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ON SECOND-ORDER OPTIMALITY CONDITIONS FOR C!
OPTIMIZATION PROBLEMS VIA LAGRANGIAN FUNCTIONS

DUONG THI VIET AN! AND NGUYEN VAN TUYEN?

ABSTRACT. This paper focuses on optimality conditions for C*!'-smooth optimization prob-
lems subject to inequality and equality constraints. By employing the concept of limiting
(Mordukhovich) second-order subdifferentials to the Lagrangian function associated with
the problem, we derive new second-order optimality conditions for the considered problem.
Applications for multiobjective optimization problems are studied as well. These results

extend and refine existing results in the literature.

1. INTRODUCTION

The theory of second-order optimality conditions has been a subject of significant interest
among researchers, see, e.g. [IH22] and the references therein. Hiriart-Urruty et al. in [13]
employed generalized Hessian matrices to derive second-order necessary conditions for a
class of differentiable optimization problems. Jeyakumar and Luc [I§] and Jeyakumar and
Wang [19] utilized the concept of approximate Hessians to establish necessary and sufficient
optimality conditions for unconstrained and constrained optimization problems involving
continuously differentiable functions, respectively. Another approach, involving the use of
second-order directional derivatives, has been explored by Ginchev and Ivanov [I1] and
Gutiérrez et al. [12].

The concept of second-order subdifferential, as introduced by Mordukhovich in [23, Re-
mark 2.8|, has emerged as a powerful tool in variational analysis. Defined as the coderivative
of the first-order subdifferential mapping, this concept, along with its rich calculus (see [24],
pp. 121-132], [25], [26]), has found applications in diverse areas, including stability and sensi-
tivity analysis, second-order optimality conditions, and characterizations of convexity. For a
comprehensive overview of recent research on the theory of second-order subdifferentials and
their applications, we refer the reader to the recent monograph by Mordukhovich [25]. This
comprehensive work, consisting of nine interrelated chapters, provides a valuable reference

for researchers working in this area.
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By using the second-order subdifferential concepts mentioned above, Chieu et al. [9], Huy
and Tuyen [14], Feng and Li [10], and Nadi and Zafarani [27] have established second-order
necessary and sufficient optimality conditions for optimization problems in both finite and
infinite-dimensional spaces. Namely, in [9], the authors have used the limiting second-order
subdifferentials to characterize locally optimal solutions of C'*'-smooth unconstrained mini-
mization problems. In [I4], Huy and Tuyen introduced the so-called second-order symmetric
subdifferential and derived new second-order necessary and sufficient optimality conditions
for a class of differentiable optimization problems with geometric constraints. Thereafter,
these results are applied to study second-order optimality conditions for vector optimization
problems with inequality constraints [I5,21]. By applying the notion of the pseudoconvex-
ity at a point in a direction and the second-order characterizations of (strict and strong)
pseudoconvexity, the authors of [27] have obtained second-order optimality conditions (for
strict local minima and isolated local minima) in nonlinear programming with continuously
differentiable data. Recently, Feng and Li [I0] established a second-order mean value in-
equality for C'™! functions, employing the concept of limiting (Mordukhovich) second-order
subdifferentials. By applying this inequality, the authors derived novel second-order Fritz
John-type necessary and sufficient optimality conditions for inequality-constrained optimiza-
tion problems.

Our approach departs from [I0] by avoiding the use of second-order tangent sets to the
feasible set. Instead, we employ the limiting second-order subdifferential of the Lagrangian
function to obtain second-order optimality conditions for C*'-smooth constrained optimiza-
tion problems. Our approach differs significantly from that of [I0]. Firstly, we focus on
optimization problems with finite inequality and equality constraints. Secondly, we employ
the Lagrangian method and utilize information from the first-order tangent set, whereas the
optimality conditions in [I0] rely on information from the second-order tangent set. Fur-
thermore, in Theorem B we study the second-order necessary optimality conditions for
isolated solutions of order 2 as well. We also present a counterexample to demonstrate
that our theorem is applicable in situations where the result in [10, Theorem 4.2 cannot be
applied.

The paper organization is as follows. Section [2 provides some basic definitions and aux-
iliary results. The second-order necessary optimality conditions are analyzed in Section
while second-order sufficient optimality conditions are investigated in Section Ml Applica-
tions for multiobjective optimization problems are presented in Section Bl Some conclusions

are given in the final section.



