arXiv:2405.09869v1 [math.OC] 16 May 2024

OPTIMALITY CONDITIONS AT INFINITY FOR NONSMOOTH MINIMAX PROGRAMMING

NGUYEN VAN TUYEN^1, KWAN DEOK BAE^2, AND DO SANG KIM^3

Abstract. This paper is devoted to study of optimality conditions at infinity in nonsmooth minimax programming problems and applications. By means of the limiting subdifferential and normal cone at infinity, we dirive necessary and sufficient optimality conditions of Karush–Kuhn–Tucker type for nonsmooth minimax programming problems with constraint. The obtained results are applied to a nonsmooth vector optimization problem.

1. Introduction

In this paper, we are interested in optimality conditions at infinity for the following constrained minimax optimization problem

min_{x∈F} max_{1≤i≤m} f_i(x),

where the feasible set F is defined by F := {x ∈ Ω | g_j (x) ≤ 0, j = 1, . . . , p}, Ω is a nonempty and closed subset of R^n , f_i and g_j are lower semicontinuous functions.

Minmax optimization problems have many applications in various areas such as Chebyshev’s theory of best approximation [8], game theory [1, 4, 9, 11, 23, 24], vector optimization [2, 3, 5–7, 12, 13], ... and recently in machine learning [14, 15, 21].

The study of optimality conditions is one of the most attractive topics in optimization and plays a crucial role in both the theory and practice of optimization problems. The classical Fermat’s rule (or stationary principle) says that the derivative of a differentiable function vanishes at a point where the function attains its minimum. The nonsmooth version of Fermat’s rule states that if a lower semicontinuous function f : R^n → R := R ∪ {+∞} reaches its infimum at some point x̄ ∈ dom f, then 0 ∈ ∂^∗f(x̄), where ∂^∗ is a subdifferential of classical type; see, for example, [17, 18, 20, 22].

Date: May 17, 2024.

2020 Mathematics Subject Classification. 90C47 · 49K35 · 49J52 · 90C29.

Key words and phrases. Minimax programming · Optimality at infinity · Limiting subdifferential at infinity · Normal cone at infinity · Vector optimization.

In contrast with the above case there are many others to be found in which the functions are bounded from below but do not have a global minimum, for example, the function f(x) = e^x for all x ∈ R. Hence, Fermat’s rule cannot be applied for such cases. However, we can see that if a bounded from below function f : R^n → R does not attain its infimum, then there exists a sequence x_k tending to infinity such that f(x_k) tends to its infimum. A natural question arises: What kind of necessary optimality conditions can we derive in these cases?

Very recently, Nguyen and Pham [19] proposed the concepts of Clarke’s tangent and normal cones, subgradients, Lipschitz continuity, ..., at infinity and then they derived necessary optimality conditions for optimization problems in scenarios where objective functions are bounded from below but do not attain its minimum. Shortly thereafter, Kim, Nguyen and Pham [16] introduced the notions of limiting normal cones at infinity to unbounded sets as well as limiting and singular subdifferentials at infinity for extended real-valued functions. With the aid of these notions, the authors have succeeded in deriving necessary optimality conditions at infinity and studying weak sharp minima properties at infinity as well as stability results for optimization problems. It should be noted here that the concepts of Clarke and limiting subdifferentials at infinity are different and when a function is Lipschitz at infinity, then its limiting subdifferential is strictly smaller than the Clarke subdifferential at infinity; see [16, Proposition 5.6].

To the best of our knowledge, so far there have been no papers investigating optimality conditions at infinity for minimax optimization problems. This motivates us to study optimality conditions for such problems by using the limiting subdifferential and normal cone at infinity.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 contains some basic definitions from variational analysis and several auxiliary results. In particular, we present necessary and sufficient at infinity for optimality for a general optimization problem as well as derive a result for computing subdifferentials at infinity of maximum functions. In Section 3, we present necessary optimality conditions of Karush–Kuhn–Tucker type at infinity for minimax optimization problems. A sufficient condition at infinity for the nonemptiness and compactness of the solution set of such problems is also given in this section. The application of the obtained results to study optimality conditions at infinity for vector optimization problems is established in Section 4. In the last section, we give several concluding remarks.

2. Preliminaries 2.1. Normal cones and subdifferentials. Let us recall some notions related to generalized differentiation from [17,18,22]. Throughout the paper, we deal with the Euclidean space R^n equipped with the usual scalar product ⟨·, ·⟩ and the corresponding norm ‖ · ‖. The closed ball centered at x with radius r is denoted by B_r (x); when x is the origin of R^n we write B_r instead of B_r (x). The topological interior, the convex hull, and the positive hull of a set D ⊂ R^n are denoted, respectively, by int D, co D, and pos D.

Let F : R^n ⇒ R^m be a set-valued mapping. The domain and the graph of F are given, respectively, by dom F = {x ∈ R^n | F (x) ≠ ∅} and gph F = {(x, y) ∈ R^n × R^m | y ∈ F (x)}. We say that F is proper if dom F ≠ ∅. The limiting construction

Lim sup x→x̄ F (x) := { y ∈ R^m | ∃x_k → x̄, y_k → y with y_k ∈ F (x_k), ∀k = 1, 2, .... }

is known as the Painlevé–Kuratowski outer/upper limit of F at x̄.

