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Abstract In this paper, we consider the cardinality-constrained optimization
problems and propose a new sequential optimality condition for the continu-
ous relaxation reformulation which is popular recently. It is stronger than the
existing results and is still a first-order necessity condition for the cardinal-
ity constraint problems without any additional assumptions. Meanwhile, we
provide a problem-tailored weaker constraint qualification, which can guaran-
tee that new sequential conditions are Mordukhovich-type stationary points.
On the other hand, we improve the theoretical results of the augmented La-
grangian algorithm. Under the same condition as the existing results, we prove
that any feasible accumulation point of the iterative sequence generated by the
algorithm satisfies the new sequence optimality condition. Furthermore, the al-
gorithm can converge to the Mordukhovich-type (essentially strong) stationary
point if the problem-tailored constraint qualification is satisfied.
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1 Introduction

In recent years, cardinality-constrained optimization problems (CCOP) have
attracted great attention, due to its wide application in port folio [T1L[10.22],
compressed sensing [15], statistical regression [24[16] and other fields, and
a large number of scholars have tried to solve these problems from different
perspectives. According to whether a model transformation is carried out, the
existing methods are mainly divided into direct methods and indirect methods.
While CCOP is non-convex and non-continuous, solving directly is extremely
difficult. Therefore, this paper mainly focuses on the indirect methods, in
which [I4] presents a new relaxed reformulation with orthogonal constraints
by introducing an auxiliary variable y.

The paper [14] studied the relationship between problems the relaxation
problem and CCOP, and proved that the two are equivalent in terms of global
solution and feasibility. Compared with CCOP, the relaxation problem has a
better structure property, such as continuity and smoothness, which allows us
to have more tools to deal with the problem. But the relaxation problem is an
optimization problem with orthogonal constraints, which means it is highly
non-convex and difficult to solve. Because of the similarity between the relax-
ation problem and mathematical programs with complementarity constraints
(MPCC), a natural idea is to directly use MPCC’s rich theoretical and numer-
ical methods to solve the problem. However, this idea is often not feasible. For
example, most of the MPCC’s constraint qualification (CQ) cannot be directly
applied to the relaxation problem (such as MPCC-LICQ). Even if it can be
applied, it will often lead to better conclusions than MPCC. Literature [25] re-
mark 5.7 detailed summary of the difference between the two. This means that
we cannot simply treat the relaxation problem as a special case of MPCC, but
should develop problem-tailored theories and numerical algorithms. In recent
years, as a large number of scholars continue to pay attention to this model,
some results have been achieved.

With the help of the tightened nonlinear program of CCOP, denoted
by TNLP(z*). Cervinka et al. developed the classic constraint qualification
to the CCOP in [25], proposed some CCOP customized constraint qualifi-
cation (CC-CQ), and discussed the relationship between them. In addition,
Kanzow et al. [I8] adapted the quasi-normality CQ in [9] and obtained a
form corresponding to CCOP. And [19] proposed a cone-continuity constraint
qualification. At the same time, [I4] defines the first-order stationarity con-
cept of the relaxation problem, called CC-Strong-stationary (CC-S-stationary)
and CC-Mordukhovich-stationary (CC-M-stationary), where CC-S-stationary
is equivalent to the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) condition of the relaxation
problem, and the CC-M-stationary is equivalent to the KKT condition of
TNLP(x*); [21] provides a Weak-type stationarity. It is worth mentioning
that, unlike CC-S-stationary and Weak-type stationarity, CC-M-stationary is
only related to the original variable z, and [I§] proves that CC-S-stationary
and CC-M-stationary are equivalence in the original variable space. Conse-
quently, this paper will focus on CC-M-stationarity.
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Because of the similarity between the relaxation problem and MPCC, some
researchers try to apply the classic algorithm of MPCC to solve the relaxation
problem. [I4] and [I3] respectively applied two classic MPCC’s regularization
methods to the relaxation problem, and both obtained better convergence than
general MPCC. However, the regularization strategy is actually to further relax
the relaxation problem into a sequence of regular subproblems and obtain the
solution of the relaxation problem by solving the regular subproblems. Can
the relaxation problem be solved directly without further relaxation? This is
an issue worthy of attention. In this paper, we have made a great answer to
this. The main contributions of this paper are as follows:

e We propose a new sequential optimality condition: CC-PAM-stationarity.
In recent years, the application of sequential optimality condition to stop
criteria and uniform convergence analysis of algorithms has received great
attention. In this area, several sequential optimality conditions have been
proposed for nonlinear programming (NLP) [46LI7.[3], where [3] gives the
relationship between them. However, there are still very few relevant re-
sults about CCOP. [21] establishes a sequential optimality condition, called
CC-approximate weak stationarity (CC-AW-stationarity), but this condi-
tion is based on the (z,y) space. Therefore, Kanzow et al. [19] proposed
CC-approximate Mordukhovich stationarity (CC-AM-stationarity), which
is only related to x, and a proof is given that it is equivalent to CC-AW-
stationary. However, for some problems, the number of CC-AM-stationary
points is numerous, and these points are often far from the optimal solu-
tions (e.g. Example B]). In order to obtain fewer optimal candidate points,
we propose CC-PAM-stationarity, which is strictly stronger than CC-AM-
stationarity, and we show that it is a necessary condition of CCOP without
any assumptions.

