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Abstract. We consider the convex semi-infinite programming problem with second-order cone con-
straints (for short, SOCCSIP). We propose an explicit exchange method for solving SOCCSIP, and
prove that the algorithm terminates in a finite number of iterations under some mild conditions. In
the analysis, the complementarity slackness condition with respect to second-order cones plays an
important role. To deal with such complementarity conditions, we utilize the spectral factorization
techniques in Euclidean Jordan algebra. We also show that the obtained output is an approximate
optimum of SOCCSIP. We also report some numerical results involving the application to the robust
optimization in the classical convex semi-infinite programming.

Key words. semi-infinite programming, finite termination, explicit method, second-order cone

Mathematics subject Classification (2000): 90C30, 90C33

1 Introduction

In this paper, we focus on the following convex semi-infinite programming problem with second-order
cone constraints (SOCCSIP):

Minimize f(z)
(SOCCSIP) subject to x € K, c(z,s) <0 VseQ, (1.1)

where 2 C R™ is a given compact set playing a role of index set, f : R — R is a continuously
differentiable convex function, and ¢ : R®*™ — R is a continuously differentiable function such that
c(+, s) is convex for any index s € Q. K is the Cartesian product of several second order cones (SOCs),
ie, =KK™ x - x K" where

- ~ i—1 ~ ,
o {x = (z1,7) € R x R" ‘ r1 > Hx”} (nj > 2)
{z eR|z >0} (nj=1)
withn =ny+ -+ ny,.

A semi-infinite programming (SIP)[9, 11, 16, 24, 27] problem, which contains finitely many vari-
ables on a feasible set described by infinitely many constraints, is written as follows:

Minimize f(x)
(SIP) subject to g(x,s) <0 Vs e Q,
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where f : R® — R and g : R"™™ — R are continuously differentiable functions and Q C R™ is a
given compact set. If € is finite, the SIP is a finite optimization problem usually called a nonlinear
programming (NLP).

The SIP has strong practical backgrounds in approximation theory, optimal control and numerous
engineering problems such as optimum filter design in signal processing, resource allocation in decen-
tralized systems, and decision making under competition (see e.g. [12, 22] and references therein). The
main difficulty for solving SIP is to deal with infinitely many constraints. During the last decade, many
numerical algorithms have been developed for solving SIPs (see [7, 18, 21, 26, 29, 31] and references
therein). A typical algorithm for solving SIP generally generates a sequence of finitely constrained
auxiliary optimization problems that can be solved by standard algorithms for NLPs. Existing meth-
ods for SIPs can be roughly divided into three types: exchange methods [18, 19, 26, 32], discretization
methods, and reduction-based methods (see, e.g. [26, 30] and references therein). Exchange and dis-
cretization methods are numerically expensive in general. The cost per iteration increases dramatically
as the cardinality of the auxiliary problem grows. Globally convergent reduction based methods, on
the other hand, require strong assumptions and are often conceptual methods which can be imple-
mented in a rather simplified form merely. Exchange and discretization methods, therefore are often
used only for the first stage of the solution process to generate an approximate solution of the SIP,
whereas reduction-based methods are typically employed only in the final stage of the solution process
in order to provide a higher accuracy of the solution and a better rate of convergence. Recently,
Wu, Li, Qi and Zhou [33] proposed an iterative method for solving KKT system of the SIP in which
they drop some redundant points at some certain iterations. Qi, Wu, and Zhou [25] and Li, Qi, Tam
and Wu [20] presented semismooth Newton method and smoothing Newton method for solving SIP,
in which the index set €2 is specified by Q@ = {s|c;j(s) < 0(j = 1,...,r)} with twice continuously
differentiable functions ¢; : R™ — R(j = 1,...,7). They proved that their algorithms have nice
convergence properties, but these two methods cannot ensure the feasibility. For linear SIPs, Lai and
Wu [19] proposed the explicit algorithm in which they solve a linear programming with a finite feasible
set Ei. They drop out redundant points in Ej, at each iteration and only keep active points, which
ensures |E;| < n [28] for each k, and hence the algorithm is very efficient in saving computational
time.

The main goal of this paper is to design an explicit exchange method for solving SOCCSIP (1.1)
and study its convergence properties. In the algorithm we inherit Lai and Wu’s explicit exchange
technique [19], but we also introduce the relaxed scheme in which maximization problem with respect
to s € 2 need not be solved in each iteration. Our algorithm has only to find some s € €2 such
that a certain criterion with small n > 0 is satisfied. We also note that the spectral factorization
associated with Euclidean Jordan algebra is exploited in the convergence analyses. In the classical
studies on the cutting plane or exchange type methods (see [18, 21, 26, 32] and references therein),
the convergence properties were analyzed in a componentwise manner. However, such analyses does
not make sense for SOCCSIP any more since the SOC does not have componentwisely independent
structure. To overcome these difficulties, we introduce the coordinate system based on the spectral
factorization in Euclidean Jordan algebra associated with SOC. We then prove that the algorithm
terminates in a finite number of iterations and the obtained output sufficiently approximates the
optimum of SOCCSIP (1.1).

When f and (-, s) are affine for any s € Q, SOCCSIP (1.1) reduces to the SOCLSIP studied by
Hayashi and Wu [13]. They proposed an explicit exchange method for solving SOCLSIP and provided
its convergence theorems. However, their results for SOCLSIP cannot be applied to SOCCSIP (1.1)
directly. Indeed, the difference from the SOCLSIP study [13] can be given as follows.

e In case of SOCCSIP, we have to evaluate the residual values f(z*+1) — f(2F) — V, f(2*) T (k! —
2¥) and c(zFt1)5) — c(z¥, s) — V(2 s) T (2% — 2F) in each iteration. However, those values
are absent when f and c¢(-, s) are affine.



e We introduce the finite index set Qg C 2, whose elements are never dropped throughout the
iterations. Thanks to this scheme, the boundedness of the generated sequence is guaranteed.
This technique was not introduced in [13].

e Some assumptions needed for the convergence analyses in [13] can be removed (especially in the
strictly convex case).

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we give some preliminaries needed for the later
analyses. In Section 3, we develop an explicit exchange method for solving SOCCSIP (1.1). In Section
4, we establish the convergence analysis of the proposed algorithm. In Section 5, we give some
numerical results.

2 Preliminaries

In this section, we give some fundamental knowledge on SOCCSIP (1.1) and the SOC which will be
necessary in the subsequent sections.
Throughout the paper, we suppose that SOCCSIP (1.1) satisfies the following assumption.

Assumption A (i) The solution set of SOCCSIP (1.1) is nonempty and compact. (ii) The nonnega-
tive constraint in SOCCSIP (1.1) has an influence on the optimal value, that is, inf{f(z) |z € K} <
inf{f(z) |z € K, c(z,s) <0(Vs € Q)}. (iii) There exists T € K such that c¢(T,s) <0 for all s € Q.

Then, we have the following two theorems; the first one can be shown by using [3, Prop.2.3.1], [1,
Lem. 3.1], and the convergence theorem for the discretization method [26, Chap. 7], and the second
one can be proved by an analogous argument in Theorems 5.97-5.99 and Proposition 5.104 in [5].

Theorem 2.1 Suppose that Assumptions A(i) and A(ii) hold. Then, there exists Qo = {s7,..., 9, } C
Q such that the following statements hold:

o f is level-bounded on the set KN {z|c(x,s?) <0 (i =1,2,...,mg)}.
o inf {f(z) |z €K} < inf{f(z)|zeK, c(z,s?) <0 (i=1,2,...,mp)}.

Theorem 2.2 Suppose that Assumption A(iii) holds. Let M () be the space of all bounded regular
Borel measures on S, and M*(Q2) be the nonnegative cone in M(S2). Then, there exist x € K and
w € MT(Q) such that

z’ (Vf(:n) + /Q ch(:v,s)d,u(s)) =0, /Qc(m, s)du(s) =0,
Vf(z) —i—/QVa;c(ac,s)du(s) e, clx,s) <0 (VseQ),

where

/ﬂch(x,s)du(s) = </Q 81 c(x,s)du(s))i:L”m € R".

