1707.00337v1 [math.NA] 2 Jul 2017

arXiv
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Abstract. A method is proposed for solving equality constrained nonlinear optimization prob-
lems involving twice continuously differentiable functions. The method employs a trust funnel ap-
proach consisting of two phases: a first phase to locate an e-feasible point and a second phase to
seek optimality while maintaining at least e-feasibility. A two-phase approach of this kind based on a
cubic regularization methodology was recently proposed along with a supporting worst-case iteration
complexity analysis. Unfortunately, however, in that approach, the objective function is completely
ignored in the first phase when e-feasibility is sought. The main contribution of the method proposed
in this paper is that the same worst-case iteration complexity is achieved, but with a first phase that
also accounts for improvements in the objective function. As such, the method typically requires
fewer iterations in the second phase, as the results of numerical experiments demonstrate.
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1. Introduction. The purpose of this paper is to propose a new method for
solving equality constrained nonlinear optimization problems. As is well known, such
problems are important throughout science and engineering, arising in areas such as
network flow optimization [24, 30], optimal allocation with resource constraints [11,
25], maximum likelihood estimations with constraints [23], and optimization with
constraints defined by partial differential equations [1, 2, 31].

Contemporary methods for solving equality constrained optimization problems
are predominantly based on ideas of sequential quadratic optimization (commonly
known as SQP) [3, 13, 14, 18, 19, 20, 26, 29]. The design of such methods remains an
active area of research as algorithm developers aim to propose new methods that attain
global convergence guarantees under weak assumptions about the problem functions.
Recently, however, researchers are being drawn to the idea of designing algorithms
that also offer improved worst-case iteration complexity bounds. This is due to the fact
that, at least for convex optimization, algorithms designed with complexity bounds
in mind have led to methods with improved practical performance.

For solving equality constrained optimization problems, a cubic regularization
method is proposed in [8] with an eye toward achieving good complexity properties.
This is a two-phase approach with a first phase that seeks an e-feasible point and
a second phase that seeks optimality while maintaining e-feasibility. The number of
iterations that the method requires in the first phase to produce an e-feasible point
is O(e73/?), a bound that is known to be optimal for unconstrained optimization [6].
The authors of [8] then also propose a method for the second phase and analyze its
complexity properties. (For related work on cubic regularization methods for solving
constrained optimization problems, see [7, 9].)
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Unfortunately, however, the method in [8] represents a departure from the current
state-of-the-art SQP methods that offer the best practical performance. One of the
main reasons for this is that contemporary SQP methods seek feasibility and optimal-
ity simultaneously. By contrast, one of the main reasons that the approach from [8]
does not offer practical benefits is that the first phase of the algorithm entirely ignores
the objective function, meaning that numerous iterations might need to be performed
before the objective function influences the trajectory of the algorithm.

The algorithm proposed in this paper can be considered a next step in the design
of practical algorithms for equality constrained optimization with good worst-case
iteration complexity properties. Ours is also a two-phase approach, but is closer to the
SQP-type methods representing the state-of-the-art for solving equality constrained
problems. In particular, the first phase of our proposed approach follows a trust
funnel methodology that locates an e-feasible point in O(e~3/2) iterations while also
attempting to yield improvements in the objective function. Borrowing ideas from the
trust region method known as TRACE [15], we prove that our method attains the
same worst-case iteration complexity bounds as those offered by [8], and show with
numerical experiments that consideration of the objective function in the first phase
typically results in the second phase requiring fewer iterations.

1.1. Organization. In the remainder of this section, we introduce notation that
is used throughout the remainder of the paper and cover preliminary material on
equality constrained nonlinear optimization. In §2, we motivate and describe our
proposed “phase 1”7 method for locating an e-feasible point while also attempting to
reduce the objective function. An analysis of the convergence and worst-case iteration
complexity of this phase 1 method is presented in §3. Strategies and corresponding
convergence/complexity guarantees for “phase 2”7 are the subject of §4, the results of
numerical experiments are provided in §5, and concluding remarks are given in §6.

1.2. Notation. Let R denote the set of real numbers (i.e., scalars), let R, denote
the set of nonnegative real numbers, let R, , denote the set of positive real numbers,
and let N := {1,2, ...} denote the set of natural numbers. For any of these quantities,
let a superscript N € N be used to indicate the N-dimensional extension of the set—
e.g., let RY denote the set of N-dimensional real vectors—and let a superscript M x N
with (M, N) € N x N be used to indicate the M-by-N-dimensional extension of the
set—e.g., let RM*N denote the set of M-by-N real matrices.

A vector with all elements equal to 1 is denoted as e and an identity matrix
is denoted as I, where, in each case, the size of the quantity is determined by the
context in which it appears. With real symmetric matrices A and B, let A = (>) B
indicate that A — B is positive definite (semidefinite); e.g., A > (>) 0 indicates that
A is positive definite (semidefinite). Given vectors {u,v} C RY, let u L v mean that
uv; =0 for all i € {1,2,...,N}. Let ||z|| denote the 2-norm of a vector x.

1.3. Preliminaries. Given an objective function f : RV — R and constraint

function ¢ : RN — RM | we study the equality constrained optimization problem

(1) min f(z) s.t. c(z) =0.

zERN

At the outset, let us state the following assumption about the problem functions.
ASSUMPTION 1. The functions f and c are twice continuously differentiable.

In light of Assumption 1, we define g : RY — R¥ as the gradient function of
f,ie., g := Vf, and define J : RY — RM*N 35 the Jacobian function of ¢, i.e.,
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J := VT, The function ¢; : RN — R denotes the ith element of the function c.

Our proposed algorithm follows a local search strategy that merely aims to com-
pute a first-order stationary point for problem (1). Defining the Lagrangian £ :
RY x RM — R as given by L(z,y) = f(z) + yTc(z), a first-order stationary point
(z,y) is one that satisfies 0 = V. L(z,y) = g(x) + J(2)Ty and 0 = V, L(z,y) = c(z).

Our proposed technique for solving problem (1) is iterative, generating, amongst
other quantities, a sequence of iterates {xj} indexed by k& € N. For ease of expo-
sition, we also apply an iteration index subscript for function and other quantities
corresponding to the kth iteration; e.g., we write fi to denote f(xy).

2. Phase 1: Obtaining Approximate Feasibility. The goal of phase 1 is
to obtain an iterate that is (approximately) feasible. This can, of course, be accom-
plished by employing an algorithm that focuses exclusively on minimizing a measure
of constraint violation. However, we find this idea to be unsatisfactory since such an
approach would entirely ignore the objective function. Alternatively, in this section,
we present a trust funnel algorithm with good complexity properties for obtaining (ap-
proximate) feasibility that attempts to simultaneously reduce the objective function,
as is commonly done in contemporary nonlinear optimization algorithms.

2.1. Step computation. Similar to other trust funnel algorithms [21, 12], our
algorithm employs a step-decomposition approach wherein each trial step is composed
of a normal step aimed at reducing constraint violation (i.e., infeasibility) and a
tangential step aimed at reducing the objective function. The algorithm then uses
computed information, such as the reductions that the trial step yields in models
of the constraint violation and objective function, to determine which of two types
of criteria should be used for accepting or rejecting the trial step. To ensure that
sufficient priority is given to obtaining (approximate) feasibility, an upper bound on
a constraint violation measure is initialized, maintained, and subsequently driven
toward zero as improvements toward feasibility are obtained. The algorithm might
also nullify the tangential component of a trial step, even after it is computed, if it is
deemed too harmful in the algorithm’s pursuit toward (approximate) feasibility. In
this subsection, the details of our approach for computing a trial step are described.

2.1.1. Normal step. The purpose of the normal step is to reduce infeasibility.
The measure of infeasibility that we employ is v : RY — R defined by

(2) v(z) = lle(@)]|*.

At an iterate x, the normal step ny is defined as a minimizer of a second-order Taylor
series approximation of v at zj subject to a trust region constraint, i.e.,

(3) ng € arg min my(n) s.t. ||n| <z,
neRN

where the scalar §} € (0,00) is the trust region radius and the model of the constraint
violation measure at zj is m¥ : RY — R defined by

(4) mi(n) = v 4+ go n+ InTHin with gp = Vu(zy) = Ji ek,
M

(5) and H} = Vv(zy) = JF Jp + Z ci(rr) V3¢ (zr).
i=1
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For any (zj,6}) € RY x R, a globally optimal solution to (3) exists [10, Corol-
lary 7.2.2] and ny, has a corresponding dual variable A} € R, such that

(6a) gk + (Hy + X ny, = 0,
(6b) HY + X1 =0,
(6¢) and 0 <A} L (67 — [lnkl) > 0.

In a standard trust region strategy, a trust region radius is given at the beginning
of an iteration, which ezplicitly determines the primal-dual solution of the subproblem.
Our method, on the other hand, might instead make use of a normal step that is
derived as a solution of (3) where the trust region radius is defined implicitly by a
given dual variable A}. In particular, given A} € [0, 00) that is strictly larger than the
negative of the leftmost eigenvalue of H}/, our algorithm might compute n; from

(7) Qr(AR) nlél]g]lv e +gp 4 InT(HY + X D)n.

The unique solution to (7), call it ng(A}), is the solution of the nonsingular linear
system (H} + A} I)n = —g}, and is the global solution of (3) for 6} = ||nk(A})||-

2.1.2. Tangential step. The purpose of the tangential step is to reduce the ob-
jective function. Specifically, when requested by the algorithm, the tangential step tx
is defined as a minimizer of a quadratic model of the objective function in the null
space of the constraint Jacobian subject to a trust region constraint, i.e.,

(8) iy € argtlélﬂ%{% mi(nk +1t) st. Jpt=0 and |ng+t|| <9y,

where 07 € (0,00) is a trust region radius and, with some symmetric Hy, € RV*V
the objective function model m'}; :RY — R is defined by

(9) mi(s) = fr +gts+ 25T Hys.

Following other trust funnel strategies, one desires d; to be set such that the trust
region describes the area in which the models of the constraint violation and objective
function are accurate. In particular, with a trust region radius 5,’; € (0,00) for the
objective function, our algorithm employs, for some scalar ks € (1,00), the value

(10) 83 := min{ks07, 6/ }.

Due to this choice of trust region radius, it is deemed not worthwhile to compute a
nonzero tangential step if the feasible region of (8) is small. Specifically, our algorithm
only computes a nonzero tx when ||ng| < £,0; for some £, € (0,1). In addition, it
only makes sense to compute a tangential step when reasonable progress in reducing f
in the null space of Ji can be expected. To predict the potential progress, we define

(11) 9% = Z1Z{ (gr + Hpny),

where the columns of Zj, form an orthonormal basis for Null(Jx). If ||g7 || < &y}l
for some k, € (0,00), then computing a tangential step is not worthwhile and we
simply set the primal-dual solution (estimate) for (8) to zero.
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For any (zy,0;, Hy) € RY x R, x RNXN " a globally optimal solution to (8)
exists [10, Corollary 7.2.2] and ¢ has corresponding dual variables y{; € RM and
)\£ € R, (for the null space and trust region constraints, respectively) such that

(12) Hp+ M1 Jr tz; _ ok + (He+ M.Iny,
Jk 0 Yi 0 ’

(12b) ZUHLZy + M1 - 0,

(12¢) and 0 <X L (65 — ||ng + t])) > 0.

Similarly as for the normal step computation, our algorithm potentially computes ¢y,
not as a solution of (8) for a given J;, but as a solution of a regularized subproblem
for a given dual variable for the trust region constraint. Specifically, for /\i € [0,00)
that is strictly larger than the negative of the leftmost eigenvalue of Z[ HyZj, our
algorithm might solve the following subproblem for the tangential step:

13)  ol(\): min (ge+ (Hx + MIDng) Tt + LT (Hy + Mt st Jit = 0.
€

The unique solution ¢;(A\}) of (13) is a global solution of (8) for &7 = [[nx + tx(AL)]].

There are situations in which our algorithm discards a computed tangential step
after one is computed, i.e., situations when the algorithm resets t; < 0. Specifically,
this occurs when any of the following conditions fails to hold:

(14a)  mj(0) — mpi(ng + tk) > Kom (ME(0) = mi(ng))  for some Kym € (0,1);
(14b) nk + trll > Knenl|nell for some Kpi, € (0,1);
(14c) |Hitk|| < monellng + te||? for some kps € (0, 00).

