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Abstract

This paper presents an algorithmic study of a class of covering mixed-integer linear programming
problems which encompasses classic cover problems, including multidimensional knapsack, facility location
and supplier selection problems. We first show some properties of the vertices of the associated polytope,
which are then used to decompose the problem into instances of the multidimensional knapsack cover
problem with a single continuous variable per dimension. The proposed decomposition is used to design a
polynomial-time approximation scheme for the problem with a fixed number of constraints. To the best
of our knowledge, this is the first approximation scheme for such a general class of covering mixed-integer
programs. Moreover, we design a fully polynomial-time approximation scheme and an approximate linear
programming formulation for the case with a single constraint. These results improve upon the previously
best-known 2-approximation algorithm for the knapsack cover problem with a single continuous variable.
Finally, we show a perfect compact formulation for the case where all variables have the same lower and
upper bounds. Analogous results are derived for the packing and assignment variants of the problem.

1 Introduction

This paper presents an algorithmic study of mixed-integer programming problems, denoted by p, which are
defined as:

min
∑
i∈[n]

∑
j∈[m]

vijxij +
∑
i∈[n]

fiyi (1)

s.t.
∑
i∈[n]

xij ≥ dj ∀j ∈ [m], (2)

ℓijyi ≤ xij ≤ cijyi ∀i ∈ [n], j ∈ [m], (3)

yi ∈ {0, 1} ∀i ∈ [n]. (4)

where m and n are positive integers, v, ℓ, c ∈ Znm
≥ , d ∈ Zm

≥ and f ∈ Zn
≥ denote the nonnegative integer

parameters and [a] = {1, . . . , a} for a positive integer a. Throughout this paper, it is assumed, without loss
of generality, that dj ≥ cij ≥ ℓij for all i ∈ [n] and j ∈ [m]. For completeness, we also consider the packing
variant of p, defined analogously as:

max
∑
i∈[n]

∑
j∈[m]

vijxij +
∑
i∈[n]

fiyi

s.t.
∑
i∈[n]

xij ≤ dj ∀j ∈ [m],

ℓijyi ≤ xij ≤ cijyi ∀i ∈ [n], j ∈ [m],

yi ∈ {0, 1} ∀i ∈ [n].
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under the same assumptions on all parameters.
The covering integer programs (cip) are closely related to p. Given a matrix A ∈ Rm×n

≥ , vectors

a ∈ Rm
≥ , and b, h ∈ Rn

≥, cip is defined as min{hT z : Az ≥ a, z ≤ b, z ∈ Zn
≥}. Carr et al. (2000) propose a

∆1-approximation for this problem, where ∆1 is the maximum number of non-zero coefficients in any row
of A. Kolliopoulos and Young (2005) design a O(logm)-approximation for cip, and observe that this is
asymptotically the best possible unless P = NP. This inapproximability threshold follows from the classic
set cover problem, which does not admit a o(logm)-approximation unless P = NP (Raz and Safra, 1997).
The set cover problem is a special case of cip where z is binary, and binary cip is a particular case of p
where ℓij = cij = Aij , vij = 0, and fi = hi for all i ∈ [n] and j ∈ [m]. As a consequence, p does not admit a
o(logm)-approximation unless P = NP. Although there is little hope of designing better approximations for p
in general, the case where the number of constraints is fixed remains largely unexplored. Observe that p
with fixed m encompasses classic cover problems, including multidimensional knapsack, facility location and
supplier selection problems. Therefore, p remains NP-hard even when m = 1. For any fixed m ≥ 2, p with m
constraints does not admit a fully polynomial-time approximation scheme (FPTAS) unless P = NP. This is
due to the analogous hardness result for multidimensional knapsack cover that can be obtained following
essentially the same proof for the multidimensional knapsack (packing) devised by Magazine and Chern
(1984), and to the fact that multidimensional knapsack cover is a particular case of p with a fixed number
of constraints. On the positive side, Frieze and Clarke (1984) design a polynomial-time approximation
scheme (PTAS) to the multidimensional knapsack cover problem. For the knapsack cover problem (i.e., the
one-dimensional case), Güntzer and Jungnickel (2000) propose an FPTAS which is based on a greedy strategy.

The packing integer programs (pip) are defined analogously and encompass classic combinatorial optimiza-
tion problems such as knapsack, matching, and independent set problems. As a consequence, binary pip (and
thus the packing variant of p) cannot be approximated within n1−ϵ, for any ϵ > 0, unless P = NP (Zuckerman,
2006). There exists a vast literature on approximation algorithms for binary pip, nearly all of which rely on
randomized rounding techniques (see, e.g., Bansal et al., 2012; Chekuri and Khanna, 2004; Srinivasan, 1995).

This work provides a theoretical study of p through the lens of approximation algorithms and perfect
linear programming formulations. In Section 2, we first show some properties of the vertices of the polytope
associated with p that is, conv{(x, y) ∈ Rnm × {0, 1}n : (x, y) satisfies (2) − (4)}. Using these properties,
we decompose p into instances of a generalization of the multidimensional knapsack cover problem with
one continuous variable per dimension. We remark that a significant body of research has been devoted to
studying variations of the knapsack polytope, which provide valuable insights for understanding the polytope
associated with p (see, e.g., Dash et al., 2016; Van Roy and Wolsey, 1986). The proposed decomposition
of p is used to design a PTAS for p with a fixed number of constraints in Section 3. To the best of our
knowledge, this is the first approximation scheme for such a general class of covering mixed-integer programs.
Furthermore, in a sense, it is the best possible approximation for this problem since p admits no FPTAS, as
previously observed. Using a similar strategy, we also design a PTAS for an assignment variant of p which
includes general assignment problems (with fixed number of bins).

For p with a single constraint, we devise an FPTAS based on a dynamic programming approach in
Section 4. A byproduct of this result is an FPTAS for the knapsack cover with a single continuous variable,
thereby improving upon the previously best-known 2-approximation algorithm by Zhao and Li (2014). We
note that Van Hoesel and Wagelmans (2001) present an FPTAS for the single-item capacitated economic
lot-sizing problem that is more general than one-dimensional p in its consideration of backlogging and holding
costs. However, their model does not consider lower bounds. Additionally, for each ϵ ∈ (0, 1), we prove the
existence of a compact linear programming formulation which yields a solution of value at most (1 + ϵ) times
the optimal value of the problem.

Finally, in Section 5, we show a perfect compact formulation for the one-dimensional p with uniform
bounds, that is, ℓi = ℓ and ci = c for all i ∈ [n]. Constantino (1998) investigates the uncapacitated version of
this problem, i.e., the case where c ≥ d. More precisely, he derives two families of valid inequalities and shows
that they describe the convex hull in this special case. Although one-dimensional uniform p is a special case
(with positive demand only in the last period) of a single-item lot-sizing problem with piecewise linear costs,
which is known to be polynomial-time solvable (Hellion et al., 2012), no tight formulation is known for this
problem. Hence the proposed perfect compact formulation contributes in this direction. Concluding remarks
and directions for further investigation are presented in Section 6. Note that each section also includes an
analysis of the corresponding packing problem.
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2 Decomposition into multidimensional knapsack problems

This section begins by showing a simple characterization of the instances of p with optimal value equal to
zero.

Proposition 2.1. Let I be an instance of p, and let S = {i ∈ [n] : fi = 0}. It holds that the optimal value
OPT(I) = 0 if and only if, for each j ∈ [m],

∑
i∈Zj

cij ≥ dj, where Zj = {i ∈ S : vij = 0}.

Proof. Suppose first that OPT(I) = 0, and let (x, y) be an optimal solution of I. Clearly, fi = 0 for
each i ∈ [n] with yi = 1. Consider i ∈ [n] with yi = 1, and j ∈ [m]. If vij > 0, then xij = 0. Hence,∑

i∈Zj
cij ≥

∑
i∈Zj

xij =
∑

i∈[n] xij ≥ dj .
For the converse, define a vector (x, y) ∈ Rnm × {0, 1}n that equals zero except for the entries yi = 1 for

all i ∈ [n] with fi = 0, and xij = cij for all j ∈ [m] and i ∈ Zj . If follows from the construction that (x, y) is
a feasible solution of I of value equal to zero. Hence, OPT(I) = 0.