Moreover, if x is an optimum of SOCCSIP (1.1), then there exist an nonnegative number q < n,
multipliers {u; }i=1,. 4 and attainers {s;}i=1, .4 such that vectors {Vyc(x, s;) }i=1,..q are linearly inde-
pendent, and

q
K>x LVf)+> Vaclx,s)u; €K,
i=1
u; >0, c(z,s;))=0 (i=1,...,q), (2.1)
c(x,s) <0 Vsel.



We next give some properties on the SOC. We introduce the spectral factorization for a single
SOC K in Euclidean Jordan algebra [8, 10]. For any vector y := (y1,7) € R x Rf~! with £ > 2, its
spectral factorization is defined by

y = A(y)vi(y) + Aa(y)va(y),

where \;(y) € R and v;(y) € R? (i = 1,2) are the spectral values and vectors, respectively, defined by

Ai(y) =y + (=17 lgll, (2.2)
1 Yy
- (1,(—1)’ Y ) if § #0,
vily) =< 7 ol
3 (1, (—1)'w) if § = 0.
Here, w € R"! is an arbitrary vector with |Jw|| = 1. It is obvious that

My) < Xa(y), Mly) >0&ye K,
M(y) =0<yebdKf, M(y) >0eyecint K

and
[ W)l = llv2()ll = 1/V2,  v1(y) "valy) = 0.

Now, we study the relation between the complementarity on SOCs and the spectral factorization.
The vectors z € R™ and z € R" are said to satisfy the second-order cone complementarity if

ek, zeK, z'2=0. (2.3)
It is easily seen that (2.3) holds if and only if
xzj € K", z; € K™, and :U]sz =0, (j=1,...,m) (2.4)
where x; and z; denote the Cartesian subvectors of x and z, respectively, i.e.,
= (1, Tm), 2=(21,...,2m) ER™ x ... x R"m, (2.5)
Moreover, by [13, Prop. 2.3], we have

v1(zj) = v2(25) and vo(x;) = vi1(2;).

3 The explicit exchange method for SOCCSIP

In this section, we propose an explicit exchange method for solving SOCCSIP (1.1) and give some
fundamental properties. In each iteration of the algorithm, we solve a finitely constrained convex
programming as a subproblem. For a finite set £ = {s1,...,8,} C , let CSOCP(E) denote the
finitely constrained convex second-order cone programming problem defined as

Minimize f(x)

CSOCP(E) :
(E) subject to z € K, c(x,s;) <0 (j=1,...,m).

Then, the first-order optimality condition of CSOCP(FE) is given by

z:=Vf(x)+ Zl/(sj)vxc(:c,sj) ek, zek, z'2=0,
— (3.1)

<



where v(s;) (j =1,...,m) denotes the Lagrange multiplier corresponding to the constraint ¢(z, s;) <
0. For more details on the optimality conditions, see e.g., [4, 5]. Actually, (3.1) reduces to a monotone
second-order cone complementarity problem (SOCCP), which can be solved by existing algorithms [6,
10, 14, 15, 23]. Nonlinear second-order cone programming such as CSOCP(E) is also studied by some
researchers [17, 34|, but they are still immature.

The concrete scheme of the algorithm is written as follows.

Algorithm 1

Step 0. Find a finite index set Qo = {s9,..., mo} satisfying Theorem 2.1, and let Ey be such that
Qo C Ey C Q and |Ey| < oo. Solve CSOCP(Ey) to obtain its optimum x°. Choose a small
number n > 0 and set k := 0.

Step 1. Find an s € Q such that

new

o(z", Shew) > 1. (3.2)
If such an sk does not exist, i.e., maxyeq c(x¥,s) < n, then stop. Otherwise, let

Ek+1 = FE, U {S

new }

Step 2. Solve CSOCP(Ej41) to obtain its optimum x*+' and the Lagrange multipliers {vy1(s)|s €
Fot).

Step 3. Let B
Ery1 = QU {S € Fri \ Qo | ]/k-Jrl(S) > 0}
Let k:=k+ 1 and go to Step 1.

Steps 1 and 2 are the main differences from the algorithm in [19]. Note that, it is also possible to choose
multiple elements satisfying (3.2) in Step 1. Although we merely deal with the single-point exchange
scheme in the following analyses, they are also applicable to multiple exchange type algorithms. In
Step 2, CSOCP(FE41) can be solved by using an existing method. Step 3 is to remove the constraints
that are inactive at the optimum 2**! and corresponding to t € Fj; \ Q. Here, we note that aF+1
also solves CSOCP(Ej,1). Moreover, the sequence {z*} is bounded since we have Qg C Ej,; for all
k. (See Proposition 4.1 given later.)

Next, we define some notations for convenience. For a finite set E = {s1,...,s,} C T, we
denote the feasible set and the optimal value of CSOCP(E) by F(F) C R™ and V(E) € [—o0, +0),
respectively, i.e.,

FE) ={z|zeck, c(z,s))<0(=1,. )},
V(E) == inf{f(z) |z € K, c(z,5;) < (]:1 ,m)}.
Moreover, we denote the optimal value of SOCCSIP (1.1) by V* € R, i.e.,
V¥ i=inf{f(z) |z €K, c(z,s) <0 (Vs €Q)}.

Let {z*} and {vx(s)} be the sequences generated by Algorithm 1, and {z*} be defined as
k= Vi) + Z vi(s)Vec(z, s). (3.3)
seEy
Then, the complementarity slackness condition (3.1) yields
ek, Fek, (:Ek)—rzl’C =0,

k k (3.4)
c(x",s) <0, wv(s) >0, c(z" s)v(s) =0, VseE.

Moreover, by using the spectral factorization for Cartesian subvectors x*

J
fj, z5 € R and e . € R™ for each k as follows:

and zf (see (2.5)), we define



e When n; =1,

NN S S DY S S0 S S S
j' 2 ], le N 22] . 2 ]’ 61] = 2] . 1 (35)

e When [nj >2and k= 1] or [nj > 2, k>2,and H\/ivl(xj) —elj “H < V20 (= )—égj Ut

f?’f] = M(25)/v2, 3= o(e )/\/§ &y = M(2)/V2, 2= M(E)/V2,

b im o (a) = Vaun(eh), e, = v/Bua(at) = V20 (). 30
o When nj >2, k> 2, and ||v2v1(z%) — &7 > [|[v2v1 (%) — 5],
:ﬁ’fj = Xo(2f)/V2, @55 = Mz )/\/5 2= MV, 2= da(2) V2, 57)
e = fqu( ) = V2ui(2h), e =2 (x j)—\fw( 25).
Then, we have
b = (af)fy = (#1580 + 85;e5;) T, 28 = ()L = (B8N + 25585;) 1L (3.8)

for each k. For such factorizations, we have the following proposition

Proposition 3.1 [13, Prop.3.4] Let x? and zf be factorized as (3.8). Then, for each i = 1,2, j =
1,...,m, and k > 1, the following statements hold.

(a) max(a;kj, Z]) >0 and mln(a:k],éfj) =0.

(b) (i) He = 1. (ii) & Ak € bd K™ and (é ]) eQJ—Ozfn]>2
(c) (ef)Tet =1/2.

We also define

S
Eal
|

8
Ed
+
—
Bl

Fi = f(@*) = (") = V(") d,
Gy = (xk) _ f($k+1> + Vf( k:-i-l)'l'dk
L s) — c(zF, s) — Vpe(zh, s)TdF,

= (a2, s) — (a1 5) + ch(xkﬂ, s)Tdk.
Since f and c(+, s) are continuously differentiable and convex, we have

Fy = o(|d"])), Gx=o(ld"]), Fi.>0, Gy>0
Pi(s) =o([d"]), Qi =o(ldl), Pu(s) =0, Quls)=0

4 Convergence analysis

In this section, we show that the proposed algorithm terminates in a finite number of iterations under
some mild conditions. Furthermore, we prove that the last output is sufficiently close to the optimal
solution of SOCCSIP (1.1) if the criterion value is sufficiently close to zero.



4.1 Some technical propositions

In this subsection, we give some technical propositions that are important and convenient for analyzing
the convergence of Algorithm 1.
We first show the boundedness of the generated sequence.