2. PRELIMINARIES

Throughout the paper, the considered spaces are finite-dimensional Euclidean with the
inner product and the norm being denoted by (-,-) and by || - ||, respectively. Along with
single-valued maps usually denoted by f : R"™ — R™ we consider set-valued maps (or
multifunctions) F' : R” = R™ with values F'(x) in the collection of all the subsets of R™.
The limiting construction

Limsup F(x) := {y € R™ | Jxy — T, yp — y with yp € F(xy),Vk = 1,2, }
T—T
is known as the Painlevé-Kuratowski outer/upper limit of F' at z. All the maps considered

below are proper, i.e., F'(z) # 0 for some x € R™.

Definition 2.1. (see [28, pp. 5-6])Let © be a nonempty subset of R and z € Q. The
Fréchet (reqular) normal cone to Q at z is defined by

~

N(z,Q) = {v e R"| limsup@’xi_fx> < O},
TP e —al

where 7 25 7 means that  — 7 and = € Q. The limiting (Mordukhovich) normal cone to €
at T is given by

N(z,9) = Limsup N (z,9).
Q
T

We put N(z,Q) = N(z,Q) =0 if # & Q.

Clearly, one always has

~

N(z,Q) C N(z,Q), VQ C R",Vz € Q.

If Q is convex, one has

~

N(z,Q) = N(z,Q) :={veR"| (v,z —7) <0, Vo € Q},
i.e., the regular normals to 2 at  coincides with the limiting normal cone and both con-

structions reduce to the normal cone in the sense of convex analysis.

Definition 2.2. (see, e.g., [29, Definition 3.41]) Let Q2 be a nonempty subset of R". An

element v € R" is called a tangent to €2 at a point T € Q if there are a sequence {x;} C Q
T — T

and a sequence {t} of positive real numbers such that t, — 0%, x;, — Z, and klim "
—00 k

= 0.

The set T'(z, () of all tangents to 2 at z is called the contingent cone (or the Bouligand-
Severi tangent cone [24, Chapter 1]) to Q at z. Note that v € T'(z, ) if and only if there
exist a sequence {t;} of positive scalars and a sequence of vectors {v;} with ¢, — 07 and

v, — v as k — oo such that z, := T + t,v, belongs to () for every k € N.



In the case, where 2 is a convex set, [T'(z, Q)] = N(z,Q) and [N(z,Q)]* = T(z,Q2), where
[N(z, )] :={veR"|(v,z) <0, Vo € N(z,0Q)}.

Let F': R™ = R™ be a set-valued map with the domain
dom F :={z € R" | F(z) # 0}
and the graph
gph F':={(z,y) e R" xR™ | y € F(x)}.

Definition 2.3. (see [28, Definition 1.11]) Let F': R® = R™ be a multifunction and (z,y) €
gph F'. The limiting (Mordukhovich) coderivative of F at (z,7) is a multifunction D*F(Z, ) :
R™ = R"™ with the values

D*F(z,y)(v) :={u e R" | (u,—v) € N ((Z,y),gph F)}, veR™.

If (Z,7) ¢ gph F, one puts D*F(Z,3)(v) = 0 for any v € R™. The symbol D*F(z) is used

when F is single-valued at = and y = F(Z).
Consider a function f:R" — R = R U {400} with the effective domain
dom f:={z e R" | f(z) < 400},

the epigraph

epi f:={(z,a) e R" xR | a > f(x)},
and the hypergraph

hypo f = {(z,a) e R" xR | a < f(2)}.

Definition 2.4. (see [24] Definition 1.77]) Suppose that z € R™ and |f(Z)| < co. One calls
the set

Of(x) :={veR"| (v,-1) € N((z, (%)), epi f)}

the limiting (Mordukhovich) subdifferential of f at z. If | f(Z)| = oo, one lets df(Z) to be an
empty set.

One can use the notion of coderivative to construct the second-order generalized differential

theory of extended-real-valued functions.

Definition 2.5. (see [28, Definition 3.17]) Let f : R® — R be a function with a finite value
at Z. For any 3 € 5f(f), the map 52f(32’, y) : R" = R™ with the values

0" f(z,9)(v) = (D*0f)(z,5)(v) = {u]| (u, —v) € N((Z,7),eph Of)}

is said to be the limiting (Mordukhovich) second-order subdifferential of f at T relative to .



If Of (Z) is a singleton, the symbol ¢ in the notation 9% f (7, ) (v) will be omitted. It is well-
known [28, p. 124] that if f is a C*-smooth function around z, i.e., f is twice continuously
differentiable in a neighborhood of Z, then

0*f(2)(v) = {V*f(2)"v} = {V*f(2)v}, v €R"
with V2f(Z) being the Hessian matrix of f at 7.

Let D be an open subset of R”. We denote by C*(D) the class of all real-valued functions
f, which are Fréchet differentiable on D, and whose gradient mapping V f(-) is locally
Lipschitz on D. According to [24, Theorem 1.90], if f € C**(D) and z € D, one has

0 f(2)(v) == *f (2, Vf(2))(v) = (v, V[)(2), Vv € R (1)

The following properties can obtained directly from the definition.

