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Abstract

Weighted Max-SAT is the optimization version of SAT and mamyportant problems can
be naturally encoded as such. Solving weighted Max-SAT isrgrortant problem from
both a theoretical and a practical point of view. In recerargethere has been considerable
interest in finding efficient solving techniques. Most oitinork focus on the computation
of good quality lower bounds to be used within a branch andhdddPLL-like algorithm.
Most often, these lower bounds are described in a procedagpl Because of that, it is
difficult to realize thdogic that is behind.

In this paper we introduce an original framework for Max-Sthit stresses the paral-
lelism with classical SAT. Then, we extend the two basic Sélviag techniquessearch
and inference We show that many algorithmiticks used in state-of-the-art Max-SAT
solvers are easily expressabldagic terms with our framework in a unified manner.

Besides, we introduce an original search algorithm thafopmis a restricted amount
of weighted resolutiorat each visited node. We empirically compare our algorithith &
variety of solving alternatives on several benchmarks.&periments, which constitute to
the best of our knowledge the most comprehensive Max-satai@an ever reported, show
that our algorithm is generally orders of magnitude fagtantany competitor.
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1 Introduction

Weighted Max-SAT is the optimization version of the SAT desh and many im-
portant problems can be naturally expressed as such. Thieylenacademic prob-
lems such amax cutor max clique as well as real problems in domains liait-
ing [3], bioinformatics[4], scheduling5], probabilistic reasoning6], electronic
markets[7]. In recent years, there has been a considerable effdmding effi-
cient exact algorithms. These works can be divided intorétesal [8,9,10] and
empirical [11,12,13,14]. A common drawback of all theseoaltpms is that albeit
the close relationship between SAT and Max-SAT, they cahaaasily described
with logic terminology. For instance, the contributions of [11,12]43 are good
guality lower bounds to be incorporated intalepth-first branch and boungro-
cedure. These lower bounds are mostly defined in a procedrasaaind it is very
difficult to see thdogic that is behind the execution of the procedure. This is in
contrast with SAT algorithms where the solving process @adsily decomposed
into atomic logical steps.

In this paper we introduce an original framework for (weghjtMax-SAT in which
the notions oipperandlower boundare incorporated into the problem definition.
Under this framework classical SAT is just a particular casMax-SAT, and the
main SAT solving techniques can be naturally extended. ttiqudar, we extend
the basic simplification rules (for exampleempotencyabsorption unit clause
reduction et and introduce a new onkardening that does not make sense in the
SAT context. We also extend the two fundamental SAT algor#hDPLL (based
on search) and DP (based oimferencg. We also show that the complexity of the
extension of DP is exponential on the formulaisluced width(which is hardly

a surprise, since this is also the case of other inferena@itiighs for graphical
models [15,16]). Interestingly, our resolution rule imbds, as special cases, many
techniques spread over the recent Max-SAT literature. Oarét of our framework

is that it allows to see all these techniques as inferenees ilattransformthe
problem into an equivalent simpler one, as it is customatiienSAT context.

The second contribution of this paper is more practical. Woduce an original
search algorithm that incorporates three different forfmegnlution at each visited
node:neighborhood resolutigrchain resolutiorandcycle resolutionOur experi-
mental results on a variety of domains indicate that ourrélym is orders of mag-
nitude faster than its competitors. This is especially aadhe ratio between the
number of clauses and the number of variables increases.tNaitthese are typi-
cally the hardest instances for Max-SAT. Our experimerdisiole random weighted
and unweighted Max-SAT instances, random and structurextdia problems,
random Max-cut problems, random and structured Max-clgreblems and com-
binatorial auctions.

Some of the ideas presented in this paper have strong commedd different



techniques recently developed in the WCSP field [17]. Egtlgcsignificant is
the connection witHocal consistency18,19,20,21,22] andariable elimination
[15,23,24].

The structure of the paper is as follows: In Section 2 we wBAT terminology. In
Section 3 we present Max-SAT and introduce our frameworlSdntion 4 we ex-
tend from SAT to Max-SAT the essential solving techniquest®n 5 summarizes
in a unified way special forms of resolution that can be usednplify Max-SAT
formula. Section 6 describes our solver. Section 7 repantserperimental work,
which corroborate the efficiency of our solver compared tweottate-of-the-art
solving alternatives. Finally, Section 8 concludes andfsoout directions of fu-
ture work.

2 Preliminaries on SAT

In the sequeK = {xg,X2,..., X} is a set of boolean variables.|&eral is either a
variablex; or its negatiork;. The variable to which literdl refers is notedrar(1)
(namelyyar(x;) = var(x) = ). If variablex; is assigned ttrueliteral x; is satisfied
and literalx; is falsified. Similarly, if variablex; is instantiated tdalsg literal x; is
satisfied and literak; is falsified. An assignment isompletef it gives values to

all the variables inX (otherwise it is partial). Aclause C=11VI>V...Vigis a
disjunction of literals such that;; j<x ixj var(li) # var(lj). It is customary to
think of a clause as a set of literals, which allows to use twalset operations. If

x € C (resp.x € C) we say thak appears in the clause with positive (resp. negative)
sign. The size of a clause, notédl, is the number of literals that it hagar(C)

is the set of variables that appear@n(namely,var(C) = {var(l)| | € C}). An
assignment satisfies a clause iff it satisfies one or mors bfatals. Consequently,
the empty clause, noted, cannot be satisfied. Sometimes it is convenient to think
of clauseC as its equivalen€ Vv O. A logical formula # in conjunctive normal
form (CNF) is a conjunction of different clauses, normally exgsed as a set. A
satisfying complete assignment is calleanadelof the formula. Given a CNF
formula, the SAT problem consists in determining whetherghs any model for

it or not. The empty formula, noted] is trivially satisfiable. A formula containing
the empty clause is trivially unsatisfiable and we say thabiitains arexplicit
contradiction

2.1 Graph concepts[25]

The structure of a CNF formul@ can be described by itateraction graph G¥)
containing one vertex associated to each boolean variiiige is an edge for each
pair of vertices that correspond to variables appearingersame clause. Given a
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Fig. 1. On the left, a grapf®. On the right, the induced grapgh; whered is the lexico-
graphic order.

graphG and an ordering of its verticas, the parentsof a nodex; is the set of
vertices connected tg that precede; in the ordering. Thevidth of x; alongd is

the number of parents that it has. TWalth of the graphalongd, denotedwy, is

the maximum width among the vertices.

Theinduced graplof G(F) alongd, denotedGj(¥ ), is obtained as follows: The
vertices ofG are processed from last to first alodgWhen processing vertex,
we connect every pair of unconnected parents. ifldeced widthof G alongd,
denotedwy, is the width of the induced graph. The induced width (alsovikm
astree-width k-tree numbeor thedimension of the graphs a measure of how
far a graph is from acyclicity and it is a fundamental struatyparameter in the
characterization of many combinatorial algorithms. Cotmmgithe orderingl that
provides the minimum induced width is an NP-hard problen}.[26

Example 1 Consider the formul& = {X1 V X4,X1 V Xa, X2V X3, X2 VV X4, X2 VV X5, X4 V

xs}. Its interaction graph G¥ ) is depicted in Figure 1 (a). The induced grapfj G
along the lexicographical order is depicted in Figure 1 (Dptted edge is the only
new edge with respect the original graph. When processimig ng) no new edges
are added, because the parents gfxre already connected. When processing node
X4, the edge connectingand x is added because both variables are parents of
X4 and they were not connected. When processingzxand x, no new edges are
added. The induced widthjvis 2 because nodes;»and x have width2 (namely,
they have two parents) in the induced graph.

2.2 SAT algorithms

CNF formulas can be simplified using equivalences or redasti Well known
equivalences areempotency @ C = C, absorption CA (CV B) = C or unit clause
reduction IA (I VC) =1 AC. A well known reduction is th@ure literal rulewhich
says that if there is a variable such that it only occurs inegipositive or negative
form, all clauses mentioning it can be discarded from thenfda. Simplifications
can be applied until quiescence. The assignmeiuef(resp.false to variablex



function DPLL(¥) return boolean
1. F:=Simplify(¥)

2. if & =0 then return true

3. if F ={0O} then return false

4. | :=SelectLiteral(¥) _
5. return DPLL(¥[l]) V DPLL(F [l])
endfunction

Fig. 2. DPLL is a search algorithm. It returtraie iff F is satisfiable.

in F is noted 7 [x] (resp. ¥ [x]) and produces a new formula in which all clauses
containingx (resp.x) are eliminated from the formula, and(resp.x) is removed
from all clauses where it appears. Note tldt] can be seen as the additionl db

the formula and the repeated application of unit clauseatsatu followed by the
pure literal rule.

Algorithms for SAT can be roughly divided intgearchandinference The most
popular search algorithm and the starting point of mosest&the-art SAT solvers
was proposed in [27] and is usually call&hvis Putnam Logemann Loveland
(DPLL). Figure 2 provides a recursive description. FirdBLID simplifies its input
(line 1). If the resulting formula is empty, it reports susséline 2). If the resulting
formula is a contradiction, it reports failure (line 3). &l selects a literdl (line

4) and sequentially assigns the formula witndl (line 5).

We say that two clausesv A, xV B € ¥ clashiff AV B is not a tautology (hamely,
Viea | ¢ B) and, is not absorbed (namelc+ C Z AV B). Theresolutionrule,
{xVAxVvB}={xVAXxVB,AVB}, is applied to clashing clauses and is central to
inference algorithms. Variabbeis called theclashing variableandAV B is called
the resolvent Resolution, which is sound and complete, adds to the far(d,
makes explicit) an implicit relation betweérandB. Note that unit clause reduction
is just a particular case of resolution.

