BIRNIBZ AR HEEEFIEE/SE Vol.10 No.3 1-9 (Dec. 2017)

R IR E AT iR DO E 4 5 @ AL EE- T LT X A

1.

2L LT, EMEEERE (Nonlinear Programming,

(= & B B E Ry Hog

Mg Ry T 744 ay Ly bbb Lo

Z{tH 2017518308, BZfIH 2017F3[28H/2017F5R2H,
#$%H 2017F5R811H

TR RIS RN I E &, COREE 2 kAT v 7 Bk E o TREEAE L 72 IR AT E
2DV TORIEIE R AL 2 iy 5. I I e MR B IR R ME 2 A TB Y, FILEHE
DHEEE) S L VIR DEEDRDILA L L) A v M3 5. BED L 2 AR IEE s
B 2 AR ) Y v N —3d v, L L, FERIEIEEERT WL 2 A T v 7 ZREE W TF
ERMLT 2L, ZLOYMN=PEESN TV LR EHEEOIZTE 2. 202 LIXRBOTEA
BEZ B ANy NEREDLD, 2|AT v 7 EBIETHENML L RERIERDOBAN S {25 DT, RIFHEE
RREZIZEP R A WRMEDH H. 2 DOEALORMEECHEZ LE L, HED YV N-DHERETIE,
EL 5 OERALRERI) 0T 5T 5.

F—TU— KRR EER T, 2 AT v 7 AR, FRRUERTIRE, ket

Computational Comparison of Different Formulations for Nonlinear
Semidefinite Programming Problems Using Several Algorithms

TakuMl Karo'® BruNo F. LOURENCO'P)  ATSUKO IKEGAMI'®)

Received: January 30, 2017, Revised: March 28, 2017/May 2, 2017,
Accepted: May 11, 2017

Abstract: Semidefinite programming is a far-reaching class of optimization problems with many applications
in engineering, statistics and computer science. Here, our main object of interest is the so-called nonlinear
semidefinite programming problem (NSDP), where we wish to minimize an arbitrary differentiable function
subject to positive semidefinitene constraints. In this work, we examine the computational prospects of
transforming an NSDP into a classical nonlinear program through the usage of squared slack variables, and
we perform three computational experiments.
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nite Programming, NSDP) & \»9 7 7 2251 H
SNTw5b. NSDP I TOMETH 2.

(NSDP)

minimize f(z)
x

subject to

G(x) € ST

ZZTf, GiE2 mEmMMaTTREEETH L. f R —
R, G:R" - S™ THAb. 55 S™ & m x m WFHATHI2E
], STRPIEEBIThIES 2 #RT.

FIEEMEHIF D 72012, NSDP O TERAALTE A RE
I NLP X 0)Z\w. L L, NSDP 29 57T X4
B BRIV TWS [12] D123 L, NSDP ZHUY) 2
LPVHBIERTE Y 7 M3 E LR, A OFETIE, 2
DLFE LR\ L 4 F1) A0 PENLAB/PENNON [3] &
HZ® Numerical Optimizer [14] DA TdH 5.

NSDP T, EiEEfEa Ei#E (Semidefinite Pro-
gramming, SDP) &\ #8275 A5% 5. SDP O}
&, fEGRMGEBHIEMETH L. SDP LD ZDILH
VL DPOH =R TR ST WS [9], [11]. SDP %
WOHRZ BV NN=D D5 [4, [8), [10] Lidwz, —
#D NSDP % EHECH D /R % VNV /N—IZIEFITL v,

L2 L, &% NSDP % b%h3d % Y54, NSDP Vv
IWN=DFRIZAL R LY, TROKMAH 5. PIEEMHE
FMHL, FAEO NLP oL L CHERLTE 5.

FIEEEATHOEGIIUTOWE DS 5 (1.

