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Abstract

In this paper, we study the Aubin property of the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker solution map-
ping for the nonlinear semidefinite programming (NLSDP) problem at a locally optimal
solution. In the literature, it is known that the Aubin property implies the constraint
nondegeneracy by Fusek [SIAM J. Optim. 23 (2013), pp. 1041-1061] and the second-
order sufficient condition by Ding et al. [SIAM J. Optim. 27 (2017), pp. 67-90]. Based
on the Mordukhovich criterion, here we further prove that the strong second-order suf-
ficient condition is also necessary for the Aubin property to hold. Consequently, several
equivalent conditions including the strong regularity are established for NLSDP’s Aubin
property. Together with the recent progress made by Chen et al. on the equivalence
between the Aubin property and the strong regularity for nonlinear second-order cone
programming [arXiv:2406.13798v1 (2024)], this paper constitutes a significant step for-
ward in characterizing the Aubin property for general non-polyhedral C?-cone reducible
constrained optimization problems.
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1 Introduction
Consider the constrained optimization problem

min f(z) st. G(z) €K, (1.1)
reX
where X' and ) are two finite-dimensional real Hilbert spaces each endowed with an inner
product (-,-) and its induced norm || - ||, f : X = R and G : X — Y are twice continuously
differentiable functions, and K C Y is a closed convex set. The Lagrangian function of (1.1) is
defined by
L(z,y) = f(x) + (y,G(x)), (x;59) € X x D, (1.2)
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and the first-order optimality condition of (1.1) is characterized by the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker
(KKT) system
0=V,L(z,y) and y € Nx(G(z)), (1.3)

where V,L(x,y) denotes the adjoint of L! (z,y), the partial derivative of £ with respect to
z € X, and Nk denotes the normal cone of K in convex analysis [37]. For any solution
(Z;7) € X x Y of the KKT system (1.3), we say that Z is a stationary point of (1.1) and 7 is a
(Lagrange) multiplier at Z. The set of all multipliers at Z is denoted by M(Z).
The canonically perturbed version [6, Section 5.1.3] of (1.1) is given by
szgcl f(z) —{a,z) st. G(z)—beK, (1.4)

where a € X and b € ) are the perturbation parameters. With £ being the Lagrangian function
defined by (1.2), the KKT system of (1.4), as a perturbed KKT system of (1.1), is given by

a=V.L(z,y) and y € Ni(G(z)—0). (1.5)
Then, one can associate (1.5) with the solution mapping
Skxr(a,b) :={(z;y) | a = V.L(x,y), y € Nic(G(z) — b)}. (1.6)

As a core research topic in perturbation analysis of optimization problems, how the solution
set Skkr(a,b) of (1.5) varies along with (a,b) around the origin has been studied for a long
time [6, 13, 14, 19, 22, 32, 40]. In a landmark paper of Robinson [34], the definition of strong
regularity was introduced to extend the inverse and implicit function theorems to generalized
equations. Note that the KKT system (1.3) can be equivalently reformulated to the generalized

e 0€@(z,y) = (Vmﬁc(é’)y)) ! (Mﬁ@)) | o

Then, we say that (Z; §) is a strongly regular solution of generalized equation (1.7) (or the KKT
system (1.3)) if the inverse of the set-valued mapping

Fla.y) i (VoL@ D@ —2) + VG@)(y - 7)) , (Na(z)
T = (R e ") (W)

has a Lipschitz continuous single-valued localization around (0; 0) € X xY for (z; %), where V2, L
is the partial Hessian of £ with respect to 2. According to [11], such a strong regularity condition
is equivalent to the condition that the solution mapping SxkT has a Lipschitz continuous single-
valued localization around ((0;0); (Z;7)), or equivalently, the mapping ® in (1.7) is strongly
metrically regular at (Z; g) for (0;0). Another significant yet less restrictive concept in studying
the variation of SkkT with respect to the perturbation is the Aubin property (c.f. [40, Section
9F] or [13, Section 3E] for a systematic introduction), which was originally called the “pseudo-
Lipschitzian” property by Aubin [1]. The Aubin property of Sk holds at (0;0) € X x Y for
(Z;9) € Skxr(0,0) if there exist a constant £ > 0 and open neighborhoods U of (0;0) and V of
(Z; ) such that

SKKT(alv b/) ny g SKKT(av b) + H”(a/a b/) - (a’a b)”IBXxy V(a, b)a (a/; b/) € uv

where By xy denotes the closed unit ball in X x ) centered at the origin. It is easy to see from
definition that the Aubin property of Sk holds at (0;0) for (z; §) if (Z;y) is a strongly regular
solution to (1.3). Moreover, such an Aubin property is equivalent to the metric regularity or
the linear openness of @ at (Z,7) (e.g. [40, Theorem 9.43]).

Since the solution mapping Sk is implicitly defined, verifying both the strong regularity
and the Aubin property from their definitions is generally unachievable. Consequently, equiv-
alent characterizations for the two conditions have evolved into a central topic in optimization
theory and variational analysis. For conventional nonlinear programming with /C in (1.1) being
a convex polyhedral cone, such equivalent characterizations have been well established for about



three decades. Specifically, Robinson [34] defined the strong second-order sufficient condition
(SSOSC) for the nonlinear programming problem. Moreover, at a stationary point Z satisfying
the linear independence constraint qualification (LICQ), he also showed in [34, Theorem 4.1]
that the KKT system is strongly regular at (Z;y) € Skkr if the SSOSC holds at (z;7). At
the same time, Kojima [25] introduced the concept of strong stability to stationary points of
the nonlinear programming problem, and showed in [25, Theorems 6.4 & 6.5] that for a locally
optimal solution satisfying the LICQ, it is strongly stable if and only if the SSOSC holds. It
was later revealed by Jongen et al. [20, Section 3] that the strong regularity and the strong
stability are equivalent for stationary points of nonlinear programming where the LICQ holds.
Furthermore, the strong regularity was characterized by Kummer [26] based on a generalized
“implicit function theorem” on nonsmooth equations, and one may refer to [21] and [24] for a
related approach, especially [24, Theorem 4.3] for a survey of equivalent characterizations. By
combining the results of [34], [25], and [24], one has that at a locally optimal solution of the
nonlinear programming problem, the strong regularity is equivalent to the condition that both
the SSOSC and the LICQ hold (c.f. [5, Remark 4.11]). Such a result is also available in [5,
Theorem 4.10] and [6, Proposition 5.38]. In addition to these equivalent characterizations of
the strong regularity, a surprising result of Dontchev and Rockafellar [12, Theorems 1, 4, & 5]
for the nonlinear programming problem is that the Aubin property of Skt holds at (0;0) for
(Z;§) € SkxT with Z being a locally optimal solution can imply that the strong regularity of the
KKT system (1.3) at (Z; 7). Consequently, a comprehensive class of equivalent characterizations
of the Aubin property for the nonlinear programming problem was achieved.

