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Abstract. This paper solves a new class of optimization problems under uncertainty which
optimizes an objective function of decision variables and subjects to a set of probability contour
constraints (PCC). The proposed PCC logically means that an optimal solution should satisfy a
set of algebraic constraints for all possible high-probability realizations of the uncertain parameters.
The PCC is an alternative to the conventional chance constraint while the latter cannot guarantee
the solution’s feasibility to high-probability realizations of uncertainty. Given that the existing
solution methods of the conventional chance-constrained optimization are not suitable for solving
the proposed probability contour constrained optimization (PCCO), we develop a novel data-based
solution paradigm that uses historical measurements of the uncertain parameters as input samples.
This solution paradigm is conceptually simple and allows us to develop effective data-reduction
schemes which reduces computational burden while reserves high accuracy.
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1. Introduction. Uncertainties exist in the decision-making processes of many
engineering systems. Generally, the procedure of solving decision-making problems
under uncertainty mainly consists of two steps. First, a logic model, such as stochastic
[7], robust [5], chance-constrained [23] optimization models, and their variants [35], is
chosen to mathematically formulate this decision-making problem under uncertainty.
Second, the logic model is replaced by a deterministic approximation and, then solved
by mature optimization algorithms [31] /solvers [3]. This paper proposes the following
novel logic model for mathematically formulating decision-making problems under
uncertainty:

PCCO: min
x∈Rn

f(x)(1.1a)

s.t. g(x, y) ≤ 0, ∀y ∈ {y ∈ Ξ |P[ξ = y] ≥ α}(1.1b)

where f : Rn → R, and g : Rn × Ξ → Rm are general functions, and P[·] represents
the probability of an event. Without loss of generality, only inequality constraints
are considered in (1.1b) since there are explicit and implicit methods of equiva-
lently reformulating equations as inequations. The vector of uncertain parameters
ξ ∈ Ξ ⊂ (Zr1 ,Rr2) (r1 + r2 = r) follows certain probability distributions which may
be unknown. The proposed constraint (1.1b) is called probability contour constraint
(PCC), since P[ξ = y] = α specifies a contour in Ξ (see two examples in Figure 1),
and consquently, problem (1.1) is called probability contour constrained optimization
(PCCO) in this paper.

The PCC (1.1b) logically means that “a solution of problem (1.1) should satisfy
g(x, ξ) ≤ 0 for all high-probability realizations of the uncertain parameters ξ ∈ Ξ, i.e.,
the realizations whose probabilities are not less than α”1. It also guarantees that “the
probability of that a solution violates g(x, ξ) ≤ 0 is not bigger than a certain value”2.

∗Submitted to the editors DATE.
†University of Central Florida, Orlando, FL 32816, USA .
1Denoted as logical meaning (LM)#1
2Denoted as LM#2
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Fig. 1. Two illustrative examples of PCC, where P[ξ = y] = P[ξ1 = y1]P[ξ2 = y2]. In the
first example, P[ξ1 = y1] ∼ N (0, 1) and P[ξ2 = y2] ∼ N (0, 1.8). In the second example, ξ1 and
ξ2 follow bimodal distributions, where P[ξ1 = y1] ∼ [0.5N (−2, 1) + 0.5N (3, 1.8)] and P[ξ2 = y2] ∼
[0.5N (0, 1.2) + 0.5N (5, 1.6)].

The proposed PCC (1.1b) is considered an alternative to the following conventional
chance-constraint (CC):

(1.2) P[gi(x, ξ) > 0, i = 1, . . . ,m] ≤ β,

where β is the allowed probability of constraint violation. While the CC (1.2) logically
means that “the probability of that a solution violates g(x, ξ) ≤ 0 is not bigger than
β,” it cannot guarantee the feasibility of a solution to all high-probability realizations
of ξ which is desirable for many engineering systems.

The novelty and contributions of this paper reside in that:
1. The proposed PCC (1.1b) is considered an interesting alternative to the conven-

tional CC (1.2), since the it can guarantee both LM#1 and LM#2 while CC
guarantees only LM#2 (see the related analysis and proofs in Section 2);

2. While the existing solution methods for the conventional chance-constrained op-
timization (CCO) are not applicable to PCCO problems, we developed a novel,
conceptually simple solution paradigm which uses real-world historical data as in-
put samples (see Section 3);

3. Algorithms of strategic data selection are developed for improving the computa-
tional efficiency of the proposed data-based solution paradigm by effectively elim-
inating inactive data points (see Section 4).

Note that, while the PCCO is a newly defined problem, a literature review on the
existing methods of solving its conventional counterpart–the CCO–is provided in Sub-
section 2.2.

2. Probability Contour Constraint. When the PCC (1.1b) is considered an
alternative to the CC (1.2), the PCCO (1.1) is an alternative to the following conven-
tional chance-constrained optimization:

CCO: min
x

(1.1a) s.t. (1.2).(2.1)

Let x∗
P and x∗

C be the optimal solutions of PCCO (1.1) and CCO (2.1) respectively,
and ξ̌ be an arbitrary realization of ξ ∈ Ξ, the logical means of the PCC and CC are
compared in what follows for clarity:

This manuscript is for review purposes only.



PROBABILITY CONTOUR CONSTRAINED OPTIMIZATION 3

• PCC: g(x∗
P, ξ̌) ≤ 0 holds if the joint probability of ξ̌ is not less than α;

• CC: the probability of event g(x∗
C, ξ̌) ≤ 0 should not be less than 1 − β (or, the

probability of event g(x∗
C, ξ̌) > 0 should not be bigger than β).

This section: 1) shows the relations between PCCO and CCO, 2) reviews the existing
solution methods of CCO, and 3) applies these methods to solve the PCCO and shows
that these existing methods are not adequate for solving PCCO.

2.1. Relations between PCC and CC. Since the PCCO (1.1) and CCO
(2.1) share the same objective function, the difference between them resides in the
constraints. Let P : Ξ → [0, 1] denote the probability distribution function of P[ξ =
y], i.e., P[ξ = y] = P (y), whose detailed expression may be unknown. Recall the
logical meaning of PCC explained at the beginning of this section and let Ξα = {ξ ∈
Ξ |P (ξ) ≥ α}, the particle3-based deterministic formulation of the feasible space of x
that is specified by the PCC (1.1b) is given as

(2.2) XP = {x ∈ Rn | g(x, ξ(k)) ≤ 0, k = 1, . . . , |Ξα|},

where |Ξα| is the number of all possible outcomes of ξ in Ξα. For ξ which is continuous
or mixed-integer, |Ξα| is generally infinite. We have the following proposition.

Proposition 2.1. XP(α1) ⊇ XP(α2) if α1 ≥ α2.

The proof of this proposition is given in Appendix A.1. Recall the logical meaning of
CC (1.2) presented at the beginning of this section, if the probability function P (ξ) is
known, a deterministic formulation of the feasible space of x that is specified by the
CC is given as

(2.3) XC =

{
x ∈ Rn

∣∣∣∣∣
∫

· · ·
∫
M(x)

P (ξ)dξr · · · dξ1 ≥ 1− β

}
,

where M(x) := {ξ ∈ Ξ|g(x, ξ) ≤ 0, x ∈ Rn} is the set of ξ that g(x, ξ) ≤ 0 holds for a
specific x. We have the following propositions.

Proposition 2.2 (on the relations between XP and XC). If

(2.4) α = argv

{∫
· · ·
∫
{ξ∈Ξ|P (ξ)≥v}

P (ξ)dξr · · · dξ1 = 1− β

}
,

where arg means the argument of a function, we have the following relations:
1. XP ⊆ XC;
2. XP = XC if, when ξ(a) and ξ(b) are arbitrarily realizations in M(x) and Ξ \M(x)

respectively, P (ξ(a)) ≥ P (ξ(b)).

While the proof of Proposition 2.2 is provided in Appendix A.2, an illustrative example
is given in Figure 2, where r1 = 0 and r2 = 1 (i.e., ξ is a continuous scalar). Let
x(a) and x(b) be two solutions, M(x(a)) := {ξ ∈ Ξ|g(x(a), ξ) ≤ 0} = {ξ|ξ1 ≤ ξ ≤ ξ2},
M(x(b)) := {ξ ∈ Ξ|g(x(b), ξ) ≤ 0} = {ξ|ξ3 ≤ ξ ≤ ξ4}

⋃
{ξ|ξ5 ≤ ξ ≤ ξ6}

⋃
{ξ|ξ7 ≤ ξ ≤

ξ8}, Figure 2 shows that∫
∀ξ∈M(x(a))

P (ξ)dξ =

∫ ξ2

ξ1

P (ξ)dξ = 1− β∫
∀ξ∈M(x(b))

P (ξ)dξ =

∫ ξ4

ξ3

P (ξ)dξ +

∫ ξ6

ξ5

P (ξ)dξ +

∫ ξ8

ξ7

P (ξ)dξ = 1− β,

3In this paper, particle means sample, realization, or data.
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𝜉
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𝛼
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(a) (b)

Fig. 2. An illustrative example of Proposition 2.2. In both subfigures, the colored areas are 1− β.

which implies that both x(a) and x(b) are feasible to CC, i.e., x(a), x(b) ∈ XC. It
suffices to know that only x(a) is feasible to PCC, i.e., x(a) ∈ XP while x(b) /∈ XP,
since g(x(b), ξ) ≤ 0 does not hold for ξ4 ≤ ξ ≤ ξ5 or ξ6 ≤ ξ ≤ ξ2 where P (ξ) ≥
α. Although a normal distribution is considered in this illustrative example, the
assertions of Proposition 2.2 are not sensitive to the type of distributions.
Remark on the advantages of PCC. First, although CC restricts that its feasible
solutions can ensure a satisfactory probability of constraint violation, it cannot guar-
antee that its optimal solution is feasible to a possible high-probability realization,
which is not desirable in engineering. In contrast, PCC can guarantee both a satisfac-
tory probability of constraint violation and the feasibility to possible high-probability
realizations. Second, (2.2)–the deterministic formulation of the feasible set XP in the
x-space–has less mathematical complexity than (2.3)–the one of XC–does. In (2.3),
the set M(x) is hard to quantify under the optimization framework as it varies fol-
lowing x. In contrast, (2.2) is easier to be quantified, which lays a solid foundation for
the development of a effective data-based solution paradigm as presented in Section
3.

