&9 F5% 7y 27 ZFEY ¥ FEEY YHE

ol o
45e kg °

¥

1. q&
HHzhe Alaggeo A5 SHshe Ao &9

|8 (mathematical programming)

min f(x) (P)
subject to
glx) <

h(x) = 0

9714 x€R", f1R—R, g:R'—RK. h:R"—>R", 181
n ) melth. ek B8 (objective function)® 7Hs
9 (feasible region)e] E&(convex)3tid, A& &
o] f(x)% g(x)7} olel& BE3la hix)7} Adolepd,
oj& &% EAl(convex problem)ol™ 27 shie] A&
#H A4 (local minimum)< 7}tk T8y 2L S
A& E°l h(x)7} vlddoletd, gl 7o Ao i
€ 714 4 9le ¥l EF #4(nonconvex problem)7}
"ot ol A HAHE e A, F AG HAHg
(global optimization)7} St}

A HA3g 7H-e A AP EH H 2% (deterministic
approach) ¥ #F&&4 3 (stochastic approach)
o7 BFE 4 U AR 2H HHo NkE F gn
2]FE2 cutting plane (1),
decomposition (2, 3, 4], branch and bound (5, 6,
7], interval analysis (8, 9, 10] §°] it} olE& &
%l finite-convergence® R} = {38 & 027t
FolAW f-atg] el wHEAMNE Bl FY HAH +
Hetthe Aot uabA AA7ie Heol veow dojal &
o] 79 H2 A (global optimality)e]l 2T, ey
Alstgrel FA Z7lol wet 348 Frtstez oA 2
EA R AL st gE2F HIH 2Nke F o)
X3 d32]EF 2 2+ simulated annealing (11)3 ge-
netic algorithm {12])°] I}, |52 A4HE FgHs] Wt
Bt A9 HAME & FEo| 14 ¥3ks] H2ed
= A9 HHPd L HAEA gerh gl sy &8
Aoz A& rleslt). B e A9 HAs) o
71Zo| &g A9sta B 7k AR A 2 ggEa

generalized Benders

ok % Mo

2. HE

Ao HAse gg A A A F B SR8 £ 9
A

2.1. Find a tight convex hull

2AYGL 4R MY BAZ Ak AP e A
oM g A olal Wz AT = Qe BARS
£ AEE NPAFE WAk Fo)2E AlfzzioR b
ek, ol 12 19 vehd AxY A7) 2Ale 7Fs
Joig Bl ¥ b SedE Y, 5 Ak B8 0%
& 9o AMEATE 2 AR BAE AR, o
=

ARRE L Sl A1 #A3) 7=

Linear
objective
tunction

Tight convex hull v
min

2% 1. Convex hull strategy.

2.2. Find a feasible point

whek 7lsgd o] EAGIH L F @ F & Fohle Wi
o] ifa skt oWl feasible point7} FoixH
generalized reduced gradient method& AH-3te A
g HAs Yo AY HAHE & 5 vk 2 ogF
AN 5HT7 dAle A9 FHAgE olop e
A2 AHtz2yE Fr18tn 2L feasible pointE &
=ttt ©] 34§ feasible point7} EA)81A] && wW7lA
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HHES A9 A4S derh a2 29 o] AE AN
Aoz T olE FPslr] HallXE feasible
point& 27| 9%

Linear
objective
function

Feasible region

New constraint v
min

Feasible region for next search

1% 2. Feasible point strategy (13).

2.3. Find all Kuhn-Tucker points

wop AY MAY thPE) RE 43S 2S5 3
SUrhd o 2o HAze] 48 + Yok =
Kuhn-Tucker 4&& 73 § |59 548F #E
ulmatel R AAYE fow ©h o YIPe B
29| "ol A 72 )

el

go i e

3. 23 &4 d=8

g

AR 2R ool og A A= 1980 o] &

e Aol gtow AuEd (10) 2kte] HALrt
gekg]o] it} 221 nonconvex nonlinear program<]
Ao HAsle dubr oz A zle] BAlAI Y] Alede
Z7}st= NP-hard problem ZolX% 713 71t &2
Aol &gttt uiefA] dA| gelzl 2384 daEES
7l 22 ZAIENT A8 7heslh ole HFEY &5
o} g8ro] Frigtia sl A== EA7F Z2 ofytt. o]
gk 2AAE &L FnEE [(13)] A= gt

f

>
o

[e)
oN

3.1. Outer Approximation

dele] 7lsgedel th3t convex hull& A8 ¥-52 A<t
B [P E 75 < rt. olE E°] Horst®} Tuy(1)
© @30l A9 3 Zol 1‘7‘7‘]“ x5 e v 8
(polyhedral cone) K¢} & E& Aok (reverse convex
constraint) x & int G& 84=%E 49 K\ Goll &
concavity cutg A3t o] MF F-F54 A|fxd
oF AL 7Ped YL HA=elx] oA infeasible point

