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1 Introduction

In this paper, we consider semi-infinite programming problems consisting of a
possibly uncountable number of constraints. As a special case, we also study
the determination of a feasible solution to an uncountable number of inequal-
ity constraints. Computational problems of this form arise in optimal and
robust control, filter design, optimal experiment design, reliability, and nu-
merous other engineering problems in which the underlying model contains
a parameterized family of inequality constraints. More specifically, these pa-
rameters may represent time, frequency, or space, and hence may vary over
an uncountable set.

The class of problems considered here are known as semi-infinite program-
ming problems since the number of constraints is infinite, but there is a finite
number of variables (see e.g. [7, 15, 18] and references cited therein). Several
deterministic numerical procedures have been proposed to solve problems of
this kind. Standard approach is to approximately solve the optimization prob-
lem through discretization using a deterministic grid (for a recent survey see
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[19], and also [8, 16]). The algorithms based on this approach typically suffer
from the curse of dimensionality so that their computational complexity is
generally exponential in the problem dimension, see e.g. [25].

This paper explores an alternative approach based on Monte Carlo meth-
ods and randomized algorithms. The use of randomized algorithms has become
widespread in recent years for various problems, and is currently an active area
of research. In particular, see [24] for a development of randomized algorithms
for uncertain systems and robust control; [1, 5] for applications to reinforce-
ment learning, and approximate optimal control in stochastic systems; [4, 22]
for topics in mathematical physics; [13, 14] for applications in computer sci-
ence and computational geometry; [6] for a treatment of Monte Carlo methods
in finance; and [21] for a recent survey on Markov Chain Monte Carlo meth-
ods for approximate sampling from a complex probability distribution, and
related Bayesian inference problems.

The main idea of this paper is to reformulate the semi-infinite program-
ming problem as a stochastic optimization problem that may be solved using
stochastic approximation methods [9, 11]. The resulting algorithm can be
easily implemented, and is provably convergent under verifiable conditions.
The general results on Monte Carlo methods as well as the theoretical re-
sults reported in this paper suggest that the computational complexity of
the proposed algorithms is considerably reduced in comparison with existing
deterministic methods (see also [20]).

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 contains a description of the
general semi-infinite programming problems considered in this paper, and an
equivalent stochastic programming representation of these semi-infinite pro-
gramming problems is proposed. Randomized algorithms to solve the stochas-
tic programming problems are introduced in Section 3, and convergence proofs
are contained in the Appendix.

2 Semi-Infinite Nonlinear Programming

The semi-infinite programming problems studied in this paper are based on
a given Borel-measurable function g : RP x R? — R. This function is used to
define the constraint region,

D ={xeRP:g(x,y) <0,Vy € R} (1)

The problems considered in this paper concern computation of a point in D,
and optimization of a given function f over this set. These problems are now
described more precisely.
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2.1 Two general computational problems
1. Constraint set feasibility

Is D non-empty? And, if so, how do we compute elements of D? That is, we
seek algorithms to determine a solution z* € RP? to the following uncountably-
infinite system of inequalities:

g(z,y) <0, VyeR? (2)
2. Optimization over D

For a given continuous function f: RP — R, how do we compute an optimizer
over D? That is, a solution z* € RP to the semi-infinite nonlinear program,

Minimize f(z)
Subject to: g(z,y) <0, VyeR?

3)

These two problems cover the following general examples:
Min-maz problems

Consider the general optimization problem in which a function f: RP — R is
to be minimized, of the specific form,

f(z) = maxg(z,y), x€RP,
Y

where g: RP xR? — R is continuous. Under mild conditions, this optimization
problem can be formulated as a semi-infinite optimization problem (for details
see [15]).

Sup-norm minimization

Suppose that H: RP — R" is a given measurable function to be approximated
by a family of functions {G; : i = 1,...,p} and their linear combinations. Let
G = [G1|---|G,] denote the p x r matrix-valued function on R, and consider
the minimization of the function,

fla) = Sup [H(y) — G(y)z||, = €R”.

