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Abstract

This paper focuses on a mixed-integer programming formulation for influence diagrams, based on a gradual rooted junction tree
representation of the diagram. We show that different risk considerations, including chance constraints and conditional value-at-
risk, can be incorporated into the formulation with targeted, appropriate modifications to the diagram structure. The computational
performance of the formulation is assessed on two example problems and is found to be highly dependent on the structure of the
junction tree.
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1. Introduction

Influence diagrams (ID) [11] are an intuitive structural rep-
resentation of decision problems with uncertainties and inter-
dependencies between random events, decisions and conse-
quences. Traditional solution methods for influence diagrams
[25] often require strong assumptions such as the no-forgetting
assumption. Lauritzen and Nilsson [16] present the notion of
limited memory influence diagrams (LIMID) that, albeit more
general in terms of representation capabilities, do not satisfy
the no-forgetting assumption and, therefore, are not amenable
to these traditional methods.

The algorithms presented in the literature for solving de-
cision problems represented as IDs are mostly suited only to
problems where an expected utility function is maximized and
no additional constraints are considered. Thus, often risk con-
siderations are encoded in the utility function itself, by making
it concave using, e.g., utility extraction techniques [4, 20, 8].

Very often, utility functions represent monetary values, such
as costs or revenues. In that case, maximizing expected utility
assumes a risk-neutral stance from the decision-maker. How-
ever, decision-makers may still have different risk tolerance
profiles, which must be represented in the decision process.

There are numerous ways to incorporate risk aversion into
decision models without requiring utility extraction techniques.
A typical method is to minimize a risk measure instead of ex-
pected utility [18]. A commonly used measure is the Condi-
tional Value-at-Risk (CVaR), which measures the expected loss
value in the α-tail, α being a confidence level parameter [22].
Another typical way of incorporating risk aversion is to use con-
straints such as those related to chance events or budget viola-
tions [2]. Both mentioned methods have been used widely in
various applications (See, e.g., [6, 27, 13]). The main challenge
with all of these is that they connect different decisions so that
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methods based on local computations (e.g., decision trees) can-
not be straightforwardly employed.

Recently, two different mixed-integer programming (MIP)
reformulations for influence diagrams have emerged, likely
stemming from the considerable computational improvements
in MIP solution methods. The reformulation considered in this
paper is originally presented in Parmentier et al. [21], where
the authors first show how to convert a LIMID representing
an expected utility maximization problem into a gradual rooted
junction tree. This junction tree consists of clusters of nodes
from the LIMID and is reformulated as a MIP problem using
marginal probability distributions of nodes within each cluster.

In contrast, Salo et al. [23] present decision programming,
which directly reformulates a LIMID as a mixed-integer lin-
ear programming (MILP) formulation without the intermediate
clustering step of forming a junction tree. The main advan-
tage of decision programming is that its formulation can be
adapted to minimize (conditional) value-at-risk, and its path-
based MILP formulation makes it easy to consider different
constraints, as discussed in Hankimaa et al. [10].

Comparing the two approaches, the clustering step employed
in Parmentier et al. [21] generally results in considerably im-
proved computational performance compared to decision pro-
gramming. Against this backdrop, this paper presents an ap-
proach to incorporate the risk measures and constraints from
Salo et al. [23] and Hankimaa et al. [10] in the rooted junction
tree reformulation proposed by Parmentier et al. [21]. This al-
lows us to enjoy the modelling flexibility of Decision Program-
ming while reaping the computational benefits of the junction
tree reformulation.

In Section 2, we present background on (limited memory)
influence diagrams and the MIP reformulations of such dia-
grams. Section 3 continues with extending the rooted junction
tree-based reformulation to consider different risk measures and
constraints, demonstrated in two example problems in Section
4. Finally, Section 5 concludes the paper with ideas on future
research directions and the potential of reformulating influence
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diagrams as MIP problems.

2. Background

2.1. Pig farm problem

The pig farm problem is an example of a partially observable
Markov decision process (POMDP) and is used throughout this
paper as the running example to illustrate the proposed develop-
ments. Cohen and Parmentier [3] further discuss the modelling
of POMDPs using the methodology from Parmentier et al. [21],
but we keep our focus on the more general formulations pre-
sented in the latter.