Two years before DPLL, Davis and Putnam proved that a réstri@mount of res-
olution performed along some ordering of the variables ficsent for deciding
satisfiability. The corresponding algorithm is noted DP,25. Figure 3 provides a
recursive description. It eliminates variables one-bg-antil it obtains the empty
formula or achieves a contradiction. The heart of DP is FonctarE1lim. It elim-
inates variable; from formula# while preserving its solvability. First, it computes
the so-calledbucketof x;, notedB, which contains the set of clauses mentioning the
variable (line 1). All the clauses in the bucket are removedfthe formula (line
2). Next, it applies resolution restricted to the clausetheabucket while pairs of
clashing clauses exist. Resolvents are added to the foiftimées). The correctness
of DP is based on the fact that clauses added in line 6 keegteatal information
contained in clauses removed in line 2. Observe that the Igaral rule is just a
special case of variable elimination in which no pair of biag clauses exist, so



function varElim(¥,x) return CNF formula
B:={Ce F|x evar(C)}
F=F-3B
while 3x VA€ Bdo
Xi VA :=PopClause(B)
while 3z geg S.t.Clash(X VA, X VB) do
F =FU{AVB}
endwhile
endwhile
return (F)
endfunction
function DP(¥) return boolean
10. F :=sSimplify(¥F)
11.if F =0 then return true
12.if ¥ = {0O} then return false
13. % :=SelectVvar(¥)
14.return DP(VarElim(¥,%;))
endfunction

CoNoO~WDNE

Fig. 3. DP is a pure inference algorithm. It retutnse iff F is satisfiable.

the inner loop never iterates.

The following lemma shows how the complexity of eliminategariable depends
on the number of other variables that it interacts with,

Lemma 2 [25] Let ¥ be a CNF formula and;xone of its variables. Letirbe
the number of variables sharing some clause wijtinx#. The space and time
complexity ofvarE1lim(F,x)is O(3") and Q9"), respectively.

The following lemma shows how the induced gragf( ) captures the evolution
of the interaction grapls( ¥ ) as variables are eliminated.

Lemma 3 [25] Let d denote the reverse order in which DP) eliminates vari-
ables. The width ofpxalong d in the induced graph (@ ) bounds above the num-
ber of variables sharing some clause withakthe time of its elimination.

Thus, the induced width captures the most expensive varaishination. The fol-
lowing theorem, which follows from the two previous lemmeabaracterizes the
complexity of DP in terms of the induced width.

Theorem 4 [25] Let d denote the reverse order in which DP) eliminates vari-
ables. Let \j denote the induced width of(@) along d. The space and time com-
plexity of DP(F) is O(n x 3%) and Q(n x 9"a), respectively.

A consequence of the previous theorem is that the order ichwBP eliminates



variables may be crucial for the algorithm’s complexity. #&sexample, consider a
formula, whose interaction graph is a tree of depth 1. Ifalalgs are eliminated in
a top-down order, the cost may be exponentiahoti variables are eliminated in
a bottom-up order, the cost is linear. In general, findingnoak elimination order-
ings is an NP-hard problem and approximate algorithms maisisked. In practical
applications, DP is generally too space consuming and ¢doenesed [25]. Never-
theless, resolution still plays an important practica¢iolcombination with search:
the addition of restricted forms of resolution at each deaade anticipates the de-
tection of dead-ends and improves its performance [2902513. As we will show,
the use of resolution is even more relevant in the Max-SATedn

3 (Weighted) Max-SAT

When a boolean formula does not have any model, one may brested in finding

a complete assignment with minimum number of violated @au3his problem
is known as(unweighted) Max-SATNote that no repetition of clauses is allowed
and all clauses are equally important. The complexity of 3 is PNPllogn],
meaning that it can be solved with a logarithmic number d¢alls NP oracle [32].

Weighted Max-SAE an extension of Max-SAT. Aveighted clauseés a pair(C,w)
such thaC is a classical clause andis a natural number indicating the cost of its
falsification. A weighted formula in conjunctive normal fioiis asetof weighted
clauses. Theostof an assignment is the sum of weights of all the clauses that i
falsifies. Given a weighted formulaeightedViax-SAT is the problem of finding a
complete assignment with minimal cost. We can assume ailsekin the formula
being different, sinc€C, u), (C,w) can be replaced b{C, u+w). Note that clauses
with cost 0 do not have any effect and can be discarded. Wadgiax-SAT is
more expressive than unweighted Max-SAT and its complgRity, is higher [32]

(it may require a linear number of calls to a SAT oracle). 8intost Max-SAT
applications require the expressiveness of weights, spghper we will focus on
weighted Max-SAT. In the following, when we say Max-SAT wdlie referring

to weightedviax-SAT.

Example 5 Given a graph G= (V,E), avertex coverings a set UC V such that

for every edggVvi,vj) either v € U or vj € U. The size of a vertex covering is
|U|. Theminimum vertex coveringroblem is a well-known NP-Hard problem. It
consists in finding a covering of minimal size. It can be ratyrformulated as
(weighted) Max-SAT. We associate one variabte each graph vertex. Valueue
(respectivelyfalsg indicates that vertex;Xelongs to U (respectively, to ¥ U).
There is a binary weighted clausr V x;j,u) for each edggvi,vj) € E, where uis a
number larger thanV|. It specifies that at least one of these vertices must be in the
covering because there is an edge connecting them. Thereriarg clauseXx;, 1)

for each variable ¥ in order to specify that it is preferred not to add verticedx.



Note that different weights in unary and binary clauses aquired to express the
relative importance of each type of clauses.

Consider the minimum vertex covering of the graph in Figufa)l The Max-SAT
encoding isF = {(%1,1), (%2, 1), (%, 1), (%a, 1), (%, 1), (x1 V%4, 5), (X2 VX3, 5), (X2 V
X4,5), (X2 VXs,5), (X4VXs,5) }. The optimal assignment{s, = x4 =true,x; =Xz =
xs = false} with cost2 that is equal to the size of the minimum vertex covering.

Next, we propose an alternative, although equivalent, tiiefirfor weighted Max-
SAT that will be more convenient for our purposes. Given agivegd CNF formula,
we assume the existence of a known upper botimmeh the cost of an optimal solu-
tion (T is a strictly positive natural number). This is done withlmsis of generality
because, if a tight upper bound is not knowngcan be set to any number higher
than the sum of weights of all the clausesm®ddelfor the formula is a complete
assignment with cost less than An optimal models a model of minimal cost.
Then, Max-SAT can be reformulated as the problem of finding@tiimal model,

if there is any. Observe that any weight> T indicates that the associated clause
must be necessarily satisfiebhus, we can replace by T without changing the
problem. Thus, without loss of generality we assume allsiosthe interval0..T|
and, following [33], redefine theum of costas,

a®b=min{fa+b, T}

in order to keep the result within the interv@l. T]. A clause with cosfl is called
mandatory(or hard). A clause with cost less than is callednon-mandatoryor
sof.

Definition 6 A Max-SAT instance is a pairf, T) where T is a natural number
and 7 is a set of weighted clauses with weights in the intef@all']. The task of
interest is to find an optimal model, if there is any.

The following example shows thdt can be used to express that we are only inter-
ested in assignments of a certain quality.

Example 7 Consider again the minimum vertex covering problem of tlaglgin
Figure 1 (a). With the new notation, the associated formsila i

F={(X1,1),(%,1), (X3, 1), (X4, 1), (X5, 1), (X1 VX2, T), (X2 VX3, T),
(X2VXa, T), (X VX5, T),(XaVXs5, T)}

which shows more clearly which clauses are truly weighted which ones are
mandatory. In the lack of additional information, should be set to the sum of
weights (I = 5), meaning that any assignment that satisfies the mandalauges
should be taken into consideration. Suppose now that somébo example, with
a local search algorithm) we find a covering of s&eéNe can sef to 3 because



any assignment with co8tor higher does not interest us anymore. The resulting
Max-SAT problem is tighter (and easier, because more dasisignments can be
identified as unfeasible).

The interest of adding to the problem formulation is twofold. On the one hand, it
allows to explicit the mandatory nature of mandatory claugesides, as we will
see later, it allows taliscovermandatory clauses that wedlesguisedas weighted
clauses. On the other hand, it allows to see SAT as a panticate of Max-SAT.

Remark 8 A Max-SAT instance witfh = 1 is essentially a SAT instance because
there is no weight below. Consequently, every clause in the formula is mandatory.

A weighted CNF formula may contaifid,w) among its clauses. Sin¢e cannot
be satisfiedy is a necessary cost of any model. Therefarés an explicitiower
boundof the cost of an optimal model. When the lower bound and tipeupound
have the same value (i.€1, T) € ) the formula is trivially unsatisfiable and
we call this situation aexplicit contradiction The idea of adding an upper bound
T and a lower boundC, w) to the problem formulation was first proposed in the
WCSP context [33].

4 Extending SAT solving techniques to Max-SAT
4.1 Extending Simplification Rules and Clause Negation

We say that two Max-SAT formulas are equivalefit= ¥’, if they contain the
same set of variables, and complete assignments have teecsats. The following
equivalence rules can be used to simplify CNF weighted fdasju

Aggregation {(A,w), (A,u)} = {(A,wau)}

Absorption {(A, T),(AVvBw)} ={(A, T)}

Unit clause reduction{(I, T),(I VA w)} = {(l, T), (Aw)}
Hardening If @K ;ui = T andVi-;«C C C then

{(GLw) Y U{(Cow)} = {(CLu) R Lu{(C, T}

Aggregationgeneralizes to Max-SAT the idempotency of the conjunctiociassi-
cal SAT.Absorptiorrule indicates that in the Max-SAT context the absorbingsta
must be mandatory. Similarlynit clause reductiomequires the unit clause being
mandatory. The correctness of these equivalences is dinelcive omit the proof.
TheHardeningrule allows to identify weighted clauses that are indeeddatory.

It holds because the violation Gf implies the violation of alC; with i < k. There-
fore, any assignment that violatég will have costEB}‘:1 u=T.



