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Abstract This paper considers the regularization continuation method and the trust-
region updating strategy for the nonlinearly equality-constrained optimization prob-
lem. Namely, it uses the inverse of the regularization quasi-Newton matrix as the
pre-conditioner to improve its computational efficiency in the well-posed phase, and
it adopts the inverse of the regularization two-sided projection of the Hessian as the
pre-conditioner to improve its robustness in the ill-conditioned phase. Since it only
solves a linear system of equations at every iteration and the sequential quadratic
programming (SQP) needs to solve a quadratic programming subproblem at every
iteration, it is faster than SQP. Numerical results also show that it is more robust and
faster than SQP (the built-in subroutine fmincon.m of the MATLAB2020a environ-
ment and the subroutine SNOPT executed in GAMS v28.2 (2019) environment). The
computational time of the new method is about one third of that of fmincon.m for the
large-scale problem. Finally, the global convergence analysis of the new method is
also given.
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1 Introduction

In this article, we consider the optimization problem with nonlinear equality con-
straints as follows:

min
x∈ℜn

f (x)

subject to c(x) = 0, (1)

where f : ℜn→ℜ and c : ℜn→ℜm (m≤ n). This problem has many applications in
engineering fields such as the visual-inertial navigation of an unmanned aerial vehicle
maintaining the horizontal flight [11,49], constrained sparse regression [8], sparse
signal recovery [20,83], image restoration and de-noising [21,57,77], the Dantzig
selector [43], support vector machines [22], and sparse principal component analysis
(PCA) methods [15,86,84]. And there are many practical methods [38,42,65] and
many efficient solvers (the built-in subroutine fmincon [72] of MATLAB 2020a [60]
and the subroutine SNOPT [29,30] in the GAMS environment [23]) to solve it based
on the sequential quadratic programming (SQP) method [31,70,85].

For the constrained optimization problem (1), the continuation method [3,12,24,
37,67,80] is another method other than the traditional optimization method such as
SQP [31,70,71,85] or the penalty function method [17]. The advantage of the con-
tinuation method over the SQP method is that the continuation method is capable of
finding many local optimal points of the non-convex optimization problem by track-
ing its trajectory, and it is even possible to find the global optimal solution [6,55,
73,87]. However, the computational efficiency of the classical continuation meth-
ods is lower than that of the traditional optimization method such as SQP. Recently,
Luo et al intensively investigate the continuation methods for nonlinear equations
[50,53], linear programming problems [51], linear complementarity problems [56],
unconstrained optimization problems [52,55], and linearly constrained optimization
problems [49,54]. And they obtain the more robust and faster continuation methods
than the traditional optimization methods.

Here, we extend their ideas to the optimization problem with nonlinear equal-
ity constraints. In order to improve the computational efficiency of the continuation
method for the large-scale optimization problem further, we consider the regulariza-
tion BFGS (a special quasi-Newton method) preconditioned technique for the reg-
ularization continuation method and use an adaptive time step control based on the
trust-region updating strategy in this article. Moreover, in order to improve its robust-
ness, we replace the inverse of the regularization BFGS matrix with the inverse of the
regularization two-sided projection of the Hessian matrix in the ill-posed phase.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we give the regu-
larization continuation method with the switching preconditioned technique and the
trust-region updating strategy for the problem (1). In Section 3, we analyze the global
convergence of this new method. In Section 4, we report some promising numerical
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results of the new method, in comparison to the state-of-art optimization methods
(SQP, the built-in subroutine fmincon [72] of MATLAB 2020a [60] and the subrou-
tine SNOPT [29,30] in the GAMS environment [23]) for some large-scale problems.
Finally, we give some discussions and conclusions in Section 5.

2 The regularization continuation method

In this section, we give the regularization continuation method with the switching
preconditioned technique and the adaptive time-stepping scheme based on the trust-
region updating strategy [13] for the optimization problem with nonlinear equality
constraints. Firstly, we consider the regularized projection gradient flow based on the
KKT conditions of equality-constrained optimization problems. Then, we construct
the regularization continuation method with the trust-region updating strategy to fol-
low this special ordinary differential equations (ODEs). The new method uses the
Broyden-Fletcher-Goldfarb-Shanno (BFGS) updating formula [5,18,25,76] as the
preconditioned technique to improve its computational efficiency in the well-posed
phase, and it adopts the inverse of the regularized two-sided projection Hessian as the
pre-conditioner to improve its robustness in the ill-posed phase. Furthermore, we use
the generalized continuation Newton method [53] to find an initial feasible point.

2.1 The regularized projection Newton flow

For the nonlinearly constrained optimization problem (1), it is well known that its
optimal solution x∗ needs to satisfy the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker conditions (p. 328, [65])
as follows:

∇xL(x, λ ) = ∇ f (x)+A(x)T
λ = 0, (2)

c(x) = 0, (3)

where A(x)T = [∇c1(x), . . . , ∇cm(x)] and the Lagrangian function L(x, λ ) is defined
by

L(x, λ ) = f (x)+λ
T c(x). (4)

Similarly to the method of the negative gradient flow for the unconstrained optimiza-
tion problem [33], from the first-order necessary conditions (2)-(3), we can construct
a dynamical system of differential-algebraic equations for problem (1) [14,46,47,48,
49,54,74] as follows:

dx
dt

=−∇Lx(x, λ ) =−
(
∇ f (x)+A(x)T

λ
)
, (5)

c(x) = 0. (6)
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By differentiating the algebraic constraint (6) with respect to t and substituting it
into the differential equation (5), we obtain

dc(x)
dt

= A(x)
dx
dt

=−A(x)
(
∇ f (x)+A(x)T

λ
)

=−A(x)∇ f (x)−A(x)A(x)T
λ = 0. (7)

If we assume that matrix A(x) has full row rank further, from equation (7), we obtain

λ =−
(
A(x)A(x)T )−1

A(x)∇ f (x). (8)

By substituting λ of equation (8) into equation (5), we obtain the projected gradient
flow [80] for the constrained optimization problem (1) as follows:

dx
dt

=−
(

I−A(x)T (A(x)A(x)T )−1
A(x)

)
∇ f (x) =−P(x)g(x), (9)

where g(x) = ∇ f (x) and the projection matrix P(x) is defined by

P(x) = I−A(x)T (A(x)A(x)T )−1
A(x). (10)

It is not difficult to verify (P(x))2 = P(x). That is to say, the projection matrix
P(x) is symmetric and its eigenvalues are 0 or 1. From Theorem 2.3.1 in p. 73 of
[27], we know that its matrix 2-norm is

∥P(x)∥= 1. (11)

We denote P(x)† as the Moore-Penrose generalized inverse of the projection matrix
P(x) (see p. 11, [79] or [64,68]). Since the projection matrix P(x) is symmetric and
(P(x))2 = P(x), it is not difficult to verify

P(x)† = P(x). (12)

Actually, from equation (12), we have P(x)(P(x))†P(x) = P(x), P(x)†P(x)P(x)† =

P(x)†,
(
P(x)†P(x)

)T
= P(x)†P(x) and

(
P(x)P(x)†

)T
= P(x)P(x)†.

Remark 1 If x(t) is the solution of the ODE (9), it is not difficult to verify that x(t)
satisfies A(x)(dx/dt) = 0. That is to say, if the initial point x0 satisfies c(x0) = 0,
the solution x(t) of the projected gradient flow (9) also satisfies c(x) = 0, ∀t ≥ 0.
This property is very useful such that we can construct an ODE method to follow the
trajectory of the ODE (9) and obtain its steady-state solution x∗. ⊓⊔

If we assume that x(t) is the solution of the ODE (9), by using the property
(P(x))2 = P(x), we obtain

d f (x)
dt

= (∇ f (x))T dx
dt

=−(∇ f (x))T P(x)∇ f (x)

=−g(x)T (P(x))2g(x) =−∥P(x)g(x)∥2 ≤ 0.
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That is to say, f (x) is monotonically decreasing along the solution curve x(t) of the
dynamical system (9). Furthermore, the solution x(t) converges to x∗ when f (x) is
lower bounded and t tends to infinity [33,73,80], where x∗ satisfies the first-order
Karush-Kuhn-Tucker conditions (2)-(3). Thus, we can follow the trajectory x(t) of
the ODE (9) to obtain its steady-state solution x∗, which is also one stationary point
of the original optimization problem (1).

However, since the right-hand-side function P(x)g(x) of the ODE (9) is rank-
deficient, we will confront the numerical difficulties when we use the explicit ODE
method to follow the projected gradient flow (9) [4,7,9]. In order to mitigate the
stiffness of the ODE (9), we use the generalized inverse (P(x)∇2 f (x)P(x))† of the
two-sided projection matrix P(x)∇2 f (x)P(x) as the pre-conditioner for the ODE (9),
which is used similarly to the system of nonlinear equations [50], the unconstrained
optimization problem [33,52,55], the linear programming problem [51], the linear
complementarity problem [56], the underdetermined system of nonlinear equations
[49,54] and the linearly constrained optimization problem [54].

By using the generalized inverse
(
P(x)∇2 f (x)P(x)

)† of P(x)∇2 f (x)P(x) as the
pre-conditioner for the ODE (9), we obtain the projected Newton flow

dx(t)
dt

=−
(
P(x)∇2 f (x)P(x)

)†
P(x)g(x). (13)

Since P(x)∇2 f (x)P(x) is singular, we reformulate equation (13) as

(
P(x)∇2 f (x)P(x)

) dx(t)
dt

=−P(x)g(x). (14)

Although the projected Newton flow (14) mitigates the stiffness of the ODE such
that we can adopt the explicit ODE method to integrate it on the infinite interval, there
are two disadvantages. One is that the two-side projection matrix P(x)∇2 f (x)P(x)
may be not positive semi-definite. Consequently, it can not ensure the objective func-
tion f (x) is monotonically decreasing along the solution x(t) of the ODE (14). The
other is that the solution x(t) of the ODE (14) can not ensure to satisfy the feasibility,
i.e., dc(x)/dt = A(x)dx(t)/dt = 0. In order to overcome these two shortcomings, we
use the regularization technique [32,81,82] for the projected Newton flow (14) as
follows: (

σ(x)I +P(x)∇2 f (x)P(x)
) dx(t)

dt
=−P(x)g(x), (15)

where the regularization parameter σ(x) satisfies σ(x)+ µmin
(
P(x)∇2 f (x)P(x)

)
≥

σmin > 0. Here, µmin(B) represents the smallest eigenvalue of matrix B.

Remark 2 If we assume that x(t) is the solution of the ODE (15), from the property
A(x)P(x) = 0, we have

A(x)
(
σ(x)I +P(x)∇2 f (x)P(x)

) dx(t)
dt

=−A(x)P(x)g(x) = 0.
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Consequently, we obtain σ(x)A(x)dx(t)/dt = 0, i.e. A(x)dx(t)/dt = 0. By integrating
it, we obtain c(x) = c(x0) = 0. That is to say, the solution x(t) of the ODE (15)
preserves the feasibility c(x) = 0 when c(x0) = 0. ⊓⊔

Remark 3 From (P(x))2 = P(x), we know that the solution x(t) of the ODE (15) sat-
isfies P(x)dx(t)/dt = dx(t)/dt. Consequently, from equation (15) and the assumption
σ(x)+λmin

(
P(x)∇2 f (x)P(x)

)
≥ σmin > 0, we obtain

d f (x(t))
dt

= (∇ f (x))T dx(t)
dt

= (∇ f (x))T P(x)
dx(t)

dt
= (P(x)g(x))T dx(t)

dt

=−(P(x)g(x))T (
σ(x)I +P(x)∇2 f (x)P(x)

)−1
(P(x)g(x))≤ 0.

That is to say, f (x) is monotonically decreasing along the solution x(t) of the ODE
(15). Furthermore, the solution x(t) converges to x∗ when f (x) is lower bounded
and ∥P(x)∇2 f (x)P(x)∥ ≤M [33,41,73,80], where M is a positive constant and x∗ is
the stationary point of the regularization projected Newton flow (15). Thus, we can
follow the trajectory x(t) of the ODE (15) to obtain its stationary point x∗, which is
also one stationary point of the original optimization problem (1). ⊓⊔

2.2 The regularization continuation method

The solution curve x(t) of the ODE (15) can not be efficiently followed by the gen-
eral ODE method [4,7,9,36] such as backward differentiation formulas (BDFs, the
subroutine ode15s.m of the MATLAB R2020a environment [60]). Thus, we need to
construct the particular method for this problem. We apply the first-order explicit Eu-
ler method [75] to the ODE (15), then we obtain the regularized projection Newton
method as follows:(

σkI +P(xk)∇
2 f (xk)P(xk)

)
dk =−P(xk)g(xk), (16)

xk+1 = xk +αkdk, (17)

where αk is the time step. When αk = 1, the regularized projection Newton method
(16)-(17) is similar to the Levenberg-Marquardt method [40,45,62].

Since the time step αk of the regularized projection Newton method (16)-(17) is
restricted by the numerical stability [75]. That is to say, for the linear test equation
dx/dt =−λx, its time step αk is restricted by the stable region |1−αkλ/(σk +λ )| ≤
1. In order to avoid this disadvantage, similarly to the processing technique of the
nonlinear equations [50,51,53], the unconstrained optimization problem [52,54] and
the linearly constrained optimization problem [54], we replace αk with ∆ tk/(1+∆ tk)
in equation (17) and let σk = σ0/∆ tk in equation (16). Then, we obtain the regular-
ization continuation method:(

σ0

∆ tk
I +Bk

)
dk =−Pkgk, sp

k =
∆ tk

1+∆ tk
(Pkdk), (18)

xp
k+1 = xk + sp

k , (19)
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where ∆ tk is the time step, Pk = P(xk), gk = ∇ f (xk) and Bk = P(xk)∇
2 f (xk)P(xk) or

its quasi-Newton approximation.

We denote Ak =A(xk). The matrix AkAT
k may be ill-conditioned. Thus, the Cholesky

factorization method may fail to solve the projection matrix defined by equation (10)
for the large-scale problem. Therefore, we use the QR decomposition (pp. 247-248,
[27]) to solve it as follows:

AT
k = QkRk, (20)

where Qk ∈ ℜn×m satisfies QT
k Qk = I and Rk ∈ ℜm×m is an upper triangle matrix.

