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Abstract

In this paper, we introduce a new second-order directiopabative and a second-order
subdifferential of Hadamard type for an arbitrary nondgfgiable function. We derive sev-
eral second-order optimality conditions for a local and@gl minimum and an isolated
local minimum of second-order in unconstrained optim@atiln particular, we obtain two
types results with generalized convex functions. We alsogare our conditions with the
results of the recently published paper [Bednafik, Dst®raK.: On second-order condi-
tions in unconstrained optimization. Math. Program. Sel 23 283-291 (2008)] and a
lot of other works, published in high level journals, andyathat they are particular cases
of our necessary and sufficient ones. We prove that the reagesptimality conditions
concern more functions than the lower Dini directional #tive, even the optimality con-
ditions with the last derivative can be applied to a functiwhich does not belong to some
special class. At last, we apply our optimality criteria fmrconstrained problems to derive
necessary and sufficient optimality conditions for the eooestrained vector problems.
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1 Introduction

In our opinion the main aim of nondifferentiable optimizatiis to extend some results to
as more as possible general classes of functions. The taghtain optimality conditions
in unconstrained optimization is old. There are first- andoséd-order necessary and suf-
ficient conditions which concern several classes of funeti¢C-1, C!, locally Lipschitz,
lower semicontinuous and so on) in terms of various gerem@dlderivatives. For all of them
we should check that the function belongs to some speciabclahich is not easy some-
times. There are a lot of second-order generalized dinegkiderivatives, whose necessary
and sufficient conditions for optimality have similar predtee, for example, the references
2,13,14,/5,[6, 78,9, 13, 18, 19, 20,122,/ 24| 25, [26,[27, 28])is Tact motivated us to find
another derivative such that these conditions follow fréve@ $econd-order ones in term of it,
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the second-order necessary conditions and the suffici@stiorunconstrained optimization are
satisfied for arbitrary nondifferentiable function and teFivative coincides with the second-
order Fréchet directional derivative in the case whendbkedne exists. They can be applied in
nonlinear programming, for example, for solving the prableith penalty functions or reduce
the problem to convex composite.

In this paper, we introduce a new second-order generalizedtwnal derivative. We ob-
tain necessary and sufficient conditions for a local mininamd isolated local minimum of a
function in terms of this derivative. In the conditions, wepose that the function is arbitrary
proper extended. Additionally, we derive second-ordeddoons, which are necessary and suf-
ficient for a given point to be a global minimizer. They comcamew class of invex functions.
We prove necessary and sufficient first-order conditionga fgiven point to be an isolated min-
imizer of order two of a strongly pseudoconvex function. @eaneralized derivatives have the
advantage that the proofs of the optimality conditions argke. On the other hand, they are
satisfied for arbitrary function, not necessarily with libg&ipschitz gradient, or continuously
differentiable, or locally Lipschitz, or continuous, eveat necessarily semicontinuous. We
also compare our necessary and sufficient conditions wehebpective ones in the references
[2,13,5/6]/7,8,8,13,18,19, 20,122,24| 25,126, 27, 28]. Weetbat the conditions in all these
works are simple consequences of our necessary and suficieditions. On the other hand,
the proofs given there are not so short sometimes. For exati@ main result in the recently
published in the journal Mathematical Programming papkrg4o extend the conditions for
an isolated local minimum in unconstrained optimizatiom-stable functions. This is a class
of functions, whose lower Dini directional derivativesisBt a property, which is analogous to
Lipschitz one. They include all*& functions. We prove that the main Theorem 6 in this paper
follows from our Theorem]2 when the functionlistable at the candidate for minimizer and
continuous near it. Therefore, it is not necessary to guedsheck if the function is-stable.
We also compare the necessary conditions in terms of HadkemdrDini derivatives. We prove
that our conditions are preferable. They concern more fonst

At last, we obtain necessary and sufficient conditions fdmaeglity in cone-constrained
vector optimization. In particular, our results are sati$ffor problems with inequality and
equality constraints.

2 A new second-order directional derivative and subdiffer-
ential of Hadamard type

We suppose thdl is a real finite-dimensional Euclidean space. Denot®lfe set of reals
andR = RU {—o} U {+}. Let us consider the following second-order directionahdeive
at the pointx € E in directionu € E of a given functionf, defined in the spacg, which was
introduced in[[12]:

t2 (¢ u) = liminf 20 2[f (x+tu) — f2 o u) —t £ (¢ )],

tlo,u—u

whereféo] (x;u) :=liminfy oy f(x+tu') and

fg () = liminf -2 (x+tu) - fg)(x u)].

t{0,u—u



The optimality conditions for unconstrained problems weeeived for arbitrary nondifferen-
tiable function. Suppose that the function is twice Fréclifferentiable. Therf([;O] (x;u) = f(x),

& (x;u) = Of (x)(u) and

2 (xu) := liminf 20 2[f (x+tu') — f(x) —tOf(x)(u)]. (1)

tlo,u'—u

We obtain by second-order Taylor’s formula with a reminahethie form of Peana [1] that
f(x+tu) = f(x)+OF(x)(tu) + %sz(x) (tu) (tu) + o(t?),
where lim;o0(t?)/t? = 0. Therefore,

2 (x;u) = 02 (x)(u)(u) + liminf 2t~ 10 (x)(u — u)].

tlo,uU—u

It follows from here that ifCJf(x) # 0, then f([;z] (x;u) # O?f(x)(u)(u). Really, we have

f([;z} (x;u) = —oo for every directionu € E. Hence,fg] (x;u) is not exactly a derivative. Our
task is to define a second-order directional derivative shiahthe necessary conditions and the
sufficient ones in unconstrained optimization are satidfiecrbitrary nondifferentiable func-
tion and the derivative coincides with the second-ordecket directional derivative provided
that the last one exists. How can we do this keeping the cgameeu’ — u? A possible
decision is to denote= (U — u) /t and takev — 0. Thus, we obtain the derivative

f* (x;u) == liminf 2t72[f (x4 tu4t2v) — f(x) — tOf (x)(u)].
tL0,v—0
This derivative and also higher-order ones were studiedenatork [14]. In the present paper,
we develop another idea to replace in Equatidn (1) in theesgion I f (x) (u) the variableu by
u. Thus, we obtain the derivative

1@ (xu) = liminf 2t 2[f (x-+tu) — f(x) —tOf (x)(U)].
tlo,u'—u

We introduce a new second-order derivative and a secoret-eubdifferential, which are
based on the presented observation.)XendY be two linear spaces andX,Y) be the space
of all continuous linear operators froMito Y. Then denote by!(E) the space.(E,R), by
L?(E) the spacé (E,L(E)). Consider a proper extended real functioriE — RU {4}, that
is a function, which never takes the valueo and at least one value is finite. The domain of a
proper extended real function is the set: dom= {x € E|f(x) < +}.

