arXiv:2110.01732v7 [cs.CC] 8 May 2023

A FASTER ALGORITHM FOR COUNTING THE INTEGER POINTS NUMBER IN Δ-MODULAR POLYHEDRA (CORRECTED VERSION)

D. V. GRIBANOV, I. A. SHUMILOV, AND D. S. MALYSHEV

Abstract. Let a polytope P be defined by a system Ax ≤ b. We consider the problem of counting the number of integer points inside P, assuming that P is Δ-modular, where the polytope P is called Δmodular if all the rank sub-determinants of A are bounded by Δ in the absolute value. We present a new FPT-algorithm, parameterized by Δ and by the maximal number of vertices in P, where the maximum is taken by all r.h.s. vectors b. We show that our algorithm is more efficient for Δ-modular problems than the approach of A. Barvinok et al. [2, 3, 5, 20, 31]. To this end, we do not directly compute the short rational generating function for P ∩ Z^n, which is commonly used for the considered problem. Instead, we use the dynamic programming principle to compute its particular representation in the form of exponential series that depends on a single variable. We completely do not rely to the Barvinok’s unimodular sign decomposition technique.

Using our new complexity bound, we consider different special cases that may be of independent interest. For example, we give FPT-algorithms for counting the integer points number in Δ-modular simplices and similar polytopes that have n + O(1) facets. As a special case, for any fixed m, we give an FPT-algorithm to count solutions of the unbounded m-dimensional Δ-modular subset-sum problem.

Keywords: integer linear programming, short rational generating function, bounded sub-determinants, multidimensional knapsack problem, subset-sum problem, counting problem.

1. Introduction

The paper is structured as follows. In Subsection 1.1, we briefly discuss the most important consequences of our work. In Subsection 1.2, we give basic definitions and notations that are necessary for further understanding. In Subsection 1.3, we define the main problem and provide a detailed description of our results. In Subsection 1.4, we compare our results with other works in the field. In Subsection 1.5, we give some basics of the polyhedral algebra that will be used further. Finally, Sections 2 and 3 are devoted to the proofs of our results.

1.1. Brief discussion of our results. Let a polytope P be defined by one of the following ways:

(i) System in the canonical form: P = {x ∈ R^n : Ax ≤ b}, where A ∈ Z^{(n+m)×n}, b ∈ Q^{(n+m)}, rank(A) = n and d := dim(P) = n;

The article was prepared under financial support of Russian Science Foundation grant No 21-11-00194. 1

(ii) System in the standard form: P = {x ∈ R^n_+ : Ax = b}, where A ∈ Z^{m×n}, b ∈ Z^m, rank(A) = m and d := dim(P) = n − m;

and let all the rank-order sub-determinants of A be bounded by Δ in absolute values. We show that | P ∩ Z^n | can be computed with an algorithm, having the arithmetic complexity bound O ( ν^2 · d^4 · Δ^4 · log(Δ) ) , where ν = ν(A) is the maximal possible number of vertices in a d-dimensional polytope P defined by one of the systems above with a fixed matrix A and a varying r.h.s. vector b. For small values of Δ and growing d our new complexity bound can be more effective than the state of the art bound, due to Barvinok et al. [2, 3, 5, 20, 31]: ν · 2^{O(d)} · ( log_2(Δ)

)_{d ln(d)} . Using different ways to estimate the parameter ν, we can present different complexity bounds:

• A bound that is polynomial on n and Δ, for any fixed m. Taking m = 1, it gives O ( d^6 · Δ^4 · log(Δ) ) arithmetic complexity FPT-algoritm to compute the number of integer points in a simplex or the number of solutions of the unbounded subset-sum problem, where Δ means the maximal weight of an item;

• A bound that is polynomial on m and Δ, for any fixed n. This bound can be used to obtain an even faster algorithm for the ILP feasibility problem, when the parameters m and Δ are relatively small. For example, if m = O(d) and Δ = 2^{O(d)}, our bound becomes 2^{O(d)}, which is faster than the recent state of the art algorithm due to Ries & Rothvoss [46] with the complexity bound log(d)^{O(d)} · poly ( size(A, b) ) ; • For Δ = d^{O(1)}, our bound becomes d^{O(d)}.

1.2. Basic definitions and notations. We denote by A_{ij} its ij-th element, by A_{i∗} its i-th row, and by A_{∗j} its j-th column. For subsets I and J, the symbol A_{IJ} denotes the sub-matrix of A, which is generated by all the rows with indices in I and all the columns with indices in J. If I or J is replaced by ∗, then all the rows or columns are selected, respectively. Sometimes, we simply write A_I instead of A_{I∗} and A_J instead of A_{∗J} , if this does not lead to confusion. The maximum absolute value of entries of a matrix A is denoted by ‖A‖_{max} = max_{i,j} | |A_{i j} | |. The l_p-norm of

a vector x is denoted by ‖x‖_p. The number of non-zero components of a vector x is denoted by ‖x‖_0 = | {i: x_i ≠ 0} | . For x ∈ R, we denote by ⌊x⌋, {x}, and ⌈x⌉ the floor, fractional part, and ceiling of x, respectively. For c, x ∈ R^n, by ⟨c, x⟩ we denote the standard scalar product of two vectors. In other words, ⟨c, x⟩ = c^⊤x.

Let S ∈ Z^{n×n}_{≥0} be a diagonal matrix and v ∈ Z^n. We denote by v mod S the vector, whose i-th component equals v_i mod S_{ii}. For M ⊆ Z^n, we denote M mod S = {v mod S : v ∈ M}. For example, the set Z^n mod S consists of det(S) elements.

Definition 1. For a matrix A ∈ Z^{m×n}, by

Δ_k(A) = max {| |det(A_{IJ} ) | | : I ⊆ {1, . . . , m}, J ⊆ {1, . . . , n}, |I| = |J| = k } , we denote the maximum absolute value of determinants of all the k ×k sub-matrices of A. By Δ_{gcd}(A, k) we denote the greatest common divisor of determinants of all the k × k sub-matrices of A. Additionally, let Δ(A) = Δ_{rank(A)}(A) and Δ_{gcd}(A) = Δ_{gcd}(A, rank(A)). If Δ(A) ≤ Δ, for some Δ > 0, then A is called Δ-modular.

Definition 2. For arbitrary A ∈ Z^{m×n} and b ∈ Q^m, we denote P(A, b) = {x ∈ R^n : Ax ≤ b}, ν(A) = max_{b∈Qm} { vert ( P(A, b) )} , x^z = x^{z1}_1 · . . . · x^{zn}_n , and f(P; x) = ∑ z∈P ∩ Z^n x^z .

1.3. Formal definition the lattice point counting problem and the detailed description of our results. In this paper, we consider the problem to count integer points in a polyhedron, which is defined as follows:

Problem 1. Compute the value of | P ∩ Z^n | for a rational polytope P defined by one of the following ways:

(1) The polytope P is defined by a system in the canonical form: P = {x ∈ R^n : Ax ≤ b}, where A ∈ Z^{(n+m)×n}, b ∈ Q^{n+m}, and dim(P) = rank(A) = n; (2) The polytope P is defined by a system in the standard form: P = {x ∈ R^n_{≥0} : Ax = b}, where A ∈ Z^{m×n}, b ∈ Q^m, rank(A) = m, dim(P) = n − m and Δ_{gcd}(A) = 1.