Proposition 4.1 The sequence {z*} generated by Algorithm 1 is bounded, i.e., there exists M > 0
such that ||z*|| < M for all k.

Proof.  Let £, be the optimal level set of SOCCSIP (1.1), i.e., L. = {z| f(z) < V*}. Then,
L. N F(Q) is bounded from Theorem 2.1. Moreover, we have b € L. N F(Q) for all k since
f(z%) < V* and 2* € F(Ey) C F(0). Hence {z*} is bounded. ]

The following proposition evaluates the increment of the optimal value of CSOCP(E}) in each
iteration.

Proposition 4.2 For all k > 0, we have

Fa*h) = f(a")

= ()T L Fe+ D wils)(Pr(s) — e(a™9)) (4.1)
SeEk
= (" = G = D w1 () (Qu(s) — (@, 5)) 4 Vi1 (Shew) (e(2", 8Eer) — Qrlshew)) (4.2)
SEEk
(T2 — G = > w1 (8) (Qu(s) — 2", 5)) = Vi1 (Show) Ve sy ) T (4.3)
seFby

Proof. By the definitions of d*, z*, F;, and Pi(s), we have
(Zk)T$lc+1 — (Zk)T(xk'H —xk) +Zs€Ek Vk( ) (xk 8)
= (V") + Yen, ve(s)Vac(a®,8)) " d* + 3, vi(s)e(a®, s)
= Vf(z*)TdF + > sem, Vk(S) (Vae(zh, s)Td¥ + c(aF, s))
= f@"h) = f(&¥) = Fy + Xep, vals) (@, 5) = Pi(s)),

where the first equality follows from (3.4). Thus we have (4.1).
Next, we show the last two equalities. By the definitions of d*, 21, G, and Q4(s), we have

(YT gk

TR — R 4 S e (s)e(h )

- (Vf(xkﬂ) + EseEkH Vpg1(8) Ve (2R s))Tdk + ZseEHl Vkg1(8)e(zFT1) s)

= VI T+ 3 v (8) (Vae(@®H s) TP 4 c(a¥T, 5))

= V) Td" + X g, i1 (s)(Qr(s) — (2", s))

= V() TdF + 3 g vka1(s) (Qr(s) — c(@,5)) 4 vrr1 (sFew) (Qk (Shew) — (2, sEey))

= V@) Td* + 3 e, Vi1 (5) (Qn(s) — e(2¥,8)) + vir1 (shew) Vae(a", shey ) T

where the first equality follows from (3.4) with k := k + 1, the fifth equality follows from Ej,; =

Ep U {sk. .} and v, 1(s) = 0 for any s € Ej41 \ Epy1, and the last equality holds since vgy1(sk,,)
c(z¥+1 sk ) = 0. Thus we have (4.2) and (4.3). ]

? T new

Note that we have Fy > 0, vx(s) > 0, c(zF1,5) < 0, and Py(s) > 0 for any s € Ej. Moreover,
2% € K and 21 € K entail (2%)T2%*! > 0. These inequalities and (4.1) lead us to the following
corollary.



Corollary 4.1 The sequence of optimal values {f(z¥)} of {CSOCP(E})} is monotonically nonde-
creasing, i.e.,

FE0) < f@h) < < FEP) < FEFTY <<

k+1

The following proposition shows that the distance between z* and never converges to 0.

Proposition 4.3 Let {z*} be the sequence generated by Algorithm 1. Then, there exists dyin > 0
such that ||z% — 2| > dpn for all k.

new) < 00
< 0 for all k. Thus, noticing the

Proof.  Note that function c(-,s¥,,) is locally Lipschitzian since it is convex and c(z, s*

new)
for any x € R™. Also, we have c(xk sk o) > n and c(zFH!

boundedness of {2*} and €, we have

’ new)

0<n < c(® sk )—ecrt sk)

new new

< LH:C - k+1||a
where L > 0 is the Lipschitzian constant. Hence, letting dy,in := n/L > 0, we obtain the result. ]

The following two propositions show that the sequences {>_ vp(s)} and {||2*||} are bounded,

and .. p vk(s) is positive away from 0.

sEFy,
Proposition 4.4 Let {z*} and {v}} be the sequences generated by Algorithm 1, and {z*} be defined
by (3.3). Then, there exists M > 0 such that ||2¥|| < M and > sem, Vk(s) < M for all k.

Proof. LetZ € K and 8 > 0 be chosen so that ¢(Z,s) < — for any s € Q. (Such a vector and a
positive number exist from Assumption A.) Then, we have

0 < (2917 —a*) + Xep, vils)e(a”, s)
= Vi@ (z - 2F) + ZseEk V(s )(ch(mk, ) (T — zF) + c(aF, s))
< VM@ — %) + Eep, vi(s)e(@, 5)
< V(@) (@ —a2%) = 83 e, vk (),

where the first inequality follows from (2*)'Z > 0 and (3.4), the second inequality is due to the
convexity of ¢(-, s), and the last inequality follows from ¢(Z,s) < —f3. Hence, we have ) __ o vip(s) <
Vf(z*)T(z — 2*)/B, which implies the boundedness of {3, g, Vk(s)} since Vf is continuous and
{2*} is bounded. The boundedness of {||z¥||} can be easily shown by the definition of z* and the
boundedness of {>_ . vi(s)}. ]

Proposition 4.5 Let {2*} and {v;} be the sequences generated by Algorithm 1. Then, there exists
a >0 such that 3. p vk(s) > a for all k.

Proof.  Assume that the statement does not hold for contradiction. Then, Algorithm 1 does not
terminate finitely, and liminfy .o > . vk(s) = 0. Since {x*} is bounded from Proposition 4.1,
there exists K C {1,2,...} such that T := limy_ o kex zF and limy, o0 ke K ZseEk vp(s) = 0. Also,
we have limy oo ke 2¥ = Vf(Z) from (3.3) and the boundedness of {V,c(z*,s)}. Thus, we have
from (3.4) T € K, Vf(@) € K and Z'Vf(Z) = 0, which imply f(Z) = min{f(z)|z € K} due
to the convexity and the KKT conditions. Hence, by Theorem 2.1 and Qo C Ek, we must have
f(T) < V(Q) < V(ER) = f(2*). However, this contradicts f(z*) < f(z**1) <-.. < f(T). ]



4.2 Finite termination for strictly convex case

We first prove that Algorithm 1 terminates in a finite number of iterations when f or ¢(-, s) is strictly
convex.

Assumption B At least one of the following statements holds: (a) f is strictly convex; (b) c(-,s) is
strictly convex for any s € €.

Theorem 4.1 Suppose that Assumption B holds. Then, Algorithm 1 terminates in a finite number
of iterations.

Proof. Suppose to the contrary that Algorithm 1 does not finitely stop. Then, by Corollary 4.1,
we have Vi := limy_o f(z*) with

flah) < f@®) < < fah) S fE) < <V SV (4.4)

Thus,
klim (f($k+1) - f(a:k)) = 0. (4.5)
Let sk, := argmin,p Py(s) for each k. (Notice that Ej # @ from Proposition 4.5.) Since {z*}

and () are bounded, there exist 7, d € R", 5pin € Q, and an index set K C {1,2,...} such that
limg oo kex (2%, d¥, 8% . ) = (T, d, Smin). Hence, by (4.1) and its nonnegativity of each term, we have

0=, lim Fo=f@E+d-f@-Vi@d (4.6)
0= e T w0 a

If (a) of Assumption B holds, then we have d = 0 from (4.6) and the strict convexity of f.
However, this contradicts Proposition 4.3. If (b) of Assumption B holds, then (4.7) together with
> ser, Vk(8) = a > 0 from Proposition 4.5 yields that

T . k
0= lim > w(s)Pi(s) = lim Pi(siin) Y vi(s)
kEK sEF) kEK s€Ey

> (C(f + Ea Emin) - C(f, gmin) - ch(fa gmin)—ra) «,

which implies ¢(Z + d,3min) — ¢(T, Fmin) — Val(T,5min) 'd = 0. Since ¢(-, 5min) is strictly convex, we
have d = 0. However, it also contradicts Proposition 4.3. [ ]

4.3 Finite termination without strict convexity

In this section, we show the finite termination of Algorithm 1 without assuming the strict convexity
of f or ¢(-,s). First we give a lemma that plays a crucial role in later analyses.

