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Abstract A nonmonotone trust-region method for the solution of nonlinear systems
of equations with box constraints is considered. The method differs from existing
trust-region methods both in using a new nonmonotonicity strategy in order to accept
the current step and a new updating technique for the trust-region-radius. The overall
method is shown to be globally convergent. Moreover, when combined with suit-
able Newton-type search directions, the method preserves the local fast convergence.
Numerical results indicate that the new approach is more effective than existing trust-
region algorithms.
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1 Introduction
We consider the constrained system of nonlinear equations

F(x)=0, xef2, (D
where £2 € R" is defined by

Q=xeR" | <x;<u; Vi=1,...,n}, 2)
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for some given lower and upper bounds satisfying —oo < [; < u; < 400 for all
i=1,....,n,and F : O — R”" is assumed to be continuously differentiable on
an open set O C R” such that 2 < O. Hence, we are looking for a solution of
the nonlinear equation F(x) = 0 belonging to a region that is defined by some box
constraints.

In many instances, the bound constraints occur quite naturally and have a monetary
or physical meaning. They are also helpful to locate a solution if some a priori infor-
mation is available regarding the area in which the solution belongs to, and they can
be used to avoid regions in which F or some of its components are not defined. Note
also that more general inequality constraints can be reformulated as a box-constrained
system simply by adding suitable slack variables.

The nonlinear system of Eq. (1) with box constraints (2) therefore represents an
important class of problems for which a number of different methods have been devised
especially during the last 15 years. Among those which have the desirable properties
of being both globally and locally fast convergent, we refer the reader to the papers
[5-10,27,29,35,37,41,46] and references therein. The majority of these papers deal
with trust-region-type methods to get global convergence, though some line search
techniques are also available. Local convergence is guaranteed in different ways using
projected Newton steps, active-set strategies, affine-scaling interior-point techniques,
or QP-based methods.

The main focus in this paper is a trust-region strategy for the solution of the sys-
tem (1) which uses a new nonmonotonicity strategy combined with a corresponding
strategy for the updating of the trust-region radius. Both ingredients play a significant
role for the practical behaviour of trust-region methods [23,38]. In principle, the non-
monotonicity is often very helpful for highly nonlinear functions with narrow curved
valleys, and might also improve the likelihood to find a global minimum. On the other
hand, the choice of the trust-region radius is crucial and too big/small trust-region
radius may imply a number of unsuccessful iterations where essentially the iterates
are unchanged, and there is a high computational cost of the overall procedure.

The nonmonotonicity idea was first used in the watchdog strategy by Chamberlain
et al. [11] to avoid the Maratos effect in SQP-type methods. The seminal paper by
Grippo et al. [24] introduces a general nonmonotonicity technique for unconstrained
optimization that subsequently turned out to be extremely useful in different areas to
improve the efficiency of several methods. Their technique has been further generalized
in the paper [25]. On the other hand, it has also been noted by several authors [1,2,4,
12,39,44] that the original nonmonotonicity strategy by Grippo et al. [24] has some
disadvantages so that there are a couple of recent contributions which try to avoid
these disadvantages by using a more careful nonmonotonicity strategy. We postpone
a more detailed discussion of this subject to Sect. 2 where we also introduce our new
technique.

From a theoretical point of view, we would like to point out that there are some differ-
ences regarding nonmonotonicities used within line search and trust-region methods.
To this end, let us define the natural merit function

1 2
fo) = S IF @), 3

@ Springer



A new class of nonmonotone adaptive trust-region... 771

associated to the given nonlinear system of equations, and note that the constrained
system of equations can be restated as the optimization problem

min f(x) st x € £2. 4

The global convergence theory of any method for the solution of (1) tries to find at
least a stationary point of (4), i.e. a vector x* € §2 satisfying

ViaHT(x—x* >0, Vxef. 5)

The paper is organized in the following way: Sect. 2 introduces our new non-
monotonicity strategy together with a corresponding updating rule for the trust-region
radius and finally states the complete trust-region framework together with some pre-
liminary results. The global convergence analysis is carried out in Sect. 3 and shows
that every accumulation point of a sequence generated by our nonmonotone trust-
region method is a stationary point of (4). Locally fast convergent modifications of
our nonmonotone trust-region method are presented in Sect. 4, where three different
strategies are discussed in detail. Numerical results are then presented in Sect. 5, and
we close with some final remarks in Sect. 6.

Notation: The symbol | - || denotes the Euclidean vector norm or the associated
matrix norm, while || - || oo 1S the maximum norm of a vector. For a vector x € R” with
components x; and an index set I € {1, ..., n}, the subvector x; € R consists of
all components x; (i € I). Similarly, for a matrix A = (g;;) € R"*" and index sets
I,J C{1,...,n},wewrite Ay, for the submatrix with the elements a;; (i € 1, j € J).
Given a nonempty, closed, and convex set X C R", we write Py (x) for the (Euclidean)
projection of a vector x € R” onto X. Recall that these projections are very easy to
compute when X is described by box constraints. In particular, the natural residual

px) == Po(x = Vf(x)) —x, (6)

is simple to evaluate for the £2 from (2), and it is well-known that x* is a solution of
p(x) = 0if and only if x* satisfies the stationary point condition from (5).

2 Trust-region algorithm

This section gives the details of our trust-region algorithm. Compared to existing
methods, it uses both a different nonmonotonicity strategy for accepting a new iterate
and a new updating technique for the trust-region radius. The corresponding details
are given in Sects. 2.1 and 2.2, respectively. The resulting trust-region method is then
presented in Sect. 2.3 together with some preliminary results.

2.1 Nonmonotonicity technique

We first recall the quadratic model that is used in the context of trust-region methods.
Given an iterate x¥ € £2, we define
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ai(d) := %IIF(x") + F'(xMd|?
= e +vrehHTd + %dTF/(xk)TF/(xk)d
=+ T + %dTJkTJkd,
where, for simplicity of notation, we set
fEm by, FR= PO, g = VEGR), Joi= FLN,

throughout this paper; note that we will sometimes also write g instead of g whenever
this is more convenient. Using the £.,-norm for the trust-region, our trust-region
subproblem then reads as follows:

mdin qr(d) s.t. K rde, |l < Ar,

where A; > 0 denotes a given trust-region radius. Defining I¥, u¥ € R” component-
wise by

1§ = max{l,»—xf, — A, u’;. := min {u; —xj?, Ay, Yi=1L1,....n, (7)

the trust-region subproblem is equivalent to

min gi(d) st * <d<ut, ®)

where the inequalities are taken component-wise. Since /X < 0 and u]]? > 0 for all
j =1,...,n, the zero vector is always feasible for (8).
In traditional trust-region approaches, the ratio

= fat+ah ©

g (0) — qr(d*) -
between the actual and predicted reduction around the current iterate x* is used as a
measure for the agreement between the quadratic model g and the nonlinear objective
function f. The first use of a nonmonotone technique in a trust-region framework is, to
the best of our knowledge, attributed to Deng et al. [13]. They presented the following
ratio

19— fet+dh
rg 1=
4 (0) — qi(d*)

(10)

where

1= ey = maX(k){f"’f}, k € No := NU {0}, (11)
<j=<m
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with m(0) = 0and 0 < m(k) < min{m(k — 1) + 1, M} with M > 1. Note that the
index [ (k) is, usually, not uniquely defined in (11) since the maximum may be attained
at different iterates, but as this non-uniqueness is irrelevant for our convergence the-
ory, [(k) just denotes one of the iteration counters where the maximum is attained.
As already noted in the introduction, however, this classical nonmonotonicity rule has
some drawbacks. In particular, this strategy is based on a decrease with respect to
the maximum function value within the last few iterations and, therefore, completely
discards small intermediate function values. This motivated some authors to take a
convex combination or a weighted average of former successive iterates [41,44]. The
strategy used by Zhang and Hager [44] for a line search method in unconstrained opti-
mization has been applied to a nonmonotone trust-region framework by Ahookhosh
and Amini [2], where the ratio (10) is changed to

 CF— (x4 ab
== -7 12
T T 0e0) — qetd®) (12)

with
ck — r~, =0 13
= (nk_le—lck—l + fk)/Qk if k>1, 49
and
1 if k=0
k._|1h 7
0" = lnk—le—l +1, if k>1, (o
where 71 e ™", nM3X] for certain parameters 0 < pmin < T <,

To develop the global convergence results that are available for the monotone case,
Ulbrich [41] presented a variant of the nonmonotone technique (11), which is as
follows

w _ [ ire=0 (15)
B Lma [ A4 08 a7 )i k=,

where A € (0, 1/M], and g j > A satisfying Z';’gf))_l Mk,j = 1. This formula can be

a good approximation for (11) if we choose A sufficiently small and set

e j = if jFEIK), hj =1— (m(k) — 1A, (16)
Of course, in [41], it is proposed that iterations k, k — 1, ...,k — m(k) + 1 used in
(15) are successful, but, we use (15) with this difference that the mentioned iterations

may be successful or unsuccessful.

Lemma 1 The inequality f* < f1% < f'® holds for all k € Ny such that the

iterates xo, xl, ..., x" exist.
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Proof The statement is obviously true for £ = 0 since m(0) = 0 by definition. Hence,
consider an arbitrary k > 1. Since we always have f/® > £k it follows that

m)—1 mk)—1
I(k —j
fx( ) — max fk’ z )\k,jfk J S max fk, fl(k) Z )"k,j
j=0 j=0

= max { 75, f1O) = 1,
Moreover

m(k)—1

1(k —j
£O =max 5> g = R
j=0

and this completes the proof. O

In order to introduce a potentially more efficient nonmonotonicity technique and to
establish the global convergence results, we replace C¥~! by f){(k) in (13). The main
idea is to set up a weaker sequence relation to the generated sequence (15) whenever
iterates are near the optimizer. In other words, we produce the new nonmonotone
formula

~ k if k=
ct ;:[f’ if k=0, (17)

1 k-1 Ll .
(1O RO+ Y 0k i k=1,
with nk=1 e [pmin ymaX] and »™in M a5 before, and with QF satisfying (14).
Finally, we introduce the new ratio as
= C} — ik +db)

. 18
g (0) — g (d¥) (19

The definition of C ])f implies the following result which, to some extent, motivates the
updating rule for the sequence Q.

Lemma 2 The inequality f* < E/’{ < f){(k) < f!0 holds for all k € Ny such that

the iterates x°, x1, ..., x* exist.

