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Abstract

Linear programming (LP) relaxations are widely employed in exact solution methods for
multilinear programs (MLP). One example is the family of Recursive McCormick Linearization
(RML) strategies, where bilinear products are substituted for artificial variables, which deliver a
relaxation of the original problem when introduced together with concave and convex envelopes.
In this article, we introduce the first systematic approach for identifying RMLs, in which we fo-
cus on the identification of linear relaxation with a small number of artificial variables and with
strong LP bounds. We present a novel mechanism for representing all the possible RMLs, which
we use to design an exact mixed-integer programming (MIP) formulation for the identification
of minimum-size RMLs; we show that this problem is NP-hard in general, whereas a special
case is fixed-parameter tractable. Moreover, we explore structural properties of our formulation
to derive an exact MIP model that identifies RMLs of a given size with the best possible relax-
ation bound is optimal. Our numerical results on a collection of benchmarks indicate that our
algorithms outperform the RML strategy implemented in state-of-the-art global optimization
solvers.

1 Introduction

This article introduces new techniques for linearizing multilinear terms in optimization problems.
We focus on unconstrained multilinear programs (MLP) defined over Ω = [0, 1]𝑛 or Ω = {0, 1}𝑛,
where 𝑛 is the number of variables. An MLP is formulated as

min
𝒙∈Ω

𝑓 (𝒙) =
𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

𝛼𝑖

∏
𝑗∈𝐽𝑖

𝑥 𝑗 . (1)

We use 𝒙 = (𝑥1, . . . , 𝑥𝑛) to denote a vector in Ω. Function 𝑓 (𝒙) consists of 𝑚 monomials. Each
monomial 𝑖 ∈ [𝑚] is composed of a coefficient 𝛼𝑖 ∈ R and a term 𝑓𝑖 (𝒙) B

∏
𝑗∈𝐽𝑖

𝑥 𝑗 , i.e., 𝑓𝑖 (𝒙) is the

product of the variables whose indices are given by a subset 𝐽𝑖 of [𝑛].
Example 1. Consider the MLP min

𝒙∈[0,1]4
𝑓 (𝒙) = 𝑥1𝑥2𝑥3 − 𝑥2𝑥3𝑥4 − 𝑥1𝑥3𝑥4. This MLP consists

of 𝑚 = 3 monomials, which are defined over 𝑛 = 4 variables with domain [0, 1]. The first
monomial of 𝑓 (𝒙), represented by 𝛼1 𝑓1 (𝒙) = 𝑥1𝑥2𝑥3, is described by the coefficient 𝛼1 = 1 and
𝐽1 = {1, 2, 3}, which gives the term 𝑓1 (𝒙) = 𝑥1𝑥2𝑥3.

Exact methods for solving nonlinear programs typically rely on the derivation of relaxations
of 𝑓 (𝒙) (see e.g., (Burer and Saxena 2012)). A popular approach pioneered by Mccormick (1976)
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consists of obtaining a convex relaxation for each monomial 𝛼𝑖 𝑓𝑖 (𝒙). This approach can be used
in the construction of a linear programming relaxation of an MLP and is employed in state-
of-the-art global optimization solvers, such as BARON (Sahinidis (1996)), Couenne (Belotti et al.
(2009a)); see also e.g., Floudas and Visweswaran (1993) and Smith and Pantelides (1999). The
main idea is to sequentially replace each bilinear product in the MLP by an auxiliary variable,
which is connected with the components of the bilinear product through channeling constraints,
such as McCormick inequalities (Mccormick (1976)), to yield a relaxation of the original problem.
By iteratively applying such operations, one can linearize and solve the problem by branch and
bound. We refer to a linearization strategy following the iterative procedure described above as a
Recursive McCormick Linearization (RML). The number of auxiliary variables and the quality
of the linear programming (LP) relaxation bound of a linearized model vary across different
RMLs. We illustrate these differences in Example 2.

Example 2. Figures 1 and 2 depict two RMLs for the MLP shown in Example 1. The RML in

𝑥1𝑥2︸︷︷︸ 𝑥3 𝑥2𝑥3︸︷︷︸ 𝑥4 𝑥1𝑥3︸︷︷︸ 𝑥4
𝑦 {1,2}𝑥3︸   ︷︷   ︸ 𝑦 {2,3}𝑥4︸   ︷︷   ︸ 𝑦 {1,3}𝑥4︸   ︷︷   ︸
𝑦 {1,2,3} 𝑦 {2,3,4} 𝑦 {1,3,4}

Figure 1: RML with 10 variables and LP
bound −4

3 .

𝑥2 𝑥1𝑥3︸︷︷︸ 𝑥2 𝑥3𝑥4︸︷︷︸ 𝑥1 𝑥3𝑥4︸︷︷︸
𝑥2𝑦 {1,3}︸   ︷︷   ︸ 𝑥2𝑦 {3,4}︸   ︷︷   ︸ 𝑥1𝑦 {3,4}︸   ︷︷   ︸
𝑦 {1,2,3} 𝑦 {2,3,4} 𝑦 {1,3,4}

Figure 2: RML with 9 variables and LP
bound −1.

Figure 1 uses ten variables in total (from which six are artificial variables) and delivers an LP
bound of −4

3 , whereas the RML in Figure 2 uses five artificial variables and has an LP bound
of −1.

To the best of authors’ knowledge, this article is the first systematic study of RMLs for MLPs
focused on the number of introduced variables and the relaxation bound of the entire MLP,
rather than just one of its monomials. In particular, we show exact approaches for the identifi-
cation of RMLs that have (1) a small number of auxiliary variables; or (2) a tight LP relaxation
bound. Branch-and-bound algorithms benefit from (1) because fewer search nodes need to be
explored and from (2) because tigher relaxations typically result in more pruning during the
solution process. Therefore, in Example 2, the RML in Figure 2 is preferred over the RML in
Figure 1.

Our main contributions can be summarized as follows:

• Problem Definition: We formalize the study of RMLs as optimization problems with
respect to size (number of auxiliary variables introduced by the linearization strategy) and
LP bound;

• Minimum-Size RML:We present numerous results about the identification of minimum-
size RMLs. We show that the problem is NP-hard even if all monomials have degree at
most three; we also present a fixed-parameter tractable algorithm for this special case of
the problem. Furthermore, we present a greedy algorithm, which can deliver arbitrarily
poor results but typically performs well in practice. Finally, we propose an exact MIP
model for finding minimum-size RMLs.

• Best-Bound RML: We present an exact MIP model for finding best-bound RMLs of
any given size. Our results rely on the transformation of a two-level MIP formulation
into a single-level MIP based on bounds we derive for dual variables of the inner-level
sub-problem.

• Numerical study: We compare the performance of our algorithms with the linearization
strategies adopted in practice using benchmark instances that have been traditionally
adopted by the global optimization community.
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The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. §2 provides an overview of the literature.
§3 formalizes the problem and introduces the notation used in the paper. §4 and §5 present
our results involving minimum-size RMLs and best-bound RMLs, respectively. §6 presents our
numerical studies. Finally, §7 concludes the article and discusses directions for future work.

2 Literature Review

Multilinear functions appear in a variety of nonconvex optimization problems (Horst and Tuy
1996). In addition, multilinear functions arise when the Reformulation-Linearization Tech-
nique (Sherali and Adams 1999) is used to approximate the convex hull of general classes of
mathematical programs, including polynomial optimization problems. A recent survey by Ah-
madi and Majumdar (2016) presents a number of applications that can be modeled as polynomial
optimization problems.

The construction of convex lower bounding and concave upper bounding functions is key to
global optimization of an MLP. A standard approach to solving an MLP is to recast (1) as

min
𝒙∈[0,1]𝑛 ,𝑦∈[0,1]𝑚

𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

𝛼𝑖𝑦𝐽𝑖

s.t. 𝑦𝐽𝑖 = 𝑓𝑖 (𝒙) ∀ 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑚.

(2)

The feasible region defined by the nonlinear equalities in (2) are approximated by linear inequal-
ities, in a process that has been termed in the literature as linearization. A popular approach
to linearize the nonconvex region defined by 𝑦𝐽𝑖 = 𝑓𝑖 (𝒙) when the variables are in {0, 1}𝑛 is to
replace it with its convex hull (Glover and Woolsey 1974). For the case where variables are
binary and continuous, the RML procedure described in the introduction is used to obtain a
linearization. It is known that the McCormick inequalities (Mccormick 1976) define the convex
hull for a single term when the variables are in [0, 1]𝑛 (Ryoo and Sahinidis 2001) or when the
bounds are symmetric around zero (Luedtke et al. 2012). Global optimization solvers such as
BARON (Sahinidis 1996), Couenne (Belotti et al. 2009a,b) and other approaches (Floudas and
Visweswaran (1993), Smith and Pantelides (1999)) solve the MLP by constructing an LP relax-
ation using a RML. However, such a relaxation is known to be weak for an MLP (Luedtke et al.
2012) and can be strictly contained inside the convex hull of the feasible region of (2).

An explicit characterization of the convex hull of (2) is known to be polyhedral (Crama
1993, Rikun 1997, Sherali 1997, Floudas 2000, Tawarmalani and Sahinidis 2002, Tawarmalani
2010). However, it is computationally prohibitive to directly incorporate the convex hull char-
acterization in the LP relaxations since the size of the formulation is exponential in 𝑛. Hence,
it is desirable to find a relaxation that combines the strengths of the RML-based LP relaxation
and the convex hull-based LP relaxation. A number of articles (Bao et al. 2009, Del Pia and
Khajavirad 2018, 2021) derive cutting planes to strengthen the LP relaxation obtained from
an RML. Del Pia et al. (2020) report improved computational performance from using the cuts
identified in Del Pia and Khajavirad (2021) at the root node LP relaxation obtained from full
sequential RML.

