2108.04336v2 [math.OC] 1 Dec 2023

arxXiv

THE MULTI-OBJECTIVE POLYNOMIAL OPTIMIZATION

JIAWANG NIE AND ZI YANG

ABSTRACT. The multi-objective optimization is to optimize several objective
functions over a common feasible set. Since the objectives usually do not
share a common optimizer, people often consider (weakly) Pareto points. This
paper studies multi-objective optimization problems that are given by polyno-
mial functions. First, we study the geometry for (weakly) Pareto values and
represent Pareto front as the boundary of a convex set. Linear scalarization
problems (LSPs) and Chebyshev scalarization problems (CSPs) are typical ap-
proaches for getting (weakly) Pareto points. For LSPs, we show how to use
tight relaxations to solve them, how to detect existence or nonexistence of
proper weights. For CSPs, we show how to solve them by moment relaxations.
Moreover, we show how to check if a given point is a (weakly) Pareto point or
not and how to detect existence or nonexistence of (weakly) Pareto points. We
also study how to detect unboundedness of polynomial optimization, which is
used to detect nonexistence of proper weights or (weakly) Pareto points.

1. INTRODUCTION

The multi-objective optimization problem (MOP) is to optimize several objec-
tives simultaneously over a common feasible set. MOPs have broad applications in
economics [15], finance [0], medical science [56, 58], and machine learning [59]. In
this paper, we consider the MOP in the form

min  f(z) = (fi(z),..., fm(z))

(1.1) st ci(z)=03€éf),
cj(x) 2 0(j € I),
where all functions f;, ¢;, ¢; are polynomials in  := (z1,...,2,) € R”. The £ and Z

are disjoint finite label sets. Let K denote the feasible set of . Generally, there
does not exist a point such that all f;’s are minimized simultaneously. People often
look for a point such that some or all of the objectives cannot be further optimized.
This leads to the following concepts (see [43] [45] 22]).

Definition 1.1. A point z* € K is said to be a Pareto point (PP) if there is no
x € K such that fi(z) < fi(z*) for alli=1,...,m and f;(x) < f;(z*) for at least
one j. The point x* is said to be a weakly Pareto point (WPP) if there is no x € K
such that fi(z) < fi(z*) for alli=1,...,m.

In the literature, Pareto points (resp., weakly Pareto points) are also referenced
as Pareto optimizers (resp., weakly Pareto optimizers), or Pareto solutions (resp.,
weakly Pareto solutions). A vector v := (vy,...,v,,) is called a Pareto value (resp.,
weakly Pareto value) for if there exists a Pareto point (resp., weakly Pareto
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point) z* such that v = f(z*). Pareto front is the set of objective values at Pareto
points. Every Pareto point is a weakly Pareto point, while the converse is not
necessarily true. Detecting existence or nonexistence of (weakly) Pareto points is
a major task for MOPs. We refer to [2 B, 27, 43, 45] 22] for related work about
existence of PPs and WPPs.

Scalarization is a classical method for finding PPs or WPPs. It transforms a
MOP into a single objective optimization problem. A frequently used scalarization
is a nonnegative linear combination of objectives.

Definition 1.2. The linear scalarization problem (LSP) for the MOP , with

a nonzero weight w = (w1, ...,wy,) >0, is
(12) min - wy f1(z) + - + wi fro (2)
' st. zeK.

For the LSP 7 the optimization remains unchanged if we normalize the
nonzero weight w such that Z:il w; = 1,w; > 0. For neatness of the paper,
one can equivalently consider nonzero and nonnegative weights for LSPs. Every
minimizer of the LSP (|1.2) is a weakly Pareto point for nonzero w > 0 and every
minimizer is a Pareto point for w > 0. Varying weights in may give different
(weakly) Pareto points. A nonzero weight w is said to be proper if the LSP (1.2)
is bounded below. Otherwise, the w is called improper. One wonders whether or
not every Pareto point is a minimizer of for some weight w. However, this
is sometimes not the case (see [I4] [60]). For instance, Example has infinitely
many Pareto points, but only two of them can be obtained by solving LSPs. Under
some assumptions, LSPs may give all Pareto points (see [12]).

Another frequently used scalarization is the Chebyshev scalarization. It requires
to use the minimum value of each objective.

Definition 1.3. The Chebyshev scalarization problem (CSP) for the MOP ,

with a nonzero weight w = (w1, ..., Wy) > 0, is
(1.3 min - g, wi(f) = 17)
s.it. xeK.

where the minimum value f; = mig fi(z) > —o0.
faS]

Every minimizer of the CSP (|1.3)) is a weakly Pareto point. Interestingly, every
weakly Pareto point is the minimizer of a CSP for some weight (see [28, [45]).
However, the minimizer of a CSP may not be a Pareto point. There also exist other
scalarization methods, such as the e-constraint method [I] [44], the lexicographic
method [8] 26]. We refer to [7} 1T}, 43} [45], [57] for different scalarizations.

There exists important work for MOPs given by polynomials. When all functions
are linear, a semidefinite programming method is given to obtain the set of Pareto
points in [5]. When the functions are convex polynomials, Moment-SOS relaxation
methods are given to compute (weakly) Pareto points in [24 25| 23, B8, 37], as well
as some useful conditions for existence of (weakly) Pareto points. Since the Pareto
front is an image set of polynomial functions, semidefinite relaxations can be used
to approximate the Pareto front, as in the work [40, 41].

When the functions are nonconvex polynomials, nonemptiness and boundedness
of Pareto solution sets are shown in [39], under certain regularity conditions. When
the objectives are polynomials and K is the entire space R™, some novel conditions
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are shown for existence of (weakly) Pareto points in [27]. The following questions
are of great interest for studying MOPs:

e What is a convenient description for the set of (weakly) Pareto values? How
can we represent the Pareto front in a geometrically clean way?

e For an LSP, how can we solve it efficiently for a Pareto point? When the
contraint K is unbounded, how can we find a proper weight such that the
LSP is bounded? How can we detect nonexistence of proper weights?

e For a CSP, how can we solve it efficiently for a weakly Pareto point? How
do we get the global minimum value for each objective? If some minimum
value is —oo, how can we get a weakly Pareto point?

e For a given point, how can we detect if it is a (weakly) Pareto point? How
can we get a (weakly) Pareto point if LSPs/CSPs fail to give one? How do
we detect nonexistence of (weakly) Pareto points?

Contributions. The above questions are the major topics of this paper. When
MOPs are given by polynomials, there are special properties for them. The following
are our major contributions.

We study the convex geometry for (weakly) Pareto values. The epigraph set, i.e.,
the set U as in , is useful for (weakly) Pareto values. We give a characterization
for the Pareto front. When the objectives are convex, we show that the set of weakly
Pareto values can be expressed in terms of the boundary of a convex set. When
the MOP is given by SOS convex polynomials, we show that U/ can be given by
semidefinite representations. This is shown in Section [3]

For solving LSPs and CSPs, or detecting nonexistence of (weakly) Pareto points,
we often need to detect whether or not an optimization problem is unbounded.
There exists few work for detecting unboundedness in nonconvex optimization. We
give a convex relaxation method for detecting unboundedness in polynomial opti-
mization under some genericity assumptions. To the best of the authors’ knowledge,
this is the first work that can achieve this goal. The results are in Section [A]

We discuss how to solve LSPs in Section 4} Under a genericity assumption, we
give a tight relaxation method for solving LSPs and obtaining Pareto points. When
the feasible set K is unbounded, we show how to find proper weights such that the
LSP is bounded below. We also show how to detect that the LSP is unbounded
below for all weights, i.e., how to detect nonexistence of proper weights.

Section [5] studies how to solve CSPs. We first apply the tight relaxation method
to compute global minimum values f],..., f;, for the individual objectives. After
that, we formulate the CSP equivalently as a polynomial optimization problem and
then solve it by using Moment-SOS relaxations.

Section [6] discusses how to detect if a given point is a (weakly) Pareto point or
not. This can be done by solving certain polynomial optimization. We also show
how to detect existence or nonexistence of (weakly) Pareto points. This requires to
solve some moment feasibility problems.

We make some conclusions and propose some open questions in Section m Sec-
tion [2] reviews some basic results for optimization with polynomials and moments.

2. PRELIMINARY

Notation. The symbol N (resp., R, C) denotes the set of nonnegative integral
(resp., real, complex) numbers. The R’} stands for the nonnegative orthant, i.e.,
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the set of nonnegative vectors. For each label i, the e; denotes the vector of all
zeros excepts its ith entry being 1, while e denotes the vector of all ones. For
an integer k > 0, denote [k] := {1,2,...,k}. For t € R, [t] denotes the smallest
integer greater than or equal to ¢. Denote by Rlz] := R[xy,...,2,] the ring of
polynomials in z = (z1,...,z,) with real coefficients. The R[z]4 stands for the set
of polynomials in R[z] with degrees at most d. For a polynomial p, deg(p) denotes
its total degree, p denotes its homogenization, and p"°™ denotes the homogeneous
part of the highest degree. For a := (ay,...,a,) € N*, we denote 2% = z{* - .- zon
and |a| := a1 + - -+ 4+ a,. The power set of degree d is

Ng ={a e N"||a| < d}.
The vector of monomials in x and up to degree d is
[x]q == [1 ry e xy X2 mT - xd]T.

The superscript I denotes the transpose of a matrix/vector. The Iy stands for
the N-by-N identity matrix. By writing X > 0 (resp., X > 0), we mean that X
is a symmetric positive semidefinite (resp., positive definite) matrix. For a set T,
conv (T") denotes its convex hull, ¢l (T') denotes its closure, and int (T') denotes its
interior, under the Euclidean topology. The cardinality of T is |T|. For a vector
u, the |lul| denotes its standard Euclidean norm. For a function h in z, the Vh
denotes its gradient vector in z. All computational results are shown with four
decimal digits.

