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LOJASIEWICZ-TYPE INEQUALITIES AND GLOBAL ERROR BOUNDS
FOR NONSMOOTH DEFINABLE FUNCTIONS IN O-MINIMAL
STRUCTURES

HOANG PHI DUNG

ABSTRACT. In this paper, we give some Lojasiewicz-type inequalities and a nonsmooth
slope inequality on non-compact domains for continuous definable functions in an o-minimal
structure. We also give a necessary and sufficient condition for which global error bound
exists. Moreover, we point out the relationship between the Palais-Smale condition and this

global error bound.

1. INTRODUCTION

Let f: R™ — R be a real analytic function with f(0) = 0. Let V := {x € R"|f(z) = 0}
and K be a compact subset in R™. Then the (classical) Lojasiewicz inequality (see [17, [18])

asserts that:

e There exist ¢ > 0, a > 0 such that
(1) |f(x)| > cd(z,V)* forze K.

Let f : R"™ — R be a real analytic function with f(0) = 0 and V f(0) = 0. The Lojasiewicz
gradient inequality (see [17), 18]) asserts that:

e There exist C' > 0,p € [0,1) and a neighbourhood U of 0 such that
(2) IVf(@)|| = Clf ()" for z € U.

As a consequence, in ([J), the order of zero of an analytic function is finite, and if f(x) is
close to 0 then z is close to the zero set of f. However, if K is not compact, the latter is not
always true and the inequality () does not always hold (see [B, Remark 3.5]). Similarly, in
(@), the order of gradient’s zero of an analytic function is smaller than the order of its zero.
But if U is not a bounded set, (Z) does not always hold (see Example B.1).

With the Lojasiewicz inequality (D), in the case K = R™, Hérmander (see [11]) substituted
the left-hand side by one quantity greater than |f(x)| and he got the following fact

Je, a, B> 0 such that |f(x)|(1 + |z]?) > d(z,V)* Va € K.
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Recently, by replacing V' by a large real algebraic set, the authors in [10] and the authors
in [5] gave some versions of Lojasiewicz inequalities in some non-compact cases. Moreover,
some necessary and sufficicent conditions for which the Lojasiewicz inequality and the global
Lojasiewicz inequality exists in some non-compact cases are given.

In the case of differentiable definable functions in an o-minimal structure and U is bounded
set (see [16]), the author proved the Lojasiewicz gradient inequality and the authors in
[2] proved it in the case of subanalytic functions. With some specific cases of o-minimal
structures, other Lojasiewicz-type inequalities was given in [21].

On the other hand, the classical Lojasiewicz inequality has the relation with error bounds

in Optimization. Let f : R”™ — R be a continuous real-valued function. Set
(3) S :={z e R"f(z) <0},

and set [f(x)]4 := max{0, f(z)}.
We say that (3]) has a global Hélderian error bound if there exist ¢ > 0, > 0, 5 > 0 such
that

(4) d(z,8) < e([f ()3 + [f(@)])

for all z € R™, where d(z, S) denotes the Euclidean distance between x and S. If; in addition,
that a = f = 1, then we refer () as a global Lipschitzian error bound.

Note that [f(z)]; = 0 if and only if z € S. Hence the existence of the Lojasiewicz
inequality with [f(x)]; over K = R" is equivalent to the existence of the global Holderian
error bound of S.

In the convex case, the first results of error bounds was obtained in the work of many
authors [12], [24], [23], [1], [15], ... The existence of an error bound (Lipschitzian) usually
requires the convexity and the so-called Slater condition. When the Slater condition is not
satisfied and the set S is defined by one or many polynomial inequalities, global Holderian
error bounds have been shown in [19], [20], [22], [2€], ...

In the non-convex case, the global Holderian error bound for polynomial of degree 2 was
given in [22] Theorem 3.1]. As far as we know, this is the first result, where a global Hélderian
error bound for a non-convex polynomial was established.

Recently, the author in [9 Theorem A] gave a criterion for the existence of a global
Holderian error bound (@) in the case of polynomial of any degree, without the assumption
the convexity and the Slater condition. Moreover, the author pointed out that if a polynomial
satisfies the Palais-Smale condition then there exists a global Holderian error bound.

