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This paper studies binary linear programming problems in the presence of uncertainties that

may cause solution values to change during implementation. This type of uncertainty, termed

implementation uncertainty, is modeled explicitly affecting the decision variables rather than

model parameters. The binary nature of the decision variables invalidates the use of the ex-

isting models for this type of uncertainty. The robust solutions obtained are optimal for a

worst-case min-max objective and allow a controlled degree of infeasibility with respect to the

associated deterministic problem. Structural properties are used to reformulate the problem

as a mixed-integer linear binary program. The degree of solution conservatism is controlled

by combining both constraint relaxation and cardinality-constrained parameters. Solutions for

optimization problems under implementation uncertainty consist of a set of robust solutions;

the selection of solutions from this possibly large set is formulated as an optimization problem

over the robust set. Results from an experimental study in the context of the knapsack problem

suggest the methodology yields solutions that perform well in terms of objective value and fea-

sibility. Furthermore, the selection approach can identify robust solutions that possess desirable

implementation characteristics.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Introduction

This paper studies binary linear programming problems in the presence of uncertainties that may

cause solution values to change during implementation. This type of uncertainty, termed imple-

mentation uncertainty, is modeled explicitly affecting the decision variables rather than model

parameters. Implementation uncertainty may result in implemented solutions that are different

from what is prescribed by the BLP. The impact of implementation uncertainty on binary variables

can be seen as if the variable is switching its prescribed value at the time of the implementation;

therefore, a different solution than the prescribed one is implemented. Implementation uncertainty

inevitably occurs due to inherent fidelity limitations of problem formulations and unexpected future

events, including those caused by exogenous factors such as political directives, regulatory issues,

or sudden extreme events. Model fidelity limitations are unavoidable in practice due to restricted

time availability during modeling, limited knowledge about the problem at hand, and simplifying

model assumptions. Implementing a different solution rather than the prescribed one may cause

the objective value to become negatively impacted, leading to a suboptimal value, and the im-

plemented solution may no longer be feasible. This type of uncertainty affecting binary variables

hinders applying most of the existing uncertainty models proposed in the related literature. As-

suming that only a subset of variables is affected by implementation uncertainty and the others

are deterministic, solving a BLP under implementation uncertainty can be viewed as specifying

the values on the deterministic variables while the uncertain ones may take any possible value.

Consider the following simple example to illustrate the proposed problem addressed in this paper.

1.2. Illustrative Example

An investor needs to decide which of ten projects to invest in. Each project i has associated profit

ci and cost, ai. The selection has to be such that it maximizes the profit while maintaining the

cost within a budget b = 26; the remaining data for this example is given in Table 1:

The optimal solution for this deterministic version of the problem is a profit ZDet∗ = 41 and a

total budget requirement of LHS = 26 = b.

To introduce the concept of implementation uncertainty, consider that projects 1 and 2 are from
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i 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

ci 7 3 9 9 10 7 4 2 6 2
ai 4 5 9 8 4 4 6 6 2 3

Table 1: Profits and costs for the candidates projects in the illustrative example.

a cloud-based investment market where investment opportunities are known to be unpredictable as

projects may become unavailable between the time the investment decision is made and the time the

decision is implemented. Management is interested in considering projects from this cloud market

(i.e., projects 1 and 2) in addition to their regular investment opportunities (i.e., projects 3 to 10). In

this paper, we say that implementation uncertainties affect the projects in the cloud market and that

the associated implemented decision may change from the decisions described by the optimization

model; we call these variables ”uncertain”; furthermore, we assume that variables associated with

regular projects will not change from the definitions described by the optimization model; we call

these variables ”deterministic.” Because of implementation uncertainty, the objective value and the

feasibility of a prescribed solution can be affected. Let xi be the binary decision variable associated

with the selection of project i, Table 2 shows all possible outcomes if the deterministic optimal

solution were to be implemented as prescribed; i.e., variables 3-10 values would remain as specified,

while variables 1 and 2 may take any value during implementation. Hence, in this paper, a solution

to a BLP under implementation uncertainty is a set of solutions specified by the values of the

deterministic variables. In this paper, we answer the question: Is there a robust solution set with

the desired objective values that can guarantee the desired feasibility level? As will be described in

Section 4.3 of the paper, once this set is determined, one may formulate an optimization problem

over the robust solution set to single out a solution for implementation.

i 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Z LHS

xi

0 0 34 22
0 1 37 27
1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 41 26
1 1 44 31

Table 2: All possible outcomes after implementing the optimal deterministic solution. The prescribed solution is
shown in bold font; italic font indicates infeasible with respect to the deterministic.

In Table 2, the worst-case profit occurs in the outcome where both projects 1 and 2 are canceled,

yielding a lower profit of 34 instead of the prescribed 41. In terms of feasibility, two of the four

possible outcomes can be infeasible due to uncertainty. If projects 1 and 2 had been part of
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the initial optimal solution, any unexpected change in their values would result in profit loss,

and the outcome would always be feasible. On the other extreme, if neither project were in

the deterministic solution, then any unexpected change in their values would cause an increase

in the profit and a possible violation of feasibility. In general, implementation uncertainty may

cause infeasibilities during implementation; hence, when devising solution methodologies to tackle

optimization problems under this type of uncertainty, the solution approach must explicitly consider

possible feasibility violations (with respect to the deterministic problem) – in this paper, the level

of acceptable infeasibility is controlled by adding a feasibility parameter δj ≥ 0 in the RHS of every

constraint.

The problem studied in this paper aims at finding solutions that have close-to-optimal profit

and can guarantee a desirable level of feasibility. Table 3 displays the solution set found using the

methodology in Section 4.1 allowing a maximum of 5% violation of the budget constraint, and a

method in Section 5.4.3 was used to specify a specific solution (x̂Dδ ) from the robust set. Compared

to the deterministic solution, the robust solution displays lower profit than the deterministic optimal

value (39 versus 41) but better feasibility performance (i.e., 3 out of 4 versus 2 out of 4 feasible

outcomes). One can note that the proposed methodology was able to find a feasible solution where

project 1 switches from 1 to 0 and project 2 is selected (i.e., switching from 0 to 1) - this situation

was infeasible when using the optimal deterministic solution (see Table 2).

i 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Z LHS

xi

0 0 32 18
0 1 35 23
1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 39 22
1 1 42 27

Table 3: Robust solution obtained with the proposed method. The prescribed solution is shown in bold font; italic
font indicates infeasible with respect to the deterministic.

Of notice is that the feasibility of the robust solution seems more “controlled,” as evidenced by

a maximum feasibility violation of 1 unit versus 5 units for the deterministic solution. Arguably,

in many cases, a “small” feasibility violation would be “easier” to fix during implementation. In

our example, if the infeasibility were to occur during implementation, it would be easier for the

company to request a small increase in the budget to accommodate a good investment opportunity,

e.g., request an increase in one unit of budget achieving a profit of 42. Thus, although not always

true, in this example, the company could achieve better profit than the deterministic optimal by
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fixing the small infeasibility that occurred at implementation.

