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Abstract. Defining new search directions for the primal-dual interior-point algorithm for solving linear
complementarity problems mainly depends on kernel functions. In this paper, we introduce a new log-
arithmic kernel function with a double barrier term and two parameters. The first parameter is used to
determine the best complexity for the large-update primal-dual IPMs, while the second parameter is used
to control the default step size. These results represent the best-known complexity bound for large-update

with a logarithmic boundary term. Finally, we report some numerical results to demonstrate the practical
performance of the proposed algorithm with different parameters.

1. Introduction

Linear complementarity problems (LCP) are a general class of mathematical problems that have several
important applications in mathematical programming and equilibrium problems. They include linear
optimization (LO) problems, convex quadratic optimization (CQO) problems, Nash equilibrium point
problems, and so on.

Since the path-breaking paper of Karmarkar [10], kernel functions play an important role in the com-
plexity analysis of the interior point methods (IPMs) for linear complementarity problems (LCP).

In 2001, Peng et al. [15] designed a new paradigm of primal-dual algorithms based on the so-called
self-regular proximity functions for LO. The iteration bound was improved by them, and they were able
to achieve the best-known complexity results for both large and small update methods. Subsequently, in
2004, Bai et al. [2] proposed a new kernel function with an exponential barrier term and introduced the
first new kernel function with a trigonometric barrier term. These functions enjoy useful properties and
determine new search directions for primal-dual interior point algorithms. Based on these functions, they

obtained the best known complexity results for large-update methods, namely, O ( Vnlognlog f) and good
numerical results.

In 2008, El Ghami et al. [9] proposed a parameterized kernel function with a logarithmic barrier term.
This function generalized the kernel functions given in [7, 16].
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In 2018, Bouafia et al. [6] proposed a parameterized logarithmic kernel function for primal-dual IPMs
whose barrier term is the mean of both barrier terms of Peng et al. [15] and Elghami et al. [9]. They obtained
the best-known results in terms of complexity for large and small-update methods. The aim of this paper is
to introduce a new kernel function that reduces the number of iterations by involving another parameter g,
which allows us to control the default step size a. For this purpose, we generalize the approach of Bouafia
et al. [6] by taking the barrier term of our kernel function as a convex combination between the barrier
terms of Peng et al. [15] and Elghami et al. [9]. (See Remarkk 3.1, section 3).

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we recall the preliminaries. In Section 3 and 4, we
define a new kernel function and give its properties which are essential for the complexity analysis. The
estimate of the step size and the decrease behavior of the new barrier function are discussed in Section 5. In
section 6 we derive the complexity result for both large-update and small-update methods. In Section 7, we
offer some numerical results to show the practical performance of the proposed algorithm with different
parameters. The last section ends with concluding remarks.

Some of the notations used throughout the paper are as follows: R”, R} and R}, denote the set of
vectors with n components, the set of nonnegative vectors, and the set of positive vectors, respectively. xs
denotes the componentwise product of the vector x and s. X = diag(x) denotes the n X n diagonal matrix
with components of the vector x € R" as the diagonal entries. e denotes the n-dimensional vector of ones.

For f(x),g(x) : R}, — R},, f(x) = O(g(x)) if f(x) < Cig(x) for some positive constant C;, and f(x) =
O(g(x)) if Cog(x) < f(x) < Csg(x) for some positive constants C, and Cs.

2. Preliminaries

In this paper, we consider the Linear Complementarity Problem (LCP) in the standard form: find vectors
x and s in real space R" that satisfy the following conditions:

s=Mx+b,x>0,
{XS=O,SZO, 1

where b is a given vector in R” and M is a given IR real matrix. In this paper, we deal with the special
case when the LCP is monotone, i.e., the matrix M is positive semidefinite.

To solve LCP one needs to find a solution of the above system of equations (1) and where xs in the last
equation represents the componentwise (Hadamard) product of the vectors x and s.

