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APPROXIMATE OPTIMALITY CONDITIONS AND SENSITIVITY

ANALYSIS IN NEARLY CONVEX OPTIMIZATION

NGUYEN VAN TUYEN1, LIGUO JIAO2, VU HONG QUAN3, DUONG THI VIET AN4

Abstract. In this paper, approximate optimality conditions and sensitivity analysis in

nearly convex optimization are discussed. More precisely, as in the spirit of convex analysis,

we introduce the concept of ε-subdifferential for nearly convex functions. Then, we examine

some significant properties and rules for the ε-subdifferential. These rules are applied to

study optimality conditions as well as sensitivity analysis for parametric nearly convex

optimization problems, which are two important topics in optimization theory.

1. Introduction

In the 1960s, Minty and Rockafellar introduced nearly convex sets [18], [23]. The nearly

convex set is defined based on convexity by requiring that the set under consideration lies

between a convex set and its closure in the Euclidean space Rn. The natural reason to study

nearly convex sets is that the domain and the range of any maximal monotone mapping are

nearly convex. In particular, for a proper lower semicontinuous convex function its subdif-

ferential domain is always nearly convex [24, Theorem 12.41]. Moreover, the classical notion

of convexity and convex analysis has been extensively studied by prominent mathematicians

and experts in applied fields. Another motivation is that researchers want to beyond convex-

ity by introducing and studying many generalized convexity notions for sets and functions.

All these motivate the researcher’s systematic study of nearly convex sets. Some properties

of nearly convex sets have been partially studied in [4], [7], [8], [19], and [22] from different

perspectives.

Very recently, Nam and his co-workers in [22] introduced the concept of nearly convex

set-valued mappings and investigated the fundamental properties of these mappings. Addi-

tionally, the authors establish a geometric approach for generalized differentiation of nearly

convex set-valued mappings and nearly convex functions. These contributions expand the

current knowledge of nearly convex sets and functions while providing several new results

involving nearly convex set-valued mappings. Despite being introduced in the early age of

convex analysis, the notion of the near convexity had not been systematically studied in the

literature. The new development also creates opportunities for further study, from nearly

convex sets to nearly convex functions and nearly convex set-valued mappings.
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To deal with optimization problems, one often uses optimality conditions, in particular,

necessary optimality conditions. Necessary optimality conditions help us solve problems

through manual calculations and are useful as stopping criteria in algorithms. Meanwhile,

sensitivity analysis of parametric optimization problems is not only theoretically interesting

but also critically important. It allows us to understand the behaviors of the optimal value

function when the parameter of the problem undergoes perturbations. Many researchers

have made contributions to these research directions, for example, An and Yen [2], An and

co-authors [3], Ioffe and Penot [16], Jourani [17], Mordukhovich and co-authors [20]. It

is well recognized that qualification conditions are sufficient conditions for the validity of

fundamental calculus rules in variational analysis, convex analysis, and optimization theory.

These conditions play vital roles in deriving intersection rules for normal cones. The latter

rule plays an important role in the study of optimality conditions and sensitivity analysis of

parametric optimization problems. Therefore, one of the biggest challenges is to apply the

subdifferential sum rules with the weakest qualification conditions.

The concept of ε-subdifferentials (known also as approximate subdifferentials) for con-

vex functions was introduced by Brøndsted and Rockafellar in [9] who proved there the

Brøndsted-Rockafellar density theorem and established other topological properties of ε-

subdifferentials. It has been realized later on that ε-subgradient mappings for ε > 0 exhibit

some better properties in comparison with the classical case of ε = 0. This made it possi-

ble to use ε-subgradients in constructing efficient numerical algorithms, which were started

from the paper by Bertsekas and Mitter [5, 6]. For more information, the reader is referred

to [10, 11, 13, 14, 25, 26] and the references therein.

In the present paper, as in the spirit of convex analysis, we introduce the concept of

the ε-subdifferential for nearly convex functions. We prove some significant properties and

rules related to it. Then we use the ε-subdifferential to study optimality conditions as well

as sensitivity analysis for parametric nearly convex optimization problems, which are two

important topics in optimization theory.

Our paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we provide an overview of the defini-

tion and properties of the ε- subdifferential of nearly convex functions. In Section 3, we

present optimality conditions for nearly convex optimization problems. Sensitivity analysis

for parametric nearly convex optimization problems is discussed in Section 4.

Throughout the paper, the space R
n is equipped with the usual scalar product 〈·, ·〉 and

the corresponding Euclidean norm ‖ · ‖. We use the notation B(x; δ) (resp., B(x; δ)) to

represent the open (resp., closed) ball centered at x ∈ R
n with a radius of δ > 0. The interior

(resp., closure) of D will be denoted by intD (resp., D). Here affD stands for the affine hull

of a subset D ⊂ R
n.

2. ε-subdifferential of nearly convex functions

In this section, we introduce the concept ε-subdifferential for nearly convex functions.

Then we explore some properties of this subdifferential.

2



Let us first recall that the relative interior of an arbitrary set D in R
n is defined by

riD := {a ∈ D | there exists δ > 0 such that B(a; δ) ∩ affD ⊂ D}.
By definition, it is easy to see that a ∈ riD if and only if a ∈ affD and there exists δ > 0

such that

B(a; δ) ∩ affD ⊂ D.

Definition 2.1. A subset D of Rn is said to be nearly convex if there exists a convex set E

in R
n such that E ⊂ D ⊂ E.

Clearly, any convex set is nearly convex and any nearly convex subset of R is convex.

However, in R
n with n ≥ 2 there are many nearly convex sets which are not convex, see, for

example [19].

It is not hard to check that if D1 ⊂ R
n and D2 ⊂ R

m are nearly convex, then D1 ×D2 is

nearly convex as well.

Consider a function ϕ : Rn → R having values in the extended real line R := [−∞,∞].

One says that ϕ is proper if the domain domϕ := {x ∈ R
n | ϕ(x) < ∞} is nonempty and

if ϕ(x) > −∞ for all x ∈ R
n. The set epiϕ := {(x, α) ∈ R

n × R | α ≥ ϕ(x)} is called the

epigraph of ϕ. If epiϕ is a convex (resp., nearly convex) subset of Rn ×R, then ϕ is said to

be a convex (resp., nearly convex) function. Due to the continuity of a convex function ϕ in

ri (domϕ), it knows that the “near” convexity only happens in the boundary of its domain.

Let G : Rn ⇒ R
m be a set-valued mapping. The domain and the graph of G are given,

respectively, by

domG := {x ∈ R
n | G(x) 6= ∅}

and

gphG := {(x, y) ∈ R
n × R

m | y ∈ G(x)}.
The set-valued mapping G is called proper if domG 6= ∅. We say that G is nearly convex if

its graph is a nearly convex set in R
n × R

m.

