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Abstract

Domain reduction techniques are at the core of any global optimization solver for NLP or
MINLP problems. In this paper, we delve into several of these techniques and assess the impact
they may have in the performance of an RLT-based algorithm for polynomial optimization prob-
lems. These techniques include i) the use of (nonlinear) conic relaxations for optimality-based
bound tightening, ii) the use of Lagrangian dual information to enhance feasibility-based bound
tightening, and iii) different strategies for branching point selection. We also explore how a solver
equipped with these domain reduction enhancements can further improve its performance by using
machine learning to better choose the best domain reduction approach to use on a given instance.

Keywords. Domain Reduction, Global Optimization, Polynomial Optimization, Reformulation-
Linearization Technique, Machine Learning.

1 Introduction

The design and implementation of global optimization algorithms for general MINLP problems is a
very active field of research, and the number of available solvers has been steadily increasing over the
past years. Recently, companies behind state-of-the-art MILP solvers such as Xpress [14] and Gurobi
[20] have announced the release of new versions capable of solving general MINLP problems to certi-
fied global optimality. Convexifications and domain reduction techniques are probably the two most
important elements behind the efficiency of the spatial branching required to handle the nonconvex-
ities as can be seen, for instance, in [28], [34], and [5]. The focus of this paper is precisely on the
joint assessment of the individual impact of different aspects of domain reduction on the performance
of a global optimization algorithm. We hope our analysis can guide the efforts in the development
and implementation of this type of enhancements in present and future global optimization solvers for
nonconvex problems.

Two essential aspects of domain reduction, present in any spatial branching algorithm, are the
selection of the branching variable and the selection of the branching point, since both of them are
done at each and every node of the branch-and-bound tree. The choice of the branching variable is
relatively well understood, partially because of the thorough research for MILP problems (refer, for
instance, to the seminal works [22] and [1]) but also due to some specialized papers for spatial branching
such as [34] and [5]. In the specific context of polynomial optimization, the impact of the criterion
for variable selection is thoroughly discussed in [19] and [16]. On the other hand, the impact of the
selection of the branching point has received much less attention and, although different approaches
are mentioned in [28], [34], and [5], we are not aware of any numerical analysis assessing how relevant
these decisions may be in the performance of the resulting algorithm. In order to bridge this gap, one
of the domain reduction aspects we cover in this paper is precisely the selection of the branching point.

Despite the relevance of the selection of both the branching variable and the branching point,
probably the single most important aspect in domain reduction in nonlinear programming, at least
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in terms of the research it has generated, is bound tightening [5, 26, 28, 34]. Bound tightening tech-
niques are a family of methods designed to reduce the search space by adjusting the bounds of the
variables. These methods are often divided into i) optimality-based bound tightening, OBBT, in which
bounds are tightened by solving a series of relaxations of minor variations of the original problem and
ii) feasibility-based bound tightening, FBBT, in which tighter bounds are deduced directly by exploit-
ing the relations between the problem constraints and the variable bounds. Since OBBT is much more
demanding computationally than FBBT, combined schemes are normally used, under which OBBT
is only performed at selected nodes (often just at the root node) and FBBT is performed at every
node of the branch-and-bound tree. In [26], the authors present a thorough computational analysis on
the huge impact that domain reduction techniques, and bound tightening in particular, have in three
state-of-the-art global optimizers for NLP and MINLP problems. [19] reports a similar impact in the
context of an RLT-based algorithm for continuous polynomial optimization problems.

Although integrating a basic bound tightening scheme in a global optimization solver is not too
demanding, there is a wide range of sophisticated approaches that have been discussed in the litera-
ture and whose implementation may be significantly more complex. [3] proposes to enhance FBBT by
using convex combinations of constraints instead of only the original ones, while [28] and [17] present
FBBT enhancements that use Lagrangian dual information from subproblems previously solved by the
algorithm. The latter two approaches can be seen as particular cases of the PU-PR domain reduc-
tion framework presented in [34]. These enhanced methods often entail an additional computational
overhead node by node, which should then be overcome by the reduction in the size of the resulting
branch-and-bound tree. A second contribution of this paper is devoted to analyze this trade-off, by
studying the impact of these sophisticated approaches when integrated into a solver that already has a
basic bound tightening scheme in place. More precisely, we study, in the context of the RLT-technique
for polynomial optimization [32], the impact of some of the Lagrangian-based enhancements in [28]
and [17].

The standard implementations of optimality-based bound tightening require to solve two subprob-
lems for each problem variable, one to adjust its lower bound and one to adjust its upper bound.
Moreover, these problems are typically of a difficulty comparable to that of the nodes solved during
the branching process itself. A novel contribution of this paper is to study the use of (nonlinear)
conic relaxations, in particular second-order cone programming (SOCP) and semidefinite program-
ming (SDP) ones, to improve the tightening obtained by OBBT. This approach is motivated by the
recent analysis in [18] where, in the context of polynomial optimization problems, the authors show the
potential of using (nonlinear) conic constraints to tighten the (linear) relaxations solved by an RLT-
based algorithm. We adapt their ideas with the goal of improving the performance of the underlying
bound tightening techniques.

It is worth noting that domain reduction techniques are not only relevant for theoretical purposes
or for the design of general purpose solvers. There have also been important efforts to adapt these
techniques to particular classes of problems, directly connected with practical applications. Particularly
important are those related to optimization of power networks in general [11] and, more specifically,
to the alternating current optimal power flow problem or ACOPF, a very active field of research.
[10] shows the effectiveness of domain reduction techniques for ACOPF problems, [33] presents an
optimality-based bound tightening to improve the bounds in different parts of the network, using a
(convex) quadratic relaxation of the problem, and [30] proposes three new methods for reducing the
domain, focusing on being efficient on large-scale grids.

