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Abstract

In this paper, we study the assortment optimization problem under the mixed-logit
customer choice model. While assortment optimization has been a major topic in revenue
management for decades, the mixed-logit model is considered one of the most general and
flexible approaches for modeling and predicting customer purchasing behavior. Previous
work has primarily relied on mixed-integer linear programming (MILP) or second-order
cone (CONIC) reformulations, which allow for exact problem solving using off-the-shelf
solvers. However, these approaches often suffer from weak continuous relaxations and are
slow when solving large instances. Owur research addresses the problem by focusing on
components of the objective function that can be proven to be monotonically supper-modular
and convex. This allows us to derive valid cuts to outer-approximate the nonlinear objective
functions. We then demonstrate that these valid cuts can be incorporated into Cutting Plane
or Branch-and-Cut methods to solve the problem exactly. Extensive experiments show that
our approaches consistently outperform previous methods in terms of both solution quality

and computation time.

Keywords: Capacitated assortment problem, Discrete choice model, Outer-approximation,

Supper-modular cuts, Cutting Plane, Branch-and-Cut

Notation: Boldface characters represent matrices (or vectors), and a; denotes the i-th element

of vector a. We use [m], for any m € N, to denote the set {1,...,m}.

1 Introduction

Assortment planning in retail refers to the process of deciding which products to offer during
a specific time period. It involves selecting the optimal mix of items, considering factors such
as profitability, market share, and customer satisfaction. In the recent operations research

literature, there has been increasing attention on assortment optimization problems that involve
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optimizing the product assortment to maximize revenue, as discussed by Kok et al. (2009) in
their survey. To address these assortment optimization problems effectively, it’s crucial to create
a model that accurately capture customers’ purchasing behavior. Such a model should account
for how product characteristics influence overall demand and consider customers’ tendencies to

substitute between different products.

Our study addresses the assortment optimization problem under the mixed-logit model (MMNL),
one of the most popular and flexible models in the discrete choice literature (McFadden, 1981,
Train, 2003). It has been shown that the MMNL, along with the ranking preference and cross-
nested logit models, can approximate arbitrarily closely any random utility maximization models
(Aouad et al., 2018, Fosgerau & Bierlaire, 2009, McFadden & Train, 2000), making it one of
the most appealing modeling approach to use in the context. The problem has been shown to
be NP-hard by Bront et al. (2009) and Rusmevichientong et al. (2014a). In addition, (Désir et
al., 2022) demonstrates that the unconstrained assortment problem under the MMNL model is
NP-hard to approximate within O(1/n'~%), for any § > 0 and fixed n, where n represents the
number of customer classes. Moreover, when n is not fixed, the assortment problem is NP-hard

to approximate within any constant factor.

To solve the assortment problem to optimality, prior approaches primarily rely on mixed-integer
linear programming (MILP) (Bront et al., 2009, Méndez-Diaz et al., 2014), or second-order cone
(CONIC) reformulations (Sen et al., 2018), making it solvable by off-the-shelf solvers such as
CPLEX or GUROBI. Unlike previous studies, our approach does not depend on MILP or CONIC
reformulations. Instead, we leverage components of the objective function that are demonstrably
super-modular and convex. We then incorporate super-modular and outer-approximation cuts
into Cutting Plane (CP) or Branch-and-Cut (B&C) procedures to efficiently solve the problem.
It is worth noting that outer-approximation and/or super-modular cuts are typically used for
objective functions that are provably convex and/or super-modular (Duran & Grossmann, 1986,
Ljubié¢ & Moreno, 2018, Mai & Lodi, 2020a), which is not the case in the context of assortment
optimization. Our work marks the first time such cuts are employed to solve the constrained

assortment problem to optimality.

Our contributions: Our detailed contributions are presented as follows:

(i) To efficiently solve the assortment problem, we convert the maximization problem into a
minimization one and explore non-linear components of the objective function that can be
proven to be super-modular and convex. We then utilize two types of valid cuts—outer-
approximation and super-modular cuts—that can be employed in CP or B&C methods
to outer-approximate the nonlinear objective function. Additionally, to quickly obtain a
reasonably good solution useful for a warm start step of the CP or B&C, we leverage this
supermodularity property to demonstrate that a simple polynomial-time Greedy Heuristic

can guarantee a (1 — 1 /e)% approximation solution to the assortment optimization



problem, even when the number of customer classes is not constant, where 7, and ryax

are the minimum and maximum product prices, respectively.

(ii) We conduct extensive experiments using instances of various sizes, including those ob-
tained from the state-of-the-art method (Sen et al., 2018) and those generated with large
number of customer classes. Our CP and B&C are compared with the state-of-the-art
approach, CONIC formulation, proposed in Sen et al. (2018). The comparison results
show that our approach significantly outperforms other baselines in terms of both solu-

tion quality and runtime.

Paper Outlines: The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents a literature review.
Section 3 presents the problem description and the MILP and CONIC reformulations. Section
4 describes our CP, B&C and an approximation scheme for the assortment problem. Section 5

provides numerical experiments, and finally, Section 6 concludes.

2 Literature review

In the context of assortment optimization, the goal is to select an appropriate subset of items
from a larger set to offer to customers. This decision aims to maximize an objective (such as ex-
pected revenue) while considering customer preferences and their choice behavior. Specifically,
it involves modeling customer substitution between products and understanding how product
characteristics impact overall demand. The most widely employed model to capture customer
behavior is multinomial logit (MNL) model. This model relies on a probabilistic framework
to represent individual customer utilities. Essentially, it estimates the likelihood of a customer
choosing a particular product from a set of alternatives based on their preferences and char-
acteristics of the products. The pioneering work of assortment planing problem under MNL
model is presented by Ryzin & Mahajan (1999) and several follow-up studies are introduced
by Mahajan & van Ryzin (2001), Chong et al. (2001), Cachon et al. (2005), Rusmevichientong
et al. (2010), Rusmevichientong & Topaloglu (2012), Topaloglu (2013), Lo & Topaloglu (2019),
and Liu et al. (2020).

Despite its popularity, the MNL model is restricted due to its independence from the Indepen-
dence from Irrelevant Alternatives property, which implies that the ratio of the probabilities of
choosing two products is independent of any other alternative. Furthermore, the total market
share of an assortment and the substitution rates within that assortment cannot be indepen-
dently defined (K&k & Fisher, 2007). These properties are shown to not hold in many practical
contexts, and a partial remedy for them has been made based on an extension of the MNL
model, called the nested logit model. Recently, Davis et al. (2014), Gallego & Topaloglu (2014),
Li et al. (2015), Alfandari et al. (2021) study assortment optimization under variants of the
nested logit model. Another extension of the MNL is the MMNL model introduced by Boyd &



Mellman (1980) and Cardell & Dunbar (1980). This generation of the MNL model can over-
come the limitations mentioned above and approximate arbitrarily close to any random utility
maximization models, as observed by McFadden & Train (2000). During the last decade, the
assortment planning under the MMNL model has been an interesting topic in the operation

research and management science such as Rusmevichientong et al. (2014a), Méndez-Diaz et al.
(2014), Feldman & Topaloglu (2015), Sen et al. (2018), and Désir et al. (2022).

In this paper, we are interested in the constrained assortment problem under the MMNL model,
with linear constraints on the set of products in the assortment. These constraints are often
referred to as capacity constraints. Although assortment optimization can be polynomially solv-
able under the MNL model for both capacitated or uncapacitated scenarios (Rusmevichientong
et al., 2010, Sumida et al., 2021, Talluri & van Ryzin, 2004), this is not the case for assort-
ment optimization under the MMNL and other models. In Gallego & Topaloglu (2014) and
Feldman & Topaloglu (2015), several constant factor approximation algorithms for capacitated
assortment problem under nested logit model are introduced. Chen & Jiang (2019) give a
near-optimal algorithm for the same problem containing a single constraint across all products.
Under the Markov chain choice model (Blanchet et al., 2016, Zhang & Cooper, 2005) where
transitions within the Markov chain represent substitutions, Désir et al. (2020) demonstrate
that the capacitated assortment problem remains APX-hard, meaning it is NP-hard to approx-
imate this assortment optimization problem to within any constant factor less than 1. Under
MMNL model, Méndez-Diaz et al. (2014) design and test a branch-and-cut algorithm for both
capacitated and uncapacitated versions. Sen et al. (2018) formulate the problem as a CONIC
quadratic mixed-integer program that can directly solves to optimal large instances of capac-
itated version. Recently, Désir et al. (2022) present near-optimal algorithms for the capacity
constrained assortment optimization problem under a large class of parametric choice models

including the MMNL, Markov chain, nested logit, and d-level nested logit choice models.