Definition 2.2. Consider a proper function ϕ : Rn → R. Let ε ≥ 0 and x̄ ∈ domϕ. The

ε-subdifferential of ϕ at x̄ is defined by

∂εϕ(x̄) := {ξ ∈ R
n | 〈ξ, x− x̄〉 − ε ≤ ϕ(x)− ϕ(x̄), ∀x ∈ R

n}.

The set ∂εϕ(x̄) reduces to the subdifferential ∂ϕ(x̄) when ε = 0. We will study some

properties of the ε-subdifferential of nearly convex functions later.

The following example shows that the traditional subdifferential ∂ϕ(x̄) may be empty,

meanwhile for all ε > 0, the ε-subdifferential is nonempty.

Example 2.1. Consider the function ϕ : R → R given by

ϕ(x) =















−√
x if x ∈ [0, 1),

1 if x = 1,

∞ otherwise,
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which is indeed a nearly convex function.

Let x̄ = 0 and for every ε > 0, by definition, one has

∂εϕ(x̄) = {ξ ∈ R | 〈ξ, x− x̄〉 ≤ ϕ(x)− ϕ(x̄) + ε, ∀x ∈ R}
= {ξ ∈ R | ξx ≤ ϕ(x) + ε, ∀x ∈ R}

=

(

−∞,− 1

4ε

]

.

However, it is easy to check that ∂ϕ(x̄) = ∅.
Definition 2.3. Let ε ≥ 0, Ω be a nonempty subset in R

n and x̄ ∈ Ω. The ε-normal set to

Ω at x̄ is defined by

Nε(x̄; Ω) := {ξ ∈ R
n | 〈ξ, x− x̄〉 ≤ ε, ∀x ∈ Ω}.

By definition, it is clear that Nε(x̄; Ω) = ∂εδΩ(x̄), where δΩ is the indicator function of a set

Ω ⊂ R
n. Recall that δΩ(x) = 0 if x ∈ Ω and δΩ(x) = ∞ if x /∈ Ω. Since epi δΩ = Ω× [0,∞),

we see that δΩ is nearly convex if and only if Ω is nearly convex.

When ε = 0, Nε(x̄; Ω) reduces to the normal cone of Ω at x̄, which is denoted by N(x̄; Ω).

However, in general Nε(x̄; Ω) is not a cone when ε > 0. From the definition of the ε-normal

set, one can define the ε-coderivative as follows.

Definition 2.4. Let F : Rn ⇒ R
m be a nearly convex set-valued mapping. For each ε ≥ 0,

the ε-coderivative of F at (x̄, ȳ) ∈ gphF is the set-valued mapping D∗
εF (x̄, ȳ) : Rm ⇒ R

n

with the values

D∗
εF (x̄, ȳ)(v) := {u ∈ R

n | (u,−v) ∈ Nε((x̄, ȳ); gphF )}, v ∈ R
m.

The following proposition gives the relation between the ε-subdifferential and the ε-

coderivative of its epigraphical mapping.

Proposition 2.1. Let ϕ : Rn → R be a nearly convex function and let x̄ ∈ R
n be such that

ϕ(x̄) ∈ R. For ε ≥ 0, we have

∂εϕ(x̄) = D∗
εEϕ(x̄, ϕ(x̄))(1),

where Eϕ : Rn ⇒ R is the epigraphical mapping given by

Eϕ(x) = {λ ∈ R | ϕ(x) ≤ λ}, x ∈ R
n.

Proof. The proof is similar adapted from [22, Proposition 5.3]. For ε ≥ 0, we first show that

D∗
εEϕ(x̄, ϕ(x̄))(1) ⊆ ∂εϕ(x̄). (1)

By the definition of the ε-coderivative, one has

D∗
εEϕ(x̄, ϕ(x̄))(1) = {u ∈ R

n | (u,−1) ∈ Nε((x̄, ϕ(x̄)); gphEϕ)}
= {u ∈ R

n | (u,−1) ∈ Nε((x̄, ϕ(x̄)); epiϕ)}.
Since D∗

εEϕ(x̄, ϕ(x̄))(1) = ∅, the inclusion (1) is obvious. We now pick an arbitrary vector

u ∈ D∗
εEϕ(x̄, ϕ(x̄))(1), then

〈u, x− x̄〉 − (λ− ϕ(x̄)) ≤ ε, ∀(x, λ) ∈ epiϕ.

4



It follows from the above inequality that −∞ < ϕ(x) for any x ∈ R
n. Using this equality

with x ∈ domϕ and λ = ϕ(x), one has

〈u, x− x̄〉 ≤ ϕ(x)− ϕ(x̄) + ε, ∀x ∈ domϕ.

In the case, where ϕ(x) = ∞, the above inequality holds. So, from the latter, we get

u ∈ ∂εϕ(x̄), which justifies (1).

To obtain the opposite inclusion, we take any u ∈ ∂εϕ(x̄). Then

〈u, x− x̄〉 ≤ ϕ(x)− ϕ(x̄) + ε, ∀x ∈ R
n.

This implies that

〈u, x− x̄〉 − (λ− ϕ(x̄)) ≤ ε, whenever (x, λ) ∈ epiϕ.

Thus, ∂εϕ(x̄) ⊂ D∗
εEϕ(x̄, ϕ(x̄))(1). If ∂εϕ(x̄) = ∅, then the latter is obvious. Therefore, we

conclude that ∂εϕ(x̄) = D∗
εEϕ(x̄, ϕ(x̄))(1). �

We now present some properties of the set ε-subdifferentials of nearly convex functions.

Proposition 2.2. Let ϕ : Rn → R be a proper nearly convex function and ε ≥ 0. Then,

for every x̄ ∈ ri (domϕ), the ε-subdifferential of ϕ at x̄ is nonempty, closed and convex.

Furthermore,

∂ϕ(x̄) =
⋂

ε>0

∂εϕ(x̄). (2)

Proof. We first prove that ∂εϕ(x̄) is nonempty for every x̄ ∈ ri (domϕ) and ε ≥ 0. The

nonemptiness of ∂εϕ(x̄) when ε = 0 was already proved in [22, Proposition 5.4(b)]. We now

consider the case that ε > 0. By the near convexity of ϕ and [22, Proposition 3.7], one has

ri (epiϕ) = {(x, λ) ∈ R
n × R | x ∈ ri (domϕ), ϕ(x) < λ}.

