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Abstract

Linear programming duality is well understood and the reduced cost of a column is frequently used
in various algorithms. On the other hand, for integer programs it is not clear how to define a dual
function even though the subadditive dual theory has been developed a long time ago. In this work
we propose a family of computationally tractable subadditive dual functions for integer programs. We
develop a solution methodology that computes an optimal primal solution and an optimal subadditive
dual function. We present computational experiments, which show that the new algorithm is tractable
and the subadditive functions give better sensitivity results than its linear programming counterpart.
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1 Introduction

Integer programming (IP) has many practical applications and its importance is well documented. There
are several algorithms that compute an optimal IP solution, with branch-and-cut algorithms outperforming
the field. Most of the algorithms compute the optimal or near optimal IP solution. On the other hand, the
field of TP duality is not well studied and to the best of our knowledge there are no practical algorithms that
compute the optimal dual function. In this paper we address how to compute dual functions and reduced
cost, and use them to perform sensitivity analysis for IPs. Frequently in IP we would like to estimate the
change of the objective value if we perturb the right hand side. Sensitivity analysis for IPs is typically done
either by considering the dual vector of the LP relaxation or by resolving the problem after changing the right
hand side. Is it possible to compute a vector or a function that would measure the change in the objective
function of an IP? A slightly different scenario is when we are given a new variable and we wonder how the
optimal objective value changes if this variable is added to the formulation. In many real world problems
that are modeled as IPs we would like to obtain alternative optimal solutions. For example, a decision maker
wants to select the most robust solution among several optimal solutions. All optimal solutions can be found
among the variables with zero reduced cost, which requires an optimal dual function.

All of the aforementioned questions are well understood in linear programming (LP). In LP with each
feasible primal problem there is an associated dual problem with the same objective value. Many algorithms
for LP compute both a primal and a dual solution, e.g. simplex and primal-dual algorithms. The reduced cost
of a variable estimates how much would the addition of the variable to the formulation change the objective
value. By using duality we can carry out the sensitivity analysis. Column generation is a technique for
solving large-scale LPs efficiently, see e.g. ( ). In a column generation algorithm, we
start by solving an initial formulation that contains only a small subset of the variables of the problem.
This formulation is called the restricted master problem. The algorithm progresses as other variables are



introduced to the restricted master problem, which is reoptimized in every iteration. Variables with small
reduced cost are more likely to improve the incumbent solution and therefore they are appended to the
restricted master problem. The variable selection process is called the subproblem. A column generation
type algorithm for solving large-scale IPs is of great interest.
( ) and ( ) give several interpretations of the LP dual vector in

many business related problems. In this case the dual prices measure the change of the objective value, i.e.
cost or revenue, if one of the resources is changed. In many applications the underlying model is an IP and
therefore it would be useful to have such an interpretation. A recent such application is auctioning,
( ), ( ). In auctioning an optimal allocation of bids is sought that maximizes the
seller’s profit. This problem can be modeled as an IP. The dual values correspond to a bidder’s marginal
value and they can be used to explain to the losers how much higher should they have bid to win.

For integer programs subadditive duality developed first by ( ) gives us a partial answer to
these questions.

Definition 1. A function F : R™ — R is subadditive on Z C R™ if F(z +y) < F(x) + F(y) for all
x € Z,y€ Z such thatx+y € Z.

If Z is not specified, we assume Z = R™. Johnson showed that for a feasible IP

min cx max F(b)
Ax =10 = F(a;) < ¢ i=1,...,n (1)
r el F subadditive ,

where A = (ay,...,a,) € Z™*",b € Z™,c € Z™. We refer to the second problem as the subadditive dual
problem. At least theoretically the answer to all of the raised questions are in the optimal subadditive function
(OSF). In other words, the analog to the optimal dual vector in LP is the OSF. Given a subadditive function
F, the reduced cost of a column 4 can be defined as ¢; — F(a;) and most of the other properties from LP carry
over to IP, e.g. complementary slackness, F'(b) provides a lower bound on the optimal IP value, if F(a;) < ¢;
for all 4 = 1,...,n, and all optimal solutions can be found only among the columns i with ¢; = F(a;), if F is
an OSF. However there are still two fundamental issues that need to be addressed; how to encode F' and how
to compute F. Theory tells us that an OSF can always be obtained as a composition of C-G inequalities,
see e.g. ( ), pages 304-308, but such a function would be hard to encode and
hard to evaluate. Very little is known about how to compute an OSF. ( ) show how
an OSF can be constructed from Gomory cuts. Our work originates from the work done by

( ), where an algorithm for solving an IP based on subadditivity is presented. Both of these
two works do not present any computational experiments.

Subadditive duality was pioneered by ( ). He shows strong duality for the group problem
and a characterization of all facet-inducing subadditive functions. This work was later extended to the
mixed integer case, ( ,b). The treatment in terms of integer programs is given in

( , , ). ( ) Studles the master problem, i.e. the problem were all possible
columns are present, and he extends the results from the group problem to the semi-group problem. An
excellent summary of results on subadditive duality is given by ( ). ( ) discusses
separable subadditive functions and the relation of Gomory cuts and subadditive functions. He also shows
how to construct a subadditive function from a branch-and-bound tree but his functions are hard to encode
and compute.

We first give a new family of subadditive functions that is easy to encode and often easy to evaluate.
We present an algorithm that computes an OSF. As part of the algorithm we give several new theorems
that further shed light on OSFs. The contribution of this research goes beyond a novel methodology for
computing an OSF. In addition to sensitivity analysis, new approaches for large-scale IPs can be developed
(generalized column generation, Benders’ decomposition for IPs). We elaborate on these potential applica-
tions in Section 5. Further details on the implementation and the computational results are presented in the
subsequent paper ( ).



In Section 2 we present a new family of subadditive functions that is easy to encode. We give several
interesting properties of these functions. In addition we generalize the concept of reduced cost fixing. In
Section 3 we give a finite family of these functions that suffices to obtain strong duality (1). Section 4 first
outlines the algorithm that computes an optimal primal solution to an IP and an OSF. The rest of this
section presents the entire algorithm. The last section presents possible applications of subadditive duality.

Notation

Let Z, = {0,1,2,...}. In the rest of the paper we assume that (A,b) € ZTX(”H) and that ¢ € Z". A

column i of A is denoted by a; € Z7 and a row j of A is denoted by a’ € Z%. Forany E C N = {1,2,...,n},

we denote by A¥ ¢ ZTX‘E‘ the submatrix of A consisting of the columns with indices in £ and similarly
we define ¢®. Let 1 be the vector with 1; = 1 for every i and let e; be the ith unit vector. By supp(z) we
denote the support set of z, i.e. supp(z) = {i € N : ; > 0}.

In this paper we address the IPs of the form min{cx : Ax = b,z € Z}}. An x € Z'} is feasible to the IP
if Az =b. We say that a subadditive function F is dual feasible or simply feasible if F'(a;) < ¢; for all i € N.
It is easy to see that for every feasible subadditive function we have F(b) < 2'F, where 2'¥ is the optimal
value of the IP. We call F(b) the objective value of F. Based on these definitions, a subadditive function F'
is an OSF if and only if F is feasible and F(b) = 2'F.

Example. We demonstrate some of the results on the following example.

b=(1,2,2,1)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

c=(10 1 5 0 2 -05 -2 3 4 -5 -3 -1 3 —1)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
1 00 01 11 00O011101
A= 01 0010O0T1TT1O0OT1TT1TTGO0OT1:1
1001 001010110111
oo0oo0o1o0o0101101111

The two rows above ¢ and A show column indices and are given for better readability.

The optimal primal solution to the LP relaxation is zg = 1.5,x12 = 0.5,213 = 0.5, the optimal dual
vector of the LP relaxation is y; = —3,y2 = —2,y4 = 2 and the objective value of the LP relaxation is —5.
The optimal IP solution is z7 = 1,23 = 2 and 2'¥ = —4.5. O

2 The Generator Subadditive Functions

We start by defining a new family of subadditive functions.
Definition 2. Given a vector a € R™, we define a generator subadditive function Iy : R — R as
F,(d) = ad — max Z(aai — ¢y
icE
APz <d

E
$€Z|+‘,

where
E={ieN:aa; >} (2)



is the generator set. Similarly, given a vector 8 € R™, we define a ray generator subadditive function
Fg:RY — R as

Fs(d) = Bd — max Z(/Bai)xi
i€E
APy <d

er‘f‘,
where E = {i € N : Ba; > 0}.