ST ={YoY|Ye€Sm}

I TORT o IIFHATHNICHE T 5 Y a vy U5, stk
THW, ZIWZX LT, WoZ=(WZ+2ZW)/2 TEHKS
N2 2HEEZELTWD. ZOWE%FIH L T (NSDP)
W% 2 AT v 7 B CHEAL L 22 IEHIE R R
(NLP) # LT IR

minir}r/lize f(z) (NSDP-SLACK)
subject to Gz)—YoY =0

NSDP # &L, HEtT25Z L2k oT, BT
RS FEDOR OIS 5 Z e TE A, L72d > TNLP
DINN=FHWTIRL ZEDRTEDL LR D, K5
T2 AT v 7 8% VT NSDP % NLP OJEIZT
b, 2AT y 7ERFITRBELD 5 TIIRGEO R E
DRIT 720, REDIEL o720 L BB B ek
HHEEZLNTWS., 2 TIENSDP O&IZED %
LWEFARD,

2. MREOBE

KRIFFECld NSDP O @Ak & FE b L 2R & o3k
TR R, HEMERES S, LT, BEMbL
7RI LB IREFE RO DL T ENTE LD E D D,
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FEDOBEIZ & > T EDREDI 2 E T 5 D%y
M9 5. BT 21213 F CBRETOERDPLEAT KT
H2HOT, R FILEMRtE Y VN -2 HEEL TV D
Numerical Optimizer % ffi ] 3 4. Numerical Optimizer
(2 NSDP, NLP 2} 2 7V T X L5 KD 5 HAR
JETIIIE AT ) BICR L 2 FEOT VT AL E) L
T2 0H5.

2.1 &fTH%R

2 K HHEFT M H7E (Second-Order Cone Programming,
SOCP) 1Zxt LT 23EA T v 7 ZHEIC & ) NLP O T
LI5ED5% % [5], [15]. SOCP L [f L Z & % NSDP 2% i#
JATE DI DERLZES TTICHEL [6], O/
72Tl PENLAB/PENNON % il L THERRZ1T> T\ 5.
PENLAB/PENNON (3 1 20O 7))L T X 24 (Augmented
Lagrangian Method) @ & T NSDP & NSDP-SLACK #
flrd ZEDNTELY, TheEoTrT) XLz
L7258, 2HAT v 7 EBENRFIZED L B
B2 B0, FATEN S 2 TIZFHE LI W, 2RI
X L, AWFETlE Numerical Optimizer % FI ] L THEEE %
179 . Numerical Optimizer TlZ Augmented Lagrangian
Method &3R4 A TN ITY XL %BHTE S, NSDP I2
WLT32D7 LT X2, NSDP-SLACK (2135207
NWIYZALTHL S EDNTED., HET IV T) X L%
LTwa e, Yl VWIEREZ TR 5 LFEEIZ, NSDP T
DEREOT N T1) AL L NSDP-SLACK TORED T L T
)AL E DM TRIFHEERKEZ BT 5 L TES.
RIFFETIE, SBATWIZRICINR C, 2R T v 7 BEEDS
KRIBIZED L) LB EHEZ TR EENIOL L% H
BEs5.

3. EE

REBRTIE 3 >OMELZRS . 12 HORBEIETHED/N
&<, 22H, 3OoHOMEIZ1 2H L W HEOKE W
ETH A, AT 2AHEIEE Y 7 b Numerical Op-
timizer (ver. 18.1.0), Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-5930K CPU
@ 3.50GHz, A% 320GB Th 5.

Numerical Optimizer 13 Ef#12 & 5 KKT GfFostn
w108 LTI o 2L T 5. T TY XLDK
B EREE DT 7 + Vv MEIZ 150 [0 T 5.

RFEBRTIET N T X L0 AR ERO BN I 1R %
a7 L2 a 2 e bic I L72 (Success) &3 5.

FEBRCMHHT A NLP GE#UERTHE) o7 LT X4l
TROLDTH D [13).

o Dbfgs = — |k Uk,

o Isqp : EMHERIEICHED R 2 RETHVE.

o slpsqp | BRI 2 KEFH .

o tipm : CGHrhi) 15N RL.
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o tsqp : BIHBLL TOERK 2 KETHIL.
NSDP (E#EEIEEMat ) o7 nvT) ZLFLTO
bOTH 5.
e Imsdp . Levenberg-Marquardt 7T O IEFRIE Y- 1E € H
A R X5 B A N
o qusdp . #= 2 — N VI TOIERIL L IEZ AT E
X3 % RO A R
o trsdp | 15 HEFEIE T O IEMIE A 1E Al A E
ERCEN CIIRERES

