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Abstract—Workforce scheduling involves a variety of rule-
based constraints—such as shift limits, staffing policies, working
hour restrictions, and many similar scheduling rules—which can
interact in conflicting ways, leading to infeasible models. Iden-
tifying the underlying causes of such infeasibility is critical for
resolving scheduling issues and restoring feasibility. A common
diagnostic approach is to compute Irreducible Infeasible Subsets
(IISs): minimal sets of constraints that are jointly infeasible
but become feasible when any one is removed. We consider
models formulated using pseudo-Boolean constraints with in-
equality relations over binary variables, which naturally encode
scheduling logic. Existing IIS extraction methods such as Additive
Deletion and QuickXplain rely on repeated feasibility checks,
often incurring large numbers of solver calls. Dual ray analysis,
while effective for LP-based models, may fail when the relaxed
problem is feasible but the underlying pseudo-Boolean model
is not. To address these limitations, we propose Graph-based
Conflict Set Extraction Algorithm (G-CSEA) to extract a conflict
set, an approach inspired by Conflict-Driven Clause Learning
(CDCL) in SAT solvers. Our method constructs an implication
graph during constraint propagation and, upon detecting a
conflict, traces all contributing constraints across both decision
branches. The resulting conflict set can optionally be minimized
using QuickXplain to produce an IIS. We evaluate our approach
on infeasible instances of workforce scheduling problems, com-
paring it with Additive Deletion, QuickXplain, Dual Ray with
Deletion, and Elastic Filter with QuickXplain. Experimental
results show that our conflict graph-based method produces
compact conflict sets—typically reducing the constraint set by
around 94%—which, when passed to QuickXplain, substantially
reduce the number of solver calls required for IIS extraction.
Moreover, the method achieves lower IIS computation time than
other techniques in most cases, while maintaining scalability
across a range of model sizes. On average, the conflict graph +
QuickXplain method achieves approximately 40% reduction in
IIS computation time compared to using QuickXplain alone. This
makes G-CSEA a viable approach for diagnosing infeasibility in
constraint-based scheduling systems.

Index Terms—Pseudo-Boolean Constraints, Irreducible Infea-
sible Subset (IIS), Conflict-Driven Clause Learning (CDCL),
Conflict Graph Analysis, Workforce Scheduling, QuickXplain

I. INTRODUCTION

Workforce scheduling involves assigning employees to
shifts over time while satisfying a wide range of operational
constraints—such as limits on working hours, restrictions on
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consecutive workdays, day-offs, shift assignment rules, and
other agent- or shift-specific requirements [1], [2]. These
constraints are often modeled using pseudo-Boolean (PB)
expressions: linear inequalities over Boolean variables, which
directly encode binary scheduling decisions such as assigning
an agent to a shift on a given day. When multiple schedul-
ing policies interact—especially across different constraint
types—the overall model may become infeasible due to con-
flicting requirements.

In such situations, simply reporting that the model is in-
feasible offers limited practical insight. Instead, it is crucial
to identify Irreducible Infeasible Subsets (1ISs): minimal sets
of constraints responsible for infeasibility, such that removing
any single constraint restores satisfiability. IISs serve as a
valuable tool for diagnosing infeasibility, debugging con-
straint models, and resolving policy-level conflicts in complex
scheduling systems.

Early work on IIS computation primarily focused on
deletion-based and slack-based techniques. Chinneck [3] pro-
posed practical heuristics such as deletion filtering, constraint
reordering, constraint grouping, sensitivity analysis filters,
and the elastic filter—which augments each constraint with
a slack variable and minimizes the total slack to identify
likely sources of infeasibility. While effective for continuous
linear programs, these methods were not designed for, nor
evaluated on, pseudo-Boolean constraint systems involving
strictly Boolean variables.

Building on this, Guieu and Chinneck [4] extended both the
deletion filtering and additive techniques to mixed-integer lin-
ear programs (MILPs), incorporating hybrid additive-deletion
strategies and dynamic constraint reordering. While their
approach is broadly applicable to general MILP models,
their experimental work focused primarily on mixed-integer
cases and did not explore purely Boolean or pseudo-Boolean
domains. This motivated us to adapt and evaluate deletion-
style techniques for infeasible pseudo-Boolean scheduling
problems.

To reduce the number of feasibility checks required during
IIS computation, Junker [5] proposed QuickXplain, a general-
purpose algorithm that employs a recursive divide-and-conquer
strategy to isolate minimal conflict sets in constraint satisfac-
tion problems. While QuickXplain has been widely adopted
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in domains such as model-based diagnosis and constraint
explanation, it was not originally applied to infeasible pseudo-
Boolean systems, and no empirical results were reported for
such models.