In this paper, we will give some Lojasiewicz-type inequalities. We will extend some results
of [9] from polynomial functions to continuous definable functions in an o-minimal structure.

We also do not require functions to either be convex or satisfy the Slater condition. On the



other hand, we will establish the Lojasiewicz gradient inequality in a non-compact case with
differentiable definable real-valued functions in an o-minimal structure.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we recall a short introduction
to o-minimal structures and some their properties. In Section 3, a criterion for the existence
of Lojasiewicz-type inequalities and Lojasiewicz inequality of gradient will be proved. In
Section 4, we give a necessary and sufficicent condition for which a global Holderian error
bound exists; moreover, a relation between the Palais-Smale condition and the existence of

error bounds will be established in the end.

2. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we recall some notions and results of geometry of o-minimal structures,
which can be found in [7, 6] [3].

Definition 2.1. A structure expanding the real field (R, +,.) is a collection O = (O,,)nen

where each O, is a set of subsets of the affine space R”, satisfying the following axioms:

1. All algebraic subsets of R™ are in O,.

N

For every n, O, is closed under finite set-theoretical operations.

IfAe O, and B € O,,, then A X B € O,,1n.

If 7 : R"™! — R” is the projection on the first n coordinates and A € O, then
m(A) € O,.

The elements of O,, are called the definable subsets of R™. Moreover, if O satisfies:

5. The elements of O; are precisely the finite unions of points and intervals.

-

Then O is called an o-minimal structure on R.

Example 2.1. A semi-algebraic set is finite union of sets S = {z € R"|f(z) = 0, g;(x) <
0,7 =1,...,m} where f,g; are polynomials in Rz, ..., z,].

The collection O of all semi-algebraic sets in R™ for all n € N is an o-minimal structure on
R.

Perhaps the writing down projections in order to show that a subset is definable will be
boring. We are more used to write down formulas. Let us specify what is meant first-order
formula (of the language of the o-minimal structure). A first-order formula is constructed

according to the following rules.

(1) If P e R[X,...,X,], then P(Xy,...,X,) =0and P(Xy,...,X,) > 0 are first-order
formulas.

(2) If A is a definable subset of R", then x € A (where x = (x1,...,x,)) is a first-order
formula.

(3) If ®(xq,...,x,) and ¥(xy,...,x,) are the first-order formulas, then {® and ¥}, {®
or U}, {not &}, {& = U} are first-order formulas.



(4) If ®(y,x) is a first-order formula (where y = (y1,...,y,) and z = (xq,...,x,)) and
A is a definable subset of R™, then 3z € A ®(y,z) and Vax € A ®(y, x) are first-order
formulas.

Theorem 2.1 ([3], Theorem 1.13). If ®(xy,...,x,) is a first-order formula, the set of
(x1,...,2,) in R™ which satisfy ®(z1,...,z,), is definable.

Remark 2.1. By the rule (4) and the above theorem, the sets {x € R" : 3z, 1(x, z,,41) € A}
(image of A by projection) and {z € R" : Va,,41(x, x,11) € A} (complement of the image of
the complement of A by projection) are definable.

Definition 2.2. A map f : A — RP (where A C R") is called definable if its graph is a
definable subset of R" x RP.

With any o-minimal structure, we have some elementary properties

Proposition 2.1. (i) The closure, the interior and the boundary of a definable set are
definable.
(ii) Compositions of definable maps are definable.
(iii) Images and inverse images of definable sets under definable maps are definable.
(iv) Infimum of a bounded below definable function and supremum of a bounded above

definable function are definable functions.
The reader can be found the proofs of these properties in [7, [6].

Proposition 2.2. If function f : R"™ — R is definable then the set S = {x € R"|f(x) < 0}
is definable.

Proof. By definition, I'f = R™ x f(R") is definable.

Let consider the following projection
7R SR,
(xla sy Ty zn—i—l) = Tnti.

By the definition of first-order formula, the set 7(I'y) = {y € R|ly = f(x), for some x € R"}
is definable. Similarly, the set {y € R|y < 0} is definable.
So S =m(l'y) N {y <0} is definable. O

Proposition 2.3. If S is a definable set and S # () then the function d : R™ — R defined by
d(w, 8) = inf |}z y]|

1s well-defined and is a definable function; moreover, it is a continuous function on R™.