Our work is also related to a line of research on competitive facility location where customer
behavior is predicted by discrete choice models (Benati & Hansen, 2002, Dam et al., 2021,
Ljubi¢ & Moreno, 2018, Mai & Lodi, 2020a). In these problems, the objective functions are
proven to be submodular and/or convex, so outer-approximation and submodular cuts have
been actively applied to solve the facility location problems. As mentioned earlier, in assortment
optimization, the objective function under the MMNL does not exhibit such submodularity or
concavity properties, and to the best of our knowledge, our work marks the first time such

properties are leveraged to optimally solve the assortment problem.



3 Constrained Assortment Problem under the MMNL Model

3.1 Problem Formulation

Let [m] represent the set of available products and S denote an assortment, which is a subset
of the products offered by the retailer. The traditional MNL model is based on the utility a
customer derives from purchasing a product. This utility consists of two components: U; =
uj + ¢; for any product j € [m], where u; is the deterministic component and €; is a random
component assumed to follow a Gumbel distribution with a mean of zero and variance of p?m?/6.
Let p; denote the unit price of product j and vy represent the no-purchase option. Under the
MNL model, the probability that a customer purchases product j € [m] from an assortment S

is given by:
Yj

V0 + X pes Vk
The MMNL model extends the MNL model by assuming that customers belong to n different

classes. Let p; be the probability that the demand originates from customer class i € [n]. Denote

P;(S) =

v;; as the customer preference for customer class ¢ € [n] and product j € [m]. For any customer
class i € [n], let vjo be the non-purchase preference and r;; be the revenue from product j € [m]

for customer class i € [n]. The expected revenue for a given assortment S can be expressed as

Zﬂz‘

i€[n]

a sum of MNL-based revenues:

> jes Tijlij
vio + 2 jes Vij

The assortment optimization problem then can be formulated as:

max F(S)= Zpi

1€[n]

(Assort)

D jes Tijlij
Vio + D jes Vij

It is convenient to formulate (Assort) as a binary program. To achieve this, we define the decision
variables x such that x; equals 1 if product j is included in the assortment, and 0 otherwise.

The assortment problem can then be formulated as follows:

max F(x) = Z Pi

x€{0,1}™ P

> je(m) TiiVij T ]

vio + 2 jefm) Vii T

It is known that the above problem is NP-hard for n > 2, even without any constraint (Rus-
mevichientong et al., 2014b). Our research focuses on the capacitated assortment problem,
where the above assortment problem is extended by adding resource constraints (Sen et al.,
2018, Désir et al., 2022). Let [k] be the set of resources that may restrict the assortment, f; be

the required amount of resource used by product j € [m] and ay denote the amount of resource



k € [k] available. The capacitated assortment problem is presented as follows:

max F(x) = Z pi (CAP)

i€[n]
s.t Z ﬂkjl‘j < ap Vk € [k]

J€[m]

xzj € {0,1} Vj € [m]

> jeim] Tii Vis T
V0 + 2 jefm] Vis T

3.2 The Traditional MILP and CONIC Reformulations

In this section, we revisit the classic MILP and CONIC reformulations for (CAP). To this end,
let us first reformulate (CAP) as a minimization problem. Define r; = max;e,, r4; for all i € [n],
and rj; = r; —r;; for all i € [n] and j € [m]. For notational simplicity, let X' represent the
feasible set of (CAP). The objective function in (CAP) can be written as follows:

TiVi0 + Z 7 VL5
T jebm "
Vio + D je[m) VisTs

i€[n) i€[n]

Because the first component of F'(x) is a constant, we then can convert (CAP) as the following

minimization problem:

min G(x) = Z i

i€[n]

2 jeim) iy Vi s piivio (CAP-MIN)
V0 + Zje[m] Vij X5 ) vi0 + Zje[m] VijTj

MILP Reformulation By letting y; = 1/(vio+>_ ;¢ vij@;) for any i € [n], we can formulate
(CAP-MIN) as the following mixed-integer bilinear program:

Z Z pzrzjvzjxjyz + Z PiTiVi0Yi (Bilinear)

i€ln] jelm] icn]
st Y Pz <ar  VkE[k] (1)
j€lm]
vioyi + Y vy =1 Vi€ [n] (2)
j€lm]
zj € {0,1}  Vje[m] (3)
yi >0 Vi € [n] (4)



The bilinear term x;y; in the formulation can be linearized using additional variables 0;; = x;y;
and big-M (Bront et al., 2009) constraints:

violi; < x; Vi € [n],j € [m] (5)
0ij <yi  Vi€|n],j€[m] (6)
vio(y; — 0i5) <1 —x; Vi € [n],j € [m] (7)
0;; >0 Vi € [n],j € [m] (8)

It is widely known that big-M techniques for linearizing bilinear terms often result in weak con-
tinuous relaxations. In Sen et al. (2018), the authors propose strengthening such linearizations
with McCormick inequalities by using conditional bounds on y; for all i € [n]. Specifically, let

us first define the conditional function ¢;;(b), for any i € [n],j € [m] and b € {0,1} as:

1
;i(b) = min
¢:3(0) x€EX, z;=b { Vio + 2 jefm] VisT; }

The value of ¢;;(b) can be obtained by solving a linear problem: maxxex u;=p Zje[m] Vi T4,
which can be done efficiently under cardinality constraints. In fact, ¢;;(b) provides a tight lower
bound for y; conditional on z; = b. Using these bounds, the bilinear terms 6;; = y;z; can be

linearized using the following McCormick inequalities:

1

Oij < ———a; Vi€ |[n],j€[m] 9)
vio + Vij

0ij <yi — ¢i;(0)(1 —x;) Vi€ |[n],j€[m] (10)

0 > 6y(Va; Vi€ [n],j € m) (11)

02— (1)) Vi€ n)j€ lm) (12)

Note that constraints (12) are equivalent to constraints (7) and constraints (9), (10) are stronger
than constraints (5), (6), respectively, thanks to the tighter bounds ¢;;, for all i € [n],j € [m)].



The linearization and the McCormick inequalities lead to the following MILP formulation:

min Y Y pirivifi + Y pirivioys (MILP)
i€[n]

i€[n] j€[m]
s.t. Z ﬁkja;j < ap Vk € [k]

J€[m]

1
0;; <

Vio + Vi
0ij > ¢ij(1)x; Vi€ [n],j € [m]
0ij < yi — ¢i(0)(1 —xj) Vi€ n],je[m]

xj Vi € [n],j € [m]

1 . .
Giiji—Ufo(l—xj) Vi € [n],j € [m]

VY + Z 005 > 1 Vi € [n] (13)
JE€[m]

zj € {0,1} Vj € [m]

Vi, 0i; = 0 Vi € [n],j € [m]

CONIC Reformulation The MILP reformulation mentioned above, even with McCormick
inequalities, is reported to have poor performance due to weak continuous relaxation. To ad-
dress this issue, the CONIC reformulation proposed in (Sen et al., 2018) leverages rotated
cone constraints of the form :1;% < xox3 with z1,z2,23 > 0, and reformulates (CAP-MIN) as a
mixed-integer second-order cone program, which can be readily solved by an off-the-shelf solver.
Specifically, by letting z; = vi0+2je[m] v;j2;, the rotated cone form of y; = 1/(vi0+2j€[m] Vi %)

and 0;; = z;1; can be presented as follows:

yizi > 1 Vi € [n] (14)
91']'2’7; > l‘? Vi € [n],] € [m] (15)



The CONIC formulation introduced by Sen et al. (2018) can be written as follows:

min

s.t.

Z Z piTi;vijBi; + Z PiTiVi0Y; (CONIC)
i€[n] je[m)] i€n]
> Bz <ar Yk e[k
JE[m]
Zi = Vi0 + Z Vij T 5 Vi € [n]
Jj€lm]
YiZi >1 Vi € [n]
iz > x? Vi € [n],j € [m]
VY + Z 005 > 1 Vi € [n] (16)
J€lm]
1 . .
Oij > ¢ij(1)x; Vi€ [n],j € [m] (18)
01‘]‘ <vy; — gbZ](O)(l — CL‘j) Vi e [n],] S [m] (19)
1
0ij > yi — 7(1 — ;) Vi€ [n],j € [m] (20)
i0
xzj € {0,1} Vj € [m]
Yi, 2i,0i5 > 0 Vi€ [n],j € [m]

It is important to note that Constraints (16)-(20) are McCormick inequalities and are redundant

in the formulation. However, Sen et al. (2018) suggest including these constraints to enhance

the continuous relaxations of the mixed-integer nonlinear program.

