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Abstract

In this paper, we present an interior point algorithm with a full-Newton step
for solving a linearly constrained convex optimization problem, in which we pro-
pose a generalization of the work of Kheirfam and Nasrollahi [19], that consists
in determining the descent directions through a parametric algebraic transfor-
mation.
The work concludes with a complete study of the convergence of the algorithm
and its complexity, where we show that the obtained algorithm achieves a poly-
nomial complexity bounds.

Keywords: Linearly constrained convex optimization, Primal-dual interior
point method, Algebraic transformation, Descent direction.

1 Introduction

Interior point methods (IPMs) are among the most widely used and efficient methods
for solving optimization problems. They first appeared in the 1950s, but developed
and spread after the publication of Karmarkar’s paper in 1984 [16], in which he pro-
posed an interior point algorithm of potential reduction type with polynomial com-
plexity and very efficient for linear programming (LP). In the beginning of 1990’s, a
new class of interior point methods called the central path method appeared. This
method of primal-dual type has a good theoretical and numerical behaviour, which
has encouraged researchers to publish multiple studies on this method, in linear pro-
gramming, convex quadratic programming, semidefinite programming and even for
nonlinear programming.
To determine the descent directions of interior point methods, there are two main
methods. One is based on kernel functions and requires two types of iterations, inner
iterations and outer iterations (e.g. [5, 20, 7, 8]). The other method was proposed
by Darvay [9] and is based on an equivalent algebraic transformation on the equation
that defines the central path. This method has become widely used and so far a lot of
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2: Central path method for (LCCO)

research has been carried out on it. In 2003, Darvay [10] adopted this method where
he proposed an interior point algorithm for (LP) based on the function ψ(t) =

√
t,

and conducted a theoretical study on the convergence and complexity of the proposed
algorithm. Subsequently, many researchers extended this work to various mathemat-
ical programs. The first extension from (LP) to convex quadratic programming was
carried out in 2006 by Achache [1]. Then, in 2008, Zhang et al. [29] extended this
method to linearly constrained convex optimization (LCCO), where he showed that
his algorithm had a polynomial complexity, namely O(

√
n log n

ǫ
).

In their papers, Wang and Bai [26], Bai et al. [6], Wang [25], Mansouri and Pirhaji
[21] and Asadi and Mansouri [3] presented interior point algorithms based on the
equivalent algebraic transformation technique to solve second-order cone optimiza-
tion problem, convex quadratic semidefinite optimization problem, monotone linear
complementarity problem over symmetric cones, monotone linear complementarity
problems and P∗(κ) horizontal linear complementarity problems, respectively, using
the function ψ(t) =

√
t.

In 2016, Darvay et al. [11] proposed a new interior point algorithm in which they
applied a new function ψ(t) = t −

√
t in the equivalent algebraic transformation

technique. Later, Kheirfam [18] and Darvay and Rigó [12] generalized this work to
semidefinite optimization and symmetric optimization, respectively. Furthermore,
several other interior point algorithms based mainly on Darvay’s technique have been
proposed using different functions, (see e.g. [22, 23, 17, 2, 4, 14, 15, 28, 13, 27]).
Recently, Kheirfam and Nasrollahi [19] enriched the analysis given by Darvay [10], us-
ing the integer powers of the square root function. In this paper, we extend the work
of Kheirfam and Nasrollahi [19] to (LCCO), in which we present lemmas that sum-
marize our studies of convergence and complexity of the proposed algorithm, where
we search for the integer that gives the best algorithmic complexity.
This paper is divided into five sections: in section 2, we present the central path
method for (LCCO). In section 3, we extend Darvay’s technique for determining de-
scent directions to (LCCO), and we give the corresponding primal-dual algorithm.
In section 4, through some obtained results, we show the strict feasibility of all iter-
ations, the convergence and the polynomial algorithmic complexity of the proposed
algorithm. Finally, in section 5 we give a general conclusion.

