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Abstract. It is only half the job to find a good solution for a mathematical
optimization problem, as one needs to verify its quality by specifying a dual
bound. When it comes to mixed-integer nonlinear programming (MINLP),
strong prerequisites such as constraint qualifications appear suitable, but may
be difficult to verify computationally. In practice, solvers apply local refinement
or convexification strategies to retrieve tight dual bounds. However, these
concepts require appropriate big-M formulations, generate new sub-problems,
or struggle to represent non-convex characteristics in terms of high accuracy,
all of which can lead to long running times.

As an alternative, we aim to leverage recent advances in mixed-integer
quadratically-constrained programming (MIQCP) and propose a global ap-
proximation of constraint functions by paraboloids, i.e., univariate quadratic
terms. The approximation is retrieved as a solution to a mixed-integer linear
programming (MIP) problem. Further, for each nonlinear constraint function,
we solve such MIPs and determine small numbers of paraboloids approximating
it from either side. A replacement of the nonlinearities with the correspond-
ing quadratic functions leads to a quadratically-constrained relaxation of the
original problem. Solving the MIQCP relaxation then leads to a dual bound
whose tightness depends on the approximation guarantee of the paraboloids. In
summary, this approach enables solvers that are explicitly tailored for quadratic
constraints to solve MINLPs to global optimality.
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1. Introduction

We consider the problem
min c(x) (1a)

fj(x) ≤ 0, j ∈ J, (1b)
x ∈ Ω, (1c)

where Ω = [x, x] ∩ (Zp × Rn−p) ̸= ∅ for p, n ∈ N with 0 ≤ p ≤ n and |J | <∞. We
assume the involved functions c, fj : Rn 7→ R to be continuous on the domain [x, x],
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j ∈ J . In general, we consider at least one involved function to be nonlinear and
thus call (1) a mixed-integer nonlinear program (MINLP). Please note that we can
assume linearity of the objective by introduction of a separate variable z, which is
then minimized subject to c(x) ≤ z and the remaining constraints. This does not
increase the theoretical character of the resulting program. For clear notation, we
assume the existence of integer variables throughout the paper, i.e., p > 0, if not
stated otherwise and refer to (1) when writing about MINLPs.

The solution methods for a MINLP can differ greatly depending on the properties
of the involved functions. See [17] for an overview over global solution strategies
(mainly on continuous variables) and [5] for a survey on the most common components
of practical approaches for MINLPs.

If all involved functions are convex, the feasible set of the continuous relaxation
of the MINLP is convex and therefore (1) is typically called a convex MINLP. Such
problems are usually tackled with cutting methods, e.g., outer approximation [12] or
extended cutting-plane methods [28], and decomposition schemes, e.g., generalized
Benders decomposition [15].

However, the situation changes drastically if at least one of the functions is
not convex, which coins the term non-convex MINLP. Note here that equality
constraints fj(x) = 0 can be modeled via fj(x) ≤ 0 and −fj(x) ≤ 0, but directly
enforce non-convexity for fj nonlinear (even if convex). Non-convex MINLPs are
typically solved by some form of convex relaxation of the (non-convex) nonlinearities
in combination with a refinement mechanism. Useful convexification techniques are
for instance proposed by [26]. As such may lack a sufficiently tight representation
of the original feasible region, the latter can be split to create new subproblems
with tighter convex relaxations. This divide and conquer approach is performed
in spatial-branch-and-bound (compare, for instance, [23]) by reformulation or in
α-branch-and-bound by α-convexification [2]. In the last decade, the approximation
of the non-convex functions by piecewise linear functions and re-modeling as a
mixed-integer linear program (MIP) has established itself as a viable alternative,
especially for real-world applications with considerable combinatorics [9, 14]. See [27]
for a comprehensive overview on theoretical properties of the various MIP-based
models for piecewise linear functions.

A natural generalization of the piecewise linear approach is the piecewise approx-
imation by polynomials of a certain degree. Such an approximation is performed
in an optimization setting using quadratic functions in [8]. In certain algebraic
domains, collections of more general such polynomials are typically referred to as
splines, and a distinction is made between approximations with fixed and variable
knots, i.e., discretization points of an interval. There is a vast amount of literature
starting from the 1960s on splines. We refer the interested reader to [25] for an
introduction to the topic and to [22] for a recap of the first approximately 30 years.

From an optimization point of view, there is no clear benefit in the piecewise ap-
proximation by higher-order polynomials instead of linear functions, as this involves
the introduction of both non-convex constraints and integer variables. However, if we
can perform a one-sided spline approximation, i.e., an underestimation on the entire
domain of the function, this can serve as a globally valid relaxation, which does not
require piecewise modeling. In [7], the authors prove existence and uniqueness for a
best one-sided approximation with maximal degree. A computational procedure to
compute such an approximation with one polynomial is presented in [18].

Surprisingly enough, we did not find any (recent) literature that treats the
one-sided approximation by a spline with variable knots. That is, the required
approximations are either not one-sided (see again [25] or [1]) and thus do not yield
a globally valid relaxation of the MINLP or deal with the best approximation by a
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single polynomial (see [11]). Furthermore, to the best of our knowledge, there is
no approach for solving MINLP problems that globally approximates non-convex
functions on their respective domains to an arbitrary accuracy without introducing
additional variables, i.e. increasing the dimension of the problem, or branching on
continuous variables.

We start by presenting a MIP model in Section 2 for the one-sided approxima-
tion by univariate quadratic functions and prove its correctness for this purpose.
In Section 3 we formally introduce the resulting method to approximate non-convex
constraint functions by a small number of such quadratic functions. Both sections
are complemented by computational showcases in Section 4 before we close the
article with concluding remarks and further research directions in Section 5.

1.1. Contribution. Motivated by recent developments in non-convex mixed-integer
quadratically constrained programming (MIQCP) (see, for instance, [3, 4, 29]), we
propose a novel approach that solves non-convex MINLPs by reducing them to
MIQCPs. The main part is based on the construction of non-convex parabolic
relaxations with arbitrary tightness of rather general non-linear Lipschitz continuous
functions. In a sense, these parabolic relaxations can be considered as non-convex
cuts for MINLPs, since we construct them to be globally valid on the domain of the
function.

More particularly, our contribution is twofold: On the one hand, we present a
MIP approach to globally approximate multi-dimensional Lipschitz functions from
one side, where the anti-derivatives to these may or may not be known. That is, the
latter case even includes black-box functions. The correctness of this approach is
shown by theoretical means and a practical version is showcased on one-dimensional
constraint functions. We conduct these computations for frequently occurring
functions in the MINLPLib [10] on certain domains to provide a lookup table that
can be used a priori for the following part. Due to its character each approximation
gives a global under-/overestimator when taking the pointwise maximum/minimum,
respectively.

On the other hand, we introduce a novel framework to solve non-convex MINLPs
on bounded domains. Our approach computes a (in some sense) minimal number of
parabolic functions for each non-convex constraint and then replaces the original
constraints with their global one-sided parabolic approximations. This can be
interpreted as a parabolic relaxation and reduces the MINLP to a MIQCP. We
stress the integration of the lookup table mentioned above and demonstrate the
potential of our method with preliminary numerical results for some instances from
the MINLPLib.

1.2. Notation. A vector x = (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ Rn is denoted with bold and upright
letters, whereas components xi are not bold and italic. A comparison between two
vectors x, y ∈ Rn, e.g., x ≤ y, is always interpreted component-wise. During the
theoretical section, we make use of the 1-norm of a vector x which is defined as
∥x∥1 =

∑n
i=1|xi|. For a domain D ⊆ Rn, we define the set of continuous functions

on D as C0(D). Further, P(D) denotes the power set of D. Lastly, for a positive
integer m ∈ N, we state the set of indexes up to m as [m] := {1, . . . , m}.

Note that we present our theoretical parts for constraint functions on a multi-
dimensional domain. We aim for their approximation by quadratic functions without
bivariate terms and refer to such as paraboloids. Hence, the global one-sided
approximation by paraboloids is called a parabolic approximation. Later on, when
we substitute constraint functions with mentioned approximations, we name such a
parabolic relaxation, stressing the character of this procedure.
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2. Parabolic Approximation – MIP Approach

In order to construct a relaxation to problem (1), we aim to approximate its
constraint functions from one or either side – if necessary – and replace it by the
approximation. Hereby, “from one side” means that the approximation serves as a
global underestimator (or overestimator) on the entire domain. In this work, this
is supposed to be realized as a maximum (or minimum) of a set of paraboloids,
offering the advantage to be incorporated into the optimization problems by simple
inequalities with respect to all such paraboloids. Given an arbitrary but fixed number
of paraboloids K ∈ N, we introduce a mixed-integer programming (MIP) formulation
whose optimal solution is guaranteed to return the desired approximation if its
objective is zero.