4 QOuter Approximation and Supper-modular Cuts

In this section, we examine components of the objective function in (CAP-MIN) that can be

proven to be convex and supper-modular. This analysis will enable us to derive valid cuts that

can be incorporated into a CP or B&C procedure to solve the problem.

4.1 Supper-modularity and Convexity

For each i € [n] and j € [m], let us denote

D;(x) =1/(vio + Z Uijxj)

j€lm]
Vi(x) = vio + Y vija
Jj€lm]



We also define ®;() as a subset function if it takes input as an assortment solution:

®;(S) = 1/(vio + Y _ vij)

j€S

We start by stating the following proposition:

Proposition 1 For any i € [n|, ®;(x) is convex in x and ®;(S) is monotonically decreasing

and supper-modular.

The proposition can be easily verified by noting that (v + Zje[m] vijx) is linear in x, and the
function f(¢) = 1/t is convex in t. As a result, ®;(x) is convex in x. The submodularity can
also be verified by observing that, for any subsets A C B C [m] and any j* € [m] \ B, we have

the following inequalities:

1 1
vio T 2 jeaiy  Vio T Xjeaugy Vii
Vgj*
(vio + 22 jea vig) (Vo + 2 e augjey Vi)
Vjj*
(vio + 225 vig) (Vio + 2 je pugjey Vi)
= 0;(B) — ®;(BU{j*}), (22)

®;(A) — 2(AU{j"})

>

which directly implies the supper-modularity.

The convexity then implies that, for any solution candidate x € {0,1}™, the following inequal-

ities are valid for any x € X:

Bi(x) > Y q,:g’;Q(xj—@)wi(x) vi € [n] (23)

JE€[m]

Moreover, since ®;(S) is supper-modular, the following inequality is valid for any S C [m]:

(8> > — Y ¢i(m] — k) + 2i(S)

ke[m]\S‘ﬂS keS\S
Oi(S) > > W@ = Y Ui(S—k)+®i(S)
ke[m]\SnS keS\S

where 1% (S) = ¢;(S + k) — ¢;(S). These can be transformed into inequalities in the x space as:

'Uzk Sl?k -1) Uzkﬂ?k _
>3 G et 2w e T o0 @
ke[m]
vik(ﬂck —1) Uzkxk _
, > E E _ )

for any x € X', where e is an all-one vector of size m, ey, is a vector of size m with zero elements

10



except the k-th element which takes a value of 1, and 0 is an all-zero vector of size m.

4.2 Cutting Plane and Branch-and-Cut Approaches

Both CP and B&C procedures work by defining a master problem, which can be solved quickly
using an off-the-shelf solver. At each step, valid cuts are added to the master problem to
outer-approximate the nonlinear terms, and the master problem is repeatedly solved until an
optimal solution is found or a stopping condition is met. In our context, the entire objective
function is neither convex nor submodular, so typical CP or B&C approaches are not directly
applicable. To utilize the valid cuts discussed above, let us rewrite (CAP-MIN) as the following

mixed-integer nonlinear program:
xmgi;l Z Z piri i Pi(x) + Z pirivioP;(x) (26)
i€n] je€m i€[n]

Since all the terms p;7;;v;52; and p;r;vio are non-negative for all i € [n] and j € [m], we can set
y; = ®;(x) and reformulate (26) as

Z Z plrljvljxjyl + Z PiTiVi0Yi (MlNLP)

i€[n] j€[m] i€[n]
sty > Pi(x), Vi € [n] (27)
x€e X,y e R} (28)

To support the use of the outer-approximation and submodular cuts mentioned above, the
following proposition states that the mixed-integer nonlinear program in (MINLP) is equivalent
to a mixed-integer bilinear program where the nonlinear constraints (27) are replaced by a set

of valid cuts (outer-approximation or submodular cuts).

Proposition 2 The MINLP is equivalent to the following mized-integer bilinear program:

Z Z PiTiViTYi + Z PiTiVi0Yi (MIBLP)

i€[n] je[m] i€[n]
st yi > (af) @+ B, YEe X, i€ [n] (29)
xec X, yecRY (30)

where y; > (a%) T:z:—f—ﬂ% are outer-approrimation or submodular cuts, constructed by generating

valid inequalities of the forms in (23), (24), and (25) at point .

Proof. We will prove that the feasible sets of (MINLP) and (MIBLP) are equivalent. To this
end, let (x,y) be a feasible solution to (MINLP), implying y; < ®;(x) for all x € X. Since all

11



the cuts in (MIBLP) are valid, we have ®;(x) < (a)™x + BL for any X € X. This leads to
yi < (05) X + By, VX € X,
implying that (x,y) is also feasible for (MIBLP).

For the opposite direction, let (x,y) be a feasible solution to (MIBLP). We have, for any x € X,
yi < min(al)™x + Bk < (o) + Bl = Wi(x),
pS
implying that (x,y) is also feasible for (MINLP). =

It is important to note that prior studies have demonstrated that submodular maximization
can be equivalently reformulated as a MILP with constraints given by submodular cuts gener-
ated at every point in the feasible set. Similarly, a mixed-integer convex optimization can be
reformulated as a MILP with constraints given by outer-approximation cuts generated at every
point in the feasible set. The result in Proposition 2 shares a similar synergy but is distinct in

that the objective in (MINLP) is neither submodular nor convex.

Cutting Plane. Proposition 2 suggests that we can define a master problem by removing the
nonlinear constraints in (27). At each iteration of the CP, valid cuts (outer-approximation or
submodular cuts) are added to the master problem, which is then solved repeatedly to obtain
new candidate solutions. The process terminates when a solution that is feasible for (MINLP)
is found. It is important to note that this process always terminates after a finite number of
iterations and returns an optimal solution to (MINLP) and (MIBLP). To understand why, let
YV ={(x4y",...,(x* y*)} represent the k solution candidates obtained after k iterations of
the CP. In the next iteration, assume the master problem returns a solution candidate (x*,y*).
If (x*,y*) already appears in ), it must be an optimal solution to (MINLP). To prove this,
assume (x*,y*) € ). Since the master problem at iteration k£ contains valid cuts generated by
points in ), we have:
yr > (0h)™x 4+ BL, VR €V, x € X,i € [n].

Since (x*,y*) € Y, we have:
yi > (h)"x + Bl = Ui(x"), Vi € [n],

implying that (x*,y*) is feasible for (MINLP) (which also imply that the CP process will ter-
minate). Moreover, the master problem shares the same objective function as (MINLP), and
its feasible set always contains the feasible set of (MINLP). Thus, an optimal solution to the
master problem being feasible for (MINLP) directly implies that (x*,y*) is optimal for (MINLP).
Therefore, we obtain the desired claim. Since the feasible set X is finite, this also indicates that

the CP always terminates at an optimal solution after a finite number of iterations.

Our CP will rely on two versions of the master problem: one is the bilinear program in (MIBLP),

12



and the other is a MILP where the bilinear terms are linearized using McCormick inequalities.

Specifically, we will utilize the following master problems:

min Z Z pﬂ‘;j’uijl‘jyi + Z PiTiVi0Ys (Bi—Master)

i€[n] je[m] i€[n]
s.t. [Outer-approximation & supper-modular cuts]

xe X,y eRl}

and a linearized version of (Bi-Master):

min Z Z pzrwvwﬁU + Z PiTiV0Y; (Li-Master)

i€[n] j€[m] i€[n]

s.t. [Outer-approximation & supper-modular cuts]

6 < Uoi%% vien],j € [m] (31)
0ij = ¢ij(L)x; Vi€ [n],j € [m] (32)
Oij <yi — ¢i;(0)(1 — ;) Vi€ |[n],j€[m] (33)
6 > yi — 010(1 —2)  Vie[n),jem] (34)
x€X,yeR: (35)

where Constraints (31)-(34) are McCormick inequalities used to linearize the bilinear term
0ij = xiy;.
In Algorithm 1 below, we present the main steps of our CP method utilizing the bilinear master

problem in (Bi-Master). A similar approach can be implemented using the linear master problem
n (Li-Master).

Algorithm 1: Cutting Plane

Set a small € > 0 as the optimal gap

Use a greedy heuristic algorithm to get a solution candidate X
Build the master problem and add some initial cuts using x

do
Solve the master problem to get a new solution candidate (X,y)

Add outer-approximation and supper-modular cuts based on (X,y) to the master
problem
until y; > ®;(x) for all i € [n];
Return (X) as an optimal solution.

