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Abstract
NP-hard combinatorial optimization problems are commonly encountered
in numerous different domains. As such efficient methods for solving instances of such problems can save time, money, and other resources in
several different applications. This thesis investigates exact declarative approaches to combinatorial optimization within the maximum satisfiability
(MaxSAT) paradigm, using propositional logic as the constraint language
of choice. Specifically we contribute to both MaxSAT solving and encoding
techniques.
In the first part of the thesis we contribute to MaxSAT solving technology
by developing solver independent MaxSAT preprocessing techniques that
re-encode MaxSAT instances into other instances. In order for preprocessing to be effective, the total time spent re-encoding the original instance
and solving the new instance should be lower than the time required to
directly solve the original instance. We show how the recently proposed
label-based framework for MaxSAT preprocessing can be efficiently integrated with state-of-art MaxSAT solvers in a way that improves the empirical performance of those solvers. We also investigate the theoretical effect
that label-based preprocessing has on the number of iterations needed by
MaxSAT solvers in order to solve instances. We show that preprocessing
does not improve best-case performance (in the number of iterations) of
MaxSAT solvers, but can improve the worst-case performance. Going beiii

iv
yond previously proposed preprocessing rules we also propose and evaluate
a MaxSAT-specific preprocessing technique called subsumed label elimination (SLE). We show that SLE is theoretically different from previously
proposed MaxSAT preprocessing rules and that using SLE in conjunction
with other preprocessing rules improves empirical performance of several
MaxSAT solvers.
In the second part of the thesis we propose and evaluate new MaxSAT
encodings to two important data analysis tasks: correlation clustering and
bounded treewidth Bayesian network learning. For both problems we empirically evaluate the resulting MaxSAT-based solution approach with other
exact algorithms for the problems. We show that, on many benchmarks,
the MaxSAT-based approach is faster and more memory efficient than other
exact approaches. For correlation clustering, we also show that the quality of solutions obtained using MaxSAT is often significantly higher than
the quality of solutions obtained by approximative (inexact) algorithms.
We end the thesis with a discussion highlighting possible further research
directions.
Computing Reviews (2012) Categories and Subject
Descriptors:
Mathematics of computing→Combinatorial optimization
Theory of computation→Constraint and logic programming
Theory of computation→Problems, reductions and completeness
General Terms:
Algorithms, Satisfiability, Combinatorial Optimization
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constraint optimization, maximum satisfiability, MaxSAT, preprocessing
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Mathematical optimization is a rich field of study with numerous applications. Whenever we are given a problem and tasked with finding a solution
that is “best”, we are faced with an optimization problem. If the space
of possible (feasible) solutions is discrete, we talk about a combinatorial
optimization problem [1]. The exact definition of a solution being best (optimal) depends on the specific problem at hand. Commonly used quality
measures include the length or cost of a solution. In this thesis, we focus
on computationally challenging combinatorial optimization problems and,
in particular, on developing maximum satisfiability [2] as a tool for solving
them.
Computationally challenging optimization problems are common. Several of the well-known NP-complete decision problems correspond to NPhard optimization problems. Consider, for example, the traveling salesperson problem (TSP) [3, 4]. An instance of TSP consists of a set of locations
and the pairwise distances between them. A (feasible) solution to the instance is a route which visits all of the locations. The problem of deciding
the existence of a route that has length at most some given bound is NPcomplete. The corresponding NP-hard combinatorial optimization problem
asks to find the shortest possible route.
NP-hard optimization problems are encountered in various settings, including, but not restricted to: telecommunications and network design [5],
computational biology [6, 7], clustering [8–10], structure learning of probabilistic graphical models [11–13], argumentation [14], itemset mining [15–
18], data visualization [19–21], planning [22–24], scheduling [25–30], routing [31], timetabling [32–36], hardware and software verification [37–39],
covering [40], air traffic management [41, 42] and cancer therapy design [43].
The abundance and diversity of optimization problems suggests that
efficient algorithms for can save time (e.g,. scheduling), money (e.g., net1
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work design) or other resources in various applications. For example, an
effective solution method to TSP could significantly decrease the delivery
times and fuel costs of a delivery company.
The research field of combinatorial optimization is well-established and
studied [1]. The solution approaches to combinatorial optimization problems can roughly be divided into four categories: approximation algorithms [44–48], local search algorithms [49–52], problem-specific exact algorithms [3, 53–56] and exact declarative methods [2, 57–62]. This thesis
focuses on exact declarative methods for solving NP-hard combinatorial
optimization problems.
Figure 1.1 overviews the declarative approach to solving an instance p
of an NP-hard optimization problem P. The first step of the declarative
approach is the encoding of p into some mathematical constraint language
L. In other words, the declarative approach assumes the existence of a
function (an encoding) P → L that maps each instance p of P to an instance
F(p) of L, i.e., a set of constraints in L. The instance F(p) describes p in the
sense that optimal solutions to F(p) correspond to optimal solutions to p.
We assume that the constraint instance F(p) can be formed in polynomial
time with respect to the size of p. This assumption is typical when working
with declarative methods, although there has been some research into larger
encodings, often for solving even more complex problems [63–65].
After encoding p into F(p), the next step in the declarative approach
is solving F(p), i.e., computing an optimal assignment to the variables in
F(p). We call such an assignment an optimal solution to F(p). Finally, the
optimal solution to F(p) is used to reconstruct an optimal solution to p.
Analogously to the encoding step, we assume that the reconstruction step
is computable in polynomial time. Since P is NP-hard, these assumptions
imply that L should be NP-hard as well. More specifically, we focus in
this thesis on optimization problems and constraint languages with NPcomplete decision counterparts. In the rest of the text, we use the term
NP-hard in an informal manner to refer to specifically to such problems.
A notable characteristic of the pipeline in Figure 1.1 is that the (only)
two computationally challenging steps are defining an encoding P → L
and solving the constraint instance F(p). Assuming P 6= NP, no complete
solver for an NP-hard constraint language will run in polynomial time on
every instance [66]. The efficiency of the declarative approach relies instead
on designing solvers and encodings which ensure that the “interesting” instances of P are encoded into constraint instances F(p) on which the solver
is able to avoid its worst case running time. By interesting instances we
mean instances that are encountered in actual applications of the prob-

1.1 Maximum Satisfiability
Instance p of P

3
Encoding

Instance F(p)
Solver

Solution to p

Reconstruction

Solution τ to F(p)

Figure 1.1: A declarative approach to solving an optimization problem P.
lem. Consider for example a delivery company applying a solution method
to TSP. A significant fraction of the theoretically possible instances (sets
of locations) of TSP are never going to be encountered by the company
in practice. Instead, an encoding and a solver which together are able to
solve the instances corresponding to actually possible locations are enough
to obtain a solution approach to TSP which is sufficient for the company’s
needs.
A significant benefit of the declarative approach to solving optimization
problems is its generality. The computationally challenging step of solving
F(p) is independent of the particular optimization problem P being solved.
This means that improvements in solver technology of the chosen constraint
language translate directly into more efficient algorithms to several different
optimization problems, given the existence of well-performing encodings.
Over the last decades, a number of different NP-hard constraint languages
with varying features have been proposed and developed. A well known
example is integer programming [57, 67, 68]. Others include constraint
programming [59, 69], answer set programming [60, 61], maximum satisfiability [2] and its extensions to satisfiability modulo theories [70–72]. This
thesis focuses on propositional logic as the underlying constraint language
and maximum satisfiability as the corresponding constraint optimization
problem.

1.1

Maximum Satisfiability

Maximum satisfiability (MaxSAT) is the optimization counterpart of the
archetypical NP-complete propositional satisfiability (SAT) problem [66].
The expressive semantics of propositional logic, the constraint language
underlying MaxSAT, allow encoding many NP-hard optimization problems
as MaxSAT instances. At the same time, the relatively simple syntax also
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allows the development of efficient solvers. The potential of propositional
logic as the constraint language has been witnessed by the exceptional success of SAT solvers over the last decade [73, 74]. Recent improvements
in MaxSAT solving technology and encodings have led to MaxSAT being
applied in many different problem domains, including clustering [75], probabilistic modeling [76–79], data visualization [20], haplotype inference [80–
82], game theory [83] treewidth computation [84], reasoning over biological
networks [85, 86], electronic markets [87], routing [31], software verification and code debugging [37, 88–92], planning [24, 93, 94], cancer therapy design [43], computing covering arrays [95] scheduling [36], probabilistic reasoning [78], upgradeability [96], design debugging [97], analysis of
other constraint satisfaction problems [98] and computer memory reconstruction [99].
The state of the art in MaxSAT solving techniques is evaluated annually
in the MaxSAT Evaluations [100–102]. The evaluations have shown that
the effectiveness of MaxSAT solvers for solving other optimization problems
builds heavily on the effectiveness of SAT solvers. More specifically, many
of the solvers that are most effective on MaxSAT instances that correspond
to other optimization problems make extensive use of satisfiability solvers as
subroutines. In the rest of the thesis such solvers are collectively called SATbased MaxSAT solvers. SAT-based MaxSAT solvers can further be divided
into roughly three subcategories: the model-guided [103–108], the coreguided [106, 109–120] and the implicit hitting set based [121–123] solvers.
Most of the contributions of this thesis are developed in the context of coreguided and implicit hitting set based solvers, although many of the ideas
are simple to extend to model-guided solvers as well.
It should be noted that in addition to SAT-based MaxSAT solvers, another commonly used approach to MaxSAT solving is branch and bound
(B&B) [124–134]. B&B solvers tend to be most effective on random MaxSAT
instances as well as challenging instances of smaller size. Such instances
are encountered for example in combinatorics [100–102].

1.2

Contributions of the Thesis

This thesis is based on six peer-reviewed publications. The contributions
of this thesis are divided into two interrelated research questions. In this
section we first overview the publications and then discuss the research
questions. We also briefly overview the specific contributions of the present
author to each individual publication. The remaining chapters of the thesis
will then discuss the contributions of each publication in more detail.

1.2 Contributions of the Thesis

1.2.1

5

Original Publications

The following six peer-reviewed publications form the basis of this thesis.
The papers are referred to as Papers I-VI in the rest of the text.
I Jeremias Berg, Paul Saikko, and Matti Järvisalo. Improving the
Effectiveness of SAT-Based Preprocessing for MaxSAT. In
Proceedings of the 24th International Joint Conference on Artificial
Intelligence (IJCAI), pages 239-245. AAAI Press, 2015.
II Jeremias Berg, Paul Saikko, and Matti Järvisalo. Re-using Auxiliary Variables for MaxSAT Preprocessing. In Proceedings of the
IEEE 27th International Conference on Tools with Artificial Intelligence (ICTAI), pages 813-820. IEEE Computer Society, 2015.
III Jeremias Berg and Matti Järvisalo. Impact of SAT-Based Preprocessing on Core-Guided MaxSAT Solving. In Proceedings of
the 22nd International Conference on Principles and Practice of Constraint Programming (CP), volume 9892 of Lecture Notes in Computer
Science, pages 66-85. Springer International Publishing, 2016.
IV Jeremias Berg, Paul Saikko, and Matti Järvisalo. Subsumed Label
Elimination for Maximum Satisfiability. In Proceedings of the
22nd European Conference on Artificial Intelligence (ECAI), volume
285 of Frontiers in Artificial Intelligence and Applications, pages 630638. IOS Press, 2016.
V Jeremias Berg and Matti Järvisalo. Cost-Optimal Constrained
Correlation Clustering via Weighted Partial Maximum Satisfiability. Artificial Intelligence. 244:110-142, 2017.
VI Jeremias Berg, Matti Järvisalo, and Brandon Malone. Learning Optimal Bounded Treewidth Bayesian Networks via Maximum
Satisfiability. In Proceedings of the 17th International Conference on
Artificial Intelligence and Statistics (AISTATS), volume 33 of JMLR
Workshop and Conference Proceedings, pages 86-95. JMLR, 2014.
Reprints of the publications are included at the end of the thesis.

1.2.2

Research Questions

This thesis contributes to improving the effectiveness of using MaxSAT for
solving combinatorial optimization problems by studying two distinct but
connected research questions. The first question concerns the development
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of MaxSAT solving methods, specifically in the form of solver-independent
MaxSAT preprocessing [135]. The second question concerns the development of new MaxSAT encodings for two data analysis problems, correlation
clustering [136] and bounded treewidth Bayesian network structure learning [137, 138].
Research Question 1: Preprocessing in MaxSAT solving
The first part of the thesis focuses on improving SAT-based MaxSAT solving. More specifically, Papers I-IV develop preprocessing techniques for
MaxSAT. Preprocessing [139–141] extends the declarative pipeline (Figure 1.1) by adding a preprocessing step directly after the encoding step.
During preprocessing, the constraint instance F(p) is re-encoded into another constraint instance pre(F(p)) using polynomial-time computable inference rules. In this context, the inference rules are called preprocessing
rules and the process of re-encoding F(p) is called preprocessing F(p).
Analogously to the encoding, the preprocessing rules used should preserve
optimal solutions. Informally, we say that preprocessing is sound if any optimal solution to pre(F) can be used to reconstruct an optimal solution to
F in polynomial time. The goal of (sound) preprocessing is to increase the
applicability of MaxSAT for solving optimization problems by decreasing
the overall time spent solving instances. In other words, effective preprocessing makes the total time spent preprocessing F(p) together with the
time spent solving pre(F(p)) lower than the time required to directly solve
F(p). In this thesis, we focus on problem-independent preprocessing, i.e.,
preprocessing that does not depend on the particular optimization problem
P being solved. In other words, we focus on preprocessing techniques that
can be applied on any MaxSAT instance F, regardless of the particular
domain from which F was obtained.
In SAT solving, the importance of preprocessing is well-understood [140].
Many modern SAT solvers apply preprocessing before starting search [141–
150]. The effectiveness of preprocessing in SAT solving suggests that similar effective preprocessing rules could be developed for MaxSAT solving as
well. This possibility is especially interesting in the context of SAT-based
MaxSAT solvers, since their effectiveness relies heavily on SAT solvers.
Generalizing preprocessing rules proposed for SAT solving to MaxSAT is
not straightforward. Direct application of many such rules to MaxSAT instances is not sound [135]. Informally, the reason is that, in order to be
sound for SAT-solving, a preprocessing rule should preserve satisfiability,
not the number of falsified clauses, and thus not optimal MaxSAT solutions
either [151].

