
Int. J. Operational Research, Vol. x, No. x, 1–20 1

A Double-Pivot Degenerate-Robust Simplex Algorithm
for Linear Programming

Yaguang Yang
U.S. Department of Commerce,
Rockville, MD, USA
E-mail: yaguang.yang@verizon.net

Fabio Vitor

Department of Mathematics,
University of Nebraska at Omaha,
Omaha, NE, USA
E-mail: ftorresvitor@unomaha.edu

Abstract: A double pivot simplex algorithm that combines features of two
recently published papers by these authors is proposed. The proposed algorithm
is implemented in MATLAB. The MATLAB implementation is tested, along with
a MATLAB implemention of Dantzig’s algorithm, for several test sets, including
a set of cycling linear programming problems, Klee-Minty’s problems, randomly
generated linear programs, and Netlib benchmark problems. The test results show
that the proposed algorithm, with a careful implementation, is (a) degenerate-
robust as expected, and (b) more efficient than Dantzig’s algorithm for large size
randomly generated linear programming problems, but less efficient for Netlib
benchmark problems and small size randomly generated problems in terms of
CPU time.

Keywords: Double Pivots; Degenerate-Robust; Simplex Method; Linear
Programming; Klee-Minty Cube.

Reference to this paper should be made as follows: Yang, Y. and Vitor, F. (202X)
‘A double-pivot degenerate-robust simplex algorithm for linear programming’,
International Journal of Operational Research, Vol. x, No. x, pp.xxx–xxx.

Biographical notes: Yaguang Yang received his B.S. and M.S. degrees from
Huazhong University of Science and Technology, China. From 1985 to 1990,
he was a Lecturer at Zhejiang University in China. In 1996, he received his
PhD degree from the Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering at
the University of Maryland, College Park. He has been working on linear
optimization, nonlinear optimization, optimization on Riemannian manifolds,
interior-point methods, and their applications in engineering problems. Currently,
he works for the U.S. Department of Commerce.

Fabio Vitor is an Assistant Professor in the Department of Mathematics at the
University of Nebraska at Omaha. He received his PhD in Industrial Engineering
and MS in Operations Research from Kansas State University, and his BS in
Industrial Engineering from Maua Institute of Technology, Brazil. He also worked
for Monsanto, Kalmar (Cargotec Corporation), and Volkswagen. His research
interests include applied optimization topics and the development of algorithms

Copyright © 201X Inderscience Enterprises Ltd.

ar
X

iv
:2

10
7.

11
45

1v
2 

 [
m

at
h.

O
C

] 
 1

3 
Ju

l 2
02

2



2 Yang and Vitor

to more quickly solve continuous and discrete optimization problems such as
linear, nonlinear, and integer programs.

1 Introduction

It has been more than 70 years since Dantzig formulated a linear programming (LP) problem
and proposed the simplex method (Dantzig, 1949). The main idea of this algorithm is to
search for an optimizer from a vertex to the next vertex in the polyhedron formed by the linear
constraints using Dantzig’s pivoting rule. Since then, linear programming has been one of
the mostly studied problems in operations research (Borgwardt and Viss, 2020; Bowly et
al., 2020; Dadush and Huiberts, 2020; Cavaleiro and Alizadeh, 2021; Suriyanarayana et al.,
2022). The simplex method remained to be a mainstream technique for LP until Klee and
Minty (1972) found an example showing that, in the worst case scenario, Dantzig’s pivoting
rule needs exponentially many iterations to find an optimal solution of the LP problem.
Klee and Minty’s work inspired researchers to find different ways to solve LP problems.

Interior-point methods emerged as a computationally feasible alternative technique,
which admits algorithms that find an optimal solution in finite iterations bounded by
a polynomial of the problem size. In the last three decades, most researches in linear
programming focused on finding novel interior-point methods (Wright, 1997; Gondzio,
2012; Santos et al., 2019; Yang, 2021; Vitor and Easton, 2022). However, the simplex
method never faded away. Motivated by enhancing the computational performance of the
simplex method, Vitor and Easton (2018) proposed a double pivoting algorithm, which
updates two pivot variables at a time using Dantzig’s pivoting rule. Motivated by improving
the bound of iteration number of the simplex method, Yang (2020) independently proposed
a different double pivoting rule that uses a combined criteria to select two pivot variables.

Realizing the merits of the pivoting rule proposed by Yang (2020) and the slope algorithm
created by Vitor and Easton (2018), this paper proposes and implements a new double
pivoting algorithm that combines the pivoting rule of Yang and the slope algorithm designed
to find an optimal solution and an optimal basis of two-dimensional linear programming
problems. The proposed algorithm selects two entering variables based on three criteria.
The first entering variable is selected based on Dantzig’s pivoting rule, the second entering
variable is selected based on the longest step size rule, the combination of the coefficients
of these two variables are determined by the criterion that optimizes the cost reduction,
which is equivalent to solving a linear programming problem of two variables. Notice that
the slope algorithm was developed specifically to solve this type of problem.

The intuitions behind the pivoting criteria of Yang are as follows: first, Dantzig’s pivoting
rule is selected because the computational experience in decades shows that it is a cheap
pivoting rule compared to other popular pivoting rules (Ploskas and Samaras, 2014); second,
specially designed examples show that none of the popular pivoting rules is better than
others (Paparrizos et al., 2008) in the worst case, hence, using a combination of different
rules in a random way can be beneficial and has been proved that the strategy results in
some polynomial simplex algorithms in the sense of statistics (Gartner et al., 1998; Kelner
and Spielman, 2006); third, using the longest step size rule will decrease the chance to enter
a degenerate basic feasible solution and increase the chances to get out of a degenerate
solution (Yang, 2021); fourth, the longest step rule may be beneficial to reduce the iteration
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numbers (Yang, 2020); finally, using deterministic pivoting rules may give some hope to find
a strongly polynomial algorithm to solve LP problems, which is not possible for randomized
methods such as the ones proposed by Gartner et al. (1998) and Kelner and Spielman (2006).