Segment-based CP. In the above CP methods, cuts are added for each function ®;(x)
corresponding to each customer class ¢ € [n]. Consequently, the number of cuts added to the
master problem at each iteration is proportional to the number of customer classes. This can
lead to a rapid increase in the size of the master problem if the number of customer classes is

large, which is often the case when, for instance, the choice probabilities of the MMNL model are
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approximated by sample average approximation. The segment-based outer-approximation cut
technique proposed by Mai & Lodi (2020b) suggests that we can combine individual customer
classes into larger groups to balance the number of cuts created at each iteration and the number
of iterations until convergence. To implement this idea, let us divide the set of n customer classes

into L disjoint groups G, ..., Gy, such that (J;c;;) G = [n]. Using this, (26) can be rewritten as:

min oD w6 |+ )] Rix) (36)

jelm] \le[L] le[L]

where

Gl(x) =Y pirfjuij®i(x)

1€G;

Ri(x) = Z pirTivioPi(x)

1€G;

We then can reformulate (36) as:

min Y Y @izl + Y 4 (MINLP-SB)

1€[n] le[L] le[L]

stz > Gl(x), VI € [L],5 € [m] (37)
t > Ry(x), VI € [L] (38)
xe X,y eR} (39)

It can be observed that G{ (x) and Ry(x) exhibit similar properties to those of ¥;(x), namely
convexity and supper-modularity. Therefore, outer-approximation and supper-modular cuts of
the form in (23), (24), and (25) (but derived for G{() and Rj(x)) can be used to approximate

the nonlinear functions. Specifically, for any candidate solution X, the following cuts are valid
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for (MINLP-SB):

2> Z piThvg; Z i (zj — Tj) + Pi(x) (40)
1= iTiVij : 2\ T i
i€Gy _JVGVn](1“0‘+'§:jehn]1hixﬂ) |
—Ui4 _ _
tr= ) pirivio 5 (1 — 75) + ®4(X) (41)
gg: j%: y (Vi0F 2 jefm) iss) |
j Vik Cvk -1) Uik Tk _
A=) pirijvig Z\p i e k+ij i Voo (1m0 R (12)
= [kelm] k) k |
X o (r. — 1 V; kxk _
A>3 pirivi | > vik (T ot e (1—ap) + ®i(X) | (43)
I = 145 %1 ] — 7
i€Gy _kam]WAO)W(O—+e ke[m] Wi (3)Wi(x — ex) |
ik (T — 1) Vi T _
wz Dorva| ¥ grletiarit ¥ ggue eyt E| @
icG, =% i k) ke[m] i k

vik(Tk — 1) Vi X _
t = Zﬂﬂ“wio Z Zk L Tk + Z lk - (1 — ) + B4(x) (45)

i€g, ke[m) Vi(0)¥:(0 +ex) k[]Z Wi(x —ey)

where (41)-(40) are outer-approximation cuts, and (42)-(45) are supper-modular cuts.

Similar to the CP method described above, we can utilize the following two master problems

Incorporated in into CP to solve (36):

min Z Z T2 + Z t (Bi-Master-SB)

jE[m] le[L] le[L)]
s.t. [Outer-approximation & supper-modular cuts of the form (40)-(45)]

xe X,y eRl}
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and a version where the bilinear terms are linearized:

min Z Z nj1 + Z t (Li-Master-SB)

je[m] €[] le(L]

s.t. [Outer-approximation & supper-modular cuts of the form (40)-(45)]

/
PiTVij

; lelll,j
el ECRIR S A L0

N <
€G]

V

njt = Zpﬁévij@j(l) zj  VIE[L],j € [m]
1€G;

< 2 — sz’?”gvij@j(o) (L—z;) VIel[L],j€ [m]
i€G;

. 1 ‘
nj > 2 — Zpirgvijv—o (1—z;) Viel[L],je[m]
i€Gy !

x € X,n e Rt e RY 2 e R

It can be seen that, at each iteration of the CP, O(L x m) cuts are added to the segment-
based master problem in (Bi-Master-SB) and (Li-Master-SB), while O(n x m) cuts are added
to (Li-Master) and (Bi-Master) discussed in the previous section. As noted in previous work,
the segment-based CP approach requires solving a smaller master problem at each iteration (as
the number of added cuts is smaller), but the overall CP process may require more iterations
to converge. This is because the segment-based approach loses some details of the objective
functions, necessitating more iterations to successfully outer-approximate the nonlinear com-
ponents. Choosing an appropriate number of segments helps balance the growth rate of the
master problem and the total number of iterations required. In the experimental section, we

will provide a detailed discussion on this matter.

Branch-and-Cut: The outer-approximation, submodular cuts, and the master problem out-
lined above can also be incorporated into a B&C procedure to solve the assortment prob-
lem. Specifically, all valid cuts (outer-approximation and submodular) can be added using the
lazy-cut callback procedure within solvers such as Gurobi and CPLEX. We also utilize two

versions of the master problems, namely, bilinear and linear programs.

To enhance the performance of the B&C, we add Constraints (2) to the master problem. Al-
though these constraints are redundant in the main problem formulation, they help provide
tighter continuous relaxations during the B&C procedure. It is worth noting that such con-
straints do not work with CP, as they directly lead to y; > ¥;(x). Consequently, the master
problem is no longer a restricted version of the main problem and solving the problem us-
ing CP becomes equivalent to solving the assortment problem through the MILP or CONIC

reformulations.
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4.3 An Approximation Scheme

An interesting feature of submodular maximization (or super-modular minimization) is that
a simple polynomial-time greedy heuristic can guarantee a constant factor approximation of
(1 —1/e). In the context of assortment optimization under the MMNL model, it is known that
even without any constraints, approximating any constant factor is NP-hard. The objective
in this context is not submodular, but as discussed previously, it contains some submodular
components. In this section, we demonstrate that super-modularity can be leveraged to devise
a simple polynomial-time greedy algorithm that yields solutions with semi-constant factor guar-
antees. Such solutions can be used for warm starts of CP or B&C procedures to enhance the

optimization.

First, we state in the following proposition that the objective function, defined as a set function,
is monotonically increasing and supper-modular if all the prices r;; are the same for all i € [n]
and j € [m].

Proposition 3 Ifr;; = r;j for alli € [n] and j,j' € [m], then the objective function in (Assort)

1s momnotonically increasing and supper-modular.

We then define the following set function G(S), which is F(S) when all the prices are set to

G(S)=) pi

i€[n]

unit values:
>_jes Vij
Vio + D jes Vij

From Proposition 3, we know that G(S) is monotonic and supper-modular, implying that a
simple greedy heuristic can offer at least a (1 — 1/e) approximation solution to the problem
maxg |s|<r G(S). Below, we demonstrate that this greedy procedure can also provide a guar-
anteed solution to the assortment optimization problem under MMNL, both in unconstrained

and cardinality-constrained settings.

Proposition 4 Let S = {S1,...,Sn} be a set of solutions returned by performing the Greedy
Heuristic on max|g|<, G(S) forr=1,...,m. Then, S contains a (2:—;2 (1 — %)) -approrimation
solution to (Assort), under the cardinality constraint |S| < C or without any constraints. In

other words

min 1
max F'(S) > - <1—> max F'(S)
SES Timax e) s
- 1
max F(S) > [min <1 - ) max F'(S) (46)
Ses, |S|<C Tmax e/ |S|I<C

where rmin = Milie () jcim] Tij AN Tmax = MAXc(n] jclm)] Tij
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Proof. We first consider (Assort) without a cardinality constraint |S| < C. For any S C [m],

we can see that:
rminG(S) S F(S) S TmaxG(S)

which implies

min max G(S) < max F(5) < rpax max G(5)
S, 18|1<C S, |S|<C S, |S|<C

Moreover, since G(S) is monotonic and supper-modular, it is guaranteed that G(S¢) > (1 —

1/e) maxg, |sj<c G(S). Thus we have:

—_
|

TmaXG(SC)

Vv v
_
|

v

v
/—\/\/._\\/'\
|
Ol Ol Ol O+

—_
|

~— N N
n
©n
A
Q

which implies:

F(Sc) - (1= 2) rminG(Sc) _ 7min <1 B 1) (47)
maxg |s|<c F(S) — rmaxG(SC) T'max

We obtain the approximation factor as desired.

For the unconstrained case, let S* be optimal for the unconstrained problem maxgc(, F (S),
and let C' = |S*|. From (47), we see that:

F(S,
s, |s|<c Fin. (1-1
which directly implies that:
Tmin 1
max F'(S) > (1—) max F'(5)
SeS Fmax e ) SCiml

as desired. This completes the proof. m

Proposition 4 implies that one can obtain a ;:ﬁ (1 — %)—approximation solution by performing
the Greedy Heuristic on max|g—, G(S) for 7 = 1,...,m. This process can be completed in
O(m3n), where O(mn) is the time required to compute the objective function G(S) for any
S C [m], and O(m?) is the maximum number of steps in the Greedy Heuristic for € [m]. To
the best of our knowledge, this is the first approximation result for the assortment optimization

problem under MMNL when the number of customer classes is not constant.