Our main results are presented in the following theorem and its corollary:

Theorem 1. Problem 1 can be solved with a randomized algorithm, having the expected arithmetic complexity bound O ( ν^2 · d^4 · Δ^4 · log(Δ) ) , where Δ = Δ(A), d = dim(P) (d = n, for the canonical form, and d = n − m, for the standard form) and ν = ν(A).

The value of ν can be estimated in terms of m due to the seminal work [40] of McMullen. In turn, due to Lee, Paat, Stallknecht & Luze [39], the value of m can be estimated in terms of n and Δ. Using these observations, we propose new complexity bounds for Problem 1 in the following Corollary 1. Additionally, we show how to handle the case of unbounded polyhedra.

Corollary 1. The following complexity bounds hold for the Problem 1:

(1) The bound O (_d m + 1 )_{2m} · d^4 · Δ^4 · log(Δ) that is polynomial in d and Δ, for any fixed m;

(2) The bound O (_m d + 1 )_d · d^4 · Δ^4 · log(Δ) that is polynomial in m and Δ, for any fixed d;

(3) The bound O(d)^{4+d} · Δ^{4+2d} · log(Δ) that is polynomial in Δ, for any fixed d. To handle the case, when P is an unbounded polyhedron, we need to pay an additional factor of O(^d_m + 1)^2 · d^4 in the first bound and O(d^4) in the second bound. The third bound stays unchanged.

Proofs of Theorem 1 and Corollary 1 will be given in Section 3 and Subsection 3.6, respectively. Taking m = 1, the first bound can be used to count the number of integer points in a simplex or the number of solutions of the unbounded subset-sum problem w^⊤x = w_0, x ∈ Z^n_{≥0}. For both problems, it gives the arithmetic complexity bound O ( n^6 ·Δ^4 ·log(Δ) ) , where n is a number of items and Δ = ‖w‖_∞ with respect to the subset-sum problem.

The second bound can be used to obtain a faster algorithm for the ILP feasibility problem, when the parameters m and Δ are relatively small. For example, taking m = O(d) and Δ = 2^{O(d)} in the second bound, it becomes 2^{O(d)}, which is faster than the very recent log(d)^{O(d)} · poly ( size(A, b) ) -complexity algorithm from the breakthrough work [46] due to Reis & Rothvoss. The previous state of the art algorithm is due to Dadush, Peikert & Vempala [15, 16] (see also [13, 25, 49], for a bit more general setting), and it has the complexity bound O(d)^d · poly(size(A, b)). Good surveys on the related Δ-modular ILP problems and parameterised ILP complexity are given in [21, 26, 27, 24].

Remark 1. We are interested in development of algorithms that will be polynomial, when we bound some of the parameters d, m, and Δ. Due to [27, Corollary 3], the problem in the standard form can be polynomially reduced to the problem in the canonical form maintaining values of m and Δ, see also [26, Lemmas 4 and 5] and [48] for a more general reduction. Hence, in the proofs we will only consider polytopes defined by systems in the canonical form.

Remark 2. To simplify analysis, we assume that Δ_{gcd}(A) = 1 for ILP problems in the standard form. It can be done without loss of generality, because the original system Ax = b, x ≥ 0 can be polynomially transformed to the equivalent system with Δ_{gcd}(A) = 1. For the justification see [27, Remark 3].

Remark 3. In our paper, we prove only arithmetical complexity bounds for presented algorithms. By the arithmetic complexity, we mean the number of elementary arithmetic operations with integer values, whose size polynomially depends on input size. Consequently, if some algorithm has a polynomial arithmetic complexity bound, then it has a polynomial bit-complexity bound. In our paper, when we say “complexity” (without “arithmetic”), we mean bit-complexity bounds. 1.4. Comparison with related works. The first polynomial-time complexity algorithm in a fixed dimension for problem 1 is due to Barvinok [4]. Further modifications were given in [3, 20, 31]. A complete exposition of the Barvinok’s approach could be found in [2, 3, 9, 18], additional discussions and connections with "dual"- type counting algorithms could be found in the book [37] due to Lasserre.

Since any polytope can be transformed to an integer-equivalent simple polytope, using a slight perturbation of the r.h.s. vector b, we can estimate the complexity of algorithms based on the M. Brions’s formula using the parameter ν (for an algorithmic version of this statement, see Lemma 4 of our work). Alternatively, we can define ν as the maximum number of simple cones in the normal fun triangulation of P for a fixed matrix A and a varying r.h.s. vector b. Combining a single exponential algorithm for the shortest lattice vector problem from Micciancio & Voulgaris [43] with analysis from [2, Chapter 16], the arithmetical complexity of the Barvinok’s algorithm can be estimated by

(1) ν · 2^{O(d)} · ( log_2(Δ)

)_{d ln(d)} . The paper [35] due to Lasserre & Zeron gives formulae, based on the Gomory’s group-theoretic approach, with the following complexity

(2) ν · d^{O(1)} · Δ^d.

For Δ = O(d), the last complexity bound is better than (1). The goal of the paper [27] is to develop an algorithm, whose complexity will be polynomial on ν and d, for any fixed Δ. Its resulting arithmetic complexity can be estimated as

(3) O ( ν · d^2 · d^{log2(Δ)} ) . Our paper presents a new counting algorithm, whose arithmetic complexity to process a vertex is polynomial on ν, d and Δ: O ( ν^2 · d^4 · Δ^4 · log(Δ) ) . The big difference of our algorithm with the previous papers is that we do not compute the rational generating function f(P; x) of the set P ∩ Z^d. Instead of that we directly compute an exponential generating function f̂(P; τ) that depends only on one variable τ. This exponential generating function can be obtained from the original rational generating function substituting x_i = e^{ciτ} , for c ∈ R^d. The new function forgets the structure of the set P ∩ Z^d, but it still can be used for counting. For example, two monomials x^1x^2 and x^2_1x^1_2 glue to one exponential term 2e^{3τ} after the map x_i = e^{ciτ} with c = (1, 1)^⊤. At the current moment, it is a very interesting open question to compute the full rational generating function f(P; x) of the set P ∩ Z^d by an algorithm, whose complexity will polynomially depend on ν, d, and Δ. Let us additionally discus other part of our method that can be of independent interest. For a given set A of m non-zero vectors in Q^n, let us consider the problem to compute a vector z ∈ Z^n, such that a^⊤z ≠ 0, for all a ∈ A. Preferably, the value of ‖z‖_∞ should be as small as possible. Due to the original work of A. Barvinok [4], the vector z could be found by a polynomial-time algorithm as a point on the moment curve. The paper [31] of Köppe & Verdoolaege gives an alternative method, based on "irrational decompositions", from the work [32] of Köppe. The considered polynomial-time methods can generate vectors z with the only guaranty ‖z‖_∞ ≤ M^n, for some constant M ≥ m. However, due to De Loera, Hemmecke, Tauzer & Yoshida [19], the vector z with sufficiently small components can be effectively chosen by a randomized algorithm. Unfortunately, the paper [19] does not give exact theoretical bounds that are needed to develop pseudopolynomial algorithms. We present our result in this direction by the following lemma that can be additionally used as a tool to improve the complexity of algorithms, based on Barvinok’s works, by a polynomial factor.

Theorem 2. Let A be a set composed of m non-zero vectors in Q^n. Then, there exists a randomized algorithm with the expected arithmetic complexity O(n · m), which finds a vector z ∈ Z^n such that:

(1) a^⊤z ≠ 0, for any a ∈ A; (2) ‖z‖_∞ ≤ m. The proof is presented in Section 2.

