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A non-convex relaxed version of minimax theorems
∗
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Abstract

Given a subset A × B of a locally convex space X × Y (with A compact) and
a function f : A × B → R such that f(·, y), y ∈ B, are concave and upper semi-
continuous, the minimax inequality maxx∈A infy∈B f(x, y) ≥ infy∈B supx∈A0

f(x, y)
is shown to hold provided that A0 be the set of x ∈ A such that f(x, ·) is proper,
convex and lower semi-contiuous. Moreover, if in addition A×B ⊂ f−1(R), then we
can take as A0 the set of x ∈ A such that f(x, ·) is convex. The relation to Moreau’s
biconjugate representation theorem is discussed, and some applications to convex
duality are provided.

Key words. Minimax theorem, Moreau theorem, conjugate function, convex
optimization.
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1 Introduction

Given a function f : X × Y → R, defined on the Cartesian product of a locally convex
space X and a linear space Y, and two convex sets A ⊂ X, B ⊂ Y, an enough general
minimax theorem ([5]) ensures that infy∈B supx∈A f(x, y) = maxx∈A infy∈B f(x, y) or,
equivalently,

inf
y∈B

sup
x∈A

f(x, y) ≤ max
x∈A

inf
y∈B

f(x, y). (1)

Standard requirements for the validity of this minimax equality are the compactness of
the convex set A, the concavity and upper semicontinuity of the functions f(·, y) when
y ranges the whole set B, together with the following conditions,

A×B ⊂ f−1(R), and f(x, ·) is convex for all x ∈ A. (2)

First versions of the minimax theorem date back to [19] and since then, has not ceased to
be improved. Several interesting generalizations of the above theory have been proposed,
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either by relaxing the underlying linear structure or convexity/concavity assumptions.
We refer to [26, 27] for an exhaustive presentation of many variants and extensions of this
theorem. In this paper, we are concerned with the following two questions dealing with
the possible relaxation of the two conditions in (2), which to the best of our knowledge
have not been considered before.

(1) Firstly, can the hypothesis on the finiteness of the function f, A×B ⊂ f−1(R), be
removed? Clearly, avoiding this restrictive condition would widen the applicability of the
theorem above to large families of functions. For instance, to all convex/convex functions
taking infinite (+∞/−∞) values, which are of frequent use in convex optimization and
elsewhere.

(2) Does the inequality in (1) remain true if the functions f(x, ·) are not convex for
all x ∈ A but, instead, only on a subset of A? In other words, does (1) hold if A is
replaced with the set A0 := {x ∈ A : f(x, ·) convex}?

To answer these two questions, we propose in this paper two relaxed variants of the
above minimax (inequality) theorem. For any given function f : X × Y → R such that
f(·, y) are concave and upper semicontinuous, for all y ∈ B, and non-empty convex sets
A ⊂ X, B ⊂ Y, with A being compact, we establish the following two results.

Theorem (see Theorem 7) If A0 := {x ∈ A : f(x, ·) ∈ Γ0(Y )}, then

inf
y∈Y

sup
x∈A0

f(x, y) ≤ max
x∈A

inf
y∈Y

f(x, y).

Theorem (see Theorem 9) If A×B ⊂ f−1(R) and A1 := {x ∈ A : f(x, ·) is convex},
then

inf
y∈B

sup
x∈A1

f(x, y) ≤ max
x∈A

inf
y∈B

f(x, y).

The proofs of these two results are new, and are based on the Moreau representation
theorem of the biconjugate function ([16]), which is itself a kind of a minimax theorem.
The relationship between the minimax theorem and the mentioned Moreau theorem
had already been recognized ([15, 21]), and in this paper we prove that they are indeed
equivalent.

The above minimax theorems are of frequent use in optimization and convex duality,
we refer to [4, 7, 9, 12, 13] and references therein for applications to subdifferential
calculus of the supremum functions. For the sake of motivation, we give the following
example (see Example 1 and Corollary 11 for the details).

Example: Given a finite family of lower semicontinuous convex functions {ϕ1, . . . ,
ϕk} and ϕ := max1≤i≤k ϕi, we consider the optimization problem

inf
x∈X

ϕ(x)



= inf
x∈X

max
λ∈∆k

∑

1≤i≤k

λiϕi(x)



 ,

where ∆k is the k-simplex. If all the ϕi’s are proper (i.e., they do not take the value
−∞), then we can apply the standard minimax theorem (1) to the function f(λ, x) :=
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∑

1≤i≤k λiϕi(x) and the sets A := ∆k, B = domϕ (the effective domain of ϕ) to ensure
that

inf
x∈X

ϕ(x) = max
λ∈∆k

inf
x∈X

∑

1≤i≤k

λiϕi(x) (3)

Otherwise, if the ϕi’s are not all proper, the function f can take the value −∞, and
(1) could not be applied, at least directly. However, we can use the first theorem above
(Theorem 7), appealing to the set A0 := {λ ∈ ∆k : λi > 0 for all i} (observe that 0fi is the
indicator function of dom fi, and this function is not necessarily lower semicontinuous).
Then we obtain

inf
x∈X

max
λ∈A0

∑

1≤i≤k

λiϕi(x) ≤ max
λ∈∆k

inf
x∈X

∑

1≤i≤k

λiϕi(x),

and (3) again follows as maxλ∈A0

∑

1≤i≤k λiϕi(x) = maxλ∈∆k

∑

1≤i≤k λiϕi(x).
Many developments have been made recently in the topic of minimax theorems, which

could also be considered in our case for further developments. We refer, for instance,
to [3] for extensions to abstract convex functions, to [6] for relaxed convexity conditions
using partial data, to [10, 24] for application to alternative theorems, to [20] and [25]
for new topological minimax theorems. Other extensions are given in [11], [17] and [28]
among other achievements.