2.2. Existing solution methods for CCO (2.1). There exist a number of
methods for solving the conventional CCO problems. This paper classifies these that
are most commonly used into three categories:

1) Direct sample-based methods which construct the deterministic approximation
of a CCO by directly using samples of uncertain parameters. An approach of this
kind, called scenario method [13, 12, 18, 13, 12], starts with drawing N independent
and identically distributed (iid) samples of ξ for its probability distribution functions
and then replace (1.2) with g(x, ξ(k)) ≤ 0 (k = 1, . . . , N). While this approach has
some interesting advantages, its limitations are also evident. On one hand, it is
conceptually simple and does not require pre-known probability distribution function
P (ξ) if a sufficient amount of realizations of ξ are given. On the other hand, such a
naive implementation of the realizations is known to be excessively conservative. The
sample average approximation (SAA) [21] has also been extended to approximate
(1.2) into

(2.5)
1

N

N∑
k=1

1(−∞,0][g(x, ξ
(k))] ≥ 1− β, 1(−∞,0][g(x, ξ

(k))] =

{
1 if g(x, ξ(k)) ≤ 0

0 if g(x, ξ(k)) > 0

This manuscript is for review purposes only.
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where 1(−∞,0] is an indicator function of (−∞, 0] [2, 32, 15, 33, 14, 39]. The SAA
(2.5) may be less conservative than the scenario method in approximating the CC.
However, the use of the indicator function results in a mixed integer optimization
where the number of binary variables would be sr, where s is the number of samples of
each uncertain parameter and r is the number of uncertain parameters. For instance,
suppose that ξ has 5 elements, even if we have 20 samples of each of them, the SAA of
CC would involve 205 binary variables which is computationally intractable to solve.

2) Stochastic-reformulation methods which approximate the CCO into an stochas-
tic optimization (SO) problem then use SO solution methods, such as the sample-
based methods, to solve the resulting SO problem. The reformulation is generally
based on replacing the CC (1.2) with its expectation-based bounds, of which an ex-
ample is given as

(2.6) E[g(x, ξ)] + ϵ
√
V[g(x, ξ)] ≤ 0

where ϵ > 0, and E[·] and V[·] represent expectation and variance respectively [30, 36,
29, 17, 27, 8]. According to Cantelli’s inequality [10], a solution that satisfies (2.6)
also satisfies the CC (1.2) if β ≤ 1− (ϵ2/(1 + ϵ2)) which, nevertheless, can be rather
loose. An advantage of (2.6) lies in that it is applicable to a wide range of CCs.
However, (2.6) may not be a suitable deterministic approximation for CC if E[·] and
V[·] are hard to compute, such as when g(·) is nonlinear or/and P (ξ) is unknown.
Other expectation-based bounds include but are not limited to the Markov bound,
conditional value-at-risk, Chebyshev bound [16] and Chernoff bound.

3) Robust-reformulation methods which approximate the CCO into an robust
optimization (RO) problem and then use RO solution methods, such as the Wald’s
maximin method [37], to solve this resulting problem. To be specific, the CC (1.2) is
approximated by the following robust constraint:

(2.7) g(x, ξ) ≤ 0, ∀ξ ∈ Λ ⊂ Ξ

where
∫
· · ·
∫
Λ
P (ξ)dξr · · · dξ1 ≥ 1 − β. Namely, Λ is a subset of the uncertainty set

Ξ with a probability of at least 1 − β. The RO-reformulation (2.7) of CC has some
shortcomings. First, there may be multiple Λ’s that satisfy

∫
· · ·
∫
Λ
P (ξ)dξr · · · dξ1 ≥

1 − β, as observed in the illustrative example in Figure 2. That means the feasible
set in the x-space that is specified by (2.7) is only a subset of XC. Second, it’s not
necessarily easy to find a Λ. The existing research generally constructs simplified Λ
under some assumptions [4, 28, 25, 38, 20]. For example, [28] approximates Λ with
a set of element-wise bounds, i.e., ξ

i
≤ ξi ≤ ξ̄i (i = 1, . . . , r), which is actually a

“box” in the Rr-space. The accuracy and tractability of this box approximation rely
on some strict assumptions, such as that g(x, ξ) achieves its maximum with respect
to ξ at a vertex of the box. Last but not least, an RO problem, e.g., the problem that
optimizes (1.1a) subjecting to (2.7), can be very hard to solve if it’s nonlinear and
nonconvex.

2.3. Applying the existing solution methods to solve PCCO. Given that
the PCC (1.1b) is a different contraint under uncertainty from the CC (1.2), the
solution methods of CCO may not be applicable for solving PCCO. If there exists a
pre-known closed-form expression of set Ξα, the PCCO can be reformulated as a classic
RO [6] that can be solved by the Wald’s maximin method under some assumptions,
e.g., Ξα is convex and g(·) should be linear or convex in both x and ξ. It’s worth noting
that these assumptions may not be practical for real-world engineering systems. The

This manuscript is for review purposes only.
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illustrative example in Figure 1 shows that, even if uncertainty set Ξ is convex, Ξα

can be nonconvex or even discontinuous due to the probability distribution properties
of ξ.

If the scenario-based method is directly applied, the PCCO is approximated by

min
x

f(x)(2.8a)

s.t. g(x, ξ
(k)
iid ) ≤ 0, (k = 1, . . . , N)(2.8b)

where ξ
(k)
iid is an iid sample. Recall that XP is the feasible set of PCCO and fur-

ther let XS = {x ∈ Rn | (2.8b) holds} denote the feasible set of the scenario-based
deterministic approximation (2.8) of PCCO, we have the following proposition:

Proposition 2.3. XP ⊂ XS and XP ̸= XS are two high-probability events if N ≤
1
α and N > 1

α respectively.

Readers can find the proof of this proposition in Appendix A.3. When, in CCO (2.1),
f(·) is linear and g(·) is convex on x, let x∗

C and x∗
S denote the optimal solutions of

CCO (2.1) and its scenario-based deterministic approximation (2.8) respectively, and
ε = P[x∗

S = x∗
C], Theorem 1 in [13] asserts that ε ≥ ϵ if

(2.9) N ≥ e(n− ln ϵ)

β(e− 1)
,

where e is Euler’s number. Nevertheless, the N that satisfies (2.9) is significantly
bigger than 1/α under condition (2.4). With the N determined by (2.9), it cannot
guarantee that XS is an accurate approximation of XP according to Proposition 2.3.

To sum up, the existing solution methods of CCO are either inapplicable or
ineffective for solving PCCO. The purpose of next section is developing a novel solution
method that is 1) probability distribution-free (it’s based on historical data rather
than pre-known probability distribution functions), 2) general (it does not rely on
linearity or convexity assumptions on system constraints), and 3) computationally
effective (it facilitates the development of effective data reduction methods).

3. The Proposed Solution Paradigm for PCCO: Data-based Determin-
istication. Assuming that the probability distribution function P (ξ) is not perfectly

known, and instead, a set of historical measurements of ξ, i.e., D = {ξ(k)d , k =
1, . . . , D} where D is a finite but big number, is available, this section aims at de-
veloping a novel concept of data-based deterministication4. There are basically two
factors that determines the quality of deterministication: accuracy and computational
tractability.

3.1. Preliminaries. This subsection presents the prerequisites needed to build
our main results.

Definition 3.1 (on “realizations,” “data points,” and “scenarios” of the uncer-
tain parameter ξ).

4In most of the solution processes of optimization problems under uncertainty, the first and fore-
most step is converting the logic models into their deterministic approximations, i.e. linear, nonlinear,
or integer programs. Inspired by the widely adopted term “convexification” in the optimization field,
which refers to the process of converting or approximating non-convex problems into convex ones, we
define a verb “determinisfy” to refer to convert a logic model into its deterministic approximations,
and the term “deterministication” to refer to the process of determinisfying.

This manuscript is for review purposes only.
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• Realization ξr: the value of ξ that is produced by random methods such as the Monte
Carlo method if probability distribution functions P (ξ) are known, namely an iid
sample.

• Data point ξd: the value of ξ that is actually measured in history, which can be
considered an iid sample

• Scenario ξs: a possible outcome of ξ to which a probability is assigned, which can
be a set of realizations or data points.

Ξ
1 2 3

1

2

3

ξ1

ξ2

×36

×15

×9

×13

×12

×7

×8

×0

𝒟

Fig. 3. Illustrative exam-
ple of realizations and scenar-
ios.