Proof. The set {|jz —y|| : y € S} is an image of S by the definable function y — |z — y||, so
it is definable subset. Since S # (), d is well-defined.

Let consider its graph, Iy = {(z,t) e R"™ |t > 0 and Vy € S : t* < ||z — y||* and Ve € R, € >
0=dyeS:t*+e>|z—yl*}

This set is definable because it is defined by first-order formulas. Hence d(z, S) is a definable
function.

By the triangle inequality, we have |d(x,S) — d(zo, S)| < d(z, x¢). Therefore z — ¢ implies
d(z,S) — d(xo,S). Hence d(x,S) is a continuous function. O

Proposition 2.4. Let f : R" — R be a differentiable, definable function in some o-minimal
structure. Then Of /0x;,j = 1,...,n are definable functions and V f(x) (gradient of f) is
an definable mapping.

Proof. By the definition of partial derivatives, we have 0f/0x; are defined by

O /0w;(a) = lim flxe, .oz, my) — flar, .o a4, .. ay) —

Y

Tj—aj a’,’] — aj
so we have
e < f(l’l,...,llfj—f—h,...};l’n)—f(Il,...>In) —8f/8$] <€,v€>0,h>0,j: 1,...,n
This is a first-order formula. By Theorem 2.1, 0f/0x; is definable function. This implies
that V f(z) is definable. O

The following useful result is a property of semialgebraic functions in one variable.

Lemma 2.1 ([7], growth dichotomy Lemma). Let f: (0,¢) — R be a semi-algebraic function
with f(s) # 0 for all s € (0,€). Then there exist constants ¢ # 0 and ¢ € Q such that
f(s) =cs?+o(s?) as s — 0.

The following property is important to our purpose.

Theorem 2.2 (monotonicity theorem). Let f : (a,b) — R is a definable function, —oo <
a < b < 400. Then there exist ag,ay,...,ak1 With a = ayg < ay < --- < ax < agy; = b
such that f is continuous on each interval (a;, a;+1), moreover f is either strictly monotone

or constant on each (a;,a;41),i =1,... k.

The proof of this theorem can be found in [7, [6] 3].
We now recall notion of the subdifferential of a continuous function. This notion plays the

role of the usual gradient map, which can be found in [25] 4].
Definition 2.3. (i) The Fréchet subdifferential O f (x) of a continuous function f: R™ —
R at z € R" is given by

5 el wi oy J@th) = f@) = (v, h)
0f(w) = {U <R R Il - O}




(ii) The limiting subdifferential at x € R", denoted by df(x), is the set of all cluster
points of sequences {v*};>1 such that v¥ € df(«*) and (2%, f(2%)) = (z, f(x)) as
k — oo.

Remark 2.2. (i): It is easy to show that for a continuous function f on R", the set
{x: df(x) # 0} is dense set in R".
(ii): It is not hard to show that if f is a definable function then df(z) and df(x) are
definable sets ([13, Prop 3.1]).

Definition 2.4. By using the limiting subdifferential 0 f, we define the nonsmooth slope of
f by

my(x) = inf{||v|| : v € Of(2)}.
By definition, ms(z) = +0o whenever df(z) = 0.

Definition 2.5. The strong nonsmooth slope of function f is defined as follows

[f(x) = fle + h)ly
7] ’

|V f|(x) := lim sup
h—0 h+£0

with [a]; = max{a,0}.

The relationship between nonsmooth slope, strong nonsmooth slope and subdifferential is

following (see for details in [14]):
inf{[lyl : y € 9f (@)} = [V/|(x) > my(x).

Remark 2.3. (i): It is not hard to show that if f is a definable function then mg(x)
and |V f|(x) are definable ([13, Prop 3.1]).
(ii): If f is a differentiable function then the above notions coincide with the usual con-
cept of gradient; that is: df(z) = df (z) = {Vf(z)} and hence m(z) = |V f|(z) =
IV (@)]-

3. MAIN RESULTS

3.1. Lojasiewicz-type inequalities.
The following results extend the results of [9] (see also [5]) from polynomial functions to
continuous definable functions. The proof follows the steps of proofs of Theorem 2.1 and 2.2

in [9], but we use monotonicity theorem instead of growth dichotomy lemma.

