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Stability analysis for set-valued optimization in Geoffroy spaces

James Larrouy∗

⋆

Abstract. In this work, we study the external and internal stability of minimal solutions to set-
valued optimization problems in a new functional framework. We consider perturbations on both the
objective function and the admissible domain. To address these problems, we introduce two variational
convergences for sequences of set-valued maps, namely the Gamma-cone convergence and the sequential
Gamma-cone convergence. The upper and the lower convergence of strong level sets are also studied.

Key words: Geoffroy spaces, set-valued optimization, stability, set order topology, Gamma-cone con-
vergence
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1 Introduction

Over the past decade, novel challenges have emerged within the domain of financial risk management,
as well as in the modelling and treatment of high uncertainties (see for instance [12, 13, 21]). The
corresponding contemporary challenges generally lead to the study of optimization problems involving
an objective function with values in a preordered hyperspace - by a convex cone. These are set-valued
optimization problems where the objective functions usually have as codomain the set of the nonempty
subsets of a real normed vector space. Based on the theory of conlinear spaces (see Hamel [11]), Michel H.
Geoffroy [8] proposed in 2019 a topological convergence for sequences of sets adapted to the treatment of
set optimization problems over the powerset constisting of lower bounded sets. More recently, Geoffroy
and Larrouy [9] extended this work by proposing a topological framework for conlinear spaces, devoted
to handling set-valued optimization problems, called set order topology. From now on, we will refer to
any space of set-valued maps whose codomain is a conlinear space equipped with the set order topology
as a set order functional space.

In the context of set-valued optimization, stability analysis refers to the study of the asymptotic
behavior of solution sets under data perturbation. In their pioneering work, Gutiérrez et al. [10] intro-
duced the concepts of external (or upper) and internal (or lower) stability for set-valued optimization
problems based on the set approach [23–25]. Since then, many authors have taken an interest in this
type of problem (see [2, 3, 7–9, 14, 16–18, 20, 22] and references therein), in particular because the set
approach is meaningful not only in terms of mathematics but also in practical applications. In the case
of external stability, the objective is to establish that any sequence of suitably chosen solution sets of
perturbed problems converges to the solution set of the original problem, whereas in the case of internal
stability, each solution set of the original problem is equivalently estimated by a subsequence of solution
sets of perturbed problems. It should be noted that virtually all recent work dealing with the stability
of minimal solutions to set-valued optimization problems pays particular attention to the structure of
the codomain of the objective function (often called image space). Furthermore, there is, in principle,
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no universal notion of stability in the literature. Most of the work on the topic has studied Painlevé-
Kuratowski and/or Hausdorff convergence of sequences of solutions of approximated set optimization
problems to solutions of the original problem in the image space (see [2–4,10,14,19,20]). In their work,
Karuna and Lalitha [18] introduced a notion of Gamma convergence to establish the external and in-
ternal stability in terms of Painlevé-Kuratowski convergence of sequence of solution sets of perturbed
problems under certain compactness assumptions and domination properties. It is worth noting that
in the context of vector optimization, several concepts of Gamma convergence have been proposed to
address stability analysis (see for instance Oppezzi and Rossi [26, 27] and Geoffroy et al. [6, 7]).

Therefore, since issues related to the structure of the image space have gained much attention in the
litterature, we propose to study stability analysis in the context of set order topology, which is well suited
when studying set-valued optimization problems. In this work, we introduce a new set order functional
space called Geoffroy space along with the notion of Geoffroy minimality for set-valued optimization.
Then, we propose a new variational convergence, namely the Gamma-cone convergence, which is helpful
when it comes to investigate the asymptotic properties of level sets. We show that, in Geoffroy spaces,
this concept is consistent with the well-known concept of Gamma convergence in the scalar case (see
Braides [5]). Next, we extend in a natural fashion our concept of Gamma-cone convergence to the con-
cept of sequential Gamma-cone convergence for sequences of set-valued maps whose domain depends
on the index of each element. Then, we prove the external and the internal stability of strong, Pareto,
Geoffroy and relaxed minimal solutions to set-valued optimization problems. Finally, we show how to
use the results in practice and point out three open questions.

The paper is organized as follows: in Section 2, we review some key concepts and provide some auxiliary
results that will be used throughout. Then, we introduce the concept of Geoffroy spaces and the notion
of Geoffroy minimality. In Section 3, we first introduce the Gamma-cone convergence and we show that
it possesses some essential properties. Afterward, we study the asymptotic properties of strong level
sets from which we deduce the external and the internal stability of the sets of minimal solutions with
respect to Painlevé-Kuratowski convergence. In Section 4, we study the stability of minimal solutions
in the sense of Gutiérrez et al. [10]. We introduce the concept of Kuratoski pairs and of sequential
Gamma-cone convergence which are used to study the external and the internal stability of minimal
solution to set-valued optimization problems. Then, we show the practicability of the obtained results
through a simple example.

2 Preliminaries and notations

In this section, we review some important notions and clarify the notation used in the paper. In addition,
we provide some auxiliary results for the sequel and introduce a new functional structure that we will
use in this work to deal with set-valued optimisation problems.

2.1 Background materials

Throughout this work, Z := (Z, ‖ · ‖) stands for a nontrivial real normed vector space partially ordered
by a nonempty closed, convex and solid cone C ( Z through the binary relation ≤C defined by z1 ≤C z2
if and only if z2 − z1 ∈ C. By cone we mean a set closed under nonnegative scalar multiplication. The
notation int(C) will be used to designate the topological interior of C (with respect to the norm topology
on Z). In this way, we can define the strict order binary relation <C on Z by y1 <C y2 if and only if
y2 − y1 ∈ int(C). On the other hand, the notation cl(·) will be used to designate the topological closure
of a given subset of Z. From now on, we denote P◦(Z) the set of all nonempty subsets of Z. We recall
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that the C-lower preorder �l
C (or Kuroiwa’s lower preorder) is defined for A,B ∈ P◦(Z) by

A �l
C B ⇐⇒ B ⊆ A+ C,

and that the strict C-lower preorder ≺l
C (see Geoffroy et al. [9]) is defined by

A ≺l
C B ⇐⇒ ∃ε ∈ int(C), A+ ε �l

C B.

Now, we introduce the large C-lower preorder defined by

A2
l
C B ⇐⇒ B ⊆ cl(A+ C),

and the associated large C-lower equivalence relation
l
≈ on P◦(Z) defined by

A
l
≈ B ⇐⇒ A 2

l
C B and B 2

l
C A.

Obviously, ≺l
C forces �l

C and �l
C forces 2

l
C . Moreover, these binary relations are compatible with

the Minkowski sum and multiplication by positive scalars.

Remark 2.1. Since C is convex, A ≺l
C B and B 2

l
C D forces A≺l

C D, for every A,B,D ∈ P◦(Z).

Before proceeding, we recall an important result of Tanaka and Kuroiwa [29, Theorem 2.2].

Theorem 2.2 ( [29]). Let A,B ∈ P◦(Z) be two convex sets. If A is solid, then int(A)+B = int(A+B).

It follows from above that int(C)+C = int(C). From now on, IBr(z) stands for the open ball with center
z ∈ Z and radius r > 0. The result is as follows.

Proposition 2.3. Let A ∈ P◦(Z) and u ∈ int(C). Then, {u}+ cl(A+ C) ⊂ A+ int(C).

