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Abstract

In this paper, we present a new approach to linearizing zero-one
quadratic minimization problem which has many applications in
computer science and communications. Our algorithm is based
on the observation that the quadratic term of zero-one variables
has two equivalent piece-wise formulations, convex and concave
cases. The convex piece-wise objective function and/or
constraints play a great role in deducing small linearization.
Further tight strategies are also discussed.

Keywords: Integer programming, quadratic programming,
linearization.
1. Introduction

In this article, we consider the zero-one quadratic
programming problem

P: min ¢ x+x Qx (1.1)
st. h'x+x'Gx>g (1.2)
xe Xc{0,5}", 1.3)

where Q and G are general symmetric matrices of
dimension N <N .

This problem is a generalization of unconstrained
zero-one quadratic problems, zero-one quadratic knapsack
problems, quadratic assignment problems and so on. It is
clearly NP-hard.

Linearization strategies are to reformulate the zero-
one quadratic programs as equivalent mixed-integer
programming problems (1.1) and (1.3) with additional
binary variables and/or continuous variables and
continuous constraints, see [1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13].
The main contributions of this article is to present a simple
approach to linearizing zero-one quadratic minimization
problem. It is based on the observation that the quadratic

term of zero-one variables has two equivalent piece-wise
formulations, convex and concave cases. Small
linearization is obtained based on reformulating the
corresponding convex piece-wise objective function and/or
constraints.

Recently, Sherali and Smith [14] developed small
linearizations for (1.1) - (1.3), which is more general with
structure. The linearization generated by our approach is
smaller. More tight linearization strategies are proposed in
this article for further improvement.

This article is organized as follows. In section 2, we
shortly describe the existing efficient linearization
approach. In section 3, we introduce our approach and
represent the linearized model. Tight linearization
strategies are developed in section 4. We conclude the
paper in section 5.

2. The Existing Efficient Linearization
Approach

Define

=min/max{Qx: x € X}, Vi, (2.1

yrinin/max
where Qi is the i-th row of Q, and X s any suitable
relaxation of X such that the problem (2.1) can be solved
relatively easily. }min/max 0€ the vector with

components '
i :1’ - N ’and 1—‘min/max = diag (7imin/max)'
Similarly, define

Al =min/max{G,x: x € X}, Vi, (2.2)

min/max

and


mailto:gharibi@jazanu.edu.sa

i=1,..n)",
i=1..n).

mln/max ( min/max ?

=diag (A

min/max min/max ?

Sherali and Smith [14] reformulated Problem P as an
equivalent bilinearly constrained bilinear problem by

introducing ¥ =QX and AGX . Linearizing the terms

X,7; and x; A, by s/ and z, respectively, they
obtained

BP: min c'x+e's' (2.3)

st. Qx=y (2.4)

h x+e'z'>¢ (2.5)

Gx=1 (2.6)

7lininxi <s < 7;inaxxi Vi, (.7)

Tun = %)S (= 8) < 1 LX) V1, (28)

A X <7 <AL X, Vi, (2.9)

Ao (U=%)< (A -2) <AL (L-x), Vi, (2.10)

Xe X (2.11)

where e is a conformable vector of ones and the constrains
(2.7) - (2.10) comes from multiplying

yminéygymax’ A <ﬂ’<ﬂ“ (212)

min —

by x, and (1—X,).

BP (2.3) - (2.11) has the following equivalent compact
formulation

BP: min c'x+e's+y,. X (2.13)
st. Qx=y+s+I e (2.14)
h"x+e'z+4. x>¢g (2.15)

Gx=4 (2.16)

08, < (Ve = )X, Vi (217)

0<Y, < (e = 7in) L= %), Vi, (2.18)
0<z,<(A - Al )x (2.19)

AL <(4-1)< lr'nax - —/Ir:m)xi,Vi, (2.20)

xe X (2.21)

via the linear transformation

S = Si'_yrininxi’Vi’

Y= 78 = Vmin (1= %), Vi, (2.22)
z,=1/- Al x,Vi,

min 7%

Since the optimization and constraint senses of BP
tend to push the variables s to their lower bounds and z to

their upper bounds, the final relaxed version of BP was
written as

BP: min ¢'x+e's+y x (2.23)
st Qx=y+s+I ;e (2.24)

0<y<[M g —Tinl€-X) (2.25)

$20 (2.26)

h' x+e'z+27,x>¢ (2.27)
Gx2z+4,, (2.28)

0<z <[Amax A Ix (2.29)

xe X, (2.30)

by deleting the upper bounding inequalities for s and

A—17 in (2.17) and (2.20), and combining (2.16) with
(2.20).