Proposition 3.1 (Lojasiewicz-type inequality "near to the set S”). Let f: R" — R be a
continuous definable function. Assume that S := {x € R™ | f(z) <0} # 0. Let [f(2)]+ =

max{ f(x),0}. Then the following two statements are equivalent.

(i) For any sequence z* € R™\ S, with x* — oo, it holds that

f@*) =0 = d@@* 9)—0;



(ii) There exist 6 > 0 and a function p : [0,9] — R which is definable, continuous and
strictly increasing on [0,9) with ©(0) = 0 such that

u(f(@)]4) = d(@,S), Vo€ f7H((—00,d)).

Proof.

(1) = (i) : Assume that zF ¢ S, 2F — oo and f(2*) — 0. We have [f(2¥)], = f(2*). By
the continuity of p at 0, we get u(f(2¥)) — 0. Note that 0 < f(z*) < § if k > 1. Then it
follows from the inequality in (ii) that d(z*,S) — 0.

(1) = (i) : Without loss of generality, we can suppose that S # R". Then there exists ¢y > 0
such that f=1(ty) # (). Because f is continuous, f~1(t) # 0 for all 0 <t < 1.

Let u(t) == sup d(z,S),t > 0. We will show that there exists § > 0 sufficient small such
zef=1(t)
that p(t) have desired properties. Clearly, 1(0) = 0.

We now show that there exists § > 0 such that u(t) < +oo for all ¢ € [0,0). By contradic-
tion, assume that there exists a sequence t; > 0,t; — 0, such that u(ty) = oo for all k. This
implies the existence of sequence z* € f~1(¢;) such that d(z*,S) — 400 as k — oo. Hence
2¥ — 0o. Contradiction.

So pu(t) < 400 on [0,0] with 6 > 0. By Proposition 23] and Proposition 2.4)((iv)), we have
p(t) is definable on [0, 6.

Using the monotonicity theorem, the function p is continuous and monotone on (0, d] if
0<oik 1

We now show that p is continuous at 0. Suppose p is not continuous at 0. That means

there exists a sequence t; — 0 such that p(ty) = sup d(x,S) - 0. Hence, there exists
z€f 1 (tk)
a sequence =¥ € f~1(t;) such that t, = f(2*) — 0 and d(2*,S) - 0. On the other hand,

% — oo. Indeed, if there exists z < oo such that ¥ — 2 then by the continuity of f,

f(a*) — f(x), this implies f(z) = 0. That means d(z*, S) — 0, contradiction. So we have
a sequence ¥ — oo, f(z¥) — 0 and d(z*, S) - 0. This contradicts ().

k

Hence p is continuous and monotone on [0, d].
Note that by 1(0) = 0 and u(t) > 0,Vt € (0,0), if § is sufficient small then pu(t) is strictly
increasing on [0, d].
For 0 <t < §,let x € f~%(t), then we have u(t) = sup d(a,S) > d(z,S).
acf=1(t)
Hence p([f(2)]+) = d(, ), Vo € f~H((—00,d]). 0
Remark 3.1. Note that the condition that p is continuous at 0 and p(0) = 0 in (i7) is

necessary.

Let us consider the function f : R — R,z el The function f is a differentiable
x

semialgebraic function because its graph is the set {(x,y) € R?|(1 + 2?)y = 2}. Then f is a



definable function. .
We have S = (—o0,0]. Then we choose p(t) := sup d(z,S)on0<t< 5 This function is

R —
lJrac2 =t

1
definable, continuous on (0, 5) but not continuous at 0.

Moreover, x¥ — +oo satisfies f(z%) — 0 but d(z*, S) — +00, so the statement (i) fails.

Proposition 3.2 (Lojasiewicz-type inequality ”far from the set S”). Suppose that for any
sequence ¥ € R™\ S, with 2* — oo and

d(2*,8) — oo we have f(x*) — oo;

Then there exist v > 0 and a function u : [r,+00) — R which is definable, increasing and

continuous on [r,4+00) such that

u(lf(@)]+) > d(@,S), ¥z € f7([r, +00)).