3.1 XEE1

2HAT v 7 EETHRT B0 ERRD 712012, R
BN S W V72, DU ORI /N S ]
ZHS, BB L HlF X259k 7% o T, NSDP O JLH
YUN=IIx LT LAZTANELTEZLNL, FRIC,
PENOPT/PENLAB 213, ZORMESEH I TS, =
ZTlE, ZoOR#E%E (NSDP1) L5 5.

minimize x1x4(21 + 20 +23) + 23 (NSDP1)

Z1,22,23,L4,T5,T6

subject to x1xoxox3Ty — 5 —25 =10

o+l aitat —a6—40=0

X i) 0 0
T T To+ 0
2 4 2 3 c Si
0 zo+4+ 3 Ty T3
0 0 €T3 T
1<z <5, i=1,2,3/4
z; >0, 1=25,6

78 (NSDP1) % 2 e A 7 v 7 284k % v CHERAL
L7-[E4 (NLP1) £ ¥ 5.

minimize
L1,22,T3,L4,L5,T6,

x1x4(1:1 +1‘2+.273) + x3 (NLP].)

subject to x1Toxox3T4 — 5 —25 =10

i+ a3+ a3 +a]— 26 —40=0

T ZTo 0 0
0
T2 x4 To + X3 YoV =0
0 a2+us Ty T3
0 0 T3 T
1<w;<5  i=1,234
>0, i=56

3.1.1 EBREREHW

T 1LIIFEALICEI L2 7 VT X240 BHRYREE &k
JRREDERTH 5.

& (NSDP1) @ H 1 BIEUE & & (NLP1) @ H BRI %
A WEAEDSH TV A OT, EBRIIEII Lz, TO%EER
B —ETREVWLDHRDT, S5ICHBEORE W
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R 1 HABBIE &ORBEEE O R

Table 1 Comparison of objective values and running times.

Algorithm  Value of Objective  Time (s)
(NSDP1) trsdp 87.71098 0.02
(NLP1) bfgs 89.23832 0.08
tipm 87.71049 0.06
B LTwL.
3.2 X2

N Fv— 7 METH L HETHIERREZ R . 2o
FIREATH H (2 b WA 2 RO ARETH 5.
ZOREY (NSDP2) &3 %,

miniXmize (X -H,X —H) (NSDP2)
subject to Xy =1, ie{l,...,m}
Xesy

1150 H € S™ OXAEHEOMEIL 1, H ORAERDSLOfE
E[-1,1] TH 5.

M (NSDP2) # 2 A T v 7 28 % v CRERL
L7-RiE% (NLP2) £ § 5.

mini;nize (XoX)—H,(XoX)—H) (NLP2)
subject to (X o X); =1, ie{l,...,m}

Xesm

INSORMEIH LT, sAEZRDIOEE [—1,1] DL
BxAWCT100 0 H %A% LEBREZIT- 72, 175 H O
K& &Em=5,10,15,20,30,50 &5 5. WAL LT
ATH % 52 5. [H#E (NSDP2) & M8 (NLP2) % [t#k§
LEICIE HIZFR L DA 5.

3.2.1 EBRERCHW

+&2 &3, T4, K5 F6, T T7IIKHEAEZEDOK
KME (Max), fi/ME (Min), “F¥ME (Mean), #Haffbig
T (Success) Z T NVTN) AT EIZTEDZLDTH 5.
wKAE, BoME, SFEMEE BT 2 B R i gl
L7257 —% (RS BT wb, HEFERICBWT,
m = 30,50 DHAIMEOBENIKEL L LDT, 7L T
1) X LD AERE O ER% 1,500 B2 5.

FRIIEMICH LT, T NI X LA EH
L7 anz0ll% b bDThS. /)] 3TT
DF = PRBEHEII L TWEZ Ex2FKL, IE NI
F—, OVRIZ7 VT XL ORERE EROMME, Eldx
F—xnFK LTS, WHL T —IL Numerical Optimizer ®
IF7—DZ L ThbH, TI7—FT7NTY XL TORBEHIC
BARMIRIEDSS A L2 2 &R 7V 3 X L OJ Mgttt % i
L7z ERY. PlEHITAHLE, WEHET, BFFx v
THTHNSLhbhnwe X, 25— & LTET.
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RIFHSE & EMED IR (m =5, DARIEEL 150 [0)

Table 2 Comparison of running times and success rates (m =

5, max iterations = 150).

