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Abstract

Recently, the latticized linear programming problems subjected to max—min and max-product fuzzy relational inequalities
(FRI) have been studied extensively and have been utilized in many interesting applications. In this paper, we introduce a
new generalization of the latticized optimization problems whose objective is a non-linear function defined by an arbitrary
continuous s-norm (t-conorm), and whose constraints are formed as an FRI defined by an arbitrary continuous t-norm. Firstly,
the feasible region of the problem is completely characterized and two necessary and sufficient conditions are proposed
to determine the feasibility of the problem. Also, a general method is proposed for finding the exact optimal solutions of
the non-linear model. Then, to accelerate the general method, five simplification techniques are provided that reduce the
work of computing an optimal solution. Additionally, a polynomial-time method is presented for solving general latticized
linear optimization problems subjected to the continuous FRI. Moreover, an application of the proposed non-linear model is
described where the objective function and the FRI are defined by the well-known Lukasiewicz s-norm and product t-norm,
respectively. Finally, a numerical example is provided to illustrate the proposed algorithm.

Keywords Fuzzy relational inequalities - Continuous t-norms - Continuous s-norms - Latticized linear programming -

Non-linear optimization

1 Introduction

Resolution of fuzzy relational equations (FRE) with max—
min composition was first studied by Sanchez (1993).
Besides, Sanchez developed the application of FRE in med-
ical diagnosis in biotechnology. Nowadays, it is well known
that many of the issues associated with body knowledge can
be treated as FRE problems (Pedrycz 2013). The fundamental
result for FRE with max-product composition goes back to
Pedrycz (1985), and was further studied in Bourke and Fisher
(1998); Loetamonphong and Fang (1999). Since then, many
researchers studied different FREs defined by various types
of t-norm operators (Ghodousian and Babalhavaeji 2018;
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Ghodousian et al. 2018; Wu et al. 2008). Moreover, some
other researchers have worked on introducing a novel con-
cept, and at times improving some of the existing theoretical
aspects and applications of fuzzy relational inequalities (FRI)
(Ghodousian 2019; Ghodousian and Parvari 2017; Ghodou-
sian and Khorram 2012; Guo and Xia 2006; Guo et al. 2013;
Li and Yang 2012; Yang et al. 2016a).

Generally, there are three important difficulties related to
the optimization problems subject to FRE or FRI regions.
First, to completely determine FREs and FRIs, we must ini-
tially find all the minimal solutions, and, the finding of all
the minimal solutions is an NP-hard problem (Markovskii
2005). Second, a feasible region formed as FRE or FRI is
often a non-convex set determined by one maximum solu-
tion and a finite number of minimal solutions (Ghodousian
and Babalhavaeji 2018; Ghodousian et al. 2018; Ghodou-
sian 2019; Ghodousian and Khorram 2012). Third, FREs
and FRIs as feasible regions lead to optimization prob-
lems with highly non-linear constraints. Due to the above
mentioned difficulties, the optimization problem subject to
FRE and FRI is one of the most interesting and on-going
research topics among similar problems (Ghodousian and
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Babalhavaeji 2018; Ghodousian 2019; Ghodousian and Par-
vari 2017; Ghodousian and Khorram 2012; Guo and Xia
2006; Guo et al. 2013; Yang et al. 2016a; Liu et al. 2016).

The linear optimization problem subjected to various ver-
sions of FRI is widely available in the literature (Ghodousian
2019; Ghodousian and Khorram 2012; Guo and Xia 2006;
Guo et al. 2013; Li and Yang 2012; Yang et al. 2016a;
Matusiewicz and Drewniak 2013; Yang 2014; Yang et al.
2016b, 2015a). Guo et al. (2013) studied the linear pro-
gramming problem with max—-min FRI constraint. Li and
Yang (2012) introduced the so-called addition-min FRI to
characterize a peer-to-peer file-sharing system. Based on the
concept of the pseudo-minimal index, Yang (2014) devel-
oped a pseudo-minimal-index algorithm to minimize a linear
objective function with addition-min FRI constraint, defined
as a;j] Ax1 +app Axo+ -+ aj, ANx, > b, fori =
1, ...,m, where a;; is (i, j)th entry of the coefficient matrix
A, x;j is the jth component of the unknown vector x, b;
is the ith component of the right hand side vector b and
a AN b = min{a, b} (Yang 2014). To improve the results
presented in Yang (2014), Yang et al. (2016b) proposed the
min-max programming subject to addition-min fuzzy rela-
tional inequalities. They also studied the multi-level linear
programming problem with the addition-min FRI constraint
(Yang et al. 2015a). Drewniak and Matusiewicz were inter-
ested in max-* fuzzy relation equations and inequalities with
the increasing operation * continuous on the second argu-
ment (Matusiewicz and Drewniak 2013). Ghodousian and
Khorram (2012) studied the linear optimization with con-
straints formed by X (A, D, b', b?) = {x € [0, 1]" : Agx <
b', Dpx > b*} where ¢ represents an operator with convex
solutions (e.g., non-decreasing or non-increasing operator),
A and D are fuzzy matrices, b' and b? are fuzzy vectors and
x is unknown vector. They showed that the feasible region
can be expressed as the union of a finite number of convex
sets.

Recently, many interesting forms of generalizations of the
linear programming applied to the system of fuzzy relations
have been introduced and developed based on composite
operations used in FRE or FRI, fuzzy relations used in the def-
inition of the constraints, some developments on the objective
function of the problems and other ideas (Ghodousian and
Babalhavaeji 2018; Ghodousian et al. 2018; Wu et al. 2008;
Liuetal. 2016; Dempe and Ruziyeva 2012; Dubey et al. 2012;
Freson et al. 2013; Li and Liu 2014). For example, Wu et al.
represented an efficient method to optimize a linear fractional
programming problem under FRE with max-Archimedean t-
norm composition (Wu et al. 2008). Dempe and Ruziyeva
generalized the fuzzy linear optimization problem by con-
sidering fuzzy coefficients (Dempe and Ruziyeva 2012). In
addition, Dubey et al. studied linear programming problems
involving interval uncertainty modeled using an intuitionis-
tic fuzzy set (Dubey et al. 2012). The linear optimization
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of bipolar FRE was also the focus of the study carried out
by some researchers where FRE was defined with max—min
composition (Freson et al. 2013) and max-Lukasiewicz com-
position (Ghodousian and Babalhavaeji 2018; Liu et al. 2016;
Li and Liu 2014; Cornejo et al. 2022). For example, in Li
and Liu (2014), the authors introduced a linear optimization
problem subjected to a system of bipolar FRE defined as
X(AT,A7,b) = {x € [0,1]" : x0o AT VXoA = b},
where A" and A~ are fuzzy matrices, and X; = 1 — x;, for
each component of X = (X;)x, and the notations "V" and
"o" denote max operation and the max-Lukasiewicz com-
position, respectively. They translated the original problem
into a 0 — 1 integer linear problem which is then solved using
well-developed techniques. In a separate, the foregoing bipo-
lar linear optimization problem was solved by an analytical
method based on the resolution and some structural proper-
ties of the feasible region (using a necessary condition for
characterizing an optimal solution and a simplification pro-
cess for reducing the problem) (Liu et al. 2016).

