arXiv:1404.5584v2 [cs.CG] 9 Jul 2016

Polynomial time vertex enumeration of convex polytopes of bounded branch-width

Arne C. Reimers^{1,∗}, Leen Stougie^{1,2,3}

March 3, 2017

Abstract

Over the last years the vertex enumeration problem of polyhedra has seen a revival in the study of metabolic networks, which increased the demand for efficient vertex enumeration algorithms for high-dimensional polyhedra given by inequalities. It is a famous and long standing open question in polyhedral theory and computational geometry whether the vertices of a polytope (bounded polyhedron), described by a set of linear constraints, can be enumerated in total polynomial time. In this paper we apply the concept of branch-decomposition to the vertex enumeration problem of polyhedra P = {x : Ax = b, x ≥ 0}. For this purpose, we introduce the concept of k-module and show how it relates to the separators of the linear matroid generated by the columns of A. We then use this to present a total polynomial time algorithm for polytopes P for which the branch-width of the linear matroid generated by A is bounded by a constant k.

Keywords: Polytopes, Vertex Enumeration Complexity, Matroid Separation, Branch-width

1 Introduction

A famous and long standing open question in polyhedral theory and computational geometry is whether the vertices of a polytope (bounded polyhedron), described by a set of linear constraints, can be enumerated in total polynomial time Avis and Fukuda [3], Boros et al. [7], Khachiyan et al. [16], i.e. in a running time bounded by a polynomial function of input and output size. For non-degenerate polyhedra pivoting based algorithms exist that run in total polynomial time Dyer [9], Avis and Fukuda [3]. Moreover, it is not possible to enumerate the vertices of general (unbounded) polyhedra in total polynomial time unless P = NP Khachiyan et al. [16]. But the existence of a total polynomial time vertex enumeration algorithm for polytopes remains unresolved.

A revival in significance of this question has come along with the advent of genome scale metabolic networks in the field of computational systems biology, see e.g. Schuster and Hilgetag [28], Gagneur and Klamt [11], Acuña et al. [1]. Vertex enumeration and variants thereof became an important biological analysis tool and several double description, Motzkin et al. [18], based methods have been designed for the purpose, Terzer and Stelling [29], Hunt et al. [15].

Our theoretical approach of the vertex enumeration problem is of a fundamentally different nature than used in previous types of methods. We take a branch decomposition based perspective, very much in the spirit of research on the more famous notion of tree-width of graphs, Halin [12], Robertson and Seymour [24], Hliněný and Whittle [14], which often leads to polynomial time solvability of graph optimization problems that are NP-hard in general. Branch-width, defined in Robertson and Seymour [25], Hicks and Oum [13], is applicable to matroids Hicks and Oum [13]. On its turn, for polyhedra of the form P = {x ∈ R^n : Ax = b, x ≥ 0}, we define the branch-width in terms of the linear matroid defined by the linear independence relationship between

1 CWI, Science Park 123, 1098 XG Amsterdam, The Netherlands 2 Operations Research, VU University, De Boelelaan 1085, 1081 HV, Amsterdam, The Netherlands 3 ERABLE team, INRIA Grenoble Rhône-Alpes, France ∗ Arne Reimers works now for Google Germany

2 PRELIMINARIES

subsets of the columns of the coefficient matrix A of P . The branch decomposition of the set of columns of A leads to the notion of k-module for subsets of columns of A, which corresponds directly to k-separation in matroid theory Oxley [22].

The notion of k-module extends the concept of flux module, previously introduced for specific enumeration problems on metabolic networks in Müller and Bockmayr [19], Reimers et al. [23]. It’s usefulness becomes clear when we will consider vertices of a polyhedron not so much as vectors in R^n but as combinatorial objects, the set of basis columns that define them (see e.g. Bertsimas and Tsitsiklis [4]).

The notion of branch-width we will employ has already been used by Cunningham and Geelen [8] to show tractability of a class of integer programs. We show here its usefulness as a complexity measure for polytopes. In particular, we present a total polynomial time algorithm for vertex enumeration of polytopes if the branchwidth of the underlying linear matroid is bounded by a constant k.

To the best of our knowledge this is the first significant result in the quest for the complexity of vertex enumeration of polytopes since Khachiyan et al. [16] proved its hardness for any (unbounded) polyhedra in 2008. Yet, it leaves the question open if vertex enumeration of polytopes can be done in total polynomial time.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we introduce the somewhat unconventional terminology which allows us to define faces and vertices of polytopes as combinatorial objects. In the same section we give the definition of branch decomposition and branch-width for matroids. In Section 3 we introduce k-modules and characterize them through their correspondence to k-separation in matroid theory. These ingredients are then used in Section 4 to derive the central result of this paper: a total polynomial time vertex enumeration algorithm for polytopes of which the coefficient matrix has branch-width bounded by a constant. A discussion of our results and some open polyhedral questions form the final Section 5.

2 Preliminaries

In this paper, we will concentrate on polyhedra of the form: P = {x ∈ R^N : Ax = b, x ≥ 0}, (1) the so-called standard LP-formulation. Let us first notice the somewhat unconventional notation. As will become clear, it is very useful to have named variables (i.e., named columns of A). We therefore do not consider the elements of P as elements of R^n, but as elements of R^N , which is the set of functions x : N → R, where N is the set of variable names. Our indexing notation is thus defined as x_i := x(i). Furthermore, we index with subsets K ⊆ N and define x_K : K → R with x_K (i) = x(i) for i ∈ K. This allows chained indexing, which does not work in general with classical position-based indexing: i.e., for K ⊆ L ⊆ N , x ∈ R^N , y = x_L, and z = y_K implies z = x_K .

Similarly, the matrix A is an element of R^{R×N} , where R denotes the set of rows (N is the set of columns). We use the same indexing notation as for the vectors to write A_K for the sub-matrix consisting of the columns K. For our computational results we will always assume that inputs are rational numbers.

We notice here that the focus on the particular form of the polyhedra is not a real restriction, since it can always be obtained by adding slack variables and redefining the x variables, as argued in Appendix A.

The standard definition of a face of polyhedron P is the non-empty intersection of P with a hyperplane that has the property that P lies entirely on one side of it (see e.g. Schrijver [27]). We define here faces of P in general and vertices of P in particular as discrete objects by means of their support.

Definition 1 (Support of a face) Let Q ⊆ P be a face of P . The support of Q is the set supp(Q) := {i ∈ N : ∃x ∈ Q x_i > 0}._□ Since any face Q of P must satisfy Ax = b, it is uniquely defined by the set of variables for which the nonnegativity constraints are tight, and hence, alternatively, by its complement, i.e. the set of variables in the support of Q. This leads us to the combinatorial definition of a face.