1.2 Contributions of the Thesis
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One approach to sound MaxSAT preprocessing is the so-called MaxSAT
resolution rule [151]. Preprocessing rules based on MaxSAT resolution are
indeed used by some B&B solvers [131, 152, 153]. However, such rules
are difficult to use efficiently when solving MaxSAT instances that correspond to industrial applications. The reason is that each application
of MaxSAT resolution adds several new clauses to the instance. Hence,
MaxSAT resolution based preprocessing rules often increase the size of the
already large industrial instances beyond what MaxSAT solvers can handle.
In this thesis we focus on an alternative approach to MaxSAT preprocessing
known as label-based preprocessing [135, 154]. Label-based preprocessing
of MaxSAT instances allows generalizing several of the existing and wellestablished preprocessing rules proposed for SAT solving to MaxSAT by
adding a single new variable (a label) to each soft clause of the instance
before preprocessing.
In Papers I and II we develop label-based preprocessing further. In
Paper I we show how label-based preprocessing can efficiently be incorporated with SAT-based MaxSAT solvers. The central insight of Paper I
is that most SAT-based MaxSAT solvers add extra variables to the soft
clauses of MaxSAT instances regardless of the use of preprocessing. In Paper I we show that the labels added during preprocessing can be reused in
the solver, thus avoiding the need for the solver to add any new variables.
We also show that reusing variables improves the empirical performance
of LMHS, an at the time state-of-the-art SAT-based MaxSAT solver [123].
In Paper II we take the idea further and show that some variables in the
input MaxSAT instance itself can be reused in the preprocessing and solving phases. This further reduces the number of new variables that need
to be added when preprocessing and solving MaxSAT instances. We also
show that identifying reusable variables from MaxSAT instances improves
empirical performance of LMHS.
In Paper III we present a theoretical analysis on the effect of preprocessing on the number of SAT solver calls that SAT-based MaxSAT solvers
require in order to terminate. An underlying motivation for the analysis is
that SAT solver calls are the most computationally expensive step of such
solvers. Thus insights into which factors influence the number of necessary
calls can potentially significantly improve them. In Paper III we show that
label-based generalizations of preprocessing rules for SAT solving can not
reduce the minimum number of necessary SAT solver calls. We also show
that preprocessing can ensure that the solver avoids worst-case executions,
i.e., that preprocessing can decrease the maximum number of iterations
required by SAT-based MaxSAT solvers.

8
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Finally, in Paper IV we propose and analyze a new label-based MaxSAT
preprocessing rule called subsumed label elimination (SLE). We analyze
the theoretical differences between SLE and the generalizations of preprocessing rules for SAT solving. In particular, we show that including SLE
amongst the preprocessing rules used during label-based preprocessing can
result in more clauses and variables removed from the instance. We also
report on an empirical evaluation on the effect of using SLE during labelbased preprocessing. Our results show that SLE can improve the empirical
performance of some state-of-the-art SAT-based MaxSAT solvers.
Research Question 2: Applications of MaxSAT in Data Analysis
The second part of this thesis focuses on developing MaxSAT encodings of
other NP-hard combinatorial optimization problems. More specifically, Papers V and VI develop new MaxSAT encodings for two data analysis tasks:
correlation clustering [136] (Paper V) and bounded treewidth Bayesian network structure learning [137, 155] (Paper VI).
Clustering is one of the central problems of unsupervised machine learning [156–159]. Given a set of data points, the goal of clustering is to partition the set in some meaningful way. The partitioning is typically called
a clustering of the data and each set of a clustering is a cluster. This
definition of clustering is very general, a number of different clustering
problems and algorithms have been proposed over the years [160–164], including some constraint-based approaches [8–10, 165–167]. In Paper V, we
focus on the correlation clustering problem [168–174]. Correlation clustering is a recently proposed clustering paradigm geared towards classifying
data based on qualitative similarity information—as opposed to quantitative information—of pairs of data points. An instance of the correlation
clustering problem consists of a set of data points and pairwise similarity
information over them. The similarity information expresses preferences on
whether or not the pair of points should be assigned to the same cluster.
Informally, pairs of points that are similar should be assigned to the same
cluster. At the same time, pairs of points that are dissimilar should be
assigned to different clusters. An optimal solution to the instance balances
these two conflicting objectives as well as possible. In contrast to other typical clustering paradigms, correlation clustering does not require the number
of clusters as input. Instead, the optimal number should be learned during
search. This makes correlation clustering especially well-suited for settings
in which the true number of clusters is unknown. Consider for example the
problem of clustering documents by topic without any prior knowledge on
what those topics might be or how many of them there are [136, 175].

1.2 Contributions of the Thesis
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In Paper V we propose and prove the correctness of three MaxSAT
encodings of correlation clustering. We also empirically compare the resulting MaxSAT-based solution approach with previously proposed exact
and approximation (inexact) algorithms. Our results indicate that, within
the scalability of exact approaches, the MaxSAT-based approach is often
both faster and more memory-efficient than other exact approaches. We
also show that the clusterings obtained using MaxSAT are of significantly
better quality than the ones obtained by inexact algorithms, especially on
sparse instances with missing similarity information.
Bayesian networks are an important class of probabilistic graphical
models widely-used for representing joint probability distributions of sets
of random variables [137, 176]. A Bayesian network structure is a directed
acyclic graph (DAG) in which each node corresponds to a random variable.
The graph represents the conditional dependencies between the variables.
Often, a Bayesian network structure that represents given data well is not
known a priori, and needs to be learned from observations (data) instead.
Learning the optimal structure is a well-known optimization problem called
the Bayesian network structure learning problem (BNSL) [177–180]. There
are two main frameworks for BNSL: the score-based framework, and the
independence test-based framework. In the score-based framework, each
possible DAG structure is assigned a score that measures how well the
structure explains the observations. The goal of BNSL is to compute a
best-scoring network. For several commonly used scoring functions, the
BNSL problem is NP-hard [181]. As is typical for challenging optimization problems, early solution methods to the problem tended to focus on
polynomial-time inexact algorithms [182–187] while interest in exact algorithms for BNSL has increased within the last decade [54, 180, 188–191].
After having learnt a Bayesian network structure, the network is typically used for probabilistic inference tasks, such as inferring the probability distribution of some variables, possibly given the values of others. For general Bayesian network structures, this inference task is NPhard [192]. However, it is becomes tractable whenever the underlying network structure has bounded (fixed) treewidth [193, 194]. Treewidth is a
well-known graph-theoretic measure [195]. Informally, treewidth measures
how “close” a given graph is to being a tree. All trees have treewidth 1
and all complete graphs with n nodes have treewidth n − 1. Treewidth has
important connections to (in)tractability. Many NP-hard problems become
tractable when restricted to instances that can be modeled using graphs
with bounded treewidth [196, 197]. The fact that inference is tractable
in Bayesian networks with low treewidth motivates the development of
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algorithms that learn optimal Bayesian network structures with bounded
treewidth, a problem known as bounded treewidth Bayesian network structure learning (BTBNSL). Compared to the recent progress in practical algorithms for optimally solving BNSL, fewer algorithms have been proposed
for BTBNSL [138, 198–201]. In Paper VI we study BTBNSL in the scorebased framework. It should be noted that the extra constraint bounding
the treewidth of the solution network structure is a non-trivial addition to
BNSL. BTBNSL is also an NP-hard optimization problem [199]. In fact,
computing the treewidth of any graph is NP-hard [202].
In Paper VI we propose a MaxSAT encoding of BTBNSL. We compare the resulting MaxSAT-based solution approach to a previously proposed dynamic programming algorithm as the only other practical exact
solution algorithm to BTBNSL available at the time of the publication of
Paper VI [198]. We show that the MaxSAT-based method is more memoryefficient and scales noticeably better than the dynamic programming algorithm.

1.2.3

Specific Contributions by the Present Author

All publications were jointly co-written by all of their authors. Other contributions by the present author are as follows.
Paper I: The idea of reusing labels in a SAT-based MaxSAT solver was
first proposed by the present author. The modifications required for label
reusing in LMHS were done by the second author of the paper as the author
of the LMHS solver. The present author modified a SAT preprocessor to
be usable as a MaxSAT preprocessor and ran all of the experiments.
Paper II: The idea of identifying literals from the input formula that
can be used as labels in preprocessing and assumptions in MaxSAT solving
was a natural extension of Paper I. The present author implemented the
modifications to the external preprocessor used in the publication and ran
all of the experiments.
Paper III: The theoretical analysis was conducted by the present author
under the guidance of the second author.
Paper IV: The idea of subsumed label elimination was developed by
the present author with assistance from the other authors. The present
author implemented the technique into the preprocessor and ran all of the
experiments.
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Paper V: The MaxSAT encoding of correlation clustering was jointly
developed by the authors of the publication. The present author ran all of
the experiments.
Paper VI: The MaxSAT encoding of bounded treewidth Bayesian network learning was co-developed by the authors of the publication. The
present author ran all experiments presented in the paper.

1.3

Organization of the Thesis

The rest of the thesis is organized as follows. In Chapter 2 we give the
background information relevant to this thesis. The contributions to the
first and second research question are then overviewed in more detail in
Chapters 3 and 4, respectively. We conclude the thesis with a summarizing
discussion in Chapter 5.
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Chapter 2
Preliminaries
In this chapter we give the relevant definitions and background information for understanding the main results of this thesis. First we give precise
definitions of the satisfiability and maximum satisfiability problems in Sections 2.1 and 2.2, respectively. We then proceed by overviewing cardinality
constraints in Section 2.3 as an important class of higher level constraints
commonly used in both SAT-based MaxSAT solving and MaxSAT encodings of other optimization problems. We end the chapter by overviewing
SAT-based MaxSAT solvers in Section 2.4. In our discussion we assume
familiarity with propositional logic.

2.1

Propositional Satisfiability

We identify the truth value true with 1 and false with 0. A Boolean variable
x has the domain {0, 1}. A literal l is a Boolean variable x or its negation
¬x. For a literal l, it holds that ¬¬l = l. A clause C is a disjunction (∨) of
literals and a formula in conjunctive normal form (CNF) is a conjunction
(∧) of clauses. We will mostly treat clauses as sets of literals and CNF formulas as sets of clauses. We will also simplify set notation when modifying
formulas. Specifically, given a clause C and a CNF formula F , F \ C is
identified with F \ {C} and F ∪ C with F ∪ {C}. We denote the set of variables and literals of a clause C by Var(C) and Lit(C), respectively. The
set of variables
) of a formula F are defined by
S Var(F ) and literals Lit(FS
Var(F ) = C∈F Var(C) and Lit(F ) = C∈F Lit(C), respectively. For
a set L of literals, we use ¬L to denote the set of negations of the literals
in L, i.e., ¬L = {¬l | l ∈ L}. L is a set of assumptions if either x ∈
/ L
or ¬x ∈
/ L for each variable x ∈ Var(F ). Given a literal l, we denote
by ClF (l) the set of clauses of F which contain l, dropping the subscript
13
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whenever clear from context. The clauses Cl(L) containing literals from
the set L ⊆ Lit(F ) are defined by Cl(L) = ∪l∈L Cl(l).

Given a set V of Boolean variables, a truth assignment τ over V is a
function τ : V → {0, 1}. A truth assignment is extended to literals, clauses
and CNF formulas in the standard way: ¬x is true (τ (¬x) = 1) if x is
false (τ (x) = 0), a clause C is true (τ (C) = 1) if τ (l) = 1 for at least one
literal l ∈ C, and a CNF formula F is true (τ (F ) = 1) if τ (C) = 1 for all
clauses C ∈ F . A truth assignment τ satisfies a clause C if τ (C) = 1 and a
formula if τ (F ) = 1, else it falsifies them. A CNF formula F is satisfiable if
there exists a truth assignment τ which satisfies it, else F is unsatisfiable.
Two formulas F1 and F2 are equivalent if τ (F1 ) = τ (F2 ) for any truth
assignment τ over Var(F1 )∪Var(F2 ). The formulas are equisatisfiable if F1
is satisfiable if and only if F2 is. The well-known propositional satisfiability
(SAT) problem asks if a given CNF formula F is satisfiable. As is common
in most practical applications, we treat the SAT problem as the problem of
computing a satisfying assignment to F or proving that one does not exist.
Essentially all modern SAT solvers can provide a satisfying assignment
whenever invoked on a satisfiable formula F .

A truth assignment τ : S → {0, 1} over a proper subset S ⊂ Var(F )
is a partial assignment of the formula F . The simplification of F under a
partial truth assignment τ is another formula F τ obtained by removing all
clauses satisfied by τ from the formula and all literals falsified by τ from
the remaining clauses. When convenient, we will treat a (partial) truth
assignment τ as a set of literals by l ∈ τ if and only if τ (l) = 1. Similarly,
each set L ⊆ Lit(F ) of assumptions can be treated as a (partial) truth
assignment. In this thesis we use partial truth assignments in the context
of satisfiability checking under assumptions [203]. Given a formula F and
a set of assumptions L ⊆ Lit(F ), we say that F is satisfiable under L if
F L is satisfiable. For an alternative view, F is satisfiable under L if there
exists a satisfying assignment τ to F that sets τ (l) = 1 for all l ∈ L.

Given a CNF formula F , a SAT solver is an algorithm that computes
a satisfying assignment to F or proves that one does not exist. The development of SAT solvers is an active area of research [73, 74, 204–210].
Besides pure satisfiability checking, SAT solvers are commonly used as subroutines in more complex algorithms, for example in SAT-based MaxSAT
solvers [116, 203]. Most modern SAT solvers that are used in SAT-based
MaxSAT solving implement the conflict-driven clause learning (CDCL) algorithm [204, 211, 212]. CDCL solvers have in turn evolved from the older
Davis-Putnam-Logemann-Long search procedure [213]. In this thesis we
only use CDCL SAT solvers as black boxes in SAT-based MaxSAT solvers
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and as such will not discuss the details of how they operate here. The
only requirement we make of a SAT solver is that it supports satisfiability
querying under assumptions, and that it is able to compute subsets of the
assumptions which explain unsatisfiability. More precisely, given a formula
F and a set of assumptions L ⊆ Lit(F ) for which F L is unsatisfiable, we
0
assume that the SAT solver can extract a subset L0 ⊆ L such that F L
is unsatisfiable as well. Most modern CDCL SAT solvers support these
features through the so-called assumption interface.