In mathematical terms, let f : D 7→ R be a Lipschitz continuous function with
respect to ∥ · ∥1 and some L > 0, where D = [a, b] a non-empty, fulldimensional box
defined by the vectors a, b ∈ Rn. That is, for all x, y ∈ D, it holds true that

|f(x)− f(y)| ≤ L∥x− y∥1.

Here, f represents the constraint function, for which we want to find a global
underestimator by paraboloids. The case for a global overestimator can be treated
analogously.

Now, given an approximation guarantee ε > 0 and respective K ∈ N, we aim to
determine K paraboloids of degree 2, i.e., pl(x) =

∑n
i=1 αl

ix
2
i +

∑n
i=1 βl

ixi + γl for
l ∈ [K], such that

max
l∈[K]

pl(x) ≥ f(x)− ε, (2)

and
max
l∈[K]

pl(x) ≤ f(x), (3)

for all x ∈ D. We note that the authors of [19] use the minimum of such paraboloids
to compute a non-convex underestimator of a non-convex objective function.

In the following, we state a MIP formulation in order to determine the coefficients
for these paraboloids. Afterwards, we show, on the one hand, that a solution
to the MIP formulation with objective zero exists for sufficiently high number of
paraboloids and, on the other hand that a solution with objective zero inherits the
desired approximation conditions (2) and (3).

2.1. MIP formulation. In addition to the statements from the introduction of
this section, we assume to know a function µf : P(D) 7→ R+ which measures the
Lebesgue integral of f on any connected sub-domain of D. In the one-dimensional
case, such a function is typically the anti-derivative of f .

Besides an approximation guarantee ε > 0 and a number of paraboloids K ∈ N,
we need to define parameters δ ∈ (0, ε) and ν ∈ (0, δ/ε). Informally their choice
defines how the parabolic approximation is centered inside the ε-tube between f and
f − ε. This influence becomes clearer throughout this section. Lastly, in order to
avoid “spiking” paraboloids, we choose a constant C ≥ L which bounds the maximal
absolute slope of each paraboloid as shown below.

With these parameters at hand, we define the grids of D

Gε :=
n×

i=1

{
ai + k∆ti

∣∣∣ k = 0, 1, . . . ,
bi − ai

∆ti

}
,

and
G :=

n×
i=1

{
ai + k∆di

∣∣∣ k = 0, 1, . . . ,
bi − ai

∆di

}
,
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for achieving the conditions (2) and (3), respectively. Without loss of generality, we
assume the discretization widths ∆ti and ∆di to be chosen such that (bi−ai)/∆ti ∈ N
for all i ∈ [n]. In addition, they need to fulfill ∆ti, ∆di ≥ 0 for all i ∈ [n] as well as

n∑
i=1

∆ti ≤
n + 1

n

ε− δ

3L
, (4)

and
∆di ≤

2νε

(
√

3− 1)n(C + L)
, for all i ∈ [n], (5)

respectively. Because the right-hand side of above inequalities is strictly positive,
such a choice is always possible.

For clear notation, we summarize the widths as ∆t = (∆t1, . . . , ∆tn)T and
∆d = (∆d1, . . . , ∆dn)T. Note that this allows to rewrite D as

D =
⋃

t∈Gε∩[a,b)

[t, t + ∆t] =
⋃

d∈G∩[a,b)

[d, d + ∆d], (6)

where in each union the arguments at most intersect on their boundaries. We
abbreviate B(d) = [d, d + ∆d].

In order to make the following model statement even more readable, we denote
for a t all neighboring points in Gε which differ in each coordinate by exactly ∆ti in
absolute terms as

N (t) =
{

t +
n∑

i=1
ui∆tiei ∈ Gε

∣∣∣ u ∈ {−1, 1}n

}
,

where ei denotes the ith unit vector.
Lastly, we apply the so-called big-M method in our model and, thus, determine

M1, M2 > 0 sufficiently large.
In terms of variables in the model, we define αl

i, βl
i, γl for i ∈ [n] and l ∈ [K],

specifying the lth paraboloid as pl(x) =
∑n

i=1 αl
ix

2
i +

∑n
i=1 βl

ixi + γl. Further, we
introduce binary variables sl

t ∈ {0, 1} for all l ∈ [K] and all grid points t ∈ G. These
indicate whether paraboloid l “contains” the approximation point (t, f(t)− δ) in
the sense that pl(t) ≥ f(t)− δ. As formally shown below, this ensures property (2).
Condition (3), however, is controlled by continuous variables vl

d ≥ 0 for l ∈ [K] and
d ∈ G which track violations of the integral between f and a paraboloid pl.

After the introduction of all necessary parameters and variables, we can finally
formulate the MIP. We conduct this implicitly and comment on it afterwards:

min
∑

l∈[K]

∑
d∈G∩[a,b)

vl
d (7a)

s.t. pl(t) ≥ f(t)− δ −M1(1− sl
t), l ∈ [K], t ∈ Gε, (7b)∑

l∈[K]

sl
t ≥ 1, l ∈ [K], t ∈ Gε, (7c)

∣∣∣∣ d
dxi

pl(t′)
∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2L + M2(1− sl

t),
l ∈ [K], i ∈ [n],

t ∈ Gε, t′ ∈ N (t),
(7d)

pl(d) ≤ f(d)− νε, l ∈ [K], d ∈ G, (7e)

vl
d ≥

∫
B(d)

pl(x)− (f(x)− νε)dx, l ∈ [K], d ∈ G, (7f)

∣∣∣∣ d
dxi

pl(a)
∣∣∣∣ ≤ C, l ∈ [K], i ∈ [n], (7g)
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dxi

pl(b)
∣∣∣∣ ≤ C, l ∈ [K], i ∈ [n], (7h)

αl
i, βl

i, γl
i ∈ R, l ∈ [K], i ∈ [n], (7i)

sl
t ∈ {0, 1}, l ∈ [K], t ∈ Gε, (7j)

vl
d ≥ 0, l ∈ [K], d ∈ G. (7k)

Note that d
dxi

pl(x) = 2αl
ixi + βl

i for l ∈ [K] which is a linear constraint in the
variables αl

i and βl
i. Further, for a function h(x) : D 7→ R, we can re-write |h(x)| ≤ C

as h(x) ≤ C and h(x) ≥ −C. This allows to rewrite constraints (7d), (7g), and (7h)
as linear inequalities. In addition, the argument of the integral in (7f) can also be
evaluated by the help of µf such that it reduces to another set of linear inequalities.
This concludes the formulation of the MIP to find a parabolic approximation for
given parameters.

2.2. Proof of correctness. We have to show two aspects regarding model (7):
the existence of a solution for appropriate choice of parameters and the validity of
conditions (2) and (3) for such a solution. The following theorem provides the first
one.

Theorem 2.1 (Existence of solution). Let 0 < ∆t ≤ min{n+1
n2

ε−δ
3L , 2δ

nL}. If we
choose ∆ti = ∆t for all i ∈ [n] and set C = 2L∥b− a∥∞/∆t as well as ν = δ/(2ε),
problem (7) has an optimal solution with objective value zero and

K = |Gε| =
n∏

i=1

⌈
bi − ai

∆t

⌉
.

Proof. First, see that
n∑

i=1
∆ti = n∆t ≤ n + 1

n

ε− δ

3L
,

thus, the choice of ∆ti is in accordance with condition (4).
We want to prove the statement in a constructive way and want to define for every

t ∈ G an explicit paraboloid pt such that these paraboloids fulfill the constraints of
problem (7).

In particular, consider an arbitrary but fixed t ∈ G. Then, the vertices of
[t−∆t, t + ∆t] are exactly the points in N (t) which are further implicitly given
by all u ∈ {−1, 1}n, i.e., vu := t + ∆t

∑n
i=1 uiei. Note that ui represents the ith

entry of u and ei is the ith unit vector.
Now, we define pt =

∑n
i=1 αix

2
i + βixi + γ such that
pt(t) = f(t)− δ, (8)

and for all u ∈ {−1, 1}n and i ∈ [n],
d

dxi
p(vu) = −ui2L. (9)

The latter can be re-written as
2αi(ti + ∆t) + βi = −2L ∧ 2αi(ti −∆t) + βi = 2L, (10)

for all i ∈ [n]. Solving this system of 2n equations, we receive αi = −L/∆t and
βi = 2Lti/∆t. As γ is the only degree of freedom left, we calculate it by solving (8).
Therefore, such a pt exists and is uniquely determined.

