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Abstract

In this paper, we study a nonsmooth/nonconvex multiobjective optimization problem
with uncertain constraints in arbitrary Asplund spaces. We first provide necessary optimality
condition in a fuzzy form for approximate weakly robust efficient solutions and then establish
necessary optimality theorem for approximate weakly robust quasi-efficient solutions of the
problem in the sense of the limiting subdifferential by exploiting a fuzzy optimality condition
in terms of the Fréchet subdifferential. Sufficient conditions for approximate (weakly) robust
quasi-efficient solutions to such a problem are also driven under the new concept of generalized
pseudo convex functions. Finally, we address an approximate Mond-Weir-type dual robust
problem to the reference problem and explore weak, strong, and converse duality properties

under assumptions of pseudo convexity.
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1 Introduction

Robust optimization investigates the cases in which optimization problems often consider uncer-
tain data due to prediction errors, lack of information, fluctuations, or disturbances [2, 44, 3|.
In particular, in such cases these problems rely on conflicting goals due to different multiobjec-
tive optimization criteria. Hence, the robust multiobjective optimization is highly of interest in
optimization theory and substantial in applications.

The first concept of robustness as a kind of sensitivity against perturbations for multiobjective
optimization problems was explored by Branke [42] and provided by Deb and Gupta [10]. In

addition, various concepts in minimax robustness for multiobjective optimization were introduced
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by Kuroiwa and Lee [13], Jeyakumar et al. [5], Ehrgott et al. [17], and Ide and Kd&bis [18].
Recently, some different concepts of robustness used in multiobjective optimization in the face
of data uncertainty have been established in [6, 54, 8, 43, 25].

Approximate efficient solutions of multiobjective optimization problems can be viewed as
feasible points whose objective values display a prescribed error € in the optimal values of the
vector objective. This concept has been widely studied in [52, 53, 64, 65]. Optimality conditions
and duality theories of e-efficient solutions and e-quasi-efficient solutions for convex programming
problems under uncertainty have been presented in [60, 61].

The most significant results have been introduced to approximate robust optimization in
the finite-dimensional case. So, an infinite-dimensional framework would be proper to study
when involving optimality and duality in approximate robust multiobjective optimization. From
this, we are motivated to articulate and analyze problems that consider infinite-dimensional
frameworks.

Let f: X — Y be a locally Lipschitzian vector-valued function between Asplund spaces, and
let © C X be a nonempty closed set. Suppose that K C Y be a pointed (i.e., K [)(—K) = {0})

closed convex cone. We consider the following multiobjective optimization problem:

(P)  ming f(x)
s.t. gi(x) <0, 1€1,2,...,n,
where the functions ¢g; : X — R, ¢ = 1,2,...,n, define the constraints. Problem (P) under

data wuncertainty in the constraints can be captured by the following uncertain multiobjective

optimization problem:
(UP) ming f(z)
s.t. gi(z,v;) <0, i€1,2,...,n,

where x € X is the vector of decision variable, v; is the vector of uncertain parameter and
v; € V; for some sequentially compact topological space V;, v := (v1,v2,...,v,) € V = ﬁ Vi,
and g; : X xV; = R, ¢ =1,2,...,n, are given functions. =
One of the powerful deterministic structures to study problem (UP) is the robust optimization,
which is known as the problem that the uncertain objective and constraint are satisfied for all

possible scenarios within a prescribed uncertainty set. We now associate with them:

(RP) ming f(z)
s.t. gi(z,v;) <0, Y, €V, i=1,2,...,n.

The feasible set F' of problem (RP) is defined by
F:={zeQ| gi(z,v) <0, Vo, €V, i =1,2,...,n}.

Definition 1.1. Let ¥ € K, one says a vector T € F'is
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(i) a robust ¥-efficient solution of problem (UP), denoted by z € ¥-S(RP), iff

f(@) = f(@)+9 ¢ —K\{0}, VzeF

(ii) a weakly robust V-efficient solution of problem (UP), denoted by z € ¥-S¥(RP), iff

flx)— f(@)+9 ¢ —int K, Va€F,

(iii) a robust V¥-quasi-efficient solution of problem (UP), denoted by Z € ¥-quasi-S(RP), iff

f@) = f(@) + |z — 2|0 ¢ —K\{0}, VzekF,

(iv) a weakly robust ¥-quasi-efficient solution of problem (UP), denoted by & € ¥-quasi-S*¥(RP),
iff
fl@)—f(@)+ |z —z||V9 ¢ —intK, VzeF.

The organization of this paper is as follows. In Section 2, we recall some preliminary def-
initions from variational analysis and several auxiliary results. Section 3 provides necessary
condition for weakly robust ¥-efficient solutions and also necessary/sufficient optimality condi-
tions for (weakly) robust ¥-quasi-efficient solutions of problem (UP) in the sense of the limiting
subdifferential. In Section 4, we formulate duality relations for (weakly) robust ¥-quasi-efficient

solutions between the corresponding problems.

2 Preliminaries

Our notation and terminology are basically standard in the area of variational analysis; see, e.g.,
[27]. Throughout this paper, all the spaces are Asplund, unless otherwise stated, with the norm
|l - || and the canonical pairing (-, -) between the space X in question and its dual X* equipped
with the weak® topology w*. By Bx(z,r), we denote the closed ball centered at z € X with
radius r > 0, while Bx and Bx« stand for the closed unit ball in X and X*, respectively. Given
a nonempty set  C X, the symbols co€, cl€), and int€) signify the convex hull, topological
closure, and topological interior of Q, respectively, while cl*Q stands for the weak™ topological

closure of @ C X*. The dual cone of € is the set
Qf i={a" e X* | (z*,2) >0, Vz € Q}.

Furthermore, R’} indicates the nonnegative orthant of R” for n € N:= {1,2,...}.

A given set-valued mapping H : Q C X=X* is called weak* closed at € € if for any
sequence {z;} C Q, z;, — Z, and any sequence {z;} C X*, a2} € H(xy), x} N x*, one has
xz* € H(Z).
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For a set-valued mapping H : X=X*, the sequential Painlevé-Kuratowski upper/outer limit
of H as © — I is defined by

Limsup H(z) := {x* € X* | 3 sequences ry — T and zj, = 2"
T—T

with 2% € H(zy) for all k € N}.