e We define a new problem-tailored constraint qualification, called CC-PAM-
regularity, which is weaker than CC-AM-regularity proposed in [19]. We
prove that any CC-M-stationary point is CC-PAM-stationary, and con-
versely, CC-PAM-stationary point is CC-M-stationary if CC-PAM-regularity
condition is satisfied. In other words, CC-PAM-regularity condition is a
CC-CQ. Borrowing the notation of reference [12], this constraint qualifica-
tion is called strict constraint qualification (SCQ). Furthermore, we show
that CC-PAM-regularity condition is the weakest SCQ relative to CC-PAM-
stationarity.

e We apply CC-PAM-stationarity to safeguarded augmented Lagrangian method
and further improve its convergence. Different from the regularization meth-
ods, the literature [I8] and [19] try to directly apply the safeguarded aug-
mented Lagrangian method of the general NLP to the relaxation problem
and [I8] uses the corresponding solver ALGENCAN[I2I2[I] to solve the
port folio problem verify the advantages of the augmented Lagrangian algo-
rithm over the regularization methods. In addition, the above two regulariza-
tion methods both require accurate KKT points for their subproblems, while
the safeguarded augmented Lagrangian method only requires subproblems
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to be solved inaccurately. Kanzow et al. [I9] show that any feasible limit
point of safeguarded augmented Lagrangian method is CC-AM-stationary.
And we proved that under mild conditions such as semialgebraic proper-
ties (or the same conditions as [19]), these points are CC-PAM-stationary,
which is strictly better than CC-AM-stationary. If additional conditions of
CC-PAM-regularity hold, they will be CC-M-stationary points.

The organization is as follows: we give some basic definitions and prelim-
inary conclusions in Sect.2; propose a new sequential optimality condition in
Sect.3, and defines a new problem-tailored constraint qualification in Sect.4.
The convergence of safeguarded augmented Lagrangian method is discussed
in Sect.5, and Sect.6 is a simple summary.

Notation: Iy(z) = {i: ¢;(z) =0, i=1,...,m}, I(z) = {1 : 2, =0, 1 =
,...,nh Ig(x) = {o:a, #0, 2 = 1,...,n}, x4 = max{z,0}, | - | denotes
li-norm, || - || is Euclidean norm, || - || denote infinity norm, || - ||o denotes ly
norm (the number of non-zero elements), e = (1,...,1)T € R", ¢; is a vector
where only the ith component is 1 and all the others are 0, x o y denotes
Hadamard product of x and y.

2 Preliminaries

In this paper, we consider the optimization problems
min f(z) st g(z) <0, h(z)=0, |z|o<sk, (1)

where x is an integer and kK < n, f : R®" - R, g : R" - R™ h: R"” - RP
is continuously differentiable, and || x [|o is also called cardinality of x. Thus,
the problem () is called a cardinality-constrained optimization problems
(CCOP). Let z* € R™, the tightened NLP problem (T'NLP(z*)) of CCOP
defined as

min f(z) s.t. g(z) <0, h(x)=0, z,=0, 1€ Ip(z"). (2)
And the relaxation problem of CCOP is defined as
min  f(z)

st gx) <0, hiz)=0, (3)
zoy=0, n—rk—ey<0, y<e.

Note that the problem (B)) is one less non-negative constraint than the form
n [I4]. The literature [18] shows that this change will not affect the original
conclusion and can lead to a larger feasible set. In the introduction, we have
mentioned the relationship between CCOP and the problem (3)). Below we will
give specific conclusions.

Proposition 2.1 [I4] Let x € R", then the following statements hold.
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— If z is a feasible point (or golbal minimizer) of CCOP if and only if there
exists y € R™ such that (x,y) is feasible point (or golbal minimizer) of the
problem (3).

— Ifx is a local minimizer of CCOP, then there exists y € R™ such that (x,y)
is local minimizer of the problem [Bl); Conversely, if (x,y) is a local mini-
mizer of the problem [Bl) and ||z||o = x holds, then x is a local minimizer

of CCOP.
There are several stationarity concepts with the relaxation problem (3.
Definition 2.1 [I4] Let (z*,y*) be feasible for (3], then it is called

(1) CC-S-stationary, if there exists {(\, u,7)} € R™ x RP x R™ such that
o Vf(z*)+ Vg(z*)A + Vh(z*)u+~v = 0;
o )\, =0, Vi¢ I, (z*); v =0, for all v such that y; = 0.

(2) CC-M-stationary, if there exists {(A, u,v)} € R™ x RP x R™ such that
o Vf(z*)+ Vg(@*)A + Vh(z*)u+v=0;
o )\, =0, Vi I,(z*); 7 =0, Ve Il(x¥).

Obviously, CC-M-stationarity is weaker than CC-S-stationarity, but it only
depends on the variable z, which can be used as the optimality measure of
CCOP. Another important reason to focus on CC-M-stationary points in this
paper is because of the validity of the following conclusion.

Proposition 2.2 [I8] Let (x,y) is feasible for @), if (x,y) is a CC-M-stationary
point, then there exists z € R™ such that (x,z) is a CC-S-stationary point.

Let us now recall a basic concepts that needed for theoretical analysis [23].
The upper limit of set-valued maps © : R™ = R™ is

limsup O(z) := {z: I2F — 2%, 3F = 2, 2F e O@a")}.

r—x*

For a function [ : R™ — R, the (lower) level set [, is defined as
lo:={zeR": l(z) <a}.