F99] di dA& A AL

o@a el HelE ofw g goe

frdsha 2 2%

F e ol 2 EES IeES] Aol (difference of two
convex (d c.) functlons)i pA)gr 4 gluls Ao F
&z}, o) Fol7 dlpd| R3] ol 2 BES 45
3t ““H“d He} Foizl B8 J9 YelA BE 55

o] d.c.¢l £Al(d.c. problem)ollE ol AF3 A} 2
2 989 cutting plane method”} A& 7F&3leH(1].

o] Wiol & e E db= convex hullell 48 31H
A Azl g7t Al Fraohs Aolth ek
2314 2 AGZUES AR HEAI = Ao &
TFHEU(1]). T o] ¥ low rank nonconvex prob-
lem, & 24E nonconvexdHi] WEE M5 A4}
e FAl R HEsict(14].

K\G

G

rT(x—x°)=>1

4

(G, K)-cut (1.

3.2. Generalized Benders Decomposition

o dEle] EAlE B4 EA

min «. y f{x, ¥)
subject to
gx,y) <0

714 £} g= xo O3l ol 2 %%3}‘4
™ convex probleme] ®t}. o] EAlE
Az g & ot

Primal:

min x f(x, y)
subject to

gx,y) <0
A7) yi FolA Aol nHBY. o] BAL BSen
2 A & F ok o g EAlof) vle rtedge] F
olgoemz o A9 v 9 HAH 3t upper
bounde|t}.
Master :

min y yo
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i ?!r?—f E’E’f e wwv‘"

subject to

L(y; w) = minx (f(x, y) + u" gx, ¥)) < »
forallu = 0

L(y:v) =minx Vv gx, y) <0
forallveilv|v=0 2w =1}
o714 u 2

ve AAlze FEIET A Hee
1

o] Aol gt T2 A A it lower boundolt}.
ol WhH.o xo} yr} Bl 7led w, & BE g4t x9
g ] yol 34 el o) f-835it. vl primal

oA ¢lojA & x9 Lagrange multiplier uE master
A A Az e 2R H88 5 7] ol
Z master WollAe] xof digk Hisrt B gsidct.
ghek ZFolx yo| M primal®] infeasible3t th&z}
Z£ infeasibility minimization problem$ & <= 3t}

min x &

subject to

glx, y) < al

o7 1 = JTole}. wiek xo} y7t He] slsshl
o] BAloM 2dojzl & x ¥ Lagrange multiplier vi=
master?] F WX AdzA JTE FHd=d AMEE
F Utk F AVIME xo tig HiEe= Bttt

o] &¢38]&2 primal¥® master® upper bound%}
lower bound’} A& $EE& w7p=] B Er}. o]
b 3 outer approximation® #ol AR H
Zxgko] HQ3 low rank nonconvex problemoll

% A,

3.3. Branch and Bound
o|A 2 thdst FAle A HA gl 7bF dE] AMEE
= 7|Holt), o Felel BAE A EAL

min f(x)
subject to
gx) <
Ax=c
A714 A 3 ce A A 3E © ol

ol dng]EZ 7] AA a < x < bol} gl
AE 27 20| convex problem S o ATl E

s %
Re

ZRE] AlES), AR BEAGS A(x)E 18 49014 34
o2 ¥ENF A 2 convex envelopeE LA FHC}, 7}
g9 W3t convex hull® RE nonconvex func-
tion g{x)& &9 convex envelope® uAFo =M

2 F,Lxﬂ‘:;
4 Ear IRl

convex3FEZ XY
T g Uk & o]
—“'u:ﬂ 122 dojzl HAHLe Ay &A19
gl lower bound”} ®tl.
Ae o] A& #ME FeoltH(branching). 7t
subproblem®] ™t 8= T YR g lower bound
olt}. ol& F M W& gho] dell A9 M HAaHol
tlg lower bounde|t}. BHef ofw &7t A AfxAE
7HA] R T AolAe Al HE T 3 upper
bound”} ®©r}. o1& F 7FF %2 upper bound’} A4
HAi2A TRE AFHAL, 39 25 subprobleme in-
feasibledt” 1\t 8l 7kupper bound 5 & 7 $- w2 At
(bounding). °] ¥a18]%&& lower bound”} upper boundell
FHE gd

ol dxejFe] A4S FE convex envelopeEo| Y

24
A

B dup Zikestdl EE et o5 d I
ot g ZAAY ZE #E& F2& underestimatorzh

1% EEm P &3 AEEHE AR oS 2t

1% 4. Convex envelopes.