2 Central path method for (LCCO)

In this work, we are interested in the following convex optimization problem:

{

min f(x),
Ax = b,
x ≥ 0,

(P)

and its dual:














max bT y + f(x)− xT∇f(x),
AT y + z = ∇f(x),
z ≥ 0, y ∈ Rm,

(D)

where f : Rn −→ R is a convex and twice differentiable function, A ∈ Rm×n is a full
rank matrix (rank(A) = m < n) and b ∈ Rm.
In the following, we assume that the sets of strictly feasible solutions of (P) and (D)
are non-empty, i.e., there are (x̄, ȳ, z̄), such that:

Ax̄ = b, x̄ > 0,

AT ȳ + z̄ = ∇f(x̄), z̄ > 0.
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3: Darvay’s technique for determining descent directions

Since f is convex then, solving both problems (P) and (D) amounts to solving the
following system, which is obtained by the optimality conditions:

Ax = b, x ≥ 0,

AT y + z = ∇f(x), z ≥ 0, (1)

xz = 0,

where xz = (x1z1, x2z2, ..., xnzn)
T .

To solve this system, we use the central path method, which consists in replacing the
last equation of system (1) by the equation xz = µen, where µ is a positive number
and en is a vector of Rn in which all its elements are 1. Thus, we obtain:

Ax = b, x > 0,

AT y + z = ∇f(x), z > 0, (2)

xz = µen.

System (2) has a unique solution (x(µ), y(µ), z(µ)) for each µ > 0, this solution is
called the µ-center [24]. The set of all µ-center forms the central path of (P) and (D).
If µ → 0, then lim

µ→0
(x(µ), y(µ), z(µ)) = (x∗, y∗, z∗), i.e., the central path converges to

the optimal solutions of (P) and (D).
Finally, system (2) can be written as follows:

Ax = b, x > 0,

AT y + z = ∇f(x), z > 0, (3)

w2 = en,

where w =
√

xz
µ
.

3 Darvay’s technique for determining descent directions

In this section, we use Darvay’s technique [10] to determine the descent directions,
where we replace the third equation in system (3) by the equation ψ(w2) = ψ(en),
where ψ : ]0,+∞[−→]0,+∞[ is an invertible differentiable function, so we obtain:

Ax = b, x > 0,

AT y + z = ∇f(x), z > 0, (4)

ψ(w2) = ψ(en).

By applying Newton’s method, we obtain the Newton’s directions, which are solutions
of system (5):

A∆x = 0,

AT∆y +∆z = ∇2f(x)∆x, (5)

z∆x+ x∆z =
µ
(

ψ
(

en)− ψ(w2)
)

ψ
′(w2)

,

and the new iteration of full Newton step is given by:

(x+, y+, z+) = (x, y, z) + (∆x,∆y,∆z).

Now, we introduce the directions:

dx =
w∆x

x
, dz =

w∆z

z
,
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3.1 Primal-dual interior-point algorithm for (LCCO)

then, system (5) becomes:

Ādx = 0,

ĀT∆y + dz = Bdx, (6)

dx + dz = pw,

where

Ā =
1

µ
A
[

diag
( x

w

)]

, B =
1

µ

[

diag
( x

w

)]

∇2f(x)
[

diag
( x

w

)]

,

pw =
ψ(en)− ψ(w2)

wψ
′(w2)

, (7)

such that x
w
=
(

x1

w1
, x2

w2
, ..., xn

wn

)T
.

In the following, and inspired by the work of Kheirfam and Nasrollahi [19], we
propose the function ψ(t) = t

r

2 , where t > 0 and r ∈ N ∗ for solving (LCCO) problem,
which gives:

pw =
2en − 2wr

rwr−1
, w > 0. (8)

From this vector, we introduce a proximity measure Γ : Rn
++ −→ R+ defined by:

Γ(x, z, µ) = Γ(w) =
‖pw‖
2

=
1

r

∥

∥

∥

∥

en − wr

wr−1

∥

∥

∥

∥

, (9)

where Rn
++ = {x ∈ Rn : x > 0} and ‖, ‖ denotes the Euclidean norm.

3.1 Primal-dual interior-point algorithm for (LCCO)

Algorithm 1 Primal-dual algorithm for (LCCO)

Input
An accuracy parameter ǫ > 0;

An update parameter 0 < θ < 1,
(

θ =
1

e2r
√
n
, r ∈ N

∗

)

;

A barrier parameter µ(0) = (x(0))T z(0)

n
;

An initial point (x(0), y(0), z(0)), such that Γ(x(0), z(0), µ(0)) < γ =
1

er
;

begin
x := x(0); y := y(0); z := z(0); µ := µ(0); k := 0;
While xT z > ǫ do
µ := (1− θ)µ;
Calculate (∆x,∆y,∆z) from systems (5) and (6), then put:
x := x+∆x;
y := y +∆y;
z := z +∆z; k := k + 1;

end;
end.

