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Abstract
We show that exhaustive search and local search need not
differ fundamentally but in many cases are variations of the
same search strategy. In particular, many local search and
GRASP-like procedures have essentially the same structure
as branch-and-bound methods, while tabu and other heuristic
methods are structurally related to exhaustive nogood-based
methods such as Benders decomposition. This suggests how
techniques used in exact methods can be carried over to
heuristic methods, and vice-versa. We illustrate this with a
GRASP-like method for single vehicle routing that borrows a
bounding technique from branch and bound, as well as an
alternative to tabu search for the same problem that takes
ideas from nogood-based search.

I. I NTRODUCTION

Heuristic and exact solution methods are generally viewed
as comprising very different classes of algorithms. Such
heuristic methods as simulated annealing, tabu search, evolu-
tionary algorithms, and GRASPs (greedy randomized adaptive
search procedures) are conceived as inherently inexact. They
do not guarantee optimal solutions because they typically
search only a portion of the solution space. Exact methods
tend to be regarded as very different in character because they
examine every possible solution, at least implicitly, in order to
guarantee optimality. In fact such exhaustive search methods
as branch and bound seem on the surface to be very different
from heuristic methods.

Yet heuristic and exact methods need not undertake fun-
damentally different search strategies. This is suggested even
by the wordheuristic, which derives from a Greek verb that
simply means “to search” or “to find.” A heuristic method is
literally a search method: it proceeds by examining possible
solutions. Many exact methods are likewise search methods
that examine possible solutions, in their caseall possible
solutions (at least implicitly). There is no reason to suppose
a priori that exhaustive search must be fundamentally dif-
ferent in kind from inexhaustive search. They might employ
essentially same strategy, but one adjusted to ensure that
the entire search space is covered. At the simplest level,
an exhaustive search procedure can be transformed into a
“heuristic” procedure simply by terminating it early. The basic
search strategy is unchanged.

We show that a wide variety of heuristic methods are
in fact closely related to exact methods, in the sense that
they can be seen as using fundamentally the same strategy.
We begin with the fact that an exact method is typically a
branching method (branch and bound, branch and cut) or a

nogood-based method (Benders decomposition, partial-order
dynamic backtracking). We then observe that many popular
local search methods can also be seen as modified branching
methods (simulated annealing, GRASPs) or as nogood-based
methods (tabu search). We state a generic branching algorithm
that becomes exhaustive or inexhaustive depending on how
the details are specified, and we do the same with a generic
nogood-based algorithm.

We see two advantages of unifying exhaustive and local
search in this fashion. One is that it encourages the imple-
mentation of algorithms for which there are several exhaustive
and inexhaustive search options. As problem instances scale
up and become more difficult, the algorithm can be adjusted
accordingly, moving from exhaustive search for small prob-
lems to less and less coverage of the solution space for larger
ones.

A second advantage of unification is that it suggests how
techniques used in exhaustive search can carry over to local
search, and vice-versa. We conclude the paper with a vehicle
routing example that illustrates this principle. We solve the
problem with an exact branch-and-bound method and then
with a generalized GRASP that borrows the bounding tech-
nique of branch and bound. We solve the same problem with
an exhaustive nogood-based search and then with a structurally
similar heuristic method that resembles but provides an alter-
native to tabu search.

We show in [3] that a large variety of exact and heuristic
methods have a common search-infer-and-relax structure. This
paper clarifies the relationship between branch-and-bound
and nogood-based methods on the one hand and analogous
heuristic methods on the other.

II. A G ENERIC BRANCHING METHOD

For the sake of definiteness we suppose that the problem
P to be solved is to minimize a functionf(x) subject to a
constraint setC. Here x = (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ D is a vector of
variables belonging to the Cartesian productD of the variable
domainsD1, . . . , Dn. A solutionof P is anyx ∈ D. A feasible
solution is anx ∈ D that satisfies all the constraints inC. An
optimal solution is a feasible solutionx∗ such thatf(x∗) ≤
f(x) for all feasiblex, andf(x∗) is the optimal valueof P .
To solveP is to obtain an “acceptable” feasible solution or
show that there is no feasible solution. In some contexts only
an optimal solution is acceptable, while in others a reasonably
good solution is acceptable.