When the set K in (1.1) is no longer a polyhedral set, characterizing the two concepts
becomes much more involved. A more realistic setting is that K is C?-cone reducible (c.f.
[6, Definition 3.135]), which is practical enough for encompassing many important classes of
optimization problems, including the nonlinear programming, the nonlinear second-order cone
programming (NLSOCP), and the nonlinear semidefinite programming (NLSDP) [41]. In this
setting, the perturbation analysis of problem (1.1) has been extensively studied [2, 3, 4, 10, 42,
43], and characterizing the strong regularity via second-order optimality conditions has been
recognized as a prominent topic. Although deriving a result akin to [6, Proposition 5.38] for
problem (1.1) in its general form has not been achieved, achievements have been made for the
most representative classes of problems with significant importance in the form of (1.1).

According to [6, Theorem 5.24], the strong regularity of the KKT system (1.3) at a solution
(Z;y) implies that the constraint nondegeneracy condition holds at Z (or Z is nondegenerate,
c.f. (2.13)). With the help of this result, Bonans and Ramirez [4] established a counterpart
of [6, Proposition 5.38] for the NLSOCP problem. For the NLSDP problem, Sun [42] defined
the SSOSC by introducing an approximation set, and finally obtained a collection of equivalent
characterizations of the strong regularity condition, including the SSOSC accompanied by the
constraint nondegeneracy. These results properly extend the characterizations of the strong
regularity from the conventional nonlinear programming to problem (1.1) with K being a non-
polyhedral set. Nevertheless, for both the NLSOCP and the NLSDP problems, obtaining such
an extension for characterizing the Aubin property has been an open question for a long time.

The first step in addressing this issue was achieved by Outrata and Ramirez [31] (and the
erratum by Opazo, Outrata, and Ramirez [30]). They proved that, for a nondegenerate locally
optimal solution Z of the NLSOCP problem (i.e., (1.1) with K being the Cartesian product of
second-order cones), the Aubin property of a solution mapping (akin to (3.1)) at 0 € X for
can imply the SSOSC, but under an assumption regarding the strict complementarity. Recently,
Chen et al. [7] finalized this conclusion by removing these assumptions, and showed that, with
g € M(Z), the Aubin property of Skkr at (0;0) for (Z;g) is equivalent to the strong regularity
of (Z;7) to the KKT system, constituting a counterpart of the seminal result of Dontchev and
Rockafellar [12] for the NLSOCP. As a result, the extension of the characterizations for the
Aubin property is realized from the nonlinear programming problem to the NLSOCP problem.

In this paper, we study the equivalent characterizations of the Aubin property for the NLSDP
problem

min f(z) s.t. h(z)=0, gjx)esSy, j=1,...,J, (1.8)

reX



where b : X — R™ and g; : ¥ — ST, j =1,...,J are twice continuously differentiable
functions, SP7 is the linear space of p; x p; real symmetric matrices endowed with the inner
product (A, B) := trace(AB) for A, B € S§P7, where trace(-) denotes the sum of the diagonal
elements, and Sf_j is the closed convex cone of all positive semidefinite matrices in SP7. When
J = 1 in (1.8), the strong regularity of the corresponding KKT system is equivalent to the
SSOSC together with the constraint nondegeneracy [42, Theorem 4.1]. For the case that J > 1,
it is easy to see from the analysis in [42] that such an equivalence still holds. Moreover, in
the case that J = 1, Fusek [15] showed that the Aubin property at (0;0) for a solution (Z;7)
can imply the constraint nondegeneracy at . Such a result was later extended by Klatte and
Kummer [23] to the general case of problem (1.1).

The main contribution of this paper is that, at a locally optimal solution Z of (1.8) with
g € M(Z), we prove that the Aubin property of Skkr at (0;0) for (Z; §) implies the SSOSC. We
achieve this by designing an auxiliary optimization problem and fully exploiting its properties,
and using the Mordukhovich criterion for characterizing the Aubin property [27]. We should
emphasize that the key tools we used in this paper are essentially different from those in [7] for
the nonlinear second-order cone programming. Specifically, the main progress in [7] is based on
a lemma of alternative choices on cones, and the fact that the spectral factorization associated
with second-order cones admits only two “eigenvalues” is indispensable. This approach can be
used here when max;{p;} < 3, but does not apply to the general cases. Consequently, it is not
hard to see that the tools in [7] are far from sufficient for deriving a counterpart of its main
result in the setting of the NLSDP problem (1.8). Based on the equivalence between the Aubin
property and the strong regularity established in this paper, we finally obtain a comprehensive
set of equivalent characterizations of the Aubin property for the NLSDP problem (1.8).

The remaining parts of this paper are organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the no-
tation, the definitions, and the preliminary results used throughout this paper. In Section 3,
we study the implications of the Aubin property of the solution mapping Skkr(a,b), especially
the SSOSC. The equivalent characterizations of the Aubin property are given in Section 4. We
conclude this paper in Section 5.

2 Notation and preliminaries

Let £ and F be two finite-dimensional real Hilbert spaces each endowed with an inner product
(+,-) and its induced norm || -||. Given a set of vectors {z1,...,2,} C &, we use span{z1,...,2,}
to denote the linear subspace it spans. The notation (+; -) signifies the arrangement of two vectors
or linear operators symbolically in a column-wise manner. The inner product on £ X F is defined
by ((21;2}), (225 25)) := (21, 22) + (24, 2) for all (z1; 22), (2]; 24) € € x F, and the norm || - || on
& x F is induced by this inner product. For a vector z € £ (or a subspace & C &), z+ (or &)
denotes its orthogonal complement in £. Givenacone C C &, C°:={v e & | (v,z) <0Vz e C}
is the polar cone of C. For a linear operator A : £ — F, we use A*, rge(A) and ker(A) to denote
its adjoint, range space, and null space, respectively. Note that rge(A) = (ker(A*))*. For a
continuously differentiable function ¢ : &€ — F, we use ¢’(z) to denote the Fréchet derivative
or the Jacobian of ¢ at z € £, and define Vi(z) := (¢/(2))*.

Given a matrix A € R"*9, we use A;;, to denote the entry at the i-th row and the k-th column
of A, and use Ay to denote the k-th column of A. The transpose of A is denoted by AT. When
| = g, we use A~! to denote the inverse of A if it is nonsingular. Given a subset S C {1,...,q},
we use |S| to denote its cardinality and use Ag to denote the sub-matrix of A by eliminating
all the columns that are not indexed by S from A. For the given index sets I C {1,...,1} and
S C{1,...,q}, we use Ars to denote the |I| x |S| sub-matrix of A by removing all the rows
and columns not in I and S, respectively. Given two matrices A, B € R A o B denotes
their Hadamard product. The inner product of A, B is defined by (A, B) = trace(AB), and
|A|l = /(A4, A) is the Frobenius norm. We use E to denote an all-ones matrix, whose dimension
will be specified from the context. For a matrix A € SP, we use A > 0 (or A = 0) to say that A
is positive definite (or positive semidefinite). Moreover, A < 0 (or A < 0) means that —A > 0
(or —A > 0).