2.2

Maximum Satisfiability

An instance F of weighted partial maximum satisfiability (or MaxSAT for
short) is a triplet F = (Fh , Fs , w) consisting of two CNF formulas, the
hard clauses Fh and the soft clauses Fs , and a weight function w : Fs → N.
The literals Lit(F) and variables Var(F) of MaxSAT instances are the
literals and variables of Fh ∧ Fs , respectively. Given a MaxSAT instance
F = (Fh , Fs , w), any truth assignment τ which satisfies Fh is a solution to
F. The cost COST(F, τ ) of a solution τ to F is the sum of the weights of
soft clauses it falsifies, i.e.,
X
COST(F, τ ) =
w(C) · (1 − τ (C)).
C∈Fs

τo

A solution
to F is optimal if COST(F, τ o ) ≤ COST(F, τ ) for all solutions τ to F. The (optimal) cost of the instance F is the cost of the
optimal solutions to F. We denote the optimal cost of an instance F by
COST(F). In the rest of the thesis, we assume that all MaxSAT instances
have solutions, or equivalently, that Fh is satisfiable.
The MaxSAT solvers we work with in this thesis make extensive use
unsatisfiable cores. Given a MaxSAT instance F = (Fh , Fs , w), a subset
κ ⊆ Fs is an unsatisfiable core if the formula Fh ∧ κ is unsatisfiable. A core
κ is a minimal if Fh ∧ κs is satisfiable for all κs ⊂ κ. Minimal cores are
abbreviated by MUS (minimal unsatisfiable subformula). A set M ⊆ Fs
is a correction set (of F) if the formula Fh ∧ (Fs \ M ) is satisfiable. The
correction set M is minimal (an MCS) if Fh ∧ (Fs \ Ms ) is unsatisfiable for
all Ms ⊂ M . We denote the set of MUSes and MCSes of F by MUS(F)
and MCS(F), respectively.
The MCSes and MUSes of MaxSAT instances are related to each other
via hitting sets. Given a collection of sets K, a set H is a hitting set over K
if H ∩ K 6= ∅ for all K ∈ K. A hitting set H is irreducible if no Hs ⊂ H is
a hitting set over K. For a MaxSAT instance F, the well known hitting set
duality theorem establishes a connection between MUS(F) and MCS(F).
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Theorem 1 (Hitting Set Duality [214]). A set κ is an MUS of a MaxSAT
instance F if and only if it is an irreducible hitting set over MCS(F).
Similarly, a set M is an MCS of F if and only if it is an irreducible hitting
set over MUS(F).
Minimal correction sets provide an alternative definition of the MaxSAT
problem. For a solution τ to a MaxSAT instance F = (Fh , Fs , w), let
U(τ ) ⊆ Fs be the set of soft clauses falsified by τ . We say that τ is a
minimal solution to F if U(τ ) is set-minimal, i.e., if there does not exist a
solution τ 2 to F for which U(τ 2 ) ⊂ U(τ ). Notice that all optimal solutions
to F are minimal but the converse does not hold. It is simple to show that
there exists a many-to-one correspondence between minimal solutions and
the MCSes of F. More specifically, a solution τ of F is minimal if and only
if U(τ ) ∈ MCS(F). We say that a minimal solution τ to F corresponds
to an MCS M τ of F if M τ = U(τ ). The correspondence is not one-to-one,
instead each M ∈ MCS(F) corresponds to a set of minimal solutions of F.
However, if two minimal solutions τ 1 and τ 2 to F correspond to the same
M ∈ MCS(F), then τ 1 and τ 2 satisfy (and hence also falsify) the exact
same clauses of F. This implies that
X
X
X
Cost(F, τ 1 ) =
w(C) =
w(C) =
w(C) = Cost(F, τ 2 ).
C∈Fs
τ 1 (C)=0

C∈M

C∈Fs
τ 2 (C)=0

In this thesis we will treat minimal solutions that correspond to the same
MCSes as equivalent. We say that an M ∈ MCS(F) corresponds to a
solution τ M if τ M is a minimal solution of F that corresponds to M . A set
M ∈ MCS(F) is optimal if it corresponds to an optimal solution of F.
The relationship between MCSes and minimal solutions of MaxSAT
instances suggests an alternative definition of the MaxSAT problem. Let
F = (Fh , Fs , w) be a MaxSAT instance withP
the weight function w extended
to sets S ⊆ Fs of soft clauses by w(S) = C∈S w(C). Denote the set of
solutions and minimal solutions to F by sol(F) and msol(F), respectively.
The optimal cost COST(F) of F can be expressed in terms of the MCSes
of F by
COST(F) =
=

min

τ ∈sol(F )

min

COST(F, τ ) =

τ ∈msol(F )

w(M τ ) =

min

τ ∈msol(F )

min

M ∈MCS(F )

COST(F, τ )

w(M ).

In other words, an M ∈ MCS(F) is optimal if w(M ) ≤ w(M 0 ) for all
M 0 ∈ MCS(F). Thus the MaxSAT problem can be reformulated as the
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problem of computing an M o ∈ arg minM ∈MCS(F ) {w(M )}. By hitting set
duality, such M o is also a minimum-cost hitting set over MUS(F), i.e.,
a hitting set over MUS(F) which minimizes w(M o ) over all hitting sets
of MUS(F). Notice that a minimum-cost hitting set is guaranteed to be
irreducible. The following theorem shows that a satisfiability query can be
used in order to verify that a hitting set over any collection of cores of F
is an optimal MCS without computing the entire MUS(F).
Theorem 2 (Adapted from [122]). Let F = (Fh , Fs , w) be a MaxSAT
instance and C a collection of cores of F. Let M be a minimum cost hitting
set over C and assume that Fh ∧ (Fs \ M ) is satisfiable. Then M is an
optimal MCS of F.
The implicit hitting set solvers we work with in this thesis are based on
Theorem 2.

2.3

Cardinality Constraints

Despite the simple syntax, several types of complex constraints can be modeled with CNF formulas. One such class of constraints commonly used in
both SAT-based MaxSAT solving and MaxSAT encodings of other problems
are cardinality constraints, an important special case of the more general
class of pseudo-boolean constraints. Given a set L = {l1 , . . . , ln } of n literals,
a set W = {w1 , . . . , wn } of weights, a constant k and ◦ ∈ {≤, ≤,
P ≥≥, =}, a
pseudo-boolean constraint is a linear constraint over L of P
form ni=1 wi li ◦k.
A truth assignment τ satisfies the constraint whenever ni=1 wi τ (li ) ◦ k is
true. We denote
the set of clauses resultingP
from encoding a pseudo-boolean
P
constraint ni=1 wi li ◦ k to CNF by CNF( ni=1 wi li ◦ k). A pseudo-boolean
constraint is a cardinality constraint if wi = 1 for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n. The numerous applications of cardinality constraints have motivated the development
several different CNF encodings of them [215–220].
Example 1. Let L = {l1 , . . . , lN } be a set of literals and consider the
at-most-one cardinality constraint
N
X
i=1

li ≤ 1

enforcing that at most one of the literals in L must be set to true. The atmost-one constraint is commonly used in SAT-based MaxSAT solving [111,
115, 116, 120] as well as MaxSAT encodings of other problems, including
correlation clustering and bounded treewidth Bayesian network structure
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learning. A simple way of encoding this constraint in CNF is with O(n2 )
clauses of form (¬li ∨¬lj ) for every distinct li and lj in L. As an example of
a more compact encoding, the ladder encoding uses n − 1 auxiliary variables
y1 , . . . , yn−1 and clauses corresponding to li ↔ (¬yi ∧ yi+1 ) as well as yi →
yi+1 . All in all the ladder encoding uses O(n) auxiliary variables and O(n)
clauses.

2.4

SAT-based MaxSAT Solvers

In this section we overview and discuss the two types of MaxSAT solvers
on which the rest of the thesis focuses on. The contributions of this thesis
to MaxSAT preprocessing are not specific to a single MaxSAT solver, but
instead two classes of MaxSAT solvers that we call core-guided solvers [111,
115–117, 119, 120] and implicit hitting set based solvers [121–123]. We
discuss these solvers in terms of two abstract MaxSAT solving algorithms:
CG, representing core-guided solvers and IHS, representing implicit hitting
set based solvers. In the rest of the thesis, we use the term MaxSAT
algorithm to refer to abstractions and MaxSAT solver to refer to concrete
implementations of MaxSAT algorithms.
The CG and IHS algorithms are presented in pseudocode in Figure 2.1
on the left and right side, respectively. These abstractions cover several
modern MaxSAT solvers, including Fu-Malik (WPM1, WMSU1) [116, 221,
222], PMRES [115], OLL [111, 223] and ONE (K) [119] (the CG algorithm),
as well as MaxHS [121, 122] and LMHS [123] (the IHS algorithm). It should
be noted that solvers implementing CG or IHS often also make use of several
different additional heuristics and search strategies [224–227] that are not
included in the pseudocodes of Figure 2.1.
Both CG and IHS rely extensively on the ability to extract unsatisfiable
cores from MaxSAT instances. Let (Fh , Fs ) be two sets of clauses such that
Fh ∧ Fs is unsatisfiable. In both CG and IHS, a core κ ⊆ Fs is extracted
using the assumption interface of the underlying SAT solver. Let FsA =
{C∨aC | C ∈ Fs } be the set of all clauses in Fs , each extended with a unique
assumption variable aC . Let also A(Fs ) = Var(FsA )\Var(Fs ) be the set of
all assumption variables and consider a subset As ⊆ A(Fs ). Core extraction
using assumptions is based on the fact that the simplification of Fh ∧ FsA
under ¬As is the formula Fh ∧ {C | C ∨ aC ∈ Cl(As )}. In order to see this,
consider a clause C ∨ aC ∈ FsA . If aC ∈ As , the partial assignment ¬As
reduces C ∨ aC to C. If aC ∈
/ As , the clause C ∨ aC can be trivially satisfied
by setting aC to true. Hence we can check the satisfiability of Fh ∧ Fs
by querying a SAT solver for the satisfiability of Fh ∧ FsA under ¬A(Fs ).
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CG(Fh , Fs , w)
(Fhw , Fsw ) ← (Fh , Fs )
while true do
(result, κ, τ ) ← IsSAT(Fhw , Fsw )
if result=”satisfiable” then
return τ
else
Fsw = (Fsw \ κ)
Fsw ← Fsw ∧ CLONE(κ)
(Fhw , Fsw ) ← RELAX(Fhw , Fsw , κ)
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IHS(Fh , Fs , w)
C←∅
while true do
H ← MinCostHittingSet(C)
(result, κ, τ ) ← IsSAT(Fh , (Fs \ H))
if result=”satisfiable” then
return τ
else
C ← C ∪ {κ}

Figure 2.1: Abstractions of the two types of MaxSAT algorithms we work
with in this thesis.
If the formula is satisfiable, the returned truth assignment (restricted to
Var(Fh ∧ Fs )) is also a satisfying assignment of Fh ∧ Fs . Otherwise, the
subset ¬Aκ ⊆ ¬A(Fs ) of the assumptions returned by the solver can be
mapped to an unsatisfiable core κ = {C | C ∨ aC ∈ Cl(Aκ )} of (Fh , Fs ).
In Figure 2.1 we abstract this functionality into the function IsSAT. The
result of a query IsSAT(Fh , Fs ) is a triplet (result, κ, τ ), where result is
true if and only if Fh ∧ Fs is satisfiable. If Fh ∧ Fs is satisfiable, then
τ is a satisfying assignment to it. Otherwise κ is an unsatisfiable core
of Fh ∧ Fs . In the IHS algorithm the assumption interface is also used
for removing clauses from the SAT-solver queries. More specifically, for
a subset H ⊆ Fs , the satisfiability of Fh ∧ (Fs \ H) is equivalent to the
satisfiability of Fh ∧ FsA under ¬RH = ¬(A(Fs ) \ A(H)). This enables
clause removal from the formula without the need to reset the internal
state of the SAT solver. Notice that if Fh ∧ FsA is unsatisfiable under ¬RH ,
the core returned by the SAT solver is guaranteed to be a subset of Fs \ H.
Given an input MaxSAT instance F = (Fh , Fs , w), the CG algorithm
maintains a working formula (Fhw , Fsw ), initialized to (Fh , Fs ) on Line 2.
The algorithm iteratively queries the internal SAT solver using the function
IsSAT(Fhw , Fsw ) (Line 4), obtaining a triplet (result, κ, τ ). Whenever the
SAT solver returns “satisfiable”, CG terminates and returns the assignment
τ , guaranteed to be an optimal solution to F (Line 6). Otherwise, a core κ
of (Fhw , Fsw ) is obtained. The algorithm proceeds by relaxing the working
instance and compiling information about the core into it (Line 10). Most
of the implementations of RELAX that we are aware of assume that all
of the soft clauses in the core have equal weight. To handle cores κ with
varying clause weights, the solvers use a standard technique known as clause
cloning [109, 221] (Line 9). First the smallest weight among all clauses in
κ
κ is computed, wmin
= min{w(C) | C ∈ κ}. Then each clause C ∈ κ
κ
for which w(C) > wmin is cloned; a duplicate clause Clone(C) is added
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κ , and the duplicate
to Fsw , the weight of the original clause is set to wmin
κ . All
Clone(C) is given the residual weight w(Clone(C)) = w(C) − wmin
duplicates are left in the working instance as soft clauses and the function
RELAX(Fhw , Fsw , κ) is invoked using the original clauses of κ which now all
have equal weight. The exact manner in which the formula is modified, i.e.,
the implementation of RELAX, depends on the concrete MaxSAT solver.
A classical example is the Fu-Malik solver [116] in which each clause C ∈ κ
is extended with a fresh relaxation variable rC to form the extended clause
C ∨rC . The extended
P clauses are left in the formula as soft and a cardinality
constraint CNF( r = 1) is added as hard clauses. Several of the early
core-guided solvers relax the soft clauses in the core and add cardinality
constraints as hard clauses. In contrast, more recently proposed core-guided
solvers harden the soft clauses in the core and add cardinality constraints
as soft clauses [111, 115, 119, 120].