Definition 2 (Face) We call a set F ⊆ N a face of P if there exists a face Q ⊆ P of P with supp(Q) = F ._□

It leads to the following characterization:

3 K-MODULES

Observation 1 F ⊆ N is a face of P if and only if there exists a x ∈ P with supp(x) = F .

This allows us to call a face F ⊆ N with minimal support a vertex of P . Proposition 1 x ∈ P is a vertex of P if and only if F := supp(x) is minimal.

Proof Immediate from the fact that x ≥ 0 are the only inequality constraints of P ._■

Our algorithm for enumerating the vertices of P is based on a branch decomposition of the linear matroid represented by the columns of the coefficient matrix A. Branch decomposition and branch-width have been defined first in Robertson and Seymour [25]. For independent reading we define these notions here for matroids. We assume that the definitions of (linear) matroid and rank are known (otherwise we refer the reader to e.g. Oxley [22]), but we do define here the notion of k-separation, which is crucial in this paper. Let M be a matroid on a set N of elements. For K ⊂ N let λ(K) := rank(K) + rank(N \ K) − rank(N ) be the so-called connectivity function of M.

Definition 3 (k-separation) K ⊂ N is a k-separation if λ(K) < k._□ Definition 4 (branch decomposition and branch-width)

• A branch decomposition of M consists of a tree T with nodes of degree 3 and 1 only. Its |N | leaves are identified with the elements N of M.

• The width of an edge e of T is λ(K_e), where K_e is the set of leaves leaves of T (elements of N ) of any of the two components obtained by deleting the edge e from T . The width is well defined, since λ(K) = λ(N \K) for any K ⊂ N .

• The width of a branch decomposition is the maximum width of an edge e ∈ T . • The branch-width of M is the minimum width of all possible branch decompositions._□

Hence, the width of an edge e of T is k if and only if K_e is a k + 1-separation of the matroid M. Using methods described by Bixby and Cunningham [5, 6] we can find k-separations in polynomial time if k is assumed fixed. Algorithms that directly compute decompositions of matroids into separations have been studied in the context of branch-decompositions by Oum and Seymour [20, 21].

We conclude this section with some frequently used notation. The set of all vertices of P is denoted by V. We use ˙∪ to denote disjoint union, ⊂ to denote a proper subset, and ⟨·⟩ to denote the linear hull.

3 k-Modules

To understand what branch-width and k-separation mean in the context of polyhedra, we introduce the notion of k-modules and show that it is equivalent to (k + 1)-separation if all variables exhibit variability (Theorem 1 and 2). As we will argue soon, this is no restriction.

In this section we will use P̄ for a subset of a polyhedron, because many of the following results are not restricted to polyhedra of the form of (1).

Definition 5 (k-module) Let P̄ ⊆ {x ∈ R^N : Ax = b}. K ⊆ N is a P̄ -k-module if there exists a d ∈ R^R and a D ∈ R^{R×k} s.t. ∀x ∈ P̄ ∃α ∈ R^k : A_K x_K = d + Dα. We call d the constant interface vector of the module and D the variable interface matrix. If we can choose d = 0 we will say that the P̄ -k-module is a linear P̄ -k-module._□

If the polyhedron of reference is clear from the context, we will simply write k-module instead of P̄ -k-module. We notice that the flux modules, defined in Müller and Bockmayr [19] and mentioned in the introduction, are 0-modules in the context of this definition, only having constant interface.

Without proof, we give some observations, which may help the reader to get some intuition for the notion.

3 K-MODULES

Observation 2 Let P̄ ⊆ {x ∈ R^N : Ax = b} and K ⊂ N .

(i) K is a k-module if and only if dim{A_K x_K : x ∈ P̄ } ≤ k.

(ii) Every set K with k elements is a (linear) k-module; in particular every i ∈ N is a (linear) 1-module; (iii) K is a (k − 1)-module ⇒ K is a k-module;

(iv) Let L ⊆ N be a 0-module. It holds for all K ⊆ N \ L that K is a k-module if and only if K ˙∪L is a k-module;

(v) Let K be a set of variables without variability; i.e., have fixed values in P̄ . Then K is a 0-module.

The following proposition shows that for a given k-module K the variable interface D is not unique but its span ⟨D⟩ := {Dα : α ∈ R^k} is, if k is chosen to be minimal, in the context of (iii) above. Proposition 2 Let P̄ ⊆ R^N , K ⊆ N and let k be minimal s.t. K is a k-module of P̄ . Let D, D^′ be two different variable interfaces of K. Then ⟨D⟩ = ⟨D^′⟩ and the dimension of ⟨D⟩ is equal to k. Proof Assume ⟨D⟩ ≠ ⟨D^′⟩. By definition of variable interface, it follows that ∀x ∈ P̄ : A_K x_K ∈ d + ⟨D⟩ ∀x ∈ P̄ : A_K x_K ∈ d + ⟨D^′⟩ } ⇒ ∀x ∈ P̄ : A_K x_K ∈ d + ⟨D⟩ ∩ ⟨D^′⟩. (2) Since ⟨D⟩ ≠ ⟨D^′⟩, it follows that ⟨D⟩ ∩ ⟨D^′⟩ ⊂ ⟨D⟩. Hence, dim(⟨D⟩ ∩ ⟨D^′⟩) < dim(⟨D⟩). It follows that there exists a D^{′′} ∈ R^{R×ℓ} with ℓ < k and ⟨D^{′′}⟩ = ⟨D⟩ ∩ ⟨D^′⟩. By (2) it follows that D^{′′} is a variable interface of A and hence, k was not minimal; a contradiction._■

Extending the case of flux modules in Reimers et al. [23], we will prove that for general k-modules we can restrict ourselves to the analysis of linear vector spaces. To facilitate the exposition, we will assume from here on that no i ∈ N exists such that x_i has fixed value in P̄ . We notice that this is not a severe restriction, which can always be met for convex polyhedral sets P̄ by preprocessing using LP and replacing variables by their fixed values, whenever applicable (see Observation 2).

We use ker(A) to denote the kernel of A: ker(A) = {x ∈ R^N : Ax = 0} Theorem 1 Let P̄ ⊆ {x ∈ R^N : Ax = b}. Then for all K ⊆ N we have K is a k-module of P̄ ⇔ K is a k-module of ker(A).

Before proving the theorem, we observe that for any set that contains 0, hence any linear vector space and in particular ker(A), this theorem implies that we can concentrate on linear k-modules: for 0 ∈ ker(A) implies that for any k-module of ker(A) we can choose constant interface d = 0.

Proof ⇐: Let x^1 ∈ P̄ be arbitrary but fixed. We define d = A_K x^1_K . Let x^2 ∈ P̄ be arbitrary. By definition of P̄ , we have x1 −x2 ∈ ker(A). Since, as argued, K is a linear k-module of ker(A), there exists an α ∈ Rk such that A_K (x^2_K − x^1_K ) = Dα, where D is the variable interface of K. Thus, A_K x^2_K = A_K x^1_K + Dα = d + Dα and therefore K is a k-module of P̄ .