The first of these conditions requires that the reduction in the constraint violation
model for the full step s := ny + t is sufficiently large with respect to that obtained
by the normal step; the second requires that the full step is sufficiently large in norm
compared to the normal step; and the third requires that the action of the tangential
step on the Hessian of the constraint violation model is not too large compared to the
squared norm of the full step. It is worthwhile to mention that all of these conditions
are satisfied automatically when HY = JI'J; (recall (5)), which occurs, e.g., when ¢
is affine. However, since this does not hold in general, our algorithm requires these
conditions explicitly, or else resets the tangential step to zero (which satisfies (14)).

2.2. Step acceptance. After computing a normal step nj and potentially a tan-
gential step tx, the algorithm determines whether to accept the full step si := ng +t.
The strategy that it employs is based on first using the obtained reductions in the
models of constraint violation and the objective, as well as other related quantities, to
determine what should be the main goal of the iteration: reducing constraint violation
or the objective function. Since the primary goal of phase 1 is to obtain (approximate)
feasibility, the algorithm has a preference toward reducing constraint violation unless
the potential reduction in the objective function is particularly compelling. Specifi-
cally, if the following conditions hold, indicating good potential progress in reducing
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the objective, then the algorithm performs an F-ITERATION (see §2.2.1):

(15a) tr 0 with ||t > Kstll skl for some kg € (0,1),
(15b) mi (0) —mf (sg) > kpm(ml(n) —ml(sy)), for some ks, € (0,1),
(15¢) v(wg + s) < P — K|k ||? for some «, € (0,1),
(15d) npte > — k| te]? for some fne € (0,1),
(15e) A < opllngl and

(15f) H(H;C — V2f(xk))skH < kinsl|snl? for some ps € (0,00).

Conditions (15a)—(15¢) are similar to those employed in other trust funnel algorithms,
except that (15a) and (15¢) are stronger (than the common, weaker requirements that
tr # 0 and v(zi + sx) < vp*™). Employed here is a scalar sequence {vp*} updated
dynamically by the algorithm that represents an upper bound on constraint violation;
for this sequence, the algorithm ensures (see Lemma 6) that v, < vp** and vy < vp
for all k € N. Condition (15d) ensures that, for an F-ITERATION, the inner product
between the normal and tangential steps is not too negative (or else the tangential
step might undo too much of the progress toward feasibility offered by the normal
step). Finally, conditions (15¢) and (15f) are essential for achieving good complexity
properties, requiring that any F-ITERATION involves a normal step that is sufficiently
large compared to the Lagrange multiplier for the trust region constraint and that
the action of the full step on Hy, does not differ too much from its action on V2 f(zy).
If any condition in (15) does not hold, then a V-ITERATION is perfomed (see §2.2.2).

Viewing (15f), it is worthwhile to reflect on the choice of Hj, in the algorithm.
With the attainment of optimality (not only feasibility) in mind, standard practice
would suggest that it is desirable to choose Hj as the Hessian of the Lagrangian of
problem (1) for some multiplier vector yx € RM. This multiplier vector could be
obtained, e.g., as the QP multipliers from some previous iteration or least squares
multipliers using current derivative information. For our purposes of obtaining good
complexity properties for phase 1, we do not require a particular choice of Hy, but
this discussion and (15f) do offer some guidance. Specifically, one might choose Hy, as
an approximation of the Hessian of the Lagrangian, potentially with the magnitude
of the multiplier vector restricted in such a way that, after the full step is computed,
the action of it on Hy will not differ too much with its action on V2 f(xy).

2.2.1. F-iteration. If (15) holds, then we determine that the kth iteration is
an F-ITERATION. In this case, we begin by calculating the quantity

(16) Pt (fie = flar +50))/sell?,

which is a measure of the decrease in f. Using this quantity, acceptance or rejection
of the step and the rules for updating the trust region radius are similar as in [15]. As
for updating the trust funnel radius, rather than the update in [21, Algorithm 2.1],
we require a modified update to obtain our complexity result; in particular, we use

max max ma,

(A7) o min{max{roop, o — A sk} vk + koo (08 - vrg1))

for some {ky1, kv2} C (0,1).

2.2.2. V-iteration. When any one of the conditions in (15) does not hold, the
kth iteration is a V-ITERATION, during which the main focus is to decrease the measure
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of infeasibility v. In this case, we calculate

(18) pi = (v(ak) — v(@k + 51)) /|5,

which provides a measure of the decrease in constraint violation. The rules for accept-
ing or rejecting the trial step and for updating the trust region radius are the same as
those in [15]. One addition is that during a successful V-ITERATION, the trust funnel
radius is updated, using the same constants as in (17), as

max max

(19) vty < min{max{Ku10™, Vkt1 + Ko2(Vk = V1) }, Vks1 + Fo2(VF™ — vis1) )

2.3. Algorithm statement. Our complete algorithm for finding an (approxi-
mately) feasible point can now be stated as Algorithm 1 on page 8, which in turn calls
the F-ITERATION subroutine stated as Algorithm 2 on page 9 and the V-ITERATION
subroutine stated as Algorithm 3 on page 10.

3. Convergence and Complexity Analyses for Phase 1. The analyses that
we present require the following assumption related to the iterate sequence.

ASSUMPTION 2. The sequence of iterates {xy} is contained in a compact set. In
addition, the sequence {||Hg||} is bounded over k € N.

Our analysis makes extensive use of the following mutually exclusive and exhaus-
tive subsets of the iteration index sequence generated by Algorithm 1:

T:={keN:|gil > e},
F :={k € T : iteration k is an F-ITERATION},
and V:= {k € T : iteration k is a V-ITERATION}.

It will also be convenient to define the index set of iterations for which tangential
steps are computed and not reset to zero by our method:

T' .= {k €T :t; # 0 when Step 8 of Algorithm 1 is reached}
={k €T : Step 23 of Algorithm 1 is reached and all conditions in (14) hold}.

3.1. Convergence analysis for phase 1. The goal of our convergence analysis
is to prove that Algorithm 1 terminates finitely, i.e., |Z| < oco. Our analysis to prove
this fact requires a refined examination of the subsets F and V of Z. For these
purposes, we define disjoint subsets of F as

St :z{ke}':p{zmp} and ¢/ :={k€]—':p£</$p},
and disjoint subsets of V as

S§Y:={keV:p; >k, and either A}, < o} ||ni| or ||ng| = Ay},
C’':={keV:p, <Ky},
and £ :={keV k¢S UC.

We further partition the set SV into the two disjoint subsets
SA={keS":|ngl]| =A%} and S):={keS": k¢ S}

Finally, for convenience, we also define the unions

S={keZT:keSTUS"} and C:={keT:kecluc’}.
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Algorithm 1 Trust Funnel Algorithm for Phase 1

Require: {l-’in,fium,fintn, sz,/‘ifm7/‘ist7/‘intt7/‘iu17/‘i’u277C} - (07 1)7
{Kkp, Knt, Khs, €,0} C (0,00), {Ks,Ye, 72} € (1,00), and 7 € [g, 0);
F-1TERATION (Algorithm 2, page 9) and V-ITERATION (Algorithm 3, page 10)

1: procedure TRUST_FUNNEL

2 choose o € RY, vi™ € [max{1,v0},00), and o§ € [z, 3]

3 choose {63, Ay,5]} € (0,00) such that 65 < A

4 for k € N do

5: if ||g;|| < € then

6: return xg

7 (N, tr, A\, M) < COMPUTE_STEPS (21, 67, 65

8 set s < ni + tk

9: set oy < COMPUTE_SIGMA(1k, AL, 0h_1, Ph—1)
10: if (15) is satisfied then
11: set p£ by (16)
12: (Trt1, V50T, 5,’:+1) < F-ITERATION(Zk, ng, Sk, V™™, 6/:,, )\ﬁ, p£)
13: set Opyq < Op, Apyy < Ay, and py o0
14: else
15: set pj, by (18)
16: (Tht1, VR, 0k 41, A%y 1) < V-ITERATION(Zk, Nk, Sk, V5 Ok AL, AL, Ok, PR)
17: set 6/:,“ — 5,’: and p£ +— o0

18: procedure COMPUTE_STEPS(x, 0y, 0F)

19: set (nk, A;) as a primal-dual solution to (3)

20:  set (ty, A]) < (0,0)

21 f [[na ] < £t and gfll > spllgt] then

22: set (t, y,’; A{) as a primal-dual solution to (8)

23: if any condition in (14) fails to hold then set (tx, )\ﬁ) + (0,0)
24: return (ng,tg, AL, )\i)

25: procedure COMPUTE_SIGMA Nk, AL, 0f_1,Pr_1)

26: if iteration (k — 1) was an F-ITERATION then

27: set op < op_q

28: else

29: if pi_1 < Kk, then set o + max{o}_q,A\;/||nk||} else set o} «+ op_1
30: return o}

Due to the updates for the primal iterate and/or trust region radii in the algorithm,
we often refer to iterations with indices in S as successful steps, those with indices
in C as contractions, and those with indices in £V as expansions.

Basic relationships between all of these sets are summarized in our first lemma.

LEMMA 3. The following relationships hold:
(1)) FOV =0 and FUV =TI;
(ii) ST NCt =0 and SF UC = F;
(ii) SY, CY, and EY are mutually disjoint and S* UCY UEY =V; and
(iv) if k€ Z\Z', then k € V.
Proof. The fact that F NV = @ follows from the two cases resulting from the

conditional statement in Step 10 of Algorithm 1. The rest of part (i), part (ii), and
part (iii) follow from the definitions of the relevant sets. Part (iv) can be seen to hold
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Algorithm 2 F-ITERATION subroutine

1: procedure F-ITERATION(Zk, ng, Sk, Vi, 5,’:, )\ﬁ, p£)

2 if p/ > K, then [accept step]
3 set Ti41 < Tk + Sk

4 set vpii according to (17)

5: set 5}:+1 — max{6], vo||sx|l}

6 else (i.e., if p/ < k,) [contract trust region]
7 set Ti41 < Tk

8 set vl < v

9 set 07, « F-CONTRACT(n, sk, 51, \])

10: return (xkﬂ,v;;‘j’{,(sgﬂ)

11: procedure F-CONTRACT(ny, Sk, 5}:, )\i)
12: if A < g||si|| then

13: set A > A/ so the solution t(\) of O (\f) yields o < A /||ny + t(\)]]
14: return 5,’:+1 — |lng + t(AD)|

15: else (i.e., if Al > of|si||)

16: return 5}:+1 — Yellskll

as follows. If k € Z\ Z*, then t;, = 0 so that (15a) does not hold. It now follows from
the logic in Algorithm 1 that k& € V as claimed. d

The results in the next lemma are consequences of Assumptions 1 and 2.

LEMMA 4. The following hold:
(i) there exists 07, € (1,00) so max{ |gul, lexll, | Jell, | N} < 65 for all k € T;
(ii) llg || = 7 exll < Osellerl] for all k € Z; and
(iii) g : RN — RN defined by g°(x) = J(z)Tc(z) (recall (4)) is Lipschitz contin-
uous with Lipschitz constant g7, > 0 over an open set containing {zx}.

Proof. Part (i) follows from Assumptions 1 and 2. Part (ii) follows since, by the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, ||J7 ckl| < ||Jkllllck]| < Ofcllcx]l. Part (iii) follows since
the first derivative of gV is uniformly bounded under Assumptions 1 and 2. 0

We now summarize properties associated with the normal and tangential steps.

LEMMA 5. The following hold for all k € Z:
(i) ng #0 and sy # 0; and
(i) in Step 8 of Algorithm 1, the vector ty, satisfies (14).

Proof. We first prove part (i). Since k € Z, it follows that [|gy|| > €, which
combined with (6a) implies that n; # 0, as claimed. Now, in order to derive a
contradiction, suppose that 0 = s = ny + tg, which means that —t; = ny # 0. From
gp # 0 and (6a), it follows that (H} + AjI)ny = —gj, # 0, which gives

(20) ng (HY + \eD)ny, = —ni gp = —nj JE e = —(Jeng) T ep = 0,

where the last equality follows from ny = —t, and Jitr = 0 (see (12a)). It now follows
from (20), symmetry of HY + A}, and (6b) that 0 = (HY + A\}.I)ny = —gp, which is
a contradiction. This completes the proof of part (i).

