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Abstract

In this paper we focus on the solution of online problems with time-varying, linear equality and inequality constraints. Our
approach is to design a novel online algorithm by leveraging the tools of control theory. In particular, for the case of equality
constraints only, using robust control we design an online algorithm with asymptotic convergence to the optimal trajectory,
differently from the alternatives that achieve non-zero tracking error. When also inequality constraints are present, we show how
to modify the proposed algorithm to account for the wind-up induced by the nonnegativity constraints on the dual variables.
We report numerical results that corroborate the theoretical analysis, and show how the proposed approach outperforms state-
of-the-art algorithms both with equality and inequality constraints.
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1 Introduction

Recent advances in technology have made online opti-
mization problems increasingly relevant in a wide range
of applications, e.g. control [23,25], signal processing
[19,17,24], and machine learning [31,15,10]. Online prob-
lems are characterized by costs and constraints that
change over time, mirroring changes in the dynamic en-
vironments that arise in these applications. The focus
then shifts from solving a single problem (as in static
optimization) to solving a sequence of problems in real
time. Specifically, in this paper we are interested in on-
line optimization problems with linear equality and in-
equality constraints

x;, = arg min f(x)
zeR™

s.t. ka = hk

kEeN (1)
e < hy,
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where consecutive cost functions and sets of constraints
arrive every Ty > 0 seconds. In the following, we assume
that each problem in (1) has a unique solution.

Drawing from [33], we can distinguish two approaches to
online optimization: unstructured and structured. Un-
structured algorithms are designed by applying static
optimization methods (e.g. gradient descent-ascent) to
each (static) problem in the sequence (1). The con-
vergence of these algorithms has been analyzed in e.g.
[15,31,19,17] for unconstrained problems, and [28,9,39]
for constrained ones; see also the surveys [12,33]. How-
ever, straightforwardly repurposing static methods for
an online scenario does not leverage in any way knowl-
edge of the dynamic nature of these problems. And
indeed, usual convergence analyses guarantee that the
output of the online algorithm tracks the optimal tra-
jectory {x} }ren with only finite precision.

As a consequence, the alternative approach of structured
methods has received increasing attention. “Structured”
refers to the fact that the online algorithms are designed
by incorporating information — a model — of the cost and
constraints variability, with the goal of tracking {z} }ren
with improved precision. One widely studied class of
structured methods is that of prediction-correction algo-
rithms [36,34,16,22,2], which leverage a set of assump-
tions on the rate of change of (1) as a rudimentary model
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to provably increase tracking precision. Recently, some
of the authors have proposed a structured algorithm for
unconstrained problems, which is designed using a fully
fledged model of the cost function [3]. Accessing a de-
tailed model of the problem allows us to draw from con-
trol theory to further improve tracking precision over
previous algorithms. In this paper we focus on the con-
trol theoretical design of online algorithm, with the goal
of extending it to solve constrained problems as well.

By taking this approach, we place our contribution at the
productive intersection of control theory and optimiza-
tion, both static and online. In particular, the design of
optimization algorithms using control theoretical tech-
niques has been explored in [21,37,38,26,18,27] for static
optimization, and [29,30,35,13] for online optimization.
In particular, [29,30] exploit a linear model for the evo-
lution of {x} } ren to analyze convergence of online algo-
rithms, [35] leverages Kalman-filtering for stochastic on-
line optimization, and [13] uses contraction analysis to
design and analyze continuous-time online algorithms.
In turn, online optimization has also been used exten-
sively as a tool to design controllers, giving rise to feed-
back optimization. As the name suggests, in feedback op-
timization an online optimization algorithm is connected
in a feedback loop with a dynamical system [6,11,20],
as in the model predictive control (MPC) set-up [23].
Specifically, the output of the algorithm serves as con-
trol input to the system, whose output in turn acts on
the online problem formulation.

We are now ready to discuss the proposed contribution.
As mentioned above, we focus on the solution of online
problems with linear equality and inequality constraints,
cf. (1). In particular, the goal is to extend the (struc-
tured) control theoretical approach of [3] to handle these
problems. The key to this approach is interpreting the
online problem as the plant, for which we have a model,
that needs to be controlled. We start our development by
working on quadratic online problems with linear equal-
ity constraints, which are relevant in and of themselves
in signal processing and machine learning [15,31]. This
class of problems can be reformulated as linear control
problems with uncertainties, which allows us to design a
novel online algorithm by leveraging the internal model
principle and techniques from robust control, as well as
linear algebra results on saddle matrices. The proposed
algorithms can then be shown to achieve zero tracking
error, differently from unstructured methods and alter-
native structured ones. However, the proposed algorithm
cannot be applied in a straightforward manner when also
inequality constraints are present. Indeed, these con-
straints translate into non-negativity constraints on the
dual variables, and the problem cannot be cast as a lin-
ear control problem. But by noticing that non-negativity
constraints act as a saturation, we are able to incorpo-
rate them in the algorithm with the use of an anti wind-
up technique. We conclude the paper with numerical re-
sults that compare the proposed algorithm to alterna-

tive methods, showing its promising performance when
both equality and inequality constraints are present. To
summarize, we offer the following contributions:

(1) We take a control theoretical approach to design
online algorithms for problems with linear equality
and inequality constraints. In particular, when the
cost is quadratic and only equality constraints are
present, we show how a zero tracking error can be
achieved.