Consequently, the projection matrix Pk defined by equation (10) can be simplified as
follows:

Pk = I−QkQT
k . (21)

From equations (18)-(19) and the property A(xk)P(xk) = 0 of the projection ma-
trix P(xk), it is not difficult to verify A(xk)s

p
k = 0. Thus, when the constraint is lin-

ear, i.e. c(x) = Ax− b = 0, xp
k+1 also satisfies the linear constraint Axp

k+1− b = 0 if
Axk−b = 0 [54]. However, for the nonlinear constraint c(x) = 0, this property is not
true. In other words, we may not have c

(
xp

k+1

)
= 0 when c(xk) = 0, where xp

k+1 is the
solution of equations (18)-(19). Therefore, we need to compute the correction step sc

k
such that xk+1 = xp

k+1 + sc
k is pulled back to the constraint c(x) = 0. In order to save

the computational time, we use the following generalized Newton iteration with the
shortest increment [53] to achieve this aim:

sc
k =−(A

p
k+1)

†c(xp
k+1), (A

p
k+1)

† = (Ap
k+1)

T (Ap
k+1(A

p
k+1)

T )−1
,

sk ≜ sp
k + sc

k, xk+1 = xp
k+1 + sc

k = xk + sk, (22)

where Ap
k+1 equals A(xk) or A(xp

k+1). We first try Ap
k+1 = A(xk) and solve equation

(22). If ∥c(xk+1)∥∞ > ε0, we try Ap
k+1 = A(xp

k+1) and solve equation (22) again, where
ε0 is a given small constant that is less than the termination tolerance ε such as ε0 =
1
10 ε and ε = 10−6.

When Ap
k+1 = A(xk) = Ak, we have obtained its QR decomposition (20) and let

Qp
k = Qk, Rp

k = Rk. If Ap
k+1 = A(xp

k+1), we also use the QR decomposition (pp. 247-
248, [27]) to factorize it as (Ap

k+1)
T =Qp

k Rp
k , where Qp

k ∈ℜn×m satisfies (Qp
k )

T Qp
k = I

and Rp
k ∈ℜm×m is an upper triangle matrix. Then, we solve the linear system (22) as

follows:

(Rp
k )

T dc
k =−c(xp

k+1), sc
k = Qp

k dc
k , xk+1 = xp

k+1 + sc
k. (23)

We define the quadratic model qk(s) as follows:

qk(s) = f (xk)+ sT gk +
1
2

sT Bks, (24)
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where gk = ∇ f (xk) and Bk = P(xk)∇
2 f (xk)P(xk) or its quasi-Newton approximation.

Similarly to the trust-region subproblem of the null space method (pp. 571-574, [79]),
we decompose the predicted reduction into two parts:

Hpredk = qk(0)−qk(s
p
k ), Vpredk = qk(s

p
k )−qk(s

p
k + sc

k). (25)

Thus, in order to ensure the global convergence of the regularization continuation
method (18)-(23), the accepted prediction step sp

k and the correction step sc
k need to

satisfy the following condition:

∥sc
k∥ ≤ θ1∥sp

k∥, (26)

where θ1 is a large positive constant such as 106.

Remark 4 The time step ∆ tk of the regularization continuation method (18)-(22) is
not restricted by the numerical stability. Therefore, the large time step ∆ tk can be
adopted in the steady-state phase such that the regularization continuation method
(18)-(22) mimics the projected Newton method near the stationary point x∗ and it
has the fast rate of convergence. The most of all, the new step αk = ∆ tk/(∆ tk +1) is
favourable to adopt the trust-region updating strategy for adjusting the time step ∆ tk.
Consequently, the regularization continuation method (18)-(22) accurately follows
the trajectory of the regularization flow (15) in the transient-state phase and achieves
the fast rate of convergence near the stationary point x∗. ⊓⊔

2.3 The adaptive step control

Another issue is how to adaptively adjust the time step ∆ tk at every iteration. We
borrow the adjustment technique of the trust-region method due to its robustness and
its fast rate of convergence [13,88]. According to the structure-preserving property of
the regularization continuation method (18)-(22), xk+1 will be expected to preserve
the feasibility by computing the correction step sc

k of equation (23). That is to say,
xk+1 satisfies c(xk+1) ≈ 0. Therefore, we use the objective function f (x) instead of
the nonsmooth penalty function f (x)+σ∥c(x)|1 as the merit function. Similarly to
the stepping-time scheme of the ODE method for the unconstrained optimization
problem [34,45,52] and the linearly constrained optimization problem [49,54], we
also need to construct a local approximation model of f (x) around xk. Here, we adopt
the quadratic function defined by equation (24) as its approximation model.

We define the ratio of the actual reduction Aredk to the predicted reduction Predk
as follows:

Aredk ≜ f (xk)− f (xk + sk), Predk ≜ qk(0)−qk(sk), ρk =
Aredk

Predk
. (27)

Thus, we accept the trial step sk and let xk+1 = xk+sk, when ρk ≥ ηa, ∥c(xk+sk)∥∞ ≤
ε0 and the predicted reduction Predk = qk(0)−qk(sk) satisfies the Armijo sufficient
descent condition:

Predk ≥ ηq∥sp
k∥∥pgk∥, (28)
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where pgk = P(xk)g(xk) = P(xk)∇ f (xk) and sp
k is computed by equation (18), and

ηa, ηq are the small positive constants such as ηa = ηq = 10−6, and ε0 is less than
the tolerance error ε such as ε0 =

1
10 ε and ε = 10−6. Otherwise, we discard it and let

xk+1 = xk.

Consequently, we reduce or enlarged the time step ∆ tk+1 at every iteration ac-
cording to the ratio ρk defined by equation (27). A particular adjustment strategy is
given as follows:

∆ tk+1 =


γ1∆ tk, if (the trial step sk is accepted and ρk ≥ η2) ,

∆ tk, else if (the trial step sk is accepted and η1 < ρk < η2) ,

γ2∆ tk, others,
(29)

where the constants are selected as η1 = 0.25, γ1 = 2, η2 = 0.75, γ2 = 0.5 according
to our numerical experiments.

Remark 5 This new time-stepping scheme based on the trust-region updating strategy
has some advantages compared to the traditional line search strategy [44]. If we use
the line search strategy and the damped projection Newton method (16)-(17) to follow
the trajectory x(t) of the projected Newton flow (15), in order to achieve the fast rate
of convergence in the steady-state phase, the time step αk of the damped projection
Newton method is tried from 1 and reduced by half with many times at every iteration.
Since the quadratic model f (xk)+∇ f (xk)

T sk+
1
2 sT

k Bksk may not approximate f (xk+
sk) well in the transient-state phase, the time step αk will be small. Consequently, the
line search strategy consumes the unnecessary trial steps in the transient-state phase.
However, the selection scheme of the time step based on the trust-region strategy
(27)-(29) can overcome this shortcoming. ⊓⊔

2.4 The adaptively preconditioned technique

For the large-scale problem, the numerical evaluation of the two-sided projection
matrix P(xk)∇

2 f (xk)P(xk) consumes much time. In order to overcome this shortcom-
ing, in the well-posed phase, we use the Broyden-Fletcher-Goldfarb-Shanno (BFGS)
quasi-Newton matrix (see [5,18,25,58,76] or pp. 222-230, [65]) to approximate the
two-sided projection matrix P(xk)∇

2 f (xk)P(xk) of the regularization continuation
method (18)-(23) as follows:

Bk+1 =

Bk +
ykyT

k
yT

k sk
− BksksT

k Bk
sT
k Bksk

, if yT
k sk > 0,

Bk, otherwise,
(30)

where yk = P(xk+1)g(xk+1)−P(xk)g(xk), sk = xk+1− xk and B0 = I.

The BFGS updating matrix Bk has some nice properties. For example, Bk+1 is
symmetric positive definite when Bk is symmetric positive definite and Bk+1 is up-
dated by the BFGS formula (30) (p. 199, [65]). For the large-scale problem, it con-
sumes much time to solve the large-scale system (18) of linear equations. In order
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to save the computational time of solving linear equations, we obtain the inverse
(σkI+Bk)

−1 of the regularization matrix (σkI+Bk) by using the following Sherman-
Morrison-Woodbury formula (p. 17, [79]):

(B+SV T )−1 = B−1−B−1S(I +V T B−1S)−1V T B−1, (31)

where B is an n× n nonsingular matrix and S,V are two p× n matrices. Generally
speaking, p is less more than n. We denote matrices Sk and Vk as follows:

Sk =


[

Sk−1,
yk

(sT
k yk)

1/2 ,
mk

(sT
k mk)

1/2

]
, if yT

k sk > 0,

[Sk−1, 0, 0] , otherwise
(32)

Vk =


[
Vk−1,

yk
(sT

k yk)
1/2 ,−

mk
(sT

k mk)
1/2

]
, if yT

k sk > 0,

[Vk−1, 0, 0] , otherwise,
(33)

where mk = Bksk = sk + Sk−1(V T
k−1sk). Then, from equations (32)-(33), the BFGS

quasi-Newton formula (30) can be written as

Bk+1 = I +SkV T
k . (34)

By using the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury formula (31), from equation (34), we
obtain

(σkI +Bk)
−1 =

1
1+σk

(
I−Sk−1

(
(1+σk)I +V T

k−1Sk−1
)−1

V T
k−1

)
. (35)

Remark 6 It is worthwhile to discuss whether matrix I +V T B−1S in equation (31) is
nonsingular or not. Actually, when matrix B is symmetric positive definite and matrix
B+SV T is positive definite (that is to say, all eigenvalues of B+SV T are greater than
0), I +V T B−1S is nonsingular.

Proof. Since B is symmetric positive definite, it can be decomposed as B = LLT by
the Cholesky factorization (p. 163, [27]), where L is a nonsingular matrix. Thus, we
have B+ SV T = L(I +(L−1S)(V T L−T ))LT . By combining the positive definiteness
of B + SV T , we know that I + (L−1S)(V T L−T ) is positive definite. Therefore, all
eigenvalues of (L−1S)(V T L−T ) are greater than -1. Furthermore, the eigenvalues of
(L−1S)(V T L−T ) equal those of (V T L−T )(L−1S) except for their zero eigenvalues.
Consequently, all eigenvalues of (V T L−T )(L−1S) are greater than -1. Namely, all
eigenvalues of V T B−1S are greater than -1. Therefore, I +V T B−1S is a nonsingular
matrix. □

According to our numerical experiments [49,54], the regularization continuation
method (18)-(23) with the BFGS updating formula (32)-(35) works well for most
problems and the objective function decreases very fast in the well-posed phase.
However, for the ill-posed problems, the regularization continuation method (18)-
(23) with the BFGS updating formula (32)-(35) will approach the stationary solution
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x∗ very slow in the ill-posed phase. Furthermore, it fails to get close to the stationary
solution x∗ sometimes.

In order to improve the robustness of the regularization continuation method (18)-
(23), we set Bk = P(xk)∇

2 f (xk)P(xk) in the ill-posed phase. Now, the problem is how
to automatically identify the ill-posed phase and switch to Bk = P(xk)∇

2 f (xk)P(xk)
from the BFGS updating formula (30). Here, we adopt the simple criterion. That is to
say, we regard that the regularization continuation method (18)-(23) is in the ill-posed
phase once there exists the time step ∆ tK ≤ 10−3.

In the ill-posed phase, the computational time of the projected Hessian matrix
P(xk)∇

2 f (xk)P(xk) is heavy if we update it at every iteration. In order to save the
computational time of the Hessian evaluation ∇2 f (xk), we set Bk+1 =Bk when qk(0)−
qk(sk) approximates f (xk)− f (xk + sk) well, where the approximation model qk(s)
is defined by equation (24). Otherwise, we update Bk+1 = P(xk+1)∇

2 f (xk+1)P(xk+1)
in the ill-posed phase [53,54]. In the ill-posed phase, a practice updating strategy is
give by

Bk+1 =

{
Bk, if |1−ρk| ≤ η1,

P(xk+1)∇
2 f (xk+1)P(xk+1), otherwise,

(36)

where ρk is defined by equations (24)-(27) and η1 = 0.25.

2.5 Finding an initial feasible point

For the regularization continuation method based on the ODE system (15), one of the
important issues is how to find an initial feasible point x0. That is to say, the initial
point x0 needs to satisfy c(x0) = 0. Here, we use the generalized continuation Newton
method [53] to solve the under-determined system c(x) = 0 due to its robustness
and efficiency. For convenience, we give the rough description of the generalized
continuation Newton method. Its detailed description and its convergence analysis
can be found in reference [53].

For the under-determined system c(z) = 0, we construct the generalized Newton
flow

dz(τ)
dτ

=−A(z)†c(z), z(τ0) = z0, (37)

where A(z)† is the Moore-Penrose generalized inverse of the Jacobian matrix A(z)
(p. 11, [79] or p. 290, [27]). Then, we construct the generalized continuation Newton
method [53] to follow the generalized Newton flow (37) and obtain its steady-state
solution z∗ as follows:

∆z j =−
∆τ j

1+∆τ j
A†

jc(z j), z j+1 = z j +∆z j, (38)
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where A j equals A(x j) or its approximation according to the following ratio

r j =
∥c(z j)∥−∥c(z j +∆z j)∥
∥c(z j)∥−∥c(z j)+A j∆z j∥

=
∥c(z j)∥−∥c(z j +∆z j)∥
(∆τ j/(1+∆τ j))∥c(z j)∥

. (39)

In other words, we update the Jacobian matrix A j+1 according to the following strat-
egy:

A j+1 =

{
A j, if |1− r j| ≤ η1,

A(z j+1), otherwise.
(40)

For a real-world problem, A jAT
j may be ill-conditioned. Thus, the Cholesky de-

composition may fail to solve the linear system (38) for the large-scale problem. In
order to improve its robustness, we use the QR decomposition to solve it as follows:

AT
j =U jWj, W T

j ∆zm
j =−c(z j), ∆zN

j =U j∆zm
j , ∆z j =

∆τ j

1+∆τ j
∆zN

j , (41)

where U j ∈ ℜn×m satisfies UT
j U j = I and Wj ∈ ℜm×m is an upper triangle matrix.

In practice, in order to save the computational time of decomposing the matrix A j+1
when A j performs well, i.e. |1− r j| ≤ η1, according to the updating formula (40), we
set Wj+1 =Wj and U j+1 =U j in equation (41).