It is easy to see that thaure literal rulecan also be applied to Max-SAT. Besides,
the assignment of a formulé |[l] also holds in Max-SAT. As in SAT, it can be
seen as the addition @ff, T) to the formula which allows a sequence of unit clause
reductions followed by the application of the pure litexdex

Example 9 Consider the following formuld (x, T), (x,3),(y,8),(xVy,3)} with
T = 10. We can apply unit clause reduction to the first and secondsels, which
produces{(x, T),(3,3),(y,8), (xVy,3)}. We can apply it again to the first and
fourth clauses producing(x, T), (0, 3), (Y, 8),(y,3)}. The pure literal rule allows
to remove the first clause producig¢d, 3), (y,8), (y,3)}. We can harden the sec-
ond clause becaus®® 8 = T. Thus, we obtaid (d,3), (y, T), (Y,3)}. Unit clause
reduction produce$(0, 3), (y, T),(0,3) }. Aggregation yieldg (0,6), (y, T)} and
the pure literal rule produces the formuldd, 6) } which trivially has an optimal
model of cosé.

Proposition 10 The algorithm that applies the previous simplificationsiluopi-
escence terminates in polynomial time.

Observe that if an explicit contradiction is achievee.((0O,T) € ¥) all clauses
are subsequently absorbed and the formula immediatelgps®ks tqO, T).

Thenegation of a weighted claug€, w), noted(C, w), means that theatisfaction

of C has costw, while its negation is cost-free. Note thatis not clausal when
|IC| > 1. In classical SAT th®e Morganrule can be used to recover the CNF syntax,
but the following example shows that it cannot be applied éigvted clauses.

Example 11 Consider the weighted claugeV'y, 1) with T > 1. The truth table of
its negation(XVy, 1) and the truth table of(x,1),(y,1)} are given below (ignore
the last column for the moment). Note that they are not etgmta

xy| (xvy,1) [{(x1),(y, 1} | {xvy,1),(xVy,1),(xVy,1)}
ff| o 060=0 0©0540=0
ft| 1 190=1 000p1=1
tf| 1 0e1=1 001G0=1
tt| 1 1p1=2 1$050=1

The following recursive transformation rule allows to reepothe clausal form in
totally or partially negated clauses. L&andB be arbitrary disjunctions of clauses,

(AVI,u) :|B|=0
CNF(AVIVB,u) = ¢ {(AvIVB,u)} UCNF(AVIVB,u)U
UCNF(AVIVB,u) :|B| >0

10



The last column in the truth table of the previous examplevshiie proper CNF
encoding of clauséxVy, 1). The main drawback of this rule is that it generates an
exponential number of new clauses with respect the arithehiegated clause. We
will show in Subsection 4.3 that it is possible to transfotnmio a linear number

of clauses.

Theorem 12 CNF(AV I Vv B, u) returns an equivalent CNF expression.

PROOF. Itis clear that CNFAV I V B, u) generates a CNF expression because the
negation is applied to smaller sub-expression at eachseeucall. Eventually, it
will be applied to literals, so the expression will be a caud/e prove that CNFV
'V B, u) returns an equivalent expression by induction 0BarThe|B| = 0 is trivial
since the left-hand and the right-hand sides are the sangaréiag the|B| > 0
case, there are three ways to falsify | v B. Each one of the three elements in the
right-hand side corresponds to one of them. The last two ssemaed correct by
the induction hypothesis.

Remark 13 The weighted expressiqi Vv CV (CV B),u), where A, B and C are
disjunctions of literals, is equivalent tA Vv CV B, u), because they are falsified
under the same circumstances.

4.2 Extending DPLL

In Figure 4 we present Max-DPLL, the extension of DPLL to Ma&T. Max-
DPLL(¥, T) returns the cost of the optimal model if there is any, elsetirnsT.
First, the input formula is simplified with the rules from tpesvious subsection
(line 1). If the resulting formula is empty, there is a 0 cosidal (line 2). If the
resulting formula only contains the empty clause, the allgrreturns its cost (line
3). Else, it selects a literdl(line 4) and makes two recursive calls (lines 5 and 6).
In each call the formula is instantiated witlandl. Observe that the first recursive
call is made with thé inherited from its parent, but the second call uses the autpu
of the first call. This implements the typical upper bound atpdy of depth-first
branch and bound. Finally, the best value of the two recarsalls is returned (line
7). Observe that, as search goes on, the valu€ ofay decrease. Consequently,
clauses that originally were soft may become hard whichyiin,tmay strengthen
the potential of the simplification rules. The parallelisnthADPLL (Figure 2) is
obvious. The following statement shows that Max-DPLL is @etextension of
classical DPLL.

Remark 14 The execution of Max-DPLL with a SAT instance (i(¢-, T) with
T =1) behaves like classical DPLL.

11



function Max-DPLL(F, T) return nat
F :=simplify(F,T)

if ¥ =0 thenreturn O

if #={(0O,w)} then return w

| :=SelectLiteral(¥)

T :=Max-DPLL(¥|l],T)

T :=Max-DPLL(¥|l], T)

. return T

endfunction

Noo,rwnNPRE

Fig. 4. If (#,T) has models, Max-DPLL returns the optimal cost. Else it retur.

It is easy to see that the time complexity of Max-DPLL is exgatial on the num-
ber of variables and the space complexity is polynomial jgh|. Therefore, DPLL
and Max-DPLL have the same complexity.

4.3 Extending the Resolution Rule

Consider thesubtractionof costs €) defined as in [34]. Leu,w € [0,..., T] be
two weights such that > w,

u—w : U#£T
uow= 7

Essentially,© behaves like the usual subtraction except thais an absorbing
element. The resolution rule can be extended from SAT to BaX-as,

( )

(AVB,m),
(xVA,ucm),
{(xVAU),(XVBW)} = { (XvBwem),
(XVAVB,m),
(

XV AV B,m)

wherem = min{u,w}. In this rule, that we call Max-RESAV B, m) is called the
resolvent (xVv A, ucm) and(xV B,wem) are called th@osterior clashing clauses
(xVAVB,m) and(xV AV B,m) are called theompensation clauseghe effect of
Max-RES, as in classical resolution, is to infer (namelykenaxplicit) a connec-
tion betweerA andB. However, there is an important difference between classic
resolution and Max-RES. While classical resolution yidlisaddition of a new

12



clause, Max-RES is a transformation rule. Namely, it reggpithereplacemenbf
the left-hand clauses by the right-hand clauses. The reiastirat some cost of
the prior clashing clauses must be subtracted in ordeptopensaté¢he new in-
ferred information. Consequently, Max-RES is better ustberd as anovemenof
knowledge.

Example 15 If we apply Max-RES to the following clausé&xVy,3), (xVyV
z,4)} (with T > 4) we obtain{(yvyVvz3),(xVy,363),(xVyVz4s3),(xV
yVv(yvz),3),(xvVyVvyVz3)}. The first and fourth clauses can be simplified.
The second clause can be omitted because it weight is zeedfiffthclause can
be omitted because it is a tautology. Therefore, we obtaretjuivalent formula
{(yvz3),(xvyvzl),(xvyvz3)}

The previous example showed that, under certain condijtmo®e of the right-
hand side clauses can be removed. ClguseA,u© m) (symmetrically for(xV
B,wS m)) can be omitted iff either,

e BCAAM=T,or
e U=M<T.

The first case holds because the clause is absorbed by theerdgé\, T). The
second case holds because m=0.

Regarding clausex\V AV B, m) (symmetrically for(XV AV B, m)), it can be omitted
iff either,

e BCA or

e U=T.

The first case holds because the clause is a tautology. Thadease holds be-
cause the clause is absorbed by the posterior clashingegleus\, Tem=T).

Remark 16 The application of Max-RES to mandatory clauses is equéaie
classical resolution.

PROOF. Clashing clauses being mandatory meansahatw = T. Clearly,m=
min{u,w} = T,uom= T andwcSm= T. Consequently, all right-hand clauses are
mandatory. Therefore, the prior and posterior clashingssga are equal. Overmore,
the compensation clauses are absorbed by the clashingsléas we previously
noted). Thus, Max-RES has the effect of add{Ag/ B, T) to the formula, which

is equivalent to classical resolution.

Theorem 17 Max-RES is sound.
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PROOF. The following table contains in the first columns all the lrassign-

ments, in the second column the cost of the assignment angdadthe clauses on
the left-hand of the Max-RES rule, and in the third columndbst of the assign-
ment according to the clauses on the right-hand of the Ma%-Rie. As it can be
observed, the costs the are same, so the resulting probkeguialent.

xAB| Left Right
fff u | meuem)
fft u | meuem)
ftf 0 0

ftt 0 0

tff | w | m&(wom)
tft 0 0

ttf | w | me(wem)
ttt 0 0

Observe that compensation clauggs/ Av B,m) and (x\V AV B,m) are not in
clausal form whenA| > 1 and|B| > 1. In the following, we assume that they are
transformed to clausal form as needed. In Subsection 4.mtveeluced a recursive
rule that allows to recover the clausal form in totally ortgdly negated clauses.
We noted that it produces an exponentially large number wfglauses. Interest-
ingly, Max-RES allows to redefine it in such a way that onlyreebr number of
clauses is generated,

AVl : |B|=0

CNRinear (AVIVB,U) = _ _
{(AVIVB,u)} UCNRipear(AVB,u) : |B|>0

The new rule is correct because the two recursive calls of (3ifbsection 4.1),
CNF(AVIVB,u) andCNF(AVIVB,u), can be resolved on literhnd we obtain
the equivalent calCNF(AV B,u). For example, the application @NHR ipear tO
(xVy,1) (Example 11) produces the equivaléxVy,1),(y,1)}. Observe that the
output ofCNF ;.2 depends on how the literals are ordered in the clause.

