arXiv:2406.00436v1 [math.OC] 1 Jun 2024

A computationally efficient arc-search interior-point
algorithm for nonlinear constrained optimization

Yaguang Yang*
June 4, 2024

Abstract

This paper proposes a new arc-search interior-point algorithm for the nonlin-
ear constrained optimization problem. The proposed algorithm uses the second-
order derivatives to construct a search arc that approaches the optimizer. Because
the arc stays in the interior set longer than any straight line, it is expected that
the scheme will generate a better new iterate than a line search method. The
computation of the second-order derivatives requires to solve the second linear
system of equations, but the coefficient matrix of the second linear system of
equations is the same as the first linear system of equations. Therefore, the ma-
trix decomposition obtained while solving the first linear system of equations can
be reused. In addition, most elements of the right-hand side vector of the second
linear system of equations are already computed when the coefficient matrix is
assembled. Therefore, the computation cost for solving the second linear system
of equations is insignificant and the benefit of having a better search scheme is
well justified. The convergence of the proposed algorithm is established. Some
preliminary test results are reported to demonstrate the merit of the proposed
algorithm.
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1 Introduction

The interior-point method has been very successful in solving the large scale linear
optimization problem [23, 38, 48]. It is then extended to solve the convex quadratic
optimization problem [25], the general convex optimization problem [24], the linear
complementarity problem [18], and the semi-definite optimization problem [1]. Not
surprisingly, there are many interior-point algorithms developed for the nonlinear opti-
mization problem (2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 20, 21, 27, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 39.
Most of the proposed algorithms use the line search technique but the trust region tech-
nique is also considered by researchers, for example [3, 4, 30]. For the linear optimization
problem, the path-following interior-point method is most popular because of its effi-
ciency, but for the nonlinear optimization problem, using logarithmic barrier functions
is widely considered because of its clear connection to the penalty method, exceptions
are [7, 34, 39]. Although using higher-order derivatives in interior-point method is re-
garded as a useful strategy for linear optimization problems [23, 38], it is not be adopted
by almost all interior-point algorithms designed for nonlinear optimization problems as
it was pointed out in [39] that the right-hand side vector of the second-order derivatives
equations involves the computation of the third-order derivatives of Lagrangian, which
is very expensive.

In this paper, we propose a higher-order arc-search interior-point algorithm which
is different from most existing algorithms in that (a) it is a path-following algorithm,
its merit for linear optimization problems is demonstrated in [38], (b) it uses an arc
instead of a straight line to search for an optimizer, a useful strategy that has been
proved by different researchers for various optimization problems [15, 16, 17, 40, 41, 42,
44, 45, 50, 51], and (c) it solves two linear systems of equations with the same square
coefficient matrix using just one matrix decomposition, a brilliant idea introduced by
Mehrotra [23] and used by interior-point algorithms designed for various optimization
problems [17, 38, 44]. The proposed algorithm improves the efficiency of the algorithm
of [39] by avoiding the computation of the third-order derivatives of Lagrangian on the
right-hand side of the second linear system of equations. Since most elements of the
reduced right-hand side of the second linear system of equations are obtained already
while we construct the square coefficient matrix, the cost of solving the second linear
system of equations is insignificant but we get a significantly better search arc. A warm-
restart update scheme for the relaxation variables and multipliers is introduced aiming
at further improving the computational efficiency. The convergence of the proposed
algorithm is proved under some mild conditions similar to the ones assumed in [39].
Limited by the length of this paper, we provide only some preliminary test results,
and leave all implementation details and extensive test results in a follow-on paper.
Some applications of the proposed algorithm to the spacecraft optimal trajectory design
problems and a spacecraft formation flying orbit optimization problem are reported in
a recent conference paper [47].

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the non-
linear optimization problem. Section 3 presents the proposed arc-search interior-point
algorithms. Section 4 discusses their convergence properties. Section 5 provides some



preliminary numerical test results on some benchmark test problems. Section 6 sum-
marizes the conclusion of the paper. The analytic formulas that calculate the step size
for boundary constraints is provided in Appendix A.

2 Problem description

The following notations will be used throughout this paper. We use bold small letters
for vectors, bold capital letters for matrices, and normal font for scalars. For a vector x,
we use x; for the i-th element of x, and X for a diagonal matrix whose diagonal elements
are the vector x. For vectors or matrices, we will use the superscript k to represent
their values at the k-th iteration. For scalars, we use the subscript k to represent
their values at the k-th iteration, while using the superscript to represent their powers.
Finally, we use R’} (R, ) to denote the space of nonnegative vectors (positive vectors,
respectively), and use e to denote a vector of all ones with appropriate dimension.
In this paper, we consider the following nonlinear optimization problem.

min :  f(x)
st. : h(x)=0, (1)
g(x) 2 0,

where f: R" — R, h: R” — R™, and g : R” — RP. To ensure that the system has a
solution, we assume n > m > 0. Without loss of generality, we assume p > 1, that is
needed for interior-point method and simplifies the discussion. The decision vector is
x € R™. We introduce a nonnegative relaxation vector s > 0 to rewrite (1) as

min : {f(x% .

s.t. x) =0,
g(x) —s =0, (2)
s > 0.

For problem (2), the Lagrangian function is given by
L(x,y,w,s,2) = f(x) =y h(x) - w'(g(x) —5) —z's, (3)

where y € R™ w € R}, and z € R" are multipliers. To simplify the notation, we
use v = (x,y,w,s,z) € R to denote a stacked column vector composed of
decision variables, relaxation variables, and multipliers. The gradients of the Lagrangian
function with respect to x and s are given by

VilL(v) = Vf(x) = Vh(x)y — Vg(x)w, (4a)
VsL(v) =w — 2, (4b)
respectively, where Vh(x) € R™*™ and Vg(x) € R"*? are Jacobians given by
ozt ozt ox1
Vhx)=1| : o 1 = [V, V(X))
Ohy  Ohy .. Ohm
Oxn Oz Ozp
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Then, the KKT conditions of (2) are given by (see [28]):
[ ViL(v) |
h(x)
k(v)= | g(x)—s | =0, (w,s,z) € R?, (5)
W — 7
- ZS -

where k : R H3P — R0 Tt is worthwhile to note that Vi, L(v) depends on the
choice of the multiplier vector y which has no restriction as long as its elements are real
numbers. In addition, the multiplier y is unrelated to any other components of k(v).
Moreover, s > 0 is unrelated to any components of k(v) except g(x) —s = 0. These
features will be used while we introduce a warm-restart scheme to minimize |k(v)]||.
For the vector k(v), its value at the k-th iteration is expressed by

[ Vf(x*) = Vh(x")y* — Vg(x*)w* ]
h(x*)

k(vF) = g(x") —s* : (6)

e

Therefore, the Jacobian of k(v) is given by

0
(Vh(x))" 0 0 0 0
K'(v) = (Vg(x))T 0 0 -1 o0 |, (7)
0 0 I 0 I
0 0 0 Z S
where . )
VL(Y) = Vil (x) = 3 Vihi(x)y: = 3 Vigi(x)wi (8)

Let the index set of the active inequality constraints g(x) at x € R"™ be denoted by

I(x)={ie{l,...,p}: gi(x)=0}. 9)
For convergence analysis, we need the definition of Lipschitz continuity. Let a(x) and

f(x) be real functions of x. Let an open set M contain the level set £ = {x | a(x) <
a(xg)}, we say B(x) is Lipschitz continuous if there is a constant L > 0 such that

18(x) = Bl < Lllx =yl (10)

for all x,y € M. Under some mild assumptions used in [7, 28, 39], similar to the proof
of [46], it is straightforward to show the following result.
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Proposition 2.1 Assume existence, smoothness, reqularity, sufficiency, and strict com-
plementarity for problem (2) described as follows:

(A1) Ezistence. There exists an optimal solution and its associate multipliers v* =
(x*,y*, w*,s*,2%) of (2). Clearly, the KKT conditions (5) hold for any optimal

solution.

