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Abstract

We consider the class of disjoint bilinear programs max {xT y | x ∈ X , y ∈ Y} where X and

Y are packing polytopes. We present an O( log log m1

log m1

log log m2

log m2

)-approximation algorithm for this

problem where m1 and m2 are the number of packing constraints in X and Y respectively. In

particular, we show that there exists a near-optimal solution (x, y) such that x and y are “near-

integral”. We give an LP relaxation of this problem from which we obtain the near-optimal

near-integral solution via randomized rounding. As an application of our techniques, we present

a tight approximation for the two-stage adjustable robust problem with covering constraints and

right-hand side uncertainty where the separation problem is a bilinear optimization problem. In

particular, based on the ideas above, we give an LP restriction of the two-stage problem that is

an O( log n

log log n

log L

log log L
)-approximation where L is the number of constraints in the uncertainty set.

This significantly improves over state-of-the-art approximation bounds known for this problem.

Keywords: Disjoint bilinear programming; Two-stage robust optimization; Approximation

Algorithms

1 Introduction

We consider the following class of disjoint bilinear programs,

zPDB = max
x,y

{xT y | x ∈ X , y ∈ Y}, (PDB)

where X and Y are packing polytopes given by an intersection of knapsack constraints. Specifically,

X := {x ≥ 0 | Px ≤ p} and Y := {y ≥ 0 | Qy ≤ q},
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where P ∈ R
m1×n
+ , Q ∈ R

m2×n
+ , p ∈ R

m1
+ and q ∈ R

m2
+ . We refer to this problem as a packing

disjoint bilinear program PDB. This is a subclass of the well-studied disjoint bilinear problem:

max
x,y

{xT My | x ∈ X , y ∈ Y}, where M is a general n × n matrix.

Disjoint bilinear programming is NP-hard in general (Chen et al. [9]). We show that it is

NP-hard to even approximate within any finite factor. Several heuristics have been studied for

this problem including cutting-planes algorithms (Konno et al. [24]), polytope generation methods

(Vaish et al. [31]), Benders decomposition (Geoffrion [18]), reduction to concave minimization

(Thieu [30]) and two-stage robust optimization (Zhen et al. [34]). Algorithms for non-convex

quadratic optimization can also be used to solve disjoint bilinear programs.

Many important applications can be formulated as a disjoint bilinear program including fixed

charge network flows (Rebennack et al. [27]), concave cost facility location (Soland [29]), bilinear

assignment problems (Ćustić et al. [11]), non-convex cutting-stock problems (Harjunkoski et al.

[23]), multicommodity flow network interdiction problems ([25]), game theory (Mangasarian and

Stone [26], Firouzbakht et al. [17]) pooling problems (Gupte et al. [22]).

One important application closely related to disjoint bilinear optimization that we focus on in

this paper, is the two-stage adjustable robust optimization. In particular, the separation problem

of a two-stage adjustable robust problem can be formulated as a disjoint bilinear optimization

problem. More specifically, we consider the following two-stage adjustable robust problem,

zAR = min
x,t

cT x + t

t ≥ Q(x),

x ∈ X ,

(AR)

where for all x ∈ X ,

Q(x) = max
h∈U

min
y≥0

{dT y | By ≥ h − Ax}.

Here A ∈ R
m×n, B ∈ R

m×n
+ , c ∈ R

n
+, d ∈ R

n
+, X ⊂ R

n
+ is a polyhedral cone, and U is a polyhedral

uncertainty set. The separation problem of AR is the following: given a candidate solution (x, t),

decide if it is feasible, i.e., x ∈ X and t ≥ Q(x) or give a separating hyperplane. This is equivalent

to solving Q(x). We will henceforth refer to Q(x) as the separation problem. For ease of notation,

we use Q(x) to refer to both the problem and its optimal value. In this two-stage problem, the

adversary observes the first-stage decision x and reveals the worst-case h ∈ U . Then, the decision

maker selects a second-stage recourse decision y such that Ax + By covers h. The goal is to select

a first-stage decision such that the total cost in the worst-case is minimized. This model has been

widely considered in the literature (Dhamdhere et al. [12], Feige et al. [16], Gupta et al. [21],

Bertsimas and Goyal [4], Bertsimas and Bidkhori [5], Bertsimas and de Ruiter [7], Xu et al. [32],

Zhen et al. [33], El Housni and Goyal [13], El Housni et al. [15]), and has many applications

including set cover, capacity planning and network design problems under uncertain demand.
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Several uncertainty sets have been considered in the literature including polyhedral uncertainty

sets, ellipsoids and norm balls (see Bertsimas et al. [6]). Some of the most important uncertainty

sets are budget of uncertainty sets (Bertsimas and Sim [8], Gupta et al. [20], El Housni and Goyal

[14]) and intersections of budget of uncertainty sets such as CLT sets (see Bandi and Bertsimas [1])

and inclusion-constrained budgeted sets (see Gounaris et al. [19]). These have been widely used in

practice. Following this motivation, we consider in this paper the following uncertainty set

U := {h ≥ 0 | Rh ≤ r},

where R ∈ R
L×m
+ and r ∈ R

L
+. This is a generalization of the previously mentioned sets. We refer

to this as a packing uncertainty set.