The preceding discussion clearly demonstrates the fundamental role played by RML in the
global optimization of MLP. Interestingly, as shown in Example 1, a given MLP can yield a wide
range of RMLs, i.e. linearizations are not necessarily unique. Missing from the literature is a
systematic study of how different RMLs can be obtained and, more importantly, how one can
construct the smallest possible linearization, in terms of the number of introduced variables.
Note that we need |𝐽𝑖 | − 1 auxiliary variables to linearize a given monomial 𝑓𝑖 (𝒙). However,
when considering a polynomial with several terms, a judicious choice of linearization can lead
to a significant reduction in the number of auxiliary variables by exploiting commonality in the
bilinear terms among the monomials. Unfortunately, a greedy approach does not necessarily
yield the best results (see e.g., Example 1), so the identification of a minimum-size RML relies
on more sophisticated strategies.
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Another aspect that has not been explored is the question of identifying best-bound RMLs,
i.e., RMLs that yields the best relaxation bound when the number of auxiliary variables intro-
duced by the linearization is constrained. In a related line of work, Cafieri et al. (2010) and
Belotti et al. (2013) consider different ways of computing convex hulls of a quadrilinear term by
exploiting associativity; in particular, they prove that having fewer groupings of longer terms
yields tighter convex relaxations. The work of Speakman and Lee (2017), Speakman et al.
(2017), Lee et al. (2018), and Speakman and Averkov (2022) study the polyhedral relaxations
by comparing the volumes of the resulting relaxations, but do not consider the identification of
best-bound RMLs.

3 Linearization of Multilinear Programs

The typical algorithm for solving an MLP, which is commonly employed in solvers, is to se-
quentially reduce the number of variables in each multilinear term. Consider any index 𝑖 ∈ [𝑚]
and the corresponding term 𝑓𝑖 (𝒙) =

∏
𝑗∈𝐽𝑖

𝑥 𝑗 . One can reduce the number of variables in this

expression through an iterative introduction of artficial variables. First, select any two indices
𝑗1, 𝑗2 ∈ 𝐽𝑖. Then, introduce a variable 𝑦 { 𝑗1 , 𝑗2 } that corresponds to the bilinear product 𝑥 𝑗1𝑥 𝑗2
and rewrite 𝑓𝑖 (𝒙) as

𝑓𝑖 (𝒙) = 𝑦 { 𝑗1 , 𝑗2 }
∏

𝑗∈𝐽𝑖\{ 𝑗1 , 𝑗2 }
𝑥 𝑗 .

The equality above and, in particular, directly expressing 𝑦 { 𝑗1 , 𝑗2 } = 𝑥 𝑗1𝑥 𝑗2 does not eliminate
nonlinearity, but we can use McCormick convex and concave envelopes to relax this expression
(Mccormick (1976)):

𝑦 { 𝑗1 , 𝑗2 } ≥ 0 (3a)

𝑦 { 𝑗1 , 𝑗2 } − 𝑥 𝑗1 − 𝑥 𝑗2 + 1 ≥ 0 (3b)

𝑦 { 𝑗1 , 𝑗2 } − 𝑥 𝑗1 ≤ 0 (3c)

𝑦 { 𝑗1 , 𝑗2 } − 𝑥 𝑗2 ≤ 0 (3d)

We denote the McCormick inequality system that linearizes the bilinear product 𝑥 𝑗1𝑥 𝑗2 by
introducing an auxiliary variable 𝑦 { 𝑗1 , 𝑗2 } and the convex and concave envelopes in (3) as E (t)
with t =

(
𝑥 𝑗1 , 𝑥 𝑗2 , 𝑦 { 𝑗1 , 𝑗2 }

)
. This procedure can be recursively applied to the remaining bilinear

products of original and artificial variables until 𝑓𝑖 (𝒙) is completely linearized. To simplify the
notation, we refer to the variable 𝑥 𝑗 also as 𝑦 { 𝑗 }. Therefore, the variables in our models are
given by 𝑦𝐽 , where 𝐽 is an index set 𝐽 ⊆ [𝑛].

3.1 Recursive McCormick Relaxation (RML)

For any 𝑖 ∈ [𝑚], let N𝑖 B {𝐽 : 𝐽 ⊆ 𝐽𝑖 , 𝐽 ≠ ∅} be the family of non-empty subsets of indices of
the variables in monomial 𝑖, and let N =

⋃
𝑖∈[𝑚]

N𝑖. For any 𝐽 ′′ in N such that |𝐽 ′′ | ≥ 2, a

triple t = (𝐽, 𝐽 ′, 𝐽 ′′) describes a partition of 𝐽 ′′ into two non-empty sets 𝐽 and 𝐽 ′ such that
𝐽 ∩ 𝐽 ′ = ∅ and 𝐽 ∪ 𝐽 ′ = 𝐽 ′′. We assume that the first two elements of any triple are arranged
in lexicographical order. In this way, we can uniquely define tail1(t), tail2(t), and head(t) as
the first, second, and third element of t, respectively. Finally, let T𝑖 B {t : head(t) ∈ N𝑖}
and T =

⋃
𝑖∈[𝑚]

T𝑖 be the set of all possible triples associated with N𝑖 and N , respectively, and

let tails(t) B {tail1(t), tail2(t)}.

Definition 1. A Proper Triple Set for an MLP is a set of triples 𝑇 ⊆ T for which there exists
a subset 𝑇 ′ ⊆ 𝑇 satisfying the following conditions:

RMP 1 Every set 𝐽𝑖 with |𝐽𝑖 | > 1 is the third element of a triple t ∈ 𝑇 ′; and
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RMP 2 If a set 𝐽 such that |𝐽 | > 1 is the first or second element of a triple t ∈ 𝑇 ′, then 𝐽 is
the third element of a different triple in 𝑇 ′.

A proper triple set 𝑇 defines a Recursive McCormick Relaxation (RML) of an MLP over
the set of variables 𝑦𝐽 for each 𝐽 in {head(t) : t ∈ 𝑇} and subject to the convex and concave
envelopes of E(t) associated with each triple t in 𝑇 . Observe that Condition RMP 1 enforces
the linearization of all monomials of two or more variables, and Condition RMP 2 extends the
same condition to artificial variables, which always represent the product of two or more original
variables.

Given a proper triple set 𝑇 for an MLP, the associated RML is given by

min
∑︁
𝑖∈[𝑚]

𝛼𝑖𝑦𝐽𝑖

s.t. E(t), ∀t ∈ 𝑇
𝑦𝐽 ∈ [0, 1], ∀𝐽 ∈ N .

(4)

Finally, we refer to the size of a RML as the cardinality of the associated proper triple set 𝑇 .

3.2 Full Sequential RML

Algorithm 1 describes the full sequential RML (Seq), a linearization strategy that is currently
used by state-of-the-art global optimization solvers. Seq is an iterative procedure that, in each

Algorithm 1: Full Sequential RML
1 𝑇 B ∅ Set of triples
2 for 𝑖 ∈ [𝑚] do
3 𝐴𝑖 B {{ 𝑗 } : 𝑗 ∈ 𝐽𝑖 } Families of subsets of indices associated with each monomial

4 while ∃𝐴𝑖 : |𝐴𝑖 | > 1 do
5 Pick 𝐽 , 𝐽 ′ ∈ 𝐴𝑖 with |𝐴𝑖 | > 1 Select an arbitrary pair of index sets of an arbitrary monomial with |𝐴𝑖 | > 1
6 𝐽 ′′ B 𝐽 ∪ 𝐽 ′
7 𝐹 B 𝐹 ∪ {𝐽 ′′ }
8 𝑇 B 𝑇 ∪ {(𝐽 , 𝐽 ′, 𝐽 ′′) }
9 for 𝑖′ ∈ [𝑚] do

10 if {𝐽 , 𝐽 ′ } ⊆ 𝐴𝑖′ then
11 𝐴𝑖′ B 𝐴𝑖′ \ {𝐽 , 𝐽 ′ }
12 𝐴𝑖′ B 𝐴𝑖′ ∪ {𝐽 ′′ }

step, identifies a pair of (original or artificial) variables 𝑦𝐽 and 𝑦𝐽 ′ occurring in the same term,
where 𝐽 and 𝐽 ′ are disjoint subsets of some 𝐽𝑖, and replaces the bilinear product 𝑦𝐽 𝑦𝐽 ′ for
a new auxiliary variable 𝑦𝐽 ′′ , where 𝐽 ′′ = 𝐽 ∪ 𝐽 ′. This substitution is applied to all terms
containing both 𝑦𝐽 and 𝑦𝐽 ′ . This strategy is termed the recursive arithmetic interval in Ryoo
and Sahinidis (2001). Seq relies on an (arbitrary) ordering of the variables when deciding on
the bilinear terms that are replaced by auxiliary variables. We show the implications of this
behavior in the example below.

Example 3. The linearizations of 𝑓 (𝒙) = 𝑥1𝑥2𝑥3 − 𝑥2𝑥3𝑥4 − 𝑥1𝑥3𝑥4 presented in Figures 1 and 2
can be derived by Seq. Namely, the linearization in Figure 1 is obtained when Seq adopts the
ordering (𝑥1, 𝑥2, 𝑥3, 𝑥4), which leads to the substitution of the bilinear terms 𝑥1𝑥2, 𝑥2𝑥3, and 𝑥1𝑥3,
in this order. Observe that 𝑥2𝑥3 occurs on the first two monomials, but Seq does not do this
substitution on both because it replaces 𝑥1𝑥2 first. In contrast, the linearization in Figure 2
is derived by Seq based on the ordering (𝑥3, 𝑥4, 𝑥1, 𝑥2); first, 𝑥3𝑥4 is replaced in the last two
monomials, and then 𝑥1𝑥3 is replaced in the first. Therefore, the linearization produced by Seq

is not unique, and as we show in Example 2, both the size and the LP bounds produced by distinct
linearizations of Seq may be different.
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4 Minimum Linearization

Next, we investigate strategies to derive minimum-size RMLs. In §4.1 we present a simple greedy
approach, which we prove to be suboptimal. In §4.2 we present an exact algorithm to find a
minimum-size RML. Finally, we conclude this section showing that finding a minimum-size RML
is NP-hard and that a special case is fixed-parameter tractable.

4.1 Greedy Linearization

Algorithm 2 describes Greedy, a simple, yet effective, RML strategy that selects in each iteration
a pair of (original or artificial) variables 𝑦𝐽 and 𝑦𝐽 ′ that appear in as many terms as possible.
Then, as in Seq, the bilinear product 𝑦𝐽 𝑦𝐽 ′ is replaced in each monomial where it occurs by the
artificial variable 𝑦𝐽∪𝐽 ′ . We remark that the main difference between Seq and Greedy is in the
selection of pairs; namely, whereas Seq chooses the pairs in an arbitrary way, Greedy tries to
reduce as many monomials as possible in each step.