All the considered algorithms are called primal-type counting algorithms. Table 1 gives a comparison of the considered algorithms. In our paper, we do not consider dual variants of counting algorithms based on the vector partition function, Ztransforms, and complex residue techniques. There are many papers that are based on the dual principle: [6, 7, 8, 17, 23] and [29, 33, 34, 36, 44]. To best of our knowledge, the pioneers in this direction are the works [11, 12] due to Brion & ν · 2^{O(d)} · ( log_2(Δ)

)_{d ln(d)} [2, Chapter 16] plus [43] ν · d^{O(1)} · Δ^d due to [35] O ( ν · d^2 · d^{log2 (Δ)} ) due to [27] O ( ν^2 · d^4 · Δ^4 · log(Δ) ) this work

Table 1. Comparison of different primal-type algorithms

Vergne. For the detailed exposition of dual principles see the monograph [37] due to Lasserre.

In general, the dual approach is harder to analyse in the sense of computational complexity due to real-valued computation reasons, but in practise this approach shows himself really nice. The paper [34] due to Lasserre & Zeron presents a dualtype algorithm with complexity analysis for problem 1 in the standard form. The algorithm’s complexity can be estimated by O(m)^d · Λ, where the parameter Λ depends as a polynomial on m, d, and Δ_1, but exponentially on the input size. Let us consider the ILP problem in the canonical form max{c^⊤x: Ax = b, x ∈ Z^n_{≥0}}, where A ∈ Z^{m×n} and rank(A) = m. The goal of the papers [22, 26, 30] is to construct efficient FPT-algorithms for this problem with respect to the parameters m, Δ, and Δ_1. More precisely, the paper [30] due Jansen & Rohwedder gives an algorithm with the arithmetic complexity bound O(m)^m · Δ^{2m}_1 + T_{LP} , and the paper [26] gives an algorithm with the arithmetic complexity bound O(log m)^{2m2} · m^{m+1} · Δ^2 · log(mΔ) + T_{LP} . For m = 1, this problem is exactly the unbounded knapsack problem max{c^⊤x: a^⊤x = a_0, x ∈ Z^n_{≥0}}. Consequently, due to [30], it can be solved in O(Δ^2_1)-time. Note, that the significantly earlier paper [44] due to Nesterov gives an Õ(nΔ_1 + a_0)-arithmetical complexity algorithm for this problem, which can be more efficient, due to the following reasons. Due to the proximity argument from the work [22] of Eisenbrand & Weismantel or periodicity reasons from [26], it can be assumed that a_0 ≤ Δ^2_1; in the natural assumption n ≤ 2Δ_1 + 1, the Õ(nΔ_1 + a_0)-complexity algorithm, due to [44] can be faster in general, than O(Δ^2_1)-complexity algorithm, due to [30]. Note that the bound Õ(nΔ_1 + a_0) stated in terms of real-valued arithmetic operations. But, it seams that this difficulty in [44] can be avoided by a transition to the integer-valued arithmetic.

So, the next natural question is following: is it possible to count integer points in P = {x ∈ Z^n_{≥0} : Ax = b} in FPT-time with respect to the parameters m, Δ or m, Δ_1? Corollary 1 gives a partially positive answer on this question. More precisely, for any fixed m, the problem to count |P ∩ Z^n| can be solved by an FPT-algorithm parameterised by Δ with the arithmetical complexity bound O(n)^{2m+4} ·Δ^4 ·log(Δ). A similar parameterized algorithm with respect to Δ_1 can be achieved just by using the Hadamard’s bound. For m = 1, it gives an O(n^6 · Δ^4_1 · log(Δ_1)) FPT-algorithm to count the solutions of the unbounded subset-sum problem. For m = 1, our result is not new, the earlier paper [33] due to Lasserre & Zeron also gives FPT-algorithm for this problem, but the exact complexity bound was not given. Probably, the complexity bound of the paper [33] is better, than ours for m = 1, because our result is more general since it affects general d-dimensional Δ-modular simplices that can be defined in the canonical form. Finally, the paper [36] due to Lasserre & Zeron gives a dual-type algorithm with the complexity bound Δ^{O(1)}_{total} · n^{O(m)}, where Δ_{total} is the maximum absolute value of all k × k sub-determinants of A, for k ∈ {1, . . . , m}. Unfortunately, we can not give exact powers of the exponents, because the computational complexity analysis is not completely finished in [36]. The advantage of our result, due to Corollary 1, is that our arithmetic complexity bound O(n)^{2m+4} ·Δ^4 ·log(Δ) depends on the weaker parameter Δ instead of Δ_{total}.

The ideas of dual-type algorithms and its residue techniques have been significantly modified in the papers [17, 23, 29]. Due to Hirai, Oshiro & Tanaka [29], dual-type algorithms can be significantly more memory-saving, than primal typealgorithms. For example, the existence of an O(‖b‖^m_∞)-time and poly(n, m, ‖b‖_∞)- memory algorithm for the multi-dimensional knapsack was shown in [29]. Here b ∈ Z^m_{>0} is the r.h.s. vector of the knapsack problem. Note that our approach gives only O(n^3 ·Δ^3)-memory usage algorithm for the unbounded multi-dimensional knapsack problem, which can grow exponentially on m as O(m^{32 m} · Δ^{3m}_1 ).

1.5. Auxiliary facts from the polyhedral algebra. In this Subsection, we mainly follow to the monographs [2, 3]. Let V be a d-dimensional real vector space and L ⊂ V be a lattice.

Definition 3. Let A ⊆ V be a set. The indicator [A] of A is the function [A]: V →

R defined by [A](x) = { 1, if x ∈ A 0, if x /∈ A . The algebra of polyhedra P(V) is the vector

space defined as the span of the indicator functions of all the polyhedra P ⊂ V.

Definition 4. A linear transformation T : P(V) → W, where W is a vector space, is called a valuation. We consider only L-valuations or lattice valuations that satisfy

T ([P +u]) = T ([P]), for all rational polytopes P and u ∈ L, see [41, pp. 933–988], [42].

We are mainly interested in two valuations, the first is the counting valuation E([P]) = | P ∩ Z^d | and the second valuation F([P]), which will be significantly used in our paper, is defined by the following theorem, proved by J. Lawrence [38], and, independently, by A. Khovanskii and A. Pukhlikov [45]. We borrowed the formulation from [2, Section 13]:

Theorem 3 ([38, 45]). Let R(C^d) be the space of rational functions on C^d spanned by the functions of the type x^v (1 − x^{u1} ) . . . (1 − x^{ud} ) , where v ∈ Z^d and u_i ∈ Z^d \{0}, for any i ∈ {1, . . . , d}. Then there exists a linear transformation (a valuation) F : P(Q^d) → R(C^d) such that the following properties hold:

(1) Let P ⊂ R^d be a non-empty rational polyhedron without lines, and let C be its recession cone. Let C be generated by rays w_1, . . . , w_n, for some w_i ∈ Z^d \{0}, and let us define

W_C = { x ∈ C^d : | x^{wi} | < 1, for any i ∈ {1, . . . , n} } . Then, W_C is a non-empty open set and, for all x ∈ W_C , the series

f(P; x) = ∑ z∈P ∩ Z^d x^z converges absolutely and uniformly on compact subsets of W_C to the function f(P; x) = F([P]) ∈ R(C^d).