⇒: Let K be a k-module of P̄ . Let d ∈ R^k, D ∈ R^{R×k} be the constant and fixed interfaces of K in P̄ . Take any y ∈ P̄ with the property that there exists ϵ > 0 s.t. y + w ∈ P for all w ∈ ker(A) with ‖w‖_∞ < ε. By our assumption that no coordinate of any x ∈ P̄ has fixed value, such a y must exist. By definition of k-module of P̄ , α^y ∈ R^k exists s.t. A_K y_K = d + Dα^y. Now assume that K is not a k-module of ker(A). Then there exists w ∈ ker(A) s.t. for all α ∈ R^k we have A_K w_K ≠ Dα. By our choice of of y, there exists an ε^′ > 0 s.t. y + ε^′w ∈ P . We conclude that A_K (y_K + ε^′w_K ) = A_K y_K + ε^′A_K w_K ≠ d + Dα^y + Dα for all α ∈ R^k.

⇒ A_K (y_K + ε^′w_K ) ≠ d + Dα for all α ∈ R^k. This is a contradiction._■

4 VERTEX ENUMERATION

We notice that the theorem applies in particular to polyhedra of the form P = {x ∈ R^N : Ax = b, x ≥ 0}.

This result allows us to restrict our attention to k-modules of linear vector spaces of the form {x ∈ R^N : Ax = 0}, which, as the following theorem states, are tightly related to the notion of separation of the linear matroid defined on the columns of the matrix A.

Theorem 2 K ⊆ N is a k-module of ker(A) if and only if K is a k + 1-separation of the linear matroid M defined by linear independence of the columns of A._□

Proof Let L be the complement of K. For K a k-module of ker(A) there exists matrix D with k columns such that A_K x_K ∈ ⟨D⟩ for all x ∈ ker(A). For any z ∈ ⟨A_K ⟩ ∩ ⟨A_L⟩ there exist x^′_K and x^{′′}_L such that A_K x^′ = z = A_Lx^{′′}_L. Hence x ∈ R^N composed of x_K = x^′_K and x_L = −x^{′′}_L has Ax = 0, whence x ∈ ker(A). Therefore, ⟨A_K ⟩ ∩ ⟨A_L⟩ ⊆ ⟨D⟩. This implies that

λ(K) = rank(K) + rank(N \ K) − rank(N ) = dim (⟨A_K ⟩) + dim (⟨A_L⟩) − dim (⟨A_K ⟩ ∪ ⟨A_L⟩) = dim (⟨A_K ⟩ ∩ ⟨A_L⟩) ≤ k. For the other direction, suppose that λ(K) ≤ k. Since λ(K) = dim(⟨A_K ⟩ ∩ ⟨A_L⟩), there exists a matrix D with k columns such that ⟨A_K ⟩ ∩ ⟨A_L⟩ = ⟨D⟩. For any x ∈ ker(A) we have A_K x_K + A_Lx_L = 0 and therefore A_K x_K ∈ ⟨A_L⟩. Hence, A_K x_K ∈ ⟨A_K ⟩ ∩ ⟨A_L⟩ and there exists α ∈ R^k such that A_K x_K = Dα._■

4 Vertex Enumeration

The ingredients from the previous section will be used here to design a total polynomial time vertex enumeration algorithm for polytopes of bounded branch-width. In fact we notice that all results so far hold irrespective of boundedness of the polyhedra and this will continue to be true for most of this section as well. We will indicate clearly where boundedness will be required.

Remember from the introduction that any face of P = {x ∈ R^N : Ax = b, x ≥ 0}, and hence any vertex of P is fully characterized by its support. We will build these supports of vertices by hierarchically merging disjoint subsets of the columns of A, starting from the individual columns. The process is guided by a branch decomposition of the matroid M with elements N , the columns of A.

For our purposes we turn the branch decomposition into a hierarchical rooted decomposition with the leaf nodes of the (directed) tree forming a bijection with the single elements (columns of A) of the matroid M. To do so, let T be a branch-decomposition of M with width at most k + 1. Choose an arbitrary edge e = (a, b) of T . Subdivide e and make the newly created vertex r the root of a directed binary tree T^′, with children a, b. Direct all edges away from r. For each node a of T^′ we define the set K(a) := {i ∈ N : i is leaf under a}. Thus, T^′ describes a binary rooted tree with in the root K(r) = N . By definition of branch-decomposition, we observe for each node a of T^′ that K(a) is a k + 1-separation of M.

As a result of this rooting operation we obtain a rooted branch decomposition of width k + 1 for polyhedron P̄ , which gives us a hierarchical family of k-modules B =: {K(a) : a node of T^′} satisfying the following properties, which are immediate, but serve the exposition of our enumeration algorithm.

(P1) For each K ∈ B, K ≠ N there exists exactly one L ∈ B with K ˙∪L ∈ B.

(P2) For each H ∈ B, |H| ≥ 2 there exists exactly one pair K, L ∈ B with K ˙∪L = H.

From here on we assume that we are given the hierarchical (rooted) decomposition and the resulting nested family B of k-modules. For each module K ∈ B let D(K) ∈ R^{R×k} denote the variable interface and d(K) ∈ R^R the constant interface and define P (K) := {x ∈ R^K : A_K x = D(K)α + d(K), x ≥ 0, ∃α ∈ R^k}. (3) To get a feeling for what we are aiming at, we notice that if K would happen to be a 0-module then the vertices of P would be given simply by the cartesian product of the vertices of P (K) and the vertices P (N \ K) Reimers et al. [23].

4 VERTEX ENUMERATION

For k-modules if k ≠ 0 this does not hold. Therefore we will build the set of vertices by combining faces of the polyhedra P (K) for subsets K following the hierarchical structure of B. Recall the combinatorial Definition 2 of a face and the subsequent Observation 1. For obvious reasons we are only interested here in the the faces of P (K) that are restrictions of faces of P to K, i.e. faces of P (K) that can be extended to faces of P .

Therefore we define the notion of K-face as the restriction of a face of P to K.

Definition 6 (K-face) For K ⊆ N a set F ⊆ K is called a K-face if there exists a x ∈ P with x_F > 0 and x_{K\F} = 0._□

We remark that it follows immediately from the definition of k-module (resp. P (K)) that every K-face is a face of P (K). We also notice that P (K) may have more faces, but they are uninteresting for us.

