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Abstract

A new exact projective penalty method is proposed for the equiv-
alent reduction of constrained optimization problems to nonsmooth
unconstrained ones. In the method, the original objective function is
extended to infeasible points by summing its value at the projection
of an infeasible point on the feasible set with the distance to the pro-
jection. Beside Euclidean projections, also a pointed projection in the
direction of some fixed internal feasible point can be used. The equiva-
lence means that local and global minimums of the problems coincide.
Nonconvex sets with multivalued Euclidean projections are admitted,
and the objective function may be lower semicontinuous. The partic-
ular case of convex problems is included. The obtained unconstrained
or box constrained problem is solved by a version of the branch and
bound method combined with local optimization. In principle, any local
optimizer can be used within the branch and bound scheme but in
numerical experiments sequential quadratic programming method was
successfully used. So the proposed exact penalty method does not
assume the existence of the objective function outside the allowable
area and does not require the selection of the penalty coefficient.

Keywords: Nonconvex constrained optimization, nonsmooth optimization,
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2 The exact projective penalty method

1 Introduction

The classical approach to the exact reduction of a constrained optimization
problem to an unconstrained one consists in adding to the objective function
some nonsmooth penalty term for the violation of constraints. The problem in
this method consists in selecting the correct penalty scale.

Convex nonsmooth exact penalty functions were first introduced in [13, 14,
30], and have been studied, for example, in [4-6, 8, 9, 16, 18], and many others
works. Recent advances in the exact penalty function method, applications,
and references can be found in [10-12, 24, 31, 32]. In this approach, the problem
lies in the correct choice of the penalty parameter M. Selection of M too
large makes the unconstrained problem ill-conditioned. A different approach
to transformation of constrained problem into unconstrained ones by exact
discontinuous penalty functions was considered in [3, 22].

In the present paper, we propose a new exact projective penalty method
of equivalent reduction of constrained optimization problems to unconstrained
ones. The equivalence means that local and global minimums of the problems
and the corresponding objective function values at the minimums coincide. In
the proposed method, the original objective function is extended to infeasible
points by summing its value at the projection of an infeasible point on the
feasible set with the distance to the projection. Nonconvex feasible sets with
multivalued projections are admitted, and the objective function may be lower
semicontinuous. The special case of minimization of a Lipschitz function on a
convex constraint set is included. In the latter case, beside Euclidean projec-
tion we propose to use a centralized projection in the direction of some fixed
feasible point. So the method does not assume the existence of the objective
function outside the allowable area and does not require the selection of the
penalty coefficient. The proposed exact projective penalty function, in partic-
ular, extends a constrained Lipschitz function defined on a convex set to the
infeasible points with preserving Lipschitz property. In this regard, the pro-
posed penalty function is related to the classical Kirgszbraun problem [21] on
the possibility to extend a constrained Lipschitz function (mapping) to the
whole space with preserving the Lipschitz property and Lipschitz constant. We
show that the Kirgszbraun’s extended function preserves only global minima
of the original constrained minimization problem.

The exact projective penalty function method was conceptually introduced
and tested in [27] (and later studied in [17, 28]) and was motivated by the
application of the smoothing method to constrained global optimization to
avoid irregularities at bounders of the feasible set. Here we validate it for
general convex and nonconvex constrained optimization problems.

Compared to [17, 27], where constraints are assumed convex, the contribu-
tion of the present paper includes:

Extension and validation of the exact projective penalty method to a gen-
eral nonconvex case, i.e. to problems with a nonconvex constraint set and a
lower semicontinuous objective function;
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Validation of the variant of the method with non Fuclidean projection
operation, which may be computationally much cheaper than the FEuclidean
one and may be applied effectively to some nonconvex problems;

Application of the method to constrained stochastic programming prob-
lems;

Tlustration of the method with non-Euclidean projection on a number of
small non-linearly constrained problems and on large linearly constrained ones;

Establishing a relation of the proposed exact projective penalty function
with Kirszbraun’s theorem [21, 25] on the possibility to extend a constrained
Lipschitz function to the whole space with preserving Lipschitz property.

The paper proceeds as follows. In Section 2 we validate a general exact
projective penalty method. Section 3 considers a convex case. In Section 4 we
study a variant of the method with non-Euclidean projection. In section 5 we
apply the method to stochastic programming problems. Section 6 establishes a
relation of the method to the Kirszbraun problem. Section 7 presents algorith-
mic implementation and results of numerical experiments. And finally, Section
8 is devoted to discussion of results and conclusions.

2 The exact projective penalty function method

Let it be necessary to solve a constrained optimization problem:

flz) > min , (1)

where f(z) is a lower semicontinuous (Isc) function defined on a closed set
C C R™; R™ is n-dimensional Euclidian space with norm ||-||; for =,y € R"
define d(x,y) = ||z — y|| and the distance do(x) from x to C as de(z) =
min,ecd(x,y). For example, the set C' may be given by some other lower
semicontinuous function g(x), C = {x € R": g(x) < 0}.

There are several ways to reduce constrained problem (1) to an equivalent
nonsmooth unconstrained one.

