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Abstract

The primary contribution of this paper resides in devising constant-factor approximation
guarantees for revenue maximization in two-sided matching markets, under general pairwise
rewards. A major distinction between our work and state-of-the-art results in this context
(Ashlagi et al., 2022; Torrico et al., 2023) is that, for the first time, we are able to address re-
ward mazimization, reflected by assigning each customer-supplier pair an arbitrarily-valued
reward. The specific type of performance guarantees we attain depends on whether one con-
siders the customized model or the inclusive model. The fundamental difference between
these settings lies in whether the platform should display to each supplier all selecting cus-
tomers, as in the inclusive model, or whether the platform can further personalize this set,
as in the customized model. Technically speaking, our algorithmic approach and its anal-
ysis revolve around presenting novel linear relaxations, leveraging convex stochastic orders,
employing approximate dynamic programming, and developing tailor-made analytical ideas.
In both models considered, these ingredients allow us to overcome the lack of submodularity
and subadditivity that stems from pairwise rewards, plaguing the applicability of existing
methods.
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1 Introduction

Online platforms like Uber, Airbnb, Tinder, Deliveroo, and LinkedIn have become integral
parts of our daily lives, providing convenient solutions for a wide range of services, such
as transportation, accommodation, dating, food delivery, and job searching. Platforms of
this nature have significantly lowered the entry barriers for the parties they connect, with
service suppliers on one side and customers on the other, leading to the present-day evolu-
tion of two-sided markets. Due to the exponential growth of these markets, currently serv-
ing billions of users, a recent trend in revenue management has been investigating ques-
tions related to optimizing customer satisfaction, platform revenue, and market share ob-
jectives in this context, prompting the development of new modeling frameworks and solu-
tion methods. For a detailed literature review on two-sided platforms, we direct readers to
the work of Caillaud and Jullien (2003), Rochet and Tirole (2003), Parker and Van Alstyne
(2005), Armstrong (2006), Rochet and Tirole (2006), Zhang et al. (2022), Johari et al. (2022),
Bimpikis et al. (2023) and Aveklouris et al. (2024) as well as to the references therein.

Foundational algorithmic work in two-sided matching markets. Within this massive
body of work, let us discuss three recent papers that laid the groundwork for exploring the
interplay between two-sided matching markets and computational revenue management. For
ease of exposition, we proceed by presenting a succinct overview of these settings, focusing
on high-level concepts. Later on, their complete mathematical description will be provided in
Section 1.1, followed by an outline of directly related work and further background in Section 1.2.

To our knowledge, the foundational work of Ashlagi et al. (2022) pioneered the incorporation
of assortment optimization into two-sided markets, exploring nuanced challenges in this context.
At a high level, the authors introduced a modeling framework where we play the role of a
platform that acts as an intermediary between customers and suppliers, forming the two sides
of the matching market. In a nutshell, the platform offers each customer a personalized choice of
suppliers. With respect to these so-called “menus”, customers simultaneously and independently
employ an individual choice model to either select a supplier from their menu or to opt for the
outside option, i.e., remain unmatched. In turn, suppliers review their random set of selecting
customers and decide, again according to an individual choice model, whether to engage with
one of these customers or to choose the outside option. Consequently, a customer-supplier match
is successful only when both parties select each other. In this setting, the platform wishes to
determine personalized menus that would maximize the creation of as many matches as possible
in expectation.

Subsequently, Torrico et al. (2023) significantly expanded the scope of this framework by
incorporating two key features. First, rather than focusing on the expected number of matches,
they considered their quality by introducing supplier-related rewards, aiming to maximize the
total expected reward. Second, the authors allowed greater diversity among customers and sup-
pliers, moving away from the very specific choice model considered by Ashlagi et al. (2022). The
third paper along these lines is that of Ahmed et al. (2022), who further generalized the objec-
tive function by studying reward maximization in settings where each customer-supplier pair has

a designated reward, realized when they are eventually matched. In other words, rather than as-



suming that rewards are solely attributed to suppliers, their model features generally-structured
pairwise rewards. That said, Ahmed et al. (2022) do not consider a sequential matching pro-
cess, and instead focus on a problem formulation where customers and suppliers are making

concurrent matching decisions.

Informal contributions. The current paper provides constant-factor approximation guar-
antees for reward maximization in two-sided assortment optimization problems. A major dis-
tinction between our work and that of Ashlagi et al. (2022) and Torrico et al. (2023) is that we
focus on reward mazximization, reflected by assigning each customer-supplier pair a designated
reward. These results are derived for our newly introduced customized model as well as for the
inclusive model. The fundamental difference between these models lies in whether the platform
should display to each supplier all selecting customers, as in the inclusive model, or whether the
platform can tailor-make this set, as in the customized model. Along the way, we develop novel
algorithmic tools and analytical ideas to deal with quite a few technical hurdles, as explained
in Sections 1.2 and 1.3.

1.1 Model description: Sequential two-sided matching

High-level setting. An instructive way of viewing our models of interest is through a bipar-
tite graph, with the set of customers C' on one side and with the set of suppliers S on the other.
At a high level, the solution concept we are studying consists of deciding on a so-called menu,
M = (M;)iec, in which M; C S represents the set of suppliers offered to each customer i € C,
the latter can be equivalently thought of as picking the set of edges adjacent to that customer.
Given this menu, a random matching in its induced graph will be sequentially constructed via
a two-step process.

As explained below, each customer ¢ € C' initially selects at most one supplier out of her
menu M;, guided by an individual Multinomial Logit (MNL) choice model. In the second stage,
each supplier makes a matching decision, again according to an individual MNL choice model,
with the assortment shown depending on the model of interest. Specifically, in the inclusive
model, each supplier observes all customers who have chosen her. On the other hand, in the
customized model, the platform is allowed to filter the set of customers who have chosen each
supplier. In contrast to Ashlagi et al. (2022) and Torrico et al. (2023), we adopt the general
viewpoint of Ahmed et al. (2022) and focus on maximizing pairwise rewards, where r;; represents
the reward garnered when customer ¢ € C' and supplier j € S select each other. This mutual
selection occurs when the edge (i,j) appears in the resulting customer-supplier matching. In

what follows, we provide the finer details of these models.

Step 1: Customer choices. Whether one considers the customized model or the inclusive
model, the first step of our matching-creation process is identical. Here, for a given menu M,
each customer ¢ € C independently selects from her set of suppliers M; via an individual MNL
model, corresponding to the random selection of at most one adjacent edge. For convenience, the
outside option in this context will be denoted by “supplier 0”. To capture the above-mentioned

choice, we make use of {u;;};cs to designate the preference weights customer i associates with



the various suppliers, assuming by convention that the outside option has uw;g = 1. As such,
customer ¢ decides to select each supplier j € M; with probability
Ujj

Oy = "9
7Tz (]7 ’l) 1+Zk€MZ in .

Alternatively, this customer selects the outside option with probability

1
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A0 M) = —
¢ (0. 2) L+ > ke, Uik

Once all customers have made their decisions, we use CJM to denote the random set of customers
who picked supplier j € S. That is, letting I{}” be a binary random variable that indicates
whether customer 7 picked supplier j or not, we have CJM ={ieC: IZ-]}/I = 1}. Now, the second
stage of our matching process depends on whether we consider the customized or the inclusive

model, as further explained in the upcoming paragraphs.

Step 2 of the customized model: Supplier choices. To elaborate on how things evolve
in the customized model, suppose that C; designates the realized set of customers who picked
supplier j € S upon completing step 1. Then, the choice of supplier j will be governed by
an individual MNL model, in which {w;;}icc stand for the preference weights associated with
the underlying collection of customers. In the current model, customization is captured by a
personalized set of customers T; C C; that will be presented to supplier j, who will only select
between the alternatives in 7j. The platform customizes for its revenue benefit, meaning that
T; is determined to maximize the expected reward gained from supplier j. Based on these

considerations, letting ff“Stomized(Cj) be our expected reward due to supplier j, we have
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Step 2 of the inclusive model: Supplier choices. Moving on to consider the inclusive
case, we assume that the platform cannot filter out selecting customers. In other words, each
supplier j € S will be picking out of all customers who selected him during step 1, i.e., out of
the entire set Cj. As such, letting fji-nd“Sive(Cj) be the expected reward gained from supplier j,

we have
Wy 7

v 2
1) 1 + decj wéj ( )

f]inclusive(cj) — Z r
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Objective. Viewing the random process discussed above from a graph-theoretic standpoint,
the selections made during step 1 guarantee that each customer has at most one adjacent edge.
Then, subsequent choices made during step 2 ensure that each supplier has at most one adjacent
edge. In other words, we have just defined a random customer-supplier matching. In the reward

maximization problem, we wish to compute a menu M = (M;);cc whose expected reward R(M)



is maximized, where the latter measure is specified by

R(M) = ZECJM [£;(CM)] . (3)

JeS

In this representation, our random reward is decomposed from the supplier side, with f; =

f(;ustomized
J

in the customized model, and with f; in the inclusive model. Here, the

— finclusive
J
subscript in E [ tells us that this expectation is taken with respect to the random set of
J

customers C']M .

1.2 Previous work and open questions

Introductory work. To our knowledge, Ashlagi et al. (2022) were the first to model assort-
ment optimization in two-sided matching markets of the nature described above. Their paper
focuses on a very structured special case of the models described in Section 1.1, specifically

assuming that:
e All customers make decisions according to the same MNL choice model.

e From a supplier’s perspective, all customers have identical preference weights, whereas

the outside option has a supplier-dependent weight.
e All edge rewards are identical.

We mention in passing that, with uniform rewards, the platform cannot increase revenues by
filtering out customers, implying that the customized and inclusive models coincide. The first
technical contribution of Ashlagi et al. (2022) was to prove that this specific model is strongly
NP-hard via a reduction from the 3-partition problem. On the positive side, they devised
a constant-factor approximation, showing how to compute a menu whose expected number of
matches is within factor 0.5-107° of optimal. Their approach is based on separately considering
two regimes, one with “high-value” suppliers (u; > 1), and the other with “low-value” suppliers
(uj < 1). In the low-value regime, suppliers are aggregated into buckets, each containing
suppliers whose preference weights are within very similar magnitudes, so that suppliers within
a given bucket can be treated as being essentially indistinguishable. Subsequently, Ashlagi et al.
(2022) formulated a linear relaxation, where we wish to decide on the fractional number of
suppliers from each bucket to be included in each customer’s menu. An optimal solution to this
relaxation is rounded, with suppliers in each bucket evenly distributed across customers’ menus
to avoid excessive overlaps, ensuring that suppliers belonging to the same bucket are offered to
roughly the same number of customers. In contrast, the high-value regime is approached by
considering a relaxation where customers’ outside options are ignored, thereby making single-
supplier menus much more rewarding. Interestingly, this relaxation can be approximated within

a constant factor.

