arXiv:2111.05225v3 [math.OC] 28 Jun 2022

Helly systems and certificates in optimization

Amitabh Basu^∗ Tongtong Chen^∗ Michele Conforti^† Hongyi Jiang^∗

June 29, 2022

Abstract

Inspired by branch-and-bound and cutting plane proofs in mixed-integer optimization and proof complexity, we develop a general approach via Hoffman’s Helly systems. This helps to distill the main ideas behind optimality and infeasibility certificates in optimization. The first part of the paper formalizes the notion of a certificate and its size in this general setting. The second part of the paper establishes lower and upper bounds on the sizes of these certificates in various different settings. We show that some important techniques existing in the literature are purely combinatorial in nature and do not depend on any underlying geometric notions.

1 Certificates in optimization

Let U be an arbitrary set (we do not assume U is a finite dimensional Euclidean space or has any geometric/vector space structure whatsoever). Let K be a family of subsets of U that contains the empty set and U, and is closed under arbitrary intersections. Following [37], we call the system [U, K] a Helly system. The idea is to have an axiomatic definition that generalizes the family of convex sets in R^n ; see [48] for a comprehensive survey on axiomatic convexity with detailed references on the development of the subject. In particular, the notion of a convex hull goes over: for any X ⊆ U (not necessarily in K), the convex hull of X, denoted by conv(X), is defined to be the set inclusion wise minimal set K such that X ⊆ K, or equivalently, conv(X) is the intersection of all sets K ∈ K such that X ⊆ K. An important case which is different from the family of all convex sets in R^n is the setting where U = Z^n and K = {K ⊆ Z^n : K = C ∩ Z^n, convex C}^1.

One can now define optimization problems over any Helly system. Typically, a subcollection C ⊆ K is chosen to define the structure of the constraints of the optimization problem (e.g., the subcollection of all halfspaces in R^n when the Helly system is the family of all convex sets in R^n ), and a collection O of functions f : U → R is selected such that all sublevels sets S_{≤α} = {x ∈ U : f(x) ≤ α} and S_{<α} = {x ∈ U : f(x) < α} are in K (e.g., all convex

∗Department of Applied Mathematics and Statistics, The Johns Hopkins University.

basu.amitabh@jhu.edu, tchen87@jhu.edu, hjiang32@jhu.edu. The first and last authors gratefully

acknowledge the support from AFOSR Grant FA95502010341 and NSF Grant CCF2006587.

†Dipartimento di Matematica “Tullio Levi-Civita”, Università degli Studi Padova, Italy.

conforti@math.unipd.it

1We will use N, Z, and R to denote the set of natural numbers (starting at 1), the set of integers, and the set of real numbers respectively.

functions on R^n when U = R^n and K is the collection of all convex subsets); this defines the structure of allowable objectives.

Let K_1, . . . , K_t ∈ C (the constraints of the problem instance) and let f ∈ O (the objective function of the problem instance). We wish to solve

inf{f(x) : x ∈ K_1 ∩ . . . ∩ K_t}. (1.1)

Here are some geometric examples:

Example 1.1. 1. U = R^n , K is the collection of all convex subsets of R^n , C = K and O is the collection of all convex functions. This is convex optimization. If C is the collection of all closed halfspaces and O is collection of all linear functions, we obtain linear optimization.

2. U = Z^n ×R^d , K is the collection {C ∩U : C ⊆ R^n ×R^d convex}, C = K and O is the collection of all convex functions R^n × R^d restricted to Z^n × R^d . This is mixed-integer convex optimization. One could again restrict C = {H ∩ U : H ⊆ R^n × R^d closed halfspace} and O to be linear functions (restricted to U) to get mixed-integer linear optimization.

Several works have investigated the idea of optimizing over Helly systems beyond the classic convex optimization setting; see, for example, [1, 25, 26, 30]. While the emphasis in prior work has been on algorithms and structural aspects of Helly systems, our focus in this paper is on the concept of a certificate or proof of optimality for (1.1). In many settings, this boils down to establishing that γ^∗ ∈ R ∪ {+∞} is the optimal value by showing that the set {x ∈ U : f(x) < γ^∗} ∩ K_1 ∩ . . . ∩ K_t = ∅. The concrete certificate that shows this set to be empty can be different for different settings of [U, K], C and O. One of the most widely used ones is Farkas’ lemma in the setting of linear optimization (point 1. in Example 1.1 above): K_i = {x ∈ R^n : ⟨a_i, x⟩ ≥ b_i}, i = 1, . . . , t, f(x) = ⟨c, x⟩ with a_1, . . . , a_t, c ∈ R^n , b_1, . . . , b_t ∈ R. The Farkas certificate is a collection of nonnegative real numbers u_1, . . . , u_t such that u_1a_1 +. . . u_ta_t = c and u_1b_1 +. . .+u_tb_t = γ^∗, which provides a separating hyperplane between the polyhedron K_1 ∩ . . . ∩ K_t and the open halfspace {x ∈ U : ⟨c, x⟩ < γ^∗}. Similar certificates exist under certain conditions for nonlinear convex optimization which are called the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions. A slightly more general idea is the idea of proof of valid lower bounds. In the setting of linear optimization, a Farkas certificate of a valid lower bound γ̄ is a collection of nonnegative real numbers u_1, . . . , u_t such that u_1a_1 + . . . u_ta_t = c and u_1b_1 + . . . + u_tb_t = γ̄, since this shows immediately that ⟨c, x⟩ ≥ γ̄ for all points in K_1 ∩ . . . ∩ K_t, or equivalently, that K_1 ∩ . . . ∩ K_t and the open halfspace {x ∈ U : ⟨c, x⟩ < γ̄} are disjoint. We now formalize what we mean by a certificate of optimality or valid lower bound, and the notion of the size of such a certificate.

Our computing paradigm is the standard Turing machine model of computation. Following standard conventions, we restrict attention to optimization problems of the form (1.1) that have an appropriate encoding as a binary string and its length is the encoding size of the instance. We also consider the standard binary encodings of rational numbers. See [36, 41] for a careful and detailed discussion of these notions in the setting of nonlinear optimization, via the use of oracle Turing machines. For any binary string or rational number s, the length of the string or the number’s binary encoding will be denoted by |s|.

Definition 1.2. A class of optimization problems, defined by [U, K], C and O is said to possess a certificate of optimality for every instance if there exists an algorithm (equivalently, Turing machine) A and a polynomial p : R → R with the following properties:

1. For every instance I and a lower bound γ̄ ∈ Q for I, i.e., γ̄ is less than or equal to the optimal value of the problem, there exists a binary string P such that when (I, γ̄, P ) is fed as input to A, the algorithm terminates in at most p(|I| + |γ̄| + |P |) steps reporting “YES”, and

2. For any instance I and a number γ̄ ∈ Q that is not a valid lower bound, there exists no binary string P such that when (I, γ̄, P ) is fed as input to A, the algorithm terminates in at most p(|I| + |γ̄| + |P |) steps reporting “YES”.

P is called a certificate for the lower bound γ̄ for I. The size of the certificate is defined to be |P |, and its complexity is defined to be the running time of the checker when executed on (I, γ̄, P ). The restriction of polynomial running time for the checker A in the above definition ensures that the complexity of a certificate is at most a polynomial function of its size. This serves to avoid cases where the algorithm simply ignores the certificate and directly solves the problem. While this can still happen with the polynomial bound on running time, at least in that case we have a polynomial time algorithm for solving the optimization problems and therefore the execution of the algorithm itself can be taken as a “certificate” of optimality. We also note that the definition above is very similar to certificates for defining the class NP in computational complexity, except that we do not impose a bound on the size of the certificate. This will be important for optimality certificates in the general Helly system setting, especially for contexts like mixed-integer optimization. We elaborate on this in Remark 1.4.

As we remarked above, an optimality certificate is often given in terms of infeasibility certificates. The above definition can be adapted to define certificates of infeasibility in a straightforward way: Case 1. will be for infeasible sets and Case 2. will be for feasible sets, or equivalently, one can consider the above definition with γ̄ = +∞, where +∞ is encoded/represented with a fixed binary string. Since the objective function plays no role for infeasibility, we will often say that we have a certificate of infeasibility for the system K_1, . . . , K_t (the constraints in (1.1)).

Example 1.3. Let us revisit some well-known certificates.

1. We already discussed the Farkas certificate for linear optimization and the generalization to the KKT certificates in nonlinear optimization. In the linear case, the certificate itself is simply the nonnegative numbers u_1, . . . , u_t (by Caratheodory’s theorem, at most n of these multipliers need to be non zero) and the certificate’s algorithm checks the equation u_1a_1 + . . . + u_ta_t = c and the inequality u_1b_1 + . . . + u_tb_t ≥ γ̄. The complexity is at most n times the number of nonzero u_i’s. Note that in the case of linear optimization, any polynomial time algorithm for solving the optimization problem can be used as a checker with the empty string as the certificate. But the Farkas certificate is much more informative and the checker is much simpler than running a sophisticated optimization algorithm.