In contrast to the CG algorithm, the IHS algorithm does not add
or remove any clauses at all during execution and instead only works
on the input hard and soft clauses. Given an input MaxSAT instance
F = (Fh , Fs , w), the IHS algorithm maintains a set C of cores of F, initialized to ∅ on Line 2. At each iteration, a minimum-cost hitting set over C is
computed (Line 4). Then a SAT solver is invoked on all of the clauses in the
working formula, except for the ones in H (Line 5). If the formula is satisfiable, H is an optimal MCS of F (Theorem 2) and IHS terminates, returning
the optimal solution satisfying Fh ∧ (Fs \ H) (Line 7). Otherwise, a new
core is obtained and added to the set C (Line 9), after which the algorithm
reiterates. In two solvers implementing the IHS algorithm, MaxHS [122]
and LMHS [123], a minimum-cost hitting set is obtained by solving the
current hitting set problem using an integer programming solver.
Beyond the scope of this thesis, a third class of SAT-based MaxSAT
solvers are the so-called model-guided solvers [103–108, 110]. When invoked on a MaxSAT instance F = (Fh , Fs , w), a model-guided solver
initializes an upper and lower bound UB and LB of the optimal cost of
Cost(F). The exact manner in which the bounds are initialized
P depends
on the solver, a simple example sets LB = 0 and UB =
C∈Fs w(C).
During search, the
solver
queries
a
SAT
solver
for
the
satisfiability
of
P
A
Fh ∧ Fs ∧ CNF( C∈Fs (w(C) · aC ) ≤ k) where k is some constant satisfying LB ≤ k ≤ U B. If the formula is satisfiable, then Cost(F) ≤ k
and the value of the upper bound is lowered. Similarly, if the formula is
unsatisfiable, then Cost(F) > k and the value of the lower bound is increased. The solver iterates until an optimal solution is found. Different
model-guided solvers make use of several different search strategies and
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encodings of cardinality constraints. Some also use unsatisfiable cores for
more precise control on which soft clauses are relaxed and how much the
bounds are updated [106, 107].
Finally we mention that in addition to SAT-based MaxSAT solvers a
central approach to exact MaxSAT solving is branch and bound (B&B) [124–
133]. Given an input MaxSAT instance F, B&B solvers search for an optimal solution to F by branching on the two possible values of each variable
in the formula. In order to avoid exhaustive search over all possible assignments of the variables, B&B solvers make use of several different bound
computation and other inference rules [131, 134, 152, 228, 229] designed to
allow effective pruning of the search tree. Some B&B solvers also make use
of restricted forms of unsatisfiable cores in their bound computations [125].
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Chapter 3
Preprocessing for Maximum
Satisfiability Solving
In this chapter we discuss the contributions of this thesis to MaxSAT preprocessing techniques, overviewing Papers I-IV. While the importance of
preprocessing in SAT solving is well-established [140–144, 146–150], the role
of preprocessing in MaxSAT solving is not as developed [135, 151]. Here we
focus on the label-based approach to MaxSAT preprocessing [135] and the
CG and IHS MaxSAT algorithms presented in Figure 2.1 of Section 2.4.
The empirical results presented in this chapter focus on the LMHS MaxSAT
solver [123], a from-scratch instantiation of the IHS algorithm by the second author of Papers I, II and IV. All experiments were performed on a
cluster of 2.53-GHz Intel Xeon quad core machines with 32 GB memory
and Ubuntu Linux, using a per-instance memory limit of 30 GB. Since the
time limit used in the experiments varied between papers, we will specify
them in the relevant sections. For the formal proofs and complete empirical
results, we direct the reader to the reprints of the papers at the end of the
thesis.
This chapter is organized as follows. In Section 3.1 we give preliminaries on label-based preprocessing of MaxSAT instances. In Section 3.2
we discuss how label-based preprocessing can be integrated into SAT-based
MaxSAT solving in a manner that significantly decreases the number extra
variables and clauses that are added (Papers I and II). We demonstrate
that tighter integration between the preprocessing and solving steps results
in improved empirical performance of LMHS. In Section 3.3 we overview
a theoretical analysis of the effect of preprocessing on the number of iterations required by CG and IHS (Paper III). Finally, in Section 3.4 we
present a MaxSAT-specific preprocessing technique that we call subsumed
label elimination (SLE) (Paper IV). We give theoretical results on the differ23
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ences between SLE and the MaxSAT generalizations of preprocessing rules
for SAT solving. We also show that using SLE in conjunction with previously proposed preprocessing rules leads to further simplifications during
preprocessing as well as improved empirical performance of LMHS.

3.1

Label-based MaxSAT Preprocessing

Most of the contributions of this thesis to MaxSAT preprocessing build on
previous work [135] on lifting four central preprocessing rules proposed for
SAT to MaxSAT using the so called labeled CNF (LCNF) framework [154,
230]. More specifically, the rules lifted are bounded variable elimination,
subsumption and self-subsuming resolution [141], as well as blocked clause
elimination [231]. In this chapter we focus on the same four rules and call
them SAT-based preprocessing rules. It should, however, be noted that, in
addition to these four, several other preprocessing rules have been proposed
for SAT solving [140, 142, 143, 145–150].
For some intuition on why SAT-based preprocessing rules can not directly be applied on MaxSAT instances, consider the subsumption elimination (SE) rule. Let F be a SAT formula and C, D two clauses of F . We
say that C subsumes D if C ⊆ D. A clause D is subsumed if some other
clause subsumes it. The SE rule allows removing subsumed clauses from
F . Let pre(F ) be the formula resulting after an application of SE on F .
Then F and pre(F ) are equisatisfiable since any assignment τ that satisfies
the former will satisfy the latter and vice versa. More generally, we say
that a preprocessing rule is sound for SAT-solving if (i) applying the rule
to a formula F gives an equisatisfiable formula pre(F ) and (ii) a satisfying
assignment to F can be reconstructed from any satisfying assignment to
pre(F ) in polynomial time. Even if SE is sound for SAT solving, the next
example demonstrates that directly removing subsumed clauses from the
hard and soft clauses of MaxSAT instances can alter the costs of solutions
and thus also the optimal solutions.
Example 2. Let F = (Fh , Fs , w) be a MaxSAT instance with
Fh = {(¬x1 ), (¬x2 ), (¬x3 ∨ ¬x4 )},

Fs = {(x1 ∨ x3 ), (x2 ∨ x3 ), (x3 ), (x4 )}

and w(C) = 1 for each C ∈ Fs . An optimal solution τ to F sets τ (x1 ) =
τ (x2 ) = τ (x4 ) = 0 and τ (x3 ) = 1, falsifying one soft clause. Direct application of SE on Fh ∧ Fs removes two soft clauses. The resulting instance
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F 2 = (Fh2 , Fs2 , w2 ) has
Fh2 = {(¬x1 ), (¬x2 ), (¬x3 ∨ ¬x4 )} and Fs2 = {(x3 ), (x4 )}.
One optimal solution τ 2 to F 2 sets τ 2 (x1 ) = τ 2 (x2 ) = τ 2 (x3 ) = 0 and
τ 2 (x4 ) = 1. This solution falsifies one soft clause in F 2 but three in F.
Example 2 illustrates the fact that instead of only preserving satisfying
assignments, MaxSAT preprocessing should preserve the optimal solutions
of instances.
Definition 1. Let F be a MaxSAT instance, R a preprocessing rule, and
pre(F) the instance obtained by preprocessing F with R. Assume τ p is an
optimal solution to pre(F). The preprocessing rule R is sound for MaxSAT
if an optimal solution τ to F can be reconstructed from τ p in polynomial
time.
Procedure 3.1 describes label-based preprocessing of a MaxSAT instance
F = (Fh , Fs , w) using SAT-based preprocessing rules. First, each soft
clause C ∈ Fs is extended with a unique new label (Boolean variable)
lC to form the labeled clause C ∨ lC and the set of labeled soft clauses
FsL = {C ∨ lC | C ∈ Fs }. Notice the similarity between labels and assumption variables used in SAT-based MaxSAT solving (recall Section 2.4). Let
L(F) = Var(FsL ) \ Var(Fs ) be the set of all added labels. The next step of
label-based preprocessing is preprocessing the formula Fh ∧ FsL with SATbased preprocessing rules, thereby obtaining the formula pre(Fh ∧ FsL ). In
order to guarantee soundness for MaxSAT, bounded variable elimination
and self-subsuming resolution are restricted from removing any variables
in L(F) during preprocessing [135]. Finally, the preprocessed MaxSAT instance pre(F) = (Fhp , Fsp , wp ) has Fhp = pre(Fh ∧ FsL ) as hard clauses. The
soft clauses Fsp contain unit clauses with negations of labels that appear
among the hard clauses: Fsp = {(¬lC ) | lC ∈ Lit(Fhp ) ∩ L(F)}. The weight
of each soft clause wL ((¬lC )) is equal to the weight w(C) of the soft clause
to which lC was added in the first step. We emphasize that soft clauses are
only added for labels lC ∈ Lit(Fhp ). Even if bounded variable elimination
or self subsuming resolution can not remove any labels, a label can still
be removed from the instance during preprocessing. For example, if a soft
clause is subsumed by a hard clause, SE can remove the labeled soft clause
during preprocessing together with the corresponding label.
The basis for the soundness of label-based preprocessing with SATbased preprocessing rules is the following theorem.
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Preprocess F = (Fh , Fs , w)
1. Let FsL = {C ∨ lC | C ∈ Fs , lC new} and L(F) = Var(FsL ) \
Var(Fs ).
2. Preprocess the CNF formula Fh ∧ FsL using SAT-based preprocessing rules.
• Do not remove any l ∈ L(F) with bounded variable elimination nor self-subsuming resolution.
3. Return

pre(F) = (Fhp , Fsp , wp )

with Fhp = pre(Fh ∧ FsL ), Fsp = {(¬lC ) | lC ∈ Lit(Fhp ) ∩ L(F)}
and wp ((¬lC )) = w(C).

Procedure 3.1: Label-based preprocessing of a MaxSAT instance F.
Theorem 3. (Adapted from [135]) Assume that an instance F = (Fh , Fs , w)
is preprocessed using label-based preprocessing with SAT-based preprocessing rules to obtain pre(F) = (Fhp , Fsp , wp ). For each soft clause C ∈ Fs , let
lC be the label added to C during preprocessing. Then the following hold.
(i) The optimal costs of F and pre(F) are equal.
(ii) M ∈ MUS(F) if and only if {(¬lC ) | C ∈ M } ∈ MUS(pre(F)).
We show that label-based preprocessing with SAT-based preprocessing rules is sound for MaxSAT using Theorem 3 and hitting set duality
(Theorem 1).
Theorem 4. Label-based preprocessing with SAT-based preprocessing rules
is sound for MaxSAT.
Proof. (Sketch) Let F = (Fh , Fs , w) be a MaxSAT instance and pre(F) =
(Fhp , Fsp , wp ) an instance obtained by label-based preprocessing of F using
SAT-based preprocessing rules. Consider an optimal solution τ p to pre(F)
p
and let M τ be the MCS corresponding to τ p . By Theorem 3 and hitting
p
set duality, the set M = {C | (¬lC ) ∈ M τ } is an MCS of F. Since
p
p
wp ((¬lC )) = w(C) for all (¬lC ) ∈ M τ , it follows that wp (M τ ) = w(M ).
p
Since M τ is optimal for pre(F) and COST(pre(F)) = COST(F), the
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MCS M is optimal for F. Hence the solution τ M corresponding to M is
an optimal solution to F. The fact that τ M can be reconstructed from
τ p in polynomial time follows from the fact that SAT-based preprocessing
rules allow reconstruction of satisfying assignments to CNF formulas [135,
140].

3.2

Integrating Label-based Preprocessing into
SAT-based Solving

As the first contribution to MaxSAT preprocessing of this thesis we investigate label-based preprocessing in conjunction with SAT-based MaxSAT
solving. In Paper I we show how to improve the empirical performance of
LMHS [123], a MaxSAT solver implementing the IHS algorithm, by reusing
labels as assumptions.
More generally, we show that if a preprocessed MaxSAT instance pre(F)
is solved with a SAT-based MaxSAT solver, the labels introduced during
preprocessing can be reused as the assumption variables used for core extraction within the internal SAT solver. Since a similar number of assumption variables would otherwise be introduced by the solver, reusing
labels as assumptions removes the need to add extra variables when using
label-based preprocessing with SAT-based MaxSAT solving. In more detail,
assume that the IHS algorithm instructed to reuse labels as assumptions is
invoked on a preprocessed MaxSAT instance pre(F) = (Fhp , Fsp , wp ). Then
the internal SAT solver of IHS is first initialized with the clauses in Fhp (and
specifically not Fsp ). During search, the cores in C are maintained in terms
of label variables. Each computed hitting set H is the set of label variables
that should not be assumed to be false in the next SAT solver call. Each
unsatisfiable SAT solver call obtains a new subset of the label variables
and the augmented IHS algorithm terminates as soon as a SAT solver call
returns “satisfiable”. While Paper I focuses on the IHS algorithm, a similar
idea is applicable to the CG algorithm as well. Notice that labels l can be
treated as soft clauses by introducing a unit clause (¬l) on demand.
Informally, the correctness of reusing labels as assumptions follows by
considering an execution of IHS not reusing labels as assumptions invoked
on a preprocessed MaxSAT instance pre(F) = (Fh , Fs , w). Initially each
soft clause (¬lC ) ∈ Fs is extended with an assumption variable a to form
the clause (¬lC ∨ a). Notice that this clause is equivalent to the implication
¬a → ¬lC . Let A(pre(F)) be the set of all assumption variables. During
an iteration of the while-loop (Lines 3-9), IHS will first compute H as
a minimum-cost hitting set over the set of cores C identified so far. In
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practice, H is a subset of A(pre(F)) containing the assumption variables a
of all clauses ¬lC ∨ a which will be removed from the instance in the next
SAT solver call. Afterwards a SAT solver is invoked on Fh ∧ FsA under
¬(A(pre(F)) \ H). In this call, each soft clause (¬lC ∨ a) for which a ∈
/H
is reduced to (¬lC ) due to assuming a to be false. Thus the value of lC is
propagated to false as well. Similarly, if a ∈ H, the value of a is not assumed
to be anything at all. However, as a only appears in a single clause, the SAT
solver can assign it to true in order to satisfy the clause (¬lC ∨ a). As ¬lC
does not appear in any other clause, the SAT solver can also assign lC to
true, satisfying all clauses in ClFh (lC ). Thus the assumptions only affect
the values of the corresponding label variables through the implications
¬a → ¬lC . An alternative description of reusing labels as assumptions
is hence to not introduce the implications ¬a → ¬lC at all, but instead
directly assume the values of the lC variables. In Paper I we give a more
direct proof of soundness using the formal LCNF framework [135].
In addition to the theoretical analysis, Paper I also reports on an experimental evaluation of the effect that reusing labels as assumptions has
on LMHS. The evaluation was performed using the weighted partial industrial and crafted benchmarks of the 2014 MaxSAT evaluation [101] using a
per-instance time limit of 1 h. Figure 3.2 shows a summary of the results.
The line MaxHS-2.5 corresponds to the newest version of the MaxHS solver
at the time [121, 122]. MaxHS is included to give a baseline comparison to
LMHS.
The line LMHS+pre of Figure 3.2 of shows the performance of LMHS
using preprocessing without reusing labels as assumptions. We note that
preprocessing without reusing labels actually degrades overall performance
of the solver. The best overall performance is achieved by LMHS+R-pre,
corresponding to LMHS using preprocessing and reusing labels as assumptions. In the rest of this chapter, we will refer to LMHS+R-pre simply as
LMHS, explicitly mentioning whenever it is used without reusing labels as
assumptions.
Reusing Literals from MaxSAT Instances
In Paper II we show how the number of variables that need to be introduced to a MaxSAT instance F during preprocessing and SAT-based
solving can be decreased further. We prove that literals l ∈ Lit(F) that
satisfy three easily identifiable criteria can be reused as labels in preprocessing and assumptions in SAT-based MaxSAT solving. We also propose
group detection as a simple pattern-matching procedure to identify such
literals. We experimentally demonstrate that reusable literals can be iden-
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Figure 3.2: The effect of reusing labels as assumptions on LMHS (from
Paper I).
tified in a significant fraction of the MaxSAT evaluation benchmarks and
that using group detection leads to modest improvements in the empirical
performance of LMHS.
In more detail, we introduce the concept of a group-detectable literal.
Definition 2. Let F = (Fh , Fs , w) be a MaxSAT instance and l ∈ Lit(F).
The literal l is group-detectable if it satisfies the following three criteria.
1. (¬l) ∈ Fs .
2. ¬l ∈
/ Lit(Fh ∧ (Fs \ (¬l))).
3. l ∈
/ Lit(Fs ).
In words, a literal l is group-detectable in an instance F = (Fh , Fs , w) if l is
not a member of any soft clauses of F and its negation ¬l does not appear
in any clause in Fh ∧ Fs except for one unit soft clause. We say that a soft
clause (¬l) is group-detectable if the literal l is.
In Paper II we show that given any MaxSAT instance F (preprocessed
or not), all group-detectable literals l ∈ Lit(F) can be reused as labels
for preprocessing and assumptions for core extraction. For some intuition
on the connection between Paper I and II, notice that if an instance F
is preprocessed to obtain a preprocessed instance pre(F), then every soft
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clause in pre(F) is group-detectable. Hence group detection could be seen
as a generalization of reusing labels as assumptions after preprocessing.
In Paper II we propose group detection as a pattern matching procedure
for identifying group-detectable literals and reusing them as labels during
preprocessing and assumptions during solving. Intuitively, the correctness
of group detection should be clear. In the paper we give a formal proof of
correctness using the LCNF framework [135]. The name group detection
stems from a setting in which we are V
given a group G of clauses and wish
to encode the soft group constraint C∈G C of weight wg in CNF. One
possible encoding is to: (i) introduce a single new group variable g, (ii)
extend each C ∈ G with the same g variable to form the clause C ∨ g, (iii)
treat all extended clauses C ∨ g as hard, and (iv) introduce the soft clause
(¬g) with weight cw . Notice that using this encoding the literal g is groupdetectable. An observation similar to Paper II was made in [232] where the
authors study group MaxSAT as an alternative approach to handling soft
group constraints.
In Paper II we report on the results of an empirical evaluation of group
detection. Figure 3.3 shows the fraction of soft clauses group-detectable in
the weighted partial industrial and crafted benchmarks of the 2014 MaxSAT
evaluation. As the figure illustrates, all soft clauses are group-detectable in
over 40% of the crafted and over 30% of the industrial instances, suggesting that a significant fraction of the soft clauses in the considered MaxSAT
benchmarks correspond to encodings of group constraints. The effect of
group detection on the total solving time of LMHS is shown in Figure 3.4
on the same benchmark set. All runs were performed using a per-instance
time limit of 1 h. The base algorithm (the line LMHS in the plot), using
neither preprocessing nor group detection, exhibits the worst performance.
Interestingly, the variant using only group detection and no preprocessing (LMHS-G) is competitive with the variant using preprocessing without group detection (LMHS-pre). This observation highlights the importance of minimizing the number of extra variables and clauses during labelbased preprocessing and SAT-based MaxSAT solving. Best performance is
achieved by using both preprocessing and group detection (LMHS-G-pre),
even if the improvement over LMHS-G and LMHS-pre is modest. In Paper
II we offer one possible explanation for the modesty of the improvement
to be the fairly strong connection between group detection and bounded
variable elimination. Apart from the LMHS solver, the paper also includes
empirical results for the Eva solver [115] as an example of a solver that
implements the CG algorithm.
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Figure 3.3: The fraction of soft clauses reusable as labels or assumptions
(from Paper II).
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(from Paper II).
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Effect of Preprocessing on
SAT-based MaxSAT Solving