Lemma 4.1 Let 6 : R™ — R be an arbitrary continuously differentiable convex function, and x, y € R™
be arbitrary vectors. Then we have

0(y) — 0(x) — VO(x) (y — ) =0 <= 0(z) — 0(y) + VO(y) ' (y — ) = 0.



Proof.  The above formula holds evidently when 2 = y. Also, if we have (=), then (<) holds
automatically by swapping x for y. Therefore, we only show (=) with x # y.

Let = and y be arbitrary vectors such that z # y and 6(y) — 0(z) — VO(z) " (y — 2) = 0. Choose
a € (0,1) arbitrarily. Then, we have

0 = af(y) — ab(z) — aVo(z) (y — z)
- {(1 —)0(z) + af(y) — 0((1 — ) + ay)}
+ [9((1 — o)z +ay) — 0(z) — VO(x) (1 — a)z + ay — x)} ,
which implies
(1 —a)f(z) +ad(y) —0((1 —a)r +ay) =0 (4.8)
and 0((1 — o)z + ay) — 0(z) — VO(x)T((1 — @)z + ay — x) = 0 since 0 is convex. Hence, we have

~Vo(y) (y —x) = VO(y)' (x —y)
= hm (0((1 = t)yy + tx)) — O(y)) /¢

= lim m ((1—1)0(y) +t0(z)) — 0(y)) /t
= 0(z) — 0(y),

where the third equality follows from (4.8) with a := 1 — ¢. This completes the proof. [
In order to show the finite iteration of the algorithm, we introduce the following assumption.

Assumption C There exist k>0 and & > 0 such that the following statements holds.

(i) For all k >k, it follows max (& fj, fj) > 4.

1) For a ZAan s € Ly, 1t follows max(vg(s), —c(x”™,s)) > 0.
i) Fi Ik >k and E foll k 0

(iii) For all k > k, it follows vji1(sk.,) > 6.

new

(iv) For all k > k, it follows Vyc(xF 1, sk T (2F — gh+1) > §||ak — 2F 1.

new

We note that this assumption can be checked in each iteration of the algorithm. Statements (i) and
(ii) claim that the complementarity conditions in (3.4) should be satisfied sufficiently strictly. Due
to the complementarity, we always have min(vy(s), —c(z¥, s)) = min(xf], ZJ) = 0. Statement (ii) also
implies v (s) > ¢ for all s € Eji\ Q since all inactive indices not belonging to €y are removed in Step 3.
Statement (iv) requires that the angle between Vc(z*+1, s, ) and 2% — 25! should be strictly less
than 7/2. (See Figures 1 and 2.) Although this statement may not be intuitively recognizable, it
was satisfied for all test problems in our numerical experiment. Indeed, V,c(x**!, sk T (zF — 2F+1)
is guaranteed to be at least nonnegative when v (sF,,) > 0.*! Moreover, as the following three
propositions (Propositions 4.6 —4.8) indicate, we have some mild and intuitive conditions under which
Assumption C (iv) holds.

Pr0p051t10n 4.6 Suppose that K consists of a single SOC, i.e., K = K™. Moreover, assume that
there exist ]? >0 and 6 > 0 such that Assumption C (i) holds, ]Vf( FYT2k| > 6, and 2% € bd K™\ {0}
for all k > k. Then, Assumption C (iv) holds.

*1By (4.3) together with the nonnegativity of (zF)Tz**', Gy, vry1 and Qi(s), we have 0 < f(zFT!) — f(z¥) <

V1 (8how ) Vee(z* !, sEew) T (2% — 2*F1). Dividing both sides by i1 (shew) > 0, we obtain the nonnegativity result.
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L contour of f(z) / L contour of f(z) J

Figure 1: Assumption C (iv) holds. Figure 2: Assumption C (iv) does not hold.

Proof. The convexity of ¢(-,s) together with 0 < v 1(s) L —c(z¥+1,s) > 0 yields
S se, Vit ()WL, )T (@ = k) > B v () (e, 8) —eah, ) > 0. (4.9)

Moreover, noticing 2¥*1 = Vf(z**1) + vy 1 (sFy ) Vec(zF 1 sE ) + > seE, Vi1 (8)Vee(zF T, s), we
have

k+1

C

T k+1 71,143)

(@, stew) T (@

[(v k+1 k—i—l)T(xk—l-l o SL‘k) + ZSEEk I/k+1(8)vx0(ﬂfk+l, S)T(.Tk+1 _ $k)] / Vk-l-l(sﬁew)
(Vf(@h) = 25N T (@ —a®) [ v (shew)
( k+ T

V() = TR = ab) o —ab) [ (2M?),

where the first inequality follows from (4.9), and the last inequality holds since ||z*+! —z¥|| < ||a* 1|+
lz¥|| < 2M and v, 1(s*.,) < M by Propositions 4.1 and 4.4, respectively. Hence, it suffices to
show the existence of a positive number 6’ > 0 such that (Vf(zF*t1) — AT gkl — 2F) > §
for all k sufficiently large. Suppose for contradiction that liminfy o (Vf(zF+1) — A1) T (A1 —

2¥) < 0. Then we have lim infj,_ o, Vf(x*T1) T (2F 1 — 2F) = liminfy,_ oo (¥ T (21 — 2¥) = 0 since
Vf( RO T (k41— 2k) > 0 and —(2F*1) T (2% — 2%) > 0. Thus, due to the boundedness of {z*} and
{x*}, there exist K C {0,1,2,...} and vectors T, T+ and Z* such that limy e e (2, 21 2P 1) =
(z,zt,z") and

||§

v

viEHT@t-z)=E""E@t-2) =0. (4.10)

By zFt1 € K\ {0} for all k > k and Assumption C (i), we must have = € K™\ {0}, which together
with K" € zF L 77 € K™ and Assumption C (i) yields z+ € K™\ {0}. Moreover, since (4.10) implies
Kr e zt L € K", there must exist a nonnegative scalar*> 3 > 0 such that 7 = 327 and 8 # 1.
(Notice that T+ # 7.) Hence, by (4.10), we have 0 = Vf(z ") (zT —7) = (1 — 3)Vf(@H) 7", ie.,
Vf(@t)Tzt = 0. However, this contradicts the assumption that |V f(z*)T2*| > 6 for all k > k. Thus,
Assumption C (iv) holds. ]

Proposition 4.7 If ¢(-, s) is affine for any s € Q, then Assumption C (iv) holds.

Proof.  Since Proposition 4.1 implies ||z — 2F 1| < ||2*|| + [|2**!|| < 2M, we have

Vac(a" 1, sk ) T(aF = a5H0) = (2, shey) — (@t ko) > 0 > S [la™ = oF]

) “new ) “new 2M
where the equality holds since c(-, s¥.,,) is affine, and the first inequality follows from c(z*,s%..) > 7
and c(zF+1 sk ) < 0. Hence, letting § := n/(2M), we obtain Assumption C (iv). [

*2Notice that, if K consists of multiple SOCs, then the three points Z, Z" and 0 may not be collinear.
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Proposition 4.8 Suppose that function c is quadratic with respect to x, i.e., it is given as
T T
c(x,s) == x M(s)x+2q(s) x+r(s),

where M : Q — R™ "™ ¢q:Q — R" and r : Q@ — R are continuous, and M (s) € R"*" is symmetric and
positive semidefinite for any s € Q. Moreover, assume that q(s)T€ # 0 for any s € Q and € € R™\ {0}
with €M (s)¢ = 0. Then, Assumption C(iv) holds.