*6

RIPAE & EVED BT (m = 30, KRR 1,500 1))

Table 6 Comparison of running times and success rates (m =
30, max iterations = 1,500).

Algorithm  Max (s) Min (s) Mean (s) Success (%)
Imsdp 0.018 0.006 0.00736 100
(NSDP2) qnsdp 0.032 0.013 0.01831 99
trsdp 0.022 0.008 0.00993 100
bfgs 0.019 0.011 0.01337 100
Isqp 0.017 0.006 0.00769 98
(NLP2) slpsqp 0022 0011  0.01388 99
tipm 0.024 0.007 0.00897 100
tsqp 0.022 0.006 0.00927 100
F£ 3 R ELEROIEEK (m =10, KEMR% 150 [)

Table 3 Comparison of running times and success rates (m =

10, max iterations = 150).

Algorithm  Max (s) Min (s) Mean (s) Success (%)
Imsdp 0.627 0.559 0.59885 100
(NSDP2) qnsdp 12.853 1.209 1.89242 100
trsdp 0.733 0.664 0.70654 100
bfgs — — — 0
Isqp 1373 11032 12.06689 100
(NLP2) slpsqp 87.494 23.214 32.42451 100
tipm 42.106 10.046 22.18124 100
tsqp 1168.427 9.905 55.51244 97
L ARTOT— 7 DRI L T 5.
RT ORI & REMOIEER (m =50, KR 1,500 [A)

Table 7 Comparison of running times and success rates (m =

50, max iterations = 1,500).

Algorithm  Max (s) Min (s) Mean (s) Success (%)
Imsdp 0.029 0.009 0.01104 100
(NSDP2) qnsdp 0.203 0.031 0.06118 85
trsdp 0.036 0.012 0.01462 100
bfgs 0.153 0.095 0.10295 99
Isqp 0.121 0.076 0.08437 100
(NLP2) slpsqp 1155 0073  0.13989 99
tipm 0.288 0.049 0.11323 100
tsqp 0.316 0.059 0.10028 100
T® 4 CRREE & REEO IR (m =15, REE%L 150 B)

Table 4 Comparison of running times and success rates (m =

15, max iterations = 150).

Algorithm  Max (s)  Min (s) Mean (s) Success (%)
Imsdp 11.495 10.416 10.71274 100
(NSDP2) qnsdp 49.704 20.532 28.15894 100
trsdp 12.706 11.48 12.00278 100
bfgs %1 w1 %l 0
Isqp 198.757 147.996 158.60320 100
(NLP2) slpsqp 2954.226  278.657  1416.37065 100
tipm 749.147 134.293 327.58003 100
tsqp 6904.198  201.220  621.44399 96

A RTOT— & DRIk LT,

£ 8 TNITYXLADRMALICHKI Lz KN —% (KAEM %% 150 [,

Algorithm  Max (s) Min (s) Mean (s) Success (%)
Imsdp 0.039 0.02 0.02276 100
(NSDP2) qnsdp 0.302 0.061 0.13977 91
trsdp 0.052 0.028 0.03233 100
bfgs 0.633 0.558 0.59621 75
Isqp 0.565 0.472 0.51561 100
(NLP2) slpsqp 1625 0367  0.51552 100
tipm 2.444 0.273 0.83137 99
tsqp 2.756 0.315 0.68658 97

= 5 CRFAE L REEOLEZR (m =20, KAER% 150 )

Table 5 Comparison of running times and success rates (m =

20, max iterations = 150).

1,500 [a])
Table 8 Overview of causes of failure (max iterations = 50,
1,500).
Algorithm 5 10 15 20 30 50
msdp —////0 /N
(NSDP2) qnsdp o Ex E E* /111 /111
trsdp /1] /1] /11/ /117 /117 /1]
bigs ////  OVR** OVR® OVR*® OVR*” OVR*
Isap OVR** //// //]/ OVR? //]] /117
(NLP2) slpsqp B2 IE2 111/ B2 /117 /111
tipm /117 /11/ OVR*® /][] /117 /117
tsqp ////  J/// OVR® OVR*™ OVR" OVR®

Algorithm  Max (s) Min (s) Mean (s) Success (%)

Imsdp 0.098 0.067 0.07438 100
(NSDP2) qnsdp 0.656 0.202 0.32409 91

trsdp 0.106 0.085 0.09655 100

bgs ol ol a1 0

lsqp s o a1 0
(NLP2) slpsqp 4936 1484  2.75865 99

tipm 8.473 0.805 2.98175 100

tsqp 12.386 1.323 2.25866 97

I RTOT— & DRI LT 5.