A vector £* minimizing f provides the best approximation of H in the supre-
mum norm. The components of x* are then interpreted as basis weights.
This is clearly a special case of the min-max problem in which g(z,y) =

1H (y) — G(y)z|.
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Common Lyapunov functions

Consider a set of parameterized real Hurwitz matrices A = {A(y) : y €
Y C R%}. In this case, the feasibility problem is checking the existence of a
symmetric positive definite matrix P > 0 which satisfies the Lyapunov strict
inequalities

PA(y) + AT(y)P <0, VyeY CRZ

This is equivalent to verify the existence of P > 0 which satisfies
PA(y)+ AT(y))P+Q <0, VyeY CRY,

where @@ > 0 is arbitrary. Clearly, the existence of a feasible solution P > 0
implies that the quadratic function V(z) = 2T Pz is a common Lyapunov
function for the family of asymptotically stable linear systems

2=Ay)z, VyeY CR%L

This feasibility problem can be reformulated as follows: Determine the
existence of a symmetric positive definite matrix P > 0 to the system of
scalar inequalities

Amax(PA(y) + AT())P+Q) <0, VyeY CRY,

where Amax(A) denotes the largest eigenvalue of a real symmetric matrix A.
This observation follows from the fact that Ayax(A4) < 0 if and only if A <
0. We also notice that A\p.x is a convex function and, if Apax is a simple
eigenvalue, it is also differentiable, see details in [10]. In the affirmative case
when this common Lyapunov problem is feasible, clearly the objective is to
find a solution P > 0.

2.2 Equivalent Stochastic Programming Representation

Algorithms to solve the semi-infinite programming problems (2), (3) may be
constructed based on an equivalent stochastic programming representation.
This section contains details on this representation and some key assumptions.

We adopt the following notation throughout the paper: The standard Eu-
clidean norm is denoted || - ||, while d(-,-) stands for the associated metric.
For an integer » > 1 and z € R", p € (0,00), the associated closed balls are
defined as

T _ / T, ! T o__ T
By(z) ={a" eR": ||z = 2| <p}, B, = B,(0),

while B" denotes the class of Borel-measurable sets on R".

Throughout the paper, a probability measure p on B? is fixed, where ¢ > 1
is the integer used in (1). It is assumed that its support is full in the sense
that
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#(A) > 0 for any non-empty open set A C RY. (4)

In applications one will typically take u of the form p(dy) = p(y) dy, y € R,
where p is continuous, and strictly positive. A continuous function h: R — R
is fixed with support equal to (0,00), in the sense that

h(t) =0 for all t € (—00,0], and h(t) > 0 for all t € (0, 00). (5)

For example, the function h(t) = (max{0,t})?, ¢ € R, is a convex, C! solution
to (5).

Equivalent stochastic programming representations of (2) and (3) are
based on the probability distribution pu, the function h, and the following
condition on the function g that determines the constraint region D:

g(z,-) is continuous on R? for each x € RP. (6)

The following conditional average of g is the focus of the algorithms and
results in this paper,

bla) = / hg(z,y)u(dy), = € RP. (7)

The equivalent stochastic programming representation of the semi-infinite
problems (2) or (3) is based on the following theorem:

Theorem 1. Under the assumptions of this section, the constraint region may
be expressed as
D = {z e R? :¢(z) = 0}.

Proof. Suppose that x € D. By definition, the following equation then holds
for all y € RY,

h(g(z,y)) = 0.
This and (7) establish the inclusion,

D C {z e R? : ¢)(x) = 0}.

Conversely, if @ ¢ D, then there exists y € R? such that g(x,y) > 0.
Continuity of the functions g and h implies that there exist constants d,¢ €
(0, 00) such that

h(g(z,y')) > e, forally € Bi(y).

This combined with the support assumption (4) implies that
V@ 2 [ hoty ) 2 uBi) >0
sy

which gives the reverse inclusion,
D C {w € R : h(a) # 0},

where D¢ denotes the complement of D.
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Let Y be an R%-valued random variable defined on a probability space
(2, F,P) whose probability measure is p, i.e.,

P(Y € B)=u(B), BehB
It follows that ¢ may be expressed as the expectation,

Y(x) = E(h(g(x,Y))), =eR?, (8)
and the following corollaries are then a direct consequence of Theorem 1:

Corollary 1. A vector x € R? solves the semi-infinite problem (2) if and only
if it solves the equation

E(h(g(x,Y))) = 0.

Corollary 2. The semi-infinite optimization problem problem (3) is equiva-
lent to the constrained stochastic optimization problem

Minimize f(x) ()

Subject to:  E(h(g(x,Y))) = 0.

Corollaries 1 and 2 motivate the development of Monte-Carlo methods to

solve the semi-infinite problems (2) and (3). The search for a feasible or opti-

mal € D may be performed by sampling R? using the probability measure
w. Specific algorithms are proposed in the next section.

3 Algorithms

We begin with consideration of the constraint satisfaction problem (2).