(2) We extend the proposed algorithm to deal with in-
equality constraints as well, by leveraging an anti
wind-up mechanism.

(3) We present numerical simulations to show how the
proposed algorithms can outperform alternative
unstructured methods, both with equality and in-
equality constraints, and both for quadratic and
non-quadratic costs.

2 Problem formulation and background

Notation. We denote by N, R the natural and real num-
bers, respectively, and by R [z], R (z) the set of polyno-
mials and of rational functions in z with real coefficients.
Vectors and matrices are denoted by bold letters, e.g.
x € R™” and A € R"*". The symbol I denotes the iden-
tity, 1 denotes the vector of all 1s and 0 denotes the vec-
tor of all 0s. The 2-norm of a vector and the induced 2-
norm of a matrix are both denoted by ||-||. Moreover, in
the following, the entry-wise partial order in R™ is con-
sidered. Therefore, the notation « < y denotes the fact
that the inequality holds for every pair of correspond-
ing entries in  and y. The symbol A = B (or A > B)
means that the matrix A — B is positive semi-definite (or
positive definite). ® denotes the Kronecker product and
diag denotes a (block) diagonal matrix built from the
arguments. For a function f () from R™ to R, we denote
by Vf its gradient while for a function f (z,w) from
R™ x R™ to R, we denote Vg f (x,w) and V., f (x,w)
its gradient with respect to x and w, respectively. f(x)
is A-strongly convex, A > 0, iff f(x) — % [|]|? is convex,
and A-smooth iff V f(z) is A-Lipschitz continuous. Given
a symmetric matrix A, with A (A) and A (A) we denote
the minimum and the maximum eigenvalue of A, respec-
tively, while for any matrix B with ¢ (B) and & (B) we
denote the minimum and the maximum singular value of
B. Moreover with « (B) we denote the condition num-
ber on B. Finally, projs(-) : R* — R%, represents the
function that returns the closest element (in Euclidean
norm) in the non-negative orthant. Finally, we denote
by Z [-] the Z-transform of a given signal.

2.1 Problem formulation

We begin by focusing on a specific sub-class of (1), that
is, quadratic, linearly constrained, online problems of the



following form:

x), = argmin fj(x)
zeRn

s.t. Gx = hy
G'z < h}

keN. 2)

where x € R”, fi(x) = %a:TAw +blx and A € R™¥",
G € RP*" and G/ € RP' X" are fixed matrices, while
br, € R", hy € R? and hj}, € RP are time-varying. We
make the following assumptions.

Assumption 1 (Strongly convex and smooth)
The symmetric matriz A is such that

M =< A=, (3)

with 0 < A\ < X < +o00. This is equivalent to imposing
that the cost functions { fi }ren are A-strongly convez and
A-smooth for any time k € N.

Assumption 2 (Constraints) (i) The constraint ma-
T /
triz [GT | G’T} e R(PH2)xn Jull row rank. (i) The

symmetric matric GA™ G is such that
pl < GA™'GT < il (4)
with 0 < p < i < +o0.

Assumptions 1 and 2, imply that each problem in (2) has
a unique minimizer, and we can define the optimal tra-
jectory {z} }ren. In particular, Assumption 1 is widely
used in online optimization [12], since the strong con-
vexity of the cost implies that, at any k € N, there is a
unique primal solution x*. Moreover, Assumption 2 (i)
guarantees that also the dual solution is unique [8, p.
523].

Remark 3 In the following, we assume that the online
algorithm only has access to an oracle for the gradient.
Moreover, we assume that in the design of this algorithm
we can use only the values A\, \, v and fi appearing in (3)
and (4). This assumption is made to align with gradient
methods that our technique aims to improve, where the
algorithm does not need to possess full knowledge of A
and G. Concerning the bound (4) on GA™'G" notice
that the values of p and fi can be obtained from A\, A and
from bounds on the singular values of G. Indeed, observe
that

7 (G)

A(A)
()

Our objective is to design an online algorithm that can

track the optimizer sequence {x} } ke in a real-time fash-
ion. Let {xk}ren be the output of such an algorithm.