With (8), we can set st = 1 for the current paraboloid and, thus, with (9), our
construction satisfies (7b)-(7d) for the current t.

In order to prove conformity with constraints (7e) and (7f), we abstract the
situation and assume t = 0. From (8) then follows γ = f(0) − δ and (9) (or



ALL YOU NEED IS A PARABOLOID: QUADRATIC CUTS FOR NON-CONVEX MINLP 7

rather (10)) gives αi = −L/∆t and βi = 0. If we can show f(x) − νε − p(x) ≥ 0
for all x ∈ [−∆t, ∆t], this transfers to the original box [t − ∆t, t + ∆t] which
directly gives (7e). Even further, it implies the validity of vd = 0 in (7f) for any
d ∈ G ∩ [t−∆t, t + ∆t], as the integral’s argument is shown to be non-positive.

From the Lipschitz continuity of f , we have f(x) ≥ f(0)− L∥x∥1 =: Λ(x). Note
that for the (sub)gradient, it is ∇Λ(x) = −L sgn(x), where sgn(x) is the component-
wise sign function. Now, defining the auxiliary function g(x) := Λ(x)− νε− p(x),
we want to show minx g(x) ≥ 0. Suitable candidates for this minimum, have to
fulfill ∇g(x) = 0, which gives

0 = ∇g(x) = −L sgn(x) + (2L/∆t)x.

So, a vector x′ solving this equation must fulfill x′
i = ±∆t/2. From above, we

note that p(x′) =
∑n

i=1(−L/∆t)(∆t/2)2 + f(0)− δ = −nL∆t/4 + f(0)− δ. The
respective value of g is

g(x′) = f(0)− L∥x′∥1 − νε− p(x′)
= f(0)− Ln∆t/2− νε + nL∆t/4− f(0) + δ

= δ/2− nL∆t/4 ≥ δ/2− nLδ/(2nL) = 0,

using the choice ν = δ/(2ε) and ∆t ≤ (2δ)/(nL). Evaluating g at 0, we get
g(0) = f(0)− δ/2− p(0) = δ/2 > 0 and it follows minx g(x) ≥ 0 So, we conclude

f(x)− νε− p(x) ≥ Λ(x)− νε− p(x) = g(x) ≥ min
x

g(x) ≥ 0.

In particular, (7e) is true for p, as well as (7f) for vd = 0, d ∈ G.
Lastly, we prove the feasibility of p for constraints (7g) and (7h). From above,

we have the explicit representation of αi and βi, i ∈ [n]. Hence, we directly derive∣∣∣∣ d
dxi

p(a)
∣∣∣∣ = |2αiai + βi| = |−2Lai/∆t + 2Lti/∆t| = 2L

∆t
|ti − ai|

= 2L

∆t
(ti − ai) ≤

2L

∆t
(bi − ai) ≤

2L

∆t
∥b− a∥∞ = C.

This shows that p satisfies (7g). The case for (7h) follows analogously. This concludes
the proof.

□

It remains to show the validity of a solution with zero objective value for the
conditions (2) and (3). Before going into detail, we generally investigate the influence
of the bounded partial derivatives in (7d), (7g), (7h) on the Lipschitz continuity for
the paraboloids.

Lemma 2.2. Let p(x) =
∑n

i=1 αix
2
i +

∑n
i=1 βixi + γ be a paraboloid of degree two

and let D′ = [a′, b′]. Then, for all i ∈ [n], if it holds true that∣∣∣∣ d
dxi

p(a′)
∣∣∣∣ ≤ C ∧

∣∣∣∣ d
dxi

p(b′)
∣∣∣∣ ≤ C,

for some C > 0, it follows that

∀x ∈ D′ :
∣∣∣∣ d
dxi

p(x)
∣∣∣∣ ≤ C.

In particular, p is Lipschitz continuous on D′ with Lipschitz constant nC with respect
to ∥ · ∥∞ and with Lipschitz constant C with respect to ∥ · ∥1.

Proof. A detailed proof of this statement can be found in Appendix A.1 □
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Due to this lemma, from now on, all pl which result from a solution of model (7),
in particular, (7g) and (7h), can be treated as Lipschitz continuous with constant
C with respect to ∥ · ∥1. Additionally, inequalities (7d) ensure that a paraboloid pl

with sl
t = 1 is Lipschitz continuous on the neighborhood N (t) of t with constant

2L with respect to ∥ · ∥1. This will come beneficial for the proofs below.
As mentioned above, we now turn to showing the validity of a solution to (7)

with objective zero to properties (2) and (3). For either one, we start by abstracting
the situation and show a corresponding lemma first. Afterwards, the validity of the
respective property is concluded and shown in a theorem.

For property (2), inequalities eqs. (7b) to (7d) in the model are supposed to do
the trick. The following lemma demonstrates in an abstract setting, how the value
of a function g with a Lipschitz property and certain inequality conditions can be
bounded from below. Later, g is replaced by the difference of f and a respective
paraboloid.

Lemma 2.3. Let g ∈ C0(D′) be Lipschitz continuous with Lg > 0 with respect to
∥ · ∥1, where D′ = [a′, b′] ⊆ D. Further, let g(v) ≥ 0 for all vertices v of D′. Then
it holds true that

min
x∈D′

g(x) ≥ − Lgn

n + 1∥b
′ − a′∥1.

Proof. A detailed proof of this statement can be found in Appendix A.2. □

In other terms, the lemma states that the minimum of a Lipschitz function
which is non-negative at the vertices of a box is bounded by a term depending on
the Lipschitz constant and the “size” of the box (in the respective norm for the
Lipschitz continuity). We note that this result analogously holds when we consider
non-positivity of g at the vertices and an upper bound to the maximum of it is
claimed, where the right-hand side has a positive sign. This could be used to ensure
property (3) too, but we included die variables vl

d in (7) and made advantage of the
objective in order to get a stronger bound (compare Lemma 2.5).

However, by means of Lemma 2.3, we can show the validity of (2) for a solution
of eq. (7).

Theorem 2.4 (Validity of (2)). Let (αl
i, βl

i, γl), sl
t, for t ∈ Gε, l ∈ [K], i ∈ [n], be

a solution for model (7), in particular for (7b) to (7d). Then, (2) holds true for all
x ∈ D.

Proof. Let t ∈ Gε ∩ [a, b). As stated in (6), the union of [t, t + ∆t] over all such t
gives D. Hence, we focus on the fixed box [t, t + ∆t] for the moment.

Observe that all vertices of [t, t + ∆t] are again vectors in Gε. Therefore,
(7b) and (7c) ensure that for all such vertices v, there exists lv ∈ [K] such that
plv(v) ≥ f(v)− δ. We collect these indices in

It = {l ∈ [K] | ∃v vertex of [t, t + ∆t] : pl(v) ≥ f(v)− δ}.
Now, the inequalities (7d) with Lemma 2.2 ensure that for all l ∈ It, the paraboloid
pl is Lipschitz continuous on [t, t + ∆t] with constant 2L > 0 with respect to
∥ · ∥1. Indeed, this Lipschitz property transfers to maxl∈It pl(x). In order to
show this, consider x, y ∈ [t, t + ∆t] and set px(x) := maxl∈It pl(x), as well as
py(y) := maxl∈It pl(y). If px(x) ≥ py(y), we can derive

|max
l∈It

pl(x)−max
l∈It

pl(y)| = |px(x)− py(y)| = px(x)− py(y)

≤ px(x)− px(y) ≤ |px(x)− px(y)| ≤ C∥x− y∥1,

where we used the fact py(y) ≥ pl(y) for all l ∈ It. The case px(x) ≤ py(y)
follows analogously. Hence, setting g(x) := maxl∈It pl(x) − (f(x) − δ) and using
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the triangle inequality, we can show that g is Lipschitz continuous with constant
Lg = L + 2L = 3L with respect to ∥ · ∥1. From above, we additionally have g(v) ≥ 0
for all vertices v of [t, t + ∆t].

This allows to apply Lemma 2.3 and we receive

min
x′∈[t,t+∆t]

g(x′) ≥ − 3Ln

n + 1∥∆t∥1.