Proof The statement is obviously true for k = 0 since m(0) = 0 by definition. Hence
consider an arbitrary k > 1. Since we always have f/® > f){(k) > £k, it follows that

where the last equality comes from the definition of QF. Similarly, we obtain

6;\( — (nkfl Qk*lf){(k) + fk)/Qk > (nklekflfk + fk)/Qk — fk,

and this completes the proof. O
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The previous result makes clear that our ratio (18) is more restrictive than the classical
nonmonotone criterion (10) derived from the original paper by Grippo et al. [24]. On
the other hand, it leaves more freedom than the monotone variant (9).

2.2 Adaptive radius strategy

The overall behavior of the trust-region method is very sensitive to the updating rule
for the trust-region radius Ay. Classical updating schemes depend on the size of the
ratio from (9) between the actual and predicted reduction. This often works quite
satisfactory. On the other hand, it measures the agreement between the actual and
predicted reduction essentially only in the direction of the vector 4. Hence this ratio
might be close to one though f might be a highly nonlinear function for which g
is not a good approximation. In general, the traditional updating rule may therefore
lead to unnecessarily large or small values of A, resulting in a number of subsequent
iterations where only this radius gets changed, and this increases the total iteration
count and the total cost of the underlying algorithm.

In other words, the previous value Ax_; might not be a good starting point to
compute the new radius Ag. An alternative choice within a monotone trust-region
framework was suggested in [3,21,45] where the authors take the current value
I|F¥I| = || F(x%)| as the basis. This avoids large values of Ay close to a solution,
and tries to overcome small values of Ay far away from a solution. Furthermore, the
size of unconstrained Newton-type steps are, under a nonsingularity condition, within
a constant times || F (xk )| which motivates, to some extent, the strategy applied in
[3,21,45].

Since we use a nonmonotone trust-region method, it is natural to replace || F K
by its counterpart from the nonmonotonicity strategy. Similar updating has also been
suggested recently in [17,18]. Specifically, let us define

F'® .—  max ){||Fk_j||}, k € Np. (19)

0<j=<m(k

Based on the new technique (15), we propose a new adaptive radius procedure to
control the radius size by

o1dk-1, if 71 < p1,
Ak = 1 Plagin, 4mal (C1), if 7k—1 € [p1, p2), (20)
P[Amin’Amax](OQCk)? lf Tk—1 Z pz-

where 0 < p1 < pp < 1 (step acceptance parameter),0 < o1 < 1 < o2 (trust-region
scaling parameter) and Amax > Amin > 0 are suitable constants, P{A ., Apad (")
denotes the projection onto the interval [Apin, Amax], and

ok . I FX], if k=0,

o : 21
(1 OMIFI® 1 FR)/0Fif k> 1, D
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in which QF satisfies (14). Note that the updating of Ay follows traditional rules for
Fr—1 < p1 (this case corresponds to the unsuccessful iterations), but that the updating
is different in the other cases.

Note also that, after each successful iteration, the new trust-region radius is at least
as large as a given positive number Ap,;,. This avoids the trust-region radius to be very
small after a successful iteration, and this fact plays an important role both in our global
and in the local convergence analysis. To the best of our knowledge, such a strategy
occurred, for the first time, in the paper [26] by Jiang et al. and has subsequently been
applied also by some other authors, see, e.g., [31,41]. The introduction of the upper
bound A« is not needed from a theoretical point of view, but avoids unnecessarily
large trust-regions.

Similar to Lemma 2, we can also prove the following result.

Lemma 3 The inequality | F¥| < Ck < FI® polds for all k € Ng such that the
iterates xo, xl, e, xk exist.

Hence the new sequence CF is always larger than || F¥||, and this helps to prevent a
shrinking of the radius whenever the iterates are far away from a solution. On the
other hand, the upper bound F'® of ck together with the updating rule (20) implies
that the radius becomes not too large when we are close to a solution. These features
are supposed to yield a better or more reasonable control of the radius size than the
classical updating scheme. The numerical results given in Sect. 5 indicate that this is
indeed the case.

2.3 Algorithm

In this section, we describe in detail our nonmonotone trust-region-type method for
the solution of box-constrained nonlinear equations, prove some of its elementary
properties and, in particular, show that the algorithm is well-defined. We begin with
a formal statement of our nonmonotone trust-region method which is fully motivated
by the corresponding discussion in the previous sections.

Algorithm 1 (Nonmonotone trust-region method—global version)

(S.0) Choose x° € 2, Ay > 0,0 < p1L < p2 < 1,0 <o <1 < 02, Amax >
Amin > 0, & > 0, and set k := 0, C := f(x%), C* := || F(xO)].

(S.1) If | p(x")lloo < &2 STOP.

(S.2) Define I¥, u* by (7), and compute d* as an approximate solution of the trust-
region subproblem (8).

(8.3) Compute the ratio

_ G-k 4db
rp = —t—"
g (0) — gi (d*)
If 7 > p1, we set xkt1 .= xk 4+ g% and call iteration k successful; otherwise,

we set xktl := x* and call iteration k unsuccessful.
(S.4) Compute CX™" and C*+' using (17) and (21), respectively.
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(8.5) Update the trust-region-radius according to

014k, R if Tk <p1,
At = 1 Plagn aned €D, if Tk € [p1, p2),
Pl A, A @2C5TH, i T = pa.

(S5.6) Setk < k+ 1, and go to (S.1).

In our subsequent convergence analysis, we assume implicitly that ¢ = 0 and that
Algorithm 1 generates an infinite sequence, i.e., it does not terminate after finitely
many iterations in a stationary point of the optimization problem (4). Note also that,
by construction, all vectors x* generated by Algorithm 1 belong to the feasible set £2.

Note that we only require an approximate solution of the trust-region subproblem
in (S.2). While this is a very vague formulation, the subsequent convergence theory
clarifies whatis really needed to get global and superlinear convergence. The minimizer
of gx along the projected steepest descent direction dr = Upk, in which u € [0, 1],
is Cauchy point, i.e.,

dip = tkd~k,

which the scalar #; > 0 is a solution of the one-dimensional problem

ty = argmiqu(tgk) st I¥ < td* < uk.
>

The following result is our counterpart of a standard inequality known from [36]
for the unconstrained trust-region subproblem based on the /;-norm. Here we deal
with the /o,-norm which, in addition, is restricted to the feasible set described by box
constraints. A very similar result has been shown previously in [43] in the context of
box constrained optimization problems under the additional assumption (translated to
our context) that Ji is nonsingular. Here we modify the technique of proof to allow
also singular matrices Ji. Note that similar results are known for box-constrained
equations in the context of affine-scaling interior-point methods, cf. [14,28,29,42].

Lemma 4 Given an iterate x* and a solution d* of the trust-region subproblem (8),
it holds that

(%) loc

1
qr(0) — g (d®) = = || p(x*) ]| min ,
2 = 17 Ji

1P () lsos Ak] . (2

(with the usual interpretation that the minimum is attained at the second or third term
if the denominator || JkT Ji || in the first term is zero).

Proof Recall that py := p(x¥) = Po(x* — g¥) — x¥, and let us define

A
d = upr with u::min[l, K ] (23)
| Pl oo
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where, without loss of generality, we can assume that py # 0 (otherwise, the statement
obviously holds since zero is always feasible for the subproblem (8), apart from the
fact that the algorithm would have stopped at iteration k). Note also that we skipped
the dependence of d and p on the index k for notational convenience.

The definition of d from (23) implies

K pd=xF 4 ppe =0 — w4 uPof —gh e 2,

since i € [0, 1] and 2 is convex. Furthermore, we have ||d||~ < Ak by construction.
Hence d is feasible for (8). Consequently, the scaled vector

di=td=td+(1—1t)0 for 0<t<I,

is feasible for (8) since both d and the zero vector belong to the convex feasible set of
(8). Let us consider

N _ _ _ T Loy r
@) = qk(d) — qr(0) = g (td) — qx(0) = 1g; d + 2t d" J; Jid.

In order to compute the minimizer of this one-dimensional function over all ¢ € [0, 1],
we distinguish two cases.

Case 1:dTJ kT Jird > 0. Then ¢ is a strictly convex quadratic function with a unique
minimizer in [0, 1] given by

Ta
t := argmin, o ;¢ (1) = min —gk—, 1,
’ dT Il Jid

(note that ngd < 0, cf. the following analysis). Since d* is the minimum of the
subproblem (8), it follows that

—r@fa? @ it nay, it —gld <d"Jl'Jd,

ky _ ) =
qr(d”) — qr(0) < (1) [ngd + %dTJkTJkdy else.

Taking into account that d TJkT Jrd < — ng d in the second case, we obtain

L T N2 e qT fT - T T T
- —= d d' J' Jid), if —g d<d"J'Jd,
ge(d®) — qr(0) < () < [lng(ik )7/@" J Jid) . 8rd=d Ji Jk
28k 4> :

Now, we have

—gld = —ngl px
= u(—ghT (Po(x* — g") —x*)
= pu((* = ") — Po(ck — g (Po(xh — g5 — M)
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T
+ (PGt — g% —x) (Pe(r* = g% —x%)
2
= | Peet — &) — x| = el = pllprll%.
where the first inequality comes from the projection theorem, and the second inequality

follows immediately from that fact that || - || represents the Euclidean norm. Putting
the last two estimates together, we obtain

a1 (0) — g (d®) = —@(@)

1 (gld)? 1
> min —#,——g{d
ZdTJk Jid 2

U | P lpel? 5
> -—mmny ————, k
[dTJkTJkd Pk

1. w2 prll* 5
> —min | ———=, il pxll
2 [ 1T Jelld 2

@l o st
2 20T Tl el

= Lipetimin ] 2L
2 1 Jil

> 2 pelloo min § 12Kl o

2 WA

@ L omin | I A
2 7 e

This is the desired inequality in Case 1.
Case 2: dT Jl Jxd = 0. Then ¢(t) = tg]d is a linear function. Using (23), the
feasibility of x*, and the monotonicity of the projection operator, we have

gld = ugl pr
= —u(—gHT (Po(x* — g*) — x¥)
= —n(—gHT (P (x* — gh) — Po (b))
< 0.