It was shown in [14] that Problems BP and P are
equivalent in the sense that for each feasible solution to
one problem, there exists a feasible solution to the other
problem having the same objective value. Furthermore, let
X be part of an optimal solution to Problem BP. Then x
solves Problem P.

Besides, BP can be improved by the additional cuts

(A =yt —W )% —$+2,<0,Vi, (2.31)

which is derived from multiplying 4, —y, <w._ by
X; wherew! =max{G, -Q,)x :x X }.

3. A Representation Approach

Motivated by [15], we first reveal the relation between
general quadratic and piece-wise linear terms for zero-one
variables.

Lemma 3.1
let x eX <{0,1}". foranl i =1,...,n,

X Q X = Max{yyn X, QX+ VX = Znac b (3.0
XQx= MY X QX+ Vhin X = Vmind (3.2)

Proof. Suppose X; =0, the left hand side of (3.1) is
cleary 0 and the right hand side becomes
max{0, Q,x —» _}=0. On the other hand, if

X; # 0, itmusthold that X; =1, the right hand

side of (3.1) reads max{y, .., Q,;x}=Q,x , which is

equal to the left hand side. The proof of (3.1) is completed
and (3.2) can be similarly verified.



Corollary 3.1

Letxe X <{0,1}". forall i=1,...,n,

max{yrininxi’Qix-I—}/rinaxxi _7/rina><}S 5 < 3.3)
< min{yrinaxxi’QiX+7rininXi _Vrinin}v

if and only if

s =X QX (3.4)

Proof. Combining (3.1) with (3.2), we have
XQX = Max {7y, X QX+ VX = Vmad (3.5)
= MiN{y,, %, QX+ 70X = Vmin b
O

The above results hold true for G, and A, defined

before. Linearization based on Corollary 3.1 is just BP
(2.3) - (2.11), where the linear inequalities (2.7) - (2.8) is
nothing but (3.3). We remark here the four inequalities
implied by (3.3) were first introduced in [8].

Actually, not all inequalities (3.3) are necessary in the
final linearized model. To see this, below we first
introduce the principle of reformulating zero-one quadratic
programs into piece-wise linear programs. Generally, for
continuous programs, we have

Proposition 3.1. Any convex program with linear or
piece-wise linear objective function and constraints is
equivalent to a linear program in the sense that there is a
one-to-one projection between both feasible solutions.

Proof. We notice that
minf (x)
is equivalent to
min t
st. t-f(x)>0

Without loss of generality we assume that the objective
function is linear. The constraint set is convex and
characterized by piece-wise linear inequalities. It follows
that it is convex polyhedral, which must have linear
expression. a

It is easy to see that the equivalence of Proposition
3.1 holds if we restrict the variables to be zeros or ones.
Next we show the existence of such equivalent ‘convex'
piece-wise linear program for zero-one quadratic
minimization problem.

Proposition 3.2. For any zero-one quadratic minimization
problem, there is an equivalent zero-one piece-wise linear
program with convex objective function and constraints.

Proof. Clearly, the maximum of several linear functions is
convex and the minimum is concave. Then (3.1) and (3.2)
in Lemma 3.1 provide the convex and concave

formulations, respectively. Therefore, for any given zero-
one quadratic minimization problem, we can obtain an
equivalent convex piece-wise linear program by using
(3.1) and/or (3.2). Note that we use (3.1) and (3.2)
simultaneously only when handling equality constraints,
see also Corollary 3.1.

Now we can see that (1.1) - (1.3) has the following
equivalent formulation

min CTX+ZmaX{}/rininXi!QiX+7/ri11axXi _?’rinax} (3.6)

i=1

st hTx+ Y min {4, X, GX+ A X — A} > 0, (3.7)

i=1

xe X <{0,1}". (3.8)

Linearizing (3.6)-(3.8) becomes very easy. For example,
(3.7) is equivalent to

h'x+> z,>g, (3.9)
i=1

2, <A %, (3.10)

Z, SGX+AL X — A, (3.11)

since (3.9)-(3.11) is a relaxation of (3.7) and (3.9)-(3.11)
also implies (3.7).