2.1. Positive polynomials. A subset I C R|z] is an ideal if T - R[z] C I and
I'+1 C 1. Foratuple p= (p1,...,pr) of polynomials in R[z], Ideal(p) denotes
the smallest ideal containing all p;, which is the set p; - R[z] + - -+ 4+ p - R[z]. In
computation, we often need to work with the truncation of degree 2k:

Ideal[plar = p1 - R[T]ak—deg(py) ++* + Pr - RIZ]2x—deg(py)-

A polynomial o is said to be a sum of squares (SOS) if o = s + - - + 57 for some
polynomials sq, ..., s;. Checking if a polynomial is SOS can be done by solving a
semidefinite program (SDP) [29]. If a polynomial is SOS, then it is nonnegative
everywhere. The set of all SOS polynomials in z is denoted by X[x] and its dth
truncation is X[z]4 = X[z] N R[z]4. For a tuple ¢ = (q1,. - .,q:) of polynomials, its
quadratic module is

Qmodlq) = X[z] +q1 - Z[x] + -+ + ¢ - X[z].
The truncation of degree 2k for @Qmod]q]| is

Qmod|qlar = B[x|or + q1 - B[x]op—deg(g) T+ @ - Z[T]2k—deg(qr)-

A subset A C R[z] is said to be archimedean if there exists ¢ € A such that
o(x) > 0 defines a compact set in R™. If Ideal[p] + Q@mod[q] is archimedean, then
the set T := {z € R™ : p(x) = 0, ¢(x) > 0} must be compact. The reverse is not
necessarily true. However, if T is compact, the archimedeanness can be met by
adding a redundant ball condition. When Ideal[p] + @mod[q] is archimedean, every
polynomial that is positive on T' must belong to Ideal[p]+ Qmod][g]. This conclusion
is referenced as Putinar’s Positivstellensatz [55]. Furthermore, if a polynomial is
nonnegative on T, then it also belongs to Ideal[p] + @mod][q|, under some standard
optimality conditions on its minimizers (see [49]).
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2.2. Localizing and moment matrices. Denote by RNd the space of real se-
quences labeled by a € Nj. A vector y := (Ya)aeny is called a truncated multi-
sequence (tms) of degree d. It gives a linear functional on R[z]4 such as

(21) <Z faxaay> = Z JaVas
aEN? aEN?

where each f, is a coefficient. The tms y is said to admit a Borel measure p if
Yo = f x*dp for all a € N7j. If it exists, such p is called a representing measure for
y and y is said to admit the measure p. The support of p is denoted as supp(u).
If the cardinality |supp(u)| is finite, the measure p is called finitely atomic. Tt is
called r-atomic if |[supp(u)| = r.

In optimization, the support of u is often constrained in a set K. For a degree
d, denote the moment cone

(2.2) Za(K) = {y eRMN: Jp, y= /[x]ddu, supp(p) C K}.
The dual cone of Z,4(K) is the nonnegative polynomial cone
(2.3) Py(K) = {p € Rlz]q: plz) > 0¥z € K}.

The dual cone of Z4(K) is the closure of Z4(K). When K is compact, the moment
cone Z4(K) is closed. We refer to [33], B5] for more details about moment cones.
Consider a polynomial ¢ € R[z]z; with deg(q) < 2k. The kth localizing matriz

of ¢, generated by a tms z € RY2+, is the symmetric matrix Lgk) [2] such that
(2.4) vec(al)T(Ll(Ik)[z])vec(ag) = (qaias, 2)
for all a1, as € R[x]p_deg(q)/21- (The vec(a;) denotes the coefficient vector of a;.)

When ¢ =1, L((Jk) [z] is called a moment matriz and we denote
Mylz] = L[z

The columns and rows of Lgk) [2], as well as Myg[z], are labeled by o € N™ with
2|al < 2k — deg(q).

Each y € Z4(K) can be extended to a tms z € %o (K) such that y = z|q, where
d < 2t and z|4 denotes the truncation of z with degree d:
(25) Z|d = (Zoc)aeNg-
When K is the feasible set of (1.1, a necessary condition for z € %9(K) is

LY =03€f), LV =0(el)

while they may not be sufficient (see [33, [35]). However, if z further satisfies
(2.6) rank M;_g4 [z] = rank M[z],

then z admits a r-atomic measure supported in K, with » = rank M;[z]. The above
integer d. is the degree

(2.7) d. = max{[deg(c;)/2] :i € EUT}.

This condition is called flat extension (see [9] 10, 18, [34]). To get optimizers
in computation, the flat truncation is more frequently used (see [48]).

Moment and localizing matrices are important tools for solving polynomial opti-
mization [13] 18, 29] [46]. They are also useful in tensor decompositions [51] 53]. We
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refer to [33] 32 [35], [36] for the books and surveys about polynomial and moment
optimization.

3. GEOMETRY OF PARETO VALUES

Recall that a vector v :== (v1,...,v) is a Pareto value (PV) if there exists a
Pareto point z* such that v = f(a*). Similarly, v is called a weakly Pareto value
(WPV) if v = f(p) for a weakly Pareto point p. PVs and WPVs are closely related
to the epigraph set

(3.1) U = {u=(ur,...,un) | u; > fi(z), for somez € K}.
The image of the set K under the objective vector f = (f1,..., fm) is

FE) = {(fi(@),-., fm(2)) : @ € K}

Then, U = f(K)+ R and its convex hull conv (i) = conv (f(K)) +RT. If K is
convex and each objective f; is convex, the set U/ is also convex. The converse is
not necessarily true. When U is convex, every Pareto point is a minimizer of some
LSP (see [12]). In this section, we study the geometry of PVs and discuss how to
characterize PVs and WPVs through the set Uf.

3.1. Supporting hyperplanes. For a nonzero vector w € R™ and b € R, the set
H = {uecR™:wlu=05}

is a supporting hyperplane for U/ if b = inf,c;y wu. The w is the normal of H. In
particular, if there exists v € U such that w'u > wTv for all w € U, then H is
called a supporting hyperplane through v. Since U contains f(x)+ R’ , the normal
w must be nonnegative, for H to be a supporting hyperplane.

In MOP, people often use different orderings to define various minimizers. We
refer to [43] 45| 22] for general orderings in MOP. Here we introduce the convenient
lexicographical ordering, up to permutations. Let 7 be a permutation of (1,...,m).
For a set T' C R™, construct the following chain of nesting subsets

T=T2T12 2T,

such that: for each k = 1,...,m, T} is the subset of vectors in Ty_; whose 7(k)th
entry is the smallest. If T, # (, then each v € T}, is called a w-minimal point of
T. For u,v € T,,, all the entries of u,v must be the same, so u = v and hence T,
consists of a single point, if it is nonempty. In particular, if T is compact, then
Ty # 0 and it consists of a single point.

PVs and WPVs are characterized in the following. Some of these results may
already exist in the literature. For convenience of readers, we summarize them
together and give direct proofs.

Proposition 3.1. Let U be as in (3.1). For each v € f(K), we have:

(i) The vector v is a WPV if and only if v lies on the boundary of U. Moreover,
if v is an extreme point of conv(U), then v is a PV.

(ii) Assume U is convexr. If v is a WPV, then there exists a supporting hy-
perplane for U through v whose normal is nonnegative, i.e., there exists
0 # w >0 such that wTu > wTv for allu € U.
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(iii) Suppose H = {u : wTu = wTv} is a supporting hyperplane for U through
v, with a normal vector 0 # w > 0. If w > 0, then v is a PV. For w with
a zero entry, if u € f(K) is a m-minimal point of H NU, then u is a PV.
Ifu € f(K) is an extreme point of H NU, then u is also a PV.

Proof. (i) If v lies on the boundary of U, then there is no p € K such that f(p) < v,
so v is a WPV. If v is an interior point of I, then exist p € K and ¢ > 0 such that
f(p) + ¢ < v, which denies that v is a WPV. This shows that v is a WPV if and
only if v lie on the boundary of U.

Next, suppose v is an extreme point of conv (). Suppose otherwise that v is
not a PV, then there exists p € K such that f(p) < v, f(p) # v. This means that
v = f(p)+gq, for some 0 # g € RT. Hence v = 1 f(p) + 3(f(p) +2¢), which implies
v is not an extreme point of conv (i), a contradiction. So v is a PV.

(ii) If v is a WPV, then v lies on the boundary of . Since U is convex, there
is a supporting hyperplane for U through v, i.e., there exists w # 0 such that
wTu > wTv for all w € Y. The set U contains v + R, sow > 0.

(iii) For the case w > 0, the conclusion is obvious. When w has zero entries, let
I={ie€[m]:w; >0} Toprove u:= (u,...,un)is a PV, suppose p € K is such
that f(p) < u. Since u € HNU, w? f(p) < wlu = wTv. Also note that w” f(p) >
wlu, since H is a supporting hyperplane. So we must have w? f(p) = wv and
fi(p) = w; for all i € I. Write that v = f(p) + ¢, for some ¢ € R". Note that ¢; =0
for all ¢ € I. Since w is a m-minimal point of H NY and f(p) < u, the vector f(p)
is also a m-minimal point of H NU. Hence u = f(p), by the m-minimality. This
means that v is a PV.