Using the previous result, one may recognize and solve any instance with optimal value equal to zero in O(nm)
time. Henceforth, we assume that all considered instances of p have a positive optimal value.

We next present properties of an optimal solution of p. These allow us to demonstrate how to decom-
pose p into a collection of instances of the following generalization of the multidimensional knapsack cover
problem.

Multidimensional knapsack cover problem with one continuous variable per dimension (mkc).
Input: η, µ ∈ Z>, f̄ ∈ Zη

≥, v̄ ∈ Zµ
≥, c̄ ∈ Zµ

>, w̄ ∈ Zηµ
≥ , and d̄ ∈ Zµ

≥.
Output: Subset S ⊆ [η], and nonnegative αj ≤ c̄j for all j ∈ [µ] such that

∑
i∈S w̄ij ≥ dj − αj for

every j ∈ [µ].
Objective: Minimize

∑
i∈S f̄i +

∑
j∈[µ] v̄jαj.

Note that an instance of mkc is feasible if and only if
∑

i∈[η] w̄ij ≥ dj − c̄j for every j ∈ [µ]. We assume
henceforth that all considered instances of mkc are feasible.

Let X = {(x, y) ∈ Rnm × {0, 1}n : (x, y) satisfies (2)− (4)}. The key lemma is presented next.

Lemma 2.2. There exists an optimal solution (x, y) to p such that the following assertions hold for
every j ∈ [m].

(i) There exists at most one g(j) ∈ [n] such that xg(j),j ∈ (ℓg(j),j , cg(j),j). Precisely, ℓg(j),j < xg(j),j < cg(j),j
if any exists. Otherwise, let g(j) ∈ argmaxi∈[n]{vij : xij = cij , yi = 1} if xij ∈ {ℓijyi, cijyi} for all
i ∈ [n] and there is at least one i ∈ [n] with xij = cij, and g(j) ∈ argmini∈[n]{vij : xij = ℓij , yi = 1}
otherwise. We define g(j) as the fractional variable for each j ∈ [m].

(ii) For each i ∈ [n] \ {g(j)} such that yi = 1 and vij ≠ vg(j),j, we have xij = ℓij if vij > vg(j),j, and
xij = cij otherwise.

(iii) For each i ∈ [n] \ {g(j)} such that yi = 1 and vij = vg(j),j, we have xij = ℓij if i < g(j), and xij = cij
otherwise.

Proof. Let (x, y) ∈ Rnm+n be an optimal solution to p that is an extreme point of conv(X), and let j ∈ [m].
Suppose to the contrary that ℓaj < xaj < caj and ℓbj < xbj < cbj for some a, b ∈ [n] with a ̸= b. Let
ϵ = mind∈{a,b} min{cdj −xdj , xdj − ℓdj}. We define two vectors x1, x2 ∈ Rnm+n such that x1 and x2 are equal
to x except for the following entries: x1aj = xaj + ϵ, x1bj = xbj − ϵ, x2aj = xaj − ϵ, and x2bj = xbj + ϵ. It is clear

that (x1, y) and (x2, y) belong to X. Moreover, (x, y) = 1
2 (x

1, y) + 1
2 (x

2, y), a contradiction to the choice of
(x, y). Hence, there exists at most one a ∈ [n] with ℓaj < xaj < caj .

Suppose first that such a exists and let g(j) = a, i.e., ℓg(j),j < xg(j),j < cg(j),j . Suppose to the contrary
that yi = 1, xij = cij > ℓij and vij > vg(j),j for some i ∈ [n] \ {g(j)}. Define a vector x̄ ∈ Rnm to be equal
to x except for x̄ij = xij − ϵ and x̄g(j),j = xg(j),j + ϵ, where ϵ := min{cg(j),j − xg(j),j , xij − ℓij}. It follows
that (x̄, y) is a feasible solution to p of cost strictly smaller than (x, y), a contradiction. Analogously, one
can prove that xij = ℓij if yi = 1 and vij > vg(j),j . Suppose now that xij ∈ {ℓijyi, cijyi} for all i ∈ [n]. Note
that vij ≥ vi′j for all i, i′ ∈ [n] such that yi = yi′ = 1, xij = ℓij < cij and xi′j = ci′j > ℓi′j . Otherwise, one
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could obtain a solution cheaper than (x, y) by increasing xij and decreasing xi′j by the same (sufficiently
small) amount. Let i ∈ [n] \ {g(j)} such that yi = 1 and vij ≠ vg(j),j . If xg(j),j = cg(j),j , then the previous
observation together with the definition of g(j) in (i) imply that xij = cij if vij < vg(j),j , and xij = ℓij if
vij > vg(j),j . If xg(j),j = ℓg(j),j , then there is no i ∈ [n] with yi = 1 and xij = cij . Thus (ii) follows from the
choice of g(j).

Consider now i ∈ [n] \ {g(j)} such that yi = 1 and vij = vg(j),j . We define the set of inversions of any
solution (x′, y′) satisfying (i) as

{i ∈ {1, . . . , g(j)− 1} : x′ij = cij , y
′
i = 1} ∪ {i ∈ {g(j) + 1, . . . , n} : x′ij = ℓij , y

′
i = 1}.

Let V be the set of inversion of (x, y). Suppose that (x, y) has at least one inversion (i.e., V ≠ ∅). Assume,
without loss of generality, that this inversion is due to an element in [n] smaller than g(j), and choose i ∈ V
to be the largest number such that i < g(j). For each i′ ∈ {i+ 1, . . . , g(j)} with yi′ = 1 and vi′j = vg(j),j ,
starting from g(j) to i+1, we first move from xij to xi′j the maximum quantity ϵ such that either xij−ϵ = ℓij
or xi′j + ϵ = ci′j . Then we are done in the former case, or we repeat the procedure with i′ − 1 or end the
procedure when i′ − 1 = i in the latter one. Let x̄ ∈ Rnm be the vector obtained at the end of this procedure.
Note that there is t ∈ {i, i+ 1, . . . , g(j)} with yt = 1 and vtj = vg(j),j such that, for each i′ ∈ {i, . . . , g(j)}
with yi′ = 1 and vi′j = vg(j),j , we have x̄i′j = ℓi′j if i′ < t and x̄i′j = ci′j if i′ > t. Hence, the number of
inversions of (x̄, y) is strictly smaller than the number of inversions of (x, y). Moreover, since vi′j = vg(j),j for
all i′ ∈ V , it is clear that (x̄, y) is an optimal solution to p that still respects (i) and (ii). By repeating the
previous procedure at most n− 1 times, we obtain an optimal solution to p which satisfies (i), (ii), and (iii).
The case of an inversion involving an element in [n] larger than g(j) is handled analogously.

Let j ∈ [m] and k ∈ [n]. We define Lkj = {i ∈ [n] \ {k} : vij > vkj}∪ {i ∈ [n] \ {k} : vij = vkj and i < k} and
Ckj = {i ∈ [n] \ {k} : vij < vkj} ∪ {i ∈ [n] \ {k} : vij = vkj and i > k}. Note that {Lkj , Ckj} is a partition of
[n] \ {k} which only depends on the input instance, and can be easily computed in linear time.

Theorem 2.3. Let I be an instance of p. There exists a function g : [m] → [n] such that I admits an
optimal solution (x, y) ∈ Rnm × {0, 1}n where, for each j ∈ [m], yg(j) = 1, xij = ℓijyi for all i ∈ Lg(j),j

and xij = cijyi for all i ∈ Cg(j),j.

Proof. The proof is immediate from Lemma 2.2 and the definitions of the L and C sets.

It follows from Theorem 2.3 that problem p boils down to finding such a function g and solving the mkc
instance associated with g. Using this idea, we next propose an alternative formulation for p applied to the
(sub)partitions of [n] given by L and C for all possible O(nm) choices of (g(1), . . . , g(m)) ∈ [n]m.

Let G be the set of all functions g : [m]→ [n]. For every g ∈ G, i ∈ [n] and j ∈ [m], define

wg
ij =


ℓij if i ∈ Lg(j),j ,

cij if i ∈ Cg(j),j ,

ℓg(j)j if i = g.

Let g ∈ G. For each j ∈ [m], define cgg(j),j = cg(j),j − ℓg(j),j , and vgj = vg(j),j . For each i ∈ [n], define

fgi = fi +
∑

j∈[m] vijw
g
ij .