Another feature of the proposed approach is that, if they exist, it can generate solutions that

would guarantee feasibility during implementation. Although, these worst-case solutions may come

at significant degradation of the objective value compared to the deterministic optimal. Situations

in practice where these extreme worst-case solutions are required include decisions that relate

to safety, loss of life, or negative impact to large populations of people; e.g., electricity network

reliability, design of vaccine distribution systems, complex surgery procedure planning, design of

anti-terrorism systems, warfare planning, etc.

1.3. Literature Review

Different approaches aim to protect the optimality and feasibility of solutions in the face of uncer-

tainties including stochastic optimization (e.g. Dantzig 1955, Beale 1955, Wets 1966, 1974, 1983)

and robust optimization (e.g. Soyster 1973, Mulvey et al. 1995, Bertsimas and Sim 2004). Stochas-

tic optimization seeks solutions that remain optimal and feasible with high probability. However,

there may exist realizations of the uncertainty where the optimality or feasibility are not satisfied

(see Ben-Tal et al. 2009). On the other hand, robust optimization approaches seek solutions that

satisfy the given levels of optimality and feasibility for any realization of the uncertainty; such

solutions are termed robust solutions (Mulvey et al. 1995). For instance, Soyster (1973) considers

perturbations in the coefficients of the constraints using convex sets; the resulting model produces

solutions that are feasible for any realization of the data within the convex sets.

The existing work in the field of robust optimization accounting for implementation uncertainty

is very limited (Gabrel et al. 2014). Ben-Tal et al. (2009) propose two forms of modeling implemen-

tation uncertainty on real decision variables: additive implementation errors refer to the case when

a random value is added to the prescribed value, and multiplicative implementation error refers

to the case when the random value multiplies the prescribed value; furthermore, the authors show

that these forms of implementation errors are equivalent to artificial data uncertainties and can

be treated as such. These forms of modeling implementation uncertainty have been used in single

optimization problems (e.g. Das 1997, Lewis and Pang 2009), and in multiobjective optimization

problems (e.g. Deb and Gupta 2006, Jornada and Leon 2016, Eichfelder et al. 2017). However,

these models of implementation uncertainty cannot be extended to the case of binary problems
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when dealing with implementation uncertainty because using equivalent data uncertainty is not

straightforward; additional discussion is provided in Section 2.

The methodologies in this paper assume worst-case objective functions (Kouvelis and Yu 1997);

the study of models with other types of objective functions remains as future research. A character-

istic of worst-case robust solutions is that they tend to be conservative because they may excessively

sacrifice optimality to satisfy the given level of feasibility. For instance, the model in Soyster (1973)

is considered too conservative from this perspective (Bertsimas and Sim 2004). Different authors

have addressed this issue by modeling uncertainty using different representations; for instance,

El Ghaoui and Lebret (1997), El Ghaoui et al. (1998), Ben-Tal and Nemirovski (1998, 1999, 2002)

propose a less conservative model by using ellipsoidal sets to describe data uncertainty, Bertsimas

and Sim (2003, 2004) control conservatism by bounding the maximum number of uncertain coef-

ficients changing in each constraint simultaneously, and (Kouvelis and Yu 1997) use measures of

robustness that seek to minimize the difference between the objective and robust objective values

(i.e., the maximum deviation).

To address the conservatism of the robust solutions, the proposed robust formulation includes a

feasibility parameter that gives the decision-maker direct control of the feasibility level to improve

the robust solutions’ objective performance. In addition, the proposed methodology also incorpo-

rates cardinality-constrained concepts inspired by the work in Bertsimas and Sim (2004) applied

to implementation uncertainty directly affecting decision variables rather than model parameters.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the robust optimization

under implementation uncertainty model; Section 3 presents the formulation of the problem and

characteristics of robust solution sets; Section 4 describes the solution methodology to find robust

solution sets and how to select solutions for implementation; Section 5 presents an experimental

study in the context of the Knapsack Problem; and Section 6 contains concluding remarks.

2. Model Development

Let Bn ⊂ Rn be the set of n-dimensional binary vectors Bn = {x = (x1, ..., xn) : xi ∈ {0, 1},∀i ∈ I},

where I = {1, ..., n}. Let x ∈ Bn be the vector of decision variables xi and let f : Bn → R be a

function defined as f(x) =
∑n

i=1 cixi, with ci ∈ R, ∀i ∈ I. Let gj : Bn → R be a function defined
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as gj(x) =
∑n

i=1 aijxi with aij ∈ R,∀i ∈ I, j ∈ J = {1, ...,m} defining the left-hand-side, and

bj ∈ R defining the right-hand-side of the j-th constraint ∀j ∈ J . The feasible set X is defined as

X = {x ∈ Bn : gj(x) ≤ bj , ∀j ∈ J}. A binary linear programming problem (BLP) can be formulated

as follows:

min
x∈Bn
{f(x) : x ∈ X}. (1)

Henceforth, formulation (1) is termed the deterministic BLP formulation, and X is termed the

deterministic feasible set.

Let x̂ denote a prescribed solution and x̃ denoted an implemented solution. It is assumed that

x̂ is the solution obtained from solving an optimization model, and x̃ is the actually implemented

solution, which may be different than x̂ due to implementation uncertainty.

Definition 1. A binary variable xi is under implementation uncertainty if pi < 1 or qi < 1, and

the following conditional probabilities hold true:

P (x̃i = x̂i|x̂i = 0) = pi, P (x̃i = 1− x̂i|x̂i = 0) = 1− pi,

P (x̃i = x̂i|x̂i = 1) = qi, P (x̃i = 1− x̂i|x̂i = 1) = 1− qi.
(2)

Ben-Tal et al. (2009) propose the additive and multiplicative implementation errors to model

implementation uncertainty in real variables. The additive implementation errors consists of a

random value ε added to the prescribed value of the decision variable, x̃ = x̂+ε. The multiplicative

implementation errors a random value multiplies the prescribed value of the decision variable,

x̃ = εx̂. In the two models, the value of ε belongs to a defined set. These models of implementation

uncertainty cannot handle the case of binary variables appropriately. For instance, in the case of

additive implementation errors, and assuming epsilon ∈ {−1, 0, 1}, adding ε to the value decision

variable may generate infeasible values for the decision variable. For example, with x̂ = 0 the

implemented value x̃ may be -1, 0 or 1; similarly, with x̂ = 1 the implemented value x̃ may be 0, 1

or 2. On the other hand, in the case of multiplicative implementation error with x̂ = 0 the result is

x̃ = εx̂ = 0 for any value of ε; hence, these model of implementation uncertainty is not appropriate

neither.