Feige et al. [16] show that AR is hard to approximate within any factor better than Ω( log n
log log n

)

even in the special case of a single budget of uncertainty set. Feige et al. [16] and Gupta et

al. [21] give an O(log n)-approximation for the two-stage problem in the special case where A =

B ∈ {0, 1}m×n, d = λc for some λ > 0 and the uncertainty set U is a budget of uncertainty set

with equal weights, i.e., U = {h ∈ [0, 1]m | ∑m
i=1 hi ≤ k}. Gupta et al. [20] consider a more

general uncertainty set, namely, intersection of p-system and q-knapsack and give an O(pq log n)-

approximation of the two-stage problem. Bertsimas and Goyal give an O(
√

m)-approximation in

the case where the first-stage matrix A is non-negative. Recently, El Housni and Goyal [14] give

an O( log n
log log n

)-approximation in the case of a single budget of uncertainty set and an O( log2 n
log log n

)-

approximation in the case of an intersection of disjoint budgeted sets. In general, they show

an O( L log n
log log n

)-approximation in the general case of a packing uncertainty set with L constraints.

However, this bound scales linearly with L.

The goal of this paper is to provide LP-based approximation algorithms with provable guaran-

tees for the packing disjoint bilinear program as well as the two-stage adjustable robust problem

AR that improve over the approximation bounds known for these problems.

1.1 Our contributions

A polylogarithmic approximation algorithm for PDB. We present an LP-rounding based

randomized approximation algorithm for PDB. Our algorithm relies on a new idea that might

be of independent interest. In particular, we show the existence of a near-optimal near-integral

solution of this problem. That is, a near-optimal solution (x̂, ŷ) such that x̂i ∈ {0, max
x∈X

xi/ζ1} and

ŷi ∈ {0, max
y∈Y

yi/ζ2} for some logarithmic factors ζ1 and ζ2. We give an LP relaxation of PDB, i.e.,

a linear program whose optimal cost is greater than the optimum of PDB, from which we obtain

such (x̂, ŷ) via randomized rounding. More specifically, we have the following theorem,

Theorem 1. There exists an LP-rounding based randomized algorithm that gives an O( log log m1

log m1

log log m2

log m2
)-

approximation to PDB.
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A polylogarithmic approximation algorithm for AR. We present an LP-based approxi-

mation for AR. The separation problem for AR is a variant of PDB. However, the objective is

a difference of a bilinear and a linear term making it challenging to approximate. Our approach

approximates AR directly. In particular, using ideas from our approximation of PDB, we give a

compact linear restriction of AR, that is, a linear program whose optimal objective is greater than

the optimum of AR, and show that it is a polylogarithmic approximation of AR. In particular, we

have the following theorem.

Theorem 2. There exists an LP restriction of AR that gives an O( log n
log log n

log L
log log L

)-approximation

to AR.

Our bound improves significantly over the state-of-the-art approximation bound of O( L log n
log log n

) [14]

known for this problem.

We also compare the performance of our algorithm to affine policies. This is one of the most

widely used approximation techniques in dynamic robust optimization where the second-stage de-

cision y is restricted to be an affine function of the uncertain right-hand side h. It is known that

the optimal affine policy can be found efficiently (Ben-Tal et al. [2]). We show that our algorithm

is significantly faster than finding the optimal affine policy while providing good approximate solu-

tions. Specifically, in randomly generated instances with n = m = L = 100, the cost of our solution

is within 30% of the cost of the optimal affine policy in all of the instances we consider. However,

our algorithm is significantly faster terminating in less than 0.1s for all instances. In contrast, it

takes 1000s or larger on average to compute the optimal affine policy for n > 80.

2 A polylogarithmic approximation for PDB

In this section, we present an O( log log m1

log m1

log log m2

log m2
)-approximation for PDB (Theorem 1). To prove

this theorem, we show an interesting structural property for near-optimal solutions for PDB. In

particular, we show that there exists a near-optimal solution for PDB that is “near-integral”. Let

us define for all i ∈ [n],

θi = max
x∈X

xi, γi = max
y∈Y

yi, ζ1 =
2 log m1

log log m1
+ 2 and ζ2 =

2 log m2

log log m2
+ 2.

We formally state our structural property in the following lemma.

Lemma 1. (Structural Property). There exists a feasible solution (x̂, ŷ) of PDB whose objective

value is within O( log log m1

log m1

log log m2

log m2
) of the optimum and such that x̂i ∈ {0, θi

ζ1
} and ŷi ∈ {0, γi

ζ2
} for

all i ∈ [n].

We obtain such a solution satisfying the above property using an LP relaxation of PDB via a

randomized rounding approach.
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LP relaxation and Rounding. We consider the following linear program,

zLP−PDB = max
ω≥0























n
∑

i=1

θiγiωi

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

n
∑

i=1

θiPiωi ≤ p

n
∑

i=1

γiQiωi ≤ q























, (LP-PDB)

where Pi is the i-th column of P and Qi is the i-th column of Q. We first show that LP-PDB is a

relaxation of PDB.

Lemma 2. zPDB ≤ zLP−PDB.

Proof. Let (x∗, y∗) be an optimal solution of PDB. Let ω
∗ be such that ω∗

i =
x∗

i

θi
.
y∗

i

γi
for all i ∈ [n].

By definition, we have x∗
i ≤ θi and y∗

i ≤ γi for all i ∈ [n]. Hence,

n
∑

i=1

θiPiω
∗
i =

n
∑

i=1

θiPi
x∗

i

θi

y∗
i

γi
≤

n
∑

i=1

Pix
∗
i ≤ p,

and
n
∑

i=1

γiQiω
∗
i =

n
∑

i=1

γiQi
x∗

i

θi

y∗
i

γi
≤

n
∑

i=1

Qiy
∗
i ≤ q.