The generator set E depends on « but for simplicity of notation we do not show this dependence in our
notation. Whenever an ambiguity can occur, we write E(«). In addition, for simplicity of notation we write
H=N\E.

Lemma 1. For any a we have
1. F,is subadditive,
2. Fo(a;) <aa; <c¢; forallie H,
3. Fol(a;) <¢; forallie E.

Proof. 1. Let dy,dy € R7. The statement Fi,(di + dz) < Fi(d1) + Fo(d2) is equivalent to

max{(aAf — F)x: APz < dy,z € Zlfl} + max{(aAf — )z : APz < dy,z € Z‘f‘}

(3)

< max{(aAf — Fyx: APz < d| +dy,zx € Z‘fl} .
If 7, x5 are optimal solution to the two maximums on the right hand side of (3), then 27 + 23 is a feasible
solution to the optimization problem on the left hand side, which shows the claim.

2. x = 0 is feasible to max{(aA” — cF)z : APz < a;,x € Zlfl} and it yields 0 objective value. By definition
of F, Fuo(a;) < aa; and since ¢ € H the statement follows.

3. For i € E we consider = = ¢; in max{(aA¥ — )z : APz < q;,z € Zlfl}. This yields that in this case
Fa(ai) < ¢.
O

Lemma 1 shows that F,, is a feasible subadditive function and therefore F,, (b) provides a lower bound on
2P, The vector « is a generalization of dual vectors of the LP relaxation. Every dual feasible vector a to
the LP relaxation has to satisfy aa; < ¢; for all i € N, however « in the definition of F,, can violate some of
these constraints. Indeed, if y* is an optimal solution to the dual of the LP relaxation of the IP, then E = ()
and F- gives the value of the LP relaxation.

Remark 1. Generator subadditive functions can also be derived via Lagrangian relaxation. To this end, let
us rewrite the IP as min{cz : Az < b, Az > b,z € Z"} and for any multipliers a € R} with respect to
Ax > b consider the Lagrangian relaxation

LR(a) = min{cx — a(Ax —b) : Az < bx € Z } .

From Lagrangian theory, see e.g. ( ), page 324, it follows that LR(a) < 2.
Since (A,b) € fo(n+1)7 it follows that LR(e) = ab+ max{}",. p(aa; — ¢;)z; : APz < b,x € Z‘f‘}, where
E is defined as in (2). Therefore LR(a) = F,(b).



The ray generator subadditive function is clearly dual feasible to the IP min{0x : Az = b,z € Z} }. We
show later that these functions assist us in detecting IP infeasibility.

From the computational point of view, note that to describe F,, we only need to specify o and therefore
encoding F,, is easy. To evaluate F,, we need to solve an IP with |E| integer variables, which in general is
NP-hard. It is desirable that |E| is small since it makes the evaluation of F, easier. The computational
results for set partitioning instances, ( ), show that in practice this is indeed the case; even
problems with 100,000 columns have only up to 300 columns in F.

Example (continued). Consider o = (—3.2,—1.75,0.25,2.75). For this o we have aar — ¢; = 0.05, aag —
cs = 0.5, aa19 — c12 = 0.8, aa13 — ¢13 = 0.8 and all other columns are in H. F, is defined as

Fo((dy,da,ds,dy)) = —3.2dy — 1.75ds + 0.25d3 + 2.75d4 — max 0.052z1 + 0.5z + 0.8z5 + 0.84

r1+x3+x4 < dy

To+ 23 < do

To + x4 < ds

1+ 23+ 24 < dy

T € Zi .

It is easy to check that F,(b) = F,((1,2,2,1)) = —4.75. Therefore F, is not an OSF but it does provide a
better lower bound than the optimal dual vector of the LP relaxation. O

Strong duality (1) states that among all the subadditive dual functions there is one that attains the
equality, however, it does not guarantee equality for specially structured subadditive functions like the
generator subadditive functions.

Theorem 1. If the IP is feasible, then there exists an a such that F, is a generator OSF, i.e. Fy(b) = 2P,
If the IP is infeasible, then there exists a ray generator subadditive function Fg such that Fz(b) > 0.

The first statement in the theorem follows from Lagrangian duality discussed in Remark 1 and the
standard convexification argument, ( ), page 327. Here we show a different
argument, which is used later on several occasions.

Proposition 1. Let the IP be feasible and let n/x < Wé,j € J be valid inequalities for {Ax < b,x € Z7 }.
Let

z" =min cz
Az =b (4)
< 7r6 1€dJ
x>0
and let («,v) be an optimal dual vector, where « corresponds to constraints (4). Then F,(b) > z*.

Proof. The dual of the LP stated in the proposition reads

max bo — Z wé'yj
jeJ
aia—Zﬂg%Sci ieN (5)
jed
« unrestricted, v > 0.
The optimal value of this LP is z* and let (a, 7) be an optimal vector. The statement F, (b) > z* is equivalent

to
max{(aA® — cF)x: APz < b,z nonnegative integer} < ba — 2* . (6)



Let = be a nonnegative integer vector such that A¥x < b. We have

(@A — Pz < Z Z il (7)

i€E jEJ
=3 > e <Yy =ba— 2", (8)
JjeJ i€k jedJ

where (7) follows from (5), and the inequality in (8) holds since m/z < i, j € J are valid inequalities for
{AFz < b, nonnegative integer} and v > 0. This shows (6) and it proves the claim. O

Proof of Theorem 1. If the IP is feasible, then the first statement follows either by using Lagrangian duality
or by using (1).

Assume now that the IP is infeasible. Consider z = min{lu : Az + v = b,x € Z},u € Z}'}. Since
the original IP is infeasible, 2 > 0. By the above case, there exists 8 such that z = b3 — max{BA¥z +
Siep(Bi — DE; : (APZ); < b for alli # E,(APZ), + & < b foralli € E,z € 2P\ & ¢ 2!}, where
E={i€N:pa;>0}and E = {i: 3 > 1}. But then we have 0 < 2 < bf—max{BAFz : APz < b,z € 2"},
which shows that Fj3 has the desired property. O

Note that a ray generator subadditive function shows that the subadditive dual problem is unbounded
from above. Theorem 1 states that if the IP is infeasible, then there exists a ray generator subadditive dual
function and therefore the subadditive dual problem is unbounded. Clearly the opposite holds as well, i.e.
if the subadditive dual problem is unbounded, then the IP is infeasible.

Example (continued). Consider a = (—4,—1.5,0.5,3.5). We have F = {8,12,13} and aag — cs = aaja —
c1a = aajz—ci3 = 1. It is easy to check that ab = —2.5 and that max{(aA¥ —cF)x : APz < b,z € Zi} = 2.
Therefore F,, (b) = —4.5 and this is a generator OSF.

If we add valid inequalities xg + x11 + x12 < 2,28 + T12 + 13 < 2 to the LP relaxation, we obtain an
objective value of —4.5 and the corresponding optimal dual vector is indeed (—4,—1.5,0.5,3.5). Therefore
we can establish F, (b) = —4.5 also directly from Proposition 1.

Consider now the set Q = {Az = (1,2,2,1),2; =0 for all i ¢ R,z € Z!*}, where R = {8,9,10, 12,13, 14}.
In other words, we consider only columns in R. The LP relaxation is nonempty since xg = 1.5,z15 =
0.5,213 = 0.5 is primal feasible. Let § = (3,1,1,—2). We have fas = fa12 = fa;3 = 2 and for all other
columns i € R we have (a; < 0. Fg is defined as

Fs((dy,dg,ds,dy)) = 3dy + 1dg + 1d3 — 2dy — max 2x; + 229 + 273
T2 +x3 < dy
1 + 29 < do
z1 +x3 < ds
T2 +x3 < dy
T e Zi .

It is easy to see that F3(b) = 1 > 0. Therefore this is a ray generator subadditive function with F(b) =1 > 0.
By Theorem 1 we have that Q = (), which we can also easily check by hand. O

Next we give two theorems that have a counterpart in LP and are used in our algorithm.

Theorem 2 (Complementary slackness). Let x* be an optimal IP solution. If xf > 0, then aa; > ¢; in
any generator OSF.

