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Abstract The template design problem (TDP) is a hard combinatorial problem
with a high number of symmetries which makes solving it more complicated. A
number of techniques have been proposed in the literature to optimise its res-
olution, ranging from complete methods to stochastic ones. However, although
metaheuristics are considered efficient methods that can find enough-quality solu-
tions at a reasonable computational cost, these techniques have not proven to be
truly efficient enough to deal with this problem. This paper explores and analyses
a wide range of metaheuristics to tackle the problem with the aim of assessing
their suitability for finding template designs.

We tackle the problem using a wide set of metaheuristics whose implementation
is guided by a number of issues such as problem formulation, solution encoding,
the symmetrical nature of the problem, and distinct forms of hybridisation. For
the TDP, we also propose a slot-based alternative problem formulation (distinct
to other slot-based proposals), which represents another option other than the
classical variation-based formulation of the problem.

An empirical analysis, assessing the performance of all the metaheuristics (i.e.,
basic, integrative and collaborative algorithms working on different search spaces
and with/without symmetry breaking) shows that some of our proposals can be
considered the state-of-the-art when they are applied to specific problem instances.
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1 Introduction

Many problems in the area of manufacturing are related to reducing the waste of
the rawmaterial used in the production process (Kasemset et al., 2015; Wang et al.,
2016). In general, achieving this objective requires a huge effort in the analysis of
the problem in order to obtain a suitable model that allows greater production
with minimum waste. The template design problem (TDP) is a challenging exam-
ple of this. The TDP arises in industrial settings in which variations of a given
product must be produced, each of them requiring a particular packaging (typi-
cally with different printing patterns). The production of these packages entails
minimising the use of cardboard (or any other raw material used). Appropriate
templates for printing these packages must therefore be designed, hence the TDP.

The TDP was first described by Proll and Smith (1998) who observed this
problem arising at a local colour printing firm. Roughly speaking, we can assume
a certain product has to be manufactured with distinct variations (e.g., different
flavours of cereal flakes), each one requiring a similar –but different– packaging.
A printing machine is used to produce this packaging. This machine is configured
with a given template, which is subsequently pressed on sheets of raw material
(e.g., cardboard). Given the large number of items required, a template comprises
several slots, each of them filled with a given variation of the product, which are
printed on each pressing. In addition, there can be more than one such template.
This means that the problem is twofold: (i) determine the design of each template,
namely which variations are included in each slot, and (ii) determine the optimal
usage of these templates. The latter requires a given criterion to be optimised,
for example minimising the manufacturing time (i.e., minimising the number of
pressings) or minimising the waste, given the known demands of each variation.
We consider here the latter criterion (i.e., optimise the use of raw material).

In the literature, one can find various proposals that deal with the TDP, includ-
ing constraint programming techniques, mathematical programming and integer
linear programming. Proll and Smith used an integer linear model to solve this
problem. It must be noted that the problem is intrinsically symmetrical in nature,
meaning that one solution can be represented in different ways. This can exert an
influence on the way the search is conducted (and ultimately on the performance
of the algorithm). Indeed, it has been shown that an adequate treatment of such
symmetries with symmetry-breaking techniques can reduce the complexity of the
search (Janßen, 2016). In this sense, one can consider the equivalence among solu-
tions from different perspectives. For instance, with a numeric value (Benhamou,
1994) or with a geometric approach (Backofen and Will, 2002), just to name a
couple In the last few decades, a number of methods have been applied to deal
with this interesting issue (Benhamou, 1994; Fahle et al., 2001; Gent and Smith,
1999). The primary method, in constraint and integer programming, to cope with
symmetries consists in breaking them, i.e., removing symmetries with the goal of
reducing the search space of the problem.

With regard to metaheuristics, there are not many proposals that deal with
the TDP, although it has been proved that metaheuristics are efficient meth-
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ods in the solving of manufacturing problems (e.g., (Meeran and Morshed, 2012;
Lin and Chiu, 2018)). More recently, we handled the problem with some basic
metaheuristics (i.e., local searches, and genetic algorithms) (Rodŕıguez et al., 2010,
2011). These techniques demonstrated a moderate success as they performed rea-
sonably well for small instances of the problem but their performance worsened
when they were applied to more complex instances. In fact, the problem formula-
tion is ideal for the employment of integer linear programming (ILP) techniques, as
it has been proven in the literature. However, metaheuristics can also be suitable
for tackling the problem as they offer a worthwhile balance between the qual-
ity of the solutions found and the computational cost to find them. The main
contribution of this paper is to explore this issue, that is to say, the goodness
of metaheuristics to tackle the TDP. Thus, this paper contains the description
of a wide range of metaheuristics, of distinct nature, to cope with the problem.
Our proposals can also be viewed as an alternative mechanism to those already
reported in the literature, to tackle the TDP.

Thus, in general, this paper tries to shed light on the solving of the TDP using
metaheuristics, and considers three main issues for the design of these techniques:
problem symmetry, problem formulation (and related aspects such as the search
space representation), and hybrid forms of collaboration between metaheuristics
(i.e., integrative vs. cooperative schemes). So, this paper firstly considers a stan-
dard procedure, used in constraint and integer programming, for symmetry break-
ing, that is to say, the addition of new constraints to the problem with the aim of
removing symmetries and ease its solving. Note however, that other mechanisms
of dealing with symmetries have been proposed for genetic algorithms and lo-
cal search; for instance, in Prügel-Bennett (2004) symmetry breaking is modelled
using stochastic differential equations and their associated diffusion equations.
Secondly, based on the assumption that the candidate encoding can drastically af-
fect the search process, this paper also considers an alternative integer slot-based
representation scheme for the TDP solutions (that we have called the alternative
model, in response to the variation-based model that has been classically taken as
reference). Note however that our proposal is not the first slot-based scheme pro-
posed to deal with the problem; a 0/1 variable slot-based approach was employed
in Prestwich et al. (2006). In this context, we describe a number of optimisation
methods to deal with TDP that are derived from all the possible scenarios that
arise from the combination of these two encodings and the decision on whether to
apply symmetry breaking. Each scenario is firstly tackled with a number of basic
metaheuristics, including local search (LS) and genetic algorithms (GA).

In addition, it has been proven that the use of hybrid algorithms represents a
very strong mechanism for improving the search capability of optimisation algo-
rithms (Ting et al., 2015). Generally speaking, hybridisation can be viewed from
two broad point of view (Raidl, 2006): integration and cooperation. Integration
usually refers to the adding of one optimisation technique as a component of
another optimisation method, whereas cooperation is generally related to the es-
tablishment of a way to exchange information between methods that are applied
one after another or in parallel. Meanwhile, Crainic and Toulouse (2008), consider
hybridisation basically as a synergistic union of different algorithmic approaches,
such that at least one of them represents an exploitation mechanism of knowl-
edge. In this paper, we also explore this path, and use an integrative mechanism
which embeds a local search (LS) inside a genetic algorithm (GA) resulting in
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a memetic approach (MA) (Neri et al., 2012). We also develop cooperative algo-
rithms in which both the basic and integrative metaheuristics (i.e., LSs, GAs and
MAs) work independently to handle the problem and interchange information in
certain synchronisation moments that have been previously preset. All the hybrid
metaheuristics described in this paper are applied to solving the TDP for first
time (to the best of our knowledge). One of the novelties of these hybrid methods
is that they are allowed to link metaheustics that are very different to each other
in the sense that the connected methods can vary in their encoding schemes, the
problem formulation that is handled, the use or absence of constraints for sym-
metry breaking, and/or even the nature of the method (e.g., an LS or a MA). We
have also conducted an experimental evaluation and have compared the perfor-
mance of all the metaheuristics proposed here. The results show that some of our
metaheuristics optimisation methods for the TDP can be considered the state-of-
the-art when they are applied to specific problem instances of the problem. Thus,
the main contribution of this paper is to show the goodness of metaheuristics to
address the TDP. In addition, the paper suggests that other possible forms of hy-
brid metaheuristics could be suitable for the solving and optimisation of TDPs,
problems that have traditionally been efficiently tackled by ILP methods.

2 Background

This section first describes the classical formulation of the problem. Then, we
discuss a number of approaches tackling the TDP that have been reported in the
literature.