The adaptive time step ∆τ j of the generalized continuation Newton method (38)
is adjusted by the following trust-region updating strategy:

∆τ j+1 =


γ1∆τ j, if

∣∣1− r j
∣∣≤ η1,

∆τ j, else if η1 <
∣∣1− r j

∣∣< η2,

γ2∆τ j, others,
(42)

where the constants are selected as γ1 = 2, γ2 = 0.5, η1 = 0.25, η2 = 0.75, according
to our numerical experiments.

For a real-world problem, the analytical Jacobian A(z j) may not be offered. Thus,
in practice, we replace the Jacobian matrix A(z j) with its difference approximation
as follows:

A(zk)≈
[

c(z j + εe1)− c(z j)

ε
, . . . ,

c(z j + εen)− c(z j)

ε

]
, (43)

where the elements of ei equal zeros except for the i-th element which equals 1, and
the parameter ε can be selected as 10−6 according to our numerical experiments.

According to the above descriptions, we give the detailed implementation of
the generalized continuation Newton method with the trust-region updating strategy
(GCNMtr) to find an initial feasible point z∗ of c(z) = 0 in Algorithm 1.

By combining the discussions of the previous sections and Algorithm 1, we give
the detailed implementation of the regularization continuation method and the trust-
region updating strategy for the optimization problem (1) with nonlinear equality
constraints in Algorithm 2.
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Algorithm 1 Generalized continuation Newton methods and the trust-region updat-
ing strategy for the under-determined system (The GCNMTr method)
Input:

Function c : ℜn→ℜm, m≤ n, the initial point z0 (optional), and the tolerance ε (optional).
Output:

An approximation solution z∗ of nonlinear equations.
1: Set the default z0 = ones(n, 1) and ε = 10−7, when z0 or ε is not provided.
2: Initialize the parameters: ηa = 10−6, η1 = 0.25, γ1 = 2, η2 = 0.75, γ2 = 0.5, maxit = 400.
3: Set ∆τ0 = 10−2, flag success trialstep = 1, itc = 0, j = 0.
4: Evaluate c j = c(z j).
5: Set r j−1 = 0.
6: while (itc < maxit) do
7: if (flag success trialstep == 1) then
8: Set itc = itc + 1.
9: Compute Res j = ∥c j∥∞.

10: if (Res j < ε) then
11: break;
12: end if
13: if (|1− r j−1|> η1) then
14: Evaluate A j = A(z j) from equation (43).
15: Use the QR decomposition [Ū j,W̄j] = qr(AT

j ) and set U j = Ū j(:,1 : m), Wj = W̄j(1 : m,1 : m).
16: else
17: Set U j =U j−1, Wj =Wj−1.
18: end if
19: By solving W T

j ∆zm
j =−c j and ∆zN

j =U j∆zm
j , we obtain the Newton step ∆zN

j .
20: end if
21: Set ∆z j = ∆τ j/(1+∆τ j)∆zN

j , z j+1 = z j +∆z j .
22: Evaluate c j+1 = c(z j+1).
23: if

(
∥c j∥< ∥c j+1∥

)
then

24: Set r j =−1;
25: else
26: Compute the ratio r j from equation (39).
27: end if
28: Adjust the time step size ∆τ j+1 according to the trust-region updating strategy (42).
29: if (r j ≥ ηa) then
30: Accept the trial point z j+1. Set flag success trialstep = 1.
31: else
32: Set z j+1 = z j , c j+1 = c j , ∆zN

j+1 = ∆zN
j , flag success trialstep = 0.

33: end if
34: Set j←− j+1.
35: end while

3 Algorithm Analysis

In this section, we analyze the global convergence of the regularization continua-
tion method (18)-(23) and the adaptive time step control for the nonlinearly equality-
constrained optimization problem (i.e. Algorithm 2). Similarly to the result of the
trust-region method for the unconstrained optimization problem [69] and the con-
tinuation method for linearly constrained optimization problem [49], we have the
following lower bound estimation of qk(0)−qk(s

p
k ).

Lemma 1 Assume that the quadratic model qk(s) is defined by equation (24) and
dk is the solution of equation (18). Furthermore, we suppose that the time step ∆ tk
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Algorithm 2 The regularization continuation method for optimization problems with
nonlinear equality constraints (the Rcm method)
Input: the objective function f : ℜn → ℜ, the equality constraints c(x) = 0, c : ℜn → ℜm, the initial

point z0 (optional), the terminated parameter ε (optional).
Output: the optimal approximation solution x∗.
1: If z0 or ε is not provided, we set z0 = ones(n, 1) or ε = 10−6. We let ε0 =

1
10 ε .

2: Initialize parameters: ηa = 10−6, ηm = 10−6, η1 = 0.25, γ1 = 2, η2 = 0.75, γ2 = 0.5, σ0 =
10−5,∆ tK = 10−3, max itc = 300. Set ∆ t0 = 10−2, flag illposed phase = 0, flag success trialstep = 1,
s−1 = 0, y−1 = 0, ρ−1 = 0, B0 = I, H0 = I, Qb

−1 = I, Rb
−1 = I, S−1 = zeros(n, 1), V−1 = zeros(n, 1),

itc = 0.
3: Use the generalized continuation Newton method (the GCNMTr method, Algorithm 1) to find an

initial feasible point from z0 and denote this initial feasible point as x0.
4: Set k = 0. Evaluate f0 = f (x0) and g0 = ∇ f (x0). Evaluate A0 = A(x0) from equation (43).
5: Factorize AT

0 by the QR decomposition [Q̄0, R̄0] = qr(AT
0 ).

6: Set Q0 = Q̄0(:,1 : m), R0 = R̄0(1 : m,1 : m).
7: Compute the projected gradient pg0 = P0g0, where P0 is computed by equation (21).
8: while

((
∥pgk∥∞ > ε

)
and (itc < max itc)

)
do

9: itc = itc + 1;
10: if ∆ tk < ∆ tK then
11: Set flag illposed phase = 1.
12: end if
13: if (flag illposed phase == 0) then
14: if (flag success trialstep == 1) then
15: if k > 0 then
16: Solve equations (32)-(33) to obtain matrices Sk−1 and Vk−1.
17: else
18: Set S−1 = zeros(n, 1) and V−1 = zeros(n, 1).
19: end if
20: Solve equations (18) and (35) to obtain

dk =−
((

pgk −Sk−1

((
(1+σ0/∆ tk)I +V T

k−1Sk−1
)−1

(V T
k−1 pgk )

)))
/(1+σ0/∆ tk).

21: end if
22: else
23: if (|ρk−1−1|> η1) then
24: Evaluate Hk = Pk∇2 f (xk)Pk from equation (115).
25: Set Bk = (σ0/∆ tk)I +Hk and use the QR decomposition Bk = Qb

kRb
k .

26: else
27: Qb

k = Qb
k−1, Rb

k = Rb
k−1;

28: end if
29: Solve the linear system Rb

kdk =−(Qb
k)

T pgk to obtain dk .
30: end if
31: Set sp

k = ∆ tk
1+∆ tk

(Pkdk) and xp
k+1 = xk + sp

k . Evaluate cp
k+1 = c(xp

k+1).
32: Solve the linear systems (Rk)

T dc
k =−cp

k+1, sc
k = Qkdc

k .
33: Set xk+1 = xp

k+1 + sc
k, ck+1 = c(xk+1).

34: if (∥ck+1∥∞ > ε0) then
35: Evaluate Ap

k+1 = A(xp
k+1) from equation (43).

36: Solve the linear system (23) to obtain xk+1 and evaluate ck+1 = c(xk+1).
37: end if
38: Evaluate fk+1 = f (xk+1) and compute the ratio ρk from equations (24)-(27).
39: if (ρk ≥ ηa, ∥ck+1∥∞ ≤ ε0 and sk satisfies the sufficient descent condition (28)) then
40: Set flag success trialstep = 1. Evaluate gk+1 = ∇ f (xk+1).
41: Evaluate Ak+1 = A(xk+1) from equation (43).
42: Factorize AT

k+1 by the QR decomposition [Q̄k+1, R̄k+1] = qr
(
AT

k+1
)
.

43: Set Qk+1 = Q̄k+1(:,1 : m), Rk+1 = R̄k+1(1 : m,1 : m).
44: Set pgk+1 = Pk+1gk+1,where Pk+1 is computed by equation (21).
45: Set sk = xk+1− xk and yk = pgk+1 − pgk .
46: else
47: Set flag success trialstep = 0.
48: xk+1 = xk, fk+1 = fk , pgk+1 = pgk , gk+1 = gk, Hk+1 = Hk, dk+1 = dk.
49: end if
50: Adjust the time step ∆ tk+1 based on the trust-region updating strategy (29).
51: Set k← k+1.
52: end while



The regularization continuation method for nonlinear optimization 15

satisfies (
σ0

∆ tk
I +Bk

)
≻ 0 and

(
σ0

∆ tk
I +Bk−PT

k BkPk

)
⪰ 0, (44)

where Pk = P(xk) is the projection matrix defined by equation (10). Then, we have

qk(0)−qk(Pkdk)≥
1
2

∥∥pgk

∥∥min
{
∥Pkdk∥ ,

∥pgk∥
3∥Bk∥

}
, (45)

where pgk = Pkgk.

Proof. Let τk = σ0/∆ tk. From equation (18), we obtain

qk(0)−qk(Pkdk) =−
1
2
(
dT

k PT
k BkPkdk

)
− (Pkgk)

T dk

=−1
2
(
dT

k PT
k BkPkdk

)
+ pT

gk
(τkI +Bk)

−1 pgk

=
1
2

(
pT

gk
(τkI +Bk)

−1 pgk +dT
k
(
−PT

k BkPk + τkI +Bk
)

dk

)
. (46)

We denote µmin
(
Bk−PT

k BkPk
)

as the smallest eigenvalue of matrix
(
Bk−PT

k BkPk
)
,

and set

τlb = min
{

0, µmin
(
Bk−PT

k BkPk
)}

. (47)

From equations (44), (46)-(47) and the bound on the eigenvalues of matrix (τkI +
Bk)
−1, we obtain

qk(0)−qk(Pkdk)≥
1
2

(
pT

gk
(τkI +Bk)

−1 pgk +(τk + τlb)∥dk∥2
)

≥ 1
2

( ∥∥pgk

∥∥2

τk +∥Bk∥
+(τk + τlb)∥dk∥2

)
. (48)

In the above second inequality, we use the property |µi(Bk)| ≤ ∥Bk∥, where µi(Bk) is
an eigenvalue of matrix Bk.

Now we consider the properties of the function

ϕ(τ)≜ τ ∥dk∥2 +
∥∥pgk

∥∥2
/(τ− τlb +∥Bk∥) . (49)

From equation (49), we have ϕ
′′
(τ) = 2∥pgk∥2/(τ− τlb +∥Bk∥)3 ≥ 0 when (τ− τlb

+∥Bk∥)> 0. Thus, the function ϕ(τ) attains its minimum ϕ(τmin) when τmin satisfies
ϕ
′
(τmin) = 0 and τ ≥−(−τlb +∥Bk∥). Namely, we have

ϕ(τmin) = 2∥pgk∥∥dk∥+(τlb−∥Bk∥)∥dk∥2, (50)

where

τmin =
∥pgk∥
∥dk∥

+ τlb−∥Bk∥. (51)
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We prove the property (45) via separately considering τmin ≥ 0 or τmin < 0 as
follows.

(i) When
(
∥pgk∥/∥dk∥+(τlb−∥Bk∥)

)
≥ 0, from equation (51), we have τmin≥ 0.

From the assumption (44) and the definition (47) of τlb, we have τk ≥ −τlb. Thus,
from equations (48)–(51), we obtain

qk(0)−qk(Pkdk)≥
1
2

(
(τk + τlb)∥dk∥2 +

∥pgk∥2

τk +∥Bk∥

)
=

1
2

ϕ(τk + τlb)≥
1
2

ϕ(τmin)

=
1
2
(
∥pgk∥∥dk∥+

(
∥pgk∥∥dk∥+(τlb−∥Bk∥)∥dk∥2))≥ 1

2
∥pgk∥∥dk∥. (52)

(ii) The other case is
(
∥pgk∥/∥dk∥+(τlb−∥Bk∥)

)
< 0. In this case, from equa-

tion (51), we have τmin < 0. It is not difficult to verify that ϕ(τ) is monotonically
increasing when τ ≥ 0 and τmin < 0. From the definition (47) of τlb and the property
(11), we have

|τlb| ≤
∣∣µmin

(
Bk−PT

k BkPk
)∣∣≤ ∥Bk−PT

k BkPk∥ ≤ ∥Bk∥+∥PT
k BkPk∥

≤ ∥Bk∥+∥PT
k ∥∥Bk∥∥Pk∥= 2∥Bk∥.