The general idea is to solve (1) using Newton’s method. However, Newton’s method can ““get stuck” at
the complementarity equation xs = 0. Therefore, the main idea of primal-dual interior-point methods is to
replace the last equation in (1), the so-called complementarity equation, with the parameterized equation
xs = pe, with parameter u > 0. So we consider the following system
s=Mx+b,x>0,

{ xs = e, s >0, 2)

e is defined as a vector that contains ones of size n. By the last equation, any solution (x, s) of (2) will satisfy
x> 0and s > 0. Suppose, there exists a point (x?,s°) > 0 such that

Mx"+b-s"=0, (3)

which means that the interior of the feasible region of (1) is not empty. This assumption is called the
interior-point condition (IPC) of the LCP. If the IPC is not satisfied, the modified LCP can be constructed so
that it satisfies the IPC. From the solution of the modified LCP, the solution of the original LCP can easily
be found. See chapter five in Kojima et al. [11]. Thus, we can, and in this paper, we will always assume
that the IPC is satisfied.

It can be shown that for certain classes of matrices, if M has full rank, i.e., rank(M) = n, and IPC holds,
then the parameterized system (2) has a unique solution for each u > 0 (see Lemma 4.3 in [11]). This is
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particularly true for positive semi-definite matrices that we are considering in this work. This solution
is denoted as (x(u), s(1)), and we call (x(u),s(u)) the u-center of (1). The set of u-centers (with y running
through all positive real numbers) gives a homotopy path, which is called the central path of (1). The
importance of the central path for the LP was discovered first by Sonnevend [17] and Megiddo [12] and
later generalized to LCP by Kojima et al. [11]. The main property of the central path is that if y — 0, then
the limit of the central path exists and since the limit points satisfy the complementarity condition, the limit
yields the optimal solutions for (1).

This limiting property of the central path leads to the main idea of the iterative methods for solving
(1): Trace the central path while reducing u at each iteration. Theoretically, an exact trace is wanted, but
practically it is too inefficient. However, it has been shown that it is only necessary to trace the central path
approximately in order to maintain favorable convergence properties of the given algorithms.

We assume that a point (x,s) is “close” to the p-center, (x(u), s(1)) for some parameter u > 0. Then, p
is decreased to p. = (1 — O)u, for some O € (0,1). Next, we redefine p = u,, then we solve the following
Newton system

—MAx +As =0,
{ 4)

sAX + xAs = e — xs.

Since M has full row rank, the system (4) has a unique solution for any (x,s) > 0. The solution (Ax, As) is
known as the Newton direction. By taking a step along this search direction, we construct a new ordered
pair (x4, s4+) with

Xy =X+ alAx, s, =s+ als, )

where the step size a satisfies 0 < a < 1, which must be chosen carefully. If needed, we repeat the procedure
until we find iterates that are in a certain neighborhood of the u-center (x(u),s(u)). Then, again, u is reduced
by the factor 1 — 0 and Newton’s method is applied again targeting the new p-center, and so on. We repeat
this process until y is small enough, i.e. nu < €, where € is a small positive number. At this stage in the
algorithm, we have found e-approximate solutions of (1).
The scaled vector v and the scaled search directions d, and d; are now introduced as follows:
o= 2,02 2 g 2 2 ©
U x s

where each of the operations is a component-wise product and division. Note that the pair (x, s) coincides
with the p-center (x(u),s(u)) if and only if v = e. Note that, if v and the search directions dx, ds are defined
as in (6), then the Newton system from (4) can be transformed into the following system:

{ ~Md, +d, =0, ?)

de+ds=v1 -0,

where M := DMD, D := X:S7%, S := diag(s), and X := diag(x).
One may easily verify that if matrix M is positive semi-definite, then M is also positive semi-definite.

dy=d;=00v'-v=000v=c. (8)

Therefore, we see that d, = d; = 0 if and only if the pair (x,s) coincides with the p-center (x(u),s(u)).
Unfortunately, d, and d, are not, in general, orthogonal vectors, as in the LP case, which will complicate the
analysis of the algorithm.

A very important observation is that the right hand side v~
negative gradient of the function

! — v in the last equation of (7) equals the

D(0) = D(x, 5; 1) = Z W(v;), ©)

i=1
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where
v? -1
Y(v;) = - logv;|, (10)
which can be written as

(11)

~Md, +d, =0,
dy +ds = =VO(v).