Note that we use the fact that P and Q are non-negative in the above inequalities. Therefore, ω∗

is feasible for LP-PDB with objective value

n
∑

i=1

θiγiω
∗
i =

n
∑

i=1

x∗
i y∗

i = zPDB,

which concludes the proof.

Now, to construct our near-optimal near-integral solution, we consider a randomized rounding

approach as described in Algorithm 1. Note that by definition of θi,

max
ω

{ωi |
n
∑

j=1

θjPjωj ≤ p,ω ≥ 0} = 1.

Hence, ω∗
i ≤ 1 for all i ∈ [n]. This implies the correctness of Algorithm 1.

In our proof of Lemma 1, we use the following variant of Chernoff bounds.

Lemma 3. (Chernoff Bounds [10]).

(a) Let χ1, . . . , χr be independent Bernoulli trials. Denote Ξ :=
∑r

i=1 ǫiχi where ǫ1, . . . , ǫr are reals

in [0,1]. Let s > 0 such that E(Ξ) ≤ s. Then for any δ > 0 we have,

P(Ξ ≥ (1 + δ)s) ≤
(

eδ

(1 + δ)1+δ

)s

.
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Algorithm 1

Input: ǫ > 0.
Output: a feasible solution verifying structural property 1 with probability at least 1−ǫ−o(1).

1: Let ω
∗ be an optimal solution of LP-PDB and let T = 8⌈log 1

ǫ
⌉.

2: Initialize max = 0, x∗ = 0 and y∗ = 0.
3: for t = 1, . . . , T do

4: let ω̃1, . . . , ω̃n be i.i.d. Bernoulli variables with P(ω̃i = 1) = ω∗
i for i ∈ [n].

5: let x̂i = θiω̃i/ζ1 and ŷi = γiω̃i/ζ2 for i ∈ [n].
6: if (x̂, ŷ) is feasible for PDB and x̂T ŷ ≥ max then

7: set x∗
i = x̂i and y∗

i = ŷi for i ∈ [n].
8: set max = x̂T ŷ.
9: end if

10: end for

11: return (x∗, y∗)

(b) Let χ1, . . . , χr be independent Bernoulli trials. Denote Ξ :=
∑r

i=1 ǫiχi where ǫ1, . . . , ǫr are reals

in (0,1]. Then for any 0 < δ < 1,

P(Ξ ≤ (1 − δ)E(Ξ)) ≤ e− 1
2

δ2
E(Ξ).

For the sake of completeness, we present the proof for these bounds in Appendix A.

Proof of Lemma 1. It is sufficient to prove that, with constant probability, (x̂, ŷ) constructed at

each iteration of Algorithm 1 is a feasible solution of PDB verifying the structural property. In

particular, let ω
∗ be an optimal solution of LP-PDB as defined in Algorithm 1. Consider some

iteration t ∈ [T ]. Let ω̃1, . . . , ω̃n and (x̂, ŷ) be as defined in iteration t of the main loop. We show

that the following properties hold with a constant probability,

n
∑

i=1

Pix̂i ≤ p,

n
∑

i=1

Qiŷi ≤ q,

n
∑

i=1

x̂iŷi ≥ zLP−PDB

2ζ1ζ2
.

(1)
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First, we have,

P(
n
∑

i=1

Pix̂i > p) = P

(

n
∑

i=1

θiPi
ω̃i

ζ1
> p

)

≤
m1
∑

j=1

P

(

n
∑

i=1

θiPji
ω̃i

ζ1
> pj

)

=
∑

j∈[m1]:pj>0

P

(

n
∑

i=1

θiPji

pj
ω̃i > ζ1

)

≤
∑

j∈[m1]:pj>0

(

eζ1−1

(ζ1)ζ1

)

≤ m1
eζ1−1

(ζ1)ζ1
,

where the first inequality follows from a union bound on m1 constraints. The second equality holds

because for all j ∈ [m1] such that pj = 0, we have

P

(

n
∑

i=1

θiPji
ω̃i

ζ1
> pj

)

= 0.

In fact, if pj = 0, by feasibility of ω∗ in LP-PDB, we get

n
∑

i=1

θiPji
ω∗

i

ζ1
= 0,

hence, we almost surely have
n
∑

i=1

θiPji
ω̃i

ζ1
= 0.

The second inequality follows from the Chernoff bounds (a) with δ = ζ1−1 and s = 1. In particular,
θiPji

pj
∈ [0, 1] by definition of θi for all i ∈ [n] and j ∈ [m1] such that pj > 0 and for all j ∈ [m1]

such that pj > 0 we have,

E

[

n
∑

i=1

θiPji

pj
ω̃i

]

=
n
∑

i=1

θiPji

pj
ω∗

i ≤ 1,

which holds by feasibility of ω∗. Next, note that

eζ1−1

(ζ1)ζ1
= O(

1

m2
1

).