2T —.

BTN T) A LDRAE FRO B E R 7.
T —HREL, FHEERT L.

Wb 757 CTHD, HEMATCRIEE (7)), Hifiss NLP 2°
OB CRIT 2P oMEED H 2R L TV, [
B (NLP2) OREE IOV THIAICY — L7 T 712

oTWnh,

# 2~ 4 (m =5,10,15) Tl bfgs & lsqp 13H HFEE

L FRTCOT— 7 AR bR L Tn b,

1, @2 X3 4, K5 H6D7T771d2 00
BT, ROZEME;E (RE(LEIRP—FE) T
TNVALE) LEHBELTWAE YT 7ThAH. Rl
WHEED S & FEHEREE O P EDE Y (RWv) izl
BLTWh, §XCO H 123 L CORMEE % il L <

© 2017 Information Processing Society of Japan

RBEALIZHII LTV ED, £5 (m=20) IIhbE, &
5535 0%I2 > Twh, SHICHBEOKE VRIEE # <
BTV T X LD FARRED FRR% B 5 &, Isqp (K
AL IR AT 100% 12 7% 5 DIk L, bfgs 13 0%D F T
Holz.

1 (m = 5) TR (NSDP2) X v [ (NLP2) O A%
RIBEE DN T = 7254 2B 1), [FREOHED N DD
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0.024 ;
s—a NSDP2(Imsdp)
0.022 x—x  NLP2(tipm)
0.020}
0.018} " 5
0.016f
g
0.014}
0.012f
0.010} ﬂ
0.008?‘ R
0.006 : - :
0 20 40 60 80 100
Instance
1 Imsdp & tipm ORFHEDILE 7T 7 (m =5), KIEREEK
150 [ol

Fig. 1 Comparison between the running times of Imsdp and

tipm (m = 5, max iterations = 150).

0.14

z—a NSDP2(Imsdp)
< NLP2(Isqp)

0.12f

0.10+

0.08

sec

0.06

0.041

20 40 60 80 100

Instance
2 Imsdp & Isqp ORFLEEZEOILE 7T 7 (m = 10), KK

150
Fig. 2 Comparison between the running times of lmsdp and

Isgp (m = 10, max iterations = 150).

1.8

s—a NSDP2(Imsdp)

1.6 x—< NLP2(slpsqgp)

o

1.4r

1.21

1.0r

sec

0.8

0.6

0.4ppoueeset

0.2}

0.0
0

20 40 60 80 100
Instance

3 lmsdp & slpsqp DRFHED KL 7T 7 (m = 15), KIEH
% 150 [
Fig. 3 Comparison between the running times of Imsdp and

slpsgp (m = 15, max iterations = 150).
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=—a NSDP2(Imsdp)
8[| »—=  NLP2(tipm)

T O O OO O I O OO T C T O T

0 20 40 60 80 100
Instance
4 Imsdp & tipm ORFHEEDHE 7T 7 (m = 20), FAERIE
150 ]

Fig. 4 Comparison between the running times of lmsdp and

tipm (m = 20, max iterations = 150).

14

o—a NSDP2(Imsdp)
o NLP2(Isgp)

101

sec

0 20 40 60 80 100

Instance
5 Imsdp & lsqp ORMEHEDILE 7 T 7 (m = 30, KIEREIEK
1,500 [al)

Fig. 5 Comparison between the running times of lmsdp and

_J

Isqp (m = 30, max iterations = 1,500).
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=—a NSDP2(Imsdp)
= NLP2(Isqp)

150 poeese0sssc™

g 100}

50

0 20 40 60 80 100

Instance
6 lmsdp & lsqp OREEEDILEL 7T 7 (m = 50, KAEEEK
1,500 [al)

Fig. 6 Comparison between the running times of lmsdp and

Isqp (m = 50, max iterations = 1,500).
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Hotz. Lo, K1 OREIIER IIER O T, Mg
AR OZE L. M 2~K6 (m = 10,15, 20, 30, 50)
TR RNTHOT— ¥ THE (NSDP2) O KfFHEDS 1725
72, 2~ 6 (m = 10,15,20,30,50) TILfE (NSDP2)
DRMHFEIZ BV TIRIES D E 272\, B8 (NLP2) ©
RIFHEEIZIE S D &AL\, ZIULRIE (NLP2) D% D
BRI (NSDP2) £ ) b 2o, H OfEilc & 2 Kk
EOEBHPRENVEEZLND.

