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Motivated by important applications, the theory of mathematical programming
has been extended to the case of infinitely many restrictions. At the same time,
this theory knew remarcable developments since invexity and its further general-
izations have been introduced as substitute of convexity. Here, we consider the
multiobjective programming with a set of restrictions indexed in a compact. We
obtain optimality criteria of Kuhn-Tucker type under new weaker invexity condi-
tions. Also some dual probles are introduced and it is proved that the weak and
strong duality properties hold within the same environement.
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INTRODUCTION

The theory of semi-infinite programming was developed in the last two
decades due to its important applications. Numerous researches and extensive
studies pushed on the limits of the classical mathematical programming theory
considering infinitely many restrictions. We refer the readers to [6], [3] and
[12] for both the theoretical progress in semi-infinite programming and for
mathematical and technical problems where this theory can be applied.

As well as in the classical case, the basic theoretical results in semi-infinite
programming are established under some additional convexity assumptions.
On the other hand, the theory of the classical single and multiobjective pro-
gramming has been considerably extended when the convexity was replaced
by weaker invexity like properties.

As this is well-known, the concept of invexity has been introduced in lite-
rature in 1981 by Craven [2], after Hanson [4] showed that both weak duality
and Kuhn-Tucker sufficiency for optimum in the mathematical programming
hold when convexity is replaced by a weaker condition. The theory of mathe-
matical programming has grown remarkably when invexity and its further
extensions were been used in the settings of optimality conditions and duality
theory. After the works of Hanson and Craven, other types of differentiable
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functions have been introduced with the intent of generalizing invex functions
from different points of view. Hanson and Mond [5] introduced the concept
of F-convexity and Jeyakumar [7]| generalized Vial’s p-convexity ([10]) intro-
ducing the concept of p-invexity. The concept of generalized (F, p)-convexity,
introduced by Preda [8] is in turn an extension of the above properties and was
used by several authors to obtain relevant results. The (F, p)-convexity was re-
cently generalized to (P, p)-invexity by Caristi et al. [1] to extend fundamental
theoretical results of mathematical programming.

Now we consider the multiobjective programming to obtain necessary
and sufficient condition for optimum and duality results, in the semi-infinite
case, under new invexity type conditions. In this way we extend the classical
theory of the multiobjective programming both by allowing infinitely many
restrictions and by weakening convexity (or invexity) assumptions.

The problem to be considered here is the multiobjective programming
(vector programming) problem

(VP): min{f(z) |z € Xo, g(z,y) <0Vy €Y},

where Xj is an open subset of R”, Y is a nonempty compact set in a Banach
space, the objective vector function f = (f1,..., fp) : Xo — RP is differentiable
on Xy and the restriction function g : Xg x Y +— R is such that g(-,y) is
differentiable on Xy, for each y € Y and g(«,-) is continuous on Y, for each
z € Xo.

All these conditions will be always assumed but they will be not expli-
citly mentioned elsewhere. However, for necessity criteria or for some duality
results, stronger or additional properties upon g are required and we shall
specify them each time when they will be needed.

Since Y is a nonempty compact, for each x € Xy the set Y (x) = {ij €
Y | g(z,y) = sup g(x,Y)} is also a nonempty compact.

yey

Let us denote by X = {z € Xy | g(z,y) < 0, Yy € Y} the set of all
feasible solutions of the problem (V' P).

For each = € Xg let be J(z) ={y € Y | g(x,y) = 0}. If x is a feasible
solution, then J(z) is the index set of active restrictions and if z € X and
J(z) # 0, then J(z) =Y (x).

The gradient of f; will be denoted by V f; while for the vector g—g we
prefer the symbol V,g.

Finally, note that as usually the operator “min” in (V' P) means that we
are required to solve the problem according to one of the following characte-
rizations of the optimum:
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Definition 1. The feasible solution a € X is said to be weakly efficient if
there is no x € X such that

fi(x) < fi(a), for alli =1,...,p(f(x) < f(a)).