Proof.
Let us consider two cases:

Case 1. The function f is bounded from above, i.e. 7 := sup,cpn f(z) < 400.

By the assumption, there exists M > 0 such that d(z,S) < M for all z € R". For all
ze [ ) 0<r <r),

fo) 2 v = 57 M > $od(x,S).

Then the function u(t) := T—J‘/{t with ¢ > »/ have required properties.
Case 2. The function f is not bounded from above. By continuity of f and S # (), we

have f~1(t) # 0 for all t > 0. Set u(t) = sup d(z,S).
zef~1(1)
We claim that there exists r > 1 such that u(t) = sup d(z,S) < oo for all ¢t > r.
zefH(t)
By contradiction, assume that p(t) = oo for some t > 1. Then there exists a sequence

2F € f71(t) such that d(z*, S) — oo. Of course ¥ — oo, this contradicts the assumption.
So u(t) < 400,Vt € [r,+00). This implies that p is a definable function on [r, +00). By
monotonicity theorem, p is continuous and monotone on [r, +00) for r > 1.
Let

M := sup u(t).
te[r,400)

We have two subcases:
Case 2.1. M = 4o00. Then lim;_,, o, p(t) = +00. This means that for » > 1, the function

w is strictly increasing on [r, +00). Furthermore

pllf(@))4) = p(f(2)) = d(x,8), Vo € f7([r, +00)).



Case 2.2. M < +o0. Then, for all = such that f(x) > r we have d(z,S) < M, therefore

f@) 27 =M > —d(,S).

The function p := %t,t > r, has required properties. O

Remark 3.2. Note that the converse of the above theorem is false.
Indeed, consider the function f: R — R, x — The function f is a differentiable

1422
semialgebraic function since its graph is the set {(z,y) € R?(1 + 2?)y® = 2*} N {zy > 0}.

sup d(z,S) on[r1)
We have S = (—00,0]. We choose 0 < 7 < 1 and let pu(t) :== { viyaz '
+00 on [1,400)
This function is definable, increasing and continuous.
In the other hand, we have 2% — +o00, d(z*, S) — 400 and f(z*) — 1.

3.2. Global Holderian error bound for continuous definable functions in o-minimal
structures.
The following criterion extends the error bound result of [9] from polynomial functions to

definable functions in o-minimal structures.

Theorem 3.1. Let f: R" — R be a continuous definable function. Assume that S = {x €
R™ | f(z) <0} # 0 and [f(x)]; := max{f(x),0}. Then the following two statements are

equivalent

(i) For any sequence x* € R™\ S, 2% — 0o, we have
(i1) if f(z*) — 0 then d(z*,S) — 0;
(i2) if d(a*,S) — oo then f(x*) — .

(ii) There exists a function u : [0,400) — R, which is definable, strictly increasing and
continuous on [0, +00) with u(0) = O,tEeroou(t) = 400, such that

d(z, S) < p([f(2)]4), Vo eR™

Proof. The implication (ii) = (i) is straightforward. We prove the implication (i) = (ii).
Indeed, by Theorems [3.1] and [B.2], there exist two continuous, strictly increasing, definable
functions p; on [0,0] with 0 < § < 1 and p9 on [r,+00) with 7 > 1 such that

d(z,S) < pu([f(2)]4), Yo € fH((—o0, d]).
and

d(z,8) < pa([f (2)]4), Yo € f([r, +00)).



On the other hand, by assumption (i2), there exists M > 0 such that d(z,S) < M for all

z € f7Y([d,7]). Then
f) 2 6= 20> Ld(e.S)
for all z € f=1([6,7]). Put ps(t) := &t with ¢ € [6,7], we get ps(t) > d(z,S) and pg is a
increasing function on [d, 7].
By definition of u3 and 11_1}01 p1(t) = 0 (Theorem B.1]), we may choose 0 such that p;(t) <
ws(0) = M,Vt € [0,6]. Indeed, if 3t € [0, ] such that u(t) > ps(d), then we put
M
M'" := max{ sup u(t), M} and uz(t) = —t,
te[0,4] o

so we have py(t) < M' = u3(9), vt € [0, 4].

