1.75x107% 1.78x 107> 1.64x107% 1.55x107% 1.69x 1072
single execution (s) enumeration 3.24 3.37 3.37 3.11 3.10 2.78
Total time taken in 1/2-approx 1.77 0.47 0.64 0.29 0.23 0.18
solving Problem (FAIR)(s) | enumeration 116 111 118 52 52 20

2. The 1/2-approx. algorithm demonstrates superior runtime efficiency for problems of practical sizes.
One might argue that the grid-based enumeration attains better runtime complexity in terms of n, given
by Proposition 3] However, we first note that real-world recommendation systems and assortment plan-
ning often narrow down items through lightweight pre-filtering stages based on criteria like keywords
or price range. This allows fairness to be enforced within smaller, context-specific subsets, typically
reducing the number of items 7 to fewer than 50. We thus evaluated the runtime performance for 1/2-

approx. algorithm and the grid-based enumeration method under various number of items n, where
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Figure 6  Runtime comparison for solving Problem with § = 0.8. (Similar results are observed for other fairness param-
eters.) The problem instance is generated following the same approach as in Section

10 <n <40, and the 1/2-approx. algorithm consistently achieves better runtime for the range of items
of practical sizes, despite its runtime complexity, as indicated by Figure[6]

We also note that runtime complexity may be less critical in practical settings. For smaller platforms
focused on specific item categories, assortment probabilities are often precomputed offline, eliminating
the need for real-time computation. In such cases, actual runtime performance is more relevant than
theoretical complexity.

3. Our algorithms can be parallelized for improved performance. While parallelization has not been
implemented in any of our approximation algorithms, both the 1/2-approx. algorithm and the grid-
based enumeration algorithm could benefit from parallel execution. For the 1/2-approx. algorithm, a
significant portion of the runtime is spent on the pre-partitioning procedure, rather than the adaptive
partitioning steps. By parallelizing the execution of Algorithm [1| across the well-behaving intervals
identified during pre-partitioning, the algorithm’s runtime could be further improved, while maintain-
ing its adaptability to different problem instances. In this work, we do not include results from paral-
lelized implementations, as they involve trade-offs between computational resources and runtime, and
our primary focus is on establishing the strong theoretical guarantees and practicality of our methods.

Nonetheless, parallelization could be beneficial for real-world deployments.
Appendix F: Proof of Proposition (]

Here, we restate Problem (FAIR|) for reader’s convenience.

FAIR = max Z p(S)-REV(S)

p(5):5C[n]
S:|S|<K
s.t. > p(S)-0:(S) = > p(5)-0;(8) <6 Vi,j€nl,ij
S:eS S:jes
> p(8)<1
S:|SI<K

p(S) >0 ScmllS|<K, (I5)
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We start by showing that Problem admits an optimal basic feasible solution (for definition of basic
feasible solution, see Definition 2.9 in Bertsimas and Tsitsiklis| (1997) or Section[M)). Consider the polyhe-
dron defined by the feasibility region of Problem (FAIR). Note that this polyhedron is (i) nonempty, because
p(S) =0 for all S C [n],|S| < K is a feasible solution for any § > 0; (ii) bounded, because p(.5) € [0, 1]
for all S C [n], |S| < K. Then, by Theorem 2.6 in Bertsimas and Tsitsiklis| (1997), there exists at least one
extreme point in the polyhedron (for definition of extreme point, see Definition 2.6 in|Bertsimas and Tsitsik-
lis| (1997)). Since we have REV(S) =), lii;‘zis) < 7 forany S, this implies that > . ¢ e P(S)REV(S) <
7; that is, the objective of Problem is also bounded. By Theorem 2.8 in Bertsimas and Tsitsiklis

(1997), since the polyhedron has at least one extreme point and Problem has a bounded optimal
objective, there must exist one extreme point of the polyhedron that is optimal. By Theorem 2.3 in Bertsi-
mas and Tsitsiklis| (1997), we have that an extreme point is equivalent to a basic feasible solution. Hence,
we must have a basic feasible solution to Problem that is optimal, which we denote by p*(.).

Now, let N = [{S C [n] : |S| < K'}| be the number of variables in Problem (FAIR). There are n(n — 1) +
1+ N constraints in Problem (FAIR), where n(n — 1) of them are in the first set of fairness constraints, and
N of them are the non-negativity constraints. By definition of a basic feasible solution, we must have that
at least IV active (binding) constraints at p*(.). That implies that at most n(n — 1) + 1 of the non-negativity
constraints can be inactive, i.e. p*(S) > 0. We have thus showed that |[{S: p*(S) > 0}| <n(n—1)+1. 1

Appendix G: Proof of Theorem (]

Revenue/marketshare-fair instance. We first consider the revenue/marketshare-fair instance, where

® = (a,0,r,w). By Proposition the STATICMNL algorithm introduced by [Rusmevichientong

et al| (2010) solves Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)) optimally and returns the optimal assortment S* =

argmaxg, g <x REV-COST(S,2z). The STATICMNL algorithm leverages the structural properties of the
MNL model to generate a sequence of O (n?) assortments that is guaranteed to include the optimal assort-
ment. Hence, its running time is of order O (n?).

Visibility-fair and general instances. We now focus on visibility-fair and general instances, and estab-

lish the NP-completeness of Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)). We first show that Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)) is

in NP. Then, we reduce an arbitrary instance of the partition problem, which is known to be NP-complete,

to polynomially many visibility-fair instances of Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)).

To show that Problem (SUB-DUAL(z,/)) is in NP, note that the decision version of Problem

(SUB-DUAL(z, K)) is: given a set S and some value v, we need to determine if REV-COST(S, z) is greater

than v. We can compute REV-COST(.S, z) in polynomial time since © and z are both known. This then allow

us to tell if REV-COST(SS, z) > v immediately. Hence, Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)) is in NP.

We will now show the NP-completeness of Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)) by considering an arbitrary

instance of the partition problem, and solving it using polynomially many visibility-fair instances of Prob-

lem (SUB-DUAL(z, K))). The partition problem is known to be NP-complete (Hayes|[2002)), and is stated as
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follows: given a set of n positive integers {ay,ao,...,a,}, we would like to determine if there exists a
subset S C [n] suchthat ), oo = %Zie[n] a; := L, and find the set S if it exists.

Before proceeding, let us first define an auxiliary optimization problem that we will work with throughout

the proof. For some given vector ¢/, we define Problem (SUB-DUAL-AUX(c’, K)) as:

LW
SUB-DUAL-AUX(¢/, K) = max DiesWi —ch. (SUB-DUAL-AUX(c, K))

SISISK 14 egwi

We denote the objective function of Problem (SUB-DUAL-AUX(c', K)) as

REV-COST-AUX(S, ¢') := Hfisw -> 4.
€S €S

Our proof of Theorem|I|consists of two parts. In Part 1, we reduce an arbitrary instance of the partition prob-

lem to a particular instance of Problem (SUB-DUAL-AUX(c’, K)). In Part 2, we show that this instance of

Problem (SUB-DUAL-AUX(c’, K)) can be further reduced to a polynomial number of visibility-fair instances

of Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K))).

Part 1. Let {a1,s,...,q,} be an instance of the partition problem. We first reduce it to the auxiliary

optimization problem by creating an instance of Problem (SUB-DUAL-AUX(c’, K)) as follows. For each
€ [n], let w; = a;/L and ¢; = a; /4L. Let K =n/2. Additionally, let A(S) := 3", o ;. We can rewrite

the objective function of Problem (SUB-DUAL-AUX(c’, K))) to be a function dependent on A(S):

g W A A LA(S) — (A(S))?
T+ i cswi pel L+A(S) 4L AL%2 4+ 4LA(S)
3Lz —a?
where we let f(z) = YR for z > 0. Differentiating f(z) with respect to x gives
, —x? —2Lx +3L?
f'(@) = 2
AL(L +x)

Taking f’(z) =0 gives x = L. Since f'(z) <0 for x > L and f’(x) > 0 for 0 < z < L, we have that for
x>0, f(x) is uniquely maximized at # = L and max,>, f(z) = f(L) = 1.

We now show that we can determine whether a partition .S exists and, if it exists, find S if and only if we

can find the optimal set S* for instance of Problem (SUB-DUAL-AUX(c’, K))) and it attains optimal objective

value of 1/4. Suppose a partition S* existﬁ such that A(S*) =3, . a; = L, we have

1 > SUB-DUAL-AUX(¢', K) = max f(A(S)) > [(A(S*)) = F(L) = ;.
|S|I<K

Hence, the inequalities above should be equalities. We have that S* is the optimal set for Problem

(suB-pDUAL-AUX(c’, K)) and the optimal objective value is f(A(S*)) = 1/4. Reversely, if we find S* =

12 Note that we can assume without loss of generality that |S*| < n/2. This is because if S* satisfies Y iesti=3 D icin) @i» WE
must also have 3,1\ 5+ @i = 1 2 ic[n) @i- Thatis, 5™ and [n] \ S* are both valid partitions.
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argmax scn f(A(S)) and max scpn f(A(S)) = f(L) = 1, we must have that A(S*) =3, . c; = L,
|SI<K

[S|<K
and S* is thus a solution to the partition problem. The discussion above shows that we can reduce the

partition problem to the instance of Problem (SUB-DUAL-AUX(c’, K)).

Part 2. Now, it suffices to show that the instance of Problem (SUB-DUAL-AUX(c’, K)) defined above

can be solved using polynomially many instances of Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, /)). In particular, here we

consider visibility-fair instances of Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)) where a; =0 and b; = 1 for all i € [n]. We

would also let all items have unit revenue, i.e., r; = 1 for all 7 € [n]. Such visibility-fair instances of Problem

(SUB-DUAL(z, K))) can be simplified into following form:

Z'es Wi
—== i(z) = REV-COST(S,z), 16
S:IEQ?SXK I+ cswi ; ci(z) S;r\%?gxl( (S,2) (16)

SUB-DUAL(z, K) =

where post-fairness revenue of item i is ¢;(z) = 1, post-fairness cost of item 7 is ¢;(z) = ¢;(z), and cost ¢;(z)

is defined in Section[4.2] Note that Problem (SUB-DUAL-AUX(c’, K)) only differs from such visibility-fair

instance of Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)) in the second term of the objective function, where ¢’ can be any

vector and does not depend on z.
Without loss of generality, assume that oy > as > - -+ > «,,. Before proceeding, let us first make the

following definitions.

(1) For every k € [n], let (SUB-DUAL-AUX¥)) denote an instance of Problem (SUB-DUAL-AUX(c, K))
with k items, where w = (wy,...,wy) = (oy/L,...,ax/L), ¢’ = (c},...,c}) = (a1 /4L, ..., o /L)

and K = n/2. The instance of Problem (SUB-DUAL-AUX(c’, K)) that we considered in Part 1 of the

proof is (SUB-DUAL-AUX ™).

(2) For every k € [n], let (SUB-DUAL®)) denote a visibility-fair instance of Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K))

with k items, where a = 0,b = 1 = (1,...,1),r = 1 = (1,...,1),w = (wy,...,w;) =
(1/L,...,a1/L), and K =n/2. We choose z = z*) such that ¢;(z¥)) = ¢, = a; /AL for i € [k — 1].

Note that such z(*) always exists, since the linear system

@)=Y (=)~ =)=, Vielk-1]
JFi

can be written as
(0% .
E :ﬂ{i<j}$ij —Lyspzgi= 1L Vie [k —1]
J#i
_ (k) (k)

where z;; = z;;” — z;;” for all i < j. The rows of this (k — 1) x (k —1)(k —2) linear system are linearly

independent, and hence there exists a feasible solution. However, via row operations, one can check
that the values of ¢;(z®), ..., c;_1(z®) uniquely determine the value of c;(z¥) to be

Ck(Z(k)) = —ZZLk ai .



