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A bstract. Bounds consistency is usually enforced on continuous con—
straints by rst decom posing them into binary and temary prim itives.
T his decom position has long been shown to drastically slow down the
com putation of solutions. To tackle this, Benham ou et al. have intro—
duced an algorithm that avoids fom ally decom posing constraints. Its
better e ciency com pared to the fom er m ethod has already been ex—

perin entally dem onstrated. It is shown here that their algorithm in ple—
m ents a strategy to enforce on a continuous constraint a consistency akin
to D irectional Bounds C onsistency as Introduced by D echter and Pearl
for discrete problem s. T he algorithm is analyzed in this fram ew ork, and
com pared w ith algorithm s that enforce bounds consistency. T hese the—
oretical resuls are eventually contrasted w ith new experim ental resuls
on standard benchm arks from the interval constraint com m unity.

1 Introduction

W altz’s sem inalpaper [[9] prom oted the idea of localconsistency enforcem ent to
solve constraints. System s of constraints w ere solved by considering each ofthem
in tum, discarding the values in the dom ains of the variables Involved that could
not possbly be part ofa solution .M ontanari [T3] and M ackw orth [[1l] introduced
the notion of a network of constraints In which a m ore involved schem e for
propagating dom ain m odi cations could be used. D avis [4] later adapted these
works to solve continuous problem s by em ploying interval arithm etic [[4] to
handle the dom ains of the vardiables.

The rst solvers to in plem ent the ideas of D avis and others were enforcing
on contihuous constraints a relaxation of arc consistency, bounds consistency
(aka 2B consistency [[0]), which is better suited to real dom ains. For practi-
cal reasons, bounds consistency can only be e ectively enforoed on binary and
temary constraints.M ore com plex constraints then have to be decom posed into
such sin pler constraints, thereby augm enting the num ber of variables and con-
straints to eventually consider. Benham ou, van Hentenryck, and M cA llester P
produced experin ental evidences that such a process drastically slow s down the
com putation, rendering In e ect bounds consistency com putation in practicable
on m any problem s. They then advocated to replace bounds consistency alto—
gether by a new consistency notion, box consistency, whose enforcem ent does
not require the decom position of com plex constraints.
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However, in 1999, Benham ou et al.presented the H C 4 algorithm 1 [11], which is
strongly related to the m ethods em ployed to enforoe bounds consistency except
for its ability to handle constraints w ithout form al decom position. HC4 was
shown to outperform box consistency-based solvers on som e Jarge problm s; in
addition, is use in a suitable cooperation schem e was recom m ended to speed
up the com putation of box consistency on di cult problem s. In their paper,
the authors did not analyze HC 4 on a theoretical point-of+view . They clain ed,
how ever, that i would enforce bounds consistency on the system of prim itive
constraints stem m Ing from the decom position ofa constraint containing no m ore
than one occurrence of any variable.

T he contribution of thispaper is to present an analysis ofthe H C 4 algorithm
and to com pare i from the theoretical pointofview wih the HC 3 algorithm
used to enforce bounds consistency on decom posed constraints.W e also charac—
terize the consistency HC 4 enforces on one constraint in term s of the equivalent
on continuous dom ains of directional bounds consistency introduced by D echter
and Pearl [d], and we prove Benham ou et al’s clhin conceming it com puting
bounds consistency for constraintsw ith variables occurring at m ost once. Lastly,
we analyze experin ental resuls to justify the discrepancy they exhibit w ith the—
oretical resuls.

To o era reasonably selfcontent exposition, we start by recalling som e def-
initions and algorithm s related to the solring of discrete C onstraint Satisfaction
P roblem s (C SP) in Section[d; W e then adapt in Section[d the fram ew ork jast in—
troduced to the case of continuous C SP s, thus em phasizing the parallel betw een
algorithm s presented by D echter [Bl] to enforce D irectional A rc C onsistency and
the HC 4 algorithm ; T he com plexiy of HC 4 and HC 3 are com pared in Section[4,

rst or one constraint only in Section [, and then on a constraint system
in Section [£J; in Section [H, we contrast the theoretical results cbtained in the
previous sections w ith experim ental results obtained on a set of standard bench-
m arks; nally, we analyze our resuls in Section [, and we propose som e other
Interpretationsofthe H C 4 algorithm that could lead tom oree cient algorithm s.

2 LocalConsistency Techniques for D iscrete P roblem s

The entities we willm anipulate In the sequel of this paper are variablkes from
an in nite countable set fx1;%,;:::9, w ith their associated dom ains of possible
valuesD K;1],D K21, ..., and constraints, which enforce som e relation between
variables. A constraint C on a nite set of variables S C 1| its scope| with do-
mainsD isa subset of the product of their dom ains.