From (4), it must hold ∥∆t∥1 =
∑n

i=1 ∆ti ≤ n+1
n

ε−δ
3L , which then gives that for all

x ∈ [t, t + ∆t], it is
max
l∈[K]

pl(x)− (f(x)− δ) ≥ g(x) ≥ min
x′∈[t,t+∆t]

g(x′) ≥ δ − ε,

which is equivalent to
max
l∈[K]

pl(x) ≥ f(x)− ε.

As this holds for all such t, by the introducing comment of this proof it also holds
for the entire D which shows the claim. □

It remains to show the validity of eq. (3) for a solution of (7). We follow an
analogous structure and abstract the situation first, before presenting the final proof
in a clear manner. As mentioned earlier, the following lemma gives in general a
stronger bound than an analogous result of Lemma 2.3, but requires an additional
condition on the integral of the function in question.

Lemma 2.5. Let g ∈ C0(D′) be Lipschitz continuous with Lg > 0 with respect to
∥ · ∥1, where D′ = [a′, b′] ⊆ D full dimensional. Further, let g(v) ≤ 0 for all vertices
v of D′ and

∫
D′ g(x)dx ≤ 0. Then it holds true that

max
x∈D′

g(x) ≤
√

3− 1
2 ∆maxnLg,

where ∆max = maxi∈[n] b′
i − a′

i.

Proof. A detailed proof of this statement can be found in Appendix A.3. □

Considering ∥b′ − a′∥1 ≈ n∆max, we now formally note that this bound is
tighter than the one obtained in Lemma 2.3 (in absolute terms). For this, compare
0.366 ≈ (

√
3− 1)/2 < n/(n + 1) for all n ∈ N.

By leveraging this lemma and the choices made, we can finally show that prop-
erty (3) holds true.

Theorem 2.6 (Validity of (3)). Let (αl
i, βl

i, γl), vl
d, for d ∈ G, l ∈ [K], i ∈ [n], be

a solution for model (7), in particular for (7e) and (7f), with objective value (7a) of
zero. Then, (3) holds true for all x ∈ D.

Proof. Let d ∈ G ∩ [a, b). As stated in (6), the union of [d, d + ∆d] over all such d
gives D. Hence, we focus on the fixed box [d, d + ∆d] for the moment.

Observe that all vertices of this box are again vectors in G. Therefore, (7e) ensure
that for all l ∈ [K], it is true that pl(v) ≤ f(v)− νε for all such vertices v.

Now, we fix l ∈ [K] and investigate g(x) := pl(x) − (f(x) − νε). The upper
considerations give g(v) ≤ 0 for all vertices v of [d, d + ∆d]. In addition, the
triangle inequality gives that g is Lipschitz continuous with constant Lg = C + L
with respect to ∥ · ∥1. With (7f) and the assumed objective value of zero it follows
that 0 ≥

∫
[d,d+∆d] g(x)dx. Therefore, we can apply Lemma 2.5 and receive

pl(x)− (f(x)− νε) = g(x) ≤ max
x′∈[d,d+∆d]

g(x′) ≤
√

3− 1
2 n(C + L) max

i∈[n]
∆di,
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for all x ∈ [d, d + ∆d]. From the choice ∆di ≤ (2νε)/((
√

3 − 1)n(C + L)), we
conclude

pl(x) ≤ f(x).
As l ∈ [K] was chosen arbitrarily and the statement holds for all such d, the
introducing comment implies that this statement holds for all x ∈ D. This shows
the claim. □

We have now established a model which is suitable to find an approximation
with the desired properties. In the following section, this approach is embedded in a
binary search to determine a minimal number of paraboloids in order to incorporate
the result as a relaxation into the original problem.

3. The GBM Method: Reducing MINLP to MIQCP

Endowed with the approximate optimization problem from Section 2 that delivers
a parabolic approximation, we are now ready to state our framework, which is
capable of turning an MIQCP solver into a rather general MINLP solver. In an
attempt to summarize the following framework in one expression, we came up
with “global one-sided best approximations and relaxation by a minimal number of
paraboloids”. We propose to abbreviate it with the first letters of “global”, “best”,
and “minimal” This leads to the GBM method which is incidentally also an acronym
of the authors’ surnames.

In more detail, the method describes a two-part algorithmic framework that first
determines a small set of paraboloids for each nonlinear, non-quadratic function
in (1) to approximate the latter. Second, it replaces the constraints that involve
these non-quadratic functions by means of inequalities with respect to the computed
paraboloids. The resulting problem constitutes a relaxation to the original one and
is finally solved to optimality in order to receive a dual bound, as well as a potential
starting point for a refined solving process. In general, feasible points to MINLP
problems are considered feasible with respect to some predefined accuracy ε > 0.
That is, from a practical perspective if the parabolic approximation is tight enough,
i.e., with respect to ε, the found incumbent might even serve as a global optimal
solution for the original problem.

For a detailed breakdown of the GBM method, we start with one theoretical and
one practical algorithm to compute a small number of paraboloids that approximate
a given Lipschitz continuous function. Afterwards, we describe the algorithmic
framework to find approximative optimal solutions and address its benefits, as well
as limits.

3.1. The Search for a Small K. For the first part, i.e., determining a small set
of paraboloids for approximation, we start by setting the prerequisites. We assume
to have a function f with Lipschitz constant L with respect to ∥ · ∥1, which is to
approximate. Further, let ε > 0 be given and consider a choice of δ, ν, C, ∆t, ∆d > 0
that fits the requirements of (4), (5), as well as Theorem 2.1. The latter gives the
existence of a solution to Problem (7) with K = |Gε|, which meets the conditions (2)
and (3), i.e., the necessary approximation accuracy.

As there might exist a number of paraboloids K∗ < K, we propose a binary search
in the discrete interval [1, K] =: [K, K] to find it. That is, omitting a potentially
necessary rounding for the moment, we start by solving (7) with K = K/2. If
an optimal solution with objective zero is returned, we set K ← K, otherwise,
K ← K + 1, and restart the search with respect to the new interval. This procedure
is terminated when K ≤ K and K∗ ← K is returned as the minimal number of
paraboloids. A formalization can be found in Algorithm 1.
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Algorithm 1 Number of Paraboloids – Binary Search
Input: an upper bound of paraboloids K
Output: the minimal number of paraboloids K∗ satisfying (2) and (3)

1: Set K ← 1
2: while K > K do
3: Set K ← ⌊(K + K)/2⌋
4: Solve (7) for K → “infeasible” or objective cK

5: if “infeasible” or cK > 0 then
6: Set K ← K + 1
7: else
8: Set K ← K
9: end if

10: end while
11: return K∗ ← K

We note that the minimality is considered with respect to our MIP formulation. In
particular, there might exist an approximation with fewer paraboloids that satisfies
the conditions (2) and (3), but is infeasible for (7), e.g., as two of the paraboloids
do not overlap at a predefined discretization point. In addition, dependent on
the particular form of f , an analytical solution may be computable by means of
analytical and numerical methods. However, we aim for a computational procedure
and, thus, do not want to depend on case-by-case analysis.

Regarding the running time of Algorithm 1, we note that the while loop is
executed O(log2(K)) times. Taking the size of K = |Gε| into account, this is
O(n log2(n/ε)) loops. Further, there exist K · |Gε| = |Gε|2 binary variables in (7)
which is in O((n/ε)2n). Considering that (7) can be solved in polynomial time if we
fix an assignment of the binary variables, we get O∗((n/ε)2n log2(n/ε)) as a rough
estimate of the running time, where the asterisk denotes an omission of polynomial
terms. Note that we could have refined some bounds, e.g., by excluding certain
binary assignments via (7c), but only want to highlight the order of magnitude by
this theoretical framework.

Such a running time appears tremendous, which motivates certain adjustments in
the practical implementation of above methodology. First, we relax (7) by neglecting
constraints (7d). Second, ∆ti and ∆di are not chosen as claimed in (4) and (5), but
according to fixed numbers of discretization points.

These measures lead to significant lower solution times, as the number of in-
equalities and (binary) variables is decreased, but a solution may lack the desired
properties (2) and (3). In order to overcome this issue, we check for these proper-
ties by solving the unconstrained NLP problems minx(f(x)− ε−maxl pl(x)) and
minx(maxl pl(x) − f(x)) on the domain x ∈ D for a given solution (pl)l. This is
achieved by rearrangement to K inequalities or by solving K simpler problems,
respectively. If the respective objective is negative, the solution fulfills the desired
property and we terminate. Otherwise, the number of paraboloids and/or the
number of discretization points are increased and another loop is executed. We note
that we “shift” a solution (pl)l by decreasing their constant terms for the objective
value of the first NLP to solve, if this value is negative. We summarize the practical
implementation in Algorithm 2.