Definition 2.1 (see [17, 18]). Let Ω be a nonempty subset of R^n and x̄ ∈ Ω.

(i) The regular/Fréchet normal cone to Ω at x̄ is defined by ^N(x̄, Ω) = { v ∈ R^n | lim sup x^Ω−→x̄ ⟨v, x − x̄⟩ ‖x − x̄‖ ≤ 0 } ,

where x^Ω−→ x̄ means that x → x̄ and x ∈ Ω.

(ii) The limiting/Mordukhovich normal cone to Ω at x̄ is given by N(x̄, Ω) = Lim sup x^Ω−→x̄ ^N(x, Ω).

We put ^N(x̄, Ω) = N(x̄, Ω) = ∅ if x̄ ∉ Ω.

Clearly, one always has ^N(x, Ω) ⊂ N(x, Ω), ∀x ∈ Ω. Consider a function f : R^n → R := R ∪ {+∞} with the effective domain dom f := {x ∈ R^n | f(x) < +∞} and the epigraph epi f := {(x, α) ∈ R^n × R | α ≥ f(x)}. We call f a proper function if its domf is a nonempty set.

Definition 2.2 (see [17, 18]). Consider a function f : R^n → R and a point x̄ ∈ domf.

(i) The regular/Fréchet subdifferential of f at x̄ is ^∂f(x̄) := {v ∈ R^n | (v, −1) ∈ ^N_{epif} (x̄, f(x̄))}. (ii) The limiting/Mordukhovich subdifferential of f at x̄ is ∂f(x̄) := {v ∈ R^n | (v, −1) ∈ N_{epif} (x̄, f(x̄))}, and the limiting/Mordukhovich singular subdifferential of f at x̄ is ∂^∞f(x̄) := {v ∈ R^n | ∃v_k ∈ ^∂f(x̄), λ_k ↓ 0, λ_kv_k → v}. It is well-known that ∂f(x̄) = Lim sup x^f−→x̄ ^∂f(x) ⊇ ^∂f(x),

where x^f−→ x̄ means that x → x̄ and f(x) → f(x̄). In particular, if f is a convex function, then the subdifferentials ^∂f(x̄) and ∂f(x̄) coincide with the subdifferential in the sense of convex analysis.

For the singular subdifferential, we have ∂^∞f(x̄) ⊆ {v ∈ R^n | (v, 0) ∈ N_{epif} (x̄, f(x̄))}, see, for example, [22]. This relationship holds with equality whenever f is lower semicontinuous (l.s.c.) at x̄.

Let Ω ⊂ R^n , we define the indicator function δ_Ω : R^n → R by

δ_Ω(x) :=

0 if x ∈ Ω, +∞ otherwise.

It holds that ∂δ_Ω(x) = ∂^∞δ_Ω(x) = N_Ω(x) for any x ∈ Ω.

Some calculus rules for the limiting/Mordukhovich and singular subdifferentials used later are collected in the following lemmas (see [17, 18, 22]).

Lemma 2.1 (Fermat rule, see [17, Proposition 1.114]). If a proper function f : R^n → R has a local minimum at x̄, then 0 ∈ ^∂f(x̄) ⊂ ∂f(x̄).

Lemma 2.2 (see [18, Theorem 4.10]). Let f_i : R^n → R, i = 1, . . . , m with m ≥ 2, be Lipschitz around x̄. Then the subdifferential of maximum function holds

∂(max f_i)(x̄) ⊆ ∑ i∈I(x̄) λ_i∂f_i(x̄) | λ_i ≥ 0, ∑ i∈I(x̄) λ_i = 1 , where I(x̄) := {i ∈ {1, . . . , m} | f_i(x̄) = (max f_i)(x̄)}.

We now recall the Ekeland variational principle (see [10]).

Lemma 2.3 (Ekeland variational principle). Let f : R^n → R be a proper l.s.c. function and bounded from below. Let ϵ > 0 and x_0 ∈ R^n be given such that f(x_0) ≤ inf_{x∈Rn} f(x) + ϵ. Then, for any λ > 0 there is a point x_1 ∈ R^n satisfying the following conditions (i) f(x_1) ≤ f(x_0), (ii) ‖x_1 − x_0‖ ≤ λ, and (iii) f(x_1) ≤ f(x) + ϵ λ ‖x − x_1‖ for all x ∈ R^n .

2.2. Normal cones and subdifferentials at infinity. Let Ω be a locally closed subset of R^n , i.e., for any x ∈ Ω there is a neighborhood U of x for which Ω ∩ U is closed. Let I be a nonempty subset of {1, . . . , n}. Consider the projection π : R^n → R^{#I} , x := (x_1, . . . , x_n) → (x_i)_{i∈I} and assume that the set π(Ω) is unbounded. In what follows, the notation π(x)^Ω−→ ∞ means that x ∈ Ω and ‖π(x)‖ → ∞.

Definition 2.3 (see [16]). The normal cone to the set Ω at infinity (with respect to the index set I) is defined by N_Ω(∞_I ) := Lim sup π(x)^Ω−→∞ ^N_Ω(x). When I = {1, . . . , n}, we write N_Ω(∞) instead of N_Ω(∞_I ).