Algorithm 2: Greedy

1 𝑇 B ∅ Set of triples
2 for 𝑖 ∈ [𝑚] do
3 𝐴𝑖 B {{ 𝑗 } : 𝑗 ∈ 𝐽𝑖 } Families of subsets of indices associated with each monomial
4 end
5 while ∃𝐴𝑖 : |𝐴𝑖 | > 1 do
6 Pick 𝐽 , 𝐽 ′ such that | {𝑖 ∈ [𝑚] : {𝐽 , 𝐽 ′ } ∈ 𝐴𝑖 } | is maximum
7 𝐽 ′′ B 𝐽 ∪ 𝐽 ′
8 𝑇 B 𝑇 ∪ {(𝐽 , 𝐽 ′, 𝐽 ′′) }
9 for 𝑖′ ∈ [𝑚] do

10 if {𝐽 , 𝐽 ′ } ⊆ 𝐴𝑖′ then
11 𝐴𝑖′ B 𝐴𝑖′ \ {𝐽 , 𝐽 ′ }
12 𝐴𝑖′ B 𝐴𝑖′ ∪ {𝐽 ′′ }
13 end

14 end

15 end

Greedy frequently performs well, but worst-case performance can be observed in prac-
tice. Example 4 shows why Greedy is outperformed by other linearization strategies on the
vision instances, used as benchmark in our experiments (see §6). More generally, Proposi-
tion 1 shows that Greedy can produce linearizations with arbitrarily more variables than a
minimum-size RML.

Example 4. The vision instances are multilinear polynomials with quadratic, cubic, and quar-
tic terms. The variables represent cells in a grid, and the quadratic, cubic, and quartic terms
are associated with variables forming a diagonal, a right angle, and a square of adjacent cells,
respectively. Figure 3 shows some of the terms in an instance of the problem defined over a
3-by-3 grid. An 𝑛-by-𝑛 instance has 2(𝑛−1)2 quadratic terms, 4(𝑛−1)2 cubic terms, and (𝑛−1)2
quartic terms.

1 2 3

4 5 6

7 8 9

Quadratic terms

1 2 3

4 5 6

7 8 9

Cubic terms

1 2 3

4 5 6

7 8 9

Quartic terms

Figure 3: All terms in a 3-by-3 example of the vision instances, distinguished by color.
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A minimum-size RML has one artificial variable per term, starting with the quadratic ones
and then proceeding with the cubic and quartic terms. In contrast, Greedy adds an artificial
variable 𝑦 {𝑖,𝑖+1} for each 1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑛2 such that 𝑖 mod 𝑛 ≠ 0 first, representing pairs of cells that
appear in the cubic and quartic terms but do not in the quadratic terms. Greedy still needs
to add one artificial variable for each term, so the first batch of artificial variables is added in
addition to the same number of variables used by a minimum-size RML.

Proposition 1. The RML identified by Greedy can be arbitrarily larger than a minimum-
size RML.

4.2 Exact Model

Next, we present an exact MIP formulation for the identification of minimum-size RMLs, whose
feasible solutions form a bijection with the collection of RMLs for an arbitrary MLP.

min
∑︁
t∈T

𝑣t (5a)

s.t.
∑︁

t∈T𝑖 :head(t)=𝐽𝑖

𝑢𝑖,t = 1 ∀ 𝑖 ∈ [𝑚] with |𝐽𝑖 | > 1, (5b)∑︁
t∈T𝑖 :head(t)=𝐽

𝑢𝑖,t =
∑︁

t∈T𝑖 :𝐽 ∈tails(t)
𝑢𝑖,t ∀ 𝑖 ∈ [𝑚],∀ 𝐽 ∈ N𝑖 : 2 ≤ |𝐽 | < |𝐽𝑖 |, (5c)

𝑢𝑖,t ≤ 𝑣t ∀ t ∈ T𝑖 , 𝑖 ∈ [𝑚], (5d)

𝒖𝑖 ∈ B |T𝑖 | ∀ 𝑖 ∈ [𝑚], (5e)

𝒗 ∈ B |T | (5f)

The variables of our model are 𝒖𝑖 ∈ B |T𝑖 | and 𝒗 ∈ B |T |, where:

• 𝑢𝑖,t indicates whether triple t is used in the exact linearization of monomial 𝑖; and

• 𝑣t indicates whether the triple t can be used in the exact linearization of any monomial
𝑖 ∈ [𝑚].

These variables are used to represent the selection of the triples composing a proper triple set 𝑇 .
Variables 𝑢𝑖,t are used to select a linearization of monomial 𝑖, and variables 𝑣t indicate that a
triple belongs to 𝑇 and can therefore be used in the linearization of one or more monomials
in [𝑚].

The constraints (5b)-(5c) model conditions RMP 1 and RMP 2, respectively. Namely,
if the index set 𝐽𝑖 of monomial 𝑖 containing two or more elements, then head(t) = 𝐽𝑖 for at
least one triple used in the linearization of 𝑖. Similarly, if some index set 𝐽 containing two or
more elements is such that 𝐽 ∈ tails(t) for some selected triple t, then there must exist another
selected triple t′ such that 𝐽 = head(t′). The constraints (5d) couple variables 𝑢𝑖,t and 𝑣t, i.e., if
we use t in the linearization of some triple t, then we must set 𝑣t to one. Finally, the objective
function (5a) minimizes the number of activated triples across the entire MLP.

Finally, observe that the variables 𝑣t are necessary in our formulation because a triple t =
(𝐽, 𝐽 ′, 𝐽 ′′) used in the linearization of a monomial 𝑖 may not be used in the linearization of
another monomial 𝑖′ even if both 𝐽 and 𝐽 ′ belong to 𝐽𝑖′ . Observe that this is in agreement with
the definition of proper triple sets (see Definition 1), which allows a triple set 𝑇 to contain not
only a subset that establishes conditions RMP 1 and RMP 2, but also to include other triples.

4.3 Complexity and Tractability Results

This section investigates the computational complexity of identifying minimum-size RMLs. We
restrict our attention to the 3-MLPs, a special case where all monomials have degree at most
3. We show that finding a minimum-size RML the 3-MLP is NP-hard, but also fixed-parameter
tractable.
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4.3.1 Dominating Set Formulation of the 3-MLP

Let 𝑓 (𝒙) be a 3-MLP with a monomial 𝑓𝑖 (𝒙) = 𝑥 𝑗𝑥𝑘𝑥𝑙. Any RML of 𝑓𝑖 (𝒙) must contain one triple
t = (𝑥 𝑗′ , 𝑥𝑘′ , 𝑦 { 𝑗′,𝑘′ }) for some { 𝑗 ′, 𝑘 ′} ⊂ { 𝑗 , 𝑘, 𝑙}, 𝑗 ′ ≠ 𝑘 ′, and one triple t′ = (𝑥𝑙′ , 𝑦 { 𝑗′,𝑘′ }, 𝑦 { 𝑗′,𝑘′,𝑙′ }),
𝑙 ′ ∈ { 𝑗 , 𝑘, 𝑙} \ { 𝑗 ′, 𝑘 ′}, where the first represents the creation of an artificial variable 𝑦 { 𝑗′,𝑘′ }
that linearizes the product of (any) two variables 𝑥 𝑗′ and 𝑥𝑘′ of 𝐽𝑖, and the second linearizes
the product of 𝑦 { 𝑗′,𝑘′ } and the third variable 𝑥𝑙′ . Based on this observation, we can cast an
instance 𝐼 ′ of the 3-MLP as an instance 𝐼 of a variation of the dominating set problem over a
bipartite graph 𝐺 = (U,V, 𝐸).

Each vertex 𝑢 of U is associated with an index set 𝐽𝑢 that contains with two elements of [𝑛],
and each vertex 𝑣 is associated with an index set 𝐽𝑣 = 𝐽𝑖 of some monomial 𝑖. We adopt set-
theoretical notation to represent the relationships between the elements of U and V based on
their associated index sets. For example, 𝑢∩𝑢′ = ∅ if 𝐽𝑢 ∩ 𝐽𝑣 = ∅. Set 𝐸 contains an edge (𝑢, 𝑣) if
and only if 𝐽𝑢 ⊂ 𝐽𝑣 . For any vertex 𝑣 of V, we say that the vertices in U(𝑣) B {𝑢 ∈ U : (𝑢, 𝑣) ∈ 𝐸}
cover 𝑣. The identification of a minimum-size RML for a 3-MLP reduces to solving a special
case of the dominating set problem on the graph 𝐺 constructed as defined above, where all the
dominating vertices must be chosen from U. See Figure 4 for an example of this construction.

𝑥1𝑥2 𝑥1𝑥3 𝑥2𝑥3 𝑥1𝑥4 𝑥2𝑥4

𝑥1𝑥2𝑥3 𝑥1𝑥2𝑥4Set V

Set U

Figure 4: Dominating set representation of 𝑓 (𝒙) = 𝑥1𝑥2𝑥3 + 𝑥1𝑥2𝑥4. We have U =

{𝑥1𝑥2, 𝑥1𝑥3, 𝑥2𝑥3, 𝑥1𝑥4, 𝑥2𝑥4} and V = {𝑥1𝑥2𝑥3, 𝑥1𝑥2𝑥4}. Observe that the node associated with 𝐽{1,2}
covers both nodes in V.

4.3.2 Reduction Rules and NP-hardness

The connection with the dominating set problem allows us to derive a set of reduction rules to
remove elements from U and V. The sequential and iterative application of these rules yield a
kernelization algorithm, as used parameterized complexity theory (see e.g., Fomin et al. (2019)).

Theorem 1 (Reduction Rules). The application of the following set of rules preserves at least
one dominating set in 𝐺 associated with a minimum linearization of 𝑓 (𝒙):

Rule 1 For every 𝑣 ∈ V such that 𝑣 ∩ 𝑣′ = ∅ for every 𝑣′ ∈ V \ {𝑣}:
• Select an arbitrary pair 𝑢 ∈ U(𝑣);
• Remove 𝑣 from V and all elements of U(𝑣) from U.

