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Abstract

In the well-known complexity class NP are combinatorial problems, whose optimization
counterparts are important for many practical settings. These problems typically consider
full knowledge about the input. In practical settings, however, uncertainty in the input data
is a usual phenomenon, whereby this is normally not covered in optimization versions of NP
problems.

One concept to model the uncertainty in the input data, is recoverable robustness. The
instance of the recoverable robust version of a combinatorial problem P is split into a base
scenario σ0 and an uncertainty scenario set S. The base scenario and all members of the
uncertainty scenario set are instances of the original combinatorial problem P . The task
is to calculate a solution s0 for the base scenario σ0 and solutions s for all uncertainty
scenarios σ ∈ S such that s0 and s are not too far away from each other according to a
distance measure, so s0 can be easily adapted to s. This paper introduces Hamming Distance

Recoverable Robustness, in which solutions s0 and s have to be calculated, such that s0 and
s may only differ in at most κ elements.

We survey the complexity of Hamming distance recoverable robust versions of optimiza-
tion problems, typically found in NP for different scenario encodings. The complexity is
primarily situated in the lower levels of the polynomial hierarchy. The main contribution of
the paper is a gadget reduction framework that shows that the recoverable robust versions
of problems in a large class of combinatorial problems is ΣP

3 -complete. This class includes
problems such as VERTEX COVER, SUBSET SUM or HAMILTONIAN CYCLE. Additionally, we
expand the results to ΣP

2m+1-completeness of recoverable robust problems for m ∈ N recov-
eries.
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1 Introduction

The concept of robustness in the field of optimization problems is a collection of models that
consider uncertainties in the input. These uncertainties may for example arise from faulty
or inaccurate sensors or from a lack of knowledge. Robustness measures can model these
types of uncertainty that occur in practical optimization instances into an uncertainty set.
The goal is to find solutions that are stable over all possible uncertainties in the uncertainty
set. That is, these solutions remain good but not necessarily optimal regardless what the
uncertainties turn out be in reality.

One specific robustness concept is recoverable robustness, which is a recently introduced
concept [1]. The input of a recoverable robust version of a problem P is a base scenario

σ0, which is an instance of problem P , as well as a set of uncertainty scenarios S, whose
members are again instances of P . The set of uncertainty scenarios S is the uncertainty
set of the problem. We are asked to compute a solution s0 to the base scenario σ0 and to
compute solutions s to all members of the uncertainty scenarios σ ∈ S such that s0 and all
s are not too far away from each other corresponding to a distance measure. The solution
on the base scenario does not directly include the uncertainties but needs to include the
potential to adapt the base solution s0 to solutions s. Thus, the base solution s0 may be
restricted by these possibly harmful scenarios. The optimization function is usually but not
necessarily the sum over the cost of the base solution and the recovery solution.

The scenarios may be encoded in many different ways. The most intuitive encoding are
explicit encodings, in which the base scenario and all other scenarios are encoded completely
as an instance of the base problem. A more efficient encoding is an implicit encoding, which
stores the elements which are different from the base scenario for the uncertainty scenarios.
From this, the explicit encoding can be calculated in polynomial time. At last, we take com-

pression encodings into account, which store the elements together with logical operators.
One possibility of formalization are xor-dependencies on elements. A xor-dependency on
two combinatorial elements means that either the one element or the other are in a scenario
but not both.

From a worst-case-analysis point of view, the uncertainty scenarios are chosen by an ad-
versary. The algorithm computes a base solution with the potential to adapt to all scenarios.
Then, the adversary chooses the most harmful scenario based on the base solution. Finally,
the algorithm computes a recovery solution to adapt to the chosen scenario.

A more general concept is multiple recoverable robustness, in which not only one set
of scenarios is provided but k sets of uncertainty scenarios are provided. The k-multiple

recoverable robust problem asks to solve the recoverable robust problem on the individual
sets of scenarios inductively. That is, a base solution s0 has to be found such that one can
recover from s0 for the first set of scenarios S1 to a solution s1 such that one can recover
from s1 for the second set of scenarios S2 and so forth such that one can recover from sk−1

for the k-th set of scenarios Sk to a solution sk.

1.1 Related Work

In the recent years many publications of different problems in the area of recoverable ro-
bustness were made. One of the first introductory papers to the recoverable robustness
concept were written by Liebchen et al. [1] in 2009. Büsing [2] applied this concept on the
problem S-T-PATH and other standard combinatorial problems to gather algorithmical and
complexity results in the area of NP. In 2012, Cicerone et al. [3] introduced the concept
of multi-stage recoverable robustness. This was also introduced by Cicerone et al. [4] as
dynamic recoverable robustness.

Especially, in railway planning recoverable robustness is a popular and important con-
cept. A survey on recoverable robust railway problems were made by Lusby et al. [5] in
2018. Many results were published on recoverable robust railway optimization, for all parts
of the railway planning process since 2008. Cacchiani et al. [6] surveyed the rolling stock
planning problem. For train shunting problems, Cicerone et al. [7] introduced algorithms
and for timetabling, Cicerone et al. [8] developed algorithms for uncertainty based on single
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delay. Furthermore, Cadarso and Marin [9] analyzed the recoverable robustness concept in
the realm of rapid transit network design.

Exact and approximation algorithms were researched for other optimization problems
besides railway planning as well. For example, Goerigk et al. [10] published a paper on an
4-approximation of the recoverable robust travelling salesman problem in 2021 and Bouman
et al. [11] introduced a column generation framework for solving recoverable robust prob-
lem types in 2011.

1.2 Contribution

To the best of the author’s knowledge, recoverable robustness optimization was primarily
studied on algorithms for special problems. Corresponding complexity results mainly con-
sider only NP -hardness results. However, the complexity of problems based on this concept
are typically not only NP -hard but are situated higher in the polynomial hierarchy. We study
this on the concept of Hamming Distance Recoverable Robustness, which is adapted from
Büsing’s k-Dist Recoverable Robustness [2] concept.

For the complexity analysis, different forms of encodings are of interest. If the scenarios
are explicitly encoded or implicitly encoded, the problem stays NP -complete. The com-
pression encoding with xor-dependencies induces a combinatorial explosion because with
n xor-dependencies 2n scenarios can be encoded. This combinatorial explosion leads to a
complexity which lies higher in the polynomial hierarchy. In the following, scenarios that
are compression encoded with xor-dependencies are called xor-dependency scenarios.

The main contribution is a gadget reduction framework. Gadget reduction concepts
were studied for example by Agrawal et al. [12], who defined gadget reductions under
AC0 for NP-completeness, and Trevisan et al. [13], who formalized constraints of a linear
program to be a gadget in the reduction between linear programs. Our gadget reduction
framework is based on combinatorial problems and preserves the scenarios independent of
the encoding. Thus, this gadget reduction framework allows for reduction betweens Ham-
ming distance recoverable robust problems, whereby the transitivity of the reductions is
preserved. First of all, we establish the NP -completeness for the recoverable robust ver-
sions of typical NP -complete optimization problems, if the scenarios are encoded explicitly
or implicitly, what means that the individual scenarios can be computed in polynomial time.
Secondly, the recoverable robust versions of typical NP -complete combinatorial problems
with xor-dependency scenarios are ΣP

3 -complete. Finally, we extend these results to multi-
ple recoverable robustness. We show that typical NP -complete combinatorial problems are
ΣP

2m+1-complete for m ∈ N , where m is the number of recoveries.

1.3 Paper Summary

In the first section, we build a framework for combinatorial decision problems to define
Hamming distance recoverable robust problems. In the second section, we use the frame-
work to survey the complexity for polynomially computable scenario encodings. Thereby, we
consider typical optimization problems, which are in NP or NP -complete. The third section
consists of the analysis of compression-encoded scenarios, based on xor-dependencies, and
their complexity. Furthermore, we look at multiple recoverable robustness and its complex-
ity. At last, we establish various classes of Hamming distance recoverable robust problems
by using our combinatorial decision problem framework and universe gadget reductions.