Lemma 3 in Section 4.1 presents a model to handle the impact of implementation uncertainty

in binary variables appropriately. The rest of this section presents several concepts, assumptions,
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and notation used throughout the paper.

Variables affected by implementation uncertainty are termed uncertain variables, otherwise they

are termed deterministic variables. Without loss of generality, the decision vector x is decomposed

into two vectors xC and xU , where xC is composed of the deterministic variables x1, ..., xc, and xU

is composed of the uncertain variables xc+1, ..., xn; for convenience, define C = {1, ..., c} as the set

of indices of the deterministic variables in xC , and U = {c + 1, ..., n} as the set of indices of the

uncertain variables in xU .

Assumption 1. Sets C and U are given; i.e., it is known which variables are deterministic and

uncertain.

Assumption 2. The probabilities pi and qi for the uncertain variables are unknown; i.e., it is

known that uncertain variables may have a different implemented value, but the probability that

a change may occur is unknown.

For a prescribed solution x̂ = (x̂C , x̂U ), a corresponding implemented solution x̃ = (x̃C , x̃U )

has the same values of the deterministic variables, x̃C = x̂C , and the value x̃U possibly taking

any combination of the n − c = u uncertain variables. The set of implemented outcomes, U(x), is

defined as follows:

Definition 2. Given x ∈ Bn, the set of implemented outcomes associated with x is defined as

U(x) = {x̃ = (x̃C , x̃U ) ∈ Bn : x̃C = xC}.

The number of possible implementation outcomes grow exponentially with the number of un-

certain variables; i.e., |U(x)| = 2|U |. Furthermore, ∃x̃ ∈ U(x) such that x̃ = x.

3. RBIU-δ Problem Formulation

When impacted by implementation uncertainty, x̃ may result in objective function values different

than the objective function value of x̂ or even become infeasible. A robust BLP under implemen-

tation uncertainty (RBIU-δ) aims at finding solutions that guarantee desired levels of optimality

and feasibility in the face of implementation uncertainty.

The objective robustness level, γ(x), measures the degree to which a solution’s objective function

value degrades when affected by implementation uncertainty.
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Definition 3. Given a binary vector x, the objective robustness level, γ(x), is defined as:

γ(x) = max
y∈U(x)

{f(y)} . (3)

γ(x) provides the worst-case value of the objective function among all outcomes in U(x), guar-

anteeing that the objective value of the implemented solution does not worsen when affected by

implementation uncertainty. We use the worst-case objective for convenience as it allows us to

linearize (3).

Lemma 1. Given x = (xC , xU ) ∈ Bn, then γ(y) = γ(x),∀y ∈ U(x).

Proof. By Definition 2 it follows that yC = xC , and therefore U(y) = U(x). From Definition 3,

every vector y ∈ U(x) produces the same objective robustness value γ(x).

Typical in robust optimization is that solutions tend to be very conservative (i.e., the resulting

degradation in objective function may be too excessive), in particular, if one desires to preserve

feasibility with respect to the deterministic version of the problem (we term this type of feasibility

deterministic-feasibility). One can obtain a better objective performance in robust optimization

by accepting some degree of infeasible outcomes. For instance, when using cardinality-constrained

approaches (see Bertsimas and Sim 2004), CC, infeasible outcomes occur when more than Γ coeffi-

cients are affected by uncertainty – Successful application of CC approaches rely on proving a low

probability of the occurrence of infeasibilities. Unfortunately, CC does not explicitly offer any guar-

antee in the level of deterministic feasibility violation, which may be problematic when dealing with

binary variables affected by implementation uncertainty. To avoid this problem, similar to Ben-Tal

and Nemirovski (2000) concept of “feasibility tolerance,” we introduce the feasibility parameter,

δj ≥ 0, to guarantee a maximum level of constraint violation while simultaneously expanding the

robust solution space to include solutions with better objective performance. The deterministic

constraints are reformulated as follows:

max
y∈U(x)

{gj(y)} ≤ bj + δj , ∀j ∈ J. (4)
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The RBIU-δ is formulated as follows:

min
x∈Bn

{γ(x) : x ∈ X} ; (5)

where X ⊂ Bn denotes the feasible region defined by the modified constraints (4). X ⊂ X,

X ∩ X = ∅ and X = ∅ are possible; furthermore, the intersection may exist and not contain the

optimal deterministic solution.

Setting δj = 0,∀j ∈ J guarantees robust solutions, if they exist, that are also feasible with

respect to the deterministic problem; i.e., X ⊆ X (Figure 1(a)). However, this feasibility guarantee

may come at the expense of objective function value degradation as the deterministic optimal

solution may not belong to X leading to a robust solution with a worse objective function value.

The case for δj = 0, ∀j ∈ J is akin to conservative robust approaches such as the one proposed

by Soyster (1973). Setting δj > 0 expands the robust feasible region X to include solutions that

may or may not be deterministic-feasible after implementation. As it becomes clear in Figure 1(b),

a distinctive property of the proposed δ−approach is that it will evaluate solutions that might

reside outside of X that may have a more desirable outcome when affected by implementation

uncertainty when compared to CC that is restricted to solutions in X. In summary, Γ and δ have

a similar effect on achieving improved objective performance at the expense of bounded feasibility

violations; additionally, as it is more critical in binary formulations, δ offers a guarantee on the

maximum level of deterministic-feasibility violation. The proposed RBIU-δ-CC (7) takes advantage

of both methods, giving the decision maker the ability to control the degree of conservativism of

the solutions while at the same time achieving further improvements in objective value performance

while guaranteeing a level of deterministic constraint violation. The gains obtained by combining

both approaches are evident in the experimental results.

Lemma 2. Let x∗ = (x∗C , x
∗
U ) be an optimal solution to the RBIU-δ. Any solution y = (yC , yU ) ∈

U(x∗) is also optimal to the RBIU-δ.

Proof. By Lemma 1, γ(y) = γ(x∗). U(x∗) = U(y) because x∗C = yC , and x∗U and yU can take

any combination of the uncertain variables using Definition 2; therefore, y ∈ X . Hence, y is also

optimal for the RBIU-δ.
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Figure 1: Illustration of the feasible sets X and X . (a) Illustrates the most conservative case when δj = 0, ∀j ∈ J .
(b) Illustrates a less conservative case when ∃j such that δj > 0.

As implied by Lemma 2, a characteristic of the RBIU-δ is that it has multiple optimal solutions

(all solutions in U(x∗)), and that to find the set of solutions U(x∗) it is only necessary to find one

solution in the set suggesting a solution methodology that only determines x∗C .