2.1 TDP: Formulation and classical model

As mentioned in the introduction, the TDP was first described by Proll and Smith
(1998) who observed this problem arising at a local colour printing firm. They
used an integer linear programming (ILP) formulation to determine the optimal
usage of the available templates. Let V be a set of v variations to be produced
and T a set of t templates T1, · · · , Tt (each of them with s slots). Note that the
particular slot in which a variation is placed is irrelevant: it only matters how
many instances of a certain variation are contained in a given template. Thus,
let sij be the number of instances of variation i in template Tj (in other words,
the number of slots in template j in which variation i appears). Now, let Qi be
the demand for variation i (deterministic and known; see (Prestwich et al., 2006)
for an approach under uncertainty), and let us assume that we have production
tolerances li, ui ∈ [0.0,1.0] for each variation i, i.e. we can permit up to a certain
underproductionQi(1−li) or overproductionQi(1+ui) for each variation i. Then,
the resulting problem is formulated as follows:

ϕ = min

v∑

i=1

(Ui +Oi) (1)

subject to:
∑

j=1...t

sijRj + Ui −Oi = Qi, 1 6 i 6 v (2)
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∑

j=1...t

sijRj > (1− li)Qi, 1 6 i 6 v (3)

∑

j=1...t

sijRj 6 (1 + ui)Qi, 1 6 i 6 v (4)

Rj > 0, 1 6 j 6 t (5)

Ui, Oi > 0, 1 6 i 6 v (6)

where Ui and Oi are slack variables that respectively represent the underpro-
duction and overproduction of variation i, and Rj denotes the number of times
template j is punched (pressed). Note that ϕ is a feasible solution if:

(1− li)Qi ≤ ϕ ≤ (1 + ui)Qi

Originally, Proll and Smith considered a lower tolerance limit f% of 10%, so
(in the experiments described in Section 5) we maintain this value for the under
and the over production (i.e., li = ui = 0.10 so that f% = 10%).

In the rest of the paper, TDP〈v, t, s〉 denotes a TDP instance with v variations,
t templates and s slots per template.

2.2 Related work

The TDP problem has been tackled with a number of different techniques in the
literature, with differing levels of success. Traditionally, the problem was treated
via deterministic, constructive and/or complete methods. Proll and Smith (1998)
addressed this problem for the first time using the formulation shown in Section
2.1. Their proposal was based on integer linear programming and constraint pro-
gramming, and very promising results were obtained. They also concluded that
addressing this problem represents a very difficult task. Subsequently, Flener et al.
(2001) presented a matrix model to tackle the problem. This approach suggests
first fixing the number of templates to later minimise the total number of press-
ings. They employed a two-dimensional array to store the number of copies of each
variation that were being used in each template. Later, Prestwich et al. (2006) de-
scribed an ILP-based local search algorithm (called VWILP), which was based on
a mechanism of uncertain demand. The algorithm was also based on a state-of-
the-art SAT (Boolean satisfiability) method.

With regards to metaheuristics, Rodŕıguez et al. (2010) proposed the use of two
local search (LS) algorithms, namely, a simple scheme based on local search for
maximum slope (hill climbing, HC), together with a more robust technique based
on tabu search (TS). Here, taking the model suggested in Flener et al. (2001), each
candidate solution was represented by a matrix M = {sij}v×t where each sij ∈
{1..s} stores the number of slots in template j in which variation i appears. Later,
in (Rodŕıguez et al., 2011), a genetic algorithm (GA) for handling the problem
was described. This GA used binary tournament for selection, a (µ + 1)–policy
for replacement (i.e., a new individual is generated and inserted in the population
replacing the worst one) and breeding was done by recombination and mutation
as usual. The recombination operator was a variant of uniform crossover (UX)
(Syswerda, 1989) where a template-level exchange was carried out. Additionally, a
greedy recombination operator (Gd) was considered. The mutation was handled in
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the same way as in neighbourhood in (Rodŕıguez et al., 2010) (i.e., add a slot to a
design in a template and decrease by one unit the number of slots associated with
any other design). Other relevant parameters for GA were population size= 100,
crossover and mutation probabilities pX = .9 and pM = 1/(vt).

An experimental analysis on several instances of the problem showed that the
population-based approach performed better than the LS approaches previously
considered.

3 Other perspectives to address the problem

In this section we propose to tackle the problem from distinct perspectives to
those already reported in the literature. So, in Section 3.1 an alternative slot-
based problem representation, which is different to the slot-based representation
proposed in Prestwich et al. (2006), and a new problem formulation based on it,
are described. Then, Section 3.2 proposes applying a standard symmetry-breaking
method for both the classical representation (i.e., based on variations as described
in Section 2.1) and its alternative encoding as described in Section 3.1.

From these proposals, we subsequently describe a number of new metaheuris-
tics for handling the TDP, which are detailed later in this paper and evaluated in
the experiments described in Section 5.

3.1 An alternative representation

It is well known that the representation of candidate solutions can have a dra-
matic effect on the resolution of the problem, particularly in evolutionary algo-
rithms (Rothlauf 2006; Rothlauf 2017). Thus, here an alternative to the primary
model described in Section 2.1 is proposed. This new model is termed the alter-
native formulation model, denoted with the letter D because in the encoding of
candidate solutions we record designs. So, in this model, an eventual candidate is
an array MD = {vij}s×t where each vij contains the design (i.e., variation) that
is placed in slot i in a given template j. Figure 1 displays an example of a possible
candidate encoding for a problem instance TDP〈7, 2, 9〉.

This new slot-based formulation requires replacing the constraints shown in
Equations (2)-(4) with the following:

∑

j=1...t

( ∑

h=1...s

Jvhj = iK
)
Rj + Ui −Oi = Qi, 1 6 i 6 v (7)

∑

j=1...t

(
∑

h=1...s

Jvhj = iK)Rj > (1− li)Qi, 1 6 i 6 v (8)

∑

j=1...t

(
∑

h=1...s

Jvhj = iK)Rj 6 (1 + ui)Qi, 1 6 i 6 v (9)

where J·K is the Iverson bracket, namely [true]= 1 and [false]= 0. Note that, for
a given variation i and template j, the expression (

∑

h=1...sJvhj = iK) returns the
number of times that variation i appears in template j.

Note that Prestwich et al. (2006) also employed a slot-based approach, al-
though it used 0/1 variables instead of integers, as suggested in this paper.
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Fig. 1 Alternative model: Example of candidate encoding for the problem instance
TDP〈7, 2, 9〉.

3.2 Symmetry breaking

Symmetry breaking is a standard technique that is well known in the scientific
community. According to Fahle, Schamberger and Sellman (2001), one way to re-
duce symmetries is to turn the problem to be solved into another problem with
the same characteristics of the original but eliminating all or most symmetrical
states. In the last few decades, a number of methods have been applied to ad-
dress this interesting issue (Benhamou, 1994; Fahle et al., 2001; Gent and Smith,
1999). The primary method, in constraint and integer programming, to cope with
symmetries consists in applying symmetry-breaking techniques, that is to say, re-
moving symmetries with the goal of reducing the search space of the problem.
Symmetry breaking can be applied in many different ways (Ward-Cherrier et al.,
2016; Apte and Walsh, 2015; Gigliotti and Pinho, 2015). Other recent approaches
have shown how solving combinatorial problems with mixed integer linear pro-
gramming approaches can be sped up by adding symmetry-breaking constraints
to the original formulation.

Another approach, related to problem representation (one of our aforemen-
tioned issues) and, to a certain extent, to symmetry breaking, is to consider asym-
metric representative formulations (ARFs) as alternatives to the natural sym-
metric formulation of the problem. From a general perspective, ARFs refer to
choosing alternative variables to represent a problem. ARFs have been shown to
be effective in dealing with distinct combinatorial optimisation problems such as
problems of job grouping, binary clustering, node coloring, or experimental de-
signs (Campêlo et al. 2008; Jans and Desrosiers 2010; Jans and Desrosiers 2013;
Vo-Thanh et al. 2016). The search of ARFs for the TDP could be an interesting
line for future work.

In this paper, and in order to reduce the search space, we have considered
a standard symmetry-breaking procedure consisting in the addition of new con-
straints to the problem with the aim of removing symmetries and speeding up
the search process. The mechanisms proposed depend on the representation of the
solutions/candidates, as described below for each of the two encodings considered
in this paper. Note however that symmetry breaking is a mechanism that has al-
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ready been applied to the template design (Flener et al., 2001) so our proposals
are specific to our problem representations.

3.2.1 Symmetry breaking in the classical model

In the classical model (P ), symmetries appear at the template level. So, given a
candidate c, a symmetrical candidate can be easily obtained by simply interchang-
ing two templates (i.e., columns) in the classical encoding of c. Figure 2 shows, for
a problem instance TDP〈7, 2, 9〉, an example of a candidate representation (left)
and a symmetrical equivalent (right). Note that these are, in someway, equivalent
to the encoding shown in Figure 1. For instance, there are two pairs of designs 4,
5 and 6, and one occurrence of designs 1, 2, 3 in the same template; in the other
template one can find seven occurrences of variation 7 and two of variation 6.

Fig. 2 Classical model: Example of a candidate encoding (a) and a symmetrical individual
(b) for some problem instance TDP〈7, 2, 9〉

To remove this type of symmetry, we propose imposing a lexicographic order
for the configurations of each template in a solution candidate. So, let c be a
candidate solution represented in the classical encoding M = {sij}v×t for a given
problem instance TDP〈v, t, s〉. The configuration of a template Tj (for a column
j ∈ {1, t}) in c is defined as the tuple (or sequence) of values that compounds
column j in M , that is to say:

configc(j) = 〈s1j , . . . , svj〉

Then, a lexicographic order between templates is imposed as a new constraint in
the problem ϕ (see Section 2.1), that is to say:

∀j ∈ {1, t− 1} : configc(j) ≤lex configc(j + 1) (10)

This lexicographic ordering constraint ≤lex is implemented as follows. Let a =
〈a1, . . . , av〉 and b = 〈b1, . . . , bv〉 be two tuples of values representing two distinct
template configurations. Then

a ≤lex b = true if

{
a1 < b1, or

a1 = b1 and 〈a2, . . . , av〉 ≤lex 〈b2, . . . , bv〉

}

false, otherwise

Note that this new constraint imposes a lexicographic order by columns that
removes template symmetries. For instance, Figure 2(a) does not represent a
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valid candidate as, for j = 1, configc(1) 6≤lex configc(2). That is to say,
〈1, 1, 1, 2, 2, 2, 0〉 6≤lex 〈0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 2, 7〉 (i.e., column 1 is not lexicographically less
thatn or equal to column 2). However, Figure 2(b) is a feasible candidate.