Rule 2 Remove all elements of U of degree 1.

Rule 3 For each element 𝑣 of V with a single neighbor 𝑢, select 𝑢.

Rule 4 Remove all elements of U without neighbors.

Rule 5 The problem can be decomposed by its connected components in 𝐺.

Example 5. We illustrate the application of the reduction rules on 𝑓 (𝒙) = 𝑥1𝑥2𝑥3 + 𝑥4𝑥5𝑥6 +
𝑥4𝑥6𝑥8 + 𝑥7𝑥8𝑥9 + 𝑥8𝑥9𝑥10 + 𝑥7𝑥9𝑥10 in Figure 5. The dominating set formulation of 𝑓 (𝒙) is
depicted in Figure 5a. Nodes of U incorporated to the optimal solution are shaded in red; elim-
inated nodes are shaded in gray. The monomial 𝑓1 (𝒙) = 𝑥1𝑥2𝑥3 does not share variables with
other monomials, so we can apply Rule 1 and select 𝑥2𝑥3 to cover 𝑥1𝑥2𝑥3 while excluding 𝑥1𝑥2
and 𝑥1𝑥3 (see Figure 5b). Next, Rule 2 eliminates 𝑥4𝑥5, 𝑥5𝑥6, 𝑥4𝑥7, 𝑥6𝑥7, 𝑥7𝑥8, 𝑥8𝑥10, and 𝑥7𝑥10
(see Figure 5c). Finally, Figure 5d shows the result of Rule 3, where we select 𝑥4𝑥6 to cover
both 𝑥4𝑥5𝑥6 and 𝑥4𝑥6𝑥7.
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𝑥1𝑥2𝑥3

𝑥1𝑥2

𝑥2𝑥3

𝑥1𝑥3

𝑥4𝑥5𝑥6

𝑥4𝑥5

𝑥4𝑥6

𝑥5𝑥6

𝑥4𝑥6𝑥7

𝑥4𝑥7 𝑥6𝑥7

𝑥7𝑥8 𝑥8𝑥10

𝑥7𝑥10

𝑥7𝑥9 𝑥8𝑥9 𝑥9𝑥10

𝑥7𝑥8𝑥9 𝑥8𝑥9𝑥10

𝑥7𝑥9𝑥10

(a) Dominating set representation of 𝑓 (𝒙).

𝑥1𝑥2𝑥3

𝑥1𝑥2

𝑥2𝑥3

𝑥1𝑥3

𝑥4𝑥5𝑥6

𝑥4𝑥5

𝑥4𝑥6

𝑥5𝑥6

𝑥4𝑥6𝑥7

𝑥4𝑥7 𝑥6𝑥7

𝑥7𝑥8 𝑥8𝑥10

𝑥7𝑥10

𝑥7𝑥9 𝑥8𝑥9 𝑥9𝑥10

𝑥7𝑥8𝑥9 𝑥8𝑥9𝑥10

𝑥7𝑥9𝑥10

(b) Application of Rule 1 to 𝑓 (𝑥).

𝑥1𝑥2𝑥3

𝑥1𝑥2

𝑥2𝑥3

𝑥1𝑥3

𝑥4𝑥5𝑥6

𝑥4𝑥5

𝑥4𝑥6

𝑥5𝑥6

𝑥4𝑥6𝑥7

𝑥4𝑥7 𝑥6𝑥7

𝑥7𝑥8 𝑥8𝑥10

𝑥7𝑥10

𝑥7𝑥9 𝑥8𝑥9 𝑥9𝑥10

𝑥7𝑥8𝑥9 𝑥8𝑥9𝑥10

𝑥7𝑥9𝑥10

(c) Application of Rule 2 to 𝑓 (𝑥).

𝑥1𝑥2𝑥3

𝑥1𝑥2

𝑥2𝑥3

𝑥1𝑥3

𝑥4𝑥5𝑥6

𝑥4𝑥5

𝑥4𝑥6

𝑥5𝑥6

𝑥4𝑥6𝑥7

𝑥4𝑥7 𝑥6𝑥7

𝑥7𝑥8 𝑥8𝑥10

𝑥7𝑥10

𝑥7𝑥9 𝑥8𝑥9 𝑥9𝑥10

𝑥7𝑥8𝑥9 𝑥8𝑥9𝑥10

𝑥7𝑥9𝑥10

(d) Application of Rule 3 to 𝑓 (𝑥).

Figure 5: Reduction rules applied to 𝑓 (𝑥) B 𝑥1𝑥2𝑥3 + 𝑥4𝑥5𝑥6 + 𝑥4𝑥6𝑥8 + 𝑥7𝑥8𝑥9 + 𝑥8𝑥9𝑥10 + 𝑥7𝑥9𝑥10.

Proposition 2 (Structure of the Kernel). Let 𝐺𝑟 = (U𝑟 ,V𝑟 , 𝐸𝑟 ) denote the graph resulting from
the exhaustive application of the rules in Theorem 1. 𝐺𝑟 satisfies the following properties:

Property 1 Each element of V𝑟 has 2 or 3 neighbors in U𝑟 .

Property 2 Each element of U𝑟 has at least 2 neighbors in V𝑟 .

Property 3 𝐺𝑟 is a 𝐾2,2−free graphs.

Property 4 If 𝑢 is not selected, then any solution must contain one 𝑢′ for each neighbor of 𝑢.

The structural results presented in Proposition 2 allow us to derive a connection of the 3-MLP
with the vertex cover problem. We explore this connection to show that MLP is NP-hard.

Theorem 2. The minimum linearization of 3-MLP is NP-hard.

We conclude by showing that the 3-MLP is fixed-parameter tractable. Namely, given a fixed
value 𝑘 and the graph 𝐺𝑟 = (U𝑟 ,V𝑟 , 𝐸) associated with a reduced instance 𝐼 of the 3-MLP, one
may decide whether 𝐼 admits a linearization with at most 𝑘 elements in time 𝑂 (𝑘6 + 3𝑘 𝑘2).
Theorem 3. The 3-MLP is fixed-parameter tractable.

5 Best Bound LP Relaxation

Let �̂� ∈ B |T | be a binary indicator vector representing a proper triple set 𝑇 , i.e., 𝑣t = 1 if and
only if t ∈ 𝑇 . For a given �̂� ∈ B |T |, the formulation presented in (4) can be rewritten as the
following linear program (LP):

min
𝒚∈[0,1] |N|

∑︁
𝐽 ∈N

𝛽𝐽 𝑦𝐽 (6a)

s.t.
©«
−1 0 1
0 −1 1
1 1 −1

ª®¬︸             ︷︷             ︸
C𝐵

©«
𝑦𝐽
𝑦𝐽 ′

𝑦𝐽 ′′

ª®¬︸︷︷︸
C𝒚t

≤ ©«
1
1
2

ª®¬︸︷︷︸
Bb

+ ©«
−1
−1
−1

ª®¬︸︷︷︸
Cc

𝑣t ∀ t ∈ T (6b)

𝑦𝐽 ≤ 1 ∀ 𝐽 ∈ N (6c)
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Coefficient 𝛽𝐽 = 𝛼𝑖 if 𝐽 = 𝐽𝑖 for some 𝑖 ∈ [𝑚] and 𝛽𝐽 = 0 otherwise. Lemma 1 shows that the
optimal solution to (6b) is bounded for any choice of �̂�.

Lemma 1. The optimal objective value of (6) lies in the interval [−𝜂, 0] where 𝜂 = − ∑
𝑖∈[𝑚]

min(0, 𝛼𝑖).

Proof. Observe that the optimal objective value of (6) must be less than or equal to zero since
𝒚 = 0 is feasible for any choice of �̂�. A lower bound of

∑
𝐽 ∈N

min(0, 𝛽𝐽 ) can be attained by setting

𝑦𝐽 = 1 if 𝛽𝐽 < 0 and 𝑦𝐽 = 0 if 𝛽𝐽 ≥ 0. Since 𝛽𝐽 ≠ 0 only for 𝐽 ∈ {𝐽1, . . . , 𝐽𝑚}, the lower bound
simplifies to

∑
𝑖∈[𝑚]

min(0, 𝛼𝑖), so the result follows. �

Let 𝝀t B (𝜆t,1, 𝜆t,2, 𝜆t,3) denote the vector with the dual multipliers for the three inequalities
in (6b) associated with the triple t. Let 𝜇𝐽 denote the multiplier for the bound constraint 𝑦𝐽 ≤ 1
in (6c) associated with the index set 𝐽. Moreover, let 𝝀 be a vector containing 𝝀t for all t ∈ T ,
and 𝝁 denote the collection of multipliers 𝜇𝐽 for all 𝐽 ∈ N . The dual of (6) can be written as
follows:

max
(𝝀,𝝁) ∈R|T |×R|N|

𝑂𝑏 𝑗 (𝝀, 𝝁) B −
∑︁
t∈T

(b𝑇 𝝀t + c𝑇 𝝀t�̂�t) −
∑︁
𝐽 ∈N

𝜇𝐽 (7a)

s.t. 𝛽𝐽 +
∑︁

t:𝐽=tail1(t)
(−𝜆t,1 + 𝜆t,3) +

∑︁
t:𝐽=tail2(t)

(−𝜆t,2 + 𝜆t,3)

+
∑︁

t:𝐽=head(t)
(𝜆t,1 + 𝜆t,2 − 𝜆t,3) + 𝜇𝐽 ≥ 0 ∀ 𝐽 ∈ N (7b)

𝝀, 𝝁 ≥ 0 (7c)

Similarly to the LP (6), the optimal solution to (7) is bounded given a fixed �̂�.

Lemma 2. The optimal objective value of (7) lies in the interval [−𝜂, 0].

Proof. This follows from Lemma 1 and strong duality. �

5.1 Bounds on the dual multipliers

In this section, we prove that, for any given �̂�, 𝝀�̂� and 𝝁�̂� have finite bounds that are independent
of �̂�; this result is stated in Proposition 3 and follows from Lemmas 3, 4, and 5. For the purposes
of this section we assume that �̂� is fixed and omit it from the notation for brevity.