For example, if C = {z € R" | g;(z) <0,j=1,...,J; hg(z)=0,k=1,.., K},
then in the exact penalty function method the Lipschitz function f(z) is
replaced by

Fle) = f (2)+ M (Y max{0,g;x)} + 3 | hu(e) |)

or by
F(z) := f(x) + Minfyec [ly — 2| .
with a sufficiently large penalty parameter M and then one considers the
problem of unconditional optimization of F(z) (see, e.g. [7, Proposition 2.4.3],
[26, Theorem 18.2], [29, Proposition 9.68]). Note that here it is assumed that
functions f, g;, hy, are defined over the whole space R".
Remark that there may be exact discontinuous penalty functions [3, 22].
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Let f: X — R! be a lower semicontinuous function on a convex closed set
X C Rn;

D={zeX|gj(x)<0,j=1,...,J; hp(z)=0,k=1,..,K},

where g; : X — R! are lower semicontinuous, hy : X — R! are continuous
on X; point g € X N D; constant A > f(xg). Then the global optimization
problem f(z) — minge xnp is equivalent to the problem of global minimization
of the discontinuous penalty function

fl), reXND,
F(a) = {A+M (ijlmaX{O,gj(x)} 30 | () I) , x ¢ X ND;

on the set X, F(z) — mingex, where M > 0.
Obviously, the global minima of F'(z) on X lie in the region X N D, where
F(z) = f(x), so they coincide with the global minima of f(x) on X N D.

Now consider the following unconstrained minimization problem:
F(x) := minye o (2)f(y) + M do(x) — mingern, M >0, (2)

where C' C R" is a closed set; f(y) is Isc function defined on C; 7o (x) =
argmin, cd(z,y) is a (possibly multi-valued) projection of point z on C;
de(z) = infyec d(z,y); d(z,y) = |lz —y.

The following statement describes properties of the distance function de ()
and projections 7o ().

Proposition 1 [29, Ezample 1.20]. (Properties of distance functions and projec-
tions). For any nonempty, closed set C C R™, the distance do(z) of a point x from
C depends continuously on x, while the projection w7 (x), consisting of the points of
C' nearest to x is nonempty and compact. Whenever y~ &€ Wc(ﬂ,’k) and =¥ — x, the
sequence {yk} is bounded and all its cluster points lie in 7o (x), i.e., the mapping

x — o (x) is compact valued and upper semicontinuous.

Due to Proposition 1 problem (2) is well defined, namely, ¢ (x) C C is a
nonempty compact set, so there exists y, € mo(z) such that minge ) f(y) =
f(yz). Remark that function ¢(x) = min,ecq, ) f(y) is lower semicontinuous
[1, Proposition 21], and function d¢(z) is continuous, so function F'(x) is lower
semicontinuous.

In what follows we use the following observation.

Lemma 1 (A geometric lemma, further properties of projections on nonconvex sets
in R™). Let C C R™ be closed set and yg be a projection on C of point x ¢ C. Then
the point y. is the unique common projection on C of all points ) = (1 —N)z + A\yz,
A e (0,1].
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Proof For A € (0,1] and z) = (1 — ANz + Ay find y) € mc(x)). Then by properties
of projections, d(zy,yy) < d(zy,ys) and d(z,yy) > d(z,yz). Denote ¢ € [0, 7] the
angle between vectors (yz — =) and (yy — z)). By the cosine theorem,
d*(z,yy) = dz(ﬂa zy\) + dz(ﬂm ya) — 2d(z, x))d(zy, yx) cos(m — ¢)
= d*(z,z)) + d"(zx, yx) + 2d(z,z5)d(2 5, yA) cos(p).

Then the inequality d(x,yy) > d(z,ys) jointly with the relation

d*(z,y5) = d*(z,)) +d2($,\7y>\)2+ 2d(z, x))d(xx, yx) cOS @
S (d(l‘,ﬂ,’)\) +d(1“)\7y7')) = d2(x7y7:)7

gives d(z,yy) = d(z,yz). Suppose, yx # yz. Then, for ¢ € {0, 7}, y» appears on the
line going through {x,y:}, in these cases y, is closer to  than yz, a contradiction.
If p € (0,7), then | cos ¢ |< 1 and we also come to a contradiction,

d*(z,yy) = d*(z,2y) + d*(z), yx)2+ 2d(x,xx)d(zx, yx) cos @ <
< (d(ﬂ,’, l‘)\) + d(x)\v yT)) = dQ(xv yT)7

that proves the lemma. [J O

The lemma exploits the property that a small sphere included in a larger
one can touch the latter only at a single point. In case of noncovex set C, there
can be several projections y, of point ¢ C on C. For a convex set C, the
statement of the Lemma 1 is available in [17].

The following theorem establishes condition of equivalence of problems (1)

and (2).

Theorem 2 (A general projective penalty function method). Let function f be lower
semicontinuous on a non-empty closed set C'. Any M > 0 is admitted. Then problems
(1) and (2) are equivalent, i.e., each local (global) minimum of one problem is a
local (global) minimum of the other, and the optimal values of the problems in the
corresponding minima coincide.

Proof Let z* € C be a global minimum of (1). Take an arbitrary z € R™ and find
yo € mo(z) such that f(ys) = mingeye (o) f(y). Then Fz) > f(yo) > [(z") =
F(z*), thus z* is a global minimum of (2) with the same minimal value f(z*).

Let ** be a global minimum of (2). First let us show that z** € C, suppose
the opposite, z** ¢ C. By Proposition 1, there exists a compact projection set
mo(z**) € C and y™* € argmingc ., (z++)f(y). Consider points z) = (1 — N\)z™* +
Ay™*, A € [0,1]. By Lemma 1, in the Eucleadian space m¢(x)) = y*™, i.e. projections
of points z, A € (0,1], coincide with y**, the projection of z** on C. Remark that
do(ry) = d (@, y™) = (1 - Nd(™,5™), A€ [0, 1], and

F(zy) = minger. 0 f(y) + Mdo(zy) = f(y™) + Md(zy, y™)
f@™) + M (1= Nd(™,y™) = F(a™) — A(z™, y™").
From here it follows z** € C, otherwise F(z)) < F(z**), d(zy,z*") = Md(y*™, 2"
for any A € (0, 1], a contradiction. But for z € C it holds do(z) = 0 and f(z) =
F(z) > F(z™) = f(z™), hence " is a global minimum of (1).