39

Note that the only difference between the instance (SUB-DUAL**)) and (SUB-DUAL-AUX®)) is in the differ-
ence between ¢, (z")) and ¢),. Additionally, we have ¢;(z®) = —(3°,_, a;)/(4L) < a, /4L = ¢}, because
a;’s are all positive integers.

Having defined the two types of instances, our proof of Part 2 proceeds in three steps: (i) first,
we establish an important relationship between the two functions REV-COST and REV-COST-AUX; (ii)
next, we show that for any k € [n], we can solve the instance (SUB-DUAL-AUX®)) if we can solve
(sUB-DUAL™) and (SUB-DUAL-AUX*~1); (iii) based on that, we use a recursive approach to show that

the instance (SUB-DUAL-AUX (™) considered in Part 1 of the proof can be solved as long as we can solve

(SUB-DUAL(™), ..., (SUB-DUAL?), which are n — 1 instances of Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)).

Step 1. Fix k € [n]. Let us start by considering the two instances (SUB-DUAL®)) and
(SUB-DUAL-AUX®)). Recall that the objective function of (SUB-DUAL ) is

ZzGS w;

REV-COST(S,z")) = =4€5 '
I+ Zzes Wy

— Z ci(z®)

ics
and the objective function of (SUB-DUAL-AUX™®)) is

w;
REV-COST-AUX(S, ¢) = - —%ﬁs -> 4.
€S W

i€S

Since ¢;(z¥)) = ¢} for all i € [k — 1], we must have the following:
* For any set S such that k ¢ S, we must have REV-COST(S,z*)) = REV-COST-AUX(S, ¢’).
* For any set S such that £ € .S, we must have

(k)y — Ez<k
-COS = REV-COST-A —
REV T(S,z'") = REV T-AUX(S, ¢ )+ i b Lmick 1 Al

- > REV-COST-AUX (S, ¢).

Step 2. Now, suppose that we have solved (SUB-DUAL®)) with S} as its optimal solution, and we have
also solved (SUB-DUAL-AUX(*~Y) with S} , as its optimal solution. We claim that the optimal solution to
(SUB-DUAL-AUX™®), S would then be the best set among S; and Sj, ;.

To see why, we divide our arguments into the following cases:

e Case 1: k ¢ S;. In this case, we claim that S} is an optimal solution to (SUB-DUAL-AUX®). Let S’ €

[k],]S’| < K be any set that is different from Sj. There are again two possibilities:

—If k¢S, we have
REV-COST-AUX(S’, ¢’) = REV-COST(S’,2) < REV-COST(S},2z") = REV-COST-AUX(S}, '),

where the two equalities follow from Step 1.
—If ke S’, we have

REV-COST-AUX(S’,¢') < REV-COST(S’,2") < REV-COST(S},z ")) = REV-COST-AUX (S}, '),

where the first inequality and the last equality follow from Step 1.
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Since we have REV-COST-AUX(S’,¢’) < REV-COST-AUX(S}, c) for any set S’, S; must be an optimal
solution to (SUB-DUAL-AUX®*)).
* Case 2: k € S;. In this case, we claim that the optimal solution to (SUB-DUAL-AUX®)), which we denote
by S, is either S;; or S;_,. Let us again consider the two possibilities:
—If k € S, we must have
L Dick O‘i)
4L 4L

U, Dich O‘i)
4L 4L

REV-COST-AUX(S},¢’) = REV-COST( ;'mz(k))—(

< REV-COST(S},z™) — (
= REV-COST-AUX(S},c’).
where the equalities follow from Step 1. Hence, in this case, S; is an optimal solution to
(SUB-DUAL-AUX®)),
e If k ¢ S;. In this case, an optimal solution to (SUB-DUAL-AUX*)) is simply the optimal solution to
(SUB-DUAL-AUX*~V); that is, Sj,_,.
To summarize, our case discussion above shows that to solve (SUB-DUAL-AUX®), it suffices to solve
(sUB-DUAL™®™) and (SUB-DUAL-AUX*~1),
Step 3. Finally, we consider the instance (SUB-DUAL-AUX(™) from Part 1 of the proof. Since
we have shown in Step 2 that for any k € [n], we can solve (SUB-DUAL-AUX(*)) as long as
we can solve (SUB-DUAL®) and (SUB-DUAL-AUX*~D), we can solve (SUB-DUAL-AUX™) in a

recursive manner. This requires us to solve at most m — 1 visibility-fair instances of Problem

(SUB-DUAL(z, K)), i.e., (SUB-DUAL(™), (SUB-DUAL™ "), ... (SUB-DUAL(®) and one instance of Prob-

lem (SUB-DUAL-AUX(c, K)), i.e., (SUB-DUAL-AUX"), for which the solution is trivial to obtain.

In summary, in Part 2 we have shown that (SUB-DUAL-AUX™) can be solved using a polynomial number

of visibility-fair instances of Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K )). Together, Part 1 and 2 of the proof show that an

arbitrary instance of the partition problem can be solved using polynomially many visibility-fair instances

of Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)). This establishes the NP-completeness of Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)). In

particular, since we only consider visibility-fair instances of Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)) with uniform rev-

enues (i.e., r; = 1 for all ¢ € [n]), our proof above in fact shows that even for visibility-fair instances with

uniform revenues, Problem (SUB-DUAL(z, K)) is also NP-complete. H

Appendix H: Proof of Theorem 2

Our proof of Theorem 2] consists of two segments. In Segment 1, we show that our fair Ellipsoid-based
algorithm gives a 3-approx. solution for Problem (FAIR), and the returned solution requires us to randomize
over a polynomial number of sets. In Segment 2, we show that the runtime of our fair Ellipsoid-based

algorithm is polynomial in the size of our input.
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Segment 1. Before proceeding, recall that in Section we define ¥/ = {S': | S| < K} as the collection
of sets that violate the dual fairness constraint. The first segment of our proof consists of three parts: (i) We
first show that if we apply the Ellipsoid method equipped with a S-approx. separation oracle to the dual
problem (FAIR-DUAL)), we will end up with a dual objective ' that is not too far away from the optimal

primal objective That is, it satisfies 7’ > 3 (ii) We then construct a auxiliary dual problem

(FAIR-DUAL-AUX)]), in which we only keep the dual fairness constraints for S € ¥; and the corresponding

auxiliary primal problem (FAIR-AUX]), in which we enforce p(S) = 0 for all S ¢ . The auxiliary primal

problem is the one we solve in Step 2 of our algorithm. We will show that the optimal objectives of both

Problem (FAIR-DUAL-AUX]) and (FAIR-AUX]) exceeds 7/, and hence exceeds 3 {FAIR| (iii) Finally, we show
y

that it is possible to randomize over only ©O(n?) sets.

Part 1. As described in Step 1 of the fair Ellipsoid-based algorithm, suppose that we apply the
Ellipsoid method to the dual problem (FAIR-DUAL), and use algorithm A as the [3-approx. sepa-
ration oracle. Let (z,p’) be the solution we get at the end of the Ellipsoid method, and let »' =
P D Dy 20 - 2 denote its dual objective. We first note that the solution (z',p’) is not
necessarily feasible for Problem (FAIR-DUAL). This is because when we examine the feasibility of
this solution, our separation oracle first solves Problem (SUB-DUAL(z’,K)), and obtained a set S
such that REV-COST(S7,z') > [ - SUB-DUAL(z', K). The Ellipsoid method has declared solution
(z',p') feasible because REV-COST(S7,2’) < p’. However, it is still possible that SUB-DUAL(z', K) =
max|s|<x REV-COST(S,2") > p’. We will first show that the dual objective that we obtain here would still
be close to the optimal primal objective

Suppose that we solve the dual problem by additionally fixing z = z’. This problem has a
trivial solution because p is the only decision variable, and it must be chosen such that the inequality in Eq.

(3) is tight. That is, we set p = SUB-DUAL(Z’, K') and the optimal objective is

ry i=SUB-DUAL(z, K)+» Y 4-z

i=1 j=1,j7i
Clearly, we must have < r, since fixing z = z’ is equivalent to introducing more constraints
into Problem (FAIR-DUALJ). Note that we also have
n n n n
r/:p/—I—Z Z 6z 25-SUB—DUAL(z’,K)+B-Z Z 62, =0 Ta.
i=1 j=1,j#i i=1 j=1,j7i
where the inequality follows from p’ > REV-COST(S#,2’) > 8- SUB-DUAL(z', K) and z;; > 0. Together,

the two inequalities above give

r' > 8 -r,; > 3 {FAIR-DUAL|= (3 {FAIR/, (17)
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where the last equality follows from strong dualitym The inequality in Eq. (T7) is a key inequality that we
will continue to work with in Part 2.
Part 2. In Part 2, we first create an auxiliary version of the dual problem, defined as follows:

n n
FAIR-DUAL-AUX = min p+z Z 0z

p>0,2>0
i=1 j=1,j#i

n

st 0:(9) | D (zj—zp) | +p=REV(S), VSV
i€sS j=1,5#i
(FAIR-DUAL-AUX)

Note that the auxiliary dual problem is different from Problem (FAIR-DUAL)), because in the auxiliary dual
problem, we only enforces the constraints on sets S € /, where ¥ is the collection sets for which the dual
fairness constraint has been violated when we solve Problem (FAIR-DUAL)). Since the unviolated constraints
did not impact any of the iteration in the Ellipsoid method when we solve Problem (FAIR-DUAL)), if we now

apply the Ellipsoid method with the S-approx. separation oracle to solve Problem (FAIR-DUAL-AUX)), the

solution we obtain would still be (z’, p), which gives objective value 7.
Similar to our arguments in Part 1, we note that when we apply the Ellipsoid method using our approx-
imate separation oracle, we essentially increases the feasibility region of the linear program. Hence, the

solution (z’, p’) we found at the end of the Ellipsoid method might not be feasible and the objective we

obtain is less than or equal to the actual optimal objective. That is, we must have ' <[ FAIR-DUAL-AUX}

This, along with the inequality we established in Eq. (17), gives

[FAIR-DUAL-AUX|> ' > 3 {FAIR).

Consider the primal counterpart to the auxiliary dual problem (FAIR-DUAL-AUX]) defined below:

FAIR-AUX = max > p(S)-REV(S)
S:Sey
S.ts.t. > p(8)-0:(8) = > p(S)-0;(8) <6 Vi,jen],i#j
S:eSs S:jes
> p8)<1 (FAIR-AUX)
S:|S|<K

Essentially, this differs from Problem in that here, we set p(S) =0 for all S ¢ . This is the primal
problem that we solve in Step 2 of the fair Ellipsoid-based algorithm. Let p(.S) denote the optimal solution to
Problem (FAIR-AUX). By the strong duality theorem ] we have [FAIR-AUX|= FAIR-DUAL-AUX|> 3 {FAIR]

13 Since both Problem and Problem are feasible and bounded, they both admit an optimal solution. This
allows us to invoke the strong duality theorem (see Theorem 4.4 in [Bertsimas and Tsitsiklis| (T997)), which suggests that [FATR] =

[FAR-DUAT}

! Here, both Problem and Problem are again feasible and bounded, hence they both admit an
optimal solution. For Problem (FAIR-AUX), p(S) = 0 for all S € ¥ is a feasible solution; its objective is upper bounded by 7. For
Problem (FAIR-DUAL-AUX), p = 7,z = 0 is a feasible solution; its objective is lower bounded by 0. This again allows us to invoke
the strong duality theorem (see Theorem 4.4 inBertsimas and Tsitsiklis|(1997)), which suggests that[FAIR-AUX|= FAIR-DUAL-AUX}
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We have thereby showed that our algorithm returns a solution p(S) that is an 3-approx. feasible solution to
Problem (FAIR)).