Proposition 2.6. Let f € CYY(D) and z € D. The following assertions hold:

(i) For any A > 0, one has 0*f(z)(\v) = N0*f(z)(v), Vv € R".

(ii) For any v € R™ the mapping x — 0*f(z)(v) is locally bounded. Moreover, if xy — T,
xp — x*, xp € O*f(x)(v) for all k € N, then z* € 0> f(z)(v).

The Taylor formula for C*! functions, employing the limiting second-order subdifferential,

is central to our investigation.

Theorem 2.7. (see [I0, Theorem 3.1] Let f € C“ (D) and [a,b] C D. Then, there exist
2 € Pf(&)(b—a), where € [a,b], 2’ € D*f(&')(b— a), where & € [a,b], such that

S b a) < f(0) ~ fla) ~ (VF(a),b—a) < 5{zb—a).

Consider the unconstrained problem
min{ f(z) | z € R"}, (P)
where f € CH(R™).

We end this section by results on the second-order necessary and sufficient optimality

conditions for ([P]) which are formulated in [9].

Theorem 2.8. (see [0, Theorem 3.7]) If T is a local solution of (D), then
(i) Vf(z) =0,
(ii) for each v € R™, there exists z € 0? f(Z)(v) such that (z,v) > 0.
Theorem 2.9. (see [9, Corollary 4.8]) Let z € R™. If the following conditions hold
(i) Vf(z) =0,
(i) for each v € R™\ {0}, (z,v) > 0 for all z € 0*f(z)(v).

Then T is a local unique optimal solution of (D).



3. SECOND-ORDER NECESSARY OPTIMALITY CONDITIONS

In the paper, we will study a general optimization problem. More precisely, the optimiza-

tion problem considered is of the form

min{ f(z) | x € R", gi(x) <0,i € I,hj(x)=0,j € J}, (P1)
where f,g;,h; € CH(R™), I ={1,2,....,m}, J ={1,2,...,p}. The feasible set is denoted by

X ={xeR"|g(x)<0,iel hjr)=0,5¢€J} (2)
Given z € X, we denote the active index set to x by
['(z) = {i € I|gi(x) =0}
and denote by C(x) the cone of critical directions
C(z) :={v e R" | (Vf(z),v) =0, (Vg(z),v) <0, i€ I'x),
(Vh;(z),v) =0, je J}

We invoke the notion of an isolated local solution of order 2, as introduced by Auslen-
der [30, Definition 2.1].

Definition 3.1. We say that a feasible point z € X is an isolated local solution of order 2
of (PI)) if there exist a positive constant p and a neighborhood U of Z such that

1
(@) > [@) + gplle =2, Yo e XOU, z # 2. (3)
Observe that if we can find a positive constant p and a neighborhood U of Z with
1
(@) = (@) + 5plle = 2|°, Vo € X NU (4)

then, for any fixed p € (0, p), condition (3) is fulfilled. Therefore, a feasible point z of (PI))
is an isolated local solution of order 2 if and only if there exist a positive constant p and a
neighborhood V' of  such that (@) holds.

Definition 3.2. (see [17]) One says that the metrically subregular (MSCQ) holds at z € X
if there exist a neighborhood U of & and a number x > 0 such that the following condition

is satisfied
dist (z; X) < k (Z max{g;(z),0} + Z \h](az)|> for all x € U. (5)
iel jed
In [I7, Proposition 9.1], by using [31, Lemma 2.5] the author proved that if the MSCQ
holds at Z, then the following Abadie constraint qualification (ACQ) is satisfied

T(7,X) = {veR" | (Vg,(z),0) <0, i€ I°z), Vi), v) =0,j € J},



where g;, i € I, and hy, j € J, are C? smooth functions. In the next proposition, we show
that this result is still true for the case where functions g;, @« € I, and h;, j € J, are only

differentiable at the point considered.

Proposition 3.3. Assume that functions g;, © € I, and hj, j € J, are differentiable at
€ X. If the MSCQ holds at T, then so does the ACQ.