Let * be a local minimum of (1). Then there exist a neighborhood V (z*) of z*
such that f(z) > f(z¥) for all x € V(z*)NC. Let us show that z* is a local minimum
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of F(x). Since 7o (2*) = 2* and 7w (+) is upper semicontinuous, then for V(z*) there
is an open vicinity v(z*) of * such that mo(z) C V(z*) for all z € v(x™). Consider

z € v(z") and find y» € ¢ (x) such that de(z) = d(@,yz) and f(yz) = inf( )f(y)-
yemc(z
Then for z € v(z™) it holds

F(z) = inf f(y)+Mdc(x) = f(yz) + M d(z, yz)
yemc(z)
> flyz) 2 f(@") = F(z7).
If ** is a local minimum of (2), then, as was proven before, it is impossible that

z** does not belong to C, i.e. z** € C. But since on C functions F(x) and f(z)
coincide, then z** is a local minimum of (1). O

Remark 1 Formulation (2) assumes finding all projection points m¢(x) in a noncon-
vex constraint set C. Generally, this is an impractical task. If the non-convex feasible
set C'= C1U...UChpy, is the union of a finite number of convex sets C1, ..., Ci, then,
of course, the original problem (1) then can be split into m problems of form (1) with
convex constraint sets C;, i = 1,..., m. However, it also makes sense to solve single
problem (2), since one can find all projections ¢, (x), ..., 7c,, (z) and select among
them 7o (), the closest to x. This can be done in parallel and not all projections may
need to be found (exactly). The penalty function F'(z) = Einf( )f(y) + Mdg(x)
yeEmc(x

then may be discontinuous and thus has to be solved by the appropriate method,
e.g., by smoothing method [15, 22]. The other option is to find all projections 7 (x)
by the branch and bound method.

Remark 2 Theorem 2 implies also that both problems (1) and (2) either have local
(global) minima or do not have them.

The projective penalty function method is extendable to those metric spaces
where statements of Proposition 1 and Lemma 1 hold.

3 The case of convex constraint set [17, 27]

Let us consider problem (1) in the case of a convex constraint set C. Then
projection w¢(x) is single-valued and problem (2) becomes:

F(x):= f(re(z)) + M - do(x) — mingepn, M >0, (3)

If C is a convex closed set, then function do(z) is continuous [29, Exam-
ple 1.20], and the mapping 7o () is single valued and continuous on R™ [29,
Example 2.25] (even non-stretching [29, Corrolary 12.20]). If function f is con-
tinuous (lower semicontinuous) on a convex closed set C, then function F(z)
in (3) is continuous (lower semicontinuous) on R™. Thus problem (3) is well
defined and the statement of Theorem 2 certainly holds true.

If f(z) is convex and defined on a convex set C, then F(x) in (3) is not
necessarily convex on R™. For example, if f(z) = z, C = {x eR':z < 0},
M <1, then F(z) = min{z, M z}.
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However, in the convex case, although the exact penalty function in (3)
can be nonconvex, it has no additional (false) stationary points, which are not
stationary for the primary problem (1) [17, Proposition 4].

Lemma 2 (Lipschitz property of the exact penalty function, [17, Lemma 1, where
M =1]). If function f is Lipschitzian with constant L on a convez closed set C, then
the function F(x) defined by equality (3) is also Lipschitzian with constant (L +2M)
on the whole space R"™.

In [17, Proposition 4], it was also shown that in conditions of Lemma 2 all
stationary by Clarke [7] points of the Lipschitz function F(z) in (3), i.e. z € R"
such that 0 € Ociarke F(x), are stationary for the constrained problem (1).

Let f: C — R! and the convex set C' C R™ in (1) has a representation:

C={zeR"|gjx)<0,j=1,....,J; he(x)=0,k=1,...K},

where functions g; are continuous and convex, and hy, are linear. Denote m¢ (z)
the projection of point « on the set C. For a simple set C' given by linear con-
straints, the problem of searching projection m¢ () is either solved analytically
or reduced to a quadratic programming problem. The properties of the exact
penalty function (outside the feasibility set) may depend on the form of the
penalty term. For example, the performance of optimization methods applied
to problem (2) depends on the choice and control of parameter [17]. So, we
introduce one more penalty function

Pe)i= J (o) + M (X max (0,550} + 30 1)), 31>0,
@)

and consider the problem of unconstrained optimization:

F(z) — ;relﬁg}l (5)

Note that in (4) function f may not be defined outside the feasible domain C.

Theorem 3 (A projective penalty function for a convex constraint set given by equal-
ities and inequalities). Let function f be lower semicontinuous on a non-empty closed
convex set C. Then problems (1) and (4)-(5) are equivalent, i.e., each local (global)
minimum of one problem is a local (global) minimum of the another, and the optimal
values of the problems in the corresponding minima coincide.