Proof. Let s € E} be an arbitrary element with v4(s*) > 0. Let ¢¥ € R™ be any vector such that
1€¥]| = 1 and Ve(xF, s8) Tk = 2(M (s¥)a* + q(s%)) T¢F = 0. Then we have

c(a® + &5, 5%) = (2" + €)M (") (" + €°) + 29(s") " (" + €7) + 1 (s)
= [(@®) "M (s")a® +2q(s%) 2" 1 (sM)] + (€8) T M()EF + 2(M ()2 + g(s*)) T €"
= (€5 M(sM)er,
where the last equality follows since V,c(z*, s¥)T¢F = 0 and ¢(z*, s¥) = 0 from v (s%) > 0.
We first show that there exists 6’ > 0 such that

()T M (sM)eF > ¢ (4.11)

for all k. Suppose for contradiction that there does not exist such an 6’ > 0. Then, we must have
lim infj,_o (6F) T M (s¥)€F = 0. Since {z*}, {¢*} and {s*} are bounded and M (s) is continuous, there
exists K C {0,1,...} such that limy oo pex k= 7, limy, o0 ke K = ¢, Lm0 ke ik sF =3, and
ETM (3)€ = 0. Notice that ETM (5)€ = 0 implies M (5)€ = 0. Moreover, we have V,c(Z,3) '€ = 0 since
Vec(xk, s¥)Tek = 0 for all k. We thus have 0 = V,.c(7,5) € = 2(M (3)7 + ¢q(5)) '€ = q(3) €. However,
this contradicts the assumption.

Next, we show that there exists §” > 0 such that

—Vpe(z®, sF) T (T — 2Py > 6" (4.12)

for all k. Let Py, := {a | Vpc(a®, s*)T (x —2*)} = 0, ¥ be the Euclidean projection of z**! onto Py,
and 0 be the angle between 2kt — 2k and 75t — 2F. Notice that we always have 0 < 6y, < /2 since
(2hF1 — k)T (3h+1 — k) = ((ijrl — k) — (g - xk+1))T(g~ck+1 2k) = || &+ — 2|2, where the last
equality follows from (ZF+1 — 2*+1) L (z++1 — %), If 6, > /4, then we have —V,c(zF, s)T (zF+1 —
ok = || Vee(z, s¥)||[|a* 1 — 2% cos(n/2 — 1) > Ydmin/ V2, Where dyin > 0 is defined in Proposition
4.3 and v > 0 is the positive number such that

[Facla, s4)] > (413)
for all k.*3 If 0, < 7/4, then we have ||Z¥+! — 2%|| = ||z**! — 2F|| cos 0, > dmin/v/2. Hence, letting
€ 1= (#+1 — 2%)/ |5+ — o¥) and 7 1= |FH — 2¥]], we have

(@, %) = ()T M (M) ET +2q(s5) T 4 0(sY)

(2 + 1) T M (sF) (2% + 7%) + 2q(s%) T (2% + 71.87) + 1 (sY)
TR (€)M (s*)ek

> dpind'/2,

where the last equality follows since c(z¥, s¥) = 0 and V,c(z¥, s*)T¢F = 0, and the inequality is due
to (4.11) and 73, = ||#F*! — 2¥|| > duin/v/2. Since c(z**1,s¥) < 0 and c is locally Lipschitzian, there

,Sk)T(Ik _ f) S

*3 Assumption A (iii) and Proposition 4.1 yield 0 < —c(T,5min) < c(z¥,s%) — ¢(Z, s*) < Vic(z"
| Vae(z®, s¥)||(M + ||Z]|), where Smin := argmin,cc(T, s). Therefore, we can choose v := —¢(Z, 8min) /(M + ||Z]|) > 0.
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exists L > 0 such that d2, 0'/2 < c(ZFH1, s%) —c(aF+1, %) < L|| 7P+ — kY| that is, |75 — 2k | >
d2..6'/(2L). So we have

~Vae(a®, ") (@ —ab) = [ Vae(a®, s")[[|75F — 2| > ydf,i, 8"/ (20),

min

where v > 0 is a positive number given by (4.13).
Finally, we show that Assumption C(iv) holds. Notice that

Vf(m"’“)T(ka _ {L‘k) > Vf(l’k)—r(l'k—H _ l’k)

=[5 = e, vh(5)Vac(a®, )] T (aF T — ob)
> ser, Vk(8)0" > ad”, (4.14)

v

where the first inequality is due to the convexity of f, the second inequality follows from (4.12) and
(M) Tk =0 < (2%)T2**1 and the last inequality is due to Proposition 4.5. We thus have

Vk+1(8k )vxc(xk—i-l Sk )T(xk—$k+1)

new ’ “new

— —Vk+1(8k )VIC($k+1 sk )T(Ik+1 —l‘k)

new ’ “new

.
= | =4 ViR + > s, Vi1 (s) Vee(zF 5)} (2P — 2F)

08" + Y e, i1 (5) | Quls) — e(a®, ) + (a1, 5)]
> ad”, (4.15)

v

where the first inequality is due to (4.14), (2F*1)T2h+t =0 < (2¥+1)T2* and the definition of Qy(s),
and the last inequality follows from v41(s) > 0, Qr(s) > 0, c¢(2,s) < 0 and vj1(s)c(zFTt, s) = 0.
By Propositions 4.1 and 4.4, we have vy 1(s¥,,,) < M and ||z% —2F1|| < ||2¥||4||2*+1|| < 2M. Hence,

new
dividing both sides of (4.15) by vg41(s%.,) > 0, we obtain

6// 046”
v k1l bk \To ok _ okt S o > k _ gkt
A e e r e el Gt

Now, by using the aforementioned assumption and lemma, we provide the theorem for the finite
iteration of Algorithm 1.

Theorem 4.2 Suppose that Assumption C holds. Then, Algorithm 1 terminates in a finite number
of iterations.

Proof. Suppose to the contrary that Algorithm 1 does not finitely terminate. Then, by Corollary 4.1
we have

flat) < < f@P) < faFY <<V

which implies

lim (f(z*1) — f(z*)) = 0. (4.16)
k—o0
Hence, each term in (4.1) also converges to 0 due to its nonnegativity. Let E;f := {s € Ej |vy(s) >

0} = {s € Ey|ve(s) > 6}, and sk = Argmax ¢ Qr(s). Moreover, noticing the boundedness of
{2*} and Q, let (T, T4, 5max) € R x R x © be an arbitrary accumulation point of {(z*, x**+1 s% 1.

Then, there exists an index set K C {0, 1,2,...} such that limy_ gex (2%, 2¥71 55 ) = (Z, 74, Smax)-
Since we have Proposition 4.3, it must hold T # 7.
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We first show that, for each s € Qq, there exists k such that either
vi(s) > 6 (Vk > k) or vg(s) =0 (Vk > k). (4.17)

Fix s € Qp arbitrarily. Then, by Assumption C(ii), we must have either limsup;_, ., vx(s) = 0 or
limsupy,_, o vk(s) > 9. If limsupy,_, ., vx(s) = 0, then we obviously have v (s) = 0 for all &k sufficiently
large. If limsupy,_, . vx(s) > 0, then there exists K’ C {1,2,...} such that |[K'| = oo and v (s) > ¢
for all k € K'. Since vg(s)c(z*11,s) converges to 0, we have an e € (0,02) and k' > k such that
0 < —vp(s)e(z*H1)s) < e for all k > k’. Now, choose an arbitrary k > k' such that vg(s) > 6. Then,
we have 0 < —c(z*t!,s) < e/§ < &, which implies c(z*1,s) = 0 and v, {(s) > § from Assumption
C(ii). We thus obtain (4.17) recursively.
We next show

Jim ;E: viia(s)e(@®,s) =0, lim Gy =0, lim GzEsz-i-l(S)Qk(s) 0 (4.18)
S k s k

We readily have limy o0 D oc i, Vet1(s)c(x¥, s) = 0 since (4.17) implies that either vy 1(s) or c(z*, s)
is 0 for all k sufficiently large. Since limg_ .o Fy, = 0, we have

lm Fio= f(@) - @) - VI@) @ -7) =0.