2. In mixed-integer linear optimization (point 2. in Example 1.1), if the problem is infeasible, a classical result says that there are at most 2^n(d+1) inequalities whose intersection already excludes all mixed-integer point. This idea has been used to develop a duality theory in [3, 4]. However, according to our definition, providing a list of such inequalities does not immediately translate into a certificate of size 2^n(d + 1) (ignoring sizes of the numbers) since one has to design an algorithm that can check that indeed no mixed-integer point satisfies all these inequalities. No such algorithm is known that runs in time that is a polynomial function of 2^n(d + 1). The algorithms with best known efficiency can solve the mixed-integer optimization problem itself and take time 2^{O(n log(n+d))} which is quasi-polynomial in 2^n(d + 1) and n.

3. Certificates for proving lower bounds in mixed-integer optimization based on cutting planes have a long history. Some of these cutting planes are generic, such as the Chvátal-Gomory cutting planes [47], and the certificate is a sequence of these cutting planes and the checker simply needs to verify the simple rounding computations for each cutting plane in the sequence. The checker’s running time is at most n+d times the size of the certificate. Some cutting planes are more specific in nature and use combinatorial information, e.g., the so-called clique inequalities for the stable set problem [16]. The certificate is simply a clique inequality and a list of vertices forming the corresponding clique and the checker verifies that the set of vertices indeed form a clique and the inequality has the correct form. The checker’s running time is quadratic in the size of the certificate.

Remark 1.4. The size of a certificate of optimality/infeasibility need not be polynomial in the size of the instance. For example, in part of Example 1.3 above, the Chvátal-Gomory cutting plane certificates are often provably exponential in the size of the input, see [47, Section 23.3] for a classic example. In our definition, only the checker’s running time should be polynomial in the size of the certificate and the size of the instance.

It is also true that any (correct) algorithm for the optimization problem that finishes in finite time can be used to produce certificates as in Definition 1.2. In particular, the execution of the algorithm itself can be taken as the certificate, i.e., an appropriate encoding of the sequence of elementary operations performed by the algorithm on the instance is the certificate and the checker simply verifies that this is indeed the execution transcript of the algorithm on this instance. The complexity of the certificate/checker will be linear in the size of such a certificate, and thus would satisfy Definition 1.2. However, the main point is that Definition 1.2 allows for the possibility of certificates whose size and complexity are much smaller than the best known algorithmic complexity bounds (upper and lower) for the problem. Consider, for example, the case of linear optimization discussed in point 1. of Example 1.3. The Farkas certificate has size linear in the dimension and size of the instance and its complexity is quadratic in the dimension and linear in the size of the instance. However, no quadratic time algorithm is known for solving linear optimization.

This raises the question of whether one can prove a meta theorem which shows that the best complexity of an algorithm for any optimization problem is of the same order as the smallest size of a certificate (or complexity of the corresponding checker). We believe this would be a deep result in mathematical optimization, even in the specific case of (mixed-integer) linear optimization.

2 Embedded Helly systems and transfer of certificates

For nonconvex settings like mixed-integer optimization, a certificate of infeasibility or valid lower bound often involves systematic reduction to a corresponding certificate for convex/linear optimization. These reduction techniques are known as branch-and-bound, or cutting plane, or more generally, branch-and-cut proof systems. We will now present them in our abstract Helly systems setting.

Definition 2.1. [37] A Helly system [U, K] is said to be embedded in a Helly system [U^′, K^′] if U ⊆ U^′ and K = {K^′ ∩ U : K^′ ∈ K^′}. K^′ ∈ K^′ is said to be relaxation of K ∈ K (in the system [U^′, K^′]) if K = K^′ ∩ U. (Note that there may be K^′_1 ≠ K^′_2 in K^′ such that K^′_1 ∩ U = K^′_2 ∩ U. Thus, the same set in K may have several different relaxations in the system [U^′, K^′].) If K^′ is a relaxation of K, then we also say that K is a restriction of K^′.

We denote this embedding by [U, K] ⊆ [U^′, K^′].

Definition 2.2. Let [U, K] ⊆ [U^′, K^′]. A valid disjunction in [U^′, K^′] for [U, K] is a finite collection K^′_1, . . . , K^′_p ∈ K^′ such that K_1 ∪ . . . ∪ K_p = U, where K_i = K^′_i ∩ U ∈ K, i = 1, . . . , p. The sets K^′_1, . . . , K^′_p are called the terms of the disjunction.

Definition 2.3. Let [U, K] be a Helly system. A halfspace in [U, K] is a set K ∈ K such that U \ K ∈ K. We will use the notation K^c to denote U \ K.

Note that if [U, K] ⊆ [U^′, K^′] and H^′ is a halfspace in [U^′, K^′], then H = H^′ ∩ U is a halfspace in [U, K]^2.

Definition 2.4. Let [U, K] ⊆ [U^′, K^′]. Let K ∈ K. A valid halfspace in [U^′, K^′] for K is a halfspace H^′ in [U^′, K^′] such that K ⊆ H where H = H^′ ∩ U. Since H is a halfspace in K, H^c is also in K and the condition can equivalently be stated as H^c ∩ K = ∅.

Example 2.5. 1. (Chvátal-Gomory cutting planes) Let U^′ = R^n , K^′ be the collection of all convex sets in R^n . Let U = Z^n and K = {H ∩ U : H ∈ K^′}. Thus, [Z^n, K] is embedded in [R^n , K^′]. Consider any closed halfspace H^′ ∈ K^′ that is rational (in the standard sense) and let H = H^′ ∩ U. Let H^{′′} ∈ K be the inclusionwise minimal element in K^′ such that H ⊆ H^{′′}. H^{′′} is a valid halfspace for any K such that K has a relaxation K^′ ⊆ H^′. H^{′′} is called the Chvátal-Gomory cutting plane generated from H^′. This idea can be generalized to any pair of embedded Helly systems [U, K], [U^′, K^′] and starting with a halfspace in K^′.

2. (Split disjunctions) Let U = Z^n and K = {C ∩ U : C is a convex set in R^n }. Let H be a halfspace in [U, K]. Thus, H and U \ H are both in K. It can be verified that there exist halfspaces H_1, H_2 in R^n such that H = H_1 ∩ U and U \ H = H_2 ∩ U. We let H_1, H_2 be any two closed halfspaces with this property. Then H_1, H_2 is a valid disjunction in [R^n , K^′] for [U, K], where K^′ is the collection of all convex sets in R^n . If H_1, H_2 are rational and their union is not all of R^n , then this is known as a split disjunction.

2It is possible that for an embedded system [U, K] ⊆ [U^′, K^′], there may be K ∈ K such that K ∈ K^′ as well. The notation K^c has an ambiguity because it could mean U \ K or U^′ \ K. What we mean will be clear from context and we proceed with this slight overloading of notation.

The above examples illustrate how the idea of a valid halfspace generalizes the notion of a cutting plane in nonconvex optimization, and valid disjunctions generalize the corresponding notion in nonconvex optimization. We will now show that if we have an embedded Helly system [U, K] in [U^′, K^′], one can transfer infeasibility certificates from [U^′, K^′] to [U, K] using valid disjunctions and valid halfspaces.

Definition 2.6. A branch-and-cut tree for an embedded pair of systems [U, K] ⊆ [U^′, K^′] is a rooted tree where each node has two labels and the following properties hold.

1. For all nodes in the tree, the first label is a list L of sets in K^′.

2. For internal nodes (nodes that are not leaves in the tree) the second label is either a valid disjunction in [U^′, K^′] for [U, K], or a valid halfspace for K^′ ∩ U, where K^′ is the intersection of all elements in L.

3. For every leaf, the second label is a placeholder that can be empty or be populated with a certificate of infeasibility (see the next point).

4. Let N be an internal node with labels (L, X), where X is either a valid disjunction or a valid halfspace for K^′ ∩ U, where K^′ is the intersection of all elements in L. If X is a valid disjunction K^′_1, . . . , K^′_p, then N must have p children with first labels L ∪ {K^′_i}, i = 1, . . . , p. If the second label X is a valid halfspace H^′ ∈ K^′ for K^′ ∩ U, then N must have two children. The right child of N must have first label L ∪ {H^′} and the left child, which is a leaf node, has as second label a certificate of infeasibility for the system M_1, . . . , M_t, H^c, where H is the restriction of H^′ and the M_i’s are the restrictions of the sets in L. Such a leaf node is called a cutting plane certifier.

If all second labels of all the internal nodes in the tree are valid disjunctions, then the tree is called a (pure) branch-and-bound tree and if the second labels are all valid halfspaces, then the tree is called a (pure) cutting plane proof.

The size of the branch-and-cut tree is the total number of nodes in the tree plus the sum of all the sizes of all infeasibility certificates provided at the nodes with valid halfspaces.

Remark 2.7. One can restrict the family of valid disjunctions and the family of valid halfspaces to be used. In the terminology of mixed-integer optimization, this would correspond to selecting a particular branching scheme for the valid disjunctions, and selecting a particular cutting plane paradigm for the valid halfspaces. The branch-and-cut trees are therefore relative to this choice. This will be important in our discussions below.

Remark 2.8. In point 3. of Definition 2.6, we allow the possibility of the second label of a leaf node to be empty. This will be important for branch-and-cut certificates that are not infeasibility certificates; see Definition 2.13.