Last, but not least, we also build upon the recent literature on “learning for optimization” [6,21,23]
and, in particular, upon the approach developed in [16], to study to what extent a machine learning
framework may help to increase the potential of the different domain reduction techniques under
study. We analyze, individually for each domain reduction enhancement and also jointly for all of
them together, to what degree one might learn how to predict the best domain reduction approach to
apply on a new instance and further improve performance.

Summarizing, the study of domain reduction techniques has been a core topic in global optimization
in recent years. In this work, we focus on the impact of some of these techniques in the specific context
of polynomial optimization problems, building upon an RLT-based algorithm for the analysis [32]. The
contributions of this paper are the following:

1. To study how sensitive the performance of a branch-and-bound algorithm may be with respect
to different strategies for choosing the branching point.

2. To study the impact on performance of some advanced enhancements of FBBT and OBBT on an
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algorithm already equipped with basic FBBT and OBBT functionalities. In particular, a novel
contribution is the study of an OBBT implementation based on the solution of SOCP and SDP
relaxations.

3. We embed the above domain reduction enhancements in a learning framework and study its
potential to deliver additional improvements on performance.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: In Section 2, we provide a concise overview of
the reformulation-linearization technique (RLT), optimality-based bound tightening (OBBT), feasibility-
based bound tightening (FBBT), and detail our computational setup for the experiments. In Section 3,
we delve into the enhancements related to domain reduction techniques. Section 4 is dedicated to the
application of machine learning to select the most effective enhancements for a given problem. We
then draw our study to a close in Section 5.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Polynomial optimization, RLT and bound tightening

The reformulation-linearization technique (RLT) for solving continuous polynomial optimization prob-
lems to global optimality was originally developed in [32]. More especifically, it was designed for
problems of the following form:

minimize φ0(x)

subject to φr(x) ≥ βr, r = 1, 2, . . . , R1

φr(x) = βr, r = R1 + 1, . . . , R

x ∈ Ω ⊂ R
|N |,

(PO)

where N denotes the set of variables, each φr(x) is a polynomial of degree δr ∈ N, and the region
Ω = {x ∈ R

|N | : 0 ≤ lj ≤ xj ≤ uj < ∞, ∀j ∈ N} ⊂ R
|N | is a hyperrectangle containing the feasible

region. Then, δ = maxr∈{0,...,R} δr is the degree of the problem and (N, δ) represents all possible
monomials of degree δ.

RLT is based on the construction of a linear relaxation of the polynomial problem, which is then
embedded in a branch-and-bound scheme. Problem (PO) is relaxed by replacing each monomial of
degree greater than one with a corresponding RLT variable. For example, associated with a monomial
of the form x1x2x4 one would define the RLT variable X124. More generally, RLT variables are defined
as

XJ =
∏

j∈J

xj , (1)

where J is a multiset containing the information about the multiplicity of each variable in the un-
derlying monomial. This linear relaxation is then solved at each node of the branch-and-bound tree.
In order to get tighter relaxations and ensure convergence, additional constraints, called bound-factor
constraints, are also added (and linearized). These constraints are given, for each pair of multisets J1

and J2 such that J1 ∪ J2 ∈ (N, δ), by

Fδ(J1, J2) =
∏

j∈J1

(xj − lj)
∏

j∈J2

(uj − xj) ≥ 0.

In [12] the authors identify a collection of monomials, which they call J-sets, such that convergence
to a global optimum is still guaranteed if only the bound-factor constraints associated with these
monomials are considered. We adopt this approach since it can dramatically reduce the size of the
resulting relaxation (at the price of getting slightly looser relaxations).

As discussed in the introduction, domain reduction is a core element of global optimization al-
gorithms for nonconvex optimization problems. As can be seen in [5, 26, 28, 34], domain reduction
encompasses a wide variety of techniques, which may concern different stages of a (spatial) branch-
and-bound algorithm. In particular, they may involve branching decisions such as the criteria to select
the branching variable or the branching point, or approaches to tighten the bounds of the variables
and reduce the search space. We briefly describe below some of these approaches, since we build upon
them in the subsequent sections.
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For the RLT-based algorithm on which we frame our study, branching is performed as follows:
At each node, once the corresponding relaxation has been solved, a score is assigned to each variable
depending on the violations of the RLT identities (1) in which it is involved. Then, the variable with
the highest score is chosen for branching, splitting the interval between its lower and upper bound at
its optimal value at the current node. As we will see, changes in the approach to choose the value at
which branching is performed can have a substantial impact on the performance of the algorithm.

Regarding the tightening of variable bounds, although the definition of (PO) requires to have
bounds for the variables, they might be unnecessarily large and lead to a hyperrectangle Ω composed
mainly of infeasible points. Bound tightening (BT) refers to a series of techniques used to reduce the
size of any such hyperrectangle by removing infeasible parts of it. There are two main approaches:
optimality-based bound tightening (OBBT) and feasibility-based bound tightening (FBBT).

OBBT techniques typically solve two optimization problems for each variable, just by substituting
the objective function with the variable at hand and then minimizing and maximizing the resulting
optimization problem. This procedure gives the best possible bounds for the variable given the con-
straints and the bounds of the other variables. The downside is that these subproblems may be as
hard to solve as the original problem, so the process is often computationally prohibitive. Because of
this, OBBT is normally applied to relaxations of the original problem, easier to solve, or letting it run
only for a limited amount on time. In the baseline OBBT we consider we do both things: it runs on
the RLT linear relaxations and does it for a limited amount of time relative to the total time available.

Even if relaxations are used for OBBT, it can still be computationally demanding, which motivates
that OBBT is often used only at the root node (the approach we take) or at a few selected points
of the algorithm. FBBT, on the other hand, uses constraint propagation techniques to tighten the
bounds and, since no optimization problem is solved in the process, the computational cost is typically
so small that FBBT is usually applied at each at every node of the branch-and-bound tree. This is
precisely what we do, with an FBBT implementation that builds upon [4], where interval arithmetic
and a two phase process are used to infer bounds on the variables.