By using this property and the monotonicity of ϕ(τ), from equations (48)-(49), we
obtain

qk(0)−qk(Pkdk)≥
1
2

(
(τk + τlb)∥dk∥2 +

∥pgk∥2

τk +∥Bk∥

)
=

1
2

ϕ(τk + τlb)≥
1
2

ϕ(0) =
1

2(−τlb +∥Bk∥)
∥pgk∥

2 ≥ 1
6∥Bk∥

∥pgk∥
2. (53)

From equations (52)-(53), we get

qk(0)−qk(Pkdk)≥
1
2
∥pgk∥min

{
∥dk∥,

∥pgk∥
3∥Bk∥

}
. (54)

By using the property (11) of matrix Pk, we have

∥Pkdk∥ ≤ ∥Pk∥∥dk∥= ∥dk∥. (55)

Therefore, from inequalities (54)-(55), we obtain the estimation (45). ⊓⊔

When ∆ tk ≤ σ0
2∥Bk∥

, by using the property ∥Pk∥= 1 of the projection matrix Pk, we
have (

σ0

∆ tk
I +Bk

)
≻ 0 and

(
σ0

∆ tk
I +Bk−PT

k BkPk

)
⪰ 0. (56)

Thus, from equation (18) and Lemma 1, when ∆ tk ≤ σ0
4∥Bk∥

, we obtain the estimation
of the predicted reduction of the horizontal step as follows.
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Lemma 2 Assume that the quadratic model qk(s) is defined by equation (24) and sp
k

is solved by the regularization method (18). Then, when ∆ tk ≤ σ0
4∥Bk∥

, we have the
lower bounded estimation of q0−qk(s

p
k ) as follows:

Hpredk = qk(0)−qk(s
p
k ) = qk(0)−qk

(
∆ tk

1+∆ tk
Pkdk

)
≥ 1

2
∥Pkgk∥∥sp

k∥. (57)

Proof. We prove this result via considering two different cases, i.e. (sp
k )

T Bksp
k ≤ 0

or (sp
k )

T Bksp
k > 0. (i) When (sp

k )
T Bksp

k ≤ 0, from equation (24) and equation (18), we
have

qk(0)−qk(s
p
k ) =−gT

k sp
k −

1
2
(sp

k )
T Bksp

k ≥−gT
k sp

k =− ∆ tk
1+∆ tk

(Pkgk)
T dk

=
∆ tk

1+∆ tk
(Pkgk)

T
(

σ0

∆ tk
I +Bk

)−1

(Pkgk)≥
∆ tk

1+∆ tk

1
σ0/∆ tk +∥Bk∥

∥Pkgk∥2. (58)

Furthermore, from equation (18), when ∆ tk <
σ0
∥Bk∥

, we have

∥Pkgk∥=
∥∥∥∥( σ0

∆ tk
I +Bk

)
dk

∥∥∥∥≥ (σ0/∆ tk−∥Bk∥)∥dk∥

≥ (σ0/∆ tk−∥Bk∥)∥Pkdk∥. (59)

By substituting equation (59) into equation (58), when ∆ tk ≤ σ0
4∥Bk∥

, we obtain

qk(0)−qk(s
p
k )≥

∆ tk
1+∆ tk

σ0/∆ tk−∥Bk∥
σ0/∆ tk +∥Bk∥

∥Pkgk∥∥Pkdk∥

≥ σ0/∆ tk−∥Bk∥
σ0/∆ tk +∥Bk∥

∥Pkgk∥∥sp
k∥ ≥

4∥Bk∥−∥Bk∥
4∥Bk∥+∥Bk∥

∥Pkgk∥∥sp
k∥=

3
5
∥Pkgk∥∥sp

k∥. (60)

Thus, the result (57) is true for the case (sp
k )

T Bksp
k ≤ 0.

(ii) When (sp
k )

T Bksp
k ≥ 0, i.e. (Pkdk)

T Bk(Pkdk)≥ 0, from equation (24) and equa-
tion (18), we have

qk(0)−qk(s
p
k ) =−gT

k sp
k −

1
2
(sp

k )
T Bksp

k

=− ∆ tk
1+∆ tk

gT
k (Pkdk)−

1
2

(
∆ tk

1+∆ tk

)2

(Pkdk)
T Bk(Pkdk)

≥ ∆ tk
1+∆ tk

(
−gT

k (Pkdk)−
1
2
(Pkdk)

T Bk(Pkdk)

)
=

∆ tk
1+∆ tk

(qk(0)−qk(Pkdk)). (61)

When ∆ tk ≤ σ0
4∥Bk∥

, by substituting equation (45) and equation (59) into equation (61),
we obtain

qk(0)−qk(s
p
k )≥

1
2

∆ tk
1+∆ tk

∥Pkgk∥min
{
∥Pkdk∥,

∥Pkgk∥
3∥Bk∥

}
≥ 1

2
∆ tk

1+∆ tk
∥Pkgk∥min

{
∥Pkdk∥,

(σ0/∆ tk−∥Bk∥)∥Pkdk∥
3∥Bk∥

}
≥ 1

2
∆ tk

1+∆ tk
∥Pkgk∥∥Pkdk∥=

1
2
∥Pkgk∥∥sp

k∥. (62)
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Thus, the result (57) is also true for the case (sp
k )

T Bksp
k > 0. ⊓⊔

In the following analysis of Algorithm 2, f (x) and c(x) are assumed to satisfy
Assumption 1.

Assumption 1 Assume that f (x) is twice continuously differentiable and c(x) is con-
tinuously differentiable, that the sequence {xk} is generated by Algorithm 2 in an
open set S, that ∇ f (x), ∇2 f (x), A(x) are bounded above on S. We also assume that
∥Bk∥(k = 0, 1, 2, . . .) are uniformly bounded. Namely, there exists three positive con-
stants MB, Mg, MA such that∥∥∇

2 f (x)
∥∥≤MB, ∥A(x)∥ ≤MA, ∥A(x)†∥ ≤MA,∀x ∈ S,

and ∥Bk∥ ≤MB, ∥∇ f (xk)∥ ≤Mg, k = 0, 1, 2, . . . (63)

hold.

By combining the property ∥Pk∥ = 1 of the projection matrix Pk, from the as-
sumption (63), we obtain∥∥Pk∇

2 f (xk)Pk
∥∥≤ ∥Pk∥

∥∥∇
2 f (xk)

∥∥∥Pk∥=
∥∥∇

2 f (xk)
∥∥≤MB,

∥PkBkPk∥ ≤ ∥Pk∥∥Bk∥∥Pk∥= ∥Bk∥ ≤MB, k = 0, 1, 2, . . . . (64)

According to the property of the matrix norm, we know that the absolute eigen-
value of Pk∇2 f (xk)Pk is less than MB. If we denote µ

(
Pk∇2 f (xk)Pk

)
as the eigen-

value of Pk∇2 f (xk)Pk, we know that the eigenvalue of
(

σ0
∆ tk

I +Pk∇2 f (xk)Pk

)
is σ0

∆ tk
+

µ
(
Pk∇2( fk)Pk

)
. Consequently, from equation (64), we known that

σ0

∆ tk
I +Pk∇

2 f (xk)Pk ≻ 0, when ∆ tk <
σ0

MB
. (65)

In order to prove the global convergence of Algorithm 2, we need to prove the it-
eration sequence {xk} preserves the constraint feasible c(xk)≈ 0 and its convergence
point x∗ satisfies the KKT condition (2). In the following Lemma 3, we prove that
the iteration sequence {xk} generated by Algorithm 2 will preserve on the neighbour-
hood of the feasibility c(x) = 0 when the time steps ∆ tk (k = 0, 1, . . .) are sufficiently
small. The proof of the convergence point x∗ satisfying the KKT condition (2) is left
to Theorem 1.

Lemma 3 Assume that c(x) is continuously differentiable and its Jacobian matrix
A(x) is Lipschitz continuous. Namely, there exists a positive constant LA such that

∥A(x)−A(y)∥ ≤ LA∥x− y∥, ∀x, y ∈ℜ
n. (66)

Furthermore, we suppose sk is solved by equations (18)-(22) and Bk, ∇ f (xk)(k =
0, 1, 2, . . .) are uniformly bounded. Namely, they satisfy Assumption 1. Then, there
exists a positive constant δc such that

∥c(xk + sk)∥ ≤ ε0, (67)

when ∆ tk ≤ δc, 0 < ε0 ≤min{1/(LAM2
A), ε} and ∥c(xk)∥ ≤ ε0.



The regularization continuation method for nonlinear optimization 19

Proof. When Ap
k+1 = A(xk) and ∥c(xk+1)∥ ≤ ε0, we obtain the result (67). There-

fore, we only need to consider the case Ap
k+1 = A(xp

k+1) below. From the first-order
Taylor expansion and equation (22), we have

c(xk + sk) = c(xk + sp
k + sc

k) = c(xp
k+1 + sc

k) = c(xp
k+1)+

∫ 1

0
A(xp

k+1 + tsc
k)s

c
kdt

= c(xp
k+1)+A(xp

k+1)s
c
k +

∫ 1

0
(A(xp

k+1 + tsc
k)−A(xp

k+1))s
c
kdt

=
∫ 1

0
(A(xp

k+1 + tsc
k)−A(xp

k+1))s
c
kdt. (68)

By substituting the Lipschitz continuity (66) of A(x) and the bounded assumption
∥A(x)†∥ ≤MA into equation (68), we obtain

∥c(xk + sk)∥ ≤
∫ 1

0
∥A(xp

k+1 + tsc
k)−A(xp

k+1)∥∥s
c
k∥dt ≤ 1

2
LA∥sc

k∥2

=
1
2

LA
∥∥A(xp

k+1)
†c(xp

k+1)
∥∥2 ≤ 1

2
LA
∥∥A(xp

k+1)
†∥∥2∥∥c(xp

k+1)
∥∥2

≤ 1
2

LAM2
A
∥∥c(xp

k+1)
∥∥2

. (69)

In order to estimate the upper bound of ∥c(xk + sk)∥, we need to estimate the
upper bound of ∥c(xp

k+1)∥. From the property AkPk = 0 of the projection matrix Pk,
we have

Aksp
k =

∆ tk
1+∆ tk

AkPkdk = 0. (70)

Thus, from the first-order Taylor expansion, the property (70) and the Lipschitz con-
tinuity (66) of A(x), we have

∥c(xp
k+1)∥=

∥∥∥∥c(xk)+
∫ 1

0
A(xk + tsp

k )s
p
k dt
∥∥∥∥

=

∥∥∥∥c(xk)+
∫ 1

0
(A(xk + tsp

k )−A(xk))s
p
k dt
∥∥∥∥

≤ ∥c(xk)∥+
∫ 1

0
∥A(xk + tsp

k )−A(xk)∥∥sp
k∥dt ≤ ∥c(xk)∥+

1
2

LA∥sp
k∥

2. (71)

Furthermore, from equation (18) and the assumption (63) of g(x) and Bk, when ∆ tk ≤
σ0/(2MB), we obtain

∥sp
k∥=

∆ tk
1+∆ tk

∥∥∥∥∥
(

σ0

∆ tk
I +Bk

)−1

Pkgk

∥∥∥∥∥≤ ∆ tk
1+∆ tk

∥Pkgk∥
σ0/∆ tk−∥Bk∥

≤ ∆ tk
1+∆ tk

∥Pk∥∥gk∥
σ0/∆ tk−MB

≤ ∆ tk
1+∆ tk

Mg

2MB−MB
=

∆ tk
1+∆ tk

Mg

MB
. (72)
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According to the inductive hypothesis, we have ∥c(xk)∥ ≤ ε0. By substituting it and
equation (72) into equation (71), when ∆ tk ≤ σ0/(2MB), we obtain

∥c(xp
k+1)∥ ≤ ε0 +

1
2

LA

(
∆ tk

1+∆ tk

Mg

MB

)2

. (73)

Thus, from equation (69) and equation (73), when ∆ tk ≤ σ0/(2MB), we prove
∥c(xk + sk)∥ ≤ ε0 if only we prove

1
2

LAM2
A

(
ε0 +

1
2

LA

(
∆ tk

1+∆ tk

Mg

MB

)2
)2

≤ ε0.

Namely, when ∆ tk ≤ σ0/(2MB), we only need to prove

∆ tk
1+∆ tk

≤ 2M2
B

LAM2
g

(
−ε0 +

√
2ε0

LAM2
A

)
. (74)

We select

δc = min

 σ0

4MB
,

2M2
B

LAM2
g

(
−ε0 +

√
2ε0

LAM2
A

)
∣∣∣1− 2M2

B
LAM2

g

(
−ε0 +

√
2ε0

LAM2
A

)∣∣∣
 . (75)

Then, when ∆ tk≤ δc and ε0≤min{1/(LAM2
A), ε}, we know that equation (74) is true.

Namely, we have ∥c(xk + sk)∥ ≤ ε0 when ∆ tk ≤ δc and ε0 ≤min{1/(LAM2
A), ε}. ⊓⊔

In order to estimate the lower bound of the time steps ∆ tk (k = 1, 2, . . .), we need
to prove the correction step sc

k is less than the predicted step sp
k and the predicted ver-

tical reduction Vpredk is less than the predicted horizontal reduction Hpredk, where
sc

k is solved by equation (22), and sp
k is solved by equation (18), and Vpredk, Hpredk

are defined by equation (25). Their proofs are given by the following Lemma 4 under
some assumptions.

Lemma 4 Assume that c(x) is continuously differentiable and its Jacobian matrix
A(x) satisfies the Lipschitz continuity (66). Furthermore, we suppose sp

k is solved
by equation (18) and Bk (k = 0, 1, 2, . . .) are uniformly bounded. Namely, Bk (k =
0, 1, 2, . . .) satisfy equation (63). Assume that ∥Pkgk∥ ≥ ε (k = 0, 1, 2, . . .). Then,
there exists five positive constants θc, θv, δ0, δv and δε0 such that

∥sc
k∥ ≤ θc∥sp

k∥
2 and |Vpredk| ≤ θv∥Pkgk∥∥sp

k∥, (76)

when δ0 ≤ ∆ tk ≤ δv, 0 < ε0 ≤ δε0 and ∥c(xk)∥≤ ε0, where 0 < θv < 1/2, sc
k is solved

by equation (22), and Vpredk is defined by equation (25).

Proof. From equation (18), when ∆ tk < σ0/∥Bk∥, we have

Pkdk =−Pk

(
σ0

∆ tk
I +Bk

)−1

Pkgk.
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By combining it with the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality |xT y| ≤ ∥x∥∥y∥ and P2
k = Pk,

when ∆ tk < σ0/∥Bk∥, we have

∥Pkgk∥∥Pkdk∥ ≥ |gT
k P2

k dk|=

∣∣∣∣∣(Pkgk)
T
(

σ0

∆ tk
I +Bk

)−1

(Pkgk)

∣∣∣∣∣
≥ 1

σ0/∆ tk +∥Bk∥
∥Pkgk∥2. (77)

Namely, when ∆ tk < σ0/∥Bk∥, from equation (77), we have

∥sp
k∥=

∥∥∥∥ ∆ tk
1+∆ tk

Pkdk

∥∥∥∥= ∆ tk
1+∆ tk

∥Pkdk∥ ≥
∆ tk

1+∆ tk

1
σ0/∆ tk +∥Bk∥

∥Pkgk∥. (78)

Thus, according to the assumptions ∥Bk∥ ≤ MB and ∥Pkgk∥ ≥ ε , when δ0 ≤ ∆ tk <
σ0/MB, from equation (78), we have

∥sp
k∥ ≥

δ0

1+δ0

1
σ0/δ0 +MB

ε =
δ0ε

(1+δ0)(σ0/δ0 +MB)
. (79)

From equation (22), the Lipschitz continuity (66) and equation (71), we have

∥sc
k∥= ∥A(x

p
k+1)

†c(xp
k+1)∥ ≤MA∥c(xp

k+1)∥= MA∥c(xk + sp
k )∥

≤MA

(
∥c(xk)∥+

1
2

LA∥sp
k∥

2
)
≤MA

(
ε0 +

1
2

LA∥sp
k∥

2
)
. (80)

We select

δε0 = min

{(
δ0ε

(1+δ0)(σ0/δ0 +MB)

)2

,
1

LAM2
A

}
. (81)

Then, from equations (79)-(81), when ε0 ≤ δε0 , we have

∥sc
k∥ ≤MA

(
1+

1
2

LA

)
∥sp

k∥
2 = θc∥sp

k∥
2, (82)

where we select θc = MA(1+0.5LA). Thus, we prove the first inequality of equation
(76).