In fact, for vertex enumeration we should only be interested in those faces of P (K) that are restrictions to K of vertices of P . :

Definition 7 (vertex induced K-face) For K ⊆ N a set F ⊆ K is called vertex induced K-face if there exists a vertex x of P with x_F > 0 and x_{K\F} = 0._□

We note for K ⊆ N that, whereas testing if a subset F defines a K-face can be done easily by linear programming (as we will show in Proposition 6), testing if F ⊆ K is a vertex induced K-face is NP-hard, Fukuda et al. [10]. That it remains hard even for polytopes of bounded branch-width we show in Appendix B. As a relaxation of vertex induced K-face, we propose the notion of an injective K-face, which can obviously be tested in polynomial time:

Definition 8 (injective K-face) A K-face F is an injective K-face if A_F is injective._□

Let us show that injective K-faces are indeed a relaxation of vertex induced K-faces.

Proposition 3 Every vertex induced K-face F for K ⊆ N is an injective K-face.

Proof Let F be a vertex induced K-face, i.e. there exists a vertex v ∈ P with supp(v_K ) = F . It follows immediately from the definition that F is a K-face.

Since v is a vertex it follows that A_{supp(v)}x = b has x = v as its unique solution and therefore, A_{supp(v)} is injective. It follows that A_F is also injective and therefore F is an injective K-face._■

The crucial property that makes this relaxation in fact eventually exact is that vertex induced N -faces and injective N -faces coincide, as will be a corollary of the following theorem.

Theorem 3 Let K ∈ B be a 0-module. Then, F is an injective K-face if and only if it is a vertex induced K-face.

Proof Proposition 3 shows that every vertex induced K-face is an injective K-face.

Let F be an injective K-face. Since K is a 0-module it holds for all x ∈ P (K) that A_K x_K = d. It follows by definition of injective K-face that x ∈ P (K) with x_{K\F} = 0 is unique. Since F is a K-face, x exists and satisfies x_F > 0.

We observe that by its definition P is pointed. Since F is a K-face, we have that P̂ := {x ∈ P : x_{K\F} = 0} is a non-empty pointed polyhedron and a face of P . Hence, P̂ has at least one vertex, y say. Clearly, y is also a vertex of P . Since y ∈ P̂ and P̂ is a face of P , y satisfies y_K ∈ P (K) and y_{K\F} = 0. Thus, y_K = x_K and hence F is a vertex induced K-face._■

Corollary 1 The collection of all injective N -faces is the collection of all vertices of P .

Proof Noticing that a vertex induced N -face defines exactly a vertex of P and every vertex of P corresponds to a vertex induced N -face (see Proposition 1). Then the corollary follows from Theorem 3 since N is a 0-module._■

We will show in the following theorem that Algorithm 1 enumerates all injective H-faces for a given k-module H ∈ B, by recursively enumerating all injective K- and L-faces for the two k-modules K, L ∈ B that constitute H; i.e., H = K ˙∪L.

4 VERTEX ENUMERATION

Algorithm 1 Algorithm to compute all injective H-faces for H ∈ B. For H = N , this algorithm will output all vertices.

function F = getInjectiveFaces(H) if |H| = 1 then

F := ∅.

if ∅ is a H-face then F := F ∪ {∅}. end if if H is an injective H-face then F := F ∪ {H}. end if else

Let K, L ∈ B with H = K ˙∪L. F^K := getInjectiveFaces(K) F^L := getInjectiveFaces(L) F := {F^K ∪ F^L : F^K ∈ F^K , F^L ∈ F^L}. for F ∈ F do

if F is not a H-face or A_F is not injective then F := F \ {F }. end if end for end if

Theorem 4 Algorithm 1 computes all injective H-faces for a given H ∈ B.

Proof First notice that the only two possible faces of a k-module H with |H| = 1 are ∅, and H itself. Any k-module H ∈ B with |H| ≥ 2 is constituted by two disjoint k-modules K, L ∈ B: H = K ˙∪L. Now notice that for every injective H-face F^H , we have that F^K := F^H ∩ K and F^L := F^H ∩ L are, respectively, a K-face and a L-face. Moreover, also F^K and F^L are injective, since A_F H being injective implies that also A_F K and A_F L are injective. Clearly, F^H = F^K ∪ F^L. Since Algorithm 1 tests for every possible pair consisting of an injective K-face and an injective L-face if their union is injective for H, this implies the theorem for any set H ∈ B with |H| ≥ 2._■ We emphasize that until here all results hold equally for bounded and unbounded polyhedra. Now we will show that in case P is a polytope (i.e. P bounded) the existence of a set B of k-modules makes Algorithm 1 run in polynomial time, for fixed k (bounded branch-width). Some observations will allow us to bound the number of injective faces and eventually obtain the runtime bound. The following proposition still also holds for unbounded polyhedra:

Proposition 4 For every injective K-face F , K ∈ B, we have that the corresponding face of P (K), i.e. Q = {x ∈ P (K) : x_{K\F} = 0}, has dimension dim Q ≤ k.

Proof Since K is a k-module, it follows that A_K maps every point in Q into a k-dimensional space. If dim Q > k, it would follow that A_K is not injective on Q._■

The following corollary may later give some further intuition for the final complexity bound.

Corollary 2 Every vertex induced K-face F , K ∈ B, satisfies dim{x ∈ P (K) : x_{A\F} = 0} ≤ k.

Proof Directly from Propositions 3 and 4._■

The following is a kind of Carathéodory’s Theorem, see e.g. Schrijver [27], that will allow us to bound the number of injective K-faces in terms of the number of vertex induced K-faces. Here we need for the first time boundedness of P . Also we need some extra notation: for a set X we write |X| for its cardinality and conv(X) for its convex hull. By pr_K we denote the projection of vectors in P to their coordinates belonging to K.

Lemma 1 Assume P is bounded. Suppose for K ∈ B that F is a K-face and let h = dim Q with Q = {x ∈ P (K) : x_{K\F} = 0}. Then there exist a set of ℓ ≤ h + 1 vertex induced K-faces F^1, . . . , F^ℓ such that F = F^1 ∪ F^2 ∪ . . . ∪ F^ℓ.

4 VERTEX ENUMERATION

Proof Since F is a K-face, there exists a y ∈ P with y_{K\F} = 0 and y_F > 0. Therefore, y lies on the face {x ∈ P : x_{K\F} = 0} of P . Since P is bounded, there exists a subset V^′ ⊂ V of the vertices of P such that y ∈ conv(V^′) and w_{K\F} = 0 for all w ∈ V^′.

It follows that y_K ∈ conv(pr_K V^′). Obviously, pr_K V^′ ⊆ P (K). Since dim{x ∈ P (K) : x_{K\F} = 0} = h, there exist, by Carathéodory’s theorem [27], ℓ ≤ h + 1 points w^1_K , . . . , w^ℓ_K ∈ pr_K V^′, the projection of ℓ vertices of P in V^′, with y_K ∈ conv(w^1_K , . . . , w^ℓ_K ).