To prove part (ii), first observe that the conditions in (14) are trivially satisfied if
tr = 0. On the other hand, if Step 8 is reached with ¢ # 0, then Step 23 must have
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Algorithm 3 V-ITERATION subroutine

1: procedure V-ITERATION(Zk, Tk, Sk, Vi, Opy ALy Aiy Ok s P1)

2 if p; > Kk, and either A}, < of||nk|| or ||nk|| = A} then [accept step]
3 set Tp41 < Tk + Sk

4: set vpii according to (19)

5: set Ay 1 < max{A},ve|nrl}

6 set, 8713 ¢ min{Ap 1, max{6}, 7e[na]}}

7 else if p} < k, then [contract trust region]
8 set Ti41 < Tk

9: set vty < v
10: set Apyq +— A}
11: set 0541 < V-CONTRACT(ng, Sk, 0, AL)
12: else (i.e., if p§ > Ky, Ay > of||nk||, and ||nk|| < AR) [expand trust region]
13: set Ti41 < Tk
14: set vy < v
15: set AL,y — AR
16: set 0y, < min{A},,, A} /op}
17: return (zx41, 0801, 0k 41, Ak y1)

18: procedure V-CONTRACT(ng, Sk, 05, A\L)
19:  if A} < onk|| then

20: set A” = A{ + (allgk )"/

21: set AV 4= A"

22: set n(\”) as the solution of Q}(A\Y)
23: if A7/||n(AV)]] <7 then

24: return 5, < [[n(\")]|

25: else

26: set A” € (A2, A?) so the solution n(\?) of QL(AY) yields o < A°/|[n(A°)|| <&
27: return 5, < [[n(A")]|

28: else (ie., if A} > g|lnk||)

29: set AV < A}

30: set n(A\”) as the solution of Qf(A\Y)
31: if [n(A”)] > vellnk|| then

32: return 6y, < [[n(A")||

33: else

34: return d; ;< ve|[nkl|

been reached, at which point it must have been determined that all of the conditions
in (14) held true (or else 5 would have been reset to the zero vector). O

A key role in Algorithm 1 is played by the sequence of trust funnel radii {vp=*}.
The next result establishes that it is a monotonically decreasing upper bound for the
constraint violation, as previously claimed.

LEMMA 6. For all k € Z, it follows that vi, < v and 0 < vy < opt.

Proof. The result holds trivially if Z = (). Thus, let us assume that Z # (), which
ensures that 0 € Z. Let us now use induction to prove the first inequality, as well as
positivity of vy** for all k£ € Z. From the initialization in Algorithm 1, it follows that
vg < v§** and vg*™ > 0. Now, to complete the induction step, let us assume that
v < op** and v > 0 for some k € Z, then consider three cases.

Case 1: k € S7. When k € S/, let us consider the two possibilities based on the
procedure for setting vy stated in (17). If (17) sets vpiy = viy1 + Koz (VE™ — vkg1),

10



then the fact that k € S/ C F, (15¢), and Lemma 5(i) imply that

max

VR = U1+ K2 (VR — Up1) > Ukg1 + Ko2kpl|sk|® > vgpr > 0.

On the other hand, if (17) sets v = max{k,1 V)™, vp™ — kpl|sk[*}, then using the
induction hypothesis, the fact that k € S C F, and (15¢), it follows that

max max

x x 3
VEPL 2 Korvp™ >0 and vp) > o™ — Kpl|skl|” = vk > 0.

This case is complete since, in each scenario, vy > vg41 and vy > 0.

Case 2: k € §Y. When k € §Y, let us consider the two possibilities based on the
procedure for setting v’y stated in (19). If (19) sets vy = vry1 + Koz (VE™ — vkg1),
then it follows from the induction hypothesis and the fact that pj > x, for k € S
(which, in particular, implies that vii1 < vg for k € SY) that

max

VR = Uk + o2 (UF™ — Ukg1) = Uk + Ko2(Uk — Vkg1) > Vpgr > 0.

On the other hand, if (19) sets vy = max{K,10}*, Vkq1 4 Ko2(Vk — Uky1)}, then the
induction hypothesis and the fact that vi1 < v for k € §¥ implies that

max

VEPL 2 Ko™ >0 and vp > Vkg1 + Ke2(Vk — Ukg1) > Vkg1 > 0.

This case is complete since, in each scenario, VEP) 2 Uk and vy > 0.

Case 3: k ¢ STUSY. When k ¢ S/US", it follows that k € CUEY, which may be
combined with the induction hypothesis and the updating procedures for x;, and v
in Algorithms 2 and 3 to deduce that 0 < vp™ = vpty and vey1 = v < VP = vEey.

Combining the conclusions of the three cases above, it follows by induction that
the first inequality of the lemma holds true and v** > 0 for all k € Z.

Let us now prove that v < v for all k € Z, again by considering three cases.
First, if k € 8/, then v is set using (17) such that

max

oy < max{ ko1 vp™, vp™ — kpllsklP} < vpt,

where the strict inequality follows by k,1 € (0,1) and Lemma 5(i). Second, if k € S,

max

then vi 1 < v < vP*, where we have used the proved fact that v, < vj*; thus,
vp** — vpg1 > 0. Then, since v$y is set using (19), it follows that

max max m max

URT = OREY 2 O™ = Uk — K2 (UF™ — vrg1) = (1= Ko2) (8™ — ve41) > 0.
Third, if k& ¢ ST U SV, then, by construction in Algorithms 2 and 3, it follows that
vy = v, This completes the proof. O

Our next lemma gives a lower bound for the decrease in the trust funnel radius
as a result of a successful iteration.

LEMMA 7. If k € S, then vp™ —vpiy > k(1 — Ky2)||sk .
Proof. 1f k € 87, then vy is set using (17). In this case,

max

OE = O 2 00 = vt — Rua (0 — vke)

= (1= m) (™ = ) 2 (1= i) s



where the last inequality follows from (15¢) (since k € S C F). If k € S§*, then vy
is set using (19). In this case, by Lemma 6 and the fact that p}, > x, for k € S,

max

U — W) 2 R — Ukr — (U] — Vkg1)

= (1= Ku2) (0™ = vr1) = (1= K02) (0 = Vka1) = Kp(L = kua)[lse]l,

which completes the proof. a

Subsequently in our analysis, it will be convenient to consider an alternative
formulation of problem (8) that arises from an orthogonal decomposition of the normal
step ng into its projection onto the range space of J,CT, call it nkR, and its projection
onto the null space of J, call it n}. Specifically, considering

(1) ) €arg min mf(n +1%) st TtV =0 and [£]] < 4/(5)2 = [nf],

we can recover the solution of (8) as ¢, + t —nj'. Similarly, for any )\'}; € [0, 00)

that is strictly greater than the left-most eigenvalue of Z} Hy, Zy, let us define
(22)  Q[(\D) ¢ min (g + Henf)"tN + 2™) " (Hy + MDY st Tt =0,
tN R

In the next lemma, we formally establish the equivalence between problems (21)
and (8), as well as between problems (22) and (13).

LEMMA 8. For all k € Z, the following problem equivalences hold:

(i) if ||kl < 65, then problems (21) and (8) are equivalent in that (t, AN)
is part of a primal-dual solution of problem (21) if and only if (tk,/\i) =
(N —nl, AN) is part of a primal-dual solution of problem (8); and

(ii) if ZF Hy Z) + )\£I = 0, then problems (22) and (13) are equivalent in that t
solves problem (22) if and only if tj, =t —nl solves problem (13).

Proof. To prove part (i), first note that |ng|| < 6} ensures that problems (21)
and (8) are feasible. Then, by Jxt" = 0 in (21), the vector nff € Range(J]) is
orthogonal with any feasible solution of (21), meaning that the trust region constraint
in (21) is equivalent to |[nf + t%V|| < §;. Thus, as (12) are the optimality conditions
of (8), the optimality conditions of problem (21) (with this modified trust region
constraint) are that there exists (¢, yn , A\Y) € RY x RM x R such that

(23a) Hi+ M1 JE ] _ ok + (He + X0 Dngf
Ji 0] |yN]~ 0 :

(23b) ZEHLZ), + M T = 0,

(23¢) and AN L (67 — |[nf + 1)) > 0.

From equivalence of the systems (23) and (12), it is clear that (t,yr,\l) is a
primal-dual solution of (21) (with the modified trust region constraint) if and only if
(t, y};, )\é) = (Y —nd,yN AN) is a primal-dual solution of (8). This proves part (i).
Part (ii) follows in a similar manner from the orthogonal decomposition nj = nly +nft
and the fact that JitY = 0 in (22) ensures that ¢ € Null(J). O

The next lemma reveals important properties of the tangential step. In particular,
it shows that the procedure for performing a contraction of the trust region radius in
an F-ITERATION that results in a rejected step is well-defined.
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LeEmMA 9. Ifk € C’ and the condition in Step 12 of Algorithm 2 tests true, then
there exists A > )\£ such that ¢ < M /||ng + t(\)||, where t(\) solves Qé(/\f).

Proof. Since the condition in Step 12 of Algorithm 2 is assumed to test true, it
follows that )\£ < ol|sk||. Second, letting t(\/) denote the solution of Q£ (M), it follows

by Lemma 8(ii) that limys_,o |k +t(A)|| = |||, meaning that limys_,o A /|ng +
t(A)|| = oo. Tt follows from these observations and standard theory for trust region
methods [10, Chapter 7] that the result is true. 0

The next lemma reveals properties of the normal step trust region radii along
with some additional observations about the sequences {A}}, {A}}, and {o}}.

LEMMA 10. The following hold:
(i) if k €CY, then 0 < 6}, <Of and \j_, > \|;
(ii) if k € T, then 67 < AY < AV,
(iii) if k € S*UEY, then 6}, > 6;; and
(iv) if k € F, then 6;,, = 6}, and o}, = 0}.

Proof. The proof of part (i) follows as that of [15, Lemma 3.4]. In particular,
since the V-CONTRACT procedure follows exactly that of CONTRACT in [15], it follows
that any call of V-CONTRACT results in a contraction of the trust region radius for
the normal subproblem and non-decrease of the corresponding dual variable.

For part (ii), the result is trivial if Z = (). Thus, let us assume that Z # (J, which
ensures that 0 € Z. We now first prove J; < A} for all k € 7 using induction. By the
initialization procedure of Algorithm 1, it follows that d5 < Af. Hence, let us proceed
by assuming that d; < A} for some k € Z. If k € S, then Step 6 of Algorithm 3
shows that 67, < Ay, ;. If k € &Y, then Step 16 of Algorithm 3 gives 63, < A}, ;.
If k € CV, then part (i), Step 10 of Algorithm 3, and the induction hypothesis yield
Opp1 < 0p <Ay = Ap,,. Lastly, if £ € F, then Step 13 of Algorithm 1 and the
inductive hypothesis give 07, = oy < A} = A}, ;. The induction step has now been
completed since we have overall proved that 6;,; < A}, which means that we have
proved the first inequality in part (ii). To prove A} < A}, consider two cases. If
k € 8", then Step 5 of Algorithm 3 gives A}, > Aj. Otherwise, if k¥ ¢ S¥, then
according to Step 13 of Algorithm 1 and Steps 10 and 15 of Algorithm 3, it follows
that A}, = A}. Combining both cases, the proof of part (ii) is now complete.

For part (iii), first observe from part (ii) and Step 6 of Algorithm 3 that if k € SV,
then 0, ; = min{A}_ ;, max{d},Ve|lnx|}} > ;. On the other hand, if k € £, then
the conditions that must hold true for Step 12 of Algorithm 3 to be reached ensure that
Ay > 0, meaning that ||ng|| = d} (see (6¢)). From this and the fact that the conditions
in Step 12 of Algorithm 3 must hold true, it follows that AY/op > |nk|| = 65 and
k]| < Af. Combining these observations with A}, = A} for k € £¥ (see Step 15
of Algorithm 3) it follows from Step 16 of Algorithm 3 that 6y, > [|ng|| = 0.