Branching is essentially a divide-and-conquer strategy. IfP
is hard to solve, webranch on P by creating one or more
restrictionsP1, P2, . . . , Pk of P , and then we try to solve
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Let S = {(P0, ∅)} andvUB = ∞.
While S is nonempty repeat:

Select a pair(P, L) from S.
If P is easy enough to solve then

Remove(P, L) from S.
Let x be an acceptable solution ofP .
If f(x) < vUB then letvUB = f(x) andx∗ = x.

Else
Let vR be the optimal value of a relaxationR of P .
If vR < vUB then

If R’s optimal solutionx is feasible forP then
Remove(P, L) from S.
If f(x) < vUB then letvUB = f(x) andx∗ = x.

Else
Add restrictionsP1, . . . , Pk of P to L.
iF L is complete then remove(P, L) from S.
Add (P1, ∅), . . . , (Pk, ∅) to S.

If vUB < ∞ thenx∗ is a solution ofP .

Fig. 1. Generic branch-and-bound algorithm for solving a minimization
problemP0 with objective functionf .

each of the restrictions. The restrictions are obtained by adding
constraints toP , most often by fixing one of the variablesxj

or restricting it to a smaller domain. The motivation is that
the restricted problems may be easier to solve thanP . If any
of the restricted problemsPi is still hard to solve, then we
branch on it, and so on recursively.

This process creates a branching tree whose leaf nodes
correspond to restricted problems that can be solved. The best
feasible solution obtained at a leaf node is accepted as the
solution of the problem. If no feasible solution is obtained,
then the problem remains unsolved—unless the branching
scheme is exhaustive (defined below), in which case the
problem is solved by showing it is infeasible.

Branching is often combined with a bounding mechanism to
obtain branch and bound(also known asbranch and relax).
If a given problem restrictionPi is hard to solve, we solve
a relaxationRi of Pi, obtained by dropping some constraints
(such as integrality constraints on the variables). If the solution
x̄ of Ri is feasible forPi, thenPi is solved. Otherwisef(x̄)
is a lower bound on the optimal value ofPi. If f(x̄) is no less
than the value of the best feasible solution found so far, then
there is no need to solvePi and therefore no need to branch
on Pi.

A generic branch-and-bound algorithm appears in Fig. 1.
The elements of setS correspond to open nodes of the
search tree. Each open node is represented by a pair of the
form (P, L), whereP is a problem restriction that has been
generated by branching but not yet processed, andL is a list of
restrictions (branches) so far generated forP . L is complete
when no more branches need be generated, at which point
(P, L) is removed fromS. The algorithm terminates if, as
one descends into search tree, the restrictionsP eventually
become easy to solve, or the solutions of their relaxationsR
become feasible forP . We will show how the algorithm can
be realized as exhaustive or local search, depending on how
the restrictions and relaxations are defined.

A. Interpretation as Exhaustive Search

The algorithm of Fig. 1 is exhaustive when a “complete”
list L in pair (P, L) is interpreted as an exhaustive list; that
is, the feasible set ofP is equal to the union of the feasible
sets of the problem restrictions inL.

In a branch-and-bound method for integer linear program-
ming, the relaxationR is the linear programming problem
obtained by dropping the integrality constraint fromP . Since
P is always considered too hard to solve,R is solved at
each node of the search tree. WhenR is feasible, the optimal
solution x̄ of R is feasible inP unless some variablēxj

is noninteger. In the latter case, two restrictionsP1, P2 are
created by respectively adding the constraintsxj ≤ bx̄jc and
xj ≥ dx̄je to P . P1 andP2 are added toL, and (P1, ∅) and
(P2, ∅) are added toS. SinceL is clearly exhaustive,(P, L)
is deleted fromS.