Therefore, there exists a constant c > 0 such that,

P(
n
∑

i=1

Pix̂i > p) ≤ c

m1
. (2)
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By a similar argument there exists a constant c′ > 0, such that

P(
n
∑

i=1

Qiŷi > q) ≤ c′

m2
, (3)

Finally we have,

P

(

n
∑

i=1

x̂iŷi <
1

2ζ1ζ2
zLP−PDB

)

= P

(

n
∑

i=1

θiγiω̃
2
i

ζ1ζ2
<

1

2ζ1ζ2

n
∑

i=1

θiγiω
∗
i

)

= P

(

n
∑

i=1

θiγi
∑n

j=1 θjγjω
∗
j

ω̃i <
1

2

)

≤ e− 1
8 ,

(4)

where the last inequality follows from Chernoff bounds (b) with δ = 1/2. In particular, for i ∈ [n],

θiγi
∑n

j=1 θjγjω∗
j

≤ 1.

This is because the unit vector ei is feasible for LP-PDB for all i ∈ [n] such as

θiγi ≤ zLP−PDB =
n
∑

j=1

θjγjω
∗
j ,

and we also have,

E

[

n
∑

i=1

θiγi
∑n

j=1 θjγjω∗
j

ω̃i

]

= 1.

Combining inequalities (2), (3) and (4) we get that (x̂, ŷ) verifies the properties (1) with probability

at least

1 − c

m1
− c′

m2
− e− 1

8 = 1 − e− 1
8 − o(1),

which is greater than a constant for m1 and m2 large enough. This implies in particular that with

positive probability, (x̂, ŷ) is feasible and has an objective value that is greater than 1
2ζ1ζ2

zLP−PDB.

From Lemma 2, this is greater than 1
2ζ1ζ2

zPDB. Therefore, with constant probability, (x̂, ŷ) is a

feasible solution of PDB that verifies the structural property. �

Proof of Theorem 1. Let (x∗, y∗) be the output solution of Algorithm 1. Then (x∗, y∗) is such that

x∗ ∈ X , y∗ ∈ Y, x∗T y∗ ≥ 1

2ζ1ζ2
· zPDB,

if and only if

x̂ ∈ X , ŷ ∈ Y, x̂T ŷ ≥ 1

2ζ1ζ2
· zPDB,
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for some iteration t of the main loop. From our proof of lemma 1, this happens with probability

at least

1 − (e− 1
8 − o(1))T = 1 − e− T

8 − o(1)

= 1 − e−⌈log 1
ǫ

⌉ − o(1)

≥ 1 − ǫ − o(1).

Therefore, with probability at least 1 − ǫ − o(1), Algorithm 1 outputs a feasible solution of PDB

whose objective value is within O( log log m1

log m1

log log m2

log m2
) of zPDB. �

Hardness of the general disjoint bilinear program. Like packing linear programs, the cov-

ering linear programs are known to have logarithmic integrality gaps. Hence, a natural question to

ask would be whether similar results can be proven for an equivalent covering version of PDB, i.e.,

a disjoint bilinear program of the form,

zcdb = min
x,y

{xT y | Px ≥ p, Qy ≥ q, x, y ≥ 0} (CDB)

where P ∈ R
m1×n
+ , Q ∈ R

m2×n
+ , p ∈ R

m1
+ and q ∈ R

m2
+ . However, the previous analysis does not

extend to the covering case. In particular, we have the following inapproximability results.

Theorem 3. The covering disjoint bilinear program CDB is NP-hard to approximate within any

finite factor.

The proof of Theorem 3 uses a polynomial time transformation from the Monotone Not-All-Equal

3-Satisfiability (MNAE3SAT) NP-complete problem and is given in Appendix B.

3 From disjoint bilinear optimization to two-stage adjustable ro-

bust optimization

In this section, we present a polylogarithmic approximation algorithm for AR. In particular, we

give a compact linear restriction of AR that provides near-optimal first-stage solutions with cost

that is within a factor of O( log n
log log n

log L
log log L

) of zAR. Our proof uses ideas from our approximation of

PDB applied to the separation problem Q(x). We begin by discussing our linear restriction below.

3.1 A linear restriction of AR

Recall the two-stage adjustable problem AR,

min
x∈X

cT x + Q(x),

9



where for all x ∈ X ,

Q(x) = max
h∈U

min
y≥0

{dT y | By ≥ h − Ax}.

Let us write Q(x) in its bilinear form. In particular, we take the dual of the inner minimization

problem on y to get,

Q(x) = max
h,z≥0







hT z − (Ax)T z

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

BT z ≤ d

Rh ≤ r







.

For the special case where A = 0, the optimal first-stage solution is x = 0 and AR reduces to

an instance of PDB. Therefore, our algorithm for PDB gives an O( log n
log log n

log L
log log L

)-approximation

algorithm of AR in this special case.

In the general case, the separation problem Q(x) is the difference of a bilinear and a linear term.

This makes it challenging to approximate Q(x). Instead, we attempt to approximate AR directly.

In particular, for any x ∈ X and y0 ≥ 0 such that Ax + By0 ≥ 0, we consider the following linear

program:

QLP(x, y0) = max
ω≥0























m
∑

i=1

(θiγi − θia
T
i x − θib

T
i y0)ωi

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

m
∑

i=1

θibiωi ≤ d

m
∑

i=1

γiRiωi ≤ r























,

where for all i ∈ [m],

θi := max
z

{zi | Bz ≤ d, z ≥ 0}, γi := max
h

{hi | Rh ≤ r, h ≥ 0},

ai and bi are the i-th row of A and B respectively and Ri is the i-th column of R. The role of y0

here is to handle the case when some of the entries of A are negative. In fact, our approximation

relies on the non-negativity of Ax. Since this is not the case in general, we add a second-stage

covering term By0 to Ax for some static second-stage solution y0 ≥ 0 such that Ax + By0 ≥ 0.