Proof. Let i be such that =7 > 0. The complementary slackness condition says that for any OSF we have

xf(c; — F(a;)) = 0, see e.g. ( ), page 305. This means that F(a;) = ¢; in any
OSF. If F is a generator OSF F,, then if i € H it follows that ¢; = F,(a;) < aqa; and if ¢ € E it follows by
definition aa; > c¢;. O



In TP reduced cost fixing based on solutions to LP relaxations is a commonly used technique for fixing
variables to 0, see e.g. ( ), page 109, and similarly variable fixing based on Lagrangian multipliers
is known. The next theorem establishes an equivalent property based on subadditive dual functions (not
necessarily those derived from a Lagrangian relaxation).

Theorem 3 (Reduced cost fixing). Let F' be a feasible subadditive dual function and let 2’ be an upper
bound on z'T. If ¢, — F(ax) > 0 and
sIP F(b
v = F()w >0 9)

C — F(ak)
for a column k € N, then there is an optimal IP solution z* with x}, < v — 1.
Proof. Let k be an index such that ¢, — F(ag) > 0 and v > 0. Then by definition of v it follows that
F(b) + (cx — F(ax))l > 2% for every | > v, integer. Consider the IP min{cz : Az = b,z = l,x € Z"} for
an [ > v. We show that the optimal value of this IP is greater or equal to 2'*.
The subadditive dual problem of this IP reads
max G(b,1)
G(a,-,O) <g¢ iEN—{/{J}
G(ag,1) < cx
G subadditive ,

(10)

where the extra coordinate in columns corresponds to the constraint xy = [. Consider the feasible subadditive
function G(d, s) = F(d) + (cx — F(ay))s to (10). The objective value of this function is G(b,1) = F(b) + (cx —
F(ay))l > 2P and therefore the objective value of the subadditive dual problem (10) is at least 2¥. This in
turn implies that the objective value of the IP with x;, = [ is at least 2'¥, which concludes the proof. O

If F' is a feasible subadditive function, then
Z F(a;)zi > F(b) (11)
iEN

is a valid inequality for {Az = b,z € Z'} }, see e.g. ( ), page 229. Therefore for
any « by considering F' = F,, we get that

Z ciwi + Z(aai)zi > F,(b) (12)

i€E ieH
is a valid inequality. These inequalities are used in the computational experiments, ( ).
Example (continued). For o = (—3.2,-1.75,0.25,2.75) and o = (—4, —1.5,0.5, 3.5) valid inequality (12)
reads

—3.221 — 1.7529 4+ 0.25z3 + 2.7524 — 4.9525 — 2.952¢ — 0.5x7 — 228+
9 + 3x19 — 4.Tx11 — 3212 — 13 + 1.25214 — 1.95215 > —4.75
—4x1 — 1.529 + 0.523 + 3.524 — 5.5x5 — 3.5z — 0.527 — 228
+2Ig + 4$10 — 51711 — 3I12 — T13 t+ 2.5I14 — 1.51‘15 > —4.5 s

respectively. O

3 Basic Generator Subadditive Functions

Here we show that the set of all generator subadditive functions is convex and we give a finite subset
of generator subadditive functions that yield strong duality. In addition, we discuss minimal generator
subadditive functions.



Proposition 2. If F,, and Fjg are generator subadditive functions and 0 < A < 1, then A\Fo, +(1—\)F3 < F,,
where vy = Aa+ (1 — A\)B and E(y) C E(a) U E(5).

Proof. First note that E(v) C E(a)U E(3). Let d € R} and let

{(FAPD) — EOyg e AP < d Z\f(v)\}
{(OzAE(a) _ CE(a))(K - AE(@) 4 <dze ZL_E(@)\}
{(BAEB) — BBy APB) g < d x € Z‘f(ﬂ)‘} .

Z = max
Z = max
Z = max

We show that Z < AZ 4+ (1 — A)2. Let  be the optimal solution to z. Let us define the vector & for each
i € E(a) as T; = T; for all i € E(a) N E(y) and 0 otherwise. Similarly let the vector Z for each i € E(3) be
defined as @; = 7; for all i € E(8) N E(y) and 0 otherwise. Since AE@ g < d and AEP) 3 < d, we have

z = (AP — PO g = XN(aAPD) — PNz 4 (1 = N)(BAED) — cEO)z
< MaAP@) — B g 4 (1= X)(BAPP) — PO < Nz 4 (1 - N)2.
The claim now easily follows by definition. O
We denote
S = {F : R} — R|F feasible subadditive function and there exists an « such that F' < F,} .

Clearly the set of all generator subadditive functions is a subset of S. Next we show that S is convex and
we give some of the extreme directions.

Corollary 1. S is convez.

Proof. Let F1 € S and F, € S. By Proposition 2 we have AF| + (1 = A\)Fy < AFy + (1 =N Fp < Faxaq(1-2)8
where ' < F,, and Fy < Fj. O

The asymptotic cone of S is the set of all functions F such that F + A\F € S for all A > 0 and for an
FeS, seee.g. ( ), page 109.

Corollary 2. Every ray generator subadditive function is in the asymptotic cone of S.

Proof. Let Fjg be a ray generator subadditive function, let F € S and let A > 0. Then F+\Fjs < F,+AFp <
Fo1>p, where the first inequality follows since F' € S and the second inequality can easily be proven by using
the technique from the proof of Proposition 2. O

So far we have studied the generator subadditive functions as functions of o and given o we defined E.
However we can also reverse this view. Suppose we are given a subset E of N. We would like to find a
generator subadditive function F,- with the best objective value and such that E(a*) C E. Tt is easy to see
that the objective value n* and o™ have to be an optimal solution to the LP

max{7 : (1,a) € Qy(E)}, (13)

where
Qu(E) = {n+a(APz —b) < Pu zezlP! APr <b (14)
aa; < ¢ 1€ H (15)

(n,a) ERxR™}.

Constraints (14) express that 7 is a lower bound on F,,(b) and (15) guarantee that Fy,(a;) < ¢; for all i € H.
If (n*,a*) is an optimal solution to (13), then F,«(b) = n* and clearly E(a*) C E. The LP (13) forms
the basis of our algorithm. Note that Q,(E) might have a large number of constraints and therefore row
generation is needed to solve (13). The details about solving (13) are described in ( ).



Definition 3. A generator subadditive function F,, is called a basic generator subadditive function, or a BG
function, if (Fu(b),a) is an extreme point of the polyhedron Qu(E(a)).

A ray generator subadditive function Fj is called a basic ray generator subadditive function, or a DG
function, if (Fz(b), ) is an extreme ray of the polyhedron Qu(E(S3)).

Note that since there is only a finitely many choices for E and for each E the polyhedron Qp(E) has only
a finite number of extreme points and extreme rays, there is only a finite number of BG and DG functions.
Let Fy, .,k € K(b) be all the BG functions and let Fj,,j € J(b) be all the DG functions. The sets K and .J
here depend on b but in LP duality this is not the case. Next we show that these finite subsets of generator
subadditive functions suffice for solving the IP or showing infeasibility.

Theorem 4. If the IP is feasible, then in (1)_it suffices to consider only BG functions Iy, k € K(b). If the
IP is infeasible, then there is a DG function Fg, for a j € J(b) such that Fg,(b) > 0.

Proof. If the IP is feasible, then the first statement follows either from Lagrangian duality, see e.g.
( ), pages 327-328, or by using Theorem 1 and the Minkowski’s theorem. B
Let now the IP be infeasible. Then there is a ray generator subadditive function Fj with F, B(b) > 0.

This function shows that max{n : (1,a) € Q»(E(3))} is unbounded and therefore there exists an extreme

ray (ij, 8) of Qy(E(f3)) with F5(b) > 7j > 0. By definition, F5 is a DG function. O

Next we show that only BG functions yield facet-defining (12) and that BG functions suffice to solve the
IP as an LP.

Proposition 3. If (12) is facet-defining, then F, is a BG function.

Proof. Suppose that F,, is not a BG function. Then (Fu(b), ) = >, c; Ai(Fa, (b), i), where (Fy, (), a;) €
Q(E(a)) and 3 ;c; Ai = 1,A; > 0 for every i € I. By Proposition 2 it is easy to see that >,y Fa(aj)z; >
F,(b) is dominated by the convex combination of valid inequalities >,y Fa,(aj)z; > Fo,(b),i € I and

therefore clearly cannot be a facet. O

Proposition 4.