3.2.2 Symmetry breaking in the alternative model

The alternative model has more symmetries than the classical model. We have a
template symmetry that is removed in the same way as in the classical model.
Additionally the interchanging of two values (i.e., variations) in any column (i.e.,
any template) produces symmetrical individuals. For instance, Figure 3 shows a
symmetrical representation of the candidate displayed in Figure 1. The two only
differ in the exchange of values stored in positions MD [1, 1] and MD[1, 9] (i.e.,
values s11 and s19). This symmetry can be broken by imposing an increasing
ordering in each column, that is to say:

∀j ∈ {1, t} : (∀i ∈ {1, s− 1} : sij ≤ si+1,j) (11)

So, the encoding shown in Figure 3 is not valid as it does not satisfy constraint
(11). However, the representation of that individual shown in Figure 1 is a feasible
candidate as it satisfies the constraints shown in Equations (10) and (11).

Fig. 3 Alternative model: Example of an individual that is initially symmetrical to that
shown in Figure 1. Imposing the constraint shown in Equation (11) removes the possibility of
symmetry.

4 Hybrid metaheuristics to deal with the problem

This section describes a number of hybrid metaheuristics that we have imple-
mented in this paper to deal with the TDP. These metaheuristics are constructed
from other metaheuristics. The idea is that these hybrid methods allow the syn-
ergistic union of different techniques working on our two problem representation
proposals (i.e., classical and alternative) and considering the possible employment
of symmetry breaking.
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4.1 Memetic algorithms

Memetic algorithms are a type of hybrid-optimisation methods which, in its classi-
cal version, consists in executing a local search inside the execution of an external
genetic algorithm (GA)(Cotta et al., 2016; Neri et al., 2012). The general scheme
of this MA is depicted below in Algorithm 1. The input of this algorithm is con-
stituted by the problem parameters (i.e., 〈v, t, s〉), as well as the algorithm’s own
data, i.e., the genetic operators and their associated parameters (such as appli-
cation rates). The output of the algorithm is the best individual found during
the search process. Selection is done using binary tournament for breeding and
replacement of the worst individual in the population. To keep diversity in the
population, duplicated solutions are not accepted, and a re-starting mechanism
is introduced to re-activate the search whenever it stagnates. Local search is re-
stricted to exploring nν neighbours, which in other words means evaluating nν

candidates. Local improvement strategy has been executed immediately after the
mutation stage (Line 15). Local search is applied individually according to a prob-
ability pLS . When this local improvement is applied, the algorithm is executed
over a number of EvalsLS evaluations of the objective function. This is a very
simple improvement strategy. Note that there are other, more complex techniques
in the literature to determine what kind of improvement, as well as to which in-
dividual of the population this improvement should be applied (Ong and Keane,
2004; Ong et al., 2006).

Algorithm 1: Pseudo code of the memetic algorithm.

1 begin

2 for i← 1 to popsize do

3 pop[i] ← GenerateMatrix(V, T, s);
4 Evaluate(pop[i]);

5 end

6 while numEvals < maxEvals do

7 if rand < pX then

8 parent1 ← TournamentSelect(pop);
9 parent2 ← TournamentSelect(pop);

10 offspring ← Recombine(parent1 , parent2);

11 else

12 offspring ← TournamentSelect(pop);
13 end

14 offspring ← Mutate(offspring , pM );
15 if rand < pLS then offspring ← LocalSearch(offspring, nν) ;
16 Evaluate(offspring);
17 pop ← Replace(pop, offspring);
18 if stagnation(nι) then pop ← Restart(pop, f%) ;

19 end

20 end

In this paper, we propose to employ MAs to handle the TDP. Note however
that the concept of MA is not new and has already been applied successfully to
other manufacturing problems Li et al. (2003); Jolai et al. (2011). However, to the
best of our knowledge, our proposal represents the first application of an MA to
deal with the TDP.
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4.2 Cooperative algorithms

Memetic algorithms, in the aforementioned form, can be considered integrative al-
gorithms in the sense that a metaheuristic is integrated inside another metaheuris-
tic. In this paper, we also consider another kind of hybridisation, as explained in
the introduction section, in the form of collaborative methods in which several
metaheuristics perform in an isolated way and interchange information from time
to time (perhaps synchronously, but not necessarily so). In this paper, we propose
to tackle the TDP through the parallel execution of a number of metaheuristics
that are executed independently (most probably exploring different parts of the
search space). These metaheuristics synchronise, from time to time, to interchange
information (basically solutions found) between pairs of metaheuristics (also called
agents in this paper, as this schema mimics a network of agents, which cooper-
ate and where each agent represents a metaheuristic). This approach has proven
to be efficient for a number of combinatorial problems (Cruz and Pelta, 2009;
Masegosa et al., 2009; Amaya et al., 2011).

In this paper we consider cooperative algorithms that connect a preset number
of those metaheuristics, previously described in this paper (i.e., local search, ge-
netic algorithms or memetic algorithms, and their versions adapted to cope with
the classical/alternative formulation and with the possible imposition of symme-
try breaking). Note that this means that we can consider techniques working on
different search spaces (e.g., classical and alternative) and even metaheuristics
which, in addition, may (or not) impose symmetry breaking constraints. In other
words, some of the connected metaheuristics in the cooperative algorithms might
possibly work on different encoding/search spaces and/or manage distinct policies
to exploit the symmetrical nature of the problem.

In Amaya et al. (2011) we handled another combinatorial optimisation problem
with collaborative approaches and obtained acceptable results (i.e., some success).
However, these approaches did not take into account symmetry breaking nor differ-
ent encodings, nor representation spaces. Our cooperative algorithms are designed
from a similar point of view and with to the following schema of execution: the
idea is to apply a number of (possibly different) optimisation algorithms each of
which explores a specific part of the search landscape through processes of inten-
sification. The agents synchronise from time to time to exchange information. In
other words, the agents engage in periods of isolated exploration followed by syn-
chronous communication in which some (or all) agents share solution candidates.
The aim is to reactivate or improve the subsequent search process that each agent
will carry out in the subsequent phase of isolated executions.

More specifically, initially, each metaheuristic connected in the cooperative
algorithm is initialised with random solutions Then, the cooperative algorithm is
executed for a maximum number of synchronisation cycles Θ, where in each cycle
each metaheuristics is executed independently, keeping (and updating) its own
pool of solutions (i.e., the best solutions or candidates found so far by the specific
metaheuristic). At the end of each cycle, the metaheuristics (also called agents)
share information. This basically means that solutions are transmitted from one
agent to another according to certain communication topology, which is identified
by a specific spatial structure (e.g. solutions are transmitted from any given agent
to its successor in a ring-based structure).
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Three different communication topologies have been considered here (the same
as in Amaya et al. (2011)): (Ring), in which there exists a circular list of meta-
heuristics in which each one only sends (resp. receives) information to its successor
(resp. from its predecessor); (Broadcast), in which the best overall solution at
each synchronisation point is transmitted to all the other techniques in collabora-
tion; and (Random), in which the information (i.e., the best candidate solution
found so far in a metaheuristic before the synchronisation step) is transmitted
from one metaheuristic to another, which has been previously randomly chosen.

In addition, we have adapted some of the ideas proposed in Nogueras and Cotta
(2014) for memetic algorithms to our cooperative algorithms and have considered a
number of policies for the submission and acceptance of candidates. This basically
means that the metaheuristic that submits information to another metaheuristic,
has to choose the candidate to transmit (from its solution pool) according to the
following three policies: (Random R), that is to say, send a random solution from
its solution pool; (Diverse D), that is to say, send the candidate that maximises
the diversity1 , and (Worst W), in which the worst candidate from its solution
pool is submitted.

In addition, the metaheuristic which receives a solution candidate, from an-
other method in the synchronisation steps, has to decide whether to accept it
or not. In the case it accepts it, the incoming solution has to replace one of the
candidates in the method’s own solution poo. These decisions are taken on the
basis of the reception and replacement policies associated with the metaheuristic.
As for the reception and replacement policies in the destination metaheuristics,
three alternatives are also considered: (Random R): always accept the submitted
candidate and replace one random individual in its pool; (Diverse D): accept a
new individual if and only if, it improves the diversity of its solution pool and
replace the worst, and (Worst W): always accept the candidate and replace the
worst in pool.