2 Preliminaries

The concept of k-dist recoverable robustness was introduced by Büsing [2]. A k-dist recov-
erable robust problem asks for a solution for a base scenario and solutions for one or more
scenarios, from which we want to recover, by adding at most k elements to the recovery
scenario solution, which were not used in the base scenario solution.
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In this paper, we define a slightly different concept, which we denote as Hamming dis-

tance recoverable robustness and show complexity results for a large class of Hamming dis-
tance recoverable robust problems. For this, we use a special type of reduction, which can
be used for many combinatorial problems based on scenarios on the combinatorial elements
of the problem instance.

2.1 Definitions

In order to give a precise and useful definition of Hamming distance recoverable robust
problems, we introduce a definition for combinatorial decision problems. A combinatorial
problem consists of combinatorial elements, the universe, U and relations R over U and its
relations.

The universe elements in universe U are the combinatorial atoms of the problem. Exam-
ples are the literals ℓ ∈ L in 3-SATISFIABILITY, the vertices v ∈ V of graph problems or the
numbers in {i1, . . . , in} ∈ N

n of number problems such as SUBSET SUM.
The relations in the relation set R are defined with the help of a recursively defined

generating set R. The set R captures all supersets of relations on the universe elements and
the relations itself. The relations of 3-SATISFIABILITY are for example the clause relation
{(ℓa, ℓb, ℓc)|{ℓa, ℓb, ℓc} ∈ C} or the literal-clause relation {(ℓ, Cj) | ℓ ∈ Cj}. The relations
of a graph problem are the edges E or all vertex covers of size k, V C = {{v1, . . . , vk} |
{v1, . . . , vk} is a vertex cover of size k}.

Definition 2.1 (Combinatorial Decision Problem)
Let g : N → N a permutation and r, s ∈ N with r ≤ s. A tuple PC = (U,R, F ) is a
combinatorial decision problem if

• U is a set of universe elements.

• R is a tuple of r relations over U or its relations. That is,

R = (R1, . . . , Rr) for Ri ⊆ Rg(i) ∈ R, 1 ≤ i ≤ r,

where

U ∈ R (1)

if A ∈ R, then 2A ∈ R (2)

if A,B ∈ R, then A×B ∈ R (3)

• F ⊆ {(f1, . . . , fs) | fi ⊆ Rg(i) ∈ R, 1 ≤ i ≤ s}, for some g : N → N is the set of
feasible solutions. If and only if an instance is a no-instance, then F = ∅.

We will use I as index set to denote the indices of the tuple 1 ≤ i ≤ s.

To put the definition into context, we show how different relations can be generated by
R. The clause relation is generated by using the Cartesian product (3) on literals (1). The
literal-clause relation {(ℓ, Cj) | ℓ ∈ Cj} is generated by the Cartesian product (3) on the
literals (1) and the clauses (3). Undirected edges E of a graph problem are generated as
a set (2) of two vertices (1). In contrast, directed arcs A of a graph problem are tuples
(3) of literals (1). Furthermore, the set of all vertex covers of size k, V C = {{v1, . . . , vk} |
{v1, . . . , vk} is a vertex cover of size k}, is a set (2) of k vertices (1). An example for a unary
relation on the universe elements is the vertex (1) s or vertex t in the problem USTCON.

Observe that for combinatorial problems, the encoding of the input and the solutions
dependends only on the universe of elements. Thus, the universe elements in U build the
atoms of the problem. The relations R model the relations between these atoms. The
feasible solutions F model all possible combinations of universe elements and relations
that are feasible. For this, the universe elements and all relations are relations are part of
the feasible solution set. Additionally, relations that model the feasibility relations of the
combinatorial problem are part of the feasible solution set. These additional relations are
used mostly implicit because they are the central relations given by the problem.
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For a better understanding, an example for a combinatorial decision problem is the UNDI-
RECTED S-T-CONNECTIVITY (USTCON).

Example 2.2 (Undirected s-t-Connectivity Problem)
The problem USTCON asks if there is a s-t-path in an undirected graph. The input of USTCON

is a graph G = (V,E) and two vertices s, t ∈ V . A feasible solution is a path from s to t in G.
This translates to the following tuple USTCON = (U,R, F ).
The universe U consists of the vertices V of graph G, that is, U = V . The relations in R

are the edges e ∈ E(G), that is, R = (E). The set of feasible solutions F are all V , E and
s-t-paths in G, that is, F = V × E × P , where P is the set of s-t-paths in G. (We include
V,E by Def. 2.1, thus all vertices and edges such that they build up a s-t-paths in G are
included.)

Hamming Distance Recoverable Robustness

For Hamming Distance Recoverable Robust problems, we need a definition of Hamming
distance over a set.

Definition 2.3 (Symmetric Difference and Hamming Distance of Sets)
Let A,B be two sets. Then, we define the Hamming distance H(A,B) of set A and B to be

H(A,B) := |{x | either x ∈ A or x ∈ B}|

For the Hamming Distance Recoverable Robust problems, we use explicit encodings,
implicit encodings or compression encodings. These types are all based on combinatorial
elements of an instance. The scenarios of a recoverable robust problem can be encoded over
different combinatorial elements, not only the universe elements but also over relations or
a combination of both. The intuitive definition, however, is over the universe elements only.
If a combinatorial element, either an universe element or a relation element, is not part of a
scenario, then all relation elements that include this combinatorial element are discarded in
the scenario as well. For example, if a vertex in a graph problem is discarded, then all edges
incident to that vertex are discarded as well.

First, we will use explicit encodings by providing the complete instance encoding over the
base problem PA. Additionally, we use implicitly encodings by providing a set of all elements
that are different from base scenario σ0. We call the elements that are part of the current
scenario the active elements. In other words, active elements are those elements that are
usable in a solution to the scenario, otherwise we call the elements inactive. Furthermore,
we address compression encodings of scenarios as well. Compression encodings use logical
operators to encode a usually exponential number of scenarios in polynomial space.

Now, we define Hamming Distance Recoverable Robust Problems. Intuitively, a Ham-
ming distance recoverable robust problem PHDRR

A is based on a normal combinatorial deci-
sion problem PA, e.g. USTCON, whereby the scenarios are defined as follows.

Definition 2.4 (Scenarios)
A scenario of the problem PHDRR

A is a problem instance of the problem PA. We distinguish
the base scenario from uncertainty scenarios. The base scenario σ0 is the instance on which
the first solution s0 has to be computed. The uncertainty scenarios σ ∈ S are the scenarios
for which the solution s, that has to be adapted from s0, has to be computed. All scenarios
of a problem may share universe elements or relation elements.

We not only have to find a solution for one instance, but for one base scenario σ0 and
for all recovery scenarios S. That is, we can recover from every possible scenario with a
solution to the problem. The solutions to the recovery, nonetheless, may have a Hamming
distance of at most κ to the solution of the base scenario. Formally, we obtain the following
definition.

Definition 2.5 (Hamming Distance Recoverable Robust Problem)
A tuple PHDRR

A = (U,R, F ) is a Hamming Distance Recoverable Robust Problem based on
problem PA, if PHDRR

A is a combinatorial decision problem with the following specifications:
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U = U0∪
⋃

σ∈S
Uσ is the universe. The universe is the union over all universe elements

that occur in a scenario.

R = (R0, (Rσ)σ∈S) = ((R1
0, . . . , R

r
0), (R

1
σ, . . . , R

r
σ)σ∈S) are the relations. The relations

are seperate for each scenario.

F = (F0, (Fσ)σ∈S)
F = ((F 1

0 , . . . , F
r
0 ), (F

1
σ , . . . , F

r
σ )σ∈S, {(s0, (sσ)σ∈S) | H(s0, sσ) ≤ κ for all σ ∈ S}) are

the feasible solutions.

The feasible solutions are included in F , separately for each scenario. Only the last relation
covers the Hamming distance of κ between the solution s0 for the base scenario σ0 and the
recovery solutions sσ for each scenario σ ∈ S.

