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Abstract

In this work, we study the problem of finding approximate, with minimum support set, solu-
tions to matrix max-plus equations, which we call sparse approximate solutions. We show how
one can obtain such solutions efficiently and in polynomial time for any `p approximation error.
Based on these results, we propose a novel method for piecewise-linear fitting of convex multi-
variate functions, with optimality guarantees for the model parameters and an approximately
minimum number of affine regions.

1 Introduction

In the last decades, the areas of signal and image processing had been greatly benefited from the
advancement of the theory of sparse representations [1]. Given a few linear measurements of an object
of interest, sparse approximation theory provides efficient tools and algorithms for the acquisition of
the sparsest (most zero elements) solution of the corresponding underdetermined linear system [1,
2]. Based on the sparsity assumption of the initial signal, this allows perfect reconstruction from
little data. Ideas stemming from this area had also given birth to compressed sensing techniques [3,
4] that allow accurate reconstructions from limited random projections of the initial signal, with
wide-ranging applications in photography, magnetic resonance imaging and others.

Yet, there is a variety of problems in areas such as scheduling and synchronization [5, 6], mor-
phological image and signal analysis [7, 8, 9] and optimization and optimal control [6, 10, 11] that
do not admit linear representations. Instead, these problems share the ability to be described as
a system of nonlinear equations, which involve maximum operations together with additions. The
relevant theoretical framework has initially been developed in [5, 6, 12] and the appropriate algebra
for this kind of problems is called max-plus algebra. Motivated by the sparsity in the linear setting,
[13] introduced the notion of sparsity (signals with many −∞ values, i.e. the identity element of
this algebra) in max-plus algebra. Herein, we contribute to this theory, by studying the problem of
sparse approximate solutions to matrix max-plus equations allowing the approximation error to be
measured by any lp norm.

Subsequently, we apply our theoretical framework to the fundamental problem of multivariate
convex regression, where the goal is to approximate a convex function by a piecewise-linear (PWL)
one. Formulating the problem as a max-plus equation and computing a sparse solution enables us to
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obtain a PWL function with a minimum number of affine regions. In general, the problem of fitting
PWL functions has been studied before in many areas, including convex optimization, non-linear
circuits, geometric programming, machine learning and statistics. Previous attempts on solving the
multivariate version of it have focused on iterating between finding a suitable partition of the input
space and locally fitting affine functions to each domain of the partition [14, 15, 16, 17]. A stable
method is proposed in [17], where the authors propose a convex adaptive partitioning algorithm that
is a consistent estimator and requires O(n(n + 1)2m log(m) log(log(m))) computing time, where n
is the dimension of the input space and m the number of points sampled from the convex function.
Recently, it has been proposed to identify PWL functions with max-plus polynomials and formulate
the regression problem as a max-plus equation, yielding a linear time algorithm [18].

In summary, our contributions are the following: a) We pose a generalized problem of finding the
sparsest approximate solution to max-plus equations under a constraint which makes the problem
more tractable, also known as the “lateness constraint”. The approximation error is in terms of
any `p norm, for p < ∞. This formulation is more general than [13], where only the `1 norm was
considered. b) We prove that for any `p, p < ∞, norm the problem has a supermodular structure,
which allows us to solve it approximately but efficiently via a greedy algorithm, with a derived
approximation ratio. c) We investigate the `∞ case without the “lateness constraint”, reveal its
hardness and propose a heuristic method for solving it. d) We apply our framework to the problem
of multivariate convex regression via PWL function fitting. Our method shares a common theoretical
background with [18], but it differentiates from it as it allows an automatic, nearly optimal, selection
of the affine regions, due to the imposed sparsity of the solutions. It, also, guarantees error bounds
to the approximation, while compared to partitioning and locally fitting style methods [14, 15, 16,
17] it has lower complexity.

2 Background Concepts

For max and min operations we use the well-established lattice-theoretic symbols of ∨ and ∧, respec-
tively. We use roman letters for functions, signals and their arguments and greek letters mainly for
operators. Also, boldface roman letters for vectors (lowcase) and matrices (capital). If M = [mij ]
is a matrix, its (i, j)-th element is also denoted as mij or as [M]ij . Similarly, x = [xi] denotes a
column vector, whose i-th element is denoted as [x]i or simply xi.

