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SUMMARY 

I 

* 

R 

Integer programming by Implicit enumeration has been the subject 

of several recent investigations.    Computational efficiency seems   to 

depend primarily on the ability of various tests , applied to the con- 

straints in connection with "partial solutions," to exclude from 

further consideration a sufficiently large proportion of  the possible 

solutions.    Most of the simpler or more appealing of these  tests can 

be applied at reasonable computational cost essentially to only one 

constraint at a time.    Two main approaches have been suggested for 

mitigating this limitation.    One is  to periodically apply linear 

programming to continuous approximations of the subproblems generated 

by the partial  solutions.    The other approach, promulgated by F. Glover, 

is to periodically Introduce composite redundant constraints which 

tend  to be useful when tests are applied to  them Individually.     In — 

this  paper we motivate a measure of the "strength" of a composite 

constraint  that-i« slightly different  from  the one used  by Glover, and 

show how composite constraints  that  are as  strong aa possible  in this 

sense can be computed b> linear programming.    It further develops  that 

the dual of  the required linear program coincides with  the appropriate 

continuous  approximation to the subproblems  generated by the successive 

partial solutions.     This  leads  to a complete synthesis of the  two 

approaches mentioned above by means of an imbedded linear program. 

Computational  experience Is presented which confirms that  this  synthe- 

sis  is  Indeed a useful one for the classes of problems  tried.    For 

numerous  problems  taken from the literature with up to 80 variables, 

the Imbedded  linear program typically reduced the number of required 

^^. M ^e^^ *. -^»«.   --       - - ■ 
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Lteratlons by one or two orders of magnitude, and execution times by 

a factor of between 3 and 20. 
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I.     INTRODUCTION 

The general 0-1 Integer linear programming problem is 

<P) Minimize ex subject to b + Ax ^> 0, x binary, 

where c and x are n-vectors, b Is an m-vector , and A is an m x n 

matrix.  The implicit enumeration approach to this problem has been 

the subject of considerable recent investigation (see, e.g., references 

1, 2, 4, 7, 8, 10, 11). This approach is based on a "backtracking" 

procedure for what amounts to implicit enumeration of all 2 possible 

solutions.  Its efficiency depends on the ability to exclude a large 

proportion of the possible solutions from further consideration by 

means of various tests applied to partial solutions. A partial solution 

is a subset of the n variables with a specific binary value assigned to 

each.  (The variables not in the subset are termed free.) The tests 

usually amount to examining the constraints in an effort to determine 

whether any completion of the current partial solution could possibly 

yield a feasible solution of (P) that has a lower value of the objec- 

tive function than the best known feasible solution. Accordingly, the 

algorithm either continues by augmenting the current partial solution 

or backtracks to a different one. 

Most of these tests can be epplied at reasonable computational 

cost essentially to only one constraint at a time. Two main approaches 

have been suggested for mitigating this limitation.  One is to peri- 

odically -pply linear programming to the continuous verions of (P) in 

the free variables.  The other approach, promulgated by Glover ,    is 

to periodically Introduce additional constraints which are redundant 

%i 
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ln  Che usual sense and  yet effective when  the  tests  are applied  to 

them Individually.    We shall call these additional constraints com- 

posite constraints ,  since they will be composed primarily (but not 

entirely)  from the given constraints by non-negative linear combination 

In this  paper we motivate a measure  of the "strength" of a com- 

posite constraint  that   is slightly different from the one proposed  by 

Glover.    It then developa  that strongest  composite constraints  can 

always be computed  by linear programming,  thereby obviating the need 

for approximate methods .     It further develops  that  the dual of  the 

required  linear program coincides exactly with  the continuous version 

of  (P)  in  the free variables.    This leads  to a complete synthesis of 

the  two approaches mentioned above.    The available computational  evi- 

dence suggests  that  this  synthesis  is  indeed a useful one. 

-   — 
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II.    IMPLICIT EWÜMERATIOW WITH COHPOSITE CONSTRAINTS 

Denote a partial solution by an ordered set S, where each element 

la a non-zero Integer between  -n and n that may or may not be under- 

lined.    An element J  (- J) of S Indicates   that x    takes on the value 

1  (0) In the partial solution.    Using an obvious notation, we write 
c 

x    "1  ("0)  If J  (- j)   Is  in S.    The significance of an underline at 

the k      position (counting from the left)  Is  that  all completions of 

the partial solution up to and  including the k      element complemented 

have been accounted for.    Associated with any partial solution S is an 

Integer program (P ) involving the free variables   (the variables not 

fixed by S) : 

<V 

Minimize    ^^  ex    + 2^ cixi    8ljbJ 
jfS    •'  J      j^S    •J  J 

ect   to 

J€S    lJ   J      J?S 
ax    > 0, i - 1 ,. , m 

x    - 0 or 1 , j ^ S, 

where  the notation J  € S   (^ S)  tefers  to the fixed   (free)  variables. 