The optimization problems with general nonlinear objec-
tive functions and FRE or FRI constraints were studied
in Ghodousian and Babalhavaeji (2018), Ghodousian et al.
(2018), Ghodousian and Parvari (2017), Lu and Fang (2001).
In general, some heuristic algorithms were applied to deal
with this kind of problem. However, some fuzzy relation
nonlinear optimization problems such as geometric program-
ming problems (Yang et al. 2015b) could be solved by some
specific method. Yang et al. (2015b) studied the single-
variable term semi-latticized geometric programming subject
to max-product fuzzy relation equations. The proposed prob-
lem was devised from the peer-to-peer network system and
the target was to minimize the biggest dissatisfaction degrees
of the terminals in such system.

Latticized optimization problem was introduced in Wang
et al. (1991), where the conservative path method was pro-
posed to find out all the minimal solutions of the max—min
FRI. Subsequently, the optimal solutions were selected from
the minimal solutions by pairwise comparison. The latti-
cized linear programming problem subjected to max—min
FRI was also investigated in the works (Li and Fang 2009;
Li and Wang 2013). Li and Fang (2009) obtained an opti-
mal solution to the latticized linear programming problem.
Besides they studied some variants of the problem. In Li
and Wang (2013), based on the concept of semi-tensor prod-
uct, a matrix approach was applied to handle the latticized
linear programming problem subjected to max—min FRI
Also, Yang et al. (2016a) introduced the latticized program-
ming problem defined by minimizing objective function
f(x) = x1 Vx2V---Vx, subject to the feasible region
X(A,b) = {x € [0,1]" : Aox > b}, where "o" denotes
fuzzy max-product composition. They, also, presented a solu-
tion matrix approach for solving the problem.
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In this paper, we investigate a non-linear generalization of
the latticized linear programming problems that are formu-
lated in the problem below:

min ¢(...(p(¢(x1, X2), X3)..., Xn)
Ayx >b (1)
x €[0, 17"

where ¢ : [0, 11> - [0, 1]isan arbitrary continuous s-norm.
I ={1,2,...,m}and J = {1,2,...,n}. A = (@;j)mxn is a
fuzzy matrix such that 0 < a¢;; <1 (Vi € I and Vj € J)
and b = [by, by, ..., by] € [0, 11" is a fuzzy vector. Also,
AYyx > b denotes fuzzy max-yy composition where i :
[0, 11> — [0, 1] is an arbitrary continuous t-norm. So, if a;
(i € I)denotes the ith row of matrix A, then the ith constraint
of the problem (1) can be expressed as a;y¥x > b;, where
aiyx = max’;_ {Y(aij, x)}.

Especially, if ¢ is considered as the maximum s-norm, then
the objective function of the problem (1) is transformed into
max{xy, x2, ..., X, }. Inthis case, if Ay x > bis defined by the
max-product composition, then the problem (1) is reduced to
the model studied in Yang et al. (2016a). Also, in Sect.4, an
application of the problem (1) is described where ¢ and i are
defined by the Lukasiewicz s-norm and the product t-norm,
respectively.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section2
discusses basic results on the feasible solutions set of prob-
lem (1) where ¢ represents an arbitrary continuous t-norm.
In Sect.3, an algorithm is presented to find the exact opti-
mal solutions to the problem. The general latticized linear
programming problems are described in Sect.4, where a
polynomial-time method is presented without finding all the
minimal solutions of the feasible region. Section 5 introduces
five techniques to reduce the size of the main problem dur-
ing the process of finding an optimal solution. Based on the
techniques, a procedure for finding an optimal solution is
summarized as well. Finally, Sect.6 presents an illustrative
example that demonstrates the effectiveness of the proposed
method. Moreover, we show the application background of a
special case of the non-linear latticized optimization problem
in which the objective function is defined by the Lukasiewicz
s-norm and the constraints are formed as an FRI defined by
the max-product composition.

2 Feasible solution set of the problem (1)

In Ghodousian and Khorram (2012), the authors discussed
some properties of FRIs defined by operators with (closed)
convex solutions. In this section, some relevant results are
studied about the solutions to a system of max-iy-continuous
FRIs introduced in the problem (1). For the sake of simplic-
ity, let S(A, b) denote the feasible region of the problem

(1), that is, S(A,b) = {x € [0,1]" : Ayx > b}. Also,
for each constraint a;vx > b; (i € I), let S;(A,b) =
{x € [0,1]" : a;yyx = b;}. So, S;(A, b) denotes the feasi-
ble solution set of the ith constraint, and therefore, we have
S(A,b) = (e Si(A, b).

Definition 2.1 For each i € [ and each j € J, let ¥;; =
{x; € [0,1] : ¥(aij, xj) = b;}. Moreover, if ¥;; # 0, we
define g(aij, b,‘) = inf \Ilij and )_C(a,'j, b,’) = Sup ‘-I’,'j.

Remark 2.1 From the least-upper-bound property of R, it
is clear that x(a;j, b;), and X(a;;, b;) exist, if W;; # 0.
Moreover, since ¥ is a t-norm, its monotonicity property
implies that ¥;; is indeed a connected subset of [0, 1].
Additionally, by the continuity of v, we must have ¥;; =
[x(aij, b)), X(aij, b)].

Lemma 2.1 Foreachi € I and j € J, V;j # @ iffa;; > b;.
Moreover, if W;; # 0, then V;; = [1(51,7, b;), 1].

Proof Let b # ¢ and x’ € i, ie., Iﬂ(aij,x’) > b;.
From the identity law and monotonicity of i, we have b; <
V(aij, x") < ¥(aij, 1) = a;; which means b; < a;; and
1 € ;. Conversely, if a;; > b;, then, b; < a;j = ¥ (a;j, 1)
that implies le \I/,'j, ie., \IJ,'.,' # 0. So, \I/,'j “0 iffa,:,' > b;.
By the above argument, we can also conclude that ¥;; # ¢
iff 1 € W;;. This fact together with Remark 2.1 result in
‘-If,'j =[£(aij,bi), 1],if\lf,’j 75@ O

Lemma 2.1 results in the following important corollaries
that provide two equivalent necessary and sufficient condi-
tions for the feasibility of set S; (A, b), (i € I).

