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Abstract

The application of the Reformulation Linearization Teacjue (RLT) to the Quadratic As-
signment Problem (QAP) leads to a tight linear relaxatiothwiuge dimensions that is
hard to solve. Previous works found in the literature shat these relaxations combined
with branch-and-bound algorithms belong to the statdiefart of exact methods for the
QAP. For the level 3 RLT (RLT3), using this relaxation is pitwtive in conventional ma-
chines for instances with more than 22 locations due to mgtraitations. This paper
presents a distributed version of a dual ascent algoritimihi® RLT3 QAP relaxation
that approximately solves it for instances with up to 30 tmses for the first time. Al-
though, basically, the distributed algorithm has been @m@nted on top of its sequential
conterpart, some changes, which improved not only the lehp@rformance but also the
quality of solutions, were proposed here. When comparethir dower bounding meth-
ods found in the literature, our algorithm generates th¢ keswn lower bounds for 26
out of the 28 tested instances, reaching the optimal solinid 8 of them.

Keywords: Combinatorial Optimization; Quadratic Assignment Proinle
Reformulation Linearization Technique; Distributed ®yst

1. Introduction

GivenN objects N locations, a flowfy from each objecitto each objeck, k # i, and
a distancedj, from each locationj to each locatiom, n # j, the quadratic assignment
problem (QAP) consists of assigning each objeict exactly a location. We wish to
find:
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Initially presented by Koopmans & Beckmann (1957), the QAR practical applica-
tions in several areas, such as facility layout, electromuit board design, construction
planning, etc. The QAP is one of the modtidult and studied combinatorial optimization
problems found in OR literature. Usuallyfliicult instances require a great deal of com-
putational &ort to be solved exactly. In Adams et al. (2007), for examald0-location
instance is solved on a single cpu of a Dell 7150 PowerEdgesar 1,848 days. Thus,
good lower bounds are crucial for solving instances withertban 15 locations in rea-
sonable processing time. They would allow that a large nurobaternative solutions is
discarded during the search for the optimal solution in tlambh-and-bound tree.

A summary of the techniques used for calculating lower bsusdresented in Loiola et al.
(2007). In the QAPLIB website Burkard. et al. (1991), a tafh®wing lower bounds
for each instance of the site is presented. The best lowendsowere achieved by
Burer & Vandenbussche (2006), Adams etlal. (2007) and Hahh &012). The dual as-
cent algorithm based on the RLT3 formulation, describedahiet al.|(2012), calculates
tight lower bounds, but the use of such technigue in congeatimachines for instances
with more than 25 locations is impossible due to its large @w®mequirements. For ex-
ample, to solve an instance of 25 locations, Hahn, in Hahh ¢2@12), used a host with
173 GB of shared memory. Recently, a verffidult instance with 30 locations has been
solved exactly also using the RLT3 formulation (see hitpyw.seas.upenn.egiapliynews.html).
In this case, the authors used the same cluster of machihe&s) wontains hosts with up
to 2 TB of shared memory.

The contribution of this paper is the proposal of a disteoluapplication developed
on top of the sequential algorithm proposed_ in_ Hahn et al1220but not equivalent to
it, since our new algorithm has some important changes,wimprove not only the per-
formance but also the quality of RLT3 lower bounds for sonstances. This distributed
algorithm executes on a conventional cluster of computedsgenerates the best known
lower bounds for 26 out of the 28 tested instances, reachmgptimal solution in 18 of
them.

2. Reformulation-linearization technique applied to the QAP

The reformulation-linearization technique was initiadgveloped by Adams & Sherali
(1986), aiming to generate tight linear programming refiaxe for discrete and contin-
uous nonconvex problems. For mixed zero-one programsvimgp binary variables,
RLT establishes am-level hierarchy of relaxations spanning from the ordinkngar
programming relaxation to the convex hull of feasible imtegolutions. For a given
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z € {i,..,m}, the levelz RLT, or RLTz constructs various polynomial factors of degree
z consisting of the product of sonzbinary variablesk; or their complements (% x;).
We find in the literature various RLT levels applied to the QRET1 in|Hahn & Grant
(1998), RLT2 in Adams et al. (2007) and RLT3lin Hahn etlal. @0IThe RLT consists
of two steps: the reformulation and linearization.