Note that the cooperative algorithm has several parameters associated with
the problem (i.e., V , T , specific demands for each variation, etc.), the topology of
the agent network (which defines the communication policy, as explained below),
the number n of metaheuristics connected, the candidate migration policy, the
criteria for accepting the candidates, and the number of communication cycles Θ.
Each metaheuristic also has its own parameters (such as, for instance, operator
application rates, and type of encoding i.e., classical or alternative).

At the end of the last cycle of execution, the cooperative algorithm returns the
best individual found by any of the metaheuristics, linked collaborativelly.

Note that these cooperatives schemas are not novel but they are, for the first
time, used here to tackle the TDP. In addition, the particularity of this paper, is
that each agent/metaheuristic can work on the classical or alternative formulation,
with or without breaking symmetry constraints. Moreover, the metaheuristics can
also be integrative techniques (i.e., an MA) combining an LS and a GA also work-
ing on different search spaces and with distinct policies for symmetry breaking.

1 To this end, individuals, whose genotypic distance (in a Hamming sense) to individuals in
the receiving population is maximal, are selected.
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5 Experiments

This section describes the experimental analysis conducted to check the validity of
our proposals2. We have considered a large number of algorithms, which have been
generated by combining all the proposals described in the preceding sections of
the paper. We first describe in detail the notation used to denote the algorithms
involved in the experiments, as well as the experimental setting in Sections 5.1
and 5.2, respectively. The results obtained in an experimental evaluation of all
the techniques are shown in Section 5.3 and, subsequently, a comparison of their
performance, on a statistical level, is made in Section 5.4.

5.1 Notation

Each specific algorithm is associated with a sequence of identifiers, separated by
dots, that allow the nature of the technique in question to be easily identifiable.
To begin with, the basic metaheuristics are hill climbing (Hc), tabu search (Ts)
and the genetic algorithm (GA). For the experiments, we have employed the ver-
sions that we described in (Rodŕıguez et al., 2010), with the same parameter con-
figurations. Additionally, for the population-based methods – i.e., the GA and
the memetic algorithm (MA) described in Section 4.1 – we have used the same
versions (with the same parameter configurations, as well) that we described in
(Rodŕıguez et al., 2011).Specifically, we consider the same two recombination pro-
cedures, that is to say, uniform crossover (Ux) and greedy crossover (Gd). For
GA and MA, we have also considered here multi-parent recombination and the
notation Am is used to denote its arity, i.e., the number m of parents used in
the reproduction step. Additionally, we use an asterisk (∗) to indicate the use of
symmetry-breaking methods (the absence of an asterisk indicates no symmetry-
breaking techniques were employed), and P (resp. D) to indicate that the search
was conducted on the primary or classical (resp. alternative) representation space.

Examples of notations. Below, we provide some examples of notations of the
algorithms considered in the experiments: for instance,

– Hc.P (resp. Hc.P*) denotes a hill climbing method that was implemented for
the classical model without (resp. with) symmetry breaking,

– Ts.D (resp. Ts.D*) denotes a tabu search implemented for the alternative
model without (resp. with) symmetry breaking (as explained in Section 3.2.2),

– likewise, Ga.D*.A2.Ux denotes a genetic algorithm, with 2-parent uniform
crossover, implemented for the alternative encoding with symmetry breaking,

– In addition, Ga.D.A4.Gd is a genetic algorithm with a 4-parent greedy
crossover implemented for the alternative formulation without symmetry
breaking,

– Ma.Hc.P.A2.Gd denotes a memetic algorithm with a hill climbing method as
local search and a 2-parent greedy recombination implemented for the classical
formulation without symmetry breaking, and

2 In order to favour transparent research, and encourage comparison with other research,
both the data employed in the work presented here and the source code of the algorithms gen-
erated from it have been deposited in a public repository: https://github.com/drrueda/TDP
(August 2019).

https://github.com/drrueda/TDP
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– MA.Ts.D*.A2.Ux is a memetic algorithm with tabu search as the improve-
ment method and a 2-parent uniform crossover operator implemented for the
alternative model with symmetry breaking.

For more details on the LS techniques and GA, and the greedy and uniform
crossover operators, the reader is referred to (Rodŕıguez et al., 2010, 2011).

Regarding cooperative methods, these algorithms are composed of some of the
previous techniques combined according to certain topology and migration policies.
The notation Tn(a1, . . . , an)MR is used to characterise the method. Here:

– T ∈ {Broadcast (Bc), Random (Ra), Ring (Ri)} denotes the topology of
the model,

– n is the number of agents (i.e. metaheuristics) connected cooperatively,
– ai is the metaheuristics used by agent i (for 1 ≤ i ≤ n), and
– M, R ∈ {Random (R), Diverse (D), Worst (W) } identify, respectively,

the policies to migrate and accept candidates in the agents (see Section 4.2).
In our experiments, we have considered the following six combinations for
migration − reception policies: Random-Random (RR), Random-Worst

(RW), Random-Diverse (RD), Diverse-Random (DR), Diverse-Worst

(DW), and Diverse-Diverse (DD). Note that we do not include the com-
binations WD (i.e. Worst-Diverse), WR (i.e. Worst-Random) and WW
(i.e. Worst-Worst). The reason is that preliminary experiments showed that
choosing the Worst policy for migration exhibited a poor performance com-
pared to the other combinations.

Examples of notation of cooperative algorithms: Ra2(Ts.P,
MA.Ts.D.A2.Gd)RW is a 2-agent {random topology}-based cooperative al-
gorithm that connects (a) a TS working on the classical representation, and (b)
an MA that works on the alternative representation, which uses a 2-parent greedy
crossover, and that integrates TS as the underlying local search; in this case,
the algorithm always sends a random candidate selected from the solution pool
of the origin node (i.e., a Random policy for migration), which will replace the
worst individual in the destination node (i.e., a Worst policy for the acceptance
policy). Similarly, Ri3(Ts.P, MA.Ts.P.A2.Gd, MA.Ts.D.A4.Gd)RD denotes a
3-agent cooperative algorithm that connects, in a ring topology, (a) tabu search
and (b) two different MAs; the individuals to migrate are randomly chosen (i.e.
a Random policy for migration) whereas candidates are accepted only if they
increase the diversity of the solution pool (i.e. Diverse acceptance criteria).

Note that in the cooperative algorithms the same optimisation method may
be used by several agents (this is the case, for instance, in the algorithm
Bc4(Ts.P,Ts.P,Ts.P,MA.Ts.D*.A4.Gd)RD in which 3 of the 4 agents contain the
local search Ts.P.). The rationale for this is to try to increase the contribution of
a certain method to the resulting cooperative hybrid, whose overall search profile
is influenced by the particular mix of optimisation methods used. For clarity, in
these cases, we use the notation Tn(pa, qb)MR to denote the n-agent cooperative
algorithm

Tn(a, . . . , a
︸ ︷︷ ︸

p times

, b . . . b
︸ ︷︷ ︸

q times

)MR

in which agents a and b are employed p and q times respectively (and where p and
q are arbitrary numbers that fulfil n = p+ q); moreover, p (resp. q) is not written
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when p = 1 (resp. q = 1). So, for instance, Bc4(3Ts.P, MA.Ts.D*.A4.Gd)RD
denotes the model Bc4(Ts.P,Ts.P,Ts.P,MA.Ts.D*.A4.Gd)RD (i.e. here p = 3 and
q = 1). Also, Ra5(3Ts.P,2MA.Ts.P.A2.Gd)DW is a 5-agent algorithm where the
local search Ts.P is embedded in 3 agents and the algorithm MA.Ts.P.A2.Gd is
contained within the other two agents (i.e. here p = 3 and q = 2).

The entire set of algorithms considered in the experiments should be easily
identifiable from the notation introduced in this section.

5.2 Experimental configuration

The experiments were conducted on three problem instances taken from
Proll and Smith (1998), see Table 1. All algorithms were run 20 times per problem
instance. However (as shown later) the performance of the cooperative metaheuris-
tics was so promising that we decided to increase the number of runs per problem
instance in order to assess the robustness of these algorithms. So, given the num-
ber n of metaheuristics involved in a cooperative algorithm, this was run n × 10
times per problem instance.

For all the metaheuristics, the number of evaluations for each scenario was
dependent on the number of variations and templates: nν = 1000 · t ·v · (v−1) ·%v,
where %v represents the percentage of neighbors to be evaluated. Note that a full
exploration schema of the neighbourhood is very costly. For instance, for v = 50
and t = 4, evaluating just 5% of the neighborhood means evaluating 4.9 · 105

neighbors, therefore a partial exploration policy was considered. That being said,
all the methods consider the equivalent number of full evaluations in each case.
This means, that all the metaheuristics involved in our experimental evaluation
consume exactly the same number of evaluations (as indicated previously for each
problem instance) during their executions. This ensures a fair comparison of per-
formance. In this sense, and considering fairness, note that, in the cooperative
algorithms, given a global number of evaluations Emax for a specific problem in-
stance –as indicated above– and a specific number Θ of interaction cycles, the
number of evaluations that can be consumed in each cycle is Ecycle = Emax/Θ
evaluations. In addition, note also that for a given number n of metaheuristics con-
nected in the algorithm, this means that each metaheuristic consumes Ecycle/n
evaluations per cycle.