Clearly, F^i = {j ∈ K : j ∈ supp(w^i)} is a vertex induced K-face and F ⊇ F^i for all i = 1, . . . , ℓ. Reversely, for every j ∈ K with j ∈ K \ F^i for all i = 1, . . . , ℓ it follows that y_j = 0, since y_K ∈ conv(w^1_K , . . . , w^ℓ_K ), and hence, F ⊆ F^1 ∪ F^2 ∪ . . . ∪ F^ℓ. Thus, F = F^1 ∪ F^2 ∪ . . . ∪ F^ℓ, which proves the lemma._■

Proposition 5 If P is bounded then for all K ∈ B

|{F ⊆ K : F injective K-face}| ≤ |{F ⊆ K : F vertex induced K-face}|^{k+1}.

Proof By Proposition 4 every injective K-face F gives rise to a face of P (K) of dimension at most k. Hence, by Lemma 1, the union of a set of at most k + 1 vertex induced K-faces defines a unique K-face F . In particular this is true for every injective K-face. Denoting by c_{vert} the number of vertex induced K-faces, there are at most k+1∑ i=1 ( c_{vert} i )

non-empty subsets of at most k + 1 elements. For c_{vert} = 1, we have ∑_{k+1} i=1 (_{cvert} i ) = 1 = c^{k+1}_{vert} and for c_{vert} ≥ 2, we can derive an upper bound k+1∑ i=1 ( c_{vert} i ) ≤ k+1∑ i=1 c^i_{vert} i! ≤ k+1∑ i=1 2^{k+1−i}c^i_{vert} k + 1

≤ (k + 1) c^{k+1}_{vert} k + 1

= c^{k+1}_{vert} ,

since 2^{k+1−i} ≥^{k+1}_{i!} for all i ≤ k ∈ N.

By injectivity it follows that this is also a bound on the number of injective K-faces._■

For K ∈ B we observe that

|{F ⊆ K : F vertex induced K-face}| ≤ |{x ∈ R^N : x is a vertex of P }|, (4)

which completes the ingredients that bring us to our crucial theorem.

Theorem 5 Assume P is bounded. Let K, L, H ∈ B with H = K ˙∪L. Assume the set of injective K-faces, denoted F^K and the set of injective L-faces, denoted F^L, are given. Then the set of injective H-faces, denoted F^H , can be computed in time O ( |V|^{2k+2}t ) , where t is the time needed to check if a subset of H is an injective H-face.

Proof As argued in the proof of Theorem 4 every injective H-face can be obtained from a combination of an injective K-face and an injective L-face. Hence, we need to consider at most |F^K | · |F^L| combinations. Proposition 5 together with (4) yields |F^K | · |F^L| ≤ |V|^{k+1} · |V|^{k+1} ≤ |V|^{2k+2}. For each combination checking in time t if it defines a face and if it is injective, leads to the bound on the running time._■

We still need to argue that t in the above theorem is polynomial time.

5 CONCLUSION

Proposition 6 Given K ∈ B, it can be checked in input polynomial time if F ⊂ K is an injective K-face.

Proof Injectivity of A_F is obviously checked in polynomial time. For testing if F defines a face we just solve the following LP:

max z s.t. Ax = b x_{K\F} = 0 x_j ≥ z ∀j ∈ F x ≥ 0 If the LP is unbounded or the optimal value is greater than 0 then we have found a solution x^∗ ∈ P with x^∗_F > 0 and x^∗_{K\F} = 0, which proves that F is a K-face. Reversely, if F is a K-face, there exists a solution of the LP with z > 0 and hence, the optimal value of the LP has to be positive._■

This brings us to our main theorem.

Theorem 6 Given a branch decomposition of width k of polytope P , for constant k, Algorithm 1 runs in total polynomial time O ( |N ||V|^{2k}t ) , where t is the time needed to check if a subset of H is an injective H-face.

Proof As mentioned before, the branch decomposition can be represented by a binary tree of (k − 1)-modules B, rooted at N , with leaves the single element modules. We observe that the time spend for the leaves (modules K ∈ B with |K| = 1) is O(|N |t), where t is the time needed to check the face property and for injectivity. Let C be the set of interior nodes of the binary tree, then the total time needed for determining the injective faces of all modules corresponding to interior nodes is, by Theorem 5, O ( |C||V|^{2k}t ) . By Proposition 6 t grows polynomially in input size. Since the number of internal nodes |C| of a binary tree is bounded by the number of leaves |N |, the result follows._■

5 Conclusion

In the quest for efficient enumeration of vertices of polytopes, we presented a result that is to the best of our knowledge the first substantial step since the hardness proof for general polyhedra by Khachiyan et al. [16] in 2008. We translated the property of branch-width for matroids to polyhedra, leading to the notion of k-module. We showed a strong connection between k-modules and (k + 1)-separators in matroid theory. This way we were able to extend the concept of a decomposition into flux modules in Müller and Bockmayr [19] to a decomposition into k-modules by using branch-decompositions.

A branch-decomposition of the columns of the coefficient matrix defining the polytope was turned into a hierarchical family of such k-modules, which on its turn allowed for a divide and conquer type method to enumerate all vertices in total polynomial time, polynomial in both the size of the input and the output. The running time is O ( |N ||V|^{2k} t ) . It remains open if vertex enumeration is fixed parameter tractable (FPT) in k.

If the vertices of polytopes in general can be enumerated in total polynomial time remains an intriguing open problem.

We notice that the algorithm works also for unbounded polyhedra. Just the run time bound does not hold. The boundedness condition is just required for using Caratheodory’s Theorem. However, it may very well be that the vertex enumeration problem remains hard under bounded branch-width for general polyhedra. Hence, the complexity of this enumeration problem remains open.

We repeat here that the restriction to non-constant variables is not crucial. Variables with constant values in the polytope are easy to detect and then they can be projected out. However, the algorithm would also work in the presence of such constant variables, but if not preprocessed, they may hurt the quality of the branch decomposition. Some of our theorems related to the equivalence between k +1-separation and k-module allowed P to be just a subset of a convex set. Notice that in this case, depending on the features of P , it may not always be easy to detect variables that are constant in P .

REFERENCES

We notice that, since it is a divide and conquer algorithm, our enumeration algorithm it highly parallelizable. This may turn out to be a crucial aspect for future vertex enumeration algorithms for metabolic network analysis. However, otherwise the result in this paper is mostly of theoretical importance. Small branch-width decompositions are notoriously hard to find, Oum and Seymour [20], Ma et al. [17].

Our k-modules, presented as a tool to decompose polyhedra given by inequalities, may be a useful approach for other open questions about polytopes. For example, does it allow for bounding the diameter of decomposable polytopes by a polynomial function of dimension and number of constraints of the polytope? A question that is in the center of attention in polyhedral research ever since Hirsch posed his conjecture. It has recently been proven false by Santos [26], but not dramatically false. Finally, we wonder if it allows a strongly polynomial time algorithm for linear programming over polytopes with bounded branch-width. The existence of a strongly polynomial time algorithm for linear programming is a long standing and important open question in operations research and computational complexity.