Definition 2. The feasible solution a € X is said to be efficient if there
is no z € X such that

fi(z) < fi(a), foralli =1,...,pand f(x) # f(a)(f(x) < f(y), f(z) # f(y))-

Definition 3. The feasible solution a € X is said to be properly efficient
if it is efficient and, there exists a constant K such that, for every x € X and
i €{1,...,p} for which f;(x) < fi(a), then there is some j € {1,...,p} such
that f;j(a) < fj(x) and

fila) = fi(z) < K(f;(z) — f;(a)).
(®,p) AND (&, p)*-INVEXITY

First all, let us recall the definition of one usual generalization of the con-
cept of convexity, beyond topological structure. In particular, for the present
approach we consider real valued functions defined on R®*!, or on a convex
subset C' of this space.

Definition 4. ® : C — R is said to be quasi-convex if, for each a € R,
the set {c € C' | ®(c) < a} is convex.

A stronger property is also considered in

Definition 5. ® : C' — R is said to be strictly quasi-convex if it is quasi-
convex and ®(Ac! + (1 — A)e?) < 0, whenever ®(c!) < 0, ®(c?) < 0 and
A€ (0,1).

Remark 1. If ® is strictly quasi-convex and ¢!,...,c* € C such that
®(c') < 0fori € I and ®(c') <0 fori € I, where ) # I C {1,...,n} and
I={1,...,n}\I, then (3", Xic) < 0 for every A1,...,\, > 0 such that
Yoy Ai=1and \; > 0 for at least one i € 1.

In the next definitions ® is a real valued function defined on Xy x X x
R™ ! and p : Xo x Xg — R. If an element of the (n + 1)-dimensional Euclidean
space R™1! is represented as the ordered pair (y,r), with y € R” and r € R,
it is always assumed that

(1) ®(x,a,(0,7)) > 0 for every (z,a) € Xo x Xo and r > 0.

Let h be a differentiable real valued function defined on Xy and a € Xj.



220 Giuseppe Caristi, Massimiliano Ferrara and Anton Stefanescu 4

Definition 6. 1. h is said to be (P, p)-invex at a with respect to X if, for
each z € X,

(2) ®(z,a,(Vh(a), p(x,a))) < h(z) — h(a)
and
(3) ®(z,a,-) is convex on R"T,

2. h is said to be weakly (@, p)-invex ((®, p)*-invex) at a with respect to
X if, for each z € X, it satisfies (2) and

(3" ®(z,a,-) is strictly quasi-convex on R,

It is obvious that the (P, p)*-invexity generalizes the (P, p)-invexity in-
troduced in [1]. Also, for

(I)(:C’ a, (yaT)) = F(SE, CL?y) + pd(m,y),

where F' is sublinear in the third argument and p is constant, (®, p)-invexity
becomes the (F, p)-convexity of [8].

Generalizing (P, p)-invexity ((®, p)“-invexity), several other weaker con-
ditions could be also defined under the same restrictions for the function ®.

Definition 7. @ is said to be
(®, p)-quasi invex ((P®, p)*-quasi invex) at a with respect to X, if ® sa-
tisfies (3) (respectively, (3')) and

®(x,a,(Ve(a),p)) <0 whenever p(z) — ¢(a) <0 for some z € X;

(®, p)-semistrict quasi invex ((®, p)”-semistrict quasi invex) at a with
respect to X, if @ satisfies (3) (respectively, (3')) and

O(z,a, (Vep(a)p)) <0, whenever p(z) — p(a) < 0 for some x € X;

(®, p)-strict quasi invex ((P, p)*-strict quasi invex) at a with respect to
X, if it is (P, p)-quasi invex and (P, p)-semistrict quasi invex (respectively,
(P, p)“-semistrict quasi invex and (P, p)"”-semistrict quasi invex) at a with
respect to X.

Obviously, (®, p)-invexity implies (P, p)-strict quasi invexity.

As usual, we will say that the above properties hold on X if they are
verified for each a € Xj.

Everywhere in the rest of this paper, the invexity properties will be
considered as defined with respect to the set X of feasible solutions. But, for
the sake of the simplicity, we will always omit this specification.
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SUFFICIENT CONDITIONS FOR EFFICIENCY

In this section we are dealing with sufficient criteria for efficiency in the
problem (V' P). As well as in the classical case, these criteria consist of an
analogous of the Kuhn-Tucker conditions and a substitute of convexity. What
is remarkable is the fact that in the Kuhn-Tucker conditions are involved only
finitely many restrictions. As substitute of convexity to ensure the sufficiency
of the Kuhn-Tucker conditions we use (@, p)*-invexity or some generalized
(P, p)¥-invexity. Thus, we extend the classical theory in two ways; allowing
infinitely many restrictions and weakening convexity (or invexity) conditions.