Observe that another popular pivoting rule is Harris steepest-edge rule (Forrest and
Goldfarb, 1992), which is similar to the longest step rule in the sense that it needs to compute
the step size for all possible pivoting candidates corresponding to a negative reduced cost.
Several computational experiments showed that the steepest-edge rule needs fewer simplex
iterations than the most negative reduced cost rule (Goldfarb and Reid, 1977; Ploskas and
Samaras, 2014) as one would expect. However, computational experience shows that finding
all step sizes for possible pivoting candidates corresponding to the negative coefficients
in the revised cost function can be extremely expensive if the cardinality of the negative
reduced costs is large. For more complete surveys on pivoting rules, see Terlaky and Zhang
(1993), Pan (2014), and Ploskas and Samaras (2017).

Throughout the paper, capitalized bold font is used for matrices, small case bold font
is used for vectors, and normal font is used for scalars. To save space, stacked vectors[
xT,yT

]T
are represented as (x,y). The remainder of the paper is organized as follows.

Section 2 presents the proposed algorithm. Section 3 discusses some implementation details.
Numerical test problems and test results are provided in Section 4. Conclusion remarks are
summarized in Section 5.

2 Proposed Algorithm

Consider the primal linear programming problem in standard form:

min cTx,
subject to Ax = b, x ≥ 0,

(1)

where A ∈ Rm×n, b ∈ Rm, c ∈ Rn are given, and x ∈ Rn is the vector to be optimized.
For the following discussion, two primary assumptions are made:

1. rank(A) = m;

2. primal LP problem (1) has an optimal solution.

These assumptions are standard. A feasible solution of the linear program satisfies
the conditions of Ax = b and x ≥ 0, which exists because of Assumption 2. Among all
feasible solutions, this paper considers only basic feasible solutions, which corresponds
to the vertices of the convex polytope described by the constraints of (1). Denote by
B ⊂ {1, 2, . . . , n} the index set with cardinality |B| = m and N = {1, 2, . . . , n} \B the
complementary set ofB with cardinality |N | = n−m such that matrix A and vector x can
be partitioned as A = [AB ,AN ] and x = (xB ,xN ) with xB ≥ 0 and xN = 0. Moreover,
if ABxB = b, then x = (xB ,0) is a basic feasible solution. Because some components
of xB may be zeros, and/or even worse, AB may not be full rank, this partition admits a
degenerate basic feasible solution, which are seen in many real-world applications and also
in many Netlib benchmark problems (Browne et al., 1995). Denote by B the set of all bases
B and byN the set of all non-basesN . Therefore, the linear programming problem (1) can
be written as:
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min cT
BxB + cT

NxN ,
subject to ABxB + ANxN = b, xB ≥ 0, xN ≥ 0.

(2)

Let superscript k represent the kth iteration. Thus, the matrices and vectors in the kth
iteration are denoted by ABk , ANk , cBk , cNk , xBk , and xNk where xk = (xBk ,xNk)
is a basic feasible solution of (1) with xBk ≥ 0 and xNk = 0. Similarly, define x∗ =
(xB∗ ,xN∗) as an optimal basic feasible solution of (1) with AB∗xB∗ = b, xB∗ ≥ 0,
xN∗ = 0, and z∗ = cTx∗ as the optimal objective function value. Observe that the partition
of (Bk, Nk) keeps updating and it is different from the partition (B∗, N∗) before an
optimizer is found. If ABk is full rank, the reduced cost vector can be calculated as

c̄T
Nk = (cNk −AT

NkA
−T
Bk cBk)T, (3)

and the iterate of xk = A−1
Bkb.

2.1 LU Decomposition versus Pseudo Inverse Solution

Avoiding the calculation of the inverse is not only useful to reduce the computational cost,
but also imperative to make sure that the algorithm works when AB is singular. Notice that
the selection of the entering variable in the simplex method does not consider if the new
AB is full rank or not. As a matter of fact, the authors noticed that for Netlib benchmark
problems, it is not unusual that AB is not full rank. For this paper’s implementation, LU
decomposition is used to achieve this. Let

ABk = LU, (4)

where L is a full rank permuted lower triangular matrix and U is an upper triangular matrix
with the same rank of ABk . Therefore, if ABk is not full rank, U is not full rank, i.e., some
diagonal elements of U are zeros. Given the LU decomposition (4), the reduced cost vector
can be calculated as follows. Let p̄ = A−T

Bk cBk , i.e., AT
Bk p̄ = cBk . Thus, p̄ is obtained by

sequentially solving two systems of linear equations

UTp = cBk and LTp̄ = p. (5)

Hence, the reduced cost vector is obtained by computing

c̄Nk = cNk −AT
Nk p̄. (6)

The iterate xk = A−1
Bkb can be obtained by sequentially solving two systems of linear

equations as follows:

Lq = b and Uxk = q. (7)

When ABk is not full rank, and some diagonal elements of U are zeros, one may
consider the use of the pseudo inverse ofABk . A simple and careful analysis shows that this
would not work in some cases. The pseudo inverse is equivalent to the following process.
Let Ū be the matrix that removes rows with zero diagonal elements from U and q̄ be the
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vector that removes the corresponding elements in q; then Equation (7) becomes Ūxk = q̄
and the solution is given by

xk =

{
ŪT(ŪŪT)−1q̄ if q̄ 6= 0,

xk ∈ Ū⊥ otherwise.
(8)

The matrix Ū⊥ can be obtained by using QR decomposition for Ū. One can easily
see that the least squared solution (Ben-Isreael and Greville, 2003) of (8) may not meet
the equations corresponding to the deleted rows of U. Testing on some Netlib problems
verified the analysis. The strategy used in this paper is to add a small ε to the zero diagonal
elements of U when it is singular. This will avoid the difficulty in solving (5) and (7).