For ease of notation, we use QLP(x, y0) to refer to both the problem and its optimal value. Let

η :=
2 log n

log log n
+ 2, β :=

2 log L

log log L
+ 2.

Similar to PDB, we show the following structural property of the separation problem.

Structural property. For x ∈ X and y0 ≥ 0 such that Ax+By0 ≥ 0, there exists a near-integral

10



solution (h, z) ∈ {0, γi

β
}m × {0, θi

η
}m of Q(x) such that,

m
∑

i=1

bizi ≤ d,

m
∑

i=1

Rihi ≤ r,

m
∑

i=1

hizi − (aT
i x + bT

i y0)zi ≥ 1

2ηβ
QLP(βx, βy0).

(5)

Proof. We construct such solution following a similar procedure as in Algorithm 1. In particular, let

ω
∗ be an optimal solution of QLP(βx, βy0), consider ω̃1, . . . , ω̃m i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables

such that P(ω̃i = 1) = ω∗
i for all i ∈ [m] and let (h, z) and let hi = γiω̃i

β
and zi = θiω̃i

η
for all i ∈ [m].

Such (h, z) satisfies the properties (5) with a constant probability. The proof of this fact is similar

to the proof of Lemma 1. In particular, we have,

P(
m
∑

i=1

bizi > d) = P

(

m
∑

i=1

θibi
ω̃i

η
> d

)

≤
n
∑

j=1

P

(

m
∑

i=1

θiBij
ω̃i

η
> dj

)

=
∑

j∈[n]:dj>0

P

(

m
∑

i=1

θiBij

dj
ω̃i > η

)

≤
∑

j∈[n]:dj>0

(

eη−1

ηη

)

≤ n
eη−1

ηη
,

where the first inequality follows from a union bound on n constraints. The second equality holds

because for all j ∈ [n] such that dj = 0 we have

P

(

m
∑

i=1

θiBij
ω̃i

η
> dj

)

= 0.

Note that dj = 0 implies
m
∑

i=1

θiBij
ω∗

i

η
= 0,

by feasibility of ω∗ in QLP(βx, βy0). Therefore,

m
∑

i=1

θiBij
ω̃i

η
= 0,

almost surely. The second inequality follows from the Chernoff bounds (a) with δ = η − 1 and

11



s = 1. In particular,
θiBij

dj
∈ [0, 1] by definition of θi for all i ∈ [m] and j ∈ [n] such that dj > 0 and

for all j ∈ [n] such that dj > 0 we have,

E

[

m
∑

i=1

θiBij

dj
ω̃i

]

=
m
∑

i=1

θiBij

dj
ω∗

i ≤ 1,

by feasibility of ω∗. Next, note that
eη−1

ηη
= O(

1

n2
).

Therefore, there exists a constant c > 0 such that,

P(
m
∑

i=1

bizi > d) ≤ c

n
. (6)

By a similar argument there exists a constant c′ > 0,

P(
m
∑

i=1

Rihi > q) ≤ c′

L
, (7)

Finally we have,

P

(

m
∑

i=1

hizi − (aT
i x + bT

i y0)zi <
1

2ηβ
QLP(βx, βy0)

)

=P

(

m
∑

i=1

θiγiω̃
2
i

ηβ
− θi(a

T
i x + bT

i y0)
ω̃i

η
<

1

2ηβ
QLP(βx, βy0)

)

=P

(

1

ηβ

m
∑

i=1

(θiγi − θia
T
i (βx) + θib

T
i (βy0))ω̃i <

1

2ηβ
QLP(βx, βy0)

)

.

Let I denote the subset of indices i ∈ [m] such that

(θiγi − θia
T
i (βx) + θib

T
i (βy0)) ≥ 0.

Since ω∗ is the optimal solution of the maximization problem QLP(βx, βy0) we can suppose without

loss of generality that ω∗ = 0 for all i /∈ I. Hence, ω̃i = 0 almost surely for all i /∈ I and we have,

P

(

m
∑

i=1

hizi − (aT
i x + bT

i y0)zi <
1

2ηβ
QLP(βx, βy0)

)

=P

(

1

ηβ

∑

i∈I

(θiγi − θia
T
i (βx) + θib

T
i (βy0))ω̃i <

1

2ηβ
QLP(βx, βy0)

)

=P

(

∑

i∈I

(θiγi − θia
T
i (βx) + θib

T
i (βy0))

QLP(βx, βy0)
ω̃i <

1

2

)

≤ e− 1
8 ,

(8)

12



where the last inequality follows from Chernoff bounds (b) with δ = 1/2. In particular we have for

all i ∈ I
(θiγi − θia

T
i (βx) + θib

T
i (βy0))

QLP(βx, βy0)
≤ 1.

This is because the unit vector ei is feasible for QLP(βx, βy0) for all i ∈ I such as

(θiγi − θia
T
i (βx) + θib

T
i (βy0)) ≤ QLP(βx, βy0).

We also have,

E

[

∑

i∈I

(θiγi − θia
T
i (βx) + θib

T
i (βy0))

QLP(βx, βy0)
ω̃i

]

= 1.

Combining inequalities (6), (7) and (8) we get that (h, z) verifies the properties (5) with prob-

ability at least

1 − c

n
− c′

L
− e− 1

8 ,

which is greater than a constant for n and L large enough. Which concludes the proof of the

structural property.