In addition to the original m constraints,  (Pc) may also be 

expanded to include one or more  composite constraints . each of which 

is  a non-negative  linear combination of  the original  constraints plus 

the constraint  (z  - ex) > 0, where z  is  the value of  the currently 

best known feasible solution of  (?) .      More precisely, each composite 

If no feasible solution is  known a priori  (indeed,  (?) may be 
infeasible) ,  z can be initially taken as 

n 
rlcj. 

j-i   J 

. 

■ 

■ ■ ■      ,■   • 

«k^-< 



•■■ ■ " --—•—'—' 

■ 

-4- 

constraint  is   the form 

u(b + Ax) + (z  -  ex) > 0 

for some n^n-negative m-vector u.     Such a constraint is clearly satis- 

fied by any feasible solution of (P)   that has  a better value of ex 

than z. 

From the  results of Ref.  7 or 8  it follows  that  the following 

procedure terminates  in a finite number of steps either with an optimal 

solution of   (P) , or with an indication  that  no feasible bolution of 

(P) exists with value less than the Initial value of z.    The sequence 

of partial  solutions  generated is non-redundant  in the appropriate 

sense. 

A PROCEDURE FOR SOLVING (P)  BY IMPLICIT ENUMERATION 

Step 0;    Initialize z at a known upper bound on the optimal value 

of (P) ,  and  S at an arbitrary partial solution without under- 

lines. 

Step 1 ;     If  (P  )  is obviously devoid of a feasible solution with 

value less  than z,  go to Step 4.     If (P )  has an obvious optimal 

solution with value  less  than z,   then replace z by this  value, 

store the  optimal solution as  the  Incumbent, and go  to Step 4. 

If any free variable must obviously take on a particular binary 

value in order for  (P ) to have a feasible solution with value 
s 

less than z,  then augment S on  the right by ^ (- J_) for each 

variable x    that must  take on the value  1  (0). 

Step 2;    Add a new composite constraint and/or delete one or more 

current composite constraints, or do neither. 

 ^. . A. 
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Step 3; Augment S on the right by i j for some free variable 

(or several free variables) x . 

Step 4: Locate the rightmost element of S which is not under- 

lined. If none exists, terminate; otherwise, replace the element 

by its underlined complement and drop all elements to the right. 

Return to Step I. 

There is a wide variety of possible mechanisms for implementing 

Steps I and 3. Many can be found in, or adapted from, Refs. I, 2, 4, 

7, 8, 10 and 11. The possibilities are further multipled by the fact 

that the conditional instructions of Step I can be executed in any 

order or even in parallel.  It is important to observe that many of the 

possible mechanisms , and perhaps most of the ones that are relatively 

inexpensive computationally, essentially apply to the constraints only 

one at a time. At Step I, for example, a prominent role is often 

played by tests for binary-tnfeaslbiltty and for conditional binary- 

infeasibility, with each constraint being considered individually. A 

constraint is said to be binary-infeasible if it has no binary solution, 

and is said to be conditionally binary-infeasible if its binary-feasi- 

bility is conditional upon certain of the variables taking on particular 

binary values. It is easily verified that 6 + Z. cr.x a 0 (> 0) is 

binary infeasible if and only if B + E Max fO , a]  < 0 (s 0); and 

ß + Z Max {0, a.] - |a | < 0 (< 0) Implies x  - 0 or 1 

according as a, < 0 or a.  > 0 in any binary solution satisfying 

ß + Z. a.x 2 0 (> 0) . 

This leads naturally to the desire to introduce composite constraints 

at Step 2 that are "strong" in the sense that such mechanisms are 

effective when applied to them. 

-■:'•'< 
■ 
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III.    COMPUTING COMPOSITE CONSTRAINTS 

■ 

... 
r i ■ 

Since at any given stage of  the calculations only a subset of 

the variables are free, the "strength" of a composite constraint must 

be defined relative to the current partial solution S.     For simplicity 

we introduce the notation 

V^        S S 2^ ex    and  b    ■ b 
jes   ■' J 1 i + S v,« 

The special role played by conditional and unconditional  binary- 

infeasibility (see Sec.   II) suggests  the following definition of  the 

"strength" of a composite constraint. 

Definition.    The composite  constraint u  (b + Ax) + (z  - ex) > 0 

2 
is  said  to be stronger than the composite constraint u  (b + Ax) 

+ (z  - ex) > 0 relative to S  if the maximum of the  left-hand 

side of the first constraint is less  than the maximum of the 

left-hand side of the second constraint,  the maxima being taken 

over binary values of the free variables;  i.e., if 

m m m 

E "M + ^ - zS + Z M«  CO. £ ula      - e 1 < £ u*b* 
i-1 j^S i-1 LJ J i-l     ,- l 

m 

£ Max f0. £  u^a      - c  }. 
1*5 i-1    t lJ J 

+ z  - z    + 

(For purposes of comparison, the corresponding definition used by 

Glover seems to be:    the surrogate constraint u  (b + Ax)  2 0 is  said 

2 
to be stronger than the surrogate constraint u (b + Ax) 2 0 relative 

to S if   the maximum of  (z  - ex) subject  to the first constraint  is 

less  than   the maximum of  (z - ex)  subject  to the second constraint. 