(2) If P contains a line, then f(P; x) = 0.

If P is a rational polyhedron, then f(P; x) is called its short rational generating function.

Definition 5. Let P ⊂ V be a non-empty polyhedron, and let v ∈ P be a point. We define the tangent cone of P at v by

tcone(P, v) = { v + y : v + εy ∈ P, for some ε > 0 } . If an n-dimensional polyhedron P is defined by a system Ax ≤ b, then, for any v ∈ P, it holds

tcone(P, v) = {x ∈ V : A_{J (v)∗}x ≤ b_{J (v)}}, where J (v) = {j : A_{j∗}v = b_j }.

It is widely known that a slight perturbation in the right-hand sides of a system Ax ≤ b can transform the polyhedron P(A, b) to a simple one. Here, we need an algorithmic version of this fact, presented in the following technical theorem.

Theorem 4. Let A ∈ Z^{k×n}, rank(A) = n ≤ k, b ∈ Q^k, γ = max{‖A‖_{max}, ‖b‖_∞}, and P = P(A, b) be an n-dimensional polyhedron. Then, for 1/ε = 1+2n·n^{⌈n/2⌉} ·γ^n and the vector t ∈ Q^k, with t_i = ε^{i−1}, the polyhedron P^′ = P(A, b + t) is simple.

Proof. Let us suppose by the contrary that there exists a vertex v of P^′ and a set of indices J such that A_J v = (b + t)_J , | J | = n + 1 and rank(A_J ) = n. The last is possible iff det(M) = 0, where M = ( A_J (b + t)_J ) . Note that M = B + D, where B = ( A_J b_J ) and D = ( 0_{(n+1)×n} t_J ) . We have,

det(M) = det(B) + n+1∑ i=1 det(B[i, t_J ]) =

= det(B) + n+1∑ i=1 n+1∑ j=1 (−1)^{i+j} · (t_J )_j · det(B_{J \{j} I \{i}}), where I = {1, . . . , n + 1} and B[i, t_J ] is the matrix induced by the substitution of the column t_J instead of the i-th column of B.

Let us assume that (t_J )_j = ε^{dj} , for j ∈ I, where d_j ∈ Z and 0 ≤ d_1 < d_2 < · · · < d_{n+1} ≤ k − 1. Consequently, the condition det(M) = 0 is equivalent to the following condition:

(4) det(B) + n+1∑ j=1 ε^{dj} · n∑ i=1 (−1)^{i+j} · det(B_{J \{j} I \{i}}) = 0. Note that the polynomial (4) is non-zero. Definitely, since rank(A_J ) = n, we can assume that the first n rows of A_J are linearly independent. Consequently, there exists a unique vector y ∈ Q^n_{≠0} such that the last row of A_J is a linear combination of the first rows with the coefficients vector y. Since ∀ε: det(M) = 0, we have (_y −1 )_⊤ M = 0 and, consequently, (_y −1 )_⊤ (b_J + t) = 0. But, the last may hold only for a finite number of ε. That is the contradiction.

Using the well known Cauchy’s bound, we have that |ε^∗| ≥^1_{1+αmax/β} =^β_{β+αmax} , where ε^∗ is any root of (4), α_{max} is the maximal absolute value of the coefficients, and β is the absolute value of the leading coefficient. Finally, 1/|ε^∗| ≤ 2α_{max} ≤ 2n · n^{n/2} · γ^n, which contradicts to the Theorem’s condition on ε. □

2. Proof of Theorem 2

2.1. Integer points in intersections of a hypercube with hyperplanes. Lemma 1. Let B = { x ∈ R^n : − r ≤ x_i ≤ r, for i ∈ {1, . . . , n} } be a standard hypercube of volume (2r + 1)^n. Then, for any hyperplane H, passing throw 0, we have | B ∩ H ∩ Z^n | ≤ (2r + 1)^{n−1}. Proof. Assume that H = {x ∈ R^n : a^⊤x = 0}, for a ∈ R^n and a_1 ≠ 0, and denote N = B ∩ H ∩ Z^n. Let M be the set, induced by the projection proj_0 of N into the hyperplane x_1 = 0, that is M = { (0, x_2, . . . , x_n)^⊤ ∈ Z^n : ∃(x_1, x_2, . . . , x_n)^⊤ ∈ N } . We claim that the map proj_0 is a bijection between N and M. By the construction, proj_0 is surjective. Let us show that proj_0 is injective. To obtain a contradiction, suppose that there exist different u, v ∈ N , such that proj_0(u) = proj_0(v). Consequently, u_1 ≠ v_1 and u_i = v_i, for all i ∈ {2, . . . , n}. Then, the following sequence of implications holds:

a^⊤u = 0, a^⊤v = 0 =⇒ a^⊤(u−v) = 0 =⇒ a_1(u_1−v_1) = 0 =⇒ u_1 = v_1, which contradicts to u_1 ≠ v_1 and proves the claim.

Therefore, | N | = | M |. Consider now the set N_0 = B ∩{x ∈ Z^n : x_1 = 0}. By the definition of M: M ⊆ N_0. Consequently, | N | = | M | ≤ | N_0 | = (2r + 1)^{n−1}, which proves the lemma. □

2.2. Finishing the proof of Theorem 2.

Proof. Let us fix a parameter r and consider a standard hypercube B = { x ∈ R^n : − r ≤ x_i ≤ r, for i ∈ {1, . . . , n} } of volume (2r + 1)^n. For a ∈ A, denote H_a = B ∩{x ∈ R^n : a^⊤x = 0}, and let N = B \ ⋃ a∈A H_a . Due to Lemma 1, we have | H_a ∩ Z^n | ≤ (2r + 1)^{n−1}. Consequently, | N ∩ Z^n | ≥ | B ∩ Z^n | − ∑ a∈A | H_a ∩ Z^n | ≥ (2r + 1)^n − m · (2r + 1)^{n−1} =

= (2r + 1)^{n−1} · (2r + 1 − m).

Therefore, | N ∩ Z^n | | B ∩ Z^n | ≥ 2r + 1 − m

2r + 1

= 1 − m 2r + 1 . Let us assign r := m, then the last inequality becomes^{| N ∩ Zn |}_{| B ∩ Z}n_| > 1/2. Now, to find the desired vector z ∈ Z^n, we uniformly sample a point z ∈ B ∩ Z^n. With a probability at least 1/2 it will satisfy the first claim of the theorem. The second claim is satisfied just by the construction of z. Therefore, the expected number of sampling iterations is O(1). The arithmetic complexity of a single iteration is clearly bounded by O(n · m), which proves the theorem. □

3. Proof of Theorem 1 3.1. A recurrent formula for the generating function of a group polyhedron. Let G be a finite Abelian group and g_1, . . . , g_n ∈ G. Let additionally r_i = | |⟨g_i⟩ | | be the order of g_i, for i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, and r_{max} = max_i{r_i}. For g_0 ∈ G and k ∈ {1, . . . , n}, let M(k, g_0) be the solutions set of the following system:

(5) k∑ i=1 x_ig_i = g_0 x ∈ Z^k_{≥0} . Consider the formal power series f_k(g_0; x) = ∑ z∈M(k,g_0 )∩Z^k x^z . For k = 1, we clearly have

f_1(g_0; x) = x^s_1 1 − x^{r1}_1

, where s = min{x_1 ∈ Z_{≥0} : x_1g_1 = g_0}.