B. Interpretation as Local Search

The most elementary sort of local search algorithm solves
a problem P by repeatedly solving it over small subsets
of the solution space, each of which is aneighborhoodof
the previous solution. The neighborhood generally consists of
solutions obtained by making small changes in the previous
solution, perhaps by changing the value of one variable or
swapping the values of two variables.

Searching over a neighborhood in effect solves a restriction
of the original problem. Thus creation of a neighborhood can
be viewed as creating a branch at the root node(P0, L0) of
a search tree. We create only one branch(P1, ∅) at a time
and addP1 to L. When we obtain a solutionx of P1 by
searching its neighborhood, we backtrack to the root node and
create another branchP2 defined on a neighborhood ofx. P2

is added toL and the process continues.L is “complete” when
the user determines that sufficiently many neighborhoods have
been searched.

Thus at any point of the algorithm,S always contains the
root pair (P0, L0) and possibly one other pair(P, ∅) corre-
sponding to the neighborhood of the last solution obtained. We
select the latter whenS contains it. Since we always viewP
as easy enough to solve (by searching the neighborhood), we
solve no relaxation ofP , create no branch forP , and delete
(P, ∅) from S. The branch-and-bound tree for local search
therefore consists of only two levels.

Since the original problemP0 is viewed as too hard to solve,
the algorithm technically calls for a relaxationR0 of P0 to be
solved at the root node. Formally we can viewR0 as a vacuous
problem that contains no constraints. We can assume that its
solution value is never feasible forP0 and has value−∞.

In simulated annealing [12], for example, we solve a prob-
lem restrictionP by randomly selecting an elementx′ from a
neighborhood of the previous solutionx. If f(x′) < f(x) we
regardx′ as the solution ofP . Otherwise, with probabilityp
we regardx′ as the solution ofP , and with probability1− p
we regardx as the solution ofP , wherep depends on the
current “temperature” of the annealing process.

The branching interpretation of local search becomes more
interesting in more sophisticated procedures, such as GRASPs
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[15]. Each iteration of a GRASP consists of a greedy phase
and a local search phase. The greedy phase instantiates one
variable at a time according to some greedy criterion that
nonetheless has a random element. When all the variables
have been instantiated to obtain a solutionx, a local search
is carried out, starting with a neighborhood ofx. The local
search continues as long as desired, whereupon the process
restarts with a new greedy phase.

A GRASP easily fits into the branch-and-bound framework.
Instantiating a variable creates a restriction of the problem. It
can therefore be viewed as creating a single branch at the
current node of the search tree. Since the problem is viewed
as too hard to solve until all the variables are instantiated, we
create a sequence of branches, probing the tree to a depth at
which all variables have been instantiated. At this point a local
search phase proceeds in the fashion described above, creating
a number of nodes one level below the root node.

More precisely, we begin at the root node by creating a
restrictionP1 of the original problemP0 by fixing x1 to some
value v1 according to a randomized greedy procedure.P1’s
feasible set can be formally viewed as a neighborhood of the
partial solutionx1 = v1, although we will not actually solve
P1 because not all variables are instantiated. We addP1 to L
and (P1, ∅) to S.

In the kth iteration of the repeat loop (1 < k < n), S
contains one pair(P, L) (whereL = ∅) other than the root
node pair, representing the node at levelk − 1 of the search
tree. We select this pair fromS and create a restrictionP1

by fixing xk . The feasible set ofP1 can be formally viewed
as a neighborhood of the partial solution(x1, . . . , xk) =
(v1, . . . , vk). We addP1 to L, and add(P1, ∅) to S. We regard
L (at nodes other than the root node) as complete when it
contains one element, and thus we immediately delete(P, L)
from S.

When all variables have been fixed, problemP in the pair
(P, L) selected fromS is defined on a neighborhood of a
complete solution(x1, . . . , xn) = (v1, . . . , vn). At this point
we regardP as easy enough to solve, and we obtain its solution
x by searching the neighborhood. We remove(P, ∅) from S
and add nothing toS.