3.3.1 Linear underestimators
e 7Fed I o(x) = 3 ¢;(x)ull reverse

convex term ©| AP o] ol &A= linear un-

derestimatorg® A& 4 Ut «lF B0, ek ¢,(x)
2 L
= -x°, a < x; < h°|H ¥ ¥+ convex envelopes

oHE 22 Aol

¢_i(Xj) = (a + blx; + ab;
o A e Y BAGE A ool
2380, Telu W@ BAE Yol Fed BAR WE

& 5 Ut dhstnl 1‘?47} b HE F ox w2 b

T wit-we® 2 OAG ¢ ) gielrh 3714 wy 8

r
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wi = (x1 + x2) /2

we = (x1 - x2) /2

3.3.2 Quadratic underestimators

¢(x) = ¢(x) + Za;(x - a)(x - by
@; > max{0, -0.5 min A\ (H(¢(x)))}

A7 N (k= 1,
genvalueEolth. o] Hel EAle H7F 247t oid
& & oe o9 ZAFE EOA nonconvex opti-

mization probleme]g= Aol

n)+ Hessian matrix H9 ei-

3.4. Interval Analysis
FEA 025 convex envelope® hulls 98
Q= vUa3 22 P (interval arithmetic)ol

HES= =

la, ) + e, d) = (a + ¢, b+ d

(a, b) - (e, d) = la-d. b~¢)

(a, b) x (¢, d) = [min(ac, ad, be, bd), max{ac,
ad, be, bd))

(a, b) = (¢, d) = (min{a/c, a/d, b/c, b/d),
max(a/c, a/d, b/c, b/d)) if 0 = (¢, d)

okx] A3t linear ¥ quadratic underestimator®)
73$-9= 2] oAl branch and bound ¥xElEg £A4
(P)ell 2H H43t &= ct. W= gl i3 73 X2
RE Alzkeiat dele] X o Xell sl wek b gi(X9 > 0
or b A(X*) > 0 or ub A(X¥) < 0019 A2} X*i= infeasible
sk 3 b A(XY) ) f(x)E W= B2 X'E Hele,
o]714 x°= 48 A feasible pointe]t}. o] FIF AAEL
W22 0 2 branch and bound #3& AW, A4 lower
bound 24 feasible point7} WASEW Edr}.
T4 ol 7138 convex envelope ¥ hulle Z+zt
A DR PolB& ufg wsict mjapi] FIAE
o]83l= branch and bound ¥i&l&2 v-$- B2 sub-
problema A8 B}t 281y Z4219] subproblem<
S E8FH0R F 4 ged, ©x g ke

T ast7] wEol}.

3.5. Handling Equalities

B 238 gagFeel B I A S
Ag 7Fsslt) 412 9 9 208 generalized Benders
decomposition & F-524 A2 3881 under-
estimator branch and bound¥ ¥-%24 9 A3 32
Aok 889t A8 52 A 2h2712 nonconvexity
ZH3A] gerz giEe olES 8 E daelFE
FAE ¢ Yk 2y ek vy S2lA kol
ZAQhE interval branch and boundE AM&3HA] ¢
& FAE HYsof gt

7Fg 22 W h(x) = 02 h(x) £ 0 and h(x) 2
0o & didshe Aejtt. E3 h(x) <0 and 3 hi(x)
0 &= h(x) = 0% B L 534 12122 m AN §
A AdzdL 2m EE m + 1 A9 $54 AgxAdcs A
13t 4= It} o)A generalized Benders decomposition
= 54 A EAld= 88 4 o). E3F linear un-
derestimator branch and bound%= ¢}5 Aoy &
£ 7hsste). Ut hix) & 28 75 g2 He
& 7] mfioirt.