Finally, part (iv) follows from Steps 13 and 27 of Algorithm 1. d

The next result reveals similar properties for the other radii and {)\£ }.
LEMMA 11. The following hold:
(i) if k € CI, then 8], < 8] and if, in addition, (k+1) € T, then A, > \].;

(ii) if k € S, then 6£+1 > 6/ and 0341 > 035 and

(iii) if k €V, then 8], = 5]

Proof. For part (i), notice that 5£+1 is set in Step 9 of Algorithm 2 and that
(Tht1,0p41) < (k. 0p) and ngyy = ny for all k € CF. Let us proceed by considering
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two cases depending on the condition in Step 12 of Algorithm 2.
Case 1: /\i < o||sk||- In this case, 5,{+1 is set in Step 14 of Algorithm 2, which

from Step 13 of Algorithm 2 and Lemma 9 implies that A/ > )\£ . Combining this
with Lemma 8 and standard theory for trust region methods leads to the fact that the
solution V(M) of Of (\/) satisfies |[tN (/)| < [|tX]|. Thus, 6,{“ = |ng +t(\)| =
[nE +tN )| < [[nE+t ]| = |Iskll < 5,{, where the last inequality comes from (10).
If, in addition, (k 4+ 1) € Z' so that a nonzero tangential step is computed and not
reset to zero, it follows that )\£ 1= Af. This establishes the last conclusion of part (i)
for this case since it has already been shown above that A/ > )\i.

Case 2: )\£ > gllsk||. In this case, 5£+1 is set in Step 16 of Algorithm 2 and,
from (10) and 7. € (0, 1), it follows that 5,’;_1 = Yollsk]| < %5,{ < 5,’;. Consequently,
from Step 13 of Algorithm 1 and (10), one finds that 6;,, < ;. It then follows from
Lemma 8 and standard trust region theory that if (k + 1) € Z*, then /\£+1 > /\i.

To prove part (ii), notice that for k € S7 it follows by Step 5 of Algorithm 2 that
5{;“ = max{d,{,%HSkH}, S0 5,{+1 > 5,’;. From this, Step 13 of Algorithm 1, and (10)
it follows that 6, > d3. These conclusions complete the proof of part (ii).

Finally, part (iii) follows from Step 17 of Algorithm 1. |

Next, we show that after a V-ITERATION with either a contraction or an expansion
of the trust region radius, the subsequent iteration cannot result in an expansion.

LEMMA 12. Ifk € C® UEY, then (k+1) € FUSY UCP.

Proof. If (k+1) € F, then there is nothing left to prove. Otherwise, if (k+1) € V,
then the proof follows using the same logic as for [15, Lemma 3.7], which shows that
one of three cases holds: (i) k € C¥, which yields A} | < o} [|ngy1l], so (E+1) ¢ EY;
(i) k € &Y and A} > \j/oy, which also yields A}, < o}, |[neq1ll, so (B +1) & EY;
or (i13) k € &Y and A} < A} /o}, which implies (k+1) € SYUC",so (k+1)¢ &Y. O

Our goal now is to expand upon the conclusions of Lemma 12. To do this, it
will be convenient to define the first index in a given index set following an earlier
index k € 7 in that index set (or the initial index 0). In particular, let us define

ks(k) :=min{k € S : k >k} and ksuy(k) :=min{k € SUV : k >k}
along with the associated sets
Is(k) ={ke€T :k<k<ks(k)} and Zsup(k):={k€ T :k<k<ksuv(k)}.

The following lemma shows one important property related to these quantities.
LEMMA 13. For all k € SU{0}, it follows that |£¥ NIs(k)| < 1.

Proof. In order to derive a contradiction, suppose that there exists ke Su{o}
such that |£¥ NZs(k)| > 1, which means that one can choose ks, and ks, as the first
two distinct indices in €Y NZs(k); in particular,

{ks,,ks;} CE"NZIs(k) and k < ks, < ks, < ks(k).

By Lemma 12 and the fact that ks, € £, it follows that {ks, +1,...,ks, — 1} # 0.
Let us proceed by considering two cases, deriving a contradiction in each case.
Case 1: VN {ks, +1,...,ks, — 1} = 0. In this case, by the definitions of kg, ,
ks,, and Zs(k), it follows that {ks, +1,...ks, — 1} € C/. Then, since &y, , = 6}
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and o}, = o} forall k € Cc/ C F, it follows that 5};53 = 5};51“ and O'ng = UZSIH.
In particular, using the fact that 5%83 = 5%81 41, it follows along with the fact that
Tpy1 = o for all k ¢ S that ||nks, || = [[nks, +1]| and Abs, = Mg, +1- Now, since
(ks, +1) € C7, it follows with Step 10 of Algorithm 1 and (15¢) that

N, Mgy | = Mg, 11/ Inns, 1]l < o, 11 = ot

which implies that ks, ¢ £Y, a contradiction.

Case 2: VNiks, +1,...,ks, — 1} # 0. In this case, by the definitions of
ks, ks,, and Zs(k), it follows that {ks, + 1,...,ks, — 1} € C/ UC?. In addition,
by the condition of this case, it also follows that there exists a greatest index ks, €
C’N{ks,+1,...,ks,—1}. In particular, for the index ks, € C?, it follows that ks, +1 <
ks, <ks,—1and {ks,+1,...,ks, —1} CC/. By ks, € C” and Lemma 12, it follows
that ks, + 1 ¢ £Y; hence, since ks, € £, it follows that {ks, + 1,...,ks, — 1} # 0.
We may now apply the same argument as for Case 1, but with ks, replaced by ks,,
to arrive at the contradictory conclusion that ks, ¢ £Y, completing the proof. ad

The next lemma reveals lower bounds for the norms of the normal and full steps.

LEMMA 14. For all k € Z, the following hold:
(i) ||l > min {7, [|gpll /I HE ) > 0 and
(i) \Iskll = Fonen min {67, [lgll /[ HZ[[} > 0.

Proof. The proof of part (i) follows as that for [15, Lemma 3.2]. Part (ii) follows
from part (i) and (14b), the latter of which holds because of Lemma 5(ii). 0

We now provide a lower bound for the decrease in the model of infeasibility.

LEMMA 15. For all k € I, the quantities ny, A}, and sy, satisfy

(24a) vp —mj(ng) = snf (HY + X Dng + 2270 ne|® > 0,

(24b) v — mp(sk) = Kom(3ni (HY + XD + 200 [ne|?) > 0, and
1
2

2
(24¢) vk — mi(sk) = 3Rum |l gill min {65, lgi ||/ Hi [} > 0.

Proof. The proof of (24a) follows as for that of [15, Lemma 3.3] and the fact that
llgp || > €, which holds since k € Z. The inequalities in (24b) follow from (24a) and
(14a), the latter of which holds because of Lemma 5(ii). To prove (24c), first observe
from standard trust region theory (e.g., see [10, Theorem 6.3.1]) that

(25) ve —my(nk) > 5llgg]| min {6%, gl /I H][} > 0.

By combining (25) and (14a) (which holds by Lemma 5(ii)), one obtains (24c). O

The next lemma reveals that if the dual variable for the normal step trust region
is beyond a certain threshold, then the trust region constraint must be active and the
step will either be an F-ITERATION or a successful V-ITERATION. Consequently, this
reveals an upper bound for the dual variable for any unsuccessful V-ITERATION.

LEMMA 16. For all k € Z, if the trial step s and the dual variable X}, satisfy

2
v K v
(26) N2 (201, 4 Ope + 26, s,

vm

then ||ng|| = 65 and p}. > K,.
15



Proof. For all k € Z, it follows from the definition of m}] and the Mean Value
Theorem that there exists a point Z;, € RY on the line segment [zy, xk + k| such that
my (sk) — (@ + sk) = (g5 — 9" (@x))" sk + 25t Hisp
—llg = g° @) skl = 31 HE skl

By (26) and (6¢), it follows that ||ng|| = d5. Combining this fact with (27), (24b),
(6b), Lemma 4, (26), and the fact that |[sg| < 3 < ksd} = Ks||nk||, one obtains

(27)

Y]

v — v(xk + sK) = vk — mL(sk) + mp(sg) — v(zk + Sk)
> gtomAlnel® = llgk — 9" @) lllsll — 31 Hg llse ]
srombis Allsel® = llgk = g° @lllsell — 31 HL skl

> (ghumbis "N = Ghip = 3050 Iskll* = mpllsell®,

| \/

which, by Steps 13 and 15 in Algorithm 1 and (18), completes the proof. d

Recall that our main goal in this section is to prove that |Z| < co. Ultimately,
this result is attained by deriving contradictions under the assumption that |Z| = co
For example, if |Z| = co and the iterations corresponding to all sufficiently large k € Z
involve contractions of a trust region radius, then the following lemma helps to lead
to contradictions in subsequent results. In particular, it reveals that, under these
conditions, a corresponding dual variable tends to infinity.

LEMMA 17. The following hold:
(i) If k ¢ S for all large k € T and |C¥| = oo, then {5y} — 0 and {A}} — oo.
(i) If k € C1 for all large k € T, then {5£} — 0 and {)\i} — 00.

Proof. By Lemma 10, Lemma 13, and the fact that k ¢ S for all large k € Z, the
proof of part (i) follows as that of [15, Lemma 3.9].

To prove part (ii), let us assume, without loss of generality, that k € C/ for all
k € Z. It then follows that k € It for all k € Z, since otherwise it would follow that
t1, < 0, which by (15a) means k € V, a contradiction to k € C/. Thus,

(28) kec/ Nzt forall kel

Next, we claim that the condition in Step 12 of Algorithm 2 can hold true for at most
one iteration. If it never holds true, then there is nothing left to prove. Otherwise,
let k. € 7 be the first index for which the condition holds true. The structure
of Algorithm 2 (see Step 13) and (28) then ensure that )\£C+1/||skc+1|| > g. From

Lemma 11(i), one may conclude that {)\£ /||sk||} is nondecreasing. From this, it follows
that the condition in Step 12 of Algorithm 2 will never be true for any k > k.. Thus, we
may now proceed, without loss of generality, under the assumptlon that the condition
in Step 12 of Algorithm 2 always tests false. This means that 5 41 is set in Step 16 of
Algorithm 2 for all £ € Z, yielding 5k+1 — Yellskll < ”Yc5k, where the last inequality

comes from (10). Therefore, {5f} — 0 for all k¥ € Z, and consequently {)\f} —o0. O
We now show that the sequences {A¥} and {ny} are bounded above.

LEMMA 18. There exists a scalar Al .. € (0,00) such that A} = A, for all
sufficiently large k € Z. In addition, |SX| < oo and there exists a scalar nmax € (0, 00)

such that ||ng|| < nmax for all k € T.
16



Proof. First, in order to derive a contradiction, assume that there is no A} -

such that A} = A} ., for all sufficiently large £ € Z. This, in turn, means that
Step 5 of Algorithm 3 is reached infinitely often, meaning that |S¥| = oo. For all
ke 8" C S, it follows from Lemma 7 that vp™ — v > k,(1 — ky2)|[skl|®. Now,
using the monotonicity of {vp*} and the fact that vp* > 0 (see Lemma 6), one may
conclude that {vp*} converges; therefore {si}res» — 0. From this fact, Lemma 5(ii),
and (14b) it follows that {ng}resw — 0. Thus, there exists an iteration index k)
such that for all & € SV with k > kX, one finds 7e|n| < Ay < A}, where the
last inequality follows from Lemma 10(ii). From this and Steps 5, 10, and 15 of
Algorithm 3, it follows that A}, < A} for all K > k}, a contradiction. The proof of

the second part of the lemma follows as in that for [15, Lemma 3.11]. O
In the next lemma, a uniform lower bound on {6} } is provided.

LEMMA 19. There exists a scalar 0%, € (0,00) such that 6} > 67, for allk € T.

min

Proof. If |C?| < oo, then the result follows from Lemma 10(iii)—(iv). Thus,
let us proceed under the assumption that [CY| = oco. As in the beginning of the

proof of Lemma 16, it follows that (27) holds. Then, using (27), (24¢), Lemma 4(i),
Lemma 4(iii), ||gp|| > € for k € Z, and ||si| < 85 < ksd}, it follows that

vg — v(zk + Sk)
= v, — mi(sk) + mp(sk) — v(zk + sk)

> ghiomllgp | min {&%, (1l /1 HE I} = llgx — 9" @e)lllskll — gL HK |15
> gromemin {0y, €/0c} — (9L, + 507¢) | 5kll”
z %“vme min {5}, €/0rc} = (9L + %9.f0)5§(611c))2-

Considering these inequalities and |[si| < 67 < ksd}, it must hold that p} > x, for
any k € Z as long as 0} € (0,¢/0.] is sufficiently small such that

Lomd] — (91 + 307 )R200)7 = mphS(30)% = ki,

This fact implies the existence of a positive threshold 83}, € (0,€/0¢.] such that,
for any k € Z with 0} € (0,06}},,..,), one finds pj > k,. Along with the fact that
P < K, if and only if k € CV (see Step 2, 7, and 12 of Algorithm 3 and Step 13 of
Algorithm 1), it follows that

(29) §v > 8%, ., for all k € CV.