SinceS now contains only the root node pair(P0, L0), the
local search phase begins. We select(P0, L0) from S. SinceP0

is too hard to solve, we create a restrictionP1, not by fixing a
variable in a randomized greedy fashion, but by definingP1’s
feasible set to be a neighborhood ofx. We addP1 to L0 and
(P1, ∅) to S.

The search now continues as in ordinary local search,
backtracking to the root node after solving each restriction.
EventuallyL0 contains enough restrictions that we decide that
the search can return to the greedy phase, in which case we
defineP1 by instantiatingx1 in a randomized greedy fashion.
(The random element makes it likely that the greedy solution
will be different this time.)L0 becomes “complete,“ and the
search terminates, when we determine that we have cycled
through the greedy and local search phases sufficiently many
times.

From the perspective of a branch-and-cut interpretation,
one can see that a GRASP algorithm is only one way of

Let N = ∅ andvUB = ∞.
While N is incomplete repeat:

Let P be a restriction ofP0 that containsN .
Let R be a relaxation ofP that containsN .
Select a feasible solution̄x of R.
If x̄ is feasible inP then

Let vUB = min{vUB , f(x̄)} andx∗ = x̄.
Define a nogoodN that excludes̄x and possibly other

solutionsx′ with f(x′) ≥ f(x̄).
Else define a nogoodN that excludes̄x and possibly other

solutions that are infeasible inP .
Add N to N and remove or process nogoods inN as desired.

If vUB < ∞ thenx∗ is a solution ofP .

Fig. 2. Generic nogood-based search algorithm for solving a minimization
problemP0 with objective functionf . N is the current set of nogoods.

combining greedy and local search procedures. For instance,
after constructing a solution in a (nonrandomized) greedy
fashion, we could backtrack to a randomly chosen node rather
than only the root node. We would then instantiate the next
variable randomly (thus injecting a random element) and
complete the solution in a greedy fashion. Also we could
incorporate a bounding mechanism to abbreviate the search.
We will illustrate these ideas in Section IV.

III. A G ENERIC NOGOOD-BASED SEARCH METHOD

Like branch and cut, nogood-based search enumerates prob-
lem restrictions and solves their relaxations. However, the
restrictions and relaxations are formed in a different way. The
basic search strategy is also different. Whereas branching us-
ing a divide-and-conquer strategy, nogood-based search learns
from past mistakes.

Nogood-based search examines a series of trial solutions,
each of which is obtained by solving a relaxation of the
problem. If a trial solution is infeasible in the original problem,
we add to the relaxation a constraint that excludes this solution,
perhaps along with other solutions that are infeasible for the
same reason. Such a constraint is called anogood. The next
time we solve the relaxation, we will avoid this solution that
did not work and in this way learn from past mistakes.

If the solution of the relaxation is feasible in the original
problem, we record it if it is better than the best feasible
solution found so far. We create a nogood that excludes this
solution, perhaps along with some other solutions that can be
no better.

At any point in the algorithm, the current problem restriction
includes the current set of nogoods. The relaxation consists of
a relaxation of the current restriction and must also include the
current set of nogoods. This set may contain all the nogoods
generated so far, but nogoods can be dropped or modified if
desired. The nogoods should be designed so that it is practical
to solve the relaxation.

A generic nogood-based search algorithm appears in Fig. 2.
The nogood setN becomes “complete” when we determine
that sufficiently many nogoods have been generated. Note that
the solution ofR need not be optimal or even good, although
in practiceR is generally solved with a greedy or even an
exact optimization algorithm.
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A. Interpretation as Exhaustive Search

The nogood-based search algorithm of Fig. 2 is exhaustive
when a “complete” nogood setN is interpreted as an infeasi-
ble one. Thus the search terminates when we have generated
enough nogoods to rule out all possible solutions. At this point
the best solutionx∗ found so far (if any) is optimal, even if
the relaxations are not solved to optimality.