Proof. Let U be a neighborhood of z and s be a positive number such that () is satisfied.
Put

L(7,X) :=={v eR"| (Vgi(z),v) <0,i€ I°%),(Vh;(7),v) =0, j € J}
By definition, it is easy to see that T'(z, X') C L(z, X ). We now show that L(z, X) C T(z, X)
and so the ACQ holds at z. Let any v € L(Z, X) and consider arbitrary sequences t; — 07,

v, — v. For each k € N, put z, := I + tvg. Since xp — T as k — oo, without any loss of

generality we may assume that x; € U for all k € N. Let us denote
I°(z,v) :={i € I'(Z) | (Vgi(z),v) =0}.
We claim that
gi(zr) <0 VieI\I'z,v) (6)

and k large enough. Indeed, if i ¢ I°(Z), then g;(Z) < 0 and so g;(z;) < 0 for all k large
enough due to the continuity of g; and the fact that z;, — 7 as k — oo. Ifi € I°(z)\ I°(z,v),
then g;(z) = 0 and (Vg;(Z),v) < 0. By the differentiability of ¢g; at Z, we have

gi(xr) = gi(zr) — 6i(%) = (Vi (Z), vg) + o(ty),

with o(tg)/tr — 0 as k — oo. Hence

lim 9:(%)
k—oo tk

= (Vg;(z),v) <0

and we therefore get g;(zx) < 0 for all k large enough, as required. Without any loss of
generality, we assume that (6] holds for all £ € N. This and the MSCQ at z imply that

dist (, X) <k [ Y max{gi(zr), 0} + > |hy(zx)| | VEEN.

i€10(z,v) jeJ
By the differentiability of g; and h; at , one has

gz(xk) = tk(Vgi(:Z"),vk> + O(tk), 1€ IO(ZZ',U),
hy(ax) = tu(Thy (@), v6) + olt), j € J



This implies that

lim 9i(z) = (Vgi(7),v) =0, Vie I'Z,0),

k— oo tk
h.
im ) g @) 0y =0, Ve
k—oo tk
Hence
di
o dst (e X)
k—o0 tk

This and the closedness of X imply that there exists a sequence z; in X such that

I l2n — @l
im ———— =
k—oo tk

0.
For each k € N, put wy, := (2, — 2%)/tx, Then wy, — 0 and we have
2 = T + tywy = T + (v + wy).
Since z; € X, t, — 07, and vy + wy, — v, one has v € T(z, X). Thus, we have L(z, X) C
T(z, X), as required. O

The Lagrangian associated with the constrained problem (Pl is given by

Lz p) = f@)+ > Ngi@) + > pshy(z).
iel jeJ
Definition 3.4. Let 7 € X. The set of Lagrange multipliers of problem (PIl) at Z is defined
by
A@) = {(\ ) ERT xR | V,L(Z,\ i) =0, \g;(Z) =0, i € I}.
If A(Z) # 0, then T is called a stationary point of (PII).

The following theorem provides second-order necessary optimality conditions for prob-

lem (PI)) in terms of limiting second-order subdifferentials.

Theorem 3.5. Suppose that T € X is a local solution of (P1)) and the MSCQ holds at .
Then, the following assertions hold:
(i) (Vf(z),v) >0 for any v € T(z, X). Consequently, A(T) is nonempty.
(ii) Let (A, 1) € A(x). Then for each v € T(z,X°), there exists z € O*L(z, N\, i)(v)
such that
(z,0) =0, (7)

where
X0={z eR"|hj(z) =0, j€J, g;(x) =0 ifi € I°(Z) and \; > 0,

gi(z) <0, otherwise}.



(iii) If & is an isolated local solution of order 2 of (PI) and (N, i) € A(Z), then, for every
v € T(x, X\ {0}, there exists = € O*L(x, A\, 1)(v) such that

(z,v) > 0.

Proof. (i) Let v € T(z,X). Then, by definition, there exist a sequence of positive scalars
tr — 07 and a sequence of vectors v, — v such that z; := T + tv, € X for all k € N. Since
z is a local solution of (PIl) and z, — = as k — oo, we have f(x) > f(z) for all k large
enough. By the differentiability of f at Z, one has

0< flax) = f(2) = te(VF(T), k) + 0ltr),
with o(tx)/try — 0 as k — oo. Dividing two sides by t; and letting & — oo we obtain
(Vf(z),v) > 0. Now by the MSCQ holds at z, one has (V f(z),v) > 0 for all v satisfies
(Vgi(z),v) <0, i € I°(Z), (Vh;(Z),v) =0, j€J
This means that the following system
(VF(@),0) < 0, (Vou(m),0) <0, i € I°(2), (Vhy(),0) =0, jeJ
has no solution v € R™. Hence, by the Motzkin’s theorem of the alternative (see [32], pp.
28-29]), there exist \; > 0, i € [°(Z), and ji; € R, j € J, such that
V@) + Y AVg(@) + Y [ Vh(E) = 0.
ieI%(z) jeJ

Fori e I\ I°(z), put \; = 0 and X := (\;)ier, i := (115)jes. Then (X, i) € A(Z), as required.