The following result gives the intersection rule for normals at infinity. Proposition 2.1 (see [16, Proposition 3.7]). Let Ω_1, Ω_2 be locally closed subsets of R^n satisfying the normal qualification condition at infinity N_{Ω1} (∞_I ) ∩ ( − N_{Ω2} (∞_I ) ) = {0}. Then we have the inclusion N_{Ω1∩Ω2} (∞_I ) ⊂ N_{Ω1} (∞_I ) + N_{Ω2} (∞_I ).

Now let f : R^n → R be a lower semicontinuous function and let I := {1, . . . , n} ⊂ {1, . . . , n, n + 1}. To avoid triviality, we will assume that f is proper at infinity in the sense that the set domf is unbounded.

Definition 2.4 (see [16]). The limiting/Mordukhovich and the singular subdifferentials of f at infinity are defined, respectively, by ∂f(∞) := {u ∈ R^n | (u, −1) ∈ N }, ∂^∞f(∞) := {u ∈ R^n | (u, 0) ∈ N }, where N := Lim sup_{x→∞} N_{epif} (x, f(x)).

The following result gives limiting representations of limiting and singular subgradients at infinity.

Proposition 2.2 (see [16, Proposition 4.4]). The following relationships hold ∂f(∞) = Lim sup_{x→∞} ∂f(x), ∂^∞f(∞) = Lim sup x→∞,r↓0 r∂f(x), ∂^∞f(∞) ⊇ Lim sup_{x→∞} ∂^∞f(x). Remark 2.1. Let Ω be an unbounded and closed subset of R^n . Then by Proposition 2.2 and [18, Proposition 1.19], we have ∂δ_Ω(∞) = ∂^∞δ_Ω(∞) = N_Ω(∞).

We now recall the notion of the Lipschitzness at infinity for l.s.c. functions (see [16, 19]). Definition 2.5. Let f : R^n → R be a l.s.c function. We say that f is Lipschitz at infinity if there exist constants L > 0 and R > 0 such that |f(x) − f(x^′)| ≤ L‖x − x^′‖ for all x, x^′ ∈ R^n \ B_R . The following result gives a characterization for the Lipschitzness at infinity of l.s.c. functions.

Proposition 2.3 (see [16, Proposition 5.2]). Let f : R^n → R be a l.s.c. function. Then f is Lipschitz at infinity if and only if ∂^∞f(∞) = {0}. In this case, ∂f(∞) is nonempty compact.

The next result presents sum rules for both basic and singular subdifferentials at infinity.

Proposition 2.4 (cf. [16, Proposition 4.9]). Let f_1, . . . , f_m : R^n → R be l.s.c. functions such that the following subdifferential qualification condition at infinity [u_1 + . . . + u_m = 0, u_i ∈ ∂^∞f_i(∞)] ⇒ u_i = 0, i = 1, . . . , m, (1) is valid. Then one has the inclusions ∂(f_1 + . . . + f_m)(∞) ⊂ ∂f_1(∞) + . . . + ∂f_m(∞), ∂^∞(f_1 + . . . + f_m)(∞) ⊂ ∂^∞f_1(∞) + . . . + ∂^∞f_m(∞).

Remark 2.2. Clearly, by Proposition 2.3, the subdifferential qualification condition (1) holds at infinity if functions f_1, . . . , f_m, except, possibly, one are Lipschitz at infinity.

We now present a necessary optimality condition at infinity for a general optimization problem of the form min_{x∈Ω} f(x), (P_0) where f : R^n → R is a l.s.c. function and Ω is a nonempty and closed subset of R^n . Theorem 2.1 (Fermat rule, cf. [16, Theorem 6.1]). Assume that the following conditions hold:

(i) domf ∩ Ω is unbounded. (ii) ∂^∞f(∞) ∩ ( − N_Ω(∞) ) = {0}. (iii) f is bounded from below on Ω, i.e., f_∗ := inf_{x∈Ω} f(x) is finite. If there exists a sequence x_k^Ω−→ ∞ such that f(x_k) → f_∗, then 0 ∈ ∂f(∞) + N_Ω(∞).

Proof. We first consider the case that Ω = R^n . Then N_Ω(∞) = {0}. For each k ∈ N, we have f_∗ ≤ f(x_k) ≤ f_∗ + ( f(x_k) − f_∗ + 1 k ) . Clearly, ϵ_k := f(x_k) − f_∗ +^1_k > 0 and ϵ_k → 0 as k → ∞. Put λ_k := √ ϵ_k, then by the Ekeland variational principle (Lemma 2.3), there exists x^′_k ∈ R^n for k > 0 such that ‖x_k − x^′_k‖ ≤ λ_k, f(x^′_k) ≤ f(x) + λ_k‖x − x^′_k‖ for all x ∈ R^n .

The first inequality and the fact that x_k → ∞ imply that the sequence x^′_k → ∞. While the second inequality says that x^′_k is a global minimizer of the function φ(·) := f(·) + λ_k‖ · −x^′_k‖ on R^n . By the Fermat rule (Lemma 2.1), we obtain 0 ∈ ∂ (f(·) + λ_k‖ · −x^′_k‖) (x^′_k). By the Lipschitz property of the function ‖ · −x^′_k‖ and the sum rule (see [18, Theorem 2.19]), we have 0 ∈ ∂f(x^′_k) + λ_k∂(‖ · −x^′_k‖)(x^′_k) = ∂f(x^′_k) + λ_kB due to ∂(‖ · −x^′_k‖)(x^′_k) = B . Hence, 0 ∈ ∂f(x^′_k) + λ_kB , and so there is u_k ∈ ∂f(x^′_k) such that ‖u_k‖ ≤ λ_k. Since λ_k → 0, by letting k → ∞ and applying Proposition 2.2, we obtain 0 ∈ ∂f(∞).