2.1 Max-plus algebra

Max-plus arithmetic consists of the idempotent semiring (Rmax,max,+), where Rmax = R∪{−∞} is
equipped with the standard maximum and sum operations, respectively. Max-plus algebra consists of
vector operations that extend max-plus arithmetic to Rnmax. They include the pointwise operations
of partial ordering x ≤ y and pointwise supremum x ∨ y = [xi ∨ yi], together with a class of vector
transformations defined below. Max-plus algebra is isomorphic to the tropical algebra, namely the
min-plus semiring (Rmin,min,+), Rmin = R ∪ {∞} when extended to Rnmin in a similar fashion.
Vector transformations on Rnmax (resp. Rnmin) that distribute over max-plus (resp. min-plus) vector

superpositions can be represented as a max-plus � (resp. min-plus �
′
) product of a matrix A ∈

Rm×nmax (Rm×nmin ) with an input vector x ∈ Rnmax(Rnmin):

[A� x]i ,
n∨
k=1

aik + xk, [A�
′
x]i ,

n∧
k=1

aik + xk (1)
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More details about general algebraic structures that obey those arithmetics can be found in [19]. In
the case of a max-plus matrix equation A� x = b, there is a solution if and only if the vector

x̂ = (−A)ᵀ �
′
b (2)

satisfies it [5, 12, 19]. We call this vector the principal solution of the equation. It also satisfies the
inequality A � x̂ ≤ b. Lastly, a vector x ∈ Rnmax is called sparse if it contains many −∞ elements
and we define its support set, supp(x), to be the set of positions where vector x has finite values,
that is supp(x) = {i | xi 6= −∞}.

2.2 Submodularity

Let U be a universe of elements. A set function f : 2U → R is called submodular [20, 21] if
∀A ⊆ B ⊆ U, k /∈ B holds:

f(A ∪ {k})− f(A) ≥ f(B ∪ {k})− f(B). (3)

A set function f is called supermodular if −f is submodular. Submodular functions occur as models
of many real world evaluations in a number of fields and allow many hard combinatorial problems to
be solved fast and with strong approximation guarantees [22, 23]. It has been suggested that their
importance in discrete optimization is similar to convex functions’ in continuous optimization [21].

The following definition captures the idea of how far a given function is from being submodular
and generalizes the notion of submodularity.

Definition 1. [24] Let U be a set and f : 2U → R+ be an increasing, non-negative, function. The
submodularity ratio of f is

γU,k(f) , min
L⊆U,S:|S|≤k,S∩L=∅

∑
x∈S f(L ∪ {x})− f(L)

f(L ∪ S)− f(L)
(4)

Proposition 1. [24] An increasing function f : 2U → R is submodular if and only if γU,k(f) ≥
1, ∀ U, k.

In [24], the authors used the submodularity ratio to analyze the properties of greedy algorithms
in maximization problems subject to cardinality constraints and in minimum submodular cover
problems, when the functions are only approximately submodular (γ ∈ (0, 1)). They proved that
the performance of the algorithms degrade gradually as a function of γ, thus allowing guarantees
for a wider variety of objective functions.

3 Sparse approximate solutions to max-plus equations

We consider the problem of finding the sparsest approximate solution to the max-plus matrix equa-
tion A� x = b,A ∈ Rm×n,b ∈ Rm. Such a solution should i) have minimum support set supp(x),
and ii) have small enough approximation error ‖b−A� x‖pp, for some `p, p < ∞, norm. For this
reason, given a prescribed constant ε, we formulate the following optimization problem:

arg min
x∈Rn

max

|supp(x)|

s.t. ‖b−A� x‖pp ≤ ε, p <∞,
A� x ≤ b.

(5)
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Note that we add an additional constraint A� x ≤ b, also known as the “lateness” constraint. This
constraint makes problem (5) more tractable; it enables the reformulation of problem (5) as a set
optimization problem in (13). In many applications this constraint is desirable–see [13]. However,
in other situations, it might lead to less sparse solutions or higher residual error. A possible way to
overcome this constraint is explored in section 3.1.

Even with the additional lateness constraint, problem (5) is very hard to solve. For example,
when ε = 0, solving (5) is an NP-hard problem [13]. Thus, we do not expect to find an efficient
algorithm which solves (5) exactly. Instead, we will prove next there is a polynomial time algorithm
which finds an approximate solution, by leveraging its supermodular properties. First, let us show
that the above problem can be formed as a discrete optimization problem over a set. We follow
a similar procedure to [13], where the case p = 1 was examined. For the rest of this section, let
J = {1, . . . , n}.

Lemma 1. (Projection on the support set, `p case) Let T ⊆ J ,

XT = {x ∈ Rnmax : supp(x) = T, A� x ≤ b}. (6)

and x|T be defined as x̂ inside T and −∞ otherwise, where x̂ is the principal solution defined in (2).
Then, it holds:

• x|T ∈ XT .

• ‖b−A� x|T ‖pp ≤ ‖b−A� x‖pp ∀ x ∈ XT .

Proof.

• It suffices to show that A � x|T ≤ b. For j ∈ T it is [x|T ]j = x̂j and for j ∈ J \ T, [x|T ]j =
−∞ ≤ x̂j . Thus,

x|T ≤ x̂ ⇐⇒ A� x|T ≤ A� x̂ =⇒ A� x|T ≤ b. (7)

Hence, x|T ∈ XT .