(A2) Smoothness. f(x), h(x) and g(x) are differentiable up to the third order. In
addition, VxL(x), g(x), and h(x) are Lipschitz continuous.

(A3) Regularity. The set {Vh;(x*):j=1,...,m}U{Vg(x*):i e I(x*)} is linearly
independent.

(A4) Sufficiency. For all n € R™\{0}, we have n*V2L(v*)n > 0.
(A5) Strict complementarity. For eachi € {1,...,p}, we have zF+s; > 0 and z{sf = 0.

Then the Jacobian matriz at the optimal solution v* is nonsingular, i.c., [K'(v*)]™!
exists and 1is bounded.

Remark 2.1 Assuming the continuity of [K'(v*)]™', Proposition 2.1 implies that all
local optimizers are isolated.

3 The arc-search interior-point algorithm

The main idea of the proposed arc-search interior-point algorithm is to extend a similar
algorithm for linear programming presented in [44] to the nonlinear programming prob-
lem. Given the current iterate v = (x*, y* w* s* z¥) with (w*, s* z*) > 0 and t > 0,
we consider the solution v(t) = (x(t),y(t), W(t),s(t),z( )) of the followmg nonlinear
system of equations defined for ¢ € [0, 1]

Vi L(v(t)) Vi L(vF)

h(x(t)) h(x")

g(x(t) —s(t) | =t- | (g(x")—s") |, (w(t),s(t).2(t) >0 (11)
Vs L(v(t)) VL(v*

Z(t)s(t) VALK

Clearly, when ¢ = 1, the system has a solution of v(1) = v¥; and when ¢ — 0, the
system approaches the solution of the KKT system. Under some mild conditions to
be defined in (B1)-(B4), and using the inverse function theorem, Yamashita et. al [39]
showed the following result.

Proposition 3.1 ([39]) Let Q(¢) be defined in (38), assume that conditions (B1)-(B4)
given in Section 4 hold, and v*¥ C Q(e€), then the solution v(t) of the system of the
nonlinear equations (11) is unique for every t € (0, 1].



Therefore, v(t) € R® x R™ x R? x R? x R? is an arc that starts at v¥ and guides the
current iterate to a candidate of a local optimal solution of (1) because (11) reduces to
the KKT conditions when ¢ — 0. Therefore, the proposed algorithm is a path-following
algorithm.

However, solving the system of nonlinear equations of (11) is impractical. Similar
to the idea used in [39, 44|, our strategy is to approximate the arc v(¢) by part of an
ellipse which is defined as:

£ ={v(a):v(a) = &cos(e) + bsin(a) + & a € [0, 2x]}, (12)

where & € R"™+3 and b € R™™+3P are the axes of the ellipse, and & € R*m+3P is its
center. Then, we search the optimizer along the ellipse £ to get a new iterate vF! and
repeat the process until an e-optimizer is found. To construct the ellipse of (12), we
assume that the first and second derivatives of (11) and (12) are the same at current
iterate v¥ because (12) is an estimate of (11).

Taking the derivative on both sides of (11) yields

(V’“) —Vh(x*) —Vg(x*) 0 0 % V. L(vF)

( (xk)) 0 0 0 O y h(x*)

(Vex))" o 0 I 0 ||W|=|gK)-s (13)
0 0 I 0 —I $ wh —z
0 0 0 7k Sk z ZFs

It has been shown in [38] that the search performance may be improved by adding
a centering term in (13). Let the dual measure be defined as:

w=—.: (14)

Following the common strategy used in most interior point algorithms (see [38]), we
introduce a centering parameter o and modify (13) as:

(V’“) —Vh(x*) —Vg(x*) 0 0 % V. L(vF)
( (xk)) 0 0 0 O y h(x*)
(V)" 0 0 -1 0 ||W]|=] gx)-—s (15)
0 0 I 0 -1 § wh — z
0 0 0 7k Sk z ZFst — ope

where e is an all-one vector of dimension p. This modification enforces the arc v(«)
toward the interior of the constraints, thereby makes sure that a substantial segment of
the ellipse satisfies (w(«), s(«), z(a)) > 0, which may increase the step size and improve
the efficiency of the algorithm. Since (13) is a special case of (15) with o = 0, we will
use (15) throughout the rest paper.



Since the right-hand side of (15) at v* is a constant vector, taking the derivative on

both sides of (15) yields

ZL(v k) —Vh(x*) —Vg(x") 0 0 X p(vF)
( (x )) 0 0 0 0 y —(V2h(x"))Txx
(V)" o 0 -1 o ||W]|=|-(Vis&x"))%x |, (16)
0 0 I 0 -I S 0
0 0 0 Zk Sk z —27s
where
p(v") = —=(VIL(vF)xx + 2(Vih(x"))yx + 2(Vig(x"))wx.

The formulas for computing the elements on the right-hand side of (16) can be found
in [39, Appendix A], and we provide them below for completeness.

o (82La(x,2y,z) X) n
ViL(x,y, 2)kx = -

1=1

Oh;(x)
P (8h(x) y> m 9 oz1

Vih(x)yx = X = Us :
0x ; OX | yp)
OTn
g, (x
o), ¢ o[ %
Vig(x)wx = - X=) uy :
Ox i=1 9 9gi(x)
Oxn
Ooh(x T . 5
o (o))
h o -
Vih(x) xx o X
T T
dg(x)\ -
V2()T~ _ a<(gax>x> oo
cg(x) xx = o x =

a Ox10x;

0x X:ZIZ_X

9*L(x,y,2)

: x (17)
9?L(x,y,2)
Oxpn0x;

%= g (Vihi(x) % (18)

X = sz (VXQZ( )) (19)
X (Vihi(x)) %
: (20)
X1 (Vihn(x)) %
(Vle( ) x
: (21)
'T(Vzgp( )) X



Remark 3.1 It is worthwhile to note that the Hessian matrices of V2h;(x) and V2g;(x)
in (18), (19), (20), and (21) are obtained when V2L(v) is computed in (8). The major
burden of the computation of the right-hand side of (16) is

32;(’48%2)
0 wre 0? {0L(x y,z)}
=1 =X : (22)
0x Ly 2) M ox? ox;
Oxpn0x;
0? [df (x) 0? [ dh;(x) 0?2 [ dgi(x)
- Za?( ) - 2 g (ij )- Py uige I )

For quadratically constrained quadratic programming (QCQP) problem, the increased
computational burden of the right-hand side of (16) is minimum because all terms in
(22) become zeros.