Proposition 3. Let 𝝀�̂� , 𝝁�̂� denote an optimal solution to (7) for a fixed �̂�. We have 𝜆�̂�t, 𝑗 ≤ 𝑀t, 𝑗

for all t ∈ T , 𝑗 = 1, 2, 3 with 𝑀t, 𝑗 ∈ [0,∞) and 𝜇�̂�
𝐽
≤ 𝑀𝐽 for all 𝐽 ∈ N with 𝑀𝐽 ∈ [0,∞).

Lemma 3. There exists an optimal solution 𝝀�̂� , 𝝁�̂� to (7) with 𝝀�̂�t = 0 for all t such that �̂�t = 0.

Proof. Suppose (�̃�, �̃�) is feasible for (7) and �̃�t′ ≠ 0 for some t′ such that �̂�t′ = 0. The result

follows from the fact that there exists a solution (�̂�, �̂�) that is feasible for (7) with �̂�t′ = 0 and

𝑂𝑏 𝑗 (�̂�, �̂�) = 𝑂𝑏 𝑗 (�̃�, �̃�). Let t′ = (𝐽 ′, 𝐽 ′′, 𝐽 ′′′). Define �̂� and �̂� as follows:

�̂�t =

{
�̃�t if t ≠ t′

0 if t = t′
and 𝜇𝐽 =


𝜇𝐽 if 𝐽 ∉ {𝐽 ′, 𝐽 ′′, 𝐽 ′′′}

𝜇𝐽 ′ + 𝜆t′,3 if 𝐽 = 𝐽 ′

𝜇𝐽 ′′ + 𝜆t′,3 if 𝐽 = 𝐽 ′′

𝜇𝐽 ′′′ + 𝜆t′,1 + 𝜆t′,2 if 𝐽 = 𝐽 ′′′.

(8)

By construction, we have �̂�, �̂� ≥ 0. Moreover, �̂�t′ , �̂�𝐽 ′ , �̂�𝐽 ′′ , and �̂�𝐽 ′′′ only figure in the inequalities
in (7b) for 𝐽 ∈ {𝐽 ′, 𝐽 ′′, 𝐽 ′′′}. Hence, the inequality (7b) holds for all 𝐽 \ {𝐽 ′, 𝐽 ′′, 𝐽 ′′′}. Therefore,
we just need to show that (�̂�, �̂�) satisfy (7b) for {𝐽 ′, 𝐽 ′′, 𝐽 ′′′}.
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First, consider the left hand side of (7b) for 𝐽 = 𝐽 ′; the analysis for 𝐽 = 𝐽 ′′ is identical. We
have

𝛽𝐽 ′ +
∑︁

t:𝐽 ′=tail1(t)
(−𝜆t,1 + 𝜆t,3) +

∑︁
t:𝐽 ′=tail2(t)

(−𝜆t,2 + 𝜆t,3) +
∑︁

t:𝐽 ′=head(t)
(𝜆t,1 + 𝜆t,2 − 𝜆t,3) + 𝜇𝐽 ′ (9a)

= 𝛽𝐽 ′ + (−𝜆t′,1 + 𝜆t′,3) +
∑︁

t:𝐽 ′=tail1(t)\{t′ }
(−𝜆t,1 + 𝜆t,3) +

∑︁
t:𝐽 ′=tail2(t)

(−𝜆t,2 + 𝜆t,3)

+
∑︁

t:𝐽 ′=head(t)
(𝜆t,1 + 𝜆t,2 − 𝜆t,3) + 𝜇𝐽 ′ (9b)

= 𝛽𝐽 ′ + 0 +
∑︁

t:𝐽 ′=tail1(t)\{t′ }
(−𝜆t,1 + 𝜆t,3) +

∑︁
t:𝐽 ′=tail2(t)

(−𝜆t,2 + 𝜆t,3)

+
∑︁

t:𝐽 ′=head(t)
(𝜆t,1 + 𝜆t,2 − 𝜆t,3) + 𝜇𝐽 ′ + 𝜆t′,3 (9c)

= 𝛽𝐽 ′ +
∑︁

t:𝐽 ′=tail1(t)
(−𝜆t,1 + 𝜆t,3) +

∑︁
t:𝐽 ′=tail2(t)

(−𝜆t,2 + 𝜆t,3)

+
∑︁

t:𝐽 ′=head(t)
(𝜆t,1 + 𝜆t,2 − 𝜆t,3) + 𝜇𝐽 ′ + 𝜆t′,1 (9d)

≥ 𝜆t′,1 ≥ 0 (9e)

In the first equality, we move the terms associated with t′ out of the first summation. The
equality in (9c) is obtained by substituting (8), and (9d) follows by adding and subtracting the
term 𝜆t′,1 and collecting the term (−𝜆t′,1 + 𝜆t′,3) into the first summation. The first inequality

in (9e) is obtained from (7b) holding for the variables (�̃�, �̃�), and the final inequality follows

from �̃� ≥ 0.
For 𝐽 = 𝐽 ′′′, we have

𝛽𝐽 ′′′ +
∑︁

t:𝐽 ′′′=tail1(t)
(−𝜆t,1 + 𝜆t,3) +

∑︁
t:𝐽 ′′′=tail2(t)

(−𝜆t,2 + 𝜆t,3) +
∑︁

t:𝐽 ′′′=head(t)
(𝜆t,1 + 𝜆t,2 − 𝜆t,3) + 𝜇𝐽 ′′′

(10a)

= 𝛽𝐽 ′′′ +
∑︁

t:𝐽 ′′′=tail1(t)
(−𝜆t,1 + 𝜆t,3) +

∑︁
t:𝐽 ′′′=tail2(t)

(−𝜆t,2 + 𝜆t,3)

+ (𝜆t′,1 + 𝜆t′,2 − 𝜆t′,3) +
∑︁

t:𝐽 ′′′=head(t)\{t′ }
(𝜆t,1 + 𝜆t,2 − 𝜆t,3) + 𝜇𝐽 ′′′ (10b)

= 𝛽𝐽 ′′′ +
∑︁

t:𝐽 ′=tail1(t)
(−𝜆t,1 + 𝜆t,3) +

∑︁
t:𝐽 ′′′=tail2(t)\{t′ }

(−𝜆t,2 + 𝜆t,3)

+
∑︁

t:𝐽 ′′=head(t)\{t′ }
(𝜆t,1 + 𝜆t,2 − 𝜆t,3) + 0 + 𝜇𝐽 ′′′ + 𝜆t′,1 + 𝜆t′,2 (10c)

= 𝛽𝐽 ′′′ +
∑︁

t:𝐽 ′′′=tail1(t)
(−𝜆t,1 + 𝜆t,3) +

∑︁
t:𝐽 ′′′=tail2(t)

(−𝜆t,2 + 𝜆t,3)

+
∑︁

t:𝐽 ′′′=head(t)
(𝜆t,1 + 𝜆t,2 − 𝜆t,3) + 𝜇𝐽 ′′′ + 𝜆t′,3 (10d)

≥ 𝜆t′,3 ≥ 0 (10e)

Equality (10b) follows from splitting the last summation over t′. The equality in (10c) is obtained
by substituting (8), and (10d) follows by adding and subtracting the term 𝜆t′,3 and collecting
the term (𝜆t′,1 + 𝜆t′,2 − 𝜆t′,3) into the last summation. The first inequality in (10e) is obtained

from (7b) holding for the variables (�̃�, �̃�), and the final inequality follows from �̃� ≥ 0. Therefore,

(�̂�, �̂�) is feasible for (7b) and 𝝀t′ = 0.
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Finally, we show that 𝑂𝑏 𝑗 (�̂�, �̂�) = 𝑂𝑏 𝑗 (�̃�, �̃�). This follows from:

𝑂𝑏 𝑗 (�̂�, �̂�) = −
∑︁
t∈T

(𝑏𝑇 �̂�t + 𝑐𝑇 �̂�t�̂�t) −
∑︁
𝐽 ∈N

𝜇𝐽 (11a)

= −
∑︁

t∈T\{t′ }
(𝑏𝑇 �̂�t + 𝑐𝑇 �̂�t�̂�t) − (𝑏𝑇 �̂�t′ + 𝑐𝑇 �̂�t′ �̂�t′) −

∑︁
𝐽 ∈N\{𝐽 ′,𝐽 ′′,𝐽 ′′′ }

𝜇𝐽 − 𝜇𝐽 ′ − 𝜇𝐽 ′′ − 𝜇𝐽 ′′′ (11b)

= −
∑︁

t∈T\{t′ }
(𝑏𝑇 �̃�t + 𝑐𝑇 �̃�t�̂�t) − 0 −

∑︁
𝐽 ∈N\{𝐽 ′,𝐽 ′′,𝐽 ′′′ }

𝜇𝐽 − 𝜇𝐽 ′ − 𝜇𝐽 ′′ − 𝜇𝐽 ′′′ − 𝜆t′,1 − 𝜆t′,2 − 2𝜆t′,3 (11c)

= −
∑︁

t∈T\{t′ }
(𝑏𝑇 �̃�t + 𝑐𝑇 �̃�t�̂�t) −

∑︁
𝐽 ∈N

𝜇𝐽 − 𝑏𝑇 �̃�t′ = 𝑂𝑏 𝑗 (�̃�, �̃�) (11d)

Equality (11b) follows by splitting the first sum in t′ and the second sum in {𝐽 ′, 𝐽 ′′, 𝐽 ′′′}. The
equality in (11c) follows by substituting (8). The equality in (11d) follows from the definition

of 𝑏 in (6b). The final equality follows by noting that 𝑏𝑇 �̃�t′ = 𝑏
𝑇 �̃�t′ + 𝑐𝑇 �̃�t′𝑣t′ since 𝑣t′ = 0 and

collecting the terms into the summation over t in T \ {t′}. �

Lemma 4. Let (𝝀�̂� , 𝝁�̂�) be an optimal solution to (7) as stated in Lemma 3. Then 𝜆�̂�t,3, 𝜇
�̂�
𝐽
≤ 𝜂.