When u is an extreme point of H NU, we can prove that w is a PV in the same
way as for the item (i). O

We have the following remarks for Proposition [3.1]
e Not every WPV lies on the boundary of conv (i). For instance, consider
min (.’171, 372)
s.t. x1 20,20 >0, .T%—Fl‘% =1.
For each t € (0,1), the point (t,v/1 — ¢2) is a WPP (also a PP), but it does
not lie on the boundary of conv ().

e If U/ is not convex, there may not exist a supporting hyperplane through
a WPV. For instance, in the above MOP, for every ¢t € (0, 1), there is no
supporting hyperplane for conv () through (¢, /1 — t2).

e For the item (iii) of Proposition if w has a zero entry, then v may not
be a Pareto value. For instance, consider the unconstrained MOP

min (21, ¥3).

For w = (0,1) and v = (0,0), the equation w’u = 0 gives a supporting
hyperplane through (0,0), but (0,0) is not a Pareto value.

e If v is a PV, it may not be an extreme point of & or H NU. For instance,
consider the MOP

{ min (1, z2)

s.it. x1 20,29 >0, 21 + 22 = 1.

The set U = {z1 >0, 9 > 0, 1 + 2 > 1}. Clearly, for every ¢ € (0, 1), the
vector (t,1—t) is a PV, but it is not an extreme point of 4. The hyperplane
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H = {1 + zo = 1} supports U at (¢,1 —t). However, (¢,1 — t) is not an
extreme point of the intersection H NU, for every ¢ € (0, 1).

3.2. A convex representation. When the feasible set K is bounded, there always
exist supporting hyperplanes for /. When K is unbounded, they may or may
not exist. For given v = (vi,...,vn) € f(K), how do we determine if there
is a supporting hyperplane through it? For this purpose, we consider the linear
optimization in wg € R and w = (wy,...,wy,) € R™:

w*

=max Wo
sit. 1—eTw=0, w; >wp (i € [m]),

wi(fi(z) —v;)) >0 on K.
1

(3.2)

NgE

K2

Clearly, there is a supporting hyperplane through v if and only if the optimal value
w* > 0. Let d be the maximum degree of objectives f;. The third constraint in
(3.2) is equivalent to the membership

zzl wi(fi(x) — v;) € Pa(K),

where Z4(K) is the nonnegative polynomial cone as in (2.3). The dual cone of
Z4(K) is the closure cl(%4(K)), where %Z4(K) is the moment cone as in (2.2).
The dual optimization of (3.2)) can be shown to be

min ¢
(3.3) st t={fi—vi.y) 2 0(i € [m]),
L=mt = 3 (fi —vi,y), y € l(Za(K)).

i=1

In the above, the vector y is a tms labeled as

Yy = (ya)OzGNg .

If (3.3) has a feasible point with ¢ < 0, then there are no nonnegative supporting
hyperplanes through v. Since each v; is a scalar, one can see that

(fi —=vi,y) = (fi,y) —vi(l,90) = (fi, ) — vi¥%o.

When t < 0 is feasible for (3.3, there also exists a feasible y € Z4(K) with yo > 0.
One can scale such (¢,y) so that yo = 1. Hence, the existence of ¢ < 0 in (3.3) is

equivalent to
m

T=mt' = > ({fi,y) —vi),

i=1
t/ Z (fi,y>—vi,i: 1,...,m,
T>0>t,y=1,y € Zg(K).
The above is then equivalent to that
v > (fi,y), i=1,...,m,
Yo = 17 Yy e <%d(l()
We define the set V containing all such v:
v=(V1,...,Um)
(3.4) Vi=gwv| v>(fi,y,i=1,....,m,
Yo =1,y € Za(K)
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Theorem 3.2. Assume K has nonempty interior. Then, the interior of the convex
hull conv (U) is the set V as in (3.4). Moreover, whenU is convez, a vectorv € f(K)
is a weakly Pareto value if and only if v belongs to the boundary of the closure cl(V),

Proof. Since K has nonempty interior, the cone %d( ) has nonempty interior.
Hence, the strong duality holds between and ( , since . ) has strictly
feasible points. This is because one can select y from the interior of %Z4(K), choose
t sufficiently large to satisfy all the inequalities, and then scale such (¢,y) for the
equality to hold.

A point v lies in the interior of conv (i) if and only if there is no supporting
hyperplane for & through it. The normal of every supporting hyperplane for U is
nonnegative. Thus, v lies in the interior of conv (i) if and only if the optimal value
w* of is negative or it is infeasible. By the strong duality between and
(3.3, this is equivalent to that v belongs to V.

When U is convex, i.e., conv(U) = U, a vector v € f(K) is a WPV if and only
if v lies on the boundary of U, by Proposition This is equivalent to that v lies
on the boundary of CI(V), since the interior of U is V. O

A computational efficient description for the moment cone %Z4(K) is usually not
available. However, when the polynomials are SOS-convex, there exists a semidef-
inite representation for the set V in . Recall that a polynomial p € R[x] is
SOS-convex (see [I7]) if V2p = Q(x)TQ(z) for some matrix polynomial Q(z).

Theorem 3.3. Assume & = (0 and K has nonempty interior. If all f; and —c;
(j € T) are SOS-convex polynomials, then the interior of U is equal to

<Cg,y> 0(j € 1),
> (fi,y) (i € [m]),
Mdo[ ] =0, y0 =1, ’

yGR 2d0

(3.5) Vio= < (1,00, 0m)

where dy = max{[d/2], [deg(c;)/2](j € I}. Moreover, a vector v € f(K) is a
weakly Pareto value if and only if it lies on the boundary of cl(V1).

Proof. Clearly, if v belongs to V as in for some y € %Z4(K), then it must
belong to Vi. Conversely, if (v,y) satisfies (3.5), then let & == (ye,,...,¥e,) and
9 = [Z]q. Under the SOS convexity assumption, the Jensen’s inequality (see [31])
implies that

(fisy) = [i(@) = (fi,9), 02> (—cj,y) > —¢j(2) = (—¢;, 7).

So we have 2 € K and § € Z4(K), hence v belongs to V;. The conclusion then
follows from Theorem [3.21 ]

Example 3.4. Consider the SOS-convex polynomials

3
fi= (21 —22)* + (22 —23)%, fo= o} + 2323 + 232} + 2343,
=1



10 JIAWANG NIE AND ZI YANG

and the ball constraint 1 > ||z||2. One can verify that

T
T — To 0 T — To 0
V2f1 =12 To —T1 X2 — X3 Tog —T1 X2 — X3 y
0 Irs3 — To 0 I3 — T
T

T X1 0 X1 X1 O 3
v2.](‘2 =4 |z 0 =z zo 0 29 + Z A,A;I‘7
0 xz3 x3 0 x3 x3 i=1

where each A; is the diagonal matriz with the diagonal vector \/ixi(e—&— (\/5— 1)e;).
Note that yooo = 1. The inequalities in the set Vi as in are

1 — y200 — Y020 — Yo20 = 0,

4 .
01 > 30 (D (1) (Ya—iyerties + Y(a—iyerties)s
1=0

3
V2 > Y Yae, + Y220 + Yo22 + Y202
i=1

The moment matriz inequality Ms[y] = 0 reads as

Yooo Y100 Yoio Yoor Y200 Y110 Yio1 Yo20 Yoi1  Yoo2
Y100 Y200 Y110 Y101 Y300 Y210 Y201 Y120 Y111 Y102
Yoio Y110 Yo20 Yoi1 Y210 Yi20 Y111 Yo3o Yo21 Yoi2
Yoor Y101 Yoi1 Yooz Y201 Y111 Yio2 Yo21 Yoi2 Yoo3
Y200 Y300 Y210 Y201 Y400 Y310 Y301 Y220 Y211 Y202 ~ 0.
Y110 Y210 Y120 Y111 Y310 Y220 Y211 Y130 Yi21 Y112
Y101 Y201 Y111 Y102 Y301 Y211 Y202 Y121 Y112 Y103
Yo20 Y120 Yo3o Yo21 Y220 Y130 Y121 Yo4o Yo31 Yo22
Yo11 Y111 Yo21 Yoi2 Y211 Y121 Y112 Yo31 Yo22 Yoi3
Yoo2 Y102 Yoi2 Yoo3 Y202 Y112 Y103 Yo22 Yoi3 Yoo4

We would like to remark that the Pareto front can be expressed as an image set
of polynomial functions. Thus, semidefinite relaxations can be used to approximate
the Pareto front. We refer to [40, 1] for related work on this technique. In contrast,
our work expresses the Pareto front in terms of the boundary of sets cl(V) in
or cl(V1) in (3.5). In comparison, the expression for the Pareto front via cl(V) or
cl(V1) in our work is exact but more for theoretical interest, while the expression
in [40] is approximate but more for computational interest.

4. THE LINEAR SCALARIZATION

This section discusses how to solve linear scalarization problems, how to choose
proper weights, and how to detect nonexistence of proper weights. For a weight
w = (wy, ..., W), denote the weighted sum

Jw(@) =wi fi(x) + - 4 W frn ().
We consider the LSP
(4.1) min  f,(z) st zeK.

Recall that w # 0 is a proper weight if (4.1) is bounded below. Equivalently, w is
a proper weight if and only if w is the normal of a supporting hyperplane for the

set U as in (3.1)).
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4.1. Tight relaxations for LSPs. The Moment-SOS hierarchy of semidefinite
relaxations [29] can be applied to solve . When the feasible set K is unbounded,
the Moment-SOS hierarchy may not converge. Here, we apply the tight relaxation
method in [52] to solve ([4.1).

The Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions for are

Vfw(u) = Z )\Zch(u), )\j >0, /\jCj(U) =0 (j S I),
i€EUT
where the \;’s are Lagrange multipliers. For convenience, we write such that

EUT ={1,...,s}, ¢ = (aa(x),...,cs(x)),

Ceq = (Ci)i687 Cin = (Cj )jEI~
The KKT conditions imply that
Vei(z) Vea(x) -+ Veg(x)
c1(z) 0 e 0 A Vfg(x)

(4.2) 0 cz) -0 | = .