In the pig farm problem [16], a farmer is raising pigs for a
period of four months after which the pigs will be sold. During
the breeding period, a pig may develop a disease, which nega-
tively affects the retail price of the pig at the time they are sold.
In the original formulation, a healthy pig commands a price of
1000 DKK and an ill pig commands a price of 300 DKK. Dur-
ing the first three months, a veterinarian visits the farm and tests
the pigs for the disease. The specificity (or true negative rate)
of the test is 80%, whereas the sensitivity (true positive rate) is
90%. Based on the test results, the farmer may decide to in-
ject a medicine, which costs 100 DKK. The medicine cures an
ill pig with a probability of 0.5, whereas an ill pig that is not
treated is spontaneously cured with a probability of 0.1. If the
medicine is given to a healthy pig, the probability of developing
the disease in the subsequent month is 0.1, whereas the proba-
bility without the injection is 0.2. In the first month, a pig has
the disease with a probability of 0.1.

2.2. Influence Diagrams

An influence diagram is a directed acyclic graph G = (N, A),
where N is the set of nodes and A is the set of arcs. Let
N = NC ∪ ND ∪ NV be the set of chance nodes NC , value
nodes NV and decision nodes ND in the influence diagram. Let
I( j), j ∈ N, denote the information set (also often called par-
ents) of j, i.e., nodes from which there is an arc to j. The in-
fluence diagram of the pig farm problem is presented in Figure
1.

Each node j ∈ N has a discrete and finite state space S j

representing possible outcomes. The outcome (i.e., state) s j of
a stochastic node m ∈ NC ∪ NV is a random variable with a
probability distribution P(Xm = sm | XI(m) = sI(m)), where the
notation X j = s j means that the node(s) j attain the state(s) s j.
The states of a value node v ∈ NV represent different outcomes
that have a utility value u(sv) associated with them. The out-
come of a decision node d ∈ ND is determined by a decision
strategy δ(sd | sI(d)) : S I(d) ∪ S d → {0, 1}.

The solution of an influence diagram is a decision strategy
that optimizes the desired metric, typically expected utility, at
value nodes. A common additional assumption is perfect recall,
meaning that previous decisions can be recalled in later stages.
Under this assumption, the optimal decision strategy may be
obtained by arc reversals and node removals [24] or dynamic
programming [26], for example.

Perfect recall is a rather strict assumption and in many appli-
cations, it does not hold. This challenge is circumvented with
limited memory influence diagrams [16]. Many algorithms for
solving the decision strategy that maximizes the expected util-
ity have been developed, such as the single policy update [16],
multiple policy updating [17], branch and bound search [12]
and the aforementioned methods converting the influence dia-
gram to a MI(L)P [21, 23].

2.3. Rooted Junction Trees

An influence diagram G = (N, A) can be represented as a
directed rooted tree G = (V ,A ) composed of clusters C ∈
V , which are subsets of the nodes of the ID, that is, C ⊂ N.
Both G and G are directed acyclic graphs whose vertices are
connected with directed arcs in A and A , respectively. The
main difference between these diagrams lies in the nature of the
vertices. In an influence diagram, the set of nodes N consists
of individual chance events, decisions and consequences, while
the clusters in V comprise multiple nodes, hence the notational
distinction between N and V .

In order to reformulate this tree into a MIP model, we impose
additional conditions, making G a gradual rooted junction tree.
Definition 2.1 states the necessary properties of a gradual rooted
junction tree.

Definition 2.1. A directed rooted tree G = (V ,A ) consisting
of clusters C ∈ V of nodes j ∈ N is a gradual rooted junction
tree corresponding to the influence diagram G if

(a) given two clusters C1 and C2 in the junction tree, any clus-
ter C on the unique undirected path between C1 and C2
satisfies C1 ∩C2 ⊂ C;

(b) each cluster C ∈ V is the root cluster of exactly one node
j ∈ N (that is, the root of the subgraph induced by the
clusters with node j) and all nodes j ∈ N appear in at
least one of the clusters;

(c) and, for each cluster, I( j) ∈ C j, where C j is the root cluster
of j ∈ N.