<AGAT'GT) <A (GATIGT) <

The goal is to ensure that

limsup ||z — x;|| < B < oo. (6)

k—o0

Notice how the dynamic nature of the problem, imposes
an important limitation on the algorithm, as it needs to
compute the next output x; within the time interval be-
tween the arrival of f;_1 and fx, namely [(k—1)T5, kT5).

As discussed in section 1, in this paper we focus on a con-
trol theoretical approach to designing online algorithms
that can achieve (6). We start our development by fo-
cusing on problems with equality constraints only, for
which we propose a novel algorithm in section 3, and
analyze its convergence. In section 4 we then extend the
applicability of the algorithm to inequality constraints
as well, by leveraging anti wind-up techniques.

3 Online Optimization with Equality Con-
straints

In this section we will analyze Problem (2) with only
equality constraints, namely we will study the following
problem:

x; = argmin fj(x)
w€R™ keN, (7)
s.t. Gz = hy,

where fi(x) = %:cTA:c + b x. We also suppose that
we have a partial knowledge on the time-varying terms,
as clarified by the following assumption.

Assumption 4 (Models of b, and hy) The sequence
of wvectors {brp},cy and {hp},cy have rational Z-
transforms

b(:) = 2l = 2 C
p(2) (8)
)= 2] = 25,

where the polynomial p (z) = 2™ + Z?;Bl p; 2t is known
and whose zeros are assumed to be all marginally un-
stablﬂ. The numerators, by (2) and hy (2), are instead
assumed to be unknown.

Remark 5 Observe that imposing the same polyno-
mial at the demominator on the rational Z-transforms
in Equation (8) is not restrictive. In fact, if this is not
the case, it is always possible to choose the least com-
mon multiple of the denominators. Moreover, also the

1 A zero Z € C of a polynomial is said to be marginally

unstable if |Z] = 1.



assumption that all the zeros of p(z) are marginally
unstable is not restrictive, as it is easy to extend the
proposed methods to general polynomials only at the cost
of a more complicated notation.

Taking inspiration from [3], we develop an algorithm
based on the primal-dual problem that leverages the In-
ternal Model Principle to address Problem (7). In this
case, we are able to provide precise and rigorous proof
of the algorithm convergence.

3.1 The design of the algorithm

In this section we extend the model-based approach pro-
posed in [3] to address the constrained problem (7). To
this aim, we define the time-varying Lagrangian

Li(x,w) = fe(x)+w' (G —hy), keN, (9)
where w € RP represents the Lagrange multiplier. The
solution of the primal-dual problem [8, p. 244] is given
by the pair of vectors &} € R" and wj € RP satisfying
the equation

HE

where, in our case,

VwLli(Tr, w)

Vwﬁk(wk7wk)] _ lO] (10)
0 )

Vel (xy, wy) = Azy, + by + G wy, (11)

Vwﬁk(.’lik,'wk) = G:Bk — hk.
A commonly employed algorithm for solving a convex
problem with linear equality constraints is based on the
gradient descent-ascent of the primal-dual problem [7].
The natural extension of this primal-dual algorithm to
the online setting yields the following iterations (cf. [6])

Tp4+1 = T — aVzkﬁk(xk, wk),
(12)
Wy g1 = Wy + BV, Ly (T, i),
where k£ € N, and a and g are two positive parameters.
Under Assumption 4, we can establish that the asymp-
totic tracking error ||z — x| is bounded. However, this
asymptotic tracking error is not zero in general [6].

On the other hand resorting to the control scheme illus-
trated in Figure 1, we can obtain an algorithm able to
find all the points where (10) is satisfied. The objective,
therefore, is to design the transfer matrix,

CH(Z) C12(Z)

e RHPIx(ntp) () - (13)
021(Z> CQQ(Z)

C(z2) = [

of the controller able to drive the signals e; and fi to
Z€ero.

€L Ty
fr |[C(2)] wy
Vwﬁk('a )
v’w[’k('7 ) K—

Fig. 1. The control scheme for the solution of (7).

Remark 6 A common alternative to the primal-dual al-
gorithm in (12) is the dual-ascent algorithm where, in the
update of w41, Tpy1 1S used in place of xy. In general,
the performances of the dual-scent algorithm are similar
to the ones of the primal-dual algorithm. For this reason,
in this paper, we decided to compare our novel strategy
only with the primal-dual algorithm.

3.2 Internal Model

Let us define the following Z-transforms

Z (2) = Z[wx],
w (2) = Z]wy],
é(z) = Zleg],
I (2) = Z[fx]-

By referring to the control scheme shown in Figure 1 we

argue that
@ (2) é(z)
=C(2)| . . 14

Lf) (Z)] ) lf (2)1 .