It is known that (Assort) is NP-hard to approximate any constant factor. Our result stated in

Proposition 4, however, does not conflict with this inapproximability claim, as ryin/Tmax 18 not
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constant. In addition, the approximation in Proposition 4 would be useful when the differences
between prices in the set [m] are not large. For instance, if 7min/Tmax > 0.5 (i.e., the price of the
most expensive item is at most double the price of the least expensive one), then the Greedy
Heuristic mentioned in Proposition 4 can guarantee approximately 0.32 approximation solu-
tions. Related to this approximation result, Berbeglia & Joret (2020) provide an approximation
guarantee for revenue-ordered assortments for the unconstrained mixed-logit assortment prob-
lem, and Han et al. (2022) establish conditions under which the assortment objective function
(in the form of a subset function) is submodular. Our results are more general, as we provide ap-
proximation guarantees for both unconstrained and cardinality-constrained problems, without

being restricted to additional conditions that may not hold in general settings.

To further assess the performance of the above Greedy Heuristic with respect to the performance
guarantee mentioned in Proposition 4, we take instances of {200, 500} products and {20, 50}

customer classes and solve them using the Greedy Heuristic. The maximum number of products

in the assortment is set to {20, 50}, and the value :E;‘; is generated within the range [0.25, 0.9].
Figure 1 plots the optimal ratios given by the Greedy Heuristic, computed by taking the ratios
between the objective values given by the Greedy Heuristic and the corresponding optimal
values. For comparison, we also include the approximation guarantee (1 —1/ 6)%. This figure
shows that the actual optimal ratios provided by the Greedy Heuristic are significantly higher
than the theoretical guarantee, which aligns with expectations. In fact, the Greedy Heuristic
was able to return near-optimal solutions for the all cases considered. It can also be observed

that when ry,;, gets closer to ryax, the actual optimal ratio is closer to the theoretical guarantee.

200 products, 20 customers, Capacity = 20 500 products, 50 customers, Capacity = 50
1.0 oo cecss cove 00 s 000 s0cs00ce0s s0 o o o o o o 1.0 o eecece socees cocsecsccscscse o 0 o o o o
0.8 - 0.8 -

0.6 1 0.6 -
0.4 0.4
F(Sc)/ max F(S) F(Sc)/ max F(S)
0.2 s,|s|=C 0.2 s,|s|=C
Iminlfmax(1 — 1/€) Fminlfmax(1 — 1/€)
03 04 05 06 07 08 09 03 04 05 06 07 08 09
Imin/Tmax Fmin/Fmax

Figure 1: Optimality ratios provided by the Greedy Heuristic.

19



5 Numerical Study

5.1 Experimental settings

To examine the effectiveness of the outer-approximation and supper-modular cuts, we perform
a numerical study on four sets of problems provided by Sen et al. (2018) and several newly
generated sets. The problems are solved with the Gurobi 11.0.0 solver on a computer with
a 12th Gen Intel (R) CoreTM i7-1255U processor and 16 GB of RAM operating on 64-bit
Windows 10. We use the default settings of Gurobi, except that we force the solver to use 8
threads to explore the solutions. All data and . 1p files provided by Sen et al. (2018) are available
at https://atamturk.ieor.berkeley.edu/data/assortment.optimization/. Existing .1p
files found via the above URL are directly run with Gurobi, while our models and CONIC
formulation introduced by Sen et al. (2018) for new datasets are implemented in C++. We set
a time limit of one hour for all instances. If the solver or algorithm exceeds this time limit, it

is forced to stop, and the best solutions found within the allotted time are reported.

In Sen et al. (2018), the first and second sets of problems are randomly generated with n =
{20,50} and m = {200, 500}, respectively. Let us denote these sets as Sen_200_20 and Sen_500_50.
For each product j € [m], the revenue r;; is the same across the customer classes i € [n] and
drawn from a uniform U[1, 3] distribution. The utilities v;; are generated from a U[1,2] dis-
tribution. The probability p; that the demand originates from customer class 7 is set to 1/20
in the first set of problems and 1/50 in the second. The no-purchase preference ;g is either
5 or 10 in Sen_200_20 and either 10 or 20 in Sen_500_50. The only cardinality constraint
(Eje[m] xj < C) is considered, and the maximum capacity C of the assortment is taken from
{10, 20, 50,100,200} in Sen_200_-20 and {20, 50, 100, 200,500} in Sen_500_50. For each value of
no-purchase preference and capacity, the authors generate 5 instances, resulting in a total of 50

instances.

The third set of problems in Sen et al. (2018) is associated with 100 customers and 100 products.
Let us denote it as Sen_100_100. This is also the hard set of problems generated based on a
working paper that is now published as Désir et al. (2022). An undirected graph G = (V, E)
with V' = m = n = 100 is created to generate the utilities v;;. The revenue r;; is randomly
generated from a U[1, 3] distribution and the probability p; is in [0, 1]. The capacity C is taken
from {10, 20,50,100} and the no-purchase preference is either 1 or 2. There are 5 instances

generated for each pair of capacity and no-purchase preference, leading to 40 instances.

The fourth set of problems is created in the same way as the first set, except that the set
of 200 products is divided into 5 disjoint subsets Sy (k = 1,...,5). This leads to a gen-
eral capacity constraint: Zje[m} Bjz; < o where §; is randomly generated from U|0, 1] dis-
tribution and 5 extra capacity constraints: Zje[sk} zj < Ck. The set of pairs (a,Cy) is
{(5,2),(10,4), (25, 10), (50, 20), (100,40) } and the no-purchase preference is either 10 or 20. We

denote this set of instances as Sen_200_20_5.
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Besides the four sets of instances mentioned above, we choose other parameter settings and

generated several new sets of instances as follows:

e 200.20_10: The utilities, the no-purchase preferences, and the revenues are the same as
Sen_200_20_5. The set of 200 products is divided into 10 disjoint subsets. The set of pairs
(a> Ck?) is {(57 2)7 (10, 4)7 (25, 10)7 (507 20)}

e 500_.50_5 and 500_50_10: The utilities, the no-purchase preferences, and the revenues are
generated by the same technique used for Sen_500_50. The set of 500 products is divided
into 5 and 10 disjoint subsets, respectively. The («, Cy) is one of {(10,4), (25,10), (50,20),
(125,50), (250,100)} for 500.50_5 and is in {(5,2), (10,4), (25,10), (50, 20), (125,50)} for
500.50_10. The parameter f; is in U[0, 1].

e 100.100_5 and 100.100_10: The utilities, the no-purchase preferences, and the revenues
are the same as Sen_100_100. The set of 100 products is divided into 5 and 10 disjoint sub-
sets, respectively. The set of pairs (a, Cy) is {(5, 2), (10, 4), (25, 10), (50, 20)} for 100-100_5
and {(5,2), (10,4), (25,10)} for 100_100_10.

e 1000.100: This set of instances considers cardinality constraint only. The utilities are in
U]0, 1] and the revenues are generated from U[1, 3]. The probability parameters p; (i € [n])
is in U[0,1]. The maximum capacity (C) is one of {25, 50,100,250,500} and the no-

purchase preference is either 10 or 20.

e 1000_100_5 and 1000_.100_10: The parameters of instances are the same as 1000_100,
except that 1000 products are divided into 5 and 10 disjoint sets, and the capacity con-
straints for subsets are considered besides the general capacity (8; € U[0,1] Vj € [m]).
The value of each pair (o, Cy) for 1000-100_5 is chosen from the set {(25,10), (50,20),
(125,50), (250,100), (500,200)}, and one for 1000.100-10 is in {(10,4), (25,10), (50,20),
(125,50), (250,100)}.

5.2 Comparison Results

Our experimental results indicate that when the number of customer classes is not too large (as
is the case for all the instances considered above), B&C generally outperforms CP. Therefore,
we will first focus on the comparison results for the B&C method (with comparisons to CP
provided in the appendix). In the next subsection, we will present numerical results using CP

for the case of a large number of customer classes.