This equation is known as the scaled centering equation. The scaled centering equation basically defines the
search directions. An easy verification is that V2®(v) = diag(e + v™2). Since this matrix is positive definite,
®(v) is strictly convex. We can see that V®(v) = 0, hence ®(v) attains its minimal value at v = e, with
®(v) = 0. So, it follows that ®(v) is non-negative everywhere and vanishes at v = ¢, which means it vanishes
at the p-center (x(u),s(u)). Therefore, we can conclude that the u-center (x(u), s(u)) can be characterized as
the minimizer of the function ®(v). Thus, ®(v) serves as a measure of how close (x, s) is to the u-center.

We use ®(v) as the proximity function to measure the distance between the current iterate and the
u-center for a given 7 > 0. We also define the norm-based proximity measure, 6(v) : R}, — R, as follows

50) = 3IVOE) = 3lds + . (12)

We call y(t) the kernel function of the logarithmic barrier function ®(v). In this paper, we replace 1(t) by a
new kernel function y4(t) and ®(v) by a new barrier function ®4(v), which will be defined in Sect. 3.

The generic primal-dual algorithm can now be formally described. As mentioned, this algorithm
follows the central path approximately. Suppose we start with (x, s) close to the u-center, then p is reduced

to uy = (1 — O)u. Therefore, the new v becomes v, = \/(71’_9). As a consequence, ®g(v) changes to Og(v,).

The inequality ®g(v) < 7 means that (x,s) is in a T-neighborhood of the u-center (x(u),s(u)), where 7 > 0
represents a certain threshold value. Recall that we measure the closeness of (x, s) to the y-center (x(u), s(1))
by the value of ®4(v). However, after the 0-update, the updated ®4(v,) may be greater than 7. If this is the
case, we need to perform further steps to reduce ®g(v,) and get closer to the new u-center. In other words,
we need to get back to the T-neighborhood of the new p-center.

After finding d, and d; from (11), we can find the original directions Ax and As from (4). Alternatively,
Ax and As can be found directly from the following system

{ —MAx +As =0,

sAx + xAs = —uvVoO(v). (13)

To accomplish this, we need to first find the direction Ax and As by solving the Newton system (13). We
update x and s using a chosen step size a and the recently found search directions Ax and As, respectively.
This process is repeated until ®g(v) < 7, upon which the process begins again. We begin again by reducing
u and updating v, and so on until we have a u-center that is e-close to the actual solution. The generic form
of the algorithm is shown in Fig.1. In the sequel, we will refer to it as simply the Generic Algorithm.
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Generic Primal-Dual Algorithm for LCP
Input:

Determine input parameters:

a threshold parameter 7 > 0,

an accuracy parameter € > 0,

a fixed barrier update parameter 9,0 < 0 <1,

begin
Set (xo, 50, o) > O so that the IPC is satisfied, while ny > e do
w=(1-6),

v= /% begin (outer iteration)

while @4(v)(x,s;u) > T do

begin (inner iteration)

solve the system (13) , ®(v) replaced by ®g(v) to obtain (Ax, As),
choose a suitable step size «,

Update x = x + aAx,s = s + als

Update v = \/%

end (inner iteration)

end (outer iteration)

end .

Fig.1 Generic Primal-Dual Algorithm for LCP.

We want to optimize the algorithm by minimizing the number of iterates in the algorithm. To do this we
must carefully choose the parameters 7, 0, and the step size a. Choosing the barrier update parameter 0 is
very important in application and theory. If 6 is a constant number which is independent of the dimension
n of the problem, i.e.,, 6 = @(1), then the algorithm is called a large update method. If 6 depends on the
dimension # of the problem, then we call the algorithm a small update method. In this case, 0 is usually

chosen to be the following: 6 = ® (%)

Choosing the step size, @ > 0, is another key step in obtaining good convergence properties of the
algorithm. It must be set in such a way that the closeness of the iterates to the current y-center improves
by a sufficient amount.

In this paper, we define a new logarithmic kernel function with two parameters for LCP and prove that

for all g, the corresponding algorithm has O (qn% log (g)) complexity bound for the large-update method
and O (q2 Vnlog (g)) for the small-update method. Another interesting choice is g and 8, which minimizes

the iteration complexity bound. In fact, if we take g = 10% and f in the neighborhood of 0, we obtain good

convergence properties of the algorithm with the best known complexity bound for large-update methods,
namely O ( Vnlognlog %)

3. The New Kernel Function and Its Properties

In this section, a new kernel function and its properties are provided. Let us define the new univariate
function.