Definition 1. The lower Hadamard directional derivative of a function® — RU{+} ata
point xe domf in direction ue E is defined as follows:

f Y cu) = liminf t=2[f (x+tu) — f(x)].

tlo,u'—u

It follows from this definition that, iff Y (x; u) is finite, then the direction belongs to the
Bouligand tangent cone of the domain of the functfon
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Definition 2. Recall that the lower Hadamard subdifferential of the fumetf : E — RU{+o}
at the point xc domf is defined by the following relation:

oV t(x) = {x e LXE) | x*(u) < P (xu) foralldirections ueE}.

We introduce the following definitions:

Definition 3. Let f: E — RU{+o0} be an arbitrary proper extended real function. Suppose that

X; is a fixed element from the lower Hadamard subdifferemﬂglf(x) at the point xe domf.
Then the lower second-order derivative of Hadamard type aif ¥ domf in direction ue E
is defined as follows:

@ (xxt:u) = liminf 2t2[f (x-+tu') — F(x) — G (U)].

B tL0,u'—u

Definition 4. Let f: E — RU{+o} be an arbitrary proper extended real function. Suppose

that xe domf, x; € oWs (x). The lower second-order Hadamard subdifferential of theefion
f:E — RU{+w} at the point xc domf is defined by the following relation:

dﬁz)f(x; X;) = {x* € L3(E) | x*(u)(u) < §2 (x;x3;u) for all directions ue E}.

The next claim follows from the given above discussion .

Proposition 1. Let the function f E — R be twice Féchet differentiable at the point x and
Fréchet differentiable on some neighborhood of x with firstt second-order Fechet deriva-
tivesOf andd%f. Then

tWou)=0fu);  aWF(x) = {Df(0)},

£@) (x; O (x): ) = 02f (%) (u) (u)

3 Optimality conditions for a local minimum and isolated lo-
cal minimum of second-order

In this section, we obtain optimality conditions for unctraged problems in terms of the
introduced second-order derivative.

Theorem 1. Letx € domf be a local minimizer of the function f. Then
tYcu) >0, fPxou) >0, foralluck. )

Proof. Sincex s a local minimizer, then it follows from the definition ofaliower Hadamard
directional derivative that there exists a neighborhasix with f(x) > f(x) for all x € N. Let

u € E be an arbitrary chosen direction. Théfx+tu’) > f(x) for all sufficiently small positive
numberd and for all directionar, which are sufficiently close ta. It follows from here that

£ (X;u) > 0. Therefore G o f(x), becausel € E is an arbitrary direction.



By the definition of the second-order lower derivative, gsihat Oc o f(x) we obtain
that f? (x;0;u) is well defined and

£ (xo;u) = liminf 2t 2[f (X+tu) — f(X)] >0

tLO,u—u,
for all directionsu € E. O O

Remark 1. Condition [2) is equivalent to the following one:

0edVf(x) and 0ed?i(x0). (3)

The following definition is well known.

Definition 5. A pointx € domf is called an isolated local minimizer of second-order foe t
function f: E — RU{+o} iff there exist a neighborhood N &fand a constant C- 0 with

f(x) > f(X) +C|x—X]|%, VYxeN,x#X (4)

Theorem 2. Let be given a proper extended real function§ — RU {4} andx € domf.
Then the following claims are equivalent:

a) x is an isolated local minimizer of second-order;

b) the following conditions holds for all @ [E:

f@()?;u) >0 and ffz)(i;o;u) > 0,u+#0; (5)
c) the following conditions
fY(xu)>0, VuecE (6)

and
u£0, fY%xu =0 = f?xou>0,. @)

are satisfied.

Proof. It is obvious that the implication b} ¢) holds. We prove a}- b). Letx be an isolated
local minimizer of second-order. We prove that ConditidBsold. Suppose that € E is
arbitrary chosen. It follows from Inequalityl(4) that therdst number® > 0, >0 andC > 0
with

f(X+-tu') > f(X) 4+ Ct2||u||? (8)
forallt € (0,0) and every such that|u’ — u|| < €. Therefore
fV(xu) = liminf t1[f (X+tu) — £(X)] > liminf Ct||u||2 = 0. (9)
- t10,u'—u, T tlo,u—u,

According to Inequality((9) we have® 0&1)1‘()?). It follows from (8) that

f2(x0;u) = liminf 2t 2[f(X+tu) — £(¥)] > liminf 2C||V[|2 = 2C||u[|? >0
tLo,u'—u,

tLo,u'—u,

for all directionsu such thau # 0.



We prove c)= a). Suppose that conditiorls (6) and (7) hold. We prove xHatan iso-
lated local minimizer of second-order. Assume the conttlaayx is not an isolated minimizer.
Therefore, for every sequendey},’ ; of positive numbers converging to zero, there exists a
sequencéxy} with x, € domf such that

% —XI| < &, F(4) < F(X) + &l|x—X]|?, (10)

It follows from (10) thatxx — X. Denotety = ||xx — X]|, dk = (X« — X)/tk. Passing to a
subsequence, we may suppose that> d where||d|| = 1. It follows from here that

£ (% d) < liminf [ (X+td) — £ (3] < liminf gty = 0.
Kk—so0 k— o0

It follows from (6) that Oc d f(x) and £ (x;d) = 0. We have
£ (%0;d) < liminf 2t 2[f(X+ted) — F(X)] < liminf 2g =0
Kk—so0 k—0

which is contrary to[(]7). O

4 Conditions for a global minimum of a second-order invex
function

The following question arises: Which is the largest clasfuattions such that the necessary
conditions from Theorem] 1 become sufficient for a global munin. Recently Ivanov [21]
introduced a new class of Fréchet differentiable functioalled second-order invex ones in
terms of the classical second-order directional derigeatihey extend the so called invex ones
and obey the following property: A Fréchet differentiahlaction is second-order invex if and
only if each second-order stationary point is a global minen We generalize this notion to
arbitrary nondifferentiable functions in terms of the lovitadamard directional derivatives of
second-order.

We recall the definition of an invex function [17]. We applgtower Hadamard directional
derivative here.