Corollary 2.1 Leti € I. Then, S;(A, b) # O iff there exists
at least one j € J such that W;; # 0.

Proof Let x' € S;(A,b). By contradiction, suppose that
V;; = @ for each j € J. So, from Lemma 2.1, we have
a;jj < b;,Vj € J. Hence,

aipx’ = max{y (@ij. X))} = max{y (i, 1)} = max{aij} < bi

that contradicts x’ € S;(A, b). Conversely, suppose that
Vi, # ¥ (equivalently, a;, > b;) for some jo € J.
Also, let 1 be an n-dimensional vector with each component
equal to one. So, we have a; {1 = max’}zl{W(a,'j, D} >
w(aijo,l):aijo > b;, that means, 1 € S; (A, b). O

Corollary 2.2 Leti € I. Then, S;(A,b) # D iff1 € S;(A, b),
where 1 is an n-dimensional vector with each component
equal to one.

Proof 1f 1 € S;(A, b), then obviously S;(A, b) # #. Con-
versely, suppose that S;(A, b) # . Corollary 2.1 implies
Wi, # ¥ (equivalently, a;j, > b;) for some jo € J. So,
similar to the proof of Corollary 2.1, we have a;¢¥1 >
W(aijo, 1) = aij, > b;, that means, 1 € S; (A, b). O
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Remark 2.2 Since S(A,b) = (;; Si(A, b), Corollary 2.2
implies that S(A, b) # #iff 1 € S(A, b). Therefore, if prob-
lem (1) is feasible, then vector 1 is the unique maximum
solution of the feasible region.

Corollary 2.3 below provides a necessary and sufficient
condition for a vector x € [0, 1]" to be a feasible solution to
the constraint a; yx > b; (i € I).

Corollary 2.3 Suppose that S; (A, b) # 0 for some i € I and
x" € [0, 11". Then, x" € S; (A, b) iff there exists at least one
Jo € J such that x}o € Vij,.

Proof Letx’ € S;i(A, b).So,aix’ = max';_ {y(a;j, x})} =
b;. Hence, there exist some jo € J such that ¥ (a;j,, x}o) >
/
Jo
for some jo € J. Thus, l/f(aijo,x}o) > b;, and therefore,

aiyx’ = Y (agjy, x}o) > b; which implies x” € S;(A,b). O

b;, ie., x. € ¥; jo- Conversely, suppose that x}o € V¥ij

Remark 2.3 Letx € S(A, b).So, from the equality S(A, b) =
(Mics Si(A, b), we have x € S;(A, b), Vi € I. Thus, Corol-
lary 2.1 implies that for each i € [ there exists at least one
J € J such that ¥;; # @. Conversely, suppose that for each
i € I there exists at least one j € J such that W;; # 0.
So, Corollary 2.1 implies that S;(A,b) # @, Vi € I, and
then, by Corollary 2.2 we have 1 € S;(A, b), Vi € I. Hence,
1 € S(A, b) that means S(A, b) # @.

Definition2.2 Let i € I and S;(A, b) # @. So, we define
J(@) ={j € J:¥;; #0}. Also, for each j € J(i), define
x(i, j) € [0, 1]" such that x(i, j)x = x(aij, b;) for k = j,
and x(i, j)x = 0 otherwise.

Lemma 2.2 Suppose that S; (A, b) # W and joy € J(i). Then,
x (i, jo) is a minimal solution of S; (A, b).

Proof From Definition 2.2 and Corollary 2.3, x(i, jo) €
Si(A, b). Suppose that x" € S;(A,b), x' < x(i, jo) and
x" # x(, jo). So, x} = 0,Vj € J— {jo}, and x}o <
x(aijy, bi). However, in this case we will have aiyx’ =
max’}zl{w(a[j,x})} = W(a,'jo,x}o) < b; (see Lemma 2.1)
that contradicts x” € S;(A, b). O

Corollary 2.4 Let x' € S; (A, b). There exists some jo € J (i)
such that x(i, jo) < x'.

/

Proof From Corollary 2.3, x o € W;j, for some jo € J(@).
Hence, x(a;j,, bi) < x}o < 1. Now, the result follows from
the definition of x (i, jo) (Definition 2.2). O

Theorem 2.1 Suppose thati € I and S;(A, b) # (. Then,
Si(A,b) = Ujey [xG. . T]-

Proof Let x’ € S;(A, b). From Corollary 2.4, x(i, jo) < x’
for some jo € J(i). Therefore, x' € [x(i, jo),1]. Con-
versely, let x’ € [x(i, jo), 1] for some jo € J(i). Thus,

x}o € W;j, that implies x” € S; (A, b) from Corollary 2.3. O
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Definition 2.3 Suppose that S(A,b) # 0. Lete : I —
Uie; J (@) be a function from I to (J;c; J(i) such that
e(i) € J(i), Vi € I, and let E denote the set of all the func-
tions e. Sometimes, for the sake of convenience, each e € E

is presented as an m-dimensional vector e = [, jo2, ..., Jm]
in which jy = e(k),k = 1,2, ..., m.

Definition 2.4 Suppose that S(A,b) # ¥ and e € E. We
define x(e) € [0, 1]" whose components are defined as
x(e)j = max;jer{x (i, e(0));}, Vj € J.

Remark2.4 Let I(j) = {i € I : V;; # ¥}, Vj € J. Also,
for each e € E we define I(e) = {i € I(j) : e(i) = j}. So,
according to Definitions 2.3 and 2.4, each solution x(e) can
be equivalently obtained as follows:

max {x(a;;, b))} 1j(e) #0
x(e); = i€l Vield. (2

Ii(e)=10

Theorem 2.2 Suppose that S(A, b) # (. Then, S(A, b)
UeEE[£(6)7 1]

Proof From Theorem 2.1 and the equality S(A,b) =
Mics Si(A, b),wehave S(A, b) =), Ujej(l-)[g(i, ), 1],
or equivalently S(A, b) = U,cg (ics[2(, e(i)), 1]. There-
fore, S(A,b) = UeeE[maxiel{g(i, e(i))}, 1]. Now, the
result follows from the definition of x (e). m]

Based on Theorem 2.2, the feasible region of the problem
(1) is completely determined by the union of a finite number
of closed convex sets [x(e), 1], (e € E).

3 A general method for the resolution of the
problem (1)

In contrast to vectors x(i, j) (j € J(i)), that are the min-
imal solutions of S;(A, b) (Theorem 2.1), all the vectors
x(e) (e € E) may not be necessarily the minimal solutions
of S(A, b) (Theorem 2.2). In other words, there may exist
e1, ez € E such that x(e1) < x(ez). However, the following
lemma shows that each minimal solution of S(A, b) can be
written in the form of x(e) for some e € E.