Greater generality and improved approximations. Subsequently, the work of
Torrico et al. (2023) studied the incorporation of two fundamental features. First, rather than

focusing on maximizing the expected number of matches, the authors considered supplier-specific



rewards. Second, Torrico et al. (2023) introduced variability among customers and suppliers by
allowing other general choice models for both parties; that said, a crucial assumption is that the
suppliers’ choice model is monotone and submodular. Under this assumption, they proved that
the two-sided assortment optimization problem can be approximated within factor 1 — % of op-
timal, fundamentally relying on the continuous greedy algorithm for submodular maximization
(Calinescu et al., 2011). A particularly interesting aspect of this work is the investigation of the
so-called multilinear relaxation, allowing one to incorporate structural constraints on feasible
menus, dictated by business requirements such as limiting the number of profiles shown in dat-
ing apps. Once again, with supplier-specific rewards, the inclusive and customized models are

equivalent, since the platform is incentivized to keep all customers who select a given supplier.

Customer-supplier rewards. Yet another relevant paper is that of Ahmed et al. (2022),
who were the first to consider pairwise rewards, albeit in a problem formulation where customers
and suppliers are making concurrent matching decisions. Here, each customer-supplier pair is
associated with its own reward, without any assumption on the relation between different pairs.
The authors provided a mixed-integer linear formulation of this model and examined two greedy
heuristics, illustrating that both may yield arbitrarily bad outcomes. Finally, Ahmed et al.
(2022) suggested several relaxations for deriving parametric upper and lower bounds on the
optimal reward, and conducted numerical experiments on synthetic data to evaluate the effec-

tiveness of these relaxations.

Challenges. Given this current state of affairs, we proceed by highlighting the most funda-

mental open questions related to revenue maximization in two-sided matching markets:

o Tractability of pairwise rewards. In comparison to the models studied by Ashlagi et al.
(2022) and Torrico et al. (2023), for which constant-factor approximations are known,
our models associate customer-supplier pairs with arbitrarily-structured rewards. To our
knowledge, the algorithmic methods and analytical ideas proposed in prior research cannot
be employed when considering pairwise rewards, since removing the assumption of uniform
rewards or supplier-specific rewards takes away many useful properties. At present time,

we are unaware of any non-trivial approximability result for general pairwise rewards.

e Dealing with lack of submodularity and subadditivity. Contrary to previous work, that
exploits submodularity and monotonicity in one way or another, our models do not ex-
hibit either of these properties. This discrepancy poses major challenges, since we can
no longer leverage advancements in the realm of submodular maximization; see, e.g.,
(Nemhauser et al. (1978), Calinescu et al. (2011), Buchbinder and Feldman (2018)). El-
ementary examples demonstrate the non-monotonicity and non-submodularity of both

finclusive
J

and with generally structured customer-supplier rewards. Moreover,

fgustomized
J

our objective function does not even satisfy subadditivity, a feature present in earlier
papers (Ashlagi et al., 2022; Torrico et al., 2023), allowing for reductions to more man-

ageable subproblems.



1.3 Main contributions

The primary contribution of this paper resides in devising constant-factor approximations for
revenue maximization in two-sided matching markets, under general pairwise rewards, for both
the customized and inclusive models. A notable aspect of our approach is the sequential develop-
ment of approximate structural simplifications, eventually leading to novel linear relaxations. In
formulating these relaxations, rather than focusing on discrete menus, we translate our search
space to appropriate downward-closed polyhedra of MNL-choice-induced probability vectors,
showing how to losslessly migrate solutions between these two representations. Technically
speaking, we derive these approximation guarantees by presenting novel bounding methods
inspired by MNL-assortment optimization, leveraging convex stochastic orders, employing ap-
proximate dynamic programming, and developing tailor-made analytical ideas. In both models
considered, these ingredients allow us to overcome the lack of submodularity and subadditivity
that stems from pairwise rewards, plaguing the applicability of existing algorithmic methods.
In the remainder of this section, we elaborate on the specifics of these contributions in greater
detail.

Main result 1: Customized model. As previously explained, the customized model is
distinctively characterized by allowing the platform to personalize suppliers’ assortments, max-
imizing its revenue from a given set of customers. In Section 3, we present an LP-based algorithm
for efficiently computing a menu vector, ensuring that its expected reward is within a constant

factor of the best possible, as formally stated in the following theorem.

THEOREM 1.1. For the customized model, there exists a polynomial-time algorithm for comput-

ing a random menu whose expected reward is within factor % of optimal.

Our approach involves a novel linear relaxation of the customized model whose optimal solu-
tion yields a constant-factor approximation. This relaxation involves an MNL-choice polyhedron
that simultaneously captures both customers’ and suppliers’ choice preferences. At the same
time, it dictates a linear relation between customers’ and suppliers’” MNL-choice probabilities,
via appropriately-defined coefficients. In this context, our analysis introduces a new bounding
method where fractional solutions to the MNL-assortment linear formulation are migrated to a

random environment.

Main result 2: Inclusive model. The inclusive model, on the other hand, does not allow
the platform to construct personalized assortments in step 2, in the sense that each supplier
should be offered the entire set of customers who selected her in step 1. In Sections 4-6, we
describe an LP-based algorithm for efficiently computing a menu vector, guaranteeing that its

expected reward is within a constant factor of optimal, as specified in the next theorem.

THEOREM 1.2. For the inclusive model, there exists an algorithm for computing a random menu

whose expected reward is within factor % — € of optimal, for any € > 0. The running time of

our algorithm is polynomaial in the input size and %

Broadly speaking, in Section 4, our objective is to break an appropriately defined subaddi-

tive reformulation of the inclusive model into two unique regimes: Low-weight and high-weight.



This decomposition enables us to construct a separate menu for each regime, picking the more
profitable option between the two. In Section 5, we address the low-weight regime by employing
a linear relaxation whose optimal solution provides a constant-factor approximation. Surpris-
ingly, the notion of convex stochastic orders serves as a supportive tool in this analysis. In
Section 6, our approach to approximating the high-weight regime relies on a structure theorem
that allows us to formulate a linear relaxation, showing that its optimal solution serves as a
constant-factor approximation. A key feature of this relaxation is that of limiting the expected

number of customers selecting each supplier, encouraging selections by high-value customers.

2 Preliminaries

The main purpose of this section is to lay down a number of technical ideas that, moving
forward, will be important in describing our algorithmic approach and analyzing its performance
guarantees. To this end, in Section 2.1, we introduce the so-called MNL-choice polyhedron. In
Section 2.2, we discuss folklore ideas for translating any point in this polyhedron to randomized
assortments, preserving the choice probabilities of all alternatives. Finally, in Section 2.3, we
present an equivalent formulation of our models of interest, offering a workable representation

of the two-step process that creates random customer-supplier matchings.

2.1 The MNL-choice polyhedron

In what follows, we elaborate on several known results regarding the Multinomial Logit (MNL)
choice polyhedron. Our goal is to flesh out some of the main ideas in this context, noting that
most of the upcoming discussion is by no means original; instead, it should be attributed to the
work of Topaloglu (2013, Thm. 1) and Gallego et al. (2015, Sec 5.1).

To this end, let us consider a generic instantiation of the MNL choice model, where we are
given a ground set of alternatives 1,...,n, whose preference weights are respectively denoted

by u1,...,u,. According to the MNL model, with respect to any assortment S C [n], the choice

probability of any alternative j € [n] is given by 7(j,S) = HUTJ() - 1[5 € S]. By temporarily
denoting x; = m(j, S), one can easily verify that Z—; <1- ZZG[n] xy for every alternative j € [n].

Now, let us examine the polyhedron induced by the conjunction of these inequalities, namely,

Punt, = xGRﬁtgél—ngWe[n]
J Le[n]

Noting that these constraints are satisfied by the choice probabilities of any assortment, suppose
we ask the following question in the opposite direction: Given a point x € PyNr, is there an as-
sortment S(z) where the choice probabilities of the various alternatives are precisely z1,...,z,?
In the next section, we explain how this question can be resolved in expectation via the notion

of randomized assortments.



2.2 Realizing PyinL-solutions via randomized assortments

Given any point z € PyNL,, we explain how to efficiently construct a distribution D(z) over n+1
assortments such that, upon sampling from this distribution, the probability of choosing each

alternative j € [n] is precisely ;. We begin by elaborating on the specifics of this construction.

The distribution D(x). Without loss of generality, we assume that alternatives are indexed

such that

E>QZ...Z$_"’ (4)

up T U2 Unp,

with the convention that zog = 1 — Zje[n] xj and up = 1. As such, our sample space will be

comprised of the assortments Sy, ...,S,, where each S; is the prefix of the sequence 1,...,n,
consisting of its first j alternatives, i.e., S; = [j]. For convenience, we denote the respective
probabilities of picking each of these assortments as )y, . .., ¥, given by:

o U= (3 - 3) Y _gue for j=0,...,n— 1.

Uj+1
® Yy = Z_Z : Z?:Quﬁ-
Analysis. Let us first observe that the distribution D(x) is well-defined. Indeed, 1; > 0 for

every j € [n], since according to the ordering (4), we have =L > 21—11 In addition,
J J

Zo X1 X1
- (R = 1= -2 >0
Yo (uo U1> 0 =g =0

where the last inequality holds since x € Pynr, implying in particular that % <1- ZZG[n] Ty.
The following lemma, whose proof is given in Appendix A.l, shows that g,...,%, can be

viewed as probabilities, as these parameters sum up to 1.
LEmMMA 2.1. 370 (95 = 1.

Now, consider the scenario in which we sample an assortment from the distribution D(x)
and select an alternative out of this random assortment according to the MNL model. We
argue that each alternative j € [n] is selected with probability x;. To formalize this claim, we
present the following lemma, which confirms that z; indeed identifies with the choice probability

Eg p()lm (4, S)], recalling that 7(j,S) = H-UTJ(S) denotes the probability of selecting alternative
j out of the assortment S. This result, whose proof is provided in Appendix A.2, will be crucial

for understanding how such randomized assortments translate into choice probabilities.

LEMMA 2.2. Eg p(y)[7(j, S)] = x;, for every alternative j € [n].

2.3 Reformulation: From menus to choice probabilities

Circling back to Section 1.1, recall that whether we consider the customized model or the
inclusive model, our objective is to determine a menu M = (M;);ec whose expected reward
R(M) is maximized. In what follows, we reformulate both models in terms of an extended

MNL-choice polyhedron, making these settings continuous in nature. This representation will



be instrumental in expanding the toolset we have at our disposal, such as linear programming

relaxations and numerous convexity arguments.

The customers’ polyhedron P€. Consider a customer i € C, and recall that her individual

MNL choice polyhedron is given by

P = {xeﬁf':x—f§1—zkaes}. (5)

Ui kes

Now, our polyhedron of interest P¢ jointly describes the choice probabilities of all customers,

specified by the Cartesian product of Pic over all customers ¢ € C, namely
P = {x € [0,1]/°%I81 . 2, e PC vi e C} . (6)

The suppliers’ polyhedron P°. Even though the next polyhedron is not discussed in the
current section, its definition will be important in future sections. Similarly to the customers’

polyhedron, for each supplier j € S, we define

Pjs = {xERf:x—?gl—ZuWGC},

Wij teC

with the combined polyhedron P given by
PS = {x €[0,1) 51 2 ;e PSvj e S} .