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we introduce the main notations
and results that are needed in the sequel. Section 3 reviews some topological minimax
theorems. The extended real-valued version of the minimax theorem, Theorem 7, is
given in section 4, whereas the second variant given in Theorem 9, is given in section 5.

2 Preliminaries

Throughout the paper, X stands for a real (separated) locally convex spaces (lcs, for
short). The pairing between X and its topological dual X∗ is denoted by (x∗, x) ∈
X∗×X 7→ 〈x∗, x〉 := 〈x, x∗〉 := x∗(x). The zero vector is denoted by θ, and the family of
closed convex balanced neighborhoods of θ, called θ-neighborhoods, is denoted NX . We
use the notation R := R∪{−∞,+∞} and R∞ := R∪{+∞}, and adopt the conventions
(+∞) + (−∞) = (−∞) + (+∞) = +∞, 0.(+∞) = +∞, and 0(−∞) = 0.

Given a set A ⊂ X, by coA we denote the convex hull of the set A, while clA (and
sometimes A) is used for denoting the closure of A; in particular, coA := cl(coA). The
polar set of A is A◦ := {x∗ ∈ X∗ : 〈x∗, x〉 ≤ 1 for all x ∈ A}. The indicator function
of A is the function IA : X → R∞ defined by IA(x) := 0 if x ∈ A, and IA(x) := +∞
otherwise.

Given a function f : X −→ R, by dom f := {x ∈ X : f(x) < +∞} and epi f :=
{(x, λ) ∈ X × R : f(x) ≤ λ}, we denote the (effective) domain and epigraph of f ,
respectively. We say that f is proper if dom f 6= ∅ and f(x) > −∞ for all x ∈ X,
lower semicontinuous (lsc, for short) if epi f is closed, and convex if epi f is convex. The
closed and the closed convex hulls of f are, respectively, the functions cl f (or f̄) and
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cof satisfying epi f̄ = cl(epi f) and epi(cof) = co(epi f). We shall denote by Γ0(X) the
family of proper, convex and lsc functions defined on X. It is known that a lsc convex
function which takes somewhere the value −∞, it can only take infinite values (+∞ and
−∞).

The conjugate of f is the lsc convex function f∗ : X∗ → R defined by

f∗(x∗) := sup{〈x∗, x〉 − f(x) : x ∈ X}.

The function f∗ is proper if and only if f is, provided that f is lsc and convex. Moreover,
due to the relations

inf f = inf(cl f) = inf(co f) = inf(cof), (4)

the function f∗ does not distinguish between the function and its convex hulls; that is,

f∗ = (co f)∗ = (cof)∗. (5)

Moreover, due to Moreau’s theorem ([29]), provided that cof is proper we have

f∗∗ = cof, (6)

where f∗∗ : X → R stands for (the restriction to X of) the conjugate of f∗. The
conjugation operation obeys many nice calculus rules; for instance, given a family of
functions ft : X → R, t ∈ T, the following relation always holds

(

inf
t∈T

ft

)∗

= sup
t∈T

f∗t , (7)

whereas (6) gives rise to
(

sup
t∈T

ft

)∗

= co

(

inf
t∈T

f∗t

)

; (8)

the latter being true when ft and supt∈T ft ∈ Γ0(X). A related concept is the ε-
subdifferential of f, ε ∈ R, given by

∂εf(x) := {x∗ ∈ X∗ : f(y) ≥ f(x) + 〈x∗, y − x〉 − ε, for all y ∈ X},

with ∂εf(x) := ∅ if x /∈ dom f or ε < 0. The set ∂f(x) := ∂0f(x) is the subdifferential of
f at x.

We recall the following known fact that will be used later (see [8]): If {ft : t ∈ T} is
a non-empty family of convex functions, and f := supt∈T ft, are such that aff(dom ft) =
aff(dom f), for all t ∈ T, and f|aff(dom f) is finite and continuous somewhere in ri(dom f),
then we have

cl f = sup
t∈T

cl ft. (9)
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3 A topological minimax theorem

The present section provides topologically flavored minimax-type results that illustrate
the essential arguments underlying the proof of minimax theorems, namely, the utility
of compactness and monotonicity-like properties with respect to one of the variables.
The results of this section will also be used later.

The first proposition analyzes the interchange between the lower limit and the min-
imum up to some appropriate lsc regularizations. This result can be obtained from [23,
Propostition 7.29] but, for the sake of completeness, a short proof is given here with a
slight improvement of the underlying upper semi-continuity assumption. Throughout
this section, X stands for a topological space.