T2 AkEE dc. I8 AMSSI, § hix) = cx)
+ r(x) = 022 Yehfiz}, A7]1A c(x) = olIE E5
(convex)3taL r(x) = Y¥=E EE(reverse convex)3dtt}.
olEe) e} 2L W u = clx) D v = r(x)E 3
skt ed vl 54 Ak e(x) + r(x) = 02 413
S AdEd u + v = 0, BE F-5 Az clx) -
u<0%-rx +v<0 a8xn 9 55 152 Adz=yd
<x) +u< 0% rx - v < 022 gl & 9l oM
A9 2m ANe] & BE R5A] AlokRas PR shid o
EE 5 AU 3 (alx) + nx) + u - vi) < 00
et asez m e ¥dE 54 AgEne 2m A9
FIPAFE ARSI m 7le) A8 2 AR, 2m A9
E8 232 Az, aelan shiel o B2 25 At
FZloR WEdl 4 glr}. wieA] 27l Fed Ale, o)EHo
25, @A E5 A9 shie] o BF Aokx

o

%

= o] F714
TAE F T e daelFeld, o7l AHE RE 23
B4 daglgEe] 1 49¢ & F dvh & 9 Aol A
2m 719 q E5 BFA Adzd s iz X AR
the 202 ARgete 3lo] felet, 9 853 35S
25 tl3 e E<2} convex envelope A}o]9] 7HZol

2R #A)7) wZelrt.
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For minimization of objective function f(x),

1) Let x*' = x' + N(0, 0) 1.

2) If £(x™")  f(x"), accept x'"'.
Otherwise, x'™' = x.

3) Repeat for next .

Then, for ¢ » 0 and f™" ) —oo,

lim (o plfx") = ™) = 1.

o|A AFREE 7|2 random search® 3 Z37}
A9 HAHY g8o| FFHR 1o FEEE origt
et BEEA danelge] AEACEH M £2 88 ol &
8= Z(local search)@ 4335 ZAK: Zl(global
search) Alolel w3o] AaalH16). ol duelHe AY
e (local search)ell X943t} W (global search)
& Asker dFAQA T WS o 2ol aofsiqrt.

4.1. Simulated Annealing

Foizl &= 7oA HFAEHe e dAEY BdE
A EAL, o] Y7} o] FshH Al 2Rle] ot =]
W3l ARZF AT TF AR < 00]9 o] o) 58 EAlgit
TR AF ) (0oH o] o)Fo] AT HEL exp(-AK /
kTyelel. o714 k= Boltzmann “3<e|t}. o] Z3& o}
=3 Zo] HA oA AlEHeld & 3Tt

For minimization of objective function f(x).
1) Take x™" randomly.
2) If af = £(x") - f(x™) < 0, accept x™".
Otherwise,
a) Take a random number w € [0, 1].
b) If w < exp(Af/ T), then accept x™".
w old

Otherwise, x™ = x
3) Control 7, and repeat.

o] dae)Ee F2 £ #HA s combinatorial opti-
mization) #Alo] A& AF2A gle T+ A3}
o= A gteie}

4.2. Genetic Algorithm
Azlo] & F3t vl Zo] HAslo =9l 4 Ut

For optimization of fitness function f(x),

1) Select a given size of population {x'} where x'
is a chromosome (binary vector).

2) At a given crossover probability, crossover x”
and x? to generate x” and x?.

3) At a given mutation rate, mutate x'.

4) Repeat.

o] dxnE|EL M FL dle 2 g5 ddHen
2 HER I JHdA EE Aol 7Hgd 712
E 71 vk 43 daEEe Foin B4 54E A
B A5 pad dng dgso] AlER de A&
Ha vt ¥yHE {31 YaE]lFL evolution program
olgfne F-ErH(17)

Ao 4 duelFL G E ojFTR YHER
Z3 HA o] Agsict. ey o] daElE Atz
gl 3 HAslol e 483 4= Slck o] 735 Al s
ke AL 30Ul dEolnz M4z Fdshs Aol o &&
Holv] o] 5o Uil tlg} 22 AAES ARSE 4 Tk

For randomly selected j € {1.::-, n},
1) Simple crossover: x° = [xi",-, x7, x+1%, -,

x2") and x* = (x17 -, x7, x40, X

2) Arithmetical crossover: x*° = wx” + (1 - w)
and x¥ = (1 -w) x* + wx"

3) Uniform mutation: x;/ € (a;, b))

4) Boundary mutation: xf = g or b

5) Non-uniform mutation: Fine tune x;.