Let Q C X be locally closed around € 2, i.e., there is a neighborhood U of Z for which
QN clU is closed. The Fréchet normal cone N(a’:, Q) and the Mordukhovich normal cone N(Z; )
to Q at T € Q) are defined by

N(z:9Q) = {x* e X" | limsup@;’aci_fc> < O}, (2.1)
L P
N(z; Q) := Limsup N (z; ), (2.2)
a:gﬂ:

where z % 7 stands for © —  with 2 € Q. If 7 ¢ Q, we put N(z;Q) = N(zQ) := 0.
For an extended real-valued function ¢ : X — R, the limiting/Mordukhovich subdifferential
and the regular/Fréchet subdifferential of ¢ at & € dom ¢ are given, respectively, by

06(7) = {a" € X" | (2", —1) € N((z, ¢(x)); epi ¢) }

and

96(z) = {z* € X* | (2*,~1) € N((Z, $(x)); epi)}.
If |¢(z)| = oo, then one puts OG(z) := dp(x) := 0.
Assign (y*, f)(z) = (y*, f(z)), v € X, y* € Y*, for a vector-valued map f : X — Y, and
denote gph f := {(z,y) € X xY | y = f(z)}. Next we recall the required results known as the

scalarization formulae of the coderivatives.
Lemma 2.1. Let y* € Y*, and let f: X — Y be Lipschitz around x € X. We have
(i) (See [28)) = € Dy*. )(@) & (2%, ~y*) € N((&. f(x)): gph ).
(i) (See [27]) 2™ € Oy, f)(¥) < (2%, —y") € N((Z, f(Z)); gph [)-
Another calculus result is the sum rule for the limiting subdifferential.

Lemma 2.2. (See [27]) Let ¢; : X — R, (i € {1,2,...,n},n > 2), be lower semicontinuous
around T, and let all but one of these functions be Lipschitz continuous around * € X. Then,

one has

1+ P2+ -+ 4 ¢n)(T) C 061(T) + 0¢2(T) + - - + ().

The following lemma computes the limiting subdifferential for the mazimum functions in
Asplund spaces. The interested readers are referred to [25, 50, 51] for more details and proofs.

The notation 0, indicates the limiting subdifferential operation with respect to x.
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Lemma 2.3. Let V be a sequentially compact topological space, and let g : X XV — R be a

function such that for each fized v € V, g(-,v) is locally Lipschitz on U C X and for each fized

x € U, g(x,-) is upper semicontinuous on V. Let ¢(z) := magg(a:,v). If the multifunction
(IS

(z,v) € U xV 3 0pg(x,v) C X* is weak® closed at (z,0) for each © € V(Z), then the set
cl*co( U {@g(a’;,v) | ve V(i;)}) is nonempty and

0¢(x) C cl*co( U {&Cg(i,v) | ve V(E)}),
where V(z) = {v €V | g(z,v) = ¢(T)}.

In what follows, we also use a formula for the limiting subdifferential of maximum of finitely

many functions in Asplund spaces.

Lemma 2.4. (See [27]) Let ¢; : X — R, (i € {1,2,...,n},n > 2), be Lipschitz continuous

around T. Put ¢(z) = {11112ax }qﬁi(az). Then
1€11,2,...,n

o) c U{0( 32 1) @) | (mspa, o) € M)},
icl(z)
where
I(z):={ie{1,2,...,n} | ¢i(Z) = ()}
and

AzT) = {(m,uz,--.,un) | i >0, > i =1, i (¢i(7) — $(2)) = 0}-
=1

Assumptions. (See [25]) Suppose V be a sequentially compact topological space, and let f :
X =Y and g: X x V — R" are functions satisfying the following hypotheses:

(A1) For a fixed z € ), g is locally Lipschitz in the first argument and uniformly on V in the
second argument, i.e., there exist an open neighborhood U of Z and a positive constant ¢

such that || g(z,v) — g(y,v)|| < ||z —y]|| for all z,y € U and v € V.

(A2) For each i = 1,2,...,n, the function v; € V; — g;(x,v;) € R is upper semicontinuous for
each z € U.
(A3) For each i =1,2,...,n, we define real-valued functions ¢; and ¢ on X via
oi(x) = fgﬁf gi(x,v;) and ¢(x):= ie{rll,l;}.}.{.,n} oi(x),

and we notice that above assumptions imply that ¢; is well defined on V;. In addition, ¢;
and ¢ follow readily that are locally Lipschitz on U, since each g;(-, v;) is (see [25] and [6]).
Note that the feasible set F' can be equivalently characterized by:

F={zeQ| ¢i(x)<0,i=12,....n} ={z Q| ¢(zx) <0}.

(A4) For each i = 1,2,...,n, the multifunction (z,v;) € U x V; = 0,g:i(x,v;) C X* is weak®
closed at (z,;) for each v; € Vi(Z), where V;(z) = {v; € V; | ¢i(Z,vi) = ¢i(T)}.
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(A5) For afixed Z € Q2,9 € K, and y* € K, we define a real-valued function 1) on X as follows:
P(x) == max {(y", f(z) — f(z) +9), o(x)}.

Inspired by the concept of pseudo-quasi generalized convexity by Fakhar [52], we introduce

a similar concept of pseudo-quasi convexity type for f and g.
Definition 2.1. Let ¥ € K, we say that

(i) (f,g) is 9-type I pseudo convex on Q at T € Q if for any xz € Q, y* € KT, u* € d(y*, f)(7),
and v € 0,6:(T,vi), v; € Vi(Z), i = 1,2,...,n, there exists w € —N(z; Q)" such that

(" )x) <" NE@) — [z —2|{y",9) = (U w) + |z — 2| (y",9) <0,
gi(z,v;) < gi(Z,v;) = (v, w) <0, i=1,2,...,n,

lw]l <l = 2.

(ii) (f,g) is 9-type II pseudo conver on Q at = € Q if for any = € Q\ {z}, y* € KT\ {0}, u* €
Iy*, ) (@), and v} € 9y9:(T,vi), vi € Vi(Z), i = 1,2,...,n, there exists w € —N(z; Q)"
such that

(" )(z) <" NH@) — llz —zl|{y", ) = (', 0) + [z — 2| (y",9) <0,
gi(z,v;) < gi(Z,v;)) = (vj,w) <0, i=1,2,...,n,

[w]] < [l —z|.
Remark 2.1. If in Definition 2.1,
(i) we set Q@ = X and ¢ = 0, then this definition reduces to [54].
(ii) we set Y = RP, then this definition reduces to [52].
(ii) we set @ =X, Y =RP, and 9 = 0, then this definition reduces to [8].

Remark 2.2. (i) It follows from Definition 2.1 that if (f, g) is ¥-type II pseudo convex on €2 at
z € Q, then (f,g) is ¥-type I pseudo convex on  at & € 2, but converse is not true (see
Example 2.3).