Proposition 1 Let (ϕi)i∈I be a net of extended real-valued functions defined on a topo-
logical space X. For any nonempty compact set A ⊂ X, we have

min
x∈A

sup
i∈I

cl

(

inf
i4j

ϕj + IA

)

(x) = sup
i∈I

inf
x∈A, i4j

ϕj(x). (10)

Proof. We denote ψi := cl (inf i4j ϕj + IA) , i ∈ I, so that each ψi is lsc, obviously, and
(ψi)i∈I forms a non-decreasing net. Then, taking into account the compactness of A, we
pick a net (xi)i ⊂ A such that ψi(xi) = minx∈A ψi(x), for each i ∈ I, and xi −→ x̄ ∈ A
without loss of generality (w.l.o.g. for short) on I. Thus, for each given j ∈ I, we have
ψj(x̄) ≤ lim inf i∈I ψj(xi) and, so,

ψj(x̄) ≤ lim inf
i∈I

ψj(xi) ≤ lim inf
i∈I

ψi(xi) = lim inf
i∈I

min
x∈A

ψi(x).

Consequently, since the last inequality holds for all j ∈ I,

min
x∈A

sup
i∈I

ψi(x) = min
x∈A

lim
i∈I

ψi(x) ≤ lim
i∈I

ψi(x̄) = sup
i∈I

min
x∈A

ψi(x)

≤ sup
i∈I

inf
x∈A

(

inf
i4j

ϕj + IA

)

(x) = sup
i∈I

inf
x∈A, i4j

ϕj(x),

and relation (10) follows as

sup
i∈I

inf
x∈A, i4j

ϕj(x) = sup
i∈I

inf
x∈X

(

inf
i4j

ϕj + IA

)

(x)

= sup
i∈I

inf
x∈X

cl

(

inf
i4j

ϕj + IA

)

(x) = sup
i∈I

inf
x∈X

ψi(x) ≤ min
x∈A

sup
i∈I

ψi(x).

Next, we discusses some situations in which (10) simplifies to the minimax rela-
tion supi∈I minx∈A ϕi(x) = minx∈A supi∈I ϕi(x); the validity of the latter in general is
discarded (see, e.g., [23, page 239]). A first consequence of Proposition 1 concerns non-
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decreasing nets (ϕi)i∈I ; that is,

i1 4 i2 ⇒ ϕi1 ≤ ϕi2 for all i1, i2 ∈ I,

where “4” stands for the partial order relation directing the index set I.

Corollary 2 Assume that the net (ϕi)i∈I in Proposition 1 is non-decreasing. Then we
have that

min
x∈A

sup
i∈I

cl(ϕi + IA)(x) = sup
i∈I

inf
x∈A

ϕi(x), (11)

and consequently, provided that the ϕi’s are lsc,

min
x∈A

sup
i∈I

ϕi(x) = sup
i∈I

min
x∈A

ϕi(x).

Proof. Under the current assumption, each of the functions inf i4j ϕj (= ϕj), i ∈ I, is
lsc and (10) straightforwardly gives rise to (11).

Convexity would make it possible to avoid the lower semi-continuity assumption
used in the previous corollary; as for the property of monotonicity, we must await the
following sections.

Corollary 3 Let (ϕi)i∈I be a non-decreasing net of extended real-valued proper convex
functions defined on a lcs space X, and let A ⊂ X be a nonempty compact convex set.
We assume that the function ϕ := supi∈I ϕi is finite and continuous at some point in
int(A), assumed nonempty. Then we have that

inf
x∈A

sup
i∈I

ϕi(x) = sup
i∈I

inf
x∈A

ϕi(x),

Proof. The current convexity and continuity/interiority assumptions guarantee, accord-
ing to [8, Corollary 9 and Lemma 15], that supi∈I(cl(ϕi + IA)) = cl (supi∈I (ϕi + IA))
and cl(ϕi + IA) = (clϕi) + IA, for all i ∈ I. So,

min
x∈A

sup
i∈I

cl (ϕi + IA) (x) = min
x∈X

sup
i∈I

(cl(ϕi + IA)) (x)

= min
x∈X

cl

(

sup
i∈I

(ϕi + IA)

)

(x)

= inf
x∈X

sup
i∈I

(ϕi + IA) (x) = inf
x∈A

sup
i∈I

ϕi(x),

and the desired conclusion follows from (11).
One possible way to overcome the compactness assumption used above is to compact-

ify the given set A and, consequently, use appropriate lsc regularization of the ϕi’s. For
this purpose, given a topological space X, we consider the Stone-Čech compactification
β(X) of X defined as the closure of X in the (Hausdorff) compact product topological
space

T := [0, 1]C(X,[0,1]) ≡ {γ : C(X, [0, 1]) → [0, 1]},
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where C(X, [0, 1]) denotes the set of continuous functions from X to [0, 1] (we refer to
[18] for more details on this compactification process). Indeed, X is identified with a
subset of T thanks to the mapping w : X → T defined as w(x) ≡ γx, where

γx(ϕ) := ϕ(x) for all ϕ ∈ C(X, [0, 1]), (12)

allowing us to set X ≡ w(X). Recall that the convergence of a given net (γj)j to γ in
T, written γj → γ, means that

γj(ϕ) → γ(ϕ) for all ϕ ∈ C(X, [0, 1]). (13)

When X is a Tychonoff space (i.e., completely regular and Hausdorff ([18])), β(X) is a
Hausdorff space and the mapping w is a homeomorphism between X and w(X); that is,

γxj
→ γx if and only if xj → x in X, (14)

for every x ∈ X and every net (xj)j ⊂ X.

Corollary 4 Let (ϕi)i∈I be a non-decreasing net of extended real-valued functions de-
fined on a topological space X. Then we have that

min
γ∈β(X)

sup
i∈I

(clϕi)(γ) = sup
i∈I

inf
x∈X

ϕi(x),

where β(X) stands for the Stone-Čech compactification of X and clϕi : β(X) → R,
i ∈ I, are defined by

(clϕi)(γ) := lim inf
γxj→γ, (xj)j⊂X

ϕi(xj).