14



function Max-varElim(¥F, T,X) return weighted CNF formula

1. B:={(C,u)e F|x evar(C)}

2. F=F—-B

3. while 3(x; VA u) € Bdo

4 (X VAU) :=PopMinSizeClause(B)

5. while u> 0A JyBw)es S-t.Clash(x VA X VB) do
6. m:= min{u,w}

7. u:=uom

8. B:=B—-{(xvB,w)}U{(xvB,wom)}
9. B:=BU{(x VAVB,mU (X VAVB,mM)}
10. F:=FU{(AVB,m)}

11.  endwhile

12. endwhile

13.return (F)

endfunction

function Max-DP(F, T) return nat

14. F := Simplify(F,T)

15.if F =0 thenreturn O

16.if F ={(0O,u)} then return u

17.X% :=SelectVar(¥)

18.return Max-DP(VarElim(¥F,T,%),T)
endfunction

Fig. 5. If (#,T) has models, Max-DP returns their optimal cost. Else it retdr.

4.4 Extending DP

The following example shows that, unlike classical resohytthe unrestricted ap-
plication of Max-RES does not guarantee termination

Example 18 Consider the following formuld(xVy,1),(xVz1)} with T = 3. If
we apply Max-RES, we obtailyVz1),(xVyVvz1),(xvVyVvzl)}. If we apply
Max-RES to the first and second clauses we obf@kvy, 1), (xVyVz1),(xV
yVvz1)}. If we apply now Max-RES to the second and third clauses weirobt
{(xVy,1),(xVz1)}, which is the initial formula.

Nevertheless, Bonet al.[35] have recently proved that when all clauses are non-
mandatory, the directional application of Max-RES solves Max-SAT problem.

If their proof is combined with the proof of correctness of 8] (namely, all
clauses being mandatory), we have that the extension of DiRato SAT pro-
duces a correct algorithm. Max-DP (depicted in Figure 5heséxtension of DP

to Max-SAT. Both algorithms are essentially equivalentriien difference being

1 This fact was first observed in the WCSP context by [34]
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that Max-DP performs Max-RES instead of classical resotutDbserve the par-
allelism between FunctioviartElim (Fig. 3) and Functiomax-varElim (Fig.
5). Both are in charge of the elimination of variaBjédrom the formula. As in the
SAT caseMax-VarElim computes the bucke® (line 1) and removes its clauses
from the formula (line 2). Then, it selects a clays& A, u) and resolves it with all
its clashing clauses. MarE1lim clausexV Ais resolved until no clashing clauses
exist. InMax-VarElim clause(xV A,u) is resolved until its weighti decreases
to 0 or no clashing clauses exist. A worth noting differenddwespect to the SAT
case is thatlax-VarE1lim selects in line 4 aninimal sizeclause. Such minor dif-
ference is not required for the correctness of the algoritbonly to achieve the
complexity stated in Theorem 23.

The following lemma shows thatax-varElim transforms the input formula
preserving its optimality.

Lemma 19 Consider a call to thevax-varE1lim function. Let(¥,T) denote
the input formula and let¥’, T) denote the output formula. It is true theF, T)
has models iff ¥/, T) has models. Besides,(iff, T) has models, the cost of the
optimal one is the same as the cost of the optimal modgFafT).

PROOF. See Appendix A.

Theorem 20 Algorithm Max-DP is correct.

PROOF. Max-DP is a sequence of variable eliminations until vaealoée for-
mula is obtained. Lemma 19 shows that each transformatiesepres the cost of

the optimal model. Therefore, the cost of the final varidbde- formula(d,u) is
the cost of the optimal model of the original formula.

The following lemma, shows that it has the same complexiglitainate a variable
in classical SAT and in Max-SAT.

Lemma 21 Let (¥, T) be a Max-SAT instance anglone of its variables. Letin
denote the number of variables sharing some clause with %. The space and
time complexity oMax-vVarElim(F,T,x)is O(3%) and Q9"), respectively.

PROOF. See Appendix A.

The next lemma, shows that the induced graph plays the samérBP and in
Max-DP.

Lemma 22 Let d denote the reverse order in which Max-DR(T) eliminates
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variables. The width ofpxalong d in the induced graph (&) bounds above the
number of variables sharing some clause withtthe time of its elimination.

PROOF. Same as the SAT case (Lemma 3).

The following theorem, which trivially follows from the prsus two lemmas,
bounds the complexity of Max-DP.

Theorem 23 Let (7, T) be an arbitrary Max-SAT instance. Let d denote the re-
verse order in which Max-DPL, T) eliminates variables. The space and time com-
plexity of DP(F) is O(n x 3"4) and Q(n x 9"), respectively, where juis the in-
duced width of the interaction graph(& ) along d.

Observe that the complexities of DP and Max-DP are the savea,tbough Max-
SAT has a complexity higher than SAT. The same phenomenoalresdy been
observed with respect to CSP and its optimization versiorS®R@hen using the
bucket-eliminatiofi23] algorithm. Note that bucket-elimination is a metaalghm
based on the variable-elimination principle and DP and Nd&xare particular in-
stantiations of it. The following remark shows that Max-BRaitrue extension of
DP.

Remark 24 The execution of Max-DP with a SAT instance (i.§., T) with T =
1) behaves like classical DP.

5 Efficient Inference

The complexity results of the previous section show thatisgl Max-SAT with
pure resolution methods is in general too space consumihgamonly be used in
practice with formulas with a small induced width (aroundadth current comput-
ers). A natural alternative is to use only restricted forrmsesolution that simplify
the formula and use search afterwards. In this Section wersuipe some simpli-
fication rules that have been proposed in the recent Max-8afature and show
that they can be naturally explained with our framework. W antroduce two
original ones that will be used in the solver that we will aduced in Section 6.

We classify these simplification rules in three categosaxle applications of res-

olution, multiple applications of resolution (namely, leygresolution), and variable
elimination.

17



5.1 Single Resolution

Proposition 25 Unit clause reduction (also callegpper bound rulén [13]),

{(L,T), (IVAW} = {(1,T),(Aw)}

is a particular case of Max-RES.

PROOF. If w= T, we have the classical SAT case, which is triviawlk T, we
have that the application of Max-RES{d VO, T), (I VA,w) } produceg (A,w), (I, TS
T),(IvVAwsw), (IvOvAw),(lv-0OvAu)}

The third clause can be removed becauwse w = 0. The fourth clause can be
removed because it is absorbed by the second. The fifth clzars&e removed
because it is a tautology.

Proposition 26 Neighborhood resolutiofil] (also called replacement of almost
common clausem [8]),

{(VAuU), (I VAW ={(Aw),(VAucw)}

where, without loss of generality, wu, is a particular case of Max-RES.

PROOF. Resolving the two left-hand clauses, we obtfiA, w), (I VA, uew), (1Vv
Awow), (I vAVAW),(IVAVAW)}. The third clause can be omitted because
either its weight is O (whew < T), or itis absorbed by the resolvent (whege= T).
The fourth and fifth clauses can be omitted because they at@dgies.

The simplification potential of neighborhood resolutiorsi®wn in the following
example,

Example 27 Consider the formuld(zVy,1),(yVz1),(z 1)}. The application of
neighborhood resolution yield§z 1), (z 1)} which allows a new application of
neighborhood resolution producing the trivial formulé, 1)}

The termneighborhood resolutiomvas coined by [36] in the SAT context. The
Max-SAT extension was first proposed in [8]. The practiclitifncy of the|A| =
0,1,2 cases was assessed in [37,38], [14] and [1], respectinellge WCSP con-
text, it is related to the notion gfrojectionand has been used to enforoadeand
arc-consistency34,33].
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5.2 Variable elimination

Proposition 28 Thepure literal rule(first proposed in the Max-SAT context in [8])
is a special case dtax-VarElim

PROOF. Consider a formulgF such that there is a literd) whose negation does
not appear in the formula. Let= var(l). FunctionMax-varElim(¥,T,X) has
the same effect as the pure literal rule, because there iainofclauses clashing
on x. Thus, no resolution will be performed and all clauses dairtg | will be
removed from the formula.

Proposition 29 Theeliminationrule [8] (also calledresolutionin [9,10]) which
says that iff = {(IVAu),(IvB,w)}U ¥’ and varl) does not occur irfF’ then

F = F'U{(AVB,min{u,w})}

is a special case Qflax-VarElim

PROOF. Letx be the clashing variable (nameky= var(l)). We need to prove that
FunctionMax-VvarE1limwith xas the elimination variable replacgd v A, u), (I
B,w)} by {(AvB,min{u,w})}. There are two possibilities: {f(l VA, u), (I vB,w)}
clash, they will be resolved arié\/ B, min{u, w} ) will be added to the formula. All
the clauses in the bucket after the resolution step do nshh clax, soMax-VarElim
will discard them. If{(I VA u), (I vB,w)} do not clashMax-VarElim will di-
rectly discard them. In that cas&) B either is a tautology or is absorbed, so it has
no effect on the right-hand side of the elimination rule.

Proposition 30 Let X denote either x ok. Thesmall subformula rul¢9], which
says that, iff = {(XVyVA ), (XVyVB,w), (XV§VvC,v)}UF’ and xy do not
occur in ¥’ then

F=7
is a special case Qflax-VarElim

PROOF. We only need to prove that if we eliminatandy from { (XVyV A, u), (XV
yVB,w),(XVyVC,v)} with functionMax-VarElim, we obtain the empty for-
mulag.