The set of solutions of the RBIU-δ, U(x∗), is named here the robust-optimal solution set, U∗. If

U∗ exists, contains a solution for each combination of the uncertain variables.

4. Solution Methodology

The methodology to solve (5) consists of two stages. Stage I aims at finding a robust-optimal

solution set, U∗; given the possibly large size of the optimal set, (Sections 4.1 and 4.2). Stage II

aims at selecting desirable properties from U∗, (Section 4.3).

4.1. Mixed-Integer Linear Programming Reformulation, RBIU-δ

When solving (5), the evaluation of (3) and (4) can be burdensome because they require finding

maximum values among all vectors in U(x) for every x ∈ X . Lemma 3 provides equivalent linear

formulations of (3) and (4) allowing to find a Stage I optimal solution of the RBIU-δ by solving

a mixed-integer linear programming problem (MILP). Advantages of the MILP reformulation are:

1) a linearization of the RBIU-δ, and 2) a reduction of the search space from 2n to 2|C|, where

|C| < n.

Lemma 3. Expression
∑

i∈C cixi +
∑

i∈U (ci + |ci|)/2 and
∑

i∈C aijxi +
∑

i∈U (aij + |aij |)/2 are

equivalent to maxy∈U(x) {f(y)} and maxy∈U(x) {gj(y)} ,∀j ∈ J , respectively.

Proof. Expression (ci + |ci|)/2 > cixi for any value of xi. Note that if ci ≥ 0, then |ci| = ci
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and (ci + |ci|)/2 = (ci + ci)/2 = ci ≥ cixi; similarly, if ci < 0, then |ci| = −ci and (ci +

|ci|)/2 = (ci − ci)/2 = 0 ≥ cixi. Therefore, (ci + |ci|)/2 ≥ cixi for any value of xi. Expression

maxy∈U(x) {f(y)} is rewritten as maxy∈U(x)

{∑
i∈C ciyi +

∑
i∈U ciyi

}
= maxy∈U(x)

{∑
i∈C ciyi

}
+

maxy∈U(x)

{∑
i∈U ciyi

}
. Given that values of the deterministic variables xi, i ∈ C are fixed, then

maxy∈U(x)

{∑
i∈C ciyi

}
=
∑

i∈C cixi. On the other hand, the value of maxy∈U(x)

{∑
i∈U ciyi

}
de-

pends of the value yi, i ∈ U , and from the previous result it follows that maxy∈U(x)

{∑
i∈U ciyi

}
=∑

i∈U maxy∈U(x) {ciyi} =
∑

i∈U (ci+|ci|)/2 for any value of yi, i ∈ U . Therefore, maxy∈U(x) {f(y)} =∑
i∈C cixi +

∑
i∈U (ci + |ci|)/2. It can be proved similarly that maxy∈U(x) {gj(y)} =

∑
i∈C aijxi +∑

i∈U (aij + |aij |)/2, ∀j ∈ J .

The RBIU-δ is a MILP reformulation of (5) as follows:

min
x∈Bc

{
γ(x) : x ∈ X ′

}
; (6)

where X ′ is the feasible region such that expressions maxy∈U(x) {f(y)} and maxy∈U(x) {gj(y)} ,∀j ∈

J are replaced by their equivalent expressions in Lemma 3. The linear reformulations depend

on deterministic variables only because the uncertain variables are replaced by constant values;

therefore, the search space of the RBIU-δ is B|C|, with |C| < n.

Formulation (6) is used to find, if it exists, one solution of the RBIU-δ, x∗ = (x∗C , x
∗
U ), and

therefore, the robust-optimal solution set U∗.

4.2. Combined Feasibility Parameter and Cardinality-Constrained Robust Formulation, RBIU-

δ-CC

A second approach provides additional control of the solution’s conservatism by controlling the

maximum number of variables, Γ, assumed to be affected by uncertainty when solving the robust

formulation in addition to the feasibility parameter δj . We term this approach combined feasibility

parameter and cardinality constrained robust formulation for a BLP under implementation uncer-

tainty (RBIU-δ-CC). In contrast to Bertsimas and Sim’s robust formulation, RBIU-δ-CC considers

uncertainty affecting the variables instead of the coefficients of the model and impacting the entire

column of the uncertain variables, including constraints and the objective function simultaneously.

Moreover, the interval of uncertainty in the proposed model is asymmetric and binary due to the
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nature of the decision variables. The RBIU-δ-CC is based on the linearization model in Lemma 3.

4.2.1 RBIU-δ-CC Formulation

Consider the expressions in Lemma 3 for maximum contribution of aijxi and cixi. Let Γ be an

integer control parameter name de cardinality-constrained parameter such that with 1 ≤ Γ ≤ |U |;

Γ represents the maximum number of uncertain variables that may have different prescribed and

implemented values. The RBIU-δ-CC is formulated as follows:

min
x∈Bn

{
γ(x) : x ∈ X ′′

}
. (7)

Where X ′′ is a feasible region defined as follows:

∑
i∈C

cixi + max
{S0:S0⊆U,|S0|≤Γ}

∑
i∈S0

(
ci + |ci|

2

)
+

∑
i∈U\S0

cixi

 ≤ γ(x), (8)

∑
i∈C

aijxi + max
{Sj :Sj⊆U,|Sj |≤Γ}

∑
i∈Sj

(
aij + |aij |

2

)
+
∑

i∈U\Sj

aijxi

 ≤ bj + δj ,∀j ∈ J. (9)

RBIU-δ-CC seeks for the combination of at most Γ uncertain variables affected by implemen-

tation uncertainty producing the maximum degradation of the objective function value and the

maximum value of the constraints’ uncertain component that satisfies the desired feasibility level,

and protects the optimality and feasibility levels against any, at most, Γ uncertain variables with

different prescribed and implemented values.

The selection of the at most Γ uncertain variables requires the enumeration of all the subsets S0

and Sj of U whose cardinality is less than or equal to Γ. The development of an equivalent linear

reformulation to the RBIU-δ-CC follows the work in Bertsimas and Sim (2004). The RBIU-δ-CC

is equivalent to the following linear reformulation:

min γ(x) (10)

s.t.
∑
i∈C

cixi + Γv0 + u00 +
∑
i∈U

ui0 ≤ γ (11)
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v0 + ui0 ≥
ci + |ci|

2
− cixi, ∀i ∈ U (12)

u00 ≥
∑
i∈U

cixi (13)

∑
i∈C

aijxi + Γvj + u0j +
∑
i∈U

uij ≤ bj + δj , ∀j ∈ J (14)

vj + uij ≥
aij + |aij |

2
− aijxi, ∀i ∈ U, j ∈ J (15)

u0j ≥
∑
i∈U

aijxi, ∀j ∈ J (16)

ui0, uij , v0, vj ≥ 0, ∀i ∈ U, j ∈ J (17)

u00, u0j are unrestricted ∀j ∈ J (18)

xi ∈ {0, 1}, ∀i ∈ I. (19)

The equivalent linear reformulation of the RBIU-δ-CC contains: 1) n binary variables, 2) m+ 1

unrestricted variables, 3) m|U |+m+ |U |+ 1 nonnegative variables, and 4) m|U |+ 2m+ |U |+n+ 3

constraints.