Given a set C' C &, we use lin(C) to denote the largest linear subspace contained in C' (the
lineality space of C), aff(C') to denote the smallest linear subspace that contains C' (the affine
hull of C'), and cl(C) to denote the closure of C. The paratingent cone of C at z is defined by

C—
T& (%) := limsup ; Z,
zgi,t\o

where “limsup” is the outer limit in Painlevé-Kuratowski convergence for subsets, and z Sz
means that z — Z with z € C. The regular (Fréchet) normal cone of C at z € C' is defined by
Ne@@) ={ve&|wz—2 <o|z—2|) Yz C}
and the limiting (Mordukhovich) normal cone of C at z € C is defined by
Ne(z) = hmcsup./\A/'c(z).

Z—Z

When C is a closed convex set, one has Ng(Z) coincides with Ng(Z), and both of them are
simply called the normal cone of C' at z (in convex analysis [37]), i.e.,

{vel| (v,z—2z)<0Vze&}, ifzeC,
0, otherwise.

N(j(i) = {

When C' is a closed convex set, the tangent cone 7¢(z) of C' at Z € C can be defined by
To(z) == (Ne(2))° [40, Example 6.24].

Given a function ¢ : & — (—o00,00] with Z € £ such that ¢(Z) is finite, according to [40,
Theorem 8.9] the (limiting) subdifferential of ¢ at Z can be defined as

0Y(2) :={v | (v; —1) € Nepins (2 9(2)) }, (2.1)

where epit) := {(z;t) | t > 1(z)} is the epigraph of .
Given a set-valued mapping ¥ : £ = F , we use gph¥ € £ x F to denote the the graph of
v, i.e.,
gph¥ :={(z;w) € E X F|w e V(2)}.

The strict graphical (paratingent) derivative of ¥ at (z;w) € gph¥ is defined by

DV (z,w)(u) ={veF|(uv) € Thpu(z:0)}, uel. (2.2)

Meanwhile, the limiting coderivative of ¥ at (z;w) € gph¥ is defined by
DU (z,w)(v) :={u € &| (u; —v) € Ngphw(Z; @)}, v € F. (2.3)

The set-valued mapping ¥ : £ = F is said to have the Aubin property at z € £ for w € ¥(Z2)
if there exist a constant x > 0 and open neighborhoods U of Z and V of w such that

V)NV C V() +klz—72|Br Vz,2' €U,

where Br is the closed unit ball in F. Moreover, it has been perfectly characterized by the
Mordukhovich criterion [27] that, under the assumption that gph¥ is locally closed around
(z;w) € gph¥, the Aubin property of ¥ holds at z for w if and only if D*¥(z,w)(0) = {0}.

2.1 Coderivative related to positive semidefinite cone

This subsection briefly introduces the explicit formula of the limiting coderivative of the normal
cone mapping to 87, which was calculated by Ding et al. [9]. Let A € S? be given. It admits
an eigenvalue decomposition in the form of

Aaa
A=PAP" =P 05 P" with P = (P,,Ps P,), (2.4)
A

vy



where P € RP*P is an orthogonal matrix and A is a diagonal matrix with non-increasing
diagonal elements such that Ay, > 0 and A, < 0. Here «, 5 and ~ are three sets of indices
with the cardinalities ||, |3] and |y|. One has P, € RP*Iel, Py € RP*I8l and P, € RP*I7l. We
use Isr (A) to denote the metric projection of A to the cone §¥ (under the Frobenius norm).

For convenience, we denote A4 := Hsi (A) and A_ := A— A € —S7. Then, it is obvious that

|| and || are the ranks of A} and A_, respectively. Recall that S% is a closed convex cone,

and one has
Ter(As) = {Z € 87 | PJ,,ZPs0 = 0},

Consequently, it holds that
lin(Tsr (A1) ={Z € S” | P{ ZP3 =0, P4 ZP, =0, P, ZP, = 0}.
+ B BB Y (e Y

Denote the set of all partitions of the index set 8 by Z?3. Let ]R|§ | be the set of all the

vectors in R!P! whose components are arranged in non-increasing order, i.e.,
Rlzlg‘ = {Z = R‘Bl | 21 Z 29 Z e Z Zlﬂ‘}'

For any z € lle‘, one can define D(z) € RIFIXIBl as the matrix whose elements (D(z)),
i,k €{1,...,|B|}, are given by

max{z;,0} — max{zx, 0}

S [0,1], if z; # zk,

zZi — Zk
(D(2))ik =4 1, if 2 = 2, > 0,
0, if z; =z, <0.
Define the set

Let =1 € T|g. Then, there exists a partition 7(3) := (84, Bo, B—) € P such that
EﬁT+ﬁ+ Eg g, (E1)psp-
== | Fis 0 0 , (2.6)
(:1)B+ﬂ— 0 0

where each element of (Z1)s, s_ belongs to the interval [0, 1]. Moreover, based on Z; one can
define the matrix

0 0  Epgp —E1)ss
2, = 0 .0 Eg,5. . (2.7)
(Eprp- — (En)pep) Egp. Es 5

Building up on the above definitions, the coderivative of N, s can be explicitly given in the
following result.

Lemma 2.1. [9, Theorem 3.1 & Proposition 3.3] Suppose that A € SP has the eigenvalue
decomposition in (2.4). Then, U € D*Nsi (A, A_)(V) if and only if

0 0 Uuy Vaa Vo Vay
U=P| 0 Uss Usy |P" and V=P |Vsa Vs 0 |P' (2.8)
Uya Uyp Uyy Via 0 0
with _ B B _
Ugg € D*Ns‘f‘ (0,0)(Vag) and XayoUay — (Eay — Zay) 0 Vay =0, (2.9)



where U := PTUP € SP, V:=PTVPe SP, and X € RP*P s the matriz defined by

Ai, 0} — Ak, 0 .
ik = max{ )\} _ ;\I;ax{ : }ﬂ ka € {17 s 5p}'

In addition, ﬁﬁﬁ IS D*NSW(O,O)(f/gg) holds if and only if there exist a malriz =; € T g in
+
(2.5) and an orthogonal matriz O € RIP*IPl such that

=10 OTﬁggO ==50 OTvggO, OgoﬁggOgo =<0, and OEOVggOgo =0, (2.10)

where (B+, Bo, B—) € P(B) is a partition such that =1 takes the form of (2.6) and Zg is given
by (2.7).

We make the following remark to Lemma 2.1.

Remark 2.1. For the case that A =0 in Lemma 2.1, one has |B| = p. Thus, by taking P as
the identity matriz, one can get 175,3 = V. One can further take B4 = 3 and B_ = By = 0 to get
a partition of 8. In this case, one has from (2.6) and (2.7) that 21 = Egg and E2 =0 € Sl
Then, one has that (2.10) holds with 175[3 =0 € Sl for any orthogonal matriz O € RIFIXIAI,
Consequently, one has 0 € D*Nsi (0,0)(V) for any V € SP.

2.2 Second-order sufficient conditions

In this subsection, we briefly introduce the second-order (sufficient) optimality conditions of the
NLSDP (1.8), which can be viewed as an extension of the discussions in [42].