An example is given in Figure 3 to illustrate the difference
and relation between a scenario and a data point of ξ,
where the uncertain vector ξ = [ξ1, ξ2]

T (ξ1, ξ2 ∈ {1, 2, 3})
and there are 100 data points that are measured in history,

namely the data set D = {ξ(k)d , k = 1, . . . , 100}. As
shown in Fig. 3, the area enclosed by the solid curve is
the continuous sample space of ξ. As a result, the valid

scenario space is Ξ = {ξ(k)s , k = 1, . . . , 8} since point ξ′s =
(3, 3) is outside the sample space Ξ. For this particular
example, the realized scenario set that corresponds to D
is S = {ξ(k)s , k = 2, . . . , 8} since scenario ξ

(1)
s = (1, 1)

was not observed in history although it’s feasible, where
a realized scenario means an observed scenario in history. If we order the realized

scenarios as ξ
(2)
s = (1, 2), ξ

(3)
s = (1, 3), ξ

(4)
s = (2, 1), ξ

(5)
s = (2, 2), ξ

(6)
s = (2, 3),

ξ
(7)
s = (3, 1), and ξ

(8)
s = (3, 2), we have, for instance, ξ

(k)
d = ξ

(2)
s (k = 1, . . . , 9). Since

scenario ξ
(2)
s appears 9 times in the data set D, one can consider its joint probability

as P[ξ = ξ
(2)
s ] = 9/100 = 0.09. The probabilities of other scenarios can be obtained

in the same way. Also note that, although scenario ξ
(1)
s = (1, 1) is a feasible point in

Ξ, its probability is considered zero since it is never observed in history.
We consider that data set D has the following properties:

i) it is a finite multiset with a large D;
ii) the elements therein are historical measurements which are considered iid-samples

of ξ.
A more general definition of the joint probability of historical data points of uncertain
parameter ξ is given as

Definition 3.2 (on the joint probability of historical data point). Let D(ξ
(j)
d , ζ)

be the set of data points in the ζ-vicinity of data point ξ
(j)
d in data set D, i.e.,

D(ξ
(j)
d , ζ) = {∀ξ(k)d ∈ D | ∥ξ(k)d −ξ

(j)
d ∥ ≤ ζ}, and Dζ

j = |D(ξ
(j)
d , ζ)|, the joint probability

P[ξ = ξ
(j)
d ] = Dζ

j /D, where ζ is a small positive scalar.

A pictorial interpretation of the above definition is given in Figure 4. In Definition
3.2, the selection of the bandwidth ζ influences the accuracy of the estimated joint

probability P[ξ = ξ
(j)
d ]. The optimal value of ζ varies from case to case. Fortunately,

there exist various methods, such as the plug-in [9] and cross validation [19] selectors,
that one can use for determining the optimal ζ for a specific case. A numberical
example of selecting the best ζ is provided in Subsection 5.2.

This manuscript is for review purposes only.
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𝜉d
2

𝜁

Ξ

𝜉d
1

𝜁

ҧ𝜂

𝒟

Fig. 4. Pictorial interpretation of Definition 3.2, where the dots represent the data points
(namely historical realizations of ξ which are assumed to be i.i.d.) and the area enclosed by the solid

curve is the uncertainty set. In this example, P[ξ(1)d ] < P[ξ(2)d ] since Dζ
1 < Dζ

2 .

3.2. A data-based deterministic approximation of PCCO. This subsec-
tion defines the following data-based deterministic programming problem:

D-DA: min
x

f(x)

s.t. g(x, ξ
(k)
d ) ≤ 0, (∀ξ(k)d ∈ □)(3.1a)

where □ represents a specific data set. Let Dα = {ξ(k)d , k = 1, . . . , Dα} ⊂ D be a set
that contains all data points in D whose joint probabilities are not less than α, this
paper calls the process of producing set Dα from D as α-process. We developed an
algorithm of α-process as given in the following table. Further let Dz

α ⊂ Dα be a set
of z data points that are randomly selected from Dα, next subsection will evaluate the
accuracy of D-DA(Dz

α), which is the D-DA in (3.1) with □ = Dz
α, as the deterministic

approximation of the PCCO (1.1). Note that, otherwise stated, D-DA(□) represents
the D-DA in (3.1) with □ as input data set in the rest of the paper.

Algorithm 3.1 of α-process

Given a data set D (D = |D|) and set i = 1:

1. count the number of data points in the ζ-vicinity of ξ
(i)
d and save it to set Dα if

Dζ
i ≥ αD,

where ζ is the optimal bandwidth that was discussed in Definition 3.2;
2. stop if i = D, otherwise set i = i+ 1 and repeat step 1.

3.3. Relations between the feasible spaces of D-DA(Dz
α) and PCCO.

Denoting

(3.2) XD(□) = {x ∈ Rn | g(x, ξ(k)d ) ≤ 0 (∀ξ(k)d ∈ □)}

as the feasible space of D-DA (3.1), we have the following definitions.

Definition 3.3 (on a deterministic equivalent of PCCO). Let S∀
α be the particle

representation of the uncertainty set Ξα, i.e., S∀
α contains all possible scenarios of Ξα,

D-DA(S∀
α) is considered a deterministic equivalent to PCCO, i.e., XD(S∀

α) = XP.

This manuscript is for review purposes only.
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Note that S∀
α is not a multiset and XD(S∀

α) means the feasible space of D-DA(S∀
α)

following (3.2).

Definition 3.4 (on the boundary-forming data points of the feasible space of

D-DA). If a data set BFS
□ = {ξ(k)d , k = 1, . . . , BFS

□ } is the SMALLEST subset of □
that satisfies:

(3.3) XD(BFS
□ ) = {x ∈ Rn | g(x, ξ(k)d ) ≤ 0 (∀ξ(k)d ∈ BFS

□ )} = XD(□),

the elements in BFS
□ are the boundary-forming data points of feasible space XD(□).

Note that |S∀
α| = ∞ when ξ is continuous or mixed-integer. Following Definition

3.4, the boundary-forming data set of XD(S∀
α) is denoted as BFS

∀,α. For the general
case of ξ (i.e., ξ can be integer, continuous, or mixed-integer), we have the following
proposition.

Proposition 3.5 (on the relations between the feasible spaces of D-DA(Dz
α) and

PCCO). XD(Dz
α) ⊇ XP and, if BFS

∀,α ⊆ Dz
α, XD(Dz

α) = XP.

Feasible space

Optimal solution

1

2

3

4

5

Fig. 5. Pictorial interpretation of boundary-forming, active, and inactive data points in a 2-D
x-space, where constraints 1-4 are the boundary-forming constraints of the feasible space, 3 and 4
are the boundary-forming constraints of the optimal solution, 3-5 are active constraints, and the rest
are inactive constraints. A boundary-forming/active data point is a data point that contributes at
least one boundary-forming/active constraint.

Readers can find the proof of this proposition in Appendix B.1. A pictorial
explanation of definition 3.4 and proposition 3.5 is provided in Figure 5, which shows
that the feasible space of a D-DA for a PCCO problem is determined by a limited
number of boundary-forming data points. The rest data points are inactive which
can be removed without impacting the feasible space. Proposition 3.5 indicates that,
if one can guarantee that the finite data set Dz

α contains all the boundary-forming
data points of the deterministic equivalent of PCCO, i.e., the D-DA(S∀

α), the finite
deterministic optimization problem D-DA(Dz

α) is equivalent to PCCO. Nevertheless,
it’s extreme hard to figure out the exact boundary-forming data points for a complex
D-DA. Next subsection will investigate the relation between z (i.e., the size of data set
Dz

α) and the probability that the D-DA(Dz
α) is equivalent to PCCO without knowing

any information about the boundary-forming data points constraints in advance.
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3.4. The Accuracy of Approximating PCCO with the finite D-DA(Dz
α).

Let Dz−1
α = Dz

α \ ξ
(b)
d and consider D-DA(Dz−1

α ), i.e., the D-DA(Dz
α) with the con-

straints that correspond to data point ξ
(b)
d removed. Further let x∗

D(Dz
α) and x∗

D(Dz−1
α )

be the optimal solutions of D-DA(Dz
α) and D-DA(Dz−1

α ) respectively, we have the fol-
lowing definition on the boundary-forming data point of an optimal solution while
Definition 3.4 is on that of a feasible set.

Definition 3.6 (on the boundary-forming data points of an optimal solution).

Data point ξ
(k)
d,B is a boundary-forming data point for x∗

D(Dz
α) if x

∗
D(Dz−1

α ) < x∗
D(Dz

α).

Recall that x∗
P is the optimal solution of the original logic model PCCO (1.1) and

S∀
α is the particle representation of the uncertainty set Ξα, and let BOS

∀,α denote the

boundary-forming data set of x∗
D(S∀

α), we have the following proposition.

Proposition 3.7. x∗
D(Dz

α) = x∗
P if BOS

∀,α ⊆ Dz
α.

The proofs of proposition 3.7 can be found in Appendix B.2. Let ϱ denote the prob-
ability that x∗

D(Dz
α) is optimal to PCCO, i.e., ϱ = P[x∗

D(Dz
α) = x∗

P], and recall that
D, Dα, z, and BOS

∀,α denote the numbers of data points in sets D, Dα, Dz
α, and BOS

∀,α
respectively, we have the following theorem on the lower bound of ϱ for a given z
under Assumption 1.

Assumption 1. Dα contains all the boundary-forming data points of x∗
D(S∀

α),
i.e., BOS

∀,α ⊆ Dα.

Theorem 3.8. Let B̄OS
∀,α be an upper bound of BOS

∀,α, a lower bound of ϱ is given
as

(3.4) ϱ(z) = 1 +

n∑
k=1

(−1)k
(B̄OS

∀,α

k

)(
Dα−kαD

z

)(
Dα

z

)
under Assumption 1, where

(·
·
)
is the binomial coefficient.

While the proof can be found in Appendix B.3, the estimation of B̄OS
∀,α and the ratio-

nality of Assumption 1 are discussed in next subsection. The assertion in this theorem
implies that a sufficient condition for ϱ ≥ ρ is z = ϱ−1(ρ).

3.5. Discussions and Summary. To sum up, in this section, we consider D-
DA(Dz

α) as the deterministic approximation for the newly defined optimization prob-
lem under uncertainty –the PCCO (1.1)–and revealed some of its important proper-
ties. This subsection provides some further discussions on the proposed data-based
deterministication.

3.5.1. A proper estimation of B̄OS
∀,α. It’s generally very hard to obtain the

exact number of boundary-forming data points for the optimal solution of a D-DA.
Therefore, it’s necessary to obtain a proper estimation of B̄OS

∀,α before the assertion
of Theorem 3.8 can be used to determine the needed z for a required ρ. We start
discussing how to obtain a proper estimation of B̄OS

□ from the following proposition.

Proposition 3.9. For a D-DA in (3.1), if f(x) is linear and g(x, ξ) is convex
on x, the number of boundary-forming data points of its optimal solution is not more
than n.