6 Acknowledgements

The work of Arne Reimers was supported by a PhD-scholarship of the Berlin Mathematical School at Freie Universität Berlin and has been carried out during the tenure of an ERCIM Alain BensoussanFellowship Programme at Centrum Wiskunde & Informatica, Amsterdam. The work of Leen Stougie was partially supported by the Einstein Foundation while visiting the Technische Universität Berlin.

References

[1] Vicente Acuña, Paulo Vieira Milreu, Ludovic Cottret, Alberto Marchetti-Spaccamela, Leen Stougie, and Marie-France Sagot. Algorithms and complexity of enumerating minimal precursor sets in genome-wide metabolic networks. Bioinformatics, 2012.

[2] Vicente Acua, Alberto Marchetti-Spaccamela, Marie-France Sagot, and Leen Stougie. A note on the complexity of finding and enumerating elementary modes. Biosystems, 99(3):210 – 214, 2010.

[3] David Avis and Komei Fukuda. A pivoting algorithm for convex hulls and vertex enumeration of arrangements and polyhedra. Discrete & Computational Geometry, 8(1):295–313, 1992.

[4] Dimitris Bertsimas and John N Tsitsiklis. Introduction to linear optimization, volume 6. Athena Scientific Belmont, MA, 1997.

[5] Robert E. Bixby and William H. Cunningham. Matroids, graphs, and 3-connectivity. In John Adrian Bondy and William Thomas Tutte, editors, Graph Theory and Related Topics. Acad. Press, 1979.

[6] Robert E. Bixby and William H. Cunningham. Matriod optimization and algorithms. Technical report, Rice University, 1990.

[7] Endre Boros, Khaled Elbassioni, Vladimir Gurvich, and Kazuhisa Makino. Generating vertices of polyhedra and related problems of monotone generation. Proceedings of the Centre de Recherches Mathématiques at the Université de Montréal, special issue on Polyhedral Computation (CRM Proceedings and Lecture Notes), 49:15–43, 2009.

[8] William H. Cunningham and Jim Geelen. Integer Programming and Combinatorial Optimization, chapter On Integer Programming and the Branch-Width of the Constraint Matrix, pages 158–166. Lecture Notes in Computer Science. Springer, 2007.

[9] M. E. Dyer. The complexity of vertex enumeration methods. Mathematics of Operations Research, 8(3):381– 402, 1983.

[10] Komei Fukuda, Thomas M. Liebling, and François Margot. Analysis of backtrack algorithms for listing all vertices and all faces of a convex polyhedron. Computational Geometry, 8(1):1–12, 1997.

[11] Julien Gagneur and Steffen Klamt. Computation of elementary modes: a unifying framework and the new binary approach. BMC Bioinformatics, 5:175, 2004.

A FORMULATION OF THE POLYHEDRON

[12] Rudolf Halin. S-functions for graphs. Journal of Geometry, 8(1-2):171–186, 1976.

[13] Illya V. Hicks and Sang-Il Oum. Wiley Encyclopedia of Operations Research and Management Science, chapter Branch-Width and Tangles. Wiley, 2011.

[14] Petr Hliněný and Geoff Whittle. Matroid tree-width. European Journal of Combinatorics, 27(7):1117–1128, 2006.

[15] Kristopher A. Hunt, James P. Folsom, Reed L. Taffs, and Ross P. Carlson. Complete enumeration of elementary flux modes through scalable demand-based subnetwork definition. Bioinformatics, 30(11):1569– 1578, 2014.

[16] Leonid Khachiyan, Endre Boros, Konrad Borys, Khaled Elbassioni, and Vladimir Gurvich. Generating all vertices of a polyhedron is hard. Discrete Computational Geometry, 39(1-3):174–190, 2008.

[17] Jing Ma, Susan Margulies, Illya V. Hicks, and Edray Goins. Branch decomposition heuristics for linear matroids. Discrete Optimization, 10:102–119, 2013.

[18] T. S. Motzkin, H. Raiffa, G. L. Thompson, and R. M. Thrall. Contributions to the Theory of Games, chapter The double description method. Princeton University Press, Princeton, RI, 1953.

[19] Arne C. Müller and Alexander Bockmayr. Flux modules in metabolic networks. Journal of Mathematical Biology, 69(5):1151–1179. (AC Müller is now called AC Reimers).

[20] Sang-il Oum and Paul Seymour. Approximating clique-width and branch-width. Journal of Combinatorial Theory, Series B 96:514–528, 2006.

[21] Sang-il Oum and Paul Seymour. Testing branch-width. Journal of Combinatorial Theory, Series B 97:385– 393, 2007.

[22] James Oxley. Matroid Theory. Oxford Graduate Texts in Mathematics. Oxford University Press, New York, second edition edition, 2011.

[23] Arne C. Reimers, Frank J. Bruggeman, Brett G. Olivier, and Leen Stougie. Fast flux module detection using matroid theory. Journal of Computational Biology, 22(5):414–424, 2015.

[24] Neil Robertson and Paul D. Seymour. Graph minors. iii. planar tree-width. Journal of Combinatorial Theory, Series B 36:49–64, 1984.

[25] Neil Robertson and P.D. Seymour. Graph minors. x. obstructions to tree-decomposition. Journal of Combinatorial Theory, Series B, 52(2):153190, 1991.

[26] Francisco Santos. A counterexample to the hirsch conjecture. Annals of Mathematics, 176(1):383–412, 2012.

[27] Alexander Schrijver. Theory of Linear and Integer Rpogramming. Wiley, Chichester, 1986.

[28] S. Schuster and C. Hilgetag. On elementary flux modes in biochemical systems at steady state. J. Biol.

Systems, 2:165–182, 1994.

[29] Marco Terzer and Jörg Stelling. Large-scale computation of elementary flux modes with bit pattern trees.

Bioinformatics, 24(19):2229–2235, 2008.

A Formulation of the polyhedron

Our vertex enumeration results can be extended to polyhedra of the form Q = {x ∈ R^N : Ax ≤ b} for A ∈ R^{R×N} . We observe that Q might not be pointed. However, we can efficiently detect if a polyhedron is pointed and the vertex enumeration problem becomes trivial if it is not pointed. Therefore, we assume in the following that Q is pointed. In this case we can transform Q in the following way:

1. We introduce slack variables s and obtain the polyhedron Q^′ = {(x, s) ∈ R^N × R^R : Ax + s = b, s ≥ 0}.

We observe that pr_xQ^′ = Q, where pr_x denotes the projection on the variables x.

B DECIDING IF A FACE IS VERTEX INDUCED IS NP-HARD EVEN WITH BOUNDED BRANCH-WIDTH

2. Let S be a left null-space matrix of A, i.e. Sz = 0 if and only if z ∈ ⟨A⟩. It follows that pr_sQ^′ = {s ∈ R^R : Ss = Sb, s ≥ 0}, which we define as P .