2.2 Testing environment

For the numerical results presented in this paper, we use the polynomial optimization solver RAPOSa
[19], whose core is an RLT-based algorithm. We use three sets of instances to test the performance
of the various domain reduction techniques under consideration. The first one is taken from [13]
and consists of 180 instances of randomly generated polynomial optimization problems of different
degrees, number of variables, and density. The second test set comes from the well-known benchmark
MINLPLib [9], a library of mixed-integer nonlinear programming instances. We have selected from
MINLPLib those instances that are (PO) problems with box-constrained and continuous variables,
resulting in a total of 166 instances. The third test set comes from another well-known benchmark,
QPLIB [15], a library of quadratic programming instances, for which we made a selection analogous
to the one made for MINLPLib, resulting in a total of 63 instances. Then, we removed 6 additional
instances that lead to numerical issues in some parts of the analysis, leading to a final set of 403
instances.

All the executions reported in this paper have been run on the supercomputer Finisterrae III, at
Galicia Supercomputing Centre (CESGA). Specifically, we used computational nodes powered with
two thirty-two-core Intel Xeon Ice Lake 8352Y CPUs with 256GB of RAM and 1TB SSD. All the
executions have been run taking as stopping criterion that the relative or absolute gap is below the
threshold 0.001. The time limit of each execution was set to 1 hour and OBBT was limited to 20% of
the total time, i.e., 12 minutes.

To present the results we use different measures to assess the performance of the different ap-
proaches. We describe them here to avoid repetition and simplify the notation:

• Solved. Number of instances solved to certified optimality (relative or absolute gap below 0.001).

• Gap. Geometric mean of the optimality gap obtained by each approach. We disregard instances
for which i) at least one approach did not return an optimality gap and (ii) all the approaches
solved it within the time limit.

• Time. Geometric mean of the running time of each approach. We disregard instances for which
i) every approach solved it in less than 5 seconds and (ii) no approach solved it within the time
limit.
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• Pace. Geometric mean of paceLB, as introduced in [16]. It represents the number of seconds
needed to improve the lower bound of the algorithm by one unit (the pace at which the lower
bound improved). We disregard instances solved by every approach in less than 5 seconds. As
thoroughly discussed in [16], the main motivation behind this performance measure is that it
allows to compare the performance on all instances together, whereas Time and Gap fail to do
so. Time is not informative when comparing performance between instances not solved by any
approach (all of them reach the time limit). These instances can be compared using Gap which,
in turn, is not informative in instances solved by all approaches (all of them close the gap), and
where Time could be used. Pace, on the other hand, is informative regardless of the number of
configurations that might have solved each of the different instances.

• Nodes. Geometric mean of the number of nodes explored in the branch-and-bound tree. We
only consider the instances solved by all the approaches within the time limit.

• BoundsBT. Mean of the average improvement of the variable bounds after applying the corre-
sponding bound tightening approach at the root node.

• TimeBT. Mean of the bound tightening time at the root node.

We have chosen to report geometric means in our results, with the exception of BoundsBT and
TimeBT, for which the standard mean is used. Geometric means are known to have the advantage
of being less sensitive to outliers, which often makes them preferable for performance comparisons.
The reason to report the standard mean for BoundsBT is that it measures how much the bounds are
tightened with the different approaches, but it is not really a performance measure as Gap, Time, or
Pace, for instance. Thus, since BoundsBT measures how much certain parameters of the problem are
changed before the branch and bound starts, reporting the standard averages allows to get a better
picture of the impact of the bound tightening phase on the search space of the algorithm. Similarly,
TimeBT is not a measure of the overall performance of a given approach, but just a measure of the time
spent on bound tightening at the root node. Reporting standard averages provides a more informative
quantification of the impact of a given approach during this phase of the algorithm.1

3 Domain reduction in the context of RLT

In this section we present different enhancements for some domain reduction techniques. First, we
study the impact of second-order cone programming (SOCP) and semidefinite programming (SDP) on
OBBT. Second, we analyze how duality in linear programming can improve the performance of FBBT.
Finally, we measure the impact of changing the rule for selecting the branching point at the different
nodes of the branch-and-bound tree.

3.1 OBBT enhancements based on conic optimization

In recent literature, such as [8] and [7], there has been an increase in the research devoted to the
use of different SOCP and SDP constraints to define tighter relaxations of a given nonlinear problem,
specially in the study of polynomial optimization problems. A related approach consists in adding
linearizations of the SDP constraints, called linear SDP-based cuts, as in [31], [2], and [19]. In [18] the
authors use second-order cone and semidefinite constraints in order to tighten the standard RLT linear
relaxations along the branch-and-bound tree. Their results show that the use of (nonlinear) conic
constraints has significant potential, particularly so for some specific subclasses of problems in the test
sets they consider. In this section we build upon the approach in [18], using the same collection of
SOCP and SDP constraints but only to tighten the linear relaxations that OBBT has to solve at the
root node, so no specialized conic optimization solver is required beyond the root node. The goal is to
study to what extent this enhanced OBBT can provide tighter bounds for the variables. Since solving
these conic relaxations is usually more difficult than solving the original linear relaxations, there is a
trade-off between time consumption and the quality of the bounds. In order to get the best out of this
trade-off, when deciding which SOCP and SDP constraints to add to tighten the linear relaxations,
one has to be careful to preserve whatever sparsity structure the original problem may have. To do so,

1Note that we do not report the number instances for which each approach did not return an optimality gap. The
reason for this is that there are not significant differences across approaches and so disregarding them simplifies the
tables of results.
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in [18] the authors anchor the definition of the second-order cone and semidefinite constraints to the
J-sets of (PO) as follows:

• SOCP: For each J-set J and for each pair of variables present in J , xi 6= xj , we add the following
second-order cone constraint to the relaxation solved at the OBBT phase:

Xii + Xjj

2
≥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

Xij

Xii − Xjj

2

)
∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

2

. (2)

• SDP1: For each J-set, we define the vector ω1 = (xj)j∈J and we build matrix M = (ω1)T (ω1).
We denote the linearization of matrix M by [M ]L, obtained by replacing all monomials in it by
the corresponding RLT variables. Then, we add, to the linear relaxation solved at the OBBT
phase, the constraint [M ]L < 0 (positive semidefiniteness).