In order to facilitate the analysis of algorithm 1, we introduce the following notation:
qw = dx − dz, then:

‖pw‖2 = ‖dx‖2 + ‖dz‖2 + 2dTx dz = ‖qw‖2 + 4dTx dz. (10)

Remark 1. Let (dx,∆y, dz) be the solution of system (6). We have:

dTx dz = dTxBdx ≥ 0, (11)

because B is a positive semidefinite matrix.
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4: Theoretical results

From (10) and (11), we deduce that:

‖pw‖ ≥ ‖qw‖. (12)

4 Theoretical results

In this section, we present our analysis of convergence and complexity of algorithm 1,
using the function ψ(t) = t

r

2 , r ∈ N ∗.

Lemma 1. If Γ(x, z, µ) < 1 then the new iterations x+ and z+ are strictly feasible.

Proof. Let x+(α), z+(α) be two vectors defined by:

x+(α) = x+ α∆x, z+(α) = z + α∆z,

such that 0 ≤ α ≤ 1. We have:

1

µ
x+(α)z+(α) =

xz

µ
+ α

(x∆z + z∆x)

µ
+ α2∆x∆z

µ
,

= w2 + αw(dx + dz) + α2dxdz,

= w2 + αw(dx + dz) + α2

(

p2w − q2w
4

)

.

From (6), we have:

1

µ
x+(α)z+(α) = (1− α)w2 + α(w2 + wpw) + α2

(

p2w
4

− q2w
4

)

. (13)

Using (8), we obtain:

w2 + wpw = en +
(r − 2)wr+1 + 2w − rwr−1

rwr−1
. (14)

As w > 0, then after studying the function
(r − 2)wr+1 + 2w − rwr−1

rwr−1
for each com-

ponent of the vector w, we show easily that for all r ∈ N ∗:

w2 + wpw ≥ en − p2w
4
, (15)

this gives:

1

µ
x+(α)z+(α) ≥ (1− α)w2 + α

(

en − p2w
4

)

+ α2

(

p2w
4

− q2w
4

)

= (1− α)w2 + α

[

en −
(

(1 − α)
p2w
4

+ α
q2w
4

)

]

. (16)

Now, we will prove that en −
(

(1− α)
p2w
4

+ α
q2w
4

)

> 0. In fact, we have:

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(1− α)
p2w
4

+ α
q2w
4

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∞

≤ (1− α)
‖p2w‖∞

4
+ α

‖q2w‖∞
4

,

≤ (1− α)
‖pw‖2

4
+ α

‖qw‖2
4

,
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4: Theoretical results

and from (12), we obtain:

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

(1− α)
p2w
4

+ α
q2w
4

∥

∥

∥

∥

∥

∞

≤ (1− α)
‖pw‖2

4
+ α

‖pw‖2
4

,

=
‖pw‖2

4
= Γ2.

Consequently, if Γ(x, z, µ) < 1, then
∥

∥(1 − α)
p2
w

4 + α
q2
w

4

∥

∥

∞
< 1, which means that

en −
(

(1 − α)
p2w
4

+ α
q2w
4

)

> 0, then from (16), we conclude that:

x+(α)z+(α) > 0.

As x+(α), z+(α) are continuous functions, so they do not change sign on the interval
[0, 1] and since x+(0) = x > 0, z+(0) = z > 0 then this implies that x+(1) = x+∆x =
x+ > 0, z+(1) = z +∆z = z+ > 0, which proves the lemma.

Lemma 2. Let w > 0 and w+ =

√

x+z+

µ
, then:

w+ ≥
√

1− Γ2en,

where Γ is defined in (9).

Proof. When we take α = 1 in (13), we obtain:

w2
+ =

x+z+

µ
= w2 + wpw +

p2w
4

− q2w
4
,

and using (15), we find:

w2
+ ≥ en − q2w

4
,

this implies that:

(w+)
2
i ≥ 1− ‖qw‖2∞

4
, ∀i = 1 : n,

≥ 1− ‖qw‖2
4

,

and from (12), we deduce:

(w+)
2
i ≥ 1− ‖pw‖2

4
= 1− Γ2, ∀i = 1 : n.

Finally, we conclude that:

w+ ≥
√

1− Γ2en.