Proof. Since u ∈ int(C), there exists r > 0 such that IBr

(u
2

)
⊂ C which yields that IBr(u) ⊂ int(C).

Now, take z̄ ∈ cl(A + C). Then, from the first countability of Z, we can find a sequence {zn} ⊂ A + C
converging to z̄, and we can fix n0 ∈ N such that ‖z̄−zn0

‖ < r. Let us consider the vector z0 = z̄−zn0
∈ Z.

Therefore, one can observe that ‖u+z0−u‖ = ‖z0‖ < r. In other words, u+z0 ∈ int(C). Since zn ∈ A+C
for all n ∈ N, we deduce from Theorem 2.2 that u+ z̄ = u+ z0 + zn0

∈ A+ int(C).

It is worth noting that the strict and the large C-lower preorders are interrelated as follows.

Lemma 2.4. Let A,B ∈ P◦(Z). The following assertions hold true.

(a) If A+ ε0 2
l
C B for some ε0 ∈ int(C), then A ≺l

C B.

(b) If A− ε ≺l
C B for all ε ∈ int(C), then A 2

l
C B.

Proof. We prove (a). Let us observe that since Z is Hausdorff, cl(A+ ε0+C) = {ε0}+cl(A+C). Hence,
using Proposition 2.3, we get

A+ ε0 2
l
C B ⇐⇒ B ⊂ {ε0}+ cl(A+ C) =⇒ A+

ε0
2

�l
C B =⇒ A ≺l

C B.

Now, let us prove (b). Take ε ∈ int(C) and set εn :=
ε

n+ 1
for all n ∈ N. Then, it is clear that for all

n ∈ N, A− εn �l
C B. Hence, for any fixed b ∈ B, b+ εn ∈ A+C. Passing to the limit as n goes to +∞,

we get the desired conclusion.

We recall that an element A ∈ P◦(Z) is said to be C-proper if A + C 6= Z. All through the paper, we
denote by Pp(Z) the set of such elements. We recall a fundamental result regarding C-proper sets.
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Proposition 2.5 ( [9]). Let A ∈ P◦(Z). Then, A ∈ Pp(Z) if and only if A ≺l
C A.

Following the notation in [28], we denote by N∞ the set of all subsequences of N containing all n beyond
some given integer and by N#

∞ the set of all subsequences of N. We now recall Painlevé-Kuratowski’s
notion of set convergence (see Khan et al. [21]). A sequence {An} ⊂ P◦(Z) is said to converge to a set

A ∈ P◦(Z) in the sense of Painlevé-Kuratowski (denoted by An
PK
→ A) if and only if

Ls(An) ⊂ A ⊂ Li(An),

where the upper PK-limit Ls(An) and the lower PK-limit Li(An) are defined by

Ls(An) := lim sup
n→∞

An = {x ∈ X | ∃N ′ ∈ N#
∞, ∃an ∈ An (n ∈ N ′) with an

‖·‖X
−→ x},

and Li(An) := lim inf
n→∞

An = {x ∈ X | ∃N ∈ N∞, ∃an ∈ An (n ∈ N) with an
‖·‖X
−→ x},

respectively. The inclusion Ls(An) ⊂ A is called the upper Painlevé-Kuratowski convergence (denoted by

An
PK
⇀ A) and A ⊂ Li(An) is called the lower Painlevé-Kuratowski convergence (denoted by An

PK
⇁ A).

2.2 On Geoffroy spaces

From now on, D stands for a nonempty subset of a real normed vector space X := (X, ‖ · ‖X) and F
represents a generic set-valued map acting from D to the C-proper subsets of Z, i.e. F : D → Pp(Z).
We point out that this last notation clearly expresses that D ⊆ domF := {x ∈ X | F (x) 6= ∅}.

Prior to undertaking any further steps, it makes sense to introduce an appropriate functional framework
to conduct our work. Note that a meaningful topology on P◦(Z) when it comes to study set-valued
optimization problems in the context of Kuroiwa’s set approach, is the so-called set order topology,
denoted by τC (see Geoffroy and Larrouy [9]). As a reminder, set-valued minimization problems are
typically formulated as follows:

SOP(F,C,D) :





Minimize F (x),
with respect to C,
and subject to x ∈ D,

were F : D → Pp(Z) is a C-proper-valued mapping, i.e. F (x) + C 6= Z, for all x ∈ D. Actually, the
consideration of set-valued minimization problems involving a non-C-proper-valued objective function
is irrelevant. Since the resolution of SOP(F,C,D) rely on the comparison of the elements of the family
FF := {F (x) | x ∈ domF}), we introduce the following conlinear topological structure for set-valued
maps acting from subsets of X to the subsets P◦(Z):

GC (X,P◦(Z)) :=

(
FF ,+, ·, 2l

C ,
l
≈, ≺l

C , τC
)
. (1)

From now on, any structure of type of (1) will be referred to as a Geoffroy space. In this context, the
continuity of set-valued maps reads as follows.

Definition 2.6 (τC -continuity of set-valued maps). A set-valued map F ∈ GC (X,P◦(Z)) is said to be
τC -continuous at x̄ ∈ X if for any τC-neighborhood NF (x̄) of F (x̄) there is a neighborhood Ux̄ of x̄ such
that for all x ∈ Ux̄, F (x) ∈ NF (x̄).
One says that F is τC -continuous on a subset S ⊆ X if it is τC -continuous at any point of S.
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Remark 2.7. A set-valued map is τC-continuous if and only if it is both lower and upper τC-semicontinuous.
These concepts are described hereinafter.

Definition 2.8 (Lower and upper τC -semicontinuity). Let F ∈ GC (X,P◦(Z)) be a set-valued map.

(a) We say that F is lower τC-semicontinuous (τC -lsc for short) at x̄ ∈ X if for any ε ∈ int(C) there is
a neighborhood Ux̄ of x̄ such that for all x ∈ Ux̄, F (x̄) ≺l

C F (x) + ε.

(b) We say that F is upper τC -semicontinuous (τC -usc for short) at x̄ ∈ X if for any ε ∈ int(C) there
is a neighborhood Ux̄ of x̄ such that for all x ∈ Ux̄, F (x) ≺l

C F (x̄) + ε.

We say that F is τC-lsc (resp. τC -usc) on S ⊆ X if it is τC-lsc (resp. τC -usc) at any point of S.

Here, we have gathered important properties taken from [9, Section 4.2] that will be used later.

Proposition 2.9 (Characterization of lower τC -semicontinuity). Let F ∈ GC (X,P◦(Z)) be a set-valued
map and let x̄ ∈ X. Then, the following assertions are equivalent:

(i) F is lower τC -semicontinuous at x̄ ;

(ii) F is sequentially lower τC -semicontinuous at x̄, i.e., for any sequence {xn} ⊂ X converging to x̄
and for all ε ∈ int(C), F (x̄)− ε≺l

C F (xn), for n large enough.

Proposition 2.10 (Characterization of upper τC -semicontinuity). Let F ∈ GC (X,P◦(Z)) be a set-
valued map and let x̄ ∈ D. Then, the following assertions are equivalent:

(i) F is upper τC-semicontinuous at x̄ ;

(ii) F is sequentially upper τC-semicontinuous at x̄, i.e., for any sequence {xn} ⊂ X converging to x̄
and for all ε ∈ int(C), F (xn)− ε≺l

C F (x̄), for n large enough.