Since the computation of (22) is expensive and adversely affects the performance
of the algorithm proposed in [39]. Assuming the third-order derivatives are relatively
small (at least when iterates are close to the optimal solution), we consider an alternative
approximation by modifying (16) to:

VIL(v")  -Vh(x") -Vg(x") 0 0 2((Vig(x"))zx + (Vih(x"))yx]

H %
(Vh(xF))" 0 0 0 o § —(V2h(xF))Txx
(Ve(xk)" 0 0 -1 0 W= —(Vig(x"))Txx ,(23)
0 0 I 0 -I s 0
0 0 0 zk sk z —2Zs

which ignore the third-order derivatives on the right-hand side, or even a simpler formula
which ignore all high-order derivatives on the right-hand side, i.e.,

ViL(vF)  —Vh(x*) —Vg(x*) 0 0 ] % 0

(Vh(x*))" 0 0 0 o ¥ 0

(Vex")" 0 o Lo ||W]|=| 0 (24)
0 0 I 0 -I S 0
0 0 0 ZF sk z —27s

Our preliminary numerical experience quickly denies the idea of using (24) in the con-
struction of the ellipse, because it oversimplifies the right-hand side. Although, using
(24) does reduce the computational cost in every iteration, but it significantly increases
iteration numbers, and overall is less efficient than using (16) or (23).

Let v = (X,y,W,$,2) be calculated by using (15), and v = (X,¥, W, §,%) be calcu-
lated by using either (16) or (23), which are the first-order and second-order derivatives
of the ellipse £ at the current iterate. Then, the following theorem provides an equiva-
lent formula of the ellipse (12).



Theorem 3.1 [42] Suppose that the ellipse € of (12) passes through the current iterate
vF at a = 0, and its first and second order derivatives at a = 0 are v and Vv, respectively.
Then & is given by v(a) = (x(a),y(a), w(a),s(a),z(a)) which can be calculated by

v(a) = v — vsin(a) + V(1 — cos(a)). (25)

The proof of the theorem is given in [42]. It is worthwhile to indicate that v(t) starts
from t = 1 and ends at ¢ = 0 for the arc represented by (11), but v(«) starts from o = 0
and ends at o = % for the arc represented by (12), i.e., v(t)|;=1 = v(@)]amo = V¥ is the
current iterate. Since the ellipse approximates the arc defined by (11), we assume that
V(t)|i=1 = V(a)|a=o and V(t)|;=1 = V(a)|a=o. For the sake of simplicity, we will use v
for v(a)|a=o and v for v(a)|a=o-

It is worthwhile to note that the direction of v = (x,y, W, s, z) calculated by using
(13) is the same one (with a different sign) that is used by the steepest descent method
for solving (5). To see this, for a sequence of v¥, we use O(t;) for the claim that the
condition ||vg|| < tx holds. At iteration k, steepest descent method calculates the next
iterate vF*! = v¥ + a;,d* by using the search direction d* and searching an appropriate
step size ay. Using Taylor’s expansion for (5), we have

K(VE) = K + K (V) (V= vE) 4+ OV — v P)
= k() + K(vF) (ed®) + Ol ") (26)

For steepest descent method, d”* is calculated by setting k(v*) + k/(vF)d* = 0 (the
same system of equations of (13) with a different sign), i.e.,

d = —[K' (V") 'k(v}) = ¥, (27)

which is essentially the same search direction of (25) when the second-order term Vv
is not used. That is the reason why the first-order interior-point algorithm is not
efficient, and the second-order correction interior-point algorithm is used by some of
the latest interior-point algorithms, such as IPOPT [36] and [39]. It is emphasized that
the second-order correction by using the arc-search is fundamentally different from the
one in [36].

Remark 3.2 The analytic arc-search formula provided by (25) is simple and its com-
putational cost is negligible compared to other ones such as solving linear systems of
equations. In addition, for boundary constraints, no arc-search is required because one
may use analytic formulas provided in Appendiz A to calculate the step size.

Remark 3.3 [t is emphasized that all the analyses in the rest of the paper are applicable
to both of the following two cases: (a) v is calculated by (15) and ¥V is calculated by
(16), and (b) ¥ is calculated by (15) and ¥V is calculated by (23).



To reduce the computational cost, we just need to compute either w” or z" but not
both. To see thls note that the fourth row of (15) indicates that if w* = z*  then

wW—z=w"— z = 0. Similarly, in view of the fourth row of (16) or (23), we have

w — 7z =w" — z¥ = 0. In view of Theorem 3.1, we have the following result.

Lemma 3.1 ([39]) If v* satisfies w* = z*, then w(a) = z() holds for any o € [0, 5].

To search for the optimizer along the ellipse given by (25), we expect that every
iterate will reduce the magnitude of k(v*) and eventually we will have k(v*) — 0 as
k — 0, thereby the KKT conditions will be satisfied. Therefore, we define the merit

function by
o(v) = k()| (28)

which should sufficiently decrease at v(a) for some constants, p € (0,3), o € [0,1), and
step size a € (0,7/2]. The following lemma shows that this is achievable under the
condition (29).

Lemma 3.2 Let a € (0,3], p€ (0,3) and o € [0,1). Let pn = %. If

o(v(@)) < ¢(v) + psin(a)¢ (v(a))la=o, (29)

then
P(v(a)) < d(v)(1—2p(1 — o) sin(a)) < @(v). (30)

Proof: Given the ranges of «, p, and o, the last inequality in (30) clearly holds. The
first inequality in (30) follows from a similar argument used in [7]. Since v is defined
as the solution of (15) kK'(v)v = k(v) — opue, where € = (0,e) with 0 € R*™™ "2 and
e € R?, using the definition (28) and then (25), we have

do(v(a T dv(a
D= (vl R |
= 2k(v(a))"K(v(a)) [—Vcos(a)+\'}sin(a)]}a:0
= 2k(v)K'(v)v (31)
= —2k(v)'[k(v) — ope|
= —2¢(v) + 204°/p, (32)

where the last equality is derived from k(v)"(oue) = oud "t zis; = ouz’s = op?/p.
Since |z's| < \/p||Zs|» and p > 1, we have

pip=(z"s)"/p- (1/p*) < || Zsl3 -1 < [k(V)II; = &(v).

Substituting this inequality into (32), we have
¢'(v(a))a=o < =26(v) +209(v) < =2¢(v)(1 —0). (33)
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From (29), it holds
¢(v(a)) < o(v) = 2psin()¢(v)(1 — o) = ¢(v)(1 = 2p(1 — 0) sin(a)).

This completes the proof. |

Remark 3.4 If Condition (29) and o < ¢(v)p/p? hold, then ¢(v()) decreases because
a, p >0 and according to (32), ¢'(v(a))|a=o < 0.