We now consider the case that Ω is an arbitrary subset of R^n . We have f_∗ = inf_{x∈Rn} (f + δ_Ω) (x) = inf_{x∈Ω} f(x) > −∞, where δ_Ω : R^n → R stands for the indicator function of the set Ω. Clearly, f(x_k)+δ_Ω(x_k) → f_∗. Therefore, 0 ∈ ∂(f + δ_Ω)(∞) (by the argument employed in the first case). This, together with Proposition 2.4 and the assumption (ii), yields 0 ∈ ∂f(∞) + N_Ω(∞). □ The following theorem gives a sufficient condition at infinity for the nonemptiness and compactness of (P_0).

Theorem 2.2. Assume that condition (ii) of Theorem 2.1 is satisfied. If f is bounded from below on Ω and 0 /∈ ∂f(∞) + N_Ω(∞), (2) then the global solution set of (P_0), denoted by sol(P_0), is nonempty and compact. Proof. Since f is bounded from below on Ω, f_∗ := inf_{x∈Ω} f(x) is finite. By the definition of infimum, there exists a sequence x_k ∈ Ω such that f(x_k) → f_∗ as k → ∞. If the condition (2) holds, then by Theorem 2.1 the sequence x_k is bounded. By passing to a subsequence if necessary we may assume that x_k converges to some x̄. Since Ω is closed, x̄ ∈ Ω. By the lower semicontinuity of f, we have f(x̄) ≤ lim inf_{x→x̄} f(x) ≤ lim_{k→∞} f(x_k) = f_∗.

This implies that f(x̄) = f_∗, or, equivalently, x̄ is a global minimum of f on Ω. This means that sol(P_0) is nonempty. Furthermore, we see that

sol(P_0) = {x ∈ Ω | f(x) ≤ f_∗} = {x ∈ Ω | f(x) = f_∗}.

This set is closed due to the lower semicontinuity of f and the closedness of Ω. By Theorem 2.1 and (2), sol(P_0) is bounded and so it is compact. The proof is complete. □

2.3. Subdifferential of maximum functions at infinity. In this subsection, we proceed with evaluating limiting and singular subdifferentials at infinity of maxima of finitely many functions.

Theorem 2.3. Let f_1, . . . , f_m : R^n → R be Lipschitz at infinity functions. Then we have ∂(max f_i)(∞) ⊆ co {∂f_1(∞), . . . , ∂f_m(∞)} , (3) ∂^∞(max f_i)(∞) = {0}.

Proof. Since f_i, i = 1, . . . , m, are Lipschitz at infinity, it is easy to check that (max f_i) is also Lipschitz at infinity. So by Proposition 2.3, one has ∂^∞(max f_i)(∞) = {0}. We now take any z ∈ ∂(max f_i)(∞), then there exist sequences x_k → ∞ and z_k ∈ ∂(max f_i)(x_k) such that z_k → z as k → ∞. Since f_i, i = 1, . . . , m, are Lipschitz at infinity, we can assume that these functions are locally Lipschitz around x_k with the same modulus L > 0 for all k large enough. Hence, ‖u‖ ≤ L for all u ∈ ∂f_1(x_k), i = 1, . . . , m and k large enough. By Lemma 2.2, we have ∂(max f_i)(x_k) ⊆ co {∂f_1(x_k), . . . , ∂f_m(x_k)} .

Hence, there exist λ^i_k ≥ 0, i = 1, . . . , m, with ∑_m i=1 λ^i_k = 1 and u^i_k ∈ ∂f_i(x_k), i = 1, . . . , m such that z_k = ∑_m i=1 λ^i_ku^i_k. By passing to a subsequence if necessary we may assume that λ^i_k → λ_i and u^i_k → u_i, i = 1, . . . , m, as k → ∞. Hence, u_i ∈ ∂^∞f_i(∞), ∑_m i=1 λ_i = 1 and z = ∑_m i=1 λ_iu_i. This means that z ∈ co {∂f_1(∞), . . . , ∂f_m(∞)} and thus (3) holds. The proof is complete. □

3. Optimality conditions at infinity

Let Ω be a nonempty and closed subset of R^n , I := {1, . . . , m} and J := {1, . . . , p}. Let us consider a minimax programming problem of the following form

min_{x∈F} max_{i∈I} f_i(x), (P)

where the feasible set F is defined by F := {x ∈ Ω | g_j(x) ≤ 0, j ∈ J} (4) and f_i, i ∈ I, and g_j, j ∈ J, are l.s.c functions. Denote f := (f_1, . . . , f_m), g := (g_1, . . . , g_p) and φ := max_{i∈I} f_i.

Hereafter, we assume that F is nonempty and unbounded set, f and g are Lipschitz at infinity, and the maxima function φ is bounded from below on F.

Definition 3.1. We say that the constraint qualification condition (CQ) holds at infinity if there do not exist β_j ≥ 0, j ∈ J, such that ∑ j∈J β_j > 0 and 0 ∈ ∑ j∈J β_j ∂g_j (∞) + N_Ω(∞). (5)

The following result gives a necessary optimality condition of Karush–Kuhn–Tucker (KKT) type at infinity to problem (P).