2P = min cx
Ax=1b
> Fo,(ai)a; > Fo, (b) ke K(b)
iEN
xz>0.

Proof. Let z* be the optimal value and x* the optimal solution of the LP given in the proposition. Since

Y ien Foy(ai)z; > Fo, (b),k € K(b) are valid inequalities for { Az = b,z € Z' }, it follows that z* < 2P, On

the other hand for an optimal BG function F,,,k € K(b) we have
2* =cx* > Z F,, (a))x} > F, (b) = 2",
iEN

where the first inequality follows by dual feasibility of I, and the second one by primal feasibility of z*. It
follows that z* = 2'F. O

3.1 Minimal Generator Subadditive Functions

Generator subadditive functions yield valid inequalities (12). Clearly the inequalities that are dominated by
other inequalities are redundant.

Definition 4. A subadditive function F is minimal if there does not exist a subadditive function G such
that F(a;) > G(a;) for alli € N, F(b) < G(b), and at least one inequality is strict.



From the definition it follows that F' is minimal if and only if there exists a nonnegative integral vector
x such that Ar = b and ),y F(a;)z; = F(b). Minimal subadditive functions for master problems, i.e. the
problems where A consists of all the columns a; with a; < b, have been studied extensively by ( ).
Note also that every minimal subadditive function defines a face. Next we characterize minimal generator
subadditive functions.

Theorem 5. Assume that A does not have dominated columns, i.e. {Ax < a;,x; =0,2 #0,0 € Z1} =10
for every i € N. Then F,, is minimal if and only if there exists an optimal solution x* to max{(aA¥ —cF)x :
APx < b, x nonnegative integer} such that {A"x =b— AFx* x nonnegative integer} # ().

Proof. Since by assumption A does not have dominated columns, it follows that F,(a;) equals to aa; for all
i € H and it equals to ¢; for all i € E. Let us denote z = max{(aA¥ —cF)x : APx < b,z nonnegative integer}.

Assume first that F, is minimal. Then there is a nonnegative integral vector x such that Ax = b and
> ien Falai)r; = Fo(b). Denote x = (2%, 7), where x* corresponds to the coordinates in £. Then we have

Fo(b) =ab—z=a(A¥z* + AHZ) — 2 = aAP2z* + aAPE — 2, (16)
Z Fyla))z; = Zcixi + Z aa;z; = cPrt + aAf i (17)
iEN icE icH

Since Y.y Falas)z; = Fo(b) and because of (16) and (17), we get z = (@A® — ¢F)z*, which shows the
claim.

Suppose now that we have an x* that attains the maximum in max{(aA”® — cF)z : APz < b,z € Zlfl}
and AH3 + APz* = b for a nonnegative integral vector Z. If we denote = = (x*,%) it follows

Z Fola))z; = aAlz + cPo* = ab — (AP — cP)a* = F,(b),
ieN
which completes the proof. O
Theorem 5 essentially shows that if F}, is minimal, then there is an optimal solution to max{(aA® —cF)x :
APz < b,z nonnegative integer} that can be ‘extended’ to a feasible IP solution. Next we give another

sufficient condition for minimal generator subadditive functions that reveals further structure on the optimal
solutions to max{(aA? — cF)z : APx < b, 2 nonnegative integer}.

Lemma 2. Let F' be a minimal subadditive function. Then for every k € N such that {Ax = b,z € 27}, x), >
1} # 0, there exists an integer | = (k) > 1 such that IF(ay) + F (b — lay) = F(b).

Proof. Let | be a nonnegative integer. Then (F(ay) + F(b — lag) > F(lay) + F(b — lay) > F(b) since
F' is subadditive. We show the claim by contradiction. Suppose that for every integer I,I > 1 we have
IF(ag) + F(b—lag) > F(b). Let
F(b) - F(b—
t= max { (®) (b= sax) : there exists € Z'} such that T} = 0, AT + saj, = b} .

s>1,s integer S

By assumption ¢ is well defined. We define a new inequality mz > mg as m; = F(a;) for alli € N\{k}, mr = ¢,
and myp = F'(b). Next we show that 7z > 7g is a valid inequality for {Az = b,z € Z" } that dominates (11).

Let x € {Azx = b,z € Z }. If z, = 0, then mx > 7 since (11) is valid. Let us assume now that z; > 1.
Then

mei = Z TiXy + TRy = Z F(a;)x; + txy

iEN ieN\{k} iEN\{k}
> F( Z a;x;) + tey = F(b— agpxy) + toy (18)
> P(b) =m0, (19)
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where (18) follows from subadditivity of F' and (19) from the definition of ¢. This shows validity.

From [F(ax) + F(b—la) > F(b) for all integer [, > 1 it follows that (F(b) — F(b—lay))/l < F(ay) and
therefore mp =t < F'(ag). Since every valid inequality can be written in the form (11), it follows that there
exists a subadditive function G that dominates F'. This is a contradiction to minimality of F'. O

Theorem 6. If F, is minimal and AT does not have dominated columns, then for every k € E with
{Ax = bx € Z",x), > 1} # 0 there ezists an optimal solution & to max{(aAF — cF)z : APz <
b, x nonnegative integer} with Ty, > 0.

Proof. Let F, be minimal and k € E. By Lemma 2 there is an integer {,! > 1 such that [ F,, (ay)+Fs(b—lay) =
F,(b). Since A¥ does not have dominated columns, this condition is equivalent to

f(b) = f(b—lag) + l(aar — cx),

where we denote f(d) = max{(aAF — cF)z : APz < d,r nonnegative integer}.
Let Z be an optimal solution to f(b — lag) and let us denote & = & + le,. Then

fb—lay) = (@AF — F)z = (AP — F)g — l(aay — cp) < F(b) — l(aay — cx) = f(b—lay),

where the inequality follows from A¥Z < b. This shows that # is an optimal solution to f(b) and clearly
T > 0. O

Note that the extra condition {Ax = b,x € Z",x; > 1} only states that zj is not 0 in any feasible
solution. Theorem 6 reveals a peculiar structure of max{(aAf — c¥)z : APz < b,z nonnegative integer}.
Namely, for every column k£ € E there is an optimal solution with the positive kth coordinate. The condition
that A¥ does not have dominated columns can be replaced with a weaker statement that F, (a;) = ¢; for all
1€ b

Example (continued). We cannot use Theorem 5 since A has dominated columns.

For @ = (—3.2,—-1.75,0.25,2.75) we have E = {7,8,12,13}, which has dominated columns, however,
it is easy to check that Fi,(a;) = ¢; for all i € E and we can use Theorem 6. The optimal solutions to
max{(aA¥ — cF)z: APz < b,z € Z1} are o = x4 = 1 and z9 = x3 = 1, and therefore by Theorem 6 F,, is
not minimal.

For o = (—4,-1.5,0.5,3.5), we have E = {8,12,13} and F, is minimal since x = ey + 2eg satisfied the
inequality at equality. We can verify Theorem 6 since the optimal solutions to max{(aA®f — cF)x : AFz <
b,xGZﬁ_}areojl:2andx1:x2:1,andx1:x3:1. O

4 Solution Methodology

We first briefly describe the main ideas of our algorithm that finds an optimal IP solution and it simulta-
neously computes a generator OSF. As is the case with almost all linear programming algorithms, in order
to prove optimality we need a primal feasible solution and a dual feasible solution with the same value.
Our algorithm as well maintains a primal feasible solution and a generator subadditive function. We try
simultaneously to find a better primal solution and to improve the objective value of the generator function.

4.1 Algorithmic Framework

The main idea of the algorithm is as follows. Given F, we choose based on the current o a column ¢ in H.
Next we set E = E'U {i} and we update a by solving (13). The procedure is repeated until we find an «
such that F, (b) = cx for a nonnegative integer vector z with a;z > ¢; for all ¢ with 2; > 0 and Az = b.