As a matter of fact, Condition (29) holds for o = 0. In view of (31) and (13), since
dov(e)) = —2k(v)TK/(v)v, it follows
a=0
o(v(e)) = d(v(a)) +¢'(v)a+O(a?)
= ¢(v(a)) = 2k(v)"K (v)va + O(a?)
$(v) — 26(v)a + O(a?), (34)

the last equation holds because of ¢ = 0. Therefore, for 0 = 0 and a > 0 small enough,
we have ¢(v(a)) < ¢(v). We summarize this result as the following lemma.

Lemma 3.3 Assume that o = 0, then searching along the ellipse using (25) will always
reduce the merit function.

For any interior-point method, every iterate must be an interior-point, i.e., we must
have (w,s,z) > 0 and g(x) > 0 in all the iterations before the algorithm stops. In ad-
dition, all iterates should improve the merit function. To make sure that the algorithm
is well-posed, we need that all iterates are bounded. In summary, we should choose the

™

step size a € (0, §] such that the following conditions hold.

C1) (w"(ow)),s"(ax), 2" (ay)) > 0.
C2) g(x*(ax)) > 0.

(

(

(C3) o(vF) = o(v¥(ar)) < G(vF).

(C4) The generated sequence {v¥} should be bounded.

Condition (C1) can be achieved by a process discussed in [43, 44]. Because of
Lemma 3.1, we always have z*(a) = w*(a). Therefore, we do not need to calculate
both w#(a) and z*(«). For a fixed a small 6; € (0, 1), we will select the largest d; such
that all a € [0, & satisfy

wh T = wh(a) = wh — whsin(a) + w*(1 — cos(a)) > §;w", (35)

To this end, for each i € {1,...,p}, we select the largest o/fvi such that the ith inequality
of (35) holds for all o € [0,a% |. Then, we define

- . , 7T
ap = Z'e?lnnp} {mln {afw 5}} : (36)

.....
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The largest o, can be computed in analytical forms (see the proof in [43]), which are
provided in Appendix A. A lower bound estimation of &y, will be provided in Lemma 4.9.
We may select s**! using the same process as we did for w*™!, but a warm start [49] is
better because it further reduces the merit function ¢(v**1) = ¢(v(a)). We will discuss
this shortly.

To meet Condition (C2), we search for @y, < &y for all € (0, @] and some §; € (0, 1)
such that g(x*(«)) > §;s* > 0. This can be achieved if g(x*) > 0. Therefore, for all
a € (0, g, Condition (C2) holds.

To make sure that Condition (C3) holds, we search for &, € (0,ay] such that
condition (29) holds, i.e.,

dy = max {a € (0,a] : 9(v¥(a)) < ¢(vF) — 6>} (37)

where 9, > 0 is a constant. The existence of ¢&; is guaranteed due to Lemma 3.3.
According to Remark 3.4, 0}, < ¢(v*)p/pu? should be selected. A lower bound estimation
for ap will be provided in Lemma 4.11.

Finally, we will show that Condition (C4) holds under some mild conditions. We
will prove in Lemma 4.5 that {v¥} is bounded, and {(w*,s*, z*)} is bounded below and
away from zero'. To this end, we would like to have v* stay in a desired set before our
algorithms converge. Let € > 0 be the convergence criterion selected in the Algorithms
to be discussed, we define the desired set €)(¢) as follows:

AR
0

!
20(v")

Qe) = {V € R"HP . ¢ < ¢(v) < ¢(v?), min(Zs) > min(gb(v))} . (38)

To make sure that v* stays in Q(e), let

1 Z9s°
- 29(v0)

An @y is selected to satisfy my(ay) > 0 for Yoy € (0, dyl, i.e.,

(@) = min(ZF(a)s* (a))

min(¢(v(a))). (39)

&y, = max {Oz € (O, dk] : mk(a) > O} . (40)

This requirement has a similar effect as the wide neighborhood of interior-point methods
[38]. We will prove in Lemma 4.13 that &; > 0 is bounded below and away from zero
before our algorithms converge.

Summarizing the above process, we may select the step size in the kth iteration as:

o, = min{d, Qe O dk} =a>0. (41)

k+1 k+1

A reasonable update is (x*1, y* Tl whtl 2l = (x(ay), y(ar), w(ar), z(ag)). As we
mentioned above, our intuition and numerical experience made us believe that a warm
start strategy will be more efficient because it further reduces the merit function in

LA sequence {c¥} C R™ is said to be bounded below and away from zero if there exists ¢ > 0 such
that every element of c* satisfies c¥ > & for all k > 1.
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every iteration. Given x**1 if we select s*t1 = g(x¥*1) > 0, then, g(x**!) — s**! = 0,
this reduces the third component of k(v**1)) to zero and therefore reduces the merit
function ¢(v**1). We may also select y**! to reduce the first component of k(v¥+1) by
minimizing ||V f (x**1) = Vh(x*t1)y*! — Vg (x*+1)w1|| because there is no restriction
on y**! except that y**! is a real vector. To achieve this, we can simply solve the
following linear system of equations

Vh(xk—i-l) k+1 _ Vf( k—i—l) . vg(xk+1)wk+1 (42)

for yk+1
We will compare algorithms proposed in this paper to the algorithm of Yamashita
et. al [39] which is given as follows:

Algorithm 3.1 (The first infeasible arc-search interior-point algorithm [39])

1: Parameters: € > 0,6, >0,0,>0,pe(0,1),5€(0,1), andv_, €[0.5,1).
2: Initial point: v° = (x°)y ,WO,SO z°) such that (W ,8%,2%) > 0, g(x%) > 0, and
w0 — 20

3: for k=0,1,2,... do

4: Calculate V L( ), h(x?), g(x*), Vih(x?), Veg(xF). If o(vF) <, stop.
5. Calculate V2h(xF), Vig(x¥), and VZL(vF).

6:  Select o such that 5 < o, < min{i, ¢(v¥)p/p*}.

7. Calculate v* by solving (15) at v = v*.
8: Calculate the righthand side of (16).

9:  Calculate V¥ by solving (16) at v = v*.
10:  Calculate &y using (36) and search ay, € (0, &y] such that g(x(ax)) > 0.
11:  Search &y, € (0, ay] such that (37) holds.
12: Determine &y > 0 using (39) and (40).
18:  Set oy, = min{dy, ay }

14: Update V¥t = vF(ay) = vF — vFsin(ay) + V(1 — cos(ay)) .

15:  k+1—k.
16: end for

Our first algorithm uses the accurate righthand side of (16).

Algorithm 3.2 (The second infeasible arc-search interior-point algorithm)

1: Parameters: € >0, 6, >0, 6, >0, p € (0,3), and 5 € [0, 3).

2: Initial point: v° = (xo,yo,wo,s0 z0) such that (w0 s% 2% > 0, g(x°) > 0, and
wl = 2"

3: for k=0,1,2,... do

4: Calculate VXL(Vk), h(x*), g(xk), Vih(xF), Vieg(x¥). If (vF) <, stop.

5. Calculate V2h(x*?), V2g(x¥), and V2L(v*).

6:  Select oy such that & < o3, < min{, (;S(V )/}

7

Calculate V¥ by solving (15) at v = v*.
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§: Calculate the righthand side of (16).

9:  Calculate V¥ by solving (16) at v = v*.