1-q _
Up(t)= 5 (7 = 1)~ plogh) + 1= p = 9> Lpe0,1] (14)

N~

The parameters § and g are two constants and play an important role in the analysis of proposed methods.
It follows that (1) = z/}'ﬁ(l) =0and t — 0" or t = +oo, then Y(f) — +oo. As we need the first three
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derivatives of () with respect to t frequently, we provide them as follows:

Ypt) =t =pt = (1= p)t, (15)
Y =1+t + (1~ pgt @Y, (16)
Yy (1) = =287 = (1 = B)g(q + 1)+, (17)

We will now discuss some special cases.

Speciale cases:

-1
q-1

a) If B = 0, then the kernel function 4 is equivalent to Peng’s kernel 1/, (t) = 1 (tz - 1) + introduced

and studied by Peng et al. [15].
b) If § = 1, then the kernel function 15 reduces to the classical kernel function yg.(t) = % (t‘2 - 1) —log(t)
introduced and studied by El Ghami et al. [9].
c) If B = 1, then the kernel function 4 is equivalent to Bouafia’s kernel ¢ 3 introduced and studied by
Bouaafia et al. [6].
d) Ifge[0,1]\ {O, 1 1}, then the kernel function {3 appears to be a new one.
Remark 3.1. We can see that the barrier term Barg of our kernel function g is the convex combination between the
barrier term Bargp(t) = —log(t) of Yer(t) El Ghami et al. [9] and the barrier term Bar,(t) = tl;f of Y, (t) Peng et al.
[15], Indeed

Barg(t) = pBargr(t) + (1 — B)Bary(t)

=1 -1
= —plog(t) + (1 - p) PR

4. Eligibility of the New Kernel Function

The following lemma plays an important role in the analysis of the kernel function and serves to prove
that the new kernel function (14) is efficient.

Lemma 4.1. Let 1g(t) be as defined in (14) and t > 0. Then,

Yp(t) > 1, (18)
¥y (1) <0, (19)
B (8) = (1) > 0, (20)
n,bg (t) + z,z/ﬁ(t) > 0. (21)

Proof. From (16) and (17), it is obvious that (18) and (19) are satisfied.
From (15) and (16), we have the following;:

B (8) = Yg(t) = 2t + (1 = B)(g = DET >0,
and
f’#};(f) + z,b}g(t) =28t + (1-B) g+ 1)tT >0,

which proves (20) and (21). O
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The last property (21) is equivalent to

Ys(VEE) < 5 (p(t2) + Yy(t)), forany 1,622 0,

9117

(22)

and it was demonstrated by several researchers (see Bai et al. [2] and Megiddo [12]). Thus g(t) is an

eligible kernel function.

Lemma 4.2. For 14(t), we have

%(t ~1)% < Pp(h) < % [Il);g(i’):lz, t> 0.
Pp(h) <1+ %(1 -B)g-DIt-1)>%t>1.

Proof. For (23), using (18), we have

wo= [ [ otz [ [ ravac=Je-1p
ut= [ t [ v < [ | [ o

t
- [ vyvicous
2

t
= [ vy = 3 [vi0)

For (24), by using Taylor’s formula, we have

P50) = YD) + D~ 1) + Y517 + T @) -1
= 2= 1P+ 29y O - 17
< Y- 17
=1+ 51 -plg - DIt~ 17,
forsome &, 1<E<t. O

Lemma 4.3. For 4(t), we have

1+\/2+(1—2—;)(q—1)sa(5)él+ @,SZO.

1-8
2s+1

1
q

p(s) =

,s>0,

(23)

(24)

(25)

(26)

where o : [0, o[ — [1, +oo[ is the inverse function of Yg(t) for t > 1, and p : [0, 00[ — ]0,1] is the inverse function

of—%z,b'ﬁ(t)for allt €10,1].
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Proof. For (25),lets = ig(t), t > 1. By (23), we have g(t) > 1(t—1)% t > 1. Thisimplies thatt = o(s) < 1+ V2s.
By (24), we have

2s

s = ljl}ﬁ(t) < [1+ %(1 —ﬁ)(q—l)](t—l)z,tz 1,SOt=O'(S) >1+ \/W

For (26), let s = —%gb'ﬁ(t), t €]0,1]. By the definition of %(t), we have

2s=—t+pt + (1=t 1> -1+(1-p)t 7,

[

which implies that t = p(s) > O

Lemma 4.4. Let 0 : [0, 0o — [1, +0o[ be the inverse function of g(t) for t > 1. Then we have

)
Dg(Bov) < ng|po )),ve]R,ﬁZl.