Before continuing, we introduce the concept of strong level sets which makes sense on Geoffroy spaces.

Definition 2.11 (Strong level sets). Let F ∈ GC (X,P◦(Z)) be a set-valued map and Ω ∈ P◦(Z). We
call strong level set of F at height Ω the set LevΩ(F ) :=

{
x ∈ X | F (x) 2

l
C Ω

}
.

Remark 2.12. When F is C-closed valued Definition 2.11 coincides with the classical concept of level
set levΩ(F ) :=

{
x ∈ X | F (x) �l

C Ω
}
.

We show that the Definition 2.11 fits into the scalar case’s classical pattern of level sets.

Proposition 2.13. Let F ∈ GC (X,P◦(Z)). If F is lower τC-semicontinous on X, then LevΩ(F ) is a
closed subset of X, for all Ω ∈ P◦(Z).

Proof. Let Ω ∈ P◦(Z). The case LevΩ(F ) = ∅ is trivial. Suppose that LevΩ(F ) 6= ∅. Let {xn} ⊂ LevΩ(F )
be a sequence converging to some x̄ ∈ X. Invoking Proposition 2.9, we obtain that for all ε ∈ int(C),
F (x̄) − ε ≺l

C F (xn), eventually. Since xn ∈ LevΩ(F ) for all n ∈ N, we deduce that for all ε ∈ int(C),
F (x̄)− ε ≺l

C Ω. Finally, applying Lemma 2.4 (b), we get the desired conclusion.

2.3 Minimality concepts

We recall that in our context, solving SOP(F,C,D) consists in finding points x ∈ D (called minimal
solutions) such that the value of F at x, namely F (x), possesses some kind of minimality properties.
Hereinafter, for any set-valued map F ∈ GC (X,Pp(Z)), we focus on the following concepts of minimal
solutions which are of particular interest regarding real-world applications.

Definition 2.14 (Strong minimal solution). A point x̄ ∈ D is called a strong minimal solution to
SOP(F,C,D) if for all x ∈ D, F (x̄) �l

C F (x). The set of all strong minimal solutions to SOP(F,C,D)
is defined by

SEff(F,C,D) := {x̄ ∈ D | F (x̄) �l
C F (x), ∀x ∈ D}.
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Definition 2.15 (Pareto minimal solution). A point x̄ ∈ D is called a Pareto minimal solution to
SOP(F,C,D) if for all x ∈ D, F (x)�l

C F (x̄) ⇒ F (x̄)�l
C F (x). The set of all Pareto minimal solutions

to SOP(F,C,D) is defined by

PEff(F,C,D) := {x̄ ∈ D | x ∈ D,F (x) �l
C F (x̄) =⇒ F (x̄) �l

C F (x)}.

Definition 2.16 (Relaxed minimal solution). A point x̄ ∈ D is called a relaxed minimal solution to
SOP(F,C,D) if there is no x ∈ D such that F (x)≺l

C F (x̄). The set of all relaxed minimal solutions to
SOP(F,C,D) is the set

REff(F,C,D) := {x̄ ∈ D | ∄x ∈ D such that F (x) ≺l
C F (x̄)}.

We now introduce the concept of Geoffroy minimal solutions which is significant in Geoffroy spaces.

Definition 2.17 (Geoffroy minimal solution). A point x̄ ∈ D is called a Geoffroy minimal solution to
SOP(F,C,D) if for all x ∈ D, F (x)2l

C F (x̄) ⇒ F (x̄)2l
C F (x). The set of all Pareto minimal solutions

to SOP(F,C,D) is defined by

GEff(F,C,D) := {x̄ ∈ D | x ∈ D,F (x) 2
l
C F (x̄) =⇒ F (x̄) 2

l
C F (x)}.

We infer that:
GEff(F,C,D) ⊆ REff(F,C,D). (2)

Indeed, assume that there is x̄ ∈ GEff(F,C,D) such that x̄ /∈ REff(F,C,D). Then, there is x0 ∈ D
such that F (x0) ≺l

C F (x̄). Thus, F (x0) 2
l
C F (x̄) and from Remark 2.1, we get F (x0) ≺l

C F (x0). Since
F (x0) ∈ Pp(Z), Proposition 2.5 yields a contradiction.

It seems important to precise that GEff(F,C,D) 6= REff(F,C,D), in general.

Example 2.18. Let X = R, Z = R2 and C := R2
+. We consider the map F : GC(R,Pp(R2)) defined by

F (x) =





(0, 1)× (0, 1] if x < 0,
(0, 1)× (x, 1] if x ∈ [0, 2) ,
[−1, 5]× [2, 3] if x ≥ 2.

Consider the unconstrained set-valued optimization problem SOP(F,R2
+,R). Then, a mere computation

shows that GEff(F,R2
+,R) = R \ (0, 2) while REff(F,R2

+,R) = R.

Remark 2.19. From Geoffroy and Larrouy [9, Proposition 3.11], we have:

if SEff(F,C,D) 6= ∅, then SEff(F,C,D) = PEff(F,C,D). (3)

In addition, when F is C-closed-valued we have PEff(F,C,D) = GEff(F,C,D).

Given Remark 2.19, it is sufficient to restrict ourselves to the study of Geoffroy minimal solutions and
relaxed minimal solutions. Other concepts being particular cases of the latter. Throughout the paper,
it is assumed that GEff(F,C,D) 6= ∅ and REff(F,C,D) 6= ∅.

3 Asymptotic properties of strong level sets

Our first task is to study the upper and the lower convergence of strong level sets, in the sense of the
Painlevé-Kuratowski convergence. Then, we will apply the obtained results to set optimization.
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3.1 The Gamma-cone convergence

We start by introducing a new variational convergence tailored for stability analysis in Geoffroy spaces.

Definition 3.1 (Gamma-cone convergence). Consider x̄ ∈ X. Let F ∈ GC (X,P◦(Z)) be a set-valued
map and {Fn} ⊂ P◦(Z) be a sequence of set-valued maps such that Fn ∈ GC (X,P◦(Z)) , for all n ∈ N.
We say that the sequence Fn ΓC-converges (or Gamma-cone converges) to F at x̄ if and only if

(a) for all ε ∈ int(C) and all sequence {xn} ⊂ X such that xn
‖·‖X
−→ x̄, F (x̄)− ε 2

l
C Fn(xn) eventually.

(b) there is {x⋆
n} ⊂ X with x⋆

n

‖·‖X
−→ x̄ such that for all ε ∈ int(C), Fn(x

⋆
n) 2

l
C F (x̄) + ε eventually.

In this case, we say that F (x̄) is the ΓC-limit of {Fn} at x̄ and we write Fn
ΓC

−→
x̄

F. When this property

holds for all x̄ ∈ X, we say that {Fn} ΓC-converges to F and we write Fn
ΓC

−→ F.

We provide an example of a Gamma-convergent sequence of set-valued maps for the sake of clarity.

Example 3.2. Let X = R, Z = R and C := R+. We consider the map F ∈ GC(R,Pp(R)) defined by

F (x) = (cos(x), 1 + cos(3x) + cos(5x)) .

We infer that the sequence {Fn} of set-valued maps given by

Fn(x) =

{
cos

(
x+

1

n+ 1

)}
, for all n ∈ N,

is ΓR+-convergent to F at 0. Indeed, let ε ∈ int(R+). Assume that {xn} ⊂ R is such that xn
|·|
−→ 0. Then,

from the continuity of cos(·) on R we have cos

(
xn +

1

n+ 1

)
∈ (cos(0)− ε, cos(0) + ε) , eventually.