If any level set of the function [ is bounded, then the function [ is said to be
level bounded. Since some of the conclusions of this article are obtained under
the assumption of semialgebraic, let us briefly introduce the basic definition
and properties of semialgebraic. We say the set C' C R" is semialgebraic if it
can be written as a finite union of sets of the form

{r e R" :u;(x) =0, v;(x) <0, i=1,...,p},

where u; (), v;(x) are polynomial functions. A function is called semialgebraic
if its graph is a semialgebraic set, obviously polynomial functions are semial-
gebraic. Because of their strong stability, semialgebraic functions are a very
broad class of functions.

Lemma 2.1 [8] The following properties hold.



6 Liping Pang et al.

— Linear combination of finite number of semialgebraic functions is semial-
gebraic.

Composition of semialgebraic functions is semialgebraic.

— Generalized inverse of a semi-algebraic function is semialgebraic.

Let F(xz) = sup f(z,y) and G(z) = inf f(z,y), if the set C' and function
yeC yel

f are semialgebraic, then both F and G are semialgebraic.

Semialgebraic functions have another important property, they satisfy the
Kurdyka-Lojasiewicz property.

Definition 2.2 (KL property) [7] We say the function f satisfy the Kurdyka-
Lojasiewicz property, if for any limiting-critical point z* (0 € 9f(z*)), there
exist €, C'> 0, 6 € [0,1) such that

Clf(z) = f@)’ < |oll, V]z—a*| <e vedf(z). (4)
And if the constraint set of NLP is denoted as

X:={z: ¢gi(x)<0,i=1,...,m; hj(z)=0, j=1,...,p},
then standard MFCQ is defined as follows.

Definition 2.3 (MFCQ) Let 2 € X, then we say z satisfies Mangasarian-
Fromovitz CQ, if the gradient vectors Vh;(z) (j = 1,...,p) are linearly inde-
pendent, and there exists d € R"™ such that

Vhi(x)Td=0,Vj=1,...,p, Vgi(z)'d <0, Vi € I(x).

3 A New Sequential Optimality Condition

Recently, due to its excellent properties, sequential optimality conditions are
very popular. Although there have been many theoretical results on NLP prob-
lems, to avoid auxiliary variables, we did not directly apply the results of NLP
to problem () but proposed new problem-tailed sequential optimality condi-
tions.

Definition 3.1 (CC-PAM-stationary) Let 2* is feasible for CCOP, we say
that «* is CC-positive approximate Mordukhovich stationary, if there exist
{(@®, NF P 4F)} € R™ x R x RP x R™ such that:

(a) 2% = o*, Vf(x )+Vg( FINE + Vh(z*) )k ++% = 0;

(b) AF =0, VZ¢I( "), % =0, V2 € I+ (z");
( /\kgz( k) >0, 1fhm— > 0;

hj(z*) >0, 1fhm““ > 0;

| |

d

)
)
c)
)
)

(
(e) yFak >0, i > 0;
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where 71, =|| (1, \F, 1%, 7*) ||, the sequence that satisfy the conditions (a)-(e)
are called a CC-PAM sequence.

The condition in Definition Bl only needs to be true for sufficiently large
k. For example, if there is N, the conditions (a)-(e) are satisfied when k > N
then you can set #* = 2™V** and the new sequence obtained is the CC-
PAM sequence. Observe that, the conditions (a)-(b) are the same as CC-AM-
stationarity, so there are the following conclusions.

Proposition 3.1 Let z*is feasible for CCOP, if x* is a CC-PAM-stationary
point, then it’s a CC-AM-stationary point.

The converse of the above conclusion is untenable, as shown in the following
example.

Example 3.1 We consider

o1 2 2
min 5 [(m1 —1)° + (22— 1)%] st 2123 <0, [|zfjo < 2. (5)

Obviously, the problem (Bl) has the only global optimal solution (1,1,0)T. Let
x = (a,1,0)T, where 0 < a < 1. Take

1—
* = (a,1, Ta), M=k 4% =(0,0,—ka)T.

It is easy to verify that the above sequence satisfies the conditions (a)-(b), that
is, x is a CC-AM-stationary point; but it is not CC-PAM-stationary, because
the sequence meets the conditions (a)-(b), ¥5 and x& must have different signs,
which violates the condition (e).

As can be seen from Example[3.1] the number of CC-AM-stationary points
is numerous, and these points are far from the optimal solution. While CC-
PAM-stationary points contain fewer candidate points, that is, it is strictly
superior to CC-AM-stationarity. The following Theorem B.1] states that CC-
PAM-stationarity is a necessary optimality condition for CCOP without any
additional assumptions.

Theorem 3.1 Let x* is a local minimizer of CCOP, then x* is a CC-PAM-
stationary point.

Proof If x* is a local minimizer of CCOP, then it is also a local minimizer of
TNLP(x*), there exist € > 0 such that z* is the only global minimizer for the
following problem
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Let p(z) =|| h(z) ||> + || g(x)+ [|> + 3. 22, we define the local penalized
’LGI()(I*)
problem

) 1 . My,
min f()+ 5 oo |2+ 2 p()

2 (7)

st Ja—a"||<e,

where 0 < My — +oo. For all My, the objective function of the problem
(@ is continuous and the feasible set is compact, there must exist a global
minimizer, denoted as z¥. Meanwhile, the sequence {z*} is bounded, there

must be a convergent subsequence. For simplicity, let us set ¥ — Z. The
following proves that £ = z*.
Since 2% is the global minimizer of the problem (7)), then
1 . My, .
P+ 5 Il = ot P+ SEp) < fa). (3)

Divide both sides of (§) by M} and take the limit, we obtain p(Z) < 0. So Z
is feasible for the local problem (@). In addition, from (8]

Fk)+ 5 ok = ot IS S,

Letting k& — 400 yields
= 1 = * (12 *
@+ llz—a" "< fa),

but z* is the only global minimum point of the problem (@), there must be
Z = z*, that is, ¥ — z*.