Remark 2.9. We make some important comments about the “certificate of infeasibility” for a node labeled with a valid halfspace. Typically, in certificates that involve cutting planes, the proof of validity of any cutting plane produced by the cutting plane paradigm is ignored. This is justified because the size of the proof of validity is usually linear or a low degree polynomial in the encoding size of the instance. Here, since we are dealing with general Helly systems and allowing for arbitrary cutting plane paradigms, we insist that the proof of validity of a cutting plane be explicitly included in the branch-and-cut tree by requiring a certificate of infeasibility for K ∩ H^c as defined above.

Consider the concrete case of Chvátal-Gomory cutting planes. The proof of validity of such a cutting plane ⟨c, x⟩ ≤ δ for a polyhedron P is the certificate of infeasibility of P ∩ {⟨c, x⟩ > δ}∩Z^n, by giving a certificate of infeasibility of P ∩{⟨c, x⟩ ≥ δ +1} using a Farkas certificate. The same holds for disjunctive cuts like those derived from split disjunctions or lattice-free sets [16].

Another example is the case of the clique inequalities for the stable set problem. The certificate of validity (or infeasibility of K ∩ H^c) was discussed in point 3. of Example 1.3.

We now formalize how to transfer, via branch-and-cut trees, certificates of infeasibility in [U^′, K^′] to an embedded system [U, K]. The idea is that certificates of infeasibility in [U^′, K^′] might be easier to obtain and a branch-and-cut tree can be used to provide a certificate in the more “complicated” system [U, K].

Definition 2.10. Let [U, K] ⊆ [U^′, K^′] be an embedded pair of systems. Let K_1, . . . , K_t ∈ K be such that K_1 ∩ . . . ∩ K_t = ∅, and let K^′_1, . . . , K^′_t in [U^′, K^′] be (arbitrary) relaxations of K_1, . . . , K_t respectively. A branch-and-cut certificate of infeasibility for the system K_1, . . . , K_t with respect to the relaxed system K^′_1, . . . , K^′_t is a branch-and-cut tree whose root node has L = {K^′_1, . . . , K^′_t} as the first label and for every leaf, either it is a cutting plane certifier, or it has first label L = { ^K_1, . . . , ^K_m} such that ∩^m_{i=1} ^K_i = ∅ and the second label is a certificate of infeasibility of the system ^K_1, . . . , ^K_m in [U^′, K^′].

A checker for this certificate simply goes through the tree and verifies that the children at internal nodes are produced according to the valid disjunctions and cutting planes introduced, and verifies the cutting plane certifiers and the certificates of infeasibility at the leaves. The overall complexity of a branch-and-cut certificate is therefore the sum of the total nodes in the tree and the complexities of the cutting plane certifiers and the certificates of infeasibilities.

The following is a quantitative version of such a transfer of certificates, where the size of a certificate in [U, K] is bounded in terms of the sizes of certificates in [U^′, K^′].

Theorem 2.11. Let [U, K] ⊆ [U^′, K^′]. Suppose there exists a function f : N → N be a function such that every certificate of infeasibility of any instance I in [U^′, K^′] is of size at most f(|I|).^3 Suppose there is a branch-and-cut certificate of infeasibility for a system K_1, . . . , K_t with respect to the relaxed system K^′_1, . . . , K^′_t in [U^′, K^′] and all leaves have certificates of infeasibility in [U^′, K^′], including the cutting plane certifiers. Then the branch-and-cut certificate has size at most 2L + ∑ leaf ℓ f(|ℓ|) ≤ 3 ∑ leaf ℓ f(|ℓ|), where L is the number of leaves

in the tree and |ℓ| denotes the size of the system given by the list of sets in the first label of the leaf ℓ.

Proof. This follows from the simple observation that a branch-and-cut tree has internal degree at least 3 (every internal node has at least 2 children) and so the number of nodes in the tree is at most 2 times the number of leaves.

3Note that we are implicitly assuming f(n) ≥ 1 for all n ∈ N. Thus, we are using the convention that a certificate in [U^′, K^′] has size at least 1. Moreover, since we are dealing with certificates of infeasibility in this theorem, by an instance I we mean a system of sets in K^′ with empty intersection and the size |I| is the encoding size of this system.

Remark 2.12. In Definition 2.10, we do allow the recursive possibility that the certificate of infeasibility of a left child of a node with a valid halfspace is a branch-and-cut certificate of infeasibility of K ∩H^c. This makes the notion of a “pure cutting plane proof” a bit ambiguous. Nevertheless, we think this should not create any serious issues because the label “pure cutting plane proof” should be reserved for situations where such a recursive definition is not really being used, but a direct certificate of infeasibility is provided at such nodes (e.g., in the system [U^′, K^′], or via some combinatorial certificates like in the case of clique inequalities).

We now consider three other useful notions of branch-and-cut certificates beyond infeasibility. These are inspired by notions defined and used in [28].

Definition 2.13. Let [U, K] ⊆ [U^′, K^′].

1. Let K^′_1, . . . , K^′_t ∈ K^′ be relaxations of K_1, . . . , K_t ∈ K respectively. For any relaxation Q ∈ K^′ of K_1 ∩ . . . ∩ K_t such that Q ⊆ K^′_1 ∩ . . . ∩ K^′_t, a branch-and-cut tree T is said to prove/certify Q with respect to K^′_1, . . . , K^′_t if the root node has L := {K^′_1, . . . , K^′_t} as the first label and for every leaf of T , the intersection of the elements in the first label of the leaf is contained in Q.

Consider P := K_1 ∩ . . . ∩ K_t as a subset of U^′, then the hull complexity of P with respect to K^′_1, . . . , K^′_t is the size of the branch-and-cut tree of smallest size that certifies conv(P ) (defined in the Helly system [U^′, K^′]).

2. Let K^′_1, . . . , K^′_t ∈ K^′ be relaxations of K_1, . . . , K_t ∈ K respectively. Let P := K_1 ∩ . . . ∩ K_t. For any x ∈ U^′ \ conv(P ), a branch-and-cut tree T is said to prove/certify x with respect to K^′_1, . . . , K^′_t if the root node has L := {K^′_1, . . . , K^′_t} as the first label and x is not contained in conv(Q) where Q is the union, over all leaves, of the intersections of the elements in the first labels of the leaves. The membership complexity of x is the size of the branch-and-cut tree of smallest size that certifies x. The membership complexity of P := K_1 ∩ . . . ∩ K_t is the maximum membership complexity over all x ∉ conv(P ).

3. Let K^′_1, . . . , K^′_t ∈ K^′ be relaxations of K_1, . . . , K_t ∈ K respectively. Let P := K_1 ∩ . . . ∩ K_t. For any valid halfspace H^′ ∈ K^′ for P , a branch-and-cut tree T is said to prove/certify H^′ with respect to K^′_1, . . . , K^′_t if the root node has L := {K^′_1, . . . , K^′_t} as the first label and for every leaf of T , the intersection of the elements in the first label of the leaf is contained in H^′. The validity complexity of P is the maximum validity complexity over all valid halfspaces in K^′ for P .

4. Let K^′_1, . . . , K^′_t ∈ K^′ be relaxations of K_1, . . . , K_t ∈ K respectively. Let P := K_1 ∩ . . . ∩ K_t. For any valid halfspace H^′ ∈ K^′ for P , the reverse complexity of H^′ with respect to K^′_1, . . . , K^′_t is the size of the smallest branch-and-cut certificate of infeasibility for the system K_1, . . . , K_t, H^c with respect to K^′_1, . . . , K^′_t, H^{′c}, where H is the restriction of H^′.

Remark 2.14. As mentioned in Remark 2.7, one can restrict the family of valid disjunctions and valid halfspaces to be used in a branch-and-cut certificate. This obviously affects the sizes and therefore the corresponding notions of complexity laid out in Definitions 2.10 and 2.13. In particular, for some restrictions on the valid disjunctions and halfspaces, no branch-and-cut tree certificate may exist for that particular complexity measure. In this case, we say the complexity measure is +∞.

3 Helly numbers and bounds on the size of branch-and-cut infeasibility certificates

Hoffman [37] (see also [21]) defined the Helly number h[U, K] of the Helly system [U, K] to be the smallest natural number h ∈ N such that for any finite collection K_1, . . . , K_t ∈ K, K_1 ∩ . . . ∩ K_t = ∅ if and only if there exist 1 ≤ i_1 ≤ . . . ≤ i_h ≤ t such that K_{i1} ∩ . . . ∩ K_{ih} = ∅. If no such natural number exists, then h[U, K] = ∞. A collection K_1, . . . , K_t is called critical if the intersection is empty, but every strict subfamily has nonempty intersection. h[U, K] is thus the size of the largest critical family (∞ if there are critical families whose sizes increase without bound).

It turns out that Helly numbers can provide lower bounds on the size of branch-and-cut certificates, in the case where the validity of cutting planes is proven using infeasibility certificates in the larger system (e.g., Chvátal-Gomory cutting planes or disjunctive cuts).