From equation (18), when ∆ tk ≤ σ0/(2MB), we have

∥sp
k∥=

∥∥∥∥ ∆ tk
1+∆ tk

Pkdk

∥∥∥∥≤ ∥Pkdk∥ ≤ ∥dk∥=

∥∥∥∥∥
(

σ0

∆ tk
I +Bk

)−1

Pkgk

∥∥∥∥∥
≤ 1

σ0/∆ tk−MB
∥Pkgk∥ ≤

Mg

MB
. (83)
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Thus, from equation (25), equation (82) and the assumption (63), we have

|Vpredk|= |qk(s
p
k )−qk(s

p
k + sc

k)|=
∣∣∣∣(sc

k)
T

∇qk(s
p
k )+

1
2
(sc

k)
T

∇
2qk(s

p
k )s

c
k

∣∣∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣(sc
k)

T
(

gk +Bksp
k +

1
2

Bksc
k

)∣∣∣∣≤ ∥sc
k∥
∥∥∥∥gk +Bksp

k +
1
2

Bksc
k

∥∥∥∥
≤ ∥sc

k∥(∥gk∥+∥Bk∥(∥sp
k∥+∥s

c
k∥))≤ θc(Mg +MB(∥sp

k∥+∥s
c
k∥))∥s

p
k∥

2. (84)

By substituting equation (82) and equation (83) into equation (84), when ∆ tk ≤
σ0/(2MB), we obtain

|Vpredk| ≤
θc(2MgMB +θcM2

g)

MB
∥sp

k∥
2 ≤

θc(2MgMB +θcM2
g)

MB(σ0/∆ tk−MB)
∥Pkgk∥∥sp

k∥. (85)

We select

δv = min

{
σ0

4MB
, δc,

σ0MBθv

(2MgMB +θcM2
g)θc +M2

Bθv

}
, (86)

where the positive constant δc is defined by equation (75). Thus, from equations (85)-
(86), when ∆ tk ≤ δv, we have |Vpredk| ≤ θv∥Pkgk∥∥sp

k∥. We select the small positive
constant δ0 to satisfy δ0 ≤ δv. Then, by combining equation (82), when δ0 ≤ ∆ tk ≤ δv
and ε0 ≤ δε0 , we obtain the result (76). ⊓⊔

Remark 7 We select

θ1 ≥
θcMg

MB
. (87)

Then, from equations (82)-(87), when δ0 ≤ ∆ tk < σ0/(2MB) and ε0 ≤ δε0 , we have

∥sc
k∥ ≤ θ1∥sp

k∥. (88)

Namely, the condition (26) is satisfied. ⊓⊔

In order to prove that pgk converges to zero when k tends to infinity, we need to
estimate the lower bound of time step sizes ∆ tk (k = 1, 2, . . .). By using Lemma 2,
Lemma 3 and Lemma 4, we can obtain the lower bound of time step sizes ∆ tk (k =
1, 2, . . .) as follows.

Lemma 5 Assume that f : ℜn→ ℜ is twice continuously differentiable and ∇ f (x)
is Lipschitz continuous. Namely, there exists a positive constant Lg such that

∥∇ f (x)−∇ f (y)∥ ≤ Lg∥x− y∥, ∀x, y ∈ℜ
n. (89)

Assume that c(x) is continuously differentiable and its Jacobian matrix A(x) satisfies
the Lipschitz continuity (66). We suppose that the sequence {xk} is generated by
Algorithm 2 and Assumption 1 holds. Furthermore, we assume

∥Pkgk∥> ε (90)
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holds for all k = 0, 1, 2, . . ., where gk = g(xk) = ∇ f (xk), Pk = P(xk) and the projec-
tion matrix P(x) is defined by equation (10). Then, it exists a positive constant δ∆ t
such that

∆ tk ≥ γ2δ∆ t > 0, k = 0, 1, 2, . . . , (91)

where ∆ tk is adaptively adjusted by the trust-region updating strategy (27)-(29).

Proof. According to Lemma 3, by induction, when δ0 ≤ ∆ tk ≤ δv and 0 < ε0 ≤ δε0 ,
we have

∥c(xk)∥ ≤ ε0, k = 0, 1, 2, . . . , (92)

where δε0 is defined by equation (81) and δv is defined by equation (86).

From equation (11), we know ∥Pk∥= 1. By using this property and the assumption
(63), we have∣∣µmin

(
Bk−PT

k BkPk
)∣∣≤ ∥∥Bk−PT

k BkPk
∥∥

≤ ∥Bk∥+∥PT
k ∥∥Bk∥∥Pk∥= 2∥Bk∥ ≤ 2MB, k = 0, 1, 2, . . . , (93)

where µmin(B) represents the smallest eigenvalue of matrix B. Thus, from equation
(93), we obtain

µmin

(
σ0

∆ tk
I +Bk−PT

k BkPk

)
=

σ0

∆ tk
+µmin

(
Bk−PT

k BkPk
)

≥ σ0

∆ tk
−2MB, k = 0, 1, 2, . . . . (94)

Similarly, from the assumption (63), we have

µmin

(
σ0

∆ tk
I +Bk

)
=

σ0

∆ tk
+µmin (Bk)≥

σ0

∆ tk
−MB, k = 0, 1, 2, . . . . (95)

Therefore, the positive definite conditions of equation (44) are satisfied when ∆ tk ≤
σ0/(2MB)(k = 1, 2, . . .).

From the Lipschitz continuity (89) of ∇ f (x) and the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality
|xT y| ≤ ∥x∥∥y∥, we have∣∣∣∣∫ 1

0
(∇ f (xk + tsk)−∇ f (xk))

T skdt
∣∣∣∣≤ ∫ 1

0
∥∇ f (xk + tsk)−∇ f (xk)∥∥sk∥dt

≤
∫ 1

0
Lg∥sk∥2tdt =

1
2

Lg∥sk∥2 =
1
2

Lg(∥sp
k + sc

k∥)2 ≤ 1
2

Lg(∥sp
k∥+∥s

c
k∥)2. (96)

By substituting equation (76) and equation (83) into equation (96), when δ0 ≤ ∆ tk ≤
δv and 0 < ε0 ≤ δε0 , we obtain∣∣∣∣∫ 1

0
(∇ f (xk + tsk)−∇ f (xk))

T skdt
∣∣∣∣≤ 1

2
Lg(∥sp

k∥+θc∥sp
k∥

2)2

≤ 1
2

Lg

(
1+

θcMg

MB

)2

∥sp
k∥

2, (97)
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and

1
2
|sT

k Bksk| ≤
1
2
∥Bk∥∥sk∥2 ≤ 1

2
MB∥sp

k + sc
k∥2 ≤ 1

2
MB(∥sp

k∥+∥s
c
k∥)2

≤ 1
2

MB
(
∥sp

k∥+θc∥sp
k∥

2)2
=

1
2

MB(1+θc∥sp
k∥)

2∥sp
k∥

2

≤ 1
2

MB

(
1+θc

Mg

MB

)2

∥sp
k∥

2. (98)

From the first-order Taylor expansion of f (xk + sk) and equation (97), we have

∣∣ f (xk)− f (xk + sk)+∇ f (xk)
T sk
∣∣= ∣∣∣∣∇ f (xk)

T sk−
∫ 1

0
∇ f (xk + tsk)

T skdt
∣∣∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣∫ 1

0
(∇ f (xk)−∇ f (xk + tsk))

T skdt
∣∣∣∣≤ 1

2
Lg

(
1+

θcMg

MB

)2

∥sp
k∥

2. (99)

From equation (57) and equation (76), we have

qk(0)−qk(sk) = (qk(0)−qk(s
p
k ))− (qk(s

p
k )−qk(s

p
k + sc

k))

≥ 1
2
∥Pkgk∥∥sp

k∥−θv∥Pkgk∥∥sp
k∥= (0.5−θv)∥Pkgk∥∥sp

k∥. (100)

Thus, from equations (24), (27), (57), (76) and (98)-(100), when δ0 ≤ ∆ tk ≤ δv and
0 < ε0 ≤ δε0 , we have

|ρk−1|=
∣∣∣∣ ( f (xk)− f (xk + sk))− (qk(0)−qk(sk))

qk(0)−qk(sk)

∣∣∣∣
≤

0.5(Lg +MB)(1+(θcMg)/MB)
2∥sp

k∥
2

|qk(0)−qk(sk)|

≤
0.5(Lg +MB)(1+(θcMg)/MB)

2∥sp
k∥

2∣∣|qk(0)−qk(s
p
k )|− |qk(s

p
k )−qk(s

p
k + sc

k)|
∣∣

≤
0.5(Lg +MB)(1+(θcMg)/MB)

2∥sp
k∥

2

(0.5−θv)∥Pkgk∥∥sp
k∥

. (101)

By substituting equation (83) into equation (101), we obtain

|ρk−1| ≤
0.5(Lg +MB)(1+(θcMg)/MB)

2

(0.5−θv)(σ0/∆ tk−MB)
. (102)

We denote

δub =
(0.5−θv)(1−η2)σ0

0.5(Lg +MB)(1+(θcMg)/MB)
2 +(0.5−θv)(1−η2)MB

,

δ∆ t ≜ min
{

δub,
σ0

4MB
, δv, ∆ t0

}
. (103)
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Thus, from equations (102)-(103), when δ0 ≤ ∆ tk ≤ δ∆ t , we have ρk ≥ η2. We select
δ0 ≤ γ2δ∆ t . We assume that K is the first index such that ∆ tK ≤ δ∆ t . Then, from equa-
tions (102)-(103), we know that ρK ≥ η2. According to the time-stepping adjustment
formula (29) and Lemma 3, when 0 < ε0 ≤ δε0 , xK +sK will be accepted and the time
step ∆ tK+1 will be enlarged. Consequently, ∆ tk ≥ γ2δ∆ t holds for all k = 0, 1, 2, . . ..

⊓⊔

Remark 8 We select ηq ≤ 0.5−θv. Then, when δ0 ≤ ∆ tk ≤ δv, from equation (100),
we have

qk(0)−qk(sk)≥ (0.5−θv)∥Pkgk∥∥sp
k∥ ≥ ηq∥Pkgk∥∥sp

k∥. (104)

Namely, the sufficient descent condition (28) is satisfied. ⊓⊔

By using the results of Lemma 3 and Lemma 5, we prove the global convergence
of Algorithm 2 for the equality-constrained optimization problem (1) as follows.

Theorem 1 Assume that Assumption 1 holds, ∇ f (x) satisfies the Lipschitz continuity
(89), and the Jacobian matrix A(x) of c(x) satisfies the Lipschitz continuity (66). We
suppose that the sequence {xk} is generated by Algorithm 2 and f (xk)(k = 0, 1, . . .)
are bounded below. Then, for any positive constant ε , we can select a sufficiently
small constant ε0 > 0 such that

∥PKgK∥ ≤ ε and ∥c(xK)∥ ≤ ε0 (105)

hold for an index K when ∥c(x0)∥ ≤ ε0.

Proof. We prove this result by contradiction. Assume that the result (105) is not
true. Then, we have

∥Pkgk∥> ε for all k = 0, 1, 2, . . . . (106)

Thus, from Lemma 3 and Lemma 5, we can select a sufficiently small constant ε0 > 0
and there exists an infinite subsequence {xki} such that the trial steps ski are accepted,
i.e., ρki ≥ ηa, i = 1, 2, . . .. Otherwise, all steps are rejected after a given iteration
index, then the time step will keep decreasing, which contradicts (91). Therefore,
from equation (27), we have ∥c(xki)∥ ≤ ε0 and

f0− lim
k→∞

fk =
∞

∑
k=0

( fk− fk+1)≥ ηa

∞

∑
i=0

(
qki(0)−qki(ski)

)
, (107)

where ski is computed by equation (18) and equation (22).