10:  Calculate &y, using (36) and search ay, € (0, &y such that g(x(ay)) > 0.
11:  Search &y, € (0, ay] such that (37) holds.

12: Determine &y > 0 using (39) and (40).

13: Set oy, = min{ézk, dk}

14: Update (xFt1 whtl) = (x¥ wh) — (x*, wF) sin(ay,) + (X*, wF) (1 — cos(ay)).
15: Select y*1 by solving (42), and set s*71 = g(x**1) > 0 and 2" = wHTl.
16: k+1—k.

17: end for

Remark 3.5 An important difference between Algorithms 3.1 and 3.2 is to use a warn
start in Step 15 of Algorithm 8.2, where we select y*™1 to minimize ||V f(x*1) —
Vh(xF )yt — Ve(xM)whL|| and enforce equation g(x*+1) — s**1 = 0 in every
iteration k, which makes Algorithm 3.2 converge faster and more robust.

Remark 3.6 Finding an appropriate initial point satisfying g(x°) > 0 is an important
step and was not discussed in [39], but will be discussed in a follow-on paper.

Our extensive experience shows that the most expensive cost in Algorithms 3.1 and
3.2 is the computation of the third order derivatives on the right hand side of (16).
On the other hand, when the iterates are close to the optimal solution, the magnitude
of the third-order derivative is very small. Therefore, we may ignore the third-order
derivative terms in Algorithm 3.2. This leads to an alternative infeasible arc-search
interior-point algorithm that calculates v and v by (15) and (23).

Algorithm 3.3 (The third infeasible arc-search interior-point algorithm)

1: Parameters: € > 0,6, >0,0,>0,pe (0,2), anda €[0,3).

2: Initial point: v° = (x°)y ,wo,s0 z%) such that (w°,s° z°) > 0, g(x") > 0, and
w' = 2z".

3: for k=0,1,2,... do

4: Calculate V L( ), h(x?), g(x*), Vih(x?), Veg(xF). If o(vF) <, stop.

5. Calculate V2h(xF), Vig(x¥), and VZL(vF).

6:  Select oy, such that ¢ < o < min{s, ¢(v¥)p/p*}.

7:

8

9

o

Calculate v* by solving (15) at v = v*.

Calculate the righthand side of (23).

: Calculate V¥ by solving (23) at v = v*.
10:  Calculate &y, using (36) and search ay, € (0, &y] such that g(x(ax)) > 0.
11:  Search &y, € (0, ay] such that (37) holds.
12:  Determine &y > 0 using (39) and (40).
18:  Set ay, = min{dy, ay }.
14: Update (xFt1 whtl) = (x¥ wk) — (x*, wF) sin(ay,) + (X%, wF) (1 — cos(ay,)).
15: Select y*1 by solving (42), and set s*71 = g(x*t1) > 0 and 2" = whTl.
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16:  k+1—k.
17: end for

Remark 3.7 By avoiding the calculation of the third-order derivatives on the right-
hand side of (16), the major cost in the computation of the right-hand side of (23) are
Hessians and they have been calculated when we construct the matriz of (15). Since
the matriz decomposition of (23) is obtained when we solve (15), this decomposition
can be reused when we solve (23). Therefore, the computational cost of the higher-
order Algorithm 3.3 in every iteration is comparable to many first-order interior-point
Algorithms such as [3, 4, 7, 8, 27, 30, 33, 34, 35]. With a careful implementation, our
experience shows that the convergence of the Algorithm 3.3 is faster than Algorithm 3.2.
All tmplementation details for this algorithm will be discussed in a follow-on paper.

4 Convergence analysis

Our convergence analysis is very general in the sense that it is applicable to all three
algorithms presented in the previous section. We will use the following assumptions
like the ones used in [7, 39].

Assumptions
(B1) The sequence {x*} C R" is bounded.

(B2) For v € Q(e), let I* be the index set {i : 1 < i < p, s¥ = 0}. Then, the
determinant of (J*)TJ* is bounded below and away from zero, where J* is a
matrix whose column vectors are composed of

{(Vhj(x"):j=1,...,m}U{VaKx") iec I}

Remark 4.1 It is worthwhile to note that (B2) implies that in the set Q(€), the columns
of Vh(x) are linearly independent.

The idea of the convergence analysis is similar to the one in [39]. Due to the
differences between the newly proposed algorithms and the one in [39], we provide all
necessary details that are related to the convergence of Algorithms 3.2 and 3.3 for
completeness, which makes it easy for readers to check that the claims hold for all three
algorithms. First, we establish the boundness results for series of functions and vectors.

Lemma 4.1 Assume that {¢(v®)} is bounded. Then the series {¢(v¥)} created by any
of the three Algorithms is bounded. Therefore, the series {k(v¥)} is bounded. This
implies that {VL(vF)}, {h(x*)}, {g(x*) —s*}, and {Z*s*} are all bounded.

Proof: In view of Lemmas 3.2 and 3.3, it follows that for all three Algorithms, {¢(v*)}
is monotonically decreasing. This shows the first claim. By the definition of {¢(v*)},
the second claim is true. The last claim follows from the definition of k(v*) in (5).
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In the next a few lemmas, we will show that {v*} is bounded.
Lemma 4.2 Assume that (B1) holds, then {s*} > 0 is bounded.

Proof: From (B1) and the continuity of g, the boundedness of {x*} implies that
{g(x*)} is bounded because g is differentiable and therefore continuous. In view of
Lemma 4.1, since ||s*|| < |lg(x*) — s*|| + [|g(x*)|], it follows that {s*} is bounded. The
selection process of s* guarantees that {s*} > 0 holds. |

Lemma 4.3 Assume that (B1) and (B2) hold and {z°} = {w°} > 0, then {z"} =
{w*} > 0 is bounded.

Proof: In view of Lemma 3.1, we have w* = z*. Since V f is continuous, (B1) implies

that {V f(x*)} is bounded. From Lemma 4.1, {V L(v®)} is bounded. In view of (4),
it follows

IVh(x")y" + Ve (x)wh[| < [V LM + [V &),

therefore, {Vh(xk)yk+Vg(xk)Wk} is bounded. Let (y, W) = (y,w)/||(y, w)||. Suppose
by contradiction that 28 = wF — 0o as k — oo for some i and we denote this set as .
For 2§ ¢ I, 2 = wf < oo as k — 00. Since ||(y,w)|| =1 and ||(y, w)|| = oo, w; # 0 if
i€l;and w; =0 1f] ¢ I,. Note that {Z"s*} = {W*s*} is bounded, if w¥ — oo, then
s¥ — 0, this shows that I, is the same set as defined in (B2).

Since {Vh(x*)y* + Vg(x")w"*} is bounded and @; = 0 for j ¢ I, it follows

Vh(x*)y" + Vg(x")W* = Vh(x*)y + > Vgi(x*)iw; — 0. (43)

ZEI.s

This contradicts to the assumption of (B2). Therefore, {z*} = {w*} is bounded. The
selection process of (w*, z¥) gurantees that (w* z*) > 0 holds. |

Lemma 4.4 Assume that (B1) and (B2) hold, and {v*} C Q(¢), then {sF} and {zF}
is bounded below from zero, and {y"*} is bounded.