Theorem 3.1. Let [U, K] ⊆ [U^′, K^′] and suppose the Helly number of [U^′, K^′] is finite. Let K_1, . . . , K_t ∈ K be a critical family in [U, K] and let K^′_i be any relaxation of K_i, i = 1, . . . , t such that K^′_1 ∩ . . . ∩ K^′_t ≠ ∅, i.e., we have a nontrivial relaxation. Let T be a branchand-cut certificate of the infeasibility of the system K_1, . . . , K_t, with respect to the relaxation K^′_1 ∩ . . . ∩ K^′_t in [U^′, K^′] where the certificates on all the leaves are infeasibility certificates in [U^′, K^′] (including cutting plane certifiers). Then, the certificate T has size at least^t_{h[U ′,K′]−1} . In particular, one can find instances where branch-and-cut infeasibility certificates are of size at least^{h[U,K]} h[U^′,K^′]−1 . Proof. We first observe that in the tree of the certificate T , for any node where the second label is a valid halfspace, one can view the two children as arising from a valid two-term disjunction, instead of a valid halfspace. More precisely, if H^′ ∈ K^′ is the valid halfspace introduced at this node, then H^′, (H^′)^c is a valid disjunction. Since all infeasibility certificates at the leaves of the tree are infeasibility certificates in [U^′, K^′], in this way one can replace the entire branch-and-cut tree with a pure branch-and-bound tree where all second labels are valid disjunctions, with no change in the size of the tree.

The second observation we make is that a pure branch-and-bound tree needs to keep track of only the valid disjunctions. In other words, we can completely forget about the first labels on each node and just keep the second labels. Such a tree can then be applied to any system ^K_1, . . . , ^K_m ∈ K^′ as the first label of the root node. If at every leaf of the new tree, the intersection of the elements in the first label is the empty set, then one obtains a new branch-and-cut certificate of infeasibility with respect to the new relaxed system ^K_1, . . . , ^K_m.

Apply this tree to the trivial system L = {U^′}. Denote the intersections of the elements in first labels on all the leaves by L^′_1, . . . , L^′_s ∈ K^′. Since all internal nodes in this new tree correspond to valid disjunctions, ⋃_s i=1(L^′_i ∩ U) = U.

Since K_1, . . . , K_t is a critical family for the Helly system [U, K], for every k ∈ {1, . . . t} there exists p^k ∈ ⋂ j≠k Kj = ⋂ j≠k K ′ j ∩ U. Thus, each p^k must end up in L^′_i for some i ∈ {1, . . . , s}. For every i = 1, . . . , s, L^′_i ∩ K^′_1 ∩ . . . ∩ K^′_t = ∅ because the corresponding leaf in T has additionally K^′_1, . . . , K^′_t in its first label, and T is a branch-and-cut certificate of infeasibility with respect to K^′_1, . . . , K^′_t. By definition of h[U^′, K^′], there is a subfamily of {L^′_i, K^′_1, . . . , K^′_t} with at most h[U^′, K^′] size whose intersection is empty. If the subfamily does not include L^′_i, then the corresponding subfamily of the K^′_i sets has empty intersection which contradicts the hypothesis of a nontrivial relaxation. Thus, we may assume for every leaf, L^′_i is included in the subfamily of size h[U^′, K^′] that certifies infeasibility of the leaf. Therefore, at most h[U^′, K^′] − 1 of the K^′_i sets are used to certify infeasibility at this leaf. This means that at most h[U^′, K^′] − 1 points from the set p^1, . . . , p^t end up in this leaf L_i because each K^′_i excludes at most p^i from this set, and contains all other points p^k, k ≠ i. Thus, we must have at least^t_{h[U ′,K′]−1} leaves.

Remark 3.2. The above proof is a common generalization of some classical lower bounds on branch-and-cut and cutting plane proof sizes – see, for example, [14, 17, 19] – as well as recent lower bounds on branch-and-bound proof sizes [20, 28]. In these papers, U = Z^n ⊆ R^n = U^′, K^′ is the set of all convex sets in R^n and C^′ is the set of all open and closed halfspaces in R^n . In other words, the setting is integer linear optimization. Since h[Z^n, K] = 2^n [8, 29, 46] and h[R^n , K^′] = n + 1, we immediately obtain instances with lower bounds of^{2n}_n on the size of branch-and-cut certificates. Different critical families were used in these references to obtain their bounds.

There has been a long line of work on cutting plane proof complexity; see [7, 9–15, 17, 18, 22–24, 31, 33–35, 38, 39, 42–45] as a representative list. Complexity of branch-and-bound and branch-and-cut has received comparatively less attention, but with increased activity in recent years [5–7, 19, 20, 22, 23, 27, 28, 32].

Remark 3.3. 1. The above theorem makes no restrictions on the family of valid disjunctions used in the certificate. This means that the lower bounds on branch-and-bound found in [20, 28] are not special to split disjunctions; they apply to any family of valid disjunctions that is used for branching.

2. The only restriction on the valid halfspaces used in the branch-and-cut proof is that their validity is ultimately established using infeasibility certificates in the larger Helly system. In the context of mixed-integer optimization, this condition is satisfied by almost all known general purpose cutting planes since they are based on disjunctive arguments. Our definitions force the inclusion of a validity proof of a cutting plane into the branchand-cut tree itself. This is often ignored in evaluating cutting plane proof sizes. This is justified when the validity certificates are short (linear or low degree polynomials of the instance size). However, in the general setting where we are not working with particular cutting plane paradigms, keeping track of the size of the validity certificates for cutting planes is appropriate for evaluating overall sizes of infeasibility/optimality certificates via branch-and-cut. Once we are in this setup, the above lower bound applies.

Remark 3.4. Typically, lower bound proofs are established for Helly systems embedded in [R^n , K^⋆], where K^⋆ is the class of all convex sets in R^n . But one can consider embedded systems like [Z^n, K] ⊆ [Z^{n1} ×R^{n2} , K^′], where K = {C ∩Z^n : C convex}, K^′ = {C ∩(Z^{n1} ×R^{n2} ) : C convex} and n = n_1 + n_2. Infeasibility certificates in [Z^{n1} × R^{n2} , K^′] can be obtained using methods like Lenstra’s algorithm and its variants [40] when n_1 is “small”. However, even with n_1 = Θ(log n) (which is a regime where Lenstra’s algorithm would still give super (quasi) polynomial size certificates), one obtains exponential lower bounds on the branchand-cut certificates from Theorem 3.1, since h[Z^{n1} × R^{n2} , K^′] = 2^{n1} (n_2 + 1) [2, 37]. Thus, h[Z^n,K] h[Z^n1×R^n2 ,H]−1 = 2^n n^c(n−c log(n)+1)−1 , which is exponential in n.

Remark 3.5. Since Theorem 3.1 applies to abstract Helly systems, it is clear that the explicit lower bounds in the literature based on these ideas appeal to geometric concepts only for getting bounds on the Helly numbers. The rest of the argument is purely combinatorial or set theoretic. This provides interesting insight into lower bound arguments in the literature for cutting plane/branch-and-bound/branch-and-cut proofs.

4 Relations between different measures of complexity

We now explore the relationship between the measures of validity, reverse, hull and membership complexities from Definition 2.13. The inequalities below also trivially hold in the case of infinite complexity. We assume they are finite for simplicity.

To ease the burden of notation, in the rest of the paper instead of considering a system K_1, . . . , K_t ∈ K with corresponding relaxations K^′_1, . . . , K^′_t ∈ K^′, we will simply use P := K_1 ∩ . . . ∩ K_t to mean the system K_1, . . . , K_t, and its relaxation P^′ := K^′_1 ∩ . . . ∩ K^′_t to mean the system K^′_1, . . . , K^′_t. This does abuse notation, specially because the same sets P (or P^′) can be obtained as the intersection of two (or more) different systems of sets. However, since we will not be switching between different representations, this should not create any confusion below.

Moveover, for any node in a branch-and-cut tree, we will use the terminology the set corresponding to the node to mean the intersection of all the elements in the first label of the node.

4.1 General Helly systems

Theorem 4.1. Let [U, K] ⊆ [U^′, K^′] and let P^′ ∈ K^′ be a relaxation of P ∈ K. Let H^′ ∈ K^′ be a valid halfspace for P . Suppose the family of disjunctions used in branch-and-cut tree certificates includes the simple valid disjunctions of H, H^c for any halfspace H in the larger Helly system. Then,

reverse complexity of H^′ ≤ validity complexity of H^′ ≤ reverse complexity of H^′ + 2.

Proof. Let T be a tree that proves H^′. Then after applying this tree to P^′ ∩ (H^′)^c all the sets corresponding to leaves are empty (except possibly for the left children of nodes where a valid halfspace was used; here we have a certificate of infeasibility of such nodes). Thus, reverse complexity is less than or equal to validity complexity.

Suppose T is a tree that proves that P ∩ H^c = ∅ where H = H^′ ∩ U. On P^′, we first apply the valid disjunction H^′ ∪ (H^′)^c. If we apply T to the child correspond to (H^′)^c, all the sets corresponding to leaves are empty (except possibly for the left children of nodes where a valid halfspace was used; here we have a certificate of infeasibility of such nodes). Since H^′ is by definition valid for the first child, we have a tree that proves validity of H^′ using 2 more nodes than T . This gives the second inequality in the statement.