When F is sufficiently large, there is obviously || ¥ —z* || < e. For simplicity,
let’s set {z¥} C {x :|| z¥ — 2* ||< €}. From the necessary optimality condition
of the problem (7)) we obtain

V(P +Vg(a®) (Mg(z®) )+ Vh(z®) (Mh(z")) + Z Myare, = x* — 2.
€1 (z*)

And we define

)\k :ng(xk)Jra /Lk :Mkh(zk)v ’sz :kaf,ZEIo(l'*), ’sz :O,ZEIi(SC*),

then
V(") + Vg(@®)A* + Vh(z")p* + 4% = 0.

For all i ¢ I,(z*), there is g;(z*) < 0, then g;(z*) < 0 when k is sufficiently
large, so A¥ = 0. Meanwhile, by the definition of v*, obviously

V=0, Vi€ Ii(z?).
If \F > 0, since \F = Mj,g;(2%), then g;(z¥) > 0, so

Xfgi(z®) > 0.
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Similarly, if ,ué? # 0, then h;(2%) # 0; and if v* # 0, we obtain z¥ # 0. So
ufhj(xk) = My (hj(2*))* >0 and ~vFak = My(2%)? > 0.

In summary, {(z¥, A\*, u¥, ~*)} is a CC-PAM sequence, that is, z* is a
CC-PAM-stationary point. 0O

Theorem B and Example B show that CC-PAM-stationary point we
proposed can be used as a candidate point for the optimal solution, and it is
more suitable as a measure of optimality than CC-AM-stationarity. On the
other hand, another advantage of the sequential optimality condition is that
it has nothing to do with the specific algorithm. That is, CC-PAM-stationary
point has some theoretical properties, and any algorithm that can generate the
CC-PAM-stationary point also has the same nature. Therefore, the existence
of sequential optimality conditions provides a tool for establishing a unified
framework for optimality theory.

The converse of the above conclusion is untenable, as shown in the following
example.

Example 3.2 In two-dimensional space, consider a simple geometric prob-
lem, set z = (1,1)T, find the point closest to z on the coordinate awis. This
problem can be modeled as

min % [(#1 —1)% + (22 — 1)?] st [lzflo < 1. (9)

Obviously, (1,0)T and (0,1)T are the two global optimal solutions of the prob-
lem. The following shows that x* = (0,0)T is a CC-PAM-stationary point.
Take 1 ) 1 )
k T _k T
S P L DA A S L S
it is easy to verify that {(z*,~*)} satisfies the conditions (a)-(e), that is, z* =
(0,0)T is a CC-PAM-stationary point, but it is not a local minimizer of the

problem ([@).

We know that CC-M-stationarity is stronger than the CC-AM-stationarity,
and CC-PAM-stationarity we proposed is also strictly better than CC-AM-
stationarity. An interesting question is whether CC-M-stationarity is stronger
than CC-PAM-stationarity, and under what conditions are the two equivalent.
This issue will be described in detail in the next section.

)

4 A New Constraint Qualification

Let z* be feasible for CCOP, a > 0, 8 > 0, x € R™, we defined the set
(A p,y) € R X RP x R™,
Ai=0,Vi¢I,(z"), =0, Vael(z"),
Oz, a, B) = { V(@) + Vh(x)p + 7| Migi(z) > o, if i > B (1L, 1) [l
pihi(x) = a, if [l > B (LA 1,7) lloos
NTy >, if |%| > H (L)‘aﬂa'Y) Hoo
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Obviously, if * is a CC-M-stationary point, then it can be written as
—Vf(xz*) € ©(z*,0,0). (10)

In addition, CC-PAM-stationarity can be expressed as the limit form of
the set sequence, and the following conclusions are established.

Lemma 4.1 z* is CC-PAM-stationary <= —V f(z*) € limsup O(z,a,p).
zk—=x* al0,8l0

Proof 7=" If xz* is CC-PAM-stationary, from Definition [B.1] there is a
sequence {(z¥, \¥, /¥, v*)} such that the conditions (a)-(e) holds. Take

0F = Vg(z")\F + Vh(aF)p* ++F,

we know Vf(z¥) + 6% — 0, by the condition (a), then 6% — 6* = —V f(z*).
To prove the conclusion, just find the appropriate {ay}, {8} such that
ar 40, B L 0and 0F € O(z*, ay, Br).

k k k
Let 7 = (1, \*, u¥,7*) ||, then the sequence {Qﬁim} must have a
convergent subsequence. For simplicity, let’s set it to converge. Let

\F k k
I{i lim —Z>0}, J{j lim M>0}, K{z lim m>0},
k—o0 T

k—oo Tk k—oo T
so we can take

. 1
o = min { (g s, (ihita e (el £}

Obviously there is a; — 0, and when k is sufficiently large, we obtain

A A 151 ] ("
7T_k >1’I13.X{(7T—k)i¢], (ﬂ_—i)jgj, (ﬂ_—k)ng, E Viel.
Regarding u, v has a similar conclusion. And let

k

X || v 1
Bk maX{(W_k)iilv (W—;)jib (m )WEKv L(°

Obviously there is 8y — 0. Combining the non-negativity of {«} and {8},
we can set oy, | 0 and Sy | 0 (if necessary, subsequence can be taken). And we
obtain

0% ¢ @(Z'k, g, Pr)-

”<" By hypothesis, there is {*}, {az}, {81} such that
¥ =0, ar L0, Br 0, O@F, ag, Br) 208 = —Vf(z*).
Therefore, there is {(\*, u*,v¥)} such that

0% = Vg(a")\F + Vh(z®)uk +~F,
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so Vf(z*) + 6% — 0, that is
Vf(@F) + Vg(@®)A* + Vh(z®)u* + 4% — 0.