A rooted tree satisfying part (a) in Definition 2.1 is said to
satisfy the running intersection property. This condition is suf-
ficient for making G a rooted junction tree (RJT). In addition,
as a consequence of part (b), we see that a gradual RJT has as
many clusters as the original influence diagram has nodes, and
each node j ∈ N can be thought as corresponding to one of the
clusters C ∈ V . Because of this, we refer to clusters using the
corresponding nodes j ∈ N in the influence diagram as the root
cluster of node j ∈ N, which is denoted as C j ∈ V .

Formulating an optimization model based on the gradual RJT
representation starts by introducing a vector of moments µC j

for each cluster C j, j ∈ N. Parmentier et al. [21] show that for
RJTs, we can impose constraints so that these become moments
of a distribution µN that factorizes according to G(N, A). The
joint distribution P is said to factorize [14] according to G if P
can be expressed as

P(XN = sN) =
∏
j∈N

P(X j = s j | XI( j) = sI( j)). (1)
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In the formulation, µC j (sC j ) represents the probability of the
nodes within the cluster C j being in states sC j and part (c) of
Definition 2.1 ensures that P(X j = s j | XI( j) = sI( j)) can thus
be obtained from µC j (sC j ) for each j ∈ N. The resulting MIP
model is

max
∑
j∈NV

∑
sC j∈S C j

µC j (sC j )uC j (sC j ) (2)

s.t.
∑

sC j∈S C j

µC j (sC j ) = 1, ∀ j ∈ N (3)

∑
sCi∈S Ci ,

sCi∩C j=s∗Ci∩C j

µCi (sCi ) =
∑

sC j∈S C j ,

sCi∩C j=s∗Ci∩C j

µC j (sC j ),

∀(Ci,C j) ∈ A , s∗Ci∩C j
∈ S Ci∩C j (4)

µC j (sC j ) = µC j
(sC j

)p(s j | sI( j)), ∀ j ∈ NC ∪ NV , sC j ∈ S C j

(5)

µC j (sC j ) = µC j
(sC j

)δ(s j | sI( j)), ∀ j ∈ ND, sC j ∈ S C j (6)

µC j (sC j ) ≥ 0, ∀ j ∈ N, sC j ∈ S C j (7)

δ(s j | sI( j)) ∈ {0, 1}, ∀ j ∈ ND, s j ∈ S j, sI( j) ∈ S I( j). (8)

The formulation (2)-(8) is an expected utility maximization
problem where uC j in the objective function (2) represents the
utility values associated with different realizations of the nodes
within the cluster C j, and C j = C j \ j is used in constraints (5)
and (6) for notational brevity. Constraints (3) and (7) state that
the variables µC j must represent valid probability distributions,
with nonnegative probabilities summing to one.

Constraint (4) enforces local consistency between adjacent
clusters, meaning that for a pair Ci,C j of adjacent clusters, the
marginal distribution for the nodes in both Ci and C j (that is,
Ci ∩C j) must be the same when obtained from either Ci or C j.

To ease the notation, moments µC j
(sC j

) =
∑

s j∈S j
µC j (sC j )

are used in constraints (5) and (6). The expression µC j
repre-

sents the marginal distribution for cluster C j with the node j
marginalized out. The value p(s j | sI( j)) is the conditional prob-
ability of a state s j given the information state sI( j) and δ(s j |

sI( j)) the decision strategy in node j ∈ ND. It should be noted
that constraint (6) involves a product of two variables, and is
thus not linear. Since we are limiting ourselves to settings with
deterministic strategies (i.e., δ(sd | sI(d)) : S I(d) ∪ S d → {0, 1}),
these constraints become indicator constraints and can be effi-
ciently handled by solvers such as Gurobi [9]. We remark that
this would not be the case for more general strategies of the
form δ(sd | sI(d)) : S I(d) ∪ S d → [0, 1].