■ ■■... ■ - ■ - • -~ 
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the maxima being taken over binary values of the free variables.) 

Finding a strongest composite constraint is, then, the problem 

of minimizing 

m 

2J u bf -z    +2^}iax{0,^l u a      - c } 
i-1    l J^S i-1        iJ        J 

■-. 

(we have dropped  the constant z) over all u ^ 0.     But this problem is 

clearly equivalent  to the following linear program; 

m 

(LPS) Minimize 
\ii, v t=l 

2^ u b    -z    +2^ w        subj 
i-1 J^S    J 

ect  to 

I 

m 

'j * E  Wi  "«j .        all  j  ^ S 

u.   i 0,        i ■ 1,..., m 

w    :> 0,        I ^ S 

Note  that  (LP )  is  necessarily feasible  (for any choice of  the u   , 
^ t 

let  the w    be sufficiently large).    Denote  the optimal value of  (LP ) 
J 5> 

by v(LPc)-    We  thus have 

Theorem I;    Let  S be an arbitrary partial  solution.    Then  (LP ) 

Is feasible, and 

(1)    v(LP )  « - oo « there  is  no strongest  composite con- 

stralnt relative to S; 

 ■ ■-- - 



 ■■    ■-'■  '- 

1         1 

1 

gW. ^W^ftHHt!' 

■8- 

(11)    v(LP ) > - ao =» any optimal u yields a strongest composite 

constraint relative  to S. 

The usefulness of  (LP )  for finding strongest  composite con- 
d 

stralnts Is greatly enhanced by the fact that It Is precisely the 

dual of (Pc) , the continuous version of (P ) (replace x ■ 0 or 1 by 

0 < x. < 1) .  By the Dual Theorem of linear programming and the re- 

lationship between (P ) and (P ) , one can easily prove 

Theorem 2 ; Let S be an arbitrary partial solution. Then 

(1) v(LP ) * - oo « (p ) is Infeaslble =» (p ) Is Infeaslble. 

(11) - co <  v(LP ) < -z t>  (P ) Is feasible and has optimal 

value ^ z =» (P ) , if feasible, has optimal value s z. 

(ill) v(LP ) > -z e» (p ) is feasible and has optimal value 

< z. 

Furthermore, if v(LP ) > - » then the optimal dual variables of 

(LP ) are optimal in (P ) if they are integers. 

The: significance of this result is that it often enables the aim 

of Step 1 to be accomplished , at no extra computational cost , in the 

course of attempting to construct strongest composite constraints 

at Step 2.  More specifically, one would set out to construct a 

strongest composite constraint by executing simplex iterations on 

(LP ) until one of the following mutually exclusive events occurs: 

(a) the value of the objective function of (LP ) becomes s - z; 

(b) the optimal value of (LP ) is reached and it is > - z and the 

optimal dual variables are all Integers; (c) the optimal value of 

(LPC) Is reached and it is > - z and not all of the dual variables 

are integers.  In event (a), a strong (binary infeaslble, in fact) 
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composite constraint is obtained from the values of the u variables 

in (LP.)> and one may go to Step 4; in event (b) , the optimal solution 
o 

of (Pc) is given by the optimal dual variables of (LP ), so one should 

replace z by the new value and the incumbent by the new solution and 

go to Step 4; In event (c), a strongest composite constraint is ob- 

tained from fhe optimal u variables solving (LPg). 

Post optimaltty techniques primal to (LP ) can conveniently be 

used to take advantage of the results 01 Tevlous calculations each 

time Step 2 is to be executed.  (Since we do not always optimize 

(LP ) , some of the "optimality techniques" are "pre-" as well as 

"post-".) The Revised Simplex format is convenient for such tech- 

niques.  Use should be made of the fact that the columns of the w are 

Just the negatives of the unit vectors associated with the corre- 

sponding slack variables. One consequence is that the w can be 

treated logically rather than algebraically, so that (LP ) is re- 

duced to essentially m non-trlval variables and as many constraints 

as free variables•  The other Important consequence is that it is 

easy to write down a basic feasible solution to (LP ) for any S; 

in fact, there is an obvious and simple procedure for modifying a 

basic feasible solution for (LP ) until it becomes basic feasible 

for (LP i), where S1 ^ S. This avoids the need for post-optlmallty 

techniques that are dual to (LP ). 