Lemma 3.1 Let S(A, b) denote the set of all the minimal solu-
tions of S(A,b) and SE(A,b) = {x(e) : e € E}. Then,
S(A,b) € SE(A, D).

Proof Suppose that x € S(A, b). From Theorem 2.2, there
exists some e € E such that x € [x(e), 1]. Since x(e) < x,
and x is a minimal solution, then we must have x = x(e),
thatis, x € Sg(A, b). O

Based on Lemma 3.1, Theorem 2.2 can be strengthened
as follows.
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Corollary 3.1 Suppose that S(A, b) # @. Then, S(A,b) =
Ugeg(A,b) [x, I].

Proof According to Lemma 3.1, for each x(e) € Sg(A, D)
there exists some minimal solution x € S(A, b) such that
x < x(e), and therefore [x(e), 1] C [x, 1]. Now, the result
follows from Theorem 2.2. O

Itis found in Theorem 2.2 that solving max — fuzzy rela-
tional inequalities is equivalent to finding out all the minimal
solutions of the feasible region. Theorem 3.1 below shows
that the minimal solutions of S(A, b) also play a significant
role in solving the problem (1).

Theorem 3.1 If S(A,b) # @, then there exists a solution
x* € S(A, b) such that x* is an optimal solution of the prob-
lem (1).

Proof Suppose that f(x) = ¢(...(p(@(x1, X2), X3)..., Xn),
where ¢ is an arbitrary continuous s-norm. Also, suppose
that minimal solution x* minimizes f(x) among all min-
imal solutions, i.e., f(x*) < f(x), Vx € S(A,b). From
Corollary 3.1, for an arbitrary feasible solution x’ € S(A, b),
there exists some x’ € S(A, b) such that x’ € [x/, 1] (i.e.,
x" < x’). So, the monotonicity law of s-norms implies that
@(x},x5) < @(x],x}5). By applying the same argument,
@(p(x], x5), x5) < @(p(x], x5), x5), and if we continue in
this way, then (in n — 1 steps) we obtain f(x’) < f(x’). But,
since f(x*) < f(x'), we have f(x*) < f(x'). Since x’ was
an arbitrary feasible solution, the result follows. O

Now, we summarize the preceding discussion as an algo-
rithm.

Algorithm 3.1 (General method)

Given problem (1):

1. Compute W¥;; foreachi € I and j € J (Lemma 2.1).

2. If there exists some i € I such that ¥;; = b, Njeld,
then stop; S(A, b) is empty (Remark 2.3).

3. Compute J (i), Vi € I (Definition 2.2).

4. Compute solutions x(e) € Sg(A, b),Ve € E (Definitions
2.3 and 2.4).

5. Find minimal solutions by pairwise comparison between
vectors x(e) (Lemma 3.1).

6. Select the optimal solution x* from the set S(A,b)
(Lemma 3.1 and Theorem 3.1).

If the constraints of problem (1) are replaced with Ay x < b,
it can be easily shown that the feasible region of the problem
will be in the form of [0, Y], where 0 is the zero vector and
Y is the unique maximum solution. Moreover, the constraint
AYyrx = b can be equivalently expressed as Ay x < b and
Ayrx > b, and therefore the feasible region is then attained
by U,cglx(e), 11N [0, Y] = U,cglx(e), Y] (see Theorem

2.2). However, since according to Theorem 3.1, the optimal
solution will be one of the solutions of S(A, b), Algorithm
3.1 can also be used to solve problems with the constraints
Ayx =b.

In the general method, Step 3 is a major disadvantage
of the algorithm. As mentioned before, Sg (A, b) often con-
tains many solutions x(e) that are not minimal. Moreover,
the cardinality of Sg(A, b), denoted by |Sg(A, b)|, grows
exponentially with the size of the sets J(i), Vi € I. More
precisely, we have |Sg (A, b)| = ]_[l-el |J(@)|, where |J(@)]
denotes the cardinality of the set J (i). To accelerate the algo-
rithm, we can initially remove some e € E that generate
non-minimal solutions x(e). For this purpose, five simplifi-
cation techniques will be described in Sect.5. Furthermore,
in some special cases, we can find a fast optimal solution to
problem (1) by an efficient algorithm that is of polynomial
complexity in the size of the problem. These special cases
will be studied in the next section.

4 Special cases with fast optimal solutions

In this section, an algorithm is presented for solving some
special cases of problem (1) without finding all the solutions
x(e) € Sg(A, D). It is shown that the computational com-
plexity of the algorithm is O (mn).

Definition 4.1 Define x(i) = minjc;;){x(a;j, b;)} and
J@) ={j € JO) : x(a;ij, b;) = x(i)}, Vi € I. Also, similar
to Definition 2.3,let E ={e € E:e: [ — |J;; J()}.

By Definition 4.1, it is clear that J(i) € J(i) and E C E.
Also, foreach e € E we have e(i) € J(i), Vi € I.

Remark 4.1 Consider a fixed i € I. For each ¢ € E and
¢ € E, we have e(i) € J(i) and ¢'(i) € J(i). Therefore,
from Definition 4.1, x(a;e ¢y, bi) = x(I) < x(@ie(i), bi)»
Viel.

Theorem 4.1 Lete’ € Eande € E. Then, max jey{x(e');} <
max;ey{x(e);}.

Proof From Remark 2.4, maxcj{x(e);} = max;c; max;es
{)_C(cl,'j,b,')} that is equal to maX,',’:—]{g(a,'e(i),b,‘)}. Also,
from Remark 4.1, we have max;c;{x(g;c@), bi)} > max;¢;
{x(aje i), bi)}. Consequently, max;es{x(e);} > max;es
{x(aieiy, bi)} (%). But, max;e/{x(a;ey, bi)} = maxjey
max;ey; ) {x(aij, bi)} = maxjes{x(e’);} (**). Now, the
result follows from (*) and (¥*). O

Corollary 4.1 For each ej,e; € E, maxjey{x(er);} =
maxey{x(e2);}.

Proof Since, E C E, then we also have ej,es € E.
So, by considering ¢; € E and eo € E, Theorem 4.1
implies that max;c;{x(e1);} < max;ecs{x(e2);}. By the
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same argument, max jey{x(e2);} < max;ey{x(e1);}. Hence
maxjes{x(e1);} = max;cs{x(e2);}. o

Theorem 4.2 Consider problem (1) where  is an arbi-
trary continuous t-norm and ¢ is the maximum s-norm. If
S(A, b) # O, then all the solutions x(e) generated by e € E
are the optimal solutions to the problem with the same objec-
tive function value.