The number of evaluations without improvement to trigger intensification in a
local search method or re-starting in a population-based method is nι = nν/10.
Other parameters of the population-based algorithms (i.e., GA or MA) are pop-
ulation size= 100, crossover and mutation probabilities pX = .9 and pM = 1/ℓ
(where ℓ = v · t is the size of individuals in the classical model and ℓ = s · t is
the size of individuals for the alternative model) respectively, and f% = 10% (i.e.,
li = ui = 0.10 for any variation i). In the case of the MA, pLS is set to 0.005.

Specifically for the cooperative algorithms, the idea is to harness the synergy
between the metaheuristics when these work in cooperation. We have considered
the three topologies proposed (ring, broadcast and random) with a number n of
agents between 2 and 5, and a number of cycles for the synchronisation (i.e., trans-
mission of information between agents/metaheuristics) 5 (we set this value based
on preliminary experiments with values un {5, 10, 15}). These parameter values
were chosen because some preliminary experiments indicated that they provided
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Table 1 Problem instances (taken from Proll and Smith (1998)).

Problem Slots per Template Variations Demand (x1000)
(A) Cat Food Cartons 9 7 250,255,260,500,500,800,1100
(B) Herbs Cartons 42 30 60,60,70,70,70,70,70,70,70,80,

80,80,80,90,90,90,90,90,90,100,
100,100,100,150,230,230,230,230,280,280

(C) Magazine Inserts 40 50 50,53,55,60,85,90,100,100,105,110,
137,140,140,140,150,150,150,150,150,150,
150,150,168,170,170,195,195,200,200,200,
210,210,225,230,230,230,250,250,250,250,
250,250,250,250,265,270,270,375,375,405

a good trade-off between the computational cost and the quality of solutions at-
tained.

As for the versions of these algorithms executed in the alternative representa-
tion of the problem, all of them used the same parameters (population size, genetic
operator rates, . . . , etc) as their equivalent classical versions. In addition, ver-
sions with symmetry breaking follow the requirements described in Sections 3.2.1
and 3.2.2 for the classical and alternative representations, respectively. The com-
bination of the two problem-representation models and the possibility of breaking
the symmetries give way to four different scenarios, namely, classical representa-
tion with/without symmetry breaking, and its equivalents in the alternative model
with/without symmetry breaking.

5.3 Experimental results

In this paper we have considered a high number of metaheuristics that have been
applied to cope with the TDP. In the following we list them, and show their
performance in dealing with the TDP.

5.3.1 Basic approaches

Twenty-four algorithms have been considered in the experimentation, i.e., 8 local
searches (resulting from the two LS methods considered in this paper – HC and
TS– combined with the four aforementioned scenarios), and 16 genetic algorithms
(resulting from implementing GA in each of the four scenarios referred to above,
combined with the use of two distinct crossover operators (i.e., Ux/Gd), and
the recombination of 2 or 4 parents). More specifically, the 24 basic metaheuris-
tics that we have coded are: Hc.P, Hc.P*, Hc.D, Hc.D*, Ts.P, Ts.P*, Ts.D,
Ts.D*, Ga.P.A2.Gd, Ga.P*.A2.Gd, Ga.P.A2.Ux, Ga.P*.A2.Ux, Ga.D.A2.Gd,
Ga.D*.A2.Gd, Ga.D.A2.Ux , Ga.D*.A2.Ux, Ga.P.A4.Gd, Ga.P*.A4.Gd,
Ga.P.A4.Ux, Ga.P*.A4.Ux, Ga.D.A4.Gd, Ga.D*.A4.Gd, Ga.D.A4.Ux, and
Ga.D*.A4.Ux .

Due to the high number of algorithm variants it is not easy to analyse the
performance of each of them compared with the rest by simply inspecting the
numerical tables, so we have opted for a rank-based approach. More precisely,
we have computed the rank rij of each algorithm j on each instance i. For the
purpose of ranking them, in all cases we have used the sum of the number of
feasible solutions found on each problem instance (from the set of 20 runs). The
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Table 2 Basic approaches: Number (and percentage rate) of feasible solutions found by the top
5 ranked basic algorithms and nondominated basic versions (from the set of 24 basic methods
considered) working on the problem instances taken from Proll and Smith (1998). Rows are
ordered according to the rank value assigned to each algorithm (shown in fifth column). The
far-right column identifies the algorithms that are not dominated by any other techniques (i.e.,

those marked with the symbol %) according to the tuple 〈ncatfood, nherbs, nmagazine〉, where
ncatfood, nherbs and nmagazine corresponding to the number of solutions found in the first,
second and third problem instances, respectively. In general, a solution s is nondominated if
there is no other solution that improves any of the objective values of s and is no worse in the
remaining objective values.

Metaheuristics Cat Food Herbs C. Magazine I. Average ranking N.D

Hc.D* 20 ( 100.00 % ) 1 ( 5.00 % ) 0 ( 0.00 % ) 4.33 %

Hc.P* 20 ( 100.00 % ) 1 ( 5.00 % ) 0 ( 0.00 % ) 4.67 %

Ga.P.A4.Gd 17 ( 85.00 % ) 18 ( 90.00 % ) 0 ( 0.00 % ) 6.00 %

Ga.D*.A4.Gd 19 ( 95.00 % ) 2 ( 10.00 % ) 0 ( 0.00 % ) 6.33 %
Ts.P 19 ( 95.00 % ) 1 ( 5.00 % ) 0 ( 0.00 % ) 6.50

Ga.P*.A4.Gd 16 ( 80.00 % ) 0 ( 0.00 % ) 1 ( 5.00 % ) 7.00 %

Ga.P*.A2.Gd 14 ( 70.00 % ) 0 ( 0.00 % ) 3( 15.00 % ) 8.33 %

best algorithm receives rank 1 and the worst one receives rank k, where k = 24
is the number of algorithms involved in the ranking. To simplify the amount of
data to show, Table 2 gives the performance results obtained by the top five ranked
techniques. This table also includes the basic algorithms that are not dominated by
any other basic metaheuristic. The concept of dominance (as used in this paper) is
based on the Pareto dominance presented in multiobjective optimisation (Zitzler,
2012). More precisely in the context of this paper, maximising the number of
solutions found for each problem instance might be considered as an objective
inside a multiobjective approach.The fifth column of Table 2 indicates the average
ranking value obtained from the distributions of the rankings of each algorithm.
For each of the 7 basic algorithms (identified in the first column) is also shown
the number of times that a problem instance was solved in its 20 runs (in columns
two to four – in brackets – the corresponding success percentage is also given).

In general the TS, HC and GA variants perform very well in the instance of
lowest complexity. Also, at first sight, the algorithms Hc.D* perform better than
their counterparts, local search (i.e., TS). More specifically, the GA algorithm
working on the classical model with a 4-parent greedy crossover and using the
greedy operator (i.e., Ga.P.A4.Gd) has been shown to be highly efficient for the
problem instances with lowest and medium complexity. In general terms, this GA
finds the highest number of solutions, exactly 35 (from 60 runs, 20 runs per problem
instance), which represents a success percentage of close to 60%. However, the most
complex scenario remains unsolvable for this algorithm. In general, the Magazine
Insert instance is very hard for all the basic methods although it was solved by
some GA variants, those that manage symmetry constraints, but, which curiously
could not solve the Herbs Cartoon problem instance. In fact, the management of
symmetry constraints in the classical formulation is a common feature of the four
algorithms that did solve this instance.
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5.3.2 Integrative methods

Thirty-two hybrid integrative algorithms (i.e., memetic algorithms) have been
considered in the experimentation. This number results from considering two dis-
tinct representations (i.e., classical/alternative), two recombination operators (i.e.,
UX/Gd), two local improvement techniques (i.e., HC and TS), the possibility of
applying symmetry-breaking procedures, and the selection of 2 or 4 parents for
recombination. All the possible combinations produce 32 distinct scenarios (i.e.,
2× 2× 2× 2× 2) that are associated with 32 different memetic algorithms.

More specifically, these 32 MAs are the following: Ma.Hc.P.A2.Gd,
Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Gd, Ma.Hc.D.A2.Gd, Ma.Hc.D*.A2.Gd, Ma.Hc.P.A2.Ux,
Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux, Ma.Hc.D.A2.Ux, Ma.Hc.D*.A2.Ux, Ma.Hc.P.A4.Gd,
Ma.Hc.P*.A4.Gd, Ma.Hc.D.A4.Gd, Ma.Hc.D*.A4.Gd, Ma.Hc.P.A4.Ux,
Ma.Hc.P*.A4.Ux, Ma.Hc.D.A4.Ux, Ma.Hc.D*.A4.Ux, Ma.Ts.P.A2.Gd,
Ma.Ts.P*.A2.Gd, Ma.Ts.D.A2.Gd, Ma.Ts.D*.A2.Gd, Ma.Ts.P.A2.Ux,
Ma.Ts.P*.A2.Ux, Ma.Ts.D.A2.Ux, Ma.Ts.D*.A2.Ux, Ma.Ts.P.A4.Gd,
Ma.Ts.P*.A4.Gd, Ma.Ts.D.A4.Gd, Ma.Ts.D*.A4.Gd, Ma.Ts.P.A4.Ux,
Ma.Ts.P*.A4.Ux, Ma.Ts.D.A4.Ux , and Ma.Ts.D*.A4.Ux

Again, as done previously to simplify the amount of data to show, Table 3 just
shows the performance results obtained by the top five ranked techniques, and
also includes the memetic versions that are not dominated by any other memetic
metaheuristics. In general the memetic methods perform reasonably well in all the
problem instances. In fact, more than 59% of these algorithms find feasible solu-
tions in all of them. Considering the sum of the number of feasible solutions found,
the best algorithms are Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Gd, Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux, Ma.Hc.P*.A4.Gd and
Ma.Ts.P.A2.Ux.