While the proof is provided in Appendix B.4, this proposition asserts that B̄OS
□ = n,

where n is the size of x, for D-DAs which are convexly-constrained linear programs.
Although this assertion cannot be directly applied to a more general case, it can
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PROBABILITY CONTOUR CONSTRAINED OPTIMIZATION 11

provide a proper estimation. From the proof, we know that n is in fact a very loose
upper bound of BOS

□ for convexly constrained linear programs. To be specific, n is an
upper bound for the number of support constraints (see Definition 4 in [11]) and the
number of boundary-forming data points is generally less than that of the support
constraints. Therefore, n is a valid upper bound of BOS

□ (including BOS
∀,α) for most of

the general cases although it cannot guarantee for all.

3.5.2. Rationality of the data-based deterministication. We first discuss
the rationality of the direct use of historical data as input for determinisfying a PCCO
problem. For the uncertainty in engineering problems, the construction of the proba-
bility triple, i.e., (Ξ, Ξ, P ), is generally based on engineers’ experience which mainly
comes from the analysis on historical data and/or observations together with some
assumptions. While mistakes and/or inaccuracy can occur in the process of con-
structing the probability triple, this issue does not exist in the data-based methods
since they don’t need this process. Second, we discuss the rationality of Assumption
1. Normally, we care about the outcomes of ξ which occurred in history, especially
those frequently appeared. If D is properly measured in history, Dα should contain
all high-probability outcomes of ξ that we are interested and, of course, contain all
boundary-forming data points. In other words, we can consider that, if an outcome
of ξ hasn’t occurred in history, it’s neither of interest nor a boundary-forming data
point. In light of this, we have a reasonable hypothesis that the boundary-forming
data points defined in Definitions 3.4 and 3.6 are generally some frequently appeared
data points in history.

4. The Proposed Solution Paradigm for PCCO: Strategic Data Se-
lection. If D-DA(Dz

α) investigated in Section 3 is computational intractable, the
proposed solution paradigm will use D-DA(Dη

α) as the DA of PCCO instead, where
Dη

α ⊆ Dz
α. In other words, a subset Dη

α of Dz
α is used as the input to D-DA (3.1).

Since Dη
α ⊆ Dz

α ⊆ Dα, It’s straightforward to know that, the feasible sets

(4.1) XD(Dη
α) ⊇ XD(Dz

α) ⊇ XD(Dα) and, hence, x
∗
D(Dη

α) ≤ x∗
D(Dz

α) ≤ x∗
D(Dα).

Proposition 3.7 indicates that x∗
D(Dα) = x∗

P under Assumption 1, and hence x∗
D(Dη

α) ≤
x∗
D(Dz

α) ≤ x∗
P. While the optimality gap between x∗

D(Dz
α) and x∗

P was discussed
in the previous section, this section aims at developing a methodology of strategic
data selection (SDS) for obtaining the data set Dη

α which possesses two features:
1) the number of elements zη = |Dη

α| ≪ z, and 2) the gap between x∗
D(Dη

α) and
x∗
D(Dz

α) is sufficiently small such that x∗
D(Dη

α) is also a good estimation to x∗
P. The

SDS algorithms for continuous and integer/mixed-integer cases of ξ are presented in
Subsections 4.1 and 4.3, respectively.

4.1. The SDS algorithm for continuous ξ. When the uncertain parameters
are continuous, i.e., ξ ∈ Ξ ⊂ Rr, we developed an SDS algorithm as detailed in
Algorithm 4.1, where η is a key parameter. Then, we have the following theorem on
the relation between zη and η.

Theorem 4.1 (on zη obtained by Algorithm 4.1). When ξ ∈ Ξ ⊂ Rr, we have

zη


= z η = 0

≤ z̄η 0 < η < η̄

= 1 η ≥ η̄

.

If 0 < η < η̄, zη is a parameterized random variable whose expectation and upper
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Algorithm 4.1 of strategic data selection for continous ξ

Given a data set Dz
α:

1. randomly select a data point ξ
(0)
d and set i = 1;

2. randomly select another data point ξ
(i)
d in Dz

α which satisfies

(4.2) ∥ξ(i)d − ξ
(j)
d ∥ ≥ 2η, ∀j = 0, . . . , i− 1

where 0 < η ≤ η̄;

3. save ξ
(i)
d to a new set Dη

α and discard all data points in the η-vicinity of ξ
(i)
d

(including ξ
(i)
d ) from Dz

α;

4. stop and report set Dη
α if there is no data point ξ

(i)
d in Dz

α that satisfies (4.2),
otherwise go to step 5;

5. set i = i+ 1 and repeat steps 2-4.
Note: η̄ is the minimum η which results in that there do not exist two data points
in Dz

α which satisfy condition (4.2) (see an illustrative example in Figure 4).

bound satisfy the following relations respectively

(4.3)
∂(E[zη])

∂η
≤ 0, and z̄η ∝ 1

ηr
.

The proof of theorem 4.1 is provided in Appendix C.1. The second expression in (4.3)
indicates that, when η is small, zη drops significantly as η increases.

Given that a data point ξ
(k)
d contributes m constraints to D-DA (3.1) since g :

Rn+r → Rm (note that ξ ∈ Ξ ⊂ Rr ) in the PCC (1.1b), there are z ×m inequality

constraints in D-DA(Dz
α). We call the constraint g̃i(x, ξ

(k)
d,B) ≤ 0 (i = 1, . . . , Bc)

a boundary-forming constraint of the optimal solution x∗
D(Dz

α) if removing it from
D-DA(Dz

α) results in a change in x∗
D(Dz

α), where the superscript k means that it

is contributed by the kth boundary-forming data point ξ
(k)
d,B (as defined in Definition

3.6). It’s straightforward to know that a boundary-forming constraint is also an active
constraint. In other words, the equal sign holds when x∗

D(Dz
α) is substituted into this

constraint, i.e., g̃i(x
∗
D(Dz

α), ξ
(k)
d,B) = 0. Then, suppose there are Bc boundary-forming

constraints for x∗
D(Dz

α), we have:

g̃(x∗
D(Dz

α), ξd,B) =


g̃1(x

∗
D(Dz

α), ξ
(1)
d,B) = 0

...

g̃Bc
(x∗

D(Dz
α), ξ

(B(z))
d,B ) = 0

, where g̃(x, ξ̃) =


g̃1(x, ξ1)
...

g̃Bc
(x, ξBc

),

g̃ : Rn+(r×Bc) → RBc , ξi ∈ Rr (i = 1, . . . , Bc), ξ̃ = [ξT1 , . . . , ξ
T
Bc

]T ∈ R(r×Bc)×1

and ξd,B = [ξ
(1)T
d,B , . . . , ξ

(B(z))T
d,B ]T ∈ R(r×Bc)×1 which implies that the Bc boundary-

forming constraints are contributed by B(z) boundary-forming data points (note that
Bc ≥ B(z)). In other words, it’s possible that two or more elements in ξd,B are

identical, which means this data point (say ξ
(i)T
d,B ) contributes more than one boundary-

forming constraints. Functions g̃ are the Bc constraints out of z×m whose equal sign
holds for the optimal solution x∗

D(Dz
α). According to the discussion in Subsubsection

3.5.1, it’s reasonable to assume that Bc ≤ n. Then, we have the following proposition.
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Proposition 4.2 (Implicit function theorem). When Bc = n, there exists a
vector-valued function x = h(ξ̃) (h : R(r×n) → Rn) which is equivalent to g̃(x, ξ̃) = 0
(g̃ : Rn+(r×n) → Rn) in the vicinity of (x∗

D(Dz
α), ξd,B) if g̃ is continuously differentiable

and the Jacobian matrix of g̃ with respect to x evaluated at x∗
D(Dz

α) is invertible.

Proposition 4.2 is actually the Implicit Function Theorem whose proof can be found

in [22]. Algorithm 4.1 guarantees that, for any boundary-forming data point ξ
(i)
d,B (i =

1, . . . , B(z)) of x∗
D(Dz

α), Dη
α contains a data point ξ́

(i)
d which satisfies ∥ξ́(i)d −ξ

(i)
d,B∥ ≤ 2η.

Recall that we used x∗
D(Dη

α) to denote the optimal solution of D-DA(Dη
α) and let

φ = 1 − ∥x∗
D(Dη

α)−x∗
D(Dz

α)∥
∥x∗

D(Dz
α)∥ denote the accuracy of approximating D-DA(Dz

α) with D-

DA(Dη
α), we have φ = 1 when D-DA(Dη

α) is equivalent to D-DA(Dz
α). It suffices to

know that φ is partially determined by η for a given Dz
α and we have the following

theorem.

Theorem 4.3 (on a lower bound of φ under Algorithm 4.1). If the boundary-
forming constraints are the only active constraints at x∗

D(Dz
α) and η is small, following

the conditions in Proposition 4.2, a lower bound of φ is given as

(4.4) φ(η) = 1−
2
√
n∥H(ξd,B)∥η + 22n

2! ∥H
′(ξd,B)∥η2 + 23

√
n3

3! ∥H ′′(ξd,B)∥η3 + · · ·
∥x∗

D(Dz
α)∥

where H(ξd,B) and H ′(ξd,B) are the Jacobian matrix and the Hessian tensor, re-
spectively, of h(ξ) evaluated at ξd,B, and H ′′(ξd,B) is a tensor which is a higher-
dimensional generalization of a matrix and contains the third mixed partial deriva-
tives.

The proof of Theorem 4.3 is provided in Appendix C.2 while a discussion on the
benefits of SDS is provided in next subsection.