From Equation (11) we also have that

é(z)} _ [A GT] l@;(z)] . l b(z) ]
f(z) G 0yxp| W (2) ~h (2)
—_————

— AC (2) F(z)] + l b() 1 :
F(z) —h(z)

I\

where A € R(+P)x(+P) Tp this way we obtain

é(2) 1| b(2)
R =[I—-AC (z . ) 15
L‘ (Z)] | ) [—h(z)] "

We remark that A is a so-called saddle matriz [4,5], and
in the following we will leverage results for this class of
matrices to design a suitable controller. Observe that

from Assumption 4 we know that b (z) , h (z) are rational



and hence é (z), f (z) are rational as well. Therefore, if
we prove that their poles are stable, namely inside the
unit circle, than we can argue that the signals ey, fx
converge to zero, namely

=)

By applying the Internal Model Principle, the first step
is to choose the controller C(z) able to cancel out the
unstable poles of b (z) , b (z) that are the unstable zeros
of p(z) introduced in Assumption 4. Since we assumed
that all the zeros of p(z) are marginally unstable, then
to this aim it is enough to choose

_ CN(Z)

C(z ,
) p(z)

where Cx(z) € RO"P)*("+P)[2] is a polynomial matrix.
Indeed, this choice yields

bN (Z)

é(z) -1
R =[p(z) I — ACx(z
[ ] p(:)1 ~ ACK(2)] [_hN(@

] 9

Then the poles of € (z), f (z) coincide with the poles
[p(2) I — ACx(2)]" and so the goal is to determine

Cn(z) such that all the poles of [p(z) I — ACx(2)]™"
are stable.

3.8 Stabilizing controller

Observe that the matrix A is in general indefinite, which
implies that the control design approach proposed in [3]
cannot be directly applied in our context. So we have to
resort to a controller Cx(z) with a more general struc-
ture. Until now, we have considered a controller without
a particular structure. Even though imposing a struc-
ture can limit the performance of the algorithms that
can be obtained, the synthesis of general controllers can
be complex and intractable. For that reason, we intro-
duce a more structured version of the controller in which
we impose that

On () = c(2) K OI] , an)

where ¢(z) = 32" ez’ € R[z] is a scalar polynomial

of degree m — 1 able to ensure strict properness of the
controller transfer matrix, and 7 is a positive parameter.
Through this strategy we will see that it is possible to
transform the design from a matrix to a scalar problem.
With this choice of the controller we have that

—1

()T —ACx(2)] ' = [p() T -c(x)A(n)] , (18)

where

~ I 0 A —1GT
il 2)-[4). o

We will see that the application of robust control tech-
niques, needed in the proposed design method, is simpler

if we impose that the matrix /T(T) has real and positive
eigenvalues. The control structure described in (17) is
able to guarantee this condition.

Remark 7 The controller structure in Equation (17)
can, in principle, be generalized to

Cn (2) = e (2) [‘” 0 ]

0 —BI

where a, § > 0. This controller can be transformed to

Cxn(2)=c(®)a [I —O;Il
=¢é(z) «

Since ¢ (z) is a polynomial that needs to be designed, we
can always incorporate the extra degree of freedom o in it.

With respect to the analysis done in [3], the design the
polynomial ¢(z) able to make all the poles of (18) sta-

ble has the additional issue that matrix A (7) is not al-
ways diagonalizable. Consequently, we will approach the
problem using a slightly different strategy.

Consider the Schur decomposition of A(7), given by
A(T) = QUQT, where Q is a unitary matrix and U is
an upper triangular matrix. By substituting this decom-
position in (18) we obtain

PRI c(2)AM)]
—Qp(2)I—c(x)U]'QT. (20

Hence the poles of [p(z) I — ACx(z)]™" coincide with
the poles of [p (z) I — ¢ (z) U]™". Since the (i, j) element
of this matrix has the following form

(P I-ceu™) -
_ (adilp(2) I = c(x)U)),
det[p(2) I —c(2)U] -~

(21)

then the poles of this matrix are surely zeros of the poly-
nomial det [p (2) I — ¢ (z) U]. The triangular form of U



implies that the set of these zeros coincides with the
union of the zeros of the polynomials

p(z) —c(2) A (22)
where A;, i = 1,...n, are all the eigenvalues of A (7).

As emphasized in Remark 3, our knowledge of the eigen-
values of A, and consequently also of A (7), is incom-
plete. Therefore, we need to employ a robust control
technique capable to obtain stabilizing controllers of a
uncertain systems. In this regard, we rely on the find-
ings of [14], which employed an LMI-based approach to
address this issue.

To devise a robust controller for this problem, it is es-
sential to obtain an estimate of the eigenvalues of the

matrix A (7). These eigenvalues are contingent upon the
specific matrices A and G, as well as the parameter 7.
The following lemma then provides bounds for the eigen-

values of A (1), and is proved by exploiting the fact that
A (7) is a post-conditioned saddle matrix [4,5].