Furthermore, since Po (x¥ — g¥) # Pq(x*) (otherwise, we would have p; = 0 and
the algorithm would have stopped), standard properties of the projection operator
guarantee that the inequality ng d < 0is strict. Hence d is a descent direction, and it
follows that, again, there is a unique minimizer of ¢(¢) on [0, 1] given by

t :=argmin,cp 119 () = 1.
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Note that we also have — ngd >0=dTJ kT Jid. Hence we obtain as in Case 1, where
the minimum is attained at 7 = 1, that

1 .
@k (0) — g (d*) > Enpknwmm{npknw, Ay}

Together with Case 1, this completes the proof. O

Note that the previous result implies that the denominator in the definition of the ratio
7 in (S.3) is always positive if d* is the solution of (8). In particular, it therefore
follows that Algorithm 1 is well-defined.

Lemma 4 assumes that d¥ is an exact solution of the convex quadratic trust-region
subproblem from (8). However, the proof of this result explicitly computes, in a very
simple way, Cauchy point (though the notion of a Cauchy point is nonunique in the
constrained case) which satisfies the central inequality (22), so that, in particular, each
global minimum also satisfies this inequality. To have the constructive procedure from
the proof of Lemma 4 explicitly available, we recall the corresponding technique in
the following algorithm.

Algorithm 2 (Procedure to compute an inexact solution d* of (8))
(a) Define [t := min {1
(b) Set d* := up(x*).
(c) Set t := min{ —

#}
TP lloo 7
gk Jk

denominator is zero).
(d) Compute d* = ted®.

1} (where the minimum is attained at 1 if the

The two main properties of the vector d* computed in Algorithm 2 are summarized in
the following result which follows immediately from Lemma 4 and the construction
of d*.

Lemma 5 The vector d* computed by Algorithm 2 satisfies inequality (22) and
1410 < 1P () loc-

In principle, it is possible to find approximate solutions d* of the trust-region sub-
problem (8) whose size is not related to || p(x¥)||oo. On the other hand, both properties
mentioned in Lemma 5 turn out to be important for our global convergence analysis.
We therefore make the following assumption.

Assumption 1 There exist constants ¢, c1, ¢» > 0 such that the approximate solutions
d* computed in (S.2) of Algorithm 1 satisfy

@ lld¥l < cllp(x*)]loo for all k € No;

®) g(0) = (@) = 1l p(e)lloe min {51 b1, A for all k € No.
Recall that this assumption is satisfied with ¢ := 1, ¢; := 0.5, ¢2 := 1 by the approx-
imate solution d* computed in Algorithm 2. Conditions like those summarized in
Assumption 1 arise quite frequently in the context of trust-region methods. Assump-
tion 1 (a), for example, also occurs, at least implicitly, within the class of affine-scaling
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interior-point methods when a certain scaling matrix is assumed to be bounded, cf.
[29,41,42]. On the other hand, Assumption 1 (b) guarantees a decrease which is at
least as good as a fraction of the Cauchy step computed in Algorithm 2; in particular,
it implies that the vectors d* gives a better value of the quadratic model g; than the
Zero vector.

In our subsequent global convergence analysis, only Assumption 1 (b) is required in
the first preliminary results, but in order to get a final convergence result, Assumption 1
(a) is also needed.

3 Global convergence

We present the global convergence properties of Algorithm 1. To this end, we begin
with some technical results in Sect. 3.1 and then discuss the global convergence itself
in Sect. 3.2.

3.1 Some technical results

In order to prove global convergence of Algorithm 1, we first need to establish anumber
of preliminary results. We begin by showing that, the sequence f'® is monotonically
decreasing.

Lemma 6 Let the sequence {x*} be generated by Algorithm I such that the approx-
imate solutions d* satisfy Assumption 1 (b). Then the sequences { f'®©} and {F'®)}
are monotonically decreasing, hence convergent.

Proof See [24]. O

An immediate consequence of the previous result is the fact that the entire sequence
{xk} generated by Algorithm 1 remains in the (feasible) level set L(xo) ={x e 2|
f(x) < f(x9)} of the starting point x0.

Corollary 1 Assume that the sequence {d*} satisfies Assumption 1 (b). Then all iter-
ates x* generated by Algorithm I belong to the level set L(x").

Proof In view of Lemma 6, we get f*¥ < /00 < flO — 0 — £x0) and this
implies that any iterate x* generated by Algorithm 1 belongs to the level set L(x?). O

To establish suitable convergence properties of Algorithm 1, we also state the following
standard assumption.

Assumption 2 The sequence of Jacobian matrices {J;} is bounded, i.e. there exists
some number » > 0 such that || Ji|| < x for all k € Np.

Using Assumption 2, we also obtain the following consequence.

Corollary 2 Suppose that Assumption 2 holds, and the sequence {d*} satisfies
Assumption 1 (b). Then there are constants y1, y» > 0 such that

gk (0) — qi(d®) = 11l p() |12 min {32, Ar},

for all k € Ny.
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Proof In view of Assumptions 1 (b) and 2, we have

, 2l p()loos Ak -

k
2 (0) — qi (@) > ¢1] p(c) oo min ||P();2)||oo

Since [|[F(x*)|| < |F(x%]| for all k € Ny by Corollary 1, and since |g¥|| =
IJTF R < 1T MIF ) < x| F(x%)] by Assumption 2, the nonexpansiveness
of the projection operator immediately yields

IpD) | = [ Po(xF — g5) — Po M) < €81 < %l F(O),

and a similar bound then holds for the expression || p(x¥) ||« due to the equivalence of
all norms in finite-dimensional spaces. For some constant x., > 0, we therefore get

. [IpGb P () oo Ak
ak(0) — g (d") = 1l p(x") [l min { ===, 2|l p(x") [loor = —
x P (x6)lloo
1 Ak
> ¢l p(x*) |2, min —,cz,—]
> 227 I p () [l
1 Ak
> ¢l p(x*) |2, min —,cz,—]
> %27 soollF (x0) oo

ky (12 012

F

. Cl||19(x3||o; min[min[%w” (;C Mz
’oo | F (xP)I5g

= 11l p(O) 112 min {2, A},

, czxoonF(xO)noo], Ak]

. . ool F(x9)12 .
which y) = ol and 2 = min{ %= 2G5 e || F (x9) |0} This yields
the desired result. O

The following lemma shows that there are infinitely many successful iterations in
Algorithm 1.

Lemma 7 Let Assumption 2 be satisfied and suppose that Assumption 1 (b) holds for
the sequence {d kY. Then there exist infinitely many successful iterations in Algorithm 1.

Proof To prove, we first suppose that there are only finitely many successful iterations.
Similarly to Lemma 3.3 in [17], we then can obtain, for all k € Ny sufficiently large,
that

fE = fek+d
4k (0) — gk (a*)

Taking into account that 6’; > f(x%) in view of Lemma 2 (since we assume there
are only finitely many successful iterations, this is actually an equality for all £ suffi-
ciently large), we eventually have another successful iteration, a contradiction to our
assumption. O
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3.2 Main global convergence results

In order to obtain a suitable global convergence result, we need the following additional
smoothness assumption regarding the objective function f.

Assumption 3 The function f is uniformly continuous on the level set L(x°).

Note that this assumption is satisfied, in particular, if f is Lipschitz-continuous on
L(x9). This situation occurs, e.g., if L(x%) is bounded, which certainly holds if the
feasible set £2 itself is bounded.

The following result plays a fundamental role in our global convergence analysis and
shows, in particular, that the entire sequence { f (x¥)}, though nonmonotone, converges.

Proposition 4 Let {x*} be a sequence generated by Algorithm 1 such that the approx-
imate solutions d* in (S.2) satisfy Assumption 1. Suppose further that Assumptions 2
and 3 hold. Then

lim f'® = 1im f® = lim Cf = lim (b,
k—o00 k—o00 k—o00 k—o00
in particular, these limits exist.

Proof In view of Lemma 2, it suffices to show that limy_ o f/® = limg_ oo f(x¥)
holds. We further note that the limit limy . oc f [ty exists by Lemma 6.
Define 1(k) :=I(k+ M 4+ 2) for all k € Ng. Then 1(k) > k 4 2, and we can write

R T)—k—1 R
ok T _ Z (1= _ Ty (24)
J=1

We want to show that

lim [x*H — 10 =0, (25)
k—o00

then it follows that
lim £'®) = lim f&®) = lim F*H) = lim £,
k—o00 k— o0 k—o00 k— o0

where the first equality follows from the fact that {T(k)} is a subsequence of {/(k)},
the second equality uses (25) and the assumed uniform continuity of f (recall that all
iterates x* belong to the level set L(x°) in view of Corollary 1), and the third equality
is obvious.

Hence it suffices to verify (25). To this end, we exploit (24) and show simultane-
ously, by induction, that

lim MO TOI| =0 vji=1,2,... (26)

k—o00
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and
lim £ Oy = lim fI®) vji=1,2,.... 7)
k— 00 k— 00
Note that we have assumed that & is large enough to make the indices T(k) —j+1
(or 1(k) — j) nonnegative. Since
Tk)—k—1=Ik+M+2)—k—1<k+M+2)—k—1=M+1 VkeNp,
the number of terms in the sum (24) is uniformly bounded by the constant M + 1,
hence (26) implies (25).

Let us begin our induction with j = 1, and let K C Ny be the (infinite) subset of
successful iterations. For any k € K, we obtain from Lemma 2 that

SO = pM = f1O = et +dY = Cf = F* 4+ db) = o1 (qr(0) — gr(@h),
hence

F1O = FM = pipred;, (28)
where pred; = gx(0) — gk (d¥) denotes the predicted reduction which, in view of
Assumption 1 (b), is always nonnegative. Replacing k by I/(k) — 1 and assuming
l(k) — 1 € K, we therefore get

FHO7D — p (D) = pipred g = 0.

Since the left-hand side converges to zero by Lemma 6, it follows that

hm predl(k)_l = O, (29)
k— 00

provided that [(k) — 1 € K for all k € Ny. Using Assumptions 1 and 2, we further
obtain

1(k)—1 . ||P(xl(k)_1)||oo 1()—1
predygy -1 = e1| pe" ™D oo min § =——5——=, 2 PP Dlloo, Aspr-1
- [ lp! O _ _
> 1| px'® 1)||oomm[T°°,c2||p<x“k> Dlloos 14" Ml

@1
%2

v

z_; ||dl(k)—1 ”oo min { , ||dl(k)—l ||Oo’ C”dl(k)_l “OO]
~ 12 _ 12
c1

with ¥ := £ min {ﬁ, c2, ¢} being constant. Hence (29) implies

lim [x'® —x!®O=1) = o; (30)

k—o00
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in view of its derivation, this limit holds only under the assumption that all iterations
I (k) — 1 are successful, however, it trivially holds if some of even all of these iterations
are unsuccessful since then we have x/® = x/®~1 Sipce {T(k)} is a subsequence
of {/(k)}, we therefore obtain (26) for j = 1. Using (26) together with the uniform
continuity of f, we also obtain (27) from Lemma 6 and (26) with j = 1.