3.2. Parabolic Relaxation. In the previous subsection, we established one theo-
retical and one practical method to compute a one-sided parabolic approximation of
a function f that satisfies an approximation guarantee ε > 0. We note once again
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Algorithm 2 Number of Paraboloids – Practical Implementation
Input: an upper bound of paraboloids K, start numbers of discretization points

T0, D0 ∈ N and paraboloids K0 < K
Output: a small number of paraboloids K∗ satisfying (2) and (3)

1: Set T ← T0, D ← D0, K ← K0
2: while K < K do
3: Set T -bound ← false, D-bound ← false
4: Compute ∆ti, ∆di according to T, D for i ∈ [n]
5: Solve (7) without (7d), but with ∆ti, ∆di, i ∈ [n] → “infeasible” or solution

(pl)l∈[K] with objective cK

6: if “infeasible” or cK > 0 then
7: Increment K
8: else
9: Check (3) by minimizing cl := pl − f , l ∈ [K]

10: if ∃l ∈ [K] : cl > 0 then
11: Increase T
12: else
13: Set T -bound ← true
14: end if
15: Shift each pl by −cl, l ∈ [K]
16: Check (2) by minimizing cε := y − (f − ε) s.t. y ≥ pl, l ∈ [K]
17: if cε < 0 then
18: Increase D
19: else
20: Set D-bound ← true
21: end if
22: end if
23: if T -bound and D-bound then
24: Exit loop
25: end if
26: end while
27: return K∗ ← K

that these methods are analogously valid when approximating from “the other side”,
as one can consider −f and flip the coefficients’ signs of the resulting paraboloids.

Now, in a direct approach, we can compute the approximations for every function
occurring in the constraints of (1) and then replace them. This reduces the stated
MINLP to a MIQCP. In particular, for every j ∈ J , we compute a small number
Kj ∈ N of paraboloids (pl

j)l∈[Kj ] that approximate fj from one side with respect to
ε > 0. That is, it holds

f(x)− ε ≤ max
l∈[Kj ]

pl
j(x) ≤ f(x), for all x ∈ Ω.

Then, we replace each fj in (1) with its approximation, leading to
min c(x)
s.t. max

l∈[Kj ]
pl

j(x) ≤ 0, j ∈ J, ,

x ∈ Ω,

or, equivalently,
min c(x) (11a)
s.t. pl

j(x) ≤ 0, j ∈ J, l ∈ [Kj ], (11b)
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x ∈ Ω. (11c)
Without loss of generality, we can assume that c(x) is a linear function, as otherwise
we can reformulate it as a (possibly non-convex) constraint and approximate it
too. Hence, the original MINLP problem was entirely reformulated in terms of a
MIQCP problem, which allows solvers tailored for the latter (e.g., GloMIQO [20],
Gurobi [16], SCIP [6]) to be applied for a more general problem class. If an exact
solution to (11) can be obtained in such a way, it directly serves as an ε-approximate
solution for (1) and, thus, solves the original problem (with respect to the accuracy).

Naturally, the reduction to the more specific problem class of MIQCP problems is
not without cost. Some computation time must be invested in finding the paraboloids
in the first place, which, if exceeding the solution time for the original problem,
appears useless on first sight. However, similar to approaches in the field of artificial
intelligence, once computed, we can reuse the approximations in every optimization
problem that contains such constraints on smaller or equal bounds. This motivates
the creation of some sort of lookup table a-prior that can be consulted when solving
a bounded MINLP with “common” constraint functions.

Although the theoretical running time of determining a small number of approx-
imating paraboloids is exponential in the dimension, its computation allows for
a direct replacement of the multi-dimensional constraints without introduction of
further variables. Nevertheless, if available, one can try to leverage factorability, as
explained in the following.

In particular, we note that most practical problems of type (1) involve only
factorable functions, which allows for a representation as an expression tree, see,
for instance, [24] and we call the problem factorable MINLP. That is, each con-
straint function comprises of nested elementary operations (such as ’+’, ’·’ or
one-dimensional, univariate functions), variables and constants. This can be dis-
played in terms of an acyclic graph where every node is such an operation, variable,
or constant. By introduction of auxiliary variables a factorable MINLP can be
transformed to only contain one-dimensional functions, as well as linear and bivariate
terms. For an explanatory introduction of this procedure, see [21].

The MINLPLib [10] constitutes a test set of various MINLPs, which are in main
parts available in the OSIL format [13] that mimics the expression tree in XML
format. In Figure 1, we display the number of occurrences of one dimensional
functions for all instances that are available in OSIL format (1594 out of 1601, on
23rd May 2024). Note that we excluded the square function, as this is considered
to be kept anyways. Further, we just counted the occurrence of ‘power’ without
distinguishing whether the exponent or base is a variable/constant.

As we can see, the exponential, the cosine, the sine, and the square root function
construct most problems in this test set. Hence, parabolic approximation to these
functions can be used repeatedly when tackling a subset of these problems. Naturally,
the domain of their arguments varies dependent on the particular instance. However,
an approximation for a wider domain also shows the desired behavior for a narrower
one. Therefore, we take up the idea from above and propose to approximate these
one dimensional functions with respect to some (e.g., the most common) domains
and different approximation guarantees a-priori. The result would serve as a lookup
table when tackling problems from the MINLPLib.

We note that a concatenation of approximations, i.e., sets of paraboloids, of two
overlapping domains might not be a one-sided approximation for the united domain.
As we compute each of the paraboloids with respect to the original domain, one
paraboloid can even intersect the function to approximate at a bound and leads to
a violation of property (3) right outside the domain.
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Figure 1. Cumulative occurrences of one dimensional function
types in MINLPLib instances in OSIL format
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Remark 3.1. For the special case of the sine (and, thus, cosine) function, we
state an enhanced procedure which allows for concatenation. At first, one can find a
parabolic approximation to the sine function from −π/2 to 3π/2 and hereby restrict
the sign of the quadratic coefficients to be non-positive. Then, we can observe that
the approximation fulfills (3) on R entirely, as the paraboloids intersect somewhere
below -1 at the bounds and decrease outside of the domain. At a second step, an
approximation for an arbitrary (finite) domain can be computed by simply shifting
the paraboloids appropriately and concatenating the solutions due to the periodicity
of the sine. We even propose an approach by integer programming for unbounded
domains for sine functions, where the integer variable keeps track of the period as an
offset with respect to [−π/2, 3π/2] and shifts the paraboloids accordingly. Naturally,
both ideas work analogously for the cosine function.

Now, we assume to have a factorable MINLP at hand. Further, suppose its
reformulation in one dimensional functions and bivariate terms as described above.
In order to find appropriate approximations for the functions, we propose bound
propagation, as this may have crucial impact for tightening their domains. Then, a
one dimensional function f in an inequality is replaced by its approximations in the
analogous form, whereas an equality constraint is reformulated in terms of both, ≤-
and ≥-constraints. Again, this reduces the character of a MINLP to the one of a
MIQCP.

If we tackle this reformulated problem with the GBM method, we potentially
decrease the computation time for the parabolic approximation, as the dimension
for the functions to approximate is reduced to one. However, the dimensionality is
in some sense shifted to the problem itself due to the lifting in the reformulation.
In addition, the approximation guarantee for a one-dimensional component of an
original constraint fj might not propagate directly. The latter can worsen the overall
accuracy and requires thorough analysis of the expression tree’s depth. Nevertheless,
we think of these aspects as accountable and propose a combination with established
methods such as spatial branch-and-bound for future research.
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Remark 3.2. At last, we want to emphasize that with the introduction of the first
paraboloid for a one-sided approximation of a nonlinear function, the corresponding
relaxation of the MINLP becomes a MIQCP as it introduces the required quadratic
functions. When solving this MIQCP, state-of-the-art solvers typically lift the
problem to a higher dimension using expression trees, in which quadratic functions
are reduced to simple squares. Each additional paraboloid can therefore be considered
as an additional linear constraint in the extended space. This allows us to control
the complexity of our approach, since tighter paraboloid relaxations can be realized
by adding linear constraints. From this point of view, it is natural to refer to the
one-sided approximations as non-convex cuts for MINLPs.