Definition 6. A proper extended real function:fE — R U {+} is called invex in terms of
the lower Hadamard directional derivative iff there exiatenapn : E x E — E such that the
following inequality holds for all xc domf, y € E:

f(y) = f(0 > 1P xn(xy)). (12)
We introduce the following two definitions:

Definition 7. We call a function f E — RU{+} second-order invex (for shor2:-invex) in

terms of the lower Hadamard derivatives iff for evarg domf, x € E with 0 € oWt (x) there
are n1, N2, which depend or and x such that the following inequality holds

F(x)— £(x) > fP (@ n1(xx)) + £ (K 0;n2(%%)). (12)



Definition 8. Let f: E — RU{+} be a given proper extended real function. We call every
pointx € domf such that

1Y% >0 fPx0u >0 WueE

second-order stationary (for sho@;stationary point).

Theorem 3. Let f: E — RU{+o} be a proper extended real function. Then f is second-order
invex if and only if each second-order stationary poirt domf is a global minimizer of f.

Proof. Suppose thaf is second-order invex. If the function has no stationarynfmithen
obviously every second-order stationary point is a globiaimizer. Suppose that the function
has at least one second-order stationary pqititat is a point satisfying Definitidd 8. We prove
that it is a global minimizer. Let be an arbitrary point froni. It follows from second-order
invexity that there exist);(x,x), i = 1,2 such that Condition (12) is satisfied. Sincés a
second-order stationary point, then

(% n1(%x) = 0, P (%0;n2(%x)) =0

It follows from (12) thatf (x) > f(x). Thereforexis a global minimizer.
Conversely, suppose that every second-order stationany igoa global minimizer. We
prove thatf is second-order invex. Assume the contrary. Hence, thastsex pair(x,x) €

domf x E such that ¢z 99 f(x) and the following inequality holds
fx)— f( < Y xy) + 12(x0;2), VyeE, VzeE. (13)
First, we prove thaf (x) < f(X). Let us choose i (13)=0,z= 0. We have

fP(x0) < iminf t3(f(X+1.0) — F(X)) =0,
£ (x.0;0) = liminfyy_y0 2t~2[f (X+t.U') — F(X)] <O.
It follows from (13) thatf (x) < f(X).
Second, we prove that
f{Y(xu)>0, VueE. (14)

Suppose the contrary that there exists at least one pa@rif with fﬁl) (x;v) < 0. The lower
Hadamard directional derivative is positively homogersawith respect to the direction, that is

tPruy =1t (xu) vxedomf, VueE, V1 € (0, +o).

Then inequality[(I13) cannot be satisfied whea: tv with t being sufficiently large positive
number andz = 0, becauseffz)(f;O;O) <0 andf(x) — f(X) > —co. Therefore,fﬁl)(i; uy>0
forallue E.

Third, we prove that

f?(x0;u)>0, Yuek. (15)

Suppose the contrary that there existsE with £ (x;0;v) < 0. Then[(I1B) cannot be satisfied
for all pointsy = 0, z=tv, wheret is a sufficiently large positive number, because the lower
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Hadamard directional derivative of second order is paaigilnomogeneous of second degree
with respect to the direction. Indeebf.l)(i;O) = 0, thanks to[(14), andi(x) — f (X) > —oo.

The following is the last part of the proof. It follows from4)Land [(15) thak is a second-
order stationary point. According to the hypothesisa global minimizer, which is impossible,
becausd (x) < f(X). O

In the next claim we show that the class of second-order ifivestions includes all invex
ones in terms of the lower Hadamard directional derivativesfions.

Proposition 2. Let f: E — RU{+} be an invex function. Then f is second-order invex.

Proof. It follows from Equation[(1PR) thaf is second-order invex keeping the same mapnd
takingn, =0, becausefﬁz)(i; 0;0) <O. O

The converse claim is not satisfied. There are a lot of seood€r invex functions, which
are not invex. The following example is extremely simple.

Example 1. Consider the function fR? — R defined by

f(X1,X2) = —x% — x%.
We have fl) (X;U) = —2x1u1 — 2%2U2, Where u= (uy, Up) is a direction. Its only stationary point
isx = (0,0). This point is not a global minimizer. Therefore, the fuoetis not invex. We have
(0,0) € dﬁl)f(@ and fﬁz)(i;o;u) = —2u? — 2u2. It follows from here that f has no second-
order stationary points. Hence, every second-order stetip point is a global minimizer, and
the function is second-order invex.

5 Strongly pseudoconvex functions and second-order iso-
lated minimizers

Strongly pseudoconvex functions were introduced by Dieweriel and Zang([11]. Their def-
inition assumes additionally strict pseudoconvexity. disyproved by Hadjisavvas and Schaible
[16] that in the differentiable case, strict pseudoconyexi the function is superfluous; in other
words each function, which satisfies the next definitionnigty pseudoconvex.

Definition 9 ([16]). Let S be an open convex subsefiof A Fréchet differentiable function
f: S— R is said to be strongly pseudoconvex iff, for ak>S, ue E such that||u|| = 1 and
Of(x)(u) = 0, there exist positive numbedsand a with x+ du € S and

f(x+tu) > f(X)+at?, 0<t<3d.

In this section, we derive optimality conditions for an mse@d minimum of order two of
a function, which satisfies the strong pseudoconvexity atespoint only. We consider the
definition of a strongly pseudoconvex function in terms @& libwer Dini directional derivative.

Definition 10. We call a function f E — R strongly pseudoconvex at the poingxdomf iff
f5(xu) =0, ue E, |lu]| = 1implies that there exist positive numbéranda with

f(x+tu) > f(x)+at?, vte(0,d).
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Definition 11. The first- and second-order lower Dini directional deriweads of a function f
E — RU {4} at the point xc domf in direction uc E are defined as follows:

fo(xu) = Iir{u)nf t= L[ f (x+tu) — f(x)].

fg(xu) = Iirm)nf 2t 2[f (x4tu) — f(x) —tf5(x,u)].

The following notion extends the Lipschitz continuity oéthradient.

Definition 12 ([4]). A function f: E — R is called/-stable at the point x E iff there exist a
neigbourhood U of x and a constantK0 such that

[fo(ysu) — T u)| <K [ly=x|[[|ufl, VyeU, VueE.

Proposition 3([4]). Let the function £ E — R be continuous on some neighborhood ef K
and/-stable at x. Then f is strictly differentiable at x, hencédhret differentiable at x.

The following mean-value theorem is due to Diewert [10].