Since 0% € O(z*, ay, Br), we obtain \¥ = 0 (Vi ¢ I,(2*)), ¥ =0 (V2 €
|5 ]
Tk

s

k
I (z*)). In addition, if klim > 0, then W—il > B for all k large enough,
— 00
this implies
M?hj(xk) > ay >0,

that is the condition (b) is satisfied. There are similar conclusions about A and
v, so z* is CC-PAM-stationary. 0O
Now, we give a new regularity condition.

Definition 4.1 (CC-PAM-regularity) We say a feasible point 2* of CCOP
satisfies the CC-PAM-regularity condition, if

limsup O(z,q, ) C Oz*,0,0).
z—x*, al0, 8l0O

Remark 4.1 CC-PAM-regularity condition is weaker than CC-AM-reqularity
condition. Take

. (A p,y) € R x RP x R™,
O(z) = ¢ Vg(z)\ + Vh .
() { g(@)A + Vh(z)p + No=0, Vid L(*), =0, Vie li(z)

Obviously there is O(z*) = O(x*,0,0), and for all « > 0, § > 0, YV €
R™ we have O(z,a, ) C é(z) Therefore, if CC-AM-regularity condition
is established, that is, limsup,_,,. O(z) C O(z*) = O(z*,0,0), we obtain
limsup, .« 0, g10 @z, a, B) € O(x*,0,0).

Now we give the relationship between CC-PAM-stationarity and CC-M-
stationarity.

Theorem 4.1 Let x* is feasible for CCOP, the following statements hold.

(1) If z* is a CC-M-stationary point, then it is a CC-PAM-stationary point.
(1i) If * is a CC-PAM-stationary point, and CC-PAM-regularity condition
holds at x*, then x* is a CC-M-stationary point.
(i5i) If for any continuous differentiable function f, the following relationship
holds:

x* CC-PAM-stationary — z* CC-M-stationary,

then CC-PAM-regularity condition holds at z*.
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Proof (i) If z* is a CC-M-stationary point, then

—Vf(x*) e O(x*,0,00)C limsup O(z,a,p).
rz—x*, al0, B0

(#7) By Lemma [A.1] we obtain

Vi) e lmswp O a8) C 6@*,0,0),
z—z*, al0, Sl0

so x* is CC-M-stationary.

(i4i) We take 6* € limsup  O(z,q, 3), and define f = 276, then
z—z*, al0, Bl0
V f(x*) = 6*. Since

0* € limsup O(z,a,8) = 06" €O(%0,0),
rz—x*, al0, Bl0

then  limsup O(z,a,p) C O(z*,0,0). O
z—x*, al0, 810
In Theorem B}, we have proved that any local minimizer of CCOP (or
TN LP(x*)) satisfies the sequential optimality condition (CC-PAM-stationarity),

and Theorem [L1] (4i) explains
CC-PAM + CC-PAM-regularity = CC-M, (11)

in other words, CC-PAM-regularity condition is a CC-CQ. Literature [12] calls
the constraint qualification that satisfies the property (1) as the strict con-
straint qualification (SCQ). And the conclusion (i7) means that the CC-PAM-
regularity condition is the weakest SCQ relative to CC-PAM-stationarity.
Next, we will apply CC-PAM-stationarity and CC-PAM-regularity condition
to enhance the theoretical results of the augmented Lagrangian method.

5 Convergence of Safeguarded Augmented Lagrangian Method

This section will discuss the convergence of using safeguarded augmented
Lagrangian method to directly solve the relaxation problem (@]). Let A =
(A p,7,6,m) € R x RP x R™ x Ry x R}, p > 0, then the augmented La-
grangian function of the problem (B]) can be written as

2 2
A
z@%mm=f@+§‘(am+—) o+ & +
r)y p
12)
5 5 2 2
Tzoy+ —|| + (n—m—eTy—i——) + (y—e—i—Q)
1Y P/ 4+ P/ 4+

Now we give safeguarded augmented Lagrangian method [12].
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Algorithm 5.1 Safeguarded Augmented Lagrangian Method (SALM)

Step 1(Initialization) Given (z°,y°) € R™ x R™, Mgz > 0, fmin < Mmazs
Ymin < Ymaz> Omaz > 0, Mmaz > 0, 7 > 1, 0 > 1, {ex} € Ry and ¢ | 0.
Choose initial values \° € [0, Anaz]™, i° € [tmin, tmaz)?s F° € [Ymin, Ymaz)™,
6% €10, 0maz], 7° € [0, Nmaz™, po >0 and set k = 1.