Therefore, it follows that

Fn(xn) =

{
cos

(
xn +

1

n+ 1

)}
⊂ [cos(0)− ε,+∞) =: cl(F (0)− ε+ R+), eventually.

In other words, F (0)−ε 2
l
C Fn(xn), eventually. Thus, property (a) in previous Definition 4.3 is satisfied.

Now, consider the sequence {x⋆
n} ⊂ R given by x⋆

n = 1
n+1 , for all n ∈ N. Then, x⋆

n

|·|
−→ 0 and since

cos
(
x⋆
n + 1

n+1

)
≤ cos(0), for all n ∈ N, we get

F (0) + ε = (1 + ε, 3 + ε) ⊂

[
cos

(
x⋆
n +

1

n+ 1

)
,+∞

)
=: cl(Fn(x

⋆
n) + R+), eventually.

In other words, Fn(x
⋆
n) 2

l
C F (x̄) + ε eventually. Hence, property (b) in Definition 4.3 is satisfied.

Finally, we have Fn
ΓR+

−→
0

F.

Remark 3.3. The properties (a) and (b) in Definition 4.3 will be referred to as the lower and the upper
Gamma-convergence of Fn to F at x̄, respectively.

As we now show, the lower ΓC-convergence can be characterized in terms of neighborhoods.

Lemma 3.4 (Characterization of the lower Gamma-cone convergence). Let F ∈ GC (X,P◦(Z)) and

{Fn} ⊂ P◦(Z) be such that Fn ∈ GC (X,P◦(Z)) , for all n ∈ N. Assume that Fn
ΓC

−→
x̄

F for some x̄ ∈ X.

Then, the following assertions are equivalent.
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(i) Condition (a) in Definition 4.3 holds for x̄.

(ii) For all ε ∈ int(C), there exists a neighborhood Nε,x̄ of x̄ (depending on ε) such that for all x0 ∈ Nε,x̄,
F (x̄)− ε ≺l

C Fn(x0) eventually.

Proof. Let us prove that (i) implies (ii). Assume to the contrary that (ii) is false. Hence, we can find
ε0 ∈ int(C) such that we can construct a sequence {xn} ⊂ X such that xn ∈ IB 1

n
(x̄) for all n ∈ N and

F (x̄)− ε0 62l
C Fn(xn), i.e. it is false that F (x̄)− ε0 2

l
C Fn(xn). Since xn

‖·‖X
−→ x̄, the proof is complete.

Now, suppose that (ii) holds and take ε ∈ int(C). Then, we can find a neighborhood Nε,x̄ of x̄ such
that for all x0 ∈ Nε,x̄, F (x̄)− ε ≺l

C Fn(x0), eventually. If {xn} ⊂ X is a sequence converging to x̄ then
xn ∈ Nε,x̄ for n large enough. Therefore, we have F (x̄)− ε 2

l
C Fn(xn), eventually.

It is worth mentioning that the ΓC -limit is not unique. More precisely, we have the following result.

Proposition 3.5. Let F,G ∈ GC (X,P◦(Z)) and let {Fn} ⊂ P◦(Z) be such that Fn ∈ GC (X,P◦(Z)) ,

for all n ∈ N. Assume that Fn
ΓC

−→
x̄

F for some x̄ ∈ X. Then, Fn
ΓC

−→
x̄

G if and only if F (x̄)
l
≈ G(x̄).

Proof. If F (x̄)
l
≈ G(x̄), it is clear that Fn

ΓC

−→
x̄

G. Suppose now that Fn
ΓC

−→
x̄

G and take ε ∈ int(C).

Then, there exists a sequence {x⋆
n} ⊂ X converging to x̄ and such that Fn(x

⋆
n) 2

l
C G(x̄)+

ε

4
, eventually.

From Lemma 2.4 (a), we have

Fn(x
⋆
n) ≺l

C G(x̄) +
ε

2
, eventually. (4)

Now, since Fn
ΓC

−→
x̄

F , we deduce by Lemma 2.4 (a) again that F (x̄) −
ε

2
≺l

C Fn(x
⋆
n), eventually. This,

together with (4) yields that F (x̄) − ε ≺l
C G(x̄), for all ε ∈ int(C). Thus, from Lemma 2.4 (b), we

obtain that F (x̄) 2
l
C G(x̄). By permuting F and G throughout the proof, we prove that we also have

G(x̄) 2
l
C F (x̄)..

As in the scalar case, ΓC -limits are always lower τC -semicontinuous.

Theorem 3.6 (Lower τC -semicontinuity of the ΓC -limits). Let F ∈ GC (X,P◦(Z)) be a set-valued map
and {Fn} ⊂ P◦(Z) be a sequence of set-valued maps with Fn ∈ GC (X,P◦(Z)) for all n ∈ N and such

that Fn
ΓC

−→ F. Then, F is lower τC-semicontinuous.

Proof. Take ε ∈ int(C) and x̄ ∈ X . From Lemma 3.4, there exists δε > 0 such that for all x0 ∈ IBδε(x̄):

F (x̄)−
ε

2
≺l

C Fn(x0), eventually. (5)

Let us fix an element x̂ ∈ IBδε(x̄). Then, there exists a sequence {zn} ⊆ X converging to x̂ such that

Fn(zn) 2
l
C F (x̂) +

ε

2
, eventually. (6)

Furthermore, we can find a pair (β, n0) ∈ R⋆
+ × N such that zn0

∈ IBβ(x̂) and IBβ(x̂) ⊂ IBδε(x̄). Hence,
combining (5) and (6), we deduce that for all x ∈ IBδε(x̄), F (x̄)− ε ≺l

C F (x).

In addition, we prove that the C-lower stationary sequence defined by Fn

l
≈ F, ΓC-converges to F when

F is τC -continuous.
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Theorem 3.7. Let F ∈ GC (X,P◦(Z)) be a set-valued map and {Fn} ⊂ P◦(Z) be a sequence of set-

valued maps with Fn

l
≈ F, for all n ∈ N. If F is τC -continuous at some x̄ ∈ X, then Fn

ΓC

−→
x̄

F.

Proof. Assume that F is τC -continuous at x̄ ∈ X. According to Remark 2.7, the set-valued map F is
both lower τC -semicontinuous and upper τC -semicontinuous at x̄. Since F (z̄) 2

l
C Fn(z̄) for all z̄ ∈ X,

we deduce from Proposition 2.9, that for all ε ∈ int(C) and all sequence {xn} ⊂ X such that xn
‖·‖X
−→ x̄,

F (x̄) − ε2l
C Fn(xn) eventually. On the other hand, we can consider a sequence {zn} ⊂ X such that

zn
‖·‖X
−→ x̄. Because Fn(ȳ) 2

l
C F (ȳ) for all ȳ ∈ X, we deduce from Proposition 2.10 that for all ε ∈ int(C),

Fn(zn) 2
l
C F (x̄) + ε eventually. The proof is complete.

3.2 Upper and lower convergence of strong level sets

Thanks to our new variational convergence for sequence of set-valued maps, we are so far able to prove
the main results of this section. First, we study the upper convergence of strong level sets in Geoffroy
spaces.