4.2. Discussion on the benefits of SDS. First, it’s worth noting that the
computational complexity of the D-DAs (3.1) is related to their numbers of input
data points, i.e., the size of □. For simple cases, such as linear cases, the computa-
tional complexity is approximately proportional to the numbers of input data points.
However, for nonconvex cases, the computational burden generally grows exponen-
tially as numbers of input data points increase. Second, from theorems 4.1 and 4.3,
we know that both zη, which is related to computational complexity, and φ, which is
related to accuracy, decrease as η increases. To be specific, Theorem 4.3 implies that
(4.5)

φ(η) ≈



1− 2
√
n∥H(ξd,B)∥η
∥x∗

D(Dz
α)∥ η ≤ η ≤ η1

1− 2
√
n∥H(ξd,B)∥η+ 22n

2! ∥H′(ξd,B)∥η2

∥x∗
D(Dz

α)∥ η1 < η ≤ η2

1− 2
√
n∥H(ξd,B)∥η+ 22n

2! ∥H′(ξd,B)∥η2+ 23
√

n3

3! ∥H′′(ξd,B)∥η3

∥x∗
D(Dz

α)∥ η2 < η ≤ η3
...

...

1− 2
√
n∥H(ξd,B)∥η+ 22n

2! ∥H′(ξd,B)∥η2+ 23
√

n3

3! ∥H′′(ξd,B)∥η3+···
∥x∗

D(Dz
α)∥ ηj < η ≤ η̄

,

which means, when η is small, φ(η) is close to be linear to η. By comparing z̄η and
φ, we realize that z̄η drops significantly while φ decreases in a much slower rate.
Therefore, the main benefit of SDS is that it significantly reduces the computational
burden of the proposed data-based DA, i.e., D-DA(Dη

α), with a tradeoff of slightly
decrease in accuracy.
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4.3. The SDS algorithm for integer/mixed-integer ξ. When the uncertain
parameters are mixed-integer, i.e., ξ ∈ Ξ ⊂ (Zr1 ,Rr2) (r1 + r2 = r), let Dz

α|Z =

{ξ(k)d,Z, k = 1, . . . , z} be the projection of Dz
α in the Zr1 -space, and I be the index set

of the elements in U[Dz
α|Z] (where U[·] denotes the underlying set5 of a multiset), we

divide Dz
α into I = |I| subsets, i.e., Dz

α,i (i ∈ I), making the elements in each of these
subsets have the same integer part. Namely, if we denote all data points in Dz

α,i as

ξ
(i,j)
d = (ξ

(i)
d,Z, ξ

(i,j)
d,R ) (j = 1, . . . , zi), they share the same integer part, i.e., ξ

(i)
d,Z, where

zi is the number of data points in Dz
α,i. Based on these notations, Algorithm 4.2 of

SDS is developed for the cases where ξ is integer/mixed-integer. Then, we have the
following corollary of Theorem 4.1.

Algorithm 4.2 of strategic data selection for cases of integer/mixed-integer ξ

Given a data set Dz
α =

⋃
i∈I Dz

α,i:
1. set i = 1
2. randomly select a data point ξ

(i,0)
d in Dz

α,i and set j = 1;

3. randomly select another data point ξ
(i,j)
d in Dz

α,i which satisfies

(4.6) ∥ξ(i,j)d,R − ξ
(i,k)
d,R ∥ ≥ 2ηi, ∀k = 0, . . . , j − 1;

4. save ξ
(i,j)
d to a new set Dη

α and discard all data points in the ηi-vicinity of ξ
(i,j)
d

(including ξ
(i,j)
d ) from Dz

α,i;
5. go to step 7 if there is no data points in Dz

α,i that satisfies (4.6), otherwise go to
step 6;

6. set j = j + 1 and repeat steps 3-5.
7. stop and report set Dη

α if i = |I|, otherwise go to step 8;
8. set i = i+ 1 and repeat steps 2-7.
Note: η̄i is the minimum ηi which results in that there do not exist two data points
in Dz

α,i which satisfy condition (4.6).

Corollary 4.4 (on zη obtained by Algorithm 4.2). When ξ ∈ Ξ ⊂ (Zr1 ,Rr2)
(r1 + r2 = r), we have

(4.7) zη


= z ηi = 0

≤ z̄η 0 < ηi < η̄i

= I ηi ≥ η̄i

, i ∈ I.

where I = |I| = |Dz
α|Z|. When 0 < ηi < η̄i (∀i ∈ I), zη is a parameterized random

variable whose expectation and upper bound satisfy the following relations respectively

(4.8)
∂(E[zη])

∂ηi
≤ 0, z̄η =

∑
i

z̄η,i and z̄η,i ∝
1

ηr2i
(i ∈ I).

The proof of Corollary 4.4 is in Appendix C.3.
For the cases where ξ is mixed-integer, we also denote the boundary-forming

constraints of x∗
D(Dz

α) in D-DA(Dz
α) as g̃(x, ξd,B) ≤ 0 (g̃ : R×ΞBc → RBc), which are

contributed by B(z) boundary-forming data points. Let ξ
(k)
d,B (k ∈ 1, . . . , B(z)) denote

5A underlying set is the set of distinct elemenets of a multiset
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a boundary-forming data point of x∗
D(Dz

α) and assume that it belongs to subset Dz
α,i

(i ∈ I). When ηi (∀i ∈ I) are small, algorithm 4.2 guarantees that Dη
α contains a

data point ξ́
(k)
d which satisfies ξ́

(k)
d,Z = ξ

(k)
d,B,Z and ∥ξ́(k)d,R − ξ

(k)
d,B,R∥ ≤ 2ηi. Given that,

for mixed-integer ξ, the data points in a small vicinity of ξ
(k)
d have the same integer

part as ξ
(k)
d , one can consider ξZ ∈ Zr1 fixed and reformulate g̃(x, ξ̃) as ğ(x, ξ̃R) (ğ :

Rn+(r2×Bc) → RBc). According to Proposition 4.2 and under the conditions therein,
we know that there exists a vector-valued function x = h(ξ̃R) (h : R(r2×n) → Rn)
which is equivalent to ğ(x, ξ̃R) = 0 in the vicinity of (x∗

D(Dz
α), ξd,B) (Note that Bc = n

under the condition in Proposition 4.2.). Then, we have the following corollary of
Theorem 4.3.

Corollary 4.5 (on φ under Algorithm 4.2). If the boundary-forming con-
straints are the only active constraints at x∗

D(Dz
α) and ηi (∀i ∈ I) are small enough,

following the conditions in Proposition 4.2, a lower bound of φ is given as
(4.9)

φ(η1, . . . , ηBc
) = 1−

∥H(ξd,B,R)∥η̂ + 1
2!∥H

′(ξd,B,R)∥η̂2 + 1
3!∥H

′′(ξd,B,R)∥η̂3 + · · ·
∥x∗

D(Dz
α)∥

,

where η̂ = 2
√
η21 + . . .+ η2Bc

.

The proof of Corollary 4.5 can be found in Appendix C.4.
When the uncertain parameters are pure integers, i.e., ξ ∈ Ξ ⊂ Zr, step 3 in

Algorithm 4.2 is not necessary since r2 = 0 and, consequently, ξd,R = 0. Moreover,
the data points in each subset Dz

α,i (i ∈ I) are identical. Thus, Algorithm 4.2 picks
one data point from each of these subsets, which results in that Dη

α is the underlying
set of Dz

α, i.e., Dη
α = U[Dz

α], and zη = I. It’s worth noting that, generally, I << |Dz
α|

(see the illustrative example in Subsection 3.1). Then, we have the following lemma
on Algorithm 4.2 for the cases of pure integer ξ.

Lemma 4.6 (on SDS algorithm for discrete ξ). When ξ ∈ Ξ ⊂ Zr, x∗
D(Dη

α) =
x∗
D(z). Further, if Dz

α = Dα (i.e., Algorithm 4.2 uses Dα as input data set), x∗
D(Dη

α) =
x∗
P under Assumption 1.

The proof of this lemma is provided in Appendix C.5. Let ω denote the probability
that x∗

D(Dη
α) is optimal to PCCO, i.e., ω = P[x∗

D(Dη
α) = x∗

P], Lemma 4.6 implies that
ω = 1 when Algorithm 4.2 uses Dα as input data set and Assumption 1 holds. The
following proposition presents a trivial property of ω for the PCCO problems with
continuous/mixed-integer ξ, of which the proof is given in Appendix C.6.

Proposition 4.7 (on ω for continuous/mixed-integer ξ). If η1 < η2, we have
P[ω(η1) > ω(η2)] ≥ P[ω(η1) < ω(η2)].

5. Application and Numerical Experiments. This section applies the pro-
posed methods to a fundamental decision-making problem under uncertainty in elec-
tric power systems, i.e., the optimal power flow (OPF) with uncertain renewable
energy, e.g., solar and wind power. The OPF determines the best operating levels
of power generators/plants in order to meet demands given throughout a transmis-
sion/distribution network, usually with the objective of minimizing generation cost
[24]. The original formulation of OPF, i.e., the formulation without uncertainty, is
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given as

OPF: min
pG,θ

c(pG) =
∑
i∈G

(
ci,2(p

G
i )

2 + ci,1p
G
i + ci,0

)
(5.1a)

s.t. Bθ = ApG + CpR + d,(5.1b)

|Bij(θi − θj)| ≤ Pmax
ij , ∀{i, j} ∈ E(5.1c)

pmin
i ≤ pGi ≤ pmax

i ,∀i ∈ G(5.1d)

where (5.1b) is the DC power flow (DCPF) equation, and A, B, and C are n × g,
n× n, and n× r matrices whose elements are given as follows respectively:

Aij =

{
1, if the jth power generator is connected to the ith node

0, otherwise

Bij =


−bij , {i, j} ∈ E∑

k;{k,j}∈E bkj , i = j

0, otherwise

Cij =

{
1, if the jth renewable generator is connected to the ith node

0, otherwise

A nomenclature is given in the Table 1.