Since fk = f (xk)(k = 0, 1, 2, . . .) are bounded below and the sequence { fk} de-
creases monotonically, we know that the limit of the sequence { f (xk)} exits and we
denote it as limk→∞ fk = f ∗. Thus, from equation (107), we have

lim
ki→∞

(
qki(0)−qki(ski)

)
= 0. (108)
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By substituting equation (28) into equation (108), we obtain

lim
i→∞
∥pgki

∥∥sp
ki
∥= 0. (109)

According to the assumption ∥Pkgk∥> ε > 0, from equation (109), we have

lim
i→∞
∥sp

ki
∥= 0. (110)

From Lemma 5, we know that it exists a positive constant δ∆ t such that

∆ tk ≥ γ2δ∆ t > 0, k = 0, 1, 2, . . . . (111)

(i) When Bki is updated by the BFGS quasi-Newton formula (30), we know that
Bki ≻ 0. Thus, by substituting equation (111) into equation (78), we have

∥sp
ki
∥ ≥

∆ tki

1+∆ tki

1
σ0/∆ tki +∥Bki∥

∥Pkigki∥

≥ γ2δ∆ t

1+ γ2δ∆ t

1
σ0/(γ2δ∆ t)+MB

∥Pkigki∥. (112)

(ii) When Bki = Pki∇
2 f (xki)Pki , from equation (18), we have

Pki

(
σ0

∆ tki

I +Pki∇
2 f (xki)Pki

)
dki =−P2

ki
gki

=−Pkigki =

(
σ0

∆ tki

I +Pki∇
2 f (xki)Pki

)
dki ,

which gives Pkidki = dki . By combining it with equation (18) and equation (111), we
have

γ2δ∆ t

1+ γ2δ∆ t
∥Pkigki∥ ≤

∥∥∥∥ ∆ tki

1+∆ tki

Pkigki

∥∥∥∥
=

∥∥∥∥ ∆ tki

1+∆ tki

(
σ0

∆ tki

I +Pki∇
2 f (xki)Pki

)
dki

∥∥∥∥
=

∥∥∥∥ ∆ tki

1+∆ tki

(
σ0

∆ tki

I +Pki∇
2 f (xki)Pki

)
Pkidki

∥∥∥∥
=

∥∥∥∥( σ0

∆ tki

I +Pki∇
2 f (xki)Pki

)
sp

ki

∥∥∥∥
≤
(

σ0

∆ tki

+∥Bki∥
)
∥sp

ki
∥ ≤

(
σ0

γ2δ∆ t
+MB

)
∥sp

ki
∥. (113)

By substituting equations (112)-(113) into equation (110), we obtain

lim
i→∞
∥Pkigki∥= 0, (114)

which contradicts the bounded assumption (106) of Pkgk (k = 0, 1, 2, . . .). Therefore,
the result (105) is true. ⊓⊔
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4 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we conduct some numerical experiments to test the performance of
Algorithm 2 (the Rcm method). The codes are executed by a HP notebook with the
Intel quad-core CPU and 8Gb memory in the MATLAB R2020a environment [60].
For a real-world problem, the analytical Hessian matrix ∇2 f (xk) may not be offered.
Thus, in practice, we replace the two sided projection P(xk)∇

2 f (xk)P(xk) of the Hes-
sian matrix with its difference approximation as follows:

Pk∇
2 f (xk)Pk ≈

[
Pkg(xk + εPke1)−Pkg(xk)

ε
, . . . ,

Pkg(xk + εPken)−Pkg(xk)

ε

]
,

(115)

where the elements of ei equal zeros except for the i-th element which equals 1,
Pk = P(xk) and the parameter ε can be selected as 10−6 according to our numerical
experiments.

SQP [19,25,65,85] is a representative method for constrained optimization prob-
lems. And there are two representative implementation codes of the SQP method.
One is the built-in subroutine fmincon.m (NLPQL) of the MATLAB2020a environ-
ment [60,72]. The other is the subroutine SNOPT [29,30] executed in GAMS v28.2
(2019) environment [23]). fmincon and SNOPT are two robust and efficient solvers
for nonlinear equality-constrained optimization problems. Therefore, we select these
two typical solvers as the basis for comparison.

We select 65 nonlinear equality-constrained optimization problems from CUTEst
[26] and construct 60 test problems. Therefore, we use these 125 problems to test their
performance of these three algorithms (Rcm, fmincon and SNOPT). For those 60
constructed test problems, we use Ackley Function [78] as their objective functions.
Ackley Function can be written as:

f (x) =−ae−b
√

1
n ∑

n
i=1 x2

i − e
1
n ∑

n
i=1 cos(2πxi)+a+ e, (116)

where a = 20, b = 0.2, n = 2000. Then, we use the gradients of 20 unconstrained
optimization problems from [1,39,61,78] as their constrained functions. In order to
test the performance of the method for the different dimensions of constraints, we
test the problems with few constraints (m << n such as m = 10, n = 2000), medium
constraints (m≈ 1

2 n such as m = 1000, n = 2000) and many constraints (m≈ n such
as m = 1999, n = 2000).

The termination conditions of three compared algorithms (Rcm, fmincon and
SNOPT) are all set by

∥∇xL(xk, λk)∥∞ ≤ 1.0×10−6, (117)

∥c(xk)∥∞ ≤ 1.0×10−6, k = 1, 2, . . . , (118)

where the Lagrange function L(x, λ ) is defined by equation (4) and λ is defined by
equation (8). We test those 100 problems with n ≈ 1000 to n = 2000. Numerical
results are arranged in Tables 1-6. Numerical results of 65 constrained optimization
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problems from CUTEst [26] are arranged in Tables 1-3. And numerical results of
60 constructed constrained optimization problems are arranged in Tables 4-6. The
computational time and the number of iterations of Rcm, fmincon and SNOPT are
illustrated in Figure 1-2, respectively.

Since Algorithm 2 (Rcm) use Algorithm 1 (GCNMTr) to find an initial feasible
point, we count its iterations including the iterations of GCNMTr (which are rep-
resented by itcG) and the self iterations of Rcm (which are represented by itcR) in
Tables 1-6. SNOPT gives the number of solving QP subproblems (which are repre-
sented by “Major”) and uses SQOPT solver [30] to find a solution of the QP sub-
problem. SNOPT also gives the total iterations of solving QP subproblems, which
are represented by “ICTS”. In order to ensure the evaluation objectivity, we count
the number of solving QP subproblems and the total iterations of solving QP sub-
problems for SNOPT in Tables 1-6. fmincon only gives the number of solving QP
subproblems and we denote them as “steps” in Tables 1-6.

In order to evaluate and compare those three methods (Rcm, fmincon and SNOPT)
fairly, we also adopt the performance profile as a evaluation tool [16]. The perfor-
mance profile for a solver is the (cumulative) distribution function for a performance
metric, which is the ratio of the computing time of the solver versus the best time
of all of the solvers as the performance metric. If the solver fails to solve a problem,
we let its ratio be a bigger number such as 999. Figure 3 is the performance pro-
files for three nonlinear programming solvers (Rcm, fmincon and SNOPT). We also
count the statistic number of failed problems and fasted problems computed by Rcm,
fminincon and SNOPT. The statistical results are put in Table 7.

From Tables 1-6 and Table 7, we find that Rcm can solve most of test problems
and few problems (6.4%) can not be solved. However, fmincon fails to solve CUTEst
problems about 28

125 (22.4%) and SNOPT fails to solve problems about 21
125 (16.8%).

From Tables 1-6 and Figure 2, Figure 3, we find that the computational time of Rcm
is significantly less than that of fmincon for most of test problems. From Tables
1-6 and Figure 1, we also find that the iterations of Rcm is significantly less than
that of SNOPT for most of test problems. One of reasons is that Rcm only needs to
solve a linear system of equations with dimension n at every iteration. SQP needs to
solve a linear system of equations with dimension (m+n) when it solves a quadratic
programming subproblem at every iteration (pp. 531-532, [65]) and involves about
2
3 (m+n)3 flops (p. 116, [27]). The other reason is that Rcm uses the adaptive updating
technique of the Jacobian matrix A(x) of constraints c(x) = 0 when it uses Algorithm
1 (GCNMTr) to find an initial feasible point. This technique can significantly save the
computational time when GCNMTr solves an under-determined system of nonlinear
equations [53]. We also find that SNOPT is significantly faster than Rcm on several
test cases. The reason is due to the more gain of the complied language than that
of the interpreted language, since SNOPT is written by C++ language (a complied
language), and Rcm is written by MATLAB language (an interpreted language).
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Table 1: Numerical results of Rcm, fmincon and SNOPT for CUTEst problems
(Exam. 1-20).

Problems Rcm fmincon SNOPT
itcG + itcR

(time)
KKT

||Cons(xit )||∞
steps
(time)

KKT
||Cons(xit )||∞

Major+ICTS
(time)

KKT
||Cons(xit )||∞

Exam. 1 LUKVLE1 [26]
(n = 1000, m = 998)

4+10
(7.93)

4.59e-06
(2.66e-15)

32
(19.68)

1.32e-04
(1.78e-15)

17+23
(0.34)

1.40e-07
(8.55e-13)

Exam. 2 LUKVLE2 [26]
(n = 1000, m = 993)

5+27
(4.43)

3.96e-06
(2.50e-16)

38
(14.57)

2.67e-04
(5.82e-11)

3+10
(0.03)

1.70e+01
(2.51e+01)

(failed)

Exam. 3 LUKVLE14 [26]
(n = 1001, m = 666)

4+41
(5.02)

7.41e-06
(1.78e-15)

99
(25.84)

1.92e-03
(7.52e-08)

(failed)

25+361
(0.42)

1.80e-06
(5.06e-13)

Exam. 4 LUKVLE11 [26]
(n = 1001, m = 666)

5+17
(3.61)

4.41e-06
(8.88e-16)

20
(8.29)

4.00e-06
(8.88e-16)

35+405
(0.61)

1.20e-06
(3.84e-10)

Exam. 5 LUKVLE16 [26]
(n = 1001, m = 750)

3+13
(2.13)

8.47e-06
(8.88e-16)

17
(5.64)

3.32e-06
(7.54e-12)

18+269
(0.22)

2.90e-07
(3.41e-13)

Exam. 6 LUKVLE17 [26]
(n = 1001, m = 750)

4+35
(5.34)

4.50e-06
(2.22e-16)

25
(10.76)

7.08e-06
(4.46e-11)

15+266
(0.19)

3.90e-07
(6.18e-09)

Exam. 7 LUKVLE9 [26]
(n = 1000, m = 6)

1+50
(2.91)

9.90e-06
(7.92e-07)

99
(13.27)

3.78
(8.20e-02)

(failed)

2+506
(1.27)

4.00e+00
(3.10e-02)

(failed)
Exam. 8 BDVALUE [26]

(n = 1000, m = 1000)
2+0

(0.87)
0

(2.08e-08)
4

(2.84)
0

(4.83e-16)
5+1

(0.03)
9.10e-10

(1.72e-10)

Exam. 9 BDQRTIC [26]
(n = 1000, m = 996)

6+5
(18.68)

2.81e-02
(1.10)

(failed)

94
(36.80)

1.36
(3.30)

(failed)

222+4185
(23.86)

1.60e-06
(1.62e+00)

(failed)
Exam. 10 BDEXP [26]

(n = 1000, m = 998)
21+0
(2.63)

0
(1.46e-07)

12
(5.00)

0
(9.53e-07)

15+34
(0.03)

1.80e-06
(3.10e-07)

Exam. 11 BROYDNBD [26]
(n = 1000, m = 1000)

4+0
(0.82)

0
(1.47e-09)

6
(2.78)

0
(8.88e-16)

7+0
(0.02)

1.60e-13
(4.96e-10)

Exam. 12 YAO [26]
(n = 1000, m = 1000)

1+7
(0.72)

1.33e-06
(0)

4
(1.28)

4.14e-08
(0)

7+1007
(0.36)

5.40e-07
(0)

Exam. 13 WOODSNE [26]
(n = 1000, m = 1000)

4+0
(0.72)

0
(7.23e-09)

6
(2.57)

0
(1.27e-12)

7+500
(0.03)

8.00e-07
(1.16e-07)

Exam. 14 WOODS [26]
(n = 1000, m = 1000)

6+0
(0.92)

3.33e-16
(7.04e-08)

9
(3.64)

1.50e-08
(8.96e-14)

10+500
(0.03)

5.10e-10
(1.68e-08)

Exam. 15 SOSQP1 [26]
(n = 1000, m = 501)

1+0
(0.81)

6.66e-15
(4.15e-10)

2
(5.36)

1.10e-13
(1.14e-13)

3+505
(0.11)

9.80e-12
(1.31e-11)

Exam. 16 ARGLALE [26]
(n = 1000, m = 1000)

1+0
(0.34)

0
(1.65e-08)

2
(1.09)

0
(3.29e-11)

0+0
(1.69)

0
(1.60e-12)

Exam. 17 AUG2D [26]
(n = 1000, m = 1000)

1+0
(11.91)

0
(0)

1
(34.11)

0
(0)

0+0
(0.3)

0.00e+0
(0)

Exam. 18 BLOCKQP1 [26]
(n = 501, m = 1005)

1+0
(0.18)

5.08e-15
(9.99e-08)

2
(0.50)

1.55e-14
(4.44e-15)

50+602
(0.34)

2.70e-12
(1.65e+07)

(failed)
Exam. 19 BROWNAL [26]

(n = 1000, m = 1000)
2+0

(2.48)
6.46e-14

(8.82e-08)
1

(6.67)
6.63e-06

(1.50e-06)
22+520
(20.53)

2.50e-08
(2.36e-11)

Exam. 20 BROYDEN3D [26]
(n = 1000, m = 1000)

2+0
(0.46)

0
(3.72e-08)

5
(2.18)

5.08e-11
(1.11e-15)

5+2
(0.02)

1.70e-08
(1.56e-05)
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Table 2: Numerical results of Rcm, fmincon and SNOPT for CUTEst problems
(Exam. 21-40).