Lemma 8 (Eigenvalues of A (7)) Given A(7) as in
(19), if T is such that

A(A)

0 <7 =7
STET T INGAG)

(23)

then the eigenvalues Of.Zl(T) are real and belong to the
following interval

[TA(GAT'GT), A (A)] (24)

PROOF. As proved in [5, Corollary 2.7] if A (A) >
47\ (G’A’lGT), then A(7) has all real eigenvalues,
which implies inequality (23) and this implies that A (1)
has all real eigenvalues. Moreover, thanks to the fact
that G is full row rank and using [5, Proposition 2.12]
and [32, Theorem 2.1] we know that the eigenvalues of

A (7) belongs to the interval
[min {A(A),7A (GAT'GT)}, X\ (A)]
Observe finally that, using (23) we can argue that

-1 A(A)
TA(GAT'GT) < B(CA G
A(A)

T 4k (GAIGT)

A(GAT'GT)
(25)
<A(A4),

which yields (24). O

Based on Lemma 8, we can determine 7 such that the
eigenvalues of A () are real and fall in the interval speci-
fied in Equation (24). To stabilize the polynomials given
by Equation (22), it is sufficient to select an appropriate
¢ (z) that stabilizes the polynomials

p(z) —c(2) A, (26)

for all A € [g (,Z (7')) A (,1 (r)
stability of the polynomials in (26) coincides with requir-

ing the stability of the associated companion matrices
F.()\) = F + A\CK, where

)} But requiring the

[0 1 0-vennn-.. 0o ] 0
F: '..."... . C _ E
o0 ; (27)
Ocevnnnnnn. 0o 1 0
_—po ........... _pm—l_ 1
K: [CO ............... Cm—1

By denoting [ :== A (./Z(T)) and [ == \ (./T(T)), we can
express A as a convex combination of these two extreme
values using the equation:

=~
>

A=aN)Il+1-—aM)l, a())= .

|~

With this expression, we can apply the following result
[14, Theorem 3]), and subsequently derive the polyno-
mial ¢ (z) by solving the two LMIs of size m in the fol-
lowing lemma.

Lemma 9 (Stabilizing controller design) The ma-
triz F, (X) is asymptotically stable for any X € [L1] if
there exist symmetric matrices P, P = 0, a square ma-
triz Q € R™*™  and a row vector R € R*™™ such that

P FQ+lCR1>O,
QTFT-FlRTCT Q+QT_£
[ P 1.!?@+101~2]>0
Q'FT+IR'"CT Q+Q" - P

A stabilizing controller is then K = RQ ™.



These LMIs depend on the minimum and maximum
eigenvalues of A (7). But, using Lemma 8, we can ob-
tain the polynomial ¢ (z) by solving the two LMIs on the
extremes of the interval in (24).

The feasibility of aforementioned robust control design
procedure, based on [14, Theorem 3] depends on the
ratio between the extremes of the interval. Precisely the
possibility of obtaining a solution increases as much as
this ratio get closer to one. Hence the best choice of
the parameter 7 is the maximum value ensuring that
the eigenvalues of A (7) are real. From Lemma 8 this is
7 = 7" and in this case we can argue that the eigenvalues
of A(7*) belong to the interval

A(A)A (GAIGT)
4N(GA-IGT)

’X(A) )

and that the ratio between the extremes of this interval
is
4k (A)k (GAT'GT).

In case only the bounds given in Equations (3) and (4)
are available, we choose

* Pp—
est =T

>

In this case we can argue that the eigenvalues of A (124)
belong to the interval

ERI

and the ratio between the extremes of this interval is

A
4—. 29
" (29)

3.4 The online algorithm

The algorithm consists in the translation in the time
domain of the relations between the signals ey, fi, xk
and wy, that in the Z-transform domain are given by

T —@Az AZZ—T@AZ
2() =36, w() =SB,

~

A state space realization of such relation is given by

zkr1 = (FoI)zp+(C@1)eyg (30a)
Y1 = (F D ye +(CI) fr (30Db)

Ty = (K®I) 21 (30c)
wit1 = -7 (KQI)yri1 (30d)
€i+1 = Vali(Tpt1, Wrt1) (30e)
Jrr1 =V Llp(prr, wryr) (30f)

where the matrices F' , C and K are defined in (27) and
zr € R gy, € RP™ are the state vectors of the con-
troller. Hence, equations (30) describe the online algo-
rithm in the scheme of Figure 1.

3.5 Convergence

In this section we prove the the convergence of Algo-
rithm (30) solving the optimization problem described in
(7). Convergence is established by the following propo-
sition, which employs classical arguments based on a Z-
transforms.