Hence, by Lemma 4.1, we have

lm G= (@) = f(@4) + V@) @ —7) =0,

Since T and T4 are arbitrary accumulation points, the above equality implies limy_,, G = 0. Also,
since limy—o0 D e, Vk(8)Pr(s) =0, Py(s) >0, skoax € B, and vg(s) > 6 for all s € E;", we have

max
0= lim P(s*..) = c(@s,5max) — (T, Smax) — Vel(T, Smax) | (T4 — T).
k—oo,ke K
Hence, by Lemma 4.1, we have limy_. rex Qk(sﬁlax) = 0. Now, by Proposition 4.4, there exists

M > 0 such that ZseE,j Vpt1(s) < ZseEkH Vk1(8) = Ysep,,, Ve+1(s) < M for all k. Moreover,

ve+1(s) = 0 for all s € E; \ E;f and sufficiently large k since we have (4.17) and Ej \ Ef C Q. We
thus have

0< Y ven1()Qu(s) = D vir1(5)Qi(s) < Qulsinax) D vir1(s) < MQr(sma);

s€Ey sEET sEET

which yields limy .o ke i D _se s, Vi+1(8)Q@k(s) = 0. Since T, T4 and Smax are arbitrary accumulation

points, we have limg 00 D o, Vb+1(8)Qk(s) = 0.
Now, choose a sufficiently small number £ > 0 arbitrarily. By Assumption C (iv) and Proposition
4.3, we have

—Vpe(aP T sE VTP = Ve(ab T s, ) T (@ — 28 > 5|28 — 2F || = 6dmin > 0. (4.19)

’ T new

Hence, by (4.1) and (4.3) together with (4.16), (4.18) and (4.19), we have some positive integer
L = L(e) > k such that

8 mi
0<(ZM)Taft <o) (2F)T2FL > % =7 (4.20)

for all k > L. Choose k > L arbitrarily, and let ZF and Z§ be defined as

It = {(0.4) [ 2% > 0}, I3 = {(i.) | &} = 0}.
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Then, we note that ZF UZ§ = {1,2} x {1,...,m}, and

(i,j) €I} <= &, > 6 <= 2 =0, (421)
(i,j) €T} <= &}, =0 <= 2}, > '

from Proposition 3.1(a) and Assumption C (i). Let (', 5') € Z§ be chosen arbitrarily**. Then we have

2 m
1
gk gkl (gh ) Tektl Skl sk T gkl AkH
> ZZ ZijLij ZJ €ij = Z"xzj (6’3) €y jr > 5 é,

where the second inequality is due to the nonnegativity of ka, z“lj and (é kJH)Tef, and the last
inequality follows from Proposition 3.1(c) and (', j') € Z¥. Smce € > 0 can be chosen arbitrarily small
and we have (4.21), the above inequality means ka = 0. Hence, we have I§ C I§+1.

5’
Now, by (4.20), we have

2 m
<3
=1

_ Z 22—&—1 k( k—i—l T4 k: + Z Ak—i-l k: k+1 T4 k _|_ Z Ak—i-l k k—H)TeZ

(i,j) €T+ (i.4) €18 (i ,1)615“\15

_ skl ok (skHINT sk
= E: Zij xij(eij ) €ijs

(i,4)€T; T \TE
which implies I§+1 \Ié“ # (). Since k > L can be chosen arbitrarily, it must hold
23] < 1ZyHH < 1T tR <

However, this contradicts the boundedness of {|Z§|}. Thus, Algorithm 1 must terminate in a finite
number of iterations. u

Next, we derive another finite termination theorem for the single SOC case, i.e., X = K™ and
n > 2. In this case, we can show the finite termination result without Assumption C (i).

Theorem 4.3 Suppose that KK = K™ with n > 2, and (ii)—(iv) of Assumption C hold. Then, Algo-
rithm 1 terminates in a finite number of iterations.

Proof. Assume that Algorithm 1 does not terminate in finitely many iterations for contradiction.
Then, Corollary 4.1 implies the existence of Vo := limy_ f(2¥) < V*. Also, by Propositions 4.1 and
4.4, there exists M > 0 such that ||2*|| < M and ||2¥|| < M for all k.

Choose any small € such that

3

0<e< min{’y, #}, (4.22)

where v = 6dmin/2 > 0. (See (4.20) and Proposition 4.3.) Then, by using a technique similar to the
proof of Theorem 4.2, we obtain an integer L = L(e) > k such that
0< (2F)TaM <, (4.23)
v < (2P Tk (4.24)

**When Z§ = ), we immediately obtain the desired result Z§ C Z5F*!.
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for all k > L. Now, notice that (4.24) implies 2**1 ¢ int K" for all k¥ > L since it must hold z*+1 =0
when zF! € int K", Also we obviously have ¥ # 0 from (4.24). Therefore, we have 2* € bd K™\ {0}
for all k > L 4 1. Similarly, we have z* € bd K™\ {0} for all k£ > L + 1. Thus, by Proposition 3.1, we
have

k ~k Ak

k|| sk k_ sk sk k| sk
T =T; €, = |z ||€z‘k and z = 23—, 63—, — IE ||63—ik (4.25)

for some iy € {1,2}, where :f:fk, éfk and éfk are the scalars and the vector defined by (3.6)—(3.7).
(Notice that the subscript j can be omitted without confusion since we have only one SOC.) Now,
choose a positive integer r > L + 2 arbitrarily. Then (4.23)—(4.25) hold for k =r — 1, r and r + 1.

Since (4.24) implies [|2"[[[lz" || > v and [|2"*2[|[]a"**|| > 7, we have

Y Y r+1 i 0
127 > —— > =, |z’ > > . (4.26)
=t~ M |22 = M

Moreover, (4.24) together with (4.25) yields

y (ZT+1)T:L’T a1 Ta
w2 < e arf ~ G G (427
Also, by the definitions of é} and é5, we have
v NTar+1  ar+1 T4 N A\ T ar+1  (ar41 Ar+1N\ T 4
(é5-:,) egjﬂ - (ng—riTH) &, = (eg—ir +€;) 6;7:;1 - (ng—ruH egjﬂ) €,
_ (V2T r+1 V2 T,
= () egr+1_(0) &,
=1—-1=0. (4.28)
Thus, we have
T ;v \Ts
(z") ' =l e, et
1 1 \T 7
= [ l=" &5 L) e > 3

where the first equality follows from (4.25) with k = r, the second equality is due to (4.28), and
the inequality follows from (4.26) and (4.27). However, this contradicts (4.22) and (4.23). Hence,
Algorithm 1 must terminate in a finite number of iterations. ]

4.4 Approximation analysis for obtained solution

So far, we have shown the finite termination property of Algorithm 1 via the aforementioned theorems.
Nevertheless, these theorems would be meaningless if the obtained solution is far from the optimum
of SOCCSIP (1.1). The following theorem guarantees that if n > 0 is sufficiently close to 0, then the
last output of Algorithm 1 is also close to the optimal solution of SOCCSIP (1.1).

Theorem 4.4 Suppose that Algorithm 1 terminates in a finite number of iterations. Let k*(n) be the
number of iterations in which Algorithm 1 terminates. Then, lim, o dist(xk*(”),S) =0.

Proof. Let h:R" — R, X CR", and S, C R" be defined by

h(z) := maxc(z,s), X:=KnN {x ‘ f(z) < V*}, Sy:=XnN {x ‘ h(z) < 77}.

SEN

Then, h is continuous and convex, X is closed and convex, and Sy coincides with the solution set of
SOCCSIP (1.1). Moreover, since f(k*(n)) < V*, it follows z¥" ™ € S, for any n > 0. We can show
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the remainder of the proof in a way analogous to [13, Theorem 3.2]. [ ]

Remark In Step 1 of Algorithm 1, we may also choose [ (> 2) different points {s¥, ..., sF} such that
c(xk, k) > nfor i = 1,...,1 with Eyyq := E U {sf,.. .,sf}. For such a multiple explicit exchange
method, Theorems 4.2-4.4 can be shown by using analogous techniques.

5 Numerical results

In this section, we report some numerical results. We implement Algorithm 1 by Matlab 7.10.0
(R2010a) and run the experiments on a computer with Pentium (R) CPUs 3.19GHz and 3.20GHz with
0.99MB RAM. Throughout the experiments, we set 7 := 1075 and Ey := Qy. In Step 1, we find
an sk € Q with c(aF,s%, ) > n as follows. We first test N (=~ 100) grid points*® 51,...,5y € Q
to find 3% := argmax;_j 5y c(x®,5;). If c(z¥,3%) > n, then we set s, := 5. Otherwise, we
solve the constrained maximization problem: “Maximize c(z¥,s) subject to s € Q” by means of
fmincon solver with the initial point 3*. In Step 2, we solve CSOCP(Ej;) by using the SOCCP
reformulation technique together with the regularized smoothing Newton method [15]. In Step 3,
we relax the criterion vgy1(s) > 0 to vgy1(s) > 107%. We stop the iteration of Algorithm 1 when

max{c(z¥, s)|s € Q} <.