(ii) It is noted that the generalized (resp., strictly generalized) convexity (see [52]) of (f,g) is
reduced to the ¥-type I (resp., type II) pseudo convexity of (f,g). Furthermore, as the next
example demonstrates, the class of J-type I pseudo convex functions is properly wider than
the class of generalized convex functions, which is properly broader than convex functions
(see [53]).
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1
Example 2.3. Let X := R2 Y := R3, Q := R?, V), := [—1,—1], i=1,2,V: HVZ, and

let K := {(y1,y2,43) € R* | 3 < 0Oandy; > 0fori = 2,3}. Consider f : X — Y and
g: X xV — R? defined by f := (f1, f2, f3) and g := (g1, g2), respectively, where

2 4
fi(z1,x2) = 5lx1| — —w2 + =,
5 5 L o L o 2 1
1 g1(x1, 0, 01) = 101!$1|+§U1$2—U1+Z|U1\,
fo(x1, 22) = §|961\ +6, and

14
1 g2(x1, 2, v2) = §$1+\U2|:B2— |U2|+Z’
f3(w1, 22) = 4|z1| + 5%2 +1

v; € Vi, i =1,2. Let ¥ := (0,0, ;) € K and consider 7 := (0,0) € , Hence N(z;) = {(0,0)}
and N(z; Q)" = R?. Obviously, from the definitions,

011(7) = [-5,5] x {~3}, 0fa(a) =[5, 5] x {0}, and 0fs(@) = [-4,4] x {3},

Moreover
1515

[_Zvlv 4 ] X { Ul} and a:rg2(x UZ) (07 |U2|)

0z91(%,v1) =

forall v; € V;, i =1,2.
Suppose that for some z := (z1,z2) € Qand y* := (v}, y3,y5) € KT the condition (y*, f)(z) <
(y*, ) (@) — ||z — z||(y*, ) is satisfied. Thus

2 * 1 * *
(—zyi + sy3)r2 < —(5y7 +

1 * * = *
Uty S¥2 +4yz)|a| — |z — z[|(y", 9).

2

2 1
Dividing both sides of above inequality by ¢ := —53/1‘ + §y§ > (0, we have

1 * * 1 = *
S¥2 +ys)|e| = —llz — Z[y”, 9). (2.3)

< 1(5*+
I~ _z
2 p W 9

Putting (w1, ws) :==w =2z € —N(z; Q)" and employing (2.3), for any u* := yiul +yius+yiul €
ANy*, f)(x), where uj := (uj,,u;,) € 0fi(Z), i =1,2,3, one has ||w| < ||z — Z| and

(u*,w) + [lz — 2||(y*,J) = 2, 1
—thnts

5

* * * * * *
Y1 U1y T YoUo, + Y3Us, wq
X
w2

i ) + [lz = Z[[(y", 9)
Y3

* * * * * * * 1 * *
< (Yiui, +yaus, +y3uz, )T — (5yy + 2 Y2 + 4y3)|z1]

<0

I

11
where the latter inequality is due to uj, € [-5,5], us, € [—5, 5], and uj, € [—4,4]. So (v*,w) +
|z — 2| (y*,9) <0. , ,
Now, for z € Q and v; € V(&) the condition g1 (x,v1) < ¢1(Z,v1) implies 50%1‘2 < ——v|21],

4
and therefore for any v := (v],,v7,) € Oxg1(Z,v1), we get

1
(v, w) < vipm — o] <0
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1,1
due to v}, € [—=v?, 1

1 v?]. Similarly for z € Q and vy € Vo(7) satisfying ga(z,v2) < g2(Z,v2), we
22, and thus for any v € 9,92(7,v2), it holds

have 9 < ———
8|1

(v3,w) < —éx% <0.
Therefore, (f,g) is ¥-type I pseudo convex on 2 at .
Although, there exist z := (0,1) € Q\{z} and y* := (0,1,0) € KT\{0} such that (y*, f)(z) =
6 = (y", f)(@) — llz = zll{y",9), but for uj := (0,~7) € 0f1(z), uj := (0,0) € 0f2(2), and
ug = (0, %) € Jf3(z), one has

u* = yiuy +ysus + yzuz = (0,0)

so (u*,w) + ||z — z|[{y*,¥) = 0 for any w € —N(z;Q)". This signifies that (f,g) is not J-type II
pseudo convex on 2 at Z. On the other side, there exist x := (—1,—5) € Q and y* := (0,0,0) €
K™ such that for any w € —N(z;Q)" with ||w|| < ||z — Z|| we have

(" (@) — ", @) =0,
g1(z,v1) — g1(T,v1) = —%v% <0,

1
g2(x,v2) — g2(T,vg) = S 5|vg| < 0.

Hence, (f,g) is not generalized convex on {2 at Z.
2
Ezample 2.4. Suppose X, Y, Q, V;, i = 1,2, V := [[ Vi, and K be the same as Example 2.3.

=1
Let f: X — Y defined by f := (f1, fo, f3), where

4 4 2 4
fi(z1,22) = —533% + 5\561! — 53«“% — 5332 + 5

1
fa(x1,22) = §|$1| + 6,

2 9 1
fa(xy,x9) = ] + 4|x1| + 25 + 51:2 +1,

and let g : X x V — R? be the same as Example 2.3. Let 7 := (0,0) €  and 9 be the same as
Example 2.3. Then

011(7) = 15,5 x (=3}, 0f2() =[5, 5] % {0}, and 0fs(@) = [-4,4] x {3},

Suppose that for some z := (z1,z2) € Q\ {Z} and y* := (y},v5,y5) € K1\ {0} the condition
(*, fY(x) < (" /(@) — ||z — z||(y*, V) is satisfied. Therefore

(—g% + §y3)$2 < - (—33/1 =+ 3/3)33% — (5y1 + 52 +4y3) |1
4 * * — *
= (—zui +y3)zs — =z = 2y, 0).

2 1
Dividing both sides of above inequality by ¢ := 5yf + §y§ > 0, we have
2 1 * 1 * * 2 1 — *
Ty < =207 — 2(5.@1 T 5y + dys)|@1| — 225 — EHfL’ — z|[{y", 9). (2.4)
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Putting (w1, w2) := w = x € —N(Z; Q)" and using (2.4), for any u* := yju} + ysub + yjul €
o(y*, f)(x), where u} := (ul,,u} uy, ) € 0fi(x),i=1,2,3, we get

1 * *
=Ys + 4y3)|1‘1| — 201’%

(', w) + o — 2|y, 9) < (yui, + ysus, + yiul,)zr — 2eai — (5yi +
2

<0,

11
where the latter strict inequality is due to uf, € [-5,5], u3, € [— 2’ 2] uj, € [—4,4], and x # Z.
So (u*,w) + ||z — Z||(y*,¥) < 0. The complete calculation is similar to that of Example 2.3.
Hence, (f, g) is ¥-type II pseudo convex on (2 at Z.

In the rest of this section, we present a suitable constraint qualification in the sense of robust,

which is required to get a so-called robust ¥-approzimate Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) condition.

Definition 2.2. (See [52]) Let z € F. We say that the constraint qualification (CQ) condition

is satisfied at 7 if
0 ¢ cl*co( U {&Cgi(i“,vi) | v € Vi(i)}) FN@E:Q), iel(@),

where 1(z) := {i € {1,2,...,n} | ¢:(Z) = ¢(z)}.