Any rooted tree satisfying the properties in Definition 2.1 is
a gradual RJT and can therefore be used to obtain a valid ver-
sion of model (2)-(8). For instance, a junction tree where each
cluster C j, j ∈ N, contains the nodes i ∈ N such that i ≤ j
would satisfy the definition. However, this would result in large
clusters, and consequently, a large number of constraints (4)-
(6). It is thus important to find a gradual RJT representation
where the clusters are as small as possible. Parmentier et al.
[21] present two algorithms for creating a gradual RJT from
an ID. The first algorithm uses a given topological order of the

nodes and builds the RJT starting from the last cluster and pro-
ceeding in the reverse direction of this topological order. This
algorithm returns a gradual RJT with minimal clusters given the
ordering of nodes. The second algorithm has an additional step
of finding a “good” topological order that would lead to smaller
clusters. The contribution of this paper is focused on modifying
the underlying influence diagram to which both algorithms can
be applied. For simplicity, we chose to use the algorithm re-
quiring a topological order in the examples of this paper. Using
H1,T1,D1,V1,H2, ...,H4,V4 as a topological order, the pig farm
influence diagram in Figure 1 is transformed to the gradual RJT
in Figure 2.

H1 H2 H3 H4 V4

T1 T2 T3

D1 D2 D3

V1 V2 V3

Figure 1: The pig farm problem [16].

H1 H1T1 H1T1D1 D1V1

H1D1H2 H2T2 H2T2D2 D2V2

H2D2H3 H3T3 H3T3D3 D3V3

H3D3H4 H4V4

Figure 2: Gradual RJT of the pig farm problem.
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3. Our contributions

3.1. Extracting the utility distribution

For problems with multiple value nodes, e.g., multi-stage de-
cision problems, the expected utility has the convenient prop-
erty that the total expected utility is the sum of expected utili-
ties in each value node. This property can be exploited in the
solution process, and for this reason, many solution methods
for influence diagrams, including the RJT approach in Parmen-
tier et al. [21], only tackle maximum expected utility (MEU)
problems.

In contrast, risk measures (such as CVaR) require that the full
probability distribution of the consequences is explicitly repre-
sented in the model. However, such representations are lost
when the value nodes are placed in separate clusters, as in Fig-
ure 2, since the probability distributions are only defined for
each cluster separately. For example, in the pig farm problem
described in Section 2.1, the joint distribution of V1 and V2 can-
not be inferred from the probability distributions of clusters CV1

and CV2 , as we cannot assume the probabilities of consequences
in V1 and V2 to be independent.

We note that after solving the model (2)-(8), any distribution
can be obtained for the MEU solution. As stated in Definition
2.1, part (c), the rooted junction trees in this paper have I( j) ⊆
C j by construction, and we can thus use the optimal values µ̄ j

to obtain P(X j = s j | XI( j) = sI( j)) for all nodes j ∈ N, and
consequently use Eq. 1 to obtain µN . Then, we can obtain the
marginal distribution for nodes N1 ⊂ N by marginalizing out
N \ N1. More formally,

P(s∗N1
) =

∑
sN∈{S N |sN1=s∗N1

}

µN .

Using this approach for incorporating constraints and objec-
tives involving the utility distribution of multiple value nodes
in (2)-(8) would require obtaining the distribution µN within
the model. This, however, would require products of arbitrarily
many continuous variables µC j within the model, resulting in
nonlinearity and the associated computational challenges.

The issue can be circumvented by modifying the influence
diagram such that the consequences of the problem are repre-
sented by a single value node. Generally, multiple value nodes
represent components of a separable utility function such that
U(s) =

∑
v∈NV Uv(sI(v)) [26] and, being such, the value nodes

can be combined under a single value node v̄, in which the con-
sequences can simply be evaluated with U(sI(v̄)).

This transformation requires that arcs (p, v̄),∀v ∈ NV , p ∈
I(v), are added to A. Then, according to Definition 2.1, part (c),
we have that ∪v∈V I(v) ⊂ Cv̄. Consequently, the marginal prob-
ability distribution µCv̄ contains information on the joint proba-
bility P(∩v∈Nv v) and this can be exposed to produce a probabil-
ity distribution for utility values. Following this approach, the
modified influence diagram of the modified pig farm problem
is presented in Figure 3 and the corresponding gradual RJT in
Figure 4.