The RLT3 reformulation, presented in Hahn et al. (2012),scxis of the following
steps: (i) multiply each of 8 assignment constraints by each of fiebinary variables
Xij (applying RLT1); (ii) multiply each of the I8 assignment constraints by each one of
the N2(N — 1)* productsx;; X, k # i and n # j (applying RLT2); (iii) multiply each of
the 2N assignment constraints by each one of M#€N — 1)2(N — 2)? productsxi; XxnXpq,
p#k=#i andg # n # | (applying RLT3). Moreover, remove the producfsx, if
(k =iandn # j)or (k # i andn = j) in quadratic expressions; remove all products
Xij XnXpg If (p =T andq # j), (p =k and q#n), (p #iandq= j)or (p# kandq = n)
in cubic expressions; and, finally, remove all produgfSuXpgXgnh if (9 = i andh #

), (@ =kandh # n), (g =pandh #q), (g #iandh = j), (g # kandh =n) or
(g # pandh = g) in biquadratic expressions.

The linearization consists of: (i) replace each prodeckn, with i # kandj # n, by
the continuous variablg,, imposing the constraintgi, = Yknij (2 complementaries)
forall (i, j, k, n) with i < kandj # n (applying RLT1); (ii) replace each produxi XXpq;
withi # kK # pandj # n # g, by the continuous variablgj,,q, imposing the con-
StraintSzjknpg = Zjpgkn = Zenijpg = Zanpgij = Zpgijkn = Zpgknij (6 complementaries) for all
(, . kn,p,gwithi <k < pandj # n # g (applying RLT2); (iii) replace each product
Xij XknXpgXgh TOT Vijknpaghs Withi # k # p # gandj # n # q # h, by the continuous variable
Vijknpggh IMPOsiNg the constraintgixnpagh = Vijknghpg = --- = Vghpaknij (24 cOmplementaries)
forall (i, j,k,n, p,0, 0, h) withi <k < p<gandj # n# q# h (applying RLT3).

At the end of RLT3 reformulation, we achieve the followingetiive function:
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In the objective function[(2), consider the constant tdrB = 0, each cofficient



Bij =0V (i, ]), each cofficientCjj, = fix x djy ¥ (i, .k, n) with i # kandj # n, each
codficient Djjipg = OV (i, J, k., n, p, ) with i # k# pandj # n # q, each cofficient
Eijknpagh =0V (i, J,k,n, p,q.9,h) with i #k# p#gandj #n=+q=#h.

The dual ascent algorithm proposed in Hahn et al. (2012)ists updating the con-
stant termLB and the cost matrice, C, D andE in such a way that the cost of any (inte-
ger) feasible solution with respect to the modified objextinction remains unchanged,
while maintaining nonnegative cficients. As a consequence of this property, the value
of LB at any moment of the execution is a valid lower bound on tharadtsolution cost
for the QAP. In the light of these aspects, the following aheres are developed:

I. Cost spreading: consists of the cost distributions from matBxo C, from matrix

C to D and from matrixD to E. In the cost spreading procedure from matixo

C, for each {, j), the codlicient Bj; is spread throughN — 1) rows of matrixC,
I.e., each elemer@;y, is added byB;; / (N - 1),V k #i and n # j. After such
updating,B;; is updated to O for each, (). The same procedure is repeated from
matrixC to D, where each cdicientCij, is spread throughN — 2) rows of matrix

D, and from matrixD to E, where each cdicientDjjnyq is spread throughN — 3)
rows of matrixE.

. Cost concentration: in this procedure we used the Hungarian Algorithm, Munkres

(1957), to concentrate the costs from matExo D, from matrix D to C, from
matrix C to B and from matrixB to LB. The cost concentrations from matixto

D are represented d3jxnpq < HungarianEijxnpg). This procedure uses a matrix
M with size (N — 3)? to receive the N — 3)* codficients of the submatri;jnpq:
foreach {,s=1,..,N - 3), Ms receivesE;jxpqgn, Whereg (h) is ther-th row (s-th
column) diferent fromi, k, p (], n, g) in the submatrixg;xnp,q. Then, the Hungarian
algorithm is applied tdV to obtain the total cost to be added Dnpq, and the
codficients of the submatrik;,q are replaced by the corresponding residual co-
efficients fromM. The same procedure is repeatedCgs, < HungarianDijn),

Bi; < HungarianC;;) andLB < Hungarian(B). In these procedures, the sizes of
M are N — 2)?, (N — 1)? andN?, respectively.