Table 3 Integrative hybrid algorithms: Number (and percentage rate) of feasible solutions
found by the selected memetic algorithms (from a set of 32 memetic versions) working on
the problem instances taken from Proll and Smith (1998). Rows are ordered according to the
rank value assigned to each algorithm (shown in the fifth column). As in Table 2, the far-
right column identifies the algorithms that are not dominated by any other techniques (i.e.,

those marked with the symbol %) according to the tuple 〈ncatfood, nherbs, nmagazine〉, where
ncatfood, nherbs and nmagazine correspond to the number of solutions found in the first,
second and third problem instance respectively.

Metaheuristics Cat Food Herbs C. Magazine I. Average ranking N.D

Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux 17 ( 85.00 % ) 19 ( 95.00 % ) 10 ( 50.00 % ) 4.83 %
Ma.Hc.P*.A4.Gd 17 ( 85.00 % ) 18 ( 90.00 % ) 8 ( 40.00 % ) 6.00
Ma.Ts.P*.A2.Gd 17 ( 85.00 % ) 19 ( 95.00 % ) 6 ( 30.00 % ) 6.67
Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Gd 17 ( 85.00 % ) 17 ( 85.00 % ) 9 ( 45.00 % ) 7.17
Ma.Ts.P.A2.Ux 17 ( 85.00 % ) 7 ( 35.00 % ) 9 ( 45.00 % ) 8.00

Ma.Hc.D.A4.Gd 18 ( 90.00 % ) 0 ( 0.00 % ) 7 ( 35.00 % ) 13.67 %

Ma.Ts.P.A2.Gd 18 ( 90.00 % ) 1 ( 5.00 % ) 0 ( 0.00 % ) 17.17 %

At first glance, and considering the number of solutions found, MAs clearly
outperform the basic approaches that have been applied to the problem. The best
MA (i.e., Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux), according to the number of solutions found and the
rank-based classification shown in the fith column in Table 3, obtained 46 solutions
(in 60 runs) which represents a success rate of more than 80%. In addition, the
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hardest problem instance (i.e., Magazine I.) is solved (at least, in one run) by
29 MAs (out of 32 MA versions). Moreover, the best MA was succesful in exactly
half of its runs. Note that those MAs, which manage symmetry constraints and are
executed in the classical model perform reasonably well in the hardest instance.

In the basic and memetic approaches, we have identified those techniques that
are not dominated by any other method from its category (i.e., basic or memetic)
because they are later used in a global comparison. The far-right columns in Tables
2 and 3 mark the nondominated algorithms for the classes of basic and integrative
methods, respectively.

5.3.3 Cooperative techniques

Note the huge amount of collaborative methods that can be considered from the
template Tn(a1, . . . , an)MR as explained previously (see Section 5.1) as any ai
can be any of the basic or memetic metaheuristics described in this paper which
gives rise to a huge number of combinations. To have a more manageable set of al-
gorithms, we decided to focus our experimets on cooperative algorithms that have
exactly two metaheuristics (although these can be duplicated in the method). In
other words, we have considered cooperative algorithms that are compounded by p
instances of a metaheuristic a and q instances of a metaheuristic b. This basically
means that our cooperative methods are devised from the aforementioned tem-
plate Tn(pa, qb)MR (see Section 5.1) where p+ q = n and a, b are metaheuristics
belonging to a given collection Ai that contains two types of agents. In this paper,
we have considered the following four collections:

– A1 = {Ts.D,MA.Hc.P*.A2.Ux}
– A2 ={Ts.D,GA.D*.A4.Gd}
– A3 ={Ts.D,MA.Ts.P.A2.Gd}
– A4 ={MA.Hc.P*.A2.Ux,MA.Ts.P.A2.Gd}

The algorithms in these collections have been picked due to their good individ-
ual performances according to Tables 2 and 3, or because we try to impose diversity
(in the sense of fostering the collaboration of metaheuristics of distinct kinds) in
the cooperation. So, each collection represents a different way to combine meth-
ods. For instance A1 contains two methods with different characteristics because
one basic, focused on the alternative encoding, and with no symmetry breaking,
whereas the other is a population-basedmethod, searching in the classical encoding
search space and with symmetry breaking (i.e., A1 represents a model D-P*). Col-
lectionA2 represents the cooperation among techniques simultaneously working in
the alternative formulation (i.e., a model D-D*), A3 the cooperation among meth-
ods working on distinct computation domains without symmetry breaking (i.e.,a
model P-D), and A4 the methods that work in the same computation domain (in
this case, the classical one) but with different policies for symmetry breaking (i.e.,
a model P-P*).

Considering all possible combinations of the three topologies, a number of
agents between two and five (i.e., four possibilities), six distinct combinations of
migration/reception policies (see Sections 4.2 and 5.1), and four collections of
agents, a total of 288 algorithmic variants were created (i.e., 3× 4× 6× 4).

From this wide set of methods, a relatively high number of methods showed
an improvement with respect to the other metaheuristics that we had previously
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considered. Moreover, 17 cooperative algorithms exhibited a success rate (i.e.,
percentage of successful runs with respect to the total number of runs) of above
70% with one close to 95%. Table 4 shows these methods, and Table 5 displays the
number of solutions found for each of these collaborative methods in the n × 10
runs of the algorithms in each problem instance.

Table 4 (Central column) percentage (%) who managed to find more than 70% of feasible
solutions, in scenarios from Table 1 solved by those cooperative algorithms (identifed in first
column). The right-hand column shows the collection of algorithms that collaborate in the
cooperative search.

Algorithms > % Fact. Collection
Ra2(Ts.D,Ga.D*.A4.Gd)DW 70.00 % A2

Bc5(Ts.D,Ga.D*.A4.Gd)RD 72.00 % A2

Bc4(Ts.D,Ma.Ts.P.A2.Gd)RD 72.50 % A3

Ri3(Ts.D,Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux)RD 73.33 % A1

Ri5(Ts.D,Ga.D*.A4.Gd)RD 74.00 % A2

Ra5(Ts.D,Ma.Ts.P.A2.Gd)RD 74.00 % A3

Ra5(Ts.D,Ga.D*.A4.Gd)RD 76.00 % A2

Ra3(Ts.D,Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux)RD 76.67 % A1

Bc4(Ts.D,Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux)RD 77.50 % A1

Bc4(Ts.D,Ga.D*.A4.Gd)RD 77.50 % A2

Ri5(Ts.D,Ma.Ts.P.A2.Gd)RD 78.00 % A3

Bc2(Ts.D,Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux)RD 80.00 % A1

Ri5(Ts.D,Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux)RD 80.00 % A1

Bc5(Ts.D,Ma.Ts.P.A2.Gd)RD 82.00 % A3

Ri3(Ts.D,Ga.D*.A4.Gd)RD 83.33 % A2

Bc2(Ts.D,Ma.Ts.P.A2.Gd)RD 85.00 % A3

Bc5(Ts.D,Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux)RD 94.00 % A1

Table6 gives an idea of the influence of each of the design parameters of these
17 cooperative algorithms(considered the best cooperative methods). Note that
strategy RD has a high impact, and topology BROADCAST is used in more than
half of the methods. In addition, the number of agents/metaheuristics that seem
to offer the most robust performance is five.

As mentioned we have also compared the algorithms in a rank-based approach
and have applied tests of Friedman and Iman-Davenport, finding the existence of
significant differences among these 17 cooperative algorithms at the standard level
(i.e., α = 0.05). We have also carried out a Holm-Bonferroni test to determine
whether there are significant differences with respect to a control algorithm, in
this case, Bc5(Ts.D,Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux)RD(i.e., the algorithmwith the best average
rank according to the rank-based classification). The results are shown in Table 7.
Note that there are significant statistical differences with respect to six algorithms
but not with respect to ten of them.