RBIU-δ-CC produces more optimistic solutions than RBIU-δ at the expense of possible infeasi-

bilities to the desired feasibility level or degradation of the optimality. The following section presents

an upper bound of the probability of infeasibilities or optimality degradation of the RBIU-δ-CC

solutions.

Of notice is that RBIU-δ-CC is general in the sense that it becomes RBIU-δ if Γ = |U |, and works

as a cardinality-constrained approach for δ = 0. Additionally, the result U(x) = U(y),∀y ∈ U(x)

is not true for the RBIU-δ-CC formulation because in this formulation only a subset of uncertain

variables is being impacted by implementation uncertainty simultaneously, except when Γ = |U |.

4.2.2 Probability Bounds

RBIU-δ-CC may become infeasible if more than Γ uncertain variables change their values during

implementation; this section presents derivations of upper bounds on the probability that this type

of infeasibility occurs. To estimate these probability upper bounds, Assumption 2 is relaxed and

we assume that pi = p and qi = q ,∀i ∈ I, with p and q known.

Let η0 and η1 be two independent random variables such that η0 measures the number of
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uncertain variables with prescribed value 0 and implemented value 1, and η1 measures the number

of uncertain variables with prescribed value 1 and the implemented value 0. Then, the probability

that there exist exactly Γ uncertain variables with different prescribed and implemented values can

be computed as follows:

P (η0 + η1 = Γ) =
Γ∑
i=0

(
U0

i

)
(1− p)ipU0−i

(
U1

Γ− i

)
(1− q)Γ−iqU1−Γ+i; (20)

where U0 and U1 are the number of uncertain variables whose prescribed values are 0 and 1,

respectively, and U0 +U1 = |U |. Distribution (20) represents the sum of two independent binomial

random variables η0 and η1.

Theorem 1. Given an RBIU-δ-CC solution x∗ with optimality robustness level γ(x∗), the upper

bound of the probability that the objective value is not γ(x∗) or any of the j-th model robustness

constraints is not satisfied is given by:

P

({
n∑
i=1

cix
∗
i > γ(x∗)

}
∪

{
n∑
i=1

aijx
∗
i > bj + δj

})

≤ 1−
Γ∑
`=0

(∑̀
i=0

(
U0

i

)
(1− p)ipU0−i

(
U1

`− i

)
(1− q)`−iqU1−`+i

)
.

(21)

Proof. Given that the objective function value and constraints are protected for at most Γ uncer-

tain variables with different prescribed and implemented values, one can assume that they may

become infeasible if there exists at least one more uncertain variable impacted by implementation

uncertainty; this is η0 + η1 > Γ in expression (20). Therefore, expression (21) holds.

4.3. Selected Robust Optimal Solutions

In Stage II, the problem of selecting a prescribed solution x̂ for implementation is formulated as

an optimization problem over the robust-optimal solution set. Given U∗ generated by a solution

x∗ = (x∗C , x
∗
U ), the selection problem assumes the desired characteristics of the solution to be

selected and recasts the deterministic version of the problem such that the deterministic variables

are set to x∗C to ensure membership in the robust-optimal solution set U∗. Notice that U∗ can be

obtained by solving RBIU-δ or RBIU-δ-CC. As a result, the selected solution will have the desired
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robustness in terms of levels of objective value and feasibility performance and other characteristics

that make it desirable for implementation. Examples of prescribed solutions x̂ ∈ U∗ are presented

in Table 4.

Prescribed solution x̂ Selection Problem, SP

x̂D SP1: Solve (1); set xC ← x∗C
x̂R SP2: Solve (1); set xC ← x∗C and the right-hand

side ← b+ δj , ∀j ∈ J
x̂UB SP3: Find x ∈ U∗ : f(x) ≥ f(y), ∀y ∈ U∗
x̂LB SP4: Find x ∈ U∗ : f(x) ≤ f(y), ∀y ∈ U∗

Table 4: Selected prescribed solutions x̂ from the robust-optimal solution set and their corresponding selection
problem.

Selection problem SP1 attempts finding the solution x̂D that is feasible for the deterministic

problem (1) when the values of the deterministic variables are set equal to the values of the deter-

ministic variables associated with U∗; x̂D belongs to the robust-optimal solution set and satisfies the

feasibility constraints with δj = 0,∀j ∈ J . This solution, if it exists, has the best objective function

and is feasible with respect to the deterministic problem since it considers feasible solutions in the

deterministic feasible region X.

Selection problem SP2 attempts finding the solution x̂R for the deterministic problem (1) when

the values of the deterministic variables are set equal to the values of the deterministic variables

associated with U∗. The feasible region is relaxed to allow some infeasibilities with respect to

the deterministic problem. This solution, if it exists, has the best objective function and may be

infeasible with respect to the deterministic problem since it considers solutions in the robust feasible

region (i.e., X or X ′′).

Selection problems SP3 and SP4 attempt to select robust solutions x̂UB and x̂LB yielding

the highest and lowest objective functions for any solution in U∗, respectively. The following

propositions allow identifying these solutions in a given U∗ in linear time.

Proposition 1. Given a robust-optimal solution set U∗, an upper bound robust solution x̂UB ∈ U∗

satisfies f(x̂UB) ≥ f(y),∀y ∈ U∗ and its values are set as follows:
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x̂UBi =


x∗i if i ∈ C

1, if ci ≥ 0, i ∈ U

0, if ci < 0, i ∈ U.

(22)

Proof. Consider a solution y ∈ U∗ such that y 6= x̂UB. By expression (22), if ci ≥ 0 for i ∈ U in

x̂UBU , x̂UBi = 1 and cix̂
UB
i = ci ≥ ciyi; similarly, if ci < 0 for i ∈ U , x̂UBi = 0 and cix̂

UB
i = 0 ≥ ciyi.

Given that x̂UBC = yC = x∗C , then f(x̂UB) =
∑

xi∈x̂UB cixi =
∑

xi∈x∗C
cixi +

∑
xi∈x̂UB

U
cixi ≥∑

xi∈x∗C
cixi +

∑
yi∈yU ciyi =

∑
yi∈y ciyi = f(y). Therefore, f(x̂UB) ≥ f(y),∀y ∈ U∗.

Proposition 2. Given a robust-optimal solution set U∗, a lower bound robust solution x̂LB ∈ U∗

satisfies f(x̂LB) ≤ f(y), ∀y ∈ U∗ and its values are set as follows:

x̂LBi =


x∗i if i ∈ C

0, if ci ≥ 0, i ∈ U

1, if ci < 0, i ∈ U.