Computational experiments have shown that solving (13) is difficult and therefore this framework needs
to be enhanced. (13) has to be solved by row generation since we can have a large number of constraints
(14). Instead we keep a subset EC Z" such that EC {zezy - APz < b}, where

E =U,_gsupp() . (20)
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By definition for every z € E we have APz < b but if APz < b, then z is not necessarily in E. If |E] is
much smaller than |{z € Z7 : AFx < b}|, then it should be easier to compute the new a. However now
subadditivity is no longer automatic. In order to maintain subadditivity, we use ideas from
(1977).
We now work with functions from R™ to R. Let S(z) = {y € Z} : y < z}. Given EC Z" and a vector
a we define
m(x) = aAr — max {(ad — )y} . (21)
yer
yES(x)
We say that 7 is dual feasible if w(e;) < ¢; for every ¢ € N. If 7w is dual feasible and subadditive, and x is
feasible to the IP, then
m(x) < Z m(e))r; < cx. (22)
iEN
Therefore 7 provides weak duality. By Theorem 1 there is a generator OSF F, and consider E = {z €
ZLE‘,AEx < b}, where E is defined based on «. It follows that there is a 7 that attains equality in (22)
and therefore it gives strong duality. If |F| is much smaller than |{z € Z% : APz < b}|, then 7 has the
advantage over the generator functions since it is easier to evaluate. On the other hand it is harder to encode
7 since we need to store a and E. 7 does solve the IP but however it does not serve the purpose of the
generator subadditive functions since it is defined on R™. Computational experiments have shown that in

many instances 7 can be converted to a generator OSF without much effort by using relation (20).
We have converted our problem to the problem of solving

max maxm(z)
T x€Zl
Az=b

m(e;) < ¢ ieN

7 subadditive .

We solve this problem by using the concept from the first paragraph of this section. We start with E=0
and we gradually enlarge it. After every expansion we recompute « so as to maximize the objective value
of m. Given an E, we define H = {x € Z7 : x ¢ E,S(z) \ {z} C E}. It follows from

( ) that 7 is subadditive if and only if Az < cx for every = € H. Given E and H, « that gives the
largest dual objective value is the optimal solution to

max 7o
D(E, H) o+ a(Ay —b) < cy forally € (23)
aAzr < cx reH (24)

« unrestricted, mg unrestricted .

(23) capture the objective value and (24) assure that 7 stays subadditive. In other words, we maximize the
dual objective value while maintaining subadditivity.

The algorithm is given in Algorithm 1. Steps 3 and 4 expand E and update H. It is easy to check that
H satisfies the definition. In step 5 we update « and steps 6 and 7 update the dual and the primal value,
respectively.
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1. E={0},H = {e; : i € N},a = optimal dual vector of the LP relaxation, w” = —co.
2: loop

3 Choose a vector 7 € H.

4: E:EU{&Z‘},fI:I:IU{i:—i-ei:iEN,yeEforeveryygi‘—&—ei,yEZﬁ}

5. Update a by solving D(E7 I;T) Let 75 be the optimal value.

6:  wP =max{wl, 73}

7. If wP = min{cz : x € H, Az = b}, then we have solved the IP and exit.

8: end loop

Algorithm 1: The basic algorithm

The overall algorithm for computing a generator OSF has 3 stages. In the first stage we find 7 based
on Algorithm 1 and the corresponding optimal IP solution z*. The basic enhancement to Algorithm 1 is to
observe that it suffices that 7 be subadditive on {x € Z7}, Az = b}. Furthermore, if we know that z; = 0 in
an optimal solution for all i € G C N (e.g. by using Theorem 3), then it suffices that = is subadditive on
{z € ZKV\GI, AN\Gg = p}. In addition, if we have an IP solution with value ¥, then it is enough that =
is subadditive on {z € ZLN\G‘,AN\GQU =b,cN\% < 21 When 2P = 2P this set is empty and therefore
in stage 1 we stop when D(EA’7 ﬁ) becomes larger than 2. Stage 2 then finds a 7, which is subadditive
in {z € Zfl : A%z = b,c%r < 2P} for an S C N that includes supp(z*). Note that this 7 has to satisfy
the complementary slackness conditions. In the last stage we obtain a generator OSF. We start with E as
defined in (20), where E is obtained in stage 2. Now we gradually keep expanding F and this time we cannot
avoid solving (13). In the last stage we use the fact that aa; > ¢; for every i with = > 0.

In view of the above discussion, at every iteration of the algorithm every column is either active or
non active. A column 7 is non active if we know that x; = 0 in an optimal solution. We say that a
generator OSF F or 7 is optimal over S C N if it is an optimal subadditive dual function for the IP
min{c%z : A5z = b,z nonnegative integer}.

It is important that in Algorithm 1 we keep the size of FE and H low. During the computation, the
algorithm dynamically strengthens the upper bounds on the variables by using reduced cost fixing. At the
end 7 is not necessarily dual feasible since columns ¢ with the imposed upper bound z; < 0 (i.e. non active
columns) may have 7(e;) > ¢;. This is the main reason why stages 2 and 3 are needed.

Next we give a detailed description of each stage.

4.2 Stage 1: Obtaining an Optimal Primal IP Solution with the Use of Subad-
ditive Functions 7

We first elaborate on the observation that it suffices to have subadditivity on {Az = b,cx < 2P, 2 € Z7}.
This means that we can remove from H and F all the elements that yield an objective value larger than
3P We call this operation pruning. If z € H and t(T) + 7 is greater or equal to 2'T, then we can remove
T from H , where

t(z) = min cx
P(z) Ar =b— Az
z>0.

Ideally we would like to solve P(Z) over all nonnegative integer vectors x however this is computationally
intractable and we consider the LP relaxation P(Z). Note that the cardinality of H can increase by n in
each iteration (see step 4 of Algorithm 1) and therefore solving this LP relaxation at every iteration for each
element of H is too time consuming. Instead, in step 3 of Algorithm 1, after we select an element Z from H
that is moved to E, we compute P(Z). If the element is pruned, then it is removed from H and the selection
process is repeated.
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The second major enhancement we employ is the selection of an element from H that is added to F. In
step 3 of Algorithm 1 we have to select an element from H that is appended to E. We choose an element
from H judiciously based on the ideas of pseudocosts, see e.g. ( ).

Given a generator set E vector « that gives the largest dual objective value is the optimal solution to
D(E H ). It is clear that if we select an arbitrary element from H append it to E update H and E and we

compute a from D(E, H), we obtain a feasible subadditive dual function with the objective value that equals
to the objective value of this LP. Given an & from the previous iteration, next we describe our approach to
selecting a vector from H.

After moving an element to E7 the candidate set H is expanded. Note that for y = 0, which is always
in E, (23) reads mp — ab < 0. The new D(E, fI) differs from the previous one by relaxing « AT < ¢T to
To + a(AZ — b) < ¢z for Z that is moved from H to E, and by introducing additional constraints (24)
corresponding to the new elements in H. For the former, we would like to move the most binding constraint
(24) and therefore the candidate elements are all z € H with ¢ — @AZ below a given small number x. For
simplicity of notation, let H = {Z € H : c& — GAT < k}.

The optimality is achieved if the objective value of a feasible subadditive function equals to the value of
an IP feasible solution and therefore it is also important to obtain good IP solutions. Given z € H, there
exists # € Z"} with £ > 7 and AZ = b if and only if there exists a nonnegative integer vector x satisfying
Ax = b — AZ. We would like to obtain a vector x that yields the smallest overall cost. Since this requires
solving IPs, we relax the integrality of z to > 0. However in this case the reduced cost ¢; — @a; is a better
measure of improvement than the cost (see the discussions in Section 5). To each Z € H we assign a score

s(Z) = min(c—aA)x
Az =b— Az

If we select the element as min{s(Z) : Z € H}, then we move an element that minimizes the slack of the newly
introduced constraints (24) since the new constraints read aA(Z + ;) = @ AT + aa; < (T + €;) = T + ¢;.
On the other hand, if we select the element as max{s(Z) : T € H }, then we increase the chance that the
selected element is pruned and therefore permanently removed from consideration in stage 1. Computational
experiments have shown that the latter strategy performs substantially better.