As a side note, a particularly useful and easy-to-verify property of the polyhedra P¢ and P°
is that they are both downward-closed. That is, when = € P% and 0 < y < x coordinate-
wise, then y € PY as well, and the same goes for P°. This property will come in handy in
subsequent sections, mostly to imply that we are preserving feasibility along various structural

manipulations.

Analog of expected reward. We proceed by proposing a convenient way to express the
notion of “expected reward” as a function of points in the customers’ polyhedron P rather
than in terms of menus. To this end, given a point € P, we will define the function R” (z)
to simultaneously capture the reward gained across all suppliers, whether one considers the
customized or the inclusive model. With this objective in mind, let I}; be an indicator random
variable with I} ~ Bernoulli(x;;), such that for every supplier j € S, the indicators (I])iec are
mutually independent. Importantly, we make no assumptions about the joint distribution of
(If]) jes for any customer ¢ € C, since this information is not required for our analysis. Now, for
any supplier j € S, consider the random set of customers for whom the indicator Ij; equals 1,
Le, CF = {ieC: I = 1}. With these ingredients, let us introduce the function R” : P¢ — R,
defined by

RF(@) = 3 Ecslfy(C2)], (7)

JeS



where f; = f;“swmized in the customized model and f; = f]i»nduSi"e in the inclusive model.

Problem reformulation. In what follows, we argue that R can play the role of an alter-
native function to capture our expected reward. Specifically, recalling that in terms of menus,

the original problem we are addressing is given by

s.t. M = (Ml, N aM|C’\) (P)

we replace its objective R by RF, focusing on the polyhedron PC as our feasible region, to

obtain
max R (z)

R
st. xePC ( )

The first claim we establish is that (R) is a relaxation of (P), as stated in the next lemma.
LEmMA 2.3. OPT(R) > OPT(P).

PROOF. Let M* be an optimal menu for (P). To prove the desired claim, we will show how
to define a corresponding point x € P® such that Ece [£3(CF)] = ECJM* [fj(CjM)] for every
(©)

supplier j € S. Our candidate point z € [0,1]I¢*15] is given by xy; = m, (j, M) for all pairs
(i,7) € C' x S. Namely, each vector z;. represents the choice probabilities according to customer
©’s MNL model with respect to her menu M;".

We initially verify that 2 € P¢ by showing that z; € Pic for every customer i € C.
According to definition (5), we should show that x is non-negative, which is obvious, and that
for every supplier j € S, we have i—Z <1 —> 4egTik- To prove this relation, we consider two

cases:

e When j € M, we have

Tij 1 (c) .
_ = == T, O, M
uij 1 + zkEMi* Uik v ( v )
= 1- Z Wgc)(k,Mi*) = 1- Z Tip = 1—25'3%,
keM} keM} keS

where the last equality holds since x;;, = 0 for all k € S\ M.

e When j € S\ M}, we have

o0 < 1Y 7% M) = 1>

Wi
Y kesS kesS

Knowing that x is a feasible solution to (R), it remains to show that Ece [ (CP)] =
ECJM* [ fj(CJM "] for every supplier j € S, since this claim implies that

OPT(R) > R"(z) = Y Ec; [[(C))] = Y Ecw |[H(C))] = R(M") = OPT(P).
JES JES

10



To this end, we argue that C']g»C and CJM " are identically distributed subsets of customers. Let
us first recall that C7 = {i € C': [[; = 1} and CJM* ={ieC: Ii]}/[* = 1}. We know that the
indicators I and ] Z]}/f " are successful with probability z;; = 7Ti(c) (4, M}). In addition, (I, fj)iec and
iy
supplier j or not, and customers’ decisions are independent of one another; (2) By definition,

")iec are mutually independent, since: (1) Each I{}” " indicates whether customer i selects

(Ifj)iec are mutually independent. Thus, ij and CJM " share the same marginal distribution,
and therefore, Ece[f;(CY)] = ECJM* [f](CJ]W)] |

Solution concept: Distribution over menus. To better understand the usefulness of
relaxation (R), let us ask the following question: Given any feasible solution = to (R), can it
be “translated” into a menu M?® whose expected reward R(M?®) is comparable to RY (z)? At
least initially, it is unclear how to deterministically compute such a menu, and thus, we address
this question by computing a distribution over menus, D(z). For this purpose, based on the
discussion in Section 2.2, given a point x;. € Pic for each customer ¢ € C, we can efficiently define
a distribution D(z;.) of menus such that EMZ'N'D($,'.)[7TZ'(C) (4, M;)] = x5 for each supplier j € S.
Namely, in expectation, x;. represents the MINL-choice probabilities of customer ¢ with respect
to a random menu sampled from D(x;.). Next, D(z) will be defined as the joint distribution
of {D(z;.)}icc, each independently constructed, and the expected reward of a random menu
M sampled from D(z) will be denoted by R(D(z)) = Eprp(z)[R(M)]. The upcoming claim,
whose proof is provided in Appendix A.3, shows that this measure identifies with R (z).

LEMMA 2.4. R(D(x)) = R (z).

Remark: The opposite direction. Even though we will be treating problem (R) as a
relaxation of (P), we mention in passing that it is actually an exact reformulation. To verify

this claim, let z* be an optimal solution to (R). Then,
Eyape) [R(IM)] = R(D@E") = RY(@") = OPT(R),

where the second equality follows from Lemma 2.4. Therefore, there exists a deterministic
menu M®  within the sample space of D(z*) for which R(M?*") > OPT(R), implying that
OPT(P) > OPT(R). Combined with Lemma 2.3, where the opposite inequality is established,

we arrive at the desired equivalence.

COROLLARY 2.5. OPT(P) = OPT(R).

3 The Customized Model

In this section, we devise a constant-factor approximation for the customized model, showing
how to efficiently compute a random menu whose expected reward is within factor é of optimal,
as stated in Theorem 1.1. Towards this objective, in Section 3.1, we propose an equivalent
representation for the objective function of reformulation (R), albeit relying on exponentially-
many decision variables. Subsequently, in Section 3.2, we exploit this representation to devise

a linear relaxation, tailor-made for the customized case, featuring polynomially-many variables.
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Finally, in Section 3.3, we prove that an optimal solution to the latter relaxation garners an
expected reward of at least % -OPT(R).

3.1 Alternative representation for R

Our first step toward arriving at the desired linear relaxation is to better understand the
objective function RY of formulation (R). Specifically for the customized model, R¥ (z) =
djes Ece [ f;usmmized((}'jm)], where f]?usmmized(Cj) represents the expected reward gained from

supplier j, conditional on Cj; being its set of selecting customers, namely,

customized ) _ .. Wi
N I A DI A v Syrs
1= ety LeT;

In other words, ijUStomized(Cj) stands for the optimal revenue in the classical MNL-based as-
sortment optimization problem, where each customer ¢ € C; can be viewed as a product, asso-
ciated with a preference weight of w;; and a price of 7;;. Therefore, based on the well-known
LP-formulation of this problem (see, e.g., Gallego and Topaloglu (2019, Sec. 5.11.1)), we can

alternatively express f]?usmmized(Cj) as the optimal value of the following linear program:

fjcustomized(cj) = max Z rijygj
iec; (LPninw)

s.t. ygj € PJC]

Here, PJC] - PjS is the restriction of the MNL-choice polyhedron PjS to the set of customers Cj,

l.e.,
C; .
P = {yePf:y;=0VieC\C;} . (8)

*,C;

Now, letting *“i be an optimal solution to (LPyix1,), we can rewrite the reward function R¥ (z)

as follows:

RP(:C) _ ZEC;” [f]g:ustomized(ch:)]

JjeS
_ Z Z Pr [C]:v _ C_]] . ]gustomized(cj)
jes Cc;CcC
— Z Z Pr [ij = Cj] . Z Tijy:jcj
Jj€eS ngC iECj
= > ey PrlOy =05 (9)
(i,j)EE C;cC
ik’cj e

where the last equality holds since y; ;

; 0forall j€ Sandie C\Cj.

3.2 Linear relaxation with polynomially-many variables

Our next step proceeds by analyzing the objective value RY (2*) of an optimal solution z* to
formulation (R). To this end, for every pair (i,j) € E, let us introduce the auxiliary vari-

able 7;; = ZCJCC Pr[Cf* =Cjl - y:jcj , which is precisely the inner summation in representa-
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tion (9), meaning that RY (z*) = Z(ij)EE 7i;0ij. In the next lemma, whose proof appears in
Appendix B.1, we uncover two important properties of these variables. To avoid cumbersome

expressions, we make use of the shorthand notation w;; = min{w;;, 1}.
LEMMA 3.1. The vector 4 satisfies the next two properties:
1. € PS.

2. §ij < wijay;, for every (i,j) € E.

The linear relaxation. The above-mentioned properties motivate us to consider the
next linear program, obtained by altering formulation (R) such that each inner summation
ZCJQC Pr[C? = Cj] ygf is replaced by the decision variable y;;. Additionally, we embed the

structural properties of Lemma 3.1, tweaking item 2 to be written as an equality, to obtain:

max Z TijYij
(i.j)eE

st oy = u?ij:cl-j \V/(’L,j) ek
ye P% zePC

(LP)

The important observation is that (LP) is indeed a relaxation of (R). To verify this claim, we
know by Lemma 3.1 that § € P° and that Uij < wijx;‘j, for every (i,7) € E. However, since
the suppliers’ polyhedron P is downward-closed and since z* € PC, it is not difficult to see
that the value of each ﬂ:;‘j can be decremented until this constraint becomes tight. Letting &
be the resulting vector, we have just ensured that (&, 7) constitutes a feasible solution to (LP).
Consequently, OPT(LP) > Z(i,j)EE ri;0i; = OPT(R), where the last equality combines repre-
sentation (9) and the definition of g;;.

COROLLARY 3.2. OPT(LP) > OPT(R).

3.3 Final algorithm and its analysis

Our proposed algorithm simply computes an optimal solution (z*,y*) to the linear pro-
gram (LP). Noting that this relaxation includes 2 € P as a constraint, we know that z*
by itself is a feasible solution to formulation (R). In the remainder of this section, we prove

that z* actually constitutes a %—approximation in this context, by deriving the next claim.
LemMA 3.3. RP(2*) > 1 - OPT(LP).

With this result in place, we conclude the proof of Theorem 1.1, by observing that according

to Lemma 2.4,

R(D(z*)) = RY(a*)
> %-OPT(LP) (10)
> %-OPT(R) (11)
_ é-OPT(P). (12)
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Here, inequality (10) and equality (12) are precisely Lemma 3.3 and Corollary 2.5, respectively.
Inequality (11) follows by recalling that (LP) is a relaxation of (R), as stated in Corollary 3.2.
We proceed by proving Lemma 3.3.