Proof By assuming that ¢ is the maximum s-norm, the objec-
tive function f(x) = ¢(...(p(¢(x1, X2), X3)..., X, ) isreduced
to f(x) = max;ey{x;}. From Theorem 3.1, for each opti-
mal solution x* we must have x* € S(A, b). On the other
hand, Lemma 3.1 implies that x* € Sg (A, b). Now, the result
follows from Theorem 4.1 and Corollary 4.1. O

Theorem 4.2 proposes an efficient polynomial-time algo-
rithm for solving the special cases of problem (1) where ¢ is
the maximum s-norm. Algorithm 4.1 below shows the steps
of this algorithm followed by the complete description of its
complexity.

Algorithm 4.1 (Polynomial-time algorithm for ¢ =
maximum)

Given problem (1), where ¢ is the maximum s-norm:

1. Compute W;; foreachi € I and j € J (Lemma 2.1).

2. If there exists some i € [ such that ¥;; = ¥, Vj € J,

then stop; S(A, b) is empty (Remark 2.3).

Compute J (i), Vi € I (Definition 4.1).

Select an arbitrary e € E.

5. Obtain the optimal solution x* by computing x (¢) (The-
orem 4.2).

o

In Step 1, computing W;; costs mn operations. In Step 2,
checking the feasibility of the problem costs mn pairwise
comparisons. In Step 3, computing the index sets costs 2mn
operations, and finally each of Steps 4 and 5 costs mn oper-
ations. Therefore, it costs 6mn operations to carry out all the
steps of the algorithm, that is, the computational complexity
is obtained as O (mn).

5 Simplification techniques

In this section, five simplification techniques are presented
to accelerate the resolution of the problem. Throughout this
section, x* denotes an optimal solution for problem (1) and
f(x) denotes the objective function of problem (1); that is,

f(x) = (p(((p(go(-xl’ x2)7 -x3)"-7 -xl’l)'

Lemma 5.1 Suppose that J (i) = {jo} for some iy € I and
Jo € J. Also, Suppose that x(ajyj,, biy) > x(aij,, bi), Vi €
1(jo). Then, x(e) j, = x(aiyjy, biy), Ve € E.
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Proof Since for any e € E, we have e(ip) € J (i) and by the
assumption, J (ip) is a singleton set, then e(ig) = jo, Ve € E.
Therefore, ip € 1j,(e), Ve € E. Now, since /;,(e) # §, from
relation (2) we obtain x(e) j, = max;es; (e) {x(aij,, bi)}. The
latter equality together with 1 (e) € I(jo) (see Remark 2.4)
and the assumption x(aj, jy, biy) = X(aijy, bi), Vi € 1(jo),
result in x(e) j, = x(@iyjo» big)- O

By Theorem 3.1 and Lemma 3.1, we know that x* €
Se (A, b). Hence, under the assumptions of Lemma 5.1, we
can set x7 = x(aiyjy, big)- Therefore, since the joth vari-
able of the optimal solution is known, we can remove this
variable from the problem by deleting its corresponding
coefficients, i.e., the joth column of A. On the other hand,
x}ko = )_c(a,-ojo, bio) means xjo (S \I}ioj() = [&(aiojo, bio), 1]
that together with Corollary 2.4 imply x* € S;,(A, b). There-
fore, by assignment x;.‘o = x(@jy jy» biy), the ipth constraint of
the problem is always satisfied. Hence, we can remove this
constraint from the problem by deleting the igth row of A and
bi,. Moreover, leti’ € I(jo)andi’ # ig. Since x (ajy jy, biy) =
x(aijy» bi), Vi € I(jo), then x(aijy, biy) > x(ay jy, bir) that
means x} € Wy, = [x(airjy. bir), 1]. Therefore, Corollary
2.4 implies x* € S;/(A, b), i.e., x* also satisfies the i’th con-
straint of the problem. Hence, we can remove this constraint
from the problem by deleting the i’th row of A and b;/. The
above discussions are summarized in the following corollary.

Corollary 5.1 (First simplification technique). If there exist
iop € I and jo € J such that J (io) = {jo} and x(a; j,, biy) >
x(ajjy, bi), Vi € 1(jo), then setx}‘o = x(ajy jy» biy) and delete
the joth column of A. Moreover, for each i € 1(jp), delete
the ith row of A and component b;.

Definition 5.1 Let A’Yyx > b’ be a system resulted from
Ayrx > b by deleting the ith constraint ;Y x = max’}:1
{¥(aij, xj)} > b;. So, this constraint is called redundant if
S(A’,b")y = S(A, b), that is, each feasible solution to the
system A’yyx > b’ also satisfies the constraint a; ¥ x > b;.

It is to be noted that from Theorem 2.2 we can find a sim-
pler condition for the identification of a redundant constraint.
Indeed, a constraint of Ay x > b isredundant if each feasible
solution x(e) € Sg(A’, b) also satisfies that constraint.

Lemma 5.2 Suppose that i, iy € I such that J(i;) C J(i2)
and x(ai, j, bi,) < x(ai, j, bi;), Vj € J(i1). Then, irth con-
straint is redundant.

Proof Let A’yx > b’ be a system resulted from Ayx > b
by deleting the i;th constraint rnax;'.:1 {V(aij, xj)} = biy.
In the new system A’yyx > b/, consider an arbitrary e € E
and suppose that e(i;) = j. Therefore, iy € Ij(e) that
means /;j(e) # . Moreover, by Theorem 2.2, x(e) is a
feasible solution to A’yyx > b’. On the other side, since
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j € J(@i1) and J(i1) € J(ip), then j € J(ip) for the system
Ayx > b.Now, due to the fact that /; (e) # , by relation (2)
we obtain x(e); = max;es;(e){x(aij, bi)} = x(aij, bi;) =
x(aj,j, bi,), where the last inequality is resulted from the
assumption of the lemma. Therefore, x(e); > x(ai,;, bi,),
whichmeans, x(e); € ¥;,; = [g(aiojo, biy), 1].N0w, Corol-
lary 2.4 implies x(e) € S;,(A, b), that is, x(e) also satisfies
the i>th constraint of the primal system. O

Corollary 5.2 (Second simplification technique). If there
exist iy,i> € I such that J(iy) € J(i2) and x(aj,j, biy) <
x(aj, j, bi)), Yj € J(i1), then delete the irth row of A and
bi,.

Proof According to the assumptions and Lemma 5.2, i>th
row is a redundant constraint, and therefore it can be deleted
from the problem. O

Let xj, and xj, be two arbitrary variables of vector x.
Since each s-norm ¢ is both commutative and associative,
then the objective function of problem (1) can be equivalently
rewritten as follows:

J @) =@(.(0(@x), X)), Xk)-oes Xn). 3

Lemma 5.3 Suppose that jy, j» € J such that I(j2) < I(j1)
and x(a;j,, bi) < x(aij,, bi), Vi € 1(j2). Then, x;.‘z =0.