• SDP2: We do the same as in SDP1 but changing the vector ω1 to ω2 = (1, (xj)j∈J ).

It is worth noting that, in [18], the authors discuss some additional approaches which, in order
to reduce the number of conic constraints added to the standard relaxations and further reduce the
computational effort to solve them, check what constraints are binding at the root node and then
disregard all the nonbinding ones in the subsequent relaxations. Although such an approach might
also be applied to our OBBT relaxations, we believe it is not advisable, since the relaxations solved by
the OBBT have completely different objective functions, so there might be no correspondence between
the binding constraints of the different subproblems.

3.1.1 Numerical results

The default configuration of RAPOSa relies on Gurobi [20] for the solution of the linear relaxations.
For the analysis in this section, we use Gurobi and Mosek [25] for the SOCP relaxations. The SDP
ones are solved with Mosek, since Gurobi cannot handle them. With the goal of assessing the potential
of an OBBT whose relaxations have been tightened with (nonlinear) conic constraints, we compare
the performance of the different conic approaches with a baseline configuration already equipped with
standard OBBT and FBBT functionalities:

• Baseline: We use the standard OBBT and FBBT used in [19].

• SOCPG: We follow approach SOCP above and solve the relaxations with Gurobi.

• SOCPM : We follow approach SOCP above and solve the relaxations with Mosek.

• SDP1: We follow approach SDP1 above and solve the relaxations with Mosek.

• SDP2: We follow approach SDP2 above and solve the relaxations with Mosek.

Table 1: Performance of the different conic OBBT approaches.

(403 instances) Solved (403) Gap (111) Time (153) Pace (268) Nodes (285) BoundsBT
(403) TimeBT

(403)

Baseline 286 0.132 56.95 6.56 104.43 0.338 280.99
SOCP

G 285 0.133 97.67 9.98 104.38 0.341 391.92
SOCP

M 286 0.128 65.69 6.99 102.20 0.344 287.92
SDP1 286 0.150 114.42 15.19 103.62 0.339 404.08
SDP

2 286 0.159 132.93 17.89 103.63 0.345 433.57

In Table 1 we present the results associated to the aforementioned approaches, where shaded
numbers are used to highlight whenever an approach outperforms the baseline for a certain metric. At
first sight, it seems that the overall performance of the new conic approaches for OBBT is worse than
the one delivered by Baseline, specially for the SDP ones. As expected, with respect to Baseline,
all the conic approaches reduce the number of nodes of the branch and bound tree and improve the
tightness of the bounds (BoundsBT). Yet, the computational overhead required by OBBT at the root
node (TimeBT) is not compensated by the modest improvement on BoundsBT. This is is also captured
by the pace of the different approaches: although SOCPG and SOCPM are very competitive in terms of
Gap, the fact that they are more time consuming than Baseline also makes them worse in terms of
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Pace. SOCPM is clearly the best performing conic approach, being fairly competitive with Baseline.
Indeed, if we looked at standard means instead of geometric ones (not shown in the table), we would
see that SOCPM and Baseline are essentially tied for both time (368.18 vs 369.81) and pace (216108.52
vs 215531.70). The main weakness of the conic approaches, and specially the SDP ones, is that they
are more “risky”, in the sense that, since conic solvers are not yet as efficient as linear ones, a conic
approach may turn out to be particularly slow in some instances, which might overshadow promising
behavior on others.

The results in Table 1 go along the same lines of those reported in [18], where these conic enhance-
ments are not included at the OBBT stage of the algorithm but, instead, they are added to the RLT
relaxation in each and every node of the branch-and-bound tree. The authors go on to show that,
despite this initially discouraging aggregate behavior, there are specific instances and subclasses of
problems in the tests under study in which some of the SOCP or SDP approaches significantly out-
perform their baseline configurations. In order to check whether or not we are in a similar situation,
in Table 2 we present, for each approach under study, how often it is within 5% of the value of the
best performing approach according to the given metric.

Table 2: Frequency with which each conic OBBT approach is within 5% of the best one.

(403 instances) 5% Gap (111) 5% Time (153) 5% Pace (268) 5% Nodes (285) 5% BoundsBT
(403) 5% TimeBT

(403)

Baseline 100 120 227 208 243 361
SOCP

G 88 42 150 209 259 68
SOCPM 103 93 200 224 283 141
SDP

1 82 23 116 214 249 54
SDP

2 80 10 102 230 358 37

The results are consistent with those in Table 1, with Baseline and SOCPM coming out on top.
Importantly, Table 2 also shows that Baseline is not within 5% of the best performing approach in
a significant amount of instances: 10% for Gap, 22% for Time, and 15% for Pace. Thus, we could
get significant performance improvements if we were able to anticipate the best approach to run on
a given instance. This idea is explored in Section 4, where we embed these approaches in a machine
learning framework, and train a model with the goal of predicting what the best approach would be
on an unseen instance.

3.2 FBBT enhancements based on duality

In this section we take the ideas developed in [28] and [17] and study their impact when added on top
of the basic bound tightening, OBBT and FBBT, discussed in Section 2 for the RLT technique. Both
works were developed in the context of global solvers for non-convex optimization problems, where a
convex relaxation is used in a branch-and-bound scheme. They discuss different approaches to improve
the performance of the FBBT stages, in the sense of obtaining even tighter bounds, which we adapt
below to the context of polynomial optimization.