Suppose that (26) and (27) hold for some j € N, and consider the index j + 1.
Using (28) and substituting k by T(k) — j — I and assuming, for the moment, that
T(k)—j— 1 € K, we get

f(xl(T(k)fjfl)) _ f(xT(k)fj) > pipredryy__ i 31)
Note that we have
lim f(xl(k)) — lim f(xT(k)) — lim f(xT(k)_j),
k— 00 k—o00 k— 00

where the first equality comes from the fact that {T(k)} is a subsequence of {/(k)},
and the second equality uses the induction hypothesis from (27). We therefore obtain
from Lemma 6 that the left-hand side of (31) converges to zero, hence it follows that
predy ) _ j-1 0 for k — oo provided that all iterations T(k) — j — 1 are successful.
Similar to the derivation of (30), this implies

lim [|x1®~7 = xT®-i=1) —, (32)

k— 00

and this limit holds independent of whether or not the iterations T(k) — j — 1 are suc-
cessful. Finally, using (32) together with Assumption 3, and exploiting the induction
hypothesis (27), we also obtain

lim £ O = fim f 0Oy = lim fx®),
k—o00 k—o00 k—o00

and this completes our induction. O

The previous result may be viewed as our main step in proving global convergence of
Algorithm 1. We only need one more lemma before coming to the main result of this
section.

Lemma 8 Let Assumption 2 hold, and suppose that the sequence {d*} satisfies
Assumption 1 (b). Let {x*}xc be a subsequence converging to a point x*. If x* is
not a stationary point of (4), then

liminf Ay > 0.
k—00,kekC

Proof Define the index set

K:={k—1|kek}.
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Then the subsequence {x**1} reic converges to x*. We have to show that

liminf Axqq > 0.
k—00,kelC

Suppose this does not hold. Subsequencing if necessary, we can therefore assume that

lim  Agy =0. 33)
k—o00,kekC

In view of the updating rule for the trust-region radius (note that the lower bound
Amin > O used ior all successful iterations plays a central role here), this implies that
all iterates k € K with k sufficiently large are unsuccessful. Hence we have

T < p1, (34)

and xkt1

= x¥ for all k € K large enough. Since {ka}keE converges to x* by
assumption, this also implies that the subsequence {x*} e converges to x*. Taking
into account the updating Ay = o7 A for all unsuccessful iterations k, we therefore

obtain

Iim A =0, (35)
k—>00,kelC

from (33).

Since the limit point x* is non-stationary by assumption, there exists a constant
8 > 0 such that || p(x¥)||sc > & forall k € K. Exploiting Corollary 2 and using (35),
we therefore obtain

ik (0) — qi(d") = il p()II3, min{ys, Ag} = 118 A = 1182 (|d o (36)
for all k € K sufficiently large, and for suitable constants y;, y» > 0. Using the
continuous differentiability of f, we can find, for each k € Ny, a vector ék = xk 4+
0rd*, O € (0, 1), such that

fer+d = b +vrEhTak. (37)

Since {dk}kef — 0 in view of (35) and {xk}keﬁ — x*, we also have {Sk}kez — x*,
Using (36), (37), and Assumption 2, we therefore get

FOF) — fek 4 ak |qi(d) — f(xk +db|

qx(0) — gk (d*) C a0) — qe(d)
(VFaHTdk + 2@t IF gak — v f 9T dk|
4k (0) — qi(d")
_ VR = VEEDNIa + 314N
- 1187 1d% oo
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- 1
< V(HVf(x") —~VFEH]|+ 5x2||d"||)
— 0 fork—>oo,k€E,

where > 0 denotes a suitable constant. Hence

feN - fat+dh

>p1 Vke e sufficiently large.
qx (0) — qi (d¥)

In view of Lemma 2, this implies

51{ _ k dk o
Tk = L—F/{) > p1 Vk € K sufficiently large,
qr(0) — qr(d”)

a contradiction to (34). O

The following is our main global convergence result and shows that every accumulation
point of a sequence {x*} generated by Algorithm 1 is a stationary point of problem

.

Theorem 1 Let Assumptions 2 and 3 hold, and let {x*} be a sequence generated by
Algorithm 1 such that the approximate solutions of the trust-region subproblem satisfy
Assumption 1. If there exists an accumulation point of the sequence {x*}, then every
accumulation point x* is a stationary point of (4).

Proof Let {x*}rck be a subsequence converging to x*. Since x**! = xk for all

unsuccessful iterations k, and since there are infinitely many successful iterations in
view of Lemma 7, we can assume without loss of generality that all iterations k € K
are successful.

Suppose that x* is not a stationary point of (4). Then there exists a constant § > 0
such that || p(x¥) s > & for all k € K sufficiently large. Since the iterates k € K are
successful by construction, we obtain from Lemma 2 and Corollary 2 that

F1O = fet +dY = O - fot +ah
> p1(qe(0) — qi(dh))
> p1y1llp ()13, min{ya, Ar}
> p1y18> min {y2, Ac},

for all k € K sufficiently large. Since f/® — f(x* 4+ d*) —k 0 due to Proposition 4,
we obtain Ay < y» for all k € K large enough and limg_, o rek Ax = 0, but this
contradicts Lemma 8. O

Lemma 7 showed that there exist infinitely many successful iterations in Algo-
rithm 1. We now denote the set of successful iterations in Algorithm 1 as follows

K :={k € No | 7% > p1}.
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Let us define {k;};cn, as the members of K such that ko < ki < kp < ---.In the
following remark, we show that the formula (15) can be rewritten, for k; € K, as
follows

s’
I(ki) .__ Y i
S =" R p £,
p=0

’ —~
where s’ < s :=m(k) — 1 and z;zo Ak;,p = 1. In other words, we can rewrite flki)
as a convex combination of some function values of successful iterations.

Remark 1 In order to prove the next theorem, we first need to define the set of
unsuccessful iterations by J := U?io Ji, in which Jyp = {k | k < ko} and
Ji = {k | ki-1 < k < k;j} fori > 1, and then we explain the above representa-
tion of f k) To do so, we have, fori > s, the following three cases:

(a) I£ alliterations k; — 1, k; —2, . . ., k; — s’ are successful (s’ = s), then the definition
K,for p =0,...,s',leads to

fki*P — fkl'fp’

and therefore f!*) can be represented as

s
FU0 =2 K p £, (38)
p=0
wherexkbp = Ay, plorp=0,...,s.

(b) If all iterations k; — 1,k; — 2, ..., k; — s are unsuccessful (s’ < s), then these
unsuccessful iterations belong to 7. According to Algorithm 1, it is possible that
xki=p .= xki-1 for some p € {1, ..., s}provided thatk; — p € J,-,xki’l’ = xki-2
for some p € {1,...,s}and thatk; — p € J;—_1, and so on, hence

S/
S0 =" T p (39)
p=0
where in,o = A;,0 and the remainder of the coefficients in, pforpefl, ... s},

are as the sum of some coefficients Ay, , such that quzo Xk,., p =1
(c) If some iterations k; — 1,k; — 2, ..., k; — s are successful and some other are
unsuccessful, then the representation of f Iki) is a combination of (38) and (39).

For i < s, we have the following cases:

(i) In the special case of i = 0, since ko — 1, ko — 2, ..., ko — s < ko, they belong
to Jo, then Algorithm 1 implies fX%—7 = f* for p € {1,..., s} and hence
fl(ki) - fko_

(i) Fori = 1,since k; — 1,k; — 2, ..., k; —s < ki, we have the following items:
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(a) If one of the mentioned iterations is kg and the remainder of iterations belong
to Jo, then fl%) = fho,

(b) If one of the mentioned iterations is ko and the remainder of iterations belong
to 7, then /%) is a convex combination of f%0 and f¥1.

(c) Ifalliterations of k1 — 1, k1 —2, ..., k1 — s belong to 71, then fl(ki) = fk‘.

(iii) Fori =2, ..., s—1,wecan write, similar to two previous cases, fl(k") interms of
oneoffkp forp=0,...,5—1 ortheconvexcombinationoffko, fkl, el ka*I
or the convex combination of some fko, fki | fk-1,

Next, we only need to restrict our attention to the case where there are infinitely many
successful iterations.

Theorem 2 Let Assumption 2 hold, and suppose that the sequence {d*} satisfies
Assumption 1. Then

liminf || p(x*) ||l se = 0.
k— o0

Proof By contradiction, suppose that liminfy_, 0 || p(x*)loc = 0 is not satisfied.
Hence, let us assume that there is a constant § > 0 and an infinite subset JC C Ny such
that

PO oo =8, VkeKk.

By induction, we first show for k; € K (fori > 1)

i—2
fk" < fo — p1r Zpredkj — pipredy, | < O pia Zpredkj, (40)
j=0 j<i

where pred =4 0) —q; (d’) and i is the index of successful iterations.

