
On Comparison o f  t h e  Algorithms for Linear 
P r o g r a m m i n g  

EDITOR: 
I would like to comment  on some of the  observat ions  made by  

R. K. Mueller  and L. Cooper in the i r  paper  "A Comparison of the  
Pr imal-Simplex and Pr imal -Dual  Algor i thms for Linear  Pro-  
g r amming"  [Comm. A C M  8 (Nov. 1965), 682]. 

The  Simplex Method  referred to in the  paper  is not widely used 
to solve Linear  Programming  problems.  The commonly used 
method  is the  Composite  Simplex Algor i thm [1]. Bo th  the  systems 
[2] and  [3], as well as the  references (1)-(4) ment ioned  in [1], use 
the  Composite  Simplex Algor i thm.  System [4] uses ' subopt imiza-  
t ion '  wi th  ' c rashing. '  One of the  advantages  of the  Composite  
Simplex Algor i thm is to be able to s t a r t  from an  infeasible basis.  
In  ' c rashing '  a non-art if icial  (maybe infeasible) basis is the  s t a r t -  
ing basis.  Therefore  the  need for a s ta r t ing  basis having  a large 
n u m b e r  of artificial vectors  seldom arises. 

In  most  codes (even those still using the  Simplex Method)  some 
weight  is given in Phase  I to the  opt imizat ion  of the  object ive 
funct ion  when the  infeasibil i t ies are being removed;  e.g., th is  is 
included in the  format ion  of the  pr icing vector  in [2, p. V-5-3]. 
Therefore  at  the  end of Phase  I, when the  problem is feasible, the  
solut ion is not " fa r  from op t ima l . "  Often the  codes have the  fa- 
ci l i ty for specifying the  weight  (scale factor)  to be a t t ached  to the  
object ive funct ion  while the  problem is still  infeasible [3(ii), 
p. 12]. Judicious choice of th is  weight  leads to a significant de- 
crease in Phase  I I  i tera t ions .  

One of the  "ext remely  impor t an t  f indings"  wi th  which the  
au thors  conclude the i r  paper  is, t h a t  for problems where " t h e  
ra t io  of n to m is about  two or more, i t  becomes extremely unde-  
sirable to use Simplex r a the r  t h a n  P r ima l -Dua l . "  In  general,  a 
large number  of pract ica l  problems have n > 2m;perhaps i t  would 
be more re levan t  to compare Pr imal -Dual  (or its modifications) 
wi th  the  Composite  Simplex r a the r  t h a n  wi th  the  somewhat  obso- 
lete Pr imal-Simplex method.  Such comparisons would cer ta in ly  
lead to va luable  in format ion  for the  design and improvement  of 
present  and  fu ture  large scale l inear  programming systems (codes). 
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Toward Improved Communication Capability 
EDITOR : 

This  le t te r  is wr i t t en  on the  behalf  of all undel ivered and un-  
pub l i shed  cont r ibu t ions  from members  of the  ACM. 

At  the  closing session of the  FJCC,  1965, all con t r ibu ted  papers  
were character ized as " b a d . "  At  the  same session, one of the  de- 
l ivered papers  was awarded a prize as the  " b e s t "  of the  " b a d . "  

Compute r  Conferences have been popular  meet ing  places for 
over fifteen years. There  mus t  be something wrong wi th  a sys tem 
which on one hand  purpor t s  to produce "compute r  profess ionals"  
and  on the  other  does not  lead to improvement  in professional com- 
munica t ion .  

The  publ ica t ion  of the  weights  to be applied to original i ty,  
topical i ty ,  clari ty,  comprehensiveness,  s tyle and organizat ion 
would give authors  some guidelines. If the  scoring in each area 

were made known to a rejected author ,  he could take  steps to im- 
prove his communicat ions  capabi l i ty .  

More people cont inue to write more papers.  Wi th  some there  is 
an  earnest  desire to promote  t hough t  and  discussion. These indi-  
viduals  need the  guidance which such a sys tem would provide.  
Very few creat ive  th inkers  are good communicators .  The sys tem 
should be so designed t h a t  those who do not  win can p lan  to im- 
prove the i r  next  cont r ibut ion .  

D. V. SAVIDGE 
UNIVAC,  Divis ion of Sperry  R a n d  
P.O. Box 500 
Blue Bell, Pa.  19~22 

On JOE 
EDITOR : 

Unless I misunders tand  Reil ly and Feder ighi ' s  table  [Comm. 
A C M  8, H9 (Sept. 1965)] of ins t ruct ions ,  the  rout ine:  

TMA JOE 
SAL 1 
SAR 1 
T A M  JOE 

a l though  hermi t ian ,  will not  s t r ip  off the  leading and  t ra i l ing  
digits of JOE.  One which does and main ta ins  the he rmi t i an  prop-  
er ty  is : 

TMA JOE TAM JOE 
SAL 1 SAR 1 
SAR 2 SAL 2 
SAL 1 SAR 1 
T A M  JOE TMA JOE 

CHARLS R. PEARSON 
J.  P.  Stevens & Co. 
Wallace, So. Carolina 29596 

On Editorial Procedures 
EDITOR: 

The editorial  procedures of the  Journal  may need some changes. 
I am led to suggest  th is  by  the  handl ing  of a paper  I recent ly  pub-  
l ished in the  Journal  (October, 1965). Other  authors  may  have had  
s imilar  experiences. 

The  manusc r ip t  was extensively rewr i t t en  by  the  edi torial  
staff, resul t ing in m a n y  dis tor t ions  of content .  Correct ing the  
proofs cost me two days. 

Much  of the  editorial  rewri t ing was caused by  my  use of " I , "  
which is not  forbidden by  the  rules for ACM authors  [Comm. 
A C M  8 (Jan.  1965), 70], bu t  is not  accepted by  the  Journal  edi- 
tor ial  staff. I t  should be noted  t h a t  " I "  is not  inconsis tent  wi th  
"genera l ly  accepted pract ices  for scientific pape r s ; "  for ins tance,  
i t  is recommended by the  Style Manual  for Biological Journals  
(p. 2) and  by  the  ins t ruc t ions  for Science authors .  

This  experience leads me to suggest  the  following. (1) ACM 
ins t ruc t ions  for au thors  should include as complete a descr ipt ion 
as possible of the  rules used by  the  editorial  staff. (2) Dur ing  
edi t ing more care should be taken,  a t  least  more t h a n  in th is  case, 
to preserve content .  

Going beyond these suggestions,  I would like to raise a quest ion.  
Is any th ing  gained, or is something perhaps  even lost, by  edi- 
tor ia l ly  imposing upon ACM papers  a un i formi ty  exceeding the  
unanimous  recommendat ions  of style manuals?  For  instance,  
wha t  is gained by  " T - g o u g i n g " ?  To take  two specific i l lus t ra-  
t ions  from my paper,  what  is gained by  wri t ing " A  to ta l  of 13 
other  keywords ... " (p. 492) ins tead  of " T h i r t e e n  o ther  key- 
words ... ,"  or combining three  shor t  sentences,  or iginal ly  sepa- 
ra ted  for emphasis ,  in to  one long sentence draped over semicolons 
(p. 493)? In  these cases and  others  why should the  edi torial  staff 
have  the  las t  word on style? 

JOHN O'CONNOR 
R.D. 1 
Seven Valleys, Pa.  17360 
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