Part 3. Since we have p(S) = 0 for all S ¢ ¢/, the number of sets that we need to randomize over,
i.e. [{S:p(S) > 0}, is bounded by |{/|. Recall that in the dual problem (FAIR-DUALJ), we have O(n?)
variables. By Bertsimas and Tsitsiklis| (1997), given a separation oracle, the Ellipsoid method would solve
in at most O (n'?log(n)) iterations. Within each iteration, one violated constraint is identified.
Hence, we must have that |{/|, i.e., the number of sets for which the dual fairness constraints in (FAIR-DUAL)
is violated, is polynomial in n.

That is, after solving our dual problem, we will end up with a polynomial number of sets [{S : p(.S) > 0} |
to consider for the primal problem. We can then solve the primal problem using an algorithm that yields an
optimal basic feasible solution. To ensure polynomial runtime for solving the primal problem, we can use
a polynomial-time algorithm to solve it and then convert the optimal solution to an optimal basic feasible
solution, which can again be done in polynomial time (see |[Megiddo| (1991)). By the same reasoning as in
our proof for Proposition |1} the optimal basic solution randomizes over at most O(n?) sets.

Segment 2. In the second segment of the proof, we remark on the runtime of our fair Ellipsoid-based
algorithm. In Step 1 of the algorithm, the Ellipsoid method equipped with a polynomial-time separating
oracle runs in polynomial time. In Step 2 of the algorithm, solving a linear program with polynomial number
of variables also takes polynomial time. Hence, given a polynomial-time separation oracle, the total time

taken by the fair Ellipsoid-based algorithm is polynomial in the size of our input. ll
Appendix I: Proof of Theorem 3]
Let S* € argmaxg.|sj<x REV-COST(S5,z) and let W* =3, ., w;. We must have
SUB-DUAL(z, K) = REV-COST(S*,z) < KP(W*, K) < max KP(W, K). (18)

The first inequality follows from the fact that (i) S* is a feasible solution to Problem KpP(W*, K) since
|S*| < K and ), _q. w; = W* by definition, and (ii)

* LW, 1 Wi
REV-COST(S*,z) = Elezsw — Z ¢ = Z (1 :LwW* - Ci) ;
esr Wi

i€ES* i€S*

where the right-hand side (i.e., D, g (7i — ¢:)) is the objective value of the knapsack problem
(kp(W*, K)) at set S*, which is clearly upper bounded by its optimal objective value KP(W™*, K).
Conversely, let maxy >0 KP(W, K') be obtained at capacity W and with optimal set S, ie., S is the

optimal solution to Problem KP(W7 K'). We then have

max KP(W, K) = KP(W, K) = Z [ Sl ti]

wW>0 1+W
W,
_ = REV-COST < REV-COST
TR (5002 grovcostiso)
= i€s =

19)
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where the first inequality follows from the feasibility of S for Problem KP(W,K ), which implies that
dicgwi < W, and the second inequality follows from ]§ |<K.

Overall, Egs. and together imply that SUB-DUAL(z, K) = maxg. s|<x REV-COST(S,z) =
maxyy>o KP(W, K), as desired. B

Appendix J: Proof of Lemma|2

Without loss of generality, we assume the weights of the items satisfy w; < w, <--- < w,,. We pre-partition
the interval [0,00) into sub-intervals I, each being the largest well-behaving sub-interval attainable. To
identify these I’s, we seek the values of W where conditions in Definition |1|cease to hold.

For condition (i), we only need to partition the interval [0, c0) at the values wy,ws, ..., w,. This ensures
that within each sub-interval, the set of items that can fit into the knapsacks remains unchanged. Conse-

quently, we need to perform the partition at ©(n) values of W for condition (i) to hold.

LWy

1+W

For condition (ii), the sign change in item i’s utilities occurs at u; (W) = —¢; =0, yielding O(n)

such W values at which we need to perform the partition.

T, Wy

W
for some 4 # j. Similarly, condition (iv) involves changes in utility-to-weight ratios, occurring at O (n?) W

Condition (iii) pertains to utility ordering shifts, happening at O (n?) points where

e — MY
G=10r —

2] G o _Y

values where W T w T W

Cq . .
— 7
o for some i # j.

Lastly, for condition (v), which deals with marginal utility changes upon replacing items, O(n?) W
uiW)—ui(W) _ up (W) —uy (W)

Wi —W; W — Wy

Overall, we can divide [0, 00) at at most O(n?) values of W, which yields at most O(n?) well-behaving

values are relevant, marked by

sub-intervals. I

Appendix K: Proof of Theorem [

The proof consists of two segments. In the first segment, let C; be the collection of assortments accumulated
by Step 4 of Algorithm and let S; = arg maxg o, REV-COST(S, z) be the returned assortment. We show
that for any W € I, there exists a set Sy, € Cy such that

1
REV-COST(Sw,z) > 51<P(W, K),

which then implies

1
REV-COST(S},2z) > —max KP(W, K).
2 wel

In the second segment, we bound the runtime of the algorithm.

Recall that with a slight abuse of notation, the items in [n], which are fed into Algorithm |1} refer to the
eligible items of I. That is, they can both fit into the knapsack (i.e.,w; < W) and have positive utilities
(i.e.,u; (W) >0) forall W € I = [Wpnin, Wiax). If, for a given well-behaving interval I, the set of eligible
items is empty, Algorithm [1] will directly return the trivial solution (), as noted in Footnote

Segment 1. We start by considering the LP relaxation of the original knapsack problem, i.e., Problem

(xP-RELAX(W, K)), and making the following claim:
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CLAIM 1. For any W € I, in the collection of assortments C; returned by Algorithm |I} there exists an

assortment Sy, such that Sy is an integer 1/2-approx. feasible solution for Problem KP-RELAX(W, K).

Given that Claim [I] holds, we then have

REV-COST(Sw,2) = » (ng;w—cz) >3 W, —¢) > %KP—RELAX(W,K} > %KP(VV, K),
€Sy Tt

iE€ESY €Sy

(20)
where the first inequality follows from the feasibility of Sy (i.e., >, sy Wi < W); the second inequality
follows from Claim |1} and the third inequality follows from KP-RELAX(W, K') being an upper bound of
KP(W, K). Let W* = arg maxy, . ; KP(W, K). This then further gives

1 1
REV-COST(S7,Zz) > REV-COST(Sy+,2) > §KP(W*, K)= 3 max Kp(W, K), 20
€

where the first inequality follows from S; = arg maxgec, REV-COST(S, z) (Step 4 of Algorithm(I)) and that
Sw+ € Cy; and the second inequality follows from Eq. (20). This thus proves the statement of Theorem ]

In the following, we provide a proof for Claim

Proof of Claim [Z} Our proof consists of five parts. In Part 1, we first consider the capacity level Widing,
which is the maximum capacity level under which the capacity constraint is binding for the relaxed knapsack
problems on /. We show that it suffices to show Claim m for W' < Whinging. This then allows us to justify
the stopping rules in Step [2b|and Step of the algorithm; see Parts 2 and 3 of the proof. Recall that
in Algorithm [I} we consider the two intervals Ii,, = I N[0, Wry) and Iyig, = I N [Wry, 00) separately. In
Part 2, we show that when we hit the stopping rule in Step 2b] we have reached the upper bound Wiinging
and there is no need to consider the interval Iy, Similarly, in Part 3, we show that when we hit stopping
rule in Step we have reached Whinging and there is no need to consider larger W’s. In Part 4 of the
proof, we show that if W € I, there exists a 1/2-approx. solution Sy, € C;. In Part 5, which is one of the
most challenging parts of the proof, using induction, we show that if W' &€ Iy, there exists a 1/2-approx.
solution Sy € Cy.

Part 1: we only need to show Claim E for W < Whinding. Let Whinging be the maximum capacity level

W € I for which the capacity constraint is binding for Problem (KP-RELAX(W, K)), i.e.,

Winding := SUD {W €1 wa(W) = W} and > wa} (W) < W' VW € 1N (Woining, 00) . (22)

1€[n] i€[n]
If the capacity constraint is binding for all W € I, we let Wyinging = Winax; if the capacity constraint is

non-binding for all W € I, we let Whinging = Wiin. Lemma shows that Whiding 18 well-defined. The lemma

states that if the capacity constraint is non-binding at some capacity level W, Problem (KP-RELAX (W, K))

will have a non-binding capacity constraint for all W' > w.
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LEMMA 4. Consider a capacity level W >0, and suppose that the capacity constraint is non-binding at the
optimal basic solution x*(W) to KP—RELAX(W, K). Thatis, 3 e, wlxl*(W) < W. Then, forany W > W
such that W € I, we have 3, w;z; (W) <W.

We now note that if W > Wingine, then we must have
KP(Whinding, /) > KP(W, K) .

To see why, we first assume, without loss of generality, that on the well-behaving interval I, the items are
ranked by the order of their utilities, i.e., u; (W) > ua(W) > -+ > w,,(W). Then, if there exists W € I such
that W > Whinging, We must have that Whinging > > ie k] Wi That is, the K items with the top utilities can fit

into the knapsack of size W;ngine. Since the ordering of utilities of items do not change on I, we then have

KP(Whinding, ) = Z i (Whinging) > Z u; (W) =Kp(W,K).

i€[k] iclk]
Given that, any set S such that REV-COST(S,z) > %KP(Wbinding, K) would also satisfy REV-COST(.S,z) >
%KP(VV, K) for any W > Wuaine- Hence, we only need to show Claim for W < Whinding-

Part 2: hitting the stopping rule in Step @ Assuming [, is non-empty (i.e., Wi, < Wry), we would
enter Step 2 of Algorithm |1} We show that if we hit the stopping rule in Step [2b|of Algorithm [1| we must
have Whinging € fiow and hence, we do not need to consider interval Iyzn, Where Iio,, = I N[0, Wry) and
Itigh = I N [Wry, 00). Recall that in Step[2b|of of Algorithm|T} we stop the algorithm when wj, . (Wry) <0,
where h is the index of the item with the Kth highest utility-to-weight ratio. Note that if w,, (Wry) <0,
then all items with lower utility-to-weight ratios must also have negative utilities, i.e. up; (Wrh) < 0 for all
j > K. Hence, the optimal solution x* (g ) for Problem (KP-RELAX(Wry, K)) should not include any of
the items h; for all j > K. This implies that at Wry, the capacity constraint is no longer binding. (Recall that
Wi = w(Hy) is the sum of the weights of items Ay, ..., hx.) Then, by LemmaE], we have Wyinging < Wrn.
Since in Part 1 of the proof, we show that we only need to work with W € I such that W' < Wynging, we do
not need to consider Iyg. This justifies the stopping rule in Step [2b}

Part 3: hitting the stopping rule in Step @ Assuming that Iy, is non-empty (i.e., Wiax > Wry), we
would enter Step 3 of Algorithm|[I] Here, we show that if we hit the stopping rule in Step [3b| we must have
reached Whinging and we do not need to consider larger W’s.