Theorem 3.8 (Upper convergence of strong level sets). Let F ∈ GC (X,P◦(Z)) be a set-valued map and
Ω ∈ P◦(Z). Consider sequences {Fn} , {Ωn} ⊂ P◦(Z) such that Fn ∈ GC (X,P◦(Z)) and Ωn ∈ P◦(Z)
for all n ∈ N. Assume that

(a) Fn
ΓC

−→ F ;

(b) for all ε ∈ int(C), there is nk ∈ N#
∞ such that Ωnk

− ε 2
l
C Ω eventually.

Then, LevΩn
(Fn)

PK
⇀ LevΩ(F ).

Proof. Let x̄ ∈ Ls (LevΩn
(Fn)). Then, we can find a sequence nk ∈ N#

∞ such that xnk

‖·‖X
−→ x̄ with

xnk
∈ LevΩnk

(Fnk
), for all k ∈ N. Thus, it follows that

Fnk
(xnk

) 2
l
C Ωnk

, for all k ∈ N. (7)

Let ε ∈ int(C). Since {Fn} ΓC -converges to F at x̄, we deduce that

F (x̄)−
ε

4
2

l
C Fnk

(xnk
), eventually. (8)

Combining (b) with (7), we know that there is nkl
∈ N#

∞ such that Fnkl
(xnkl

) −
ε

4
2

l
C Ω, eventually.

This, together with (8) gives that F (x̄)−
ε

2
2

l
C Ω. Invoking Lemma 2.4 (a) we get F (x̄) − ε ≺l

C Ω. As

ε has been chosen arbitrarily, we infer from the Lemma 2.4 (b) that F (x̄) 2
l
C Ω, i.e. x ∈ LevΩ(F ).

One can see that the concept of strong level sets is closely connected to that of Geoffroy minimal solution.
Indeed, we have the following result.

Proposition 3.9. Let x̄ ∈ GEff(F,C,D). Then, LevF (x̄)(F ) ⊆ GEff(F,C,D).

Proof. Let x̄ ∈ GEff(F,C,D). Assume that z̄ ∈ D is such that F (z̄) 2
l
C F (x0) with x0 ∈ LevF (x̄)(F ).

Then, F (z̄) 2
l
C F (x̄). Since x̄ is a Geoffroy minimal solution, we have F (x̄) 2

l
C F (z̄). Therefore, the

very nature of x0 yields that x0 ∈ GEff(F,C,D).

As a result, we obtained the following stability result for the set of Geoffroy minimal solutions.
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Theorem 3.10 (External stability of Geoffroy minimal solutions set). Consider a sequence {Fn} ⊂
P◦(Z) such that Fn ∈ GC (X,Pp(Z)) , for all n ∈ N. Assume that:

(a) Fn
ΓC

−→ F ;

(b) F is upper τC -semicontinuous at some x̄ ∈ GEff(F,C,D).

Then, LevF (xn)(Fn)
PK
⇀ GEff(F,C,D) for all sequence {xn} ⊂ X converging to x0 ∈ LevF (x̄)(F ).

Proof. Let x0 ∈ LevF (x̄)(F ) with x̄ ∈ GEff(F,C,D). Since F is upper τC -semicontinuous at some
x̄ ∈ GEff(F,C,D), it is sequentially upper τC -semicontinuous at x0 (see Proposition 2.10). Therefore,

if {xn} ⊂ X is such that xn
‖·‖X
−→ x0, it follows that for all ε ∈ int(C), F (xn) − ε2l

C F (x0), eventually.

Thus, invoking Theorem 3.8, we deduce that LevF (xn)(Fn)
PK
⇀ LevF (x0)(F ). Hence, it follows from the

identity (10) that LevF (xn)(Fn)
PK
⇀ GEff(F,C,D). Applying Proposition 3.9, the proof is complete.

Now, we focus on the lower convergence of strong level sets.

Theorem 3.11 (Lower convergence of strong level sets). Let F ∈ GC (X,P◦(Z)) be a set-valued map and
Ω ∈ P◦(Z). Consider sequences {Fn} , {Ωn} ⊂ P◦(Z) such that Fn ∈ GC (X,P◦(Z)) and Ωn ∈ P◦(Z)
for all n ∈ N. Assume that

(a) Fn
ΓC

−→ F ;

(b) Ω ≺l
C Ωn, eventually.

Then, LevΩn
(Fn)

PK
⇁ LevΩ(F ).

Proof. First, let us observe that from (b), there is ε0 ∈ int(C) such that

Ω + ε0 2
l
C Ωn, eventually. (9)

Let x̄ ∈ LevΩ(F ). According to (a), there is a sequence {xn} ⊂ X converging to x̄ such that
Fn(xn) 2

l
C F (x̄) + ε0, eventually. Because x̄ ∈ LevΩ(F ), it follows that Fn(xn) 2

l
C Ω + ε0, even-

tually. Combining the latter inequality with (9), we deduce that for n large enough, Fn(xn) 2
l
C Ωn.

To study prove the internal stability of the set of Geoffroy minimal solutions, we introduce the following
notion. In what follows, we write T Eff(F,C,D) to indicate the set of minimal solutions to the problem
SOP(F,C,D) of type T where T ∈ {G,P ,S,R} .

Definition 3.12. Let T ∈ {G,P ,S,R} . We say that T Eff(F,C,D) admits a countable number of
representant if and only if there exists x1, x2, . . . , xn ∈ D (n ∈ N) such that

T Eff(F,C,D) = LevF (x1)(F ) ∪ LevF (x2)(F ) ∪ . . . ∪ LevF (xn)(F ). (10)

with
LevF (xi)(F ) ∩ LevF (xj)(F ) = ∅, for all i 6= j. (11)

When (10) and (11) hold, the vector
(
x1, x2, . . . , xn

)
∈ Dn is called a T -representant of T Eff(F,C,D).

Therefore, we were able to prove the next theorem.

Theorem 3.13 (Internal stability of Geoffroy minimal solutions set). Assume that GEff(F,C,D) has a
countable number of representant and let

(
x1, x2, . . . , xn

)
∈ Dn be one of its G-representant. Consider

a sequence {Fn} ⊂ P◦(Z) such that Fn ∈ GC (X,Pp(Z)) , for all n ∈ N. Assume that
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(a) Fn
ΓC

−→ F ;

(b) there exists a sequence {xn} ⊂ X such that F (xi) ≺l
C F (xn) eventually, for all i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n} .

Then, LevF (xn)(Fn)
PK
⇁ GEff(F,C,D).

Proof. From Theorem 3.11, LevF (xn)(Fn)
PK
⇁ LevF (xi)(F ) for each component xi of the G-representant

of GEff(F,C,D). Hence, it follows from the identity (10) that LevF (xn)(Fn)
PK
⇁ GEff(F,C,D).

Remark 3.14. Obviously, from Remark 2.19, Theorems 3.10 and 3.13 are valid for SEff(F,C,D) and
PEff(F,C,D) when F is C-closed valued.