For the case i = 1, we first show that f%1 = fk+1 gince the members of set
{ko + 1,ko + 2,...,k; — 1} are the index of unsuccessful iterations between ko
and kq, according to Algorithm 1 (7xy4; < p1), we have xkoti .= xko for j =
1,..., k1 — ko — 1. From this fact and since

1(k
f)L( 0) _ fk0+l

> Tky = P1s
predy, 0

we have

1(k 1(k 1 (ki
fk1 — fk0+1 — f)L( 0) _ (f)L( 0) _ fk0+1) < f)\( 0) plpredko < f() _ plpredko'

Let us now make the induction hypothesis, namely, that (40) holds for 1,2, ...,i.
Note that, similar case i = 1, we have fXi+1 = fki+! gsince the members of set
{ki+1,ki +2,...,kiy1 — 1} are the index of unsuccessful iterations between k; and
kit1, according to Algorithm 1, we have xkiti .= xki forj=1,....ki+1 — ki — 1.
We have the following two cases:
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) If 5];" = fkl(k" ) = fki_then the induction hypothesis implies

fki+1 — fki+l — fkl' _ (fk,' _ fki+l) — fki _ (f){(kt) _ fki+l)

i-2
< fO — p1A Zpredkj — pipredy, | — pipredy,
j=0
<l i—1
< %= pir ) predy, — pipredy,
j=0

2) If 5])? # f%, then f,\l(ki) > 5];’ > f% and Remark 1 leads to f/\l(k") =
Z;;:O M. p fXi-r. This fact along with

1 (k; .
A( ) fk’“

> Tr = Pl
predy, '

implies

s/
) . 1(k; 1(ki ; N T i 1 (ki i
fk,+1 — fkl+1 — f)\( ) (fx( ) fk +1) — Z)\'k,‘,pfk P _ (f)L( ) fk +1)
p=0

i—p—2

s
< Z)‘kivl’ O —pia Z predkj — /olpredk[,_p_1 — pipredy,
p=0 j=0

Now, by using these facts that {0, ...,s"} x {0,...,i —s" =2} C {(p,r) | 0 <

p<s,0<j<i—p—2LAgo+ g1+ +Ay =1and A p, > A, we can
obtain the above inequality as follows

i—s'=2 [ ¢ s’
fki+l < fo — p1r z Aki,p predkj — p1A Z Predkj_,,_. — pipredy,
j=0 \p=0 p=0
i—s'=2 i—1
< f0 — p1A z predkj — p1r Z predkj — pipredy,
j=0 j=i—s'—1

i—1
= fo — pIA Zpredkj — pipredy,
j=0

<P g Y pred,.
j<i+l1
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By Corollary 2, for k; € K N K, we have

Lki i Cki i i
SO phitt s Ef kit > b ipred, > pypllp (R %

min{y, Ag,} > p1y18> min{y,, Ay }.
Proposition 4, as i — oo, implies that
A < 2, (4D
leading
pred;, > y162Ak,..

Hence, if there exists K’ ¢ K" := K N K such that > _/ Ax = 00, we have

- (40)
Oz 0= = i D predy, = ik D ndP A,
kjEK” k_/EK”
j<i j<i
> p1A Z )/182Ak_1. — 00, (as i — 00)
kjEK/

j<i
which this is a contradiction. Therefore,

E Ay < 00, (as i > 00).
kjEK/
j<i

This fact leads to

z Ay, < 00,

kieK”

and then

D I e < D Ay < 0.

kieK"” kieK"
This fact implies that the sequence {xFi Jk; ek~ 1s cauchy, hence convergent. But by

Theorem 1, every accumulation point is a stationary point and this would yield the
desired contradiction. O

Now we give a stronger result on the global convergence which is for all limit points.
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Theorem 3 Let Assumption 2 hold, and suppose that the sequence {d*} satisfies
Assumption 1. Then

lim p(x*) =o0.
k—00

Proof Assume, by contradiction, that the conclusion does not hold, then there is a
subsequence of successful iterations such that

Ip(x e =28 >0,

for some § > 0 and for all i. Theorem 2 guarantees that, for each i, there exists a first
successful iteration l(t,i) > t; such that ||p(xl(ti))||oo < 6. Letusdenote /; :=[(#;) and
define the index set A" := {k | t; < k < [;}. Thus, there exists another subsequence
I; such that

1P oo =8, Wk e A" and |p(x") o < 8. (42)

Let us define A := U;’ioAi. Then, we have
lim inf oo > 8.
Jiminf () o >

which the proof of Theorem 2 implies

ZAk < 00,

keA

and consequently

lim Z Ap = 0.

i—00 5
ke Al

Hence

I = xlifloe < D7 lxd =2/l = D A;j >0, as i — oo,
jeAl jeAl

which deduces from continuity of p(x) on L(x%
lim || p(x) = p(x'")]loe = 0.
1—> 00
This is a contradiction since (42) implies || p(x') — p(xli )Mo = 8. O
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4 Local convergence

Algorithm 1, as it stands, is globally convergent, but not necessary locally fast con-
vergent since, thus far, we only assume that the approximate solution d¥ computed in
(S.2) satisfies the (gradient-like) conditions from Assumption 1. However, the method
can be combined with suitable Newton-like steps in order to obtain a trust-region
method with both global and local fast convergence properties. Three possibilities are
presented in the following sections.

4.1 The projected Newton step

Here we follow an idea by Ulbrich [41]. The analysis is therefore similar to the one
from that paper, but carried out (more or less) in detail since several steps will also be
used in the two subsequent sections where other Newton-type steps are considered.

Recall that £2 denotes the feasible set, defined by some lower bounds /; and upper
bounds u;. Let us define

2k ::{deR”Hi—x;‘SdiSui—xf and —AkfdiSAkViZI,...,n},

which is the feasible set of the trust-region subproblem (8) at iteration k. Assuming
that Jy = F’(x¥) is nonsingular, we further set

dl = —JNTIRGR), dby = Poh +dl) —xF, db = Po, ), 43)

ie., dlk\, is the unconstrained Newton-direction which, in general, is not feasible in
our constrained setting, whereas d’;, ~ denotes the projected Newton direction, hence
xk 4 d],‘JN = Po(x*F+ d]]f,) € §2 is always feasible. On the other hand, d’;,N might not
be a feasible candidate for the current trust-region subproblem, hence we also define
d’}‘, as the projection of the unconstrained Newton-direction onto the set §2y.

All these search directions are superlinearly convergent directions in the following
sense: Suppose that x* denotes a solution of the given problem (1) such that the
Jacobian J (x*) is nonsingular, and assume further that we have an arbitrary sequence
{x¥} converging to x*, then it holds that

Ix* +dl — x*| = o(Ix* —x*|) and X +dby —x* = o(lIx* — x*|);

the former is simply the standard property of the unconstrained Newton method,
and the latter is a direct consequence of this fact using the nonexpansiveness of the
projection operator. Since, as noted in [41], it holds that d’;, = d’;,  locally (cf. our
analysis below), it follows that also dﬁ, is a superlinearly convergent direction in the
above sense. As soon as one can take x**1 := x* + 4 for a superlinearly convergent
direction d*, one therefore has a locally superlinearly convergent method.

After these preliminary comments, we now present a locally fast convergent mod-
ification of Algorithm 1.
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Algorithm 3 (Nonmonotone Projected Newton-type Trust-Region Method)
Identical to Algorithm 1, except that (S.2) should be replaced by:

(S.2) Define I*, u* by (7). Compute df, from (43) and

—p _ G fGt+dp)
qr(0) — q(d%)

If?’,ﬁD > p1, we set d* = d’;,, xktl .= x*k + gk and call iteration k successful;
otherwise, or if d’;, cannot be calculated, we compute a vector d* satisfying
Assumption 1 (e.g., by using Algorithm 2) and define the ratio

= _ G- ret+ah
T qr(0) — gi(dd)

If 7y > p1, we set K1 = xk 4 gk and still call iteration k successful. In all
other cases, we define x**t1 := x* and call iteration k unsuccessful.

Our primary aim will be to show that, locally around a solution x* of (1) such that
J(x*) is nonsingular, the ratio test 7,5 > pp is satisfied. In view of our previous
comments, this then implies the local superlinear convergence of Algorithm 3. The
global convergence properties known for Algorithm 1 are, more or less, inherited by
Algorithm 3; we will comment on this later in this section.

We begin our local analysis with the following technical result.

Lemma 9 Let x* be an accumulation point of a sequence {xk} generated by Algo-
rithm 3 such that x* is a solution of (1) with J(x*) being nonsingular, and suppose
that Assumption 2 holds. Then, for every given 6 € (0, 1), there exists a neighbour-
hood of x* such that for any x* from this neighbourhood where k — 1 is a successful
iteration, the following statements hold:

(a) ld¥% —dk || < Ix* +d¥ — x*|;
(b) qu(d’;,)| < p|F (x5 1xk + d;‘v — x*|| for some constant y > 0;
(c) (1 —0)f(x*) < qu(0) — gr(@h) < (1+0)f(xb).

Proof (a) Since J (x*) is nonsingular, there exist constants « > 0 and & > 0 such that
IJ(x)~'| <« (uniform boundedness of inverse Jacobians) 44)

and
Ellx — x| < |F(x)|l (local error bound condition) 45)

for all x in a sufficiently small neighbourhood of x*. Moreover, since F is continuously
differentiable, there exists a constant L > 0 with

|F(x) — F(x™)| < L|lx —x*|| (local Lipschitz condition) (46)
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for all x sufficiently close to x*.
Now, let x* be given such that k — 1 is a successful iteration and such that xk

is sufficiently close to x*. In particular, let conditions (44), (45), and (46) hold with

x = x*, and assume that «|| F (x¥)|| < Amin is satisfied. Then we obtain from (44)

and the definition of the Newton direction that

ldi Il = 117 FGR < all FGR)I < Amin < Ax,

where the last inequality follows from the updating rule of the trust-region radius
together with the fact that £ — 1 is assumed to be a successful iteration. Hence the
trust-region bound is locally inactive, and we therefore obtain

dh = Po,(dY) = Po_u(dy) = Po(x* +d%) —x* = db . (47)
This implies
ldp | = Idpyll = [ Po(* +dy) — Po ()| < ldy - (48)
Since x* € £2, it follows from the definition of the projection that

Id% — di |l = lldby — di Il = | Po(x* +ak) — 5 +di)l < 1x* — (5 +adl,
(49)

hence assertion (a) follows.
(b) We still assume that x* is sufficiently close to x* such that the inequalities from
the proof of part (a) hold. Then

ld% || < all FGR) | = al| F(5) — Feh)|| < aLllx* — x*|,

in view of (44) and (46), hence we obtain from (48), (49), Assumption 2, and g (d;‘v) =
0 (by definition) that

gk (dh)| = |qr(ds) — qr(dy)|

1
= |gl (b —d¥) + 5(43 +d\)T I g (ds — aby)

1
< |HEFGM + EJkTJk(d’;, +d¥)|| - Id% — ak |
< (el FGRY 42 1ak 1) Id — ak
< (% + ax®) | F O IxE + dfy — x|
= yIIFO) Xk +dly — x*l,
for some constant y > 0, hence statement (b) holds.