Proof. Using (19) and (20), and Lemma 2.4 in [2], we can obtain the result. [J

Lemma4.5. Let0 <0 <1, v, = «/ﬁ If ®g(v) < 7, then we have the following upper bounds on the value of
Og(vy) after a y-update: dg(vy) < L, i = 1,2, where

. On + 21 +2V2tn
e 20-6) '
g+l 2
L= 3=5) (0vn+ Var) .
e ()
Proof. For Ly, since ﬁ >1and o( L2 ) > 1, then 7= =L And for t > 1, we have g(t) <! 1) . Using

Lemma 4.4 with § = \/ﬁ (25), and ®g(v) < 7, we have

[
wr<onf (2

{"fig] 1= 5105 ([a(q";(”))]z—u_e)]

2
n 20g(v)
S2(1—9)H1+ £ }—(1—9)]

n 27 On + 27 +2V2tn
—2(1—9)(2\/7 2_ 6]: 20-06)

For L,, by (24), with Lemma 4.4, we get the result. [J

<

N3

5. Analysis of Algorithm

5.1. Determining a default step size

In the following section, we will compute a proper default step size a and the decrease of the barrier
function during an inner iteration, and provide the complexity results of the algorithm.
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Lemma 5.1. Let 6(v) be as defined in (12). Then we have

o(v) > \/q)ﬁT(v)

Proof. Using (23), we have

p(0) = Y (o0 < Y 2 [W5e0]” = 21V = 257
=1 =1

so 6(v) = 1/%(135(0).

O

Throughout the paper, we assume that ®g(v) > 7 > 1, and we have 6(v) >

Lemma 5.2. [Bai et al.[2]] The largest step size a is given by

_p(o) -~ p(2s) 1
a= > — )
25 97 (p(20))

Lemma 5.3. The largest step size a verifies

1
NN
1+[1+@1-B)q-DIEE 7
Proof. Using Lemma 5.2, (16) and (26), we have

_ZN;
¥; (p(29))

a>

1
" T+l + (1 - p)qlpD)I D
> 1
1+ p[4 4b+1 Tr(1- ,B)q[‘m“
1
>
1+ B[ 4D+1 i 1- ﬁ)Q[4b+1
1
>
1+ 5[45“ T 1 - Bl 6_ﬁ
1
>
L+ (=P -DIEEDT
|
Denoting
~ 1
a =
+1+A-p)g- 1)](40“) ]
we have that « is the default step size and that a < @.

9119

(27)

1
3-

(28)

Remark 5.4 (Analysis of the default step size). Note that if we increase the value of B (B = 1), the denominator
value is also increased, which affects a and makes it close to zero, so the number of iterations increases. We conclude
that for small values of B (B in the neighborhood of 0), we get the best approximation of a.
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5.2. Decrease in the proximity function during an inner iteration
Lemma 5.5. [Lemma 4.5 in [2]] If the step size « satisfies a < @, then

fla) < —ad?,

where f(a) = ©(v,) — ©(v), i.e f(a) is the difference of proximities between a new iterate and a current iterate for
fixed p.

Theorem 5.6. Let a be the default step size as defined in (28). Then, we have

(1 - p2Dy(0) T

floy <= 36 V2(q + 1)

(29)

Proof. Since @4(v) > 1, then from (27), we have 26 > 1. Using Lemma 5.5 (Lemma 4.5 in [2]) with a = @ and
(28), we have

f(BZ) < —5(’(52 = - 62 g+1
1+[1+1-p)a-DIFE) ™
62
<- 71 g+l
(20)7 +[1+1-B)g - DIGZ) 7+
62
< - 741 741
(2%©0) 7 +[1+ 1 =B - D)~
- (1-pro7
T A1 -pPHI+ (A -B)g-1)I36
(- pPos

T 4+[1+(1-pg-1)36
=P
T36V2(9+1)

O

6. Iteration Complexity

6.1. Inner iteration bound
After the update of u to (1 — O)u, we have

Dy(oy) < Ly, i=1,2.

