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1 Introduction

Differential stability of convex optimization problems has been studied by
many authors. Among the first results, we would like to refer to Theorem 29.1
from the classical book of Rockafellar [23], where the subdifferential of the
perturbation function of a convex program associated with a convex bifunction
between two Euclidean spaces was computed via the set of the Kuhn-Tucker
vectors. Since convex bifunctions can be considered as generalizations of set-
valued maps (see [23, p. 292]), where instead of the indicator function of each
value of the map one may have an extended-real-valued function, this theorem
yields a formula for the subdifferential of the optimal value function of certain
convex programs under inclusion constraints.

Note that differential stability of convex optimization problems under in-
clusion constraints has received much attention from researchers. A formula
for computing the subdifferential of the optimal value function of an optimiza-
tion problem in Hilbert spaces, where the perturbations are canonical and the
objective function is unperturbed, was obtained by Aubin [12, Problem 35 -
Subdifferentials of Marginal Functions, p. 335] under a regularity condition.
An analysis and extensions of the result were given by An and Yen [10] for
optimization problems in Hausdorff locally convex topological vector spaces.
More comprehensive results in this direction have been established by Mor-
dukhovich et al. [22, Proposition 7.1 and Theorem 7.2] (see also Theorem 4.56
and the commentaries on p. 309 in the book by Mordukhovich and Nam [21]).

Various results on differential stability of convex optimization problems
under inclusion constraints and their applications to optimal control of discrete
or continuous dynamical systems can be found in the books by Mordukhovich
and Nam [20, pp. 106–108] and [21, pp. 286–288], and the papers [2,3,6,7,9,
11, 19, 22, 25, 27].

Interesting differential stability results for convex optimization problems
via ε-subdifferential and infimal convolution of convex functions, are available
in [1,4,8,26]. In [15], some results of [10] have been effectively used in the study
of differential stability of parametric conic linear programming problems.

Recently, the problem of computing or estimating the subdifferential of
the optimal value function of a parametric optimization problem described
by a proper generalized polyhedral convex function and a generalized polyhe-
dral convex set-valued map has been considered by An et al. [5]. Using the
Hausdorff locally convex topological vector spaces setting, the authors have
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obtained upper estimates and lower estimates for the subdifferential and the
singular subdifferential of the optimal value function at a given parameter.

The interested reader is referred to the paper by Luan and Yao [17] for a
systematic investigation on the solution existence, optimality conditions, and
duality theorems for generalized polyhedral convex optimization problems.

Our purpose in the present paper is to solve Question 3 in [5], which asks
for examples justifying that each subdifferential estimate given there can be
strict. First, we will have a closer look at the subdifferential upper and lower
estimates provided in that paper. Then, we will construct a nontrivial example
(see the proof of Theorem 3.2 below) to show that the lower estimates can
be strict. Next, we will prove that each upper estimate given in [5] is an
equality. By doing so, we get exact formulas for the subdifferential and the
singular subdifferential of the optimal value function at a given parameter.
Finally, for the case where either the objective function or the constraint set-
valued mapping is polyhedral convex, it will be shown that each upper estimate
coincides with the corresponding lower estimate.

The organization of this paper is as follows. Basic definitions and some
preliminaries are collected in Section 2. Sections 3 and 4 address the above-
mentioned open question from [5]. Section 5 considers differential stability
under a polyhedral convexity assumption, and Section 6 gives some concluding
remarks.

2 Basic Definitions and Preliminaries

LetX and Y be real Hausdorff locally convex topological vector spaces. Denote
the dual spaces of X and Y , respectively, by X∗ and Y ∗. For x∗ ∈ X∗ and
x ∈ X , the value x∗ at x is abbreviated to 〈x∗, x〉. Let X∗ and Y ∗ be equipped
with the weak∗ topology. Details about the latter concept can be found in [21,
Definition 1.107 and Subsection 1.2.2] and [24, pp. 67–68]. For a subset C ⊂ X ,
by C we denote the closure of C in the topology of X . Similarly, given a subset
D ⊂ X∗, we let D stand for the closure of D in the weak∗ topology of X∗. The
cone generated by C is defined by coneC = {tx | t ≥ 0, x ∈ C}. The extended
real line is the set R := R ∪ {±∞}.

One says that a set C in X is convex if (1 − t)x + tu ∈ C for all x, u ∈ C
and t ∈ [0, 1]. The normal cone to a convex set C at x̄ ∈ C is defined by

N(x̄;C) =
{

x∗ ∈ X∗
∣

∣ 〈x∗, x− x̄〉 ≤ 0 for all x ∈ C
}

.

For any x̄ /∈ C, we put N(x̄;C) = ∅.
The indicator function δ(.;C) of a subset C ⊂ X is given by δ(x;C) = 0

for x ∈ C and δ(x;C) = +∞ for x ∈ X \ C.
Given a function f : X → R, we define the epigraph and the effective do-

main of f respectively by

epi f =
{

(x, λ) ∈ X × R
∣

∣ f(x) ≤ λ
}

and dom f =
{

x ∈ X
∣

∣ f(x) < +∞
}

.
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If epi f is a convex set in X × R, one says that f is a convex function. If
dom f 6= ∅ and f(x) 6= −∞ for all x ∈ X , then f is called a proper function.