�

Because of the linear term, the solution given by this structural property is not necessarily a

near-optimal solution of Q(x) anymore. However, the existence of such solution allows us to bound

Q(x) as follows.

Lemma 4. For x ∈ X and y0 ≥ 0 such that Ax + By0 ≥ 0 we have,

1

2ηβ
QLP(βx, βy0) ≤ Q(x) ≤ QLP(x, y0) + dT y0.

Our Linear Restriction. Before proving Lemma 4, let us discuss how we derive our linear

restriction of AR. In particular, consider the following problem where Q(x) is replaced by QLP(x, y0)

in the expression of AR:

zLP−AR = min
x∈X ,y0≥0

{

cT x + dT y0 + QLP(x, y0) | Ax + By0 ≥ 0
}

. (9)

Note for given x, y0, QLP(x, y0) is a maximization LP. Taking its dual and substituting in (9),

we get the following LP:

13



zLP−AR = min
x,y0,y,α

cT x + dT y0 + dT y + rT
α

s.t. θia
T
i x + θib

T
i y0 + θib

T
i y + γiR

T
i α ≥ θiγi ∀i,

Ax + By0 ≥ 0,

x ∈ X , y0, y ≥ 0,α ≥ 0.

(LP-AR)

We claim that LP-AR is a restriction of AR and gives an O( log L
log log L

log n
log log n

)-approximation for AR.

We first give the proof of Lemma 4.

Proof of Lemma 4. First, let (h∗, z∗) be an optimal solution of Q(x). Define ω∗ such that ω∗
i =

z∗

i

θi
.
h∗

i

γi

for all i ∈ [m]. Then ω
∗ is feasible for QLP(x, y0) with objective value,

m
∑

i=1

(θiγi − θia
T
i x − θib

T
i y0)ω∗

i =
m
∑

i=1

h∗
i z∗

i − (aT
i x + bT

i y0)
h∗

i

γi
z∗

i

≥
m
∑

i=1

h∗
i z∗

i − (aT
i x + bT

i y0)z∗
i

=
m
∑

i=1

h∗
i z∗

i − aT
i xz∗

i − (
m
∑

i=1

biz
∗
i )T y0

≥ Q(x) − dT y0,

where the first inequality follows from the fact that hi

γi
≤ 1 and aT

i x + bT
i y0 ≥ 0 for all i ∈ [m], and

the last inequality follows from the fact that
∑m

i=1 biz
∗
i ≤ d. Hence Q(x) − dT y0 ≤ QLP(x, y0).

Now, consider (h, z) ∈ {0, γi

β
}m × {0, θi

η
}m satisfying properties (5). The first two properties

imply that (h, z) is a feasible solution for Q(x). The objective value of this solution is given by,

m
∑

i=1

hizi − aT
i xzi ≥

m
∑

i=1

hizi − (aT
i x + bT

i y0)zi ≥ 1

2ηβ
QLP(βx, βy0).

The first inequality holds because bT
i y0 ≥ 0 for all i ∈ [m], and the second inequality follows from

the properties (5). Hence, Q(x) ≥ 1
2ηβ

QLP(βx, βy0).

�

Now, we are ready to prove Theorem 2.

Proof of Theorem 2. We prove the following:

zAR ≤ zLP−AR ≤ 3ηβzAR.
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Let x∗
LP

, y∗
0,LP

denote an optimal solution of (9). We have,

zLP−AR = cT x∗
LP + dT y∗

0,LP + QLP(x∗, y∗
0,LP)

≥ cT x∗
LP + Q(x∗

LP)

≥ zAR,

where the first inequality follows from Lemma 4 and the last inequality follows from the feasibility

of x∗
LP

in AR.

To prove the upper bound for zLP−AR, let x∗ denote an optimal first-stage solution of AR and

let y∗
0 ∈ argminy≥0{dT y | Ax∗ + By ≥ 0}. Since 0 ∈ U is a feasible second-stage scenario,

cT x∗ + dT y∗
0 ≤ zAR. (10)

Now, we have

zAR ≥ Q(x∗)

≥ 1

2ηβ
QLP(βx∗, βy∗

0)

=
1

2ηβ
(βcT x∗ + βdT y∗

0 + QLP(βx∗, βy∗
0)) − 1

2η
(cT x∗ + dT y∗

0)

≥ 1

2ηβ
(βcT x∗ + βdT y∗

0 + QLP(βx∗, βy∗
0)) − 1

2
zAR

≥ 1

2ηβ
zLP−AR − 1

2
zAR,

where the second inequality follows from Lemma 4, the third inequality follows from (10) and the

fact that η ≥ 1. For the last inequality, note that βx∗ ∈ X , βy∗
0 ≥ 0 and βAx∗ + βBy∗

0 ≥ 0.

Therefore, βx∗, βy∗
0 is a feasible solution for (9). This implies that zLP−AR ≤ 3ηβzAR.

�

3.2 Numerical experiments

In this subsection, we propose to study the performance of our algorithm by comparing it to finding

the optimal affine policy, a widely used technique to approximate AR. We show that our algorithm

is significantly faster and provides good approximate solutions. The results of the experiment are

given in Table 1.