Step 1: Lower bounding f]‘.’“Stomized(Cj). Our approach in relating between RY (2*) =

> jes Eger [f;usmmized((}’f*)] and OPT(LP) begins by lower bounding f;usmmized((}’f*). In fact,
J .

we will lower bound fqutomlzed(Cj) for any possible realization C; C C. As explained in

Section 3.1, ijUStomized(Cj) can be expressed as the optimal value of the following linear program:

fjcustomized(cj) = max Z Tijyicj’j
iec; (LPninw)

c; c;
st. oy ep’

Therefore, to derive a lower bound on fqutomized(Cj), it suffices to propose one feasible solution
— Wij )
- 1+Z£ecj We;

1[i € ;] for all pairs (i,j) € E. We proceed by showing 7% is feasible to (LPyNr), meaning

to this linear program. For this purpose, consider the solution §¢ given by ggf

that ggf € PJC] . Clearly gjgj > ( for all ¢ € C;. In addition, for every i € C;, we have

C; R N
yij] i Z ﬂcj Wiy 1 Zzecj Wej 1

. [/ - N N ’
wU ZEC]' J wU 1 + ZZGCJ' wé.] 1 + ZZGCJ' wé.]

where the last inequality holds since w;; = min{w;;, 1} < w;;. Consequently, ijUStomized(Cj) >

Zz‘ecj rl-jgf;j , for every supplier j € S and for every subset of customers C; C C.

Step 2: Relating RP(z*) and OPT(LP). Now, to lower bound R (z*) in terms
of OPT(P), note that

RP(.%'*) _ ZECf*[f;uStomized(Cf*)]

jes
> B | X i 13
= < C'j 1 Jij
jes iecy”
o
= ZZ”]"EC;* [yijj Ii} (14)
jes ieC
> > iy (15)

- OPT(LP) .

Here, inequality (13) is precisely the lower bound on ffusmmized(Cj) we obtained in step 1.
Equality (14) holds since ¢ € Cf* if and only if Ifj* = 1. In what follows, we explain inequal-
;= ij* \ {i}. To bound the left-hand-side of this inequality,

*

ity (15), where for simplicity, Cy
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note that

e - . s
Ec;* Yij IZ] = Pr [IZ :1] ‘Ec;* [%jj 15 _1]

* wl]

= x5 - E — ~ 16
Vo 1+wz‘j+2zec;i*iwé’j] i

1

>yl B A 17

= 3 T oy wej] "
1 *

> 3 Yij - (18)

*
T

cs
Here, equality (16) is obtained by substituting g,

_ Wi
1+Zi€C5.C* wij
J

Bernoulli(z};). Equality (17) holds since w;; < 1 and since y;; = w;;a7;, as (z%,y") is a feasible

and by recalling that I Z* ~

solution to (LP). To derive inequality (18), noting that the function z — 2%: is convex, Jensen’s

inequality informs us that

1 1 1
E x* ~ Z ~ 2 9
Ci_i |2 + ZEECJ“.”*_i ng] 2+ ECJI*—Z [ZKECJ“-”*_i ng] 3
where the last inequality holds since
zeC;ii LeC_;
< ) gl (19)
LeC
= Z ij (20)
leC
< 1. (21)

Here, inequality (19) follows by recalling that Iff ~ Bernoulli(z*). Equality (20) holds since
y;} = wijx;‘j, as explained above. Finally, inequality (21) is obtained by noting that y* € pPs ,
y;' * oy S
i > tec Yi; < 1, by definition of P°.

implying in turn that

w.

4 The Inclusive Model: Algorithmic Overview

This section provides a high-level overview of our approach for addressing the inclusive model.
As stated in Theorem 1.2, we will explain how to efficiently construct a distribution over menus
whose expected reward is within a constant factor of optimal. Moving forward, in Section 4.1,
we unveil a subadditivity-like property of formulation (R), allowing us to split the customer-
supplier pairs of any given instance into two sets, based on their associated preference weights,
thereby creating the so-called high-weight and low-weight regimes. In Section 4.2, we argue
that this decomposition paves the way toward computing approximate menus for both regimes,

each determined via separate algorithmic ideas. Finally, in Section 4.3, we devise an estimation
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procedure for the expected reward of each menu and choose the better option, showing that our

overall approach yields a constant-factor approximation.

4.1 Subadditivity-like property for different weight regimes

Similarly to the customized model, Corollary 2.5 informs us that rather than focusing our search
on menu vectors, it suffices to obtain a constant-factor approximation for formulation (R). How-
ever, in contrast to the customized model, instead of directly formulating a linear relaxation, we
will divide (R) into two subproblems, termed the low-weight and high-weight regimes, propos-
ing a separate relaxation for each subproblem. At a high level, in the low-weight regime, each
customer will only be offered suppliers who find her attractive, according to the suppliers’
preference weights. The high-weight regime is restricted in the opposite direction, such that
customers can only be offered suppliers who do not find them attractive. Quite surprisingly,
to motivate this partition, we will establish a subadditivity-like property for reformulation (R),

allowing us to separately address each regime.

Equivalent formulation. In preparation for introducing our regimes of interest, we remind
the reader that formulation (R) has RF (z) = 3 jesEcs [ f}nCIUSi"e(CJ"-” )] as its objective function.

1+Zeecj W
maximizes over all subsets of

Here, the supplier reward function f}nduSi"e(C’j) = Ziecj Tij - has a deceivingly

simple structure, unlike the customized model, where fcustomized

C;. Now, given any point = € PC, we expand R” to obtain a more manageable expression as

follows:

RP(z) = ZEC; [ ];nclusive(c;;)}

jes
wl-j
= TR | S s
ies ieCe 1+ Zzecg.v weg
= Z Tij . E[ac A s (22)
(i)eE 1 2 sec il

where the last equality holds since [}; = 1[i € C}].

The low-weight regime. In the low-weight regime, we will only collect the reward of
customer-supplier edges (4, j) with w;; < 1 via an appropriate adaptation of the objective func-
tion. This way, we ensure that during step 2 of our matching process, every supplier will only be
faced with unattractive options. To conveniently embed this restriction into formulation (R), let
E_ be the subset of customer-supplier pairs in question, i.e., E_ = {(i,j) € E : w;; < 1}. Ac-
cordingly, in the low-weight regime, we are still optimizing over the customers’ MNL-polyhedron
PY: however, our modified objective function RY~ only collects the rewards of edges in F_,
meaning that in the spirit of representation (22),

L JT
wUIij

L+ vece e weily;

RPi(w) = Z T'ij-E[z

(i,7)eE_

16



As such, the low-weight subproblem can be succinctly written as

max RFP~(z)

R_
st. xePC ( )

It is easy to verify that, for any point z € P¢, we may assign xi; = 0 for all edges (i,j) € E\ E_
without any impact on the objective value, since x;; is not included in RP~ for any such edge.

Hence, for simplicity of presentation, we continue to treat PC as our feasible region.

The high-weight regime. Analogously, we introduce the high-weight regime, where the
reward of any customer-supplier edge (i,7) is collected only when w;; > 1. Intuitively, this
scenario ensures that, once a supplier has at least one selecting customer, this supplier will be
matched with constant probability. Similarly to how FE_ is defined, let E; be the subset of
customer-supplier pairs we are focusing on, namely, E, = {(i,j) € E : w;; > 1}. With this

notation, the high-weight subproblem can be written as

max REPT(z)

R
st. ze€P¢ (R+)

Here, RY* is defined in the same fashion as RY~, with E_ replaced by E., i.e.,

RPMw) = 3 R e
r) = rij - Ee )
ihes, L+ > e ek, Weill

Subadditivity. In what follows, we relate these two regimes to our overall formulation (R)
through a subadditivity lemma, whose proof is provided in Appendix C.1. This claim states
that if we separately consider each regime and sum their respective optimal rewards, the total
will be at least as large as the optimal reward of the combined problem. This property will be
pivotal in analyzing our algorithmic approach, as it allows us to approximate (R) by separately
considering (R_) and (R4).

LeEMMA 4.1. OPT(R_) + OPT(R4) > OPT(R).

As a side note, one may speculate that a similar subadditivity property should hold in the
context of our original formulation (P). Specifically, suppose we decompose a given menu M
into MM w M®); can we prove that R(MW) + R(M®) > R(M)? Surprisingly, this claim is
generally incorrect, and we provide a counterexample in Appendix C.2. This basic difference

highlights an additional benefit of transforming our original model (P) into formulation (R).

4.2 Approximation guarantees for (R_) and (R})

From this point on, we focus our attention on efficiently computing constant-factor approxima-
tions for the low-weight and high-weight regimes. In each regime, our strategy involves deriving
a sequence of transformations into a linear relaxation, supported by a “structure theorem” for
bounding the optimality loss along the way. That said, each regime will require very different

relaxations and proof ideas.
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The low-weight regime. As detailed in Section 5, our approach to approximating the low-
weight regime involves two successive relaxations, each carefully designed to instill structural
simplicity while ensuring a constant-factor loss in optimality. Specifically, the first relaxation
removes the inherent stochasticity of (R_) by utilizing convex stochastic orders, for which we
will provide the necessary background. In contrast, the second relaxation can be viewed as a
linearization of the objective function by establishing an appropriate structure theorem, which
justifies this relaxation and upper bounds the denominator of the optimal objective value. We
will show that an optimal solution to the latter relaxation approximates OPT(R_) within a

constant factor, as formally stated below.

THEOREM 4.2. There exists a polynomial-time algorithm for computing x_— € P with
RP~(z_) > 1. OPT(R-).

The high-weight regime. As explained in Section 6, our method for approximating the
high-weight regime relies on a structure theorem that enables us to narrow the feasibility region
of the resulting relaxation by upper-bounding the expected number of customers who pick
each supplier, thus encouraging high-value customers to be the ones making these selections.
Broadly speaking, in proving this theorem, we modify an optimal solution to (R4) by identifying
suppliers for whom less-rewarding customers can be discarded. Consequently, the resulting
solution becomes feasible to our relaxation, while preserving the objective value of (R4 ) within
a constant factor. We then show that an optimal solution to this relaxation forms a constant-

factor approximation of OPT(R. ), as formally specified below.

THEOREM 4.3. There exists a polynomial-time algorithm for computing x4 € P€ with
RPF(z4) > & - OPT(R4).

4.3 Final approximation

Deciding between x_ and x;. Once we have constructed the vectors z_ € P¢ and x, €
PC along the lines of Theorems 4.2 and 4.3, it remains to pick between these two options. Ideally,
we would like to select the vector whose RY value is larger; however, we do not know how to
exactly evaluate this function in polynomial time. To bypass this obstacle, in Appendix C.3,

we derive the following claim, allowing us to approximately evaluate RY.

LEMMA 4.4. For any x € P¢ and € > 0, we can compute an estimate R (x) € (1+€) - RP(x)

in O(L - |Z|9°M) time, where |I| stands for the input size in its binary representation.
€

Thus, we proceed by computing R (z_) and RF (), choosing z_ as our final point when
RP(z_) > RP(x4), and choosing x4 otherwise. For convenience, let z be the point we select

out of z_ and z.

Approximation guarantee. The next lemma states that the expected reward of x is within

a constant factor of optimal, thereby finalizing the proof of Theorem 1.2.