If such s does not exist, we put f_1(g_0; x) = 0. Note that, for any value of x_k ∈ Z_{≥0}, the system (5) can be rewritten as k−1∑ i=1 x_ig_i = g_0 − x_k g_k x ∈ Z^{k−1}_{≥0} . Hence, for k ≥ 1, we have (6) f_k(g_0; x) = = f_{k−1}(g_0; x) + x_k · f_{k−1}(g_0 − g_k; x) + · · · + x^{rk −1}_k · f_{k−1}(g_0 − g_k · (r_k − 1); x) 1 − x^{rk}_k =

= 1 1 − x^{rk}_k · r_k −1∑

i=0 x^i_k · f_{k−1}(g_0 − i · g_k; x).

(7) Consequently, f_k(g_0; x) = r_1−1∑ i_1 =0 · · ·^{rk −1} ∑ i_k =0 ϵ_{i1,...,ik} x^{i1}_1 . . . x^{ik}_k (1 − x^{r1}_1 )(1 − x^{r2}_2 ) . . . (1 − x^{rk}_k ) , where the numerator is a polynomial with coefficients ϵ_{i1,...,ik} ∈ {0, 1} and degree at most (r_1 − 1) . . . (r_k − 1). Additionally, the formal power series f_k(g_0; x) converges absolutely to the given rational function if |x^{ri}_i | < 1, for each i ∈ {1, . . . , k}.

3.2. Simple Δ-modular polyhedral cone and its generating function. Let A ∈ Z^{n×n}, b ∈ Z^n, Δ = | det(A)| > 0, A^∗ = Δ · A^{−1}, P = P(A, b), and let us consider the formal power series f(P; x) = ∑ z∈P ∩ Z^n x^z .

Let A = P^{−1}SQ^{−1} and σ = S_{nn} = Δ/Δ_{gcd}(A, n − 1), where S ∈ Z^{n×n} is the SNF of A and P, Q ∈ Z^{n×n} are unimodular matrices. After the unimodular map x = Qx^′ and introducing slack variables y, the system Ax ≤ b becomes Sx + P y = P b x ∈ Z^n y ∈ Z^n_{≥0} . Since P is unimodular, the last system is equivalent to the system (8) { P y = P b (mod S · Z^n) y ∈ Z^n_{≥0} . Note that points of P ∩ Z^n and the system (8) are connected by the bijective map x = A^{−1}(b−y). The system (8) can be interpreted as a group system (5), where G = Z^n mod S with an addition modulo S, k = n, g_0 = P b mod S and g_i = P_{∗i} mod S, for i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Clearly, G is isomorphic to Z^n /S · Z^n, | G | = | det(S)| = Δ and r_{max} ≤ σ.

Following the previous subsection, for k ∈ {1, . . . , n} and g_0 ∈ G, let M_k(g_0) be the solutions set of the system k∑ i=1 y_ig_i = g_0 y ∈ Z^k_{≥0}, and f_k(g_0; x) = ∑ y∈M_k (g_0 )

x^− k∑ i=1 h_iy_i ,

where h_i is the i-th column of the matrix A^∗. Note that

(9) f(P; x) = ∑ z∈P ∩ Z^n x^z = ∑ y∈M_n(P b mod S) x^{A−1(b−y)} = = x^{A−1 b} · ∑ y∈M_n(P b mod S) x^{− 1Δ A∗y} = x^{A−1 b} · f_n ( P b mod S; x^{1Δ} ) . Next, we will use the formulas (6) and (7) after the substitution x_i → x^{−hi} , for i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. For k = 1, we have

(10) f_1(g_0; x) = x^{−sh1} 1 − x^{−r1h1} , where s = min{y_1 ∈ Z_{≥0} : y_1g_1 = g_0}.

For k ≥ 2, we have

f_k(g_0; x) = 1 1 − x^{−rk hk} · r_k −1∑

i=0 x^{−ihk} · f_{k−1}(g_0 − i · g_k; x) and

(11)

f_k(g_0; x) = r_1−1∑ i_1 =0 · · ·^{rk −1} ∑ i_k =0 ϵ_{i1,...,ik} x^{−(i1 h1+···+ik hk )} (1 − x^{−r1h1} )(1 − x^{−r2 h2} ) . . . (1 − x^{−rk hk} ) , (12)

where the numerator is a Laurent polynomial with coefficients ϵ_{i1,...,ik} ∈ {0, 1}. Clearly, the power series f_k(g_0; x) converges absolutely to the given function if | x^{−rihi} | < 1, for each i ∈ {1, . . . , k}. Due to the formulae (12) and (9), we have

(13) f(P; x) = r_1−1∑ i_1 =0 · · ·^{rn−1} ∑ i_n=0 ϵ_{i1 ,...,in} x^{1Δ A∗(b−(i1 ,...,in)⊤)} ( 1 − x^{− r1}Δ^{h1} )( 1 − x^{− r2}Δ^{h2} ) . . . ( 1 − x^{− rn}Δ^{hn} ) .

Note that^{ri}_Δ h_i is an integer vector, for any i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, and^1_Δ A^∗(b−(i_1, . . . , i_n)^⊤) is an integer vector, for any (i_1, . . . , i_n), such that ϵ_{i1 ,...,in} ≠ 0. Indeed, by definition of r_i, we have r_iP_{∗i} ≡ 0 (mod S · Z^n), so^{ri}_Δ h_i = (r_iA^{−1})_{∗i} = (QS^{−1}P r_i)_{∗i}, which is an integer vector. Vectors (i_1, . . . , i_n)^⊤ correspond to solutions y of the system (8), and^1_Δ A^∗(b − (i_1, . . . , i_n)^⊤) = A^{−1}(b − y) is an integer vector. Additionally, note that the vectors −^{ri}_Δ h_i represent extreme rays of the recession cone of P.

Let c ∈ Z^n be chosen, such that c^⊤h_i ≠ 0, for any i. Consider the exponential sum f̂_k(g_0; τ) = ∑ y∈M_k (g_0 ) e^{−τ ·⟨c,∑ki=1 hiyi⟩} that is induced from f_k(g_0; x) by the substitution x_i = e^{τ ·ci} . The formulae (10), (11), and (12) become f̂_1(g_0; τ) = e^{−⟨c,sh1⟩·τ} 1 − e^{−⟨c,r1h1⟩·τ} , (14)

f̂_k(g_0; τ) = 1 1 − e^{−⟨c,rkhk ⟩·τ} · r_k −1∑

i=0 e^{−⟨c,ihk ⟩·τ} · f̂_{k−1}(g_0 − i · g_k; τ), (15)

f̂_k(g_0; τ) = r_1−1∑ i_1 =0 · · ·^{rk −1} ∑ i_k =0 ϵ_{i1,...,ik} e^{−⟨c,i1h1+···+ik hk ⟩·τ} ( 1 − e^{−⟨c,r1h1⟩·τ} )( 1 − e^{−⟨c,r2h2 ⟩·τ} ) . . . ( 1 − e^{−⟨c,rkhk ⟩·τ} ) . (16)

Let χ = max i∈{1,...,n} { |⟨c, h_i⟩| } . Since ⟨c, h_i⟩ ∈ Z_{≠0}, for each i, the number of terms

e^{−⟨c,·⟩·τ} is bounded by 1 + 2 · k · r_{max} · χ ≤ 1 + 2 · k · σ · χ. So, after combining similar terms, the numerator’s length becomes O(k · σ · χ). In other words, there exist coefficients ϵ_i ∈ Z_{≥0}, such that