We need to count how many inner iterations are required to return to the situation where ®g(v,) < 7. We
denote the value of ®4(v) after the u update as (L;), the subsequent values in the same outer iteration are

denoted by (CDﬁ) L k=1,2,..., K, where K denotes the total number of inner iterations in the outer iteration.
The decrease in each inner iteration is given by (29). In [2], we can find the appropriate values of k¥ and

¥ €]0, 1] which are given respectively by
1-p)? -1 1
K= —( P ,y=1 1 r .
36 V2(q +1) 2q 2q
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Lemma 6.1. In the outer iteration, K is the total number of inner iterations. Then we have

.7 V24 L
= 1-pr '

Proof. Lemma 1.3.2 in [14] allows us to have

LY 72V2
= T -

+1
(L]
[l

6.2. Total iteration bound

The number of outer iterations is bounded above by % (see Roos et al. [16] Lemma I1.17, page 116).
An upper bound for the total number of iterations is obtained by multiplying the number of outer iterations
by the number of inner iterations, specifically,

72V2q s osle) log (%)
(1-py G
For large-update methods, 7 = O(n), 8 = ©O(1) with upper bounds L;, we have

(30)

(qn W log( )) iterations complexity.

For small-update methods: 7 = O(1) and 6 = © (%ﬁ) with upper bounds L, = O (7), we get the following

iteration bound
(0] (qz Vnlog (Z)) iterations complexity.

In the following section, we present some numerical results to demonstrate the efficiency of the proposed
algorithm.

7. Numerical Results

To illustrate the efficiency of the new kernel function proposed in this article, we will compare the
performance of our proposed kernel function g defined in (14) with both kernel functions {p(t) =
% (t2 ) log(t) + ;( qq 11) and Yg(t) = % (tz - 1) — log(t) which are introduced by Bouafia et al. [6] and El
Ghami et al. [9] respectively. In this section we present some numerical results. Therefore, we will discuss
the numerical implementation of this algorithm applied to problems related to LCPs in the standard form
given by (1). Our numerical example serves to demonstrate the influence of the parameter § included in
our proposed kernel function on the number of iterations and to prove and evaluate the effectiveness of our
new kernel function ¢z on this influence behavior of the algorithm. To solve the problem we used Matlab
2013b. We have the tolerance € = 1074, to = 1.5, 0 € {0.30,0.95} and T = n where n denotes the number

of variables. For the kernel functions, we take the best choice of g, i.e., g = og ~. For the default step size

a we choose ag; = 2(13—45)2 according to g as in [9], arp = 2 P accordmg to g as in [6], and
2+(g+1)(80+2) T
~ 1

ag = =t which is much the same as the previous kernel functions. In the results tables, we
1+ [1+(1-)(g- 1)) T

used Inner It to represent the number of inner iterations required to obtain the optimal solution, and we
used Outer It to represent the number of total outer iterations required to obtain the optimal solution.
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Example 7.1.

Consider M = ,b=(-14,-13,-10,-9,-5,-4,-1,0).

SO OO OONN
SO R, DNNDNDN
SO OPNDNNDNNDN
O, NNDNDNMNDDNMNDNDDN
NNDNNMNNDNDDNDDND

S OO OO OO
SO OO OoOO R, NN
S o oo PN

The numerical results are shown in Table 1 below.

Kernel functions  Large update Small update 0 Inner It.  Outer It.

Ve O(nlog(%))  O(vulog(%)) 030 7928 34
095 1531 5

O(qZ\/ﬁlog(f» 0.30 334280 34
095 62534 5
O (4 Vnlog()) 030 39204 34
095 7314 5
O (g Vnlog(L)) 030 14614 34
095 2714 5

( )
( )
( )
b G=09  ofmTiog()] o vilos(z) 00 71 s
( )
( )
( )

Us (=09 O™ log(2)

U (B=07)  O(gn™ log(2)

VLB o (qn™ log (%)

0.95 1418 5

o (q2 N 1og(g)) 0.30 5905 34
0.95 1097 5

O (4 Vrlog (g)) 0.30 4730 34

g, (B =0.2) (0] qn% log(%)

g, (B=0.1) o qn% 10g(§)

095 876 5
Up (=005  Ofgn™ log(2)] O(fvulog(2)) 030 4275 34
095 791 5
Yp (=001  Ofgn™ log(2)] O(¢ Vilog(2)) 030 362 34
095 732 5

Table 1. Number of iterations with the kernel functions Ygr, Vg, g for Example 7.1.