Hence, ϕ(x̄) > ϕ(x̄)−ε and so (x̄, ϕ(x̄)−ε) /∈ ri (epiϕ). By [22, Theorem 3.2], {(x̄, ϕ(x̄)−ε)}
and epiϕ can be properly separated, i.e., there exist (w, β) ∈ R

n × R and (x0, λ0) ∈ epiϕ

such that the following conditions hold:

〈w, x̄〉+ β(ϕ(x̄)− ε) ≤ 〈w, x〉+ β.λ ∀(x, λ) ∈ epiϕ; (3)

〈w, x̄〉+ β(ϕ(x̄)− ε) < 〈w, x0〉+ β.λ0. (4)

It follows from (3) that

〈w, x̄〉+ β(ϕ(x̄)− ε) ≤ 〈w, x〉+ βϕ(x) ∀x ∈ domϕ. (5)

Taking x = x̄ in the inequality (5) yields β ≥ 0. If β = 0, then from (3) and (4), one has

〈w, x̄〉 ≤ 〈w, x〉 for all x ∈ domϕ and 〈w, x̄〉 < 〈w, x0〉. This means that {x̄} and domϕ can

be properly separated. By [22, Theorem 3.2], x̄ /∈ ri (domϕ), a contradiction. Therefore,

β > 0. Dividing both sides of (5) by β, we get
〈

−w
β
, x− x̄

〉

− ε ≤ ϕ(x)− ϕ(x̄), ∀x ∈ domϕ.

Clearly, the above condition always holds for x /∈ domϕ. So, −w
β
∈ ∂εϕ(x̄) and hence, ∂εϕ(x̄)

is nonempty.
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Next we will show the closedness of ∂εϕ(x̄). Assume that ξk ∈ ∂εϕ(x̄) such that ξk → ξ

as k → ∞. By definition, we have

〈ξk, x− x̄〉 − ε ≤ ϕ(x)− ϕ(x̄) for all x ∈ R
n and k ∈ N.

Taking the limit as k → ∞, the above inequality leads to

〈ξ, x− x̄〉 − ε ≤ ϕ(x)− ϕ(x̄), ∀x ∈ R
n

and so ξ ∈ ∂εϕ(x̄), as required.

To prove the convexity of ∂εϕ(x̄), let ξ1, ξ2 ∈ ∂εϕ(x̄) and λ ∈ (0, 1). Then, for each i = 1, 2,

we have

〈ξi, x− x̄〉 − ε ≤ ϕ(x)− ϕ(x̄), ∀x ∈ R
n.

Hence,

〈λξ1 + (1− λ)ξ2, x− x̄〉 − ε = λ[〈ξ1, x− x̄〉 − ε] + (1− λ)[〈ξ2, x− x̄〉 − ε]

≤ λ(ϕ(x)− ϕ(x̄)) + (1− λ)(ϕ(x)− ϕ(x̄))

= ϕ(x)− ϕ(x̄)

for all x ∈ R
n. This means that λξ1+(1−λ)ξ2 ∈ ∂εϕ(x̄) and the convexity of ∂εϕ(x̄) follows.

Lastly, we prove (2). By definition, it is clear that ∂ϕ(x̄) ⊂ ∂εϕ(x̄) for every ε > 0. Hence,

∂ϕ(x̄) ⊂
⋂

ε>0

∂εϕ(x̄).

Conversely, assume that ξ ∈ ⋂

ε>0

∂εϕ(x̄). Then, one has

〈ξ, x− x̄〉 − ε ≤ ϕ(x)− ϕ(x̄) for all x ∈ R
n and ε > 0.

Taking the limit as ε → 0, the above inequality leads to

〈ξ, x− x̄〉 ≤ ϕ(x)− ϕ(x̄) ∀x ∈ R
n.

Thus ξ ∈ ∂ϕ(x̄) and so
⋂

ε>0

∂εϕ(x̄) ⊂ ∂ϕ(x̄),

which completes the proof. �

Proposition 2.3. Let ϕ : Rn → R be a proper nearly convex function and ε ≥ 0. Then

∂ε(λϕ)(x̄) = λ∂ε/λϕ(x̄) ∀λ > 0, ∀x̄ ∈ domϕ.

Proof. For λ > 0, by the definition of the ε-subdifferential one has

ξ ∈ ∂ε(λϕ)(x̄) ⇔ 〈ξ, x− x̄〉 − ε ≤ λϕ(x)− λϕ(x̄), ∀x ∈ domϕ

⇔ 1
λ
〈ξ, x− x̄〉 − ε

λ
≤ ϕ(x)− ϕ(x̄), ∀x ∈ domϕ

⇔ ξ
λ
∈ ∂ε/λϕ(x̄),

⇔ ξ ∈ λ∂ε/λϕ(x̄).

The proof is complete. �
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In convex analysis and optimization, summing two functions plays an important role. The

Moreau–Rockafellar Theorem can be viewed as a well-known result, which describes the

subdifferential of the sum of two subdifferentiable functions. In the same way, one can get a

sum rule for ε-subdifferentials of two nearly convex functions.

Firstly, we formally introduce the notion of conjugate below.

Definition 2.5. Consider a function ϕ : Rn → R. The conjugate of ϕ is ϕ∗ : Rn → R and

is defined as

ϕ∗(ξ) = sup
x∈Rn

{〈ξ, x〉 − ϕ(x)}.

In order to study optimality conditions as well as sensitivity analysis of optimization

problems, we need the subdifferential calculus rules, especially, sum rules play important

roles among them. The following proof for sum rules of nearly convex functions is based on

the proof of [13, Theorem 3.1.1] and [10, Theorem 2.115].

Theorem 2.1. Let ϕi : R
n → R, i = 1, 2, be two proper nearly convex functions and ε ≥ 0.

If the qualification condition

ri (domϕ1) ∩ ri (domϕ2) 6= ∅ (6)

holds, then ϕ1 + ϕ2 is nearly convex and

∂ε(ϕ1 + ϕ2)(x̄) =
⋃

ε1≥0,ε2≥0,
ε1+ε2=ε

[∂ε1ϕ1(x̄) + ∂ε2ϕ2(x̄)]

for all x̄ ∈ domϕ1 ∩ domϕ2.

Proof. The near convexity of ϕ1 + ϕ2 follows from [22, Corollary 4.3]. Now, let ε1 ≥ 0 and

ε2 ≥ 0 be such that ε1 + ε2 = ε. The inclusion
⋃

ε1≥0,ε2≥0,
ε1+ε2=ε

[∂ε1ϕ1(x̄) + ∂ε2ϕ2(x̄)] ⊂ ∂ε(ϕ1 + ϕ2)(x̄)

is based on the concept of ε-subdifferential. We now prove the opposite of this inclusion.