A oconstraintproblem P is form ally characterized by a triplet (V;D ;R ), where
V isa nite set of variables w ith dom ainsD , and R is a set of constraints such
that the union of their scopes is included In V .

! It has come recently to our attention that an algorithm equivalent to HC4 was

independently discovered by M essine [12]]. To our know ledge, this author did not
study its theoretical properties, though.



T he basic step to solve a constraint problem corresponds to the Inspection
of each of is constraints C In tum and to the rem oval of all the values in the
dom ains of the vardiables In S [C ] that cannot be part ofa solution ofC . To this
end, we need to be abl to progct C onto each of is variables. T his notion of
progction is form ally stated below .

D e nition 1 (P roection ofa constraint).LetC bea constraint,D a Carte—
sian product of dom ains, and x a variabke in C . The profgction ofC on x w r.it.
D isthe set (C;D ;x) ofvalues in D ] that can ke extended to a solution of
C inD.

A progction is then the set of consistent values of a variable relative to a
constraint.T hewellknow n arc consistency property [L1] dem andsthat allvalues
In a dom ain be consistent. T his property is clearly too strong for our purpose
since it has no practical counterpart for continuous dom ains In the generalcase.
W e will then only consider a weaker consistency notion that restricts itself to
the bounds of the dom ains: bounds consistency.

D e nition 2 (Bounds consistency). Given C a constraint, D a Cartesian
product of dom ains, and x a variabl in S [C ], x is said bounds consistent w .r.t.
C and D K] ifand only if the follow ing property holds:

min® k)2 €;D;x) ® maxD k]))2 (C;D ;x)

A oonstraint C is said bounds consistent w rit. a Cartesian product of dom ains
D if and only if every variabk x in its scope is bounds consistent relative to C
and D [x]. A constraint system is bounds consistent w rit.D if and only if each
of its constraints is bounds consistent w xt. D .

Soling a constraint problem P m eans com puting all tuples of the product
of dom ains that satisfy all the constraints. The general algorithm is a search
strategy called backtracking. T he com putation state is a search tree whose nodes
are labelled by a set of dom ains. T he backtracking algorithm requires a tine
exponential in the num ber of variables In the worst case. Its perform ances can
be inproved with local consistency enforcem ent to reduce the dom ains prior
to perform ing the search. For instance, the dom ain of a variabl x that is not
bounds consistent relative to a constraint C can be reduced by the follow ing
operation:

RevissBounds(C;D ;x)= mih O K]\ (€;D;x));max® K]\ (€;D;x))] @)

The oonsistency of a constraint network is obtained by a constraint propa—
gation algorithm . An AC 3-lke algorithm [[]] is given in Table [, where the
\R eviseB ounds(C ;D )" operation applies R eviseB ounds as given by Eq. [) on
each variable in S [C ] In an arbitrary order.

P roposition 1 (W orst—case orBOUND S-CON SISTENCY [10]) .G iven
m the num ker of constraints to consider, d the size of the lJargest dom ain, k the



m axin um num ber of variables in any constraint, and the cost of revising a con—
straint (that is, the num ber of proctions to apply), BOUND S-CONSISTENCY
incurs a cost of the order O m kd ) in the worst case to achieve bounds consis—
tency.

Table 1.Computation of a bounds consistent constraint problem

A Igorithm : BOUND S-CONSISTENCY

Input:a constraint problem P = (V;D ;R)

O utput: a bounds consistent equivalent constraint problem
1. S R

2. whileS 6 ? do

3. C choose an elem ent of S

4. D° ReviseB ounds(C ;D )

5. foreach x; st.D °ki] ( D kildo

6. S S [fc°9c’2 R *x;2 S

. D kil D kil

8. endfor

9. S S nfCg % ReviseBounds is idem potent
10. endw hile

As noted by Dechter ], it m ay not be wise to spend too much time in
trying to rem ove asm any inconsistent values as possible by enforcing a \perfect
arc consistency" on each constraint w ith A lg. BOUNDS—CONSISTENCY. It m ay be
Indeed m ore e cient to defer part of the work to the search process.

T he am ount ofw ork perform ed can be reduced by adopting the notion ofdi-
rectionalconsistency [6], where inferences are restricted according to a particular
variable ordering.

D e nition 3 (D irectionalbounds consistency).G iven a C artesian product
of dom ains D , a constraint system R is directional bounds consistent reltive
to D and a strict partial ordering on variabls if and only if for every variablke
x and for every constraint C 2 R on x such that no variablk y of its scope is
an aller than x, x is bounds consistent relative to C and D [x].