Let Z be a stationary point of the NLSDP (1.8) and § = ((;T'1;...;Ty) € M(Z) be a
multiplier at Z, where { € R™ and I'; € 8P/ for all j = 1,...,J. From the KKT system (1.3) we
know that g;(z) € S} and T'; € NST (g;(Z)). For convenience, define ¢(Z) := (g1(x);...; 9s(T))
and A; := g;(z) + T, 7 =1,...,J. Then one has (4;)+ = g;(Z) and (4;)_ = I';. Moreover,
one can write the eigenvalue decomposition of A; as in (2.4) with P; = ((P;})q,, (P})s;, (Pj)~,)
being the corresponding orthogonal matrix and A7 being the corresponding diagonal matrix of
eigenvalues. Then, the critical cone of (1.8) at Z can be explicitly given as

C(z)={d|h(x)d =0, gj(z)d € C(A;;SY), j=1,...,J}, (2.11)
where for any j=1,...,J,
C(Aj; 8Y) = Tgr (95(2)) NT5
={Z € 87| (P))3,Z(Py)p; = 0, (P)3,Z(Pj)y; =0, (P)),Z(F;)y; = O}

3 s

(2.12)

According to [6, Section 4.6.1], for a feasible point € X of (1.1), it is called nondegenerate
[35], or the constraint nondegeneracy [36] holds at x, if

G'(2)X + lin(Te(G(x))) = Y, (2.13)
The constraint nondegeneracy condition (2.13) at Z can be written as
W (z) {0} 7 ( R™ >
() + (H;’_l in(Ters (05)) ) = \11, 577 ) 214)

Note that (2.14) implies that M (Z) is a singleton, i.e., § is the unique multiplier at Z. Meanwhile,
by following the proof of [42, Proposition 3.1] one can get that

aff(C(Z) = {deX | W(Z)d=0,¢/(z)d € aff(C(A;;8)), j=1,..., ]}
_ W@ = 0. ()] (6 (2)d)(P,)s, =0, (215)
- {de * ‘ (P)L (@) (B, =0, j=1,....] }

As a consequence, the second-order sufficient condition and the SSOSC for the NLSDP problem
(1.8) can be defined as follows.



Definition 2.1. Let T be a stationary point of (1.8) with § = (¢;T1;...;Ty) € M(Z). Let
Q: X — X be the self-adjoint linear operator defined by

J
(d, Qd) = (d, V3, L(Z,§)d) — 2 Z@w (95(@)d)(9;(2))(g(2)d)) Vd € X, (2.16)

where (g;(Z))T denotes the Moore—Penrose pseudoinverse of g;(z) for all j =1,...,J. We say
that the second-order sufficient condition holds at (Z; ) if

(d,Qd) >0 VvdeC(z)\{0}. (2.17)
Moreover, we say that the SSOSC holds at (Z;7) if
(d,Qd) >0 Vd € aff(C(z))\{0}. (2.18)

Remark 2.2. In definition 2.1, the second-order sufficient condition (2.17) follows from [3],
while the SSOSC is a straightforward extension of [/2, Definition 3.2] from the case that J =1
to the general setting.

2.3 Technical lemmas

In this part, we provide three technical lemmas for our discussions. The first one is about the
polar cones.

Lemma 2.2 (][40, Corollary 11.25(d)]). Let H : € — F be a linear operator, and K C F be a
nonempty closed convex cone. Then the set C :={z € £ | Az € K} is also a closed convex cone
and one has

C° =cl{A"v|ve K"},
where the closure operation is superfluous if 0 is in the interior of {K — rgeH}.

The following lemma gives a variational characterization of self-adjoint positive definite
operators. One can also see [18, Proposition 3.1] for a more straightforward proof based on the
Moreau decomposition.

Lemma 2.3 ([17, Theorem 3.6]). Let H : &€ — & be an invertible self-adjoint linear operator
and C be a closed convex cone in E. Then
(z,Hz) > 0 Vz € C\{0} and

0 Vze&
(z,Hz) > ree < { (z,H™1z) > 0 Vz € C°\{0}.

The following lemma discusses Robinson’s constraint qualification [33], via its equivalent
reformulation [6, Proposition 2.97], of a constraint system.

Lemma 2.4. Let H : € — F be a linear operator, and K C F be a nonempty closed conver
cone. Then, Robinson’s constraint qualification holds at any feasible point

1
(7:0) € {(z;v) €EXF|z—Hv=0, §(Hv||271):0,v€K},

in the sense that for any given (A;;0;A,) € € xR x F, one can find z € €, v € F and
u € T (D) such that

z—Hv=A,, (2.19a)
(B,0) =4, (2.19b)
v+u=A,. (2.19¢)



Proof. Note that T () is a closed convex cone. From [40, Example 6.24] we know that Nk (v) =
(Tk (0))°. Then by Moreau’s decomposition theorem [37, Theorem 31.5] we know that one can
uniquely decompose A, by

Ay =N+ A7, AL eTk(), AJENK(®), (A,A])=0

One can take vy := Al] € Nk (v) and ug = A}, € Tg(0), so that vg + ug = A,. Moreover, it is
easy to see that

A€ T (D) with X := (7,v9) — 0.
Then, by letting v := vy — AU, one has u := ug+ A\ € Ti(Z) and z := A, + H*v. Consequently,
one has (2.19a) and (2.19¢) hold. Moreover, since ||7|| = 1, it holds that (7,v) = (¥,v9 — A\T) =
(T,v9) — A =4, so that (2.19b) holds. This completes the proof. O

3 Implications of the Aubin property for NLSDP

In this section, we study the implications of the Aubin property of the solution mapping SkkT
in (1.6) for the NLSDP problem (1.8). Throughout this section, we set G(x) := (h(z); g(z)) =
(h(2); g1(2);. .1 9s(x)), ¥ i= R™ x [[]_; 87 and K := {0 € R™} x [[L_; 87 in (1.1), and
make no distinction between (1.1) and (1.8).

3.1 A reduction method for NLSDP

This part exploits the Aubin property of the solution mapping Skkr in (1.6). By using a reduc-
tion method, we can get more accessible results from the original formula of the Mordukhovich
criterion.

Note that if Sk in (1.6) has the Aubin property at (0;0) € X x Y for (Z; §), the mapping
SqE, defined by

Ser(a) :={z € X|a € Vf(z)+ VG(x)N(G(x))}, (3.1)

also has the Aubin property at 0 € X for £. Moreover, according to the Mordukhovich criterion
[27], the latter Aubin property holds if and only if D*Sgg(0,%)(0) = {0}. Since K is C*-cone
reducible at every y € K, one can utilize the second-order chain rule developed in [31, Theorem
7], as a generalization of [29, Theorem 3.4], to get the following result.

Lemma 3.1. Let T be a locally optimal solution of problem (1.8) with § € M(Z). Suppose that
T is nondegenerate, i.e., (2.14) holds. Then one has

D*Sge(0,2)(0) = {—d | 0 € V2,L(z,9)d + VG(2)D*Nic(G(z), §)(G'(z)d) } .