: : ’ : As :

0 0 e cg(@) ¥ 0
C(z)

The polynomial tuple ¢ is said to be nonsingular if the matrix C(x) as above has
full column rank for all complex z € C™ (see [52]). When c is nonsingular, there
exists a matrix polynomial L(z) such that L(x)C(x) = Is. Then

A= L(z) {Vfg(””)] .

For each i =1,...,s, let \;(x) == (L(x);,lzanw(x))i be the ith entry polynomial.
Denote the polynomial sets
(4.3) D= {c,»}ie‘8 U {)\j(a:)cj}jez U{Vfw— Z Ai(z)ei}
i€EUT
(4.4) U= {cj, Aj(@)}jez-
(If p is a vector of polynomials, then {p} denotes the set of entries of p.) If its
minimum value is achieved at a KKT point, then (4.1)) is equivalent to
min ()

(4.5) s.t. p(xr)=0(peP),

q(z) 2 0(q € V).
Let ko := max{[deg(p)/2] : p € ® U ¥}. For an integer k > ko, the kth order
moment relaxation is

min <fway>
st LYyl =0(ped),
(4.6) Lyl = 0(g e W),
My[y] = 0,

vw=11y¢€ RNz,

For k = ko, ko +1,. .., the relaxation (4.6) is a semidefinite program. The following
is the algorithm for solving (4.5).

Algorithm 4.1. Formulate the sets &,V as in —. Let k == ky.
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Step 1 Solve the relazation (@ for a minimizer y* and let t == kg.
Step 2 If y* satisfies the rank condition

(4.7) rank My[y*] = rank M;_y,[y"],

then extract r == rank M [y*] minimizers for ({.5).
Step 3 If fails to hold and t < k, lett := t+1 and then go to Step 2; otherwise,
let k:==k+1 and go to Step 1.

The rank condition is called flat truncation. It is a sufficient (and almost
necessary) condition for checking convergence of the Moment-SOS hierarchy [48].
The Algorithm can be implemented in GloptiPoly 3 [19]. The following is the
convergence property for the hierarchy of relaxations , which follows from [54]
Theorem 4.4].

Theorem 4.2. Assume c is nonsingular and the LSP has a minimizer for
the weight w. Then, for all k large enough, the optimal value of the relazation @
is equal to that of . Moreover, under either one of the following conditions
(i) the set Ideal|®] + Qmod|V] is archimedean, or
(i) the real zero set of polynomials in ® is finite,
if each minimizer of is an isolated critical point, then all minimizers of the
relazation @ must satisfy , when k is big enough. Therefore, Algorithm
must terminate within finitely many loops.

Example 4.3. Consider the objectives

5
fi = a} + 232y + 1123 — 3z12073 + T3T4T5 + T3,
i=1
5
fo= 22 — 2123 — 202% + w323 + w42l
i=1
and the constraint x2 + - -+ x2 > 1. The feasible set is unbounded. A list of some
weights and the corresponding Pareto points are given in Table E|

TABLE 4.1. Some Pareto points for Example [4.3]

weight w Pareto point

(0.5,0.5) | (—0.3371,0.4659, —0.7504, —0.2807, —0.1655)
(0.25,0.75) | (—0.0986,0.3316, —0.6802, —0.5493, —0.3405)
(0.75,0.25) | (—0.7711,0.9015, —1.1818, —0.5752, —0.5114)

It is worthy to note that
Ideal[c.q] C Ideal[®], Qmod[c;n] € Qmod[¥].

Hence, if Ideallc;n] + Qmod[c;y,] is archimedean, then the condition (i) in Theo-
rem [4.2] holds. Therefore, if the archimdeanness is met for the constraints in (L.1]),
then the condition (i) must hold.

It is possible that f,(z) is unbounded below on K for some weight w. For
instance, fi,(z) is unbounded below for w = (0,1) in Example We refer to
Section [A] for how to detect unboundedness. Moreover, we remark that not every
Pareto point is the minimizer of a LSP, as shown in the following.

1Throughout the paper, all computational results are displayed with four decimal digits.
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Example 4.4. Consider the MOP with
fi= —x‘;’ _353 + (w3 — $4)27 fa = x% - f% + (23 -1-904)2
and the constraints 0 < x1,x2 < 1. The LSP is

{ min w1 f1(z) + wa f2(7)

s.t. 0<xy,29 < 1.

Forwy > wa, the minimizer is (1,1,0,0). For w; < wsy, the minimizer is (0, 1,0,0).
So the LSP can only give two Pareto points, by exploring all possibilities of weights.
However, each (x1,1,0,0), with 0 < z1 < 1, is a Pareto point.

4.2. Existence and choices of proper weights. When K is compact, the LSP
is bounded below for all weights. When K is unbounded, may be un-
bounded below for some w and has no minimizers. To find a (weakly) Pareto point,
we look for a nonzero weight w > 0 such that is bounded below, i.e., w is a
proper weight. The set of all proper weights is denoted as

(4.8) W = {0#weR}: f,(z)is bounded below on K }.

Clearly, the proper weight set W is a convex cone.
Note that a nonzero weight w € W if and only if there exists a scalar v € R such
that f,(z) —v € P4(K). So,

(4.9) W = {0#weRT}: f,(z) € Py(K)+R}.

The cone P4(K) can be approximated by the sum of the ideal Ideal]c.,] and the
quadratic module @mod|c;y]. Thus, we have the following.

Proposition 4.5. It holds that
(4.10) {0#£w e R} : fu(z) € Ideal[ceq] + Qmod[cin] + R} € W.

When Ideal[ceq) + @mod]c;y,] is archimedean (K is bounded for this case), the
containment in is an equality. This is because if f,,(x) is bounded below on K,
then fi,(z) —v € Ideal[ceq] + @mod]c;y] for v small enough. When K is unbounded,
the sum Ideal[c.,] + @mod[c;,] cannot be archimedean, and the containment in
is typically not an equality. For instance, for K = R3, f; = z223(2? + 23),
f2 = a§ — 3z12323, we have (1,1) € W but fu11) & Z[z] + R. For this case,
Ideal[ceq] = {0}, @mod]ci,] = X[x], and f(; 1) is the Motzkin polynomial that is
nonnegative but not SOS.

Among all proper weights w > 0 normalized as e* w = 1, the smallest possibility
of the minimum value of is equal to the smallest one of f7, ..., fy, where f is
the minimum value of f;(x) on K. Some of f may be —co. For the choice w = e;,
the minimum value of (4.1)) is f*. Beyond them, people are also interested in w
such that the minimum value of is maximum. We discuss how to find such w
in the following.

Assume d is the maximum degree of f1,..., fn,. For the minimum value of f,,(x)
on K to be maximum, we consider the optimization

T

max 7y
Ty —
(4.11) st 1—efw=0 w1 20,...,wn 20,

Yowifi =y € Pa(K).

=1
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The dual cone of Zy(K) is cl (Zq4(K)). (When K is compact, the moment cone
Rq(K) is closed.) The dual optimization of (4.11) is
min pu
(4.12) st pw—{(fi,y) >0 (G =1,...,m),
yo =1,y € cl(Za(K)).

The kth order SOS relaxation for (4.11)) is

max 7y
(413) s.t. u7}nl+"'w7n:1aw1ZO,...,wmz(),
Swifi — v € Ideal[ceq)or + Qmod]cin]ak.
i=1

The dual optimization of (4.13]) is the kth order moment relaxation for (4.12)):

min p
s.t. :U’_<fl7y>20(7/:17 am)a
(k) :
Lci =0(ieé& s
10 Dl =00
Ley [yl = 0(j € I),
Mily] = 0,

Yo =1,y € RM%x,

As k increases, the above gives a hierarchy of Moment-SOS relaxations for solving
(4.11). When the sum Ideal[c.q] + Q@mod|cy,] is archimedean, the convergence of
the hierarchy was shown in [30} (0.

Example 4.6. Consider the objectives
2 2
fi= (1’12 + o + IE3) + ($22 +x3 + £U4) — 311227324,
4
fo= 3 af — (w1 — @2) (22 — w3) (w3 — x4) (w4 — 71)
i=1
4
f3=3> a}+a? (1:22 — x32) + 22 (x32 — x42) + a3 (JL‘42 — x12)
i=1
and the constraints rixe > 1,xows > 1,x304 > 1,21 > 0. Fach f; is unbounded
below on the feasible set K. The optimization can be solved by the Moment-
SOS hierarchy of — . The computed optimal weight w* and Pareto point

x* are respectively
w* = (0.5769,0.2229,0.2003), =™ = (1.0105,0.9897,1.0105, 0.9897).
The mazimum of the minimum value of fu,(x) on K is v* = 11.9435.

4.3. Nonexistence of proper weights. When the feasible set K is unbounded,
there may not exist a weight w > 0 such that f,,(x) is bounded below on K. We
discuss how to detect nonexistence of proper weights.

Recall that d is the maximum degree of f; and f,, (%) = xd fuw(3=). When K is
closed at oo, the optimization is equivalent to

max 7y
(4.15) st wi+-wm =1, (wi,...,wy) >0,
fuw — 28 € Z4(K).
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The dual optimization of is
min g
(4.16) sit. p— {(xdfi(x/z0),9) Z~O(i:1,...,m),
(x8,9) = 1, § € Za(K).
When is unbounded below, the problem (4.15) must be infeasible, and hence
there is no proper weight. This is the case if (4.16) has a decreasing ray Ag:

) L han o Ay R

Let fi(d) denote the homogeneous part of degree d for f;, i.e.,
d
fi( )= mgfi(m/x0)|$0:0'

The equality (zg, Ag) = 0 implies that every representing measure for Ag must be
supported in the hyperplane zo = 0. Therefore, (4.17) can be reduced to

(4.18) 1> (fP Ay (i=1,...,m), Ay e Ru(K°),
where K° is the set as in 1) We remark that if deg(f;) < d, then F9 =0

and hence ( fl-(d),Ay> = 0, which implies that 1’ is infeasible. Therefore, the
decreasing ray Ay as in (4.17)) exist only if all f; have the same degree. The following
is the nonexistence theorem of proper weights. Like before, the closeness of K at

infinity can be weakened.