5.4 Experimental comparison and result analysis

Finally, we perform a cross-comparison between all the methods considered so
far. Due to the high number of methods to compare, we have decided that the
selection of basic and integrative methods to be included in the comparison should
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Table 5 Cooperative algorithms: number and percentage of solutions found in each of the
three problem instances by the cooperative methods that reached, at least, 70% of success in
the 60 runs (20 runs per problem instance)

algorithm # (%) (Cat Food) # (%) (Herbs) # (%) (Magaz.)
Bc2(Ts.D,Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux)RD 20.00 (100.00 %) 18.00 (90.00 %) 16.00 (80.00 %)
Ra3(Ts.D,Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux)RD 30.00 (100.00 %) 23.00 (76.67 %) 23.00 (76.67 %)
Ri3(Ts.D,Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux)RD 30.00 (100.00 %) 24.00 (80.00 %) 22.00 (73.33 %)
Bc4(Ts.D,Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux)RD 40.00 (100.00 %) 35.00 (87.50 %) 31.00 (77.50 %)
Bc5(Ts.D,Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux)RD 50.00 (100.00 %) 48.00 (96.00 %) 47.00 (94.00 %)
Ri5(Ts.D,Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux)RD 50.00 (100.00 %) 42.00 (84.00 %) 40.00 (80.00 %)
Ra2(Ts.D,Ga.D*.A4.Gd)DW 20.00 (100.00 %) 14.00 (70.00 %) 14.00 (70.00 %)
Ri3(Ts.D,Ga.D*.A4.Gd)RD 30.00 (100.00 %) 25.00 (83.33 %) 25.00 (83.33 %)
Bc4(Ts.D,Ga.D*.A4.Gd)RD 40.00 (100.00 %) 34.00 (85.00 %) 31.00 (77.50 %)
Bc5(Ts.D,Ga.D*.A4.Gd)RD 50.00 (100.00 %) 40.00 (80.00 %) 36.00 (72.00 %)
Ra5(Ts.D,Ga.D*.A4.Gd)RD 50.00 (100.00 %) 48.00 (96.00 %) 38.00 (76.00 %)
Ri5(Ts.D,Ga.D*.A4.Gd)RD 50.00 (100.00 %) 39.00 (78.00 %) 37.00 (74.00 %)

Bc2(Ts.D,Ma.Ts.P.A2.Gd)RD 20.00 (100.00 %) 18.00 (90.00 %) 17.00 (85.00 %)
Bc4(Ts.D,Ma.Ts.P.A2.Gd)RD 40.00 (100.00 %) 34.00 (85.00 %) 29.00 (72.50 %)
Bc5(Ts.D,Ma.Ts.P.A2.Gd)RD 50.00 (100.00 %) 46.00 (92.00 %) 41.00 (82.00 %)
Ra5(Ts.D,Ma.Ts.P.A2.Gd)RD 50.00 (100.00 %) 45.00 (90.00 %) 37.00 (74.00 %)
Ri5(Ts.D,Ma.Ts.P.A2.Gd)RD 50.00 (100.00 %) 45.00 (90.00 %) 39.00 (78.00 %)

Table 6 Relative frequency of each particular design parameter among the 17 coopera-
tive algorithms from Table 4. Left-hand column indicates the combination MR of migra-
tion(M)/reception(R) policies where M, R ∈ {Random (R), Diverse (D), Worst (W) as
explained in Sect. 4.2. Central column shows the communication topology where Bc = Broad-

cast, Ra = Random, and Ri = Ring. Right-hand column refers the number of agents in the
algorithm.

M/R Policy Topology Number of agents
DW 1 (5.88 %) Bc 8 (47.06 %) n = 2 3 (17.65 %)
RD 16 (94.12 %) Ra 4 (23.53 %) n = 3 3 (17.65 %)

Ri 5 (29.41 %) n = 4 3 (17.65 %)
n = 5 8 (47.05 %)

be based on the concept of Pareto dominance as already indicated, that is to say,
those methods marked in the far right columns in Tables 2 and 3 for the classes
of basic and integrative methods, respectively. Specifically, we have selected six
basic methods from Table 2 and three techniques from Table 3. With respect to
the collaborative techniques, we have included the set of 11 methods that did not
show statistical differences, as shown in Table 7 (i.e., the ten algorithms displayed
in the table plus the control algorithm).

We have once again used a rank-based approach to compare the performance
of these 20 algorithms, and the results are shown in Figure 5.4. Observe that
Bc5(Ts.D,Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux)RD (i.e., the algorithm with five metaheuristics from
collectionA1, executing in parallel and synchronysing via a brodcast topology, and
random-diverse as the candidate migration-reception strategy) is the best ranked
algorithm. Note that all cooperative algorithms are ranked in the best positions
and that the algorithmic versions with symmetry breaking tend to rank better.
This is an important result that supports the usefulness of symmetry breaking to
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Table 7 Results of the Holm-Bonferroni test, for cooperative algorithms using
Bc5(Ts.D,Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux)RD as control algorithm, at the standard level of α = 0.05. Only
the algorithms that show no significant differences with respect to the control algorithm are
shown (i.e. those for which p-value ≥ α/i).

i algorithm z-statistic p-value α/i
1 Ra5(Ts.D,Ga.D*.A4.Gd)RD 5.255e-01 2.996e-01 5.000e-02
2 Bc5(Ts.D,Ma.Ts.P.A2.Gd)RD 8.085e-01 2.094e-01 2.500e-02
3 Ri5(Ts.D,Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux)RD 8.085e-01 2.094e-01 1.667e-02
4 Ri5(Ts.D,Ma.Ts.P.A2.Gd)RD 1.011e+00 1.561e-01 1.250e-02
5 Ra5(Ts.D,Ma.Ts.P.A2.Gd)RD 1.091e+00 1.375e-01 1.000e-02
6 Ri5(Ts.D,Ga.D*.A4.Gd)RD 1.172e+00 1.205e-01 8.333e-03
7 Bc5(Ts.D,Ga.D*.A4.Gd)RD 1.374e+00 8.466e-02 7.143e-03
8 Bc4(Ts.D,Ga.D*.A4.Gd)RD 2.021e+00 2.163e-02 6.250e-03
9 Bc4(Ts.D,Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux)RD 2.142e+00 1.608e-02 5.556e-03
10 Bc4(Ts.D,Ma.Ts.P.A2.Gd)RD 2.385e+00 8.541e-03 5.000e-03

improve solving capabilities in the TDP, which could lead to the design of other
algorithms to deal with this problem.

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20

Rank

Bc5(Ts.D,Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux)RD
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Fig. 4 Rank distribution for the integrative and cooperative techniques chosen because of
their performance in the experimentation
.

The application of the tests of Friedman and Iman-Davenport show the ex-
istence of significant statistical differences among the techniques compared. We
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Table 8 Results of the Friedman and Iman-Davenport tests (α = 0.05) for the integrative
and cooperatives techniques better positioned in the experimentation.

Friedman Critical χ2 Iman-Davenport Critical
value value value FF value

All 20 51.557143 30.143527 18.944882 1.867332

can observe that the critical values are lower than the values obtained in the
respective tests, – see Table 8 –. We have conducted a Holm-Bonferroni’s test
with Bc5(Ts.D,Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux)RD as control algorithm; see Table 9. The re-
sults highlight that there are no significant differences with the cooperative meth-
ods nor with the memetic algorithm Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux, but there are significant
differences with respect to the other eight metaheuristics (i.e., GAs and MAs).

Table 9 Results of the Holm test (α = 0.05) for the integrative and the cooperative techniques
better positioned in the experimentation, using Bc5(Ts.D,Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux)RD as control algo-
rithm. Only the algorithms that showed no significant differences with respect to the control
algorithm are shown (i.e. those for which p-value ≥ α/i)

i algorithm z-statistic p-value α/i
1 Ra5(Ts.D,Ga.D*.A4.Gd)RD 4.485e-01 3.269e-01 5.000e-02
2 Bc5(Ts.D,Ma.Ts.P.A2.Gd)RD 6.901e-01 2.451e-01 2.500e-02
3 Ri5(Ts.D,Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux)RD 6.901e-01 2.451e-01 1.667e-02
4 Ri5(Ts.D,Ma.Ts.P.A2.Gd)RD 8.626e-01 1.942e-01 1.250e-02
5 Ra5(Ts.D,Ma.Ts.P.A2.Gd)RD 9.316e-01 1.758e-01 1.000e-02
6 Ri5(Ts.D,Ga.D*.A4.Gd)RD 1.001e+00 1.585e-01 8.333e-03
7 Bc5(Ts.D,Ga.D*.A4.Gd)RD 1.173e+00 1.204e-01 7.143e-03
8 Bc4(Ts.D,Ga.D*.A4.Gd)RD 1.725e+00 4.225e-02 6.250e-03
9 Bc4(Ts.D,Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux)RD 1.829e+00 3.372e-02 5.556e-03
10 Bc4(Ts.D,Ma.Ts.P.A2.Gd)RD 2.036e+00 2.089e-02 5.000e-03
11 Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux 2.415e+00 7.863e-03 4.545e-03

Subsequently, we have carried out a one-to-one comparison between the best
ranked algorithm Bc5(Ts.D,Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux)RD , according to Figure 5.4, and
each of the 11 techniques for which no significant statistical differences are found
according to Table 9. The results are shown in Table 10. Here, we can observe that
there are significant differences with the best memetic algorithmMa.Hc.P*.A2.Ux.
Note also that there are, at least, 6 cooperative techniques that do not show
significant differences with respect to the best cooperative technique. This result
highlights the superiority of the cooperative metaheuristics in tackling the TDP.