This however, incurs in computationally more demanding
versions of model (2)-(8). In the modified pig farm problem,

all nodes Dk are in the information set of V̄ , and it follows from
the running intersection property that Dk must be contained in
every cluster that is in the undirected path between CDk and Cv̄.
Therefore, the clusters become larger as the parents of value
nodes are “carried over”, instead of evaluating separable com-
ponents of the utility function at different value nodes. As will
be discussed in Section 3.4, this transformation comes with a
cost on the computational efficiency.

H1 H2 H3 H4 V̄

T1 T2 T3

D1 D2 D3

Figure 3: The pig farm problem reformulated [16].

H1 H1T1 H1T1D1

H1D1H2 D1H2T2 D1H2T2D2

D1H2D2H3 D1D2H3T3 D1D2H3T3D3

D1D2H3D3H4 D1D2D3H4V̄

Figure 4: Gradual RJT of the reformulated pig farm problem.

3.2. Imposing chance, logical, and budget constraints

The proposed reconfiguration of the influence diagram al-
lows us to expose the vector of moments of the value node v̄,
which in turn, enables the formulation of a broad range of risk-
aversion-related constraints.

For example, a chance constraint can be constructed based on
the utility distribution from the vector of moments of the value
node v̄ as: ∑

sCv̄∈{S Cv̄ |sv̄∈S o
v̄ }

µ(sCv ) ≤ p, (9)

where S o
v̄ is the set of outcomes that the decision maker wishes

to constrain and p ∈ [0, 1]. For instance, assume that a decision
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maker wishes to add chance constraints enforcing that the prob-
ability of the payout of the process being less than some fixed
limit l is at most p. Then S o

v̄ would contain all states sv̄ such
that U(sv̄) < l.

Chance constraints on the probability distribution of a single
node can be straightforwardly added to any cluster containing
the node. For instance, chance constraints enforcing that a node
n must be in state s∗n with a probability greater or equal than p
can be formulated as ∑

sCn∈{S Cn |sn=s∗n}

µC(sCn ) ≥ p.

Note that this formulation can be enforced for any clusters Ck

such that n ∈ Ck. Then, to keep the number of variables in the
constraint to a minimum, one can choose the smallest of such
clusters, i.e., choose cluster k′ = arg mink∈N{|Ck |, n ∈ Ck}.

Logical constraints can be seen as a special case of chance
constraints. For example, in the pig farm problem (in Section
2), the farmer may wish to attain an optimal decision strategy
while ensuring that the number of injections is at most two per
pig due to a limited availability of injections. Then, S o

v̄ would
contain all realizations of the nodes in Cv̄ that would lead to a
violation of the constraint, i.e., the state combinations in which
three injections would be given to a pig. Then, constraint (10)
that makes these scenarios impossible could be imposed, i.e.,∑

sCv̄∈{S Cv̄ |sv̄∈S o
v̄ }

µ(sCv ) ≤ 0. (10)

Budget constraints are analogous to logical constraints, as the
farmer could instead have an injection budget, say 200 DKK
per pig. Then, S o

v̄ should contain all states sv̄, where more than
200 DKK is used for treating a pig, with the constraint enforced
similarly as in (10).

3.3. Conditional Value-at-Risk

In addition to a number of utility distribution-related con-
straints, a single value node also enables the consideration of al-
ternative risk measures. Next, we focus our presentation on how
to maximize conditional value-at-risk. However, we highlight
that other risk metrics such as absolute or lower semi-absolute
deviation [23] can, in principle, be used. The entropic risk mea-
sure [7] can also be used as a constraint. However, incorporat-
ing it in the objective function is likely to introduce nonlinearity
in the model due to the logarithmic nature of the measure.