Proof. The proof follows from [31, Theorem 20], in which K was assumed to be a second-order
cone, but it still holds when K is a closed convex set. O

Next, we apply Lemmas 2.1 and 3.1 to the NLSDP problem (1.8) to obtain the following
result.

Proposition 3.1. Let Z be a nondegenerate locally optimal solution of problem (1.8) such
that § = ((;T1;...;05) € M(Z). For j € {1,...,J}, define A; = g;(%) +T; and write its
eigenvalue decomposition Aj = PN P as in (2.4) with P; = ((PJ)% (Pj)s,, (Pj),) being the
corresponding orthogonal matriz and A7 being the corresponding diagonal matriz of eigenvalues.
Then, the mapping Sgr defined by (3.1) has the Aubin property at O for T if and only if

i i
ﬁ]ﬁ] ﬁj J
Qd ¢ rge(Vh(Z { E Vg;(Z)(Pj)s,0n, ; - g (Pj)gju»yj
(UﬁJ’YJ ) U’Yj’Yj

U} 3,8, € DN, s 1(0,0)((Py)g, (g5(2)d)(Py)s,) }
vd € aff(C(z))\{0},
J

(3.2)

j Bi|x B .
VUﬂm c RIA! m\,U%j eshil j=1,...,

where Q s the linear operator defined in (2.16).



Proof. From Lemma 3.1 we know that the mapping Sqgg defined by (3.1) has the Aubin property
at 0 for z if and only if

Vi L@ g)d ¢ —VA@)D*Nioy(h(z), ) (K (7)d)

S Ve D N @) TG @) vozdex. O

On the one hand, since h(Z) = 0, it is easy to see from the definition of the coderivative in (2.3)
that

- R™, if A (Z)d=0
D*Nigr(h h(z)d ’ ’

(0) (), ) (2)d) = {@, S
On the other hand, for all j = 1,...,J, by applying Lemma 2.1 to 4; = = ¢;(%) + F and
V7 = g (z)d we know that U’ € D*Ns\pﬂ (9;(%),T;)(g}(%)d) holds if and only ifU = UJ and

+
V = gi(Z)d can be expressed as in (2.8) with o := «;, 8 := ; and v := 7; such that (2.9)
holds. Since Z is nondegenerate, from the formulation of aff(C(Z)) given in (2.15) one can see
that (3.3) holds if and only if

V2, L(z,7)d ¢ rge(Vh(z ngj YU’ Vd € aff(C(7))\{0}, (3.4)

where with f/gm = (Pj);[j (95(2)d)(Pj),, and XN/ﬁjjﬁj = (Pj)gj (95(@)d)(Pj)s;, the set U7, is
defined by

0 0 U
U= {Pj 0 Ugj 8, Ug,m pr
(Ugfj’)’j)—r (Uifﬂ])—r U#ﬂ;
U]ﬂeDNmJ(OO)(VBﬂ) }
S, 0 UL, :(Eam —% )oVi . i=1...,0 |
in which the matrix %7 is defined by
S, = max{;, 0} _maX{Ai’o}, ke {l, . p} i=1,...,7, (3.5)

N

where each )\{ is the i-th diagonal element of A7. Note that for any d € X one has 9;(2)d € SPi
and (g;(z))! € SPi. Therefore, it holds that

2(Ly, (¢5(2)d)(9;(2))" (g} (2)d))
= (T;(95(@)d)(9;(2))7, g(2)d) + ((9;(2)) (g (@)A)T;, g}(2)d), (3.6)
= (Vg (@)(T;(g;(@)d)(g; (@) + (95(2)) (g5(2)A)T), d) Vi=1,....J.
Moreover, for any d € X and j € {1,...,J}, one can get from the eigenvalue decomposition
Aj = P_]‘Aij—r that
_ (Ad,a,)! 0
(9;(x))(g}(Z)d)L; = P; 0 P (g;(z)d)P; 0 Al Pl
0 %5
R : (3.7)
00 (M) VN,
_ P] 0 0 157 0 J PJT.
0 0 0

10



Similarly, one also has that

0 0 0
Dlg@d @)t =rp| o 0 0 0P (38)
AJWW(VO{;%) (Aéjaj) 0 0

Then, by putting (3.6), (3.7) and (3.8) together, one can see that for any d € X and any
7 =1,...,J, it holds that

2(T;, (95(2)d)(g;(2)) " (g5()d))

e ,
~ 0 0 (A%a,) " Vi, A, . (3.9)
= {Vg;(@)P; 0 0 0 Pr.d
. o
Mg, (V) T (8o )) 7 0 0

Note that for any U7 € UZI, j=1,...,J, it holds that

0 0 Ui,
 _ (77 (77 T
Ul =Pp; B 0 . yﬁjﬁj_l_ (,{ﬂj’Yj Pj
, ] 4
(Ugéj Vi ) (Uﬁj Vi ) U’]Yj Vi
and 3, o Ug;m = (Ea,~; — Za,~,) © ‘702_,”. Then, from the definition of ¥4,,, in (3.5) one

can see that for any ¢ € a; and k € y; it holds that

)\f i _Ai _
N TN

ik szk = 0.

Consequently, one has that )\g ﬁfk + )\ir/fk = 0. Therefore, it holds that
~ 4 ey ,
(Uj)aj’)’j + (A]ajaj) Vo‘t]j'yjA"]ijj = 0’

which, together with (3.9) and (2.16), implies that (3.2) holds if and only if (3.4) holds. This
completes the proof. O

When the assumptions in Proposition 3.1 hold, one can define the linear operator 5 : X —
R™ x szl(R\ﬁj\xm\ x Shil) by

K (z)d;

TI14 (7 . pT (T
Bd :— (Pﬁl[gl(x)d]P’YNP'yl[gl( )d]P’Yl) : de Xx. (310)

(P4, gy (2)dIPy,: Py g} (2)d] Py,)

From (2.15) one can see that ker(B) = aff(C(Z)), which is a finite-dimensional subspace of
X. Let r be the dimension of ker(5). Then, one can find a collection of linearly independent
vectors wi,...,w, € X such that span{wi,...,w,} = ker(B). Moreover, one can define the
linear operator W : R" — ker(B) via

WV:ZViwi, v=(v;...;v) €R". (3.11)

i=1

Consequently, one has rge(WW) = ker(B). Based on the definition of W in (3.11) one can get the
following result from Proposition 3.1.

Proposition 3.2. Let T be a nondegenerate locally optimal solution of problem (1.8) such
that § = (¢;Tv;...;Ty) € M(Z). For j € {1,...,J}, define A; = g;(Z) + I'; and write its
eigenvalue decomposition Aj = P{AJ P as in (2.4) with P; = ((Pj)a,, (Pj);, (Pj),;) being the

11



corresponding orthogonal matriz and AJ being the corresponding diagonal matriz of eigenvalues.
Let Q be the linear operator defined by (2.16) and W be the linear operator defined by (3.11).
Then, the mapping Sgr defined by (3.1) has the Aubin property at O for Z if and only if

J
W OWv ¢ { Z W*Vg;(z)(P;)s Uéjgj( )BJ
- (3.12)

| Uss, € D*Nswfﬂ (Oa0)((Pj)gj(g}(w)WV)(Pj)Bj)} Vv € R"\{0}.