Observe that the specifications are not restrictions because every decision problem can
be formulated as one base scenario and no recovery scenarios, that is S = ∅. On the other
hand, the base problem PA is a restriction of PHDRR

A by setting S = ∅. Furthermore, the base
scenario is defined by σ0 = (U0, R0, F0) and all uncertainty scenarios σ ∈ S are defined by
σ = (Uσ, Rσ, Fσ).

Again, we provide an example for a better understanding of the definition and again, we
use the USTCON problem.

Example 2.6 (HAMMING DISTANCE RECOVERABLE ROBUST USTCON)
Let G = (V,E) a simple graph, s, t ∈ V . HAMMING DISTANCE RECOVERABLE ROBUST UST-
CON, short USTCONHDRR, is a Hamming distance recoverable robust problem over universe
V (G). We may include cost functions cV on V (G) or cE on E(G) in order to find a short
s-t-path; the feasible solutions are all paths that are shorter than some k.

• Each scenario σ ∈ S encodes which vertices or edges are available in σ. (If we search
for a short undirected s-t-path, each scenario σ ∈ S also encodes the costs on the
vertices or edges)

• P × PS encodes whether a given pair of tuples of vertices (p, pσ) is a path in graph G

for all σ ∈ S, that is

p′
?
∈ V ≤|V | ∧ {p′i, p

′
i+1}

?
∈ E ∧ p′j

?

6= p′j′ ,

for i ∈ {1, . . . , |p′| − 1} and j, j′ ∈ [|p′|], j 6= j′ for all p′ ∈ {p} ∪ {pσ | σ ∈ S}, and

H(p, pσ) ≤ κ, for all σ ∈ S.

• (If a short undirected s-t-path is to be sought, the cost of the solution is the sum of the
vertex costs or edge costs of all paths)

• F consists of all vertices V , edges E and (p, pσ∈S) ⊆ P × PS leading all from s to t.

∃p ∈ S : ∀σ ∈ S : ∃pσ ∈ PS : (p, pσ) ∈ F.

(If the shortest undirected s-t-path is to be sought, F contains only short paths from s

to t over all scenarios, that is more precisely,

∃p ∈ P : ∀σ ∈ S : ∃pσ ∈ PS : (p, pσ) ∈ F ∧ c(p, pσ) ≤ k.)

3 Recoverable Robust Problems with Polynomially Com-

putable Scenario Encodings

We will now survey the problems with polynomially computable scenario encodings. That
is, all scenarios can be polynomially generated into fully encoded instances. For this, we will
first establish the containment in NP and after that the hardness of such problems.
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Theorem 3.1 Let PA ∈ NP. Then PHDRR
A ∈ NP, if the set of scenarios S of PHDRR

A is polyno-

mially computable.

Proof. We present a polynomially verifiable certificate.
The certificate is (σ0, S, s0, (sσ)σ∈S) all encoded as lists of elements.

Because σ0 and S encoded as sets can be polynomially computed from the input encoding
and s0 and (sσ)σ∈S are subsets of σ0 and S correspondingly, the length of the certificate is
at most polynomial in the input length.

Furthermore, the certificate is verifiable in polynomial time by the following algorithm.
First, check whether s0 is really a solution to σ0. Second, check whether sσ is a solution to
σ for all σ ∈ S. Third, check whether H(s0, sσ) ≤ κ for all σ ∈ S.

Step one and two are polynomially computable because PA ∈ NP and all scenarios for
themselves are an instance of problem PA.

Step three is easily polynomially computable by iterating over each scenario pair. Ob-
serve again that |S| is at most polynomial in the input length. �

Besides, general polynomially computable scenarios, we may have so called Γ-scenarios.
They are an interesting and popular robustness concept. These consist of all scenarios that
deviate in at most Γ many elements from the base instance corresponding to a set of possible
activatable elements. If Γ is constant, we use the previous Theorem 3.1 for the following
Corollary 3.2.

Corollary 3.2 Let PA ∈ NP. Then PHDRR
A ∈ NP, if the set of scenarios S of PHDRR

A consists of

all possible Γ-scenarios for a constant Γ.

The following Lemma 3.3 can be directly established by Theorem 3.1. The original
reduction to PA can be reused by setting the scenario set S = ∅.

Lemma 3.3 Let PA be an NP-complete problem. Then, PHDRR
A is NP-complete if the set of

scenarios S of PHDRR
A is polynomially computable.

Proof. The reduction from PA is trivial because the scenarios can be set to S = ∅ showing
the hardness of PHDRR

A . On the other hand, Theorem 3.1 proves the containment. �

3.1 Reduction for UNDIRECTED S-T-CONNECTIVITY

We have shown that problems with polynomial computable scenarios are in NP. The hard-
ness for those problems can be established as well. For this, we use a simple problem as
basis, the logspace-complete UNDIRECTED S-T-CONNECTIVITY (USTCON).

Theorem 3.4 There is a deterministic logarithmic space computable reduction from 3-SATISFIABILITY

to USTCONHDRR with one base and one recovery scenario. In short, 3-SATISFIABILITY ≤L

USTCONHDRR

Proof. First of all, there is a reduction from UNDIRECTED HAMILTONIAN CYCLE to 3-SATISFIABILITY,
which is based on the reductions

3-SATISFIABILITY ≤L DIRECTED HAMILTONIAN CYCLE

and
DIRECTED HAMILTONIAN CYCLE ≤L UNDIRECTED HAMILTONIAN CYCLE

from Arora and Barak [14]. This is computable in logarithmic space. We will use this
reduction to develop the reduction for USTCONHDRR.

We can either define the scenarios over vertices or over edges. This, however, is equiva-
lent in this reduction realm, because we can easily introduce a vertex for every edge, such
that for the deletion of such an vertex the former edge is deleted. On the other hand, we
can delete all incident edges of a vertex to exclude the vertex from a possible solution. For
the sake of simplicity, we use edge scenarios in the reduction.
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1 2

34

Figure 1: Example Instance for UNDIRECTED HAMILTONIAN CYCLE

We further provide a reduction from UNDIRECTED HAMILTONIAN CYCLE to USTCONHDRR.
Let G = (V,E) be a graph of the UNDIRECTED HAMILTONIAN CYCLE instance. We will map
G to a graph G′ = (V ′, E′), a base scenario σ0 and a recovery scenario σ1 as a USTCONHDRR

instance. A simple example instance for the construction can be found in Fig. 1.
First, all v ∈ V are duplicated |V | + 2 times to connect them to one path. In Fig. 2 the

duplication procedure is depicted.
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34

(a) Example Instance Vertices

1

1

1

1

1

1 2

2

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

3

3

34

4

4

4

4

4

(b) Duplicated Vertices Connected to Paths

Figure 2: Duplication of Nodes

We then connect all of those duplicate paths to one big circle graph, which will be the
base scenario σ0, see Fig. 3.

For the recovery scenario σ1, we deactivate the connections between the paths but not
the paths themselves. Furthermore, we activate the actual edges of G. This is depicted in
Fig. 4.
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Figure 3: The Base Scenario
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4
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Figure 4: The Recovery Scenario

On one hand, the construction of the base scenario σ0 forces the base solution s0 to be the
circle itself. The solution s0 is presented in Fig. 5a. On the other hand, the duplicate paths
force the recovery solution to go over these duplicate paths because of setting κ = |V (G)|
prevents the solution s1 from evading these paths. The possible solutions for the recovery
scenario are shown in Fig. 5b.
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(a) Base Scenario with Solution s0 in red
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(b) Recovery Scenarios with both solutions
(green and blue)

Figure 5: Both Scenarios with Solutions

The last thing to do is to introduce vertices s and t. These can be additional vertices,
which we connect to the end of the duplicate path of vertex 1 and the neighboring vertex
at the end of the duplicate path of vertex 1. The edge between the vertices in the duplicate
path of vertex 1 has to be removed.

Claim 3.5 The reduction is computable in logarithmic space.