The first result establishes sufficient conditions for weakly efficient solu-
tions in (V P).

THEOREM 1. Let a € X be a feasible solution of (VP). Suppose that
there exist a non-negative integer k, non-negative scalars i, ..., Ap, (b1, - . ., [k,
and elements y’ € J(a), j =1,...,k, such that

p k
(4) D> AV i)+ 1 Vag(a,y’) =0
i=1 j=1

6 S >0
=1

If for each i, f; is (®, p;)V-semistrict quasi invex at a, for each j,g(-,y’) is
(®, pyi)*-quasi invex at a and Zle Aipi(x,a) + Z§:1 Hjpyi (T, a) >0, for all
x € X, then a is a weakly efficient solution of (V P).

Proof. Setting wo = > 0 _; A + 2?21 pi,vi = Aijwo, i =1,...,p, wj =
wi/wo, j =1,...,k, equality (4) becomes

p

k
Zvin(a) + ijvxg(a,yj) =0.
j=1

=1

Hence, for every x € X,

(6)
p k p k

d (:c, a, ( Z vV f(a) +Z w;Vzg(a, y), Z vipi(x,a)+ Z w;pyi (T, a))) >0.
i=1 j=1 i=1 j=1

Suppose that a is not weakly efficient. Then f;(x) < fi(a) for some
z € X and for all i = 1,...,p. This means that ®(z,a, (Vf(a),pi(z,a))) <0,
for i =1,...,p. Also, for each j, g(x,y’) — g(a,y’) < 0 and this implies that
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®(z,a,(Veg(a,y?), pyi(z,a))) < 0. Since ® is strictly quasi-convex in the third
argument and at least one v; is positive, we have

(7)

p
@(x,a,(ZvZVf —{—ij 29(a,y’ ,szpz T,a +ijpy] T a)>)<0
=1

=1 j=1

contradicting (6). O

Strengthening the assumptions concerning A we obtain sufficient condi-
tions for efficiency.

THEOREM 2. Let a € X be a feasible solution of (VP). Suppose that
there ewist non-negative integer k, non-negative scalars Ai, ..., Ap, i1, .. -, fk,
and elements y/ € J(a), j =1,...,k, such that (4) holds and

(8) Ai>0, i=1,...,p.

If for each i, f; is (®, p;)¥-semistrict quasi invex at a, for each j,9(-,y7) is
(®, pyi)*W-quasi invex at a, and Sk Nipilx, a) + Z?:l tjpyi(z,a) > 0 for all
x € X, then a is an efficient solution of (V P).

Proof. As in the above, if a is not efficient, we find x € X for which
®(x, 0, (Vf(a), pi(z,)) < 0 for all i, ®(z,a,(Vf(a), pi(x,a)) < 0 for at
least one ¢. But all \; are positive so that we will arrive to the impossible
inequality (7). O

The next result concerns the proper efficiency.

THEOREM 3. Let a € X be a feasible solution of (V P). Suppose that
there exist the non-negative integer k, non-negative scalars Ai,..., Ap, pt1,. ..,
Uk, and elements y/ € J(a), j = 1,...,k, such that (4) and (8) hold. If

P Nifi is (P, po)W-semistrict quasi invex at a, for each j,g(-,y’) is
(@, pyi)*-quasi invex at a, and po(x,a) + Z?Zl pipysi (x,a) > 0 for all x € X,
then a is a properly efficient solution of (V P).

Proof. Let us prove first that
P
9) @(x,a, (Z)\ini(a),po(:n,a))) >0, VrelX.
i=1

If = (p1,. .., ) = 0 then >, AV fi(a) = 0 and po(z,a) > 0, Vz €
X, so that (9) is trivially satisfied.