Before proceeding, we first make the following definitions. In Step [3b|of Algorithm[I] we adaptively par-
tition the interval Iyg. In particular, at each iteration, the algorithm updates two quantities: (i) the capacity
change point W.; (i) two sets of indices that represent the profile at W: P, and F,. We let Wlfe]f()t be the
change point updated in the kth iteration of the while loop, and Pl(k) , Po(k) be the sets of indices updated in
the kth iteration. Additionally, we let erg()l = Wry denote the initial change point, and Pl(o) = Hyp, Po(k) =
[n] \ Hx denote the initial sets of indices; both are defined in Step
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Now, suppose that W,ffx)t is the last change point computed in the while loop, before the stopping rule of
Step [3b]is invoked. That is, one of the following cases takes place:
(i) There does not exist ¢ € Pl(e) ,J € PO(Z) such that w; < w;. In this case, we exit the while loop before the
start of the (¢ + 1)th iteration.
(ii) Within the (¢4 1)th iteration, Step of Algorithm |1} after making the following update:
, (Waed) = ui<wxf:21>]

UJj—U)i

(i",j") € argmax [ (23)

ieP®) jeplH

wi<wj

we have v« (W,ffx)t) — up (W,ffx)t) < 0. That is, we hit the stopping rule in Step
We show, for each of these cases, that by the time we reach our last change point Wn(f)zl, we have already
reached Winging. That is, Wlffx)t = Whinding-

For Case (i), observe that in Step 3] of Algorithm[I] in every iteration of the while loop, the set P; always
contain K items. Hence, if there does not exist ¢ € Pl(é)7 VES Po(e) such that w; < w;, this means that Pl(g)
already contains the K items with the highest weights. Since we cannot find a set of at most K items
with total weight higher than w(Pl(e)) = Wn(fx)[, the capacity constraint must be non-binding for Problem
KP-RELAX (W', K) for any W’ > Wlffx)t Hence, Wlffx)t = Whinding-

For Case (ii), if we hit the stopping rule, this means that for any ¢ € Pl(e) and any j € Pée) such that w; <
w;, we must have u](Wlffx)t) < uZ(erfx)t) We will show, in Part 5 of this proof, that at capacity level wl
we have that @(Wn(fx)[) = {Pl(z), (0,0), PO(Z)} and w(Pl(Z)) = erf)gt That is, the capacity constraint is binding
for Problem (KP-RELAX(W,%, K)). Based on that, we have that there also does not exist j € P\ such
that w; < w; and u](W,ffft) > ul(WIff)zl) otherwise, the profile @(erfx)t) no longer represents the optimal
solution. Therefore, we must have that the set Pl(é) contains the K items with the highest utilities. Recall
that on the interval I, the ordering of utilities of items do not change. This means that for all W’ > W,ffx)t
and W’ € I, the profile no longer changes, i.e. #(W') = @(W,ff,?t), and the capacity constraint becomes
non-binding. That is, we have Wn(f)?t = Whinding-

Hence, if we hit the stopping rule in Step this implies that our last change point Wn(fx)[ = Whinding» and
we no longer need to consider larger W’s.

Part 4: for W € I,,, such that W < Wy;nging, @ 1/2-approx. solution Sy, is found in Step 2 of Algo-
rithm [1} Recall that all items in [n], which we fed into Algorithm [I} are eligible items of I, where we
assume, without loss of generality, that the set of eligible items is non-empty. That is, the items in [n] can
both fit into the knapsack (i.e., w; < W) and have positive utility (i.e., u;(W) > 0) for all W € I. Also
note that on the well-behaving interval I, the ordering of the utility-to-weight ratios of items do not change.
Hence, the set H; that includes the j items with the highest utility-to-weight ratios is well-defined for any
J € [n] and does not change for all W € I. Now, suppose that W € I, and W < W41, We can use the

following lemma:
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LEMMA 5. Consider the relaxed knapsack problem (KP-RELAX (W, K)). If the capacity level satisfies W €

Ly =1N[0,w(Hg)), where Hyc C [n] is the set of K items in [n] with the highest utility-to-weight ratios,

the optimal solution to (KP-RELAX(W, K))) is given by filling up the knapsack with items with positive

utilities in the descending order of the utility-to-weight ratio until the capacity is reached.

Since W € I oy, Lemma [5| shows that an optimal basic feasible solution x*(W) to the relaxed knapsack
problem (KP-RELAX(W, K)) is simply filling up the knapsack with the items with the highest utility-to-
weight ratios until we reach capacity . This means that the profile % (V) of the optimal solution must
take one of the following forms:

(i) P,(W) = H; for some j < K, and P;(W) = (0,0). That is, the knapsack is precisely filled by the j
items in [n] with the highest utility-to-weight ratios.

(i) P(W)= H;_; for some j € [K], and P;(W') = (h;,0). This means that the knapsack is filled by the
(7 — 1) items in [n] with the highest utility-to-space ratios, and partially filled by the item h;, i.e., the
item with the j-th highest utility-to-space ratio.

Given the form of the profile (W), we know from Lemma 1| that there must exist a 1/2-approx. feasible
assortment Sy to Problem (KP-RELAX(W, K)) in the following collection: {{;}:j € [n]} U{H, :j €

[K —1]}. Observe that in Step 1 of Algorithm we add {j} to C; for all j € [n]. In Step 2 of Algorithm

we add {H, : j € [K — 1]} to C;. Therefore,

Swe{{jt:jem}u{H;:je[K-1]}CCy,

where Sy is a 1/2-approx. solution for Problem (KP-RELAX(W, K)).

Part 5: for W € Iy, such that W < Wiinqing, @ 1/2-approx. solution Sy is found in Step 3 of Algo-
rithm (1} Similar to Part 3 of the proof, we define W,fe]f()t as the change point updated in the kth iteration of
the while loop, and Pl(k), Po(k) as the sets of indices updated in the kth iteration. Let W,f:;)t, Pl(o) , PO(O) be the
initial change points and sets of indices we have in the initialization step (see Step [3a).

Let us start by showing the following statement: suppose that at the kth iteration of Step for some
k > 0, Algorithm |1| has not hit the stopping rule in Step and updated the change point to be eré()t
and the two sets to be Pl(k),Po(k), then, as long as Wn(eﬁ)l € Ihign, the optimal basic solution to Problem
KP-RELAX(W, %) K) must have profile (W) = {P™,(0,0), P"}, and W) = w(P™). We will
prove this statement via induction:

* Base step (k = 0): For the base step, we would like to show that @(W, %) = {P{”,(0,0), P{”’} and
W,fg()l = w(Pl(O)), where W,fg()t, Pl(o), Péo) are the initial change points and sets of indices we have in the
initialization step. That is, the profile for Problem KP—RELAX(WH(S()[, K) is represented by the two sets
Pl(o) and Péo), and the capacity constraint is binding. Since we have two different ways of initialization

based on whether W,,;;,, < Wty or Wi,i, > Wiy, we divide our base step into two cases.
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(1) Case (i): Wi, < Wy, In this case, we perform the following initialization: W,fg()t = Wiy 1s the initial
change point, and the initial sets of indices are Pl(o) = Hy, Péo) = [n]\ Hg. Since Wy, < Wr, Liow
must be non-empty and we have already entered Step 2 of Algorithm|l| Given that Algorithm [I{has
not terminated at Step 2bl we must have that u;(Wry) > 0 for all j € Hy.

Then, by Lemma we know that the optimal basic solution x*(Wry) for Problem
KP-RELAX (Wry, K) has the profile Py (Wry) = Hyx, P;y(Wra) = (0,0), Po(Wrh) = [n]\ Hg, where
Wru = w(Hp ). Given our definitions of the initial change points and sets of indices, this is precisely
PWO) ={PY (0,0), PV} and W) = w(P”). Hence, the base step holds under Case (i).

(ii) Case (ii): Wi, > Wrg. In this case, we solve Problem (KP-RELAX (W i, K)) and obtain an opti-
mal basic solution, which has the profile P (Wiin) = {Pt(Wiin), (i,]), Po(Wimin) }- We set Pl(o) =
Py (W) U{jY, PO =[]\ PO, W9 = w(P?) as our initial sets of indices and change point. To

see why this initialization satisfies the base case, we can invoke Lemma@ stated below.

LEMMA 6. Suppose that at capacity level W e Lyign, an optimal basic solution x*(W) to Prob-
lem (KP—RELAX(W,K)) has profile @( ) =P\ {i},(i,j),Po \ {j}}- Then, for any W e
[(w(Py),w(P) — w;i + wj] such that W e Liign, we have an optimal basic solution x to Problem
(KP—RELAX(W, K)) such that x), =1 for any k € P, \ {i}, z, =0 for any k € Py \ {j}, and

W —w(P) +wi — wj

k=i
¢ _ Wiy . 24
wjfw,'

By invoking Lemma @ with W = Wonin and W= wW(Py(Wiin)) + wj = er§1, we have that as long

as W ¢ Iign, the optimal basic solution x to Problem (KP—RELAX(W,fext)) takes the form that

xp =1forany k € P,(Wp,) U{j} and x;, = 0 for any k € Py(W,,;,) U {i}. That is, we have that the

profile #(KP-RELAX(W. %)) = { Py (W) U {j}, (0,0), Py(Winin) U {i}} = {P?,(0,0), PV} and
Wi = w(Py (W) U{j}) = w(P”), which shows that the base case also holds for Case (ii).

* Inductive step: Suppose that ere]f()l, fk), Po(k are the change point and the sets of indices at the kth iter-

ation. By our inductive assumption, assume that the optimal solution to Problem (KP—RELAX(WH(Q, K))

indeed has profile (W) = {P™,(0,0), P} and w(P*) = W¥). Now, assume that at the (k + 1)th

iteration of Step [3b] Algorithm[T]has not hit the stopping rule in Step [3(b)iiland updated the change point

(k+1) p(k+1) (k+1)
By

to be Wnelfjl) and the two sets to be P, . We would like to show that as long as Wne,(t

Iigh, the optimal basic solution to Problem (KP-RELAX (W% K)) must have profile @(W,gffl))
{P*Y(0,0), A"V}, and Wil = w(P{HY).

Recall that within the (k + 1)th iteration of Step [3b| of Algorithm |1 we first solve the following

(k) (k)
w, W,
ier® jep(® 1 “i‘;j_:}f nex) , and then, given that VVnext

w<wj

optimization problem (i*,j") € argmax
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Winax and ul*(Wn(:()[) > U (W[fext) make the following updates: Wne}fjl = W,fe’f‘)t — Wi + wyx, P(k“) =
PP UG IN\{iI} and PFHY = PP U {3\ {j*}. To show the result, we use the following lemma:

LEMMA 7. Suppose that at capacity level W € I, the capacity constraint is binding and the relaxed

knapsack problem (KP-RELAX(W, K)) has a degenerate, integer optimal basic solution x*, with profile

PW) ={P1,(0,0), Py} Let (I",]") € argmaxicr, jer, [%} If up (W) > up (W), for any
wi<wj z

n € [0, wp —w;] such that W 41 € Ijgn, Problem (KP-RELAX(W +n, K')) has an optimal basic solution
x such that x;, = 1 for any k € P\ {i"}, z;, =0 for any k € Py\ {j'}, and

1——1— k=/[
o={ L (25)

The proof of the inductive step is then completed by invoking Lemmawith W = Wn(e’i)t and 1 = wp —

wix. We indeed have that the optimal basic solution to Problem (KP—RELAX(WH(S:D K)) has the profile
WD) = (PP UG, (0,0), B UG () = (P, (0,0), B}, and w(P1) =
w(Pl(k)) — Wi +wjr = ere’f(:rl), as long as Wn(e’ffl) € Ihigh.
The base step and the inductive step together prove the statement that at the kth iteration of Step
for any given k£ > 0, as long as the change point Wn(;f()t € Iyign, the optimal basic solution to Problem
(KP-RELAX (W, %) K)) has profile (W, %)) = {P™(0,0), P{*} and the capacity constraint is binding,
e, w(PY) =W