(c) Given the parameter 8 € (0, 1) and using (45), we can assume without loss of gen-
erality (exploiting the local superlinear convergence property of the Newton direction)
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that x* is sufficiently close to x* such that, in addition to the previous inequalities, we
also have
k k * k k *
x*4+dy, —x 2y ||lx* +dy, —x
It =) 2y ety
1F ) N

Dividing the inequality from statement (b) by f @k = %HF (x5 ||%, we therefore
obtain, on the one hand, that

@) —qi(dp) _ [N —adp) | qildp) . lax@p)| _
[k J ) f&ky = faky =
x* + dfy — x*|
—2y——>1-0,
VTURGRI T

and, on the other hand, that

@) —qi(dp) _ - qk(dp) _ - lax@p)| _

1+4+6.
7o) o S T e ST

Hence, we have

_ k
1—-6< _q"(o)f(xZ’;(dP) <1+6.

Multiplication with f (x*) yields assertion (c). O

Note that statements (a) and (b) of the previous result hold for any xk sufficiently close
to x*, independent of the given parameter 6. This parameter, whose precise value has
an influence of the size of the neighbourhood, appears in statement (c) only.

‘We next show that the search direction d ];,, locally, satisfies the two conditions from
Assumption 1.

Lemma 10 Let the assumptions from Lemma 9 hold. Then, for any x* sufficiently close
to x* where k — 1 is a successful iteration, the direction d”;, satisfies Assumption 1.

Proof (a) We first note that the assumed nonsingularity of J(x*) implies that the
function || p(-)|| provides alocal error bound, i.e., there exists a constant 8 > 0 such that
Bllx —x*|| < || p(x)| forall x sufficiently close to x*, see, e.g., [20, Proposition 5.3.7].
Together with the previous observations and constants from the proof of Lemma 9,
we therefore obtain

ldbll = ldbyll = 1P (X +d5) — PoGMIl < lldyI < al F(N)

al
= | F(5) — FOMI < aLllx* —x*|| < Fllp(xk)ll,

for all x* sufficiently close to x*. This implies that Assumption 1 (a) holds for d* = d ';,
and all x* sufficiently close to x*.
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(b) Using Assumption 2, we obtain
1P = 1Pe(xF — g5) — Po M) < g8l < Il F (M),

for all x* sufficiently close to x*, hence it follows that there is a constant y > 0 such
that

P2, < v ).

Given an arbitrary parameter 6 € (0, 1) and using Lemma 9 (c), we therefore obtain
k k 1-06 ky 12
qk(0) — qi(dp) = (1 =0) f(x") = THP(X MSes

for x* close enough to x*. Since iteration k — 1 is assumed to be successful and x* is
sufficiently close to x*, we have Ay > Apin > || () |l s, hence it follows that

1-0
01(0) = ge(dp) 2 — =P loo min P o, A}

This implies that Assumption 1 (b) also holds for d* = d’;, and all x¥ sufficiently close
to x*. O

We now state the main local convergence result of Algorithm 3.

Theorem 4 Let x* be an accumulation point of a sequence {x*} generated by Algo-
rithm 3 such that x* is a solution of (1) with J(x*) being nonsingular, and suppose
that Assumption 2 holds. Then the following statements hold:

(a) The entire sequence {x*} converges to x*.

(b) Eventually, only projected Newton steps d* = dX are taken.
Y, only proj 12 P

(c¢) The sequence {xk } converges superlinearly to x*.

Proof By assumption, there is a subsequence converging to x*. In particular, this
means that there must be infinitely many successful iterations. But this is also clear
since otherwise Algorithm 3 would eventually reduce to Algorithm 1, hence the
statement would follow from Lemma 7. Hence, we can assume without loss of gen-
erality that we have an iterate x* sufficiently close to x* such that iteration k — 1 was
successful. In particular, this implies that we can apply Lemma 9.

We first note, using d’,‘g = d’,g  once again (cf. (47)), that

FOR = fak+dp) R — FOR+diy)

a0 —qe(@ds) T qr(0) — qe(db )
A e e I N A C )
(%) @k (0) — qi(d% )

:< _ f(x"+d’;N)) ft)
f(xk) qr(0) — qi(ds)
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The first factor on the right-hand side is arbitrarily close to one for x¥ sufficiently close
to x* due to the superlinear convergence property of the (projected) Newton direction,
cf. [30, Proposition 8], and the second factor can also be assumed to be arbitrarily
close to one due to Lemma 9 (c) where 6 was an arbitrary number from (0, 1). Using
Lemma 2, it therefore follows that 7{ > p1, hence iteration k is also successful, and
K = xk 4 d’;, = xF + d’;, - In particular, it follows from standard properties
of the local convergence of the (projected) Newton direction that the new iterate
x¥*1is even closer to x* than x¥, hence we can repeat the previous arguments and
obtain by induction that the entire sequence {x¥} converges to x* and that eventually
only projected Newton steps d¥ = d];, are taken, which implies the local superlinear
convergence of the method. This means that statements (a), (b), and (c) hold. O

Theorem 4 describes the local convergence of Algorithm 3. It provides a local super-
linear rate of convergence, but, in a similar way, one can also verify a local quadratic
convergence rate provided that J (-) is locally Lipschitz continuous around the solution
x*.

On the other hand, Algorithm 3 might not have the same global convergence prop-
erties as Algorithm 1 since, globally, the two conditions from Assumption 1 may not
hold for the projected Newton direction, especially when the corresponding sequence
of inverse Jacobians Jk_1 becomes very ill-conditioned. However, in practice, one can
test whether these two conditions hold with suitable constants, and then we inherit the
global convergence theory from Algorithm 1. Lemma 10 then says that, locally, we
still take the fast convergent projected Newton direction provided that the correspond-
ing constants are chosen appropriately, i.e., in this sense Algorithm 3 is both globally
and locally fast convergent.

4.2 The active-set Newton step

This section presents an active-set Newton step that goes back to [27]. It is based on
a suitable identification of the correct active set at a solution x* and comes from a
more general framework presented in [19]. Some authors use this active-set strategy
also from a global point of view which has the advantage that the dimension of the
corresponding subproblems are smaller than for the full-dimensional problem. On the
other hand, such an active-set strategy yields some undesirable discontinuity. Taking
into account that global convergence can be obtained by some very simple and cheap
calculations (like the Cauchy-type step from Algorithm 2), our feeling is that the active-
set strategy should be used only to get local fast convergence where the computation of
a Newton-type step might really reduce the overall costs and the discontinuity might
not occur in case the correct active set has already been identified.

For a precise definition of the active-set trust-region method, we choose a constant
8 > 0 such that

1 .
§ < — min |ui —1;
2i=1,..n

, (50)
and then define
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Sk :==min {8, y\/ | F(x9) |}, (51)

where ¥ > 0 denotes another constant. Given an iterate x*, we then set

A= {i | xF —1; < S oru; —xF < 8},
Ty = {1,...,n}\Ak,

which are approximations of the active and inactive sets at a given solution x*, defined
by

Ay ={i 1 xf e {li,u;}} and I, :={i | x} € (i, up},
respectively. In fact, it is easy to see that one always has the inclusion A, C A, for all

xK sufficiently close to x*. Moreover, and more interestingly, if J (x*) is nonsingular
(or || F(-)|| provides a local error bound), then one can show that

Ar = A, and Iy =7T,, (52)
for all x¥ from a sufficiently small neighbourhood of x*, see [27, Lemma 9.7] for
details. Hence the active set can, locally, be identified correctly, even without a strict
complementarity or related nondegeneracy condition.

Based on these index sets, we construct a direction vector d¥ = d f‘ s (AS stands for
active set) in the following way: For each i € A, we define

L —xk,ifxk =1 <,

L ui—xf, ifu,-—x{‘g(sk,

(53)

(note that there is no ambiguity in this definition due to the choice of §, §; in (50),
(51)), whereas for the inactive indices, we then compute d%k as a solution of the linear
system of equations

T Mg dy = —FMg — J657a.dY, . (54)

Note that this linear system arises from the first block row of the usual Newton equation

( I 5z, T, ) .\ _ _ ( F(hz, ) 55)
T gz T A, )\ Yy, Fha )’

when replacing df‘lk by the expression from (53). Putting these pieces together, we
then define (possibly after a suitable permutation of the components)

dk
dt g = (d,{k ) (56)
Ax
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Assuming also that the submatrix J (x*)7, 7, is nonsingular, it follows that this vector is
a superlinearly convergent direction in the sense that || xK4+ df; g—x* || = o(||lx* —x*|)
for any sequence {x*} converging to x*, cf. [27, Lemma 9.13] for a proof. However,
d/’f‘ ¢ might not be feasible for the trust-region subproblem (8), hence we also define
its projection by

dp s = Pa,(d}s). (57)

The following is the variant of Algorithm 1 which includes the active-set Newton
method as a local search direction. It is identical to Algorithm 3 except that d’,ﬁ gets
replaced by d’;, A5 Everywhere.

Algorithm 4 (Nonmonotone Active-Set Newton-type Trust-Region Method)
Identical to Algorithm 1, except that (S.2) should be replaced by:

(S.2) Define I*, u* by (7). Compute d]IZASfrom (57) and define

~k k
was._ G fot+ dpas)
i (0) — gi(d% 4 o)

Ifrvl?s > p1, we setd® = df,AS, kU= xk 4 gk and call iteration k successful;
otherwise, or if dlli A cannot be calculated, we compute a vector d* satisfying
Assumption 1 (e.g., by using Algorithm 2) and define the ratio

_ CF— fk 4 dy

gy ' = ——————————.
gk (0) — g (d¥)

If 7 > p1, we set xktL— xk 4 gk and still call iteration k successful. In all

other cases, we define x**t1 := x* and call iteration k unsuccessful.

To prove alocal convergence theorem of Algorithm 4, we follow the technique of proof
from the previous section and first state the following result which is the counterpart
of Lemmas 9 and 10.

Lemma 11 Ler x* be an accumulation point of a sequence {x*} generated by Algo-
rithm 4 such that x* is a solution of (1) with J(x*) and J(x*)1,7, being nonsingular,
and suppose that Assumption 2 holds. Then, for every given 6 € (0, 1), there exists a
neighbourhood of x* such that for any x* from this neighbourhood where k — 1 is a
successful iteration, the following statements hold:

(a) ||d1;,AS — d1’§,|| < nllx* + dllﬁl — x*|| for some constant n > 0;

(b) }Qk(dIJEAS)| < p|F(R)y | 1x* + djli, — x*|| for some constant y > 0;
(€) 1 =0)f(*) < qr(0) — g(dp 45) < (146) f(x).