3.3 XE&3
3.3.1 RIgEFM
DT ICHTE (NSDP3) #/RY .

minimize (X —H,zX — H) (NSDP3)
subject to 2z X =1, ie{l,...,m}
I, = X <kl

ST, k1 XYV REVIEDOHTH L. X = kI, &
X —kl,, € ST 2. 1751 H € S™ O MEF DOEIL
1, HOxHAEZDILOMEIZ [-1,1] TH 5.

M (NSDP3) % 2 e A T v 7 ¥k & v CiEERL
L7-[ME% (NLP3) £ § 5.

minimize (2X —H,zX — H) (NLP3)
X,2,Y1,Y2
subject to 2 X =1, ie{l,...,m}

kl, - X =Y,0Y;
X—1I,=Ys0Ys

CNSO/MBEICH LT, k=10 & L, sAEHEIID
% [—-1,1] OEEZ T 100 8D H % AR L FEBR AT
I, A5 H OKRESIEm=5,10,15,20 &35, #IHEAM &
L CHAMATHIZ 52 5. [ (NSDP3) ¥ [ (NLP3) T
3 HZEED D D& T 5.

3.3.2 EREREHM

FOWET NI XLDFAEREEO FRE 150 [, F 10,
£11, £12, 13 1Z7 0V T) 20 ERHD FIR%
500 [N L 7B SR fRHEE O e KE (Max), /Ml (Min),
SEYME (Mean), B LIIE (Success) &= 7V T1) X L
TLICFLDLDTH L, wKHE, w/ME, FHEEZE
W 2B RE IR L 727 — 7 13w Tw 5.

R4, KI5 BFEM LT, 7TVITYALT LDk
WACICEM L 7-BHm2 0D THE. £8 LFELE
FLERAVS.

%9 (m =20) TIXME (NLP3) O bkIh =k
V. £ 14 PO ERGEICER L TR EHIE T VT XA
DFAEREDO LREZBZTLE ) ZEDEh o705 TH
B, TIT, &0 IERERERKERD 72O ERII%EZ 500
R E L CHEREITo 7.
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® 9 ORMEE L LEEOEER (m =20, KAERE 150 )
Table 9 Comparison of running times and success rates (m =

20, max iterations = 150).

Algorithm  Max (s) Min (s) Mean (s) Success (%)

Imsdp 1.063 0.786  0.90714 100

(NSDP3) ansdp 3.449 1.403  1.82529 80
trsdp 0.259 0.214  0.23033 100

bfgs 43472 33.423  36.39496 79

Isqp 80.166  29.243  39.58807 79

(NLP3) slpsqp 190.794  29.432  78.45750 22
tipm 9.096 4814 6.55762 55

tsap 67.627  17.998  31.07482 57

R 10 RFEE & ZEMEO IR (m =5, KA 500 A1)
Table 10 Comparison of running times and success rates (m =

5, max iterations = 500).

Algorithm  Max (s) Min (s) Mean (s) Success (%)

Imsdp 0.037 0.011 0.01442 100

(NSDP3) qnsdp 0.081 0.021 0.03731 99
trsdp 0.027 0.013 0.01575 100

bfgs 0.15 0.035 0.04698 100

Isqp 0.197 0.018 0.03189 99

(NLP3) slpsqp 1.33 0.052 0.19634 56
tipm 0.173 0.038 0.06762 100

tsap 0.156 0.042 0.06914 98

® 11 RIFAEEE & ZOEED WIRE (m = 10, BUEEE 500 )
Table 11 Comparison of running times and success rates (m =

10, max iterations = 500).