Proof. We apply Corollary 2 to the non-decreasing net (ψi)i∈I of extended real-valued
functions defined on the topological space β(X) as

ψi(γ) :=

{

ϕi(x), if γ = γx, x ∈ X,
+∞, otherwise;

hence, the closure of each ψi with respect to the new topology on β(X) satisfies

(clψi)(γ) = lim inf
γxj→γ, (xj)j⊂X

ϕi(xj) = (clϕi)(γ).

Consequently, since β(X) is compact by construction, Corollary 2 yields

min
γ∈β(X)

sup
i∈I

(clϕi)(γ) = min
γ∈β(X)

sup
i∈I

(clψi)(x) = sup
i∈I

inf
γ∈β(X)

ψi(γ) = sup
i∈I

inf
x∈X

ϕi(x).

Corollary 4 is illustrated in the following result, presented as an example, which will
be used later when deriving the Moreau biconjugate representation theorem from the
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minimax theorem. Note that although we have used here the process of compactification,
the final minimax equality is expressed only using the original space X.

Example 1 Let X be a lcs space, f ∈ Γ0(X), and x0 ∈ X. Then we have (the minimax
inequality)

sup
U∈NX

inf
x∈X

(

sup
x∗∈U◦

{〈x∗, x0 − x〉+ f(x)}

)

= min
x∈X

sup
U∈NX

(

sup
x∗∈U◦

{〈x∗, x0 − x〉+ f(x)}

)

(15)

( = f(x0)).

Proof. We introduce the functions ϕU : X → R∞, U ∈ NX , given by

ϕU (x) := sup
x∗∈U◦

{〈x∗, x0 − x〉+ f(x)},

and endow the family NX of θ-neighborhoods in X with the partial order given by
descending inclusions; that is,

U1 4 U2, U1, U2 ∈ NX ⇔ U2 ⊂ U1,

so that the net (ϕU )U∈NX
is non-decreasing. Moreover, since each set U◦ is w∗-compact

by Dieudonné’s Theorem (see, e.g., [29, Theorem 1.1.8]), we have that ∅ 6= dom f ⊂
domϕU and, so, ϕU ∈ Γ0(X). Therefore, by Corollary 4,

min
γ∈β(X)

sup
U∈NX

(clϕU )(γ) = sup
U∈NX

inf
x∈X

ϕU (x), (16)

where β(X) stands for the Stone-Čech compactification of the lcs X and the function
clϕU : β(X) → R, U ∈ NX , is defined as

(clϕU )(γ) := lim inf
γxi→γ, (xi)i⊂X

ϕU (xi).

In particular, since X is completely regular (as X is an (Hausdorff) lcs), β(X) is Haus-
dorff and the lower semicontinuity of each ϕU yields, for every x ∈ X,

(clϕU )(γx) = lim inf
γxi→γx, (xi)i⊂X

ϕU (xi) = ϕU (x). (17)

Let us show that

min
γ∈β(X)

sup
U∈NX

(clϕU )(γ) = sup
U∈NX

ϕU (x0) = f(x0).

Indeed, if γ ∈ β(X) \ {γx0
}, then (14) together with the fact that β(X) is Hausdorff

gives rise to some V ∈ NX such that x0 − xi ∈ X \ V frequently for i, for all nets
(xi)i ⊂ X such that γxi

→ γ. Hence, by the bipolar theorem ([29, Theorem 1.1.9]),
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there exists some x∗0 ∈ V ◦ such that 〈x∗0, x0 − xi〉 > 1 frequently for i (for all nets
(xi)i ⊂ X such that γxi

→ γ). Thus, using the lower semicontinuity of the function
x 7→ supx∗∈U◦{〈x∗, x0 − x〉+ f(x)}, we obtain

sup
U∈NX

(clϕU )(γ) = sup
U∈NX

lim inf
γxi→γ, (xi)i⊂X

sup
x∗∈U◦

{〈x∗, x0 − xi〉+ f(xi)}

≥ sup
U∈NX

sup
x∗∈U◦

lim inf
γxi→γ, (xi)i⊂X

(〈x∗, x0 − xi〉+ f(xi)) ,

At the same time, since f ∈ Γ0(X), there are a∗0 ∈ X∗ and α0 ∈ R such that f ≥
〈a∗0, ·〉+ α0 ([29, Theorem 2.2.6]), and the last inequality above simplifies to

sup
U∈NX

(clϕU )(γ) ≥ sup
U∈NX

sup
x∗∈U◦

lim inf
γxi→γ, (xi)i⊂X

〈x∗ − a∗0, x0 − xi〉+ (〈a∗0, x0〉+ α0) .

Now, given any m ≥ 1, we have m−1V ∈ NX and mx∗0 ∈ mV
◦ = (m−1V )◦. So, choosing

U small enough such that a∗0 + mV ◦ ⊂ U◦, we obtain a∗0 + mx∗0 ∈ U◦ and the last
inequality yields

sup
U∈NX

(clϕU )(γ) ≥ sup
x∗∈a∗

0
+mV ◦

lim inf
γxi→γ, (xi)i⊂X

〈x∗ − a∗0, x0 − xi〉+ (〈a∗0, x0〉+ α0)

≥ lim inf
γxi→γ, (xi)i⊂X

〈mx∗0, x0 − xi〉+ (〈a∗0, x0〉+ α0)

≥ m+ (〈a∗0, x0〉+ α0) .