• Let x ∈ XT , then A� x ≤ b ⇐⇒ x ≤ x̂, which implies (since both x,x|T have −∞ values
outside of T ):

x ≤ x|T ⇐⇒ b−A� x|T ≤ b−A� x. (8)

Hence:

‖b−A� x|T ‖pp =
∑
j∈T

(b−A� x|T )pj ≤
∑
j∈T

(b−A� x)pj = ‖b−A� x‖pp. (9)

The previous lemma informs us that we can fix the finite values of a solution of Problem (5) to
be equal to those of the principal solution x̂. Indeed,

Proposition 2. Let xOPT be an optimal solution of (5), then we can construct a new one with
values inside the support set equal to those of the principal solution x̂.

Proof. Define

z =

{
x̂j , j ∈ supp(xOPT)

−∞, otherwise
, (10)

then supp(xOPT) = supp(z) and, from Lemma 1, ‖b−A� z‖pp ≤ ‖b−A�xOPT‖pp and A� z ≤ b.
Thus, z is also an optimal solution of (5).
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Therefore, the only variable that matters in Problem (5) is the support set. To further clarify
this, let us proceed with the following definitions:

Definition 2. Let T ⊆ J be a candidate support and let Aj denote the j-th column of A. The
error vector e : 2J → Rm is defined as:

e(T ) =

{
b−

∨
j∈T (Aj + x̂j), T 6= ∅∨

j∈J e({j}), T = ∅.
(11)

Observe that for any T , it holds
∨
j∈T (Aj + x̂j) ≤

∨
j∈J(Aj + x̂j) ≤ b, which means that the above

vector e(T ) = (e1(T ), e2(T ), . . . , em(T ))ᵀ is always non-negative. We also define the corresponding
error function Ep : 2J → R as:

Ep(T ) = ‖e(T )‖pp =

m∑
i=1

(ei(T ))p. (12)

Problem (5) can now be written as:

arg min
T⊆J
|T |

s.t. Ep(T ) ≤ ε
(13)

The main results of this section are based on the following properties of Ep.

Theorem 1. Error function Ep is decreasing and supermodular.

Proof. Regarding the monotonicity, let ∅ 6= C ⊆ B ⊂ J , then∨
j∈C

(Aj + x̂j) ≤
∨
j∈B

(Aj + x̂j) ⇐⇒ e(B) ≤ e(C),

thus raising the, non-negative, components of the two vectors to the p-th power and adding the
inequalities together yields Ep(B) ≤ Ep(C). The case for C = ∅ easily follows from the definition of
e.

We employ definition (1) to help us prove the supermodularity of the function. Let S,L ⊆ U ⊆ J ,
with |S| ≤ K,S ∩ L = ∅ and define f(U) = −Ep(U), ∀ U . Then:

γU,K(f) = min
L,S

∑
sk∈S f(L ∪ {sk})− f(L)

f(L ∪ S)− f(L)
=

= min
L,S

∑
sk∈S{−

∑m
i=1[bi −

∨
j∈L∪{sk}(Aij + x̂j)]

p +
∑m
i=1[bi −

∨
j∈L(Aij + x̂j)]

p}
−
∑m
i=1[bi −

∨
j∈L∪S(Aij + x̂j)]p +

∑m
i=1[bi −

∨
j∈L(Aij + x̂j)]p

=

= min
L,S

∑
sk∈S

∑m
i=1−[bi −

∨
j∈L∪{sk}(Aij + x̂j)]

p + [bi −
∨
j∈L(Aij + x̂j)]

p∑m
i=1−[bi −

∨
j∈L∪S(Aij + x̂j)]p + [bi −

∨
j∈L(Aij + x̂j)]p}

.

Let now I1 be the set:

I1 =

i ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,m} | ∨
j∈L∪S

(Aij + x̂j) =
∨
j∈L

(Aij + x̂j)

 (14)
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and for each sk ∈ S, we define two sets of indices:

I2(sk) =

i ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,m} | ∨
j∈L∪{sk}

(Aij + x̂j) =
∨

j∈L∪S
(Aij + x̂j) >

∨
j∈L

(Aij + x̂j)

 (15)

and:

I3(sk) =

i ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,m} | ∨
j∈L∪S

(Aij + x̂j) >
∨

j∈L∪{sk}

(Aij + x̂j) >
∨
j∈L

(Aij + x̂j)

 . (16)

Then, if

Σ1 =
∑
sk∈S

∑
i∈I1,I2(sk)

−[bi −
∨

j∈L∪{sk}

(Aij + x̂j)]
p + [bi −

∨
j∈L

(Aij + x̂j)]
p, (17)

the ratio becomes:

γU,K(f) = min
L,S

Σ1 +
∑
sk∈S

∑
i∈I3(sk)−[bi −

∨
j∈L∪{sk}(Aij + x̂j)]

p + [bi −
∨
j∈L(Aij + x̂j)]

p

Σ1

≥ 1, ∀ U,K.

meaning that f is submodular or, equivalently, Ep = −f is supermodular.