Table 1
Nomenclature for OPFRG

A. Sets and Indices
E Set of transmission/distribution lines
G Set of g power generators/plants
N Set of n nodes/buses
R Set of r renewable generators
B. Parameters
bij Susceptance of the transmission line {i, j} ∈ E
ci Unit fuel cost of the ith power plant in $/MWh, where i ∈ G
d n× 1 vector of electricity demands
Pmax
i,j Power limit on the transmission line {i, j} ∈ E

Pmin
i Lower bound on power generation of ith generator/plant, where i ∈ G

Pmax
i Upper bound on power generation of ith generator/plant, where i ∈ G

Pmax
g Upper bound on power generation of gth generator/plant

C. Decision Variables

pG g × 1 vector of baseline generations for meeting the demand d with pR

pR r × 1 vector of the forecast outputs of renewable generators
λi Participation factor of the ith power generator/plant on meeting the uncertain net load,

where 0 ≤ λi ≤ 1 and
∑

i∈R λi = 1

θ n× 1 vector of phase angles of nodes/buses where, for the reference node/bus, θ1 = 0
D. Uncertain Variable
ξd Difference between the forecasted and real net demands of the dth load

5.1. PCCO formulation for OPF under uncertainty. When the uncer-
tainty is considered, the real-time renewable generation p̂R = pR+ξ, where ξ ∈ Ξ ⊂ Rr

is the uncertain component. The power generation pG needs to be adjusted in real-
time such that the DCPF equation holds in real-time, i.e., Bθ̂ = Ap̂G + Cp̂R + d
where the real-time phase angle θ̂ = θ − ∆θ. With a so-called affine control, i.e.,
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p̂Gi = pGi + λi

∑
j∈R ξj (∀i ∈ G), the real-time DCPF equation is given as:

(5.2) B(θ −∆θ) = A(pG + eTξλ) + C(pR + ξ) + d

where e is a r × 1 identity vector. By comparing (5.2) to (5.1b), we know that

∆θ = −B̆(AeTξλ+ Cξ)

where B̆ =

[
0 0

0 B̂−1

]
and B̂ is a (n − 1) × (n − 1) matrix obtained by removing

the first row and column from B. Denote ∆θi = −[B̆(AeTξλ + Cξ)]i, the PCCO
formulation of OPF under uncertainty of renewable energy is given as

p-OPF: min
pG,θ,λ

E[c(pG + eTyλ)](5.3a)

s.t. (5.1b)(5.3b) ∣∣∣Bij

(
θi − [B̆(AeTyλ+ Cy)]i − θj + [B̆(AeTyλ+ Cy)]j

)∣∣∣(5.3c)

≤ Pmax
ij , ∀{i, j} ∈ E∑

i∈G
λi = 1(5.3d)

pmin
i ≤ pGi + λie

Ty ≤ pmax
i ,∀i ∈ G(5.3e)

∀y ∈ {y ∈ Ξ |P[ξ = y] ≥ α},(5.3f)

where E[c(pG + eTyλ)] =
∑

i∈G(ci,2((p
G
i )

2 + V[eTy]λ2
i ) + ci,1p

G
i + ci,0) = c(pG) +

V[eTy]
∑

i∈G(ci,2λ
2
i ), given that E[eTy] = 0 and V[·] denotes variance.

Applying the findings in Section 3, the D-DA(Dz
α) and D-DA(Dη

α) of (p-OPF) are
given as the follows respectively.

d-OPF(Dz
α) : min

pG,θ,λ
c(pG) +

(∑
i∈G

(ci,2λ
2
i )

)
1

z

z∑
k=1

(
eTξ

(k)
d

)
(5.4a)

s.t. (5.1b)(5.4b) ∣∣∣Bij

(
θi − [B̆(AeTξ

(k)
d λ+ Cξ

(k)
d )]i − θj + [B̆(AeTξ

(k)
d λ+ Cξ

(k)
d )]j

)∣∣∣(5.4c)

≤ Pmax
ij , ∀{i, j} ∈ E∑

i∈G
λi = 1(5.4d)

pmin
i ≤ pGi + λie

Tξ
(k)
d ≤ pmax

i ,∀i ∈ G(5.4e)

∀ξ(k)d ∈ Dz
α,(5.4f)

d-OPF(Dη
α) : min

pG,θ,λ
c(pG) +

(∑
i∈G

(ci,2λ
2
i )

)
1

z

zη∑
k=1

(
Dη

ke
Tξ

(k)
d

)
(5.5a)

s.t. (5.1b), and (5.4c)− (5.4e)(5.5b)

∀ξ(k)d ∈ Dη
α(5.5c)

where Dη
k is the number of data points in the η-vicinity of ξ

(k)
d as defined in Definition

3.2.
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5.2. Test Systems and Scenario Sets. We used three representative test sys-
tems, i.e., IEEE 6, 39, and- 118-bus systems [1]. The problem sizes of the p-OPFs
for these test systems are provided in Table 2 (recall that n and r are the numbers
of decision and uncertain variables respectively, and m is the number of constraints
that are contributed by one data point). In this numerical experiment, α = 1% is
considered. Table 2 also tabulates the sizes of sets D, Dα, Dz

α, and Dη
α (recall that

they are the original historical data set, the data set after the α-process, the input
data sets of D-DA(Dz

α) and D-DA(Dη
α), respectively) for each case.

Table 2
p-OPF sizes of different test systems and the sizes of data sets that are used in these cases.

Case n r m D ζ α Dα ρ z zη=ζ

IEEE-6 9 2 16 1000 0.09 0.05 685 0.90 60 35
IEEE-39 58 2 96 5000 0.12 0.01 4459 0.99 678 276
IEEE-118 155 10 315 10000 0.16 0.01 9762 0.99 773 368

In this engineering application, both x and ξ are continuous. Hence, the above
sets are determined following the path below:

D α−Process−−−−−−−−−−−−→
with the optimal ζ

Dα
Randomly pick z data points−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−−→
with z determined by (3.4)

Dz
α

Algorithm 4.1−−−−−−−−−→
with η = ζ

Dη
α.

The value of ζ for each case listed in Table 2 are the values that make the resulting
probability distribution smoothest. The case of IEEE 39-bus system is given in Figure
6 as an example for elaborating this idea. It can be observed that, with an ζ at
around 0.12, we obtain a smooth probability distribution. Both bigger and smaller ζ
will result in less smooth distribution.

Fig. 6. Example of determining ζ.

5.3. Results and Analysis. Recall that x∗
D(Dα) = x∗

P under Assumption 1,
we use D-DA(Dα) as the reference for evaluating the performance of D-DA(Dz

α) and
D-DA(Dη

α), i.e., the proposed DAs of PCCO (1.1). For each IEEE test case, the
computational times and optimality gaps of D-DA(Dz

α) and D-DA(Dη
α) are compared

in Table 3. First, we can observed that the numerical results satisfy relation (4.1).
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Second, which is more important, D-DA(Dη
α) is an accurate approximation to D-

DA(Dz
α) with a lower computational burden.

Table 3
Optimization results.

Test
system

D-DA
Number of
constraints

Computational
time (s)

Objective
value ($)

Optimality
gap (%)

IEEE-6
D-DA(Dα) 10,960 0.66 2260.21 –
D-DA(Dz

α) 960 0.28 2258.73 0.0065%
D-DA(Dη

α) 560 0.25 2257.71 0.1106%

IEEE-39
D-DA(Dα) 428,064 476.32 1876.67 –
D-DA(Dz

α) 65,088 161.81 1876.21 0.0025%
D-DA(Dη

α) 26,496 72.54 1876.19 0.0026%

IEEE-118
D-DA(Dα) 3,075,030 out of memory – –
D-DA(Dz

α) 243,465 4791.34 84901.03 –
D-DA(Dη

α) 115,920 818.03 84838.03 0.0074%

6. Conclusion. For solving a specific PCCO problem, we assume that a big
data set D of historical measurements of the uncertain parameters ξ is available.
First, the α-process, i.e., Algoritm 3.1, is used to eliminate the low-probability data
points leaving set Dα which only contains data points whose joint probabilities are
not less than α. Second, z data points are randomly selected from Dα and stored
in Dz

α, where z is determined by a desired probability ρ via z = ϱ−1(ρ). Finally, zη
data points are further selected from Dz

α and stored in Dη
α by a corresponding SDS

algorithm if D-DA(Dz
α) is still too big to compute.

This research rethinks the entire procedure of solving optimization problems under
uncertainty from logic modeling to solution algorithm design. The logic model (1.1),
i.e., PCCO, defined in this paper is a novel alternative to the existing CCO. The
PCC (1.1b) therein logically means that an optimal solution should be feasible to
all high-probability realizations of the uncertain variables. Such a logical meaning
grants the PCCO a very high application value since it reflects the need of many
engineering systems in terms of optimization under uncertainty. Since the existing
deterministication methods are either inapplicable or inefficient to PCCO, another
key contribution of this paper lies in the novel solution paradigm which consists of
data-based deterministication (as detailed in Section 3) and strategic data selection
(as detailed in Section 4). With the proposed solution paradigm, PCCO problems
can be solved accurately with relatively-low computational complexity.

Appendix A. Proofs in Section 2.

A.1. Proof of Proposition 2.1. When α1 ≥ α2, for an arbitrary realization ξ̌
of ξ, P[ξ = ξ̌] ≥ α2 if P[ξ = ξ̌] ≥ α1. In other words, ξ̌ ∈ Ξα2 if ξ̌ ∈ Ξα1 , which implies
that Ξα1 ⊆ Ξα2 . Then,

XP(α2) =

{
x ∈ Rn

∣∣∣∣ g(x, ξ(k)) ≤ 0, k = 1, . . . , |Ξα1
|

g(x, ξ(k)) ≤ 0, k = |Ξα1 |+ 1, . . . , |Ξα2 |

}
= {x ∈ XP(α1) | g(x, ξ(k)) ≤ 0, k = |Ξα1

|+ 1, . . . , |Ξα2
|}

⊆ XP(α1).