It is noteworthy here that this condition (CQ) is reduced to the extended Mangasarian-
Fromovitz constraint qualification (EMFCQ) in the smooth setting; see e.g., [27] for more details.

Definition 2.3. Let ¥ € K and z € F. One says that Z satisfies the robust ¥-approzimate (KKT)
condition if there exist y* € KT\ {0}, o := (p1, p2, ..., ptn) € RY, and 0, € V3, 0 = 1,2,...,n
such that

0e ) +cho( {Begi@.0) | v € Vi@)}) + " 9) Bx- + N(@: ),

w; max g;(z,v;) = ;i 9;(Z,0;) =0, i=1,2,...,n.

v, EV;

Therefore, the robust ¥-approximate (KKT) condition defined above is guaranteed by the
constraint qualification (CQ).

3 Robust necessary and sufficient optimality conditions

This section is devoted to study necessary optimality conditions for weakly robust ¥-efficient
solutions and weakly robust ¥-quasi-efficient solutions of problem (UP) by exploiting the nons-
mooth version of Fermat’s rule, the sum rule for the limiting subdifferential and the scalarization
formulae of the coderivatives, and to discuss sufficient optimality conditions for (weakly) robust
¥-quasi-efficient solutions by imposing the pseudo convexity assumptions.

The first theorem presents a necessary optimality condition in a fuzzy form for weakly robust

V-efficient solutions of problem (UP).
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Theorem 3.1. Suppose that f and g;, i = 1,2,...,n, satisfy Assumptions (Al)-(A5). If
T € 9-S8Y(RP), then there exist x, € Q, with ||z, — Z|| <n, y* € KT, X:= (A1, X2) € R%, with

A
Ao # 0, and p = (p1, p2, ..., pin) € R}, with )\—;Hy*H +lpll =1, and v;, € Vs, i =1,2,...,n,
such that

0€ i\;é?(y*, @) + (1 =A) ;Mi CI*CO( U {89397:(5137771)@') | v; € Vz(xﬂ)}>
W’;”BX* + N (xy;Q),

(s S ) = 7@) +9) — b)) =0,
2
(1 —X)p (gi(xn, vi,) — 1/’(%7)) =0, +=12,...,n

Proof. If € ¥-SY(RP), then we have f(z) — f(Z) + 9 ¢ —int K for all x € F. Using the

separation theorem, there exists y* € KT such that
(y*, f(x) — f(x)+9) >0, VxelF. (3.1)
Let us consider the function v and take into account (3.1), it can be easily obtained that
0<y(z), VzeQ, (3.2)

which implies that 1 is bounded from below on 2, too.

Furthermore, due to z € F, it holds that ¢(z) = (y*,¢). Thus, from (3.2) we get that

¢(z) < inf () + (v, 9).

z€Q

For any n > 0, using the Ekeland’s variable principle (see [62]), we arrive at z, € € such
that ||z, — Z|| <7 and

P(rn) < ¢(x) +

“
<y7; >Hxn—$H7 vz € Q.

This denotes that x, is a minimizer to the optimization problem

min w(z),

where

() 2 5 0)
w(w) = 1h( )+777

lzy —zl|, =€Q. (3.3)

Thus x;, is a minimizer to the unconstrained optimization problem

minw(x) + 0(x; Q). (3.4)

zeX

Applying the generalized Fermat’s rule (see [27]), we obtain

0€ d(w+6(5Q))(zy). (3.5)
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Since the function w is Lipschitz continuous around x, and the function §(-; Q) is l.s.c around
this point, from the sum rule of Lemma 2.2 applied to (3.5) and from the relation 96 (z,;2) =
N(x; ) we get that
0 € dw(xy) + N(zy; Q). (3.6)
Also note that (see [63])
||z — z[|) (zy) = Bx-.

Use the summation rule again to w defined in (3.3) and using (3.6), we arrive at

0 € Ov(ay) + <y*7;79> Bx+ + N(2; Q). (3.7)

Now, applying the formula for the limiting subdifferential of maximum functions in Lemma

2.4, one has
D(y) € U{0(on (0, £O) — F(@) +9) +020()) () | 1,00 >0, on + 0= 1,
a1 (5" fleeg) = F(2) +0) = (wg)) =0, as(9(y) — () =0}

This together with (3.7) and using the sum rule give us (a1, @s) € R% with ay + az = 1, such
that

a1 (4", f(ag) — F(@) +0) — ) =0, (3.8)
Gia () — () = 0, (3.9)
and
0 € ay 0y, £)(xy) + az 0d(xy) + WBX* + N(zy; Q). (3.10)
Invoking again Lemma 2.4, we have
oo(ay) < U{o( ; g 01) o) | (i1 in) € M)} (3.11)

where I(zy) = {i € {1,2,...,n} | ¢i(zy) = ¢(z,)} and

Aey) = {(urpcoopin) |2 003 i =1, pa (dulay) = o) = 0},

=1

Using further Lemma 2.3, we arrive at

0i(xy) C cl*co( U {8mgi(:nn,vi) | v; € Vi(:):n)}>, 1=1,2,...,n, (3.12)

where Vi(zy) = {vi € V; | gi(2y, vi) = ¢i(x)} and the set cl*co(U{@mgi(mn,vi) | v; € Vl(a?n)}>
is nonempty. The sum rule of the limiting subdifferential and the relations (3.10)-(3.12) results

to

0 dly”, ) +a UL Y mereo( U {0ugitwnv) | v € Vitan)}) |

i€l (zy)

*719
(Mla/’@'} cee 7/’Ln) € A(x’f])} + <y77>BX* + N(xﬂ79>
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n

So, there exist fi := (fi1, fi2, - . ., fin) € A(zy), With Zﬁi =land g; =0forallie {1,2,...,n}\
i=1

I(zy), such that

0€ ai oy, f)(x,) + a2 Zﬂi cl*co( U {&Ugi(xn,vi) | v; € Vz(xn)}) + <y*7;19>BX* + N(xy; Q).
i=1

1
Putting A1 := a1, Ao := a1 ||y*|| + ||&/|, and p = /\—2/] and dividing the above inclusion by o,

we have y* € KT, X := (A1, \2) € R2, X\g # 0, and p € R, with ;\;Hy*H + [Ju|| = 1, satisfying
the first relation in the theorem.

On the other hand, due to the upper semicontinuity of the function v; € V; — g;(x, v;) for
each i =1,2,...,n and also, the sequentially compactness of V;, we can select v;, € V; such that
gi(wy, v;,) = max gi(zy,v;) = ¢i(xy). By considering ¢;(z,) = ¢(xy) for all i € I(x,) and using
relations (3.8) and (3.9), the proof of the theorem is achieved. O
Remark 3.1. Theorem 3.1 develops [53], where the underlying optimization problem has a finite
dimension framework.