In other words, by the arbitrariness of m ≥ 1, we have that supU∈NX
(clϕU )(γ) = +∞,

and the infimum in infγ∈β(X) supU∈NX
(clϕU )(γ) is attained at γ = γx0

. Consequently,
by combining (16) and (17) we infer that

sup
U∈NX

inf
x∈X

ϕU (x) = min
γ∈β(X)

sup
U∈NX

(clϕU )(γ) = min
γx∈β(X)

sup
U∈NX

(clϕU )(γx)

= min
x∈X

sup
U∈NX

ϕU (x) = sup
U∈NX

ϕU (x0) = f(x0).

At this step, the objective of the next section will be to remove the non-decreasingness
condition used in the previous results.

4 Extended real-valued minimax theorem

We give in this section a minimax theorem for extended real-valued bifunctions defined
on the Cartesian product X × Y, for lcs X and Y.

We will need some technical lemmas related to the continuity of convex marginal
functions.

Lemma 5 Given a lsc convex function F : X×Y → R and a nonempty compact convex
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set A ⊂ X, the function g : Y → R∞ defined by

g(y) := inf
x∈A

F (x, y)

is convex and lsc.

Proof. The convexity of g is well-known as it is the marginal of the convex function
F +IA×Y (see, e.g., [29, Tehorem 2.1.3(v)]). To check that it is also lsc, we fix ȳ ∈ Y and
take an arbitrary net (yi)i ⊂ Y that converges to ȳ. We may assume that (yi)i ⊂ dom g;
otherwise, g(yi) = +∞ frequently for i ∈ I, and the inequality g(ȳ) ≤ lim inf i g(yi)
obviously holds. We also take nets (αi)i∈I , (ki)i∈I ⊂ R+ such that αi ↓ 0 and ki ↑ +∞.
Then we find another net (xi)i∈I ⊂ A such that

F (xi, yi) ≤ max{g(yi),−ki}+ αi, for all i ∈ I. (18)

Moreover, taking into account the compactness of A, we may assume that (xi)i converges
to some x̄ ∈ A (w.o.l.g. on I). Thus, taking limits in (18), the lower semicontinuity of
F gives rise to

F (x̄, ȳ) ≤ lim inf
i

F (xi, yi) ≤ lim inf
i

(max{g(yi),−ki}+ αi)

= lim inf
i

max{g(yi),−ki} = lim inf
i

g(yi).

Hence, since x̄ ∈ A, we obtain g(ȳ) ≤ F (x̄, ȳ) ≤ lim inf i g(y
∗
i ) and the lower semiconti-

nuity of g at ȳ follows.
We apply the previous lemma to a special case that interests us.

Lemma 6 Consider a function f : X × Y → R and a nonempty compact convex set
A ⊂ X. If f(·, y) is concave and usc, for each y ∈ Y, then the function g : Y ∗ → R

defined by
g(y∗) := inf

x∈A
(f(x, ·))∗ (y∗) (19)

is convex and lsc.

Proof. Firstly, for each y ∈ Y, the function (x, y∗) ∈ X × Y ∗ 7→ 〈y, y∗〉 − f(x, y) is
convex and lsc, and so is the pointwise supremum F (x, y∗) := supy∈Y {〈y, y

∗〉−f(x, y)} =
(f(x, ·))∗ (y∗). The conclusion follows then from Lemma 5.

We give the main minimax result of this section for extended real-valued functions.

Theorem 7 Given a function f : X × Y → R and a nonempty convex set A ⊂ X, we
suppose the following conditions:

(i) The set A is compact.
(ii) The functions f(·, y), y ∈ Y, are concave and usc.

Then we have
inf
y∈Y

sup
x∈A0

f(x, y) ≤ max
x∈A

inf
y∈Y

f(x, y), (20)
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where
A0 := {x ∈ A : f(x, ·) ∈ Γ0(Y )}. (21)

Proof. First, let us observe that the function infy∈Y f(·, y) is concave and usc, so that
supx∈A infy∈Y f(x, y) = maxx∈A infy∈Y f(x, y); that is, the supremum is attained. The
inequality in (20) obviously holds whenever A0 = ∅, because in that case we would have
supx∈A0

f(x, y) = −∞ for all y ∈ Y. Let us also check that (20) holds when A0 6= ∅ and

sup
x∈A0

f(x, y) = +∞ for all y ∈ Y.

Indeed, in such a case, since A0 ⊂ A we would have that supx∈A f(x, y) = +∞ for
all y ∈ Y. Thus, for each given y ∈ Y, conditions (i)-(ii) yield an element x(y) ∈ A
such that f(x(y), y) = +∞. In particular, the usc concave function f(·, y) is not proper;
thus, it only takes the infinite values +∞ and −∞. But, from the definition of the set A0

(assumed nonempty), all the function f(x, ·) for x ∈ A0 are proper, and so f(x, y) = +∞
for all x ∈ A0 and y ∈ Y. Consequently,

max
x∈A

inf
y∈Y

f(x, y) = sup
x∈A

inf
y∈Y

f(x, y) ≥ sup
x∈A0

inf
y∈Y

f(x, y) = +∞ = inf
y∈Y

sup
x∈A0

f(x, y),

and (20) holds in the current case too.
On account of the comments above, it suffices to prove (20) under the assumption

that A0 6= ∅ and there exists some y0 ∈ Y satisfying

sup
x∈A0

f(x, y0) < +∞. (22)

Then, using the definition of the conjugate, we write

max
x∈A

inf
y∈Y

f(x, y) = max
x∈A

(−(f(x, ·))∗(θ)) = −min
x∈A

(f(x, ·))∗ (θ), (23)

and Lemma 6 together with the fact that A0 ⊂ A yields

max
x∈A

inf
y∈Y

f(x, y) = −co

(

inf
x∈A

(f(x, ·))∗
)

(θ) ≥ −co

(

inf
x∈A0

(f(x, ·))∗
)

(θ).