Proof To prove the lemma, it is sufficient to show that a
solution x (e) with x(e) j, > 0 cannot be an optimal solution.
It is to be noted that x(e) j, > 0 implies /},(e) # @, that is,
there exists at least one i € I such that e(i) = j>. Based on
this vector e, define ¢’ € E as follows:

i )=

") = JViel. 4
O=Vety eirppn € @

According to (3), we have x(¢/)x = x(e)r, Yk € J —{J1, j2},
and x(e’) » = 0 < x(e)j,. From the assumption of the
lemma and the fact that 1;,(e) € I(j2) (see Remark 2.4),
we have max;es; (o) {x(aij;, bi)} < maxiey, ) {x(aij,, bi)}-
Now, from the latter inequality and relation (2), we obtain:

max {x(ajj, bi)}

/
x(e)), =
= T e (e

= max{ max {x(a;j;,b;)}, max {x(a;j,,bi)}}
i€l (e) 1EIj2(e)

< max{x(e),, m’;lx(e){ﬁ(aijz, b)}}
1S _,'2

= max{&(e)h s E(e)jz}
< p(x(e)j;, x(e) ). ©)

where the last inequality is resulted from the fact that
max{x, y} < ¢(x, y) for any s-norm ¢. Consequently, from

(5) we have:
x(€)j, < px(e)j, x(e))). (6)

Thus, by the equalities x(¢');, = 0 and ¢(0,x(¢);) =
x(e) ji (resulted from the identity law of s-norms), it follows
that @(x(e))j,, x(€)j,) = ¢(x(€)j,.0) = x()j, which
together with (6) imply:

p(x(€) . x(€)j) < pxe)j,, x(e)),). @)

Now, since x(e')r = x(e)x (Vk € J — {j1, jo}), from (3)
and (7) and the monotonicity property of s-norms, we obtain
f(x(e)) < f(x(e)); that is, x(e) is not an optimal solution.

O

Corollary 5.3 (Third simplification technique). If there exist
Ji:J2 € J such that 1(j2) < 1(j1) and x(a;j,b;) <
x(ajj,, bi), Vi € I(jp), then set sz = 0 and delete the jrth
column of A.

Proof From the assumptions and Lemma 5.3, x;‘z = 0 and
then we can consequently delete the jrth column of A. O

Lemma 5.4 Suppose that xq is an arbitrary feasible solution
to problem (1) with the objective value f(xo). Also, suppose
x(ajy jo» biy) = f(x0) for some ip € I and jo € J (io). Then,

for each e € E such that e(ig) = jo, the corresponding

solution x(e) is not an optimal solution.

Proof Let e € E such that e(ig) = jo and suppose that x(e)
is generated by relation (2). Define x’ € [0, 1]" such that
x}o = x(aiy jo biy) and x;- =0,VYj € J—{jo}. So, according
to relation (2), we have x;. < x(e)j, Vj € J. Hence, based
on the monotonicity law of s-norms, f(x") < f(x(e)). On
the other hand, from the identity law of s-norms, we obtain:

&) = (.0(..(p(¢(0,0),0).... x(aiq jo big) ---» 0)
= l(aioj()r bio) > f(x())

that is, f(x’) > f(xo). Consequently, the inequalities
f(x) = f(xo) and f(x") < f(x(e)) imply f(x(e)) >
f(x0), where xq is a feasible solution to the problem. This
completes the proof. O

Corollary 5.4 (Fourth simplification technique). Let xo be
an arbitrary initial feasible solution of the problem. If
X(@jyjo» biy) = f(x0) for some iy € I and jo € J(ip), then
delete joy from J (ip).

Proof From Lemma 5.4, foreache € E suchthate(ip) = jo,

the corresponding solution x(e) is not an optimal solution.
So, we can delete such points by removing jo from J (ip). O
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Remark 5.1 In Corollary 5.4, by deleting jo from J(ip),
the cardinality of Sg(A, b) is reduced from ]_[iel |J ()] to
|J (ig) — 1|-Hiel—{i0} |J (i)|. Moreover, according to Lemma
2.1 and Definition 2.2, the deletion of jy from J(ip) can be
equivalently accomplished by assigning an arbitrary value
from [0, b;,) to ajy j,» €.8., iy jo = 0, or by setting W;, ;o = @.

Remark 5.2 As a general method in Corollary 5.4, we can
consider xp = x(ep) as an initial feasible solution where
x(ep) is obtained by relation (2) for any arbitrary eg € E as
defined in Definition 4.1.

Lemma 5.5 Suppose that I (jo) = @ for some joy € J. Then,
x(e)j =0, Vx(e) € SE(A, ).

Proof Since I jo(e) € I(jo) (see Remark 2.4), Ve € E, then
we have I (e) = {J, Ve € E. Now, the result directly follows
from relation (2). ]

Corollary 5.5 (Fifth simplification technique). If there exist
Jjo € J such that 1 (jo) = 0, then set x}'.‘o = 0 and delete the
Joth column of A. ‘

Proof From the assumptions and Lemma 5.5, x;‘o = 0 and
then we can consequently delete the joth column of A. O

Now, we summarize the preceding discussion as an algo-
rithm.

Algorithm 5.1 (Accelerated method)

Given problem (1):

1. Compute V¥;; for eachi € [ and j € J (Lemma 2.1).
2. If there exists some i € [ such that ¥;; = ¥, Vj € J,
then stop; S(A, b) is empty (Remark 2.3).

. Compute J (i), Vi € I (Definition 2.2).

4. Apply the simplification techniques (Corollaries 5.1-5.5)
to determine the values of decision variables as many as
possible. Denote the remaining problem by A’yrx > b’.

5. Compute solutions x(e) € Sg(A’,b’), Ve € E (Defini-
tions 2.3 and 2.4).

6. Find minimal solutions by pairwise comparison between
vectors x(e) (Lemma 3.1).

7. Select the optimal solution x* from the set S(A’, )
(Lemma 3 and Theorem 4).

|9V}

Steps 5 and 6 provide all the minimal solutions of the fea-
sible region that is equivalent to the complete resolution of
the feasible solution set (Theorem 2.2). However, as it is well-
known in FRE (FRI) theory, the complete resolution of FREs
(FRIs) has a high computational complexity in the sense that
each minimal solution corresponds to an irredundant cover-
ing (in terms of the covering problem). Therefore, although
the above algorithm accelerates the resolution of the problem
by taking advantage of the five simplification techniques and
discarding some non-minimal solutions, it should be noted
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that the number of minimal solutions may also grow expo-
nentially in terms of the problem size. Consequently, finding
other simplification rules or providing some methods (such
as appropriate branch-and-bound techniques) that can reach
the optimal solution by examining a smaller number of min-
imal (candidate) solutions is always in demand.