(i) Suppose that Z is a local minimum of problem (PI) and (), 1) € A(Z). Let any
v € T(z,X"). Since T is a local minimum of (PI]), there exists a neighborhood U of Z such

that
flz)—f(z) >0, Ve e XNU.

Asv € T(z, XY), there exist a sequence of positive scalars £, — 07 and a sequence of vectors
vy — v such that x;, := T + t,v; belongs to X° N U for all £ € N. Since z;, € X°, we have
Aigi(zy) = 0 for i € I°(z) and h;(xy) = 0 for j € J. Hence

Combining this with the fact that V,£(Z, A, i) = 0 one has

tev, A, 1)) + [L(Z + to, N, 1) — L(Z, N, i)
—(VoL(T, A, 1), tv)]. (8)



Setting
A= LT+t \ i) — LT\, i) — (VL L(T, N i), 10)
and
B = L(xp, A\, i) — L(Z + tyv, \ 1),
By applying the Taylor formula (Theorem E7) we can find 2, € 9L(&, A, i) (t,v) such that

1
AL §<Zk7 tkv), (9)

where &, € [Z,T + txv]. From Proposition (i), 2z € O*L(&, N\, 1) (trv) means that z, €
t,0?L(&, N, 1) (v). The latter allows us to express z, = tpwyg, where wy, € O?L(&, N, i) (v).

Thus, (@) can be rewritten as

A < <t (w, v). (10)

N —

For each k, the function op(t) := L((1 — )T + tay, A, i), where t € [0,1] is the composition
function of the affine function ¢ — (1 — ¢)Z + tx;, defined on [0, 1] and the vector function
x + L(z,\, i) defined on R". Under our assumptions, we have L(-,\, i) € CY*(R"). By
using the classical mean value theorem (see, e.g., [33, Theorem 5.10]) to ¢ on [0, 1] and using
the chain rule (see, e.g., [34, p. 103]), we find ¢} € (& + txv, x) such that

B = L(zg, A 1) = L(T + 1w, A, 1) = (VLG A 1), 2 — (T + 1),
The later is equivalent to
B = (V.L(Cr, A, 1), t(vr — ),
and, hence
|B] = (V2 L(Cr, A, 1), tr (v — 0))
(VoL Gy A 1) = Vo L£(T, A, i), tr(vg — v))
<V LGy A 1) = Vo L(Z, A, )| [t (0, — v)]- (11)

Since L(-, A, i) € CYH(R™), we can find a positive constant ¢ such that

Il
>
=I

IV L(Crs A 1) = Vo L(T, N 1) < LG — 2|
< Ik — il + [z — 2]
= Ce[llve — ol + lvell], k€N (12)
Combining (1) and (I2) yields
|B] < etilllve — vl + Jogll]-low = vll.
This implies that
|B]

t—2—>0ask;—>oo. (13)
k

10



From (§) and (I0) we get
1
0<A+B< §t§<wk,v> + B.
Dividing both sides by ¢? we obtain

0<

N | —

(wg, v) +t—2.
k

Since 9%L(., A\, 1) (v) is locally bounded at z, and &, — #, we deduce that {w;} is bounded.
Thus, we can assume, without any loss of generality, that w; converges to some z €
O*L(z, \, i), and, hence

B

0< lim =(wp,v) + 2 =
= phne 2 VO Y B

1
—<Z,U>
272

due to ([3). In other words, we can find z € 9*L(Z, \, i) such that
(z,v) > 0.

(iii) Suppose that 7 is an isolated local solution of order 2 of (PI)) and (), i) € A(Z). Let

p be a positive number and U be a neighborhood of z such that
fl@) = f@) 2 pllz —2|I*, YeeXNU.

For v € T(z, X") \ {0}, there exist a sequence of positive scalars ¢, — 07 and a sequence of
vectors v, — v such that x;, := ¥ + t,v;, belongs to X° N U for all k € N. Hence

Llwy, A i) — L(@,A 1) = flax) = f(2) > ptiflol”.

By this and a similar argument as in the proof of part (ii), we see that there exists z €
0*L(Z, \, i) such that

1
S(0) 2 pllo) > 0,
as required. O

Remark 3.6. Feng and Li [10] investigated second-order necessary conditions for opti-
mization problems involving set constraints and finite inequality constraints, employing the
concept of limiting second-order subdifferentials. Our approach differs significantly from
that of [10]. Firstly, we focus on optimization problems with finite inequality and equality
constraints. Secondly, we employ the Lagrangian method and utilize information from the
first-order tangent set, whereas the optimality conditions in [I0] rely on information from the
second-order tangent set. Especially in Theorem [B.5 we study the second-order necessary

optimality conditions for the isolated solution of order 2 as well.
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4. SECOND-ORDER SUFFICIENT OPTIMALITY CONDITIONS

Let us now turn our attention to second-order sufficient optimality conditions.