2.2 A Double Pivot Algorithm

The double pivot algorithm in this paper is based on Yang (2020). First, how the entering
variables are selected is briefly describe. Let Ck be the index set defined as follows:

Ck ∈ {jk | c̄jk < 0}, (9)

and the cardinality |Ck| = p. Clearly, if c̄Nk ≥ 0, then Ck = ∅, and an optimizer is found.
If c̄jk < 0 for some jk ∈ Ck, then an entering variable xk in the next vertex is chosen
from the set of {jk | c̄jk < 0} because by increasing xk , the objective function cTx =
cT
BkxBk + c̄kxk will be reduced. The first entering variable xk1 is selected by using

Dantzig’s pivoting rule:

k1 := {k1 | c̄k1 = min
jk∈Ck

c̄jk}. (10)

If there is a tie, the minimum index of k1 will be used to break the tie. Denote b̄ = A−1
Bkb

and āk = A−1
BkAk , where k is in Ck and determined by (10). Also, denote by b̄i the ith

element of b̄ and by ājk,i the ith element of āk . Thus, the leaving variable for Dantzig’s
pivoting rule is to select xık1 that satisfies

xık1 = min
i∈{1,...,m}

b̄i/āk1 ,i, subject to āk1 ,i > 0. (11)

If there is a tie, the minimum index of ık1 will be used to break the tie. The reduced cost
value is given by c̄ık1xık1 .

If the cardinality |Ck| ≥ 2, the second entering variable whose index is k2 will maximize
the step-size, i.e.,

xk2 = max
c̄
jk
<0,c̄

jk
6=c̄

k1

{
min

i∈{1,...,m}
b̄i/ājk,i, subject to ājk,i > 0

}
. (12)

The leaving variable xık2 is determined by the index that achieves the max-min value in
(12). Given the entering and leaving variables determined by the longest step size rule, one
can determine the next iterate xk+1 and the reduced cost c̄ık2xık2 .

This paper discusses two special cases of the double pivot algorithm. For the general
case, given the two entering variables xk1 and xk2 , one needs to determine the two leaving
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variables which is equivalent to solving a linear programming problem with constraints in
a two-dimensional space. Let A(1,2) be composed of the 1 and 2 columns of AN , and 1
and 2 be determined by (10) and (12). Let Ā(1,2) = A−1

B A(1,2) and c̄(1,2) < 0 be the
two corresponding elements in c̄N . For the two entering indexes (1, 2) ∈ Ck satisfying
x(1,2) = (x1 , x2) ≥ 0, one needs

xk+1
Bk = A−1

Bkb−A−1
BkANkxNk = b̄− Ā(1,2)x(1,2) ≥ 0. (13)

Observe that instead of using matrix inverse, b̄ and Ā(1,2) are obtained by using LU
decomposition and then solving the systems of linear equations discussed in Section 2.1.
Therefore, the problem of finding a new vertex is reduced to minimizing the following linear
programming problem:

min c̄T
(1,2)x(1,2),

subject to Ā(1,2)x(1,2) ≤ b̄, x(1,2) ≥ 0.
(14)

Again, the vector c̄(1,2) is obtained by using LU decomposition and solving the systems
of linear equations discussed in Section 2.1. The third merit criterion is then introduced,
which is to determine the values of the two entering variables to minimize the objective
function under the constraints of (14). Remarks 1 and 2 formalize the pivoting strategy of
the proposed algorithm.

Remark 1: Using multiple merit criteria to select entering variables has been proved to
be an effective strategy to solve LP problems and has been used in randomized pivoting
algorithms (Gartner et al., 1998; Kelner and Spielman, 2006). Since almost all popular
deterministic simplex pivoting rules are proved not polynomial (Friedmann, 2011; Goldfarb
and Sit, 1979; Jeroslow, 1973; Paparrizos et al., 2008), using a combined deterministic merit
criteria to select entering variables may give some fresh ideas to find a strongly polynomial
algorithm (defined in Smale (1999)) to solve linear programming problems.

Remark 2: Using the longest step size rule to select an entering parameter will increase
the chance to have a non-degenerate basic feasible solution because the entering variable
is more likely to be greater than zero than any other criteria. Since the double pivoting rule
will optimize the cost function, the step-sizes for the two pivot variables will not be all
zeros if the longest step size is not zero. Therefore, the authors claim that the double pivot
algorithm is degenerate-robust. This claim has been observed in numerical experiments to
be discussed later.

Even though problem (14) can be solved using standard simplex algorithms or interior-
point methods, there is a much more efficient technique (Vitor and Easton, 2018; Vitor,
2018, 2019, 2022) for this special LP problem, which is discussed in the next section.

2.3 The Slope Algorithm to Solve Two-Variable Linear Programs

The slope algorithm is a fast technique that runs in O(m logm) time and can find both an
optimal solution and an optimal basis of two-variable linear programs. The slope algorithm
was first proposed by Vitor and Easton (2018) and later improved by Vitor (2018, 2019,
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2022). Observe that the slope algorithm can quickly solve problem (14). Formally, define a
two-variable linear program (2VLP) as:

max c′Tx′,
subject to A′x′ ≤ b′, x′ ≥ 0,

(15)

whereA′ ∈ R(m+2)×2,b′ ∈ Rm+2,c′ ∈ R2 are given, andx′ ∈ R2 is the vector of decision
variables. For a 2VLP, A′m+1,1 = A′m+2,2 = −1, A′m+1,2 = A′m+2,1 = 0, and b′m+1 =
b′m+2 = 0. Observe that these two constraints are exactly the nonnegative conditions of
(14). For simplicity, the slope algorithm assumes that c′1 > 0, c′2 > 0, and b′i ≥ 0 for
each i ∈ {1, 2, ...,m,m+ 1,m+ 2}. One can easily see that problem (14) satisfies these
assumptions.