Step 2(Update of the iterate) Compute (2*,y*) as an approzimate solution of

min f(x,y,/]k_l,pk—ﬂ (13)

such that
|| vg(zkvykv/lkilvpkfl) ||§ €k (14)

Step 3(Update of the approximate multipliers)

A = (pro1g(a®) + A1)y, p = pr_ah(a®) + @, (15)
V= proaab oy + 4, " = (pr1(y* —e)+7"" )y, (16)
6F = (pr_1(n—r —eTyF)y + 6571) . (17)

Step 4 (Update of the penalty parameter) Take

k : g A k ' 7o 0F7
U”" := min { —g(z") , Vii=ming—(n—k—e y"), ,

" Pr-1 Pk—1
RF .= min{—(yk—e), },
Pk—1
ifk=1 or

max{|| UM [ A" [ T2 o g™t LI VAT LRSI

(18)
> rmax{|| U* ||, | h(=®) [, 2 o g® [l (1 VE Il I B* 11},
set pr, = pr—1, otherwise set py = opr—1- -
Step 5 (Update of the safequarded multipliers) Choose A e [0, Anaz]™, ¥ €
[,Uminaﬂmaz]p; '_Yk € ['Ymina'ymaz]na ok e [Oaémaz]a ﬁk € [Oanmar]n'
Set k < k+ 1, go to Step 1.

Algorithm (.l introduces the safeguard multiplier based on the classic aug-
mented Lagrangian method. The convergence is further improved, and the
whole sequence convergence required in the classic methods is relaxed to the
subsequence convergence [20]. The updated way of safeguard multiplier in Step
5 is not unique, such as the most popular projection method. In addition, it
should be emphasized that the stopping criterion is not set in Algorithm .11
and we will explore this issue in the subsequent convergence analysis.

Before proceeding to the analysis of convergence, a useful assumption is
given.

Assumption 5.1 Assuming that g : R™ — R™ and h : R® — R?P in CCOP
are semialgebraic function.
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In Sect.2, we have introduced the basic concepts and properties of semial-
gebraic, explaining that Assumption [5.1lis a relatively mild condition, which
covers a large class of problems. In the subsequent analysis, we will see that
the ”semialgebraic” assumption can be further relaxed. Let p(x,y,4,p) =
% [Z(z,y, A, p) — f(x)], it is actually the second penalty part of (I2]) (exclud-
ing penalty parameters). Under the assumption 5] the following conclusions
can be easily obtained by Lemma 211

Lemma 5.1 If Assumption [51] holds, then for any given A, p, p(x,y, A, p)
semialgebraic.

Let {(*,y*)} be the iterative sequence generated by Algorithm .1 We
already know that if {*} is bounded on a subsequence, then {y*} is bounded
on the corresponding subsequence (for detailed proof, see [I8]). This property
shows that the boundedness of the entire iteration sequence can be obtained
only by ensuring that it is bounded in the z space (that is, in the original
problem). A sufficient condition is given below.

Lemma 5.2 If [ is level bounded, then for any given A, p, L(x,y, A, p) is
also level bounded.

Proof Let

T(y,6,m,p) = 2

| .

5 2 2
<nneTy+—> <ye+ﬂ>
PJ + P+

Meanwhile, for any a € R, set f,, T, as their respective levels under the «
level set. By hypothesis, f, is bounded, and for T'(y,d,n, p), we have

lyll—o00 = T(y,d,n,p)— 0,

therefore, T, is also bounded. Because of

{(z,9) : L(2,y,4,p) < a} C fa x Ta,

then Z(x,y, A, p) is level bounded. O
Lemma 5.2l shows that .Z is consistent level bounded about A and p. If the
subproblem (I3)) is solved using a descent algorithm, then the sequence gener-

ated by Algorithm 5.l must be bounded. Let us now discuss the convergence
of Algorithm B.11

Theorem 5.1 Let (z*,y*) be an accumulation point of {(z*,y*)} generated
by Algorithm [51), that is feasible for the problem @), and Assumption [51]
holds, then x* is a CC-PAM-stationary point.

Proof For simplicity, we assum, (z¥,y*) — (2*,y*). By ([4), we obtain

Vf(xF) + Vg(@®)A\* + Vh(z®)u* + 4% oy — 0.
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Now let’s do the proof in two cases.
i) {pr} is bounded.

If {p1.} is bounded, combined with {A*} being bounded and (I5)-(I7), we
know that {A*} is also bounded. To avoid repeatedly taking subsequence, we
assum A* — A, then

V(@) + Vg(z*)A + Vh(z")u+voy" = 0.

Let Z={i: A\ >0}, T ={j:p; #0} K= {1: vy #0} C L(z*).
If the three are all empty sets, then let ¥ = 2*, Mo = aF =4k =0, it can
be concluded that z* is a CC-PAM-stationary point. Conversely, if there is
at least one non-empty, it can be obtained from Lemma 1 of [5], there exist

ICZ,JCJ, KCKand (5\1,[”,%() such that

V@) + > AiVgila®) + Y i1 Vhi(a®) + ) Aue, = 0; (19)

iel jed 1€EK
j\i')\i>0,iEI; (20)
fij - pj >0, j€J; (21)
A () >0, 1€ K; (22)
And the vector group
F =A{Vgi(z") (i € I), Vhi(z") (j €J), e, 1 € K)}
is linearly independent.
Take
. N iel, ;o jed, 5, 1€ K,
S AT SA R e i U ()
0 otherwise, 0 otherwise, 0 otherwise,

k

The next key problem is to find a sequence {2*}, #¥ — z* such that

{(&*, Xk, ok 4%)) is a CC-PAM sequence. Let
Jp={j:p; >0}, Jo={j:f; <0}, Ky :={1:% >0}, K_:{s:% <0},
obviously Jy JJ- = J, Ky |JK_ = K. And we define

Z:={x:gi(x) >0, hj, (x) >0, hj_(x) <0, 2,, >0, z,_ <0,
iel, jy€de, joedJ, iy €Kiy e K_}.