Computing s(z) for every T € H is computationally too expensive and therefore we use the idea of
pseudocosts. First we rewrite the objective function as (c—&A)x = cx—aAx = cx—a(b—AZ) = cx+aAT—ab
and therefore s(Z) = t(Z) + @AZ — ab. Let D;,i € N approximate the per unit change of ¢(Z) if z; is fixed at
Z;+ 1. In ( ) D; is called the up pseudocost. Note that in our case based on
the definition of the candidate set in the iterations that follow we are only interested in ¢(&) for & > T and
therefore we only need to consider up pseudocosts. If Z; > 1, then we estimate ¢(Z) ~ t(Z —e;) + (1 — f;)D;
where f; is the fractional part of variable ¢ in the optimal LP solution to ¢(z — e;).

The up pseudocosts are averaged over all the observed values. Whenever we solve t(Z), we compute

_HZ) — T - e)

u; = ,

' L— i
if variable i is fractional in ¢(Z — ;). D; is then updated by taking the average of the observed values so far
and u;. The up pseudocosts are initialized as suggested in ( ). They suggest

a lazy evaluation by initializing them only when needed for the first time. Each time a pseudocost D is
needed, a given number of simplex iterations is carried out on P(e;). Observe that P(Z) can be rewritten
as min{cx : Ax = b,z > Z,x > 0} and therefore only lower bound changes on variables are needed. It
means that from one iteration to the next iteration we can efficiently compute ¢(Z) by using the dual simplex
algorithm.

At every iteration in stage 1 we apply reduced cost fixing and after a given number of iterations we add
to P(Z) the valid inequality (12) resulting from the current subadditive function.

Note that since we prune all elements Z with ¢z < 2'F, after obtaining an optimal IP solution the set
{Az = b,cx < 2P, 2 € Z7} is empty and therefore the dual problem is unbounded from above. Therefore
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the stopping criteria is when the dual objective m of D(E H ) becomes greater or equal to 2'¥

The algorithm is presented in Algorithm 2. Besides H and F to keep track of pseudocosts we have two
additional sets C and CE. There is a one to one correspondence among the elements in E and CE and the
elements in H and . Every element in CF and C¥ is a triple (I, f,i). For x € H or z € E, we denote by
p(z) the corresponding element in C or CF and for (1, f,4) we denote by Z(l, f,4) the corresponding vector
in either H or E. Given z € H by definition of the candidate set, there is a unique 7 such that T = + ¢;
and T € E. In a triplet (I, f,4) from C’H, i is this unique variable index, | = ¢(Z) and f = z}, where z* is the
optimal solution to P(#). CF is needed when we move vectors from E to H. In the algorithm 7y denotes
the best lower bound obtained, i.e. the objective value of the best feasible subadditive function obtained so
far.

Note that in D(E,ﬁ ) we do not require that aa; > ¢; for all e; € E and therefore E may consist of
some vectors that can be moved to H without affecting feasibility and the dual objective value. Moving such
vectors from E to H is carried out only occasionally since it requires a major rebuilt of D(E , H ). We do this
cleaning in steps 7-14 only if |E | is too large or we have obtained a better lower bound. Here and only here
we add valid inequalities (12). The function Solve_And Update, given in Function 1, solves D(E, H ) and
updates mp. Next in steps 16-26 the algorithm performs reduced cost fixing. In step 27 we call the function
Select, which selects a vector from H performs pruning and updates pseudocosts and 2™ This function is
given in Function 2. In steps 28-30 we expand the candidate set H and we update the data for pseudocosts.
At the end, in step 31, we solve D(E, H’) to obtain « for the next iteration.
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1: Form and solve P(0). Let «*,y* be an optimal primal and dual solution, respectively.
2 a=y* 2P =oco,my = ba, H = {ei:ie N}, CH = {(wP,x},i) i € N},E: cCE =90
3: Form the linear program D(E, H).
4: loop
5. S={ieN:aaq >c}
6:  /* Remove unnecessary elements from . x/
7. if |E | is too large or my has increased in the previous iteration then
8: for all z € E such that supp(z) € S do
9: E=E\{z},H = HU{z},C" = C"\ {p()},C" = C" u{p(z)}
10: end for
11: Solve_and_Update( )
12: Add (12) to P(0).
13: Goto step 5.
14: end if
15:  /x reduced cost fixing */
16: for all k ¢ S do
17: if ¢ — aap > 0 then
18: Add z; <v—1to P(0), where v is defined by (9).
19: Remove from CH all elements (I, f,i) with Z(I, f, ), > v.
20: Remove from H all elements  with T > 0.
21: end if
22:  end for
23:  if H has been reduced then
24: Solve_and_Update( )
25: Goto step 5.
26: end if
21: (Z,2*,j)=Select( ) /x Select and element from H that is moved to E. Z is the selected vector, z* is

the optimal solution to P(Z) and & = = 4 e; for a unique = € E. */
28:  E=FEU{z},0F =CPU{(ca*,a}, )}, H=H\{z},C" =C"\ {p(z)}

2 Q={ieN:yeEforeveryy<z+e;,yec VAR /* Update H to be the candidate set. %/

30: ﬁ:[flu{i—kei:iEQ},C’ﬁzCﬁU{(cx*,xf,i):iEQ}
31:  Solve_and_Update( )
32: end loop

Algorithm 2: Stage 1 algorithm

Update D( JH ) to be consistent with the current F and H.
Solve D(E, H).
if D(D, H) is unbounded and 2P = co then
IP is infeasible and exit.
else
Let (o, ) be an optimal solution to D(E, H).
a = a*, g = max{mg, 74}
end if
if 7o > 2F then
2™ is the optimal IP value and exit.
end if

Function 1: Solve_and _Update( )
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1: for all (I, f,i) € CH with cz(l, f,i) — aAZ(l, f,i) < k do

2:  Select the element (I, f,4) with the largest value [ + (1 — f)D; + aAz(l, f,i) — ab
3: end for

4: Let (I, f,4) be the element where the maximum is attained. Denote & = #(I, f,1).

5: Solve P(Z) and let 2* be an optimal solution.

6: Let u; = (t(¥) —1)/(1 — f) and update D; to be the average among all u; computed up to this point.
7: /% pruning */

8: if (%) > 2!¥ then

9:  Remove Z from H and (I, f,7) from C,

10: if £ = e; then

11: Fix z; =01in P(O).

12:  end if

13:  Goto step 1.

14: end if

15: if 2* is integral and c¢(Z + z*) < 2'F then

16: 2P =c(x + 2%)

17: end if

18: Return (%, z*, 7).

Function 2: Select( )

4.3 Stage 2: Improving the Feasibility of the Subadditive Dual Function 7

Let =* be the optimal IP solution and let a* be the vector associated with the final subadditive function
m* from stage 1. Recall that 7* does not necessarily satisfy complementary slackness and it may have non
active columns ¢ with 7 > 1. The objective of this stage is to obtain an optimal subadditive function 7 that
is subadditive on Z = {x € Zlf‘ : Az = b, ¢Sz < 2P} where S includes all columns in supp(z*). Therefore
if Z is an optimal IP solution, then Z € Z and 7 has to satisfy the complementary slackness condition.

Stage 2 uses a* to warm start 7 and it applies Algorithm 2 with some adjustments. In stage 1 every time
we update the upper bound 2™ in step 16 of Function 2, we also record all the pseudocost values and the
active global upper bounds on variables. At the beginning of stage 2 we set the pseudocost values to the last
recorded values, we change the upper bounds on variables to the recorded values and we remove from P(0) all
the inequalities that were added since the last update to 2'¥ in stage 1. These operations guarantee that all
the active columns include all the optimal IP solutions, i.e. if T is an optimal IP solution, then the columns
in supp(Z) are active. Next we set E = {i € N : a*a; > ¢;,i active}, H = {i € N : a*a; < ¢;,1 active} and
we solve (13) by including only those constraints (14) for which there exists & € Z such that Az + Az = b.
These constraints suffice to have subadditivity on Z. Let « be the computed vector, which is used to obtain
an initial subadditive function 7 as follows. Initially let £ = {i € N : aa; > ¢;,1 active} and then we make
it subinclusive by adding subsets. Based on the computed subinclusive E we construct the candidate set
H. We next solve D(E H ) and we apply reduced cost fixing. Computational experiments have shown that
the optimal value of D(E H ) is a much better starting point than starting from the value of the linear
programming relaxation.