4 Stability results for set-valued minimization problems

Let us now consider the sequence {SOP(Fn, C,Dn)} of set-valued optimization problems given by

SOP(Fn, C,Dn) :





Minimize Fn(x),
with respect to C,
and subject to x ∈ Dn,

where Fn ∈ GC (Dn,P◦(Z)) , for all n ∈ N. In the remainder of the paper, our objective is to define suit-
able approximations to the minimal solutions to SOP(F,C,D) by considering a sequence of approximate
set-valued optimization problems of the form SOP(Fn, C,Dn). Indeed, we are interested in stability
analysis for set-valued optimization problems in the sense of Gutiérrez et al. [10]. More precisely, we
study the external and internal stability of minimal solutions to SOP(F,C,D). External stability refers
to the fact that the limit of a convergent sequence of minimal solutions to SOP(Fn, C,Dn) is a solution
to SOP(F,C,D), while internal stability refers to the fact that a given solution to SOP(F,C,D) can be
expressed as a limit of solutions to SOP(Fn, C,Dn). It is worth mentioning that in our work we consider
the perturbation both on the objective function and on the admissible domain.

To carry out our work, we need to extend the Definition 4.3 to a notion of Gamma-cone convergence
for sequences of set-valued maps whose domain depends on the index of each element. For this purpose,
we shall first introduce the concept of Kuratowski pair.

Definition 4.1 (Kuratowski pair). Let {Dn} , D ⊆ X. We say that the pair ({Dn} , D) is a Kuratowski
pair if and only if for any sequence {xn} ⊂ X with xn ∈ Dn for all n ∈ N, it is possible to find a pair

(nk, x̄) ∈ N#
∞ ×D such that xnk

‖·‖X
−→ x̄.

We provide a useful criterion to Kuratowski pair.

Proposition 4.2. Let {Dn} , D ⊆ X. Assume that Dn
PK
⇀ D. If there exists (n0, S) ∈ N×P◦(X) such

that Dn ⊆ S with cl(S) compact for all n ≥ n0, then ({Dn} , D) is a Kuratowski pair.

Proof. Let {xn} ⊂ X with xn ∈ Dn, for all n ∈ N. By assumption, we have {xn} ⊂ cl(S), for n large

enough. Moreover, since cl(S) is compact, there is a pair (nk, x̄) ∈ N#
∞ × cl(S) such that xnk

‖·‖X
−→ x̄ and

then x̄ ∈ Ls(Dn). Invoking the fact that Dn
PK
⇀ D, we conclude that x̄ ∈ D.

Now, we are able to introduce a more general Gamma-cone convergence in Geoffroy spaces.
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Definition 4.3 (Sequential Gamma-cone convergence). Assume that {Dn} , D ⊆ X and x̄ ∈ D.
Let F ∈ GC (X,P◦(Z)) and {Fn} ⊂ Pp(Z) be a sequence of set-valued maps such that Fn ∈ GC (X,P◦(Z))
for all n ∈ N. We say that {Fn} ΓC

seq
-converges (or sequentially Gamma-cone converges) to F at x̄ if

and only if

(a) ({Dn} , D) is a Kuratowski pair ;

(b) for all ε ∈ int(C) and all {xn} ⊂ X with xn ∈ Dn for all n ∈ N satisfying xn
‖·‖X
−→ x̄, we have:

F (x̄)− ε 2
l
C Fn(xn), eventually ;

(c) there exists {x⋆
n} ⊂ X with x⋆

n ∈ Dn for all n ∈ N converging to x̄ such that for all ε ∈ int(C) :

Fn(x
⋆
n) 2

l
C F (x̄) + ε, eventually.

In this case, we write Fn

ΓC
seq

−→
x̄

F. When this property holds for all x̄ ∈ D, we write Fn

ΓC
seq

−→
Dn,D

F.

We start studying the external stability of minimal solutions to SOP(F,C,D). As we now show, the
sequential Gamma-cone convergence is enough to establish the external stability of relaxed minimal
solution to SOP(F,C,D).

Theorem 4.4 (External stability of relaxed minimal solutions). Consider the set-valued optimization
problem SOP(F,C,D) and let {SOP(Fn, C,Dn)} be a sequence of approximated set-valued optimization

problems. If Fn

ΓC
seq

−→
Dn,D

F , then for all sequence {xn} ⊂ X such that xn ∈ REff(Fn, C,Dn) for all n ∈ N,

there exists (nk, x̄) ∈ N#
∞ ×REff(F,C,D) such that xnk

‖·‖X
−→ x̄.

Proof. Let {xn} ⊂ X be a sequence such that xn ∈ REff(Fn, C,Dn), for all n ∈ N. Then, xn ∈ Dn for

all n ∈ N. Since Fn

ΓC
seq

−→
Dn,D

F , ({Dn} , D) is a Kuratowski pair. Thus, there exists (nk; x̄) ∈ N#
∞ ×D such

that xnk

‖·‖X
−→ x̄. Let us show that x̄ ∈ REff(F,C,D). Assume to the contrary that there is x0 ∈ D such

that F (x0) ≺l
C F (x̄). Then, we can find ε0 ∈ int(C) such that

F (x0) + ε0 �l
C F (x̄). (12)

From now on, we take ε, ε′ ∈ int(C) satisfying ε0 = ε+ ε′. Because xnk

‖·‖X
−→ x̄ and Fn

ΓC
seq

−→
Dn,D

F, we get

F (x̄)− ε ≺l
C Fnk

(xnk
), eventually. (13)

Now, using again the ΓC
seq-convergence of {Fn} to F , we know that there exists a sequence {ϕn} ⊆ X

with ϕn ∈ Dn for all n ∈ N converging to x0 such that

Fnk
(ϕnk

) ≺l
C F (x0) + ε′, eventually. (14)

Therefore, combining (12), (13) and (14) with the choosen decomposition for ε0, we deduce that

Fnk
(ϕnk

) ≺l
C F (x0) + ε′ �l

C F (x̄)− ε ≺l
C Fnk

(xnk
), eventually.

Unfortunately, this contradicts the very nature of the sequence {xn}.
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Now, we turn our attention to the case of Geoffroy minimal solutions. To this end, we introduce a new
tool, which we refer to as the sequential lower converse property.

Definition 4.5 (Sequential lower converse property). Assume that {Dn} , D ⊆ X. Let F ∈ GC (X,P◦(Z))
and let {Fn} ⊂ P◦(Z) be a sequence of set-valued maps such that Fn ∈ GC (X,P◦(Z)) for all n ∈ N.
We say that the pair (({Fn} , {Dn}), (F,D)) has the sequential lower converse property if and only if for

any sequences {xn} , {ϕn} ⊆ X such that xn, ϕn ∈ Dn for all n ∈ N, having xn
‖·‖X
−→ x̄ and ϕn

‖·‖X
−→ x0

for some x̄, x0 ∈ D with F (x̄) 2
l
C F (x0) implies that Fn(xn) 2

l
C Fn(ϕn), eventually.

Using this notion, we obtain the following stability result for Geoffroy minimal solutions.

Theorem 4.6 (External stability of Geoffroy minimal solutions). Consider the set-valued optimization
problem SOP(F,C,D) and let {SOP(Fn, C,Dn)} be a sequence of approximated set-valued optimization
problems. Assume that

(a) Fn

ΓC
seq

−→
Dn,D

F ;

(b) the pair (({Fn} , {Dn}), (F,D)) has the sequential lower converse property.

Then, for all sequence {xn} ⊂ X satisfying xn ∈ GEff(Fn, C,Dn) for all n ∈ N, there exists a pair

(nk, x̄) ∈ N#
∞ × GEff(F,C,D) such that xnk

‖·‖X
−→ x̄.