LemMMA 4.5. RP(2) > (355 — 2¢) - OPT(R).
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PRrROOF. Based on how the point x is defined, we have

RP(z) > (1-¢)-RF(x) (23)
= (1—-¢)- max{?ép(ﬁﬂf),f/ép(ﬂ)}
> (1-2¢) - max{RF(z_),RF (z1)}, (24)

where inequalities (23) and (24) follow from the relation between RY and RF, as stated in
Lemma 4.4. We complete the proof by showing that max{R" (z_), RF (z;)} > % -OPT(R).
As explained in Section 4.1, we can assume without loss of generality that RY (z_) = RF~(z_),
by setting z_;; = 0 for all (¢, j) € E, without affecting the expected reward. The same reasoning

applies to claiming that R (z,) = RP*(zy) as well. Therefore,

1 10
max{’RP(xf),’RP(er)} > ( 1 %0 10 'RP_(xf) + 1 = 10 'RP+(x+)>
5 T 39 5 T 39
( L 10 1
> . — .OPT(R_) . —.OPT(Ry) | (25)
1 10 1 10
1
> %-(OPT(R_)JrOPT(RJF))
10
> — .OPT(R). 2

Here, inequality (25) follows from Theorems 4.2 and 4.3, whereas inequality (26) results from

the subadditivity property in Lemma 4.1. [ |

5 The Inclusive Model: The Low-Weight Regime

The main result of this section is a complete derivation of Theorem 4.2, showing that the low-
weight formulation (R_) admits a constant-factor approximation. To this end, in Section 5.1,
we begin with a brief discourse on convex stochastic orders, an essential tool for addressing basic
probabilistic questions related to future relaxations. In Section 5.2, we provide a deterministic
relaxation of (R_), losing only a constant factor in its objective function. In Section 5.3, we
establish a structure theorem that justifies our sequence of transformations, ending up with a
linear relaxation. Finally, in Section 5.4, we prove that an optimal solution to this program

forms a constant-factor approximation for (R_).

5.1 Basic background on convex stochastic orders

In analyzing our upcoming deterministic relaxation, convex stochastic orders will be instrumen-
tal. As such, we describe the bare necessities related to this concept; avid readers are referred
to the excellent book of Shaked and Shanthikumar (2007, Sec. 3.A) for additional background.
In a nutshell, for a pair of real random variables X and Y, we say that X is smaller than Y
in the convex order, denoted as X <. Y, when E[p(X)] < E[¢p(Y)] for every convex function
¢ : R — R, provided the expectations exist.

In Section 5.2, we will encounter a scenario where one wishes to sensibly bound certain

expectations involving a [0, 1]-weighted sum of Bernoulli random variables. For this purpose,

19



we will employ convex stochastic orders via a Poissonization-type argument, where the next
few claims will come in handy. We begin by establishing the following relation, whose proof is

given in Appendix D.1.
LEMMA 5.1. For p,w € [0,1], let X ~ Bernoulli(p) and Y ~ Poisson(wp). Then, wX <. Y.

It is important to mention that the assumption w € [0, 1] is crucial here; otherwise, elemen-
tary examples demonstrate that this relation is generally incorrect. For instance, when w = 3
and p = %, it is easy to verify that for the convex function ¢(z) = 22, we have E[p(wX)] = 3
and E[¢(Y)] = 2. Given Lemma 5.1, since the convex stochastic order is closed under convolu-
tions (Shaked and Shanthikumar, 2007, Thm. 3.A.12), and since the sum of independent Poisson
random variables is also Poisson distributed, with the sum of their individual parameters, we

immediately obtain the following conclusion.

COROLLARY 5.2. Let X1,...,X, be a collection of independent Bernoulli random wvariables,

with success probabilities py,...,pn, respectively. Then, for any wi,...,w, € [0,1], we have
Zie[n] w; X; < Y, where Y ~ Poisson(zie[n] w;ip;)-

5.2 Relaxation 1: Eliminating stochasticity

Taking a closer look at formulation (R_), the first obstacle to bypass resides in the stochasticity
of its objective function,
Wij I ;’;

L+ > e jer. Welf;

RPi(w) = Z T'ij-E[z

(i,7)€E—

To address this challenge, we eliminate the random variables {Ifj}(l-7j)€ 5 appearing in RY~ by
proposing a deterministic proxy function as a substitute. To this end, these random variables
are replaced with their expected values, recalling that Ifj ~ Bernoulli(z;;), for all (i,j) € E.

This adjustment leads to the following deterministic formulation:

wl-jxij
max Z Tij -
ohen. Lt 2eco epen- VT (RD)
st. xePC

Let us point out that we have also eliminated w;;x;; from the denominator, for technical reasons
related to subsequent proofs, which is why this term has C_; = C'\ {i} rather than C. Of course,
the basic question is regarding the tightness of this modified relaxation. In the next claim, we

show that the optimal value of (R?) cannot deviate much below that of (R_).
LeEmMA 5.3. OPT(RP) > 12 - OPT(R-).

PROOF. Let z* be an optimal solution to (R_). Then,

1
(Z’J)ZGE_ 1] gty 1 + decfii(g,j)EE_ w[]xz]
10 1
ST TijWij Ty By : (28)
13 (”)Ze:E Y L+ > e iwjyen. wely;
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*
wijfl-j

10

> — Y ryEp -
13 hes. L+ 3 reciees. weilf;
10

= —-0OPT(R-).
13 (R-)

Here, inequality (27) holds since 2* is a feasible solution to (R”). To better understand inequal-
ity (28), let us introduce the auxiliary random variable Y;; ~ Poisson(}_sec ,.(n.er. WeiTi;),
for every (i,j) € E_. With this notation,

1 1 13 1
E,.- I E[ ] < B ()
L+ vec wjer will; 1+ 10 1+ X e 0)ep. WeTy;
To see where the first inequality is coming from, we argue that ZZGC%:(& JeB- we; 1, fj* <ex Yijs
by noticing that the conditions of Corollary 5.2 are met. Indeed, the function x — H—Lm is convex,
{1, ij* }eec; are independent Bernoulli random variables, each with a success probability of x}fj,
and moreover, wy; € [0, 1] for every edge (¢, j) € E_, by definition of E_. The derivation of the

second inequality in (29) follows from the next claim, whose proof is given in Appendix D.2.

CrAM 5.4. When Y ~ Poisson(\), we have E| < % L

L]
4+Y IEDN

5.3 Relaxation 2: Structure theorem and linearization

The structure theorem. Even though (R”) does not involve any form of stochasticity, we
still do not know how to directly solve this formulation, noting in particular that its objective
function is not convex. Therefore, we further transform (R”) into a linear relaxation. Our
approach is inspired by the following structure theorem, showing that an optimal solution to

(RP) can be adjusted to satisfy an upper bound on the denominator of its objective value.
THEOREM 5.5. There exists a point x € PC satisfying the next two properties:

1.3 jyep. TijWijTij = OPT(RP).

2. D pec (eper. Weitey <1, for every (i, j) € E_.
z;.

PROOF. Let z* be an optimal solution to (R?). We define a new vector #, such that #;; = = for
ij

67

all (i,j) € E, where aj; = max{} cc ..

that 2 is a feasible solution to (R”), satisfying properties 1 and 2:

cE_ ngx}fj, 1}. We complete the proof by showing

e & € PY: Since the customers’ polyhedron PY is downward-closed (see Section 2.3), and

since z* € PY, due to being a feasible solution to (R?), the desired claim follows by
x

observing that Z;; = Z < zj; for all (4, ) € E, as a;; > 1 by definition.

67

e Property 1: To verify this claim, note that

xX

A i
> orwidy =Y TijWij

(i.j)eE- (i.j)EB- "
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L ¥
WijTj

maX{ZZGCLi:(Z,j)GE— WJ‘”UZ" 1}

(4.5)eE-
wl'sz}-
> Z Tij - *
Ghee. LT eeo seqer- VT
= OPT(RY),

where the last equality holds since z* is optimal for (R”).

e Property 2: Here, we observe that by definition of «..,

R 1 . 1 N
g Weile; = — - g weiTg; < — -max E WeTyj, 1 = 1.
LeC_;: ag-] LeC_;: aé-] LeC_;:
(t,j)EE_ (t,j)EE_ (t.5)EE_

Formulating the linear relaxation. Based on Theorem 5.5, we move on to develop a linear
relaxation of (RI_D ). For this purpose, we introduce two modifications: First, we alter the
objective function of (R”) by omitting its denominator, thereby obtaining a linear function;
second, we incorporate property 2 as an additional constraint. Consequently, we obtain the

following formulation:

max Z rijwijxij
(i,5)eE-
s.t. Z WejTg; < 1 V(Z,]) c E_ (RIBL)

LeC_;:
(¢,5)eE_

r e P¢

In naming this formulation, we make use of the convention that D and L respectively stand
for deterministic and linear, reminding us that (RP%) possesses these two characteristics. An
important insight derived from Theorem 5.5 is that (R”’) indeed serves as a relaxation of (R”).
Let us clarify this observation by focusing on the specific solution x whose existence is ensured
by this theorem. Since z € P¢ and since this point satisfies property 2, it is a feasible solution
to (RP%). Therefore, OPT(RPL) > > oGj)eE. TijWijTij = OPT(RP), where the last inequality
is precisely property 1.

OBSERVATION 5.6. OPT(RPL) > OPT(RY).

5.4 Final algorithm and its analysis

In the remainder of this section, Theorem 4.2 will be established by understanding how to
connect the dots around the resulting relaxation in a useful way. We remind the reader that our

goal is to efficiently compute a point z_ € P that provides a constant-factor approximation
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for (R-), specifically showing that

R~ (z_) > %-OPT(R,). (30)

Algorithm. We simply formulate the linear program (R”%) and compute an optimal solution

x_ in this context.

Analysis. To prove that the point z_ satisfies inequality (30), note that

RV (z-) = Z rij - Byao

(4,5)€E—

= E TijWi5 T —45 - Elz_
(1,5)ebE-

. Z rijwijx_ij (31)
(i,j)€E~

- OPT(RP1)

wijlfj‘
L+ Y secuejyen wely

1
Lt wij + D pec ,(0.j)eb- wzﬂf{]

v
W=

IV
W= W=

-OPT(RP) (32)

v
—_
o

39 OPT(R-) . (33)

Here, inequality (31) follows by noting that, for every pair (i,7) € E_, we have

1 1
Eje_ — > Eje_ — (34)
I+ wi; + Zéecfi:(é,j)eE_ wfj[zmj ] 2+ Zéec,i:(z,j)eE_ ngffj

! (35)

T 24 D iec i(nj)eB. WeT—g)

1

> — 36
> (36)

In this sequence, inequality (34) holds since w;; < 1. Inequality (35) is due to Jensen’s in-

equality, noting that z — is convex and that IZf ~ Bernoulli(z_g;). Inequality (36)

1
PR
is obtained by recalling that z_ is in particular a feasible solution to (R”’), meaning that
> otec_i(0)eE. WeiT—g; < 1. Finally, inequalities (32) and (33) follow from Observation 5.6 and

Lemma 5.3, respectively.