Proof. The reduction is clearly computable in logarithmic space, because we only have to
count the number of vertices in the duplication procedure. The connection to the circle is
also directly possible if the number of vertices known. At last, the introduction of the edges
for the base scenario is only a duplication procedure based on the original graph, which is
directly computable if the number of vertices is known.

Claim 3.6 The reduction is correct.

Proof. First of all, the only solution for the base scenario is the path from s to t over the
former cycle in σ0. If a Hamiltonian cycle exists in the graph, then it is possible to compute
the solution s1 for the recovery scenario. We can use the edges from the Hamiltonian cycle
and use the one of both of the corresponding edges in the recovery scenario. Thus, the du-
plicate paths are connected to a Hamiltonian cycle as well. On the other hand, if there is no
Hamiltonian cycle, there is no path from s to t in the recovery scenario. The base scenario
σ0 in combination with the small κ = |V (G)| enables the possibility to switch only away
from the edges that connect the duplicate path. However, it is not possible to switch away
completely from a duplicate path as there are |V (G)|+ 1 edges. Thus, there will be no path
from s to t.

Claim 3.5 and Claim 3.6 prove the theorem. �

4 Recoverable Robust Problems and the Polynomial Hier-

archy

In this section, we want to survey the connection between Hamming Distance Recoverable
Robust problems and the polynomial hierarchy. For this, we need more efficient encodings
than the explicit or implicit encoding of scenarios. A more efficient encoding can be based

9



on compression in order to capture a large number of scenarios in a short encoding. One
instance of such compression encodings can be established by xor-dependency scenarios.

Definition 4.1 (xor-Dependency Scenarios)
Let S = ({(E1,1, E1,2), . . . , (En,1, En,2)}, E′) be the scenario-encoding, where Ei,j∩Ei′,j′ = ∅
and E′ ∩ Ei,j = ∅ for all i, j, i′, j′ ∈ {1, . . . , n}, i 6= i′ or j 6= j′, whereby E and Ei,j are sets
of combinatorial elements. Then the corresponding scenario set S includes all σ of the form
σ = E′ ∪ {E1, . . . , En} with either (Ei = Ei,1) or (Ei = Ei,2) for all i = 1, . . . , n and E′ is
a fixed set of combinatorial elements, which are activated and deactivated in all scenarios.
We denote the scenarios with this property as xor-dependency scenarios.

Observe that with a linear sized encoding, exponentially many scenarios may be en-
coded. We study this combinatorial explosion with the result that it introduces more com-
plexity for Hamming Distance Recoverable Robust problems. For this, we use 3-SATISFIABILITY

as base problem and show the Σp
3-hardness of 3-SATISFIABILITYHDRR with a linear number

of xor-dependencies. Furthermore, we show also that if PA ∈ NP, then PHDRR
A with a linear

number of xor-dependencies is in Σp
3.

Theorem 4.2 If PA ∈ NP, then PHDRR
A with a linear number of xor-dependencies is in Σp

3.

Proof. We present an ∃∀∃-ATM M that solves PHDRR
A with a linear number of xor-dependencies

in polynomial time. For this, M encodes the scenario σ0 and the solution s0 to the base sce-
nario (∃). Secondly, M encodes the scenarios σ for all σ ∈ S (∀). Lastly, M encodes the
solution sσ for the selected (∃).

Because σ0 and each σ ∈ S encoded as sets can be polynomially computed from the input
encoding and s0 and (sσ)σ∈S are subsets of σ0 and σ ∈ S correspondingly, the length of the
input to the verifying algorithm is at most polynomial in the input length.

Furthermore, the given ∃∀∃-input is verifiable in polynomial time by the following al-
gorithm. First, check whether s0 is really a solution to σ0. Second, check whether sσ is a
solution to σ for all σ ∈ S. Third, check whether H(s0, sσ) ≤ κ for all σ ∈ S.

Step one and two are polynomially computable because PA ∈ NP and all scenarios for
themselves are an instance of problem PA ∈ NP.

Step three is easily polynomially computable by iterating over each scenario pair. Ob-
serve again that a scenario σ ∈ S is at most polynomial in the input length. �

Theorem 4.3 3-SATISFIABILITYHDRR with a linear number of xor-dependencies is Σp
3-hard.

Proof. We reduce ∃∀∃3-SATISFIABILITY to 3-SATISFIABILITYHDRR.
Let (X,Y, Z,C) be the ∃∀∃3-SATISFIABILITY-instance, where ∃X ∀Y ∃Z C(X,Y, Z) is the
formula with clauses C(X,Y, Z). We denote the 3-SATISFIABILITYHDRR-instance as I.

We modify the variable set as follows. The variable sets X and Z remain the same. We
replace Y by two sets Y ′ and Y ′′. Thereby, Y ′ represents the true literal and Y ′′ represents
a the false literal. We further introduce a dummy variable set X ′ of size |Y |+ |Z|.

Moreover, we modify the clause set. Every clause that includes a literal yi ∈ Y will
be replaced by two clauses in which yi ∈ Y is replaced by y′i ∈ Y ′ and y′′i ∈ Y ′′ for all
i ∈ {1, . . . , |Y |}, respectively. Besides, we introduce clauses 1 ↔ y′i and 0 ↔ y′′i for all
i ∈ {1, . . . , |Y |}.

The first scenario of I consists of variables X and the fresh X ′. Thus, the clauses of the
first scenario are C(X,Y, Z)|X and the variables of X ′ are dummy variables that force an
assignment of |Y |+ |Z| variables that will not be in recovery scenarios. This only multiplies
the number of clauses by 8 as we have a 3-SATISFIABILITY instance.

The recovery scenarios of I are encoded as scenarios with xor-dependencies. The vari-
ables are from sets X , Y ′, Y ′′ and Z. The xor-dependencies are introduced on Y ′ and Y ′′

with y′i ⊕ y′′i for all i ∈ {1, . . . , |Y |}. The variable sets X and Z are active in every recovery
scenario.

At last, set κ = |Y |+ |Z|.
Based on this definition, we have a reduction from ∃∀∃3-SATISFIABILITY to

3-SATISFIABILITYHDRR.
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This reduction is computable in polynomial time because for each literal and each clause
in (X,Y, Z,C) a fixed amount of literals and clauses in I are created. Furthermore, the
formula can be transformed into an equisatisfiable formula in polynomial time via Tseytin’s
transformation [15].

For the correctness, we have to prove that the xor-dependency scenarios in the construc-
tion are logically equivalent to a for all of the ∃∀∃3-SATISFIABILITY formula.

First, we focus on the ∃X part. A solution to the base scenario is a valid solution to
C(X,Y, Z)|X . Overall, |X | + |Y | + |Z| variables are assigned a value. Under those are
|X | variables for the solution to C(X,Y, Z)|X and |Y | + |Z| dummy variables. Because all
recovery scenarios do not have those |Y |+ |Z| dummy variables, a solution always switches
away form those dummy variables to |Y | + |Z| different variables. Because κ = |Y | + |Z|,
the base solution forces X to be a solution to C(X,Y, Z)|X for all recovery scenarios.

Next, we concentrate on the ∀Y part. First, the clauses 1 ↔ y′i and 0 ↔ y′′i for all
i ∈ {1, . . . , |Y |}, force all variables Y ′ to be always true and the variables Y ′′ to be always
false. The xor-dependencies activate exactly one of the two y′i and y′′i for all i ∈ {1, . . . , |Y |}.
Because the combinations allowed by the xor-dependencies are all 2|Y | possible truth assign-
ments to variables Y , the xor-dependency scenarios are equivalent to a ∀Y for the variables
Y .

At last, we have the ∃Z part. This is purely a solution to the recovery scenarios with the
given Y .

Thus, a solution is a one-to-one correspondence of X,Y, Z for both instances. �

4.1 Multiple Recoverable Robustness

Multiple Recoverable Robustness extends the recoverable robustness concept. There, the
uncertainty is not only modeled by one set of scenarios but multiple sets that are connected
inductively.