Proof Let z* € C be a local minimum of problem (1), i.e., for some neighborhood
Vi (z™) of the point ™, it is also a global minimum point of f(z) on the set Vi (z*)NC.
Obviously, for any z € Vi (z*), due to the non-stretching property of the projection
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operator m¢ () onto a convex set [29, Corrolary 12.20], it is satisfied ¢ (z) € Vi (z*)
and, thus,

F(z) = [ (ro(@) + M (X)_; max {0,g;(2)} + i, | hu(a) |)
> f(re(@) = f(@%) = F(z7),
i.e., z* is a local minimum of the function F.
Let z** be a local minimum point of function F, i.e., for some neighborhood
V(z**) C R" point z** is the global minimum of the function F on the set V(z**).
Let’s show that 2** € C. Assume the contrary, z** ¢ C, then

F(a*) = f (ro(@*) + M (3 max {0,9;(2™)} + i, | he(a™) |)
> f(re(@™)).
Denote, z) = (1 — \)z** + Arc (™). By Lemma 1, it holds no(zy) = 2**. Let us
consider a convex function
D(N) = F (o) = f (ro(@x) + M (7 max {0,g;(ex)} + i, | helon) |)
= [ (re@™)) + M (g max {0,9;(2x)} + SAy | Ar(aa) 1), A€ [0, 1.
Obviously,
(V) = F(x)) < (1= NF(E™) + AF(rc(a™))

= F@™) = A\(F(@™) = F(ro (™))
= F(z*) = A(F(z™) — f(rc(z™)) < F(z*"), A e (0,1].

For all sufficiently small A\, we have z € V(2**) and F(z)) < F(z*"), i.e., we obtain
a contradiction that z** is not a local minimum of the function F. In this way, z** €
C. For all z € V(z*) N C, it holds f(z) = f(rc(x)) = F(z) > F(x™) = f(z™),
i.e., the point z** is also a local minimum point for f on C and F(z**) = f(z*).
The proof of the coincidence of global minima is carried out in a similar way. O

4 The variant of the method with
non-Euclidean projection

The projection operation may be computationally costly since it assumes solu-
tion of a quadratic optimization problem under a convex constraint. This can
be a hard problem if constraints are nonlinear. So consider a variant of the
method, which instead of projecting finds a root of a one-dimensional nonlinear
equation.

If some admissible point xg € C' is known, the exact penalty function can
be constructed as follows. Let « ¢ C and y(z) be the nearest to x point of the
set C' lying on the segment connecting xy and z. Let us define the mapping

zeC,

x
re@ ={,0, 7gc ©)
and the penalty functions r¢(x) = || — pe(z)| and

F(z) := f(pe(x)) + Mre(z).
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If zp € R™ and g(zg) < 0, then finding the projection pc(z) is
reduced to finding the largest root of the one dimensional equation p(\) :=
g (o + Az — zg)) = 0 on the interval A € [0,1], which can be done efficiently
by a one dimensional search.

The next two lemmas give sufficient conditions for mapping pc(z) to be
continuous.

Lemma 3 Let the set C is bounded and convex, xq is an internal point in C'. Then
the projection mapping pc(x) (6) is continuous.

Proof Let y(z) be defined by as in (6). Function I(z) = ||y(z) — x| is concave near
any x # xg, so l(x) is continuous near x. Hence, mapping p(z) = l(z)(x—xzq)/||z—z0||
is continuous at x # xo and mapping po(x) is continuous everywhere.

Lemma 4 (Continuity of the non-Euclidean projection on a set given by a mono-
tone function). Let C = {x € R’} : g(z) <0}, where g(z) is a strictly monotone
continuous function on RY, i.e., if x1 > y1,...,xn > yn, then g(z) > g(y). Assume
that g(0) < 0 and supy>og(Azx) > 0 for any x € RY, x # 0. Denote for each
x € R, x #0, the root Az of the equation g(Axz) = 0. Then the projection mapping
pc(x) = min{l, A(z)}z for x # 0 and pc(0) = 0 is continuous on R} .

Proof Let us consider a parametric mapping y(\,z) = A(z), A > 0, function ¢(\, x) =
g (y(\,z)) and equation (X, ) = 0. For each fixed 2’ # 0 this equation has a unique
solution X' = A(z') > 0, #(A(z),2’) = 0. Locally, around point (X, z’) € ]Ri"'l
function ¢ (X, x) is monotonic in the first variable under fixed the second one. By the
implicit function theorem [20, 23] the implicit function A(z) is continuous around 2,
i.e., it is continuous everywhere in R} except = 0. Then

polz) = { 8[’1in{17 Az)}z, i i 8:

is continuous in R . O

Consider the unconstrained optimization problem:
F(z) := f(pc(z)) + M ro(z) = mingegn, M > 0. (7)

The next theorem validates reduction of constrained problem (1) to
unconstrained one (7).

Theorem 4 (An exact penalty function with a non-Euclidian projection). Let f be
some function on a non-empty closed set C. Then problems (1) and (7) are globally
equivalent, i.e., if there is a global minimum of one problem, then it is a global
minimum of the other and objective function values at these minimums coincide.
Moreover, any local minimum of problem (7), if exists, is a local minimum of problem
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(1). In the case when the constraint set C' satisfies conditions of Lemmas 3, 4, any
local minimum of problem (1), if exists, is a local minimum of problem (7).