Similarly, by definition of p3(t) and ps(t), we may choose r such that ps(r) = Hr <
wa(t),Vt € [r,+00). Indeed, if 3t € [r,+00) such that pus(r) > pse(t), then we may choose
wh(t) > pao(t) + C with C' = ps(r), so we have d(z,S) < po(t) < ph(t),t € [r,+00) and
ws(r) < ph(t), vt € [r,+00). Moreover, by definition of ps, we may choose p(t) as above
such that if > 1 then p4(t) is strictly increasing on [r, +00) and tEeroo wy(t) = +oo.

Combine three functions pq, po, 13 and note that we may choose suitable o, and M as

m(t) vt elo,d]

above, we get the function u(t) = < us(t) Vt € [6,r] - The function p is definable, strictly
py(t) Yt e [r,4+o00)

increasing and continuous and p satisfies (i7). O

3.3. The relation between the Palais-Smale condition and the existence of error
bounds.

In this section, we consider continuous functions in an o-minimal structure.

Definition 3.1. Given a continuous function f: R” — R and a real number ¢, we say that f
satisfies the Palais-Smale condition at the level t, if every sequence {z*}reny C R™ such that

f(2%) — t and my(z¥) — 0 as k — oo possesses a convergence subsequence.

The following theorem also extends Theorem B in [9] from polynomial functions to con-

tinuous definable functions.

Theorem 3.2. Let f: R" — R be a continuous definable function. Assume that S = {x €
R™ | f(x) <0} # 0. If f satisfies the Palais-Smale condition at each level t > 0, then there
exists a function p : [0,4+00) — R, which is definable, strictly increasing and continuous

w1(0) = 0,lim; o pu(t) = 0o, such that

d(z, S) < p([f(2)]+), Vo eR™

10



Proof. By Theorem B.1] it is enough to show that f satisfies the Palais-Smale condition at

each value ¢ > 0, then there is no sequence z* — oo, z¥ € R™ \ S such that
f(z*) = 0but d(z,S) >6 >0

or
d(z*,8) — oo but 0 < f(aF) < M

for some 6 > 0 and M > 0. In case of continuous definable functions, we use the subdiffer-
ential instead of the gradient in [9].

By contradiction, first of all, assume that for a sequence z¥ — oo, 2% € R\ S, we have
f(z*) — 0 and d(z*, S) > ¢ > 0. Similarly to the proof of [9, Theorem B], by using Ekeland

Variational Principle ([8]), we obtain a sequence y* such that

ﬁ(f(ykth) — f(yk)) > e

J
with h € R",0 < ||h]| < 3 and ¢, = f(z*). This implies that

mﬁuwﬂ—ﬂw+h»s¢a

or

mﬁuw%—fw%wm+s¢a

By the definition of the strong slope, we have

Lf(y*) = Fy* +R)]s
IR < Ve

0 < [Vf[(y") = limsup
h—0,h£0

Thus
0 <ms(y") < |VFI(¥") < Ve

Letting k — oo, we get ms(y*) — 0. So we have found a sequence y* — oo,y* € R™\
S,m;(y*) — 0 and f(y*) — 0. This means that f does not satisfy the Palais-Smale condition
at the value t = 0, a contradiction. So we get (il) of Theorem [B.1]

Now, suppose that for some sequence ¥ € R™ \ S with 2¥ — oo such that
d(z*,S) = oo and f(z*) = oco.

Without loss of generality, we may assume that f(z*) — ¢, with ¢, € [0, +00). Again, by the
similar arguments as in [9, Theorem B], we have a sequence y* such that 0 < f(y*) < f(a*)

and

1

W(f(yk +h) = f(y*) > —en - A

11



) 2
1
w[f(yk) — fW*F + Ry < e
By the definition of the strong slope, we have
2¢
k k _ k
0< mf(y ) < IVAWY) < e = m