Paper III focuses on improving the theoretical understanding of the effect
of label-based preprocessing on the number of SAT solver calls made by
SAT-based MaxSAT algorithms. We note that theoretical analysis of many
SAT-based MaxSAT algorithms is in general challenging. For example, the
number of SAT solver calls necessary for the CG algorithm to solve any
MaxSAT instance is not known. The difficulty in determining the number
stems to some extent from the fact that the instance is modified during
search. Thus the core extracted on each iteration is a core of the current
instance but not necessarily a core of the original instance. More generally,
the effect that the formula rewriting step of the CG algorithm has on the
core structure of the input instance remains an interesting open question,
even if some results are known [233]. Analysis of the IHS algorithm is
simpler since it only extracts cores of the original instance. It is known
that the number of SAT solver calls necessary for the IHS algorithm to
solve MaxSAT instances can be exponential in the number of soft clauses,
even when restricted to unweighted instances [234].
In Paper III we provide a full characterization of the effect of label-based
preprocessing with SAT-based preprocessing rules on the number of necessary SAT solver calls of two algorithms: IHS and CGH . CGH is an abstract
MaxSAT algorithm first studied in [233]. In particular CGH is similar to
CG except for the fact that CGH only considers implementations of Relax
in which the soft clauses of the core remain in the instance as soft clauses
and new cardinality constraints are added as hard clauses. In [233] the
authors provide a characterization of the cores in the ith working formula
of CGH in terms of the cores of the input instance and the added (hard)
cardinality constraints. Our results in Paper III for CGH make use of this
characterization. As a by-product of the main result, we also develop a
similar characterization of the MUSes, thus sharpening the main results
of [233].
In order to simplify the discussion, we will from now on focus on what
we call normalized MaxSAT instances, a view on MaxSAT instances similar
to [119]. A MaxSAT instance F N = (FhN , FsN , w) is normalized if each soft
clause C ∈ FsN is group-detectable. We say that a literal l ∈ Lit(F N ) is a
soft literal if (¬l) ∈ FsN . The results of Papers I and II imply that we can
assume all MaxSAT instances to be normalized. In more detail, given any
MaxSAT instance F = (Fh , Fs , w) we construct a normalized instance F N
by replacing each C ∈ Fs which is not group detectable by a hard clause
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C ∨ gC and a soft clause (¬gC ) of weight w(C). The results of Papers I
and II imply that F N has the same optimal solutions as F and reusing
all the group-detectable literals of F N as assumptions allows solving F N
without introducing any extra variables compared to solving F. Normalized
MaxSAT instances are convenient for the analysis conducted in Paper III. If
a normalized MaxSAT instance F = (Fh , Fs , w) is preprocessed with group
detection to obtain the instance pre(F) = (Fhp , Fsp , w), then Fsp ⊆ Fs , and
Theorem 3 can be restated as follows.
Corollary 1. Let F be a normalized MaxSAT instance and pre(F) the instance resulting after preprocessing F using label-based preprocessing with
group detection and SAT-based preprocessing rules. Then MUS(F) =
MUS(pre(F)), which implies MCS(F) = MCS(pre(F)).
While Paper III focuses on SAT-based preprocessing rules, the results hold
for any preprocessing rules that satisfy Corollary 1.
In Paper III we analyze four variants of a fixed A ∈ {CGH , IHS}.
• A: the base algorithm.
• Apre : A applied after label-based preprocessing.
• AMUS : A using an idealized SAT solver that is guaranteed to extract
an MUS when invoked on an unsatisfiable formula.
MUS
• AMUS
applied after label-based preprocessing.
pre : A

We investigate the relative performance of these variants from two separate
points of view, the best case and worst case in the number of iterations
(SAT solver calls). Let F be a normalized MaxSAT instance and A ∈
{CGH , IHS}. Due to non-deterministic heuristics of SAT solvers, there are
several different possible executions of A invoked on F. We define the
length of an execution of A on F as the number of cores extracted by A
during that execution before termination. A best-case execution of A on F
has length equal to the minimum over all possible executions of A on F.
Similarly, a worst-case execution has length equal to the maximum over
all possible executions. Let Minlen(A, F) and Maxlen(A, F) denote the
length of best-case and worst-case executions of A on F, respectively.
Figures 3.5 and 3.6 overview the results of our analysis. We establish
that for any A ∈ {CGH , IHS}, label-based preprocessing using SAT-based
preprocessing rules can not decrease the length of the best-case executions
of A on any instance (Figure 3.5). On the other hand, preprocessing can
decrease the length of the worst-case executions on some instances. Intuitively, the results follow from the inability of SAT-based preprocessing
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Figure 3.5: Best-case performance in the number of iterations of A ∈
{CGH , IHS}. Here X → Y indicates that Minlen(X, F) ≤ Minlen(Y, F)
on all MaxSAT instances F (from Paper III).
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Figure 3.6: Worst-case performance in the number of iterations of
A ∈ {CGH , IHS}. Here X → Y indicates that Maxlen(X, F) ≤
Maxlen(Y, F) on all MaxSAT instances F. X 9 Y indicates that X → Y
does not hold (from Paper III).
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rules to affect the MUS structure of MaxSAT instances, as stated in Corollary 1. In essence, we show that the best-case executions of A on any
instance F correspond to executions where the SAT solver only returns
MUSes. Since SAT-based preprocessing can not affect the MUSes of F,
any executions, where the SAT solver only returns MUSes, are valid for
both A and Apre . However, as preprocessing can still remove some of the
soft literals of MaxSAT instances, applying SAT-based preprocessing before
solving might in some cases allow the algorithm to avoid bad executions
following from extracting cores that are not MUSes.
Finally, we note that, in addition to CGH , IHS and the results of Paper
III, it is known that O(log(COST(F))) calls to a SAT solver are required
to solve any MaxSAT instance [235]. The result is obtained using a modelguided MaxSAT solver which uses a combination of linear and binary search
for the optimal cost (recall Section 2.4). As preprocessing does not affect
the optimal cost of instances, the same result implies that label-based preprocessing with SAT-based preprocessing rules can not affect the minimum
number of SAT solver calls required by the model-guided solver studied
in [235] either.
The focus in this section was on the number of iterations of SAT-based
solvers. Even if preprocessing does not decrease the minimum number of
iterations, the empirical evaluations conducted in Papers I and II demonstrate that preprocessing does improve the empirical performance of SATbased MaxSAT solvers on some instances. While a complete theoretical
understanding of how preprocessing affects SAT-based MaxSAT solvers
remains an interesting open research question, we note that the analysis
conducted in Paper III does not cover the effect of preprocessing on the
individual SAT-solver calls executed by IHS and CGH .

3.4

Subsumed Label Elimination

As the final contribution of this thesis to MaxSAT preprocessing, we investigate a MaxSAT-specific preprocessing rule which does not satisfy Corollary 1, but still guarantees sound MaxSAT preprocessing. More specifically,
in Paper IV we propose and analyze subsumed label elimination (SLE). We
prove correctness of SLE, give theoretical analysis comparing SLE to SATbased preprocessing rules, and show empirically that incorporating SLE in
the preprocessing step further improves performance of several MaxSAT
solvers implementing CG and IHS. In the paper we also briefly overview
the connection between SLE and the so-called column dominance rule proposed in the early 90s in conjunction with branch-and-bound approaches
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for the binate covering problem [236]. We will not detail the binate covering
problem here, except to say that while SLE can be seen as the MaxSAT
counterpart of the column dominance rule, Paper III reports on the first
study of such a rule in the context of MaxSAT that we are aware of.
Similarly to the previous section, we assume that all MaxSAT instances
in this section are normalized. This allows identifying MCSes with sets of
soft literals. More specifically, let F = (Fh , Fs , w) be a normalized MaxSAT
instance and consider a subset K ⊆ Fs of soft clauses. We are interested
in determining the satisfiability of the formula FK = Fh ∧ (Fs \ K). Let
C ∈ K and D ∈ (Fs \ K) be two soft clauses of F. Then C = (¬l1 ) and
D = (¬l2 ) for two soft literals l1 and l2 . Now ¬l1 ∈
/ Lit(FK ) since C is
the only clause of Fh ∧ Fs containing ¬l1 . Thus all clauses in ClFK (l1 )
can be trivially satisfied by assigning l1 to true. On the other hand, as
D ∈ FK , any potential satisfying assignment τ to FK assigns l2 to false.
In other words, any potential satisfying assignment to FK can set all soft
literals l for which (¬l) ∈ K to true and has to set all literals l for which
(¬l) ∈ Fs \ K to false. Hence the satisfiability of FK is equivalent to the
L
satisfiability of the simplification FhK of Fh under the partial assignment
K L = {l | (¬l) ∈ K} ∪ {¬l | (¬l) ∈ Fs \ K}. Thus K is a correction set of F
L
if and only if FhK is satisfiable. In this section, we identify sets M ⊆ Fs of
soft clauses of normalized MaxSAT instances with the partial assignment
M L = {l | (¬l) ∈ M } ∪ {¬l | (¬l) ∈ Fs \ M }. Specifically, we define the
L
simplification FhM of Fh under M ⊆ Fs to be equal to FhM .
Next we give an informal description of SLE. Let F = (Fh , Fs , w) be a
normalized MaxSAT instance, and l1 and l2 two soft literals of F. We say
that l2 subsumes l1 if (i) Cl(l1 ) ⊆ Cl(l2 ), i.e., l2 appears in all of the same
clauses as l1 , and (ii) w((¬l1 )) ≥ w((¬l2 )). SLE allows removing subsumed
literals from F. More formally, SLE allows enforcing all subsumed literals
to false and simplifying the instance accordingly. The soundness of SLE
follows from the fact that if l1 is subsumed by l2 , then there exists an
optimal M ∈ MCS(F) which does not contain (¬l1 ). Hence there also
exists an optimal solution τ M to F that assigns l1 to false. More specifically,
we show that if (¬l1 ) is a member of some M 1 ∈ MCS(F), then M 2 =
(M 1 \ (¬l1 )) ∪ (¬l2 ) is a correction set of F. Thereby M 2 contains an MCS
Ms of F for which (¬l1 ) ∈
/ Ms . Notice that the assumption w((¬l1 )) ≥
w((¬l2 )) implies that w(M 1 ) ≥ w(M 2 ) ≥ w(Ms ), so either M 1 is not
optimal, or all three are. To see that M 2 is a correction set, notice that
2
1
the simplifications of Fh under M 1 and M 2 satisfy FhM ⊆ FhM and recall
1
that FhM is satisfiable1 .
1