Proof If there is a global minimum z* € C of problem (1), then for any x € R" it
holds

F(z) = f(pc(z)) + Mro(z) = f (pc(z) > f(z¥) = F(a"). (8)
If there is a local (global) minimum z** of problem (7), then for some neighbor-
hood V(z**) C R™ the point ™" is the global minimum of the function F on the set
V(x**). Let us show that z** € C. Assume the contrary, z** ¢ C, then
F@™) = £ (po™) + M 27~ pe™)| > £ (pe™).
Denote ) = (1 — \)z™ + Apc(z™*). Let us consider a function ®(\) = F (x)),
A € [0, 1]. Obviously,

O(\) = F(zx) = f(pc(zy)) + M |lz) — po(z))ll

= f(pc(=™)) + M ||z — po(z™)]
= flpc(x™)) + M ||(1 = Na™ + Apc(2™) — po(z™)||
= [lpc (&™) + M(1 =) [l2™* —po(z™)]|

x
= F(@™) =AM [|2™* — pc(™)| < F(z™), A€ (0,1].

For all sufficiently small A\, we have z) € V(z*") and F(z)) < F(z*"), L.e., we
obtain a contradiction that z** is not a local minimum of the function F. In this
way, £** € C. For all, x € V(z**) N C it holds f(z) = f(pc(x)) = F(z) > F(z**) =
f(z**), ie., the point z** is also a local (global) minimum point for f on C and
Pe™) = [(a™).

If ™ is a local minimum of problem (1), i.e., in some neighborhood V (z*) this
point z* is a global minimum on the set V (z*)NC. By assumption and due to Lemmas
3, 4, the mapping pc(z) is continuous. Therefore, there is a smaller neighborhood
W(z*) C V(z*) such that for any x € W (z™) it holds po(z) € V(z*). Hence, for
any z € W(z"), inequality (8) is true, which means that z* is a local minimum of
problem (7). The proof is complete. a

Remark 3 In Theorem 4 we don’t assume that the objective function f is lower
semicontinuous, i.e., the theorem states that if one problems has a local (global)
minimum, then the other one also has a local (global) minimum. If the objective
function of problem (1) is known to be lower semicontinuous, then under conditions
of the theorem both problems (1) and (7) have local (global) minimums.

Ezample 1 (Linear constraints with positive coefficients). Let

n .
C= {JJ S ]Rr_:_ : Zj:l aij T <bjy,1=1, ...,m},

where all a;; > 0, b; > 0, and maxj<;<pa;; > 0. Then conditions of Lemma 4
are satisfied for g(z) = maxi<;<pm, Z?:l (aij/bi ) xj — 1. Indeed, g(0) = —1, Ay =

-1
(1r<naéx S (aij/bi) xj) is a continuous function at any « € R%, = # 0.
Stsm
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Ezample 2 (Nonconvex case). Let
n . n
= : b L <
C {x e RY 121;1 -1 (a”/bl )xJ 1},

where all a;; > 0, b > 0. Then conditions of Lemma 4 are satisfied
for g(z) = min1gigmzz’:1 (aij/bi)a:j — 1. Indeed, g(0) = -—-1, Az =

~1
(1£n1<n S (aij/bi )z ) is a continuous function at any € R’ , z # 0.
sm

Remark 4 In conditions of Lemmas 3, 4 one can take the exact penalty function in
the composite form

F(J}):f(pc (WRi(x)))—l-MHa:—mRn H-FMHJ?—pc (WRH )H M>O (9)
where we first find the Euclidean projection TR? (x) of point = on the set R’} and

then find the non-Euclidean projection po (WRi (x)) of TR (z) on C. Both projection
operators are continuous, so their composition is continuous too. Due to construction
of the projection operators TR and pc, there cannot exist stationary points outside
the feasible set. By Theorems 2, 4, function (9) is the exact penalty function for
problem: f(z) — ming, cgn.g(2)<0}-

Remark 5 In conditions of Lemma 4 the mapping pc,(x) = Az projects point = on
the set Cop = {x € R} : g(z) = 0}; it is continuous for = # 0 and thus can be used
for construction of the exact penalty function for equality-constrained problems,

F(z)=f (pco (W]Ri (x)))+M1 Hx — TRy (x)HvLM2 Hl‘ e (W]Ri (l”)) My >0

Ezample 3 (Block-wise optimization problem). Consider the problem

—|— Cj —  min
Z 7 yJ reX y>0

n
x) + Zaij(x)yj <b;, i=1,..,m.
J=1

Suppose there is g € X such that g;(zg) < b;, i = 1,...,m, then it can be rewritten
in the following form

+h — i , 10
f(x) + h(z) mGXr:I_};(I;)SO (10)
where
g(x) = 12%%(91(23) —b;),
h(z) = fynzl{)l zjlcj(l")yj | zjlaij(a7)yj <b; —gi(z), i=1,...,m. (11)
j= j=

The constraint g(z) < 0 cannot be removed from the problem (10) by just adding
the penalty term proportional to max {0, g(z)} to the objective function f(x)+ h(zx)
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since h(z) does not exist under g(x) > 0. However, this constraint can be removed by
means of the projective penalty method. If g;(z) are convex on the bounded convex
set X and g(xzg) < 0 for some zg € X, then the composite projection operator
Pla:g(x)<0} (Tx (7)) = q(z) is continuous on X and the original problem is equivalent
to the following one:

fla(@)) + h(g(@)) + [lz — g(2)|| — min .
Remark that if functions g;(z) are linear on a box set X, then both projections
y = mx(v) and pyy.g(z)<0}(y) can be found in a closed form. For example, let

X = ]Rf, gi(z) = Z?Zl ajjrj, and az; > 0, by > 0 for all 4, j, then we can take
zo = 0 and ¢(x) = min {1, A(x) }x, where

k
A — i b, e
(z) 1£1gnm ( z/j_zlo‘mxj>

5 The exact projective penalty function for
stochastic programming problems

A typical stochastic programming problem has the following form:

f(x) =E¢(x,w) — min, (12)
zeC
where C' C R™ is a closed convex set, w is an elementary event of some prob-
ability space (Q2,%, P), E is the the sign of mathematical expectation over
probability measure P. The exact projective penalty function for problem (12)
has the form:

F(z) == E¢(rc(z),w) + Mdc(x) = E¢(z,w), (13)

where ¢(z,w) = ¢(nc(x),w) + Mdc(x). If function ¢(-,w) is Lipschitz contin-
uous in the first variable on the closed convex set C' with integrable Lipschits
constant [(w), then, by Lemma 2, function ¢(-,w) is Lipschits continuous with

constant {(w) = [(w) + 2M and the penalty function (13) is also Lipschitz
continuous with constant L = El(w) + 2M.