A.2. Proof of Proposition 2.2. We consider the experiment that a realization
of ξ is randomly extracted from the sample space Ξ and let ξ̌ denote this arbitrary
realization. According to the probability theory, the probability of event P[ξ = ξ̌] ≥ α,
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i.e., P[P[ξ = ξ̌] ≥ α], is given as

(A.1) P[P[ξ = ξ̌] ≥ α] = P[P (ξ̌) ≥ α] =

∫
· · ·
∫
{ξ∈Ξ|P (ξ)≥α}

P (ξ)dξr · · · dξ1.

As a result, condition (2.4) indicates that P[P (ξ̌) ≥ α] = 1−β. Let xP ∈ XP denote an
arbitrarily feasible solution of PCCO, the logical meaning of PCC, i.e., g(xP, ξ̌) ≤ 0
holds if P[ξ = ξ̌] ≥ α, implies that the probability of event g(xP, ξ̌) ≤ 0 is not less than
the probability of event P[ξ = ξ̌] ≥ α, i.e., P[g(xP, ξ̌) ≤ 0] ≥ P[P (ξ̌) ≥ α] = 1 − β.
Therefore, xP ∈ XC according to the logical meaning of CC, which implies that
XP ⊆ XC.

The condition “P (ξ(a)) ≥ P (ξ(b)) when ξ(a) and ξ(b) are arbitrarily realizations in
M(x) and Ξ \M(x) respectively” implies that there exists a probability v such that
P (ξ(a)) ≥ v and P (ξ(b)) ≤ v. Then, M(x) becomes

(A.2) M′(x) = {ξ ∈ Ξ | g(x, ξ) ≤ 0 and P (ξ) ≥ v}.

Under condition (2.4), it’s not hard to know that v = α in (A.2). Let ξ̂ be an arbitrary

realization of ξ in M′(x), we have P[ξ = ξ̂] ≥ α. Let xC denote an arbitrarily feasible

solution of CCO that satisfies the above condition, we have g(xC, ξ̂) ≤ 0, which implies
that xC ∈ XP and, namely, XP ⊇ XC. Therefore, we have XP = XC.

A.3. Proof of Proposition 2.3. Considering the experiment of randomly gen-
erating N iid samples, it’s of high probability that these samples belong to scenarios
whose probabilities are not less than 1/N . When N ≤ 1

α , it’s of high probability that
these samples belong to scenarios whose probabilities are not less than α. Note that
XS is a set in x-space specified by N samples whose probabilities are not less than α,
we have XP ⊆ XS since XP is specified by all possible scenarios whose probabilities
are not less than α. Given that N ≤ 1

α is a relatively small number, it’s of high
probability that XP ⊂ XS. When N > 1

α , a scenario whose probability is less than α
may be included in the N samples, which results in that an element in XP may not
be feasible to XS. Hence, XP ̸= XS.

Appendix B. Proofs in Section 3.

B.1. Proof of Proposition 3.5. Given that data set Dz
α is generally a multiset,

let U[Dz
α] denote its underlying set, we have that D-DA(U[Dz

α]) is equivalent to D-
DA(Dz

α). Because, for any data point in the complement of U[Dz
α] in Dz

α, i.e., Dz
α \

U[Dz
α], there is a data point U[Dz

α] that is the same as it and, therefore removing the
data points in Dz

α \ U[Dz
α] does not change the feasible space of D-DA(Dz

α). Since S∀
α

is defined as the set that contains all possible scenarios of Ξα, we have U[Dz
α] ⊆ S∀

α

and, consequently XD(Dz
α) ⊇ XD(S∀

α) according to Proposition 2.1. According to
Definition 3.3, we have XD(S∀

α) = XP and, consequently, XD(Dz
α) ⊇ XP. Condition

BFS
∀,α ⊆ Dz

α indicates that XD(BFS
∀,α) ⊆ XD(Dz

α). According to Definition 3.4, we have

XD(BFS
∀,α) = XD(S∀

α) = XP, which means XP ⊆ XD(Dz
α). Then, we have XD(Dz

α) = XP

if BFS
∀,α ⊆ Dz

α.

B.2. Proof of Proposition 3.7. Recall that x∗
D(S∀

α) is the optimal solution of
D-DA(S∀

α) and BOS
∀,α is the set of boundary-forming data points at x∗

D(S∀
α), we know

that x∗
D(BOS

∀,α) = x∗
D(S∀

α) according to Definition 3.6. Namely, removing any data

point in the complement of BOS
∀,α with respect to S∀

α, i.e., S∀
α \ BOS

∀,α, will not affect

the solution of D-DA(S∀
α). If BOS

∀,α ⊆ Dz
α, i.e., Dz

α contains all boundary-forming data
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points of x∗
D(S∀

α), we have BOS
∀,α ⊆ U[Dz

α]. From the proof of Proposition 3.5, we

know that U[Dz
α] ⊆ S∀

α and, hence (U[Dz
α] \ BOS

∀,α) ⊆ (S∀
α \ BOS

∀,α). As a result, with

all data points in U[Dz
α] \ BOS

∀,α removed, the optimal solution does not change while

the optimization problem changes from D-DA(U[Dz
α]) to D-DA(BOS

∀,α), which means

x∗
D(U[Dz

α]) = x∗
D(BOS

∀,α). Consequently, we have x∗
D(Dz

α) = x∗
D(S∀

α) = x∗
P.

B.3. Proof of Theorem 3.8. Let ξ
(i)
d,B (i = 1, . . . , BOS

∀,α) denote the boundary-

forming data points for x∗
D(S∀

α), we have P[ξ = ξ
(i)
d,B] ≥ α (∀i = 1, . . . , BOS

∀,α). There-

fore, the expectation of the times that ξ
(i)
d,B appears in D is not less than αD. Then,

we consider the following events:
• E◦: when a data point is randomly selected from Dα, it is one of the B

OS
∀,α boundary-

forming data points;
• E∗: when z data points are randomly selected from Dα, at least one of each of the
BOS

∀,α active data points is selected;

• Ei (i = 1, . . . , BOS
∀,α): when z data points are randomly selected from Dα, no ξ

(i)
d,B is

selected.

It suffices to show that P[E◦] ≥ αD/Dα and E∗ =
⋃BOS

∀,α

i=1 Ei which is the complement

of E∗. Then, P[E∗] = 1− P[E∗] = 1− P[
⋃BOS

∀,α

i=1 Ei]. Moreover,

P

BOS
∀,α⋃

i=1

Ei

 =

BOS
∀,α∑

i=1

P[Ei]−
BOS

∀,α∑
i=1

BOS
∀,α∑

j>i

P[Ei ∩ Ej ] +

BOS
∀,α∑

i=1

BOS
∀,α∑

j>i

BOS
∀,α∑

k>j

P[Ei ∩ Ej ∩ Ek](B.1)

− · · ·+ (−1)(B
OS
∀,α−1)P

BOS
∀,α⋂

i=1

Ei


It’s not hard to know that P[Ei], P[Ei ∩Ej ], P[Ei ∩Ej ∩Ek], · · · , and P[

⋂BOS
∀,α

i=1 Ei]
follow the hypergeometric distribution [34]. Hence, we have

(B.2) P[K] = P

[
K⋂
i=1

Ei

]
=

(
Dα−KP[E◦]Dα

z

)(
Dα

z

) , K = 1, . . . , BOS
∀,α

and

(B.3) P[E∗] = 1− P

BOS
∀,α⋃

i=1

Ei

 = 1−
BOS

∀,α∑
K=1

(
(−1)K−1

(
BOS

∀,α
K

)
P[K]

)
.

Recall that P[E◦] ≥ αD/Dα and moreover, BOS
∀,α ≤ B̄OS

∀,α, we have

(B.4) P[E∗] ≥ 1−
B̄OS

∀,α∑
K=1

(
(−1)K−1

(
B̄OS

∀,α
K

)(Dα−KαD
z

)(
Dα

z

) )
= ϱ.

According to Proposition 3.7, event E∗ implies that x∗
D(Dz

α) = x∗
D(S∀

α) and, conse-
quently x∗

D(Dz
α) = x∗

P. Therefore, ϱ = P[x∗
D(Dz

α) = x∗
P] = P[E∗] and the ϱ in (B.4) is

a lower bound of ϱ.
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B.4. Proof of Proposition 3.9. To prove this proposition, we utilize the find-
ing on the support constraint, as defined in [11], whose removal changes the solution
of the optimization problem. According to Proposition 1 in [11], for a convexly con-
strained linear program, the number of support constraints is at most n (read [11] for
a detailed proof). Let x∗

D(□) denote the optimal solution of D-DA (3.1), by comparing
Definition 3.6 of this paper and the definition of the support constraint, one can con-
sider a boundary-forming data point of x∗

D(□) a data point that contributes at least
one support constraint to x∗

D(□) (note that a data point contributes m constraints to
the D-DA). As such, we have “n ≥ the number of support constraints ≥ the number
of boundary-forming data points.”

Appendix C. Proofs in Section 4.

C.1. Proof of Theorem 4.1. When ξ ∈ Ξ ⊂ Rr, it’s straightforward to know
that Dη

α = Dz
α if η = 0. Hence, zη = z when η = 0. When η ≥ η̄, only one

data point (i.e., ξ
(0)
d ) is selected from Dz

α and stored in Dη
α. In the r-dimensional

Euclidean space, the η-vicinity of a data point is actually an r-ball whose volume is

V η
r = 2(2π)

r−1
2 ηr/r!! [26], where r!! is the double factorial (semifactorial) of r. Let

A ⊂ Ξ ⊂ Rr be the smallest continuous set that contains all the data points in Dz
α

and V A
r denote the r-dimensional Euclidean volume of A, we divide V A

r by V η
r and

denote it as z̄η:

(C.1) z̄η =
V A
r

V η
r

=
r!!V A

r

2ηr(2π)
r−1
2

,

where 0 < η < η̄. One can consider Algorithm 4.1 as “packing zη r-balls in the
continuous space A.” It’s straightforward to know that zη < z̄η due to the existence
of “gaps” among the zη r-balls. In other words, we can consider z̄η an upper estimation
of zη for 0 < η < η̄, and relation (C.1) implies z̄η ∝ 1/ηr.