Proposition 10 (Convergence of Algorithm 30)
Consider the optimization problem (7), with {by}ren
and {hy }reny modeled by (8). Choose the controller (17)
with 7 satisfying (23) and let c(z) be such that
F.()), defined in (27), is asymptotically stable for all
A€ [TA(GATIGT) M (A)]. Let {zx}ren be the output
of the online algorithm (30). Then it holds

limsup ||z — x}|| = 0.
k—o0

PROOF. For the proof we follow the reasoning of [3,
Proposition 1]. Given the control structure (17) and
considering that interval [TA(GA™'GT) A(A)] in-
cludes the interval [2\ (./Z((T)) A (./Z(T))}, selecting
a controller ¢ (z) that stabilizes the matrix F. () for
A€ [72\ (GA’lGT) ,/\(A)] ensures the asymptotic

stability of the poles of & (z) and of f (z), cf. (16). Con-
sequently, the gradient of the Lagrangian, given by e,
fr, converges to zero, and this implies the thesis. O

Remark 11 When the cost function fi, is not quadratic
and the constraints are time varying, the convergence to
zero of tracking error is not guaranteed. Similarly to what
has been done in [3], in this case one can apply techniques
based on the small gain theorem to establish bounds on
this error. We opt against presenting this analysis here
due to its significant intricacy. Furthermore, its results
yield relatively broad bounds in comparison to what is
shown by numerical experiments. As a result, we find it
more suitable to substantiate the algorithm’s good perfor-
mance in addressing general online optimization prob-
lems only through the evidence presented by numerical
experiments, which will be proposed in Section 5.



4 Online Optimization with Equality and In-
equality Constraints

In this section, we aim to extend the previous approach
to also handle linear inequality constraints.

4.1 Problem formulation

Consider now Problem (2) where we assume that the
signal h) has a rational Z-transform, given by

B (2) = Z[h)] = ’;&(S) (31)

A commonly employed approach to address this problem
is to extend the primal-dual algorithm to the projected
primal-dual [7,8], which yields

Tpi1 = T — aVyg, L) (Tk, wg, w}),
Wr41 = Wi + vak‘c%(wkn Wk,w;c), (32)

W)y = Projsg (w}C + vakﬁz(a:k,wk,w;ﬂ)) .

Here, a, £, and v are positive parameters, w; € RP and
w), € RP' are the Lagrange multipliers associated with
the equality and the inequality constraints and £}, is the
time-varying Lagrangian defined as

L) (z,w,w') =

fr (@) +w' (Gz—hy)+w (G'z—h)).

The main difference between Algorithms (12) and (32)
is the presence of a projection in the update of the dual
variable associated with the inequality constraints. This
projection works as a saturation to zero of the negative
entries of the signal.

The first attempt in the design of an online optimiza-
tion algorithm based on the Internal Model principle is
simply applying what we did in the case in which we
have only equality constraints. Precisely, we determine
the controller using the internal model p (z) as done in
the previous section, considering inequality constraints
as they were further equality constraints, and we incor-
porate in the resulting algorithm the saturation as done
in (32). However, if we do this, we observe in the exper-
iments the output of the proposed algorithm achieves
very poor tracking, worse than the unstructured online
primal-dual algorithm. Indeed, it is well-known that a
controller based on the internal model with marginally
unstable poles, coupled with a saturation, gives rise to
significant transient phenomena known as wind-up. In
order to mitigate this negative effect of the saturation,
an anti wind-up mechanism, called back-calculation [1],
is added to the algorithm. The resulting algorithm is

illustrated in Figure 2 and described by the following
equations (33)

zrr1=(FeI)z+ (CoI)e (33a)
Ypt1= (FDyr+(CI) fi (33b)
Y = (FaDy, +(CaI)f; (33¢)
Tpp1 = (K@ TI) zip1 (33d)

wi1 = —7 (K ®I) Y41 (33e)

Vppr = -7 (K@ Iy, (33f)

Wiy = Proj>o (Vk+1) (33g)
€kt+1 = Vw£;€+1(ivk+1,wk+1, w;chl) (33h)
Frr1 = Veli (®pp1, g1, wy ) (33i)
fl;+1 = Vw’£;+1(mk+1awk+1a w;€+1)+ (33j)
+p (w;_H - Uk+1) . (33k)

€er Tk
T wy,
C . —r
i ® T . w
i
< i
vm£2(77)
vwﬁgg()))
vw’£2;('7.7.)

Fig. 2. The control scheme designed to solve (2).

where p is a positive tunable anti wind-up parameter,
the matrices F' | C and K are defined in (27) and zj, €
R™ y, € RP™ y; € RP'™ are the state vectors of the
controller.

We are not able at present to give proofs of the conver-
gence of this algorithm whose performance will be anal-
ysed only by means of numerical experiments.

5 Numerical Experiments

In this section we compare the performance of the dif-
ferent proposed algorithms when applied to the Prob-
lem (7) and to the Problem (2). In addition to address-
ing Problem (7), we also provide a numerical example
to demonstrate that the algorithm performs well even



when the matrices A and G are time-varying and in
more general non-quadratic cases.