Coststransfer between complementary coefficients: Differently from Hahn et al.
(2012), the cost transfers always replace eaclifictent by the arithmetic mean
of all its complementaries. It is applied as follows: (i) lmetmatrixC, for each

(i, J, k. n), Cijkn < Cinij < (Cijn + Cinij)/2, withi < k andj # n; (i) In the matrix

D, for each {; j,k,n, p.0), Dijknpq < Dijpgkn < Dknijpg <= Dknpaij < Dpgijkn <
Dogknij = (Dijknpgt Dijpaknt Dknijpat Dknpgij+ Dpgijknt Dpgknij) /6, Withi < k < p



and j # n # q; (iii) In the matrixE, for each {, j, k,n, p, . 9, h), Eijnpagh < Eijknghpg
and j#n#qg#h.

3. Distributed Algorithm

In our distributed version, consid&rthe set of hosts running the application, and let
R: (R € T) be the identification of a host. Léf anddj, be flow and distance matrices re-
spectively, according to equatidd (1B, the lower bound, anB,C,D andE, the matrices
presented in the objective functidd (2). Consi@gras a set composed of submatriges
C, D, E with the samei( j) stored and processed & Sets ofG are evenly distributed
among the hosts. See Figure 1 for an example with twenty hastsing an instance of
N = 20. In this figure, the s&b,5; composed of submatricds7, Ci57xn, D1s7xnpg
andEis7knpqgn IS stored and processed on the Rgt Other forms of mapping can be
accomplished, sindg;; is used as a load distribution unit.
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Figure 1: Example of allocation of seB; on 20 hosts

The RLT3 algorithm applied to the QAP requires a lot of RAM naeynto store the
codticients of the matrices. An instance with= 30, for example, requires around 1.6
TByte to store the matrif, which is composed dfi2 x (N — 1) x (N — 2)? x (N — 3)?
elements, each one keeping an integer or float data (4 bydtklough some improve-
ments have been proposed.in Hahn et al. (2012), the requigetbny goes on being much
bigger than the provided by modern computers.

In the distributed algorithm, complementaries belongimglitterent sets can be al-
located on dterent hosts, requiring that hosts communicate among theessduring
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their executions. The distributed algorithm runs seveeahtions and at each of them,
four steps are executed. In the first one, complementarg obshatrixE are exchanged.
Complementary costs stored R}, needed irR,, are transferred through messages from
R, to R,, denoted a€ompE),,. In the next two steps, complementary costs of matrices
D andC, are sent throug@ompgD),, and ComC),, messages, respectively. In the final
stage, matriceB are transmitted througMengB),, messages. In small instances, up to
N = 12, communication overhead does not impact the performaagatively. However,

in bigger instances, the communication of complementasysoof matrix E can represent
up to 70% of the total execution time in instances vtk 30.

The steps of the distributed algorithm executed in the E®Reare described next.
1- Initialization: LB < 0, Bjj <~ OV (i, ]), Cijxn < fix x djn V (i, j,k,n) with i # k
and j # N, Dijnpg < 0 V (i, ,kn,p,g) withi # k# p and j # n # 0, Eijknpggh < O
VY (i, ], knpgghwithi#k#p#gandj #n=#q=#h, cont— 1, lim « total of
iterations ana ptimal < optimal solution or best known solution cost.
2 - Transferring complementaries of matrix C: For eachRs € T and Ry # R, and
for each , J,k, n) | G;; allocated inR; and G, allocated inR;, i < k and j # n, store
codficientsCij, in ComgC)s Vi < k and j # n. SendComfC);s to Rs. Upon receiving
messages from other hosts, for e&@hallocated inR;, Cijxn < (Cijkn + Cknij)/2.
3 - Cost concentration from matrix C to matrix B: For eachG;; allocated inR;, con-
centrate the cdcients from matrixC to B, by executing the Hungarian Algorithm,
Bij < HungarianC;;).
4- Transferring matrix B: For each ( j) | G;; allocated inR;, store cofficientsB;; in
MengB). BroadcastMengB) to all hosts. After receiving messages from all other hosts
update local matriB.
5- Cost concentration from matrix Bto LB: LB «— HungarianB).
6 - Loop: Repeat unticont = lim or LB = optimal The loop termination condition is
achieved when the total number of iterations reaches thequsly defined limit ¢ont=
lim) or the optimal solution is equal to the current lower bound & optimal).
7 - Cost spreading from matrix B to C: For each i j) | G;; allocated inR;, spreadB;;
through (N—1) submatrix rows o€;;. Each cost elemef;j, is increased b;; / (N-1)
Yk#iej#n.
8 - Cost spreading from matrix C to D: For eachf j, k, n) | Gj; allocated inR; andi # k
and j # n, spreadij, through (N —2) submatrix rows oD;j,. Each cost elemem;jipg
is increased bfix, / (N-2)V p#i,k andq# j,n.
9 - Cost spreading from matrix D to E: For eachi( j,k, n, p,q) | G;; allocated inR; and



I #K, p and j # n, g, spread;jnpq through (N — 3) submatrix rows oE;jxnpg. Each cost
elementE;jinpggn IS iNcreased bijnpq / (N-3)V g# i,k p and h# j,n,q.