 —■•in ir in if - ■ ■ -■  - —    ■    ■ ■ -  ■  ^* 
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IV.  COMPUTATIONAL EXPERIENCE 

The particular version of the implicit enumeration procedure 

chose i for implementation emphasizes simplicity of design and ease 

of programming above all.  It is of completely general applicability, 

and takes no advantage of special problem structures.  Step 1 uses 

just the simple tests for conditional and unconditional binary- 

infeasibility mentioned at the end of Sec. II; it recognizes an 

obvious optimal solution of (?_) only by minimizing 
9 

2^ c : 
j^S j 

over binary values of the free variables while ignoring the constraints , 

an<> then testing the resulting solution for feasibility.  Step 2 

follows the outline and suggestions given at the end of the previous 

section.  Step 3 uses a simplified version of Balas' augmentation 

rule : Augment S by j , where j maximizes over all frei' variables 
o       o 

the expression 

m 

1-1 
Min (0, bj + a  } 

(This  assumes, without  loss of  generality,  that  c >0.) 

The  program was  written entirely in Fortran IV for RAND's 32,000 

word  7044.     The object program and  its data is  all-in-core,  treats all 

problem data as  floating point, and will handle problems with up  to 

90 variables  and  50 constraints   (Including composite  constraints,  if 

any).     The   linear programming  subroutine  is  basically a Revised Simplex 

■ ■ 
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method with explicit Inverse, the starting point having been a routine 

due to R. Clasen  J. Pre/post-optImallty techniques were Incorporated 

that use a labeling procedure rather than more conventional matrix 

manipulations.  The basis of the labeling procedure Is the observation 

that fixing a variable at the value 0 or I can be viewed as demanding 

equality in the appropriate inequality constraint among 0 < x < 1 , 

J f S, in  the continuous version of (Pc) • This means that the corre- 

spending dual variables (the w and slacks in (LP )) become uncon- 
J 5 

strained in sign; the appropriate variables are therefore labeled 

and treated as "unsigned." This procedure, while easier to program 

than a more conventional one using matrix manipulations, has the 

drawback that (LP ) (and therefore the explicit Inverse) always has 

n rows, Instead of only as many rows as free variables.  Hence, each 

pivot requires more work, and additional core Is used. 

The code has been used to solve numerous different test problems 

with up to 80 variables taken from the literature (Refs. 1, 2, 4, 9, 

10, 11 and 12). The number of iterations (executions of Step 1) and 

execution times (until termination, to the nearest hundredth of a 

minute) for most of these problems is presented in Table 1. We have 

omitted the problems too small to be of interest. Each problem was 

run twice: once skipping Step 2, so that no composite constraints 

were ever computed; and once with Step 2 fully Implemented, so that 

an attempt was made to compute a new composite constraint each time, 

with only the last four composite constraints being kept and used. 

The columns corresponding to these runs are labeled "No LP" and "LP 

Every Time," respectively, in Table 1. 

 -.<•■>■*—-*- 



—   ■   1 

■ -if 

•12- 

• 
ts PJ eg CM «M M <M N*  >* «*   vt <!• o o o 

1-4 1-4 l-l 
r4   >-4   r-l   f-l 
^   ^|   r-t   «-( 

i-l  r4   r-l 
r-l   r-l   r-l 

O 
r>4 

pj 
(-4 

<M CM CM 
^   r-l   r-l 

CMCMCMPJOO   PMOCM 

—7- 
•      •      • 

1 
04 

jj3 % ^ -• -• 

Q Q Q 

jS S jg i0 r-l ^7*          "* M -> o o o eu r4 r4  r-l  r4 

M 2 Ö Ö Ö T* r-l   r-l   r4 
1       1       1 

M a, 
M 

P^    CL(    &4 
M  M  H 

ai a oi cc cc oi oä oä atf O ►J ►J  -J  J J  J  J  J  Q  Q   J  Q  J 
O > 

o o o o 000 
i3 o o en co c*> c^ <o co co O 

Dd 5 -* «* VJ- <«• ~* •*•*•* ON   ON   ON   ON ON ON ON ^ O OOO OOOO«*»* o>*o 
^ ON   ON ON   ON ON ^^   ON ON O^     ^     ^ 9*  ^ ^ ^ ^ 9*   &\  &s CT^ 
p -< o o o o o o o 

r«. r^ r^ t^ r-» f^ f^ 
o o o o O o o o 

VJO   VO   f-» 
(A CO  M  M 
Q Q Q e 

CO CO  CO 
0 a O 

O 
vO 

O OOO 
r^ r» r» 

oop^ooooo 
5 g m rr (/]  C/] M CO CO  CO  CO CO 

o  o • r^ r^ m r^ r^ o O h. >* m CM CO 1-1 in m commoNi^      1-1000 
OOOrJNO            r-lOOO 1 >»  O 00 ^ tM •-"  CM o m o in O r-l r4  O  -4 