The most straightforward exhaustive nogood-based search
starts with an empty relaxationR that accumulates all the no-
goods as they are generated. If a trial solution(x1, . . . , xn) =
(v1, . . . , vn) is infeasible, the variablesxj1 , . . . , xjk

that cause
the infeasibility are noted, and the nogood becomes simply
(xj1 , . . . , xjk

) 6= (vj1 , . . . , vjk
). For example, the variables

xj1 , . . . , xjk
may the ones that occur a constraint violated by

x = v.
When nogoods are generated in this fashion,R may become

vary hard to solve. Practical nogood-based methods therefore
generate the nogoods and process them in such a way that
R remains tractable. For instance, the best algorithms for
checking propositional satisfiability (SAT) are variants of the
Davis-Putnam-Loveland method that use clause learning [13].
These algorithms can be interpreted as nogood-based methods
in which the nogoods are the “conflict clauses” learned [3].
The solution of the relaxation mimics a branching scheme,
which allows it to be solved without backtracking. A gen-
eralization of this approach is used in partial-order dynamic
backtracking, where the nogoods are processed by a variant
of the resolution algorithm [2], [4], [5]. If the relaxations are
solved by fixing variables in an order that is consistent with a
dynamically modified partial order, they can be solved without
backtracking. These ideas are explained in [9].

Benders decomposition is perhaps the exhaustive nogood-
based method that is best known to the optimization commu-
nity [1], [6]. Classical Benders decomposition is designed for
problems of the form

min f(y) + cz

g(y) + Az ≥ b, y ∈ Y, z ∈ Rn (1)

which become linear programming problems when the vari-
ablesy are fixed. A series of trial valuesyk for they variables
are obtained by solving amaster problem

min v

v ≥ ui(b − g(y)) + f(y), i ∈ Ik
0

ui(b − g(y)) ≤ 0, i ∈ Ik
1

y ∈ Y

(2)

for yk. To check whetheryk is feasible in (1), we check
whether it can be extended to a feasible solution(yk, zk) by
solving a linear programmingsubproblemfor zk:

min cz

Az ≥ b − g(yk), z ∈ Rn (3)

If (3) is feasible, then(yk, zk) is feasible, and we generate the
nogood (Benders cut)

v ≥ uk(b − g(y)) + f(y)

whereuk is an optimal dual solution of (3). If (3) is infeasible,
we generate the nogood

uk(b − g(y)) ≤ 0

whereuk is an extreme ray of the unbounded dual problem.
These nogoods appear in the master problem (2), whereIk

0 is
the index set of nogoods generated from feasible subproblems
prior to iteration k, and Ik

1 is the index set of nogoods
generated from infeasible subproblems.

The master problem is a relaxation of (1), and its optimal
value is a lower bound on the optimal value of (1). The
subproblem is a restriction of (1), and its optimal value is
an upper bound. The algorithm terminates when the optimal
values of the master problem and subproblem converge.

In the generic algorithm of Fig. 2, the relaxationR is the
master problem, and the nogood setN is complete when
R is infeasible. The trial solution̄x is (yk, zk), unless the
subproblem is infeasible, in which casezk can be formally
regarded as arbitrary and(yk, zk) as infeasible in the original
problem. The nogoodsN are generated as just described.

By exploiting the nogood-based character of Benders de-
composition, the method can be generalized so that the sub-
problem is an arbitrary optimization problem [9], [10], [11].

B. Interpretation as Local Search

Tabu search is a simple example of an inexhaustive nogood-
based algorithm [7], [8]. It maintains atabu listof the last few
solutions enumerated (or of the last few alterations employed
to obtain a solution from the previous solution). A solution is
obtained by searching a neighborhood of the previous solution
for the best solution that does not appear on the tabu list. The
length of the list is adjusted to be long enough to avoid cycling
through previous solutions and short enough to maintain some
freedom of movement.