10 - Cost transfer between complementary coefficients of matrix E: For eachRs € T
and Rs # R, for each {, j,k,n,p,q,9,h) | G;; allocated inR; and Gyn, Gpg O Ggp)
allocated inRs andi < k< p<g and j # n # g # h, include the coficientsE;jpggn

in ComfE);s. Send message containi@@m@E),s. Upon receiving messages from all
hosts, for eachi(j, k, n, p, g, g, h) | Gjj allocated inR;, Eijknpggh < Eijknghpg < Eijpgkngh <
Eijpaghkn < Eijghknpg < Eijghpakn < (Eijknpagh + Eijknghpa + - + Egnpakni) /24

11 - Cost concentration from matrix E to D: For eachi j,k, n, p,g) | G;; allocated in
R:, concentrate the submatrices fr&o D, i.e., Dijxnpq < Hungarian Eijnpg)-

12 - Cost transfer between complementary coefficients of matrix D: ForeachRs € T
and Rs # R, for each {, j,k,n, p,qg) | G allocated inR, and Gk, or G,) allocated
iNRs and i < k< p and j # n # ¢, include the cofficients D;jnpq IN COMED)s.
Send message containi@@mpD)s. Upon receiving messages from all hosts, for each
(i, J,k,n, p,0@) | Gjj € R, Dijknpg < Dijpgkn < (Dijknpg + Dijpgkn + Dknijpg + Dknpaij+ Dpgijkn +

D pgknij) /6.

13 - Cost concentration from matrix D to C: For eachi( j,k,n) | G;; allocated inR;,
concentrate the submatrices fr@o C, i.e. ,Ciy, < HungarianDijn).

14,15, 16, and 17 - These steps are identical to Steps 2, 3, 4, and 5, respectively.

18 - loop end: Increase the variableontand return to Step 6.

Compared to the sequential version, the following modificest have been applied
in the distributed algorithm: (i) use of floating point numbestead of integers for cost
codticients; (ii) use of arithmetic means to transfer costs anemrgplementary cdi-
cients; (iii) execution of all cost transfers among compdaiary coéficients before con-
centration; and (iv) never spreading frdrB to matrixB.

From all these dierences, the most important one is that of item (ii). In thepuse-
tial dual ascent algorithm proposed.in Hahn etlal. (20123t t@nsfers are performed
with the aim of increasing all cost cfieients of the current submatriM, by pushing
residual cost from its complementaries, before applyiegthst concentration in that ma-
trix. This approach imposes a sequential handling of suboestat the same RLT level.
Taking arithmetic means allow that such matrices are pemzes parallel but prevents
from using residual costs resulting from the Hungarian iadigon in other matrices at the
same RLT level in the same iteration. Tiesiseof costs is not possible because all costs
are evenly distributed among all complementaries befdreoal concentrations are per-
formed at that level. Initially, we expected that such madifion would significantly slow
down the convergence of the lower bound /ancubstantially reduce its quality but the



experiments reported in the next section show that neitfiects are observed. In fact,
we obtained better lower bounds in some cases.

4. Experimental Results

Table 1: Comparison between the newly proposed distrikaitgatithm and other techniques

Distributed
Instance | Optimal BV04 HHO1 Hz07 Version
LB | ogap [ time(s) | Speedup| hosts] iterations