Proof. Let {xn} ⊂ X be a sequence satisfying xn ∈ GEff(Fn, C,Dn), for all n ∈ N. Proceeding as in the

proof of Theorem 4.4, we prove that it is possible to find a pair (nk, x̄) ∈ N#
∞ ×D such that xnk

‖·‖X
−→ x̄.

Let us show that x̄ ∈ GEff(F,C,D). Let z̄ ∈ D be such that F (z̄) 2
l
C F (x̄). We fix ε ∈ int(C). Since

Fn

ΓC
seq

−→
Dn,D

F , we can find a sequence {zn} ⊆ X with zn ∈ Dn for all n ∈ N converging to z̄ and such that

Fn(zn) 2
l
C F (z̄) +

ε

4
, eventually. (15)

From assumption (b), we deduce that Fn(zn) 2
l
C Fn(xn), eventually. Because xn ∈ GEff(Fn, C,Dn), for

all n ∈ N, we get Fn(xn) 2
l
C Fn(zn), eventually. Now, since xnk

‖·‖X
−→ x̄, it follows from (a) that

F (x̄)−
ε

4
2

l
C Fnk

(xnk
), eventually. (16)

Therefore, combining (15) and (16), we obtain F (x̄)−ε ≺l
C F (z̄). Because ε has been chosen arbitrarily,

we conclude from the Lemma 2.4 (b) that F (x̄) 2
l
C F (z̄). In other words, x̄ ∈ GEff(F,C,D).

In what follows, we focus on the internal stability of minimal solutions to SOP(F,C,D). Before all,
we formulate the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis (H). Let x̄ ∈ D. If T Eff(F,C,D) 6= ∅, then there exists x⋆ ∈ levF (x̄)(F ) such that
x⋆ ∈ T Eff(F,C,D).

Now, we show that any Geoffroy minimal solution to SOP(F,C,D) can be approximated by a sequence
of Geoffroy minimal solution to the approximated problems SOP(Fn, C,Dn). To establish our result,
we combine the sequential ΓC -convergence with the aforementioned domination property.

Theorem 4.7 (Internal stability of Geoffroy minimal solutions). Consider the set-valued optimization
problem SOP(F,C,D) and let {SOP(Fn, C,Dn)} be a sequence of approximated set-valued optimization
problems. Assume that
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(a) Fn

ΓC
seq

−→
Dn,D

F ;

(b) GEff(Fn, C,Dn) 6= ∅ for all n ∈ N and Hypothesis (H) is satisfied for T = G.

Then, for all x̄ ∈ GEff(F,C,D), there is a sequence {xn} ⊂ X with xn ∈ GEff(Fn, C,Dn) for all n ∈ N

and a pair (nk, z̄) ∈ N#
∞ × GEff(F,C,D) such that xnk

‖·‖X
−→ z̄ and F (z̄)

l
≈ F (x̄).

Proof. Let x̄ ∈ GEff(F,C,D). We fix ε ∈ int(C). Since Fn

ΓC
seq

−→
Dn,D

F, there exists a sequence {ϕn} ⊂ X

with ϕ ∈ Dn, for all n ∈ N such that ϕn
‖·‖X
−→ x̄ and Fn(ϕn) − ε 2

l
C F (x̄), eventually. According to (b),

we can construct a sequence {xn} ⊂ X with xn ∈ GEff(Fn, C,Dn) ∩ LevFn(ϕn)(Fn) for all n ∈ N. Thus,
we obtain that

Fn(xn)−
ε

4
2

l
C F (x̄), eventually. (17)

Let us observe that xn ∈ Dn for all n ∈ N. Because Fn

ΓC
seq

−→
Dn,D

F, then ({Dn} , D) is a Kuratowski pair.

Hence, we can find a pair (nk, z̄) ∈ N#
∞ ×D such that xnk

‖·‖X
−→ z̄. Invoking (a) again, we deduce that

F (z̄)−
ε

4
2

l
C Fnk

(xnk
), eventually. (18)

Combining (17) and (18), we obtain from Lemma 2.4 (a) that F (z̄)− ε ≺l
C F (x̄). As ε has been chosen

arbitrarily, we deduce from Lemma 2.4 (b) that F (z̄) 2
l
C F (x̄). Finally, from the very nature of x̄, we

get F (z̄)
l
≈ F (x̄).

Finally, we consider the case of relaxed minimal solutions. We obtained the following result.

Theorem 4.8 (Internal stability of relaxed minimal solutions). Consider the set-valued optimization
problem SOP(F,C,D) and let {SOP(Fn, C,Dn)} be a sequence of approximated set-valued optimization
problems. Assume that

(a) Fn

ΓC
seq

−→
Dn,D

F ;

(b) REff(Fn, C,Dn) 6= ∅ for all n ∈ N and Hypothesis (H) is satisfied for T = R.

Then, for all x̄ ∈ REff(F,C,D), there is a sequence {xn} ⊂ X with xn ∈ REff(Fn, C,Dn) for all n ∈ N

and a pair (nk, z̄) ∈ N#
∞ ×REff(F,C,D) such that xnk

‖·‖X
−→ z̄ and F (z̄) 2

l
C F (x̄).

Proof. Let x̄ ∈ REff(F,C,D). By adapting the method developed to prove Theorem 4.7, we show that
there is a sequence {xn} ⊂ X with xn ∈ REff(Fn, C,Dn) for all n ∈ N and a pair (nk, z̄) ∈ N#

∞×D such

that xnk

‖·‖X
−→ z̄ and F (z̄) 2

l
C F (x̄). It remains to show that z̄ ∈ REff(F,C,D). Assume to the contrary

that z̄ /∈ REff(F,C,D). Then, according to Remark 2.1, we can find x0 ∈ D such that F (x0) ≺l
C F (x̄).

However, this yields to a contradiction as F ∈ GC (X,Pp(Z)) (see Proposition 2.5).

Remark 4.9. From Remark 2.19, Theorems 4.6 and 4.7 are valid for SEff(F,C,D) and PEff(F,C,D)
when F is C-closed valued.

For the purposes of completeness, we illustrate the practical aspect of the tools introduced in our work.
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Example 4.10. Let X = Z = R and let C = R+. We set D =
[
0,

π

4

]
and Dn =

[
0,

π

4
+

π

n

)
, for all

n ∈ N. Consider the following set-valued optimization problem:

SOP
(
F,R+,

[
0,

π

4

])
:





Minimize F (x) := (sin(x), 3) ,
with respect to R+,

and subject to x ∈
[
0,

π

4

]
,

along with the sequence of perturbed set-valued optimization problems defined by:

SOP
(
Fn,R+,

[
0,

π

4
+

π

n

))
:





Minimize Fn(x) :=

(
sin

(
x

(
1 +

1

n+ 1

))
, 3 + exp(n)

)
,

with respect to R+,

and subject to x ∈

[
0,

π

4
+

π

n+ 1

)
, n ∈ N.

First, observe that REff(F,C,D) = {0}. We show the external and the internal stability of the set of

relaxed minimal solutions to SOP
(
F,R+,

[
0,

π

4

])
. We proceed in two steps.

Step 1. We show that ({Dn} , D) is a Kuratowski pair. Note that D is closed. Invoking the hit-and-miss

criterion (see Rockafellar and Wets [28, Theorem 4.5] ) we deduce that Dn
PK
⇀ D. Moreover, for all

n ≥ 1, Dn ⊂ D1 and cl(D1) is compact. Thus, it follows from Proposition 4.2 that ({Dn} , D) is a
Kuratowski pair.