Theorem 4.1. Let T be a stationary point of (PI) and (A, i) € A(z). Assume that for
every v € [T(z, X) N C(Z)]\ {0} and for any z € O*L(z, A, ji)(v) one has

<z,v> > 0.
Then T is an isolated local solution of order 2 of (PI)).

Proof. We argue by contradiction. Suppose that Z is not an isolated local solution of order
2 of (PI)). Then there exists a sequence ), € X such that z, — T (z # Z) and

_ 1
fl) < F(2)+ 118, 9, (1)
where t := ||y — Z|| > 0 and ¢, — 0 as k — oco. Set vy = mkt—k_f Since vy, is bounded, there
exists a subsequence, denoted in the same way, such that v, — v as k — oo and ||v]| = 1.

Clearly, v € T'(z, X).

For i € I°(Z), we can expand g;(z) around 7 as follows
0> gi(zx) = (Vgi(T), 21, — ) + oz, — T),

with o((x — z)/||xx — Z||) = 0 as xx — Z. Dividing both sides by ||zx — Z|| and passing to

the limit over the subsequence for which v, — v, one gets
(Vgi(z),v) <0, i€ I%z).
A similar analysis of equality constraints yields the relations
(Vhi(z),v) =0, jeJ

Since T is a stationary point, we have
(Vi@ Z Ni(Vgi(@),v) = 3 i (Vh(
On the other hand, from (I4]) we have

(V7). 25— )+ olme — ) = fa) — (&) < 787

Dividing both sides by ||z — Z|| and passing to the limit z;, — = we get (Vf(Z),v) < 0.
Consequently, (V f(z),v) = 0. Therefore v € C(z).

By Taylor formula (Theorem 2.7), we can find 2, € 9?L(&, A, i) (2, — ), where &, € |1y, 7]
such that

1 - - -
§<zk,xk —Z) < L(xg, A\, 1) — L&, N\ 1) — (VL L(Z, N\ ), 2 — T).

12



This and the fact that z; € X imply that

1 - _
5 bam trok) < Llzw, A ) = LT, 4, 1)
_ - _ _ _ 1
= [fl@e) = F@]+ D Nlgilan) — g:@)] + D jlhy(aa) — hy()] < i
1€19(7) jeJ
By Proposition2.6(i) and the fact that z, € 9>L(&, A, 1) (trvr), there exists 2, € ?L(&, A, ji)(vy)
such that z, = t;z,. Hence
1 1
and it implies that (2, v) < 0 for some z € 9*°L(z, \, ft)(v), which contradicts the assumptions.
U

Let us see an example to illustrate Theorems and [Z.1]

Example 4.2. Consider the problem (PIl) with m =2, p =1,

Tl
flxy,z0) = —/ |t|dt—|—a7§,
0

g1(x1,29) = —x1, g1, 22) = —x9, and h(zy,x2) = a1 + 22 — 1. It is easy to check that
f e CHY(R?) and g1, go, h € C%.
The Lagrangian function of problem (1)) is

E(ZL’, )\,,u) = —/ |t|dt + ZL’% — )\11’1 — )\21'2 + ,U(Zli'l + Ty — 1).
0

Then, we have V,L(x, \, 1) = (—|z1] — A\ + p, 229 — Ao + p). Hence, T = (Z;,72) € R? is a
stationary point of (PI)) with respect to Lagrange multipliers A = (A1, Ay), i if the following

conditions hold
(|71 = M+ =0,

2%y — Ao + i = 0,

T >0,09 > 0,7 4+ 79 = 1,
A >0, >0,

[ MZ1 = ATy = 0.
It is easy to see that the above system has a unique solution z = (1,0) with respect to
A= (0,1) and i = 1. Then, X° = {z}. Hence, T(z,X°) = {0} and so the second-order
necessary optimality condition () is satisfied. By Theorem B0 the problem (PIl) has only
one candidate for optimal solutions that is z = (1, 0).

We now use Theorem (] to show that & = (1,0) is an isolated local solution of order 2
of (PI). An easy computation shows that C'(z) = {0}. Hence, [T(z,X) N C(z)]\ {0} is
empty. This and Theorem [ I] imply that £ = (1,0) is an isolated local solution of order 2

of (B1)).
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Remark 4.3. Theorem [ ] establishes a sufficient optimality condition that differs from the
one presented in [I0, Theorem 4.2]. Our condition requires that the second-order subdiffer-
ential is positive definite for all directions z belonging to the set 9*£(%, A, 1)(v), which is a

smaller set compared to the one considered in [10, Theorem 4.2].