Definition 4.4 (Multiple Recoverable Robust Problem)
A multiple recoverable robust problem with m recoveries Pm-HDRR

A is recursively defined as

Pm-HDRR
A := PHDRR

A for m = 1,

Pm-HDRR
A := (P

(m−1)-HDRR
A )HDRR for m > 1.

The complexity results naturally extend to the multiple recoverable robustness concept.
We make use of the inductive nature of the definition by proving the following theorems by
induction. For this, we reuse Theorem 4.2 and Theorem 4.3 as induction base.

Theorem 4.5 3-SATISFIABILITYm-HDRR with a linear number of xor-dependencies is in Σp
2m+1.

Proof. We reuse the argumentation from Theorem 3.1, in which we proved the membership
to NP for polynomially computable scenarios. Instead of a certificate we present an ∃(∀∃)m-
Alternating Turing Machine M that solves Pm-HDRR

A . First, M guesses:

• the solution s0 to the base scenario σ0 (∃)

• for i = 1 to m

– all scenarios σi ∈ Si

– the recovery solution sσi
based on the base solution s0 and preceding recovery

solutions (s0, sσ1
, . . . , sσi−1

) and current scenario σi.

Then M can check the necessary properties:

• Check whether s0 is a solution to σ0

• Check whether sσj
is a solution to Sj for 1 ≤ j < m

• Check whether H(s0, s1) and H(sσj
, sσj+1

) for 1 ≤ j < m �

11



Theorem 4.6 3-SATISFIABILITYm-HDRR with a linear number of xor-dependencies is Σp
2m+1-

hard.

Proof. Induction over m.

(IB) m = 0
3-SATISFIABILITY is NP-complete

(IB) m = 1
3-SATISFIABILITYHDRR is Σp

3-complete, see Theorem 4.3

(IS) m 7→ m+ 1
We extend the argument from Theorem 4.3.

By the induction hypothesis, we know that Pm-HDRR
A is Σp

2m+1-hard. More precisely, the
induction hypothesis yields that (∃∀)m∃ − 3-SATISFIABILITY is reducible to Pm-HDRR

A .
Thus, we need to model the additional alternation for m + 1 with the additional re-
covery stage. For this, let

X1, Y1, X2, Y2, . . . , Xm+1

be the variable sets of the (∃∀)m+1∃ − 3-SATISFIABILITY-instance, whereby

∃X1∀Y1∃X2∀Y2 . . . ∃Xm+1 C(X1, Y1, X2, Y2, . . . , Xm+1)

is the formula. By interpreting the variable sets X2, Y2, . . . , Xm+1 as the variable set
Z, which is not altered in any way, X2 as variable set Y , which is substituted by Y ′

and Y ′′ and X1 as X , the additional alternation of the (∃∀)m+1∃ − 3-SATISFIABILITY

formula can be modelled by one more recovery step. �

5 Classes of Recoverable Robust Problems

In order to establish a whole class of recoverable robust problems, we need to define a
reduction that preserves the structure of the scenarios. That is for PHDRR

A � PHDRR
B , if

and only if a combinatorial element eA is active, the combinatorial elements e′B, to which
eA is mapped, are active. In particular for PA � PB, the combinatorial elements eA and
its relations of problem PA must be mapped by a function f to a subset of combinatorial
elements eB and relations of problem PB, such that the scenario encoding of PHDRR

A can be
easily mapped to a new scenario encoding in PHDRR

B by using the one-to-one correspondence
of f concerning the universe elements.

This property is already constituted by the informal concept of gadget reductions on
the universe of elements. Gadget reductions describe that each part of a problem PA is
mapped to a specified part of the problem PB that inherits the behavior in problem PA.
We adjust this concept to combinatorial elements, that is universe elements and relation
elements, for our purpose such that a gadget is a subset of combinatorial elements in PB for
every combinatorial element in PA. Thereby, we preserve the (in)activeness of elements in
a scenario.

Definition 5.1 (Universe Gadget Reduction)
Let PA be a combinatorial decision problem with universe UA and relations RA (with index
set IA) and PB a combinatorial decision problem with universe UB and relations RB (with
index set IB). A Universe Gadget Reduction fUGR

� that many-one-reduces PA to PB is
composed of the following independent mapppings

• fconst : ∅ → UB ∪
⋃

j∈IB
R

j
B,

• fUA,UB
: UA → UB,

• fUA,Rj
B
: UA → R

j
B , j ∈ IB ,

12



• fRi
A,UB

: Ri
A → UB, i ∈ IA,

• fRi
A
,Rj

B
: Ri

A → R
j
B, i ∈ IA, j ∈ IB,

whereby fUGR
� is injective in the following sense:

Let y ∈ UB ∪
⋃

j R
j
B, then either

fconst(∅) = y 6= ∅ and f−1(y) = f−1
const(y) = ∅

or ∃x ∈ UA with fUA,UB
(x) = y 6= ∅ and |f−1(y)| = |f−1

UA,UB
(y)| = 1

or ∃x ∈ UA with fUA,Rj

B
(x) = y 6= ∅ and |f−1(y)| = |f−1

UA,Rj

B

(y)| = 1 for exactly one j ∈

IB

or ∃x ∈ Ri
A with fRi

A,UB
(x) = y 6= ∅ and |f−1(y)| = |f−1

Ri
A
,UB

(y)| = 1 for exactly one i ∈

IA

or ∃x ∈ Ri
A with fRi

A,Rj
B
(x) = y 6= ∅ and |f−1(y)| = |f−1

Ri
A
,Rj

B

(y)| = 1 for exactly one (i, j) ∈

IA × IB .

Thereby, every universe element of UA and relation Ri
A ∈ RA of PA is mapped to corre-

sponding universe elements UB or relations Rj
B ∈ RB in PB disjointly.

The definition of universe gadget reductions implies the following properties, which are
valuable for the following Theorems 5.4 and 5.5.

Lemma 5.2 A universe gadget reduction is total and one-to-many. The inverse to a universe

gadget reduction is total and many-to-one.

Proof. Let PA and PB combinatorial problems with PA �UGR PB .
For every x ∈ UA ∪

⋃

iR
i
A, the mappings fUA,UB

(x), fUA,Rj

B
(x), fRi

A
,UB

(x), fRi
A
,Rj

B
(x)

map to corresponding universe elements and relations in PB. By definition of a universe
gadget reduction every universe element and relation element is based on such a mapping
such that universal gadget reductions are total. By the either-or definition over the map-
pings, universe gadget reductions are one-to-many because a universe element or relation
element y ∈ UB ∪

⋃

j R
j
B in PB can be only mapped by one mapping from an universe

element or relation element x ∈ UA ∪
⋃

iR
i
A.

On the other hand, the inverse mapping of the universal gadget reduction is total and
many-to-one. This follows directly from the proof above analogously. �

Thus by definition, it is ensured that each element y ∈ UB ∪
⋃

j R
j
B of PB is left unique.

We, then, call the substructure

Y = fUA,UB
(x) ∪

⋃

i,j

(

fUA,Rj

B
(x) ∪ fRi

A
,UB

(x) ∪ fRi
A,Rj

B
(x)

)

a gadget for one specific universe element or relation element in x ∈ UA ∪ PA.

Lemma 5.3 Universe gadget reductions preserve the scenarios on the universe elements of PA

and the (disjointly) mapped universe element sets of PB with a one-to-many correspondence.

Proof. By the structure of the total and one-to-many universal gadget reduction, we can
always activate and inactivate the whole gadget Y ⊆ UB ∪

⋃

j R
j
B, if the corresponding

element x such that f(x) = Y is activated or inactivated by a scenario. For that, remember
that a combinatorial element, which includes an combinatorial element e ∈ UA ∪

⋃

iR
i
A, is

active if and only if the universal element e is active. �

Before, we can directly construct a whole class of Hamming distance recoverable robust
problems, we need the transitivity for the universe gadget reductions. With the transitivity
of those reductions, we have a much easier time to reduce Hamming distance recoverable
robust problems to each other.
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Theorem 5.4

(a) Universe gadget reductions are transitive on Hamming distance recoverable robust prob-
lems. That is, if PHDRR

A �UGR
p PHDRR

B and PHDRR
B �UGR

p PHDRR
C , then PHDRR

A �UGR
p

PHDRR
C .