6 The Inclusive Model: The High-Weight Regime

This section is dedicated to deriving Theorem 4.3, arguing that the high-weight formulation (R.)
admits a constant-factor approximation. Towards this goal, Section 6.1 introduces a structure
theorem that allows us to focus on an algorithmically useful subset of the feasible region P,
eventually leading to a linear relaxation of (R ). Subsequently, in Section 6.2, we prove that
an optimal solution to this relaxation forms a constant-factor approximation in terms of (R ).

For readability purposes, we provide a detailed proof of our structure theorem in Section 6.3.
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6.1 Structure theorem and linear relaxation

In order to devise a linear relaxation of (R ), we begin by presenting a structural result about the
optimality loss in replacing the feasibility set PC of this formulation by a judiciously restricted
subset. An important property of the high-weight regime is that, when at least one customer
selects a given supplier, this supplier will be matched with probability at least % Therefore,
toward arriving at a useful relaxation, our strategy consists of upper-bounding the fractional
number of customers that select each supplier, thus ensuring that mostly high-reward customers
will make such selections. Along these lines, let us recall that the objective function RF*(-) of
formulation (R4 ) is given by

g
RPH@) = Y ry-Er wiali
(i,j)€EY

L+ 3 iecio.g)er, Woilj;

The following theorem reveals that, with an appropriate upper bound on the denominator
above, we are still guaranteed to leave a feasible point that approximates OPT(R4) within a
constant factor. Due to its rather involved nature, we provide a complete proof of this result in
Section 6.3.

THEOREM 6.1. There exists a point © € PC satisfying the next two properties:

1. RP*(z) > & - OPT(R.).

1
L.
2. ZﬁeC:(&j)eE+ xp; < %, for every supplier j € S.

Formulating the linear relaxation. The fundamental issue with this theorem is that it
corresponds to an existence result rather than to a constructive one. We circumvent this obstacle

by studying the relationship between (Ry) and the following linear relaxation, inspired by

Theorem 6.1:
max Z rl-j:vl-j

(i.7)EE 3
s.t. Z Ty < 5 Vjes (RPF)

LeC:
(L.5)€EL

r e P¢

Similarly to (R”'), we maintain the superscript DL to remind us that our new formula-
tion (REL) is deterministic and linear. The next claim states that, up to a constant factor, (REL )

is a relaxation of (R4).
LEMMA 6.2. OPT(RP*) > 55 - OPT(R.).

PROOF. Let x be the specific point whose existence is guaranteed by Theorem 6.1, which is
clearly a feasible solution to (REL), as it satisfies property 2 by definition. Consequently,

OPT(REL) > Z TijLij

(i.d)€E+
> R (z) (37)
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> 1_10 .OPT(R.) . (38)

To clarify inequality (37), by revisiting the definition of RY*(z), we have

wiiI%
RPt(z) = Z rij - Ere - ijdij — ]
(i,5)€E+ * ZzeC:(z,j)eE+ A
Wij
= rijmij -E Iz
(m)zem L wij + e wqen, Wj[fj]
< Z TijTij 5
(i.7)€Ey
where the last inequality is obtained by noting that - T ST A 1 with proba
bility 1. Finally, inequality (38) is precisely property 1 of Theorem 6.1. [ |

6.2 Final algorithm and its analysis
In what follows, we establish Theorem 4.3 by showing that an optimal solution to our relaxation

provides a constant-factor approximation for (R).

Algorithm. We simply solve the linear program (REL ), letting = be an optimal solution in

this context.

Analysis. To lower bound the objective value of x in terms of formulation (R4 ), we claim
that

R (2y) > % OPT(RYT) (39)
> 5—10-OPT(R+). (40)

Here, inequality (40) holds since OPT(RYY) > L - OPT(Ry), as stated in Lemma 6.2. To

better understand how inequality (39) is obtained, we observe that

P+ ’U)ijfixjr
Rt = 2. i Bre 1+ T
(4,7)€E+ teC:(t,5)eEy Wejly;
Z T Wi T E 1 ]
- ijWijTyij - Bpes _
(7)€ B+ Lt wig + Y peo e gjen, Wity
= Z TijWiT4q5 - Pr /\ {IZ.+ =0}
(i,j)€E+ (fej)ce_é
’ +
1

. T+
1 + wl] + Zﬁec_i:(&j)elh wejlfj Lec_y:
(LJ)EEL
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wl-j

= > wxm'm'Pf N =0

(i.)€E+ tec_i:
(LJ)EEL
1
> g Z Tij 445 - (41)
(i.5)€Ey

To explain inequality (41), recall that w;; > 1 for every (4, j) € E, by definition of £, , meaning
that

Wij
1+wi]‘

> % In addition,

2

T+ _ o T4 -

Pri A {I;=0} = 1-Pr| > IiF>1| > =X
LeC_;: LeC_;:
(£,5)€EE4 (L5)EEL

where the last inequality follows from Markov’s inequality, recalling that IZ}* ~ Bernoulli(z ;)

and that > cc .0 j)ep, T+6 < 3, since x4 is a feasible solution to (R2F).

6.3 Proof of Theorem 6.1

Constructing a candidate solution. Let z* be an optimal solution to (R), meaning
in particular that R+ (2*) = OPT(R,). We say that supplier j € S is 2*-heavy when
ZéeC:(é,j)€E+ x’gj > %; otherwise, this supplier is x*-light. The sets of z*-heavy and x*-light
suppliers will be designated by Sy and S_, respectively. In addition, we denote the set of cus-
tomers Cjy = {{ € C': ({,j) € E,}, consisting of those adjacent to supplier j by an E-edge.

With this notation, we define a candidate point & as follows:
e For every z*-light supplier j € S_, we simply set Z;; = z;; for all 1 € C.

e For every z*-heavy supplier j € S, property 2 of Theorem 6.1 is clearly violated by z*.

To correct this issue, our definition proceeds as follows:

— We order the customers in C} in weakly-decreasing order of their associated reward
from matching with j. This order is captured by the permutation o; : [|C;1|] = Cj4,
such that Taj(l),j Z e Z TUj(‘Cj-kDyj'

— Let k; be the minimal index k for which >, x(’;j (@) > % This index indeed exists,

: * 3
since ZzeCH Ty > 5.
— Then, we set Z,,(;); =
1> kj.

7j

-x;(i),j for every i € [k;]. In contrast, Lo;(i),; = 0 for every

J

ool

In what follows, we show that & € P and that this point satisfies properties 1 and 2.

Easy observations: & € PC and property 2. We begin by explaining why & € PC. This
claim directly follows by recalling that the customers’ polyhedron P® is downward-closed (see
Section 2.3). Since & < z* coordinate-wise by construction, and since z* € P® by its feasibility
in (R, ), we conclude that & € P®. Property 2 is also easy to verify by considering two cases,

depending on whether supplier j is x*-light or x*-heavy:
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e When supplier j is x*-light, it follows that Zeecﬁ Ty = Zeecﬁ xy; < %, by noting that

;5 = xj; for every customer ¢ € C' and by the definition of z*-light suppliers.

e When supplier j is z*-heavy:

k. ki—1
) 3 U . 3 . . 3 3 3
Y &y = g'zﬁ%j(i),j = 3 > Yo T ok | S g (5 * 1> T 5
teCyy i=1 =1

Here, the first equality follows from how Z.; is defined in the z*-heavy case. The sole

inequality above holds since Zf; Il m(’;j @ < %, by definition of k;.

In the remainder of this proof, we show that # satisfies property 1 as well, i.e., RF+ (&) >
& - OPT(R4).

Idea 1: Upper-bounding x*-heavy suppliers’ contributions towards OPT(R). To-
ward establishing property 1, we begin by deriving an upper bound on the contribution of each
x*-heavy supplier towards OPT(R;), as stated in Lemma 6.3 below. Specifically, for every
x*-heavy supplier j € S, our approach examines the scenario in which no customer in o;([k;])
selects j, where we use the notation 0;(Q) = {0} (i) : i € Q} for every @ C [|Cj4|]. In this case,
no matter who matches with supplier j, the reward gained will be at most 74, (x;) .
orders customers in Cj1 by their associated reward from matching with supplier j. The proof

since o

of this result appears in Appendix E.1.

LEMMA 6.3. For every x*-heavy supplier j € S,

Z T - B pax

wijlfj
Jx*
L+ > e, weily;

i60j+
. Wi s
< Toj(ki)j + Z Pr [ij = JJ(Q)} : Z Tij 1+ < we
QCIICy41I: i€oi(Q) teoi(Q) 8
QN[k;]1#0

(%)

Idea 2: Lower-bounding z*-heavy suppliers’ contribution towards Rt (£). Oper-
ating in the opposite direction, Lemma 6.4 below states that for every z*-heavy supplier j, her
contribution towards RY*(#) in terms of our candidate solution 7 is at least a constant fraction
of To;(k;).j» Which is precisely the first term appearing in Lemma 6.3. In a nutshell, by arguing
that the sum of the choice probabilities associated with the k; highest-reward customers in Cj
is lower boundedﬁby a constant, i.e., Zie[kj} Zo,(i); = (1), we will show that at least one of
the indicators {I? .. -}ici.1 is successful with constant probability. Conditional on this event,
o (3),j €[k;]
in the high-weight regime, supplier j will be matched to one of the customers in o;([k;]) with
probability at least %, thereby ensuring a reward of at least To;(k;),j- FOr ease of presentation,

the proof of this result appears in Appendix E.2.
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LEMMA 6.4. For every x*-heavy supplier j € S,

Z Tij . Epz

i€Cjy

wijlfj 1
1 = 10 Teata)d -
+ 2rec,, weily;

In the upcoming lemma, whose proof is provided in Appendix E.3, we establish yet another
lower bound on the expected contribution of each z*-heavy supplier j in terms of our candidate
solution #. Here, our lower bound will compete against the term (x) in Lemma 6.3. Realizing
that (%) is defined in terms of x* rather than #, we address this difference by employing a coupling
wi 12

1 | in

argument between I? and I*", allowing us to express the expectation E ”[Hz—wzl””
LeC i+ J

terms of z* instead of %.