The proposed formulation for conditional value-at-risk max-
imization is analogous to the method developed for decision
programming in [23]. Denote the possible utility values with
u ∈ U and suppose we can define the probability p(u) of attain-
ing a given utility value. In the presence of a single value node,
we would define p(u) =

∑
sCv∈{S Cv |U(sCv )=u} µ(sCv ). We can then

pose the constraints

η − u ≤ Mλ(u), ∀u ∈ U (11)
η − u ≥ (M + ϵ)λ(u) − M, ∀u ∈ U (12)

η − u ≤ (M + ϵ)λ(u) − ϵ, ∀u ∈ U (13)

η − u ≥ M(λ(u) − 1), ∀u ∈ U (14)

ρ(u) ≤ λ(u), ∀u ∈ U (15)
p(u) − (1 − λ(u)) ≤ ρ(u) ≤ λ(u), ∀u ∈ U (16)

ρ(u) ≤ ρ(u) ≤ p(u), ∀u ∈ U (17)∑
u∈U

ρ(u) = α (18)

λ(u), λ(u) ∈ {0, 1}, ∀u ∈ U (19)
ρ(u), ρ(u) ∈ [0, 1], ∀u ∈ U, (20)
η ∈ R (21)

where α is the probability level in VaRα. The constraints force
the values of the decision variables to the values in Table 1.

variable value
η VaRα
λ(u) 1 if u < η
λ(u) 0 if u > η
ρ(u) 0 if λ(u) = 0, p(u) otherwise

ρ(u)


p(u) if u < η,
α −
∑

u∈U p(u) if u = η,
0 if u > η (λ̄(u) = 0)

Table 1: Variables and the corresponding values that satisfy (11)-(20)

In constraints (11)-(20), M is a large positive number and ϵ is
a small positive number. The parameter ϵ is used to model strict
inequalities, which generally cannot be directly used in math-
ematical optimization solvers. For example, x ≥ ϵ is assumed
to be equivalent to x > 0. When λ(u) = 0, constraints (11) and
(12) become −M ≤ η − u ≤ 0, or η ≤ u. When λ(u) = 0, they
instead become ϵ ≤ η − u ≤ M, or η > u. Constraints (13) and
(14) can be examined similarly to obtain the results in Table 1.

The correct behavior of variables ρ(u) is enforced by (16)
and (17). If λ(u) = 0, constraint (16) forces ρ(u) to zero. If
λ(u) = 1, ρ(u) = p(u). Finally, assuming η is equal to VaRα,
now that we have λ(u) = 1 −→ ρ(u) = p(u) for all u < η, the
value of ρ(u) has to be α−

∑
u∈U ρ(u) for u = η. It is easy to see

that η must be equal to VaRα for there to be a feasible solution
for the other variables. For a more rigorous proof, see Salo et al.
[23, Appendix A].

By introducing the constraints above to the optimization
model, CVaRα can then be obtained as 1

α

∑
u∈U ρ(u)u. This can

be either used as in the objective function or as a part of the
constraints of the problem. We also note that the described ap-
proach is very versatile in that u can be selected to be, e.g.,
a stage-specific utility function, thus allowing us to limit risk
in specific stages of a multi-stage problem. Krokhmal et al.
[15] discusses the implications of stage-wise CVaR-constraints
in detail.
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3.4. Problem size

From Definition 2.1, we can derive a relationship between
the width of the tree and the size of the corresponding model.
By definition, a tree with a width k has a maximum cluster Cn

containing k+1 nodes. In a gradual RJT, the cluster Cn includes
exactly one node n ∈ N not contained in its parent cluster Ci.
Using the running intersection property, the k other nodes in Cn

must also be in Ci. If we make the very light assumption that
all nodes l ∈ Ci ∪ Cn have at least two states sl, this implies
that there are

∏
l∈Ci∪Cn

|S n| ≥ 2k local consistency constraints
(4) for the pair (Ci,Cn) ∈ A and the number of constraints in
the model (2)-(8) is thus at least O(ck), where k is the width of
the gradual RJT. This is in line with Parmentier et al. [21] point-
ing out that the RJT-based approach is only suited for problems
with moderate rooted treewidth.