Infeasibility analysis has also been studied through dual ray
techniques, particularly the work of Gleeson and Ryan [6],
which uses Farkas’ Lemma to identify minimal infeasible
subsystems via unbounded dual rays. While theoretically ele-
gant, this method applies only to continuous LPs and was not
developed for pseudo-Boolean or binary-variable systems.

Conflict-driven techniques from SAT solving have also been
extended to mixed-integer programming (MIP). Achterberg [7]
developed a conflict graph framework for the SCIP solver,
which constructs implication graphs to derive conflict con-
straints—valid inequalities that help prune infeasible regions
of the search space. The Galena solver, proposed by Chai
and Kuehlmann [9], extends SAT-style conflict learning to
pseudo-Boolean constraints by integrating DPLL-based search
with cutting planes and watched literal propagation. Mexi
et al. [8] recently incorporated pseudo-Boolean reasoning
into conflict analysis for MIP solvers through cutting-plane-
based resolution methods, including division, saturation, and
mixed integer rounding (MIR). Their approach enhances solver
performance by generating stronger conflict constraints during
search.

While these approaches significantly improve solver per-
formance through more effective pruning and branching, they
are designed primarily as internal search optimizations. None
of them focus on identifying infeasibility in the original
constraint model or extracting constraint-level explanations
such as IISs.

In the SAT and CSP domains, Liffiton and Sakallah [10]
proposed the CAMUS framework for computing all Minimal
Unsatisfiable Subsets (MUSes) of CNF Boolean formulas.
Their method follows a two-phase strategy: first identifying
Minimal Correction Subsets (MCSes), and then computing
MUSes as minimal hitting sets of these MCSes. While general
and influential, the approach is restricted to CNF clause sets
and does not extend to pseudo-Boolean constraints involving
cardinality or linear arithmetic.

Bailey and Stuckey [11] proposed a general hitting set
dualization approach for computing all Minimal Unsatisfiable
Subsets (MUSes) in constraint satisfaction problems. While
the method is complete, it can be computationally expensive
even for extracting a single MUS, due to the cost of enu-
merating correction sets and solving the associated hitting set
problem.

To address these gaps, we introduce a conflict set extraction
algorithm inspired by conflict-driven reasoning, tailored to
pseudo-Boolean constraint systems. We also present experi-
mental results on infeasible scheduling problems, comparing
the performance of our approach against several established
IIS extraction techniques.

II. METHODOLOGY

The following section contains details related to how the IIS
extraction problem has been setup, followed by details on how
the G-CSEA approach is inspired from conflict set extraction.
More details on Conflict detection and analysis as well as
MIR-based constraint learning are covered in sub-sections C
and D.

A. Problem Setup

We consider the problem of identifying an Irreducible In-
feasible Subset (IIS) from an infeasible set of pseudo-Boolean
constraints. Each constraint is of the form:

Zaixi(bb, x; € {0,1}, a;,b €7, @E{S,Z,:}
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where x; are Boolean decision variables, a; are integer
coefficients, b is the right-hand side constant, and ® denotes
the constraint sense. These constraints naturally represent
scheduling rules. Given a finite set C of such constraints, we
assume that C is infeasible—i.e., there is no assignment to the
variables that satisfies all constraints simultaneously.

An IIS is a subset C’ C C such that: C’ is infeasible, and
every proper subset C"” C C’ is feasible.

The goal is to compute such a minimal infeasible subset C’,
ideally with minimal computational overhead. Our focus is on
developing a practical and scalable method for extracting such
subsets efficiently from workforce scheduling models, where
the number and complexity of constraints can be substantial.

B. CDCL-Inspired Conflict Set Extraction

Our approach follows a Conflict-Driven Clause Learning
(CDCL)-style search procedure adapted to pseudo-Boolean
constraints. The goal is to identify a subset of constraints re-
sponsible for infeasibility by tracking propagation and conflict
dependencies.

The algorithm begins with an empty variable assignment
and iteratively attempts to assign values to variables through
propagation or decision-making. At each step, the algorithm
performs unit propagation over all constraints. If a constraint
becomes violated under the current partial assignment, a
conflict is triggered, and conflict analysis is invoked.