Let f : X → R be a convex function and x̄ ∈ X be such that f(x̄) ∈ R.
The subdifferential of f at x̄ is defined by

∂f(x̄) =
{

x∗ ∈ X∗ | 〈x∗, x− x̄〉 ≤ f(x)− f(x̄), ∀x ∈ X
}

.

The singular subdifferential of f at x̄ is the set

∂∞f(x̄) :=
{

x∗ ∈ X∗ | (x∗, 0) ∈ N((x̄, f(x̄)); epi f)
}

.

We put ∂f(x̄) = ∅ and ∂∞f(x̄) = ∅ if either x̄ /∈ dom f or f(x̄) = −∞.

Proposition 2.1 (See [10, Proposition 4.2]) If f : X → R is a convex func-
tion, then

∂∞f(x) = N(x; dom f) = ∂δ(.; dom f)(x) ∀x ∈ X.

It follows from Proposition 2.1 that ∂∞f(x̄) is a weakly∗-closed convex
cone. Geometrically, for a point x̄ ∈ X with f(x̄) ∈ R, the lager is the cone,
the sharper is the set dom f around x̄.

The graph and the effective domain of a set-valued map F : X →→ Y are
defined respectively by

gphF =
{

(x, y) ∈ X × Y
∣

∣ y ∈ F (x)
}

and domF =
{

x ∈ X
∣

∣ F (x) 6= ∅
}

.

If gphF is a convex set, then we say that F is a convex set-valued map. The
coderivative of a convex set-valued map F : X ⇒ Y at (x̄, ȳ) ∈ gphF is
defined by

D∗F (x̄, ȳ)(y∗) =
{

x∗ ∈ X∗
∣

∣ (x∗,−y∗) ∈ N
(

(x̄, ȳ); gphF
)}

, y∗ ∈ Y ∗.

If (x̄, ȳ) /∈ gphF , then we put D∗F (x̄, ȳ)(y∗) = ∅ for any y∗ ∈ Y ∗.
Now, let us recall the notion of generalized polyhedral convex set from [14],

as well as the notion of generalized polyhedral convex function and several
results from [18].

A subset D ⊂ X is said to be a generalized polyhedral convex set if there
exist x∗

i ∈ X∗, αi ∈ R, i = 1, 2, . . . , p, and a closed affine subspace L ⊂ X ,
such that

D = {x ∈ X | x ∈ L, 〈x∗
i , x〉 ≤ αi, i = 1, 2, . . . , p}. (1)

If D can be represented in the form of (1) with L = X , then we say that it is
a polyhedral convex set.

Clearly, every generalized polyhedral convex set is a closed set. Note also
that if X is finite-dimensional, a subset D ⊂ X is a generalized polyhedral
convex set if and only if it is a polyhedral convex set.

A function f : X → R is called generalized polyhedral convex (resp., poly-
hedral convex ) if its epigraph is a generalized polyhedral convex set (resp., a
polyhedral convex set) in X × R.
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Complete characterizations of a generalized polyhedral convex function
(resp., a polyhedral convex function) in the form of the maximum of a fi-
nite family of continuous affine functions over a certain generalized polyhedral
convex set (resp., a polyhedral convex set) are given in the following theorem.

Theorem 2.1 (See [18, Theorem 3.2]) Suppose that f : X → R is a proper
function. Then f is generalized polyhedral convex (resp., polyhedral convex) if
and only if domf is a generalized polyhedral convex set (resp., a polyhedral
convex set) in X and there exist v∗k ∈ X∗, βk ∈ R, for k = 1, . . . ,m, such that

f(x) =

{

max
{

〈v∗k, x〉+ βk | k = 1, . . . ,m
}

if x ∈ domf,

+∞ if x /∈ domf.

The specific structure of generalized polyhedral convex functions allows one
to have the next subdifferential sum rule without any regularity assumption.

Theorem 2.2 (See [18, Theorem 4.16]) Let f1, f2, . . . , fm be proper general-

ized polyhedral convex functions on X. Then, for any x ∈
m
⋂

i=1

domfi,

∂(f1 + f2 + · · ·+ fm)(x) = ∂f1(x) + ∂f2(x) + · · ·+ ∂fm(x).

Theorem 2.3 (See [18, Theorem 4.17]) Suppose f1 is a proper polyhedral con-
vex function on X and f2 is a proper generalized polyhedral convex function
on X. Then, for any x ∈

(

domf1
)

∩
(

domf2
)

,

∂(f1 + f2)(x) = ∂f1(x) + ∂f2(x).