Therefore, since f(x, ·) ∈ Γ0(Y ) for all x ∈ A0, and supx∈A0
f(x, ·) ∈ Γ0(Y ) by (22),

relation (8) implies that

max
x∈A

inf
y∈B

f(x, y) ≥ −

(

sup
x∈A0

f(x, ·)

)∗

(θ) = inf
y∈Y

sup
x∈A0

f(x, y),

which is the desired inequality.
If, in addition, the set A defined in (21) is such that

inf
y∈Y

sup
x∈A

f(x, y) ≥ inf
y∈Y

max
x∈A

f(x, y), (24)
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then Theorem 7 implies the minimax equality

max
x∈A

inf
y∈Y

f(x, y) = inf
y∈Y

max
x∈A

f(x, y).

In this line we have the following example where the convexity of f(x, ·) is only required
to hold for points x ∈ int(A). A finite-dimensional version of this result is also possible,
up to replacing the interior with the relative interior.

Example 2 Given a function f : X × Y → R and a nonempty convex set A ⊂ X, we
assume the following conditions:

(i) The set A is compact.
(ii) The functions f(·, y), y ∈ Y, are concave and usc.
(iii) (int(A)) ∩ {x ∈ X : f(x, y) > −∞} 6= ∅ for all y ∈ Y.
(iv) f(x, ·) ∈ Γ0(Y ) for all x ∈ int(A).

Then we have the minimax equality :

inf
y∈Y

max
x∈A

f(x, y) = max
x∈A

inf
y∈Y

f(x, y).

Indeed, on the one hand, condition (iii) and the accessibility lemma (e.g., [8, Lemma
1]) ensure that

sup
x∈intA

f(x, y) = sup
x∈A

f(x, y) for all y ∈ Y ;

that is,
inf
y∈Y

max
x∈A

f(x, y) = inf
y∈Y

sup
x∈intA

f(x, y).

But (iv) implies that int(A) ⊂ A0 = {x ∈ A : f(x, ·) ∈ Γ0(Y )} ⊂ A, and so Theorem 7
yields

inf
y∈Y

max
x∈A

f(x, y) = inf
y∈Y

sup
x∈intA

f(x, y) ≤ max
x∈A

inf
y∈Y

f(x, y) ≤ inf
y∈Y

max
x∈A

f(x, y),

proving the desired minimax equality.

A localized version of Theorem 7 is given in the corollary below. Its proof is imme-
diate by applying this theorem to the new bifunction

(x, y) 7−→ f̃(x, y) := f(x, y) + IB(y),

which is easily shown to satisfy conditions (i)-(ii) of Theorem 7, and to the set

Ã0 := {x ∈ A : f̃(x, ·) ∈ Γ0(Y )} = {x ∈ A : f(x, ·) + IB(·) ∈ Γ0(Y )}. (25)

Note that here the convexity of the given set B is implicit, because the nonemptyness
of the set Ã0 guarantees the convexity of B ∩ dom f(x, ·) for all x ∈ Ã0.

12



Corollary 8 Given a function f : X × Y → R and nonempty sets A ⊂ X, B ⊂ Y, we
assume the following conditions:

(i) The set A is convex and compact.
(ii) The functions f(·, y), y ∈ B, are concave and usc.

Then we have
inf
y∈B

sup
x∈A0

f(x, y) ≤ max
x∈A

inf
y∈B

f(x, y), (26)

where A0 := {x ∈ A : f(x, ·) + IB(·) ∈ Γ0(Y )}.

5 Minimax theorem

We give another variant of the minimax theorem, dropping out the lower semicontinuity
condition of the functions f(x, ·), x ∈ A, used in Theorem 7. Instead, we use here the
condition that the function f is finite-valued on the set A×B. As in the previous section,
we also assume here that X and Y are two lcs.

Theorem 9 Given a function f : X × Y → R and nonempty convex sets A ⊂ X,
B ⊂ Y such that A×B ⊂ f−1(R), we assume the following conditions:

(i) The set A is compact.
(ii) The functions f(·, y), y ∈ B, are concave and usc.

Then, we have
inf
y∈B

sup
x∈A1

f(x, y) ≤ max
x∈A

inf
y∈B

f(x, y),

where
A1 := {x ∈ A : f(x, ·) is convex}.