The following mixed-integer linear formulation has binary variables zg and ygi for all g ∈ G and i ∈ [n],
and real variables αg

j for all g ∈ G and j ∈ [m].
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min
∑
g∈G

∑
i∈[n]

fgi y
g
i +

∑
j∈[m]

vgjα
g
j

 (5)

s.t.
∑
g∈G

zg = 1, (6)

ygi ≤ z
g ∀g ∈ G, i ∈ [n], (7)

ygg(j) = zg ∀g ∈ G, j ∈ [m], (8)∑
i∈[n]

wg
ijy

g
i + αg

j ≥ djz
g ∀g ∈ G, j ∈ [m], (9)

cgg(j),jz
g ≥ αg

j ≥ 0 ∀g ∈ G, j ∈ [m], (10)

zg ∈ {0, 1} ∀g ∈ G, (11)

ygi ∈ {0, 1} ∀g ∈ G, i ∈ [n]. (12)

Proposition 2.4. The formulation (5)–(12) correctly models p.

Proof. Let I be an instance of p. Let g : [m] → [n] and (x, y) as given in Theorem 2.3. Let us define a
vector (z, ȳ, α) ∈ {0, 1}|G| × {0, 1}|G|n × R|G|m with all entries equal to zero except for zg = 1, ȳg = y, and
αg
j = xg(j),j − ℓg(j),j for all j ∈ [m]. One may easily verify that (z, ȳ, α) satisfies constraints (6)–(12) as (x, y)

satisfies (2)–(4). Thus, the objective function (5) on (z, ȳ, α) is equal to∑
i∈[n]

fgi ȳ
g
i +

∑
j∈[m]

vgjα
g
j =

∑
i∈[n]

∑
j∈[m]

vijw
g
ij ȳ

g
i +

∑
i∈[n]

fiȳ
g
i +

∑
j∈[m]

vgjα
g
j

=
∑
j∈[m]

 ∑
i∈Lg(j),j

vijℓij ȳ
g
i +

∑
i∈Cg(j),j

vijcij ȳ
g
i + vg(j)jℓg(j)j ȳ

g
g(j)


+
∑
i∈[n]

fiȳ
g
i +

∑
j∈[m]

vgjα
g
j

(13)

=
∑
j∈[m]

∑
i∈[n]\{g(j)}

vijxij +
∑
i∈[n]

fiyi +
∑
j∈[m]

vg(j),jxg(j),j (14)

=
∑
j∈[m]

∑
i∈[n]

vijxij +
∑
i∈[n]

fiyi,

where (13) follows from the definition of w, and (14) holds because, for each j ∈ [m] and i ∈ [n] \ {g(j)}, we
have xij = ℓijyi if i ∈ Lg(j),j , xij = cijyi if i ∈ Cg(j),j , and xij = αg

j + ℓg(j),j otherwise. Finally, it is clear
that any feasible solution of (6)–(12) induces a feasible solution of (2)–(4) with the same value. Therefore,
(5)–(12) is a correct formulation of p.

This formulation reveals a decomposition of p into a collection of mkc instances. Precisely, for each g ∈ G,
the formulation for g is

min
∑
i∈[n]

fgi y
g
i +

∑
j∈[m]

vgjα
g
j (15)

s.t.
∑
i∈[n]

wg
ijy

g
i + αg

j ≥ dj ∀j ∈ [m], (16)

cgg(j),j ≥ α
g
j ≥ 0 ∀j ∈ [m], (17)

ygg(j) = 1 ∀j ∈ [m], (18)

ygi ∈ {0, 1} ∀i ∈ [n]. (19)
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Note that, for every i ∈ [n], fgi is the cost of choosing item i, and wg
ij is the weight of item i in knapsack j,

where j ∈ [m]. For each j ∈ [m], dj is the demand of knapsack j, vgj and cgg(j),j are the cost and the upper

bound of the continuous variable associated with knapsack j, respectively.
We conclude this section with the following corollary of Proposition 2.4, which is used in the algorithms

designed in the next sections.

Corollary 2.5. Let I be an instance of p. There exists a collection I of O(nm) instances of mkc such that

OPT(I) = min
I′∈I

OPTmkc(I
′).

The formulation developed for p can be naturally adapted to its packing counterpart. By redefining the
sets Lkj = {i ∈ [n] \ {k} : vij < vkj} ∪ {i ∈ [n] \ {k} : vij = vkj and i > k} and Ckj = {i ∈ [n] \ {k} : vij >
vkj} ∪ {i ∈ [n] \ {k} : vij = vkj and i < k}, we can decompose the problem into a collection of instances of
multidimensional knapsack packing problem with one continuous variable per dimension, which is denoted
by mkp.

3 A polynomial-time approximation scheme

Next, we design a polynomial-time approximation scheme for p (with m fixed), which is based on the
decomposition presented in the previous section. Frieze and Clarke (1984) propose a PTAS for the Multidi-
mensional Knapsack Cover problem without continuous variables. In what follows, we extend their PTAS to
include exactly one continuous variable per dimension. The analysis of the proposed algorithm follows the
methodology of Frieze and Clarke (1984).

Let η, µ ∈ Z>, f̄ ∈ Zη
≥, v̄ ∈ Zµ

≥, c̄ ∈ Zµ
>, w̄ ∈ Zηµ

≥ , and d̄ ∈ Zµ
≥. The Multidimensional Knapsack Cover

problem with one continuous variable per dimension (mkc) is equivalent to

min
∑
i∈[η]

f̄iyi +
∑
j∈[µ]

v̄jαj (20)

s.t.
∑
i∈[η]

w̄ijyi ≥ d̄j − αj ∀j ∈ [µ], (21)

c̄j ≥ αj ≥ 0 ∀j ∈ [µ], (22)

yi ∈ {0, 1} ∀i ∈ [η]. (23)

Let ϵ > 0, and let k = min{η, ⌈µ/ϵ⌉}. We next design an algorithm Aϵ for mkc that runs in polynomial
time when µ (a.k.a. dimension) is fixed. For every S ⊆ [η], define T (S) = {i ∈ [η] \ S : f̄i > mint∈S f̄t}. Let
LP (S) be the linear relaxation of the formulation obtained from (20)–(23) when replacing (23) by, for all
i ∈ [η], 0 ≤ yi ≤ 1 and

yi =

{
1 if i ∈ S,
0 if i ∈ T (S).

The proposed algorithm solves LP (S) for every S ⊆ [η] such that |S| ≤ k, and then rounds up the
corresponding optimal fractional solution. Finally, it outputs the best solution found. This procedure is
formally described in Algorithm 1.

Theorem 3.1. Let ϵ > 0. Algorithm 1 is a (1 + ϵ)-approximation for mkc with fixed dimension.

Proof. The proof is very similar to the proof in Frieze and Clarke (1984). We give it here for completeness.
Let I = (η, µ, f̄ , v̄, c̄, w̄, d̄) be an instance of mkc, and let (y, α) be the output of Algorithm 1 on I

(i.e., (y, α) = Aϵ(I)). Line 6 guarantees that LP (S) has an optimal solution, say (y′(S), α′(S)), where S ⊆ [η]
with |S| ≤ k. By rounding up the entries of y′(S) in line 8, we obtain a vector satisfying constraints (21)–(23).
Thus, the algorithm produces a solution to I. Let us denote by ζ the value of (y, α). Consider an optimal
solution (y∗, α∗) to I, and denote by ζ∗ the optimal value of I. Let us define S∗ = {i ∈ [η] : y∗i = 1}. If
|S∗| ≤ k, then we have ζ ≤ ζ(S∗) ≤ ζ∗ as f̄ is nonnegative, which implies ζ = ζ∗. Since the condition |S∗| ≤ k
is always satisfied when k = η, we henceforth assume k = ⌈µ/ϵ⌉. If |S∗| > k, then consider an ordering

6



Algorithm 1 Algorithm Aϵ for mkc.

Input: An instance I = (η, µ, f̄ , v̄, c̄, w̄, d̄) of mkc.
Output: A feasible solution (y, α) ∈ {0, 1}η × Rµ to I.