Experiment 1 (Solving SOCCSIPs with various choices of parameters)

Let p: R? = R, ¢: R? - R” and r : R? — R be defined as

p(s) :=0.1s7(1 +sinss), g(s):= (cos(—1)(s1s2 + 0.577))?:1 +e,
r(s) := —(5 +sins; + log(sz + 10)),

where e € R” denotes the identity element with respect to K. (For example, e = (1,0,0,0,1,0,0)"
when K = K* x K3.) Then, we solve the following SOCCSIP:

Minimize f(z) :=log(1 4 exp(z' Az)) +b'z
subject to c¢(x,s) :=p(s)(z' Mz)'® 4+ q(s) x4+ r(s) <0 Vs € Q:= [, Br]? (5.1)
e,

where # > 0 is a given constant, and A € R™*™ and M € R™ "™ are positive semidefinite symmetric
matrices. Function f is convex, but is not strictly convex when rank(A) < n. Also ¢ is convex with
respect to x, but is not strictly convex when rank(M) < n. Matrices A and M are defined as A := PP T
and M := QQ", where P and Q are respectively (n x ng)- and (n x n,,)-dimensional matrices whose
components are randomly chosen from [—1,1]. Since P and @ are randomly generated, we almost
always have rank(A) = min(n,n,) and rank(M) = min(n,n,,). Also, each component of vector b is
randomly chosen from [—1,1]. In applying Algorithm 1, we set Qg := {0} since KN {z|c(z,0) <0} is
compact. SOCCSIP (5.1) has a Slater point since ¢(0,s) = r(s) < 0 for all s € Q.

First, we solve SOCCSIP (5.1) with various choices of constant 5 > 0. We solve 12 problem
instances, each of which has different values of A, M and b. For all instances, we set K = K0, r, =6
and r, = 8. Since A and M are rank-deficient, functions f and c(-, s) are not strictly convex. We show
the obtained results in Table 1, in which A; and A2 denote the spectral values defined by (2.2) of the
obtained solutions x*, fite denotes the number of iterations, cpu(s) denotes the CPU time in seconds,
and £\ Qo denotes the final output of Ej, except 2y. Notice that the number of fite does not count

*SWhen Q = [ls,us] C R, we test the 101 points s +4(us — Is)/100 with s = 0,1,...,100. When Q = [I5, us]* C R? we
test the 121 points (I + i(us — 15)/10, Is + j(us — 1)/10)T with i =0,1,...,10 and j = 0,1,...,10.
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the first subproblem CSOCP(Ey). Therefore, Algorithm 1 actually solves fite + 1 CSOCPs for each
instance. The rows with fite = 0 (Problems 4 and 9) imply that Algorithm 1 finds the SOCCSIP
optimum z*(= z°) in Step 0, and there exists no s%,,, € Q with ¢(z,s%,,) > 1. In other words, the
convex constraint corresponding to s = (0, O)T is active at the solution x*. We can also see that, when
B = 0.1 (Problems 1-3), the algorithm finds the solution z* with k& = 1, and the final active index
is s = (—0.17,0.17) . Notice that © is expressed as a two-dimensional square, and (—0.17,0.17) " is
one of its wertices. Since Algorithm 1 checks the values of c(z¥, s) at all the vertices in Step 1, we will
find the SOCCSIP optimum very soon if the final active index is located at the vertex of 2. On the
contrary, for Problems 5-8 and 10-12, the final active indices are not located at the vertices of .*6
This may be the main reason why Problems 5-8 and 10-12 need more iterations and cpu time than
Problems 1-3. This tendency seems to be more noticeable as 3 becomes larger.

Next, we solve SOCCSIP (5.1) with various choices of the Cartesian structure . We consider 9
different Cartesian structures, and solve 100 problems for each . We therefore solve 900 problems
in total. For all problems, we set r, = 7, = 0.8n and § = 1. Since A and M are rank-deficient,
functions f and c(+,s) are not strictly convex. We give the obtained results in Table 2, in which
A and A\aX (j = 1,2) denote the maximum and minimum of the spectral values (2.2) among all
Cartesian subvectors z7,...,z%, in 100 problems for each K.*" (In case of K = (K1)!® = R1°, we only
give the values for \;.) Also, 7" denotes the frequency that the spectral values become 0, and fite
and cpu(s) are the average values among the 100 trials for each K. From the table, we can observe
that the number of iterations does not change so much even when the dimension n of the variables or
the number m of sub-SOCs increases. However, CPU time increases quite a bit as n becomes larger.
This implies that the computational cost for solving each subproblem (CSOCPs solved in Steps 0
and 2) becomes more expensive as n increases. Also, we can see that the spectral value \; often
becomes 0, which implies that each subvector x}" is located on the boundary of the SOC ™. When
K = (K19 = RI% approximately 50% of obtained Ays are greater than 0, but it is not surprising since,
in this case, each subvector z} coincides with the j-th scalar component of vector z*, and Al(x;) >0
implies x;k > 0. When K = (K?)5, we still have more than 20% positive Ajs. It is also convincing since
the dimension of each SOC is small (= 2) and the problems are generated randomly. In other seven
cases with K = K19 (K29)5, ... K209 we always have A1(z}) = 0 and Ag(z}) > 0, which means that
all the subvectors of z* are located on the boundary of SOCs.

Finally, we solve SOCCSIP (5.1) with various degrees of rank deficiency of matrices A and M. For
all problems, we set L = K2 x K30, 3 =1, and 7 := r, = 7, and choose 7 different values for 7.
We solve 100 problems for each r, and hence solve 700 problems in total. Note that we usually have
rank(A) = rank(M) = min(50, 7). Therefore, f and c(-, s) are not strictly convex when r < 50, and
are (almost always) strictly convex when r > 50. We give the obtained results in Table 3, in which
)\?ﬂ“, AP and A7 are defined analogously to the previous experiment, and fite and cpu(s) are the
average of 100 problems for each r. As the table shows, we need a large number of iterations when
r is small, i.e., matrices A and M have high rank-deficiency. On the other hand, when r = 50 and
100, i.e., f and ¢(-, s) are strictly convex, we obtain the solution in a very small number of iterations.
Especially, when r = 100, we often obtain the SOCCSIP optimum in the initial step with & = 0.
Also we can observe that, when r is small, the value of Ay sometimes becomes 0, which implies that
the optimal solution of SOCCSIP (5.1) is * = 0. Actually, the above-mentioned features generally
depend on the structure of each problem, but in many cases the ill-posedness of a problem seems to
be relevant to the rank deficiency of certain matrices involved in the problem.

*0For Problem 7, the final active index is located in the interior of 2, and for other six problems (5,6,8,10,11,12),
they are located on the non-vertex boundary.