Overall, the slope algorithm contrasts the “slope” formed by the objective function
coefficients of the 2VLP, c′1 and c′2, with the “slope” of every constraint in the problem.
The slope of each constraint i ∈ {1, 2, ...,m,m+ 1,m+ 2} is defined by αi and can be
computed as:

αi =



−2M if A′i,1 = 0 and A′i,2 < 0

−M +
A′i,2
A′i,1

if A′i,1 > 0 and A′i,2 < 0

−M if A′i,1 > 0 and A′i,2 = 0
A′i,2
A′i,1

if A′i,1 > 0 and A′i,2 > 0

M if A′i,1 = 0 and A′i,2 > 0

M − A′i,1
A′i,2

if A′i,1 < 0 and A′i,2 > 0

2M if A′i,1 < 0 and A′i,2 = 0

3M if A′i,1 = 0 and A′i,2 = 0

3M if A′i,1 < 0 and A′i,2 < 0

(16)

where

M > max

{
M ′,M ′′,

c′2
c′1

}
(17)

is a sufficiently large positive number and

M ′ = max

{∣∣∣∣∣A′i,1A′i,2

∣∣∣∣∣ : A′i,2 6= 0 ∀i ∈ {1, 2, ...,m,m+ 1,m+ 2}

}
(18)

M ′′ = max

{∣∣∣∣∣A′i,2A′i,1

∣∣∣∣∣ : A′i,1 6= 0 ∀i ∈ {1, 2, ...,m,m+ 1,m+ 2}

}
. (19)

Notice that M is used to determine some not well-defined slopes and differentiate
the order of constraints. Figure 1 shows eight out of the nine types of constraints in a
2VLP (except constraints where A′i,1 = 0 and A′i,2 = 0 since those define the entire two-
dimensional space) and their corresponding α values. Furthermore, the reader may observe
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Figure 1 Eight out of Nine Types of Constraints in a 2VLP and their Corresponding α Values

that viewing the constraints in ascending order of the α values defines a counterclockwise
orientation of the constraints.

Algorithm 1 depicts the slope algorithm step by step. The input to Algorithm 1 is a 2VLP
and the method begins by computing a sufficiently large positive number M , calculating
the “slope” αi of each constraint, and sorting the constraints in ascending order according
to αi. From there, the slope algorithm finds two constraints, ηj′ and ηk′ , which slope falls in
between the slope of the cost coefficients c′1 and c′2 based on the sorted order. The method
then checks whether the given 2VLP is unbounded or not. This can be done by the checking
the presence/absence of some specific constraints that define a ray of unboundedness. That
is, 2VLP is unbounded if:

αηj′ = −2M and αηk′ ≥M, or

−2M < αηj′ < −M and αηk′ = 2M, or

αηj′ = −M and αηk′ = 2M, or

−2M < αηj′ < −M and M < αηk′ < 2M, and
A′ηj′ ,2

A′ηj′ ,1
≤
A′ηk′ ,2

A′ηk′ ,1
.

(20)
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If the given 2VLP is bounded, the slope algorithm continues and finds whether the
intersection of constraints ηj′ and ηk′ is feasible on every other constraint. If not feasible, the
algorithm replaces one of the two constraints with the constraint that violates the feasibility
check, and repeat the process until a pair of feasible constraints is found. When this process
is completed, the slope algorithm returns the optimal solution and also the two constraints
that intersect at the optimal basis. That is, an optimal simplex basic feasible solution from
where there does not exist a feasible improving search direction. This is possible because
the slope algorithm finds a pair of constraints such that αηj′ <

c′2
c′1
≤ αηk′ and αηk′ − αηj′

is minimized. The reader is encouraged to see Vitor and Easton (2018) and Vitor (2018,
2019, 2022) for additional theoretical results.

Algorithm 1: The Slope Algorithm

1: Data: Matrix A′, vectors b′ and c′

2: Compute a sufficiently large positive number M according to (17)
3: Compute αi for each constraint i ∈ {1, 2, ...,m,m+ 1,m+ 2} according to (16)
4: Let H = (η1, η2, ..., ηm, ηm+1, ηm+2) be the list of constraint indices sorted in

ascending order according to their α values
5: Find constraints j′ and k′ ∈ {1, 2, ...,m,m+ 1,m+ 2} such that αηj′ <

c′2
c′1
≤ αηk′

6: if (20) is satisfied then
7: Report 2VLP is unbounded
8: else
9: j ← j′

10: k ← k′

11: Find the intersection of constraints ηj′ and ηk′ and let its solution be x̄ = (x̄1, x̄2)
12: while j > 1 or k < m+ 2 do
13: if j > 1 then
14: j ← j − 1
15: end if
16: if A′ηj ,1x̄1 +A′ηj ,2x̄2 > b′ηj then
17: j′ ← j
18: Find the intersection of constraints ηj′ and ηk′ and let its solution be x̄ = (x̄1, x̄2)
19: end if
20: if k < m+ 2 then
21: k ← k + 1
22: end if
23: if A′ηk,1x̄1 +A′ηk,2x̄2 > b′ηk then
24: k′ ← k
25: Find the intersection of constraints ηj′ and ηk′ and let its solution be x̄ = (x̄1, x̄2)
26: end if
27: end while
28: Report the optimal solution x′ = x̄ along with c′Tx′, ηj′ , and ηk′
29: end if

Observe that finding an optimal basis to 2VLPs is critical when trying to solve problem
(14). This is because selecting two constraints that define an optimal solution but not an
optimal basis (e.g. a 2VLP with an optimal degenerate solution) may result in a unchanged
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bases of the double pivot algorithm. This may result in unnecessary extra pivots and
potentially, the algorithm may never terminate. For additional details on the benefits of the
slope algorithm for degenerate linear programs, see Vitor and Easton (2018) and Vitor (2018,
2019, 2022). Furthermore, notice that degeneracy is not an issue for the slope algorithm
when x̄1 = 0 or x̄2 = 0 since this problem has been resolved when selecting the two entering
nonbasic variables. The following section presents the proposed double pivot method step
by step and shows how the slope algorithm can be used to solve its subproblems.