(b) Furthermore, polynomial time universe gadget reductions are still polynomial time com-

putable if the scenarios have to be transformed as well. That is, if PA �UGR
p PB, then

PHDRR
A �UGR

p PHDRR
B .

Proof. Let us begin with the proof for (a). Let PA be a combinatorial decision problem
with universe UA and relation family (Ri)i∈IA , PB a combinatorial decision problem with
universe UB and relation family (Rj)j∈IB and PC a combinatorial decision problem with
universe UC and relation family (Rk)k∈IC . Furthermore, we have PA �UGR B by mapping
g and PB �UGR PC by mapping h. We want to prove that f = g ◦ h reduces PA to PC . That
is, PA �UGR PC .

Theorem 5.2 already gives us the total one-to-many property of universal gadget reduc-
tions that we need. Now, we do the reduction explicitly.

For z ∈ UC ∪
⋃

k R
k
C , we have that it is generated by hconst or by exactly one total

one-to-many mappings hUB ,UC
(y), hUB ,Rk

C
(x), hRj

B
,UC

(x), hRj

B
,Rk

C
(x). Thus, z can be unam-

biguously inverted to exactly one y ∈ UB ∪
⋃

j R
j
B . This also holds for the corresponding

y ∈ UB ∪
⋃

j R
j
B, which can be unambiguously mapped to a x ∈ UA ∪

⋃

i R
i
A.

The reduction can now map the combinatorial elements of a scenario in PA to the com-
binatorial elements in PB. Then again, the reduction can map the combinatorial elements
of a scenario in PB to the combinatorial elements in PC .

Thus, we have f = g ◦ h and, consequently, the transitivity of the universal gadget
reductions on Hamming distance recoverable robust problems.

Finally, we prove (b), that is why the scenarios are polynomial time computable if a polyno-
mial time universal gadget reduction exists for PA to PB.

For every combinatorial element x ∈ UA ∪
⋃

i R
i
A, we store the results of each mapping

fUA,UB
(x), fUA,Rj

B
(x), fRi

A
,UB

(x), fRi
A
,Rj

B
(x) in a table. This is clearly computable in polyno-

mial time, as we just store the gadget Y ⊆ UB ∪
⋃

j R
j
B, which is computable in polynomial

time. Overall, we can compute each f(x) and each f−1(y) for each y ∈ UB ∪
⋃

j R
j
B in

linear time in the size of the table by searching in the table with a linear search. We just
iterate over all scenarios and in there over all combinatorial elements in one scenario and
substitute each element x ∈ UA∪

⋃

i R
i
A by the corresponding combinatorial elements. Thus,

a scenario contains the combinatorial elements, which are generated based on x ∈ UA by
fUA,UB

(x) and fUA,Rj

B
(x) and the corresponding relational elements generated by fRi

A
,UB

(x)

and fRi
A,Rj

B
(x). �

Observe that we defined the xor-dependencies in a way such a whole set of universal
elements can be activated or inactivated. If this would not be the case, a universal gadget
reduction on xor-dependency scenarios would not be transitive.

With these structural properties in mind, we can directly construct a whole set of Ham-
ming distance recoverable robust problems by proving the following theorem.

Theorem 5.5 Let PA be a combinatorial problem and let PB be a combinatorial problem. If

PA �UGR
p PB , then PHDRR

A �UGR
p PHDRR

B if PHDRR
A and PHDRR

B have the same scenario class

as a basis.

Proof. This follows directly from the proofs of Theorem 5.3, Theorem 5.4 (a) and Theo-
rem 5.4 (b) above. �

It is important to note, that the proofs of Theorem 5.3, Theorem 5.4 (a) and Theorem 5.4
(b) rely not on the structure of Hamming distance recoverable robustness, but only on the
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scenarios to be over the universe elements or a relation. That is, Universe gadget reductions
remain transitive between every combinatorial problem which is extended by scenarios on
universe elements or a relation. Thus, these proofs also help to construct further classes of
scenario problems.

5.1 Gadget Reductions for Various Combinatorial Decision Problems

In this section, we survey various but not all problems that are universe gadget reducible
to 3-SATISFIABILITY. The reductions are all well-established results. We adapt these results
to the universe gadget reduction framework to indicate that Theorem 5.5 is a general state-
ment. The relations of the problem are not well-defined in the sense that the relations may
be defined more fine-grained or more coarse-grained. As an example, we take a close look
at a universe gadget reduction of 3-SATISFIABILITY to VERTEX COVER, which was initially
developed by Garey and Johnson [16]. This example directly proves Theorem 5.6. In the
following reductions, however, we will use the as fine-grained as necessary view to shorten
our argumentation.

Theorem 5.6 3-SATISFIABILITY is universe gadget reducible to VERTEX COVER.

Example 5.7 (Universe Gadget Reduction 3-SATISFIABILITY to VERTEX COVER)
The problem 3-SATISFIABILITY consists of the universe L for the literals and the relations

• Rℓ,ℓ that relates a literal ℓ with its negation ℓ

• Rℓ,c that relates a literal ℓ to a clause c, iff ℓ ∈ c

• Rℓ,ℓ′,c that relates literals ℓ and ℓ′, iff ℓ, ℓ′ ∈ c

The problem VERTEX COVER, on the other hand, consists of a vertices V and edges E that
form a graph G = (V,E). Based on these universe and relations, the gadgets as in Fig. 6 can
be found. Therefore, we define the mappings:

fL,V , fL,E, fRℓ,ℓ,V
, fRℓ,ℓ,e

, fRℓ,c,V , fRℓ,c,E , fRℓ,ℓ′,c,V , fRℓ,ℓ′,c,E

This, however, is a very fine-grained view on the gadgets. The dashed vertices indicate
that these are part of a different gadget. A complete overview based on the example 3-

ℓ

(a) Literal Gadget for literal ℓ ∈ L. The
corresponding mappings are fL,V : ℓ 7→
{vℓ} and fL,E : ℓ 7→ ∅.

ℓ ℓ

(b) Gadget for relation Rℓ,ℓ for some literal
ℓ ∈ L. The corresponding mappings are
fR

ℓ,ℓ
,V : (ℓ, ℓ) 7→ ∅ and fR

ℓ,ℓ
,E : (ℓ, ℓ) 7→

{{vℓ, vℓ}}.

ℓ

ℓ, c

(c) Gadget for relation Rℓ,c for literal ℓ ∈ L

with ℓ ∈ c ∈ C. The corresponding map-
pings are fRℓ,c,V : (ℓ, c) 7→ {vℓ,c} and
fRℓ,c,E : (ℓ, c) 7→ {{vℓ, vℓ,c}}.

ℓ, c

ℓ′, c

(d) Gadget for relation Rℓ,ℓ′,c for liter-
als ℓ, ℓ′ ∈ L with ℓ, ℓ′ ∈ c ∈ C. The
corresponding mappings are fRℓ,ℓ′,c,V

:

(ℓ, ℓ′, c) 7→ ∅ and fRℓ,ℓ′,c,E
: (ℓ, ℓ′, c) 7→

{{vℓ,c, vℓ′,c}}.

Figure 6: The gadgets for the universe and all relations for the 3-SATISFIABILITY-VERTEX

COVER reduction
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SATISFIABILITY-formula

L = {X1, X2, X3}, C = {{X1, X2, X3}, {X1, X2, X3}}

can be found in Fig. 7. On the other hand, the as coarse-grained as possible, and as fine-

ℓ1 ℓ1 ℓ2 ℓ2 ℓ3 ℓ3

ℓ1

ℓ2 ℓ3

ℓ1

ℓ2 ℓ3

Figure 7: The reduction graph for 3-SATISFIABILITY-formula
C = {{X1, X2, X3}, {X1, X2, X3}}

grained as necessary view on the relations can be established. For this, the relations from
above are combined in the gadgets.