Now, suppose that throughout Algorlthml we have the following change points: VVneXt < Wnext <
an,?t, where T/Vn(e,?t is the last change point computed by Algorithm |1 I before the stopping rule in Step
is invoked. We have shown, in part 3 of the proof, that Wn(fx)t = Whinding- Now, consider any W € Iy, such
that W < Whinging. We must have one of the following two cases: (1) W € [Wry, W,fex)[} note that this
interval is non-empty only when W,;,, > Wry; or (2) W lies between two consecutive change points, i.e.
W e [W,gf‘)t, ergfjl)) for some 0 < k < (or, W = W,ff,?t). Let us discuss these two cases separately:

1. Case 1: W € [Wqyg, W,ffx)t H Since this interval is only non-empty when W ,;, > Wry, in the initial-
ization step (Step[3a), we will compute the optimal basic solution for Problem (KP-RELAX(Wpin, K)),
which has the profile P(Win) = {Pt(Whin), (i,]), Po(Wiin) }- By invoking Lemma @ with W =
Wi and W = W, we know that the optimal basic solution x*(W) has profile @(W) =
{Pi(Winin), (i,]), Po(Winin) }. Given the form of the profile (W), we know from Lemmal[l|that either
Py (Win) U{i} or {j} is a 1/2-approx. feasible solution Sy to Problem (KP-RELAX (W, K')). Observe

15 Recall from Part 1 that if the capacity constraint is non-binding for all W € I, we have defined Whinging = Winin. We remark that
in this case, our statement of Part 5 trivially holds for W = Whix. In the initialization step (Step[3a), we compute an optimal basic
solution for Problem (KP-RELAX(Wimin, K)). Since the capacity constraint is non-binding at Winin, the profile 2 (Winin ) will take
the form @(Wiin) = {Pt (Whmin), (0,0), Po(Wiin) }. where P;(Whin) includes the K items with the highest positive utilities.

By design of Algorithm [I} we will add P;(Wmin) to the collection Cy, and Py (Wmin) serves as a 1/2-approx. solution for the
knapsack problem (KP-RELAX(Wmin, K)).
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that in Step we have added P;(Wy,i,) U {i} to the collection C;. In Step |1} we have added {j} to
Cr. Therefore, if W € [Wry, Wn(e[l)t), we must have Sy € C;.

2. Case2: W e [Wn(e]i)t, Wlfekxfl)) for some 0 < k < (or, W = W,ff,zt). Since W' < Wiinding, We must also
have Wn(fx)[ < Whinding; hence, our inductive statement holds for the kth iteration. At the kth iteration
of Step we have updated the change point to be W,fg)t and the two sets to be Pl(k), Po(k). By the
inductive statement, we have that @(W,fé?t) = {Pl(k), (0,0), Pék)}. Since W € [W,fe]i)t, W,fe]fjl)) and that
the capacity constraint is binding at W, by Lemma[7} we have:

(i) if W =W for some k € {0,...,1}, the profile of x*(W) is 2(W) = {P*¥(0,0), P{"1.
Gi) it W e (W5, W) for some k € {0,...,1 — 1}, the profile of x*(W) is (W) = {P")\
{i"}, (%07, P\ 73

Given the form of the profile #(1V), we know from Lemmathat either P*) or {j*} is an 1/2-approx.
feasible solution Sy, to Problem KP-RELAX(W, K). Observe that in Step of the kth iteration,
we have added P" to the collection C;. In Step|1| we have added {;} to C; for all j € [n]. Therefore,
in this case, we again have Sy, € Cy.

This concludes Part 5 of this proof, which shows that for any W € Iz, such that W < Whjnging, Wwe must

also have Sy € Cy, where Sy is a 1/2-approx. solution for Problem (KP-RELAX(W, K)).

Overall, Parts 2—5 imply that for any W € I such that W < Wijging, Al gorithmwould add a 1/2-approx.
feasible solution Sy, to the collection C;. Together with Part 1 of the proof, we show that Claim[I] holds.

Segment 2. We now comment on the runtime of Algorithm I}
1. Step 1. Adding n singletons to C; takes ©O(n), and ranking the items by their utility-to-weight ratios
takes O(nlogn).
2. Step 2. Adding n assortments to C; and checking the signs of the utilities takes O(n).
3. Step 3. The initialization step (Step [3a) requires us to solve a single relaxed knapsack problem with n
items, which takes at most O(nlog(n)).
In Step we need to find the pair of items (i*,j") to be swapped at each iteration. Instead of
solving the problem directly at every iteration, we can do the following to improve the time complexity.
At the start of Step we first pre-compute and sort the array A; = {%::}’fw) 1 J € [n],w; >w;}
for each i € [n], for any given W € Iy;,,. Note that since interval I is well-behaving, by Definition
the ordering of terms in A; for any fixed i € [n] does not change as long as W € I. This pre-
computing step takes O(n?), and sorting these n arrays takes O(n?logn) in total. The first iteration of
Step[3b] will take ©(K?+ K) time. This is because we will restrict our attention to the K sorted arrays
{A; :i € P} that correspond to elements i € P;, and for each of these arrays, finding the optimal

index jmax (i) := arg max{M 1 j € Py,w; > w;} takes O(K) given that A; has been
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sorted. We can now determine (i*,]) = arg max{ uj(W“es):Zi_(W"m) rie Py, je Py,w; <w;} by simply
i i
. R . % [ ) Whext) —u; (Whex . .
choosing the maximizing index i* = arg max{ “max W 7vilWhew) ;o p 4 \which takes O(K).

U)jmax(i> _U}i

Each time after we determine (i, ") of the current iteration, checking the stopping rule and updating
Py, Py, Wex take O(1) time. Then, we can perform ©(K) updates to find the pair of items to be
swapped in the next iteration. For each sorted array A; where i € P; \ {i"}, we will now consider i*
as an element in P, and no longer consider j* when we search for the next optimal index j_, (7). In
addition, we will now consider A= as one of the K sorted arrays that correspond to items in P, and
no longer consider 4;+. Therefore, the time taken in each iteration of Step[3b/would be O(K).

We further remark that the adaptive partition of Iy, would divide Iy, into at most ©(nk’) sub-
intervals. This is because at each iteration of Step [3b] we need to swap some item i € P, and j € F
such that w; < wj; that is, at each iteration, we always replace one item in P; with another item of
higher weight. Let us think of P; as a set of K spots, where each spot can hold one item. Since the
weight of item in one spot in P; is strictly increasing, each spot in P; can only undergo n replacement
of items. Hence, in total, we can perform at most ©(nK) such replacements for the items in P;.

Overall, Step 3 takes O(nlogn +n?+n?logn+ (K*+ K) +nK - K) = O(n*logn + nk?).
Step 4. Finally, since ©O(n) assortments are added in Step 1, O(n) assortments are added in Step 2, and
O(nK) assortments are added in Step 3, there are at most O (nK) assortments in the collection C;.

The time taken to find the assortment that maximizes the cost-adjusted revenue is thus O(nK).

The overall runtime of Algorithm([l|is at most O(nlogn+n+n?logn+nKk?*+nK)=O(n?logn+nk?).

K.1. Proof of Corollary(d]

Corollary [T|immediately follows from the proof of Theorem ] Given any W C I, we have:
1. f W € Lo, = I N[0, Wry), by Part 4 of the proof of Theorem an 1/2-approx. solution for Problem

KP-RELAX(W, K) is found in Step 2 of Algorithm [5| In particular, there exists j € [K — 1] such that
W e [w(H;),w(H;41)). By Lemma [1, we know that for any W € I' = [w(H;),w(H;11)) N I, the
profile P(W) = {H;, (h;+1,0),[n]\ Hj;;1} remains the same and the 1/2-approx. set should be either
So=Hj or Sy ={h;1}. We thus inputs I’, Sy, S into Algorithm [6]in Step 2(a) of Algorithm 3]

If W € Lyigh = I N [Wrg,00), by Part 5 of the proof of Theorem@], an 1/2-approx. solution for Problem
KP-RELAX(W, K) is found in Step 3 of Algorithm[5] In particular,

o If W € [Why, erg()[) where erfx)t = w(P;(Whin)) + wj, by Lemma we know that for any W €
I' = [Wrn, W) N I, the profile P(W) = { P,(Wuin); (i,]), Po(Winin) } remains the same and the
1/2-approx. set should be either Sy = Py (W) U {i} and S; = {j}. We thus inputs I, Sy, S; into
Algorithm[6]in Step 3(a) of Algorithm [5]
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s If W e [Wlfj()l, W,fe}fjl)) for some k£ > 0, by Lemma we know that for any W € [' =
W WA T, the profile @(W) = { P\ {i*}, (i*,i*), P\ {j*}} remains the same and the
1/2-approx. set should be either Sy = P® or 5, = {j"}. We thus inputs I, Sy, S; into Algorithm
[6]in Step 3(b) of Algorithm[5]

Given a well-behaving interval I’, on which the profile does not change, and the two candidates for
its 1/2-approx. solutions Sy, Sy, Algorithm E] (i) determines whether we need to further partition I’ once
and (ii) maps each sub-interval I, to its exact 1/2-approx. solution @ (1,). Given that the ordering of the
total utilities produced by our two candidate sets—) ;¢ ui(W) and 3, ¢ u;(W)—would change at most
once at value W such that > ies ul(W) =D ics, ul(/I/I?) (defined in Eq.(TT))), we can simply compare the
utilities generated by Sy and S at the two end points of I’ to determine the exact identities of the 1/2-approx
sets. The details are outlined in Step 2 of Algorithm [6]

The design of Algorithm S|ensures that IT; forms a partition of interval /. Given the results shown above,

we also have that for any I, € II;, D (1) is a feasible 1/2-approx. set forany W € I,.
K.2. Proof of Lemma[dl

Consider a capacity level W > 0, and suppose that the capacity constraint is non-binding at the optimal
basic solution x* (W) to KP-RELAX(W, K). That i, i) wixf(WN/) < W. We would like to show that for

any W > W, we have > icpn wiz; (W) < W. To do so, for any n > 0, we show that the optimal solution

x*(W) is in fact also the optimal solution for Problem (KP-RELAX(W™* 4 1, K)), and hence the capacity
constraint remains non-binding at capacity level W+ n for any 1 > 0.

To do that, we first consider the following auxiliary relaxed problem:

W)z s.t. x, <W d <K 26
xgﬁﬁn;e[]u( )x; s ;wx_ +7n an l;a:_ (26)

Note that the above relaxed problem only differs from KP—RELAX(W, K) in the capacity constraint. Since
the capacity constraint is non-binding for Problem KP—RELAX(W, K), we have that x*(W) is also the opti-
mal solution to Problem (26)). This is because both feasibility and optimality conditions remain unchanged.

We claim that the optimal solution x*(W) must fully contain the K items with the highest utilities (here,

we assume that at least K items have positive utilities at capacity level W; otherwise, this Lemma holds

trivially). Without loss of generality, let the items be ranked based on their utilities w; (W ); that is, u, (W) >
ug(W) > > un(W) (Recall that on , the ordering of utilities of items does not change.) We will show
that (i) z (W) =0 for k > K + 1 and (ii) 2},(W) = 1 for k < K. To show the first statement, suppose by

contradiction that there exists ¢ > K + 1 such that a:Z*(W) > 0. Then, there must exist some j € [K] such
that m;(W) < 1. Suppose w; > w;, then if we set x to be z; =z (W) + xj*(W) —a;,z; =min{1,z5 (W) +

T} (W)}, and z;, = 25 (W) for any k # i, j, x is a better, feasible solution to Problem (26). On the other hand,

supposewi<wj,thenifwesetxtobexi:x;(W)—i—x;(W)—xj,a:j:min{l,x;(W)—i— 11} and z), =
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xx(W) forany k # i, j, x is a better, feasible solution to Problem (26). The above arguments thus raise
a contradiction. Therefore, we must have xz(W) =0 for all kK > K + 1. To show the second statement,
suppose by contradiction that (W) < 1 for some i € [K], then if we set x to be z; = min{1, (W) +
wii}, and x5, = l’Z(W) for any k # i, x is a better, feasible solution to Problem (26). Therefore, we must
have XZ(W) =1forall k < K.