o <N O O n r^ io O   r^ oo o o m m o r4   ^   NO   CO NO   O   NO O O OOO OOOOvOOr-ior*- ^ n 1 7 «* t" m      m 
A 

ja .a • o evi n >* ^ ^ •-' «* <* t^   r-J P-4 m r>» p ■^  NO 00 
O O O  _ 

<t CM CO NO  ^   vO r4 |*> ,-1 ON         ON         ON CO 

M 

z ■-I vo vo o ov i-i a> o o ^   Csl «n pg n o in   r-l _ 0 OOO OOOr-l_     fl0_     CO«* 

g o o o o o ^ ^ o o o o o o »^ o o o o ' O   r4   ' 0 
*■ 

OOO OOOO'    rj"    pgo 
H F4 

A 

U 
* 

ir» o< IT» ^ m ^ •-< r~ m ^ m m ro -4 00 ^   r-t   ^ r~ co m r- m co r~ pv os r»      in       ^-i r>. 
u CM oo I-I      NJ r^ oo ^   Psl <t CO vt »o m m r* oo O = ON CM : NO E 00   r4   vO r4CM         ^INOSONO 

Oi H r-l             ^    K-l    Cs| <t u? ■-4 <M v* CO           CM   ^4 a M A 

• oo ON ^o ON 00 oo o 
vj vo o in oo o o 

O o o ON o o vo <-i m 83 = O O  -1  CO -* r4 CM 0       O       0 m 
r-lr^OO_      0_      O«* 2 m o o ro ON O o cw : r4 £ r4   O  •* 1 o —• —I o >* 00 o o o o 

•      •      • 
PN|   ^4  O O  O CO 0 0 

• 
O 

■     •     • 

OOO OOOO"      O"      OO 
iJ c-l rml ^ r4 r4   r4 r-l           r4            _| 

O 
z 

A A A A A A A      A       A 
• 

ai ir» r~ o\ CT\ r^ m r*. ON r^ m ^ oo ON ON CO r^ r^ m r> co ON m ON r^ in      oo      00 r4 
w •-•  ON 00 vO vO vO -1 O vO ON NO n in   O   r-l ^ O » m s O co m CONOOO^';   mr   com 
H in oo M in CM in ^ O C1 ON o 00 r-i «o o : co co = <t m      r» «* «0      ON      oo      0 m 
M •             •«   «   « * •> «        M       «k • *   « •        •        « 

^-<               ^ vO 00 i-l o 
l-l 

r-l   PN|  n in ON rv 
r4   i-l 

«0       co       r^ 

A A A A A A       A       A 
• 

H 
u M 
M 
M § 
W U o o m n o o o <—1 r-t    f~l ^-i oo PJ r^ o o o 0 m      m      r4 uo 

a 
X 

a: 5 

tN  <M  N P^ CM CM N 00   r-l —1    —1 ^-i <M r-i fn r4   r4   rJ m m -3- •* vo »^ r^ r* co 1-4      r4      ro PI 

K   X   X   X  X   X   X X   X X   X X XXX X   X   X = X X = X r XXX xxxx:   x=   xx 
O O O O m r~ oo m o o o o m vt ^ m O oo ON 0 O O «M O r4   »^   O   O             O             1-4   UO 

s > <M  «M  N  (M <M  CM  CM ci m NO oo oo tn •* r^ ■-J  CM P4 co m tM PNl .-< ro CM CM PM «n      co      co r4 

i-i 

o 

i—i PJ 

m o o o o 
fo m vO 00 oo 

g i    i 
M   M 

1     i 
M   l-l 

1 
M 

X   M 

35 1—i co st m = vo r^ r O 
<f r-- 00  ON  1-1 

« z 1—■ N i—i 1 S 1     1     1 

o o m v£> r^ oo <M tn •* e ea cj Q —i M M   M   M 
Bf  M -^ ^J -- ^J tsi pg «M c r4 H M  M  M 
cu w 9 i—i L_i 

u i— i o c l—i r4cMco»*:   mr   NOON 
a PJ -c r-l 9) ON 

L     ,' 0 i—l in  i r—* •n4 
V) t/J u ■rl 0» 

■^ 01 "O >-^ 
^J 01 cö 4J 

V PQ 
0Q b ^J Ou se M 



-—-———  

■müm>- 

•13- 

Table 1 Footnotes 

I 

- 

When termination did not occur within the  10-minute time limit, 
the best feasible solution yet  found and the percent of  the 2n possible 
solutions  that had been implicitly enumerated were printed  out.    For 
B & M 24, Fleischmann 1-60, and IBM 5, an optimal solution was in 
store and  the percent of the possible solutions accounted  for was 
47, 75, and 3 respectively.    For L & S D2, no feasible solution was 
in store althn-^g'., 87.5 percent of  the possible solutions were accounted 
for.    For Petersen 6 and  7, and IBM 4 and 6, feasible solutions were 
available  that were sub-optimal by 0.6 percent, 2.4 percent, 10 per- 
cent, 39 percent respectively, and the percent of possible solutions 
accounted for were 42.68, 0.77,  12.35 and 0.002 respectively. 