Algorithm 1: Approximate solution of problem (5)

Input: A,b
Compute x̂ = (−A)ᵀ �

′
b

if Ep(J) > ε then
return Infeasible

Set T0 = ∅, k = 0
while Ep(Tk) > ε do

j = arg mins∈J\Tk
Ep(Tk ∪ {s})

Tk+1 = Tk ∪ {j}
k = k + 1

end
xj = x̂j , j ∈ Tk and xj = −∞, otherwise
return x, Tk

Setting Ẽp(T ) = max(Ep(T ), ε) 1 and leveraging the previous theorem, we are able to formulate
problem (13), and thus the initial one (5), as a cardinality minimization problem subject to a
supermodular equality constraint [25], which allows us to approximately solve it by the greedy
Algorithm 1. The calculation of the principal solution requires O(nm) time and the greedy selection
of the support set of the solution costs O(n2) time. We call the solutions of problem (5) Sparse
Greatest Lower Estimates (SGLE) of b. Regarding the approximation ratio between the optimal
solution and the output of Algorithm 1, the following proposition holds.

1The new, truncated, error function remains supermodular; see [22].

6



Proposition 3. Let x be the output of Algorithm 1 after k > 0 iterations of the inner while loop
and Tk the respective support set. Then, if T ∗ is the support set of the optimal solution of (5), the
following inequality holds:

|Tk|
|T ∗|

≤ 1 + log

(
m∆p − ε

Ep(Tk−1)− ε

)
, (18)

where ∆ =
∨
i,j(bi −Aij − x̂j).

Proof. From [25], the following bound holds for the cardinality minimization problem subject to a
supermodular and decreasing constraint, defined as function f : 2J → R, by the greedy algorithm:

|Tk|
|T ∗|

≤ 1 + log

(
f(∅)− f(J)

f(Tk−1)− f(J)

)
(19)

For our problem, it is f = Ẽp. Observe now that, since k > 0, Ẽp(∅) = Ep(∅) ≤ m∆p, 0 ≤ Ẽp(J) = ε

and Ẽp(Tk−1) > ε. Therefore, the result follows.

The ratio warn us to expect less optimal and, thus, less sparse vectors when increasing the norm
p that we use to measure the approximation. It also hints towards an inapproximability result when
p→∞, which is formalised next.

3.1 Sparse vectors with minimum `∞ errors

Although in some settings the A� x ≤ b constraint is needed [13], in other cases it could disqualify
potentially sparsest vectors from consideration. Omitting the constraint, on the other hand, makes
it unclear how to search for minimum error solutions for any `p (p <∞) norm. For instance, it has
recently been reported that it is NP-hard to determine if a given point is a local minimum for the
`2 norm [26]. For that reason, we shift our attention to the case of p = ∞. It is well known [5, 12]
that problem minx∈Rn

max
‖b −A � x‖∞ has a closed form solution; it can be calculated in O(nm)

time by adding to the principal solution element-wise the half of its `∞ error. Note that this new
vector does not necessarily satisfy A� x ≤ b, so it shows a way to overcome the aforementioned
limitation.

First, let us demonstrate that problem (5), when considering the `∞ norm, becomes harder
than before and non-approximable by the greedy Algorithm 1. Hence, consider now the following
optimization problem:

arg min
x∈Rn

max

|supp(x)|

s.t. ‖b−A� x‖∞ ≤ ε.
(20)

Thanks to a similar construction as in the previous section, this problem can be recast as a set-search
problem.

Lemma 2. (Projection on the support set, `∞ case) Let T ⊆ J , x|T defined as x̂ inside T

and −∞ otherwise and x∗ = x|T + ‖b−A�x|T ‖∞
2 . Then ∀ z ∈ Rnmax with supp(z) = T , it holds:

‖b−A� z‖∞ ≥ ‖b−A� x∗‖∞ =
‖b−A� x|T ‖∞

2
. (21)

Proof. (Sketch) By fixing the support set of the considered vectors equal to T , equivalently we omit
the columns and indices of A and x, respectively, that do not belong in T (since they will not be
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considered at the evaluation of the maximum). By doing so, we get a new equation with same vector
b and restricted A,x. The vector x∗ that minimizes the `∞ error of this equation is obtained from
its principal solution plus the half of its `∞ error. But now observe that the new principal solution
shares the same values with the original principal solution (follows from Lemma 1) inside T , which
is exactly vector x|T . Extending x∗ back to Rnmax yields the result.

So, a similar result to Proposition 2 holds.

Proposition 4. Let xOPT be an optimal solution of (20), then we can construct a new one with
values inside the support set equal to those of the principal solution x̂ plus the half of its `∞ error.

By defining E∞(T ) = ‖b−A�x|T ‖∞
2 , (20) becomes:

arg min
T⊆J
|T |

s.t. E∞(T ) ≤ ε
(22)

Unfortunately this problem does not admit an approximate solution by the greedy Algorithm 1 (to
be precise, the modified version of Algorithm 1 when Ep becomes E∞), as its error function, although
decreasing, is not supermodular. The following example also reveals that the submodularity ratio
(4) of E∞ is 0. Therefore, it is not even approximately supermodular and a solution by Algorithm
1 can be arbitrarily bad [24].