had14 2724 0.00%* - - 2724 0.00% * 559 1.62 4 29
had16 3720 0.13% | 0.00% * 0.02% 3720 0.00% * 744 5.83 8 22
had18 5358 0.11% 0.00% * 0.02% 5358 0.00% * 5456 5.27 9 59
had20 6922 0.16% | 0.00% * 0.03% 6922 0.00% * 16118 NA 16 109
kra30a 88900 2.50% 2,98% - 88424 0.54% 196835 NA 90 162
nugl2 578 1.73% | 0.00% * 0.14% 578 0.00% * 73 2.75 4 16
nugl5 1150 0.78% 0.00% * 0.08% 1150 0.00% * 360 5.28 9 22
nugléa 1610 0.75% - - 1610 0.00% * 1132 5.73 8 34
nugléb 1240 1.69% - - 1240 0.00% * 1294 5.71 8 39
nugl8 1930 1.92% - 0.00% * 1930 0.00% * 7172 5.36 9 78
nug20 2570 2.49% 2.41% 0.14% 2570 0.00% * 30129 NA 20 249
nug22 3596 2.34% 2.36% 0.08% 3596 0.00% * 41616 NA 22 157
nug24 3488 2.61% - - 3478 0.28% 173520 NA 24 300
nug25 3744 3.29% - - 3689 1.44% 172020 NA 25 211
nug28 5166 2.92% - - 5038 2.48% 171783 NA 49 118
nug30 6124 3.10% 5.78% - 5940 3.00% 229583 NA 100 119
rouls 354210 1.13% 0.00% * 0.00% * 354210 | 0.00% * 323 5.78 9 20
rou20 725520 4.19% 3.60% 0.03% 720137 0.74% 37079 NA 25 300
tailba 388214 2.86% - - 388214 | 0.00% * 737 6.18 9 46
tail7a 491812 3.11% - - 491812 | 0.00% * 1259 13.18 17 46
tai20a 703482 4.52% 3.93% 703482 * 698271 0.74% 45720 NA 25 300
tai2ba 1167256 | 4.66% 6.48% - 1122200 | 3.87% 101170 NA 25 124
tai30a 1818146 | 6.12% 7.25% - 1724510 | 5.15% 112085 NA 100 58
tho30 149936 4.75% 9.82% - 142990 | 4.63% 145713 NA 100 79
chrl8a 11098 0.00% * - - 11098 0.00% * 1892 5.32 9 20
chr20a 2192 0.18% - - 2192 0.00% * 5914 NA 16 39
chr20b 2298 0.13% - - 2298 0.00% * 3708 NA 16 24
chr22a 6156 0.03% - - 6156 0.00% * 5321 NA 22 20

The application was implemented using the programminguagg G-+ with the
library InteIMPI library. The experiments were performadthe Netuno Cluster, see
Silva et al. [(2011), a cluster composed of 256 hosts, interected by infiniband. Each
host consists of a two Intel Xeon E5430 2.66GHz Quad coregssur with 12MB cache
L2 and 16 GB of RAM per host.

A unique process is executed per host, allowing that it usetotal available memory
without resource contention usually caused by processucmmcy. So, only one core
per host is used to execute the application.

For evaluation of the proposed distributed algorithm, hyaliaation terminates when
the optimal solution is found or when a total of 300 iteratias executed, respecting
a time limit (usually about three days per instance) thategaaccording the machine
availability in the cluster.



Table[1 presents the results foiffdrent instances and sizes from the QAPLIB. In
the first column of Table]1, there are the instance names andatiesponding dimen-
sions. For examplenug20represents an instanoelg from[Nugent et 2l./ (1968), with
sizeN = 20. In the second column, there are the optimal values fdr getance. The
third column (BV04) contains the gaps obtained by the liftkgroject relaxation pro-
posed in Burer & Vandenbussche (2006). At the fourth columHQ1), one finds the
gaps obtained by the RLT2 based dual ascent algorithm pedgosAdams et al. (2007).
In the fifth column (HZ07), there are the gaps obtained by th&3Rbased dual ascent
algorithm proposed in Hahn et/al. (2012). The results pteskior the last two methods
were obtained from the QAPLIB website, which does not cantalues for all instances.
In the sixth column, we show the lower bounds obtained in th&3Rdistributed ver-
sion proposed in this paper. In the seventh column, we preélsercorresponding gaps,
in the eighth column, the execution times in seconds, anberidst three columns, the
speedups obtained via parallelism, the number of hosts asddhe number of iterations
performed.

Also in Table1, notice that the lower bounds that corresgoraptimal solution costs
or gaps that are zero are marked with an asterisk, and thosh afre the best known
gaps are in bold printed. For some instances, it was notlgedsi execute the sequential
versions because of the memory constraints, in those casesalculation of speedups
were not applicable, as indicated in the table (NA).

5. Conclusion

The distributed version achieved goods results compargdather proposals, reach-
ing the best known bounds of 26 out of 28 instances, being 18emh the optimal solu-
tions. The distributed algorithm allowed the executionngtances with sizbl = 28 and
N = 30 for the first time using RLT3. Those good results were aguealue to the use
some of parallelism and the changes proposed in the origatalential code.
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