Proof. Consider the term involving 𝝀�̂�t in (7a) for some triple t. This can be simplified as

b𝑇 𝝀�̂�t + c𝑇 𝝀�̂�t �̂�t =

{
𝜆�̂�t,3 if �̂�t = 1

b𝑇 𝝀�̂�t = 0 if �̂�t = 0
(12)

which follows by substituting for b, c from (6b) and from Lemma 3. Thus, the optimal value of
the objective in (7a) can be reduced to

𝑂𝑏 𝑗 (�̂�, �̂�) = −
∑︁
t∈T

(b𝑇 𝝀�̂�t + c𝑇 𝝀�̂�t �̂�t) −
∑︁
𝐽 ∈N

𝜇�̂�𝐽 = −
∑︁

t∈T:�̂�t=1

𝜆�̂�t,3 −
∑︁
𝐽 ∈N

𝜇�̂�𝐽 ≥ −𝜂, (13)

where the first equality follows from (12) and the inequality from Lemma 2. Combining 𝝀�̂� , 𝝁�̂� ≥
0 with (13) yields that 𝜆�̂�t,3 ≤ 𝜂 for all t in T such that �̂�t = 1 and 𝜇�̂�

𝐽
≤ 𝜂 for all 𝐽 in N . To

complete the proof it suffices to recall that, by Lemma 3, 𝜆�̂�t,3 = 0 ≤ 𝜂 for all t in T such that
�̂�t = 0. �

Lemma 4 yields that 𝑀t,3 = 𝜂 for all t in T and 𝑀𝐽 = 𝜂 for all 𝐽 in N . Next, we show that
the bounds for 𝜆�̂�t,1 and 𝜆�̂�t,2 are also finite for all t in T .

Lemma 5. Let (𝝀�̂� , 𝝁�̂�) be an optimal solution to (7) as stated in Lemma 3. There exists a
finite 𝑀t, 𝑗 for each t ∈ T and 𝑗 = 1, 2 such that 𝜆�̂�t, 𝑗 ≤ 𝑀t, 𝑗 .

Proof. Consider the inequality in (7b) for 𝐽 ∈ N . This can be rewritten for (𝝀�̂� , 𝝁�̂�) as∑︁
t:𝐽=tail1(t)

𝜆�̂�t,1+
∑︁

t:𝐽=tail2(t)
𝜆�̂�t,2 ≤ 𝛽𝐽+

∑︁
t:𝐽=tail1(t)

𝜆�̂�t,3+
∑︁

t:𝐽=tail2(t)
𝜆�̂�t,3+

∑︁
t:𝐽=head(t)

(𝜆�̂�t,1+𝜆�̂�t,2−𝜆�̂�t,3)+𝜇�̂�𝐽 (14)

From (13) we have that
∑
t∈T

𝜆�̂�t,3 +
∑
𝐽 ∈N

𝜇�̂�
𝐽
≤ 𝜂. Then we can upper bound the terms involving

𝜆�̂�t,3 and 𝜇�̂�
𝐽
on the right hand side of (14) as∑︁

t:𝐽=tail1(t)
𝜆�̂�t,3 +

∑︁
t:𝐽=tail2(t)

𝜆�̂�t,3 + 𝜇�̂�𝐽 ≤
∑︁
t:T

𝜆�̂�t,3 +
∑︁
𝐽 ∈N

𝜇�̂�𝐽 ≤ 𝜂 (15)

where the first inequality follows by noting that either 𝐽 = tail1(t) or 𝐽 = tail2(t) but not
both, and from the non-negativity of multipliers. The second inequality follows from (13) and
Lemma 3. Thus, the inequality (14) can be simplified to∑︁
t:𝐽=tail1(t)

𝜆�̂�t,1+
∑︁

t:𝐽=tail2(t)
𝜆�̂�t,2 ≤ 𝛽𝐽 +𝜂+

∑︁
t:𝐽=head(t)

(𝜆�̂�t,1+𝜆�̂�t,2−𝜆�̂�t,3) ≤ 𝛽𝐽 +𝜂+
∑︁

t:𝐽=head(t)
(𝜆�̂�t,1+𝜆�̂�t,2) (16)
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where the first inequality follows from (15) and the second inequality from the nonnegativity of
𝜆�̂�t,3. Observe that the right hand side of (16) involves the multipliers 𝜆�̂�t,1 and 𝜆�̂�t,2 for all t such
that 𝐽 = head(t) i.e., the triples t for which 𝐽 is the head. If an upper bound is available for
such multipliers then we can use (16) to derive an upper bound on the arcs in which 𝐽 is a tail.

We show by induction that 𝑀t,1 and 𝑀t,2 are finite; the argument delivers an iterative
procedure to construct these bounds. First, consider J1 B {𝐽 ∈ N | |𝐽 | = 1}. We have {t ∈
T | 𝐽 = head(t)} = ∅ for each 𝐽 in J1, i.e., 𝐽 cannot be the head of any triple. Therefore, the
inequality (16) for 𝐽 ∈ J1 becomes∑︁

t:𝐽=tail1(t)
𝜆�̂�t,1 +

∑︁
t:𝐽=tail2(t)

𝜆�̂�t,2 ≤ 𝛽𝐽 + 𝜂. (17)

Therefore, 𝑀t,1 ≤ 𝛽𝐽 +𝜂 and 𝑀t,2 ≤ 𝛽𝐽 +𝜂 for each t in T such that tail1(t) ∈ J1 or tail2(t) ∈ J1,
respectively. Next, we consider J2 B {𝐽 ∈ N | |𝐽 | = 2}. For each 𝐽 in J2, any t in {t ∈ T | 𝐽 =

head(t)} is such that |tail1(t) | = 1 and |tail2(t) | = 1. Therefore, upper bounds 𝑀t,1 and 𝑀t,2 have
been identified for 𝜆�̂�t,1 and 𝜆�̂�t,2, respectively, in the first iteration. Hence (16) can be written as∑︁

t:𝐽=tail1(t)
𝜆�̂�t,1 +

∑︁
t:𝐽=tail2(t)

𝜆�̂�t,2 ≤ 𝛽𝐽 + 𝜂 +
∑︁

t:𝐽=head(t)
(𝑀t,1 + 𝑀t,2). (18)

Thus 𝑀t,1 for tail1(t) ∈ J2 and 𝑀t,2 for tail2(t) ∈ J2 can be obtained from the right hand side
of (18). We can repeat the above for J𝑘 B {𝐽 ∈ N | |𝐽 | = 𝑘}, 3 ≤ 𝑘 ≤ 𝑛, by considering sets of
increasing cardinality to determine all the bounds 𝑀t, 𝑗 for 𝑗 = 1, 2. �

5.2 Best Bound MIP

Let V denote the set of vectors 𝒗 in B |T | composing a feasible solution to (5), and let V𝑘 B
{𝒗 | 𝒗 ∈ V, ‖𝒗‖1 ≤ 𝑘}, i.e., the elements of V𝐾 represent the proper triple sets containing at
most 𝑘 elements. We consider the following bilevel formulation to identify an element of V𝑘

that yields the best LP relaxation bound.

max
𝒗∈V𝑘

min
𝒚∈[0,1] |N|

𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

𝛼𝑖𝑦𝐽𝑖 (19a)

s.t. 𝐵𝒚t ≤ b + c𝑣t ∀ t = (𝐽, 𝐽 ′, 𝐽 ′′) ∈ T (19b)

Note that 𝒚 and 𝒗 variables are defined over T and N , respectively, as in (6). Further, we
use 𝒚t to denote the collection of variables (𝑦𝐽 , 𝑦𝐽 ′ , 𝑦𝐽 ′′), where t = (𝐽, 𝐽 ′, 𝐽 ′′). We use strong
duality to cast (19) as a single-level maximization MIP.

Theorem 4. The max-min problem in (19) is equivalent to the following MIP:

max
𝒗∈V𝐾 ,𝝀∈R|T | ,𝝁∈R|N|

− ∑
t∈T

𝜆t,3 −
∑
𝐽 ∈N

𝜇𝐽 (20)

s.t. (7b) − (7c) (21)

𝜆t, 𝑗 ≤ 𝑀t, 𝑗𝑣t t ∈ T , 𝑗 = 1, 2, 3. (22)

Proof. First, we show that (19) can be cast as the following single-level maximization problem:

max
𝒗∈V𝑘 ,𝝀∈R|T | ,𝝁∈R|N|

−
∑︁
t∈T

(b𝑇 𝝀t + c𝑇 𝝀t𝑣t) −
∑︁
𝐽 ∈N

𝜇𝐽 (23a)

s.t. (7b) − (7c) (23b)

From Lemma 1 we have that the inner minimization problem in (19), given by (6), attains a
finite optimal value for any 𝒗. By strong duality of LP, the optimal objective value of the inner
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minimization problem is equal to the optimal objective value of the dual (7). Substituting (6)
by (7) and noting that max

𝒗∈V𝐾

and max
𝝀,𝝁

can be combined into a single level proves the claim.

Formulation (23) has linear constraints but a bilinear objective, since 𝑣t multiplies c𝑇 𝜆t. By
Lemma 3, the optimal solution to (7) satisfies 𝝀𝒗t = 0 for each t such that 𝑣t = 0. Lemmas 4

and 5 provide upper bounds on the optimal multipliers (𝝀�̂� , 𝝁�̂�). Hence, the constraints (22)
are valid. Finally, the simplification of the objective function follows from (13), so the result
follows. �

6 Computational results

In this section, we present the results of a numerical study conducted to demonstrate the perfor-
mance of the algorithms introduced in this paper. The baseline algorithm is Seq, the sequential
approach adopted by state-of-the-art global optimization solvers, in which the variables in each
term are arbitrarily ordered and products of variables are linearized sequentially (throughout all
the monomials in which they occur). We evaluate the performance of three algorithms to solve
the MLP: MinLin, the MIP formulation presented in §4.2; Greedy, the sub-optimal algorithm
for the minimum size RML presented in §4.1; and BB, the best bound MIP of §5. In some
experiments, we use Full to refer to the linearization containing all the triples.

We solve each instance of our data set by identifying a proper triple set 𝑇 first and then
use 𝑇 to solve the optimization problem. The time limit allotted to all these operations is 10
minutes. We set a time limit of 30 seconds for each execution of MinLin and BB; the runtimes
of Seq and Greedy are negligible. The linearization of Greedy is given as warm start to MinLin,
and the best linearization 𝑇 identified by MinLin is used as warm start for BB. Additionally, the
size of 𝑇 is given as cardinality constraint for BB (𝐾 = |𝑇 |).