Otherwise, if O,sett=—eb— vj=9— =Ly j=1,... k.
K ?é 1+Z?:1 Hj J Z§:1 Hj =it J

Then ¢ > 2, AV fi(a) + (1 — 1) Z?:l v;Vzg(a,y’) = 0, and tpo(z,a) + (1 —
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t) Z?:l vjpyi (w.a) > 0, for all z € X. Hence

k

¢ <£L‘, a, (t Z AiVfi(a) + (1 —1) Z v;Vaig(a,y’), tpo(z,a)
=1

J=1

k
+(1—1) Zvjpj(m.a)>> >0
j=1

for all x € X. ‘
Since for each j € J(a), g(-,%’) is (P, p,s)*-quasi invex at a, ®(x,a, (Vz
g(a’7 y])7 pyj ($7 a)) é O, hence

k
O(z,a, <Zvng(a,yj), Z vipj(x, a)> <0, VrelX.
j=1 jeJ(a)

Then, the strict quasi-convexity of ® implies again (9).

Now, let us show that «a is efficient. Suppose that this is not true. Then,

P i Xi(fi(z) = fi(a)) < 0 for some z € X, and since > ¢_; Aif; is (@, po)*-

semistrict quasi invex at a ®(z,a, (}7_; \iVfi(a), po(z,a)) < 0, contradic-
ting (9).

Finally, we will prove that a is properly efficient. If not for each positive
K there exists x € X and i € {1,2,...,p}, such that fj(a) — fi(x) > 0 and

(10) fila) = fi(z) > K(fj(x) = fi(a))
for every j € {1,2,...,p} satisfying fj(xz) > fj(a). In particular, take K =
(p — 1) maxi<p o<p k£ i—’; Since (10) holds for every j # i, we have

F(@) — fi@) > (o= DL (3(0) — fla)), Vi i

Summing these inequalities it results
P

> Xilfi(z) = fila)) <.

i=1
But >°F_; Xifi is (®, po)-semistrict quasi invex at a, that implies the inequa-
lity
P
d(z,a, <Z AiV fi(a), po(z, a))) <0
i=1

in contradiction with (9). O

COROLLARY 1. Let a € X be a feasible solution of (V P). Suppose that
there ewist non-negative integer k, non-negative scalars \i,...,Ap, (i1, -, [k,
and elements y/ € J(a), j = 1,...,k, such that (4) and (8) hold. If f; is
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(®, p;)-invez at a, for each i, g(-,y’) is (®, pyi)*-quasi inver at a for each j,
and Y8 Nipi(z, a) + 25:1 Hipyi(x,y) > 0 for all x € X, then a is properly
efficient.

Proof. From the inequalities

(:U a, <Z,U«zvfz ZM@M)) i x a, vfl( ) Z))
< zp:lti(fi(ﬂf) — fi(a))

=1

P P
it results that > A, f; is (@, po)“-invex at a, where po(z,a) = > pipi(z,a). O
i=1 i=1

NECESSARY CONDITIONS

Besides the general conditions required for Xg, Y and f in the definition
of the problem (V' P) we will assume, everywhere in this section, the following
properties for g:

(11) g(-,y) € C*(Xyp) for each y €Y,
(12) g(-,-) and V,g(-,-) are continuous on Xy x Y.

The main result of this section establishes that (4) and (5) hold if a
is weakly efficient and ¢ satisfies some “constraints qualification” involving
generalized (@, p)“-invexity. Moreover, the number of restrictions involved in
(4) can be limited to at most n. That means that in the corresponding suf-
ficiency result (Theorem 1) the integer & may be also chosen as less than n.
This fact has important computational implications, because it reduces the
number of possible combinations of ¢’ that we need to consider for finding
efficient solutions.

We begin by finding Fritz John type conditions as necessary for weak
efficiency. In some sense our result is the counterpart of those established in
[9] for the minmax programming with finitely many restrictions.

The following lemma is helpful for the proof of the main result.

LEMMA 1. Let a be a feasible solution of (VP). If J(a) # 0 and there
exists n € R™ such that

(1, Vzg(a,y)) <0 forally € J(a),
then there exists 6 > 0 such that
a+tn e Xo and g(a+tn,y) <0 for every t € (0,0) and all y €Y.
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Proof. Since the function ¢(-) = (1, Vgg(a,-)) is continuous on the

compact J(a), there exists some a < 0 such that sup ¢(y) < a. Choose
y€J(a)