6 Numerical example and application

Consider a type of wireless communication management
models in which the information is transmitted by the elec-
tromagnetic wave (Yang et al. 2016a). The electromagnetic
wave is emitted from some fixed emission base stations
(EBSs), A1, A, ..., A,. The jth EBS will emit electromag-
netic waves with radiation intensity x; > 0, j = 1,2, ..., n.
The sum of the intensities is restricted by the maximum
allowable emissions limits for EBSs, so that, Z?:] X can-
not exceed L units. On the other hand, the communication
quality level is determined by the intensity of electromag-
netic radiation. To satisfy the requirement of communication
quality level, m testing points, Bi, Bs..., By, are selected
to test the intensity of electromagnetic radiation. In the
cell phone network, places with higher population density
are considered as the testing points. Let B; denote the ith
testing point and r;; denote the intensity of electromag-
netic radiation emitted from A;. So, r;; € [0, x;] where
iel ={1,.,m}and j € J = {l,..,n}. Since r;; is
related to the distance between B; and A;, there exists a
positive real number k;; such that r;; = k;jx;. Therefore,
the intensity of electromagnetic radiation at B; is attained by
max’}:] {rij} = max’;:1 {kijx;}. Suppose the least require-
ment of communication quality level at B; is L;, Vi € [.
So, we have max?zl{k,’jxj} > L;, Vi € I. By normalizing
the variables and parameters into the unit interval [0, 1], we
get max?zl{aijxj} > b;, where a;; € [0,1] (Vi € I and
VjelJ),b €[0,1] (Vi € I) and Z'}:lxj < 1. Although
high radiation intensity ensures good communication qual-
ity, it harms human health at the same time. For this reason,
the objective function is f(x) = min{}}_, x;, 1}. Hence,
the wireless communication EBS model is reduced into the
problem (1) in which ¢ and 1 are defined by the Lukasiewicz
s-norm and the product t-norm, respectively.

Example 6.1 Consider the optimization problem (1) in which
the feasible region has been randomly generated by the fol-
lowing A and b.

0.8147 0.0975 0.1598 0.4899 0.0557 0.1598 0.1789
0.0084 0.1723 0.0456 0.0217 0.0456 0.0456 0.0318
A = | 0.2473 0.3468 0.0473 0.9157 0.2491 0.3022 0.3473
0.1134 0.0575 0.2094 0.7922 0.9339 0.8554 0.0094
0.9323 0.9998 0.2847 0.1594 0.1787 0.0711 0.0847
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bT = [0.1598, 0.0456, 0.3473, 0.0094, 0.2601]

Also, ¢ is the Lukasiewicz s-norm and 1 is the product t-
norm, i.e., ¢(x, y) = min{x + y, 1} and ¥ (x, y) = xy. The
steps of Algorithm 5.1 are as follows:

Step 1. Based on Lemma 2.1, it is easily verified that closed
intervals W;; are obtained as follows:

0 ajj < b;
Vij = q1bi/aij, 1] a;jj = b; >0
[091] aijzbi:()

These intervals are summarized in matrix ¥ = (¥;;)s5x7,
where \If,'j = [)_c(a,-j, b,‘), 1]:

[0.1961, 1] 7 {1} [0.3262, 1] 9
% [0.2646, 1] {1} % {1}
V= ? ? 0 [0.3793, 1] )

[0.0829, 1] [0.1635, 1] [0.0449, 1] [0.0119, 1] [0.0101, 1] [0.0110, 1]

[0.2790, 1] [0.2601, 1] [0.9136, 1] @ )

In this example, we have |E| = [[;_, [J()| = 840.
Therefore, according to Definitions 2.3 and 2.4, the num-
ber of all vectors x(e) (e € E) is equal to 840. However,
each feasible solution x(e¢) (¢ € E) is not a minimal
solution for the problem. For example, by selecting ¢/ =
[1,2,7,6,3], the corresponding solution is obtained as
x(e') = [0.1961, 0.2646, 0.9136, 0, 0, 0.011, 1]. Although
x(e") is feasible, but it is not a minimal solution. To see this, let
e’ =17,2,7,2,2]. Then, x(¢") = [0, 0.2646, 0, 0,0, 0, 1].
Obviously, x(e¢””) < x(¢’) which shows that x(e’) is not a
minimal solution.

By Definition4.1, x(1) = 0.1961, x(2) = 0.2646,x(3) =
0.3793, x(4) = 0.0101, and x(5) = 0.2601. Also, J(1) =
{1}, J(2) = {2}, JB) = {4}, J@4) = {5}, and J(5) =
{2}. So, E includes only one element eg = [1,2,4,5,2]
whose corresponding solution is obtained by relation (2)

{1} [0.8932,1]

{1 0

Z {n
{1

7 7

Step 2. From Remark 2.3, the necessary and sufficient condi-
tion holds for the feasibility of the problem. More precisely,
we have

Ayl = [0.8147,0.9058, 0.9157, 0.9339, 0.9323]7 > pT

that means 1 € S(A, b) (see Remark 2.2).

Step 3. By Definition 2.2, J(1) = {1,3,4,6,7}, J2) =
{2,3,5,6}, J(3) = {4,7}, J(4) = {1,...,7}, and J(5)
{1,2,3}.

Also, for example, the minimal solutions of S3(A, b) are
attained as x(1, 4) = [0, 0,0, 0.3793,0,0,0] and x(1,7) =
[0,0,0,0,0,0, 1] (Definition 2.2). Thus, by Theorem 2.1,
S3(A, D) = [x(1,4), 11U [x(1,7), 1].

[10.8147
0.0084
0.2473

0.0975
0.1723
0.3468
0.1134 0.0575 0.2094
| 0.9323 0.9998 0.2847

[0.1961, 1] Y (1} [0.3262, 1]
Y [0.2646, 1] (1} 0

v = Y Y Y [0.3793, 1]

[0.0829, 1] [0.1635,1] [0.0449, 1] [0.0119, 1]

| [0.2790, 1] [0.2601,1] [0.9136, 1] Y

0.1598
0.0456
0.0473

0.4899
0.0217
0.9157
0.7922

0.0557
0.0456
0.2491

0.1598
0.0456
0.3022
0.9339 0.8554
0.1594 0.1787 0.0711

A =

as x(eg) = [0.1961, 0.2646, 0, 0.3793, 0.0101, 0, 0]. If the
objective function is defined by the maximum s-norm, then
from Theorem 4.2, x(eg) is the unique optimal solution (the
uniqueness is resulted from | E| = 1). However, in this exam-
ple where ¢ is the Lukasiewicz s-norm, we may consider
x(ep) as an initial feasible solution with the objective value
f(x(ep)) = 0.8501 (see Remark 5.2).