If all the occurrences of or y have the same sign, the rule holds because to the
pure literal rule can be applied. If there are occurrencetftdrent sign, there are
only two cases to consider (all other cases are symmetric):

e If we have{(xVyVAu), (xVyVB,v),(xvVyVC,w)}, there are no clauses clash-
ing onx (neither ony), soMax-VvarE1lim will just discard the clauses.
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(XVA,u) (XVB,w)

(XxVAucm)
(xvB,wom) (AvB,m)
XVAVB,m
xVAVB,m

Fig. 6. Graphical representation of Max-RES.

e Ifwe have{(xVyVAu),(XVyVB,v),(xVyVC,w)}, the first and second clauses
clash, so Max-RES produces,

{(yVAVB,m), (xVyvVAucm), (xVyVvBvem), (xVyvAVyVvVBm),

(xVyVAVYVC m), (xVyVB,w)}

which is equivalent to,
{(yVAVB,m), (xVyVA ucm), (XVyVB,vam), (xVyvAVB,m), (XVAVyvC,m),

(xVyVB,w)}

There are no further clauses clashing@@soMax-vVarE1lim will just discard
all the clauses that mention it, producing the equivalggty AV B,m)}. The
pure literal rule will eliminate the clause, producing tmepty formula.

5.3 Hyper-resolution

Hyper-resolutionis a well known SAT concept that refers to the compression of
several resolution steps into one single step. In the fatigywve introduce four
hyper-resolution inference rules. The first tvgtef ruleanddominating unit-clause
are formal descriptions of already published rules. Thewoto rules ¢ycleand
chain resolutiof are original. We prove the correctness of these rules bgldpv
ing the resolution tree that allows to transform the lefirdhaide of the rule into the
right-hand side. Figure 6 shows the graphical represemtati Max-RES. On top
there are the two prior clashing clauses. We write them id fexte to emphasize
that they are removed from the formula. The resolvent isihio the prior clashing
clauses. At the left of the resolvent, we write the postasiashing clauses and the
compensation clashing clauses, which must be added torpessguivalence.
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(I1V Iz Vi, w) (I7,uq)

(E,Ul@m) _
(v (V- ViI),m) (IoVig---Vig,m) (I2,uz)
(|1\/|2\/...|k,W@m)

E%vu%,m) (I3V1a-- Vi, m) (I3,uz)

('Ll,ultl@m) (Ix,m) (ﬂ(,uk)
(|k,1\/|k7m)
(l_k7uk@m) (D7m)

Fig. 7. Resolution tree of thetar rule

5.3.1 Starrule

The star rule [9,14] identifies a clause of lengthsuch that each of its literals
appears negated in a unit clause. Then, at least one of theeslavill be violated.
Formally,

(Ilvlzv J,wem),
(I1 Vi V... Ik, w), _ ( V(liza Vg2 Voo Vi), m)1<ick,
(lTaui>1§i§k7 N (|I7U|@m)1<|<k,

L (B,m) )
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(I,u) (IvB1,wa)

(B1,wa)

| vB1,w —

VB Sy (v B wa)

(B2, W) -

(I'VB2,w2) (Luswiew,) (1VB3,wa)
(Bk—1,Wk—1) _
(IVBk-1,Wk-1) (Luowiowy---owg_1) (I'VBk,Wk)
(B, Wk)

(1'v By, W) (LucwiSws--- S W)

Fig. 8. Resolution tree th@ominating unit clause rule

wherem= min{w,uz, Uy, ..., Ug}.

This rule can be proved ik resolution steps. Assume, without loss of generality
thatVi<j<k Ui <Uiy+1. Assume as well thaty < T (otherwise unit clause reduction
could have been previously triggered). lrat= min{w,u; }. Figure 7 shows the
corresponding resolution tree. Recall that bold clausesesolved, so they must
be removed from the formula. Essentially, each unit clasiseséd to eliminate one

literal from the lengttk clause. At the end, we derive the empty clause.

5.3.2 Dominating unit-clause

Thedominating unit-clauseule [9] (also called UP3 in [13]) says that if the weight
if a unit clause(l, u) is higher than the sum of weights in whitlappears, we can
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safely assigm_ to the formula. Formally,
F = {0 Wo{0vA WL UL VB, W) U F
with u > z‘lewj and 7' does not contain any occurrencel afr I, then

F={(Bj, W)} uF’

This rule can be proved ikresolution steps plus the application of the pure literal
rule. Figure 8 shows the corresponding resolution treenAle previous case, we
can assume that weighis less than because otherwise the unit clause reduction
could have been triggered. At each step unit clduseresolved with on€l v
Bj,w;j). Since, by definition, the weight dfis larger than or equal twj, clause

I v Bj is replaced byB;. At the end of the process, there is no clause mentiohing
so the pure literal rule can be applied, which proves theectmess of the rule.

5.3.3 Chain resolution

Our originalchain resolutiorrule, identifies a subset aghainedbinary clauses and
two unit clauses associated to the ends. When such pattests,ex sequence of
unit resolution steps suffices to derive the empty clause.rtite is the following,

)

||7m@mi+l)1<|<k7

(I1,uy), V||+17U|+1@m+1)1<|<k7

(i V0it1, Uis1)1<i<k,
(Ik; Ukt 1) li, Uk 16 My 1)

7m(+1)

[ (
(i
(I V11, Mi1) 1<icks
(
| (B

wheremy = min{ug, Uy, ..., Ui} andVi<i<j<x var(li) # var(lj). This rule can also
be proved ink steps of resolutlon Figure 9 shows the correspondlng uéeal
tree. Starting with unit claude, at each resolution step a unit clause resolved
with (1 Vli+1,Ui+1), which produces the unit clauke; to be used in the following
resolution step. The last unit clause obtaineld snd it is resolved withly, ux. 1),
which derives the empty clause.

Example 31 Consider the following formulé(x, 2), (xVy,1),(yVzT),(z2)
we resolvgx,2) and (xVVy, 1) we obtain{(x,1), (y,1),(xVy,1),(yvVzT),(z
If we resolve(y,1) and (yV z T) we obtain{(x,1),(xVy,1),(z1),(yVvz1l),
z,7),(z2)}. Next, if we resolvéz 1) and (z 2), we obtain{(x,1),(xVy,1),
21),(yvzT),(21),(0,1)}

10
2)}.
(yv
(y
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(I,u) (11V13,up)

(|_1\/|_2,U2@m2) _
(11VI2,mp) (I2,m2) (I2V13,u3)
(l,mem)

(1213, U3 ©mg) _
(I2VIs,mg) (I3,m3) (I3Vl4,us)
(I2,momg)

(ko1 V i, U © ) B
(k=1 VI, my) (e, mk) (I, Uky1)
(lk=1,M1©mMy)

(I, Mc© Micy1)
(lk, U1 © My 1) (O, My1)

Fig. 9. Resolution tree afhain resolution

Observe that chain resolution wikh= 1 reduces to neighborhood resolution, with
k = 2 reduces to thstar rule with k = 3, it is the 3-RES rule proposed in [2].
Chain resolution withk = 2 is also related to the enforcementefistential arc
consistencyn WCSP [22].

5.3.4 Cycle Resolution

Our original cycle resolutionidentifies a subset of binary clauses with a cyclic
structure. When such a pattern exists, a sequence of resokieps with binary
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(I1Viz,u1) (I2VI13,uz)

(Il\/lz,ml@mz) _ _
(I2Viz,uzomy) (I11Vlz,my) (I3Vls,u3)
(11VI2Viz,m)
(11VI2 Vi3, m)
(
(Is
(
(

I3 V13, mp © mg) _ _
3Vlg,uz©mg) (I1V1g,m3) (I4VIs,ug)
|1\/|3\/|4,m3)
|1\/|3\/|4,m3)

(I1Vik1,me 20Mme 1) _
(lk—1 VU1 ©me1) (I V Ik, mi—1) (11 V 1k, k)
(11 Vg1 VI, M)

(11 V=1 Vi, me_1)

(E\/ I_k» M1 I'T]() (I_lv I'T]()
(11 V I, ug & my)

Fig. 10. Resolution tree aycle resolution

clauses suffices to derive a new unit clause. The rule is ffeing,

((I_l\/h,m 10M)2<i<k, \
(1 Vi1, Ui © M) a<ick,

(I V g1, U 1<i ks _ (V1 V]2, M) 2<ick,

(11 V Ik, U) ] GV M2k
(I1V I, U & M),
(|17 ) J
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function Simplify(F,T)

1. stop:= false

2. do

3. if (1, 7)€ F then apply F]l]

elseif{(C,u),(C,w)} C Fthen apply Aggregation
elseif{(O,u), (C,w)} C F Auesw= T then apply Hardening
eIseif{(va u), xVAw)} C ¥ then apply Neighbourhod Res.
elseif{(I1,u1), (I; vl.+1,u.+1)_1§.<k,(Ik,uk+1)} C ¥ then apply Chain Res.
elseif{{(I vh,u),(Ivaq,v),(hvag,w)}} C ¥ then apply Cycle Res.
9. until (O, T) e F)Vstop

10.return (F)

endfunction

function Max-DPLL(F, T) return nat

11. F :=Simplify(F,T)

12.if ¥ =0 thenreturn O

13.if F ={(0O,w)} then return w

14.] :=SelectLiteral(¥)

15. T :=Max-DPLL(F|l], T)

16. T :=Max-DPLL(F|l],T)

17.return T

endfunction

© NG A

Fig. 11.Max-DPLL enhanced with inference. Functiimplify(¥,T) converts the
input formula into a simpler one. Note that in our implemdiota for efficiency reasons,
we only consider théA| < 1 and|C| < 2 case.

wherem; = min{ug,Up,...,Ui} andVi<i<j<k var(li) # var(lj). This rule can be
proved ink — 1 steps of resolutlon Figure 10 shows the correspondirt@uﬁsn
tree. The use of the cycle rule is to derive new unit clausas ittiturn, can be used
by chain resolution to increase the weight of the empty @aus

Example 32 Consider the formuld(x1Vx2,1), (X1VX3,1), (X2VX3,1), (X3VXa,1), (XaV
xs,1),(xs,1)}. We can apply the cycle rule to the three first clauses obigini
{(x3,1),(X1VX2VX3,1), (X1 VX2V X3,1), (X3VXa,1),(XaVXs5,1),(Xs5,1)}. Chain res-
olution can be applied to the unary and binary clauses praayic{(x; V X2 V
%3,1), (5 V% VX, 1), (Xa Vx4, 1), (%a Vs, 1), (3, 1)}

Observe that cycle resolution with= 3 is one particular case of the so-called
high-orderconsistencies proposed in [39] for WCSP. In particulas @ weighted
version restricted to boolean variablegatth inverse consisten¢$7].
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6 An efficient Max-SAT solver

In the previous section we presented a set of simplificatibest Some of them
have been previously proposed by other researchers, wirite sthers are origi-
nal. We showed that all of them can be view as special casesolution, hyper-
resolution or variable elimination. In this Section we ddes their incorporation
into the Max-DPLL algorithm introduced in Subsection 4.BeTidea is to use these
rules to simplify the current Max-SAT formula before legiNMax-DPLL branch on
one of the variables. Our experimental work indicates thiatnot cost effective to
apply all of them on a general basis. We have observe thattonde rules are
useful in generalneighborhood resolutigrchain resolutionrandcycle resolution
Besides, it only pays off to apply these rules to clauses of small size (up to
2). The reason being that there is only a quadratic numbédvemh twhich bounds
the overhead of the detection of situations when they camnidpgered. Regarding
cycle resolution, we only found effective to apply the- 3 case (namely, consid-
ering triplets of variables). Note that the fact that ouvsobnly incorporates these
three rules, does not prevent other rules from being effeati classes of problems
where we did not experiment.