Given a set-valued map G : X ⇒ Y and a function ϕ : X × Y → R, we
consider the optimization problem depending on a parameter x:

min{ϕ(x, y) | y ∈ G(x)}. (Px)

The optimal value function of (Px) is the function µ : X → R with

µ(x) := inf {ϕ(x, y) | y ∈ G(x)} . (2)

By the convention inf ∅ = +∞, we have µ(x) = +∞ for any x /∈ domG. The
solution map M : X ⇒ Y of the problem (Px) is defined by setting

M(x) = {y ∈ G(x) | µ(x) = ϕ(x, y)}, ∀x ∈ X. (3)

If G is a convex set-valued map and if ϕ is a convex function, then (Px) is
called a convex optimization problem.

When the set-valued map G and the function ϕ are both generalized poly-
hedral convex, (Px) is a parametric generalized polyhedral convex optimization
problem in the sense of Luan and Yao [17, p. 792]. In that case, µ is a convex
function. By [16, Theorem 4.7], we know that the function µ is generalized
polyhedral convex if and only if it is lower semicontinuous on X .

The following inner and upper estimates for the subdifferential of µ at a
given parameter point x̄ have been obtained recently.
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Theorem 2.4 (See [5, Theorem 3.1]) Let ϕ : X×Y → R be a proper general-
ized polyhedral convex function and G : X ⇒ Y a generalized polyhedral convex
set-valued map. Then for any x̄ ∈ X with µ(x̄) ∈ R, and for any ȳ ∈ M(x̄),
one has

∂µ(x̄) ⊂ prX∗

[

∂ϕ(x̄, ȳ) +N((x̄, ȳ); gphG) ∩
(

X∗ × {0}
)

]

, (4)

where prX∗ : X∗ × Y ∗ → X∗, prX∗(x∗, y∗) := x∗, is the natural projection
from X∗ × Y ∗ to X∗, and

∂µ(x̄) ⊃
⋃

(x∗,y∗)∈∂ϕ(x̄,ȳ)

{

x∗ +D∗G(x̄, ȳ)(y∗)
}

. (5)

For the singular subdifferential of µ at a given parameter point x̄, the next
inner and upper estimates are available.

Theorem 2.5 (See [5, Theorem 3.2]) Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.4,
for any x̄ ∈ domµ, with µ(x̄) 6= −∞, and for any ȳ ∈ M(x̄), it holds that

∂∞µ(x̄) ⊂ prX∗

[

∂∞ϕ(x̄, ȳ) +N((x̄, ȳ); gphG) ∩
(

X∗ × {0}
)

]

(6)

and

∂∞µ(x̄) ⊃
⋃

(x∗,y∗)∈∂∞ϕ(x̄,ȳ)

{

x∗ +D∗G(x̄, ȳ)(y∗)
}

. (7)

By constructing suitable examples, it has been shown in [5, Section 4] that
all the estimates given in Theorems 2.4 and 2.5 are sharp, i.e., each of them
can hold as an equality. In that context, the following open question arises
naturally (see [5, Question 3]).

Question 1. Are there some examples showing that each estimate provided
by Theorems 2.4 and 2.5 can be strict?

In the next two sections, we will provide a solution to this question and,
moreover, study the estimates (4)–(7) in detail. To do so, we denote by A
(resp., B) the set on the right-hand side of the inclusion (5) (resp., of the
inclusion (4)). That is,

A =
⋃

(x∗,y∗)∈∂ϕ(x̄,ȳ)

{

x∗ +D∗G(x̄, ȳ)(y∗)
}

(8)

and
B = prX∗

[

∂ϕ(x̄, ȳ) +N((x̄, ȳ); gphG) ∩
(

X∗ × {0}
)

]

. (9)

Similarly, denote by A∞ (resp., B∞) the set on the right-hand side of the
inclusion (7) (resp., of the inclusion (6)). That is,

A∞ =
⋃

(x∗,y∗)∈∂∞ϕ(x̄,ȳ)

{

x∗ +D∗G(x̄, ȳ)(y∗)
}

(10)
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and
B∞ = prX∗

[

∂∞ϕ(x̄, ȳ) +N((x̄, ȳ); gphG) ∩
(

X∗ × {0}
)

]

. (11)

With these notations, the estimates (4) and (5) can be rewritten as

A ⊂ ∂µ(x̄) ⊂ B, (12)

while the estimates (6) and (7) read

A∞ ⊂ ∂∞µ(x̄) ⊂ B∞. (13)

3 Solution to Question 1

Let A,B,A∞, B∞ be defined as in (8)–(11). Consider the following subsets of
A,B,A∞, and B∞:

A0 =
⋃

(x∗,y∗)∈∂ϕ(x̄,ȳ)

{

x∗ +D∗G(x̄, ȳ)(y∗)
}

, (14)

B0 = prX∗

[

∂ϕ(x̄, ȳ) +N((x̄, ȳ); gphG) ∩
(

X∗ × {0}
)]

, (15)

A∞
0 =

⋃

(x∗,y∗)∈∂∞ϕ(x̄,ȳ)

{

x∗ +D∗G(x̄, ȳ)(y∗)
}

, (16)

and
B∞

0 = prX∗

[

∂∞ϕ(x̄, ȳ) +N((x̄, ȳ); gphG) ∩
(

X∗ × {0}
)]

. (17)

Proposition 3.1 The equalities B0 = A0 and B∞
0 = A∞

0 hold.