3.1 Systems of Infinitely Many Inequalities

Theorem 1 implies that solutions of (2) are characterized as global minima for
the function . If the functions h and g are differentiable, then minimization
of ¥ may be performed using a gradient algorithm, described as follows: Given
a vanishing sequence {7, },>1 of positive reals, we consider the recursion

Tn+1 = Tn — '7n+1v"/](xn)u n > 0.

Unfortunately, apart from some special cases (see e.g., [17]), it is impossible
to determine analytically the gradient V1.

On the other hand, under mild regularity conditions, (8) implies that the
gradient may be expressed as the expectation,

Vi(x) = E(h (g(2,Y))Vag(x,Y)), z€RP, (10)
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where h’ denotes the derivative of h. This provides motivation for the ‘stochas-
tic approximation’ of Vi given by

W (g(x,Y))Vag(z,Y),

and the following stochastic gradient algorithm to search for the minima of

P:
Xn-i-l = Xn - '7n+lhl(g(Xn7 Yn+1))v:€g(Xn7 Yn+1)7 n 2 0. (11)

In this recursion, {7, },>1 again denotes a sequence of positive reals. The i.i.d.
sequence {Y;,},>1 has common marginal distribution p, so that

P(Y, € B)=u(B), BeBi n>1.

Depending upon the specific assumptions imposed on the functions h and
g, analysis of the stochastic approximation recursion (11) may be performed
following the general theory of, say, [2, 9, 5, 23].

The asymptotic behavior of the algorithm (11) is analyzed under the fol-
lowing assumptions:

Al 7, >0 for eachn > 1, Y 07 v, =00, and Y oo Y2 < 00.

A2 For each p € [1,00), there exists a Borel-measurable function ¢, : R? —
[1,00) such that

/Gﬁﬁ(y)u(dy) < o0,

and for each z,z', 2" € B, y € R,

max{[h(g(z, y))I, |h'(9(z, y))I, [ Vag(z, )]} < 6, (v),
1 (g(2",y)) — W (9(z", y))| < Sp(w)]l2" — "],
IVag(@',y) = Vag(a,9)l| < dp(v)ll2’ — "]l
A3 Vi(z) #£0 for all z ¢ D.

Assumption Al holds if the step-size sequence is of the usual form -, =
n~° n > 1, where the constant c¢ lies in the interval (1/2,1].

Assumption A2 corresponds to the properties of the functions g and h. It
ensures that v is well-defined, finite and differentiable, and that V) is locally
Lipschitz continuous. This assumption is satisfied under appropriate assump-
tions on the function g, provided the function A is carefully chosen. Consider
the special case in which h is the piecewise quadratic, h(t) = (max{0,t})?,
t € R. Then, Assumption A2 holds under the following general assump-
tions on g: for each p € [1,00), there exists a Borel-measurable function
¢, : R? — [1, 00) such that
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/wﬁ(y)u(dy) < 00,
and for each z,2’, 2" € B, y € RY,

max{g*(z,y), [|Vag(z, y)lI} < @p(y),

//H
3

lg(z’,y) —g9(@",9)| < po(y)llz’ —x

IVag(@',y) = Vag(@”,9)| < @p(y)lla’ — 2|

In the special case in which g is linear in z, so that there exist Borel-
measurable functions a : R? — RP, b : R? — R, with

g(z,y) =a" (y)z+b(y), z€RP, yeR,

a bounding function ¢, may be constructed for each p € [1, 00) provided

[la@ () < oo, [ 1ol utdy) < oc.

Assumption A3 corresponds to the properties of the stationary points of
9. Consider the important special case in which g(-,y) is convex for each
y € R9. We may assume that h is convex and non-decreasing (notice that h
is non-decreasing if it is convex and satisfies (5)), and it then follows that the
function 9 is also convex in this special case. Moreover, since 9 is non-negative
valued, convex, and vanishes only on D, it follows that Vi(x) # 0 for = € D¢,
so that Assumption A3 holds.

Theorem 2 states that stability of the algorithm implies convergence under
the assumptions imposed here. General conditions to verify stability, so that
SUPg<y, || Xn|l < 0o holds w.p.1., are included in [2, 5, 9].

Theorem 2. Suppose that Assumptions A1-A83 hold. Then, on the event
{supg<,, | Xn|l < oo}, we have convergence:
lim d(X,,D)=0 w.p.1.
n—oo
A proof of Theorem 2 is included in Appendix.
In many practical situations, a solution to the semi-infinite problem (2) is
known to lie in a predetermined bounded set @. In this case one may replace
the iteration (11) with the following projected stochastic gradient algorithm:

Xnt1 = HQ(Xn - 'YnJrlh/(g(Xm YnJrl))vzg(Xna Yn+1))a n 2> 0. (12)

It is assumed that the constraint set  C RP is compact and convex, and
IIg(+) is the projection on @ (i.e., IIg(xz) = arginf,/cq ||x — 2’| for € RP).
The step-size sequence and i.i.d. sequence {Y;,},>1 are defined as above.