Similarly, we establish a necessary optimality condition in the sense of the limiting subdiffer-
ential for weakly robust ¥-quasi-efficient solutions of problem (UP). To prove this theorem, it is
required to state a fuzzy necessary optimality condition in terms of the Fréchet subdifferential
for weakly robust ¥-quasi-efficient solutions of problem (UP) as follows.

Theorem 3.2. (See [34]) Let & € V-quasi-SU(RP). Then for each k € N, there exist x'% €
Bx(z, 1), 2*f € Bx(z, 1), %% € Q) Bx(z, 2), yi € K+ with |ly;|| = 1, and oy, € Ry such that
0 € By, £)(@™) + 00 Bo(a™) + N 9) + ({9, 9) + 7 ) Bx-

|, p(z?M)] <

el

Theorem 3.3. Suppose that g;, i = 1,2,...,n, satisfy Assumptions (Al)-(A4). Ifz €
V-quasi-S”(RP), then there exist y* € KT, p = (w1, 2, ..., pn) € R, with ||ly*|| + ||p|| = 1,
and v; € Vi, 1 =1,2,...,n, such that

0 €0y, (@) + Y meleo( U {0agi@,v) | v € Vil@)}) + (", ) B + N(@;9),
=1
i maggi(i‘7vi) :/ngl(jaﬁl) =0, +=12,...,n
vi€Vi

(3.13)
Furthermore, if the (CQ) is satisfied at &, then (3.13) holds with y* # 0.

Proof. Let & € ¥-quasi-S*(RP). By using Theorem 3.2, we obtain sequences z'¥ — z, 22¢ — 7,
2?F — 7, yr € KT with ||lyi|| = 1, ap € Ry, a7, € 5(y,’;,f>(x1k), x5 € akgqﬁ(x%), and
x5, € N (z3%; Q) satisfying

0 € oy + a3y + a3+ (Wi V) + 1) Bxe, (3.14)

o (%) = 0 as k — oo.
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Now we can consider two possibilities for the sequence {ay }:

Case 1: Suppose that {ay} is bounded, therefore without loss of generality we can assume
that ay — a € Ry as k — oo. In addition, since the sequence {y;} C K™ is bounded, by
applying the weak™ sequential compactness of bounded sets in duals to Asplund spaces, there is
no loss of generality in assuming that y; w y* € KT with ||g*|| = 1 as k — oo. Let 1 > 0 be
a Lipschitz modulus of f around Z. It is obvious that ||z].|| < £1 [Jyg]| < €1 for all k € N (see,
[27]). As above, by taking a subsequence, if necessary, that z7, w, x] € X* as k — oo. Due to
the boundedness of {a}} and the Lipschitz continuity of ¢ around z, the sequence {3, } is also
bounded. In this regard, we can have z35 € X* such that x5, s x5 € X* as k — oo. Using the

part (i) of Lemma 2.1 to the inclusion z7, € §<y;’;, ) (x*) gives us,

(@5, —yk) € N((z', f(z'%));gph ), keN.

Passing the limit as & — oo and applying the definitions of normal cones (2.1) and (2.2), we
obtain (z7, —y*) € N((z, f(Z)); gph f), which equals to

1 € 0y, /)(), (3.15)
due to the part (ii) of Lemma 2.1. Similarly, we get
x5 € a0¢(T). (3.16)
From (3.14), there exists by € By~ such that

* * * 1 * * N7
— ] — Ty — (<yk;ﬂ9> + %)bk =13, € N(x?’k;Q), k e N. (3.17)

Supposing b; — b* € Bx+ as k — oo and passing (3.17) to the limit as £ — oo, as well as

considering (2.1) and (2.2), we arrive at
—x] — x5 — (§*, " € N(T; Q).
Combining the latter with (3.15) and (3.16) gives us
0€9(y", f)(Z) + adp(z) + (§*,9) Bx~ + N(z;Q).

Now, similar to the proof of Theorem 3.1, there exists f := ({1, fi2, ..., fin) € A(Z), with

n
Z'Ri =land i; =0foralli e {1,2,...,n}\ I(Z), such that
i=1

0 €0l @) +a Y et co( U {Bugi@v) | v e i@} + ", 0) By + N Q).
i=1

Dividing the above inclusion by 5 := ||7*|| + « |||, and then setting y* := % and p:= — [, we

|2

have some y* € KT and p:= (p1, po, ..., un) € R, with [|y*|| + [|u|| = 1, such that

0€ay, fHz)+ ZW cl*co( U {Gxgi(:i,vi) | v; € Vz(;f)}) + (y*,¥)Bx+ + N(z;). (3.18)
i=1
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In addition to that, we can obtain v; € V; such that ¢;(Z,v;) = ma&c 9i(Z,v;) = ¢;(Z) for each
vieV;

i =1,2,...,n. Furthermore, a (%) = 0 since oy, ¢(2?¥) — 0 as k — co. By considering that
¢i(x) = ¢(z) for all ¢ € I(Z), we arrive at

o o _ 15 _
pi 9i(%,0;) = - fui i(7) = — [a ¢(z)] = 0,
B B
ie., pigi(Z,v;) = p max g;(Z,v;) = 0 for all i € {1,2,...,n}. This together with (3.18) yields

viEV;

(3.13).
Case 2: Next we assume that {aj} is unbounded. If /5 > 0 be a Lipschitz constant of ¢
around Z, then we have

|25l < €2 for all k € N.

Applying the latter inequality and considering the We;ak* sequential compactness of bounded
sets in duals to Asplund spaces, we may suppose that L2k N x5 € X* as k — oo. From (3.14),
there exists by € Bx~ such that “

1
coan (WD)

B R = 23k ¢ N(23,Q), kel (3.19)
e e (67 (6792

Passing (3.19) to the limit as k — oo and taking (2.1) and (2.2) into account, we obtain
— x5 € N(z;9Q). (3.20)
Similar to the Case 1, we get from the inclusion 7%, € ay, 5(;5(:1:%) that

(23, —ak) € N((z%, p(z?")); gph ¢)

for each k € N. So
rh ~
(%2,-1) € N(@™, 9(a*));goh 6), k€ N.

Qg
Assuming k — oo and considering (2.2) again, we have (x5, —1) € N((Z, #(Z)); gph ¢), which is
equivalent to
x5 € 0¢(T).
The latter inclusion with (3.20) indicate that
0 € 0¢(x) + N(z;).

Proceed as in the proof of Theorem 3.1, we have p = (u1,p2,...,pun) € R\ {0}, with
||| = 1, satisfying

0e€ z”:m cl*co( U {&Egi(a_c,vi) | v; € VAQ‘:)}) + N(7; Q).
i=1

Moreover, due to the unboundedness of {az} and ay, ¢(x2*) — 0 as k — oo, we can choose 7; € V;
such that p; ¢;(Z,0;) = wi ¢i(T) = pi ¢(&) =0 for each i = 1,2,...,n. So, (3.13) holds by taking
y* i =0e€ KT.