(17) f̂_k(g_0; τ) = k·σ·χ∑ i=−k·σ·χ ϵ_i · e^{−i·τ} ( 1 − e^{−⟨c,r1·h1⟩τ} )( 1 − e^{−⟨c,r2h2 ⟩·τ} ) . . . ( 1 − e^{−⟨c,rkhk ⟩·τ} ) . Let us discuss the group-operations complexity issues to find the representation (17) of f̂_k(g_0; τ), for any k ∈ {1, . . . , n} and g_0 ∈ G. Clearly, to find the desired representation of f̂_1(g_0; τ), for all g_0 ∈ G, we need r_1 ·Δ group operations. Fix g_0 ∈ G and k ∈ {1, . . . , n}. To find f̂_k(g_0; τ), for k ≥ 2, we can use the formula (15). Each numerator of the term e^{−⟨c,ihk⟩·τ} ·f̂_{k−1}(g_0 −ig_k; τ) contains at most 1+2·(k−1)·σ·χ non-zero terms of the type ϵ · e^{−⟨c,·⟩·τ} . Hence, the summation can be done with O(k · σ^2 · χ) group operations. Consequently, the total group-operations complexity can be expressed by the formula

O(Δ · n^2 · σ^2 · χ).

Since the diagonal matrix S can have at most log_2(Δ) terms that are not equal to 1, the arithmetic complexity of a single group operation is O(log(Δ)). Hence, the total arithmetic complexity is O ( Δ · log(Δ) · n^2 · σ^2 · χ ) . Finally, let us show how to find the exponential form f̂(P; τ) = ∑ z∈P ∩ Z^n e^{⟨c,z⟩·τ} of the power series f(P; x) induced by the map x_i = e^{ci·τ} . Due to the formula (9), we have f̂(P; τ) = e^{⟨c,A−1b⟩·τ} · f̂_n(P b mod S; τ Δ ) . Due to the last formula and the formulae (13) and (17), we have

f̂(P; τ) = n·σ·χ∑ i=−n·σ·χ ϵ_i · e^{1Δ (⟨c,A∗b⟩−i)·τ} ( 1 − e^{−⟨c, r1}Δ^{·h1⟩·τ} )( 1 − e^{−⟨c, r2}Δ^{·h2⟩·τ} ) . . . ( 1 − e^{−⟨c, rn}Δ^{·hn⟩·τ} ) . Again, due to (13), we have ⟨c,^{ri}_Δ h_i⟩ ∈ Z_{≠0}, for any i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, and^1_Δ (⟨c, A^∗b⟩− i) ∈ Z, for any i, such that ϵ_i > 0. Therefore, we have proven the following:

Theorem 5. Let A ∈ Z^{n×n}, b ∈ Z^n, Δ = | det(A)| > 0, and P = P(A, b). Let, additionally, σ = S_{nn}, where S is the SNF of A, and χ = max_{i∈{1,...,n}} { |⟨c, h_i⟩| } , where

h_i is the i-th column of Δ · A^{−1}. Then, the formal exponential series f̂(P; τ) can be represented as

f̂(P; τ) = n·σ·χ∑ i=−n·σ·χ ϵ_i · e^{αi·τ} ( 1 − e^{−β1·τ} )( 1 − e^{−β2·τ} ) . . . ( 1 − e^{−βn·τ} ) , where ϵ_i ∈ Z_{≥0}, β_i ∈ Z_{>0}, and α_i ∈ Z. This representation can be found with an algorithm having the arithmetic complexity bound O ( T_{SNF}(n) + Δ · log(Δ) · n^2 · σ^2 · χ ) , where T_{SNF} (n) is the arithmetical complexity of computing the SNF for n×n integer matrices.

3.3. Handling the general case. Following Remark 1, we will only work with polytopes P defined with systems in the canonical form. Denote γ = max{‖A‖_{max}, ‖b‖_∞}, β = min i∈{1,...,n+m} {⌈b_i⌉ − b_i : b_i /∈ Z}, and ε = min{β/2, (1 + 2n · n^{⌈n/2⌉} · γ)^{−1}}. If all b_i are integer, we put β = +∞, so the formula for ε remains correct. Then, by Theorem 4, the polytope P^′ = P(A, b + t) is simple, where the vector t is chosen, such that t_i = ε^{i−1}, for i ∈ {1, . . . , n + m}. By the construction, P ∩ Z^n = P^′ ∩ Z^n. From this moment, we assume that P is a simple polytope.

Using Definition 5 for tangent cones, the Brion’s Theorem [10] (see also [2, Chapter 6]) gives:

[P] = ∑ v∈vert(P) [ tcone(P, v) ] = = ∑ v∈vert(P) [ P(A_{J (v)}, b_{J (v)}) ] modulo polyhedra with lines,

where J (v) = {j : A_{j∗}v = b_j }. Due to the seminal work [1] of Avis & Fukuda, all vertices of the simple polyhedron P can be enumerated with O ( (m+n)·n·| vert(P)| ) arithmetic operations. Due to Lee, Paat, Stallknecht & Xu [39], it can be assumed that n + m = O(n^2 · Δ^2). Therefore, the vertices of P can be enumerated with O(ν · n^3 ·Δ^2) operations, which is negligible with respect to the desired complexity bound. Denote f(P; x) = F([P]) ∈ R(Q^n), for any rational polyhedron P, where F is the evaluation considered in Theorem 3. Note that f(P(B, u); x) = f(P(B, ⌊u⌋); x), for any B ∈ Z^{n×n} and u ∈ Q^n. So, due to Theorem 3, we can write

f(P; x) = ∑ v∈vert(P) f ( P ( A_{J (v)}, ⌊b_{J (v)}⌋ ) ; x ) .

Due to results of the previous subsection, each term f ( P ( A_{J (v)}, ⌊b_{J (v)}⌋ ) ; x ) has the form (13). To find the value of | P ∩ Z^n | = lim_{x→1} f(P; x), we follow Chapters 13 and 14 of [2]. Define the set E of edge directions by the following way

h ∈ E ⇐⇒ h is a column of − A^∗_{J (v)} for some v ∈ vert(P),

where B^∗ = | det(B)|·B^{−1}, for arbitrary invertable B. Assume that a vector c ∈ Z^n is chosen, such that c^⊤h ≠ 0, for each h ∈ E. Denote additionally χ = max_{h∈E} { |c^⊤h| } . Substituting x_i = e^{ci·τ} , let us consider the exponential function

f̂(P; τ) = ∑ v∈vert(P) f̂ ( P ( A_{J (v)}, ⌊b_{J (v)}⌋ ) ; τ ) . Due to [2, Chapter 14], the value | P ∩ Z^n | is a constant term in the Tailor series of the function f̂(P; τ), so we just need to compute it. Let us fix some term f̂(P(B, u); τ) of the previous formula. Due to Theorem 5, it can be represented as

f̂(P(B, u); τ) = n·σ·χ∑ i=−n·σ·χ ϵ_i · e^{αi·τ} ( 1 − e^{−β1·τ} )( 1 − e^{−β2·τ} ) . . . ( 1 − e^{−βn·τ} ) , where ϵ_i ∈ Z_{≥0}, β_i ∈ Z_{>0}, and α_i ∈ Z.