Lemma 1. Let ¢ : [a, b] — R be a lower semicontinuous function of one real variable.nThe
there exist€, a< & < b, such that

9(a) — ¢ (b) < #5(&;a—b).
Lemma 2. Let f: E — R be radially lower semicontinuous on some neighborhood ®ffk
and |-stable at x. Suppose thgj(k;u) = 0 for all u € E. Then the following limit exists and it
equalso:
w&'ﬂlh [f (x+th) — f(x+th)]/t>=0. (16)

Proof. By Diewert’s mean-value theorem, there exi8ts [0, 1) such that

f(x+th') — f(x+th) < fi(x+th+t8(h" —h);t(h —h))

=t[f5(X+th+tO(W —h);h' —h) — f5(x;h —h)].
Sincef is|-stable there exists > 0 with
fo(x+th+t6(h'—h);h" —h) — f5(x;h' —h) <tK|lh+6(h" —h)||||h" —h]|.

Therefore
limsup[f(x+th') — f(x+th)] /t> < 0. (17)
t10,hv—h

On the other hand, by mean-value theorem, there existf, 1) such that
f(x+th) — f(x+th) < fy(x+th' +tt(h—h');t(h—h))
=t[fo(x+th' +tr(h—h");h—h) — f5(x; h—H)].
Sincef is|-stable there exists > 0 with
fo(x+th +tt(h—h');h—h") — f5(x; h—h') <tK[H + 1 (h—K)|/[|H —h].

Therefore
liminf [f(x+th') — f(x+th)]/t>> 0. 18
Jminf [FOckth) = F(x+th)] /5> (18)
Then the lemma follows froni (17) anid (18). O
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In the next theorem, we derive necessary and sufficient tiondifor an isolated local
minimum of second-order of a strongly pseudoconvex funciiosome poink:

Theorem 4. Let the function f. E — R be continuous on some neighborhoodxaf E and
¢-stable atx. Suppose that f is strongly pseudoconvex only at the poiflhenx is an isolated
local minimizer of second-order if and onlyfiff (X) = 0.

Proof. Let x be an isolated local minimizer of second-order. We concfuooi® Propositior B
thatdf (X) exists. Then it is obvious thétf (x) = 0.

We prove the converse claim. Suppose th&fx) = 0, butx is not an isolated local mini-
mizer of second-order. Therefore, for every sequesge,_, of positive numbers converging
to zero, there exists a sequenpog}, xx € domf such that inequalities (10) hold. It follows
from here thaty, — x. Denotety = ||x — X||, dk = (X« — X) /tx. Passing to a subsequence, we
may suppose that the sequeddg},’_; is convergent andy — d, where||d|| = 1. Therefore

liminf t %[ (X+tcdk) — F(X)] = limin t 2 f(x) — F(¥)] < lim & =0. (19)

k—o0

We have
f(X+ted) — f(X) = [f (X+ted) — f(X+ted)] + [ (X+ted) — F(X)].
It follows from Lemmd2 and(19) that
liminf t 2 (X+ted) — F(X)] <O.
On the other hand, according to Definitiod 10
f(X+1ted) > f(X)+ at?
for all sufficiently largek. Hence,
limin t %[ f (X+ted) — F(X)] > liminf a = a >0,
which is a contradiction. O

The following example shows that Theorém 4 is not true forcfioms, which are not-
stable:

Example 2. Consider the function

f = |xp— |2

Of course, the point = (0,0) is a local and global minimizer, but it is not an isolated lbca
minimizer of order two. Even it is not a strict local minimizeecause fx) = O for all x =

(X1,X2) over the curve x= let/s_ We havelf(x) = (0,0). Simple calculations show that this
function is strongly pseudoconvex in the sense of DefirlibatX. Let v= (vi,V2) be an
arbitrary vector, whose norm is. If vo > 0 or v, < 0, then

Iti[Q [f(X+tv) — f(X)]/t2 = |ti?8 f(tv)/t% = 4.
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If vo =0, theny = +1 and

Qm[mi+wy-mﬂyﬁzﬁwfawﬂ2:1

Therefore, for every & R? there exist® > 0 and C> 0 such that
f(tv) >Ct? forall te(0,0).

The sufficient conditions of Theoréin 4 are not satisfied, iexd is not/-stable atx. Indeed,
if we take ¥ = (0,k™1), thenOf (x() = (0,3/2k~%/?) and there do not exist & 0 such that

10 (%) — OF ()| < Kllx—X]

for all sufficiently large integers k. We have
Jm 006/ %] =

We adopt the definition of a strongly pseudoconvex functtonsoper extended real func-
tions in terms of the lower Hadamard derivative and deriveagdity conditions for such func-
tions:

Definition 13. We call a proper extended real function £ — RU{+c} strongly pseudocon-

vex at xe domf iff, for every de E such that||d|| = 1 and ffl)(i;d) = 0, there exist positive
numberse, d, anda such that

f(x+td') > f(X) +at?, (20)

—d|| <e.

Theorem 5. Let f: E — RU {4} be a strongly pseudoconvex functioniatTheniis an
isolated local minimizer of second-order if and only if amdyoif 0 € ot ("}

Proof. It follows from Theoreni Il that is an isolated local minimizer of second-order implies
0eot ()Z) and £ )(x;O;u) >0, VueE.

Suppose that & 0 ()?) We prove thak is an isolated minimizer of second-order. As-
sume the contrary. Therefore, for every sequef&g,’ , of positive numbers converging to
zero, there exists a sequenog}, xx € domf such that inequalitie§ (10) hold amgd— x. De-
notety = ||x — X||, dk = (X — X) /tx. Without loss of generality we may suppose that- d,
where||d|| = 1. Therefore

£ (% d) < liminf [ f (X+ted) — £ (3] < liminf gt = O.
k—o0 k=00

By the assumption & o ()6 we conclude from here thdf (x;d) = 0. On the other hand,
by strong pseudoconvexity we obtain that there exist p@situmberse, 4, anda such that
Inequality [20) is satisfied. for atle R andd’ € E with ||d’|| =1, 0<t < 9, ||[d' —d| < €.
Hence,

@ (x0;d) = liminf 2t~ 2[f(X-+td’) — f(X)] > liminf 2a = 2a > 0,
t10,d’'—d tJ0,d'—d

which is a contradiction. O
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6 Necessary and sufficient conditions for cone-constrained
vector problems

Consider the multiobjective nonlinear programming prable
C-minimize f (x) subject tag(x) € —K, (P)

wheref : X — R" andg: X — R™ are given vector-valued functions, defined on some open
setX C RS, C andK are given closed convex cones with a vertex at the origineféspective
space. We suppose tHaE R" has nonempty interior if€). Denote bySthe feasible set, that
is

S:={xeX|g(x) € —K}.