Average for five slightly different problems of the same size. 

Average for ten slightly different problems of  the same size. 
In a recent communication'*', better times  as a result of further 
modifications were announced as follows:    for  1-35, 0.04 min.; for 
1-50, 0.24 min.; for 1-60, 1.68 min.; for 1-80-1, 8.95 min 
1-80-2, 8.28 min. 

for 

»__« M» - 
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No prior information, such as an obvious initial feasible solution 

or upper bound on the optimal value of the objective function, vas 

used. Such information was usually available, but we did not wish to 

further confound comparability with the computational results of other 

investigators, which are reproduced for easy reference in Table 1. 

These other investigators are Bouvier and Messoumian,[2] whose problems 

are randomly generated without any special structure at all; Pleiachmann,f4J 

whose "economic" problems are lltghly structured; Lemke and Spielberg • flO] 

whose problems Band D2 were attributed to Mr. M. Sidrov of Texaco, and 

rn 1 problem C to Mr . w. Acuri of IJH; Petersen, whose probl-.a are of 

a well-known capital budgeting variety; and Trauth and Woolsey,fl2] who 

tea ted the LIP 1 code of Ha ld i and Isaacson among others on a number 

r91 o.f problems including Haldi 'a fixed charge problems, and some of the 

"IBM test problems" published by Haldi. f9) LIP 1 appears to be among 

the most efficient of the available codes based on Gomory's cutting-

plane approach to linear integer progr8mmina. With this U.portant ex-

ception, each of these investigators used a different adaptation of the 

implicit enumeration approach. 

The data presented in Table 1 indicates that use of the t.bedded 

linear program (LP 5) dramatically reduces the number of required iter

ations, typically by one or two orders of magnitude; and that this re-

duction is more than enough to pay for the time spent working on (LP
8
), 

since execution times were typically reduced by a factor of between 

3 and 20. 

The present algorithm is evidently quite efficient relative to the 

others; but differences in prograaaing and machine speed make it in-

advisable to hazard a quantitative estimate of the apparent improvement . 



-— 
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No attempt has been made as yet to optimize program efficiency, 

or to try any of the many alternative Implementations for Steps 1 and 

3.  For this reason the computational results of Table 1 should be 

considered as preliminary and subject to Improvement.  For example, the 

more powerful tests used by Fletschmann could be Incorporated in the 

present program to Improve Its efficiency without the Imbedded linear 

program, and therefore presumably with it. Significant reductions in 

computing time c&n  also be achieved by computing composite constraints 

less often than at every opportunity. For example, Petersen 7 was 

solved in 0.60 instead of 1.12 minutes, and L&S C in 0.71 Instead of 

1.37 minutes, when (LP ) was used every eighth time instead of every 

time.  Another source of improvement would be the use of prior in- 

formation.    As an illustration. Inspection of the data for IBM 6 

reveals an obvious good feasible solution, the use of which resulted 

in termination in .07 rather than in 2.39 minutes. Finally, we should 

point out that advantage could be taken of special problem structures. 

The tests Introduced by Petersen in his modifications R-I and R-2 , 

for example, were very effective in taking advantage of the sign 

homogeneity in his capital budgeting problems. 

AM 
riini n«M 



   ■^^ 

-16- 

REFERENCES 

Balas , E., "An Additive Algorithm for Solving Linear Programs 
with Zero-One Variables," Operations Research. 13, 4 (July- 
August ,  1965)  517-546. 

Bouvier , B•  and G •  Messoumian, "Programmes  Lineaires  en Variables 
Bivalentes, Algorithme de Balas,"  Universiti^ de Grenoble, 
France, June,  1965. 

Clasen, R. J. , "Using Linear Programming as a Simplex Subroutine," 
The RAND Corporation, P-3267, November,  1965. 

Fleischmann,  B-,  "Computational Experience with  the Algorithm of 
Balas," Operations Research.  15.  1   (January-February, 1967) 
153-155. 

Fleischmann,  B-, private communication, November 30,  1966. 

Geoffrion, A.  M-, "An  Improved Algorithm for Integer Programming 
by Implicit  Enumeration," August  23, 1965, privately circulated. 

7. Geoffrion, A.  M-, "Integer Programmtng by Implicit Enumeration 
and Balas'   Method," The RAND Corporation, RM-4783-PR,  to appear 
in SIAM Review. 

8. Glover, F.,  "A Multiphase-Dual Algorithm for  the Zero-One  Integer 
Programming Problem," Operations  Research.  13 . 6 (November- 
December  1965), 879-919. 