A high-level description of our solver appear in Figure llisiIMax-DPLL aug-
mented with the simplification rules in functi®dimplify. This function itera-
tively simplifies the formula. It stops when a contradictisrlerived or no further
simplification can be done (line 9). Simplification rules areanged in an ordered
manner, which means that if two rul&&and R can be applied, and rule has
higher priority than ruldR, the algorithm will chosdR. The rules with the highest
priority areunit clause reductiomndabsorptiongrouped in the assignmeft|l]
operation (line 3). Next, we havaggregation(line 4), hardening(line 5), neigh-
borhood resolutiorfline 6), chain resolutior(line 7) andcycle resolutionmestricted
to cycles of length 3 (line 8).

Although our actual implementation is conceptually eql@mato the pseudo-code
of Figure 11 it should be noted that such code aims at clanitiysamplicity. Thus,
a direct translation into a programming language is highbfficient. The main
source of inefficiency is the time spent searching for claukat match with the
left-hand side of the simplification rules. This overheadhichi depends on the
number of clauses, takes place at each iteration of the laspve mentioned,
our current implementation only takes into account clawdesrity less than or
equal to two. Another way to decrease such overhead is tdifig¢nose events
that may raise the applicability of the transformations: iRstance, a clause may
be made mandatory (line 5) only when its weight or the weidlit® empty clause
increases. Then, our implementation reacts to these esadttriggers the corre-
sponding rules. Such approach is well-known in the constsatisfaction field and
it is usually implemented with streams of pending events4apD
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The way in which we detect the chain resolution pattern aésed/es special con-
sideration. At each search node, we consider the set ofybarad unary clauses
and compute the corresponding implication graph defined!bsifs:

e for each variableg, the graph has two verticeasandx;, _

e for each binary clausd; Vj,u), the graph has two arc§lj,lj) and(l;,l;). We
say that these two arcs aztemplementary

e if the formula contains the unit clauge u), we say that vertek is a starting
vertex, and vertekis anendingvertex.

It is easy to see that if there is a pdth,I»,...,lx), wherel; andly are starting and
ending, respectively, and the path does not cross any pawroplementary arcs,
then chain resolution can be applied and the path tells ther am which resolution
must be applied.

In our implementation, we select one arbitrary startinges’eand compute short-
est paths to all ending vertices using Dijkstra’s algorittinone of the paths does
not cross complementary arcs, we trigger the rule. Elseghanatarting vertex is

selected and the process is repeated. Note that this metresdrabt necessarily
detect all the potential applications of chain resoluti@cduse it only takes into
consideration one path between each pair of starting andgmdrtices (the short-

est path given by Dijkstra). The fact that this path crossesptementary arcs does
not prevent the existence of other paths that do not crospleonentary arcs. We

believe that a better approach would be to use a flow algoritiinwve have not yet

studied this possibility.

7 Experimental Results

We divide the experiments in two parts. The purpose of theda# is to assess the
importance of each one of the inference rules that our soleerporates. These ex-
periments include random Max-SAT instances and random dligge problems.
The purpose of the second part is to evaluate the perfornamae solver in com-
parison to other available solving techniques. These @xjets include random
weighted and unweighted Max-SAT instances, random andtsred Max-one
problems, random Max-cut problems, random and structueedctique problems
and combinatorial auctions.

Our solver, written in C, is available as part of thedLBAR softwaré. Bench-
marks are also available in thed®DLBAR repository. In all the experiments with
random instances, samples have 30 instances and plot¢ repancputime in
seconds. Executions were made on a 3.2 Ghz Pentium 4 comyptherinux. Un-

2 http://carlit.toulouse.inra.fr/cgi-bin/awki.cgi/ToolbarInfo
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less otherwise indicated, executions were aborted whgnrédaehed a time limit
of 1200 seconds. In all the plots’ legend, the order of thm#teeflects the relative
performance order of the different competitors.

7.1 Adding Inference to Max-DPLL

We consider the following versions of our solver:

(1) Basic Max-DPLL. Namely, Algorithm 11 in which lines 648fFunctionSimplify
are commented out. We denote this algorithm Max-DPLL-1.

(2) The previous algorithm enhanced witkighborhood resolutiofnamely, lines
7-8insimplify are commented out). We denote this algorithm Max-DPLL-
2.

(3) The previous algorithm enhanced withain resolution(namely, line 8 in
Simplify is commented out). We denote this algorithm Max-DPLL-3.

(4) The previous algorithm enhanced wdycle resolution(namely, all the lines
in Simplify are considered). We denote this algorithm Max-DPLL-4.

For the first experiment we consider random Max-SAT instand@andom kSAT
formula is defined by three parametetk,n,m>. k is the length of the clauses,
n is the number of variables amdis number of clauses. Each clause is randomly
generated by selectingdistinct variables with a uniform probability distributio
The sign of each variable in each clause is randomly decidhethe following
experiments we generate instances in which the number wetas always suffi-
ciently high as to make the formula unsatisfiable and we slallve corresponding
Max-SAT problem. We used th@nfge@ generator. Note that it allows repeated
clauses, seo repetitions of a clausg are grouped into one weighted claygev).

Figure 12 (top-left) reports results on random Max-2-SAgtamces with 100 vari-
ables with varying number of clauses. It can be seen that DRKL-1 performs

very poorly and can only solve instances with up to 200 clau$ke addition of
neighborhood resolution (namely, Max-DPLL-2) improves performance by 2
orders of magnitude and allows to solve instances with u@causes. The fur-
ther addition of chain resolution provides a spectaculg@rovement which allows
to solve instances with up to 750 clauses. Finally, the audif cycle resolution
allows to solve in 100 seconds instances of up to 1000 clauses

The Max-Clique problem is the problem of finding the maximuee <lique em-
bedded in a given graph. It is known that solving the Maxteatigproblem of graph
G = (V,E) is equivalent to solving the Min-covering problem of gragh= (V,E’)

whereE' is the complementary d& (namely,(u,v) € E’ iff (u,v) ¢ E). Therefore,

8 ftp://dimacs.rutgers.edu/pub/challenge/satisfiability/
contributed/UCSC/instances
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Fig. 12. Experimental results of different algorithms ondam Max-SAT and Max-clique
instances.

we solved Max-clique instances by encoding into Max-SATcreesponding min-
vertex problem as described in Example 5.

A random graphis defined by two parameteks n,e > wheren is the number of
nodes anck is the number of edges. Edges are randomly decided usingamni
probability distribution. Figure 12 (bottom) reports tlesults of solving the max-
clique problem of random graphs with 150 nodes and varyingber of edges.
It can be observed that the instances with connectivity ialvan 50 percent are
trivially solved by our 4 algorithms. Note that instanceshasmall connectivity
have an associated Max-SAT encoding containing a large auofthard clauses.
Hence, thaunit clause reduction rules applied very frequently on those instances.
This is the reason why they are so easily solved. Howeveheasdnnectivity is
increased, the differences between all the versions aa¢egréittle improvementis
noticed for Max-DPLL-2 over Max-DPLL-1. For connectivisidetween 76% and
99% the greatest differences are found. While Max-DPLL-d Biax-DPLL-2 are
unable to solve those instances, both Max-DPLL-3 and MakiD®perform well.
With a connectivity near to 90%, it can be observed that usiegycle resolution
reports a noticeable improvement.

From these experiments we conclude that the synergy of tee thference rules
of Max-DPLL-4 produces an efficient algorithm.
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7.2 Max-DPLL versus alternative solvers

In the following experiments, we evaluate the performancMax-DPLL-4 (we
will refer to it simply as Max-DPLL). For that purpose, we compare Max-DPLL
with the following state-of-the-art Max-SAT solvers:AMSOLVER [13], UP [41]
and LB4a [12]. They suffer from the following limitations:

e The available version of MXSOLVER is restricted to instances with less than
200 variables and 1000 clauses.

e For implementation reasons, UP cannot deal with instanaesd clauses with
high weights. Similarly, it cannot also deal with instantest combine manda-
tory and weighted clauses.

e LB4A can only solve unweighted Max-2-SAT problems (i.e, it istnieted to
binary clauses with unit weights and without repeated @aus

Consequently, in the experiments we will only execute aeoifvit is possible,
according to its limitations.