After publication of Paper IV we have discovered a minor error in the proof of the
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In Paper IV we provide a formal proof of correctness of SLE on the
LCNF level. In more detail, for any normalized MaxSAT instance F =
(Fh , Fs , w), we show that the soft literal l1 is subsumed by the soft literal
l2 if (i) (¬l2 ) appears in the same MUSes of F as (¬l1 ) and (ii) w((¬l1 )) ≥
w((¬l2 )). However, as checking which literals belong to which MUSes is
NP-hard, the first condition is probably not checkable in polynomial time.
Instead, we show that Cl(l1 ) ⊆ Cl(l2 ) is a sufficient condition for (¬l2 )
appearing in the same MUSes as (¬l1 ).
In addition to its proof of correctness, Paper IV also contains additional theoretical analysis of SLE. We show that, in contrast to the SATbased preprocessing rules, SLE does not satisfy Corollary 1. Instead, we
show that the MUSes of MaxSAT instances pre(F) preprocessed with SLE
are restrictions of the MUSes of F onto the soft clauses of pre(F). The
contrast between SLE and SAT-based preprocessing is further exemplified
in Paper IV by MaxSAT instances on which no SAT-based preprocessing
rules can be applied but SLE can. The possibility of SLE affecting the
MUSes of MaxSAT instances also means that preprocessing with SLE can
in some cases remove optimal MaxSAT solutions. More precisely, assume
that two labels l1 and l2 subsume each other, i.e., that Cl(l1 ) = Cl(l2 ) and
w((¬l1 )) = w((¬l2 )). Then, if there exists an optimal M1 ∈ MCS(F) containing l1 and not l2 , there also exists an optimal M2 ∈ MCS(F) containing
l2 and not l1 . Even so, SLE can soundly remove either l1 or l2 , thus also
removing the corresponding MCS and optimal MaxSAT solutions. However, as implied by the soundness of SLE, it will never remove all optimal
solutions nor create new ones.
It should be noted that only using SLE during preprocessing might
not be very effective. The reason is the precondition Cl(l1 ) ⊆ Cl(l2 ). In
order for this condition to be met, the formula needs to contain clauses
with more than one soft literal. However, many normalized MaxSAT instances encountered in practical applications need not contain such clauses.
Consider for example an un-normalized MaxSAT instance F = (Fh , Fs , w)
that does not contain any group-detectable soft clauses. Then every clause
in the normalized instance F N = (FhN , FsN , w) obtained from F following
Section 3.3 contains at most one soft literal. Even so, SLE can still be
used when preprocessing F N as long as other techniques capable of distributing soft literals among clauses are used as well. In our work the main
preprocessing rule capable of this is bounded variable elimination.
theorem corresponding to this discussion, Theorem 6. The last sentence of the proof
should read: ”By assumption, R0 = (R \ {l2 }) ∪ {l1 }, a subset of Lbls(Φpre ), is a hitting
set of LMUS(Φ) and hence contains an irreducible hitting set of LMUS(Φ), i.e, an LMCS
of Φ.”
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In Paper IV we present the result of an experimental evaluation on the
effect of SLE together with SAT-based MaxSAT solvers. As benchmarks we
used the industrial and crafted benchmarks of the 2015 MaxSAT evaluation.
Figure 3.7 demonstrates the effect that SLE has on the fraction of soft
literals remaining after preprocessing with and without SLE. We found that
especially on weighted instances, SLE can significantly increase the number
of soft literals that are removed during preprocessing. For example, for one
third of the weighted partial industrial instances (x = 0.3), with SLE close
to 80% of the soft literals are eliminated (y ≈ 0.2, i.e., some 20% of the
soft literals remain afterwards). In comparison, without SLE only ≈ 45%
are eliminated.
Figure 3.8 gives a break-down of the effect that SLE has on the running
time of LMHS on the different families of the weighted partial industrial
benchmarks. The experiments were run using a per-instance timeout of 30
min. We see that, for a majority of the instances, SLE improves the total
solving time of LMHS, both compared to using no preprocessing, and only
using SAT-based preprocessing. In Paper IV, we also provide results for
Eva [115], Open-WBO [113], and Primal-Dual [120].
After the publication of Paper IV we have generalized SLE, resulting in
a technique called group-subsumed label elimination (GSLE) [237]. A soft
literal l of a MaxSAT instance F is group-subsumed
by a set L of soft litP
erals if (i) Cl(l) ⊆ Cl(L) and (ii) w((¬l)) ≥ lg ∈L w((¬lg )). GSLE allows
removing group-subsumed literals from F. GSLE is a straightforward generalization of SLE, the proof of correctness is essentially identical to SLE.
Both SLE and GSLE are implemented in the MaxSAT preprocessor MaxPre [237], developed after publication of Paper IV. Interestingly, we have
found that using GSLE during preprocessing does not significantly increase
total preprocessing time compared to using SLE. In addition to SLE and
GSLE, MaxPre also includes all other algorithmic ideas for preprocessing
proposed in this thesis, namely label reuse and group detection.

Fraction of soft literals remaining
after preprocessing

3.4 Subsumed Label Elimination
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Figure 3.7: Fraction of soft literals remaining in industrial (left) and crafted
(right) unweighted (PMS) and weighted (WPMS) benchmarks after preprocessing with and without SLE (from Paper IV).
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Chapter 4
Maximum Satisfiability for Data
Analysis
In this chapter we discuss the contributions of this thesis to the development of new MaxSAT encodings for two NP-hard data analysis problems, correlation clustering (Paper V) and bounded treewidth Bayesian
network structure learning (BTBNSL) (Paper VI). Correlation clustering
is discussed in Section 4.1 and BTBNSL in Section 4.2. In both sections
we give a precise definition of the data analysis task as a combinatorial
optimization problem, overview the MaxSAT encodings we propose, and
present a summary of the results of an empirical evaluation of the resulting
MaxSAT-based approach.
In order to simplify the discussion, we will present all MaxSAT encodings in this chapter in terms of general propositional logic. This can be
done without loss of generality as it is well-known that for any formula G
in propositional logic, there exists an equivalent CNF formula F G . Furthermore, the size of F G can be assumed to be polynomial in the size of
G. More specifically, applying the well-known Tseitin encoding [238] on
G results in an equivalent CNF formula F G the number of variables and
clauses of which are linear in the number of constraints and variables of G.

4.1

Correlation Clustering

In Paper V we present and evaluate three MaxSAT encodings for the correlation clustering problem [239]. Under the original formulation, an instance
of correlation clustering consists of an undirected graph with the nodes corresponding to a set of data points and each edge labeled as either positive
or negative. Two points with a positive edge between them are similar,
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and points with a negative edge between them are dissimilar. The goal
of correlation clustering is to cluster the nodes of the graph in a way that
correlates as well as possible with the edge labeling. More specifically, an
optimal clustering balances two conflicting objectives. On one hand, similar points should be assigned to the same cluster. On the other hand,
dissimilar points should be assigned to different clusters. Notice that there
exists “trivial” clusterings that maximize either individual objective. The
number of similar points assigned to the same cluster is maximized by a
clustering that assigns all nodes to the same cluster. Similarly, the number
of dissimilar points assigned to different clusters is maximized by a clustering that assigns all nodes to different clusters. However, no such trivial
clustering is in general optimal with respect to both objectives. Balancing the conflicting objectives is an important characteristic of correlation
clustering. The lack of a “trivial” clustering that balances both objectives
makes correlation clustering well-suited for situations in which the true
number of clusters is unknown.
The rest of the Section is organized as follows. In Section 4.1.1 we detail the general setting under which we study correlation clustering. The
three MaxSAT encodings we propose for the problem are presented in Section 4.1.2 and an overview of the results of the experimental evaluation
reported on in Paper V is given in Section 4.1.3.
An interest in correlation clustering has continued after the publication
of Paper V [240–243]. We especially note a recently published paper that
develops one of the MaxSAT encodings that we propose in Paper V in the
context of the clique partitioning problem [244].

4.1.1

Problem Setting

An instance of correlation clustering consists of a set V = {v1 , . . . , vN }
N ×N
of N data points and a symmetric similarity matrix W ∈ R
where
R = R ∪ {∞, −∞}. From now on, we fix V and say that an instance
consists only of the matrix W . We denote the element on row i column j in
W by W (i, j). The values of W represent similarities of pairs of points, the
points vi and vj are similar if W (i, j) > 0 and dissimilar if W (i, j) < 0. An
instance of correlation clustering can equivalently be viewed as an weighted
undirected graph G = (V, E) where {vi , vj } ∈ E if W (i, j) 6= 0, and the
weight of each edge {vi , vj } is equal to W (i, j). Figure 4.1 gives an example
of a similarity matrix W on the left and the corresponding graph on the
right.
A function cl : V → N is a clustering of W if cl(vi ) = cl(vj ) for all
W (i, j) = ∞ and cl(vi ) 6= cl(vj ) for all W (i, j) = −∞. These kinds of
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Figure 4.1: A Similarity matrix and its graph representation.
constraints enforcing two points to the same or to different clusters are
commonly called must-link and cannot-link constraints, respectively [245].
Given an instance W of correlation clustering, the cost Cost(W, cl) of
a clustering cl : V → N is
X
Cost(W, cl) =
(I[−∞ < W (i, j) < 0] · |W (i, j)|) +
cl(vi )=cl(vj )
i<j

X

cl(vi )6=cl(vj )
i<j

(I[∞ > W (i, j) > 0] · W (i, j)) ,

where I[b] is an indicator function which takes the value 1 if the condition b is true, else I[b] = 0. A clustering cl is optimal if Cost(W, cl) ≤
Cost(W, cl0 ) for all clusterings cl0 of W .
Example 3. Consider the similarity matrix W in Figure 4.1 (left). An
optimal clustering cl of this instance assigns cl(v1 ) = cl(v4 ) = 1, cl(v2 ) = 2
and cl(v3 ) = 3. The cost Cost(W, cl) of cl is 1.
An important factor to note here is that the cost of a clustering does
not depend on the specific cluster indexes. Hence the search for an optimal
clustering of W can be restricted to functions cl : V → [N ] where [N ] =
{0, . . . , N − 1}. More generally, given a similarity matrix W , a clustering
cl : V → N and a permutation σ : N → N, the function clσ = σ ◦ cl is also
a clustering of V with Cost(W, cl) = Cost(W, clσ ). In other words, the
space of clusterings is highly symmetric.

4.1.2

MaxSAT Encodings of Correlation Clustering

In this section we overview our three related MaxSAT encodings of correlation clustering, the transitive encoding, the unary encoding and the binary
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encoding. For the remaining of this section, we fix an instance W of correlation clustering to an N × N similarity matrix with E non-zero elements.
In other words, we assume that there are E pairs of distinct 1 ≤ i < j ≤ N
for which W (i, j) 6= 0.
For each encoding, we describe the MaxSAT instance F(W ) resulting after applying the encoding on W and a procedure for converting an
optimal solution τ of F(W ) to an optimal clustering clτ of W . In the
rest of the section, let Transitive(W ), Unary(W ) and Binary(W ) denote the MaxSAT instances produced by the transitive, unary and binary encodings on W , respectively. Even though the specifics of each
instance differ, the overall structure of them is similar. Let F(W ) ∈
{Transitive(W ), Unary(W ), Binary(W )} and F(W ) = (FhW , FsW , wW ).
The hard clauses FhW represent a conjunction of two complex constraints:
FhW = IsFunc(W ) ∧ Sol(W ). The constraint IsFunc(W ) is satisfied if clτ
is a function clτ : V → N, and Sol(W ) is satisfied if clτ is a clustering of W .
The constraint Sol(W ) is further divided into two parts corresponding to
the must-link (SameCl(i, j)) and cannot-link (DiffCl(i, j)) constraints,
respectively:
^
^
Sol(W ) =
SameCl(i, j) ∧
DiffCl(i, j).
W (i,j)=∞

W (i,j)=−∞

The constraint SameCl(i, j) is satisfied if and only if clτ (vi ) = clτ (vj )
and the constraint DiffCl(i, j) is satisfied if and only if clτ (vi ) 6= clτ (vj ).
Since all hard clauses are satisfied by any solution to the MaxSAT instance,
the semantics of the constraints ensure that any solution to the MaxSAT
instance corresponds to a clustering of W.
The soft clauses FsW are defined in a way which ensures that
Cost(F, τ ) = Cost(W, clτ )
for any MaxSAT solution τ . The soft clauses contain SameCl(i, j) with
weight wW (SameCl(i, j)) = W (i, j) for each 0 < W (i, j) < ∞ and a
constraint DiffCl(i, j) with weight wW (DiffCl(i, j)) = |W (i, j)| for each
−∞ < W (i, j) < 0; all in all,
^
^
FsW =
SameCl(i, j) ∧
DiffCl(i, j).
0<W (i,j)<∞

0>W (i,j)>−∞

In Paper V, the correctness of each MaxSAT encoding is established by
showing that Cost(F, τ ) = Cost(W, clτ ) and that for any clustering cl of
W there exists a solution τcl to F(W ) for which cl = clτcl .
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The transitive encoding of correlation clustering can be seen as a MaxSAT
reformulation of a previously proposed integer programming model for
correlation clustering, a model originally proposed for the clique partitioning problem [168, 175, 246]. The variables of Transitive(W ) are
of form xij for each distinct pair i, j = 1, . . . , N . Given a solution τ to
Transitive(W ), the corresponding clustering clτ is constructed by assigning all vi and vj for which τ (xij ) = 1 to the same cluster. With these
variables, the constraint IsFunc(W ) is encoded using θ(N 3 ) constraints
of form (xij ∧ xjk ) → xik for distinct i, j, and k. Each such constraint
corresponds to the clause (¬xij ∨ ¬xjk ∨ xik ); all in all,
^
IsFunc(W ) =
(¬xij ∨ ¬xjk ∨ xik ).
i,j,k distinct
The two other constraints, SameCl(i, j) and DiffCl(i, j), are encoded
with unit clauses: SameCl(i, j) = (xij ) and DiffCl(i, j) = (¬xij ). In
total Transitive(W ) contains θ(N 2 ) variables and θ(N 3 ) clauses.
The unary encoding of correlation clustering resembles to some extent
a previously proposed quadratic integer programming formulation of correlation clustering [247]. In contrast to the transitive encoding, the unary
encoding is parametrized on K, the maximum number of clusters in the
solution clustering. The value of K needs to be set before creating the
instance Unary(W ). In Paper V, we used K = N in all experiments.
This ensures that the produced clustering is an optimal solution to the
general correlation clustering problem (recall the discussion at the end of
Section 4.1.1). The main variables of Unary(W ) are the θ(N · K) variables of form yik for 1 ≤ i ≤ N and 1 ≤ k ≤ K. Given a solution τ to
Unary(W ), the clustering clτ is constructed using those variables by setting clτ (vi ) = k if and only if τ (yik ) = 1. The constraint IsFunc(W ) is
encoded using cardinality constraints:
IsFunc(W ) =

N
^

i=1

CNF(

K
X

yik = 1).

k=1

In Paper V we used the so-called sequential encoding [215] to convert the
cardinality constraints to CNF. The other two constraints, SameCl(i, j)
and DiffCl(i, j), are encoded in a straightforward manner by
SAMECL(i, j) =

K
_

k=1

(yik ∧ yjk ) and DIFFCL(i, j) =

K
^

k=1

¬(yik ∧ yjk ).

Including all clauses and variables introduced by the Tseitin encoding, the
instance Unary(W ) contains θ(E ·K +N ·K) variables and θ(E ·K) clauses.
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The third MaxSAT encoding we consider, the binary encoding, is essentially a bitwise reformulation of the unary encoding. Similarly to the unary
encoding, the binary encoding is also parametrized on K. The main variables of Binary(W ) are θ(N · log2 (K)) variables of form bai for 1 ≤ i ≤ N
and 1 ≤ a ≤ dlog2 (K)e. Given a solution τ to Binary(W ), the clustering
dlog (K)e
clτ is constructed by interpreting τ (bi 2
), . . . , τ (b1i ) as a binary numτ
ber c and setting cl (vi ) = c. We note that this construction results in a
0
0
clustering clτ : V → 2d for the smallest d0 for which 2d ≥ K. In Paper V,
we present extra constraints that can be added to Binary(W ) to ensure
that clτ (vi ) ≤ K < N for all 1 ≤ i ≤ N . Notice that such constraints are
not needed if K = N , instead the cluster indexes of clτ can be permuted
to the interval 0, . . . , N − 1 as a post-processing step.
A convenient consequence of the construction of Binary(W ) is that
IsFunc(W ) = ∅, i.e., no clauses are required in order to ensure that clτ
is a function. The encoding of SameCl(i, j) and DiffCl(i, j) is straightforward: two points vi and vj are assigned to the same cluster by clτ if
and only if all bits in the binary representation of their cluster numbers are
equal, i.e.,
log2 (K)

SameCl(i, j) =

^

k=1

log2 (K)

(bki

↔

bkj )

and DiffCl(i, j) =

_

k=1

¬(bki ↔ bkj ).