When g = 0.3,0.2,0.1,0.05,0.01, Table 1 shows that the number of iterations to execute the algorithm
based on the kernel function 1) is smaller than the other kernel functions shown with 6 € {0.30,0.95}. We
conclude that for small values of § near 0, our proposed kernel functions produce better results than the
kernel functions 113 and . (See Figure 1).
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Example 7.2.
122222222222
022222222222
0012222222232
0002222272222
000012222222
M= 000O0O022222232
“fooo0oo0oo00122222Y}
0000O0O0OO0Z22222
000O0O0OOO0OO0OT1?222
000O0O0OO0OOOTO02722
000O0O0OOOOOO0T12
000O0O0OOOOOOO0?2
b=(-22,-21,-18,-17,-14,-13,-9,-8,-5,-4,-1,0).
Table 2 below lists the numerical results.
Kernel functions — Large update Small update 0 Inner It.  Outer It.
YEL O(nlog(2)) O(vnlog()) 030 13802 35

0.95 5091 6
O (> Vnlog (%)) 030 280358 35
0.95 87315 6
O (4> Vnlog (%)) 030 41083 35
0.95 12649 6
O(P Vnlog (%)) 030 17677 35
0.95 5292 6

(3 o5 ()
(3 o8 ()
(1% 08 (1)
66=03  OfmTlog(2)] Ofvalog(2)) 030 w0 3
(12 o5 ()
(1 o8 ()
(3 o8 ()

U5 (=09  Ofqgn™ log(2)

Up (B=07)  Ofqn™ log(2)

YL o qn%%log(f)

0.95 3030 6
O (> Vlog (%)) 030 8541 35
0.95 2440 6
O (4> Vlog()) 030 6581 35
0.95 2019 6
O (4> Vnlog()) 030 6552 35
0.95 1855 6
Yp (=001  O(gn7 log(t)) O(¢ Vilog(2)) 030 6403 35

0.95 1737 6
Table 2. Number of iterations with the kernel functions Yy, Yrs, g for Example 7.2.

Ve, (p=102) o

g, (B =0.1) (@) qn% log(f)

Us (B=005)  Ofqn™ log(2)

As in Example 7.1, the results show that the function yg (8 = 0.3,0.2,0.1,0.05,0.01) the number of
iterations is reduced compared to the other kernel functions, as shown in Table 1 for 6 € {0.30,0.95}. It can
be concluded that the new kernel function produces better results than the kernel functions yg; and 115
when the parameter § taken into account. (See Figure 2).
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7.1. Discussion

Based on the obtained results of Tables 1, 2 for Example 7.1 and Example 7.2, the following comments
are concluded:
As the value of § increases to 0, the number of iterations increases due to the increased denominator value,
which affects a and brings it close to zero. This increases the number of iterations.
The algorithm based on the kernel function g provides the best number of iterations when the parameter
B decreases to 0. We conclude that for small values of B (8 near 0), we get the best approximation for a.
This means that the number of iterations is sensitive to the changes in  involved in the proposed kernel
function 4.

The number of inner iterations with respect to the parameter § using the kernel function ¢ for 6 €
{0.30,0.95} is shown in Figures 1, 2 corresponding to Examples 7.1 and 7.2, respectively.

5 4
x10 T T T T T T T T 7><m T

35

Inner Iterations
Inner Iterations

Inner Iterations
o
Inner Iterations

Figure 2: Number of inner iterations with respect to § according to Examples 7.2 for 6 = 0.30 (left) and 6 = 0.95 (right).
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8. Conclusion

In this work, we have proven that for all § in ]0, 1[ the iteration bound of a large-update interior point

+1
method based on the kernel function considered in this work is O (qn% log (g)) and O (q2 Vnlog (g)) for
the small update method. Another interesting choice is 4 and 8, which minimize the iteration complexity

bound. If we assume g = lo§” and f close to 0, we actually get good convergence properties of the algorithm

with the best-known complexity bound for large-update methods, namely O ( Vnlog (n)log (f)) These
results represent the best-known complexity bound for large-update with a logarithmic barrier term and
are more efficient compared to other logarithmic kernels.
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