The tabu list obviously functions as a nogood set. In the
generic algorithm of Fig. 2, the current restrictionP has a
feasible set equal to the neighborhood of the previous solution,
minus the solutions on the tabu list. The relaxationR is
identical toP . A solutionx̄ on the tabu list imposes the nogood
x 6= x̄. The nogood setN is processed in each iteration by
dropping the oldest solution ifN is larger than the desired
size.

There are many other ways to design an inexhaustive
nogood-based search. One is simply to modify the exhaustive
search procedure described above by dropping older items
from the nogood set. Since this keeps the nogood set small,
it may become practical to use stronger nogoods that require
more processing to ensure thatR is easy to solve. We illustrate
this using the vehicle routing problem below.

IV. EXAMPLE: SINGLE-VEHICLE ROUTING

We illustrate the foregoing ideas with a single-vehicle
routing problem with time windows, also known as a traveling
salesman problem with time windows. A vehicle must deliver
packages to several customers and then return to its home
base. Each package must be delivered within a certain time
window. The truck may arrive early, but it must wait until
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TABLE I

Data for a small single-vehicle routing problem with time windows.

Travel time to:
Origin B C D E

A 5 6 3 7
B 8 5 4
C 7 6
D 5

Customer Time window

B [20,35]
C [15,25]
D [10,30]
E [25,35]

the beginning of the time window before it can drop off the
package and proceed to the next stop. The problem is to decide
in what order to visit the customers so as to return home as
soon as possible, while observing the time windows.

The data for a small problem appear in Table I. The home
base is at location A, and the four customers are located at
B, C, D and E. The travel timestij are symmetric, so that,
for instance,tAB = tBA = 5. The time windows indicate the
earliest and latest time at which the package may be dropped
off. The vehicle leaves home base (location A) at time zero
and returns when all packages have been delivered.

Exhaustive enumeration of the 24 possible routings would
reveal six feasible ones: ACBDEA, ACDBEA, ACDEBA,
ACEDBA, ADCBEA, and ADCEBA. The last one is optimal
and requires 34 time units to complete.

A. A Relaxation

A straightforward relaxation of the vehicle routing problem
can be defined as follows. Letxj be thejth customer visited,
wherex0 is home base. Suppose that the vehicle has already
been routed to customersx1, . . . , xk, and the task is to
complete the routexk+1, . . . , xn (and fromxn back tox0).
For each customerj 6∈ {x0, . . . , xk} let the vehicle travel toj
from the closest customer not in{j, x0, . . . , xk−1}. The travel
time is

Tj = min
i6∈{j,x0,...,xk−1}

{tij}

Let the vehicle travel to home base from the closest customer
not in {x0, . . . , xk}. The travel time is

T0 = min
j 6∈{x0,...,xk}

{tj0}

Then if T is the earliest time the vehicle can depart customer
k, the travel time for the resulting solution is

T + T0 +
∑

j 6∈{x0,...,xk}

Tj (4)

This solution is very likely to be infeasible, since the same
customer may immediately precede two or more other cus-
tomers. Nonetheless (??) is a valid lower bound on the travel
time of any feasible solution that begins withx1, . . . , xk.

B. Branch-and-Bound Solution

A branch-and-bound tree for the vehicle routing problem
appears in Fig. 3. The relaxationR is the one described in
the previous section. We branch on which customer is visited
next. The tree traversal is depth first, meaning that we select

Node 0
A ∗ ∗ ∗ ∗ A

....................................................................................................................

..................................................................................................................................................

Node 1
AD ∗ ∗ ∗ A

...........................................................................................

..................................................................................................

Node 2
ADC ∗ ∗ A

............................................................................

Node 3
ADCBEA
Feasible

Value = 36
Jump randomly

to node 1

Node 4
ADE ∗ ∗ A
Bound = 40

Prune
Jump randomly

to node 0

Node 5
AB ∗ ∗ ∗ A
Bound = 38

Prune

Fig. 4. Local-search-and-relax tree for a single-vehicle routing problem with
time windows.

an open node fromS that is deepest in the tree. Within a level
of the tree, we use a “best bound” strategy, which selects the
open node with the lowest bound given by the solution of the
relaxation.