4.2 Helly systems in Euclidean space

Much more can be said in Helly systems embedded in [R^n , K^⋆], where K^⋆ is the collection of all convex subsets of R^n . The geometry of R^n has a lot more structure that can be utilized.

We will use the notion of a facet of a polyhedron in R^n below.

Definition 4.2. Let [U, K] ⊆ [R^n , K^⋆]. Let P ∈ K be such that conv(P ) with respect to R^n is a polyhedron and let P^′ be a relaxation of P . For any facet of conv(P ), its validity complexity is the minimum of the validity complexities of all halfspaces that define that facet. The facet complexity of P with respect to P^′ is the maximum validity complexity of all facets of conv(P ).

Theorem 4.3. Let [U, K] ⊆ [R^n , K^⋆]. Consider any subset P ∈ K such that P_I := conv(P ) with respect to R^n is a full-dimensional polyhedron, and any relaxation P^′ of P . Suppose the family of disjunctions used in branch-and-cut tree certificates includes the simple valid disjunctions of H, H^c for any halfspace H in the larger Helly system. Then,

facet complexity of P ≤ validity complexity of P ≤ n(facet complexity of P + 1).

Proof. The first inequality is clear. For the second inequality, by Caratheodory’s theorem, any valid inequality ⟨c, x⟩ ≤ δ for P_I is valid for a relaxation of P_I obtained from n facet defining halfspaces of P_I , say H_i := {x ∈ R^n : ⟨a^i, x⟩ ≤ b_i}, i = 1, . . . , n. We first do a disjunction H_i, H^c_i . Using the reverse complexity of H_i, we apply a tree on the second child to prove infeasibility. On the first child, we now apply the disjunction H_2, H^c_2 and again using the reverse complexity of H_2 we prove the infeasibility of the second child. Continuing in this manner, we finally end up with a leaf that whose first label is precisely the list of the facet defining halfspaces H_1, H_2, . . . , H_n, and all other leaves are such that the corresponding sets are empty. This proves the validity of ⟨c, x⟩ ≤ δ with a tree of size at most the sum of the reverse complexities of H_i, i = 1, . . . , n plus n new nodes. Using the first inequality in Theorem 4.1 we get the second inequality in the statement.

With a very similar proof, we also obtain the following variant of Theorem 4.3 when we consider only pure cutting plane proofs.

Theorem 4.4. Let [U, K] ⊆ [R^n , K^⋆]. Consider any subset P ∈ K such that P_I := conv(P ) with respect to R^n is a full-dimensional polyhedron, and any relaxation P^′ of P . Suppose we disallow all disjunctions in the branch-and-cut tree, i.e., we consider only pure cutting plane proofs (the certificates of validity of the cutting planes may contain disjunctions). Then,

facet complexity of P ≤ validity complexity of P ≤ n(facet complexity of P - 1)+1.

Proof. The first inequality is clear. For the second inequality, by Caratheodory’s theorem, any valid inequality ⟨c, x⟩ ≤ δ for P_I is valid for a relaxation of P_I obtained from n facets of P_I , say ⟨a^i, x⟩ ≤ b_i, i = 1, . . . , n. Let H_i = {H_{1,i}, H_{2,i} . . . , H_{Ni,i}} be the sequence of all the cutting planes that appear in the cutting plane proof for ⟨a^i, x⟩ ≤ b_i, i = 1, . . . , n (note that N_i is one less than the size of the corresponding branch-and-cut tree with no disjunctions, i.e., N_i is one less than the validity complexity of the facet defined by ⟨a^i, x⟩ ≤ b_i). If we combine all these cutting plane sequences H_1, H_2, . . . , H_n we can derive a cutting plane proof for ⟨c, x⟩ ≤ δ. Once we count the root node, we get the upper bound.

Theorem 4.5. Let [U, K] ⊆ [R^n , K^⋆]. Consider any subset P ∈ K such that P_I := conv(P ) with respect to R^n is a full-dimensional polyhedron, and any relaxation P^′ of P . Suppose the family of disjunctions used in branch-and-cut tree certificates includes the simple valid disjunctions of H, H^c for any halfspace H in the larger Helly system. Then, facet complexity of P ≤ hull complexity of P ≤ f(facet complexity of P + 1)

where f is the number of facets of P_I .

Proof. Since any tree that proves P_I also proves the validity of any facet defining inequality, the first inequality in the statement follows. For the second inequality, we go through one facet at a time and do the following: If the facet is H, first employ the disjunction H, H^c. On the second child, use a tree that gives the reverse complexity for H to prove infeasibility. Then continue the same thing with the remaining facets on the first child. Thus, we obtain a leaf whose first label is the list of all facets of P_I , and all other leaves have corresponding sets that are empty. Using the first inequality in Theorem 4.1, the tree size is the sum of the validity complexities of all the facets + f. This gives the second inequality in the statement of this theorem.

The upper and lower bounds in Theorem 4.5 can be quite far apart if the instance has a large number of facets for the P_I . Nevertheless, the bounds cannot be improved – see Section 4.3.2. If we restrict to pure cutting plane proofs, we get sharper bounds.

Theorem 4.6. Let [U, K] ⊆ [R^n , K^⋆]. Consider any subset P ∈ K such that P_I := conv(P ) with respect to R^n is a full-dimensional polyhedron, and any relaxation P^′ of P . Suppose we disallow all disjunctions in the branch-and-cut tree, i.e., we consider only pure cutting plane proofs (the certificates of validity of the cutting planes may contain disjunctions). Then,

max{facet complexity of P , f} ≤ hull complexity of P ≤ f(facet complexity of P - 1) + 1

where f is the number of nontrivial facets of P_I , i.e., those facets that are not valid for the for the relaxation P^′.

Proof. Since every nontrivial facet must be derived at some point in any cutting plane proof of P_I , we get the first inequality. Next we will show the second inequality in a similar manner as Theorem 4.4. Let ⟨a^i, x⟩ ≤ b_i, i = 1, . . . , f be all the nontrivial facets of P_I . Let H_i = {H_{1,i}, H_{2,i} . . . , H_{Ni,i}} be the sequence of all the cutting planes that appear in the cutting plane proof for ⟨a^i, x⟩ ≤ b_i, i = 1, . . . , f. If we combine all these cutting plane sequences H_1, H_2, . . . , H_f we obtain a cutting plane proof for P_I . Once we count the root node, we can get the upper bound.

Remark 4.7. Note that the logarithms of the lower bound max{facet complexity of P , f} and the upper bound f(facet complexity of P - 1) + 1 are within a constant factor of each other, whereas the lower and upper bounds in Theorem 4.5 can be much farther apart, depending on the number of nontrivial facets. Section 4.3.2 will establish that the bounds in Theorem 4.5 cannot be improved.

Helly systems with integer points. To establish a relationship between the membership complexity and the rest of the complexity measures, some more structure is required. The ideas are very much inspired by [28].

Theorem 4.8. Let [Z^n, K] ⊆ [R^n , K^⋆] where K = {C ∩ Z^n : C convex}. Let P^′ ⊆ R^n be a polyhedron and let P = P^′ ∩ Z^n be the set of integer points in P^′. Suppose further that P_I := conv(P ) is a full-dimensional rational polytope. Suppose also that all split disjunctions are allowed as valid disjunctions in the branch-and-cut certificates. Then

membership complexity of P ≤ facet complexity of P ≤ membership complexity of P + 2.

Proof. Consider any x^⋆ ∉ P_I . There exists some facet of P_I that separates x^⋆ from P_I . The tree that proves the validity of this facet also proves x^⋆. Thus, membership complexity is less than or equal to facet complexity.

Now consider any facet F of P_I given by the inequality ⟨a, x⟩ ≤ b, with a ∈ Z^n and b ∈ Z. By Lemma 3 in [28], there exists x^⋆ ∈ R^n such that ⟨a, x^⋆⟩ > b and for any point x̂ ∈ P^′ ∩ {x : ⟨a, x⟩ ≥ b + 1}, x^⋆ ∈ conv(F ∪ {x̂}). Let s be the hull complexity of ∅ with respect to P^′ ∩ {x : ⟨a, x⟩ ≥ b + 1}. By a similar argument as in the proof of Theorem 4.1,

s ≥ (validity complexity of ⟨a, x⟩ ≤ b) − 2.

If we consider any tree T with size strictly less than s, then by definition of s there will exist some point x̂ ∈ P^′ ∩ {x : ⟨a, x⟩ ≥ b + 1} that will be in the convex hull of the sets corresponding to leaves when this tree is applied to P^′ ∩ {x : ⟨a, x⟩ ≥ b + 1} and therefore also when applied to P^′. In particular, x^⋆ will not be eliminated. Hence, membership complexity of x^⋆ is at least s. Therefore,

membership complexity of P ≥ membership complexity of x^⋆ ≥ s ≥ (validity complexity of ⟨a, x⟩ ≤ b) - 2. Thus,

(validity complexity of ⟨a, x⟩ ≤ b) ≤ membership complexity of P + 2

Taking the maximum of the left hand side over all facets, we obtain the second inequality in the statement of this theorem.

With a similar proof, we also obtain the following variant of Theorem 4.5 when we consider only pure cutting plane proofs, as long as the cutting plane paradigm contains all Chvátal- Gomory cuts.