Lemma 3. [11]
Let’s consider the decreasing function f2 :]d,+∞[→ R∗

+, such that d > 0. If we take
the vector w ∈ Rn

+, where min(w) = min
i
(wi) ≥ d, then:

‖f2(w)(en − w2)‖ ≤ f2(min(w))‖en − w2‖ ≤ f2(d)‖en − w2‖.
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4: Theoretical results

Lemma 4. If Γ = Γ(x, z, µ) <
1

er
, then:

Γ(x+, z+, µ) ≤
er
(

er
2 − (e2r − 1)

r

2

)(

(r − 1)2 + 1
)

r(e2r − 1)
r−1
2

Γ2,

this means that the proximity measure decreases quadratically.

Proof. From (9), we have:

Γ(x+, z+, µ) =
1

r

∥

∥

∥

∥

(

en − wr
+

)

wr−1
+

(

en − w2
+

) (en − w2
+)

∥

∥

∥

∥

.

At the beginning, we calculate the expression (en − w2
+) using (13).

en − w2
+ = en − x+z+

µ
,

= en−
(

(w2 + wpw) +
p2w
4

− q2w
4

)

,

from (14), we have:

en − w2
+ = en−

(

en +
(r − 2)wr+1 + 2w − rwr−1

rwr−1
+
p2w
4

− q2w
4

)

,

=
q2w
4

− p2w
4

(

4
(

(r − 2)wr+1 + 2w − rwr−1
)

rwr−1p2w
+ en

)

,

=
q2w
4

− p2w
4

(

(r − 1)2w2r + (2r − 2)wr − r2w2r−2 + en

(en − wr)2

)

. (17)

We can easily prove that:

0 ≤ (r − 1)2w2r + (2r − 2)wr − r2w2r−2 + en

(en − wr)2
≤ (r − 1)2en, (18)

for all r ∈ N ∗, w > 0 and w 6= en.
Using (17) and (18), we find:

‖en − w2
+‖ =

∥

∥

∥

∥

q2w
4

− p2w
4

(

(r − 1)2w2r + (2r − 2)wr − r2w2r−2 + en

(en − wr)2

)∥

∥

∥

∥

,

≤ ‖q2w‖
4

+

∥

∥

∥

∥

p2w
4

(

(r − 1)2w2r + (2r − 2)wr − r2w2r−2 + en

(en − wr)2

)∥

∥

∥

∥

,

≤ ‖qw‖2
4

+ (r − 1)2
‖pw‖2

4
,

and from (12), we can write:

‖en − w2
+‖ ≤ ‖pw‖2

4
+ (r − 1)2

‖pw‖2
4

.

Finally, and by using (9), we find:

‖en − w2
+‖ ≤

(

(r − 1)2 + 1
)

Γ2. (19)

Now, we take the function g1(t) =

(

1− tr
)

tr−1
(

1− t2
) , t > 0, t 6= 1.

After studying the variations of the function g1, we find that g′1(t) ≤ 0, ∀t > 0, t 6= 1,

7



4: Theoretical results

which means that g1 is a decreasing function.
Using this, Lemma 2 and Lemma 3, we obtain:

Γ(x+, z+, µ) =
1

r

∥

∥g1(w+)(en − w2
+)
∥

∥,

≤ g1(
√
1− Γ2)

r

∥

∥(en − w2
+)
∥

∥,

and as Γ <
1

er
, so

√
1− Γ2 >

√

1− 1

e2r
, then, using this and (19), we obtain:

δ(x+, z+, µ) ≤
g1

(

√

1− 1

e2r

)

r

(

(r − 1)2 + 1
)

Γ2,

thus, we conclude:

Γ(x+, z+, µ) ≤
er
(

er
2 − (e2r − 1)

r

2

)(

(r − 1)2 + 1
)

r(e2r − 1)
r−1
2

Γ2.

Lemma 5. If Γ(x, z, µ) <
1

er
, then the duality gap verifies the following inequality for

all n ∈ N ∗:

(x+)
T z+ ≤ µ

(

n+
(r − 1)2

e2r

)

.

Proof. From (13), we have:

(x+)
T z+ = µ

n
∑

i=1

(w+)
2
i ,

= µ

n
∑

i=1

(

(w2 + wpw)i +
(p2w)i
4

− (q2w)i
4

)

. (20)

Using (14), we obtain:

w2 + wpw = en +
(r − 2)wr+1 + 2w − rwr−1

rwr−1
,

= en +
p2w
4

(

r(r − 2)w2r + 2rwr − r2w2r−2

(en − wr)2

)

.

It is easy to prove that:
r(r − 2)w2r + 2rwr − r2w2r−2

(en − wr)2
≤ r(r − 2)en, this implies

that:

w2 + wpw ≤ en + r(r − 2)
p2w
4
.