The core idea is the same in both [28] and [17]: make use of the Lagrangian multipliers associated to
previously solved subproblems to obtain valid cuts that can be added to FBBT’s constraint propagation
scheme. This should lead to (weakly) tighter bounds whenever FBBT is invoked but, at the same
time, entail some computational overhead. Both approaches use these new cuts to extend the set of
constraints on which the FBBT is run and they do so at all nodes of the branch-and-bound tree. In
[17] they use information captured during the initial (or previous) pass of OBBT, while in [28] they
use information from the solution of the relaxation at the current node in the tree. For the sake of
completeness, we briefly describe below the two approaches and how they have been adapted to our
context.

We start with the approach proposed in [17]. After solving all OBBT’s problems we have, for each
variable, one solution for its maximization problem and another one for its minimization problem.
Suppose we have the primal-dual solution (x̃, λ̃, µ̃) from solving the minimization problem for variable
xk, where λ̃ is the vector of multipliers associated with the constraints of the OBBT relaxation and
multiplier µ̃ corresponds with an additional constraint bounding the objective function to the best
upper bound available when OBBT was applied. Given a valid upper bound U for (PO), the following
constraint is a valid cut for (PO):

xk ≥
∑

j∈{1,...,n}

r̃jxj + µ̃U + λ̃T b, (3)
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where b is the vector of right-hand sides of the linear relaxation used by OBBT. Similarly, we can use
the maximization problem to obtain an upper bound for variable xk.

Now, we describe the cuts presented in [28]. Consider the relaxation of (PO) at a given node and
suppose that constraint gi(x) ≤ 0 is active at the solution of this node. Suppose, moreover, that this
constraint has multiplier µ̃i and that U is a valid upper bound for (PO). Then, the following constraint
is a valid cut for (PO):

gi(x) ≥ −(U − L)/µ̃i.

If we had an equality constraint, we would use the sign of µ̃i to determine the sense of the new cut’s
inequality. This is also applied to the constraints of the form xk − xU

k ≤ 0 and xL
k − xk ≤ 0 (where xU

k

and xL
k are the upper and lower bounds of variable xk), obtaining

xk ≥ xU
k − (U − L)/µ̃i and xk ≤ xL

k + (U − L)/µ̃i. (4)

It is worth emphasizing that the values for the bounds U and L in constraints (3) and (4) are not
static: they are updated as the algorithm progresses. Put differently, whenever any of these constraints
are added to the FBBT at a given node, the current values for the bounds are used.

3.2.1 Numerical results

In order to assess the performance of the aforementioned approaches, we have studied different varia-
tions, depending on how aggressively we use them. We present here the best performing ones:

• Baseline: We use the standard OBBT and FBBT used in [19].

• FBBTOB: The OBBT-derived cuts from [17] are added to FBBT at the root node and at nodes
whose depth is a multiple of 50.

• FBBTNB: The node by node cuts from [28] are added to FBBT at the root node and at nodes
whose depth is a multiple of 10.

• FBBTOB+NB: Both approaches are applied together.

In Section A in the Appendix we report some additional results which, in particular, show that
applying these enhancements at all nodes is not desirable. This is because the computational overhead
required to perform FBBT’s constraint propagation on the extended set of constraints is not compen-
sated by the gains from bound reduction. FBBTOB and FBBTNB provide a good balance between the
computational effort and the reduction of the size of the branch-and-bound tree.

Table 3: Performance of the FBBT enhanced with cuts from [17] and [28].

(406 instances) Solved (403) Gap (111) Time (134) Pace (248) Nodes (285) TimeBT
(403)

Baseline 286 0.132 100.98 8.29 104.43 280.99
FBBT

OB 287 0.126 102.80 8.27 101.22 300.36
FBBT

NB 287 0.128 100.48 8.21 98.61 299.39
FBBT

OB+NB 287 0.128 98.32 8.08 94.52 317.24

The results in Table 3 show that the duality-based approaches consistently outperform Baseline

for the different performance measures. Yet, the improvements are relatively small and, as expected,
far from the ones reported in [19] when basic versions of OBBT and FBBT were added to an RLT
implementation without any such functionality. In their numerical analysis, they obtain 70%-90% im-
provements for Gap, Time, and Nodes in MINLPLib instances. Thus, the results in Table 3, combined
with those in [19], confirm bound tightening techniques as a fundamental element of global optimization
solvers but, at the same time, they show that the effort required to implement sophisticated variants
of these techniques might not always be worthwhile. In particular, performance improvements such as
the ones in Table 3 could be overshadowed by potential stability and robustness issues coming from
these additional functions and unforeseen interference with other current or future functionalities.
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3.3 Impact of the branching point on the branch-and-bound tree

Whenever a subproblem is solved at a node of the branch-and-bound tree, important decisions have to
be made. Two crucial ones are the selection of the branching variable and of the precise value of that
variable on which branching is done. As mentioned in the introduction, the choice of the branching
variable has been thoroughly discussed by past literature, mainly for MILP problems (see, for instance,
[22] and [1]), but also in the context of nonlinear optimization and spatial branching in [34] and [5].
When it comes to polynomial optimization and the RLT technique in particular, [19] and [16] offer
deep analyses on the impact of variable selection.

The selection of the branching point, on the other hand, has not received much attention by past
literature and, importantly, we have seen no numerical analysis studying how the performance of a
given solver might be affected by different strategies, which is precisely the main goal of this section.
[28] and [5] briefly discuss the main strategies for selecting the branching point in the state-of-the-art
solvers Couenne [5] and BARON [29], respectively. Suppose that a branching variable has already been
chosen after solving the subproblem at a certain node. Then, given the current range of that variable,
i.e., the interval between its current lower and upper bounds, different natural branching points can
be considered: the middle point of the interval, the value of the variable in the optimal solution of the
subproblem, or some convex combination of these two points. [28] and [5] also suggest to branch on
the value of the variable in the best solution already found by the algorithm (provided it belongs to
the current range of the variable).