Next we again run Algorithm 2 but with slight modifications. We skip the initialization steps 1-3 since
they were described above. Step 18 in Algorithm 2 is modified by replacing v—1 with v and in steps 19 and 20
we change v to v+ 1. The condition in step 8 of Function 2 is replaced by #(#) > 2'F. Step 1 in Function 2 is
enhanced to reflect that we must satisty complementary slackness for z*. Namely, in addition to considering
all the elements in C as described in step 1, we also consider the elements with Z(l, f,i) = e;, 2} > 1. For
such elements aa; > ¢; and therefore they are likely candidates for E. Itis easy to see that if we apply these
adjustments, the resulting 7 is subadditive on {z € Z'fl : A%z = b,c%x < 2'P} for supp(2*) C S and it has
the objective value z'F.
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4.4 Stage 3: Computing a Generator Optimal Subadditive Function

In this stage we obtain a generator OSF.

Let us denote by S the set of all the active columns as computed in stage 2. We first obtain a generator
OSF F, for the IP min{c®x : A%z = b, x nonnegative integer}, i.e. F, is optimal over S. Since typically the
cardinality of S in stage 2 is low, this can easily be achieved by solving (13) with £ = S, H = ) and A = AS.
In all performed computational experiments a generator OSF for this IP is F},, where « is obtained in stage
2. We denote by F,, the computed OSF.

The remaining part of stage 3 gradually introduces non active columns. First observe that F, is a
generator OSF over S = SU{i € N\ S : aa; < ¢;} and therefore we set S = S. Typically at this point the
size of N\ S is several thousand columns. Note that aa; > ¢; for every i € N\ S. We can view F,, as either
a feasible subadditive function on N (but not necessarily optimal) or as a subadditive function with value
2™P that violates some of the dual feasibility constraints. In the former case we have to add the columns in
N\ S to E, which can decrease the objective value of the function. We first use a simple heuristic based on
the following theorem to expand S.

Proposition 5. Let F, be a generator OSF over S and let C C N\ S be such that the objective value of
the LP

min E al scl + g aal x; + g — ozal

icE i€H ieC (ELP)
ASz+ A% =b
0<z,0<y

is greater or equal to 0. Let v be the optimal dual vector to this LP. Then Fn.~ is a generator OSF over
SucC.

Proof. First note that the objective value of ELP is 0 since the optimal IP solution gives the objective value
0. Therefore vb = 0. For all i € H U C clearly (o + v)a; < ¢; since v is dual feasible to ELP. This implies
that E(a+v) C E.

It suffices to show that

max{((a+ 7)AF — Pz APz <bxc ZLE‘} < (a+7)b— F,(b) = ab— F,(b) . (25)

Let  be a nonnegative integer vector with A¥x < b. For every i € E let F,(a;) = aa; — (aAF — cP)z1,
where APz < q;,2' € Zlfl. Then we have

Z(’VCM +aa; —¢))z; < Z(aAE - cE)zixi aAE Z 2tz

i€E i€k i€E
< max{(aAf —cF)x: APz <bx € Z‘fl} =ab— F,(b),

where the first inequality follows from dual feasibility to ELP of v and the second one from

AE(Z Ziay) = Z(AEZZ).IL < Zaixi <b.

i€E i€E i€E
The last equality holds by optimality of F,, over S. This shows (25) and therefore the claim. O

Note that in ELP all the objective coefficients of the variables in S are nonnegative and the optimal IP
solution yields an objective value 0. Therefore if y; = 0 for all ¢ € C, then the objective value of ELP is 0.
The objective coefficients of variables in C' are negative and therefore these variables can push the objective
value below 0.

The algorithm employs the following heuristic, called the LP based expansion heuristic, to expand S.
We start with C = N \ S and we repeat the following steps. We solve ELP and let (z*,y*) be an optimal
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solution. If the objective value of ELP is negative, we set C = C' \ C, where C = {i € C : y¥ > 0}, and we
repeat the procedure. Otherwise we abort the loop. At the end the objective value of ELP is 0 and therefore
by Proposition 5 we have a readily available generator OSF over S U C. The heuristic essentially ‘kills’ all
the y variables that are positive in the optimal solution and therefore such variables contribute toward the
negative objective value. The proposed heuristic does not necessarily find the maximum cardinality set C'
but it performs well in practice. After applying the LP based expansion heuristic, we have a generator OSF
over S = SUC. In our computational experiments this heuristic decreases the size of N \ S from several
thousand to just a dozen of columns.

In the following we show how to expand S to N, i.e. how to include the remaining few columns in N\ S.
The algorithm gradually expands S and is given in Algorithm 3. We first append a column from N\ S to S
and we update E to reflect this change. At this point F, is not necessarily a generator OSF over S since the
new column that is added to F may decrease the objective value. Recall that given a set E, (13) computes
the generator subadditive dual function with the largest objective value and therefore in step 3 we compute
this LP. If the new F,, is not a generator OSF over S, we expand F by moving some elements from S\ E to
E and we repeat the procedure. We perform this in step 13. Note that if F1 C Es, then Qu(E1) C Qp(Es)
and therefore the value of the new generator subadditive function is only greater or equal to the value of
the current function. If some of the columns in N\ S can be included in S for ‘free’ without decreasing the
objective value of the current F,, we expand S, step 14. If S = N and the objective value of F,, is z', then
clearly F,, is a generator OSF over N. If S # N and F,(b) = 2'¥| then F, is a generator OSF over S and
we first try to further expand S by applying the LP based column expansion heuristic and then we expand
S as shown in steps 9 and 10.

1: Let j be the column where max{aa; — ¢; : i € N\ S} is attained and set S = SU{j},E=E U {j}.
2: loop

3. Solve (13) with A= A%, S = EU H, and let a be the optimal solution and n* the objective value.

4:  if n* = 2I¥ then

5: if S = N then

6: F, is a generator OSF and quit.

7 else

8: Apply the LP based column expansion heuristic, which possibly yields a new S and a new OSF
F, over S.

9: Let j be the column where max{aa; —¢; : i € N\ S} is attained.

10: S=SU{j},E=EU{j}.

11: end if

12:  else

13: Select a subset E of columns from S\ E and set E = EU E.

14: S=SU{ie N\S:aa;<¢},H=S\E

15:  end if

16: end loop

Algorithm 3: Stage 3 algorithm

Next we describe how to perform step 13, i.e. how to select columns that are appended to E. This
selection procedure, called generator expansion, is crucial since efficient generator expansion decreases the
number of steps 3 in the algorithm, which turned out to be the bottleneck due to the large number of rows
in (13). In order to understand generator expansion, we need the following proposition.

Proposition 6. Let x* be an optimal IP solution and F, a generator OSF. Then T defined for the columns
i € E by x; =z} is an optimal solution to max{(a AP —cF)z: APz <bx € ZLE‘}.

Proof. By definition of E and H we have APz + A”% = b, where # is defined for the columns in H as

19




Z; = z}. Then we have

2P = F,(b) = ba — max{(aAf — Pz : APz <bxc Z‘fl} <ba— (AP — Pz = (26)
=ab— APz) + Pz =aAi + Pz
= Z(aai)ji + Pz < Z it + P =ca* =27, (27)
i€H ieH

where the inequality (26) holds since 7 is feasible to max{(aA¥ —cF)x : APz < b,z € Zlfl} and the inequality
(27) is true since for all ¢ € H we have aa; < ¢;. Since the lower bound equals to the upper bound, it follows
that (26) is an equality, meaning that 7 is optimal to max{(aA? — cF)z : APz < b,z € Zlfl}. O

We apply 2 strategies for generator expansion. Both of them are based on the dual prices of (13). After
this LP is solved in step 3, let y* be the optimal dual vector. In order to decrease the dual value of (13),
it is beneficial to move columns ¢ € H with large yf. Let d = max{y} : i« € H}. The problem we face
is that many columns ¢ may have y; = d and therefore all such columns would be indifferent based solely
on this criteria. Another important observation is based on Proposition 6. Let R = {i € E,z} > 0} and
let 1 = 3 ;cpa;. If there is a column j € E with 27 = 0 and supp(a;) Nsupp(r) = (), then clearly F, is
not optimal by Proposition 6. Therefore promising candidates are columns j € H with the property that
supp(a;) Nsupp(r) # 0. In many instances the initial generator F,, i.e. the one before Algorithm 3 is
applied, has ' = () and therefore this observation applies only after some number of iterations of the loop in
steps 2-16 in Algorithm 3. We design two different generator expansion strategies called initial and disjoint
generator expansion. The initial generator expansion is applied at early iterations of the algorithm. Once R
becomes large enough, we switch to disjoint generator expansion.