1: procedure Aϵ(I)
2: k ← min{η, ⌈µ/ϵ⌉}
3: ζ ← +∞
4: for S ⊆ [η] with |S| ≤ k do
5: Let d̄j(S) := d̄j − c̄j −

∑
i∈S wij for each j ∈ [µ]

6: if
∑

i∈[η]\(S∪T (S)) w̄ij ≥ d̄j(S) for each j ∈ [µ] then ▷ Otherwise, LP (S) is infeasible

7: Compute an optimal basic solution (y′(S), α′(S)) to LP (S)
8: y′′i (S) ←

⌈
y′i(S)

⌉
for every i ∈ [η] ▷ Rounding up to an integer solution

9: ζ(S) ←
∑

i∈[η] fiy
′′
i (S) +

∑
j∈[µ] v̄jα

′
j(S)

10: if ζ > ζ(S) then
11: ζ ← ζ(S), y ← y′′(S), α ← α′(S)

12: return (y, α)

of S∗ = {i(1), . . . , i(r)} such that r := |S∗| and f̄i(1) ≥ . . . ≥ f̄i(r). We define S∗
k = {i(1), . . . , i(k)} and

σ =
∑

t∈[k] f̄i(t). It follows from the definition of S∗
k and T (S∗

k) that f̄i ≤ f̄i(k) for each i ∈ [η] \ (S∗
k ∪ T (S∗

k)).
Hence, it holds that

f̄i ≤
σ

k
for all i ∈ [η] \ (S∗

k ∪ T (S∗
k)). (24)

One may easily check that (S∗ \ S∗
k) ∩ T (S∗

k) = ∅. Thus, (y∗, α∗) is feasible to LP (S∗
k), and so

ζ∗ ≥
∑
i∈[η]

f̄iy
′
i(S

∗
k) +

∑
j∈[µ]

v̄jα
′
j(S

∗
k) ≥

∑
i∈[η]

f̄iy
′′
i (S

∗
k)− δ +

∑
j∈[µ]

v̄jα
′
j(S

∗
k) ≥ ζ − δ,

where δ =
∑

i∈D f̄i and D = {i ∈ [η] : 0 < y′i(S
∗
k) < y′′i (S

∗
k)}. Note that every i ∈ D implies yi is a basic

variable in y′(S∗
k). Thus |D| ≤ µ. Moreover, D∩ (S∗

k ∪T (S∗
k)) = ∅, and so we have f̄i ≤ σ/k for all i ∈ D due

to (24). Hence δ ≤ µσ/k, and ζ∗ ≥ ζ−µσ/k ≥ ζ−µζ∗/k since ζ∗ ≥ σ. Therefore, ζ ≤ (1+µ/k)ζ∗ ≤ (1+ϵ)ζ∗.
The algorithm’s runtime is dominated by solving the linear program on line 7 for each of the O(ηk)

subsets S. Cohen et al. (2021) present the current state-of-the-art method to solve a linear program in

O
(
M(η) log η log

(
η/2−O(L)

))
time where M(η) ∼ η2.38 is the cost of matrix multiplication and inversion,

and L = O
(
log(η +

∥∥d̄∥∥∞ +
∥∥f̄∥∥∞ +∥v̄∥∞)

)
. A consequence of using their method is that while optimal

primal and dual solutions are obtained, an optimal basis is not necessarily identified. Therefore, we apply the
algorithm due to Megiddo (1991) to compute an optimal basis in strongly polynomial time from an optimal
primal-dual solution pair.

Theorem 3.2. There exists a polynomial-time approximation scheme for p when m is fixed.

Proof. Proposition 2.4 shows a decomposition of p into O(nm) instances of the multidimensional knapsack
cover problem with a single continuous variable per dimension. One can run Algorithm 1 on each of these
instances and output the cheapest solution. By Corollary 2.5 and Theorem 3.1, this leads to a PTAS for p
when m is fixed.

Theorem 3.2 gives, in a sense, the best polynomial-time approximation one can design to p since the
multidimensional knapsack cover problem – even without continuous variables – does not admit any fully
polynomial-time approximation scheme unless P = NP (Magazine and Chern, 1984).

3.1 Extension to packing problems

A PTAS for the packing variant of p can be derived with minor modifications to Algorithm 1, as shown in
Algorithm 2. The key changes are threefold. First, d̄j(S) is redefined as d̄j(S) = d̄j − ℓ̄j −

∑
i∈S wij for each
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j ∈ [µ]. Second, the feasibility check becomes verifying that d̄j(S) ≥ 0 for each j ∈ [µ]. Finally, after solving
the linear program LP (S), its solutions must be rounded down.

Algorithm 2 Algorithm Aϵ for mkp.

Input: An instance I = (η, µ, f̄ , v̄, c̄, w̄, d̄) of mkp.
Output: A feasible solution (y, α) ∈ {0, 1}η × Rµ to I.

1: procedure Aϵ(I)
2: k ← min{η, ⌈µ/ϵ⌉}
3: ζ ← 0
4: for S ⊆ [η] with |S| ≤ k do
5: Let d̄j(S) := d̄j − ℓ̄j −

∑
i∈S wij for each j ∈ [µ]

6: if d̄j(S) ≥ 0 for each j ∈ [µ] then ▷ Otherwise, LP (S) is infeasible
7: Compute an optimal basic solution (y′(S), α′(S)) to LP (S)
8: y′′i (S) ←

⌊
y′i(S)

⌋
for every i ∈ [η] ▷ Rounding down to an integer solution

9: ζ(S) ←
∑

i∈[η] fiy
′′
i (S) +

∑
j∈[µ] v̄jα

′
j(S)

10: if ζ < ζ(S) then
11: ζ ← ζ(S), y ← y′′(S), α ← α′(S)

12: return (y, α)

3.2 Extension to assignment problems

The approach previously described can also be extended to yield a PTAS for a related class of problems of
the following form, which we denote by q:

max
∑
i∈[n]

∑
j∈[m]

vijxij +
∑
i∈[n]

∑
j∈[m]

fijyij

s.t.
∑
i∈[n]

xij ≤ dj ∀j ∈ [m],

∑
j∈[m]

yij ≤ 1 ∀i ∈ [n],

ℓijyij ≤ xij ≤ cijyij ∀i ∈ [n], j ∈ [m],

yij ∈ {0, 1} ∀i ∈ [n], j ∈ [m],

where m and n are positive integers, v, ℓ, c, f ∈ Znm
≥ and d ∈ Zm

≥ denote the nonnegative integer parameters.
It is assumed, without loss of generality, that dj ≥ cij ≥ ℓij for all i ∈ [n] and j ∈ [m]. Note that q includes
relevant problems as the Generalized Assignment Problem (gap). In particular, when vij = 0 and cij = ℓij for
all i ∈ [n] and j ∈ [m], q is equivalent to gap, which is known to be APX-hard (Chekuri and Khanna, 2005).
On the positive side, for any ϵ > 0, there is an approximation for gap with ratio (e/(e− 1) + ϵ) ≈ (1.582 + ϵ)
using an LP-rounding approach, which is currently the best known approximation for this problem (Fleischer
et al., 2006).

For a fixed m, the results from Section 2 can be adapted to decompose q into O(nm) instances of gap
with a single continuous variable for each dimension as follows. Define n̄ = n+m by introducing m “dummy”
items {n+ 1, n+ 2, . . . , n+m}. For each i ∈ [n̄] \ [n] and j ∈ [m], we set ℓij = cij = vij = fij = 0. These
newly created items ensure the existence of solutions where no item i ∈ [n] is selected for a certain j ∈ [m].
The main difference compared to the approach in Section 2 lies in the definition of G, here it is the set of all
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injective functions from [m] to [n̄]. For each g ∈ G, the formulation for g is:

max
∑
i∈[n̄]

∑
j∈[m]

fgijy
g
ij +

∑
j∈[m]

vgjα
g
j

s.t.
∑
i∈[n̄]

wg
ijy

g
ij + αg

j ≤ d
g
j ∀j ∈ [m],

∑
j∈[m]

ygij ≤ 1 ∀i ∈ [n̄],

0 ≤ αg
j ≤ c

g
g(j),j ∀j ∈ [m],

ygg(j),j = 1 ∀j ∈ [m],

ygij ∈ {0, 1} ∀i ∈ [n̄], j ∈ [m],

where wg
ij , f

g
ij , v

g
j , d

g
j , c

g
g(j),j are defined in the same way as in Section 2.