Finally, assuming that Z satisfies the (CQ) in the Case 1, directly from (3.13) we can arrive
at y* # 0, which supports the last statement of the theorem and completes the proof. O



Approximate solutions for robust multiobjective optimization programming in Asplund spaces 15

Remark 3.2. Theorem 3.3 reduces to [54] with ¥ = 0, [52] with Y = R?, and [25] and [53] in the
case of finite-dimensional optimization. Note further that our approach here, which involves the
fuzzy necessary optimality condition in the sense of the Fréchet subdifferential and the inclusion
formula for the limiting subdifferential of maximum functions in the setting of Asplund spaces,

is totally different from those ones presented in the aforementioned papers.

We then return to an example to illustrate Theorem 3.3 for an uncertain multiobjective

optimization problem.

2
Example 3.3. Suppose that X :=R2, Y :=R3, Q:=R% V;:=[-1,1],i=1,2, V= [[ V;, and
i=1
K := ]R‘}r. consider the following uncertain optimization problem:

(UP) ming {f(z) | gi(z,v;) <0, Yo; € Vy, i = 1,2},
where f: X =Y, f:=(f1, f2, f3) are given by

fi(z1,x2) = —2x1 + 22|,

fo(z,22) = — 3x2 + 2,

1] +1
1

f3($1,1'2) = W

and g: X x V = R? g:= (g1, g0) are defined by

—|$2—1’—1,

g1(z1, 2, v1) = v?|xs| + max {xl, 2$1} — 3|v1],

g2(x1, 2, v2) = —3|z1| + v2wa — 2,

where v; € V;, 1 = 1,2. It is obvious that
{v%|$2\ + max {z1,2z1 } — 3Jv1| <0 Yoy € V1} = {(z1,22) € X | 21 <0 and |za| < —z1 + 3},
and, due to z1 < 0, it can be verified that
{ —3|x1| + vexe —2 <0 Vg € Vz} = {(1‘1,1‘2) €X | z1 <0and |ro] < —3z1 + 2}.
Therefore, the robust feasible set is

1
F={(z1,22) € X | D) <z <0 and |zo| < —3x; —I—Z}U

1
{(z1,22) € X | 21 < —5 and |zg| < —x1 + 3},

which is represented in Figure 1.
Let 9 := (¥1,92,93) = (0,1,0) € K and consider z := (0,0) € F', hence N(z,Q) = {(0,0)}.
Suppose z := (x1,22) € F and take x1 < 0, we get f1(z) — f1(Z) + ||z — Z||¥1 > 0. Therefore

flx) = (@) + ||z — z||9 ¢ —int K
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X2

|X2| = = 3x1+2

Figure 1: Robust feasible set of problem (UP) in Example 3.3

for all z € F, i.e., T is a weakly robust J-quasi-efficient solution of problem (UP). Note further
that

¢1(Z) = max ¢g1(z,v1) = max (—3|v1|) =

v1EVY v1EVY
T) = max T,v9) = max(vg —2) = —1.
$2(Z) y2€v292( ,V2) WGVQ( 2 —2)

So ¢(z) = max {¢1(Z), ¢2(z)} = 0, V1(z) = {0}, and V2(Z) = {1}. After calculations, we get

O1i(x) = {=2} x [=11), 0(®) = [-1,1 x {=3}, 9fs@) = [-5.3] x {-1.1},

and also

[1,2] x {0},
[—3,3] x {1}.

={ie{1,2} | ¢(z) = ¢(z)} = {1}, it easily follows from (3.21)

cl*co (83091 (Z,v1 = O))

clco(0,92(7,v2 = 1)) (3.21)

On the other hand, since I(z
that the (CQ) is satisfied at .
2
Finally, there exist y* (\4[ ,[
b* = (0,0) € Bx+, and a* = (0,0) € N(z,2) such that

(202 (20 )G ()
(020190 9o,

and u; ma‘icgz(ac v;) =0 fori=1,2.
€

1
)€ KT and p = (

5:0) € R, with [ly*|| + [lull = 1,

The next theorem establishes a robust ¥-approximate (KKT) sufficient optimality condition
for (weakly) robust ¥-quasi-efficient solutions of problem (UP).
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Theorem 3.4. Assume that & € F satisfies the robust 9-approximate (KKT) condition.
(i) If (f,g) is O-type I pseudo convex on  at T, then T € J-quasi-SV(RP).
(i) If (f,g) is U-type II pseudo conver on ) at T, then T € J-quasi-S(RP).

Proof. Let & € F satisfy the robust ¥-approximate (KKT) condition. Therefore, there exist

y* € KH\{0}, u* € Aly*, £)(Z), s > 0, vF € cl*co(U{@xgi(a’:,vi) | v € Vi(:z«)}), i=1,2,...,n,
and b* € Bx~ such that

. (u +5 ol + (', 19>b*> e N(#:Q), (3.22)
=1
pi max 9i(Z,v;)) =0, i=1,2,...,n. (3.23)
vi€V;

Firstly, we justify (i). Argue by contradiction that & ¢ ¥-quasi-S*(RP). Hence, thereis & € F
such that f(2) — f(z) + || — Z||¥ € —int K. The latter gives us (y*, f(2) — f(Z) + ||z — Z||¥) < O
(see [37]). Since (f,g) is ¥-type I pseudo convex on 2 at &, we deduce from this inequality that
there exists w € —N(z; Q)" such that

(u*,w) + (y*, )|z — x| <0,

(3.24)
lwll < {2 — 2|
On the other side, it follows from (3.22) for w above that
(W w) + > s (vF,w) + (Y, )b, w) > 0. (3.25)
i=1

The relations (3.24) and (3.25) entail that
n
> v w) > 0.
i=1

To proceed, we assume that there is ig € {1,2,...,n} such that p;, (v} ,w) > 0. Taking

*
10’
into account that v; € cl*co( U {&Cgio(i‘,vio) | v, € Vio(a_:)}>, we get sequence {v .} C
co( U {&Cgio (Z,vig) | vig € Vig (:E)}) such that v . N v; . Hence, due to p;, > 0, there is
ko € N such that

(Vi kg » w) > 0. (3.26)

In addition, since v} , € CO(U{&BQZ‘O (Z,viy) | viy € Vig (5:)}), there exist vy € U{(?gcgio (Z,vig) |
S S

Vi, € Vio(f)} and p, > 0 with ZMP =1,p=12...,s s € N, such that v , = Zupv;.
p=1 p=1

S
Combining the latter together (3.26), we arrive at Z,up (vy, w) > 0. Thus, we can take py €

p=1
{1,2,...,s} such that

(Vpg> w) >0, (3.27)
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and choose v, € Vi () satisfying vy, € 0.:,(%, ;) due to vy € U{@xgio(a’;,vio) | vi, €
Vi (E)} Invoking now definition of type I pseudo convexity of (f,g) on Q at Z, we get from
(3.27) that

Gio (£,Vig) > Gio (T, Vig)- (3.28)
Note that v;, € V;,(Z), thus we have g¢;,(Z,v;,) = Jmax gi, (Z,vi,) which together with (3.23)
yields i, gio (%, 0;,) = 0. This implies by (3.28) that Zio gljo (&, 0i,) > 0, and hence g;, (&, v;,) > 0,
which contradicts with the fact that £ € F' and completes the proof of (i).