4. Computational Results

In order to supplement the above theoretical statements, we carry out computa-
tional showcases in this section. We assume factorizability of the problem at hand
and thus a reformulation to one-dimensional constraint functions, for instance with
the help of expression trees, as shown in the previous section. Under this assump-
tion, we first provide one-sided parabolic approximations for common functions in
MINLPs with respect to fixed domains and several accuracy values. Second, we
employ parts of these findings to apply the GBM-method to specific instances of
the MINLPLib [10] for the first time.

All computational experiments have been conducted on a machine with Apple
M2 Pro chip and 32 GB of RAM. Regarding software, macOS 14.4.1 with Darwin
23.4.0 kernel was used. All implementations are based on Python 3.11.7. For solving
the respective optimization problems, we leveraged GAMS in version 46.4.0, which
includes Gurobi 11.0.1 [16] and SCIP 8.1 [6]. If not stated otherwise, default settings
are used. All code is available at https://github.com/adriangoess/gbm-method
under a MIT license.

4.1. Practical Parabolic Approximation. As displayed in Figure 1, the four
function types exponential, cosine, sine and square root are the most common ones in
the well-known test set MINLPLib [10]. Since exponential growth is presumably hard
to represent by quadratic functions, i.e., paraboloids, we take the considerably tight
domain [−2, 2] into account. As the results presented below indicate, this provides
a challenging problem already. Regarding the trigonometric functions, we note that
the cosine is equivalent to the sine function up to a shift. Hence, we omit it and
consider only the latter on one entire period [−π/2, 3π/2]. Since we can reformulate
the square root into a quadratic function by squaring, we will not approximate this
function. In addition to the four most common one-dimensional function types
from above, we also check for higher order polynomial approximations, in particular
x3. For a comparison to the exponential function, we consider the same domain.
Regarding accuracy, we test exponentially decaying, i.e., ε ∈ {100, 10−1, 10−2}, in
a standardized way. At the end of this section, we address the handling of higher
accuracies and the necessary computing resources as well as the tailored choice of
parameters.

Since we suggested the practical Algorithm 2 for finding a small number of
paraboloids, we need to specify a choice for T0, D0, K0. This is determined by the
function to be approximated (especially its Lipschitz constant), the domain width,
and the approximation accuracy. We give the following formula as a rule of thumb:

T0 = D0 = ⌈L|D|/(10ε)⌉.
In particular, we included the respective values as seemed natural to us, i.e., the
steeper the function, larger the domain, or the smaller the approximation accuracy,
the more discretization points are required. To keep the initial solution times low,

https://github.com/adriangoess/gbm-method
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we added a division by 10. For K0, we initialized a value of 1 for the largest ε. Any
smaller ε was given the “minimum” number of paraboloids found for the next larger
one as a starting value.

The resulting MIPs are solved using Gurobi from within the GAMS framework.
We enforced a time limit of 3600 s for each MIP in the search loop and increased the
number of paraboloids if no solution was found, i.e., counting it as an infeasible run.
Please note that we approximated the mentioned functions exp and sin from below
and above. For x3, an approximation from below suffices, as it is symmetric around
the origin and, therefore, −p(−x) provides the corresponding approximation from
above, where p is an approximating paraboloid from below. For the implementation,
an approximation from above is performed by applying the algorithm for the
underestimating case to the negative of the original function and swapping the
sign of the parabolic parameters at the end. In Table 1, we present the number of
paraboloids determined by this procedure depending on accuracy, function type,
and approximation direction.

ε

100 10−1 10−2

sin below 1 3 12
above 1 5 46

exp below 2 4 15
above 2 5 20

x3 either 3 10 79

Table 1. “Minimal” number of paraboloids to approximate the
functions from either side with different accuracy.

Interestingly, the numbers of paraboloids appear to be in the same order of
magnitude as the accuracy ε yet reversed, i.e., they increase exponentially. We
notice that approximating the sine from above with ε = 10−2 requires significantly
more paraboloids in comparison to the approximation from below and the exponential
function from both sides. We attribute this to the special shape of the sine function
on the chosen domain. Specifically, it is symmetric and requires an approximation
on both the “left” and the “right” side. See Figure 2 for a graphical representation of
this result. For a visualization of the other results see Figure 5, Figure 6, and Figure 7
in Appendix B.2.

As far as x3 is concerned, we need a significantly higher number of paraboloids
compared to the other two functions. We strongly suspect that the comparatively
high maximum slope of 12 on the chosen interval and the additional concatenation
of a concave and a convex part are the main reasons for this. Since paraboloids
are either convex or concave, the latter property increases the difficulty of being
approximated by them.

For each setting, which consists of a function sin/exp/x3, the approximation
direction, and an accuracy ε, every iteration of the search loop is divided into three
computationally relevant steps: Modeling the optimization problem, solving it, and
evaluating a solution for the required approximation properties. The modeling
and evaluation step took a maximum of 15 s and 41 s, respectively. We obtained
similar values for the solution step with ε ∈ {100, 10−1} except for x3 with ε = 10−1.
However, for ε = 10−2, the time spent solving the MIP problems was about 13 000 s
for the sine, 18 000 s to 20 000 s for the exp function and 33 000 s for x3; see Table 5
in Appendix B.1 for details. In other words, for the low accuracy cases and for the
modeling and evaluation steps, the numbers appear negligible compared to those for
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Figure 2. Approximation of sin(x) for x ∈ [−π/2, 3π/2] from
above by 46 paraboloids each with ε = 10−2.

solving the MIP problems up to high accuracies. This results from exceeding the
time limit of one hour several times, which is interpreted as an infeasible solution,
see above.

However, we emphasize once more the one-time necessity of this procedure. With
the result available in the form of a lookup table, we can reuse it for any instance
that includes the approximated function up to the specified domain (or even more,
compare Remark 3.1). Hence, when faced with a large number of similar problem
instances, approximating the involved constraint functions once in advance seems
to be a fair trade.

As the reader may notice, we do not report results for smaller values of ε. In fact,
we conducted runs with time limits of 3600 s and 14 400 s for the resulting MIPs
in Algorithm 2, including smaller values compared to the rule of thumb (1) for the
number of discretization points. However, after up to six hours, we received memory
errors for all but one setting. This shows its current limitations, and we propose
improvements in this regard as a future research direction, e.g., by identifying valid
cuts for significant speedups in the solution process.

4.2. Testing the GBM Method. In a first showcase of the GBM method, we use
the repeated occurrence of identical functions and variable bounds. For this purpose,
we choose the lnts[m] instances of the MINLPLib for m ∈ {50, 100, 200, 400}, as
they contain sine and cosine functions on the domain [−π/2, π/2]. In particular, the
number m represents the number of occurrences of the two functions, while there
are 5m + 6 continuous variables and 4m constraints.

In order to assess the quality of our relaxations, we use the optimality gap, which
is most commonly used in the literature, as a measure. For the sake of completeness,
we define it in the following as an absolute and relative number. Hence, let c∗ be
the optimal or best known value of Problem (1) and d be a given lower (i.e. dual)
bound for c∗. Naturally, d ≤ c∗ and we define the corresponding absolute optimality
gap as

absgap = c∗ − d.

Its relative analog is then computed with respect to c∗ ̸= 0 as
relgap = (c∗ − d)/c∗ = absgap/c∗.

The best values for absgap for the lnts instances detected so far in the MINLPLib
range from about 0.05 to 0.1 and correspond to relgap values of roughly 8.7% to
18.9%.

In terms of one-sided parabolic approximations, we run the practical implementa-
tion of Algorithm 2 once more, as the relevant domain is significantly smaller than in
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Figure 3. Approximation of sin(x) for x ∈ [−π/2, π/2] from below
and above by eight paraboloids each with ε = 10−2.
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Figure 4. Approximation of cos(x) for x ∈ [−π/2, π/2] from
below and above by three and five paraboloids, respectively, with
ε = 10−2.

lnts50 lnts100 lnts200 lnts400
orig para orig para orig para orig para

gurobi 14 400 14 400 14 400 14 400 14 400 14 400 14 400 14 400
scip 14 400 10 14 400 26 14 400 155 14 400 13 531

Table 2. Comparison of running times in seconds.

the computational study of Section 4.1. Hereby, we directly consider ε = 10−2, as the
practical problem complexity is not supposed to increase significantly, compare Re-
mark 3.2. This accuracy results in a considerably small number of paraboloids (i.e.,
three, five, and eight) from both sides. We illustrated the approximations in Figure 3
for the sine and in Figure 4 for the cosine function.