Since the ordering of the utilities of items do not change on I, when we consider Problem
(KP-RELAX(W™* + n,K)), the optimal solution x*(W) is again a feasible solution to Problem
(KP-RELAX(W™* + 1, K)) that fully contains the K items with the highest utilities. Hence, x*(W) again
serves as the optimal solution to Problem (KP-RELAX(W™* +n, K)). Since 3, ., wzxf(W) <W <W+1,

we thus have that the capacity constraint is non-binding for Problem (KP-RELAX(W* +n, K)). R

K.3. Proof of Lemmafs

Consider the following relaxed knapsack problem without the cardinality constraint:

n

max u;(W)x,; s.t. w;t; < W 27
g Wi st 2 e

It is known that the optimal solution to Problem is given by filling up the knapsack with items in
descending order of the utility-to-weight ratio until the capacity is reached. Recall that Hy is the set of

K items with the highest utility-to-weight ratios. Since W < w(H[), this optimal solution also satisfies

| > icim %l < K and is thus feasible for Problem (KP-RELAX(W, /) as well. Since KP-RELAX (W, K)) is

always upper bounded by the optimal objective of (27), we have the optimal solution to Problem is

also optimal for Problem (KP-RELAX(W, K)). B

K.4. Proof of Lemmalg

Suppose that at capacity level We I1igh, an optimal basic solution x*(/W) to Problem (KP—RELAX(/W, K))

has profile (W) = {P, \ {i}, (i,)), P, \ {j}}. By Lemma@ we know that 2* (1) either has two fractional
variables, or no fractional variables. If (i,j) = (0,0) (i.e., x*(/W) has no fractional variables), the statement
of Lemma@is trivially satisfied. In the following of this proof, we focus on the case when x*(/W) has two
fractional variables, i.e., i £ 0,] # 0.

Fix W ¢ [w(Py),w(P;) — w;i + wj] such that We Ien. For simplicity of notation, we let x* = x*(W)
and x = x*(W). As shown in [Caprara et al.| (2000), for any W > 0, in the optimal basic solution of a
relaxed knapsack problem KP-RELAX(W, K'), we have at most two basic variables. Here, for Problem
KP—RELAX(W7 K), xf and x} are the two fractional variables, hence they also serve as the two basic vari-
ables in the optimal basic solution x*. In the following proof, we will show that if we move from Problem
(KP—RELAX(W, K)) to Problem (KP—RELAX(AI/V/7 K)), zi and ; will continue to be the two basic variables.
To show that, recall that a basic solution that satisfies (i) the optimality condition and (ii) the feasibility

condition is an optimal basic solution (see Section [M] for formal definitions of both conditions). In the
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following, we will show that both conditions continue to hold with the same basis when we transition to
Problem (KP—RELAX(V[N/, K)). This then allows us to solve for x = x*(W) using a linear system defined by
capacity and cardinality constraints.

Optimality condition. We first consider the optimality condition, which requires that the reduced costs
of non-basic variables that attain their lower bounds to be non-positive, and the reduced costs of non-basic
variables that attain their upper bounds to be non-negative (see Section [M]for formal definition of reduced
cost). Since x* is a nondegenerate, optimal basic solution to Problem (KP—RELAX(W, K)), we know that
it satisfies the optimality condition. Our main idea here is to show that if we now transition to Problem
(KP—RELAX(W, K)), the signs of the reduced costs of all variables remain unaffected.

To see that, we consider (KP—RELAX(/W, K)) in the following equivalent form:

max Zul(W)x, s.t. Zwﬂ:i—ksl =W and Z$i+82:K
i€[n]

XG[O,l]n,Sl,SQZO

i€[n] i€[n]

(KP-RELAX-EQ(W, K))
Since z and z" are the two basic variables in the optimal solution for the above problem, we know that for
any non-basic variable z}, where k # i, ], the reduced cost C, < 0if 2} = 0 and C}, > 0if 2} = 1 (intuitively,
we can think of the reduced cost as the change in our total utility due to including non-basic variables into
our basis. These conditions ensure that changing the values of any of the non-basic variables above will
only decrease our objective function; see Section [M| for more details). The non-basic variables s, s5, also
have non-positive reduced costs.
Let us first focus on any non-basic variables with x}, = 0. The corresponding reduced cost of this variable

is as follows: W — W Wh — W
Cr=ux(W) + u(W)—— — (W) ——— <0
Wy — W Wy — W

= (wy — w)u (W) + (wy, — w)ui(W) + (w — we)uy (W) <0

= (ur (W) = (W) (wy — wi) < (W) — (W) (wy — )
Note that since /V[7, W € I, based on Definition |1] of the well-behaving interval, we must have the ordering

of MW=t o q 4V ZuiW) g0 any W € I. This implies that we must also have

(
W —Wj wjfwl

(w; — wi)uk (W) 4+ (wy, — wy)wi(W) + (wij — wy)u (W) <0.
A similar argument applies to non-basic variables x} that takes value 1. That is, the reduced cost asso-
ciated with any item k such that k # i,k # | does not change sign as we transition from Problem

(KP—RELAX(ﬁ/\7 K)) to Problem (KP—RELAX(W, K)). Let us now consider the reduced cost of s;, which

is non-positive when we consider Problem (KP—RELAX-EQ(W, K))

o @) _,
1 Wi — W -
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—~ —~

As w; < wj, this condition essentially implies that (W) > u;(1V). Recall that on interval I, the ordering of

utilities of items do not change, so we must also have

u(W) —w(W)

wi—w,-

<0.

Hence, the optimality condition associated with s; continues to hold under Problem
(KP-RELAX-EQ(W, K)). Finally, we compute the reduced cost of s, when we consider Problem

(KP-RELAX-EQ(?V}I(»:

C,,=— (W) -
Wi — wj wj — wj Wi ’U)j

U y<o o 4 )

since w; < wj .

Recall that the ordering of utility-to-weight ratios of items do not change on I. Hence, replacing W with W
again does not change the sign of the reduced cost of s,. Overall, we have showed that optimality conditions
are unaffected when we move from Problem (KP-RELAX(/W, K))to (KP-RELAX(W, K)).

Feasibility condition. We then check whether the feasibility condition still holds for Problem
(KP—RELAX(/VI\;, K)). To do that, we simply let x have the same basis as x* (that is, z; and x; are the two
basic variables), and see if x is a feasible solution for Problem (KP—RELAX(W, K)). To compute x, we

solve the following linear system:

wiz +wjr; =W — Z wp and i +x;=1,
kePi\{i}
where the first linear equation ensures that the capacity constraint is binding at solution x, and the second
linear equation ensures that the cardinality constraint is binding at solution x. The aforementioned linear

system has the following solution

W = hep, Wi+ wi—w W =3 ep, Wi
= and zj=———"">-"1—,

wi—wj wj—wi

(28)

It is then easy to verify that for any W € [Dkep, Whs Dopep, Wk — wi + wy), we have zi,z; € [0,1].
That is, the basic solution x with z; and z;j as the two basic variables is always feasible for any W e
[ZkePl Wy, ZkePl wy, —w; +w;]. In particular, the solution takes the form x;, =z for any k # i, j and z;, x;
are defined as in Eq. (28). Hence, the feasibility condition also holds.

To summarize, when we transition from Problem (KP—RELAX(W, K)) to Problem (KP—RELAX(W, K))
and keep z;, xj as our two basic variables, both the optimality and feasibility conditions continue to hold.
Hence, the optimal solution to Problem (KP—RELAX(W, K)) satisfies that x;, = x} for any k # i, j, while x;

and z; takes the form in Eq. (28). We thus show the desired result.
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K.5. Proof of Lemmal7|

The result trivially holds when 1 = 0. For any fixed n € (0, w;» — wi+], we can first choose some 7’ €
(0, min{n, min,, 4, |w; —w;|}) such that W +n" € Iyg and W +1' # >, gw; forany S C [n],|S] = K.
Note that such ' always exists. We will see shortly in the following discussion why we consider such a
value of 7)'.

Our proof consists of two parts: (i) we first solve for the optimal solution to Problem (KP-RELAX(W +
7', K)), (i) we next show that the optimal solutions to Problem (KP-RELAX(W + 7/,K)) and
(KP-RELAX(W +n, K)) share the same profile, which allows us to derive x* (W + 7).

First, let us solve for the optimal solution to Problem (KP-RELAX(W + 1/, K)) using the following

lemma:

LEMMA 8. Suppose that at capacity level W € L., the capacity constraint is binding and the relaxed
knapsack problem (KP-RELAX(W, K)) has a degenerate, integer optimal basic solution x*, with profile
PW)={P,(0,0), Py}. Let (I",]") € argmaxiep, jer, [M}, and assume up (W) > up (W). For

wi <w; Wy —w;
any 0 <0’ <miny, 2., |w; —w;| such that W +n' € Ly, and W +n' # . w; for any S C [n],|S| =K,

Problem (KP-RELAX(W + 17/, K)) has an optimal basic solution, where x), =1 for any k € P\{i"}, z;, =0
forany k € P)\{j"}, and

/
1- 2 k=
xk — /U’fk —Wjk
n k —

wj*fw,* 'I

I‘k
"

(29)

Using Lemma we can solve for the optimal basic solution x*(W +7’), which takes the form in Eq. (29).
The solution has the profile (W + /) = { P, \ {i"}, (i",]"), P \ {i"} }

Now, consider 7 > ', which falls into the interval (0, wj — wj]. We can now invoke Lemma@by taking
W=W-+nandW=W+ne [w(Py), w(P;) + wp — w+]. Recall that we have assumed that W e Tign.
Then, given the profile (W +n') = {P, \ {i*}, (i*,i"), P \ {i"}}, by Lemmal6] we have that the optimal
basic solution x to Problem (KP-RELAX(W +1n, K)) takes the following form: 2, = 1 forany k € P, \ {i*},

xp=0forany k€ P\ {j*},

:W—i-n—W—i-wi*—wj*:l_ n and x_*:W—H]—W: n
Wi —wj* wj* — Wi J wj* — Wi 'LUJ'* — Wi ’

Tix

which is the desired form. B

K.6. Proof of Lemmal8
Suppose that at capacity level W, the capacity constraint is binding and the relaxed knapsack prob-
lem (KP-RELAX(W,K)) has a degenerate, integer optimal basic solution x*, with profile @(W) =

{P1,(0,0), Py}. Fix 0 < 7' < min;4; |w; — wj| such that W + 0" € Ly, and W 40/ # 5. _ o w; for any
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S C [n],|S| = K. Let us first consider the following auxiliary relaxed problem, in which we only increase
the capacity level from W to W + 1/, without changing the utility of each item:
max Z u;(W)z;  s.t. Z w;z; +s;=W+n" and Z T+ s=K (30)

x€[0,1]",s1,59>0 * - .
i€[n] i€[n] i€[n]

Note that in the above optimization problem, we introduce s1, S, to turn inequality constraints into equality
constraints. Our proof consists of two parts. In Part 1, we find an optimal basic solution X to the auxil-
iary problem in (30). To do that, we apply ideas from the dual simplex method, and show that the opti-

mal basis (i*,j*) are the two indices that satisfy: (i) i* € Py, j* € Fy and w;» < wj«, and (ii) (i*,5%) €

[uj(W)—ui(W)

arg maxicp, jep, ] .Thatis, (i*,5*) = (i*,j"). In Part 2, we show that such an optimal solution

X is also air?ggiimal basic solution to Problem (KP-RELAX(W + 7/, K)). Our proof again relies on notions
such as optimality and feasibility conditions, reduced costs, the simplex and dual simplex methods, which
are defined and described in more details in Section[Ml

Part 1: Find an optimal basic solution X to the auxiliary problem. Observe that when we increase the
capacity level from W to W +1/, the optimality condition still holds, since the reduced cost associated with
each variable is unaffected. However, the feasibility condition does not necessarily hold for the original
basic variables. To look for a new optimal basis for the auxiliary problem, we can apply the dual simplex
method. By design of the dual simplex method, throughout its execution, the optimality condition always
hold (i.e., the reduced costs for all non-basic variables at their lower bounds are non-positive; the reduced
costs for all non-basic variables at their upper bounds are non-negative; the reduced costs for all basic
variables are zero). The dual simplex method terminates when the feasibility condition is also satisfied; see
Section[M]and Bertsimas and Tsitsiklis| (1997) for details.