Again, due to [2, Chapter 14], we can see that the constant term in Tailor series for f̂ ( P(B, u); τ ) is exactly

(18) n·σ·χ∑

i=−n·σ·χ ϵ_i β_1 . . . β_n n∑ j=0 α^j_i j! · td_{n−j} (β_1, . . . , β_n), where td_j (β_1, . . . , β_n) is a homogeneous polynomial of degree j, called the j-th Todd polynomial on β_1, . . . , β_n. Due to [18, Theorem 7.2.8, p. 137], the values of td_j (β_1, . . . , β_n), for j ∈ {1, . . . , n}, can be computed with an algorithm that is polynomial in n, and the bit-encoding length of β_1, . . . , β_n. Moreover, it follows from the theorem’s proof that the arithmetical complexity can be bounded by O(n^3). Since σ ≤ Δ, due to Theorem 5, the total arithmetic complexity to find the value of (18) can be bounded by O ( n^3 + T_{SNF} (n) + Δ^3 · log(Δ) · n^2 · χ ) . Due to [47], T_{SNF} (n) = O(n^3). Assuming that O(n^2 · χ) dominates O(n^3), the last bound can be rewritten to O ( Δ^3 · log(Δ) · n^2 · χ ) . The constant term in Tailor series for the complete function f̂(P; τ) can be found just by summation. It gives the arithmetic complexity bound

(19) O ( ν · n^2 · Δ^3 · log(Δ) · χ ) .

3.4. How to choose a hyperplane that avoids all the edge directions? In the previous subsection, we made the assumption that the vector c ∈ Z^n is chosen such that c^⊤h ≠ 0, for any h ∈ E. Let us present an algorithm that generates a vector c with a respectively small value of the parameter χ = max_{h∈E} { |c^⊤h| } . The main idea is concentrated in Theorem 2.

Since the polytope P is assumed to be simple, each vertex v ∈ vert(P) corresponds to exactly n edge directions. Consequently, 2 · | E | = ν · n. Choose some basis sub-matrix B of A. Note that Bh ≠ 0 and (Bh)_i ∈ {−Δ, . . . , Δ}, for any h ∈ E and i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. Next, we use Theorem 2 to the set B · E, which produces a vector z, such that

(1) z^⊤Bh ≠ 0, for each h ∈ E; (2) ‖z‖_∞ ≤ ν · n. Now, we assign c := B^⊤z. By the construction, we have c^⊤h ≠ 0 and |c^⊤h| = |z^⊤Bh| ≤ n^2 · ν · Δ, for each h ∈ E. Therefore, χ ≤ n^2 · ν · Δ.

3.5. What is the total algorithm arithmetic complexity? Finally, let as estimate the total algorithm complexity. Combining the formula (19) with our bound for χ, it gives O ( ν^2 · n^4 · Δ^4 · log(Δ) ) , which proves Theorem 1.

3.6. Proof of Corollary 1. The presented complexity bounds follow from the different ways to estimate the value ν. The first bound trivially follows from the inequalities ν ≤ (_{n+m} n ) = (_{n+m} m ) ≲^{em ·(n+m)m} m^m = O (_n m + 1 )_m . To obtain the second bound, we refer to the seminal result, due to McMullen [40]. Together with the formula from [28, Section 4.7] for the number of facets of a cyclic polytope, it follows that the maximal number of vertices in an n-dimensional polyhedron with k facets is bounded by ξ(n, k) = {_k k−s (_{k−s} s ) , for n = 2s 2 (_{k−s−1} s ) , for n = 2s + 1 = O ( k n )_{n/2} . Clearly, ν ≤ ξ(n, n + m), and ν = O (_{n+m} n ) n_2 . So, the second bound holds. Due to Lee, Paat, Stallknecht & Xu [39], we can assume that n + m = O(n^2 · Δ^2). Substituting the last formula to the second bound, we obtain ν = O(n^{n2} · Δ^n), and the third bound holds.

Finally, let us show how to handle the case, when P is an unbounded n-dimensional polyhedron. Clearly, we need to distinguish between two possibilities: | P ∩ Z^n | = 0 and | P ∩ Z^n | = ∞. Let us choose any vertex v of P and consider a set of indices J , such that | J | = n, A_J v = b_J and rank(A_J ) = n. For the first and second bounds, we add a new inequality c^⊤x ≤ c_0 to the system Ax ≤ b, where c^⊤ = ∑_n i=1(A_J )_{i∗} and c_0 = c^⊤v + ‖c‖_1 · nΔ + 1. Let A^′x ≤ b^′ be the new system. Due to the seminal ILP sensitivity bound of Cook, Gerards, Schrijver & Tardos [14], | P ∩ Z^n | = 0 iff | P(A^′, b^′) ∩ Z^n | = 0. Since P(A^′, b^′) is a polytope and Δ(A^′) ≤ nΔ, we just need to add an additional multiplicative factor of O(^d_m + 1)^2 · n^4 to the first bound and O(n^4) to the second bound. To deal with third bound, we just need to add additional inequalities A_J x ≥ b_J − ‖A_J ‖_{max} · n^2Δ · 1 to the system Ax ≤ b. The polyhedron becomes bounded and the sub-determinants stay unchanged, and we follow the original scenario.

References

1. David Avis and Komei Fukuda, A pivoting algorithm for convex hulls and vertex enumeration of arrangements and polyhedra, Discrete & Computational Geometry 8 (1992), no. 3, 295–313.

2. A. Barvinok, Integer points in polyhedra, European Mathematical Society, ETH-Zentrum, Zürich, Switzerland, 2008.

3. A. Barvinok and J. Pommersheim, An algorithmic theory of lattice points in polyhedra, New Perspect. Algebraic Combin. 38 (1999).

4. A.I. Barvinok, A polynomial time algorithm for counting integral points in polyhedra when the dimension is fixed, Proceedings of 1993 IEEE 34th Annual Foundations of Computer Science, 1993, pp. 566–572.

5. Alexander Barvinok and Kevin Woods, Short rational generating functions for lattice point problems, Journal of the American Mathematical Society 16 (2003), no. 4, 957–979.

6. Matthias Beck, Counting lattice points by means of the residue theorem, The Ramanujan Journal 4 (2000), no. 3, 299–310.

7. , The partial-fractions method for counting solutions to integral linear systems, Discrete & Computational Geometry 32 (2004), no. 4, 437–446.

8. Matthias Beck and Sinai Robins, Explicit and efficient formulas for the lattice point count in rational polygons using dedekind-rademacher sums, Discrete and Computational Geometry 27 (2002), no. 4, 443–460.

9. , Computing the continuous discretely, Springer, New York, 2015. 10. Michel Brion, Points entiers dans les polyèdres convexes, Annales scientifiques de l’École Normale Supérieure 4e série, 21 (1988), no. 4, 653–663 (fr). MR 90d:52020 11. Michel Brion and Michele Vergne, Lattice points in simple polytopes, Journal of the American Mathematical Society 10 (1997), no. 2, 371–392.

12. , Residue formulae, vector partition functions and lattice points in rational polytopes, Journal of the American Mathematical Society 10 (1997), no. 4, 797–833.

13. Y. Chirkov, A., V. Gribanov, D., S. Malyshev, D., M. Pardalos, P., I. Veselov, S., and Y. Zolotykh, N., On the complexity of quasiconvex integer minimization problem, Journal of Global Optimization 73 (2019), no. 4, 761–788.