Theorem 4.9. Let [Z^n, K] ⊆ [R^n , K^⋆] where K = {C ∩ Z^n : C convex}. Let P^′ ⊆ R^n be a polyhedron and let P = P^′ ∩ Z^n be the set of integer points in P^′. Suppose further that P_I := conv(P ) is a full-dimensional rational polytope. Suppose we disallow all disjunctions in the branch-and-cut tree, i.e., we consider only pure cutting plane proofs (the certificates of validity of the cutting planes may contain disjunctions), and the cutting plane paradigm used for the branch-and-cut certificates can generate all Chvátal-Gomory cuts. Then

membership complexity of P ≤ facet complexity of P ≤ membership complexity of P + 2.

Proof. Consider any x^⋆ ∉ P_I . There exists some facet of P_I that separates x^⋆ from P_I . The tree that proves the validity of this facet also proves x^⋆. Thus, membership complexity is less than or equal to facet complexity.

Now consider any facet F of P_I given by the inequality ⟨a, x⟩ ≤ b, with a ∈ Z^n and b ∈ Z. By Lemma 3 in [28], there exists x^⋆ ∈ R^n such that ⟨a, x^⋆⟩ > b and for any point x̂ ∈ P ∩ {x : ⟨a, x⟩ ≥ b +^1_2 }, x^⋆ ∈ conv(F ∪ {x̂}). Let s be the validity complexity of ⟨a, x⟩ ≤ b +^1_2 (recall that this is with respect to a pure cutting plane proof now). If we consider any tree T with size strictly less than s, then by definition of validity complexity, there will exist some point x̂ ∈ P ∩{x : ⟨a, x⟩ ≥ b+^1_2 } that will be in the convex hull of the sets corresponding to leaves when this tree is applied to P ∩ {x : ⟨a, x⟩ ≥ b +^1_2 } and therefore also when applied to P . In particular, x^⋆ will not be eliminated. Hence, membership complexity of x^⋆ is at least s. Finally, by applying one Chvátal-Gomory strengthening of ⟨a, x⟩ ≥ b +^1_2 we obtain the facet F . Note also that that proof of validity of this Chvátal-Gomory cutting plane has a Farkas certificate of size 1, since it is a trivial rounding of the right hand side. Thus, we have

facet complexity ≤ s+2 ≤ membership complexity +2,

which finishes the proof.

4.3 Tightness of the bounds

In the results above relating the different measures of complexity, the relationships in Theorems 4.1, 4.8 and 4.9 are within an additive constant factor. However, the bounds in Theorems 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6 are not as close to each other. We now show that these bounds cannot be improved further, except possibly up to constant factors. In Section 4.3.1 below, we develop some tools for this analysis. The examples establishing the tightness of the bounds appear in Section 4.3.2.

Our examples are in the embedded Helly systems [Z^n, K] ⊆ [R^n , K^⋆] where K^⋆ is the collection of all convex sets in R^n and K = {C ∩ Z^n : C convex}, i.e., we consider examples involving integer points in convex sets.

4.3.1 Split cover number and the lower bounds on certificate size

Definition 4.10. We define a generalized split (g-split) in R^n as a set of the form S := {x ∈ R^n : β < αx < β + 1} for some α ∈ Z^n\{0}, and β ∈ R. S is simply called a split set if β ∈ Z. Note that generalized split sets are open sets in R^n .

A split disjunction corresponding to a split set is the valid disjunction {x ∈ R^n : αx ≤ β} ∪ {x ∈ R^n : αx ≥ β + 1} for the embedded Helly systems [Z^n, K] ⊆ [R^n , K^⋆], with K, K^⋆ as defined above.

Definition 4.11. Let X be a set in R^n such that X ∩ Z^n = ∅. We say X is covered by a set S of split sets in R^n if X ⊆ ⋃ S∈S S. The split cover number of X is defined as the minimum size amongst all sets of split sets that can cover P .

Lemma 4.12. Consider any set P ⊆ R^n such that the split covering number of P \conv(P ∩Z^n) is ℓ. Then, the hull complexity of conv(P ∩ Z^n) with respect to P is at least 2ℓ + 1 when using branch-and-cut trees where all valid disjunctions and cutting planes are based on a family of split disjunctions.

Proof. If a branch-and-cut tree T certifies conv(P ∩ Z^n), and S is the set of all the split sets corresponding to the split disjunctions that are used to branch or derive a cutting plane in T , then we must have P \ conv(P ∩ Z^n) ⊆ ⋃ S∈S S. At a node N of T with corresponding set K, if we apply branching, then it produces two nodes in T . If we apply a cutting plane H derived from a split disjunction D on N, then the right child has K ∩ H as the corresponding set and the left child has K ∩ H^c as the corresponding set, which is a subset of the split set S corresponding to D. The complexity for infeasibility certificate of K ∩ H^c is at least 2. Including the root node, we are done.

4.3.2 Tight examples

Facet versus hull complexity. We now construct two examples establishing that the bound in Theorems 4.5 cannot be improved.

In Example 4.13 below, we have a family of examples which have exponentially many facets all of which have O(1) validity complexity. Thus, in Theorems 4.5 the gap between the upper and lower bounds is exponential. Nevertheless, the hull complexity is still O(1), showing that the lower bound can be tight, even when the upper bound is exponentially larger.

Example 4.13. For any natural number n ≥ 2, we consider a polytope P ∈ R^2 with 2^n integral vertices which are denoted by (x^{(1)}_1 , x^{(1)}_2 ), (x^{(2)}_1 , x^{(2)}_2 ), (x^{(3)}_1 , x^{(3)}_2 ) . . . , (x^{(2n )}_1 , x^{(2n)}_2 ) ∈ Z^2 ordered in clockwise direction, and therefore, P = P_I . Let a^{(1)}_1 x^{(1)}_1 + a^{(1)}_2 x^{(1)}_2 ≤ b_1, a^{(2)}_1 x^{(2)}_1 + a^{(2)}_2 x^{(2)}_2 ≤ b_2, . . . , a^{(2n )}_1 x^{(2n )}_1 + a^{(2n)}_2 x^{(2n)}_2 ≤ b_2n be the 2^n facet-defining halfspaces of P , where a^{(i)}_j ∈ Z and b_i ∈ Z for i = 1, 2, . . . , 2^n and j = 1, 2. Let v^′_j := (v^{(j)}_1 , v^{(j)}_2 ) be such that a^{(j)}_1 v^{(j)}_1 + a^{(j)}_2 v^{(j)}_2 > b_j and define v_j = (v^{(j)}_1 , v^{(j)}_2 ,^1_2 ,^1_2 , . . . ,^1_2 ) ∈ R^n for j = 1, 2, 3, . . . , 2^n. Let P^{(n)} := conv((P × [0, 1]^{n−2}) ∪ {v_1, v_2, v_3, . . . , v_2n }).

Then, conv(P^{(n)} ∩ Z^n) = P × [0, 1]^{n−2}. Moreover, the hull complexity and the validity complexity of any facet of P × [0, 1]^{n−2} with respect to P^{(n)} is at most 3 for branch-and-cut proofs where the valid disjunctions are based on the family of variable disjunctions, i.e., disjunctions of the type {x ∈ R^n : x_i ≤ β} ∪ {x ∈ R^n : x_i ≥ β + 1} for some β ∈ Z.

Proof. Since P^{(n)} ⊆ {x ∈ R^n : 0 ≤ x_3 ≤ 1}, so P^{(n)} ∩Z^n ⊆ {x ∈ R^n : x_3 = 1}∪{x ∈ R^n : x_3 = 0}. Also, {v_1, v_2, v_3, . . . , v_2n } ⊆ {x ∈ R^n : x_3 =^1_2 }. Thus conv(P^{(n)} ∩ Z^n) = P × [0, 1]^{n−2}. By assumption, {v_1, v_2, v_3, . . . , v_2n } ⊈ P × [0, 1]^{n−2}, so P^{(n)} ⊋ P × [0, 1]^{n−2}. If we apply the valid disjunction {x ∈ R^n : x_3 ≤ 0} ∪ {x ∈ R^n : x_3 ≥ 0}, the convex hull of the sets corresponding to leaves is P × [0, 1]^{n−2} = conv(P^{(n)} ∩ Z^n), which finishes the proof.

In Theorem 4.17 below, we give a family of examples in R^n where the number of facets is n, the validity complexity of each facet is O(1) (they are simple Chvátal-Gomory cutting planes), but the hull complexity is Ω(n). This shows that the upper bounds in Theorems 4.5 and 4.6 can be tight, even if the gap between the lower and upper bounds is linear.

Lemma 4.14. Let d ∈ N. For every k ∈ N, define P_k := [0, 2k + 1]^d. Let S_i be a g-split set for i = 1, . . . , 2k. Then P_k ⊈ ⋃_{2k} i=1 cl(S_i), where cl(X) means the closure of X.