Algorithm  Max(s) Min(s) Mean(s) Success (%)
Imsdp 0.162 0.031 0.04276 100
(NSDP3) qnsdp 0.463 0.071 0.14467 99
trsdp 0.056 0.028 0.03091 100
bfgs 1.536 0.437 0.54758 100
Isqp 1.467 0.357 0.51828 99
(NLP3) slpsap 10.691  0.441  1.97075 32
tipm 2.126 0.171 0.53929 92
tsqp 3.523 0.492 0.86525 93

T 12 CREEE & ZEMO IR (m = 15, AR 500 [A)
Table 12 Comparison of running times and success rates (m =

15, max iterations = 500).

Algorithm  Max (s) Min (s) Mean (s) Success (%)

Imsdp 0.29 0.157 0.2024 100
(NSDP3) ansdp 2.02 0.319  0.65745 100
trsdp 0.09 0.069  0.07956 100

bfgs 21.50 4.956  6.03665 96

Isqp 23.18 4269  6.67216 94

(NLP3) slpsqp 24.49 4511 11.15871 28
tipm 5.90 0.920 228178 89

tsap 32.44 2,935 5.09243 90

# 10, £ 11 (m = 5,10) TIZ qnsdp 23 R@ L1226 M
TLT—=9B3HLDII LT, LHHBEORKZTWHED
F12, #13 (m =15,20) TRTXTHOF— ¥ Hixsit
WZHE LT A, qusdp AR 7V 1) X 2 X EE O HAE
BREL D ERBICEIEIFE L VD TARLDIIHTL,
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® 13 KA L LEMOESE (m =20, KAE[LI% 500 o)
Table 13 Comparison of running times and success rates (m =

20, max iterations = 500).

Algorithm  Max (s) Min (s) Mean (s)  Success (%)
Imsdp 1.063 0.79 0.91076 100
(NSDP3)  qnsdp 11.628 1.39 2.74977 100
trsdp 0.252 0.21 0.22988 100
bfgs 76.981 34.44 40.64131 96
Isqp 166.354 29.27 48.00567 89
(NLP3) slpsqp 342.134 29.33 102.04708 25
tipm 32.246 4.78 9.31657 76
tsqp 160.911 17.99 40.66889 66

® 14 7T XL 0w L 72 E R % (AR RI% 150 )

Table 14 Overview of the causes of failure (max iterations =

150).
Algorithm 5 10 15 20
lmsdp /117 /117 /117 /117
(NSDP3) qusdp B B B B
trsdp S I S e
bfgs OVR*3 OVR*3 OVR*3 OVR*3
Isqp OVR*3 B+ OVR*&E*  OVR*&E*
(NLP3) slpsqp  IE&OVR*  IE&OVR*®  IE&QOVR*™  IE&OVR*S
tipm OVR*3 OVR*3 OVR*3 OVR*3
tsqp E* OVR*3&E*4 OVR*3&E OVR*3&E
L FRTOT— & D LI LT 5.
2 N7 —.

B TNT) ALOFAE RO B R 7.
Mg AL, RHEERT L.

£ 15 TV T) R AOEBEICSEM L2 RN~ (K4 R 500 )

Table 15 Overview of the causes of failure (max iterations =

500).
Algorithm 5 10 15 20

Imsdp 117 /17 117 1117
(NSDP3)  qnsdp o} o /117 /11

trsdp 111 /111" /11" /11

bigs s 11 OVR OovR

Isqp OVR* B OVR™&E™  OVR™B&E
(NLP3) slpsqp  IE*2&OVR*?  IE2&OVR*®  IE*2&OVR*  IE*2&OVR*3

tipm /117 OVR*3 OVR* OVR*
tsqp o OVR*&E™  OVR™&E™  OVR™&E"

L FRTOT— & DR LIZHY LT 5.
2 N T —.
B TNTY XLORAE RO B 7.
AT -HREEL, FHEERT L.

qnsdp I LS5 T 5,

8, 9, 10 (m = 10,15,20) TILRMEE DR
DEVIEETIERBELICKB LTS, $XRTORIZEW
THIE (NLP3) © 7 7 7 DAIIFEFE U TN 5. ZAEO
<= =R R L TV A EERLTWA,

3.4 o

3 DONFEE% ML TNSDP %2 NLP OFIC L T 2 &
MWTET.

FEE 2 LERIDOKT IV T XL OREEERE m
DIETLICFLOBDODFTK 16 THDH., TORMLE
B2 TIETX_XTO m (24 LT, NSDP O b= Hs
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o—a NSDP3(Imsdp)
0.14}| = NLP3(bfgs) |

20 20 60 80 100
Instance
7 Imsdp & bfgs ORFHEDILE 7T 7 (m = 5, KIENEK
500 [11)
Fig. 7 Comparison between the running times of lmsdp and

bfgs (m = 5, max iterations = 500).