Example 1. Let A =

0 5 2
4 1 0
0 1 0

 ,b =

3
1
0

, then principal solution x̂ is:

x̂ =

 0 −4 0
−5 −1 −1
−2 0 0

�′
3

1
0

 =

−3
−2
0

 .

We calculate now the error function on different sets:

• When T = {3}, then x̂|{3} =
(
−∞,−∞, 0

)ᵀ
and

E∞({3}) = 1
2‖b−

∨
j∈{3}(Aj + x̂|{3},j)‖∞ = 1

2‖

3
1
0

−
2

0
0

 ‖∞ = 1
2 .

• Likewise, when T = {1, 3}, E∞({1, 3}) = 1
2‖

3
1
0

−
−3

1
−3

∨2
0
0

 ‖∞ = 1
2 .

• T = {2, 3}, E∞({2, 3}) = 1
2‖

3
1
0

−
 3
−1
−1

∨2
0
0

 ‖∞ = 1
2 .

• T = {1, 2, 3}, E∞({1, 2, 3}) = 1
2‖

3
1
0

−
−3

1
−3

∨ 3
−1
−1

∨2
0
0

 ‖∞ = 0.
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Let now f = −E∞, L = {3}, S = {1, 2}, then, by (4), we have:

f({3} ∪ {1} − f({3}) + f({3} ∪ {2})− f({3})
f({3} ∪ {1, 2})− f({3})

=
−1/2 + 1/2− 1/2 + 1/2

0 + 1/2
= 0, (23)

meaning that f has submodularity ratio 0 or E∞ is not even approximately supermodular.

Although the previous discussion denies from problem (20) a greedy solution with any guarantees,
we propose next a practical alternative to get a sparse enough vector. We first obtain a sparse
vector xp,ε by solving problem (5). Then, we add to the vector element-wise half of its `∞ error
‖b−A� xp,ε‖∞/2. Interestingly, this new solution minimizes the `∞ error among all vectors with
the same support, as formalized in the following result.

Proposition 5. Let xSMMAE ∈ Rnmax be defined as:

xSMMAE = xp,ε +
‖b−A� xp,ε‖∞

2
, (24)

where xp,ε is a solution of problem (5) with fixed (p, ε). Then ∀ z ∈ Rnmax with supp(z) = supp(xp,ε),
it holds

‖b−A� z‖∞ ≥ ‖b−A� xSMMAE‖∞ =
‖b−A� xp,ε‖∞

2
(25)

and, also,

‖b−A� xSMMAE‖∞ ≤
p
√
ε

2
. (26)

Proof. Observe that xp,ε is equal to the principal solution x̂ inside supp(xp,ε). So the first inequality
holds from Lemma 2. Regarding the second one, we have:

‖b−A� xSMMAE‖∞ =
‖b−A� xp,ε‖∞

2
=

∨
i(bi − [A� xp,ε]i)

2
. (27)

But, notice that:

(
∨
i

bi − [A� xp,ε]i)
p =

∨
i

(bi − [A� xp,ε]i)
p ≤

∑
i

(bi − [A� xp,ε]i)
p ≤ ε, (28)

so ∨
i

(bi − [A� xp,ε]i) ≤ p
√
ε (29)

and the result follows from (27). Note that the bound tightens, as p increases.

The above method provides sparse vectors that are approximate solutions of the equation with
respect to the `∞ norm without the need of the lateness constraint. After computing xp,ε, xSMMAE

requires O(m|supp(xp,ε)| + |supp(xp,ε)|) = O((m + 1)|supp(xp,ε)|) time. We call xSMMAE Sparse
Minimum Max Absolute Error (SMMAE) estimate of b.

Next, we provide an experiment on randomly generated data to assess the effectiveness of the
proposed method in solving the `∞ problem (20).

Example 2. Input data consist of 100 random pair of matrices A ∈ R1000×1000,b ∈ R1000×1 where
each value of A is sampled from a normal distribution N (0, 22) and each value of b from a standard
one N (0, 1).

9



Figure 1: The cardinality of the support set obtained from a greedy solution of (20) and the
heuristic approach proposed in Proposition 5. Shown for 100 different pairs of input data A,b. Best
viewed in color.

We organise the experiment as follows: for each pair of A,b, we solve, first, problem (5) with
p = 150 and ε = (2 · 2.5)150 to acquire a sparse vector that is an approximate solution with respect
to the `150 norm and then add to it half of its `∞ error, obtaining this way a sparse vector that has
`∞ error less than 2.5 (see Proposition 5). We choose a high order norm so that `∞ is close to its
theoretical bound 2.5. Afterwards, we solve directly the `∞ problem (20) with greedy Algorithm 1
(with a change of error functions i.e. Ep becomes E∞) for ε = 2.5 and compare the cardinalities of
the support set of the solutions produced from the two methods.