6 Relation of the exact penalty function to the
classical Kirszbraun problem

Let C C R™ and f: C'— R be a Lipschitz function with constant L, i.e.
| f(z1) = f(z2) [S L-d(x1,22) V1,22 € C, d(z1,22) = [lz1 — 22| -

The Kirszbraun’s theorem [21] states that function f can be extended to the
whole space R™ with preserving the Lipschitz constant. One explicit formula
for this extension is given in the next theorem. Further results and context
can be found in [2].
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Theorem 5 [25]. Let C C R"™ and f : C — R be a Lipschitz function with constant
L. Then function

O(z) = infyec (f(y) + M - d(z,y))
is Lipscitzian with constant M and for M > L it holds f(x) = ®(z) for all x € C.

Proof Indeed,
| @(x1) — (x2) |[< Msupyeo | d(z1,y) — d(z2,y) < M ||lzy — 22|
For any z € C,
®(z) = infyec (f(y) + M - d(z,y)) < infyec (f(z) + M - d(z,y)) < f(z).
For any x € C and M > L,

®(z) = infyeo (f(y) + M -d(z,y)) > infyec (f(z) = L-d(z,y) + M - d(z,y))
= f(@) +infycc(M — L)d(z,y) = f(z).
|
Let us remark other properties of ®(x):

If f(-) is continuous on a compact set C, then ®(z) is continuous on R™;
If f(-) is convex on a compact convex set C, then ®(x) is convex on R™.

Lemma 5 If z* is a global minimize of an arbitrary function f on C, then z* is a
global minimizer of ® on R™:

f(@") = inf e fy) implies (") = f(z") = infycpn P(y).

Proof Let z* be a global minimize of f on C, i.e., f(y) > f(z*) for all y € C. Then
for all y € Cand z € R™

Fy) + M -d(z,y) > f(z™) + M - d(z,y).
From here for all x € R”, it holds

®(z) = infyec (f(y) + M - d(z,y)) > infyec (f(z7) + M - d(z,y))
= f(z") +infyec M - d(z,y) > f(z7).

In particular, ®(x*) > f(z*). Besides,
O(z") = infyec (f(y) + M- d(a",y)) < (f(z") + M - d(z",2")) = f(z").
Hence, ®(z*) = f(z) = infycpn ®(y). O

Lemma 6 Suppose C is closed. If ' is a global minimizer of ®(z) on R™, then
!
z eC.
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Proof Suppose the opposite, ' ¢ C. By closedness of C, there is € > 0 such that
d(z',y) >e>0forall y € C. Let us take § < M - ¢ and find 3 € C such that

o(a) = infyec (f(y) + M -d(2',y)) > f() + M -d(z',y') — 6.
From here,

(y') = infyec (f(y) + M -d(y',y) < fy) +M-d(y',y")
= fy) <®@) - M-d@',y) +5 < B(a") — M -e+ 6 < D),
a contradiction with global optimality of . O

Theorem 6 Let f be Lipschitzian on a closed set C C R™ with constant L, M > L.
Then global minimums of f(x) on C coincide with global minimums of the Kirszbraun
function ®(x) = infy,cc (f(y) + M -d(z,y)) on R".

Proof. By Lemma 5 each global minimum of f(z) on C' is a global minimizer
for ®(z) on R™. Conversely, let 2’ be a global minimum of ®(x) on R™. By
Lemma 6, 2’ € C. By Theorem 5, ®(z) = f(x) on C. So 2’ is a global minimum
of f(x) on C. O

Remark 6 The proposed exact projective penalty function (3) extends function f(z)
on C C R™ to F(z) on R™ such that f(z) = F(z) on C:
F(z) := f(rc(2)) + M - d(z, ¢ (x)), M >0,

where 7¢(z) = arg mingecd(z,y).

Function F(z) has the following properties:

F(z) = f(ro(@)) + M - d@,7o(@)) > infyec () + M - d(z,y) = @) for
z € R™;

F(z) = f(z) for z € C;

If f(z) is Lipschitzian with constant L on a closed convex set C, then F(z) is
Lipscitzian on R™ with constant (L 4+ 2M);

Global and local minimums of f(z) on C are global and local minimums of F(z)
on R™ and conversely, global and local minimums of F'(z) on R" are global and local
minimums of f(z) on C.

Remark 7 In many cases it is much easier to calculate F(z) than ®(z) since
calculation of F'(z) is reduced to finding the projection ¢ ().

In the optimization context, both functions F'(x) and ®(x)can be used for replace-
ment of the constrained optimization problem mingco f(z) by the unconstrained
ones, mingcrn F(z) and mingcrn®(z). The first reformulation is advantageous,
because it preserves local and global minimums of the original problem. The
other reformulation preserves with guarantee only global minimums but for convex
problems it also preserves convexity.