Proof Indeed, we have

u∗ ∈ B0 ⇔

{

∃(x∗, y∗) ∈ ∂ϕ(x̄, ȳ), ∃(ξ∗, η∗) ∈ N((x̄, ȳ); gphG)

with y∗ + η∗ = 0 such that x∗ + ξ∗ = u∗

⇔

{

∃(x∗, y∗) ∈ ∂ϕ(x̄, ȳ) and ξ∗ ∈ D∗G(x̄, ȳ)(y∗)

such that x∗ + ξ∗ = u∗

⇔ u∗ ∈
⋃

(x∗,y∗)∈∂ϕ(x̄,ȳ)

{

x∗ +D∗G(x̄, ȳ)(y∗)
}

⇔ u∗ ∈ A0.

Hence, B0 = A0. Similarly, we have

u∗ ∈ B∞
0 ⇔

{

∃(x∗, y∗) ∈ ∂∞ϕ(x̄, ȳ), ∃(ξ∗, η∗) ∈ N((x̄, ȳ); gphG)

with y∗ + η∗ = 0 such that x∗ + ξ∗ = u∗

⇔

{

∃(x∗, y∗) ∈ ∂∞ϕ(x̄, ȳ) and ξ∗ ∈ D∗G(x̄, ȳ)(y∗)

such that x∗ + ξ∗ = u∗

⇔ u∗ ∈
⋃

(x∗,y∗)∈∂∞ϕ(x̄,ȳ)

{

x∗ +D∗G(x̄, ȳ)(y∗)
}

⇔ u∗ ∈ A∞
0 ;

thus, B∞
0 = A∞

0 . ✷
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Proposition 3.2 The sets A0, B0, A
∞
0 , and B∞

0 are convex.

Proof Thanks to Proposition 3.1, it suffices to show that sets B0 and B∞
0 are

convex. But this fact is immediate from (15), (17), and the convexity of the
subdifferential ∂ϕ(x̄, ȳ), the singular subdifferential ∂∞ϕ(x̄, ȳ), and the normal
cone N((x̄, ȳ); gphG). ✷

The forthcoming theorem shows that the inclusions A ⊂ B and A∞ ⊂ B∞

hold under much weaker conditions than those formulated in Theorems 2.1
and 2.5. Of course, these weaker conditions are not enough to have the inner
and outer estimates for the subdifferential and the singular subdifferential of
the optimal value function presented by (12) and (13).

Theorem 3.1 Let ϕ : X×Y → R be a proper convex function and G : X ⇒ Y
a convex set-valued map. Then for any x̄ ∈ X with µ(x̄) ∈ R, and for any
ȳ ∈ G(x̄), one has A ⊂ B and A∞ ⊂ B∞.

Proof Under the assumptions made, take any u∗ ∈ A. Then, there exists a net

{u∗
α} ⊂ X∗ with α belonging to a directed set I such that u∗

α
w∗

→ u∗, and u∗
α ∈

A0 for all α ∈ I. So, for each α ∈ I, one can find (x∗
α, y

∗
α) ∈ ∂ϕ(x̄, ȳ) and x∗

1,α ∈
D∗G(x̄, ȳ)(y∗α) with u∗

α = x∗
α + x∗

1,α. By the inclusion x∗
1,α ∈ D∗G(x̄, ȳ)(y∗α)

and the definition of coderivative, it holds that (x∗
1,α,−y∗α) ∈ N((x̄, ȳ); gphG).

Hence, setting y∗1,α = −y∗α, we have (x∗
1,α, y

∗
1,α) ∈ N((x̄, ȳ); gphG) and

(u∗
α, 0) = (x∗

α + x∗
1,α, y

∗
α + y∗1,α)

= (x∗
α, y

∗
α) + (x∗

1,α + y∗1,α)
∈ ∂ϕ(x̄, ȳ) +N((x̄, ȳ); gphG)

⊂ ∂ϕ(x̄, ȳ) +N((x̄, ȳ); gphG).

(18)

Passing the relations in (18) to the limit w.r.t. α ∈ I yields

(u∗, 0) ∈ ∂ϕ(x̄, ȳ) +N((x̄, ȳ); gphG).

It follows that

u∗ ∈ prX∗

[

∂ϕ(x̄, ȳ) +N((x̄, ȳ); gphG) ∩
(

X∗ × {0}
)

]

= B.

Thus, we have proved that A ⊂ B.