(d) The direction d];)AS satisfies Assumption 1.

Proof By the proofs given for Lemmas 9 and 10 and Lemma 9.8 in [27], we skip the
details. O
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Using Lemma 11, we can also obtain the central local convergence theorem for Algo-
rithm 4. Its proof is similar to the one of Theorem 4, so we do not provide the details.

Theorem 5 Let x* be an accumulation point of a sequence {x*} generated by Algo-
rithm 4 such that x* is a solution of (1) with J(x*) and J (x*)1, 7, being nonsingular,
and suppose that Assumption 2 holds. Then the following statements hold:

(a) The entire sequence {x*} converges to x*.
b) Eventually, only active-set Newton steps d* = d~ , . are taken.
Y, only P PAS

(c) The sequence {x*} converges superlinearly to x*.

Note that the assumptions of Theorem 5 are stronger than those of Theorem 4 since,
in addition to the nonsingularity of J(x*), also the nonsingularity of the submatrix
J(x*)7,7, is required.

4.3 The exact Newton step

The most natural choice is to compute the exact solution d 2 of the trust-region subprob-
lem (8). Numerically, this is more expensive than the projected or active-set Newton
direction since one has to compute a solution of a (convex) quadratic program as
opposed to a solution of a (possibly reduced) linear system of equations. On the other
hand, this approach might yield better numerical results, at least it is not clear a priori
why the exact solution might not be a good choice from a numerical point of view.
Moreover, it follows immediately from Lemma 4 that the exact solution d]g satisfies
Assumption 1 (b) forall k € Ny without any further (nonsingularity) assumption on the
problem. Of course, Assumption 1 (a) may not hold, but can be checked numerically
and will also be shown to be satisfied locally under suitable conditions.

For our local convergence analysis, we consider the following modification of
Algorithm 1 which simply replaces d* by d‘]{:. Recall that global convergence can also
be guaranteed if some care is taken regarding Assumption 1 (a), e.g., by switching to
a Cauchy-type step whenever necessary. Since our focus is on the local convergence
property, we do not consider such a modification here.

Algorithm 5 (Nonmonotone Exact Newton-type Trust-Region Method)
Identical to Algorithm 1, except that (S.2) should be replaced by:

(S.2) Define I¥, uk by (7). Compute di‘ as the solution of the trust-region subproblem
(8). Let

5 _ G- fGt+dp)
ar(0) — qr(db)

If?,f > p1, we set dk = dllg, x L= xk 4+ gk and call iteration k successful;

k+1 .

otherwise, we set x = x* and call iteration k unsuccessful.

The convergence analysis is again along the lines of the previous two sections. First
we have the following result.
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Lemma 12 Ler x* be an accumulation point of a sequence {x*} generated by Algo-
rithm 5 such that x* is a solution of (1) with J(x*) being nonsingular, and suppose
that Assumption 2 holds. Then, for every given 6 € (0, 1), there exists a neighbour-
hood of x* such that for any x* from this neighbourhood where k — 1 is a successful
iteration, the following statements hold:

(a) ||d1k§ — dlk\,|| < nllxk + dl’i, — x*|| for some constant n > 0;

(b) }C]k(dg)| < yIF&0||1x* + dlli, — x*|| for some constant y > 0;
(¢) (1=6)f (") < qr(0) — qr(dy) < (1+6)f(x*)

(d) The direction dﬁ satisfies Assumption 1.

Proof Since J(x*) is nonsingular by assumption, there exists a constant @ > 0 such
that ||Jk_1 | <« forall x¥ sufficiently close to x*. Together with Assumption 2, this
implies

ldi —dy |l = 17" (edf — Jedy) |

ol Jidy — Jidy |

a|Jkds + F(x*)|  (Definition of d%)
alkdp + F(F)| (with d%  from (43))

al POy + iy | +a] ddb - |
—_—

A

Al

IA

=F(xF)—F (x%)=0
of| Jedp — Jidy |
ax||dp = dy|

ax ||xk + dlli, —x*

Al

IA

b

where the second inequality uses the definition of d]kE together with the fact that dé
is feasible for the trust-region subproblem (8), and the last inequality follows from
Lemma 9 (a). This shows that statement (a) holds.

Furthermore, since J (x*) is nonsingular, it follows that, locally, JkT J is uniformly
positive definite, i.e., for all x* close enough to x*, it holds that d” J Jxd > p||d]|*
for all d € R" with some constant ;« > 0. Since the zero vector is always feasible for
the trust-region subproblem, we have g (df‘g) < qx(0) by definition of d}‘s. This can
be rewritten as

1
gidi + E(df;)TJkTJkd’,f; <0.
Using the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we therefore get
1 1
Sl < S @R I i < —gl d < 18" IdE -
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Together with Assumption 2, we then obtain
1
Euud,’gn < Igkl = 1 FGO)I < 2l FPH). (58)

Exploiting once again the assumed nonsingularity of J(x*), it follows from (58)
that there is a constant n; > 0 such that ||df5|| < 171||d11ﬁ,||. Combining this with
statement (a), one can verify assertions (b) and (c) in essentially the same way as
the corresponding statements in Lemma 9. To this end, the only additional piece of
information needed is that d;‘g is also a superlinearly convergent direction, but this is
an immediate consequence of part (a) since

X +dl — x*|| < [Ix* +ak — x*| + llak — d% |
< (1 + )k +dk —x*),

and the Newton direction is known to be superlinearly convergent.
It remains to prove assertion (d). This statement can be derived from (58) similar
to the proof of Lemma 10 (a), i.e., there exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that ||d§|| <

clpIl. o

Lemma 12 allows us to prove the following main local convergence result in a way
similar to the proof of Theorem 6, hence we skip the details.

Theorem 6 Let x* be an accumulation point of a sequence {x*} generated by Algo-
rithm 5 such that x* is a solution of (1) with J(x*) being nonsingular, and suppose
that Assumption 2 holds. Then the following statements hold:

(a) The entire sequence {x*} converges to x*.

(b) Eventually, the exact Newton step d* = d¥. is always successful.
E

(c) The sequence {x*} converges superlinearly to x*.

5 Numerical results

We first describe our test examples in Sect. 5.1, then give some details of the imple-
mented algorithms in Sect. 5.2, and finally present the numerical results in Sect. 5.3.

5.1 Test problems

All test problems are taken from the literature, Table 1 provides the corresponding
details, namely the name of each test problem, at least one reference from which
the example is taken (this is not necessarily the original source of the corresponding
example), the dimension, and the box constraints. The dimension ranges from n = 2
to n = 1024; we decided not to take larger problems since some of our algorithms
have to solve a quadratic program at each iteration. The starting points, four for each
test example, are in the interior of the box 2 = [/, u] because this is required by
some of the interior-point-type solvers that will be used in our comparative study. For
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example, we take V=14 %(u —1) (v =1,2,3,4) for all test problems which have
both finite lower and finite upper bounds. Altogether, we have 46 test problems.

5.2 Algorithms

In our next section, we compare eleven different solvers on the set of examples
described before. The first three solvers are our methods from Algorithms 3-5, respec-
tively:

e NMPNTRN: The nonmonotone projected Newton-type trust-region method from
Algorithm 3.

o NMASTRN: The nonmonotone active-set Newton-type trust-region method from
Algorithm 4.

e NMENTRN: The nonmonotone exact Newton-type trust-region method from
Algorithm 5.

We use the test || F (x¥) [l oo < 107° as the main termination criterion. In all following
cases, we count the corresponding test run as a failure

e Failure (1): the number of (successful) iterations reaches the upper bound 200.

e Failure (2): the trust-region size reduces below ,/€,, where €,, denotes the machine
epsilon provided by the Matlab function eps.

e Failure (3): the scaling matrix Dy, generated by (1.5) in [6], cannot be computed
because an overflow would be generated (only for STRSCNE and CODOSOL).

All methods use the parameters

Ao =1, Apin =107, Apax :=10°, p1:=0.1, p :=0.9, o1 := 0.5,
07:=2, A=0.1,

as well as the nonmonotonicity number N := 10 and A;; is updated by (16); further-
more, the sequence {1y} is generated by setting 1o := 0.85 and using the updating

L {no/z, if k =0,
T w4 /2, ik = 1
The (convex) quadratic programs arising within the NMENTRN algorithm are solved
using quadprog from the MATLAB optimization toolbox. All Jacobian matrices
J (x¥) are approximated by using finite differences.
In order to get an idea of the effectiveness of our nonmonotonicity strategy, we also
implemented the following (monotone and nonmonotone) methods:

e PNTTR: This is the traditional (monotone) projected Newton-type trust-region
method based on the ratio r; defined in (9) and the standard updating of the trust-
region-radius

014, ifrg < py,

Apy1 =1 A, if ri € [p1, 02),
0 A, ifrg > pa.

@ Springer



A new class of nonmonotone adaptive trust-region... 805

Table 1 List of test problems: Name of the example, reference(s), dimension, starting points (recall that
el = (1,..., 1)), and box constraints

List of test functions

Problem name n Initial point Box
Himmelblau [22] 2 =1+ su—10,v=1234 [-5,5]
Reactor R = 0.935 [40] 2 WO =1+ %(u —0),v=35,4,45,5 [0, 1]
Merlet [40] 2 =i+ tw-nrv=1234 [0, 2]
Effati-Grosan problem 1 [40] 2 X0 =1 + %(u -D,v=1,2,3,4 [—10, 10]
Effati-Grosan problem 2 [40] 2 =14 %(u -D,v=1,2,3,4 [—10, 10]
Combustion system (lean) 2 =1+ %(u -0,v=1,2,3,4 [0, 0]

[22]

Combustion system (rich) 2 =1+ %(u —10),v=15,25,35,45 [0, 0]
[22]