Table 1 reports comparison results for instances of single cardinality constraint. The first column
lists groups of instances with the number of products varying from 100 to 1000. The second
and third columns present the no-purchase preference and the maximum number of products
offered in an assortment. The next five columns show number of optimal solutions found by the
CONIC and B&C algorithm under the two master programs (Bi-Master) and (Li-Master). Here,
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Columns “CONIC”, “OA” and “OA+SC” indicate the numbers of optimal solutions found by
the CONIC and B&C procedure in two different scenarios, including outer-approximation cuts
(OA) and combination of outer-approximation and supper-modular cut (OA+SC), within the
time limit. The last five columns refer to the average running time (in seconds) for each group of
instances. The symbol “-” means that the method cannot terminate within the time limit (3600
seconds). The highest numbers of optimal solutions found over all methods are highlighted in
bold. The last row presents the total numbers of optimal solutions over all instances for each
method. Here, we do not include the MILP reformulation in the comparison, as prior work (Sen

et al., 2018) has reported that this approach is outperformed by the CONIC approach.

#(Solved instances) Computing time (s)
(Bi-Master) 4+ B&C | (Li-Master) + B&C (Bi-Master) + B&C | (Li-Master) 4+ B&C
Dataset vio | a | CONIC | OA  OA+SC OA  OA+SC CONIC OA OA+SC OA OA+4SC
10 5 5 5 5 5 2.54 2.40 2.82 4.44 5.01
20 5 5 5 5 5 3.07 2.32 3.19 3.12 3.49
5 50 5 5 5 5 5 1.57 1.25 1.50 1.13 1.23
100 5 5 5 5 5 0.68 0.96 1.12 0.53 0.58
200 5 5 5 5 5 0.74 1.03 1.29 0.56 0.56
Sen-200-20 0] 5 5 5 5 5 205 | 1.47 183 411 124
20 5 5 5 5 5 3.06 1.70 2.47 3.25 3.25
10 | 50 5 5 5 5 5 4.67 1.68 2.04 1.96 2.04
100 5 5 5 5 5 0.79 0.97 1.20 0.54 0.57
200 5 5 5 5 5 0.65 1.00 1.26 0.70 0.69
20 5 5 5 5 5 99.32 40.08 38.26 | 127.63 126.22
50 5 5 5 5 5 60.61 59.33 58.96 | 63.51 63.86
10 | 100 5 5 5 5 5 36.68 32.99 38.43 | 27.15 28.19
200 5 5 5 5 5 22.13 14.71 17.51 8.11 7.29
Sen 50050 500 5 5 5 5 5 25.50 21.58 20.70 9.43 9.45
20 5 5 5 5 5 111.36 23.48 17.42 | 150.77 156.31
50 5 5 5 5 5 109.77 84.90 90.43 | 108.91 108.95
20 | 100 5 5 5 5 5 70.30 70.95 73.74 | 65.37 70.93
200 5 5 5 5 5 22.30 20.63 20.24 8.69 8.19
500 5 5 5 5 5 26.05 20.17 18.86 9.11 8.28
10 5 5 5 5 5 4.29 4.14 4.43 | 30.36 27.72
1 20 5 5 5 5 5 8.66 4.78 4.64 | 50.95 40.17
50 5 5 5 5 5 1.52 1.02 0.99 4.31 4.41
100 5 5 5 5 5 0.38 0.41 0.43 2.22 2.32
Sen-100-100 10 5 5 5 5 5 2.49 2.42 2.51 16.55 15.53
9 20 5 5 5 5 5 6.59 3.77 3.91 27.95 25.96
50 5 5 5 5 5 3.64 1.59 2.03 8.24 9.52
100 5 5 5 5 5 0.21 0.22 0.24 1.03 1.10
25 1 5 5 5 5 3530.94 | 288.27 293.99 | 539.53 1064.15
50 5 5 5 5 5 1637.69 | 450.78 397.34 | 685.28 518.85
10 | 100 5 5 5 5 5 439.77 | 305.85 226.62 | 402.85 290.64
250 5 5 5 5 5 104.67 74.23 67.70 | 43.33 38.84
1000.100 500 5 5 5 5 5 135.42 80.27 83.84 | 52.73 56.75
25 0 5 5 5 5 - | 149.04 132.68 | 175.08 166.27
50 5 5 5 5 5 1467.83 | 385.68 283.00 | 603.74 450.73
20 | 100 5 5 5 5 5 1368.80 | 400.76 284.13 | 490.18 443.51
250 5 5 5 5 5 348.09 76.41 72.88 | 50.43 50.45
500 5 5 5 5 5 107.90 70.29 72.85 34.65 34.46
Summary 181 190 190 190 190 191.96 71.15 61.78 | 100.49 101.34

Table 1: Results for Sen_200_20, Sen_500_50, Sen_100_100 and 1000_100. Time limit set to
one hour. Average values are calculated by taking into account only those instances solved to
optimality by the respective approach. Best values (the largest number of instances solved, or
the lowest computing time) are highlighted in bold.

As shown in Table 1, the B&C methods are able to solve all the instances from Sen et al.
(2018) to optimality, whereas the CONIC approach provides optimal solutions for 181 out of
190 instances. Specifically, for the largest-sized instances from the 1000_100 dataset, the B&C
methods find all optimal solutions out of 50 instances compared to 41 for the CONIC approach.
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In terms of computing time, the B&C approaches are approximately 1.89 to 3.1 times faster
than CONIC for all instances solved optimally. Among the B&C methods, the algorithm based
on (Bi-Master) with OA+SC appears to be the fastest.

#(Solved instances) Computing time (s)
(Bi-Master) + B&C | (Li-Master) + B&C (Bi-Master) + B&C | (Li-Master) + B&C
kE | vio | a,ap | CONIC | OA OA+SC OA OA+SC CONIC OA OA+SC OA OA+SC
5,2 5 5 5 5 5 3.99 2.38 2.44 3.47 3.65
10,4 5 5 5 5 5 7.95 4.34 4.60 4.55 4.81
10 | 25,10 5 5 5 5 5 22.99 8.45 8.02 6.43 7.18
50,20 5 5 5 5 5 1.20 1.13 1.11 1.02 1.05
5 100,40 5 5 5 5 5 0.86 0.95 0.98 0.80 0.81
5,2 5 5 5 5 5 3.76 1.84 1.79 2.49 2.30
10,4 5 5 5 5 5 5.70 3.31 3.30 3.09 3.26
20 | 25,10 5 5 5 5 5 25.98 7.22 8.89 6.26 6.78
50,20 5 5 5 5 5 8.52 2.07 1.97 2.06 2.14
100,40 5 5 5 5 5 0.71 1.14 1.19 0.70 0.71
5,2 5 5 5 5 5 18.24 9.43 10.07 7.24 8.73
10 10,4 5 5 5 5 5 122.25 | 102.03 98.63 | 31.95 33.13
25,10 5 5 5 5 5 64.34 | 76.39 68.01 | 57.04 65.42
10 50,20 5 5 5 5 5 0.91 1.00 0.98 0.88 0.85
5,2 5 5 5 5 5 10.77 6.73 6.50 5.16 5.00
2 10,4 5 5 5 5 5 46.29 17.41 19.56 | 15.83 15.82
25,10 5 5 5 5 5 162.59 | 122.12 101.43 | 70.46 99.31
50,20 5 5 5 5 5 7.21 3.03 287 | 2.54 2.60
Summary 90 90 90 90 90 28.57 | 20.61 19.02 | 12.78 14.56

Table 2: Results for Sen_200_20_5 and 200_20_10

Tables 2 and 3 present the comparison results of the CONIC and B&C methods on the 100_100_5,
100.100_10, Sen_200_20_5, and 200_.20_10 datasets. Both methods perform well on these
datasets when all instances are solved to optimality. Specifically, for the Sen_200_20_5 and
200_20_10 datasets, the B&C method using OA within its procedure is the fastest for 11 out
of 18 instance sets. On average, this approach is about 2.23 times faster than the highest
runtime, which comes from the CONIC approach, across all instances. For the 100.100_5 and
100-100-10 datasets, the B&C method with (Bi-Master) and OA is the most efficient in terms
of average runtime, followed by B&C with (Bi-Master) and OA+SC. Overall, the B&C method
with (Bi-Master) and OA cuts is approximately 9 to 15.89 times faster than both the CONIC
approach and the B&C method with (Li-Master), achieving the best average computation times

for 15 out of 18 instance sets.