The inclusion A∞ ⊂ B∞ can be obtained by repeating the above ar-
guments, provided that A,A0, ∂ϕ(x̄, ȳ), and B are replaced respectively by
A∞, A∞

0 , ∂∞ϕ(x̄, ȳ), and B∞. ✷

To prove the next result, we can partially use the construction given by An
et al. in [5, Section 4]. But, to achieve the aim, we have to represent the Hilbert
space H in question as the direct sum of two completely different closed linear
subspaces.
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Theorem 3.2 There exist parametric generalized polyhedral convex optimiza-
tion problems of the form (Px) where, for some x̄ ∈ X with µ(x̄) ∈ R and for
some ȳ ∈ M(x̄), one has

A ⊂ ∂µ(x̄) = B, A 6= B (19)

and
A∞ ⊂ ∂∞µ(x̄) = B∞, A∞ 6= B∞. (20)

Proof Let H be an infinite-dimensional separable Hilbert space. (For instance,
we can choose H = ℓ2, the space of real sequences x = (x1, x2, . . .) satisfying

the condition

∞
∑

k=1

x2
k < +∞, and endow H with the inner product 〈x, y〉 =

∞
∑

k=1

xkyk and the norm ‖x‖ = 〈x, x〉1/2.) Then, H admits an orthonormal

vector system {ek}
∞
k=1 which is dense in H . As it has been shown in [13,

Example 3.34], there exist infinite-dimensional closed linear subspaces C and
D of H such that

C ∩D = {0}, C +D 6= H, C +D = H. (21)

By (21), there is a vector z ∈ H \(C+D). Let X be the one-dimensional linear
subspace generated by z, i.e., X = span{z} := {αz | α ∈ R}, and Y := X⊥

with Ω⊥ := {w ∈ H | 〈w, v〉 = 0 for every v ∈ Ω} denoting the orthogonal
subspace to a nonempty subset Ω ⊂ H . Then, by [24, Theorem 12.4] one has
H = X ⊕ Y . So, H can be regarded as the product of the Hilbert spaces X
and Y ; that is, H = X ⊕ Y ≡ X × Y . Consider the function ϕ : X × Y → R

defined by setting

ϕ(x, y) = δ((x, y);C⊥) =

{

0 if (x, y) ∈ C⊥

+∞ if (x, y) /∈ C⊥
(22)

and the set-valued map G : X ⇒ Y defined by setting gphG = D⊥.
Applying [18, Theorem 3.2], we can verify that ϕ : X × Y → R is a

proper generalized polyhedral convex function. The fact that G : X ⇒ Y is
a generalized polyhedral convex set-valued map follows from the definition.
Observe that (X × Y )∗ = H∗ = H . Since C⊥ and D⊥ are closed linear
subspaces of the Hilbert space H = X ⊕ Y ≡ X × Y , from (22), the definition
of subdifferential, and Proposition 2.1 it follows that

∂ϕ(x, y) = ∂∞ϕ(x, y) = (C⊥)⊥ = C ∀(x, y) ∈ domϕ = C⊥. (23)

In addition, one has

N((x, y); gphG) = (D⊥)⊥ = D ∀(x, y) ∈ gphG = D⊥. (24)

Using (21), one can easily prove that C⊥ ∩D⊥ = {0}. Thus,

domϕ ∩ gphG = {(0, 0)} ⊂ X × Y = X ⊕ Y = H.
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So, by the formulas (2) and (3) we get

µ(x) =

{

0 if x = 0

+∞ if x 6= 0

and

M(x) =

{

{0} if x = 0

∅ if x 6= 0.

Consequently, choosing x̄ = 0 and ȳ = 0 gives µ(x̄) ∈ R, ȳ ∈ M(x̄), and

∂µ(x̄) = ∂∞µ(x̄) = X∗.

(One has X∗ = X .) In addition, by (23) and (24) we have

∂ϕ(x̄, ȳ) = ∂∞ϕ(x̄, ȳ) = C

and N((x̄, ȳ); gphG) = D. Therefore,

A =
⋃

(x∗,y∗)∈∂ϕ(x̄,ȳ)

{

x∗ +D∗G(x̄, ȳ)(y∗)
}

=
⋃

(x∗,y∗)∈C

[

x∗ + {u∗ ∈ X∗ | (u∗,−y∗) ∈ D}
]

=
⋃

(x∗,y∗)∈C

{

z∗ ∈ X∗ | (z∗, 0) ∈ (x∗, y∗) +D
}

=
{

αz | α ∈ R, αz + 0 ∈ C +D
}

= {0}.

Meanwhile, we have

B = prX∗

[

∂ϕ(x̄, ȳ) +N((x̄, ȳ); gphG) ∩
(

X∗ × {0}
)

]

= prX∗

[

C +D ∩
(

X∗ × {0}
)]

= prX∗

[

H ∩
(

X∗ × {0}
)]

= prX∗ (X∗ × {0})
= X∗.

Similar computations show that A∞ = {0} and B∞ = X∗.
Summing up all the above, we can assert that the properties in (19)

and (20) are valid. ✷

4 Further Investigations on Differential Stability of (Px)

In connection with Proposition 3.1 and Theorem 3.2, the following questions
seem to be reasonable and interesting.

Question 2. The sets B and B∞ are always closed?

Question 3. If ∂µ(x̄) = A, then B = A?

Question 4. If ∂∞µ(x̄) = A∞, then B∞ = A∞?
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Question 5. Whether the equalities in (19) and (20) hold for any para-
metric generalized polyhedral convex optimization problem of the form (Px),
provided that x̄ ∈ X with µ(x̄) ∈ R and ȳ ∈ M(x̄)?