The heuristic method has a median cardinality of 30 as opposed to 33 for the greedy approach,
which verifies the soundness of the proposed method. Although the benefit seems small, Fig. 1
reveals that the greedy approximation can have unnecessary large support set (observe the spikes
on the Greedy graph) and the difference between the two methods can be arbitrarily big.

4 Applications in convex regression

In this section, we are interested in approximating a convex function by a piecewise-linear one.
We call this the Tropical Regression problem. It is well known that any convex function can be
expressed as the pointwise supremum of a, potentially infinite, family of affine hyperplanes, using
the Legendre-Fenchel conjugate (a.k.a. slope transform) [27, 28, 29]. Our goal is to approximate
the convex function with as few hyperplanes as possible. We show next how the sparse framework
we introduced addresses this problem.

Let (xi, fi) ∈ Rn+1, i = 1, . . . ,m, be a set of (possibly noisy) data sampled from a convex function
f and {ak}Kk=1 be a set of slope vectors; for example, this could be some integer multiples of a slope
step inside a fixed n-dimensional interval or the numerical gradients of the data. Given the data
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and the slopes, our goal is to compute a PWL (piecewise-linear) function p:

p(x) =

K∨
k=1

aᵀkx + bk, (30)

that satisfies fi = p(xi)+error,∀i. Ideally, this regression problem can be formulated as the following
max-plus matrix equation:

aᵀ1x1 aᵀ2x1 . . . aᵀKx1

. . . .

. . . .
aᵀ1xm aᵀ2xm . . . aᵀKxm


︸ ︷︷ ︸

A

�


b1
b2
.
.
bK


︸ ︷︷ ︸

x

=


f1
.
.
fm


︸ ︷︷ ︸

b

(31)

Observe that by taking bk = −∞, the hyperplane aᵀkx + bk is neglected in the maximum. Hence,
sparsity leads to using less affine regions. We can formulate problem (5) for the above matrices
for any desired (ε, p). If a solution exists, then it produces intercepts bk that ensure that the
`p approximation error is less than ε and, at the same time, the resulting tropical polynomial
contains the approximately minimum number of affine regions needed to approximate f . Except
for the previous SGLEs, we are also able to get the SMMAE estimates of f by adding to the result
half of its `∞ error, as explained in section 3.1. Coming with `∞ guarantees, those estimates are
useful especially when the approximation is being used as a surrogate of the original function in an
optimization problem, as the difference between the 2 minima can be bounded.

First, we calculate matrix A in O(Knm). Solving, now, problem (5) for equation (31) requires
the computation of its principal solution in O(Km) time and then employing the greedy algorithm
to find the intercepts bk with complexity O(K2), meaning a total complexity of O(K2 +K(n+1)m).
Computing the SMMAE estimate, as well, requires an extra O(Km). Next, we demonstrate the
effectiveness of our method via numerical examples.

Example 3. Consider 100 pairs of noiseless data (xi, yi), where xi are evenly spaced numbers
sampled from the interval [−2, 2] and yi = f(xi), where f is the convex function:

f(x) = max(−6x− 6,
x

2
,
x5

5
+
x

2
). (32)

We wish to fit the following max-plus tropical polynomial curve, where we fix the candidate slopes
to be the set of all k ∈ [−20, 20], with a step size of 0.125:

p(x) =

20∨
k=−20

kx+ bk, (33)

so the corresponding equations become:


−20x1 −19.875x1 19.75x1 . . . 20x1
. . . . .
. . . . .

−20x100 −19.875x100 −19.75x100 . . . 20x100

�


b−20
b−19.875
b−19.75

.

.
b20

 =


f1
.
.

f100

 (34)
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p = 1 p = 2
θ errorRMS error∞ |supp| errorRMS error∞ |supp|
0.15 0.0038 0.0226 15 0.0131 0.0532 10
0.25 0.0057 0.0376 13 0.0230 0.0932 7
0.5 0.0120 0.0697 11 0.0436 0.2354 6
1 0.0202 0.1071 8 0.0628 0.2354 5
2 0.0491 0.2794 6 0.1525 1.0099 4
3 0.0615 0.2794 5 0.2521 1.0099 3
4 0.0615 0.2794 5 0.2521 1.0099 3
10 0.1628 1.0824 4 0.2521 1.0099 3
15 0.2529 1.0824 3 1.4335 6.4000 2
30 0.2529 1.0824 3 2.5800 7.0000 1

Table 1: `1 and `2 SGLEs obtained from solving problem (5) for equation (34), with p = 1, 2,
respectively, and error threshold εp. We report the Root Mean Squared and Maximum Absolute
errors, along with the cardinality of the support set of the solution (the number of affine regions of
the resulting tropical polynomial).