Under additional assumptions on g and h, we can prove that the algorithm
(12) converges.
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Theorem 3. Let {X,, }n>0 be generated by (12), and suppose that Assump-
tions A1 and A2 hold. Suppose that D N Q # 0, h is convex, and g(-,y) s
convex for each y € Re. Then,

lim d(X,,D)=0 w.p.l.

n—oo

A proof of Theorem 3 is presented in Appendix.

3.2 Algorithms for Semi-Infinite Optimization Problems

In this section, algorithms for the semi-infinite programming problem (3) are
proposed, and their asymptotic behavior is analyzed.

Suppose that h is differentiable and that g(-,y) is differentiable for each
y € R9. Due to Theorem 1, the semi-infinite problem (3) is equivalent to the
following constrained optimization problem:

Minimize f(x)
Subject to: ¥ (z) = 0. (13)

Suppose that the gradient Vi could be computed explicitly. Then, under
general conditions on the function f and the set D, the constrained optimiza-
tion problem (3) could be solved using the following penalty-function approach
(see e.g., [3, 15]). Let {d,}n>1 be an increasing sequence of positive reals sat-
isfying lim,, oo 0, = 00. Since ¥(x) > 0 for all x € RP, this sequence can be
used as penalty parameters for (13) in the following gradient algorithm:

Tni4l = Tp — 'yn+1(Vf(xn) + 5n+17/)(xn))v n >0,

where {7, }n>1 Is a sequence of positive reals.

However, since the gradient is typically unavailable, we may instead use
(10) to obtain the estimate of V4, given by h'(g(z,Y))Vg(x,Y), and it is
then quite natural to use the following stochastic gradient algorithm to search
for the minima of the function f over D:

X1 =X, — 'YnJrl(vf(Xn) + 5n+1h/(g(Xn7 Yn+1))vxg(Xn7 YnJrl))a n >0,
(14)
where {v,}n>1 and {Y,,},>1 have the same meaning as in the case of the
algorithm (11).
The following assumptions are required in the analysis of the algorithm
(14):

B1 v, >0 for eachn>1, > .07 v, =00, and Y .o | ¥262 < oo.

B2 f is convex and V f is locally Lipschitz continuous.
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B3 h is conver and g(-,y) is convex for each y € R?. For all p € [1,00),
there exists a Borel-measurable function ¢, : R? — [1,00) and such that

[ stwmtay) <.
and, for all x,x',2" € BY, y € RY,

max{[h(g(z, y))I, |h'(9(z, y))I, [ Vag (@, v)[I} < 6, (v),
1 (g(2",y)) — W (9(z", y))| < Sp(w)]l2" — "],
IVag(a',y) = Vag(a”, y)ll < ¢p(y)ll2" — 2"

B4 n* :=inf,cp f(x) > —o0, and the set of optimizers given by D* :={x €
D: f(z) = n*} is non-empty.

Assumption B3 ensures that v is well-defined, finite, convex and differen-
tiable. It also implies that V4 is locally Lipschitz continuous. Assumption B4
is satisfied if D is bounded or f is coercive (i.e. the sublevel set {z : f(x) < N}
is bounded for each N > 1).

Theorem 4. Let {X,, }n>0 be generated by (14), and suppose that Assump-
tions B1-B4 hold. Then, on the event {supy<,, [| X[ < oo},

lim d(X,,D*)=0 w.p.1.

n—oo

A proof of Theorem 4 is presented in Section 4 of Appendix.

4 Conclusion

The main contribution of this paper is to reformulate a given semi-infinite
program as a stochastic optimization problem. One can then apply Monte
Carlo and stochastic approximation methods to generate efficient algorithms,
and provide a foundation for analysis. Under standard convexity assumptions,
and additional relatively mild conditions, the proposed algorithms provide a
convergent solution with probability one.