Problems Rcm fmincon SNOPT
itcG + itcR

(time)
KKT

||Cons(xit )||∞
steps
(time)

KKT
||Cons(xit )||∞

Major+ICTS
(time)

KKT
||Cons(xit )||∞

Exam. 21 CHENHARK [26]
(n = 1000, m = 1000)

1+0
(7.18)

9.76e-15
(8.25e-09)

2
(24.94)

1.55e-06
(1.55e-15)

36+682
(0.13)

3.00e-10
(4.75e-07)

Exam. 22 CHNROSNB [26]
(n = 1000, m = 1000)

7+0
(1.01)

1.55e-15
(4.94e-08)

10
(3.68)

1.85e-08
(7.99e-15)

11+2
(0.02)

1.40e-08
(7.85e-08)

Exam. 23 DIXON3DQ [26]
(n = 1000, m = 0)

0+83
(13.34)

9.91e-06
(0)

99
(23.44)

6.66e-02
(0)

(failed)

168685+184416
(733.17)

1.80e-06
(0)

Exam. 24 DIXMAANA [26]
(n = 1000, m = 0)

0+16
(2.37)

3.19e-06
(0)

16
(6.45)

3.81e-06
(0)

12+1216
(1.06)

2.60e-07
(0)

Exam. 25 ORTHGDS [26]
(n = 1003, m = 1000)

1+40
(5.79)

3.76e-08
(1.32e-07)

95
(49.52)

5.31e+02
(9.61e+02)

(failed)

41+549
(1.59)

1.20e-06
(2.45e-11)

Exam. 26 VARDIM [26]
(n = 1000, m = 0)

1+10
(1.72)

1.60e-14
(0)

16
(3.98)

7.07e-06
(0)

3+1003
(0.38)

9.30e-06
(0)

Exam. 27 SVANBERG [26]
(n = 1000, m = 1000)

24+33
(0.16)

6.04e-06
(6.34e-07)

88
(3.71)

8.64e+01
(2.12)

(failed)

0+1050
(0.19)

2.00e+0
(2.10e+01)

(failed)

Exam. 28 SROSENBR [26]
(n = 1000, m = 0)

0+24
(2.07)

1.88e-06
(0)

98
(23.87)

8.43e+02
(0)

(failed)

21+1036
(0.56)

3.70e-08
(0)

Exam. 29 SREADIN3 [26]
(n = 1000, m = 1000)

1+0
(0.55)

2.08e-06
(2.08e-08)

3
(2.03)

2.08e-06
(3.06e-12)

2+497
(0.16)

1.90e-06
(7.43e-06)

Exam. 30 SOSQP2 [26]
(n = 1000, m = 1000)

1+50
(4.18)

3.84e-06
(7.40e-07)

99
(17.20)

1.03e-04
(1.33e-11)

38+538
(0.31)

2.00e-06
(2.81e-11)

Exam. 31 SINROSNB [26]
(n = 1000, m = 1000)

2+7
(5.73)

5.17e-06
(2.22e-16)

69
(9.36e+03)

4.18e+04
(2.12e-02)

(failed)

18+22
(0.31)

5.400e-07
(2.44e-13)

Exam. 32 SIPOW1 [26]
(n = 1000, m = 2)

1+0
(0.02)

8.70e-19
(1.16e-08)

2
(15.35)

2.83e-06
(1.96e-18)

0+0
(0.01)

0
(0)

Exam. 33 SINQUAD [26]
(n = 1000, m = 0)

0+39
(3.26)

8.65e-06
(0)

57
(14.03)

2.17e-06
(0)

247+1419
(1.94)

1.70e-06
(0)

Exam. 34 SINEALI [26]
(n = 1000, m = 0)

0+42
(4.61)

8.80e-16
(0)

38
(9.24)

6.78e+03
(0)

(failed)

16+1017
(0.38)

8.80e-07
(0)

Exam. 35 SEMICON1 [26]
(n = 1000, m = 1000)

74+0
(8.19)

0
(1.63e-08)

88
(31.28)

0
(3.80e-13)

9+1
(0.05)

1.00e-01
(6.79e+02)

(failed)

Exam. 36 READING1 [26]
(n = 1000, m = 999)

1+19
(7.98)

4.26e-06
(5.28e-08)

24
(12.27)

1.25e-03
(1.04e-02)

(failed)

104+5740
(5.38)

1.10e+03
(3.11e+05)

(failed)
Exam. 37 POWELL20 [26]

(n = 1000, m = 1000)
1+6

(4.41)
3.10e-07

(1.14e-13)
1

(0.84)
3.46e-11

(3.67e-12)
3+3

(0.02)
2.27e-13

()
Exam. 38 LUKVLE3 [26]

(n = 1000, m = 2)
3+43
(1.45)

9.52e-08
(5.98e-07)

56
(6.07) 2.67e-04 24+36

(0.02)
1.00e-06

(3.52e-13)

Exam. 39 LUKVLE7 [26]
(n = 1000, m = 4)

4+54
(2.15)

1.10e-06
(6.03e-07)

98
(12.30)

1.08e+05
(2.66e+03)

(failed)

1150+2210
(122.55)

4.10e-04
(6.85e-12)

Exam. 40 LUKVLE12 [26]
(n = 1001, m = 750)

2+11
(1.78)

7.24e-06
(8.88e-16)

6
(1.97)

1.63e-06
(3.41e-10)

20+524
(0.30)

1.70e-07
(2.62e-12)
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Table 3: Numerical results of Rcm, fmincon and SNOPT for CUTEst problems
(Exam. 41-65).

Problems Rcm fmincon SNOPT
itcG + itcR

(time)
KKT

||Cons(xit )||∞
steps
(time)

KKT
||Cons(xit )||∞

Major+ICTS
(time)

KKT
||Cons(xit )||∞

Exam. 41 aircrfta [26]
(n = 8, m = 5)

1+0
(0.00094)

0.00e+00
(0.00e+00)

0
(0.0054)

0.00e+00
(0.00e+00)

0+0
(0.015)

0.00e+00
(0.00e+00)

Exam. 42 orthrdm2 [26]
(n = 2003, m = 1000)

4+10
(4.39)

7.66E-06
(8.53E-14)

13
(23.19)

2.34E-06
(2.93E-10)

6+509
(0.27)

2.60E-07
(1.13E-06)

Exam. 43 huestis [26]
(n = 1000, m = 2)

1+360
(212.67)

472.58
(2.76E-08)

(failed)

32
(11.14)

1.24E+03
(6.67E-06)

(failed)

5+1992
(0.97)

3.70E-14
(9.09E-13)

Exam. 44 gilbert [26]
(n = 1000, m = 1)

6+28
(0.84)

8.58E-06
(2.24E-14)

22
(1.79)

8.58E-06
(9.34E-08)

31+1035
(4.84)

1.00E-06
(3.87E-09)

Exam. 45 genhs28 [26]
(n = 1000, m = 998)

1+7
(1.03)

3.32E-06
(2.22E-16)

7
(2.30)

1.51E-06
(2.22E-16)

4+9
(0.047)

3.60E-12
(4.55E-13)

Exam. 46 dtoc6 [26]
(n = 2001, m = 1000)

3+13
(10.24)

8.03E-06
(1.63E-13)

11
(19.95)

1.68E-06
(2.32E-12)

20+1025
(4.27)

1.70E-06
(2.91E-07)

Exam. 47 dtoc5 [26]
(n = 2001, m = 1000)

1+17
(5.38)

9.72E-06
(8.34E-12)

21
(22.35)

6.31E-06
(6.53E-09)

155561+282454
(1000)

4.90E-03
(9.54E-01)

(failed)

Exam. 48 orthregc [26]
(n = 2005, m = 1000)

8+60
(65.61)

8.76E-06
(8.07E-07)

99
(250.32)

2.61E-01
(3.74E-04)

(failed)

1+3
(0.02)

4.40E-16
(2.42E-13)

Exam. 49 catenary [26]
(n = 501, m = 166)

1+397
(725.98)

2.95E+01
(4.30E+05)

(failed)

85
(4.30)

2.09E+08
(1.78E+00)

(failed)

7092+9790
(101.23)

2.00E-06
(2.00E-11)

Exam. 50 broydn3d [26]
(n = 1000, m = 1000)

2+0
(0.40)

0
(3.72E-08)

5
(1.59)

5.08E-11
(8.88E-16)

5+2
(0.31)

1.70E-08
(1.56E-05)

Exam. 51 hs007 [26]
(n = 2, m = 1)

6+13
(0.057)

2.39E-06
(0.00E+00)

9
(0.0090)

6.11E-08
(3.47E-12)

20+21
(0.13)

1.56E-05
(3.70E-07)

Exam. 52 hs008 [26]
(n = 2, m = 2)

3+0
(0.0055)

0.00E+00
(5.12E-08)

5
(0.010)

1.32E-06
(1.26E-10)

4+1
(0.001)

4.00E-11
(2.69E-07)

Exam. 53 hs009 [26]
(n = 2, m = 1)

1+6
(0.014)

3.84E-06
(0.00E+00)

5
(0.0061)

4.33E-06
(1.78E-15)

5+6
(0.001)

2.80E-12
(2.27E-13)

Exam. 54 gouldqp2 [26]
(n = 699, m = 349)

1+35
(3.038)

8.01E-06
(2.00E-11)

99
(7.36)

2.19E-04
(4.62E-12)

1400+1750
(0.88)

1.90E-06
(1.14E-13)

Exam. 55 optcdeg2 [26]
(n = 1202, m = 800)

1+52
(17.73)

8.79E-06
(7.71E-07)

87
(25.77)

8.62E-06
(3.13E-10)

58+459
(0.297)

1.30E-06
(1.14E-13)

Exam. 56 hs100lnp [26]
(n = 7, m = 2)

1+14
(0.18)

4.26E-06
(1.42E-14)

15
(0.32)

7.32E-04
(8.11E-08)

26+50
(0.218)

1.10E-09
(2.67E-12)

Exam. 57 hs111 [26]
(n = 10, m = 3)

4+29
(0.21)

1.63E-02
(4.38E-05)

(failed)

8
(0.15)

1.21E-01
(3.64E-03)

(failed)

50+57
(0.26)

4.70E-07
(1.40E-08)

Exam. 58 reading1 [26]
(n = 2002, m = 1000)

1+47
(243.60)

4.17E+09
(2.07E+13)

(failed)

99
(258.70)

3.02E+02
(4.34E+03)

(failed)

827+38923
(205.094)

1.50E+04
(3.22E+07)

(failed)
Exam. 59 hs100lnp [26]

(n = 4, m = 1)
1+90
(1.40)

9.91E-06
(1.32E-09)

3
(1.28)

4.60E-07
(8.53E-14)

5+8
(0.297)

4.30E-11
(1.14E-13)

Exam. 60 reading2 [26]
(n = 3003, m = 2002)

1+394
(14094.66)

2.53E-05
(5.45E-09)

28
(3975.68)

2.53E-05
(7.64E-03)

2600+2650
(0.672)

0.00E+00
(1.01E-10)

Exam. 61 rk23 [26]
(n = 17, m = 11)

2+394
(0.38)

1.00E+00
(2.57E-11)

(failed)

46
(0.1001)

3.05E+04
(1.94E+01)

(failed)

0+3
(0.001)

1.50E-05
(5.00E-01)

(failed)
Exam. 62 hs046 [26]

(n = 5, m = 2)
1+32

(0.038)
8.84E-06

(6.23E-09)
25

(0.032)
3.01E-06

(1.42E-08)
39+42
(0.234)

1.90E-06
(2.11E-10)

Exam. 63 hs099 [26]
(n = 23, m = 18)

1+32
(0.4808)

8.84E-06
(6.23E-09)

25
(0.110)

3.01E-06
(1.42E-08)

14+23
(0.016)

1.30E-05
(4.51E-04)

Exam. 64 hs0991 [26]
(n = 31, m = 26)

4+0
(0.039)

8.81E+02
(1.40E-08)

(failed)

7
(0.086)

1.06E+06
(9.90E+02)

(failed)

14+23
(0.015)

9.00E-06
(3.15E-04)

Exam. 65 hs99exp [26]
(n = 31, m = 21)

5+50
(0.92)

2.91E+05
(7.05E+06)

(failed)

25
(0.067)

4.03E+13
(8.85E+12)

(failed)

30+136
(0.016)

3.80E-08
(3.37E-08)
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Table 4: Numerical results of Rcm, fmincon and SNOPT for large-scale problems
with n = 2000,m = 10.

Problems Rcm fmincon SNOPT
itcG + itcR

(time)
KKT

||Cons(xit )||∞
steps
(time)

KKT
||Cons(xit )||∞

Major+ICTS
(time)

KKT
||Cons(xit )||∞

66. Trid Function [26]
(n = 2000, m = 10)

1+12
(1.10)

8.23e-06
(3.55e-15)

13
(7.72)

4.88e-06
(1.30e-11)

4+1995
(3.48)

7.20e-07
(0)

67. Grewank Function [26]
(n = 2000, m = 10)

6+10
(3.59)

7.02e-06
(4.98e-15)

99
(69.52)

69.56
(1.12e-03)

(failed)

12+2013
(18.03)

2.000e-07
(9.96e-12)

68. Dixon Price Function [26]
(n = 2000, m = 10)

5+9
(1.05)

5.01e-06
(7.72e-12)

25
(19.37)

2.45e-06
(3.17e-08)

31+2030
(44.95)

9.20e-08
(2.38e-10)

69. Rosenbrock Function [26]
(n = 2000, m = 10)

5+14
(1.50)

5.21e-06
(1.10e-08)

15
(7.73)

1.44e-06
(2.96e-06)

401+5952
(549.72)

1.00e-06
(5.97e-11)

70. Trigonometric Function [26]
(n = 2000, m = 10)

1+12
(3.68)

8.58e-06
(1.43e-12)

53
(45.72)

5.98e-05
(1.32e-10)

97+4126
(425.56)

2.00e-06
(2.00e+03)

(failed)

71. Singular Broyden Function [26]
(n = 2000, m = 10)

10+34
(3.72)

7.22e-06
(8.45e-07)

32
(18.91)

4.11e-06
(4.91e-11)

211+2320
(321.55)

1.500e-06
(2.11e+00)

(failed)
72. Extended Powell Singular Function [26]

(n = 2000, m = 10)
12+35
(9.30)

9.28e-06
(4.44e-16)

27
(14.53)

7.14e-06
(1.43e-13)

33+2025
(41.11)

1.30e-06
(6.11e-08)

73. Tridiagonal System Function [26]
(n = 2000, m = 10)

1+28
(2.25)

5.99e-06
(8.86e-15)

64
(37.47)

8.08e-06
(1.94e-10)

5+1996
(8.89)

4.60e-07
(0)

74. Discrete Boundary-Value Function [26]
(n = 2000, m = 10)

1+7
(5.10)

4.05e-06
(4.24e-22)

3
(4.54)

4.01e-06
(5.59e-14)

6+1997
(10.80)

1.40e-07
(1.88e-09)

75. Broyden Tridiagonal Function [26]
(n = 2000, m = 10)

2+9
(0.92)

8.38e-07
(2.15e-10)

13
(7.38)

2.46e-06
(1.48e-08)

68+2072
(93.66)

1.40e-06
(1.35e+00)

(failed)
76. Extended Wood Function [26]

(n = 2000, m = 10)
11+14
(1.58)

1.20e-06
(1.08e-06)

58
(38.54)

6.27e-08
(3.48e-09)

23+2013
(35.87)

1.10e-07
(9.54e-11)

77. Extended Cliff Function [26]
(n = 2000, m = 10)

6+7
(1.11)

1.41e-06
(6.66e-16)

9
(4.79)

8.18e-06
(1.35e-14)

8+2003
(11.91)

2.00e-08
(8.26e-06)

78. Extended Hiebert Function [26]
(n = 2000, m = 10)

1+56
(4.95)

9.91e-07
(2.71e-25)

99
(49.24)

1.10e+03
(8.42e+04)

(failed)

7+1997
(12.02)

3.30e-07
(5.02e-09)

79. Extended Maratos Function [26]
(n = 2000, m = 10)

10+6
(1.06)

1.76e-06
(1.42e-14)

99
(63.59)

3.31e+03
(3.40e+02)

(failed)

19+2014
(27.06)

5.20e-08
(2.77e-05)

80. Extended Psc1 Function [26]
(n = 2000, m = 10)

7+8
(2.95)

5.93e-06
(2.22e-16)

19
(13.39)

3.77e-05
(7.77e-16)

11+2006
(18.78)

8.20e-09
(5.58e-08)

81. Extended Quadratic Penalty QP 1
Function [26] (n = 2000, m = 10)

1+9
(1.17)

2.61e-06
(4.18e-41)

6
(3.95)

3.17e-07
(3.52e-10)

8+1998
(13.36)

2.10e-07
(0)

82. Extended Quadratic Penalty QP 2
Function [26] (n = 2000, m = 10)

1+6
(2.58)

2.32e-06
(6.07e-39)

5
(5.04)

1.73e-04
(1.60e+10)

8+1998
(17.22)

2.80e-08
(0)

83. Extended TET Function [26]
(n = 2000, m = 10)

7+6
(3.34)

1.77e-06
(0)

9
(6.67)

5.15e-06
(2.22e-16)

16+2011
(26.36)

2.30e-09
(1.27e-08)

84. EG2 Function [26]
(n = 2000, m = 10)

1+6
(2.72)

5.10e-06
(2.95e-07)

6
(5.93)

7.18e-06
(1.89e-07)

6+1996
(12.55)

1.70e-07
(1.14e-05)

85. Extended BD1 Function [26]
(n = 2000, m = 10)

5+6
(1.46)

1.35e-06
(0)

7
(4.29)

8.82e-06
(2.22e-15)

8+2003
(12.09)

1.70e-06
(9.65e-08)
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Table 5: Numerical results of Rcm, fmincon and SNOPT for large-scale problems
with n = 2000,m = 1000.