Since the normal step subproblem trust region radius is only decreased when k € C?,
we will complete the proof by showing a lower bound on 6y, when k € C".
Suppose that k € C¥. If Step 24 of Algorithm 3 is reached, then

XN+ (allggD'? o (ellgg)? (2o

v In(\Y)|| > = = =k > =7k > =

1 RN = P pe = =

where the last inequality follows since k € 7 means ||g}|| > e. If Step 27 is reached,

then the algorithm chooses AV € (XY, \?) to find n(\") that solves QY(\") such that
a < A/|In(AY)|| < @. For this case and the cases when Step 32 or 34 is reached, the
existence of d7;, € (0,00) such that 07, , > dp;, for all & € C” follows in the same
manner as in the proof of [15, Lemma 3.12]. Combining these facts with (29) and
Lemma 10(iii)—(iv), the proof is complete. O
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The next result shows that there are finitely many successful iterations.
LEMMA 20. The following hold: |S¥| < oo and |S7| < oo.

Proof. Lemma 19, |g}|| > € for all k € Z, Lemma 14(i), and Lemma 4(i) imply
the existence of npyin € (0,00) such that ||ng|| > nmin for all k € Z, ie.,

(30) llgpll > € and ||ngl > nmin >0 for all k € 7.

In order to reach a contradiction to the first desired conclusion, suppose that |S¥| = oo.
For any k € 87, it follows from Lemma 7, Lemma 5(ii), and (14b) that

(31) U = o = mp(1 = Rua)llskl® = mo(1 = Koo )iy [l

By Lemma 6, 0 < vpiy < vp for all k € 7, meaning that {vj** — vy} — 0, which
together with (31) shows that {||ng|/}res» — 0, contradicting (30). This proves that
|S¥| < oco. Now, in order to reach a contradiction to the second desired conclusion,
suppose that |S/| = co. Since |S?| < oo, we can assume without loss of generality
that S = S/. This means that the sequence {fi} is monotonically nonincreasing.
Combining this with the fact that {fx} is bounded below under Assumptions 1 and 2,
it follows that {fr} — fiow for some fio, € (—00,00) and {fx — fr+1} — 0. Us-
ing these facts, the inequality p£ > K, for all k € S, and |S7| = oo, it follows
that {r,l|sklltkess < {fk — fr+1}ress — 0, which gives {[|sy[}ress — 0. This, in
turn, implies that {||ngl|}ressr — 0 because of Lemma 5(ii) and (14b), which contra-
dicts (30). Hence, |S/| < . 0

We are now prepared to prove that Algorithm 1 terminates finitely.
THEOREM 21. Algorithm 1 terminates finitely, i.e., |Z] < co.

Proof. Suppose by contradiction that |Z| = co. Let us consider two cases.

Case 1: |V| = oo. Since |S| < oo, it follows that [V \ §Y| = |CY UE| = oo, which
along with Lemma 13 implies that |£¥| < oo while [C¥| = oco. It now follows from
Lemma 17(i) that {d;} — 0, which contradicts Lemma 19.

Case 2: |V| < co. For this case, we may assume without loss of generality that
F =1Z. This implies with Lemma 5(i) that 6} = §§ and ng =ng #0 for all k € Z. It
also implies from Step 10 of Algorithm 1 that (15) holds for all & € Z; in particular,
from (15a) it means that ¢, # 0 for all k € Z. Now, from |V| < oo, |S| < oo, and
Lemma 17(ii), it follows that {(5,5} — 0, which by (10) yields {65} — 0. It then
follows from Step 21 of Algorithm 1 and F = Z that {n;} — 0, which contradicts our
previous conclusion that ny = ng # 0 for all k € Z. d

3.2. Complexity analysis for phase 1. Our goal in this subsection is to prove
an upper bound on the total number of iterations required until phase 1 terminates,
i.e., until the algorithm reaches k& € N such that ||g}|| < e. To prove such a bound,
we require the following additional assumption.

ASSUMPTION 22. The Hessian functions H'(z) := V?v(z) and V?f(x) are Lip-
schitz continuous with constants HJ,, € (0,00) and Hpy € (0,00), respectively, on a
path defined by the sequence of iterates and trial steps computed in the algorithm.

Our first result in this subsection can be seen as a similar conclusion to that given
by Lemma 16, but with this additional assumption in hand.

LEMMA 23. For all k € Z, if the trial step s and dual variable X}, satisfy

(32) N 2 Kt (HLip + 265) |15,
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then ||ng|| = 6y and p} > K,.

Proof. For all k € Z, there exists Ty on the line segment [z, xy + si] such that
(33) my(sx) = v(zk + sx) = sk (H — H'(Ty)) 51, > =5 Hip skl
From this, (24b), and (6b), one deduces that

v(xg) — v(zk + sk) = v(zg) — mp(sk) + mp(sk) — v(zg + sk)
> ShomApllnell> — $HE |5kl
32), and (6¢), it follows that ||nk| = J}, which along with (10)

From Lemma 5(i), (3
| <07 < Ks0} = Ks|lnk||, so, from above,

means that ||sg] <
(34) (k) = v(@k + sk) > Shomby ALllskll® = SHE, skl

From here, by Steps 13 and 15 of Algorithm 1 and under (32), the result follows. 0O

The next lemma reveals upper and lower bounds for an important ratio that will
hold during the iteration immediately following a V-ITERATION contraction.

LEMMA 24. For all k € C?, it follows that

AV v
ktl < max {E, (7—)‘) )\k } .
[y Yo/ Il

Proof. The result follows using the same logic as the proof of [15, Lemma 3.17].
In particular, there are four cases to consider.

Case 1. Suppose that Step 24 of Algorithm 3 is reached. Then, 0, = [[ng11]| =
[n(A”)|| and A}, = AV, where (n(A”), AV) is computed in Steps 20-22 of Algorithm 3.
As Step 24 of Algorithm 3 is reached, the condition in Step 23 of Algorithm 3 holds.
Therefore, A, /||nk+1]| < 7. To find a lower-bound on the ratio, let HY = V,E7V,!
where Vj; is an orthonormal matrix of eigenvectors and =} = diag(&y ;, .- -,&; ,,) with
S < o0 < &, Is a diagonal matrix of eigenvalues of Hy. Since k € C” C T,

llgpll > € > 0; therefore, AV = AV > AL, leading to HY + A1 = 0. Thus,

IN

(35) g

In ()12 = Vi (Ef, + A1) Vi gil1? = g2 Vi(EL + A1) 2V g
From orthonormality of V}, and Steps 20-22 of Algorithm 3, it follows that

OO _ gV EE XDV (e e ol
iR T e G S RS B

Hence, since A} > max{0, ¢}, }, one finds

Mo A O @lgrDY2) (R + A+ (ellgrl)' ) -

Ikl fln(A)IF = gkl

Case 2. Suppose that Step 27 of Algorithm 3 is reached. Then, 6} | = ||ngy1|| =
[[n(A?)]] where (n(A?), A?) is computed in Step 26 of Algorithm 3, meaning that

)\’U v v
k1 A where o < A
[neall lIn(A)] [n(A)]

<o.



The other two cases that may occur correspond to situations in which the condi-
tion in Step 19 of Algorithm 3 tests false, in which case A}, > 0 and the pair (n(A”), AV)
is computed in Steps 29-30 of Algorithm 3. This means, in particular, that

AV Av

(36) 2 S ol S T

where the latter inequality follows since A” = yA A} > A} , which, in turn, implies by
standard trust region theory that [|n(AY)|| < ||nk||. Let us now consider the cases.

Case 3. Suppose that Step 32 of Algorithm 3 is reached. Then, A}, ; = A" and
[nk+1]] = 07, In conjunction with (36), it follows that

< Met1 AT Ay AL

Ikl N (IO~ el

where the last inequality follows from the condition in Step 31 in Algorithm 3.
Case 4. Suppose that Step 34 of Algorithm 3 is reached, so 6}, = 7el[nl|-

According to standard trust region theory, since ||[n(AY)|| < vc||nkll, one can conclude

that A} < Ap,; <AV =], Hence, with (36), it follows that

o N M _ M

g < < < .
Ye = Yellnkll T ksl T vellnll

The result follows since we have obtained the desired inequalities in all cases. 0O
Now, we prove that the sequence {o} } is bounded.

€ (0,00) such that of < ol for allk € T.

max

LEMMA 25. There exists o

max

Proof. 1f k ¢ C", then Steps 27 and 29 of Algorithm 1 give o, ; < o}. Otherwise,
if k£ € C”, meaning that p} < k,, then there are two cases to consider. If £ € C” and
A} < a|lngl|, then, by Steps 23-27 of Algorithm 3, Step 29 of Algorithm 1, and the
fact that A, = A" and npy1 = n(AY), where (n(A”, AY) are computed either in
Steps 21-22 or Step 26 of Algorithm 3, it follows that o}, < max{c},7}. Finally, if
k € C? and X} > g||ng]|, then it follows from Lemma 23 that

AL < K3 (HE o, + 26,) || sk -

From the fact that A} > g||nk||, Lemma 5(i), (6¢), and (10), it follows that ||sx| <
8% < ksdp = Ksl|nk||. Hence, by Step 29 of Algorithm 1 and Lemma 24, one finds

AL 3
Oj4q < Max {a};, HnZiH } < max {JZ,E, (:—)‘) :5 (Hp + 2/@,)} )
C vm

Combining the results of these cases gives the desired conclusion. d
We now give a lower-bound for the norm of some types of successful steps.

LEMMA 26. For all k € SY U S, the accepted step sy, satisfies
(37) skl > (Hip + rne + s/ Knen) " N84 12

Proof. Let k € SY US/. Tt follows from (6a), the Mean Value Theorem, the fact
that s = ny + tg, Assumption 22, Lemma 5(ii), and (14c¢) that there exists a vector
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T on the line segment [z, xy + si] such that
98111l = Nlgier — gk — (HE + IXg)nk ]|
= [[(H"(Z) — Hy)sk + Hytx — Afni|
AU
(38) < Hpgpllsell® + fonellsil® + Hn—:”anllz-
From Step 2 of Algorithm 3 (if k € S¥) and (15¢) (if k € S7), one finds A} /||nk|| < ob.
Combining this with (38), Lemma 5(ii), (14b), and Lemma 25, it follows that
lgisall < Higpllskll® + wnellsel® + opllnl® < (Hpg + one + 0pnax/ Kinen)llsell,
which gives the desired result. a
We now give an iteration complexity result for a subset of successful iterations.

LEMMA 27. For any € € (0,00), the total number of elements in

K(e):={k€Z:k>0and(k—-1)ecS US'}

s at most

,Umax
39 0 -3/2| _. K_(¢) > 0.
( ) \‘<ij(1_Hvz)(HziP_Fliht_'—o’};lax/K%tn)3/2> € (6) >

Proof. From Lemma 7 and Lemma 26, it follows that, for all k € KC(e) C Z,

max

VR 0E 2 Kp(1— hap) sk |
> rip(L = fu2) (L + ne + O/ sn) > 298P
> ’%P(l - H'UQ)(Hzip + Kht + Uﬁlax/ﬂitn)ig/zeg/?
In addition, since [K(¢)| < oo follows by Theorem 21, the reduction in vj** obtained
up to the largest index in K(e), call it k(e), satisfies
Ee
B v = D (R = opt) 2 ) (0 —up)
k=1 keK(e)
> K 1ip (1 = ) (HLip + ine + O/ Kin) 222,
Rearranging this inequality to yield an upper bound for |K(¢)| and using the fact that
vp™ >0 for all k € Z (see Lemma 6), the desired result follows. O

In order to bound the total number of successful iterations in Z, we also need an
upper bound for the cardinality of SX. This is the subject of our next lemma.

LEMMA 28. The cardinality of the set S} is bounded above by

max

v
(40) 0 5| =KX >0.
Kol (1 — Ku2) (Af)
Proof. For all k € S C S, it follows from Lemma 7, Lemma 5(ii), (14b), and
Lemma 10(ii) that the decrease in the trust funnel radius satisfies

Op™ = py > Rp(1 = Koa)|lskll® = K pkiin (1 — Ko2) Ik

= ﬁpﬁitn(l - “v%(IAZ)?) 2 ”p’iitn(l - "%2)(A8)3-



Now, using the fact that {v;™} is bounded below by zero (see Lemma 6), one finds

max > Z max ’le:j»xl > |SA|KJP ntn(]‘ - KU2)(A8)37
keSR

which gives the desired result. d

Having now provided upper bounds for the numbers of successful iterations, we
need to bound the number of unsuccessful iterations in Z. To this end, first we prove
that a critical ratio increases by at least a constant factor after an iteration in C*.