5.1 Equality constraints

First we consider Problem (7) with & € R™, where n =
10. The matrix A is defined as A = VAV ", where
V is a randomly generated orthogonal matrix, and A
is a diagonal matrix with elements in the range [1, 10].
On the other hand, G € RP*™ is a randomly generated
matrix with orthogonal rows.

For the linear terms {by }, .y and {h}, oy, We used the
following models:

(1) Triangular wave (Figure 3): by = triang (wk) 1,
hj = triang (wk) 1 with w = 10~ *7;

(2) Sine: by = sin(wk)1, hy = sin(wk)1 with w =
10~ *m.

Triangular wave

o
ol
5 4

Ey
N
B

Fig. 3. The graph of the
triang (t) :=4|2& — |= +3/4] +1/4| =1, t € R.

In Figure 4, we compare our algorithm, based on a con-
trol approach, with p(z) = 22 — 2cos (w) z + 1 for the

sine and with the double integrator p(z) = (z — 1)
for the triangular wave, with the standard primal-dual
(12) algorithm. From a control perspective, the classical
primal-dual algorithm can be seen as a controller with
only an integrator as internal model. Therefore, for ex-
ample, when considering the sine, the controller is unable
to guarantee perfect tracking but only tracking with a
bounded error. On the other hand, the control approach
design based on the correct model is capable of guar-
anteeing perfect tracking. In the case of the triangular
wave, we can see that the Internal Model principle is
piece-wise verified and then the tracking is always guar-
anteed except when there is a change of the slope in the
signal. In these time instants a transient is required by
the controller in order to track back the reference.

5.2 Inequality constraints

In this section, we consider Problem (2) with only in-
equality constraints, and we compare three different ap-
proaches to solve this optimization problem. In the sim-
ulations we set n = 10 and we use the same matrix A
used in Example 5.1 and as G’ we take the matrix G

Sine Triangular wave

101 4 4 —®— primal-dual algorithm

100 -4 q Control-based algorithm
{ |i

Tracking error

10-1t 4

10719 4 1074

0 200 100 0 200 100
Time [s] Time [s]

Fig. 4. Comparison between the primal-dual and the con-
trol-based algorithm in a semilogarithmic plot in case of si-
nusoidal or triangular wave signals.

used in Example 5.1 . The signals by, and hj, are triangu-
lar waves with a periodicity of w = 10~%1 and we take
as model the double integrator.

In Figure 5, we compare three different algorithms:

e Projected primal-dual algorithm: This is the classical
Algorithm (32) used in both Figure 4 and Figure 5 as
the baseline method.

e Control-based algorithm modification of Equa-
tions (30), which includes the saturation block but
with p = 0, so that it does not incorporate the anti
wind-up mechanism shown in Figure 2.

e Control-based approach with anti wind-up compensa-
tion and p = 1 presented in Equations (33) and real-
ized in the control scheme depicted in Figure 2.

To compare the tracking performance of the three differ-
ent algorithms, we separate the analysis into two time
windows separating the case in which the inequality con-
straint is active or inactive. In other words, if we de-
note x;, the optimal solution with inequality constraints
and &}, ;¢ the optimal solution without inequality con-
straints, we analyse what happens for the £’s when x} =
x}; ync and when &} # T} yne-

When £ is such that @} = @ yn¢ and assuming
that Equations (33) converge to the optimal couple
(g, wi) — (x5}, w,*) as k increases, we observe that
both the control-based algorithm with and without
anti wind-up have the dual variable wj, = 0, thanks to
the complementary slackness condition [7]. Then, dy-
namics (33a) is decoupled by (33c) and the algorithm
does not utilize the dual variable wj, in computing the
optimum. Therefore, Equations (30) and (33) are prac-
tically equivalent, as we can see also from Figure 5.
Nevertheless, the error f; in Equation (33k), and con-
sequently y;, in Equation (33c), are always influenced



by the gradient V. L} (z, wy,), even if wj, = 0 and xj,
is approaching the true optimum. From a control per-
spective, this is the main effect of the wind-up: certain
internal state variables of the controller (in this case
y},) continue to accumulate error even when the desired
set point is reached. Hence, the absence of anti wind-up
does not lead to a degradation of performance in these
regions of Figure 5, actually the internal variable of
the controller associated with the dual variable keeps
growing, but it is not affecting the primal variable.

When £ is such that }, # @} yyc, namely the true opti-
mum lies on the region where the linear inequality con-
straints in Problem (2) are violated, the inequality con-
straints act as equality constraints. Then the true opti-
mum is identified by a couple (x}, w},*) with w,* # 0 and
once wj, becomes different from zero Equation (33g) be-
comes an identity map, making Algorithm (30) and Al-
gorithm (33) identical. As discussed earlier, the control-
based algorithm guarantees perfect tracking. However,
as shown in Figure 5, there is a significant difference be-
tween the two Algorithms when passing through the red
region. This difference is due to the wind-up that results
in a delay of wy, relative to w}* in going from wj, = 0 to
wy, # 0.