Since the vector group F is linearly independent, then Z satisfies LICQ at =*,
then MFCQ must also be satisfied. Thus, there exists d € R™ such that

Vgi(x*)'d >0, Vh;, (z*)'d>0, Vh;_(z*)"d <0, e/ d>0, e d<0,

where ¢ € I, jy € Jy, j— € J_, 14 € K4, 1= € K_. For simplicity, we set
|| d||=1, and take
F = 2% + tyd,
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where t, | 0, this implies £¥ — 2*. By ([9) and (23], we have
V(@) + V(RN 4+ Vh(EF)ak + 4% = 0.

Let i ¢ I,(z*), we have g;(z*) < 0, and g;(z¥) < 0 when k is sufficiently
large. By ([I8), we know

[U* =0 = M=t 0.
Futhermore, (&) implies
M= (pp_1gi(z®) + N1, =0, for all k sufficiently large,
then \; = 0, that is, i ¢ Z. Hence, by (23]), we have
Ne=0, VigI(z*). (24)

Take an index @ € Iy(z*), we know x # 0, yF = 0, then v,y = 0, ie.
1 ¢ K. By ([23), we have
Ak =0, e Ii(z). (25)

The following verifies that {(#*, \F, i¥ 4%)} satisfies conditions (¢)-(e) of
Definition Bl Set

I :=min{Vgi(z*)"d, Vh;, (z*)"d, —Vh;_(z*)"d, e/ d, —e] d,
iel, jy€dJy, joe€J, 1y €Kiy e K_}.
If \¥ # 0, then i € I. By (@), we know I C I,(z*). This implies
gi(3") = gi(@*) + Vgi(a*) T (@" — ™) + (] &* — 2™ |])
=1, Vg () d 4 r(ty),

where 7(ty) represents the high-order infinitesimal of t;. Divide both sides of
the above formula by ti, when k is sufficiently large, we have
gi(2%) r(ty) _ T

> —=>0,
tr t,. — 2

= Vgi(:zj*)Td +

hence, Afg; (&%) > 0.
If ﬂf # 0, then j € J. We only discuss j € J_ here (similarly available for
j € Jy). For any j € J_, when k is sufficiently large, we know
hj(&* t r
—J(z ) = Vh_](fﬂ*)Td—f— —T( k) < —— <0,
tr tr 2
then ﬂ?hj(:ik) > 0.
Analogously, if 4% # 0, by @Z3)), we know 1 € K, then

k=xf+tkdzztkeszl<0, 1€ K_,

K2

k— ) +tgd, = tkeZle > 0, 1€ Ky,

K2

X

X
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hence, for any 4* # 0, obviously 4*z* > 0.

In summary, we show that {(#%, \¥, i¥, 4%)} is a CC-PAM sequence. There-
fore x* is CC-PAM-stationary point.
1) {px} is unbounded.

Let 2% — z*, by (I4)), we know

HVz.Z (zk,yk,ﬂkfl,pk,l)u = HVf(:L‘k> + Vg (zk) N+ Vh (zk) k4o ka < eg.
Set A% = 4% o y/* since ¢, | 0, this implies
V(@) + Vg (zF) \¥ + Vh (%) p* + 3% — 0.

Let i ¢ I,(z*), we have g;(z*) < 0, and g;(z*) < 0 when k is sufficiently
large. Since pp — oo, then

AL = (pr-1gi(=") + X714 = 0.
Take an index 2 € I (x*), we have z* # 0 and y* = 0, then y* — 0. Thus

2
lim v*y* = lim pp_q2” (yzk) + lim 7 1yF
k—o0 k—o0 k—o0

1 2
- 1 - _ k k )
Jim ok (zFyl)

Now, Let’s prove pg_1 (xfyf)Q — 0. For simplicity, we abbreviate p(x, y, A, p)
in Lemma [5.1] as p(x), and define

) = 5 (G + @I+ ooyl + (= x = o) [+ - e, ).
Then

-1V (2,) (") = pr1V (2,4 D(2")

_ Vg (z*) 5\71@71 + Vh (k) gF=1 4 51 oy
< L A I )

where, the inequality sign comes from the Lipschitz property of (-), such as
M= (pr-19(2")) 4 = (pr—19(@®) + X714 = (pr-1g(2™)) 4 < N,

the others are similar. Since A*~! is bounded, g, h € C' and (z*,y*) —
(*,y*), then there exists M; > 0 such that

Pr-1V (@,P(2") = pr1V (g, D(2") < M.
On the other hand, by ([I4]), we know

sV e < 92 (a5, 2 )| + 95|
< e+ HVf(mk)H )
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Thus

[198-1V (2 B(z") || = | o2 1V(m,y>P( ") = (Pr-1V (2,)P(x") = pr=1V (24)(a"))
< e+ va T || + M;.