The next result answers Question 5 in the affirmative.

Theorem 4.1 Let ϕ : X × Y → R be a proper generalized polyhedral convex
function and G : X ⇒ Y a generalized polyhedral convex set-valued map. Then
for any x̄ ∈ X with µ(x̄) ∈ R, and for any ȳ ∈ M(x̄), one has

∂µ(x̄) = B (25)

and

∂∞µ(x̄) = B∞. (26)

Proof Let x̄ ∈ X with µ(x̄) ∈ R and ȳ ∈ M(x̄) be given arbitrarily. By (3) we
have µ(x̄) = ϕ(x̄, ȳ). Moreover, the inclusion

(x̄, ȳ) ∈ domϕ ∩ gphG (27)

is valid. Take any vector x̄∗ ∈ B. Then, by (9) one has

(x̄∗, 0) ∈ ∂ϕ(x̄, ȳ) + ∂δ(·; gphG)(x̄, ȳ). (28)

Since gphG is a nonempty generalized polyhedral convex set, the indicator
function δ(·; gphG) : X × Y → R is proper generalized polyhedral convex.
Using (27) and the equality dom δ(·; gphG) = gphG, we can apply the sum
rule in Theorem 2.2 to get

∂
(

ϕ+ δ(·; gphG)
)

(x̄, ȳ) = ∂ϕ(x̄, ȳ) + ∂δ(·; gphG)(x̄, ȳ).

Then, from (28) it follows that

(x̄∗, 0) ∈ ∂
(

ϕ+ δ(·; gphG)
)

(x̄, ȳ). (29)

Fix any x ∈ X . By (29), for any point y ∈ G(x) one has

ϕ(x, y) − ϕ(x̄, ȳ) ≥ 〈x̄∗, x− x̄〉+ 〈0, y − ȳ〉.

So, we get

ϕ(x, y)− µ(x̄) ≥ 〈x̄∗, x− x̄〉, ∀y ∈ G(x).

This implies that

inf
y∈G(x)

ϕ(x, y)− µ(x̄) ≥ 〈x̄∗, x− x̄〉.

Therefore, µ(x) − µ(x̄) ≥ 〈x̄∗, x − x̄〉. Since x ∈ X was taken arbitrarily, this
implies that x̄∗ ∈ ∂µ(x̄). Thus, the inclusion B ⊂ ∂µ(x̄) holds. Since the
reverse inclusion is valid by (12), we have proved the equality in (25).
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Now, to obtain (26), let us fix any vector x̄∗ ∈ B∞. By (11) we have

(x̄∗, 0) ∈ ∂∞ϕ(x̄, ȳ) + ∂δ(·; gphG)(x̄, ȳ). (30)

Applying Proposition 2.1 yields

∂∞ϕ(x̄, ȳ) = N((x̄, ȳ); domϕ) = ∂δ((x̄, ȳ); domϕ).

Thus, we can equivalently rewrite (30) as

(x̄∗, 0) ∈ ∂δ((x̄, ȳ); domϕ) + ∂δ(·; gphG)(x̄, ȳ). (31)

Since ϕ is a proper generalized polyhedral convex function, by [18, Theo-
rem 3.2] we see that domϕ is a nonempty generalized polyhedral convex set.
Hence, the indicator function δ(·; domϕ) : X × Y → R is proper generalized
polyhedral convex. In addition, as it has been noted in the first part of this
proof, the indicator function δ(·; gphG) : X × Y → R is proper generalized
polyhedral convex. Therefore, the fact that (x̄, ȳ) ∈ (domϕ) ∩ gphG) allows
us to apply the sum rule in Theorem 2.2 to obtain

∂
(

δ(·; domϕ)+δ(·; gphG)
)

(x̄, ȳ)=∂δ((x̄, ȳ); domϕ) + ∂δ(·; gphG)(x̄, ȳ). (32)

So, combining (31) with (32) gives

(x̄∗, 0) ∈ ∂
(

δ(·; domϕ) + δ(·; gphG)
)

(x̄, ȳ).

Since
(

δ(·; domϕ) + δ(·; gphG)
)

(x̄, ȳ) = 0, the latter implies that
(

δ(·; domϕ) + δ(·; gphG)
)

(x, y) ≥ 〈x̄∗, x− x̄〉

for all (x, y) ∈ (domϕ) ∩ (gphG). This means that

〈x̄∗, x− x̄〉 ≤ 0 ∀(x, y) ∈ (domϕ) ∩ (gphG). (33)

For any x ∈ domµ, since µ(x) < +∞, by (2) one can find y ∈ G(x) such that
(x, y) ∈ domϕ. Then one has (x, y) ∈ (domϕ)∩ (gphG). Therefore, from (33)
it follows that 〈x̄∗, x − x̄〉 ≤ 0. Since this inequality holds for any x ∈ domµ,
we get x̄∗ ∈ N(x̄; domµ). According to Proposition 2.1, the latter means that
x̄∗ ∈ ∂∞µ(x̄). Thus, the inclusion B∞ ⊂ ∂∞µ(x̄) has been proved. The reverse
inclusion holds by (13). So, the equality (26) is valid. ✷

The following theorem solves Questions 2–4 in the affirmative, provided
that some standard requirements on ϕ, G, and x̄ are fulfilled.