Proof. We will use induction on the dimension d to prove the claim. When d = 1, this is clear since any g-split is an interval of length at most 1. Assume the claim holds when d = n − 1. Next we will show that this is true when d = n. Let I ⊆ {1, . . . , 2k} be the set of indices such that S_i = {x : m < x_1 < m + 1} for some m ∈ R if i ∈ I. Since |I| ≤ 2k, we can find some m_0 ∈ [0, 2k + 1] such that {x : x_1 = m_0} ⊈ cl(S_i) for each i ∈ I. For i ∈ {1, . . . , 2k}\I, S_i ∩ {x : x_1 = m_0} is a g-split set in the n − 1 dimensional affine subspace defined by {x : x_1 = m_0}. Then by the induction hypothesis and the definition of m_0, we have P_k ∩ {x : x_1 = m_0} ⊈ ⋃_{2k} i=1 cl(S_i), which finishes the proof.

Lemma 4.15. Let n ∈ N. Consider the subset in R^n defined by P^′ := [0, 2n + 1]^{n−1} × (2n + 1, 2n + 1 + ε) for ε > 0. Let S_i, i = 1, . . . , n be split sets that all have nonempty intersection with {x ∈ R^n : x_n = 2n + 1}. Then P^′ ⊈ (⋃_{2n} i=1 S_i ) . Proof. Let cl(S_i) be the closure of S_i for i = 1, . . . , 2n and observe that each cl(S_i) ∩ {x : x_n = 2n + 1} is the closure of a split set in the n − 1 dimensional affine subspace defined by {x : x_n = 2n + 1}. Then by Lemma 4.14, [0, 2n + 1]^{n−1} × {2n + 1} ⊈ (⋃_{2n} i=1 cl(S_i) ) . Since (⋃_{2n} i=1 cl(S_i) ) is a closed set, so there exists v^′ ∈ [0, 2n + 1]^{n−1} × {2n + 1} such that {x ∈ R^n : ‖x − v^′‖_2 ≤ ε^′} ∩ (⋃_{2n} i=1 cl(S_i) ) = ∅ for some ε^′ > 0. Since v^′ ∈ [0, 2n + 1]^{n−1} × {2n + 1}, so we

have {x ∈ R^n : ‖x − v^′‖_2 ≤ ε^′} ∩ P^′ ≠ ∅, and {x ∈ R^n : ‖x − v^′‖_2 ≤ ε^′} ∩ P^′ ∩ (⋃_{2n} i=1 S_i ) = ∅, which finishes the proof.

Theorem 4.16. Let n ∈ N and define P := [−^1_2 ,^3_2 + 2n]^n. Then the split covering number of P \ conv(P ∩ Z^n) is 2n.

Proof. It is clear that P_I := conv(P ∩ Z^n) = [0, 2n + 1]^n. Let P_{i1} := {x : 2n + 1 < x_i < 2n +^3_2 , 0 < x_j < 2n + 1, for j ≠ i, j = 1, . . . , n}, P_{i2} := {x : −^1_2 < x_i < 0, 0 < x_j < 2n + 1, for j ≠ i, j = 1, . . . , n}. Also define the split sets C_{i1} = {x : 2n + 1 < x_i < 2n + 2}, and C_{i2} = {x : −1 < x_i < 0} for i = 1, . . . , n. Since P \P_I = ⋃_n i=1 ⋃_2 j=1 P_{ij} ⊆ ⋃_n i=1 ⋃_2 j=1 C_{ij}, so the split covering number of P \P_I is at most 2n. Next we will show that it must be at least 2n.

Consider the split sets that cover P_{i1} for some i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. By Lemma 4.15, if P_{i1} is covered by only split sets that have nontrivial intersection with {x ∈ R^n : x_i = 2n + 1}, then we need more than 2n splits. Thus, we must use at least one split set that has empty intersection with {x ∈ R^n : x_i = 2n + 1} in the cover for P_{i1}. The same goes for P_{i2}: we must use at least one split set that has empty intersection with {x ∈ R^n : x_i = 0}. Since the choice of i ∈ {1, . . . , n} was arbitrary, this shows we need at least 2n split sets to cover ⋃_n i=1 ⋃_2

j=1 P_{ij} = P \P_I .

Theorem 4.17. Let P be [−^1_2 ,^3_2 + 2n]^n. Then its facet complexity is 3 and its hull complexity is 4n+1 in terms of any branch-and-cut certificate based on any subfamily of split disjunctions that includes all variable disjunctions.

Proof. It is clear that P_I := conv(P ∩ Z^n) = [0, 2n + 1]^n. Each facet-defining halfspace of P_I is a Chvátal-Gomory cut. Thus its facet complexity is 3.

Since P_I can be derived by 2n Chvátal-Gomory cuts defined by the facet-defining halfspaces, so the hull complexity is at most 4n + 1. By Theorem 4.16, we need at least 2n split sets to cover P \P_I , so the lower bound of hull complexity is 4n + 1 due to Lemma 4.12, which finishes the proof.

Facet versus validity complexity. We next give an example in Theorem 4.20 below showing that the upper bounds in Theorems 4.3 and 4.4 cannot be improved any further. In particular, the example has facet complexity O(1) and a certain valid inequality is shown to have validity complexity of at least Ω(n).

Lemma 4.18. Let P (n, b) = {x ∈ R^n : x_i ≥ ε, for i = 1, 2, 3, . . . , n, ∑_n i=1 x_i < nε + b} for some 0 ≤ ε ≤ 1, and b > 0. Let S be a set of ⌈b⌉ − 1 g-split sets. Then P (n, b) ⊈ ⋃ S∈S S. Proof. When b ≤ 1, it is trivial, so we assume b > 1. We will prove the claim by induction on the dimension n.

For n = 1, P (1, b) = {x ∈ R : ε ≤ x < ε + b}. Thus the claim is true in this case since any g-split is an interval of length at most 1. Assume it is true for n = d − 1, d ≥ 2. Then when n = d, let S_i be a g-split in R^n for i = 1, . . . , ⌈b⌉ − 1. Suppose I ⊆ {1, . . . , ⌈b⌉ − 1} is a set of all the indices such that S_i = {x : b^′ < x_n < b^′ + 1} for i ∈ I and b^′ ∈ R. Since |I| ≤ ⌈b⌉ − 1, we have cl(P (n, b))\( ⋃ i∈I S_i) ≠ ∅ and cl(P (n, b))\( ⋃ i∈I S_i) is a compact set.

Thus, b^{′′} := min{x_n : x ∈ cl(P (n, b))\( ⋃ i∈I S_i)} is a well-defined real number. Also, since |I| ≤ ⌈b⌉ − 1, we have ε ≤ b^{′′} ≤ ε + ⌈b⌉ − 1 < nε + b. Thus, P (n, b) ∩ {x ∈ R^n : x_n = b^{′′}} ≠ ∅. Note that we must have |I| ≥ ⌈b^{′′} − ε⌉. Let L be the n − 1 dimensional affine subspace defined by {x ∈ R^n : x_n = b^{′′}}. Then P (n, b) ∩ {x ∈ R^n : x_n = b^{′′}} = {x ∈ R^n : x_n = b^{′′}, x_i ≥ ε, for i = 1, . . . , n − 1, ∑_{n−1} i=1 x_i < nε + b − b^{′′}}, which is P (n − 1, b − b^{′′} + ε) in L. Since |{1, . . . , ⌈b⌉ − 1}\I| ≤ ⌈b⌉ − 1 − ⌈b^{′′} − ε⌉ ≤ ⌈b − b^{′′} + ε⌉ − 1, by the induction hypothesis, we have P (n, b) ∩ {x ∈ R^n : x_n = b^{′′}} ⊈ ⋃ i∈{1,...,⌈b⌉−1}\I Si. By the definition of b ′′, we have that P (n, b) ∩ {x ∈ R^n : x_n = b^{′′}} ⊈ ⋃ i∈{1,...,⌈b⌉−1} Si, which finishes the proof. Corollary 4.19. Suppose P^′ = {x ∈ R^n : x_i ≥^1_{2n} , for i = 1, 2, 3, . . . , n, ∑_n i=1 x_i < n}. The split covering number of P^′ is at least n.

Proof. Follows from Lemma 4.18 with ε =^1_{2n} and b = n −^1_2 .

Theorem 4.20. Suppose P = [^1_{2n} , 2 + n −^1_{2n} ]^n. Then P_I = [1, n + 1]^n, all facets are simple Chvátal-Gomory cuts with validity complexity O(1), and the validity complexity of ∑_n i=1 x_i ≥ n is 2n + 1 with respect to branch-and-cut trees based on any subfamily of split disjunctions that includes all the variable disjunctions.

Proof. It is clear that P_I = [1, n + 1]^n, and all facets are obtained by rounding the right hand sides of the bound inequalities and thus the facet complexity is O(1). Let P^′ = {x ∈ R^n : x_i ≥^1_{2n} , for i = 1, 2, 3, . . . , n, ∑_n i=1 x_i < n}. By Theorem 4.1, the validity complexity of ∑_n i=1 x_i ≥ n is at least its reverse complexity, which is the hull complexity of ∅ with respect to P^′ (the analysis of the first inequality in Theorem 4.1 does not require all halfspace disjunctions). By Corollary 4.19, we need at least n split sets S_j for j = 1, . . . , n such that P^′ ⊆ ⋃_n j=1 S_i. Thus the hull complexity of ∅ with respect to P^′ is at least 2n + 1 by Lemma 4.12, and so the validity complexity of ∑_n i=1 x_i ≥ n is at least 2n + 1. This lower bound can be attained by applying valid disjunctions {x ∈ R^n : x_i ≤ 0} ∪ {x ∈ R^n : x_i ≥ 1} for i = 1, . . . , n, which finishes the proof.