Now we can obtain a linearization for (3.6)-(3.8), which is
similarly to BP except that we do not require Y =0

and Z =0 In other words, they are redundant in
BP
Finally, we point out that the non-necessity of inequalities

suchas Y =0 and Z = O was also observed in [1, 2.

Actually, the linearization generated by our convex piece-
wise approach coincides theirs.

4. Tight Strategies

We show Lemma 3.1 can be strengthened. Define

7 =max{Q.x: x e X, x, =0}, Vi, (4.1)
7 =min{Qx: xe X,x =1}, Vi, (4.2)
7, =max{Qx: x e X, x =1}, Vi, (4.3)
y=min{Qx: x e X,x =0}, Vi, (4.4)
Lemma 4.1

Let x e X <{0,1}". Foralli =1,...,n,



xQx=max{y}x, Qx+ 7% ~ 71} (4.5)
xiQix:min{g_/izxi,Qix+Zi2xi -7} (4.6)

Proof. Suppose xi = 0, the left hand side of (4.5) is clearly
0 and the right hand side becomes

max{0, Q,X —,}=0 due to the definition (4.1).
On the other hand, if X; # O, it must hold that X, =1,
according to (4.2), the right hand side of (4.5) reads

max{;_/il, Q,X}=Q; X which is equal to the left

hand side. The proof of (4.5) is completed and (4.6) can be
similarly verified. o

Corollary 4.1
Let X eX <{0,}". Forall i =1,...,N,
max{Zilxi, Qix"'}_/ilxi _7_/;}5 S (4.7)

<mingzyx, Qx+7.% -7},

if and only if

S/ = x.Q.X. (4.8)
Similarly, define A4, 4,, 4, A, as follows

Ay =max{Gx:xe X,x =0}, Vi, (4.9)
A =min{Gx:xe X,x =1}, Vi, (4.10)
Ay =max{Gx:xe X,x =1}, Vi, (4.12)
Ay =min{Gx:x e X, x =0}, Vi, (4.12)
And let

fllZ =diag (?7;/2)1K1/2 = diag(EII/Z)-
Lyp= diag (Zlilz)v L\uz =diag (ﬁii/z)-

As pointed by one referee, the enhancing lower and upper
bounding parameters approach was first developed in [3].

Here we notice that 7', y,,7,, 75 can be further

enhanced. We replace X in the linear problems (4.1) -
(4.4) with a more restricted feasible region:

X Neonv{x:h"x+x"Gx> g} (4.13)

< X Neonv{x:hx+ ) min{7,%,Gx+ ;% - 7,}> g}(4.14)

i=1

={xeX:h'x+ (4.15)

+Zyi 20,Y, S?Zixi’yi SGiX-I_Z;Xi _Z;’Vi}l

i=1

where CONV{S} denotes the convex hull of the set S,
and (4.13) - (4.14) holds due to the fact

Proposition 4.1. The concave envelope of the bilinear
function X;G;X over the domain [0,1]x[7,,7, ]is given
by

min{7,%, G X+7,X —7,} (4.16)
The proof of Proposition 4.1 is omitted here. General

results for bilinear function and proofs could be found in
[5, 11].

Similarly, (1.1)-(1.3) is equivalent to

min  c'x+ Y max{y;x,Qx+7% —7} (4.17)
i=1

st. h'x + Zn:min{ﬂ;ixi,Gix+412ixi - }>0, (4.18)

xe X < {0,1}" (4.19)

Linearizing (4.17) - (4.19) and introducing necessary
linear transformation, we immediately obtain the following
new linearization formulation:

NBP: min c'x+e"s+y. X (4.20)
st. (Q+L,+C)x=y+s+L,e (4.21)
y<[[1-T,](e-x) (4.22)

$>0 (4.23)

h'x+e'z+ A x>g (4.24)
G+A,+A)Xx=>z+ 4, (4.25)

7 <[A2+A]x (4.26)

X e X (4.27)

The following result is trivial to verify.