2.4 The Complete Double Pivot Algorithm

The complete double pivot algorithm is provided in Algorithm 2 and the following section
presents the implementation details of the algorithm.

Algorithm 2: The Double Pivot Algorithm

1: Data: Matrix A, vectors b and c
2: Phase 1: Obtain an initial basic feasible solution x0 and its related partitions xB0 , xN0 ,

AB0 , AN0 , cB0 , and cN0

3: Using (4), (5), and (6) calculate the reduced cost c̄T
N0 = cT

N0 − cT
B0A0

B
−1

A0
N and

determine the reduced cost vector index set Ck using (9)
4: while min(c̄Nk) < 0 do
5: Use Dantzig’s pivoting rule to determine the entering variable xk1 , use (11) to

determine the leaving variable xık1 , then calculate the candidate xk+1
B and the

corresponding reduced cost f1

6: if the |Ck| ≥ 2 then
7: Use the longest step size rule for the setCk \ {ık1} to determine the entering variable

xk2 , use (12) to determine the leaving variable xık2 , then calculate the candidate
xk+1
B and the corresponding reduced cost f2

8: For the two entering variables xk1 and xk2 , solve the two-dimensional LP problem
(14) using Algorithm 1 to determine the leaving variable xık2 and xık2 , then calculate
the candidate xk+1

B and the corresponding reduced cost f3

9: end if
10: if |Ck| = 1 then
11: Dantzig’s pivoting pivot rule is used to update Bk and Nk

12: LU decomposition is used for ABk and c̄Nk

13: else if |Ck| ≥ 2 then
14: The double pivoting rule is used to update Bk and Nk

15: LU decomposition is used for ABk and c̄Nk

16: end if
17: k ← k + 1
18: end while

3 Implementation Details

Some implementation details, which are important for improving the efficiency and
robustness of Algorithm 2, are discussed in this section.
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3.1 Pre-Process and Post-Process

Pre-process or pre-solver is a major factor that can significantly affect the numerical stability
and computational efficiency of optimization algorithms. Many researchers have focused
on this topic; for example, Andersen and Andersen (1993), Brearley et al. (1975), Mahajan
(2010), and Yang (2017). In this paper, the pre-process of Yang (2017) is used. With the
implementation described in the pre-process, the post-process is simple. The MATLAB
code of the pre-process and post-process is available in the Netlib benchmark library
(http://www.netlib.org/numeralgo/ ) as part of the na43 package (Yang, 2017).

3.2 Update xk
B

Once the updated base and ABk+1 are available, one can update the basic feasible solution
as xBk+1 := A−1

Bk+1b. However, for many Netlib benchmark problems, singular or nearly
singular ABk+1 are present. Thus, the computation of xBk+1 using this formula may result
in some negative components due to numerical errors. A better implementation is as follows.
From (2),

xk+1
Bk = A−1

Bkb−A−1
BkANkxNk = b̄− Ā(1,2)x(1,2) ≥ 0. (21)

If there is only one negative element in c̄Nk , then

xk+1
Bk = A−1

Bkb−A−1
BkANkxNk = b̄− Ā1x1 ≥ 0. (22)

Observe that b̄, Ā1 , and Ā(1,2) are computed by using LU decomposition for
efficiency and robustness, and the details are discussed in Section 2.1. To obtainxk+1

Bk+1 from
xk+1
Bk , one needs to remove the component of the leaving variable from xk+1

Bk and insert the
entering variable into xk+1

Bk .

3.3 Degenerate Solutions

Even though the double pivoting rule solves all cycling problems of small size listed in
Section 4.3, there are some Netlib benchmark problems which stays in degenerate solutions
for a long time. This is a sign that the double pivoting rule may still have difficult to handle
all cycling problems. During the process of the code development, if a degenerate basic
feasible solution moves to another degenerate basic feasible solution and the objective
function is not improved after an iteration, then Bland’s rule is applied (Bland, 1977). Still,
this implementation (using Bland’s rule) has difficult to solve the Netlib benchmark problem
QAP8 due to numerical errors. Inspired by Wolfe’s perturbation method (Wolfe, 1963),
the following perturbation is implemented: for a zero component in xBk , a small positive
perturbation to replace the zero component is introduced. This strategy clearly improves
the stability of the code even when Bland’s rule is not applied.

3.4 LU Decomposition

Normally for the simplex method, one would update the LU factorization with a rank-1
update (e.g., Forrest-Tomlin update (Forrest and Tomlin, 1972)), which saves substantial
time. But MATLAB does not have such an implementation yet. For the purpose of
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comparing the computational efficiency of Dantzig’s implementation and the double
pivot algorithm, the general LU decomposition is implemented. This is not an optimal
implementation, but it has the same effect on both algorithms; therefore, the efficiency
comparison is still reasonable. However, the Forrest-Tomlin update will be considered in a
future implementation.

The LU factorization can also be numerically unstable. This paper’s implementation uses
a dynamical permutation for improving the stability. Besides, when the diagonal elements of
U become extremely small (close to zero), a positive perturbation is added to these elements.
Computational experiments show the satisfactory numerical stability of the implementation.