Theorem 4.7. Assume has a feasible point Ay = M[z1]la + -+ + Me[2r]ds
with A1,y ..., A >0 and z1,...,2. € K°. If each (0, 2;) lies on cl(Kﬂ {zg > O}),
then the LSP is unbounded below for all nonzero w > 0 and hence W = ().

Proof. For each w > 0 with eTw =1, it holds that

1=

1> <i1 wif D Ay) = (Fu Ay), Ay € Ba(K°).

Since Ay = A[z1]a + - - - + A\r[2r]4, there exists at least one ¢ such that

~1/r > {fu, Ailzila)-
By Theorem[A.1[ii), f.,(2) is unbounded below on K, since (0, z;) lies in the closure

of KN{zo > 0} and \; > 0. A nonzero weight w > 0 is proper if and only if w/(eTw)
is proper. Hence, no proper weights exist and W = {). O

The moment system (4.18)) is in the form (A.15)). Algorithm can be applied
713)

to get a feasible point for ( . This can be done by solving a hierarchy of moment
relaxations like (A.17). The convergence is shown in Theorem |A.5

Example 4.8. Consider the objectives
fi=—(> a?) — 23+ 2] — z1w2w3 — T3T4T5,

4
3 4
z) — D T} + T12203%4 + T2X3T4Ts,
i=1 i=1
_ 4 4 4 4
fa=2a] — a5 + o5 + x5 — 10223 — T3T4T5,

fi = —(2122)? + (2213)? + (2374)? + (v475)?

o
I

= —~
Mo
8
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and the constraints x3 > 1,...,22 > 1. By Algom'thm we get that Ay = Aula
is feasible for with
u = (—0.7014, —0.7049, 0.0533, —0.0428,0.0803), X = 4.1146.

The set C as in (A.12)) is empty. By Lemma the point (0,u) lies on the closure
of KN {xg > 0}. Therefore, the LSP is unbounded below for all nonzero
weights w > 0 by Theorem [{.7.

We remark that when no proper weights exist, the system (4.18)) is still possibly
infeasible. For instance, this is the case for

K=R' fi=a}+wz, fo=—2ai.

There is no nonzero (wy, ws) > 0 such that f,(z) is bounded below on R!. However,
there is no Ay such that

-1> <$§7Ay>7 -1> <—x?,Ay>, Ay e <%3({1"% = 1})

Moreover, when no proper weights exist, Pareto points may still exist. For instance,
this is the case for
{ min  (x1,22)

s.t. oz + 23 >0.

For every t, (t3,—t) is a Pareto point, but there is no nonzero w = (wy,ws) > 0
such that wix, + woxs is bounded below on x1 + x%’ > 0.

5. THE CHEBYSHEV SCALARIZATION
The Chebyshev scalarization problem is

(5.1) min - max w;(fi(z) - f7)

for a nonzero weight w := (w1, ..., w.,,) > 0. In the above, each f;* is the minimum
value of f; on K. In this section, we assume all f* > —oo. If one of them is —oo,
we refer to Subsection [6.2] for how to get PPs and WPPs.

Each minimizer of (5.1 is a weakly Pareto point. Conversely, every weakly
Pareto point is a minimizer of the CSP for some weight, provided each f; >
—oo. This is because if z* is a weakly Pareto point, then there exist weights w; > 0
such that all w;(f;(x*) — f7) are equal, since f;(z*) — f* > 0 for each 7. Then z*
is the minimizer for that CSP. Observe that f; equals the minimum value of the
LSP for the weight w = e;. Algorithm can be applied to compute f}*.

After all f/ are obtained, one can solve the CSP for a weakly Pareto point.
With the new variable z,1, the CSP is equivalent to

min  xp41

st Tpp1 —wi(file) = fF)>0(=1,...,m),
Cl(l‘) = 0(7’ € 8)7
¢j(x) 2 0(j € I).

(5.2)

To get convergent Moment-SOS relaxations, we typically need archimedeanness for
constraining polynomials. The feasible set of (5.2)) is unbounded. To fix this issue,
one can select a feasible point £ € K and let

By = max (wz(fz(ﬁ)—f,*))

1<i<m
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Then (5.2)) is equivalent to

min  xp41
st Tpp1 —wi(file) —fF)>0@=1,...,m),
(5.3) By — xpy1 20, xpy1 >0,

ci(z) =0(i € &),
cj(z) = 0(j € I).

For convenience, denote the set
(5.4) G ={¢ }jeI U{@n+1, Bo — g1} U {@n1 —wi(fi — f:)}zl
The kth order moment relaxation for (5.3)) is

min  (Tp41,9)
s.t. Lgf)[y} =00 €é),

(5.5) LP =0(peg)
Mk‘ [y} >__ 07

=1y € RN,
Let dg be the degree
(5.6) do == max {[d/2], [deg(c;)/2] (i € EUT)}.
Suppose y* is a minimizer of . If there exists t € [dp, k] such that
(5.7) rank M;[y*] = rank M;_q,[y"],

then we can get rank M;[y*] minimizers for (5.1) (see [I8, 48]). The following is
about the convergence of the hierarchy of ([5.5)).

Theorem 5.1. Assume Ideal[c.,] + Qmod|[c;,) is archimedean. Suppose y*) is
a minimizer of the moment relaxation for the order k. If the CSP
has finitely many minimizers, then for t big enough, every accumulation point of

{y(k)bt}zozdo must satisfy .

Proof. Since Ideal[ceq] + @mod[c;,] is archimedean, there exists a scalar N such
that N — 27z € Ideal[cey] + Qmod|[c;,]. Note that

(Bo — &ny1)? a2y

B — a2y = (Bo— #n41)” + 22041 - Bo +2(Bo — Zny1) B

Therefore, we get that
N -T2+ Bf — 22, € Ideallcey] + Qmod|G].

This means that Ideal[c.q] + @mod[G] is archimedean. When the CSP (5.1) has
finitely many minimizers, the conclusion is implied by Theorem 3.3 of [48]. g

When Ideal[ceq] + @mod[c;in] is not archimedean (this is the case if K is un-
bounded), the homogenization method in Subsection can be similarly applied.
Moreover, the method in [42] can also be applied to solve (5.1)).
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Example 5.2. Consider the objectives

4
fi=> %2 — (122 + x324) (T123 + T224),
i=1

4
fo = a} + 217073 + T2w374 + T1T2T3TY,
i=1
4
fo =2 af + (2] — a3 +1)(23 — 23 +1)(2f — 2F + 1)
i=1
and the constraint r1xo < 1,x913 < 1,2324 < 1,2124 < 1. The minimum values
i, 155 f5 are 0.0000, —0.0710, 0.6029 respectively. A list of some weights and corre-

sponding weakly Pareto points are in Table[5.1 Indeed, they are all Pareto points,
confirmed by solving the optimization .

TABLE 5.1. Some Pareto points for Example

weight w Pareto point
(1,1,1) (0.000, 0.000, 0.000, 0.4503)
(1,2,2) | (—0.0024, —0.0979, —0.0635, —0.5248)
(1,2,3) | (—0.0029, —0.1228, —0.0700, —0.5648)

6. EXISTENCE AND NONEXISTENCE OF PPs AND WPPs

This section discusses how to check if a given point is a (weakly) Pareto point
and how to detect existence or nonexistence of (weakly) Pareto points.

6.1. Detection of PPs and WPPs. For a given point 2* € K, how can we detect
if it is a Pareto point or not? To this end, consider the optimization

min  fe(z) = fi(x) + - + fm(2)
(6.1) st file’) = file) 20 (= 1,...,m),
ze K.

This is a kind of lexicographic method (see [43]). Let z* be a minimizer of (6.1)),
if it exists. Then, x* is a Pareto point if and only if the minimum value of s
equal to f.(z*). Moreover, if z* is not a Pareto point, the minimizer z* must be
a Pareto point, since all the weights are positive. A Pareto point may be obtained
by solving for given x* € K, provided has a minimizer.

Let F be the feasible set of and

(6.2) F = {e};er VAT = fia)},-
For a degree k > d/2, the kth order moment relaxation for (6.1)) is

min  (fe,y)
st. LYyl =0@e¢),
(6.3) LMy = 0(g € F),
Myly] = 0,

yo =1,y € RN,
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Recall that dj is the degree as in (5.6). Suppose y* is a minimizer of (6.3)). If there
exists t € [do, k] such that

(6.4) rank M,[y*] = rank M;_q,[y"],

then we can get r := rank M, [y*] minimizers for (6.1). Recall that c., is the tuple of
equality constraining polynomials. The following result follows from Theorem 3.3
of [48].

Theorem 6.1. Assume Ideal[cey] + Qmod|F) is archimedean. Suppose y*) is a
minimizer of the relaxation for the order k. If has only finitely many
minimaizers, then for t big enough, every accumulation point of {y(k)|2t}z°:1 must

satisfy .

When Ideallceq] + @mod[F] is not archimedean, the hierarchy of relaxations
(6.3) may not converge. For such a case, we refer to the homogenization method
in Subsection or the method in [42].