*"For example, when K = (K)™, we have m subvectors z7, ..., z}, € R* for the optimum z*. Therefore, if the obtained
solutions of the 100 problems are z*' "2 ... 219 then we have \"** := max {Ai(z}") | (G,p) € {1,2,...,m} x
{1,2,...,100}} and A := min {X;(z}") | (j,p) € {1,2,...,m} x {1,2,...,100} } for each i = 1,2.
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Table 1: Obtained results for SOCCSIP (5.1) with various choices of 3

Output (K =K, 7, =8, r, = 6)

Problem p A1 A2 | fiite | cpu(s) Ei=\ Q
Problem1 | 0.1 | 0 597 | 1 0.39 (=0.1m,0.1m) "
Problem?2 | 0.1 | 0 829 | 1 | 0.51 (=0.17,0.17) "
Problem3 | 01| 0 813 | 1 | 0.89 (—0.17,0.17) "
Problem4 | 1 | 0 095| 0 | 0.10 0
Problem5 | 1 | 0 141 | 5 | 3.03 | (=7, 0.492m)", (7,0.4927)7
Problem 6 1 0 163 | 2 0.57 (7,0.483m) "
Problem?7 | 1.6 | 0 137 | 4 4.84 (1.5927, —1.3057) T
Problem8 | 1.6 | 0 139 | 6 | 6.85 (1.6, —1.5507) "
Problem9 | 1.6 | 0 054 | 0 | 0.09 0
Problem10 | 2 | 0 142 8 6.93 (=27, —1.5677)"
Problem11 | 2 | 0 1.08| 5 | 6.21 (27, —1.6367) "
Problem12 | 2 | 0 2.06| 4 1.35 (2, —1.652m) "

Table 2: Obtained results for SOCCSIP (5.1) with various choices of K

Output (r, =r, =0.8n, 3=1)

n IC )\Emn /\IlIlaX )\%GI‘O (%) )\121111‘1 )\Enax /\gero (%) ﬂlte Cpu(S)
10| (KH | 0 098 51.2 —  — — 1.70  1.39
10 | (K?)° 0 091 792 0 146 270 |1.37 0.99
10 | K 0 0 100 | 0.12 2.36 0 1.44  0.84
100 | (K%)> | 0 0 100 | 0.06 0.32 0 2,12 2.66
100 | (K2 | 0 0 100 | 0.17 0.45 0 212 2.63
100 | KO0 0 0 100 | 0.27 0.63 0 224 297
200 | (K290 | 0 0 100 | 0.02 0.17 0 2.37  11.63
200 | (K9 | 0 0 100 | 0.07 0.24 0 2.10  10.80
200 | K200 0 0 100 | 0.27 0.38 0 2.05 13.86

Experiment 2 (Application to robust optimization)

The robust optimization [2] is one of distribution-free methodologies for handling problems with un-
certain data. We usually assume that the uncertain data belong to some set, and try to solve another
optimization problem called robust counterpart (RC), which is composed with taking the worst pos-
sible case into consideration.

Algorithm 1 is also applicable to the robust optimization for convex semi-infinite programs (CSIPs).
Consider the following uncertain CSIP:

Minimize b'x
subject to c¢(z,s) <0 Vs € Q,

where Q := [~1,1] and c(z, 5) := x " E(s)z + n(s) "z + ((s) with
19 3 —6 -7 )
3 18 =5 2 —4
E(s) = | -6 —5 15 4 —5 | +diag(sin(as))’_,
-7 2 4 10 -2
5 —4 -5 -2 16
n(s) == (4, =3, 1, =2, 4)" + (cos 1.3043)221, C(s):=—10+ (5+s)7".
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Table 3: Obtained results for SOCCSIP (5.1) with various choices of 7 :=r, = ryp,

Output (K = K20 x K30, g=1)

T )\Ilnln )\Ilnax )\%BTO(%) )\Iinn Aglax Agero (%) ﬁite Cpu(S)
1 0 0 100 0 12.03 30.0 12.57  12.17
2 0 0 100 0 12.03 19.0 13.01 11.67
5 0 0 100 0 11.99 2.0 13.20 10.26
10 0 0 100 0.859 8.91 0 8.80 7.07
20 0 0 100 0.181 4.50 0 2.88 2.69
50 0 0 100 0.085 0.56 0 1.16 0.94
100 0 0 100 0.031 0.27 0 0.03 0.22

Moreover, b € R" is an uncertain vector such that b = b + &, where b = (=3, 4,2, —4,1)7 is the
nominal value of b, and ¢ is the error term belonging to a certain set B. Then, the RC of CSIP (5.2)
is written as

Minimize max (b+ ) '
opEB

subject to c¢(z,s) <0 Vs e Q. (5.3)

Now, suppose that B is a closed sphere with radius p, that is, B := {d | ||0s]| < p}. Then, the objective
function of RC (5.3) can be calculated as maxs,e5(b+0) "2 = bz +max{d) x [||6]| < p} = b z+p||z].
Therefore, by introducing an auxiliary variable u € R, RC (5.3) can be rewritten equivalently as
Minimize b'z+ pu
T,

subject to ||z|| <u, c(xz,s) <0 VseQ, (5.4)

which is of the form SOCCSIP (1.1) with z := (%) and K := K"

Table 4 shows the obtained results on SOCCSIP (5.4) with various choices of p. In the table, u**
and ™ are the solutions of SOCCSIP (5.4), A; and A are the spectral values for (Z:ﬁ), and fite and
cpu(s) denote the number of iterations and CPU time in seconds for Algorithm 1, respectively. As
the table shows, the solution of RC (5.3) moves continuously as the radius p of B varies. Also, for all
cases, we have A\; = 0, i.e., u*” = |||, and the algorithm finds the solution in a small number of
iterations and CPU time.

Next, we investigate the distribution of the functional values to observe the actual effect of the
robust optimization. We generate 10,000 sample vectors 5;, (5,3, e ,(5;0000 € R5 for the error term 6.
Each 4} is defined as 6} := ~;v°/||v*||, where ; € R and each component of v* € R® independently follow
the normal distribution with mean 0 and deviation 1.5. Since the normal distribution contains 95% of
the values within 2 standard deviations of the mean, we will have ||} | < 3 with 95% probability. To
make the functional values more intuitive, we add a positive constant (= 18) to the objective function,
that is, we check the value of fi(z**) := (b+ i) Ta** + 18 for each i and p. The obtained results
are summarized in Table 5, where the columns of ‘best’, ‘mean’ and ‘worst’ denote the minimum,
average, and maximum of f;(z**) among i = 1,2,...,10,000 for each p, respectively. The column of
[6.5, 7) denotes the number of times that we had 6.5 < f;(z**) < 7 among 10,000 sample vectors of
6i. (Other columns are similar.) From the table, we can see that the values of ‘worst’ is smaller as p
becomes larger, though it is opposite in the columns of ‘best” and ‘mean’. This means that the robust
optimization may have disadvantage under average or lucky situations, but the serious damage can be
avoided or reduced even when an unlucky situation occurs. Since we applied the normal distribution to
generate the sample error vectors, we seldom encountered the unlucky situations such as f;(z**) > 8.5.
However, if we apply another type of distribution, we may encounter such an undesirable situation
more often, and the robust optimization can be more important.
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Table 4: Obtained results for SOCCSIP (5.4) with various choices of p

Output (b= (4,9,-6,8,—5)", K =K°)
ur P A1 A2 |fite| cpu(s)
0 | 1.167 | (—0.567, 0.076, 0.394, —0.875, 0.336)" | 0 2334 | 2 | 1.768
0.5 | 1.147 | (—0.555, 0.054, 0.391, —0.861, 0.331)T 0 2295 | 2| 2.089
1 | 1.126 | (—0.542, 0.031, 0.388, —0.845, 0.326)7 | 0 2.252 | 3 | 3.485
1.5 | 1.103 | (—0.529, 0.008, 0.384, —0.828, 0.321)" | 0 2.207 | 4 | 1.748
2 | 1.079 | (—0.514, —0.015, 0.380, —0.810, 0.315)" | 0 2.159 | 3 | 1.625
2.5 | 1.054 | (—0.499, —0.040, 0.376, —0.790, 0.310)" | 0 2.109 | 2 | 1.268
3 | 1.028 | (—0.483, —0.065, 0.371, —0.768, 0.303)" | 0 2.057 | 2 | 1.014

Table 5: Perturbed functional values of uncertain CSIP (5.2)
Output (f;(z*°) = (b+6)) Ta** + 18)
best mean worst [[6.5,7) [7,7.5) [7.5,8) [8,8.5) [8.5,9) [9,+0o0)

+
0 | 0.464 5.358 9.967 | 342 162 87 45 12 4
0.5 10581 5.363 9.864 | 331 162 86 39 10 4
1 10717 5.379 9.763 | 337 160 83 37 9 4
4
4
3
2

1.5 | 0.770 5.408 9.666 | 348 155 87 34 8
2 | 0.813 5.450 9.574 | 357 163 86 36 6
2.5 | 0.877 5.506 9.488 | 382 173 89 34 7
3 10961 5.578 9.410 | 438 182 91 38 7
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