For the incorporation of these approximations, we followed the procedure described
in Section 3.2. To this end, we reformulated each instance in terms of one-dimensional
functions and linear/quadratic parts. This was complemented by a expression tree
based bound propagation of the natural bounds of the respective arguments. As
all sine and cosine functions are involved in equality constraints, we replaced them
by a variable and bounded it by the paraboloids from either side. Regarding the
instances, we distinguish the relaxed MIQCP instance from above by the short
notation para compared to the original problem orig.

We solved all four instances in both, original and relaxed form with the commercial
solver Gurobi and the non-commercial solver SCIP. For the limits, we set a maximal
time limit of 14 400 s and a relative optimality gap of 0.001%. A summary of the
respective solution times can be found in Table 2.
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lnts50 lnts100 lnts200 lnts400
orig para orig para orig para orig para

gurobi 0.0001 0.0023 0.0098 0.0031 0.0063 0.0033 0.0064 0.1046
scip 0.0154 0.0019 0.0398 0.0019 0.0474 0.0019 0.1036 0.0019

Table 3. Comparison of absgap.

lnts50 lnts100 lnts200 lnts400
orig para orig para orig para orig para

gurobi 0.01 0.42 1.77 0.57 1.13 0.59 1.15 18.86
scip 2.78 0.34 7.17 0.34 8.54 0.34 18.69 0.34

Table 4. Comparison of relgap in %.

We observe that Gurobi fails to solve either form of each instance within the
specified time limit. SCIP, however, hits the time limit only for the original problem
formulation, but succeeds in solving the relaxed MIQCP problems to optimality.
For lnts50, lnts100, and lnts200, this is even achieved in a mere fraction of the
time limit. This demonstrates that the problem resulting from the GBM method is
significantly easier to tackle for SCIP. As the problems are solved with respect to a
tight relative gap, we can even consider their primal values as dual values for the
original problem.

As introduced above, we now use the optimality gap in order to measure the
quality of the solutions received by the para formulation. Therefore, we use the best
known primal value contained in the MINLPLib for either problem formulation. In
fact, these values are as least as good as the ones found during the solution of the
original problems (orig), hence we always consider the best known values. For the
dual bounds, we used the computed ones in either formulation orig or para. Table 3
and Table 4 show the corresponding comparison of the gaps.

We observe ambiguous results for Gurobi. On the one hand, the solution to
the relaxations for the two medium sized instances return a better dual bound in
comparison to the original instances within the time limit. On the other hand,
Gurobi achieves by far better values on the smallest and the largest instances.

The situation differs for the runs with SCIP. Here, the parabolic approximation
is solved to optimality within the time limit and achieves an approximate relative
optimality gap of 0.34% throughout all instances. We account this effect to the
similar structure shown by all tested instances. The respective values on the original
instances exceed this gap by factor 8 to 54 or, in terms of differences, by 2.4% to
18.3%. With increasing number of constraints, the solution time for the reformulated
problems increases, though, so does the gap differences achieved over 14 400 s on the
original problem. Except for the smallest instance the achieved bounds even provide
a better result than Gurobi does on the original instances. We cannot emphasize
enough that our method improves the best known relative optimality gaps for lnts50,
lnts100, and lnts200 from 8.7%–9.8% to 0.34% in just a few minutes.

In conclusion, the results indicate a remarkable boost in the computation of dual
bounds for nonlinear programming problems. We believe to have opened a door for
novel approaches in the world of MINLPs that utilize some sort of non-convex cuts
in the form of paraboloids. The next natural step is to embed the GBM method
into a general MINLP solver and determine its practical relevance through extensive
computational studies. Hence, we dedicate this to future research, as it is not in the
scope of the current article.
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5. Conclusion & Future Work

We introduced a MIP approach to compute a global one-sided approximation
of multi-dimensional Lipschitz functions by means of paraboloids and showed its
correctness. This was leveraged in a novel method, which we call GBM, to determine
a small amount of such paraboloids for each occurring constraint function and
replacing the respective constraint with its corresponding parabolic approximation.
We proposed to store the resulting paraboloids in a lookup table and to make use of
them repeatedly, reducing the original MINLP to a MIQCP. Here, depending on
the approximation accuracy chosen and the definition of an ε-optimal solution, the
MIQCP serves as a relaxation or even an equivalent problem statement.

The computational results regarding the approximations demonstrate the func-
tionality of the algorithm on frequently appearing one-dimensional functions in the
MINLPLib. They also show the limits of the current approach when tackling high
accuracy, steep functions in the sense of a large Lipschitz constant, and/or wide
domains. Here, we point out that a program is referred to as a MINLP if only one
involved function is nonlinear, regardless of its structure. Thus, in our point of
view, there exists a certain lack of gradation within the area of MINLP. One way
to account for this could be the ability to approximate the involved functions well
enough by polynomials of a certain degree. The current article could hence serve as
a first contribution in this direction.

Turning to the showcase for the GBM method, our MIQCP relaxations for
three out of four instances are solved in up to three minutes using SCIP. Even
for the moderate approximation accuracy used, their solution values reduced the
reported optimality gap in the MINLPLib tremendously, indicating the potential
for a remarkable boost with GBM.

There is certainly room for improvement that we would dedicate to future
research directions and elaborate shortly in the following. To start, we propose the
development of cuts for the MIP to compute the one-sided parabolic approximations.
This allows to use our approach at runtime when a constraint function is not
available in the lookup table or when dealing with black-box functions. In order
to at least avoid the first case, one could establish a large lookup table with a
variety of function, domains, and accuracies. Supposing a sufficiently large lookup
table, the idea of a stand-alone MINLP solver based on our approach appears very
promising. One could iteratively make use of higher accuracies, therefore minimize
the quadratic constraints and adaptively provide dual bounds. Even further, local
search techniques can be used to determine feasible solutions from the dual ones.

With respect to the use of expression trees, our approach is theoretically capable
of solving MINLP without factorization and lifting. Therefore, we expect a huge
impact on instances for which large variable bounds disfavor the use of expression
trees, as feasibility tolerance propagates drastically here. Hence, a comparison of
solution accuracy and time when using expression trees or not constitutes one more
interesting research direction.
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Appendix A. Proofs for Lemmata in Section 2

A.1. Proof of Lemma 2.2.

Proof. Let i ∈ [n] be arbitrary but fixed. Observe that d
dxi

p(x) = 2αixi + βi which
is linear in xi. As x ∈ D′ implies a′

i ≤ xi ≤ b′
i, the first claim about the general

bound of the derivative on D′ follows directly.
Now, let x, y ∈ D′, and g(λ) := p((1− λ)x + λy). By the chain rule, it follows

g′(λ) = d
dλ g(λ) = ∇p((1 − λ)x + λy)T(y − x). Using the mean value theorem, it

exists λ̂ ∈ [0, 1] such that
g(1)− g(0) = g′(λ̂)(1− 0) = g′(λ̂),

and it follows
|p(x)− p(y)| = |g(1)− g(0)| = |g′(λ̂)| = |∇p((1− λ̂)x + λ̂y)T(y− x)|.

In order to show the Lipschitz continuity of p, we now have to find a bound for the
upper. This is achieved by an application of Hölder’s inequality, in particular,

|p(x)− p(y)| ≤ ∥∇p((1− λ̂)x + λ̂y∥1∥y− x∥∞ ≤ nC∥y− x∥∞,

and
|p(x)− p(y)| ≤ ∥∇p((1− λ̂)x + λ̂y∥∞∥y− x∥1 ≤ C∥y− x∥1,

respectively, where we used the bounded partial derivative in each last step. This
shows the second claim. □

A.2. Proof of Lemma 2.3.

Proof. Let g∗ := g(x∗) := minx∈D′ g(x). Note that g∗ is finite, as g is (Lipschitz)
continuous and D′ is compact. Analogously, the point x∗ ∈ D′ exists.

Now, by Caratheodory’s theorem, there further exist vertices v1, . . . , vn+1 of D′

such that

x∗ =
n+1∑
j=1

λjvj ∧
n+1∑
j=1

λj = 1 ∧ λj ≥ 0, for all j ∈ [n + 1].