Definition 14. A feasible poink is called a weak local minimizer iff there exists a neigtmard
N > x such that there is no another feasible poirt NN with f(x) € f(x) —int(C).

Denote bya-bthe scalar product between the vecmesR" andb € R". Denote the positive
polar cone ofC by C*, that is

C':={AeR"|A-x>0forallxeC},

and the positive polar cone 6f by C**.
We begin with some preliminary lemmas.

Lemma 3 ([15]). Let C be a nonempty closed convex cone in the n-dimensionak &',
whose vertex is the origin. Theri'C=C.

Lemma 4. Let C be a closed convex cone, anég . Then there existd € C* such that
A-x<O.

Proof. Assume the contrary that-x > 0 for all A € C*. It follows from here thak € C**. On
the other hand, by Lemnma 3, we hawe= C**, which contradicts the hypothesig C. O

Lemma 5. Let C be a closed convex cone and €. Then xc int(C) if and only ifA - x > 0 for
all A € C*with A #0.

Proof. Letx € int(C). We prove tha -x > 0 for all A € C* with A # 0. Suppose the contrary
that there existad € C* with A -x <0, A # 0. It follows from the definition of the positive polar
cone that -x= 0. There exists a numbér> 0 such thak— dA € int(C), becaus@ € R". By
A € C*we haveh - (x—dA) > 0. We obtain from here that = 0, which is a contradiction.
Let us prove the converse claim. Suppose thak > O for all A € C* with A # 0, but
x ¢ int(C). It follows from x ¢ int(C) that there exists an infinite sequengg converging to
X, such thatx ¢ C. It follows from Lemmd_4 that there exisfg € C* such thatAg - x < O.
We conclude from here thai # 0. Without loss of generality, we suppose thag|| = 1 for
all positive integerk. Passing to a subsequence we could supposethainverges to some
point Ag # 0. Taking the limits wherk — 40, we obtain thaiAg- x < 0. Since the polar cone
is always closed, we conclude thgt € C*. We conclude from here thdp - x > 0, which is a
contradiction. O
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Suppose that € Sis a weak local minimizer for the problem (P). Let us consitierfunc-
tion
F(X) :=max{A - [f(x) = ()] +1-g(X) | (A, 1) € A},
whereA = {(A,u) | A €C*, peK*, 3L AP+ 5T puf =1}

Lemma 6. Suppose that € S is a weak local minimizer for the problem (P). Then therstexi
a neighborhood Nb x such that Fx) > F(x) = 0 for all x € N.

Proof. Using thatxis weakly efficient, we conclude that there exists a neighbodN > x with
the property that there is no another feasible ppiatSN N with f(x) € f(x) —int(C). Letx be
an arbitrary point fronN. Consider two cases:

Letxe NNS. Thenf(x)— f(x) ¢ —int(C). By Lemmdb there exists € C*, A # 0 such that
A -[f(x)— f(X)] > 0. Let us takegu = 0. Without loss of generality we suppose that ) € A.
Then it follows from the definition of the functiof thatF (x) > A - [f(x) — f(x)] > 0.

Let x e N\ S It follows from here thag(x) ¢ —K. According to Lemmal4 there exists
U € K* such thatu - g(x) > 0, 4 # 0. Let us taker = 0. Then without loss of generality we
can suppose thdf, 1) € A. According to the definition of the functiofR, we haveF (x) >
p-g(x) > 0.

Then taking into account both cases and th@gf) = 0, we have thaf (x) > F(x) for every
pointx € N. O

Theorem 6. Suppose that € S is a weak local minimizer for the problem (P). Then
FYPxu) >0, FP?x0u)>0 foralluck.

Proof. The theorem directly follows from Theordm 1 and Lenimha 6. O

For the problem
R} —minimize f(x) subjectto xe S

whereR! is the positive orthant iiR" was introduced the following notion about isolated local
minimizers under the name strict local minimizer:

Definition 15 ([23]). A pointx € S is called a strict local minimizer of order k iff there esist
constant A> 0 and a neighborhood N of such that

(fO)+RLNB(f(,Allx—x*) =0, V¥xeSNN\{X}. (21)
Really, this definition is equivalent to the following one:

Definition 16. A pointx € S is called an isolated local minimizer of order k iff thergsex
a constant A> 0 and a neighborhood N of such that for every x SNN\ {x} there exists
i €{1,2,...,n}, which depend on x, with

fi(x) > fi(%) +Alx— X, (22)

where|[a]| := \/5T_; .

Proposition 4. Definitiond 15 an@ 16 are equivalent.
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Proof. Suppose that is an isolated local minimizer of ordérin the sense of Definition_16,
but (21) does not hold. Therefore there exits (aj,ay,...,a,) € R" such that; > fi(x) for
everyi and|la— f(X)|| < Aljx—x]|¥. It follows from here thaffj(x) < f;(X) + A|jx — x]|¥, which
is a contradiction td (22).

Suppose that is a strict local minimizer of ordek in the sense of Definition 15, but (22)
does not hold. Therefore, for every constAnt 0 and every neighborhodd > x there exists
x € SNN\ {x} such that

fi(x) < fi(X)+A|x=x]*%, Vie{1,2,...,n}.
It follows from here that
(f(x)+R) NB(f(X),nAlIx—x]) # 0,
which is a contradiction. O
We extend Definitio 16 to the following notion in the cdse 1,2.

Definition 17. A feasible poink is called an isolated local minimizer of order k=1, 2 for
the problen(P)iff there exist a constant A and a neighborhoo X such that for all xc SNN
there is
ATECt AT =(Af,.. A #0 S(A)P=1,
|
which depend on x, with
A5 F(X) > A% F(X) 4+ Alx—x]|K.

Theorem 7. Letx be a feasible point for the problefR). Then the following claims are equiv-
alent:

a) x is an isolated local minimizer of second-order;

b) the following conditions hold for all & E:

FY%u >0 and F?(x0;u)>0,u+0; (23)
c) the following conditions
FY(u)>0, VueE (24)

and
u=#0, Fo (Xu)=0 = F(Z)(EO;U) > 0. (25)

are satisfied.

Proof. Itis obvious that the implication b} c) holds.

We prove a)= b). Letx be an isolated local minimizer of second-order. We prové tha
Conditions[(2B) hold. Suppose that E is arbitrary chosen. It follows from the definition of
a second-order isolated minimizer that there exist a cahétand a neighborhool > X such
that for everyx € SNN there isA* € C*, A* # 0, 3 ;(A)? = 1 with

A () — £(3] = Allx—X]| 2.