We present a counterexample to demonstrate that our theorem is applicable in situations

where the result in [I0, Theorem 4.2] cannot be applied.

Example 4.4. (Theorem ] works but [10, Theorem 4.2] fails) Consider the problem [P]
with the following data:

f(ry,2) = a1 + x%? G1(21, x2) == —x1, Go(@1,2) 1= — o,
X = {LE‘ = (xlva) € ]R2 ‘ gl(x17x2) S 0,g2(l’1,,§(:2) S O}v

and Z = (0,0) € X. First, we observe that Z is a stationary point of [Pl with respect to a
unique Lagrange multiplier A = (1,0). By a simple calculation, we find that

T(7,X) = {veR?| (Vg(z),0) <0,Vi € I°(7)} = R2

and C(z) = {0} x R;. Then v = (vy,v9) € [T(z,X)NC(z)] \ {0} means that v; = 0 and
vy > 0.
The Lagrangian associated with [P1] is

£(ZL’, )\) =1 + ZL’% — 5\11’1 — 5\21’2 = ZL’%

We have V,L(z,)\) = (0,0) and 6?L(7, \)(v) = (0,2v3). So, for any z € 0*°L(Z, \)(v) and
v = (v,v9) € [T(z,X)NC(z)] \ {0}, one has (z,v) = 2v3 > 0. Thus, by Theorem 1]
one obtains = (0,0) is an isolated local solution of order 2 of [PIl However, as shown
in [10, Example 4.5], Theorem 4.2 in [10] cannot be applicable in this context.

5. SECOND-ORDER SUFFICIENT OPTIMALITY CONDITIONS IN MULTIOBJECTIVE
OPTIMIZATION PROBLEMS

In this section, we consider the following multiobjective optimization problem

Min gg {p(2) := (p2(2), ..., @q(x)) |2 € X}, (MP)

where ¢, € CP(R"), 1€ L:={1,...,q}, and X is defined as in (2)).
The Lagrangian associated with the constrained problem (MP)) is given by

Lz, o\ ) Zalapl ) + Z Aigi() + Z,Ujhj(x)

leL el jeJ

14



We say that v € R™ is a critical direction of (MP)) at a x € X if

\

((
(
(
(

hS

=

~
S

) <0
=0

gi(x),v) <0
Vh;(x),
The set of all critical direction of (MP]) at 2 is denoted by

W) =0

Vie L,

at least one [ € L,

Vi e I°(z),
Vj €.

K(x).

Definition 5.1. Let # € X. The set of Lagrange multipliers of (MD)) at 7 is defined by

A(z) = {(a, A,

i)

€ (RY\ {0}) x Y x B?| V,L(z.a, A, i) = 0,

Aigi(T) = 0,i € I}.

If the set of Lagrange multipliers of (MP]) at Z is nonempty, then T is called a stationary

point of (MP]).

Definition 5.2. (see, e.g. [35]) Let z € X. We say that:
(i) z is a local weak efficient solution of (MPJ) if there exists a neighborhood U of Z such

that

max{ () —

max {1 (z) —
(ii) Z is an isolated local solution of order 2 of (MP)) if there exist a positive number 3 and
a neighborhood U of z such that

(pl(if'), e

(pl(if'), e

, Pg(T) —

s Pq(T) —

0,(Z)} >0 Yz e XNU.

0 ()} > Bllz — z||> Ve e X NU.

The following result gives a sufficient for the nonemptiness of the set of Lagrange multi-

pliers at a given local weak efficient solution of (MDP]).

Proposition 5.3. Suppose that T € X is a local weak efficient solution of (MDP]).

MSCQ holds at T, then

max{(Vy(Z),

Wlle Ly >0

for every v € T'(z, X). Consequently, A(x) is nonempty.

Proof. Suppose on the contrary that there exists a vector v € T'(z, X) such that max{(Vy,(z),

L} < 0, or, equivalently, (Vi (Z),v) < 0 for all I € L. Let t;, — 0" and vy — v such that

T+ tpv, € X for all k € N. For each [ € L, it follows from

lim

k—o00

gOl(ZZ' + tk'Uk) —

o

x)

ty,

that there exists k; € N such that

= (Voi(z),

v) <0

o1(T + tyor) < @i(T) VE > Ky
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Let ko := max{k; |l € L}. Then we have
(T + tyog) < @i () Yl € Lk > ko,
contrary to the fact that = is a local efficient solution of (MP]). Hence
max{(Vy,(z),v) [l € L} >0 YveT(z,X).