The next step is to test these algorithms in practical, non-trivial applica-
tions. In particular, we are interested in application to specific optimization
problems, and to robust control. It is of interest to see how these randomiza-
tion approaches compare to their deterministic counterparts. We also expect
that the algorithms may be refined and improved within a particular applica-
tion context.
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Appendix

Here we provide proofs of the main results of the paper. The following notation
is fixed in this Appendix: Let Fy = o{Xo}, while F,, = 0{Xo,Y1,...,Y,} for
n>1.
Proof of Theorem 2
We begin with the representation,
Xn+1 = Xn - %+1V¢(Xn) + €n+17

Y(Xnt1) = ¥(Xn) - %+1|IV¢(Xn)|I2 +éent1, n=1,

where the error terms in (15) are defined as,

Ent1 = ”Yn+1(v¢(Xn) - h/(g(Xn, YnJrl)vxg(Xm Yn+1))7

e1nt1 = (VO (Xn)) énta,

(15)

1
527n+1 ::/ (V1/)(Xn + t(Xn+1 - Xn)) - V1/}(Xn))T(Xn+l - Xn)dta
0

Entl:=€ln+1 + 2041, N >0

The first step in our analysis of (15) is to establish the asymptotic properties
of {511}7121 and {En}nZI:
Lemma 1. Suppose that Assumptions A1 and A2 hold. Then, >, &y,

> ooy En converge w.p.1 on the event {supy<,, | Xn| < oo}.

Proof. Fix p € [1,00), and let K, < oo serve as an upper bound on ||V,
and a Lipschitz constant for Vi) on the set BL. Due to Al,
[nt1 g xa1<pt < 2Kpyna105(Yag)
let 1l gxa<or < KpllénrillIgx, <ot
le2mr 1l Iixa <oy < KpllXnt1 = Xal*Ix, <0y
<2K3y0 0 + 2K [ g x,<py, 1> 0.

Consequently,

E (i |§n+1||21{|Xn|§p}> §4K§ iViE(éf’ﬁ(Yn)) < 00, (16)
n=0 n=1

E <§: |€Ln+1|21{|xn|sf)}> <KJE <§: |§n+1||21{||xn||s/o}> <oo, (17)
n=0 n=0

E <§: Iaz,n+1|2f{|xn|gp}> <2K,E (i |§n+1|21{|xn|3p}>
n=0 n=0

+ 2KS’ iwﬁ < 0. (18)

n=1
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Since X, is measurable with respect to F,, and independent of Y,, 1, we have

E (€nr1llénsrl* I x, <01 Fn) = 0 wp.1.,
E (51,n+1|‘§n+1||2I{|\Xn|\§p}|-7:n) =0wp.1., n=>0.

Then, Doob’s martingale convergence theorem (see e.g., [12]) and (16)—(18)
imply that Y07 &, Doy €1ny Dovey E2,n converge w.p.l on the event

{supg<,, | Xn|l < p}. Since p can be arbitrary large, it can easily be deduced
that " | &, > .~ €n converge w.p.1 on the event {supy<,, | X, || < co}.

n=1

Proof of Theorem 2. We again fix p € [1,00), and let K, < oo serve as
an upper bound on [[V¢||, and a Lipschitz constant for Vi) on the set BS.
Fix an arbitrary sample w € {2 from the event on which supy<,, | Xn| < p,
and both >0 &, and Y °7 | &, are convergent (for the sake of notational
simplicity, w does not explicitly appear in the relations which follow in the
proof). Due to Lemma 1 and the fact that V) is continuous, it is sufficient to
show lim, . [|[VY(X,,)|| = 0. We proceed by contradiction.

If ||V (X,,)|| does not vanish as n — oo, then we may find € > 0 such that

limsup ||[Vi(X,,)|| > 2e. (19)

On the other hand, (15) yields

n—1

D il VX2 = 9(Xo) = 9(Xn) + ) &< Ky +) & n=1.
=0 =1 =1

Consequently,
D el V(X2 < oo, (20)
n=0

and Al then implies that liminf,, o ||[V3(X,)| = 0. Otherwise, there would
exist 0 € (0,00) and jo > 1 (both depending on w) such that ||V (X,)| > 4,
n > jo, which combined with A1 would yield

Dl VOX)IP 28 Y =0
n=0 n=jo+1
Let mg = ng = 0 and
mi1 = {n = np 2 [[V(Xa)| = 2¢},
ngr1 = {n = megr: [VY(Xn)| < e}, k20

Obviously, {mn}k>0, {nk k>0 are well-defined, finite, and satisfy my, < ny <
myy1 for kK > 1. Moreover,

V(X )l = 28, [[V(Xn,)ll <&, k=1, (21)
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and
IV (Xp)|| > e, formg <n<ng k>1. (22)