Assertion (ii) is proved similarly to the part (i). If Z ¢ ¥-quasi-S(RP), then there exists & € F’
such that f(z)—f(z)+||z—z||¥ € —K\{0}. Therefore & # z and (y*, f(z)— f(z)+||z—z||9¥) < 0.
Now by using the definition of type II pseudo convexity of (f,g) on Q at Z, we arrive at the
result. O

We immediately get the following robust J-approximate (KKT') sufficient optimality condition
from Remark 2.2(i) and Theorem 3.4.

Corollary 3.5. Let & € F satisfy the robust ¥-approzimate (KKT) condition and (f,g) is ¥-type
I pseudo convex on Q at T, then T € ¥-quasi-S(RP).

Remark 3.4. Theorem 3.4 reduces to [54] with ¢ = 0 and [52] with Y = RP, and improves [25],
[5], and [53] under pseudo convexity assumptions.

Let us present an example to show the viability of our new concept of pseudo convexity for
an uncertain multiobjective optimization problem.
2
Ezample 3.5. Let X, Y, Q, V;, i =1,2,V:= [[ Vi, K, f, and g be the same as Example 2.3.

i=1
Take the following uncertain optimization problem:

(UP) ming {f(z) | gi(z,v;) <0, Yo; € V;, i = 1,2},
From these constraints of inequality and equality for all v; € V;, i = 1,2, we get

1 1 1 1
{Zv%]xl\ + 51}%302 — v+ Z‘vl, <OV eV} ={zeR? |2 < —§]x1|},

1 1 1
{gzc% + |va|xe — |vo| + 1 Yug € V2} = {:U € R? | 29 < —ix%}.
So, obviously we can verify that

1 1
F={zeR®||z;]<1and x2§f§|x1|}U{x€R2 | |z1| > 1 and x2§f§$%},

as depicted in Figure 2. Let  := (0,0) € F and ¢ := (9¥1,92,93) € K be the same as Example
2.3. Note that

1
_ — 2
= P = _— —_ = 0’
¢1(7) = max g1(z,v1) = max (—vi + ffv1)
1

T) = T = — — :0
$2(7) ggﬁ;m(%vz) qglg;g( |v2|+4)
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X2

Figure 2: Robust feasible set of problem (UP) in Example 3.5

Then ¢(z) = max {61(z), é2(@)} = 0, Vi(z) = {—i}, and Vo(z) = {—i}. Tt follows from

Example 2.3 that 9f,(%) = [-5, 5] x {-%}, Ofo(7) = [—%, %} « {0}, Ofs(7) = [—4, 4] x {%}, and
eo(Oun(,01 = =7)) = [-op o) < {g5h cleo(Bun(m 2 = =) = (0,

and further that (f,g) is ¥-type I pseudo convex on  at Z. Note that there exist y* =

5 1
(—é,o, 5) € KT\ {0}, p=(0,1) € R%, and b* = (0, —1) € By~ satisfying
5 0 9 0 0
5 1 5 5 1 3
=02, 1)t 0 $o03)o e )
(802>_201+0 1o t{=g 0 5){00 )0
2 32 4

and p; max 9i(Z,v;) = 0 for i = 1,2. Therefore, the robust ¥-approximate (KKT) condition is
v; €V

satisﬁedlat Z:E. We have
1
fo(x) = fo(Z) + ||l — Z||V2 = §If€1\ + |z — Z[[¥1 >0

so f(z) — f(Z) + ||x — Z||9 ¢ —int K for all z € F, i.e., T is a weakly robust 9¥-quasi-efficient
solution of problem (UP).

On the other hand, if f is the same as Example 2.4, then (f, g) is ¥-type II pseudo convex on {2
at . We get fo(x)—fo(Z)+||x—Z||YJ2 > 0 for all x € F\{z}, thus f(z)—f(Z)+]||z—zZ|¢ ¢ —K\{0}

for all z € F, i.e., T is a robust ¥-quasi-efficient solution of problem (UP).

4 Robust duality

In this section, we formulate the ¥- Mond- Weir-type dual robust problem (RD ) for (RP), and
explore the weak, strong, and converse duality relations between the corresponding problems

under pseudo convexity assumptions.
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Given ¥ € K, in connection with the problem (RP), we introduce a dual robust multiobjective

optimization problem in the sense of Mond-Weir as follows:

(RDMW) maxpg {f(z7y*7:u’) = f(Z) | (z,y*,,u) € FMW}7

where Fyw is the feasible set defined by

Fyw = {(z,y’%u) € Qx KT\ {0} xR} | 0€0(y*, f)(2) + Y _ mivi + (y*,9)Bx- + N(2;Q),

i=1
v?i'k € CI*CO< U {aﬁﬂgi(’z?vi) | v; € Vl(z)}>7 223 gi(Z,’Ui) > 07 1= 1727 v 7”}'
Definition 4.1. Let ¢ € K, one says a vector (z,y*, i) € Fyrw is
(i) a robust ¥-quasi-efficient solution of problem (RD,y17), denoted by (2, 5", ii) € ¥-quasi-S(RD ),
iff

f(zvg*vﬂ) ﬁ f(z,y*,,u) - HZ - 2”19, V(z,y*,u) € Fuw,

(ii)) a weakly robust ¥-quasi-efficient solution of problem (RDj;y), denoted by (z,3*, i) €
Y-quasi-S* (RD ), iff

f'(§7g*7/j) 74 f(27y*7ﬂ) - ||Z - 2H§7 V(Z, y*7 M) € FMW
In what follows, we use the following notations for convenience:

u<veu—veE—intK, wuAwvisthe negation of u < v,

u=veu—ve—K\{0}, uAwvisthe negation of u < v.

Weak duality relations between the primal problem (RP) and the dual problem (RD /1) is

declared in the following theorem.
Theorem 4.1. (Weak Duality) Let z € F', and let (z,y", 1u) € Fyrw .
(i) If (f,g) is O-type I pseudo convex on Q at z, then f(x) £ f(z,y*, u) — ||z — 2||9.
(ii) If (f,g) is 9-type II pseudo convex on Q at z, then f(z) £ f(z,y*, p) — ||z — 2||9.
Proof. By (z,y*, 1) € Fyw, there exist u* € 9(y*, f)(z), wi > 0, vf € cl*co( U {&Cgi(z,vi) |
v; € Vi(z)}>, i=1,2,...,n, and b* € Bx- such that
— (u* + zn:ui v; + <y*,19>b*) € N(z;Q), (4.1)
=1
wigi(z,v,) >0, i=1,2,...,n.