LEMMA 6.5. For every x*-heavy supplier j € S,

Z rij . Eﬁ

iGCj+

w”I"” 3
3 >
1+ ZKECJ'+ wéjlgj

Putting everything together. We are now ready to conclude the proof of property 1,
arguing that R (&) > 5 - OPT(R..). For this purpose, note that

RP+(QAT)
ijIm w”[:v
= >, D i Eps + 3> iy Ep _|(42)
jEeS- i€Cjt L+ 2eey, w1 JEST i€C 1 L2 vec weily;
i ’U}UIm ] 1 3
= D> D B =+ max{—-ra.(k_m,—-(*)} (43)
JES, ’iECJ‘+ 1 + ZZEC-+ wﬁ]'[@] 1 jes+ 10 I 16
[ wUI‘T 1
= Z Z Tij - Epas 1+ wo I + 1_0 Z (Taj(kj),j + (*))
JES_i€C;y eeCyy ity | jesy
i wZ]I“” ]
= Z Z Tij - Bpar z
JjES_i€C)y _1 + zfecﬁ ijzj ]
S S N ey m
Tig * Bpa* o
JES4 ieC;y 1+ ZZGCJ'Jr wg]lﬁj
1

Here, equality (42) is obtained by decomposing RF*+(2) into the sets of z*-light and z*-heavy
suppliers. To explain where inequality (43) is coming from, we first recall that &.; = z; for every
x*-light supplier j. Additionally, for every x*-heavy supplier j, we lower-bound her contribution
towards R+ (2) by taking the maximum between Lemmas 6.4 and 6.5. Inequality (44) follows

from Lemma 6.3. Finally, inequality (45) holds since z* is an optimal solution to (R).
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A Additional Proofs from Section 2

A.1 Proof of Lemma 2.1

To show that the constants vy, ..., ,, previously referred to as “probabilities”, indeed sum-up

to 1, note that

n —

Su = Z(ﬂ”ﬂﬂﬂ) ZW_ Zw

=0 Uj+1
= Zﬁ(Zw—Z_:w)Ho
jem M \iZo =0
= Z r; + o
JE€[n]
= 1

)

where the last equality is obtained by recalling that zp =1 — )" e i

A.2 Proof of Lemma 2.2

To evaluate the expected choice probability Eg.p(y)[7(j,S)] of each alternative j € [n], we
condition on the random assortment sampled from the distribution D(x). To this end, we
observe that for all k < j, when Sy = [k] is sampled, alternative j obviously cannot be chosen,
ie. 71'(]', Sk) = 0. For k > j, the conditional probability for selecting this alternative is 7 (7, Sx) =

. Therefore,

Zz OW

NE

Esp() [7(5,5)] = PTSND(x) (S = S| - 7 (4, Sk)

T
—_ .

— Z kuj <Uk xk+1> Zuﬁ_ze - x_".zw (46)

g 2t—0 Ut Uk+1 (=0

:
3
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Here, the second equality is obtained by substituting Pr[S = Si| = ¥ = (Z—’; — zi—i) . Z?:o Uy
for k <n —1, along with Pr[S = S,,| = ¢, = Pl Y ro Ue-

A.3 Proof of Lemma 2.4

To establish the desired claim, note that

R(D(r)) = Ep~p) [R(M)]
= Y Enepw {ECJJ.” [£5(C5" )H (47)
JES
= Z Z PrMND(x),CJM [C_]]M = CJ] f](C]) (48)

jes c;CC

= > > P [67=05] £(C) (49)

jeSs Cc;CC
= > Ecs[f;(C)]
jes
= RP(z).

Here, equality (47) is obtained by substituting R(M) = 3,5 ECJM [f](CjM)] To clarify equa-
tion (48), we note that PrMND(m),CJM [CJM = (] contains two layers of randomness: Sam-
pling a menu M according to the distribution D(x), and subsequently sampling the set of
customers CJM who select supplier j. To derive equality (49), it remains to explain why

PYMND(x)pJf.” [CJM =Cj) = Pres [C} = Cj]. For this purpose, we observe that

Pry p(),cm [C} =] = Prypepey || N =13 A N\ {1 =0}
ieC; icC\C;

= Eyepe |Eoe | T2 T -1

i€Cj i€C\C
= ]I Esviepen HC)(J} Mi)]
=er
i€C\C;
= [To- I (-2 (51)
1€C 1€C\C;

= P || AIG=1|A| A\ {T5=0}

i€C; i€C\C;
= Prc: [C7=Cj) .
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Equality (50) holds since (Il]}/f )icc are mutually independent, and since each Ii];-/[ indicates
whether customer ¢ selects supplier j with respect to her menu M;, which happens with prob-
ability 772(0) (j, M;), as explained in Section 1.1. Finally, equality (51) follows from Lemma 2.2,
stating in this case that x;; identifies with the probability of customer i choosing supplier j

from a random menu sampled according to the distribution D(z;.).

B Additional Proofs from Section 3

B.1 Proof of Lemma 3.1

Property 1: § € PS. By definition, we have §.; = ZC cc Pr[C =Gyl “i for every
supplier j € S, meamng that §.; is a convex combination of the vectors {y g J}C cc. Addi-
*Cj € P Ci - PS since y*% is feasible to (LPyNt) and since P Ci C PS according

to definition (). Therefore, by recalling that PJS is a polyhedron, we have 7.5 € Pf for every

tionally, y. ’
j € S, implying that § € PS.

Property 2: g;; < w”a: for every (¢,j) € E. To establish this relation, we observe that

~ * *,C;
o= Y Pr|of =05
c,cc
* *,C'
c;CC:
iec;
c,;cc:
icc;
= wijx;‘kj . (54)
Here, equality (52) holds since yl = 0 when ¢ §é C;. This claim is obtained by recalling that
- ={y¢€ P 1y =0Vie C\ Cj}, and that y] Y e P; Ci , since 7 is feasible to (LPyNL).
* C
Subsequently, we get inequality (53), as Y ¥ Y ¢ PS forces ;’) + Y ec yZ]’CJ < 1 for every
* C]
customer ¢ € C. In particular, we must have y'uf)— + yw’ Y < 1, implying that yw < < 1$;j <
(%] ij

min{w;j, 1} = w;;. To elaborate on equality (54), by recalling that Cf ={ieC: [ =1}

and Ii”” ~ Bernoulli(z};), we have

C;_c Pricy =] = Prliecy| = pejp=1] = aj.

iECj
C Additional Proofs from Section 4

C.1 Proof of Lemma 4.1

Let z* be an optimal solution to formulation (R). To argue that OPT(R_) + OPT(Ry) >

OPT(R), we define a pair of points z*, =% € PC such that x* ;= a7 - 1[(i,j) € E-] and

zy ;= i - 1[(i,7) € B4, for every edge (i,7) € E. Clearly, ¥ and 7 are feasible solutions
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to (R_) and (R ) since they are both upper-bounded by z* € P®, and since P® is a downward-

closed polyhedron (see Section 2.3). Based on these definitions,

wii I
OPT(R) = > ry-Ep : ]
(i7)e - L+ 2 sec wesl
wij I
+ Z Tij - Bpar -
(i.d)€B L+ 2Lec i
x*
(ij)e B L+ pec weily;
x*
ZUZ]I +
+ > B S (55)
(i.j)EEL L+ > e weily;
x*
= Z Tij -Elxj Y poes
(4.5)EB- L+ ZZGC:(Z,]')GE_ ijzj
$*
wijI +
+ Z Tij - E[zfr = x (56)
(i.)€E4 L+ > reci)ers Wiy
< OPT(R_)+ OPT(R,) . (57)

To clarify inequality (55), we note that for any fixed supplier j € S, the indicators {Ilz’f bieo
are independent, as are {I fji tiec. In addition, Ifj and Iimj*_ are identically distributed for every
(i,j) € E_, while I;rji =0 for (i,j) € E\ E_-. A symmetric argument applies to the relation
between {Ifj*}iec and {I;;1 tiec. Equality (56) holds since IZL = 0 for every (¢,j) ¢ E_, and
similarly, IZ: = 0 for every (¢,7) ¢ E.. Finally, inequality (57) is obtained by recalling that
x* and z? are feasible for (R_) and (Ry), respectively.

C.2 Counter-example for subadditivity

In what follows, we present an example where M = MM w M@ and R(MW) + R(M®?) <

R(M). To this end, our instance is defined as follows:
e Customers and suppliers: We have two customers and two suppliers, i.e., C' = {1,2} and

S = {1,2).

e Pairwise rewards: The customer-supplier pair (1,1) provides a unit reward, i.e., 71 = 1.

All other pairs are not profitable, meaning that r1o = r9; = r99 = 0.

e Preference weights: All preference weights are identical, with w11 = w12 = u9; = uge =1

and w11 = W12 = W21 =— W22 = 1.

Let M be the menu where customer 1 is offered supplier 1 and customer 2 is offered suppliers
1 and 2. According to definition (3), since r9; = 792 = 0, the expected reward of this menu is

simply
ROM) = Egulfirdusie(cih)
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= Pr[rf =11 = 1] e, 2)) + P [ = 1B = 0] iRy
+Pr (1 = 0,13 = 1] - irie(qey) + Pr (1 = 0,13 = 0] - pirehie(p)

Now, suppose we partition M into M@ and M@ such that: MM offers supplier 1 to both
customers; M2 does not offer any supplier to customer 1 and offers supplier 2 to customer 2.

In this case,

R(MW) + R(MP)

- E induSiVG(C{VI(l))]—l-E mCluswe(C{\/[(Q))]

CM(I) [ CM(Q) [

— Pr |:IM(1) _ 1 IM(l) } fmcluswe({l 2})—|—P [IM() _ 1 IM(I) } fmcluswe {1})

+ Pr [I% =0, IM(l) — 1} . finclusive({z}) +Pr [I%(l) —0 121 ] fmcluswe(@)

C.3 Proof of Lemma 4.4

Given a point z € P®, our method for approximately estimating RY(x) begins by further
developing equation (22) to obtain

RP(x) = Z T‘Z'j-E[ac

(i,5)eEE

= E rijwijxij . E]z
(i.j)eE

L+ pec wely;

1
1+ W;5 + ZZGC,i ngffj]

where the last equality holds since I ~ Bernoulli(z;;) and since {Ifj}iec are independent.
Based on this representation, we estimate RY(x) by separately estimating the inner terms
EII[

1
1+w1'j+2eec,iwwffj] ’
To this end, let us focus our attention on a single pair (i,j) € E. For brevity, we index

the customers in C_; by 1,...,n, and for each customer ¢ € C_;, we abbreviate w;; and Ig”j
], we define the function F(k,«) =

as wy and Iy, respectively. To estimate Ej|

1
El[a+zfzk wyely
weight of any supplier, i.e., Wyax = max{wy, : @ € C,;b € S}. As such, our goal will be to

estimate F'(1,1 + w;;) = Ef]

1
Twij+2 g wele
|, for k € [n+ 1] and « € [1,1 4+ nwpax], where wpax is the largest preference

1 . .
[ETrES Sy Iz] by means of dynamic programming.

Discretizing the a-parameter. In what follows, we introduce an efficiently computable
proxy function F, which will closely approximate F. Our first step consists of discretizing the
possible values for a by defining the set 4 = {1,1+ £, (14 £)%, ..., (1 + £)I'}, where L is the
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smallest integer for which (14 £)% > 14 nwpax. Note that |A] is polynomial in the input size,
since L = O(21og(1 + nwmax)). Moving forward, we will make use of [-]4 as an operator that
rounds its argument to the nearest value in A from above. The next claim, whose proof is given

in Appendix C.4, bounds the rounding error of this discretization method.

CramM C.1. F(k, [a+w]) > (1 — £) - F(k,a +w), for every k € [n+ 1], a € [1, 1 4 nwmax),

and w € [0, Wax] -

Proxy function specification. We are now ready to define the function F', given by the

following set of recursive equations for k € [n + 1] and o € A:

Prily=1] - F(k+1,[a+w]?) +Pr[, =0]- F(k +1,a), itk<n

F(k,a) =
é’ itk=n+1.