Since the positions of the r-balls are randomly chosen when Algorithm 4.1 packs
these r-balls in A, the needed number zη of r-balls for filling out A would slightly vary
even when the radius η of these r-balls is fixed. Therefore, zη is a random variable
which is parameterized by η. It’s also straightforward to know that, if the radius η of
these r-balls is bigger, the number zη of r-balls that can be packed in A is most like
less. Now, let’s consider two sets of random experiments where Algorithm 4.1 fills A
with r-balls of radius η(1) in the first set of experiments and with r-balls of radius η(2)
in the second. Further note that η(1) < η(2) and, in each experiment, the positions of
r-balls are randomly selected. It’s not difficult to know that the expectation of zη(1)

should not be less than that of zη(2)
, i.e., E[zη(1)

] ≥ E[zη(2)
]. Then,

E[zη(1)
]− E[zη(2)

]

η(1) − η(2)
≤ 0.

The limit of the left-hand-side of the above inequality as |η(1) − η(2)| → 0 yields
∂(E[zη])/∂η ≤ 0.

C.2. Proof of Theorem 4.3. Recall that we have assumed that there are Bc

boundary-forming constraints at x∗
D(Dz

α) and they are denoted as g̃(x, ξd,B) ≤ 0 (g̃ :

Rn+(r×Bc) → RBc). In this proof, we first show that, in D-DA(Dη
α), g̃(x, ξ́d) ≤ 0

are the Bc boundary-forming constraints at x∗
D(zη) under the conditions that the Bc

boundary-forming constraints are the only active constraints at x∗
D(Dz

α) and η is small.

When η is small enough, we have ξ́d ≈ ξd,B and, consequently g̃(x, ξ́d) ≈ g̃(x, ξd,B).

This manuscript is for review purposes only.



PROBABILITY CONTOUR CONSTRAINED OPTIMIZATION 23

Given that g̃(x, ξd,B) = 0 has a solution x∗
D(Dz

α), it’s reasonable to assume that

g̃(x, ξ́d) = 0 also has a solution, since g̃ is continuously differentiable with respect
to x at the vicinity of x∗

D(Dz
α), and let x∗ denote this solution. The condition of

boundary-forming constraints being the only active constraints at x∗
D(Dz

α) implies
that g̃(x, ξd,B) = 0 are all the constraints that intersect a small enough vicinity of

x∗
D(Dz

α). Let ĝ(x, ξ
(k)
d ) = 0 denote the closest inactive constraint to x∗

D(Dz
α) in D-

DA(Dz
α), it’s not hard to know that, in D-DA(Dη

α), there does not exist a constraint

which is closer to x∗
D(Dz

α) than ĝ(x, ξ
(k)
d ) = 0 since Dη

α ⊂ Dz
α. That means it’s possible

that ∥x∗−x∗
D(Dz

α)∥ is less than or equals to the distance from x∗
D(Dz

α) to ĝ(x, ξ
(k)
d ) = 0.

In other words, when ξd,B is replaced by ξ́d, g̃(x, ξd,B) = 0 and x∗
D(Dz

α) migrate to

g̃(x, ξ́d) = 0 and x∗ respectively. In this process, no constraints that are originally

inactive become boundary-forming. Hence, g̃(x, ξ́d) ≤ 0 are the boundary-forming
constraints of D-DA(Dη

α) and x∗ = x∗
D(Dη

α) under the above mentioned conditions.

Proposition 4.2 indicates the existence of a vector-valued function x = h(ξ̃) which
is equivalent to g̃(x, ξ̃) = 0 in the vicinity of (x∗

D(Dz
α), ξd,B) under the conditions

therein. Let ∆x = x∗
D(Dη

α) − x∗
D(Dz

α) and ∆ξ̃ = ξ́d − ξd,B, the Taylor series of

x = h(ξ̃) at ξd,B is

(C.2) ∆x = H(ξd,B)∆ξ̃ +
1

2!
∆ξ̃TH ′(ξd,B)∆ξ̃ +

1

3!
∆ξ̃TH ′′(ξd,B)(∆ξ̃)2 + · · · .

Then, we have

(C.3) ∥∆x∥ ≤ ∥H(ξd,B)∥∥∆ξ̃∥+ 1

2!
∥H ′(ξd,B)∥∥∆ξ̃∥2 + 1

3!
∥H ′′(ξd,B)∥∥∆ξ̃∥3 + · · ·

Note that Bc = n under the condition in Proposition 4.2 and ∆ξ̃ = [∆ξ̃T1 , . . . ,∆ξ̃Tn ]
T,

where ∥∆ξ̃i∥ ≤ 2η (i = 1, . . . , n) according to Algorithm 4.1, we have ∥∆ξ̃∥ ≤ 2
√
nη.

Therefore, from (C.3), we have:

(C.4) ∥∆x∥ ≤ 2
√
n∥H(ξd,B)∥η +

22n

2!
∥H ′(ξd,B)∥η2 +

23
√
n3

3!
∥H ′′(ξd,B)∥η3 + · · ·

Then, we further have:

φ = 1− ∥∆x∥
∥x∗

D(Dz
α)∥

≥ 1−
2
√
n∥H(ξd,B)∥η + 22n

2! ∥H
′(ξd,B)∥η2 + 23

√
n3

3! ∥H ′′(ξd,B)∥η3 + · · ·
∥x∗

D(Dz
α)∥

(C.5)

= φ(η).

C.3. Proof of Corollary 4.4. Recall that all elements in a subset Dz
α,i (i ∈ I)

of Dz
α have the same integer part. With the integer part being fixed, steps 2-7 in

Algorithm 4.2 on Dz
α,i is equivalent to Algorithm 4.1 on Dz

α. Therefore, one can apply
the assertions in Theorem 4.1 to each i ∈ I. Then, we have

zη,i


= zi ηi = 0

≤ z̄η,i 0 < ηi < η̄i

= 1 ηi ≥ η̄i

, z̄η,i ∝
1

ηr2i
, and

∂(E[zη,i])
∂ηi

≤ 0, i ∈ I.

Since z =
∑

i∈I zi and zη =
∑

i∈I zη,i, we have (4.7) and (4.8).
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C.4. Proof of Corollary 4.5. We don’t need to consider the subsets Dz
α,i

(i ∈ I) of Dz
α which do not contain active data points of x∗

D(z) since removing any
inactive data point will not impact the optimal solution. Under Algorithm 4.2, we

have ∥∆ξi∥ ≤ 2ηi (i = 1, . . . , Bc), which implies that ∥∆ξ∥ ≤ 2
√
η21 + . . .+ η2Bc

= η̂.

Then, applying the conclusions in Theorem 4.3, we have (4.9).

C.5. Proof of Lemma 4.6. When ξ ∈ Ξ ⊂ Zr, we already know that Dη
α =

U[Dz
α] and zη = |U[Dz

α]| = I. If we renumber the data points in Dz
α = {ξ(k)d (k =

1, . . . , z)} as Dz
α = {ξ(i,j)d (i = 1, . . . , I; j = 1, . . . , zi)}, D-DA(Dz

α) is equivalent to

min
x

f(x)(C.6a)

s.t. g(x, ξ
(i,1)
d ) ≤ 0(C.6b)

g(x, ξ
(i,j)
d ) ≤ 0,(C.6c)

where i = 1, . . . , I and j = 1, . . . , zi. Since ξ
(i,1)
d =, . . . ,= ξ

(i,zi)
d , constraints in (C.6c)

are redundant and can be remove without impacting the solution. Without constraints
(C.6c), problem (C.6) is exactly the D-DA(Dη

α). D-DA(Dη
α) being equivalent to D-

DA(Dz
α) means x∗

D(Dη
α) = x∗

D(Dz
α).

Recall that x∗
D(Dα) denotes the optimal solution of D-DA(Dα), Assumption 1

implies that x∗
D(Dα) = x∗

P. If Algorithm 4.2 uses Dα as input data set, it’s not
hard to know that the resulting Dη

α = U[Dα]. Following the analysis in the previous
paragraph, it suffices to have x∗

D(Dη
α) = x∗

D(Dα). Therefore, x
∗
D(Dη

α) = x∗
P.

C.6. Proof of Proposition 4.7. Relation (4.3) in Theorem 4.1 indicates that
E[zη(1)

] ≥ E[zη(2)
] if η(1) < η(2), which implies that P[zη(1)

> zη(2)
] ≥ P[zη(1)

< zη(2)
].

Considering (zη(1)
− zη(2)

)/(η(1) − η(2)) < 0 and (zη(1)
− zη(2)

)/(η(1) − η(2)) > 0 as
the first and second events respectively (denoted as E1 and E2 respectively), we have
P[E1] ≥ P[E2]. Given that Dη(1)

α and Dη(2)
α are two random data sets, it suffices to

show that, if zη(1)
> zη(2)

, P[ω(η(1)) > ω(η(2))] ≥ P[ω(η(1)) < ω(η(2))]. Further let
(ω(η(1)) − ω(η(2)))/(zη(1)

> zη(2)
) > 0 and (ω(η(1)) − ω(η(2)))/(zη(1)

> zη(2)
) < 0

be the third and fourth events respectively (denoted as E3 and E4 respectively), we
have P[E3] ≥ P[E4]. Finally, considering (ω(η(1)) − ω(η(2)))/(η(1) − η(2)) < 0 and
(ω(η(1))− ω(η(2)))/(η(1) − η(2)) > 0 as the fifth and sixth events (denoted as E5 and
E6 respectively), we have

P[E5] = P[E1] · P[E3] + P[E2] · P[E4]
P[E6] = P[E1] · P[E4] + P[E2] · P[E3],

and P[E5]− P[E6] = (P[E1]− P[E2])(P[E3]− P[E4]) ≥ 0.

Hence, we have we have P[ω(η1) > ω(η2)] ≥ P[ω(η1) < ω(η2)] when η(1) < η(2).
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