Theorem 3.1. Assume that the condition (CQ) holds at infinity. If there is a sequence x_k^F−→ ∞ such that φ(x_k) → φ_∗ := inf_{x∈F} φ(x), then there exist α := (α_1, . . . , α_m) ∈ R^m_+ \ {0} and β := (β_1, . . . , β_p) ∈ R^p_+ such that 0 ∈ ∑ i∈I α_i∂f_i(∞) + ∑ j∈J β_j ∂g_j (∞) + N_Ω(∞). (6)

Proof. Since f_i, i ∈ I, are Lipschitz at infinity, φ is also Lipschitz at infinity. Hence, all assumptions of Theorem 2.1 are satisfied. Then, one has 0 ∈ ∂φ(∞) + N_F (∞). (7) By Theorem 2.3, we have ∂φ(∞) ⊆ co {∂f_1(∞), . . . , ∂f_m(∞)} . (8) On the other hand, by letting C := {x ∈ R^n | g_j(x) ≤ 0, j ∈ J}, then one has F = C ∩ Ω.

We first claim that N_C (∞) ⊂ pos {∂g_1(∞), . . . , ∂g_p(∞)}, (9) where pos {∂g_1(∞), . . . , ∂g_p(∞)} := {_p ∑ i=1 β_j v_j | β_j ≥ 0, v_j ∈ ∂g_j (∞), j = 1, . . . , p } . Indeed, take any u ∈ N_C (∞). Clearly, u = 0 ∈ pos {∂g_1(∞), . . . , ∂g_p(∞)}. So we consider the case that u ≠ 0. Then there exist sequence x_k^C−→ ∞ and u_k ∈ N_C (x_k) such that u_k → u as k → ∞. Without loss of generality, we may assume that u_k ≠ 0 for all k ∈ N. Since g_j , j ∈ J, are Lipschitz at infinity and x_k^C−→ ∞, we may assume that g_j , j ∈ J, are locally Lipschitz with the same modulus L > 0 at x_k for all k large enough. Then by [17, Corollary 4.36] one has N_C (x_k) ⊂ pos {∂g_1(x_k), . . . , ∂g_p(x_k)} for all k large enough, i.e., there exist β^j_k ≥ 0 and v^j_k ∈ ∂g_j (x_k), j ∈ J, such that

u_k = ∑ j∈J β^j_kv^j_k. (10)

Since u_k ≠ 0, one has β_k := ∑ j∈J β^j_k > 0. Moreover, by the locally Lipschitz property at x_k of g_j , j ∈ J, ‖v^j_k‖ ≤ L for all j ∈ J and k large enough. Dividing two sides of (10) by β_k we obtain u_k β_k = ∑ j∈J β^j_k β_k v^j_k. (11)

Since sequences^{βjk}_{βk} and v^j_k are bounded, by passing to a subsequence if necessary we can assume that^{βjk}_{βk} → β_j ≥ 0 and v^j_k → v_j ∈ ∂g_j (∞).

If the sequence β_k is unbounded, then^{uk}_{βk} → 0. Since ∑ j∈J β^j_k β_k = 1, one has ∑ j∈J β_j = 1. Now by letting k → ∞ in (11) we obtain 0 = ∑ j∈J β_j v_j , contrary to (5). Thus the sequence β_k is bounded. By passing to a subsequence if necessary we can assume that β_k → β ≥ 0. If β = 0, then it follows from (10) that u = lim_{k→∞} u_k = 0, a contradiction. So β > 0. Letting k → ∞ in (11) we obtain u = β ∑ j∈J β_j v_j ∈ pos {∂g_1(∞), . . . , ∂g_p(∞)}, as required.

We now show that N_C (∞) ∩ (−N_Ω(∞)) = {0} and hence by Proposition 2.1 and (9) we have

N_F (∞) ⊂ N_C (∞) + N_Ω(∞) ⊂ pos {∂g_1(∞), . . . , ∂g_p(∞)} + N_Ω(∞). (12)

Indeed, let u ∈ N_C (∞) ∩ (−N_Ω(∞)). Then by (9), there exist β_j ≥ 0 and v_j ∈ ∂g_j (∞), j ∈ J, such that u = ∑ j∈J β_j v_j. Hence, 0 = ∑ j∈J β_jv_j − u.

Since the condition (CQ) holds at infinity, we deduce that β_j = 0, j ∈ J, or, equivalently, u = 0, as required.

Combining (7), (8) and (12) we obtain 0 ∈ co {∂f_1(∞), . . . , ∂f_m(∞)} + pos {∂g_1(∞), . . . , ∂g_p(∞)} + N_Ω(∞). This means that there exist α := (α_1, . . . , α_m) ∈ R^m_+ \ {0} and β := (β_1, . . . , β_p) ∈ R^p_+ satisfying (6). The proof is complete. □ Let us see a simple example to illustrate the above theorem.