Theorem 4.2 Under the assumptions of Theorem 4.1, both sets B and B∞

are closed. Besides, the following assertions are valid:

(a) If ∂µ(x̄) = A, then B = A.
(b) If ∂∞µ(x̄) = A∞, then B∞ = A∞.

Proof The first claim follows from (25), (26), and the closedness of the subd-
ifferentials ∂µ(x̄) and ∂∞µ(x̄).

The assertion (a) is implied by (12) and (25), while assertion (b) is imme-
diate from (13) and (26). ✷
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5 Differential Stability under a Polyhedral Convexity Assumption

It is of interest to know if ϕ is polyhedral convex and G is generalized polyhe-
dral convex, or ϕ is generalized polyhedral convex and G is polyhedral convex,
then how the estimates (4)–(7) look like. The main tool for proving the fol-
lowing two theorems is the sum rule without the closure sign in Theorem 2.3.

Theorem 5.1 Consider the parametric optimization problem (Px) and sup-
pose that at least one of the following conditions is satisfied:

(i) The function ϕ is proper polyhedral convex and the set-valued map G is
generalized polyhedral convex;

(ii) The function ϕ is proper generalized polyhedral convex and the set-valued
map G : X ⇒ Y is polyhedral convex.

Then, for any x̄ ∈ X with µ(x̄) ∈ R and for any ȳ ∈ M(x̄), one has

∂µ(x̄) = A0 = A = B0 = B, (34)

where A, B, A0, and B0 are defined respectively in (8), (9), (14) and (15).

Proof By our assumptions, at least one of the conditions (i) and (ii) is satisfied,
x̄ ∈ X is such that µ(x̄) is a finite real number, and ȳ ∈ M(x̄) is given
arbitrarily. We will prove that the relation (34) is valid.

First, let us show that

∂µ(x̄) ⊂ A0. (35)

Since ȳ ∈ M(x̄), from (3) it follows that µ(x̄) = ϕ(x̄, ȳ). In addition, the
inclusion (27) holds.

Fixing any x̄∗ ∈ ∂µ(x̄), by the definition of subdifferential we have

µ(x) − µ(x̄) ≥ 〈x̄∗, x− x̄〉

for every x ∈ X. Hence, for each pair (x, y) ∈ gphG, one gets

ϕ(x, y)− ϕ(x̄, ȳ) = ϕ(x, y)− µ(x̄) ≥ µ(x)− µ(x̄)

≥ 〈x̄∗, x− x̄〉+ 〈0, y − ȳ〉.

Clearly, this yields

(

ϕ+ δ(·; gphG)
)

(x, y)−
(

ϕ+ δ(·; gphG)
)

(x̄, ȳ) ≥ 〈(x̄∗, 0), (x, y)− (x̄, ȳ)〉

for all (x, y) ∈ X × Y . Hence, (x̄∗, 0) ∈ ∂
(

ϕ+ δ(·; gphG)
)

(x̄, ȳ).

If the condition (i) is satisfied then, by choosing f1 = ϕ and f2 = δ(·; gphG)
)

,
from (27) and the sum rule in Theorem 2.3 we can deduce that

∂
(

ϕ+ δ(·; gphG)
)

(x̄, ȳ) = ∂ϕ(x̄, ȳ) + ∂δ(·; gphG)(x̄, ȳ). (36)

Then we have

(x̄∗, 0) ∈ ∂ϕ(x̄, ȳ) + ∂δ(·; gphG)(x̄, ȳ). (37)
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By (37), there exists (x∗, y∗) ∈ ∂ϕ(x̄, ȳ) such that

(x̄∗ − x∗,−y∗) ∈ ∂δ(·; gphG)(x̄, ȳ) = N((x̄, ȳ); gphG).

So, by the definition of coderivative we get the inclusion x̄∗−x∗ ∈ D∗G(x̄, ȳ)(y∗),
which implies that x̄∗ ∈ x∗ + D∗G(x̄, ȳ)(y∗). Thus, remembering that A0 is
defined by (14) and x̄∗ ∈ ∂µ(x̄) can be chosen arbitrarily, we obtain the inclu-
sion (35).

If the condition (ii) is fulfilled then, thanks to (27), the sum rule in The-
orem 2.3 works for f1 := δ(·; gphG)

)

and f2 := ϕ. So, we have (36). Hence,
repeating the above arguments, we get (35).

From (8), (9), (14) and (15) we haveA0 ⊂ A andB0 ⊂ B. Thus, by (35), (25),
and Theorem 3.1 one gets

B = ∂µ(x̄) ⊂ A0 ⊂ A ⊂ B. (38)

In addition, Proposition 3.1 tells us that A0 = B0. Combining this with (38)
yields (34).