If propagation leads to new variable assignments, all con-
straints are re-evaluated, and this process repeats until no
further inferences can be made. If no conflict is detected
and the assignment is still incomplete, the algorithm selects
an unassigned variable and assigns it a value (0 or 1) as a
decision. This increases the decision level and continues the
propagation process.

When a conflict is detected, the implication structure is
analyzed to identify all constraints that contributed to the
conflict. These constraints are collected into a conflict set,
and the algorithm backtracks to the latest decision level where
unexplored assignments remain.

The process continues—propagating, deciding, analyzing
conflicts, and backtracking—until either:



o A satisfying assignment is found, indicating that the
model is feasible, or

o All possible decision paths are exhausted and conflicts
persist, in which case the algorithm returns the accumu-
lated conflict set.

High-Level Algorithm Outline: The main control flow of the
CDCL-based conflict set extraction algorithm is as follows:

1) Propagation: The algorithm performs unit propagation
over all pseudo-Boolean constraints to extend the current
partial assignment by checking for conflicts or inferring
variable values using slack-based reasoning and implica-
tion rules. If any constraint is violated under the current
assignment, a conflict is detected and conflict analysis is
invoked. Whenever a variable is inferred, the constraint
responsible is recorded for subsequent conflict analysis.

2) Conflict Analysis (see Section II-C): When a conflict
occurs, the implication graph is traversed to identify all
constraints that contributed to the conflict. These are
recorded as part of the conflict set. Additionally, the
most recent decision variable involved in the conflict
is identified for potential backtracking.

3) Backtracking and Flipping: If both values (0 and 1) of
the conflicting decision variable have been tried, the
algorithm backtracks to the most recent decision level
with unexplored branches. Otherwise, it flips the value of
the current decision variable and resumes propagation.

4) Decision Assignment: If no conflict is found and some
variables remain unassigned, the algorithm selects the
next unassigned variable and assigns it a decision value
(0 or 1). The decision level is incremented, and the new
assignment is pushed onto the decision stack.

5) Termination: If a complete assignment is found that
satisfies all constraints, the model is feasible and the
algorithm returns SAT. If all possible decision paths
have been explored and conflicts persist, the model
is declared UNSAT, and the collected conflict set is
returned as the infeasibility explanation.

C. Conflict Detection and Analysis

When a constraint is violated during propagation, a conflict
is detected. The algorithm then performs conflict analysis to
identify the subset of constraints responsible for the infeasi-
bility under the current assignment.

To do this, we maintain an implication graph, where each
implied variable is linked to the constraint that caused its
assignment. Conflict analysis involves a backward traversal
of this graph starting from the violated constraint:

e For each variable in the conflict constraint, we trace
its implication source—i.e., the constraint that forced its
assignment.

e These source constraints are added to a traversal stack
and explored recursively.

o If a variable was assigned via a decision (not implied), we
record its decision level to identify where to backjump.

This traversal gathers all constraints that lie along implica-
tion paths contributing to the conflict, forming the conflict set.
The most recent decision variable involved in the conflict is
also identified and used to determine the appropriate backjump
level.

After all paths are traversed, the collected constraints are
stored as the conflict core—a non-minimal explanation of
infeasibility. This set can optionally be minimized using
QuickXplain to produce an Irreducible Infeasible Subset (ILS).

D. Learning via MIR-based Constraint Derivation

To strengthen the solver and reduce repeated exploration
of the same conflicts, we incorporate an optional constraint
learning mechanism based on the Mixed Integer Rounding
(MIR) approach introduced by Mexi et al. [8]. After a conflict
is detected and the contributing constraints are identified, we
apply an exact MIR-based resolution procedure to derive a
new pseudo-Boolean constraint that generalizes the conflict.

This learned constraint captures the essence of the infeasi-
bility in a compact, implying valid form. It can optionally be
added back to the constraint set to improve future propagation
and pruning. While not required for conflict set extraction
or IIS computation, this learning step serves as a useful
enhancement—particularly in large or structured infeasible
systems where similar conflicts recur.