Experimental setup. We consider the same instances as in Ben-Tal et al. [3], namely, we

consider instances of AR where n = m, c = d = e and A = B = Im + G, where Im is the identity

matrix and G is a random normalized Gaussian matrix. We consider the case where X = R
m
+ and U
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Table 1: Comparison of the optimal value and the running time in seconds between our algorithm
and the optimal affine policy, for different values of n = m and L.

n TAff TLP

zLP−AR

zAff

20 0.57 0.07 1.28

30 3.70 0.08 1.25

40 12.5 0.06 1.25

50 33.2 0.10 1.23

60 76.0 0.03 1.23

70 222 0.03 1.22

80 430 0.04 1.21

90 768 0.06 1.21

100 1790 0.17 1.22

(a) L=20

n TAff TLP

zLP−AR

zAff

20 1.15 0.05 1.32

30 3.03 0.03 1.30

40 8.58 0.03 1.31

50 28.2 0.02 1.28

60 78.7 0.04 1.27

70 193 0.10 1.27

80 508 0.10 1.26

90 1116 0.06 1.25

100 1714 0.04 1.22

(b) L=50

n TAff TLP

zLP−AR

zAff

20 1.58 0.07 1.38

30 3.62 0.07 1.35

40 11.5 0.05 1.32

50 29.6 0.08 1.33

60 78.7 0.05 1.30

70 175 0.09 1.27

80 386 0.10 1.28

90 657 0.13 1.27

100 1354 0.12 1.27

(c) L=100

is an intersection of L budget of uncertainty sets of the form U =
{

h ∈ [0, 1]m | ωT
l h ≤ 1 ∀l ∈ [L]

}

,

where the weight vectors ωl are normalized Gaussian vectors, i.e., ωl,i =
|Gl,i|

√
∑

i
(Gl,i)2

for {Gl,i} i.i.d.

standard Gaussian variables.

We compare the running time of our algorithm in seconds denoted by TLP(s) with the running

time needed to compute the optimal affine policy denoted by Taff(s), for different values of n = m

and L. We also compare the ratio between the optimal value of our linear restriction zLP−AR and

the cost of the optimal affine policy denoted by zAff . The results are given in Table 1 and were

obtained using Gurobi v9.1.2 on a dual-core laptop with 8Go of RAM and 1.8GHz processor.

Results. Table 1 shows that solving our restriction is significantly faster than finding the optimal

affine policy. For example, when n = m = 100 computing the optimal affine policy is more than

10000 times slower than LP-AR for all considered values of L. This is due to the small size of

our restriction, in fact, while computing the optimal affine policy requires solving a linear program

of O(m(n + L)) variables and constraints (Ben-Tal et al. [2]), our linear restriction has only

O(n+m+L) variables and constraints. Furthermore, the cost of LP-AR stays within approximately

30% of the cost of the optimal affine policy. We also observe numerically that this gap gets smaller

when we increase the dimension of our problem and therefore our algorithm gets close to the optimal

affine policy for large instances, which are usually the computationally challenging instances for

the optimal affine policy.
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4 Conclusion

In this paper, we consider the class of packing disjoint bilinear programs PDB and present an

LP rounding based approximation algorithm for this problem. In particular, we show existence

of a near-optimal near-integral solution for PDB. We also give an LP relaxation for the problem

and use a randomized rounding approach to round the optimal solution of the LP relaxation to

obtain the approximate solution with the desired guarantees. We apply our ideas to the two-stage

adjustable problem AR whose separation problem is a variant of PDB. While a direct application

of the approximation algorithm for PDB does not work for AR, we derive a linear restriction of

AR based on similar ideas and give a polylogarithmic approximation for AR. We compare our

algorithm with the widely used affine policies and show that it is significantly faster and provides

near-optimal solutions.
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Appendix A Chernoff bounds

Proof of Chernoff bounds (a). From Markov’s inequality we have for all t > 0,

P(Ξ ≥ (1 + δ)s) = P(etΞ ≥ et(1+δ)s) ≤ E(etΞ)

et(1+δ)s
.
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Denote pi the parameter of the Bernoulli χi. By independence, we have

E(etΞ) =
r
∏

i=1

E(etǫiχi) =
r
∏

i=1

(

pie
tǫi + 1 − pi

)

≤
r
∏

i=1

exp
(

pi(e
tǫi − 1)

)

where the inequality holds because 1 + x ≤ ex for all x ∈ R. By taking t = ln(1 + δ) > 0, the right

hand side becomes

r
∏

i=1

exp (pi((1 + δ)ǫi − 1)) ≤
r
∏

i=1

exp (piδǫi) = exp (δ · E(Ξ)) ≤ eδs,

where the first inequality holds because (1 + x)ǫ ≤ 1 + αx for any x ≥ 0 and ǫ ∈ [0, 1] and the

second one because s ≥ E(Ξ) =
∑r

i=1 ǫipi. Hence, we have

E(etΞ) ≤ eδs.

On the other hand,

et(1+δ)s = (1 + δ)(1+δ)s.

Therefore,

P(Ξ ≥ (1 + δ)s) ≤
(

eδs

(1 + δ)(1+δ)s

)

=

(

eδ

(1 + δ)1+δ

)s

.

�

Proof of Chernoff bounds (b). We show equivalently that

P(Ξ ≤ (1 − δ)E(Ξ)) ≤ e
−δ2

E(Ξ)
2 .

From Markov’s inequality we have for all t < 0,

P(Ξ ≤ (1 − δ)E(Ξ)) = P(etΞ ≥ et(1−δ)E(Ξ)) ≤ E(etΞ)

et(1−δ)E(Ξ)
.