Using this and (20), we obtain:

(x+)
T z+ ≤ µ

n
∑

i=1

(

1 + r(r − 2)
(p2w)i
4

+
(p2w)i
4

− (q2w)i
4

)

,

= µ

(

n+ (r − 1)2
‖pw‖2

4
− ‖qw‖2

4

)

,

≤ µ

(

n+ (r − 1)2Γ2

)

.
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4: Theoretical results

Since Γ <
1

er
, then:

(x+)
T z+ ≤ µ

(

n+
(r − 1)2

e2r

)

.

Lemma 6. If Γ(x, z, µ) < γ =
1

er
and θ =

1

e2r
√
n
, then:

Γ(x+, z+, µ+) <
1

er
,

for all r ∈ N ∗.

Proof. We assume that w̄ =

√

x+z+

µ+
, then:

w̄ =

√

x+z+

(1− θ)µ
=

1√
1− θ

w+ > 0, (0 < θ < 1).

From (9),we have:

Γ(w̄) =
‖pw̄‖
2

,

=
1

r

∥

∥

∥

∥

en − w̄r

w̄r−1(en − w̄2)
(en − w̄2)

∥

∥

∥

∥

, (21)

=
1

r

∥

∥g1(w̄)(en − w̄2)
∥

∥.

In Lemma 4, we showed that g1(t) is a decreasing function for all t > 0, t 6= 1, so
using this result and Lemma 3, we obtain:

Γ(w̄) ≤ 1

r
g1(min w̄)

∥

∥en − w̄2
∥

∥,

and since

w̄ =
1√
1− θ

w+,

then, from Lemma 2, we can write:

w̄ ≥
√
1− Γ2

√
1− θ

en,

which is equivalent to:

min(w̄) ≥
√
1− Γ2

√
1− θ

,

this implies that:

Γ(w̄) ≤ 1

r
g1

(
√
1− Γ2

√
1− θ

)

∥

∥en − 1

1− θ
w2

+

∥

∥,

from (19), we obtain:

Γ(w̄) ≤ 1

r(1 − θ)
g1

(
√
1− Γ2

√
1− θ

)(

θ
√
n+ ((r − 1)2 + 1)Γ2

)

. (22)

We will now discuss three cases, depending on the value of r, using the values γ =
1

er

and θ =
1

e2r
√
n
.

9



4: Theoretical results

Case 1: r = 1

In this case we have Γ <
1

e
and θ =

1

e2
√
n
, so



















√
1− Γ2 >

√

1− 1

e2
= a1,

√
1− θ >

√

1− 1

e2
= a1, for all n > 1,

this gives:

Γ(w̄) ≤ 1

(1− θ)
g1

(

a1√
1− θ

)(

θ
√
n+ Γ2

)

,

=
1√
1− θ

(

1√
1− θ + a1

)(

θ
√
n+ Γ2

)

,

<
1

a1

(

1

2a1

)(

1

e2
+

1

e2

)

,

<
1

e
.

In the first case, we proved that if Γ(x, z, µ) <
1

e
and θ =

1

e2
√
n
, then Γ(x+, z+, µ+) =

Γ(w̄) <
1

e
.

Case 2: r = 2

We have: Γ <
1

e2
and θ =

1

e4
√
n
, so



















√
1− Γ2 >

√

1− 1

e4
= a2,

√
1− θ >

√

1− 1

e4
= a2, for all n > 1,

this yields:

Γ(w̄) ≤ 1

2(1− θ)
g1

(

a2√
1− θ

)(

θ
√
n+ 2Γ2

)

,

=
1

2
√
1− θ

(

1

a2

)(

θ
√
n+ 2Γ2

)

,

<
1

2a2

(

1

a2

)(

1

e4
+

2

e4

)

,

<
1

e2
.

Also in this case, we proved that if Γ(x, z, µ) <
1

e2
and θ =

1

e4
√
n
, then Γ(x+, z+, µ+) =

Γ(w̄) <
1

e2
.
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Case 3: r ≥ 3

Now, we take Γ(x, z, µ) <
1

er
and θ =

1

e2r
√
n
, such that r ≥ 3, so we obtain:



















√
1− Γ2 >

√

1− 1

e2r
≥
√

1− 1

e6
= a3,

√
1− θ >

√

1− 1

e2r
=

√
e2r − 1

er
, for all n > 1,

(23)

because

√

1− 1

e2r
is an increasing function for all r ≥ 3. From this and (22) we can

write:

Γ(w̄) ≤ 1

r(1 − θ)
g1

(

a3√
1− θ

)(

((r − 1)2 + 1)Γ2 + θ
√
n

)

,

<
1

3
√
1− θ

(

(1 − θ)
r

2 − ar3

ar−1
3 ((1− θ)− a23)

)(

(r − 1)2 + 1

e2r
+

1

e2r

)

.