It is known that Max-SAT problems can also be solved va#eudo-booleaand
SAT solvers. For the sake of a more comprehensive compasigmalso consider
PUEBLO [42] and MINISAT [43], which are among the best pseudo-boolean and
SAT solvers, respectively. In appendix B, we describe hovireneslated the Max-
SAT instances into these two frameworks. Note that psewddeln formulas are
equivalent to 0-integer linear programg$ILP). Thus, they can also be solved with
a state-of-the-art ILP solver such as CPLEX. We have notidensd this alter-
native because [11] showed that it is generally ineffediiveMax-SAT instances.
Max-SAT problems can also be solved with WCSP solvers [1H.Have not con-
sider this type of solver in our study, because the referéfiC8P solveris MEDAC
[22], which uses techniques similar to those of Max-DPLL aad be roughly de-
scribed as a non-boolean restricted version of Max-DPLL-3.

7.2.1 Random Max-k-SAT

For the following experiment, we generated random 2-SATammses of 60 vari-
ables and 3-SAT instances of 40 variables with varying nunolbelauses using
the Cnfgengenerator. We also generated random 2-SAT instances ofdribies
using the 2-SAT generator of [12] that does not allow repkatauses.

Figure 13 (top-left) presents the results on Max-2-SAT withrepeated clauses.
It can be observed that Mk-DPLL is the only algorithm that can solve prob-
lems of up to 1000 clauses. The solver with the second be&irpeance, UP,
is 6 times slower. A surprising observation is that the aBgblver, which was
specifically designed for Max-2-SAT without repetitiongrforms worse than the
other Max-SAT solvers in random unweighted Max-2-SAT. Fey3 (top-right)
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Fig. 13. Random Max-2-SAT and Max-3-SAT. Max-2-SAT instasion the plot on the left
do not contain repeated clauses.

presents the results on Max-2-SAT with repeated clausex.-RPLL is again the
best algorithm. The second best solver, UP, is nearly 108gtistower in the hard-
est instances. Figure 13 (bottom) presents the results or3VEBAT. MAX-DPLL
provides again the best performance. The second best dptiam is about 10
times slower. A worth noting observation is that the altéugeencodings (namely,
pseudo-boolean and SAT) do not seem to be effective in tinesanices.

7.2.2 Max-one

Given a satisfiable CNF formulajax-ones the problem of finding a model with
a maximum number of variables set to true. This problem caenbeded as Max-
SAT by considering the clauses in the original formula asdasory and adding a
weighted unary clausg, 1) for each variable in the formula. Note that solving this
problem is much harder than solving the usual SAT probleroabse the search
cannot stop as soon as a model is found. The optimal modellmeusund and its
optimality must be proved.

Figure 14 shows results with random 3-SAT instances of 15@bkes. Note that
UP can not be executed in this benchmark because it cannovidleanandatory
and weighted clauses simultaneously. The first thing to semed is that hzy
and MINISAT do not perform well. Regarding the other solversgBLO is the best
when the number of clauses is very small, but its relativeieficy decreases as
the number of clauses grows.A¥ SOLVER has the opposite behavior, andaki-
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Fig. 14. Random Max-one instances.

DPLL always lay in the middle. The performance of all theskvess converge
as the number of clauses approaches the phase transitionTeareason is that,
as the number of models decreases, the optimization pared¥lax-one problem
loses relevance (the number of models to chose from de&)ease

Table 15 reports results on the Max-one problem on selectgsfiable SAT in-
stances from the DIMACS challenge. The first column indisdte name of the
problem classes. The second column indicates the numberstanices of each
class. The rest of columns indicate the performance of ealebrdy indicating the
number of instances that could be solved within the timetlithall the instances
could be solved, the number in parenthesis is the mean timedands. The “-”
symbol in the MAX SOLVER column indicates that the instances could not be exe-
cuted due to the limitation that this solver has on the maxmmumber of variables
and clauses. As can be observeddMSOLVER and LAZY do not succeed in this
benchmark, which means thatAM-DPLL is the only Max-SAT solver that can
deal with it. Its performance is comparable to the good perémce of MNISAT
and RUEBLO. However, in theparl6*c* instances Mx-DPLL performs badly,
while in thepar8* instances it performs better than the others.

7.2.3 Max-cut

Given a graplG = (V,E), acutis defined by a subset of verticesC V. The size

of a cut is the number of edgés, vj) such that;; € U andv; € V —U. TheMax-

cut problem consists on finding a cut of maximum size. It is endakeMax-SAT
associating one variablg to each graph vertex. Valugrespectivelyf) indicates
that vertexv; belongs taJ (respectively, to/ —U). For each edgévi,vj), there

are two clauses; v xj, X V Xj. Given a complete assignment, the number of vio-
lated clauses i | — SwhereSis the size of the cut associated to the assignment.

33



Problem | n. inst.| MaxDPLL | MaxSolver| Lazy Minisat Pueblo
aim50* | 16 | 16(0.59) | 16(0.12) | 16(28.25) | 16(0.01) | 16(0.00)
aim100* | 16 | 16(2.67) | 16(4.92) 0 16(0.02) | 16(0.00)
aim200* | 16 9 4 0 16(0.03) | 16(0.00)
jnh* 16 16(1.49 - 6 16(0.08) | 16(0.10)
ii8* 14 5 — 1 10 3
1132* 17 11 — 0 16 15
par8* 10 10(0.92) - 5 10(16.39) | 10(26.52)
parlé*c*| 5 | 5(78414) - 0 5(0.93) | 5(0.93)

Fig. 15. Results for the Max-one problem on selected DIMAGS Bistances.
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Fig. 16. Random Max-cut instances.

Note that this encoding produces an unweighted Max-2-SATfita, so the LB4A
solver can be used. Random Max-Cut instances are extracted&ndom graphs.
We considered graphs of 60 nodes with varying number of edges

Figure 16 reports the results on this benchmark. It can berebd that for all
solvers other than Mx-DPLL, problems become harder as the number of edges
increases. However, Mk-DPLL solves instances of up to 500 edges almost in-
stantly. The second best solver is LB4ut MAX-DPLL is up to 15 times faster.
PUEBLO and MINISAT perform so poorly even in the easiest instances that they are
not included in the comparison.
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7.2.4 Max-clique

The Max-clique problem is the problem of finding the maximure subgraph em-
bedded in a given graph and its Max-SAT encoding was degstiibthe previous
subsection. Solvers UP, Ak SOLVER and LB4A could not be executed in this do-
main due to their limitations. Our first Max-clique expermesed random graphs
with 150 nodes and varying number of edges. Figure 17 refugtsesults. Again,
MaAXx-DPLL is clearly better than any other competitor. All otltempetitors are
more than 2 orders of magnitude slower thaaXMDPLL.

We also considered the 66 Max-Clique instances from the [II]thaIIendE.
MAX SOLVER could not be executed in this benchmark because the numisariof
ables and clauses of the instances exceeds its capacisy,. thibewnly two Max-SAT
solvers that could be executed area XDPLL and LAzy. Within the time limit,
they solved 32 and 23 instances, respectivelwiglaT and RJEBLO could solve
22 and 16 instances, respectively. ThereforaxVDPLL provided the best per-
formance in this benchmark, too.

These instances have been previously used to evaluatekdedicated max clique
algorithms. Performing a proper comparison wita ¥ DPLL is difficult because
their code is not available and we would need to re-prograein #igorithms. How-
ever, following the approach of [44], we overcome this peoblby normalizing
the reported times. Of course, this is a very simplistic apph which disregards
very relevant parameters such as the amount of memory ordleegsor model. In
consequence, the following results can only be taken astatiee. Giving a time
limit of 2.5 hours per instance in ourBGhz computer, Mx-DPLL was able to
solve 37 instances. In aquivalent(via normalization) time, [45] solves 38, [46]
soves 36, [47] solves 45, and [44] solves 52.

7.2.5 Combinatorial Auctions

Combinatorial auctiorallow bidders to bid for indivisible subsets of goods. Con-
sider a seG of goods and bids. Bidi is defined by the subset of requested goods
Gi C G and the amount of money offered. The bid-taker, who wantsdwrimize

its revenue, must decide which bids are to be accepted. Natté two bids request
the same good, they cannot be jointly accepted [7]. In its{84X encoding, there

is one variableg associated to each bid. There are unit claysesi) indicating
that if bid i is not accepted there a loss of prafit Besides, for each pairj of
conflicting bids, we add a mandatory claygev xj, T).

We used the CATS generator [48] that allows to generate randstances inspired
from real-world scenarios. In particular, we generatethimses from th&egions
Pathsand Schedulingdistributions. The number of goods was fixed to 60 and we

4 ftp://dimacs.rutgers.edu/pub/challenge/graph/benchmarks/clique
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Fig. 17. Random Max-clique instances.

increased the number of bids. By increasing the number af imdtances become
more constrained (namely, there are more conflicting pdisds) and harder to
solve. UP, Max SOLVER and LB4A could not be executed due to their limitations.
The LAzY solver could not be included in tiRegionscomparison due to overflow
problems.

Figure 18 (top-left) presents the results for the Pathsidigton. MAx-DPLL pro-
duces the best results being 22 times faster than the seeshdjition lazy . Fig-
ure 18 (top-right) presents the results for the Regionsidigion. MAX-DPLL is
again the best algorithm. It is 26 times faster than the stbest solver BEBLO.
Finally, results for the Scheduling distribution are shawfigure 18 (bottom). In
this benchmark, the performance ofaM-DPLL and MINISAT are quite similar,
while the other solvers are up to 4 times slower.

8 Conclusions and Future work

This paper introduces a novel Max-SAT framework which higjfiis the relation-
ship between SAT and Max-SAT solving techniques. Most réataly, it extends
the concept ofesolution Our resolution rule, first proposed in [1], has been proved
complete in [35]. There are many beneficial consequencésapproach:

e It allows to talk about Max-SAT solving with the usual SATrt@nology.

e It allows to naturally extend basic algorithms such as DPhd BP.