Proposition 7 There exists a bijective mapping between the vertices (rays) of Q and the vertices (rays) of P . Proof Since Q is pointed, it follows that A is injective. Since S is a null-space matrix of A, it follows that there exists for every s ∈ P an x such that Ax + s = b. Thus, the map f : Q → P with f(x) = b − Ax is a bijective linear map. The result follows._■

Thus, we can apply our results also to polyhedra Q, which requires computing a branch-decomposition of the columns of the matrix S (or equivalently, through matroid duality, of the rows of the matrix A) instead of the columns of the matrix A.

B Deciding if a face is vertex induced is NP-hard even with bounded branch-width

To prove Theorem 7 below, that deciding if a K-face F is vertex induced is NP-hard for polytopes, even under bounded branch-width, we prove it first for unbounded polyhedra. Then we use the fact that any vertex of P is of polynomial size in the outer description of P (see Schrijver [27]) to bound the polyhedron to a polytope. For k-modules K that only contain one element the problem of deciding if K is a vertex induced K-face is equivalent to deciding if a vertex exists with a given variable (element of K) in its support. We refer to this problem as Find Vertex with Single Support. We notice that it cannot be solved by linear programming, because the polyhedron may be unbounded. Find Vertex with Single Support (FVSS):

Instance: Polyhedron P = {x ∈ R^N : Ax = b, x ≥ 0} and one variable e ∈ N . Question: Does there exist a vertex x of P with x_e > 0?

It was shown in Acuña et al. [2] that this problem is NP-hard in general. Here we show that FVSS remains hard in case of bounded branch-width.

Theorem 7 Problem FVSS is NP-hard for polyhedra P of branch-width 3._□

Our proof is by reduction from SCIPF, which was already used in Cunningham and Geelen [8] to show hardness for general IP with bounded branch-width.

Single Constraint Integer Programming Feasibility (SCIPF): Instance: A non-negative vector a ∈ Z^n and an integer b. Question: Does there exist x ∈ Z^n satisfying ax = b, x ∈ {0, 1}^n?

Given an instance of SCIPF we create a polyhedron P with a designated variable x_0 such that P contains a vertex with x_0 > 0 if and only if there exists an x ∈ {0, 1}^n with ax = b. Consider the polyhedron P defined by the feasible solutions (x, x_0, y, z) of the following inequalities:

ax + x_0 − (b + 1)z = 0 (5) 1y + 1x − nz = 0 (6) x_i − z ≤ 0 for i ∈ {1, . . . , n} (7) y_i − z ≤ 0 for i ∈ {1, . . . , n} (8) 2z − x_0 = 1 (9) x_i ≥ 0 for i ∈ {1, . . . , n} (10) y_i ≥ 0 for i ∈ {1, . . . , n} (11) x_0 ≥ 0 (12) z ≥ 0, (13) where 1 denotes the all-1 vector.

We will show that solutions x ∈ {0, 1}^n with ax = b correspond to vertices of P with x_0 > 0 (Theorem 8) and that P has bounded branch-width (Theorem 9), which allows us to conclude that FVSS is NP-hard on polyhedra of bounded branch-width (Theorem 7).

B DECIDING IF A FACE IS VERTEX INDUCED IS NP-HARD EVEN WITH BOUNDED BRANCH-WIDTH

Lemma 2 Let (x, x_0, y, z) be a vertex of P with x_0 > 0. It then holds for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n} that x_i ∈ {0, z}. Proof Assume the lemma is false. Then there exists a smallest counterexample, i.e., a vertex with the largest number of inequality constraints being satisfied with equality. Choose j ∈ arg max{a_i : 0 < x_i < z}. We distinguish two cases.

Case 1: There exists a k ≠ j with 0 < x_k < z. Define y^′ = y and x^′ ∈ R^n by

x^′_i = x_i for k ≠ i ≠ j x^′_j = x_j + min(z − x_j , x_k) x^′_k = x_k − min(z − x_j , x_k )

Because a_j ≥ a_k, it follows that

ax^′ + x_0 = ax + (a_j − a_k) min(z − x_j , x_k) + x_0 ≥ ax + x_0 = (b + 1)z (14) 1y + 1x^′ = nz. Hence (x^′, x_0, y^′, z) satisfies all constraints of P except (5). Moreover, (besides (5)) a strictly larger set of inequality constraints is satisfied by equality: x^′_j = z or x^′_k = 0.

Case 2: There exists no k ≠ j with 0 < x_k < z. Thus 1x is not a multiple of z and therefore, also 1y is not a multiple of z. It follows that there exists a k with 0 < y_k < z. Define x^′, y^′ ∈ R^n by:

x^′_i = x_i for i ≠ j x^′_j = x_j + min(z − x_j , y_k) y^′_i = y_i for i ≠ k y^′_k = y_k − min(z − x_j , y_k)

Because a_j ≥ 0, it follows that

ax^′ + x_0 = ax + a_j min(z − x_j , y_k) + x_0 ≥ ax + x_0 = (b + 1)z (15) 1y + 1x^′ = nz. Hence (x^′, x_0, y^′, z) satisfies all constraints of P except (5). Also in this case (besides (5)) a strictly larger set of inequality constraints is satisfied by equality.

In both cases, we found (x^′, x_0, y^′, z) that satisfies all constraints of P except (5). Additionally, a strictly larger set of inequality constraints is satisfied by equality (excluding (5)) than by (x, x_0, y, z). Hence, if also (5) were satisfied with equality by (x^′, x_0, y^′, z) we would have a counterexample to (x, x_0, y, z) being a vertex with largest number of inequality constraints being met with equality and the lemma is proved. Therefore, assume ax^′ + x_0 > (b + 1)z. For θ ≥ 0 we now define: x^{′′}(θ) := θx^′ y^{′′}(θ) := θy^′ x^{′′}_0 (θ) := 2θz − 1 z^{′′}(θ) := θz. Observe that x^{′′}_0 (1) = x_0.