Suppose that ξ ∈ ∂ε(ϕ1 + ϕ2)(x̄). By the definition of the ε-subdifferential, one has

(ϕ1 + ϕ2)(x)− (ϕ1 + ϕ2)(x̄) ≥ 〈ξ, x− x̄〉 − ε, ∀x ∈ R
n.

From the definition of the conjugate function, ξ ∈ ∂ε(ϕ1 + ϕ2)(x̄) means that

(ϕ1 + ϕ2)
∗(ξ) + (ϕ1 + ϕ2)(x̄)− 〈ξ, x̄〉 ≤ ε. (7)

Since the condition (6) holds, by [15, Theorem 6.6] we have

(ϕ1 + ϕ2)
∗(ξ) = (ϕ∗

1�ϕ∗
2)(ξ) := inf {ϕ∗

1(ξ1) + ϕ∗
2(ξ2) | ξ1 + ξ2 = ξ} , ∀ξ ∈ R

n

and the infimum is attained. In other words, one can find ξi ∈ R
n, i = 1, 2 with ξ1 + ξ2 = ξ

such that

(ϕ1 + ϕ2)
∗(ξ) = ϕ∗

1(ξ1) + ϕ∗
2(ξ2).

Combining the latter with (7) yields that

(ϕ∗
1(ξ1) + ϕ1(x̄)− 〈ξ1, x̄〉) + (ϕ∗

2(ξ2) + ϕ2(x̄)− 〈ξ2, x̄〉) ≤ ε.

7



Then, by defining εi = ϕ∗
i (ξi) + ϕi(x̄)− 〈ξi, x̄〉, i = 1, 2, one has εi ≥ 0 and ε1 + ε2 ≤ ε for

i = 1, 2. Moreover, by the definition of the conjugate function,

ϕi(x)− ϕi(x̄) ≥ 〈ξi, x− x̄〉 − εi

≥ 〈ξi, x− x̄〉 − ε̄i,

where ε̄i = εi +
ε−ε1−ε2

2
≥ εi, i = 1, 2. So, for i = 1, 2, ξi ∈ ∂ε̄iϕi(x̄), with ε̄1 + ε̄2 = ε.

Therefore, ξ = ξ1+ ξ2 ∈ ∂ε̄1ϕ1(x̄) + ∂ε̄2ϕ2(x̄). Since ξ ∈ ∂ε(ϕ1+ϕ2)(x̄) was taken arbitrarily,

we have

∂ε(ϕ1 + ϕ2)(x̄) ⊂
⋃

ε1≥0,ε2≥0,
ε1+ε2=ε

[∂ε1ϕ1(x̄) + ∂ε2ϕ2(x̄)],

which completes the proof of the proposition. �

We consider the following illustrative example.

Example 2.2. Consider the nearly convex functions ϕi : R → R, i = 1, 2, given, respec-

tively, by

ϕ1(x) =















−√
x if x ∈ [0, 1),

1 if x = 1,

∞ otherwise,

and

ϕ2(x) =

{

−√
x if x ∈ [0, 1],

∞ otherwise.

Then, one has

(ϕ1 + ϕ2)(x) =















−2
√
x if x ∈ [0, 1),

0 if x = 1,

∞ otherwise.

Let x̄ = 0. Obviously, x̄ ∈ domϕ1 ∩ domϕ2 and the condition (6) holds. By similar way as

in Example 2.1, for every ε1 > 0, ε2 > 0, one obtains

∂ε1ϕ1(x̄) =
(

−∞,− 1
4ε1

]

and ∂ε2ϕ2(x̄) =
(

−∞,− 1
4ε2

]

.

In the case, where ε1 = 0 (resp., ε2 = 0) one has ∂ε1ϕ1(x̄) = ∅ (resp., ∂ε2ϕ2(x̄) = ∅).
Meanwhile, for ε > 0, one has

∂ε(ϕ1 + ϕ2)(x̄) =
(

−∞,−1
ε

]

.

Consequently,

∂ε(ϕ1 + ϕ2)(x̄) =
⋃

ε1≥0,ε2≥0,
ε1+ε2=ε

[∂ε1ϕ1(x̄) + ∂ε2ϕ2(x̄)].

When ε = 0, one has the following corollary.
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Corollary 2.1. Let ϕi : R
n → R, i = 1, 2, be two proper nearly convex functions. If (6)

holds, then one has

∂(ϕ1 + ϕ2)(x̄) = ∂ϕ1(x̄) + ∂ϕ2(x̄) (8)

for all x̄ ∈ domϕ1 ∩ domϕ2.

Let us consider an example that shows that (8) can be invalid providing that (6) is violated.

Example 2.3. Consider the following two functions:

ϕ1(x) =

{

−√
x if x ∈ [0, 1],

∞ otherwise,

and

ϕ2(x) =

{

−√−x if x ∈ [−1, 0],

∞ otherwise.

Clearly, ϕ1 and ϕ2 are convex functions. In particular, ϕ1 and ϕ2 are nearly convex functions.

By a simple calculation, one gets

(ϕ1 + ϕ2)(x) =

{

0 if x = 0,

∞ otherwise.

Let x̄ = 0. On one hand, it is not difficult to see that ∂(ϕ1 + ϕ2)(x̄) = R. On the other

hand, one has ∂ϕ1(x̄) = ∅. Consequently, (8) does not hold. It is emphasized here that

ri (domϕ1) ∩ ri (domϕ2) = ∅.

From Theorem 2.1, and the relationship between the ε-normal set and the ε-subdifferential

of the indicator function, the following corollary is obtained.

Corollary 2.2. Let Ω1, Ω2 be two nearly convex sets and ε ≥ 0. If ri Ω1 ∩ ri Ω2 6= ∅, then
for each x̄ ∈ Ω1 ∩ Ω2, we have

Nε(x̄; Ω1 ∩ Ω2) =
⋃

ε1≥0,ε2≥0,
ε1+ε2=ε

[Nε1(x̄; Ω1) +Nε2(x̄; Ω2)].

The next corollary plays an important role in deriving the subsequent results, so one

presents here a detailed proof.