¢ It allows to express several solving techniques that areasparound the Max-
SAT literature with a common formalism, see their logicaénmpretation and see
the connection with similar SAT, CSP and WCSP techniques.
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Fig. 18. Combinatorial auctions. Top-lefathsdistribution. Top-right:Regionsdistribu-
tion. Bottom:Schedulingdistribution.

From a practical point of view, we have proposed a hybrid rdlgn that combines
search and selected forms of inference. It follows a typsealrch strategy but, at
each visited node, it attempts to simplify the current sabfam using special cases
of resolution with which the problem is transform into a slerpequivalent one.
Our experiments on a variety of domains show that our aligwris usually orders
of magnitude faster than its competitors.

Our current solver lacks features that are considered edeyant in the SAT con-
text (for example clause learning, re-starts, etc). Singefamework makes the
connection between SAT and Max-SAT very obvious, they sthbel easily incor-
porated in the future. Additionally, some of the ideas pnése in this paper have
been borrowed from thereighted CSHield [17]. Therefore, it seems also possible
to incorporate new (weighted) constraint processing teghes. Finally, we want to
note the recent work of [41] in which very good lower bounds@itained by tem-
porarily settingT = 1 and simulating unit propagation. Since the hyper-regmiut
rules presented in Section 5.2 are special cases of the& gaoreral algorithm, we
want to explore if their approach can be fully described weitin resolution rule.

A Correctness and Complexity of Max-VarElim

In this appendix we prove Lemmas 19 and 21, which establistttirectness of
theMax-varElim function in Figure 5 and its time and space complexity. In the
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proofs we borrow some ideas from [25,28,35] and adapt themaitdramework.

In the following, when we writeC € ¥ we mean(C,u) € ¥ for some weighu
(there is no ambiguity because all clausegiare different). We use symbgl -

¥’ to denote the application of a resolution step to fornyhleesulting in formula
F', where the clashing variable wgs Consider the elimination of variablgwith
FunctionMax-varElim. First of all, the formula is partitioned into two sets of
clausesB and¥ . Then, clauses of the forfx; \V A, u) are fetched fronB, resolved
with clashing clauses until quiescence or disappeararatefiaally, are discarded.
Suppose that discarded clauses are stored in &sétormally, we can see the
execution oMax-varE1lim as a sequence of resolution steps,

whereD, = &. For all 0< k < q: B is a set of clauses that contain eitlgor x;, F«

is a set of clauses thdb notcontainx; neitherx;, and? is a set of clauses that con-
tainx;. BesidesB, does not have any clause wih The output oMax-varElim

is Fq that, as we will prove, is essentially equivalent to the imagformula. LetN;
denote the set of variables sharing clauses with the startingB (namely,B,),

Ni = {Xj # Xi| Jces, Xj €var(C)}

and letn; = |N;| be its cardinality. In the remaining of this appendix we sgtiow
that: the number of new clauses generated during the segoéresolution steps is
bounded byO(3") (space complexity), the number of resolution steps is bednd
by O(9") (time complexity) and, from an optimal model 8§ we can be trivially
generate an optimal model of the original formgu %, (correctness).

Observe that all the variables different fromappearing in clauses generated by the
resolution process must belongNipbecause resolution does not add new variables.
Therefore, all the clauses # have the form \V Awherevar(l) = x andvar(A) C

Ni. Variablex; must appear in the clause either as a positive or negatamallit
(namely, there are 2 options) and eveyy= N may or may not appear iA and,

if it appears, it can be in positive or negative form (nam#éigre are 3 options).
Consequently, the size @ is bounded by Z 3". For similar reasons, every clause
C addedto ¥ during the resolution process satisfies tat(C) C N. Everyx; €

Ni may or may not appear i@ and, if it appears, it may be positive or negative
(namely, there are 3 options). Consequently, the numbeomfaniginal clauses in
F« is bounded by 8. Therefore, the number of clauses addedtand F during
the execution oMax-VarElimis bounded by % 3" + 3", As a result, its space
complexity isO(3").

Next, we analyze the time complexity. Recall that two clauseV A u), (X V
B,w) € ¥ clashif AV B: is not a tautology (i.e.¥|ca | ¢ B) and,AVB € ¥ is
not absorbed (i.&7c 1)cy C £ AV B). We say that a clauge; V A, u) is saturated
if there is no clause iff clashing with it. The following lemma shows that resolv-
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ing on a clause, either removes the clause from the formuladarces the number
of clauses clashing with it,

Lemma 33 Consider a resolution stef® -y, 2’ where(x vV A,u) and (X vV B,w)
are the clashing clauses. Then, eitheyA ¢ P’ or the number of clauses clashing
with % V A decreases.

PROOF. We reason by cases:

(1) Ifu<woru=w< T then the posteriox; vV A has weight 0 (hamely, disap-
pears from the formula).

(2) Ifu=w=T then the effect of resolution is to add the resolvent to thetda
(P'=PU(AVB,T)). Then,x VB does not clash witl; \V A anymore.

(3) If u> wthenx; VB is replaced by; VCV Ain the formula. The new clause
does not clash witly; V A, becaus@ Vv BV Ais a tautology.

Consider the inner loop afax-varElim. It selects a clausg VvV A and resolves

it until either it disappears or it saturatesxifv A saturates, it is removed frol

and added taD. We call this sequence of resolution steps hacessingf x; vV A

and use symbot}, 5 to represent it. A consequence of the previous lemma is that
the number of resolution steps required to procgs® is bounded by the number

of clauses clashing with it. Note that the number of clauteshing with(x vV A, u)

is bounded by 8, because clashing clauses must belong tind variable; must
occur negated. Therefore, for each iteration of the outep,lehe inner loop of
Max-VarElim iterates at most™8times.

Consider now the outer loop ofax-varElim. It selects a sequence of clauses
X VALX VA ....X VAs and processes them one after another. We can see this
process as,

goufoU@o ;kq\/Al $k1Ug:k1Uﬂ<1 I_;Zi\/Ag l_;kq\/As gksuj:ksUQ](s

Recall that the algorithm always selects for processinguasel; V Aj of minimal
size (line 4). Observe that the size of the compensatiorselaw AV B added toB
(line 9) is larger than the clause that is being processe@ émsequence, once a
clause is processed, it does not appear agaih which means that,<jji<s Aj #

Aj.. A direct consequence is that, since there are at nbsli§inctAj, the outer
loop iterates at most™3 Therefore, the maximum number of iterations of the inner
loop is 3% x 3" = 9" which means that the time complexity of the function is
O(9M).

Finally, we prove the correctnessfix-varElim.
Lemma 34 A saturated clause, remains saturated during any sequehiesolu-

tion steps-;.
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PROOF. Consider aresolution step -y, F'. Letx V Aandx; v B be the clashing
clauses, and let vV C be a saturated clause $f. We only need to prove that\VvC
remains saturated ifi’. Since,x; vV C is saturated irfF, eitherC Vv B is a tautology
or it is absorbed inf. The only new clause i’ that could clash with; v C is
Xi VBV A. However, ifCV B was a tautology, so it SV BV A. If CvBwas absorbed
in F,soitwil CVBVAIn F'.

A consequence of the previous lemma is that at the end of theesee of resolution
steps performed byax-varElimwe have a formula U % U Dy such that all
its clauses are saturated.

To prove the correctness fkhx-varElim we only need to prove that any as-
signment of % can be extended to variabkein a cost free-manner, taking into

account the clausesV B € B, and the clauseg VV A € Dy, because it means that

finding the optimal assignment ¢ is equivalent to finding the optimal assign-
ment of B, U A, U Dy, which, in turn is equivalent to finding the optimal assign-
ment of the original formula.

If By, =@ (resp.Dy, = @), variablex; must be set torue (resp.false). Else, con-
sider that there is a clauseVv A € Dy, such thatl does not satisfA (similarly
for x; vV B € By). Variablex; must be set tdrue. We show that satisfies every
X VB e B Clausex; VV A is saturated, then eithérv B is a tautology or there is
a clauseC € %, with C C AUB. In the first case, sincedoes not satisfyA, and
sinceAV B is a tautology, this means thisatisfiesB. In the second case, sinte
satisfiesC and does not satist, it must satisfyB.

B Solving Max-SAT with Pseudo-boolean and SAT solvers

In Linear pseudo-Booleaii.PB) problems over boolean variables, ..., xn}, val-
uestrue andfalseare replaced by numbers 1 and 0, respectively. Litgnapre-
sents eithek; or its negationl — x;. A LPB problem is defined by a LPB objective
function (to be minimized),

n
Zali whereg; € Z
i=
and a set of LPB constraints,

n
Zaijli > bj, whereajj,bj,c Z, x €{0,1}
i=

A Max-SAT formula can be encoded as a LPB problem [11] by panting the set

40



of clauses into three set${ contains the mandatory claus@, T), W contains
the non-unary non-mandatory claug€su < T) and U contains the unary non-
mandatory clauses$, u). For each hard claug€;, T) € # there is a LPB constraint
Cj > 1, whereC; is obtained fronC; by replacingv by + and negated variables
by 1—x. For each non-unary weighted clau€, uj) € W there is a LPB constraint
Cj+rj > 1, whereCj is computed as before, anglis a new variable that, when set
to 1, trivially satisfies the constraint. Finally, the olijee function is,

Z ujrj + Z Uj|j2—|—
Cjrj)ew (lj.upeu

A LPB problem can be solved with a native LPB solver such@asg20 or with a
SAT solver. In the latter case, each LPB constraint must Ipeerted into a logic
circuit. There are different possible conversions suchRBS& adders or sorters. In
our experiments we used MiniSAT+ [49], a translating to@lttbonverts each PB
constraint into the presumably more convenient circuit smides the correspond-
ing SAT formula with MNISAT. MINISAT+ converts the objective function of
the LPB problem into another LPB constraint by setting anenfgound. The LPB
problem is solved by decreasing the value of the upper bouatilan infeasible
SAT formula is found.
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