From this, the MSCQ condition at z, and Proposition B.3 we see that the following system
has no solution v

(Vo (z),v) <0 Vel

(Vgi(z),v) <0  Viel(z),

(Vh;(z),v) =0 Vj €.
By the Motzkin’s theorem of the alternative (see [32 pp. 28-29]), A(Z) is nonempty. The

proof is complete. O

The following theorem presents a second-order sufficient optimality condition for an iso-
lated local solution of order 2 of (MP]).

Theorem 5.4. Suppose that T is a stationary point of (MP) and (&, \, i) € A(Z). Assume
that for every v € [T(z, X) N K(x)]\ {0} and for any z € O*°L(Z, &, \, i) one has

(z,v) > 0.
Then T is an isolated local solution of order 2 of (MDPJ).

Proof. Suppose on the contrary that Z is not an isolated local solution of order 2 of (MP)).
Then there exists a sequence z € X such that z, — = (2 # =) and

1
max{y;(z) — @i (Z) |l € L} < Eti’ Vk € N, (15)

where ty := ||zx — Z|| > 0. Clearly, t, — 0 as k — 0co. Set vy, := m@—k_f Since vy, is bounded,
there exists a subsequence, denoted in the same way, such that v, — v as k — oo and

|v]| = 1. By a similar argument as in the proof of Theorem [L.T], we see that
v e T(7,X),(Vgi(z),v) <0, i€ I°z), and
(Vhy(@),0) =0, je ..
It follows from ([I3]) that
1
pi(we) — (@) < 7, Vi€ LkeN.

By Taylor formula, one has

i) — () = t{Vi(3), vk} + olt) < 117
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Dividing both sides by ¢, and passing to the limit £ — oo we get
<vg01(j),1)> < Ov le L.

We claim that there exists [ € L such that (V¢ (Z),v) = 0. If otherwise, then it follows from
(&, A\, 1) € A(Z) that

0= (V. L(Z,a, X 1), v) = > a(Vey(z),v) + Z Xi(Vgi(z
leL i€l0(z
+ Zﬂj Vh; ()
jed
=Y a(Va(®),v) + Z Ni(Vgi(z 0,
leL i€l0(z

a contradiction. Hence, v € [T'(z, X) N K(x)] \ {0}.
By Theorem .7 we can find z;, € 9*L(&, &, N\, i) (tpvr), where &, € [z, Z] such that

%(zk,zk — ) < Lz, a, \, 1) — L(z,a, N\, i) — (Vo L(Z,a, N\, i), 7 — 7).
This and the fact that z; € X imply that
;<zk, beoe) < L(xas G A i) — L£(F, @ A fi) — (VoL @, X i), 5 — F)
=Y ala(e) — @@+ D Algi(e) — g:(2)]
leL i€10(z)
+ > () — hy(E))
JjEJ

< %(Zal)t%

leL

By Proposition ZZ6(i) and the fact that 2, € 92L(&, @, A, i) (tyvr), there exists 2], € 02L(&, a, , i) (vy,)

such that z, = t;z,. Hence

1 1
lel

and this implies that (z,v) < 0 for some z € 9?L(x,a, A\, i)(v), which contradicts the

assumptions. 0

To illustrate Theorem [5.4] we conclude this section with an example.

Example 5.5. Consider the problem (MP]) with the following data:

o1(x) = 22, pu() = / tdt, g(x) = —z Vr € R,

o(x) = (p1(), p2(x)), X == {r € R|g(x) <0},
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and ¥ = 0 € X. First, we observe that T is a stationary point of (MP]) with the Lagrange
multipliers A = 0, @ = (1,0). By simple calculation, we find

T(z,X)=Ry
and K(z) =R,. Soifv e [T'(z,X)N K(z)] \ {0} then v > 0.
The Lagrangian associated with (MP]) is
Lz, o, ) = a12? + ay /Or |t|dt — M.

It is clear that V,L(z, a, \) = 2012 + as|z| — A. So for any v one has

(VoL(z,a,N),v) = 2va,7 + vag|z| — A = 2vz.
Since L is a Lipschitz function, from (II), we have

O*L(z,a,\)(v) = v, V. L(.,a,\))(Z) = {2v}.

This implies that

(z,0) =20% >0
for all z € O?L(x, &, \)(v) and v € [T(z, X)NK (7)]\{0}. Thus, by Theorem 5.4}, we conclude
that Z = 0 is an isolated local solution of order 2 of (MP)).

6. CONCLUDING REMARKS

This paper focuses on deriving second-order necessary and sufficient optimality conditions
for C1! optimization problems in finite-dimensional spaces, subject to both inequality and
equality constraints. Our approach utilizes the Lagrangian function and the concept of
limiting second-order subdifferentials to obtain these conditions. These results represent a

significant extension of existing results for optimization problems with C*! data.
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