Corollary 2.3 (Epsilon coderivative of sum). Suppose that F1, F2 : Rn ⇒ R
m are nearly

convex set-valued mappings and ε ≥ 0. If the qualification condition

ri (domF1) ∩ ri (domF2) 6= ∅ (9)

is satisfied, then one has

D∗
ε(F1 + F2)(x̄, ȳ)(v) =

⋃

ε1≥0,ε2≥0,
ε1+ε2=ε

[D∗
ε1
F1(x̄, ȳ1)(v) +D∗

ε2
F2(x̄, ȳ2)(v)] (10)

holds for every v ∈ R
m and (ȳ1, ȳ2) ∈ S(x̄, ȳ), where

S(x̄, ȳ) = {(ȳ1, ȳ2) ∈ R
m × R

m | ȳ = ȳ1 + ȳ2, ȳi ∈ Fi(x̄), i = 1, 2}.
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Proof. We first note that, the qualification condition (9) implies that F1 + F2 is nearly

convex by [22, Theorem 4.2]. For any ε ≥ 0, (ȳ1, ȳ2) ∈ S(x̄, ȳ) and v ∈ R
m, we take any

u ∈ D∗
ε(F1 + F2)(x̄, ȳ)(v). By definition, one has

(u,−v) ∈ Nε((x̄, ȳ); gph (F1 + F2)). (11)

Consider two sets Ω1 and Ω2 defined as follows:

Ω1 = {(x, y1, y2) ∈ R
n × R

m × R
m | y1 ∈ F1(x)} = gphF1 × R

m,

Ω2 = {(x, y1, y2) ∈ R
n × R

m × R
m | y2 ∈ F2(x)}.

By the construction of Ω1 and Ω2, from (11), one has

(u,−v,−v) ∈ Nε((x̄, ȳ1, ȳ2); Ω1 ∩ Ω2).

The qualification condition (9) implies that ri Ω1 ∩ ri Ω2 6= ∅ (see the proof of Theorem 4.2

in [22]). So, one can apply Corollary 2.2 to obtain

(u,−v,−v) ∈ Nε((x̄, ȳ1, ȳ2); Ω1 ∩ Ω2) =
⋃

ε1≥0,ε2≥0,
ε1+ε2=ε

[Nε1((x̄, ȳ1, ȳ2); Ω1) +Nε2((x̄, ȳ1, ȳ2); Ω2)].

Hence, there exist ε1 ≥ 0 and ε2 ≥ 0 with ε1 + ε2 = ε such that

(u,−v,−v) ∈ Nε1((x̄, ȳ1, ȳ2); Ω1) +Nε2((x̄, ȳ1, ȳ2); Ω2).

Consequently, one gets

(u,−v,−v) = (u1, v1, w1) + (u2, v2, w2),

where (ui, vi, wi) ∈ Nεi((x̄, ȳ1, ȳ2); Ωi), i = 1, 2. It is easy to see that w1 = 0, v2 = 0,

(u1, v1) ∈ Nε1((x̄, ȳ1); gphF1), and (u2, w2) ∈ Nε2((x̄, ȳ2); gphF2). So, v1 = w2 = −v and

u = u1 + u2. The latter means that

u = u1 + u2 ∈ D∗
ε1F1(x̄, ȳ1)(v) +D∗

ε2F2(x̄; ȳ2)(v).

Hence,

D∗
ε(F1 + F2)(x̄, ȳ)(v) ⊂

⋃

ε1≥0,ε2≥0,
ε1+ε2=ε

[D∗
ε1
F1(x̄, ȳ1)(v) +D∗

ε2
F2(x̄; ȳ2)(v)].

The reverse of the above inclusion is obvious and we therefore get the sum rule (10). �

We now discuss the ε-coderivative of the intersection mapping.

Theorem 2.2. Let Fi : R
n ⇒ R

m, for i = 1, 2, . . . , p be nearly convex set-valued mappings

and let F =
⋂p

i=1 Fi. Assume that the following qualification condition

p
⋂

i=1

ri (gphFi) 6= ∅ (12)

holds. Then, for any ε ≥ 0 and (x̄, ȳ) ∈ gphF one has

D∗
εF (x̄, ȳ)(v)=

⋃

ε1≥0,...εp≥0,
ε1+...+εp=ε

{D∗
ε1
F1(x̄, ȳ)(v1)+ ...+D∗

εpFp(x̄, ȳ)(vp) |v1 + ... + vp=v}. (13)
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Proof. By the qualification condition (12), the set-valued mapping F =
⋂p

i=1 Fi is nearly

convex following [22, Theorem 4.9]. For (x̄, ȳ) ∈ gphF , take any u ∈ D∗
εF (x̄, ȳ)(v). Then

(u,−v) ∈ Nε((x̄, ȳ); gphF ). Since gphF =
p
⋂

i=1

gphFi, by (12) and Corollary 2.2 one has

(u,−v)∈Nε((x̄, ȳ); gphF )=
⋃

ε1≥0,...,εp≥0,
ε1+...+εp=ε

[

Nε1((x̄, ȳ); gphF1)+. . .+Nεp((x̄, ȳ); gphFp)
]

. (14)

Then, we can find u1, . . . , up ∈ R
n and v1, . . . , vp ∈ R

m such that

u =

p
∑

i=1

ui, v =

p
∑

i=1

vi, (ui,−vi) ∈ Nεi((x̄, ȳ); gphFi).

By the definition, ui ∈ D∗
εi
Fi(x̄, ȳ)(vi) and hence

u ∈
⋃

ε1≥0,...,εp≥0,
ε1+...+εp=ε

[

Nε1((x̄, ȳ); gphF1)+. . .+Nεp((x̄, ȳ); gphFp)
]

,

which justifies the inclusion “ ⊆ ” in (13). The reverse inclusion follows directly from the

definition of the ε-coderivative and the equality in (14). �

3. Optimality conditions

In this section, we will study the optimality conditions for nearly convex optimization

problems by using the ε-subdifferential. Consider the following optimization problem

inf ϕ(x) subject to x ∈ S, (P)

where S ⊂ R
n is nonempty and ϕ : Rn → R is bounded from below on S. When S = R

n, we

call (P) the unconstrained optimization problem.

Definition 3.1. Let ε > 0 and x̄ ∈ S. A vector x̄ is said to be an ε-solution of (P) if

ϕ(x̄) ≤ ϕ(x) + ε ∀x ∈ S.

Remark 3.1. From the definition of the ε-subdifferential, it is easy to see that for ε ≥ 0, x̄

is an ε-solution of the unconstrained optimization problem if and only if 0 ∈ ∂εϕ(x̄).

We are now in a position to prove the necessary as well as the sufficient approximate

optimality conditions of the nearly optimization problem (P).