The two generator expansion procedures are as follows. We first describe initial generator expansion. Let
D={i€ H:yf=d}. If D] <5, then E = D. Otherwise to select the entire D would make E unnecessarily
large and therefore (13) would be difficult to solve. We select a subset of D based on the following strategy.
After solving (13) by a row generation procedure based on constraints (14) in step 3, we obtain the final LP,
which consists only of a subset of constraints (14). From this LP we remove all the constraints corresponding
to the columns in D and we solve this new LP to obtain the optimal vector (7, &). The selected columns
E consist of all columns i € D with the largest da; — ¢;. Note that the LP without columns corresponding
to D gives an upper bound on the updated (13), i.e. (13) after step 14 of Algorithm 3, since constraints
(14) for vectors & with supp(z) C D are not included. Columns with large aa; — ¢; are better candidates
for E than columns with low &a; — ¢;. In disjoint generator expansion we first compute R and r. Next
we find among all columns j € H with supp(a;) Nsupp(r) # 0, a column with the largest y;. We select

E={icH:y = y;,supp(a;) Nsupp(r) # 0}.

5 Applications of the Generator OSF

In this section we present two potential applications of the generator OSF.

5.1 Integral SPRINT or Sifting

Suppose we want to solve a large-scale IP with a large number of variables, which are given explicitly. A
computationally efficient methodology for solving the LP relaxations resulting from such large-scale problems
is by SPRINT or sifting. Sifting is essentially column generation except that the columns are given explicitly
(an underlying combinatorial structure is not assumed). When solving IPs, we can solve the restricted master
problem by computing an OSF F. In the subproblem we find columns with low reduced cost ¢; — F,(a;),
which are then appended to restricted master problem. As long as the columns are given explicitly, finding
low reduced cost columns should be tractable.
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5.2 An all Integer Benders Decomposition

Suppose we want to solve z!¥ = min{cr +dy : Ax + By = b,z € 7ZF ,y € Z%}. We show how we can
reformulate this problem as a nonlinear problem with p integer variables and a single continuous variable.
We also give an algorithm to solve this nonlinear mixed integer program. The main ideas are very similar
to the Benders decomposition approach for MIPs, see e.g. ( ), pages 337-341.

Proposition 7. If {Ax + By = b,x € Z,y € Z1} # 0, then the optimal value of the nonlinear mized
integer program

min 7 (28a)
—n+cx+ Fy, (b— Az) <0 ke K (28Db)
Fy, (b— Az) <0 jeJ (28¢)

Ax <b

x € 78 n unrestricted ,

where
K= UzEZi,AszK(b - ALE), J = UzEZi,AszJ(b - AJ}),

equals to 2.
Proof. Let (z*,n*) be an optimal solution to (28).

We first show that there is a y € Z4 such that Az*+By = b. If not, then the IP min{dy : By = b—Az*,y €
74} is infeasible. Therefore by Theorem 4 there exists a 3;,j € J(b — Ax*) such that Fg (b — Az*) > 0,
which contradicts that z* satisfies (28c). .

Let y* be an optimal solution to min{dy : By = b — Az*,y € Z%} and let F,_,k € K(b— Az*) be a
generator OSF for this problem. We claim that (z*,y*) is an optimal solution to min{cx + dy : Ax + By =
bxeZh,ye i}

First we show that n* = cz* + dy*. Suppose that n* < cz* + dy*. Then from (28b) we obtain that
F,, (b — Az*) < dy* for every k € K. For k = k this is a contradiction since by choice of k& we have
dy* = Fo (b— Az™).

Suppose that there is an optimal solution (Z,§) to the IP such that ¢z + dy < cx* + dy*. Since min{dy :
By =b— Az,y € 7%} is feasible, it follows that F‘g]. (b— Az) <0 for all j € J. For all k € K we also have
that F,, (b — AZ) < min{dy : By = b — Az,y € Z} = dy*, which implies that (Z,cZ + dy) is a feasible
solution to (28). The value of this solution is ¢Z + dj < cz* + dy* = n*, which is a contradiction to the
optimality of (z*,n*). O

Based on Proposition 7 we can design an all integer Benders decomposition algorithm that is given in
Algorithm 4. The algorithm is suitable for problems, where the subproblem decomposes. For example, in
two stage linear recourse stochastic integer programs, see e.g. ( ), the subproblem
decomposes into [ smaller subproblems, where [ is the number of scenarios. In addition, each subproblem in
the decomposition has the same constraint matrix.
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L K=J=10

2: loop

3. Solve the master problem min{n : —n+cx + F,, (b—Az) <0 for all k € K, Fp, (b— Ax) <0 for all j €
Jx e Zﬁ, n unrestricted}. If the problem is infeasible, then the IP is infeasible and exit. Otherwise
let (z*,n*) be an optimal solution.

4:  Solve the subproblem min{dy : By = b — Az*,y € Z%} and its subadditive dual.
5. if the subproblem is infeasible then

6: Set J = J U {j}, where Fj, is a DG function with Fg, (b— Az*) > 0.

7. else

8: Let F,, be a BG OSF.

9: if n* 4+ ca* + F,, (b — Az*) > 0 then

10: K =K U/{k}

11: else

12: (z*,y*) is an optimal IP solution, where y* is an optimal solution to the subproblem. Exit.
13: end if

14: end if

15: end loop

Algorithm 4: The all integer Benders decomposition algorithm

Unfortunately in Algorithm 4 the master problem is a nonlinear mixed integer program. We suggest to
solve it iteratively as follows. Suppose that for each k € K we have a nonnegative integer vector w* such
that BE(@x)wk < b and for each j € J we have a nonnegative integer vector u* such that BFBiyk < b. At
each iteration we solve

min 7
—n+ (¢ — apA)r < —agb + (e BE@) — Blaw)yy b ke K
—B;Ax < —B;b + 8;BE ) jed

x € Z% n unrestricted

and let (Z,7) be an optimal solution. For all k € K let w* be an optimal solution to max{(ayBF(r) —
cE(ak))w : BE(w)y < b — AZ, w nonnegative integer} and for all j € J let 4’ be an optimal solution to
max{3; BFB)y . BEGi)y < b — AZ,u nonnegative integer} for all j € J. If (ap BE(@) — cPlar))ph =
(ap BE(wR) — cBlex))P for all k € K and (B, BP55) — cEBi)ygl = (8, BEW:) — cPBi))yi for all j € J, then
(77, %) is an optimal solution to the master problem. Otherwise for all k& € K that do not satisfy the first
equality we set w* = @w”, for all j € J that violate the second equality we set u/ = @/, and we repeat the

procedure.

6 Conclusions

We presented a new family of subadditive functions that is easy to encode and in most practical instances
also easy to evaluate. We gave several properties of these functions. We show several applications and we
also presented an algorithm to compute an optimal subadditive function. Further enhancements, e.g. an
extended Proposition 5, how to efficiently solve (13), and implementation details for the set partitioning
problem are given in ( ). This work, which is a sequel article to the presented one, also provides
extensive computational results.

In linear programming the dual vector shows that linear programming is in co-NP. If we attempt to show
that integer programming is in co-NP, we might guess an a and an optimal solution z* to max{(aA” —cF)z :
APz < b, x nonnegative integer}. Now we can easily check that F,(b) > K, which would show that the
optimal IP value is greater or equal to K. However to complete the proof, we must also verify in polynomial
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time that z* is an optimal solution to max{(aA¥ — cF)z : APz < b, x nonnegative integer}. Clearly we
do not know how to do this verification in polynomial time and if NP # co — NP, we cannot verify this
statement in polynomial time. From this discussion we also conclude that if NP # co— NP, then |E| grows
with n.

We hope that this research spawns other approaches to computing the subadditive dual function. We
have given just a few applications of having an optimal subadditive function. We wonder if subadditive dual
functions other than those arising from rounding procedures can be efficiently used in LP based branch-and-
bound algorithms. They can be used to provide lower bounds and cuts. The bottleneck of our algorithm is
stage 3 and therefore it is important to improve the generation expansion strategy or design a completely
different algorithm to compute a generator OSF.
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