Furthermore, since ¢, | 0, f € C' and 2 — 2*, then there exists M > 0 such
that
Pr-1V (2.0 P(2")]| < M. (26)

At the same time, by Assumption B and Lemma [ZT] we know p(x) is
semialgebraic. So there exists C' > 0, 6 € [0, 1) such that

k-1 Y (.yyB(@®)]| = Cprr [[B(a*) — (@) = Con |[pM)]|" . (27)
By (286) and (IZZI), we obtain
0.< prea || o 9H||” < lor-ap(@®)]| < 7 [l pie Vi P(e Ol paH]
< 07 M |lp(ah)||
Thus 1
lim pp—12; C(y)? = lim F P (apyr)? =0,
k— k— o0
that is lim 4 = 0. Set
k— o0
0 1eli(a)
gk — , 28
" {&f L€ Io(a?) .

It’s easy to know that there are still
Vf(@"*) + Vg (%) A + Vh (aF) g + 4% = 0.

Let 7 := H (1, PUNTLE ’?k) ||OO If {m} is bounded, the proof process of case
1) can verify that the conditions (c)-(e) are established. Now, we consider the

k
case that 7 is unbounded. If lim ;\r—; > 0, then

k— o0
. (k) 4 N1 ok
lim 2% = f 29@ AN peisil@l)
k—oo Tk k—o0 Tk k—o0 Tk

Obviously, we have g;(z*) > 0 for all k sufficiently large, so

)\k
Megi(z®) >0, if lim = > 0.
k—o0 T
k
If klim %CL‘ > 0, then
—00
k _1hj(aR) + kit h;(2*
lim - = lim Prot ]( ) o = lim P10 ) ](x )

k—o0 T k—o0 Tk k—o0 Tk
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Observe that ,ué? has the same sign as h;(z*), this implies

P 7
pihi(x") >0, if lim —— >0.

k—oo T

<k
Similarly, if lim 22l > 0, by @8), we know 1 € Io(x*), then yF — y7 #0.
—00
Meanwhile
vk kg k(4 k)2
lim o — i T gy Pt ()
k—o0 Tk k—oo Tk k— 00 T
Therefore, when k is sufficiently large, 4% has the same sign as z¥, namely
sk
seat >0, if gim Dl s
—00 Tk

We have completed this proof. O

As can be seen from the proof of Theorem [E.1] the ”semi-algebraic” hy-
pothesis is essentially to ensure that for any given A, p, p(z,y, A, p) has KL
properties. Therefore, Assumption [5.1] can be further relaxed to the structure
of O-minimal, or even to the assumption that p(z,y, 4, p) has KL properties
(that is, the same as the conditions of [19]), the conclusion of Theorem [(.1]
still holds. There are two reasons why we did not do this. One is that y is an
artificial variable, so all assumptions should not be imposed on the y space; in
addition, through Lemma 5.1l and Lemma can show that the introduction
of y does not destroy the good properties of the hypothesis on the x space.

Theorem [B5.J] states that any feasible accumulation point of Algorithm 5.1
is a CC-PAM-stationary point if Assumption [5.1] holds. And from the proof
process, it can be seen that the sequence generated by Algorithm [5.1] is not
necessarily a CC-PAM sequence. In fact, this is not contradictory, because we
require the existence of the corresponding CC-PAM sequence in Definition [3.]
But at least this shows that it is not appropriate to take CC-PAM-stationarity
as the stop criterion. On the other hand, according to Theorem [A.1] if there
is an additional CC-PAM regularity condition holds at x*, then it is a CC-
M-stationary point. In other words, when CC-PAM regularity condition is
established, CC-M-stationarity itself is a very suitable stop criterion, [I8] has
verified the validity of this method, this paper mainly emphasizes the theoret-
ical improvement, not to repeat the experiment. In addition, in conjunction
with Proposition[Z2] it is clear that the following conclusion holds.

Theorem 5.2 Let (z*,y*) be an accumulation point of {(x*,y*)} generated by
Algorithm[51], Assumption[5 1] holds, that (x*,y*) is feasible for the relaxation
problem ), and meet CC-PAM regularity condition at x*. Then (z*,y*) is a
CC-M-stationary point and there exists z* € R"™ such that (z*,2*) is a CC-S-
stationary point.
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6 Final Remarks

In this paper, we study the continuous relaxation form of CCOP, which is more
popular in recent years. We propose a new sequential optimality condition
called CC-PAM-stationarity. In Sect.3, we prove that CC-PAM-stationarity
is strictly superior to CC-AM-stationarity. Moreover, any local minimizer of
CCOP is a CC-PAM-stationary point without any additional assumptions.
Obviously, CC-PAM-stationarity is a better measure of optimality than CC-
AM-stationarity. In addition, we introduced a new constraint qualification
called CC-PAM-regularity in Sect.4, which is weaker than CC-AM-regularity.
It is proved that if the CC-PAM regularity condition is established, then any
CC-PAM-stationary point all are CC-M-stationary points.

In Sect. 5, we apply the new sequential optimality condition proposed in
this paper, CC-PAM-stationarity, to the safeguarded augmented Lagrangian
method (Algorithm B.T]), which further improves the existing theoretical re-
sults. We have proved that under mild conditions such as KL properties, any
feasible convergence point of Algorithm B is a CC-PAM-stationary point;
further, if the CC-PAM-regularity condition, it can converge to a CC-M-
stationary (essentially CC-S-stationary) point. In other words, in this case,
the CC-M-stationarity is the natural termination criterion of Algorithm [B.11
Meanwhile, we emphasize that if the same assumptions as the existing results
are used, the conclusions of this article are still valid.
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