B € (0,—5). Since ¢ is uniformly continuous on the compact Y, there exists

e > 0 such that |o(y) — ¢(¥')| < B whenever y,y/ € Y, |ly —¢/|| < . Then

o(y) < § for every y in the open set Y. = {y € Y | |ly — /| < ¢, for some

2
y' € J(a)}. Hence sup o(y) < 0.
yeYe
Now, since (1, V,g(-,-)) is continuous on Xy x Y, there exists an open

neighborhood V! C X of a such that su};/) (n,Vzg(x,y)) <0 for every z € V1.
yeYe

Obviously, there exists §; > 0 such that a+tn € V! for every t € (0, 1), so that
(n, Vzg(a+tn,y)) <0 for every ¢t € (0,41) and all y € Y.
Pick an t € (0,01) and let be y € Y.. Since

gla+tn,y) —gla,y) =t (n, Vegla + &tn,y)) for some £ € (0,1),
it results that

(13) gla+tn,y) < gla,y) <0 for every t € (0,61) and all y € Y.

On the other hand, g(a,y) < 0 for any y € Y \ Y.. Since Y \ Y. is

compact, this implies that sup g(a,y) < 0. Invoke again the continuity
yeY\Ye

of sup ¢g(-,y) and find an open neighborhood V2 C Xj of a such that
yeY\Ye

sup g(x,y) < 0 for every x € V2. Also, find do > 0 such that a +tn € V2
yeY'\Yz
for t € (0,02) and then

(14) gla+tn,y) <O0,for every t € (0,d2) and all y € Y \ Y.
Finally, take 6 = min{d;,d2} and the conclusion of the lemma follows from

(13) and (14). O

THEOREM 4. Assume that a is a weakly efficient solution of (V P). Then
there exist a non-negative integer k < n + 1, vectors A = (A1,...,\,) € R’i,
= (p1,..., k) € Ri, and elements y/ € J(a), j = 1,...,k, such that the
equality (4) holds and

k L
(15) ZA#ZW =1

Proof. The system
(16) (n,Vfi(a)) <0, i=1,....,p,
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(17) (1, Vzg(a,y)) <0, ye€J(a)

has no solution n in R™. To show this, suppose the contrary and let n satisfy
(16) and (17).
If J(a) # (0 apply Lemma 1 and find ¢ > 0 such that a 4+ tn € Xy and

sup g(a+tn,y) <0 for all ¢t € (0,4").
yey
If J(a) = 0 then supg(a,y) < 0 and since sup g(-,y) is continuous we
yey yey
can find again ¢’ as above.
Now, since the objective functions are differentiable, for each i there

exists a continuous function w; : [0, 00) with }ir% w;i(0) = 0 such that

fila+tn) = fi(a) = (tn, V fi(a)) + t ||n[| wi(t)

whenever ¢t > 0 and a + tn € Xj.
Obviously, there exists §; > 0 such that a + tn € Xy and (n, Vfi(a)) +
Inllw;(t) < 0 for every t € (0,0;). Hence a + tn € X and

fila+1tn) — fi(a) <0

for every i = 1,...,p and t € (0,6 ), where §" = lréliil d;. Taking 6 =
<i<p

min{4d’, 0"}, it follows that for any t € (0,9), a+tn € X and fi(a+1tn) < fi(a)
fori=1,...,p, which is absurd.

Now, apply the strict separation theorem for the convex hull co @ of the
compact set Q = {Vzg(a,y) |y € J(a)} U{Vfi(a) | i = 1,...,p} and the
origin of R™. If 0 ¢ co @ then (n, q) < 0 for some 7 and for all ¢ € co @, so that
7 would be a solution of the system (16), (17). Because this is not possible,
it follows that 0 € co @), so that 0 is a linear convex combination of at most
n+ 1 points of Q. [

Remark 2. As any point in co () may be represented as a convex linear
combination of n + 1 points in (), the number of all non-zero components of
(A, p) in (4) can be limited to at most n + 1.

As well as in the classical case, the optimality implies the Kuhn-Tucker
conditions provided some constraints qualification are satisfied. Slater’s con-
dition cannot play the role of such constraints qualification without additional
convexity assumptions on the restriction functions. Following the same line as
in the previous section, we will show that the convexity can be replaced by
the weaker condition of (®, p,)"-invexity.

An obvious extension of Slater’s condition to the infinite case is

there exists z° € X such that sup g(a:o, y) < 0.
yey
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A weaker form of this condition appears in [6]:

(18) for each n + 1 points y',...,y" " € Y
there exists € X such that g(z,y’) <0, j=1,...,n+ 1.