Because m is assumed to be fixed, we can transform this gap instance with one continuous variable per
dimension into an instance of mkp with some additional cardinality constraints. We define a new set of
mn+m items as follows. For each original item i ∈ [n] and each j ∈ [m], we create a new item that has weight
wg

ij and profit fgij for knapsack j, and a weight and profit equal to 0 for all other knapsacks j′ ∈ [m] \ {j}. We
retain the m dummy items from the previous augmentation, each with weight 0 and profit 0 for all knapsacks.
We additionally add a cardinality constraint for each i ∈ [n] to mkp, namely

∑
j∈[m] y

g
ij ≤ 1 for all i ∈ [n].

Note that no cardinality constraints are added for the dummy items. We then apply the PTAS presented in
Algorithm 2 to this new instance. The algorithm remains unchanged, except that in the feasibility check
(Step 6 of Algorithm 2), it additionally ensures that at most one copy of each item i ∈ [n] is selected. This
adjustment does not affect the algorithm’s analysis. This leads us to the following analogous version of
Theorem 3.2 for q:

Theorem 3.3. There exists a polynomial-time approximation scheme for q when m is fixed.

Furthermore, this approach also yields a PTAS for the covering version of q. Moreover, by replacing∑
j∈[m] yij ≤ 1 with

∑
j∈[m] yij ≤ ti for all i ∈ [n] for a parameter t ∈ [n]n, we can design a PTAS for a

family of related problems using the same core method. Observe that we obtain q when ti = 1 for every
i ∈ [n], and the packing version of p when ti = n for all i ∈ [n].

4 FPTAS and approximate formulation for m = 1

In this section, we design a fully polynomial-time algorithm for p when m = 1, denoted as p1. This problem
generalizes the knapsack cover problem as this occurs when ℓi = ci for all i ∈ [n]. Hence p1 is clearly NP-hard.
Theorem 3.2 already proves that a PTAS exists for this problem. From the introduction we also know that
Van Hoesel and Wagelmans (2001) present an FPTAS for the single-item capacitated economic lot-sizing
problem (which includes the knapsack cover problem) that is more general than p1 in its consideration
of backlogging and holding costs. However, their model does not include lower bounds. This distinction
in problem scope is accompanied by a methodological divergence as their approach does not rely on a
decomposition into knapsack sets. The current state-of-the-art approximation algorithm for the knapsack
problem is a randomized pseudo-polynomial algorithm by He and Xu (2024), which achieves a time complexity
of O(n3/2 × min{wmax, pmax}). However, it is not obvious how the introduction of a continuous variable
affects this result, a question that warrants its own investigation.

The formulation presented in Proposition 2.4 reveals a decomposition of p1 into a collection of O(n)
instances of the knapsack cover problem with a single continuous variable, denoted by 1-mkc. Consider an arbi-
trary (but fixed) g ∈ [n]. As observed in Section 2, problem p1 for g is equivalent to an instance (η, v̄, f̄ , w̄, d̄, c̄)
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of 1-mkc, which can be modeled as

min
∑
i∈[η]

f̄iyi + v̄α

s.t.
∑
i∈[η]

w̄iyi ≥ d̄− α,

c̄ ≥ α ≥ 0,

yi ∈ {0, 1} ∀i ∈ [η].

Note that Corollary 2.5 can also be used in algorithms to solve p1. In what follows, we propose an FPTAS
for 1-mkc which is outlined in Algorithm 3. The core of this algorithm is an exact approach that runs
in pseudo-polynomial time as outlined in Procedure DP of Algorithm 3. This is a dynamic programming
algorithm for 1-mkc without a continuous variable which is essentially the same as the folklore DP for the
classic knapsack (packing) problem. For the sake of simplicity, this algorithm computes only the value of the
solution, however one may easily modify it to store the solution itself. Precisely, procedure DP computes, for
each i ∈ [η] and j ∈ [

∑
i∈[η] f̄i]:

M(i, j) = max

∑
s∈S

w̄s : S ⊆ {1, . . . , i} and
∑
s∈S

f̄s ≤ j

 .

Intuitively, M stands for the maximum amount that can be covered at each cost level j using a subset of
the first i elements in [η]. After computing M , Algorithm 3 proceeds to compute the optimal value of the
continuous variable.

Theorem 4.1. Let I = (η, v̄, f̄ , w̄, d̄, c̄) be an instance of 1-mkc with fmax ≥ fmin ≥ fmax/ poly(η),

where fmax = maxi∈[η] f̄i and fmin = min
{
mini∈[η] f̄i, v̄d̄

}
, and poly(η) ≥ 1 is a polynomial function on η.

Algorithm 3 is a (1 + ϵ)-approximation that runs in O
(
η3 poly(η)/ϵ

)
time, for any ϵ > 0.

Proof. We first analyze the algorithm supposing that no scaling is performed in line 2, that is, I ′ = I. Let q
be the value produced by A1

ϵ on input I. It follows from the computation of M by procedure DP and the
conditions in line 6 that q corresponds to the value of a feasible solution of I. Let (y∗, α∗) be an optimal
solution for I with α∗ integer. The existence of this solution is guaranteed since w̄, d̄ and c̄ are all integer.
Let j∗ =

∑
i∈[η] f̄iy

∗
i . Note that M(η, j∗) ≥

∑
i∈[η] w̄iy

∗
i ≥ d̄ − α∗. Hence, α∗ ≥ d̄ −M(n, j∗). Therefore,

we have q ≤ j∗ + v̄(d̄ −M(n, j∗)) ≤
∑

i∈[η] f̄iy
∗
i + v̄α∗ = OPT(I). Clearly, the running time of this exact

algorithm depends on f̄ . This explains why we first scale down the input using procedure Scaling in
line 2 before executing the pseudopolynomial-time algorithm to solve the problem. As we shall see, this
transformation guarantees that the algorithm runs in polynomial time on the size of I if fmax/fmin is bounded
by a polynomial function on η. Let I ′ denote the transformed instance in line 2. Let q be the output of
Algorithm 3 on input I, and let (y, α) ∈ {0, 1}η ×R be a feasible solution of I of value q. By the construction,
(y, α) is optimal for I ′. Note that if λ = 1, then this solution is also optimal for I. Hereafter, assume that
λ = ϵfmax/(η poly(η)) > 1. We define Q = {i ∈ [η] : yi = 1} and Q∗ = {i ∈ [η] : y∗i = 1}. First, note that
(y∗, α∗) is also a feasible solution for I ′, and so

∑
i∈Q∗ f ′i + v′α∗ ≥

∑
i∈Q f

′
i + v′α = OPT(I ′). It is clear from

lines 14–17 that f̄i
λ ≤ f

′
i ≤

f̄i
λ + 1 for every i ∈ [η] and v̄

λ = v′. Hence, the following sequence of inequalities
hold for the solution (y, α) produced by Algorithm 3:∑

i∈Q

f̄i + v̄α ≤ λ
∑
i∈Q

f ′i + λv′α = λOPT(I ′)

≤ λ
∑
i∈Q∗

f ′i + λv′α∗ ≤ λ
∑
i∈Q∗

(
f̄i
λ

+ 1

)
+ λ

(
v̄

λ

)
α∗

= OPT(I) + λ|Q∗| ≤ OPT(I) +
ϵfmax

poly(η)

≤ (1 + ϵ)OPT(I),
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Algorithm 3 Algorithm A1
ϵ for 1-mkc.

Input: An instance I = (η, v̄, f̄ , w̄, d̄, c̄) of 1-mkc.
Output: The value of a feasible solution (y, α) ∈ {0, 1}η × R of I.