14



If we chooseu™ = 0, then(A*, u*) € A. By the definition of the functio we have
F() > A" [f(x) - F(X)] > Allx—x]%
Therefore

FY(xu) = liminf t4F(X+tu) — F(X)] > liminf At||u[|2=0. (26)
tLO,Uu—u,

tLo,u—u,
According to Inequality((26) we have®dV F(X). It follows from here that

FP(x0;u) = liminf 2t 2[F(X+tu) — F(X)] > Jiminf 2A||u||2 2Aull2> 0

t{0,U —u,

for all directionsu such thau # 0.

We prove c)= a). Suppose that conditioris {24) ahd| (25) hold. We provextisan isolated
local minimizer of second-order. Assume the contrary #iatnot an isolated local minimizer
of second-order. Therefore, for every sequefgg,’_, of positive numbers converging to zero,
there exists a sequenér} with x, € Ssuch that

=X < ek A-[f4) — F(9] < &llx—X]|?, VA €C". (27)

Thereforex, — X. Denotety = ||X« — X]|, dk = (X — X) /tx. Passing to a subsequence, we may
suppose thaty — d where||d|| = 1. It follows from the definition of the functioR that

F (%) = max{A - [f(x) — F ()] +1-9(x) [ (A, p) € A}

Taking into accoun{{27) ang{x() € —K we conclude thaf (x) < &t2. Hence

FY(56d) < liminf t 1[F (X+tedk) — F (X)] < liminf g = 0.
k—>o0 koo

It follows from (24) that Oc JF (x) andrFY (x;d) = 0. We have
F@(50;d) < liminf 2t-2F (X+ td) < liminf 2g, =0,
k— o0 k—0

which is contrary to the assumptidn {25). O

7 Comparison with some previous results

In this section, we review a lot of necessary and sufficietitrgdity conditions in unconstrained
optimization and prove that they follow from Theorelms 1 e Darticular cases.
The following necessary conditions in terms of Dini derivas are well-known:

Proposition 5. Letx € domf be a local minimizer of the function f. Then
fo(cu) >0 forall ucE (28)

and
fo(xuy=0 = f3(xu)>0, (29)
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In the next claim and example we compare the lower Hadamaidatiges with the lower
Dini derivatives. If some point do not satisfy the necessary conditions in terms of Diniaderi
tives, then it is not a local minimizer. We prove that in thésse Theorerl 1 also detects tha
not a local minimizer. In the example, we show that theretduisctions such that Theorem 1
can reject the point as a possible minimizer, but PropagHicannot.

Proposition 6. Let f:[E — RU {4} be an arbitrary proper extended real function. Suppose
thatx € domf be a point such that(28) or (29) do not hold. Then at leastafribe inequalities
(@) is not satisfied.

Proof. Suppose that there exists a directioa E such that[(2B) fails. Then
tY(xu) < f4(Xu) <0

and the first inequality of (2) also fails.

Suppose that there exists a directioa E such that[(2B) is not satisfied. Théf (xu) <
fL(xu) = 0. If there exists a direction € E with fP(xv) < 0, then [2) fails. Otherwise
fV(xv) >0 for all ve E. Thereforef™(xu) =0, 0 8V (%) and f? (x0;u) is well
defined. We have

12 (x0;u) < iminf 2t2[f (X+tu) — (X)) = fA(Xu) < O,

becausd] (x;u) = 0. Thus[2) also fails. O

Example 3. Consider the function of two variables

=0 +X3), if xp=X2, x>0,
fxa,x2) = { 0 otherwise

The pointx= (0, 0) is not a local minimizer. Easy calculations give that tx,u) = Ofor every
direction uc R?. Therefore(0,0) € dfl)f(@. We have f)(ZO, u) = —2, whereu = (1,0) and
Theoreni L detects thatis not a minimizer. On the other hang(k, u) = f5(x,u) = O for every
direction ue R? and the lower Dini derivatives cannot detect thés not a minimizer.

In the paper([4], the authors introduced the so callstiable functions and generalized
some earlier conditions for an isolated local minimum inamstrained optimization to these
functions. We prove that the main result in this papér [4,0Fbm 6] is a particular case of
Theoreni 2.

Lemma 7 ([4]). Let f: E — R be a continuous function on some neighborhood of the point
x € E and I-stable at x. Then f is Lipschitz on a neighborhood of x.

Proposition 7 ([4]). Let f:IE — R be continuous on some neighborhood ef K and let f be
|-stable at x. If
fo(x;h)=0 and f(x;h) >0 Vh#0, (30)

then x is an isolated local minimizer of ord2for f.
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Proof. Suppose that conditions (30) are satisfied. Then it followwsnfLemmaV thatf is
Lipschitz on some neighborhood &f Therefore, the lower Hadamard and Dini derivatives

coincide, thatisf ™Y (x;h) = f4 (x;h) = 0 for everyh € S. It follows from here that @& 'V f (x)
andf? (x;0;h) exists. Equality[(16) is satisfied by Lemina 2 It follows froeré that

(A N T N 2
f (x,O,h)_tIl{)T]h;gfh 2[f(x+th") — f(x)]/t
— limi _ 2§l (e

= tllg,]h!lfh 2[f(x+th) — f(x)]/t= = f5(x;h),

which implies thatfﬁz)(x;o;h) = f3(x;h) > 0 for eachh € S’ Then, by Theorerhl 2 is an
isolated minimizer of second order. O

The following optimality conditions were derived in [13].

Proposition 8 ([13]). Consider a given function fE — R, which belongs to the clagd"!.
(Necessary conditions) Let x be a local minimizer of f. THéix) = 0 and for each = E it
holds f(x;u) > 0.

(Sufficient Conditions) Let the poirtsatisfy the following conditions:

Of(x)=0, f5(xu)>0,VueE,u#0. (31)

Then x is an isolated minimizer of second-order. Conversebry isolated minimizer of second-
order satisfies these conditions.

It follows from Lemmd 2 that Propositidn 8 is a corollary ofddrems$ 1l and 2. The condi-
tions for isolated local minimum are particular case of Pon[7.
Consider the second-order lower directional derivative

fEp(X;u,v) == Iir{lionf t= YO f (x4 tu)(v) — OF (X) (V)]

The following result([3, Theorem 3.1] is a corollary of thdfgtient conditions in Theorem
2:

Proposition 9 ([3]). Consider a given function fE — R, which belongs to the clagd"! on
some neighborhood of x. If

Of(x)=0, and fp(xu,u) >0, VuecE\{0}, (32)
then f attains a strict local minimum at x.