Proof. First, note that the relation A×B ⊂ f−1(R) together with condition (ii) entails

sup
x∈A

f(x, y) = max
x∈A

f(x, y) < +∞ for every y ∈ B,

implying that

B ⊂ dom

(

sup
x∈A

f(x, ·)

)

. (27)

Next, we introduce the family

FB := {L ⊂ Y : L is a finite-dimensional linear subspace that intersects B},
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and pick an L ∈ FB . Arguing as in (23) and using (5), we write

max
x∈A

inf
y∈L∩B

f(x, y) = max
x∈A

inf
y∈Y

(f(x, y) + IL∩B(y))

= max
x∈A

[−(f(x, ·) + IL∩B)
∗(θ)]

= max
x∈A

[− (cly(f(x, ·) + IL∩B(·)))
∗ (θ)]

= − inf
x∈A

[(cly(f(x, ·) + IL∩B(·)))
∗ (θ)] , (28)

where cly(f(x, ·) + IL∩B(·)) denotes the lsc hull of the function f(x, ·) + IL∩B(·) with
respect to the variable y. Furthermore, since the function gL : Y ∗ → R, defined by

gL(y
∗) := inf

x∈A
(cly(f(x, ·) + IL∩B(·)))

∗ (y∗) = inf
x∈A

(f(x, ·) + IL∩B(·))
∗ (y∗),

is convex and lsc by Lemma 6, and A1 ⊂ A obviously, the inequality in (28) reads

max
x∈A

inf
y∈L∩B

f(x, y) = −co

(

inf
x∈A

(cly(f(x, ·) + IL∩B(·)))
∗

)

(θ)

≥ −co

(

inf
x∈A1

(cly(f(x, ·) + IL∩B(·)))
∗

)

(θ). (29)

Note that the convex function cly(f(x, ·)+IL∩B(·)) above is (lsc and) proper because the
convex function f(x, ·) + IL∩B(·) is proper, thanks to (27), and has a finite-dimensional
effective domain (see [1]). As a consequence of that, the function

ϕ := sup
x∈A1

(cly(f(x, ·) + IL∩B(·)))

does not take the value −∞. Moreover, by (27) we have

∅ 6= L ∩B ⊂ dom

(

max
x∈A

f(x, ·) + IL∩B(·)

)

⊂ dom

(

sup
x∈A1

(f(x, ·) + IL∩B(·))

)

, (30)

which shows that

dom

(

sup
x∈A1

(f(x, ·) + IL∩B(·))

)

= dom (f(x, ·) + IL∩B(·)) = L ∩B for all x ∈ A1. (31)

In other words, since ϕ ≤ supx∈A1
(f(x, ·) + IL∩B(·)), we have L ∩ B ⊂ domϕ and the

function ϕ is proper. Consequently, (8) entails

ϕ∗(θ) = co

(

inf
x∈A1

(cly(f(x, ·) + IL∩B(·)))
∗

)

(θ),
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and (29) gives rise, according to Moreau’s theorem, to

max
x∈A

inf
y∈L∩B

f(x, y) ≥ −

(

sup
x∈A1

(cly(f(x, ·) + IL∩B(·)))

)∗

(θ) = inf
y∈Y

ϕ(y). (32)

Moreover, due to (31), for each x ∈ A1 the set dom(f(x, ·) + IL∩B(·)) = L ∩ B is
finite-dimensional and, therefore, (9) entails

ϕ = sup
x∈A1

(cly(f(x, ·) + IL∩B(·))) = cly

(

sup
x∈A1

(f(x, ·) + IL∩B(·))

)

.

In other words, (32) and (4) yield

max
x∈A

inf
y∈L∩B

f(x, y) ≥ inf
y∈Y

(

cly

(

sup
x∈A1

(f(x, ·) + IL∩B(·))

))

= inf
y∈Y

sup
x∈A1

(f(x, ·) + IL∩B(·))

≥ inf
y∈Y

sup
x∈A1

(f(x, ·) + IB(·)) = inf
y∈B

sup
x∈A1

f(x, ·). (33)

Let us, finally, endow the family FB with the partial order given by ascending inclusions,

L1 4 L2, L1, L2 ∈ FB ⇔ L1 ⊂ L2.

Then, applying Corollary 2 in (FB ,4) to the non-increasing net of the usc (concave)
functions ϕL := infy∈L∩B f(·, y), L ∈ FB , (33) yields

max
x∈A

inf
y∈B

f(x, y) = max
x∈A

inf
L∈FB

inf
y∈L∩B

f(·, y)

= max
x∈A

inf
L∈FB

ϕL(x) = inf
L∈FB

max
x∈A

ϕL(x)

≥ inf
L∈FB

inf
y∈B

sup
x∈A1

f(x, ·) = inf
y∈B

sup
x∈A1

f(x, ·),

and we are done with the proof.
The classical minimax theorem straightforwardly follows from Theorem 9 when all

the functions f(x, ·), x ∈ A, are convex (that is, when A1 = A). Next, we give a useful
application of Theorems 7 and 9. Given n ≥ 1, we denote

∆n := {λ := (λ1, . . . , λn) ∈ R
n : λk ≥ 0,

∑

1≤k≤nλk = 1}.

Corollary 10 Given a collection of convex functions fk : X → R, 1 ≤ k ≤ n, we write
f := max1≤k≤n fk and suppose that dom f 6= ∅. We assume that at least one of the
following conditions holds:

(i) All the fk’s are proper.
(ii) All the fk’s are lsc.
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Then, we have that
inf
x∈X

f(x) = max
λ∈∆n

inf
x∈X

∑

1≤k≤n

λkfk(x).

Proof. We consider the function F : Rn ×X → R defined as

F (λ, x) := fλ(x)− IRn
+
(λ), λ ∈ R

n, x ∈ X, (34)

where fλ :=
∑

1≤k≤nλkfk. We also denote A := ∆n ⊂ R
n, B := dom f ⊂ X, and

A0 := {λ ∈ ∆n : λk > 0 for all k = 1, . . . , n}.