Due to (20), (22),

oo N — 1 oo Nk — 1
22 > i < Z D Al Ve (X)) < Zmlnw n)|)? < oo
=1i=my =1i=my n=0
Therefore,
ng
lim Y 5 =0, (23)
T i=met+1

while (15) yields, for each k > 1,

e< HVQ/’(XM) - VQ/’(ka)” < KpHXnk - kaH

neg—1
Yir1 V(X &i
zzmk o = ;—l—l (24)
Nk Ng
Soowt] Y &
i=mg+1 i=mg+1

However, this is not possible, since (23) and the limit process k — oo applied
to (24) yield € < 0. Hence, lim,, . [|[V#(X,,)|| = 0. This completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 3

Let C = DNQ, and let IIo(-) denote the projection operator onto the set
C'. Moreover, the sequence {{,}n>0 has the same meaning as in the previous
section, while

Lpy1=Xpn — ”Yn+1h/(g(Xna Yn+1))vmg(Xm Yn+1)7
€11 = 2(Xpn — HC(Xn))T§n+17
€2,n+1 = HZnnLl - Xn||2a

Entl =E1n+1 +E€2n+1, N >0.

Since 1) is convex (under the conditions of Theorem 3) and ¢ (+), Ho(+)
are non-expansive, we have

(Xp — e (X)) VI(Xn) 2 9(Xn) = (o (Xn)) = 9 (Xn),
”Xn-‘rl - HC(Xn-H)” < HXn-i-l - HC(Xn)H
= [q(Zn 1) — Ho(Hc(Xn))|
< HanLl - HC(Xn)H

for n > 0. Then, it is straightforward to demonstrate that for all n > 0,
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Zn+1 =X, — %HVUJ(Xn) + €n+1a (25)
and moreover,

[ Xnp1—Ho(Xni)|?
<X = He(Xn)) + (Zngr — Xo)|?
=[1X0 — Ho(Xn)|? + 2(Xn — He(Xn) (Znsr — Xa)
+ HZn-i-l - Xn||2
:”Xn - HC(XH)”Q - 2'Yn+1(Xn - HC(Xn))TV1/)(Xn) + En+1
<Xy — e (Xn)1? = 29n019(Xn) + €nta.

(26)

Lemma 2. Suppose that Assumptions A1 and A2 hold. Then, >, &y,
Yoo | en converge w.p.1.

Proof. Let K € [1,00) denote an upper bound of || - ||, [[HZc ()|, [V¥] on Q.
Due to A2,

Hgn-i-lH < 2K¢§((Yn+1)v

et 1] < 4K Entall,

leon1] < 2Ky 41 + 2K|&nia|l? 0 >0,

and this implies the following bounds,

E <Z |§n||2> <SAK? Y mE(¢% (Ya)) < oo,
n=1 n=1

E (Z |€1,n||2> < 16K’E (Z ||€n|2> < o0,
n=1

n=1
. (z m,nnz) O (z uw) <.
n=1 n=1 n=1

Then, using the same arguments as in the proof of Lemma 1, it can easily be
deduced that Y07 | &,, >.°° | €, converge w.p.1.

n=1

Proof of Theorem 3. Let K, € [1,00) denote a simultaneous upper bound
for || - ||, 1 Zc()Il, ||V¥] on the set @, and a Lipschitz constant for ¢ on
the same set. Moreover, let w be an arbitrary sample from the event where
oo 1 &ns D one | €n converge (for the sake of notational simplicity, w does not
explicitly appear in the relations which follow in the proof). Due to Lemma 2
and the fact that 1 is continuous and strictly positive on Q\ D, it is sufficient to
show lim,, .o ¥(X,,) = 0. Suppose the opposite. Then, there exists € € (0, 00)
(depending on w) such that limsup,, ., ¥(X,) > 2¢. On the other hand, (26)

yields
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Z%+1¢ ) <[ Xo = He(Xo)lI* — | X0 — I (X))

+Y G<K, 4> & n>L
i=1 i=1
Consequently,
Dt (Xn) < oo (27)
n=0

Then, Al implies liminf, . ¥(X,) = 0. Otherwise, there would exist § €
(0,00) and jo > 1 (both depending on w) such that ¥(X,,) > §, n > jo, which
combined with A1 would yield

Z”Ymtﬂ/l ) >0 Z Yn = 0O.