p = 5 p = 150
θ errorRMS error∞ |supp| errorRMS error∞ |supp|
0.15 0.0228 0.0932 7 0.0458 0.1313 18
0.25 0.0228 0.0932 7 0.0647 0.2322 16
0.5 0.0648 0.2497 5 0.1699 0.3867 13
1 0.1430 0.9392 4 0.2735 0.8685 10
2 0.2530 0.9392 3 0.6084 1.8232 7
3 0.2530 0.9392 3 0.9615 2.8788 5
4 0.2530 0.9392 3 1.1120 3.6444 4
10 1.4335 6.4000 2 2.6230 6.8636 1
15 2.5800 7.0000 1 2.6230 6.8636 1
30 2.5800 7.0000 1 2.6230 6.8636 1

Table 2: `5 and `150 SGLEs for a number of different error thresholds. Same metrics reported, as
in Table 1.

We solve problem (5) for the above matrices and for a variety of different pairs of error threshold and
norm order to obtain sparse greatest lower estimates (SGLE) and then add to these solutions the half
of their `∞ error in order to get the corresponding sparse minimum max absolute error (SMMAE)
estimates. In order to provide a clarifying comparison between solutions obtained with different p
norms, for each experiment we set the error threshold ε to be θp, where θ is varied. We present
the resulting SGLEs and SMMAEs in Tables 1, 2 and 3, 4, respectively. Notice that the SMMAE
estimates have exactly half the `∞ error of the respective SGLEs, as expected by Proposition 5.
Also, observe in Tables 2 and 4 the effect of increasing the norm order p to the resulting support set
(it is increased as suggested by Proposition 3). See Figure 2 for the best PWL approximations of f .

Example 4. Let us now focus on the 2-dimensional case, meaning we obtain data from a convex
surface. For this example, we sample values from the noisy paraboloid surface:

z = x2 + y2 +N (0, 0.252), (35)
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p = 1 p = 2
θ errorRMS error∞ |supp| errorRMS error∞ |supp|
0.15 0.0105 0.0113 15 0.0243 0.0266 10
0.25 0.0176 0.0189 13 0.0415 0.0466 7
0.5 0.0328 0.0349 11 0.1080 0.1177 6
1 0.0486 0.0535 8 0.1053 0.1177 5
2 0.1297 0.1398 6 0.4733 0.5049 4
3 0.1252 0.1397 5 0.4552 0.5049 3
4 0.1252 0.1398 5 0.4552 0.5049 3
10 0.5096 0.5412 4 0.4552 0.5049 3
15 0.4879 0.5412 3 2.9508 3.2000 2
30 0.4879 0.5412 3 2.8645 3.5000 1

Table 3: `1 and `2 SMMAE estimates for a number of different error thresholds. Same metrics
reported, as in Table 1.

p = 5 p = 150
θ errorRMS error∞ |supp| errorRMS error∞ |supp|
0.15 0.0414 0.0466 7 0.0545 0.657 18
0.25 0.0414 0.0466 7 0.0945 0.1161 16
0.5 0.1119 0.1248 5 0.1265 0.1933 13
1 0.4385 0.4696 4 0.3093 0.4342 10
2 0.4245 0.4696 3 0.7243 0.9116 7
3 0.4245 0.4696 3 1.1728 1.4394 5
4 0.4245 0.4696 3 1.4588 1.8222 4
10 2.9508 3.2000 2 2.7175 3.4318 1
15 2.8645 3.5000 1 2.7175 3.4318 1
30 2.8645 3.5000 1 2.7175 3.4318 1

Table 4: l5 and l150 SMMAE estimates for a number of different error thresholds. Same metrics
reported, as in Table 1.
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(a) K = 11, ε = 0.5, p = 1 (b) K = 6, ε = 0.0625, p = 2

(c) K = 5, ε = 1, p = 2 (d) K = 3, ε = 1024, p = 5

Figure 2: Piecewise linear approximations of f(x) = max(−6x − 6, x2 ,
x5

5 + x
2 ) with K regions,

resulting from the sparse tropical regression method with varied error threshold ε and norm order
p. Best viewed in color.
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(a) K = 16, ε = 108, p = 150

(b) K = 5, ε = 220, p = 2

Figure 3: The sparse greatest lower and minimum max absolute error estimates of surface z =
x2 + y2 +N (0, 0.252) for 2 different runs of the fitting algorithm. Best viewed in color.
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Figure 4: RMS error of SMMAE estimators vs number of affine regions K. Comparison between
our method and the tropical regression method (MMAE) reported in [18].

where xi, yi are drawn as i.i.d. random variables from the Unif[−1, 1] distribution. We obtain 500
observations from the surface.