Denote pi the parameter of the Bernoulli χi. By independence, we have

E(etΞ) =
r
∏

i=1

E(etǫiχi) =
r
∏

i=1

(

pie
tǫi + 1 − pi

)

≤
r
∏

i=1

exp
(

pi(e
tǫi − 1)

)

,

where the inequality holds because 1 + x ≤ ex for all x ∈ R. We take t = ln(1 − δ) < 0. We have
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t ≤ −δ, hence,

r
∏

i=1

exp
(

pi(e
tǫi − 1)

)

=
r
∏

i=1

exp (pi((1 − δ)ǫi − 1)) ≤
r
∏

i=1

exp (−piδǫi) ,

where the inequality holds because (1 − x)ǫ ≤ 1 − ǫx for any 0 < x < 1 and ǫ ∈ [0, 1]. Therefore,

E(etΞ) ≤
r
∏

i=1

exp (−piδǫi) = e−δE(Ξ).

On the other hand,

et(1−δ)E(Ξ) = (1 − δ)(1−δ)E(Ξ) .

Therefore,

P(Ξ ≤ (1 − δ)E(Ξ)) ≤
(

e−δE(Ξ)

(1 − δ)(1−δ)E(Ξ)

)

=

(

e−δ

(1 − δ)1−δ

)

E(Ξ)

.

Finally, we have for any 0 < δ < 1,

ln(1 − δ) ≥ −δ +
δ2

2

which implies

(1 − δ) · ln(1 − δ) ≥ −δ +
δ2

2

and consequently
(

e−δ

(1 − δ)1−δ

)

E(Ξ)

≤ e
−δ2

E(Ξ)
2 .

�

Appendix B Proof of Theorem 3

Our proof uses a polynomial time transformation from the Monotone Not-All-Equal 3-satisfiability

(MNAE3SAT) NP-complete problem (Schaefer [28]). In the (MNAE3SAT), we are given a col-

lection of Boolean variables and a collection of clauses, each of which combines three variables.

(MNAE3SAT) is the problem of determining if there exists a truth assignment where each close

has at least one true and one false literal. This is a subclass of the Not-All-Equal 3-satisfiability

problem where the variables are never negated.

Consider an instance I of (MNAE3SAT), let V be the set of variables of I and let C be the set

of clauses. Let A ∈ {0, 1}|C|×|V| be the variable-clause incidence matrix such that for every variable

v ∈ V and clause c ∈ C we have Acv = 1 if and only if the variable v belongs to the clause c. We
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consider the following instance I ′ of CDB,

min
x,y

∑

v∈V

xvyv

s.t Ax ≥ e, x ≥ 0

Ay ≥ e, y ≥ 0.

(I ′)

Let zI′ denote the optimum of I ′. We show that I has a truth assignment where each clause

has at least one true and one false literal if and only if zI′ = 0.

First, suppose zI′ = 0. Let (x, y) be an optimal solution of I ′. Let x̃ such that x̃v = 1{xv>0}

for all v ∈ V. We claim that (x̃, e − x̃) is also an optimal solution of I. In fact, for all c ∈ C, we

have,
∑

v∈V

Acvxv ≥ 1,

hence,
∑

v∈V

Acv min(xv, 1) ≥ 1,

since the entries of A are in {0, 1}. Therefore,

∑

v∈V

Acvx̃v ≥
∑

v∈V

Acv min(xv, 1) ≥ 1.

Finally, Ax̃ ≥ e. Similarly, for all c ∈ C we have,

∑

v∈V

Acvyv ≥ 1,

hence,
∑

v∈V

Acv min(yv, 1) ≥ 1,

since the entries of A are in {0, 1}. Therefore,

∑

v∈V

Acv(1 − x̃v) ≥
∑

v∈V

Acv(1 − x̃v) min(yv, 1) =
∑

v∈V

Acv min(yv, 1) ≥ 1.

where the equality follows from the fact that yv = 0 for all v such that x̃v = 1. Note that
∑

v∈V xvyv = zI′ = 0. This implies that A(e − x̃) ≥ e. Therefore, (x̃, e − x̃) is a feasible solution

of I ′ with objective value
∑

v∈V x̃v(1 − x̃v) = 0 = zI′ . It is therefore an optimal solution. Consider

now the truth assignment where a variable v is set to be true if and only if x̃v = 1. We show that

each clause in such assignment has at least one true and one false literal. In particular, consider a

22



clause c ∈ C, since,
∑

v∈V

Acvx̃v ≥ 1,

there must be a variable v belonging to the clause c such that x̃v = 1. Similarly, since

∑

v∈V

Acv(1 − x̃v) ≥ 1,

there must be a variable v belonging to the clause c such that x̃v = 0. This implies that our

assignment is such that the clause c has at least one true and one false literal.

Conversely, suppose there exists a truth assignment of I where each clause has at least one false

and one true literal. We show that zI′ = 0. In particular, define x such that for all v ∈ V we have

xv = 1 if and only if v is assigned true. We have for all c ∈ C,

∑

v∈V

Acvxv ≥ 1,

since at least one of the variables of c is assigned true. And,

∑

v∈V

Acv(1 − xv) ≥ 1,

since at least one of the variables of c is assigned false. Hence, (x, e − x) is feasible for I ′ with

objective value
∑

v∈V xv(1 − xv) = 0. It is therefore an optimal solution and zI′ = 0.

If there exists a polynomial time algorithm approximating CDB to some finite factor, such an

algorithm can be used to decide in polynomial time whether zI′ = 0 or not, which is equivalent to

solving I in polynomial time; a contradiction.

�
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