We implement and run our experiments using Python 3.9 on a 4.20 GHz Intel(R) Core(TM)
i7-7700K processor with a single thread and 32GB of RAM. We use Gurobi 9.1 (Gurobi Op-
timization, LLC (2022)) to solve all the optimization problems. For the second step (solution
of the original problem based on the linearization identified in the first step), we deactivate the
generation of cuts by setting the parameter Cuts to zero.

6.1 Instances

We use four families of instances in our experiments. The first benchmark contains instances
of multilinear optimization problems introduced by Del Pia et al. (2020) (see also Bao et al.
(2015)); The second is a traditional benchmark data set used in computer vision (Crama and
Rodŕıguez-Heck (2017)). Finally, the autocorr instances were extracted from POLIP, a library
of polynomially constrained mixed-integer programming, (http://polip.zib.de).

Multilinear optimization problems: The first data set consists of 330 unconstrained
multilinear problems, which is divided into two categories: mult3 and mult4. For each combi-
nation of 𝑛 ∈ {20, 25, 30, 35, 40} and 𝑚 ∈ {50, 60, . . . , 150}, we generate 3 instances in which all
monomials are of degree 3 (for mult3) and 3 instances with monomials of degree 4 (for mult4).
The variables in each monomial are chosen independently and uniformly at random (and with-
out replacement). The coefficients of each monomial are integer values chosen uniformly from
the interval [−100, 100].

Vision Instances The vision instances model an image restoration problem, which has
been widely studied in computer vision (see e.g., Crama and Rodŕıguez-Heck (2017)). The
problem can be modeled as a MLP 𝑓 (𝒙) = 𝐿 (𝒙) + 𝐻 (𝒙), with 𝐿 (𝒙) being an affine function
and 𝐻 (𝒙) a multilinear function of degree four. In our experiments, we use the 45 instances
generated in Crama and Rodŕıguez-Heck (2017), for which 𝑛 ∈ {100, 150, 225}. The instances
of a given size share the same multilinear function 𝐻 (𝒙), i.e., they only differ in the coefficients
of 𝐿 (𝒙).
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Auto-correlation Instances The autocorr instances are from POLIP (http://polip.
zib.de). We consider instances with 𝑛 ∈ {20, 25, 30, 35, 40, 45} in our experiments.

6.2 Linearization Size

Figure 6 shows by how much MinLin and Greedy change the size of the linearizations in com-
parison with Seq for the mult3 and mult4 instances. All plots are cumulative and show the
proportion of instances (in the 𝑥-axis) achieving a reduction that is at least as large as the value
indicated in the 𝑦-axis. The results show that both MinLin and Greedy identify linearizations
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Figure 6: Reduction in the number of variables in comparison with Seq categorized by data set.

that are significantly smaller than the linearizations of Seq. Moreover, MinLin is consistently
better than Greedy, with more pronounced differences in the mult4 instances. In contrast, the
structure of the vision and autocorr instances lead to stable results, i.e., the impact of the
dimensions of these instances on the relative performance of the algorithms is negligible, so we
omit these plots. In the case of vision, Seq delivers minimum linearizations already, so MinLin

brings no gains; in contrast, the linearizations produced by Greedy have 15% more variables.
Finally, all algorithms deliver linearizations of the same size for all autocorr instances.

Figure 7 shows the performance profiles of MinLin for each data set. Each plot is divided
into two parts. On the left, we report the percentage of instances that were solved to optimality
(in the 𝑦-axis) within the amount of time indicated in the 𝑥-axis; the largest value of 𝑥 is 30
seconds, which is the time limit we set for MinLin. On the right, we indicate the percentage of
instances for which Gurobi obtained an optimality gap inferior to the value indicated in the 𝑥-
axis; we assume that instances solved to optimality have an optimality gap equal to 0, so the
rightmost part of the plot is the natural extension of the leftmost part. MinLin delivers strong
performance and identifies a minimum linearization within less than 15 seconds for all instances
in mult3, vision, and autocorr. In contrast, Figure 6b shows that some instances of mult4
cannot be solved to optimality within the time limit. Interestingly, we observe a correlation of
0.72 between the difference in the sizes of the linearizations produced by Greedy and MinLin

and the runtime of MinLin, i.e., the harder instances benefit the most from an exact approach.

6.3 Relaxation Bounds

Next, we analyze the quality of the LP bounds of (4) corresponding to the minimum lineariza-
tions. More precisely, we calculate the root-node (relaxation) gaps by comparing the LP bound
of each algorithm Alg in {Seq, Greedy, MinLin, BB} with the LP bound delivered by Full as
follows:

Root-node gap =

(
𝑓Full − 𝑓Alg

max( | 𝑓Full |, 10−3)

)
× 100,
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Figure 7: Cumulative performance plots of MinLin categorized by data set.

where 𝑓Alg is the root-node relaxation delivered by (2) using the linearization of Alg. Observe
that Full delivers the tightest formulation (4), so 𝑓Alg ≤ 𝑓Full holds for every instance.

The results are presented in Figure 8. The performances of the algorithms on the mult3

and mult4 instances are similar; Seq is the worst and BB is the best, whereas Greedy is slightly
superior to MinLin. The results for the vision instances are similar, with the remarkable
exception of Greedy, which performs very poorly. These results show that Greedy is not only
suboptimal with respect to the size of the linearization (see Example 4), but may also deliver
poor relaxation bounds. Finally, Seq and Greedy deliver exactly the same results for all instances
in autocorr, which eventually is superior to both MinLin and BB.

6.4 Experiments with global optimization solvers

Next, we report the results of our experiments for the entire optimization pipeline. Namely,
we solve each instance by computing a set 𝑇 of linearization triples first, using Seq, Greedy,
MinLin, BB, or Full, and then we solve the following quadratically-constrained program (QCP)
using 𝑇 .

min
∑︁
𝑖∈[𝑚]

𝛼𝑖𝑦𝐽𝑖

s.t. 𝑦𝐽1∪𝐽2 = 𝑦𝐽1 𝑦𝐽2 , ∀ (𝐽1, 𝐽2, 𝐽1 ∪ 𝐽2) ∈ 𝑇
𝑦𝐽 ∈ [0, 1]𝑛, ∀𝐽 ∈ N .

(24)

We use Gurobi to solve (24), so the QCP is obtained from (1) given a triple set 𝑇 through
the application of a McCormick linearization for each triple in 𝑇 as a pre-processing operation.
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Figure 8: Root-node Gap of all algorithms categorized by data set.

The runtime is limited at 10 minutes, from which we deduct the time spent to find a minimum
linearization (in the case of MinLin) and a best-bound linearization (in the case of MinLin

and BB). We do not consider the time spent on the construction of the models. We report the
optimality gaps using the same expression adopted by Gurobi, i.e., we use

Gap =

(
𝑓ub − 𝑓lb

max( | 𝑓ub |, 10−3)

)
× 100,

where 𝑓ub and 𝑓lb are the best upper and lower bound, respectively, obtained within the time
limit.

Figure 9 and 10 present the performance profiles of all algorithms. These plots are similar
to those in Figure 7, but we tailor the scales and the presentation for each data set in order to
better exhibit the most relevant information.

Figure 9 shows the results for mult3 and mult4. The performance of the algorithms on these
instances have an extreme behavior; they are either solved to optimality within the time limit
or no meaningful (i.e., finite) gap is identified. Therefore, we restrict the performance profile
only to the runtime part; moreover, both coordinates are presented in log-scale.

Overall, the results show that BB delivers solid performance and even beats Full for small
runtimes. For mult3 instances, all algorithms solve all instances to optimality, and BB has the
best median solution time (0.05 seconds, versus 0.13 of Seq) and the second best average solution
time (losing only to All). For mult4, BB closes the optimality gap for more instances than the
other algorithms (except All) and has the smallest median runtime of BB of 1.35 seconds (versus
3.6 seconds of Seq).

In contrast with mult3 and mult4, the vision and autocorr instances are harder and could
not be solved to optimality by any algorithm; the exceptions are two instances of autocorr,
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Figure 9: Comparison between the different linearizations when solving (24) (mult3 and mult4).

which are solved in a negligible amount of time by all algorithms. Therefore, we only report the
optimality gaps for these data sets, using linear scale on both coordinates.
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Figure 10: Comparison between the different linearizations when solving (24) (vision and
autocorr).

The results show that All is overall better; the result is not surprising, as a model with all
triples is expected to be tighter. In contrast, Greedy is notably worse than all the other algo-
rithms on the vision instances (see Example 4). Both BB and MinLin consistently outperform
Seq on the vision instances; in contrast, their performance is relatively similar for the autocorr
instances.

7 Conclusion and Future Work

In this work, we present a systematic investigation of linearization techniques of multilinear
programs based on Recursive McCormick Relaxations. More precisely, we design algorithms to
identify optimal linearizations using two criteria: number of linearization terms and strength
of the LP relaxation bound. The identification of a minimum-size linearization is shown to
be NP-hard, and a greedy approach to the problem can deliver arbitrarily bad results, so we
present an exact algorithm. We explore structural properties of the problem to derive a MIP
that identifies a linearization of bounded cardinality delivering the best relaxation bound. Our
algorithms are computationally more expensive than the linearization techniques used by the
state-of-the-art nonlinear optimization solvers, but our computational results show that the
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additional computational overhead is compensated by the strength of the resulting linearized
model, resulting in faster overall computational time.

Our results are restricted to unconstrained multilinear programs, with either continuous
and binary variables. One can easily adapt our algorithms to solve instances with linear or
multilinear constraints, but preliminary experiments suggest that the impact of our algorithms
is not as notable as in the unconstrained case, especially for linearizations that minimize the
relaxation bound. The investigation and extension of our ideas to constrained problems can
lead to an interesting research direction.
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A Proofs of Section 4

Proof. Proof of Proposition 1: The proof of this proposition relies on the structural results
presented in Section 4.3. Let 𝐵 = (𝑈,𝑉, 𝐸) be bipartite graph such that |𝑈 | = 𝑘 for some 𝑘 ∈ N,

and let 𝑉 B
𝑘⋃
𝑖=1
𝑉𝑖 (i.e., 𝑉 is partitioned into subsets 𝑉1, 𝑉2, . . . , 𝑉𝑘) whereby |𝑉𝑖 | = b 𝑘

𝑖
c, 𝑖 ∈ [𝑘].