THEOREM 5. Let a be a weakly efficient solution of (V P). Suppose that
(18) holds (weak Slater’s condition), and that for each y € J(a), g(-,y) is
(®, py)*-semistrict quasi inver at a, where py(x,a) > 0 for every x € X.
Then (4) and (5) hold for some X\ = (Ai,...,Ap) € R, X #0,0 < k < n,
/’L:(M17"'7l’l’kf)€Ri7andyj€Y<a)7j:17"'7k'

Proof. By previous theorem, (4) holds for some y',...,4* € J(a) and
non-negative vectors A and u. Moreover, we can assume that the number of
non-zero components of (A, ) is at most n + 1. All that we need to prove is

that at least one A; should be positive.
If it is not this case, then

k
(19) > wiVagla,y’) =0
j=1

and pu > 0, Z?:l p; = 1. Let € X satisfy (18) with respect to y!,...,y*.
Since g(z,7)—g(a,y’) = g(x,y?) < 0 we have ®(z,a, (Vag(a,y’), pyi (z,a))) <
0. Hence the quasi-convexity of ® implies the inequality

k k
o (x a, (Z 1Vag(a, 1), S oy (a, a))) <0.
j=1 j=1

But the opposite inequality follows from (4) because E?Zl tipyi(x,a) > 0. O

THEOREM 6. Let a be a properly efficient solution of (V P). If all assump-
tions of one of the last two previous theorems hold, then there exist A; > 0,
i=1,...,p,0<k<n,u; >0,j=1,....k and 3y € J(a), j = 1,...,k,
verifying (4).

Proof. Since a is weakly efficient, the previous theorem applies, so that
there exist \0 € RE, XN £0, kg <n, 1l e Ri‘) and y% € J(a), j =1,..., ko,
such that

P ko .
(20) Z MV fi(a) + Z ,ungg(a, y%) = 0.

i=1 j=1
Set I(a) ={i € {1,...,p} | A) >0} and I(a) = {1,...,p} \ I(a). If I(a) =0
then A = A% and p = pu". Otherwise, I(a) # 0 and I(a) # (. We are going
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to show that an equality similar with (4) is verified for a set of Lagrange
multipliers with increasing number of positive A;.

It is not hard to verify that a is an efficient solution in X of the mul-
tiobjective programming problem with objectives f;, i € I(a) and K fi + fi,
j € I(a), i € I(a), where K is the constant of Definition 3. Then Theorem 5
applies to this problem and we obtain a set of non-negative Lagrange multi-
pliers, \;, i € I(a), Nji, j € I(a), i € I(a) , and pj, j = 1,...,k, associated
to objectives, respectively, to some ¢/ € Y(a), j = 1,...,k, where 0 < k <n
such that

(21) S AVila)+ Y > MKV f(a) + Viia)+

i€I(a) J€l(a) icI(a)
+ Zﬂjvxg(a, y') =0,

Moreover, at least one of )\Z, Aji is not zero. Summing (19) and (20), and
setting )\1 =N+ Ky Nij ifi € I(a) and A} = )\ +2jer(a) Ni if i € 1(a)
we get,

jel

(22) Z)‘lvfz +ZN z9(a, y +Z,U’j z9(a, y =0.

Now, Al are positive for all i € I(a) and for at least one i € I(a). To end
the proof we need to show that (21) can be rewritten obtaining a new null
linear combination with the same coefficients A but with at most n nonzero
coefficients pu.

Note first that the vector ¢ = >-F_ A1V fi(a) cannot be 0. Otherwise, the
same reasoning as in the proof of Theorem 5 leads to a contradiction. Then,
the equality (21) becomes

ko+k
aod + Z a;Vgg(a,y’) =0,
=1

0 e
where o = 1 and o = 4 YOH; %f].— 1,..., ko,
1+2J 1UJ+E] 1 My J QO i —kg if j=ko+1,...,ko+k.