Proof: Since {vF} C Q(e), the sequence {z ¥ are all bounded below and away from

zero for each i = 1,..., p; more precisely, z: f > ;(f(o O) min(¢(v)) > 1¢Z( s"¢ for each i.

Since {sF} is bounded, this shows {z¥} is bounded below and away from zero. Similarly,
{s¥} is also bounded below and away from zero.

In view of Remark 4.1, (B2) implies Vh(x*) is linear independent. From (4), it
follows

y' = —((Vh(x"))"Vh(x")) " (Vh(x"))" [VKL(v") = Vf(x*) + Vg(x")w"],

hence, {y*} is bounded because of the following claims: (a) {w*} is bounded, (b)
(B1) implies {V f(x*)} and {Vg(x*)} are bounded, (c) Lemma 4.1 indicates {Vh(x*)}
and {VL(v¥)} are bounded, and (d) (B2) implies ((Vh(x*))TVh(x*))~! exists and is
bounded. |
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Summarizing Lemmas 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4, we have the following Lemma.

Lemma 4.5 Assume that (B1) and (B2) hold, and {¢(v°)} is bounded. For some
fized € > 0, if the sequence {v*} satisfies {v*} C Q(e), then {v*} is bounded and
{(wk, sk z*)} > 0 is bounded below and away from zero.

Since S¥ and Z* are bounded below and away from zero, we would like introduce
two more assumptions.
Assumptions

(B3) The matrix V2L(v) + Vg(x)S™'Z(Vg(x))T is invertible for any v in Q(¢), and
the set {(V2L(v) + Vg(x)S™1Z(Vg(x))T)™ : v € Q(e)} is bounded.

(B4) The sequence {¢'(x*(a))} is Lipschitz continuous, i.e., ¢'(x*(a)) — ¢'(x*) < La
for a constant L.

The following lemma will be used to show the boundedness of the inverse of the
Jacobian {k’(v¥)}.

Lemma 4.6 ([22]) Let R be a block matriz
A B
(23]
If A and D — CA~'B are invertible, or D and A — BD~'C are invertible, then R is

tnvertible.

The next lemma is given in [39], we provide the proof here so that the readers can
check that the result is applicable to all three algorithms listed in the previous section.

Lemma 4.7 ([39]) Assume that (B1)-(BS3) hold. If {v*} C Q(e) for a fized ¢ > 0,
then {[k'(v¥)]~1} is bounded.

Proof: Let
AF [ ViL(vF) —Vh(x}) BF ~Vg(x¥) 0 0
| (Vh(x*)T 0 T 0 0 0|’
[ (Vg(x*)T 0 0 -1 0
Cck = 0 0|, andDF=|T1 0 -I
I 0 0 0 zF sk
Then, we have
[ V2L(vF) —Vh(x) —Vg(xF) 0 0 ]
(Vh(x*))" 0 0 0 0 A B
KO = | (Ve o 0 1o |=|ope| @
0 0 I 0 -I
I 0 0 0 zF st
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From Lemma 4.5, the two sequences {s*} and {z*} are bounded and each component
of the two sequences are bounded below and away from zeros, therefore, the sequence
{(D*)~!} is also bounded, where

(D)~ (Sk)_llzk (I) (S];)_l
B (Sk)—lzk 0 (Sk)—l

Let L = V2L(vF) + Vg(x")(S¥)~1Z*Vg(x*)T. We know that L is invertible from
Lemma 4.5 and (B3), therefore, (Vh(x*))TL='Vh(x*) is also invertible from (B2).
Therefore, B
E._ Ak _ mkmky\—1lck _ L —Vh(x")

H = AF-BHDN IO = | ot

is invertible from Lemma 4.6. Since D* and H* are invertible, using Lemma 4.6 again,
we conclude that k/(v*) is invertible.
Next, we show the boundedness of {[k’(v¥)]~!}. Since [k/(v*)]7! is given by

K (v~ — (HM)~! —(H)"'B*(D*)~!
K'(vH)] = { _(Dk)—lck(Hk)—l (Dk)—lck(Hk)—lBk(Dk)—l + (Dk)—l } )

we need to show that {(H¥)~'} is bounded. For each k, (H*)~! is given as follows:

ppty-1 _ | L7+ L7 Vh(x) H™(Vh(x"))TL™! ~L7'Vh(x")H"!
( ) - { I:I—l(Vh(Xk))TE—l —G—I:I_l } )

H = (Vh(x"))"L™'Vh(x*). Therefore, it is enough to show the boundedness of
L,H,L~! and H™!, and this is done by Assumptions (B3) and (B2), and Lemma 4.5.
This completes the proof. |

The next lemma follows directly from Lemma 4.7.

Lemma 4.8 Assume that (B1)-(B3) hold and {v*} C Q(¢), then (a) Lines 7 and 9 in
Algorithms 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 are well-defined, and (b) the sequences {vF} and {v*} are
bounded.

Proof: The claim (a) follows directly from Lemma 4.7. In view of (15), the bound-
edness of {[k/(v¥)]71} and {v*} guarantees the boundedness of {v¥}. Using (16) or
(23), plus the boundedness of {v¥}, the boundedness of {V¥} follows from a similar
argument. This shows claim (b). |

The boundedness results proved in the above lemmas guarantee that the step size
oy is bounded below and away from zero for every k before the algorithms converge.
The following lemmas are aimed at showing this claim.
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Lemma 4.9 Let {; > 0 be the minimum value of the elements in {(w", s* z )} and
(C1,C2) > 0 be the upper bound of the absolute values of the element in {(W sk zk)}

and {(W* s, 2%)}. Assume that (B1)-(B3) hold. If {v} C Q(e), then the sequence
G4/ +4(1-61)C0C2

2¢2

{ax} is bounded below and away from zero. More specifically, &y >
for all k > 0.

Proof: We can rewrite (35) as
(1 — 6)wF — w*sin(a) + w*(1 — cos(a)) > 0. (45)

In view of Lemma 4.5, {(w* s z¥)} > 0 is bounded below and away from zero, thus
{(1—6;)w"} is bounded below and away from zero. Since {w*} and {W*} are bounded
from Lemma 4.8, {ay} should be bounded below and away from zero such that the
inequality (45) holds for all « € [0, &]. More precisely, since we take a from the range
[0, 2], it holds that sin(a) < o and 1—cos(a) < 1—cos?(a) = sin*(a) < a?. Therefore,
(45) holds when

(1 — 51)C0 — Cl SiIl(Oé) - Cg(l - COS(O&)) Z (1 - 51)C0 - ClOK - CQO{z Z 0.

. . . —01
This indicates that (45) holds for any « € [O, Gty <%+242(21 29| We can apply the

same arguments to {s*} and {z*}. This proves the Lemma. |

Next, we show that {ay} is bounded below and away from zero.

Lemma 4.10 Assume that {v*} C Q(¢), and Assumptions (B1)-(B3) hold. Then the
sequence {ay} is bounded below and away from zero.