Example 6.2. (i) Consider the objectives

S =23 (w1 = 2)2 4 (21 — 22)® + (w2 — w3)% + (23 — 24)?,
fo=—2%—23— x% — 23 4+ 1129 + T2x3 + 2374
and the constraint x > 0. We first solve the CSP with wy = wy = 1 and get
the weakly Pareto point x* = (0,0,0,0). It is not a Pareto point. By solving ,
we get the Pareto point (2.000,2.001,2.001,2.001).
(i) Consider the objectives

_ .3 2 _.3 2
fi=ai —xixa —z2, fo=a5—x125 — 21

and the constraint x1xo < 1. The LSP is unbounded below for all weights
w;, which is confirmed by a feasible point for . But we are still able to find a
Pareto point by solving for some given x*. For instance, for x* = (—1,—0.5),
solving gives the Pareto point (1.0000,1.0000).

We can similarly detect if a given point z* € K is a weakly Pareto point or not.
Consider the optimization
min  max (fi(@) - fi(a"))
(65) s.t. fz(a:*)—fl(a:) ZO(Z: 1,...,m),
ci(z)=0(i € &),
cj(x) 2 0(j € I).

Let z* be a minimizer of , if it exists. Then, z* is a weakly Pareto point if
and only if the optimal value of is equal to 0. Moreover, if z* is not a weakly
Pareto point, then one can show that z* is a weakly Pareto point. By introducing
the new variable z,,1, the optimization is equivalent to

min Ty
s.t. Tn+1 _fi( ) f
(6.6) fiz*) = fi(z) >
ci(z) =034 €é&),
¢i(@) = 0(j € 7).
The optimal value of is always less than or equal to 0. A similar hierarchy of

moment relaxations like (5.5) can be applied to solve , and a similar conver-
gence result like Theorem holds. When the feasible set of (6.5) is unbounded,

(x*) 0(i=1,...,m),
0(i=1,...,m),



20 JIAWANG NIE AND ZI YANG

the Moment-SOS hierarchy may not converge. For such a case, we refer to the
homogenization method in Subsection or the method in [42].

6.2. Existence of PPs and WPPs. When K is unbounded, we discuss how to
detect existence of PPs and WPPs. Consider the min-max optimization
(6.7) min max fi(z).

The following is the existence result. See Subsection [3.I] for m-minimal points.

Theorem 6.3. The min-maz optimization has the following properties:

(i) If is unbounded below, then there is no weakly Pareto point, and hence
there is mo Pareto point. If is bounded below, then every minimizer
of (if it exists) is a weakly Pareto point.

(i) Let S be the set of minimizers of (6.7). For each z* € S, if f(z*) is a
m-minimal point of the image f(S) for a permutation w of (1,...,m), then

*

z* is a Pareto point. In particular, if S is compact, then there exists a
Pareto point.

Proof. (i) If is unbounded below, then for every z € K, there exists z € K
such that

@Eggnfi(z) < 1gglmf¢(x)-

This implies f(z) < f(z), hence there is no weakly Pareto point.
Suppose (6.7) is bounded below and it has a minimizer, say, *. Then z* must
be a weakly Pareto pint. If otherwise there is z € K such that f(z) < f(z*), then

max f;(z) < max f;(z*),

which contradicts that #* is a minimizer.
(ii) Suppose f(z*) is a m-minimal point of f(5). Let z € K be a point such that
f(2) < f(z*). Since z* is a minimizer of (6.7)), one can see that

(z*) < (2) < ().
Jpax file") < max fi(z) < max fi(a)

This implies that z is also a minimizer of , so z € S. Since f(z*) is m-minimal
among f(5), f(z*) < f(z), so f(z*) = f(2) and hence z* is a Pareto point. When
S is compact, the set S must have a m-minimal point, for every permutation 7 of
(1,...,m), and hence has a Pareto point, by Proposition O

Each optimizer x* of is a weakly Pareto point. One can solve to
check if x* is a Pareto point or not. If it is not, each minimizer of is a Pareto
point. We remark that can be reformulated as polynomial optimization. By
introducing the new variable x,, 41, the optimization is equivalent to

min = Tp4q
(6.8) s.t. xpi1 > filz) (i € [m]),
z e K.

The Moment-SOS hierarchy can be applied to solve it. When the set K is un-
bounded, the feasible set of is also unbounded. The Moment-SOS hierarchy
may not converge. For such a case, we refer to the homogenization method in
Subsection 4.2 or the method in [42].

Once a minimizer z* for is obtained, we can solve to detect if it is a
Pareto point or not. If it is not, we may get a Pareto point by solving .
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Example 6.4. Consider the MOP with objectives

3.3 .3, .2.2 3,3 .3, .22
fi=x{ + x5 — a3 +a3wy,  fo = x5 + 3 — Xy + T,

_.3.,.3 .3,.32 3 _.3,.3 .3, 53
fs=x3+xy —xy + 2705, fa=x) + 2] — X5 + 2373,

and with the exterior constraint x3+x3+x3+a3 > 1. All f1, fa, f3, f4 are unbounded
below on K. The CSP does not exist since each f¥ = —oo. However, solving
gives the Pareto point (0.6300,0.6300,0.6300,0.6300).

6.3. Nonexistence of WPPs. We discuss how to detect nonexistence of weakly
Pareto points, when K is unbounded. Recall that d; := deg(f;). Observe that (6.7)
is unbounded below if and only if the following optimization is unbounded below:

(6.9) min = Tp41
’ s.t. —(—xpi1)% — fi(x) >0(i € [m]), x € K.
Let K be the feasible set of and let its homogenization be (note & := (z, x)):
~(=2n41)" = fi(#) > 0(i € [m]),
ci(r) =0(i € &),
() =2 0(j € I),
IZ]* + [[ensa]|* =1, 20 > 0

(6.10) K1 =< (20, %, Tny1)

When Kj is closed at oo, 41 > v on K; if and only if 41 —y29 > 0 on I~(1, ie.,
i1 — Y20 € P1(K1). So, we consider the linear conic optimization
(6.11) max v st Tppr — w0 € Py (Ky).

The optimization (6.7) is unbounded below if and only if (6.11)) is infeasible, when
K is closed at co. The dual optimization of (6.11]) is

(6.12) min  (zpe1, ) st {(zo,9) =1, § € Z1(K1).

Note that (6.12)) is feasible if K is nonempty. So, it is unbounded below if there is
a decreasing ray Agy:

(6.13) (@41, A7) = =1, (20, A7) =0, A € (K1)

Since zg > 0 on I~(1, the equality (zo,Ay) = 0 implies that every representing
measure for Ag is supported in xg = 0. Therefore, (6.13]) is equivalent to

(6.14) (Tnt1, A7) = —1, Ay e % (KY),
where K7 is the linear section xg = 0 of I?lz

_(—xnﬂ)hdi —(J;zhomo(?) 250)(1 € [m]),
o . c’M(x) =0 €f),
(615) Kl — (m?$n+1) c;_mm(x) > 0(] c 1)7

|l]* + 274, =1

The following is the theorem for nonexistence of WPPs.

Theorem 6.5. Suppose Ay = Iv, with A > 0 and v € K7, is a feasible point
for (6.14). If the point (0,v) € ¢l (I?l N{xg > O}), then and must be

unbounded below, and hence there are no weakly Pareto points.
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Proof. The unboundedness of is implied by the item (ii) of Theorem for
the case that g"°™ := x,, ;1 and K° is replaced by K{. Note that is unbounded
below if and only if is unbounded below. So, is also unbounded below.
By Theorem there are no weakly Pareto points. O

The tms Ag = v satisfying (6.14) can be obtained by Algorithm with a
minor variation. The only difference is to choose a generic R € int (X[x, Tnt1]2d,)
and then solve the hierarchy of moment relaxations:

min (R, z)
s.t. <xn+1’z> =1,
(k) _
PS’MUMLJZ] =0,
(6.16) Lom [z] =0(i € &),

LS. [z = 0(j €T),
J

L[] = 0(i € [m]),

Myplz] = 0, z € RN

In the above, each h; = —(—z0)% — f*™(x). The convergence property for the
hierarchy of (6.16]) is similar to that for Theorem

Example 6.6. Consider the MOP with objectives

fi = (z1m2+ z374) (21204 + 2273) + 23 + 235 + 23 + 23,
fo = ajad +adad + afad + afa?,

fs = i —a3+ % — 2t + v12004 + 117324,

fi = (21— m2) (w3 — 34)? + (21 — z3)(z2 — 14)*+

(21 — z4)(z2 — 23)? + T1T2 + Tox3 + T3T4,

and with the constraints xixoxs > 1, xowgzy > 1. Solving the moment relaz-
ation gives the feasible point Ay = 3.3597[v]s with

v = (v1, 02, v3, 4, v5) = (—0.2761,0.8737,0.0000, —0.2680, —0.2976).

The set Ky is not closed at infinity, but (0,v) still belongs to cl(f{l N {zo > 0}).
This is implied by Lemma since Ax = (0,0,—1,0,0)T satisfies the condition
(Ad3). By Theorem[6.5, there is no weakly Pareto point.

6.4. Nonexistence of PPs. When there are no weakly Pareto points, there must
exist no Pareto points. So Theorem is also applicable to detect nonexistence of
Pareto points. However, a Pareto point may not exist while weakly Pareto points
exist. This section discusses how to detect nonexistence of Pareto points for this
case.