Hence, the functions F (·, x), x ∈ B, are usc and concave (indeed, affine), whereas the
functions F (λ, ·), λ ∈ A, are convex. Also, it is clear that the set A is convex and
compact.

Let us first assume that all the fk’s are proper, so that A × B ⊂ F−1(R). Thus,
Theorem 9 applies and gives us

max
λ∈A

inf
x∈B

F (λ, x) = inf
x∈B

max
λ∈A

F (λ, x),

showing that

max
λ∈∆n

inf
x∈X

fλ(x) = max
λ∈∆n

inf
x∈dom f

F (λ, x) = inf
x∈dom f

max
λ∈∆n

F (λ, x) = inf
x∈X

f(x),

where the last equality comes from the definition of the maximum function.
Second, if all the fk’s are lsc, then the functions F (λ, ·) + IB (= F (λ, ·), as B =

domF (λ, ·)), λ ∈ A0, belong to Γ0(X). Thus, by Theorem 7, we obtain that

max
λ∈A

inf
x∈B

F (λ, x) ≥ inf
x∈B

sup
λ∈A0

F (λ, x).

Moreover, we have that

inf
x∈B

sup
λ∈A0

F (λ, x) = inf
x∈dom f

sup
λ∈A0

fλ(x) = inf
x∈dom f

sup
λ∈∆n

fλ(x),

and, as above, we deduce that

inf
x∈X

f(x) = inf
x∈dom f

max
λ∈∆n

F (λ, x) ≤ max
λ∈∆n

inf
x∈dom f

F (λ, x) = max
λ∈∆n

inf
x∈X

F (λ, x) ≤ inf
x∈X

f(x),

which in turn leads us to the desired conclusion.
Corollary 10 easily allows us to formulate the subdifferential of the maximum function

f := max1≤k≤n fk, providing a new proof and a slight extension of [29, Corollary 2.8.11]
(see, also, references therein to trace back the origin of this result) to improper functions.

Corollary 11 With the assumptions of Corollary 10, for every x ∈ X and ε ≥ 0 we
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have that
∂εf(x) =

⋃

λ∈∆n

∂(ε+fλ(x)−f(x))fλ(x), (35)

where fλ :=
∑

1≤k≤nλkfk. In particular, for ε = 0 we have

∂f(x) =
⋃

{∂fλ(x) : λ ∈ ∆n, fλ(x) = f(x)} . (36)

Proof. We fix x0 ∈ X and ε ≥ 0. Formula (36) is an immediate consequence of (35),
due to the fact ∂(fλ(x0)−f(x0))fλ(x0) is empty whenever fλ(x0) < f(x0). Thus, we only
need to prove the inclusion “⊂” in (35) because the opposite inclusion there can be easily
checked. Let us first suppose that θ ∈ ∂εf(x0) or, equivalently, that

f(x0) ≤ inf
x∈X

f(x) + ε.

Observe that f(x0) ∈ R. Therefore, according to Corollary 10, there exists some λ̄ ∈ ∆n

such that

f(x0) ≤ inf
x∈X

max
λ∈∆n

fλ(x) + ε

= max
λ∈∆n

inf
x∈X

fλ(x) + ε = inf
x∈X

fλ̄(x) + ε.

In particular, we have that fλ̄(x0) ≤ f(x0) ≤ fλ̄(x0) + ε and, so,

fλ̄(x0) = f(x0) + fλ̄(x0)− f(x0) ≤ inf
x∈X

fλ̄(x) + fλ̄(x0)− f(x0) + ε;

that is, θ ∈ ∂(fλ̄(x0)−f(x0)+ε)fλ̄(x0).
More generally, if x∗ ∈ ∂εf(x0), then θ ∈ ∂ε(f − 〈x∗0, ·〉)(x0) and we apply the

paragraph above to the convex functions f̃k := fk − 〈x∗0, ·〉 .
We close the paper with the following corollary to show that the Moreau theorem

(see (6)) can also be obtained from the minimax theorem, Theorem 9. This proves
that somehow these two results can be considered equivalent.

Corollary 12 For every function f ∈ Γ0(X), we have that f∗∗ = f.

Proof. Given a function f ∈ Γ0(X), we fix x ∈ X and a θ-neighborhood U ⊂ X. Then,
by definition of the biconjugate, we write

f∗∗(x) = sup
x∗∈X∗

inf
y∈dom f

gx∗(y) ≥ sup
x∗∈U◦

inf
y∈dom f

gx∗(y),

where the functions gx∗ ∈ Γ0(X), x∗ ∈ X∗, are defined by

gx∗(y) := 〈x∗, x− y〉+ f(y).

Observe that the functions x∗ 7→ gy(x
∗), y ∈ X, are concave (and usc). Also, the convex

set U◦ is w∗-compact thanks to Dieudonné’s Theorem. Therefore, applying Theorem
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7 with A := U◦ and B := X gives rise to

f∗∗(x) ≥ sup
x∗∈U◦

inf
y∈X

gx∗(y) = inf
y∈X

sup
x∗∈U◦

{〈x∗, x− y〉+ f(y)},

which in turn yields, using Example 1,

f∗∗(x) ≥ sup
U∈NX

inf
y∈X

sup
x∗∈U◦

{〈x∗, x− y〉+ f(y)} = f(x).

The proof is finished because the inequality f∗∗(x) ≤ f(x) always holds.
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