Proof: According to Lemma 4.5, {s*} is bounded below and away from zero, it follows
that g(x*) > s* is bounded below and away from zero for all k before the algorithms
converge. Since g(x) is continuous, and according to Lemma 4.8, {v*} and {v*} are
bounded, it must have an a; > 0 bounded below and away from zero such that for all
a € (0,a], g(x(a)) = g(x* — xsin(a) + %(1 — cos(a))) > 0. |

Then, we show that {d4} is bounded below and away from zero.

Lemma 4.11 If{v*} C Q(¢) and Assumptions (B1)-(B4) hold, then the sequence {cy}

1s bounded below cmd away from zero. More precisely, let € > 0, 0 > & > 0, and 6
2

satisfy & (0 > 2 (1 o) > §,> 0. Then, Condition (37) will hold for éy, > M

Proof: Using (25), for the sake of brevity, we will use ¢(a) for ¢(v(a)) and use ¢(0)
for ¢(v), respectively. Using the mean-value theorem, Assumption (B4), and (32), we
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have
sa) = 6(0)+ /0 o (ta)dta

=:wm+/Wﬁw—w@+amwm

0

= 0(0) + 0)atly + [ (1) = 0Nt

1
< ¢(0)+¢>’(0)a+/ Lo tdt

0

_ wm+wmm+%uﬁﬂﬂ

_ Mm+¢mm+%uﬂ (46)

In order for ¢(a) < ¢(0) — b, it may require that ¢/(0)a+ 3 La? < —d,, which will hold

for a € | =20y f(o)LuéQ, — Oy f(o)L%éQ . Multiplying —1 on both sides of (33)
yields —¢/(0) > 26(0)(1 — o) = 26(v¥)(1 — o) > 2¢(1 — 7). Therefore, assuming that
we have selected d, < ¢/2(2)2, we have
—¢'(0 '(0)2 —2L6
G > ¢'(0) + \/i( ) 2
/
=0
- L
_ 201 -0)
- L
2¢(1 — o)
> — 7 4
> ML (47)

is bounded below and away from zero because (1 — ) is bounded below and away from
zero, and L is bounded. |

The following Lemma is used to show in Lemma 4.13 that {d4} is bounded below
and away from zero.

Lemma 4.12 ([43]) Assume that v¥ is the current point, v satisfies (13), and v sat-
isfies (16) or (23). Let v(a) be computed by using (25). Then,

zila)si(a) = zsi(1 —sin(a)) + opsin(a) — (28 + Z:8;) sin(a) (1 — cos(a))
+(%8 — 281) (1 — cos(a))?. (48)
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Proof: Using the last rows of (15) and (16), we have

zila)si(a) = [z — Zisin(a) + (1 — cos())][s; — $isin(a) + §;(1 — cos(a))]
= 28 — (%8 + zi8;) sin(a) 4 (Zi8; + 2:5;) (1 — cos(a)) + %5 sin?(a)
— (28 + 2:5;) sin(a) (1 — cos(a)) + %5;(1 — cos(ar))?
= zsi(1 —sin(a)) + opsin(a) — 22:8;(1 — cos(a)) + %5, sin’ ()
— (%5 + 2:5;) sin(a) (1 — cos(a)) + %5;(1 — cos(ar))?
= 251 —sin(a)) + opsin(a) + £8;(sin?(a) + 2 cos(a) — 2)
—(%5; + %5;) sin(a) (1 — cos(a)) + %5;(1 — cos(a))?

Substituting sin®(a) + 2cos(a) — 2 = —1 + 2cos(a) — cos?*(a) = —(1 — cos(a))? into
the last equation gives (48). Since the last rows of (16) and (23) are the same, this
conclusion applies to Algorithms 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3. |

Lemma 4.13 ([39]) Assume that (B1)-(B4) hold. If {v*} C Q(e) for some € > 0,
then {ay} is bounded below and away from zero.

Proof: For each k, find i such that 2¥s¥ = min(Z*s*), and let nf = 2FsF + 285F and
ny = zksk — zksk Since {vF} and {V*} are bounded according to Lemma 4.8, the
sequences {|n¥|} and {|n5|} are also bounded.

The proof is based on induction. For k£ = 1, from (30) and (48), we have

min(Z's') — %min(ZOSO)zEzéi
> zis; — %min(zoso)[l —2p(1 — 0¢) sin(ay)]
> 2s}(1 = sin(ap)) + doposin(ag) — 717 sin(ag) (1 — cos(an)) + 115 (1 — cos(a))?

_%(ngg)[l — 2p(1 — o) sin(ay)]

1
§zgsg — z?s? sin(ayg) + oopo sin(ag) — n? sin(ayp) (1 — cos(ap))

+n9(1 — cos(ag))? + 2987 p(1 — ) sin(ay). (49)

. . p(vF : €
Since v¥ € Q(¢), we know sk > %mln(Zoso)¢E‘;O§ > %mm(Zoso)qb(vO) > 0, therefore
there must be ap > 0 such that the last express in (49) is greater than zero. Next, for

k > 1, assume that there exists ay_; > 0 such that

min(Z*s*) — %min(ZOSO) zgos >0, (50)

then we show that there exists aj, > 0 such that

¢(Vk+1)
P(v°)

1
min(Z*s") — = min(Z°s") > 0.
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From (30) and (48), it follows

1 k+1
min(ZF s ) — 3 min(ZOSO)%
1 ¢(v") ,
k1 ket 0.0
> ettt — 3 min(Z’s )W[l —2p(1 — oy, sin(ag)]
> 2isi (1= sin(ax)) + opp sinag) — ny sin(ax) (1 — cos(ax)) +15(1 — cos(ax))?
[ ¢(v") -
— = min(Z°" 1—2p(1 — 1
@) 21— 2901 — o) sinfe) 51
Since 2Fsk > min(ZFs*) > %min(ZOSO)d)(f,o) > 0 and (50), we can find o > 0 such that

the last express in (51) is greater than zero.

We already know that {zFs¥} is bounded below and away from zero, {o}} > 0, and
{In¥|} and {|n%|} are bounded due to Lemma 4.8. Therefore, {d;} is bounded below
and away from zero. |

From Lemmas 4.9, 4.10, 4.11, 4.13, we immediately have the following result.

Lemma 4.14 Assume (B1)-(B4) hold, then for Algorithms 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3, {cu} is
bounded below and away from zero.

Proof: For Algorithms 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3, since ay, ay, &g, and ¢4 are all bounded below
and away from zero, oy = min{day, &y, G, &} is bounded below and away from zero.
This completes the proof. |

We are now ready to prove the convergence for all three Algorithms.

Theorem 4.1 Assume (B1)-(B4) hold. Then, for Algorithms 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3, we
have (i) for all k > 0, the sequence {¢p(v¥)} decreases faster than a constant rate, and
(i) all three algorithms terminate in finite iterations.