4 Numerical Tests

Computational experiments were performed on an Intelr Xeonr E5-2670 2.60GHz 2
CPU/16 cores per node processor with 62.5GB of RAM per node. The version of MATLAB
used was R2020a. The code that implements Algorithm 2 has been extensively tested for
many problems in some extreme cases, randomly generated problems, and benchmark
problems. This section summarizes the test results. These test results have demonstrated
the computational merit of the double pivot algorithm.

4.1 Test on the Klee-Minty Cube Problems

The Klee-Minty cube and its variants have been used to show a serious drawback of
popular simplex algorithms, such as steepest-edge pivoting rule, Dantzig’s pivoting rule,
most improvement pivoting rule, etc. i.e., all these algorithms need an exponential number
of iterations, in the worst case, to find an optimal solution for specially designed Klee-Minty
cube problems. This section provides the test results of the double pivot algorithm for three
variants of the Klee-Minty cube (Greenberg, 1997; Ibrahima, 2013; Kitahara and Mizuno,
2011).

The first variant of the Klee-Minty cube is given by Greenberg (1997):

min −
∑m
i=1 2m−ixi

subject to



1 0 0 . . . 0 0
22 1 0 . . . 0 0
23 22 1 . . . 0 0
...

...
...

. . . 0 0
2m−1 2m−2 2m−3 . . . 1 0
2m 2m−1 2m−2 . . . 22 1





x1

x2

...

...
xm−1

xm


≤



5
25
...
...

5m−1

5m


xi ≥ 0 i = 1, . . . ,m.

(23)

The optimizer is [0, . . . , 0, 5m] with an optimal objective function value of−5m. The second
variant of the Klee-Minty cube is given by Ibrahima (2013):

min −
∑m
i=1 10m−ixi

subject to
∑i−1
j=1 10i−jxj + xi ≤ 100i−1 i = 1, . . . ,m,

xi ≥ 0 i = 1, . . . ,m.

(24)
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The optimizer is [0, . . . , 0, 102(m−1)] with an optimal objective function value of
−102(m−1). The third variant of the Klee-Minty cube is given by Kitahara and Mizuno
(2011):

min −
∑m
i=1 xi

subject to x1 ≤ 1,

2
∑k−1
i=1 xi + xk ≤ 2k − 1 k = 2, . . . ,m,

xi ≥ 0 i = 1, . . . ,m.

(25)

The optimizer is [0, . . . , 0, 2m − 1] with an optimal objective function value of−(2m − 1).
It is known that Dantzig’s pivoting rule needs 2m − 1 iterations to find an optimizer

for these problems. But the proposed double pivot algorithm finds an optimizer in just one
iteration (Yang, 2020). Therefore, the double pivot algorithm is able to solve these problems
with size as large asm = 200, which is impossible for Dantzig’s algorithm because it needs
about 2200 ≥ 1060 iterations!

4.2 Test on Randomly Generated Problems

This computational study also tested and compared Algorithm 2 and Dantzig’s pivoting
algorithm using randomly generated problems. Notice that Algorithm 2 is an improved
version of the algorithm from Yang (2020) because the slope algorithm is used for the
two-dimensional LP problem. Therefore, the numerical results reported in this paper are
better than the ones reported in Yang (2020). Computational experiments are carried out for
randomly generated problems, which are obtained as follows: first, given the problem size
m, a matrix M with uniformly distributed random entries between [−0.5, 0.5] of dimension
m×m and an identity matrix of dimension m are generated. Therefore, A = [M I] is
determined and the initial basic feasible solution is composed of the lastm columns. Then a
positive vector b with uniformly distributed random entries between [10, 11] of dimension
m and a vector c = (c1,0) with m c1’s entries uniformly distributed between [−0.5, 0.5]
are generated.

Two MATLAB codes that implement Dantzig’s pivoting algorithm and Algorithm 2
are used to solve these randomly generated LP problems. Given the problem size m,
100 random problems are generated and solved by using these two MATLAB codes. The
average iteration number and average CPU time in seconds are obtained. The test results
are presented in Table 1. Notice that the numbers shown in Table 1 are the average of all
100 problems. Furthermore, CPU time is shown in seconds.

Table 1 Comparison Test for Dantzig’s Pivoting Rule and the Double Pivot Algorithm for
Randomly Generated Problems

Problem Dantzig’s Pivot Double Pivot % Improvement
Size m Iter # CPU Time Iter # CPU Time Iter # CPU Time

10 7 5.20E-4 5 1.59E-3 34% -205%
100 165 8.62E-2 99 8.23E-2 40% 4%

1,000 17,334 4.58E+3 3,399 9.11E+2 80% 80%
10,000 160,741 6.97E+4 103,967 5.39E+4 35% 23%
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It is clear that the double pivot algorithm always uses few iterations to find an optimizer
than Dantzig’s algorithm does. However, for extremely small size problems, Dantzig’s
method uses less CPU time to find an optimizer than the double pivot algorithm does. As
the problem size increases, the double pivot algorithm becomes more effective. For the
problem size of m = 1000, the double pivot algorithm improves performance by reducing
about 80% of the CPU time to find an optimizer. For the problem size of m = 10000, the
double pivot algorithm improves performance by reducing about 23% of the CPU time to
find an optimizer. For this paper, percentage improvement is computed as(

tDantzig − tDouble

tDantzig

)
× 100% (26)

where tDantzig and tDouble represents the number of pivots/CPU time required by Dantzig’s
implementation and the double pivot algorithm, respectively.

Observe that although most likely, |Ck| ≥ 2, the cardinality of the randomly generated
problems is much smaller than the ones from the Netlib benchmark problems. Therefore, the
double pivot algorithm is more efficient than Dantzig’s algorithm for the randomly generated
problems with size from 100 to 10, 000. The double pivot algorithm is most efficient for
problems with size of 1, 000. As the problem size increases further, |Ck| becomes larger,
and the double pivot algorithm becomes less efficient compared to Dantzig’s algorithm.