• The universe L is combined with relation Rℓ,ℓ to a variable gadget for variable x ∈ X .

• The relations Rℓ,c and Rℓ,ℓ′,c are combined to one clause gadget that connects the
corresponding variable gadget correctly to a clause.

These gadgets are depicted in Fig. 8. The dashed vertices again indicate that these are part
of a different gadget. Observe that the gadgets only combine the more fine-grained relations

ℓ ℓ

(a) Variable Gadget representing literals
ℓ, ℓ ∈ L. The corresponding mappings
are fL,V : ℓ 7→ {vℓ, vℓ} and fL,E : ℓ 7→
{{vℓ, vℓ}}.

ℓ1, c

ℓ2, c ℓ3, c

ℓ1ℓ2 ℓ3

(b) Gadget for clause c ∈ C. The cor-
responding mappings are fC,V : ℓ 7→
{vℓ1,c, vℓ2,c, vℓ3,c} and fC,E : ℓ 7→
{{vℓ1,c, vℓ2,c}, {vℓ2,c, vℓ3,c}, {vℓ3,c, vℓ1,c},
{vℓ1 , vℓ1,c}, {vℓ2 , vℓ2,c}, {vℓ3 , vℓ3,c}}.

Figure 8: Gadgets for universe and relations for the 3-SATISFIABILITY-VERTEX COVER

reduction

and the overall reduction stays the same. That is, the reduction is overall the same for both
views and can be found in Fig. 7 as well.

Theorem 5.8 3-SATISFIABILITY is universe gadget reducible to INDEPENDENT SET.

Proof. For INDEPENDENT SET, we reuse the 3-SATISFIABILITY-VERTEX COVER reduction from
Garey and Johnson [16].

For 3-SATISFIABILITY, we use the literals as universe elements and the relations Rℓ,ℓ,
which relates a literal and its negation, Rℓ,c, which relates a clause with the negation of the
its literals, Rℓ,ℓ,c, which relates the literal and its negation with the clauses the literal is in.
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INDEPENDENT SET, on the other side, consists of vertices V and edges E. This results in
the mappings for the variable gadget, see Fig. 9a,

fL,V , fL,E, fRℓ,ℓ,V
, fRℓ,ℓ,e

,

and the clause gadget, see Fig. 9b,

fRℓ,c,V
, fRℓ,c,E

, fRℓ,ℓ′,c,V , fRℓ,ℓ′,c,E .

ℓ ℓ

(a) Variable Gadget representing literals
ℓ, ℓ ∈ L. The corresponding mappings
are fL,V : ℓ 7→ {vℓ, vℓ} and fL,E : ℓ 7→
{{vℓ, vℓ}}.

ℓ1, c

ℓ2, c ℓ3, c

ℓ1ℓ2 ℓ3

(b) Gadget for clause c ∈ C. The cor-
responding mappings are fC,V : ℓ 7→
{vℓ1,c, vℓ2,c, vℓ3,c} and fC,E : ℓ 7→
{{vℓ1,c, vℓ2,c}, {vℓ2,c, vℓ3,c}, {vℓ3,c, vℓ1,c},
{vℓ1 , vℓ1,c}, {vℓ2 , vℓ2,c}, {vℓ3 , vℓ3,c}}.

Figure 9: Gadgets for universe and relations for the 3-SATISFIABILITY-INDEPENDENT SET

reduction

Theorem 5.9 3-SATISFIABILITY is universe gadget reducible to DOMINATING SET.

Proof. The folklore reduction is again based on the VERTEX COVER reduction presented by
Garey and Johnson [16].

For 3-SATISFIABILITY, we use the literals as universe elements and the relations Rℓ,ℓ,
which relates a literal and its negation, and Rℓ,c, which relates a clause with the its literals.

DOMINATING SET, on the other side, consists of vertices V and edges E. This results in
the mappings for the variable gadget, see Fig. 10a,

fL,V , fL,E, fRℓ,ℓ,V
, fRℓ,ℓ,e

,

and the clause gadget, see Fig. 10b,

fRℓ,c,V , fRℓ,c,E.

ℓ ℓ

h

(a) Variable Gadget representing literals
ℓ, ℓ ∈ L. The corresponding mappings are
fL,V : ℓ 7→ {vℓ, vℓ, h} and fL,E : ℓ 7→
{{vℓ, vℓ}, {vℓ, h}, {vℓ, h}}.

c

ℓ1ℓ2 ℓ3

(b) Gadget for clause c ∈ C.
The corresponding mappings are
fC,V : ℓ 7→ {vc} and fC,E : ℓ 7→
{{vℓ1 , vc}, {vℓ2 , vc}, {vℓ3 , vc}}.

Figure 10: Gadgets for universe and relations for the 3-SATISFIABILITY-DOMINATING SET

reduction
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Theorem 5.10 3-SATISFIABILITY is universe gadget reducible to COLORING.

Proof. We reuse the commonly known reduction from 3-SATISFIABILITY to COLORING by
Garey et al. [17]. COLORING has the vertices of the graph V as universe elements and the
edges E as relation over the universe elements. We therefore, have the following mappings
fconst,V , fconst,E, fL,V , fL,E, fC,V , fC,E.

T

F

B

Figure 11: Constant Gadget for the reduction. The corresponding mappings are fconst,V :
∅ 7→ {B,F, T } and fconst,E : ∅ 7→ {{B,F}, {B, T }, {F, T }}

B

ℓ

ℓ

Figure 12: Variable Gadget representing literals ℓ, ℓ ∈ L. The corresponding mappings are
fL,V : ∅ 7→ {vℓ, vℓ} and fL,E : ∅ 7→ {{vℓ, vℓ}, {vℓ, B}, {vℓ, B}}
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B
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ℓ3
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c22
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Figure 13: Clause Gadget for c ∈ C. The corresponding mappings are fC,V : ∅ 7→
{c11, c

1
2, c

1
3, c

2
1, c

2
2, c

2
3} and fC,E : ∅ 7→ {{c11, c

1
2}, {c

1
1, c

1
3}, {c

1
2, c

1
3}, {c

2
1, c

2
2}, {c

2
1, c

2
3}, {c

2
2, c

2
3},

{ℓ1, c11}, {ℓ2, c
1
2}, {ℓ3, c

2
1}, {c

1
3, c

2
2}, {c

2
3, B}, {c23, F}}

The constant function maps the empty set to a gadget consisting of three vertices and
three edges as 3-clique, see Fig. 11.

For the literals, the mapping fL,V maps a literal ℓ ∈ L to two vertices, see in Fig. 12
the diamond shaped vertices. The mapping fL,E, on the other hand, maps a literal ℓ ∈ L

to three edges connecting the two vertices vℓ and vℓ and vertex B of the constant gadget,
which is generated by the constant mapping fconst, symbolized in Fig. 12.

At last, we have the clause gadget. The mapping fC,V maps the clause to six vertices,
which are depicted as circles in Fig. 13. The mapping fC,E maps the clause to the edges as
shown as solid edges in Fig. 13. The dashed vertices are part of different literal gadgets and
the vertices T, F, B and the three dashed edges are from the constant gadget.

Overall, all vertices and edges are either generated by the constant function or are at-
tributable to exactly one literal or one clause of the 3-SATISFIABILITY-instance. Thus, the
reduction fulfills the universal gadget reduction property from the definition. �

Theorem 5.11 3-SATISFIABILITY is universe gadget reducible to DIRECTED HAMILTONIAN CY-
CLE.
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Proof. In the book from Arora and Barak [14], a well-known reduction is explained. For 3-
SATISFIABILITY, we use the literals as universe elements and the relations Rℓ,ℓ, which relates
a literal and its negation, and Rℓ,c, which relates a clause with the negation of the its literals.

DIRECTED HAMILTONIAN CYCLE, on the other side, consists of vertices V and arcs A. This
results in the mappings for the variable gadget, see Fig. 15,

fL,V , fL,A, fRℓ,ℓ,V
, fRℓ,ℓ,A

,

and the clause gadget, see Fig. 16,

fRℓ,c,V , fRℓ,c,A.