Proof: Since {a;} is bounded below and away from zero, there must be an o* > 0
such that ap > o = min{ay, ay, dx, &} > 0 for Algorithm 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3. Since
a* is bounded below and away from zeros, this shows that {¢(v*)} decreases faster
than a constant rate due to (30). Since ¢(v%) is bounded, and {¢(v*)} decreases
faster than a constant rate, it needs only finite iterations K to find ¢(v¥) < e with

(wh, s, 25) e RP. i

5 Preliminary test results

The benefit of using arc-search can easily be seen from Problem 19 (HS19) in [14] which
is given as follows:

min : (27 — 10)3 + (25 — 20)3

st. ¢ (z1—5)*+ (2 —5)? — 100 > 0,
(s — 5)2 — (1 — 6)% + 82.81 > 0, (52)
13 < 2y < 100,
0 <z <100.
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Figure 2: Ellipse approximation of the central-path of problem HS19.

Figure 1 shows the real constraint set of HS19 which is between two curves in red lines.
The contour lines describe the level of the objective function. The optimal solution is
at the intersection of the two red curves marked by 'x’. Figure 2 shows that the ellipse
constructed by using (25) passes the current iterate marked by a red circle 'o’. Clearly,
searching along the ellipse is better than searching any straight line for this nonlinear
constraint problem. Figure 3 shows the iterates that approach to the optimal solution.

We tested Algorithm 3.3 on a subset of widely used benchmark problems (see Table
1) in [14]. It is worthwhile to note that the algorithm proposed in [39] failed to solve
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Figure 3: Ellipse approximation of the central-path of problem HS19.

this subset of problems [39]. As expected, Algorithm 3.3 is better than Algorithm 3.2
in general. The test result for Algorithm 3.3 is summarized in Table 1.

The preliminary test result for these benchmark problems shows that (a) the newly
developed algorithms are likely more robust than the one in [39], and (b) it is very
important to appropriately handle the ill-conditioned matrix (13) (this will be discussed
in detail in a follow-on paper that focuses on the implementation and will report more
extensive test results).

The proposed algorithm is also tested for some spacecraft trajectory optimization
problems and applied to a spacecraft formation flying orbit design problem [47].

6 Conclusions

In this paper, we proposed an arc-search interior-point algorithm for the nonlinear
optimization problem. The algorithm searches the optimizer along an arc that is part
of an ellipse instead of a traditional straight line. Since the arc stays in the interior set
longer than any straight line, the arc step is longer than a line step, thereby producing
a better iterate and improving the efficiency of the algorithm. Convergence of the
algorithm is established under some mild conditions. Preliminary test results show
that the algorithm is very promising. A follow-on paper is under preparation to provide
details of the algorithm implementation and to report extensive test result.
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Table 1: Test results for a subset of problems in [14]

Agorithm 3.3
Prob Obj Iter | Seconds Conv ¢

16 0.25 22 1 0.231982 | 1.2313e-15
17 1 22 | 0.229433 | 1.3279e-15
19 -6961.8139 22 1 0.206065 | 7.563e-11

23 2 22 | 0.253886 | 3.0712¢-13
32 1 22 | 0.273155 | 7.6672¢-16
59 -7.8028 24 | 0.253580 | 2.4705e-12
64 6299.8424 19 ] 0.167498 | 1.139e-10

66 0.51816 22 | 0.275467 | 1.5841e-12
71 17.014 37 1 0.576570 | 3.1672e-13
80 0.05395 20 | 0.432452 | 5.7296e-15
84 | -5280335.2971 | 27 | 0.689569 | 6.1572e-05
95 0.015621 23 | 0.656584 | 4.4154e-13
96 0.015621 20 | 0.520563 | 3.6668e-13
97 4.6451 25 | 0.662390 | 2.6823e-11
98 4.6451 26 | 0.793426 | 6.9447e-12
101 2035.1616 17 1 0.987930 | 4.1112e+10
108 -0.86603 22 1 1.674474 | 1.1108e-15
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paper.
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A Selection of the step size a;

In this section, we give analytical forms to compute the largest o, and ay, for each 7 in
(36). For simplicity, here, we drop the index 7 and the iteration number k; for example,
wr is simply written as w.

For (35), we should have

w(a) =w — wsin(a) + W(1 — cos(a)) > dw,

or equivalently,
w — dw + 1w > wsin(a) + W cos(). (53)

Case a: Most likely, we search a € [0, 7]. We split this computation into seven cases
by the signs of w and w.
Case la (=0 and W #0):

If w > —(1 — 0)w, then w(a) > dw holds for a € [0, F]. If & < —(1 —d)w < 0, to
meet (53), we must have cos(a) > 2=2+% > () or, o < cos™! (L=22+L) . Therefore,

=

Case 2a (W =0 and w #0):
If w < (1 —6)w, then w(a) > dw holds for any o € [0,Z]. If w > (1 —d)w > 0, to

if w—90w+w>0
os~! (w) if w—dw +w <0.

w

Q ol

meet (53), we must have sin(a) < 2=2% or o <sin~' (“=2%). Therefore,
o 5 if w <w-—ow
Y sinTt(2=2)if b > w — dw.

Case 3a (W >0 and @ > 0):
Let 8 = sin™* (ﬁ) We can express w = v? 4+ w? cos(f) and @ = vw? + w? sin ().
Then, (53) can be rewritten as

w — 0w + W > Vw? + w?sin(a + 3). (54)
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If @ 4w — dw > V? 4 w2, then w(a) > dw holds for any o € [0, 5]. If w0 + w — dw <

V w2 + 1,'[12, to meet 54 , We must haVe Sin Oé+/8 < .6w ..’J], or Oz—l—ﬂ < Sin Lw .6’!1) w .
— VZ4i? - Va2 41?2
Iherefore,

if w—ow+ W > Vw? + w?
e (%) —gin~! <ﬁ) if w—ow+w < Vw? + w2

[SIE]

Case 4a (W >0 and w < 0):
Let 1 = /12 + @02 cos(B) and 16 = —v/102 + w2 sin(). Denote 8 = sin™* (\/ﬁ)
Then, (53) can be rewritten as

w— w4+ w > Vw? + w?sin(a — f). (55)

If @ 4w — dw > V? 4 w2, then w(a) > dw holds for any o € [0, 5]. If w0 + w — dw <

Vw? + w?, to meet (55), we must have sin(a— ) < %, ora—f3 <sin! (%)

Therefore,

if w— 0w+ w > Vw2 + w?
% =73 gin? (%) +sin~! (ﬁ) if w—ow+ W < Vw? + w2,

SIE

Case 5a (W <0 and w < 0):
Let @ = —v/1? + @02 cos() and i = —+/1? + @2 sin(3). Denote 3 = sin™! (ﬁ)

Then, (53) can be rewritten as
w—ow+w > —Vw? 4+ w?sin(a + f), (56)

If @ + (w — dw) > 0, then w(a) > dw holds for any a € [0, 7]. If w + (w — dw) <0, to

meet (56), we must have sin(a + ) > %’ ora+ 8 <m—snt (m%m)

Therefore, v
ifw—0w+w>0

3
aw—{ 7 — sin~! (—au%ﬁ;vg — sin~! (ﬁ) if w — 6w + 1w < 0.

Case 6a (W <0 and w > 0):
Clearly (53) always holds for any a € [0, 5]. Therefore, we can take

T
Oy = 5 (57)
Case 7a (W =0 and w =0):
Clearly (53) always holds for any a € [0, 5]. Therefore, we can take
T
Ny — 5 (58)

30