A propagation algorithm for directional bounds consistency, called DBC,
is presented in Tabl [. &t is adapted from D echter’s directional consistency
algorithm s. W e introduce a partition 1;:::; 4 of the set of vardables V that
is com patdble w ith the given partial ordering \ ":two di erent variables x and
y, such that x precedesy (X y), must belong to two di erent sets ; and 5
wih i< j.The worst case com plexity orAlg.DBC is O (km ) revisions, w ith
the sam e notations as in P rop.[l.

3 D irectional B ounds C onsistency and HC 4

In this section, we rst adapt the fram ew ork presented in the previous section
to the case of continuous C SP s, and we then show that the revising procedure
for the HC 4 algorithm enforces a directionalbounds consistency.



3.1 Bounds Consistency on C ontinuous D om ains

T he de niion orbounds consistency has to be slightly adjusted when one con—
siders continuous dom ains since we cannot handle real num bers w ith perfect
exactness on com puters.W e then restrict ourselves to realdom ains from a set I
represented by intervals whose bounds are representable num bers ( ocatingpoint
num bers). The size of a dom ain is then equal to the num ber of oatingpoint
num bers i contains. W e also ntroduce an afproxjm ation function hullto m a-
nipulate real relations, de ned by:hull( )= B 2 I j Bg, orall R™.

Table 2.Computation of a directional bounds consistent constraint problem

A Igorithm :D RECTODNAL-BOUNDS-CONSISTENCY (DBC)
Input: { a constraint problem P = (V;D ;R)
{ a strict partial ordering overV
{ an ordered partition 1;:::; 4 ofV com patible with
O utput: a directional bounds consistent equivalent constraint problem
1. fori= gdownto 1do

2. foreach C 2 R suchthat i S[CJ]and S[C] 1 [ i{do
3. foreach x 2 S[C] ; do

4. D k] ReviseB ounds(C ;D ;x)

5. endfor

6. endfor

7. endfor

T he de nition for bounds consistency then becom es:

D e nition 4 (C ontinuous bounds consistency).Given C a constraint, D
a Cartesian product of dom ains, and x a variabke in S[C ], x is said bounds
consistent w rt. C and D [x] if and only if the follow ing property holds:

min @ K]) 2 hull( C;D;x)) ~ max® k] 2 hull( ;D ;x))

A oconstraint C is said bounds consistent w .r.t. a C artesian product of dom ains
D ifand only if every variable x in its soope is bounds consistent relative to C
and D []. A constraint system is bounds consistent w rt. D if and only if each
of its constraints is bounds consistent w .rt. D .

A s a trbute to lgibility, bounds consistency will be used from now on as a
shorthand for continuous kounds consistency.

3.2 HC3revise:a Revising P rocedure for Bounds C onsistency

A ccording to D ef.[d, the enforoem ent of bounds consistency on a real constraint
requires the ability to profgct i on each of its variables and to intersect the
pro gctionsw ith their dom ains.

In the generalcase, the accum ulation of rounding errors and the di culy to
expressone variabl in term s ofthe othersw illpreclude us from com puting a pre—
cise pro gction of a constraint. H owever, such a com putation m ay be perform ed



for constraints Involving no m ore than one operation +, , s, ...), which
corresponds to binary and temary constrantssuch asx y= z,0sSX) = VY, ...

A s a consequence, com plex constraints have to be decom posed into conjunc—
tions of binary and temary constraints (the prim itives) prior to the solving
process.

Enforcing bounds consistency on a prin itive is obtained through the use
of interval arithm etic [14]. To be m ore speci ¢, the revising procedure for a
constraint lke C :x + y= z is In plem ented as follow s:

8
< RevisesBounds(C;D;x): D k] D KkI\ © z] D k)

HC3revie(C;D )= ReviseBoundsC;D;y): Dyl D 1\ © z] D K]
: ReviseBounds(C;D ;z): D z] D ]\ © kK] D k)
w here and are interval extensions of the corresponding real arithm etic
operators.

Enforcing bounds consistency on a constraint system is performed in two
steps: the origihal system is rst decom posed Into a conjinction of prim itives,
adding fresh variables in the process; the new system of prin itives is then han—
dled with the BOUND S-€ONSISTENCY algorithm described in Table[l, whhere
the R eviseB ounds procedure is perform ed by an HC 3revise algorithm for each
prin iive.