This means that 0 € coQg, where Qo = {q, Vaug(a,y™), j = 1,..., ko,
Veg(a,y?), 5 = 1,...,k}. Hence, 0 can be written as a convex combination
of at most n + 1 vectors of QQg. Obviously, the coefficient of d should be posi-
tive, otherwise a linear combination of V,g(a,v’) would be zero. Thus, there
exist k1 < n distinct points, say y'', ...,y among y°t, ... yOko 4l .. . o
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such that
k1 .
Bog+ > BiVagla,yV) =0
j=1
for some By, B1,. .., Br, > 0, with Y-FL, 8; = 1. Dividing with 3y and denoting
,u] ﬁo’ j=1,..., k1, the above equality becomes

k1

Z)\IVfl +Z,uj 29(a,y)=0. O
j=1
DUALITY

For the case when Y is infinite, we introduce two duals of Mond-Weir
type. The second one reduces in the finite case to the most commonly used
formulation of the Mond-Weir dual, but the first one seems to be more in-
teresting in the general case, because it allows us to prove the basic duality
property under weaker invexity conditions.

P
(MW D) : max{f(u) | u € Xo, v=_(v1,...,vp) € R, Zvizl,

0<k<n, yl,...,ykGJ(u),w:(wl,...,wk)eRi,
Z'Uzvfz +ij mg(u Yy )_O}
7j=1

P
(MW Ds) : max{f(u) | u € Xo, v=_(v1,...,vp) €RE, Z%‘Zl,

k €N, yl,...,ykGY, w:(wl,...,wk)ERk

k
Z'UZsz —i—ij 29(u,y’) =0, Zw]guy >0}.
7j=1 7=1
The sets of feasible solutions of (MW D;) and (MW D3) will be denoted
by Uy, respectively, Us, but for both the problems a feasible solution will be
represented as (u,v, (k,y',...,y"), w).
The next two theorems concern (MW Dy).

THEOREM 7. Let z € X and (u,v,(k,y",...,y*),w) € Uy. Assume
that each fi, i = 1,...,p is (P, p;)*-semistrict quasi inver at u and each
g(-.y7), § = 1,...,k, is (D, p;)"-quasi invex at u, where > &, vipi(x,u) +
Z?Zl wjpyi(x,u) > 0. Then the relation f(u) > f(x) is impossible.
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Proof. Suppose the contrary, f(u) > f(x). Set \; = ﬁ, 1=
=1 Wj

_ wj S
1,...,p, puj = 1+Z§:1wj’]_1""’k' Then

p k
Do AVSiluw) + ) 1 Vaglu,y’) =0
=1

Jj=1

and
p k
Z Azpl(wﬁ U) + Z :u’jpyj (xv U) > 07
i=1 j=1

that imply the inequality

p k D k
o (ﬂf u, ( SNV i Vegu, 1), Y Nipi(@,w)+ Y pipy (x, U))> >0.
=1 7j=1 i=1 j=1

On the other hand, since each f; is (P, p;)"-semistrict quasi invex, the inequa-
lity fi(x) < fi(u) implies ®(z,u, (V fi(u), pi(u))) < 0, and since each g(-,y;)
is (®, p;)¥-quasi invex, the inequality g(z,y’) — g(u,y’) = g(z,3’) < 0 implies
O (2, u, (Veg(u,y?), pyi(z,u))) < 0. Since some ); are positive, the strict quasi-
convexity of ® give us the inequality

P k p k
o <$‘7 u, ( Z AV fi(u) —I—Z wiVag(u,y’), Z Aipi(x,u) +Z 1Py (T, u))) <0
i=1 j=1 i=1 j=1
contradicting the above inequality. [

THEOREM 8. Assume that g satisfies (11) and (12). Assume also that
the weak Slater’s condition (18) holds. Let a be a weakly efficient solution of
(VP). If each fi, i =1,...,p, is (P, p;)"-semistrict quasi inver on Xg, where
pi(a,u) >0 for every u € Xo, and each g(-,y), y € Y is (®, py)"-strict quasi
invexr on Xo, where min{p,(x,a), py(a,u)} > 0 for every (z,u) € X x Xo,
then there exist v € RE, k < n, 77" € J(a) and W € le_ such that
(a,7, (k, 7', ..., 7%), W) is a weakly efficient solution of (MW Dy).

Progf. By Theorem 5 there exist A = (A1,...,\,) € RE, XA #0, k<n,

gy € J(a) and p = (p1,...,p5) € ]R_Eir verifying (4). Set v; = p)‘i"/\_,

— =17

t=1,...,p, and w; = %, j = 1,...,k, we obtain a feasible solution
i=1""

(a,v, (k, 7", ... ,yE),w) of (MW Dy). Moreover, this solution is weakly efficient.
Otherwise, f(u) > f(a) for some (u,v, (k,y',...,y*),w) € Uy, that contradicts
Theorem 7. O
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Now, we will refer to the dual (MW D3). The first two theorems show
that the weak duality property hold under both (®, p;)* and (@, p;) invexity.