3.3.1 Numerical results

We now present and compare a few simple strategies for the selection of the branching point, which
build upon the ideas outlined in [28] and [5]. Given the branching variable, we denote by OV its
optimal value at the current node and by MP the middle point of its current range. Since, in some
preliminary analysis, we observed that branching whenever possible on the value of the variable in the
best available solution yields slight performance improvements at no cost, this approach is incorporated
in the following five approaches:

• Baseline: Branch on OV .

• 0.75·OV+0.25·MP: Branch on the convex combination 0.75 · OV + 0.25 · MP .

• 0.5·OV+0.5·MP: Branch on the convex combination 0.5 · OV + 0.5 · MP .

• 0.25·OV+0.75·MP: Branch on the convex combination 0.25 · OV + 0.75 · MP .

• MP: Branch on MP .

It is worth noting that we also studied some other slightly more complex strategies along the lines
suggested in [28] and [5], but they did not result in extra performance improvements. Thus, we chose
to stick to these simple strategies for the sake of exposition.

Table 4: Performance of different approaches for branching point selection.

(403 instances) Solved (403) Gap (110) Time (138) Pace (250) Nodes (280)

Baseline 286 0.124 99.21 8.16 105.70
0.75·OV+0.25·MP 287 0.111 93.22 7.68 99.58
0.5·OV+0.5·MP 288 0.108 96.75 7.64 102.10
0.25·OV+0.75·MP 287 0.108 97.79 7.70 105.23
MP 287 0.109 107.71 8.09 107.98

In Table 4 we see that all the new approaches beat Baseline, which is the worst one according to
Solved, Gap, and Pace. Further, Baseline is second to last according to Time and Nodes, only ahead
of MP. Baseline and MP are significantly outperformed by the strict convex combinations, which shows
that both OV and MP should be taken into account to determine the branching point. Although the
three strict convex combinations deliver similar results, 0.5·OV+0.5·MP seems to be slightly superior,
as it comes out on top in Solved, Gap, and Pace.

Given the results in Table 4, we see that OV and MP are particularly bad at Gap and Time, re-
spectively. Thus, one may wonder whether the superior performance of the strict convex combinations
comes from the fact they just avoid sticking to OV or MP in problems where they do not perform well.
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Put differently, would a hypothetical version of the solver capable of choosing the best performing
approach between OV and MP outperform the strict convex combinations? The answer to this question
is negative. Table 5 shows, for instance, that the aforementioned hypothetical configuration would be
within 5% of the best performing approach in Time in, at most, 96 out of the 138 reported instances,
whereas approach 0.5·OV+0.5·MP on its own is within 5% of the best performing one in 102 instances.

Table 5: Frequency with which each branching point approach is within 5% of the best one.

(403 instances) 5% Gap (110) 5% Time (138) 5% Pace (250) 5% Nodes (280)

Baseline 65 59 137 151
0.75·OV+0.25·MP 82 102 193 207
0.5·OV+0.5·MP 100 81 180 195
0.25·OV+0.75·MP 99 72 174 158
MP 97 37 140 119

3.4 Impact of combined enhancements

As a complement to the individual analysis in the preceding subsections, regarding the performance
of the different approaches to enhance domain reduction techniques, we now study the impact of
incorporating all of them together. Note that, although all the enhancements deal with different
aspects of domain reduction, they are essentially independent from one another, so there should be
no detrimental effect on performance when combining them: i) the enhancements in Section 3.1 only
affect the OBBT at the root node, ii) the enhancements in Section 3.2 just affect the FBBT at all
nodes, and iii) the enhancements in Section 3.3 deal with the branching point selection, which is
independent of the OBBT and FBBT functionalities. For the sake of exposition, we just report the
performance of combinations of the best performing approaches for each individual enhancement:
SOCPM , FBBTOB+NB, and 0.5·OV+0.5·MP. Yet, it is important to note that retrieving dual information
for (nonlinear) conic problems is far from straightforward. Thus, whenever a combination uses SOCPM ,
we replace FBBTOB+NB with FBBTNB, the best performing approach in Section 3.2 once we disregard
the approaches applying FBBTOB.

Table 6: Performance of RAPOSa combining the enhancements.

(403 instances) Solved (403) Gap (112) Time (146) Pace (257)

Baseline 286 0.120 83.07 7.62
SOCP

M 286 0.116 93.33 8.05
FBBTOB+NB 287 0.115 81.45 7.45
0.5·OV+0.5·MP 288 0.105 82.48 7.22

SOCP
M + FBBT

NB 287 0.115 94.05 8.09
SOCP

M + 0.5·OV+0.5·MP 289 0.105 90.19 7.65
FBBT

OB+NB + 0.5·OV+0.5·MP 287 0.104 81.73 7.11
SOCP

M + FBBT
NB + 0.5·OV+0.5·MP 287 0.106 94.88 7.88

In Table 6 we can see that, as expected from the previous results, the combinations that use
approach 0.5·OV+0.5·MP are the most competitive ones. Among them, probably FBBTOB+NB +
0.5·OV+0.5·MP is slightly superior to the rest, with the raw 0.5·OV+0.5·MP performing very similarly.
Interestingly, the combination SOCPM + 0.5·OV+0.5·MP is the one that solves most instances, despite
not being so competitive in Time.

The main takeaway message we have after the numerical results reported in this section, both for
the individual enhancements and for their combinations, is that all enhancements seem to improve
performance, although not to the same extent. Interestingly, the less sophisticated enhancement (and
the easiest to implement), the strategy for the selection of the branching point, is the one with the
(significantly) largest impact.

4 Improving performance with machine learning

In this section we take the enhancements of Section 3 one step further. The goal is to study the
potential for additional performance improvements by using machine learning techniques to predict the
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best combination of enhancements for a given instance. To this end, we also analyze the improvement
on performance we would observe if we had an oracle signalling the best combination for each instance
and, then, we use it as a reference to assess the quality of the learning.