Proof. From proposition 3.1 we know that the the mapping Sqgg defined by (3.1) for the NLSDP
problem (1.8) has the Aubin property at 0 for Z if and only if (3.2) holds. Note that W in
(3.11) is well-defined and rge(WW) = aff(C(z)). Therefore, such an Aubin property of Sgg holds
if and only if

i i

_ ﬂ]ﬁ] ﬂj J
OWv ¢ rge(Vh(Z E Vg, (Z)(Pj)s,0v; 7 (Pj) 3,00,
v}.)" Ul o

Bjvi Vi3

(3.13)
| 03,5, € D"N g 0.0) (B, (0} ()W) (By)s,)

j Bilx | T ;s } Vv € R™\{0}.
VO e RGN TG eshil, j=1,...,J

Consequently, it is sufficient to prove that (3.13) and (3.12) are equivalent.
First, suppose that (3.12) does not hold, i.e., there exists a nonzero vector 7 € R" such that

J
W QWi = = W'V, (2)(P)s, U3 5 (P}, (3.14)

j=1

with
Us,s, € DN, s 1(0,0)((Py) g, (g5(@Wi)(Py)g,), =1, .

Denote fi := QW0v. From (3.14) one has that

fi + Z Vy,(z U} 5. (P))5, € ker(W"). (3.15)

Recall that the linear operator B in (3.10) is well-defined. Moreover, for any d € X, £ € R™,
U, € RIFIxMal gy e §hal, j=1,...,J, it holds that

<B* (‘E (Uﬂ Vi’ U’vn]) (Uﬁ]’YI’U:YI]'YJ)) ’d>

- <(€ (UBJ’YJ U’YJ’Y]) (UBJ’YJ’U:YIJ’YI)) ,Bd>

= (& 1/ (2)d)
Z (NI >d]<Pj>w>+; (U2, (P) L gy (@)d) (Py),) 510
:<§h<f>d>
Z< 5, UL (P19 >d>+z<<Pg> 1, (P gh(@)d)
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Note that ker(W*) = rge(B*) = (ker(B))*. Then by combining (3.15) and (3.16) one can get
that

r7J r7J
Usip;  Unng T
i € rge(Vh(z Z Vg;i(Z)(Pj)s,0n, j =i (Pj)ﬁjuwj
(Uﬂﬂj) vaj
‘ Uj.p, € D*Nswfj\ (0,0)((Py) 3, (g5(@)WD)(Py)s,) }
VU, e RGNl UT e sl j=1,...,J
which contradicts to (3.13). Therefore, (3.13) implies (3.12).
Next, suppose that (3.13) does not hold, i.e., there exist two vectors 7 € R" and £ € R™,

the matrices
77 1851 |51 [7J 751 -
Uﬁme]RJ AN UWWES g =1,...,J,

and the matrices

Uhs, GDN% (0,0)((By) 3, (g5 @Wi)(Py)g;)s =1, ,

such that
ﬁj Uj
ﬁ]ﬂ] ﬂj J
OWp = Vh 5 Z ng )ﬁju'yj j ~ K (Pj)gju')’j'
J=1 (UﬂJ’YJ) U'YJ'VJ'

Note that for any vector v € R", it holds that Wv € ker(B) = aff(C(Z)). Then by using (2.15)
one has for all » € R" it holds that

(v, W* QWD)
- W VA@E)
U’ ﬁj, ,
zj«vWV%U<hwaﬁw3 %myﬂ%w»

Bivi Yivi
= (M(@)Wr,§)
ﬁéj Bj ﬁg']’)’j >
04,7 U

Yivi

-¥- 1<( )5, (95 (@)WVV) (P)) 8,0n,

== ((P)L @) (P, T )
J y -
:_ijl <1/,W Vg;(@)(P))s Ug gj( ) ]>
which means that W*OW7pD = 7234]:1 W*Vg;(Z)(Pj)g, Ué]ﬂj (Pj)gj Therefore, (3.12) also
implies (3.13). Consequently, (3.12) is equivalent to (3.13), which completes the proof. O

We can readily get the following result based on Proposition 3.2.

Corollary 3.1. Suppose that the assumptions in Proposition 5.2 hold. Then the linear operator
W*QW is a nonsingular matrix in S”.

Proof. Note that W*QW € S holds by definition. Suppose on the contrary that there exists
a nonzero vector 7 € R” such that W*QW7vp = 0. According to the discussions in Remark 2.1
one can set

U5, =0 € DN (0.00(P), (G @WONP)5). =1,

As a result, one has W*QWv =0 = — ijl W*Vg;(Z)(Pj)s, ﬁéjﬁj (Pj)gj, which contradicts
(3.12). Consequently, W*QW is nonsingular. O
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3.2 Aubin property implies SSOSC

The following lemma comes from [10, Corollary 25].

Lemma 3.2. Let T be a locally optimal solution of problem (1.8) with § € M(Z). Suppose
that the Aubin property of Skkr in (1.6) holds at (0,0) for (Z,y). Then, T is nondegenerate,

e., (2.14) holds, and the second-order sufficient condition (2.17) in Definition 2.1 holds with
Q being defined in (2.16).

Here, we provide a remarkable improvement to Lemma 3.2.

Proposition 3.3. Let T be a locally optimal solution to the NLSDP problem (1.8) and §j =
(¢;Ty;...;Ty) € M(Z) be a multiplier at Z. Suppose that the solution mapping Sxxr in (1.6)
has the Aubin property at (0,0) for (Z,y). Then, the SSOSC (2.18) in Definition 2.1 holds at
(Z;§) with Q being defined in (2.16).

Proof. From Lemma 3.2 we know that the constraint nondegeneracy (2.14) holds, implying
that M(Z) is a singleton, and that the second-order sufficient condition (2.17) holds. For all
j € {1,...,J}, define A; := g;(Z) + I'; and write its eigenvalue decomposition as in (2.4)
with P; = ((Pj)a,, (Pj)s,, (Pj),) being the corresponding orthogonal matrix and A’ being the
corresponding diagonal matrix of eigenvalues. Then the linear operators B in (3.10) and W in
(3.11) are well-defined. Consequently, (3.12) in Proposition 3.2 holds.