We also present comparison results for larger instances (i.e., larger numbers of customer classes
and products) in Tables 4 and 5. These results are consistent with earlier experiments. The B&C
approaches outperform the CONIC method in terms of both the number of optimal solutions
found and computing time. For the 500-product dataset, the best approach is (Bi-Master) with
89 out of 100 optimal solutions found, followed by (Li-Master) with 86 out of 100, and the CONIC
method with 81 out of 100. The two fastest settings of the B&C algorithm are those based on
the linear master problem (Li-Master). Although the B&C method based on (Bi-Master) requires
higher runtimes compared to those based on the linear master problem, it is important to note
that the computation time is calculated based on instances solved to optimality, and the B&C
with (Bi-Master) solves the most instances, including difficult and time-consuming ones. In
Table 5, the B&C based on (Li-Master) significantly outperforms other methods by finding 76
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#(Solved instances)

Computing time (s)

(Bi-Master) + B&C | (Li-Master) + B&C (Bi-Master) 4+ B&C | (Li-Master) + B&C
k | vio | oy | CONIC | OA OA+SC OA  OA+SC CONIC OA OA+SC OA OA+SC
5,2 5 5 5 5 5 58.33 3.78 4.04 | 47.46 42.86
1 10,4 5 5 5 5 5 177.19 | 13.18 15.09 | 135.60 112.90
25,10 5 5 5 5 5 46.11 1.47 1.69 11.15 11.03
5 50,20 5 5 5 5 5 3.79 0.35 0.38 2.11 2.26
5,2 5 5 5 5 5 36.31 3.25 3.54 | 29.93 26.50
9 10,4 5 5 5 5 5 124.59 8.53 8.96 | 69.41 95.93
25,10 5 5 5 5 5 97.72 2.46 2.57 | 23.29 24.07
50,20 5 5 5 5 5 1.57 0.21 0.23 1.03 1.03
5,2 5 5 5 5 5 119.58 8.62 8.62 88.73 84.48
1 10,4 5 5 5 5 5 96.16 5.41 5.67 | 49.49 45.46
10 25,10 5 5 5 5 5 20.15 1.56 1.38 6.50 6.93
5,2 5 5 5 5 5 66.69 5.61 6.70 | 44.66 47.83
2 10,4 5 5 5 5 5 79.60 4.10 4.55 | 33.03 35.62
25,10 5 5 5 5 5 35.70 2.07 1.82 10.76 10.49
Summary 70 70 70 70 70 68.82 | 4.33 4.66 | 39.51 39.10
Table 3: Results for 100.100_5 and 100_100_10

#(Solved instances) Computing time (s)
(Bi-Master) + B&C | (Li-Master) + B&C (Bi-Master) + B&C | (Li-Master) + B&C
k |vio| a,ar | CONIC | OA OA+SC OA  OA+SC CONIC OA  OA+SC OA  OA+SC
10,4 5 5 5 5 5 170.94 111.42 98.78 135.39 138.71
25,10 5 5 5 5 5 445.96 219.92 227.15 237.33 229.27
10 50,20 5 5 5 5 5 121.58 86.02 83.81 80.99 87.07
125,50 5 5 5 5 5 19.63 16.71 17.32 11.38 9.16
5 250,100 5 5 5 5 5 25.42 15.87 15.81 9.50 9.27
10,4 5 5 5 5 5 234.75 87.50 94.49 69.95 76.60
25,10 5 5 5 5 5 253.45 138.81 133.55 | 147.29 148.65
20 50,20 5 5 5 5 5 164.60 102.88 113.25 | 111.89 122.49
125,50 5 5 5 5 5 19.64 19.84 21.33 7.11 9.27
250,100 5 5 5 5 5 21.25 27.57 27.56 8.51 8.51
5,2 5 5 5 5 5 213.13 146.71 141.02 169.10 173.70
10,4 5 5 5 5 5 964.36 | 1590.73  1800.49 | 381.67 410.77
10 25,10 0 1 1 0 0 - | 3278.09 3120.50 - -
50,20 1 4 5 5 5 3078.21 1181.92  1230.10 | 982.29 1559.07
10 125,50 5 5 5 5 5 21.17 18.25 25.60 9.95 10.28
5,2 5 5 5 5 5 193.94 91.79 85.95 94.17 90.91
10,4 5 5 5 5 5 450.39 306.11 309.66 | 242.82 269.76
20 25,10 0 1 1 0 0 - | 3470.64  3474.20 - -
50,20 0 3 2 1 1 -1 2719.53  2857.56 | 2933.72 3317.22
125,50 5 5 5 5 5 15.23 26.61 22.30 6.68 7.04
Summary 81 89 89 86 86 243.89 389.54 388.21 | 191.44 233.95

out of 100 optimal solutions, compared to 66 out of 100 for the second-best formulation (?7?)
and 56 out of 100 for the CONIC method. Furthermore, the (Li-Master) with OA and OA+SC
embedded in the B&C procedure are the two fastest approaches. The average runtime of the
OA-based version is better than the other, and both are about 20% lower than that of the

CONIC method.

5.3 Experiment Results for Instances of Large Numbers of Customer Classes

In this section, we present comparison results for large-scale instances involving a large number
of customer classes. Such instances are particularly relevant when, for example, the choice prob-
abilities under the mixed-logit model are expressed as expectations over random variables. In

these cases, sample average approximation (SAA) may be needed to approximate the objective

Table 4: Results for 500_50_5 and 500_50_10
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#(Solved instances) Computing time (s)
(Bi-Master) + B&C | (Li-Master) + B&C (Bi-Master) + B&C | (Li-Master) + B&C
k | vio | a,ar | CONIC | OA OA+SC OA  OA+SC CONIC OA  OA+SC OA  OA+SC
25,10 2 3 3 4 4 1974.92 | 1291.77 1438.75 1136.26  994.03
50,20 3 3 4 4 4 1011.68 | 609.82 1067.69 661.68  542.27
10 | 125,50 4 5 5 5 5 122.70 143.86 143.76 125.04 108.85
250,100 5 5 5 5 5 134.52 | 106.68 110.95 68.34 68.37
5 500,200 5 5 5 5 5 170.70 94.35 95.45 73.05 81.12
25,10 3 5 5 5 5 1542.77 | 1280.33 1197.57 739.52  576.33
50,20 2 3 3 4 4 1750.03 | 1155.64 866.86 878.51 781.73
20 | 125,50 3 4 3 5 5 889.12 | 1145.85 373.08 925.43 826.23
250,100 5 5 5 5 5 217.07 95.40 102.95 43.43 43.65
500,200 5 5 5 5 5 110.65 87.82 94.28 45.24 46.13
10,4 1 3 3 4 4 3400.84 | 2475.91 2343.05 | 1481.40 1563.57
25,10 0 0 0 0 0 - - - - -
10 | 50,20 0 0 0 0 0 - - - - -
125,50 5 5 5 5 5 127.51 106.98 105.00 68.34 57.38
10 250,100 5 5 5 5 5 194.29 92.33 89.66 73.05 76.22
10,4 3 5 5 5 5 2593.68 | 2115.63 2177.90 | 1034.69  940.20
25,10 0 0 0 0 0 - - - - -
20 | 50,20 0 0 0 0 0 - - - - -
125,50 0 0 0 5 5 - - -1 1433.94  1565.53
250,100 5 5 5 5 5 110.65 92.40 105.41 45.38 48.81
Summary 56 66 66 76 76 620.64 | 640.33 612.89 489.61 496.32

Table 5: Results for 1000.100_5 and 1000.100_10

function, requiring a large number of samples to achieve the desired accuracy. To evaluate the
performance of our approaches on these large-scale instances, we generated four new instance
sets, named 100.1000, 2002000, 200_4000, and 100_5000. These sets contain individual cus-
tomer numbers ranging from 1000 to 5000, and the number of products is either 100 or 200.
These instances contain general capacity constraints of the form j€m] Bjx; < a, where 3; is
randomly generated from a U|[0, 1] distribution, and « is chosen from the set {10, 20,50}. The
utilities are drawn from a U|0, 1] distribution, and the revenues are generated from a U[L, 3]

distribution.

As discussed earlier, when the number of customer classes is large, adding cuts for each customer
class, as in (Bi-Master) and (Li-Master), can cause the master problem to grow quickly, resulting
in long computing times. The segment-based approach discussed in Section [] addresses this by
dividing the entire set of customer classes into disjoint subsets and adding cuts for each group
of customers. As shown in Mai & Lodi (2020b), increasing the number of customer groups
makes the master problem grow faster in terms of the number of constraints, leading to longer
solving times. However, it also helps reduce the number of iterations needed for convergence.
Therefore, it is crucial to select an appropriate group size to balance the growth rate of the
master problem and the number of iterations required for convergence. In our experiments, we
chose 20 customer groups, as this provided the best overall performance (see Figure 7?7 in the

appendix for more analyses).