In total Binary(W ) contains θ(E + N · log2 K) variables and θ(E · log2 K)
clauses.
In Paper V we also consider different types of redundant constraints
designed to reduce the symmetries in the binary encoding. As discussed
in the previous section, the space of clusterings of W is very symmetric.
Several of the symmetries are transferred to the space of MaxSAT solutions of Binary(W ). Some of the symmetries can be broken by adding
extra constraints to Binary(W ). For a simple example of such an constraint, we can enforce the point v1 to be assigned to cluster 0 with the
Vdlog (K)e
constraint k=12
(¬bk1 ). Adding extra symmetry breaking constraints
to the instance is non-trivial in general. While such constraints have the
potential of decreasing the solving time of the instance, adding too many
extra constraints can instead increase the size of the instance enough to
degrade the performance of the MaxSAT solver. Notice for example that
the transitive encoding naturally breaks all symmetries related to cluster
indexing while being significantly larger than the other two instances. In
Paper V we report on an experimental evaluation of some possible symmetry breaking constraints that could be used in conjunction with the binary
encoding.

4.1 Correlation Clustering

4.1.3

47

Experimental Evaluation

In Paper V we report on an experimental evaluation of the applicability of
MaxSAT for solving correlation clustering. As benchmarks we used four
sets of similarity values between amino-acid sequences of proteins [248],
and seven different benchmark sets from the UCL machine learning repository [249]. The number of data points in the benchmark sets ranges
from 327 to 990. In this section we overview the most significant results
of the experiments using two of the four protein datasets, which we will
from now on refer to as protein 1 and 2. The protein 1 dataset contains
669 data points and the protein 2 dataset contains 586 data points. The
similarity values between the amino acid sequences in the sets were originally computed using BLAST [250], and the datasets were obtained from
http://www.paccanarolab.org/scps.
In our experiments we compare our MaxSAT encodings with other previously proposed exact approaches to correlation clustering: an the integer linear programming (ILP) model [168, 175] and an quadratic integer
programming (QIP) model [247]. All ILP and QIP models were solved
with IBM CPLEX (version 12.6) and Gurobi Optimizer (version 6.0) using default settings. In our evaluation, all MaxSAT instances were solved
using the 2013 evaluation version of MaxHS [121, 122]. The choice of
MaxHS was motivated by it performing better than Eva500 [115], MsUnCore BCD2 version [110, 112], OpenWBO [113, 117] and ILP2013 [251] in
preliminary experimentation. A per-instance time limit of 8 h was enforced
on all solver runs. In addition to exact approaches we also compare our
MaxSAT encodings with four polynomial-time inexact algorithms: KwickCluster (KC) [168], SDPC [252] and SCPS and CCA [248]. Out of these, the
KC and SDPC algorithms were proposed for the general correlation clustering problem, while SCPS and CCA were proposed specifically to cluster
the protein datasets. The semidefinite programs of SDPC were solved with
the Matlab package SeDuMi 1.3 [253].
The first experiment we report on investigated the scalability of the
exact approaches with respect to the number of data points in the input
instance. For an increasing n, we formed a pruned similarity matrix W n
by taking the n first data points of the protein 1 dataset. Figure 4.2 shows
the result of this test with n, the number of datapoints used, on the x-axis
and the time required to solve W n on the y-axis. The reason for the QIP
model missing from the plot is that neither CPLEX nor Gurobi could solve
any of the instances within 8 h, an observation we verified using the noncommercial SCIP [254] solver as well. From the figure we can clearly see
that the binary MaxSAT encoding scales the best and is the only one able
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Figure 4.2: Point scalability of the exact approaches on the Protein 1
dataset (from Paper V).

to solve the full protein 1 dataset. Furthermore, many of the failed runs of
the other exact approaches were due to memory-outs, suggesting that the
algorithms would not terminate regardless of the time limit used.
The second experiment we report on was designed to investigate the
scalability and quality of solutions obtained by the binary MaxSAT encoding with respect to the number of nonzero values in the similarity matrix.
For p ∈ {0.05, 0.10, . . . , 1}, we pruned the input similarity matrix W generated from either the protein 1 or protein 2 dataset by independently putting
each nonzero value W (i, j) to 0 with probability p. This approach results
in a similarity matrix W 0 where the expected number of nonzero entries is
(1 − p) · 100% of the number of nonzero entries in W . As can be seen from
the top row of Figure 4.3, instances with fewer nonzero values are faster
to solve with MaxHS. While this is hardly surprising, a more interesting
observation of this experiment concerns the cost of the clusterings obtained
by solving sparse instances. The bottom row of Figure 4.3 shows the cost
Cost(W, clp ) of the optimal clustering clp of the pruned instance W 0 with
respect to the complete instance W . The costs are plotted both for the exact MaxSAT method and the approximative algorithms KC, SDPC, SCPS
and CCA. For both protein 1 and 2, we found that the clustering obtained
by MaxSAT invoked on an instance with 60% (p = 0.4) of the non-zero
values pruned was of lower cost than the clustering obtained by any of the
inexact algorithms when invoked on the complete instance. These results
suggest that first pruning a significant amount of the non-zero values of
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Figure 4.3: Top: Evolution of running times. Bottom: Cost of the clusterings obtained on sparse matrices. Bottom left: Protein 1 (669 datapoints),
bottom right: Protein 2 (586 datapoints).

the matrix and then solving the sparser matrix using the binary MaxSAT
encoding results in a competitive inexact approach to applications of correlation clustering with medium-size instances as long as running times in
the order of a few minutes are acceptable. For applications where faster
running times are required or larger instances need to be solved, the other
inexact algorithms should be considered. All runs of KC, SDPC, SCPS and
CCA reported on in Paper V were completed within a few seconds.
In addition the experiments on unconstrained correlation clustering,
Paper V also includes results of experiments on the constrained correlation
clustering problem. Constrained correlation clustering extends the correlation clustering problem by allowing extra hard constraints in the instance.
We report on experiments evaluating the effect of extra symmetry breaking
constraints as well as user specified must-link and cannot-link constraints
which might come from an domain expert. We found that in many settings,
adding extra constraints to the instance decreases the running time of the
MaxSAT solver while not significantly increasing the cost of the produced
clustering. As far as we are aware, adding similar constraints to the in-
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exact algorithms is non-trivial. This further highlights the benefits of a
declarative approach to solving correlation clustering.

4.2

Bounded Treewidth Bayesian Network
Structure Learning

In Paper VI we propose and evaluate a MaxSAT encoding of the bounded
treewidth Bayesian network structure learning problem (BTBNSL). We
compare the resulting MaxSAT-based approach to the dynamic programming algorithm of [198], which at the time of publication of Paper VI was
the only other known implementation of a solution algorithm to BTBNSL.
Since the publication of Paper VI there has been a continued interest in
BTBNSL [200, 255–257]. For example, an integer programming-based solution algorithm was published concurrently with Paper VI [199].
Given a set of observations (data) D over some set X of random variables, the goal of Bayesian network structure learning is to compute a
Bayesian network structure which summarizes statistical dependencies and
independencies in the data. BTBNSL further restricts the set of feasible solutions to networks that have treewidth less than some given bound k ∈ N.
In the score-based approach to BTBNSL, which we focus on, a scoring
function Score is precomputed based on the data. The scoring function
assigns a score Score(G) to each possible network structure G = (X, E).
The score measures how well G explains the data, an optimal network minimizes Score over all possible networks. Our MaxSAT encoding is applicable under any decomposable scoring function. We give a precise definition
of a scoring function being decomposable in the next section and note here
that several commonly used scoring functions are decomposable, including
MDL [258], BD [259], and fNML [11]. In the rest of the section, we assume
that all scores are given as input and work with a generic decomposable
scoring function Score.
This section is organized as follows. In Section 4.2.1 we detail BTBNSL
and discuss how the treewidth of a Bayesian network can be computed.
The MaxSAT encoding of BTBNSL is presented in Section 4.2.2 and an
overview of the results of the experimental evaluation conducted in Paper
VI is given in Section 4.2.3.

4.2.1

Problem Setting

Let X = {X1 , . . . , XN } be a set of N random variables, and for each
i = 1, . . . , N , let Pi = 2X\{Xi } be the set of candidate parent sets of Xi .

4.2 Bounded Treewidth Bayesian Network Structure Learning
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An instance of BTBNSL consists of X, a bound k ∈ N, and for each i =
1, . . . , N the set Pi as well as a local score function si : Pi → N associating
a positive cost si (P ) to each P ∈ Pi . Picking a single Pi ∈ Pi for each Xi
gives rise to the directed graph G = (X, E) in which (Xj , Xi ) ∈ E if and
only if Xj ∈ Pi . We say that any Xj for which (Xj , Xi ) ∈ E is a parent
of Xi , and Xi is a child of Xj . The graph G is a solution to the BTBNSL
instance if it is acyclic and has treewidth less than k, i.e., if TW(G) ≤ k.
The score Score(G) of a solution G is equal to the sum of the local scores
of each node and its parent set:
X
Score(G) =
si (Pi ).
(4.1)
Xi ∈X

As a side note, we say that any scoring function Score for which the value
Score(G) can be computed similarly to Equation 4.1, is decomposable. A
solution Go is optimal if Score(Go ) ≤ Score(G) for any solution G.
Figure 4.4 illustrates the definition and computation of the treewidth of
a Bayesian network G = (X, E) [202, 260]. The treewidth of G is equal to
the treewidth of its (undirected) moralized graph Moral(G) = (X, E M ),
obtained from G by adding an edge between any two nodes Xi and Xk
that share a common child and dropping the direction of all edges. Given
a linear ordering ≺ of X and two nodes Xi , Xj ∈ X, the node Xi is a
predecessor of Xj (under ≺) if Xi ≺ Xj and {Xi , Xj } ∈ E M . The undirected triangulation ∆(Moral(G), ≺) of Moral(G) under ≺ is obtained
by iteratively adding edges to E M between pairs Xj and Xk of nodes that
share a common predecessor. The edges are added until fix point. Finally,
~
the directed ordered graph ∆(Moral(G),
≺) is obtained from the resulting triangulation by ordering all edges according to ≺. The width of ≺ is
~
the maximum out-degree of any node of ∆(Moral(G),
≺). The treewidth
TW(G) of G is the minimum-width of all linear orderings of X.

4.2.2

MaxSAT Encoding of BTBNSL

In this section we overview our MaxSAT encoding of BTBNSL. Given an
instance of BTBNSL over X = {X1 , . . . , XN } and a bound k ∈ N, the
encoding produces the MaxSAT instance Bayes(X, k) = (FhX , FsX , w).
For each variable Xi ∈ X and potential parent set S ∈ Pi , the instance
Bayes(X, k) includes a variable PiS . Given a solution τ to Bayes(X, k),
the graph Gτ = (X, E τ ) corresponding to τ has (Xj , Xi ) ∈ E τ if and
only if Xj ∈ S for a S ∈ Pi for which τ (PiS ) = 1. The hard clauses of
Bayes(X, k) enforce that Gτ is a solution to X. The soft clauses ensure
that Cost(F, τ ) = Score(Gτ ).
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Figure 4.4: Computing the treewidth of a Bayesian network structure G =
(X = {X1 , . . . , X6 }, E). (a) G; (b) the moralized graph Moral(G) =
(X, M(E)) of G; (c) the triangulation ∆(Moral(G), ≺) of the moralized
graph under the linear ordering X6 ≺ X2 ≺ X4 ≺ X1 ≺ X3 ≺ X5 ; (d) the
~
ordered graph ∆(Moral(G),
≺).
Next we overview the structure of Bayes(X, k). Compared to the
MaxSAT encodings for correlation clustering, the CNF conversions of the
constraints in Bayes(X, k) are somewhat involved. We refer the reader to
Paper VI for the details. The hard clauses FhX of Bayes(X, k) enforce that
the graph Gτ corresponding to a solution τ of Bayes(X, k) is a solution
to the BTBNSL instance X. The clauses in FhX represent a conjunction of
three different complex constraints:
FhX =

N
^

i=1

CNF(

X

S∈Pi

PiS = 1) ∧ ACYC(X) ∧ TWCNF(X, k).

P
The constraint CNF( S∈Pi PiS = 1) is satisfied if and only if Gτ has
a single parent set S for each Xi . In Paper VI, we used the improved
sequential counter [261] to encode this cardinality constraint to CNF.
The constraint ACYC(X) is satisfied if and only if the graph Gτ is
acyclic. The CNF encoding of ACYC(X) assigns a level number l(Xi ) ∈ N
to each node Xi ∈ X and enforces that the level number of a parent Xj of a
node Xi satisfies l(Xj ) ≤ l(Xi ). In more detail, we model the level number
log (N )
l(Xi ) of each node Xi in binary using log2 (N ) variables b1i , . . . , bi 2 . We
enforce l(Xj ) ≤ l(Xi ) by modeling the statement “the most significant bit
in which the binary representations of l(Xi ) and l(Xj ) differ is 1 in l(Xi )”.
The constraint TWCNF(X, k) is satisfied if and only if TW(Gτ ) ≤
k. The CNF translation of TWCNF(X, k) follows the SAT encoding for
computing the treewidth of a fixed graph presented in [261]. Essentially,
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we enforce the existence of a linear ordering of the variables in X that
has width at most k. This is enough to ensure that TW(Gτ ) ≤ k as the
treewidth is equal to the minimum width over all possible orderings.
The soft clauses FsX contain a unit negation (¬PiS ) with weight si (S)
for all i = 1, . . . , N and S ∈ Pi . These ensure that the cost incurred
by selecting S as a parent for Xi is si (S), as expected. These clauses
ensure that Cost(F, τ ) = Score(Gτ ) as required to make sure that the
Bayesian network structure Gτ corresponding to an optimal solution τ to
Bayes(X, k) is an optimal solution to BTBNSL.