Next, let k ∈ [n + 1]. Then, we can re-write the first equality from above to

x∗ − vk =
n+1∑
j=1,
j ̸=k

λjvj + (λk − 1)vk =
n+1∑
j=1,
j ̸=k

λjvj −
n+1∑
j=1,
j ̸=k

λjvk =
n+1∑
j=1

λj(vj − vk),

where we used that the sum of λj is one in the second and vk − vk = 0 in the last
step.

By leveraging g(vk) ≥ 0 from the assumption, the minimality of g(x∗), and the
Lipschitz continuity of g (in this order), we derive

−g(x∗) = 0− g(x∗) ≤ g(vk)− g(x∗) = |g(vk)− g(x∗)| ≤ Lg∥vk − x∗∥1

= Lg

∥∥∥∥∥∥
n+1∑

j=1, j ̸=k

λj(vj − vk)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
1

= Lg

n∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣∣∣
n+1∑
j=1

λj(vj
i − vk

i )

∣∣∣∣∣∣ .

Note that the ith entry of any vertex v is either a′
i or b′

i. This implies that the inner
bracket is non-negative if vk

i = a′
i and non-positive if vk

i = b′
i. Having this in mind
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and rearranging the sums, we can further rewrite the right-hand side of the upper
inequality as

Lg

∑
i∈[n]

∣∣∣∣∣∣
n+1∑
j=1

λj(vj
i − vk

i )

∣∣∣∣∣∣ = Lg

 ∑
i∈[n],
vk

i =a′
i

n+1∑
j=1

λj(vj
i − vk

i ) +
∑

i∈[n],
vk

i =b′
i

n+1∑
j=1

λj(vk
i − vj

i )



= Lg


n+1∑
j=1

λj

∑
i∈[n],
vk

i =a′
i

(vj
i − vk

i ) +
n+1∑
j=1

λj

∑
i∈[n],
vk

i =b′
i

(vk
i − vj

i )


= Lg

n+1∑
j=1

λj

∑
i∈[n],
vk

i ̸=vj
i

(b′
i − a′

i),

where λj ≥ 0 allowed to omit the absolute value in the first equality and we took
into account that the inner brackets are b′

i − a′
i if and only if vk

i ̸= vj
i . In conclusion,

we receive

−g(x∗) ≤ Lg

n+1∑
j=1

λj

∑
i∈[n],
vk

i ̸=vj
i

(b′
i − a′

i).

Summing this over k gives

−(n + 1)g(x∗) ≤ Lg

n+1∑
k=1

n+1∑
j=1

λj

∑
i∈[n],
vk

i ̸=vj
i

(b′
i − a′

i) = Lg

n+1∑
j=1

λj

n+1∑
k=1

∑
i∈[n],
vk

i ̸=vj
i

(b′
i − a′

i)

= Lg

n+1∑
j=1

λj

n+1∑
k=1,
k ̸=j

∑
i∈[n],
vk

i ̸=vj
i

(b′
i − a′

i) ≤ Lg

n+1∑
j=1

λjn

n∑
i=1

(b′
i − a′

i)

= Lgn

n+1∑
j=1

λj∥b′ − a′∥1 = Lgn∥b′ − a′∥1.

A division by −(n + 1) then gives the desired bound and finishes the proof. □

A.3. Proof of Lemma 2.5.

Proof. Let g∗ := g(x∗) := maxx∈D′ g(x). Again, note that g∗ is finite and such a
point x∗ exists due to the (Lipschitz) continuity of g and the compactness of D′.

As g is Lipschitz, we have
g∗ − g(x) = |g∗ − g(x)| ≤ Lg∥x− x∗∥1,

which is equivalent to
g(x) ≥ g∗ − Lg∥x− x∗∥1 =: Λ(x), (12)

for all x ∈ D′. Now, with the assumption and by writing V := vol(D′), we derive

0 ≥
∫

D′
g(x)dx ≥

∫
D′

Λ(x)dx =
∫

D′
g∗ − Lg∥x− x∗∥1dx

= V g∗ − Lg

∫
D′
∥x− x∗∥1dx = V g∗ − Lg

∫
[a′−x∗,b′−x∗]

∥x∥1dx
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= V g∗−

Lg

[
1
2vol([a′ − x∗, b′ − x∗])

n∑
i=1

(
b′

i − x∗
i − (a′

i − x∗
i ) + 2 (b′

i − x∗
i )(a′

i − x∗
i )

b′
i − x∗

i − (a′
i − x∗

i )

)]

= V g∗ − Lg
1
2vol([a′, b′])

[
n∑

i=1
(b′

i − a′
i) + 2(b′

i − x∗
i )(a′

i − x∗
i )

b′
i − a′

i

]

= V g∗ − LgV

2

[
∥b′ − a′∥1 + 2

n∑
i=1

(b′
i − x∗

i )(a′
i − x∗

i )
b′

i − a′
i

]
.

A rearrangement gives

g∗ ≤ Lg

2 ∥b
′ − a′∥1 + Lg

n∑
i=1

(b′
i − x∗

i )(a′
i − x∗

i )
b′

i − a′
i

, (13)

where it remains to investigate the sum. We note that 0 < b′
i − a′

i ≤ ∆max for all
i ∈ [n] by definition. In addition, each vertex v of D′ is either a′

i or b′
i in its ith entry.

Hence, there exists a vertex v of D′ which attains the minimum in the inequality
(b′

i − x∗
i )(x∗

i − a′
i) ≥ min{(b′

i − x∗
i ), (x∗

i − a′
i)}2 = (vi − x∗

i )2,

for all i ∈ [n]. Using this v, we can bound the sum in (13) as
n∑

i=1

(b′
i − x∗

i )(a′
i − x∗

i )
b′

i − a′
i

≤ − 1
∆max

n∑
i=1

(vi − x∗
i )2 = − 1

∆max
∥v− x∗∥2

2.

As (12) is especially true for v, the assumption to be non-positive at vertices gives
0 ≥ g(v) ≥ g∗ − Lg∥v− x∗∥1 which is equivalent to ∥v− x∗∥1 ≥ g∗/Lg. Combined
with the well-known estimate

√
n∥x∥2 ≥ ∥x∥1, which is equivalent to ∥x∥2

2 ≥ 1
n∥x∥2

1,
we receive

− 1
∆max

∥v− x∗∥2
2 ≤ −

1
∆maxn

∥v− x∗∥2
1 ≤ −

(g∗)2

∆maxnL2
g

.

In summary, (13) breaks down to

g∗ ≤ Lg

2 ∥b
′ − a′∥1 −

(g∗)2

∆maxnLg
,

which can be rearranged to
1
2(g∗)2 + 1

2∆maxnLgg∗ − 1
4∆maxL2

gn∥b′ − a′∥1 ≤ 0.

Solving this quadratic (in)equality for the positive solution leads to

g∗ ≤ −1
2∆maxnLg +

√
1
4∆2

maxn2L2
g + 1

2∆maxL2
gn∥b′ − a′∥1

≤ −1
2∆maxnLg +

√
1
4∆2

maxn2L2
g + 1

2∆2
maxn2L2

g

= −1
2∆maxnLg +

√
3
4∆2

maxn2L2
g = −1

2∆maxnLg +
√

3
2 ∆maxnLg

=
√

3− 1
2 ∆maxnLg,

where we used in the second inequality that ∥b′ − a′∥1 ≤ n∆max. This gives the
desired bound. □
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Appendix B. Parabolic Approximations – Computation Times & Plots

B.1. Running Times for Computing Parabolic Approximations.

ε

100 10−1 10−2 100 10−1 10−2 100 10−1 10−2

sin below 1 1 2 1 1 13 015 1 1 4
above 1 1 15 1 2 13 291 1 3 41

exp below 1 1 1 1 8 18 652 1 3 6
above 1 1 2 1 6 20 550 1 4 3

x3 either 1 1 12 1 6 384 33 321 1 4 11

Table 5. Computation times for modeling, solving, evaluation in
seconds with values below 1 rounded up.

B.2. Plots for the Parabolic Approximations.
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Figure 5. Approximation of sin(x) for x ∈ [−π/2, 3π/2] from
below and above with ε = 100, 10−1, 10−2 and ε = 100, 10−1 by 1,
3, 12 and 1, 5 paraboloids, respectively.
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Figure 6. Approximation of exp(x) for x ∈ [−2, 2] from below and
above with ε = 100, 10−1, 10−2 by 2, 4, 15 and 2, 5, 20 paraboloids,
respectively.
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Figure 7. Approximation of x3 for x ∈ [−2, 2] from below with
ε = 100, 10−1, 10−2 by 3, 10, 79 paraboloids, respectively.
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