Remark 4.21. The above analysis shows that the split cut proof length of the valid inequality ∑_n i=1 x_i ≥ n is exactly n + 1.

References

[1] Nina Amenta, Jesús A De Loera, and Pablo Soberón. Helly’s theorem: new variations and applications. arXiv preprint arXiv:1508.07606, 2015.

[2] Gennadiy Averkov and Robert Weismantel. Transversal numbers over subsets of linear spaces. Adv. Geom., 12(1):19–28, 2012.

[3] Michel Baes, Timm Oertel, and Robert Weismantel. Duality for mixed-integer convex minimization. Mathematical Programming, 158(1):547–564, 2016.

[4] Amitabh Basu, Michele Conforti, Gérard Cornuéjols, Robert Weismantel, and Stefan Weltge. Optimality certificates for convex minimization and Helly numbers. Operations Research Letters, 45(6):671–674, 2017.

[5] Amitabh Basu, Michele Conforti, Marco Di Summa, and Hongyi Jiang. Complexity of cutting plane and branch-and-bound algorithms for mixed-integer optimization. To appear in Mathematical Programming, 2019.

[6] Amitabh Basu, Michele Conforti, Marco Di Summa, and Hongyi Jiang. Complexity of cutting plane and branch-and-bound algorithms for mixed-integer optimization–II. To appear in Combinatorica, 2020.

[7] Paul Beame, Noah Fleming, Russell Impagliazzo, Antonina Kolokolova, Denis Pankratov, Toniann Pitassi, and Robert Robere. Stabbing Planes. In Anna R. Karlin, editor, 9th Innovations in Theoretical Computer Science Conference (ITCS 2018), volume 94 of Leibniz International Proceedings in Informatics (LIPIcs), pages 10:1–10:20, Dagstuhl, Germany, 2018. Schloss Dagstuhl–Leibniz-Zentrum fuer Informatik.

[8] David E. Bell. A theorem concerning the integer lattice. Studies in Applied Mathematics, 56(2):187–188, 1977.

[9] Alexander Bockmayr, Friedrich Eisenbrand, Mark Hartmann, and Andreas S Schulz.

On the Chvátal rank of polytopes in the 0/1 cube. Discrete Applied Mathematics, 98(1- 2):21–27, 1999.

[10] Maria Bonet, Toniann Pitassi, and Ran Raz. Lower bounds for cutting planes proofs with small coefficients. The Journal of Symbolic Logic, 62(3):708–728, 1997.

[11] Samuel R. Buss and Peter Clote. Cutting planes, connectivity, and threshold logic.

Archive for Mathematical Logic, 35(1):33–62, 1996.

[12] Vašek Chvátal. Hard knapsack problems. Operations Research, 28(6):1402–1411, 1980.

[13] Vašek Chvátal. Cutting-plane proofs and the stability number of a graph, Report Number 84326-OR. Institut für Ökonometrie und Operations Research, Universität Bonn, Bonn, 1984.

[14] Vašek Chvátal, William J. Cook, and Mark Hartmann. On cutting-plane proofs in combinatorial optimization. Linear algebra and its applications, 114:455–499, 1989.

[15] Peter Clote. Cutting planes and constant depth frege proofs. In Proceedings of the Seventh Annual IEEE Symposium on Logic in Computer Science, pages 296–307, 1992.

[16] Michele Conforti, Gérard Cornuéjols, and Giacomo Zambelli. Integer programming, volume 271. Springer, 2014.

[17] William J. Cook, Collette R. Coullard, and Gy Turán. On the complexity of cuttingplane proofs. Discrete Applied Mathematics, 18(1):25–38, 1987.

[18] William J. Cook and Sanjeeb Dash. On the matrix-cut rank of polyhedra. Mathematics of Operations Research, 26(1):19–30, 2001.

[19] William J. Cook and Mark Hartmann. On the complexity of branch and cut methods for the traveling salesman problem. Polyhedral Combinatorics, 1:75–82, 1990.

[20] Daniel Dadush and Samarth Tiwari. On the complexity of branching proofs. arXiv preprint arXiv:2006.04124, 2020.

[21] L Danzer, B Grünbaum, and V Klee. Helly’s theorem and its relatives (Proceedings of Symposia in Pure Mathematics VII). American Mathematical Society (Providence, RI), pages 101–180, 1963.

[22] Sanjeeb Dash. An exponential lower bound on the length of some classes of branchand-cut proofs. In International Conference on Integer Programming and Combinatorial Optimization (IPCO), pages 145–160. Springer, 2002.

[23] Sanjeeb Dash. Exponential lower bounds on the lengths of some classes of branch-and-cut proofs. Mathematics of Operations Research, 30(3):678–700, 2005.

[24] Sanjeeb Dash. On the complexity of cutting-plane proofs using split cuts. Operations Research Letters, 38(2):109–114, 2010.

[25] Jesús A De Loera, Reuben N. La Haye, Déborah Oliveros, and Edgardo Roldán-Pensado.

Chance-constrained convex mixed-integer optimization and beyond: Two sampling algorithms within s-optimization. Journal of Convex Analysis, 25(1):201–218, 2018.

[26] Jesús A De Loera, Sonja Petrović, and Despina Stasi. Random sampling in computational algebra: Helly numbers and violator spaces. Journal of Symbolic Computation, 77:1–15, 2016.

[27] Santanu S. Dey, Yatharth Dubey, and Marco Molinaro. Branch-and-bound solves random binary packing IPs in polytime. arXiv preprint arXiv:2007.15192, 2020.

[28] Santanu S. Dey, Yatharth Dubey, and Marco Molinaro. Lower bounds on the size of general branch-and-bound trees. arXiv preprint arXiv:2103.09807, 2021.

[29] J.-P. Doignon. Convexity in cristallographical lattices. J. Geometry, 3:71–85, 1973.

[30] Friedrich Eisenbrand. Fast integer programming in fixed dimension. In European Symposium on Algorithms, pages 196–207. Springer, 2003.

[31] Friedrich Eisenbrand and Andreas S. Schulz. Bounds on the Chvátal rank of polytopes in the 0/1-cube. Combinatorica, 23(2):245–261, 2003.

[32] Noah Fleming, Mika Göös, Russell Impagliazzo, Toniann Pitassi, Robert Robere, Li- Yang Tan, and Avi Wigderson. On the power and limitations of branch and cut. arXiv preprint arXiv:2102.05019, 2021.

[33] Andreas Goerdt. Cutting plane versus frege proof systems. In International Workshop on Computer Science Logic, pages 174–194. Springer, 1990.

[34] Andreas Goerdt. The cutting plane proof system with bounded degree of falsity. In International Workshop on Computer Science Logic, pages 119–133. Springer, 1991.

[35] Dima Grigoriev, Edward A. Hirsch, and Dmitrii V. Pasechnik. Complexity of semialgebraic proofs. In Annual Symposium on Theoretical Aspects of Computer Science (STACS), pages 419–430. Springer, 2002.

[36] Martin Grötschel, László Lovász, and Alexander Schrijver. Geometric Algorithms and Combinatorial Optimization, volume 2 of Algorithms and Combinatorics: Study and Research Texts. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 1988.

[37] Alan J. Hoffman. Binding constraints and Helly numbers. Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences, 319:284–288, 1979.

[38] Russell Impagliazzo, Toniann Pitassi, and Alasdair Urquhart. Upper and lower bounds for tree-like cutting planes proofs. In Proceedings Ninth Annual IEEE Symposium on Logic in Computer Science, pages 220–228. IEEE, 1994.

[39] Jan Krajíček. Discretely ordered modules as a first-order extension of the cutting planes proof system. The Journal of Symbolic Logic, 63(4):1582–1596, 1998.

[40] Hendrik W. Lenstra, Jr. Integer programming with a fixed number of variables. Mathematics of Operations Research, 8(4):538–548, 1983.

[41] László Lovász. An algorithmic theory of numbers, graphs, and convexity, volume 50.

SIAM, 1986.

[42] Pavel Pudlák. Lower bounds for resolution and cutting plane proofs and monotone computations. The Journal of Symbolic Logic, 62(3):981–998, 1997.

[43] Pavel Pudlák. On the complexity of the propositional calculus. London Mathematical Society Lecture Note Series, pages 197–218, 1999.

[44] Alexander A. Razborov. On the width of semialgebraic proofs and algorithms. Mathematics of Operations Research, 42(4):1106–1134, 2017.

[45] Thomas Rothvoß and Laura Sanità. 0/1 polytopes with quadratic Chvátal rank. In International Conference on Integer Programming and Combinatorial Optimization (IPCO), pages 349–361. Springer, 2013.

[46] Herbert E Scarf. An observation on the structure of production sets with indivisibilities.

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 74(9):3637–3641, 1977.

[47] Alexander Schrijver. Theory of Linear and Integer Programming. John Wiley and Sons, New York, 1986.

[48] Marcel LJ van De Vel. Theory of convex structures. Elsevier, 1993.