In general, all the hybrid metaheuristics (including the integrative and coop-
erative approaches) show an acceptable performance to tackle the TDP, having
representatives that can solve all the problem instances, even the most complex
ones. However, the cooperative metaheuristics considered in this paper to tackle
the TDP, are more efficient (in terms of both success rate and speed in finding solu-
tions - this means that the cooperative methods consume fewer evaluations to find
a solution than the rest of the metaheuristics) than their constituent parts (i.e.,
the basic and memetic algorithms) working alone in the solving of the most com-
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Table 10 Head to head comparison of Bc5(Ts.D,Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux)RD with the remaining
algorithms on each of the three problem instances. Each entry in the table contains three
symbols corresponding (from left to right) to Cat Food Cartons, Herbs Cartons and Magazine
Inserts: • (resp. ◦) indicates that the difference in performance on the corresponding instance
is (resp. is not) statistically significant at α = 0.05 using a ranksum test.

Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux Ra5(Ts.D,Ga.D*.A4.Gd)RD Bc5(Ts.D,Ma.Ts.P.A2.Gd)RD
•/•/• •/◦/◦ •/◦/◦

Ri5(Ts.D,Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux)RD Ri5(Ts.D,Ma.Ts.P.A2.Gd)RD Ra5(Ts.D,Ma.Ts.P.A2.Gd)RD
•/•/◦ •/◦/◦ •/◦/◦

Ri5(Ts.D,Ga.D*.A4.Gd)RD Bc5(Ts.D,Ga.D*.A4.Gd)RD Bc4(Ts.D,Ga.D*.A4.Gd)RD
•/•/◦ •/•/• •/•/•

Bc4(Ts.D,Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux)RD Bc4(Ts.D,Ma.Ts.P.A2.Gd)RD
•/◦/◦ •/◦/◦

plex problem instances. Moreover, cooperative methods also improved the quality
of the solutions. For instance, for Herbs Cartoon, the best solution found by a
cooperative technique saves 548 units in the final product with respect to the best
solution found by the memetic algorithms. Moreover, for the instance Magazine,
the saving is of 31.500 units. See Tables 11 (best solution founds by integrative
techniques) and 12 (best solutions found by cooperative techniques)

Table 11 Best solutions found by Ma.Hc.P*.A2.Ux in the 3 problem instances (minimal waste
using the less number of templates).

Problem No. Template Templates Pressings Overall Desv. T.Desv Waste
Cat Food Cartons 2 [1,1,1,2,2,2,0] 250000

[0,0,0,0,0,2,7] 157143 0.80 -3.85/ 1.79 29287
Herbs Cartons 2 [1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,

0,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,2,2,2,3,3,4,4] 65911
[0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,1,1,1,1,1,1,
6,1,1,1,2,2,2,2,1,6,6,2,2,1,1] 16363 2.99 -8.58/ 9.85 104548

Magazine Inserts 3 [1,1,1,1,1,1,2,2,2,2,2,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,
1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,2,2,2,2,2,2,0,0,0,0,1,0,0,0] 54000
[0,0,0,0,1,1,0,0,0,0,1,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,1,1,1,
0,0,0,0,0,0,0,1,1,1,1,0,0,0,0,0,0,3,3,3,3,2,2,2,12] 33750
[0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,
1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,2,2,0] 146000 2.97 -10.00/ 8.00 277500

Table 12 Cooperative techniques: the best solutions for the 3 problem instances (minimal
waste using a fewest number of templates).

Problem No. Template Templates Pressings Overall Desv. T.Desv Waste
Cat Food 2 [0,0,0,0,0,2,7] 157143

[1,1,1,2,2,2,0] 250000 0.80 -3.85/ 1.79 29287
Herbs Cartoon 2 [1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,0,1,1,1,1,

1,1,1,0,1,1,1,1,2,3,3,3,2,4,4] 66000
[0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,1,5,1,1,1,1,
1,1,1,6,2,2,2,2,1,2,2,2,6,1,1] 16000 2.97 -8.89/ 10.00 104000

Mz.Inserts 3 [0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,
1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,2,2,0] 150000
[1,1,1,0,1,1,2,2,2,2,2,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,
1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,1,2,2,2,2,2,2,1,0,0,0,1,0,0,0] 50000
[0,0,0,2,1,1,0,0,0,0,1,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,0,1,1,1,
0,0,0,0,0,0,0,1,1,1,1,0,0,0,0,0,0,1,3,3,3,2,2,2,12] 33000 2.63 -9.09/ 10.00 246000
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6 Conclusions and future work

This paper has dealt with the TDP, a very hard combinatorial problem that has
previously been approached through integer linear programming and constraint
programming. Recently, we tackled this problem by means of metaheuristics. More
specifically, we employed local searches and genetic algorithms that showed a mod-
erate success in the handling of the smallest instances of the problem but no
significant performance in the solving of the most complex scenarios. However,
metaheuristics are considered efficient methods that can find enough-quality solu-
tions at a reasonable computational cost. For this reason, this paper has explored
and analysed other metaheuristic approaches to deal with this template design
problem. The motivation has been to test whether metaheuristics are suitable for
tackling the problem. We have also tried to find solutions of high quality, even in
the most complex scenarios, so as to encourage comparison with other techniques
in the future.

In our research, we have considered a number of issues related to solution en-
coding, problem formulation, the symmetrical nature of the problem, and distinct
approaches that foster collaboration among different heuristics. First, we have de-
fined an alternative problem formulation with a slot-based representation (which
is an alternative to other slot-based representations and to the classical model with
a variation-based encoding of the candidates). All our heuristics proposed in pre-
vious work were adapted to this alternative formulation and have been evaluated
here experimentally. In addition, based on the highly symmetrical nature of the
problem, we have considered the possibility of imposing standard symmetry break-
ing procedures –used in constraint and integer programming– to reduce the search
space of the problem (in both classical and alternative representations). Therefore,
we have designed a number of algorithms that hybridise distinct metaheuristics
with the aim of improving the performance of each of the linked metaheuristics
working alone.We emphasise that our hybrid algorithms are based on well-known
concepts such as symmetry breaking and memetic algorithms. More specifically,
we have employed memetic algorithms to design integrative metaheuristics, and
the concept of multi-agent systems to produce cooperative versions of our meta-
heuristics.

An experimental evaluation (and comparison) of all the metaheuristics pro-
posed in this work, has shown that the hybrid metaheuristics exhibit a high per-
formance to handle the TDP. So, although the degree of benefit in using these pro-
cedures is highly dependent on other design decisions, a memetic algorithm (i.e.,
an integrative metaheuristic) using symmetry breaking on the alternative repre-
sentation is a very acceptable option for tackling the TDP. We have also observed
that integrative metaheuristic have behaved outstandingly in solving scenarios of
low and medium complexity, and faily effectively in more complex scenarios. How-
ever, the cooperative metaheuristics have outperformed the memetic approaches,
at the same time that they have shown a high robustness. Moreover, one cooper-
ative version has obtained a success rate close to 95% in solving all the problem
scenarios, including even the most complex problem instance. In fact, some of the
cooperative metaheuristics presented here can be considered the state-of-the-art
techniques in solving the three problem instances reported in the literature. The
robustness and high performance of the cooperative metaheuristics in handling



26 David Rodŕıguez Rueda et al.

the TDP opens up a line of future work which aims to study other approaches for
the synergetic combination of metaheuristics in the solving of this problem.

As for future work, we plan to test the performance of other metaheuristics to
tackle the TDP. Another line of future research is to look for alternative represen-
tations/formulations to the template design problem. We have already mentioned
the possibility of considering asymmetric representative formulations (ARFs) as
alternatives to the natural symmetric formulation of the problem. In the same line
of work, redundant modelling, a well-known technique employed in constraint pro-
gramming that combines alternative problem representations linked by channelling
constraints, might be an interesting approach to analyse Cheng et al. (1999).

In addition, note that symmetry breaking (SB) favours the performance of
our metaheuristics, on both hybrid methods and basic techniques (including lo-
cal search and genetic algorithms). However, some authors, such as S. Prest-
wich Prestwich (2003), have reported that the addition of symmetry breaking
constraints to a model can produce a negative effect of local search perfor-
mance, whereas other approaches have found that SB improves local search per-
formance Yokoo (1997). S. Prestwich investigated this issue and found that com-
plex local search can reduce the negative effects of applying symmetry breaking
Prestwich and Roli (2005). Our metaheuristics (including local search) are based
on specific neighbourhoods and robust recombination operators that were specifi-
cally tailored to the problem. Thus, our local search methods might be considered,
in some sense, complex, which could justify that SB improves its performance. In
any case, there are few approaches that connect metaheuristics and the symme-
try breaking that we have considered in this paper (i.e., those used primarily in
constraint and integer programming) and, as a consequence, the employment of
this kind of SB in metaheuristics is poorly understood. Anyway, as mentioned
in Prügel-Bennett (2004), thinking in terms of symmetry breaking allows some of
the common notions about evolutionary algorithms (such as exploration versus ex-
ploitation, or diversity) to be redefined, and therefore, this may help provide new
methods for improving their performance on hard optimisation problems. This is
an interesting line of future work that is beyond the scope of this paper.
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