3.3 HCA4revise: a Revising P rocedure for D irectional B ounds
C onsistency

The HC4 algorithm was orighally presented by its authors [ll] as an e cient
m eans to com pute bounds consistency on com plex constraints w ith no variable
occurring m ore than once (called adm issiblke constraints in the rest ofthe paper).
Tt was dem onstrated to be still m ore e cient than HC 3 to solve constraints
w ith variables occurring severaltin es, though it was not clear at the tin e what
consistency property is enforced on any single constraint in that case.

To answerthat question,we rstdescribebrie ybelow the revising procedure
HC4revise of HC 4 for one constraint C as it was originally presented, that is in
term s of a two sweeps procedure over the expression tree of C . W e will then
relate this algorithm to the ones presented in Section (.

To keep the presentation short, the HC 4revise algorithm w ill be described
by m eans of a sin ple exam ple. T he reader is referred to the original paper [l]
for an extended description.

G iven the constraint C :2x = z y?, HC4revise rst evaluates the left-hand
and right-hand parts of the equation using interval arithm etic, saving at each
node the result ofthe localevaluation (seeF J'g.) . In a second sweep from top
to bottom on the expression tree (see Fig.|1 ©))), the dom ains com puted during
the rst bottom ~up sweep are used to progct the relation at each node on the
rem aining variables.

G wen the constraint set . = f2x = 1;y2= 2z 2= 37 1= 139
obtained by decom posing C into prim itives, it is straightforward to show that
HC4revise sin ply applies all the ReviseBounds procedures in ¢ in a speci c
order| induced by the expression tree of C | noted !¢ in the sequel.
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Fig.l.HC4revise on the constraint 2x = z  y?

To be more speci ¢, HC4revise rst applies the ReviseBounds procedure
for the right-hand variable of all the prim itives up to the root, and then the
R eviseB ounds procedures for the eft-hand variables:

HC4revise(C;D ) =

1l:RevissBounds@x = 1;D; 1) 6:RevissBounds(@x = 1;D ;x)
2:RevjseBounds(y2 = ,;D; 2) 7:ReviseB ounds(z 2= 3;D;2)
3:ReviseB ounds(z 2= 3;D; 3) 8:RevissBounds(z 2= 3;D; 2)
4:RevissBounds( ; = 3;D; 3) 9:RevissBounds(y? = ;D ;y)

5:RevissBounds( 1 = 3;D; 1)

N ote that, so doing, the dom ain ofeach fresh variable introduced by the decom —
position process is set to a usefiil value before being used in the com putation of
the dom ain of any other variable.

For adm issble constraints, the H C 4revise algorithm can be in plem ented us-
ing the DBC algorithm by considering two wellchosen partitions of the set of
variables of the decom posed problem . Non-adm issble constraints need being
m ade adm issble by adding new variables to replace m ultiple occurrences. T he
partitioning schem e is given by tree traversals as follow s: The rst partition
is obtained by a right-to-Jleft preorder traversal of the tree w here visiting a node
has the side e ect of com puting the set of variables associated w ith its children.
T he underlying strict partial ordering of the variables is such that a child is
greater than its parent. The second partition © is cbtained by inverting the
partition com puted by a lefi-toright preorder traversal of the tree where the
visit ofa root node associated w ith a variable x jast com putes the set £xg.The
underlying strict partial ordering is such that a child is an aller than its parent.
HC 4revise is equivalent to applying DBC on  and then on  °.

G oing back to our exam ple, ket us considerthe CSP P = (V;D; ¢),wih
V = £x;y;z; 15 25 39D =D K] D¥l] DE] D[1] DI[2] DI[s3]and

¢ de ned as above. Let us also consider a dummy fresh variable ( supposed
to be In the scope of the constraint represented by the root node and its children
(1= 3),which isonly introduced to nitialize the com putation ofprofctions’ .
T he partitions used to apply HC 4revise on P by using Alg. DBC are then as
ollow s:

= £ o9if 1; 39ifz; 2g9;fygifxg
= fygif ,gifzgif 3gifxgif 19;f o9
2 A tematively, the constraint 1 = 3 could be replaced by the equivalent one
3= o,with o constrained to be equalto 0.