THEOREM 9. Let x € X and (u,v, (k,y',...,y"),w) € Us. Assume that
each fi, i = 1,...,p, is (P, p;)*-semistrict quasi inver at u and Z?Zl 1
g(-,y7) is (@, po)“-quasi inver at u, where Y b vipi(x,u) + po(x,u) > 0.
Then the relation f(u) > f(z) is impossible.

k

Proof. Set \i = <t i = 1,...,p and Anyy = HZJ%“’; Ob-
j=1Wj j=1Wj

viously, Y0y AV fi(u) + g1 Yy w;Vag(u,7) = 0 and Y0y Nipj(, u) +
An+t1po(z,u) > 0, and then

P k P
¢ <«T7 u, (Z szfz(u) + )‘n-i-l ijvxg(u7 yj)7 Z )‘ipi(xv u)+
=1

j=1 i=1
+Ant1p0(x, u))) >0.

Now, by way of contradiction, suppose that f(u) > f(x). Then,
O(z,u, (Vi(u),pi(u))) <0foralli=1,...,p

since f; are (P, p;)-semistrict quasi invex at u, and

P <x u, (Zk: w;Vag(u,y'), po(z, U))) <0

j=1

since Y0 wig(w,y’) — > i wig(u,y’) <0 and 320 wig(-,y’) is (P, po)*-
quasi invex at u. Hence, at least one J\; is positive. It follows that

D k D
® (a: u, (Z AV Fi(u) + A1 D wiVag(u,y?), Y Nipi(a,u)+
=1

j=1 i=1

+)\n+1p0(a:,u))> <0. O

Remark 3. Theorems 7 and 9 are not direct comparable because the
(P, po)™-quasi invexity of Z;‘;l ;g(-,y7) is not implied nor implies the (®, pg)¥
-quasi invexity of all g(-,y7).

THEOREM 10. Let x € X and (u,v, (k,y", ..., y*),w) € Us. Assume that
each fi, i =1,...,p, is (P, p;)-semistrict quasi invex at u and each g(-,y?),
J=1,...,k, is (®, p;)-invex at u, where Y 7_, vipi(x,u)—i-Z?:l WPy (T, 1) >
0. Then the relation f(u) > f(x) is impossible.
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Proof. Suppose that f(u) > f(x). Then the semistrict quasi invexity of
fi and the convexity of ® imply the inequalities ®(z,u, (V fi(u), pi(u))) < 0,
i=1,...,p, hence

( (Zlefz szpz x, U )) <
i u, (Vfi(u), pi(z,u))) < 0.

If w = 0, a contradiction easily follows from the equality Zl 10V fi(u) =0

and the inequality > °7_; vipi(x,u) > 0. If w # 0, take wj = = Y g =
Jj= 1 W

k
..k, and Qbserve that Ejzl wjg(x,y]) - ijl wjg(u,y N <0 and that
Z?:l wig(-,y’) is (P, po)-invex, where po(z,u) = Z?Zl wipyi (v, u). Then,
continue as in the proof of Theorem 7 with w = w’ and use the convexity
of . 0O

Finally, we obtain a direct duality result for (MW Dy). It is similar with
those established in Theorem 8 but the (®, py)*-invexity is replaced by the
stronger condition of (®, pp)-invexity.

THEOREM 11. Assume that g satisfies (11) and (12). Assume also that
the weak Slater’s condition (18) holds. Let a be a weakly efficient solution of
(VP). If each fi, i =1,...,p, is (P, p;)-semistrict quasi invex on X, where
pi(a,u) >0 for every u € Xo, and each g(-,y), y € Y is (P, py)-invex on X,
where min{py(z, a), py(a,u)} > 0 for every (xz,u) € X x Xy, , then there exist
veRL, ke Ny, ...,vF €Y and w € Rﬁ such that (a,v, (k,y", ..., y%), w)
is a weakly efficient solution of (MW Dy).

Proof. Apply Theorem 5 and use the previous result as in the proof of
Theorem 8. [J
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