Define A : R" — SIP1l x ... x SII by Av := (Ayv;...; Ajv), where the linear operators
A :R" — SlBil j=1,...,J, are defined by

Ajv = (B)5, (g5 (@)W)(Py)g,, v ER”. (3.17)
Then, one can define the closed convex cone 2 C R" by
Q={wveR"|Av>=0,j=1,...,J}

Since (2.14) holds, for any given Y; € SP7, j =1,...,J, one can always find a vector d € X and
the matrices

Z]‘ € IIn(T:SiJ (g](ii')))
={2; € 87 | (P))} 11, Zi(P)puyy =0}, G=1,....J

such that
K (z)d =0,
(Yj)ajaj (}/j>0¢jﬁj (Yj>aﬂj
g;(j)d+2j = P (Yj)ﬂjaj (}/})Bjﬂj 0 PjT’ J=1d
(}/})'Yja] 0 0
Consequently, it holds that
(Pj);r,vzj(Pj)a] (PJ);[] Zj (Pj)ﬁj (PJ); Zj (PJ)’YJ
P]T(g;(.i')d)P] + (Pj)gJ_Zj(Pj)aj 0 0
(Pj)y, Zi(P))a; 0 0
(Yj>0¢j0¢j (Yj)ayﬂj (Yj)aﬂj )
= (Yj)ﬂja]‘ (Yj>ﬁ]ﬂj 0 s J=1
(}/j)vjaj 0 0

Then by (2.15) we know that d € aff(C(Z)). Recall that rge(W) = ker(B) = aff(C(z)). Then
there exists a vector v € R” such that d = Wv. Since (Y;)s,3, can be any matrix in S/%!, one
can see that the linear operator A defined by (3.17) is surjective. Recall from (2.11) and (2.12)
that
K (2)d =0, (P;) g, (95(2)d)(P;)s, = 0,
C(@)=qdeX | (B)s(g5@)d)(P))y, =0, C rge(W).
(), (g5(@)d)(Py)y, =0, j=1,....J
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Then the second-order sufficient condition (2.17) can be equivalently recast as

(v, W OWv) >0 YveQ\{0}. (3.18)
Also, the SSOSC (2.18) can be equivalently written as
(v, W OWv) >0 Vv e R"\{0}. (3.19)

Moreover, since A is surjective, one can get from Lemma 2.2 that

0° = {A*(0;...;0,) | ©; € =87 j=1,....J}

J
D WG (@)(P)s,0;(P)4, 10, 20, j=1,...,J

j=1

Note that by Corollary 3.1, the matrix W* QW is nonsingular. Then, by using Lemma 2.3 and
(3.18) we know that (3.19) holds if and only if

(n, W*OW)™1n) >0 VneQ\{0}. (3.20)

In the following, we shall show that (3.20) holds.
Suppose on the contrary that (3.20) does not hold. Consider the following auxiliary opti-
mization problem

min L, (W=aw) 1)
neRr,0;e8!P!
n— 3 WVg;()(P))s,0;(P))j, =0, (3.21)
s.t. L lesr-1) =0,

©; %0, j=1,...,J.

Since the feasible set of (3.21) is compact, the minimum of the objective function can be attained
at a certain solution (77; ©1;...;0 7). Moreover, it is easy to see that the optimal value of (3.21)
is not positive since (3.20) does not hold. By applying Lemma 2.4 with H = A, K = —(Sfll X

X Sle), E=TR"and F = S!Al x...x S8 one has that Robinson’s constraint qualification
holds for the constraint in (3.21) at (7; ©1;...;0,). Consequently, we know from [6, Theorem
3.9] that there exists a Lagrange multiplier (p, TiAL L A ERT xR x Sl x S8 at
(7;©1;...;0) such that the following KKT system of (3 21) holds:

W*QW)~'i+p =0,
—(P)), (95(@)Wp)(Py)s; + 70, + A =0,

DY 1W*Vga(56)(P 0;(P))5, =0, (3.22)
L 164012 = 1) =
0,20, A; =0,(A; @> 0,j=1,...,J.
Note that ;
W QWp = — ZW Vg;(Z)(Py)s,0;(P;), (3.23)

Moreover, from (3.22) one can also see that Z'j:l 1©;]1* = 1, so that

T={((A1;...; A7) +7(015...:0),(01;...;0))
J

< BJ g] T)Wp) (P )Bpé’>

—_

j=

< 5,y W*Vg,(Z)(P))s,

Jj=1

Q®I
=

‘)Ej> = (p.7) = =0, (W QW) ") >0,



where the last inequality holds because the optimal value of (3.21) is not positive. Note that
one has the eigenvalue decomposition that

o - ((A)aya; O 0 )
0;+A;=0; 0 03,5, 0 O/, j=1,...,J,
0 0 (Aj)%'%'

where O; is an orthogonal matrix. Moreover, from the last line of (3.22) one has that

0a,a, O 0
éj:Oj 0 0’].5], 0 7;, jil,,J
0 0 (Aj)’vﬂj
and _
(Bj)aya; O 0
Aj+70;=0; 0 03,3, 0 O/, j=1,....J
0 0 7(A))s,5

For arbitrarily given j € {1,...,J}, one can take B4 = &;, o = 5; U7;, and B_ = () in (2.6)
and (2.7) to obtain

Eaa, E’]B] Ea;3,
B = Bia; 0 0 and Zp =0¢ SHl.
Vi 0 0 0
Consequently, it holds that
£10070;0=0=E00"(4; +76,)0,

05,0303 = 0.
0;5,(A; +76;)05, <0,
which, together with Lemma 2.1 and (3.22), implies that
6; € D"Ny1s,1(0,0)(B; +76;) = DN 15,10, 0)(By) 5, (9(@Wp) (Fi)s,)-

Note that such an inclusion holds simultaneously for all j = 1,...,J. Thus, this inclusion,
together with (3.23), makes a contradiction to (3.12) in Proposition 3.2 (with v = 5 and
Ugp, = ©; for all j = 1,...,J). As a consequence, we know that (3.20) is valid. Hence,

one has (3.19) holds, which leads to the SSOSC (2.18) in Definition 2.1. This completes the
proof. O

4 Equivalent characterizations of the Aubin property

This section establishes the equivalent characterizations of the Aubin property of Skxr (1.6)
at (0;0) for (Z;y) with T being a locally optimal solution to the NLSDP problem (1.8) and
g€ M(z).

We first review some related concepts in variational analysis. As was mentioned in Section
1, the Aubin property is related to the strong metric regularity [16, Definition 2.5]. Specifically,
for a set-valued mapping ¥ : £ = F, one has U is strongly metrically regular at (z; @) € gph¥
if ¥~! has the Aubin property at w for z, and there exist neighborhoods U of z and V of w,
such that U—!(w) N is a singleton for all w € V. The following result provides a criterion for
characterizing the strong metric regularity.