The width of the tree in Figure 4 is N + 1, where N is the
number of treatment periods in the pig farm problem (N = 3
in the example), while the width of the original pig farm RJT
in Figure 2 is only 2. Furthermore, we note that the rooted
treewidth of a problem is defined as the size of the largest clus-
ter minus one. In an RJT, we have (I(n) ∪ n) ⊂ Cn for all n ∈ N
and the treewidth is thus at least max(|I(n)|, n ∈ N). For the
single value node pig farm problem, |I(V̄)| = N + 1 and for the
original pig farm problem, |I(H2)| = 2. Therefore, we conclude
that there are no RJT representations for these problems with a
smaller width than the ones presented in Figures 2 and 4.

These results imply that the optimization model for the origi-
nal pig farm problem grows linearly with the number of stages,
but both the single value node pig farm grows exponentially
with the number of decisions, suggesting possible computa-
tional challenges in larger problems.

4. Computational experiments

To assess the computational performance of the model (2)-
(8), we use the pig farm problem described earlier and the N-
monitoring problem from Salo et al. [23]. Both problems are
solved with varying numbers of decision nodes, providing in-
sights into the growth in solution times with increasing problem
sizes. The models were implemented using Julia v1.7.3 [1] and
JuMP v1.5.0 [5] and solved with the Gurobi solver v10.0.0 [9].

4.1. Pig farm problem

A six-month pig farm problem (five treatment periods and a
final selling period) is used to highlight the use of the devel-
oped formulations. The constraints presented in Section 3.3 are
added to the optimization model so that the problem can be op-
timized taking into account the CVaR of the chosen solution.

This enables determining nondominated strategies based on
CVaR and expected utility values using, for example, the ep-
silon constraint method [19]. The example in Figure 5 shows
the nondominated strategies based on expected utility and
CVaR with probability level α = 0.05 (orange points) and a
sample of the dominated strategies (blue points).

The nondominated strategies from highest expected utility to
lowest are:

Figure 5: Nondominated strategies

• Treat the pig in the 4th and 5th period if the test result is
positive

• Treat the pig in the 5th period regardless of the test result

• Never treat the pig

Using the formulations presented in Section 3.2 the six-
month pig farm problem can also be solved with a variety of
chance constraints. For instance, we might be interested in a
decision strategy that maximizes the expected utility while en-
suring the following:

• A pig is healthy in the last period with a probability of 80%
or higher;

• The payout is at least 800 DKK with a probability greater
or equal to 50%.

The decision strategy is then to treat the pig in the 3rd period
if the test result is positive and in the 4th and 5th periods no
matter the test result. This way the expected utility is 627 DKK.

4.2. N-monitoring

The N-monitoring problem [23] represents a problem of dis-
tributed decision-making where N decisions are made in paral-
lel with no communication between the decision-makers. The
node L in Figure 6 represents a load on a structure, nodes Ri

are reports of the load, based on which the corresponding for-
tification decisions Ai are made. The probability of failure in
node F depends on the load and the fortification decisions, and
the utility in T comprises fortification costs and a reward if the
structure does not fail.

With topological order L,R1, A1, ...,RN , AN , F,T , the rooted
junction tree corresponding to the diagram in Figure 6 is pre-
sented in Figure 7. The structure of parallel observations
and decisions in the N-monitoring problem is very different
compared to the partially observed Markov decision process
(POMDP) structure of the pig farm problem. From Figure 6,
we can see that |I(F)| = N + 1, and consequently, there are no
RJT representations for the N-monitoring problem with a width
less than N + 1. In contrast, as discussed in Section 3.4, the pig
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L

R1

R2
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RN

A1

A2

...
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F T

Figure 6: An influence diagram representing the N-monitoring problem.

farm RJT has a constant width of 2, independent of the num-
ber of decision stages. We note that the width of the RJT in
Figure 7 is the same as of the single value node pig farm RJT
(Figure 4). However, in the N-monitoring problem, this is a
consequence of the inherent structure of the problem, instead
of the influence diagram manipulation described in Section 3.1.
That is, for the pig farm problem, there is a small width RJT
representation for MEU problems, but such representations are
impossible for the N-monitoring problem due to its structure.