The main issue arises when the dual variable w) be-
comes saturated. In such cases, the algorithm continues
to integrate the error f; and increases the internal state
variables associated with the integral actions. Ideally,
when saturation is active, we are within the bounds of
the inequality constraints, allowing the optimization al-
gorithm to work as an unconstrained optimization. Con-
sequently, the integration of the error f; becomes not
only redundant but also detrimental. The integral ac-
tions retain memory of the previously integrated error
and negatively affect the algorithm’s performance even
outside the saturation region. The anti wind-up mech-
anism aims to reduce these integral actions when they
are unnecessary, attempting to directly compensate for
the input f}.

Finally, in Figure 5 we can see the presence of some
transient effects, some related to the crossing of the red
region the others linked to the change of the slope in the
triangular wave.

5.8 Time-varying quadratic term and constraint

As done in [3], to assess the performance of our algo-
rithm in more complex scenarios, we undertake an exper-
imental validation. In these experiments we take n = 10
and p = 2. This begins by considering a time-varying
quadratic term Ax = Aj+sin (wk) Ag, where Aq is sym-
metric positive definite and with eigenvalues within the
interval [1, 10], A is a symmetric sparse matrix of ones,
where, the non zeros elements are in the ten percent of
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Fig. 5. Comparison between the projected primal-dual, the
control-based without anti wind-up, and the control-based
with anti wind-up compensation in a semilogarithmic plot
where by, and k), are assumed to be two triangular waves.

its entries. Moreover, we also consider time-varying con-
straints. Precisely, we set G = G + sin (wk) G2 where
G is a random rectangular matrix with singular val-
ues in the range [1,3] and, similar as before, G is a
sparse matrix with the ten percent of its entries that are
ones. The sinusoidal term sin (wk) has w = 1/2. The re-
maining terms in Problem (7) are held constant, namely
by =becR"and hy, = h € RP.

To implement our Algorithm we require an internal
model that captures the dynamic nature of fi(x). In
view of the periodic evolution of fi(x), reasonable
choices of the internal model are

L
p(z)=(z= D] [z - 2cos(lw) z + 1], L €N. (34)
=1

Since fi(x) is non-linear, we can only approximate the
internal model. Utilizing model (34), we aim to capture
the model’s minimum periodicity and fast variations.

The results of these simulations are depicted in Figure 6.
As we can see, Algorithm (30) exhibits better perfor-
mance than the primal-dual algorithm. Moreover, tak-
ing more complex internal models, we can improve the
performance on the tracking error at the cost of a slower
convergence rate. This slower convergence is character-
istic of the internal model principle, as the controller re-
quires a certain amount of time to reach its steady state
response. This duration increases with the complexity of
the internal model. Nevertheless, given our primary in-
terest in the algorithm’s asymptotic performances, this
trade-off can be considered acceptable.
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Fig. 6. Comparison between the primal-dual algorithm,
and the control-based with models of Equation (34)
(L =1,2,3,6) in the time-varying case.

5.4 Non-quadratic cost

In this section, we present an additional example of the
application of our algorithm in a setting where the ob-
jective function is non-quadratic. Specifically, we utilize
the following function taken from [306]

fr(x) = %ZBTAiE +b'z +sin (wk)log [L +exp (¢ )],

subject to the constraint:
Gx = hk.

In the above equations we take w = 1/2, n = 10, b,c €
R™ with ¢ such that ||c|| = 1. The matrix A € R"*"
and G € RP*™ with p = 1, are generated as described
in Section 5.1, and the term hy is the same as in case 2
of Section 5.1. Finally, in Figure 7, we report the track-
ing performance of the primal-dual algorithm along with
three different versions of the control-based algorithm
that implement the internal models of Equation (34).
From Figure 7, we can see that the control-based method
outperforms the primal-dual algorithm in terms of track-
ing performance, even if with a slower convergence rate.

6 Conclusions

In this paper we addressed the solution of online, con-
strained problems by leveraging control theory to de-
sign novel algorithms. When only equality constraints
are present, we showed how to reformulate the problem
as a robust, linear control problem, and we designed a
suitable controller to achieve zero tracking error. When
also inequality constraints are imposed, we showed how
the required nonnegativity of the dual variables can lead
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Fig. 7. Comparison between the primal-dual algorithm, and
the control-based with models of Equation (34) (L =1,2,3)
in the non-quadratic case.

to a wind-up phenomenon. As a consequence, we pro-
pose a modified version of the algorithm that incorpo-
rates an anti-windup scheme. Overall, we showed with
both theoretical and numerical results how the proposed
approaches outperform state-of-the-art alternatives.
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