7 Numerical experiments

In [27], the exact projective penalty method (3) was tested on a number of
test examples under box constraints, and in [17] it was tested on small opti-
mization problems with linear constraints. Below we illustrate the performance
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of the method with non-Euclidean projection (6) on test problems with non-
linear and large linear constraints. Since the resulting problem (7) may be
nonconvex, for its solution we use a version of the branch and bound (B&B)
method combined with sequential quadratic programming algorithm (under
box constraints) implemented in the Matlab optimization toolbox. .

The structure of the procedure for solving problem (1) is as follows.

First, we extract from C (or add) a box constraint

X={r=(x1,.,2,)T €R":a; <z; <bs,i=1,...n},

so the problem becomes

fz) — TénC}RX (14)

Second, we find a point 2° € X that lies in the interior of C. If C = {x €
R™ : g(z) < 0}, then for this we (approximately) solve the problem:

g(z) — gél;{l (15)

Third, we form the exact penalty problem
F(z) = f(pc(mx (2))) + llpe(mx (2)) — mx ()| + llo - mx (2)|] — min. (16)

Forth, to solve problem (16) (and (15)), we apply the following branch and
bound algorithm.

The Branch & Bound algorithm.

Instialization. Set initial partition of Py = {X}, select a random starting
point #° € X and apply some local minimization algorithm A to problem (16).
As result we find a better point z° € X such that F(z°) < F(i%). Set B&B
iteration number k = 0. Set tollerances € > 0 and ¢ > 0.

BE&B iteration. Suppose at some iteration k we have partition P, =
{Xi,i = 1,...,Ni} of the set X = UMt X; consisting of smaller boxes X;.
For each X; there is known a feasible point z° € X; and the value F(z%),
Vi = minlgiSNk F(:fl) Set Prt1 = .

For each such set X; € P, choose a random starting point Z° and apply
some local minimization algorithm A to problem min, ¢ x, F'(x) to find a better
point ' € X;, F(z%) < F(3%).

If values F(z') and F(Z*) are sufficiently different, say | F\(z) — F(Z%) |> e,
or points Z* and z° are sufficiently different, ||z¢ — #'|| > §, we subdivide the
box X; = X/ U X/ into two subboxes X/ and X/ in such a way that z' € X/
and ' € X/ In this case partition Py is updated by adding successors X/
and X/, i.e. Pry1 = Pry1 UX]UX/.

Otherwise, i.e. if values F(z') and F(Z') and points Z* and Z' are close,
the set X; &' goes unchanged to the updated partition Pr+1 = Pr4+1 U X;.

When all elements X; € Py, are checked, i.e. the new partition Py with
elements X;,i = 1,..., Np41 and points Z; € X; has been constructed, we
calculate the record achieved value Vi41 = mini<i<y,,, F(Z%).
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Table 1 Testing the method (with non-Euclidean projection) on non-linear constrained
problems from [19]. The columns of the table have the following meaning: 1) Test number
from [19]; 2) Type of nonlinear constraints (inequalities or equalities); 3) Number of
variables and nonlinear constraints; 4) Reference minimum value from [19]; 5) Achieved
value by the exact penalty method; 6) Accuracy of the constraint satisfaction; 7) Number
of penalty function calculation; 8) Number of constraint function calculation.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Test con var(con) F_ref F_min G.accur  Fnmb  G.nmb
HS18 ineq 2(2) 5.0000e+0 5.0000e4+0  3.7983e-8 1180.2 41.4
HS20 ineq 2(3) 3.8199e+1 3.8199e+1  2.0823e-6 1015.4 84.3
HS34  ineq 3(2) -8.3403e-1 -8.1394e-1  5.7009e-5 60976 614.3
HS39 eq 4(2) -1.0000e+0 -9.168%-1  2.4936e-8 101450 1392.2
HS66  ineq 3(2) 5.1816e-1 5.2572e-1  1.4229e-4 74906 541.5
HS77 eq 5(2) 2.4151e-1 3.8722e-1  1.2861e-7 147830 1902.7
HS110  box 10(0) -4.5778e+1  -4.5778e+1  1.4901e-8  2844.7 44
HS118 ineq 15(29) 6.6482e+-2 6.6522e4+2  5.7099e-4 337930 491170

Table 2 Testing the method (with non-Euclidean projection) on randomly generated
large linearly constrained problems, see Example 3.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Test Con.type Var(con) Func.accur. Constr.accur. Func.calc.
1 lin-ineq 10(20) 7.7766e-07 2.8790e-08  1.2357e+4-03
2 lin-ineq 10(50) 5.6041e-07 2.6211e-08  9.3530e+02
3 lin-ineq 50(50) 2.9869e-06 6.1793e-08  6.3220e+03
4 lin-ineq 50(100) 1.3239e-06 1.4488e-07  6.1552e4-03
5 lin-ineq  100(100) 8.1691e-06 8.1228e-07  1.4868e+04
6 lin-ineq  200(100) 3.0028e-06 1.5685e-08  2.3766e+04
7 lin-ineq  500(100) 5.1253e-06 7.5100e-07  1.2367e+05

Check for stop. If the progress of the B&B method becomes small, e.g.
Vie — Vi1 (or Vie—1 — Vg1, ete.) is sufficiently small, then STOP, otherwise
set k := k + 1 and continue branching and bounding iterations.