L LR1 LR1A1

LA1...Ak−1Rk LA1...Ak−1RkAk

LA1...AN−1RN AN LA1...AN F A1...AN FT

Figure 7: A rooted junction tree representing the N-monitoring problem.

4.3. Computational results

Figure 8 shows the increase in solution times as the prob-
lem size increases. First, we see that the solution time for
the N-monitoring problem increases the fastest. While the pig
farm problem with a single value node is faster than the N-
monitoring problem, the solution time seems to also increase
exponentially. Finally, the solution time for the pig farm prob-
lem as presented in Section 2.1 does not change significantly.
These results are in line with the analysis of model sizes in
Section 3.4 and highlight the importance of keeping the clus-
ter sizes small in junction trees. Both versions of the pig farm
problem compared in Figure 8 solve exactly the same problem,
but the structure of the diagram in the single value node prob-

lem increases the width of the tree, and subsequently, the model
size and solution time.

Figure 8: Mean solution times for 50 random instances in the pig farm and N-
monitoring problems with 2-10 decision nodes.

Finally, we compare these results to the corresponding results
using decision programming, presented in Hankimaa et al. [10].
In the N-monitoring problem and the single value node pig farm
problem, we see similar exponential growth for both models,
with the solution times in this paper being 2-3 orders of mag-
nitude smaller. For the original pig farm problem, the decision
programming formulation remains the same, as the model size
is determined by the chance and decision nodes in the diagram.
However, for this version of the problem, the solution times for
(2)-(8) hardly even change with the model sizes tested in this
section, illustrating the superior computational efficiency of the
model with small treewidths.

5. Conclusions

In this paper, we have described a MIP reformulation of de-
cision problems presented as (limited memory) influence dia-
grams, originally proposed in Parmentier et al. [21]. Our main
contribution is to extend the modelling framework from Par-
mentier et al. [21] to embed it with more general modelling ca-
pabilities. We illustrate how, e.g., chance constraints and con-
ditional value-at-risk can be incorporated into the formulation.

We also present some results on the relationship between the
rooted treewidth of the RJT representation and the size of the
corresponding MIP model, along with solution times from two
different decision problems. The pig farm problem is a par-
tially observed Markov decision process (POMDP) and very
large instances can be solved to optimality within seconds. The
N-monitoring problem, on the other hand, is an example of dis-
tributed decision-making, where N decision-makers must make
decisions in parallel with no communication between them. We
found that, for such problems, the size of the formulation (2)-
(8) grows exponentially with N, resulting in the solution times
becoming considerably large for N as small as 10.

We find that the model presented in Parmentier et al. [21] can
be extended beyond pure expected utility maximization prob-
lems to incorporate most of the constraints and objective func-
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tions present in decision programming, the alternative MIP re-
formulation based on LIMIDs described in Salo et al. [23] and
Hankimaa et al. [10]. The advantage of using the models de-
scribed in this paper is that in terms of model size, decision
programming models grow exponentially with respect to the
number of nodes, which seems to be only the worst-case be-
haviour with rooted junction trees. Inspecting the formulation
(2)-(8), we notice that the number of constraints is mainly af-
fected by the local consistency constraints (4), as the number
of all other constraints is linear in the number of nodes. The
number of constraints for the pig farm RJT in Figure 2 is O(N),
where N is the number of decision stages. On the other hand,
the same formulation for the N-monitoring RJT in Figure 7 has
O(2N) constraints, exponential in the number of parallel deci-
sions. For a worst-case example, in a diagram with arcs (i, j)
for each i, j ∈ N, i < j (semicomplete digraph), the number of
constraints would be exponential in the number of nodes.

In this paper, the extraction of relevant probability/utility dis-
tributions is made possible by modifying the underlying influ-
ence diagram. For future research, it might be beneficial to note
that any gradual RJT (Definition 2.1) can be used to formulate
the MIP model (2)-(8). Notably, it should be possible to mod-
ify the RJT so that relevant nodes are “carried over” to, e.g., the
last cluster, giving us access to the joint probability distributions
required for the models described in this paper.
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