1: procedure A1
ϵ(I)

2: I ′ = (η, v′, f ′, w̄, d̄, c̄) ← Scaling(I)
3: M ← DP(I ′)
4: q ← ∞
5: j =

∑
i∈[η] f

′
i

6: while M(η, j) ≥ d̄− c̄ and j ≥ 0 do
7: if j + v′(max{d̄−M(η, j), 0}) < q then
8: q = j + v′(max{d̄−M(η, j), 0})
9: j = j − 1

10: (y, α) ← A feasible solution to I ′ of value q
11: return (y, α)

12: procedure Scaling(I)
13: fmax ← maxi∈[η] f̄i
14: λ← max{ϵfmax/(η poly(η)); 1}
15: for i ∈ [η] do
16: f ′i ←

⌈
f̄i/λ

⌉
17: v′ ← v̄/λ
18: return (η, v′, f ′, w̄, d̄, c̄)

19: procedure DP(I)
20: M(i, 0) = 0 for all i ∈ [η]
21: for i ∈ [η] do
22: for j from 0 to

∑
i∈η f̄i do

23: if f̄i > j then
24: M(i, j) ← M(i− 1, j)
25: else
26: M(i, j) ← max{M(i− 1, j); w̄i +M(i− 1, j − f̄i)}
27: return M

where the last inequality holds because OPT(I) ≥ fmin ≥ fmax/ poly(η).
The running-time of Algorithm 3 on input I ′ takes O(n2f ′max) time , with f ′max = maxi∈[η] f

′
i . It follows

from the scaling in lines 14-16 that f ′max ≤ fmax/λ + 1 ≤ η poly(η)/ϵ + 1. Therefore, Algorithm 3 runs

in O
((
η poly(η)/ϵ+ 1

)
η2
)
time.

The hypothesis in Theorem 4.1 on the polynomial bound on the ratio fmax/fmin is due to fact that the optimal
value of an instance of 1-mkc can be arbitrarily smaller than fmax in general. As an example, consider an
instance of 1-mkc with η = 2, d̄ = 1, f1 = 2, w1 = 1, f2 = 100, w2 = 100, and v̄ = 100. Here, fmax = 100
while the optimal value equals 2. A key direction for future research is to eliminate the assumption on the
polynomial bound on the ratio fmax/fmin. We hypothesize that an approach similar to that of Bienstock and
McClosky (2012) could be adapted for this purpose, but formally establishing this remains an open challenge.

For problem p1, Theorem 4.1 yields the following result.

Theorem 4.2. There exists a fully polynomial-time approximation scheme for p when m = 1, assuming
fmax ≥ fmin ≥ fmax/ poly(n), where fmax = maxi∈n fi + civi and fmin = mini∈n fi + ℓivi, and poly(n) ≥ 1 is
any polynomial function on n.

Proof. Proposition 2.4 shows a decomposition of p1 into O(n) instances of the knapsack cover problem with
a single continuous variable. One can run Algorithm 3 on each of these instances and output the cheapest

11



solution. By Corollary 2.5 and Theorem 4.1, this leads to an FPTAS for p1 when for every resulting knapsack
cover problem with a single continuous variable, fmax ≥ fmin ≥ fmax/ poly(n), where fmax = maxi∈[η] f̄i

and fmin = min
{
mini∈[η] f̄i, v̄d̄

}
, and poly(η) ≥ 1 is any polynomial function on η. It is clear that

this is guaranteed by the assumption on the input data of p. The total running time of this algorithm
is O(n4 poly(n)/ϵ).

By utilizing a similar algorithm as A1
ϵ , it is possible to obtain an analogous approximation result for the

packing version of p1. Furthermore, in the packing case, the assumption of a polynomially bounded ratio
fmax/fmin is unnecessary, as the optimal value is at most nfmax.

An important consequence of Theorem 3.2 and the equivalence of optimization and separation is that
an ϵ-approximate formulation must exist for p1. Since Proposition 2.4 decomposes p1 into O(n) instances
of 1-mkc, we can directly leverage the results of Bienstock and McClosky (2012), who obtain a provably
tight, polynomially large formulation for the standard knapsack cover problem. We extend their methodology
to incorporate a continuous variable, defining a linear programming formulation whose optimal value is at
most (1 + ϵ) times the optimal value of 1-mkc.
Leveraging this building block, we immediately obtain the following result for p1.

Theorem 4.3. Let ϵ ∈ (0, 1), and let I be an instance of p1. There is a linear programming formulation AIz ≤
bI with O

(
ϵ(log ϵ/ log(1+ϵ))−1n3

)
variables and constraints, and objective function hI such that

OPT(I) ≤ (1 + ϵ)min{hI(z) : AIz ≤ bI}.

Proof sketch. Proposition 2.4 shows a decomposition of p1 into O(n) instances of the knapsack cover problem
with a single continuous variable. For each of these problems, one may create an ϵ-approximate formulation

with O
(
ϵ(log ϵ/ log(1+ϵ))−1n2

)
variables and constraints, and combine them as in the formulation presented

in Section 2. This leads to an ϵ-approximate formulation for p1 with O
(
ϵ(log ϵ/ log(1+ϵ))−1n3

)
variables and

constraints.

The proof of the ϵ-approximate formulation for the knapsack cover problem with a single continuous
variable can be found in the appendix as the approach and structure adheres closely to what is shown by
Bienstock and McClosky (2012).

The existence of an ϵ-approximate formulation for the packing version of p1 is guaranteed in principle by
the equivalence of optimization and separation. However, such a formulation is not immediately available.
A key complication arises from the presence of a continuous variable after the decomposition of p1. While
Bienstock (2008) successfully derived an approximate formulation for the standard 0-1 knapsack set, it is
unclear how to adapt the techniques to handle an additional continuous variable. Resolving this gap, and
thus developing an explicit ϵ-approximate formulation for the packing variant of p1, is a significant open
challenge.

5 Perfect compact formulation for m = 1 and uniform bounds

In this section, we present a compact and tight formulation for p when m = 1 and the bounds are uniform,
that is, ℓi = ℓ and ci = c for all i ∈ [n]. This special case is denoted as pu. As mentioned in the literature
review, pu can be solved in polynomial time (Hellion et al., 2012). However, no tight formulation of the
problem is known. Hence the proposed perfect compact formulation contributes in this direction.

Constantino (1998) shows that solving pu, where ℓi can vary with i ∈ [n], is in general NP-hard. This
paper also analyzes a setting identical to pu and obtains two families of valid inequalities. Using both families,
it is possible to describe the convex hull when c ≥ d. Agra and Constantino (2006) study the case where the
y variables are general integers and unbounded.

Dash et al. (2016) study the convex hull of the continuous knapsack set. Among other results, they prove
that the convex hull with two integer and one bounded continuous variable is described using inequalities for
a knapsack set with two integer variables and the ones for a continuous knapsack set with two integer and
one continuous variable that is unbounded. We use a special case of this result below.
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We first present a result on the the convex hull of a simpler set. For two integers a and b, we use [a, b] to
denote the set of integers {a, . . . , b} if a ≤ b; otherwise [a, b] = ∅.

Lemma 5.1. Let
Y = {(α, ψ) ∈ R≥ × {0, 1}ν : α+

∑
i∈[ν]

ψi ≥ δ, α ≤ σ},

where δ and ν are positive, ν is an integer such that ν ≥ ⌈δ − σ⌉ and σ ≤ 1. The description of the convex
hull of Y is given by the trivial inequalities,∑

i∈[ν]

ψi ≥ ⌈δ − σ⌉, and (25)

α ≥ (δ − ⌊δ⌋)

⌈δ⌉ −∑
i∈[ν]

ψi

 . (26)

Proof. By Theorem 4.4. in Dash et al. (2016), we know that conv{(α, γ) ∈ R≥ × Z≥ : α + γ ≥ δ, α ≤ σ}
is the intersection of three sets, namely, conv{(α, γ) ∈ R≥ × Z≥ : α + γ ≥ δ}, {(α, γ) ∈ R × R : α ≤ σ}
and conv{(α, γ) ∈ R × Z≥ : γ ≥ δ − σ}. In the nontrivial case, the mixed integer rounding inequality
α ≥ (δ − ⌊δ⌋)(⌈δ⌉ − γ) is needed to describe the first set, and the integer rounding inequality γ ≥ ⌈δ − σ⌉ is
needed to describe the third set (see, e.g., Wolsey, 2020). Adding an upper bound of ν on the integer variable
γ does not create fractional extreme points.

Now we know that in every extreme point of the set defined by the trivial inequalities and the valid
inequalities (26) and (25),

∑ν
i=1 ψi is integer. If ψ is fractional, then it has at least two entries that are

fractional and such a point cannot be an extreme point.

A perfect formulation for pu is obtained by integrating the decomposition into knapsack cover problems
with one continuous variable presented in Section 2, and the union-of-polyhedra approach to the convex hull
of sets described in Lemma 5.1.