The bounding mechanism substantially reduces the search.
At node 5, for example, we can prune the tree because the
lower bound of 40 (the optimal value of the relaxation at that
node) is greater than or equal to the value 34 of the best
solution found so far. Clearly 34 is the optimal value.

C. Solution by Modified GRASP

We now solve the problem by the modified GRASP algo-
rithm described in Section II-B. The first solution ADCBEA
at node 3 of Fig.?? is obtained in a greedy fashion by visiting
next the customer that can be served the earliest. Thus from
home base customer D can be served the earliest (at time 10),
and from there customer C can be served the earliest (time
17), and so forth.

At this point nodes 0, 1 and 2 remain open (i.e., inS)
because the branching listL at these nodes contains only
one branch and is not yet complete. The search randomly
backtracks to an open node, in this instance node 1, and
randomly selects the second customer to be E (node 4).
Solution of the relaxation at node 4 yields a lower bound of
40, which allows the tree to be pruned because a solution
with value 36 has already been found. There is no need to
complete a greedy construction of the route, and the search
randomly backtracks again to node 0 and randomly chooses
the first customer to be B. Again the tree can be pruned, and
the search continues as long as desired.

Thus the analogy with branch and bound suggests how a
bounding strategy can accelerate a GRASP-like search, an idea
also proposed in [14]. It also suggests more general search
scheme than traditional GRASP.
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Node 0
A ∗ ∗ ∗ ∗ A
Bound = 20

..............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

...............................................................................................................

.....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Node 1
AD ∗ ∗ ∗ A
Bound = 29

...........................................................................................................................................

.............................................................

.....................................................................................................................

Node 2
ADC ∗ ∗ A
Bound = 30

.......................................................................

............................................................................
Node 3

ADCBEA
Feasible

Value = 36

Node 4
ADCEBA
Feasible

Value = 34

Node 5
ADB ∗ ∗ A
Bound = 36

Prune

Node 6
ADE ∗ ∗ A
Bound = 40

Prune

Node 7
AC ∗ ∗ ∗ A
Bound = 31

...........................................................................................................

.............................................................

...........................................................................................................

Node 8
ADB ∗ ∗ A
Bound = 35

Prune

Node 9
ACD ∗ ∗ A
Bound = 35

Prune

Node 10
ACE ∗ ∗ A
Bound = 37

Prune

Node 11
AB ∗ ∗ ∗ A
Bound = 38

Prune

Node 12
AE ∗ ∗ ∗ A
Bound = 43

Prune

Fig. 3. Branch-and-bound tree for a single-vehicle routing problem with time windows. The bounds given are optimal values of the relaxation solved at each
node.

TABLE II

Exhaustive nogood-based search for the vehicle routing problem

k Relaxation Solution Solution Nogoods
Rk of Rk value generated

1 ADCBEA 36 ADCB
2 ADCB ADCEBA 34 ADCE
3 ADC ADBEAC infeasible ADB
4 ADB, ADC ADEBCA infeasible ADE
5 AD ACDBEA 38 ACDB
6 ACDB, AD ACDEBA 36 ACDE
7 ACD, AD ACBEDA infeasible ACBE
8 ACD, ACBE, AD ACBDEA 40 ACBD
9 ACB, AD ACEBDA infeasible ACEB

10 ACB, ACEB, AD ACEDBA 40 ACED
11 AC, AD ABDECA infeasible ABD, ABC
12 ABD, ABC, AC, AD ABEDCA infeasible ABE
13 AB, AC, AD AEBCDA infeasible AEB, AEC
14 AB, AC, AD, AEB, AEC AEDBCA infeasible AED
15 A

D. Solution by Exhaustive Nogood-Based Search

Table II details a straightforward nogood-based solution of
the vehicle routing problem. We solve the relaxationsRk

using a greedy selection similar to that used in the GRASP
algorithm above: we visit next the customer that can be served
earliest, but avoiding customers that are excluded by the
current nogood set.