Step 2. We prove that Fn

ΓC
seq

−→
Dn,D

F . Let ε ∈ int(C) = (0,+∞) and x̄ ∈ D. From the continuity of sin(·)

on R, we deduce that for any sequence {xn} ⊂ R with xn ∈ Dn for all n ∈ N such that xn
|·|
−→ x̄, one

has sin

(
xn

(
1 +

1

n+ 1

))
∈ (sin(x̄)− ε, sin(x̄) + ε) , eventually. This yields that

Fn(xn) :=

[
sin

(
xn

(
1 +

1

n+ 1

))
, 3 + exp(n)

)
⊂ [sin(x̄)− ε,+∞) = cl (F (x̄)− ε+ C) ,

for n large enough. In other words, F (x̄)−ε 2
l
C Fn(xn), eventually. On the other hand, we consider the

sequence {x⋆
n} ⊂ R define for all n ∈ N by x⋆

n = 0. Thus, x⋆
n ∈ Dn for all n ∈ N and sin(x⋆

n) ≤ sin(x̄).
Hence, we get

F (x̄) + ε := (sin(x̄) + ε, 3 + ε) ⊂ [sin(0),+∞) = cl (Fn(x
⋆
n) + C) , for all n ∈ N.

In other words, Fn(x
⋆
n) 2

l
C F (x̄) + ε, eventually. Finally, Fn

ΓC
seq

−→
Dn,D

F. Thus, we can apply Theorem 4.4.

Moreover, since Hypothesis (H) is satisfied for T = R, we can also apply Theorem 4.8.

5 Conclusion and open questions

Two variational convergences, namely the Gamma-cone convergence and the sequential Gamma-cone
convergence, are introduced in this work in order to study different kind of stability problems in Geof-
froy spaces. In particular, we obtain several results related to the asymptotic properties of strong level
sets and to the external and internal stability of minimal solutions to set-valued optimization problems.
Our work enable to consider that both the objective function and the admissible domain are perturbed.
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In Definition 2.17, we have introduced the concept of Geoffroy minimal solutions which are weaker
than Pareto minimal solutions. The existence of Pareto minimal solutions to SOP(F,C,D) has been
deeply studied by several authors (see, for instance, [1,15,30]). In particular, Hernández and Rodŕıguez-
Márin [15, Theorem 5.9] proved the next result.

Theorem 5.1 (Sufficient condition for the existence of Pareto minimal solutions). Assume that D is
compact. If L(y) :=

{
x ∈ D | F (x) �l

C {y}
}
is closed for all y ∈ F (D), then PEff(F,C,D) is nonempty.

Therefore, we are able to prove an existence result for Pareto minimal solutions to SOP(F,C,D) in
Geoffroy space as shown below.

Theorem 5.2 (Existence of Pareto minimal solutions). Let F ∈ GC (X,P◦(Z)) and let D ⊂ X be a com-
pact set. If F is lower τC -semicontinuous and C-closed-valued on D, then PEff(F,C,D) is nonempty.

Proof. Consider y ∈ F (D) and let {xn} ⊂ L(y) be a sequence such that xn
‖·‖X
−→ x̄ ∈ X . According to

Theorem 5.1, it is sufficient to prove that x̄ ∈ L(y). Since L(y) ⊆ D, we deduce that x̄ ∈ D. Hence,
from the lower τC -semicontinuity of F on D and Proposition 2.9, we deduce that F is sequentially lower
τC -semicontinuous at x̄, i.e. for all ε ∈ int(C)

F (x̄)− ε ≺l
C F (xn), for n large enough. (19)

Combining estimate (19) with the fact that {xn} ⊂ L(y), we obtain

for all ε ∈ int(C), F (x̄)− ε ≺l
C {y} . (20)

Thus, because F (x̄) is C-closed, we deduce from Lemma 2.4 (b) that x̄ ∈ L(y) and PEff(F,C,D) 6= ∅.

Thus, it would be interesting to see if the Theory developped by Hernández and Rodŕıguez-Márin [15]
can be adapted to our new preorder 2

l
C . That way, one can discuss the nonemptyness of GEff(F,C,D).

On the other hand, it can be seen that Hypothesis (H) is a key concept in our work. However, it is not
certain that this hypothesis is always true. Shedding light on this question would be a major step forward.

Finally, discussing the case in which the cone C is also pertubed would be interesting. More precisely,
the external and internal stability of set-valued optimization problems should be explored via sequences
of approximate set-valued optimization problems of the form

SOP(Fn, Cn, Dn) :





Minimize Fn(x),
with respect to Cn,
and subject to x ∈ Dn.

However, it should be pointed out that the set order topology τC is intrinsically connected to the cone
C. In fact, we prove the following result:

Theorem 5.3. Let C1, C2 ( Z be two nonempty closed, convex and solid cones such that C1 ⊆ C2.
Then, τC1 is finer than τC2 .

To this end, we first state an intermediate result.

Lemma 5.4. Let c ∈ C and u ∈ int(C). Then, there is N ∈ N such that
u

2
−

c

N
∈ C. In particular, we

have {c} ≺l
C {Nu}.
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Proof. We set cn :=
c

n
, for all n ∈ N. Since u ∈ int(C), we can find a radius r > 0 such that IBr

(u
2

)
⊂ C.

Furthermore, for n large enough, we have

∥∥∥∥
u

2
− cn −

u

2

∥∥∥∥ = ‖cn‖ < r. As a result, we can find N ∈ N

such that
u

2
− cN ∈ C, which yields that

{0Z} �l
C

{u

2
− cN

}
⇐⇒ {cN} �l

C

{u

2

}
=⇒ {c} ≺l

C {Nu} .

The proof is complete.

Then, we can demonstrate Theorem 5.3.

Proof of Theorem 5.3. Let X̂ ∈ P◦(Z). From [9, Proposition 4.4], the families

VC1
(X̂) :=

{(
X̂ − u; X̂ + u

)
C1

| u ∈ int(C1)

}
and VC2

(X̂) :=

{(
X̂ − u; X̂ + u

)
C2

| u ∈ int(C2)

}

are two bases of neighborhoods of X̂ for τC1 and τC2 , respectively. We show that each elements of

VC2
(X̂) contains an element of VC1

(X̂). Let u2 ∈ int(C2). We consider the element
(
X̂ − u2; X̂ + u2

)
C2

of VC2
(X̂). Now, let us take u1 ∈ int(C1) and let us set un

1 :=
u1

n
, for some n ∈ N. Since C1 ⊆ C2, it

is clear that for all n ∈ N, un
1 ∈ C2. Moreover, according to Lemma 5.4, there exists N ∈ N such that{

uN
1

}
≺l

C2
{u2} . Therefore, since X̂ �l

C X̂, we get

X̂ − u2 ≺l
C2

X̂ − uN
1 and X̂ + uN

1 ≺l
C2

X̂ + u2.

Since uN
1 ∈ int(C1), we deduce that

(
X̂ − uN

1 ; X̂ + uN
1

)
C1

⊆
(
X̂ − u2; X̂ + u2

)
C2

.

Thus, the study of perturbation of this type could lead to some extremely promising results, which would
probably go beyond the scope of stability analysis.

Disclosure of interest. The author report there are no competing interests to declare.
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