Example 3.1. Let f_1, f_2, g : R → R be functions defined respectively by f_1(x) =^1_{|x|+1} , f_2(x) = 0, g(x) = x and let Ω = R. Is is easy to see that f_1, f_2 and g are Lipschitz at infinity, ∂f_1(∞) = ∂f_2(∞) = 0, ∂g(∞) = 1 and N_Ω(∞) = {0}. Hence, the condition (CQ) holds at infinity. Furthermore, φ(x) = max{f_1(x), f_2(x)} = 1 |x| + 1 ∀x ∈ R. Clearly, φ_∗ = inf_{x∈F} φ(x) = 0 and φ does not attain its infimum on F. Then by Theorem 3.1, there exist (α_1, α_2) ∈ R^2_+ \ {0} and β ≥ 0 such that 0 ∈ α_1∂f_1(∞) + α_2∂f_2(∞) + β∂g(∞).

The following theorem gives sufficient conditions for the nonempty and compactness of the global solution set of (P). This result is a direct consequence of Theorems 2.2 and 3.1. Theorem 3.2. If the condition (CQ) holds at infinity and 0 /∈ co {∂f_1(∞), . . . , ∂f_m(∞)} + pos {∂g_1(∞), . . . , ∂g_p(∞)} + N_Ω(∞), then the global solution set of (P) is nonempty and compact. 4. Applications to vector optimization problems In this section, we consider the following vector optimization problem: Min_Rm_+ {f(x) | x ∈ F}, (VP) where the feasible set F is defined by (4) and R^m_+ is the nonnegative orthant of R^m and given by R^m_+ := {x = (x_1, . . . , x_m) ∈ R^m | x_i ≥ 0, i ∈ I}. Definition 4.1. Let y ∈ cl f(F). We say that

(i) y is a weak Pareto (optimal) value of (VP) if f(F) ∩ (y − int R^m_+ ) = ∅.

The set of all weak Pareto values of (VP) is denoted by val^w (VP). (ii) y is a Pareto (optimal) value of (VP) if f(F) ∩ (y − R^m_+ \ {0}) = ∅. The set of all Pareto values of (VP) is denoted by val (VP).

(iii) A point x̄ ∈ F is said to be a weak Pareto solution (resp., Pareto solution) of problem (VP) if f(x̄) is a weak Pareto value (resp. Pareto value) of (VP). The set of all weak Pareto solutions (resp., Pareto solutions) of (VP) is denoted by sol^w (VP) (resp., sol (VP)).

Remark 4.1. By definition, it is clear that val (VP) ⊂ val^w (VP) and sol (VP) ⊂ sol^w (VP).

The following theorem presents a necessary optimality condition of KKT type for a weak Pareto value at infinity of problem (VP).

Theorem 4.1. Let ȳ ∈ val^w(VP). Assume that the condition (CQ) holds at infinity. If there is a sequence x_k^F−→ ∞ such that f(x_k) → ȳ, then there exist α := (α_1, . . . , α_m) ∈ R^m_+ \ {0} and β := (β_1, . . . , β_p) ∈ R^p_+ such that 0 ∈ ∑ i∈I α_i∂f_i(∞) + ∑ j∈J β_j ∂g_j (∞) + N_Ω(∞). (13)

Proof. Assume that ȳ = (ȳ_1, . . . , ȳ_m) ∈ val^w(VP). For each i ∈ I let f̂_i be the function defined by f̂_i(x) = f_i(x) − ȳ_i, ∀x ∈ R^n . Clearly, functions f̂_i, i ∈ I, are Lipschitz at infinity. We now consider the following minimax programming problem:

min_{x∈F} max_{i∈I} f̂_i(x). (14) For each x ∈ R^n , put ^φ(x) := max_{i∈I} f̂_i(x). We will show that ^φ is bounded from below and zero is the optimal value of problem (14). To do this, let us first prove that ^φ(x) ≥ 0 ∀x ∈ F. (15) Indeed, if (15) does not hold, then there exists x^′ ∈ F such that φ̂(x^′) < 0. This means that f_i(x^′) − ȳ_i < 0, ∀i ∈ I, or, equivalently, f(x^′) ∈ (ȳ − int R^m_+ ), which contradicts the fact that ȳ is a weak Pareto value of (VP). Now since f(x_k) → ȳ, one has f_i(x_k) − y_i → 0, i ∈ I, as k → ∞. Combining this with the following estimate 0 ≤ ^φ(x_k) ≤ ∑ i∈I |f_i(x_k) − ȳ_i| we obtain ^φ(x_k) → 0 as k → ∞. Hence, zero is the optimal value of problem (14).

By Theorem 3.1, there exist α := (α_1, . . . , α_m) ∈ R^m_+ \ {0} and β := (β_1, . . . , β_p) ∈ R^p_+ such that 0 ∈ ∑ i∈I α_i∂f̂_i(∞) + ∑ j∈J β_j ∂g_j (∞) + N_Ω(∞). (16)

Clearly, condition (16) implies (13) and we thus complete the proof of the theorem. □ The next result gives a sufficient condition for the nonemptiness and compactness of the weak Pareto solution set of (VP).

Theorem 4.2. Assume that val^w(VP) is nonempty. If the condition (CQ) holds at infinity and 0 /∈ co {∂f_1(∞), . . . , ∂f_m(∞)} + pos {∂g_1(∞), . . . , ∂g_p(∞)} + N_Ω(∞), (17) then sol^w(VP) is nonempty and compact.