Problems Rcm fmincon SNOPT
itcG + itcR

(time)
KKT

||Cons(xit )||∞
steps
(time)

KKT
||Cons(xit )||∞

Major+ICTS
(time)

KKT
||Cons(xit )||∞

86. Trid Function [78]
(n = 2000, m = 1000)

1+1
(0.90)

2.65e-06
(1.80e-06)

7
(17.97)

1.98e-05
(5.82e-11)

0+1
(0.02)

1.40e-13
(3.64e-12)

87. Grewank Function [78]
(n = 2000, m = 1000)

14+6
(8.66)

4.07e-06
(3.30e-12)

59
(1.07e+02)

5.21e-06
(7.70e-164)

32+2035
(84.20)

1.40e-06
(4.64e-13)

88. Dixon Price Function [78]
(n = 2000, m = 1000)

8+11
(7.28)

2.34e-06
(1.01e-07)

13
(17.11)

7.09e-07
(7.41e-07)

219+1254
(41.47)

8.20e-07
(1.82e-09)

89. Rosenbrock Function [61]
(n = 2000, m = 1000)

6+14
(7.60)

7.02e-06
(1.70e-08)

16
(20.98)

4.59e-06
(2.11e-05)

276+2727
(55.38)

7.00e-08
(2.19e-08)

90. Trigonometric Function [61]
(n = 2000, m = 1000)

8+7
(7.67)

9.74e-06
(5.58e-11)

94
(1.23e+02)

2.45e-02
(4.80e-11)

(failed)

245+7140
(1003.45)

5.90e+02
(1.28e+03)

(failed)

91. Singular Broyden Function [39]
(n = 2000, m = 1000)

10+15
(9.97)

8.38e-06
(1.92e-06)

29
(39.45)

3.25e-05
(3.24e-12)

5413+84179
(91.94)

1.20e-03
(2.16e+00)

(failed)
92. Extended Powell Singular Function [61]

(n = 2000, m = 1000)
12+10
(7.89)

8.45e-06
(2.05e-14)

16
(21.15)

4.34e-06
(2.95e-09)

18+1270
(6.06)

1.80e-06
(1.62e-05)

93. Tridiagonal System Function [39]
(n = 2000, m = 1000)

1+22
(8.64)

9.80e-06
(1.55e-15)

27
(36.08)

9.80e-06
(1.34e-08)

4+1006
(1.89)

1.20e-07
(0)

94. Discrete Boundary-Value Function [39]
(n = 2000, m = 1000)

1+7
(8.78)

2.51e-06
(6.94e-18)

6
(12.44)

7.90e-07
(2.76e-14)

5+1007
(2.28)

5.20e-07
(2.96e-07)

95. Broyden Tridiagonal Function [39]
(n = 2000, m = 1000)

2+10
(5.04)

4.43e-06
(5.46e-09)

14
(18.19)

4.43e-06
(6.80e-09)

11+15
(0.03)

9.40e-14
(1.41)

(failed)
96. Extended Wood Function [1]

(n = 2000, m = 1000)
11+6
(6.58)

1.29e-06
(0)

58
(38.54)

6.27e-08
(3.48e-09)

13+1013
(4.77)

1.40e-06
(8.53e-05)

97. Extended Cliff Function [1]
(n = 2000, m = 1000)

6+7
(5.61)

1.41e-06
(6.66e-16)

13
(16.95)

4.01e-09
(6.66e-16)

12+1512
(3.34)

3.30e-09
(5.82e-05)

98. Extended Hiebert Function [1]
(n = 2000, m = 1000)

1+43
(32.32)

1.55e-06
(2.96e-23)

99
(1.24e+02)

2.03e+04
(3.09e+04)

(failed)

6+1006
(2.09)

1.60e-07
(5.02e-09)

99. Extended Maratos Function [1]
(n = 2000, m = 1000)

10+6
(6.31)

2.00e-06
(1.42e-14)

90
(2.01e+02)

2.52e-07
(1.42e-14)

37+1537
(8.81)

2.80e-07
(5.34e-05)

100. Extended Psc1 Function [1]
(n = 2000, m = 1000)

7+8
(7.49)

5.94e-06
(5.55e-16)

48
(68.38)

3.95e-05
(8.21e-12)

12+1512
(2.34)

6.40e-07
(2.43e-13)

101. Extended Quadratic Penalty QP 1
Function [1] (n = 2000, m = 1000)

6+5
(4.72)

6.86e-06
(8.31e-34)

10
(14.46)

1.85e-06
(8.40e-10)

12+1012
(98.39)

1.20e-08
(7.88e-06)

102. Extended Quadratic Penalty QP 2
Function [1] (n = 2000, m = 1000)

6+6
(6.19)

2.20e-06
(6.62e-35)

11
(36.49)

1.22e-06
(1.99e-12)

89+1094
(261.47)

1.60e+01
(0.32)

(failed)
103. Extended TET Function [1]

(n = 2000, m = 1000)
7+6

(7.19)
4.67e-06

(0)
11

(16.70)
6.61e-07

(0)
18+1518

(4.88)
5.90e-07

(7.02e-14)
104. EG2 Function [1]
(n = 2000, m = 1000)

1+6
(5.06)

5.11e-06
(2.95e-07)

6
(12.34)

7.72e-06
(1.59e-07)

6+1006
(2.81)

3.60e-08
(1.89e-08)

105. Extended BD1 Function [1]
(n = 2000, m = 1000)

5+6
(5.08)

1.89e-06
(0)

9
(13.34)

2.50e-07
(0)

9+1509
(2.58)

2.30e-07
(6.53e-05)
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Table 6: Numerical results of Rcm, fmincon and SNOPT for large-scale problems
with n = 2000, m = 1999.

Problems Rcm fmincon SNOPT
itcG + itcR

(time)
KKT

||Cons(xit )||∞
steps
(time)

KKT
||Cons(xit )||∞

Major+ICTS
(time)

KKT
||Cons(xit )||∞

106. Trid Function [78]
(n = 2000, m = 1999)

1+1
(1.95)

9.21e-06
(1.67e-08)

2
(12.19)

2.54e-06
(2.33e-10)

0+1
(0.02)

3.70e-12
(7.28e-12)

107. Grewank Function [78]
(n = 2000, m = 1999)

21+8
(12.67)

9.48e-06
(7.76e-17)

32
(1.86e+02)

5.47e-04
(2.53e-15)

30+2037
(121.20)

1.70e-07
(4.11e-10)

108. Dixon Price Function [78]
(n = 2000, m = 1999)

8+6
(5.32)

2.20e-06
(1.42e-09)

97
(5.44e+02)

1.25e+03
(1.95e+02)

(failed)

11+16
(0.03)

1.10e-08
(7.46e-07)

109. Rosenbrock Function [61]
(n = 2000, m = 1999)

6+27
(21.10)

2.25e-06
(6.20e-09)

20
(64.61)

1.39e-06
(1.07e-06)

253+223
(3.19)

6.30e-05
(7.58e-07)

110. Trigonometric Function [61]
(n = 2000, m = 1999)

1+13
(15.29)

1.24e-06
(1.13e-15)

15
(68.47)

1.41e-03
(2.89e-13)

(failed)

96+10417
(1003.13)

1.60e+03
(9.71e+02)

(failed)

111. Singular Broyden Function [39]
(n = 2000, m = 1999)

10+6
(19.26)

1.84e-06
(6.40e-07)

74
(2.87e+02)

28.52
(9.41e-13)

(failed)

49586+606083
(480.78)

3.70e-03
(2.16e+00)

(failed)
112. Extended Powell Singular Function [61]

(n = 2000, m = 1999)
12+26
(21.14)

5.45e-06
(6.38e-11)

27
(1.04e+02)

6.46e-06
(7.70e-12)

23+525
(0.22)

4.00e-07
(5.30e-08)

113. Tridiagonal System Function [39]
(n = 2000, m = 1999)

1+15
(9.00)

9.28e-06
(1.55e-15)

35
(1.08e+02)

1.28e-02
(4.88e-15)

1+3
(0.02)

6.10e-18
(0)

114. Discrete Boundary-Value Function [39]
(n = 2000, m = 1999)

1+7
(10.60)

7.57e-06
(8.32e-17)

17
(70.40)

1.16e-06
(2.49e-16)

7+10
(0.03)

1.60e-07
(8.72e-07)

115. Broyden Tridiagonal Function [39]
(n = 2000, m = 1999)

2+7
(6.32)

2.47e-06
(7.15e-10)

11
(33.86)

2.77e-06
(2.46e-06)

11+16
(0.11)

1.20e-08
(1.41e+00)

(failed)
116. Extended Wood Function [1]

(n = 2000, m = 1999)
11+5
(9.35)

3.69e-06
(3.79e-09)

37
(1.46e+02)

2.56e-08
(4.14e-11)

54+55
(0.23)

7.00e-09
(3.30e-08)

117. Extended Cliff Function [1]
(n = 2000, m = 1999)

6+7
(8.60)

1.41e-06
(6.66e-16)

8
(45.13)

1.29e-08
(1.13e-13)

9+1009
(0.09)

1.30e-08
(7.52e-07)

118. Extended Hiebert Function [1]
(n = 2000, m = 1999)

1+10
(7.61)

8.09e-06
(3.28e-42)

5
(16.01)

1.90e-06
(2.02e-13)

6+12
(0.03)

1.40e-06
(5.02e-09)

119. Extended Maratos Function [1]
(n = 2000, m = 1999)

10+14
(12.98)

7.99e-06
(2.20e-06)

99
(3.08e+02)

73.00
(49.68)
(failed)

27+1027
(0.23)

1.50e-06
(6.32e-10)

120. Extended Psc1 Function [1]
(n = 2000, m = 1999)

7+14
(13.73)

2.20e-06
(3.33e-16)

14
(43.92)

9.75e-06
(4.49e-11)

12+1012
(0.13)

7.50e-07
(7.61e-07)

121. Extended Quadratic Penalty QP 1
Function [1] (n = 2000, m = 1999)

13+19
(17.29)

9.63e-06
(7.22e-07)

53
(1.64e+02)

8.95e-02
(1.74e-61)

(failed)

16+17
(121.86)

1.30e-09
(6.16e-09)

122. Extended Quadratic Penalty QP 2
Function [1] (n = 2000, m = 1999)

14+16
(11.52)

2.42e-06
(1.27e-08)

12
(44.11)

4.27e-06
(8.08e-10)

1+2
(605.25)

3.00e-04
(1.59e+10)

(failed)
123. Extended TET Function [1]

(n = 2000, m = 1999)
7+7

(10.34)
5.45e-06

(5.50e-12)
12

(38.43)
4.53e-07

(1.26e-07)
21+1021

(0.17)
1.30e-06

(9.35e-08)
124. EG2 Function [1]
(n = 2000, m = 1999)

3+6
(7.80)

1.30e-06
(3.68e-13)

8
(26.53)

1.80e-06
(3.68e-13)

10+11
(0.27)

2.50e-08
(2.99e-10)

125. Extended BD1 Function [1]
(n = 2000, m = 1999)

5+21
(14.41)

3.88e-06
(2.03e-09)

13
(42.83)

8.68e-08
(8.60e-10)

14+1014
(0.19)

6.50e-07
(6.60e-06)

Table 7: The number of failed problems computed by Rcm, fmincon and SNOPT.

Rcm fmincon SNOPT

The number of failed problems 8 28 21

The probability of failure 8
125 (6.4%) 28

125 (22.4%) 21
125 (16.8%)

The number of fasted problems 48 3 72

The probability of fasted problem 48
125 (38.4%) 3

125 (2.4%) 72
125 (57.6%)
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5 Conclusions

In this paper, we give the regularization continuation method with the trust-region
updating strategy (Rcm) for nonlinear equality-constrained optimization problems.
Namely, we use the inverse of the regularization quasi-Newton matrix as the pre-
conditioner to improve its computational efficiency in the well-posed phase, and we
use the inverse of the regularization two-sided projection of the Hessian matrix as
the pre-conditioner to improve its robustness in the ill-conditioned phase. Since Rcm
only solves a linear system of equations at every iteration and SQP needs to solve a
quadratic programming subproblem at every iteration, Rcm is faster than SQP. Nu-
merical results also show that Rcm is more robust and faster than SQP (the built-in
subroutine fmincon.m of the MATLAB2020a environment [60,72] and the subrou-
tine SNOPT [29,30] executed in GAMS v28.2 (2019) environment [23]). The compu-
tational time of Rcm is about one third of that fmincon.m for the large-scale problem.
Therefore, Rcm is an alternating solver for equality-constrained optimization prob-
lems and the regularization continuation method is worthy to be explored further for
inequality-constrained optimization problems and the orthogonal matrix constraint
problems [84].
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