Let mg =ng =0 and
Mpy1 = {n > ng : P(Xn) > 2},
Ngr1 = {n > mey1 : P(Xn) < €}

for k > 0. Obviously, {myn}r>0, {nk}r>0 are well-defined, finite and satisfy
my < ng < mg41 for k > 1. Moreover,

V(X)) =26, P(Xp,) e (28)
for k> 1, and
P(X,) >e, formp <mn<mng k>0. (29)
Due to (27), (29),
oo Nk — 1 o0 M — 1
QZ Z Yit1 < Z Z Yir1¥(X;) < Z”Ynﬂl/f
k=1i=my k=11i=my
Therefore,
ng
Jim >0 =0, (30)
i=mg+1

while (25), (28) yield

€< W)(Xnk) - 1/}(ka)| < KHX'n«k - ka”

nE—1
—KH > V(X Z &
1=my i=myp+1
Nk
<K Y v+t Z & (31)
i=myg+1 i=myg+1
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for k > 1. However, this is not possible, since (30) and the limit process k — oo
applied to (31) yield € < 0. Hence, lim,_, [|[V¢(X,)|| = 0. This completes
the proof.

Proof of Theorem 4

Let fn(z) = f(z) + 6p¢0(z) for z € RP, n > 1, while ITp-(-) denotes the
projection on the set D* (i.e., Ip«(x) = arginfep~ | — 2'| for € RP).
The following error sequences are defined for n > 0,
Eny1 = ”Yn+15n+1(v¢(Xn) - h/(g(Xm YnJrl))vxg(Xm Yn+1)),
El1n+1 = 2(Xn - HD* (Xn))T§n+17
E2n+1 = || Xnt1 — X%,

Entl = E1nd+1 T E2,n41 -
It is straightforward to verify that the following recursion holds for n > 0,
Xnt1 = Xn — Y1V (Xn) + &ns1,
and this implies the following bounds,

[ Xnt1 = dp- (Xp1)|?
<[ Xn+1 = Hp- (X))
=[ X0 — I+ (Xn)|I” + 2(Xn — D+ (Xn))" (Xns1 — Xa)
X1 — Xa®
=|Xn — Ip- (Xn)||2
— 294 1( Xy — I« (X)) V(X)) + €ng1, n>0.
Lemma 3. Suppose that Assumptions B3 and B4 hold. Moreover, let {xy }r>0

be a bounded sequence from RP, while {ny}r>0 is an increasing sequence of
positive integers. Suppose that

likminf lzx — IIp«(zx)] > 0.

Then,
liminf(zy — Tp-(21))" V f, (21) > 0.

k—o0

Proof. Since {fn, }r>0 are convex and fn, (I p+(zx)) = f(IIp=(zx)) = n* for
k > 0, we have

(k= Hpe (1)) "V fry, (21) = fup (@) = fF(H pe (1)) = fop(x) =1, k>0,

Therefore, it is sufficient to show that iminfy_, o fn, (zx) > n*. Suppose the
opposite. Then, there exists € € (0,00), Z € R? and a subsequence {Zy, g } x>0
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of {:Ek,nk}kzo such that limy_, ., T, = 7, limsupk_)oo fﬁk (:fk) < n* and ||:fk —
IIp«(Zx)|| > € for k > 0. Consequently,

f(@) = Tim f(Zx) <limsup f, (Zr) <7, (32)

k—o00 k—o0

A(, D*) = |7~ - (&) = lim [}~ Hp- (50)]| > <.

Then, it can easily be deduced that & ¢ D (otherwise, (32) would imply
& € D*). Therefore,

lim fr, (%) > lm 6s, (%) = 00 > n*.

k—o0 k—oo
However, this is not possible. Hence, liminfy_,o fp, (xx) > n*. This completes
the proof.

Lemma 4. Suppose that Assumptions B1 and B4 hold. Then, lim, s || Xp4+1—
X,ll =0 and Y37 &, converges w.p.1 on the event {supy<,, | Xn| < oc}.

Proof. Let p € [1,00), while K, € [p, 00) denotes an upper bound of || IIp-(-)|l,
VY|, Vf on BE. Due to B4,

l6nt il g x <oy < 2Kp%+15n+1¢§(yn+1)7
et il x, <o < 4Kpll&ntall I x, <0}

2.2 2 (33)
le2nt1ll{x,11<oy < 2K n41 + 2[6n+1 "Iy x. 1<}
[ Xnt1 = XullIgx,1<py < Kp¥nr1(1+ 0nt1) + a1l x, 1<p}
for k£ > 0. Consequently,
E <Z ||§n+1||21{||xn|<p}> <AK2 > R0RE(gh(Va)) < oo (34)
n=0 n=1