4.3 Test on Small Size Cycling Problems

Notice that many Netlib benchmark problems have cycling issues. Before testing the large
size benchmark Netlib problems, this computational study tested a collection of small size
cycling problems listed in Yang (2021). This strategy helped the authors to develop a robust
MATLAB code that appropriately implements the proposed algorithm to make it capable
to avoid the cycling issue. As expected in Remark 2, the code for Algorithm 2 performs
well when degenerate solutions are encountered in these problems because the longest step
size rule selects the entering variable with the largest value, which increases the chance to
avoid the cycling issue. As a result, Algorithm 2 solves all problems in this set!

4.4 Test on Netlib Benchmark Problems

The last set tested by this computational study is the Netlib benchmark library provided in
Browne et al. (1995). Both Dantzig’s pivoting rule and the double pivot algorithm were tested
for these problems. The size of these problems is normally larger than the ones in the previous
section, and finding the pivot that has the longest step size becomes extremely expensive.
To reduce the computational cost, the pivot with longest step size among candidates that
satisfies the condition c̄i < 0.99×min{c̄} is selected. The test results are provided in Tables
2 and 3. Similarly, CPU time is shown in seconds. Moreover, due to the size of the table,
results are split in two tables. It is clear that Dantzig’s method uses less CPU time for almost
all tested Netlib problems than the double pivot algorithm, even though the latter uses fewer
iterations to find an optimizer. However, the double pivot algorithm still shows some merit
on solving cycling problems. For problem DEGEN2, even though the code for Dantzig’s
method implemented some safeguard tricks learned from the experience of the small size
cycling problems, after more than one hundred million iterations, Dantzig’s pivoting rule
still cannot find the solution, which is a sign that cycling has happened in this problem, but
the double pivot algorithm finds the solution in only 2, 350 iterations.
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5 Conclusions

This paper proposed a double pivot algorithm that combines the pivoting rule of Yang
(2020) and the slope algorithm of Vitor and Easton (2018) and Vitor (2018, 2019, 2022).
This paper’s research implemented the algorithm as a MATLAB code. Computational
experiments tested the MATLAB code using a small set of cycling problems, three variants
of the Klee-Minty problems, randomly generated LP problems, and Netlib benchmark test
problems. A computational study compared the performances of the double pivot algorithm
and the code that implemented Dantzig’s pivoting algorithm. The test results show that
the double pivot algorithm performs better than Dantzig’s pivoting algorithm for large size
randomly generated problems, while the latter performs better for small size randomly
generated problems and Netlib benchmark test problems.

Acknowledgement

A portion of this work was partially funded by the National Science Foundation (NSF)
under the EPSCoR research program – Grant N◦ OIA-1557417. This work was completed
utilizing the Holland Computing Center of the University of Nebraska, which receives
support from the Nebraska Research Initiative.

References

Andersen, E. D. and Andersen, K. D. (1995) ‘Presolving in linear programming’,
Mathematical Programming, Vol. 71, No. 2, pp.221–245

Ben-Israel, A. and Greville, T. N. E. (2003) Generalized Inverses: Theory and Applications,
Springer, New York NY

Bland, R. G. (1977) ‘New finite pivoting rules for the simplex method’, Mathematics of
Operations Research, Vol. 2, No. 2, pp.103–107

Borgwardt, S. and Viss, C. (2020) ‘An implementation of steepest-descent augmentation
for linear programs’, Operations Research Letters, Vol. 48, No. 3, pp.323–328

Bowly, S., Smith-Miles, K., Baatar, D. and Mittelmann, H. (2020) ‘Generation
techniques for linear programming instances with controllable properties’, Mathematical
Programming Computation, Vol. 12, No. 3, pp.389–415

Brearley, A. L., Mitra, G. and Williams, H. P. (1975) ‘Analysis of mathematical
programming problems prior to applying the simplex algorithm’, Mathematical
Programming, Vol. 8, No. 1, pp.54–83

Browne, S., Dongarra, J. J., Grosse, E. H. and Rowan, T. (1995) ‘The
Netlib mathematical software repository’, D-Lib Magazine [Online]
http://www.dlib.org/dlib/september95/netlib/09browne.html (Accessed 21 January 2021)

Cavaleiro, M. and Alizadeh, F. (2021) ‘A dual simplex-type algorithm for the smallest
enclosing ball of balls’, Computational Optimization and Applications, Vol. 79, No. 3,
pp.767–787



18 Yang and Vitor

Dadush, D. and Huiberts, S. (2020) ‘A friendly smoothed analysis of the simplex method’,
SIAM Journal on Computing, Vol. 49, No. 5, pp.STOC18-449–STOC18-499

Dantzig, G. B. (1949) ‘Programming of interdependent activities: II mathematical model’,
Econometrica, Vol. 17, No. 3/4, pp.200–211

Forrest, J. J. and Goldfarb, D. (1992) ‘Steepest-edge simplex algorithms for linear
programming’, Mathematical Programming, Vol. 57, No. 1-3, pp.341–374

Forrest, J. J. H. and Tomlin, J. A. (1972) ‘Updated triangular factors of the basis to maintain
sparsity in the product form simplex method’, Mathematical Programming, Vol. 2, No.
1, pp.263–278

Friedmann, O. (2011) ‘A subexponential lower bound for Zadeh’s pivoting rule for solving
linear programs and games’, in IPCO 2011: Integer Programming and Combinatoral
Optimization, Springer, Berlin Heidelberg, Germany, pp.192–206

Gärtner, B., Henk, M. and Ziegler, G. M. (1998) ‘Randomized simplex algorithms on Klee-
Minty cubes’, Combinatorica, Vol. 18, No. 3, pp.349–372