Proof. We first claim that sol^w(VP) is nonempty. Indeed, let ȳ ∈ val^w(VP). Then there exists a sequence x_k ∈ F such that f(x_k) → ȳ. By assumptions of the theorem and Theorem 4.1, the sequence x_k is bounded and so we may assume that x_k converges to some x̄ ∈ F. By the lower semicontinuity of functions f_i at x̄, we have f_i(x̄) ≤ lim inf_{x→x̄} f_i(x) ≤ lim_{k→∞} f_i(x_k) = ȳ_i ∀i ∈ I.

This means that f(x̄) ∈ ȳ − R^m_+ . We claim that x̄ ∈ sol^w(VP). This means that sol^w(VP) is nonempty. Indeed, if otherwise, then there exists x ∈ F such that f(x) ∈ f(x̄) − intR^m_+ . This implies that f(x) ∈ f(x̄) − intR^m_+ ⊂ (ȳ − R^m_+ ) − intR^m_+ ⊂ ȳ − intR^m_+ , which contradicts the fact that ȳ ∈ val^w(VP).

Now we will prove that sol^w(VP) is bounded. Suppose on the contrary there exists a sequence x_k in sol^w(VP) such that x_k → ∞ as k → ∞. Using similar arguments applied in the proof of Theorem 4.1, for each k we have x_k ∈ argmin_F max_{i∈I} (f_i(x) − f_i(x_k)). By [18, Corollary 6.6], for k large enough there exist α^i_k ≥ 0, u^i_k ∈ ∂f_i(x_k), i ∈ I, β^j_k ≥ 0, v^j_k ∈ ∂g_j (x_k), j ∈ J, and w_k ∈ N_Ω(x_k) such that ∑ i∈I α^i_k + ∑ j∈J β^j_k = 1 and ∑ i∈I α^i_ku^i_k + ∑ j∈J β^j_kv^j_k + w_k = 0. (18)

By the Lipschitz at infinity property of f and g, sequences u^i_k and v^j_k are bounded for all k large enough. By passing to a subsequence if necessary we can assume that α^i_k → α_i, β^j_k → β_j , u^i_k → u_i ∈ ∂f_i(∞), v^j_k → v_j ∈ ∂g_j (∞) such that ∑ i∈I α_i + ∑ j∈J β_j = 1. By (18), the sequence w_k also converges to some w ∈ N_Ω(∞). Hence, ∑ i∈I α_iu_i + ∑ j∈J β_j v_j + w = 0. (19)

If α_i = 0 for all i ∈ I, then by (19), 0 ∈ ∑ j∈J β_j ∂g_j (∞) + N_Ω(∞), where ∑ j∈J β_j = 1, which contradicts to the fact that the condition (CQ) holds at infinity. Hence, ∑ i∈I α_i > 0 and so 0 ∈ co {∂f_1(∞), . . . , ∂f_m(∞)} + pos {∂g_1(∞), . . . , ∂g_p(∞)} + N_Ω(∞), contrary to (17), as required.

To finish the proof, we need to show that sol^w(VP) is closed and so this set is compact. To proceed, let x_k be a sequence in sol^w(VP) that converges to some x̄. We claim that x̄ ∈ sol^w(VP) and so sol^w(VP) is closed. Indeed, if otherwise, x̄ /∈ sol^w(VP), then by definition there exist x^′ ∈ F such that

f(x^′) ∈ f(x̄) − int R^m_+ ,

or, equivalently, f_i(x^′) < f_i(x̄) ∀i ∈ I. (20) Now by the lower semicontinuity of f_i at x̄, we have

f_i(x̄) ≤ lim inf_{x→x̄} f_i(x) ≤ lim_{k→∞} f_i(x_k) ∀i ∈ I.

This and (20) imply that for all k large enough f_i(x^′) < f_i(x_k) ∀i ∈ I. Hence, f(x^′) ∈ f(x_k) − int R^m_+ for all k large enough, which contradicts to the fact that x_k ∈ sol^w(VP). The proof is complete. □ We finish this section by presenting a result that gives a sufficient condition for the nonemptiness and boundedness of the Pareto solution set of (VP).

Theorem 4.3. Assume that val(VP) is nonempty. If the condition (CQ) holds at infinity and 0 /∈ co {∂f_1(∞), . . . , ∂f_m(∞)} + pos {∂g_1(∞), . . . , ∂g_p(∞)} + N_Ω(∞), then sol(VP) is nonempty and bounded.

Proof. Let ȳ ∈ val(VP). Then, by a similar argument as in the proof of Theorem 4.2, there exists a sequence x_k ∈ F such that f(x_k) → ȳ, x_k converges to some x̄ ∈ F and f(x̄) ∈ ȳ − R^m_+ . We show that x̄ ∈ sol(VP), i.e., sol(VP) is nonempty. Indeed, if otherwise, there is a point x ∈ F satisfying f(x) ∈ f(x̄) − R^m_+ \ {0}. Hence, f(x) ∈ f(x̄) − R^m_+ \ {0} ⊂ (ȳ − R^m_+ ) − R^m_+ \ {0} ⊂ ȳ − R^m_+ \ {0}, which contradicts the fact that ȳ ∈ val(VP). The bounded of sol(VP) follows directly from Theorem 4.2 and the fact that sol(VP) ⊂ sol^w(VP). □

5. Conclusions In this paper, necessary and sufficient optimality condition at infinity for nonsmooth minimax programming problems are investigated. The tools used here are the limiting subdifferential and normal cone at infinity. The obtained results are then applied to nonsmooth vector optimization problems. Regarding to Theorem 4.3, the closedness of sol(VP) is still unclear and we leave here as an open question for future research.