Proposition 4.2.

(a) Problems NBP and P are equivalent in the sense that

for each feasible solution to one problem, there exists
a feasible solution to the other problem having the
same objective value.

(b) Let x be part of an optimal solution to Problem NBP
. Then x solves Problem P.

Though BP, BP and NBP are equivalent, the

continuous relaxation of NBP can give tighter lower

bound due to the trivial fact which follows from the
definitions (2.1), (2.2), (4.1)-(4.4) and (4.9) - (4.12):



Proposition 4.3.

}_/1,2 < ¥ max, (4.28)
Vi < ¥ min, (4.29)
Aua< A max, (4.30)
Ayjp < Amin. (4.32)

Now we present the strategy to improve the additional
inequalities (2.31) which strengthen BP. According to
Lemma 4.1, we have

X(G,~Q) x=min{w:x,, (G, ~Q)x +Wox, ~w,},¥,, (4.32)
X(G, Q) x=max{wix, (G, ~Q )X+ Wix,~Wi},¥,, (4.33)

Where

vivizmax{(Gi -Q)x: xeX, x, =0}V, (4.34)
w,=min{(G,-Q)x: xeX, x =1},Y,, (4.35)
wo=max{(G, Q) x: xeX, x =1}, V,, (4.36)
w,=min{(G, -Q,) x: xeX, x =0}V, (4.37)

Applying the linear transformation (2.22) to (4.32) and
(4.33), we obtain

(A—7, - W)X -5, -2<0,7,, (4.38)
(A—7, W) % =5 -7 <(G—Q)x—W,,V,, (4.39)
(-7, -W)%—5-2<0,Y, (4.40)
(Ai—7 —Wi)% -5, -7, < (G, ~Q)x-Wi,V,, (4.41)

Proposition 4.4. For each i, (4.38) implies (2.31).
Proof. Note that (2.31) means x, (Q;x —G,x —~w!_)<0
while (4.38) is x; (Q;x —G;x —W,) <0

The proof is completed since W) <w/_~ from their

max
definitions. o

Finally, we point out that the approach adding
inequalities (2.31) or our (4.38) - (4.41) to strengthen BP is
actually a special case of re-linearizing the quadratic part

of the Lagrangian function, Z::lxi (Qi —6G, )X,
where @ > Qis the Lagrangian multiplier.

Define

W (0) =max{(-Q, +6G,)x: x e X, x, =0}, Vi, (4.42)
W (0)=min{(-Q, +6G,)x: x e X, =1}, Vi, (4.43)
W, (0)=max{(-Q, +0G;)x: xe X,x, =1}, Vi, (4.44)
wh (@) =min{(-Q. +6G,)x: x e X, x. =0}, Vi, (4.45)

Similarly, we have the following cuts

(Hﬁ_ﬁ_wg)xi_si""gzi <0,vi, (4.46)
(eﬂ;_ﬁ_wiz)xi_si+eziS(Gi_Qi)X—\LViZ,Vi, (4.47)
(04 —y —W)X —s; + 607, >0, Vi, (4.48)

(64 - 7l ~W)% ~5,+0,> (G, - Q)XW ¥i,  (449)

where >0 If =1, they reduce to (4.38) - (4.41).
A good choice may be

6 =aremin|| w,(6) ~w,(6) |or (min| W, (6) -w,(0)

).(4.50)

where || ) || is a norm and @ > & is a fixed real number.
Approximately, we take

.
_ trace (QGT) ,if trace(QG")>Oand | G| F #0

f=aremin |Q-6G|F =/ trace(GG") (4.50)
7 1 otherwise.

where

1
|G| = (trace (GG ))? and traceG => " G,,.

5. Conclusions

In this article, we discuss small linearizations for the
zero-one quadratic minimization problem. We present the
equivalence of quadratic terms and piece-wise linear terms
for zero-one variables. There are two piece-wise
formulations, convex and concave cases. We show the
smaller linearization is based on the convex piece-wise
objective function and constraints. Linearization generated
by our approach is smaller than that in [14]. Our approach
can be easily extended to linearize polynomial zero-one
minimization problems.

Further tight strategies are also discussed such as
enhancing the lower and upper bounding parameters,
strengthening existing cuts and adding new cuts.
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