4 _.3. Handling Equalities

FE524 4ugEEE NP-hard problemelgh= 1
28 AR golx Huz & Ao HAFT Aoz o5
t}. a2} o}52 random searchell 71RkE Fa §lar
A3 3k Al4ke feasible pointoll AT 2lu]7) 2lem
2 Agze| gAY deiie B AGzUw =
A vk A gtsivt, ebs §4 Alekxezlol & B¢ &

A e daglEs HEd ok g,
4.3.1 Penalty function method
Ackzle] Y HAAS AL T 2ol Aokza

fle exE dstd £

flx) + 1/20 ¢x)7" e(x)

min x F(x, r)

o]714 r& penalty parameter (O 0), 281 c¢(x)&
BE active constraint®] -2 FAE WE oo}, whek
ro] 0o ek x= A9 HAH x*o| syt 19
Y Hessian matrix H{F(x, r)]< ill-conditioned
matrix7} Ht}. AT} 54 Aol vF geod ¢
o] BEATsrE FAHoRE 7] oAy

4.3.2 Feasible point strategy

FE8H daeFdA 54 AdxiE OaFe As
H3}7] 3l feasible point AFE =08 4 et o714
feasible pointi= U3 22 infeasibility minimization
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problem& E9W & £ glv}
min ¢(x)” ¢(x)

ol e e RE Aokrde] $SER THE e
o}, = T2 Welel SivkE 4% BAle T 2o,

min maxi{g(x), h(x), -h(x)}

v B2 49| feasible pointE ZE 22 NP-com-
plete probleme|t}(13]). webd NP-hard problem$i
v BE A9 A9 HFFgEde dvn & 5 Qo)

Y EAEF dele 2oy A AF3 feasible point
e A 83 A8 9 oS3 2rH(13).

min @ (D

subject to

A

g(x) < al

h{x) < al

-h(x) < al
flx) < ff-€ + «

oJ71: 1 = (1 - 1)7, ffE a4 4 A HaAd
A9 g, aElz e O 002 HAA FHELA
(optimality tolerance)°|tl. Wk a ( eolghH o]R& x
7} o del g Ao HAHHT @2 feasible point
ghs o}, o|2RE t] ¥ A9 HAHE 7& 5 9l
om pe HPE VRV W HEUE T 4 Yok
o] Agke] Age a7 5o MFH oz T Ut

=
A3

Infesibility Stochastic
minimization |[€----——1 global
problem (I) optimizer
Feasible N
. o Local N
point x o N
minimum f* .
Deterministic

Original
problem (P)

local
optimizer

%" 5. A stochastic method based on feasible point strategy.

4 .3.3 Decoding strategy

A (P)ollA BE 554 Az glx) < 0
Adz2A g(x) + s = 002 HE3x}. V)M s
ol slack variable #Elo]t}. ol 1 Al v
2 vEd S Sl

i o
oft oo ol
O 1

ful

min f(x, y) (E)

subject to
hix, y) = 0
a<x=s<b
c<y=<d

A7IM x= n - m A9 BAEH)ASF yeE m N %
Bl (&%) H, a8la h:R"— R™ (n ) m)olv}. #34
Eold| 93 x& y=Z 3 =(decoding) @ = It 713
b o] EAle tE# 2ol & o Ut

min f(x, y(x))
subject to
a<x=<b

ol Wrlel BAlE BEEH QuelEgd gl A
7k el BAle) 54 AlekEzol Bol AfE7} Arin of
2AE e PAP} BT 2ot dEed gadEe =
A AREAele sEEAelt weq 24EA Ao
22 3 Abgalol Bt

[ Frobtom © e

Sl

Deterministic

i local optimizer
X%, y*v X%, y° (fine tuner)
min fix, y{x))
subject to ¢-————- Stochastic
a<x<b global optimizer
'y (main optimizer)
* y
hix,y) =0 Equation solver
c<y=<d € (decoder)
A
X Yo
- 4 T Stochastic
min y h* h global optimizer
subject to Il (initial guess

c<y=<d generator)

213 6. A stochastic method based on decoding strategy.

o] A y(x) & A At & S u), A 9 hvt
yoll thal A3 o) FAo|n, S FAT A &5
L FEd] g AMed 1 vl gkl EAE 93
M 7zigh Wi 4] Folwligol Qlofol sl=H], $2 initial
guessE T 47 JoiH Newton WH3el dxndE=
AgE 4= ltt. 9] A3 infeasibility minimization
problemel] ™3t A7t £2 initial guess H&& &
T 9low A A AHs duel gl & HHA 3&
238 Fozn T o ot o|A Fo|A xoll WE yE
T817] st W4 hix, y) =0& Folof sk o] ¢l
At o] 7l Z2AsiEas EAHA Yl 28k @
Z SRt R AR T Ar) BEHo)7] wiolt), o
Heke] Hal2 19 6o JPgH o FTEs] it
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