Proof. Suppose thaf satisfies Condition$ (32). We prove that Conditidns (319 &isld. De-
note@ (t) = f(x+tu). It follows from here thatp’(t) = Of (x+tu)(u) and¢’(0) = 0. Then

fap(X; u,u) == Iirm)nf ¢’'(t)/t, and fL(xu)= Iir{lionf 2[p(t) — ¢ (0)]/t2
By Conditions[(32) we have limink ¢'(t)/t > 0. Therefore, there exist > 0 andd > 0 such
that
¢'(t) > at, Vte(0,9).
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On the other hand . .
¢(t)—¢(0):/0 q)’(s)ds>/0 asds= at?/2.

Hence, by Propositidd 8 and Theordms & an isolated minimizer of second-order. Therefore,
the function attains an isolated local minimum of secontkeoatx. O

We will not generalize the necessary conditions in [3], liseathey are obtained in terms
of another second-order upper generalized derivative lamauathor’'s proof is very short. We
should mention that Propositidh 9 is an generalization efthfficient conditions by Cominetti,
Correal[9, Proposition 5.2] and alsd [6, Proposition 626, [Theorem 5.1 (ii)],.[[27, Theorem
4.2 (ii)]. Therefore, these results are covered by our safficconditions.

In several papers, R. W. Chaney introduced and studied aademoler directional deriva-
tive; see, for example, [7]. We recall the definition of theidetive of Chaney.

It is called that a sequendey}, Xk € E, Xk # X converges to a point< E in directionu € E,

u # 0 iff the sequencé(xx — X)/||X« — X||} converges ta.

Let f : R" — R be a locally Lipschitz function. Denote its Clarke genamdi gradient at
the pointx by d f (x). Suppose that is a nonzero vector iR". Denote byd, f (x) the set of all
vectorsx” such that there exist sequendeg} and{x; } with x; € df(x), {x} converges tx
in directionu, and{x; } converges tx*. Reallyd, f(x) C df(x).

Definition 18 ([7]). Let f: R" — R be a locally Lipschitz function. Suppose that R",
ueR", and X € g,f(x). Then the second-order lower derivative of Chanéyxfx*;u) at
(x,x*) in direction u is defined to be the infinimum of all numbers

liminf 2[f (x¢) — (X) — X* (% — X)] /2,

taken over all triples of sequencé}, {x}, and{x;} for which
(@)t > Ofor each k andx} converges to x,

(b) {t} converges t® and{(xx — X) /t} converges to u,

(c) {x¢} converges toxwith x; € d f(x,) for each k.

The following claims due to Huang and Ng [20, Theorems 2.2 a&d 2.9] are important
necessary and sufficient conditions for optimality in uratcained optimization. The necessary
conditions are generalizations of the respective resukkgd Chaney [7, Theorem 1], where the
function is semismooth.

Proposition 10([20]). Let f: R" — R be a locally Lipschitz function. Suppose thgtX v) > 0,
for all v e R". For u € R" with norm1, if f4(x;u) =0, then0 € d,f(x).

Lemma 8. Let f: R" — R be a locally Lipschitz function. Suppose that R" and ue R". If
0c dfu(x) and0 € aVf(x), then ' (x;0;u) = f? (x;0:u).

Proof. Denoteuy = (xx — X) /tx. Then
£ (x;0;u) = liminf 2[ f (x+teu) — ()] /t2,

where the limes infinimum is taken over all pairs of sequeRugs {ux}, which satisfy Condi-
tions (a) and (b) from Definition 18. It follows from here that

£(x0;u) = liminf 2[f (x+tu) — f(x)]/t2= 2 (x0;u),

tlo,u—u

which completes the proof. 0J
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Proposition 11([20]). Let f:R" — R be a locally Lipschitz function. Suppose that
fo(Gv) >0, WeR" v£0.

If f”(x;0;u) > 0 for all unit vectors ue R" for which f;(X;u) = 0, thenx is a strict local
minimizer.

Proof. Since f is locally Lipschitz, thenfﬁl)(i;v) = f5(X;v) > O for all directionsv € R".
Therefore 0c 9 f(X). Suppose thaf;(x;u) = 0 for some unit direction. It follows from
Lemmd8 that

@ (x0;u) = /(X 0;u) >0,
because by Proposition]10 we have @, f(x). Then, according to Theorem 2 the pairis an
isolated local minimizer. O

It is seen that our proof is shorter than the proof in [20].

Proposition 12 ([20]). Letx be a local minimum point of the locally Lipschitz functiomrfd
u € R" with norm1 such that §(x;u) = 0. Then

0edyf(x) and f'(x;0;u)>0.
Proof. Let f;(x;u) =0 for some unit direction. By Propositions arid 10, we have @, f (x).
Then, by Lemmal8f” (x;0;u) = £2 (X;0;u). Thus the claim follows from Theorelmh 1. [

Ben-Tal and Zowe introduced the following second-ordeivaéire of a functionf : E — R
at the pointx € E in directionsu € E andz € E:

fez(6u,2) = lim t2[f (x4 tu+t%2) — () ~tF'(xu)],
wheref’(x;u) := lim¢ ;o t =3[ f (x+tu) — f(X)] is the usual directional derivative of first-order.

The following conditions are necessary for a local minimumterms of the derivative of
Ben-Tal and Zowe [5]:

Proposition 13. Letx be a local minimizer of fE — R. Then
f'(x;u) >0, VucE, (33)
f'(u)=0 = fgz(Xu,z)>0, vVzeE. (34)
In the next result, we prove that Conditiohs](33) dnd (34 )caresequence of(2):

Proposition 14. Let f: [E — R andx € E be a given function and a point respectively, such that
the derivatives f{x;u) and ,(X; u, z) exist for all directions e E and ze E. Then Conditions
(@) imply that(33) and (34) are satisfied ax.

Proof. Suppose thaf{2) holds. Then the inequafitx; u) > £ (X;u) > 0 implies that[(3B) is
satisfied. Letf’(x;u) = 0. Then the chain of relations

fez(XuU,2) = Iti[rgt‘z[f(i-l—t(u-l—tz)) — f(X)]
> liminf t2[f (x+tu) — £(x)] = 0.5f?(x0;u) > 0
tlo,u—u

show that[(34) is also satisfied for arbitraryg . O
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It was obtained by Auslenderl[2] (see Proposition 2.1 andlCoy 2.2) sufficient condi-
tions and necessary ones for an isolated minimum of secoet-tor a given locally Lipschitz
function. The necessary conditions are derived in term$&i@fupper Dini directional deriva-
tive and the sufficient ones in terms of the lower Dini directl derivative. The second-order
derivative, which is used in them, is not consistent withdlassical second-order Fréchet direc-
tional derivative. Both the necessary and the sufficientit@ns are consequence of Theorfidm 2
taking into account that the function is locally Lipschitedsthe Hadamard and Dini derivatives
coincide in this case.