9. Haldi, J., "25 Integer Programming Test Problems," Working Paper 
No. 43, Graduate  School of Business, Stanford University, 
December  1964. 

10.     Lemke, C., and  K.  Spielberg, "Direct  Search Zero-One and Mixed 
Integer Progranming," June 1966,  I.B.M-  Technical Report 39.008, 
International  Business  Machines  Corp., New York Scientific 
Center . 

r   . 

11. Petersen, C C-, "Computational Experience with Variants of the 
Balas Algorithm Applied to the Selection of R & D Projects ," 
to appear in Management Science. 

12. Trauth, C. A., and R. E- Woolsey, "Practical Aspects of Integer 
Linear Programming," Sandia Corporation Monograph SC-R-66-925 , 
August 1966. 



I 1  —— ——— 
<      I 

Unclassified 

Security Classification 

DOCUMENT CONTROL DATA R&D 
(Steurily clminlictiion of (*((•   body ol mbilriict and mrinmtf nrinolmlum mum be entered when th» over»»' report i« clamlimd) 

I    ORIGINATING ACTIufY fCorporeie author) 
Western Management Science Institute 
University of California 
Los Angeles, California 90024 

2*    RtPOUT  srCü"ITY   CLASSIFICATION 

Unclassified 

lb   SBOUP 

J   nEPOUT TITLE 
Implicit Knumeration Using An Imbedded Linear Program 

4   DESCRIPTIVE NOTES fType ol report and IncluMiyt dHtm) 

 Working Paper  
S   AUTHORfS) (Lmn name   ftrjl name, initial) 

Geoffnon, Arthur M. 

•   REPORT DATE 

June,   1967 
8e     CONTRACT   OX   GRANT   NO 

Nonr  233(75) 
l>    PROJICT  NO 

7a     TOTAL NO    OF   PACri 

16 
76    NO    OP  REF» 

12 
9a    ORIOINA TOR'S  REPORT  NUMRCRfS; 

Working Paper No.  120 

16   OTHER REPORT  NOfSJ (.\ny other numßere tfial may be aeel#ied 
«/in  report) 

10   A VA IL ABILITY   LIMITATION  NOTICES 

Distribution of  this document 
is unlimited. 

II    SUPPLEMENTARY  NOTES 

-h 

12   SPONSORING MILITARY ACTIVITY 

is ABSTRACT  Integer programming by implicit enumeration has been the subject of 
several recent Investigations. Computational efficiency seems to depend primarily 
on tue ability of various tests, applied to the constraints in connection with 
"partial solutions," to exclude from further consideration a sufficiently large 
proportion of tue possible solutions. Most of the simpler or more appealing of 
tnese tests can be applied at reasonable computational cost essentially to only one 
constraint at a time.  Two main approaches have been suggested for mitigating this 
limitation. One is to periodically apply linear programming to continuous approxi- 
mations of the bubproclems generated by the partial solutions. The other approach, 
promulgated by F. Glover, is to periodically Introduce composite reuundant constrain 
which tend to be useful when tests are applied to them individually.  In thla paper 
we motivate a measure of the "strength" of a composite constraint that is slightly 
different from the one used by Clover, and show how composite constraints that are 
as strong as possible in this sense can be computed by linear programming.  14. 
furtner develops that the dual of the required linear program coincides with the 
appropriate continuous a   ^roximation to tne subproblems generated by the successive 
partial solutions. This  ?ads to a complete systhosis of the two approaches mentioned 
above by means of an imbt  ed linear program. Computational experience is presented 
which confirms that this s^sthesis is Indeed a useful one for the classes of problems 
tried. For numerous problems taken from the literature wltn up to 80 variables, the 
imbedded linear program typically reduced the number of required iterations by one o- 
two orders of magnitude, and execution times by a factor of between 3 and 20. 

DD FORM 
I J AN 6< 1473 o»o» -am.moo Unclassified 

Security Cldssificabon 



Secuiity Classification 

14 
KEY WORDS 

LINK B LINK C 

ROLE 

Linear Pro-ramminp; 
Integer Programming 
Implicit Enumeration 
Computational Studie 

INSTRUCTIONS 

>,   ORIGINATING ACTIVITY:    Enter the name an.l address 
of the conlraclor, Bubcontraclor. uranlee, Department of De- 
fense activity or other organization Ccorpof«(e author) issuing 
the report. 

2«.   REPORT SECUHTY CLASSIFICATION:    Enter the over- 
all security claitification of the report.    Indicate whether 
"Realncted Data" is included.    Marking is to be in accord- 
ance with appropriate security regulations. 