LEMMA 29. If k € CY and X} > gl||nk||, then

v v
S {% i} (L) _
[l Ye ) \llnxll

Proof. The proof follows the same logic as in [15, Lemma 3.23]. In particular,
since k € C” and, with Lemma 5(i), it follows that A} > g|[ng| > 0, one finds that
the condition in Step 19 of Algorithm 3 tests false. Hence (n(A¥), AV) is computed in
Steps 29-30 of Algorithm 3 so that AV = v\ A} > A} and n()\”) solves Q¥ (A"). Let us
now consider the two cases that may occur.

Case 1. Suppose that Step 32 of Algorithm 3 is reached, meaning that ||n(AV)|| >
Yellngll. It follows that [[ngr1]] = 07, < 9y = [[nkl and A} | = MAL, ie.,

(41) )\z+1 '7))‘};
ksl = [l

Case 2. Suppose that Step 34 of Algorithm 3 is reached, meaning that ||n(AY)|| <
Yelln|l. It follows that |[ngr1]| = 651 = Yellnil and A, > A}, Consequently,

el = vellrl|
The result now follows from the conclusions of these two cases. O

We are now able to provide an upper bound on the number of unsuccessful iter-
ations in C¥ that may occur between any two successful iterations.

LEMMA 30. If k € SU {0}, then
O'max)J = Kg 2 0.

1
, — log (
log(min{vyx, e *}) a

Proof. The result holds trivially if |C” NZs (k)| = 0. Thus, we may proceed under
the assumption that [C” N Zs(k)| > 1. Let kco be the smallest element in C* N Zs (k).
It then follows from Lemma 10(i)-(ii), Lemma 12, and Step 13 of Algorithm 1 that
for all k € T satisfying kev + 1 < k < ks(k) we have

(43) e nZs(R) <1+ {

Il < Ok < Okcu 1 < Okew < Akew < Apiiy

which for k = ks(k) means that ks(_) € 8/ USY. From Lemma 24, it follows that
Mevt1 = @llnkeo 1], which by ks (k k) € SfUSY, Lemma 25, Lemma 29, (15¢), Step 2
of Algorithm 3, and the fact that (ngi1, Ay, ;) = (nk, Ap) for any k € C/ means

AV 1 |c*NZs(k)|—1
Ur’lilax Z UZ (E) Z L(k) Z min {7)\; _}> g,
s [Ecre| A\ Ve



from which the desired result follows. 0

For our ultimate complexity result, the main component that remains to prove is
a bound on the number of unsuccessful iterations in C/ between any two successful
iterations. To this end, we first need some preliminary results pertaining to the trial
step and related quantities during an F-ITERATION. Our first such result pertains to
the change in the objective function model yielded by the tangential step.

LEMMA 31. For any k € Z, the vectors ny, and ty, and dual variable )\£ satisfy
(44) mi (i) —m] (i + t) = 36 (Hi + M Dte + A6 + Mnd t.

Proof. If k ¢ I* so that t;, = 0 and )\'}; =0 (by the COMPUTE_STEPS subroutine
in Algorithm 1), then (44) trivially holds. Thus, for the remainder of the proof, let

us assume that k € Z*. It now follows from the definition of m£ that

mi(nk) - mi(nk + t)

= gin + 2nf Heng — g (ng + te) — 3 (ng + te) " Hi(ng, + te)
= — (gx + Henw) "ty — 3t Hity,
— (gn + (Hy + NDng + (Hy, + M. Dtw + JEyl) i,
. . . - T
+ 5tk (Hic + XDt + 30 [tl® + Mnite + (y]) " Tt
3tk (Hi + N Dt + Sl + Mg b,

where the last equality follows from (12a). 0

The next lemma reveals that, for an F-ITERATION, if the dual variable for the
tangential step trust region constraint is large enough, then the trust region constraint
is active and the iteration will be successful.

LEMMA 32. For all k € F, if the trial step si and the dual variable )\£ satisfy
(45) M > (5 (1= Knur) ™ (Bns + Heip + 26,) |k,

then ||sg|| = 67 and p£ > Kp.

Proof. Observe from (45) and Lemma 5(i) that )\'}; > 0, which along with (12c)
proves that ||si|| = 05. Next, since k € F, it must mean that (15) is satisfied. It then
follows from (15b), Lemma 31, (12), (15d), and (15a) that

mi (0) — mf(s) > ki pm(mi () — mi (sx))
= Kpm (StF (Hi + M Dt + X102 + Mnfty)
(46) > Kpm (3 = S )M ER]% = 36 pmb2 (1 — Rnee) N |51

Next, the Mean Value Theorem gives the existence of an T € [z, xx + s] such that
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f(@r + sk) = fe + gF sk + 257 V2 f(Z)sk, which with (15f) and Assumption 22 gives

mi(sk) = f(zn + k)
= fu+ 95 sk + 55t Hisk — fo — g7 s6 — 251 V2 (@)si,
(SngSk — sEN2 f(xn) sk + sEV2f (x) sk — S£V2f(f)8k)
sp (He — V2 f(zr)) sk + 35t (V2 f(zr) — V(@) sk
> — L|[(He = V2 f(an) skl Isell = 3 [[(V2f (k) — V2 £(Z)) sil| |5kl
> — 5 (kns + Hirap) |lsi®.

N[= N[

Finally, combining the previous inequality, fi = m£ (0), and (46), one finds
fr = Fax + s8) = i — ml(sk) + mf(sk) — (@ + si)

> G pmar (L= mnee) M Isell® = 5 (s + Heap)llsill?,

which combined with (45) shows that pi > K, as desired. O

We now show that a critical ratio increases by at least a constant factor after any
unsuccessful F-ITERATION followed by an iteration in which a nonzero tangential step
is computed and not reset to zero.

LEMMA 33. If k€ CT, M > a|lsill, and (k+1) € T, then

Mot (i) M

[skrall = \ve / llsell
Proof. With Lemma 5(i), it follows that )\£ > g||sk|| > 0, meaning that ||sx| = d;.
In addition, since k& € C/, one finds that the condition in Step 12 of Algorithm 2 tests
false in iteration k. Hence, Step 16 of Algorithm 2 is reached, meaning, with (10),
that 5,{“ = Yellskll < Yeksdy. Then, from the facts that . < 1 and 0y, < J} (see
Step 13 of Algorithm 1), it follows that 5{;“ < K56}, Consequently, again with (10),
it follows that ||sgi1] = 5, = 5£+1 = 7c|/sk|l. Combining this with the fact that

Lemma 11(i) yields )\£ 12 )\i, the result follows. a

LEMMA 34. Ifk € CF and (k+1) € T, then o < N, /|lskr1]l-

Proof. Since k € Cf, there are two cases to consider.

Case 1: Step 14 of Algorithm 2 is reached. In this case, it follows that ||sk41]|| =
5,’;_1 = ||ng +t(A)|| with (£(A/), /) computed in Step 13 of Algorithm 2. Together
with the fact that (k+ 1) € 7%, it follows that /\£+1/||sk+1|| =M/|lnk +t(\)|| > o

Case 2: Step 14 of Algorithm 2 is not reached. This only happens if the condition
in Step 12 of Algorithm 2 tested false, meaning that A£/||sk|| > ¢. Hence, from
Lemma 33, it follows that A£+1/||sk+1|| > )\£/7C||sk||, which by the facts that v, < 1
and /\£/||sk|| > o gives the desired result. O

Next, we provide a bound on the number of iterations in Cf that may occur before
the first or between consecutive iterations in the set S U V.

LEMMA 35. If k € SUV U{0}, then

_ 1 /fhs+HLip+2K’P )J f
47 T k) <24+ 1 = K 20
40 Hswk)l < Log(%‘l) o (gﬂfmff?t(l — Fintt) ‘-
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Proof. Let k € SUV U{0}. Then, Zsuy(k) € C/. The result follows trivially
if [Zsuy(k)| < 1. Therefore, for the remainder of the proof, let us assume that
|Zsuy (k)| > 2. Tt follows from Lemma 34, k+ 1 € Cf, and k + 2 € ¢/ C F (meaning

that 5., # 0 and (k 4 2) € Z) that ¢ < )\£+2/HSE+2H. Combining this inequality

with Lemma 32, Lemma 33, the fact that and (ksuy(k) — 1) € C/ to get

g

(1)““&”(’“) DT Aw®-1 (mhs+HLip+2np>

e - ||5k3w(1€)71|| = \hpmkG(1 = Fper)

The desired result now follows since |Zsuy (k)| = ksuy (k) — k — 1. O
We have now arrived at our complexity result for phase 1.

THEOREM 36. For a scalar € € (0,00), the cardinality of T is at most
(48) K(e) =1+ (K,(€) + KR)(KE + 1)KL,

where Ky (¢), KX, Kg, and ch are defined in Lemmas 27, 28, 30, and 35, respectively.
Consequently, for any € € (0,00), it follows that K (e) = O(e~3/2) for all € € (0,€).

Proof. Without loss of generality, let us assume that at least one iteration is
performed. Then, Lemmas 27 and 28 guarantee that at most K, (€) + KX successtul
iterations are included in Z. In addition, Lemmas 13, 30, and 35 guarantee that, before
each successful iteration, there can be at most (K} + 1)Ké unsuccessful iterations.
Also accounting for the first iteration, the desired result follows. a

If the constraint Jacobians encountered by the algorithm are not rank deficient
(and do not tend toward rank deficiency), then the following corollary gives a similar
result as that above, but for an infeasibility measure.

COROLLARY 37. Suppose that, for all k € N, the constraint Jacobian Jy has full
row rank with singular values bounded below by (min € (0,00). Then, for € € (0,00),
the cardinality of I, := {k € N : ||cg|| > €¢/Cmin}, i at most K(e) defined in (48).
Consequently, for any € € (0,00), the cardinality of I.. is O(e~3/?) for all € € (0, €).

Proof. Under the stated conditions, ||g¢|| = ||JLckl| > Cminllck]| for all k € T.
Thus, since ||gp|| < € implies ||cx|| < €/Cmin, the result follows from Theorem 36. 0O

4. Phase 2: Obtaining Optimality. A complete algorithm for solving prob-
lem (1) proceeds as follows. The phase 1 method, Algorithm 1, is run until either an
approximate feasible point or approximate infeasible stationary point is found, i.e.,
for some (€feqs, €ing) € (0,00) x (0,00), the method is run until, for some k € N,

(493.) HCkH < €feas
(49b) or || exll < €inglle]-

If phase 1 terminates with (49a) failing to hold and (49b) holding, then the entire
algorithm is terminated with a declaration of having found an infeasible (approxi-
mately) stationary point. Otherwise, if (49a) holds, then a phase 2 method is run
that maintains at least €f.qs-feasibility while seeking optimality.