We consider the optimization with z* € K. A Pareto point exists if and
only if is bounded below and has a minimizer for some z* € K. The “if”
implication is clear. When z* itself is a Pareto point, then z* must be a minimizer
for . This explains the “only if” implication. Let K (z*) be the feasible set of
(6.1) determined by z* and let K (2*) be the homogenization of K (z*) similarly as
in (A.2). Suppose K (z*) is closed at co. Then is bounded below if and only

if f£.(Z) — yzd € Py(K(x*)) for some v. We consider the linear conic optimization

(6.17) max v s.t. [fo(Z) —yxl € Py(K(z¥)).
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Pareto points do not exist if (6.1)) is unbounded below for all * € K. This is
equivalent to that (6.17) is infeasible for all #* € K. The dual optimization of
(6.17) is

(6.18) min  (f.,7) s.t. (@l§) =1, 7€ RK(zY)).
By weak duality, (6.17) is infeasible if (6.18) is unbounded below. The problem
(6.18]) is feasible for all z* € K. Therefore, (6.18]) is unbounded below if there is a

decreasing ray Ag:
(6.19) (o, AG) = =1, (2§, A7) =0, Aj € Za(K(a")).

Since zg > 0 on K (z*), (zd, Ay) = 0 if and only if every representing measure for
Ay is supported in the hyperplane o = 0. Hence, the existence of Ay satisfying
(6.19) is equivalent to the existence of Ay satisfying

(6.20) (fhom Ag) = —1, Ay € Ba(Kp).

where fhom(z) := f,(0,z) and K is the section zo = 0 of K (z*):

chomgxg — OEj € 5;,

. ¢ (w) 2 0(j € 1),

(6.21) Ko = 4qz —fhom(z) > O(Ji € [m]),
2T =1.

It is important to observe that K§ and (6.20) do not depend on z*. If there exists
Ay satisfying (6.20]), then (6.1)) is unbounded below for all * € K, and hence there
are no Pareto points. This implies the following theorem.

Theorem 6.7. Suppose K (x*) is closed at infinity for all x* € K. If there is Ay
satisfying , then is unbounded below for all x* € K and hence Pareto
points do not exist.

Theorem only shows nonexistence of Pareto points, but it does not imply
nonexistence of weakly Pareto points. For instance, consider the MOP

{ min (21, 22)

s.t. x1>0.

The tms Ag = [(0, —1)]; satisfies (6.20), so there are no Pareto points. But each
(0,75) is a weakly Pareto point. The existence of Ay satisfying can be
checked by applying Algorithm similarly, with the polynomial g; := f"*™ and
the set K. The properties are summarized in Theorems and

Example 6.8. Consider the objectives

fi =l +ag+ (2122) + (v2w3)? + (2374)% + 21227324,
fo = xi4ad+ai+ 2t 225 — 2ie — 232y,

and the constraint x1xoxsxy > 0. Since f1(0,,0,0) = 0 is the minimum value, the
point (0,t,0,0) is a weakly Pareto point for all t € R. Since all the polynomials
are homogeneous, K(x*) is closed at infinity for all x* € K. By Algom'thm
we get A = 1.0023[u]4 satisfying (6.20), for u = (0.0000,—0.9994, 0.0000,0.0339).
Hence, there is no Pareto point.
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7. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSIONS

This paper studies multi-objective optimization given by polynomials. We char-
acterize the convex geometry for (weakly) Pareto values and give convex represen-
tations for them. For LSPs, we show how to use tight relaxations to solve them,
how to find proper weights, and how to detect nonexistence of proper weights. For
CSPs, we show how to solve them by moment relaxations. Furthermore, we show
how to check if a given point is a (weakly) Pareto point and how to detect exis-
tence or nonexistence of (weakly) Pareto points. To detect nonexistence of proper
weights and (weakly) Pareto points, we also show how to detect unboundedness of
polynomial optimization.

There are some open questions for studying these topics. To detect nonexistence
of (weakly) Pareto points, or to detect nonexistence of proper weights, we need to
check unboundedness of polynomial optimization. This is discussed in Section[A] A
feasible point for the system is only a sufficient condition for unboundedness
of the optimization , but it may not be necessary.

Question 7.1. When is infeasible, what is a computationally convenient
certificate for unboundedness of ?

Another important question is to detect nonexistence of proper weights. This is
discussed in Subsection We have seen that (4.18)) is sufficient for the proper
weight set W = (), but it may not be necessary.

Question 7.2. When does not have a feasible point, how can we detect
nonezistence of proper weights?

In Subsections and we discussed how to detect nonexistence of (weakly)
Pareto points. Under certain conditions, we have shown that implies nonex-
istence of weakly Pareto points and implies nonexistence of Pareto points.
However, they may not be necessary for nonexistence.

Question 7.3. Beyond and , what are computationally convenient
certificates for nonezistence of (weakly) Pareto points?

The above questions are mostly open, to the best of the authors’ knowledge.
They are interesting future work.

Acknowledgement Jiawang Nie is partially supported by the NSF grant DMS-
2110780.

APPENDIX A. UNBOUNDEDNESS IN POLYNOMIAL OPTIMIZATION

This section discusses how to detect unboundedness of a polynomial optimization
problem. This question is very important for detecting nonexistence of proper
weights and (weakly) Pareto points, in Section [4f and Section @

For a polynomial g(z) of degree d, consider the optimization

(A1) inf g(z) st xzeK.

The feasible set K is the same as for (1.1). When K is unbounded, may be
unbounded below, i.e., there exists a sequence {ux} C K such that g(ur) — —oo.
We discuss how to detect unboundedness of . Equivalently, the problem
is unbounded below if and only if

inf{g(z)|z € K} = —oo0.
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The homogenization of the set K is (& := (xg, ) is the homogenizing variable)

N &G(z) = 0(i€é),
(A.2) K={&|¢@ > 0G(el), b,
iTE = 1,39>0

where & () = xgeg(ci)ci(x/xo) is the homogenization of ¢;(x). The ball constraint
#T7 =1 is added to make the set K compact. The constraint x¢g > 0 ensures that
g(z) — 'yacgeg(g) >0 on K implies that g(z) —~ > 0 on K. The set K is said to be
closed at oo (see [AT]) if

K:cl({iéf(:xo>0}).

The closeness of K at oo is a genericity condition, as shown in [I6]. When K

is closed at oo, the polynomial g(x) — v is nonnegative on K if and only if its

homogenization g(z) — fyxgeg @) i nonnegative on K.

The intersection of K and zg = 0 is

¢i"(x) = 0(i€f),
(A.3) K° =z eR"| J"(x) > 0(jeI), »,
2T = 1

where each ¢/ (z) = (0, z).

A.1. A certificate for unboundedness. The optimization (A.1]) is bounded be-
low if and only if g has a lower bound v on K, i.e., g —v € &4(K). So we consider
the optimization

(A-4) { e e Py(K).

To check infeasibility of (A.4), we use the homogenization trick in [47]. When K is
closed at 0o, a polynomial p > 0 on K if and only if its homogenization p > 0 on K
(see [20,47]). So, the membership g—v € Z4(K) is equivalent to §—yal € P4(K),
and hence is the same as

max
A. ! ~
(A-5) { s.t. g—ryzde ,@d(K).

The dual optimization of (A.5) is

min <§a y>
(A.6) { st (ady) =1, y € Za(K).

If is unbounded below, then must be infeasible, which implies that
is infeasible and is unbounded below, when K is closed at oo.

When K # (, the linear conic optimization has a feasible point. It is
unbounded below if there is a decreasing ray Ay:

(A7) G.Ay) =—1, (28, Ay) =0, Aye % (K).

If v is a representing measure for Ay and is supported in K , then

0= <xg,Ay> = /xgdl/



26 JIAWANG NIE AND ZI YANG

implies that supp(v) € K N {xy = 0}. Thus, (A.7) is equivalent to

(AS) <ghomvz> =-1, ze€ %d(Ko)a
where K° is the set as in (A.3). Let d; be the degree
(A.9) dy = [d/2].

To check if (A.8)) is feasible or not, we select a generic R € int (X[x]2q4, ) and consider
the linear moment optimization

min (R, z)
(A-10) { s.t. {(ghom z) = —1, 2 € Paa, (K°).
The following shows how to detect unboundedness of (A.1)).

Theorem A.1. Let f(, K° be the sets as in -.
(i) Suppose is feasible. If R € int (X[z])2q,) s generic, then has

a unique optimizer z* and z* = Au|aq, , with u € K° and \ > 0.
(i) Suppose z = A[u]q, withu € K° and A > 0, is a feasible point for (A.8). If

the point (0,u) € ¢l (IN( N{zy > O}), then is unbounded below.
Proof. (i) Since R is generic in the interior int (X[x]aq, ), there exists € > 0 such
that
R — €|[2]a|I* € Ez]2q,-
Hence, for all z € %aq4,(K°), it holds that
(R.2) > elllalan]®.2) > - trace(My, [2]).
Since (A.8)) is feasible, the optimization (A.10) is also feasible, say, z(°) is a feasible
point. Then, (A.10) is equivalent to

min (R, z)
s.t. trace(Mg, [z]) < L(R, 2",
(A].].) <fhom’zgl: _1’

2 € Roa, (K©).

The feasible set of (A.11)) is compact, so it has an optimizer, say, z*. When R is
generic, the optimizer z* must be unique and it is an extreme point of the feasible

set of (A.10). Since (A.10) has only a single equality constraint, the optimizer z*
must lie in an extreme ray of the cone %aq, (K°). This means that z* = A[u]ag, for

a point u € K° and a scalar A > 0 (note z* is nonzero).
(ii) Since (0,u) € cl(K N{zo > 0}), there is a sequence
{(tkyur)}72s € K 0 {zo > 0}
such that klim (tg,ur) = (0,u). Note that each t; > 0 and
— 00

—-1= (ghom, AMulq) = )\gh"m(u) = lm Ag(t,uk).

k—o0

Thus, for k big enough, Aj(ty, ur) < —3 and

)\f](tk,uk) =\ (tk)dg(uk/tk) § —1/2.
This implies that g(ug/ty) < m for all k big enough, so g(ug/ty) — —oo as
k — oo. Since each uy/ty € K, g is unbounded below on K. O
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In computational practice, the generic polynomial R € int (X[z]24,) can be cho-
sen as [z]] AT Alz]q,, for some randomly generated square matrix A.
We remark that the closeness of K at oo is a generic condition, as shown in [16].