(23)

Then f(x̂LB) ≤ f(y), ∀y ∈ U∗.

Proof. Proof of Proposition 2 is similar to the proof of Proposition 1.

The performance of these selected solutions will be illustrated later in the numerical study in

the context of the Knapsack Problem.

5. Experimental Results

This section presents applications of RBIU-δ and RBIU-δ-CC in the context of the knapsack prob-

lem and presents experimental results exemplifying the nature of solutions that are robust with

respect to implementation uncertainties.
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5.1. Problem Formulation

The deterministic KP is formulated as the following BLP:

max

n∑
i=1

cixi (24)

s.t.

n∑
i=1

aixi ≤ b (25)

xi ∈ {0, 1}, ∀i ∈ I. (26)

Assuming that there exists at least one uncertain variable, the robust KP under implementation

uncertainty (RKP-δ) is the following:

min γ(x) = max
y∈U(xC)

{
n∑
i=1

−ciyi

}
(27)

s.t. max
y∈U(xC)

{
n∑
i=1

aiyi

}
≤ b+ δ (28)

yi ∈ {0, 1},∀i ∈ I. (29)

Using the linear reformulation of the RBIU-δ shown in Section 4.1, the RKP-δ can be rewritten

as an equivalent deterministic KP with a smaller number of decision variables as follows:

max
∑
i∈C

cixi

s.t.
∑
i∈C

aixi ≤ b′

xi ∈ {0, 1} , ∀i ∈ C;

(30)

where b′ = b+ δ −
∑

i∈U ai. The objective function value level is computed as γ(x) =
∑

i∈C cixi.

The combined feasibility and cardinality-constrained robust formulation, RKP-δ-CC, follows:

min γ (31)

s.t.
∑
i∈C
−cixi + max

{S0:S0⊆U,|S0|≤Γ}

∑
i∈S0

(
−ci + | − ci|

2

)
+

∑
i∈U\S0

cixi

 ≤ γ(x) (32)

18



∑
i∈C

aixi + max
{Sj :Sj⊆U,|Sj |≤Γ}

∑
i∈Sj

(
ai + |ai|

2

)
+
∑

i∈U\Sj

aixi

 ≤ b+ δ, ∀j ∈ J (33)

xi ∈ {0, 1}, ∀i ∈ I. (34)

The RKP-δ-CC can be solved using the equivalent linear reformulation in Section 4.2.

5.2. Objectives of The Experimental Study And Performance Metrics

The objective of the experimental study is to illustrate the application of the methodology in the

context of the knapsack problem and evaluate the performance and behavior of the proposed robust

models under implementation uncertainty in this context. The objectives of the experiments are:

1. Study the performance of robust solutions under different levels of implementation uncer-

tainty. The robust solutions include:

(a) Robust KP with feasibility parameter in (30), RKP-δ.

(b) Robust KP with combined feasibility and cardinality constraint in (31)-(34), RKP-δ-CC.

2. Study the performance of the different selected prescribed solutions in Table 4.

3. Study of the probability upper-bound of the RKP-δ-CC derived in Section 4.2.2.

The performance of the deterministic solution will be reported as a baseline.

Performance is measured in terms of the objective function and feasibility. To measure the

aggregate objective function performance of a robust solution set, we define the average objective

performance ratio as follows; for a given solution set U(x):

∆̄(U(x)) = 1−
∑

y∈U(x) f(y)

f(x∗KP )|U(x)|
; (35)

where x∗KP is the solution of the deterministic KP in (24)-(26). The smaller ∆̄ is, the better the

performance of the robust solution set.

Given a solution set U(x), the feasibility level h(U(x)) is defined as the proportion of the
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solutions in U(x) that is feasible with respect to the deterministic feasible set as follows:

h(U(x)) =
|U(x) ∩X|
|U(x)|

. (36)

To evaluate the performance of a single prescribed solution, x, instead of the aggregate perfor-

mance of a robust set, the objective performance ratio with respect to the deterministic solution:

∆(x) = 1− f(x)

f(x∗KP )
. (37)

We also evaluate the performance of a single solution, x, by measuring the level of the infeasi-

bility of a robust solution set in terms of the level of constraint violation as follows:

F (x) = max

{∑n
i=1 aixi − b

b
, 0

}
. (38)

5.3. Simulation of Uncertainty And Test Problem Generation

The level of uncertainty during the modeling of the robust formulations is defined by the number

of uncertain variables |U |; the feasibility level of the RKP-δ by δ; the level of impact of uncertainty

and feasibility of the RKP-δ-CC by Γ and δ, respectively. The experimental statistic p = Γ/|U |

measures the level of conservatism of the RKP-δ-CC’s solutions by defining the percentage of

uncertain variables that may be affected by implementation uncertainty.

|US | is the set of simulated uncertain variables. In this experiment, full enumeration is consid-

ered to evaluate the solutions’ performances for values of |US | ≤ 10; otherwise, a random sampling

of size 210 is used to evaluate the solutions’ performances to reduce the computational time of enu-

merating each element in U(x). While sampling, the implemented value of an uncertain variable

may be equal or different to the prescribed value with the same probability of 0.5. The descrip-

tion of the simulation and corresponding pseudo-code describing the simulation is shown in the

Appendix.

This experiment consists of twelve replications; each replication consists of a KP instance with

n = 100. The costs ci are randomly chosen from the set {21, 22, ..., 80}, the weights ai are randomly

chosen from the set {41, 42, ..., 60}, and the capacity b is equal to 0.5
∑n

i=1 ai.
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The RKP-δ and RKP-δ-CC are formulated considering u = |U |/n = 1%, 3%, 5%, 7%, 9% of the

total number of variables n. The uncertain variables are selected from 1 to |U |, and deterministic

variables from (|U | + 1) to n. The feasibility parameter δ is set at 0%, 1%, 2%, 3%, 4%, 5% of the

value of b. The values of p considered are 40%, 60% and 80%.

5.4. Experimental Analysis

5.4.1 RKP-δ With Feasibility Performance

We run an experiment to evaluate the performance of RPK-δ (27)-(29) using different levels of

different levels of uncertainty u and feasibility parameter δ. Figure 2 summarizes the results in

a plot of feasibility level (36) versus average objective performance (35); in this plot, markers

represent different δs, and lines represent different uncertainty levels. The average performance of

the deterministic solutions are shown as solid circles for different uncertainty levels.

Figure 2: RBK-δ for uncertainty level u and feasibility δ combinations.