Remark 8 Objective function values F'(Z') give upper bounds for the optimal values
F; = min,cx, F(z). If there are known a lower bounds L; < F;", then the subsets
X; € Py, such that L; > V}, can be safely ignored, i.e. excluded from the current
partion Pj. Heuristically, if some set X; remains unchanged during several B&B
iterations, it can be ignored in the future iterations.

Remark 9 The objective function in (16) is nonsmooth, so for its minimization it is
advisable to apply methods of nondifferentiable optimization. However for its local
optimization, one may use within the B&B framework any (even possibly not con-
verging) algorithms, which are able to improve the initial objective function value.
Indeed, experiments show that well developed smooth optimization algorithms like
sequential quadratic programming ones are also applicable for this purpose.

Table 7.1 presents some results concerning the performance of the exact pro-
jective penalty method on nonlinear constrained problems from [19]. First an
internal feasible point is found by solving (15), then it is used for calculation
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of non-Euclidean projections pc(wx (z)) in (16). Equality constraints g(x) =0
are approximated by inequality ones —e < g(x) < ¢, € = 10710, For all tests
the number of B&B iterations is limited to 10, i.e., the number of partitions
is less or equal to 1024. Each problems is solved ten times, the performance
results are averaged.

Table 7.2 presents results of testing the method on randomly generated
problems as described in Example 3. First, we randomly generate a linear
programming problem with positive coefficients, solve it, and obtain a reference
optimal value. Then we subdivide variables into two groups. For fixed values of
the first group variables, we solve problem (11) with respect the second group
of variables. As a result we obtain a nonsmooth convex optimization problem
(10) with linear inequality constraints with respect to the first group variables.
Column 3 of Table 7.2 indicates the number of variables and constraints in the
reduced problem. The latter problem is then solved by the exact projective
penalty method with projections in the closed form as in Example 3. The
accuracy of the obtained solution and constraint satisfaction are indicated in
columns 4, 5. The last column 6 shows the number of the objective function
calculations, i.e. the number linear programming solver calls. The results are
averaged over ten runs for each test.

We can make the following preliminary conclusions from the numerical
experiments.

First, numerical experiments confirm theoretical results on the possibility
of exact reduction of constrained optimization problems to unconstrained ones
by the exact projective penalty method.

Second, the non-Euclidean projection as well as Euclidean one can be
effectively used in the method.

Third, local optimization methods designed for solving smooth problems
can be used for solving nonsmooth problems in combination with the branch
and bound method.

Forth, the exact projective penalty method can effectively solve small
nonlinear constrained problems and large linearly constrained ones.

Fifth, optimization problems with nonlinear equality constraint are hard
for the exact projective penalty method.

8 Discussion and conclusions

In the paper, we equivalently reduce general constrained optimization problems
to nonsmooth unconstrained ones without losing local and global minimums. In
the proposed method, the original objective function is extended to infeasible
area by summing its value at the projection of an infeasible point on the feasible
set with the distance to the projection (or with other penalty terms). Noncon-
vex feasible sets with multivalued projections are admitted, and the objective
function may be lower semicontinuous. So the method does not assume the
existence of the objective function outside the allowable area and does not
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require the selection of the penalty coefficient. The special case of convex prob-
lems is included. However, the transformed problem may become nonconvex.
So the preferable area of application of the method includes nonlinear prob-
lems with convex constraints, problems where the objective function is not
defined outside the feasible set, and nonconvex global optimization problems
with monotonic constraints.

The discussed exact projective penalty method (3) was first proposed con-
ceptually in [27] and later studied in [17] for problems with convex constraints.
In [27, 28], a variant with non-Euclidean projection (6), (7) was proposed too;
also the method was numerically tested (in combination with the smoothing
method [27]) on a dozen of small (up to dimension 6) test functions from
literature (under box constraints). The variant (7) with the non-Euclidean
projection (6) is essential even in the convex case, since finding the Euclidean
projection 7o (+) can be computationally costly relatively to the non-Euclidean
one pc(+). Besides, the non-Euclidean variant can be applied to some noncon-
vex problems with monotonic constraint functions as shown in Theorem 4,
Lemma 4, Example 2. Moreover, by Theorem 4, to find some local minimums
of a general nonconvex problem (1) one may find some feasible point and to
solve nonconstrained problem (7).

In [17], method (3) (with the Euclidean projection on a convex constraint
set) was theoretically validated and numerically tested on a large number of
test problems of small dimensions. It was shown that Clarke’s critical points of
the transformed problem are critical for the original one. It was also shown that
seemingly unnecessary penalty parameter M in (3) may play an essential role
in the speeding up the convergence and improving the accuracy of optimization
procedures.

Summarizing, in the present paper, we extended and validated the method
for solving general constrained nonconvex optimization problems. Beside
Euclidean projection operation, we included a non-Euclidean projection option
to the construction of the method, and theoretically and numerically validated
the modified method. The non-Euclidean projection is reduced to finding a
root of a one-dimensional nonlinear equation. This suggestion is especially use-
ful in case of large linear inequality constraints where the projection can be
found in a closed form. Also, we showed applicability of the method for solving
constrained stochastic optimization problems. We numerically demonstrated a
possibility to solve arising nonsmooth optimization problems by combination
of smooth optimization methods with the branch and bound technique. Fur-
ther research may concern investigation of differential properties of projections
wo(x), po(x), pe, (), and penalty functions in (2), (7). First step in this direc-
tion is made in Examples 1, 2 where projections are found in a closed analytical
form. Numerical implementation of the projection exact penalty method for
solving general nonconvex constrained global optimization problem based on
the projection toward just feasible points (as in Theorem 4) will be the subject
of further research.
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