Acknowledgments A part of this work was done while the first author was visiting Department of Applied Mathematics, Pukyong National University, Busan, Korea in May 2023. The author would like to thank the department for hospitality and support during their stay.

Funding The first author is supported by Vietnam National Foundation for Science and Technology Development (NAFOSTED), Grant No. 101.01-2023.23.

References

[1] M. Akian, S. Gaubert and A. Hochart, Minimax representation of nonexpansive functions and application to zero-sum recursive games, J. Convex Anal., 25 (2018), 225–240.

[2] D.T.V. An, D.T. Ngoan and N.V. Tuyen. Optimality conditions and sensitivity analysis in parametric convex minimax programming, Appl. Anal. (2024). https://doi.org/10.1080/00036811.2024.2330512.

[3] D.T.V. An, N.H. Hung, D.T. Ngoan and N.V. Tuyen, Optimality conditions and sensitivity analysis in parametric nonconvex minimax programming, J. Global Optim. (2024). https://doi.org/10.1007/s10898- 024-01388-y.

[4] A. Chinchuluun, P. M. Pardalos, A. Migdalas and L. Pitsoulis, Pareto Optimality, Game Theory and Equilibria, Springer, Berlin, 2008.

[5] T. D. Chuong and D. S. Kim, Nondifferentiable minimax programming problems with applications, Ann.

Oper. Res. 251 (2017), 73–87.

[6] B. D. Craven and D. V. Luu, Constrained minimax for a vector-valued function, Optimization, 31 (1994), 199–208.

[7] B. D. Craven and D. V. Luu, A method for establishing optimality conditions for a nonsmooth vectorvalued minimax problem, J. Optim. Theory Appl. 95 (1997), 295–304.

[8] V. F. Demyanov and V. N. Malozemov, Introduction to Minimax, Dover, New York, 1990. [9] D. -Z. Ding and P. M. Pardalos (Eds.), Minimax and Applications, Kluwer Academic Publishers, Boston, 1995.

[10] I. Ekeland, On the variational principle, J. Math. Anal. Appl. 47 (1974), 324–353. [11] B. Emamizadeh and J. V. Prajapat, Maximax and minimax rearrangement optimization problems, Optim. Lett., 5 (2011), 647–664.

[12] Z. Hong, K. D. Bae and D. S. Kim, Minimax programming as a tool for studying robust multi-objective optimization problems, Ann. Oper. Res. 319 (2022), 1589–1606.

[13] D. T. K. Huyen, D. S. Kim and N. D. Yen, Optimality conditions for nondifferentiable minimax programs and vector optimization problems, J. Optim. Theory Appl. 200 (2024), 703–723.

[14] J. Jiang and X. Chen, Pure characteristics demand models and distributionally robust mathematical programs with stochastic complementarity constraints, Math. Program. 198 (2023), 1449–1484.

[15] J. Jiang and X. Chen, Optimality conditions for nonsmooth nonconvex-nonconcave minmax problems and generative adversarial networks, SIAM J. Math. Data Sci. (2023); https://epubs.siam.org/doi/10.1137/22M1482238 [16] D. S. Kim, M. T. Nguyen and T. S. Pham, Subdifferentials at infinity and applications in optimization.

(2023); https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2307.15861 [17] B. S. Mordukhovich, Variational Analysis and Generalized Differentiation, I: Basic Theory; II: Applications, Springer, Berlin, 2006.

[18] B. S. Mordukhovich, Variational Analysis and Applications, Springer, New York, 2018. [19] M. T. Nguyen and T. S. Pham, Clarke’s tangent cones, subgradients, optimality conditions and the Lipschitzness at infinity, SIAM J. Optim. (2024); https://doi.org/10.1137/23M1545367 [20] J. -P. Penot, Towards a new era in subdifferential analysis?, in Computational and Analytical Mathematics, Springer Proc. Math. Stat. 50, D. H. Bailey et al., eds., Springer, New York, 2013, pp. 635–665.

[21] Q. Qian, S. Zhu, J. Tang, R. Jin, B. Sun and H. Li, Robust optimization over multiple domains, Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, 33 (2019), 4739–4746.

[22] R. T. Rockafellar and R. J-B. Wets, Variational Analysis, Springer, Berlin, 1998. [23] H. Tuy, Convex Analysis and Global Optimization, Springer, New York, 1998.

[24] Y. Zhang, T. Chen and S. -S. Chang, Existence of solution to n-person noncooperative games and minimax regret equilibria with set payoffs, Appl. Anal., 101 (2022), 2580–2595.

1Department of Mathematics, Hanoi Pedagogical University 2, Xuan Hoa, Phuc Yen, Vinh Phuc, Vietnam

Email address: nguyenvantuyen83@hpu2.edu.vn; tuyensp2@yahoo.com

2Department of Applied Mathematics, Pukyong National University, Busan 48513, Republic of Korea

Email address: bkduck106@naver.com

3Department of Applied Mathematics, Pukyong National University, Busan 48513, Republic of Korea

Email address: dskim@pknu.ac.kr