Let ¢ (rep. 8 ) be the partial ordering induced by resp. 9 on the
variables. W ih its two sweeps on a treeshaped constraint netw ork, HC 4revise
appears very sin ilar to Dechter's ADAPTIVE-TREE-CONSISTENCY algo—
rithm [, p. 265]. M ore in portantly, the constraint netw ork processed by A 4.
D BC being a tree, we can state a result analogousto the one stated by Freuder [/]
forarc consistency, w hich saysthat, on treeshaped constraint netw orks, a bottom —
up sweep Pollowed by a top-down sweep are all it takes to enforce bounds con—
sistency:

P roposition 2 (C onsistency enforced by HC 4revise). Given C a con—
straint and D a Cartesian product of dom ains for the variablks in S[C ], ¥t
¢ ke the set of prim itive constraints obtained by decom posing C . W e have:

1. ¢ isdirectionallbounds consistentw rt. ¢ and D ®= HC4revise(C;D );
2. ifC is an adm issblk constraint, the constraint system represented by ¢ is

bounds consistent w rt. D ©= HC4revise(C;D ). 3
Proof. Let and O%be two partitions for the variables in V = cor . sSE9
de ned as described above. As stated previously, we have HC 4revise(C;D ) =
DBC ;D % ci; g; %, where D °= DBC ;D ; ci; ci ).

The rstpoint follows directly from this identity. To prove the second point,
ktusoonsider the set  ofprofction operators im plkm enting the ReviseB ounds
procedures for the prim itives In ¢ . The HC3 algorithm applied on  and
D would compute the greatest common  xedpoint > included in D of these
operators, which is unique since they all are m onotonous [3]. By design ofHC 3,

¢ isbounds consistentw rt. > .

Consider now HC4revise called on C and D , which applies each of the oper—

atorsin ¢ once in the order ! :

{ either it computesa xedpointof ¢, which m ustlbe the greatest xed-point
>, by unicity of the gfp and by contractance of the operators in ¢,

{ or, it is possibk to narrow further the dom ains of the variablks by apply—
ing one of the operators in ¢ .Let 1: ; f1(2;5:::; x) be this opera—
tor. Consider the case where ; is an operator applied during the bottom ~up
sweep.Acording to theorder !¢, 2: 2 fo( 17 373805 x)ises; kvt
fr ( 17:::; x 1) have then been applied during the top-down sweep, that is,
after having applied ;.The constraintC being adm issibk by hypothesis, each
variablk occurs in only one node in the tree, and then, 5;:::; x cannothave

been m odi ed after having applied ,;:::; x.Consequently, reapplying ;1 af-
ter the two sweeps cannot narrow down ; further, since its m ost up-to-date
valie has already been used to com pute the current dom ains for ,;:::;

and i is idempotent 3]. W e may then conclude that no operator applied
during the bottom -up sweesp neads to be reapplied. W e can use the sam e ar—
gum ents for an operator ; thatwas rst applied during the top-down sweep.
A s a consequence, no operator in ¢ needs being reapplied, which contra—
dict our hypothesis that we had not reached a  xed-point. A s said above, if
HCA4revise computesa xed-point, it is necessarily the greatestcomm on  xed-
point > incluided in D of the operators in ¢ , and then lounds consistency
has been enforred on ¢ . t



4 Theoretical AnalysisofHC4 vs.HC 3

The experim ental results given in Benham ou et al's paper [l] as well as In
Section @ below clearly exhibit the superiority of HC 4 versus HC 3 to solve lJarge
constraint problem s. W e present In this section the theoretical analysis of these
tw o algorithm s.

41 ApplyingHC3 and HC4 to One Constraint O nly

In this section aswellas in the next, we w ill consider the pro ction ofa prim itive
constraint onto a variable as the atom ic nstruction whose count w ill serve to
characterize the e ciency of the algorithm s analyzed.

Let us determ ine the num ber of profctions to apply In the worst case to
enforce bounds consistency on a single adm issble constraint (ot necessarily
prin itive) .G iven a constraint C and its decom position  into p prin itives, let
k be them axinum arity of ¢ de nedby k= maxco, , arity C9.

Let o be the num ber ofnodes in the expression tree ofC . It iseasy to observe
that o and p are of the sam e order (m ore precisely, we have o=p k).

P roposition 3 (W orst—case for HC 4 on one constraint). HC4 enforces
bounds consistency on the system ¢ of constraints originating from an adm is-
sible constraint C that is decom posabk into p prim itives in O (o) progctions.

Proof. As stressed in the previous section, the tree—shaped constraint network
com posed naturally by the constraints in ¢ im plies that H C 4 w illen force bounds
consistency on ¢ once its two swesps com pkte. The num ber of profgctions
applied is then equal to the p evaluations during the forward swesp plis the
proctions on the rem aining variabks for each prim itive constraint during the
backward swesp, that is at most 1)p. Overall, the num ber of profgctions
for HC 4revise to enforce bounds consistency is then atmostp+ k 1)p= kp

proections. t

P roposition 4 (W orst—case for HC 3 on one constraint). HC3 enforces
bounds consistency on the system ¢ of constraints originating from an adm is—
sl constraint C that is decom posablk into p prim itives in O (@?) profctions.