E (Z |517n+1|21{||xn|9}> <I6KJE (Z ||5n+1||21{||xn||s/o}> < oo, (35)

n=0 n=0

E <Z |€27n+1|2f{||xn|<p}> <2E (Z ||5n+1||2f{|xn||<p}>
n=0 n=0

+2K2> y2(1+67) < oo. (36)

n=1

Owing to Bl and (33), (34), lim,—co || Xn+1 — Xnl| = 0 w.p.1 on the event
{supg<n, | Xnll < p}. On the other hand, using (35), (36) and the same ar-
guments as in the proof of Lemma 16, it can be demonstrated that S i en
converges w.p.1 on the same event. Then, we can easily deduce that w.p.1
on the event {supy<,, [|[Xn| < oo}, limp—oo [[Xnt1 — Xnl| = 0 and > 07 &,
converges. This completes the proof.



Randomized Algorithms for Semi-Infinite Programming Problems 19

Proof of Theorem 4. Let p € [1,00), while K, € [p,00) denotes an upper
bound of |[IIp-(-)|| on BE. Moreover, let w be an arbitrary sample from the
event where supg<,, | X, || < p, limy—oo [|[Xnt1 — Xpnl| =0 and Y7 | &, con-
verges (for the sake of notational simplicity, w does not explicitly appear in
the relations which follow in the proof). Due to Lemma 4, it is sufficient to
show lim,, o || Xn — ITp~(X,,)|| = 0. Suppose the opposite. Then, there exists
e € (0,00) (depending on w) such that limsup,, . || Xn — Hp=(Xy)|| > 2e.
On the other hand, (32) yields

n—1
23 i1 (Xs — o (X:)TV £i(X)
i=0
< ||Xo — M+ (Xo)|* = [ Xn — Tp- (X)[> + D & (37)
=1

SAKZ+) e, n>1
=1

Since lim inf,, o0 (X, — I p (X)) TV £,,(X,,) > 0 results from lim inf,, oo || X —
IIp+(Xy)|| > 0 (due to Lemma 3), B1 and (37) imply that liminf,, .« || X, —
IIp+(X,)|| = 0. Otherwise, there would exist ¢ € (0,00) and jo > 1 (both
depending on w) such that (X,, — Ip«(X,))TVfu(X,) > 6, n > jo, which
combined with B1 would yield

Z Yn+1 (Xn - HD* (Xn))van(Xn)
n=0
Jo 00
> i1 (Xn — Tpe (X)) 'V u(Xn) +0 Y 7 = o0
n=0 n=jo+1

Let lp = inf{n > 0: || X,, — [Ip~(X,)|| < €}, and define for k& > 0,

ng = inf{n >l : | Xy, — Ip-(Xy)|| > 2¢},
mg = sup{n < ny : | X, — Ip-(X,)]| < e},
U1 = inf{n > ny : | X, — Ip- (X[ < €}

Obviously, {lx k>0, {mk }x>0, {nk } k>0 are well-defined, finite and satisfy I, <
my < ng < lg+1 for kK > 0. Moreover,

[ Xy, = Hp=(Xm )| <& | Xny = Hp- (X)) 2 26, k20, (38)

and
| Xn — HIp«(X,)|| > e for mp <n <ng, k>0. (39)

Due to (38), (39) and the fact that IIp-(-) is non-expansive (see e.g., [3]),
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€ < [ Xmyt+1 — s (Xomy41)|| <€ + | X1 = Hp= (X1
= 1 X, — Hp= (X, )|
<e+ ”(kaJrl - ka)
= (Ip= (X 41) — U= (X))
S‘{5—’_2”)(77%4'1 _kaHv k > 0.
Therefore, limy oo || Ximy+1 — I px(Xm,+1)|| = €. Then, (39) yields

limsup([| X, — Ip-(Xn ) = 1 Xm41 = = (Xm41) %) > €% (40)

k—oo

On the other hand, Lemma 3 and (39) imply

liminf min (X, — p-(X,) V0 (X,) > 0.

k—oo mrp<nng
Consequently, there exists ko > 0 (depending on w) such that

nkfl

Y (X = Hp- (X)) 'V fi(Xi) 2 0 (41)

for k > ko. Owing to (32), (41),

1 X, = D= (Xn )I? = [ X1 = D+ (Xmy 1) 12

ni—1 Nk Nk
< Y X Ip-(X)'VAEX) + Y a< Y e (42)
mp+1 1=mir+2 1=mip+2

for k > ko. However, this is not possible, since (40) and the limit process
k — oo applied to (41) yield €2 < 0. Hence, lim, . || X, — IIp(X,)|| = 0.
This completes the proof.
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