Goldfarb, D. and Reid, J. K. (1977) ‘A practicable steepest-edge simplex algorithm’,
Mathematical Programming, Vol. 12, No. 1, pp.361–371

Goldfarb, D. and Sit, W. Y. (1979) ‘Worst case behavior of the steepest edge simplex
method’, Discrete Applied Mathematics, Vol. 1, No. 4, pp.277–285

Gondzio, J. (2012) ‘Interior point methods 25 years later’, European Journal of Operational
Research, Vol. 218, No. 3, pp.587–601

Greenberg, H. J. (1997) Klee-Minty polytope shows exponential time complexity of simplex
method. http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.295.8291&rep=rep1
&type=pdf (Accessed 11 January 2022)

Ibrahima, F. (2013) MATH 310: Degeneracy and geometry in the simplex method.
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/0b28/52b085df3288d0ddcc28c5e511082fd03fef.pdf
(Accessed 11 January 2022)

Jeroslow, R. G. (1973) ‘The simplex algorithm with the pivot rule of maximizing criterion
improvement’, Discrete Mathematics, Vol. 4, No. 4, pp.367–377

Kelner, J. A. and Spielman, D. A. (2006) ‘A randomized polynomial-time simplex algorithm
for linear programming’, in Proceedings of the Thirty-Eighth Annual ACM Symposium on
Theory of Computing, Association for Computing Machinery, Seattle WA, USA, pp.51–60

Kitahara, T. and Mizuno, S. (2011) ‘Klee–Minty’s LP and upper bounds for Dantzig’s
simplex method’, Operations Research Letters, Vol. 39, No. 2, pp.88–91

Klee, V. and Minty, G. J. (1972) ‘How good is the simplex algorithm?’, in Shisha, O. (Ed),
Inequalities III, Academic Press, New York NY, pp.159–175

Mahajan, A. (2010) Presolving mixed-integer linear programs. [online]
Preprint ANL/MCS-P1752-0510, Argonne National Laboratory, Argonne IL.
https://www.mcs.anl.gov/papers/P1752.pdf (Accessed 11 January 2022)



A Double-Pivot Degenerate-Robust Simplex Algorithm for Linear Programming19

Pan, P. (2014) Linear Programming Computation, Springer-Verlag, Berlin Heidelberg,
Germany

Paparrizos, K., Samaras, N. and Zissopoulos, D. (2008) ‘Linear programming: Klee-Minty
examples’, in Floudas, C. and Pardalos, P. (Eds), Encyclopedia of Optimization, Springer,
Boston MA

Ploskas, N. and Samaras, N. (2014) ‘Pivoting rules for the revised simplex algorithm’,
Yugoslav Journal of Operations Research, Vol. 24, No. 3, pp.321–332

Ploskas, N. and Samaras, N. (2017) Linear Programming Using MATLAB®, Springer,
Cham, Switzerland

Santos, L., Villas-Bôas, F., Oliveira, A. R. L. and Perin, C. (2019) ‘Optimized choice
of parameters in interior-point methods for linear programming’, Computational
Optimization and Applications, Vol. 73, No. 2, pp.535–574

Smale, S. (2000) ‘Mathematical problems for the next century’, in Arnold, V. I. et al. (Eds),
Mathematics: Frontiers and Perspectives, American Mathematical Society, Providence
RI

Suriyanarayana, V., Tavaslioglu, O., Patel, A. B. and Schaefer, A. J. (2022) ‘Reinforcement
learning of simplex pivot rules: a proof of concept’, Optimization Letters [online]
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11590-022-01880-y (Accessed 08 July 2022)

Terlaky, T. and ZhangSantos, S. (1993) ‘Pivot rules for linear programming: A survey on
recent theoretical developments’, Annals of Operations Research, Vol. 46, No. 1, pp.203–
233

Vitor, F. (2018) ‘The ratio algorithm to solve the optimal basis of two constraint linear
programs’, in Proceedings of the 2018 IISE Annual Conference, Institute of Industrial
and Systems Engineers, Norcross GA, USA, pp.1949–1954

Vitor, F.T. (2019) Two Dimensional Search Algorithms for Linear Programming. PhD thesis,
Kansas State University, Manhattan KS, USA

Vitor, F. (2022) ‘One versus two versus multidimensional searches for optimization
methods’, in Wang, J. (Ed), Encyclopedia of Data Science and Machine Learning, IGI
Global, Hershey PA

Vitor, F. and Easton, T. (2018) ‘The double pivot simplex method’, Mathematical Methods
of Operations Research, Vol. 87, No. 1, pp.109–137

Vitor, F. and Easton, T. (2022) ‘Projected orthogonal vectors in two-dimensional search
interior point algorithms for linear programming’, Computational Optimization and
Applications [online] https://doi.org/10.1007/s10589-022-00385-9 (Accessed 08 July
2022)

Wolfe, P. (1963) ‘A technique for resolving degeneracy in linear programming’, SIAM
Journal of Applied Mathematics, Vol. 11, No. 2, pp.205–211

Wright, S. (1997) Primal-Dual Interior-Point Methods, SIAM, Philadelphia PA



20 Yang and Vitor

Yang, Y. (2017) ‘CurveLP-A MATLAB implementation of an infeasible interior-point
algorithm for linear programming’, Numerical Algorithms, Vol. 74, No. 4, pp.967–996

Yang, Y. (2020) ‘A double-pivot simplex algorithm and its upper bounds of the iteration
numbers’, Research in the Mathematical Sciences, Vol. 7, No. 4, pp.34

Yang, Y. (2021) Arc-Search Techniques for Interior-Point Methods, CRC Press, Boca Raton
FL

Yang, Y. (2021) Cycling problems in linear programming. https://arxiv.org/abs/2101.01805
(Accessed 11 January 2022)