With this idea in mind, how should the termination tolerance € in Algorithm 1
be set so that (49) is achieved within at most O(e=3/2) iterations, as is guaranteed by
the analysis in the previous section? Given (€feqs, €ins) € (0,00) x (0,00), we claim
that Algorithm 1 should be employed with € = €feqs€iny. Indeed, with this choice,
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if the final point produced by phase 1, call it xy, does not yield (49a), then it must
satisfy ||g2]l = L ckll/llckll < €/€feas = €ing, which is exactly (49b).
There are various options for phase 2, three of which are worth mentioning.

e Respecting the current state-of-the-art nonlinear optimization methods, one
can run a trust funnel method such as that in [21]. One can even run such a
method with the initial trust funnel radius for v(z) = §lc()||® set at €,
so that €.qs-feasibility will be maintained as optimality is sought. We do not
claim worst-case iteration complexity guarantees for such a method, though
empirical evidence suggests that such a method would perform well. This is
the type of approach for which experimental results are provided in §5.

e With an eye toward attaining good complexity properties, one can run the
objective-target-following approach proposed as [8, Alg. 4.1, Phase 2]. This
approach essentially applies an ARC algorithm for unconstrained optimization
[4, 5] (see also the previous work in [22, 28, 32]) to minimize the residual
function ® : RV x R — R defined by ®(x,t) = ||c(2)||* + || f(z) — t[|*>. In
iteration k € N, the subsequent iterate xp41 is computed to reduce ®(-,tx) as
in ARC while the subsequent target ¢;+1 is chosen to ensure, amongst other
relationships, that ¢ry1 < tp and |fi — tg| < €feqs for all k € N, where it is
assumed that €feqs € (0,1). In [8], it is shown that, for the phase 2 algorithm
with € € (O,e%is], the number of iterations required to generate a primal

iterate x, satisfying (49a) and either the relative KKT error condition

llge + ¢ vkl < €ll(ye, 1)|| for some y; € RM

or the constraint violation stationarity condition
15 cxll < ellexl]

is at most O(e=3/ 26;81(1/52 ). This should be viewed in two ways. First, if

€ = e%is, then the overall complexity is O(e;e?’a/f ), though of course this

corresponds to a looser tolerance on the relative KKT error than on feasibility.
Second, if € = €feqs (S0 that the two tolerances are equal), then the overall
complexity is O(e}fas). We claim that an approach based on TRACE [15]
(instead of ARC) could instead be employed yielding the same worst-case
iteration complexity properties; see Appendix A.

e Finally, let us point out that in cases that c is affine, one could run an opti-
mization method, such as the ARC method from [4, 5] or the TRACE method
from [15], where steps toward reducing the objective function are restricted to
the null space of the constraint Jacobian. For such a reduced-space method,
€ feas-feasibility will be maintained while the analyses in [4, 5, 15] guarantee
that the number of iterations required to reduce the norm of the reduced

gradient below a given tolerance ey € (0,00) is at most (’)(egpi/ %). With
€ = €opt = €feas, this gives an overall (phase 1 + phase 2) complexity of

O(e=3/?), which matches the optimal complexity for the unconstrained case.

5. Numerical Experiments. Our goal in this section is to demonstrate that
instead of having a phase 1 method that solely seeks (approximate) feasibility (such
as in [8]), it is beneficial to employ a phase 1 method such as ours that simultaneously
attempts to reduce the objective function. To show this, a Matlab implementation
of our phase 1 method, Algorithm 1, has been written. The implementation has two
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modes: one following the procedures of Algorithm 1 and one employing the same
procedures except that the tangential step ti is set to zero for all £ € N so that all
iterations are V-ITERATIONs. We refer to the former implementation as TF and the
latter as TF-V-ONLY. For phase 2 for both methods, following the current state-of-
the-art, we implemented a trust funnel method based on that proposed in [21] with
the modification that the normal step computation is never skipped. In both phases 1
and 2, all subproblems are solved to high accuracy using a Matlab implementation
of the trust region subproblem solver described as [10, Alg. 7.3.4], which in large
part goes back to the work in [27]. The fact that the normal step computation is
never skipped and the subproblems are always solved to high accuracy allows our
implementation to ignore so-called “y-iterations” [21].
Phase 1 in each implementation terminates in iteration k£ € N if either

17 eklloo < 107° max{[|Jg collo, 1}

50 ¢klloo < 1078 max{||c o, 1} or
(50)  lexll {llcolloc, 1} {and leklloo > 10~ mas{ [[coll oo, 1}

whereas Phase 2 terminates in iteration k& € N if either the latter pair of conditions
above holds or, with y; computed as least squares multipliers for all k € N if

g + i yrllso < 107 max{|lgo + Jg yolloo, 1}-

Input parameters used in the code are stated in Table 1. The only values that do not
appear are k, and .. For k,, for simplicity we employed this constant in (15¢) and
(17) as well as in the step acceptance conditions in Step 2 in Algorithm 2 and Step 2 in
Algorithm 3. That said, our convergence analysis is easily adapted to handle different
values in these places: our code uses r, = 1072 in (15¢) and (17) but £, = 1078
in the step acceptance conditions. For ~., our code uses 0.5 in the context of an F-
ITERATION (Algorithm 2) and 1072 in the context of a V-ITERATION (Algorithm 3),
where again our analysis easily allows using different constants in these places.

TABLE 1
Input parameters for TF and TF-V-ONLY.

Kn 9e-01 Kt le-12 Kp 1e-06 ks | 1e+02
Kom | 1€=12 || Knee | 1-(2e-12) || kpt | 1e+20 || Yo | 2e+00
Entn | 1le-12 Kol 9e-01 Khs | 1e+20 || v | 2e+00
Kfm | le-12 Ko2 9e-01 o le-12 || T 1e+20

We ran TF and TF-V-ONLY to solve the equality constrained problems in the
CUTEsSt test set [17]. Among 190 such problems, we removed 78 that had a constant
(or null) objective, 13 for which phase 1 of both algorithms terminated immediately at
the initial point due to the former condition in (50), three for which both algorithms
terminated phase 1 due to the latter pair of conditions in (50) (in each case within
one iteration), two on which both algorithms encountered a function evaluation error,
and one on which both algorithms failed due to small stepsizes (less than 10720) in
phase 1. We also removed all problems on which neither algorithm terminated within
one hour. The remaining set consisted of 33 problems.

The results we obtained are provided in Table 2. For each problem, we indi-
cate the number of variables (n), number of equality constraints (m), number of
V-ITERATIONs (#V), number of F-ITERATIONS (#F), objective function value at the
end of phase 1 (f), and dual infeasibility value at the end of phase 1 (||g+JTy||). We
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TABLE 2
Numerical results for TF and TF-V-ONLY.

TF TF-V-ONLY
Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 1 Phase 2
Problen n m | wv | #F f Ng+ Ty | o | #F #y f g+ Ty # #F
BTL 2 T | 4] o[ -8.0%01 +4.79e-01 | 0 | 139 2 | -8.00e-01 +7.046-01 7 | 136
BT10 2 2 | 10 | 0 | -1.00e+00 +5.39e-04 | 1 0 10 | -1.00e+00 +6.746-05 1 0
BT11 5 3 | 6 1 | +8.25e-01 +4.84603 | 2 0 1 | +4.550%04 +2.57e+04 16 36
BT12 5 3 | 12 T | +6.19e+00 +1.186-05 | 0 0 T6 | +3.34e+01 +4.156+00 2 B
BT2 3 T [ 22 | 8 | +1.45e+03 +3.30ev02 | 3 | 12 21 | +6.14e%04 +1.82+04 0 20
BT3 5 3| 1| 0 | +4.09e+00 +6.436+02 1 0 T | +1.01e+05 +8.89e+02 0 T
BT4 3 3 [ 1| o | -i.seev0l +1.00ev01 | 20 | 12 T | —1.86e+01 +1.00e+01 20 )
BT5 3 2 | 15 | 2 | +9.620+02 +2.80e+00 | 14 2 8 | +9.62e+02 +3.836-01 3 T
BT6 5 2 [ 11 | 45 | +2.77e-01 +4.64602 | 1 0 14 | +5.81ev02 +4.500%02 5 59
BT7 5 3 | 15 | 6 | +1.31e01 +5.57e+00 | 5 1 12 | +1.8le+01 +1.02+01 19 28
BT8 5 2 [ 50 | 26 | +1.00e+00 +7.646-08 | 1 1 10 | +2.00e+00 +2.006+00 1 57
BT9 2 2 | 1t T | -1.00e+00 +8.560-05 1 0 10 | -9.69e-01 +2.26-01 5 T
BYRDSPHR 3 2 [ 29 | 2 | -4.68e+00 +1.28605 | 0 0 19 | -5.00e-01 +1.006+00 16 5
CHAIN 800 | 401 | 9 | 0 | +5.12e+00 +2.35e-04 | 3 | 20 9 | +5.120+00 +2.35-04 3 20
FLT 2 2 [ 15 | 4 | +2.68e+10 +3.28e705 | 0 | 13 19 | +2.68e%10 +3.286+05 0 7
GENHS28 10 8 | 1] 0 | +9.27e-01 +5.88e+01 | 0 0 T | +2.460+03 +9.95e+01 0 T
HS100LNP 7 2 [ 16 | 2 | +6.89ev02 Fi.74ev01 | 4 1 5 | +7.08e%02 +1.936+01 12 3
HS111LNP 10 3| o T | -4.78e+01 +4.916-06 | 2 0 10 | -4.62e+01 +7.49e-01 10 T
HS27 3 T 2 | o | #8.77ev01 +2.03e+02 | 3 5 1 | +2.54e%01 +1.416¥02 1 3
HS39 z 2 | 11 T | -1.00e+00 +8.566-05 1 0 10 | -9.69e-01 +2.266-01 5 T
HS40 Z 3 | & | o0 | —2.50e01 +1.956-06 | 0 0 3 | —2.4%e-01 +3.356-02 g T
HS42 2 2| & T | +1.39e+01 +3.94e-02 | 1 0 T | +1.50e+01 +2.00e+00 3 T
HS62 5 3 [ 1 [ 0 | ¥5.33e+00 F1.64ev02 | 1 0 1 | +8.07e%03 +4.09702 0 T
HS6 2 1 T | 0 | +4.84e+00 +1.56e+00 | 32 | 136 T | +4.84e+00 +1.566+00 32 | 136
HST 2 T 7 T | —2.35e-01 +1.18ev00 | 7 2 8 | ¥3.79e-01 +1.07%00 5 2
HST7 5 2 | 13 | 30 | +2.42e-01 +1.26e-02 | 0 0 17 | +5.52e+02 +4.546+02 3 1
HS78 5 3 [ 6 | 0 | -2.92v00 +3.656-04 | 1 0 10 | -1.79e+00 +1.776%00 2 30
HS79 5 3 | 13 | 21 | +7.880-02 +5.51e-02 | 0 2 10 | +9.70e+01 +1.21e+02 0 24
VARATOS 2 T | 4 | 0 | -1.00e%00 +8.59605 | 1 0 3 | -9.96e-01 +9.026-02 2 T
VSS3 2070 | 1981 | 12 | 0 | -4.99e+01 +2.516-01 | 50 0 12 | -4.99e+01 +2.516-01 50 0
MWRIGHT 5 3 [ 17 | 6 | +2.31e01 +5.78606 | 1 0 7 | ¥5.07e%01 +1.046+01 12 20
ORTHREGB 27 6 | 10 | 15 | +7.020-05 +4.23e-04 | 0 6 10 | +2.73e+00 +1.60e+00 0 10
SPIN2OP 102 | 100 | 57 | 18 | +2.04e-08 +2.746-02 | 0 T | time | +1.67e%01 +3.036-01 | time | time

use time for SPIN20P for TF-V-ONLY to indicate that it hit the one hour time limit
(after 350 phase 1 iterations) without terminating. The results illustrate that, within
a comparable number of iterations, our trust funnel algorithm, represented by TF,
typically yields better final points from phase 1. This can be seen in the fact that
the objective at the end of phase 1, dual infeasibility at the end of phase 1, and the
number of iterations required in phase 2 are all typically smaller for TF than they
are for TF-V-ONLY. Note that for some problems, such as BT1, TF only performs
V-ITERATIONS in phase 1, yet yields a better final point than does TF-V-ONLY; this
occurs since the phase 1 iterations in TF may involve nonzero tangential steps.

6. Conclusion. An algorithm has been proposed for solving equality constrained
optimization problems. Following the work in [8], but based on trust funnel and trust
region ideas from [15, 21], the algorithm represents a next step toward the design
of practical methods for solving constrained optimization problems that offer strong
worst-case iteration complexity properties. In particular, the algorithm involves two
phases, the first seeking (approximate) feasibility and the second seeking optimality,
where a key contribution is the fact that improvement in the objective function is
sought in both phases. If a phase 2 method such as that proposed in [8] is employed,
then the overall algorithm attains the same complexity properties as the method
in [8]. The results of numerical experiments show that the proposed method benefits
by respecting the objective function in both phases.
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Appendix A. Phase 2 Details.

The goal of this appendix is to show that a phase 2 method can be built upon
the TRACE algorithm from [15] yielding the same worst-case iteration complexity
properties as the ARC-based method in [8]. We state a complete phase 2 algorithm,
then prove similar properties for it as those proved for the method in [8]. For the
algorithm and our analysis of it, we make the following additional assumption.

ASSUMPTION 38. For all x € RY with |c(x)|| < €feas € (0,00), the objective
function f is bounded from below and above by fmin € R and fnax € R, respectively.
In addition, the problem functions f and ¢ and their first and second derivatives are
Lipschitz continuous on the path defined by all phase 2 iterates.

As previously mentioned, the phase 2 method is in many ways based on applying
an algorithm for solving unconstrained optimization problems to minimize the residual
function ®(z,t) = 1||r(z,t)||*> where r : RY x R — R is defined by

(51) r(z,t) = ( ; (fv(f)_ t> .