Proof. From Prop. [, we know that bounds consistency is cbtained when the
Inform ation represented by the dom ain of each variabke (coth the user’s ones as
wellas the fresh ones introduced by the decom position process) is passed to allthe
other variabks in the tree 0fC . An e cient way to do that indeed corresponds
to A Ig. HC 4revise. Since the tree contains at m ost o variablks, there are at m ost
o0 1) inform ations to exchange. Considering an algorithm lke BOUND S-
CONSISTENCY, each tim e a prin itive is considered, at last one inform ation
is transfered from one variabk to the others in its scope (Which does not im ply
necessarily any m odi cation in the associated dom ains). W e then obtain atm ost
o 1) calls to prim itives. U sing the fact that o and p are whted by k, and
that each prim itive requires applying at m ost k profctions, with k a constant,
the resul ollows. t



R elating theworst-casesforHC 3and HC 4, we obtain thattheratioHC3=HC 4
is of order p for one constraint in the worst case.

42 Applying HC3 and HC4 on a Constraint System

the size of the largest Inttialdom ain.G Iven  the constraint system obtained
from decom posing the constraints in R into prim itives, let k be the m axin um
arity of R .

A's said before, Alg. HC4 enforces bounds consistency on g by applying
Alg.DIRECTIONAL-BOUNDS-CONSISTENCY on each constraint in R tw ice
every tin e.W e stress again that bounds consistency is eventually com puted only
because we consider adm issibke constraints in R, that is, constraints containing
no variable occurring m ore than once.

P roposition 5 (W orst—case for H C 4) . The num ker of profctions to apply to
achieve bounds consistency with HC 4 on a constraint system  obtained from
a set R ofm adm issblk constraints on n variablks is of the order O (m ndp) in
the worst case.

P roof. The number of constraints to consider is m ; as shown in Prop.[d, the
st to apply HC 4revise is of the order O (p), with p the m axin um num ber of
prim itives necessary to decom pose each constraint in R . The resul then follbws

directly from P rop.[l. ol

P roposition 6 (W orst—case for H C 3).The num ker of profctions to apply to
achieve bounds consistency with HC 3 on a constraint system  obtained from
a setR ofm adm issblk constraints on n variablks is of the order O (m pd) in the
worst case.

P roof. F irst, we m ust note that the num ker of constraint to consider is no longer
m but atmostm p, since each constraint has to e decom posed beforehand. T he
m axin um cost of applying HC 3revise on a constraint is k (we apply each pro—
Bction once). Each constraint can only be reinvoked at m ost kd tim es. U sing
P rop.[dl, we obtain a worst-case estim ate of m pkdk, with k a constant. t

R elating the costs of com puting bounds consistency w ith either HC4 orHC 3,
wenow obtain HC3=H C4 mpd=m ndp), that is, HC3=H C4 1=n, which
m eans that the relation isnow nverted com pared w ith the case ofone adm issble
constraint only. W e then have that the ratio H C 4=H C 3 is of the order of the
num ber of variables in the problm in the worst-case.A swe w ill see In the next
section, this pessin istic result is contradicted by all experin ental resuls. It is
how ever easy to get an intuitive understanding of it if one considers that, in the
worst case, HC 4revise m ay be called for a constraint each tin e only one value is
rem oved from the dom ains of the variables In its scope. U sing HC 4revise leads
to considering p tin es less constraints than with HC 3revise, since the original
constraints do not have to be decom posed. H owever, H C 4revise is p tin esm ore



costly to apply than HC 3revise. O verall, HC 4 is then penalized by the num ber
of opportunities to reinvoke H C 4revise, of the ordernd (vs.kd for HC 3revise In
HC 3).N ote also that, considering P rop .[d for a system ofonly one constraint, we
obtain that the num ber of pro fctions to apply is of the order O d) vs.0 (©?) if
we considerP rop JA. T his contradiction isonly apparent since, ifd < p,theO %)
result is clearly pessin istic since it is not possible to apply p? proEctions (there
are not enough values to discard overall), and ifd > p, O (pd) ispessim istic since
at most p? calls su ce to broadcast the inform ation contained by each node in
the tree-shaped netw ork of the constraint.