2h.   GROUP:    Autom   ,ic downgrading is specified in DuD Di- 
rective S200. 10 am. Armed Furies Industrial  Manual.   Knlrr 
the group number     Also, when applicable, show thai upliunal 
markings have bt-i-n used for Group i and Group 4  as author- 
ized 

I FEPORT TITLE     Enter the i omplete report title in all 
capital  letters. 'Titles in all cases should he unclassified. 
II a meaningful title cannot be selected without classifica- 
tion, show title i lassification in all capitals in parenthesis 
immediately following the title. 

(.    DESfRIPTlVE NOTES:    If app-opriale, enter the type of 
report,  e.g.,  interim,  progress,  summary,  annual,  or final, 
luve the  imluaive dales when a specific reporting period is 
i overed. 

S.    AUTHOK(S):    Enter the namels) of authors)  as shown on 
or in the report.    Knlei last name,  first  name,  middle initial. 
If nuhtary.   show rank  an1 branch nf service.    The name of 
the prim ipal  author is an absolute minimum requirement. 

>■.    KKl-OKF DATE     Enter the date of the report as day, 
n> mth,   yeai,  .>r month,  year.    If more than one dale appears 
< n the lefiort,  use dale of puhlii atlon. 

7 .     TOTAL NUMBER OF I'Ai.ES     The total p.i^e i ..unl 
1 i mid |i .11». w normal  pagination proi eilures,   i.e.,  i-liter I he 
ininitirr I>I pagi*s c nnl aming informal ion. 

~l.     NUMIUROI   REKKRKNC ES.    hiiter ihe total number <.( 
lefeiem cs  . ltc.1  in  ibe report. 

H.,    ( OfJTK'Ai   1  OK (.K'ANT NUMMER:    Il appr. pnate, enter 
ill.   applit able number "f tht* i ontrai I  or grant under whu b 
ibe rep«.it  was written. 

»h, H, . (V 8,/ I'HOJE«! NUMBER: Enter Ib.- appropriate 
i.litary deparln.ent ulenlific ation, such as project number, 
Huliprriject  number,   system numbers,  task  number,   etc, 

la     ORIGINATOR'S REPORT  NUMBER(S)      Enter the offi- 
ii.il report  number bv  whit h ihe document  will be identified 
and controlled bv the originating  activity.     This number must 
be unique to Ihi-.  report. 

'»h OTHER REPORT NUMHERiS) Il Ihe report has been 
assigned any other report numbers (etlhfr hy thr onfiinator 
or b}  the  sponsorj,  also enter this number(s). 

10,    AVA1LAFJILITY   LIMITATION NOTICES:    Enter any lim- 
itations on further   lisseminanon of the report,  other than those 

imposed by security classification, using standard statements 
such as: 

CD 

(2) 

(D 

(4) 

(S) 

"Qualified requesters may obtain i opies of this 
report from DDC " 

"Foreign announcement and dissemination of this 
report by DDC is not authorised." 

"U.  S   Government agencies may obtain copies of 
this report directly from DDC.   Other qualified DDC 
users shall request through 

"U.  S.   military agencies may obtain copies of this 
report directly from DDC   Other qualified users 
shall request through 

"All  distribution of this report  is controlled    Qual- 
ified DDC users shall request ihrougb 

If the report has been turmshed lo the Offii e of Technical 
Services, Ueparlment of Commerc e, fcr sale tn the public, indi 
cate this fact and enter the price, if known. 

11. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES    Use for additional explana- 
tory notes. 

12. SPONSORINI, Mll.lTAr\   ACTIVITY     Em er the name of 
the departmental project office or laboratory  sponsoring fPäV 
iriß for) I he research and development.    Include address. 

II AWiTKATT Enter an abstract giving a brief and fat tual 
summary "f ihe doi ument indicative of the report, even Ihough 
it may also appear elsewhere in Ihe body 
port      II acMiiional  space is  required,  a  i 
be   allai he<l 

the technu a I re 
nuation sheet shall 

Il  is highly  desirable thai  ihe abstrai I  "I  i lassified repurlH 
lie unclassified      Each para^r.iph of the absir.o I  ^hall  en I with 
an indication of the military  security ' lassidi .-itii-n <>l  the  in 
formation  in  the* paragraph,   repr^senled ds     f.Si    rsj    'i   i    ..r rf, 

There  is no limitation on the length of ih.    abstract      Ho* 
ever,  ihe  suggested  length  is  from  1 SO M 22c' words 

14     KEY WORDS     Key words are technically  meanmglul  terms 
or short phrases  that characterize a report and may  be used as 
imlex entries  for cataloging the report      Kc-v  word-, must  be 
seiet ted so that  no set unly  t las-ofo alion i ^  required     Identi 
fiers.  such  as  equipment model drsignati'-n,  trade  name    military 
prtijet t code  name,  gerigraphit   locali.in.  may  be used as  key 
words but  will be followed by  an indication nf technu a I con 
texl     The  assignment of links,  roles    and weights  is  optional 

Security Classification 

,i   ■ — ■   ■■ 