To prove (i), suppose that f(z) < f(z,y* p) — ||z — z[|0. Hence (y*, f(zx) — f(z,y* p) +
|z — z||¥) < 0 due to y* # 0. This is nothing else but (y*, f(x) — f(z) + ||z — z||¥) < 0. Since
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(f,g) is ¥-type I pseudo convex on  at z, we infer from the last inequality that there exists
w € —N(z;Q)" such that

<U*7w> + <y*,19>HJ} - ZH < 07

[wll <l = =]-

Besides, it follows from (4.1) for w above that
n
(W w) + > p (vF, w) + (Y, )b, w) > 0.
i=1
Combining the latter relations, we get that

5w {of ) >0,
=1

*
107

Now suppose that there is ig € {1,2,...,n} such that u;, (v} ,w) > 0. Proceeding similarly
to the proof of Theorem 3.4(i) and replacing & — = with  — 2z give us g;,(z,v;,) > 0, which
contradicts with x € F'.

Next to justify (ii), we proceed similarly to the part (i) by employing ¥-type II pseudo
convexity of (f,g) on Q at z, if f(z) < f(z,y*, 1) — ||x — 2||Y, then = # 2 and we infer that there

exists w € —N(z; Q)" such that (u*,w) + (y*,9)||z — z|| < 0 and ||w| < ||z — z]|. O
We now establish a strong duality theorem which holds between (RP) and (RD /).

Theorem 4.2. (Strong Duality) Let z € SY(RP) be such that the (CQ) is satisfied at this
point. Then, there exists (§*, i) € KT\ {0} x R such that (Z,5*, ) € Fyw. Furthermore,

(i) If (f, g) is O-type I pseudo convex on Q at z for all z € Q, then (Z,7*, 1) € SY(RDw).
(ii) If (f,g) is O-type II pseudo convex on § at z for all z € Q, then (Z,y*, 1) € S(RDyw).

Proof. Thanks to Theorem 3.3, we find y* € K+ \ {0}, u* € 9(y*, f)(Z), i >0, v} € cl*co( U
{8zgi(a_c,vi) | v; € Vl(a_c)}), 1=1,2,...,n, and b* € Bx« such that

= (Y vt () € N(@;9),
=1

pi max gi(z,v;) =0, i1=12,...,n. (4.2)

vi€EV;

Putting §* := y* and g := (p1, p2, - .., pn), we get (y*, 1) € K1\ {0} x R. Furthermore, the
inclusion v; € V;(Z) means that g;(z,v;) = max 9i(Z,u;) for all s € {1,2,...,n}. Thus, it stems
from (4.2) that p; gi(z,v;) =0,i=1,2,... ,;L. éo (Z, 5", p) € Fyw

(i) As (f,g) is ¥-type I pseudo convex on Q at z for all z € Q, applying (i) of Theorem 4.1

gives us

F@,5%,p0) = f(@) A f(z,9" 1) = |7 — 2[|9
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for each (z,y*, u) € Farw. Therefore (z, 5%, i) € SY(RDysw).
(ii) As (f,g) is ¥-type II pseudo convex on € at z for all z € Q, applying (ii) of Theorem 4.1

allows us
F@ g, m 2 [z 0 -1z — 2|9

for each (z,y*, u) € Farw. Therefore (z,y*, i) € S(RDyw). O

Remark 4.1. If in Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.2, we set ¢ = 0 then these theorems reduce to
[54] and [54].

Theorem 4.3. (Strong Duality) Let & € F be such that the robust 9-approximate (KKT)
condition is satisfied at this point. Then, there exists (§*, i) € KT\{0} xR such that (Z,7*, i) €

Fyrw. Moreover,

(i) If (f,g) is O-type I pseudo convex on 2 at z for all z € Q, then (z,y*, 1) € SY(RDymw)
and T € SY(RP).

(i1) If (f,q) is O-type II pseudo convex on Q at z for all z € Q, then (Z,y*, 1) € S(RDyw)
and T € S(RP).

Proof. Since T € F satisfies the robust ¥-approximate (KKT) condition, we find y* € K+ \ {0},
u* € oy*, ) (@), ui >0, v € cl*co(U {dcgi(i',vi) | v; € Vz(a’:)}), i=1,2,...,n,and b* € Bx-
such that

n
— (u* + Z,ui vy + (y*,ﬁ)b*) € N(z;Q),

i=1
w; max g;(z,v;) =0, i=1,2,...,n.
v; €V
Now similar to the proof of Theorem 4.2, we can arrive at the result. O

Remark 4.2. (i) Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.3 develop [52] and [52] with ¥ = RP.

(ii) Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.3 develop [8] and [8] with @ = X and ¥ = 0.
Note further that our approach here is totally different from those ones presented in the afore-

mentioned papers.

We conclude this section by presenting converse duality relations between (RP) and (RD /).
Theorem 4.4. (Converse Duality) Let (z,y*, i) € Farw be such that © € F.
(i) If (f,g) is O-type I pseudo convex on Q at T, then T € SY(RP).

(ii) If (f,g) is U-type II pseudo conver on  at T, then T € S(RP).
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Proof. Since (Z,y*, 1) € Fuw, there exist u* € 9(y*, f)(Z), s > 0, vf € cl*co( U {&vgi(a’:,vi) ]
v; € Vz(f)}), 1=1,2,...,n, and b* € Bx+ such that

- (u +5 vl + 19>b*> € N(%;9), (4.3)
=1

b gi(T,v;) >0, i=1,2,...,n.

Let us prove (i) by contradiction. Suppose that z ¢ S*(RP). Therefore, there is & € F' such
that f(2)—f(z)+|2—Z||9 € —int K. The latter inclusion provides (g*, f(%)—f(Z)+||2—z||¢) < 0.
By the ¥-type I pseudo convex on 2 at Z, we infer from this inequality that there exists w €
—N(z; Q)" such that

(u®w) + (y*, D)||& — Z| <0,

Jwl| < [l& -z
Moreover, from (4.3) we have for w
n
(W w) + > i (vF, w) + (Y, )b, w) > 0.
i=1
So, the above relationships entail that
Zﬂi (vi,w) > 0.

Now argue as in Theorem 3.4(i)’s proof, one can arrive at the result.

The proof of (ii) is similar to that of (i), so we omit the corresponding details. O

Remark 4.3. If in Theorem 4.4, we set ¥ = 0 then this theorem reduces to [54].
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