Before applying the dual simplex method to find a new optimal basis, we first remark that an optimal
basic solution to Problem (30), which we denote as X, must have two fractional components. To see that, we
can invoke Lemma 9] as follows. Since we have i* € Py and |* € P, such that - (W) < uj= (W), there must
exist some i € P; such that i ¢ G, where G is the set of items with top K utilities (recall that on interval
I, the ordering of utilities of items does not change). Then, since we also have 7' < min,, ., [w; — w;l,
by Part (iii) of Lemma[9] we must have that the capacity constraint is binding at X. By Part (ii) of Lemma
[9] this further implies that the cardinality constraint is also binding at X. That is, we must have s; = 0 and
s2 = 0 at the optimal basic solution to Problem (30). By Part (i) of Lemma[9] we know that X either has

two fractional variables, or all variables are integers. Since we have assumed that W + 7’ # > _ . w; for

ies
any S C [n],|S| = K, we know that X cannot be integer. Hence, the optimal basic solution X must have
two fractional variables, which we denote as X;« and X, that also serve as the two basic variables. In the
following, we look for this optimal basis (i*, j*) with the help of the dual simplex method.

Suppose that we apply the dual simplex method to solving Problem (30). The dual simplex method works

in the following way. At each iteration, it updates the basis (7, ) by removing one index out of the basis and
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adding a different index into the basis. It then computes the values of the basic variables x;,z; to ensure
that the capacity and cardinality constraints are tight. The non-basic variables {zy : k # i,k # j} would
remain at their respective lower/upper bounds. The dual simplex method then checks whether the feasibility
condition is satisfied, i.e., x;,x; € [0, 1]. If it is satisfied, the dual simplex terminates; otherwise, it starts
a new iteration. (For more details on the dual simplex method, please see Section [M] or Bertsimas and
Tsitsiklis| (1997).) Our first claim is that when we apply the dual simplex method to solving Problem (30)
and it terminates at the optimal basis {i*, j*}, we must have i* € P, j* € P, and w;» < w;~. Recall that we
assumed that (KP-RELAX (W, K)) has a degenerate, integer optimal basic solution x*, with profile (W) =
{P1,(0,0), P, }. Further recall that the dual simplex method terminates when the feasibility conditions hold
for our chosen basis. We can check the feasibility conditions for the following three cases:

1. Case 1: Both i* and j* are from P,. If we solve for Z;+, Z;« using the binding capacity and cardinality

constraints, i.e.

wi*@* + 'U}j*i'\j* = 7’]/ and /.’L'\i* + /.I'\j* = 0,

we have
/ !

n ~ n
and Tjr = — .
U}j* — W;* ’U)j* — W;*

i'\i* = —

Clearly, here the feasibility condition is not satisfied because one of the variables would take a negative
value. Hence, X can not be the optimal solution.

2. Case 2: Both ¢ and j* are from P;. If we solve for Z;+,Z;+ using the binding capacity and cardinality

constraints, i.e.

wq;*i:\i* + U)j*f/lﬁ\j* = W;~* =+ ’IUj* + ?7/ and 33\,;* =+ /.’L'\j* =2 s

we have
! /

n ~ n
and Tjo=14+———.
'I,Uj* — wi* wj* — wi*

i‘\i* = 1 -

Clearly, here the feasibility condition is again not satisfied because one of the variables would exceed
one. Hence, X cannot be the optimal solution.

3. Case 3: One variable is from P; and the other is from Fy. (WLOG, let +* € P; and j* € F,.) If we solve

for Z;+, ¥+ using the binding capacity and cardinality constraints, i.e.
wi*@-* + wj*@* = W;* +T]l and /.fi* —|—L/L‘\j* =1 y

we get
/ /
~ n ~ n
Tpp=1-— and Tjp=—""—.
wj* — ’LUZ'* ’U)j* — w’i*

Here, the solution X would be feasible if and only if w;+ — w;» > 0.
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From the case discussion above, we have seen that the dual simplex method must terminate at an optimal

basis (i*,j*) that satisfies i* € Py, j* € Py and w;+ < wj«. In particular, in the optimal basic solution X

/

returned by the dual simplex method, the two basic variables would take the value 7+ =1 — —7— and
J 1

~ / . . . . . .
Tj» = —1—, while the other non-basic variables would remain unchanged form the optimal solution to
J 1

problem (KP-RELAX(W, K)), i.e., T = x* (k).

To determine (i*, j*), we further note that if we choose i € Py, j € P, where w; < w; to be in our basis,

’

andletz; =1— —2— z;, = —" the objective of (30) would be

w0 T wa—w,
wj—w; 7 wj—w;

S u(War= > uw(W)ap+ (1 - " Yt (W) + — (W)

. U)j — W; ’l,Uj — W;
k€[n] kePi\{i}
u; (W) —u;,(W
:Zuk(W)$k+77/ ]( ) (W)
'U.)j — W;
ke Py

u; (W) —u (W)

wj—wz-

Therefore, a basis (i*, j*) that maximizies would also maximize the objective.
uj (W) —u; (W)
w] —wy

Our discussion above shows that (i*,j") € argmaxicp, jer, { } is the optimal basis for the

wi<w'

optimal basic solution X. That is, (i*,5*) = (i*,]"). Further, X takes the following form:

/ .
1— 12 k=i
aj\k — /wj* 7wi*
n k :j*

w]* —Wj*

and 7, =1 forany k € P, \ {i"}, T, = 1 for any k € P, \ {]j"}. This is the desired form given in Eq. (29).
Part 2: X is also an optimal basic solution to Problem (KP-RELAX(W + 1/, K)). To see this, we again
consider an equivalent form of Problem (KP-RELAX (W + 17/, K)) stated below:

7 W ! .t. i Ly :W / d i :K
xe[O,lr]%i}f,sQZo;]U( +1n') s g]wa: + 54 +n an ez[:]x + 59

where we introduced slack variables s, s, to turn inequality constraints into equalities. Note that when
we transition from Problem (30) to (KP-RELAX(W + 1/, K)), we only change the utility of each item.
Hence, the feasibility condition still hold. It suffices to check whether the optimality condition hold for
each variable. Applying the same argument as in the proof of Lemma|6] we have that the signs of reduced
costs associated with the non-basic variables {z;, : k # i* k # j*}, s1 and s, do not change as we change the
utility of each item k from uy (W) to ux(W + 1), since W, W + ' € I. Hence, the optimality conditions
related to these variables continue to hold. Since both feasibility and optimality conditions hold for X, it is

indeed an optimal basic solution to Problem (KP-RELAX(W +n, K')), and it takes the desired form. ll
K.7. Other Lemmas

LEMMA 9. Suppose that W € Iy, = I N [Wry, 00). For any fixed ' > 0 such that W +n' € I, consider
the knapsack problem of the following form:

3 e _ ’ ) o
xe[071]mni}1<75220 Ez[:] u;(W)x;  s.t. 62[:] wx; +s1=W+n and 62[:] T, +s3=K (31)
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where w;(W) = 1’}:;{, — ¢; is the utility of item 1. Assume that X* is an optimal basic solution to this knapsack
problem. We must have the following:
(i) x* either has exactly two fractional components, or all variables take integer values.
(ii) If the capacity constraint is binding at x*, the cardinality constraint must also be binding at x*.
(iii) If Problem (KP-RELAX(W, K)) has a degenerate, integer optimal basic solution x*(W') with profile
P(W)={P1,(0,0), P}, and there exists i € Py such that i ¢ G, where G is the set of items with top

K utilities, we must have that the capacity constraint is binding at xX* for any ' <min,, ., |w; —wj]|.

Proof of Lemma @ For fixed W € Iy and ' > 0 such that W 4 7’ € g, let x* be an optimal basic
solution to the knapsack problem in (31)). We will now prove each of the statements.

(i) Recall from Lemma 1 in (Caprara et al.| (2000) that an optimal basic solution x* has at most two
fractional variables. Hence, it suffices to show that we cannot have an optimal basic solution x* that
has only one fractional component. Suppose by contradiction that x* is an optimal basic solution
to Problem (31)) that has one fractional component x}, which implies that the cardinality constraint
Zie[n] 7 < K is not tight. That is, the slack variable s, > 0. In this case, z; and s, are the two
basic variables that take fractional values. Let P, denote the indices of variables with value 1, and let
m :=|P;| < K — 1. Now, suppose that we decrease the capacity limit W +7' to some W' =>_

jep, Wi

without changing the utilities of items. That is, we consider the following relaxed knapsack problem:

max Z u;(W)x;  s.t. Z w;x; +s1 =W’ and Z Ti+ss=K (32)

x€[0,1]",s1,59>0

i€[n] i€[n] i€[n]

Let x be an optimal basic solution to Problem (32). Observe that Problem (32) only differs from
Problem in the capacity limit. We note that if we keep z; and s, as our basic variables in a basic
solution to Problem (32)), the optimality condition does not change (since the utility of the items are
not changed). Then, if we solve for x; and s, using the capacity/cardinality constraints in (32)), we have
the linear system

Zw‘j—i—wixi:W’ and Z:cj +xi+s,=K

JEPL JjEP

which gives z; = 0, s, = K —m, where m = | P;| < K — 1. Here, the feasibility condition holds because
x; € [0, 1] and s, > 0. Since both optimality and feasibility conditions hold, the solution x where z; = 0
and x, = x} for all k #1i is an optimal solution to Problem (32).