In order to connect the variable gadgets, we also need a constant gadget defined by map-
pings fconst,V and fconst,E, see Fig. 14.

s

t

x1

x′
n

x′
i

xi+1

Figure 14: Constant Gadget for the reduction. The corresponding mappings are fconst,V :
∅ 7→ {s, t} and fconst,A : ∅ 7→ {(s, x1), (x

′
i, xi+1), (x

′
n, t) | 1 ≤ i ≤ n− 1}

xi x1
i x2

i x′
ix

4|C|
i

. . .

Figure 15: Variable Gadget representing literals ℓ, ℓ ∈ L. The correspond-
ing mappings are fL,V : ℓ 7→ {xi, x

1
i , x

2
i , x

4|C|
i , x′

i} and fL,A : ℓ 7→

{(xi, x
1
i ), (x

1
i , xi), (x

j
i , x

j+1
i ), (xj+1

i , x
j
i ), (x

4|C|
i , x′

i), (x
′
i, x

4|C|
i ) | 1 ≤ j ≤ 4|C| − 1}

cj

x
4j
i x

4j+1
i

Figure 16: Clause Gadget for clause c ∈ C. The corresponding mappings are fC,V : c 7→ {vc}

and fC,A : ℓ 7→ {(x4j
i , cj), (cj , x

4j+1
i )) | x ∈ cj}

Theorem 5.12 3-SATISFIABILITY is universe gadget reducible to SUBSET SUM.

Proof. The reduction from 3-SATISFIABILITY to SUBSET SUM is a folklore reduction. For 3-
SATISFIABILITY, we use the literals as universe elements and the relations Rℓ,ℓ, which relates
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a literal and its negation, the clause relation Rc, which is a unary relation on the clauses,
and Rℓ,c, which relates a clause with the negation of the its literals.

SUBSET SUM, on the other side, consists of binary numbers of {0, 1}|L|+1/2|L|+|C| =
{0, 1}t. This results in the mappings for the variable gadget, see Fig. 17,

fL,{0,1}t ,

and the clause gadget, see Fig. 18 Fig. 19,

fRc,{0,1}t , fRℓ,c,{0,1}t .

To make clear, which target value k must be achieved, Fig. 20 depicts the target.

ℓ1 ℓ1 . . . ℓn ℓn x1 x2 . . . xn c1 c2 . . . cm
1 0 . . . 0 0 1 0 . . . 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 . . . 0 0 1 0 . . . 0 0 0 0 0

Figure 17: Variable Gadget representing literals ℓ, ℓ ∈ L (here for ℓ1 and ℓ).

ℓ1 ℓ1 . . . ℓn ℓn x1 x2 . . . xn c1 c2 . . . cm
0 0 . . . 0 0 1 0 . . . 0 1 0 0 0
0 0 . . . 0 0 1 0 . . . 0 1 0 0 0

Figure 18: Clause Gadget for c ∈ C (here for c1).

ℓ1 ℓ1 . . . ℓn ℓn x1 x2 . . . xn c1 c2 . . . cm
0 1 . . . 0 0 0 0 . . . 0 1 1 0 1
1 0 . . . 0 0 0 0 . . . 0 0 0 1 0

Figure 19: Literal Clause Gadget for ℓ ∈ c ∈ C (here for ℓ1).

ℓ1 ℓ1 . . . ℓn ℓn x1 x2 . . . xn c1 c2 . . . cm
∑

1 1 . . . 1 1 1 1 . . . 1 3 3 3 3

Figure 20: The target value k of the sum.

Moreover, problems may be universe gadget reducible from 3-SATISFIABILITY by tran-
sitivity. This holds for example for the problems DOMINATING SET via VERTEX COVER and
UNDIRECTED HAMILTONIAN CYCLE via DIRECTED HAMILTONIAN CYCLE.

Theorem 5.13 VERTEX COVER is universe gadget reducible to DOMINATING SET.

Proof. The folklore reduction is a universe gadget reduction. The reduction adds for every
edge {a, b} between vertices a, b ∈ V a vertex ab together with edges {ab, a}, {ab, b}. The
universe elements of both problems are the vertices V and the relations are the edges E.
Thus, there are vertex gadgets, see Fig. 21, defined by

fV,V , fV,E

and the edge gadgets, see Fig. 22,
fE,V , fE,E.

Theorem 5.14 DIRECTED HAMILTONIAN CYCLE is universe gadget reducible to UNDIRECTED

HAMILTONIAN CYCLE.
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v

Figure 21: Vertex Gadget for v ∈ V . The corresponding mappings are fV,V : v 7→ {v} and
fV,E : {u, v} 7→ ∅.

u v

uv

Figure 22: Edge Gadget for v ∈ V . The corresponding mappings are fE,V : {u, v} 7→ {uv}
and fE,E : {u, v} 7→ {{u, v}, {u, uv}, {uv, v}}.

Proof. The reduction is based on Karp’s 21 reductions [18]. In there, the variable gadgets
from Theorem 5.11 are extended such that each vertex x1

i , . . . , x
4|C|
i is mapped to three

vertices connected by edges and each directed arc is mapped to an undirected edge. The
arcs in the variable gadgets are thereby modified as in Fig. 24. The vertex gadget, see
Fig. 23, is defined by

fV,V , fV,E

and the edge gadget, see Fig. 24, is defined by

fA,V , fA,E.

x
1,1
i

x
1,2
i

x
1,3
i

Figure 23: The vertex gadget for the variables vertices x1
i , . . . , x

4|C|
i for each 1 ≤ i ≤ |C|.

x
1,1
i

x
1,2
i

x
1,3
i

x
1,1
i−1

x
1,3
i−1

x
1,1
i+1

x
1,3
i+1

Figure 24: The edge gadget connecting variable vertices x1
i , . . . , x

4|C|
i for each 1 ≤ i ≤ |C|

and xi, x
′
i. Other arcs are directly mapped to an edge with the same incident vertices.

To summarize the results from above, we state the following two Corollaries 5.15 and
5.16.

Corollary 5.15
The following problems are NP-complete:
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• VERTEX COVERHDRR with polynomially computable scenarios

• INDEPENDENT SETHDRR with polynomially computable scenarios

• DOMINATING SETHDRR with polynomially computable scenarios

• COLORINGHDRR with polynomially computable scenarios

• DIRECTED HAMILTONIAN CYCLEHDRR with polynomially computable scenarios

• UNDIRECTED HAMILTONIAN CYCLEHDRR with polynomially computable scenarios

• SUBSET SUMHDRR with polynomially computable scenarios

Corollary 5.16
The following problems are ΣP

2m+1-complete:

• VERTEX COVERm-HDRR with a linear number of xor-dependent scenarios

• INDEPENDENT SETm-HDRR with a linear number of xor-dependent scenarios

• DOMINATING SETm-HDRR with a linear number of xor-dependent scenarios

• COLORINGm-HDRR with a linear number of xor-dependent scenarios

• DIRECTED HAMILTONIAN CYCLEm-HDRR with a linear number of xor-dependent scenarios

• UNDIRECTED HAMILTONIAN CYCLEm-HDRR with a linear number of xor-dependent sce-

narios

• SUBSET SUMm-HDRR with a linear number of xor-dependent scenarios

6 Prospect

We have defined Hamming distance recoverable robust problems and applied this concept
to various well-known optimization problems. Further, we have defined universe gadget
reductions to build a framework for a large class of Hamming distance recoverable robust
problems. The complexity results are that NP -complete problems remain NP -complete if the
scenarios are polynomially computable and that the Hamming distance recoverable robust
versions of NP -complete problems are Σp

3-complete for a linear number of xor-dependencies
if 3-SATISFIABILITY is universe gadget reducible to them.

Remaining interesting questions are whether there are logical dependencies other than
xor-dependencies. Furthermore, it is interesting to which other scenario based robust prob-
lems the concept of universe gadget reductions can be applied.
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