Let f : X — R, be a given & function, defined on an open 96tc R", andxp € X. The
generalized Hessian matrix 6fatxg [18], denoted by??f (xo), is the set of matrices defined as
the convex hull of the set

{M | 3x — %o with f twice differentiable ak and0?f(x) — M}.
By constructiord?f (xo) is a nonempty compact convex set. The support bifunctiai? 6fxo)
is the second-order generalized derivative

fl1usn(6 U, V) == limsupt ~Y[Of (x+tu)(v) — Of (x)(v)].
X—Xp,t]0

The following necessary conditions are Theorem 3.1 in [¥&}.prove that it as a consequence
of Theorent L.

Proposition 15. Let f be aCl:! function on some open setXR" and » be a local minimizer
of f over X. Then for every direction @ R" there exists a matrix & d°f(xg) such that
(Ad,d) > 0.

Proof. Suppose the contrary that there exidts R" such that(Ad,d) < O for every matrix
A € 0%f(x9). Sinced?f(xo) is nonempty and compact, then we hakfk,sy(Xo0;d,d) < O.
Therefore

limsupt ~Y[Of (xo+1td)(d) — Of (x0)(d)] < O.
t/0

Denote@(t) = f(xo+td). It follows from here tha®’(t) = Of (xo +td)(d) and ¢’(0) = 0.
Then
limsupg’(t)/t <0

t/0
Therefore, there exist > 0 andd > 0 such that
¢'(t) < —at, vte(0,9).

On the other hand
t t
¢ (t)—(0) :/ ¢’(s)ds< —/ asds= —at?/2.
0 0
It follows from here that

f5(x;d) = liminf 2[¢(t) — ¢ (0)]/t2 < limsup2[p(t) — ¢ (0)] /12 < —a < 0
tJ0 t10

This result contradicts Propositibh 8 and Theokém 1. O
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Sufficient conditions for optimality were not obtained lir8]1 Therefore we have nothing
to compare with our results.
It is easy to prove the following necessary conditions byatgeiments of Propositidn 15:

Proposition 16. Let f be aCl! function on some open setXR" and x be a local minimizer
of f over X. Then

limsupt ~Y[0f (xg+td)(d) — Of (%0)(d)] >0, VvdeR"
t|0
Consider the second-order lower directional derivaiing}:[2

£75(x,u, V) := suplimsupt [0 (x+tz+tu) (v) — Of (x+t2)(V)].
zeX t]0

Proposition 17 ([28]). Let f be aCl! function on some open setXRR" and % be a local
minimizer of f over X. Thenyf(x;d,d) > 0 for every direction x R".

Propositiori 16 is sharper than Propositibns[1%, 17 and tbessary optimality conditions
in the paperi[3], also Theorem 7.1 in the paper [22], becawesedbviously follow from Propo-
sition[16.

In several papers Rockafellar studied the epi-derivativegch were introduced by the same
author. We prove that the optimality conditions for uncoaisied problems follow from our
results as particular case.

Definition 19 ([24]). Let a family of subsets; $ E, which is parametrized (or indexed) by
t > 0, be given. One says that &nverges to a subset S as®, written S= limy oS, iff

S=Ilimsup§ = liminf §,
t}0 tJ0

wherelimsup S andliminfy o § are the upper Kuratowski-Painlévimit of sets and the lower
one.

Definition 20 ([24]). Consider a family of functiong : R" — R, whereR = [, »]. One says
that ¢; epi-converges to a functiopi: R" — R as t 0, written

¢=emﬂ$@,
iff the epigraphsepi¢; converge to the epigrapbpi¢ in R" x R as t] 0 in the sense of
Kuratowski-Painle@.

Note that in this cas@ must be a lower semicontinuous function, if it is a epi-limit
follows from this definition that

6(£) =limsup inf (&) =liminf inf_¢:(&"),

tljo  §'—¢ ti0
where
limsup inf "=limlim sup inf N,
t10 pE/_>£ ¢t(€ ) €l0 the(O,E) 5/65+sB¢t(€ )
liminf inf N =limlim inf inf Y = liminf N, 35
Igpgk@ﬁd Qgﬁé&mé&w@@)tﬁyk@@) (35)

HereB is the unit closed ball centered at the origin (see [24, p).82]
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Definition 21 ([24]). A function f is said to be epi-differentiable at a point x ifétfirst-order
difference quotient functions

Oxi(&) = [f(x+t&) — f(x)]/t fort>0

have the property that the limit functior #= epi—lim¢ o ¢x; exists and f(O) > —c. Then
the values [f(&) are called first-order directional derivatives of f at x. Acter ve E is a
epi-gradient of f at x iff §(&) > (&,v) forall £ € E.

Definition 22 ([24]). A function f is called twice epi-differentiable at x relagito a vector v iff
it is (once) epi-differentiable at x in the sense of the pdatg definition and the second-order
difference quotient functions

Buvt (&) = 2[f (x+1E) — F(X) —t(E, V)] /t2

have the property that the limit functiof,f:= epi—lim¢ o ¢x vt exists and f,(0) > —co. Then
the values Jf, (&) are called second-order (directional) epi-derivativesfait x relative to v.

Proposition 18([25]). Let f: R" — R be a lower semicontinuous function, and let x be a point
where f is finite and twice epi-differentiable

(a) (Necessary condition). If f has a local minimum at x, tBas an epi-gradient of f at x
and f/, > Oforall §.

(b) (Sufficient conditions) If 0 is an epi-gradient of f at x arj} £ 0 for all & # 0, then f
has a second-order isolated local minimum at x. ’

Proof. It follows from (35) that fﬁl)(x;f) = (&), the set of epi-gradients coincides with
oW f(x) when the function is epi-differentiable. Again, iy (35)2 (x v &) = (&) when
the function is twice epi-differentiable. Therefore, thexzassary conditions follow from Theo-
rem 1, the sufficient conditions follow from Theoréin 2. O

A similar notion was introduced by Cominetti [8], where th@-eonvergence is replaced
by Mosco convergence of sets. The optimality conditionauftzonstrained problems are also
particular case of Theorerhs 1 ddd 2.

The derivative, which were used in [19], do not coincideshwite second-order classical
derivative. Therefore, it is not a real derivative. The dtinds there cannot be generalized to
higher-order ones.
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