Lemma 4.1. [16, Theorem 2.7] U is strongly metrically reqular at (Z;w) € gph(¥) if and only
if for allw € F and z € &€, one has

0€DY(z,w)(w) = w=0 and 0€DY(Z,w)(z) = z=0,

where D, refers to the strict graphical derivative defined in (2.2).
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Recall that the KKT system (1.3) can be equivalently written as the nonsmooth equation

._ Vzﬁ(:c,y) _
Flo.y):= (Gm T Ti(Gla) + y>) =0 4.1

Since F' is locally Lipschitz continuous around (Z;§), it is almost everywhere differentiable in
a neighborhood V of (Z;y) by Rademacher’s theorem [40, Theorem 9.60]. We use Dr C V to
denote the set of points at which F' is differentiable. The Bouligand subdifferential of F' at
(Z;9) is defined by

OpF(z,7) = {veX x V|3 (xx;ux) 25 (2;9) with F'(zx, yx) — v}

The Clarke generalized jacobian of F at (Z;y) is defined by

OF (z,y) := conv(dp F(Z, 7)),
i.e., the convex hull of g F(Z, 3).
The perturbed KKT system (1.4) corresponds to a two-parametric optimization problem

o(z,b) — (a,x), (4.2)

min
TEX ,aeX ,bEY

where
¢(z,b) := f(x) + 0 (G(x) —b) (4.3)
with dic(+) being the indicator function of K in convex analysis [37]. When a = 0 € X and

b=0¢€ ), one has (4.2) is exactly (1.1). Given ¢ > 0 and (Z;b) € X x ) such that ¢(z,b) is
finite, one can define

Mb(a)b) = argmin{qﬁ(m,b) - (a,x> | ||$ - j” S [’}’
reX

m.(a,b) := inf {¢(z,b) —(a,2) | [lz = 2| < ¢}

We say the point Z is a Lipschitzian fully stable local minimizer [28, Definition 3.2] of (4.2) at
(a;b) if there exist numbers £ > 0,. > 0 and a neighborhood V of (a;b) such that the mapping
M, (a,b) is single-valued on V with M, (a,b) = Z satisfying

| M, (a1,b1) — M. (az,b2)| < kl/(a1;01) — (az;b2)|| ¥ (a1;b1), (az;b2) €V,

and that the function m,(a,b) is also Lipschitz continuous on V. Different from Skgr, the
mapping M, (a,b) focuses mainly on locally optimal solutions.

Recently, Rockafellar [38, 39] introduced the strong variational sufficient condition for local
optimality, and provided several characterizations of this abstract property. With ¢ being
defined in (4.3), one can reformulate (1.1) to

i b t. b=0.
R

Define the function ¢y (z,b) := ¢(x,b) + £||b||2. The following definition comes from [39, Section
2].

Definition 4.1. The (strong) variational sufficient condition for local optimality in (1.1) holds
with respect to a solution (Z;7) to the KKT system (1.3) if there exists £ > 0 such that ¢, is
(strongly) variationally convex with respect to the pair ((Z;0), (0;7)) € gph(0¢e), i.e., there exist
open convex neighborhoods U of (Z;0) and V of (0;7), and a closed proper (strongly) convex
function o0 < ¢p on U such that

(U x V) Ngph(do) = (U x V) N gph(9¢y),
and o(x,b) = ¢¢(x,b) holds for ((z;b);(a;y)) belonging to this common set. Here Qo is the

subdifferential in convexr analysis and O¢y is the limiting subdifferential defined in (2.1).
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Remark 4.1. For a special case (J =1 and m = 0) of the NLSDP problem (1.8), the strong
variational sufficient condition (with respect to a solution (Z;7y) to the KKT system (1.3)) and
the SSOSC (2.18) (for the same (T;7)) were proved to be equivalent in [43, Theorem 8.3]. This
equivalence can be extended to the NLSDP problem (1.8) in its general form with ease by directly
following their proof.

Based on the above definitions, we can establish the following result regarding the equivalent
characterizations of the Aubin property for the solution mapping Sk in (1.6) of the NLSDP
problem (1.8).

Theorem 4.1. Let T be a locally optimal solution to the NLSDP problem (1.8) and § =
(¢;Ty;...5T ) € M(T) be a multiplier at T. Then, the following statements are equivalent:

(i) The solution mapping Skt in (1.6) has the Aubin property at (0;0) for (T;y).

(ii) The strong second-order sufficient (2.18) holds at (Z;§) and T is nondegenerate, i.e., (2.14)
holds.

(iii) Any element of the Clarke generalized Jacobian OF (%, ) is nonsingular, where the function

F is defined in (4.1).

(iv) The KKT point (Z;y) is a strongly regular solution to the generalized equation (1.7) (or
the KKT system (1.5)).

(v) The mapping ® in (1.7) is strongly metrically regular at (Z;y) for (0;0).
(vi) For any w € X x Y with 0 € D*®(Z,y)(w), one has w = 0.

(vil) The strong variational sufficient condition in Definition 4.1 holds with respect to (Z;q),
and T is nondegenerate, i.e., (2.14) holds.

(viii) & is a Lipschitzian fully stable local minimizer of (4.2), and T is nondegenerate, i.e.,

(2.14) holds.

Proof. One has (i) = (ii) from Proposition 3.3 and [23, Theorem 1]. By simply repeating the
proof of [42, Proposition 3.2] one can get (ii) = (iii) = (iv). It follows by [34, Corollary 2.2]
and the definition that (iv) = (v) holds. From Lemma 4.1 and the Mordukhovich criterion for
the Aubin property [40, Theorem 9.40] one has (v) = (vi) = (i). According to Remark 4.1 we
know that (ii) < (vii). One also has from [28, Theorem 5.6] that (iv) < (viii). This completes
the proof. O

Remark 4.2. Note that the eight equivalent conditions listed in Theorem 4.1 are not exhaustive.
For example, one additional equivalent condition, according to [4/2, Remark 3.1], is that F is
a locally Lipschitz homeomorphism [14, Definition 2.1.9] near (Z;y). Furthermore, by [42,
Theorem 4.1], another condition is that T is nondegenerate and strongly stable [0, Definition
5.33]. For more details and equivalent conditions, one may refer to [42] and the references
therein.

Remark 4.3. According to the equivalence between the two conditions (v) and (vi) in Theorem
4.1, one can see from Lemma 4.1 that (vi) is a sufficient condition for

0€D.P(Z,9)(2) = 2=0 Vze X x).

Remark 4.4. It should be emphasized that, for (1.1) with K being an arbitrary C?-cone re-
ducible set, it is still unknown if the strong regularity of the KKT system (1.7) is equivalent
to the constraint nondegeneracy (2.13) combined with a certain second-order optimality condi-
tion. The currently known cases include the nonlinear programming [12], the NLSOCP [}], the
NLSDP problem [/2] and a composite matriz programming regarding matriz eigenvectors [8].
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5 Conclusions

In this paper, we prove that at a locally optimal solution to the nonlinear semidefinite program-
ming problem (1.8), the Aubin property of Skkr (1.6) is equivalent to the strong second-order
sufficient condition plus the constraint nondegeneracy. This enables us to derive a series of
equivalent characterizations of the Aubin property, which includes the strong regularity of the
Karush-Kuhn-Tucker system (1.3). As a byproduct, for nonlinear semidefinite programming
this paper answers the open question posed in [10, Section 5] if the Aubin property can be
characterized by an exact form of a certain second-order optimality condition together with the
constraint nondegeneracy. It is noted that our analysis for nonlinear semidefinite programming
(and also for nonlinear second-order cone programming in [7]) relies on the explicit formulas of
the coderivative for the underlying normal cone mapping. Currently, it is not clear to us how to
extend these results to the generic non-polyhedral C2-cone reducible constrained optimization
problems. We leave this as our future research topic.
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