14. W. Cook, A. M. H. Gerards, A. Schrijver, and E. Tardos, Sensitivity theorems in integer linear programming, Mathematical Programming 34 (1986), no. 3, 251–261.

15. D. Dadush, Integer programming, lattice algorithms, and deterministic volume estimation, Georgia Institute of Technology, ProQuest Dissertations Publishing, Ann Arbor, 2012.

16. Daniel Dadush, Chris Peikert, and Santosh Vempala, Enumerative lattice algorithms in any norm via m-ellipsoid coverings, 2011 IEEE 52nd Annual Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, 2011, pp. 580–589.

17. Endric Daues and Ulf Friedrich, Computing optimized path integrals for knapsack feasibility, INFORMS Journal on Computing (2022).

18. A. De Loera, Jesús, R. Hemmecke, and M. Köppe, Algebraic and geometric ideas in the theory of discrete optimization, Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics, Philadelphia, USA, 2013.

19. Jesús A. De Loera, Raymond Hemmecke, Jeremiah Tauzer, and Ruriko Yoshida, Effective lattice point counting in rational convex polytopes, Journal of Symbolic Computation 38 (2004), no. 4, 1273–1302, Symbolic Computation in Algebra and Geometry.

20. Martin Dyer and Ravi Kannan, On barvinok’s algorithm for counting lattice points in fixed dimension, Mathematics of Operations Research 22 (1997), no. 3, 545–549.

21. Friedrich Eisenbrand, Christoph Hunkenschröder, Kim-Manuel Klein, Martin Kouteckỳ, Asaf Levin, and Shmuel Onn, An algorithmic theory of integer programming, 2019.

22. Friedrich Eisenbrand and Robert Weismantel, Proximity Results and Faster Algorithms for Integer Programming Using the Steinitz Lemma, ACM Transactions on Algorithms 16 (2019), no. 1.

23. Ulf Friedrich, Solving ip via complex integration on shortest paths, Preprint available at http://www. optimization-online. org/DB_HTML/2020/06/7848. html (2020).

24. Tomáš Gavenčiak, Martin Kouteckỳ, and Dušan Knop, Integer programming in parameterized complexity: Five miniatures, Discrete Optimization (2020).

25. Dmitriy V. Gribanov and Dmitriy S. Malyshev, Integer conic function minimization based on the comparison oracle, Mathematical Optimization Theory and Operations Research (Cham)

(Michael Khachay, Yury Kochetov, and Panos Pardalos, eds.), Springer International Publishing, 2019, pp. 218–231.

26. V. Gribanov, D., A. Shumilov, I., S. Malyshev, D., and M. Pardalos, P., On δ-modular integer linear problems in the canonical form and equivalent problems, J Glob Optim (2022).

27. V. Gribanov, Dmitry and Yu Zolotykh, N., On lattice point counting in δ-modular polyhedra, Optimization Letters (2021), 1–28.

28. B. Grünbaum, Convex polytopes, Graduate Texts in Mathematics, Springer-Verlag, New York, 2011.

29. Hiroshi Hirai, Ryunosuke Oshiro, and Ken’ichiro Tanaka, Counting integral points in polytopes via numerical analysis of contour integration, Mathematics of Operations Research 45 (2020), no. 2, 455–464.

30. K. Jansen and L. Rohwedder, On integer programming, discrepancy, and convolution, Mathematics of Operations Research (2022).

31. M. Köppe and S. Verdoolaege, Computing parametric rational generating functions with a primal barvinok algorithm, The electronic journal of combinatorics 15 (2008).

32. Matthias Köppe, A primal barvinok algorithm based on irrational decompositions, SIAM Journal on Discrete Mathematics 21 (2007), no. 1, 220–236.

33. B Lasserre, Jean and S Zeron, Eduardo, Solving the knapsack problem via z-transform, Operations Research Letters 30 (2002), no. 6, 394–400.

34. B. Lasserre, Jean and S. Zeron, Eduardo, An Alternative Algorithm for Counting Lattice Points in a Convex Polytope, Mathematics of Operations Research 30 (2005), no. 3.

35. , Simple explicit formula for counting lattice points of polyhedra, International Conference on Integer Programming and Combinatorial Optimization, Springer, 2007, pp. 367–381.

36. Jean B Lasserre and Eduardo S Zeron, On counting integral points in a convex rational polytope, Mathematics of Operations Research 28 (2003), no. 4, 853–870.

37. Jean-Bernard Lasserre, Linear and integer programming vs linear integration and counting:

a duality viewpoint, Springer Science & Business Media, New York, 2009. 38. Jim Lawrence, Rational-function-valued valuations on polyhedra, Discrete and computational geometry (New Brunswick, NJ, 1989/1990) 6 (1991), 199–208.

39. Jon Lee, Joseph Paat, Ingo Stallknecht, and Luze Xu, Polynomial upper bounds on the number of differing columns of an integer program, arXiv preprint arXiv:2105.08160v2 [math.OC] (2021).

40. P. McMullen, The maximum numbers of faces of a convex polytope, Mathematika 17 (1970), no. 2, 179–184.

41. Peter McMullen, Valuations and dissections, Handbook of convex geometry, Elsevier, 1993, pp. 933–988.

42. Peter McMullen and Rolf Schneider, Valuations on convex bodies, Convexity and its applications, Springer, 1983, pp. 170–247.

43. Daniele Micciancio and Panagiotis Voulgaris, A deterministic single exponential time algorithm for most lattice problems based on voronoi cell computations, SIAM Journal on Computing 42 (2013), no. 3, 1364–1391.

44. Yurii Nesterov, Fast fourier transform and its applications to integer knapsack problems, (2004).

45. Aleksandr Valentinovich Pukhlikov and Askold Georgievich Khovanskii, The riemann–roch theorem for integrals and sums of quasipolynomials on virtual polytopes (russian), Algebra i analiz 4 (1992), no. 4, 188–216.

46. Victor Reis and Thomas Rothvoss, The subspace flatness conjecture and faster integer programming, 2023.

47. Arne Storjohann, Near optimal algorithms for computing Smith normal forms of integer matrices, Proceedings of the 1996 International Symposium on Symbolic and Algebraic Computation (New York, NY, USA), ISSAC ’96, Association for Computing Machinery, 1996, pp. 267–274.

48. Sergei Ivanovich Veselov, A proof of a generalization of the Borosh–Treybig conjecture on diophantine equations, Diskretnyi Analiz i Issledovanie Operatsii 8 (2001), no. 1, 17–22, in Russian. MR 1846861 49. S.I. Veselov, D.V. Gribanov, N.Yu. Zolotykh, and A.Yu. Chirkov, A polynomial algorithm for minimizing discrete convic functions in fixed dimension, Discrete Applied Mathematics 283 (2020), 11–19.

Dmitry Gribanov National Research University Higher School of Economics, 25/12 Bolshaja Pecherskaja Ulitsa, 603155, Nizhny Novgorod, Russia Email address: dimitry.gribanov@gmail.com

Ivan Shumilov Lobachevsky State University of Nizhny Novgorod, 23 Gagarina ave., Nizhny Novgorod, 603950, Russia Email address: ivan.a.shumilov@gmail.com

Dmitry Malyshev National Research University Higher School of Economics, 25/12 Bolshaja Pecherskaja Ulitsa, 603155, Nizhny Novgorod, Russia;

Lobachevsky State University of Nizhny Novgorod, 23 Gagarina ave., Nizhny Novgorod, 603950, Russia Email address: dsmalyshev@rambler.ru