4.1 Machine learning framework

In [16], the authors present a machine learning framework designed to “optimally” choose between
different configurations of a solver when confronting a new instance, given its underlying features. In
order to do so, the machine learning model is first trained on a predefined set of instances, using both
their features and the performance of the different configurations on each of them. For our analysis
we follow the best performing approach among those reported in [16], choosing Pace as the measure of
performance (KPI) and using quantile regression forests for the learning [24]. One of the advantages
of random forests, as well as other ensemble methods that use bagging, is that we the complete data
set can be used to evaluate the model using the out-of-bag predictions, without randomly splitting
the data into training and test sets.2 The learning is carried out on the same set of instances of the
preceding section, using the statistical language R [27] with the library ranger [35].

The reasons behind using Pace as KPI are the same ones that led to its introduction in [16]:
training can be performed on the whole set of instances at once. As discussed in Section 2.2, Gap is
not informative on instances solved by all approaches and Time is not informative on instances not
solved by any approach. Pace, on the other hand, can discriminate between the performance of the
different approaches regardless of the number of approaches that have solved each of the instances.

It is important to note that, not only we follow the approach in [16], but we also use the same set
of features and the same parameters for quantile regression, so there is no tailor-made adaptation to
the current setting. Thus, our results can be seen as a lower bound on what might be achieved by
considering additional features that capture relevant aspects for domain reduction.

In the results’ tables in this section we report the performance of a special approach: Optimal,
which represents the performance obtained when we choose, for each instance, the best configuration
according to pace, i.e., it’s an ideal version representing what we would get if we had an oracle signalling
the best approach for each instance. If, for a given instance, there are two options with the same pace,
we choose the one with the smallest optimality gap.

4.2 Impact of machine learning on the individual enhancements

Table 7 summarizes the results of our learning methodology when applied individually to each one of
the three different enhancements discussed in Section 3. More precisely, for each enhancement, the goal
is to predict which one of the considered approaches will have a better performance on a given instance.
To simplify the tables of results, among the original approaches we just represent the best performing
one for the given enhancement, Best. “out-of-bag Q-RF” is the result of choosing, for each instance,
the approach selected by the machine learning framework. Finally, “Improvement after learning” is
the percentage of relative improvement from Best to out-of-bag Q-RF and “Optimal Improvement” is
the same but comparing Best to Optimal.

The results in Table 7 are somewhat mixed. For the conic bound tightening from Section 3.1, we
see modest improvements in Gap and Time, but relatively far from the ones delivered by Optimal.
Learning seems to perform particularly well for the FBBT enhancements from Section 3.2, with out-of-
bag Q-RF significantly outperforming Best and getting around half-way of the improvements Optimal

would achieve. Finally, regarding the selection of the branching point from Section 3.3, the learning
does not seem to obtain much since, although it improves almost by 2% in Time with respect to Best,
its performance deteriorates in Gap and Pace by 0.4% and 1.19%, respectively. It seems as if the
inherent randomness behind the impact of the branching point on the generated branch-and-bound
trees is hard to learn upon.

2As explained in [16], given a data set of size n, “a large number m of bootstrap samples of size n are obtained from
the data set by sampling with replacement. Each bootstrap sample leaves out, on average, about 37% of the observations
(the left-out observations constitute the so-called out-of-bag sample). Then, m individual trees are grown using these m

bootstrap samples. For each observation in the data set, the corresponding out-of-bag prediction is obtained by taking
into account only those trees fitted on bootstrap samples that leave out that particular observation”.
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Table 7: Machine Learning impact on the different enhancements.

Section 3.1: OBBT enhancements based on conic optimization

(403 instances) Solved (403) Gap (111) Time (153) Pace (268)

Best (Baseline) 286 0.132 56.95 6.56
out-of-bag Q-RF 286 0.131 56.75 6.57
Optimal 287 0.128 53.68 6.19
Improvement after learning 0.0% −1.13% −0.35% 0.01%
Optimal improvement 0.35% −3.42% −5.74% −5.62%

Section 3.2: FBBT enhancements based on duality

(403 instances) Solved (403) Gap (111) Time (134) Pace (248)

Best (FBBTOB+NB) 287 0.128 98.32 8.08
out-of-bag Q-RF 288 0.125 94.72 7.90
Optimal 288 0.124 89.65 7.65
Improvement after learning 0.35% −1.86% −3.66% −2.22%
Optimal improvement 0.35% −2.52% −8.81% −5.33%

Section 3.3: Impact of the branching point on the branch-and-bound tree

(403 instances) Solved (403) Gap (110) Time (138) Pace (250)

Best (0.5·OV+0.5·MP) 288 0.108 96.75 7.64
out-of-bag Q-RF 288 0.108 94.85 7.73
Optimal 290 0.104 82.66 6.95
Improvement after learning 0.0% 0.4% −1.96% 1.19%
Optimal improvement 0.69% −3.6% −14.56% −9.14%

4.3 Impact of machine learning on the combined enhancements

Despite the mixed results of the previous section, one would expect that, when adding all of the
enhancements and its combinations together, there is more potential for learning, given the additional
richness and diversity of the underlying approaches/configurations. For the sake of exposition, learning
is not carried out on all approaches and combinations, but just on those reported in Section 3.4.

Table 8: Machine Learning impact on all of the enhancements together.

(403 instances) Solved (403) Gap (112) Time (146) Pace (257)

Best (FBBT
OB+NB + 0.5·OV+0.5·MP) 287 0.104 81.73 7.11

out-of-bag Q-RF 290 0.104 75.21 6.89
Optimal 291 0.099 66.13 6.28
Improvement after learning 1.05% −0.32% −7.97% −3.13%
Optimal improvement 1.39% −4.41% −19.09% −11.71%

The results in Table 8 show that machine learning performs fairly well. The learning approach
outperforms Best (FBBTOB+NB + 0.5·OV+0.5·MP) according to all the metrics: it solves three more
instances and obtains improvements of around 8% and 3% in Time and Gap. As expected, having a
richer set of configurations to choose from also helps Optimal to obtain larger improvements.