The proof is complete. ✷

Theorem 5.2 Under the assumptions of Theorem 5.1, for any x̄ ∈ X with
µ(x̄) ∈ R and for any ȳ ∈ M(x̄), one has

∂∞µ(x̄) = A∞
0 = A∞ = B∞

0 = B∞, (39)

where A∞, B∞, A∞
0 and B∞

0 are given respectively by (10), (11), (16) and (17).

Proof By the assumptions made, x̄ ∈ X with µ(x̄) ∈ R, ȳ ∈ M(x̄), and at
least one of the conditions (i) and (ii) is satisfied.

Pick a vector x̄∗ ∈ ∂∞µ(x̄) and get by Proposition 2.1 that

x̄∗ ∈ N(x̄; domµ) = ∂δ(.; domµ)(x̄).

So, 〈x̄∗, x− x̄〉 ≤ 0 for every x ∈ domµ. Clearly, if (x, y) ∈
(

domϕ
)

∩
(

gphG
)

,
then x ∈ domµ. So, we have

(

δ(.; domϕ) + δ(·; gphG)
)

(x, y)−
(

δ(.; domϕ) + δ(·; gphG)
)

(x̄, ȳ)

= 0

≥ 〈(x̄∗, 0), (x, y)− (x̄, ȳ)〉.

If (x, y) /∈
(

domϕ
)

∩
(

gphG
)

, then
(

δ(.; domϕ) + δ(·; gphG)
)

(x, y) = +∞.

Therefore,
(

δ(.; domϕ) + δ(·; gphG)
)

(x, y)−
(

δ(.; domϕ) + δ(·; gphG)
)

(x̄, ȳ)

≥ 〈(x̄∗, 0), (x, y)− (x̄, ȳ)〉.

Thus, the last inequality holds for any (x, y) ∈ X × Y . It follows that

(x̄∗, 0) ∈ ∂
(

δ(.; domϕ) + δ(·; gphG)
)

(x̄, ȳ). (40)
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If the situation (i) occurs, then by [18, Theorem 3.2] we can assert that
domϕ is a nonempty polyhedral convex set; hence δ(.; domϕ) is a proper
polyhedral convex function. In addition, as the set-valued map G is general-
ized polyhedral convex, by [18, Theorem 3.2] we know that δ(·; gphG) is a
generalized polyhedral convex function. From (27) it follows that

(

dom δ(.; domϕ)
)

∩
(

dom δ(·; gphG)
)

6= ∅.

Therefore, setting f1 = δ(.; domϕ), f2 = δ(·; gphG)
)

, and applying Theo-
rem 2.3 we get

∂
(

δ(.; domϕ)+δ(·; gphG)
)

(x̄, ȳ)=∂δ(.; domϕ)(x̄, ȳ)+∂δ(·; gphG)(x̄, ȳ). (41)

Consequently, by (40) and Proposition 2.1 we have

(x̄∗, 0) ∈ ∂δ(.; domϕ)(x̄, ȳ) + ∂δ(·; gphG)(x̄, ȳ)
= ∂∞ϕ(x̄, ȳ) +N((x̄, ȳ); gphG).

(42)

By (42), we can find (x∗, y∗) ∈ ∂∞ϕ(x̄, ȳ) such that

(x̄∗ − x∗,−y∗) ∈ N((x̄, ȳ); gphG).

This gives x̄∗−x∗ ∈ D∗G(x̄, ȳ)(y∗), which implies that x̄∗ ∈ x∗+D∗G(x̄, ȳ)(y∗).
As A∞

0 is defined by (16) and x̄∗ ∈ ∂∞µ(x̄) was taken arbitrarily, we obtain
the inclusion

∂∞µ(x̄) ⊂ A∞
0 . (43)

If the situation (ii) occurs, then using (27) and the sum rule in Theorem 2.3
for f1 := δ(·; gphG)

)

and f2 := δ(.; domϕ) yields (41). This gives (42). Then,
by the above arguments we can obtain (43).

Clearly, (10), (11), (16) and (17) imply that A∞
0 ⊂ A∞ and B∞

0 ⊂ B∞.
So, from (26), (43), and Theorem 3.1 it follows that

B∞ = ∂∞µ(x̄) ⊂ A∞
0 ⊂ A∞ ⊂ B∞. (44)

Since the equality A∞
0 = B∞

0 is valid by Proposition 3.1, we get (39) from (44).
The proof is complete. ✷

6 Conclusions

New results on differential stability of infinite-dimensional parametric opti-
mization problems, which are described by proper generalized polyhedral con-
vex functions and generalized polyhedral convex set-valued maps, were ob-
tained. Among other things, relationships between the upper estimates and
lower estimates for the subdifferential and the singular subdifferential of the
optimal value function given in [5] were established. We also proved that the
lower estimates can be strict, but each upper estimate is an equality. Thus,
Question 3 from [5] has been solved. Besides, we showed that if either the
objective function or the constraint set-valued mapping is polyhedral convex,
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then each subdifferential upper estimate in that paper coincides with the cor-
responding lower estimate.

Concerning differential stability in convex optimization via generalized
polyhedrality, note that Question 2 in [5] remains open. Its solution may need
certain refined sum rules, which are to be found.
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