Let A = {−10.00,−9.75,−9.50, . . . , 9.50, 9.75, 10} be the set of the partial derivatives of the
affine regions that are to be considered, then our tropical model for this example is

p(x, y) =
∨

(k,l)∈A×A

bkl + kx+ ly (36)

We obtain SGLEs and SMMAE estimators for the above model, with different runs of our algorithm,
as in Example 3. We present the results in Table 5, compared to those obtained from the tropical
regression method of [18], in which the number of affine regions is a pre-defined constant. Fig. 4
shows the RMS error of the SMMAE estimators as a function of the number K of affine regions and
compares it with the MMAE estimators reported in [18].

We verify that, in the presence of noise, the SMMAE estimators perform better than the SGLEs,
as the latter must approximate the data from below (See Fig. 3) and, therefore, underestimate noise-
corrupted low values. Both the estimators are able to find good approximations with a relatively
low number of affine regions and the results are superior to those reported in [18] (in terms of error
and number of affine regions). Notice that the SMMAE estimates have exactly half the `∞ error of
their SGLEs counterparts, as expected by Proposition 5. Moreover, observe that when p = 150, the
SMMAE estimate has `∞ error equal to 0.5634, which is very close to the theoretical upper bound

from equation (26) ( 108/150

2 = 0.5653). This observation allows one to run targeted versions of the
fitting algorithm (namely, choose a high order norm p and set ε = (2δ)p, where δ is the accepted `∞
error threshold).

Example 5. Consider the case where dimension is n = 3 and we have m = 113 = 1331 points
collected from the set V ×V ×V , where V = {−5,−4, . . . , 4, 5}. The convex function to approximate
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SGLE SMMAE
(ε, p) errorRMS error∞ errorRMS error∞ |supp|
(210, 1) 0.4926 1.1575 0.3027 0.5787 28
(250, 1) 0.5518 1.1967 0.2847 0.5983 8
(300, 1) 0.6681 1.5405 0.3506 0.7703 4
(120, 2) 0.4899 1.1268 0.2942 0.5634 31
(130, 2) 0.5096 1.1575 0.2889 0.5787 16
(150, 2) 0.5465 1.1734 0.2729 0.5867 8
(220, 2) 0.6344 1.5405 0.3479 0.7703 5
(360, 0.3) 0.5050 1.1390 0.2956 0.5695 20
(50, 5) 0.5018 1.1268 0.2812 0.5634 23
(75, 7) 0.5602 1.1963 0.2687 0.5981 9
(108, 150) 0.5560 1.1268 0.2574 0.5634 16

GLE [18] MMAE [18]
K errorRMS error∞ errorRMS error∞
10 0.6659 1.6022 0.3641 0.8011
25 0.5674 1.2779 0.3016 0.6389
50 0.5489 1.3068 0.3159 0.6534
100 0.5364 1.2828 0.3135 0.6414

Table 5: PWL approximations and their errors of surface (35). K is the number of affine regions
in the resulting tropical polynomial.

is:
g(x) = log(exp(x1) + exp(x2) + exp(x3)). (37)

The above synthetic dataset was used before in the PWL fitting literature in [15]. The authors
propose an iterated method, which alternates between partitioning the data into affine regions and
carrying out least squares fits to update the local coefficients. As the resulting approximation
depends on the initial partition, the authors propose running multiple instances of their algorithm
to obtain a good PWL fit to g.

Note that when the dimension of the problem grows more than n = 3 or n = 4, it becomes
infeasible to divide large n-dimensional intervals, [−l, l]n, with a float step size, as K becomes equal
to ( 2l+1

step )n. Similar to [18], we propose instead finding the numerical gradients of the data, setting
them as the candidate slopes ak and then applying our tropical sparse method, to select some of
the regions and determine their constant terms. By changing that, the method becomes tractable
and grows as O(m2). For this example, we fix p = 2 and to obtain the first approximation, we
set ε = 1331, so that the RMS error is less than 1. The resulting tropical polynomial has K = 4
affine regions. From then on, we gradually lower ε, so that we get approximations with varied K,
until K reaches 21. Fig. 5 shows the RMS errors versus the number of affine regions. The results
are competitive to those reported in [15], while our method produces approximations with a single
run, as opposed to [15] which relies on 10 or 100 different trials, with complexity for each one of
O((n+ 1)2mi), i being the number of iterations until convergence.
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Figure 5: RMS error vs number of affine regions of PWL approximation of g(x) = log(exp(x1) +
exp(x2) + exp(x3)).

5 Conclusions and Future Work

Max-plus and tropical algebra serve as a framework for various fields, with emerging applications in
optimization and machine learning. In this work, we demonstrated how to obtain sparse approximate
solutions to max-plus equations and based on that, introduced a novel method for multivariate
convex regression by PWL functions (i.e tropical regression) with a nearly optimal number of affine
regions. The proposed method comes with error bounds for the resulting approximation and has an
edge over previously reported tropical regression methods, in terms of robustness. In future work,
we wish to further study the statistical properties of the tropical estimators, when dealing with
noisy data. Lastly, an extension of the sparsity results in nonlinear vector spaces, called Complete
Weighted Lattices [19], would allow one to solve more general problems of regression, using the tools
introduced in this work.
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