Step 4. By considering columns 4 and 7 of matrix A (and
the corresponding columns in matrix W), it follows that
{1,3,4} = 1(7) C 1(4) = {1, 3,4},0.3262 = x(ajs, by) <
x(ay7, b1) = 0.8932,and 0.3793 = x(as4, b3) < x(az7, b3) =
1, that is, x(a;4, b;) < x(aj7,b;), Vi € I(7). So, by apply-
ing the third simplification technique (Corollary 5.3), we set
x7 = 0 and delete column 7 in matrices A and W. After dele-
tion, the reduced matrices A’ = (alfj)5><6 and V' = (‘1’,-//-)5x6
are obtained as follows:

7 {1}
{1 {1
7 7

[0.0101, 1] [0.0110, 1]

@ @
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The reduced matrices A’ and W are equivalent to five inequal-
ities (constraints) with six variables. As is clear from the
matrix W', by deleting column 7, the set J(3) = {4,7} is
reduced to J(3) = {4}, that is, a singleton set. Also, I(4) =
{1, 3,4} and we have 0.3793 = x(az4, b3) > x(ajs, b1) =
0.3262, and 0.3793 = x(az4, b3) > x(ass, by) = 0.0119,
i.e., x(az4, b3) > x(a;4, b;), Vi € 1(4). Therefore, by apply-
ing the first simplification technique (Corollary 5.1), we set
xf{ = x(az4, b3) = 0.3793, and delete column 4 and rows 1,
3, and 4 of matrices A’ and W', and b;, b3, and b4. Hence,
the new reduced matrices A’ and ¥’ become

A= 0.0084 0.1723 0.0456 0.0456 0.0456
~10.9323 0.9998 0.2847 0.1787 0.0711

o = |: 0 [0.2646, 1] {1} {1} {1}}
[0.2790, 1] [0.2601, 1] [0.9136,1] ¥ ¢

It is to be noted that the first and second rows of the matrices
A’ and W’ correspond to the second and fifth rows of the
primal matrices A and W, respectively. Also, the columns
4 and 5 in the reduced matrices correspond to the columns
5 and 6 in the primal matrices, respectively. In the current
matrix W' = (\I-fl.’i)zx5, we have x (a5, b)) = x(a},, b)) =
x(ajs, b)) = 1 > 0.8501 = f(x(ep)) and x(abs, by) =
0.9136 > 0.8501 = f(x(ep)), where x(ep) is the initial
feasible solution obtained at Step 6. Hence, by applying the
fourth simplification technique (Corollary 5.4), we setaj; =
dyg = dys = ayy = 0and Wiy = Wjy = Wiy = W3 =0
(see Remark 5.1). The new matrices A" and W' are attained
as follows:

A = 0.0084 0.17230 O 0
~10.93230.9998 0 0.1787 0.0711

v g [0.2646,119 0 &
= 1 10.2790, 1] [0.2601, 1] & & &

Since {2} = J(1) < J(2) = {1,2} and 0.2601 =
x(ah,, by) < x(aj,, b)) = 0.2646, ie., )_c(aéj, b)) <
g(aﬁj, b)), ¥j € J(1), then the second row of the matri-
ces A" and W’ (i.e., the fifth row in A and W) and b, (i.e., bs
in the main problem) are deleted by the second simplification
technique (Corollary 5.2). So, we have the following reduced
matrices:

A’ =10.0084,0.1723, 0, 0, 0]
V' = [@,[0.2646, 1], ¥, ¥, ]

Finally, since in the matrices A" = (a; Dixs and Vo=
(\D,{/)IXS we have I(1) = I(3) = I(4) = I(5) = (, then
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we can delete columns 1, 3, 4, and 5 by the fifth simplifica-
tion technique (Corollary 5.5) to obtain the following new
reduced matrices:

A" =[0.1723]1x1
U = [[0.2646, 11]1x1

As mentioned before, the columns 4 and 5 of the matrix A’
correspond to the columns 5 and 6 of the main matrix A,
respectively. So, by the fifth simplification technique, we set
xf=x3=xf=x;=0.

Step 5. 6. 7. After applying the simplification techniques, the
problem is reduced to A’yyx > b’ where A’ is a1l x 1
matrix with one entry corresponding to the entry (2, 2) in
A. In the matrix A’, the set E includes only one element

[1] with corresponding solution x(e) = [0.2646]

that is the unique element of Sg(A’, b’). Therefore, x(e) =

0.2646 is clearly the unique optimal solution to the problem

A'yx = b'. Hence, x; = 0.2646, and finally the opti-

mal solution of the primal problem is obtained as x* =

[x1. x5, x5, xJ, x5, xg, x71 = [0, 0.2646, 0, 0.3793, 0, 0, 0]

with the objective value of f(x*) = 0.64393.

e =

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduced a generalization of the latti-
cized optimization problem. The proposed model consists
of a non-linear objective function defined by any continuous
s-norm and a set of constraints in the form of a system of
fuzzy relational inequalities defined by an arbitrary continu-
ous t-norm. Feasible solution sets for such continuous FRIs
were completely resolved. Moreover, two necessary and suf-
ficient conditions were presented to determine the feasibility
of the problem. Based on the theoretical results, an algo-
rithm was presented for finding the exact optimal solutions
of the proposed non-linear optimization model. In contrast
to FRI optimization problems with the linear objective func-
tions, analytical results revealed that the maximum solution
does not contain useful information for obtaining an optimal
solution. Theorem 3.1 indicated that an optimal solution is
one of the minimal solutions of the continuous FRI. How-
ever, finding all the minimal solutions is usually NP-hard
work. To avoid this NP-hard problem, an alternative strat-
egy was adopted in this paper; five simplification techniques
were developed to pre-assign values to as many decision vari-
ables as possible. Consequently, problem size was quickly
reduced. In addition, we discussed a special case of the non-
linear model in which the objective function was defined by
the Lukasiewicz s-norm, and the feasible region was formed
as a continuous FRI with max-product composition. This
model was used in a type of wireless communication man-
agement problem. Furthermore, a polynomial-time method
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was presented for solving the latticized linear programming
problems subjected to FRI defined by an arbitrary continuous
t-norm. These problems unified several interesting properties
of the latticized linear programming problems with max—
min and max-product type (used by Yang et. al.) through
the framework of the max —¢ composition with ¢ as a con-
tinuous t-norm. As future works, we aim at developing the
current model defined by different t-norms and s-norms to
other applications.
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