Table 6 presents our comparison results for both the B&C and CP approaches, based on the two
segment-based master programs (Bi-Master-SB) and (Li-Master-SB). We utilize both OA and SC
cuts for our methods and include the CONIC methods for comparison. The best performance
is achieved by (Bi-Master-SB) embedded in the CP algorithm, which returns optimal solutions
for all instances, followed by the CP with the linear master program (Li-Master-SB) (116/120).
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#(Solved instances) Computing time (s)

B&C CP B&C CP
Dataset | vio | o (Bi-Master-SB)  (Li-Master-SB) | (Bi-Master-SB)  (Li-Master-SB) | CONIC | (Bi-Master-SB)  (Li-Master) | (Bi-Master-SB)  (Li-Master-SB)
10 5 5 5 5 5 301.06 169.68 408.98 6.71 6.93
1|20 5 5 5 5 5 146.43 76.20 81.96 4.19 13.88
100.1000 50 5 5 5 5 5 104.55 27.64 48.28 414.52 667.45
10 5 5 5 5 5 511.27 281.53 653.68 14.17 14.50
2 |20 5 5 5 5 5 289.16 111.83 205.67 4.18 5.05
50 5 5 5 5 5 104.00 28.31 35.26 519.02 545.61
10 0 4 2 5 5 - 1884.29 1243.95 60.82 65.63
5 |20 0 5 5 5 5 - 1060.01 1839.42 20.03 22.30
200.2000 50 2 5 5 5 5 3075.02 499.13 537.40 26.34 24.81
10 0 5 5 5 5 - 1863.66 1646.67 45.77 54.10
10 | 20 0 5 5 5 5 - 881.53 1100.94 19.13 19.39
50 0 5 5 5 5 - 408.05 525.99 23.89 22.18
10 0 1 1 5 5 - 2888.00 2393.56 117.01 132.87
5 |20 0 2 2 5 5 - 2203.68 1501.80 93.47 127.05
50 0 5 5 5 5 - 1435.87 1045.85 33.16 46.62
200-4000 10 0 3 2 5 5 2338.95 2191.28 66.27 7175
10 | 20 0 3 3 5 5 - 2535.00 2739.70 100.30 121.97
50 0 5 3 5 5 - 1574.44 1040.74 34.01 36.98
10 2 5 2 5 5 2465.84 1688.00 2898.66 6.42 6.47
1|20 5 5 5 5 5 1603.59 1288.66 936.60 24.22 30.42
100.5000 50 3 5 5 5 3 1798.74 364.26 1145.03 1290.35 1606.71
10 0 5 2 5 5 - 2295.70 2995.34 8.10 7.74
2 |20 2 5 5 5 5 3090.49 2020.56 1248.85 18.68 25.30
50 5 5 5 5 3 1532.11 312.29 449.97 1099.63 621.86
Summary 59 108 99 120 116 721.10 1031.23 971.65 168.77 146.82

Table 6: Numerical results for instances of large numbers of customer classes.

The B&C methods with (Bi-Master-SB) and (Li-Master-SB) provide 108/120 and 99/120 optimal
solutions, respectively, while the CONIC method solves only 59 out of 120 instances. In terms
of computing time, the CP with (Bi-Master-SB) is the fastest method for 17 out of 24 sets of
instances, being approximately 4.27 times faster than the CONIC and 6.11 times faster than

the B&C with (Bi-Master-SB), which provides the highest number of optimal solutions among

the B&C methods. The experiment demonstrates that the CP algorithm outperforms other

approaches (CONIC and B&C) in handling instances with a large number of customers.
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Figure 2: Comparison of computation times for segment-based CP algorithms with OA and SC

cuts.

Given that segment-based CP approaches offer the best performance when solving instances

of large customer classes, we extend our analysis by examining the impact of OA and SC



cuts on the overall performance of the CP algorithm. Figure 2 visualizes the average runtime
of the CP algorithm for four different settings: CP under (Bi-Master-SB) with OA cuts, CP
under (Bi-Master-SB) with OA+SC cuts, CP under (Li-Master-SB) with OA cuts, and CP under
(Li-Master-SB) with OA+SC cuts. Each bar represents the average runtime’s logarithmic scale

for each setting over 120 large instances.

Overall, the OA+SC versions (green and red bars) run slightly slower than the models with only
OA cuts (blue and orange bars) in almost all cases, except for some instances with capacity
equal to 50 solved using (Li-Master-SB). This phenomenon also occurs in the case of the B&C
with (Bi-Master-SB)/(Li-Master-SB) as shown in Tables 2 - 5.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we have addressed the capacitated assortment problem under the MMNL discrete
choice model. Unlike previous methods that primarily rely on MILP or CONIC reformula-
tions, we have explored nonlinear components of objective functions that are convex and super-
modular. We developed two types of cuts—outer-approximation and super-modular cuts—to
create new CP and B&C approaches, which iteratively add such cuts to a master problem
(linear or bilinear). Additionally, we theoretically demonstrate that super-modularity can be
leveraged to devise a simple polynomial-time Greedy Heuristic algorithm that yields solutions
with semi-constant factor guarantees. Experiments conducted on instances of various sizes es-
tablish the superiority of our CP and B&C approaches, which can solve instances with a very
large number of products and customer classes to optimality, outperforming the state-of-the-art
CONIC approach.
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APPENDIX

A Additional Numerical Results

A.1 Comparison of B&C and CP Approaches

As mentioned in the main paper, the B&C consistently outperforms the CP approaches for small-

and medium-sized instances when the number of customer classes is not too large. Below, we

provide some numerical comparisons to illustrate this. Table 7 presents a comparison between
the B&C with (Li-Master)—the best approach as shown in Tables 1 - 5—and the CP methods

under (Bi-Master) and (Li-Master), using some standard benchmark instances from Sen et al.

(2018). It can be observed that the CP performs poorly on instances with large capacity, while

the B&C with (Li-Master) solves all instances to optimality.

#(Solved instances) Computing time (s)
B&C + (Li-Master) CP BC+ (Li-Master) CP
Dataset vio | afa) (Bi-Master)  (Li-Master) (Bi-Master)  (Li-Master)
10 5 5 5 4.44 1.06 1.21
20 5 5 5 3.12 1.51 2.08
5 50 5 5 5 1.13 10.91 21.77
100 5 0 0 0.53 - -
200 5 0 0 0.56 - -
Sen-200-20 10 5 5 5 411 0.65 0.66
20 5 5 5 3.25 0.90 1.16
10 50 5 5 5 1.96 9.81 14.55
100 5 0 0 0.54 - -
200 5 0 0 0.70 - -
10 5 5 5 30.36 124.18 181.51
1 20 5 4 4 50.95 928.38 1042.14
50 5 0 0 4.31 - -
100 5 0 0 2.22 - -
Sen-100-100 10 5 5 5 16.55 22.32 25.26
9 20 5 5 5 27.95 181.49 282.79
50 5 2 1 8.24 2285.74 2858.20
100 5 5 4 1.03 678.32 373.84
5(2) 5 5 5 3.47 0.66 0.67
10(4) 5 5 5 4.55 2.18 3.54
10 | 25(10) 5 5 5 6.43 33.41 289.79
50(20) 5 0 0 1.02 . .
100(40 5 0 0 0.80 - -
Sen-200-20.-5 5((2) : 5 5 5 2.49 0.55 0.53
10(4) 5 5 5 3.09 1.84 2.66
20 | 25(10) 5 5 5 6.26 13.41 39.34
50(20) 5 0 0 2.06 - -
100(40) 5 0 0 0.70 - -
Summary 140 86 84 6.89 159.31 153.09

Table 7: Comparison of B&C and CP for small- and medium-sized instances.

A.2 Impact of the Number of Cuts for the Segment-based Approach

In this section, we explore the impact of the number of customer groups (L) on the performance
of the CP and B&C methods under the segment-based master problem (Bi-Master-SB), using

instances with a large number of customer classes described in Section 5.3. Figure 3 reports the
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average computation times of the CP and B&C methods as L varies in {1, 5, 10, 20, 50, 100, 200}.
The figure shows that as the number of cuts increases from 20 to 200, the runtime experiences
a slight upward trend, with the CP method achieving the best performance at L = 20. In
contrast, the computation times of the B&C method are unstable when L increases from 1 to
50, and then rapidly increase again as L goes from 50 to 200. Furthermore, Figure 3 indicates
that the CP algorithms (red and green lines) significantly outperform and run more stably than

the B&C methods (blue and orange lines) as L increases.

100_1000 100_5000

B&C + Li-Master-SB
B&C + Bi-Master-SB
CP + Li-Master-SB
CP + Bi-Master-SB

ARN

Log scale of Average runtime
w

3 N
200_2000 200_4000
4.25 -
g 4.00 |
£
C
2
= 3754 1
(@]
e
q>) i
2 3.501
Z
o 4
23251
b J
()]
S 3.001
- _ M
0 50 100 150 200 0 50 100 150 200
L L

Figure 3: Computation time comparison with varying number of customer groups L.
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