All results using δ = 0 have perfect feasibility performance for all levels of uncertainty tested,

confirming that RBK-δ can guarantee deterministic-feasible outcomes. The feasibility performance

decreases as δ increases; this effect accentuates as the uncertainty level decreases. For the data
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tested, most runs with u > 3% yielded 80% or better feasibility levels than the deterministic

solutions that could achieve at most 60% feasibility; furthermore, the objective function for these

runs ranged between 2%-10% from the deterministic solution.

The losses in feasibility caused by increases in δ diminish as the uncertainty levels increase.

This suggests that as more variables are uncertain, there are more opportunities to find robust

solutions, especially as δ expands the robust feasible solution X beyond the deterministic feasible

region X. For instance, results for u = 9% improve their objective performance from about 9%

down to about 5% of the optimal objective value, when δ increases from 0 up to 5%, while only

decreasing the feasibility level from 1.0 down to 0.9. This demonstrates the practical potential of

RBK-δ to generate robust solutions.

The negative effects of δ are magnified for low uncertainty levels; i.e., for u < 3%, RBK-δ can

rapidly produce over-optimistic infeasible solutions with increasing δs. Moreover, over-optimistic

solutions display worst feasibility performance than deterministic solutions. This is expected in

knapsack problems if the number of variables that can flip values is small because this leads to

fewer outcome combinations reducing the opportunities to regain feasibility. Hence, δs must be

increased carefully (e.g., in finer increments) at low levels of uncertainty.

In summary, RBK-δ can produce practical robust solutions with acceptable objective perfor-

mance and superior feasibility performance compared to the deterministic solution. Results also

suggest that the effect of the max-infeasibility parameter δ enables finding better robust solutions

by considering robust regions beyond the deterministic feasible region.

5.4.2 RKP-δ-CC And Interactions With RKP-δ

Figure 3 depicts the performance of RKP-δ-CC in the feasibility level versus objective performance

plane for different levels of uncertainty and degree of conservatism, p = Γ/|U |, for the same fea-

sibility level δ = 0%. Notice that when p = 100%, RKP-CC performs the same as RKP-δ, the

performance of the deterministic and RKP-δ solutions are also shown for reference.

We run an experiment to evaluate the performance of RPK-δ-CC (31)-(34) for u = 9% different

combinations of feasibility parameter δ and level of conservatism p = Γ/|U |. Figure 3 summarizes

the results in a plot of feasibility level (36) versus average objective performance (35); in this plot,

markers represent different δs, and lines represent different levels of conservatism p. The average
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Figure 3: RKP-δ-CC, u = 9%, and combinations of degree of conservatism p and feasibility δ.

performance of the deterministic solutions are shown as a solid circle.

In this figure the curve for p = 1.0 correspond to the curve for δ = 0 in Figure 2. In Figure 3

this curve illustrates how decreasing the level of conservatism (i.e., the cardinality-constrained pa-

rameter) yields better objective function performance while introducing infeasibilities for runs with

minimum δ = 0. Likewise, one could also state that given maximum conservatism (i.e., p = 1.0),

incrementing the feasibility δ also causes better objective function performance while introducing

infeasibilities. In fact, for a given uncertainty level, observing how the curves for different p overlap

with each other suggest that different combinations (p, δ) produce similar solutions. This obser-

vation suggests that both the max-infeasibility and the cardinality-constrained approaches have a

similar effect in generating less conservative solutions. We have observed the same phenomenon

occurring at u = 3% and u = 5%.

By combining both parameters p and δ, we provide the decision-maker with the possibility of

defining a degree of conservatism in the sense of Bertsimas and Sim (2004) by specifying a given

p, while using δ to expand the robust feasible space X beyond the deterministic feasible region

X to find robust solutions with even better objective performance with only small degradation of
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the feasibility performance. Consider, for instance, a decision-maker with a degree of conservatism

p = 0.8; without the effect of δ, this CC solution will have an objective performance of about

0.065 from the optimal solution and excellent feasibility performance 1.0. Increasing δ from 0 to

2% would improve the objective performance from 0.065 to less than 0.05 while only reducing

the feasibility performance down to above 0.9. Notice that this is significantly better than the

deterministic solution performance with less than 0.6 feasibility level.

In summary, using RKP-δ-CC provides additional control to find robust solutions that are more

practical and improve those that would find the cardinality-constrained approaches.

5.4.3 Performance of Selected Prescribed Solutions

The experiments in Sections 5.4.1 and 5.4.2 evaluate the aggregate expected performance of the

robust solution set U∗. In this section, we demonstrate the advantages of selecting solutions as

an optimization over the robust set by evaluating the performance of selected member solutions

described in Section 4.3. Specifically, selected solutions from U∗δ and U∗δ−CC associated with formu-

lations considering feasibility (30), and combined feasibility and cardinality-constrained (31)-(34),

respectively.

Prescribed solution x̂ Selection Problem, SP

x̂Dδ SP1: Solve (1); set xC ← x∗C ; (x̂∗C , x̂
∗
U ) ∈ U∗δ

x̂Rδ SP2: Solve (1); set xC ← x∗C and the right-hand
side ← b+ δ; (x̂∗C , x̂

∗
U ) ∈ U∗δ

x̂UBδ SP3: Find x ∈ U∗δ : f(x) ≥ f(y), ∀y ∈ U∗δ
x̂LBδ SP4: Find x ∈ U∗δ : f(x) ≤ f(y), ∀y ∈ U∗δ
x̂Dδ−CC SP5: Solve (1); set xC ← x∗C ; (x̂∗C , x̂

∗
U ) ∈ U∗δ−CC

x̂Rδ−CC SP6: Solve (1); set xC ← x∗C and the right-hand
side ← b+ δ; (x̂∗C , x̂

∗
U ) ∈ U∗δ−CC

x̂UBδ−CC SP7: Find x ∈ U∗δ−CC : f(x) ≥ f(y),∀y ∈
U∗δ−CC

x̂LBδ−CC SP8: Find x ∈ U∗δ−CC : f(x) ≤ f(y),∀y ∈
U∗δ−CC

Table 5: Selected prescribed solutions x̂ from the robust-optimal solution set and their corresponding selection
problem.

Given a selected prescribed solution x̂, we compute the corresponding feasibility and objective

performances as prescribed; in turn, the expected performance in the face of implementation uncer-

tainty E[x̃] is estimated using simulation to observe the behavior of its corresponding implemented

solution x̃. Finally, the behavior of the deterministic KP solution is also evaluated as a baseline.
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Figure 4 summarizes the results in the h(U(x)) versus ∆(U(x)) plane for u = 25%, δ = 10%

and p = 80%. As expected, all selected solutions from the same robust solution set converge to

the aggregate solution of the robust solution set; also, as described in the previous experiments, all

robust solutions for these levels of uncertainty, feasibility, and cardinality-constrained parameters

have either perfect or close-to-perfect feasibility with respect to the deterministic KP. With rela-

tively good objective value performance, the prescribed and implemented deterministic solution is

feasible only in 0.60 cases when affected by implementation uncertainty.