Also observe that all constraints that do not involve x_0 are homogenous and hence are also satisfied by (x^{′′}(θ), x^{′′}_0 (θ), y^{′′}(θ), z^{′′}(θ)) for all θ ≥ 0. Moreover, if an inequality constraint was satisfied by equality with (x^′, x_0, y^′, z) it will also be satisfied by equality with (x^{′′}(θ), x^{′′}_0 (θ), y^{′′}(θ), z^{′′}(θ)). Constraint (9) is also satisfied by construction. Because of constraint (12) we are allowed to choose θ only from the range θ ≥^1_{2z} . Suppose that there exists a θ ≥^1_{2z} such that ax^{′′}(θ) + x^{′′}_0 (θ) − (b + 1)z^{′′}(θ) = 0. Then (x^{′′}(θ), x^{′′}_0 (θ), y^{′′}(θ), z^{′′}(θ)) is a feasible solution and satisfies more inequality constraints by equality than (x, x_0, y, z), a contradiction. Thus we only need to consider the case where ax^{′′}(θ) + x^{′′}_0 (θ) − (b + 1)z^{′′}(θ) ≠ 0 for all θ ≥^1_{2z} . Since ax^{′′}(θ)+x^{′′}_0 (θ)−(b+1)z^{′′}(θ) is continuous in θ and ax^{′′}(1)+x^{′′}_0 (1)−(b+1)z^{′′}(1) ≥ 0 by (14) and (15) it follows that

B DECIDING IF A FACE IS VERTEX INDUCED IS NP-HARD EVEN WITH BOUNDED BRANCH-WIDTH

ax^{′′}(θ)+x^{′′}_0 (θ)−(b+1)z^{′′}(θ) > 0 for all θ ≥^1_{2z} . In particular, for θ =^1_{2z} we have ax^{′′}(^1_{2z} )+x^{′′}_0 (^1_{2z} )−(b+1)z^{′′}(^1_{2z} ) > 0. Notice that x^{′′}_0 (^1_{2z} ) = 0, whence ax^{′′}(^1_{2z} ) − (b + 1)z^{′′}(^1_{2z} ) > 0. Since ax + x_0 − (b + 1)z = 0 and x_0 > 0 we have ax − (b + 1)z < 0. Thus, there exists a ν ∈ [0, 1] such that for x^{′′′} := νx + (1 − ν)x^{′′}( 1 2z ) x^{′′′}_0 := 0 y^{′′′} := νy + (1 − ν)y^{′′}( 1 2z ) z^{′′′} := νz + (1 − ν)z^{′′}( 1 2z ) we have ax^{′′′} + x^{′′′}_0 − (b + 1)z^{′′′} = 0 It follows that (x^{′′′}, x^{′′′}_0 , y^{′′′}, z^{′′′}) satisfies all constraints of P except constraint (9). However, since z^{′′′} ≥^1_2 , using the homogeneity arguments as before, it follows for σ =^1_{2z′′′} that (σx^{′′′}, σx^{′′′}_0 , σy^{′′′}, σz^{′′′}) ∈ P . We observe that (σx^{′′′}, σx^{′′′}_0 , σy^{′′′}, σz^{′′′}) satisfies more inequality constraints by equality than (x, x_0, y, z), again a contradiction._■

Theorem 8 P has a vertex with x_0 > 0 if and only if there exists a solution of ax = b with x ∈ {0, 1}^n. Proof ⇐: Let x ∈ {0, 1}^n with ax = b. Define:

y_i = { 0 if i ≤ 1x 1 if i > 1x for i ∈ {1, . . . , n} x_0 = 1 z = 1

Note that 1x just counts the number of non-zero entries in x. Clearly the inequality constraints are satisfied and we also have:

ax + x_0 − (b + 1)z = b + 1 − (b + 1) · 1 = 0 (5) 1y + 1x − nz = n − 1x + 1x − n = 0 (6) 2z − x_0 = 2 − 1 = 1 (9)

Thus x, x_0, y, z ∈ P . A little though should make it clear that amongst the set of constraints that are tight in (x, x_0, y, z) 2n + 2 of them are linearly independent, whence (x, x_0, y, z) is a vertex of P .

⇒: Let (x, x_0, y, z) be a vertex of P with x_0 > 0. By Lemma 2 we know that x_i ∈ {0, z} for all i. Since x_0 = 2z − 1 we have 0 < x_0 z < 2. Hence it follows from ax + x_0 = (b + 1)z that: ∑ i:x_i>0 a_i = ax z < ax z + x_0 z = b + 1 ∑ i:x_i>0 a_i = ax z > ax z + x_0 z − 2 = b − 1. Since a, b are integer, it follows that: ∑ i:x_i>0 a_i = b.

We thus have a solution of ax = b with x ∈ {0, 1}^n._■

B DECIDING IF A FACE IS VERTEX INDUCED IS NP-HARD EVEN WITH BOUNDED BRANCH-WIDTH

As a last step, it remains to show that the coefficient matrix of P has bounded branch-width. We therefore assume that for the inequalities (7) and (8), we introduce slack-variables x^s, y^s to also turn them into equality constraints.

Theorem 9 The coefficient matrix of P has a branch-width of at most 3.

Proof Let A be the coefficient matrix of P without the column corresponding to the variable z. To build the branch-decomposition for A, we first build the subsets X_i := {x_i, x^s_i } ∈ B and Y_i := {y_i, y^s_i } ∈ B for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. We observe that for each i ∈ {1, . . . , n} the variable x^s_i (resp. y^s_i ) only appears in row (7) (resp. (8)) and in this row the only other variable is x_i (resp. y_i), because we ignore the column for the variable z. Hence, it suffices to track in which constraints the variables x, y appear. This is only the case in rows (5) and (6). The variable x_0 appears alone in row (9) and hence, this row can be ignored as well.

Hence, we can combine the subsets X_i, Y_i for i ∈ {1, . . . , n} and x_0 in arbitrary order to form the family B of subsets. It is easy to see that any such combination of subsets of columns has connectivity function value at most 2. Hence, we obtain a branch-decomposition of branch-width at most 2 for the coefficient matrix A without the z-column.

To obtain a branch-decomposition for the whole coefficient matrix of P , we add the column of z at an arbitrary place in the branch-decomposition. Thus, we obtain a branch-decomposition of branch-width at most 3._■

Proof (Theorem 7) We can reduce SCIPF to finding a vertex x of a polyhedron P with x_i > 0 for a given variable x_i by Theorem 8. By Theorem 9, we know that P has branch-width at most 3. Thus, we can solve SCIPF by solving FVSS on a polyhedron of branch-width at most 3._■

Using results from Schrijver [27] (Chapter 10) we know that all vertices of P in the proof above have a size bounded by the size of the input to describe P in its outer form (given above). Therefore, we can construct a bounded polyhedron Q := {(x, y, z, w) : z + w = Γ, (x, y, z) ∈ P, w ≥ 0}, where Γ is sufficiently large (but with binary encoding size polynomially bounded by the input size) such that z < Γ for every vertex (x, y, z) of P .

We observe that Q is bounded and (x, y, z, w) is a vertex of Q with x_0 > 0 and w > 0 (i.e. F = {x_0, w} is a vertex induced F -face of Q) if and only if (x, y, z) is a vertex of P with x_0 > 0. We observe that for this construction the branch-width does not go up and we get:

Theorem 10 Given a polytope Q and a K-face F it is NP-hard to decide if F is vertex induced even if Q has branch-width at most 3 and |K| = 2._□