Series of CSTRs 0.935 [22] 2 =1+ %(u —-D,v=1,2,3,4 [0, 1]
Series of CSTRs 0.995 [22] 2 N =14+ %(u -D,v=1,2,3,4 [0, 1]
Bullard and Biegler [22] 2 =it tw-nv=1234 [5.49 x 1079, 4.533]
[2.196 x 1073, 18.21]
Ferrari and Tronconi [22] 2 =1+ %(u -D,v=1,2,3,4 [0.25, 1.5]
[1.5,27]
Equilibrium combustion [22] 5 =1+ %(u -D,v=1,2,3,4 [0.0001, 100]
Brown almost linear [22,34] 5 =1+ %(u -D,v=1,2,3,4 [-2,2]
Seven diagonal system 7 X0 =1 + 10"_26T, v=15,25,3545 [0, 00]
[10,32]
Robot kinematics [22] 8 =1+ %(u -D,v=1,2,3,4 [—1,1]
Countercurrent reactors 2 8 X0 =1 + %(u —1,v=2,3,35,4 [—1,10]
[32]
Chemical equilibiumA =3 10 x0=74+10""2¢T,v=0,1,2,3 [0, o0]
[27]
Chemical equilibrium system 11 x0 =7410""2¢7, 0 =0,1,2,2.5 [0, 0o]
[33]
Convection-diffusion [32] 16 x0=1+ %(u -D,v=1,2,3,4 [—100, 100]
Swiriling flow [32] 16 xV=1+ %(u -D,v=1,2,3,4 [—100, 100]
Yamamutra [40] 100 x0=1+ %(u —-D,v=1,2,3,4 [—100, 100]
Extended Powell badly scaled 100 0= + %(u -D,v=1,2,3,4 [-5,5]
[32]
Extended Freudenstein-Roth 100 x0 =1 + %(u —D,v=23,4,45,5 [—100, 100]
[32]
Porous medium [32] 100 x0=1+ %(u —1),v=23,35,4,45 [—10, 10]
Discrete integral equation 100 x0 =1 + %(u -D,v=1,2,3,4 [—10, 10]
[34]
Triadiagonal system [32] 100 x0=7+ s—0,v=12354 [-5,5]
Driven cavity [32] 100 x9=1+ %(u -D,v=0,1,2,3 [—100, 100]
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Table 1 continued

List of test functions

Problem name n Initial point Box
Extended Wood [32] 100 WO =1+ %(u —D,v=1,2,35,4 [-5,5]
Singular Broyden [32] 100 = —IOV_ZeT, v=20,1,2,3 [—o0, 1]
Extended Powell singular 100 x0 =1 + %(u -D,v=1,2,3,4 [-5,5]
[32]
Trigonometric system [10,32] 100 =142 (u -0),v=1,2,35,4 [, 2]
Bratu NCP [10,15] 125 x0_1+10“ 2T 1y =0,1,2,3 [0, o0]
Obstacle [10,15] 125 WO =71410""2T v=0,1,2,3 [0, o0]
Nonlinear biharmonic [32] 144 X0 = 7(14 -D,v=1,2,3,4 [—100, 100]
Flow in a channel [32] 400 X0 =1410""2T,vb=0,1,2,3 [0, 00]
Trigexpl [10,32] 500 NO=r+2 (u NH,v=1,2,3,4 [—100, 100]
Thorech [10,32] 500 O =1+ s(w—0,v=12734 [—1,1]
H-equation ¢ = 0.999 [27] 500 K =71+4+10""2T,v=0,1,15,2 [0, o0]
Discrete boundary value 500 %0 =1 + =z (u -D,v=1,2,3,4 [—100, 100]
[10,34]
Broyden tridiagonal [10,34] 500 X0 =—-10""2T 1) =05,1,15,2 [—o0, 0]
Structured Jacobian [32] 500 x0=-10""27,v=05,1,15,2 [—o0, 0]
Brent [32] 500 WO=7+2 su—0,v=123.4 [—100, 100]
Five diagonal system [10,32] 1000 X0 —1+10“ 27 v =0,1,2,3 [1, o0]
Countercurrent reactors 1 1000 20 =1 + = (u -D,v=1,2,3,4 [—1,10]
[10,32]
Bratu [10,32] 1024 10 =—10""2eT, v =0,1,2,25 [—o0, 1.5]
Poisson [10,32] 1024 X0 =1 + %(u -0,v=1,2,3,4 [-5,5]

The parameter settings and the termination criteria are the same as for the other
methods.

e NMPNTRG: This is the nonmonotone projected Newton-type trust-region method
motivated by the line search approach in Grippo et al. [24]. It is identical to the
PNTTR except that the nonmonotone ratio test with r; from (10) is used.

e NMPNTRZ: This is the nonmonotone projected Newton-type trust-region method
motivated by the line search approach by Zhang and Hager [44], using the ratio test
based on (12) and the same updating rule for the sequence {7} as in our methods.
The remaining parts are identical to methods PNTTR and NMPNTRG.

e NMPNTRA: This is the nonmonotone projected Newton-type trust-region method
motivated by the nonmonotone approach in Ahookhosh et al. [1], using the same
updating rule for the sequence {1} as in our methods. The remaining parts are
identical to methods PNTTR, NMPNTRG and NMPNTRZ.

e NMPNTRU: This is the nonmonotone projected Newton-type trust-region method
motivated by the nonmonotone trust-region approach in Ulbrich [41], using the
ratio test 7, obtained by steps 4.1-4.3 of Algorithm 3.4 in [41] and the updating
of the trust-region-radius
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014%, if 7 < p1,
Apyy i= 1 min{Ag, Amin}, if 7 €lp1,02),
min{or Ak, Amin}, if 7r = po.

e APNTRE: This is the adaptive projected Newton-type trust-region method moti-
vated by the adaptive radius proposed in Esmaeili and Kimiaei [17], using the
same updating rule for Ay as in our methods.

Finally, we also use the two existing software packages STRSCNE and CoDoSol

developped by Bellavia et al. in [6,9], respectively. The corresponding source codes
are available on the following web pages: http://strscne.de.unifi.it and http://codosol.
de.unifi.it.
These methods are affine-scaling interior-point methods, and, similar to our algorithms
NMPNTRN and NMASTRN, they only have to solve a linear system of equations per
iteration. Our implementation uses all the default values of these two solvers except
that our termination criterion is applied in order to get a fair comparative study.

5.3 Numerical results

Here we present a summary of the numerical results obtained for the eleven algorithms
applied to the set of 46 test problems with four different starting points each, so
altogether we have 184 test runs for each method.

Table 2 contains the number of failures for each algorithm using three different
choices of the initial trust-region radius Ag. The standard choice Ag = 1 will be the
basis for the subsequent performance profiles, nevertheless, it is also interesting to
see the behaviour of the methods for varying Ag. This table clearly indicates that our
NMPNTRN solver is by far the most robust method, followed by NMENTRN. The
performance of NMASTRN is the worst among our methods, but still comparable with
PNTTR, STRSCNE and CoDoSol. Table 2 also shows that all nonmonotone solvers
are superior to their monotone version PNTTR.

We next take a closer look at the numerical behaviour using different performance
profiles [16]. To this end, we first present a comparative study of our three different
methods NMPNTRN, NMASTRN, and NMENTRN, the corresponding performance
profiles with respect to the number of (successful) iterations (/V;), number of function
evaluations (which is equal to the number of total iterations plus one) (N ) and CPU-
times (C;) are shown in Subfigures (a)—(c) of Fig. 1. This figure indicates that both the
number of iterations and function evaluations for NMPNTRN and NMENTRN are,
more or less, comparable. Hence the exact solution of the trust-region subproblems
does not seem to help reducing the total number of iterations. Since NMPNTRN has
to solve only one linear system of equations, the CPU-time is much better than for
the QP-based solver NMENTRN. Since NMASTRN is worse than NMPNTRN with
respect to all three performance measures, and since NMPNTRN is also the most
robust solver, we view NMPNTRN as the best of our three algorithms and therefore
take this method for the subsequent comparative studies with the other methods.

We next compare our solver NMPNTRN with the other nonmonotone versions
NMPNTRG, NMPNTRZ, NMPNTRA and NMPNTRU. The corresponding perfor-
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Fig. 1 a—c A comparison among NMPNTRN, NMENTRN, and NMASTRN with the performance mea-
sures N;, Ny and C; for Ag = 1, respectively. d-f A comparison among NMPNTRN, NMPNTRU,
NMPNTRA, NMPNTRZ and NMPNTRG with the performance measures N;, Ny and C; for A9 = 1,
respectively. g-i A comparison among PGTTR, APGTRE, and NMASTRN with the performance measures
N;, N f and C; for Ag = 1, respectively. j-1 A comparison among NMPNTRN, STRSCNE, and CODOSOL
with the performance measures N;, N and C; for Ag = 1, respectively
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mance profiles, again using the number of (successful) iterations (»;), the number
of function evaluations (Ny) and the CPU-times (C;) as a measure, are shown in
Subfigures (d)—(f) of Fig. 1. Regarding the four measures, NMPNTRG, NMPNTRZ,
NMPNTRA and NMPNTRU have a very similar behaviour and NMPNTRN is supe-
rior to all the other solvers. In addition, we compare our solver NMPNTRN with
PNTTR and APNTRE. Subfigures (g)—(i) of Fig. 1 show that NMPNTRN is superior
to both the other solvers.

Finally, we present a comparison of our NMPNTRN method with the two soft-
ware packages STRSCNE and CoDoSol in Subfigures (j)—(1) of Fig. 1. Our method is
definitely superior in terms of robustness, number of (successful) iterations, number
of function evaluations and summation of triple of the number of (successful) itera-
tions and the number of function evaluations. Regarding CPU-times, the situation is
somewhat indefinite between NMPNTRN and CoDoSol. Here we should also say that
we did not push our implementation to be as efficient as possible, for example, we
produce some more output at each iteration than CoDoSol.

As a summary of the previous discussion, we can certainly say that NMPNTRN is
the best solver among those tested in this section. Since also the corresponding QP-
based solver NMENTRN behaves very well, this indicates that the new adaptive and
nonmonotone trust-region strategy introduced in this paper works very successfully
and seems to outperform existing strategies. Further improvements might be possible
by replacing the globalization scheme from Algorithm 2 by other (existing) Cauchy-
type steps. Corresponding tests have not been performed so far, also taking into account
that the current version is already quite successful.

6 Final remarks

This paper suggests a new nonmonotonicity strategy for nonlinear equations with
box constraints. Both the criterion for the acceptance of the current step and the
updating rules for the trust-region radius are different from existing approaches. The
numerical results indicate that these new techniques outperform existing and more
traditional ones, while the theoretical results guarantee that we still have global and
local fast convergence under suitable assumptions and for a variety of realizations of
our approach. The global convergence result is proved.

The current approach can be translated to optimization problems with box con-
straints. The idea is, in principle, straightforward, and the details will be carried out
as part of our future research.
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