Theorem 5.2. pu admits the following perfect formulation with O(n3) variables and O(n3) constraints:
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min
∑
i∈[n]

vixi +
∑
i∈[n]

fiyi

s.t. xi =

n∑
g=i+1

∑
b∈Bg

ℓygbi +
∑
b∈Bi

xibi +

i−1∑
g=1

∑
b∈Bg

cygbi ∀i ∈ [n],

yi =
∑
g∈G

∑
b∈Bg

ygbi ∀i ∈ [n],

n∑
i=g+1

ygbi ≥
⌈
d− bℓ− c

c

⌉
zgb ∀g ∈ G, b ∈ Bg,

xgbg +

n∑
i=g+1

(
d− (b+ 1)ℓ−

⌊
(d− (b+ 1)ℓ

c

⌋
c

)
ygbi

≥

ℓ+ ⌈d− (b+ 1)ℓ

c

⌉
×

(
d− (b+ 1)ℓ−

⌊
(d− (b+ 1)ℓ

c

⌋
c

) zgb ∀g ∈ G, b ∈ Bg,

xgbg +

n∑
i=g+1

cygbi ≥ (d− bℓ)zgb ∀g ∈ G, b ∈ Bg,

∑
g∈G

∑
b∈Bg

zgb = 1,

g−1∑
i=1

ygbi = bzgb ∀g ∈ G, b ∈ Bg,

ygbg = zgb ∀g ∈ G, b ∈ Bg,

xgbg ≥ ℓzgb ∀g ∈ G, b ∈ Bg,

xgbg ≤ czgb ∀g ∈ G, b ∈ Bg,

ygbi ≤ z
gb ∀i ∈ [n], g ∈ G, b ∈ Bg,

ygbi ≥ 0 ∀i ∈ [n], g ∈ G, b ∈ Bg,

zgb ≥ 0 ∀g ∈ G, b ∈ Bg,

where [n] is ordered so that v1 ≥ v2 ≥ . . . ≥ vn, G =

[
1,min

{⌊
(n+1)c−d−ℓ

c−ℓ

⌋
, n

}]
, Bg = ∅ for all g ∈ [n] \ G

and Bg =

[
max

{
0,
⌈
(d−(n+1−g)c)

ℓ

⌉}
, g − 1

]
for g ∈ G.

Proof. First, min

{⌊
(n+1)c−d−ℓ

c−ℓ

⌋
, n

}
is the largest index of a fractional variable that leads to a feasible

solution, G =

[
1,min

{⌊
(n+1)c−d−ℓ

c−ℓ

⌋
, n

}]
is the set of possible fractional variables, max

{
0,
⌈
(d−(n+1−g)c)

ℓ

⌉}
is the minimum value of

∑g−1
i=1 yi that leads to a feasible solution and Bg =

[
max

{
0,
⌈
(d−(n+1−g)c)

ℓ

⌉}
, g − 1

]
is the set of possible values for

∑g−1
i=1 yi at solutions of X

g for g ∈ G.
Note that

conv(X) = conv
⋃
g∈G

⋃
b∈Bg

conv

Xg ∩

(x, y) :

g−1∑
i=1

yi = b


 ,
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where Xg is the set of all points (x, y) that satisfy

xi = ℓyi i ∈ [g − 1],

xi = cyi i ∈ [g + 1, n],

g−1∑
i=1

ℓyi + xg +

n∑
i=g+1

cyi ≥ d,

ℓ ≤ xg ≤ c,
yg = 1,

yi ∈ {0, 1} ∀i ∈ [n].

For g ∈ G and b ∈ Bg, we have

conv

Xg ∩

(x, y) ∈ Rn
≥ × {0, 1}n :

g−1∑
i=1

yi = b


 = conv(Xg1(b)) ∩ conv(Xg2(b))

∩ {(x, y) ∈ Rn × Rn : xi = ℓyi ∀i ∈ [g − 1],

xi = cyi ∀i ∈ [g + 1, n]}.

where

Xg1(b) =

(x, y) ∈ Rn × {0, 1}n :

g−1∑
i=1

yi = b, yg = 1

 ,

and

Xg2(b) =

(x, y) ∈ Rn
≥ × {0, 1}n : xg +

n∑
i=g+1

cyi ≥ d− ℓb, ℓ ≤ xg ≤ c

 .

The description of conv(Xg1(b)) is given by

g−1∑
i=1

yi = b,

yg = 1,

0 ≤ yi ≤ 1 ∀i ∈ [g − 1],

and the description of conv(Xg2(b)) is given by

xg +

n∑
i=g+1

cyi ≥ d− bℓ,

ℓ ≤ xg ≤ c,
0 ≤ yi ≤ 1 ∀i ∈ [g + 1, n],

n∑
i=g+1

yi ≥
⌈
d− bℓ− c

c

⌉
,

xg ≥ ℓ+

(
d− (b+ 1)ℓ

c
−
⌊
d− (b+ 1)ℓ

c

⌋)⌈d− (b+ 1)ℓ

c

⌉
−

n∑
i=g+1

yi

 ,

after setting ν = n− g, δ = d−(b+1)ℓ
c , σ = c−ℓ

c and α =
xg−ℓ

c in Lemma 5.1. Using the result on the convex
hull of the union of polyhedra (Balas, 1998; Conforti and Wolsey, 2008), we obtain the tight formulation.
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A perfect compact formulation can also be derived for the packing version of pu. This is achieved by

using sets G = [n] and Bg =
[
0,min{

⌊
d− ℓ/ℓ

⌋
, g}
]
for g ∈ G. The primary distinction from the covering

case lies in the description of the convex hull conv(Xg2(b)), which can be characterized using an approach
analogous to Lemma 5.1.

6 Conclusion and further research

This paper presents approximation schemes for various mixed-integer problems with a fixed number of
constraints. By analyzing the structure of the extremes points of the associated polytope of such problems, we
decompose it into multidimensional knapsack cover instances with a single continuous variable per dimension.
By leveraging approximation algorithms from the knapsack literature, we obtain a PTAS for p. Utilizing a
similar methodology, an FPTAS and an ϵ-approximate formulation is presented for the one-dimensional case.
For the one-dimensional case with uniform bounds, we propose a perfect compact formulation. To obtain
these results, some classical knapsack results are extended to incorporate continuous variables. These results
are especially valuable as they provide a framework to design algorithms and tight formulations for similarly
structured problems such as fixed-charge, facility location, and supplier selection problems. We also derive
analogous results for the packing and assignment variants of p.

Several promising directions for future research emerge from this work. A natural first direction is to
extend the results to more general versions of p with bounded integer variables and piecewise-linear objective
functions. Also, obtaining an ϵ-approximate formulation for p presents an interesting avenue for further
exploration.
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A Appendix

Define 1-mkc:

OPTZ = min v̄α+
∑
i∈[η]

f̄iyi

s.t.
∑
i∈[η]

w̄iyi ≥ d̄− α

c̄ ≥ α ≥ 0

yi ∈ {0, 1} ∀i ∈ [η],

where f̄ and v̄ are both positive, 0 < w̄i ≤ d̄ for all i ∈ [η], and 0 < c̄ ≤ d̄. Let OPT ∗ be the value of the LP
relaxation of 1-mkc. Assume, without loss of generality, that f̄1 ≥ f̄2 ≥ . . . ≥ f̄η. In this appendix, we prove
the following theorem using an approach and structure that adheres closely to what is shown by Bienstock
and McClosky (2012).

Theorem A.1. Let ϵ ∈ (0, 1). There exists a linear programming relaxation of 1-mkc with O
(
( 1ϵ )

O( 1
ϵ2

)η2
)

variables and constraints whose optimal value OPT(ϵ) satisfies OPTZ < (1 + ϵ)OPT(ϵ).

Before proving this result, we first show the following lemma.

Lemma A.2. Let H ≥ 1 be an integer. Suppose S′ ⊆ [η], and let 0 ≤ ȳi ≤ 1 (i ∈ S′) be given values. Let
fmax = maxi∈S′{f̄i}, fmin = mini∈S′{f̄i}.