In Theorem i), we use the relaxed condition (0,u) € cl(K N {zy > 0}) instead
of the closeness at co. For the relaxed condition, we give a sufficient condition in
Lemma [A2] to check if it is satisfied.

Lemma A.2. Let K, K° be the sets as in — and z == Nu|q, withu € K°
and A > 0, be a feasible point for (A.8). If there exist Ax € R™ and §o > 0 such
that

(A12)  crom™(u+tAx) >0 Yt e (0,0), Vi€ C={i € EUIL|cI™(u) =0},
then (0,u) € cl(K N {zo > 0}).
Proof. The constraint polynomial & (xg,z) can be rewritten as

(o, ) = o™ (x) + xohi(20, ),

for some polynomial h;(xg,x). When i € C, it satisfies the condition (A.12). When
i ¢ C, it holds that c°™(u) > 0. Therefore, there are M > 0 and 0 < § < §y such
that

comu4tAx) >0 and  hi(zo,z) > —M
for all 0 > xg,t > 0 and i € EUZ. Let {t;}32, be a sequence such that kli)rgo ty =0
and & >ty > 0 for all k. For each k, we define
chom(u + t,Ax)

L0l
S = Imin (ﬁ’{ oM }iESUI> > 0.
For all i« € £ UZ, it holds that

Gi(Sk,u + tpAx) = c?om(u + trAx) 4 sphi(sg, u + tpAx)

om o™ (u + teAz)
> C,’L-Z (U + tkAI) + T(_M)
1
> Ecgwm(u + tpAx)
> 0.

For convenience, we denote
U = (Sg,u+ tpAx)/||(sg, v + trAz)|.

Each ¢; is homogeneous, so ¢ (ux) > 0 by above inequalities. It implies ay € K.
The construction of sequences ensures

lim s = lim ¢t = 0.
k—o0 k—o00

Thus, klim @iy, = (0,u). So, it shows that (0,u) € cl(K N {zo > 0}). O
—00

The sufficient condition in Lemma requires that Az is an increasing
direction for /™ (x) at = u for i € C. It can be checked numerically by gradients
and Hessian matrices. We denote Cy = {i € C|Vcl*™(u) = 0} and C; = {i €
C|Vehem(u) # 0}. The direction Az satisfies the condition in if it satisfies

{ AzTV2clom(u)Az >0 Vi € Co,

(A.13) Vetor(u)TAz >0 Vi€ Cy.
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It can be formulated as the following quadratic optimization problem

max - a
(A.14) s.t. AzTV2clom(u)Az > a Vi € Co,

Vebom(u)TAz > a Vi€ Cy,

[Az|* < 1.
There exists a direction Az satisfying (A.13]) if and only if the problem (A.14)
has the maximum a* > 0. The problem (A.14) can be solved as a polynomial

optimization problem.
Example A.3. Consider the following optimization problem

min  g(z) = 2% + 23 + 2% + 12023
s.t. co(x) = 2323(2? + 23) + 2§ — 3222323 -1 =0.

Note that gh°™ = x x023 and a feasible point of is the tms 3v/3[ulg, for

u = %(1,1,—1). One can check that Vo™ (u) = 0 and €T V2™ (u)e > 0 for

e = (1,1,1)T. It demonstrates (0,u) lies on the closure cl(f( N {zy > 0}), so this
optimization problem is unbounded below.

When (A.6) is unbounded below, it is not necessary that (A.6) has a decreas-
ing ray, i.e., the system (|A.8) may be infeasible. That is, (A.8]) is sufficient for

unboundedness of (A.l), but it may not be necessary. For instance, consider the
optimization

min  g(z) = r1w273 + 2323 (2? + 23) + 2§ — 3x22da?
s.t. 22423 —223 =0, 2175 > 0.

It is unbounded below, because g(t,t, —t) = —t> — —oc as t — +oo, while (t,t, —t)
is feasible for all ¢ > 0. However, the certificate (A.8) is infeasible. This is because

g = a3t +a3) + 08 — Saatel
is the Motzkin polynomial and (g"°™, z) > 0 for all z € Z4(K°). When (A.8) fails
to be feasible, the question of detecting unboundedness of (|A.1]) is mostly open.

A.2. Solving linear moment systems. Semidefinite relaxations can be applied
to solve (|A.8) and (A.10]). For more generality, we consider the moment system

(A.15) a; >{gi,2) (1=1,...,m), z¢€ %Zq(K°),

for given polynomials gi,...,9m € Rlz]q and given scalars ay,...,a, € R. It is
worthy to note that in and , the equality is equivalent to the inequality
like the above, due to the conic membership condition.

Select a generic R € int (X[z]24,) and consider the moment optimization

min (R, z)
(A.16) st a; —(gi,z) > 0(i € [m]),
ZE%QC[I(K()).
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Let do = max{dy,d.}, where d. is as in (2.7). For k = dy,ds + 1, - -, we solve the
hierarchy of semidefinite relaxations

min (R, z)

st a;—{gi,z)=>0(3(=1,...,m),
L® Zl=o0(ieé),
(A-17) L) =0 eT),
J
LGl =0,

zTz—1

My[2] = 0, z € RNz,

Suppose z(¥) is a minimizer of (A.17) for a relaxation order k. If there is an integer
t € [d, k] such that the rank condition (2.6) holds, then the truncation z(*)|5; has
a r-atomic representing measure supported in K°, i.e.,

2B, = Nfur)ae + - 4 Arfur]2

for scalars Ap,...,\. > 0, distinct points u1,...,u, € K° and r = rank M;[z(®)].
Then, the truncation z(*)|, is a feasible point for (A.15)).

Algorithm A.4. Let k := ds. Do the following loop:

Step 1 Solve the semidefinite relaxation for a minimizer 2%,

Step 2 Check if there exists t € [d., k] such th holds. 1If it does, then the
:

truncation z(k)\d 1s a feasible point for
Step 3 If @ fails for all t € [d., k], let k ==k + 1 and go to Step 1.

Algorithm can be implemented in the software GloptiPoly 3 [19]. The
following is the convergence property for the hierarchy of relaxations (A.17)).

Theorem A.5. Assume the system is feasible and R € int (X[z]2q,) is

generic. Then, we have:
(i) The optimization has a unique minimizer z* and
(A.18) 2" = Muilaa, + -+ Aefurlag,
for scalars A\1,..., . > 0, distinct points uy,...,u, € K° and r < m.

ii) For each fixed t > dy, the sequence {z\")|91}32, is bounded and every
i) F h fized t > dy, th k)9, }o ,, is bounded and
accumulation point z** of {z®)]9,}52 ,  satisfies 2* = 2**|aq, .

Proof. (i) As in the proof for item (i) of Theorem [A.1] the trace of My, [z] can be
bounded by a constant. Similarly, it implies that (A.16) has a minimizer z*. The
minimizer z* is unique, since the objective (R, z) is linear in z and has generic
coefficients. The membership z* € a4, (K°) implies that z* has a decomposition
like (A.18). We only need to show that » < m. Consider the following linear
program in (71, ..., 7.):

min 7 R(uy) + -+ 7 R(u,)

T

Jj=1
T1 ZO,...,TTZO.

Note that (A.17) and (A.19) have the same optimal value. Since it is a linear
AWE)

program, (| has a minimizer 7* = (7f,...,7) of at most m nonzero entries

(see [4]). This implies that the number 7 in (A.18)) can be chosen to be at most m.
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(ii) Since R lies in the interior of X[z]a4, , there is € > 0 such that R—e¢ € X[x]oq, -
Then the constraint Mjy[z] > 0 implies that
(R,z) —€(z)o = (R —¢,2) > 0.

So we get that (2)g < <R€’Z> . The optimal value of |D is always less than or equal

to that of lb Therefore, the sequence {(z(k))o},;“;dQ is bounded. Moreover, the

constraint Lkax_l[z] = 0 implies that

(2)2a = (2)2e1 420 + -+ + (2)2¢, 420 > max ((Z)2e1+2a, cees (Z)Qen—i-Qa)

for all monomial powers . The diagonal entries of the psd moment matrix My[z]

are precisely the entries (z)23, for powers 8. This implies that the sequence

z(k) 2 . is bounded for all powers 3. Therefore, for each fixed t > di,
2 k=d2

the sequence of each diagonal entry of M; [z(’“)} is bounded, and so is the truncated
sequence {z(")[3,}52 ;. Let Hy be the set of feasible points z in (A.17) for the
relaxation order k, except the first m inequalities. Denote the truncation:

Gr = {z|at : z € Hy}.

Then, Gjy1 C Gy for all k. Since there is a sphere constraint 72z = 1, the
quadratic module for the set K° is archimedean, so (see Prop. 3.3 of [50])

R (K°) = ﬂ Gp.

k=d>

If z** is an accumulation point of {z(k)|2t}z°:d2, then z** € Gy, for all k and hence
2** € X2 (K°). Note that the truncation z**|s4, is also a minimizer of (A.16).
Since the minimizer is unique, we must have z* = z**|a4, . ([l

The optimization is a linear conic optimization problem with the mo-
ment cone. It can also be viewed as a generalized moment problem. When the
constraining set is compact, we refer to [30} 50] for how to solve it; when the set is
unbounded, we refer to the recent work [20] 21].
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