Letting k& — oo we have ¢, = f(z*) — ¢y and d(z*,S) — oo. Therefore m;(y*) — 0.
Consequently, since 0 < f(y*) < f(2%), ¥* has a subsequence y* such that f(y’*) — t; with
0 < t; <ty which satisfies

y'* — oo,mf(y’k) — 0 and f(y™) =t

This means that f does not satisfy the Palais-Smale condition at ¢;, contradiction. So we
get (i2) of Theorem B.Il The theorem is proved. O

3.4. A nonsmooth slope inequality near the fiber for continuous definable func-
tions in an o-minimal structure.
In the case U is not bounded set, the classical Lojasiewicz gradient inequality is not always

true. We can see it in the following example

Example 3.1. Consider the following example: f(z,y) = (xy — 1)*>+ (z — 1)? and U = R%

1+k
k
Let = be (m,

o 2% — 0.
o Vf(z*) = (0,2
bt (14 k).k 1+k
. f(fck)z(i“rkg - )2+(m
We prove that 36 > 0,C > 0,p € R such that |V f(z)|| > C|f(z)|” for x € f~'(Ds) with
Ds = {t : |t| < d} By contradiction, assume that there are 6 > 0, C > 0 and p € R

k), we have:

k-1

m)—m.

— 1) = 1.

1 k
such that the Lojasiewicz gradient inequality holds. We see that V f (E +1,——) =0

k+1
! — 1+k
aund1 f(kE + 1, k+1) — 0. Hence p > 0. On the other hand, Vf(ﬁ,k) % 0 and
f(ﬁ’ k) — 1; so p < 0, contradiction.

We shall give a criterion for the existence of Lojasiewicz nonsmooth slope inequality on
f~H(Ds).
Let K(f) := {t € R| 2%, m;(z*) — 0, f(2*) — ¢} and we call it the set of asymptotic

critical values.
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Theorem 3.3. Let f : R" — R be a continuous definable function in some o-minimal struc-

ture and suppose that l?(f) N Ds = {0}. Then the following two statements are equivalent.
(i) For any sequence z* — oo, my(z*) — 0 implies f(z*) — 0.
(ii) There exists a function ¢ : (0,6) — R, which is definable, monotone and continuous
such that

my(x) > (| f(2)]), Vo€ [T (Ds).

Proof of Theorem [3.3.

(i) = (i1) : Let p(t) := inf{mg(x) : |f(x)| = t}, it is easy to see that ¢ is a definable function
(see Remark 2.3 and Proposition [2.]).

Claim: There exists d; such that ¢(t) > 0,Vt € (0,0).

Indeed, by the assumption K(f) N Ds = {0}, (0,0) has no critical point of f. Assume
that there exists a value ¢t € (0,0") such that ¢(t) = 0. Then there exists a sequence t; such
that ¢, — t implies p(t;) — 0. Therefore there exists a sequence z* such that f(z¥) = ¢
and mg(z¥F) — 0. So we have m;(z") — 0 but f(xy) — ¢ # 0, this contradicts with (7). The
claim is proved.

On the other hand, by monotonicity theorem, ¢(¢) is continuous and monotone on (0, )
for 0 < 0 < 1.

By the definition of ¢, we get p(t) < my(x),Vo € f~!(Ds), which means that my(x) >
o(lf(@)]), Vo € f7H(Ds).

(i1) = (1) : straightforward. O

Remark 3.3. Cardinal of the set koo( f) can be infinite. Indeed, consider the following
example
Consider f(z,y) = 1fy2

t € R is belong to K.(f), by the sequence zF = (t(1 4+ k?),k). It is easy to see that

1 2tk
00, my(24) = VT = () + (o) = 0 and ft) = .

in the o-minimal structure of all semialgebraic sets, then any

Remark 3.4. In Theorem B3] if f is a polynomial then () is a semialgebraic function in
one variable. By Growth Dichotomy Lemma, there exists a > 0 and v € R, u > 0 such that

o(t) = at" + o(t") as t € (0,¢),e < 1.

This implies ¢(t) > ct*,Vt € (0, €). By definition of ¢, we have |V f(z)| > () > ct*. Note
that t = | f(z)], so we get the Lojasiewicz gradient inequality on f~*(Ds).

Acknowledgments. The author would like to thank Prof. Ha Huy Vui for his proposing the
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useful discussions.
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