Figure 4: h(U(x)) versus ∆(U(x)). Prescribed versus implemented performance of selected robust solutions. Plot for
u = 25%, δ = 10% and p = 80%.

Figure 5 summarizes the result in the F (x) versus ∆(U(x)) plane for the same conditions of

u, δ and p. In this plot, one can observe the magnitude of feasibility violation of the robust

solutions as prescribed. For instance, although x̂Rδ−CC has a prescribed value that seems better to

the ideal deterministic value, it does so by compromising feasibility with F (x̂Rδ−CC) > 0; this may

discourage a decision-maker from implementing it even though its expected performance (Figure 4)

will be almost always feasible with respect to the deterministic problem. Alternatively, in this case,

x̂Dδ−CC has a similar prescribed objective value and feasibility performance as the ideal deterministic

solution. However, in the face of implementation uncertainty, x̂Dδ−CC will guarantee feasibility
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and maintain its objective performance in the best case, and only deteriorate its objective value

down to E
[
x̂Dδ−CC

]
on the average; hence, x̂Dδ−CC might be a good candidate for implementation

when feasibility and objective performance are both important implementations considerations.

Furthermore, in this case, if some degree of violation was acceptable in a particular implementation,

solutions x̂UBδ−CC and x̂Rδ−CC may be of interest for implementation since in the best case, they may

result in better objective performance than the ideal deterministic problem.

Figure 5: F (x) versus ∆(U(x)). Prescribed versus implemented performance of selected robust solutions. Plot for
u = 25%, δ = 10% and p = 80%.

In summary, experimental results support the advantages of selecting solutions by optimization

over the robust set. They suggest that selected solutions possess the desired robustness qualities

and desirable implementation characteristics such as similar or better performance as the ideal

deterministic solution.

5.5. RKP-δ-CC Upper Bound Probability

Table 6 displays a plot of the results of the test conducted to validate the quality of the probability

upper bounds developed in Section 4.2.2.

Experimental results suggest that the theoretical bounds (21) of the probability that RKP-
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δ-CC solutions become infeasible are accurate for high values of p; however, they may be less

accurate when p is small. Table 6 presents the differences between the theoretical and experimental

probabilities,∆P (infeasible), that RKP-δ-CC solutions become infeasible for different values of p

and δ = 0. Results in Table 6 show that the difference is large for p = 40% and decreases as the

value of p increases; for p = 80%, there does not exist a significant difference between the theoretical

and experimental probabilities.

u p = 0.4 p = 0.6 p = 0.8

5% 0.125 0.015625 0.002604167
15% 0.1824646 0.019856771 0.000518799
25% 0.103495717 0.03997306 0.000129739
35% 0.119405874 0.043705932 5.84209E-05
45% 0.122585696 0.041373798 7.68705E-06

Table 6: Differences between the theoretical and experimental probabilities that RKP-δ-CC solutions become infea-
sible.

6. Conclusions

The prescribed solutions of optimization problems may require changes during their implementation

due to unforeseen reasons not considered during the optimization model development. We model

possible changes of a prescribed solution as implementation uncertainty affecting the decision vari-

ables; this paper focuses on RBI-δU that limits the scope of the problem to the context of binary

linear programs, and the case where there is no information about the probability distributions

describing the uncertainties. The main solution approach is robust optimization with a distinct

characteristic that uncertainty affects the decision variables rather than the model parameters. The

solution methodology allows controlling the level of conservativism associated with worst-case solu-

tions; specifically, experimental results in the context of the knapsack problem suggest that robust

solutions display beneficial properties when compared to the deterministic counterparts in terms

of both feasibility and objective function robustness when facing implementation uncertainties.

The experiments also suggest the methodology is not appropriate under all problem conditions,

but that is clearly superior to the deterministic solutions as the importance of feasibility of the

solution at implementation and the degree of uncertainty increase. The experiments also suggest

that the mechanisms to control conservativism, namely the feasibility and cardinality-constrained

parameters provided are effective to broaden the applicability region of the methodology.
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The robust solution set may be large as it grows exponentially with the number of uncertain

variables. Therefore, we propose selecting specific solutions in the robust solution set such that the

prescribed (selected) solution also possesses desirable characteristics for implementation. Experi-

mental results suggest that the robust set may contain robust solutions that have a close-to-optimal

performance with respect to the deterministic version of the problem.

This work opens opportunities for future research; for instance, the development of measures

of objective degradation less conservative than the worst-case objective value. Of interest is also

solving the optimization problem over the robust set directly, i.e. without having to identify the

robust set as an intermediate step. Also, there exists an opportunity for the application of the

proposed methodologies in other application contexts.

Appendix

When simulating uncertainty, a full enumeration is used for |US | ≤ 10 and random sampling

otherwise. Algorithm 1 presents the pseudo-code describing the simulation of uncertainty.

Algorithm 1 Simulation of uncertainty

input: a KP instance, a solution x = (xC , xU ) and the simulated level of uncertainty |US |.

output: Aggregated objective performance ∆̄(U(x)) and feasibility level h(U(x)).

1: function Simulation of uncertainty(Instance of KP, x, |US |)

2: if |US | ≤ 10 then . Full enumeration is performed if |US | ≤ 10

3: for each y ∈ U(x) do

4: Compute
∑n

i=1 aiyi

5: if
∑n

i=1 aiyi ≤ b then

6: Add 1 to Feasible Solutions

7: end if

8: Compute f(y) =
∑n

i=1 ciyi

9: Add f(y) to Total Objective

10: end for

11: h(U(x)) = Feasible Solutions
2|US |

12: ∆̄(U(x)) = f(x∗D)− Total Objective

2|US |

13: else . Random sampling is performed if |US | > 10
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14: for 1 to 210 do . The size of the sample is 210

15: Define y = (xC , yU ) . Sample vector with the deterministic vector equal to the

prescribed solution

16: for each yi in yu do

17: if random value between in [0, 1] > 0.5 then . Uncertain variables change value

with probability 0.5

18: yi = xi, xi in xU . Uncertain variable does not change its value

19: else

20: yi = 1− xi, xi in xU . Uncertain variable changes its value

21: end if

22: end for

23: Compute
∑n

i=1 aiyi

24: if
∑n

i=1 aiyi ≤ b then

25: Add 1 to Feasible Solutions

26: end if

27: Compute f(y) =
∑n

i=1 ciyi

28: Add f(y) to Total Objective

29: end for

30: h(U(x)) = Feasible Solutions
210

31: ∆̄(U(x)) = f(x∗D)− Total Objective
210

32: end if

33: return ∆̄(U(x)) and h(U(x))

34: end function
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