5 Experim entalResuls

W e present the results ofboth HC 4 and HC 3 on four standard benchm arks from
the interval constraint comm unity. They were chosen so as to be scalable at
w il and to exhibit various behaviours of the algorithm s. A s a side note, it is
In portant to rem em ber that these algorithm s are often outperform ed by other
algorithm s. T heir study is still pertinent, however, since they serve as basic
procedures in these m ore e clent algorithm s.

Tt is in portant to note also that, originally, none of these problem s is ad—
m issble. In order to show the im pact of adm issibility, we have factorized the
constraints of one of them .

A llthe problem shavebeen solved on an AM D Athlon 900 M H z under Linux,
using a C+ + Interval constraint lorary w ritten for our tests based on the gaoP
Interval arithm etic lbrary. In order to avoid any interference, no optin ization
(eg., In provem ent factor) was used.

For each benchm ark, four di erent m ethods have been used:

{ HC3, which enforces bounds consistency on the decom posed system ;

{ HC3sb, which uses S-toxes [B]: each user constraint C is decom posed Into a
separate set of prin itives and gives rise to a R eviseB ounds procedure RB ¢
that enforces bounds consistency on this set by using H C 3revise procedures
for each prin itive, and propagating m odi cationswith Alg.[l.Allthe RB¢
m ethods for the constraints in the user system are then handled them selves
by A Ig.[. T his propagation scham e forces consistency to be enforced locally
for each user constraint before reconsidering the others;

HC4, which enforces a directionalbounds consistency (and not bounds con—
sistency, since the constraints are not adm issble) on each constraint using
HC 4revise, and which uses A Ig.[dl for the propagation over the constraints
In the system ;

HC4sb,w hich usesone S-box peruser constraint.A sa consequence, H C 4revise

—_~—

—_—

is called as m any tin es as necessary to reach a xed-point for any non-—
adm issible constraint.

E ach graphics provided (see F ig.[d) displaysthe com putation tin e in seconds
required to nd all solutions up to an accuracy of 10 ® (di erence between the
low er and upper bounds of the intervals) for each m ethod.

3 ItervalC+ + lbrary availablk at/http://sf.net/projects/gaol/


http://sf.net/projects/gaol/

The bratu constraint system m odelizes a problem in com bustion theory. It
is a square, sparse and quasilinear system ofn + 2 equations:

8

< 8k2 fl;:iyngix, 1 2%+ X1+ exp e )=0+ 1) = 0;
X0 = Xn+1 = 0;
812 fl;:::ng:x; 2 [ 10%;108]

T he largest num ber of nodes per constraint is independent of the size of the
problem and isequalto 12 in our In plem entation.
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Fig.2. Solving tim es in seconds for allbenchm arks

A's already reported by Benhamou et al. [ll], HC4 appears m ore e cient
than HC 3 to solve all instances of the problem , and is advantage grow s w ith
their size. Localizing the propagation does not seem a good strategy here, since
HC3s and HC 4 both perform poorly in tem s of the num ber of pro fctions
com puted? . Tnterestingly enough, HC 4sb is faster than HC 3 whik it requires

4 Due to lack of space, all the graphics corresponding to the num ber of profctions
have been om itted. T hey are available at the urlgiven at the end of Section [@.



m ore pro gctions. The st reason for this discrepancy that com es to m ind is
that the \anarchic" propagation in HC 3 has a cost much higher in tem s of
m anagem ent ofthe set of constraints to reinvoke than the controlled propagation
achieved wih HC 49 (see below for another analysis).
T he broyden-banded problem isvery di cult to solvew ith HC 3, so that we
could only consider am all instances of it:
8k 2 fl;:::;ng: xx @+ 5x}2()+ 1 F 20, %3 1+ =x5)=0
wih Jx = £Jjj6 k "max(@;i 5)6 j6 minn;i+ 1)g;
% 2 [ 10%;+10%]

C ontrary to bratu, the num ber ofnodes in the constraints isnot independent
of the size ofthe problam . &t ©llow s how ever a sin ple pattem and it is bounded
from below by 16 and from above by 46.

A swih bratu, the e ciency ofHC 4 com pared to HC 3 is striking, even on
the an all num ber of instances considered. N ote that, here, HC 35 is better than
HC 3.0n the otherhand, HC4 is still better than HC 4<b.

T he more-cosnard problem is a nonlinear system obtamned from the dis-
cretization of a nonlinear ntegralequation:

8 8

< ®x 2 [ [10%;0] 5
8k 2 flj:::ng: xk+%[(1 gk) =1yt Gt 1)3

. n

Tt L@ B &+ G+ D=0

T he largest num ber of nodes per constraint grow s linearly w ith the num ber
ofvariables In the problem .