(a) Suppose first that ∑
i∈S′

ȳi = H

Then there exist 0/1 values ŷi (i ∈ S′) such that∑
i∈S′

w̄iŷi ≥
∑
i∈S′

w̄iȳi (27)

and ∑
i∈S′

f̄iŷi ≤ (1− 1

H
+

fmax

Hfmin
)
∑
i∈S′

f̄iȳi

(b) Suppose next that ∑
i∈S′

ȳi ≥ H

Then there exist 0/1 values ŷi (i ∈ S′) satisfying (27) and∑
i∈S′

f̄iŷi ≤ (1 +
fmax

Hfmin
)
∑
i∈S′

f̄iȳi

Proof. (a) Let ẏ be an extreme point solution to the linear program

min
∑
i∈S′

f̄iyi

s.t.
∑
i∈S′

w̄iyi ≥
∑
i∈S′

w̄iȳi (28)∑
i∈S′

yi = H (29)

0 ≤ yi ≤ 1 ∀i ∈ S′
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Because this linear program only has two constraints (excluding variable bounds), any basic feasible solution
(extreme point) has at most two basic variables. Consequently, at most two of the values ẏi, i ∈ S′, are
fractional, but since H is integral, either zero or exactly two ẏi are fractional. Suppose there exist j, k ∈ S′

with j ̸= k such that
0 < ẏj < 1, 0 < ẏk < 1, ẏj + ẏk = 1.

Assume, without loss of generality, that w̄j ≥ w̄k. Then we can set ŷj = 1, ŷk = 0, and ŷi = ẏi for all
i ∈ S′ \ {j, k}, thereby obtaining a 0/1 vector ŷ which satisfies (28) while increasing the cost of ẏ by at most

f̄j − f̄j ẏj − f̄kẏk = (f̄j − f̄k)(1− ẏj) ≤ fmax − fmin.

Hence we obtain ∑
i∈S′ f̄iŷi −

∑
i∈S′ f̄iẏi∑

i∈S′ f̄iẏi
≤ fmax − fmin∑

i∈S′ f̄iẏi
≤ fmax − fmin

Hfmin
.

(b) Proceeding in a similar way to (a) (using, instead of (29),
∑

i∈S′ yi ≥ H), it can be assumed that
either zero, one or two of the ẏi (i ∈ S′) are fractional. If two are fractional the result is implied by (a). If
there is only one fractional ẏi then rounding up ẏ provides a 0/1 vector ŷ that is feasible while increasing the
cost by at most fmax. Hence it holds that∑

i∈S′ f̄iŷi −
∑

i∈S′ f̄iẏi∑
i∈S′ f̄iẏi

≤ fmax

Hfmin
.

Let ϵ ∈ (0, 1). Define K as the smallest integer such that (1+ϵ)−K ≤ ϵ. Note that K ≤ 1+log(1/ϵ)/ log(1+
ϵ). Let us define J = ⌈1 + 1

ϵ ⌉.

Definition A.3. A signature σ is a vector in ZK such that 0 ≤ σi ≤ J for i ∈ [K].

For every h ∈ [η] and k ∈ [K], define

Sh,k =
{
i ∈ [η] : f̄h(1 + ϵ)−(k−1) ≥ f̄i > f̄h(1 + ϵ)−k and i > h

}
.

For each h ∈ [η] and each signature σ, define

Ph,σ =

{
(y, α) ∈ [0, 1]η × R :

∑
i∈[η]

w̄iyi ≥ d̄− α, c̄ ≥ α ≥ 0,

y1 = y2 = . . . = yh−1 = 0, yh = 1,∑
i∈Sh,k

yi = σk ∀k : σk < J,

∑
i∈Sh,k

yi ≥ J ∀k : σk = J

}

Note that the sets Sh,k partition the variables yi whose cost f̄i lies between f̄h and ϵf̄h. Furthermore, all
variables in each set Sh,k have nearly the same cost. For a given Ph,σ, the signature σ counts the number of
yi that take value 1 in each Sh,k with k ∈ [K]. Thus every feasible solution for 1-mkc belongs to some Ph,σ.
To see why, consider a feasible solution of 1-mkc and let h be the smallest index i ∈ [η] for which yi = 1. For
any set Sh,k, let ℓ be the number of indices i ∈ [η] within this set for which yi = 1. The value of σk is then
defined as min{ℓ, J}.

Lemma A.4. For each h ∈ [η] and signature σ with Ph,σ ̸= ∅, there is (ŷh,σ, α̂h,σ) ∈ Bη × R≥ which
is feasible for 1-mkc such that f̄T ŷh,σ + v̄α̂h,σ ≤ (1 + ϵ)min{f̄T y + v̄α : (y, α) ∈ Ph,σ}. As a result,
OPTZ ≤ (1 + ϵ)min{f̄T y + v̄α : (y, α) ∈ Ph,σ}.
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Proof. Let (ȳ, ᾱ) ∈ Ph,σ. Define fmax = maxi∈Sh,k{f̄i}, fmin = mini∈Sh,k{f̄i}. Let ŷh,σ be defined as follows.

First, for each k ∈ [K] such that σk > 0, we obtain the values ŷh,σi for each i ∈ Sh,k by applying Lemma A.2
with S′ = Sh,k; note that when σk < J , then we have

1− 1

σk
+

fmax

σkfmin
≤
(
1− 1

σk

)
fmax

fmin
+

fmax

σkfmin
=
fmax

fmin
≤ 1 + ϵ

by construction of the sets Sh,k. If σk = J , we have

1 +
fmax

Jfmin
≤ 1 + ϵ

by our choice for J . If on the other hand σk = 0 we set ŷh,σi = 0 for every i ∈ Sh,k. Finally, define
Th = {i ∈ [η] : f̄i ≤ (1 + ϵ)−K f̄h}. Thus the Sh,k for all l ∈ [K], together with Th, form a partition [η − h].
The problem

min
∑
i∈Th

f̄iyi

s.t.
∑
i∈Th

w̄iyi ≥
∑
i∈Th

w̄iȳi

0 ≤ yi ≤ 1 ∀i ∈ Th

is a linear relaxation of a knapsack cover problem, and hence it has an optimal solution y∗ with at most
one fractional variable. We set ŷh,σi = ⌈y∗i ⌉ for each i ∈ Th; thereby increasing cost (from y∗) by less than
(1 + ϵ)−K f̄h ≤ ϵf̄h by definition of K and α̂h,σ = ᾱ. In summary,

f̄T ŷh,σ + v̄α̂h,σ − f̄T ȳ − v̄ᾱ =
∑

k:σk>0

 ∑
i∈Sh,k

f̄iŷi
h,σ −

∑
i∈Sh,k

f̄iȳi

+
∑
i∈Th

f̄i(ŷ
h,σ
i − ȳi)

≤ ϵ
∑

k:σk>0

∑
i∈Sh,k

f̄iȳi + ϵf̄h (30)

≤ ϵf̄T ȳ (31)

Here, the equality follows from α̂h,σ = ᾱ, (30) follows from Lemma A.2 and by definition of sets Sh,k and (31)
follows from the fact that ȳh = 1, by definition of Ph,σ.

Consider the polyhedron

Q = conv

 ⋃
h∈[η],σ∈([J]∪{0})K

Ph,σ


Note that there are at most (J + 1)Kη = O

(
ϵ(log ϵ/ log(1+ϵ))−1η

)
polyhedra Ph,σ, and that each Ph,σ is

described by a system with O(K + η) constraints in η variables. Thus, Q is the projection to Rη+1 of the

feasible set for a system with at most O
(
ϵ(log ϵ/ log(1+ϵ))−1η2

)
constraints and variables. Furthermore, any 0/1

vector y and α that is feasible for 1-mkc satisfies y ∈ Ph,σ for some h and σ. In other words, Q constitutes
a valid relaxation to 1-mkc.

Lemma A.5. OPTZ ≤ (1 + ϵ)min{f̄T y + v̄α : (y, α) ∈ Q}.

Proof. Let (ẏ, α̇) ∈ Q be an optimal extreme point. It follows from the definition of Q that every extreme
point of Q is also an extreme point of Ph,σ for some h ∈ [η] and signature σ. This implies that (ẏ, α̇) is
an optimal solution to min{f̄T y + v̄α : (y, α) ∈ Ph,σ}. By Lemma A.4, there is a feasible solution (ŷ, α̂) to
1-mkc such that f̄T ŷ+ v̄α̂ ≤ (1+ ϵ)min{f̄T y+ v̄α : (y, α) ∈ Ph,σ} = (1+ ϵ)min{f̄T y+ v̄α : (y, α) ∈ Q}.
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