Figure 1 represents, side by side, how often each of the eight configurations is selected by out-of-bag
Q-RF and by Optimal. We can see that out-of-bag Q-RF mimics quite well the behavior of Optimal.
Importantly, Figure 1 also shows that a configuration with SOCPM is chosen in around one third of the
instances, demonstrating the potential of using conic-based relaxations in the OBBT stages of global
optimization solvers.

Despite the apparently nice behavior of out-of-bag Q-RF displayed in Figure 1, it might even be
the case that it never chose the best configuration and just happened to use the different configurations
with the right frequencies. Figure 2 presents detailed information regarding the performance of the
different configurations which, in particular, allows to assess how often each of them is the best one.
The bar chart represents, for each configuration, the percentage of instances in which that configuration
was the best one, the second best, and so on, for the eight ranking positions it might occupy depending
on its performance relative to the rest.3 Moreover, the numbers inside the bars indicate how close that

3Note that we have 8 configurations plus out-of-bag Q-RF, and we just consider ranking positions from 1 to 8. This
is because out-of-bag Q-RF always coincides with one of the eight configurations on which the learning is performed.
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Figure 1: Percentages in which each version is selected by out-of-bag Q-RF and by Optimal.
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configuration is, on average, to the best one for the instances in which it occupies the corresponding
ranking position. More specifically, these numbers go from zero to one and are computed by dividing
the best (smallest) Pace among the different configurations by the Pace of the current one, and then
taking the average over the instances in each ranking position. Thus, Figure 2 allows to assess not only
how often each approach is in each ranking position, but also how rapidly its performance deteriorates
as it goes from the top positions to the bottom ones.

Figure 2 shows that out-of-bag Q-RF comes on top more frequently than any other configuration,
with 0.5·OV+0.5·MP close behind. Yet, the main difference between them comes from the fact that
the relative performance of out-of-bag Q-RF deteriorates more slowly as it moves from being the
best configuration to the second or third best, for example. In Figure 2 we can also see that the
configurations that use SOCPM are the ones in which performance tends to deteriorate more quickly,
which is consistent with the discussion in Section 3.1 about their “riskiness”. In this respect, since
out-of-bag Q-RF uses SOCPM in nearly one third of the instances, the fact that it performs so well even
when it does not choose the top performing configuration suggests that it is successful at learning to
avoid using SOCPM in instances in which it does not perform well. Yet, the difference in performance
between out-of-bag Q-RF and Optimal also suggests that there is room for further improvement. A
natural direction would be to enhance the set of features of the instances, with the goal of capturing
additional aspects that might be relevant for domain reduction.

5 Conclusions

We have studied the impact of several approaches to enhance the efficacy of domain reduction func-
tionalities within the specific context of the RLT technique for polynomial optimization problems. The
presented results showed that, although all these enhancements lead to performance improvements,
the overall impact may sometimes be relatively small. Interestingly, the largest impact comes from
the approaches to select the branching point which are, by far, the simplest and easiest to implement
among all the enhancements under consideration. We believe these kind of insights on the trade-offs

13



Figure 2: Domain reduction enhancements ranked from 1 (best) to 8 (worst), according to Pace.
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between performance improvement and implementation costs are very relevant for the design of more
efficient optimization solvers, since they can guide the implementation efforts of the developing teams
of state-of-the-art solvers towards the most promising directions. When a new technique or algorithmic
enhancement is first studied, it is natural to analyze is impact in isolation, in order to better quantify
its impact. Yet, because of this isolated analyses, it is often hard to assess which of a series of potential
enhancements should be prioritized when designing a new solver or when evolving an already existing
one, since the impacts individually reported for each of them might no be easy to compare to one
another.

Following recent trends in the field, we also built upon the learning framework developed in [16]
to show that machine/statistical learning can be used to further improve performance. The promising
results obtained in Section 4.3, with the direct application of the methodology in [16], suggests that
one could get even better results with tailor-made modifications of it. In particular, a relatively simple
avenue for future research would be to extend the set of features used for the learning, including
additional ones that may be suitable for domain reduction.
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A Additional results for FBBT enhancements

Table 9 presents a more comprehensive summary of the numerical results obtained when studying
different variations of the FBBT approaches described in Section 3.2. We study configurations in
which the two approaches are applied at all nodes or just at the root node and at nodes of pre-
specified depths. Note that, under the approach FBBTOB,50+NB,10, the cuts from FBBTOB are never
applied by themselves, since multiples of 50 are also multiples of 10. In order to assess whether or not
this might impact performance, we also studied FBBTOB,50+NB,9, under which both families of cuts
are jointly applied at the same node much less often.

Table 9: Performance of different versions of the FBBT enhanced with cuts from [17] and [28].

(406 instances) Solved (403) Gap (115) Time (141) Pace (255) Nodes (281) TimeBT
(403)

Baseline 286 0.112 82.84 7.17 94.00 280.99

FBBT
OB,all 281 0.155 112.83 9.84 89.57 819.17

FBBT
OB,25 286 0.110 84.87 7.28 91.89 414.81

FBBT
OB,50 287 0.106 85.26 7.19 91.93 300.36

FBBTNB,all 287 0.109 82.92 7.13 87.29 329.93

FBBT
NB,5 287 0.108 83.25 7.14 88.30 303.34

FBBT
NB,10 287 0.108 82.21 7.09 88.73 299.39

FBBT
OB,25+NB,5 284 0.117 82.28 7.15 86.04 429.98

FBBT
OB,25+NB,9 284 0.116 92.54 7.63 86.20 429.16

FBBT
OB,25+NB,10 284 0.115 82.68 7.17 86.41 428.97

FBBT
OB,50+NB,5 286 0.110 82.35 7.07 86.08 321.10

FBBTOB,50+NB,9 286 0.111 81.70 7.03 86.26 317.24

FBBT
OB,50+NB,10 287 0.108 81.55 7.03 86.40 317.24
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