Theorem 3.1. Assume that ϕ is a nearly convex function, S is a nearly convex set, and the

following qualification condition holds

ri (domϕ) ∩ riS 6= ∅. (15)

Then, x̄ ∈ S is an ε-solution of (P) if and only if there exist ε1, ε2 ≥ 0 with ε1 + ε2 = ε

such that

0 ∈ ∂ε1ϕ(x̄) +Nε2(x̄;S). (16)
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Proof. Using the fact that x̄ is an ε-solution of (P) if and only if 0 ∈ ∂ε(ϕ + δS(·))(x̄). In

addition, we note that dom δS = S. Now, applying Theorem 2.1, where ϕ and δS play the

corresponding roles of ϕ1 and ϕ2, one has

∂ε(ϕ+ δS(·))(x̄) =
⋃

ε1≥0,ε2≥0,
ε1+ε2=ε

[∂ε1ϕ(x̄) + ∂ε2δS(x̄)]

=
⋃

ε1≥0,ε2≥0,
ε1+ε2=ε

[∂ε1ϕ(x̄) +Nε2(x̄;S)],

which justifies (16). �

We now give an illustration for Theorem 3.1.

Example 3.1. Consider the problem (P) where ϕ : R → R and S are given, respectively, by

ϕ(x) =















|x| if x ∈ [−1, 1),

2 if x = 1,

∞ otherwise,

and S = [0,∞). It is clear that ϕ is a nearly convex function, S is a convex set, and (15)

is satisfied. In this case, we observe that x̄ = 0 is an ε-solution of (P) for every ε ≥ 0.

Meanwhile, for ε1 ≥ 0, ε2 ≥ 0, by the example in [13, pp. 93–94] one has ∂ε1ϕ(x̄) = [−1, 1].

Additionally, from [12, Example 2.1] Nε2(x̄;S) = N(x̄;S) = (−∞, 0]. Consequently,

0 ∈ ∂ε1ϕ(x̄) +Nε2(x̄;S).

Given a nearly convex function f : R
n × R

p → R and a nearly set-valued mapping

G : R
n ⇒ R

p, we consider the parametric nearly convex optimization problem under an

inclusion constraint

min{f(x, y) | y ∈ G(x)} (Px)

depending on the parameter x.

The next theorem describes the necessary and sufficient approximate optimality conditions

for (Px) at a given parameter x̄ ∈ R
n.

Theorem 3.2. Let x̄ ∈ R
n. Suppose that f(x̄, ·) is bounded from below on G(x̄) and the

following qualification condition

ri (dom f(x̄, ·)) ∩ ri (G(x̄)) 6= ∅

is fulfilled. Then, ȳ ∈ G(x̄) is an ε-solution of (Px) if and only if there exist ε1, ε2 ≥ 0 with

ε1 + ε2 = ε such that

0 ∈ ∂y
ε1
f(x̄, ȳ) +Nε2(ȳ;G(x̄)), (17)

where ∂y
ε1
f(x̄, ȳ) is the ε1-subdifferential of the function f(x̄, ·) with respect to the variable y.

12



Proof. Let x̄ ∈ R
n. Consider the function ϕG(y) = f(x̄, y) + δG(x̄)(y), where δG(x̄)(·) is

the indicator function of the nearly convex set G(x̄). The latter means that δG(x̄)(y) = 0

for y ∈ G(x̄) and δG(x̄)(y) = ∞ for y /∈ G(x̄). We now apply Theorem 3.1 for the case

where f(x̄, ·) and G(x̄) play the corresponding the role of ϕ and S. Consequently, we

obtain (17). �

4. Sensitivity Analysis

We now present some new results on sensitivity analysis of nearly convex optimization

problems under inclusion constraints. By using the sum rules and appropriate qualifica-

tion conditions, we will obtain formulas for computing the ε-subdifferential of the optimal

value functions in both parametric unconstrained and constrained nearly convex optimiza-

tion problems.

4.1. Unconstrained nearly convex optimization problem. Consider the parametric

unconstrained nearly convex optimization problem

min{f(x, y) | y ∈ R
p} (18)

depending on the parameter x, where f : Rn×R
p → R. The function f is called the objective

function of (18). The optimal value function m : Rn → R of (18) is

m(x) := inf {f(x, y) | y ∈ R
p} . (19)

The solution set of (18) with respect to a given parameter x̄ ∈ R
n is defined by

S(x̄) := {y ∈ R
p | m(x̄) = f(x̄, y)}.

For η > 0, one calls Sη(x̄) := {y ∈ R
p | f(x̄, y) ≤ m(x̄) + η} the approximate solution set

of (18).

Under the near convexity of the objective function f , one has the optimal value function

m is nearly convex. This result is a direct consequence of Theorem 5.2 in [15].

Proposition 4.1. Let f : Rn × R
p → R be a proper nearly convex function. Then, the

optimal value function m given in (19) is nearly convex.

We now obtain formulas for the ε-subdifferential of m. In the convex setting, the following

result can be found somewhere, for example, it was given in [21, Corollary 5] as a consequence

of a more general result. The interested readers also see this result in [26, Theorem 2.6.2]

and in [1, Theorem 4.1]. We now present a detailed, direct proof in the case of nearly convex

case. Our arguments are based on a proof scheme of [21].

Theorem 4.1. Let f : Rn × R
p → R be a proper nearly convex function and m be finite at

x̄ ∈ R
n. Then, for every ε ≥ 0,

∂εm(x̄) =
⋂

η > 0

⋂

y ∈Sη(x̄)

{

ξ ∈ R
n | (ξ, 0) ∈ ∂ε+ηf(x̄, y)

}

=
⋂

η > 0

⋃

y ∈Rp

{

ξ ∈ R
n | (ξ, 0) ∈ ∂ε+ηf(x̄, y)

}

.
(20)
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In particular,

∂m(x̄) =
⋂

η > 0

⋂

y ∈Sη(x̄)

{

ξ ∈ R
n | (ξ, 0) ∈ ∂ηf(x̄, y)

}

=
⋂

η > 0

⋃

y ∈Rp

{

ξ ∈ R
n | (ξ, 0) ∈ ∂ηf(x̄, y)

}

.
(21)

In addition, if S(x̄) 6= ∅, then for every ε ≥ 0, one has

∂εm(x̄) =
{

ξ ∈ R
n | (ξ, 0) ∈ ∂εf(x̄, y)

}

, (22)

for all y ∈ S(x̄).

Proof. Set

Aη(x̄) =
⋂

y ∈Sη(x̄)

{

ξ ∈ R
n | (ξ, 0) ∈ ∂ε+ηf(x̄, y)

}

,

Bη(x̄) =
⋃

y ∈Rp

{

ξ ∈ R
p | (ξ, 0) ∈ ∂ε+ηf(x̄, y)

}

.

So (20) means

∂εm(x̄) =
⋂

η > 0

Aη(x̄) =
⋂

η > 0

Bη(x̄).