=—a NSDP3(trsdp) lr
4.0r| =—< NLP3(Isgp) H

3.5F 4

3.0f 4

2.5¢ 4

sec

2.0f 1

1.0p 1

0.5¢ 4

0.0 Ty SRR IaRas s anarassuss]
0 20 40 60 80 100

Instance
8 trsdp & lsqp ORMLEEDILE 7T 7 (m = 10, KEHE
500 i)
Fig. 8 Comparison between the running times of trsdp and

Isqp (m = 10, max iterations = 500).

60 ;
s—a NSDP3(trsdp)
»—  NLP3(bfgs)
50t
40t
2 30f
&
20}
10+
0
0 20 40 60 80 100

Instance
9 trsdp & bfgs DRFHEDILE 7T 7 (m = 15, KIEME
500 [11)
Fig. 9 Comparison between the running times of trsdp and

bfgs (m = 15, max iterations = 500).
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=—a NSDP3(trsdp)
«— NLP3(bfgs)
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20t

0
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10 trsdp & bfgs ORHEDO LI 7T 7 (m = 20, FIEMEK
500 [A)
Fig. 10 Comparison between the running times of trsdp and

bfgs (m = 20, max iterations = 500).

£ 16 &7 NI XL OEELRIE

Table 16 Overview of the success rates for each algorithm.

m lmsdp qnsdp trsdp | bfgs Isqp slpsqp tipm tsqp
5 100 99 100 | 100 98 99 100 100
10 100 85 100 99 100 99 100 100
FBE2 15 100 91 100 100 100 99 97
20 100 91 100 0 99 100 97
30 100 100 100 100 100 100 97
50 100 100 100 100 100 100 96
5 100 99 100 | 100 99 56 100 98
FBE 3 10 100 99 100 | 100 99 32 92 93
15 100 100 100 96 94 28 89 90
20 100 100 100 96 89 25 76 66

-3
ot

o o o

100%&ERBTNTY) ALDS2 280, NLP O bl
WYL EE BT NTY) AL 3DH o7, FEE3
Tl NSDP 1358z 2 & kDR TH 57225, NLP D
WAL IR 5% L& BT TY ALl 1 DLk
Mnolz.

RIBOZEME L EE I L CTIE, HBEAVNSWIHETS
MWEFFEEE TH - 7278, FELKE { 2T NSDP D Jih°
BENTWiz, NLP 25 bic e 2 #ipnz 7 v 7)) X
LADOE RO B % B DGHEN L0 - 720T, Bz
EZRLTIUT EREZRECEEL TR LA TE 0
b LNz,

4. BBbHIYIZ

AAFFE T OEER TN S WITEICH L TEIERE
AT E O SRAFHE L ASTERIZF IE S TR & D b v
Bab H o728, BRI F S M m R E o )
DS R HE DS o 7.

RO EMEDOWEICE LT, IEHIE 1L E MR R E
TIEHEDR W LT b i@ LI =AY 100% D
T T A LDAEAE L7245, IEIEET A Tl 100% D
V2= N &3/
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IR IR Y VN — ZF - e WL R Y 7+
T & BRI IE B A 1 P & Sy P 0 85 % 2% 7)1l D FEAR
JERTHMEZ FE 2 LAY CTE 595, MEOBBEAKE (%
5 ERMEEEIDE RKICR>TLEI) e D 5D,

% L T Numerical Optimizer ®IEFEIE - 1EEMH V)V 73—
BFEFICEVWEERE RBERELZALTDH I Ly
o7z,

AR SL DA TG R & FATIRSE [6] 205, FEMIZEIE
ENEFTEEY 2 A T v 7 B8 cHERME L CIRRE
PR S L TR Z L, RIOWEMEZILIT2 500
KRIAIFH Z IS LTRSS H D 2 L5 hrol. &5
12, 23R T v 2 ERBTILRAEORBIIEE T 5 LED
HHLEEDNS.

Ltk, FIERIEEIEEMEET BRI E O e E R, 4T
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