Algorithm 1 CDCL-style Conflict Set Extraction

1: Input: Pseudo-Boolean constraints

2: Output: Conflict core C or () if feasible

3: C + 0, tried_decisions < ()

4: Set decision level £ < 0

5: while true do

6: con flict < PROPAGATE

7: if con flict then

8: latest_decision_var < ANALYZECONEFELICT(con flict)

9: while true do

10: if latest_decision_var = None then

11: return C > Infeasible
12: tried < tried_decisions|latest_decision_var]

13: add latest assigned value of latest_decision_var to tried
14: if both 0 and 1 in ¢ried then

15: remove latest_decision_var from tried_decisions
16: if previous decision exists then

17: latest_decision_var <— previous decision

18: continue

19: else
20: return C > All paths explored
21: else
22: BACKTRACK(level of latest_decision_var)
23: flip value of latest_decision_var
24: tried_decisions[latest_decision_var] < tried
25: DECIDE(latest_decision_var, flipped value)
26: break
27: else if all variables assigned then
28: return () > Feasible
29: else
30: choose next unassigned x
31: DECIDE(z, default value) >e.g., |l




Algorithm 2 Analyze Conflict

1: Input: Violated constraint ¢

2: Output: Latest decision variable involved in the conflict
3: Initialize stack with ¢

4: wvisited_constraints < ()

5: latest_decision_var < None, latest_decision_level < —1
6: while stack not empty do

7: cname <— stack.pop()

8: if cname € visited_constraints then

9: continue

10: else

11: add cname to visited_constraints

12: for each variable x in constraint cname do

13: if « was implied then

14: reason <— constraint that implied x

15: add reason to stack

16: else

17: y < decision level of x

18: if y > latest_decision_level then

19: latest_decision_var < x
20: latest_decision_level <y

21: Update global conflict core: C < C U visited_constraints
22: learned_constraint < DERIVEMIRCONFLICT(c)

23: add learned_constraint to the model

24: return latest_decision_var

III. RESULTS

We evaluated the performance of our proposed Conflict
Graph Analysis algorithm on a benchmark suite of 50 infeasi-
ble workforce scheduling instances. These models consist of
binary decision variables and pseudo-Boolean constraints. For
comparison, we implemented four widely used IIS extraction
methods:

o Additive Deletion,

e QuickXplain,

« Dual Ray Analysis + Deletion (applied after LP relax-

ation of the pseudo-Boolean model),

o Elastic Filter + QuickXplain.

For consistency, we used the following solver backends for
each method:

e OR-Tools CP-SAT backend was used for Additive-
Deletion, QuickXplain, and our Conflict Graph Analysis
algorithm.

e OR-Tools LP backend was used for Dual Ray Analysis
in the context of LP relaxations, HiGHS solver via
scipy.optimize.linprog was used for extracting dual rays.

e Gurobi was used as the backend for the Elastic Filter
method, since the OR-Tools CP-SAT solver returned
feasible results for several infeasible instances under that
approach.

Table 1T summarizes the IIS extraction times (in seconds)
for 12 representative testcases using the five methods described
above. Each column reports the runtime for a specific method,
allowing for direct comparison across approaches.

Table II summarizes detailed statistics collected from our
proposed Conflict Graph Analysis algorithm across 15 selected
infeasible scheduling instances. These instances were chosen
to represent a wide range of problem sizes and structures. Each
row corresponds to a distinct test case and reports various
internal metrics observed during the IIS extraction process.

The columns include:

o #Cons: The total number of pseudo-Boolean constraints
in the original model.

o #Vars: The number of Boolean variables used.

o AvgLit: The average number of literals (terms) per con-
straint.

o RedCons: The number of constraints in the final conflict
set extracted before minimization.

o Conflicts: The number of conflicts encountered during
the search.

o Decisions: The total number of variable assignments
made as decisions.

o Backtracks: The number of times the algorithm back-
tracked to earlier decision levels.

o Learned: The number of learned constraints generated
via MIR-based conflict resolution.

o MaxDL: The highest decision level reached during the
search.

o Time (s): The total runtime taken by the algorithm for
each instance, measured in seconds.

IV. DISCUSSION

The experimental results show that our conflict graph-based
method, when combined with QuickXplain, substantially re-
duces the time required to compute IISs across a variety of
infeasible workforce scheduling problems. Unlike traditional
methods such as Additive Deletion or Elastic Filter, which rely
heavily on repeated solver calls or model reformulations, our
approach uses propagation, implication tracking, and conflict-
directed backjumping to isolate conflict sets more efficiently.

While Dual Ray analysis can occasionally achieve faster
runtimes, it is limited to models where LP relaxation preserves
infeasibility. In contrast, our method remains applicable even
when the LP relaxation is feasible but the original pseudo-
Boolean system is not, making it more robust for purely
Boolean models.

A key advantage of our approach is its ability to quickly
extract a small conflict set, thereby reducing the overhead
for subsequent minimization using QuickXplain. On average,
the final conflict set was 94.11% smaller than the original
constraint set, highlighting the effectiveness of early conflict
detection and structured search.