We first observe that the set Sη(x̄) is nonempty for every η > 0 as m(x̄) = inf
y ∈Rp

ϕ(x̄, y)

by (19). Thus, it is obvious Aη(x̄) ⊂ Bη(x̄) for all η > 0, and hence
⋂

η>0

Aη(x̄) ⊂
⋂

η>0

Bη(x̄).

So, the equalities in (20) will be proved, if we can clarify that

∂εm(x̄) ⊂
⋂

η > 0

Aη(x̄) (23)

and
⋂

η > 0

Bη(x̄) ⊂ ∂εm(x̄). (24)

To show (23), we now take any ξ ∈ ∂εm(x̄), η > 0, and y ∈ Sη(x̄). By the definition of the

conjugate function, we observe that ξ ∈ ∂εm(x̄) if and only if

m(x̄) +m∗(ξ) ≤ 〈ξ, x̄〉+ ε. (25)

Adding η > 0 to both sides of (25) gives

m(x̄) +m∗(ξ) + η ≤ 〈ξ, x̄〉+ ε+ η. (26)

Since y ∈ Sη(x̄), one has f(x̄, y) ≤ m(x̄) + η. So, (26) yields

f(x̄, y) +m∗(ξ) ≤ 〈ξ, x̄〉+ ε+ η. (27)
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For every ζ ∈ R
n, by the definition of conjugate function, we have

m∗(ζ) = sup
x∈Rn

{

〈ζ, x〉 −m(x)
}

= sup
x∈Rn

{

〈ζ, x〉 − inf
y ∈Rp

f(x, y)
}

= sup
(x,y)∈Rn×Rp

{

〈ζ, x〉 − f(x, y)
}

= sup
(x,y)∈Rn×Rp

{

〈(ζ, 0), (x, y)〉 − f(x, y)
}

= f ∗(ζ, 0).

Replacing m∗(x∗) = f ∗(ζ, 0) into (27), one obtains

f(x̄, y) + f ∗(ξ, 0) ≤ 〈ξ, x̄〉+ ε+ η. (28)

Consequently, inequality (28) yields (ξ, 0) ∈ ∂ε+ηf(x̄, y) for all η > 0 and y ∈ Sη(x̄). In the

other words ξ ∈ ⋂

η > 0

Aη(x̄), so (23) is valid.

Next, to prove (24), take any x∗ ∈ ⋂

η>0

Bη(x̄). Then, for every η > 0, one can find y ∈ R
p

such that (ξ, 0) ∈ ∂ε+ηϕ(x̄, y). The latter means that

f ∗(ξ, 0) + f(x̄, y)− 〈(ξ, 0), (x̄, y)〉 ≤ ε+ η,

or, equivalently,

f ∗(ξ, 0) + f(x̄, y)− 〈ξ, x̄〉 ≤ ε+ η. (29)

Since f ∗(ξ, 0) = m∗(ξ) and m(x̄) ≤ ϕ(x̄, y), (29) implies

m∗(ξ) +m(x̄)− 〈ξ, x̄〉 ≤ ε+ η. (30)

As (30) holds for every η > 0, letting η → 0 yields

m∗(ξ) +m(x̄)− 〈ξ, x̄〉 ≤ ε.

The last inequality gives ξ ∈ ∂εm(x̄). Therefore, (24) is satisfied.

Combining (23) and (24) yields (20). For ε = 0, from (20) one obtains (21). �

Here is a simple example designed to illustrate Theorem 4.1.

Example 4.1. Consider a function f : R2 → R given by

f(x, y) =

{

x2 + y2 if (x, y) ∈ [−1, 1]× [−1, 1] \
(

1
2
, 1
)

,

∞ otherwise.

Then the optimal value function (19) of problem (18) is

m(x) := inf {f(x, y) | y ∈ R} = x2.
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Let x̄ = 0. For every ε ≥ 0, one has

∂εm(x̄) =
{

x∗ ∈ R | x∗x ≤ x2 + ε, ∀x ∈ R
}

=
{

x∗ ∈ R | −x2 + x∗x− ε ≤ 0, ∀x ∈ R
}

= [−2
√
ε, 2

√
ε].

In this case, ȳ = 0 ∈ S(x̄). Thus we will show (22) is valid. It is easy to see that, for

any function ϕ : R × R → R of the form ϕ(x, y) = ϕ1(x) + ϕ2(y) for all (x, y) ∈ R × R,

one has ∂εϕ(x, y) ⊆ ∂εϕ1(x) × ∂εϕ2(y). We now apply this for the function f to obtain

∂εf(x̄, ȳ) ⊆ [−2
√
ε, 2

√
ε]× [−2

√
ε, 2

√
ε] and so

RHS(22) = {x∗ ∈ R | (x∗, 0) ∈ ∂εf(x̄, y)}
= {x∗ ∈ R | (x∗, 0) ∈ ∂εf(x̄, ȳ)}
= {x∗ ∈ R | (x∗, 0) ∈ [−2

√
ε, 2

√
ε]× [−2

√
ε, 2

√
ε]}

= [−2
√
ε, 2

√
ε].

Therefore, the conclusion of Theorem 4.1 is justified.

4.2. Constrained nearly convex optimization problems. In this subsection, we will

extend the result of the previous subsection for constrained nearly convex optimization prob-

lems by using some suitable qualification conditions.

Let f : Rn×R
p → R be an extended real-valued function, and G : Rn ⇒ R

p be a set-valued

mapping. Consider the parametric optimization problem under an inclusion constraint

min{f(x, y) | y ∈ G(x)} (31)

depending on the parameter x. The optimal value function m : Rn → R of (31) is

m(x) := inf {f(x, y) | y ∈ G(x)} . (32)

The usual convention inf ∅ = ∞ forces m(x) = ∞ for every x /∈ domG. The solution map

S : Rn ⇒ R
p of (31) is defined by

S(x) = {y ∈ G(x) | m(x) = f(x, y)}.

The approximate solution set of (31) is given by

Sη(x̄) = {y ∈ G(x̄) | f(x̄, y) ≤ m(x̄) + η}, ∀η > 0. (33)

The following result on the near convexity of the optimal value function is proved in [15,

Theorem 5.2].

Proposition 4.2. Suppose that f : Rn × R
p → R is a proper nearly convex function, and

G : Rn ⇒ R
p is a nearly convex set-valued mapping. Suppose furthermore that

ri (dom f) ∩ ri (gphG) 6= ∅.