Updated dynamically by the algorithm, the parameter ¢ may be viewed as a target
value for reducing the objective function value.
The phase 2 algorithm is stated as Algorithm 4. We refer the reader to [8] for
further details on the design of the algorithm and to [15] for further details on TRACE.
The following lemma, whose proof follows that of [8, Lemma 4.1], states some
useful properties of the generated sequences.

LEMMA 39. For all k € N, it follows that

(52a) thy1 < tg,

(52b) 0 < f(zk) — th < €feas,
(52¢) 7 (@, th) | = €feas,
(52d) and |c(z)]| < €feas-

Proof. Note that, in TRACE, the objective function is monotonically nonincreas-
ing; see [15, Eq. (2.5); Alg. 1, Step 5]. Hence, each acceptable step s; computed
in Algorithm 4 yields ®(zgy1,tr) < P(xk,tx), from which it follows that the value
for tr41 in Step 10 is well-defined. Then, since all definitions and procedures in Al-
gorithm 4 that yield (52) are exactly the same as in [8, Alg. 4.1], a proof for the
inequalities in (52) is given by the proof of [8, Lemma 4.1]. O
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Algorithm 4 TRACE Algorithm for Phase 2

Require: termination tolerance € € (0,00) and zo € RY with |jco|| < €feas € (0, 00)

1: procedure TRACE_PHASE_2

2 set to < fo — \/€}eas — lcoll?

3 for k € N do

4 perform one iteration of TRACE toward minimizing ®(z,tx) to compute sg
5: if s is an acceptable step then

6: set Tx+1 < Tk + sk (and other quantities following TRACE)

7 if r(zrg1,te) #0 and | Ve ®(zkt1,te)] < €|lr(zrt1,te)]| then

8 terminate

9: else
10: set tpt1 ¢ flTrt1) — \/Hr(xk,tk)IIQ — lIr (@, te)|1? + (f (@) — i)
11: else
12: set xx+1 < 2k (and other quantities following TRACE)
13: set tp41 <t

In the next lemma, we recall a critical result from [15], arguing that it remains
true for Algorithm 4 under our assumptions about the problem functions.

LEMMA 40. Let {0} be generated as in TRACE [15]. Then, there exists a scalar
constant omax € (0,00) such that o < omax for all k € N.

Proof. The result follows in a similar manner as [15, Lem. 3.18]. Here, similar to
[8, §5], it is important to note that Assumption 38 ensures that ® and its first and
second derivatives are globally Lipschitz continuous on a path defined by the phase 2
iterates. This ensures that results of the kind given as [15, Lem. 3.16-3.17] hold true,
which are necessary for proving [15, Lem. 3.18]. O

We now argue that the number of iterations taken for any fixed value of the target
for the objective function is bounded above by a positive constant.

LEMMA 41. The number of iterations required before the first accepted step or
between two successive accepted steps with a fized target t is bounded above by

1 Omax
K, =2+ L - —— log < >J ,
¢ log(min{yx, vy *}) a

where the constants vy € (0,00), 7. € (0,1), are o € (0,00) are parameters used by
TRACE (see [15, Alg. 1]) that are independent of k and satisfy ¢ < omax.

Proof. The properties of TRACE corresponding to so-called contraction and ez-
pansion iterations all hold for Algorithm 4 for sequences of iterations in which a target
value is held fixed. Therefore, the result follows by [15, Lem. 3.22 and Lem. 3.24],
which combined show that the maximum number of iterations of interest is equal to
the maximum number of contractions that may occur plus one. ad

The next lemma merely states a fundamental property of TRACE.

LEMMA 42. Let Hg € (0,00) be the Lipschitz constant for the Hessian function
of ® along the path of phase 2 iterates and let n € (0,1) be the acceptance constant
from TRACE. Then, for xi41 following an accepted step sy, it follows that

O(zp, te) — P(pr1, te) = N(Ho + Omax) 2| Va®(@rs1, )]/
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Proof. With Lemma 40 and adapting the conclusion of [15, Lem. 3.19], the result
follows as in the beginning of the proof of [15, Lem. 3.20]. O

The preceding lemma allows us to prove the following useful result.

LEMMA 43. For xy41 following an accepted step si yielding
(53) IVa® (ks tr)ll > ellr(@hpss te)
with € the constant used in Algorithm /4, it follows that

(s )| = (@, )| > re min{e/2e 2 €feas ),

where B € (0,1) is any fized problem-independent constant, w := n(Hg + omax) /2 €
(0,00) is the constant appearing in Lemma 42, and k; = min{wB*/?,1 — B}.

Proof. Along with the result of Lemma 42, it follows that
I (@rs t)l1® = (i, ) |* 2 20| Vo (@p, 1) |2

Vo (zhr, )| ¥
-2 (gigt) el

> 2we® 2 (psn, t) |2,
Then, if ||r(zg+1,t6)|| > Blr(zk, tr)|], it follows with (52¢) that
(54) (@, )2 = lr(@ess, tn) 7 > 206282 r(ap, t4) [*/? = 20e™/25%2612

from which it follows along with ||r(zkt1,tk)|| < ||r(ak, tr)| that

(e, ti) I? =l (@rs t) 1P
[r(z, ti) | = 7 (@ptrs te) |l = T et I @eer. 2ol
o M@, o)l = (e, te)|1®
- 2||r(zr, te) |
e 0P = e I? oo v
2 rens 2 feas

On the other hand, if ||r(xk41,tk)| < Blr(zk, tr)||, then using (52¢) it follows that

(ks i) = lIr(@hsrs i)l = (1= B)llr(zr, tr) ]| = (1 = B)eseas-

Combining the results of both cases, the desired conclusion follows. a

The following is an intermediate result used to prove the subsequent lemma. We
merely state the result for ease of reference; see [8, Lemma 5.2] and its proof.

LEMMA 44. Consider the following optimization problem in two variables:
min = —f+ Ve -2 st fP4c? <1
(fic)eR?
where 0 < 7 < €. The global minimum of this problem is attained at (fi,c.) = (7,0)
with the optimal value given by —7 + €.

We next prove a lower bound on the decrease of the target value.
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LEMMA 45. Suppose that the termination tolerance is set so that € < e%is. Then,

for x4 following an accepted step sy such that the termination conditions in Step 7
are not satisfied, it follows that, with k; € (0,1) defined as in Lemma 45,

1/2
(55) te— tegr > mee® e 2

Proof. A proof follows similarly to that of [8, Lem. 5.3]. In particular, if the reason
that the termination conditions in Step 7 are not satisfied is because (53) holds, then

Lemma 43 and the fact that e < e}éis imply that

(i, )| = 1P (i, )| > me min{e®/ €12 efeast > mee®/2ell2.

On the other hand, if the reason the termination conditions in Step 7 are not satisfied
1/3
that

is because ||r(zg+1,tx)|| = 0, it follows from (52¢), k¢ € (0,1), and € < e/,

3/2.1/2

(@, te) | = 17 (@rt 1, ti) | = €feas = K€ "€ fogs-

Combining these two cases, (51), and (52¢), one finds that

1/2
(F(@rrn) = i) + lle@ir)l? = @, ) 17 < (epeas — mee®/ e 2%

Now, from Step 10 of Algorithm 4, (51), and (52¢), it follows that

te = topr = —(f(@rg1) — te) + \/||7”(96k71ﬁk)||2 = [Ir(@rra, te)l2 + (f(zhg1) — ta)°
= —(f(@rr1) = te) + Vllr(ee, to)lI2 = fle(@r)[?
= ~(fmrs1) = 1) + /Sy — lelmrsn) 12

Overall, it follows that Lemma 44 can be applied (with “f” = f(axg41) — t, “c”
= |le(zpt1)|l, “€” = €feas, and “77 = €feqs — Iiteg/ze}éis) to obtain the result. 0

We now show that if the termination condition in Step 7 of Algorithm 4 is never
satisfied, then the algorithm takes infinitely many accepted steps.

LEMMA 46. If Algorithm 4 does not terminate finitely, then it takes infinitely
many accepted steps.

Proof. To derive a contradiction, suppose that the number of accepted steps is
finite. Then, since it does not terminate finitely, there exists k& € N such that s, is not
acceptable for all k& > k. Therefore, by the construction of the algorithm, it follows
that ¢ty = t for all k > k. This means that the algorithm proceeds as if the TRACE
algorithm from [15] is being employed to minimize ®(-,%;), from which it follows by
[15, Lemmas 3.7, 3.8, and 3.9] that, for some sufficiently large k¥ > k, an acceptable
step s will be computed. This contradiction completes the proof. a

Before proceeding, let us discuss the situation in which the termination conditions
in Step 7 of Algorithm 4 are satisfied. This discussion, originally presented in [8],
justifies the use of these termination conditions.

Suppose [[r(@es1, te)| # 0 and [V, ® (@, )]l < ellr(@esn i)l I S = b,
then these mean that ||cp41] # 0 and ||V ®(2k41, k)] < €||ck+1]l, which along with
Ve ®(zri1,tr) = JL 11 + (fer1 — th)gr41 would imply that

[/t
¢
lew-y]



That is, under these conditions, x4 is an approximate first-order stationary point
for minimizing ||c||. If fr4+1 # tk, then the satisfied termination conditions imply that

[T ki + (ferr — tr) g |
[r(zh+1, te)l

By dividing the numerator and denominator of the left-hand side of this inequality
by f(zr41) — tx > 0 (recall (52b)), defining

(56) Y(@rr1,te) = c(@rg1)/(f (@hy1) — te) € R,

and substituting y(zx,1,tx) back into the inequality, one finds that

Ly (kg1 tr) + grgrl .
”(y(‘rk-i-lvtk)v 1)” -

As argued in [8], one may use a perturbation argument to say that (g1, y(Ter1,tk))
satisfying the relative KKT error conditions (57) and ||cx41|| < €feqs corresponds to
a first-order stationary point for problem (1). Specifically, consider z = z. + J, and
Yy = Y« + 0y where (z4,ys) is a primal-dual pair satisfying the KKT conditions for
problem (1). Then, a first-order Taylor expansion of J(x.)T y. + g(z.) to estimate its
value at (z,y) yields the estimate (V2 f(z.) + Ziﬂil[yi]*v%i(x*))éw + J(z*)T§,. The
presence of the dual variable y* in this estimate confirms that the magnitude of the
dual variable should not be ignored in a relative KKT error condition such as (57).
We now prove our worst-case iteration complexity result for phase 2.

(57)

1/3
feas

THEOREM 47. Suppose that the termination tolerances are set so that € < e

with €feqs € (0,1). Then, Algorithm 4 requires at most 0(6’3/26;61(1/52) iterations until
the termination condition in Step 7 is satisfied, at which point either

1Ty (s, te) + gl

o W = € e llevl < €reas
or
”JT Chit1]]
(59) SRV D < e and ||erga || < €feas
l[cr1l

is satisfied, with y(xg41,tx) defined in (56).

Proof. Recall that if the termination condition in Step 7 is satisfied for some
k € N, then, by the arguments prior to the lemma, either (58) or (59) will be satisfied.
Thus, we aim to show an upper bound on the number of iterations required by the
algorithm until the termination condition in Step 7 is satisfied.

Without loss of generality, let us suppose that the algorithm performs at least
one iteration. Then, we claim that there exists some k& € N such that the termination
condition does not hold for (zj,tx—1), but does hold for (zxy1,%x). To see this,
suppose for contradiction that the termination condition is never satisfied. Then, by
Lemma 45, it follows that for all k& € N such that s is acceptable one finds that (55)
holds. This, along with Lemma 46, implies that {t;} N\, —oco. However, this along
with (52b) implies that {fz} \y —oo, which contradicts Assumption 38.

Now, since the termination condition is satisfied at (41, tx), but not in the itera-
tion before, it follows that s must be an acceptable step. Hence, from Assumption 38,
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(52b), Lemma 45, Step 2, it follows that

1/2
fmin < fk <t + €feas <to— KAKt€3/2€ft/3as + €feas

1/2
< f(xO) - KAﬁt63/26féas + €feas

where K 4 is the number of accepted steps prior to iteration (k+1). Rearranging and
since €feqs € (0,1), one finds along with Assumption 38 that

fmax - fmin + 1—‘

1/2
liteg’/zefeas

(60) Kiq < ’7

From (60) and Lemma 41, the desired result follows. O
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