Recall that the ordering of utility-to-weight ratios of items does not change on the interval . We
will now derive a contradiction by dividing our analysis into two cases: (1) if P; contains the m items
with the highest utility-to-weight ratios, we cannot have W > w(Hy) = Wry, which violates our
assumption in the lemma; (2) if P; contains an item that is not among the items with top m utility-to-
weight ratios, the solution x cannot be an optimal solution to Problem (32). We now discuss the two

possibilities:
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(i)

* Case 1: P, contains the m items with the highest utility-to-weight ratios. In this case, we have
that W'=3"_p
(m + 1)th highest utility-to-weight ratio. However, this implies that W + 7’ < w(H ), and hence
W <w(Hy) = Wy, which leads to a contradiction.

w; =w(H,,) <w(Hg). By Lemma we must have that i is the item with the

* Case 2: There exists an item j € P; and another item K € [n] \ P, such that the utility-to-weight

ratio of item K is higher than that of item |, i.e. W) M

Wk wJ

. We will show, in this case, that x
cannot be optimal for Problem (32)). In particular, we will find another solution x’ that yields a
higher objective than x in Problem (32). Let us define x’ as follows:
—if wx > wj, we define x as
1 ifie P andi#]

wi . .
=<K 2 ifi=k
Wy

3

0  otherwise
The solution x’ is feasible for Problem (32) since }, . wiz; = > ;p w; = W' and
Dicp T = (m—1) + % < K. It yields a higher objective than x in Problem (32), since
%UK(W) > UI(W)

—if wyx < wj, we define x’ as:

1 ifie P\ {j}ori=k
0 otherwise

The solution x’ is feasible for Problem (32) since }, , wiz; = >, p w; = W' and

> i %4 =m 4+~ < K. It again yields a higher objective than x in Problem (32), since
(W) + ==y (W) > (W),

j
To summarize, we can always find a feasible solution x’ to Problem (32)) that gives a higher objec-

tive value than x; hence, x cannot be optimal for Problem (32)). This again leads to a contradiction.
Overall, we have showed that it is not possible for x* to have just one fractional component. Hence, it
either has exactly two fractional components, or all variables take integer values.
Assume that the capacity constraint is binding at x*, and suppose by contradiction that the cardinality
constraint is non-binding at x*. That is, s; = 0 and s, > 0 in Problem (3I]). We have already showed,
in Part (i) of this proof, that x* cannot have just one fractional component. Hence, x* must be an
integer solution with } 7, 7 =m < K — 1. However, using the same argument as in Part (i) of this
proof, we can show that such x* cannot be an optimal solution to Problem (31). That is, if the optimal
solution contains the m items with highest utility-to-weight ratios, we would have W +7' = w(H,,) <
w(H ) = Wy, which leads to a contradiction; otherwise, we can find another solution x” which yields
higher utilities, which contradicts the optimality of x’.
Via proof of contradiction, we have showed that if the capacity constraint is binding at x*, the

cardinality constraint must also be binding at x*.
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(iii) First, note that if W + ' <w(Gx ), where G is the set of items with the top K utilities, the capacity
constraint must be binding at x*. Now, suppose Problem (KP-RELAX (W, K)) has a degenerate, integer
optimal basic solution x* (W) with profile (W) = { P, (0,0), Py}, and there exists i € P, such that
i ¢ G . This means that there must exist j € Py such that j € G .

We must also have w; < wj. To see this, suppose w; > w; by contradiction. We can define x’ such
that z;, = 1if k€ P, U{j} \ {i} and 2}, =1 if k € P, U {i} \ {j}. This x’ is feasible for Problem
(KP-RELAX (W, K)) and yields higher utilities, which contradicts the optimality of x*(W)).

Therefore, we must have w(Ggx) — W > w, — w; > Ny, 20 |lw; — w;|. That is, if ' <

MiN ), £y |w; —wj;|, we must have that the capacity constraint is binding at x*. l

Appendix L: Proof of Theorem [5]

The proof consists of two segments. In the first segment, we show that
REV-COST(S;,2) > (1 —¢) max Kp(W, K),
€

where S is the set returned by Algorithm 2] In the second segment, we bound the runtime of the algorithm.

Segment 1. Suppose the maximum maxy <7 KP(W, K) is achieved at W* € I with assortment S*. Given
our partition rules, there exists a sub-interval I, C I, C I such that W* € I;. Let us focus on the interval
I} = [Winin, Winax)-

7777

SET,(x*, x*) € C;. We must have
=i (33)
icS ieS*
since S is the set, among all sets with weights bounded by W*, that yields that highest total scaled utility.
Now, given the way we rescale the utilities in Eq. (7)), and since for any W € I, the rescaled utility @, (W) =

u; takes the same value, we have that for all i € [n],

i, = [ ui(W) EW
Zﬂe@(g) uy(W*) e
This gives
€ €
~ L 4 * . * <~4'7 . * .
(i —1) 2 > wa (W) <w (W) < iy I wy (W) (34)

i/ECD(IZ) i/ECD(I@)
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Hence, we have

ies* ies i'€D(Iy) i€S™ ies

() €

< . Z/ W* *

% uy (W) -k
€D (1y)

(c)

<e Z wy (W)
€D (Ip)

(d)

<e wy (W)
Z/GS*

where (a) follows from (34)), (b) follows from (33)), (c) follows from x* < K and (d) follows from S* being

the utility-maximizing set. Hence,

S w(W*) = (1—€) ) u(W*)=(1-e)maxkp(W,K).

wer
i€S ieS*
Finally, since S € C; and w(S) < W*, we have

REV-COST(S},z) > REV—COST(S, z)= Z # - Z G
- ics Wi

i€S ieS

=3 ui(w(8) 2 3w (W*) > (1 - ) maxkp(W, K).

ieS iesS

Segment 2. We now comment on the runtime of our FPTAS. Step 2 of Algorithm [2|takes O(n?logn +
nK?), which is the runtime of our 1/2-approx. algorithm established in Theorem In our proof of Theorem
we have shown that I would get adaptively partitioned into at most ©(nK) sub-intervals, denoted by
{I;}eqr), such that each I, admits a common 1/2-approx. solution. Step 3 of Algorithm [2} by Lemma
would further partition each sub-interval I, into at most ©(nkK/e€) sub-intervals I, such that on each I} the
rescaled utility takes the same value for all ¢ € [n], which takes at most ©O(nkK/¢) time. The total runtime
of Steps 2 and 3 is thus O (n?logn + nK? + nkK/e). Note that after Steps 2 and 3, we have partitioned our
well-behaving interval I into at most O(nK - nK/e) = ©O(n?K?/¢) sub-intervals I;.

In Step 4, for each sub-interval I; we perform a dynamic programming scheme. Step 4(a) takes O(n)
since it simply rescales the utilities of each item. In Steps 4(b) and 4(c), we operate on a matrix of size
O(n* Xmax - K) = O(nK?/¢). Computing each entry of the matrix (MIN-WT;(, %)) takes ©O(1). For each
entry of the matrix, updating its corresponding assortment SET;(x, ) also takes ©O(1). Hence the overall
complexity of Step 4(b) and 4(c) is O(nK?/¢). In Step 4(d), we collect at most O (X max - K) = O(K?/¢)
sets MIN-WT,,(x, ). Overall, for each sub-interval I}, our DP scheme takes runtime of at most O(nK?/e),

and collects at most O (K?/¢) sets. The total runtime of Step 4 is thus O(n?K?/e-nK?/e) = O(n*K*/e?).
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In Step 5, the collection C; contains at most O(n?K?/e- K?/¢) = O(n* K*/e?) sets. Finding the set that
maximizes REV-COST(S, z) hence takes O (n*K*/e?).

In summary, the overall runtime complexity of Algorithm [2]is dominated by Step 4, which is at most
O(n*K*/e?). m
L.1. Proof of Lemma(3]

Consider a well-behaving interval [, that admits a common 1/2-approx. solution @ (I,) for all W € I,.

Recall from Eq. (7) that the rescaled utility @;(1/) is defined as follow:

ui(W) .51 .
Zi’ei)([e) up(W) e

For simplicity, let us perform the following changes of variables: v =

1

T & = viwi, A =

D iren(y) FiWi, Ci = 3 e, ¢i- These allows us to write u; (W) = oy — ¢; and 32,y uwr (W) =
Zi,e@( 1) A;v — C;. To show the monotonicity of @;(1¥), it suffices to show the monotonicity of the fol-
lowing function f;:

oy =6 UZ(W)
fily(W)) = Ary—C, Diemy Wi (W)

‘We have that
Aic; — o, C -1
‘W) =Fl(y) -~ (W)= L. :

Since the sign of f/(W) does not change with respect to W, we thus have f;(W) is monotonic in terms

of W. This thus implies that the rescaled utility u;(1/) also changes monotonically with respect to W on

interval /,. B

Appendix M: Backgrounds on Linear Programming

In this section, we provide an brief overview of the key terminologies in linear programming that we used
throughout the paper. For an more detailed discussion, see Bertsimas and Tsitsiklis| (1997)).

In our overview, we consider a linear program in its standard form, i.e.

max c'x st. Ax=b and x>0,

X

where the dimension of A is m X n, and its rows are linearly independent; x, c,z are vectors of size n.
We remark that an LP with inequality constraints can be transformed into the standard form by introducing
extra slack variables (see Bertsimas and Tsitsiklis| (1997)).

Basic solution. We first provide the formal definition of a basic solution to the LP. We say that a solution
x € R" is a basic solution to the LP if and only if we have Ax = b and there exist indices B(1), ..., B(m)
such that:

1. The columns of matrix A indexed by B(1),...,B(m), which we denote as Apg(),..., Ap@y), are

linearly independent;
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2. Ifi¢ {B(1),...,B(m)}, then x; = 0.
In addition, we call p(1),...,Zp(m) the basic variables and x; for i ¢ {B(1),...,B(m)} the non-basic
variables. We say that a basic solution x € R" is a basic feasible solution if it is also feasible (i.e., x > 0).
We say that a basic solution x € R" is an optimal basic solution if it is both feasible and optimal to the LP.
Simplex/dual simplex method. It is known that if an LP in the standard form has an optimal solu-
tion, there must exist an optimal basic solution. The simplex and dual simplex method are both algorithms
designed to find the optimal basic solution x* to the LP. In the implementation of the simplex/dual simplex
method, the algorithm keeps track of two sets of conditions:
1. Optimality condition. Let x be a basic solution and let B = [A B(1),---, A B(m)] be its associated
basis matrix. Let cg = [cp(1), .- -, Cp(m)| | be the vector of costs of the basic variables. For each j € [n],

we define the reduced cost Uj of the variable x; as:
6]' =C; — C;BilAJ‘ . (35)

At a high level, for a non-basic variable z;, the reduced cost of C'; measures the rate of cost change if
we bring z; into the basis and move along the direction of x;. Intuitively, if there exists an non-basic
variable with positive reduced-cost, we should put it into our basis. Our optimality condition is thus
defined as :

C<0.

Intuitively, if the optimality condition is satisfied at some solution x, then moving along any direction
would only decrease our objective function.
2. Feasibility condition. Let x and B be its corresponding basis matrix; let xp = [zp(1),..., 2 B(m)].

Since the columns of B are independent and Ax = Bx g = b, the feasibility condition is defined as:
Xp = B_lb 2 0.

This ensures that x > 0.

In Theorem 3.1 of Bertsimas and Tsitsiklis| (1997), it is shown that a basic solution that satisfies both
the optimality and feasibility conditions is an optimal solution to the LP. Reversely, we also have that a
nondegenerate, optimal basic solution to the LP must satisfy both the optimality and feasibility conditions.

Both the simplex method and the dual simplex methods are designed based on the optimality and fea-
sibility conditions above. In the simplex method, the algorithm keeps a basis B at each iteration, which
corresponds to m basic variables. At every iteration, the simplex method makes sure that the feasibility
condition is always satisfied, and it swaps a basic variable with a non-basic variable that can increase the
objective function. In the dual simplex method, the algorithm also keeps a basis B at each iteration, which

corresponds to a basic solution that might not be feasible. At every iteration, the dual simplex method makes
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sure that the optimality condition is always satisfied for its basic solution, and it swaps a basic variable
with a non-basic variable such that the basic solution gets closer to the feasibility region. The simplex/dual
simplex method terminates when both optimality and feasibility conditions are satisfied, which implies that
given the current choice of basis B, an optimal basic solution has been found. See Bertsimas and Tsitsiklis

(1997) for an extended discussion of simplex/dual-simplex method.
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