HC4 allow s to solve this problem up to 1000 tin es faster than HC 3 on the
Instances we tested. An originalaspect of this benchm ark is that localizing the
propagation by using S-boxes seem s a good strategy: H C 3sb solves all lnstances
aln ost as fast as HC4 (see the analysis In the next section). Note that, once
again, though the num ber of pro gctions required for HC 3 is aln ost equalto
the one for HC 4, there is still a sizabl di erence in solving tin e, which again
m ight be explained by higher propagation costs In HC 3b.

Lastly, tl‘ge Feigenbaum problm is a quadratic system :

. 8k 2 fl;::y;n  1g: 3:84x12{+ 384x,  xXx+1 = 0;
3:84x12] + 384x, x1 =0

T he lJargest num ber of nodes per constraint is independent of the size of the
problem . It isequalto 10 in our In plem entation.

T he advantage of HC 4 over HC 3 is not so strdking on this problem . HC 4o
and HC 3 do not fare well either, at least if we consider the com putation tim e.

P arenthetically, the equations in the feigenbaum problem can easily be fac—
torized so that the resulting problem isonly com posed ofadm issble constraints.
D ue to lack of space, the corresponding graphics is not presented here; how ever,
w e note that the solving tin e is reduced by a factor ofm ore than 500 com pared
to the origihalversion.



6 D iscussion

Benham ou et al. [ll] have tested the HC 4 algorithm on m any standard bench-
m arks. T hey have shown on each ofthem the superiority ofHC 4 overH C 3.From
the results presented In the preceding section, we have to draw the sam e con—
clusions, and to refct entirely the pessin istic view conveyed by our theoretical
analysis.

Bratu Broyden-banded

| [+ Heamca 1 [+ Heames
% HC3sbiHCAsb x HC3sbiHCAsh
o Nodes @ Nodes

T T T T
10 15 20 25 30 4 5 6 7 8

Number of variables Number of variables

Feigenbaum Moré-Cosnard

B DI S - ey g -] 3

+ HC3HCc4
% o
5 e

4 6 8 10 12 20 30 40 50 60 7 80

Number of variables Number of variables

F ig.3. Im pact of the num ber of nodes per constraint on the num ber of pro c—
tions

To sum up what has been observed in Section [H, it appears that it ism ore
e cient to deal Iocally wih the m odi cation of a dom ain induced by som e
prin tiveby rst reinvoking the other prim itives com ing from the decom position
ofthe sam e user constraint in problem sw ith lJarge constraints lkke more—cosnard,
w hile the opposite is true w ith system s of sm all constraints such as feigenbaum
or bratu.An intuitive understanding of that m ay be that the Infom ation jist
obtained by a reduction is soread and lost in a Jarge netw ork of prim tives while
it could be e ciently used locally to com pute pro fctions on a user constraint.
F igure[d relates the ratio ofthe num ber ofpro fctions required by HC 3 and HC 4,
and by HC 3sb and HC 4 to the number of nodes In a constraint.A s onem ay
see, the ratio is roughly constant for HC 3 and HC 4 when the num ber of nodes
is independent of the size of the problem , while it increases sharply when the
num ber of nodes increases w ith the size of the problm (eg. more—cosnard).
On the other hand, the ratio between HC 3% and HC4sb stays constant for



all problem s, a fact particularly striking w ith more—cosnard. It seem s a solid
evidence that Iocalization of the inform ation as obtained from using HC4 (or,
to a ksser extent, HC 3sb), is a winning strategy the larger the constraints in a
probkem are.

Notehoweverthat HC 4 isalwaysm oree cient than HC 4sb on allthebench-
m arks considered. T his is consistent w ith facts long known by num erical ana—
lysts:we show In a paper to com e that HC 4 m ay be considered as a free-steering
nonlinear G auss-Seidel procedure w here the Inner teration is cbtained as in the
linear case. For this class ofm ethods, it has been proved experim entally in the
past that it is counterproductive to try to reach some xed-point in the inner
Iteration.

Benham ou et al. have shown that one successfill strategy to solve di cul
problem s is to m ake HC 4revise cooperate w ith the revise procedure used to
enforce box consistency. A prom ising direction for future researches is to in-—
vestigate other cooperation schem es based on the analysis of the structure of
the constraints (linear, quadratic, polynom ial, ...) and ofthe constraint system
(full, banded, ...), using the cooperation fram ework presented by G ranvilliers
and M onfroy [C] as a basis.

For the interested reader, allthe data used to prepare the gures in Section [d
andm any m ore are available in tabulated text form atathttp://www.sciences.univ—nantes.fr/info/perso
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