A straightforward dynamic programming approach allows us to compute {F(k, ) Y hefnt1),aeA
in O(n - |A]) time.

Analysis. In the remainder of this proof, we show that
(1-26)-F(1,14+wy) < F,[14+wy]?) < F1,1+wy) . (58)

To derive the above-mentioned upper bound on F(l, 1+ wiﬂA), we establish a more general
claim, stating that F(k, [a]?) < F(k,a), for every k € [n+ 1] and a € [1,1 + nwpay]. Our
proof works by induction on k in decreasing order. For the base case of kK = n + 1, we have

Fin+1,a) = é = F(n+ 1,a), by definition of F. Now, for the general case of k < n, we

observe that

Flkyo) = Pr[l,=1]-F(k+1,[a+wi]?) +Pr[l, =0]- F(k+1,a)
< Pr(ly=1]-Fk+1,[a+w,]?) + Prl, =0]- F(k+1,a)
< Prily=1]-Fk+1l,a4+wy)+Pr{l; =0] - F(k+1,)
= F(k,a),

where the first inequality follows from the induction hypothesis.

In the opposite direction, we arrive at the lower bound on F(1, [1+w;;]4), as stated in (58),
by inductively proving an auxiliary claim, arguing that F(k,a) > (1 — %)"H_k - F(k,a), for
every k € [n+1] and o € A. The base case of k = n+ 1 is identical to that of our upper bound,
ie, F(n+1,0) = 1 = F(n+1,a). Now, for the general case of k < n, note that by definition
of F,

F(k,o) = Prily=1]-Fk+1,[a+w]?) +Prl, =0]-F(k+1,a)

> (1 - %)w (Pr(l =1]- F(k+1,[a+wi]?) + Prlx = 0] - F(k +1,a))(59)
> (1 _ %)"*H (Pr[Iy=1]- F(k+1,a+w) +Pr[l, =0] - F(k +1,a)) (60)
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_ (1 _ 5>"+1_k F(k, ) .

Here, inequality (59) follows from the induction hypothesis. Inequality (60) is obtained by
noting that F(k + 1, [a + w]?4) > (1 — £) - F(k + 1, + wg), due to Claim C.1. Now, by
instantiating this claim with £ = 1 and o = 1 + w;;, we have

Fa,n+alh) = (1-5)" P+ alt)

v

€ n+1
(1--) CF(1,1+ )
n

> (1-2€)-F(1,14+@) .

Here, the second inequality follows from Claim C.1, and the third inequality is implied by
Bernoulli’s inequality, as (1 — £)"™1 > 1 - <. (n+1) >1— 2e.

C.4 Proof of Claim C.1

To establish the desired claim, note that by definition,

F(k,[a+w]?) = E;

1
[a+w]d 43k wﬂe]

> E;

1
(I+5) (at+w) +> s wﬂe]

- (-9 =

n

1
at+w+ sy wﬂz]
= <1—E> -F(k,a+w)

n

where the first inequality holds since [a +w]4 < (14 £) - (o +w).

D Additional Proofs from Section 5

D.1 Proof of Lemma 5.1

Noting that E[wX] = E[Y], by exploiting Theorem 3.A.1 in Shaked and Shanthikumar (2007),
it suffices to prove that Emax{wX, a}] < E[max{Y, a}] for all & € R. To this end, we consider

three cases, depending on the value of «:

e a < 0: Here, max{wX,a} = wX and max{Y,a} =Y. Thus, Emax{wX, a}] = wp =
E[max{Y, a}].

e o € [0,w]: In this case,

E [max{Y,a}] = ZPr Y = k] - max{k, a}
k=0
= Pr[y =0 a+§:Pr[Y:k] k
k=1
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= e P a+E[Y]
= e "P-at+wp
> (I-p)-atwp
= Emax{wX, a}| ,
where the sole inequality above holds since w < 1, and therefore e ™P > e > 1 — p.

e o > w: In this scenario, Emax{Y, a}] > o = Elmax{wX, a}].

D.2 Proof of Claim 5.4

When Y ~ Poisson(\), we have

1 == 1 N
E[1+Y} - kz_olJrk'e i
1 o0 B )\k-l—l
= — . [
> |
A= (k+1)
1 oo
= 1P =4
k=1
1
= 1 (1=Pr[y=0)
_ 1 -
= 5 (1=
13 1
< =
= 10 14+

where the last inequality holds since it is easy to verify that W < % forall x € (0,00).

E Additional Proofs from Section 6

E.1 Proof of Lemma 6.3

By conditioning on the possible realizations of ij*, we have
wijI ij

1+ ZZGCJ'+ ngffj

= > P =0Q)

E i Eper

iGCj+

QC(IC)+1]
wigliy ”
DIRRE —=| € = 03(Q)
i€Cjt 1+ Zfecﬁ we; L
. W
= Z Pr [ij :UJ(Q)]' Z Tij * =5 < o (61)
QC(IC)+1] i€a;(Q) €0;(Q) Tt
. W
B S ST A o
QCIIC; 4 11 ico;(Q) teo;(Q) W
Qﬁ[kj]:@
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Z - [Cf _ O'j(Q)] ) Z rij - W

1+ ZKEUJ'(Q) wej

QClICy 4 I i€o;(Q)
QN[k;]1#0
* wij
< Towpit 2 PO =a@) 3 et ()
QCIIC 4 I i€o;(Q) teo;(@Q) TH
QN[k;]#0

Here, equality (61) holds since, conditional on C’f* = 0(Q), we know that Ifj* = 1 if and only
if i € 0(Q). Additionally, Pr[ij* =0;(Q)] = 0 for every Q € [|Cj+]], by the assumption that
zj; = 0 for all i ¢ Cj;. To obtain equality (62), the important observation is that for every
subset @ C [|Cj ] with @ N [k;] = 0, we must have r;; < 7, (,),; for every customer i € 0;(Q),

SINCE T (1),5 = " 2 Toy(|C;4]).5"

E.2 Proof of Lemma 6.4

For simplicity, we assume without loss of generality that o;(i) = i for all i € C;;, meaning that

T1j = e 2 Tgy,)j- Consequently,
> ry-E wigly ]
ij B =7
iGCj+ 1 + ZKECJ-F nglgj

wijlfj ]

zezk] Lt D reqey weili

I A > iclky) Wil
5 Zze k4] wl] 2]
= rpyPre | > IE>1| - Ep Y >t
i€[k;j] 1+ ZZE k;] wii L i€[k;j]

1

Z E . Tk'jvj . (65)

Here, equality (63) holds since supplier j is «*-heavy, and therefore Z;; = 0 when i > k; by
definition, meaning that I;’; = 0 for all such customers. Inequality (64) follows by recalling that

r1j >+ > 1y, 4. Finally, to arrive at inequality (65), we make two observations:
oF'tE[M|Z > 1] > L. This claim holds since the function z — %
irst, E;z (S ST icfk; lij = 1] = 3. This claim holds since the function z — 3
is monotone 1ncrea51ng, and since Z ]wZ]I > 1 when Zz‘e[kj] IZ > 1, as w;j > 1 for

all (i,§) € Ey.

e Second, we observe that

Prps ZI‘%Zl = 1-Prp Z =0

i€lky] i€[ky]

= 1- JJ -2y (66)
i€[k;]

> 11— e— Zie[kj] Tij
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> 1—e 1 (67)

S 1

X
Here, equality (66) holds since If; ~ Bernoulli(Z;;) for all i € C, and since {Ifj}iec are
mutually independent. To verify inequality (67), note that Zie[kj] Tij =3 - Zz‘e[kj} Ty >
40, by recalling that &;; = % ~x;; for all © € [k;], and that Zz‘e[kj} Ty > % by definition of
k;j.

E.3 Proof of Lemma 6.5

Similarly to the proof of Lemma 6.4, we assume without loss of generality that o;(i) = ¢ for all
i € Cj4. Let us begin by defining a coupling between {Ifj}ie[kj} and {IZ* }z‘e[kj} in the following
fashion. First, we define mutually-independent Bernoulli random variables {Zij}ie[kj}7 each with
a success probability of 2, such that {Zij}tick;) are independent of {I?* Vielr,)- It is easy to verify
that Ifj and Iimj Z;; are identically distributed for every i € [k;], since
i_1] = 4y = S.an = =1]-Pr|I% =1| = Pr|I}Z;=

Additionally, {I’?j}ie[kj] and {Ifj* Zij}Yielk,) share the same joint distributions, since {Ifj}z‘e[kj],
{Iixj*}ie[k‘j]’ and {Z;;};cx,;) are all independent. Given this definition, we have

ij " >
i€Cj4 1+ Zfecj-k nglgjj
wijlfj ]
= D B ; (68)
i€[k;] 1+ Zfe[kﬂ wel;
>y E il % (69)
Z'G[kj] 1+ Zfe[k‘ ’U)gj_[ Zgj
> wlo-ef YonE il o =q
= r = TZ] Iz* TT* ] j =
QCCj+ i€lkj] 1+ Zfe[kﬂ weidi; Zeg
. wii Zis ]
P e
= j J . .
QCC;y: i€QN[k;] L2 seqnik;) weiZes |
QN[kj;]#0

Here, equality (68) is exactly equality (63) in the proof of Lemma 6.4. Equality (69) utilizes our
coupling between {Ifj}ie[kj} and {Ifj* }ielr;)» as described above. Now, to complete the proof, it
For this

Wij Zij ]

remains to show that > ;conp, | 74 'EZ[HZeeQn e Zs

3. o Wiy
> 16 " 2ieQ il 142 hequej”
purpose, note that

wij Zij
Tz] EZ
ZE;: L+ > seonin,) Wei Zej

39



-3 ie;{m Bz | T ZZZOM_Z. — (70)
3 g
- 8 ieQZﬂ%kﬂ Ty zz:)cl?]ﬂ[kj] wej
3 g
- 16 z‘eQZﬂ[kj] " ZéeQu:;ﬂﬂ Wej i
> 1_36 : %Tij : % (72)
> %.Zrij-—1+§iQw€j.

i€Q

Here, equality (70) is obtained by recalling that Z;; ~ Bernoulli($) and that {Zijtiew,) are
independent. Inequality (71) holds since Q; N [k;] # 0 and since w;; > 1 for all (¢,j) € Ey. To
derive inequality (72), let us think of the following random experiment. Suppose that @ is a
set of items, where each 7 € @ has a reward of 7;; and a weight of w;;. A single item is selected

at random, proportionally to these weights, i.e., each item ¢ € @ is picked with probability

——2—. Let T} stand for this randomly selected item, meaning that our reward is r7.. Then,
ZzeQ Wej J J

g?ﬁ‘j : m = E[rg]
= Pr(T; € Qn[kj]] - E[rp,|Tj € QN [kj]]
+Pr[T; ¢ QN [ky)] - E [rr Ty & Q0 k]

< E[rp|T; € QN (k] (73)
— Z rij - Wiy
i€QN[k;] Zfe@ﬂ[’%‘] Wej

where inequality (73) holds since E[r7,|T; € Q N [kj]] > ¢, ; > Elry [Ty ¢ Q N [kj]], as ry; >

2 TIC L
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