We construct 𝐸 by assigning exactly 𝑖 neighbors in 𝑈 to each vertex in 𝑉𝑖, 𝑖 ∈ [𝑘]. Moreover,
each vertex in 𝑈 has at most one neighbor in 𝑉𝑖, and we assign neighbors in 𝑈 to vertices in 𝑉𝑖
in a way that the maximum degree of any vertex in 𝑈 is 𝑘 − 1. We obtain an instance of the
3-MLP by applying the same construction presented in the proof of Theorem 2 to the graph 𝐵.

The greedy algorithm proceeds by selecting, in each iteration, the vertex with the largest
number of uncovered neighbors. By construction, all the

∑𝑘
𝑖=1 |𝑉𝑖 | pairs associated with 𝑉 are

incorporated to the linearization by the greedy algorithm, so the size of the solution is |𝑉 | ≈∑𝑘
𝑖=1b 𝑘𝑖 c = Θ(𝑘 ln 𝑘). In contrast, a (minimum) linearization for the same instances picks all the

pairs associated with 𝑈, which contains only 𝑘 elements, i.e., the proper triple set identified by
Greedy is asymptotically 𝑂 (ln 𝑘) times larger than a minimum-sized one. �

Proof. Proof of Theorem 1: For Rule 1, observe that as 𝑣 shares no variables with other triples
in V, all pairs in U(𝑣) can only cover 𝑣. Therefore, any optimal solution of 𝑓 (𝒙) has exactly one
element of U(𝑣). After the exhaustive application of Rule 1, each 𝑣 has at least one neighbor 𝑢
of degree at least 2. As any optimal solution that uses a neighbor of 𝑣 of degree 1 may be
replaced for another solution of same cardinality (or smaller) by using a neighbor of 𝑣 of degree
2 instead, it follows that we can remove all elements of U of degree 1, i.e., we can apply Rule
2. The application of Rule 1 and Rule 2 may lead to configurations where an element 𝑣 of V
has only one neighbor in U. As any feasible solution must contain at least one element of U(𝑣)
for each 𝑣 in V, we apply Rule 3. From the validity of the previous rules, it follows that there
is at least one optimal solution that does not contain elements of U without neighbors, so Rule
4 is valid. Finally, Rule 5 follows from the fact that a vertex 𝑣 of V cannot be covered by any
element of U that does not belong to the same connected component in 𝐺. �

Proof. Proof of Proposition 2: Property 1 follows from the fact that |U(𝑣) | = 3 in 𝐺 for any 𝑣
in V𝑟 and from Rule 3. Property 2 follows directly from Rule 2. For Property 3, observe
that any pair of elements 𝑢1, 𝑢2 in U sharing the same neighbors must have exactly one variable
in common. Therefore, there are exactly three variables associated with 𝑢1 and 𝑢2, so it defines
exactly one element of V, i.e., V cannot have two distinct elements that are simultaneously
neighbors of both 𝑢1 and 𝑢2. Finally, Property 4 follows directly from Property 3, as any
vertex in U𝑟 \ {𝑢} can cover at most one neighbor of 𝑢. �

Proof. Proof of Theorem 2: The result follows from a reduction of the vertex cover problem. In
the vertex cover problem, we are given a graph 𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸) and the goal is to identify a subset 𝑉 ′

of 𝑉 such that for each edge 𝑒 = (𝑢, 𝑣) in 𝐸 we have 𝑢 ∈ 𝑉 ′ or 𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 ′ (or both). The vertex
cover problem is part of Karp’s list of NP-complete problems (Karp (1972)), and the problem
is known to be hard even in planar graphs of degree at most 3 (Garey and Johnson (1979)).

Let 𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸) be the graph associated with an arbitrary instance 𝐼 of the vertex cover prob-
lem. We construct the reduced bipartite graph 𝐺𝑟 = (U𝑟 ,V𝑟 , 𝐸𝑟 ) associated with an instance
of the 3-MLP as follows. For each vertex 𝑣 in 𝑉 , we have an element 𝑦𝑥𝑣 in U, and for each
edge 𝑒 = (𝑢, 𝑣) in 𝐸𝑟 we have an element 𝑥𝑢𝑥𝑣 𝑦 in 𝑇 . Informally, each vertex in 𝑉 is associated
with a pair in U𝑟 and each edge in 𝐸𝑟 is associated with a triple in V𝑟 . A complete construc-
tion would also require the inclusion of (𝑥𝑢 , 𝑥𝑣 ) in U𝑟 for each (𝑢, 𝑣) in 𝐸𝑟 ; however, it follows
from Property 2 that we do not need to include them in U𝑟 , as there is at least one optimal
solution of (U𝑟 ,V𝑟 ) that does not use elements of U𝑟 of degree 1. Therefore, we build 𝐸𝑟 as
in §4.3.1, but taking into account the transformations in §4.3.2. For an example, see Figure 11.

Any optimal solution 𝑉 ′ for 𝐼 is associated with a set of elements U′ in U𝑟 that cover each
element of V𝑟 . In particular, the one-to-one relationships between 𝑉 and U𝑟 and between 𝐸

and V𝑟 naturally extends to the coverage of edges by vertices in 𝐺 and the coverage of triples
by pairs in (U𝑟 ,V𝑟 ). Therefore, it follows that the 3-MLP is NP-hard. �
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Figure 11: Example of instance of the vertex cover problem for 𝐺 = (𝑉, 𝐸), where 𝑉 = {𝑎, 𝑏, 𝑐, 𝑑, 𝑒}
and 𝐸 = {(𝑎, 𝑏), (𝑎, 𝑐), (𝑏, 𝑐), (𝑏, 𝑑), (𝑐, 𝑒), (𝑑, 𝑒), (𝑑, 𝑓 )}. The figure shows the monomials associated
with each edge; namely, we have V = {𝑥𝑎𝑥𝑏𝑦, 𝑥𝑎𝑥𝑐𝑦, 𝑥𝑏𝑥𝑐𝑦, 𝑥𝑏𝑥𝑑𝑦, 𝑥𝑐𝑥𝑒𝑦, 𝑥𝑑𝑥𝑒𝑦, 𝑥𝑑𝑥 𝑓 𝑦}. The con-
struction of the 3-MLP instance is complete with U = {𝑥𝑎𝑦, 𝑥𝑏𝑦, 𝑥𝑐𝑦, 𝑥𝑑𝑦, 𝑥𝑒𝑦, 𝑥 𝑓 𝑦}. An optimal
solution for the vertex cover instance is the set {𝑏, 𝑑}, whereas {𝑥𝑏𝑦, 𝑥𝑑𝑦} is the optimal solution
for the associated 3-MLP instance.

Proof. Proof of Theorem 3: The structural properties of the reduced problem allow us to show
that the 3-MLP is fixed-parameter tractable in the sizer 𝑘 of the linearization; we denote this
parameterized decision problem as (𝐺𝑟 , 𝑘). First, we show the adaptation of the kernelization
procedure proposed by Buss and Goldsmith (1993) for the vertex cover problem applies to the
3-MLP.

Lemma 6 (Rule 6). If 𝐺𝑟 contains an element 𝑢 in U with degree greater than or equal to 𝑘 +1,
remove 𝑢 and its neighbors and solve (𝐺𝑟 − 𝑢, 𝑘 − 1).

Proof. This result follows from Property 4. Namely, if 𝑢 has degree greater than or equal
to 𝑘 + 1, than any solution for the 3-MLP that does not contain 𝑢 must contain at least 𝑘 + 1
elements of U\{𝑢} to cover its neighborhood. Similarly, any certificate showing that (𝐺𝑟−𝑢, 𝑘−1)
is an “yes” instance can be efficiently converted in a “yes” certificate for (𝐺𝑟 , 𝑘). �

The deletion of a vertex 𝑢 may affect all the elements in V as well as the elements in U, so
the application of Rule 6 takes time 𝑂 ( |U| ( |U| + |V|)). Our fixed-parameter tractable procedure
to solve an instance (𝐺𝑟 , 𝑘) of the 3-MLP consists of the application of Rules 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6;
observe that, in addition to Rule 6, Rules 1 and 3 may also change (decrease) the value of 𝑘.
We can omit Rule 5 for the decision version of the problem.

First, we claim that if (𝐺𝑟 , 𝑘) is a “yes” instance, then |𝐸 | ≤ 𝑘2. If Rule 6 (Proposition 6)
cannot be applied, all vertices in U have at most 𝑘 neighbors in V. As at most 𝑘 vertices
of U may be selected and, consequently, at most 𝑘2 vertices of V can be covered, it follows
that |𝐸 | ≤ 𝑘2.

Next, we claim that if (𝐺𝑟 , 𝑘) is a “yes” instance, then |V| ≤ 𝑘2/2 and |U| ≤ 𝑘2/2.
From Property 1, each element of V must have at least 2 neighbors in U, so |V| ≤ 𝑘2/2.
Similarly, as Property 2 shows that each element of U has at least 2 neighbors in V, it follows
that |U| ≤ 𝑘2/2.

The exhaustive application of Rules 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6 can be performed in polynomial time.
Namely, in each step, at least one vertex is removed, so in the worst case we have 𝑂 (( |U| +
|V|) (2|U| + |V| + |V|2) + |U|2 + |U| |V|) = 𝑂 (( |U| + |V|) ( |U|2 + |V|2)) = 𝑂 (𝑤3), where 𝑤 = |U| + |V|
represents the size of the instance. A bounded search tree on the kernel needs time 𝑇 (𝑤, 𝑘) =
𝑂 (3𝑘𝑛); each vertex in V has at most 3 neighbors, and a vertex of U can be removed (with
its neighbors in V) in time 𝑂 (𝑤). As 𝑤 = 𝑂 (𝑘2) after the kernelization procedure, the brute-
force procedure consumes time 𝑂 (3𝑘 𝑘2). In total, the algorithm consumes time 𝑂 (𝑤3 + 3𝑘 𝑘2) =
𝑂 (𝑘6 + 3𝑘 𝑘2), and therefore the 3-MLP is fixed-parameter tractable. �
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