Then the optimal value function m given in (32) is nearly convex.
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For any ε ≥ 0 and η ≥ 0, define by Γ (η + ε) the set

Γ (η + ε) = {(γ1, γ2) | γ1 ≥ 0, γ2 ≥ 0, γ1 + γ2 = η + ε}.
We are now in a position to formulate the main result of this subsection.

Theorem 4.2. Suppose that f : R
n × R

p → R is a proper nearly convex function, and

G : Rn ⇒ R
p is a nearly convex set-valued mapping. Assume that the optimal value function

m in (32) is finite at x̄ ∈ R
n. If the following qualification condition

ri (dom f) ∩ ri (gphG) 6= ∅ (34)

holds. Then, for every ε ≥ 0, we have

∂εm(x̄) =
⋂

η>0

⋂

y ∈Sη(x̄)

⋃

(γ1,γ2)∈Γ (η+ε)

{

ξ ∈ R
n | (ξ, 0) ∈ ∂γ1f(x̄, y)+Nγ2

(

(x̄, y); gphG
)

}

=
⋂

η>0

⋃

y ∈Rp

⋃

(γ1,γ2)∈Γ (η+ε)

{

ξ ∈ R
n | (ξ, 0) ∈ ∂γ1f(x̄, y) +Nγ2

(

(x̄, y); gphG
)

}

,

where Sη(x̄) is given in (33).

Proof. Since the qualification condition 34 holds, it follows that the optimal value function

m is nearly convex by Proposition 4.2. We apply Theorem 4.1 to the case where f(x, y) plays

the role of
(

f + δgphG
(·)

)

(x, y), where δgphG
(·) is the indicator function of gphG. Thus

∂εm(x̄) =
⋂

η>0

⋂

y ∈Sη(x̄)

{

ξ ∈ R
n | (ξ, 0) ∈ ∂ε+η

(

f + δgphG
(·)

)

(x̄, y)

}

=
⋂

η>0

⋃

y ∈Rp

{

ξ ∈ R
n | (ξ, 0) ∈ ∂ε+η

(

f + δgphG
(·)

)

(x̄, y)

}

.

(35)

We will clarify that

∂ε+η

(

f + δgphG
(·)

)

(x̄, y)=
⋃

(γ1,γ2)∈Γ (η+ε)

{

∂γ1f(x̄, y)+Nγ2((x̄, y); gphG)

}

, (36)

where Γ (η + ε) = {(γ1, γ2) | γ1 ≥ 0, γ2 ≥ 0, γ1 + γ2 = ε+ η}. Indeed, suppose that (34) is

fulfilled. Since gphG is nearly convex, δgphG
: Rn × R

p → R is nearly convex. Moreover,

dom δgphG
= gphG. So thanks to Theorem 2.1, we have

∂ε+η

(

f + δgphG
(·)

)

(x̄, y) =
⋃

(γ1,γ2)∈Γ (η+ε)

{

∂γ1f(x̄, y) + ∂γ2δgphG
((x̄, y))

}

,

for any (x̄, y) ∈ dom f ∩ gphG. Meanwhile, by the definition

∂γ2δgphG

(

(x̄, y)
)

= Nγ2

(

(x̄, y); gphG
)

.

Combining (35) with (36) gives the statement of the theorem. �

Let us consider an illustrative example for Theorem 4.2.
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Example 4.2. Let G(x) = {y ∈ R | y ≥ |x|} and

f(x, y) =

{

1
2
|x|+ 3

2
|y| if (x, y) ∈ [−1, 1]× [−1, 1] \

(

1
2
, 1
)

,

∞ otherwise.

Then the optimal value function m of problem (31) is

m(x) := inf {f(x, y) | y ∈ G(x)} = 2|x|, for all x ∈ R.

For x̄ = 0, the approximate solution set is

Sη(x̄) = {y ∈ G(x̄) | f(x̄, y) ≤ m(x̄) + η}, ∀η > 0

= {y ∈ G(x̄) | 3
2
|y| ≤ η}, ∀η > 0

= {0}.
For every ε ≥ 0, from [13, pp. 93–94] and Proposition 2.3, one has

∂εm(x) = ∂ε(2|x|) = 2∂ ε
2
(|x|) =















[

−2,−2 − ε
x

]

if x < −1
4
ε,

[−2, 2] if − 1
4
ε ≤ x ≤ 1

4
ε,

[

2− 2ε
x
, 2
]

if x > 1
4
ε.

Hence, ∂εm(x̄) = [−2, 2]. For any γ1 ≥ 0, γ2 ≥ 0, one has ∂γ1f(x, y) ⊆ ∂γ1f1(x)× ∂γ1f2(y)

where f1(x) =
1
2
|x|, f2(y) = 3

2
|y|. From Proposition 2.3 and [13, pp. 93–94], one gets

∂γ1f1(x) = ∂γ1
(

1
2
|x|

)

= 1
2
∂2γ1(|x|) =



































[

−1
2
,−1

2
− γ1

x

]

if x < −γ1,

[

−1
2
, 1
2

]

if − γ1 ≤ x ≤ γ1,

[

1
2
− γ1

x
, 1
2

]

if x > γ1,

and

∂γ1f2(y) = ∂γ1
(

3
2
|y|

)

= 3
2
∂2γ1(|y|) =







































[

−3
2
,−3

2
− 3γ1

y

]

if y < −γ1,

[

−3
2
, 3
2

]

if − γ1 ≤ y ≤ γ1,

[

3
2
− 3γ1

y
, 3
2

]

if y > γ1.

Hence, at x̄ = 0, ȳ = 0, ∂γ1f1(x̄) =
[

−1
2
,−1

2

]

and ∂γ1f2(ȳ) =
[

−3
2
,−3

2

]

. Consequently,

∂γ1f(x̄, ȳ) =
[

−1
2
,−1

2

]

×
[

−3
2
,−3

2

]

.

On the other hand, by [12, Example 2.1], one has

Nγ2

(

(x̄, y); gphG
)

=















{(0, 0)} if y > 0,

{(u, v) ∈ R
2 | v ≤ −|u|} if y = 0,

∅ if y < 0.
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Therefore,

⋂

η>0

⋂

y ∈Sη(x̄)

⋃

(γ1,γ2)∈Γ (η+ε)

{

ξ ∈ R | (ξ, 0) ∈ ∂γ1f(x̄, y)+Nγ2

(

(x̄, y); gphG
)

}

=

{

ξ ∈ R | (ξ, 0) ∈
[

−1
2
,−1

2

]

×
[

−3
2
,−3

2

]

+ {(u, v) ∈ R
2 | v ≤ −|u|}

}

=
{

ξ ∈ R | ξ ∈ [−2, 2]
}

,

which justifies the conclusion of Theorem 4.2.
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