4.2.3

Experimental Evaluation

In Paper VI we report on an experimental evaluation evaluating of the
applicability of MaxSAT for solving BTBNSL. As benchmark sets we used
eight well-known UCl datasets [249] over 9–29 random variables, as well
as two datasets (Adult and Housing) from [198]. Table 4.1 summarizes
the benchmark sets. For each benchmark, we used the (decomposable)
MDL scoring function [258]. We compare our MaxSAT encoding with the
dynamic programming (DP) algorithm for BTBNSL of [198], the only other
implementation of an exact algorithm for BTBNSL we were aware of at the
time. All MaxSAT instances were solved with the MaxHS [121] solver. A
per instance time limit of 8 h and memory limit of 30 GB were enforced on
all benchmarks and solver runs. We used k = 2, 3 and 4 as bounds for the
treewidth of the solution network.
Table 4.1 overviews the results of our experiment. For each treewidth
bound, the best running time to find an optimal solution is highlighted
in boldface. We observe that the dynamic programming approach is competitive with our MaxSAT approach only for the smallest dataset with 9
variables. Apart from the multiple timeouts (“> 28 800”), we observe that
DP most often runs out of memory (“mo”) on the datasets with more
variables, especially for treewidth bounds greater than 2. In contrast, the
MaxSAT approach (MS) timeouts on only two instances, and, especially,
does not run out of memory. For a clear 2/3 majority of the instances,
MS produces an optimal solution within half-an-hour; and for half of the
instances within around 10 minutes.
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Table 4.1: Running times in seconds of our MaxSAT-based approach (MS)
and the dynamic programming (DP) approach [198] for different UCI
datasets and treewidth bounds k = 2, 3, 4. Explanations: “mo” denotes
a memory out; N denotes the number of variables (nodes); #fails denotes
the number of times the memory or time limit was exceeded.
Dataset

N

treewidth ≤ 2
MS (s)
DP (s)

Abalone
Housing
Wine
Adult
Voting
Zoo
Hepatitis
Heart
Horse
Flag

9
14
14
15
17
17
20
23
28
29

64
2 226
27
998
22 909
410
315
1 198
192
1 418

#fails:

0

6
6
> 28
> 28
> 28

treewidth ≤ 3
MS (s)
DP (s)

treewidth ≤ 4
MS (s)
DP (s)

#fails
MS
DP

7
927
924
800
800
800
mo
mo
mo
mo

166
2 329
22
1 623
26 419
412
100
2 186
> 28 800
11 148

57
> 28 800
> 28 800
> 28 800
mo
mo
mo
mo
mo
mo

215
2 991
171
1 782
> 28 800
105
1 164
41
544
1 356

536
mo
mo
mo
mo
mo
mo
mo
mo
mo

0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
1
0

0
2
2
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

7

1

9

1

9

2
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Chapter 5
Conclusion
This thesis contributed to declarative methods for exactly solving combinatorial optimization problems. We focused on MaxSAT encodings and
re-encodings of combinatorial optimization problems with the aim of solving instances that correspond to real-world applications.
In Papers I-IV we studied MaxSAT solving technology in the form of
solver independent re-encodings, i.e., preprocessing, of MaxSAT instances
F to other instances pre(F) with the aim of making the time required to
re-encode F and solve pre(F) less than the time required to solve F. In
Papers I and II we further developed the previously proposed labeled CNF
framework for MaxSAT preprocessing. In Paper I we showed that the extra
label variables introduced during label-based preprocessing can be reused as
assumption variables in many core-guided and implicit hitting set MaxSAT
solvers, thus avoiding all variables that otherwise would be introduced by
the solvers. We also showed that reusing labels as assumptions is necessary
in order to improve the empirical performance of LMHS, an implicit hitting
set based MaxSAT solver.
In Paper II we generalized the idea proposed in Paper I further by showing that some literals from the input MaxSAT instance itself can be used
as labels during preprocessing and assumptions during solving. We demonstrated that such literals can be identified using simple pattern matching,
resulting in a procedure we call group detection. Our empirical results indicate that group detection identifies a significant fraction of the literals
in the evaluation benchmarks and that reusing detected literals results in
modest further improvements to the empirical performance of LMHS.
Even though the ideas presented in Papers I and II are theoretically applicable to both core-guided and implicit hitting set based MaxSAT solvers,
in practice we observed a more significant benefit of label-based preprocessing in conjunction with implicit hitting set based MaxSAT solvers. The
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relationship between label-based preprocessing and the formula rewriting
performed by core-guided solvers remains an open and interesting question.
A better understanding of the formula rewriting could result in improved
performance of core-guided solvers and label-based preprocessing. Another
approach to further improving the performance label-based preprocessing
in SAT-based MaxSAT solvers could be via some form of inprocessing, i.e
via preprocessing steps interleaved with the execution of the solving algorithm. It could also be interesting to investigate if similar ideas could be
used in order to develop preprocessing in constraint programming [262, 263]
or other constraint optimization paradigms.
In Paper III we presented the results of a theoretical analysis on the
effect of label-based preprocessing with SAT-based preprocessing rules on
core-guided and implicit hitting set based MaxSAT solvers. We showed
that preprocessing can not decrease the number of iterations (SAT solver
calls) required by either algorithm, but can help them avoid some long executions. As discussed at the end of Section 3.3, the results of Paper III
highlight some potentially beneficial approaches to the further development
of MaxSAT preprocessing techniques. Since preprocessing has limited effect on the number of iterations of MaxSAT solvers, the overall benefit of
preprocessing on MaxSAT solving could be further improved by developing
preprocessing techniques that allow faster core-extraction from unsatisfiable
instances. Furthermore, even though label-based preprocessing with SATbased preprocessing rules does not affect the MCS structure of MaxSAT
instances, it can still affect the solutions corresponding to the MCSes. A
better understanding of the effect that preprocessing has on the minimal
solutions that correspond to optimal MCSes could result in improved preprocessing techniques.
It should also be mentioned that the base of the results presented in
Paper III (Corollary 1 in Section 3.3) is actually stronger than what is required for sound MaxSAT preprocessing. An argument similar to the proof
of Theorem 4 can be used to show that label-based preprocessing with
SAT-based preprocessing rules preserves all minimal solutions to MaxSAT
instances, not only the optimal ones. Thus preprocessing rules that are
sound but do not satisfy Corollary 1 could affect the number of iterations
of SAT-based MaxSAT solvers more significantly. Finally, it should be
noted that the abstraction of core-guided solvers considered Paper III does
not cover more recently proposed solvers, specifically the ones that introduce soft cardinality constraints. The effect of soft cardinality constraints
on the MUS structure of MaxSAT instances remains an interesting open
question. Developing a better understanding of how the formula rewrit-
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ings used by core-guided solvers affect the MCSes of the instance could
potentially improve both MaxSAT preprocessing and MaxSAT solving.
As the final contribution to MaxSAT preprocessing of this thesis, we
proposed subsumed label elimination (SLE) in Paper IV. We showed that
SLE is theoretically orthogonal to the SAT-based preprocessing rules in
the sense that using SLE together with the SAT-based preprocessing rules
can result in additional clauses and variables removed during preprocessing.
We also demonstrated that, even though SLE is sound for MaxSAT, it does
not preserve all MCSes of MaxSAT instances. Hence, an interesting further
research direction would be to investigate the effect that SLE has on the
number of iterations of SAT-based MaxSAT solvers. We hypothesize that
the effect of SLE is similar to that of SAT-based preprocessing rules, but do
not have a proof at this time. In addition to the theoretical results, Paper
IV also demonstrated empirically that using SLE together with SAT-based
preprocessing rules results in more variables and clauses being removed during preprocessing and in a decrease of the overall solving time of LMHS.
These observations motivate further development of MaxSAT-specific preprocessing rules that make direct use of the label variables and weights of
the soft clauses.
Papers V and VI proposed MaxSAT encodings of two data analysis tasks: correlation clustering and bounded treewidth Bayesian network
structure learning. We empirically compared our MaxSAT-based solution
approach with other, previously proposed exact algorithms. For both problems, we observed that the MaxSAT-based approach was faster and more
memory efficient than the other considered approaches on several benchmarks. After the publication of Papers V and VI we have compiled a set of
MaxSAT benchmarks of both correlation clustering and BTBNSL to each
MaxSAT evaluation organized since 2015, i.e., the 2015, 2016 and 2017
evaluations. Interestingly, the solver that was most successful on those
benchmarks in each evaluation was implicit hitting set based, an observation we made already in the original publications. This seems to suggest
that these benchmarks exhibit some form of specific structure which is more
easily exploited implicit hitting set based solvers compared to core-guided
solvers. One possible explanation is the high diversity of weights of the soft
clauses in the instances, which means that core-guided solvers need to perform a significant amount of clause cloning when solving them. A deeper
understanding of the similarities and differences between core-guided and
implicit hitting set based solvers remains an interesting open question for
developing more effective encodings and MaxSAT solvers for combinatorial
optimization problems at large.
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Ansótegui,
Fahiem
Bacchus,
Matti
Järvisalo,
and Ruben Martins.
MaxSAT Evaluation 2017, 2017.
http://mse17.cs.helsinki.fi/.
[103] Antonio Morgado, Federico Heras, and João Marques Silva. Modelguided approaches for MaxSAT solving. In Proceedings of the 25th
IEEE International Conference on Tools with Artificial Intelligence,
pages 931–938. IEEE Computer Society, 2013.
[104] Miyuki Koshimura, Tong Zhang, Hiroshi Fujita, and Ryuzo
Hasegawa. QMaxSAT: A partial MaxSAT solver. Journal of Satisfiability, Boolean Modeling and Computation, 8(1/2):95–100, 2012.
[105] Daniel Le Berre and Anne Parrain. The SAT4J library, release 2.2,
system description. Journal on Satisfiability, Boolean Modeling and
Computation, 7:59–64, 2010.
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Improving SAT-based weighted MaxSAT solvers. In Proceedings of
the 18th International Conference on Principles and Practice of Constraint Programming, volume 7514 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 86–101. Springer, 2012.
[225] Jeremias Berg and Matti Järvisalo. Weight-aware core extraction in
SAT-based MaxSAT solving. In Proceedings of the 23rd International
Conference on Principles and Practice of Constraint Programming,
volume 10416 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 652–670.
Springer, 2017.
[226] Jessica Davies and Fahiem Bacchus. Postponing optimization to
speed up MaxSAT solving. In Proceedings of the 19th International
Conference on Principles and Practice of Constraint Programming,
volume 8124 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 247–262.
Springer, 2013.
[227] Fahiem Bacchus, Antti Hyttinen, Matti Järvisalo, and Paul Saikko.
Reduced cost fixing in MaxSAT. In Proceedings of the 23rd International Conference on Principles and Practice of Constraint Programming, volume 10416 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages
641–651. Springer, 2017.
[228] Federico Heras, Javier Larrosa, and Albert Oliveras. MiniMaxSAT:
An efficient weighted MaxSAT solver. Journal of Artificial Intelligence Research, 31:1–32, 2008.
[229] Rolf Niedermeier and Peter Rossmanith. New upper bounds for maximum satisfiability. Journal of Algorithms, 36(1):63–88, 2000.
[230] Anton Belov and João Marques-Silva. Generalizing redundancy in
propositional logic: Foundations and hitting sets duality. CoRR,
abs/1207.1257, 2012.

References

83

[231] Matti Järvisalo, Armin Biere, and Marijn Heule. Blocked clause elimination. In Proceedings of the 16th International Conference on Tools
and Algorithms for the Construction and Analysis of Systems, volume
6015 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 129–144. Springer,
2010.
[232] Federico Heras, Antonio Morgado, and João Marques Silva. MaxSATbased encodings for Group MaxSAT. AI Communications, 28(2):195–
214, 2015.
[233] Fahiem Bacchus and Nina Narodytska. Cores in core based MaxSAT
algorithms: An analysis. In Proceedings of the 17th International
Conference on Theory and Applications of Satisfiability Testing, volume 8561 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 7–15. Springer,
2014.
[234] Jessica Davies. Solving MaxSAT by Decoupling Optimization and
Satisfaction. PhD thesis, University of Toronto, 2013.
[235] Alexey Ignatiev, Antonio Morgado, Vasco Manquinho, Ines Lynce,
and João Marques-Silva. Progression in maximum satisfiability. In
Proceedings of the 21st European Conference on Artificial Intelligence, volume 263 of Frontiers in Artificial Intelligence and Applications, pages 453–458. IOS Press, 2014.
[236] Olivier Coudert and Jean Christophe Madre. New ideas for solving
covering problems. In Proceedings of the 32st Conference on Design
Automation, pages 641–646. ACM Press, 1995.
[237] Tuukka Korhonen, Jeremias Berg, Paul Saikko, and Matti Järvisalo.
MaxPre: An extended MaxSAT preprocessor. In Proceedings of the
20th International Conference on Theory and Applications of Satisfiability Testing, volume 10491 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science,
pages 449–456. Springer, 2017.
[238] Grigorii S. Tseitin. On the complexity of derivation in propositional
calculus. In Automation of Reasoning: 2: Classical Papers on Computational Logic 1967–1970, pages 466–483. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 1983.
[239] Nikhil Bansal, Avrim Blum, and Shuchi Chawla. Correlation clustering. In Proceedings of the 43rd Symposium on Foundations of Computer Science, page 238. IEEE Computer Society, 2002.

84

References

[240] Divya Pandove, Rinkle Rani, and Shivani Goel. Local graph based
correlation clustering. Knowledge-Based Systems, 138:155–175, 2017.
[241] Yixin Zhuang, Hang Dou, Nathan Carr, and Tao Ju. Feature-aligned
segmentation using correlation clustering. Computational Visual Media, 3(2):147–160, 2017.
[242] Nate Veldt, Anthony Ian Wirth, and David F. Gleich. Correlation
clustering with low-rank matrices. In Proceedings of the 26th International Conference on World Wide Web, pages 1025–1034. ACM,
2017.
[243] Evgeny Levinkov, Alexander Kirillov, and Bjoern Andres. A comparative study of local search algorithms for correlation clustering. In
Proceedings of the 39th German Conference on Pattern Recognition,
volume 10496 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 103–114.
Springer, 2017.
[244] Atsushi Miyauchi and Tomohiro Sonobeand Noriyoshi Sukegawa. Exact clustering via integer programming and maximum satisfiability. In
Proceedings of the 32nd AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence,
pages ??? – ??? AAAI Press, 2018. To appear.
[245] Kiri Wagstaff and Claire Cardie. Clustering with instance-level constraints. In Proceedings of the 17th International Conference on Artificial Intelligence, pages 1103–1110. AAAI Press / The MIT Press,
2000.
[246] Martin Grötschel and Yoshiko Wakabayashi. A cutting plane algorithm for a clustering problem. Mathematical Programming, 45(1):59–
96, 1989.
[247] Paola Bonizzoni, Gianluca Della Vedova, Riccardo Dondi, and Tao
Jiang. On the approximation of correlation clustering and consensus
clustering. Journal of Computer and System Sciences, 74(5):671–696,
2008.
[248] Tamás Nepusz, Rajkumar Sasidharan, and Alberto Paccanaro. SCPS:
a fast implementation of a spectral method for detecting protein families on a genome-wide scale. BMC Bioinformatics, 11:120, 2010.
[249] A. Frank and A. Asuncion. UCI machine learning repository, 2010.

References

85

[250] Stephen F. Altschul, Warren Gish, Webb Miller, Eugene W. Myers,
and David J. Lipman. Basic local alignment search tool. Journal of
Molecular Biology, 215(3):403–410, 1990.
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