The runtime of our algorithm is primarily influenced by
the structure of the search tree—specifically the number of
conflicts, decision levels, and backtracking steps required to
explore infeasible branches. Instances with deeply nested con-
flicts or many closely interacting policies can trigger numerous
decisions and backtracks, increasing runtime. In such cases,
the method may perform worse than QuickXplain. However, in
most other cases—particularly those involving large constraint
sets—our method achieves equal or superior performance. On
average, it achieved a 40% reduction in IIS computation time
compared to QuickXplain alone.

These results highlight that the effectiveness of conflict
graph analysis depends not only on model size but also on the
topology of conflicts and propagation paths. Still, the use of



efficient unit propagation, conflict-driven learning (via MIR),
and backjumping significantly improves scalability and avoids
redundant search.

Overall, our method provides a mechanism for explaining
infeasibility in complex constraint-based scheduling systems,
demonstrating improved performance in many practical sce-
narios.

A. Regression Analysis of Runtime Behavior

To better understand the factors influencing the runtime
of our Conflict Graph Analysis algorithm, we performed
a multiple linear regression using data collected from 50
infeasible test cases. The goal of this analysis was to identify
which runtime metrics significantly correlate with the total
time required to compute the conflict set. We first trained the
full regression model using all the above features previously
introduced in the Results section, which achieved an R? value
of 0.808, indicating that approximately 81% of the variance
in runtime is explained by these variables. We then performed
stepwise refinement:

1) We removed less significant variables (MaxDL,
AvgLit) based on their high p-values. However, this
slightly reduced R? to 0.805.

2) One variable (RedCons) had a negative coefficient,
though it showed a positive correlation with runtime.
This suggests potential multicollinearity.

3) We computed the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF)
for all features and observed extremely high (in-
finite) VIF scores for Conflicts, Decisions,
and Backtracks, indicating strong multicollinearity
among them.

4) Removing these three reduced R? to 0.689. Reintroduc-
ing only Backtracks improved R? back to 0.808,
suggesting it captures the dominant contribution.

Based on refining the initial regression equation, final linear

regression model uses the following variables:

e Total Variables, Constraints,

Learned, Backtracks

RedCons,

The fitted regression equation is:

Time (s) = —154.94 + 0.0045 - (Total Variables)
+0.0008 - (Total Constraints)
+0.1329 - (Backtracks)
+46.7750 - (Learned)

—1.6518 - (RedCons)

— 1.8644 - (MaxDL)

—2.3865 - (AvgLit)
For, the above equation, Durbin—Watson statistic was
close to 1.9, suggesting minimal autocorrelation in
residuals, which also suggests good fit. Overall, this
model offers valuable insight into how key runtime
factors—particularly Backtracks, Learned, and Total

Variables—influence the time taken by the proposed
G-CSEA approach.

V. CONCLUSION

We presented a conflict graph-based approach for identi-
fying infeasibility in pseudo-Boolean constraint systems, mo-
tivated by workforce scheduling models. Our method adapts
principles from Conflict-Driven Clause Learning (CDCL) in
SAT solvers to extract a conflict set by tracing implication
dependencies across decision branches. This conflict set, when
minimized using QuickXplain, yields an Irreducible Infeasible
Subset (IIS) with significantly fewer solver calls than tradi-
tional approaches.

o Improved Efficiency: The conflict graph-based method,
when combined with QuickXplain for minimization, sig-
nificantly reduces the number of solver calls needed to
compute Irreducible Infeasible Subsets (IISs) compared
to traditional approaches.

« Enhanced Performance: Empirical evaluations on various
infeasible scheduling instances demonstrate that this ap-
proach often outperforms existing techniques such as Ad-
ditive Deletion, QuickXplain alone, Dual Ray Analysis,
and Elastic Filter-based methods. On average, it achieved
a 40 percent reduction in IIS computation time compared
to QuickXplain alone.

o Robustness: Unlike Dual Ray analysis, which is limited
to models where LP relaxation maintains infeasibility,
the proposed method remains effective even when the
LP relaxation is feasible but the original pseudo-Boolean
system is not, making it more robust for purely Boolean
models.

o Compact Conflict Sets: A significant advantage of the
approach is its ability to quickly extract a small conflict
set, which then reduces the overhead for subsequent
minimization. The final conflict set was, on average,
94.11 percent smaller than the original constraint set.

o Scalability: The method maintains scalability with prob-
lem size and effectively generates compact explanations
for infeasibility, even in large, highly constrained systems.
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