Initially the relaxationRk is empty, and we obtain the
solution shown in iterationk = 1. Since the solution is
feasible, we create a nogood ADCB excluding this particular
solution. The notation ADCB rules out any permutation that
begins with the subsequence ADCB (which in this case rules
out only the permutation ADCBEA). In iteration 2 we greedily
select a solution ADCEBA that avoids the subsequence ADCB
and obtain a feasible solution with value 34.

In iteration 3,Rk contains the nogoods ADCB and ADCE.
Since they collectively rule out any permutation starting ADC,
we replace these two nogoods with the single nogood ADC.
This is a special case of “parallel resolution” [9]. The greedy

solution of R3 is ADBEAC, which is infeasible because it
violate the time windows. In fact, while checking feasibility
we note that there is no feasible completion of a tour that
begins ADB. The only feasible successor to customer B is
customer E, since C cannot be reached before its deadline of
25. The earliest departure time from B is 20, and the travel
time to C is 8. But that leaves C to follow E, which is again
infeasible. Thus we generate the nogood ADB.

When the nogoods are generated and processed in this
fashion,Rk can always be solved with the greedy algorithm
until it becomes infeasible, at which point the search is
complete (iteration 15). The nogood A in iteration 15 results
from combining the nogoods AB, AC, AD, AEB, AEC, and
AED, which rule out every permutation.

E. Interpretation as Local Search

The exhaustive search method just described can be slightly
altered to yield an inexhaustive search. We make the search
incomplete by dropping nogoods from the nogood set as they
get old. We also generate stronger nogoods by ruling out
subsequences other than those beginning with A. This requires
more intensive processing of the nogood set to ensure that the
greedy procedure solvesRk, but intensive processing becomes
practical when we keep the nogood set small.

Table III illustrates the idea. The first two iterations are as
before. But when we discover the solution ADBECA to be
infeasible in iteration 3, we note that the subsequence EC
is enough to create a violation of the time windows. The
vehicle cannot serve E before 25, which means that it cannot
reach C by its deadline of 25. To make sure we can solve
the resulting relaxationR4 without backtracking, we must list
all subsequences beginning with A that are incompatible with
the current nogoods ADB, ADC and EC. This is done by a
generalization of the resolution algorithm [9], and the result
is shown in line 4 of the table. Line 5 results from similar
reasoning.
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TABLE III

Inexhaustive nogood-based search for the vehicle routing problem

k Relaxation Solution Solution Nogoods
Rk of Rk value generated

1 ADCBEA 36 ADCB
2 ADCB ADCEBA 34 ADCE
3 ADC ADBECA infeasible ADB, EC
4 ABEC, ADB, ADC ADEBCA infeasible ADE, EB
5 ABEC, ACEB, AD, AEB ACDBEA 38 ACDB
...

The search continues in this fashion. At some point we begin
rotating out the older nogoods. This in principle allows the
search to cycle through previous solutions, but a sufficiently
large nogood set may prevent this in practice, much as a
sufficient long tabu performs a similar function. The algorithm
is different than tabu search, however, because it searches over
the entire space rather than a neighborhood of the previous
solution, and it uses more sophisticated nogoods. The analogy
with exhaustive nogood-based search suggested these changes.

V. CONCLUSION

We have shown that in many cases, exact algorithms use
search strategies very similar to those of heuristic methods.
We stated a generic branch-and-bound algorithm that can be
realized as a variety of exhaustive and local search methods,
depending on how the details are specified. We stated a
generic nogood-based search algorithm that plays a similar
role. Finally, we used a single-vehicle routing problem to il-
lustrate how the parallels between exact and heuristic methods
can show how to transfer techniques from one to the other.
In particular, the bounding mechanism of branch-and-bound
methods can be adapted to a generalized GRASP algorithm,
and an exhaustive nogood-based search method can suggest
an heuristic alternative to tabu search.
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