The function g2(
√
1− θ) =

(1− θ)
r

2 − ar3

ar−1
3 ((1− θ)− a23)

is an increasing function for all
√
1− θ <

1. This results in:

Γ(w̄) <
1

3
√
1− θ

(

1− ar3

ar−1
3 (1− a23)

)(

(r − 1)2 + 1

e2r
+

1

e2r

)

,

using (23), we obtain:

Γ(w̄) <
er

3
√
e2r − 1

(

1− ar3

ar−1
3 (1− a23)

)(

(r − 1)2 + 1

e2r
+

1

e2r

)

,

=
1

er

(

er

3
√
e2r − 1

(

1− ar3

ar−1
3 (1− a23)

)(

(r − 1)2 + 1

er
+

1

er

)

)

.

After some algebraic calculations, we find that:

er

3
√
e2r − 1

< 1

and
(

1− ar3

ar−1
3 (1− a23)

)(

(r − 1)2 + 1

er
+

1

er

)

< 1,

which means that:

Γ(w̄) <
1

er
.

Finally, the last case asserts that if r ≥ 3, Γ(x, z, µ) <
1

er
and θ =

1

e2r
√
n
, then

Γ(x+, z+, µ+) <
1

er
, this completes the proof.

Lemma 7. Let (x(0), y(0), z(0)) be a strictly primal-dual feasible initial point, Γ(x(0), z(0), µ(0)) <
1

er
, ǫ > 0, µ(0) = (x(0))T z(0)

n
, 0 < θ < 1 and x(k+1), z(k+1) are the vectors obtained

after k + 1 iterations. If

k ≥
[

1

θ
log

µ(0)
(

n+ (r−1)2

e2r

)

ǫ

]

,

then
(

x(k+1)
)T
z(k+1) ≤ ǫ, for all r ∈ N ∗.

11



4: Theoretical results

Proof. From Lemma 5, we have:

(

x(k+1)
)T
z(k+1) ≤ µ(k)

(

n+
(r − 1)2

e2r

)

,

= (1− θ)kµ(0)

(

n+
(r − 1)2

e2r

)

,

because µ(k) = (1− θ)kµ(0). This implies that to get

(

x(k+1)
)T
z(k+1) ≤ ǫ

it is sufficient to verify that:

(1− θ)kµ(0)

(

n+
(r − 1)2

e2r

)

≤ ǫ.

This last inequality is satisfied if

log(1− θ)k + logµ(0)

(

n+
(r − 1)2

e2r

)

≤ log ǫ,

⇐⇒− k log(1 − θ) ≥ log

µ(0)

(

n+
(r − 1)2

e2r

)

ǫ
.

Moreover, we know that − log(1 − θ) ≥ θ, ∀ 0 < θ < 1, so −k log(1 − θ) ≥ kθ, and
therefore:

−k log(1− θ) ≥ log

µ(0)

(

n+
(r − 1)2

e2r

)

ǫ
,

if

kθ ≥ log

µ(0)

(

n+
(r − 1)2

e2r

)

ǫ
,

hence

k ≥ 1

θ
log

µ(0)

(

n+
(r − 1)2

e2r

)

ǫ
.

Theorem 1. If we take θ =
1

e2r
√
n
, the algorithm 1 converges to the optimal solution

of (P) and (D) after

[

e2r
√
n log

µ(0)

(

n+
(r − 1)2

e2r

)

ǫ

]

iterations.

Proof. We replace θ by
1

e2r
√
n

in Lemma 7, we obtain the result.

12



REFERENCES 5: General conclusion

5 General conclusion

In this paper, we have successfully extended the work of Kheirfam and Nasrollahi
[19] to (LCCO), by proposing a class of directions based on the parametric function
ψ(t) = t

r

2 , where r ∈ N ∗. We have also demonstrated the convergence of the proposed
algorithm and the theoretical polynomial complexity. Finally, we found that the best
complexity is given for r = 1, i.e., when ψ(t) =

√
t.
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